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irma ratiani 
(saqarTvelo)

interdisciplinuri da interinstitucionaluri 
midgomebi – qarTuli literaturaTmcodneobiTi 

da qarTvelologiuri kvlevebis efeqturobis 
garanti

qarTvelologiuri kvlevebi qarTuli erovnuli mecniere-
bis TviTmyofadobis  dasturi da, Sesabamisad, qarTuli idento-
bis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi amomcnobia. 2008 wels vwerdi: „ra 
adgili uWiravs saqarTvelos Tanamedrove msoflio kulturul 
rukaze? rogoria misi roli msoflio civilizaciis istoriaSi? 
ra kulturuli kodis matarebelia qarTveli? ras niSnavs „patara 
eris“ kulturuli gamocdileba „didi erebis“ kulturuli gamoc-
dilebis fonze?.. am kiTxvebze pasuxis gacema qarTvelologiuri 
anu erovnuli samecniero kvlevebis prerogativaa, sadac erT-erTi 
centraluri adgili literaturaTmcodneobiT kvlevebs uWiravs“ 
(ratiani  2008: 7). es azri  dResac  inarCunebs  aqtualobas. qarTuli 
literaturaTmcodneobiTi kvlevebis istoria, iseve rogorc sxva 
qarTvelologiuri dargebis kvlevebis istoria, warmoaCens epo-
qebs,  standartebs,  kompromisebsa  da  winaaRmdegobebs, Tumca,  uc-
vlelad adasturebs qarTvelologiuri kvlevebis mizans, emsaxu-
ros  qveynis  interesebs: erTis mxriv, iyos qarTuli  identobis sa-
zomi da maCvenebeli, xolo, meores mxriv – warmoaCinos qarTuli 
kulturisa da erovnuli kvlevebis CarTuloba msoflio kultu-
rul procesebsa da samecniero dialogSi. isic kargad mogvexsene-
ba, rom samecniero kvlevebi ar dgas erT adgilas, aramed, viTarde-
ba dargebis ganviTarebisa da drois moTxovnilebebis Sesabamisad. 
Tanamedrove kvlevebis standarti ki, vfiqrob, prioritetulad 
interdiscilinuri da, Sesabamisad, interinstitucionaluri kvle-
vebiTaa  gansazRvruli,  ris  dasabuTebasac  literaturaTmcodneo-
biTi kvlevebis magaliTze Sevecdebi.

Jurnal „sjani“-is 2006 wlis nomerSi (№7), mivuTiTebdi: „li-
teraturul-Teoriuli azris ganviTarebis xangrZlivi istoriis 
[es] mokle mimoxilvac ki cxadyofs erT WeSmaritebas: literatu-
ris Teoria iyo  da  aris mudam cvalebadi  da ganviTarebadi  fenome-
ni.  literaturis  Teoria  arasodes da verasodes Cerdeba miRwe-
ulze  im  martivi  mizezis  gamo,  rom  sagani misi kvlevisa – litera-

pozicia / Position
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tura – ganuwyvetliv icvlis xedvis perspeqtivas da, rogorc mud-
mivad cvalebadi informaciuli  nakadi, ganuwyvetliv iTxovs  axal   
Teoriul xedvebs“ (ratiani 2006: 7). literaturaTcodneobis am 
istoriuli fleqsiurobis saukeTeso dadasturebas me-20 sau-
kunis pirveli naxevari warmoadgens, rodesac dargSi momxdarma 
cvlilebebma literaturul-Teoriuli azris moWarbebuli siWre-
le, siuxve da mravalferovneba gamoiwvia: „erTmaneTis gverdiT 
aRmocenda Teoriuli skolebi, romlebic gansxvavebul konceptu-
alur safuZvels eyrdnobodnen: rusuli formaluri skola, m. bax-
tinis dialoguri kritika, struqturalizmi, fsiqoanalizi, fe-
nomenologia,  semiologia,  hermenevtika,  amerikuli  „axali  kriti-
ka“ (ratiani 2006: 7). Seiqmna multiinterpretaciuli sivrce, rom-
lis meTodologiur saZirkvelsac inderdisciplinuri kvlevebi 
warmoadgenda, im martivi mizeziT, rom TiToeuli z.C. skola in-
terdisciplinur xasiaTs atarebda: rusuli formaluri skolis 
Teoria gvTavazobda literaturaTmcodnebiTi kvlevebis sinTezs 
lingvistikasa da/an filosofiasTan, mixail baxtinis „dialoguri 
kritikis“ SemTxvevaSi kvlevebi filosofiuri da istoriuli dis-
kursebis konteqstSi mimdinareobda, struqturalistebi mWidrod 
ikveTebodnen lingvistikasa da anTropologiasTan, „amerikuli 
„axali kritika“ esTetikis, lingvistikisa da filosofiis gziT mi-
dioda, da sxv. „interdisciplinuri kvlevebis umniSvnelovanes mo-
napovars warmoadgenda kvleva momijnave disciplinebTan aqtiur 
kavSirSi,   rac,   literaturis   Teoriis  SemTxvevaSi,   niSnavda   ana-
lizs konceptualur paralelebze dayrdnobiT, anu zogadhuma-
nitaruli kvleviTi arealis Seqmnas“ (ratiani 2006: 7). aRniSnuli 
midgoma iyo novatoruli, progresuli, revoluciuric ki, ris ga-
moc, „evropul da amerikul literaturaTmcodneobiT sivrceSi 
SemuSavebuli multiinterpretaciuli da interdisciplinuri me-
Todebi swrafad gavrcelda sxvadasxva nacionaluri literatu-
rebis doneze“ (ratiani 2006: 7); Seiqmna multikulturuli da 
komparativistuli kvlevebisaTvis saWiro pirobebi da sivrce, 
TumcaRa, am privilegiiT Zalzed SezRudulad sargeblobda sab-
WoTa  qveynebis  akademiuri  wreebi.  sabWoTa  mecniereba  da,  cxadia,
pirvel rigSi, literaturaTmcodneoba rogorc humanitaruli az-
rovnebis erT-erTi wamyvani dargi, reJimis ideologiur samiznes 
warmoadgenda.1 sabWoTa reJimis pirobebSi, qarTveli literatu-

1 iseve, rogorc Tavad mwerloba. TumcaRa, qarTuli mwerlobis sanaqebod unda 
iTqvas, rom  miuxedavad „mwerlobis moTvinierebis“ (ak. baqraZis termini) mcde-
lobisa, man SeZlo umTavresi Rirebulebebis gadarCena: „sabWoTa ideologiis 
pirobebSic ki, e.w. proletaruli da socialisturi diskursis fonze, qarTuli 
literatura cdilobda gasworeboda msoflio literaturul standartebs” 

irma ratiani
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raTmcodneebi moklebulni iyvnen aqtiuri TanamSromlobis saSu-
alebas dasavlur literaturul wreebTan: `akrZaluli „burJuazi-
uli literaturuli azrovnebis nimuSebis“ ara Tu citirebas, ara-
med xelisuflebisaTvis arasasurvel konteqstSi moxseniebasac 
ki SeiZleboda usiamo Sedegebi mohyoloda“ (ratiani 2006: 8). cal-
keuli mecnierebi da kritikosebi, marTalia, axerxebdnen mcire-
oden lavirebas, magram es sakmarisi ar iyo interdisciplinuri da 
multikulturuli kvlevebis gaSlisa da ganviTarebisaTvis.

dRes, rodesac postsabWoTa qarTulma literaturaTmcod-
neobam daZlia urTulesi etapebi, kerZod: moaxdina maqsimaluri 
asimilireba dasavlur literaturaTmcodenobasTan, gaafarTova 
kvlevebis Tematika, masStabi da diapazoni, ganaviTara komparati-
vistuli kvlevebi, Seqmna sauniversiteto modulebi da literatu-
rul-Teoriuli gamocemebis korpusi da moaqcia qarTuli mwerloba 
msoflio literaturuli kvlevebis yuradRebis arealSi,1 vfiqrob, 
dadga dro axali amocanebis daZlevisa, kerZod, qarTuli lite-
raturaTmcodneobiTi kvlevebis gadasvlisa interdisciplinur da 
interinstitucionalur platformaze.

literaturaTmcodneoba e.w. „wminda“, Seureveli saxiT – gu-
Sindeli dRea. saWiroa dargTaSorisi komunikaciebisa da kolabo-
raciis ganviTareba, rasac jer kidev gasuli saukunis dasawyisSi 
gvTavazobdnen da nergavdnen dasavluri literaturis Teoriis 
metrebi  da  rasac,  ideologiuri  SezRudvebis  gamo,  CamorCa  sabWo-
Ta periodis qarTuli literaturaTmcodneoba. calkeul mweralTa 
teqstebis da literaturuli procesebis analizi  mravalmxrivi 
meTodologiuri midgomiT unda ganxorcieldes, rac saSualebas 
mogvcems vawarmooT ama Tu im literaturuli periodis, modelisa 
Tu avtoris Semoqmedebis holistikuri kvleva. ratomaa efeqturi 
holistikuri kvleva? swored imitom, rom holizmi „mTlianobis“ 
filosofiaa, rac gulisxmobs Seswavlis obieqtis rogorc „mTli-
ani mocemulobis“da ara – calkeul nawilTa naerTis ganxilvas. in-
terdisciplinuri kvlevebi am mimarTulebiT gadadgmuli saetapo 
nabijad gvesaxeba: rac meti dargobrivi midgoma iqneba gamoyenebu-
li kvlevis procesSi, miT efeqturi iqneba Sedegi. interdiscipli-
nuri kvlevebis organizeba ki, TavisTavad, gulisxmobs interinsti-

(ratiani 2006: 8). am azris  ukeT  sailustraciod, ix.  i. ratianis monografia 
– „qarTuli mwerloba da msoflio literturuli procesi“. Tbilisis uni-
vesitetis gamomcemloba, 2018.
1 amis dasturia SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literturis insti-
tutis mier Catarebuli saerTaSoriso simpoziumebi da SedarebiTi literatu-
ris msoflio kongresi, agreTve, ucxour gamomcemlobebSi ganxorcielebuli 
gamocemebi.

interdisciplinuri da interinstitucionaluri midgomebi – qarTuli 
literaturaTmcodneobiTi da qarTvelologiuri kvlevebis efeqturobis garanti
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tucionalur kolaboracias, rodesac sxvadasxva profilis insti-
tuciebi erTiandebian saerTo kvlevis obieqtis garSemo. am  Tval-
TaxedviT, qarTuli literaturaTmcodneobiTi kvlevebi SesaZle-
belia mWidrod gadaejaWvos momijnave dargebs: istorias, eTikas, 
lingvistikas, filosofias, fsiqologias, xelovnebaTmcodneobas, 
kulturologias; agreTve, SedarebiT distancirebul dargebsac: 
geografias (literaturuli rukebisa da gzamkvlevebis Sedgena), 
maTematikas (gansakuTrebiT, leqsmcodneobis mimarTulebiT), da, 
cxadia, sadReisod yvelaze moTxovnad sferos – cifrul teqnolo-
giebs (cifruli literaturaTmcodneobis ganviTareba)1.

qarTuli literaturis instituti swored am axal plat-
formaze iwyebs gadasvlas, rac unda aisaxos kidec kvleviT proeq-
tebSi, da dabejiTebiT mouwodebs sxva qarTvelologiuri darge-
bis mesveurT SemouerTdnen am iniciativas. 

damowmebani:

Rat’iani, I. “Ts’inatkma”. Ts’ignshi: Lit’erat’uris Teoria. XX Sauk’unis Dziritadi Metodologiuri K’ontsep-
tsiebi da Mimdinareobani. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2008 (ratiani, i. `wi-

naTqma~. wignSi: literaturis Teoria. XX saukunis ZiriTadi meTodologiuri kon-

cefciebi da mimdinareobani. Tbilisi: literaturis institutis gamomcmeloba, 

2008).

Rat’iani, I. “Kartvelologiuri K’vlevebi – Tvitmizani tu Sats’iroeba?” Sjani, 9. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’i-
t’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2008 (ratiani, i. `qarTvelologiuri kvlevebi – TviTmizani Tu 

saWiroeba?~ sjani, #9. Tbilisi: literaturis institutis gamomcmeloba, 2008). 

1 2022 wels SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literaturis institutSi da-
fuZnda cifruli literaturis laboratoria.

irma ratiani
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Irma Ratiani 
(Georgia)

Interdisciplinary and Interinstitutional Approaches – 
Guarantor of the Effectiveness of Georgian literary Studies 

and Georgian Studies

Summary

Key Words: Georgian literary studies, Interdisciplinary approach, Inter-institu-
tional collaboration.

Georgian studies are evidence of the originality of Georgian national science 
and, therefore, one of the most important identifiers of Georgian identity. The devel-
opment of scientific research clearly reflects the dynamics of the process. The history 
of Georgian literary studies, as well as the history of Georgian studies in other human-
itarian areas, invariably confirms it’s goal to serve the interests of the country: on the 
one hand, to be a measure and indicator of Georgian identity, and on the other hand, 
to demonstrate the involvement of Georgian culture and national studies in world 
cultural processes and scholarly dialogue.

The history of literary studies, like the history of humanitarian researches in 
general, vividly reflects different epochs, standards, compromises and contradictions. 
Academic research never stands stagnant, but develops in accordance with the de-
velopment of the context and time. I’m more that sure, that the standard of modern 
literary studies is undoubtedly defined by interdisciplinary and inter-institutional re-
searches. The best confirmation of this historical flexibility of literary studies is the 
first half of the 20th century, when the changes in the field led to an excessive variety, 
abundance and diversity of literary-theoretical schools. A multi-interpretive space was 
created, the methodological foundation of which was interdisciplinary studies for the 
simple reason that each theoretical school had an interdisciplinary character. The nec-
essary conditions and space for multicultural and comparative studies were created; 
however, the academic circles of the Soviet countries had a limited access to this 
process. Soviet science and, of course, first of all, literary studies as one of the leading 
branches of humanitarian thought, were enclosed in a rigid ideological framework 
by the Soviet regime. Although individual scholars and critics were able to express 
the innovative opinion, it was not enough to develop interdisciplinary and multicul-
tural studies widely. Today, when the post-Soviet Georgian literary studies has over-
come the most difficult stages, and assimilated to the maximum with Western the 
literary studies, the time has come to develop interdisciplinary and inter-institutional 
researches. “Pure literary studies”, in an unmixed way, – it is a Yesterday. Today it’s 
crucial to improve interdisciplinary and inter-sectorial communications and collabo-
ration, which, in itself, implies inter-institutional collaboration. The Institute of Geor-
gian Literature is starting to move to this new platform and calls on other Georgian 
scholars to join this initiative.

interdisciplinuri da interinstitucionaluri midgomebi – qarTuli 
literaturaTmcodneobiTi da qarTvelologiuri kvlevebis efeqturobis garanti
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Jennifer Wallace 
(UK)

Global Plague, Local Pain: 
Mourning the Tragedy of Covid

In June 2022, I went down with Covid for the first time in more than two years 
of the pandemic. I suffered the usual symptoms of those who have already been safely 
vaccinated: sore throat, headache, fatigue, slight fever. Lying on the sofa I thought 
how strange it felt that the virus which had damaged the world economy and closed 
down country after country, from China to Europe, from New Zealand to the USA, 
had somehow settled now in my own throat. There could be, I reflected, no more 
graphic an illustration of the global/local nature of the pandemic, the coming together 
of the general and the particular, than the intimate feeling of harbouring the world’s 
first truly global plague in your own tonsils.

According to Elaine Scarry, understanding another’s suffering is as challenging 
as accessing a “deep subterranean fact” or an “interstellar event”. Pain marks the 
crucial demarcation between an intimate form of knowledge and an estranging 
bewilderment. “For the person in pain, so incontestably and unnegotiably present is it 
that ‘having pain’ may come to be thought of as the most vibrant example of what it is 
to ‘have certainty’”, she observes. “For the other person it is so elusive that ‘hearing 
about pain’ may exist as the primary model of what it is ‘to have doubt’” (Scarry 1985: 
3, 4). She goes on to elaborate these distinctions. The sufferer finds that physical pain 
not only cannot be expressed but also shatters language, reducing the sufferer to some 
prior state which might be considered more immediate and intense than anything 
accessible to verbalised cognition. Meanwhile the person who witnesses that suffering 
in another individual is brought to confront his or her necessary distance from that 
experience and his or her inability ever to fully inhabit or know it on a rational or 
expressible level. And yet that act of witness can also be an act of imagination as well 
as of doubt. Pain unmakes the world but attempting to imagine another’s pain rema-
kes it. 

Scarry’s observations on pain, language and the act of witnessing go to 
the heart of what is at stake in the tragic tradition. Drawing on Sophocles’ play 
Philoctetes, Scarry herself considered the relation between agony and language, the 
reduction of Philoctetes to incoherent cries when the pain of his infected foot becomes 
more severe. But on a wider level, the distinctions she identifies between experience 
versus explanation, or between sufferer and witness, are central to thinking about 
both tragedies on the stage and also the tragic crises of our times. For tragedies like 
traumatic events “simultaneously defy and demand our witness”, according to Cathy 
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Caruth (Caruth 1996: 5). They appeal to our capacity for compassion, for pity and fear 
when witnessing the suffering of another (Halliwell 1987: 44). Yet at the same time 
they remind us that we can never fully share that suffering and indeed that there might 
be degrees of troubling pleasure or at least fascinated curiosity and enjoyment in the 
very act of viewing the experience of another (Strindberg 1998: 57-58; Nuttall 2011). 
Tragedy thus demarcates sharply the experience of the individual from the collective, 
the local from the global, the immediate from the abstract, while appealing to just 
such a human capacity to cross such boundaries through sympathy and imagination. 
Indeed, as George Eliot put it at the end of Middlemarch, which rethought tragic 
representation in the new “medium” of the novel, “the growing good of the world” 
is partly dependent upon small acts of sympathy and compassion, on the “unhistoric 
acts” of recognising that other ordinary people have an “equivalent centre of self” 
to our own (Eliot 1965: 896; 243). So tragedy, I contend, is traditionally the form in 
which societies register their sense of grief, responsibility, collective compassion and 
individual relief at survival and through which they seek a kind of moral wisdom. It 
is the form in which they express their desire for explanation and their bewilderment 
at not knowing, while potentially “remaking the world” through their sympathetic act 
of watching.

The tragic genre has identifiable structures in which to pattern our experience 
and thereby seek to express and understand it. Set out by Aristotle in his attempt to 
rationalise and make intelligible the dramatic tradition, the expected features of tragic 
plays have become well-known in the way we think about the definition of the literary 
or dramatic form. But these features are also evident in our everyday experience and 
identifiable in the global and local phenomenon of the pandemic. There is the issue 
of the cause of – or responsibility for – the catastrophe that ensues, encapsulated in 
Aristotle’s notion of hamartia; there is the playing out of the crisis or catastrophe 
through narrative which constitutes a form of explanation, or what might be described 
as the tragic plot (Aristotle’s injunction that “well designed plot-structures ought not 
to begin or finish at arbitrary points, but to follow the principles indicated”) (1; and 
then there is the expectation that the play should conclude with the act of recognition, 
or anagnorisis, implicitly both on the part of the protagonist and the audience. The 
experience of the Covid pandemic conformed to these Aristotelian features but also re-
wrote them. We can thus use the expected features of the tragic genre to try to “read” 
the tragedy of Covid but we must also simultaneously attend to their deconstruction 
as tropes for understanding. And, indeed, in that deconstruction Covid paradoxically 
follows a recognisable trend in tragic drama, that of defying witness and shattering the 
rules and patterns for expressing suffering. 

1 The Poetics of Aristotle, p. 39, chapter 7.
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Hamartia of plague

Tragic plots revolve around the moment when the hero makes the wrong choice 
or what Aristotle calls the hamartia, sometimes wrongly translated as fatal flaw. There 
is then a very limited period of time between deed and consequences. As soon as 
Macbeth kills the king, he is damned and unnatural signs of turmoil, such as horses 
eating each other, follow that very same night. But in certain tragedies there is actually 
a considerable time lapse between transgression and consequence and indeed it is hard 
to pinpoint exactly the moment of hamartia. In Oedipus Rex, for example, Oedipus 
has killed his father and married his mother years before the play begins with his 
journey towards discovery. And even then, those fateful decisions to murder and to 
marry were arguably not the first tragic choices in the story but were preceded by 
Oedipus’s journey to the oracle at Delphi to find out his parentage, and that was in 
turn preceded by his parents’ tragic choice to seek to destroy him at birth. There’s also 
a case to be made about the tragedy of minor characters, those caught up in the tragic 
plot, as victims, collateral damage, unwilling participants. Hamartia can be dispersed 
across multiple parties, or indeed one person’s hamartia can cause tragedy for many 
people. Agency and responsibility in tragic drama are highly complex, reflecting our 
continuing sense both of our culpability in world-changing situations and also our 
inability fully to control them. 

And yet the consequences of the Oedipal hamartia are evident in the plague 
that form the opening crisis of the play. Imperceptible at first, the infection has spread 
inexorably as the pollution and incest at the heart of the city’s government has festered 
undetected. Plague is thus cause and consequence of the play’s action, both the source 
and the symptom, both the immediate catalyst and the longer-term environmental 
context for the catastrophe that ensues. Plague in tragedy functions, therefore, as a 
moral litmus. Angry Apollo shoots his plague-filled arrows down on the Greeks for 
ten days at the beginning of the Iliad. Mired in stalemate conflict, disease is a sign of 
moral corruption in Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida. Pandarus sets the tone with 
his “whoreson phthisic” and “rheum in [his] eyes” and he infects the whole camp, 
making their sick bodies now and in the future a sign of wider social sickness: 

…If you cannot weep, yet give some groans,
Though not for me, yet for your aching bones…
Till then I’ll sweat and seek about for eases,
And at that time bequeath you my diseases.

(Shakespeare 1997:1905) 

Characters in tragic drama become sick because they have neglected to confront 
a sin at the very core of their community (Hamlet’s “something is rotten in the state 
of Denmark” leaving ambiguous whether that rottenness is located in the ghost’s 
appearance or in the prince’s “wax[ing] desperate with imagination”) (Shakespeare 
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1684). Even Creon in Antigone, responsible for leaving his dead nephew unburied 
and allowing his niece to be buried alive, is told the news that the altars in his city are 
being polluted with the pieces of Polyneices’ unburied body dropped by birds.1  Sin is 
leading to disease and pollution. Human hamartia creates the conditions for sickness 
and infection. 

The origins of Covid were somewhat opaque and so inevitably conspiracy 
theories quickly developed to fill that gap. It’s more comforting for people to be given 
explanations or even secret plots behind world events than it is to acknowledge the 
role of accident, unpredictability and lack of human control. Conspiracy theories 
work a little like tragic fate, with the lone conspiracy theorist similar to the soothsayer 
deciphering the riddling oracle. The truth is to be found hidden beneath the surface and 
it is somehow reassuring to the theorist to find confirmed their pre-existing distrust of 
the authorities that supposedly protect us.  So, while the general consensus is that the 
virus emerged in the wild meat or “wet” markets in Wuhan, suspicion focused upon 
the Wuhan Institute of Virology, where bat coronaviruses are studied, and specifically 
the human tampering with different strains and proteins of viruses known as “gain 
of function” research(Dance 2021).  Could a super-virus, artificially created in the 
lab, have accidentally escaped into the community? Was this the Frankenstein-like 
consequence of interfering with nature, made all the more insidious and powerful 
because of the efforts to deny it and hush it up? China had delayed the quarantining of 
Wuhan until the 3rd week in January, although “Patient Zero”, a 70-year old man, fell 
ill on 1st December (Honigsbaum 2020:133). Similarly, Oedipus’s miasma festers and 
spreads because it has been hidden, “pollution inbred in this very land”, as his brother-
in-law Creon says (Sophocles 2015:18). And for conspiracy theorists any denial is 
only interpreted as a cover-up, proving all the more powerfully the plots of our rulers. 

But you don’t need conspiracy theories about lab leaks to interpret Covid-19 
as a consequence of our worldwide environmental hubris. Transgressing further and 
further upon the wild, whether exploring in the bat caves around Wuhan or selling 
wild animals like wolf cubs and crocodiles at food markets there or chopping down the 
rainforest in the Amazon, we are perhaps even more guilty of trespass in the twenty-
first century then Philoctetes was when he stepped into the holy sanctuary of the 
goddess Chryse and was inflicted with an unhealable wound on his leg as punishment. 
Zoonotic diseases – viruses that leap from animals to humans, the spread of infectious 
diseases between species – are only going to increase with environmental destruction 
and have not come without warning from veterinary ecologists. Indeed, according 
to Mark Honigsbaum in The Pandemic Century, even at the time of the first SARS 
outbreak in 2003 scientists could see that “the consumption of exotic sources of 

1 Teiresias to Creon: “Sickness has come upon us, and the cause / Is you: Our altars and our sacred 
hearths / Are all polluted by the dogs and birds / That have been gorging on the fallen body / Of 
Polyneices”: Antigone, translated by H.D.F. Kitto (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 35, 
lines 1014-18.
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protein, urban overcrowding, international jet travel, and the growing interconnectivity 
of global markets presented” the perfect conditions for a rapidly spreading worldwide 
plague (Honigsbaum 2020:136).  Natural equilibriums are being upended by human 
activity and will only get disordered with climate change. In Shakespeare’s Troilus 
and Cressida, Ulysses sets out the classic Early Modern beliefs about the “discord” 
that follows if you disrupt the moral and political order and “take but degree away”:

  When the planets 
In evil mixture to disorder wander,
What plagues, and what portents, what mutiny?
What raging of the sea, shaking of earth?
Commotion in the winds, frights, changes, horrors,
Divert and crack, rend and deracinate
The unity and married calm of states
Quite from their fixture. O when degree is shaked,
Which is the ladder to all high designs,
The enterprise is sick (Shakespeare 1997: 1847).

One might see an entanglement of environmental, political and moral disorder 
lying behind the “sickness” of Covid-19, “diverting and cracking” the “unity and 
married calm of states” around the world. 

In a further tragic irony, of course, the environmental hubris that arguably caused 
the pandemic has harboured and bred further disasters in its wake, like the festering 
curses of the Furies. Covid has produced vast quantities of waste products: piles of 
PPE to be burnt; discarded masks; the plastic vials of testing equipment and vaccines 
(Mah 2022). Meanwhile the brief hiatus in air travel, which some thought might have 
a positive impact on global carbon emissions, seems to have been forgotten quickly 
with flights in 2023 expected to reach almost 2019 levels (OAG: Flight Database and 
statistics 2023). Covid only distracted attention from the climate emergency; it didn’t 
mitigate it at all. 

Narratives of Covid 

Aristotle famously pointed to the importance of the tragic plot. Every tragedy 
should have a beginning, a middle and an end; well-constructed plots should not end in 
random.  Tragic narratives are formulated to order, explain or understand inexplicable 
catastrophe and suffering.  They attempt to name the unnameable, combining memory, 
commemoration, dramatic storytelling and feeling to powerful effect.   Homer might 
create the large epic poem describing the siege of Troy, but Greek tragedies were 
made up of  “large cuts taken from Homer’s mighty dinners”, finding within the 
large tragic event, little tragic stories of different individuals caught up in that wider 
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conflict (Athenaeus 1969:75).  One might, in this context, think of a comparison 
with “reading” the tragedy of 9/11, where the whole catastrophe was triggered by 
those planes flying into the World Trade Center but contained within it there were 
multiple tragic narratives: individual choices and lives lost on that day as well as 
individuals affected by subsequent events happening in the name of 9/11(Wallace 
2019:21-28). But just as in tragic drama where events exceed the neat Aristotelian 
structure and its expectations, so the need to impose a narrative pattern upon events as 
a form of explanation or comfort is so often thwarted by our experience of excessive, 
inexplicable suffering, injustice or chaotic violence. 

The tragic plot of Covid was arguably an algorithm. There was the trackable 
time lag between infection, presentation of symptoms, hospitalisation, and death. 
There was the R number (rate of infection) which, when it rose above 1, indicated 
the exponential spread of the disease. The pandemic could be understood statistically 
or even as a graph. We were told in the early days to practise “social distancing” in 
order to “flatten the curve”. We were reduced, accordingly, to statistics and patterns. 
But individual fear was exacerbated by the sense that no graphs or predictions seemed 
able to control the future. Country after country closed down, air travel ceased, stock 
markets crashed. Mary Shelley’s prophetic novel The Last Man (1826) envisaged just 
such a global pandemic, an “invincible monster”, moving inexorably from Asia to the 
West and eventually wiping out the human race: 

Nature, our mother and our friend, had turned on us a brow of menace. 
She shewed us plainly, that, though she permitted us to assign her laws 
and subdue her apparent powers, yet, if she put forth but a finger, 
we must quake. She could take out globe, fringed with mountains, girded 
by the atmosphere, containing the condition of our being, and all that man’s
mind could invent or his force achieve; she could take the ball in her hand,  

   and cast it into space, where life would be drunk up, and man and all his efforts 
forever annihilated (Shalley 1994: 232).

 
Nature, for Shelley, thus takes on ambiguous force, both protecting and 

annihilating us. On the one hand, the algorithms and statistics of Covid amounted 
to an instance of Timothy Morton’s hyperobject, dwarfing the human scale of 
comprehension (Morton 2013). But on the other hand, we could read them as society’s 
attempts to understand and contains the virus, an Aristotelian tragic pattern which was 
then overwhelmed by the even greater hyperobject of the pandemic itself. 

Covid exposed the incommensurability of global statistics and individual 
stories. As epidemiologists pointed out, the virus behaves with scientific objectivity, 
immune to politics and morals, however much politicians might want to wish it 
away or manipulate it for political ends. Covid doesn’t understand national borders, 
as many quipped at the time. And yet the pandemic revealed the divisive nature of 
our current politics, the inequality of our world and the very different experiences 
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of individuals suffering its consequences. We only have to look at the disparity of 
access to vaccines between the wealthiest countries and the Global South, or indeed, 
in Britain, the mortality rates of the middle or upper classes and the poorest in the 
country, those workers on the frontline, those of ethnic minority background who 
were disproportionately affected by Covid. There was a tragic incommensurability 
between science and politics, between the seemingly inexorable spread of the virus 
and the stories we tell. Dr Stockmann, in Ibsen’s An Enemy of the People, is adamant 
that the scientific truth behind the contamination of the town’s Baths is paramount and 
simple, only to find that the politics and economics of the town complicate the urgency 
of his message. “As a doctor and a man of science, you regard this matter of the water-
supply as something quite on its own”, says the editor of the local newspaper to him. 
“It probably hasn’t struck you that it’s tied up with a lot of other things”. The poison, 
the editor goes on to elaborate, is due to the “swamp that our whole community is 
standing rotting on” (Ibsen 1960:25-26).

As the pandemic unfolded, readers turned to plague literature from the past to 
try to make sense of their experience.  Boccaccio’s Decameron and Samuel Johnson’s 
Rasselas helped to reframe the experience of lockdown. Camus’s La Peste spoke to 
the early forms of denial and repression associated with an infectious disease running 
rife through a community and the futile efforts of individuals to avoid their demise. 
But mostly what became apparent was that pandemic literature itself is haunted by 
the past, by the traces of traditional culture through which it tries to make sense of 
catastrophe. Emily St. John Mandel’s 2014 novel, Station Eleven, does this most 
strikingly, depicting the impact of a devastating global virus through the experience 
of a group of travelling players who survive and perform Shakespeare and classical 
music. The beauty and “spell” of Shakespeare reminds both actors and audience of 
the value of culture and briefly allows them to escape their current horror through the 
memory of former “elegance”:

A few of the actors thought Shakespeare would be more relatable
if they dressed in the same patched and faded clothing their audience
wore, but Kirsten thought it meant something to see Titania in a gown,
Hamlet in a shirt and tie (Mandel 2014:151).

But besides beauty, Shakespeare also offers reassuring examples of precedent 
to characters in Mandel’s novel. Plague closed the theatres several times in 
Shakespeare’s day and A Midsummer’s Night’s Dream’s Titania, queen of the fairies 
played by one of the protagonists, Kristen, speaks both of the pestilence of 1594 and 
of the futuristic one of the novel (approximately 2040), as well as 2020 when the 
novel enjoyed an even greater popularity: “Therefore the winds, piping to us in vain, 
as in revenge, have sucked up from the sea contagious fogs” (Mandel 2014: 57). Yet, 
besides Station Eleven, one can see examples of retrieving fragments from the past to 
“shore up against the ruin” of catastrophe in Ling Ma’s novel Severance, in which the 
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main character takes photos of New York steeped in the canonical tradition of street 
photography. Referencing William Eggleston, Stephen Shore and Nan Goldin, Ling 
Ma’s protagonist seeks to continue to make sense of her city within the long history 
of photographic witness even as Zombie-like horror of the plague takes hold of the 
world and reduces its victims to a terrifying fog of dementia, erasing them from within 
(Ma 2018:193-195). 

  Even the extremely bleak The Road by Cormac McCarthy, which also attracted 
more readers during Covid, draws upon biblical syntax, setting catastrophe within a 
religious apocalyptic tradition (McCarthy 2006).1 

Corrupting tragedy, plague narratives both follow the genre and constantly 
modify it. Indeed, disease deconstructs and eradicates existing reliable structures 
whether they be physical bodies, society’s law and order or even narrative patterns 
related to literary genre. At the beginning of Station Eleven, the actor Arthur Leander 
collapses and dies on stage halfway through performing King Lear; the curtain is 
brought down and the production closed. But the memory of the play and its extended, 
torturous, spiraling plot structure (“He hates him much / That would upon the rack of 
this tough world / Stretch him out longer”) continue to haunt the whole novel, from 
the enigmatic, attenuated father/daughter relationship between Arthur and Kristen, 
to the unexpected acts of kindness between strangers (like the servant tending to 
Gloucester’s blinded eye: King Lear, 3.7.110-111) to the unravelling of character 
and identity under pressure (“it was becoming more difficult to hold on to himself”) 
(King Lear, 5.3.312-314).  If Lear exceeds its tragic structure through its “overliving” 
(Wilson 2005: 113-128) and its dramatisation of the paradox “the worst is not / So 
long as we can say ‘this is the worst’”, so Station Eleven evokes and exceeds even 
that precedent, eroding the human dimensions of tragic plots through the erasure of 
catastrophe (King Lear, 4.1.28-29)

As the Chinese are discovering with their ongoing difficulties of easing out of 
lockdown, it is hard to declare that Covid is over and that the pandemic has run its 
course. There is no simple narrative pattern to the disease but rather it runs through 
peaks and troughs, the graphs dipping and spiking but no longer a feature on the 
nightly news. “Is this the promised end?”, Kent asks in King Lear, on seeing the 
horror of the aged king walking onto stage with his dead daughter in his arms. “Or 
image of that horror”, is the reply from Edgar, pushing back once again that promised 
satisfaction of a conclusion (King Lear, 5.3.262-3). With Long Covid still affecting 
2.8% of the UK population and 7.5% of the US population but the news agenda now 
moved on to the war in Ukraine, the global energy crisis and economic hardship, the 
pandemic is a forgotten, unresolved tragedy, like Ling Ma’s Zombie limbo, without 
the necessary recognition or memory as I will go on to explain (O’Mahoney 2023).

1 See O. Alan Noble, “The Bible” in Cormac McCarthy in Context, edited by Steven Frye (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020), pp. 98-106.
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Recognition or non-recognition
 
Recognition (ἀναγνωρις) is one of the key features of tragedy, according to 

Aristotle. This marks the moment, both for the character and for the audience, when 
potentially everyone realises that no man should be considered blessed until he 
sees his last days. For philosophers like Martha Nussbaum and Judith Butler, the 
recognition of “precariousness” or our “common human vulnerability” becomes 
one of the beneficial wisdoms of tragedy (Nussbaum 2003:10-26). When we see the 
protagonist of tragedy is a “man like ourselves” (Aristotle), when we respond to the 
face of the other, we can be opened up to “what is precarious in another life or, rather, 
the  precariousness  of life  itself” (Butler 2004:134).  But recognition in Aristotle 
carries the double sense of the discovery of the unknown and the identification of 
the already known, so in tragedy it can entail both the process of acknowledgement 
(Butler, Cavell) and also the reinforcement of existing categories (Cavell 2003). He 
argued that the  “change from ignorance to knowledge”, which the act of recognition 
entailed, provoked both pity and fear that could be solidified into bonds of friendship 
or enmity (The Poetics of Aristotle, chapter 10). Tragic fear, then, could provoke 
hostility, or at least, according to Patchen Markell, reinforce and perpetuate structures 
of inequality, subordination and dominance, making the world “intelligible” by 
“stratifying it” (Markell 2003:1-2).1

Traditionally in tragedy, with recognition comes the time of lament. We think 
of Theseus in Euripides’ play Hippolytus taking the gathered pieces of his son’s 
dismembered body “in [his] arms”, or Creon with his son Haemon at the close of 
Antigone.2 Or Lear with Cordelia at the end of King Lear. At the close of that play, Lear 
might not be said to fully “acknowledge” his daughter’s separate existence, according 
to Cavell, or to achieve real recognition of his situation (Lear dies in an “ecstasy” of 
hope, observed AC Bradley) (Bradley 1905:291) but at least he experiences the non-
verbal, non-rational consolation of touch:

Pray you, undo this button. Thank you, sir.
Do you see this? Look on her, look, her lips,
Look there, look there! (King Lear, 5.3.308-310)

Tragic recognition takes bodily rather than intellectual form, as characters 
absorb the information slowly. Pain and loss have to be felt along the heart, as the 
chorus sing in Robert Fagles’ beautiful translation of the Oresteia:

1 For a more extensive discussion of the ambiguity of tragic recognition, see Jennifer Wallace, 
“Photography, Tragedy and Osama bin Laden: Looking at the Enemy”, Critical Quarterly, 57.2 
(2015), pp. 17-35).
2 Hippolytus, translated by James Morwood (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 79, line 
1432; Antigone: p. 43, lines 1261-69.
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We cannot sleep, and drop by drop at the heart
the pain of pain remembered comes again,
and we resist, but ripeness comes as well.

(Aeschylus 1979: 109)

Only through the drip-drip of shared grief can we be said to reach some 
understanding, to “suffer into truth” as Fagles puts it, his translation of pathei mathos 
in the Greek.1 The phrase means some sort of relationship between suffering and 
learning, although exactly how suffering leads to learning or how the two words are 
connected grammatically or philosophically is precisely what tragedy explores.

But Covid lockdown rules meant that people were unable to mourn. Elderly 
parents quarantined in care homes could only wave through a window.  Those dying 
from Covid in hospital were attended only by hospital staff while families were for-
ced to say goodbye to their relatives over Facetime, an experience I had with my own 
dying father. The last view many Covid victims would have had were of unknown 
nurses and doctors in full PPE. Medical masks, the sign - as Birgit Dawes has argued 
- of the very risk which they serve to prevent, “dissolv[ing] … the boundary between 
identity and alterity”, also became like tragic masks, hiding individual identity in 
some larger ritualistic  and  performative  collectivity, which  tokens both a common  
vulnerability and a distancing fear (Dawes 2021:7). Those dying of Covid were and 

at the same time were not recog-nised 
in the tragic sense. Indeed, the double 
sense of estrangement and need for 
the ack-nowledgement of the human 
face was encapsulated in the decision 
by some hospital nurses and therapists 
to attach pictures of their unmasked 
faces to their chests, so that they 
could be “seen” in printed, laminated        
form while  their   actual   faces were 
obscured in alien type masks, goggles 
and plastic visors. (See figure 1) (As- 

            melash  and  Ebrhahimji  2020).  Rep-
        resentation    was   more   recognisable

           than the surreal reality of the crisis. 
In place of family funerals and the opportunity during the pandemic for real 

mourning and in order to confront the strangely attenuated tragedy of the virus, a 
community-generated monument to a hidden pandemic has grown up from the 

1 Fagles, p. 109, line 179; Aeschylus, Agamemnon, Loeb Classical Library, (Cambridge, MA.: Har-
vard University Press, 1926), p. 18, line 177.

Global Plague, Local Pain: Mourning the Tragedy of Covid

Figure 1



22

metaphorical grassroots in the UK. The Covid Memorial Wall stretches between 
Westminster and Lambeth bridges along the River Thames in London directly opposite 
the Houses of Parliament (Figure 2). Red hearts were painted all along it and families 
from across the country come to claim a heart and write the name of their loved one 
lost to  Covid. It is  demotic,  haphazard and  uncontrolled, and even now it is unclear 

how long it will be permitted to remain. But it follows a tradition of displaying the 
dead for lament and witness that goes back to Greek tragedy. Like the bodies rolled 
out on the ekkyklema in the theatre for the chorus and the audience to mourn, the 
wall’s hearts, which stretch as far as the eye can see, force a public recognition of 
the more than 150,000 lives lost in the UK, partly because of the wrong decisions or 
hamartia of the government opposite. This, it seems to me, is the British tragic site 
of Covid. 

Generic intelligibility and the question of catharsis

According to one interpretation of Aristotle’s Poetics, his notion of catharsis 
marks the crucial break between the experience of tragedy in the world and the aesthetic 
enjoyment of tragedy in the theatre. If catharsis is translated as purging or “washing us 
free of the emotions”, then the implication is that the spectator is detached from what 
is viewed and that he or she exploits that spectacle for therapeutic effect. This allows 
us, as Brecht believed, to leave the dramatic performance entertained, satisfied and 
ready to continue ordinary life unperturbed and unchanged (Brecht 1964:181). But 
if, on the other hand, catharsis is translated as purifying or “washing the emotions”, 
then the implication is that watching tragedy doesn’t detach us aesthetically from the 
suffering but rather it makes us more sensitive to future watching.1 Catharsis in this 
case becomes more immersive and participatory – a process that we all collectively 
go through. The global pandemic might seem amenable to the second notion. While 

1 The Poetics of Aristotle, p. 37, chapter 6. See Halliwell’s commentary on this passage: pp. 89-
90. The literal alternative translations from the Greek “δι᾽ ἐλέου καὶ φόβου περαίνουσα τὴν τῶν 
τοιούτων παθημάτων κάθαρσιν” (1449b) are my own.
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we cannot make sense of it yet, we might feel our continued sympathetic witnessing 
of it make us more attuned to thinking about it in the future. 

The experiences of Covid are, in many ways, unthinkable and un-representable. 
They are hard to fathom partly because they are so recent; they have scarcely had 
time to settle from event into narrative, from experience into knowledge. They 
also have often removed individuals from the picture, making the pandemic seem 
not understandable on a human scale. This crisis, we might say, has disfigured our 
imaginations. It has removed the individual figures that make compassion possible – 
or it literally has prevented the natural processes of grief and mourning.

Yet, through the exploration of hamartia, dramatic plot and forms of 
recognition and lament, we can project the human scale back into the inhuman, global 
disaster. Thinking about our contemporary world involves a tussle between figural 
interpretation and disfiguration (Harries 2007:103-114). Tragedy can be thought of as 
a figurative and figuring way of seeing, both in the sense of reminding us of the figure 
in history, with his or her own feelings and desires, and also in the Erich Auerbach 
sense of reading one historical event in light of another (Auerbach 1959: 53). Setting 
individual stories into a wider, traditional pattern of narrative or theatre has the merit 
of making intelligible what seems particular. It makes it recognisable and therefore 
grievable.

Of course, despite Aristotle’s analysis in the Poetics, tragic dramas are not 
strictly patterned. Classical tragedy acknowledges its own blindspots and resistances, 
and frequently does not conform to, or confine itself within, the pattern. So, reading the 
experiences of the pandemic now, figuring them again, in the tradition of tragedy is by 
no means to order them. But it is to pay attention to the wider narratives of our times 
and to think about the attempts to make week-to-week events intelligible through that 
patterning. This might be the start of action, informing and revising the structures of 
feelings and ideas of tragedy that respond to social disorder and recuperating a sense 
of what we all share, what we hold generically in common. 
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jenifer uolesi
(didi britaneTi)

globaluri Wiri, lokaluri tkivili: 
urva kovidis tragediaze

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: pandemia,  pandemiis literatura, globa-
luri  aRqma, lokaluri reagireba.

kovid 19-is pandemiam radikalurad Segvicvala warmodgena 
sakuTar Tavze, rogorc globalur, ise nacionalur Tu adgilob-
rivi doneze. Cven vnaxeT infeqciis yovlismomcveli masStabi, erov-
nuli loqdaunebi da vaqcinebis gavrceleba, romelTa dozebis 
misaRebad  saxelmwifoebi  erTmaneTs  eqiSpebodnen,  gaxsnili  sazR-
vrebi ki xelaxla Caiketa. cxare debatebma, adgilobriv doneze, 
niRbebis tarebis aucileblobis Sesaxeb, wamoWra sakiTxi: raze 
vfiqrobT Cven, individualur Tavisuflebaze Tu koleqtiur pa-
suxismgeblobaze? kovidma gavlena moaxdina adamianur urTier-
Tobebsa da glovis ritualzec. 

ra warmodgena gagviCnda pandemiis Sesaxeb am gamocdile-
bis Sedegad? rogori iyo literaturisa da xelovnebis reaqcia am 
krizisze? ramdenad SeuZlia tradiciul literaturas Tu sxva 
saxelovnebo resursebs dagvexmaron, gadaviazroT Cvens sazoga-
doebaSi momxdari cvlilebebi da aRviqvaT sakuTari Tavi ukanas-
kneli ori wlis gan mavlobaSi?

statiSi ganxilulia pandemiis paradoqsebi: misi globaluri 
gavrceleba da izolirebis gamomwvevi efeqti; erTsa da imave dros, 
urTierTsiaxlovis survili da SiSi; avadmyofoba, romelic arRvevs 
sazRvrebs da mainc, iwvevs mogzaurobebis SezRudvas. 
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Dana Freibach-Heifetz
(Israel)

Writing in a Time of Epidemic

One can talk about trauma, and perhaps also about disassociation. About the 
unbearable and the unresolved. Fear of collapse (whether conceivable or not). 
The ability to contain. Defenses. Their breakdown. Survival versus extinction 
(what survives? what becomes extinct?). Subversion and reconstruction. 
Regression. The attempt to convert psychosis into neurosis. Either way, reality 
evades the stubborn attempt to understand it. What good would words do.
But at certain moments the need to talk is felt, and of all things, in terms of 
standing at the threshold of a black hole.
And then of falling into it.1 

This passage from Dana Freibach-Heifetz’s book, In the Desert of Things 
(“Numbers, Deuteronomy”) not only contains short and fragmented sentences, and 
uses many periods, as if the speaker is short of breath, but also generates a fast pace 
that fuels anxiety. The text staccatos “Collapse. Breakdown. Extinction. standing at 
the threshold of a black hole”. Freibach-Heifetz’s book was written in February and 
March 2020, In the midst of the first wave of COVID19, when no one knew how it 
would change the world, and millions of people were quarantine. This book was thus 
one of the first to confront the trauma of the pandemic. 

The book is composed of 113 fragments in various genres, encompassing a 
range of voices, sights and senses of life during the epidemic that range from everyday 
details (e.g. eating) to more cultural and philosophical concerns (like the concepts of 
inside and outside), and combines realism with the world of dreams and fantasy that 
portray the archetype of a plague. The book was published in two versions, one of 
which includes 36 color photographs by Yoram Kupermintz that create a rich dialogue 
with the texts. 

This talk examines Freibach-Heifetz’s text to articulate the relationship 
between the stylistic features of this book – such as using fragments, different genres 
and points of view, the combination of texts with visual images – and its thematic 
components, with the fact that it was written dead center in the eye of COVID storm. 

1 Dana Heifetz, In the Desert of Things (Tel-Aviv, 2021), №56. The translation of fragments from 
this book is by Shir Freibach.
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(A) Style
Trauma is our starting point, and more specifically: an experience of an 

ineffable split in reality.1 Trauma theorists such as Dominik LaCapra, Shoshana 
Felman, and Cathy Caruth have examined the power of literature to deviate from 
realism through devices such as retrospection, deconstruction and reconstruction of 
memory, repetitions, and fragmentation.2When a theorist such as Stef Craps maintain 
that “trauma theories often justify their focus on anti-narrative, fragmented, modernist 
forms of pointing to similarities with the psychic experience of trauma”, he means 
that when critics talk about trauma in literature they tend to refer to literary modes 
that disrupt the “conventional mode of representation, such as can be found in 
modernist art.”3 Specific narrative techniques, usually adhering to notions endorsed 
by post-structuralism and deconstruction, are thought to be the most potent ways to 
communicate trauma. 

Another key component of theories of trauma representation is the relationship 
between trauma and graphic vision. Judith Herman noted that “traumatic memories 
lack verbal narrative and context; rather, they are encoded in the form of vivid 
sensations and images.”4 As she points out, “the ultimate goal [...] is to put the story, 
including its imagery, into words”, but obviously many texts that delve into trauma 
use visual, realistic or imaginary snapshots.

1 Trauma theorists such as Cathy Caruth, Shoshana Felman, Geoffrey Hartman, and Dominick 
LaCapra all consider that the structure of experience and the pathology of events cannot be fully 
assimilated by the psyche, and are repeatedly replayed in the mind’s eye. See the works of Cathy 
Caruth, Literature in the Ashes of History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013); Cathy 
Caruth, Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative and History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, 1996); Shoshana Felman and Dori Laub, Testimony: Crisis of Witnessing in Litera-
ture, Psychoanalysis, and History (New York: Routledge, 1992); Geoffrey Hartman, “On Traumatic 
Knowledge and Literary Studies”, New Literary History Vol, 26 (1995), 537-563; Dominick LaCap-
ra, Writing History, Writing Trauma (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001); Robert Ea-
glestone, “Knowledge, ‘Afterwardness’ and The Future of Trauma Theory”, The Future of Trauma 
Theory (London and New York: Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group, 2014).
2 Fragmentation and the deconstruction of realistic literary norms drive LaCapra’s reading of 
Borowski and Morrison, Felman’s reading of Albert Camus’ works, and Caruth’s reading of Resnais 
and Dorfman. In this sense, it is not surprising that the literary theory of trauma has evolved through 
the writings of poststructuralists and deconstructionalist writers such as Paul de Man, Jacques Der-
rida and Jean-Francois Lyotard.
3 Craps, “Beyond Eurocentrism: Trauma theory and the Global age”, The Future of Trauma Theory: 
Contemporary Literary Criticism, eds. Gert Buelens, Sam Durrant and Robert Eaglestone, (New 
York: Routledge, 2014), 45-62, esp. 50.
Craps reads Aminatta Forna’s The Memory of Love to show that “literary realism, which does not 
derive its haunting power from the convention of turning unspeakable suffering into broken, trauma-
tized speech,” can express traumatic expression as well (Craps, “Beyond Eurocentrism”, 57). Roger 
Luckhust shares this criticism when he discusses texts and cultural forms of trauma narrative. Roger 
Luckhurst, The Trauma Question (London and New York: Routledge, 2008), 82-83.
4 Judith Herman, Trauma and Recovery: The Aftermath of Violence-from Domestic Abuse to Politi-
cal Terror (New York: BasicBooks, 1997), 38.
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The first poetic device implemented in In the Desert of Things (“Numbers, 
Deuteronomy”) is fragmentation. The book itself is a collection of fragments. However, 
some of the fragments themselves are written in a fragmented, disassembled 
style as lists of actions, objects, feelings, concepts or imperatives that express the 
incomprehensible nature of the experience and its absurdity. The fragment we cited 
earlier, is a good example; and more so is the next one:

The archives still hold some copies of the pasquinades that were posted at that 
time in the streets of cities and villages. They read:
Solidarity in the community is crucial now more than ever (nobody wants to 
be alone).
You are requested to do. To hang up to ensure to remain to safeguard to organize 
and to sing.
And especially: to not stop.
The current time is challenging.
Each and every one of us must demonstrate social responsibility.
We join the call: possibilities. Adjust ourselves. Be ready.
A new era summons widespread global possibilities.
An important educational lesson that teaches agility and adaptability to 
changing needs in an age of uncertainty.
A huge opportunity for leveraging.
We are doing all we can. Standing together in these difficult days. Assisting as 
well as receiving ample support.
We shall not give up!
Life goes on!!!1

This fragment mimics “erasure poems” where the author takes a text (in this 
case, an email sent by the dean of the college where she teaches) and deletes words 
from it, mainly conjunctions, thereby produces a new, defamiliarized text. 

Lists and catalogues also reflect an attempt to hang onto acts and objects when 
causal or rational explanations fail to produce satisfactory responses. Putting them in 
a list eliminates any type of hierarchical relationship and assigns an equal value to 
them all. This intensifies the loss of meaning and priorities in the extreme situation of 
a plague, by turning them into nonsense.

Another poetic technique that expresses the traumatic nature of this experience 
is the merging of genres. The book is characterized by a mixture of genres that 
includes prose, poetry, documentary and contemplative texts. It also takes different 
points of view in that the fragments are written in the first, second or third person, in 
the singular or the plural. All these different nameless voices are juxtaposed, creating 
a collage of images, thoughts, feelings and micro-stories. This multiplicity is designed 
to reflect a reality which cannot be conceived as one coherent story.

1 In the Desert of Things, №20.
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In terms of the visual aspect of the text, the book is a dialogue between the texts 
and Yoram Kupermintz’s photographs. Kupermintz is a multidisciplinary artist, who 
has held dozens of exhibitions in Israel and abroad. Kupermintz suffers from PTSD 
from the 1973 War, whose horrors left a profound mark on his artistic work. The 
book emerged from a poetic dialogue between the author and the artist, and once the 
text was written, 36 out of hundreds of photographs were selected to complement the 
text by adding various layers of meanings – ironic, painful, tender or yearning – that 
demonstrate the comforting power of beauty to confront the pandemic. 

 (B) Themes
Covid 19 has caused huge losses all over the world. These range from the loss 

of daily routines, the loss of personal freedom of movement, human companionship 
and intimacy, and the death of loved ones. These losses are embodied in the fragments 
of this text but are combined with other, less tangible contexts of loss, such as the loss 
of meaning and sensemaking, especially as transmitted via cultural institutions and 
schools which normally provide value, sense and comfort in difficult times but became 
yet another black hole during the lockdowns. Psychology was rendered speechless (as 
seen in the opening fragment), and philosophy is dying, as have new age pursuits such 
as astrology, numerology, pagan rituals and Zen meditation. 

These have been replaced by myths and tales that correspond to helplessness 
and despair such as the doomed Greek mythological characters Sisyphus and Kasandra 
or the pessimistic book of Ecclesiastes. The title of the book itself in Hebrew: 
 traces an ancient, exhausting journey that (”Numbers, Deuteronomy“) ”םירבד רבדמב“
expended many lifetimes before the Hebrews reached the promised land.

In such a disastrous time, comfort can be derived from simple things. First and 
foremost, from a fresh glance at daily life, which has suddenly become so precious. 
This is illustrated by a bowl of soup, the flora and fauna around us even when reduced 
to the bare minimum, the routine of housework, music, manifestations of human 
solidarity. 

Often, these everyday events are described from a new, somewhat humoristic 
perspective, such as the shortages of toilet paper:

Did you ever think about the splendor of toilet paper? 
The unadulterated whiteness.
The softness.
The generosity with which it puts itself at your disposal.
The compassion with which it gathers unto itself all your filth so that you will 
be able to go on with your affairs, clean, unperturbed.
The magnanimity with which it accepts the ungratefulness of being discarded 
post-use, without ever being contemplated by anyone.
Did you ever think what will happen when all the toilet paper in the world is 
exhausted?1

1 Ibid, №10.
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It is shocking to compare the pandemic to the horrors of the Holocaust. 
However, Ruth Bondi, a Holocaust survivor showed how humor in the Theresienstadt 
camp-ghetto, helped cope with extreme situations. She says: 

In humor there was consolation, a momentary victory over reality, a touch of 
illusion, a trace of freedom. Humor helped the inmates hold out as long as they 
could, to maintain the integrity of their personalities, to cast off fear, to chuckle 
instead of giving in, to disguise the dread, to view the present as temporary, a 
bridge to tomorrow.1

 
Humor is a way to face reality and transform the trauma into a bearable picture. 

Fantasy is another source of comfort. Quite a few fragments describe fantastic places 
or elements, which alongside escapism also create an effect of estrangement that 
reflects people’s feelings during the plague, such as imaginary places like North 
Pangea and the Kingdom of Lumaria, or being kidnapped by aliens who take their 
captives to a new paradise. 

Last but not least, much comfort can be found in writing. There are quite a 
few references to ars-poetics in the book, including constant doubts regarding its 
very possibility and value, and repeated statements like “there’s nothing to say about 
it”. Nevertheless, the book was written, and a certain number of fragments express 
optimism regarding the act of writing, such as the one that appears on the cover:

Out of me writing on and on, the world reverses to its dawn.
I write garden, and a garden grows and rises up from the ground. Its paths 
spread before my feet.
I write man, and he emerges and comes around the bend and runs towards me 
to embrace me.
I write mountains and rivers and sky and sea. And behold, mountains and rivers 
and sky and sea.
I write bustling streets, cafes crowded with people, concert halls in whose spaces 
music is playing, theatres on whose stages words are spoken and dancers twirl. 
And they rise before my eyes and their sounds fill my ears and their movement 
sends currents which tremble my body with thousands of tiny vibrations.
I write: I.2

Thus, the ability to imagine and write what one imagines in fact has a godlike 
power to recreate the lost world destroyed by the pandemic. It enables the writer to 
recreate herself as an artist, perhaps even as a human being.

1 R. Bondi, R. C. Naor, Trapped: Essays on the History of the Czech Jews, 1939-1945. (Jerusalem: 
Yad Vashem Publications, 2008), p.89. See also: Liat Steir-Livny, Is it OK to Laugh About It?: Holo-
caust Humour, Satire and Parody in Israeli Culture (London & Portland: Vallentine Mitchel, 2017).
2 In the Desert of Things, №108.
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These poetic means do not negate the trauma, but treat it with aesthetic distance, 
often creating the distancing that is necessary in such circumstances. They do not 
make a moral judgment – no one is guilty or responsible for this traumatic event – 
although the book does suggest some ethical ways to behave in such circumstances 
and relate to them; from this aspect, the book can also be seen as an essay on the 
human condition.

 
(C) Conclusions 
 Can we discuss writing in a time of pandemic when COVID19 is not over? 

Can we say something meaningful without a proper historical perspective?
In our talk we focused on one example: Freibach-Heifetz’s In the Desert 

of Things. We showed how the fragmented text aims to cope with the trauma. We 
discussed the variety of juxtaposed points of view and genres that result in a text about 
the trauma that is universal, perhaps archetypical, but at the same time very personal 
and intimate, while meticulously resisting the temptation to provide a coherent account 
of the pandemic which would betray its dissociative nature. We demonstrated how the 
text offers a picture of life during COVID and the use of humor, fantasy and myth. In 
its writing, the text confronts these traumatic events that is still upending our world.
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ada mendelson-maozi
dana freibax-haife
(inglisi)

wera pandemiis droSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: epidemia, fragmentebi, Janrebi, tramva.

erTi SexedviT, dRemde SeuZlebelia kovid 19-is literatu-
ruli gamovlinebebis Sesaxeb saTanado kvlevebis SemoTavazeba, 
radgan epidemia srulad arc ki damTavrebula. mas jer kidev ar ga-
aCnia  istoriuli  perspeqtiva; dawera da, miT ufro, gamoqveyneba, 
mis Sesaxeb, dros moiTxovs.

Tumca, ukve arsebobs pirveli teqstebi kovid 19-ze. statiaSi 
gaanalizebulia dani freibax-haifecis wigni „saganTa udabnoSi“ 
(ricxvebi, meore kanoni), romelic ebraulad, ivriTze daiwera, 
pandemiis pirveli ori Tvis ganmavlobaSi. (2-3/2020).

wigni Sedgeba sxvadasxva Janris 113 fragmentisagan, romlebic 
maraosaviT gadagviSlian xmebs, saxeebsa da cxovrebiseul SegrZne-
bebs epidemiis pirobebSi – sayofacxovrebo wvrilmanebiT dawyebu-
li (magaliTad, sakvebTan damokidebuleba), ufro kulturuli da 
filosofiuri plastebis CaTvliT (rogoricaa, magaliTad, gare 
da Sinagani samyaros koncefciebi), erTmaneTTanaa Serwymuli re-
aluri da fantaziis samyaro. es mikroistoriebi qmnis axali re-
alobis STabeWdilebebis gamomxatvel kolaJs. wigni or versiad 
gamoica: erTi mxolod teqstia, meores ki axlavs mxatvar ioram 
kupermincis 36 feradi foto, romlebic teqstTan srulyofil 
dialogSi imyofeba.

statiaSi gamokvleulia am wignis stilistikur maxasiaTeble-
bis, rogoricaa fragmentebis formebi, Janrebis mravalferovneba, 
teqstisa da vizualuri saxeebis Sexameba da sxv. kavSirebi misi, 
rogorc epidemiis epicentrSi Seqmnili produqtis xasiaTTan; 
naCvenebia is Tematur saSualebebi, romelTa gamoyeneba SeuZlia 
literaturul teqsts epidemiis dros, raTa win aRudges msgavsi 
eqstremaluri gamocdilebis tramvebs: miTebi; yoveldRiuri cxov-
rebis cincxali gamocdileba; iumori da fantazia; aseve, kritiku-
lad aris gaanalizebuli am tipis teqstis ars-poetika.

statia iSviaTi erToblivi namuSevaria mwerlisa da avtoris, 
romelic, erTsa da imav dros, aris filosofosic da literaturis 
mkvlevaric. erTad isini cdiloben warmoaCinon literaturis axa-
li perspeqtivebi kovid-19-is pirobebSi kerZod da cxovreba epide-
miis pirobebSi zogadad, aseve, is unikaluri atributebi, mas rom 
moaqvs.
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konstantine bregaZe 
(saqarTvelo)

konceptebis `Tavisufali da `Tavisufleba~
(“Freiheit”) gageba faustis ukanasknel, sikvdiliswina

monologSi da misi zRvispira kolonia, rogorc
`totalitarizmis~ erTgvari goeTeseuli vizioni1

1. taepi `11580~

koncepti `Tavisufali~ (“frei”) gvxvdeba tragediis meore nawi-
lis mexuTe moqmedebaSi, kerZod, faustis ukanasknel, sikvdilis-
wina monologSi, 11580-e taepSi:

fausti: 
da, dae vidge Tavisufal xalxTan Tavisufal miwaze 
(“Auf freiem Grund mit freiem Volke stehen”) [V. 11580] (Goethe 2001: 203).2 

am taepSi garda koncept `Tavisufalisa~, aseve, mniSvnelova-
nia Semdegi konceptebic – 

1. `xalxi~ (“Volk”), 
2. `miwa~ (“Grund”) (es sityva, aseve niSnavs `niadags~, `miwis 

wiaRs~, `saZirkvels~), 
amitom `Tavisufalisa~ da, Sesabamisad, `Tavisuflebis~ cne-

bis  is Sinaarsi, rasac Tavad fausti moiazrebs am cnebebSi, am taep-
Si mocemul sxva konceptTa  konteqstSi da maTTan Sedarebisas un-
da dadgindes. 

2. fausti: ̀ batoni~, ̀ mbrZanebeli~ (“Herr”), politikuri beladi 
da  teqnokrati

amasTan, cxadia isic, rom Tu gvinda zustad gavigoT, ras 
gulisxmobs fausti konceptSi ̀ Tavisufali~, Sesabamisad, ̀ Tavisuf-
leba~, rasac fausti bundovan da gaurkvevel momavalSi Tavisi 
koloniis mosaxleobas Tu momavlis abstarqtul kacobriobas 
hpirdeba, Tu gvsurs zustad gavigoT, ras gulisxmobs, misi, erTi 
SexedviT, es erTgvari politikuri gzavnili Tu politikuri an-

1 warmodgenili statia aris erT-erTi Tavi Cemi momavali monografiisa, ro-
melic eZRvneba goeTes `fausts~. (k. b.)
2 aq da yvelgan `faustis~ citatebis prozauli Targmani statiis avtors ekuT-
vnis. (k. b.)
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derZi (an, saerTodac, sakiTxavia, politikuri Sinaarsi aqvs Tu ara 
aq `Tavisufalis~ koncepts), unda ganvsazRvroT, Tavad am mesi-
jis gamxmovanebeli fausti mocemul momentSi ras warmoadgens. 
amasTanave, isic unda gairkves, erTi mxriv, vinaa is `xalxi~, visac 
fausti `Tavisufal miwaze Tavisuflad dgomas~ axla, awmyoSi 
hpirdeba, da meore mxriv, unda gairkves, ra `xalxia~ is momavalSi 
vizionirebuli momavlis `Tavisufali xalxi~.

aRniSnuli konceptebis (`Tavisufali~, `Tavisufleba~, `xal-
xi~, `miwa~) SinaarsTa zustad gansazRvris TvalsazrisiT sayurad-
Reboa faustis Semdegi sityvebi, romliTac is zRvis sanapiroze 
portebSi da dambebze momuSave adamianebs mimarTavs:

fausti: 
Zalauflebas movipoveb da sakuTrebas! / saqmea yvela, dideba 

– arara (“Herrschaft gewinn’ ich, Eigentum! / Die Tat ist alles, nichts der 
Ruhm”). [...] nabrZanebia, swrafad, uswrafesad qmna! (“Geboten schnell, zu 
schnell getan!”) [...] rac gavifiqre, myisve aRsruldes; mxolod batonis 
sityvas aqvs Zala. ha, droze, adeqiT ymebo, qudze kaci! (“Des Herren 
Wort es gibt allein Gewicht. / Vom Lager auf ihr Knechte! Mann für Mann!”). 
male ixilavT bednierni Cems Tamam CanafiqrTa nayofs. daavleT 
xeli xelsawyoebs, niCbebsa da bars, rac gamovkafeT da gaviyvaneT, 
SevinarCunoT xams. mkacri wyobiT da swrafi garjiT, davimsaxurebT 
yovladmSvenier jildos; da rom aRsruldes diadi saqme, kma ars 
erTis goneba da aTasis xeli (“Genügt Ein Geist für tausend Hände”). [...] 
o, rarig maRelvebs niCbebis zriali. es aris massa, romelic meymo, 
mmorCilebs, meTayvaneba (“Es ist die Menge, die mir frönet”) [V.10197-10198; 
11382; l11501– 11510; 11539-11540] (Goethe 2001: 163, 201, 202). 

Aamgvarad, faustis samflobeloSi, mis zRvispira koloniaSi 
damyarebulia aSkara tiranuli, avtoritaruli, diqtatoruli 
mmarTveloba (`herSafT~, “Herrschaft”) da, ufro metic, totalita-
ruli reJimis msgavsi mmarTveloba, vinaidan aq mocemuli poli-
tikuri dispozicia ukiduresi ierarqiuli struqturaa, sadac 
sruliad gauqmebulia politikuroba (“das Politische”) (h. arendti): 
erTi mxriv, fausti, romelic aris `batoni~, `mbrZanebeli~ (“Herr”) 
da erTpirovnuli mmarTveli, lamis politikuri beladi, fi-
ureri, romelsac usityvod emorCilebian da eTayvanebian ro-
gorc misi uSualo xelqveiTni (igive, mefisto), ise koloniis mo-
saxleoba (`Zalauflebas movipoveb da sakuTrebas~); meore mxirv 
ki, misi `ymebi~ (“Knechte), anu faustis koloniis politikurad, eko-
nomikurad da socialurad yovlad uuflebo mosaxleoba, faus-
tis `terminologiiT~ `massa~ (“Menge”) – `es aris massa, romelic 
meymo, mmorCilebs, meTayvaneba~; Semdgom: erTi mxriv, fausti, vinc, 

konstantine bregaZe



35

viTarca elitaruli mmarTveli klasis ucvleli centraluri fi-
gura, gegmavs sxvadasxva politikur, ekonomikur, samxedro Tu 
teqnokratul proeqtebs (`erTis goneba~), vinc erTpirovnulad 
gascems saxelmwifo brZanebulebebs (Sdr.: `daavleT xeli niCbebsa 
da bars~, `mxolod batonis sityvas aqvs Zala~, `ha droze, adeqiT 
ymebo!~), xolo Tavad ki Legibus solutus-ia, e. i. kanons miRmaa, kanonebze 
maRla dgas da masze kanoni ar moqmedebs, meore mxriv ki, zRvispira 
jebirebis mSeneblobaze, arxebsa da portebSi momuSave monebad 
qceuli da usityvodmorCili lumpenproletariati (`nabrZanebia 
swrafad, uswrafesad qmna~). 

amgvarad, am zRvispira koloniaSi damyarebuli despotiisa 
da tiraniis gaTvaliswinebiT, faustis vizionebSi arc Tavisufali 
da samarTlebrivi saxelmwifos konturebi SeiZleba Candes da mi-
sive danapirebSi gaxmianebuli konceptebi `Tavisufali miwa~ da 
`Tavisufali xalxi~ SeuZlebelia rom politikur Tavisuflebas 
ukavSirdebodes, vinaidan fausts awmyo politikuri viTareba ukve 
aTwleulebia `totalitarizebuli~ aqvs da Tavisi koloniis es 
politikuri dRis wesrigi samaradisod gansazRvruli. es ki imis 
winapirobaa, rom momavalic aseTive `totalitarizebuli~ iqneba.

faustis mier damyarebuli tiranuli politikuri reJimis 
Tavisebureba ki isic aris, rom adamianebze Zaladoba da Zalmomre-
oba mxolod mis zRvispira koloniis teritoriaze ki araa gaba-
tonebuli, aramed koloniis sazRvrebsac scdeba da gadaizrdeba 
globalur  imperializmsa  da  kolonializmSi  – `mefistofeli: 
Seni sasaxlidan xels moavleb mTels samyaros (“hier vom Palast dein 
Arm die ganze Welt umfasst”) da gascem brZanebebs~ [V. 11226] (Goethe  
2001: 193). amiT ki prognozirebulia modernis epoqis es erTaderTi 
politikuri da ekonomikuri kondicia: 

mefistofeli (fausts): 
ori gemiT gavediT da ociT SemovediT portSi. didi saqmeni 

rac CavidineT, aqve etyoba datvirTul nadavls. vrceli zRva suls 
(“Geist”: aq modernis epoqis moZalade suli – k. b.) aTavisuflebs da 
amitomac arca gvWirdeba xanrgZlivi fiqri, mswrafl, uswrafesad 
saqmes vakeTebT: xan viWerT Tevzebs, xanac sams gems erTbaSad, mere 
meoTxes da mexuTesac ar daadgeba kargi dReni. sxva naosnoba arca 
vici, Tu rogoria. visac Zala aqvs (anu: politikuri da samxedro 
Zlevamosileba, Zalmomreoba, moZaladeoba, Zaladoba – k. b.), uf-
lebaca da samarTalic misi xvedria (“Man hat Gewalt, so hat man Recht”). 
saqmea `ra~ da ara `rogor~. omi, vaWroba, mekobreoba sampir arian, 
ganuyofelni („Krieg, Handel und Priraterie, / Dreieinig sind sie, nicht zu tren-
nen“)” [...] maS, rad ayovneb, xels raRa giSlis, aw ki Seudeq kolonize-
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bas (“Was willst du dich denn hier genieren, / Musst du nicht längst kolonisieren”) 
[V. 11173-11188; 11273-11274] (Goethe 2001: 192, 194).

amgvarad, mefistos mier faustisadmi wardgenili angariSidan 
irkveva, rom iseve rogorc awmyoSi, aseve momavalSic, modernis 
epoqaSi globaluri politika da ekonomika Camoyalibdeba mxolod 
masStaburi Zaladobisa da tiraniis sferod da masSi minimaluri 
adgili gadarCeba politikuri ATavisuflebis, liberalizmisa da 
demokratiisaTvis.1 
  maSin ras unda niSnavdes faustis konceptebi `Tavisufali~, `Ta-
visufali miwa~, `Tavisufali xalxi~, `Tavisufleba~? an ras gu-
lisxmobs faustis sikvdiliswina “moseanuri” xilvebi da ioane mo-
ciquliseuli `esqatologiuri~ `winaswarmetyvelebani~ – `gavuxsni 
sivrceebs mraval milionT [...] da davumkvidreb sanaxebs SemosilT 
nayofiT, simwvaniT. [...] aq, am SuagulSi gaSendeba samoTxis qveyana~ 
(“paradiesisch Land”)” [V. 11563, 11565, 11569] (Goethe 2001: 203). es rom 
ganvsazRvroT, saWiroa cota ukan davixioT da gaviTvaliswinoT 
tragediis meore nawilis meoTxe moqmedebis dasawyisSi mocemuli 
faustis zRvis vizionebi.

3. fausti vs. zRva/buneba

am vizionebis mixedviT irkveva, rom fausti emzadeba didi 
teqnokratuli proeqtebis gansaxorcieleblad, rac, erTi mxriv, 
gulisxmobs zRvisTvis miwis gamotacebas, meore mxriv ki, faustis 
saboloo da erTaderTi mizani xdeba ara marto cocxali Zalis, 
aramed axali teqnikis, kerZod, orTqlis Zravaze momuSave miwis 
mTxreli meqanizaciis saSualebiT zRvis/bunebis saboloo da-
morCileba (Goethe 2001: 190; Gaier 2004: 229). es mizani ki sam sxvada-
sxva aspeqts Seicavs – politikurs, anTropologiursa da demi-
urguls: 1. zRvis/bunebis teqnokratuli damorCileba, zRvis/

1 uaxles istorias rom gadavavloT Tvali, XIX saukunis pirveli naxevridan 
moyolebuli vidre XX saukunis 60-ian wlebamde es mefistofeluri kondi-
cia marTlac SenarCunda, mxolod 60-iani wlebis Semdgom, postmodernis dad-
gomisTanave daiwyo dekolonizacia (mag., afrikis kontinentis dekolonizacia), 
asve, daiwyo e. w. meti demokratiisa da meti liberalizmis farTo procesi, 
oRond es, upiratesad isev da isev dasavleTis farglebSi moxda. es ki is faus-
turi Tvisebaa, rac dasavlur kulturas mudmivad gaaCnda da gaaCnia: dasavlu-
ri kulturis arsi faustiviT enteleqiuri bunebisaa, is miRweuliT ar (da)kmay-
ofildeba da aRmavali xaziT mudmivi TviTganaxlebisaken iswrafvis. amitomac, 
dasavluri kultura, rogorc fausturi kultura, ara dacemulobisa da TviT-
ganadgurebis kulturaa, rogorc es osvald Spenglers egona miamiturad, ar-
amed mudmivi TviTganaxlebisa da winswarfvis (Sdr., Tundac, dRevandeli skan-
dinaviis qveynebi). swored amdenadaa dasavluri kultura fausturi kultura. 
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bunebis Zalebis teqnikuri kontroli pirdapirproporciulia 
faustis momavali politikuri Zalauflebis ganmtkicebisa da ga-
farToebis, vnaidan zRvis/bunebis damorCileba, kontroli da gi-
ganturi sainJinro mSeneblobebi da samuSaoebi (portebis aSeneba, 
zRvispira jebirebis ageba, sawylosno-satransporto arxebis gay-
vana, sadrenaJo samuSaoebi – zRvisagan gamotacebuli nestiani mi-
wis amoSroba) efeqturi poropagandistuli da ideologiuri Se-
saZleblobaa rogorc politikuri dividendebis mosapoveblad, 
ise xalxis cnobierebis `zombirebisa~ da misi erTpirovnulad mar-
TvisaTvis; 2. anTropologiur sibrtyeze zRvis damorCileba da 
bunebis kontroli simbolurad ganasaxierebs sakuTar anTropos-
Si mocemuli ukontrolo qtonuri da libidozuri sawyisebis da-
morCilebasa da kontrols, xolo 3. bunebis stiqiaTa marTva fa-
ustisaTvis demiurgul esenciasac Seicavs, vinaidan mas, rogorc 
Tanamedrove globaluri istoriuli procesis Tanamonawiles, 
sakuTari Tavi axal Semoqmedad moaqvs, visac axali globaluri 
politikuri da ekonomikuri wesrigi Seaqvs samyaroSi – `Cems go-
nebaSi mswrafl Sevadgine gegma gegmaze~ (“Da fast ich schnell im Geiste 
Plan auf Plan”) [V. 10227] (Goethe 2001: 164). am gegmebis Sesaxeb ki Tavad 
mefistomac araferi uwyis:

mefistofeli: 
gamocnobad Rirs, mainc ras eswrafvi? Tamami iyo usaTuod, 

rom miiltvodi mTvarisaken, mTvaris sxivebis siaxlove gaTrobda 
marad. gana Seni swrafvani sul maqeT ar gezideboda? („mTvare“: 
transcendenturobis simbolo, gansakuTrebiT romantizmis mwer-
lobaSi – k. b.).

fausti: 
aramc da aramc! es miwis sfero (“Erdenkreis”) kvlavac gviboZebs 

asparezs diad saqmeTaTvis (“Taten”). gasaocari da sanukvari ram 
unda aRsruldes, vgrZnob mozRvavebul Zalas (“Kraft”) garjisa da 
SromisaTvis (“Fleiss”).

mefistofeli:
maS, didebis moxveWa gwadia? kargad getyoba, rom namyofi 

xar Sens gmir qalTan (“Heroine”) da misgan modixar (“gmir qalSi” 
igulisxmeba troeli elene – Gaier 2004: 197. mefistofeli aq fa-
usts dascinis da mianiSnebs, rom troel elenesTan yofnisas fa-
usti axali seqsualuri da libidozuri energiebiT aRivso da 
mzad aris axali erotiuli TavgadasavlebisaTvis da mxolod ase-
Ti TavgadasavlebisaTvis. Tumca, fausts ara lokaluri eroti-
uli, aramed didi, globaluri politikuri, ekonomikuri da teq-
nokratuli miznebi aqvs dasaxuli – `gasaocari da sanukvari ram 
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unda aRsruldes, vgrZnob mozRvavebul Zalas (“Kraft”) garjisa da 
SromisaTvis (“Fleiss”). amgvarad, Tu mefisto Tavisi satrfosgan 
dabrunebuli faustis mozRvavebul seqsualur energiaze SayiriT 
mianiSnebs (`kargad getyoba, rom namyofi xar Sens gmir qalTan 
(“Heroine”) da misgan mosulxar~), maSin fausts mxedvelobaSi aqvs 
sakuTari politikuri Zalmosileba, sakuTari politikuri Zala. 
aqve sainteresoa isic, rom kognituri TvalsazrisiT fausti ukve 
win uswrebs mefistos: kerZod, mefostos aRar SeuZlia faustis 
azrebisa da gancdebis winaswar amocnoba da wvdoma. am momentidan 
mefistom aRar icis, ras moimoqmedebs xolme fausti (`gamocnobad 
Rirs, mainc ras eswrafvi?~) da igi srulad eqvemdebareba faustis 
nebas, nebelobas, Zalas, Zalmosilebas (germ. “Kraft”, “Wille”) – `maS, 
dae ise iyos, rogorc es Sens nebas (“Wille”) swadia!~. amgvarad, Tu 
aqamde, tragediis pirvel nawilSi, mefisto iyo aqcioneri da fa-
usti reaqcioneri, axla,  tragediis meore nawilSi, gansakuTrebiT 
ki meoTxe moqmedebidan moyolebuli, rolebi Seicvala: faustia 
mudam aqcioneri, xolo mefisto reaqcioneri – k. b.).

fasuti: 
Zalauflebas (“Herrschaft”) movipoveb da sakuTrebas (“Eigentum”), 

saqmea (“Tat”) yvela, dideba (“Ruhm”) arara! [...] 
mefistofeli: 
maS, dae ise iyos, rogorc es Sens nebas (“Wille”) swadia! oRond 

gamande mag Sens ofofTa masStabebi.
fausti: 
Cemi mzera (aq: warmosaxva – k. b.) usazRvro zRvas gadaswvdenia. 

[...] rac SeiZleba maSinebdes, mawbilebdes da maxelebdes, aris am 
daumorCilebel elementTa uSreti Zalis umisamarTo da usazmno 
dena. magram Cemi suli (“Geist”) aRtyinebula, swadia Tavisa Tavis 
Zleva: ai, aq minda brZola (“kämpfen”), ai, es minda davamrcxo, da-
vimorCilo (“besiegen”). [...] Cems gonebaSi mswrafl Sevadgine geg-
ma gegmaze (“Plan auf Plan”), rom am zviad zRvas miwa movstaco da na-
pirebidan ukuvaqcio, wylis nakadebs sazRvrebi davuweso da Tavi-
sive TavSi misi talRebi ukuvabruno. yovelive nabij-nabij avwon-
davwone, kvla movifiqre yoveli detali. swored es aris Cemi neba-
survili. dae, aRsruldes! [V. 10177-10188; 10196-10198; 10218-10221; 
10227-10233] (Goethe 2001: 163, 164).  

Aam fonze ki sabolood qreba iluzia imisa, rom faustis cneba 
`Tavisufali~ politikuri Tavisuflebis Sinaarss Seicavdes. aq 
goeTes, TiTqosda, nawinaswarmetyvelebi aqvs me-20 saukunis to-
talitarizmis sigiJe, mania, Sizofrenia, ideafiqsi giganturi 
teqnokratuli proeqtebisadmi, bunebis sruli damorCilebisa 
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da kontrolisadmi. tragediis meore nawilis mexuTe moqmedebaSi 
faustma, aki, daamyara kidec `totalitarizmi~ Tavis zRvispira 
samflobeloSi, rasac totalitaruli saxelmwifos zustad is niS-
nebi aqvs, romlebic hana arendtma gamokveTa Tavis fundamentur 
naSromSi `totaluri Zalauflebis elementebi da sawyisebi~ (“Ele-
mente und Ursprünge totaler Herrschaft”) (1955): kerZod, faustis koloni-
aSi aris a) sakoncentracio banakebis tipis dasaxlebebi, razec 
mianiSnebs faustis mier xmarebuli sityva `lager~ (“Lager”) (Goethe 
2001: 201), romelic ori semis Semcvelia: 1. `adgili~, 2. `banaki~; Sem-
deg: b) faustis koloniaSi samoqalaqo uflebebiT aRWurvili sazo-
gadoebis nacvlad aris sruliad uuflebo da yolvladmorCili 
massa (“Menge”), `ymebi~, (“Knechte”) (Goethe 2001: 190, 201, 202), romelic 
faustis koloniis mudmivi koleqtiurobis suls qmnis da rome-
lic koloniis farglebSi aviTarebs ara pluralistur politikur 
cxovrebas, aramed masobriv, koleqtivistur procesebs – masob-
rivi, giganturi mSeneblobebi (sanapiro jebirebis, portebis), ma-
sobrivi samoqalaqo zeimebi Tu grandiozuli samxedro aRlumebi 
– `da gadaixdis miyolebiT Cveni flotis zeims zeimze~ (“Und gibt der 
Flotte  Fest  nach Fest”)  [V. 11215-11216]  (Goethe  2001: 193) da misT., rac, – 
e. i. koleqtiuroba, masobrioba – aseve totalitaruli saxelmwifo-
ebis maxasiaTebelia; g) Sesabamisad,  faustis koloniaSi gauqmebu-
lia `klasobrivi sazogadeiba~ (germ. “Klassengeselschaft”) da mis nac-
vlad aris totalitarizmisTvis damaxasiaTebeli koleqtiuri 
erToba, deklasirebuli apolitizebuli erTiani massa, `masis 
sazogadoeba~, `masobrivi sazogadoeba~ (germ. “Massengesellschaft”), 
igive, faustis `ymebi~(“Knechte”);1 d) da bolos, faustis koloniaSi 
`politikuroba~ (germ. “das Politische”) (h. arendti) sruliad moS-
lili da gauqmebulia, rac, erTi mxriv, gulisxmobs saxelmwifo 
instituciebis srul ufunqciobas da maT fasadurobas, meore 
mxriv, politikuri pluralizmisa da politikuri cxovrebis mra-
valferovnebis ararsebobas (bregaZe 2019: 15-16, 21). amas davu-
matoT faustis koloniis mTels perimetrze aRmarTuli a) saze-
damxedvelo, saTvalTvalo koSkebi (“Luginsland”) (Goethe 2001: 197), b) 
propagandis saSualebebi – am koSkebze damontaJebulia erTgvari 
xmis gamaZliereblebi, `salaparako mili~ (“Sprachrohr”) (Goethe 2001: 

1 Sdr.: `totaluri Zalaufleba (“totale Herrschaft”) SeuZlebelia Camoyalibdes 
(politikuri – k. b.) massobrivi moZraobisa da mis mier terorizebuli massis 
mxardaWeris gareSe. [...] totalitaruli moZraobanic (“totalitäre Bewegungen”) 
swored iqaa SesaZlebeli, sadac massebi arseboben~ (Targmani Cemia – k. b.) (Ar-
endt 1991: 496, 502). hana arendtis totalitarizmis Teoriasa da totalitarizmis 
cnebis arendtiseul definiciaze dawvrilebiT ix. Cemi statia `hana arendtis 
totalitarizmis Teoria (ZiriTadi aspeqtebi)~ (bregaZe 2019: 12-29). 
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191), saidanac zedamxedveli mekoSkure (Der Türmer) koloniis mosax-
leobas auwyebs faustis reJimis miRwevebs,1 g) religiis rangSi 
ayvanili da ideologizebuli masobrivi, koleqtiuri Sromis 
kulti – `muSa miwyiv muSakobdes, samuSaos abevrebdes~ (“Arbeiter 
schaffe Meng auf Menge”) [V. 11552] (Goethe 2001: 203), `mudmivi safrTxiT 
garemoculma bejiTad, gamrjed ganvlos Tvisi cxovreba bavSvma, 
moxucma da axalgazrdam~ (“Und so verbringt, umrungen von Gefahr, / Hier 
Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein tüchtig Jahr”) [V. 11577-11578] (Goethe 2001: 
203), d) faustis beladoba, fiureroba (fausti – `batoni~/“Herr”, 
`patroni~/“Patron”) (Goethe 2001: 192, 201) da faustis zRvispira ko-
loniis saxiT, sabolood, viRebT klasikuri totalitaruli sa-
xelmwifos erTgvar goeTeseul vizions.

amgvarad, faustiseuli zRvis vizionebisa da sakuTarsave 
samflobeloSi warmarTuli giganturi mSeneblobebis konteqstSi 
(sanapiro jebirebis, portebis, arxebis mSeneblobebi, daWaobebu-
li vrceli adgilebis amoSroba) sabolood dgindeba, rom faust-
Tan konceptebi `Tavisufali~ (“frei”), `Tavisufleba~ (“Freiheit”) gu-
lisxmobs bunebaze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebas, bunebis 
Zalebis (zRvis stiqiis) damorCilebasa da maT kontrols, rac swo-
red bunebisTvis (zRvisTvis) dawesebuli totaluri teqnokratiz-
miT xorcieldeba – `miwa gamyarda, zRvis talRebs daudo zRvari, 
zRvas Semoevlo Zlieri garsi (anu, dambebi – k. b.)~ (“Die Erde mit sich 
selbst versöhnet, / Den Wellen ihre Grenze setzt, / Das Meer mit strengem Band 
umzieht”) [V. 11541-11543] (Goethe 2001: 202), rasac Semdgom dasturyofs 
faustis aw ukve admirali da pirveli moadgile mefistofeli: 

1 Sdr.: `mekoSkure (iZaxis salaparako milSi): mze eSveba, mogzaurobidan dab-
runebuli ukanaskneli gemebi Tamamad Semodian navsadgurSi. ai, erTi didi ge-
mic Semocurda arxSi. misi Wreli vimpelebi laRad frialeben, misi aSoltili 
anZebi myarad dganan da mzad arian axal naosnobaTaTvis. SenSi bocmani Tavis 
Tavs xotbasa asxams gatacebiT (“in dir preist sich”), Sen salams giZRvnis Seni bedi 
da gimzadebs umaRles wuTebs (es bolo ori winadadeba `SenSi xotbasa asxams...~, 
“Sen salams giZRvnis...~ fausts miemarTeba da ara satransporto arxSi Semosul 
gems, riTac miniSnebulia faustis, viTarca erTpirovnuli mmarTvelis, poli-
tikuri beladis, umaRlesi politikuri statusi: swored faustia is, visac yve-
la Senatris, yvela xotbas asxams da, rac mTavaria, faustia is, visTanac misi 
morCili masa Tavis Tavs aigivebs – `SenSi Tavis Tavs xotbasa asxams~. amasTan, 
mekoSkuris es bolo ori winadadeba ikiTxeba rogorc parodia sabas dedoflis 
saxotbo sityvebze, Tqmulze solomon mefisadmi: `kurTxeul arian Seni ymebi 
da Seni xalxi, vinc marad Sens winaSe dgas da Sens sibrZnes ismens~ (mefeTa I, 10.8), 
Gaier: 2004: 232. – k. b.). [...] ra laRad da mZlavrad mocuravs es mravali ferebiT 
morTuli gemi, saamo saRamos qari aqeT moacurebs mas! koSkebad azidulan masze 
datvirTuli yuTebi, skivrebi, tomrebi! (mdidruli gemi, msoflios sxvadasxva 
kuTxis (naZarcvi (sic!!!) – k. b.) uxvi simdidriTa da mravalferovani nawarmiT 
daxunZluli, navsadgurs Camodgeba)~ [V. 11143-11150; 11163-11166] (Goethe 2001: 191, 
192). amgvarad, iseTi STabeWdileba rCeba, TiTqos am mekoSkures (Der Türmer) ra-
dio-reportaJi mihyavdes pirdapir eTerSi.
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mefistofeli: 
SublSeWmuxnuli pirquSi mzeriT aw ismen Seni bednierebis 

(“Glück”) Zaxils. maRali sibrZne dagvirgvinda – napiri da zRva 
dazavdnen (“Das Ufer ist mit dem Meer versöhnt”), Tvinier zRvaSi 
portebidan swrafad iReben gemebi gezs. Seni sasaxlidan xels mo-
avleb mTels samyaros da gascem brZanebebs. yvelaferi ki aqedan 
daiwyo, sadac odesRac ficruli idga. axla ki aRar Cerdeba niCbe-
bis mosma da niCbebis tyapani. Senma Rrma Canafiqrma da maRalma az-
rma, Senma garjam (“Fleiß”) jildod (anu: nadavlad – k. b.) miiRo es 
zRva da miwa [V. 11219-11232] (Goethe 2001: 193).

Sesabamisad, perspeqtivaSi, anu faustis sikvdiliswina xil-
vebSi, `xalxi~ bunebaze damokidebulebisagan sabolood `Tavisuf-
ldeba~ da is bunebis stiqiebis Semotevebisagan `gaTavisuflebul~ 
da dacul `miwaze~ icxovrebs.

4. `xalxis~ (“Volk”) koncepti

amgvarad, faustis mier Tavis vizionerul sityvebSi naxse-
nebi `xalxi~ (“Volk”) gulisxmobs ara politikurad Tavisufal mo-
saxleobas, aramed `xalxs~, rogorc ekonomikur da politikur 
instruments, masobriv gamwev Zalas, romelze dayrdnobiTac po-
litikuri beladi (fausti) da misi viwro politikuri elita (me-
fistofeli  da  misi sami `moxeuli~ janiani xelqveiTi) axorcile-
ben  gigantur  teqnokratul  da  ekonimikur  proeqtebsa  da  globa-

lur kolonizacias. Sesabamisad, koncepti `xalxi~ aRniSnavs 
adami-anTa funqciurobasa da ara maT moqalaqeobriobas. 

rogorc es meore da mesame TavebSi mivuTiTe, faustis ko-
loniaSi swored totalitarizmis tipis reJimia damyarebuli da 
am reJims, garda totaluri propagandisa da represiebisa – `faus-
ti: gaamxneve, dauyvave da mkacrad moepyar, gadauxade, miiyvavile, 
gamosZale!~ (“Ermuntere durch Genuss und Strenge, / Bezahle, locke, presse 
bei!”) [V.11553-11554] (Goethe 2001: 203), – aseve ganamtkicebs masobrivi 
Sromis esTetizeba, Sromis kulti da giganturi mSeneblobebi, rac 
qmnis xalxze zrunvis iluzias. sinamdvileSi ki, am masStabur mSe-
neblobebs  propagandistuli  funqcia aqvT da ideologizebul niS-
nebs Seicaven, vinaidan es mSeneblobebi xazs usvamen reJimis Zle-
vamosilebas, absoluturobas, erTaderTobasa da WeSmaritebas – 
`fausti: mudmivi safrTxiT  garemoculma  bejiTad, gamrjed gan-
vlos Tvisi cxovreba bavSvma, moxucma da axalgazrdam. swored aseT 
gniassa da fuTfuTs minda vxedavde~ (“Und so verbringt, umrungen von 
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Gefahr, / Hier Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein tüchtig Jahr. / Solch ein Gewimmel 
möcht ich sehn”) [V. 11577-11579] (Goethe 2001: 203).

swored faustis propagandistuli manqanisa da koloniaSi 
mimdinare gigantomaniuri mSeneblobebis zemoqmedebis qveSaa fa-
ustis koloniis mezoblad mcire kar-midamoSi mcxovrebi moxuci 
filemoni, romelic Tavis stumars aRfrTovanebiT mouTxrobs am 
samuSaoebis – portebisa da wyalsacavi jebirebis mSeneblobebis, 
zRvis ukan daxevisa da zRvisTvis ase miwis gamotacebis Sesaxeb:

filemoni:
Wkviani batonebis (“kluger Herren”) (e. i. faustisa da mefistos 

– k. b.) mamacma ymebma (“kühne Knechte”) gaTxares, gaiyvanes arxebi, 
aages jebirebi, zRvas SeuzRudes uflebani da ase gabatondnen 
Tvis axal alags (anu, zRvisTvis gamotacebul miwaze – k. b.). ixile, 
rogor miuyveba erTmaneTs amwvanebuli mindori mindors, angari an-
gars, baRi baRs, sofeli sofels da tye ki tyeebs. modi da datkbi am 
yvelafriT, Torem mze ukve male Cava. Sors, xedav, mosCanan afrebi, 
aqeT moiweven gemebi, rom RamiT Tavi Seafaron usafrTxo ports 
(cxadia, faustis koloniis ports – k. b.). kargad uwyian frinveleb-
ma, sad egulebaT Tavisi bude. da ase am gemebmac, maTac ician, sad 
egulebaT Tavisi bude, iq, sadac axla axali navsadguria. Sors, sul 
Sors mosCans zRvis lurji napiri, marjvnidan, marcxnidan sruli 
siganiT masSi SeWrila  dasaxlebuli miwa-wyali [V. 11091-11106] (Goethe 
2001: 189-190).

magram sul sxva poziciazea filemonis coli bavkide, visac 
am mSeneblobebis, zRvis sanapiros gadawevis, ekologiis rRvevisa 
da Tavad faustis koloniis politikuri reJimis boroteuli da 
despoturi arsi, kantianurad Tu vityviT, am `radikaluri bo-
rotebis~ (germ. “das Radikalböse”) arsi kargad Seucvnia da sulac ar 
iziarebs misi qmris miamitur aRfrTovanebasa da enTuziazms:

bavkide:
keTili! Ees saswauli moxda! magram simSvide mainc dakarguli 

maqvs, radgan mTeli es ambavi keTilad ar warimarTa da keTiladac 
ar dasruldeba. [...] mTeli dRis manZilze qancgawyvetili ymebi 
(“die Knechte”) xmaurobdnen, yiJinas scemdnen, niCabsa da weraqvs 
scemdnen da scemdnen. im adgilebSi ki, sadac RamiT cecxlis alebi 
cimcimebdnen, meore dRes uceb dambebi aRmarTuliyvnen (`cecx-
lis alebis cimcimiT~ miniSnebulia, rom zRvis sanapiro dambebis 
mSeneblobisas Ramis cvlaSi orTqlisZravian miwis saTxrel meqa-
nizaciasac iyenebdnen, rom jebirebis saZirkvlebi gaeTxaraT, Gaier 
2004: 229. – k. b.). zRvas miuyveboda cecxlis Rvelfebi (“Feuergluten”), 
meore dRes ki arxi gaeyvanaT (aqac, es `cecxlis Rvelfebi~ isev da 
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isev mianiSneben, rom arxebis maSeneblebi Ramis cvlaSi orTqlis 
Zravis miwismTxrel meqanizacias iyenebdnen – k. b.). didi iyo ada-
mianTa msxverpli da sisxlTa dena (“Menschenopfer mussten bluten”), 
RamiT ki idga xolme moTqma-godeba (“Des Jammers Qual”). uRmerToa 
(“gottlos”) igi (anu, fausti – k. b.), Tvali daudgams Cvens Walasa da 
saxlze. gabRenZilia es Cveni mezobeli (fausti – k. b.) da ase hgonia, 
yvela mas unda morCilebdes (“soll man untertänig sein”) [V. 11111-11114; 
11123-11134] (Goethe 2001: 190).1

amitomac, faustis koloniis mosaxleobis qceva da niSan-Tvi-
sebebi iseTivea, rogorc es momvalSi eqnebaT XX s. totalitaruli 
saxelmwifoebis `moqalaqeebs~: faustis mier vizionirebul `Tavi-
sufal xalxs~ momavalSic mxolod is erTaderTi ufleba eqneba, 
rac awmyoSi aqvs faustis koloniis zombebadqceul mosaxleobas 
– monuri Sromis `ufleba~, ufro swored, iZuleba. amitomacaa, 
rom faustis koloniis mosaxleobas, anu `ymebs~ (“Knechte”), “massas” 
(“Menge”), axasiaTebs da evaleba –

1. `gniasi~ (“Gewimmel”), “xmauri” (“lärmen”) (Goethe 2001: 190, 203), 
rac  mianiSnebs am ymadqceuli mosaxleobis mudmivad mSeneblobeb-
ze yofnas; 

2. `gamrjed~, `bejiTad~ (“tüchtig”), `Seupovrad~ (“emsig”) Sroma; 
3. Seusveneblad Sroma – „nabrZanebia swrafad, uswrafesad 

qmna!“ [V. 11382] (Goethe 2001: 198);
4. `batonis` (“Herr”) (faustis) upirobo morCileba – `mxolod 

batonis  sityvas aqvs Zala. ha, droze, adeqiT  ymebo,  qudze  kaci!~  
[V. 11503-11504] (Goethe 2001: 201); 

5. Sesabamisad, faustis koloniis mosaxleoba instituciona-
lizebuli ki araa, anu, is Tavisi samoqalaqo uflebamosilebebiT 
saxelmwifo struqturebSi ki araa integrirebuli, mas saxelmwi-
fo institutebi ki ar mfarveloben, aramed mosaxleoba kolo-
nializebulia, anu mas marTavs, ufro swored, masze batonobs da 
Zaladobs mmarTveli politikuri elitis viwro wre – `kma ars 
erTis goneba da aTasis xeli” [V. 11510] (Goethe 2001: 201). Sesabamisad, 
faustis koloniis mosaxleoba da aq gabatonebuli politikuri 
reJimi sruliad gansaxelmwifoebriebulia. 

1 Sdr., politikur revoluciebsa Tu revoluciur axal teqnologiebze ger-
manel kulturisa da enis filosofos, i. g. herderis (1844-1803) Tqmuli: `rev-
oluciebis meqanizmebi/revoluciuri meqanizaciebi (“Das Maschinenwerk der 
Revolutionen) sulac ar mibnevs Tavgzas da ar maSfoTebs: isini Cvens modgmas ise 
sWirdeba, viTarca wylis nakads Tvisi talRebi, raTa is Waobad (“Sumpf”) ar iq-
ces. Tavis axal formebSi gardasaxuli, axalgazrdavdeba da hyvavis humanizmis 
genia (“der Genius der Humanität”) da xalxebSi, Taobebsa da STamomavlebSi Se-saf-
erisad ganagrZobs Semdgom qmedebaT~ (Targmani Cemia – k. b.) (Herder 1985-2002: 345).
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amgvarad, faustis koloniis mosaxleoba, es e. w. `xalxi~, axa-
li Jamis, anu momavali modernis epoqis momavali uuflebo pro-
letariatia, an sakoncentracio banakebsa da `gulag~-ebSi gamom-
wyveduli milionobiT adamiania, romlis erTaderTi funqciaa, 
iyos gamwevi Zala bunebis sruli damorCilebisa da kontrolis 
saqmeSi. swored am saqmeSi moipovebs is `Tavisuflebas~, anu bune-
baze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebas, rodesac ki faustis 
koloniis mosaxleoba bolomde miiyvans zRvispira jebirebis 
mSeneblobasa da zRvisagan gamotacebuli miwis daWaobebuli ze-
dapiris bolomde amoSrobas. 

am monur Sromas, – romlis propagandac momavalSi warimar-
Teba nacistur germaniaSi, bolSevikur sabWoTa imperiasa Tu mao 
Zedunis komunistur CineTSi (anda, sulac, axla batonobs komu-
nistur CrdiloeT koreaSi), romlis mizania bunebis totaluri 
kontroli da misi energiebisa da wiaRiseulis sruli moxmareba, – 
gamoeZebneba formula `Sroma  aTavisuflebs~  (germ.  “Arbeit macht 
frei”): amgvarad, `Sroma~, rogorc mkacrad da racionalurad da-
gegmili da disciplinirebuli teqnokratuli procesi, rogorc 
racionaluri neba, upirisprdeba bunebis stiqiur, iracionalur 
nebas, imorCilebs da akontrolebs mas. ase ki moipoveba bunebaze 
damokidebulebisagan Tavisufleba da `Tavisufldeba~ `xalxi~.

5. “Grund” vs. “Erde”, anu koncept `miwis~ niuansisaTvis

zemoTqmulis gaTvaliswinebiT, faustis sikvdiliswina vizi-
onebSi naxseneb `miwas~ – `grund~ (“Grund”) – cxadia, rom miTo-
sakraluri gageba ar aqvs, aramed es koncepti aRniSnavs `miwas~, 
rogorc `mkvdar~ materias, geologiur faqts. Sesabamisad, sityvis 
`grund~ semantika gulisxmobs `niadags~, `grunts~ da mianiSnebs im 
`miwaze~, romelic mxolod teqnokratuli, sainJinro da ekonomi-
kuri aTvisebis obieqtia: amgvarad,A `grund~, anu kultivirebuli, 
aTvisebuli `miwa~, niadagi, savarguli; `grund~, anu wiaRiseulis, 
madneulis sabado, zRvisagan gamotacebuli xmeleTi.

amitomac ar ambobs fausti sityvas `erde~ (“Erde”), romlis 
semantikac miwas, upiratesad, moiazrebs miTo-sakralur fenomenad, 
romlis (`erde~-s) wiaRSic RvTaebriv-kosmiuri elementebiT Semo-
sili `suli~, e. w. `miwis suli~ (“Erdgeist”) moqmedebs. tragediis 
pirveli nawilis `romantikosi~ da meta-fizikosi faustisagan 
gansxvavebiT, meore nawilis kolonizator da teqnokrat fausti-
saTvis am `miwas~, anu `erde~-s Rirebuleba dakarguli aqvs, is mis 
aw ukve pozitivistur da teqnokratul cnobierebaSi aRiqmeba da 
ganixileba niadagad, gruntad, wmindad teqnikur monacemad.
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6. fausturi socialutopiebis kraxi

faustis vizionebSi garda bunebis damorCilebisa da buneba-
ze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebisa, aseve gadmocemulia 
erTgvari politikuri `esqatologia~, politikuri `xiliazmi~, 
sadac nawinaswarmetyvelebia bundovan momavalSi `komunisturi~ 
tipis msoflio maradiuli saxelmwifos daarseba: 

fausti:
gavuxsni sivrceebs mraval milionT da davumkvidreb sana-

xebs SemosilT nayofiT, simwvaniT. Tumc maTi cxovreba ar iqneba 
bolomde usafrTxo, samagierod icxovreben Tavisuflad da mud-
mivi  saqmiT (“doch tätig-frei zu wohnen”) (e. i. faustis  danapirebi ase-
Tia: `Tavisufal~ xalxs `Tavisufal~ miwaze bunebis stiqiebis 
mudmivi Semotevebis riskis qveS mouwevs cxovreba, bunebis Zaleb-
Tan mudmiv WidilSi mouwevs cxovreba da am mudmiv brZolaSi xalx-
ma Tavisufleba unda moipovos bunebisagan, unda gaTavisufldes 
bunebaze damokidebulebisagan – k. b.). aq iqneba amwvanebuli vel-
mindvrebi, miwa nayofieri; adamiani da misi naxiri, jogi simyudro-
viT daemkvidreba am axal miwaze, gamrje, mamaci xalxebi (“Völker-
schaft”) dasaxldebian am Zlier, Seuval borcvTa ZirSi. aq, am Suagul-
Si gaSendeba samoTxis qveyana (“Im Innern hier ein paradisisch Land”). [...] 
am azriTa var Sepyrobili, esaa sibrZne ukanaskneli. mxolod is 
moipovebs Tavisuflebasa da sicocxles, vinc yoveli dRe maTTvis 
ibrZolebs (“Nur der vedient sich Freitheit wie das Leben, / Der täglich sie 
erobern muss”). mudmivi safrTxiT garemoculma bejiTad, gamrjed 
ganvlos Tvisi cxovreba bavSvma, moxucma da axalgazrdam. swored 
aseT gniassa da fuTfuTs minda vxedavde~ (“Und so verbringt, umrungen 
von Gefahr, / Hier Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein tüchtig Jahr. / Solch ein Gewimmel 
möcht ich sehn”). da, dae vidge Tavisufal xalxTan Tavisufal miwaze 
(“Auf freiem Grund mit freiem Volke stehen”) (es yvelaferi ki, isev da isev, 
niSnavs imas, rom es e. w. Tavisufleba moipoveba swored bunebasTan 
mudmiv brZolasa da WidilSi da, sabolood, mis damorCilebaSi – k. b.) 
[V. 11563-11569; 11573-11580] (Goethe 2001: 203). 

magram sabolood aRmoCnda, rom faustis `socialisturi~ ya-
idis `totalitarul~ samflobeloSi warmarTuli koleqtiuri, ma-
sobrivi, masStaburi teqnokratuli samuSaoebi, romelis mizanic 
iyo zRvis damorCileba, sabolood kraxiT dasrulda, vinaidan 
bolos zRvis Semotevisagan sanapiroze aSenebuli dambebic da-
ingreva, zRvisTvis gamotacebul miwas isev zRva STanTqavs da 
masTan erTad koloniis mTels mosaxleobasac – `mefisto: maS 
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neptuns, am wylisa eSmas, ganumzade didi nadimi. yoveli mxriv da-
marcxebulxar“ (“Denn du bereitest schon Neptunen, / Dem Wasserteufel, 
großen Schmaus. In jeder Art seid ihr verloren”) [V. 11546-11548] (Goethe 2001: 
202). es ki imTaviTve auqmebs faustis vizionebSi ganWvretil `ko-
munisturi~ tipis `esqatologias~, romelic `mraval milionT~ `mi-
wier samoTxes~ hpirdeba. Sesabamisad, `Tavisufleba~ (“Freiheit”), 
anu bunebaze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisufleba, razec fausti 
Tavis `esqatologiaSi~ apelirebs, ver aRsruldeba, razec mianiS-
nebs is, rom igi zRvas sabolood ver daimorCilebs, xolo zRvis 
es daumorCilebloba da modernis epoqis adamianis bunebaze damo-
kidebulebisagan bolomde ver gaTavisufleba mudmivad ZalaSi 
iqneba (yovel SemTxvevaSi, aseTia goeTes prognozi):

fausti (sasaxlidan gamosuli xelebs acecebs karis zRurb-
lTan): zedamxedvelo! 

mefistofeli: aq var! 
fausti: minda yoveldRe miviRo cnoba, Tu rogor mimdinare-

obs wamowyebuli gaTxrebi. 
mefistofeli (xmadabla): rogorc mauwyes, arxebs ar Txrian, 

aramed saflavs giTxrian (“Von keinem Graben doch vom Grab”). 
fausti: Waobi (“Sumpf”) miiwevs mTianeTisken, srul daawylu-

la yvelaferi, rac movipoveT. es Camyayebuli tborebic (“Pfuhl”) rom 
amogveSro, es iqneboda ukanaskneli umaRlesi monapovari” (ara da, 
dairRva ekobalansi!!! – k. b.) (“Ein Sumpf zieht am Gebirge hin, / Verpestet 
alles schon Errungene; / Den faulen Pfuhl auch abzuziehn / Das Letzte wär das 
Höchsterrungene”) [V. 11550-11562] (Goethe 2001: 203). 

amgvarad, fausti, rogorc modernis epoqis teqnokratuli 
da kolonizatoruli sulis gansaxiereba, Tavis sikvdiliswina 
vizionebSi kacobriobas, sabolood, ara sayovelTao sicocxlesa 
da bednierebas, aramed totalur ubedurebasa da sikvdils hpir-
deba, vinaidan bunebasTan brZola, misi damorCilebis wadili, mas-
ze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebis avadmyofuri Jini da 
ekologiis masStaburi rRveva goeTesTvis totaluri ganadgure-
bis pirdapirproporciulia. es nekroiduli perspeqtiva ki, go-
eTes mixedviT, momavali modernis epoqis kondiciaa, vinaidan am 
epoqisTvis, pirvel rigSi, damaxasiaTebelia swored bunebis sabo-
loo damorCilebis gaunelebeli wyurvili, misi Zalebis kontro-
li, misi wiaRiseulis masStaburi, ukontrolo da iracionaluri 
moxmareba, damaxasiaTebelia bunebisadmi mxolod utilitaruli, 
komerciuli da konzumeruli damokidebuleba.
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7. goeTe vs. hegeli

amgvarad, faustis socialutopiebis ironizebiT, misi teq-
nokratizmis kraxiTa da misi aRsasruliT goeTem gaacxada, rom 
sakacobrio istoriul process arc teleologia gaaCnia da am 
procesis miRma arc aranairi goni (Geist) da `RvTaebrivi Canafiq-
ri~ ar moqmedebs, aramed istoria es aris maradiuli vlena nebisa 
nebis winaaRmdeg, anu Zalisa Zalis winaaRmdeg. am erTgvari `anti-
hegelianobiT~ goeTe Tavisive personaJis, mefistofelis pozi-
ciaze dgas da iziarebs istoriis mefistoseul gagebas: `msoflio 
istoria (“Weltgeschichte”) maRladmxedi moazrovnisaTvis sxva ara-
feria Tu ar uazrobaTa wyeba (“ein Gewebe von Unsinn”), aqedan Zne-
lad Tu SeiZleba sulisTvis raime sargos swavla. [...] igi (msoflio 
istoria –  k. b.) uzomod  Seicavs  mxolod sibriyvesa da ugvanobas 
(“eine Masse von Torheiten und Schlechtigkeiten”). [...] arc ise axalgazrda 
var, rom msoflio istoriis gamo zedmetad avitkio Tavi, rome-
lic yvelaze absurduli ram aris, rac ki ram amqveynad arsebobs~ 
(Targmani Cemia – k. b.) (goeTes werilebidan kancler, igive, vaima-
ris sahercogos iusticiis ministr fridrix fon miulerisadmi: 
11.X.1824, 17.XII.1828, 6.III.1828; amonaridebi moyvanilia i. Smidtis 
naSromidan – Schmidt 2011: 157). 

daskvna:

amgvarad, `Tavisufleba~ (“Freiheit”), rasac fausti momaval 
kacobriobas hpirdeba da misive koncepti `Tavisufali~ (“frei”) 
gulisxmobs:

1. bunebaze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebas bunebis 
damorCilebis, bunebis Zalebis sruli kontrolis safuZvelze;

2. Tavisufleba, Tavisufali, rogorc teqnikur-sainJinro 
maxasaiTebeli da ara rogorc politikuri da aqsiologiur-eTi-
kuri mdgomareoba: kerZod, Tavisufleba, rogorc sivrcis gamo-
Tavisufleba kolonizatorul-teqnokratuli samuSaoebisaTvis 
(Sdr.: `gavuxsni sivrceebs mraval milionT~; `miwa gamyarda, zRvis 
talRebs daudo zRvari, zRvas Semoevlo Zlieri garsi~). 

3. Tavisufleba, Tavisufali, rogorc Zalaze, Zaladobaze, 
Zalmomreobaze damyarebuli politikuri, socialuri, ekonomi-
kuri  da  militaristuli   aRviraxsniloba  (fausti  da   mefistofe-
li, viTarca misi `ikonebi~ da `adeptebi~) – `mefistofeli: vrce-
li zRva suls (“Geist”: aq modernis epoqis moZalade suli – k. b.) 
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aTavisuflebs da amitomac arca gvWirdeba xanrgZlivi fiqri, 
mswrafl, uswrafesad saqmes vakeTebT. [...] visac Zala aqvs, ufle-
baca da  samarTalic  misi  xvedria  (“Man hat Gewalt, so hat man Recht”) 
[V. 11177-11179; 11184] (Goethe 2001: 192).
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Konstantine Bregadze
(Georgia) 

The Understanding of the Concepts of “Free” and “Freedom” 
Sccording to Faust’s Final Monologue Before Death and his Seashore 

Colony as Goethe’s Vision of “Totalitarianism”

Summary

Keywords:  Goethe, “Faust”, Free, Freedom, Totalitarianism.

The concept of free (“frei”) appears in the Second Part of the Tragedy in Act 
Five, namely in Faust’s final monologue before death, in line 11580: 

Faust:
Free earth: where a free race, in freedom, stand1

(“Auf freiem Grund mit freiem Volke stehen”) [V. 11580] (Goethe 2001: 203). 

In this line apart from the concept of free, what strikes our attention is:
1. People/race (“Volk”),
2. earth/ground (“Grund”) (This word in German also means ground, earth, base).

  Whereas the content of the notion of “freedom” and, consequently, “freedom”, which 
Faust himself conceives of in these notions, must be determined in the context of and 
in comparison with the other concepts given in this verse.

At the same time, it is clear that if we want to understand exactly what Faust 
means by the concept of “free”, then “freedom”, which Faust promises to the people 
of his colony or abstract humanity in the vague and uncertain future, if we want 
to understand exactly what he means by it, at a first glance, whether it is a kind of 
political message or a political will (or, in general, the question is whether the concept 
of “free” has a political content here), we must define what Faust himself is the voice 
of this message at the moment. At the same time, it must be clarified, on the one hand, 
who the “people” are whom Faust promises “standing on free land”, and on the other 
hand, it must be clarified what kind of “people” his visionary “free people” are.

To accurately define the content of these concepts (“free”, “freedom”, “people”, 
“land”), the following words of Faust are noteworthy, in which he addresses people 
working on ports and dams on the seashore:

Faust: I will gain power and property! It’s all business, glory – none! 
(“Herrschaft gewinn’ ich, Eigentum! / Die Tat ist alles, nichts der Ruhm”). [...] It 
is ordered to fulfill it rapidly, at all speed! (“Geboten schnell, zu schnell getan!”) [...] 
The master’s word alone declares what’s right. Up from your beds, you slaves! Man 
on man! (“Des Herren Wort es gibt allein Gewicht. / Vom Lager auf ihr Knechte! 

1 Translation by A. S. Kline; 2003. https://antilogicalism.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/faust.pdf 
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Mann für Mann!”). Reveal the daring of my favoured plan. Seize the tools: on with 
pick and spade! 11505 Let the end-result be now displayed. Strict order, and swift 
industry/ then the finest prize we’ll see: And so the greatest work may stand, one mind 
equal to a thousand hands. (“Genügt Ein Geist für tausend Hände”). [...] How the 
clattering of shovels cheers me! It’s the crews still laboring on (“Es ist die Menge, die 
mir frönet”) [V.10197-10198; 11382; l11501– 11510; 11539-11540] (Goethe 2001: 
163, 201, 202). 

Thus, in Faust’s dominion, in its seashore colony, there is an obvious tyrannical, 
authoritarian, dictatorial rule (“Herrschaft”) and a rule similar to that of a totalitarian 
regime, because the political disposition is of a radically hierarchical structure, 
where Political is abolished (“das Politische”) (H. Arendt): On the one hand, Faust, 
who is “lord”, “sovereign” (“Herr”) and lone ruler, the sole political leader, almost 
the Führer, who is silently obeyed and worshiped by his direct subordinates (like, 
Mephistopheles), as well as the population of the colony (“I will gain power and 
prosperity”); On the other hand, his “slaves” («Knechte»), that is, the politically, 
economically and socially disenfranchised population of the Faust colony, in Faust›s 
“terminology” “the mass” (“Menge”) – “it is the mass that worships, obeys, glorifies”; 
Furthermore: On the one hand, Faust, who, as the unchanging central figure of the elite 
ruling class, plans various political, economic, military, or technocratic projects (“One 
Mind”), who single-handedly issues state orders (compare “take into Hand Shovels 
and Bars”, “Only the word of the lord has power”, “In time, stand up slaves!”), and he 
is Legibus solutus – one who is beyond the law, above the law, and the law does not 
apply to him, and on the other hand, the lumpen-proletariat, which has become a slave 
to the construction of seaports, canals, and ports, has become obedient and speechless 
(“it is commanded to do it quickly, so do it quickly”).

Consequently, the “people” (“Volk”) mentioned by Faust in his visionary words 
refer not to a politically free population but the “people” as an economic and political 
instrument, a mass pulling force based on which the political leader (Faust) and his 
narrow political elite (Mephistopheles and his three high and strong subordinates) 
carry out monumental technocratic and economic projects and global colonization. 
Consequently, the concept of “people” refers to the functionality of people and not to 
their citizenship.

In Faust’s seaside colony totalitarianism is the type of regime and apart from 
using total propaganda and repressions – Faust: Spurred by force or hope of pleasure, 
By pay, enticement or press-gang! (“Und so verbringt, umrungen von Gefahr, / Hier 
Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein tüchtig Jahr. / Solch ein Gewimmel möcht ich sehn”) 
[V. 11577-11579] (Goethe 2001: 203) –mass work, working culture, and gigantic 
constructions are being aesthetically acceptable, which creates the illusion of care 
for people. In reality, these enormous establishments have a propagandist function 
and have characteristics of ideology, because they highlight superiority, absolutism, 
oneness, and truthfulness – Faust: Childhood, manhood, age’s vigorous years, 
Surrounded by dangers, they’ll spend here. I wish to gaze again on such a land (“Und 
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so verbringt, umrungen von Gefahr, / Hier Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein tüchtig 
Jahr. / Solch ein Gewimmel möcht ich sehn”) [V. 11577-11579] (Goethe 2001: 203).

Thus the population of the Faust colony, its so-called “people” are the 
disenfranchised proletariat of the new age, the future of modernity, or the millions of 
people locked up in concentration camps and “gulags” whose sole function is to be a 
driving force in the complete subjugation and control of nature. It is in this work that 
he gains “freedom” that is, liberation from dependence on nature when the population 
of the Faust colony completes the construction of coastal dams and the complete 
drying up of the swampy surface of the land seized from the sea.

Given the above, the “land” mentioned in Faust’s pre-death visions – “ground” 
(“Grund”) – obviously has no mythical or sacral meaning, but this concept refers to 
“land” as a “dead” matter, a geological fact. Accordingly, the semantics of the word 
“ground” refers to “soil” or “ground” and refers to the “land” that is only the object of 
technocratic, engineering, and economic development: thus, “ground”, i.e. cultivated, 
developed “land”, soil, arable land; “Grund”, i.e. a mineral deposit, a land abducted 
from the sea. That is why Faust does not say the word “Erde” the semantics of which 
considers the earth to be predominantly a mythical and sacral phenomenon, in the 
interior of which (“Erde”) the “soul” clothed with divine-cosmic elements, the so-
called “spirit of the land” (“Erdgeist”) operates. Unlike the “romantic” and meta-physicist 
Faust of the first part of the tragedy, for the colonizer and technocrat Faust of the 
second part, this “land” or “Erde” has lost its value and is seen as a mere technical data. 

Thus, because of the despotism and tyranny established in this coastal colony, 
Faust does not envision the contours of a free and legal state, and the concepts of “free 
land” and “free people” uttered in his promises cannot be linked to political freedom, 
because he has already made the present political conditions for decades “totalitarian” 
and the political agenda of his colony is forever defined. This is a precondition for the 
future to be similarly “totalitarian”.

Therefore, “freedom” (“Freiheit”) promised by Faust to future mankind and his 
concept of “Free” (“frei”) means:

1. Liberation from dependence on nature through obedience to nature, full 
control of the forces of nature;

2. Freedom, free, as a technical-engineering characteristic and not as a political 
and axiological-ethical situation: in particular, freedom as a release of space for 
colonization-technocratic works (compare “I will open spaces for many millions”; the 
ground is solid, it borders and encircles the sea with a strong membrane”).

3. Freedom, free as a political, social, economic, and militaristic restraint 
based on force, brutality, and violence (Faust and Mephistopheles as its “icons” and 
“adepts”) – Mephistopheles: (Geist: the brutal spirit of the modern epoch – K.B.) 
The ocean’s freedom frees the mind/ there all thought is left behind! / You only need 
a handy grip [...] You have the might, and so the right (“Man hat Gewalt, so hat man 
Recht”) [V. 11177-11179; 11184] (Goethe 2001: 192).
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gia arganaSvili 
(saqarTvelo)

nikoloz baraTaSvilis poemis „bedi qarTlisa“ 
literaturuli modeli fenomenologiuri 

kritikis  Suqze

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(orbeliani 1992: 304)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ra icvleba mxatvrul teqstSi warmodgenili istoriuli 
movlenebis amgvari ganzogadebiT? 

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

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

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

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

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

(rusTaveli 1970:11)

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

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

(baraTaSvili 1954: 71)

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

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

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

(baraTaSvili 1954: 73)

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

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

(rusTaveli 1970: 56)

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

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

(baraTaSvili 1954: 73)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(baraTaSvili 1954: 69)

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

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

swored sofios sityvebSi (`uwinamc dRe ki dameleva me! ucxo-
obaSi raa siame“) gacxadda nawarmoebSi Cadebuli is bibliuri gan-
wyobileba: `viTarme vgalobdeT galobasa uflisasa queyanasa ucxo-
sa?~ (fs. 136), romelmac koloniuri reJimis pirobebSi sruliad gan-
sazRvra nacionaluri literaturis ganviTarebis orsaukunovani 
perspeqtiva da nikoloz baraTaSvilis am poemis gavlenis sivrce.   

    
damowmebani:

Asatiani, G. Sauk’unis P’oet’ebi. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba “merani”, 1988 (asaTiani g. saukunis 

poetebi. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba „merani“,1988).

Baratashvili, N. Tkhzulebani. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba “sabch’ota mts’erloba”, 1954 (baraTaSvili n. 

Txzulebani. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba „sabWoTa mwerloba“, 1954).

Orbeliani, G. Kartuli Mts’eloba. T’omi 9. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba “nak’aduli”, 1992 (orbeliani 

grigol, qarTuli mwerloba, tomi 9. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba „nakaduli“ 1992).

nikoloz baraTaSvilis poemis „bedi qarTlisa“ literaturuli modeli 
fenomenologiuri kritikis Suqze



64

Rat’iani I. Lit’erat’uris Teoria. XX Sauk’unis  Dziritadi Metodologiuri  K’ontseptsiebi  da Mimdinare-
obani. Tbilisi: 2008 (ratiani i. literaturis Teoria. XX saukunis ZiriTadi meTodo-

logiuri koncefciebi da mimdinareobani. Tbilisi: 2008).

Rat’iani I. Kartuli Mts’erloba da Msoplio Lit’erat’uruli P’rotsesi. Shot’a Rustavelis K’artuli Lit’erat’uris 
Inst’itut’i. Tbilisi: TSU gamomtsemloba, 2015 (ratiani i. qarTuli mwerloba da msoflio 

literaturuli procesi. SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis instituti, 

Tbilisi: Tsu gamomcemloba, 2015).

Rustaveli Shota. Vepkhist’q’aosani. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba “sabch’ota saq’artvelo”, 1970 (rusTaveli 

SoTa. vefxistyaosani. Tbilisi:  gamomcemloba „sabWoTa saqarTvelo“, 1970).

Gia Arganashvili
(Georgia)

A Literary Model of a Poem “The Fate of Kartli” 
by Nikoloz Baratashvili in the Light of Phenomenological Criticism
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nomenologi, criticism.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

nikoloz baraTaSvilis poemis „bedi qarTlisa“ literaturuli modeli 
fenomenologiuri kritikis Suqze



68

manana kvaWantiraZe
(saqarTvelo)

personaJTa qcevis fsiqologiuri motivaciebi
vaJa-fSavelas poemaSi `stumar–maspinZeli“: 

zviadauri 

vaJa gakvriT asaxelebs zviadauris qisteTSi mgzavrobis mi-
zezs: `Zmis mkvlelis sisxli swyuria, / kaci rom modis gzazeda“. 
mgzavrobis sxva mizezi ar Cans. is, rasac cota mogvianebiT 
zviadauri joyolas kiTxvaze pasuxobs, bnel RameSi mTis ucxo 
bilikebze gzaabneuli kacis iZulebiTi sicruea. realoba ki isaa, 
rom zviadauri samtrod modis da joyolas gadaeyreba. 

gavixsenoT, rogor ixibleba joyola zviadauriT myisierad, 
rogor sTavazobs nanadirevs da epatiJeba saxlSi, TiTqos yve-
lafers akeTebs imisaTvis, rom aramxolod ucxo adamianebs Soris 
bunebrivad arsebuli undobloba gaalRos, aramed ucnobis 
keTilganwyobac daimsaxuros. am situaciaSi joyolas aqtiuroba 
sruliad aSkaraa. 

vaJa kontrastuli xatvis xerxs iyenebs: zviadauri bolomde 
ucnobad rCeba, joyola mcnobia. eqspansiur qistTan SedarebiT, 
vaJa zviadaurs frTxil,  sityvaZunw adamianad  saxavs. zviadauri 
umetesad dums, joyola laparakobs. joyola icavs da ibrZvis 
zviadauris nacvlad, romelsac bedisweram xmlismouqnevlad 
sikvdili arguna, aRaza colis magivrad glovobs da patronobs 
cxedars. 

vaJam joyolas sityvis da moqmedebis Tavisufleba misca – 
zviadauri Tavdacvis mdgomareobaSia Cayenebuli da xelis ganZre-
vis SesaZleblobasac moklebulia. es misTvis sruliad uCveulo 
mdgomareobaa, Tuki kidev erTxel gavixsenebT, rom is arasodes 
malavs Tavis vinaobas, mis mier Cadenil yvela saqmis pasuxismgeb-
lobas onomastikuri aqtiT – sakuTari Tavis dasaxelebiT, saxelis 
gaxmaurebiT ganamtkicebs (`gaxlavarT zviadauri – Camogvkioda 
goriTa“), maSin, roca joyolasTan iZulebulia vinaoba dama-
los. zviadaurs arasodes Ralatobs sifrTxile da am SemTxvevaSi 
uRalata; arasodesaa brZolaSi uiaraRod, umweod, aq ki swored 
aseT viTarebaSia moxvedrili. zviadauris mdgomareobis mTel am 
Seusabamobas da sisastikes jer joyola xedavs da acnobierebs, 
Semdeg ki aRazac. zviadauri TiTqos am erTxel Secda, am erTxel 
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modunda misi mtriani, SurismaZiebeli suli da Sedegmac ar 
daayovna. 

zviadauris pirovneba `stumar-maspinelSi“ datrialebuli 
tragediis umTavresi mizezi da umniSvnelovanesi faqtoria. jo-
yolasagan gansxvavebiT, romelsac mkiTxveli misive aqtiuri qcevi-
sa da dialogebSi asaxul SexedulebaTa fonze ecnoba, zviadauris 
aqtiuroba sxva tipisaa: igi aqtiuria Tavisi Sinagani ZaliT, gne-
bavT, `mterobis“ ZaliT. zviadauris saxes (xats) vaJa ufro `Sori 
planiT“ gviCvenebs – sasaflaos sceniTa da sxvaTa SefasebebiT. es 
`Sori plani“ cxadad gamokveTs zviadauris uCveulo xiblsa da am 
xiblis sabediswero gavlenas adamianebze. 

rom araferi vTqvaT zviadauris Tvistom xevsurebze, es gav-
lena efineba ara mxolod joyolasa da aRazas, aramed qistebsac, 
anu uklebliv yvelas, visTanac zviadaurs raime Sexeba hqonia. 
davakvirdeT: sasaflaos scenaSi vaJa socialur urTierTobaTa 
uRrmes fesvebs exeba, misi ganviTarebis vertikalis im dones, ro-
melzedac bunebrivad, yovelgvari winaswargamiznuli religiur- 
kulturuli Carevis gareSe iRviZebs da moZraobas iwyebs adami-
anis tolerantuli suli, urTierTTanagrZnoba, anu is yvelaferi, 
razedac, rogorc bunebismier safuZvelze, aRimarTeba socialur-
kulturul urTierTobaTa rTuli Senoba. `stumar-maspinZeli“ 
iseve, rogorc `aluda qeTelauri“, adamianur urTierTobaTa am 
uxilavi siRrmeebis CvenebiTaa STagonebuli. vfiqrob, amasve un-
da gulisxobdes haidegeris cnobili mosazreba imis Sesaxeb, rom 
`adamianTa erToba presocialuria: kacobrioba erTnairad aris 
Setrialebuli  yofierebisken“.  joyolaSi  es ltolva  Tu  ganwyoba
kulturul-eTikur donemde maRldeba da pirovnebis moraluri 
arCevanis saxes iZens (iseve, rogorc aluda qeTelauris  SemTxveva-
Si). analogiurad viTardeba igi aRazas xasiaTSic, romlis bolo 
etapi (codvis aRiareba finalur scenaSi da TviTmkvleloba) am pi-
rovnulobis ganviTarebis procesis Seferxebas mowmobs. qistebis 
brboSi zviadauris vaJkacobiT gamowveuli wamieri TanagrZnobac 
adamianTa erTianobis am presocialuri, yvelaze Rrma impulsis 
gamoZaxilia, romelic Temuri identobis dacvis safarvelqveS 
`saimedodaa“ Caqolili mravalsaukunovani mtrobis kanoniT (am 
sinanulis impulsur xasiaTs adasturebs momdevno scena, rode-
sac brboSi kvlav iRviZebs SurisZiebis survili). swored adami-
anis gautexeli suli, rogorc Rirebuleba, aRmoCnda is saerTo 
safuZveli,  romelmac  gaaRviZa  da  wamierad `daamagra“ erTianobi-
sa da TanagrZnobis presocialuri impulsi.

personaJTa qcevis fsiqologiuri motivaciebi vaJa– fSavelas poemaSi
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zviadauri marto xevsurebs ki ar ukvdeba, aramed mTel sam-
yaros, Sesabamisad, zviadaurs marto aRaza ki ar glovobs, aramed 
mTeli buneba, rogorc sakuTar nawils, da Tanac, RvTis brZanebiT. 
poemis es epizodi gvafiqrebinebs, rom igi ukvdeba ufro bunebas, 
vidre kulturas an, ufro zustad, kulturis im Sres, romelic 
uSualod efuZneba bunebas: `zviadaursa glovobda/ SfoTva da 
borgvna wylisao/, niavad Camonadeni/ oxvra maRalis mTisao,/ crem-
li nislebis jarisa/ nabrZanebia RvTisao“. bunebis katastrofis 
rangis movlenad aRiqmeba xevsurTa mier zviadauris sikvdilis 
cnobac,  poeturi frazis  gansakuTrebulad  daZabuli,  daCqare-
buli tempo-ritmis TanxlebiT: `bisos movida ambavi,/viT naquxari 
mexada: / `mouklavT zviadauri, / ciT Camosuli svetada,/ fSav-xev-
sureTis far-xmali,/ gamosadegi metada“. 

sikvdilis Setyobinebis am ritorikaSi gansakuTrebul dat-
virTvas iZens metaforuli fraza: `ciT Camosuli svetada“, rome-
lic uceb, mowyvetiT, elviseburad iWreba bisos yoveldRiurobaSi 
da adamianuridan miTosur ganzomilebaSi gadahyavs zviadauris sa-
xe.  rogorc  miTosidan  gamoxmobili  yvela sityva, esec koleqti-
uri  Sefasebaa  da  emociurTan  erTad,  mistikur  warmodgenas  gviq-
mnis im movlenis masStabze, romelsac zviadauri hqvia da rogora-
dac misi sasicocxlo Zala da cxovreba aRiqmeba TvistomTa mier: 
zviadauri xevsureTis mfarvelia (`fSav-xevsureTis far-xmali“, 
`mfarveli“ da a. S.), idealuri vaJkaci da gmiri, bunebis kaprizu-
li gamosxiveba, emanacia raRac uCveulo, bunebasTan wilnayari 
adamianuri Zalisa. 

Tavis uaRresad mniSvnelovan gamokvevaSi saqarTvelos mTiane-
Tis miTologiur gadmocemaTa sistemaze zurab kiknaZe asaxelebs 
iaxsaris epiTets, romelic RvTisSvilTa gasaxsenebel salocaveb-
Si ixsenieba: `svetad Camosuli“ (kiknaZe 1985: 11). davakvirdeT, 
rogor Semoaqvs vaJas miTosuri Semadgenlebi personaJis saxis Se-
saqmnelad. zviadauris vaJaseuli epiTeti `ciT Camosuli svetada“ 
armarto tropul doneze qmnis zviadauris gansakuTrebul saxes, 
aramed am Sefasebas andrezuli SriTac aZlierebs. im azrs, rom 
`ciT Camosulobas“ vaJasTvis swored Sinaarsobliv-funqciuri 
datvirTva aqvs (zviadauris RvTiSvilebTan asociacia) da ara mxo-
lod mxatvruli figurisa (hiperbola-gazviadeba), kidev ufro ga-
namtkicebs zviadauris epiTeti `mfarveli“, rac patrons niSnavs 
da aseve RvTiSvilTa andrezuli msazRvrelia. zviadauris saxis am 
xazgasmiT miTosur safuZvlebs vkiTxulobT mis xasiaTSi, qceveb-
sa da gansakuTrebiT, personaJis sikvdiliswina scenaSi, aseve, im 
sagangebo leqsikur masalaSi, romliTac vaJa am yvelafers aRwers.
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zviadauris upirvelesi, arsismieri Tviseba, romliTac is 
SeiZleba daxasiaTdes, esaa misi simtkice, Seuvaloba, gautexeloba, 
rac andreziseuli `kvrivis“ mniSvnelobisken migviZRveba da sa-
fuZvlianobas matebs varauds zviadauris literaturuli saxis 
miTosur Semadgenelze: `es sityva saymos sakralur leqsikaSi niS-
navs, rogorc fizikur SeuRwevadobas, aseve zneobriv Seuvalobas, 
romlis simbolod jvarTa teritoriaze dgas `kvrivad“ nagebi 
koSkebi, sadac Sesvla SeuZlebelia imis gamo, rom maT ar gaaCni-
aT Sida sivrce, aseT koSkebs ewodebaT kvrivebi... fizikuri Se-
uRwevadoba zneobrivi akrZalvis metaforaa“ (kiknaZe 1985: 28).

`cidan svetad Camosuli“ zviadauris saxiT vaJa RvTiSvilTa 
memorialur sivrces qmnis mkiTxvelis warmosaxvaSi. 

`gaxlavarT zviadauri/ – Camogkioda goriTa“ – ase xedaven, 
aseTia zviadauri qistebis mexsierebaSi: raRac daumarcxebeli Za-
la, TiTqmis zebunebrivi. mtris qcevis amgvari vizualuri da men-
taluri xati TavisTavad aCens azrs, rom qistebs ar SeuZliaT zvi-
adaurTan  Tanaswori  Sebma,  isini  TavianTive qceviTa  da  SefasebiT
aRiareben zviadauris aRmatebul Zalas, sakuTar uZlurebas zviad-
auris winaSe. aqedan ibadeba wregadasuli SurisZiebis survilic da 
veraguli gegmac,  anu azri, rom zviadaurze SurisZiebis  nebismi-
eri forma misaRebia. TiTqos qistebi ubralod mters ki ar klaven, 
aramed araadamianur, saSiS da borot Zalas icileben Tavidan.  

orive SemTxvevaSi, qistebis TvalSic da xevsurebis warmo-
saxvaSic is sul maRlaa, vertikalur ganzomilebaSia (`svetia“). es 
misi Cveuli sivrculi mdgomareobaa orive rakursidan: sxvisTvi-
sac da TavisianisTvisac, mtrisTvisac da moyvrisTvisac. esaa ka-
ci, romelic moyvrobisa da mtrobis yvela momentSi isev da isev 
ganamtkicebs, `ganamkvrivebs“ sauTar saxels (saxes) da droSasaviT 
upyria xelT (`gaxlavarT zviadauri...“). 

aq, joyolasTan Sexvedris Jams igi mTebs SigniTaa da ara ze-
moT, labirinTSia, SemTxveviTobaSia da ara kanonzomierebaSi. zvi-
adaurs gza aeria (pirdapiri da gadataniTi mniSvnelobiT), anu 
gavida sakuTari sasicocxlo wesrigidan sxvagan, qaosSi, da imas, 
rac amieridan moxdeba, man kanonzomierebis saxe unda mianiWos, 
wesrigSi daabrunos. axali asparezi, gza unda gakvalos, qaosidan 
gamoaRwios da sinaTlis svetad darCes. qistebis sasaflaoze 
zviadauri swored am zeamocanas asrulebs, amdenad,  zviadauris sa-
xis gaxsnisaTvis sasaflaos scena gadamwyvet mniSvneloba iZens da 
aSkarad  migvmarTavs  `kai ymis“ legenduri habitusis amocnobisa 
da `mterobis“ sociokulturuli tradiciis eTikisa da esTetikis 
vaJaseuli xedvis gaxsnisaken.
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amasTan dakavSirebiT, Zalze zustia aleqsandre WeiSvili 
dakvirveba, rom `qistebs swadiaT sulierad modrikon, daijabnon, 
laCrad aqcion zviadauri da amrigad `suleTSi“ Carekon, Calalon 
igi, rogorc TavianTi mkvdris mona-msaxuri. zviadaurma icis maTi 
ganzraxva... iwyeba daZabuli brZola, aranakleb warmtaci da mim-
zidveli, vidre aludas da mucalis orTaSua brZola, oRond igi 
umTavresad sulier sferoSi mimdinareobs“ (WeiSvili 2012: 224). 

Tavic rom davaneboT zviadauris saxis moTosur asociaciebs, 
anu imas, rom zviadauri `ciT Camosuli“ Satilionia, xolo fSav-
xevsureTis andrezul warmodgenaTa sivrceSi qisteTi `qajaveTis“ 
analogiaa, aq mtrobis kidev sxva, ufro realuri mizezebic ar-
sebobs, upirvelesad ki is, rom Zmis sisxlis zRvevis surviliT 
Sepyrobili zviadauri axla Zmis mkvlelebis xelSia, sruliad mar-
to mravalricxovani brbos winaSe, mxardamWerisa da gulSemat-
kivris gareSe da xmlis mouqnevlad sikvdilTan erTad iqveyniuri 
monobac  elis. Zneli warmosadgeni  araa, zviadauris siZulvilisa 
da  mtrobis  raoden  Rrma  fesvebTan  gvaqvs  saqme. risi  gakeTeba  Se-
uZlia adamians im pirobebSi, roca fizikuri Tavisufleba warT-
me-uli aqvs da mtris garemocvaSi gardauvali sikvdili elode-
ba? fizikuri winaaRmdegobis SeuZlebloba warmoudgenel sulier 
Zalas aRviZebs masSi. 

zviadauri axerxebs sakuTar arCevanad aqcios sikvdilis ga-
naCeni da darCes sulierad Tavisufal adamianad. 

swored es arCevani aniWebs sicocxlis qrobis maradiul su-
raTs didebulebas: `sicocxle qreba, sisxli sdis, /zviadauri 
kvdeboda, /guli ver mokla mtris xelma. /guli guladve rCeboda“. 
sityviT gawelili kadri sikvdilis mTel ormag Sinaars asaxavs: 
sicocxlesTan ganSorebis nacnobi da banaluri suraTi adamianis 
gautexeli sulis didebulebiT imoseba. aq orivea – adamianis sik-
vdilic da misi amaRlebac, materiis kvdoma da sulis ukvdaveba, 
Rirsebisa da simamacis Seudarebeli magaliTi – sul oriode 
striqoniT, sulisSemZvreli ubraloebiTa da sisadaviT.   

isic gavixsenoT, rom zviadauri im tomis Svilia, romelze-
dac vaJa ambobs: `es xom axali ar aris,/ sisxlma idinos miliTa“ 
(gavixsenoT aludas mamxilebeli sizmaric). `mterobis wess“ mis-
deven aramarto qistebi, aramed xevsurebic. maT cnobierebasac da 
yofierebasac ucxosa da Cemianis, mtrisa da moyvris radikaluri 
opozicia asazrdoebs, isini am xisti adaTis tyveobaSi cxovro-
ben da azrovneben. aq saqme gvaqvs im SemTxvevasTan, romelzedac 
Tomas mani ambobs: `...autaneli tirania winaparTagan naanderZe-
vi samarTlis wesisa, romelsac isini wmindad inaxaven, rogorc 
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TavianTi samSoblos bunebriv da, Sesabamisad, aucilebel nawils“ 
(Mанн 1961: 592).  

yuradReba mivaqcioT mterTan moqcevis kodeqsis im formas, 
romelic qistebis sakuTari sityviT gamoiTqmis: `is sjobs, rac ma-
le vecdebiT/ gulSi CavurWoT danao“. es `male“ maTi qcevis farul 
saxes  avlens  da  `uflis  kanonis“  mniSvnelovan  gaufasurebas  mow-
mobs: `mtrulad moqcevis“ formebSi Temi sazRvrebs ar cnobs da 
amiT azianebs TviT adaTis arssac. `male“ aq gulisxmobs: `nebismier 
fasad“, `radac ar unda dagijdes“, `nebismieri formiT“. ase gage-
buli mtrobis wesi Temuri erTianobis dacvis aucileblobidan 
gadis da pirovnuli moralis sivrceSi iWreba, ideologiad qce-
uli tradicia ideokratiaSi gadaizrdeba da ara mxolod `Temobis 
wessa“ da individualur nebas Soris, aramed TviT adaTebs Soris 
gardauval dapirispirebasac aRmoacenebs. 

mterze SurisZiebis sababiT `saSovarisaken“ mowodeba gais-
mis rogorc qisteTSi, ise xevsureTSi, rogorc `aluda qeTela-
urSi“ (`saTemod gamoirekeT/ cxvari, Zroxa da xarebi“), ise `stumar-
maspinZelSi“: `gamoirekes cxvar-Zroxa/ gadmoavlies mTania; /amo-
iyares  mtris  javri,/ sadardo   raRa  aria?“  aq  vaJas  ironia   ekuT-
vnis zviadauris cxedrisTvis gamarTuli laSqrobisa da qisteb-
ze SurisZiebis pragmatul mxares (es pragmatuli mxare aludas 
mimarT mkafiodaa aqcentirebuli xevisberis mowodebaSi `dajar-
diT, xevsurT Svilebo...“ da a. S.). zviadauris sikvdilis WeSma-
ritad tragikuli aRqmis gadadinebas martiv pragmatizmSi vaJa 
mxolod oriode sityviTa da frazis intonaciiT gvagrZnobinebs 
(sxvaTa Soris, pragmatizmis ironizebac vaJas neoromantikul 
msoflaRqmaze miuTiTebs), samagierod, zviadauris dakvlis scenaSi 
igi dawvrilebiT aRwers qistebis SurisZiebis araadamianur, bar-
barosul formebs miRma Sefarul pragmatizms (`aluda qeTe-
laurSi“ mklavis moWris analogiurad). am `praqtikuli“ adaTis 
dasakmayofileblad iRvreba sisxli, ispoba sicocxle. SurisZieba 
TiTqos pragmatuli TviTmizania, Sefaruli `mterobis“ zogadi, 
saerTo ideiT (sxvaTa Soris, amas adasturebs qistebis Tavis mar-
Tlebis  primitiuli  formac: `...xom  mas ar movuklavdiT / mtrebs, 
avs rom ar sCadiodnen?“ ) 

 rogorc aRvniSneT, zviadauris uCveulos xasiaTs, arss 
vaJa swored glovis grandiozuli suraTisa da mtris gulSi mo-
ulodnelad aRZruli sinanulis fonze xatavs. sinanuli, romelic, 
sircxvilisagan gansxvavebiT, religiuri gancdaa da ara socialu-
ri, qistebSi TiTqos raRac maTTvisve ucnobi metafizikuri Zalis 
zemoqmedebis  Sedegad  Cndeba. `codvaa!“ – yvela hfiqrobda...“ `kar-
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gi vaJkaci yofila, /yvela alahsa hficavda.../ xalxis guli da go-
neba,/ sasinanulod mihqroda“. ar dagvaviwydes, rom es is zviaduria, 
romelic, qistebisve daxasiaTebiT, mudmivad maTi `gaJletis cda-
Sia“ – `cofiT gadalesili saxiT“, `mglurad eteveba“ da daundoblad 
anadgurebs. `fexmardi, legis CoxiTa“ asociaciurad ukavSirdeba 
xalxuri Semoqmedebidan esoden nacnob, mglis metaforul saxes da 
`TavisufalTa“ miTosur-legendur triadas: `sami ar gaiwurTne-
bis: mgeli, arwivi, kai yma...“. 

Tavis werilSi goeTeze Tomas mani xazs usvams pirovnebis 
cnebis ganmartebis sirTules da uCveulobas: `Cven vtovebT sa-
kuTriv sulierebis, gonierebis, analizis sferos da SevdivarT 
bunebiTis, stiqiuris... sferoSi, imaSi, rac aocebs samyaros da ar 
emorCileba ufro Rrma axsnas“. pirovnebis cneba Tomas manis ga-
gebiT, sxva araferia, Tu ara `enobrivi eqvivalenti raRac iseTisa, 
rac  ar  gamoixateba   sityviT,  raRac  gamosxiveba  (Sdr:  `ciT   Camo-
suli svetada“ – m.k.), romlis wyaroc unda veZeboT ara sulier, ara-
med  fizikur  TvisebebSi;  rogorc Cans, igi warmoadgens zemoqme-
debas gansakuTrebuli sasicocxlo Zalisa, romelic flobs ve-
eberTela gadamdeb da mimzidvel Zalas, intensiursa da Zliers, de-
monurs... romlis formirebac SemoqmedebiTi saidumloa (! – m. k.) im 
bunebisa, wyvdiadSi rom qmnis“ (Mанн 1961: 396). 

zviadauris saxis saidumloc vaJa fSavelas, rogorc poetis 
SemoqmedebiTi saidumloa. 

pirovnebis goeTeseul ganmartebas, romelic Zalze zustad 
miesadageba zviadaurs, TiTqos odnavi Crdili adgeba epiTetiT 
`demonuri“. magram Tuki `demonuris“ganmartebas Zveli kulturis 
wiaRidan vecdebiT, aRmoCndeba, rom ZvelberZnulad igi niSnavs: 
RvTiurs, RmerTis gzavnils, RvTiur saqmeebsa da miniSnebebs; sa-
bedisweros, saSinels; araCveulebrivs, gasaocars, SesaniSnavs. de-
monuris ganmarteba aseve ukavSirdeba movlenaTa Cveulebrivi ri-
gidan amovardnil adamians, gansakuTrebuli sibrZnis matarebels 
da a. S. (Дворецкий 1958: 338-339). 

zviadauris mTeli es gansakuTrebuli, uCveulo arsi, faqtob-
rivad,  mxolod  msxverplSewirvis epizodSi TvalsaCinovdeba, ro-
ca  is,  yelSi  danagayrili,  xrialiT  ambobs  ukanasknel  sityvas  da 
ar  nebdeba sikvdils  monobis gziT, ar Tmobs Tavis `mtrian“ suls, 
anu, im arsebiTs, riTac is aris zviadauri. swored `kai ymis“ es 
`mtriani sulia“ imis mizezi, rom joyolac iseve, rogorc aRaza, 
qistebic da xevsurebic mTeli poemis manZilze – pirdapir da 
arapirdapir – laparakoben da fiqroben zviadaurze. zviadauri 
lakmusiviT moqmedebs adamianebze. miuxedavad imisa, rom mTel 
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poemaSi igi yvela moqmedebis centri da ZalTa koncentraciis 
wertilia, misi pirovnebisa da uCveulo sasicocxlo Zalis amocno-
ba TiTqos mxolod ucxo adamianTa da eqstremalur garemoebaTa 
meSveobiT xdeba. rCeba STabeWdileba, rom mTeli poemis dramatuli 
kolizia, dialogebi da fsiqologiuri suraTebis wyeba, romelTac 
vaJa zviadauris mokvlis Semdeg xatavs, swored zviadauris am 
sasicocxlo energetikasTanaa `mibmuli“ da misi meSveobiT iwyebs 
gacxadebas. 

am arealSive xdeba joyolasa da aRazas Sinagani samyaros 
siRrmeTa gamovlenac. 

zviadaurTan Sexvedris wyalobiT joyolas da aRazas indi-
vidualoba momentalurad iRviZebs da mTel Tavis madls, sike-
Tes, adamianis RvTiur bunebas aRviZebs. mere ki iZulebuli xdeba, 
isev ukan dabrundes – mTelis wiaRSi, sinanulSi, radgan nawili/
mTelis erTobas sxva gamosavali ara aqvs, sxvanairad maTi iden-
tobis mesafuZvle struqtura CamoiSleba. es mtroba TemisTvis 
TviTgadarCenis erTaderTi pirobaa.

vaJa pirovnebis gaRviZebuli individualobis suraTs xa-
tavs, romelsac sociumi damkvidrebis, tradiciaSi gadasvlis 
SesaZleblobas ar aZlevs da aiZulebs, eWvi Seitanos sakuTar ar-
CevanSi (aRaza amas akeTebs pirdapiri sityviT da TviTmkvlelo-
biT, joyola – TavSewirviT), Tumca pirovnebis es umaRlesi da 
urTulesi zneobrivi monapovari vaJas miTSi gadaaqvs da amiT 
maradiul sicocxles aniWebs. nawilisa da mTelis maradiuli er-
Tianobisa da dapirispirebis suraTi `stumar-maspinZelSi“ mTeli 
egzistencialuri siRrmiTa da am adamianebis mimarT tragikuli 
TanagrZnobiTaa warmodgenili. 

Tu vaJas humanizmis religiur konteqsts CavukvirdebiT, 
mis mier aRwerili SemTxveva iseve, rogorc `aluda qeTelaurSi“, 
sxva araferia, Tu ara realizeba saxarebis sityvisa `giyvardes 
mteri Seni, viTarca Tavi Seni“, anu yvelaze Znelad Sesasrulebeli 
qristianuli doqtrina. kidev ufro axlos ki esaa yvela drois 
adamianis qcevis ganmsazRvreli umaRlesi humanuri kanoni: `da, 
viTarca igi Tqven gnebavsT, raTa giyon kacTa, da Tqvenca egredve 
msgavsad uyofdiT“ (luka, 6, 31).

vaJasTan vaJkacoba araa raRac erTgvarovani, statikuri, er-
Tianad humanuri da dadebiTi fsiqosomaturi mdgomareoba. vaJa 
xatavs masStabur xasiaTebs, pirovnebis Zalmosilebas, gansacde-
lis gadalaxvisa da sakuTari mrwamsis ganxorcielebis nebas, mag-
ram xatavs cocxal adamianebs da ara xasiaTis usicocxlo sqemebs. 
erTgvari miTosuri saburvelis miuxedavad, misi gmirebi adami-
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anis sulis mTel ucnaurobebsa da winaaRmdegobebs areklaven. Tu 
am TvaliT SevxedavT, SeuZlebelia yuradRebis miRma dagvrCes 
zviadaurisTvis damaxasiaTebeli usazRvo zizRi mtris mimarT 
da amasTan mibmuli sisastike da daundobloba, romelic aqvavebs 
adamianur keTilganwyobas da gamoricxavs mtris, rogorc adami-
anis mimarT raime saxis Tanagancdas. 

miTosuri Srisgan  gansxvavebiT, zviadauris saxis realis-
turi  aspeqti  udreki,  uSiSari  da  amavdroulad,  daundobeli,  
pirquSi  da  sityvaZunwi  adamianis  tips  warmogvidgens. zviadauri  
verasdros  ityvis joyolasaviT: `uiaraRos awvalebT,/ guli rasa 
hgrZnobs Tavada?“ – radgan mis metyvelebaSi Zneli savaraudoa 
mtris mimarT amgvari leqsika. 

zviadauris xasiaTiT vaJa `mterobis“, Rirsebisa da vaJkaco-
bis ucnaur sinTezs qmnis da mas Tavisuflebis ideasTan korela-
ciaSi warmosaxavs. zviadauri TiTqos mxolod mtrobis CarCoebSia 
Tavisufali, mtroba usazRvravs Tavisuflebisa da da vaJkacobis 
mijnebs,  TiTqos  mxolod mtrobiT da sisxlisRvriT `ewoneba Ta-
vi“, TiTqos mxolod dapirispirebaa misi TviTmdgradobis safuZ-
veli da sazomi.

i.  lotmani  Semdegnairad  gansazRvravs `istoriuli pirov-
nebis“ cnebas: `arc titulebi, arc ordenebi an xelmwifis gulmo-
wyaleba, aramed TviTmdgradoba (“самостоянье человека”) aqcevs adami-
ans istoriul pirovnebad (Лотман  1994:  3). vfiqrob, es TviTmdgra-
doba, rogorc Tviseba, gansazRvravs aramxolod istoriuli pi-
rovnebis, aramed yvela miTosuri da folkloruli gmiris, maT 
Soris `kai ymisa“ da `uwvrTnelTa“ cnobili folkloruli triadis 
arssac, metic: swored isini, rogorc maradiuli genetikuri da 
kulturuli arqetipebi, rogorc qcevis nimuSebi, ayalibeben is-
toriuli pirovnebis Sinagan konstituciasac. 

rogorc miTosuri masStabis literaturul-mxatvruli xasi-
aTebi, vaJas aludac, mucalic, joyolac da zviadauric aseTive 
`TviTmdgradobiT“arian dajildoebulni. 

rogorc vTqviT,  simboluri sce-nis saxiT vaJas finalSi ga-
moaqvs poemis ZiriTadi saTqmeli. samTa puroba, erTad yofnis 
sixarulTan erTad mwuxarea, sevdiani da droebiTi. xangrZlivi 
mxolod janRia. vaJa individualobis gamonaTebis wamierebas aRi-
arebs, magram es is sinaTlea, romlis gareSec ara mxolod adami-
anuri arseboba dakargavda mTel xibls, aramed samyaroc. amitom 
xatavs purobis suraTs vertikalur ganzomilebaSi, mTis wverze, 
cecxlis alis sinaTleSi. siCumesa da sibneleSi ganaTebuli sivrce 
Zalze pataraa maradiul da yovlismomcvel janRTan SedarebiT, 
es megobrobis scenac, adamianis sulis am simaRleTa gamonaTebac 
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Seudareblad xanmoklea adamianTa dausrulebeli SuRlisa da 
mtrobis, kacobriobis mier Cadenil simdableTa fonze. magram 
igi jiutad meordeba yovel Rames, radgan adamians arasodes 
bezrdeba siyvarulis, sikeTisa da TanagrZnobis es afeTqebebi 
da kacobriobasac arasdros tovebs maTi kvlav da kvlav xilvis 
survili.   

Tavisi  mkafiod gamokveTili  sivrculi arqiteqtonikiT sam-
Ta es puroba vaJas kalmiTa da poeturi  niWiT  qarTuli kultu-
ruli tradiciis, kacTmoyvreobis, Rirsebisa da vaJacobisaTvis 
agebuli xsovnis taZaria.

vertikalur (miTosur, maradiul) da horizontalur (warma-
val, yoveldRiur) sivrceTa dapirispireba aSkarad migviTiTebs, 
rom vaJas mxatvruli sivrce funqciuria da ara oden kompozici-
uri. davakvirdeT: poemis siuJetis ganviTarebis kvaldakval, mo-
ralurad yvela Rirebuli qmedeba Ria sivrceSi xdeba. qistebisa 
da joyolas dramatuli dialogis adgili joyolas sacxovreblis 
winakari, naxevrad Ria sivrcea, sadac paeqrobis Sedegi sabolood 
jer kidev araa dadgenili. saxli adamianuri samsjavros toposia, 
bunebis sivrce ki RmerTis Tanamonawileobis adgili da `didi 
drois~ sadgomia. erTi sityviT, poemis personaJebis qmedebaTa 
moraluri ierarqia zustad aisaxeba sivrcul ganzomilebebSi da 
mis materialur SemadgenelSi. vnaxoT: finaluri sivrcis (mTis) 
piramiduli xati cis gumbaTis wriul moxazulobaSi gadadis da 
daculobis, simSvidis aRqmas aCens. is Weri, romelmac ver da-
ifara zviadauri, cis TaRis saxes Rebulobs da maradiulobaSi 
saimedod dabinavebas pirdeba poemis personaJebs. es Ria sivrce 
momdevno kadrSi ifareba, `sanaxavi“ uxilavdeba da bneleSi iZi-
reba (`kurumdeba“). janRi qaosuri sivrculi materiaa da horizon-
taluri, uswormasworo traeqtoriiT vrceldeba. misi gamoCeniT 
CvenSi aRZruli simsubuqisa da simSvidis, xilulobisa da sinaT-
lis gancda mZime, bnel gaurkvevlobad gardaiqmneba. `wamova“ mis 
agresiul svlaze miuTiTebs, `ram“ ki janRis gaurkveveli, bneli 
struqturis aqcentirebas axdens. misi yovlisSemZleobis aRqma 
Zlierdeba momdevno frazebSi: ` ...daefareba sanaxavs wera-mwera-
lis weriTa,/ zed awevs jadosaviTa/, ar daimtvreva kveriTa,/ verc 
Seulocavs mlocavi,/ arc aixdeba xeliTa“.

`verc“ nawilakiT da yvela im leqsikuri erTeuliT, romelic 
poemis am monakveTSia motanili, aq TiTqos Cagvesmis `ver daiWi-
ravs sikvdilsa“-s ritmuli svla, anonimuri boroti, bneli Zalis 
Zaladoba sinaTlesa da sicocxleze, misi aRkveTis SeuZlebloba 
adamianuri Zalis mier. Tumca iseve, rogorc janRi, es sinaTlec, 
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wamierebis miuxedavad, maradiulia. vaJa aq isev nawilisa da mTe-
lis urTierTmimarTebis dialeqtikze da maradiul brZolaze 
gvesaubreba, oRond es dapirispireba socialur-moraluridan sam-
yarosa da bunebis ganzomilebaSia gaSlili da `centralur wes-
rigTan“ adamianis sulis mistikur kavSirze migviTiTebs. 

Sexvedris mistikur-sakraluri mniSvneloba da misi maradi-
uli ganmeorebis idea miTSi akumulirdeba, simbolizdeba. miTi 
inaxavs polarobebis urTierTgadasvlisa da urTierTCanacvle-
bis, kanonzomierebaSi – SemTxveviTobis, sasrulSi – usasrulos, 
aucileblobaSi – Tavisuflebis, droSi – maradiulobis TavisCe-
nis, gamonaTebis waruval suraTs. 

 * * * 
konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT, `stumar maspinZeli“ mraval-

aqcentiani  poemaa da  es aqcentebi gadanawilebulia personJebze 
(ix: Бахтин  2002). 

erTi – joyola, romelic pirovnul  Rirsebas  yvelafer 
ze maRla ayenebs da upirispirdeba Tems pirovnuli nebis ZaliT. 
`sauflo wesze“ dafuZnebuli moraluri doqtrina, Sinagani mo-
raluri mrwamsi misi `me“-identobis sayrdenia. joyolas marto-
xela omi xevsurebTan imis pirdapiri ganacxadia, rom TemTan 
dapirispireba misTvis mZime drama da piradi pasuxismgeblobaa. 
gamosyidva unda moxdes ukiduresi danakargis – sicocxlis fasad. 

meore – aRaza, romelic  ver uZlebs pasuxismgeblobis tvirTs 
da codvilobis SegrZnebiTa da TviTmkvlelobiT asrulebs si-
cocxles. aRazas finalur sityvaSi ismis joyolas uTqmeli sity-
vac (`orTav SevcodeT qistebsa...“). aRazas sikvdiliswina  fiqri  sxva 
araferia, Tu ara zviadauris, rogorc `ucxos“ xiblisa da masTan 
Sexvedris sabediswero Sedegebis aRiareba. 

mesame – Temis xisti da Clungi pozicia, romelic Tavisi 
wevrisagan yovelgvari alternativis gareSe moiTxovs mterTan 
mtrul moqcevas da misaRebad miiCnevs SurisZiebisa da angariS-
sworebis nebismier formas.  

meoTxe – avtori, romelic xedavs Temis kanonis siyrues 
adamianuri nebisa da arCevanis mimarT, kanonis Sinaarsisa da aR-
srulebis tiranul da velur formebs, magram xedavs am kanonis 
aucileblobasac Temis erTianobisa da TviTobis SesanarCuneb-
lad. gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom zviadauri, rogorc `mterobis“ 
idealuri xati, vaJas daufaravi simpaTiis obieqtia. `mterobis“ 
ideis Semnaxveli ki, rogorc qisteTSi, ise xevsureTSi – Temuri 
adaTia, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara vaJkacobis gamovlenisa da 
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zviadauris msgavs `kai ymaTa“ arsebobis piroba. adaTebrivi nor-
mebis urTierTSeuTavsebloba, rogorc koncepti, cxadad gamok-
veTs pirovnuli nebisa da sazogadoebrivi (Temuri) Zalauflebis 
gardauval Sejaxebas; rogorc pirovnebebis (aRaza, joyola, zvi-
adauri), ise Temis winaSe wamoWril problemebs da maTi mogva-
rebis aucileblobas. avtori uars ambobs mosamarTls rolze 
siuJetis ganviTarebis procesSi da mTxrobelis (mayureblis) 
statuss inarCunebs. cxadad misi pozicia miTis saxiT gatanilia 
finalSi, sadac aSkaradaa gamoxatuli simpaTia joyolasa da aRazas 
humanuri arCevanisa da zogadad adamianis arCevanis nebis mimarT, 
urTierTobaTa humanizaciis ideis mimarT. 

adamianis am neoromantikul koncefciasTan erTad tradici-
ul eposSi vaJas Semoaqvs me-20 sukunis literaturisTvis dama-
xasiaTebeli polisubieqturoba (erTi pirovnebis SigniT mimdi-
nare subieqturi nebis diferenciacia – aRaza), da Sesabamisad, per-
sonaJis xasiaTis ganviTarebis fsiqologiuri plani. xedvis Sida 
da gare veqtorebis monacvleobis fonze vaJa pirovnebis Sida fsi-
qikuri struqturebis winaaRmdegobriv xasiaTs gamokveTs. 

`stumar-maspinZelSi“ vaJas neoromantikuli xedva fsiqolo-
gizms erwymis da klasikur eposSi Setanil Tematur da mxatvrul-
formobriv siaxled gvevlineba. siaxles warmoadgens zemoT nax-
senebi `mravalaqcentianobac“ – klasikuri eposis avtori-mTxro-
belis erTaqcentiani xmis nawilobrivi gadanawileba personaJebs 
Soris. 
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Manana Kvashantiradze
(Georgia)

Psycological Motivation of Actions of Characters in Vazha Pshavela’s
“Host and Guest’’: Zviadauri

Summary

Kay words: image, undefeated soul, “solid’’, vital energy, myth.

Personality of Zviadauri is the main factor and the cause of tradegy in the poem 
“Guest and host’’ by Vazha Pshavela. 

Author applies contrast paineting style: Zvizadauri is mainly silent while 
Jokhola is talking. Vazha Pshavela grants his character with freedom of word and 
action while Zviadauri is mostly shown in position of self defence lacking chance 
of any action. As he is in charge of his own movements, he never hides his name by 
onomastic act – by naming himself (“I am Zviadauri’’ – he was shouting down the 
hills’’) while Jokhola is forced to stay anonymous. 

Unlike Zviadauri Jokhola is known by his active actions and opinions, he is 
intense in terms of inner force and ability of enmity. Image of Zviadauri is given by 
distanced viewpoint that highlites attractiveness and fatal impact of the hero on people 
around. However, only strangers and external circumstance make possible to discover 
his unusual vital energy. Entire dramatic collision, dialogues and psychological 
pictures are linked to his vibrant energy. 

Meeting with Zviadauri awakes inner grace, generosity and divine nature in 
personalities of Jokhola and Aghaza.

Death of Zviadauri naturally, without any cultural or religious intervention 
awakes in Quist crowd deep impulse of human unity – a soul of compassion and 
tolerance that creates natural basement where complex building of socio-cultural 
relations is constructed. It is secured by enemy tenet and deeply buried in order to 
safeguard identity of the community. Undefeated soul of man (Zviadauri) as a value 
was the common basis that gave birth and instantly `fixed’’ “personal’’ impulse of 
human unity and compassion. 

Zviadauri dies not only for Khevsurs but for the whole world. Therefore 
Zviadauri is grieved not only by Aghaza but by nature as its own part and besides it 
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is `ordered by the Lord’’. This episode indicates that death of Zviadauri is important 
more for nature than for culture, being more precise – to the part of the culture that is 
embodied in nature. 

By the character of Zviaauri Vazha Pshavela depicts image related to The child 
of God, he creates memorial space in reader’s imagination.

Rhetoric of Zviadauri’s death – ̀ The column coming from the sky’’– transforms 
human image into mythical element. This collective appraisal demonstrates the scale 
of happening called Zviadauri: he is the protector of Khevsureti (`Sward and shield 
of Pshav-Khevsureti’’, `protector’’ etc.) He is ideal hero, the rare shine of nature, 
emanation of something unbelievable, a human power shared with nature. 

The phrase` Coming down from sky’’ for Vazha Pshavela is content/function 
related aspect (Zviadauri’s association with Child of God) not only as poetic figure 
(hyperbole, exaggeration) but to his description `protector’’ that means patron and is 
known as Andrez definition of Child of God in Khevsurian Andrez. 

The core characteristic of Zviadauri is firmness and toughness is indicated by 
Andrez meaning of `solid’’ and represents mythical component of the image. As Z. 
Kinknadze mentions `The sacral meaning of this word is impenetrable in terms of 
physical body and morality as well. It is symbolized in word `solid’’ castles that are 
impossible to enter as they don’t have inner space. Physical solidity is the metaphor 
of moral restriction.’’ 

Zviadauri looks like supernatural, undefeatable force. Such mental and visual 
image of the enemy shows that Quists are not capable to fight Zviadauri as equal. 
They admit their weakness with words and actions. From here comes the idea that 
every form of fight is acceptable in order to defeat Zviaauri. As if Quists are not just 
killing the enemy but are getting rid of some unhuman, dangerous and cruel force.

Moral hierarchy of actions of main characters’ is accordingly manifested in 
spatial dimensions and its material constituents. Morally valuable actions take place 
in the open air. Place of dramatic dialogue between Aghaza and Jokhola is semi open 
space as the result of discussion is not clear yet. House is a topos of men’s justice, 
nature is the space of divine participation and dwelling of ` big’’ time. 

In both cases – for friends and enemies, for Quists as well as for Khevsurs 
Zviadauri is perceived in high, vertical dimension (`He is a column’’). This is his 
natural spatial situation that he holds in hands like a flag in cases of friendship and 
enmity and by which he strengthens his name (face).

In the moment of meeting with Jokhola he is inside the mountain and not on 
it. He is in labyrinth; it is more accident than regularity. Zviadauri lost his way, he 
leaved his own life order and stepped into chaos. Now he has to give regular form 
to everything that will happen afterwards. He should find his way out from chaos 
and return to order (persist as `column of light’’). In Quists cemetery Zvidauri is 
performing mission of superhuman, he manages to make death his choice and persist 
as free man. 
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For Vazha Pshavela bravery is not homogenous concept, nor strict or positive 
psychosomatic condition. Unlike mythical layer realistic view of Zviadauri is 
courageous, firm, fearless and the same time fierceful and brutal men of few words. 

The character of Zviadauri manifests singular synthesis of honor and bravery 
that is painted in correlation with the idea of freedom. Zviadauri is free only within 
the frame of enmity. Enmity marks boarders of freedom and bravery as if fight was the 
only measure and foundation for his firmness. 

By the images of Quist guests author depicts picture of people with awoken 
personality that eventually is restricted by society and never transformed into 
tradition. However, this biggest moral value gained by person is converted into myth 
and prolonged in eternity.

Despite of being happy dinner of three is sad and transient. Only the mist is long 
living. The final mythic scene of the poem depicts dialectics of relationship between 
part and whole and gives symbolic picture of eternal battle. Socio-ethical opposition 
e is opened in the scale of world and nature pointing to relation between human soul 
and mystical world. 

Vazha tributes momentary light of individual, however it is a light that gives 
charm to human existence and the world itself. That’s why he depicts dinner scene in 
vertical dimension, on the top of mountain, lightened up by fire flames. A passage of 
friends, the emanation of human souls looks brief on the background of constant war 
and enmity in sinful human history. Even so it is repeated every night because humans 
never get tired of explosions of love, kindness compassion. Mankind is always eager 
to see it over and over again. 
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Jordan Ljutskanov
(Bulgaria)

The Image of (Black?) Sea in the Poetry of Valerian Gaprindashvili

1. Anticipating and demarcating the significance of a ‘neo-argonautic’ 
myth for modern Georgia 

The significance of Black Sea in the mental geography of Georgians cannot 
be matched by its significance in the mental geography1 of other nations at the Black 
Sea littoral. Being the sole sea to which Georgia has access, lying to the west of that 
Europeanising Christian nation and representing itself the liquid element in its pure 
form (if there is a Black Sea coast which lacks islands and peninsulas, in this sea poor 
in the former but relatively rich in the latter, it is the Georgian coast), Georgian Black 
Sea is potentially charged with heaviest cultural symbolism. It could symbolise alien 
space; ultimate openness to other cultures and creatures; freedom; scene of contact 
with the western (Christian, European, democratic) world; and, possibly, an urge to 
reconsider the relation between the horizontal and the vertical axes of space-time. Thus 
it takes roughly the half of all possible meanings within a cosmography (a picture of 
the world amalgamating archaic myths, cultural traditions and scientifically-supported 
geopolitical concerns). 

The hugeness of this significance may solidify in specific narrative myths, or 
may not; in the Georgian case, it possibly did. The Argonautic myth (as-reproduced-
in-modern-Georgian-culture) seems to have the potential to be a culture-foundational 
myth for modern Georgians (no less than the one embodied in the form of a travelogue 
in Ilia Chavchavadze’s მგზავრის წერილები, ‘Letters of a traveller’, has). A ‘neo-
argonautic’ myth would re-articulate the relative value of such symbolic agents as 
Medea, Jason and Orpheus and position this re-articulation (and re-evaluation) in the 
centre of a modernizing project; just as or much like Chavchavadze did with another 
triad of symbolic agents, namely, the cultured Georgian aristocrat-becoming-a-member 
of an intelligentsia, the Russian imperial officer and the Caucasian mountaineer, 
having transformed the Caucasian geopoetics of Romanticism (on the transformation 
programmated and paragonised by Chavchavadze: Manning 2012: 29-58).2 I would 

1 On mental or symbolic geography, its alternative designations and a tentative definition see: Grei-
fenhagen 2002: 6-7. Possibly, the founding work of the ‘interdisciplinary subdiscipline’ addressing 
the phenomenon: (Gould, White 1986). Whether a symbolic appeal of a place ‘translates’ into its 
“residential desirability” (one of the key mental phenomena contributing to a mental map, in the 
conceptualisation of Gould and White), is of secondary importance for the present work.
2 I base my idea of pre-modernist (in the sense of literary, not theological, modernism) Georgian 
perception of the Argonautic myth on: Andronikashvili 2019: 415-419; Nadareishvili 2012.
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not identify such a myth with the Soviet project of “New Colchis” (on that project: 
Andronikashvili 2019: 423-426); I would call that project a Soviet adaptation-and-
reduction of the hypothetic ‘neo-argonautic’ myth. I would see the cumulative image 
of “Colchis as sea and land” (Andronikashvili 2019: 426-428) as T’itsian T’abidze’s 
personal contribution to the myth, but, relying on my own reading of T’itsian’s poems, 
I would modify Andronikashvili’s conclusion, considering T’itsian less ‘tellurocentric’ 
than suggested. I would see Sandro Shanshiashvili’s modification of the image of 
Medea, as outlined in (Modebadze, Tsitsishvili 2011: 107-111), as (part of) another 
personal contribution to that myth by a modernist writer. To summarise my intuitive 
preconception of the ‘neo-argonautic’ myth: (a new) Medea would transform Jason 
into (a new) Orpheus; whereby the cultural and social agency of the Georgian elite, 
through one of its textual projections, the lyrical speaker in Georgian modernist poetry, 
would identify itself, in one or another degree, with any of the symbolic agencies/
mythical protagonists. No Black-Sea-related myth of comparable importance exists in 
the memory of the other Pontic nations (the Romanian one could have approximated, 
but not matched it, if an influential myth of Ovid’s exile commemoration existed in 
Romanian culture and artistic literature). 

Modernist literature could have been a major means to elaborate such a 
foundational myth among Georgians. Seascapes (unlike various landscapes) should 
have been attractive to modernism because they barely support a mimetic artistic 
stance and because they invite to appreciate ‘ambiguity’ and ‘space-boundlessness’ 
as preferred meta-categories of psychic, lingual and cultural experience. It is the 
unconscious attachment to sea – a symbolic sea – that is peculiar to international 
modernism which cannot but carry a spirit of up-rootedness and self-uprooting, as 
the one recognisable in Arthur Rimbaud’s “Bateau ivre” (compare Jaliashvili 2010: 
2381), and a spirit of indeterminacy (on the latter: Perloff 1981). Georgian modernism 
produced the powerful image of (poetic) language which turns to poet into its object 
or half-object (T’itsian T’abidze, “Poem-landslide”), but it could have produced a 
marine analogue of that image. Christian, classical Graeco-Roman and modernist 
tradition avail a modernist’s imagination with the ready images of life as a sea and 
mind (but also poetic work) as a boat. Ideal-typically, a Georgian modernist work 
contributing to a ‘neo-argonautic’ myth should be expected to negotiate the similarities 
and differences between the ship Argo lead by Jason and/or Orpheus (on the one hand) 
and the “Drunken boat” by/of Rimbaud. Within such an imagined universe, female 
images would oscillate between the prototypes (or, indeed, archetypes) of Medea, 
Patman, Nestan-Daredzhan and Ophelia.2 Put in the terms of a famous emblematic 

1  Jaliashvili recalls the emblematic significance of this poem for modernism, distinguishing poet’s 
freedom and abandonment of mimetic poetics.
2 One could expect that cultures that are less attached to sea would be more responsive to the change 
brought by modernism. One could suggest a primal ‘zone of response’: one materialising into im-
ages of infernal yet attractive women, ‘decadent’ distillates of the chtonic femininity associated with 
sea by archaic (layers of) imagination (on the either basic or predominant femininity of marine im-
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definition (1916) of Georgian modernism of its symbolist phase (see T’abidze 1934: 
121), a Georgian modernist work contributing to a ‘neo-argonautic’ myth would not 
let a Prudhomme take away his vase within which a Hafez’s rose has been planted; 
neither would let Besiki’s spirit and muse be overwhelm by the charm of Baudelaire’s 
flowers of evil. To put it in the terms pointing to another emblematic image: such 
a work would offer insight on ‘pre-marital trials’ underwent by an Orpheus and a 
Medea, before their marriage could be arranged by a mind understanding, associating 
with and able to distance himself from both.1

In this article I will explore the marine motives and images in the oeuvre of 
one of the first-rate Georgian modernists of modernism’s symbolist phase, Valerian 
Gaphrindashvili. Indirectly, I will assess the potential of this oeuvre (or at least 
of those its fragments which are laden with marine imagery) to contribute to the 
aforementioned foundational myth. Whatever Gaphrindashvili’s contribution to the 
myth, and the myth’s sociological and political weight and prospects, one should 
consider that myth an aborted one: aesthetically, by the top-down marginalisation of 
modernism in Soviet Georgia, and politically, by conquest and incorporation of Georgia 
into the Soviet Union. The myth’s double abortion (or, rather, its radical reshaping) 
is neatly embodied by T’itsian T’abidze’s travelogue New Colchis, a testimony for 
an ostensible cultural capitulation, as I shall demonstrate elsewhere. Gaprindashvili 
produced another remarkable document of such abortion, as demonstrated below. 

2. Genres of poetic interaction with ‘Nature’

Assessment of the poet’s existential involvement in his imagined or narrated 
interaction with the sea will be a secondary task within the article. 

I shall assess the intensity of marine experience, or the degree of (existential) 
involvement in interaction with (a) sea, minding four distinctions and using them as 
criteria. These distinctions are: 

1) The respective poetic text reveals/suggests a “spectacle” vs. a “symphony” 
vs. a “drama” “of Nature”2 (see Tymieniecka 1985: 4-16). A “spectacle” of sea within 
agery in Georgian myth and folklore: K’ik’nadze 2010: 137, 141; Abak’elia 2010: 21). Such a ‘zone’ 
is apparent in the obsessed attention of Gaprindashvili’s poetry with the image of Ophelia), and, in 
a subtler way, in the attachment of Gaprindashvili and Tʼitsian Tʼabidze to the image of Patʼman: 
the woman symbolising Avtandil’s specific loss of social and moral status in One in the ounce’s fur, 
his subsuming-and-making-use of the ‘liquid’ world-order symbolised by the marine state of Gulan-
sharo and Pat’man herself (Zurab Kʼikʼnadze (2010: 137) underlines the specificity of that state and 
the significance of Avtandil’s act).
1 In a 1917 article titled “Leila”, Grigol Robakidze “claimed that Georgia was destined to accom-
plish a special mission” (Chkhartishvili 2021: 388): “After all Georgia is a fragment of the East. 
We should not forget our cradle. Precious is Western Europe, but for the sake of Europe we cannot 
abandon the East. It would be better if we marry them and celebrate the wedding as a traditional 
Georgian feast” (ibid.; English trans. by Chkhartishvili).
2 The disavowal of the ‘Nature vs. Culture’ distinction in postmodern environmental aesthetics 
(Morton 2007: 1-28) does not devalue the distinction between ‘genres’ of perceiving of/communi-
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a poem would suggest a relatively low level of experiential intensity, one that does 
not result in involvement; a “symphony” would suggest an experience on the verge 
of involvement; and a “drama” – the engagement of the utmost core of a person 
deliberating between or loyal to both Christianity and post-Christian modernity: his 
free will. 

2) Marine imagery is introduced with vs. without reference to embeddedness 
in ‘real’ (memorised and bodily) experiences of the implicit or explicit author (see 
Alexander 1985: 80). The difference can be briefly described as: figural frame vs. 
no frame (or presence of psychological or an abstract frame); ‘I need vs. need no 
physical-world introduction in order to identify imagination, or romanticist-modernist 
self, with the sea’. This typology excludes non-romanticist and non-modernist ways to 
relate the self and the sea, but it is applicable to our case. 

Identifying the self with sea may stem from personal experience, but can be a 
tribute to modernist ideology. So the lack of figural frame, or “literal landscape”, in 
a work from the modernist epoch can signify different things: an experience of the 
sea element so strong, that the self has lost from sight the topographical ground of 
that experience; a genuine identification of one’s self with some idea of the sea; or 
tribute to fashion. Under the first option a “spectacle” of the sea is hardly possible, we 
would have a “symphony” or “drama”. Under the second one all three genres seem 
(equally?) possible. Under the third (tribute to fashion) “spectacle” is the likeliest 
genre, for it is the most energy-sparing. (This is a preliminary allocation, however. A 
strategy to master various generic approaches to a fashionable topic, idea etc. is not 
sparing at all, and some authors adopt such strategy). 

3) Marine imagery reproduces ancient topoi (see Curtius [1953] 2013: 92, 128-
129 etc) vs. (claims that it) brings out current experience. “In Aeschylus, Prometeus 
(88 ff.) invokes the ether, winds, streams, sea, earth, and sun: they must witness 
that he, the god, suffers” (Curtius [1953] 2013: 89). “The Roman poets are wont to 
compare the composition of a work to a nautical voyage. […] The epic poet voyages 
over the open sea in a great ship, the lyric poet on a river in a small boat” (ibid: 
128). “The ‘boat of the mind’ is already a commonplace in late Antiquity” (ibid: 130), 
which was adopted by medieval Christian literature (on its Georgian uses: datašvili 
2010: 81-87).1

cating with natural elements. The generic distinction helps relativise and historicise both positions 
on the former one. To simplify a bit, environmental aesthetics rationalises intuitions grounded in 
“symphonic” and “dramatic” responses to elements.
1 In translating the title of Rimbaud’s “Bateau ivre” (note that Rimbaud has avoided the possibly 
tempting alliteration and inner quasi-rhyme of *Navire ivre), Georgian symbolists (e.g. gap̕rindašvili 
1990: 135; “კომუნარებს” (‘To the communars’): “ის თქვენთან არის – კატასტროფის ხარბი 
მგოსანი, / თვით არტურ რემბო, გაგიჟებულ ბრძოლის უნარით: / მთვრალი ხომალდის 
კაპიტანი და ჯვაროსანი, / შორ სივრცეების მეოცნებე და კომუნარი.”) and scholars (e.g. 
Jaliashvili 2010: 238) alike prefer ხომალდი (sea ship, possibly big and battle one) to ნავი (just 
boat) and გემი (ship, not necessarily a big and a marine one). One possible reason is the (in)volun-
tary contamination between Rimbaud’s boat, the “battleship” “Argo”, and the battleship “Aurora”. A 
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High dependence on topoi could indicate a lower experiential intensity, insofar 
we speak of romanticism and modernism (yet some modernist writers, let us call them 
now ‘neo-conservative’, can use topoi both frequently and to express a core aspect of 
their ‘message’ – like Viacheslav Ivanov in Russian symbolism, e.g.). 

From the perspective of the “creativist” artistic paradigm of “solitary mind”1,2 
the use of topoi suggests first of all non-immediateness of experience; a “literal 
landscape” can indicate the opposite. We can actually unify two of the distinctions 
employed as two criteria into a single one: “literal landscape” vs. topos vs. presence 
of none (vs. presence of both?). 

4) Marine imagery can refer to Black Sea vs. to any sea. One should expect the 
former feature form a post-symbolist work and the latter one from a (proto)symbolist. 

This distinction alone tells us nothing about the intensity of experience. The 
distinction can be viewed as a concretisation or a transposition of the distinction 
between the presence vs. lack of “literal landscape”. 

Distinctions 2, 3 and 4 can be merged into a complex one. An account of an 
experience can leave the topographic aspects behind to focus on the ‘substance’ of 
the experiencing personality; it can do the same with the geographic aspect, but also 
keep it intact, as some kind of a link to the territorial world outside the personality, its 
demons and its angels; next, the focus on the experiencing personality could attain the 
density and formulaic simplicity of a topos (in our case, with marine imagery); lastly, 
an author could decide to try the possibilities of the topos without even hinting at or 
having in mind any personal marine experience (at that point language would have 
taken the floor from the human person). In this ad hoc ontology a certain ‘moment of 
encounter’ emerges as the opposite of a human or lingual entity that is closed on itself. 

related reason might have been the will to differentiate between it and the Christian image of “boat 
of soul” (on the latter in Georgian context: Datashvili 2010: 81-87). Briefly on the significance of 
Rimbaud for the “Blue Horns”: Mtvarelidze 2010: 191.
1 Good vantage points for the study of the psychological, aesthetic and cultural disposition of the 
“solitary mind” in the oeuvre of Gaprindashvili could be his “მართოობის დედოფალი (ნინა 
მაყაშვილს)” (‘The q/Queen of s/Solitude/l/Loneliness (To Nina Maqʼashvili)’; Gaprindashvili 
1990: 166).
2 According to the views of what can be considered a kind of school in late Soviet and Russian 
historical poetics, represented, most notably, by Sergei Averintsev, and Valerii Tiupa, romanticism, 
19th-century realism, modernism and part of the “historical avant-garde” are said to pertain to the 
artistic paradigm of  counter-traditionalist creativism (and its mental correlate, “solitary mind”) 
which came after “reflective traditionalism”. Yet already after the symbolist stage of modernism, 
artistic mentality oscillates between and diverges along four options: radicalisation of counter-tra-
ditionalism, switch to neo-traditionalism, to the “authoritarian mentality” of socialist realism, or 
to the “swarm mentality” or neo-primitivism (Tjupa 1995; Skljarov 2012: 12-36 and bibliography 
there). Counter-traditionalist works, generally, do not rely on topoi, have forgotten them or try to 
obscure their dependence on them. Classical late-twentieth century Western works on modernism 
and avant-garde (by Renato Poggioli, Mihai Calinescu, Peter Bürger, with the partial exception of 
Poggioli) generally ignore the post-symbolist split, being preoccupied with the (radicalisation of 
the) counter-traditionalist mainstream.
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The theoretic considerations from the last few paragraphs have, however, 
only peripheral significance for the core interest of the present article. They provide 
a framework for a preliminary classification of the poems under focus and for 
a subsequent analysis of change in Gaprindashvili’s marine sensibility. As for the 
sensibility itself, its ‘realness’ or ‘bookishness’ are almost irrelevant to the myth-
generating (or myth-supporting) power of Gaprindashvili’s marine imagery: people 
are often enchanted by “lies” and insensitive to “true stories”. An estimation of a 
motive’s and an image’s ‘memorisability’ and of an image’s ‘convincingness’ (if an 
image in an artistic work is expected to be convincing) would be more informative, 
but this is an unfulfillable task for me now. 

3. An overview of Gaprindashvili’s works containing marine motives
    and images

More than thirty poems by Gaprindashvili (hereafter, G.) mention sea or 
elaborate its image; they were being created in 1914-1939, that is, practically across 
the whole of his artistic career. Some poems are prominent in G.’s maritime ‘discourse’ 
with the paratext of their titles – “ზღვა” (‘(The s/)Sea’1, “Batumi, 1922”2), “ზღვაზე” 
(‘At the sea’, “September, Kobuleti, 1935”3) and “ზღვას” (‘To/Addressing the sea’, 
“7 February, 1939”), “ცირკი ზღვის პირას” (‘Circus at the sea shore’, “27 March, 
1939”), “წიგნიდან ‘ზღვა’” (‘From the book Sea’, “17 June, 1939”)4, “ზღვა და 
ბელადი” (‘Sea and the Chieftain’, 1939, acc. to [gap̕rindašhvili 1944]), – while 
others (solely) with their texts proper. The poems of the first kind spill the silhouette5 
of sea into the supratextual entities which comprise the respective poems, while 
those of the second kind retain the element within themselves. Thus they contribute 
differently to the cumulative image of sea on the level of an oeuvre (all works of an 
author). Sea (as any other word or image or thematic nebula) within an oeuvre is both 
mappable and depictable-as-if-from-above, and “spills” can be likened to islands in 
a sea and to zones6 where waves break into foam. Poems mentioning sea in their 

1 All translations of titles and textual fragments in this article, unless indicated otherwise, are mine. 
Literalism and non-conclusiveness in translating are deliberate; hence the ‘semantic’ single quotes 
(upon first mention of a title, standard “double quotes for shorter works” and italics for longer ones 
are used). Minding the importance of word-order in a verse text, I preserved the original word-order 
wherever it did not make the translation hard to understand. A theoretic guide for my intuition how 
to translate has been Henri Meschonnic (1999).
2 Dates and places of completion of G.’s works, unless indicated otherwise, are given according to 
(Gaprindashvili 1990).
3 The prominence given to the designation of month at dispense of place cannot be interpreted here.
4 The designation “From the book...” could be a mystification.
5 A sole mentioning of the word “sea” can be considered a verbal analogue of a silhouette, not of 
an image.
6 I would compare a littoral zone with an initial or final work within a oeuvre, a book of poems, a 
poetic cycle.
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titles but maintaining it in a central position; and poems mentioning marine creatures 
or phenomena in their titles (like ‘Dolphin and m/Medusa’1)2 occupy intermediate 
positions, however, I will include them in the second group. 

Generally, “sea” is, most notably, fourfold in G.’s works: an aspect of a dual 
universal element, whose other aspect is music; an otherworld, or maybe just the 
‘other’ half of the world, or maybe just a link to the otherworld or the other part, on 
the verge between physicality and non-physicality; an empirical sea; a metaphor for 
the human masses. The former three meanings frequently conflate; all four of them 
meet only once, in “Sea and the Chieftain”. 

The three poems containing “sea” in their titles in a kind of a central position 
form a telling intertextual sequence. It is tempting to view the title ‘Sea’ as indicating 
an instance of “locution” and “representation”; ‘At the sea’ – as referring to potential 
“illocution” and “expression”; ‘To the sea’ – as referring to (but not performing) 
“perlocution” and “appellation” (it could have been titled ‘(Oh,) sea’, in the vocative, 
but was not).3 

Each of these three poems summons a number of marine motives. I analyse the 
poems in another article which is under print elsewhere. I can only say here that the 
post-hoc constructed sequence of three poems4 can be viewed as a testimony – albeit 
based on a limited textual base – to an accelerating move (even surge) towards dis-
solitude, self-dis-seclusion of the implied author.

A myth5 has an illocutive force that is only partly and indirectly dependent from 
the illocutive force of verbal texts involved in its deployment. The aforementioned 
accelerating move speaks not for the power of the ‘neo-argonautic’ myth, but for G.’s 
will to partake in it. 

1 Actually, ‘(A d/)Dolphin and (a m/)Medusa’: “დელფინი და მედუზა” (“May, 1921”; 
gap̕rindašhvili 1990: 112).
2 The presence or not of comma in poly-componental paratexts like “May, 1921” should be a mat-
ter of careful considertation in a critical edition (against the context of changing punctuation norms 
and the writer’s personal punctuation dispositions). Generally, comma’s presence would imply a 
bi-partite semantics of the paratext and an equal value of ‘May’ and ‘(May) 1921’, or of calendric 
and historical times.
3 I am juxtaposing in this paragraph the linguo-semiotic typologies of John Austin and Karl Bühler 
(2011: 34-39).
4 The supposition of intentional building of semantic links between the poems can be supported by 
detecting of, e.g., rare re-occurring phrases like “escort of waves”. This particular phrase, linking 
‘To the sea’ with ‘Sea’, suggests, in particular, the femininity of sea in G.’s oeuvre (or at least in 
these two poems). The urge ‘Of your waves with the big escort / and strengths again bring me joy.’ 
(“შენი ტალღების დიდი ამალით / და ძლიერებით კვლავ გამახარე.”, third stanza) ‘remem-
bers’ the descriptive fragment ‘With an alien escort came a woman [...]’ (“უცხო ამალით მოვიდა 
ქალი [...]”). To say it in the most non-engaging way, at different points of its linear deployment 
‘To the sea’ is reminiscent of ‘Sea’, ‘Dolphin and m/Medusa’, “ნიჟარი” (‘Drinking shell’, on it see 
below) and other marine poems.
5 My understanding of myth is indebted to Alexei Losev’s ‘Dialectics of myth’ (1928) and to Carl 
Gustav Jung’s theory of archetypes. I would briefly define “myth” as a narratively and ‘tropically’ 
(from “tropes”) deployed presence of an “archetype”.
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In poems exposing marine motives without being centred on sea in their titles, 
sea is just a detail or a secondary character within a spectacle, symphony or drama. 
Most of them only marginally, if at all, contribute to a ‘neo-argonautic’ myth(ology) 
but nevertheless they deserve attention, for two reasons. 

First, sea and coast are the most expected settings, symbolic and empirical, for a 
‘neo-argonautic’ myth, despite the outright geo-topographical indifference of the most 
influential proponent(s) of ‘neo-argonautic’ mythology within the cultural domain 
which nurtured G.’s creativity and within which he had to socialise his works. I would 
identify that “domain” with the complex and multilingual literary field of the pre-WWI 
Russian Empire and, in particular, with the decadent-and-symbolist artistic movement 
within that state;1 and those “proponents” with the Russian symbolist Andrei Bely and 
the artistic circle Золотое руно (‘Golden Fleece’) organised by him.2 Non-detachment 
of imagination from territory, which seems to pervade Georgian ‘neo-argonautism’ (as 
seen from works of G., T’itsian T’abidze3 and Sandro Shanshiashvili4), in distinction 
to the Russian one, might have either geocultural roots (different perception of (land)
scapes and territory) or poetological ones (late symbolism and post-symbolism differ 
from early symbolism in their attitude to territory). Whatever the case, the issue 
cannot be dealt in this article; outlining all uses of marine motives within an oeuvre 
(e.g., Gaprndashvili’s) can be a basis for such an exploration. 

Second, a general picture of marine motives (and images) in G.’s oeuvre 
would help assess the weight of ‘neo-argonautism’ within (by definition broader) 
preoccupation with sea. 

An exploration of G.’s ‘dialogue’ with other proponents of ‘neo-argonautism’ 
(or, more properly: participants in ‘neo-argonautica’), to start with the most voiceful 
and persistent5 one, A. Bely, can be a matter of another research work. That would, of 
course, draw upon several articles by Luigi Magarotto and Harsha Ram. 

Of this group, “სიზმარი” (‘Dream’, “March, 1917”) and “ნიჟარი” (‘A shell 
/ porcelain6/glass/faience bowl7’, “28 August, 1922”) are probably the most saturated 
with culturally significant semantics. 

1 I do not want to underestimate the role of G.’s Francophone orientation and of his aborted 1910s 
stay in Paris.
2 Study of that circle started with a 1984 article by Alexander Vasil’evich Lavrov.
3 See Lyutskanov 2019: 451-452, 457.
4 See Modebadze, Tsitsishvili 2011: 109.
5 Between 1927 and 1930, he made three months-long trips to Southern Caucasus.
6 These two options (actually we have homonyms here) are indicated in (Chubinashvili 1984).
7 “ნიჟარი” is an archaic word. The latter two translation suggestions are based on the digitised ver-
sion of Orbeliani 1991 [1713] (http://www.nplg.gov.ge/gwdict/index.php?a=term&d=8&t=33233): 
“ჭიქა თუ ქაშანური [...]”, where a reference to 4 Kings (in Western Christianity, 2 Kings) 21:13 
is added: “მოვსპო იერუსალიმი ვითარცა ნიჟარი ერთი დათხეული ზედაპირსა თვისსა”. 
According to the English Bible (King James Version): “and I will wipe Jerusalem as a man wipeth 
a dish, wiping it, and turning it upside down” (https://www.tanakhml.org/d12.php2xml?sfr=11&p
rq=21&psq=1&lvl=99&pnt=nul&acc=nul&dia=nul&enc=nul&xml=). The poem is not present in 
the 1926, 1937, 1944 and 1964 editions of G.’s poetry. ‘Drinking shell’ seems to me the most apt 
synthetic (integral) translation.
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4. ‘Dream’ (1917) as an epicentre of ‘neo-argonautica’

Among poems exposing marine motives without mentioning sea in the title, 
“Dream” is especially worth analysing in this article, because it deploys a narrative 
simile of the argonautic myth rich in historical allusions. 

‘Dream’ (Gaprindashvili 1990: 48-49) inscribes a symbolic image of the 
Russian events of February 19171 into the ones of the French revolution of 1789, and 
both – into the Argonautic myth. He imbues this complex image with the specific 
sense of macrohistoric indeterminacy (and possibilities) felt in Georgia in 1917.2 Sea 
is more a character than an image here, but the poem stages an event, even a drama, 
within which sea has only secondary importance. 

Already in the first stanza (of eight lines, followed by quatrains), sea carries 
male Western/revolutionary danger which, at the level of dream, is neutralised; 
and a musical/string structure of the universe, subtextually bordering a musical-
aquatic, or string-wave one, is revealed. At first glance, ‘the ship of the night visits 
the shore [coming from open sea]’ (“ღამის ხომალდი ეწვია ნაპირს”), is a simple 
metaphor of night or nocturnal darkness (maybe introducing to the semantic field 
of an appointment). However, given that on Georgian coast the sea is on the west 
and land on the east, it turns out that the (battle)ship of the night comes to the shore 
from land. The implied author’s standpoint turns out to be of a shore (borderstrip?) 
agency (population) facing (danger) not only (from the) sea but also (from the) land. 
Notwithstanding these considerations, one can recognise in one of the semantic layers 
of the poem an allegory about a punished Jason. A musical instrument, kamancha, 
appears as the metaphorical mirror of both danger and (self)punishment; music and 
killing fuse. Verses 5-7 (“შავი მარატი გადმოსხეს ნავით. / ხანჯლის ქამანჩას ის 
დაეკოდა, / ვეღარ სტკბებოდა მთვარის ნიავით”) are indicative: ‘Black Marat 
was transferred by a boat. / [A/The] dagger’s kamancha broke/cut it [Marat’s boat/
something]3 / [it=kamancha] could no more sweeten [=please] him with the moon’s 
breeze’. This instrument embodies an Iranian-Caucasian-Anatolian cultural genealogy 
which is hard to ignore.4 (Relying on hypothetical additional meanings of the words 
ხომალდი and ნავი, it would even be possible to identify the shore with the surface 

1 “In February 1917, the Social Democrats came to power in Transcaucasia” (Jones 2005: 237; see 
also ibid: 245, 254).
2 Cf.: “January 1917 was met by the Georgian community bitter-heartedly. […] 1918 will doubtless-
ly bring us back that which so … grabbed from us 1801. […]” (‘Anno 1917: a political analysis’, by 
a “K. G.”, journal Prometheus, no. 1, 1918, in: Lit’erat’uruli zhurnalebi 2011, I: 281-285, cit. 281).
3 This translation is valid if the verb is tripersonal and “Marat” is the indirect object, compare: 
გული დაეკოდება = hurts his heart, lit. ‘hurts him the heart’. If the verb is bipersonal: ‘(A/The) 
dagger’s kamancha hurt/castrated him’. Grammatically incorrect but perceptively likely: ‘(A/The) 
dagger’s kamancha he broke’.
4 According to Chubinashvili ([1884] 1984), ხანჯალი (dagger) is a word of Persian origin. What 
matters here is not whether he is right or not, but whether the word was perceived or not as ‘Persian-
ate’ in the early 20th century.
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where kamancha’s bow and strings meet. The circumstance that kamancha has in its 
body a membrane from fish’s skin or bladder1 could support such an interpretation). 

If a receptive or an ideological stereotype exists which links the sea with 
danger, it is reiterated here. A notable prefiguration or simile of ‘Dream’’s first stanza 
is contained in G.’s “დაისი პირველი” (‘First twilight’; Gaprindashvili 1919: 7): 
‘[...] deceives this evening like a veil. / And the sun bit by bit in the water abyss sinks 
for rest, / as a [battle] ship charged with dark Hamlets’ (“[…] აცბიერბება ეს საღამო 
როგორც ვუალი. / და მზე თანდათან წყლის უფსკრულში ჩაესვენება, / 
როგორც ხომალდი დატვირთული ბნელ გ/ჰამლეტებით. [...]”). 

The title, ‘[A/The] dream’, frames the lyro-epical event in a way that helps 
seeing it as a transparent anti-‘colonial’ allegory. Since the times of the Old Testament, 
God sends allegoric or non-allegoric dreams to would-be fulfillers or victims of His 
will. The poem conveys a kind of ‘de-colonising’ (de-Hellenising, de-Europeanising, 
de-Russifying, and, in an anticipatory mode, de-Sovietising) message. A certain 
Jason-Marat-Kerenskii(?Zhordania)... is neutralised by an alluded-to female figure 
reminiscent of Medea and Charlotte Corday2, but also from within. Inasmuch as a poet 
is associable with Orpheus, and inasmuch the presence of an Orpheus is expectable on 
any ship approaching Georgia after the precedent of Argo, one can speculate that G. 
identifies himself, or his implied author, with Orpheus.3 Male agency in poem possibly 
splits into, or fluctuates between, an objectified protagonist (“black Marat”) and an 
Orpheus not seen but felt through his presence (and interpretable as an ‘inner voice’ of 
“Marat” rather than his antagonist). Hence we possibly have the following archetypal, 
or mythical, situation: an Orpheus-inspired Medea, or Medea playing a musical piece 
for kamancha by Orpheus, neutralises (repels) a Jason. Investing musical instruments 
with historiosophical and geopolitical meaning is at least as old as Grigol Orbeliani in 
Georgian poetry (“მიბაძვა საათნავას” [‘Imitation of Saiatnova’], 1833; Orbeliani 
1879: 25-27); however, there we had a contest between instruments. Here, only 
local(ist)/Eastern resistance has musical voice. That contest between instruments is 
re-staged (or staged as a mismatch between their components) by G. in his “Dolphin 
and m/Medusa” (“ვით ავი სკრიპკა და ყრუ მიზრაფი, / მტრები ერთმანეთს 
ჩუმათ ხვდებიან”, ‘like evil skripka and deaf mizrapi, / enemies each other silently 
meet’), where it becomes an allegory of a failed intercivilisational synthesis in Georgia. 

1 “კორპუსს გადაკრული აქვს მემბრანა – თევზის ტყავი ან ბუშტი”, see the entry in the digitised 
version of [nadiraże et al. 2011], http://www.nplg.gov.ge/gwdict/index.php?a=term&d=39&t=4661.
2 G. makes her presence in his oeuvre explicit through another poem, the sonnet “Jean-Paul Marat” 
(1926: 114).
3 An association between Orpheus and an intratextual projection of G. is evident in “ოფელია-
ევრიდიკა” (‘Ophelia-Eurydice’, “14 January, 1921”; Gaprindashvili 1990: 106) and in “Inscrip-
tion on an anthology book” (1940, indicated in: 1944: 73). The relevant passage in the second poem 
reads: “ამა წიგნისა დაუვიწყარ მშვენიერ ხმაზე, / ვით ორფეოსი, ევრიდიკას, – თავის 
ყოლაოზს, – / მივყვები ხსოვნის გაფითრებულ ნაზ საქანაოს [...]” (‘Of this book in the un-
forgettable beautiful voice, / like Orpheus Euridice – his guide – I follow / of memory the gentle 
swing turned pale’; cit. after: gap̕rindašhvili 1944: 73).
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However, the failure characterises Russian-Oriental interaction, while another 
poem refers to the Western-Oriental one, saying nothing of the outcome: “გრძელი 
მიზრაფით პაგანინი გააპობს სურათს” (‘With the long mizraph [=plectrum for 
tar] Paganini cuts a picture’; “Abrakadabra” [1926: 83-84]).1 

The second stanza strengthens the ambiguity in the male hero’s image and 
supports the hypothesis of a historically multi-layered hero. The text of the stanza 
alludes to the misalliance between Queen Tamar and Iurii Bogoliubskii. The “Russian 
(prince) who was called by the Georgians the Scythian”, her first husband, was 
dismissed and exiled (sent on boat to Constantinople) after “the Satan enter[ed his] 
heart” and “incited him to provoke Tamar […] with all kinds of words” (Kartlis 
Tskhovreba 2014: 245), or, according to another chronicler, after he “displayed 
his Scythian manners: together with loathsome drunkenness, he began to do many 
improper things” [ibid: 290). 

Third to fifth stanzas shape the image of Black Marat as a personification of 
Death. Maybe there is a hint to the Dance of Death and to the Flying Dutchman. If 
the second is true, Tamar could be identified with his would-be bride, the only kind 
of person capable of saving him from the curse of roaming (at least according to R. 
Wagner’s interpretation of the legend). Minding the allusion to past and imminent 
revolutions, one is tempted to read between the lines the implicit author’s guess that 
Georgia can humanise the revolution. At the same time, the quasi-demonic yet ‘high’ 
image of Jason/Marat undergoes ‘prophanisation’, ‘lowering’, being attributed the 
aspect or masque of a pirate (3rd stanza). 

If the poem, and especially its marine chronotope, is read like an intimate 
mirror (as suggested by Jaliashvili [2010: 238, 242]), one can identify the “b/Black 
Marat” and his implied prototypes, embodiments and similes with the implied author; 
the poem then would border a verbal self-exorcism.2 

To summarise, the text is about association between revolution and death. 
Diverse cultural arch-protagonists are recalled: Jason, the Flying Dutchman, Queen 
Tamar who intimidates the sea (K’ik’nadze 2010: 140-144); and probably the imagery 
of dance macabre (Dance of Death). Sea has indirect presence: as a carrier of danger 
(ship(s)). The association of revolution/danger with sea prefigures the banalised 
emblem of the October coup d’etat/revolution, the battleship “Aurora”. 

1 There is no need to say that here we have a tradition that was rephrased, but also partly pro-
phanised, in young T’itsian’s famous declaration ‘The rose of Hafez, I put / into [Pierre-Joseph] 
Proudhon’s [sic; Sully Prudhomme’s?] vase / In the garden of Besiki I planted Baudelaire’s / evil 
flowers” (L’art poetique, “Moscow, 1916”; T’abidze 1934: 121-122, cit. 121).
2 We could speculate that the poem is a surrealist account of the existential situation presented 
in “ორეულებთან შეხვედრა ხიდზე”, ‘Meeting with (the) doubles on the/a bridge’ (“[1915-
1919]”; Gaprindashvili 1990: 84).
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5. Semantic chains and clusters among all poems containing 
    marine motives

1 “Spectacular” to “symphonic” motives. They belong to a descriptive level 
which necessitates to evoke neither the moment of speech (put in linguistic terms), nor 
the actuality of a marine experience (encounter with sea). 

A) ‘A link to the otherworld or to the other half of the world’ 
Sea, or what we are likely to identify the sea with, is the space between 

shadows and the incarnate life; this space can be identified with a mirror: “[...] 
/ and the shadows stare at me like grey masks, / me and them between are waves 
unsurmountable” (“[...] / და აჩრდილები მიცქერიან რუხი მასკებით, / ჩემ და 
მათ შორის ტალღებია გარდაუალი: / [...]”) (“First twilight” [gap̕rindašhvili 1919: 
7] = “Synaxar of twilights” [Gaprindashvili 1926: 7]); “grew larger the mirror – into 
large-waves sea having transformed (itself)” (“გადიოდა სარკე – ზვირთებიან 
ზღვად გარდამქნილ”) (“მე – სარკეში”, ‘Me – in the mirror’ [1926: 28]). A trace 
of this ‘cosmology’ is seen in “Abrakadabra” (1926: 83-84)1. 

Sea is a screen upon which (non)events, (non)attitudes etc from the material 
world of here-and-now are projected, in order, possibly, to change their modality 
(‘Marriages in the twilight’, “ჯვარისწერები დაისში” [gap̕rindašhvili 1919: 12]): 
‘Stay on the waves T’itsian and Kolombina’ (“სდგანან ტალღებზე ტიციანი და 
კოლომბინა”). 

A trace of identification between sea and air is visible, but also of convergence 
between macroscopic landscape art and mesoscopic nature morte and portrait, in ‘The 
moon of Machabeli’ (“მაჩაბლის მთვარე”; 1990: 123, cit. after 1926: 163): ‘Moon 
of Machabeli, take care of thiefs! […] on the walls dead parrots. / […] of the candle 
shadows, false stars. […] like a medusa in ethanol swims forth / the head of Machabeli 
with open eyes’ (“მაჩაბლის მთვარე, ქურდებს მოხედე! / [...] / კედლებზე 
მკვდარი თუთიყუშები. / სანთლის აჩრდილნი, ცრუ ვარსკლავები. / [...] / 
როგორც მედუზა სპირტში დაცურავს / მაჩაბლის თავი ღია თვალებით.”). 

Sea is the link to long-term historical memory: “წიგნიდან – ‘ზღვა’” 
(‘From the book “Sea”’, “17 June 1939”; gap̕rindašhvili 1990: 273): ‘the sea wave 
remembers the past well, / it remembers Rome and Byzantium’ (“ზღვის ტალღას 
ახსოვს წარსული კარგად, / მას ახსოვს რომი და ბიზანტია.”); Argonauts are 
not mentioned, but are hinted as the precedent for Rome and Byzantium. Sea (not 
mentioned but implied) is (like) (the medium of) memory: “წარწერა ანთოლოგიის 
წიგნზე” (‘Inscription on an anthology book’; gap̕rindašhvili 1990: 283-284, cit. 
after gap̕rindašhvili 1944: 73): ‘the/an anthology is a guarantee (/safety) of(/for) 
immortality / with the Argonauts of the Golden Fleece and the golden w/Word’ (with 

1 ‘And like a fish will start moaning the carmine mirror’ (“[...] და როგორც თევზი დაიკვნესებს 
სარკე ალური. / [...]”).
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‘guarantee’ and ‘Argonauts’ in rhyme position; “ანთოლოგია უკვდების არის 
თავდები / ოქროს ვერძის და ოქროს სიტყვის არგონავტებით”)1. 

Sea is a possible key to immortality, though it turns out that it is not, according 
to the first stanza of “ძიება” (‘Search’; “Surami, 2 August 1939”): ‘I sought long time 
(for) immortality / in the movement of stars and of clouds, / but I was not able to find 
its receipt / neither in the books nor in the deepest sea’ (“მე უკვდადებას დიდხნას 
ვეძებდი / ვარსკლავების და ღრუბლების სვლაში, / მაგრამ ვერ ვპოვე მისი 
რეცეპტი / ვერც წიგნებში და ვერც უღრმეს ზღვაში.”; Gaprindashvili 1990: 
275), the declaration of which can be viewed as a disappointed echo of “To the sea”, 
although the stanza looks like a piece of “rhetorical rationalism”, that is, one in which 
the mentioning of sea is due to the necessity of mentioning all elements (and not 
because of special interest in it). The parallelism and, hence, the possible and half-
pronounced synonymy between “clouds” and “sea” hints at a cosmology noticed here 
above. Moreover, sea appears as the half of a wider life-world, one that explicitly 
comprises ‘culture’ and ‘nature’: it is the other half of that whose first half are “books”. 
In the last stanza, the lyrical speaker says that revolution has pulled him aloof, has 
made him see the greatness of the people, and that now he testifies for heroism to be 
the real truth; there is a grammatical option not to specify, whose heroism, and the 
option is utilised. 

At least two more poems by G. under the same title, “Search”, were completed: 
on 28 March 1928 (published in: gap̕rindašhvili 1944: 6-7; 1990: 190; “ჩემი 
სულია განძების ყუთი…” [‘My soul is a box of treasures…’]), and in 1926 at 
the latest (date unknown to me; gap̕rindašhvili 1926: 191; 1990: 180; “შენ უნდა 
ნახო ჭეშმარიტება…” [‘You have to see (the) truth…’]). The earliest looks like an 
optimistic epitome of modernist experience and the experience of a non-communist 
intellectual from the first (at the most) five years of Bolshevik rule in Georgia (1921-
1926). It includes the path of sea and the experience of a sailor in the life-repertoire 
of him who, having “seen” “truth”, will for sure go to heaven after his death; a quest 
for truth and rich, and nomadic, experience of the non-transcendental world seem 
enough for that: ‘Approach with more truthfulness / the sea and the desert as if [you 
approach] hope. / Be roaming, always walking. / Be a fisherman, be a horse-herder’ 
(“მიუახლოვდი მეტი სისწორით / ზღვას და უდაბნოს როგორც რომ იმედს. 
/ იყავ მოხეტე, მუდამ იარე. / იყავ მეთევზე, იყავ მეჯოგე.”) (lines 7-10). There 
are indirect signs of a ‘Byzantine’ (Eastern Orthodox) Christian undercurrent in 
the poem. First, there are other words translatable as “truth” in Georgian, besides 
“ჭეშმარიტება”: “სიმართლე”, “სინამდვილე”. Yet when one replies to the words 
of joy on the occasion of Christ’s Resurrection (“Christ arose!”), s/he uses a word 
with the same root as “ჭეშმარიტება”: “ჭეშმარიტად!”. Second, it is noteworthy 
that the fictional interlocutor is urged to see the truth (line 1), which means that it has 

1 These are the last two lines of an ambivalent sonnet, with stanzas shaped like in an Italian one, and 
rhymes (supported on syntactic level) as in an English.
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an unalienable sensual aspect. Third, the discourse is (unobtrusively) antinomic (e.g., 
in lines 9-10). 

The 1928 poem bears a clearer imprint of some engagement with Christian 
worldview: ‘I however (am disposed to) believe in the Revelation moment (lit. ‘sky’s/
heaven’s disentanglement/opening moment’)’ (“მე მაინც მჯერა ცის გახსნის 
წუთი”), “I (am disposed to) believe – in me is the truth” (“მჯერა – ჩემშია 
ჭეშმარიტება”), etc. Sailorship has become a sign, or a sensual accompaniment, of 
something else, beyond sensuality (but still not identical to the final goal, heaven): 
‘Like a sailor, … / […] // Indeed, even once an unknown jewel / I cannot touch/
reach with trembling hand, / every single day I wait for the holiday, / (in order) to 
drink the bowl with dry throat’ (“ვით მეზღვაური, ჩავყვინთავ ზღვაში, / რომ 
ვნახო ფსკერზე ოქრო და ლალი, / ერთად დარაზმულ ტალღების სვლაში 
/ რომ დავიმკვიდრო ლურჯთვალა ქალი. [...] ნუთუ ერთხელაც უცნობ 
სამკაულს / მე ვერ დავწვდები მთრთოლვარე ხელით, / მუდამდღე ველი მე 
დღესასწაულს, / რომ შევსვა თასი გამშრალი ყელით”). The poem can be seen 
as a performative rewriting of “Dolphin and m/Medusa”, whereby the implied author 
has stepped into the marine scenery to play the role of the d/Dolphin (a spectacle 
became a drama). 

Sea is a secondary figure in these apparent worldview transformations, yet it 
is revoked as a witness. One can trace the impact of the “argonautism” of Russian 
symbolism (and personally of Andrei Belyi) here; of the apparent Christianisation of 
the implied author of the Russian post-symbolist Nikolai Gumilev. Most importantly, 
in these poems G. shapes the silhouette of an Orpheus who displaces or surpasses 
as if from within Jason, as a protagonist of the argonautic myth (if the myth is to 
survive at all). The last of the three “Search”-es probably interrupts this development: 
can we assume that an Orpheus has gone underworld to save his “Eurydice” and 
that servile speech could be interpreted as a refrainment from speech? Or maybe 
“heroism”, mentioned in the last stanza of the 1939 poem, applied to the underworld 
hero Orpheus, not to the symbolic heir of Jason atop the Soviet superstate? 

B) ‘The otherworld/other half itself’
I am aware that the semantic divide between this group of manifestations of 

the marine element and the previous one (outlined in section A) is not clear-cut one, 
maintaining it is heuristic. 

In “ორეულთან შეხვედრა ხიდზე” (‘Meeting with a/the double on a/the 
bridge’, “1915-1919”; Gaprindashvili 1990: 84) some dark (1st stanza) and dangerous 
(2nd stanza) part of the universe is wave-structured: ‘In wicked night I am banned 
from approaching you on the bridge. / When I go – appeals to me in dark voice the 
water. / […] // Rise like huge waves before my eyes ferocious lions – / of the road 
keepers […] / water will be the [=my?] only shelter’ (“ბოროტ ღამეში მეკრძალება 
ხიდზე გარება. / როცა მივდივარ – დამიძახებს ბნელი ხმით წყალი. / [...] // 
აზვირთდებიან ჩემ თვალის წინ მკაცრი ლომები – / გზის დარაჯები [...] / 

Jordan Ljutskanov



97

იქნება წყალი ერთადერთი თავშესაფარი.”). It is associable, as evident in the 3rd 
stanza, with sea and the feminine element, and, moreover, it is inventive, playing not 
only on man’s sexual instinct but on his pity/conscience (hence not just a beautiful 
woman but Ophelia): ‘Comes up from the water Ophelia on a sea dog sitting / […] / 
but [go] away from me, gentle rider!’ (“ამოვა წყლიდან ოფელია ზღვის ძაღლზე 
მჯდომი, / [...] / მაგრამ შორს ჩემგან დამღუპავო ნაზო მხედარო!”). (Deter-
mining the folklore context of the image falls outside the scope of the present article). 

The motif splits into ‘sea-as-music’ and ‘sea-as-feminine-danger’; or wanes 
into a forest or wood being compared to a sea (“ტყეს”, ‘To the forest/wood’; gap̕-
rindašhvili 1990: 158-160). While insignificant in the genealogy of the motif, this 
turn is more than significant in the comprehension and recognition of sea as a possible 
point of reference for the implied author. Comparing terrestrial objects to marine ones 
(and not vice versa) is a step towards adopting the habitus of a sailor. 

Sea  and music (less  frequently poetry) converge, just as paysage and 
naturmort, in several early poems: “დაისი მესამე” (‘Third twilight’; 1919: 9)1, 
“საღამო ლორნეტში” (‘Evening in the lorgnette’; 1919: 14)2, “ქიმერიონი” 
(‘Kimerion(i)’; 1919: 15)3, “კონცერტზე” (‘At the concert’; 1926: 140-141)4, 
“პაგანინი”  (‘Paganini’, “February,  1918”;  1926: 1435;  1990: 65)6,  “Dolphin  and 

1 ‘A steed(/a winged horse) steers into the drunken café the audacious poet / […] / into the misty 
people he darts with a sonnet / and his disrupted body rumples (the)waves’ “რაშს შემოაგდებს 
მთვრალ კაფეში ლაღი მგოსანი / [...] / ნისლიან ხალხში ის სონეტით გადავარდება / და 
მისი ტანი დამსხვრეული ტალღებს ბარდება.” (ბარდება: cf.: “ბარდი1 […] ბუჩქების ან 
ბალახეული მცენარის ერთმანეთში გართხმულ-გადახლართული ღეროები”, “ეკალი და 
ბარდი”).
2  ‘Again (a) twilight – with the torch of eternal ruby, / […] / Evil mumbs, P/paganini and chianuri, 
/ where the waves boast while locked under bolt’ “ისევ დაისი – მარადიულ ლალის ჩირაღით, 
/ [...] / ავი ყბაყურა, პაგანინი და ჭიანური, / სადაც ტალღები ამაყობენ გადარაზულნი.” 
The title is indicative too: it implies a convergence between a land/seascape and theatre/opera hall.
3 In case we introduce the contextual information that the café which frequently hosted Georgian 
writers in the building of the Rustaveli Theatre was named on 16 June 1919 after the poem of Gap-
rindashvili (Tevzadze 2012: par. 38 from 137; compare: Ch’umburidze 2018: 450). Such a nomina-
tion of the café would suggest that the chronotopes of the poem and of the meetings and recitations 
in the café were at least marginally associated by Grigol Robakidze (who proposed the name) and 
his associates, G. himself included.
4 ‘The concert was heavy and good. / […] / I have been hearing the seas wandering / and the 
most tender breeze of nanina’ (“იყო კონცერტი მძიმე და კარგი. / [...] / მესმოდა ზღვები მე 
ხეტიალი / და უნაზესი ქროლვა ნანინის.”).
5 ‘On the scene plays (a) Paganini an amber fiddle (chianuri). / The dark parterre unnoticeably fills 
in with water[.] / It is a flood. He hears the screams of the humans. / Before him swam up a fiddle 
(chianuri) – a new ship’ (“სცენაზე უკრავს პაგანინი ქარვის ჭიანურს. / ბნელი პარტერი 
შეუმჩნევლად ივსება წყალით / წარღვნაა. უსმენს ის კივილებს ადამიანურს. / მის წინ 
აცურდა ჭიანური – ნავი ახალი. [...]”) (‘Paganini’; 1926: 143).
6 There are actually two different poems under one and the same title. Both are included in the 1990 
edition (p. 65, 130). In the later one prominence gains a two-aspectual – semantic-acoustic – echo 
of the “drunken boat”, მთვრალი ნავი: “pale chianuri”, მკრთალი ჭიანური. Chianuri is coun-
terposed within the poem’s plot to another musical instrument, kamancha. (‘Paganini’; 1990: 130). 
This poem will receive more attention in a separate article, devoted to the cultural-historical and 
cultural-political semantisation of names of musical instruments in Georgian romantic and modern-
ist poetry.

The Image of (Black?) Sea in the Poetry of Valerian Gaprindashvili



98

Medusa”1; “Dolphin and Medusa”2; in “Third twilight” and “At the concert” sea is 
equated to the content of (instrumental) music). The ‘embrio’ of this ‘cosmology’ 
can be recognised in the idea of a wave-string, concretisable as a hydro-musical, 
structure of the universe which appears in one of the earliest works of G., the fragment 
“რკალიდან ‘ოცნება’” [‘From the cycle Hope’, “June, 1914”] (gap̕rindašhvili 
1990: 25): “ბნელი ტყე, როგორც ჩანგი სოველი, / წვიმიან ღამით ხმოვანობს 
ქარში. / [...] / ვით სკრიპკის ბუდე, ცა დაითალხა [ ...]” (“Dark forest, like a 
moisty chang, / in a rainy night sounds at the wind. / […] / Like a fiddle (skripka)’s 
nest, the sky gloomed (/veiled itself in mourn)”). The lyrical protagonist begrudges 
a lonely wave in a/the black river; and he likens the rainy and windy night to a black 
basin. The phrase (and maybe the image) of “b/Black Sea” seems derivable from 
here… In a rainy and windy night the universe is potentially a Black Sea.3 That 
structure is sedimentised in the images of musical instruments (chang, skripka) and 
of hydronymic objects (river, swimming pool). A trace of this ‘cosmology’ is seen in 
‘Abrakadabra’ (1926: 83-84)4, ‘Scorpio(?) and soprano (To  Agasova-Kalandadze)’ 
(1926: 149)5, ‘A/The room-baldachin’ (1926: 170), “Dream” (1st stanza), “Drinking 
shell” (1990: 123-124; in the title and the following line): “ზღვა ამღერება ნაზი 
ნუგეშით” (‘Sea makes one sing(/play) with gentle consolation’). The latter poem, 
actually, condenses the mentioned ‘cosmology’ into an emblem: ნიჟარი=ნიჯარა 
means both a ‘seashell’ and an ‘earshell’ (cf. notes 45 and 46 above). While the chosen 
form, –ი, homonymising – and indeed integrating – an archaic word for ‘porcelain’ 
etc, hints at both the manmadeness and the fragility of the ‘sea-and-music’ symbolism, 

1 ‘As an evil skripka and deaf mizraf, / the enemies meet each other’ (“ვით ავი სკრიპკა და ყრუ 
მიზრაფი, / მტრები ერთმანეთს ჩუმათ ხვდებიან”).
2 Such a (modern, secular and common-sense) perception could be grounded in the notion of the 
three concentric seas (black, red and white) in Georgian archaic cosmography (Abak’elia 2010: 
16-17).
3 “სკრიპკებივით წკრიალებენ დიდი ქუჩები […] და როგორც თევზი დაიკვნესებს სარკე 
ალური […]” ‘like a fiddle grated/squeaked/rasped/creaked the big streets […] and like a fish will 
be moaning carmine mirror’ (Abracadabra). For ‘fiddle’, or ‘violin’, the Georgian poet used a for-
eign word, the Russian “skripka”. This word’s etymological link to the verb meaning ‘to creak, to 
grate’ is obvious. That is why the neutral “sound/voice” for “წკრიალი” was ruled out from the 
translation.
4 ‘Night [that is] high like a pulpit. / […] meet together: a one-year goatbuck [homonymic op-
tion: (high-heel) slipper] – a mizraf / and like a skripka meagre scorpio. / Of the sea and of or-
chards there was the parch’ “ღამე მაღალი როგორც კათედრა. / [...] / შეხვდენ ერთმანეთს: 
ქოში – მიზრაფი / და ს[კ]რიპკასავით მჭლე მორიალი. / ზღვის და ბაღების იქ იყო ფარჩა” 
(“მორიალი და სოპრანო (აგასოვა-კალანდაძეს)”). Virtual visuality here is oscillating between 
images of the main parts of a musical instrument and figures from the Zodiac (Capricorn and Scor-
pio), as well as between visual ‘literalism’ and allegorism. It is this oscillation that testifies to, or is 
identifiable with, the symbolist poetics of the piece.
5 ‘With a/the long mizraf I split the haughty curtain. / A/the golden trireme flashed with smoky out-
lines. / Like a falcon rushed the day’s dawn’ (“გრძელი მიზრაფით მე გავაპე ფარდა ზვიადი. 
/ ოქროს ტრირემა აელვარდა კვამლის ხაზებით. / შევარდენივით შემოიჭრა დღის 
განთიადი”).
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as well as its ephemerality: sea can recede into a shell, and music into noise. If we 
count for the Biblical association and meaning of the homonym, then sea is indirectly 
likened to Him who can wipe Jerusalem and turn it upside down. In “Paganini”, 
the musical instrument is called a ship; it is maybe a signification of the human (or 
artist’s) condition too.1 In “To Ali Arsenishvili” the motif has degraded to topos-like 
metaphor: “we swayed upon the sea of poems”. Actually this motif can be viewed as 
an objectivation of Tymeniecka’s idea of symphony of nature: nature’s progression 
assigns the man the role of an instrumentalist. ‘(A/the) meeting of four poets at the 
seaside’ (“ოთხი პოეტის შეხვედრა ზღვასთან”, “[1916-1926]”; 1990: 164) is a 
kind of culmination of the motif: “ჩვენ ავმღერდებით ახალ ჰანგებით, / ზღვა 
ახალ ლექსებს დაგვაწერიებს.” (‘We begin to sing with new tunes, / The sea new 
poems makes us write’). 

Sea water is a danger in “თეთრი ნაბადი” (‘White burka’ [1919: 39]2) and 
“Grigol Robakidze” (1919: 64; 1926: 713), and one containing femininity (maybe 
in WB, and esp. in GR, also in “საფირონი – აშორდია” ‘Sapphire – goes away’; 
1926: 162]4) or bringing masculinity (emasculated, as in “Dream”, or not: “Obstinace 
and gorging stomach”, 1937 [1990: 252-253]5). [Quotes]. In an episode of “Parisian 
commune” (1926: 197-220) the plot of “Dream”, 1917, is, first, retold in a condensed 
way (197-198), then is alluded at through unsurprising and, finally, surprising 
symbolisation (211, 215): ‘towards me come nights, / like boats with mourning flags, 
/ like a battleship, / whose captain / is the merciless and greedy death itself’ (“[...] / 
ჩემთან მოდიან ღამეები, / როგორც ნავები ტრაურულ დროშით, / როგორც 
ხომალდი , / რომლის კაპიტანი / თვით ულმობელი და ხარბი სიკვდილი. 
/ [...]”); ‘The “d/Drunken battleship” is a symbol / of the rebel Paris’ (“‘მთვრალი 
ხომალდი’ სიმბოლოა / ამბოხებულ პარიზის” (211); ‘The poet Rimbaud – a/the 
deserter of/from literature, / the “Drunken Battleship”’s captain, leaves Europe forever, 
// [...] thunders the ocean, like a fairy tale, / but there will be another dawn’ (“პოეტი 
რემბო – დეზერტირი მწერლობის, / “მტვრალი ხომალდის” კაპიტანი, 
სტოვებს ევროპას სამუდამოდ, // [...] ქუხს ოკეანე, როგორც ზღაპარი, მაგრამ 
იქნება სხვა განთიადი”) (215). Thus the later work shapes the reading of the 

1 Kolau Nadiradze viewed sea as “writing table” (ǰaliašvili 2010: 238), the symbolism of ‘sea as 
noise/music’ seems to modify that symbolisation.
2 ‘The sea [that has] come up to the window, blue sands, / a dance in a burka, ruptured, alien and 
greedy./ [...] / Calls me the willow, the sirens greedily wait for me, / my elbows in the waves will 
decorate your burka’ (“[...] ზღვა ფანჯრამდი ამოსული, ლურჯი ქვიშები, / ნაბადში ცეკვა 
აჩეხილი, უცხო და ხარბი. / […] / მიხმობს ტირიფი, სირენები ხარბათ მელიან, / ჩემს 
მხრებს ტალღებში დაამშვენებს შენი ნაბადი. / […]”).
3 ‘Stare at you from the sea sirens – water Phatmans’ (“გიცქერენ ზღვიდან სირენები --წყლის 
ფატმანები.”).
4 ‘Sea’s seraphim – Cleopatra [– ]ventilates you [lit. ‘breezes you’]’ (“ზღვის სერაბიმი -- 
კლეოპატრა გნიავდება”).
5 “არგონავტების ნაცვლად მოვიდენ / მუშები თავის მძლავრი მარჯვენით” (253). (ინათი 
და ყორათი)
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earlier one in a way invoking a concept from the theory of autotextuality, the ‘work-
magnifier’, or “the amplifier work” (Kolarov 2020: 228): “a given work clarifies a 
certain meaning of another work, strengthening its emphasis, raising it to a higher 
power”. This self-interpretation by G. helps, among other things, to associate the 
“black Marat” (and the ‘boat’, ნავი, that brought him) from ‘Dream’ with Rimbaud 
and, hence, to hypothesise that ca. 1917 G. thought of Rimbaud’s drunken vessel as 
of a ‘boat’; only later (e.g. ca. 1924, in the “Communars”), under the double pressure 
of the image of the battleship Aurora and the social imperative to be an epic poet and 
not a lyric one, did G. re-interpret Rimbaud’s ‘boat’, “bateau”, as ‘(big/battle) ship’, 
ხომალდი. Classical Roman tradition (see above) proved long-living. 

C) Sea’s scattered polysemantism 
Within the ‘supertext’ of G.’s oeuvre, several works contribute to creating 

the semantic unit of ‘sea=the otherworld / sea=half of the universe’, as outlined in 
sub-sections (A) and (B). Yet other works mentioning (or hinting at) sea support that 
semanticisation only marginally, or are hardly relevant to it. 

Sea is an episodic symbol of the half of the non-trivial part of the universe: 
‘In front of Shevchenko’s portrait’ (“შევჩენკოს პორტრეტის წინ”, “2 December, 
1938”; 1990: 264), “ზღვის და უდაბნოს მარტოობა სცან შხამიანი”; and in 
‘Heavenly sonnet’ (“ზეციური სონეტი”, “24 September 1939”; quotation see below). 

Sea, not directly mentioned, is a symbol of (queenly feminine) beauty in 
‘To Shota’ (“შოთაშევჩენკოს პორტრეტის წინს”, “11 March, the Capital City, 
1940”; 1990: 282). In a convoluted text resembling the introductory stanzas of 
ვეფხისტყაოსანი (‘The o/One in the ounce’s fur’ or, as made normative by existing 
translations, The man/knight in the panther’s skin), the phrase “სილამაზის ტალღა 
უკლები” (‘the untouched waves of beauty’) is used to designate, most likely, the 
look of Queen Tamar glimmering through her eyelashes. 

Sea participates in an interaction (possibly confrontational, but also usual, one 
that is – actually was – the background of a story rather than its part) with river Rioni, 
in ‘Obstinace and gorging stomach’: ‘Resembled with [his] emaciated, yellow hands / 
man his double,1 / thundered Rioni again with rage / and made crack the anger-pouring 
sea’ (“გავდა ჩამომხმარ, ყვითელ ხელებით / ადამიანი თავის ორეულს, / 
ჰქუხდა რიონი კვლავ გახელებით / და ასკდებოდა ზღვას ბრაზმორეულს.”) 
(1990: 252-254, cit. 252). 

Sea is a desired space (and river is a helper to reach it), in ‘Rioni (To Grigol 
Toradze)’ (“რიონი (გრიგოლ თორაძეს)”, “Tpilisi, 1926”; 1990: 156-158, cit. 
157): “My dream floats towards sea. / Like you do with your waves, deposit me 
away [, Rioni]!” (“ჩემი ოცნება ზღვისაკენ მიჰქრის. / ვით შენი ტალღა შორს 
გამრიყავი!”). 

1  I.e.: ‘with his emaciated, yellow hands man resembled his double’.
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With reference to the last two poems, river and sea could be seen as the physi-
cal-geographic images of transiency (life) and eternity (‘meta-life’). 

Sea is maybe afterlife (“Circus at the seaside”, see a brief analysis below); or a 
possible afterlife, in “Heavenly sonnet” (1990: 266-267): ‘On this earth two grandeurs 
I always look at, / these are the heavens and also the sea – resemble(s) me a mirror: 
/ […] / If only the blue sea could rise upright into burning paradise, / if only could 
tempt us sky’s azure eternity!’ (“ამ ქვეყანაზე ორ დიდებას ყოველთვის ვხედავ, 
/ ეს არის ზეცა და კიდევ ზღვა – მსგავსება სარკის: / […] / ნეტავ ლურჯი 
ზღვა აიმართოს მწველ პარადიზად, / ნეტავ გვხიბლავდეს ცის ლაჟვარდი 
სამარადისო! / […]”.1 

As already indicated, sea is, functionally, God: in “To the sea” (over the decades, 
sea has turned from ‘alien lower dephts’ into an equivalent of – non-chtonic! – God). 

On the other hand, sea can appear as (part of) ‘the same’ (world): sea travel 
is indirectly compared to ploughing, in “To Sandro Shanshiashvili”, and sea – to a 
garden (in “Obstinacy and gorging stomach” and “Circus at the seaside”). 

Humans float on the sea surface (like Jesus who walks on water) in “White 
burka”. 

D) Section conclusion: sea’s compositional value, devoid of its semantics; 
sea’s geographical identifiability

Sea can be the main character, but it can be a mere landscape detail, as in 
„მარტოობის დედოფალი“ (‘The q/Queen of l/Loneliness/s/Solitude’; 1990: 166)2, 
„შოთას“ (‘To Shota’, „უთუოდ ჰგავდი ბედით ტარიელს...“, 1937; 1990: 254-
256)3; and even a detail outside the field of visibility, as in „ოფელიას დღესასწა-
ული (ვერიკო ანჯაფარიძეს)“ (‘Ophelia’s holiday (To Veriko Andzaparidze)’; 
1926: 97): ‘recurring Jordan the crowd brushes (/devours): a woman will be brought 
by the waves’ (“განმეორებულ იორდანეს ბრბო მოედება: / იქნება ქალი ტალ-
ღებდან ამოსაყვანი.”); one can only guess that sea waves, made from the ‘material” 
of Dead Sea, are meant. The latter poem is prominent with the apparent conflation 
of Christian and secular Renaissance topoi/motives, and for the indirect merging of 
marine and riverain waters. Or sea can be an element of a more or less prominent 
picture-emblem, one which removes the distinction between mimesis and allegory, 
and between centrality and marginality within a composition: “Search”-1 (<1926) and 
“Search”-3 (“books” and “utmost sea depths” are the poles of the universe), “Rioni 
(to Grigol Toradze)”, ‘In front of Shevchenko’s portrait’ (as is S-1, “sea and desert” is 
the bipolarity of the world). Identification of sea with human masses, as in ‘(The) sea 

1 I would interpret the poem as an allegorical cry to be saved from, transferred out of the Stalinist 
reality. It, however, is included in the 1944 selection.
2  “შეცურდა ზღვაში მზე – პაპირუსი.” (‘Swam into the sea the sun – [a] papyrus’).
3  “არის ოსტატის ხელით ნაჭედი / ზღვაში მსრბოლავი შენი ზანგები” (‘With master’s 
hand are forged / in the sea competing your negroes’).
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and the Chieftain’, is one possible direction of allegorisation, and one ‘pregnant’ with 
symphony and drama. 

Black Sea is alluded at in: “(The) Sea”, “Obstinace…”1, “At the sea”. 

2. “Symphonic” to “dramatic” motives 
The complex motif ‘the protagonist/lyrical I stays at the seaside and negotiates 

his genealogical and ontological relation to sea’ unites “At the sea”, “A/The meeting of 
four poets…”, “Circus at the seaside” and “Sea and the Chieftain”. This is possibly the 
core situation relating (human) agency and sea as an empirical object in G.’s poetry. 
G.’s lyrical I and heroes never met the sea on board the ship and even less in open sea. 

As already noted, sea is driver of imagination and poetic speech. In “Dolphin 
and Medusa”, in “Drinking shell” and in “(The) Sea” this property is not objectified, it 
is on the level of implicit author, not of characters; in the ‘frame’, not in the ‘picture’. 
It becomes objectified in “Meeting of four poets…” (see the quote above) and in “Sea 
and the Chieftain”. (The protagonist of “Sea and the Chieftain” is too compositionally 
and rhetorically strong within the work to be made an instrument, or speaker, by the 
sea element; they meet on a par and in some sense he even submits the sea).2 Potential 
symphony of nature becomes actual in the former two poems and it becomes a kind of 
a drama in the latter work. 

In “At the sea”, sea is the home of lyrical speaker; and it is a creation of his 
imagination. ‘Symphony’ is going to turn into a ‘drama’. This poem is a kind of 
cosmogonic culmination of G.’s thematisation of sea; not in the sense of accumulation 
of motives sparsely present in other works.3 Even though the latter is also defensible: 
if we argue for the ‘distilled’ presence of those motives here (e.g., from being the 
darker and wetter and feminine half of the universe, sea has become lyrical speaker’s 
alter ego). Counter-intuitively, sea in this poem does not seem to have a soul. 

“Drinking shell” introduces sea as both an instigator to speak of, and a stage to 
display, an appointment reminiscent of the meeting between Hamlet and Ophelia (and 
Avtandil and Patman from ვეფხვისტყაოსანი) and, via the ‘reversing mirror’ of H. 
and O., of Jason and Medea. In the potential drama for two characters (the implied 
author or his male embodiment, and his female partner) sea is assigned the role of a 
playwright. 

Sea can be attributed psychic life, as in “Meeting with the doubles…”, “Evening 
in the lorgnette” and, most notably, “(The) sea”. Attributing to sea something more than 

1 ყორათი is ‘gorging stomach’, but also the name of a village in Imereti.
2 ‘Stays he by the sea with fiery eyes, / […] / salute him the hurricanes, / and by the sea [they] 
gave him a fighters’ oath’ (“დგას იგი ზღვასთან ცეცხლის თვალებით, / […] / ესალმებიან 
მას გრიგალები, / და ზღვასთან დასდო მებრძოლის ფიცი.”; ‘as if presents to him from far 
countries / the sea an anxiety [that is] always voiceful’ (“თითქოს მოართვა შორ ქვეყნებიდან / 
ზღვამ მღელვარება მარად ხმიერი.”) (1944: 58); ‘The talent of assault was given to the chieftain 
by sea’ (“შეტევის ნიჭი ზღვამ მისცა ბელადს”) (1944: 60).
3 The propositions up to this point in the paragraph are supported by previous analysis of the present 
writer (in press).

Jordan Ljutskanov



103

aesthetic, speculative and physical-biological value – a psychic life – is a prerequisite 
for a drama relieving the lyrical speaker form its solitude. The latter happens in “To 
the sea”, where the second character does not seem to be a projection of the lyrical 
‘I’. A drama for three characters is on the making in “Sea and the Chieftain”: the 
“Chieftain”, the sea/people, and the lyrical ‘I’. But do all three characters meet at a 
single moment of the poema (or of the drama in the shape of a poema)? There is only 
one such moment suggested by the flow of the text. The moment is arrived at in the 
last four stanzas of the poema, which form its third and shortest part (1944: 60-61). 
Yet the meeting is left to the readers’ imagination: the implied author stands before the 
Batumi obelisk built to memorise the 1902 March demonstration and contemplates the 
revolutionary events and protagonists. The Chieftain is too ‘high’ to be immediately 
accessed by the poet. The obelisk, an architecturised sediment of the sea, plays the 
mediator. The reader is instigated to complete an image of non-meeting in his or 
her mind (and to recall the constellation of characters from Pushkin’s Copper/Bronze 
Horseman). 

An inner transformation of the lyrical form into a epic-dramatic one could have 
been an imperative or at least a desiderata in Stalinist Georgia, and G. apparently 
sought to conform, if one follows the thread of marine motives in his poetry. We 
can only speculate what would have been the macrogeneric orientation G.’s marine 
poems, had he lived till the ‘Thaw’. 

6. ‘Sea and the Chieftain’: the epitome of the polysemy of “sea” 
     and an antithesis of the (neo)argonautic myth

This long odic-biographical poem, or poema, of fourty-four quatrains (“ზღვა 
და ბელადი”, 1939; Gaprindashvili 1944: 55-61), was written after 1937 (when G.’s 
last life-time collection of poems was published); it was included neither in the 1964, 
‘Thaw’, selection, nor in the exhaustive 1990 ‘Perestroika’ one. 

The leader/chieftain/head, whom the reader unmistakably recognises as Stalin, 
is assigned the property of master (lord and conductor) of sea (the element of sea), 
while the sea itself is symbolically identified to human masses (of labourers). Thus 
the long poem, or poema, enters an intertextual dialogue with two earlier works of 
Gafrindashvili: the poems “The meeting/appointment of four poets at the seaside” 
(1916–1926; through the motif ‘sea makes the poets voice it, but the earth waits for 
her sons’) and “At the sea” (1935) (through the combination of motives ‘the sea is the 
work of a master’s imagination’ ‘the sea is the homeland/shaper of the lyrical I’). But 
the lyrical I has deprived himself of this ambivalent property and assigned it to his 
hero, the “Chieftain”. And the ‘mastery’ of sea has been transponed onto the plane of 
metaphor. Actually the Chief(tan) is the master of human masses (and, possibly, their 
product), and only metaphorically the master (and progeny) of sea, inasmuch as sea 
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and human masses are identified. It is an almost a drama of interaction with sea that 
is revealed in “At the seaside”; here, that drama (‘Sea and the Artist’) is downgraded 
to a metaphoric representation (rather than symbolic indication) of a social-political 
drama (‘The Masses and the Chieftain’). On a subtextual level the superhero, the 
“Chieftain”, is denied access to and communion with the symbol of sea (or with the 
symbol which holds the sea as its unalienable part or dimension). He is banned from 
such communion just as the signified of the metaphor cannot fuse with the signifier 
of the metaphor. Reducing symbol to metaphor, Gaprindashvili prevents himself from 
paying sincere homage to Stalin; from sincere identification of Stalin to the triad 
Tariel – Shota – Tamar (the last member of the triad remains unevoked in the poema)1. 
As for the ‘sea’ itself, it is deprived of its, usual in the works G., femininity. This is the 
general impression from the poema. 

Further observations should focus on two moments: one is the narrative and 
imagerial circumstances of introduction of the word “sea” into the poema (the second 
appearance is deviced as a contrast between Baratashvili and the “Chieftan”, and 
between the river Mtkvari and the nameless sea; it helps recognise the deep dimension 
of the first mention: “In Gori begins that current which then turns into a sea”); and on 
the image of the obelisk that pervades the final four stanzas (the reader is not prevented 
from the thought that the obelisk is an embodiment of both revolution and Stalin/the 
“Chieftan”, and that it is both a product and an epitome of sea’s collaboration with 
“Lenin” and “mountains”; from a positivist standpoint, the poem alludes to the 1902 
strike and demonstration of Batumi workers which was organised by local Social-
Democrats, incl. the young Soso, see very briefly in Jones 2005: 102). 

The last 13 stanzas, and esp. the last 4, recall “Circus at the seaside”: they look 
like its ‘high’ replay and expansion. While “Circus…” looks like a short grotesque or 
allegorical travesty of the mentioned stanzas of “Sea and the Chieftain”. The “lion” 
from the “Circus” can be viewed as a variant of the “Chieftain”, while the circus 
itself – as an intrinsic attribute to the obelisk (and the rituals it necessitates). The 
penultimate stanza of “Circus…” can be read as an allegory of the mind-debilitating 
effect of Bolshevik revolution on Georgian society (which had meanwhile turned 
into a circus). The ultimate one possibly says that Georgian society, in its achieved 
‘animalness’, is worth its Soviet destiny. Sea appears as an alien yet salvific space and 
agency, and the beasts in the circus as the non-aliens in a dead end. 

1 It is worth stressing that the “Chieftain” is implicitly identified to the core character of The one in 
panther’s fur, Tariel, while, in earlier works, G. has only dared to identify himself (his lyrical I) and 
the agency of a poet with a less central character, to Avtandil, who actually is only second in promi-
nence in Rustaveli’s novel, as hinted by the narrative and focal structure of the work (A. is the pro-
tagonist of a narrative which brings to, or which frames, a narrative ‘protagonised’ by T.). Besides, 
self-identification with Avtandil had been indirect and delicate, risking to remain unnoticed: through 
the image(s) of Pat’man and Ophelia. The author (Gaphr.) offered the political leader a symbolical 
status previously offered (by him) to nobody (even to one’s modernist ego, otherwise ripe with self-
aggrandisement), but the semantic structure of the poema seems to have not sustained the offering.
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A second reading of “Sea and the Chieftain” can concretise and partly reshape 
the general impression and the interpretative desiderata implied by it. 

The poema is built of four parts – a biographical (of 19 stanzas), a historical-
biographical (8 stanzas), a historical (13) and an ‘ekphrastical’ one (4), which assign 
centrality, respectively, to the prospective Chieftain in his childhood, to him in his 
youth, to the workers’/people’s masses, and to the implicit author-in-the-mirror-of-
an-obelisk. 

The first part gradually creates the image of an antagonist of celestial order 
(the one emblematised by Apollo and St George). First, an allusion to a ‘Georgian 
Pan’ (Pan is a helper of Dionysus, according to Nonnus of Panopolis, and musical 
competitor against Apollo, according to Ovid, and one who died because Christ was 
born, according to an interpretation by Gilbert Keith Chesterton that follows the logic 
of Christian apologists), and trickstership is introduced into the future chieftain’s 
image: ‘he spied sky’s paling / and played salamuri (folk flute) with ardour. / He 
imitated thrush’s singing’ („იგი ზვერავდა ცის მიმქრალობას / და სალამურზე 
უკრავდა გზნებით. / იგი ბაძავდა შაშვის გალობას“ (line 1-3, 7th stanza; 1944: 
56). The 9th stanza is more explicit on his role of a chthonic or aquatic deity: ‘From 
Gori’s citadel he looked, / how (as) flocked clouds in the sky, / and albeit he was unable 
to grab the clouds, / anyway he used to say – I will put you under my rule!’ („გორის 
ციხიდან იგი ხედავდა, / როგორ ცვივოდნენ ცაში ღრუბლები, / თუმც ხელით 
ღრუბლებს ვერ ახვეტავდა, / ამბობდა მაინც: – დავეუფლები!“; ibid). The 
symbolic identification is supported by quasi-naïve’ quasi-realist details like this: ‘he 
set traps for birds’ („იგი უგებდა ჩიტებს მახეებს“ (10th st., 3rd l.; ibid). The reader 
gradually realises (starts deliberating about) the unease of author’s doubly ambivalent 
condition: first, as a modernist poet, he would praise any avatar of aquatic (dis)order, 
but he would be reluctant about the conformity of such praise with a political agenda 
(esp. one from the social-political ‘above’); second, as a Christian Georgian, he would 
hardly be sincere in praising of, actually, a veshapi, but as a symbolist poet he would 
be tempted to prolong a discourse of ambiguity and ambivalence. To return to the 
poema’s first part, the praise of a semi-revealed chthonic-aquatic deity utilises the 
arguably most important symbolic asset in Georgian culture, The o/One in ounce’s 
fur: ‘He felt the ignition brought by verses: most of all liked the lad / the capture 
of the high-standing citadel of Kadzheti’ („იგრძნო ლექსებით მან გაჩაღება: 
ყველაზე უფრო მოსწონდა ყმაწვილს / ქაჯეთის მაღალ ციხის აღება“) (cf. 
The one/One in ounce’s fur, stanza 1364, line 2: Rustaveli 1912: 2211; rust̕aveli 1888: 
3112), ‘In his dream came enemies’ camp, / [he] felt his future Tariel-like exploits’ 
(„ესიზმრებოდა მტერთა ბანაკი, / გრძნობდა მომავალ ტარიელობას“) (15th 

1 “on all sides round about is rock, a foe may not come up to it” (chap. “XLII: Tariel and Avt’andil 
do to P’hridon”).
2 “ყოვლგნით კლდეა, გარეშემო მტერი ვერა მოადგების” (chap. “ტარიელისა და 
ავთანდილისა წასვლა ფრიდონისას”).

The Image of (Black?) Sea in the Poetry of Valerian Gaprindashvili



106

stanza; 1944: 57). If we mind some passages above, we will recognise that Kadzheti 
is important not for hosting the evil Kadzhis, but for being located on an elevated 
position, near the skies. And just a stanza earlier, with the very introduction of the 
Georgians’ most precious literary asset into the ode, the implied author’s loyalty to 
his subject of praise has unnoticeably cracked: ‘In the brave youth’s mind figured as 
a labourers’ army / the sudden swish of wheat’s (lit. bread’s) ears. / As heroism and 
bliss / here he heard Rustaveli’ (“ვაჟს წარმოუდგა მშრომელთ ჯარებად / კვლავ 
მობიბინე პურის თაველი. / როგორც გმირობა და ნეტარება / აქ გაიგონა მან 
რუსთაველი.”) (13th stanza; 1944: 56-57). The association of “bread’s ears/false 
ears” (spike/inflorescence) with an army prefigures the association of revolutionised 
people with the sea; through the polysemy of the word თაველი1, G. undermines his 
own ode, its affirmative attitude. The series of four stanzas attaching the image of the 
prospective chieftain to the world of Rustaveli is followed by a veiled yet resolute 
identification of the protagonist with an aquatic deity, one that encompasses a river 
from its source and sea with its vastness (and, one can surmise, depth): ‘In Gori starts 
that current, / which in its course turns into sea afterwards, / and sea, unto us in [our] 
hearts deeply engraved, / with its thunder makes us anxious until today’ (“გორში 
იწყება ის ნაკადული, / რომ თავის სვლაში ზღვად იქცა შემდეგ, / და ზღვა, 
ჩვენს გულში ღრმად ჩახატული, / თავის ქუხილით გვაღელვებს დღემდე.”) 
(17th st.; 1944: 57). The sea is equated to revolution and to the global (at least meta-
national) movement released by it. As if in awareness that the careful readers have 
noticed the ‘underwater current’ in the text, the already-actual Chieftain is, first, 
implicitly likened to a Hephaestus and thus, allusively, threatened by overthrow or by 
being stolen the fire by a Prometeus: ‘Kremlin stays, like infallible anvil’ (“კრემლი 
დგას, როგორც ერთგული გრდემლი”) (18th st.,; ibid.). Second, association of the 
already-actual Chieftain with the chtonic/aquatic order becomes subtler: ‘But stays 
he – (a/the) rightful light!’ (“...მაგრამ სდგას იგი – შუქი მარტალი!”). The latter 
phrase, which closes the whole part of the poema, uses the word “შუქი”, according 
to Chubinashvili ([1884] 1984) ‘sun’s or candle’s ray or light’ (“მზისა ან სანთლის 
სხივი ან სინათლე”); the Chieftain is called, then, ‘material’ light, one which is 
consistently differentiated from celestial (heavenly, immaterial) light by the Georgian 
language (სინათლე, with the same root as ნათლობა, ‘baptising’) and by Christian, 
esp. Byzantine (and Hesychast in particular), theology.2 The attentive reader realises 

1 “1. ღომის და ზოგიერთი სხვა მარცვლოვანის ყვავილედი […]. 2. სახელწოდება 
ყოველგვარი თავთავისა (ზოგიერთ კუთხეში) […]” (თაველი according to: http://ena.ge/
explanatory-online).
2 Narration on Jesus’ transfiguration and extraordinary light on Mount Tabor in the Georgian New 
Testament in the redaction of George Mtatsmindeli (https://www.orthodoxy.ge/tserili/mtatsmindeli/
akhali_agtqma.htm) uses words indicating ‘light’ that derive from the stem ნათ-, and not შუქ-, see: 
Matt. 17:1-13 (three times, l. 2, 5, 13); or designates light indirectly, through its attributes, but fol-
lowing the same distinction, as in Mark 9:2-13 (“ბრწყინვალე და სპეტაკ”, ‘brilliant and (super)
white’, with სპეტაკ and თეთრი forming a correlation analogous to ნათება–შუქია) and in Luke 
9:28-36 (“სპეტაკ და ელვარე”, ‘(super)white and as-a-lightning’). Variation across different Old 
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that the Chieftain, prospective and present at the same time, has been inobtrusively 
attributed properties of a chtonic, or evil, double of Jesus Christ depicted as a baby 
with an imprint of an old man seriousness and wisdom on His face (on this bivalence 
of Christ in Byzantine mentality and iconography see: Averintsev [1977] 1997: 181-
182), and of any follower of Christ, or open-hearted, studious and pious man who tends 
to be “an infant and an old man simultaneously” (on that early Byzantine perspective 
of self-perfection see: ibid: 179-185).1 The Chieftain appears now as a subtle parody, 
or, if we take into consideration the non-classicist aesthetics of Christian ‘art’, a grim 
and incomplete double of Christ’s actual and Christian’s potential duality of age: ‘The 
two strongholds – Gori and Kremlin, / like an impassable seem to us wall, / […] // 
Stares [he] at us from the two different houses / as a child and as a lord, / so much 
labour whom won’t tire [=will tire anybody], / but he stays – a truthful [material] 
light!’ (“ორი სიმაგრე – გორი და კრემლი, / ვით მიუვალი მოსჩანს კედელი, 
/ [...] // გვიცქერს სხვსდასხვა ორი სახლიდან / როგორც ბავშვი და როგორც 
სარდალი, / ამდენი შრომა ვის არ დაღლიდა, / მაგრამ სდგას იგი – შუქი 
მარტალი!”) (st. 18-19; gap’rindašvili 1944: 57). 

The second part shows the prospective Chieftain ‘entering History’ through 
becoming a partner and a master of sea that is being associated with the human masses 
of workers. A comparison in the mode of exegetic typology is deployed from the very 
outset between the Chieftain and the major Romantic poet of the Georgian nation 
Nikoloz Baratashvili: ‘Whereas Baratashvili loved often / with Mtkvari disputation, 
Mtkvari’s rustle[;] before us flashes a huge hero, / that who has chosen the clash/
splash of the dams2 // This was our Chieftain himself… / Sits he by the sea from 
his boyhood…’ (“თუ ბარატაშვილს უყვარდა ხშირი / მტკვართან ბაასი, 
მტკვარის შრიალი. / ჩვენ წინ ელვარებს დიადი გმირი, / ვინც რომ არჩია 
ხვირთთა გრიალი. // ეს იყო თვითონ ჩვენი ბელადი... / სდგას იგი ზღვასთან 
თავის ყრმობაში...”) (st. 20-21; 1944: 57-58). Implicitly and indirectly, their attitude 
towards Russian occupation of and influence in Georgia is compared. While B. argues 
with (sits on the bank of) Mtkvari (Kura), the young prospective Chieftain resists the 
sea winds and intimidates them, being steadfast like the Darial gorge: ‘Stays he by 
the sea with fiery eyes, / like Darial unbending (non-crumblable?3), hard (reliable?). 

Georgian redactions and manuscripts of the Gospels (see their complete synopsis at: https://titus.
uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etca/cauc/ageo/nt/ntkpl/ntkpl.htm [Samushia, Dundua, Gippert 2011-2017]) 
follows the logic of the aforementioned distinction (with, sometimes, ‘like snow’coming instead of 
‘like immaterial light’).
1 I can only guess whether this theological and anthropological perspective was transplanted in 
Georgian Christendom and survived through the long centuries of its existence. For now, I would 
assume a positive answer.
2  The respective word has a homonym, a dialect word from Imereti and Racha (G. was born and 
went to school in Imereti), which designates a kind of whip. So the Chieftain liked the sound of 
construction and ‘domesticated’ water (as said in the literary language), but also the sound(s) of race 
and torture (as half-said in the dialect of the writer’s native area).
3 Which cannot be made crumble into screes.
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/ Salute him the hurricanes, / and [together] with the sea give [him] a fighter’s oath’ 
(“დგას იგი ზღვასთან ცეცხლის თვალებით, / დარიალივით უდრეკი, 
მტკიცე. / ესალმებიან მას გრიგალები, / და ზღვასთან დასდო მებრძოლის 
ფიცი.”) (st. 23; 1944: 58). (G. projects onto the Chieftain a fragment of his own 
image, created twenty-one years earlier by T’itsian T’abidze, cf.: ‘You fell in love 
with Ophelia […] / but the rein of your verse blows through1 (a) Darial[,] / [O,] New 
Moses, in the Red Sea of poetry’, “შენ შეუყვარე ოფელია [...] / მაგრამ სადავე 
შენი ლექსის დახრის დარიალს / ახალო მოსე, პოეზიის მეწამულ ზღვაში” 
(‘To Valerian Gaprindashvili’, “Orpiri, 1918”; T’abidze 1934: 100)). It turns out that 
the Chieftain is (like) a Darial whom the (erstwhile?) “New Moses” cannot control 
with his verse. We have a declaration of capitulation here, enveloped in what now 
looks like a eulogy to an unmatchable and incompatible rival. On the other hand, 
the Chieftain may be conceived as a (false) double of the old Moses: the Chieftain 
stays and imposes submission through fiery sight and some unimaginable hugeness. 
This monumentalism instils doubt to a Christian-minded reader; association with a 
Colossus, a Goliath and a… Pharaoh occur. The Chieftain seems to not have utilised 
the emergence in the world of the divine Word, be it in the shape of Commandments 
or of Gospels. Moreover, if one holds in mind the similitude to the scenes from the 
book of Exodus, one would wonder: whom, and to where, would the Chieftain lead 
across the Black Sea? Whose role would he play in case an exodus through that sea 
takes place – of a Moses of a Pharaoh? Utilising the pattern of the Christian exegetic 
figure of typology, G. produces a profoundly ambivalent image of the apparently 
eulogised person). It is implied that Georgia does not need B.’s perceived parochiality 
and readiness to plot and rise against Russia, but Stalin’s acceptance and mastering of 
its currents. The ‘masses’ are attributed an action which is hostile to celestial order: 
“აი, მოჰქრიხართ მასთან ბიბინით, / რომ შემოევლოთ ყოველი მხრიდან. 
/ დიდი მანძილი გამოირბინეთ / და მოიტანეთ ვარსკლავნი ციდან!”; the 
Mayakovskian theme of “attack towards the skies” is delicately replayed. Amidst 
images of prospective Chieftain becoming the master or the sea (the sea element is 
perceived as the other body of the workers’ masses, see above): ‘From the sea he 
silently gathered power, / a solid rounded rock made him the breakers’ clash’ (“ის 
ზღვისთან ჩუმად იკრებდა ძალას, / ასალკლდევებდა ზვირთთა გუგუნი.”) 
(st. 26), ‘for him the shore was a rostrum / […] / he hurricanes with [his] hand stopped’ 

1 Forms through blowing or breathing; as God in Exodus 14:21, 15:8, 15:10 (in English, ac-
cording to the New Revised Standard Version, Updated Edition: https://www.biblegateway.com/
passage/?search=Exodus%2014&version=NRSVUE and https://www.biblegateway.com/passag
e/?search=Exodus+15&version=NRSVUE; in Georgian, according to the Mtskheta manuscript: 
https://www.orthodoxy.ge/tserili/mtskheturi/gam11-15.htm). A literalist reading of T’itsian’s verse, 
however, would produce ‘bends, breaks ([the already existing] Darial)’ as translation. Such a read-
ing would necessitate to see here a cultural-political metaphor: the agent who “bends” Darial has 
the power to reshape and even ruin the poetical communication through Darial, i.e., between Russia 
and Georgia.

Jordan Ljutskanov



109

(“მისთვის ნაპირი იყო ტრიბუნა. / [...] / იგი ქარიშხალს ხელით იჭერდა”) (st. 
27); – he is almost called a new Christ: ‘The sea names him world’s redeemer, / in every 
wave he now sees / workers’ muscles, workers’ hands’ (“ზღვა ქვეყნის მხსნელად 
მას ასახელებს, / ყოველ ტალღაში ის ახლა ხედავს / მშრომელთა კუნთებს, 
მშრომელთა ხელებს.”) (st. 25; 1944: 58). It is an aquatic or pelagic ‘Christ’ who 
has outgrown the tiny “sea” of Galilee. In a sequence of stanzas whereby the lyrical 
narrator’s and the protagonist’s viewpoints cannot be separated from each other, thus 
contributing to a monumentalising, counter-psychologising effect, the role of John the 
Baptist is taken by the sea. The episode recalls two narratives from Georgian folklore 
involving Queen Tamar and commented by Zurab Kiknadze (K’ik’nadze 2010: 140-
145). In a way, the prospective Chieftain had been the ‘secret agent’ of the aquatic 
element on the earth, so the act of ‘anointment’ is to be expected. However, this is an 
‘anointment’ of a trickster or Antichrist, if we compare to the case of Tamar. Tellingly, 
he does not go to “the centre of the sea”, and his symbolic army comes from there.1 

Let us return to the comparison between Baratashvili and the Chieftain which 
opens the second part of the eulogy. Not only is Baratashvili small and ‘unglobal’ (local) 
when compared to the “Chieftan”; he seems to have not bridged the (ontological) gap 
between his human self and the natural element, while the “Chieftan” seems to have 
bridged it. The “Chieftan” is identifiable with a river-and-sea god (see esp. stanzas 
17, 24; 1944: 57, 58). I would see him as a Jordan from the Khludov Psalter who has 
subsumed Poseidon (brief description of Jordan from that Psalter: Diehl 1933: 90 (pl. 
72.2); reproduction of the image: ibid: [184]; on the tradition of personification of river 
Jordan in Byzantine art well into the Palaeologan period and on the possible heretical 
and crypto-pagan overtones of some of its branches and manifestations see: Ajnalov 
1900: 141, 142; Popovich 1963: 15-29; Bockmann 2014: 211; on the commonality 
of “features”, “if not […] attributes” between Jordan and Poseidon: Popovich 1963: 
15). The anthropomorphic personification of Jordan is present in a 13th-c. Georgian 
collection of homilies by Gregory of Nazianzus (see Kavtaria, Tatishvili, Dughashvili, 
2018: 48), but I have no idea of its general presence in Georgian pictorial traditions, 
neither of G.’s acquaintance with Orthodox Christian visual culture. In the depictions 
of Jesus’ Baptism, Jordan seems to be the only figure outside, or at the margin, of a 
range of saintly or nearly saintly personages (if not counting for the maybe ‘neutral’ 
fishes included in the scene at times). However, in some pictorial sources (Armenian 
gospels from the 13th-14th c., Matenadaran mss. 4820 and 6303, see Hacopian 
2014: 109, 122), a second ambivalent and in all likelihood ungodly figure appears, 
that of a dragon or snake, of a veshapi (vishap); at first sight, it could be interpreted 
twofold. First, as a regional interpretation of the figure of the pagan Graeco-Roman 
river god Jordan (or as a manifestation of regional pagan tradition of river deities, 
applied to the case of the Biblical river, re-personified not in anthropomorphic but in 

1 There is some sparse textual evidence – beside the present one – that the Blue Horns were leaning 
to symbolically identify sea and the river Jordan.
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zoomorphic form). Second, as a zoomorphic representation and anticipation of the 
figure of devil/Satan, who appears, in the Gospel of Matthew, as tempter of Jesus 
immediately following the scene of baptism (cf. Matt. 3:13-17 and 4:1). To return 
to the image of the Chieftain from G.’s eulogy (as traceable in its stanzas 17, 21-
27), this image seems to simultaneously allude at the Hellenistic rivergod Jordan, a 
veshapi, and the Satan; hence, the Chieftain appears as a chtonic antagonist and more 
or less double of Jesus, John the Baptist and Moses at once. Visual allusions apart, 
the scene of (prospective) Chieftain at the seashore (st. 21-27) alludes simultaneously 
to Baptism, Temptation in the wilderness, and Passage through the Red Sea. In some 
visual sources the rivergod Jordan is shown not as “a small figure in the waves” but 
“sitting opposite John” on the other bank (Bockmann 2014: 211) while in others the 
image of Jordan is iconographically parallel to the Sea” (Popovich 1963: 27; compare: 
Ajnalov 1900: 142). The Chieftain is identifiable too with a terrestrial hero who had 
attained that quality after or during a successful fight against a mountain stronghold 
(symbolically or metaphorically equated to Kadjeti; stanzas 9 and 14-16, compare 
The one in ounce’s fur, stanza 1346). Unlike Baratashvili, who – literally or through 
an allegorical representation – stays at the river bank (typically, in “Thoughts at the 
bank of Mtkvari”, 1837 [1843] and “A/The platan”, 1844, but also in “Ketevan”, 
1835 [1843]), and like the animated speaker-and-protagonist in Rimbaud’s “Drunken 
boat”, the “Chieftan” seems to sail down the river (though this specific movement 
is not shown). To say it again, it is noteworthy that Georgian symbolists translated 
Rimbaud’s boat as ხომალდი (‘big/battle ship’), and not as ნავი ‘ship/boat (in a 
general sense)’ (see čubinašvili [1884] 1984; barbakaże 2010: 30, featuring an 18th-
century definition, by Sulkhan-Saba Orbeliani). Rimbaud’s image, of course, is an 
apparent remake of a medieval topos with Biblical and ancient Roman roots. We can 
interpret both the title and the poem as the ‘history of the wandering soul’ (I am 
hinting here at History of the soul that comes to self-awareness, an anthroposophical 
autobiographical treatise by the Russian symbolist Andrei Beli; as well as to an 
anthology of Bulgarian symbolists’ pronouncements about symbolism, titled 
‘Wandering aesthetics’ [Iliev 1992]). Whether marine portions of Rimbaud’s “Drunken 
ship” are screened in Georgian receptions of the poem in favour of its riverain ones, 
would be indicative for a (non)breach in ‘thallasophobia’. While, on the other hand, 
re-designating of the ‘boat’ as ‘(big) ship’ possibly indicates a subconscious allocation 
of modern soul’s wandering to the marine, rather than to the riverain space... G. 
mentions Rimbaud’s poem in his “Parisian commune” (as already noted). Tellingly, 
G.’s lyrical speaker fuses with sea (or contemplates fusing) while in some aspect of 
his existence staying on the shore (and not sailing on a boat). (And T’itsian T’abidze’s 
one, in his programmatic ‘Poem-scree’, “ლექსი მეწყერი”, half-fuses with a sea that 
is symbolically identified to w/Word (speech, verse, poetry), not with the element per 
se). To return to Baratashvili: I am aware (just as G. was) of the use of marine images 
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by him: “Now neither butts/submits to1 Kartli’s heart the Caspian anxiety, / nor can 
ever more shatter its [heart’s] rest its [Caspian] applause/heaving; / Black Sea billows, 
instead of our bloodly enemies, / now are brought [/tossed/summoned] from many 
sides by our brothers [/fellows/neighbours]!” (“საფლავი მეფის ირაკლისა”, ‘The 
grave of King Heraclius’, 1842; baratashvili 2005: 50)2. Now I see that G. might have 
alluded to the just cited penultimate stanza of B.’s poem through the image of the 
obelisk at the Black Sea shore in Batumi (on the latter image see below).

The third part mainly narrates about the Batumi 1902 workers’ strike. The sea 
is shown to be an animated and interested spectator. While in the previous part it was 
shown through the ‘eyes’ of the prospective Chieftain, here it is viewed through the 
prism of the implied author ‘playing’ a more or less “realist” narrator. Here, in the 
historical part of the poema, sea and workers/people are not identified; symbolism is 
inapt in a historical narrative: ‘Sea as if were on the workers’ side / and like a lion it 
was roaring’ (“ზღვა თიტქოს იყო მშრომელთ მხარეზე / და როგორგ ლომი ის 
ღრიალებდა.”) (st. 35; 1944: 59). It can be apt, only if motivated, which happens 
soon: ‘The approaching waves resembled workers, / as if this [=their mass and flow] 
was a sea [that has] overflown, / together with the workers quivered the streets, / 
quivered the platan that had been raised as an orphan’ (“გადმოსულ ტალღებს 
ჰგავდნენ მუშები, / თითქოს ეს იყო ზღვა მოვარდნილი, / მუშებთან ერთად 
თრთოდნენ ქუჩები, / თრთოდა ჭადარი, ობლად აღზრდილი.”3 (st. 36; 1944: 
59-60). If we juxtapose with the symbolisation from the preivious part, it is shown 
how history fulfills the young-future-chieftain’s dream; and symbolist vision is 
assigned to the young chieftain, whereas the implied author, or lyrical speaker, when 
speaking without a mediator, cannot allow himself a symbolic speech. The poet has 
left his utmost function to the new Artist, the shaper of the marine element and of 
human masses.

The fourth part is apparently devoted to an obelisk built in Batumi to memorise 
past social-political struggle, but also (note the 3rd and 4th lines) to stimulate love for 
(Soviet) Russia: ‘In Batumi avails itself today an obelisk – / of past fights with a 
precious inscription. / To the big homeland of freedom / we are hastened by our hearts’ 
beat’ (“ბათუმში მოსჩანს დღეს ობელისკი – / განვლილ ბრძოლების ძვირფას 
წარწერით. / თავისუფლების დიდ მშობლისაკენ / მივესწრაფებით ჩვენ 
გულის ძგერით.”). At second sight, however, the obelisk is dedicated to the Chieftain 
himself, as the second stanza shows (the initial pronom has no apparent antecedent 
in the previous stanza, so one is free to attribute the content that folows to either the 

1 See both, antipodic, meanings of რჩოლა>ერჩის in Chubinashvili’s interpretative Georgian-Rus-
sian dictionary, 1984 [1884], column 1046.
2 “აწ არღა ერჩის ქართლის გულსა კასპიის ღელვა, / ვერღა ურყევს მას განსვენებას 
მისი აღტყველვა; / შავი ზღვის ზვირთნი, ნაცვლად ჩვენთა მოსისხლე მტერთა, / აწ 
მოგვიგვრიან მრავალის მხრით ჩვენთა მოძმეთა!”.
3 The third line alludes to an earlier poem by G., “Abracadabra”, while the fourth one to Baratashvili 
(retroactively conjoining two of his poems), but I cannot comment these issues now.
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obelisk or a human): ‘He was raised up: by Lenin, by the mountains… / The talent of 
assault was given by sea to the chieftain1, / knew brutal entanglement with enemies – / 
trampled (stampled) Siberia and billows’ (“იგი აღზარდეს: ლენინმა, მთებმა... / 
შეტევის ნიჭი ზღვამ მისცა ბელადს, / იცოდა მტრებთან სასტიკად შებმა – / 
სთელავდა ციმბირს და სახრჩობელას2.”) (1944: 60). The chieftain appears as a 
monumental work of art (an art which shapes life and is a non-secluded part of it).3 
Along the third and the fourth parts of the ode the implicit author growingly divests 
himself of his properties of an artist (poet, voice or imitator of God), to nearly reduce 
himself to a nude prostrated voice. In the third stanza of the fourth part, the penultimate 
stanza of the ode, the workers-identified-with-sea and the chieftain-identified-with-
sea-’s-master are jointly identified now with h/Him, who carries (is clothed in) the 
ounce’s fur: ‘Waves, as big as ounces (panthers), / before him lie as much as you want 
diverse. / And the e/Element todays is peaceful – / sung (glorified) with high shairi’ 
(“ტალღები, როგორც ვეფხები დიდი, / მის წინ წვებიან რაგინდნაირი. / და 
სტიქიონი დღეს არის მშვიდი –– / ამღერებული მაღალ შაირით!”). The image 
of ounce-like waves reshapes, retroactively, the images of roaring sea, possibly with 
the help of the intuitively easy-coming association of a stormy sea’s rugged surface 
and a living beast’s fur. Heracles, John the Baptist,4 the ‘super-empirical’ protagonist 
of Rustaveli’s romance, and Stalin form an interpersonal gradation of similes in the 
mode of medieval exegetic procedure of typology. But contrary to one’s immediate 
guess, the implied author does not identify himself with the author of “high shairi” 
that praise the “peaceful element”. “Sea and the Chieftain” is being written, both 
before and after this point in the text of the ode, in ten syllables long lines, and “high 
shairi” is a sixteen-syllables verse. I guess this incongruence marks a rift from the 
drive for self-dispossession for the benefit of the subject of praise. A more subservient 
poet would have (explicitly) discussed his (non)ability and (non)enthrustedness to 
praise the ‘new Tamar / David Soslan’ in “high shairi”. In the last stanza of the ode, 

1 Or, more properly: ‘(It was) sea (that) gave the chieftain the talent of assault’.
2 It is possible to understand the last line as a semantic simile of “სიკვდილითა სიკვდილისა 
დამთრგუნველი” (“trampling down/overcoming death by death”), from the Paschal tropar-
ion, sung in Georgian Church (compare: Sokolov 1899: 106, 109; https://orthodoxwiki.org/
Pentecostarion#Leavetaking_of_Pascha) on the Leavetaking of Pascha (აღდგომის წარგზავნა), 
that is, on Wednesdays of the sixth week after Easter (https://www.orthodoxy.ge/lotsvani/troparebi/
zatiki.htm). Lexical non-identity is expected, Gaprindashvili refrained from the overt blasphemy of 
identifying the Chieftain with Christ. Intentionally or not, allusion to the Paschal troparion turns like 
a boomerang against the eulogised Chieftain: for he has trampled ‘death’ (“Siberia and gallows”) 
with death (not his own on the cross, of course, but of others’ – with Siberia renewed and with new 
‘gallows’).
3 There is no need to refer here to the famous work of Boris Grois.
4 Julian the Apostate too, for specifically erudite readers. The youth Julian sleeps on an ounce’s fur 
in the foundational work of Russian literary symbolism, the novel The Death of Gods by Dmitrii 
Merezhkovskii (1895). It is possible that the image of the Chieftain, oscillating between the ar-
chetypes of Antichrist and Christ, was shaped by G. with Merezhkovskii’s work in mind or in the 
subconsciousness.
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the implied author remains together with the sea, at a low level of the universe, far 
from the Chieftain (who has occupied the skies), and the obelisk is assigned the role 
of mediator: ‘Stays the sculpture with more strength – / The sea is only its pedestal, 
/ it is full with beauty, / vocated to guide us’ (“დგას ქანდაკება მეტ ძლიერებით! 
– / ზღვა არის მისი კვარცხლბეკი მხოლოდ, / იგი სავსეა მშვენიერებით, / 
მოწოდებული ჩვენს წინამძღოლად!”). The subtextual process whereby the 
implied author dissociated himself from the subject of glorification, comes to its 
concluding point. The concluding slogan is hollow and the implied author (solely the 
implied!) has retained his self-respect. Sea has been given back its freedom. 

To return to the Chieftain’s double genealogy (Lenin and mountains). An 
allusion to ZAHES1 and the nearby staying statue of Lenin is possible, to support 
the idea that Lenin has inspired the “mountain(eer)s” opening to the “sea” and that 
“the Chieftan” is the paragonal embodiment of this opening. The geographic fact that 
both ZAHES and Stalin’s birthplace are located in the basin of a river falling into the 
Caspian, while the poema features the Black Sea, tacitly, by its sole presence in the 
memory of the poema’s Georgian readers, enforces the extolment of “the Chieftan”. 
He is not only a ‘ZAHES more powerful than any hydro-electric station, built and 
unbuilt’, but he can make life (a river) flow in the opposite direction. 

In “Sea and the Chieftain”, the implicit author does not dare to deposit his 
projection in the text; so the ode cannot become a drama; the third would-be character, 
the poet, is prevented from embodiment (in the fictional world). In Gaprindashvili’s 
tacit remake of the famous Alexander Pushkin’s poema (1833), the ‘copper/bronze 
horseman’ remains without a ‘Eugenius’. The Soviet Georgian poet, unlike the 
Imperial Russian one, could not afford himself a character who would be a virtual 
offender (that is, who would offend in his thoughts or in private) of the ‘Emperor’s 
image’. This would have lead to a lethal result for the poet. Yet charging the new 
‘Eugenius’ with love for the new ‘imperial monument’ would have been too clumsy 
a servility. 

Re-reading “To the sea” alongside “Sea and the Chieftain”, two perspectives to 
rethink the image of sea in the former work occur. First, sea could be associated with 
‘the people’, maybe the most expectable authority to sanction the production and the 
‘mind-style’ of a former modernist converted to socialist realism. In such a case “Sea 
and the Chieftain” would play the role of a work-explicator, “the explicator-work”, 
“in the sense that it explicates that which the other work achieves at the expense of 
complex artistic organization” (Kolarov 2020: 228). Second, sea could be associated 
not just with ‘the people’ but with the people devoid of (free from the supervision 
or imposed parity) of the leader/chieftain. If the reader fails to discern the detail of 
unsupervised sea/people in “To the sea”, “Sea and the Chieftain” has played the role of 
a ‘work-distractor’, having distracted attention from potentially dangerous semantic 

1 Zemo-Avchala Hydro-Electric Station near Mtskheta, the jewel of industrialising Soviet Georgia 
in the 1920s.
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lacks in “To the sea”. In their combination, the two works embody a (quasi)religious 
hesitation: between conformist servilism and neutral pantheism. The second choice 
does not dissolve the tissue of the ‘neo-argonautic myth’. 

The mental and artistic style of the poema oscillates between socialist realism, 
individualist symbolism, and neo-traditionalist post-symbolism. The liveliness of 
experience from encountering sea is kept in a ‘stand-by’ position; just as the ‘neo-
argonautic myth’ in its complexity, one partly sustained by the mentioned liveliness. 

Conclusion

In 1917, Gaphrindashvili created a text (‘Dream’) which could have been 
an important contribution for a neo-argonautic foundational myth. In 1939, one 
year before his death, he created three sharply different texts testifying to a divided 
conscience seeking refuge in and patronage under the exogenous space and agency of 
sea (‘To the sea’), but finding social security in travesty (‘Circus at the seaside’) and 
(even if finally ambiguous) servilism (‘The sea and the Chieftan’). In the meanwhile, 
he ‘married’ the marine element and music, marinership and musicianship; and kept 
making difference between an argonautism of Jason and of Orpheus, or of ‘golden 
fleece’ and of ‘golden word’ (even though less conspicuously than T’itsian T’abidze). 
That myth implied, and still implies, a strategy of multi-directed cultural (and 
geopolitical) autonomy which is not easier to implement than a century ago. To start 
with, the mentioned poetic texts have to be re-read by Georgians. 
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iordan luckanovi
(bulgareTi)

(Savi?) zRvis saxe valerian gafrindaSvilis poeziaSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: valerian gafrindaSvili, Savi zRva, axali 
argonavtebis miTi, sazRvao mgrZnobeloba, modernizmi, evlogi-
kuri ambivalentoba.

statiaSi gaanalizebulia valerian gafrindaSvilis leqsebi, 
romlebSic gadmocemulia sazRvao motivebi. analizi ori mimar-
TulebiT mimdinareobs: Teoriuli da kulturul-istoriuli.

Teoriuli perspeqtiva STagonebulia ana-tereza timieniekis 
fenomenologiuri kvleviT, mgrZnobelobis Sesaxeb; bunebis ele-
mentebis, kerZod, zRvis mgrZnobelobis asaxva mxatvrul litera-
turaSi da misi Semdgomi diferencireba „speqtakls“, „simfonias“ 
da „bunebis dramas“ Soris (an, ufro detalurad, „dedamiwis peiza-
Jis“ ama Tu im ZiriTad elementebs Soris, rogoricaa zRva an mTa). 
„speqtakli“ lirikuli gmiris interesis obieqtia; „simfonia“ Cnde-
ba maSin, rodesac aRniSnuli agenti xdeba „speqtaklis“ „instrumen-
ti“, romelic aRar aris speqtakli; bunebrivi elementisa da li-
rikuli gmiris urTierTqmedebiT ki Cndeba „drama“. 

kulturul-istoriuli kvleva warmarTulia intuiciuri va-
raudiT, rom qarTulma kulturulma elitam me-20 saukunis dasa-
wyisSi SeimuSava (an apirebda SeemuSvebina) kulturul-fuZemdeb-
luri miTi, romelic orientirebulia kulturaTaSoris Sexved-
rebze ara mTebis, aramed – zRvis gadaRma. es erTgvari gamowveva 
iyo im fonze, rac qarTul literaturaSi ukve damkvidrebuli iyo; 
yvelaze cnobilia ilia WavWavaZis „mgzavris werilebiT“. am siaxles 
SeiZleba vuwodoT „neoargonavtikis“ miTi. 

imis nacvlad, rom ruseTSi miRebuli evropuli ganaTlebis 
gadamuSavebiT kulturuli „qarTvelobis“ marcvali dainaxos da 
qarTvel mTielTa adaminuri buneba gadaafasos, es hipoTeturi 
axali miTi mas xedavs „medeas“ unarSi, Tavidan moiSoros „iasoni“ an 
kidev ukeTesi, gadaaqcios igi „orfeosad“ masTan Sexvedris Semdeg 
(da manamdec ki).

zemoTxsenebuli mosazrebebis umniSvnelovanesi gadakveTis 
wertilia sakiTxi imaze, miuZRviT Tu ara wvlili da Tu asea, ra 
doziT an ra saxiT, sazRvao saxeebs miTis ilokutiuri (raime miz-
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niT Sesrulebuli sametyvelo aqti) da perlokutiuri (sametyve-
lo aqti, rodesac msmenelma gaigo mTqmelis ganzraxva da swori 
reagireba moaxdina masze) Zalis da zogadad, miTis arsebobaSi. 
mkvlevari varaudobs, rom radgan, pirvel rigSi, `(neo)argonavti-
kis~ miTi unda Seicavdes sazRvao saxeebs, da meorec, rom miTma unda 
moajadovos, SesaZloa, misi es umTavresi funqcia daleqiliyo mi-
Tis Semadgenel calkeul gamonaTqvamebSi. mkvlevari Tvlis, rom 
timeneckis  mixedviT,  gafrindaSvilis leqsebi, romlebSic gaSli-
lia zRvis „drama“, potenciurad, „neoargonavtikis“ miTis warmoq-
mnaSi Setanili yvelaze Rirebuli wvlilia .

 ixreba ra, calkeuli leqsebis, rogorc avtoris Semoqmede-
bis metateqstis Semadgeneli nawilebis ganxilvisken, mkvlevari 
garkveuli  doziT iyenebs ori Teoriis  instrumentebs: 1. liriku-
li cikli,  rogorc  dasturi  poeturi  teqstis  midrekilebisa, 
CarTuli  iyos  ufro msxvil SemoqmedebiT  erTeulSi  (leon  ako-
fiani) da 2. avtoteqstualoba, rogorc interteqstualobis Sida 
SemoqmedebiTi varianti da (TviT)gameorebis dialeqtika (rados-
vet kolarovi). 

pirveli Teoriidan aRebulia, upirveles yovlisa, warmodge-
na zednaSenis urTierTkavSiris sxvadasxva xarisxis Sesaxeb (li-
rikuli ciklis, nawarmoebis) da, Sesabamisad, „centrisa“ da „peri-
feriis“ organizebuloba zednaSenis SigniT. meore Teoriidan 
aRebulia yoymanis, rogorc gadadebis specifikur gageba da, aseve, 
„samuSaos gamaZliereblisa“ da „samuSaos amxsnelis“ gageba.

aRiarebs ra saTauris mniSvnelobas, mkiTxvelis swavlebis 
procesSi, statiis avtori gafrindaSvilis leqsebs, romlebSic 
gvxvdeba zRvis saxeebi da motivebi, or ZiriTad jgufad hyofs: 
semantikuri pozicia (2) da – sxva danarCeni leqsebi. sxva dros Tu 
yuradRebas amaxvilebs pirvel jgufze, amjerad mkvlevari meore 
jgufze Cerdeba. maTSi is aRiarebs ori leqsis gansakuTrebul 
mniSvnelobas, romlebic, jer erTi, Txrobisa da saxeobrivi az-
rovnebis doneze, yvelaze naTlad gadmoscemen „(neo) argonavtikis“ 
miTs da Sesabamisad, uaryofen kidec mas. meores mxriv ki, avto-
ris mizania Sekribos sazRvao motivebi da saxeebi, romlebic met-
naklebad gancalkevebulad vlindeba sxva leqsebSi: „sizmari“ (1917), 
„zRva da beladi (1939), meore  leqsze aqcentis gakeTeba aucile-
beli  gaxda  kidev  erTi  mizeziT.  es  aris  leqsi  xotba  da  rogorc 
Cans, gafrindaSvilis erTaderTi leqsia, romelSic Sekrebilia 
„zRvis“ simbolos yvela ZiriTadi semantikuri aspeqti, romlebic 
gvxvdeba mis SemoqmedebaSi: ormagi universaluri elementis as-
peqti, romlis meore aspeqtia musika, miRmieri samyaro, an, Se-
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saZloa, mxolod samyaros „meore“ naxevari, an, ubralod, kavSiri 
sxva samyarosTan Tu sxva nawilTan, sxeulebrivobisa da usxeulo-
bis zRvarze. am nawarmoebidan amoRebulia arasxeulebrivoba, em-
piriuli zRva, adamianuri masebis metafora, magram qaluroba, 
rogorc xsenebuli „sxvaobis“ erT-erTi mTavari maxasiaTebeli, am 
nawarmoebidan amoSlilia.

am ori leqsisadmi miZRvnil axlo kiTxvis or bloks Soris, 
me-4 da me-6 TavebSi avtori gvTavazobs sazRvao motivebis zogad 
monaxazs gafrindaSvilis danarCen leqsebSi (rac aris me-5 Tavis 
mTavari amocana da statiis mTavari aRwerilobiTi amocana); ad-
gens leqsebis katalogs, Semdegi kriteriumebis mixedviT: pirvel 
rigSi, es aris „metasemantikuri“ kriteriumi, romelic ganasxvavebs 
„Janrebs“ sazRvao stiqiebisadmi kuTvnilebis mixedviT. askvnis 
ra, rom rom zogierTi leqsi meryeobs „speqtaklsa“ da „simfonias“ 
Soris, zogi ki „simfoniasa“ da „dramas“ Soris, statiis avtori 
Sesabamisad hyofs leqsebs. Semdeg, am ori jgufidan TiToeulSi 
axarisxebs leqsebs sazRvao saxeebisa da motivebis met-naklebad 
gansazRvruli semantikis mixedviT, romlebic gvxvdeba ama Tu im 
leqsSi. zRvis asociacia qalurobasTan da samyaros „sxva naxe-
varTan“, aseve, sazRvao „gansxeuleba“ akustikur/musikalur „sxe-
ulSi“, rogorc Cans, zRvis yvelaze xSiri semantizaciaa gafrin-
daSvilis poeziaSi. gansakuTrebuli yuradRebas eqceva poeti-
mezRvaurisa da navis adamianuri sulis (erTi mxriv) da argonav-
tebis miTTan dakavSirebuli motivebis (meores mxriv) antikuri 
toposebis Tanafardobas. am interesis niadagze mkvlevari gvTa-
vazobs  gafrindaSvilis  erTi da imave saTauris („Zieba“) mqone sami 
leqsis  winaswar SedarebiT analizs. zRvis motivebis Semcveli leq-
sebis saerTo sqema emsaxureba damxmare mizans, Tvali gaadevnos 
da aCvenos Tavsebadoba da Tanazomiereba iseT gansxvavebuli leq-
sebisa, rogorebicaa „sizmari“ da „zRva da beladi“ .

mokle daskvnaSi avtori ajamebs „(neo)argonavtikuli miTis“ 
gafrindaSviliseul axsnas da mkiTxvels sTavzobs, ganixilos misi 
poeziis iribi kavSiri am miTTan, rogorc misi qveynis zigzaguri 
perspeqtivis simbolo, politikuri `leviaTanebisgan~ da `behemo-
Tebisgan~ damoukideblad.

statiaSi mocemulia gafrindaSvilis poeziis fragmentebis 
pwkareduli Targmani ocdaaTze meti leqsidan.
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When Literary Space Parts Ways with Physical Geography:
Substitutions by Aksyonov and Morchiladze for the Missing Islands 

of  the Black Sea1

    
Introduction

Among the most important factors that differentiate the fortunes of the Black 
Sea and the Mediterranean comes the role the islands played in history as nodes of 
connectivity between the networks of islands. Within the Mediterranean context, 
they connected islands with the landmasses, as well as lands surrounding it with one 
another. There are two sets of Mediterranean islands, one consisting of the larger 
and better connected ones such as Sardinia, Sicily, Malta, Crete, Rhodes and Cyprus, 
and the other, of archipelagos, of which the Aegean is the paradigmatic example. 
By contrast, their conspicuous absence in the Black Sea became a formidable 
obstacle in an already notoriously inhospitable sea. Put differently, the Black Sea 
is a Mediterranean minus the islands that made almost all the difference. The Black 
Sea has only very few and singular islands, like the Snake (Zmiinyi) Island, and the 
fewer of them are inhabited by only a very small number of people. In any case, the 
few islands of the Black Sea disappear from sight in maps because of the scale effect, 
as they are quite small by geographical conventions. There remains thus no puzzle 
to intrigue our minds, and physical geography can count them out. Be that as it may, 
small islands can be notoriously maverick, and force themselves on sight from time 
to time, as has been the case with the Serpent Island off the Danube delta during the 
current Russia-Ukraine war. When islands become a bone of contention for Great 
Powers, their visibility increases unexpectedly. 

In this paper, I am concerned with the importance a ‘missing’ island can 
acquire by virtue of its potential consequences in a geography that is larger than the 
island itself. This paper explores two path-breaking novels that deliberately contest 
the historical geographies of the Black Sea by inventing islands. This is precisely what 
Vassily Aksyonov and Aka Morchiladze do in their high-speed fiction by creatively 
blending mystery, adventure, action, political intrigue and satire. They thereby 
refashion the Black Sea after the contrasting image of the Mediterranean. They raise 

1 I would like to thank to Esra Derle and Yordan Lyutskanov for their help, suggestions and criti-
cisms. The usual caveat applies. 
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the following question in their minds: What if the islands actually existed in the Black 
Sea? They fiddle with space and alter geography to explore how this would impact 
on the time axis by modifying History with a capital ‘H’. To this effect, they invent 
and introduce islands that incite the reader’s imagination for a critical reflection on 
the other courses history might have taken, or what the historians and social scientists 
describe as ‘Historical Alternatives’. They write Counterfactual History from within 
the domain of fiction literature. 

This paper focuses on The Island of Crimea by Aksyonov (1981, 1983) and 
Santa Esperanza by Morchiladze (2004, 2006) that introduce imaginary islands to the 
Black Sea. The former engages the reader on a counterfactual exercise with Crimea 
becoming an island off the coast of Soviet Russia, inspired by Communist China 
troubled by a maverick Taiwan at an arm’s length. The latter has a more nuanced 
formulation where a British dominion over three islands comes into being after the 
Crimean War and survives as safe haven for multicultural coexistence as long as it 
could, in the face of fragilities imposed across the sea. In these two fictions, islands 
are assigned a pivotal role to play in a greater geography. 

A Biographical Note with an Emphasis on the Stylistic Attributes of 
the Two Writers 

It should be noted that the two writers are a generation apart. It is not so much 
the length of time that separates them as the historic importance of events that occurred 
such as the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dismemberment of the Soviet Union with 
inevitable impacts upon their fiction. Even so, they have much more in common in 
literary style than Aksyonov has, for example, with Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn (1918-
2008), more contemporaneous yet stylistically very different.  

Vassily Aksyonov (1932-2009) was born in Kazan and died in Moscow. His 
father was a Party official, mother (Eugenia Ginzburg) a historian-turned famous 
memoir writer, both with extensive prison experience. He was educated to become a 
doctor in 1956. He published his novels as of 1960. He was recognized “as the leading 
Soviet writer of his generation” and “the representative of a new, Western-oriented, 
questioning generation of Soviet youth.” He was a convinced anti-totalitarian, and 
was resented for his “open pro-Americanism”. He was forced to migrate in 1980 to 
USA. His citizenship was restored in 1990. He lived in Biarritz, France after 2004, as 
well as in Moscow where he died in 2009.

Aka Morchiladze (1966-present) is a Georgian writer of novels and short 
stories, and a literary historian. He studied History and graduated in 1988. He is 
a prolific writer and possibly has become the better known of the new generation 
of prose writers coming out in the 2000s. His work has played a pivotal role in 
reorienting Georgian literature towards postmodernism as a worldwide fashionable 
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trend. He authored a series of quasi-fantastic novels (Flight over Madatov Island, 
1998; Disappearance on Madatov Island, 2001; A Whale on Madatov Island, 2004) 
about an imaginary archipelago populated by Georgians.

Aksyonov was stylistically an innovative avant-garde writer, and a lifelong 
admirer of jazz. He was attentive to popular (counter) culture, slang and jargon of 
the youthful rebels and social misfits, but also self-consciously intertextual in the 
global spirit of the 60s and the Thaw. His work is characterized by fast-moving 
narration mixed with monologues and dialogues, elliptic jumps and ‘crosscuttings’, 
flashbacks and flashforwards, and periodic interferences of the author as narrator with 
omniscience and commentary. His fiction bears the mark of live reporting via TV 
channels and/or the feel of a ‘reality show’, a ‘cinema happening’, but with a blend of 
fantasy, satire, and parody. His The Island of Crimea is a mater-of-factly narrated fast 
action and adventure novel, interspersed with moments of powerful lyrical expression. 
Quite original for the time when it was conceived, in the 1970s, during the Stagnation 
after Leonid Brezhnev took power (1964) completed before the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan (1979), and first published abroad (1981) after the author was deprived 
of his Soviet citizenship and went to exile, it retains its freshness and contemporaneity 
in style. 

Morchiladze self-reflexively perceives his work as anti-novel much in the spirit 
of postmodernism. He adopts a flexibly formulaic fiction with a mix-and-match narrative 
construction that defies summarization, and permits ambiguities, contradictions, and 
open-endedness, thanks to his palimpsest-like writing. He deliberately mimics prose 
types and seeks to maintain stylistic diversity among his chapters that can be read in 
various orders. Action and adventure genres bridge him with Aksyonov whereas the 
more present-day internet-writing practices also penetrate into his blend of narration. 
As a consequence, he does not only belongs to the age of cinema as did Aksyonov, but 
also to the internet world and cyberspace. Whereas Aksyonov did not expect much 
from his reader but respectful compliance in the face of a patience demanding reading 
exercise, Morchiladze invites his reader to ‘game playing’ by active participation in 
expanding the work, and thereby promotes the postmodern character of his fiction not 
unlike meccano or lego sets. 

 

Modifying Geography as a Prerequisite for the Alternative History: 
The Case of Crimea 

In his Preface dated Washington DC, 1983, Aksyonov makes his point of 
departure explicit:

Every peninsula fancies itself an island. Conversely, there is no island that does 
dont envy a peninsula. Every Russian schoolboy knows that Crimea is connected 
to mainland Russia by an isthmus, but not even every adult knows how flimsy an 
isthmus is. When a Russian rides along it for the first time and sees it for its narrow, 
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swampy self, he can’t quite suppress a seditious “what if.” 
 What if Crimea really were an island? What if, as a result, the White Army had 

been able to defend Crimea from the Reds in 1920? What if Crimea had developed as 
a Russian, yet Western, democracy alongside the totalitarian mainland? (Aksyonov, 
1983, p. ix)1 

As if to justify his wicked and playful approach to geography, he deems it 
appropriate to countervail it with that of the Soviet authorities which he describes 
as “firm and realistic view of geography” and then mischievously ends the Preface: 
“They know that the world rests on three whales and two elephants.” (Aksyonov, 
1983, p. ix) The ultimate effect he seeks is to reinforce the sense that this is as solid as 
geography can get, and we are free to pursue this mental exercise.  

Aksyonov then identifies a trigger mechanism for an Alternative History that 
is original and at the same time extremely un-Marxist. The discovery by a character, 
Marlen Mikhailovich Kuzenkov, of the truth, or rather, as he puts it “one of the best-
kept secrets in Soviet history” as to the question “How did the Island find its way 
into what was nearly the middle of the Black Sea?” On 20 January, 1920 at Chongar 
Straits, “a foolish acne-prone young Englishman stood up against the avalanche 
of the Revolution and single-handedly defeated the victorious proletarian army.” 
(Aksyonov, 1983, p. 307). We are faced here with an unintended one-man show, 
when “the twenty-two-year-old Lieutenant Richard Bailey Land, turret captain on 
the battleship” ordered his gunners aim at “the advancing columns; then he had them 
open fire on the columns with the gigantic sixteen-inch shells. How accurate they 
were was immaterial; the shells broke the ice, the vanguard drowned in the icy water, 
the rear guard broke ranks, and panic took over.” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 308) It is thus 
one men who made all the difference. Nor did he have high motives. Far from it, if he 
had any motive, it was mere curiosity:  

I had no intention whatsoever to defend Crimea or the Russian Empire or 
anyone’s constitution or democracy or what have you, I swear. I was simply curious 
about the ice, the attack, the guns, the mutiny—I thought it would be a jolly good 
show to mix them altogether. I suppose I was most interested to see how the guns 
worked. (Aksyonov, 1983, pp. 309-310) 

The Representation of Crimea as a ‘Fishy’ Island 

With or without this fictional historic event, there is nevertheless a geographical 
reality that divides the Crimean peninsula from the Russian landmass and makes of it a 
microclimatic zone in its own right even if some wish to deny it yet admit it when they 
say “that Russian pearl, the Island of Crimea” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 172). Aksyonov 
acknowledges this readily as early as in the Preface: “The southern coast of Crimea 
is a subtropic zone protected from the fierce Russian winter by a range of mountains. 

1 As of here all emphases are mine.
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During that winter the mountains are covered with black clouds seemingly fixed in 
time, while down below the sun is shining.” We are faced here with a Mediterranean 
microcosm amidst the Black Sea: Andrei Luchnikov walking through Koktebel feels 
the spirit of the place: “The landscape was truly unforgettable. The different facets 
of the mountains in sunlight and moonlight, the way they met and joined the sea, the 
olive tree trembling at the edge of a crag [...] it all pointed to an omnipresent soul. 
(Aksyonov, 1983, p. 47) Back in Moscow, Tatyana asserts the contrast between two 
worlds apart: “She had finally come home, back to the real world, and, Luchnikov 
had–as so often before–drifted off into another, not quite substantive galaxy, the 
galaxy of Koktebel and Feodosia, of Crimea, of all the Western world.” (Aksyonov, 
1983, pp. 56-57). If Russia is her real world, the other is the Crimean metonymic tip of 
the nebulous and galactically large. There is certainly contiguity in this representation 
but also a pending fluidity of the matter and an inherent mobility. It is no coincidence 
that Vital Gangut says: “And the Island of Crimea is still afloat.” (Aksyonov, 1983, 
p. 61) Yet another variation or two on the same theme from Andrei Luchkinov: “Take 
our all but imaginary island, for example. A UFO if there ever was one, but a UFO 
with a difference—an Unidentified Floating1 Object. Our whole world is built on 
fantasy, on the free play of imagination.” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 115), and “Crimea 
is my only home, my pride, my joy. The Island of Crimea floating free among the 
waves. We shall never merge with you, you law-abiding, monumental, hulking, 
northern, Russian swine, you! We’re not Russian by ideology, we’re not communist 
by nationality; we’re Yaki Islanders, we have a fate of our own. Our fate is the carnival 
of freedom, and it makes us stronger” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 155). Anton Luchnikov 
reacts to his daddy: “You have no right to call the Island Russian. That’s imperialism. 
Less than half the population is Russian by blood.” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 275) On 
the other hand, from the Soviet point of view, the island appears differently: “It’s 
been a real thorn in our side, that little Island.” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 260), to which 
Marlene Mikhailovich Kuzenkov, the dedicated Soviet specialist on Crimea, formally 
the general consultant to the Institute for the Study of the Eastern Mediterranean 
Region, reacts by “fully [understanding] how insignificant his own little island was in 
comparison with the world at large and the social progress of mankind” (Aksyonov, 
1983, pp. 260-261). Yet on the verge of changing sides he confesses: “I love the 
island; I love its memory of old Russia and the dream of a new one; I love its rich and 
dissolute democracy, the ports of its rocky south open to the entire world, the energy 
of historically doomed but eternally Russian capitalism; I love the girls of Yalta and 
its bohemian atmosphere; I love Sinfi’s architectural turbulence; I love the well-fed 
flocks in the eastern pastureland and the sweeping wheat fields in the west; I love 
even its supple seallike contour. After all the years I have devoted to this miracle of 
nature and history, how can I stand by and watch as it crumbles at the whim of some 
Extraordinarily Unpleasant Personage?” (Aksyonov, 1983, pp. 310-311) He is only 

1 Emphasis in the original.
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a step away from yelling at Luchnikov campaigning voluntarily for the annexation 
of Crimea to Soviet Russia by popular consent: “You’re nothing but a pilot fish for a 
gigantic, sleek, and senseless shark!” (Aksyonov, 1983, p. 325). It is here that Crimea, 
originally the singular whale of the Black Sea, is cut down to a “pilot fish” and placed 
vis-a-vis Russia, “the senseless shark”.   

Santa Esperanza as an Archipelago of Dolphins: 
Representing the Impossible 

Morchiladze has an introductory piece of great significance that makes the 
author visible by differentiating him from the tourist. Whereas the tourist Morchiladze 
decides to visit Santa Esperanza for the first time in 1997 for a short sojourn of only four 
days, staying in the historical Santa City (Saint John Castle), the author Morchiladze 
travels in 2003-2004 by ship (via Istanbul on his way in, and Trabzon on his way out) 
for a stay of six months, and collects material for his book. It has wonderful winters 
where one forgets the cold. The sea is stormy during this season with a slight rain off-
shore. The sun comes out rarely but makes its presence pleasantly felt. (Morchiladze, 
2006, Introduction, pp. 10-11) During the tourist season, the sun and the sea attract the 
many to Santa City (The Slave Market, the Castle, the Orthodox monastery) and the 
Bungalows’ region on the seaside, but also the living tradition of storytelling, and its 
hybrid architecture in the Center (Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 1, pp. 4-7). By then, 
Santa Esperanza on the war-torn Black Sea has become even more a part of Europe, 
thus less accessible for the non-EU-ropeans. It is a tourist paradise like Malta, but also 
in a different way, Crimea, in a soon to be abortive making. The problem with it is that 
it does not exist but in fiction. It is an imaginary transposition of the real phenomena 
encountered elsewhere and in factually contestable writings to the Black Sea. In this 
sense, it is one more important step removed from physical geography than Crimea 
that existed as a peninsula in the first place.

By virtue of his precise mapping, Morchiladze (2006, Weinrebe 1, p. 4) 
insistently promotes Santa Esperanza as a reality of physical geography, and moreover 
attributes it remote origins in history. It is the successive waves of search for refuge 
induced by overseas events that bring about the settlement of the various elements of 
its population. Ottomans take Santa Esperanza then with a population of some 2000 
in 1603 when the King converts symbolically and becomes the Pasha. It consists of 
those in the garrison, the leading cadre of the pirates, peasants of Georgian origin 
cultivating the land, Georgian and Greek monks, and last but not the least Genoese 
merchants migrating from Caffa. It becomes a center of slave trade. The Ottomans 
wish to enrich the place by making it a commercial and transit link between the 
Khanate of Crimea under their protection and the Ottoman Empire. Seen in this way, 
Santa Esperanza becomes a second Crimea deliberately situated in the center of the 
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eastern half of the Black Sea in want of islands. From this viewpoint, paraphrasing 
Herodotus commenting on Egypt, it is a ‘Lesser’ Gift of Geography. In contrast with 
Aksyonov’s Crimea, it is not an island but an interactive archipelago, characterized 
by unity as well as diversity, of which more will be said below. Its physical proximity 
to the landmasses is negotiable with technology and sociability. In this sense a trigger 
event, it is flexibly accommodated and on a certain move. Historically speaking, 
Black Sea has been noted as short of whales and sharks but quite rich in its stock 
of friendly and playful dolphins that go about in herds smaller than pods. Hence the 
better metaphor for Santa Esperanza, and, in fact, much more, because there exists 
an intricate narrative network within the fiction that connects the author with the 
character, Luka, and the islands, ships, dolphins, and humans interchangeably within 
the context of the indivisible sea, the analysis of which remains beyond the scope of 
this paper (Morchiladze, 2006, Distel 8, pp. 10-12; Säbel 8, p. 4, pp.21-24). 

Morchiladze’s fictitious archipelago is also launched on an alternative trajectory 
by a historic trigger event that is no single man’s doing and this time real. The Crimean 
War, a turning-point in Black Sea history, opened the sea for international commercial 
navigation by imposing restrictions on future naval activities. The fiction comes into 
the picture by inserting a clause in the peace treaty made (1857) that enabled Britain to 
rent the island for 145 years from the Ottomans. Understandably, the British wished to 
gain a footing in the Black Sea (comparable to their holds on Gibraltar, Malta, Corfu, 
and Cyprus in the Mediterranean). Consequently, a governor and a local symbolic 
parliament were put into effect in 1901. A dominion of the British Empire, Santa 
Esperanza becomes a ‘miniscule’ façade (without the exact substance) of it on the 
Black Sea. Santa Esperanza is expected to become an autonomous parliamentary 
republic when this treaty expires in 2002 (Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 1, p. 8). This 
begs for reflection as to what awaits it as far as neighboring Russia, Georgia and 
Turkey’s expectations are concerned. The author makes one character, Morad Bey, 
anticipate that Russia would object to its NATO membership from the viewpoint of 
its own security (Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 1, p. 17).

Modern Santa Esperanza is a multinational state with a population of 237.000 
in 1997, of which 58% are Johannian (Georgians who speak a 14th-15th century 
dialect), 19% Turkish, %10 Italian, %8 English, and 5% other. Many come to work, 
but citizenship is extended only to descendants of those who lived there before 1919. 
Georgians have been cut off from Georgia hence estranged for many centuries (like 
the autochthonous population of Taiwan!) All people are entitled to a British identity 
(Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 1, pp. 10-11). As much as it is modern, it is also archaic, 
insofar as the British redefined families of 500 years or more as a local aristocracy 
to aspire them to consolidate the implanted constitutional monarchy. The Johannian 
Georgians, the Ottoman Turks, and the Genoese Catholics constitute the symbolic 
army. English, a Georgian dialect, Turkish and Italian are taught in schools. In short, 
Santa Esperanza is a multinational and multicultural country in a world of surrounding 
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national states that could easily be destabilized from within as well as from without. 
A perusal at the map indicates that the archipelago consists of three islands 

horizontally lined up in a V-shape. The big one is the Santa Esperanza. A second, 
on the north is considerably smaller, and is also called the Island of Sungals, and 
a third, on the south, is the Island of Visramiani, half a kilometer from the main 
island, to which it is served by a wooden bridge (Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 5, 
pp. 5-6). The archipelago is 117 kilometers from the Georgian coast albeit with a 
severed connection. The islands of the archipelago are also loosely connected among 
themselves. A blind man on an island states: “Der Nachteil dieser Inseln ist, dass sie 
einander so nahe sind, anderseits aber so weit entfernt.” (Morchiladze, 2006, Säbel 
7, p.18 “The problem with these islands is that they are too close to one another, 
and yet far too distant“ in English) Morchiladze condenses Georgia’s two conflicting 
identities via-a-vis the sea in the archipelago’s microcosm so as to ignite a conflict, 
in fact a civil war. An unusual, only Georgian speaking Sungal states that they were 
peasants and bandits, and did not support the Castle commanders and the Ottomans; a 
Sungal means the Man of the Forest and of the King, ready to sacrifice himself for the 
cause, and the Sungals and Visramianis, the two Georgian factions, always got along 
well: “Das wahre Land sind eben die zwei kleinen Inseln. Diese Attraktionsinsel 
hat man künstilich geschaffen.”(Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 6, p. 10; “These two 
islands are the real country. That attractive island over there was made artificially.” 
In English) Even so, as the underdevelopment gap between the two islands also 
increased under the British who cheated the Sungals (Morchiladze, 2006, Weinrebe 
9, pp. 16-18), while the Visramianis benefitted from the situation to become capitalist 
and rose on the shoulders of Sungals serving as their de facto army (Morchiladze, 
2006, Brombeere 1, pp. 1-10).

Conclusion

Whereas Aksyonov contents himself with disconnecting Crimea as an island 
from the Eurasian landmass, Morchiladze stamps a set of islands on the Black Sea 
map. Aksyonov uses the Black Sea as a backdrop for the Soviet Russian-Crimean 
pending conflict on the littoral, and as an escape route by sea when the disastrous hour 
strikes. In contrast, Morchiladze’s fiction modifies the unfolding of history at large 
within a Black Sea context.

Aksyonov characterizes alternative Crimea as a multi-party functioning 
democracy outright different from a totalitarian regime, yet it falls short of democratic 
standards because its political class is an exclusive White Russian aristocracy and its 
offshoots. Moreover Crimean democracy bears responsibility for issuing a popular 
invitation to Soviet annexation. Moreover, his description makes of Crimea not a 
democracy, but a successful capitalism. Taiwan, Aksyonov’s model for Crimea, was 
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not a democracy but an authoritarian regime where the ‘colonizer’ mainland Chinese 
Kuomintang Party was firmly in control. It evolved into a democracy as of the 1980s. 
To Aksyonov’s credit, minority Kuomintang Party is now the most pro-Chinese and 
pro-unification party in opposition to governing Taiwanese nationalists in conformity 
with his scenario for Crimea’s voluntary annexation. Be that as it may, Russia knows 
only one way of responding mechanistically in Aksyonov’s narrative, and that is 
invasion. He thus inscribes the fate of Crimea into a long list including Hungary 
(1956), Czechoslovakia (1968), Afghanistan (1979) and Ukraine (2022). As a matter 
of fact, Aksyonov’s description of Crimea highlights the vigorous capitalism rather 
than the democracy of Crimea, also more fitting with the perception of the image 
of Taiwan at the time. By contrast, the latecomer Morchiladze, an eyewitness to an 
overly financialized crony capitalism in the postcommunist era, addresses head on the 
weakness and deadlock of an imitative democracy in Santa Esperanza. 

Both writers give the fictitious islands they impose upon Geography a pivotal 
role to play in either making of, or falling prey to, History. This discussion via literature 
provides strong evidence for the case that fictional islands can sometimes play a 
greater role in scale as well as in scope than real islands. Whether or not Morchiladze 
actually read Aksyonov and was inspired by it is beside the point here, though this 
is strongly suggested by his description of how the Soviet regime censored Santa 
Esperanza as enemy territory despite the maverick Valodia Nebieridze’s scholarship, 
and Stalin saw it as the dangerous outpost of capitalism on his doorstep (Morchiladze, 
2016, Brombeere 1, p. 8). More importantly, two writers a generation apart writing in 
different languages and entirely different contexts, but with their converging stylistic 
attributes, resorted to the same literary device, i.e., altering geography to see what 
effect it would produce on the course of history unfolding in a Black Sea environment. 
This is more an effect of the Black Sea on their literary practice, demonstrating us 
their least common denominator, and a connecting thread thereof among their fiction 
indicating continuity, in an otherwise disrupted and transformed world.
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euf ovzereni
(TurqeTi)

rodesad literaturuli sivrce emijneba fizikur geografias: 
aqsionovisa da morCilaZis mier Savi zRvis dakarguli 

kunZulebis Canacvleba

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: aka morCilaZe, Savi zRva, santa esperansa, 
vasili aqsionovi. 

maSin, rodesac mravalricxovani kunZulebi xmelTaSua zRvis 
garSemo arsebuli miwebis damakavSirebel gzebad gamoiyeneboda, 
kunZulebis araarseboba isedac mrisxane, arastumarTmoyvare Sav 
zRvaSi seriozul dabrkolebad iqca. Sav zRvaSi Zalian cotaa kun-
Zuli da kidev ufro cota  – dasaxlebuli.

 Tumca, es CvenTvis kidev ufro aqtualurs xdis im mniS-
vnelovan rols, romelic SeuZliaT iTamaSon e.w. „dakargulma“ 
kunZulebma, Tundac, literaturul, gamogonil  da ara geografi-
ul sivrceSi.

statiaSi gaanalizebulia ori novatoruli romani, romle-
bic erTgvar gamowvevas ugzavnian Savi zRvis geografiis istori-
ul memkvidreobas; gamogonili kunZulebiT avtorebi mkiTxvelis 
warmosaxvas mimarTven im sxva gzebisken, romliTac SesaZloa wa-
suliyo istoria. sxva sityvebiT, rom vTqvaT, qmnin imas, rasac 
istorikosebi da sociologebi „alternatiul istoriad“ an „is-
toriul alternativad“ naTlaven. 

konkretulad, statia exeba vasili aqsionovis romans „kunZu-
li yirimi“ (1981, 1983) da aki morCilaZis „santa esperansas“ (2004, 
2006). pirveli mkiTxvels rTavs kontrfaqtur savarjiSoSi, rom-
lis drosac yirimi iqceva kunZulad sabWoTa ruseTis sanapiro-
ze, STagonebuli komunisturi CineTis mier, romelic SeSfoTebu-
lia damoukidebeli taivaniT. meore romans ki ufro daxvewili 
formulireba aqvs: yirimis omis Semdeg sami kunZuli britanuli 
samflobeloebad iqceva da gadarCeba rogorc TavSesafari mul-
tikulturuli TanaarsebobisaTvis, miuxedavad maTi simyifisa, rac 
swored Sav zRvaSi mdebareobiTaa ganpirobebuli, es kunZulebi ima-
ze did rols TamaSoben istoriis gadakeTebaSi, vidre namdvilma 
kunZulebma SeiZleba iTamaSon.
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mirCa eliade 
(rumineTi)

miTebis struqtura

`cocxali miTis“ mniSvneloba

 ukve naxevar saukuneze metia, rac dasavleli mecnierebi mi-
Tis ganxilvas miudgnen sruliad axali kuTxiT, romelic SesamCne-
vad ewinaaRmdegeba XIX saukuneSi gavrcelebul perspeqtivas. imis 
magivrad, rom termini „miTi“ ganexilaT, uwindeli, tradiciuli 
gagebiT, e.i. rogorc „igavi“, „gamogonili ambavi“, „fiqcia“, XIX sa-
ukuneSi miTma SeiZina igive datvirTva, rac mas hqonda arqaul sa-
zogadoebaSi da sadac igi, piriqiT, „namdvil ambavs“ aRniSnavda. es 
ambavi iyo sakraluli, sanimuSo da niSandoblivi. Tumca, am axalma 
semantikurma Rirebulebam, romelic „miTs“ miakuTvnes, terminis 
gamoyeneba yoveldRiur metyvelebaSi bundovani gaxada. dResdRe-
obiT, es sityva erTdroulad aRniSnavs, rogorc „fiqciasa“ Tu 
„iluzias“, aseve „sakralur tradicias, pirvel gamoRviZebasa Tu 
sanimuSo magaliTs“, rac kargad nacnobia eTnologebis, sociolo-
gebisa Tu religiis istorikosebisaTvis. 

movianebiT, yuradRebas gavamaxvilebT im gansxvavebul mniS-
vnelobaTa istoriaze, romlebic terminma „miTma“ miiRo antikur 
Tu qristianul samyaroSi. sayovelTaod cnobilia, rom qsenofo-
nedan moyolebuli (565-470) – romelmac pirvelma uaryo homero-
sisa da hesiodes mier gamoyenebuli RvTaebebis „miTologiuri“ 
gamovlinebebi – berZnebma droTa ganmavlobaSi daacarieles mi-
Tosi yvelanairi religiuri da metafizikuri Rirebulebisagan. 
daupirispirda ra logoss (logos) da mogvianebiT istorias (historia), 
miTosi  (mythos) gaxda yvlafer imis aRmniSvneli, rasac „realurad 
arseboba ar SeuZlia“. am mxriv, qristianoba yvelafers, rasac ewi-
naaRmdegeboda Tu ar cnobda  Zveli da axali aRTqma, miakuTvnebda 
„tyuilsa“ da „iluzias“. 

„miTis“ Cveneuli gageba (romelic ufro xSiria yoveldRiur 
metyvelebaSi) am mniSvnleobas ar efuZneba. ufro sworad, Cven 
ar gvainteresebs arc is mentaluri stadia da arc is istoriuli 
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momenti, rodesac miTi iqca „fiqciad“. Tavdapirvelad, Cveni Zi-
riTadi interesi Seexeba im sazogadoebebs, romlebSic dRemde, 
miTi aris – an iqna, – „cocxali“ im gagebiT, romliTac igi war-
marTavs adamianebis qcevebs da aZlevs amgvarad Rirebulebasa da 
mniSvnelobas kacobriobis arsebobas. miTebis struqturisa da 
funqciis gageba, tradiciul sazogadoebebSi, ar niSnavs mxolod 
erTi etapis gamovlinebas adamianis azrovnebis istoriaSi, aramed, 
es aseve Tanamedrove adamianebis ukeT gagebasac gulisxmobs.

imisaTvis, rom SemovifargloT konkretuli magaliTiT, ro-
melic exeba okeaniis  „kargos kults“, garTuldeboda mTeli rigi 
seriebis ucnaur qcevaTa interpretacia maTi miTiuri fonis mox-
mobis gareSe. es winaswarmetyveluri da aTaswlovani kultebi 
acxadeben zRapruli da sasixarulo eris dadgomis gardauvalobas. 

adgilobrivebi kvlav Caigdeben xelSi Zalauflebas  TavianT 
kunZulebze da isini aRar imuSaveben, radgan gardacvlilebi dab-
rundebian didebuli gemebiT; es ukanasknelni datvirTulebi iqne-
ba iseTive saqonliT, romliTac datvirTuli iyo giganturi gemebi 
da romelsac, Zvelad, TaTrebi iRebdnen TavianT portebSi. amitom, 
am „kargos kultTa“ umravlesoba moiTxovs, erTis mxriv, Sinaur 
cxovelTa da saWiro saganTa ganadgurebas, meores mxriv, im masSta-
bur maRaziaTa aRmofxvras, sadac mitanil iqneba gardacvlile-
bis mier miwodebuli sakvebi. amgvari qceva gvamcnobs qristes ga-
mocxadebas saqonliT datvirTul gemze; danarCenebi daelodebian 
„amerikis“ mosvlas. daiwyeba axali samoTxiseuli era da kultebis 
wevrebi gaxdebian ukvdavebi. zogierTi kulti gulisxmobs orgieb-
Tan dakavSirebul aqtebsac, vinaidan tradiciulad dadgenili ak-
rZalvebi da adaTebi dakargaven TavianTi arsebobis  mniSvnelobas 
(raison) da adgils dauTmoben absolutur Tavisuflebas. yvela es 
aqti, Tu rwmena aixsneba msoflios dauZlurebis miTiT, romelic 
Seiqmneba axali dabadebiTa da oqros xanis aRdgenis Semdeg – miTi, 
romelzec mogvianebiT gavamaxvilebT interess.

msgavsi qmedebebi ganxorcielda kongoSi 1960 wels qveynis 
damoukideblobis mopovebasTan dakavSirebiT. erT-erT sofelSi, 
winaprebis mier Camoyrili oqros monetebis Sesagroveblad, adgi-
lobrivebma gadaxades saxuravebi qoxebs. moSorebiT ki mxolod 
saflavebisaken mimavali gzebze iZrunes, raTa winaprebisaTvis 
miecaT gza soflamde misaRwevad. orgiul eqscesebs hqonda sayu-
radRebo  mniSvneloba,  vinaidan, miTis mixedviT, axali eris Casax-
vis dasabamidanve yvela qali mxolod kacis sakuTrebad iqceva.

didi albaTobiT, msgavsi tipis faqtebi Zlier iSviaTobad 
iqceva. SegviZlia, vivaraudoT, rom „miTiuri damokidebuleba“ gaq-
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reba Zveli koloniebis politikuri damoukideblobis mopovebis 
Semdeg. magram is, rac momavalSi moxdeba, Cven ver dagvexmareba 
imis gagebaSi, rac arc Tu ise didi xnis win ukve moxda. is, rac 
CvenTvis yvelze niSandoblivia, pirvel rigSi, esaa msgavs ucnaur 
qmedebaTa mniSvnelobis dadgena, am eqscesTa mizezebis gamovle-
na da maTi gamarTlebis povna. vinaidan, yovelives gageba niSnavs, 
isini vaRiaroT, rogorc adamianuri saqcielebi, kulturaTa faq-
tebi, gonebis SemoqmedebiToba  – da ara, ubralod, instinqtTa pa-
Tologiur gamovlinebaTa mozRvaveba, cxoveluri Tu bavSvuri bu-
nebis gamovlineba. sxva alternativa arc arsebobs: iZulebulebi 
varT, an vuaryoT, SevamciroT, an daviviwyoT amgvari eqscesebi 
maTi „velurobis“ garkveul gamovlinebebad miCneviT, romlebic 
aucielbad gaqreba, rodesac moxdeba tomebis „civilizacia“; an 
unda vaiZuloT sakuTari Tavebi, gavigoT winare, miTTan dakav-
Sirebuli damokidebulebebi, romlebic xsnian, amarTleben amgvar 
gamovlinebebs da maT miakuTvneben religiur mniSvnleobas. swo-
red es ukanaskneli mosazreba ipyrobs Cvens interessac.  mxolod 
istoriul-religiur perspeqtivaSi SeiZleba msgavsi qmedebebis 
ganxilva,   rogorc   kulturaTa   garkveuli    faqtebi,  kargaven   ra 
isini TavianT monstrul Tu azrovnebas moklebul qcevas, bavSvur 
TamaSs Tu wminda instinqtur saqciels.

„pirvelyofil miTologiaTa“ interesi

xmelTaSuazRvispireTsa Tu aziaSi gavrcelebul yvela did 
religias gaaCnia sakuTari miTologia. miuxedavad amisa, miTebis 
ganxilva sjobs berZnuli, antikuri Tu induri miTologiebis gan-
xilvis gareSe. 

berZnul miTTa umravlesoba moyolil iqna hesiodesa da 
homerosis, aseve rapsodistebisa da miTografebis mier, ramac ga-
napiroba maTi Secvla da sistematizireba. axlo aRmosavleTsa 
da indoeTSi gavrcelebuli miTologiebi saTuTad iqna inter-
pretirebuli da SemuSavebuli konkretuli Teologebisa da ri-
tulistebis wyalobT. savaraudoa, rom zemodCamoTvlilma did-
ma miTologiebma sawyis etapze dakarga TavianTi pirveladi mniS-
vneloba, „miTiuri substancia“ da iqca mxolod „literaturad“, 
an momdevno safexurze, arqaul sazogadoebaTa tradiciuli mi-
Tologiebi ar Secvlila moZRvrebisa da qurumebis mier. iseve, 
rogorc didma miTologiebma daasrules imiT, rom gadacemul 
iqnen Taobidan Taobas damwerlobiTi gziT (naweri teqstebiT), 
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„pirvelyofil“ miTologiebs,  romlebic zepirsityvierad Seity-
ves  uZvelesma  mogzaurebma, misionerebma  Tu  eTnografebma,  ga-
aCnia „istoria“;  sxvagvarad  rom  vTqvaT,  saukuneTa  ganmavlobaSi  
isini   gamravalferovdnen  da   gamdidrdnen  sxvadasxva,  maTze  upi-
ratesi kulturaTa gavleniT. aseve savaraudoa, rom am faqts xeli 
Seuwyves iSviaTi niWiT dajildoebulma zogierTma mgosanma Tu 
Semoqmedma. 

amavdroulad, umjobesia, daviwyoT arqauli sazogadoebis 
miTebis ganxilviT, rasac, savaraudod, mohyveba im xalxTa miTo-
logiaze msjeloba, romelTac mniSvnelovani roli iTamaSes is-
toriaSi. miuxedavad droTa ganmavlobaSi momxdari cvlilebebi-sa, 
„pirvelyofilebis“ miTebi kvlav aireklaven pirveloyofas (pir-
velad yofas). saqme exeba im sazogadoebebs, romlebSic miTebi dRem-
de cocxlobs da sadac yvelanairi adamianuri qmedeba miTebzea 
damokidebuli, sadac miTebi amarTlebs nebismier saqciels. miTe-
bis rolisa da funqciis gansazRvra xelewifebad (an ase iyo uax-
loes xanamde) eTnologebs. arqaul sazogadoebaTa calkeul miT-
Tan Tu ritualTan  dakavSirebiT, SesaZlebeli gaxda adgilobriv-
Ta mier maTi gamokiTxva da im mniSvnleobebis gageba, garkveuli 
doziT mainc, romelsac isini maT aniWeben. cxadia, rom es „cocxali 
dokumentebi“, romlebic Caweril iqna adgilze kvlevis procesSi, 
ver Wris Cvens yvela sirTules,  magram maT SeswevT unari, sworad 
dagvasmevinon problemis sakiTxi, e.i. ganvixiloT miTi mis socio-
religiur konteqstSi.

 

miTis ganmartebis mcdeloba

rTulia miTisaTvis im ganmartebis misadageba, romelic misa-
Rebi iqneboda yvela mecnierisaTvis da, amavdroulad, araspeci-
alistebisTvisac. Tumca, SesaZlebelia ki, vipovnoT, Tundac, er-
Ti ganmarteba, romelic pasuxs gascemda miTis yvela funqciasa 
da tips ama Tu im arqaul da tradiciul sazogadoebaSi? miTi aris 
ukiduresad rTuli kulturuli realoba, romlis ganxilva da in-
terpretireba mravalganzomilebian perspeqtivaSia SesaZlebeli.

piradad CemTvis, ganmarteba, romelic yvelaze misaRebad 
mimaCnia, misi moculobidan gamomdinare, aris Semdegi: miTi yveba 
sakralur ambavs; is aireklavs im qmedebas, romelsac adgili hqon-
da winare warsulSi, „samyaros sawyis“ zRaprul droSi. sxvagvarad 
rom vTqvaT, miTi yveba, Tu rogor SemoaRwia  realobam arsebobaSi 
zebunebriv arsebaTa Rvawlis wyalobiT; iqneba es totaluri re-
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aloba, kosmosi, Tu mxolod erTi monakveTi, frangmenti: kunZu-
li, mcenaris garkveuli saxeoba, adamianuri damokidebuleba, kon-
kretuli institucia. aRniSnuli ki kvlav „dabadebis“ (Sesaqmis) 
TxzulebasTan gvabrunebs: moyolilia, Tu rogor gaCnda konkre-
tuli subieqti da obieqti, Tu rogor daiwyo man arseboba am 
qveynad. miTi mxolod realurad  momxdarze mogviTxrobs, imaze, 
rasac adgili aSkarad hqonda. miTebis personaJebi zebunebrivi 
arsebebi arian. isini cnobilebi xdebian samyaros „sawyis etapze“ 
Cadenili RvawliTa Tu saqmeebiT. miTebi amJRavneben Tavian Semoq-
medebiTobas da avlenen TavianTi Semoqmedebis sakralurobas (an, 
martivad rom vTqvaT, „zebunebrivobas“). mokled, miTebi yvebian 
zogjer gansxvavebulze, zogjer dramatulze, sakralursa da ze-
bunebrivze,  romelic  samyaroSi  arsebobda.  swored  es  ukanaskne-
li ayalibebs realurad msoflios iseTad, rogoric is dResaa. 
metic: swored amgvar zebunebriv arsebaTa Carevis Sedegad gaxda 
admiani iseTi, rogoric is amJamadaa – mokvdavi da kulturuli 
arseba, romelsac, amavdroulad, gaaCnia sqesic. 

momavalSi saSualeba gveqneba, SevavsoT da ganvmartotT zogi-
erTi pirveladi miniSneba, magram saWiroa imis dauyonebliv xaz-
gasma, rac yvelaze umTavresad migvaCnia: miTi, romelic miCneulia 
sakralur ambad, maSasadame, „namdvil istoriazec“ mogviTxrobs, 
radgan is yovelTvis realobebs miemarTeba. kosmogoniuri miTi 
„namdvilia“, vinaidan is mowmobs msoflios arsebobas; sikvdilis 
gaCenis miTic „namdvilia“, vinaidan amas adamianis mokvdavoba adas-
turebs da a.S.

faqti, rom miTi asaxavs zebunebriv arsebaTa „Jestebsa“ 
(gesta) da maTi Zalauflebebis sakralur manifestaciebs, miTs 
sZens adamianuri, mniSvnelovani qmedebebebis sanimuSo magaliTis 
funqcias. rodesac misioner-eTnologi k. strehlou ekiTxeboda 
aruntanel (Australiens Arunta) avstralielebs, Tu ratom aRniSnavd-
nen isini zogierT dResaswauls, isini mas ucvlelad pasuxobd-
nen: „imitom, rom winaprebma amgvarad moiTxoves“.1 axali gvineis 
tomebi, kaiebi, TavianTi cxovrebis stilisa da muSaobis Secvlis 
winaaRmdegebi iyvnen, rasac isini Semdegnairad xsnidnen: „swored 
ase iqceodnen nemusebi (miTiuri winaprebi) da Cvenc igivenairad 
vagrZelebT~.2 erT-erTi ceremoniis amgvar detalTan dakavSire-

1 C. Strehlow, Die Aranda-und Loritija-Stamme in Zentral-Australien, vol. III, p.1; cf. Lucien Lévy-
Bruhl, La Mythologie primitive (Paris, 1935), p.123. Voir aussi T.G.H Strehlow, Aranda Traditions 
(Melbourne UniversityPress, 1947), p.6.
2 CH. Keysser,cité par Richard Thurnwald, Die Eingeborenen Australiens und der Sudseeinseln 
(Religionsgeschichtliches Lesebuch, 8, Tubingen, 1927)p.28.
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biT, kiTxva dausves momReral navahos, raTa aexsna mizezi, man ki 
upasuxa: „vinaidan Tavdapirvelad wminda xalxma ase gaakeTa“.1 
Cvenc zustad analogiur gamarTlebas vpoulobT pirvelyofil 
tibeturi tomebis ritualTan dakavSirebiTac, romelsac Tan 
sdevda locva: „rogorc samyaros Seqmnis pirvelive dRidan  moxda, 
Cvenc aseve unda SevwiroT (...) rogorc Cvenma winaprebma gaakeTes 
mravali saukunis win, iseve vakeTebT Cvenc dRes“.2 hindus tomebis 
Teologoebisa da ritualistebis gamarTlebac arafriT gansxvav-
deba am mosazrebebisagan. „Cvenc ise unda gavakeToT, rogorc ga-
akeTes RmerTebma samyaros dasabamidan“ (satapaTa brahmana, VII, 2, 
1, 4). `ase moiqcnen RmerTebi, ase iqcevian adamianebi“ (taitiriia 
brahmana, 1, 5, 9, 43).

rogorc ukve vnaxeT,4 adamianis profanuli qcevebi da qme-
debebic ki damokidebulia zebunebriv arsebaTa saqcielze. navaho-
ebTan, „qalebi iZulebulni arian, dasxdnen ise, rom fexebi erT-
maneTis qveS moaqcion, xolo gverdiT, mamakacebma unda gadaajva-
redinon kidurebi, vinaidan dasabamidan, qali da monstrebis 
mkvleli amgvar poziciaSi isxdnen“.5 erT-erTi avstraliuri to-
mebis, karajerebis miTiuri tradiciis mixedviT, yvelanairi ada-
Ti, yvelanairi damokidebuleba damkvidrda „sizmris dros“, ori 
zebunebrivi arsebis mier (magaliTad, wesi, Tu rogor unda moixar-
Sos zogierTi marcvali, an rogor unda gandevno, joxis daxmare-
biT, cxoveli, kuWSi gasvlisas misaRebi poza da a.S.).6

vfiqrob, aRaraa saWiro danarCeni magaliTebis moyvana. ro-
gorc „maradiuli dabrunebis miTSi“ vaCveneT da rogorc ukeTe-
sad SemdgomSi vixilavT, miTis umTavresi funqciaa adamianisTvis 
mniSvnelovani ritualebisa da yvela qmedebis sanimuSo magaliTe-
bis Cveneba: saqme exeba kvebasa Tu qorwinebas, samsaxurs, ganaTle-
bas, xelovnebasa Tu sibrZnes. es koncefcia araa ugulebelsayofi 
arqauli sazogadoebis wevri adamianis gagebisaTvis, rasac mogvi-
anebiT ganvixilavT.

1 Clyde Kluckhohn, “Myths and Rituals: A General Theory” (Harvard Theological Review, vol. 
XXXV,1942, pp. 45-79), p.66. Cf. ibid. d’autres exemples.
2 Matias Hermanns, The Indo-Tibetans ( Bombay, 1954), pp.66 sq.
3 ix. M. Eliade, Le Mythe de l’Eternel Retour (Paris, 1949), pp.44 sq (The Myth of the Eternal 
Return, New York, 1954, pp. 21 sq)
4 Le Mythe de l’Etrenel Retour, pp. 53 sq.
5 Clyde Kluckholm, op. cit., p. 61, citant W.W. Hill, The Agricultural and Hunting Methods of the 
Navaho Indians (New Haven, 1938), p. 179.
6 Cf. m. Eliade, Mythes, rêves et mystères (Paris, 1957), pp. 255-256.
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„namdvili ambavi“ – „mcdari ambavi“

unda aRvniSnoT, rom im sazogadoebebSi, sadac miTi isev cocx-
lobs, adgilobrivebi ganasxvaveben miTebs – „namdvil ambebs“ – iga-
vebisa Tu zRaprebisagan, romelsac isini uwodeben „cru ambebs“.

pavnes tomebi „ganarCeven „nadmvil ambebs“ da „mcdar ambebs“. 
isini  yvelafers, rac samyaros warmoSobaze  mogviTxrobs, aigive-
ben namdvil ambebTan; maTi monawileebi arian RvTiuri, zebunebri-
vi, ciuri Tu kosmiuri arsebebi. Semdeg modis iseTi zRaprebi, 
romlebic mogviTxroben erovnuli gmiris daujerebel, zRaprul 
ambebze, erT axalgazrda mamakacze, warmoSobiT dabali fenidan, 
romelic  gaxda Tavisi xalxis  gadamrCeneli  da  romelmac adamiane-
bi monstrebisagan gaaTavisufla, gamoglija ra isini xelidan Sim-
Sils Tu sxva ubedurebebs da romelsac, amas garda, sxva keTil-
sindisier ambebsa da Rvawls miaweren. Semdeg modis ambebi, romle-
bic mogviTxrobs eqimze (medicine-men) da xsnis, Tu rogor moaxer-
xa ama Tu im jadoqarma zebunebrivi Zalauflebis SeZena, rogor 
Caisaxa SamanTa esa Tu is asociacia. „mcdar“ ambebad ki miCneulia 
isini, romlebic yveba koiotis, vakis mglis Tavgadasavlebsa da sa-
siqadulo saqmeebze. mokled, „namdvil“ istoriebSi saqme gvaqvs 
sakralurTan an zebunebrivTan; xolo „mcdar“ ambebSi, piriqiT, 
profanul SinaarsTan, radgan koioti ukiduresad popularulia 
am miTologiaSi iseve, rogorc danarCen sxva, Crdilo-amerikul  
miTologiebSi, sadac is gvevlineba SeniRbul, gamyidvel da moRa-
late, gamomrCenel da gaiZvera arsebad.1

paralelurad, Serokes tomebi ansxvaveben sakralur miTebsa 
(kosmogonia, planetaTa warmoSoba, sikvdilis gaCena) da profa-
nul istoriebs, romlebic xnsian, magaliTad, cxovelTa zogierT 
anatomiur Tu fiziologiur cnobismoyvareobas. igive gansxvave-
ba xdeba afrikaSic: hereros tomebi miiCneven, rom is istoriebi, 
romlebic yveba tomebis sxvadasxva dajgufebis warmoSobis Sesa-
xeb, aris namdvili, vinaidan, isini asaxaven iseT ambebs, romlebic 
namdvilad moxda, im dros, rodesac metnakelbad komikur zRaprebs 
aranairi safuZveli ar gaaCnia. rac Seexeba togos adgilobriv 
mkvidrT, isini Taviani dasabamis miTebs „absoliturad realur“ 
ambebad miiCneven.2 

swored am mizezidan gamomdinare, SeuZlebelia miTebs mivud-
geT gulgrilad. uamrav tomSi, miTebs ar yvebian bavSvebisa da 

1 R. Pettazzoni, Essays on the History of Religion(Leiden, 1954), pp. 11-12. Cf. aussi Werner 
Muller, Die REligionene der Waldlandindianer Nordamerikas (Berlin, 1956), p. 42
2 R. Pettazzoni, op.cit., p.13.
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qalebis winaSe, e.i. iseT arsebebTan, romlebic an cxovrebas mxolod 
exla iwyeben, an arian ucodinrebi. zogadad, moxuci maswavleblebi 
miTebs acnoben religiaSi jerjerobiT araganswavlul xalxs, rom-
lebic didi xani araa, rac moinaTlnen, im dros, rodesac bunebaSi 
ganmartovdebian xolme, rac maTi pirveli ziarebaa. r. pidingtoni 
karajerebTan dakavSirebiT aRniSnavs: „sakraluri miTebi, rom-
lebsac ar SeiZleba, rom icnobdes qali, miemarTeba (exeba) Ziri-
Tadad kosmogonias da gansakuTrebiT, iniciaciaTa cremoniebis 
institucias.1 

im dros, rodesac „mcdari ambebis“ moTxroba  nebismier dro-
sa da adgilasaa SesaZlebeli, miTebis moyola mxolod sakraluri 
drois garkveul monakveTSia daSvebuli (ZiriTadad, Semodgomis 
an zamTris ganmavlobaSi, da mxolod RamiT2). es adaT-wesi Semo-
naxulia im xalxebSic, romlebmac arqaul kulturaTa stadias 
ukve gauswres. monRol-TurqebTan da tibetelebTan, jesoris 
ciklis epikur simReraTa daswavla unda moxdes mxolod RamiT da 
zamTarSi. „swavla gaigivebulia momxibvlel ZalauflebasTan. is 
nebismieri saxis upiratesobis mopovebis saSualebas iZleva, maga-
liTad, rogoricaa omSi Tu nadirobisas mopovebuli warmateba (...). 
swavlis dawyebamde haerSi afrqveven specialurad momzadebul, 
moxaluli  qeris  marcvlis fqvils. msmenelebi sxedan garSemo. bar-
di (saxalxo mTqmeli, mgosani) epopeas ramodenime dRis ganmavlo-
baSi warmoTqvams. rogorc amboben, Zvelad, am dros jesaris cxenis 
nafexurebs xedavdnen haerSi. amgvarad, swavala realuri gmiris 
gamocxadebis winapiroba iyo.3 

ras gvimxels miTebi

adgilobrivi tomebis mier „namdvili“ da „mcdari“ ambebis gar-
Ceva sayudardReboa. TxrobaTa orgvari kategoria warmogvidgens 
iseT „istoriebs“, romelTac adgili hqonda Soreul da daujerebel 
warsulSi. miuxedavad imisa, iyvnen Tu ara miTebis mTavari moq-
medi gmirebi RmerTebi da zebunebrivi arsebebi, an zRaprebis ja-
dosnuri cxovel-personaJebi, maT hqondaT erTi saerTo: isini ar 
miekuTvnebodnen yoveldRiur samyaros. amave dros, adgilobrivi 
tomebi mixvdnen, rom saqme exeboda radikalurad gansxvavebul 
„istoriebs“. vinaidan, yvelaferi, rac moTxrobilia miTebSi, maT 

1 R.Piddington, cité par L. Lévy-Bruhl, p.115.Sur les cérémonies d’initiation, cf Eliade, Naissance 
mystiques (Paris, 1959).
2 ix. Des exemples dans R. Pettazzoni, op. cit., p. 14, n. 15.
3 R.A. Stein, Recherches sur l’epopee et la barde au Tribet (Paris, 1959), pp. 318-319.
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pirdapir exeba im dros, rodesac, zRaprebi da igavebi miemarTeba 
iseT qmedebebs, romlebmac samyaroSi cvlilebebis Semotanis mi-
uxedavad, ver Secvales adamianebis roli1 (zogierT cxovelTa ana-
tomiuri Tu fsiqologiuri Taviseburebani).

marTlac, miTebi yvebian ara mxolod samyaros, cxovelebis, 
mcenareebisa Tu adamianebis warmoSobaze, aramed, yvela im wina-
pirobazec, romelic win uZRvoda adamianis iseT arsebad Camoya-
libebas, rogoric is dResaa, e.i. mokvdavi arseba, romelsac gaaC-
nia sqesi, morgebulia sazogadoebas, iZulebulia, imuSaos, raTa 
icxovros da romelic iTvalswinebs garkveul wesebs. Tu msoflio 
arsebobs, Tu adamiani arsebobs, es imitom, rom odesRac zebuneb-
rivma arsebebma ganaxorcieles SemoqmedebiTi aqti. magram sruli-
ad sxva qmedebebs hqonda adgili kosmogoniisa da anTropogoniis 
Semdeg, da adamiani, iseTi, rogoric is dResaa, miTiuri movlene-
bis pirdapiri Sedegi,  arsebobs swored am qmedebebis Sedegad. is 
mokvdavia, radgan  raRac  moxda in illo  tempore.  es rom  ar  momxdari-
yo, adamiani  ar  iqneboda  mokvdavi:  is  iarsebebda  ganusazRvreli  
vadiT,   rogorc   qvebi,  an  is  periodulad  gamoicvlida  tyavs,   ro-
gorc gvelebi, ris Semdegac cxovrebis ganaxlebasac SesZlebda da 
es usasrulod  gagrZeldeboda.  magram  sikvdilis  gaCenis  miTi 
gviyveba, Tu  ra moxda  in illo tempore   da  aRwers ra am ambavs, xsnis, Tu
ratomaa adamiani mokvdavi. 

paralelurad, zogierTi tomis cxovrobaSi umniSvnelovanesi 
adgili uWiravs Tevzaobas, es ki imitom xdeba, rom miTiur epoqaSi, 
erTma zebunebrvma arsebam aswavla maT winaprebs Tevzis daWera 
da momzadeba. miTi gviyveba pirveli Tevzaobis Sesaxeb, romelic 
Seasrula zebunebrvma arsebam, es faqti, amavdroulad, zebunebriv 
aqtzec mogviTxrobs, Tu rogor aswavla man adamianebs ukve Tavad 
gaekeTebinaT igive da gamokevebaT sakuTari Tavi igive gziT.

magaliTebis raodenobis gazrda martivadaa SesaZlebeli. mag-
ram is magaliTebi, romlebic win gviZRvoda, mowmobs, Tu ratomaa 
arqauli adamianisaTvis miTi maRali Rirebulebis matarebeli, es 
ki im dros, rodesac zRaprebi da igavebi arafer msgavss ar exeba. 
miTi adamians aswavlis, Tu ram ganapiroba igi eqzistencialurad, 
da yvelaferi, rasac kavSiri aqvs mis arsebobasTan da mis pirad 
damokidebulebasTan kosmosSi, mas pirdapir exeba.

1 udavoa, rom is, rac konkretul tomSi „realur ambadaa“ miCneuli, SeiZleba 
mezobel tomSi „mcdari ambavis“ aRmniSvneli gaxdes. „demiTizacia“ jer kidev 
arqaul kulturaTa etapze iyo cnobili. mniSvnelovani isaa, rom „pirvelyo-
filebi“ yovelTvis grZnoben miTTa („namdvil ambebs“) Sorisa da zRaprebsa Tu 
legendebs („mcdar ambebs“) Soris arsebul  gansxvavebebs. Cf appendice I (“Les my-
thes et les contes de fées”).
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male vnaxavT im Sedegebs, romlebic mohyva amgvar calmxriv 
koncefcias arqauli adamianis qmedebis warmarTvisaTvis. aqve aR-
vniSnoT, rom iseve, rogorc Tanamedrove adamiani miiCnevs sakuTar 
Tavs sakuTarive  istoriiT  ganpirobebulad,  arqaul  sazogadoeba-
Ta adamianic Tavs garkveuli raodenobis miTiuri movlenebis 
Sedegad  Seqmnil arsebad aRiqvams. arc erTi da arc meore, ar miiC-
nevs sakuTar Tavs „Seqmnil“ arsebad, rogoricaa magaliTad gark-
veuli daniSnulebis mqone sagnebi. Tanamedrove adamiani amgvar 
ganmartebas SemogvTavazebda: is, rac dRes var, ganpirobebulia 
im garkveuli raodenobis qmedebidan gamomdinare, romelic win 
miZRvoda, magram es movlenebi SesaZlebeli gaxda imitom, rom 
soflis meurneobam aRorZineba daiwyo 8000-9000 wlis win da imi-
tom, rom urbanuli civilizaciebi ganviTardnen antikur axlo-
aRmosavleTSi, radgan aleqsandre didma daipyro azia da avgusti-
nem daarsa romis imperia, radgan galileom da niutonma moaxdines 
samyaros koncefciis revolucia, daudes ra dasabami mecnierul 
aRmoCenebs da moamzades ra industiruli sazogadoebis Casaxvis 
niadagi, vinaidan, safrangeTis revolucias hqonda adgili da vina-
idan Tavisuflebis, demokratiisa da socialuri samarTlianobis  
ideebma  SeZra dasavluri  samyaro  napoleonis brZolebis Semdeg, 
da a.S.

analogiurad SeeZlo, eTqva „pirvelyofils“: iseTad, rogo-
ric dRes var, maqcia im mTelma rigma movlenebma, rasac Cemamde 
hqonda adgili. ubralod, amasTan erTad, man maSinve unda dasZi-
nos Semdegi: miTiur warsulSi, sakralur ambavTan dakavSirebul  
momxdar movlenebSi monawile pirovnebebi,  iyvnen ara Cveulebri-
vi mokvdavebi, aramed, zebunebrivi arsebebi. metic, im dros, rode-
sac Tanamedrove adamiani, romelic sakuTar Tavs universaluri 
istoriis Sedegad Camoyalibebul arsebad miiCnevs, mas ar cnobs 
missave globalur wiaRSi, mxolod arqauli sazogadoebis warmo-
madgeneli  adamiania  iZulebuli,  gaixsenos sakuTari tomis mi-
Tiuri  istoria,  Tumca,  sakmaod  didi  raodenobiT,  igi  aaqtualu-
rebs mas periodulad. gansxvaveba, romelic SegviZlia, gamovavli-
noT arqaul da Tanamedrove adamians Soris Semdegia: qmedebaTa 
gardauvaloba, romelic Tanamedrove adamianisaTvis istoriis erT-
erTi niSania, „pirvelyofilisaTvis“ warmoudgeneli ramaa. 

konstantinopoli dapyrobil iqna Turqebis mier 1453 wels 
da bastilia 1789 wlis 14 ivliss daeca. es movlenebi ukve moxda da 
maTi Tavidan arideba SeuZlebelia. udavoa, rom 14 ivlisi, romelic 
safrangeTis respublikis erovnuli dResaswauli gaxda, gvaxse-
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nebs bastiliis aRebas, magram istoriul movlenas, rogorc aseTs, 
adamianebi aRar aaqtualureben.1 arqauli adamianisTvis ki piriqiT, 
is, rac moxda ab origine, mudam imsaxurebs gaxsenebas ritualebis 
msvlelobisas. e.i.misTvis mTavari miTebis codnaa. ara imitom, rom 
miTebi mas pasuxs scemen samyaros warmoSobasa da sakuTar arsebo-
baze pasuxis gasacemad, aramed, pirvel rigSi imitom, rom maTi 
gaxsenebiT,  maTi  gaaqtualurebiT,  mas  SeuZlia,  gaimeoros  is,  ra-
sac akeTebdnen RmerTebi, gmirebi da winaprebi  ab origine. vicnobdeT 
miTebs, niSnavs amovxsnaT saidumlo, romelic imaleba saganTa Tu 
movlenaTa  miRma. sxvagvarad  rom  vTqvaT,  vityobT ara mxolod 
imas,  Tu  rogor  gaCndnen  nivTebi,  aramed,  imasac,  Tu  sad  vipovoT 
da rogor SevqmnaT isini xelaxla rodesac gauCinardebian. 

ras niSnavs, „vicnobdeT miTs“

avstraliuri sakulto miTebi xSirad, sakmaod monotonurad, 
aRweren miTiuri winaprebisa Tu sakulto cxovelebis gadaadgi-
lebebs.  moTxrobilia  Tu  rogor gaCndnen dedamiwaze es zebuneb-
rivi  arsebebi da wamoiwyes xangrZlivi mogzaurobebi „ocnebis 
epoqaSi“ (alcheringa), anu miTiur xanaSi, Tu rogor Cerdebodnen zog-
jer, raTa SeecvalaT peizaJi an gaeCinaT zogierTi cxoveli Tu 
mcenare, aseve aRwerilia, Tu rogor gauCinardnen isini sabolood 
dedamiwidan. magram es miTebi mxolod avstralielTa cxovrebis-
Tvisaa gankuTvnili. amgvari miTebi maT aswavlis, Tu rogor ga-
imeoron zebunebriv SemoqmedTa qcevebi (Jestebi) da, amgvarad, 
uzrunvelyon ama Tu im mcenarisa da cxovelis gamravleba. 

es miTebi dakavSirebulia neofitebis religiasTan ziare-
basTan. SesaZlebelia, igi mxolod „sazeimod aRniSnon“, anu gaa-
aqtualuron. „rodesac axalgazrda mamakacebi sxvadasxva cere-
moniaTa gavlis Semdeg eziarebian TavianT religias, maT winaSe 
aRniSnaven ceremoniTa mTel serias, romlebic iseve arian warmod-
genilni, rogorc kultebi, - zogierTi ganmasxvaveblobis gaTva-
liswinebiT, – ar isaxaven miznad im kultTa (totem) gazrdasa da gam-
ravlebas, romlesac saqme exeba, aramed, maTi mizania mxolod imis 
Cveneba,  Tu  rogor unda aRniSnon sazeimod es kultebi maT, vinc 
aRsazrdelia, an vinc esesaa aRzardes adamianur rangSi“.2 

rogorc vxedavT, miTis mier moTxrobili „ambavi“ ezoteruli 

1 Cf. Mythes, rêves et mystères, pp. 27 sq.
2 C. Strehlow, Die Aranda – und Loritja-Stamme, vol. III. P. 1-2; L. Levy-Bruhl,  op. cit., p.123. Sur 
les initiations de puberté en Australie, cf. Naissance mystiques, pp.25.
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wesrigis „codnas“ Seesabameba ara mxolod imitom, rom is saidum-
loa da misi gadacema iniciaciis procesSi mimdinareobs, aramed, 
vinaidan, am codnas Seswevs magiur-religiuri Zala. marTlac, vi-
codeT zogierTi saganis, cxovelis, mcenarisa Tu sxvaTa wamoSobis 
Sesaxeb,  niSnavs,  SegveZlos  maTze  magiuri  gavlenis  moxdena,  rom-
lis wyalobTac ZalgviZs maTi marTva, gamravleba Tu Cveni survi-
lisamebr warmoeba. ernard nordenskioldi gvTavazobs ramode-
nime metyvel magaliTs kunas indielebis tomebze dayrdnobiT. 
maTi rwmenis mixedviT, bednierma monadirem icis nanadirevis war-
moSobis ambavi. da Tu adamians ZaluZs zogierTi cxovelis moSi-
naureba, es imitom, rom magiiis mimdevrebi icnoben maTi Seqmnis 
saidumlos. aseve, maT xelewifebaT gaxurebuli rkinis xelSi daWera 
an Sxamiani gvelebis xeliT moxrCoba. nordenskioldi yveba, Tu 
rogor axerxebs „kunas erT sofelSi, tientikSi, ToTxmeti wlis bi-
Wi cecxlSi Sevardnas mxolod imitom, rom gaTviTcnobierebulia 
cecxlis Seqmnis mTel momxibvlelobaSi. perezs xSirad unaxavs, Tu 
rogor  eWiraT adamianebs xeliT gaxurebuli rkina da amave xele-
biT sresdnen gvelebs“.1

axla ki ganvixiloT erT-erTi rwmenis Sesaxeb, romelic sak-
maod gavrcelebulia zogierT kulturaSi. magaliTad, timorSi, 
rodesac saqme exeba brinjis marcvleulis damuSavebas. adamiani, 
romelic kargad icnobs brinjTan dakavSirebul miTiur tradici-
ebs,  „Rame Sedis plantaciis maxloblad gaSenebul qoxSi raTa moy-
ves legenda,  romelic  xsnis, Tu rogor gaCnda brinji (warmoSo-
bis miTi)... isini, vinc amas asruleben, ar arian moZRvrebi“.2 msgav-
si legendis gaxsenebiT, brinjs, TiTqos, aiZuleben, gaxdes ufro 
srulyofili, ufro Zlieri da nayofieri, rogoric is gaCnda sul 
Tavdapirvelad. mas ki ar axseneben sakuTari warmoSobis istori-
as, raTa „aswavlon“, Tu rogor unda moiqces, aramed, magiurad 
aiZuleben, daubrundes sakuTar sawyiss, e.i. gaimeoros Tavisi sa-
nimuSo magaliTi. 

kalevala yveba, Tu rogor daiWra mZimed moxuci vainamoineni 
maSin, rodesac is dakavebuli iyo patara gemis mSeneblobiT. maSin, 
„man daiwyo sakuTari Tavis gankurneba ise, rogorc es sCvviaT 
magiuri Zalis mqone eqimbaSebs. man imRera Tavisi daWris mizezis 
warmoSobis Sesaxeb, magram man ver SeZlo, gaexsenebina sityvebi, 
romlebic yvebodnen cecxlis warmoSobaze, sityvebi, romlebsac 
zustad SeeZlo ganekurna naWrilobevi~. sabolood, mas Semdeg, 

1 E. Nordenskiold, “Faiseurs de miracles et voyants chez les indiens Cuna” (Revista del instituto de 
Ethnologia, Tucuman, vol. II, 1982),p. 464 ; Levy-bruhl, op.cit., p.118.
2 A.C.Kruyt, cité par Lévy – Bruhl, op. cit., p.119.
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rac daxmarebis Zieba magiis sxva mimdevrebTan daiwyo, vainamoinenma 
daiyvira: „axla maxsovs, Tu rogor gaCnda rkina!“ da man daiwyo 
Semdegi Txzulebis moyola: „haeri pirvelia dedaTa Soris. wyali 
aris ufrosi Zma, cecxli aris umcrosi da rkina am samTagan yvela-
ze axalgazrdaa. ukkom, didma Semoqmedma, daacalkeva wyali da miwa 
erTmaneTs da gaaCina qviSa sazRvao regionebSi, magram rkina jer 
ar arsebobda. maSin man gaaxura xelis gulebi marcxena  muxlze. ase 
gaCnda sami feria, romlebic rkinis dedebad iqcnen“.1 aRvniSnoT, 
rom, am magaliTSi, rkinis warmoSobis miTi miekuTvneba kosmogo-
niur miTs da garkveulwilad, mas agrZelebs kidec. Cven aq viniS-
navT miTebis specifiur  niSnebs  da amis Seswavlas momdevno Taveb-
Si ganvagrZobT.

azri imis Sesaxeb, rom wamals mxolod maSin SeuZlia moqme-
deba, rodesac cnobilia misi warmoSobis ambavi, Zalian gavrcele-
buli iyo. moviSvelioT kvlav erland nordenskioldis sityvebi: 
„TiToeul magiur simReras win unda uZRvodes momajadoebeli sity-
vebi, romlebic yveba gamoyenebuli wamlis warmoSobaze, sxvagva-
rad, igi  ar imoqmedebs;  an  imisaTvis,  rom  wamlis  simReram  moaxdi-
nos Tavisi efeqti, cnobili unda iyos mcenaris saxeoba, unda vi-
codeT, Tu rogor gaaCina igi pirvelma qalma“.2 na-xis ritualur 
simRerebSi,  romelic   gamoaqveyna  J. f.  rokim,  mkafiodaa  naTqvami: 
„Tu ar viciT wamlis warmoSobis ambavi, igi ar unda gamoviyenoT“.3 
an Tuki araa cnobili misi warmoSobis ambavi, maSin arc unda vi-
laparakoT masze“.4

Semdeg TavebSi vnaxavT, rogorc es vainamoinenis miTis Sem-
TxvevaSi moxda da romelic zemoT vaxseneT, Tu rogoraa wamlebis 
warmoSoba mWidrod dakavSirebuli msoflios warmoSobaze msje-
lobisas. aqve mivuTiToT, rom saqme exeba zogad koncefcias, ro-
melic Semdegnairad SegviZlia, CamovayaliboT: ar SegviZlia ri-
tualis Catareba im SemTxvevaSi, Tu ar vicnobT misi „warmoSobis“ 
ambavs, e.i. miTi, romelic yveba, rogor iqna is Catarebuli Tav-
dapirvlad. damkrZalavi ceremoniis msvlelobisas, Samaani na-xi, 
dto-mba, mReris:  

axla Cven gavacilebT gardacvlils da 
isev gamovcdiT tkivils,

1 Aili Kolehmainen Johnson, Kalevala. A Prose translation from the Finnish(Hancock, Michigan, 
1950), pp. 53 sq.
2 E. Nordenskiold, “La conception de l’ame chez les indiens Cuna de l’Isthme de Panama” (Journal 
des Americanistes, N.S., t 24, 1932, pp. 5-30), p.14.
3 J.F. Rock, The Na-khi Naga Cult and related ceremonies (Rome, 1952), vol. II, p. 474.
4 Ibd., vol. II, p.487.
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Cven kvalv vicekvebT da davamarcxebT demonebs.
Tu ar viciT, saidan momdinareobs cekva,
masze ar unda vilaparakoT.
Tu araferi gagvigia cekvis wamorSobaze,
arc SegviZlia vicekvoT.1

es ucnaurad gvaxsenebs preussSi uitotos gancxadebebs: „aqaa 
Cveni mama-papebis Tqmani (miTebi), maTi sakuTari sityvebi. am sity-
vebis wyalobiT,  Cven vcekvavT  da cekva  ar  iarsebebda, Cven rom 
isini ar gadmogvcemoda“.2 

SemTxvevaTa  umravlesobaSi  sakmarisi araa mxolod warmoSo-
bis miTebis codna, igi zepirad unda iqnas warmoTqmuli; saxalxod 
unda iqnas warmoTqmuli misi mecniereba, unda vaCvenoT es ukanask-
neli. Tumca, es yvelaferi araa: warmoSobis miTis zepirad warmoT-
qmisas an aRniSvnisas, SeisunTqaven im sakralur atmosferos ro-
melSic adgili hqonda am jadosnur movlenebs. warmoSobis miTe-
bis dro aris „Zlieri“ dro, vinaidan is gadaqceul iqna zebunebriv 
arsebaTa SemoqmedebiTi da aqtiuri yofniT (gamocxadebiT). im mi-
Tebis zepirad warmoTqmiT, romelSic aRwevs es jadosnuri dro, 
da amgvarad, garkveuwilad, vxdebiT kidec aRwerili movlenebis 
„Tanamedroveni“, viziarebT RmerTebisa Tu gmirebis yofnas. Sesa-
jameblad, SegviZlia, vTqvaT, rom miTebis „gacocxlebiT“ gamov-
divarT profanuli, qronologiuri droidan da vaRwevT sruliad 
gansxvavebul „sakralur“ droSi, romelic erTdroulad pirvel-
yofilicaa da aseve usasrulod mopovebadic (dabrunebadic). 
miTis es funqcia, romelzec yuradReba gavamaxvileT „maradiuli 
dabrunebis miTSi“, ukeT gamoCndeba momdevno TavebSi gakeTebuli 
analizebis dros.

miTebis sturuqtura da funqcia

wina SeniSvnebi savsebiT sakmarisia miTis zogierT Tavisebu-
rebaze sasaubrod. zogadad, SegviZlia, vTqvaT, rom miTi, iseTi, 
rogorsac icnobdnen arqaul sazogadoebaSi, 1. warmoadgens zebu-
nebriv arsebaTa aqtebis ambavs; 2. rom es ambavi miCneulia sakra-
lur (radgan igi zebunebriv arsebaTa Semoqmedebis nayofia) da 
absolutur WeSmaritebad, (radgan is realobas miesadageba); 3. 
vinaidan miTi yovelTvis raRacis Tu viRacis „warmoSobaze“ mog-

1 J.F.Rock, Zhi-ma funeral ceremony of the Na-khi (Vienne Modling, 1955), p. 87.
2 K. Th Preuss, Religion und Mythologie der Uitoto, I-II (Gottingen, 1921-1923), p.625.
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viTxrobs, gvixsnis, Tu rogor daiwyo ama Tu im movlenam da saganma 
arseboba, rogor gaCnda damokidebuleba, institucia da muSaobis 
wesi;  swored esaa mizezi, ris gamoc miTebi  warmoadgens  yovel-
gvari  adamianuri  qmedebis  niSandobliv   paradigmas;   4.  Tuki   viciT 
miTi, e.i. viciT „saganTa“ warmoSobis Sesaxebac, rac saSualebas 
gvaZlevs,  vflobdeT  maT  da vmarTod isini survilisamebr; saqme 
exeba ara „garegan“ da „abstraqtul“ codnas, aramed, codnas, rom-
liTac „vcxovrobT“ ritualurad, saqme exeba miTis ceremoniul 
Txrobas Tu ritualis Sesrulebas, romelsac Tavad es miTi emsa-
xureba; 5. ase Tu ise, miTs  „vacocxlebT“ im  gagebiT,  rom  Sepyrobi-
li varT sakraluri ZaliT, momxibvleli ambebiT, romelTac vix-
senebT da vaaqtualurebT.

„vacocxloT“ miTebi, gulisxmobs „religiur“ gamocdileba-
sac, vinaidan, is gamoirCeva yoveldRiuri cxovrebisa Tu Cvevebi-
sagan. am ukanasknelis „religiuroba“ ganpirobebuilia jadosnur, 
STambeWdav da niSnandobliv ambavTa gaaqtualurebiT, kvlav vxde-
biT mowmeebi zebunebriv arsebaTa SemoqmedebiTi procesebisa; 
vwyvetT yoveldRiur cxovrebas da veSvebiT transfiguralur, 
gasxivosnebul xanaSi, romelSic cocxldebian zebunebrivi arsebe-
bi. saqme exeba ara miTiuri movlenebis gaxsenebas, aramed, maT 
ganaxlebas. Cven gacocxlebuli miTiuri personaJebis Tanamed-
roveni vxdebiT; rac aseve gulisxmobs, rom Cven ar mivyvebiT cxov-
rebis qronologiur ritms, aramed cxovrebas viwyebT pirvelyo-
fil droSi, im epoqaSi, rodesac ama Tu im movlenas pirvelad hqon-
da adgili. swored am mizezidan gamomdinare, SegviZlia vilapa-
rakoT miTis „Zlier“ droze: esaa saswaulmoqmedi, „sakraluri“ 
dro, rodesac raRac axali, Zlieri da niSandoblivi dafiqsirda. 
davbrundeT am droSi, gavimeoroT es dro rac SeiZleba male, 
kvlav daveswroT RvTaebriv Semoqmedebas, SevxvdeT zebunebriv 
arsebebs da Tavidan SeviswavloT maTi SemoqmedebiTi gakveTili, 
aris survili, romelic ise ikiTxeba yvelanairi miTis ritualuri 
ganaxlebis  dros,  rogorc   WvirniSanze.  mokled,  miTebi   amJRavne-
ben, rom  msoflios, adamiansa da cxovrebas aqvs erTi saerTo da-
sabami Tu zebunebrivi istoria, da rom es istoria niSnandoblivi, 
Zvirfasi da sanimuSoa.

SeuZlebeli iqneboda imaze ukeT gamogvetana daskvna, vidre 
amis saSualebas bronislav malinovskis klasikuri pasaJebis mox-
moba mogvcemda, sadac man scada miTis bunebisa da funqciis dad-
gena pirvelyofil sazogadoebebSi: „sayuradReboa ra is, rac mas 
cocxali aqvs, miTi aris ara axsna, romelic gamiznulia mecnieru-
li cnobismoyvareobis dasakmayofileblad, aramed, Txzuleba, ro-
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melic acocxlebs Tavdapirvel realobas da romelic pasuxs scems 
Rrma religiur saWiroebas, moralur SegrZnebebs, sazogadoebriv 
wesrigs, kanonebs da aseve praqtikul moTxovnebs. pirvelyofil sa-
zogadoebebSi miTis mTavari funqcia iyo Semdegi: is gadmoscems, 
zrdis da kodificirebas ukeTebs rwmenebs; is inarCunebs moralur 
principebs da maT gamyarebas; is garantirebulad axangrZlivebs 
ritualur ceremoniebs da praqtikul wesebs sTavazobs adamians. 
ase rom, miTi aris adamianTa civilizaciisaTvis ZiriTadi elemen-
ti; scildeba ra amao zRaprul faqtebs, piriqiT, is cocxali re-
alobaa, romelsac gamudmebiT vubrundebiT; is araa mxolod abs-
traqtuli Teoria an saxeTa mravalferovani arCevani, aramed is 
aris pirvelyofil sazogadoebaTa da praqtikuli sibrZnis namdvi-
li kodifikacia (...). yvela es Txzuleba adgilobrivi tomebisaT-
vis samyaros dasabamis amsaxveli realobis gamoxatulebaa, ufro 
didi da mdidari, vidre dRevandeli gagebiT. maTTvis miTi aris 
kacobriobis bedis, cxovrebis ganmsazRvreli. codna, romelic 
adamians gaaCnia am realobisa, mas karnaxobs ritualebis mniSvnelo-
bas da moraluri wesrigis pativicemas, aseve, formas, romlis mi-
xedviTac man isini unda Seasrulos. 

Targmna xatia cirgaiam 
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Marcello Potocco
(Slovenia)

Parental and Paternal Love in Contemporary Slovene Poetry

1. Introduction

In poetry, the topic of maternal and paternal love is present in two opposing 
modes, depending on the position of the lyrical narrator in the parent-child 
relationship: the child can be the object of a parent’s narrative or, conversely, a subject 
and a narrator speaking about his or her relationship with the parents. In my paper, 
I will limit my analysis to the former, as I would like to focus on close readings of 
selected examples from Slovenian poetry. In preparing the paper, I was surprised by 
the scarcity of research on the theme of motherhood in Slovenian poetry, although this 
‘occasionality’ may not be accidental. It is probably due to the lack of female authors 
in the Slovenian literary canon (cf. Novak-Popov 2008),1 but I think a more important 
reason for the lack of research on the topic lies elsewhere. In his article on fatherhood 
in American confessional poetry, Brian Brodhead Glasser echoes Thomas Travisano’s 
objection that “the confessional paradigm has biased and continues to bias artistic 
evaluation” (Glaser 2009: 26). As we shall see, both the theme of motherhood and 
the theme of fatherhood are predominantly found within the confessional paradigm. 
The theme of motherhood in poetry, therefore, seemed less interesting, both because 
it was used extensively in the poetry of ‘non-canonical’ women writers, and because 
it was also associated with confessional literature, which could be prejudged as being 
of inferior artistic value.

The understanding of the confessional paradigm in my analysis of parenthood 
is broader than Glasser’s definition, which mainly follows the style of American 
confessional poetry of the 1950s, especially Robert Lowell, Sylvia Plath and W. D. 
Snodgrass. In my reading, confessionalism is defined by a strong experiential and/
or emotional impulse of the author in the lyrical narrative. Thus, my understanding 
is in line with definitions of American confessionalist poetry as poetry of ‘private 
experience’ (Of “A Brief Guide to Confessional Poetry | Academy of American Poets” 
2015), using an intimate subject with its main characteristic “the reduction of the 
distance between the persona and the author” (Hobsbaum 2014). However, I do not 
interpret the term as a historical demarcation.

1 At the time being, only three poetesses of the second half of the 20th century, namely, Svetlana 
Makarovič, Maja Vidmar and Maja Haderlap are prescribed as obligatory reading in the secondary 
school (Of “Slovenščina: Predmetni Izpitni Katalog Za Splošno Maturo” 2017). But it has to be 
added that the current curriculum has been prepared in 2008 and should be changed in the near 
future.
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2. The intimism, Neža Maurer and Mila Kačič

In 20th-century Slovenian poetry, at least two groups of poets come to mind 
in terms of the confessional paradigm: the so-called intimists of the 1950s, and the 
group of poets often labelled ‘neo-intimists’ who began to publish in the 1990s and 
continued to write well into the 21st century. I will return to the latter at the end of 
the paper, but the intimism of the 1950s also has to be at least briefly explained.1 

The intimism which was rooted in the intimate subjective experience and/or feeling 
presented a strong contrast to mainly collective and ideologically laden narration 
on social topic exemplified in the poetry of their direct predecessors. Intimism was 
therefore thoroughly confessional.

Although it was shortly replaced by the modernist poetics its confessional 
paradigm in particular is to be found in the poems of Mila Kačič (1912–2000) and 
also in the poetry of Neža Maurer (1930), even if Maurer could hardly be defined as 
an intimist, since she started to publish twenty years subsequent to the zenith of the 
intimism. 

The poetry of both is a rather clear example of the dual perception of motherhood 
in Slovenian poetry.2 On the negative side, Irena Novak-Popov finds various 
discouraging but still ambivalent images of motherhood. One of them is certainly the 
theme of children limiting the freedom of the poet, which can be found in the poetry 
of Saša Vegri (Novak-Popov 2008: 122). In her recent article, Varja Balžalorsky Antić 
has defined Saša Vegri as one of the two central poets who subverted and deconstructed 
the dominant ideology of motherhood in the 1960s and later (Balžalorsky Antić 2018: 
19). Undoubtedly, the most radical negative representation of motherhood is found in 
the poetry of Svetlana Makarovič (1939), whose images of possessive, frustrated and 
infanticidal mothers culminate in “a sharp cut in the instinctive and emotional desire 
by consciously choosing not to choose the role of a mother” (Novak-Popov 2008: 
122; cf. also 2006; Medvešček 2013). However, the poems of the majority of authors 
often, if not predominantly, present motherhood in its ideal aspect of “great love, 
happiness and hope in the relationship of mothers to their children” (Novak-Popov 
2008: 122). Perhaps strangely, I will base my interpretation of Neža Maurer’s and 
Mila Kačič’s poetry on Glasser’s analysis of Lowell and Snodgrass in order to show 
that their negative aspects of maternity are clearly incorporated into the ideal image 
of motherhood.

In 1993, Maurer published her book From Me to You [Od mene k tebi], which 
is entirely devoted to the theme of motherhood. From the very beginning of the book, 
maternity is presented in its idyllic form as something constitutive for a mother’s 

1 For a more detailed explanation the poetics of the intimism and its context see, the corresponding 
research by Janko Kos, Jože Pogačnik and Boris Paternu (J. Kos 2001: 349–53; Paternu 1974: 
70–71; Pogačnik et al. 2001). 
2 A similar duality of kind and generous vs. malevolent mother is also observed by Valerija 
Vendramin in regard to the representation of motherhood in general (Vendramin 2003: 203).
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perception of the world, beginning with a vision of a child to be born, which the 
narrator declares to be:

 
He is coming – vivacious and playful, 
and his path into the great world
passes through me.1

(Maurer 2007: 14)

he discourse of the child as a saviour who makes “thoughts warm” and the 
“world bright” and meaningful (Maurer 2007: 20) is present throughout the first and 
second chapters of the book. Let me just paraphrase some of the images: in the poem 
The Game [Igra] the mother forgets the bitter smells and becomes a daisy for the 
child, and the child becomes a signpost for the mother (Maurer 2007: 41). Later in 
the book the child becomes the mother’s peace, her “living faith” (Maurer 2007: 43), 
and in the poem The Lullaby [Uspavanka] nature is given the function of lulling the 
child (Maurer 2007: 27). We can see the same discourse in the poetry of Mila Kačič. 
Her poetry does not offer such a concise and programmatic treatment of motherhood 
as Maurer’s, but in the poems that do deal with motherhood we can easily find similar 
idyllic representations. For the lyric narrator, for example, the child and its father 
become “all my world” (Kačič 2010: 51), and in the poem Happiness [Sreča] the 
narrator’s son is metaphorically identified as the “shooting star of happiness” (Kačič 
2010: 50). 

In both cases, these images are accompanied by a seemingly opposite discourse. 
The happiness created by the unity of mother and child is obscured by the theme of 
separation and the distance created when the child grows up. Glasser identifies the 
theme of separation in both Lowell’s and Snodgrass’s poetry. Their treatment of the 
theme is not identical, but they both share a sense of loneliness at the impending 
separation from their daughters, and they both share the tension between resisting and 
accepting the separation that is seen as part of a father’s role (Glaser 2009: 34-43). In 
Maurer’s and Kačič’s poetry, such a tension is hard to detect.

In Kačič’s poems, the theme is present, for example in the poems To my son and 
My Son [Sinu; Sin moj], but the tension is absent. The latter ends with the narrator’s 
instruction to her son: “Find my arms again”. Such a conclusion deliberately conceals 
the detachment after reflecting on the threat of the son’s separation from his mother 
(Kačič 2010: 57). In the To my son, on the other hand, separation is hinted at, but not 
resolved, except to endure it as a metaphysical necessity; thus we read: “When will I 
alone own you again, as I once did /.../ in the depths of the grave / you will, my little 
son, return to me” (Kačič 2010: 56).

It is not surprising, then, that a metaphysical necessity also dominates Kačič’s 
later poems, which deal with the untimely deaths of both the son and the lover, when 

1 In the paper I am using the translations by Barbara Jurša Potocco.
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the narrator finds herself as a lonely tree waiting to be “thrown on the ground” to meet 
them (Kačič 2010: 168-70). Again, Maurer introduces the theme in a similar way, as 
acceptance of separation becomes a necessary and unquestionable part of a mother’s 
social role (see e.g. He’s Gone, Pain, Maturing, Twenty Years [Odšel je, Bolečina, 
Zorenje, Dvajsetleten]) (Maurer 2007: 44, 48, 49, 53). Social necessity is incorporated 
into a metaphysical necessity; in the poem To the End [Do konca], for example, it 
becomes a higher destiny that gives something in return for taking away the child 
(Maurer 2007: 69). On the physical level, what is given in return is children’s laughter, 
which makes the home meaningful again when a mother becomes a grandmother (e.g. 
in No End, Memory, Grandmother and the Grandson [Brez Konca, Spomin, Babica 
in vnuk]) (Maurer 2007: 85, 95, 96). On the metaphysical level, the world remains 
meaningful because of a constant renewal of life, as we can read in the following 
verses:

Women with children in their arms 
sway like corn 
that rocks golden seeds.

(Maurer 2007: 92; the emphasis is mine)

It is worth noting that such a metaphysical resolution is present only in the 
poems dedicated to the narrator’s daughter, and the daughter’s destiny as a future 
mother is associated with patriarchally defined roles of a woman, such as playing 
with dolls, being secretly in love, knitting (Maurer 2007: 71, 95). This remark might 
lead us to read Maurer’s poetry as traditional and – in line with Travisano’s objection 
– as inferior. However, Novak Popov shows that this may be a standard position in 
(female) Slovenian poetry. Novak Popov notes that feminist research has identified a 
specific “dramatic and problematic” tension in the relationship between mother and 
daughter, and vice versa; this tension is expressed in the binomial of love and the 
phobia of motherhood, as well as in the tension between the need to raise the child and 
the need to be separated from it, i.e. in the theme of separation. Such a tension, Novak-
Popov claims, is hardly present in Slovenian poetry (Novak-Popov 2008: 121-22).

2. The neo-intimism: the male and the fatherhood

Against this background, I would like to show that the idyllic image of 
parenthood in Slovenian poetry is not exclusive to the theme of motherhood, but is 
also present in the theme of fatherhood. I will choose Uroš Zupan (1963) as a typical 
example of the confessional paradigm. In his poetry, the theme of fatherhood is most 
consistently present when compared to the other younger authors of the paradigm that 
has often been labelled ‘neo-intimism’.1

1 The term ‘neo-intimism’ has been used rather loosely, for example, by Miran Košuta (Košuta 
2009: 19-20) and Novak Popov (Novak-Popov 2010: 180). Along with Zupan, such a definition 
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Zupan introduces the theme of fatherhood in the years after 2006. His long 
poem Autumn leaves (Zupan 2014: 75-93) is characteristic of his treatment of the 
subject. It unfolds as a narrative of a very diverse stream of perceptions and thoughts, 
constantly returning to four main topics: 1. musical references (the title itself is a 
musical reference), 2. description of nature with reference to the cycle of the seasons, 
3. references to C. Pavese, F. Pessoa and C. Milosz, their deaths and despair, and 
finally 4. references to the child. The division of the poem into two parts – the first in 
which the child is still awaited and the second in which it is already born – shows that 
the child is a dominant theme of the narrative, especially since the references to the 
child become stronger in the second part of the poem.

However, unlike Neža Maurer, Zupan never positions the child as the most 
important object, giving an absolute, new meaning to the narrator’s reality. Firstly, 
we can observe that popular music, nature and, above all, references to his youth, all 
standard topoi of the earlier Zupan poetry, are linked to the fatherhood theme. This 
suggests that the child is treated primarily as an addition to a pre-existing harmony, 
at best as a source of a renewed sense of wonder at the world, perhaps most clearly 
in the poem Slow Sailing [Počasna plovba]. The children are indispensable as part of 
a family, metonymically represented by the bed. But they are only part of a cosmic 
harmony through which the bed – the family – mystically sails:

The night is a calm sea 
and the bed a raft that holds us. /…/

Squeezed
together in sleep, we erase 
the borders between our warm skin
and dreams, which separate

and scatter us in time. /…/
The silence is spread evenly
in each of us ...

(Zupan 2014: 7) 

 There is another sign in Zupan’s poetry that shows the limits of the 
representation of paternity: neither the representation of the speaker’s reality nor 
the narrative technique differ significantly from those in Zupan’s earlier poetry. 
Two features present in his earlier poetry remain dominant. The first is the use of 
a kaleidoscopic construction of the world in which the lyric narrator remains at the 

would adequately fit authors such as Peter Semolič, Primož Čučnik, Jure Jakob, Robert Simonišek, 
Gregor Podlogar, Ana Pepelnik, Veronika Dintinjana, etc. Since his first collection of poetry, Sutre 
(1991), Zupan has been a clear example of a break with modernist poetics and a new focus on 
the author’s intimate experience, which shows an almost complete shift towards the confessional 
paradigm.
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centre of the narration. This can be illustrated by the poem A Journey From the 
Kindergarten. Although the title suggests the theme of fatherhood, it turns into a long 
description of the sensations and impressions the narrator feels and sees in the nature 
around him. Only for a few verses does the narrator stop at the image of his child 
throwing stones into the stream, but even this is only to end the poem with another 
impression of nature:

Torn timetables 
lying next to our daily 

thoughts and the brook 
into which 
my son always 
throws smooth, 
round stones 

The grass is silently growing
(Zupan 2014: 145) 

The second feature, which continues the style of Zupan’s earlier poetry, 
is the ironic exaltation of banal everyday life in order to show the dominance of 
the narrator’s genius over the subject. In Zupan’s earlier poetry, one of the most 
controversial examples is the poem Hölderlin’s Tower [Hölderlinov stolp], in which 
he ironically combines the reading of Weil’s Gravity and Grace with that of the 
magazine International Football against the grain of preparing lunch (Zupan 2014: 
43-45). Within the theme of fatherhood, Zupan’s poem I’m Listening to Frank Sinatra 
and I’m Ironing the Nappies [Poslušam Franka Sinatro in likam plenice] is a striking 
example, in which the same ironic elevation of banal life is achieved by combining the 
world of music and the world of caring for a child:

I am listening to Frank Sinatra and ironing the diapers, 

fine long pulls in the middle of the kitchen. Fine short pauses 
in between the pulls. Fine slow songs /…/ 

You have been fed, now – behave.
(Zupan 2006: 66-67)

But it is in the third feature, which continues from his earlier poems, that we 
find the most ambivalent image of fatherhood; it is the nostalgia of the lyrical speaker. 
With the child present, Zupan’s nostalgia is still directed towards the narrator’s former 
home, but the home is transformed; earlier in his poetry it was represented by an 
identifiable town of the narrator’s childhood, a mythical place of the absence of doubt 
and pain. In the poem Future [Prihodnost], however, the narrator’s home becomes 
virtually a future, described as a place where son and father would meet:
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It will be just as in this life. 
The same light low above the bed. The same 
lurking darkness beneath it. The same, my child / … / 

The same brook, the same brittle rocks, a thicket 
and cyclamen that you pick with the woman whom you most 
trust – we will meet there, as once here.

 (Zupan 2014: 176-77)

The narrator’s past experience is projected into the son’s identical future 
experience. Time and place merge, but past and future also merge in cyclical repetition. 
Although the child doesn’t bring change to the location of Zupan’s nostalgia, except 
that the exact place is no longer explicitly suggested, Zupan comes closest in this 
poem to the idyllic images of Maurer’s poetry. The merging of past and future places 
suggests the repetition of life in the present, as in Maurer’s poetry. But in Zupan’s 
poem there is no trace of a metaphysical (re)solution. Rather, in the context of his 
poetry, the introduction of the child can be interpreted as an excuse for the lyrical 
narrator to reassess his own past and to understand the futility of longing for a life 
that has passed. What appears at first glance to be a poem about the child may well be 
understood as a poem about the lyrical speaker.

This reading is supported by the fact that this is the only Zupan poem in which 
the theme of separation has been alluded to. Once again, the treatment of the theme 
is ambivalent. While the projected meeting of father and child seems to transcend 
their inevitable separation, a closer reading suggests a different interpretation. In their 
meeting, the individual elements of both times and places, that is, of both lives, that 
of the father and that of the child, are described as “the same” (the light, the stream, 
etc.). But on the grammatical level a distinction is made between ‘this’ and the implied 
‘that’, i.e. the other life. There is a further distinction in the description of the meeting 
of the father and the child, on the one hand, and in the description of the two different 
lives in the continuum of time and space, one ‘there’ and the other ‘here’, on the 
other. It is an ambivalent distinction, since the meaning of ‘there’ and ‘here’ shifts 
between three time zones: the narrator’s past, the narrator and the child’s present, and 
the narrator and the child’s future. But these ambivalences imply that the projected 
meeting of the father and the child may be just one point in the course of two lives 
that, despite their similarities, exist independently of each other.

With such an ambivalent feeling, the hidden theme of separation is charged 
with a tension between separation and non-separation that is absent from Maurer’s 
and Kačič’s poetry. Considering again that Future is the only poem of Zupan’s in 
which separation is even hinted at, the theme of separation thus shows that Zupan’s 
idyllic representation of parenthood differs from the one used especially by Maurer, 
as it is not used to explicitly support the idyllic image of parenthood.
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3. The non-confessional paradigm(s): Primož Čučnik and Maja Vidmar

The topic of parenthood seems to be present mainly, but not exclusively, in 
what I have defined as the confessional paradigm. However, Novak-Popov’s remarks 
on the negative representation of motherhood, especially in the poetry of Svetlana 
Makarovič (Novak-Popov 2008: 122), might lead to the hypothesis that the idealistic 
discourse of parenthood dominant in the confessional paradigm might not be present 
elsewhere.

It is therefore interesting to take a brief look at the use of the theme of 
parenthood in the poetry of Primož Čučnik (1971). Čučnik has often been regarded 
as a neo-intimist poet (see Košuta 2009), although assessments of his poetry haven’t 
always been unanimous. Matevž Kos, for example, defines his early poetry in terms of 
modernist aesthetics (M. Kos 2007: 267). It is significant that the introduction of the 
theme of fatherhood in Čučnik’s Mikado coincides with the shift in his poetry from a 
confessional paradigm to an experimental modernist poetics. The theme of parenthood 
in Čučnik’s Mikado also differs from the confessional paradigm exemplified by Zupan, 
Maurer and Kačič. The theme itself is rare, but typical.

The Book for Filip, for example, is a series of short poems with a strong Dadaist 
impulse. Čučnik’s Dadaism can be traced back in part to the contact with the so-called 
Ludism and the Slovenian neo-avant-garde, with its emphasis on experimental poetry. 
The paraphrases of Tomaž Šalamun and Veno Taufer are only an outward sign of this 
contact. A large part of the Dadaist impulse, however, can be attributed to children’s 
language. Sentences such as “The ball is babo (daddy)”, “Look, babo, / I am fishing”, 
“Are you a pirate, babo” (Čučnik 2012: 64-65) etc. are therefore intertwined with 
variations and paraphrases of the ludist poets. The theme of parenthood is obviously 
visible only in an indirect way. Such an indirect presence makes any trace of an idyllic 
representation of fatherhood impossible. There is no place for such a representation, 
because it is much more important that the trace of paternity, i.e. the child’s speech, 
becomes a formal principle of the poem.

As I have already mentioned, the assumption that the ‘non-confessional’ 
paradigm does not support the idyllic image of parenthood finds its most solid ground 
in the poetry of Svetlana Makarovič. However, I would like to present another typical 
example of the use of the topic of motherhood, that of Maja Vidmar (1961), and argue 
that it is in her poems that we find perhaps the most complex image of parenthood.

Motherhood becomes one of the dominant themes in Vidmar’s Presence 
[Prisotnost]. The theme is introduced with a series of poems in which the semantic 
fields of children and poems interact, and in the poems Give me the whole poem 
[Daj mi celo pesem], Dead poems [Mrtve pesmi], possibly also in the poem Half-
son [Polsin], the child thus becomes a metaphor for poems, along with their births, 
abortions, etc., but vice versa poems also become metaphors for the child. But vice 
versa, the poems also become a metaphor for the child. The intertwining of the two 
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semantic fields is extremely intense, especially since the physical (human) presence 
remains very strong in the description of the poem-child. For example:

I have breastfed 
such a beautiful child /…/ 
I have forgotten 
that I don’t want /…/ 
another child. 

But it is not the child 
I am terrified of, it is the infallibility 
of the dream metaphor and all those nightmares of aborted, 
pale little half-deads 
and pocket babies 
I have let go of.

(Vidmar 2005: 17)

In this poem (Dead poems), as in Give me the whole poem, the title is the main, 
if not the only, sign for the reader to read the description of the child as an allegory 
of the poem. Dead Poems also introduces another theme that will later become 
dominant, that of the dream and the unconscious. A series of alienated relationships 
are established between the poet and the unconscious, but also between the role of 
the poet and the role of the mother. As part of these relationships, the child becomes 
a point for uncovering the alienation between the unconscious/fictional and the 
physically present world, which is evident in poems such as I am here [Tu sem], 
Pact [Konkordat] and To My Daughter [Hčerki]. In the latter, there is a sharp contrast 
between the physical presence of the child and the fantastic vision of the tiger:

One day we’ll lead 
a tiger into the valley.
It’ll lie at the open,
doorstep, and will lend 
us gold. /…/ 
But now, now 
I cannot sleep in front 
of the fate of snake stripes /…/ 

If you weren’t here, 
I am telling you, I would 
run away again in terror, as, 
the throaty odour of the devoured ones is scaring me day and night.

(Vidmar 2005: 87) 
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At first glance, Vidmar seems to allow the abolition of distance as a possible 
solution, since in the poem Grazing [Ganotje] we can read an almost programmatic 
exclamation “To hell with distance!”, supplemented by an emphasised image of the 
child’s physical presence: “This white little tooth / is smiling.” (Vidmar 2005: 91). 
In the image of a child as a bearer of presence, we could assume an idyllic image of 
motherhood. However, the ambivalence between presence and alienation remains in 
Vidmar’s poetry, mainly due to the accentuated self-observation of the narrator:

With my controlled breathing /…/ 
I stare /…/ 
to catch sight of / 
where exactly your eye hurts.1

(Vidmar 2005: 89)

The ambivalent sense of alienation is most significantly present precisely in the 
topic of separation. With the adoption of the biblical myth of Abraham’s sacrifice in 
the poem Isaac (Izak) immediately introduces the theme of separation: 

When Isaac sleeps /…/ 
I watch him breathe / 
and I am smelling him 
as if he were mine2

(Vidmar 2005: 85)

The phrase “as if he were mine”, repeated later, suggests the ambivalent identity 
of the speaker, who seems to be both an observer of the biblical myth and a narrator in 
the role of a parent. Above all, however, it suggests a deliberate gap in the description 
of the child, an alienation between the presence of a child and the role of a parent:

How should I say, 
as if I didn’t care, 
Isaac, come with me

(Vidmar 2005: 85)

Again, the ambivalence between the speaker’s distance and the physical 
presence of a child who touches the speaker’s emotions is created, and it is in this 
context that the theme of separation must be understood. At first glance, the narrator 
seems to doubt her ability to separate, but the real focus remains on the ‘cutting off’ 
of the child, as the poem continues: “How /…/ should I cut him off, this living child, 
/ with a knife” (Vidmar 2005: 85-86). Thus, in contrast to the biblical myth, the 

1 The address in the poem Time is not explicitly directed to the child, but the contextual reading 
supports such an interpretation.
2 In this and in the following example, the emphasis is mine.
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speaker’s focus shifts to the need for separation. The least that can be said about the 
nature of this separation is that it is not described as a prescribed role of a parent. Nor 
is it described as part of a higher purpose, as in Maurer’s poetry, where it becomes a 
necessary part of the renewal of life. Instead, it is conveyed as an individual, but also 
as an irrational decision of the speaker, who, despite his doubts, ends the poem with 
the sentence: “Come, Isaac, let us go”.

In Vidmar’s poetry, the tension between the need for separation and the 
resistance to it is strongly emphasised, as we have seen in her use of the topic of 
separation. This is a clear sign that her poetry cannot be read in an idyllic way; the 
theme of separation thus supports the break with an idyllic image of parenthood, 
which is observed in the ever-present ambivalence regarding the distance and 

4. Conclusion

The purpose of my paper was to show that in the use of the theme of parenthood 
we can speak of two possible images of parenthood, one that represents parenthood in 
its idyllic form, and the other that represents motherhood and fatherhood in a way that 
escapes the idyllic representations. I have also argued that the idyllic representation of 
parenthood is inherent in the so-called confessional paradigm, while it is not found in 
the examples of poetry that I have tentatively labelled the non-confessional paradigm. 
The subtopic of the separation of parent and child was one of the main points of my 
analysis, in which it became clear that in the poetry of Neža Maurer and Mila Kačič 
the separation of parent and child is used to support the idyllic and, to some extent, 
traditional representation of parenthood. In the poetry of Uroš Zupan, the subtopic of 
separation shows the ambivalence and tension that is absent in the poetry of Maurer 
and Kačič, and this is only one of the elements showing that the idyllic representation 
of parenthood, although still present, is used less intensively. On the other hand, Irena 
Popov’s earlier findings on the poetry of Svetlana Makarovič in particular, as well 
as my own analysis of the poetry of Maja Vidmar and Primož Čučnik respectively, 
show that the idyllic representation of parenthood is absent or explicitly questioned 
in the non-confessional paradigm. This is most evident in the ambivalence present in 
Vidmar’s poetry.

My conclusions regarding the theme of motherhood support the findings of 
previous research, especially that of Irena Novak Popov. The topic of fatherhood in 
Slovenian poetry, on the other hand, hasn’t been researched yet, so further research 
could bring additional arguments to support the thesis presented here. In the so-called 
non-confessional paradigm, the poetry of Aleš Debeljak in particular could be further 
researched. In the use of the theme of fatherhood within the confessional paradigm 
of recent decades, Uroš Zupan is a dominant figure,1 but other authors should also be 

1 My research on the selected poetry of Jurij Hudolin, born in 1973 (see Potocco 2015), mainly 
supports the theses presented here about Uroš Zupan. We could also add the poetry of Jure Jakob 
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mentioned, such as Tone Pavček, Tone Kuntner and Ciril Zlobec. The latter, one of the 
leading figures of ‘historical’ intimism, seems to be a specific exception, as his lyrical 
narrator seems to resist the separation, especially in his book A Slow Pilgrimage To 
the Last Poem [Tiho romanje k zadnji pesmi]. However, the context is different from 
Maurer’s or Zupan’s, as it is linked to the terminal illness and death of the speaker’s 
daughter and son. In this context, separation is not treated as a universal role that 
triggers ambivalence and tension in accepting the role, but as an exception to the 
universal role itself (see especially Zlobec 2010: 28-37).
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marselo potoko
(slovenia)

mSobliuri da mamobrivi siyvaruli Tanamedrove 
sloveniur poeziaSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi:  slovenuri poezia, dedobrivi siyvaruli, 
mamobrivi siyvaruli, neointimistebi.

statiaSi ganxilulia mSoblobis Tema (dedobrivi da mamobri-
vi siyvaruli) Tanamedrove (meore msoflio omis Semdgom) slove-
nur poeziaSi. igi efuZneba hipoTezas, rom motivi slovenur po-
eziaSi Cndeba rogorc idiliuri warmodgenebiT, aseve warmodge-
nebiT, romlebic problemuria mamobis tradiciul saxesTan mi-
marTebaSi. naSromSi gaanalizebulia omisSemdgomi slovenuri 
poeziis mkvlevris mier SerCeuli avtorebi (mila kaCiCi, neJa ma-
ureri, uroS zupani, primoJ CuCniki da maia vidmari). avtori yu-
radRebas amaxvilebs mSoblisgan bavSvi gancalkevebis Temaze da 
cdilobs gansazRvros, Sedis Tu ara es Tema tradiciul harmoniul 
msoflaRqmaSi, rogorc metafizikuri aucilebloba, Tu garkveul 
teqstebSi arsebobs daZabuloba gancalkevebis aucileblobis mi-
Rebasa da uaryofas Soris.

poeturi teqstebis yuradRebi wakiTxva cxadyofs, rom idi-
liuri warmodgenebi mSoblobis Sesaxeb, romelic iqmneba samya-

http://www.ric.si/mma/2017 M-SLO-2017/2015083113005330


161

Parental and Paternal Love in Contemporary Slovene Poetry

ros harmoniuli suraTidan da masSi bavSvisa da mSoblis roli-
dan, SeiniSneba im vtorebTan, romelTa poezia ufro piraduli, 
konfesiuri; gansakuTrebiT, intimizmis avtorebsa da maT mimdev-
rebSi, aseve, egreTwodebul neointimistebSi.

msgavsi idealisturi saxeebi, piriqiT, ar gvxvdeba maT po-
eziaSi, vinc modernistebs miekuTvnebian. aseT poeziaSi mamoba 
metwilad gardaiqmneba an formalur eqsperimentad (CuCniki) an 
egzistencialur idead (vidmari).
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merab RaRaniZe
(saqarTvelo)

lev trocki literaturasa da revolucias Soris

1917 wlis bolSevikuri gadatrialebisa da Semdgom sabWoTa 
saxelmwifos erT-erTi meTauri, lev trocki (namdvili saxeli: 
leiba davidoviC bronSteini, 1879-1940), 1922 wlis zafxulSi, sam-
Tavrobo agarakze dasvenebisas, roca igi imJamad ruseTis sabWoTa 
federaciuli socialisturi respublikis samxedro saqmeTa saxal-
xo komisari iyo, sagangebod Caujda adre gamoqveynebul Tavis 
statiebs literaturis irgvliv da maTi erTian krebulad gamocema 
gadawyvita, magram Canafiqri TandaTanobiT ganivrco da misi das-
ruleba momdevno, 1923 wlis zafxulisaTvis gadaido: am dros kre-
buli gadamuSavda, gafarTovda, axali masaliT Seivso da maleve, 
naSromis dasrulebisTanave, imave 1923 wlis Semodgomaze, calke 
wignad gamoica, saTauriT: „literatura da revolucia“ („Литерату-
ра и революция“)1. trockis im dros ukve sabWoTa socialisturi 
respublikebis  kavSiris samxedro  da  sazRvao  saqmeTa  saxalxo  ko-
misris Tanamdeboba ekava2, Tumca ara mxolod am garemoebam ga-
napiroba, rom saxelganTqmuli bolSevikis naSroms farTo ga-
moxmaureba mohyva sabWoTa kavSirSic da msoflios sxvadasxva 
qveyanaSic3. is maleve bevr enaze iTargmna da TandaTanobiT TiTqmis 
yvelgan gamoica. krebuli, Targmnili qarTulad, Semoklebuli sa-
xiT, 1926 wels, gamoqveynda saqarTveloSic (naSromis mTargmneli 
iyo valerian gafrindaSvili)4.

gansxvavebuli Sinaarsis, mizandasaxulebisa da moculobis 
teqstebis  nakrebSi  gadmocemulia,  ra  Tqma  unda,  Tavad  revoluci-
is beladis piradi literaturuli Sexedulebani Tu STabeWdile-
bani, magram, amave dros, mTeli wigni metyveli wyaroa imis gasage-
bad, Tu rogor xedavdnen literaturis an, farTod, xelovnebis ad-
gilsa da mniSvnelobas komunistur saxelmwifoSi Tavad bolSeviz-
mis fuZemdeblebi da ideologebi. gasaTvaliswinebelia erTi gare-
moebac: SesaZloa, gaCeniliyo varaudi, rom, raki bolSevikuri po-
litikis leninur-trockistuli periodi gansxvavdeboda Tavisi 
damokidebulebiT xelovnebis (Tundac, formobriv mxareTa) mimarT 
stalinuri periodisagan5, mosalodneli iqneboda, wignSi Sesam-
Cnevi yofiliyo mkafio gansxvaveba im mimarTulebisagan, rogoric 
Semdgom, 1930-1940-ian wlebSi, miiRo ideologiur-saxelovnebo 
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ganzomilebam sabWoTa kavSirSi, magram RirsSesaniSnavia, rom mem-
kvidreobiToba am or periods Soris mainc TvalsaCino da cxadia.

krebulSi ganxilulia literaturisa da politikis urTier-
Toba, calkeuli mwerlebi da calkeuli literaturuli nawar-
moebebi, magram, aseve, Teatrisa da mxatvrobis, qandakebisa da 
arqiteqturis sakiTxebi, an am saxelovno dargebis SemoqmedTa 
qmnilebani6. 

zogadad,  trockis  miaCnia,  rom  xelovnebas  gadamwyveti mniS-
vneloba eniWeba yoveli calkeuli epoqis gamosaxatavad Tu Sesa-
faseblad, radgan „xelovnebis ganviTareba yoveli epoqis cxovel-
myofelobisa da mniSvnelobis umaRlesi Semowmebaa“ (23). Sesabami-
sad, xelovneba cxovrebis umaRlesi da xiluli gamovlinebaa, mag-
ram wignis avtoris, rogorc materialistis, rogorc marqsistis, 
warmodgeniT, saxelovnebo miRwevaTaTvis aucilebelia nivTieri 
uzrunvelyofa, anu Rataki garemo ver warmoSobs, ver moitans ma-
Ral kulturas: „xelovnebisaTvis saWiroa dovlaTi, saWiroa si-
uxve“ (23), „imisaTvis, raTa kultura izrdebodes, rTuldebodes 
da daixvewos, saWiroa materialuri namati“ (23). amdenad, amgvari 
TvalsazrisiT, mxolod keTildReoba ganapirobebs diad xelovne-
bas rogorc Sedegs, xolo warmoqmnili viTarebisas xelovanis pi-
rad swrafvas naklebi mniSvneloba eniWeba. sayuradReboa, rom, 
revoluciis beladis azriT, TviT revoluciis, anu mRelvarebis 
xanac ki unayofoa SemoqmedebiTi garemos Sesaqmnelad, raki am 
dros klebulobs simSvidec da Semosavalic: „revoluciis wlebi 
iqca TiTqmis sruli poeturi dumilis wlebad. [...] da ara marto 
revoluciis mxardasaWerad, aramed, Tundac, – mis sawinaaRmdegod. 
sazRvargareTul [rusul] literaturas vicnobT: sruli nuli. 
magram arc Cvens ar moucia jer araferi, rac epoqis adekvaturi 
iqneboda“ (33). 

RirsSesaniSnavia, rom, trockis TvalsazrisiT, xelovneba ara 
marto asaxavs sinamdviles, aramed ayalibebs kidec mas, – yoveli 
SemTxvevisas, proletariats, rogorc jgufs, rogorc mTliano-
bas, swored xelovneba exmareba sakuTari saxis mosapoveblad: 
„proletariats xelovnebaSi sWirdeba im axali sulieri wyobis ga-
moxatva, romelic masSi es-esaa yalibdeba da romlis Camosayali-
beblad xelovnebam unda gauwios daxmareba“ (136). 

magram niSandloblivia, rom avtorisaTvis, rogorc materi-
alistisaTvis, mainc ueWvelia, rom sityva asaxavs qmedebas da 
pirveladia saqme: „formalistebze aRbeWdila naadrevi xucobis 
beWedi. isini ioanitebi arian da maTTvis „dasabamSi iyo sityva“. 
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CvenTvis ki dasabamSi iyo saqme. sityva gaCnda mis Semdgom rogorc 
misi bgerobrivi Crdili“ (145).

marTalia, am sityvebSi igrZnoba SekamaTeba wmida ioanes saxa-
rebasTan da gadaZaxili geTes „faustTan“, magram isic cxadia, Tu 
rogori damokidebuleba ivaraudeba sinamdvilesa da mis asaxvas an 
gamoxatvas Soris. 

amave dros, trockis miaCnia, rom xelovnebis nawarmoebi un-
da Sefasdes ara ideologiuri TvalsazrisiT, aramed misi arsidan, 
misi bunebidan gamomdinare: „mxatvruli Semoqmedebis nimuSebi, 
upirveles  yovlisa,  unda Sefasdes,  sakuTari  kanonebis   mixedviT, 
ese igi, xelovnebis kanonebiT. magram mxolod marqsizms ZaluZs, 
axsnas, ratom da saidan aRmocenda mocemul epoqaSi xelovnebis 
mocemuli mimarTuleba, ese igi, vin da ratom warmoadgina mo-
Txovnileba amgvar da ara sxvagvar mxatvrul formebze“ (142).

rogorc Cans, aq erTmaneTisagan gamijnulia mxatvrul ni-
muSTa TavisTavadi Rirebuleba, romlis dadgena xelovnebis gan-
zomilebaTa safuZvelze unda moxdes (rogor?), magram amgvari 
Sefasebisagan gamijnulia axsna, Tu ram ganapiroba maTi Seqmna, – 
anu romelma materialurma garemoebebma warmoSva isini (ratom?). 
pirvelis garkvevas zogadesTetikuri kriteriumebi emsaxureba da 
axerxebs, xolo meorisaTvis ki saWiroa marqsistuli swavlebis mox-
moba da gamoyeneba. 

literaturisa da, zogadad, xelovnebis arsis gaazrebisas 
bolSevizmis erT-erTi mesaZirkvlis winaSe wamoiWreba ori, TiT-
qmis dauZleveli dilema, romelTagan gamosavlis povna rTuli 
aRmoCndeba: 

pirveli, – xelovnebis nawarmoebebs qmnian calkeuli xelo-
vanni, xolo, marqsizmis mixedviT, calkeuli pirovneba arsebobs 
imdenad, ramdenadac igi koleqtivis warmomadgenelia da asaxavs, 
gamoxatavs, gamoTqvams koleqtivis miznebsa Tu miswrafebebs. 
trockis, raki igi marqsistia, miaCnia, rom yoveli kerZo unda 
gaqres, gauCinardes saerToSi; rom individualuri unda Seerwyas 
universalurs; rom unda arsebobdes mxolod „koleqtiuri adami-
ani“ da, amdenad, mesakuTrec unda iyos mxolod koleqtivi. Sesa-
bamisad, Cndeba SekiTxva: mxatvruli nawarmoebis avtori aris Tu 
ara mesakuTre, anu Tavisi nawarmoebis Semoqmedi da mflobeli, 
roca „revolucia amodis im centraluri ideidan, rom erTaderTi 
mepatrone unda gaxdes koleqtiuri adamiani“ (27). am Tvalsazrisis 
midevnebiT, komunizmis damkvidrebam, aseve, unda moitanos indi-
vidualuri  avtoris (aseve,  misi  piradi pasuxismgeblobis) gauqme-
ba  da  unda  Camoyalibdes  koleqtiuri  avtori,  ragvari  Sexedule-
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bac SesamCnevad livlivebda komunisturi saxelmwifos Seqmnisas 
da misi arsebobis pirvel xanebSi („avtoris sikvdilis“ gviandeli 
Teoriac, romelic egreT wodebuli „postmodernizmis“ wiaRSi 
Camoyalibda, ra Tqma unda, marqsistul-aTeistur ideur safuZ-
vels emyareba7). magram trocki mainc gverds uqcevs irgvliv 
aRmocenebuli aseTi sakiTxebis gansjas da maSinac ki, roca 
msjelobs revoluciis sawinaaRmdego mxares mdgomi mwerlobis 
(romelsac igi „oqtombrismiRma literaturas“ uwodebs da romlis 
warmomadgenelTa udidesi umravlesoba imJamad emigraciaSi aR-
moCnda), rogorc mTlianobis, sruli ideuri Tu mxatvruli amo-
wurvis Sesaxeb (30, Smd.), mainc ganixilavs calkeul, konkretul 
avtorebs (da maTs nawarmoebebs): iqneba es bunini Tu kuprini, 
balmonti Tu gorki, mereJkovski Tu gipiusi, leonid andreevi Tu 
aleksei tolstoi. 

yuradRebad Rirs, rom erTgan, nikolai kliuevis poeziis Se-
saxeb msjelobis dawyebisas, trocki acxadebs: `burJuaziuli po-
ezia, ra Tqma unda, ar arsebobs, radgan poezia Tavisufali xelovne-
baa, da ara klasebis  samsaxuri~ (57), magram umalve ixevs ukan, rad-
gan  adreve   gamoqveynebuli  am  sityvebis  gamo  mas  mavani  gamocdi-
li da nakiTxi Jurnalistisagan (ra Tqma unda, marqsistisagan!) Tavs 
Weqa-quxili dastexia, raki, misi gancxadebiT, es `sarkastuli sity-
vebi dadebiTi mniSvnelobiT aRiqves~ (57). xolo am wignier Jurna-
lists ueWvelad daumtkicebia misTvis `literaturis klasobrivi 
xasiaTi~ (57), rac, rogorc Tundac ironiuli konteqstidan Cans, 
isec cxadi da ueWveli iyo wignis avtorisaTvis. 

meore, – trocki, rogorc literaturulad ganaTlebuli da 
kulturulad ganviTarebuli adamiani, veranairad ver uaryofs 
warsulis xelovnebis, – egreT wodebuli klasikuri xelovnebis, 
– waruval, Seuryevel kulturul Rirebulebas da daufaravad 
aRiarebs, rom, am xelovnebisagan gansxvavebiT, egreT wodebuli 
proletaruli xelovneba da, kerZod, literatura metismetad 
CamorCeba winamorbeds, – anu, marqsistuli saxeldebiT, feodalur 
Tu burJuaziul-kapitalistur xelovnebas. magram, revolucione-
ris SexedulebiT, am CamorCenis gadalaxva da daZleva mxolod dro-
is sakiTxia: „marTlac, Cven vwerT, saerTod, uvargisad, ustilod, 
mimbaZvelurad [...] amdenad, CamorCenaa? ara, mxolod gadasvlaa [...] 
mTeli xalxis uzarmazari kulturuli wawevisaken win, im xalxisa, 
romelic, – mieciT mas sul cota dro, – Seqmnis sakuTar stils 
Tundac gazeTebisaTvis, Tundac sxva yvelafrisaTvis...“ (42). 

amrigad, trocki, gansxvavebiT proletaruli kulturis 
(„proletkultis“) warmomadgenelTagan, ar moiTxovs araprole-
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taruli kulturis dauyovnebliv Tavidan moSorebas, Tumca arc 
imas malavs, rom male dadgeba dro, roca es kultura uaryofili 
da daZleuli iqneba. SemTxveviTi araa, rom trockiseul teqstSi 
winamorbedi kulturis Sefasebisas Cndeba misi revoluciuri Ta-
namebrZolis, vladimir leninisaTvis, Cveuli sityvis monaTesave 
gamoTqma: „nexvi“8. wignis avtors miaCnia, rom winamorbedi kultu-
ra „sasargebloa, aucilebelia, radgan is nexvad gamoadgeba axal 
kulturas, xolo es arc ise mcirea“ (42). trockis azriT, „axali kla-
si ar iwyebs kulturis Seqmnas Tavidan, aramed iTvisebs warsuls, 
gadaalagebs, gadaasxvaferebs, gadaajgufebs mas da Semdgom masze 
aagebs“ (141); „momavali sjobnis warsuls, Tundac mxolod imitom, 
rom is efuZneba warsuls, mdidaria misi gamocdilebiT, ufro 
Wkviani da ufro Zlieria masTan SedarebiT“ (273).

amgvari gagebiT, warsulis kultura ki ar unda ganadgur-
des, aramed unda gamoyenebuli iqnes, – iseve, rogorc sakuTreba, 
warTmeuli winare (da kanonieri) mflobelebisaTvis, ki ar unda 
moispos, aramed unda gadanawildes xelaxla. bolSeviki ideologi 
am sakiTxis ganxilvisas namdvilad Tanamimdevrulia da efuZneba 
marqsistul swavlebas, romelmac trockisa da mis TanamoazreTa 
mier dafuZnebul sabWoTa saxelmwifoSi mTeli Tavisi Semzaravi 
saxiT Seisxa xorci. 

Tumca isic aRsaniSnavia, rom trocki proletarul kultu-
ras arc momdevno droSi uwinaswarmetyvelebda did miRwevebs9, 
radgan amisaTvis mas, ubralod, dro ar aRmoaCndeboda: „sanam pro-
letariati gamova kulturuli mowafeobis stadiidan, is ukve aRar 
iqneba  proletariati“ (153)10.  am  dros  ukve  unda  Camoyalibdes  eg-
reT wodebuli „uklaso sazogadoeba“, Sesabamisi „uklaso kul-
turiT“, romelsac komunisti avtori momavlis „sakacobrio kul-
turas“ (147) uwodebs, – sayovelTaos da sazogados.

amdenad, literaturisa da, saerTod, xelovnebis ganviTa-
rebis umaRles safexurs lev trocki elodeba im esqatologiur 
epoqaSi, romlis mosvlis winaswarmetyvelebasac uzarmazar ad-
gils uTmobs, saerTod, marqsistuli swavleba. 

am TvalsawieriT, krebulis – „literatura da revolucia“ 
– gamosvlidan daaxloebiT aTi wlis Semdeg aRmocenebuli „soci-
alisturi realizmis“ meTodi (an mimarTuleba)11, romelic ioseb 
stalinisa da maksim gorkis saxelebs ukavSirdeba, ufro konkretu-
lia da SesaZleblad miiCnevs socialisturi xelovnebis Seqmna-
ganviTarebas manam, sanam momavalSi komunizmi damyardeba da, Se-
sabamisad, komunisturi xelovneba Camoyalibdeba.
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xolo, trockis SexedulebiT, raki umaRlesi Rirebulebis 
xelovneba jer ar warmoqmnila (rac garkveul dros moiTxovs), 
mSromelTa saWiroebasa Tu moTxovnilebas kargad moemsaxureba, 
magaliTad, demian bednis sruliad primitiuli poezia, radgan mi-
si leqsebi aucilebelia proletariatisaTvis, romelic, marqsiz-
mis mixedviT, mainc warmoadgens „yvelaze progresul klass“ (raki 
is SeboWili ar aris sakuTrebiT!). marTalia, naSromis avtori aRi-
arebs, rom poetis es nawarmoebebi dabali mxatvruli faseulobis 
teqstebia, magram, raki isini sWirdeba „gaRviZebul xalxs“ (rogorc 
Cans, swored am saxalxoobis gamo demian bednis trocki umetes-
wilad moixseniebs oden saxeliT – 166-167), amitom, amgvari lite-
ratura aRemateba kidec imgvar literaturas, romelic mxatvruli 
ganzomilebiT, SesaZloa, ufro saCino, ufro maRalxarisxovani 
iyos: „demian bednis Semoqmedeba aris proletaruli da saxalxo 
literatura, anu literatura, romelic cxovrebiseulad sWirde-
ba  gaRviZebul xalxs.  Tuki es araa „WeSmariti poezia“, maSin is mas-
ze raRaciT metia“ (167). 

ase rom, poezia da poeturi nawarmoebi, am SemTxvevis ganzo-
gadebiT, faseulobas iZens misi mkafiod funqciuri, anu „kla-
sobriv“-„sazogadoebrivi“  daniSnulebis gamo, rac imiT ganizo-
meba,  Tu  ramdenad  emsaxureba  da  gamoadgeba  literaturuli  teq-
sti proletariats (kacobriobis  mamoZravebel  klass, –  marqsisa  
da trockis mixedviT).

amave dros, kulturis komunistur politikaSi, sabWoTa kav-
Siris arsebobis dasrulebamde, miCneuli iyo, rom mwerali unda 
daukavSirdes, – cxovrebiseulad, yofiTad, – proletariats, mu-
SaTa   klass,  raTa   Semoqmedma  ara  marto  ucdomlad  asaxos   mSro-
melTa cxovreba (aba, sxva ra unda asaxos ufro mniSvnelovani?!), ara-
med unda aRizardos kidec igi maT Soris, sakuTari `sazogadoeb-
rivi~ adgilis mosapoveblad, raki, marqsistuli gagebiT, swored 
isini gansazRvraven istoriis ganviTarebis mimarTulebas12. Tu 
qristianuli TvalsazrisiT, samonastro garemoSi cxovreba (Tun-
dac, rekoleqciebis an sulier wvrTnaTa saxiT) sulierad amtki-
cebs morwmunes, romelic isev Tavis Cveulebriv cxovrebasa da 
saqmianobas unda daubrundes, oRond ufro amaRlebul safexurze, 
mweralmac unda isazrdoos muSaTa garemoSi yofniT. magaliTad 
gamodgeba marieta Saginianis SemTxveva, romlis Sesaxebac trocki 
amgvarad  msjelobs: „marieta  Saginiani  sainteresod  mogviTxrobs, 
Tu rogor moRvaweobda igi revoluciis pirvel TveebSi safeiqro 
saqmis instruqtorad donze. saWiro aRmoCnda ara marto gadanac-
vleba saweri magididan safeiqro dazgisaken, aramed daSorebac 
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sakuTari  Tavisagan, raTa mas sabolood ar daekarga sakuTari Ta-
vi“ (33).

gacxadebulia, rom „sazogadoebrivi gankurneba“ da sakuTa-
ri Tavis mopoveba xorcieldeba saqarxno cxovrebasTan SerwymiT, 
samuSao dazgasTan dgomiT, xolo amgvari saqmianoba, – arcTu 
SemTxveviT, – warmoCenili da aRwerilia religiuri elferis ga-
moTqmiT „moRvaweoba“ („подвизалась“). sxvaTa Soris, swored mari-
eta Saginiani (romlis imJamad gaxmaurebul nawarmoebs, 1922 wels 
gamoqveynebul narkvevs – „rogor viyavi safeiqro saqmis instruq-
tori“ – gulisxmobs, rogorc Cans, trocki) aRmoCndeba erTi im 
pirvel sabWoTa mweralTagani, vinc mogvianebiT, ukve stalinuri 
xelisuflebis ganmtkicebis xanaSi, ramdenime wliT sacxovreblad 
da  samuSaod  midis  somxeTSi, Zorahesze, – hidroeleqtrosadgur-
ze, rac Semdgom aisaxeba mis romanSi „hidrocentrali“ (1931), – sab-
WoTa literaturis erT-erT pirvel da erT-erT sanimuSo „samrew-
velo romanSi“13. cxadia, trocki im Teoriisa da praqtikis fuZem-
debel-ganmaxorcielebelTa   Soris   dgas  (xolo   am   mwkrivSi   dga-
nan  leninic, stalinic, mao Zedunic, fidel kastroc, pol potic), 
rom inteleqtualTa da xelovanTa „gamosworeba“ Tu „xelaxali 
aRzrda“ SesaZlebeli xdeba mxolod SromiTs koleqtivSi, magram 
yvelaze ukeT – sagangebo SromiTs (sakoncentracio) banakebSi.

is, rom bolSevikebi yovelTvis daundobelni iyvnen imaT 
mimarT, visac sakuTar mimdevrebad ar miiCnevdnen, mkafiod Cnde-
ba im literatorTa daxasiaTebebisasac, romlebic ar emxrobod-
nen oqtombris gadatrialebisa da bolSevikuri saxelmwifos mis-
wrafebebs: maT mimarT trocki ar iSurebs lanZRva-ginebasa da 
damcirebas, Seuracxyofasa da dacinvas, am SemoqmedTa da maTi 
nawarmoebebis sruliad karikaturulad warmoCenas, – es misi kri-
tikul-literaturuli stilis damaxasiaTebeli niSania. 

magram metad sagulisxmoa, rom dasjisa Tu ganqiqebis garda, 
trocki aucileblad miiCnevda inteleqtualuri Tu saxelovno fe-
nebis pirdapir mosyidvas da maTs uzrunvelyofas materialurad:

`inteligencia dainteresebulia kapitalisturi eqspluata-
ciis SenarCunebaSi ara pirdapir da ara upirobod, aramed iribad, 
burJuaziuli klasebis meSveobiT, radgan is maTze damokidebulia 
materialurad. is SesaZloa gadmovides koleqtivizmis mxares, Tu-
ki mas miecemoda SesaZlebloba, angariSi gaewia misi uSualo ga-
marjvebis SesaZleblobisaTvis, Tuki is warmodgeboda mis winaSe 
ara rogorc sxva, misgan Sors myofi da misTvis ucxo klasis ideali, 
aramed  rogorc  axlobeli,  xelSesaxebi  realoba; dabolos, Tuki 
– da es araa bolo piroba – politikuri ganxeTqileba burJuazias-
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Tan ar daemuqreboda calkeulad yovel gonebriv muSaks mZime ma-
terialuri da moraluri SedegebiT~ (357).

trocki Rrmadaa dajerebuli, rom saWiro da SesaZlebelia 
egreT wodebuli „inteligenciis“ gadmobireba ara marto im rwme-
nis CasaxviT maTTvis, rom isini mxars uWeren Zalebs, romlebic 
xelisuflebas daeuflebian da SeinarCuneben, aramed nivTieri 
simyaris boZebiTac. mas gamWriaxad miaCnia, rom am fenis mosyidva 
SesaZlebelia gamarjvebul ZalauflebasTan siaxlovis gancdis 
miniWebiT da finansuri dainteresebiT. urTierTobis am yalibis 
ganxorcielebis SesaZleblobas igi xedavs ara marto misi qveynis 
binadari, aramed, aseve, „evropeli inteligenciisaTvis“ (357). 

sayuradReboa, rom am sakiTxSi lev trockis, samxedro saqmeTa 
saxalxo komisars, srul mxardaWeras ucxadebs anatoli lunaCar-
ski, ganaTlebis saxalxo komisari: „orive xeliT xels vawer amx. 
trockis am azrebis qveS da mimaCnia, rom isini SesaZloa, safuZv-
lad daedos mTel Cvens politikas inteligenciis mimarT rogorc 
CvenTan, ruseTSi, aseve, dasavleTSi“ (Луначарский 1924: 169). 

im dros, roca bolSevikebs ukve xelisufleba upyriaT, 
trocki TiTqos ar apirebs xelovnebisa Tu xelovanTa marTvas da 
misi, rogorc bolSevikuri saxelmwifos erT-erTi beladis, sityva 
STambeWdavia, magram saqme isaa, rom igi mainc saWirod miiCnevs 
„iribad“ Carevas xelovnebis cxovrebaSi: komunisturi partia fa-
rulad warmarTavs da xels uwyobs imgvar xelovnebas, rogoric 
misTvisaa xelsayreli. aRsaniSnavia, rom trockiseuli es meTodi 
sabWoTa saxelmwifos daSlamde moqmedebda. wignSi „literatura 
da revolucia“ naTqvamia: „xelovnebis sfero iseTi araa, sadac par-
tia mowodebulia mbrZaneblobdes. mas SeuZlia da unda icavdes, 
xels uwyobdes da mxolod iribad – xelmZRvanelobdes. mas SeuZ-
lia da unda aZlevdes Tavisi ndobis garigebiTs sesxs sxvadasxva 
literaturul dajgufebas, romlebic gulwrfelad cdilobs, 
axlos mivides revoluciasTan, raTa daexmaros mis mxatvrulad 
gaformebas“ (170).

rac Seexeba erovnul sakiTxs, erovnul Taviseburebebs, naci-
onalizms, trocki, romelic, sazogadod, aRiarebulia interna-
cionaluri komunizmis warmomadgenlad, „permanentuli revolu-
ciis“, anu „msoflio revoluciis“ mTavar mqadageblad (da waru-
matebel praqtikosad), miiCnevs, rom bolSevizmi Tavisi arsiT na-
cionalisturia, Tumca sakuTar azrs igi bundovnad, daulageblad 
da winaaRmdegobrivad gadmoscems:

`bolSevizmi ufro erovnulia, vidre monarqiuli da sxvagvari 
emigracia, xolo budioni ufro erovnulia, vidre vrangeli, 
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rasac ginda ambobdnen nacionaluri eqskrementebis ideologebi, 
mistikosebi da poetebi. erovnebis sicocxle da moZraoba xor-
cieldeba winaaRmdegobis gziT, rac ganxorcielebulia klasebSi, 
partiebSi, jgufebSi. Tavis dinamikaSi nacionaluri emTxveva kla-
sobrivs. yovel kritikul, ese igi Tavisi ganviTarebis yvelaze 
sapasuxismgeblo epoqebSi erovneba gadatydeba or naxevrad, da 
erovnulia is, rasac xalxi ufro maRal sameurneo da kulturul 
safexurze ahyavs. 

revolucia gadmodinda erovnuli „stiqiidan“, magram es su-
lac ar niSnavs, rom revoluciaSi cxovrebiseuli an erovnulia 
mxolod stiqiuri, rogorc hgoniaT poetebs, romlebic eziarnen 
revolucias~ (82-83). 

am TvalsazrisiT, istoriis „yvelaze sapasuxismgeblo epo-
qebSi“ eri ixliCeba orad, rasac mohyveba dapirispireba klasobriv 
safuZvelze da, faqtobrivad, gadasvla samoqalaqo omis viTare-
baSi. swored es dapirispireba cxaddeba erovnul ganaxlebad, 
xolo am dros mTeli eris mizanTa da miswrafebaTa gamoxatulebas 
– „Tavis dinamikaSi“ – sakuTar Tavze iRebs romelime klasi, ris 
Sedegad, wignis avtoris SexedulebiT, qreba gansxvaveba erovnul-
sa da klasobrivs Soris.

stalini, romelmac bolSevizmi, – gavrcelebuli mosazrebiT, 
trockisagan gansxvavebiT, – erovnul CarCoebSi moaqcia (an erT-
maneTs daamTxvia), xolo, gansakuTrebiT, meore msoflio omis 
xanidan rusuli imperializmis samsaxurSi Caayena, faqtobrivad, 
praqtikulad axorcielebda „msoflio revoluciis“ trockistul 
miswrafebebs. man, marqsistul ideaTa Zaladobrivi danergviT me-
zobel Tu Soreul qveynebSi, rusuli imperiis farglebi Suagul 
evropamde, berlinamde da venamde, budapeStamde da prahamde 
gaafarTova. 

sxvaTa Soris, wignSi erTgan naxsenebia qarTvelebic, Tumca 
es xseneba ar Seexeba arc qarTul literaturas da arc romelime 
qarTvel mwerals, aramed – „mTvlemare qarTvelis“ saxes, damow-
mebuls mixail lermontovis leqsidan „dava“ („Спор“)14:

`Cven  vnaxeT  cota  xnis winaT  es  „mTvlemare  qarTvelebi“... 
maT moaswres, CvenTvis eCvenebinaT (1905 w.), rom aramxolod Rvi-
niTaa daTxvrili maTi „Sarvlebi“ („шальвары“). da maT moaswres, 
daverwmunebineT Cven, rom axali saqarTvelos iersaxes unda ga-
vecnoT ara lermontovis STagonebuli striqonebiT, aramed ada-
mianuri sabuTebiT, romlebic Sekrebilia kavkasiis mefisnacvlis 
kancelariaSi...~ (200). 
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rogorc konteqstidan Cans, saqarTvelos 1921 wlis okupa-
ciis erT-erTi xelmZRvaneli gulisxmobs qarTul miwebze 1905 
wlis  revoluciuri  movlenebis  mRelvarebebsa  da  Setakebebs,  rac 
misTvis imas metyvelebs, rom „Zveli aTaswlovani civilizaciebi, 
romlebic erTxel da samudamod istoriis muzeumSi Cabarebulad 
Canda, axla iRviZebs istoriuli leTargiisagan“ (200).

religiis mimarT lev trocki, ra Tqma unda, daundobelia. 
mas, rogorc materialists, miaCnia, rom religiis warmoSobas fi-
ziologiuri safuZveli aqvs, magram igi arafers ambobs religiis 
klasobrivi warmoSobis irgvliv, rac ramdenadme moulodnelia 
marqsistisagan: „adamianis ukiduresi disharmonia, – anatomiuri, 
fiziologiuri, – organoTa da qsovilebis ukiduresad araTanaba-
ri ganviTareba da gacveTa cxovrebiseul instinqts aniWebs sikvdi-
lis SiSis Selaxul, avadmyofur, isteriul formas, xolo es SiSi 
bindavs gonebas da asazrdoebs briyvul da damamcirebel fantazi-
ebs miRmieri arsebobis Sesaxeb“ (197).

misi azriT, religiis Tavdapirvel biZgs warmoadgens sikvdi-
lis SiSi, romelic adamianis fizikuri ususurobis gancdis Sede-
gad aRmocenda, xolo am SiSma warmoSva univTo samyaros rwmena. 
ucnauria, rom am msjelobaSi araferia naTqvami religiis, rogorc 
klasobrivi Cagvris iaraRis, Sesaxeb. 

kritikos-revolucioneri darwmunebulia, rom momavlis 
xelovneba, anu xelovneba, romelic momavalSi aRmocendeba, iqneba 
mTlianad arareligiuri, RmrTisagan Tavisufali: „axali xelov-
neba iqneba uRmrTo xelovneba“ (189). 

zogadad, lev trocki, avtori wignisa „literatura da revo-
lucia“, rogorc namdvili marqsisti, Tavisi naSromis furclebze 
ganuwyvetliv winaaRmdegobrivia,  yovelTvis oportunistulia 
da im wams imas acxadebs, rac misTvis imwamieradaa xelsayreli; 
araerTgzis, igi Tavisi wignis romelime gverdze imis sruliad 
sawinaaRmdegos amtkicebs, – misTvis Cveuli mgznebarebiT, – ra-
sac wina gverdze Seupovrad asabuTebda. magaliTad, mas SeuZlia 
ganacxados, rom „yoveli gabatonebuli klasi warmoSobs Tavis 
kulturas da, Sesabamisad, Tavis xelovnebas. istoria icnobda 
aRmosavleTisa da klasikuri antikurobis monaTmflobelur kul-
turebs, evropuli Sua saukuneebis feodalur kulturas, amJamad 
msoflioSi gabatonebul burJuaziul kulturas. aqedan lamis 
TavisTavad gamomdinareobs, rom proletariatma unda Seqmnas Ta-
visi kultura da Tavisi xelovneba“ (146), magram momdevno gverd-
ze iTqmeba, rom proletaruli kultura arc Seiqmneba da arcaa 
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aucilebeli misi arseboba: „proletaruli kultura ara marto 
ar arsebobs, aramed arc iqneba; da amis gamo gulis dasawyvetad 
namdvilad arc arsebobs safuZveli; proletariatma Zalaufleba 
swored imitom aiRo, rom sabolood daasrulos klasobrivi kul-
tura da gza gaukafos sakacobrio kulturas“ (147).

am sityvebidan cxadad Cans, rom trocki momavals uklasod da 
sakacobriod xedavs. magram mis dros, misi azriT, mainc „ra Tqma un-
da, organulad SeuZlebelia, axalma xelovnebam Tavisi yuradRebis 
centrSi ar daayenos proletariatis brZola“ (136). 

trocki iqac winaaRmdegobrivia, roca, misi azriT, arkvevs 
urTierTobas individualursa da koleqtiurs, piradsa da jgu-
furs Soris. igi erTgan imgvar Tvalsazrissac ki gamoTqvams, rom 
proletariatis Camouyalibebel individualobas kulturam unda 
Seuwyos xeli, raTa mas piradi da gamorCeuli meoba Camouyalib-
des: „masobrivad, proletaruli pirovneba arasakmarisad gaform-
da da diferencirda. im kulturuli aRmavlobis yvelaze Zvirfas 
Sinaarsad,  romlis  zRurblTanac  Cven axla vdgavarT, iqneba swo-
red obieqturi kvalifikaciis amaRleba da individualobis subi-
eqturi TviTcnobierebis amaRleba“ (175).

trockis azriT, klasobrivi da individualuri ar unda ga-
imijnos, Tumca misi azri arc amjeradaa CamonakvTuli mkafiod: 
„vambobT: klasobrivi, magram es niSnavs individualursac, – indi-
viduumis gziT laparakobs misi klasi. es niSnavs erovnulsac, rad-
gan eris suli ganpirobebulia klasiT, romelic batonobs masSi da 
amiT imorCilebs mis literaturas“ (181).

ase, am Sexedulebis mixedviT, maSinac ki, roca laparakobs 
calkeuli adamiani, misi piradi saTqmelis, misi piradi uwyebis sa-
xiT mainc metyvelebs koleqtivis xma. 

magram mas mtkiced sjera, rom komunistur momavalSi gaqre-
ba yovelive individualuri, fiziologiur donezec ki: „cxovreba, 
TviT sufTa fiziologiuric ki, gaxdeba koleqtiur-eqsperimentu-
li“ (196). sxvaTa Soris, cnobilia, rom lev trocki piradad metad 
gatacebuli iyo adamianis gardaqmnis eqsperimentebiT, ris saime-
do sayrdenadac mas froidistuli fsiqoanalizi miaCnda15. amdenad, 
SesamCnevia misi  gamonaTqvami,  rom „avstriulma  fsiqoanalitikur-
ma skolam (froidi, iungi, albert [sic!] adleri da sxv.) Seitana bev-
rad ufro didi wvlili sakiTxSi sqesobrivi momentis rolis Sesa-
xeb piradi xasiaTisa da sazogadoebrivi cnobierebis Camoyalibe-
bisas“ (46), xolo es „bevrad ufro didi wvlili“ gansazRvrulia 
vasili rozanovTan SedarebiT16, romelsac trocki ase axasiaTebs: 
„rozanovi iyo ueWvelad saZageli, laCari, sxvis xarjze myofi la-
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quca, pirmoTne“ (46). an kidev, misi gancxadebiT: „froidis TviT 
yvelaze uparadoqsulesi gadaWarbebebic ki ufro mniSvnelovani 
da nayofieria, vidre rozanovis xelgaSlili mixvedrebi, – roza-
novisa, romelic erTTavad gadaiWreba xolme ganzraxul saloso-
baSi da pirdapir laqlaqSi, erTsa da imaves yrantalebs da oris 
samyofs roSavs“ (46). 

TvalSisacemia, Tu raoden uSurvelad moedineba uzomo si-
Zulvilis gamomxatvel sityvaTa nakadi, romelsac TiTqos dasas-
ruli ar uCans, riTac daufaravadaa gamJRavnebuli, Tu rogo-
ri damokidebuleba aqvs trockis misTvis amdenad miuRebeli 
moazrovnis mimarT. igi aRSfoTebiT adevnebs Tvals rozanovis 
„amJamindel sayovelTao kanonizacias, roca mas acxadeben „geni-
alur“ filosofosadac, winaswarmetyveladac, poetadac da, sxva-
Ta Soris, sulis raindadac“ (46).

vasili rozanovis trockiseuli kidev erTi daxasiaTeba 
amgvaria: `yvelaze alal-marTali rozanovSi: Zalis winaSe mTeli 
cxovreba WiayelasaviT iklakneboda. Wiayelismagvari adamiani da 
mwerali: klaknili, lorwovani, mokldeba da iweleba saWiroebis 
mixedviT, – da WiayelasaviT sazizRaria. rozanovi marTlmadi-
debel  eklesias  uceremoniod  – ra  Tqma  unda,  sakuTar  wreSi  –  
uwodebda nexvis grovas. magram adaTebs misdevda (silaCris gamo 
da yoveli SemTxvevisaTvis), magram roca sikvdilis dro daudga, 
xuTjer eziara, aseve... yoveli SemTxvevisaTvis. igi zecasTanac  
orpirobda, iseve rogorc gamomcemelTan da mkiTxvelTan~ (47).

trockisaTvis, aseve, miuRebelia yofili simbolisti poetis 
(Semdgom – cnobili sabWoTa prozaikosis), marieta Saginianis, 
religiuri swrafvebi da, magaliTad, swored imJamad gamoqveyne-
buli misi romani „Tavisi bedi“ (1916, mTlianad da calke wignad 
daibeWda 1923 wels), sadac „yvelaferi efuZneba fsiqologias, 
Tanac transcendentur fsiqologias, romelic Tavisi ZirebiT 
midis religiaSi“ (94). zogadadac, kritikosis azriT, mwerals aqvs 
„yvelaze ararevoluciuri, aziur-pasiuri, qristianul-uZalado 
msoflmxedveloba“ (94), ris gamoc miCneulia, rom „Saginiani anti-
revoluciuria Tavisi arsiT“ (95). prozaikosis gaxmaurebul ro-
manSi gamoyvanili moqmedi pirebi, romelTa religiuri midreki-
lebebi cxadadaa gamJRavnebuli, iwvevs trockis daufarav zizRs: 
„Saginianis  gamWriaxi,  keTili   da  RmrTismoSiSi  gmirebi   warmoSo-
ben ara TanagrZnobas, aramed srul gulgrilobas, romelic xanda-
xan gulisrevas iwvevs“ (95). marqsisti kritikosisaTvis sruliad 
miuRebeli iyo mwerlis mier gamoxatuli qristianuli msoflmxed-
veloba, romliTac igi am nawarmoebSi mkafiod upirispirdebo-
da froidiseul fsiqoanalizs (1954 wels, romanis teqstis gada-
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muSavebisas, imJamad ukve komunistma mweralma metad Searbila da 
Semala nawarmoebis qristianuli miswrafebani)17. 

arsebuli religiis (an religiaTa) mimarT daufaravi miuReb-
lobisa da cxadad gamoxatuli siZulvilisagan damoukideblad, 
trocki ayalibebs sakuTar esqatologias, anu, suraTs, Tu Tavad 
rogorc xedavs, rogor warmoidgens kacobriobis momavals, da 
kulturis ragvarobasa Tu mniSvnelobas am mosalodnel momavalSi: 

`arc ise axlo dros, roca mSromelebis kulturul-esTeti-
kuri aRzrda gaanadgurebs xaxadaRebul ufskruls SemoqmedebiT 
inteligenciasa da xalxs Soris, xelovneba gaxdeba sruliad gans-
xvavebuli dRevandlisagan~ (127); `is garsi, romelsac moisxams 
kulturuli mSeneblobisa da komunisturi adamianis TviTaRzrdis 
procesi, ukidures Zalmosilebamde ganaviTarebs Tanamedrove xe-
lovnebaTa yvela cxovrebiseul elements. adamiani gaxdeba Seuda-
reblad ufro Zlieri, gonieri, daxvewili. misi sxeuli gaxdeba 
ufro  harmoniuli,  moZraobani –  ritmuli, xma – musikaluri, yo-
fis formebi SeiZens dinamikur Teatralurobas. saSualo adami-
anuri tipi amaRldeba  aristoteles, geTes,  marqsis donemde. am 
qeds  maRla ki aRimarTeba axali mwvervalebi~ (197). 

lev trocki, – gamomdinare Tavisi marqsistuli Tvalsazri-
sidan, bunebrivad dafuZnebuli aTeizms, – mkveTrad uaryofs 
qristianuli momavlis xedvas da mas anacvlebs komunisturi mo-
mavlis warmosaxviT, romelSic gardaqmnilia, saxecvlilia ara 
marto garemo, aramed Tavad adamianic, Tundac es adamiani im dro-
isaTvis koleqtiuri arseba gaxdes.

unda iTqvas, rom, miuxedavad wignTan – `literatura da 
revolucia~ – dakavSirebuli avtoriseuli pativmoyvare Canafiq-
risa da im gamoxmaurebisa, rac krebuls xvda wilad, salitera-
turo-kulturuli kritikis TvalsazrisiT, naSromi metad uRim-
Ramoa. saxelganTqmuli revolucioneris literaturuli Tavda-
jerebulobis miuxedavad, gamocemas, rogorc Cans, upiratesad 
politikuri mizanswrafva hqonda.

am naSromis sagangebo mkvlevris TvalsazrisiT, trocki `ar 
yofila akademiuri mkvlevari. mas ar gaaCnda esTetikuri profe-
sionalizmi, igi ar qmnida esTetikur sistemas. Tavis wignSi igi 
gamodis ara rogor seriozuli mkvlevari, aramed rogorc tenden-
ciuri politikosi~ (Борев 1991: 4)18; `literaturul movlenaTa Se-
saxeb msjelobisas, trocki azrovnebs ara esTetikuri, aramed po-
litikuri kategoriebiT da literaturul kritikaSi Seaqvs masSi 
mravali wliT damkvidrebuli gareesTetikuri kategoriebi~ (Борев 
1991: 18). 
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aRsaniSnavia erTi garemoebac: miuxedavad imisa, rom stali-
nis mmarTvelobisa da stalinuri ideologiis sayuradRebo waxnagi 
efuZneboda „trockizmTan“ brZolas, stalini mniSvnelovanwilad 
swored trockis mowafe da gamgrZelebeli aRmoCnda, – maT Soris, 
literaturis mimarT Tavisi damokidebulebiTac, magram, aseve, 
Tavis politikur-propagandistul saqmianobaSi trockiseuli li-
teraturul-stiluri xerxebis gamoyenebiTac:  

„xolo `TviTgandidebac“ ki ar yofila stalinis gamogoneba. 
am sferoSi aRmoCenebi, ueWvelad, ekuTvnis mis mTavar moqiSpes 
– trockis. msoflios vercerTi civilizebuli jaris samxedro 
wesdebebSi imJamad  ver  ipovidiT  imas,  rac  gamoigona  trockim  
1922 wels. wiTeli armiis politikuri wesdebis 41-e muxlSi moTav-
sebuli iyo misi politikuri biografia, romelSic trocki warmo-
Cenilia gmirad, revoluciuri da samxedro simamacis xorcSesx-
mad. muxli am sityvebiT mTavrdeboda: „amx. trocki – wiTeli armiis 
beladi da organizatoria. wiTeli  armiis  saTaveSi  dgomisas,  amx.  
trockis  mihyavs  is  sabWoTa  respublikis yvela mterze gasamar-
jveblad“. stalins isRa rCeboda, mxolod saxeli Caenacvlebina, – 
ise, rom sityvaTa wyobac ki ar Seecvala~19. 

zogadad, trockis SexedulebaTa gamoZaxili stalinis Tun-
dac Teoriul, Tundac praqtikul  damokidebulebaSi xelovnebi-
sa Tu literaturis mimarT, ra Tqma unda, sagangebo da calke Ses-
wavlas saWiroebs. 

saarqivo masalebSi daculia vrceli anketa, romlis Sevseba 
lev trockis 1924 wlis zafxulSi mouxda. am sabuTSi igi Tavis 
sacxovrebel adgilad miuTiTebs moskovis kremls, ganaTlebad 
– saSualos, xolo profesiad – „literator-revolucioners“20. 
ni-Sandoblivia, rom am TviTdaxasiaTebaSi saxelganTqmuli revo-
lucioneri pirvelobas aniWebs sakuTar kavSirs literaturasTan. 
SesaZloa, am upiratesobaSi aisaxa revoluciis beladis imJamin-
deli  piradi  ganwyoba,  ganpirobebuli  cota  xniT  adre  gamocemu-
li sakuTari wigniT, romelsac „literatura da revolucia“ ewo-
deba da romelic pirvelad asi wlis winaT, 1923 wels, gamoqveynda. 

SeniSvnebi:

1. wignis pirveli gamocema: (Троцкий 1923); momdevno wels wigni 
gamoica xelmeored, Sevsebuli saxiT: (Троцкий 1924); wignis mesame, 
bolo gamocema: (Троцкий 1991); Semdgom teqsti yvelgan damowmebulia 
bolo gamocemis mixedviT, narkvevis avtoriseuli TargmaniT; gverdebi 
miTiTebulia citatis moyvanisTanave. 
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2. lev trockis vrceli biografia, mravali saarqivo dokumentis 
gamoyenebiT (Tumca avtoris zogierTi Tvalsazrisis sakamaToobis 
gaTvaliswinebiT): (Волкогонов 1997); trockis ideur-politikuri Sexe-
dulebebis zogadi mimoxilva: (McClelland 2005), Tavi 25: The Synthesis of 
Jacobinism and Marxism-Bolshevism: Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin, p. 565-592; gan-
sakuTrebiT: p. 566-567, 575-591; kerZod, trockis wignis – „literatura 
da revolucia“ – Sesaxeb da, aseve, am wignis SesaZlo kavSiris gamo 
momaval stalinizmTan: p. 589.

3. „SemodgomiT (noemberSi) gamovida lev trockis, nepis pirve-
li periodis kulturuli cxovrebis mTavari strategosis, wigni – 
„literatura da revolucia“, romelic umalve aRiarebuli iqna ara 
marto literaturuli kritikis, aramed, aseve, axali sabWoTa litera-
turis mTavar movlenad“ (Корниенко 2010: 222); erT saJurnalo recenzi-
aSi naSromi ase iyo Sefasebuli: „amgvarad wera SeeZlo mxolod haines“ 
(Корниенко 2010: 43).

4. wignis pirveli gamocema: (trocki 1926); gamocemaSi Sesulia 
naSromis Semdegi monakveTebi, romlebic, faqtobrivad, mxolod Te-
oriuli xasiaTisaa da, originalisagan gansxvavebiT, ar Seexeba da ar 
ganixilavs calkeul mwerlebsa Tu maTs nawarmoebebs (winasityvaoba; 
literatura oqtombris gareSe; revoliuciis literaturuli Tanam-
gzavrebi; futurizmi; poeziis formaluri skola da marqsizmi; pro-
letaruli xelovneba; partiuli politika xelovnebaSi; xelovneba 
revoliuciisa da socialisturi xelovneba).

5. avtoriseuli Tvalsazrisi am gansxvavebebTan dakavSirebiT, – 
evropuli totalitaristuli gamocdilebis gaTvaliswinebiT, – mok-
led gadmocemulia: (RaRaniZe 2022: 314). 

6. wignis Sinaarsis mozrdili mimoxilva, trockis zogadesTeti-
kur SexedulebaTa gaTvaliswinebiT da am SexedulebaTa mimarT sta-
liniseuli esTetikis memkvidreobiTobis ganxilviT: (Борев 1991: 3-20).

7. egreT wodebuli „avtoris sikvdilis“ ideologiuri Teoriis 
mimarT avtoriseuli damokidebuleba: (RaRaniZe 2021b: 203-204).

8. igulisxmeba leniniseuli daxasiaTeba „inteligentikebisa“, 
romelTac  „Tavi eris tvinad  warmoudgeniaT, xolo sinamdvileSi es 
ara tvini, aramed ganavalia“ (originalSi gamoyenebulia ufro uxeSi 
sityva) (Ленин 1970: 48).

9. TiTqos paradoqsulad Cans anatoli lunaCarskis, bolSeviz-
misa da komunisturi kulturis aseve erT-erTi fuZemdebeli ideolo-
gis, gancxadeba statiaSi, romelic trockis wignis – „literatura da 
revolucia“ – gamoqveynebas mieZRvna, rom Tavad es wigni unda iqnes 
miCneuli „proletaruli kulturis elementad“ (Луначарский 1924: 153); 
(krebulis axali gamocema: Луначарский 2021).
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10. trockis es gamonaTqvami erT naSromSi amgvaradaa Sefasebu-
li: „trockim es logika silogizmis brwyinvalebamde miiyvana“ (Доб-
ренко 1997: 382).

11. socialisturi realizmis irgvliv: (Соцреалистический канон 
2000); avtoriseuli Tvalsazrisi: (RaRaniZe 2021a: 277-282).

12. sanimuSod, stalinur epoqaSi literaturisa da mrewvelobis 
kavSiris Sesaxeb: (Добренко 2007: 208-360).

13. proletarul garemoSi mwerlis imdroindeli cxovrebisa da 
proletaruli saqmianobis amsaxveli misi am romanis Sesaxeb: (Скорино 
1981: 210-258).

14. teqsti gamoqveynebulia: (Лермонтов 1979: 474-476) – („Посмотри: 
в тени  чинары/ Пену  сладких вин/ На  узорные  шальвары/ Сонный льет грузин“ – 
с. 474-475).

15. lev trockis fsiqoanalitikur gatacebebTan dakavSirebiT: 
(Эткинд 1994: 215-247).

16. rozanovisa da froidis (aseve, nicSes) Sefardebulobis gamo 
avtoriseuli Tvalsazrisi: (RaRaniZe 2011: 417). 

17. romanis Sesaxeb: (Скорино 1981: 55-67).
18. Sdr.: „roca Tavis naSroms beWdavda, trockis dasaxuli hqon-

da ara marto esTetikuri, aramed mkafiod gamoxatuli politikuri 
miznebic“ (Омельченко 2016: 118).

19. amgvari stiluri nasesxoba ganxilulia: (Добренко 2000: 652).
20. sabuTi damowmebulia: (Волкогонов 1997-2: 283).
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Merab Ghaghanidze
(Georgia)

Leon Trotsky Between Literature and Revolution

Summary

Key words: literature, revolution, proletariat, eschatology.

Leon Trotsky (1879-1940), one of the leaders of the Bolshevik coup of 1917 
and the subsequent Soviet state, resting at the government cottage in the summer of 
1922, when he was People’s Commissar of Military Affairs of the Russian Federative 
Socialist Republic, decided to edit his previously published articles on literature and 
to publish them as a single collection, but then he resolved to gradually expand and 
postpone its completion to the following summer, 1923: during this time the collection 
was reworked, expanded, filled with new material and soon after the end of the work, 
in the autumn of the same year 1923, published as a book, titled: “Literature and 
Revolution”.

At that time, Trotsky already held the position of the People’s Commissar of 
Military and Naval Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, although not 
only this circumstance caused the work of the famous Bolshevik to receive a wide 
response in the Soviet Union and various countries of the world. The collection of 
articles was soon translated into many languages and gradually published in almost 
every country. The book, in an abbreviated form, was also published in Georgia in 
1926. 

The collection of texts of different content, purpose and scope conveys, of 
course, shows the personal literary views and impressions of the leader of the 
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revolution himself, but at the same time, the whole book is an eloquent source for 
understanding how he or the founders and ideologists of Bolshevism. saw the place 
and importance of literature or, more broadly, art in the communist state. 

One circumstance should also be taken into account: it might be assumed that, 
since the Leninist-Trotskyist period of Bolshevik ideology differed in its attitude 
towards art (even the formal aspects) from the Stalinist period, it would be expected 
that the book would show a clear difference from the directions of the ideological-
artistic dimension, took in the Soviet Union, that followed, such as the 1930s-1940s, 
but it is remarkable that the inheritance between these two periods is visible and clear. 

The book discusses the relationship between literature and politics, individual 
writers and their literary works, but also the issues of theater and painting, sculpture 
and architecture, and the artists of these artistic fields. 

In general, Trotsky believes that art is crucial to the evaluation of each epoch, 
because “the development of art is the highest test of the vitality and significance 
of each epoch”. Accordingly, art is the highest and visible manifestation of life, but 
according to the author of the book, as a materialist, as a Marxist, material provision is 
necessary for artistic achievements, that is, a poor environment cannot create, cannot 
bring high culture: “for art, you need wealth, you need abundance”, “for the culture 
to increase, complicate and improve, a material increase is needed”. Thus, from this 
point of view, only prosperity will bring great art as a result, and in this situation, the 
personal aspirations of the artist are given less importance. It is worth noting that, 
according to the leader of the revolution, even the revolution itself, that is, the age of 
excitement, is barren for creating a creative environment. 

It is noteworthy that, from Trotsky’s point of view, art not only reflects reality 
but also shapes it, – in each case, it is art that helps the proletariat as a group to find its 
face. But, at the same time, for the author, as a materialist, there is no doubt that the 
word reflects the action and the matter is primary. 

At the same time, Trotsky believes that a work of art should be evaluated not 
from an ideological point of view, but from its essence, its nature. It seems that the 
intrinsic value of artistic works is separated from each other here, which should be 
determined based on the dimensions of art (how?), but the explanation of what led to 
their creation, i.e., what material circumstances gave rise to them (why?), is separated 
from such assessment. General aesthetic criteria serve and manage to clarify the first 
one, while for the second one, it is necessary to invoke and use Marxist teaching. 

When understanding the essence of literature and, in general, art, one of the 
founders of Bolshevism faces two almost insurmountable dilemmas, the solution of 
which will be difficult to find: 

First, – works of art are created by individual artists, and according to Marxism, 
a person exists to the extent that he is a representative of the collective and reflects 
or expresses the goals and aspirations of the collective. Trotsky, as he is a Marxist, 
believes that everything private must disappear in the common; that the individual 
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must merge with the universal; that there must be only a “collective man” and, 
therefore, the owner must be only a collective. Accordingly, the question arises: is the 
author of an artistic work the owner or not, that is, the creator and owner of his work, 
when “the revolution arises from the central idea that the sole owner should become a 
collective person”. According to this point of view, the establishment of communism 
should also bring about the abolition of the individual author (as well as his personal 
responsibility) and the formation of a collective author, a view that was noticeably 
influenced by the creation of the communist state and in the early days of its existence. 
But Trotsky still turns aside the judgment of such issues arising around him, and even 
when he discusses the writings standing against the revolution (which he calls “pre-
October literature” and the vast majority of whose representatives found themselves 
in exile at that time), as a whole, about complete ideological or artistic exhaustion, 
still discusses individual Russian authors and their books. 

It is significant that, on the one hand, Trotsky declares: “Bourgeois poetry, of 
course, does not exist, because poetry is a free art, not a class service”, but immediately 
retreats, because these words published earlier he received serve critics from an 
experienced and well-read journalist (of course, a Marxist), because, according 
to him, these “sarcastic words were perceived in a positive sense”. And this well-
educated journalist himself undoubtedly proved the “class character of literature” 
for him, which, even though it can be seen from the ironic context, was clear and 
unquestionable for the author of the book. 

Second, – Leon Trotsky, as a literarily educated and culturally developed 
person, cannot in any way deny the impermanent, unshakable cultural value of the art 
of the past, the so-called classical art, and openly admits that, unlike this art, the so-
called proletarian art and, in particular, literature lags behind its predecessor, i.e. feudal 
or bourgeois-capitalist art with Marxist names. But, in the view of the revolutionary, 
overcoming this backwardness is only a matter of time. 

It must be said that, despite of the author’s respectful idea related to the book 
“Literature and Revolution” and the responses that the publication received, from the 
point of view of literary criticism, it is very mediocre. Despite the literary confidence 
of the famous revolutionary, the collection seems to have had a predominantly political 
purpose.
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goCa kuWuxiZe
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(saqarTvelo)

cenzoris instituti XIX saukunis 50-70-iani wlebis 
qarTuli gamocdilebis konteqstSi

ruseTis sacenzuro politika kavkasiaSi nawilia im imperiul-
koloniuri miznebisa, romlebic am qveynis umaRles xelisuflebas 
gaaCnda kavkasiis xalxTa mimarT. konkretulad, saqarTveloSi im-
periis sacenzuro politika ebrZoda qarTveli xalxis erovnuli 
identobisa da damoukidebeli qarTuli saxelmwifos aRdgenis ideas, 
am ideis ganxorcielebisaTvis Tavdadebulad mebrZol adamianebs. 

rusuli cenzuris istoria kavkasiasa da saqarTveloSi ofici-
alurad me-19 saukunis Suaxanebidan iwyeba, kerZod, 1848 wlidan, 
rodesac daarsda kavkasiis sacenzuro komiteti, romelic iyo 
ruseTis Sovinistur-koloniuri politikis gamtarebeli saxeli-
suflo instituti kavkasiasa da saqarTveloSi. Tumca, rusuli cen-
zuris winareistoria ufro xangrZlivia da imperiuli SinaarsiT 
kidev ufro datvirTuli, radgan misi mizani gacilebiT rTuli 
iyo, kerZod: qarTuli samefo-samTavroebis gauqmeba, mTeli saqar-
Tvelos inkorporacia imperiul sivrceSi, mxaris rusifikacia. 
rodesac vecnobiT uamrav masalas, romelic saqarTveloSi ruseTis 
xelisuflebis mier gamogzavnil specialuri davalebebis mqone 
pirTa sadazvervo saqmianobas asaxaven, dawyebuli petre dididan, 
damTavrebuli pavle da aleqsandre imperatorebis mier gamogzav-
nil pirTa saqmianobiT, vxvdebiT, rom Cveni qveynis SigniT mimdi-
nare movlenebis gakontroleba ruseTis xelisuflebis mxridan mi-
si sagareo politikis prioritets warmoadgenda. 

ruseTis sacenzuro politika akontrolebda yvelafers, ri-
Tac imperias unda SeenarCunebina dapyrobili qveyana, Seeswavla 
misi yvela moqalaqis ganwyoba-miswrafebebi, daesaja is, vinc war-
sulisken mibrunebas gabedavda, moexdina mosaxleobis sruli asi-
milacia da samudamod Caekla xalxSi damoukideblobis idea. 

saqarTvelos dapyrobamde ramdenime xniT adre, specialuri 
mivlinebiT warmogzavnili moxeleebi ecnobodnen adgilobriv po-
litikur, ekonomikur da kulturul viTarebas, qmnidnen niadags 
qveynis dapyrobisaTvis, dapyrobis Semdeg ki mTavarmarTebleb-
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Tan arsebuli komitetebi specialuri davalebiT swavlobdnen mo-
saxleobis ganwyobasa da SemoqmedebiTi elitis azrovnebas (kova-
lenski, knoringi, musin-puSkini da sxv.). am kontrolis Sedegad mi-
Rebuli informaciebi midioda kavkasiis mTavarmarTebelTan, is 
ki am informaciebs umaRles xelisufals, Tavad imperators acno-
bebda. kavkasiis arqeografiuli komisiis mier Sedgenili aqtebis 
mravaltomeuli savsea amgvari informaciebiT. 

qarTl-kaxeTis samefos dapyrobamde e.w. „mTavari cenzoris“ 
movaleobas imperator pavle pirvelis mier saqarTveloSi spe-
cialurad warmogzavnili moxele petre kovalenski asrulebda. 
is iwerda saintereso politikuri pirebis Sexedulebebs, araofi-
cialur garemosa da Sexvedrebis dros gamoTqmul azrebs da 
amzadebda niadags ruseTisTvis kavkasiis dasapyrobad. XIX sa-
ukunis 60-iani wlebis dasawyisSi, aqtebis gamosvlamde, adolf 
berJem gamosca „statski sovetnik petre kovalenskis Canawerebi 
saqarTveloze“ (Записка статскаго советника Петра Каваленскаго о Гру-
зии). masSi naTlad Cans, Tu rogor cdilobda kovalenski piradi 
saubrebiT zegavlena moexdina qarTl-kaxeTis mefeze, daepiris-
pirebina is kavkasiis saxanoebTan, maT Soris imaTTan, vinc manamde 
megobrul urTierTobaSi imyofeboda saqarTvelos samefo karTan, 
inspiraciebs awyobda Tavad saqarTvelos SigniT mefe-mTavrebs 
Soris ganxeTqilebis CamogdebiT da es yvelaferi ruseTis imperi-
uli politikis nawili iyo (WumburiZe ... 2016: 73-82). 

mosaxleobaze damyarebuli sruli kontroliT Sedgenilma 
specialurma daskvnam ganapiroba 1831 wels saidumlo policiis Seq-
mna, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara sruli cenzuris daweseba qarTveli 
xalxis moqmedebasa da survilebze. 

1831 wlis 23 maiss general-adiutant benkendorfs mimarTa 
kavkasiis mTavarmarTebelma, generalma ivane paskeviCma, da warud-
gina amierkavkasiaSi, centriT TbilisSi, saidumlo samxedro po-
liciis Seqmnis proeqti. igi Sedgeboda 29 paragrafisagan da sa-
varaudo Statebis ganawesisgan. proeqti imperatorma nikoloz I-ma 
moiwona da daamtkica imave wlis 7 ivliss. mis pirvelive paragraf-
Si sagulisxmo sityvebia naTqvami: „saqarTvelosa da amierkavkasi-
is sxva provinciebis mosaxleobaSi, romlebic umravles SemTxve-
vaSi rusuli iaraRis ZaliT iqnen damorCilebulni, bevria iseTi 
adamiani, romelic araswori azrovnebis Sedegad rusebs ise ki ar 
uyurebs, rogorc mfarvelebs, aramed rogorc dampyroblebs da 
amitom rusuli mTavrobis mimarT arakeTilganwyobilia“ (Акты  
1878: 343). aseTi viTarebis gamo proeqtis avtori imperators sTa-
vazobs mTel rig sadazvervo saidumlo RonisZiebas, romelic 
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mTavrobas Tavidan aacilebs SeTqmulebebs, SfoTs da a. S. proeqtis 
me-8 paragrafSi naTqvamia, rom provinciebSi, polkebSi, sasamar-
Tlo dawesebulebebSi, portebSi, sabaJoebze, sasazRvro karanti-
nebze, ucxoeTis sakonsuloebTan da saerTod ucxoel moqalaqeTa 
TavSeyris adgilebSi saWiroa, saidumlo policias hyavdes Tavisi 
saidumlo agentebi; me-9 paragrafSi saubaria imaze, rom safosto 
uwyeba unda amowmebdes da akontrolebdes saeWvo mimoweras da 
iq arsebul SesaZlo daSifrul informacias. me-10 paragrafSi 
aRniSnulia, rom saeWvo pirebis tansacmeli da piradi nivTebic ki 
farulad unda Semowmdes sazRvris gadakveTis dros. me-19 parag-
rafSi naTqvamia, rom saidumlo policias mudam meTvalyureobis 
qveS unda hyavdes „adamianebi, romlebsac Tavisufali azrovneba 
da religiisa da mTavrobis winaaRmdeg Tavxeduri gamosvlebi axa-
siaTebT“. 24-e paragrafi exeba sajaro nawilebs; saidumlo uwyebis 
Cinovnikebs davaleba miecaT, gamoerkviaT, xom ar iyo „oficerTa 
Soris  saidumlo sazogadoebebi, an Tavisi SinaarsiT mavne parti-
ebi, an raime saxis intrigebi da visgan momdinareobda isini“ (Акты 
1878: 343-345). 

rogorc vxedavT, axlad Camoyalibebuli saidumlo sapoli-
cio uwyeba mZlavri iaraRi xdeba rusuli imperiuli saxelmwifos 
xelSi. misi mTavari daniSnuleba ki swored 1832 wlis SeTqmulebis 
msgavsi movlenebis gamovlena da prevencia iyo, Tumca mis winaaRm-
deg  yovelTvis  moqmedebdnen  erovnuli  Zalebi  da saidumlo po-
liciam SeTqmuleba 1832 wlis 9 dekembramde ver gamoavlina. aris  
mosazreba, rom SeTqmulebis yvela detali da niuansi, Tu adre ara, 
1831 w. ivlisidan mainc, mTavrobisTvis cnobili iyo da Tavad iase 
falavandiSvilic saidumlo policiam „Canerga“ SeTqmulebs Soris, 
rac dokumenturad ar dasturdeba. 

cenzura gamkacrebulia 1837 wels, rodesac saqarTveloSi 
pirvelad Camovida ruseTis imperatori nikoloz pirveli. mov-
lenebis TviTmxilvelis, SemdegSi kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis 
„mrisxane cenzoris“ – luka isarlovis – mogonebebidan naTlad 
Cans, Tu ra masStabis iyo cenzura yvelgan da yvelaferSi, raTa 
mSvidobianad CamTavrebuliyo es viziti (Исарлов 1899: 181-186). 

qarTuli beWduri presis cenzuris istoriis dasawyisad Seg-
viZlia amave 1837 wlis 23 dekemberi miviCnioT, rodesac ruseTis 
imperatoris brZanebiT stambidan gamomavali wignebis cenzura da-
evala saqarTvelos mTavarmarTeblis uwyebas, cenzorebad ki Tbi-
lisis gimnaziis maswavleblebi dainiSnnen.

marTalia, beWdviT produqciaze oficialuri cenzura dawes-
da da mas sastiki formebic hqonda, magram imis gamo, rom am dros 
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saqarTveloSi cota gamodioda nabeWdi literatura, 40-iani wle-
bis bolomde gamocemebs kavkasiis general-gubernatori adevnebda 
Tvalyurs. specialuri kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis daarsebas 
xelisufleba saWirod ar Tvlida. 

1848 wels kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis daarsebas ramdeni-
me mizezi hqonda, rac ukavSirdeboda rogorc adgilobriv, aseve 
saerTaSoriso istoriul movlenebs. 

1. 1848 wlebis evropis qveynebSi momxdarma revoluciebma Se-
aSina ruseTis xelisufleba. man gadawyvita, xeli SeeSala evropidan 
Semosuli ideebisa da literaturis SesaZlo gavrcelebisaTvis, 
miT umetes, rom revoluciebSi CarTvam ruseTs „evropis Jandar-
mis“ saxeli moupova da Searyia misi saerTaSoriso avtoriteti. 
SesaZlo movlenebis Tavidan acilebis survilma aiZula saimperio 
xelisufleba daearsebina kavkasiis sacenzuro komiteti. 

2. mimdinareobda xangrZlivi kavkasiuri omi, romelic ruse-
Tis imperiis mier kavkasiis sabolood dauflebas safrTxes uqmni-
da. aseT dros mkacri sacenzuro politikis amoqmedebiT imperi-
uli xelisufleba gamoricxavda „inozemcebSi“Tavisufali azris 
daSvebas.

3. kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis daarseba, vfiqrobT, qar-
Tveli xalxis im ganmaTavisuflebeli moZraobis aqtiurobis Se-
degic iyo, romelic qarTl-kaxeTis samefos gauqmebisTanave da-
iwyo, 40-ian wlebamde ar Sewyvetila da sakmaod asustebda ruseTis 
poziciebs kavkasiaSi. 

kavkasiaSi sacenzuro komitetis muSaobis Seswavlisas Cven 
yuradReba gavamaxvileT ruseTis imperiaze daqvemdebarebul 
erovnebaTa mimarT gatarebul erovnul da socialur politikaze. 
ruseTis  saxelmwifoSi bevri eri da erovneba Sedioda da yovel 
maTganTan imperias Taviseburi midgoma hqonda.

poloneTSi 1863 wlis ajanyebis gamo mkacr politikas awar-
moebda ruseTi: poloneTis samefo gauqmda, ruseTs SeuerTda da 
vislispireTis  mxare,  Semdeg  ki (1875 w.) poloneTis gubernia ewo-
da, polonuri ena aikrZala da maRal Tanamdebobebze aq rusi erov-
nebis moxeleebi iniSnebodnen.

ukrainis mimarT damokidebuleba jer SedarebiT loialuri 
iyo, magram, radgan Semdgom da Semdgom ukrainaSi erovnuli moZ-
raoba gaZlierda, 1863 wels jer e. w. „valuevis cirkulariT“1 da 
Semdeg ki germaniis qalaq bad emsSi 1876 wlis 30 maiss miRebuli 
gankargulebis ZaliT2 saxelmwifos mxridan simkacre daiwyo, rac 

1 p.valuevi – ruseTis Sinagan saqmeTa ministri.
2 es gankarguleba istoriaSi „emski ukazis“ saxeliT aris Sesuli.
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beWdviT sityvazec aisaxa; „malarasiul dialeqtze“ ganaTlebis 
miReba aikrZala, radgan, rogorc miCneuli iyo, ukraineli xalxi 
hetmanis meTaurobiT ruseTisagan gamoyofas cdilobda. „valu-
evis cirkulariT“ ukrainulad dawerili mxolod sityvakazmuli 
literatura („изящная литература“) iqna daSvebuli. am gankargule-
bis Tanaxmad, Tu specialuri nebarTva ar iqneboda gacemuli, 
ucxo enidan ukrainulze Targmna ikrZaleboda, ar SeiZleboda 
sazRvargareTidan ukrainulad dawerili wignebis Semotana, da-
uSvebeli iyo ukrainuli koncertebis Catareba, akrZales ukra-
inul enaze dawyebiTi swavleba (480-1-268). mxatvruli litera-
turis gamocema mxolod 1881 wels dauSves, raSic parizSi 1878 
wels gamarTuli literaturis saerTaSoriso kongresze (misi ofi-
cialuri Tavmjomare viqtor hiugo iyo) bad emsSi miRebuli gan-
kargulebis gakritikebamac Seitana wvlili. rogorc miCneulia, 
swored xsenebulma gankargulebebma Seuwyo xeli imas, rom ukrainis 
erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli moZraoba gaZlierda da misma cent-
rma dasavleT ukrainaSi gadainacvla (vernadski 2006: 347-369). 

aleqsandre II1 SedarebiTi liberalizmiTaa cnobili, Tumc 
es aris pirovneba, romlis drosac erovnul enebze swavleba lit-
vasa da belorusiaSic dauSveblad iqna miCneuli. amgvari poli-
tika, cxadia, zemoxsenebul 1863 wlis ajanyebas mohyva, romelmac 
poloneTi, litva, ukraina, belorusia moicva. 

ebraelTa mimarT damokidebuleba am dros SedarebiT loi-
aluri gaxda. aleqsandre II-is dros rusebTan ebraeli xalxis 
daaxloebas cdilobdnen, ebraelTa gaucxoebas xels uSlidnen. 
1859 da 1880 ww-is gankargulebebiT ebraelebs neba miecaT, ruseTis 
nebismier adgilas dasaxlebuliyvnen. Tumc es yovelive ar niSnavs 
imas, rom maT sruli oficialuri Tavisufleba moipoves – 1873 
wels ebrauli skolebi, romlebic 1844 wels gaixsna, daixura, maRal 
Tanamdebobebze ebrauli erovnebis warmomadgenelTa daniSvna ar 
xdeboda (480-1-32).

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom gamonaklisi iyo fineTTan damokidebu-
leba, – iq nikoloz I-is droidan moyolebuli mis avtonomias 
uWerdnen mxars; fineTs hyavda sakuTari jari, hqonda erovnuli 
valuta, ganaTlebas am qveyanaSi finur enaze iRebdnen. 

liberalizmis srulad uarmyofelad ver warmoCndeboda ru-
seTi da 1865 wlis 18 aprils aleqsandre II-m, rogorc aRniSnaven 
xolme, gaiTvaliswina „saxelmwifo sabWos“ azri da garkveulwili 
Tavisufleba mianiWa beWdviT saqmes, rac sacenzuro saqmis refor-
mis dasawyisi gaxda. 1863 wlis 26 ianvars literaturisa da Jur-

1 aleqsandre II – imperatorobis ww. – 1855-1881.
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nalistikisaTvis Tval-yuris devneba Sinagan saqmeTa saministros 
daevala da kanonmdeblobaSi axali dacviTi meqanizmebis SemuSave-
ba miiCnies saWirod. Seiqmna specialuri komisia, romlis Tavmjdo-
maris, d. obolenskis aRniSvniT, beWdviT saqmeSic unda asaxuliyo 
iseTive liberaluri reformebi, rogorc es sxva sferoebSi moxda. 
1863 wels obolenskis ukve SemuSavebuli hqonda proeqti beWdviTi 
saqmis Sesaxeb, cenzurirebis mTavari instancia „beWdviT saqmeTa 
mTavari sammarTvelo“ („Главное управление по делам печати“) gaxda 
da 1865 wlis 13 seqtembers miRebul iqna kanoni, romlis Tanaxmad, 
cenzurisagan unda gaTavisuflebuliyo saxelmwifo da akademi-
uri samecniero gamocemebi, klasikuri literaturis teqstebi, ma-
Ti Targmanebi1. rogorc ukve iTqva, imperiaSi yvela xalxis mimarT 
Sesabamisi politika tardeboda. kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis 
dokumentebze dakvirveba saSualebas gvaZlevs, warmovaCinoT, Tu 
rogori viTareba iyo am mxriv kavkasiaSi, kerZod, rogor srulde-
boda kanonebi saqarTveloSi.

cnobilia, rom kavkasiaSi adgilobrivi mTis xalxebs tradi-
ciaTa SenarCunebaSi xels ar uSlidnen, magram dapyrobis Semdeg aq 
jars ayenebdnen; xdeboda xalxTa gasaxlebebi. aqedan gamomdinare, 
cxadia, rom imperia verc qarTul kulturas akrZalavda, amitom 
aq gamouSva pirovneba, romelic xalxSi simpaTias daimsaxurebda 
da arc imas dauSvebda, rom erovnuli kulturis aRorZinebas sa-
SiSi formebi mieRo. saqarTveloSi (tfilisisa da quTaisis gu-
berniebi) mixeil voroncoviseuli „daTbobis politika“ imperiis 
swored am mravalerovnuli politikis kavkasiuri nawili iyo da 
miznad isaxavda, saqarTveloSi poloneTis msgavsi movlenebi ar 
ganmeorebuliyo. daaxloebiT igive damokidebuleba hqondaT som-
xeTisa (erevnis gubernia) da azerbaijanis (elisavetpolis /ganja/ 
da baqos guberniebi) mimarT. 

1844 wels kavkasiis mTavarmarTeblad mixeil voroncovis da-
niSvnas marTlac mohyva kavkasiis regionSi kulturul cxovrebas-
Tan dakavSirebuli SedarebiT loialuri politika; rogorc xSi-
rad aRniSnaven, erovnuli kulturis aRorZinebis dawyeba. Tumca 
Semdgom da Semdgom ruseTis xelisuflebis mxridan meti sifxiz-
le gaxda saWiro, raTa zRvari ar darRveuliyo da imperias gar-
kveuli saxis safrTxeebi ar Seqmnoda. kavkasiaSi ruseTis politika 
kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis daarsebamde, am komitetis daarse-
ba da manamde ki mefisnacvlad voroncovis gamogzavnis faqtebi erT 
konteqstSi unda ganvixiloT. 

1 am sakiTxebze ix. Макушин 2010: 94-104; Патрушева 1990: 27-34; Розенберг, Якушкин 
1905; Чeрнуха 1988.
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ruseTis centraluri xelisuflebisaTvis gasagebi iyo, rom 
mxolod iaraRis ZaliT ver daixlovebda imperiaSi Semaval, kul-
turaTa mxriv sruliad gansxvavebul xalxebs, ver gaaslavurebda 
kavkasielTa identobas; romc hqonoda amis survili, wmidad sla-
vur kulturas ver Seitanda maTSi da es Tanamedroveobisagan kul-
turuladac Zalian daacilebda saxelmwifos. kavkasiasTan, ker-
Zod, saqarTvelosTan dakavSirebiT, iseTi erovnuli kulturis 
garkveulwili aRorZineba dauSves, romelic xalxis sakuTari sa-
xis SenarCunebasac Seuwyobda xels da evropulTan daaxloebul 
rusul kulturasTanac mWidrod iqneboda dakavSirebuli; amgva-
ri politika liberalur saxesac gauZlierebda ruseTs da, cxadia, 
erTiani saxelmwifos arsebobasac saSiSroebas ar Seuqmnida.

60-iani wlebis qarTveli erovnuli moRvaweebi saTavisod 
iyeneben ruseTis am periodis politikas da erovnul saqmeebs ake-
Teben. oficialuri ganaTleba rusulenovania, magram, radgan ak-
rZaluli ar aris, ufro da ufro meti gamodis qarTuli gamoce-
mebi, iqmneba qarTuli Teatraluri dasi1, arsdeba „saadgilmamu-
lo banki“, romelic erovnul saqmeebs akeTebs, Semdeg (1879 w.) 
– „qarTvelTa  Soris wera-kiTxvis gamavrcelebeli sazogadoeba“, 
rac, faqtobrivad, erTgvari „ganaTlebis saministroa“. qarTuli 
enis, saqarTvelos istoriis swavleba SezRudulia, magram mTli-
anad ar wydeba2.

saqarTvelos erovnul arqivSi daculi 480-e fondis3 masa-
lebidan irkveva, rom kavkasiis sacenzuro komiteti dasawyisSi 
arcTu did aqtiurobas iCenda; misi amoqmedeba SedarebiT mog-
vianebiT daiwyo, rac gamoiwvia gamocemaTa gafarToebam, maTSi po-
litikuri, socialuri da erovnuli problemebis gaSuqebam. amasTan, 
safiqrebelia, rom dasawyisSi komitetis samoqmedo specifikac 
jer ar iyo srulyofilad daxvewili. kavkasiis saswavlo olqisa 
da Semdgom  ganaTlebis  saministros  daqvemdebarebidan Sinagan 
saqmeTa  saministrosa  (1863 w.)  da  Semdeg  (1867 w.)  uSualod kavkasi-
is  mTavarmarTeblis  daqvemdebarebaSi   misi  gadasvla  cxadyofs, 
rom man gansakuTrebuli saxelmwifo mniSvneloba SeiZina. 

70-iani wlebis Sua xanebidan ufro da ufro farTovdeba 
komitetis samoqmedo asparezi, – Tu adre sami cenzori da Tavm-

1 qarTuli Teatri Seiqmna 1851 wels, xolo „qarTuli dramatuli sazogadoeba 
–1879 wels.
2 qarTuli ena da saqarTvelos istoria iswavleba tfilisis klasikur gimnazi-
aSi, goris saostato seminariaSi, quTaisis vaJTa gimnaziaSi, 1879 wels gaxsnil 
qarTul „saTavadaznauro skolaSi“ da sxv.
3 saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivis 480-e fondSi daculia kavkasiis sacenzuro 
komitetis masalebi dRidan misi daarsebisa mis likvidaciamde.
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jdomare uZRvebodnen saqmeebs, Semdgom Statebi izrdeba da ema-
teba stavropolis, Tergisa da yubanis guberniebis sagamomcemlo 
saqmianobisadmi kontrolic. 

komitetis saarqivo masalebis gacnobidan cxadi xdeba, rom 
dasawyisSi es organo ZiriTadad ama Tu im gamocemis nebis darTvi-
Ta da sazRvargareTidan Semotanili masalebis kontroliT aris 
dakavebuli. kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetSi yovelwliurad dgeba 
Jurnali, romelSic zustadaa aRricxuli gansaxilvelad Semosu-
li nabeWdi Tu xelnaweri wignebisa da nebismieri saxis gamoceme-
bis sia. sias Tan axlavs amonaweri, rodis da romeli cenzorebis 
TandaswrebiT moxda sakiTxis ganxilva, aseve axlavs rezoluciebi, 
romlebic iwyeba Semdegi frazebiT: „Уведомить“, „Обявить“, „Хранить 
удержанния экземпляры“, „Книги видать“, „возвратить“ da a.S. yvelaferi 
brZanebiT kiloSi.

momavali redaqtorebi kavkasiis mefisnacvlis kancelariis-
gan iReben nebarTvas nebismieri saxis perioduli organos gamo-
cemaze, pirobas deben, rom Seasruleben beWdviTi sityvis yvela 
kanons; TxovnasTan erTad isini warmoadgenen perioduli orga-
nos (Jurnalis an gazeTis) programas (ix. saqme 480-1-61, 480-1-110). 
Txovna, programa da aseve sxva sabuTebi SeaqvT mefisnacvlis kan-
celariaSi. aRsaniSnavia, rom yovel Txovnas programasTan er-
Tad axlavs redaqtoris piradobis dokumentebi (atestati, pira-
dobis an warmomavlobis mowmoba) da xSirad cnoba imis Sesaxeb, 
rom pirovnebas (momaval redaqtors) gakeTebuli aqvs Cutyvavilis 
vaqcinacia. kancelaria dokumentebs agzavnis sacenzuro komitet-
Si  aseve  TxovniT,  romelic  bolovdeba  kancelariis  ufrosis  Sem-
degi sityvebiT, rom yvelaferi Semowmdes cenzuris wesdebis mi-
xedviT da moxsendes mis udidebulesobas. cenzoris Canawerebis 
safuZvelze nebarTvas, an Txovnaze uaryofiT pasuxs, aseve kavka-
siis mefisnacvlis mTavari samarTvelos kancelaria iZleva. misi 
biurokratiuli aparati an nebarTvas an uars ugzavnis kvlav kav-
kasiis sacenzuro komitets. masSi saubaria, rodis wardga saqme 
sacenzuro komitetSi da ris safuZvelze miiRo „didebuli kni-
azis, mefisnacvlis“ nebarTva an uari. yvela dokumentSi Cans gada-
metebuli pativiscemis gamoxatva mefisnacvlisa da sxva maRali 
Tanamdebobis pirebisadmi; agreTve nebarTvis miRebis SemTxvevaSi 
aucileblad mieTiTeba redaqtors, rom zustad imoqmedos cenzu-
ris  wesdebis  mixedviT.  kavkasiis mefisnacvlis kancelariis pasux-
Tan erTad zemoTCamTvlil dokumentebs kavkasiis sacenzuro ko-
miteti ugzavnis adresats, redaqtors. dokumentebs Tan axlavs sa-
cenzuro komitetis TanamSromlis werili, rom sabuTebs piradad 
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abarebs mas, razedac adresati xels awers da amowmebs, rom zemoT-
CamoTvlili miiRo (ix. saqme 480-1-10). saxezea biurokratiuli 
aparatis saqmianobis uaRresad moqnili sistema, romelic  Tavidan 
bolomde  akontrolebs ara marto beWdviT saqmes, aramed adami-
anebsac, redaqtorebsac. cenzoris grifiT „saidumlo“ werilebSi 
Tavidan bolomde Seswavlilia, gaSifrulia redaqtoris pirovneba, 
rogor swavlobda is saswavlebelSi, ra qulebi hqonda miRebuli 
sxvadasxva  saganSi,   ramdenad  „gonebagaxsnili“  da,  rac  mTavaria,   ka-
nonmorCili iyo (ix. saqme 480-1-131).  cenzorTa  saidumlo analizeb-
Si xSirad gakritikebulia perioduli organos  mimarTuleba,  eWv-
qveS aris dayenebuli misi sargeblianoba. cenzori obieqturad  mi-
uTiTebs xolme, rom  programa  sacenzuro  debulebas  ar  ewinaaR-
mdegeba, magram redaqtors ara aqvs miTiTebuli, ra igulisxmeba 
sityvebSi – „da sxva statiebi“. sacenzuro komiteti iTxovs  redaq-
torisgan yvela detalis gaxsnas, rom „sxva statiebSi“ raime ar 
gaiparos imperiisTvis arasasurveli, xolo mefisnacvlis kance-
larias imasac ki atyobinebs, rom SeniSvnebis gacnobis Semdeg esa 
da es redaqtori nawyeni darCenila (ix. saqme 480-1–111); redaqto-
rebi xSirad iTxoven dawunebuli programis Secvlaze nebarTvas. 
maTi Txovna xelaxla gadis im biurokratiul grZel gzas, rome-
lic zemoT aRvwereT (ix. saqme 480-1-111). maT Txovnas Tan axlavs 
axali programebic, romlebSic gaTvaliswinebulia cenzuris mier 
miTiTebuli SeniSvnebi.

uaRresi sifrTxilis miuxedavad, cenzorebs mainc mosdiT 
Secdomebi. maT sTxoven axsna-ganmartebas, Tu rogor moxvda msgav-
si Sinaarsis werili gazeTSi, rogor miiRo nebarTva. „kavkasiis sa-
cenzuro komitetis“ ufross mefisnacvlis kancelariis mTavari 
samarTvelos ufrosis winaSe uxdeba cenzoris dacva, rom es mas 
specialurad ar gaukeTebia da Tanac  sacenzuro wesdeba ar yofi-
la  darRveuli.  mis pasuxs  Tan  erTvis  cenzoris  axsna-ganmartebi-
Ti werilebic (ix. saqme 480-1-112). 

CvenTvis saintereso aRmoCnda erT-erTi redaqtorobis msur-
velis, varZelovis, mefisnacvlis kancelariaSi Setanili Txovna 
baqoSi somxur enaze yovelTviuri Jurnalis – “Аршалуись” / „ciska-
ri“ / –  gamocemis  Taobaze  (ix. saqme 480-1-131, saqme# 63).  mefisnacv-
lis kancelariam daavala sacenzuro komitets, ganexila varZelo-
vis Txovna, Jurnalis programa da moaxsenebina amis Sesaxeb baton 
statski-sekretar baron nikolaisTvis.

saqmeSi devs cenzoris daskvna, romelic gansakuTrebulad 
mniSvnelovania CvenTvis imperiis miznebis warmosaCenad. daskvnaSi 
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yuradReba gamaxvilebulia sakiTxze, rom baqos mxaris keTildRe-
oba damokidebulia ruseTTan mis SekavSirebaze, am mxareSi „ru-
suli elementis“ gavrcelebaze, mxaris ganaTlebaze rusuli enis 
damkvidrebiT. cenzoris TqmiT, es WeSmariteba ukve cnobilia 
ara mxolod maRal, aramed saSualo fenis didi nawilisaTvis, ro-
melic ara mxolod laparakobs, aramed wers kidec rusulad; ad-
gilobrivTa ufro metad ganviTarebisaTvis saWiroa Jurnalebi 
da gazeTebi adgilobriv enebzec, magram mkiTxvelTa da presis ga-
momwerTa raodenoba provinciebSi didi ar aris, rac naTlad Cans 
waukiTxavi masalebidan (gauyidavi Jurnal-gazeTebidan). cenzori 
aRniSnavs,  rom  am  mxareSi  (kerZod,  baqoSi)  yvelaze  didi   moTxov-
naa gazeT „mSakze“ (500 cali),  ramac  biZgi  misca  mcxovreblebs  som-
xur enaze msgavsi adgilobrivi Jurnalis gamocemisa. cenzoris az-
riT, es Jurnali „rusul elements“ Seitans mxareSi. misTvis gasa-
gebia, rom adgilobrivi perioduli gamocemebis gazrda maincda-
mainc saxarbielo ar aris (imperiisTvis – komentari Cvenia), amitom 
maT (periodulma gamocemebma) TavianTi xarjiT unda iarsebon, mag-
ram  sasurvelia,  rom  am  gamocemaTa  redaqtorebi  iyvnen  metnakle-
bad safuZvlianad ganviTarebulni da keTilganwyobili adamiane-
bi (ra Tqma unda, imperiisadmi – komentari Cvenia). amierkavkasiis 
mxareebSi, sadac naklebad ganviTarebulia rusuli ena, rasakvir-
velia, moiZebneba adgilobrivi Jurnalebis mkiTxvelebi, magram 
Cveni mizani rusuli enis gavrcelebaa, – wers cenzori (da ara ad-
gilobrivTa xelSewyoba – komentari Cvenia). am mxriv (rusuli 
enis aTvisebis TvalsazrisiT – komentari Cvenia) adgilobrivebi 
viTardebian, magram mainc gonebrivad CamorCenilni arian; es Jur-
nalic swored maTi ganviTarebisTvis iqmneba. cenzoris azriT, 
provinciebSi, ganaTlebis dabali maCveneblis gamo, adgilobriv 
gamocemebs ufro meti zianis motana SeuZlia, vidre TbilisSi, 
radgan aqaur (Tbilisel) redaqtorTa gonebrivi da moraluri 
Rirsebebi gacilebiT metia. misive TqmiT, cenzori adgilobriv 
gamocemaTa mimarT unda iyos ufro metad yuradRebiani da mkacri.

am zogad analizs, romelic mkafiod warmoaCens imperiis 
miznebs adgilobriv gamocemebTan mimarTebaSi, mosdevs redaqto-
ris pirovnebisa da misi saqmianobis dawvrilebiTi analizi. cenzo-
ri wers: 

„varZelovis Txovnaze vityviT Semdegs:
1) „varZelovis formuliaruli siidan Cans, rom is Zalian 

axalgazrdaa. misi ganaTleba Semoifargleba sasuliero kursisa 
da mis Semdgom – klasikuri gimnaziis damTavrebiT (1869 wels). no-
vorosiiskis universitetidan is gamoiricxa swavlis safasuris 
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gadauxdelobis gamo. misi asaki da arasakmarisi ganaTleba ar 
gvaZlevs garantias, rom is Jurnalis kargi redaqtori iqneba. ndo-
bas ar imsaxurebs misi keTilganwyobac. somxur saswavlebelSi 
swavlebis dros is ar gamoirCeoda keTili mimarTulebiT. aqedan 
gamomdinare, sacenzuro komitets misi daniSvna Jurnalis redaq-
torad mizanSewonilad ar miaCnia, amitom avalebs baqos guberna-
tors, am TanamdebobisaTvis SearCios ufro Sesaferisi kandida-
tura, vidre varZelovia.

2) Jurnalis gamosvlis SemTxvevaSi, statiebi unda gamoigzav-
nos TbilisSi sacenzurod.

3) Tu airCeva redaqtori da gazeTi gamova, yvela statia 
gazeTis gamosvlamde sami dRiT adre unda iyos sacenzuro komi-
tetSi. statiebis gadasinjvis Semdeg dadgenili teqstebi ukan 
gadaigzavneba.  dabeWdvis  Semdeg  yvela  wigni (nomeri)  unda  warmo-
adginon sacenzuro komitetSi, raTa zustad Semowmdes egzempli-
arTa (calebis) raodenoba da amis Semdeg mieces gamoceis nebarTva. 
valdebuleba imisa, rom Jurnali ar gamoicema nebarTvis miRebam-
de, ekisreba gubernators (mas evaleba tipografiis /stambis/ kon-
troli me-100 punqtis me-3 danarTis – gv. 5, t. XIV – safuZvelze). 

Tu gubernatori auxsnis gamomcemels am mkacr moTxovnebs, 
mxolod maSin SeeZleba komitets, daeTanxmos baqos gubernators 
Txovnaze. mas Tavis mxriv SeuZlia ndobiT aRWurvil pirs andos 
asli sacenzuro komitetSi gasagzavnad, masve miecema Tanxmobis 
bileTi  wignis   gamosacemad. komitetis  gadawyvetilebiT  Jurna-
lis cenzuris gavla baqoSi ar SeiZleba, radgan rusulenovan ga-
zeTs – „baqos furceli“ – etyoba guberniis arasakmarisi cenzura; 
meorec, ufro Znelia,  yuradReba  miaqcio  iseT Jurnals, romlis 
ena ar esmis arc gubernators da arc mis qveSevrdomTa did nawils.

varZelaZis TxovnaSi miTiTebulia, rom surT Jurnalis 2000 
egzempliarad gamocema, rac, cenzoris TqmiT, uazrobaa, radgan 
gamocemis gayidva kanoniT nebadarTulia gansazRvrul vadebSi. 
rac Seexeba  programas,  masSi ar aris aranairi winaaRmdegoba sacen-
zuro kanonTan“ (Targmani Cvenia).

rogorc vxedavT, sacenzuro komiteti „provinciuli“ gaze-
Tis redaqtorebs Zalian mkacr SezRudvebs uwesebs. rac ufro 
moSorebulia mxare centrisgan, cenzuris SezRudva miT ufro 
mkacrdeba. sxva moTxovnebia imperiis centralur qalaqebSi – 
moskovsa da peterburgSi – da sxva moTxovnebia SemoerTebul pro-
vinciebSi. radgan Tbilisi SemoerTebuli provinciebis – amier-
kavkasiis – centria, mas upiratesoba aqvs baqosTan SedarebiT (es 
upiratesoba gamoixateba imaSi, rom cenzura TbilisSi ukeT akon-
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trolebs periodul gamocemebs). presis biorokratiuli sistema 
provinciaSi (kavkasiaSi) Semdegnairad gamoiyureba: redaqtori 
TxovniT    mimarTavs  gubernators,   gubernatori  mis  Txovnas   ama-
tebs Tavis Txovnas da acnobebs mefisnacvlis kancelarias. es uka-
naskneli yvela dokuments ugzavnis provinciis (kavkasiis) sacen-
zuro komitets. sacenzuro komiteti swavlobs dokumentebs, ram-
denad eqvemdebareba isini cenzuris moTxovnebs da pasuxs cenzo-
ris daskvniT ugzavnis mefisnacvlis kancelarias, mefisnacvlis 
kancelaria atyobinebs gubernators da a.S.

garda biurokratiisa, sacenzuro komiteti iseT moTxovnebs 
uyenebs gamomcemels, rom maTi Sesruleba TiTqmis SeuZlebelia: 
yvela masala sami dRiT adre unda iyos sacenzuro komitetSi 
(TbilisSi) provinciidan Camotanili gubernatoris ndobiT aR-
Wurvili piris mier, man unda miiRos Tanxmobis bileTi, saswrafod 
Caitanos gadakeTebuli masala provinciaSi, am kerZo SemTxvevaSi 
– baqoSi, iq daibeWdos da Semdeg yvela egzempliari isev unda 
Camoitanon TbilisSi raodenobis dasadastureblad da egzempli-
arTa zust TanxvedraSi dasarwmuneblad, Semdeg ki ukan waiRon 
baqoSi gasayidad. da es yvelaferi unda ganxorcieldes me-19 
saukunis transportis saSualebiT.

imperia  ar  malavs,  rom upiratesoba rusulenovan  presas 
unda mieniWos da saerTod presa unda arsebobdes imisTvis, rom 
dapyrobil xalxebSi „rusuli elementi“ Seitanos. rusuli presa 
advilad sakontrolocaa, adgilobriv presaSi ki kontrolis bari-
ers  swored  ena  qmnis.  amitom,  Tu  dasaSvebia  rusulenovani  Jurna-
lis – „baqos furceli“ – cenzuris gavla baqoSi, somxurenovani ga-
zeTi aucileblad TbilisSi unda Semowmdes.

yuradReba unda mieqces im faqtsac, rom cenzori dawvrile-
biT swavlobs redaqtoris vinaobas rogorc misi sabuTebis meSve-
obiT, aseve – sxva  gzebiTac. am  konkretul  SemTxvevaSi  varZelo-
vis  formuliarSi  ar  iqneboda  miTiTebuli,  is  keTilsaimedo   iyo 
Tu ara. advilad misaxvedria, rom „keTilsaimedooba“ niSnavs mor-
Cilebas, romelsac, gonierebasTan erTad, iCens TbilisSi gamosu-
li presis redaqtorTa umravlesoba. „keTilsaimedoobas“ asaki da 
gamocdilebac gansazRvravs.

masalaTa gacnoba imasac gviCvenebs, rom, garda beWduri ma-
salis gamocemis nebarTvebisa, sakmaod mZime samuSaos avaleben sa-
cenzuro  komitets.  Zalian  aqtiuroben  sabaJoebi,  komitets  ugzav-
nian  sazRvargareTidan Semosul  literaturasa  da mis sias; ag-
reTve – suraTebs, geografiul rukebs, xatebs, notebis furclebs 
da a.S. iTxoven am literaturis Semowmebas, romelic mravalri-
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cxovania da romlis raodenoba Semdgom da Semdgom ufro izrde-
ba. Semowmeba mkacr kontrols eqvemdebareba, vercerTi adresati 
ver iRebs gzavnils sacenzuro komitetis nebarTvis gareSe, sabaJo 
punqtebidan aseTi masalis (beWduris) gadagzavna xdeba pirdapir 
sacenzuro komitetSi, kontrolis gavlis Semdeg ki egzavnebaT 
adresatebs,  romlebic  xelmoweriT  adastureben  miRebas.   imperia 
akontrolebs ara marto imas, Tu ra literatura Semodis qveyanaSi, 
aramed imasac, Tu sad igzavneba da vin ibarebs.

rogorc Cans, araerT sabaJoSi miaCniaT, rom amiT saxelmwi-
fos winaSe Tavs gamoiCenen da zedmetadac aqtiuroben; Tumca 
arakompetenturobis gamo sakuTar Tavze pasuxismgeblobis aRe-
bac aSinebT. Sesamowmeblad gagzavnil siebSi xSirad vxvdebiT iseT 
wignebs, romlebic, rogorc maTi dasaxelebebidan Cans, imperi-
isaTvis araviTar politikur safrTxes ar Seicavs [480-1- 40/ 1869 
w., 480-1-215/ 1875 w....]; mag., siebSia franguli enis saxelmZRvane-
lo, geografiul atlasebi, suraTebi, naxatebi, notebis furclebi 
(70-iani ww-is dasawyisidanve didi raodenobiT gvxvdeba frangu-
li, germanuli, sazRvargareTis rusuli literatura da Semdgom, 
miT umetes, Zalian didi raodebobiT Semodis evropuli wignebi, 
broSurebi da a.S.). komiteti erTi ganyofilebidan meoreSi  agzav-
nis uwyebebs imis Sesaxeb, rom ama da am sabaJodan  miRebulia  Se-
samowmebeli literaturis sia. unda aRiniSnos, rom, rogorc sa-
baJodan gagzavnili, ise komitetis mier sxvadasxva instanciaSi 
gadagzavnili sabuTebis umetesoba imdenad gakruli xeliTaa na-
weri, rom xSir SemTxvevaSi maTi wakiTxva iseve, rogorc cenzorTa 
xelmowerebis,  umeteswilad  SeuZlebelia.  aqve  gvinda  davZinoT, 
rom, Cans, sabaJoebSi gansakuTrebiT uWirT aRmosavleTis qveyne-
bidan Sesuli literaturis raobis dadgena; sabaJos warmomad-
genlebi ixataven asoebs da aseTi saxiT gzavnian komitetSi, magram 
xSirad imdenad arasworad aris „gadaxatuli“es asoebi, rom mxo-
lod ramdenime sityvis amokiTxvas Tu SeZlebda komitetSi momu-
Save specialisti. 

sabaJoebidan gagzavnil wignebTan dakavSirebiT unda iTq-
vas Semdegi: komitetis arsebobis pirvel xanebSi Tu ZiriTadad 
mravalricxovan  siebs  ugzavnian  mas (magaliTad,  1873 wels  602  wig-
nia dasaxelebuli, umetesad – frangulenovanebi, maT Soris – sas-
kolo saxelmZRvaneloebi da msgavsni (ix. saqme 480-141...), sxva 
SemTxvevaSi wignebisa da broSurebis 1100 saTauria Camowerili 
(ix. saqme 480-1, 141...); rogorc Cans, rac dro gadis, sul ufro 
uWirT gamocemebis saTiTaod aRnusxva. marTalia, siebis Sedgena 
grZeldeba (ix. saqme 480-1-214; 215; 216...), magram matulobs Sem-
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Txvevebi,  roca mxolod  yuTebis raodenobasRa asaxeleben (ix. saq-
me 480-1-32; 143, 218...) da imasac atyobineben komitets, Tu ramdeni 
yuTi   literaturaa  sabaJoSi  SeCerebuli  da  maT  Semowmebas  iTxo-
ven (ix. saqme 480-1-145; 216...). SeiZleba iTqvas, rom araerT SemTx-
vevaSi sacenzuro komitetSi garkveulwilad biurokratiis saSu-
alebiT icaven amgvari Sromisgan Tavs, – sanam Semowmeba moxdeba, 
iwereba sabuTebi, rom sabaJoebidan miRebulia esa Tu is sia, rom 
amdensa da amdens iwonis iq gaCerebuli yuTebi da sxvadasxva... 

aRsaniSnavia, rom saqarTvelo asrulebs tranzitori qveynis 
rolsac. tranzitiT Semosuli wignebi mowmdeba kavkasiis sacen-
zuro komitetSi  da Semdeg igzavneba  daniSnulebisamebr ruseTsa 
da kavkasiaSi.

XIX saukunis ruseTis imperiis mmarTvelobaSi moqceuli ere-
bis (kerZod, kavkasiis olqis) politikur-ideologiuri kontro-
lis meqanizmebis gamovlenis erT-erTi mxarea imperiaSi ucxo-
eTidan Semosuli literaturisadmi gansakuTrebuli midgoma, ma-
Ti Targmna da Semowmeba im kuTxiT, xom ar Seicavs imperiisaTvis 
saSiS informacias. aseTi mniSvnelovani saqme imperiaSi ar wydeba 
provinciis, e.i. „kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis“, doneze, Seq-
mnilia „ucxouri cenzuris“ sammarTvelo, romelic mdebareobs 
peterburgSi, mas „peterburgis cenzurasac“ uwodeben. swored es 
sacenzuro komiteti adgens imperiaSi Semosuli ucxouri lite-
raturis dasaSveb da akrZalul saalfabeto siebs da TveSi orjer 
agzavnis provinciebis sacenzuro ganyofilebebSi. kavkasiis sacen-
zuro komiteti nebismieri ucxouri masalis dabeWdvisaTvis nebar-
Tvis gasacemad xelmZRvanelobs ucxouri cenzuris saalfabeto 
siebiT. garda amisa, provinciaSi sazRvargareTidan Semosuli ma-
sala SeiZleba moxvdes safosto gziTac. rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, 
kavkasiis olqSi Semosuli beWdviTi sityvis nebismieri masala ma-
nam, sanam adresatamde miva, sabaJodan pirdapir xvdeba „kavkasiis 
sacenzuro komitetSi“, iq xdeba misi Targmna, Semowmeba da Semdeg 
adresatTan gagzavna an masalis „dapatimreba“, e.i. uaris miReba, 
rom sabaJom adresats gadasces. aseTi literatura nadgurdeba. 
akrZaluli  literaturis siebi egzavnebaT  gubernatorebs da maT-
ve  evalebaT   sagangebo  moxeleTa  meSveobiT  Seamowmon   biblioTe-
kebi, samkiTxvelo darbazebi da wignebis maRaziebi, xom ar iyeneben 
aseTi saxis masalas da moaxdinon maTi konfiskacia.  

kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis masalebidan irkveva, rom am-
gvari saxis literatura mainc aRwevda provinciebSi ise, rom ar 
xvdeboda „ucxouri cenzuris“ peterburgis ganyofilebaSi, xolo 
adgilobrivi cenzura Sida Semowmebis safuZvelze, Tuki masSi im-
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periisTvis mavnebel azrs ver dainaxavda, aZlevda Tanxmobis bi-
leTs, rac niSnavda imas, rom misi dabeWdva SeiZleboda. kavkasiis 
sacenzuro komitetSi moipoveba araerTi saqme, romelSic komitetis 
zemdgomi organo – kavkasiis mefisnacvlis mTavari sammarTvelo – 
mkacrad afrTxilebs cenzorebs, rom dauSvebelia miscen nebarTva 
iseTi statiis Targmnasa da dabeWdvas, romelic peterburgis sa-
alfabeto siebSi (arc nebadarTulsa da arc akrZalulSi) ar mox-
vedrila. Sida cenzuris miuxedavad, provinciis sacenzuro komi-
tetma ar unda miiRos raime saxis gadawyvetileba, garda misi ak-
rZalvisa; aseve ar SeiZleboda im masalis dabeWdvaze nebarTvac, 
romelic sabaJos gziT ar aris Semosuli imperiaSi.

kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis masalebi – komitetis wesdeba 
da cirkuliarebi, aseve mefisnacvlis kancelariis mTavari sammar-
Tvelos mimowera komitetTan da Sinagan saqmeTa sammarTvelos dad-
genilebebi  srulyofil  warmodgenas  gviqmnis   imperiuli   kultu-
rul-saganmanaTleblo saqmianobis marTvis Sesaxeb; naTels hfens 
ara marto sityvis gamoxatvis TavisuflebisaTvis brZolis isto-
rias, aramed xels uwyobs sazogadoebriv azrze zemoqmedebisa da 
manipulirebis imdroindeli meqanizmebis ZiriTadi principebisa da 
tendenciebis dadgenas, rac Tanamedrove `informaciuli omebis“ 
konteqstis gaTvaliwinebiT CvenTvis gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania. 

1869 wels cenzorebis ori kategoria hyavT: erTia aRmosav-
luri enebis specialisti da meore – rusulisa da evropuli ene-
bisa (aRmosavlurSi, rogorc Cans, arabulis, sparsulis, Turqul- 
azerbaijanulis garda, kavkasiur enaTa specialistebic igulis-
xmebian); gansazRvrulia maTi xelfasebis raodenobac. rogorc ir-
kveva, kavkasiis sacenzuro komitets iseTi TanamSromlebic hyavs, 
romlebic  komitetSi  ar  muSaoben  cenzorebad,  magram  garedan as-
ruleben am movaleobas. aris SemTxvevebi, roca ama Tu im gimnazi-
is pedagogs sTxoven masalis Semowmebas, an roca gimnaziis direq-
toris rekomendaciaa saWiro, raTa ama Tu im pedagogma cenzoris 
movaleoba Seasrulos (ix. saqme 480-1-50); 

komitetis saarqivo fondebSi daculia imperatoris, guber-
natoris brZanebebi, oficialuri saxis gankargulebebi; aris sabu-
Tebi mosamarTled ama Tu im pirovnebis daniSvnis Sesaxeb, Sida 
brZanebebi mivlinebaSi komitetis TanamSromlis gaSvebis, samkur-
nalod misi wasvlisa da movaleobis Semsruleblad ama Tu im piris 
daniSvnis Taobaze (imperatoris, gubernatorisa da msgavsi maRa-
li rangis sabuTebi beWduri saxiT inaxeba); sacenzuro komitetSi 
Tavmoyrilia wlis ganmavlobaSi Catarebul sxdomaTa oqmebi (ix. 
saqme 480-1-55; – 393-gverdiani saqaRalde), oficialuri saxis cno-
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bebi imis Sesaxeb, rom ama Tu im pirovnebas pensia daeniSna (ix. saqme 
480-1-52; 77; 163...), rom mis movaleobas axali cenzori Seasrulebs 
(ix. saqme 480-1-53), rom erT-erTi TanamSromeli daajildoves 
(ix. saqme 480-1-233) da romeliRac maTgani ki SvebulebaSi midis 
(ix. saqme 480-1-50; 480-1-162); gvxvdeba brZanebebi, romlebiTac 
oficialur instanciebs evalebaT, rom peterburgSi saxelmwifo 
presas Seatyobinon, Tu ra mniSvnelovani faqtebi xdeba kavkasiis 
ama Tu im regionSi, raTa presam asaxos es movlenebi; arqivSi da-
culia instruqciebi, romlebic adgilobriv periodikas avalebs, 
centraluri presidan gadmobeWdon oficialuri cnobebi da a.S.

kavkasiis  sacenzuro komitetSi mudmivad Sedis gancxadebe-
bi, rom Jurnalis an wignis gamocemas iTxoven gamomcemlebi; dgeba 
vrceli siebi im Jurnal-gazeTebisa da wignebisa, romlebic gamovi-
da ama Tu im regionSi. maTSi aRnusxulia aTasobiT wigni, broSura 
da gazeTi1; siebi gamocemebisa, romlebic sxvadasxva uwyebas ga-
daegzavna Sesaswavlad2. arqivSi gvxvdeba uamravi sia, romelSic 
Camowerilia, Tu ra literaturas mieca gamoqveynebis nebarTva3. 
wlis bolos angariSebSi warmodgenilia gamocemebi, romlebic sa-
cenzuro komitetis nebarTviT daibeWda... faqtobrivad yvelafe-
ri, rac am wlebSi oficialurad aris gamosuli, aRnusxulia siebSi. 
xSiria  SemTxveva,  roca  irkveva, rom masala  ar gaugzavnia  Jurnals 
an gazeTs sacenzurod, ise daubeWdavs igi da amis gamo sasamarT-
loSi saqmis aRZvras iTxovs komiteti; saerTod, arcTu cotaa Sem-
Txveva, roca miaCniaT, rom samarTalSi unda mieces esa Tu is piri...  

redaqtorebi  zogjer iTxoven  ganmartebas, Tu ratom ar gas-
ca  ama  Tu  im  werilze  komitetma  gamoqveynebis  ufleba,  surT   ma-
salis dabeWdva... pasuxebi TiTqos dasabuTebulia, magram zogjer 
iseTi xelnaweri dasabuTebaa Cven winaSe, romlis wakiTxva, SeuZ-
lebeli Tu ara, Zalian Zneli iqneboda redaqtorisTvis, radgan 
zedmetad gakruli xeliTaa dawerili. 

komitets xSirad romelime saxelmwifo uwyebidanac uCivian 
da pasuxs sTxoven, – mag., gazeT „kavkazis“ 1877 wlis ivnisis erT-
erT nomerSi gamoqveynebula mcdari cnoba saqarTveloSi „kniaz 
mixail nikolaeviCis“ CamobrZanebis Taobaze; mefisnacvlis mTava-
ri sammarTvelos gamgebeli komitetis Tavmjdomare „dmitri pet-
roviCs“ (igulisxmeba dimitri furcelaZe) pasuxs sTxovs, Tu ro-
gor gaipara cnoba saqarTveloSi am pirovnebis Camosvlis Sesaxeb, 
„dmitri petroviCi“ sapasuxo werilSi sruliad Tavdajerebulad 

1 ix. saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivi, saqme 480-1-204.
2 ix. saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivi, saqme 480-1-165.
3 ix. saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivi, saqme 480-1-22,34,40...
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da Tamamad wers, rom gazeTma es cnoba tfilisis gubernatorisgan 
miiRo da kanonis safuZvelze gazeTs evaleboda, cenzuris gareSe 
gamoeqveynebina igi (ix. saqme 480-1-155). 

gamomcemloba zogjer Zalze gaRizianebuli uCivis ama Tu im 
cenzors da kanondarRvevaSi adanaSaulebs mas. magaliTad, „Тиф-
лиский Вестник“-is redaqtori – Tavadi konstantin bebuTovi („Князь 
Бебутов“) – komitetis winaSe ukmayofilebas gamoTqvams cenzorze, 
romelsac kanoni daurRvevia da erT-erTi nomridan amouRia sa-
eWvod miCneuli winadadebebi imis nacvlad, rom „gansakuTrebul 
uwyebaTaTvis“ („особым ведомствам“) gadaegzavna werili; amasTan, or 
adgilas sami wertili wauSlia (rogorc Cans, es sami wertili imaze 
mianiSnebda, rom raRac Zalze mniSvnelovanis Tqma undoda, magram 
gaxsnilad ar Tqva igi statiis avtorma). redaqtori moiTxovs, 
rom statiis mTlianad dabeWdvis nebarTva gasces komitetma (ix. 
saqme 480-1-168); Semdeg gvxdeba werili, romelSic ukve Tavad me-
fisnacvalTan Civis konstantin bebuTovi imis gamo, rom cenzor-
ma maqsimoviCma Tavis ganmartebiT werilSi „arakeTilsindisieri“ 
(„недобросовестный“) uwoda bebuTovs da samarTalSi mis gadacemas 
moiTxovs (ix. saqme 480-1-168). aris SemTxveva, roca redaqtori Se-
uracxyofis miyenebaSi adanaSaulebs cenzors, romelmac am gaze-
Tis redaqciisaTvis miuRebeli statiis dabeWdvis ufleba misca 
sxva gazeTs (ix. saqme 480– 1-161). 

ama  Tu  im saxis  saCivari  komitetis  mimarT  sxvac bevria. ro-
gorc ukve aRvniSneT, aris SemTxvevebi, roca cenzoris nebarTvis 
gareSe ibeWdeba statiebi, an zogierTi fraza, da Semdeg amis gamo 
pasuxs sTxoven sacenzuro komitets. mag., 1875 wels „tifliski 
vestnikis“ №89-Si dabeWdila statia, romelSic aseTi fraza gapa-
rula: „xelisufalni ki ar wyveten saqmes, aramed xalxi wyvets“ 
(„не государи решают дело, а народ“). komitetSi misulia tfilisis gu-
bernatoris ramdenime werili, iq gamarTula sxdoma, mousmeniaT 
cenzor meliq-megrabovisTvis, saqmis viTareba SeuswavliaT da 
gaurkveviaT, rom es fraza cenzors ar dauSvia, damnaSaveebad ti-
pografiis mflobelebi: Cancevi da k-o miuCneviaT da gadawyveti-
leba miuRiaT, saqmis kursSi CaeyenebinaT gubernatori; am yve-
lafris Sesaxeb sxdomis oqmi ityobineba (ix. saqme 480–1-198); Turqi 
konsuli komitetSi gagzavnili weriliT ukmayofilebas gamoTqvams 
imis gamo, rom komitetma misTvis misawodebeli „La Turgiue“-is 1875 
wlis Tebervlis nomeri SeaCera (ix. saqme 480–1-217) da a.S. 

komitetis saqmeebSi inaxeba iseTi saxis gankargulebebi, rom-
lebic ganmartavs, Tu rogor unda daibeWdos statiebi imperato-
ris gvaris mqone pirovnebaTa Sesaxeb. beWdviTi saqmis mTavari 
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samarTvelo mimarTavs gubernatorebs (19 maisi, 1873 w. №2947), rom 
„yvela nawarmoebi da statia, rogorc originaluri, aseve Targ-
mnili, romlebSic aRwerilia imperatoris an misi ojaxis wevrebis 
moqmedeba an gadmocemulia raime gamonaTqvami, an moyvanilia maT-
dami mimarTva; agreTve statiebi, romlebic Seicavs maT Sesaxeb 
raime monaTxrobsa da analizs, yvela, gamonaklisis gareSe, unda da-
ibeWdos saimperatoro karis ministris nebarTviT... aranairi gad-
mobeWdili statia, romelic exeba saimperatoro ojaxis wevrebs, ar 
unda daiSvas sacenzuro nebarTviT saimperatoro karis ministris 
xelaxali nebarTvis gareSe. gamonaklisi iqneba is statiebi, rom-
lebic daibeWda „saxelmwifo uwyebanSi“ da „rusul invalidSi“ 
(ix. saqme 480-1-152). am perioduli organoebidan gadmobeWdili 
statiebi SeiZleba xelaxla daibeWdos saimperatoro karis minist-
rTan SeuTanxmeblad. mefisnacvlis mTavari sammarTvelos ufrosi 
sacenzuro komitets erT-erT werilSi (1874 w.) atyobinebs, rom 
am gvaris mqone pirTa mier romelime RonisZiebaze zepirad war-
moTqmuli sityvis dabeWdva, xsenebul wels miRebuli kanonis 
Tanaxmad, imperatoris sasaxlis ministris TanxmobiT unda xde-
bodes. miuxedavad am kanonis arsebobisa, gazeT „Тифлиский Вес-
тник“-s 13 aprilis 39-e nomerSi (1874) saimperatoro samedicino 
sazogadoebis sxdomaze mTavarmarTeblis mier warmoTqmuli 
sityva aseTi nebarTvis gareSe daubeWdavs (misi saxeli, rogorc 
Cans, mefisnacvalTan dakavSirebuli imdroindeli etiketis ga-
mo, naxsenebi ar aris, weria mxolod – „Государь Великий Князь [...] 
Наместник“... cxadia, dRes etiketis darRvevaSi ar CaiTvleba da Se-
iZleba iTqvas, rom aq  mefisnacvali mixeil romanovi igulisxmeba 
(ix. saqme 480-1-167). 

komitetis xelSi gadis yvela erovnuli gamocema. mag., 1870 
da sxva wlebis angariSebSi aRniSnulia, rom komitetma neba gasca 
da gamoica „ciskris“ („Заря“), „droebis“ („Время“) Semdgomi nomrebi. 
angariSebSi, rogorc sxva dros, am welsac aris dasaxelebuli sxva 
qarTuli  gamocemebic:  da  mravalTa Soris – safos lirikuli ope-
ra,   qarTuli   da   rusuli  enebis  TviTSemswavleli,  qarTuli   „sa-
soflo gazeTi“ („Сельская жизнь“) da sxv.; gamocemaTa Soris da-
saxelebulia aseve – „guramovis“ daviTiani („Давитиани Гурамова“) 
(ix. saqme 480-1-75) (es daviT guramiSvilis „daviTianis“ pirveli 
gamocemaa). 

kavkasiis sacenzuro komiteti TanamSromlobs sxva qalaqTa 
cenzorebTanac. mag., erTi piesa – „gandgomili“ („Отщепенец“) ode-
seli cenzorisTvis gaugzavniaT. igi iwereba, rom misi gamoqveyne-
ba mizanSewonilad ar miaCnia, radgan piesaSi gatarebulia azri, 
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rom ebraelma marTlmadidebloba ar unda miiRos, ebrauli mo-
saxleoba ruseTSi isedac Caketilia da es piesa Caketilobas ufro 
gaaRrmavebso (ix. saqme 480-1-32). Cans, odeseli cenzoris gamoc-
dilebis gaziareba dasWirvebiaT, roca ebraul sakiTxs exeboda 
saqme da manac kolegialurad gauziara kavkasiis komitets es 
gamocdileba. misi cenzura mTlianad exmaureba zemoxsenebul 
saxelmwifo gadawyvetilebas, romlis Tanaxmad, ebraeli xalxi ar 
unda gancalkevdes. 

1879 wlis 20 dekembridan kavkasiis mefisnacvlis gankargu-
lebiT, „kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis“ saqmianobas daemata dra-
maturgiuli cenzura. komiteti ganixilavda literaturul na-
warmoebebs, nebas rTavda an krZalavda kavkasiis mxareSi scenaze 
maT dadgmas, akontrolebda scenaze mis Sesrulebas, msaxiobTa 
warmoTqmuli teqstebis srul Sesabamisobas cenzuris mier neba-
darTul teqstTan, msaxiobTa replikebis kilosa da maT mimikebs 
yvela speqtaklis dros, yvela afiSas. dramaturgiuli cenzura 
vrceldeboda ara mxolod TeatrSi dadgmul speqtaklebsa da 
maT teqstebsa Tu Sesrulebaze, aramed saxalxo RonisZiebebzec, 
romlebic SeiZleboda mowyobiliyo ojaxebSi an quCebSi. kavkasiis 
sacenzuro komitetis nebarTvis Semdgom aucilebeli iyo yvela 
speqtaklsa  Tu  RonisZiebas  daswreboda policiis warmomadge-
neli, maTTvis gamoeyoT specialurad adgilebi (ix. saqme 480-1-31). 

aRsaniSnavia kidev erTi faqtic: piesa, romelic idgmeba 
sataxto qalaqebis – moskovisa da peterburgis – TeatrebSi, cen-
zuris uflebis gareSe ar SeiZleba daidgas „provinciaTa“ sce-
nebze. man xelaxla unda miiRos Tanxmobis bileTi, kavkasiis sa-
cenzuro komitetSi xelaxla unda Sevides gansaxilvelad teqsti 
2 egzempliarad, radgan sxvadasxva midgoma esaWiroebaT dedaqa-
laqebsa da „provinciebs“. 

masalebSi gvxvdeba akrZalvebi, romlebic mefisnacvlis mTa-
vari sammarTvelodan igzavneba (am uwyebis saSualebiT uSualod 
aris sacenzuro komiteti mTavarmarTebelTan / mefisnacvalTan / 
dakavSirebuli), xels awers ufrosis movaleobis Semsrulebeli, 
senatori, „stats-sekretari“, „kniazi“ „bagration-muxranski“. 1874 
wels aukrZalavT 14 rusulenovani piesa, maT Soris: „Прометей или 
ужасные убийства; Елена в Трое; Рахел дочь благородного еврея; Риголетто 
или геройская корона и шутовская погремушка (перевод с италиянского)“. 
akrZalvis mizezi imiT aris axsnili, rom es piesebi gamosaqveyneb-
lad uxerxuladaa miCneuli („признанные к представлению неудобными“) 
da, sainteresoa, rom gacemulia gankarguleba, romlis Tanaxmad, 
am akrZalvis Sesaxeb Setyobinebebi tfilisis Teatralur da 
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kavkasiis sacenzuro komitets, aseve, amierkavkasiis mTiansa da 
SavizRvispireTis olqebs unda gaegzavnos (ix. saqme 480-1-192); sa-
varaudod es piesebi rusulenovan presaSi ukve dabeWdilia.

komitetis mxridan, rasakvirvelia, Semowmeba sWirdeba saek-
lesio literaturas. magaliTad, 1869 wels egzarxos evsevis1 
Seumowmebia 74 qarTuli xelnaweri, romelic moxseniebulia ro-
gorc „Проповеди Эпископа Гавриила“ da misi dabeWdvis nebarTvac 
gaucia (ix. saqme 480-1-37); cxadia, gabriel episkoposis qadagebebia 
aq nagulisxmebi; 1871 wels igive egzarxosi komitets swers, rom 
qarTul enaze SeiZleba daibeWdos wigni – „Краткое объяснение Божес-
твенной литургии свяшенника Востокова“; aqvea somxuri kalendris 
dabeWdvis nebarTva, romelSic aRniSnulia, rom masSi araferia 
iseTi, somxur saeklesio kanonmdeblobas rom ewinaaRmdegebodes 
(ix. saqme 480-1-83). 

aRsaniSnavia erTi garemoebac. beWdviT sferoSi Tavisufleba 
qarTvelebisTvis religiuri kuTxiT ufro metadaa SezRuduli, 
vidre kavkasiaSi mcxovrebi sxva xalxebisaTvis. rogorc imdroinde-
li moRvaweebi, upirvelesad ki iakob gogebaSvili da ganaTlebis 
sxva mesveurebi, Civian TavinT mravalricxovan werilebSi, gansa-
kuTrebuli wnexis qveSaa qarTuli marTlmadidebloba. mahma-
dianebi, kaTolikeebi, iudevelebi da somxeTis qristianebi Seda-
rebiT Tavisufalni arian TavianTi religiis popularizaciis 
saqmeSi. maT SeuZliaT, sazRvargareTidan literaturis gamowera, 
miReba, dabeWdva da gavrceleba. es yovelive ki ekrZalebaT qar-
Tvel qristianebs, radgan isini marTlmadideblebi arian, marTl-
madidebluri literatura ki arsebobs rusul enaze da aRaraa 
saWiroeba misi qarTul enaze Targmnisa da gamocemisa.

religiuri literaturis dabeWdvisaTvis sacenzuro komite-
ti xSirad mimarTavs saqarTvelos saegzarqosos, romlis warmo-
madgenelic ganixilavs religiuri Sinaarsis teqstebs imisda mi-
xedviT, xom ar ewinaaRmdegeba marTlmadidebluri eklesiis arss. 
xSirad saegzarqoso qarTuli xelnawerebis cenzorad iyenebs Tbi-
lisis sasuliero seminariis profesors, giorgi xelaZes (ix. saqme 
480-1-137).

somxuri saeklesio masalis dabeWdvisaTvis, Tu raime gansa-
kuTrebuli saWiroeba ar arsebobs, somxuri sasuliero ierarqi-
isagan iReben nebarTvas. radgan somxuri eklesia somexTa kaToli-
koss emorCileba da ara – egzarxoss. somexTa kaTalikoss aqvs Ta-
visi stamba (eCmiaZinis) da mefisnacvlis kancelariidan miRebuli 

1 igulisxmeba 1858-1877 ww-Si saqarTvelos egzarxosi /eriskacobaSi aleqsi 
aleqsis Ze ilinski.
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nebarTvac,  beWdos  somxur  enaze  sasuliero  Sinaarsis  literatu-
ra cenzuris gareSe. kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis saqmeebSi (ix. 
saqme 480-1-174) inaxeba komitetis mimarTva misi udidebulesoba, 
kavkasiis mefisnacvlis mTavari sammarTvelos ufrosisadmi som-
xeTis kaTalikos-patriarqis Txovnis Sesaxeb. es ukanaskneli kav-
kasiis sacenzuro komitets sTxovs nebarTvas, rom somxur enaze 
wignebis gamocemas Tavad gauwios zedamxedveloba. is aRniSnavs, 
rom msgavsi saxis nebarTva mas miniWebuli aqvs mTavarmarTeblisagan 
eCmiaZinis stambaSi Jurnal „araratis“ gamocemaze. es Jurnali ga-
modis 1868 wlidan patriarqis pasuxismgeblobiT, sacenzuro ko-
mitetis Semowmebis gareSe. saqmeSi devs mefisnacvlis kancelariis 
mTavari sammarTvelos ufrosis, baron nikolais, nebarTva. mas 
mizanSewonilad miaCnia, somxuri religiuri literaturis Semow-
mebis mTlianad CamoSoreba kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis saqmi-
anobidan (1874 w.).

sacenzuro komitetSi inaxeba somxur enaze somxuri gamomcem-
lobis mepatronis Semdegi Sinaarsis werilic. is sacenzuro ko-
mitets ugzavnis saeklesio kalendars, romelSic mTeli wlis 
dResaswaulebis TariRebia aRniSnuli da iTxovs mieces neba, rom 
drois mogebis mizniT manam daiwyos beWdva, sanam sasuliero xelm-
ZRvaneloba Seamowmebdes am kalendars (ix. saqme 480-1-32).

religiuri seqtebis mimarT saxelmwifos aqvs mkacri mo-
Txovna, maTi locvebisa da RvTismsaxurebis wignebis dabeWdva 
akrZalulia (ix. saqme 480-1-136). 

komiteti specialur moTxovnas imuSavebs presaSi armiis 
moqmedebebis Sesaxeb dasabeWdi statiebis Sesaxebac. 1875 wels mTa-
vari sammarTvelos ufrosi miiCnevs, rom dauSvebelia, gazeTma 
„kavkazma“ samxedro xelmZRvanelobasTan SeTanxmebis gareSe da-
beWdos statiebi, romlebic kavkasiis armiis moqmedebas, mis gan-
kargulebebsa da kavkasiis sxva samxedro sakiTxebs exeba (ix. saqme 
480-1-197). 

yuradRebas iqcevs is faqti, rom 1875 wels mTavari sammar-
Tvelo sacenzuro komitets swers, rom saWiroa komitetma tfi-
lisSi gamomavali gazeTebis cenzurirebisTvis saxelmZRvanelo 
instruqcia Seadginos; komitets Seaxseneben, rom oficialuri 
piris Seuracxyofa dauSvebelia; am sabuTSi vkiTxulobT, rom 
mTavari sammarTvelos ufrosis moadgilem ineba, ramdenime mo-
sazreba gamoeTqva („изволил высказать некоторые мысли“), mag., masSi 
naTqvamia, rom redaqciaTa Soris gaugebrobis Camovardnis dros 
komitetma 1868 wlis 137-e muxlis Sesabamisad unda imoqmedos (ix. 
saqme 480-1-220); imave wels mTavari sammarTvelodan ityobinebian, 
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rom dauSvebelia, zogi Cinovniki mivlinebaSi wasvlis win avansebs 
rom iTxovs (ix. saqme 480-1-219). iqmneba STabeWdileba, rom samuSao 
detalebi bolomde jerac ar aris daxvewili.

fondis masalebSi (ix. saqme 480-1-221) (1874 w.) imperatoris 
manifestTan erTad daculia Tanamdebobis pirTa daniSvnis sabu-
Tebi, maT Soris – cnoba imis Sesaxeb, rom sacenzuro komitetis 
Tavmjdomaris movaleobis Semsruleblad dainiSna zemoxsenebuli 
dimitri furcelaZe (cnobili mecnieri, avtori naSromebisa: „qar-
Tuli saeklesio gujrebi“, „saTavadaznauro gujrebi“, „saglexo 
gujrebi“, „kaxeTis umTavresi saWiroebani da moTxovnilebani“, 
„bodbis   monastris  aRwera“,  „dResaswaulni  saqarTvelos   eklesi-
isa“, „anderZi anton kaTalikosisa“, „saqarTvelos sisxlis samar-
Tlis kodeqsi vaxtang mefis samarTlis mixedviT“... d. furcelaZe 
iyo sasuliero seminariis profesori, mTielTa Soris wera-kiTx-
vis gamavrcelebeli sazogadoebis wevri, kavkasiis mefisnacvlis 
mrCeveli, kavkasiaSi qristianobis gavrcelebis saqmeTa gamgebeli 
da sxv. igi saxelmwifo moxelec aris, istorikosic, qarTul mwer-
lobas icnobs, Cans, endobian, misaRebad miaCniaT misi kandidatura 
da  male  komitetis  Tavmjdomaredac  niSnaven;  aRniSnulia   xelfa-
sic (ix. saqme 480-1-228); 221-e saqaRaldeSi vxvdebiT agreTve brZa-
nebas imis Sesaxeb, rom „staski sovetniki“ baqraZe mTavar sammar-
TvelosTan arsebuli arqeografiuli komisiis mudmiv wevrad 
iniSneba. 

fondis masalebSi (ix. fondi 480-1-226) gvxvdeba d. baqraZis 
werili (1875 wlis 7 Tebervali), romliTac igi „aleksandr pet-
roviC maqsimoviCs“ sTxovs, rom komitetis TavmjdomaresTan (e. 
i. am movaleobis Semsrulebel dimitri furcelaZesTan) gauwi-
os Suamdgomloba komitetSi muSaobis dawyebis nebaze; aqvea ga-
urkvevelad xelmowerili Suamdgomloba komisiis warmomadgen-
lisa („представитель комисии“) imis Taobaze, rom Suamdgomlobis av-
tori veraviTar xelisSemSlel faqtors ver xedavs da d. baqraZes 
umcrosi cenzoris Tanamdebobaze niSnaven. Semdeg ki aris axali 
Suamdgomloba, rom dimitri baqraZe „rusuli da evropuli enebis 
ufros cenzorad~ dainiSnos („старшим цензором русского и европое-
йских языков“) (ix. saqme 480-1-226); manamde gvxvdeba cnoba (1873 w.), 
romelic  mTavari   sammarTvelos   ufrosis  saxelzea  dawerili ko-
mitets erT-erTi TanamSromlis mier (xelmowera ar ikiTxeba); igi 
aRniSavs, rom komitets TanamSromlebi ar hyofnis da rom erTi 
adamianisTvis Zalian Znelia am saqmis gaZRola, – „xsenebul Ta-
namdebobaze 23 weli muSaobda didi avtoritetis mqone cenzori 
kaitmazovi, romelic avtoritetiT sargeblobda adgilobriv mwe-
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ralTa Soriso“ („У туземных писателей“) – da mTavari sammarTvelos 
ufross sTxovs, rom adgilobriv da aRmosavlur enaTa mcodne 
umcrosi cenzoris adgilze miiRon sruliad sando („вполне бла-
гонадежный“) pirovneba „koleJski sovetniki“ baqraZe, romelic am 
specialobis mqone cenzors daxmarebas gauwevs. aRniSnulia, rom 
baqraZe kaitmazovs (xsenebuli cenzoris miwveviT) araerTxel  mix-
marebia   muSaobaSi  da  rom  igi qarTuli  enis  cenzoris movale-
obas asrulebda xolme. werilis avtori dasZens, rom baqraZes ga-
naTleba sasuliero akademiaSi aqvs miRebuli da igi aq erT-erT sa-
ukeTeso qarTvel mwerlad aris miCneuli da didi avtoritetiTa 
da pativiscemiT sargeblobs maT Soris  („он считатется здесь одним из 
лучших  грузинских   писателей  и  пользуется  между  ними  большим   автори-
тетом и уважением“). rogorc mTavari sammarTvelos ufrosi wers: 
„baqraZem ganmicxada, rom mzad aris, Tavisi Tavisufali dro yo-
velgvari anazRaurebis gareSe qarTul enaze arsebuli Txzule-
bebis cenzurirebas moaxmaros, miT umetes, rom es misgan did 
Zalisxmevas ar saWiroebs, ramdenadac TavisTvisac kiTxulobs 
yvelafers, rac am enaze iwerebao; gamomdinare aqedan, vSuamdgom-
lob, rom „koleJski sovetkinkma“, batonma baqraZem adgilobrivi 
mosaxleobis  enaze  arsebuli gamocemebis cenzurirebaSi  daxmare-
ba gaswioso“ (ix. saqme 480-1-160). 

kavkasiis sacenzuro komiteti, cxadia, mxolod amkrZalavi 
dawesebuleba ar aris, – igi gamocemebis nebadamrTvelic gaxlavT 
da cenzorebs da, miT umetes, mis xelmZRvanels am wlebSi didi 
erovnuli saqmis frTxilad keTebis saSualeba eZlevaT, rac sak-
maod did riskTanac aris dakavSirebuli, radgan, miuxedavad vo-
roncovisdroindeli SedarebiTi „daTbobis“ politikisa, rogorc 
iTqva, zedmetis keTebis uflebas ar iZlevian. 

am sabuTebSi saintereso istoria ikveTeba da qarTvel pat-
riotTa gansakuTrebuli moRvaweobis kvalic Cndeba. 70-iani wle-
bis didZali sabuTebis gacnobisas ar arsebobs arcerTi cnoba, 
romlidanac davinaxavT, rom cnobil qarTvel istorikoss – d. baq-
raZes uaryofiTi Sefaseba daeweros raime erovnuli masalis Se-
saxeb; samagierod gvxvdeba vrceli siebi dasabeWdad mizanSewoni-
li wignebisa, romelTa Soris, cxadia, Zalian bevria iseTi, rome-
lic saqarTvelos exeba da gasagebia, rom am naSromebze dabeWdvis 
nebarTvas umeteswilad d. baqraZe awerda xels (radgan es iyo misi 
pirdapiri movaleoba). cenzorTa gvarebi, rogorc ama Tu im we-
rilis dadebiTad Semfaseblisa, umetes SemTxvevaSi ar Cans, d. baq-
raZis, rogorc konkretuli wignis mimarT dadebiTad ganwyobili 
cenzoris  gvari, jerjerobiT  Segvxvda  mxolod  erTxel, – 1876 
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wels  misTvis  sacenzurod  nikoloz  baraTaSvilis  leqsebi  gadau-
ciaT da mas gaucia dabeWdvis neba (ix. saqme 480-1-265); es aris 
nikoloz baraTaSvilis 1876 wels gamocemuli krebuli; araa Se-
uZlebeli, rom gaxmaurebuli saxelis mqone poetis Semoqmedebis 
mTlianad warmoCenis win misi Semoqmedebis cenzurireba sadRac 
mainc saWirod miuCneviaT da dimitri baqraZem warmatebiT gaar-
Tva am saqmes Tavi (baraTaSvilis SemoqmedebaSi, am mxriv, SesaZ-
loa, „bedi qarTlisa“ iqcevda gansakuTrebul yuradRebas, rad-
gan saqarTvelosa da ruseTis urTierTobis sakiTxebs exeba es 
poema); saerTod, erovnul saqmianobaSi dimitri furcelaZis gan-
sakuTrebuli roli ikveTeba rogorc dimitri baqraZis xelSem-
wyobisa. d. furcelaZe aseve istorikosia da Cven winaSe vlindeba 
pirovneba, romelic cdilobs, saqarTvelos istoriis Seswavlasa 
da qarTuli mwerlobis aRorZinebas xeli Seewyos da iseTi adami-
anebi miizidos cenzurirebis saqmeSi, romlebic aseTi faseuli 
wignebis gamocemis saqmeSi gverdiT daudgebian da maTi damsaxure-
ba saTanado dafasebas saWiroebas. vfiqrob, kavkasiis sacenzuro 
komitetSi dimitri furcelaZis da sxva adamianebis gavleniT 70-
ian wlebSi moqmedebas iwyebs qarTuli kulturis aRorZinebisaTvis 
xelSemwyobi patriotuli jgufi da, miuxedavad imisa, rom iqneb 
zogi arc iwonebda sacenzuro  komitetSi d. baqraZis da Semdgom 
sxva  erovnul  moRvaweTa  muSaobis  faqts, amgvar  moRvaweebsac  un-
da  vumadlodeT,  rom  istoriografiam  da  mwerlobam  me-19  sauku-
neSi amgvar simaRleebs miaRwia, – maTi xelmoweriT ibeWdeboda 
qarTuli patriotuli wignebi, sxvagvarad isini dRis sinaTles 
ver ixilavda. yuradRebas iqcevs erTi garemoeba: d. baqraZes didi 
Tanamdeboba ar ukavia (jer umcrosi cenzoria, Semdeg ufros cen-
zorad gadahyavT), miuxedavad amisa, „Cinebul-gulmodgine samsaxu-
risTvis“ („за отлично-усердную службу“) 1876 wels mas 300 rubliT 
ajildoeben; jer misi biografiuli cnobebia Camowerili, Semdeg 
ki komitetidan mTavar sammarTveloSi sweren, rom dimitri baqra-
Zem (ratomRac moxseniebulia odnav arqaizebuli formiT rogorc 
Дмитрий Бакрадзе, Сын Захарьева) araoficialur cenzorad muSaoba 
1871 wels daiwyo da Semdeg ki gvxvdeba brZaneba, romlis Tanaxmad, 
xelmwife imperatori mas 1876 wlis 20 dekembers didi „kniazis“, 
kavkasiis mTavarmarTeblis SuamdgomlobiTa da kavkasiis sacenzu-
ro komitetis mowmobiT sxvasTan erTad ajildoebs d. baqraZes (ix. 
saqme 480-1-281). cxadi xdeba, rom rigiTi cenzoris aseTi maRali 
rangis dajildoebaSi uSualod dimitri furcelaZis xeli urevia, 
misi Suamdgomlobaa aq mTavari (pirdapir, sruliad garkveviT 
weria jildos micemis Sesaxeb komitetis Tanxmobis Sesaxeb), radgan 
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mefisnacvali komitetis Tavmjdomaris gareSe ar gawevda aseT Su-
amdgomlobas misTvis iqneb sruliad ucnobi da umniSvnelo Ta-
namdebobis mqone piris mimarT. 1871 wels muSaobaze imitom Cans 
yuradReba gamaxvilebuli, rom piradad d. furcelaZis proteJed 
ar iqnas d. baqraZe miCneuli da gadawyvetilebis samarTlianobaSi 
eWvi  aravin  Seitanos.  cxadia,  300  rubli  am  SemTxvevaSi  bevrs ara-
fers niSnavs, – mTavaria, rom zemdgomTagan ndoba uZlierdeba 
d. baqraZes, sinamndvileSi mxolod erovnul saqmes  rom akeTebs  
da  sxvagvari qmedeba rom ar  Cans saqmeebSi, es dokumenturad  da-
dasturebuli faqtia. Cans, d. furcelaZis xelSewyobiT erovnul 
saqmeTa sakeTeblad romeliRac jgufi iwyebs sacenzuro komi-
tetSi moqmedebas; Tu SeiZleba ase iTqvas, Separebulebi arian isini 
komitetSi, sakmaod sarisko saqmes akeTeben da maTi am Rvawlis 
daviwyeba arafriT ar SeiZleba. gasaTvaliswinebelia is garemo-
ebac, rom d. baqraZes didi Sroma mouwevda imisTvis, rom esa Tu is 
masala „gaeparebina“ dasabeWdad da zogjer, SesaZloa, avtorise-
uli saTqmelis Sefarvis mizniT raimes Secvla moeTxova misgan... 

Tumc, cxadia, yvela problemis gadamwyvetad ar gvevlineba 
es jgufi; revoluciuri ideebis mimarT misi damokidebuleba sru-
liad gansxvavebulia. mag., xsenebuli periodis kavkasiis sacenzu-
ro komitetSi arian TanamSromlebi, romlebic Zalze undoblad 
uyureben axalgazrda niko nikolaZes da gamocemebs, romlebic 
masTan aris dakavSirebuli. 

1875 wlis 9 seqtembers n. nikolaZes komitetisgan mouTxovia, 
rom 1877 wlis pirveli ianvridan gamoeca krebuli „Капризы Пера“; 
rogorc komitetis sabuTSia aRniSnuli, nikolaZes hqonia survili, 
kviraSi erTxel gamosuliyo es krebuli, romlis fasi 20 kapiki 
iqneboda (weliwadSi – 4-dan 6 rublamde) da Cancevis tipografiaSi 
daibeWdeboda; iqve aRniSnulia, rom nikolaZe iTxovs, neba mieces, 
krebulSi mxolod sakuTari naSromebi moaTavsos da weria, rom 
1870 wels man ukve gamoTqva survili, gamoeca periodika „Обзор“. 
n. nikolaZis TxovnasTan dakavSirebiT kavkasiis mefisnacvlis 
mTavar sammarTveloSi komitetidan gagzavnilia Tavmjdomaris Se-
tyobineba imis Sesaxeb, rom 1861 wels peterburgis universitetis 
studenti nikolaZe peterburgis areulobaSi iRebda monawileobas, 
magram misdami mowyaleba mainc iqna gamocxadebuli da 1864 wels 
sazRvargareT wasvlis neba mieca; aRniSnulia, rom igi JenevaSi rus 
emigrantebTan (gansakuTrebiT elpidinTan) sxvadasxva „WuWyiani“ 
(„грязных“) politikuri broSurebiTa da Semdeg ki revoluciuri 
xasiaTis mqone furclebiT („листов“) iyo dakavebuli, rom JenevaSi 
fsevdonimiT Никифор Г** antisamTavrobo broSura – „Правительство 
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и молодое поколение“ – gamosca da, aqedan gamomdinare, didma Tavad-
ma, mefisnacvalma, SeuZleblad miiCnia, raime saxis gamomcemlur 
saqmianobasTan misi daSveba da amasTan mTavari sammarTvelos uf-
rosma moiTxova, rom komitetma fxizlad adevnos Tvali nikola-
Zes, raTa man raime saxis uaryofiTi gavlena ar moaxdinos lite-
raturul  Jurnalebsa  da  gazeTebze;  bolos  weria,  rom  axali akr-
Zalvis SemTxvevaSi igi wamebuli gmiris mantiaSi gaexveva („Новый 
отказ придал бы ему несвойственное значение опасного героя-страдальца“), 
mas unda, rom saxeli Seucvalos gamocemas (romelic adre ukve 
aekrZala) da Zveli saqmeebi ganagrZos, amitom, Tu didi Tavadi me-
fisnacvali nebas darTavs, SeiZleba mivceT ufleba, rom gamosces 
krebuli, romelic sacenzuro moTxovnebs damorCilebuli iqneba 
da saxelad „Капризы Пера“ ki ara, aramed „Наблюдатель“ daerqmevao; 
boloSi, amjerad ukve 1876 wliT daTariRebul uwyebaSi (didxans 
ulodinebiaT niko nikolaZe, sanam oficialur pasuxs gascemdnen), 
romelic mTavari sammarTvelodan aris komitetSi gagzavnili, 
vkiTxulobT, rom „misma brwyinvalebam“ (e. i. mefisnacvalma) niko-
laZis Txovnis dakmayofileba „ar ineba“ (ix. saqme 480-1-232). 

komitetisaTvis cnobilia, rom nikolaZe aqtiurad TanamSrom-
lobda ciurixSi qarTvel studentTa mier daarsebul sazogado-
eba „uRelTan“. 1873 wels tfilisis guberniis Jandarmeriis uf-
rosi (werils xels Jandarmeriis erT-erTi ganyofilebis uf-
rosi s. esaZe awers) sacenzuro komitets, piradad „aleksandr 
petroviCs“ atyobinebs, rom nikolaZem scada, ciurixidan Semoetana 
47 dasaxelebis akrZaluli wigni da broSura, agreTve sazogado-
eba „uRelis“ („Ярмо“) mier 1873 wlis 12 marts gamarTuli sxdomis 
qarTulenovani oqmebi da iTxovs, am oqmebis aslebi rusul Targman-
Tan erTad JandarmeriaSi gaugzavnon; Jandarmeriis warmomad-
genlis aRniSvniT, „meTvalyureobis qveS myof“ yofil student 
nikolaZes ciurixidan Semoutania liTografiuli danadgari da 
xsenebuli warmomadgeneli iTxovs acnobon, konkretulad risTvis 
gamoiyeneba es danadgari (ix. saqme 480-1-142). 

masalebidan vxedavT, rom niko nikolaZe mainc ar nebdeba 
da xalxisaTvis  revoluciuri ideebis miwodebis sxvadasxva gzas 
eZebs. saarqivo fondis (ix. saqme 480–1-300) saqmeSi vkiTxulobT, 
rom cnobil qarTvel  erovnul moRvawe aristo quTaTelaZes1 1877 

1 aristo quTaTelaZe – qarTuli enisa da literaturis pedagogi goris, Semdeg 
– xonis seminariebSi, tfilisis saswavlo institutis TanamSromeli; avtori 
naSromebisa: „pirveldawyebiTi qarTuli gramatika“, „qarTuli zmnebis kla-
sifikacia“, „saxelmZRvanelo mosamzadebeli klasebisaTvis“, „sazogado geog-
rafia“, „konspeqti saqarTvelos istoriidan“, „arxeologiuri mogzauroba“, 
„sofeli martyofi da xelTuqmneli RvTaebis istoria“ da sxv.
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wels sacenzuro komitetisaTvis uTxovia nebarTva, gamoeca kre-
buli saxeliT „Физиономия войны“, – masSi mxolod erTi avtoris 
statiebi iqneba dabeWdili da, Tu amisi saWiroeba iarsebebs, avto-
ris vinaobasac SegatyobinebTo; sabuTebidan Cans, misTvis stati-
ebis avtoris vinaobis dasaxeleba mouTxoviaT da quTaTelaZesac 
ganucxadebia, rom avtori n. nikolaZea. is arwmunebs komitets, 
rom gaugebroba aRar moxdeba da nikolaZis statiebi sacenzuro 
komitetis an misi erT-erTi warmomadgenlis mier jer kidev maTi 
koreqtirebisas iqneba ganxiluli; agreTve pirobas debs, rom mo-
mavalSi misi (n. nikolaZis), rogorc avtoris, gvaris moxsenieba ar 
daaviwydeba; krebulis saTauri „Физиономия войны“ /„omis fiziono-
mia“ (iseve, rogorc „Капризы Пера“ / „kalmis axirebani“) n. nikolaZis 
mofiqrebuls hgavs.

n. nikolaZis Sesaxeb arqivSi iZebneba am periodis sxva vrceli 
masalebic. saqaRaldeSi 480-1-232 daculia kavkasiis sacenzuro 
komitetis Tavmjdomaris mier nikolaZis Sesaxeb dawerili werili, 
romelSic TiTqosda sasxvaTaSorisod imazecaa msjeloba, rom 
Sesaswavlia, ramdenad axdens mosaxleobaze literaturuli saxis 
gazeTebi zegavlenas. Cans, gasagebi xdeba, rom TandaTan saSiS 
formebs iRebs mxatvrul literaturaSi gamoTqmuli ideebi, Si-
Soben, rom masSi saxelmwifosaTvis saSiSi revoluciuri azrebic 
gaipareba, kavkasiis sacenzuro komitets ki revoluciur moRvawe-
obasTan dakavSirebuli adamianebis mimarT gansakuTrebuli si-
fxizlis gamoCena evaleba.

amrigad, 70-ian wlebSi biurokratia Zalian Zlieria sacenzuro 
komitetSi. sabaJoebidan Sesuli Tu adgilobrivi periodikisa da 
imgvari wignebis gacnoba evalebaT,  romlebic, rogorc zemoT  
vnaxeT, saSiSroebas ar warmoadgens, magram arian pirovnebebi, 
romelTac ndobiT ar ekidebian da maT mimarT gansakuTrebuli 
yuradReba aris gamaxvilebuli... 

aseve yuradRebas imsaxurebs arqivSi daculi sabuTebi 
imis Taobaze, rom somxur gazeTebSi – „Мшак“ („Работник“), „Надз“ 
(„Опыт“), „Арарат“ – gadaWarbebuli mniSvneloba aqvs miniWebuli 
vaWrobaSi somxuri mosaxleobis rols, rom es yvelaze metad am 
gazeTebisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli; mTavar damnaSaved ki am saqmeSi 
„tifliski vestnikia“ gamoyvanili, masTan erTad kritikulad aris 
ganxiluli gazeTi „kavkazi“. werilSi vkiTxulobT, rom „tifliski 
vestnikma“ „kavkazze“ met `warmatebasac~ ki miaRwia da es maSin, ro-
ca mas arc mewinave statiebi aqvs, arc naTlad Camoyalibebuli po-
litika da arc mTavar sakiTxebs exeba (igulisxmeba oficialuri 
politikuri xasiaTis werilebi); „tifliski vestniki“ skandalur 
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werilebs ibeWdavs sxva gazeTebidan, ar SeuZlia, rom am mxareSi 
rusuli sityva da rusuli azri wamoswios win; weria, rom igi faq-
tobrivad carieli furcelia, moTxovnebs ver akmayofilebs da 
dadanaSaulebulia somxuri informaciis gavrcelebasa da misi sxva 
gazeTebisaTvis miwodebaSi. Semdeg moyvanilia magaliTi, – maSin, 
roca ruseTis sazogadoebrivi yuradReba aRmosavleTis sakiTxeb-
ma miipyro, somxur literaturaSi mxolod imgvari saxiT hpova am 
sakiTxebma gamoxmaureba, rom TurqeTis somxeTze dabeWdes sta-
tiebio; tfilisurma rusulma gazeTebma ki aseT dros imaze meti 
veraferi  dainaxes  aRsaniSnavi,  rom  aleqsandrovis  baRSi  slavian-
Ta sargeblobisaTvis seirnoba gaimarTa da mazridan Semowirulo-
bebi gamoigzavnao. bolos aris daskvna, romlidanac zustad ver 
irkveva, iTxovs, Tu ara Tavmjdomare (xsenebuli werilis avtori) 
am gazeTis daxurvas da axlis daarsebas, magram winadadeba isea 
dawerili, rom, gasagebi iyos, – Tu ganaxleba ar moxda gazeTisa, mis 
daxurvas win araferi daudgeba, – werilSi vkiTxulobT, rom „yve-
la am mdgomareobis Sejamebas sacenzuro komiteti im daskvnamde 
mihyavs, rom rusul enaze axali perioduli gamocema aris saWiro“. 

„tifliski vestnikis“ redaqtori bebuTovi (gazeTis adminis-
tratori d. eristovia; tipografia – Cancevisa), iZleva axsna-
ganmartebas imis Sesaxeb, Tu rogor moxda, rom 1876 wlis 144-e 
nomerSi cenzuris gareSe daibeWda masalebi da aqve saubaria imis 
Taobaze, rom momavalSi gaSuqdeba mxaris literaturul-poli-
tikuri cxovreba (ix. saqme 480-1-236). es aris gamopasuxeba komite-
tis Tavmjdomaris kritikaze. 

warmodgenili saqmidan Cans, rom Tavmjdomare gonieri 
politikosi da diplomatia, igi im garemoebaze akeTebs ZiriTad 
aqcents, rom rusul politikas kargad ar aSuqebs „tifliski ves-
tniki“  da  amiT  xels  uwyobs  imgvari  tendenciis  gaZlierebas,  rom 
sxva gamocemebmac mxolod erTi erovnebis mosaxleobis savaWro 
Tu sxva saxis saqmianobaze gaamaxvilon ZiriTadi yuradReba da 
saqarTvelos cxovrebaSi mxolod araseriozuli saqmianobis Sesaxeb 
weron, rogoricaa, magaliTad, aleqsandrovis baRSi seirnoba. 
kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis Tavmjdomare iqve slavianTa sar-
geblobas axsenebs, rac kargad metyvelebs mis pirovnebaze (cxa-
dia, dimitri furcelaZezea saubari) da imdroindeli saxelmwifo 
ideologiis Taviseburebebzec iZleva msjelobis Zalze farTo 
konteqstSi ganvrcobis saSualebas. 

„tifliski vestnikis“ saqmeebSi uSualod mefisnacvalia Car-
Tuli. saqaRalde 480-1-240-Si daculia 1876 wels komitetis Tavm-
jdomaresTan gagzavnili angariSi imis Taobaze, rom SeCerda im 
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yvelafris beWdva, rac mefisnacvalma akrZala; iqve, rogorc 
Cans, imisaTvis, rom presaSi ganxorcielebulma cvlilebebma gan-
sakuTrebuli rezonansi ar SeiZinos, aqcenti konkretul weri-
lebzea gadatanili. Semdeg vxedavT, rom Seteva am gazeTze isev 
grZeldeba. komitetSi mouwveviaT kreba, romelzec aRuniSnavT, 
rom „tifliski vestniki“ koreqtirebul masalas gvian agzavnis ko-
mitetSi da winadadeba miuciaT misTvis, rom dilis 7 saaTidan dRis 
2 saaTamde moaswros masalis gagzavna (ix. saqme 480-1-251); gazeTs 
SeuracxyofisaTvis uCivis romeliRac „nadzorni sovetniki“ da 
erT-erTi gimnaziis  direqtoric (ix. saqme 480-1-252); gubernatori 
ki ukmayofilebas gamoTqvams, rom xsenebul gazeTSi cenzuris 
gareSe ibeWdeba masalebi (ix. saqme 480-1-253).

1876 wels mefisnacvals komitetidan atyobineben, rom „tif-
liski vestnikma“ Secvala saredaqcio politika, rom igi xsenebuli 
wlis pirveli  ianvridan yoveldRiurad gamodis (saqaRaldeSi – 
480-1-201 – daculia bebuTovis Txovna gazeTis gamocemis nebar-
Tvaze da Tavad nebarTva); aqve weria, rom gazeTi gadavida „kalmis 
amxanagobis“ („Товарищество по пере“) eristovisa da „К-о“-s mflo-
belobaSi da, gamomdinare aqedan, kanonis Sesabamisad, Rirebule-
bis gazrdis uflebac mieca; mTelma redaqciam isurva cvlileba, 
– amieridan gaaSuqos yvela movlena; Zveli Secdomebi fuladi 
problemebiT axsna; dado piroba, rom gamonaxavs sakuTar gzas, 
asaxavs kanonebSi momxdar cvlilebebs, oficialur brZanebebs, kav-
kasiis yofiT ambebs, cnobebs vaWrobis Sesaxeb; aqve naTqvamia, rom 
gaaSuqebs istorias, romelic mogonebebSi da arqivebSia Semonaxu-
li, rusul qronikebs, rusuli ganaTlebis sakiTxebs, ucxour am-
bebs, dabeWdavs feletonebsac. saqmeSi devs miTiTebebi – ruse-
Tidan „dmitri petroviCis“ (furcelaZis) saxelze gamogzavnili; 
rogorc Cans, am da sxva miTiTebaTa safuZvelze komitetSi Tvi-
Tonve SeudgeniaT  saxelmZRvanelo  gegma, romlis Tanaxmad, ga-
zeTma   mimdinare   yoveldRiuri  movlenebi,  kanonmdeblobaSi   mom-
xdari cvlilebebi unda ganixilos, weria, rom unda Seexos eTnog-
rafias, kulturas, ekonomikas, kavkasiis istorias, amasTan dakav-
SirebiT dabeWdos arqivebidan amonawerebi, xanSi SesulTa mo-
gonebebi, aqve aRniSnulia, rom saWiroa ruseTSi mimdinare movle-
nebi gaaSuqos, rusuli da ucxouri presidan politikuri cno-
bebi gadabeWdos da sxva; SemorCenilia komitetSi dawerili is 
saxelmZRvanelo xelnaweri, romelic SemdgomSi albaT dazustda; 
furceli gadasaTeTrebelia, ramdenime adgilas wiTeli fanqriT 
aris gadaxazuli; (ix. saqme 480-1-258); Sesworeba komitetis maRali 
Tanamdebobis piris mier unda iyos gakeTebuli (safiqrebelia, rom 
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dimitri furcelaZea es pirovneba). aqve unda iTqvas, rom 1876 wels 
ukve gamkacrebulia beWdviT sityvasTan damokidebuleba. mag., 1877 
wels foTis sabaJodan iwerebian, rom Seasruleben Sinagan saqmeTa 
ministris mier 3 maiss gacemul gankargulebas da Sida mimoweris 
aslebs sacenzuro komitets gadaugzavnian (ix. saqme 480-1-299). 

saerTod, kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis arqivze dakvirveba 
cxadyofs, rom saxelmwifoSi beWdviTi saqmis mimarT gansakuTre-
buli gamkacreba 1875 wlidan iwyeba, rac, cxadia, im zemoxsenebul 
reformasTanac aris kavSirSi, romlis drosac (1874 w.) gafarTovda 
kavkasiis sacenzuro komitetis saqmianoba da misi saStato Semad-
genloba gaizarda.

gamkacrebasTan dakavSirebiT aRsaniSnavia 480-1-298 saqaRal-
deSi daculi cnobebi (maTi nawili dakargulia), – kavkasiis sacen-
zuro komitets „samxedro cenzuridan“ („Военная Цензура“) 1879 wlis 
6, aseve 15 ivniss, atyobineben, rom gazeTebSi samxedro cenzuris 
gverdis avliT ar unda daibeWdos iseTi statiebi, telegramebi, 
romlebic samxedro sakiTxebs exeba. gazeTebs mxolod im gamoce-
midan eZlevaT masalis gadabeWdvis ufleba, romelsac „samxedro 
cenzurisagan“ aqvs nebarTva miRebuli; 1880 wlis 8 ivliss guber-
niis  ufrosTan  Sinagan  saqmeTa  saministros  beWdviT  saqmeTa  mTa-
vari sammarTvelodan gamogzavnilia konfidencialuri werili (we-
rils aweria „Конфиденцияльно“), romelSic gubernators afrTxile-
ben, rom ar daibeWdos statiebi, romlebidanac gamoCndeba, rom 
CineTis sazRvrebTan, amurispireTSi, mdebare damcavi Zalebi sus-
tia... am sabuTebis nawili, rogorc iTqva, ar aris Semonaxuli, rac, 
SesaZloa, SemTxveviTi arc iyos... 

warmodgenili masalebidan gamomdinare, kavkasiis sacenzu-
ro komitetis muSaobis TaviseburebaTa Sesaxeb SemovifarglebiT 
mokle daskvnebiT: 

dasawyisSi komitetis muSaoba gansakuTrebuli aqtiurobiT 
ar gamoirCeva, rac im faqtiT unda iyos gamowveuli, rom samoq-
medo gegmebi jerac ar aris bolomde daxvewili; am periodSi uf-
ro aqtiuroben garedan, riTac sabaJoebi sxvebze metad gamo-
irCevian; komitetSi Zlieria biurokratia; kavkasiis calkeul 
erovnebebTan muSaoba 70-ian wlebSi, Cans, jerac damuSavebis 
procesSia, saqarTveloSi am mxriv SedarebiTi daTbobis periodi 
dgas, daSvebulia erovnuli istoriis, eTnografiis Seswavla, 
riTac sargebloben adgilobrivi erovnuli Zalebi da qarTuli 
kulturis aRorZnebisaTvis iwyeben zrunvas; 70-ian wlebSi am mi-
marTebiT gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs dimitri furcelaZis, 
dimitri baqraZisa da sxvaTa moRvaweoba, romelTa Soris myofTa 
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araerTi saxeli albaT jerac gamosavlenia. sacenzuro komiteti 
gansakuTrebul sifxizles iCens revoluciurad ganwyobil pirTa 
mimarT. XIX s-is 70-iani wlebis Sualedidan sacenzuro muSaoba 
SedarebiT mkacrdeba. es simkacre SemdgomSi gansakuTrebiT siZli-
eres miaRwevs. 
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Censorship in the Context of the Georgian Experience of 
the 50s-70s of the 19th Century

Summary
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Russia’s censorship policy in the Caucasus is part of the imperial-colonial goals 
that the highest authorities of this country had towards the people of the Caucasus. 
Specifically, the censorship policy of the empire in Georgia fought against the idea 
of the national identity of the Georgian people and the restoration of an independent 
Georgian state, and the people who dedicatedly fought for the realization of this idea.

The history of Russian censorship in the Caucasus and Georgia officially be-
gins in the middle of the 19th century, namely, from 1848, when the Caucasus Censor-
ship Committee was established, which was the official institution implementing Rus-
sia’s chauvinist-colonial policy in the Caucasus and Georgia in particular. However, 
the pre-history of Russian censorship is longer and more loaded with imperial con-
tent, because its goal was much more difficult, namely: the abolition of the Georgian 
kingdom-principalities, the incorporation of all of Georgia into the imperial space, the 
Russification of the country.

When we get acquainted with a lot of materials that reflect the intelligence 
activities of people with special tasks sent to Georgia by the Russian government, 
starting from Peter the Great, ending with the activities of people sent by the emperors 
Paul and Alexander, we realize that controlling the current events in our country was 
a priority of the Russian government’s foreign policy.

Russia’s censorship policy controlled everything that the empire needed to pre-
serve the conquered country, to study the moods and aspirations of all its citizens, to 
punish those who dared to turn to the past, to completely assimilate the population and 
to kill forever the idea of independence in the people.    

Some time before the conquest of Georgia, the officials sent on a special 
mission got to know the local political, economic and cultural situation, created the 
ground for the conquest of the country, and after the conquest, the committees with the 
chief rulers had a special task of studying the mood of the population and the thought 
of the creative elite (Kovalensky, Knoring, Musin-Pushkin, etc.). The information 
obtained as a result of this control was sent to the ruler of the Caucasus, who in turn 
reported this information to the highest authority, the emperor himself. The multi-
volume set of acts compiled by the Caucasus Archaeological Commission is full of 
such information.

cenzoris instituti XIX saukunis 50-70-iani wlebis 
qarTuli gamocdilebis konteqstSi
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Before the conquest of the Kingdom of Kartl-Kakheti, the so-called duty of 
“Chief Censor” was performed by Petre Kovalenski, an official specially sent to Geor-
gia by Emperor Paul I. He recorded the views of interesting political figures, informal 
settings and thoughts expressed during meetings, and prepared the ground for Rus-
sia’s conquest of the Caucasus. At the beginning of the 60s of the XIX century, before 
the release of the Acts, Adolphe Berge published “Councilor of State Petre Kovalen-
sky’s Notes on Georgia”. It clearly shows how Kovalensky tried to influence the king 
of Kartli-Kakheti through personal conversations, to confront him with the Caucasian 
khanates, including those who were in friendly relations with the royal court of Geor-
gia, he organized inspirations by bringing down the division between the kings and 
princes within Georgia itself, and all this was part of the imperial policy of Russia.

A special conclusion based on complete control over the population led to the 
creation of the secret police in 1831, which is nothing more than the imposition of 
complete censorship on the actions and desires of the Georgian people. On May 23, 
1831, Adjutant-General Benkendorf was addressed by the governor of the Caucasus, 
General Ivan Paskevich, and presented the project of creating a secret military police 
in Transcaucasia, with the center in Tbilisi. It consisted of 29 paragraphs and the es-
tablishment of prospective personnel. The project was approved by Emperor Nicho-
las I on July 7 of the same year. In its very first paragraph, significant words have 
been stated: “Among the population of Georgia and other provinces of Transcaucasia, 
which in most cases were subdued by the power of Russian weapons, there are many 
people who, as a result of wrong thinking, do not look at the Russians as protectors, 
but as conquerors, and therefore they are hostile to the Russian government” (Acts 
1878: 343). 

Due to the existing situation, the author of the project proposes to the emperor 
a number of secret intelligence measures, which will prevent the government from 
conspiracies, anxiety, etc. Paragraph 8 of the project states that in provinces, regi-
ments, judicial institutions, ports, customs, border quarantines, foreign consulates and 
generally in places where foreign citizens gather, the secret police was to have their 
own secret agents; Paragraph 9 states that the postal service should check and moni-
tor suspicious correspondence and possible encrypted information contained therein. 
Paragraph 10 states that even the clothes and personal belongings of suspicious per-
sons should be secretly searched when crossing the border. Paragraph 19 states that 
the secret police should always be on the lo-okout for “people who are free-thinkers 
and insolent against religion and the government”. 

Paragraph 24 deals with military units; Secret Service officials were to find out 
if there were “secret societies among the officers, or parties malicious in their content, 
or intrigues of any kind, and from whom they originated” (Acts 1878:343-345). 

As we can see, the newly formed secret police agency is becoming a very 
powerful weapon in the hands of the Russian imperial state. Its main purpose was to 
detect and prevent events similar to the conspiracy of 1832, however, national forces 
always acted against it, and the secret police could not reveal the conspiracy until 
December 9, 1832.
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Censorship was tightened in 1837, when Russian Emperor Nicholas I arrived 
in Georgia for the first time. From the memories of Luka Isarlov, an eyewitness of the 
events, who later became the “fierce censor” of the Caucasus Censorship Committee, 
it is clear how extensive the censorship was everywhere and on everything, so that 
this visit could end peacefully. We can consider December 23, 1837 as the beginning 
of the history of the censorship of the Georgian printed press, when by the order of the 
Russian emperor, censorship of the books coming out of the printing house was en-
trusted to the office of the governor of Georgia, and the teachers of Tbilisi gymnasium 
were appointed as censors. 

It is true that official censorship was imposed on print production and it had 
cruel forms, but due to the fact that a small volume of the printed literature was pub-
lished in Georgia at that time, publications were monitored by the governor-general 
of the Caucasus until the end of the 40s. The government did not consider it necessary 
to establish a special Caucasian censorship committee. 

The establishment of the Caucasian Censorship Committee in 1848 had several 
reasons related to both local and international historical events.

1) The revolutions of 1848 in European countries scared the Russian govern-
ment. It decided to prevent the possible spread of ideas and literature coming from 
Europe, especially since involvement in the revolutions earned Russia the name of 
the “Gendarme of Europe” and undermined its international authority. The desire to 
prevent possible events forced the imperial authorities to establish the Caucasus Cen-
sorship Committee.

2) A lengthy Caucasian war was going on, which threatened the eventual con-
quest of the Caucasus by the Russian Empire. At such a time, by implementing a strict 
censorship policy, the imperial government excluded free thought among “foreigners”.

3) The establishment of the Caucasus Censorship Committee, we think, was 
the result of the activity of the liberation movement of the Georgian people, which 
started immediately after the abolition of the Kingdom of Kartli-Kakheti, did not stop 
until the 40s and weakened Russia’s positions in the Caucasus.

4) We think that the establishment of the censorship committee against the 
background of the newly introduced Viceroy institution in the Caucasus and its goals 
prove once again the perfidious nature of the soft power policy of the empire and its 
loyal Viceroy Mikhail Vorontsov.

Russia could not appear as a complete rejector of liberalism, and on April 18, 
1865, Alexander II granted some freedom to the press, which marked the beginning 
of the reform of censorship. On January 26, 1863, the Ministry of Internal Affairs was 
assigned the task of monitoring literature and journalism, and it was considered neces-
sary to develop new protective mechanisms in the legislation. A special commission 
was created, the chairman of which was D. Obolensky, according to whom, the same 
liberal reforms as in other areas should be reflected in the printing business. In 1863, 
Obolensky had already developed a project on printing, the main censorship authority 
became the “Main Department of Printing”, and on September 13, 1865, a law was 
passed, according to which state and academic scientific publications, classical litera-
ture texts, and their translations should be exempted from censorship. In the empire, 
the appropriate policy was carried out towards all the people. 
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Observing the documents of the Caucasus Censorship Committee allows us to 
show what the situation was in this regard in the Caucasus, in particular, how the laws 
were implemented in Georgia. 

It was clear to the central government of Russia that it could not suppress the 
culturally different peoples included in the empire and could not change the identity 
of the Caucasians by force of arms alone; Therefore, they allowed a certain revival of 
national culture in relation to Georgia. Such a policy would have preserved Russia’s 
liberal appearance and, obviously, would not endanger the existence of an integral 
state.

Georgian national figures use the Russian policy of this period and get national 
affairs in order. From the materials of the 480th fund preserved in the National Ar-
chives of Georgia, it is clear that the newly established Caucasus Censorship Commit-
tee was less active at the beginning; Its implementation started relatively later, which 
was caused by the expansion of publications, coverage of political, social and national 
problems in them. At the same time, it is conceivable that at the beginning the action 
specifics of the committee were not fully refined yet. Its transition from being under 
the jurisdiction of the Caucasus Educational District and then the Ministry of Educa-
tion to the Ministry of Internal Affairs (1863) and then (1867) directly to the Governor 
of the Caucasus shows that it acquired special state importance.

Since the mid-70s, the committee’s field of action has been expanding, if previ-
ously three censors and chairmen were in charge, then the number of states increased 
and control over the publishing activities of Stavropol, Tergi and Kuban provinces 
was added. In general, observation of the archives of the Caucasus Censorship Com-
mittee reveals that special tightening of the printing business in the state began in 
1875, which is obviously related to the above-mentioned reform, during which (1874) 
the activity of the Caucasus Censorship Committee was expanded and its staff in-
creased. It should also be noted that the work with individual nationalities of the 
Caucasus in the 70s is still in the process of development, in Georgia there is a period 
of relative warming in this regard, the study of national history and ethnography is al-
lowed, which the local national forces are taking advantage of and are starting to care 
for the revival of Georgian culture; 

In the 70s, the work of Dimitri Purtseladze, Dimitri Bakradze and activities of 
others, the names of whom may still be revealed arouses special interest in this regard. 
Censorship Committee shows special vigilance towards revolutionary persons. Since 
mid 70s of the 19th century, censorship work becomes relatively stricter. This strict-
ness will increase later.

 The materials of the Caucasus Censorship Committee - the committee charter 
and circulars, the correspondence of the main division of the Viceroy’s Chancellery 
with the committee and the resolutions of the Department of Internal Affairs give us 
a perfect idea of the management of imperial cultural and educational activities; It 
sheds light not only on the history of the struggle for freedom of expression, but also 
helps to determine the main principles and trends of the mechanisms of influencing 
and manipulating public opinion at the time, which is especially important for us in 
the context of modern “information wars”.
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debiuti niko nikolaZisa
(aleqsandre orbelianis kvalze)1

`ciskris 1860 wlis me-10 nomerSi daibeWdeboda publicisturi 
statia `quTaisis Worikanaoba~, romelic xelmoweriliyo fsev-
donimiT `quTaisis meWore~ da exeboda qarTuli enis mdgomareoba-
sa da mosalodnel beds.

vladimer baqraZe gamoiCenda am mxriv cnobiswadils `zakav-
kazskaia reCis~ 1913 wlis 1 dekembris nomerSi, am fsevdonimis gax-
snas moindomebda, da: pasuxad miswerda niko nikolaZe 1914 wlis 7 
ianvriT daTariRebuli baraTiT:

– literaturuli moRvaweoba daviwye, `jerac rom ara game-
geboda ra~, gimnazielma, davbeWde qarTul Jurnal `ciskarSi~, 
1860 wlis oqtombris nomerSi, dialogi Temaze: gvWirdeba Tu ara 
qarTuli ena? (nikolaZe 1962: 521).

swored im statias igulisxmebda.
mas miiCnevda Tavis debiutad.
Tumc... `ciskris~ wina, me-9 nomerSi ukve dabeWdiliyo misi 

statia `xabarda da lotto quTaisSi~, win rom uZRoda mimarTva 
`sayvarelno mkiTxvelno!~ – da iqve ukve gamoeyenebina is fsevdo-
nimi: `quTaisis meWore (erTi mebukeTagani)~.

ise moxdeboda, rom:
akaki wereTeli lotoTi loTobis winaaRmdeg galaSqrebiT 

mosinjavda Tavs publicistikis sarbielze. 
ise moxdeboda, rom:
niko nikolaZec lotoTi loTobis winaaRmdeg galaSqrebiT 

mosinjavda Tavs publicistikis sarbielze.
rogorc niko nikolaZis TxzulebaTa pirveli tomis bibliog-

rafiuli SeniSvnebi gvamcnobs:
`ciskris~ 1859 wlis Tebervlis nomerSi rom gamoqveyne-

buliyo werili `gamosarCleba~, xelmoweris adgilas ewereboda: 
TerTmeti mebuke. da statiis dasawyisSi ki CamoTvliliyo TerTme-

1 aRniSnuli statia Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis saqarTvelos erovnul 
samecniero fondSi mopovebuli grantis „qarTuli evropeizmis saTaveebTan 
- aleqsandre orbelianis TxzulebaTa akademiuri oTxtomeulis gamocema“ 
(№FFFR-19-7480) meSveobiT.
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tive: myviralao, gadareulio, Tavxedio, ybedio, avyiao, giJmaJio, 
avgulio, brazianio, dauferebelio, retianio, molaybeo. 

gimnazieli niko nikolaZe isargeblebda am originaluri 
fsevdonimiT da Tavis mxriv rom aiRebda `erT mebukeTagans~, da-
umatebda: `quTaisis meWoresac~ (nikolaZe 1962: 521).

lotos gansakuTrebuli adgili rom daekavebina quTaisis 
sazogadoebriv yofaSi da mniSvnelovan zegavlenasac axdenda cxov-
rebis mdinarebaze, amitomac moxdeboda ise, rom:

akaki wereTlis pirveli publicisturi statia am saWirbo-
rotod gadaqceul Temas mieZRvneboda (wereTeli 1960: 5-12).

da niko nikolaZec am TemiT Semoabijebda publicistikisa da 
saerTodac literaturul asparezze (nikolaZe 1962: 77-79).

magram erCivna misi debiuti darqmeoda ara im pirvels – `xa-
barda da lotto quTaisSi~ – aramed am meores: `quTaisis Wo-
rikanaoba~, qvesaTaurad rom midevneboda, Tu ra gamxdariyo Tema 
da ZarRvi aqauri Worikanobisa: `azri quTaisis sazogadoebisa qar-
Tuls enazed da `ciskarzed~.

statia miTologiuri TqmulebiT daiwyeboda, Tu rogor Ca-
moegzavna apolons erTi muza qveyanazed olimpos mTidan, kacTa 
gasanaTleblad. da is muza Camovidoda Tu ara RmerTebis mTidan, 
ayvirdeboda:

– batonebo! iyideT Wkua, iyideT Wkua, saWiro aris TqvenTvis 
Wkua, iyideT, batonebo, RvTis gulisaTvis, iyideT.

magram ise usargeblod eCvenebodaT adamianebs es raRac Wkua, 
rom muzisagan aravin iyidda da isic, Sercxvenili, Tavdaxrili un-
da asuliyo isev olimpzed (nikolaZe 1962: 77).

am antikuri miTis gadmocemas niko nikolaZe imisaTvis da-
isaWiroebda, raTa Soreuli paraleli gaevlo im uxsovrobaSi Ca-
kargul Jamsa da Tanadroulobas Soris, rodesac: `ciskris~ re-
daqtoris ivane kereseliZis xmac aseve anu msgavsad amisa gaismoda.

statiis avtori ar yofiliyo tfiliss da veras ityoda, iq ra 
azri hqonda sazogadoebas qarTuli enis Taobaze, magram Tu nebas 
darTavdnen da quTaTurebic ar gauwyrebodnen, erT SemTxvevas 
moaxsenebdaT, romlisganac SesaZlo gaxldaT sxva Temis adamianeb-
sac SeetyoT, Tu ra azri trialebda quTaisSi qarTuli enis Sesaxeb.

erTi kvirac gasuliyo mas aqeT – da mgoni metic – rac es meWo-
re anu erTi mebukeTagani imyofeboda aqaur Sekrebulobaze, qalebi 
lotos TamaSs rom Seudgebodnen da kacebi – preferansisa.

xolo vinc arc lotos TamaSobda da arc preferanss, sastum-
ro oTaxSi gavidodnen da musaifs gaabamdnen. maspinZeli `ciskris~ 
wignebs moitanda da im wignebs dauwyebdnen sinjvas. iq zogierTi 
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iseTi stumaric imyofeboda, romelTac `ciskari~ ar enaxaT da arc 
icodnen, Tu `ciskari~ Jurnals erqva.

erTi stumari waikiTxavda Tavad aleqsandre jambakur-or-
belianis werils `qarTuli ubnoba anu wera~ da ufal dimitri 
baqraZis gamoxmaurebas, am wakiTxvis Semdgom ki ori kaci Sevidoda 
meore oTaxSi da ramdenime wamis mere iqidan moismoda xmamaRali 
laparaki. `meWore~ SeakiTxavdaT sanaxavad, Tu ra xdeboda, da aR-
moCndeboda, rom is kacebi qarTuli enis Taobaze laparakobdnen 
(nikolaZe 1962: 77).

da kidec CaerTvoda TxrobaSi is dialogi, rac statiis 
struqturul qvakuTxedsac warmoadgenda, Torem ideurs xom 
TavisTavad.

aki mogvianebiT am statias asec moigonebda avtori: rogorc 
dialogs  (nikolaZe 1962: 521).

Tavadi aleqsandre vaxtangis Ze jambakur orbeliani yurs 
mainc ugdebs Cvens enas, yoveli ZaliT cdilobs, rom ar daikargoso, 
– ityoda erTi stumarTagani, ris pasuxadac meore pirSi Seebmoda:

me Tqven garwmunebT, rom dros ubralod kargavs. aba ra 
sasargebloa qarTuli enao?

misi sityvebidan ise gamodioda, rom didi araferi iqneboda, 
Tuki mSobliur enas davkargavdiT?

diaxac rom!.. rakiRa qarTuli enis saWiroebas vera xedavda da 
vera.

`ciskars~ ratomRa iwerda, Tuki ara kiTxulobda?
rom ar eTqvaT: siZunwiT mosdiso. an ra didi fuli es iyo – 

Svidi maneTi Tugind glaxakisaTvis eCuqebina  (nikolaZe 1962: 78).
pirveli mokamaTe moataninebda Jurnalis ianvris nomers da 

waikiTxavda Sesavals baqar qarTlelis werilisa, Teimuraz vake-
lisaTvis rom miewera.

rogorc Tamaz jologua ganmartavda:
Teimurazisadmi werilobiTi mimarTva literaturuli xerxi 

gaxldaT da `Teimuraz vakelic~ da `baqar qarTlelic~ sinamdvile-
Si dimitri yifianis fsevdonimebi iyo (yifiani 2016: 411-12).

viTomda Teimurazi ar mousvenebda: Tu marTla megobari xar, 
erTi kargi ambavi kidev miTargmne rameo, – da amasac aesrulebi-
na imisi sawadeli, kidec eTargmna da kidec ugzavnida, da axla 
Teimurazi rogorRa moiqceoda: adgeboda da `ciskars~ miawvdida 
dasabeWdad? keTili da patiosani, magram... ra gamovidoda am 
mcdelobidan? vina kiTxulobda `ciskars~? (yifiani 2016: 139).

vin da: grigoli, kidev grigoli, kidev grigoli, daviTi, 
aleqsandre, dimitri, biZina, vaxtangi... da es krialosnis marcvlebi 
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rom CaeTvalaT, gamovidoda 118 kaci!!! mTels kaxeTSi, qarTlSi, 
imereTSi, guriaSi, samegrelosa da afxazeTSi 118 kaci, rom gamo-
eweraT es Jurnali, da... wleulsac Tu gamoiwerdnen, aravin icoda. 
sul eseni iyvnen `ciskris~ wamkiTxvelni, sxva xom aravina?!

nu ewyineboda Teimurazs da:
arasgziT ar SeiZleboda, rom sadac kacs 118-is meti wamkiTx-

veli ar eguleboda, iq advilad kargi daweriliyo an Targmnili-
yo raime; imaTSiac zogi xels imitom awerda `ciskris~ gamoweraze, 
ar eTqvaT, amadaam kacma xeli ar moawerao; zogi ambobda: mqondes, 
ra menaRvleba, da roca iqneba an me wavikiTxav, an stumari momiva 
da imas wavakiTxebo; zogi: Zili mitydebao da imisTvis vibareb, 
egeba Zili momgvaros xolmeo; amasobaSi ociodec aRar darCeboda 
xelismomwerTagan, guldasmiT rom waekiTxa, da... yovlad SeuZle-
beli iyo, rom am fiqrs bevri niWieri mwerlisaTvis kalami ar Se-
eyenebina; da amgvar yofaSi cxadia yovlad SeuZlebeli iyo, Jur-
nals warmateba moepovebina.

aravin dahkvirveboda am fiqrs, Torem ra daajerebda baqar 
qarTlels – qarTulad molaparakes weliwadSi Svidi maneTi 
qarTuli JurnalisaTvis daeSurebina!.. (yifiani 2016: 140).

es gasaWiri Jurnalisa aRanTebda swored pirvel mokamaTes 
da ubejiTebda meore stumars: ai risTvis ar unda davkargoT Cveni 
enao!.. 

magram is ase advilad ras dayabuldeboda da Tavis sabuTs 
moiSveliebda:

Tqven rom qarTuli ena ar geswavlaT da rusuli ki kargad 
icodeT, ra dagakldebodaTo? (nikolaZe 1962: 78).

arc es dauTmobda iolad:
vTqvaT, rom rusuli kargad viswavle da qarTuli daviviwye, 

momces Cini, damayenes `sekretrad~ an `sovetnikad~ – mdivnad Tu 
mrCevlado – maSin me ar meqneboda mosveneba, sindisi Semawuxebda, 
yvelas TiTiT saCvenebeli veyolebodi. ai rogorc magaliTad 
vTqvaT Cveni W-o.

mokamaTe SesTavazebda:
daetovebinaT W. da mis mier enis dakargva, da axla es ebrZane-

bina enis qomags: ras gvikeTebda Cven `iskari~, ai es wignebi? amisTa-
na usargeblo da mcire Jurnali arc yofiliyo, arc amJamad arse-
bobda da arc iqneboda mTels qveyanazed  (nikolaZe 1962: 78).

qarTuli enis damcveli sTxovda:
warmoedgina mokamaTes Tavi ufali redaqtoris adgilas – ras 

gaarigebda da rogor Jurnals gamoscemda qarTul enaze, imisTana 
enaze, romelzec arcerTi Jurnali da gazeTi ar gamodioda. ras 
gaarigebda ramdenime xelismomweriT?
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imanac xom icoda, rom `ciskars~ hyavda – ager rogorc enaxaT 
wlevandeli dabeWdili sia – 118 xelismomweri. qaRaldi undoda, 
tipografia undoda, mbeWdavebi, da rac yvelaze Zneli gaxldaT, 
mwerlebic undoda.

amJamad – madloba RmerTs – `ciskris~ saqme ukeT midioda, 
Torem aba ageRo SarSanwindeli `ciskris~ wignebi: naxavdiT, rom 
umetesoba statiebisa daewera TviTon ivane kereseliZes, da iqneb 
erTi an ori statia Segxvedroda sxvisi (nikolaZe 1962: 79).

redaqtori advilad aRasrulebda Tavis daniSnulebas, rode-
sac SeeZleboda hyoloda xelismomwerni da TanaSemweni.

– Cveni darwmunebulni varT, rom uf. kereseliZe Tavis sa-
kuTars fuls xarjams, oRond ki `ciskars~ moexmaros.

quTaisSi – da TbilisSic bevrs – ar ecodineboda, rom redaq-
tors saamiso saxsari ar gaaCnda, Tavisi fuli exarja ̀ ciskrisaTvis~ 
da Jurnalis gamocema TaviT bolomde aleqsandre orbelianis ki-
serze gadadioda, Tavis ojaxs rom aklebda da sagrZnobladac ak-
lebda isedac daqveiTebuls, oRondac `ciskars~ rogorme esunTqa.

niko nikolaZis statia ki aq erTbaSad unda moTavebuliyo, 
gimnaziels jerovnad veRar gaeSala da gaeRrmavebina dialogi, 
Tumc Tavisi saTqmeli ki eTqva da qarTuli enis qomagis gulsaklav 
amooxvraSi Tavis amooxvrasa da sadardebelsac gamohxvevda, Za-
launeburad rom wamoagondeboda andaza: mglis Tavze darigebas 
kiTxulobdnen da aca cxvari wavidao, – da zed daerTo mware 
amonakvnesic:

– hsCans, rom unda gamovitiroT winaTve Cveni enis dakargva  
(nikolaZe 1962: 79).

Tamaz jologuas komentari-eqskursi mkiTxvels auwyebda 
dimitri yifianis am literaturul TamaSs, ufro zustad – TamaSs 
amofarebul saqveyno satkivars – sakmao rezonansi rom mohyveboda.

jer ioseb mamacaSvili gamoexmaureboda `ciskris~ momdevno, 
meore nomerSive:

vnaxeT, rom mwerali, cnobili didis niWierebiTa da keTil 
ganzraxviTa, baqar qarTleli, marTlis mTqmeli da yovlis Rir-
sebiT aRvsili, wers friad sagrZnobels wigns Tavis megobars 
Teimurazs. es ar darCeba unayofodo... (yifiani 2016: 412).

Jurnalis momdevno, mesame nomerSi ki daibeWdeboda ivane 
kereseliZis aRfrTovanebuli mimarTva `Teimuraz vakelisadmi~:

Tqvenma Semweobam da Tqvengan xelis gamarTvam redaqcias 
swored iseTi dRe damarTa, rom gauZnela saqme. molodini rom 
ara yofiliyo manamde, `ciskars~ mravalni moiTxoveno, mxolod 
200 cali ibeWdeboda da... Tqven, Tqveni RvTisagan kurTxeuli 



222

rostom CxeiZe

imereTidan baqar qarTlelis werili rom dagvabeWdineT, imden 
wignsa gvTxoven `ciskrisa~ rom Cvenda samwuxarod an uari unda 
movaxsenoT axal xelismomwerlebs, anda rac aqamde dagvibeWdavs, 
xelaxla davbeWdoTo... Tqvens magaliTs imerelni da megrelnica 
mravlobiTa da yovlad saqebari siCqariT Seudgnen. Tqven da Tqve-
niT mTeli imereTisa da samegrelos sazogadoebas unda Semogwi-
roT madloba Cveni mxurvale guliT da Tqvens mxaresa vxadideT 
Cveni xelis gammarTavad da keTil imedzed damdgineblad. keTili 
saqme saqebar ars kacTagan da Sesawynarebeli RvTisagano. 

wrfeli guliT moaxsenebda madlobas kniaz zaqaria eris-
Tavsa da ufal dimitri baqraZes am sazogadod keTil saqmeSi dax-
marebisaTvis, da daamunaTebda aqaur mxares, saidanac sxvadasxva 
istoriuli mizeziT ufro unda hqonoda imedi... magram kidev ma-
inc sasoebda, rom mxolod moucleloba iyo mizezi aqaurebisa da 
ramdenadme mconarobiTi daudevrobac.

ra SeRavaTi es iyo, magram erCivna, rom ase hgoneboda, ase 
moetyuebina Tu unugeSebina Tavi, radganac moucleloba da mco-
narobiTi daudevroba SesaZloa gamosworebuliyo, magram ufro 
seriozul mizezebs ki ra gamoasworebda  (yifiani 2016: 414).

sagulisxmoa, rom tato mayaSvili swored iseTi Sinaarsis ba-
raTs miswerda ivane kereseliZes, im iluziasa Tu TviTnugeSs rom 
ganumtkicebda:

baqar qarTlelis werilma ukiduresad Semawuxa, miTufro, 
rom me TviTon Jurnalis gamowera damaviwyda, Tumc siZunwiT ki ar 
momsvlia, aramed mxolod zarmacobiTa da daudevrobiTo.

da dasZenda:
– me rom wavikiTxe Sedgenili sia, rom mrTels qarTlsa da 

kaxeTSi  yofilan xelis momwerni 118 kacni, maSin vigrZen da vifiq-
re: `vai Cveno Zvelo bero kaco, naxvedi saukunesa da viRa gipoviT, 
raki aRara sCans momatebiT mZebneli beris kacisa da msurveli Ta-
vianT enas ganvrcelebisa~  (yifiani 2016: 414).

`beri  kaci~  rasac  gulisxmobs,  am metaforas  ase  gaxsnida 
Tamaz jologua: qarTuli enao (yifiani 2016: 414).

da ager niko nikolaZis statia-dialogic amave rezonansis 
nawilad warmogvidgeba.

sxva statiiT Semosuliyo literaturis  asparezze da... sxvas 
ki asaxelebda. 

viTom mexsiereba Ralatobda?
da es vis, im niko nikolaZes, romlis mexsierebac saarako 

gaxldaT?
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Tanac SesaZloa adamians agerios meoce Tu ocdameerTe 
publikacia, zepirad veRar daazusto, jer romeli iyo, da aRarc 
gamoedevno maincdamainc, magram... pirveli gamoCena Seni Txzu-
lebisa mzis sinaTleze darwmunebiT veRar gaixseno?

arada:
CamoarTva pirveloba namdvil debiuts – `xabarda da lotto 

quTaisSi~ – da gadauloco meores – `quTaisis Worikanaoba (azri 
quTaisis sazogadoebisa qarTuls enazed da `ciskarzed~)~?

magram... ase erCivna, ase ujobda – raoden mZimedac unda daC-
neoda quTaisis yofas lotoTi gataceba, ra Seedreboda qarTuli 
enis gadasarCenad daweril statias, miTumetes – aleqsandre 
orbeliansac rom exmaureboda da dimitri yifiansac, uwinaresad 
ki is werili daedo win da guldasmiTac Cahkirkitebda, 1832 wlis 
SeTqmulebis meTauri rasac irwmuneboda da iTxovda da emudare-
boda mkiTxvels Tavgamodebas mSobliuri enis zrunvisaTvis.

saSurad miiCnevda aleqsandre orbeliani `qarTuli enis 
gramatikis~ Sedgenas, moiarebiT misi Semqmneli jer kidev 1857 wels 
gamoqveynebul werilSi rom egulisxma, magram axla frCxilebs 
gaxsnida da daasaxelebda baqar qarTlels anu dimitri yifians 
(orbeliani 1980: 153), visganac eimedeboda saukeTeso gramatikis 
momzadeba; da mas unda mindoboda yvela, visac guliT uyvarda 
qarTuli ena, radganac dimitri yifiani gaxldaT ukeTesi mcodne 
mSobliuri metyvelebisa. da Tu es ase ar moxdeboda, xelidan 
gagviqreboda Cveni sityviereba. 

– amasac vsTxovT baqar qarTlels, Tu odesme mocla hqondes 
bevri saqmisagan, Semoklebuli swore qarTuli grammatika Segvid-
ginos, saZRno Zmebisa da amiT da amiT dagvavalos yvelani, Tumca 
Sroma didi iqneba amaze, magram Cueni madloba ufro ukeTesi!  
(orbeliani 1980: 153).

kidev ras iTxovda da ivedrida aleqsandre orbeliani da:
– vinicoba aris Tu am Cemis azris Tanxmoba ar iyos, es mainc 

inebon, rom vinc gamoCeniT ician qarTuli ena, xandisxan Seiyarnen 
qarTulis  sityvierebis gansjisa da imisi warmatebisaTvis. es iq-
neba kargi Seqceva da sasargeblo  Cveni sityvierebisa  (orbeliani 
1980: 153).

ukeTesad raRa Seegonebina TvistomTaTvis, ufro metad ro-
gorRa ebiZga:

qarTuli enis irgvliv msjeloba aramarto sasargeblo iqneba 
Cveni mSobliuri metyvelebis gaukeTesebisaTvis, aramed kargi 
Seqcevaco.
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Tu maincdamainc ver Caenacvleboda es Seqceva lotosa Tu 
preferansis TamaSs, maT gverdiT mainc daekavebina adgili, ager 
niko nikolaZis statia-dialogSi rogorc moxdeboda. 

dimitri yifianis mistifikacias Taviseburad gaagrZelebda 
ymawvili gimnazielis aseTive mcdeloba, gamogonil personaJebs 
rom   aalaparakebda,   mistifikacia,  momavali  didebuli  publicis-
tisa da sazogado moRvawisa, winamorbedTagan rom unda gadaeba-
rebina saqveyno saqmeTa aRsruleba. da Tund imave aleqsandre 
orbelianisa da dimitri yifianis gzasavali gaegrZelebina axal 
droebasa da viTarebasTan misadagebiT, is ki ara, iatakqveSa saqmi-
anobiskenac rom waucdeboda xeli.

sxva statiiT Semosuliyo literaturis asparezze da... sxvas ki 
asaxelebda?

kacma rom Tqvas, ra iseTi Secodebaa, rodesac `xarabda da 
lotto quTaisSi~ erTgvar Sesavladac ki SeiZleba miviCnioT `qu-
Taisis Worikanaobisa~, mis pirvel nawilad, lotos TamaSs zed 
rom unda gadabmoda kamaTi qarTuli enis xvedrsa da bediswera-
ze, mis savalalo awmyosa da ukeTes momavalze, oRond `ciskarsa~ 
da saerTodac Jurnals unda miscemoda Sesaferisi gza da xe-
lismomwernic meti da meti eSovna... da maSin aRar iqneboda ga-
mosatirebeli winaswarve Cveni enis dakargva. 

ase erCivna niko nikolaZes, ase ujobda da asec gadawyvetda:
aleqsandre orbelianis werili yofiliyo STamagonebelic 

da amyoliebelic samwerlo asparezze misi Semosvlisa... aleq-
sandresTan erTad dimitri yifiansac rom unda SemoenaTebina 
TxrobaSi da am or pirovnebas gaewalda samoRvaweo gza niko 
nikolaZisaTvisac.
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Rostom Chkheidze
(Georgia)

The Debut of Niko Nikoladze
(On the Path of Alexander Orbeliani)1

Summary

Key words:  Debut, Georgian language, inspirer, motivator, path.

“In 1860, an op-ed article “Kutaisi tittle-tattling” would be published in the 10th 
edition of Tsiskari, signed under the pseudonym “Kutaisi tittle-tattler”. It concerned 
the current condition and the future fate of the Georgian language.  

Vladimer Bakradze would express curiosity in the first edition of “Zakavkaskaya 
Rech” as of December 1, 1913. He used to reveal the identity behind this pseudonym 
and as a reply, would send a letter to Niko Nikoladze dated January 7, 1914.

– “I engaged in literary work, even though “I still had no clue of literature”; I 
was still in the gymnasium when my article was published in the Georgian magazine 
Tsiskari, October edition of 1860. It was a dialogue about the topic: “do we need the 
Georgian language at all”? 

He probably meant this very article.
He believed it to be his first debut. 
However… his article had already been published in the 9th edition of Tsiskari, 

just before this one. The article “Crinoline and Lotto in Kutaisi”, preceded by a 
welcome note “Dear readers!” – and he had already used the pseudonym “Kutaisi 
tittle-tattler” (one of the trumpeters)”. 

Pursuant to the bibliographic notes in Niko Nikoladze’s first volume of selected 
works:

1 The  article was written through the grant „At the Beginning of Georgian Europeism – Publication 
of FourVolume Academic Edition of the Works by Alexander Orbeliani“ (№FR-19-7480) obtained 
in Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation of Georgia”.
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“If the letter “Intercession” had been published in the February edition of 
Tsiskari in 1859, it would have a signatory: Eleven Trumpeters. And at the beginning 
of the article, all eleven of them would be listed: tattler, crazy, impudent, foul-mouthed 
man, lively, wicked, angry, unloved, giddy, and chatter.

Gymnasium student Niko Nikoladze would use this original pseudonym and 
take one of the trumpeters and would add “Kutaisi tittle-tettler”.

If the lotto had occupied a special role in the public life of Kutaisi and had an 
important influence on the flow of life, it would happen that

One guest would read the letter of Count Aleksandre Jambakur-Orbeliani – 
“Georgian language, i.e. writing” and the response of Lord Dimitri Bakradze. After 
this being read, two men would go to the second room, and in seconds, one would hear 
a loud conversation. “Tittle-tattler” would periodically check on what was going on, 
finding these men talking about the Georgian language.

And he would even engage in the dialogue that was also the article’s structural 
cornerstone, along with its main idea. 

Well, maybe this kind of amusement could not replace the lotto or preference 
card game, but at least it could occupy a place next to them as it happened in Niko 
Nikoladze’s article-dialogue.

Upon one’s conscience, it is such a pity that it can be regarded as some kind 
of an introduction to Kutaisi Tittle-Tattling, it’s first part, a lotto game that had to be 
followed by the discussion about the fate and destiny of the Georgian language, it’s 
unfortunate present and better future if only Tsiskari or any magazine were given an 
appropriate way and more subscribers… then it would not be necessary to cry about 
the loss our language in advance. 

Niko Nikoladze preferred this way, it was better and he made a decision:
Aleksandre Orbeliani’s letter was the inspirer and motivator for him to enter 

the literary area… To bring Dimitri Kipiani in the story together with Aleksandre 
Orbeliani and these two persons would hack the career path for Niko Nikoladze. 
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Nowadays, web fiction is becoming increasingly popular. Since the beginning 

of the 21st century the global impact of web novels has steadily expanded. The serial 
form of publishing, often favoured by web authors, proves to be most attractive, while 
the transposition into various media forms also seems to enhance the worldwide 
spreadability and dispersion of narratives. 

In my article I would like to explore the function and potential of web fiction 
in three different respects:

– First, I would like to focus on the specific qualities of web fiction and explain 
the main reasons for its increasing attractiveness.

– Second, I will discuss the close connection between web novels and transmedia 
storytelling – that is the transformative dimension and adaptive productivity of digital 
fiction published in various online platforms around the globe.

– My third point will be the new role of the traditional book format, as it is 
emerging from the context of digital texts and their adaptations. As we shall see, users 
of the new social online platforms dedicated to digitally reading and writing are not 
altogether oblivious of the old traditional book medium. On the contrary (and perhaps 
paradoxically), they often develop an amazing appreciation of the printed book in its 
aesthetic complexity.

Accordingly, the key questions concerning this multi-faceted topic can be 
summarized as follows: What are the specific qualities that render web fictions 
attractive for authors and readers alike? What are the prominent features of web 
novels, what is their key to success, and, to what extent do they contribute to the 
evolution of world literature, in the global sense of the term? 

Let me start on my first point with a representative example. Wattpad is 
probably one of the most well known online social reading platforms offering users 
diverse options of reading and creating original stories. According to the co-founders 
Allen Lau, a Canadian entrepreneur, and his colleague Ivan Yuen, the Toronto based 
platform aims at sharing creative work and removing barriers between readers and 
writers, such as social privileges or complicated and expensive publishing processes. 

User accounts are usually free of charge and therefore easily accessible for 
netizens.

Significantly, the self-advertisement on the introductory page of the website 
resorts to the inclusive, collective pronoun „we“, addressing the readers in an 
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informal, casual style: „Hi, we‘re Wattpad.“ (https://www.wattpad.com) Moreover, 
the providers of the platform claim their product to be „the world‘s most-loved social 
storytelling platform“ because „Wattpad connects a global community of 90 million 
readers and writers through the power of story“. (Ibid.) Interestingly, the operators 
sing the praises of a very ancient cultural practice known as ‚storytelling‘. They also 
envisage the ultimate aim of publishing the most successful digital texts as best-
selling novels in the familiar form of the printed book: „Wattpad Books aspires to 
recognize and reflect diverse voices by taking Wattpad stories to published books and 
onto bookshelves around the world.“ (https://www.wattpad.com)

Moreover, one of the principal aims of the founders was making numerous 
literary texts available to mobile users, thus combining reading as a crucial cultural 
technique with mobility, ubiquity and the dynamics of sharing intellectual products. 
The growing digitization is appreciated as a favourable vehicle and convenient 
framework for the re-inventing of narratives and the exploration of its comprehensive 
forms. Within this framework, digitalisation is supposed to entail the democratisation 
and widespread dissemination of fictions. 

As a frequently quoted early example of popular web fiction, Scott Zakarin‘s 
The Spot (1995–1997) deserves to be mentioned because it is often referred to as a 
prototype. – The term ‚webisode‘ was coined to describe its characteristic form and 
features (Jouni Smed, 2021) – it was streamed on the website thespot.com from 1995 
to 1997, and, the series tells its story through characters‘ journal entries. Furthermore, 
it was highly praised for its interactivity with its audience, which was considered a 
novelty in the 1990s 

Apparently, there are great differences in quality, originality, and, style among 
web novels. If they are well written and successful, however, their availability on the 
internet and their spreadability will sooner or later enhance their popularity. Thus 
fascinating and original web novels will attract even more attention and are bound 
to be adapted to other media. There are abundant examples of internet novels being 
transformed into television or web series. In this respect it seems not at all surprising 
that Allen Lau is also a board member of the Toronto International Film Festival 
(TIFF), „a cultural organization with a mission to transform the way people see the 
world through film“ (https://company.wattpad.com/allen-lau). 

This observation leads me to my second point: Web fiction frequently inspires
transmedia storytelling. Transmedia storytelling is a relatively recent type of 

narrative crossing the boundaries not only of genres, but also of different media. In the 
last few years, it has attracted scholarly awareness and has been analyzed by scholars 
of literary history, narratologists, and, media experts alike (see, for instance, the 
contributions of Henry Jenkins, Marie-Laure Ryan, Carlos Alberto Scolari, Annette 
Simonis and Barbara Strautmann, who explore diverse aspects of the phenomenon). 
As Henry Jenkins has proposed in his compelling definition, „transmedia storytel-
ling represents a process where integral elements of a fiction get dispersed 
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systematically across multiple delivery channels for the purpose of creating a 
unified and coordinated entertainment experience. Ideally, each medium makes 
it own unique contribution to the unfolding of the story“ (Jenkins 2007). Marie-
Laure Ryan has discussed the interesting question, whether transmedia narratives 
are a top-down or a bottom-up phenomenon (Ryan 2015, p. 5), i.e. the question 
in how far the storytelling is not only hosted, but also inspired and controlled by 
the great media franchises. This controversy is still an ongoing discussion among 
the experts, and has not yet been decided clearly.

 In this context, it is no coincidence that Wattpad promises its authors a brilliant 
career of their texts as models for films and other popular adaptations, reaching beyond 
the limitations of the textual medium: „Your original story could be the next big hit. 
Wattpad Studios discovers untapped, unsigned, and talented writers on Wattpad and 
connects them to global multi-media entertainment companies.“

(https://www.wattpad.com). Obviously the large media platforms assume a key 
role in discovering and supporting eligible works and their authors.

Indeed, transmedia storytelling substantially contributes to the dynamics of 
producing web novels and of their reception. The transmedial dimension serves as 
a vehicle of dissemination and spreading through the World Wide Web, crossing 
cultural boundaries with unexpected ease and participating in globalisation.

At the same time the transmedial dimension itself becomes a powerful vehicle 
of cultural transfer. When being transferred to visual media (like film, manga etc) the 
story, or more precisely, the narrative core, is abstracted and becomes more or less 
independent from its specific linguistic basis (cp. Ryan 2013). This facilitates and 
stimulates its transnational circulation. The storyworld and plot of a web novel can 
inspire a Tv series which in turn may stimulate a manga or an animé. At the same 
time the increasing popularity of the narrative favours international translations of 
the original work as well as translations of the corresponding screen play in form of 
subtitles etc.

Therefore it is hardly surprising that the internet publishing form is favourable 
towards cultural exchange, stimulating the circulation of narratives around the globe. 
The production and translation of Chinese web novels and their enthusiastic reception 
in the West (U.S., Canada, U.K., Spain, Germany, Russia etc.) may serve as a prominent 
example for the transnational and transcultural dynamics of contemporary reading 
on the web. In contemporary China, webnovels (also named Internet Literature or 
wangluo wenxue) constitue the dominant form of digital fiction (see Hockx 2015, 
4, Skains 2022). A widespread Chinese term addressing internet literature writers is 
xieshou, ‚writing hands‘ (cp. Hockx 2015, 5), which, interestingly, focuses on the 
original process of writing, including all the material aspects of the handicraft. Y. 
Zhang regards the „advent of new media in the 1990s“ as a liberating event entailing 
the end of an „elite monopoly of literary institutions“ (Zhang, 2015, 3). Since then, 
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Internet or Web literature „has swiftly spread to cultivate tastes and values alternative 
or even oppositional to elite culture“ (ibid., see also Fanetti 2022).

Webnovels are often serialized stories constructed in a collaborative, forum-
based, online community. They can, however, also be individual creations. Internet 
publishing also attracts many individual authors, who aim at a larger, potentially 
global audience. Some recent Chinese web novels, especially the modern fantasy 
genre, invested with additional elements of historical and detective fiction, such as 
for instance Mó Dào Zǔ Shī, The Grandmaster of demonic cultivation, are being read 
by millions of overseas fans, mostly in English translations, but also in Mandarin, 
by users with a migration background. Significantly they have been termed „the 
country‘s most successful cultural export“. The international success of the web novel 
Mó Dào Zǔ Shī (Chinese: 魔道祖师), engl. The Grandmaster of demonic cultivation, 
written by Mo Xiang Tong Xiu is mostly due to the corresponding film series The 
Untamed (Chen qing ling, 2019) which first aired in China on the network Tencent 
Video in summer 2019 in 50 episodes. (See https://www.imdb.com/title/ tt10554898/) 
A shorter version, a 20-episode special edition of the drama, aired on WeTV starting 
on December 25, 2019. As a result of its great success, the production seemed a good 
candidate for an international or transnational audience and was also streamed on 
Netflix.

As has been mentioned above, the drama series was based on the popular 
web novel Mó Dào Zǔ Shī. The novel was received somewhat controversially in 
contemporary China, because it included BL content, depicting a close friendship 
between the two protagonists, which gradually developed into an erotic relationship. 
The main characters, Wei Wuxian and Lan Wangji are sect members and cultivators 
in a fantasy world that is typical of the genre of the so called xianxia novel. In the 
xianxia genre of Chinese fantasy, we encounter a heterogeneous mixture of Chinese 
mythology, Taoism, Buddhism, Chinese martial arts, traditional Chinese popular 
beliefs, etc. (see Cheong & Qin, 2022, 19).

Without going into detail concerning the semantics of the elaborate and 
complex narrative, one observation seems evident: The fascination of the story 
apparently stems from the subtle combination of elements from Chinese mythology 
and martial arts with key components of international fantasy literature and film 
(compare Simonis 2022).

The pair of young actors were celebrated as rising stars and soon became 
very high in demand in the production industry and with advertising companies. An 
audiobook and a manhua accompanied the lasting success of the novel and the TV 
drama. Not least of all, it deserves to be mentioned that in the wake of the popularity 
of the donghua and the TV drama the web novel has been published as a book in 
several editions in Main China as well as in Taiwan and Singapore. Most editions 
have a representative form, some are richly illustrated editions.



231

Web Novels as Vehicles of Cultural Transfer Across the Globe. 
Re-negotiations of Cultural Histories Between East and West

Since its first airing the series has also inspired numerous fanfiction published 
in the World Wide Web, in social media and media collections or archives. The 
Archive of our own currently includes 42342 fanfictions based on The Untamed, while 
the novel The Grandmaster of demonic cultivation, and ist multiple adaptations have 
inspired a total number of 60748 texts in the Archive since 2017 on the same website). 

This takes me to my third and last observation — what about the book, the 
traditional format of world literature ? As it becomes obvious on closer examination, 
it would be over-hasty and premature to claim that the book has been rendered 
superfluous or redundant by recent media developments. On the contrary, the rise of 
the web novel has not abolished the book-based novel, but has stimulated its evolution 
in the 21st century.

In contemporary culture, we can observe an interesting phenomenon, which can 
best be described as a re-emerging of the traditional medium of the book in the context 
of transmedial processes. Surprisingly, the traditional book format often provides the 
final climax within the transformation process and the series of adaptations. This is 
illustrated by numerous fan videos showcasing the process of unboxing a recently 
printed book originating from a web novel.

Numerous fan-made videos on Tiktok, Facebook and YouTube testify the 
unboxing of the book or the series of three books of Mó Dào Zǔ Shī / The Grandmaster 
of demonic cultivation, treating this ancient medium as a precious object, an object 
of art to be meticulously examined and treasured. (See, for instance: https://www.
tiktok.com/@autoranahabreu/video/7122080801197411589?lang=ceb-PH, https://
www.tiktok.com/@yuyu15ting/video/7065576286214753562, https://youtu.be/
lvqZu_Qd8IM [25.01.2023].)

 Finally, the chain of subsequent adaptations inspired by the digital internet text 
is returning to the most traditional medial representation of the written text, that is the 
form of the book, fascinating by its solid nature with its haptic, sensual and visual 
attributes, immediately catching the attention of the readers.

The numerous fan videos on ‚unboxing‘ are enacting the fascination still 
emanating from the book, skimming reverently through its pages, enjoying the 
sudden intimacy of the sensual encounter with a highly cherished text, formerly only 
available in its virtual, digital form, celebrating the final triumph of this media type. 
The published book finally seems to prevail as the perhaps superior personification of 
successful fiction, when compared to the more transitory digital versions of the texts. 

Especially the expensive, richly illustrated versions, often termed as ‚limited 
editions‘, of the work of fiction in question, seem to reveal and establish its true 
character as a work of art. 

Apparently, in the case of web fiction and its numerous transformations, the 
analogue medium of the book no longer functions as starting point of the transmedia 
storytelling, because it has been replaced by the digital internet format. Interestingly, 
the expected order of adaptations seems to be reversed. The publication of a book 
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edition in print often appears to be the last part of a chain of adaptations. Nonetheless 
it still occupies a privileged position within the chain of adaptations, insofar as it 
reappears as the final version of the transformative process, if not as the ultimate 
aesthetic incarnation of the story.

The emergence or re-appearance of the book in the course of the successful 
career of the web novel manifests its resilience as a preferred carrier medium of the 
narrative. In comparison, the digital version seems slightly inferior to the prestigious 
and colourful book editions.

Let us finally have a look at the transcultural aspect of web novels and their 
transmedial adaptations. Evidently, the potential of cultural transfer highly depends 
on genre and genre conventions. As has been elaborated above, the example of 
Mó Dào Zǔ Shī proved to be eligible for transcultural and transmedia adaptations. 
Nowadays, the fantasy genre offers most promising transcultural components. The 
mythological concepts of resurrection and self-cultivation in The Grandmaster 
of demonic cultivation are not specifically Chinese but seem common elements in 
different mythologies, therefore they are liable to transcultural circulation. The same 
applies to the mission of revenge in the wuxia genre. 

Many elements of mythological and fantastic worldbuilding constitute common 
ground between different nations and their cultural imaginary; therefore they provide 
transcultural tendencies and are easily appreciated by international audiences. At the 
same time, cultural idiosyncrasies will not be considered an obstacle for the process 
of international reception when they are combined with and embedded in a larger 
transcultural framework. 
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anet simonisi
(germania)

veb-romanebi, rogorc kulturuli transferis saSualebebi 
msoflios masStabiT. aRmosavleTsa da dasavleTs Soris 

kulturuli istoriebis gadaxedva

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: veb-romani, Cinuri veb-romanebi, kulturuli 
eqsporti.

veb mxatvruli literatura sul ufro da ufro popularuli 
xdeba. 21-e saukunis dasawyisidan veb romanebis globaluri gavlena 
stabilurad farTovdeba. gamoqveynebis seriuli forma yvelaze 
mimzidvelia,  Tumca,  transpozicia  sxvadasxva  media  formatSi  ase-
ve zrdis narativebis gavrcelebas mTel msoflioSi. gasakviri 
ar aris, rom internet gamocemis forma xels uwyobs kulturul 
gacvlas, exmareba narativebis mTeli msoflios masStabiT gav-
rcelebas. Cinuri veb romanebis warmoeba da Targmna, maTi aRf-
rTovanebiT  miReba dasavleTSi (aSS, kanada, didi britaneTi, es-
paneTi, germania, ruseTi da a.S.) SeiZleba  Tanamedrove kiTxvis 
transnacionaluri da transkulturuli dinamikis TvalsaCino 
magaliTad CaiTvalos. mas Semdeg, rac Cinur veb-romans kiTxu-
lobs milionobiT ucxoeli gulSematkivari, ZiriTadad, inglisur 
TargmanebSi, mas, xSirad, „qveynis yvelaze warmatebul kulturul 
eqsportad“ moixsenieben. 

ramdenad moicavs saerTaSoriso mkiTxvelebis interesebi Ci-
neTis istoriasa da kulturas da ramdenad aris gansaxilveli pub-
likaciebi mimarTuli socialuri interaqciis transnacionaluri 
globaluri koncefciisken, konkretuli kulturuli memkvidre-
obis SezRudvebis miRma? konkretulad ra aris literaturuli 
maxasiaTeblebi da moTxovnebi, romlebic xels Seuwyobs maT 
swraf gavrcelebas mTels msoflioSi? es sakiTxebi detaluradaa  
ganxiluli, veb romanis sxvadasxva qveJanrisa da maTi Targmnisa da 
miRebis procesebis dinamikis mixedviT.
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Media Art and Wearable Technology:
Re-thinking Media and Art in Post-mediatic Forms

1. Thinking media and art in ‘Post-mediatic’ forms

All media is once ‘New’ Media and then there is ‘Old’ Media. After that, 
there is ‘Post’ Media that people want to talk about the most. Today, the nature of 
Media is heavily computer– based digital technology where computer hardware and 
software experience give us the most digital novelty. When Marshall McLuhan stated, 
“Clothing, [is] an extension of the skin…” (Understanding Media, 129), the concept 
of media and technologies was already out-running over imagination. Further into 
McLuhan’s ‘Extensions of Man’, today the media is a huge part of the extensions of 
our bodies and psyches. In the centuries before technology changed our perspective on 
media as a conceptual object; thus, forcing us to accept the technology and question 
‘How to write traditions and histories in the form of Art in post-mediatic turn?’ For 
this statement, first and foremost, to talk about ‘What is a Post-mediatic form?’, we 
need to consider the death of media in an archaeological sense before discussing any 
forms in Media Theory.

In media theory, ‘The death of media’(Understanding Media, 120)can be 
defined as the end of analog media and its transitions into digital media. Although it is 
not as simple as that, media has been dead from old, reborn as new, and new became 
old repeatedly as the various technology evolved. With this analogy, we know how 
media became more than a literal sense of technology but also a symbiosis relationship 
with humans. If writings, paintings, and drawings are considered analog media, an 
extension of everyday life that McLuhan’s theory intended, digital media is now part 
of our bodily symbols. For example, there are television, radio, telephone, etc.; for 
McLuhan, humans are the main subject of his theory that media centers around us. 
Friedrich Kittler emphasizes that media has already existed among us to determine our 
situation. McLuhan sees media as an extension of human life, and Kittler recognizes 
media as the factor that determines our lives. Either way, their theories explain that 
humans are the operator as technology continuously changes and discovers new ways 
to incorporate and live along in the human culture.

The roles and meanings of Fredrich Kittler’s visual media in today’s mediatized 
society are inter-transmedial visual art and its mediums as creative methods. As well 
as how the performative motifs surface in contemporary arts especially wearable 
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technology in performance arts. As Kittler himself interprets literature as a kind of 
media and reads the political, academic, and technical institutions surrounding it as a 
broad media system or ‘recording system’, his book, “Discourse Networks 1800/1900” 
is more of a heuristic to the text itself, not the media function of literature.

To reference his later book “Gramophone, Film, Typewriter”, Kitler claims 
that there is no difference between magical ‘media’ and technical ‘media’, or un-
consciously defining the media. (Gramophone, Film, Typewriter, 80) At this point, 
we can try to connect to the most interesting psychoanalytic dimension in Kittler’s 
recording system-media analysis, that the media records our previously unrecordable 
reality and redefines the whole discourse. Thus, as is widely known, the media of the 
1900s, namely, the connection between Gramophone / Real, Film / Imagination, and 
Typewriter / Symbolic, is analyzed. However, ‘Gramophone, Film, and Typewriter’, 
which expanded the latter part of the recording system of 1800-1900, have discoursed 
and continued to examine the composition of the media system in the 20th century in 
depth.

The roles and meanings of Fredrich Kittler’s “visual” media applied in today’s 
mediatized society are emphasized in the use of inter-transmedial visual art mediums 
as a creative methodology that can be considered a cultural movement. Also, this can 
analyze how the performative motifs surface in contemporary arts through wearable 
technology in performative exhibitions.

As for Kittler’s heuristic approach to Media, a video installation & performan-
ce artist, ‘Bill Shannon’ explores body-centric video installations through technology 
to incorporate movement practice of Real, Imagination, and Symbolic in a form of 
‘extension of the skin’ as Marshall McLuhan stated media as a cool medium. Although 
Kittler is excluding the human body from the media that McLuhan’s important 
proposition, ‘Media as Extension of Man’, his radical technology-first perspective 
can emphasize not only the medium as an extension of the body but also technology 
in current media art as a visual medium. For that matter, media artist Bill Shannon’s 
body-centric video installation plays both roles of a screen and wire where fragmented 
body images project with/without an actual body.

The main aspects of this discussion are; how media technology developed 
into current media as a form of art and how technology emphasizes the form in a 
post-mediatic turn. These aspects will try to discuss through Bill Shannon, Yonghui 
Kim, Kieun Kim, and Ikeuchi Hiroto’s wearable media arts and look at the possible 
viewpoints of how digital media facilitate new approaches to wearable technology in 
the influence of media and hardware versus traditional concepts of Art.
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Media art and wearable technology: Re-thinking media and art in post-mediatic forms
(Group Session: On Our Post-mediatic Bodies)

2. What is Wearable Technology?

First, Wearable Technology can be applied to Media art and as extensions of 
man. The concept of Wearable Technology started with a small watch that people wore 
as necklaces in the 1500s in Germany. Thus, wearable technology started as analog as 
it can be. Centuries later, there are digital watches, mobile phones, blue-tooth headsets, 
etc. Today, Wearable Technology Art is nothing new. It can be a lot of things in various 
fields with many different layers of usage and interpretation. Conceptual Arts are direct 
to kinetic arts fused with computer-based technology with clothing, and everyday 
machines, considered artistic mediums, and/or based on specific environmental 
installments. It also has been further developed as an integrated technology that can 
monitor daily life mainly used in the form of machines in operating rooms of medical 
fields, smart-watch or health monitoring bracelets, etc. Furthermore, it performs the 
gaming industry by adding more headsets to play in augmented reality and virtual 
reality. The specifics of wearable technology of media art is a mutual security form of 
technology and art in the form of a mixture of performance elements and extends to 
the realm of existing new media art. This means the concept of wearable technology 
in the art field dismantles the classical idea of pictorial and formal traditional art and 
also enables reconstruction including entertainment elements for the audience (such as 
3D or 4DX in the case of Cinema). The convergence of art and wearable technology 
induces intimacy with the audience, transforms the environment to which humans 
belong, and amplifies the visual and sensory aspects a person can feel.

In the current flow of media art, Wearable technology mainly centers on a 
concept of performance art that allows media devices controlled by light, sound, or 
specific patterns depending on the directions and movements in which they are worn 
as clothes or body garments and accessories. Also, human bodies, participants in some 
cases, become part of the projection devices or screens and the subject of the body 
becomes an exhibition object. So, the images of the body become available without an 
actual body. These examples are the universal concept of wearable media projection 
and performative art and they are possible with the direct involvement and participation 
of a controller who operates the technical aspects of computing and performing; an 
actual person. The examples of the relationship between human/machine/world and 
human– mediated technology in the media artist Bill Shannon’s wearable projection 
art explain specific relations between these convergent concepts of media art and 
technology as post-mediatic forms.

Second, wearable technology projects body images into screens through wires 
to express an artistic view. Before looking into Bill Shannon’s works, some wearable 
technology artists have experimented with cyborg or futuristic designs that are 
sensitive to certain impulses, as if they were a second skin (especially in the high-end 
fashion industry). In the gaming industry, wearing headsets or hardware to experience 
augmented or virtual reality to experience meta-verse while playing games. This is 
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very well known and already pretty popular among various people. Even at a place 
like Spatial.io (Picture 1), one can make up his/her avatar and surf around augmented 
reality to experience the metaverse. In Spatial.io the reality is what you see on a 
computer screen and projected body images, the avatar, replace the movements you 
manipulate with your keyboard. This property does not cover wearable technology 
but once you put on the tech gadget over your head, you are in augmented reality in 
real-time. And recently, wearable technologies are an extension of the skin and also an 
expansion of space. For this notion, there are a few selected media artists to examine 
besides Bill Shannon who specifically practices wearable technology with their media 
art. (Picture 2, Picture 3) Their works are mixed media art and convergence art with 
various materials and traditional sense of art mediums developed with computing and 
media technology that refer to post-mediatic forms.

For the earlier notion of wearable technology and media art, Yonghui Kim’s 
wearable media art (Picture 4) is strictly forward to the concept that art develops new 
platforms for clothes and hats and puts content in them. Throughout the works, her 
wearable media art is an art of alternating new platforms for clothes or hats and body-
wearing content. Simply wearing them becomes an art that visualizes or expresses 
a body’s rhythm, humidity, temperature, gestures, and objects using small computer 
micro-controllers, sensors, and technology materials that create and mimic body 
movements. Yonghui Kim’s media art is about expressing and experimenting with 
body motion. Her media arts activate when body movements trigger the sensors 
of wired lights and create patterns. Yonghui Kim’s wearable media arts are a more 
traditional sense of the existing body wearing hardware. The next phase of wearable 
technology elevates in Kieun Kim’s media arts are more sculpted technology and the 
human figure.

Kieun Kim, who is a media artist in Physical Computing art performance with 
wearable technology, is also part of the practice. Kieun Kim’s media art ‘Revealuxion’ 
series explores shapes and mechanisms in interactive garments inspired by cocoons 
and marionettes that incorporate brain waves to move LED lights and use finger 
movements to mimic the marionettes’ performance. Kim also mixes acrylics for spae 
installments and projection images to perform kaleidoscope effects so the audience 
can experience the full of wearable performance technology. She started with a circuit 
bending technic with fabrics to make an ‘interactive wearable paper garment for 
performance which uses thermochromic pigment, soft circuits, and Arduino connected 
to my vital signs such as heartbeats or brainwaves.’ <Brainwave-Controlled Paper 
Garment> (2014) (Picture 5) and uses kaleidoscopic lights as the motif for movements. 
Kieun Kim’s wearable technology media art is centered around performing art. Unlike 
Yonghui Kim, her arts require a physical body as an installation-supporting medium. 
The body does not need much of the movements but a display piece for the wearable 
hardware like a close idea to Bill Shannon.
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Another wearable technology media artist Ikeuchi Hiroto’s wearable technology 
gadgets are Cyberpunk Aesthetic-inspired Conceptual art from movies like the Star 
Wars series and other futuristic and nostalgic images. (Picture 6, Picture 7) Hiroto’s 
media art pieces are very different from the rest of the artists mentioned in this article. 
His goal is to create a dystopian-esque resemblance version of wearable technologies to 
salvage in the name of science and art. The art pieces are constructed as masks or body 
wears for the high-end fashion industry or gaming gear prototypes. His computerized 
gadgets are inspired by Japanese anime robots and the cyberpunk aesthetic that he 
took parts from broken computer motherboards, and plastic to electronic wiring and 
bending circuits to establish the aesthetic. His concepts brought the augmented bodies 
out from the screen and made to function in everyday life as we live. For his wearable 
gadgets tries to establish visualization from a meta-view perspective (from his 
interview with http://metalmagazine.eu) His different approach to handling media and 
technology is not only for the human body to become secondary but the technology is 
the body. Accordingly going back to McLuhan’s notion of ‘clothing is the extension 
of the skin’ Hiroto extends the idea of technology as skin to technology as body parts 
that are both bones and organs.

3. Post-mediatic forms as Conceptual Media Art

To ask the question again, are augmented gadgets or virtual reality a part of the 
post– mediatic form? It is hard to conclude at this point. Because in Bill Shannon’s 
Media Art, the body becomes the screen and wire and the body becomes an object. 
Augmented or virtual reality is another web space where body images are projected 
with or without a body unless the operator or participant puts our body with wearable 
technology that mimics the movements the cyberspace remains within the internet 
and only leaves traces of codes. Additionally, Ikeuchi Hiroto’s wearable tech gadgets 
are calling back that nostalgic cyberpunk culture into the current time frame and 
mimicking functional life forms. Therefore, in the scheme of media art with wearable 
technology, this art form is expanding human culture in a way that interferes with the 
actual body and space.

Media plays the role of expanding human skin so that it triggers the body into 
a place where it becomes a location-specific art medium. Bill Shannon and the other 
media artists’ wearable technology arts are the body in a location-specific art medium. 
In some ways play as a performing object and eventually loses its human aspect. 
In their work, the body is the only supporting actor to make technology to its body 
form from fragmented images. Hence the idea of post-mediatic forms, in general, was 
conceptual even before technology and media became part of our bodies.
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4. Re-thinking media and art in post-mediatic forms

What is next? Questioning the rapidly changing style of Art and technology 
expressed in convergent forms that what is next and what is not may seem a cliché. 
Also, the post-mediatic form is nothing new anymore as the concept continues to 
evolve into something spectacular or highly functional. The methodology is changing 
along with new technology as it started as new media. The post-mediatic form takes 
part in the changes with new ideas and methods. Borrowing the notion of the borderless 
and hybrid culture from Homi Bhabha (The Location of Culture, 1994), mimicry not 
only exists in human culture anymore but also in cyberspace. Wearable technology 
in Media Art is an alternative aesthetic genealogy for current digital culture. Media 
artists like Bill Shannon, Younghui Kim, Kieun Kim and Ikeuchi Hiroto, and many 
other artists who were not mentioned in this article, seek to ‘materialize’ digital culture 
by proving that digital has reconstructed and reformed physical experiences and re-
recognized materiality with the disembodied, the formless, and the placeless. These 
cultural movements reconfigure bodily experience and reconceived materiality in 
multi formats. (Materializing New Media, 86-90) For the part of the human culture, 
the newness and technology penetrating between the cultures as post-mediatic forms 
forces to translation of Art forms into a media-specific language. It is continually 
reconfiguring the human body and re-constitute its post-mediatic forms. Therefore, 
the human being considers himself as major media rather than secondary to the 
technology when the media becomes the skin or the core layer of the human 
consciousness. We need to understand the new relationship between digital and 
matter, digital and human internally, linearity, learn new hierarchical arrangement, 
produce organic and artificial over binary, create sense and thought, and the 
connection between arts and science. That’s how we re-think media art in post  
mediatic forms.

 Picture Reference

Picture 1
SPATIAL.IO Augmented Reality Meta-Verse play space
https://www.spatial.io

http://www.spatial.io/
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Picture 2 Bill Shannon Touch Update Wearable Video Masks 2018
With Projectile Object Hardware Coding.
Video Mapping Performers: Ron Chunn and Jacquea Mae
http://www.whatiswhat.com/

      
Picture 3 Bill Shannon, 
‘Video Mask’ (2014)
http://www.whatiswhat.com/
content/test

Picture 4
Yonghui Kim, HCI party 2010 Body Graffiti + Last For One
https://absurdee.com/gallery/bodygraffiti/

http://www.whatiswhat.com/content/test
http://www.whatiswhat.com/content/test


242

Soojin Kwon

Picture 5
Kieun Kim, {REVEALUXION #6}
Designing Multiplicity: Performance & Screening, 2015.
http://kieunkim.com

           Picture 6
          Ikeuchi Hiroto,
          Tokyo’s Sai Gallery 2022
          the exhibition
                                                                         https://www.saiart.jp/ 

  
Picture 7
Ikeuchi Hiroto, 
Tokyo’s Sai Gallery 2022
the Ikeuchi Hiroto exhibition
https://www.saiart.jp/ 
https://www.instagram.com/_ikeuchi/

http://kieunkim.com/
http://www.saiart.jp/
http://www.saiart.jp/
http://www.instagram.com/_ikeuchi/
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media-xelovneba da `Cacmadi~ teqnologia: 
mediisa da xelovnebis gadaazreba post-mediatur 

formebSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: vizualuri media, `Cacmadi~ media, teqno-
logiebi, media-instalacia, performansi

rodesac marSalma makluinma Tqva: „tansacmeli, [aris] kanis 
gafarToeba…“,  teqnologiebi ukve scdeboda adamianuri warmosax-
vis sazRvrebs. Cven gvaiZules teqnologiebis erTgvari eWviT mi-
Reba; rogor CavweroT tradiciebi xelovnebis post-modernistul 
mosaxvevSi?

statiaSi ganxilulia fridrix kitleris „vizualuri medi-
ebis“ roli da mniSvneloba Tanamedrove mediaciur sazogadoeba-
Si, sadac vizualuri xelovnebis inter-transmedialuri mediumebi 
SemoqmedebiT meTodebs warmoadgenen. aseve, Seswavlilia, Tu ro-
gor   vlindeba  performaciuli  motivebi  Tanamedrove   xelovneba-
Si da `Cacmadi~  teqnologiebi  performansebSi. media-instalaci-
ebisa da performansebis Semoqmedi „bil Senoni“ ikvlevs video-
instalaciebs, romlebic teqnologiebis saSualebiT, orientire-
bulia sxeulze, raTa praqtikaSi gamoavlinon „kanis gamafarTo-
ebeli“ moZraoba, rogorc Tavis droze makluini acxadebda. am 
analizis  ori  umTavresi  mimarTulebaa, Tu  rogor viTardebod-
nen mediebi adreuli kinos epoqidan Tanamedroveobamde, rogorc 
xelovnebis saxeebi da rogor icvleboda teqnologia, postmo-
dernistul ZvrebTan erTad, kulturul formebSi. statiis avto-
ri Seecada aexsna es ori aspeqti bil Senonis, ionghui kimis, kien 
kimis da ikeCui hirotos `Cacmadi~ mediis xelovnebis meSveobiT; 
aseve, ganexilaT SesaZlo Tvalsazrisebi imis Sesaxeb, Tu rogor  
uwyobs  xels  cifruli  media  `Cacmadi~  teqnologiebis  mimarT 
axal midgomebs, mediisa da aparaturis `Cacmadi~ mowyobilobebis 
tradiciul xelovnebis koncefciebze zegavlenis TvalsazrisiT. 
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(saqarTvelo) 

mixeil javaxiSvilis prozis zogierTi sakiTxi 

da Servud andersonis groteskuli adamiani 

XX saukunis dasawyisi mTel msoflioSi mniSvnelovani peri-
odi aRmoCnda rogorc saxelmwifoebrivi, ise sazogadoebrivi Tu 
social-kulturuli ganviTarebis TvalsazrisiT. msoflmxedve-
lobrivma cvlilebebma Semdgomi periodis mravali sayuradRebo 
movlena ganapiroba da igi moicavda ara mxolod im qveynebs, rom-
lebSic formaciaTa Secvlis urTulesi procesi mimdinareobda, 
aramed imaTac, romlebSic socialuri da ekonomikuri ganviTare-
bis axali perspeqtivebi ikveTeboda. am mxriv, radikalurad gans-
xvavebuli procesebi mimdinareobda saqarTvelosa da amerikis 
SeerTebul StatebSi. nebismier qveyanaSi obieqturi realiebi qmnis 
sxvadasxva socialur-ekonomikursa da sazogadoebriv viTarebas, 
pirovnebis sulieri yofis peripetiebi ki yovelTvis kveTs am kon-
kretulobis sazRvrebs, adamianebsac individualurTan erTad 
aqvT msgavsi, saerTo miswrafebebi, rasac erovnul-individualu-
ri saxecvlilebiT asaxavs mxatvruli literatura. aRsaniSnavia, 
rom SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis XX saukunis dasawyisis 
amerikuli skolisaTvis erT-erTi warmmarTvelia moraluri da 
inteleqtualuri principebi. am konteqstSi „literaturas isini 
ganixilaven adamianebis yvelaze umniSvnelovanes sulier mona-
povrad, romelSic saimedod inaxeba esTetikuri da adamianuri 
faseulobebi~ (gafrindaSvili 2012: 15). mwerlobis, zogadad xe-
lovnebis, swored es unikaluri Tviseba qmnis nacionalurTan, in-
dividualurTan, erTad am ukanasknelis sayovelTao, universalur 
bunebas. 

sazogadoebrivi gardatexebis epoqa adamianebisaTvis mZime 
da rTulia yovelTvis, sazogadoebis romel fenasac ar unda mi-
ekuTvnebodnen isini. winamdebare statia miznad isaxavs, XX sauku-
nis TvalsaCino mwerlebis: mixeil javaxiSvilisa (1880-1937) da 
Servud andersonis (1876-1941) Semoqmedebis magaliTze aCvenos so-
cialuri Zvrebis Tanmdevi erTi problemis literaturuli gaaz-
rebis Taviseburebani.

mixeil javaxiSvilis Semoqmedeba evropuli literaturis kon-
teqstSi ukve karga xania literaturaTmcodneTa kvlevis sagania. 
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araerTi sayuradRebo naSromi daiwera rogorc m. javaxiSvilisa 
da gi de mopasanis prozis urTierTmimarTebis, ise froidis fsi-
qoanalizis WrilSi mwerlis prozis intrepretaciasa da sxva sa-
kiTxebTan dakavSirebiT (Turnava 2000: 239-246; doiaSvili 2013: 
80-119). aranakleb sayuradReboa amerikul mwerlobasTan `jayos 
xiznebis~ avtoris Semoqmedebis mimarTebis kvleva. sagulisxmoa, 
rom mixeil javaxiSvilis Tvalsawieri evropisa da amerikis sa-
zogadoebriv-kulturul cxovrebas mudmivad swvdeboda, rasac mi-
si literaturuli Tu publicisturi memkvidroeba adasturebs.

XX saukunis dasawyisis rigiTi amerikelebis problemebs 
asaxavda Tavis novelebsa da romanebSi Servud andersoni. rogorc 
cnobilia, mweralma warmatebas fsiqologiuri novelis JanrSi mi-
aRwia. man Tavis nawarmoebebSi aqcenti siuJetis struqturidan 
umweo, cxovrebisagan daRlili, sulierad gatexili adamianebis 
gancdebis aRweraze gadaitana. am TvalsazrisiT, unda gamoiyos 
Servud andersonis erT-erTi yvelaze warmatebuli krebuli `uain-
sburgi. ohaio~ (1919). uainsburgi aris is gamogonili adgili, sadac 
cxovroben es sazogadoebisa da erTmaneTisagan gaucxoebuli ada-
mianebi, Tavi iluzoruli, ideebis samyarosaTvis rom aqvT Sefa-
rebuli,  rac, erTi SexedviT, SesaZlebelia maTi arapraqticizmis 
Sedegad iqnes miCneuli da ara im garemosi, romelSic cxovroben.

zogierTi literaturaTmcodnis azriT, `uainsburgSi~ asa-
xuli arsebobis tragizmi, romelic adamianebs `groteskebad aq-
cevs, ganpirobebulia amerikis socialuri ganviTarebiT, sadac amo-
saval principad miCneulia individualizmi, rasac SeiZleba moh-
yves saSiSroeba pirovnebis ganviTarebis SedegebiT, romlebic mas 
martoobisa da gaucxoebisaTvis wiravs~ (Anderson 1981: 11). marTalia, 
uainsburgis sinamdvile XX saukunis dasawyisis amerikis yofis 
nawilia, magram gasaTvaliswinebelia erTi momentic: problemis 
saTaves mwerali uxsovar droSi xedavs. es ki miniSnebaa imaze, rom 
adamianisa da garesamyaros mimarTebis sakiTxi maradiulia da yo-
vel droSi sxvadasxva formiTa da simwvaviT wamoiWreba.

andersonis `uainsburgi. ohaio~ iwyeba noveliT `groteskebis 
wigni~, romelSic avtori gansazRvravs adamianTa garkveuli nawi-
lisaTvis damaxasiaTebel zogad niSan-Tvisebebs da Tavis gamov-
linebaSi am mravalferovan movlenas erT saxels – groteskuls 
uwodebs. 

`groteskebis wignis~ mTavari gmiri profesiiT mweralia, 
amdenad, bunebrivia, rom mas sakmaod daugrovda mosazrebebi, bevr 
adamians Sexvda da kargad gaicno maTi sulis yvelaze dafaruli 
Sreebi. Tavad mis qvecnobierSi cocxlobs aseTi adamianebis aC-
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rdilTa mTeli galerea. TiToeuli maTgani gansxvavebulia: zo-
gierTi usimpatioa, zogi maxinjia, zogi mSvenieric kia, magram yove-
li maTgani groteskulia. swored esaa is, rac maT aerTianebT, rac 
am adamianebis sazogadoebisagan gaucxoebis mizezicaa da Sede-
gic erTdroulad. eseni arian warumatebeli, yoveldRiurobasTan 
brZolaSi daRlili, sulierad gatexili adamianebi. maTi warmoSo-
ba ki, mwerlis azriT, ganapiroba iman, rom odesRac erTi mTliani 
WeSmariteba nawilebad daSales, cal-calke daepatronnen am na-
wilebs da CaTvales, rom umTavresi iyo swored is, rac TiToe-
uls gaaCnda da Seecadnen simarTlis es calkeuli namceci gaexa-
daT sayovelTao WeSmaritebad, ramac Tavad isini groteskul 
adamianebad, WeSmariteba ki siyalbed aqcia. andersoni Tvlis, rom 
Cveulebrivi adamianebis umravlesoba groteskulia. maTi suli da-
nawevrebuli da daSlilia. `maT, am vainsburgel groteskebs, un-
daT, rom gadaSalon gulebi, gaTavisufldnen damarxuli da dawy-
lulebuli emociebisagan, voS uiliamsi cdilobs axsnas sakuTari 
eqscentruloba, magram Znelad axerxebs, luiz bentli `cdilobs 
ilaparakos, magram verafers ambobs~, enox robinsoni fantaziis 
samyaroSi gadadis, Tavis gamogonebul `adamianebTan, romlebTa-
nac namdvilad SeuZlia saubari da romlebsac SeuZlia auxsnas is 
sagnebi, cocxal adamianebs rom ver uxsnis~ (Howe 2023: elresursi). 
darRveuli cnobierebis matarebelni ki veRar pouloben sakuTar 
TavSi  winaaRmdegobis  gadalaxvisa  da  warmosaxulis  ganxorciele-
bis  Zalas,  rac  ar  SeiZleba  mxolod  pirovnuli   TaviseburebebiT  
iyos axsnili. aseT mdgomareobaSi myofebi imediT Sehyureben axal-
gazrda Jurnalist jorj uilards, magram esec ararealuria, rad-
gan Tavad uilardi ar aris Sinaganad mzad maT dasaxmareblad. mi-
uxedavad imisa, rom axalgazrda Jurnalisti gansxvavebulia sxve-
bisagan da groteskebsac TanagrZnobiT ekideba, mas ar xelewifeba 
rame Secvalos, metic, aseTi mdgomareoba kidev ufro aZlierebs 
uilardis sasowarkveTilebas. 

gacilebiT ufro rTuli saxelmwifoebrivi Tu socialur-
sazogadoebrivi kataklizmebis winaSe dgas XX saukunis dasawyisis 
saqarTvelo. mZime istoriulma viTarebam Tavisi daRi daasva am 
epoqis adamianTa yofasac. qarTul literaturaSi sulierad gate-
xili, umweo adamianis mxatvruli saxe kargad aris cnobili da mis 
Camoyalibebas Tavisi literaturuli tradiciac gaaCnia. XX sa-
ukunis dasawyisis mwerlobaSi igi umZafresi tragizmiT xasiaTdeba 
da miuRebeli sinamdvilis mxatvruli asaxvis xerxad gamoiyeneba.

`yofili adamiani~, ̀ nakacari~, ̀ zedmeti adamiani~ – ase uwodebs 
XX saukunis qarTuli literaturis erT-erTi yvelaze TvalsaCino 
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mwerali mixeil javaxiSvili im adamianebs, romlebic `warsulma 
moatyua, awmyo awvalebs, momavali aSinebs~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 205). 
Tavis erT-erT sayuradRebo romanSi `gavi Saduri~ prozaikosi ara 
marto ganasaxovnebs aseT adamianebs, aramed am mxatvrul saxeSi 
ganazogadebs movlenis saerTo maxasiaTeblebs.

nawarmoebi 1928 wels gamoqveynda da imTaviTve miuRebeli 
aRmoCnda marqsistuli kritikisaTvis swored imitom, rom avtori 
masSi sulierad gatexili adamianis cxovrebas aRwerda, Tanac xazs 
usvamda, rom givi Sadurs mTeli saqarTvelo icnobda, rac imas 
mianiSnebda, rom sasowarkveTili adamianebi sakmaod damaxasiaTe-
beli iyo maSindeli yofisaTvis. 

givi Saduri gamaerTianebeli personaJia, RerZia im ambebisa, 
romelic teqstSi xdeba. is erT dros iyo `kaci kacuri, Tavmomwone, 
amayi~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 204), magram, roca pirvelad ecnoba mkiTx-
veli, Tavs moixseniebs, rogorc kaci – uqmi, romelmac dakarga 
RmerTis rwmena, dakarga madli – `rbili noxi, golgoTis gzazed 
dafenili~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 205), iqca nakacarad da sulierad 
modunda, rasac, misi azriT, Tavis mokvla sjobia. magram, vidre 
aqamde mividoda, `icxovra, iara, da gaigo~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 207), 
erT dros Ronivradac eweoda cxovrebis tvirTs, Tumca brma si-
namdvilis wyalobiT zedmet adamianad iqca. Saduri, avtoris az-
riT, `cxovrebis paradoqsia da gzasac paradoqsebiT imoklebs~ 
(javaxiSvili 1973: 229), swored am paradoqsebiT ayalibebs Saduri 
sakuTari cxovrebis kredos, romelic erTnairada gajerebuli 
im drois zogad movlenaTa ironizirebiT Tu TviTironiis didi 
doziT. ironiulia mis mier sakuTari saflavisaTvis SerCeuli epi-
tafiac: `givi Saduri – avara– Rien Nihil – araferi~, – rogorc Tavad 
ambobs (javaxiSvili 1973: 291), aris sakuTar TavSi aRmoCenili 
maradiulobis wyurvilis dadastureba, araraobasTan brZolis gza.

andersonis groteskuli adamiani da javaxiSvilis yofili 
adamiani erTi da igive xasiaTia Tavisi arsiT. isini mniSvnelovani 
Zvrebis, Tumca Tvisebrivad sxvadasxva garemoSi, gamovlindebian, 
maTi cxovreba Seumdgaria, sakuTar TavSi Tanabrad aerTianeben 
arsebobis tragikul da komikur mxareebs, isini garemos produq-
tebi arian. cxadia, rom sakiTxis ase dasmisas, mniSvnelvania mov-
lenis zogadi arsi da ara calkeuli pirovnuli, individualuri 
gamoxatva, rac SesaZlebelia sxvadasxvagvari iyos. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom javaxiSvilisa da andersonis am or teqsts 
gaaCnia  struqturuli  msgavsebac.  miuxedavad  imisa,  rom `uain-
sburgi. ohaio~ groteskul adamianebze dawerili novelebis kre-
bulia, mas mainc hyavs erTi mTavari personaJi – jorj uilardi. 
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is moqmedebs an moixsenieba yvela novelaSi da, aseve, gamoirCeva 
yvelasagan, rac sabolood Tavis daRweviT sruldeba im garemodan, 
romelic masac groteskad gadaqceviT emuqreba. `SegrZneba wignis 
mTlianobisa imdenad didi iyo, rom kritikosebs Soris Cndeboda 
mosazreba, romlis mixedviTac `uainburgs~ romanis Janrs mi-
akuTvneben,  nawili ki  saubrobda axal  Janrze –  `romanze noveleb-
Si~: calkeuli momentebi, romlebic qmnian mravalxmovanebas, ga-
saocrad gvaxsenebs cxovrebis mravalferovnebasa da simravles~,  
– wers m. koreneva (Anderson 1981: 13).

mraval ambavSi, erT epoqaSi mcxovrebi mravali adamianis 
xvedrSi, kargad ikribeba erTi suraTi. amitom mosaxerxebelia 
calkeuli ambebiT mozaikis Seqmna. aseT xerxs mimarTa mixeil 
javaxiSvilma `givi SadurSic~. givi Saduri aerTianebs im nove-
lebs, Tavad rom gviambobs. TiToeuli es ambavi, faqtobrivad, 
dasrulebuli Txzulebaa. `romanSi erTmaneTisagan damoukidebe-
li ramdenime novelaa Sesuli, romelTac win Sesavali uZRvis. 
Taviseburi Sesavali ganmarteba (umTavresad romanis mTavari 
personaJis, givi Saduris sadRegrZelo-aRsarebebi), romlebSic 
koncentrirebulia rogorc ama Tu im novelis ZiriTadi problema, 
ise givi Saduris mxatvrul-esTetikuri, moralur-eTikuri Tu 
filosofiuri Sexedulebebi, romlebic mas, rogorc pirovnebas, 
ayalibeben~, – wers nugzar SavguliZe (SavguliZe 1988: 84).

mkvlevari Tvlis, rom miuxedavad imisa, rom am aRsareba-mo-
nologebSi givi Saduri Tavis Tavs nakacars uwodebs, `gulis siR-
rmeSi isev sulierad gautexeli, sulieri modunebis winaaRmdeg 
mebrZol adamianad gvevlineba~ da misi rCeva – `sulier modunebas 
isev Tavis mokvla sjobia~ mis Sinagan simtkiceze migvaniSnebs 
(SavguliZe 1988: 84). Sinaganad ramdenad mtkicea bedTan Seguebuli 
givi Saduri, SeiZleba Zneli saTqmeli iyos, miT ufro, rom Saduri 
nakacarebis TviTmkvlelobas `fexakrebiT da qurdulad gaparvas~ 
uwodebs (javaxiSvili 1973: 253), magram protestis paToss givi 
Saduris ironiuli aRsarebebi da mimarTvebi aSkarad Seicavs. da 
mainc, sadaa gamosavali SadurisaTvis? sakuTari Secdomebis aRi-
arebaSi, awmyos gaazrebasa da momavlisaken mzeraSi, misi fraza 
`warsuli gacxrileT, awymo gaigeT da piri mudam momavlisken qe-
niT~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 318),– aris misi gamocdileba da, amave dros, 
rCevac axalgazrdebisaTvis. `laRi suli, wrfeli guli SeinaxeT da 
mudam icineT, ixarxareT, iWixvineT. mTeli qveyanac rom daingres, 
nu idardebT, radgan pirveli birTvi – sixaruli – mokle xanSi 
axalsac aaSenebs, xolo Savi kuSti samoTxesac jojoxeTad aqcevs~, 
– ase arigebs Saduri axalgazrdebs (javaxiSvili 1973: 318), rac 
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sicocxlis siyvarulis mkafio gamovlinebaa, brZolisa da bedTan 
Seurigbelobis mowodebaa.

groteskad qcevas Servud andersonis moxuci mweralic (`gro-
teskebis wigni~) imis wyalobiT gadaurCa, rom mis ocnebaSi mudmi-
vad cxovrobda gaubzaravi sulis mqone axalgazrda, amitom inar-
Cunebda sulier siwmindes, rac, rogorc uiliam folkneri igonebs, 
saerTodac iyo andersonis umTavresi mizani mTeli cxovrebis 
ganmavlobaSi.

sakuTari ususurobisa da uRonobis SegrZneba S. andersonisa 
da m. javaxiSvilis personaJebs erTnairad awvalebT, miuxedavad 
imisa, rom maTTvis aseve Znelia raRacis Secvlaze pasuxismgeblo-
bis aReba. jorj uilardi Tavs gaqceviT Svelis, vidre Tavadac 
groteski gaxdebodes. is am formiT ucxadebs protests miuRebel 
garemos. 

gaqceva, rogorc gamosavali, arc mxatvrul da arc realur 
planSi ar arsebobs mixeil javaxiSvilisaTvis. `me Tambaqos foTo-
liviT davWkni~ (javaxiSvili 1973: 318), – miiCnevs givi Saduri da 
aRarafris Secvlas aRar cdilobs Tavis cxovrebaSi. 1920-iani da 
Semdgomi wlebis saqarTvelos sastikma istoriulma viTarebam mra-
vali adamiani gatexa sulierad da fizikurad, amave dros, Tavis 
gadarCenis erTgvar gamosavladac aqcia. 

andersonis groteskuli adamianis araerTi Tviseba axasi-
aTebs Teimuraz xevisTavs, mixeil javaxiSvilis winaswarmetyve-
luri romanis `jayos xiznebis~ mTavar gmirs, romlisTvisac `mo-
mavali ucxo da gaugebar cnebas warmoadgens, `guSin~ ufunqcio 
Rirebulebaa, `xval~ – arSemdgari perspeqtiva~ (ratiani 2018: 241). 
is aramarto gaucxoebulia yvelasagan, uniaTo da ususuria, ara-
med Seuracxyofili da damcirebulicaa, Tumca xevisTavi, givi 
Sadurisagan gansxvavebiT, Tvlis, rom is SeiZleba gaRunon, magram 
sulierad ver gatexaven. erTaderTs, rasac xevisTavi inarCunebs, 
es RvTis rwmenaa, faqtobrivad, im drois rwmenaa,  roca is kvlav 
SeZlebs samsaxuri gauwios Tavis xalxs. `sakuTari umweobis xatia 
Teimuraz xevisTavi, cinikurad da daundoblad daxatuli, avto-
ris mier Tavisi Tavisadmi gamotanili ulmobeli ganaCeni, raTa 
ase gaesrisa umweobis kompleqsi~, – Tvlis soso sigua (sigua 2002: 
236), romelsac `nakacarebis~ Tema qarTul literaturaSi qarTu-
li dekadansis nawilad miaCnia, xolo mixeil javaxiSvilis mier am 
personaJis Seqmna epoqis karnaxad.

rogorc cnobilia, literaturuli groteski Tavis TavSi mo-
icavs hiperbolizebas, gadaWarbebas, satiras, ironias, realurisa 
da ararealuris, mSvenierisa da simaxinjis, tragikulisa da komi-
kuris erTianobas. mas mimarTavdnen yvela epoqaSi sxvadasxva li-
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teraturuli mimdinareobisa da esTetikis mwerlebi. am niSnebs 
atareben Servud andersonis gmirebic, Cveulebrivi adamianebi, 
rogorc maT mwerali uwodebs (Anderson 1981: 27).

SemTxveviT araa, rom utrirebis uCveulo xelovnebiT, iro-
nizmis momakvdinebeli gamoyenebiTa da qarTuli satiris tra-
diciaTa gaZlierebiT m. javaxiSvilis `jayos xiznebi~ literatu-
raTmcodne guram kankavas groteskuli realizmis meTodiT Ses-
rulebul nawarmoebad miaCnia (kankava 1985: 12).

swored literaturuli pirobiTobis, gazviadebis wyalobiT 
am adamianebs, rogorc wesi, mkveTrad aqvT Camoyalibebuli indi-
vidualuri niSan-Tvisebebi, rac, erTi SexedviT, tovebs STabeW-
dilebas, rom maTi pirovnuli xasiaTi ganapirobebs maTsave tra-
gedias da ara gare faqtorebi, magram SeuZlebelia im faqtis ugu-
lebelyofac, rom socialur-sazogadoebrivi Tu sxva viTarebiT 
gamowveuli krizisi qmnis im garemos, romlis produqtadac es 
ususuri, xSirad iluziaTa tyveobaSi myofi, uperspeqtivo adamiane-
bi warmogvidgebian. mwerloba mxatvruli invariantebis meSveobiT 
aseTi faqtorebis zemoqmedebas da konkretuli gamovlinebis 
mravalferovnebas ganasaxovnebs. `literatura amgvarad xdeba 
universaluri `poeturi~ Tvisebis gamomxatveli, romelic gonebis 
Tanaziaria. es Tviseba qmediTia nawerebisa da literaturebis er-
TobliobaSi, miuxedavad maTi geografiuli mdebareobisa~, – wers 
Acnobili literaturaTmcodne adrian marino (marino 2010: 36).

sazogadoebaSi pirovnebis beds mniSvnelovnad gansazRvravs 
Tavad am sazogadoebaSi mimdinare cvlilebebis xasiaTi da simZime; 
Tavisi arsiT groteskuli adamiani da nakacari, naadamianevi, erT 
movlenas gamoxatavs – garkveuli socialuri da sazogadoebrivi 
viTarebis gamo gatexil, ususur arsebas, romelmac ver SeZlo 
sinamdvilesTan gamklaveba. da radganac XX saukunis qarTul 
mwerlobaSi es tipi umwvavesi klasobrivi dapirispirebis fonze 
Camoyalibda, ufro metad sarkastuli da ironiuli Seferiloba 
SeiZina, vidre andersonis groteskebma, zogierTi maTgani mwerals 
mSvenierad da mimzidveladac rom hyavs warmosaxuli. 
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Nestan Kutivadze
(Georgia)

Some Issues of Mikheil Javakhishvili’s Prose 
and Sherwood Anderson’s Grotesque Man

Summary

Key words: grotesque man, former man, artistic face, tragedy.

The beginning of the 20th century turned out to be an important period for the 
whole world in terms of state, public and social-cultural development. Worldview 
changes led to many noteworthy events of the subsequent period, and it included 
not only those countries where the most difficult process of changing formations 
was underway, but also those ones where new prospects for social and economic 
development started to emerge. In this regard, radically different processes were 
taking place in Georgia and the United States of America. Objective realities create 
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different socio-economic and public situations in any country, and the peripeteias of 
a person’s spiritual existence always cross the boundaries of this concreteness. Along 
with the individual aspirations, people also have similar, common yearnings which 
are reflected in fiction with all the national-individual alterations.

The era of social transitions is always hard and difficult for people, no matter 
what stratum of society they belong to. The aim of the present paper is to show the 
peculiarities of the literary conceptualization of one problem accompanying the social 
changes on the example of the works of prominent writers of the 20th century: Mikheil 
Javakhishvili (1880-1937) and Sherwood Anderson (1876-1941).

In his short stories and novels Sherwood Anderson depicted the problems of 
ordinary Americans at the beginning of the 20th century. As it is known, the author 
achieved success as a writer of psychological short stories. In his works, he shifted the 
emphasis from the plot structure to description of the feelings of helpless, spiritually 
broken people who are tired of life. In this respect, one of the most successful 
collections “Winesburg, Ohio” (1919) by Sherwood Anderson should be singled out. 
Winesburg is a fictional place inhabited by the people who are alienated from the 
society and one other, and they shelter themselves in the illusory world of ideas. At 
first glance, it seems that everything is the result of their impracticality, and not the 
environment in which they live.

Anderson’s “Winesburg, Ohio” begins with the short story “The Book of 
Grotesques”, in which the author defines a general set of features characteristic 
of a certain group of people and in its manifestation he categorizes this diverse 
phenomenon under one name – grotesque. Anderson believes that most ordinary 
people are grotesque. Their souls are fragmented and broken. Those who are in such 
a situation can no longer find the strength in themselves to overcome obstacles and 
make things happen, which cannot be explained only by their personal characteristics.

The artistic face of a spiritually broken, helpless person is well known in 
Georgian literature, and its formation has its own literary tradition. In the literature of 
the beginning of the 20th century, it is characterized by the great tragedy and is used as 
a way of artistic depiction of an unacceptable reality.

Mikheil Javakhishvili, one of the most prominent writers of Georgian litera-
ture of the 20th century, refers to these people as “a former man”, “a superfluous man”. 
In one of his notable novels, “Givi Shaduri”, the prose writer not only portrays such 
people, but generalizes the common characteristic features of the event in this artistic 
face.

Anderson’s grotesque man and Javakhishvili’s former man are of the same 
character in its essence. They emerge during significant changes but in qualitatively 
different environments. Their lives are shattered, they combine the tragic and comic 
sides of existence. They are products of the environment.

The characters of Anderson and Javakhishili both suffer from feeling weak 
and helpless. It is also difficult for them to take responsibility for changing some-
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thing. George Willard saves himself by running away before becoming a grotesque 
himself. In this way, he protests against the unacceptable environment whereas Givi 
Shaduri is no longer trying to change anything in his life.

Teimuraz Khevistavi, the main character of Mikheil Javakhishvili’s prophetic 
novel “Jakos Khiznebi” (Jaqo’s Dispossessed), has many characteristic features of 
Anderson’s grotesque man. Unlike Givi Shaduri, Khevistavi believes that he cannot 
be broken spiritually.

It is precisely because of literary conventionality, exaggeration, that these 
people usually have sharply defined individual characteristics, which, at first glance, 
leaves the impression that their personal traits and not the external factors determine 
their own tragedy. However, it is impossible to ignore the fact that the crisis caused 
by social and other types of circumstances creates the environment where these 
weak, hopeless people are formed often in the captivity of illusions. Through artistic 
invariants, literature reflects the influence of such factors and the diversity of specific 
manifestations.

A person’s fate in society is significantly determined by the nature and severity 
of the changes taking place in this society; In its essence, a grotesque man and a 
former man express one and the same phenomenon – a broken, weak being who is 
unable to deal with reality due to certain social and public circumstances. Since this 
type was formed in the background of the fiercest class conflict in Georgian literature 
of the 20th century, it acquired a more sarcastic and ironic coloring than Anderson’s 
grotesques, some of which have even been depicted as beautiful and attractive by the 
writer.
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(saqarTvelo)

XX saukunis distopiuri romanis saTaveebTan – 

evgeni zamiatinis „Cven“

„Cven – RmerTisgan modis, xolo „me“ – eSmakisgan“.
(evgeni zamiatini „Cven“)

XX saukunis rusi mwerlis evgeni zamiatinis romani „Cven“ so-
cialuri fantastikis erT-erT qveJanrs – antiutopias (distopia) 
miekuTvneba.  misi  antiutopiuri  romani  win  uswrebs oldos  haq-
slisa da jorj oruelis antiutopiebs. sagulisxmoa, rom jorj 
orueli sakuTar Tavs zamiatinis romanis memkvidred Tvlida. 
rogorc XX saukunis fentezisa da samecniero fantastikis erT-
erTi  saukeTeso  warmomadgeneli,  amerikeli mwerali da litera-
turuli kritikosi – ursula kreber le guini aRniSnavs, evgeni 
zamiatinis romani „Cven“ samecniero fantastikis saukeTeso nimu-
Sia, rac ki odesme Seqmnila.1 

miuxedavad imisa, rom zamiatinis „Cven“ sabWoTa cenzuris 
wnexis qveS moeqca, sazRvargareTuli kritika mas didi interesiT 
Sexvda. mSobliur qveyanaSi ki politikur Secdomad miCneuli ro-
mani masobrivi kritikis qarcecxlSi moeqca. „Cven“ daweridan mxo-
lod 70 wlis Semdeg daibeWda ruseTSi. am fonis gaTvaliswine-
biT, gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobisaa romanis pirveli qarTuli 
Targmani (mTargmneli – tata nikolaZe), romelic 2018 wels gamo-
ica. faqtobrivad, evg. zamiatini swored am TargmaniT gaicno Ta-
namedrove  qarTvelma mkiTxvelma, ramac erTgvari safuZveli Seq-
mna aqamde arc Tu ise farTod  cnobili mwerlisa da misi romanis 
– „Cven“ – xelaxla aRmoCenisa da SeswavlisTvis.

romani „Cven“ mwerlis inglisidan revoluciuri ganwyobiT 
aRvsil  ruseTSi  dabrunebidan  maleve – 1920 wels  daiwera  (zogier-
Ti cnobis mixedviT, teqstze muSaoba 1921 wlamde gagrZelda). 
sabWoTa ruseTis cenzuris pirobebSi romanis samSobloSi ga-
moqveyneba SeuZlebeli Seiqna, Tumca mwerali mas literaturul 
saRamoebze kiTxulobda moskovsa da leningradSi (sanqt-peter-
burgi). amgvarad,  farTo  interesidan gamomdinare, „Cven“ xelnawe-
ris saxiT gavrcelda. amasTan, romanma ucxoel mkiTxvel sazoga-

1 aRniSnuli sityvebi datanilia romanis 1993 wlis gamocemis garekanze (Penguin 
Twentieth Century Classics).
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doebaTa yuradRebac miipyro da evg. zamiatinma mis gamoqveynebas-
Tan dakavSirebiT uamravi SeTavazeba miiRo.

zamiatinis adgili literaturaSi iseTive gaurkveveli, or-
gvari xasiaTisa aRmoCnda, rogorc misi cxovrebis TiTqmis yvela 
detali. evropaSi rusi iyo, ruseTSi evropelad miiCnevdnen. ru-
si kritikosebi masSi evropels xedavdnen, stilists, romelic 
RvarWnilobisa da eqscentrulobisken miiswrafoda, evropeli kri-
tikosebi ki moiazrebdnen, rogorc ZirZvel rus mwerals, gogolis, 
dostoevskisa da leskovis tradiciebis gamgrZelebels, rusuli 
zne-Cveulebebis gamomxatvels. zamiatini Tvlida, rom adamianis 
bedniereba raime saqmisadmi gulwrfel samsaxurSi mdgomareobs. 
1905-1918 wlebi swored msgavsi saqmis gamudmebul Ziebas miuZR-
vna. 1905-1906 wlebSi fiqrobda, rom amgvar saqmes politikursa da 
partiul aqtivobaSi miagnebda, mogvianebiT sainJinro sferoSi, 
Semdgom samwerlobo moRvaweobaSi, aseve siyvarulSi, romelsac 
„Semoqmedebis erT-erT tipad“ miiCnevda (Богданова 2014: 27).

zamiatinis Tanaxmad, misi weris stili Semdeggvarad SeiZleba 
daxasiaTdes – weris procesSi forma erTgvari safuZvelia, siuJe-
tebi ki erTmaneTs emsgavseba. stilizaciisadmi erTgulebis kval-
dakval, igi remizovis msgavsad, samwerlobo asparezze e. w. „orna-
mentuli“ proziT gamovida. ornamentuli proza droTa ganmavlo-
baSi verbalur kubizmSi gadaizarda – samyaro geometriul figu-
rebad iSleba, adamians ki anacvlebs WanWiki, metsaxeli, erTfe-
rovneba. msgavsi mimarTulebis fonze aSkarad gamoikveTa mwerlis 
zogadi damokidebulebac literaturuli gmirisadmi. man Tavis 
leqciebze araerTxel gausva xazi im faqts, rom Seqmna mxatvruli 
saxe – niSnavs, masze Seyvarebuli iyo.

orgvari saqmianoba Tu ori saxis gataceba – gemTmSenebloba 
da mwerloba garkveuli periodis manZilze erTmaneTTan srul 
TanxmobaSi modioda. zamiatini Tavis ormag cxovrebas „amfibiurs“ 
uwodebda. amfibia wyalxmeleTa cxovrebis nirzea gadasuli. za-
miatinic or stiqias Soris gaxldaT moqceuli: magidaze erTdro-
ulad ewyo, erTi mxriv, xomaldis proeqti, xolo meore mxriv, – 
pirveli moTxrobis furclebi: „aqedan moyolebuli, erTdroulad 
bunebis or elements Soris vcxovrob. TumcaRa, amfibiebisgan is 
ganmasxvavebs, rom CemTvis yovelTvis ucxo iyo miwamde Tavis dak-
vra da arasdros momridebia, mewera is, rac WeSmaritebad mimaCnda. 
am „mavne Cvevisgan“ „gankurnebis“ mizniT, caristulma xelisufle-
bam 1906 wels, rogorc revolucioneri, cixeSi damamwyvdia; pe-
terburgis amave cixeSi 1922 welsac „gamomiweres“ mkurnalobis 
analogiuri kursi. magram, vSiSob, me ganukurnebeli eresiT var da-
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avadebuli. am daavadebis erT-erTi simptomuri gamovlinebaa Cemi 
romani „Cven“ (Targmani da xazgasma Cemia – i. n. Замятин 1988: 15-16).1 

emigraciaSi zamiatini agrZelebda Tavis ormag „amfibiur“ 
cxovrebas. is ar TvalTmaqcobda, rodesac xelisuflebisgan ne-
barTva mxolod droebiTi gamgzavrebisTvis iTxova. sazRvarga-
reT samudamod darCenas arc apirebda, arasdros araferi daubeW-
davs iqaur emigrantul gamocemebSi. rusi emigranti mwerali nina 
berberova Tavis avtobiografiul narkvevSi “Курсив мой. Авто-
биогафия” (Берберова 2014) ixsenebda: „is aravis icnobda, sakuTar 
Tavs emigrantad ar Tvlida da im imediT cxovrobda, rom rogorc 
ki SesaZlebloba miecemoda, samSoblos daubrundeboda. meeWveba, 
rom mas bolomde sjeroda aseTi SesaZleblobis arsebobisa, Tum-
ca far-xmlis dayrac aSinebda. misi optimizmi moCvenebiTi iyo, 
rodesac ganacxada, rom „aucilebelia, moicado“, „mSvidad iyo“, rom 
zogierTi cxoveli Tu mweri aseT taqtikas mimarTavs: ara brZola, 
aramed damalva, raTa mogvianebiT Tavisuflad ganagrZo cxov-
reba“.2 SeiZleba iTqvas, molodinis taqtikam nawilobriv gaamar-
Tla. „kargi qcevisaTvis“ sabWoTa xelisuflebam TandaTan Sear-
bila mwerlisadmi Tavisi damokidebuleba.

Tavis mxriv, 1921 weli metad rTuli da winaaRmdegobrivi 
xasiaTisa aRmoCnda. konstantine fedinis3 TvalsazrisiT, es gax-
ldaT revoluciis yvelaze gaurkveveli weli. swored am dros, cen-
zorTa mier zamiatinis statia „meSinia“ (Я Боюсь) gaazrebul iqna, 
rogorc sabWoTa literaturisadmi „miZRvnili“ rekviemi, romelic 
momavlisadmi  Rrmad  pesimisturi  ganwyobiT  gamoirCeoda.  mwera-
li statiaSi wuxils gamoTqvams, rom revoluciis wlebSi samwer-
lobo asparezze „dawinaurdnen“ gaiZvera, awmyos Semyure  mwerlebi,
romelTac sul ar anaRvlebdaT ra Temaze dawerdnen, oRondac am 
saqmeSi  fuli aeRoT; danarCeni  mwerlebi ki  gaCumebas  amjobinebdnen.

zamiatinis TqmiT, „rusi mwerlebi SimSils miCveulni iyvnen. 
dumilis mTavari mizezi gacilebiT mZime, autaneli, dauZleveli 
iyo, vidre ubralo puri an qaRaldia. saqme isaa, rom WeSmariti 
literatura mxolod maSin arsebobs, rodesac mas qmnian ara damje-
ri da sando moxeleebi, aramed, SeSlilebi, gandegilebi, eretiko-
sebi, meocnebeni, meamboxeni da skeptikosebi. Tuki mwerals mosTxo-
ven, rom iyos frTxili, orTodoqsulad kaTolikuri, dRevandeli 
dRisTvis sasargeblo, Tu ver SeeZleba, sviftis msgavsad sityviT 
gaamaTraxos yvela, anatoli fransiviT yvelasa da yvelaferze 

1 aq da Semdgom werilebidan/memuarebidan moxmobili citatebis Targmani ucxo 
enebidan Cemia (i. n.). 
2 Нина Берберова, Курсив мой. Автобиография, 2014.
3 konstantine fedini (1892-1977) – sabWoTa rusi mwerali da Jurnalisti.
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gaiRimos, maSin literaturasTan ki ar gveqneba Sexeba, aramed, qa-
RaldTan, gazeTebTan, romelTac dRes waikiTxaven, xval ki maTSi 
Tixis sapons Seaxveven“ (Замятин 1988: 255).

mwerlis saboloo daskvna SemaSfoTeblad JRers: „vSiSob, nam-
dvili literatura ar gveqneba, Tuki rus demoss ise SevxedavT, 
rogorc bavSvs, romlis saTuT bunebas saguldagulod unda mo-
vufrTxildeT. vSiSob, WeSmariti literatura ar gveqneba manam, sa-
nam ar ganvikurnebiT am raRac gaurkveveli axali kaTolicizmisgan, 
romelic Zvelze aranakleb ufrTxis yovelgvar eretikuli xasiaTis 
azrovnebas. da Tu es daavadeba ganukurnebelia, vSiSob, rusuli 
literaturis momavlis Zieba warsulSi mogviwevs“ (Замятин 1988: 255).

zamiatinma aRniSnul statiaSi gaakritika lenini da Zalauf-
lebis saTaveSi mosuli komunistebi. miuxedavad imisa, rom igi war-
sulSi bolSevikebs emxroboda, maT maSinve CamoSorda, rodesac ax-
lad Camoyalibebulma sabWoTa kavSirma cenzura SemoiRo. zamiatini 
male darwmunda, rom im drois mowinave da inovaciur xelovnebas-
Tan winaaRmdegobiT, leninma Tavadve uRalata revoluciuri ener-
giisTvis sasicocxlod aucilebel principebs da sakuTari Ta-
visgan entropiisa da flegmaturobis gansxeulebuli xati Seqmna 
(Sdr. erTiani saxelmwifos Seubralebeli diqtatori – mwyalo-
beli romanSi „Cven“) (Hutchings 1981-82: 88). rogorc literaturuli 
dajgufeba „serapionis Zmebis~ winamZRoli, zamiatini mudmivad 
upirispirdeboda msgavs konformistul moTxovnebs da es ukanas-
kneli Tavis kritikul werilebsa da mxatvrul naazrevSic araerT-
gzis  dagmo.  ai,  romanSi  „Cven“  ki  erTiani  saxelmwifos  poetebi 
mwyaloblis moTxovnebis mimarT sruliad inertulni aRmoCndnen. 

zamiatini mkiTxvels saSualebas aZlevs Tvali gaadevnos ro-
manis mTavari personaJis – Д-503-is beds, beds im pirovnebisa, ro-
melic Seecada winaaRmdegoba gaewia saxelmwifo sistemisTvis. 
Д-503 – maTematikosi, inJineri,  kosmosur  xomald  „integralis“ 
mSenebeli, amavdroulad, romanis avtorad gvevlineba. siuJetis 
struqtura – „teqsti teqstSi“ – romelic romanis erT-erTi Ziri-
Tadi markeria, safuZvlad edeba misi Seqmnisa da avtorad qceuli 
personaJis Rirebulebebisa da interesebis gacnobierebis pro-
cess. dRiuris forma, Canawerebi romans aRsarebiT xasiaTs sZens. 
mTavari gmiri, romelic arsebuli sistemis apologetia, cdilobs, 
maTematikuri formulebiT daamtkicos sibrZne im principebisa, 
romelTa safuZvelzec erTiani saxelmwifo Camoyalibda. 

mwerlis mier SesaniSnavadaa demonstrirebuli Zaldatanebi-
Ti bednierebis filosofia. Tavisufleba, romelic qristianuli 
mrwamsiT, adamianisTvis uZvirfasesia, romanSi bodvad mogvevlina, 
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rasac „xels uwyobs“ mwerlis mier bibliuri aluziebis Tavisufali 
variacia ironizebis gziT: „diax! Cven davexmareT RmerTs sabolo-
od daemarcxebina eSmaki – es xom man ubiZga adamianebs, daerRviaT 
akrZalva da egemaT damRupveli Tavisufleba, is – iqednea, gveli. Cven 
ki – bax! – CeqmiT TavSi da mzadaa! isev samoTxe! da isev gulwrfelebi, 
umankoebi varT – adamisa da evasaviT. aranairi bodva am sikeTesa 
da borotebaze. yvelaferi Zalian ubralod, samoTxiseburad, 
bavSvurad martivadaa“ (zamiatini 2018: 69-70). romanSi bibliuri 
Secodeba saboloo qaosamde ar dadis da samoTxiseuli kosmosis 
Tanamedrove varianti restavrirebulia. Tumca, zamiatiniseuli 
satiris „wyalobiT“ striqonebs Soris naTlad ikiTxeba, rom „res-
tavrirebuli kosmosi“ mainc tragikuli xasiaTisaa, ramdenadac 
kosmosi, romlis SenarCunebisTvis Zal-Rones ar zogavs erTiani 
saxelmwifo, Tavisi arsiT butaforiulia da amdenad, codvagamos-
yiduli adami – Д-503 kvlav araras ubrundeba, am ukanasknels ki 
TavisuflebasTan araferi aqvs saerTo.

sagulisxmoa, rom erTiani saxelmwifos filosofia pirovnu-
lobis SezRudvisa da devalvaciisken aris mimarTuli, rac Zal-
momreobiTi diqtaturis gamoyenebiT miiRweva. dehumanizacia 
bednierebis iluzias qmnis, ris safuZvelzec mosaxleobas brmad 
swams, rom mwyalobeli mas namdvil mesiad moevlina. normaluri 
adamianebis usaxur nomrebad gadaqcevas Sedegad gansxvavebuli 
azris ararseboba da mudmivad meTvalyureobis qveS yofna mohy-
veba. sxvisi misamarTiT TiTis gaSvera da dasmena ki msxverplSewir-
vis erT-erTi umaRlesi formaa. amasTan, aRniSnul fonze nebismiers 
eZleva SesaZlebloba, erTiani saxelmwifos „mSvenierebisa“ da 
„sidiadis“ aRsawerad Seadginos traqtati an Seqmnas poema. adamiani 
winaswar SemuSavebuli Sablonisa da standartis nawili xdeba. 
pirovnulobis gamomxatveli Tvisebebis gamovlena danaSaulad iT-
vleba, radgan individualuroba – „gaRizianebuli Tvali, daCir-
qebuli TiTi, mtkivani kbilia“. 

samecniero literaturaSi gamoTqmulia mosazreba, rom zami-
atini antiutopiis Janris fuZemdeblad gvevlineba, iseve, rogorc 
Tomas mori (1478-1535) utopiis Janrisa. Tumca, aRniSnulSi erT-
gvar uzustobas vawydebiT, Tomas moris saxels mxolod termini 
„utopia“ ukavSirdeba. sakuTriv utopiebi masze gacilebiT adre 
arsebobda; sakmarisia davasaxeloT platonis „saxelmwifo“. msgav-
sad, antiutopiuri elementebi SeiZleba davZebnoT zamiatinamdec 
– jonaTan  sviftis,  Jiul   vernisa  da  herbert  uelsis   Semoqmede-
baSi, rom aRaraferi vTqvaT jek londonis distopiur romanze 
„rkinis qusli“ (Iron Heel). da mainc, zamiatinma SesaSuri gulmod-
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ginebiT Seqmna XX saukunis pirveli struqturulad gamarTuli 
modeli axali, magram arac da aramc, harmoniuli samyarosi.

rogorc oldos haqsli, ise jorj orueli, swored aRniSnul 
models eyrdnobodnen (Tumca, haqsli ar aRiarebda, rom gaecno 
zamiatinis romans, gansxvavebiT oruelisgan, romelmac „Cven“ ara-
Tu waikiTxa, aramed, misi recenziac dawera). calsaxaa, rom oru-
elma zamiatinisgan isesxa ara mxolod siuJeti da mTavari moqme-
di gmirebi, aramed, maT mier aRwerili sazogadoebis mravali ma-
xasiaTebeli: „is, rac pirvel rigSi iqcevs Cvens yuradRebas roma-
nis „Cven“ kiTxvisas, – werda jorj orueli 1946 wels, – aris erTi 
mniSvnelovani faqti: oldos haqslis romani „saocari axali sam-
yaro“ swored zamiatinis romanis gavlenas ganicdis“ (Orwell 1968: 72).

analogiuri azri gamoTqva amerikelma mweralma, dramaturgma 
da eseistma kurt vonegutma, romelmac Jurnal “Playboy”-sTan in-
terviuSi Tavis „meqanikur fortepianoze“ (Player Piano) saubrisas, 
aRniSna, rom misi romani valSia zamiatinis romanTan: „me udarde-
lad „avacale“ fabula „saocar axal samyaros“, romlis fabulac 
aseTive udardelobiT „aacales“ evgeni zamiatinis romans – „Cven“ 
(Allen 1999: 93). 

jorj orueli sakuTar Tavs yovelgvari orWofobis gareSe 
Tvlida zamiatinis romanis „Cven“ memkvidred, zustad gaacnobi-
era ra misi originalurobis arsi romanis mokle, magram sworad 
aqcentirebuli recenziis daskvnaSi: „1906 wels caristulma mmar-
Tvelobam zamiatini daapatimra, 1922 wels igive bedi iwvnia bol-
Sevikebis xeliT. am droisTvis mwerals ar hqonda aranairi sababi, 
aRfrTovanebuliyo arsebuli politikuri reJimiT, amasTan, sagu-
lisxmoa, rom misi romani mxolod impulsuri sibrazis Sedegi ar 
yofila. esaa erTgvari gamokvleva „manqana-jinisa“, romelic ada-
mianma daufiqreblad gamouSva boTlidan, axla ki mis ukan dabru-
nebas veRar axerxebs“ (Orwell 1968: 75). nakleb savaraudoa, rom oru-
eli cnebaSi „manqana“ mxolod teqnologiis ukontrolo ganviTa-
rebis process gulisxmobdes, rameTu „manqanad“, e. i. usulo da 
ukontrolo sagnad, XX saukuneSi sakuTriv adamianTa civilizacia 
mogvevlina.

Tavis recenziaSi oruelma yuradReba gaamaxvila romanis 
mxatvrul Rirebulebasa da totalitarizmis iracionalurobis 
winaswarganWvretaze. zemoxsenebuli sityvebis daweridan sami wlis 
Semdeg, man gamoaqveyna antiutopiuri romani „1984“, romlis mTavari 
personaJi, saxelad uinstoni, momavlis qalaqSi cxovrobs. „Cven“ da 
„1984“ mravali msgavsebis daZebnis saSualebas gvaZlevs. rogorc 
Д-503, ise uinstoni uZlurni arian, win aRudgnen saxelmwifos fi-
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losofias. orive romanSi Tavisufleba gaazrebulia borotebad da 
mowesrigebuli cxovrebis mtrad. 

rodis Seityo oruelma pirvelad zamiatinis Sesaxeb? zami-
atinis romanisadmi miZRvnil  recenziaSi orueli aRniSnavs, rom 
igi gaecno rusi poetis, literaturismcodnisa da kritikosis gleb 
struves naSroms „sabWoTa ruseTis literaturis ocdaxuTi weli“. 
1944 wlis TebervalSi struvesadmi miweril werilSi orueli mas 
madlobas uxdis wignis egzemplarisTvis da aRniSnavs: „am naSromma 
ukve gamiRviva interesi CemTvis aqamde ucnobi mwerlis – zamiati-
nis romanis mimarT. moxibluli var misi wigniT da Canawerebsac 
vakeTeb, adre Tu gvian ki, nawerma SesaZloa dRis sinaTlec ixilos“ 
(Bowker 2003: 330). 1948 wlis 21 apriliT daTariRebul werilSi ki 
orueli axsenebs zamiatinis satirul nawarmoebs „kunZulelebi“ 
da struves sTxovs, Tu SesaZlebeli iqneba, mwerlis meuRles da-
akavSiros, raTa sxva wignebzec moipovos wvdoma. werilidan aS-
karad igrZnoba, orueli Rrmad darwmunebulia, rom ingliseli ga-
momcemlebi zamiatinis Semoqmedebis sxva nimuSebis dabeWdviTac 
dainteresdebian.

1945 wlis dasasruls, rogorc iqna, oruelis xelSi aRmoCnda 
zamiatinis „Cven“, 1946 wlis ianvarSi ki man socialur-demokratiul 
JurnalSi „tribuna“ (Tribune) romanis recenzia gamoaqveyna. oruels 
yvelaze metad zamiatinis romansa da oldos haqslis „saocar, axal 
samyaros“ Soris msgavseba aocebda: „orive wigni warmogvidgens 
pirvelyofili, adamianuri sulis amboxebas, romelic mimarTulia 
racionaluri, meqanizebuli, umtkivneulo samyaros winaaRmdeg [...] 
da uxeSad rom vTqvaT, orive romanSi erTmaneTis msgavsi sazoga-
doebaa daxatuli, Tumca haqslisTan politikuri cnobierebis sa-
kiTxi naklebad xelSesaxebia da mwerali umetesad biologiisa da 
fsiqologiis Tanamedrove Teoriebis gavlenas ganicdis“ (Orwell 
1968: 72). amdenad, oruelma SeniSna, rom zamiatinTan sagrZnobia po-
litikuri xedva, rasac haqslis romani moisaklisebs. orueli manam-
dec miuTiTebda, rom haqsli saTanadod ver erkveoda mmarTveli 
elitis msoflaRqmaSi: „Tqven versad naxavT Zalauflebis SimSils, 
sadizms an raime saxis sisastikes. Zalauflebis mwvervalze myofT 
ar aqvT damajerebeli motivi, Tu ratom surT msgavs poziciaze 
yofna da miuxedavad imisa, rom yvela, Taviseburi gulubryvilo 
mizeziT, Tavs Tavisuflad Tvlis, cxovreba imdenad uSinaarso xde-
ba, rTulia darwmunde aseTi sazogadoebis WeSmaritad arsebobis 
SesaZleblobaSi“ (Orwell 1968: 73).

haqslis mixedviT, herbert uelsis „adamianebi, rogorc Rmer-
Tebis“ wakiTxvam masSi cinikuri antiidealizmisken mimarTuli 
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akviatebad qceuli reaqcia gamoiwvia. amdenad, manam, sanam wignis 
kiTxvas daasrulebda, ukve gadawyvetili hqonda uelsiseuli yve-
laze optimisturi utopiebis Seubralebeli parodireba. Tumca, 
rodesac negatiuri ararsebobis Seqmnis problemis pirispir aR-
moCnda, aRmoaCina sakiTxi, romelic Tavisi literaturuli da fsi-
qologiuri SesaZleblobebiT gansacvifreblad farTo gasaqans aZ-
levda. amdenad, „adamianebi, rogorc RmerTebi“ sul gadaaviwyda da 
mTeli SemarTebiTa da seriozulobiT mimarTa yuradReba wignis da-
werisken, romelic mogvianebiT cnobili gaxda, rogorc „saocari, 
axali samyaro“ (Keiper 2007). radgan haqslim mizanmimarTulad ga-
dawyvita, RvarZliani satiris sagnad eqcia herbert uelsis uto-
piuri ideebi, maSin Cndeba SekiTxva: sad unda veZeboT sakuTriv mis 
distopiur ideaTa safuZvlebi? 

zamiatini aRniSnul sakiTxs frederik lefevrTan1 interviuSi 
didsulovnad pasuxobs: „pier drie la roSelma2 am ramdenime dRis 
win miambo, rom Sexvedrisas haqslisTvis ukiTxavs, icnobda Tu ara 
Cems romans. damTxveva, rasakvirvelia, SemTxveviTi aRmoCnda. Tum-
ca, amgvari damTxveva imaze mianiSnebs, rom msgavsi ideebi Cven gar-
Semoa mimofantuli, im avismomaswavebel haerSi, romelsac Cven 
vsunTqavT“ (Замятин 1988: 16).

rogorc cnobilia, evg. zamiatinis mier romanSi aRniSnuli 
calkeuli movlena momavalSi axda, garkveuli sakiTxisadmi mwer-
lis damokidebuleba  ki dResac iqcevs yuradRebas da aqtualobas 
ar kargavs. miuxedavad  imisa, rom  garkveuli  periodis  manZilze  
romans erTgvarad CrdilSi mouwia  yofna, danamdvilebiT SegviZ-
lia vTqvaT, rom XX saukunis antiutopiuri romanis organizebu-
li modeli pirvelad swored evgeni zamiatinma SemogvTavaza. Ta-
namedrove literaturismcodneobaSi eWvgareSea is faqti, rom 
XX saukuneSi romanis „Cven“ gamoCenam biZgi misca axali Janris – 
antiutopiuri romanis damkvidrebis process. 
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Irina Nozadze
(Georgia)

At the Origins of the 20th Century Dystopian Novel – 
Yevgeny Zamyatin’s “We”

Summary

Keywords: Zamyatin, Dystopia, Novel, Soviet Cencorship, Orwell.

The 20th century prominent Russian writer Yevgeny Zamyatin’s novel “We” 
belongs to one of the subgenres of social fiction – Dystopia. His dystopian novel 
precedes the dystopias of Aldous Huxley and George Orwell. It is significant that 
George Orwell considered himself as the successor of Zamyatin’s novel. As one of 
the best representatives of the genre of fantasy and science fiction of the 20th century, 
American writer and literary critic Ursula Kreber Le Guin notes, Yevgeny Zamyatin’s 
novel “We” is the greatest science fiction novel that had yet been written.1

Although Zamyatin’s “We” came under the pressure of Soviet censorship, it 
was met with great interest by foreign critics. In his native country, the novel, which 

1 These words appear on the cover of the 1993 edition of the novel (Penguin Twentieth Century 
Classics).
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was considered as a political mistake, came under fire of mass criticism. “We” was 
published in Russia only 70 years after it was written. Considering this background, 
the first Georgian translation of the novel (translator – Tata Nikoladze), which was 
published in 2018, is of particular importance. In fact, one way or another, it was 
through this translation that modern Georgian readers got to know with Zamyatin, 
which created a kind of basis for the rediscovery and study of the not so widely known 
writer and his novel – “We”.

The novel “We” was written in 1920 – shortly after the writer’s return from 
England to Russia which was filled with a revolutionary atmosphere (according to 
some reports, the work on the text continued until 1921). Due to the censorship of 
Soviet Russia, it was impossible to publish the novel in his homeland, although the 
writer was reading it at literary evenings in Moscow and Leningrad (Saint Petersburg). 
Thus, due to wide interest, “We” was distributed as a manuscript. In addition, the 
novel attracted the attention of foreign readers and Zamyatin received numerous 
offers to publish it.

The structure of the story – “text within the text” – which is one of the main 
markers of the novel, is the basis of the process of its creation and realization of 
the values and interests of the character who has become an author. The form of a 
diary, the notes add a confessional character to the novel. The main character, who 
is an apologist for the existing system, tries to use mathematical formulas to prove 
the wisdom of the principles on the basis of which the One State was formed. The 
philosophy of forced happiness is perfectly demonstrated by the writer. Freedom, 
which according to Christian belief is most precious to a man, was shown to us as 
delusion in the novel, which is “facilitated” by the writer’s free variation of biblical 
allusions through irony.

George Orwell unequivocally considered himself as the successor of Zamyatin’s 
novel “We”, he precisely understood the essence of his originality in the conclusion of 
a short but accurate review of the novel. In 1906 the Tsarist government imprisoned 
Zamyatin, in 1922 he suffered the same fate at the hands of the Bolsheviks. By 
this time, the writer had no excuse to admire the existing political regime, and it is 
important to note that his novel was not just the result of impulsive anger: “It is in 
effect a study of the Machine, the genie that man has thoughtlessly let out of its bottle 
and cannot put back again” (Orwell 1968: 75). It is unlikely that Orwell meant only 
the process of uncontrolled development of technology in the concept of “machine”, 
because “machine”, that is, in the 20th century, the human civilization itself was 
presented to us as an inanimate and uncontrollable object.

At the end of 1945 Zamyatin’s “We” finally ended up in Orwell’s hands and in 
January 1946 he published a review of the novel in the social-democratic magazine 
“Tribune”. Orwell was most struck by the similarities between Zamyatin’s “We” and 
Aldous Huxley’s “Brave New World”: “Both books deal with the rebellion of the 
primitive human spirit against a rationalised, mechanised, painless world […] The 
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atmosphere of the two books is similar, and it is roughly speaking the same kind of 
society that is being described, though Huxley’s book shows less political awareness 
and is more influenced by recent biological and psychological theories” (Orwell 
1968: 72).

Both George Orwell and Aldous Huxley relied on Zamyatin’s model of the 
novel (although Huxley did not admit having read Zamyatin’s novel, unlike Orwell, 
who not only read “We”, but also wrote a review of it). It is clear that Orwell borrowed 
from Zamyatin not only the plot and main characters, but also many characteristics 
of the society he describes. American writer, playwright and essayist Kurt Vonnegut, 
talking in an interview with “Playboy” magazine about his “Player Piano”, has noted 
that he “cheerfully ripped off the plot of “Brave New World”, whose plot had been 
cheerfully ripped off from Yevgeny Zamyatin’s “We” (Allen 1999: 93).

According to Huxley, reading of H. G. Wells’s “Men like Gods” caused in him 
a reaction that turned into a directed obsession, leading to a cynical anti-idealism. 
Thus, before he had finished reading the book, he had already decided to make an 
unforgiving parody of the most optimistic utopias of Wells.

Since Huxley deliberately decided to satirize the utopian ideas of Wells, the 
question arises: where should we look for the foundations of his own dystopian ideas? 
Zamyatin generously answers this question in an interview with Frédéric Lefebvre: 
“Pierre Drie La Rochelle told me a few days ago that during the meeting he asked 
Huxley if he was familiar with my novel. The coincidence, of course, turned out to 
be accidental. However, such a coincidence suggests that similar ideas are scattered 
around us, in the ominous air we breathe” (Замятин 1988: 16).

As it’s known, particular events mentioned by Zamyatin in the novel came true 
in the future and the writer’s position towards certain issues attracts attention even 
today and does not lose its relevance. Although the novel had to remain in the shadows 
for some time, we can say for sure that the organized model of the 20th century 
dystopian novel was first proposed by Yevgeny Zamyatin. In modern literature, there 
is no doubt that the appearance of the novel “We” in the 20th century gave impetus to 
the process of establishing a new genre – dystopian novel.

XX saukunis distopiuri romanis saTaveebTan – evgeni zamiatinis „Cven“
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qeTevan jiSiaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

feris funqcia da simbolika leqsSi `Tovli~

galaktion tabiZis leqsi `Tovli~ gansakuTrebul yuradRebas 
imsaxurebs rogorc formisa da Sinaarsis unikaluri sinTezis ni-
muSi. leqsis saxeobrivi qsovili datvirTulia didi konotaciuri 
da asociaciuri potencialiT, maT Soris,  iseTi saxeebiT, romle-
bic uSualod ukavSirdebian koloristul saxismetyvelebas da Sesa-
bamis asociaciur mniSvnelobebs. mkiTxvels vTavazobT ramdenime 
mosazrebas leqsis feradovan STabeWdilebaTa genezisisis Sesaxeb.

sivrcis dabadeba – fizikuri, ritmuli, feradovani niSnulebi

leqsis pirvelive striqonebiT avtorTan erTad gansakuTre-
bul dro-sivrcul suraTSi verTvebiT, romelic ase gamoiyureba: 

me Zlier miyvars iisfer Tovlis
qalwulebiviT xididan fena:
mwuxare grZnoba civi sisovlis
da siyvarulis ase moTmena.

miuxedavad minimaluri miniSnebisa, SegrZnebaTa nakadi mo-
ulodnelad mdidaria, ris Sedegadac gancdismieri sivrce mTeli 
sisruliT warmoCdeba. sivrcis masStabi da gafarToeba miiRweva 
ara imdenad aRwerilobiTi diskursis meSveobiT, ramdenadac Si-
nagani konotaciuri bmebis safuZvelze. am konkretuli sivrcis-
Tvis damaxasiaTebel drosa da ritmulobas saxelzmna `fena“ gan-
sazRvravs. Tovlis dagrovebis msubuqi da Senelebuli ritmis wya-
lobiT dro-sivrce TiTqos gadis yofiTi sazRvrebidan da idumal, 
ucnob ganzomilebad lagdeba.

galaktionis suraTSi sivrcis `dabadeba~, anu fizikuri siv-
rcis poeturi analogis xorcSesxma xidis arqiteqturuli elemen-
tis SemotaniT xorcieldeba. xidi trascendentulisa da materi-
aluris gadakveTis zRvruli arqiteqturuli modelia. haidegeri 
xids ganixilavs ara mxolod rogorc ori napiris SemakavSirebel 
konstruqcias, aramed sivrcis gaCenis mizezs (Heideger 1971: 65). 
swored xidis arseboba aZlevs biZgs am ori napiris warmoqmnas. es 
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mosazreba saocari sizustiTaa ilustrirebuli `TovlSi“. masTan 
erTad TeTr sivrceSi damatebiTi siRrme Semodis. Cndeba zeviT-
qveviT fizikuri orientirebi da msubuqi romantikuli ganwyoba. 
poeti migvaniSnebs, rom Cven ar vimyofebiT Cveul Tovlian peizaJ-
Si. es calsaxad poeturi sivrcea, gansxvavebuli ganzomileba, `iis-
feri Tovlis~ jadosnuri samyaro. 

kompoziti `iisferi Tovli~ yuradRebas imsaxurebs, rogorc, 
erTi SexedviT, SeuZlebeli, ara-bunebrivi. galaktionis mizani 
sulac ar aris Tovliani suraTis iisfrad gaferadeba. am ori kon-
trastuli feris dawyvilebiT Tovlis siTeTre ereva iisfers, 
xdeba sityvaTa feradovani mdgenelebis difuzia, erTgvari aRqmis-
mieri ferweruli aqti – ganzaveba, riTac sabolood vRebulobT 
Tovlis ufro Ria, iasamnisfer elfers, romelic mkiTxvelis subi-
eqturobisagan gamomdinare, yvela SemTxvevaSi gansxvavebulia. am 
Serevis Sedegad Tovli kvlav TeTri rCeba, Tumca iisferi elferi 
mas miRmuri ganzomilebiT aRbeWdil xatad aqcevs.

`iisferi~kidev erT mniSvnelovan konotacias Seicavs: mas 
TeTris sterilur sivrceSi yvavilis xati da surneleba Semoaqvs. 
faruli asociaciuri jaWvis meSveobiT warmosaxviTi suraTi kidev 
erT poetur ganzomilebas iZens. 

poetis gansakuTrebuli damokidebuleba am sivrcisadmi ara-
orazrovani da mkafioa: aRsarebis msgavsad, leqsSi eqvsjer gais-
mis sxvadasxva formiT `miyvars/siyvaruli/miyvarda“. es formebi 
ikrebs da aerTianebs sivrcis gansxvavebul  emociur fragmentebs. 
am ganwyobis  fonze TiTqos nakleb dramatulad,  gamarTlebula-
dac ki JRers poetis maradiuli martooba da tkivili: 

oh, aseTia Cemi cxovreba:
ianvars moZmed ar veZnelebi,
magram me mudam memaxsovreba
Seni TovliviT mkrTali xelebi.

`TovlSi~ emociurad gadalaxulia sulieri simartove da 
gamouvaloba, romelsac poeti leqsSi `martooba~ aRwers: 

upirvelesi momaniWes dafna mefeTa,
im dRes movida TeTri Tovli da martooba.
gavaRe kari: TeTri Tovli SemomefeTa,
mivxure kari: martoobam daisadgura.

(`martooba~)
martoobis suraTi aq martivi, orpolusiani sivrculi mode-

liTaa warmodgenili, Cven saanalizo leqsSi ki igi kompleqsur, 
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mravalganzomilebian xatadaa gardaqmnili. gare da Sida sivrceebs 
Soris gamyofi kari ar arsebobs. fraza `Zvirfaso, suli mevseba 
TovliT~ da misi Sesabamisi – sxeulis SigniT sisvelisa da sicivis 
mZafri da usiamovno SegrZneba – Slis zRvars suliersa da mate-
rialurs Soris, poeti mTlianad `ewereba“ Tovlian sivrceSi da mis 
gamWvirvale WurWlad iqceva. 

Tovis ori dinamika – qrobisa da aRvsebis xatebi

unda aRiniSnos, rom leqsis saTauri `Tovli~ uSualod To-
vis, da ara, magaliTad, zamTris suraTis, Tovliani peizaJis stati-
kur vizualobas gulisxmobs. Tovlis kinetikuri onTologia or 
ZiriTad reJimSi cxaddeba: erTia qroba – Tovlis zRvruli materi-
is gauCinareba, saganTa TvalTagan dafarvis procesi da meore – 
dagroveba. 

Tovlis faqturul saxesTan erTad gadamwyvet rols TamaSobs 
TeTri feris qromatuli Tviseba – arekvla, gafantva. gansxeule-
bis zRvarze myofi saxeebis (saubaria ara mxolod vizualur, ara-
med SegrZnebismier mxatvrul figurebzec). xedva fragmentulia 
– Tovis Sesabamisi. rCeba STabeWdileba, TiTqos lirikul gmirsac 
uWirs swrafwarmavali suraTebis mexsierebaSi moZieba da myarad 
SekavSireba. gafantulia droc, erTian poetur dro-sivrceSi myo-
fobis miuxedavad, mudmivad xdeba gadasvla warsulSi: 

me Tovli miyvars, rogorc Sens xmaSi
erT dros faruli dardi miyvarda!
miyvarda maSin, maTrobda maSin
mSvidi dReebis TeTri broleba,
mindvris foTlebi Sens daSlil TmaSi
da Tmebis qariT gamoqroleba.

da aseve momavalSi:

rogorme zamTars Tu gadavurCi,
rogorme qarma Tu mimatova!

  
miuxedavad kavSirebisa `magram~, `amitom~, mizez-Sedegobrivi 

bmebis mkafio gonebismieri aRqma ar xdeba. dakonkretebis nacvlad 
saxeebi Cven Tvalwin cimcimeben da ifantebian:

Zvirfaso, vxedav... vxedav Sens xelebs,
uRonod daxrils TovlTa dafnaSi.
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ielvebs, hqreba da kvlav ielvebs
Seni mandili am udabnoSi...

dagrovebis/aRvsebis paraleluri dinamika aramaterialuri 
xatebiT Semodis, maTSi xan pirdapir, xan ki asociaciurad ikiTxeba 
simZimisa da aRvsebis semantika:

Zvirfaso, suli mevseba TovliT,
dReebi rbian da me vberdebi.

an:        Tovs! amnair dRis xarebam lurji
da daRaluli sizmriT damTova.

 
 emociur aRvsebas gulisxmobs poetis iseTi siRrmiseuli 

gancdebi, rogoricaa: ̀ da siyvarulis ase moTmena~, ̀ momwyurdi axla, 
ise momwyurdi, viT ubinaos yofna binaSi~. amave dinamikis nawilia 
Tovlis simZimiT wyebad dawvenili zambaxebis xati.

aqve unda davazustoT, rom vgulisxmobT ara dagrovebis 
Sedegs materialuri masis saxiT, aramed `cariel~ dinamikas. leqs-
Si arc materialuri da arc emociuri saxeebi saboloo xelSesaxeb 
materializebamde ar midian. grZnobaTa kulminaciuri gadmoRvra/
gantvirTva ar xdeba. yvelaferi sadRac haerSi rCeba. galaktioni 
Riad tovebs finalsac: xarebas eWvi enacvleba, wamier moxelTebas 
– imedgacrueba mosdevs. TiTqos poetTan erTad gamouvalobis mud-
miv ciklSi varT CarTuli. 

TeTri da lurji – feri da faqtura, 
rogorc saxeTa  harmonizebis safuZveli

galaktionis poeziaSi feri  mravalganzomilebiani simbolu-
ri sistemis nawilia da rogorc wesi, Serwymulia zedapiris faqtu-
rasa da sagnis materiasTan. am elementTa balansi yvela nawarmoeb-
Si  mxatvruli  amocanis  Sesabamis unikalur  saxes iRebs. TeTr fer-
Tan erTad `TovlSi~ Tanaarsebobs  gamWvirvaleba,  romelic saer-
To faqturul-koloristuli SegrZnebebis ganmsazRvreli faq-
toria. nebismier nivTier saxeSi, iqneba es xidi, mdinare, TeTri 
tyeebi, mandili, satrfos qarisgan gamoqrolebuli Tmebi Tu fer-
mkrTali xelebi gamWvirvale kaniT, mkafiod igrZnoba materiis 
gamWoloba, igive `broloba~. amgvarad ibadeba damatebiTi ganzomi-
leba WvretisTvis, saidanac gamudmebiT gviaxlovdeba galaktionis 
samyarosTvis Cveuli idumaleba. Tovlis TeTrnarevi gamWvirva-
leba zedmiwevniTaa asaxuli metaforul saxeSi `mSvidi dReebis 
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TeTri broleba~. gamWvirvale substanciis urRvevoba erTgvari 
faqturuli karkasis rols asrulebs da erTian qsovilad kravs 
xatebiT datvirTul leqsis sxeuls. 

TeTr ferTan erTad vxvdebiT kontrastul lurjs. pirveli 
suraTis Sesabamisad, poeturi sivrce Tovlis siTeTrisa da iis-
fris koloristul arealSi pulsirebs – iisferi – `iisferi Tov-
li~, `lurjad naxaverdebi~, `lurji xareba~, `mdinare~, `zambaxebi~ 
da TeTri –`Tovli~, `fermkrTali~, `mandili~, `TeTri tyeebi~ a.S.

lurjisa da TeTris kontrastulobis miuxedavad, avtoris 
mizans ar warmodgens bnelisa da naTlis simboluri opoziciis 
warmoCena. galaktionis SemoqmedebaSi gvxvdeba leqsebi zamTarze, 
sadac am tipis opoziciaa xazgasmuli:

aTovda zamTris baRebs
mihqondaT Savi kubo.

(`aTovda zamTris baRebs~)

Sav-TeTri aq sikvdil-sicocxlis pirveladi simbolikis war-
moCenas isaxavs miznad, `TovlSi~ ki, rogorc aRvniSneT, hermetuli 
poeturi samyaroa – xarebis sivrce, sadac ar arsebobs sinaTlis 
STanmTqmeli Savi feri anu sikvdili. speqtralurad SavTan yvelaze 
axlosaa iisferi, Tumca isic lurjis Skalis nawilia. igi idealur 
xdomilebaTa sivrceSi ukiduresi simuqis niSnuls warmoadgens, 
romlis miRmac Savis, anu sikvdils damorCilebuli dro-sivrce 
iwyeba. Savisa da lurjis galaktioniseuli aRqma TvalsaCinoa Sem-
deg striqonebSi: 

iyo irgvliv zianeba
da yornebis Cxavili,
Tovlma silas mianeba
novalisis yvavili.

(`aRar aris menestreli~)

rogorc vxedavT, poeti mijnavs ferebs – erT mxares lagdeba 
poeziis kuTvnili lurji yvavili da Tovli, meore mxars ki, ufro 
swored, simboluri xdomilebis miRma – Savi yornebis `zianeba~.

Cvens leqsSi TeTri-lurjis kontrasti siRrmisa da ganfe-
nis (zedaprze gafantvis) funqcias asrulebs. lurjis simbolika, 
romelic sulieri wiaRebisaken, miRmiurisken swrafvas ganasaxi-
erebs, myisierad sZens siRrmes nebismier zedapirsa Tu materias, 
romelsac exeba (gavixsenoT `sasaflaoni~: `haeri lurji abreSu-
mia~). misi meSveobiT poets saSualeba eZleva `Tovlis~ landur 
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qsovilSi moniSnos materiaTa simkvrive da masa, datvirTos usxe-
ulo kategoriebi, magaliTad, `daRaluli“ sizmari, fiqri. 

feradovan konteqstSi gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa moulod-
nelad aRmocenebuli didi lurji sivrce – udabno. 

Zvirfaso! suli mevseba TovliT:
dReebi rbian da me vberdebi!
Cems samSobloSi me movvle mxolod
udabno lurjad naxaverdebi.

rogorc vxedavT, lurji aferadebs vrcel, usasrulo `teri-
torias~ da qmnis Zliermoqmed saxes. xatis STambeWdaobas ramo-
denime aspeqti ganapirobebs: pirvel rigSi, es aris misi usazRvroba. 
meore faqtoria feris moulodneli logika: gaxunebuli, cxeli 
udabnos lurjad gardaqmna irealurobis gancdas aCens, TiTqos 
raRac gansxvavebul, iracionalur SreebSi daleqil kosmiur ze-
dapirs vexebiT. mistikuri saxis SeqmnaSi warmosaxvidan moxmobili 
misi bunebrivi feri-fantomic monawileobs. misi wyalobiT, zam-
Tris civ da svel peizaJSi Tbili tonebi aRwevs.

`udabno, lurjad naxaverdebi~ `TeTri brolebis~ sapirwone 
xatia,   wamierad   gaelvebuli   gansxvavebuli  sivrce,   erTi    daSve-
biT, poetis cxovrebis ukiduresad ganzogadebuli xati. aSkaraa 
udabnos saxis kontrastuloba danarCen leqsTan, rac araerT as-
peqtSi  avlens  Tavs: 1)  feri –  wonadi lurji zedapirisa da usxe-
ulo TeTris kontrasti; 2) gansxvavebuli Termuli SegrZnebebi: 
udabnos  temperatura/simSrale  da  Tovlis  sisvele;  3)   faqturu-
li aRqma: xaverdis zedapiri da sveli Tovli. 4) dasrulebuli dro 
`movvle~–`na–xaverdebi“ da srafwarmavali fragmentebi: `ielvebs, 
qreba da kvlav ielebs...“; 5) udabnos xatis usazRvroba da sivrcis 
calkeuli nasxletebi, magaliTad, xidi, tyeebi, bina; 6) udabnos 
SiSveli zedapiri da TovliT dafenili midamo. Tumca, es opozi-
ciuroba ar scdeba leqsis semantikur sazRvrebs. lurji feris 
dominanturoba migvaniSnebs, rom kvlav poeziis sivrceSi vrCebiT. 

udabnos xati erTgvari gasvlaa leqsis sivrcidan ufro 
did abstraqciaSi, sadac erTmaneTs uerTdeba cxovreba, rogorc 
adamianis mier biografiul droSi gancdili realoba da poezia, 
rogorc samyaros mouxelTebeli, magram WeSmariti sinamdvile. 

leqsSi am tipis kidev erTi suraTi gvxvdeba: `aris gza, aris 
neli TamaSi, da Sen midixar marto, sul marto~. semantikuri Tval-
sazrisiTa da aseve, suraTis agebis principiT, rac Sor xedvasa da 
distancirebas  gulisxmobs,  es   ori striqoni   erTmaneTis  analogi-
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uria. orive suraTSi galaktioni sagangebod amkveTrebs ori rea-
lobis konturebs: frazaSi `Cem samSobloSi me vpove mxolod udab-
no, lurjad naxaverdebi~ amqveyniuri cxovreba koncentrirebu-
lia poetis kuTvnil toposSi `Cem samSobloSi~. poeturi realobis 
mniSvneloba upiratesobis saxiTaa gacxadebuli sityvebSi `vpove 
mxolod“. 

rac Seexeba meore suraTs, aq Cven win udabnos nacvlad 
amoZravebuli samyaroa. cxovrebis xatad am SemTxvevaSi gvesaxeba 
gza, romelzec Semoqmedi marto miabijebs, samyaros poeturi si-
namdvile ki gamoxatulia sityvebiT `neli TamaSi~. `neli TamaSi“ 
galaktioniseuli poeziis gancdis koncentratia. rogorc iohan 
hoizinga aRniSnavs: `poetur saxeTa enis TamaSebrivi xasiaTi im-
denad aSkaraa, rom aucilebeli ar Cans misi mravali argumentiTa 
da magaliTiT dasabuTeba... xelovnebis arsebiTad yvela elementi 
da xerxi yvelaze ukeT gaigeba rogorc TamaSebrivi funqcia“ (ho-
izinga 2004:113-2014). SeiZleba iTqvas, rom `TovlSi“ poezia swo-
red hoizingaseuli `neli TamaSis~ saxiT Semodis. am striqoniT 
galaktioni yofierebis yvelaze fundamenturi kategoriebis – 
cxovrebisa da poeziis mxatvrul ganzogadebas gvTavazobs. maTi 
Tanaarseboba ganmtkicebulia da xazgasmuli zmniT `aris~. orive 
striqonSi msgavsia  yovlismomcveli, ukiduresi martoobis gan-
cda, romelic pirvel suraTSi realizebulia sityviT `udabno~, 
meore scenaSi ki frazis `marto, sul marto“– s meSveobiT. 

Sori, ganyenebuli xedvis wertili da kadris monumenturo-
ba – sisrule leqsis sivrces masStabur, trancendentul gan-
zomilebamde afarToebs. ase Cndeba `Tovlis~ fragmentul saxeTa 
miRma maradiulobis Tanamyofobis gancda.

mwvane feri – sicocxlis energiaTa simboluri saxeebi

leqsSi lurj da TeTr ferebTan erTad gvxvdeba mwvanec. mwva-
nis simbolika erTmniSvnelovnad sicocxlis energias ukavSirde-
ba. igi sakuTriv bunebis feria, energetikuli sisavsis, sicocxlis 
Casaxvis, sinorCis feri, risi magaliTebic uxvadaa galaktionis 
SemoqmedebaSi. im SemTxvevaSi ki, Tu poeti sagans materialur re-
alobas wyvets da mTlianad simbolur samyaroSi ganaTavsebs, igi 
mwvane fersac cvlis:

Sekidebian mTvares, rogorc mZime mtevnebi,
TeTr-vardisferi aluCebi da Sadrevnebi.

(`vin aris es qali?~)
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 `TovlSi~ mwvanis pirveli gamoCena faqtobrivad SeumCneve-
lia, igi SegviZlia mxolod vigulisxmoT zambaxis saxeSi. mwvanes 
ufro mkafiod vxedavT satrfos xelis matrializaciis dros: 

Zvirfaso, vxedav, vxedav Sens xelebs
uRonod daxrils TovlTa dafnaSi.

dafnis bunebrivi feri ostaturadaa `ganzavebuli~ sityvaT-
SeTanxmebiT `TovlTa dafna~. es is elferia, romelic mwvanis TeT-
rTan SereviT miiReba. feris koncentraciis amgavari sizuste, misi 
nakleb intensiuroba, unaklod asaxavs leqsis SegrZnebismier su-
raTs: usicocxlod daSvebul qalis xelsa da mis sifermkrTales. 
mwvanis koloristuli niunsebi sagulisxmoa imdenad, ramdenadac 
swored maTi meSveobiT aqcentirdeba suraTis emociuri JReradoba:

miyvarda maSin, maTrobda maSin
mSvidi dReebis TeTri broleba,
mindvris foTlebi Sens daSlil TmaSi
da Tmebis qariT gamoqroleba.

axalgazrduli gznebis am suraTSi sasicocxlo dinamika 
Warbobs usagnobasa da usicocxlobas. leqsis am etapze satrfos 
silueti cocxldeba da konkretdeba; mkrTali da statikuri `Tov-
lTa dafnebis~ nacvlad Cvens Tvalwin gaielvebs mindvris foT-
lebi, rogorc sicocxlis niSani. 

yvavilTa fragmentuli saxeebi – 
esTetika  da mxatvruli funqcia 

mxatvruli zemoqmedebis TvalsazrisiT gamorCeulad poetu-
ri saxea `zambaxebis wyebad dawvena~. galaktionis lirikaSi zamba-
xebis Sesaxeb z. kiknaZe aRniSnavs: `zambaxi mis mierve Seqmnil si-
namdvileSi misi myofobis niSania~ (kiknaZe 2003: 88). es mosazreba Sei-
Zleba gavrceldes zogadad yvavilebzec, romlebsac leqsis kon-
kretul mxatvrul sistemaSi samyaros TavisTavad mSvenierebaze 
miniSnebis funqcia akisriaT, Tumca, am saxeTa mniSvneloba kidev uf-
ro farTo da safuZvlian dakvirvebas moiTxovs.

yvavilebi, rogorc sasicocxlo energiis mcenareuli forma, 
xSirad gvxvdeba galaktionis poeziaSi. yvavilTa meSveobiT po-
eti TiTqos magiur mikrokosmoss aRmoaCens, sadac usaTuTes ma-
teriaTa moZraobiT samyaros unatifesi fizika ixilveba. am xil-
vebSi erTmaneTs emTxveva poeturi ganzomileba da bunebismieri 
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Rrma kanonzomierebebi. saxeebi wamierad, TiTqos uxilavi xelis 
moZraobiT Cndebian da Rrmad intuitiuri arxebis meSveobiT ze-
dapirze amoaqvT leqsis uzogadesi sazrisi. es xatebi leqsis cen-
traluri xdomilebis simbolur birTvs ganasaxiereben. 

Cvens leqsSi zambaxebis moZraoba poetis wuxils – daberebas 
exmianeba (`dReebi rbian da me vberdebi~). miwasTan TandaTanobiTi 
daaxloeba, datvirTva, simZime – `siberis“ yvela es konotacia zus-
tia   da   siberesTan  validuri.  Tumca,  lurji  yvavilebis  neli   da 
mZime daSveba Tovlze mSvenieria imdenad, ramdenadac Seusabamoa 
siberisa da sikvdilis adamianuri aRqmisaTvis. amitom igi mxolod 
Zalian bundovan asociaciebs aRZravs. galaktioni siberis samya-
roseul, anu bunebismier xedvas gvTavazobs: sikvdili mxolod da 
mxolod msubuqi wuxilia Tovlze dawvenili yvavilebis gamo. 

jon raskini romantikosTa mier bunebis xelaxali aRmoCenis 
Sesaxeb msjelobisas aRniSnavs, rom buneba ara mxolod fizikuri 
garemoa, aramed miRmuris gamovlenis pirvelqmnili toposi, adgi-
li, sadac poeturi xati ibadeba. mxolod da mxolod buneba SeiZ-
leba iyos utyuarad namdvili/WeSmariti,  radgan  aseTi utyuari si-
namdvile adamianSi ar iZebneba (Ruskin 2003: 316). aqve avtori exe-
ba romantikos fermwerTaTvis saxasiaTo kidev erT tendencias 
– mcdelobas, gadaarCinon fragmenti/detali mTlianis re-kom-
poziciis procesSi, radgan SesaZlebelia, swored am fragmentis 
meSveobiT gamovlindes masSi Cabudebuli RvTiuri sawyisi. ga-
laktionis interesi bunebis wamieri xatisadmi am tipis msofl-
aRqmis anarekli unda iyos. romantizmis wiaRSi unda iRebdes saTaves 
amgvar saxeTa sisavse, siRrme da gamtaroba. 

galaktionis SemoqmedebaSi xSiria msgavsi poeturi logikiT 
agebuli saxeebi: magaliTad, leqsSi `sasaflaoni~ mxatvruli saxe 
`orqideebi ecema niloss~ axal sicocxlesTan Sexebis, gamoRviZe-
bis ritmebs exmianeba. gvxvdeba iseTi saxeebic, sadac yvavili wyde-
ba organul garemos da kulturis movlenis an adamianis emociebis 
referirebas axdens, magaliTad, enigmaturi saxe `da kibeebze viT 
vinietka, / dafnilia dafnis foToli“. es suraTi saTaves leqsis 
ngrevis dramatuli diskursidan iRebs. Cven Tvalwin kibeebze axal 
wesrigad, axal mSvenierebad gardaqmnili dafnis gvirgvinis rRve-
vis kvalia, romelic Rrma konotaciur doneze swored Semoqmede-
biTi  sulis  ukvdavebaze,   mSvenierebis   usasrulo   formaTqmnado-
bis SesaZleblobaze migvaniSnebs. galaktionisTvis dafnis mxat-
vruli funqcia mis fonetikur maxasiaTebels ukavSirdeba – dafna–
dafena–fena (Tovlis xididan fenasTan kavSirSi es xazi Cvens sa-
analizo leqsSic SeimCneva). am mcenaris bunebrivi kinetikuri 
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niSnuli dabalia da ufro metad uaxlovdeba iseT mniSvnelobebs, 
rogoricaa simSvide, aRsruleba, pativi (dafnis gvirgvini), amitom 
igi metwilad statikuri simbolos saxiT gvxvdeba, magaliTad, `ne-
li dafnebi~ da a.S.

leqsSi `magida alembikebiT~ galaktions garkveuli sicxade 
Semoaqvs yvavilTa miseul klasifikaciaSi. es leqsi mravali mimar-
TebiTaa saintereso, Tumca Cveni Temidan gamomdinare, amjerad 
davakvirdeT yvavilTa saxeebs. pirvel strofSi avtori magidaze 
usicocxlod dafenil ucnaur `alembikebs~ gviCvenebs:

aCrdilma maRal lursmnebs ahkida
ConCxebi – Zvlebi maRal rigebiT,
dafarulia grZeli magida
Savi wigniT da alembikebiT....

amave leqsis bolo strofSi ki poeti svams kiTxvas: `ras mo-
elian vardebi rguli?~

ras moelian vardebi rguli?
yvavilebs Tibavs elvaTa celi...

sagangebo aqcenti sityvaze `rguli~, migvaniSnebs kulturul 
paradigmaze,  sadac yvavilebs jer kidev aqvT kavSiri bunebis co-
cxal niadagTan. am TvalsazrisiT, galaktionis gamogonili alem-
bikebi bodleriseuli `borotebis yvavilebis~ an malarmes xatis – 
`mZlavri yvavilebi sasikvdilo balzamiT~ – monaTesave mxatvruli 
saxea. avtori maT rgul vardebs upirispirebs, anu, `rguloba~, 
bunebis pirvelad sasicocxlo ZalasTan uSualo kavSiri is aspeq-
tia, riTac galaktioni yvavilebs Soris diferencirebas axdens. 

am konteqstis gaTvaliswinebiT axleburad ikiTxeba cnobi-
li striqoni `Tovlma silas mianeba novalisis yvavili~. aq, erTi 
mxriv, kodirebulia kulturis paradigmis cvlileba, meore mxriv 
ki sagulisxmoa sitva `sila~. sila aris ara niadagi, aramed misi 
msgavsi organuli materia. misi mimarTeba sasicocxlo wyaros-
Tan ambivalenturia: es dafesvianebis adgilicaa da udabnos una-
yofo qviSac; dafvlis, misilvis SesaZleblobac da wyliT ga-
cocxlebuli notio sanapiroc. amitom, im etapze, roca `rguli~ 
gadainacvlebs `silaSi~, Cndeba movlenis axali semantikuri siRrme. 
am mxriv sainteresoa poetis xati `vardi silaSi~, romelic axal 
konteqstSi gaazrebis SesaZleblobas aCens. amjerad, yvavilTa sa-
xeebis detaluri Seswavla scdeba Cvens saanalizo areals, Tum-
ca, zogadi dakvirvebis Sedegad SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom ma-
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Ti mxatvruli funqcia ar Semoifargleba mxolod konkretuli 
mcenaris simbolikiT. isini miemarTeba leqsis zogad simbolikas, 
aseve, samyaros kanonzomierebis saidumlos, drois paradigmas da 
warmoadgens kompleqsur niSans, romelic Rrma konotaciebiTaa 
datvirTuli. 

kulminaciis gancda –`momwyurdi axla, ise momwyurdi...“

mwvane ferze dakvirvebisas SevniSneT, rom misi energetikuli 
intensivoba cvalebadia da satrfos mogonebisas meti emociuri 
simZafre igrZnoba. es aRmavali energia sabolood sisrules iZens 
frazaSi: ̀ momwyurdi axla, ise momwyurdi, viT ubinaos yofna binaSi~.

aq ikribeba yvela is sivrculi da grZnobad-emociuri mwkri-
vi, romelic saTaves iRebs pirveli suraTidan. Tvali gavadevnoT 
maTi intensifikaciis etapebs: pirvel nawilSi maqsimalurad kon-
centrirebuli emociis statikuri xatia mocemuli. faqtiurad ar 
Cans satrfo, qaluri sawyisi mxolod iribadaa miniSnebulia sity-
viT `qalwulebiviT“. fizikuri SegrZnebebi intensiuria. gacxade-
bulia iseTi mZime gancdebi, rogoricaa miusafroba, martooba, 
drois Seuqcevadoba. rom SevajamoT, leqsis pirvelive suraTi in-
tensiuria, Tumca `Sekavebuli“, ufro sworad, Senelebuli, `fenis~ 
ritmis Sesabamisi. leqsis momdevno suraTi TiTqos moZraobas da 
paralelurad, gafantvas, danawevrebas iwyebs: vtovebT awmyos da 
gadavdivarT mexsierebaSi, siyvaruli satrfos saxes iRebs, mSveni-
erebiT tkbobis mWvretelobiTi ritmebi irRveva, kidev ufro lan-
duri xdeba, Zieba da ver moxilva ki – mtkivneuli. mTeli es dina-
mika maqsimalur simZafres aRwevs frazaSi: `momwyurdi axla, ise 
momwyurdi, viT ubinaos yofna binaSi~.

ra  ganapirobebs  mkiTxvelSi kulminaciurobis amgvar ganc-
das? pirvel rigSi, orjer gameorebuli sityva `momwyurdi~: Ta-
visTavad, Zlieri wyurvili dauZleveli, instinqturi vnebaa, sasi-
cocxlo impulsis yvelaze mZlavri SegrZnebismieri gamovlineba. 
simZafris xarisxiT igi `siyvarulis ase moTmenas~ mogvagonebs da 
aris kidec misi gadmoRvris, anu `moTmenis“ Caketili statikurobis 
amoZravebisa da emociur-verbaluri ganmuxtvis momenti. garda 
amisa, am frazaSi igulisxmeba, rom satrfos bundovani da fragmen-
tuli saxe sabolood mTliandeba da poetis Tvalwin realur, ar-
sebul obieqtad iqceva. sivrculi gafantuloba da usazRvroebac 
poulobs sazRvars – Cndeba bina, sivrcis sruliad konkretuli, 
myudro da amqyveyniuri modeli. kulminacia aq pirobiTia, mxolod 
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gancdismieri, rasac ganapirobebs semantikuri veqtorebis erT 
wertilSi moqceva. swored amitom, finaluri striqonebi xarebis 
Sesaxeb, pirvel msgavs pasaJTan SedarebiT, emociurad ufro dama-
jerebelia, imediani, SeiZleba iTqvas, logikuric ki.

xareba – Tovis poeturi saxis onTologiuri safuZveli

garda imisa, rom xarebis motivi leqsSi orjer meordeba, es 
pasaJebi lurjadaa moniSnuli, rac leqsis koloristuli logikis 
mixedviT, mis gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobaze miuTiTebs: 

Tovs! amnair dRis xarebam lurji
da daRaluli fifqiT damTova.

bunebrivia, xarebis simbolikis dakavSireba SesaZlebelia 
RvTismSoblis saxesa da uSualod religiur dResaswaulTan, Seg-
viZlia masSi satrfos saxe an Tundac, Tovlis mSvenierebiT tkbo-
ba vigulisxmoT. semantikuri struqtura imdenad mdidaria inter-
pretaciaTa SesaZleblobiT, rom araerT mniSvnelobas gvkarna-
xobs. miTumetes, rom sityva `xareba“ TavisTavad Zalian zogadia da 
araerT refenets SeiZleba mivusadagoT. 

saorientacio mimarTulebas, vfiqrob, isev saTauri `Tovli~ 
iZleva. arcTu iSviaTad, galaktioni saTaurSi daSifrvis kidev erT 
safexurs axorcielebs. saxelwodeba ara mxolod Seesatyviseba Si-
naarss, aramed mis yvela SesaZlo simbolur mniSvnelobas ikrebs, 
metic, avtori saTaurSi maT sinTezirebas axdens da axali saidum-
lo Semoaqvs. 

leqsSi `gaxsnilia~ Tovlis poetikis sxvadasxva aspeqti, misi 
feri da kinetikuri Tavisebureba, Tovliani sivrcis temporaluri 
gancda, fizikuri SegrZnebadoba, vizualuri da faqturuli Tavi-
seburebani. vfiqrob, rogorc yvelaferi danarCeni leqsSi, xare-
bis idumali saxec, isev da isev, Tovlisgan iRebs saTaves: poetis 
Tvalwin Tovlis fTilebad CamoSlili, amoZravebuli zecaa. Tovli 
adamianis mimarTulebiT daZruli transcendentuli pirvelsawyi-
sia. es is sapasuxo xilvaa, romelsac `daRaluli~ poeti didi xania 
ucdis, misi martoobis, sevdisa da gariyulobis gadalaxvis imedi. 
religiur saxismetyvelebaSi xarebis dRes cidan daSvebuli usxe-
ulo eTeruli materia, anu sinaTle TeTri angelozis saxes iRebs, 
romelsac dedamiwaze RmerTisa da adamianis Sexvedris nanatri 
uwyeba moaqvs. fizikur samyaroSi es niSani Tovli/Tovaa, sinaTlis 
materializacia – miwierisa da miRmiuris Tanaarsebobis, da rac 
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mTavaria, transcendentul subieqtTan cocxali urTierTobis 
SesaZlebloba. swored es dResaswauli (`amnairi dRis~ xareba) 
qmnis zamTris civ peizaJis fonze nugeSisa da sixarulis pirobas. 
am konteqstSi, ukve sxva siRrmeze, ikiTxeba leqsis iseTi xatebi, 
rogoricaa, magalTad, sulis TovliT avseba, siyvarulis moTmena. 
cxadi xdeba, rom lurji feri leqsSi ara mxolod esTetikur 
datvirTvas atarebs: am feris meSveobiT xareba da fifqebi kidev 
ufro mWidrod ukavSirdeba cis sulurjes. orive feri, TeTric 
da lurjic, sxvadassxvagvarad ganasaxierebs transcendentul `ma-
terias“, amitom SemTxveviTi araa, rom leqsis ferweras swored es 
ferebi udevs safuZvlad. 

Tova galaktionisTvis xarebaa, winaswargancdaa imisa, rom 
`Cemebr did saidumlos me iq miveaxlebi~, manamde ki, Tovlian su-
raTSi sinaTliT savse poeti moCans, romelic `marto, sul marto~ 
gascqeris  cidan  misken daZrul idumalebas, `ase~ iTmens siyva-
ruls da samyaros `nel TamaSs~ uWvrets. 
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Ketevan Jishiashvili
(Georgia)

Function and Symbolic Meaning of Color in the Poem 
“Snow’’ by Galaktion Tabidze

Summary

Key words: snow, space color, white/blue, transparency.

The poem ,,Snow’’ by Galaktion Tabidze is loaded with images closely 
connected with coloristic metaphors and its relevant significances. The article suggests 
a number of opinions regarding origins and dynamics of coloristic impressions. 

Opening line of the poem invites reader into the picture of particular time and 
space. The rhythm of space is defined by the word, layering’’ (snow). Due to the slow 
rhythm of snow accumulation space overpowers image of ordinary everyday scene 
and is converted into unknown, distant and mysterious dimension. 

The composite ,,violet snow’’ draws attention as impossible, unnatural. 
However, the goal of author is not to colour whole picture into violet. However, while 
placing together two contrasted colors, whiteness of snow is mixed with violet, so the 
act of diffusion is transferred into reader’s perception. Therefore, violet tint grants 
image with transcended dimension and also brings peculiar scent of flower and its 
image into the sterile white space. 

,,Birth’’ of space is delivered by evoking image of bridge. Concept of bridge 
embodies both transcendent and material significances and represents borderline 
architectural image. Image of bridge brings additional depth into white environment 
together with orientation marks like ,,up’’ and ,,down’’ and makes possible light 
romantic mood in the picture. 

Kinetic ontology is revealed in two core regimes: one is vanishing – the 
unstable substance of snow disappears; images are vanishing below the snow cover as 
well. And the second – accumulation. 

One of the major aspect of the poem is chromatic nature of white – reflection 
and dissemination. Vision of figures is fragmented therefore relevant to snow. Reader 
gets impression poet himself finds difficult to discover and connect momentary images 
in his memory, for this reason images are glittering and consequently dissolving in 
front of readers’ eyes. 

The parallel dynamic of accumulation/filling up is manifested in nonmaterial 
images. semantic of heaviness and fullness is manifested sometimes directly and other 
times indirectly: emotional fullness is perceived in charged feelings. However, no 
culmination or expulsion of emotions is followed, everything disappears somewhere 
in the air. 
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Together with white color transparency coexists in the picture. It is the key 
factor defining foremost textural/coloristic sensations in the poem. This way additional 
visual dimension is born. Wholeness of transparent substance provides textural 
framework, unifies fragments of the poem and forms homogenous body of the poem 
rich in diverse images. 

Together with white we can find blue in the poem as well. These two colors 
function together as depth and dissemination. Blue represents spiritual depth, sublime 
as it can instantly provide depth to any surface or substance. Hence, the poet has 
opportunity to mark solidity and mass of materials in the transparent poem or load 
with weight nonmaterial substances like ,,tired’’ or his own dreams and thoughts. 

Massive space of blue desert emerges unexpectedly with words ,,desert, 
velveted in blue’’. A sight of infinite blue desert is an opposite image to prevailing 
transparency of ,,crystalline white’’ - perhaps an extremely generalized image of 
poet’s real life. Image of desert is transcending from reality of poem to abstraction, 
where real life (experienced in biographical time) and poetry (mysterious but true 
reality) meet each-other. 

Together with white and blue we find green details in the poem. Commonly 
symbolic meaning of green is linked to vital energy. We see green appearing with 
materialization of lovers hands. Color of laurel is masterly diluted by the word 
combination ,,laurels of snow.’’ We are witnessing birth of unique hue formed by 
mixing green and white. Such precision of color concentration accurately conveys 
dull emotional vibration of poem’s overall emotion. However, in the part of poem 
where life energy increases and triumphs over apathy suddenly appear green leaves, 
as symbol of vitality. 

In terms of artistic impact an image of ,,bunch of irises laid down on the snow’’ 
is standing out. Flowers as plant forms of vital energy are not rare in G. Tabidze’s 
poetry. Author discovers unique world of flowers where each delicate movement is 
intended to expose finest physics of the universe.

In the poem ,,Snow’’ movement of irises represents idea of sorrow caused by 
aging. G. Tabidze proposes the vision of a nature itself: death is nothing more than 
light sadness because of bunch of irises laid down on the snow. Similar poetic logic 
is often observed in G. Tabidze’s poetry. For example, in the poem ,,Cemetery’’ an 
image of orchids falling on the surface of river Nile are associated with the rhythm 
of recently awaken life. Or enigmatic image ,, On the stairs like vignette laurel leaves 
are laid”. On connotation level this picture indicates eternal life of soul, its everlasting 
creative potential. 

In the poem ,,Table with Alembiques’’ author brings more clarity to his 
classification of flowers. In final verse of poem author states a question: ,,What will 
be with planted flowers?’’ Being ,,planted’’ means direct connection with vital sources 
of nature, for G. Tabidze it is important aspect for classification of flowers. Therefore, 
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we can conclude that artistic function of flowers is not limited by common symbolic 
meaning but it acts as complex sign loaded by deep connotations. 

We can consider the line ,,I am thirsty of you, so thirsty…” as culmination 
phase in the poem. It is achieved firstly by repeating the word ,,thirsty’’ two times. 
Thirst is the strongest representation of human instinct that cannot be dominated. 
Secondly in this phrase we hear the word ,,home’’ (,,as homeless aspires to home’’) – 
a tangible and warm, cozy image. However, culmination here is merely conditional, 
purely emotional. It only draws together semantic vectors into one point. 

Like everything else in the poem, mystic image of annunciation has its origin in 
symbolic meaning of snow: poet is contemplating sky disintegrated into snowflakes. 
Snow is a primary transcendent category. This vision is an answer that ,,exhausted’’ 
poet has been waiting for a long time. It’s his hope for overcoming loneliness, sorrow 
and desperation. According to religious vision on the day of annunciaton transparent 
body in form of angel descended from the sky. He brought hopeful message to earth: 
human and divine will finally meet each other. In physical world this massage/sign 
is a snow. It is a materialization of light, it is potential of coexistence of earthly and 
supreme. Finally, mankind will get chance of direct contact with transcendent subject. 
This very fact of snowing creates condition for hope and happiness in cold winter 
day. In this context can be analyzed symbolic meaning of white and blue: both colors 
differently represent transcendent substance. For this reason, G. Tabidze makes them 
principal in the poem. 
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irakli cxvediani
(saqarTvelo)

joisi da goeTe: “Un noioso funzionario”? 

Ees iqneba wigni irlandieli faustis Sesaxeb.1 
 jeimz joisi

am droisaTvis mas germanulenovani literatura aRar izidavda 
da TviT goeTesac ki dascinoda, rogorc ‘un noioso funzionario’-s

(mosawyen sajaro moxeles). 
riCard elmani 

   
 jeimz joisi goeTes did avtorTa sameulSi moaiazrebda 

dantesa da SeqspirTan erTad, Tumca, rogorc Cans, misi damokide-
buleba didi germanelisadmi TandaTan Seicvala da araerTmniS-
vnelovani, ambivalenturi gaxda. irlandieli mwerlis aRfrTova-
neba goeTes SemoqmedebiT yvelaze naTlad vlindeba misi Zmis, 
stanislos joisisadmi 1907 wels miweril sityvebSi, rom ulise, 
romelic jer mxolod mwerlis CanafiqrSi arsebobda1, unda yo-
filiyo wigni `irlandieli faustis~ Sesaxeb (Ellmann 1982: 265). gar-
da goeTes figuriT upirobo aRtacebisa, es ganzraxva joisis Ca-
nafiqris masStaburobasa da ambiciurobasac usvams xazs, Tumca 
aTiode wlis Semdeg misi damokidebuleba goeTesadmi radikalu-
rad Secvlili Cans. Tavis megobarTan, frenk bajenTan saubarSi, 
roca ulises wera ukve karga xnis dawyebuli aqvs, igi aRniSnavs, rom 
fausti araadekvaturi modelia misi gmirisaTvis: 

“Far from being a complete man, he isn’t a man all – a man at all. Is he an old 
man or a young man? Where are his home and family? We don’t know. And he can’t 
be complete because he is never alone. Mephistopheles is always hanging round him 
at his side or heels” (Budgen 1982: 16).

`srulqmnili adamiani ki ara, is saerTod ar aris adamiani. 
moxucia, Tu axalgazrda? sadaa misi kera da ojaxi? Cven es ar viciT. 
da is ver iqneba srulqmnili, radgan is arasdros marto ar aris. 
mefistofeli yovelTvis Tavs dastrialebs da kudSi dasdevs~. 

saqme isaa, rom joiss frenk bajenisaTvis ukiTxavs, msoflio 
literaturaSi srulqmnili, yovelmxrivi (“complete all-round”)2 per-
sonaJi Tu gegulebao. bajens CamouTvlia balzakis, floberis, 

1 teqstSi damowmebuli yvela citatis qarTuli Targmani, sadac wyaro miTiTe-
buli ar aris, ekuTvnis statiis avtors.
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dostoevskis, tolstois da sxva klasikosebis personaJebi, bolos 
faustic uxsenebia, razec joiss zemoT damowmebuli pasuxi gaucia.3

irlandieli modernistis damokidebuleba goeTesadmi kidev 
ufro  adre,  ciurixSi meored   gadasaxlebisas  (1915)  ukve  Secvli-
li Cans. riCard elmanis cnobiT, ciurixSi joisis megobari, oto-
karo vaisi amaod cdilobda daeinteresebina mwerali gotfrid ke-
leriT, vinaidan joiss keleris samwerlo teqnika konvenciurad 
miaCnda. marTalia, mogvianebiT, roca erTma recenzentma keleris 
Der Griine Heinrich joisis romans `xelovanis portrets axalgazr-
dobisas~ (1916) Seadara, man meti yuradReba gamoiCina Sveicarieli 
mwerlisadmi da keleris ramdenime leqsic ki Targmna inglisurad, 
magram am momentisaTvis joiss germanulenovani literatura aRar 
izidavda da TviT goeTesac ki ‘un noioso funzionario’-d – `mosawyen 
funqcionerad~ moixseniebda (Ellmann 1982: 394). rasakvirvelia, aq 
ar unda vigulisxmoT goeTe rogorc mxolod saxelmwifo moxele 
da burJuaziuli konformizmis gansaxiereba – joiss, pirvel rig-
Si, misi Semoqmedeba hqonda mxedvelobaSi. saqme isaa, rom am dro-
isaTvis igi moxibluli iyo odiseas Temis yovlismomcvelobiT da 
ulises figuriT, romelic gacilebiT ufro adamianurad miaCnda, 
vidre hamleti, don kixoti, dantes gmirebi4, Tu fausti. erTi 
sityviT, faqtia, rom mwerals sulac aRar xiblavs `Zveli faustis 
gacocxleba~. amasTanave, triestis qariSxliani, daZabuli da dux-
Wiri dReebi warsuls Cabarda; samefo literaturuli fondis gran-
tiT xelmomTbars, joiss ukve SeeZlo mSvidad ewera, obieqturi 
distanciidan Seevlo Tvali Tavisi siWabukis vnebebisaTvis. por-
tretis stivenSi gansxeulebuli Wabukuri, meamboxuri suliskve-
Teba Cacxra, mis warmosaxvaSi promeTe, luciferi da fausti – 
martoxela, xelmocaruli, magram daumorCilebeli meamboxeebi 
– ulisem, dantem da Seqspirma Caanacvles, ojaxisa da garkveuli 
mdgomareobis mqone adamianebma, miuxedavad imisa, mogzaurni iy-
vnen, devnilni Tu meojaxeni. 

 albaT goeTesadmi joisis am gaorebulma damokidebuleba-
mac ganapiroba is faqti, rom joisologebi nakleb yuradRebas 
aqceven joisisa da didi germanelis Semoqmedebis SedarebiT Ses-
wavlas. deivid beri swored am garemoebiT xsnis im faqts, rom, 
faqtobrivad, ar arsebobs am ori Semoqmedis vrceli, kompleqsuri 
SedarebiTi kvleva da ar aris gamokveTili is zogadi konteqsti, 
romlis gaTvaliswinebiTac es kvleva unda warmimarTos (Barry 1992: 
80). marTlac, joisis damokidebuleba goeTesadmi xSirad ironi-
ul-parodiulia. magaliTad, fineganis qelexSi moxseniebulia vin-
me saxelganTqmuli kontinenturi poeti “Daunty, Gouty and Shopkeeper” 
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(Joyce 1975: 539) – anu dante, goeTe1 da Seqspiri erTi poetis sakmaod 
merkantilur (“Shopkeeper”) figuradaa gaerTianebuli joisisaTvis 
Cveul ironiul-parodiul stilSi, magram vin ar gamxdara joisis 
basri satiris msxverpli, gansakuTrebiT ki isini, visac sayovel-
Taod scemen Tayvans? Tanac arc is unda daviviwyoT, rom swored aq 
vlindeba  irlandielis  gaorebuli,  ambivalenturi damokidebu-
leba goeTesadmi – marTalia, es ukanaskneli dacinviTaa moxseni-
ebuli, magram, bolos da bolos, igi moxseniebulia udidesi poete-
bis – dantesa da Seqspiris gverdiT, riTac joisi germaneli mwer-
lis iseTive Tayvanismcemlad gvevlineba, rogoric tomas sternz 
elioti iyo. es ukanasknelic swored am gigantebis gverdiT miuCens 
adgils goeTes (Eliot 1957: 207-227). 

riCard elmanis azriT, uliseSi goeTesTan kavSiri naklebad 
TvalsaCinoa, vidre – homerosTan, Tumca mkvlevari iqve xazgasmiT 
aRniSnavs, rom es kavSiri Rrmadaa fesvgadgmuli (Ellmann 1977: 22), 
riTac igi cdilobs, gaaRvivos mkvlevarTa interesi joisisa da 
goeTes urTierTmimarTebis Seswavlisadmi, Tumca, rogorc Cans, 
saamisod arc misi avtoriteti aRmoCnda sakmarisi: joisisa da go-
eTes interteqstualuri urTierTmimarTebebi didwilad dRemde 
Seuswavleli rCeba, Tumca am kuTxiT ramdenime sagulisxmo naS-
romic arsebobs. maT Soris gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa robert 
veningeris  “’A Great Poet on a Great Brother Poet’: A Parallactic Reading of 
Goethe and James Joyce” (`didi poeti didi moZme poetis Sesaxeb: go-
eTesa da jeimz joisis paraleqtikuri wakiTxva~). joisis adreuli 
`aRzrdis  romani~ xelovanis  portreti  axalgazrdobisas (1916)  da
 misi magnum opus ulise (1922) dialogur mimarTebas amyarebs go-
eTes vilhelm maisteris ciklis romanebTan, romlebic, iseve ro-
gorc portreti, Bildungsroman-is Janrs ganekuTvneba. marTalia, 
portretSi,  rogorc modernistul  teqstSi, tradiciuli `aRz-
rdis  romanis~  poetika  garkveul   modifikaciebs   ganicdis,   `aRz-
rdis romanidan~ mis nairsaxeobad, Künstlerroman-ad – xelovanad Ca-
moyalibebis romanad – transformirdeba, magram Janruli struq-
turis sintagmatika, modelis Zireuli birTvi mainc ucvleli 
rCeba. robert veningeri gvTavazobs portretisa da ulises kont-
rapunqtul, paraleqtikur wakiTxvas goeTes romanebTan vilhelm 
maisteris ganswavlis wlebi, vilhelm maisteris Teatraluri mo-
wodeba da vilhelm maisteris mogzaurobis wlebi mimarTebaSi.5 
kerZod, mkvlevari paralels avlebs am romanebis protagonistebs 
– vilhelm maistersa da stiven dedaloss, rogorc Seqspiris ham-

1 Gouty – ‘gout’ inglisurad `podagras~ niSnavs, nikrisis qarsac rom uwodebs 
xalxi. cnobilia, rom goeTe marTlac itanjeboda am daavadebisagan.
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letis erTgvar literaturul reinkarnaciebs, Soris da ikvlevs 
maTi saxelebisa da miTologiuri prototipebis simbolur kono-
taciebs. amgvari midgoma saSualebas iZleva, naTeli moefinos jo-
isis mxatvruli samyaros araerT bundovan aspeqts (Weninger 2010: 
182-205). 

aseve sainteresoa keiT bukeris monografia Joyce, Bakhtin, and 
the Literary Tradition: Toward a Comparative Cultural Poetics (joisi, bax-
tini da literaturuli tradicia: SedarebiTi kulturuli po-
etikisaTvis), sadac erTi Tavi “The Unfinalizability of Literature and His-
tory: Joyce, Goethe, and the Poetics of the Prosaic” (`literaturisa da is-
toriis dausrulebloba: joisi, goeTe da prozaulis poetika”) 
qronotopis mixeil baxtiniseuli konceptis Suqze joisisa da 
goeTes urTierTmimarTebis analizs eTmoba. bukeris azriT, swored 
baxtinma, romelic `aRzrdis romans~ qronotopis konteqstSi gani-
xilavs, aRmoaCina goeTes gasaocari unari daenaxa dro sivrceSi, 
riTac es ukanaskneli axlos dgas joisTan (Brooker 1995: 111-138).

mniSvnelovania jerard jilespis naSromebic, sadac avtori 
gvTavazobs hamletis, vilhelm maisterisa da stiven dedalosis 
mxatvruli saxeebis SedarebiT analizs (Gillespie 2010: 167-184) da 
paralelebs avlebs codviT dacemis bibliuri motivis inter-
pretaciebs Soris faustis meore nawilsa da fineganis qelexSi 
(Gillespie 2011: 161-175). 

joisisa da goeTes Seswavlas SedarebiTi literaturaT-
mcodneobis perspeqtividan, joisologebis garda, garkveul yu-
radRebas  germanistebic uTmoben. vilhelm maistersa da stiven 
dedaloss Soris paralelebis dadgenas cdilobs jon henigi (Hennig 
1951: 22-29). sxvebi gakvriT mianiSneben SesaZlo paralelebze da 
fausts ganixilaven rogorc ulises erTgvar `winamorbeds~. maga-
liTad, barker feirli fausts ajamebs rogorc ulises erTgvar 
SesaZlo `preteqsts~ (Fairley 1961). sairus hemlini miiCnevs, rom uli-
se fausts hgavs enciklopediurobiT, stilTa mravalferovnebiT, 
nairgvarovan incidentTa Tematuri da simboluri gamTlianebiT 
(Hamlin 1998). rogorc vxedavT, es mkvlevarebi ZiriTadad zogadi 
xasiaTis SeniSvnebiTa da miniSnebebiT Semoifarglebian da miiCne-
ven, rom fausti SeiZleba wavikiTxoT rogorc joisis xelovnebis 
anticipacia ulise-Si.

marTalia, homerosTan, dantesa da SeqspirTan SedarebiT 
goeTes Semoqmedeba nakleb rols TamaSobs joisis nawarmoebebSi, 
magram es ar amarTlebs im faqts, rom klaus raiherti statiaSi 
“The European Background of Joyce’s Writing” irlandieli mwerlis Semoq-
medebis evropuli fonis mimoxilvisas gakvriTac ki ar axsenebs 
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goeTes (Reichert 1997: 55-82). aseve ver daveTanxmebi qeiT bukers, 
rom joisis nawarmoebebsa Tu pirad korespondenciaSi goeTe 
zogjer gakvriTaa naxsenebi, gvxvdeba aluziebic mis teqstebTan, 
Tumca germanelis arc erTi konkretuli nawarmoebi ar qceula 
modelad Tu STagonebis wyarod joisis romelime teqstisaTvis da 
arc weris teqnikis TvalsazrisiT SeimCneva gavlenis kvali (Booker 
1995: 111). joisis teqstebis interteqstualuri kvleva goeTes na-
warmoebebTan mimarTebaSi saSualebas iZleva gamovlindes maTi di-
aloguri kompleqsurobis damatebiTi wyaroebi.

am TvalsazrisiT gansakuTrebiT mdidar da saintereso masa-
las ulise iZleva. aluziebi da asociaciuri paralelebi goeTes 
teqstebTan mTel romanSia mimobneuli. maTi analizi aCvenebs, rom 
joisi Zalian Rrmad icnobs ara marto germaneli mwerlis mxatvrul 
Semoqmedebas, aramed mis esTetikur da naturfilosofiur Sexedu-
lebebs, misi biografiis peripetiebsa Tu gadmocemebs misi cxov-
rebis Sesaxeb. magaliTad, `hadesis~ epizodSi leopold blums, 
romelic pedi dignamis dakrZalvas eswreba dublinis kaTolikur 
sasaflaoze da misi warmosaxva pirquSi, Savbneli asociaciebiTaa 
daxunZluli, uecrad gauelvebs: “Light they want” (Joyce 1986: 91) – `si-
naTle undaT~ (joisi 2012: 108). gadmocemis Tanaxmad, momakvdavi 
goeTes (1749-1832) ukanaskneli sityvebi iyo: ̀ sinaTle! meti sinaTle!~

`iTaka~-s epizodSi vkiTxulobT: 
“Because attraction between agent(s) and reagent(s) at all instants varied, with 

inverse proportion of increase and decrease, with incessant circular extension and 
radial reentrance” (Joyce 1986: 602).

`radgan miziduloba agentebsa da reagentebs Soris gamudme-
biT icvleboda, matebisa da klebis ukuproporciulad, mudmivi 
wriuli gafarToebiTa da radialuri SeyvaniT~ (joisi 2012: 659). 

qimiuri terminebi `agenti~ da `reagenti~ mianiSnebs `SerCeviT 
afinurobaze/naTesaobaze~ – garkveuli nivTierebebis miswrafeba-
ze Seerwyan maincdamainc mocemul konkretul nivTierebas da 
ara romelime sxvas, rac, Tavis mxriv, aluziaa goeTes romanze Die 
Wahlverwanndtschaften (SerCeviTi naTesaoba, 1809). termini me-18 sauku-
nis bolodan gamoiyeneba. goeTem igi Tavis romanSi adamianuri ur-
TierTobebis metaforad gamoiyena. uliseSi terminebi `agenti~ da 
`reagenti~ blumis sulieri mdgomareobis daxasiaTebis konteqstSi 
gvxvdeba:

“With what antagonistic sentiments were his subsequent reflections affected? 
Envy, jealousy, abnegation, equanimity” (Joyce 1986: 602).

`ra antagonisturma grZnobebma daaCnies kvali mis Semdgom 
fiqrebs? Surma, eWvianobam, gandgomilobam, auRelveblobam~ (jo-
isi 2012: 658).
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amaTgan es terminebi ukavSirdeba eWvianobas, rogorc blumis 
guneba-ganwyobis ganmsazRvrel grZnobas, `radgan mowifuli natu-
ra, arasando da aramdgradi Tavis Tavisufal mdgomareobaSi, mo-
nacvleobiT moqmedebda rogorc mizidulobis agenti da reagenti~ 
(joisi 2012: 659). 

goeTe  iyenebda  termins “elective  affinities“ (`SerCeviTi naTesa-
oba~) rogorc im adamianuri vnebebis metaforas, romlebic garkve-
uli qimiuri urTierTltolvis/afinurobis (`afinuroba~ – mezob-
loba, erTi substanciis meorisaken ltolvis, masTan Serwymisaken 
midrekilebis xarisxi bioqimiaSi) kanonebiT imarTeba, rac, garkve-
uli azriT, upirispirdeba qorwinebis instituts da sxva damkvid-
rebul sazogadoebriv normebs. sxvagvarad, am koncefciis mixed-
viT, elementebs aqvT Tandayolili midrekileba sxva elementeb-
Tan Serwymisa da am midrekilebis Sesatyvisad kombinirebisa da re-
kombinirebisaken, erTmaneTSi gaTqvefisaken. Tavis romanSi goeTe 
ikvlevs am konceptis socialur da seqsualur implikaciebs. igi 
umal saazrovno eqsperimentia ganmanaTleblobaze, vidre sxva ram: 
ze-racionaluri wyvili saxlSi patiJebs ucxo wyvils da aRmoaCens, 
rom ucxo elementebi amJRavneben `SerCeviTi naTesaobis~ saxifa-
To Zalas, romelic maT urTierTobebs Searyevs da ganadgurebiT 
emuqreba. faqtobrivad, seqsualuri ltolva gonebidan ki ara, bu-
nebis brma Zalebidan modis. joiss Rrmad esmoda goeTes romanis 
mxatvruli koncefciis arsi da aluziis saSualebiT goeTeseuli 
koncepti zedmiwevniT zustad miusadaga axal mxatvrul konteqsts 
– adiulteris eWvisagan gawamebuli blumis sulier mdgomareobas.

joisi, rogorc iTqva, zedmiwevniT kargad icnobda goeTes 
Teoriul Sexedulebebs, gatacebiT kiTxulobda saubrebs ekerman-
Tan da avtobiografiul wigns Dichtung und Wahrheit (poezia da sinamd-
vile, 1811-14). `skilasa da qaribdas” epizodSi stiveni ambobs: 

“That may be too, Stephen said. There’s a saying of Goethe’s which Mr. Magee 
likes to quote. Beware of what you wish for in youth because you will get in the 
middle life” (Joyce 1986: 161). 

`esec SesaZlebelia, Tqva stivenma. goeTes aqvs erTi gamonaT-
qvami, romlis citireba uyvars baton megis. erideT Tqvens survi-
lebs axalgazrdobaSi, rameTu maTi aRsruleba Sua xanSi mogiwevT~ 
(joisi 2012: 191).

es sityvebi, faqtobrivad, goeTes avtobiografiuli nawarmo-
ebis, poezia da sinamdvile, erTgvari devizia, Tumca dedanSi sityva 
`erideT~ ar gvxvdeba. SesaZloa joisma swored goeTesgan iswavla 
avtoportretis xatvisas faqtisa da fiqciis sagangebod aRreva 
mkiTxvelis sagonebelSi Cagdebis, misTvis gza-kvalis arevis Tu 
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siamovnebis miniWebis mizniT – mkiTxvels gaaCnia; gaacnobiera, rom 
bevria iseTi simarTle, romelic umjobesia, uTqmeli darCes; rom 
avtoportretis fiqcionalizaciis fsiqologiuri cduneba mwe-
ralSi metia, vidre mxatvarSi – mxatvari ufro gamosaxavs meWeWs 
sakuTar cxvirze, vidre mwerali sakuTari xasiaTis naklovanebebs 
gamoamzeurebs sruli obieqturobiT. 

Zalian saintereso aluzia gvxvdeba ulises me-14  epizodSi  
“The Oxen of the Sun” (`mzis xarebi~). am SemTxvevaSic goeTeseuli fra-
za orga-nuladaa Caqsovili mxatvrul qsovilSi – pirvandel dat-
virTvasac inarCunebs da axal sicocxlesac iZens axal mxatvrul 
konteqstSi. moqmedeba xdeba saRamos 10 saaTze, dublinis samSobi-
aro saxlSi. epizodis organoa saSo; xelovneba – medicina; feri – 
TeTri; simbolo – dedebi; teqnika – embrionuli ganviTareba6. mi-
sis purfoi mesame dRea mSobiarobs, blumi wuxs mis gamo, agondeba 
sakuTari vaJis, rudis, dabadeba da gardacvaleba dabadebidan 
TerTmet dReSi. mTeli epizodi kontrastul wyvilebzea agebuli: 
sicocxle/dabadeba (purfois Svilis) da sikvdili (blumis vaJis), 
nayofiereba (misis purfois mSobiaroba) da unayofoba (uSvilo eq-
Tani),  dabolos,  mTavari  binaruli  opoziciuri  wyvili  –  warmava-
li/dro (`mama qronos~, rogorc romanSi moixsenieba (joisi 2012: 
418)) da waruvali. blumi xedavs patara biWs, romelic: 

“He frowns a little just as this young man does now with a perhaps too 
conscious enjoyment of the danger but must needs glance at whiles towards where his 
mother watches from the piazzetta giving upon the flowerclose with a faint shadow of 
remoteness or of reproach (alles Vergängliche) in her glad look” (Joyce 1986: 344).

`odnav iRuSeba, zustad ise, rogorc axla es ymawvili, rome-
lic vgoneb nametnavad Segnebulad tkbeba saSiSroebis SegrZne-
biT, magram grZnobs aucileblobas, drodadro gaixedos piazzetta-s 
yvavilnarisaken, iq saidanac dedamisi UuTvalTvalebs, romlis ga-
moxedvaSi danTqmuli gandgomilebisa Tu samduravis (alles Vergän-
gliche) mkrTali Crdili gamohkrTis~ (joisi 2012: 419). 

“alles Vergängliche”, rac germanulad `yovel warmavals” niSnavs, 
faustis meore nawilis finaluri qoros pirveli striqonis alu-
ziaa. tragediis am nawilSi aseve ikveTeba sulisa da sxeulis, war-
mavalisa da waruvalis diqotomia: faustis `ukvdav nawils~ (e. i. 
mis suls – i. c.) gamostaceben mefistofels da `ufro maRali sfe-
roebisken~ miaqaneben. nawarmoebis bolos zemodan ismis Mater Glo-
riosa1-s xma, romelsac pasuxobs Doctor Marianus2: 

1 (laT.) didebiT mosili deda anu wm. mariami.
2 (laT.) doqtori marianusi anu wm. mariamiT STagonebuli mistikuri moZRvari.
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Doctor Marianus pirqve garTxmuli loculobs 
gicqeren sasoebiT aRvsili 
sulni, Sendobisa mTxovelni,
arian zecisken gzaxsnilni,
momnaniebelni yovelni.
gvinda Sens naTels Segvafaro,
locvad mividrikeT Tavi.
qalwulo, dedao, dedofalo,
qalRmerTo, wyaloba hyavi!
Chorus mysticus1

yoveli warmavali (xazgasma Cemia – i. c.)
ars oden msgavseba,
sad igi mravali,
erT arsSi Tavsdeba.
gacxadda faruli,
cis movals dideba
da maradqaluri7

zemigvezideba. (goeTe 2017b: 352-353) 

sxvagvarad, yoveli arsi, romlis mxolod miwieri garsia war-
mavali, sabolood pirvelad wiaRs, pirvelarss ubrundeba, riTac 
ukvalod araferi qreba anu, waruvali imarjvebs warmavalze iseve, 
rogorc joisTan, sadac samSobiaros scenis mTlian konteqstSi go-
eTes teqstTan aluzia waruvalis triumfis, sicocxlis maradiuli 
ganaxlebis konotacias iZens.

msgavsi magaliTebis moyvana kidev SeiZleboda, Tumca, vfiq-
rob, esec sakmarisia imis sailustraciod, rom joisi Rrmad ic-
nobda goeTes cxovrebas, msoflmxedvelobasa da Semoqmedebas 
da sakmaod intensiurad mimarTavda mas rogorc erTgvar materia 
poetica-s sakuTari mxatvruli samyaros asagebad. Tumca goeTes 
Semoqmedebisadmi joisis damokidebuleba da faustis, rogorc 
erTgvari struqturuli modelis Tu `preteqstis~/`urteqstis~, 
gamoyeneba yvelaze naTlad me-9 (`skila da qaribda~) da me-15 (`kir-
ke~) epizodebSi ikveTeba.

dublinis erovnuli biblioTekis direqtoris oTaxSi Seqspi-
ris Semoqmedebis Sesaxeb msjeloben stiven dedalosi, jorj ra-
seli, irlandiis erovnuli biblioTekis direqtori tomas uiliam 
listeri8, misi moadgile, irlandieli eseisti kerkpetrik megi, 
romelic ufro jon eglintonis fsevdonimiTaa cnobili, da bib-
lioTekari besti. epizodi iwyeba tomas listeris mosazrebiT 

1 (laT.) mistikuri qoro.
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hamletis Sesaxeb. igi iSveliebs hamletis vilhelm maisteriseul 
gagebas:

“– And we have, have we not, those priceless pages of Wilhelm Meister. A great 
poet on a great brother poet” (Joyce 1986: 151).

`da gana xelT ara gvaqvs vilhelm maisteris fasdaudebeli 
furclebi? didi poeti TanamoZme didi poetis Sesaxeb~ (joisi 2012: 
177-178).

`vilhelm maisteris fasdaudebel furclebSi~ listeri gu-
lisxmobs goeTes romanis vilhelm maisteris ganswavlisa da mogza-
urobis  wlebis (1796) nawils me-4 wignis me-13 Tavidan me-5 wignis 
me-12  Tavis  CaTvliT.  romanis  am  nawilSi  vilhelm  maisteri Targ-
mnis da gadaakeTebs hamlets da Tavadac monawileobs piesis mise-
uli versiis dadgmaSi. listeri am `fasdaudebel furclebze~ Se-
qspiris tragediis Sesaxeb gamoTqmul mosazrebebs imdenad gamo-
nagonad, mxatvruli konteqstis nawilad ar miiCnevs, ramdenadac 
sakuTriv goeTes pirad Sexedulebebad hamletze. 

listeri msjelobas ganagrZobs citatiT hamletis cnobili 
`yofna-aryofnis~ monologidan9:

“A hesitating soul taking arms against a sea of troubles (xazgasma Cemia – 
i.c.), torn by conflicting doubts, as one sees in real life” (Joyce 1986: 151).

`meryevi suli, romelic umxedrdeba mozRvavebul ubedurebas 
(xazgasma Cemia – i. c.), urTierTsawinaaRmdego eWvebiT itanjeba, 
iseve, rogorc amas realur cxovrebaSi vxedavT~ (joisi 2012: 178).

pasaJi, romelsac listeri axsenebs, gvxvdeba me-4 wignis me-
13 Tavis bolos, sadac vilhelm maisteri ambobs: `...Seqspirs surda 
gamoexata diadi saqme, iseT sulze dakisrebuli, romelsac misi 
aRsruleba ar ZaluZs. hamleti faifuris saTuTi WurWelia, ro-
melSic nazi yvavilis magivrad mZlavri muxis nergi darges. muxis 
gazrdilma fesvebma daamsxvria saTuTi WurWeli~. 

listeri, romelic darbazidan gasasvlelad emzadeba, wuTi-
erad Seyovndeba da ambobs:

“Directly, said he, creaking to go, albeit lingering. The beautiful ineffectual 
dreamer who comes to grief against hard facts. One always feels that Goethe’s 
judgements are so true. True in the larger analysis” (Joyce 1986: 151).

`lamazi unayofo meocnebe, romelic mkacr faqtebTan Sejaxe-
bisas saTuTi WurWeliviT imsxvreva. kidev da kidev rwmundeba 
kaci, Tu raoden WeSmaritia goeTes gansja. WeSmariti, Tu Rrmad 
gavaanalizebT~ (joisi 2012: 78).

aq perifrazirebulia vilhelm maisteris SeniSvnebi hamle-
tis Sesaxeb, magram isini imavdroulad iribad TviT vilhelm mais-
tersac Seexeba, ramdenadac goeTes miaCnia, rom vilhelmis gata-
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ceba TeatriT mas `lamaz unayofo meocnebed~ gadaqcevas uqadis 
nacvlad aqtiuri moralistisa, rac misi xvedri da daniSnulebaa. 
goeTe kidev ufro ganamtkicebs droebiT analogiebs hamletsa da 
maisters Soris: roca es ukanaskneli hamletis rols asrulebs, 
hamletis mamis aCrdili imavdroulad maisteris mamis aCrdilsac 
ganasaxierebs, romelic afrTxilebs Svils, Tavi daaRwios Teatris 
xibls. fraza `lamazi unayofo meocnebe~ nasesxebia meTiu arnol-
dis esedan `Seli~, romelic Sedis eseebis krebulSi Essays in Criticism: 
Second Series (1888):

 “And in poetry, no less than in life, he is a beautiful ‘and ineffectual’ angel, 
beating in the void of his luminous wings in vain”. 

`da poeziaSi, aranakleb vidre cxovrebaSi, is lamazi da unayo-
fo angelosia, romelic uRonod afrTxialebs brwyinvale frTebs~.

aq listeri, faqtobrivad, gulisxmobs, rom Seli kidev erTi 
hamletia.

tomas listeri darbazs tovebs. joisi ironiulad SeniSnavs: 
“Twickreakingly analysis he corantoed off” (Joyce 1986: 151). `WraWun-WraWuna 
analiziT gakontrdansavda~ (joisi 2012: 178).

stiveni sarkastulad uyurebs amgvari interpretaciis game-
orebas listeris mier da es aSkara WeSmaritebis komikuri dadas-
turebis nimuSad miaCnia:

“Monsieur de la Palice, Stephen sneered, was alive fifteen minutes before his 
death” (Joyce 1986: 151).

`musie de la palisi, Caicina stivenma, sikvdilamde TxuTmeti 
wuTiT adre adre jer kidev cocxali iyo~ (joisi 2012: 178). 

frangi marSali de la palisi brZolaSi mokles (1525) da TiT-
qos mis jariskacebs TavianTi meTauris gmirobis xazgasasmelad 
aseTi absurduli fraza warmouTqvamT (cxvediani 2006: 88).

erTi SexedviT, aqac cnaurdeba joisis sarkastul-ironiuli 
damokidebuleba Tu goeTesadmi ara, yovel SemTxvevaSi, hamletis 
am interpretaciisadmi mainc, Tumca sinamdvileSi saqme ufro 
rTuladaa da aq ramdenime momentia gasaTvaliswinebeli: jer er-
Ti, aq stivenis ironia ufro ikveTeba, vidre TviT joisis – maTi 
poziciebis sruli gaigiveba ar unda iyos marTebuli; meorec, Tu 
teqstSi mainc gamosWvivis joisis sarkazmi, igi ufro tomas lis-
terisadmi unda iyos mimarTuli, vidre goeTesadami, vinaidan, lis-
terisagan gansxvavebiT, SeuZlebelia joisi goeTesa da misi per-
sonaJis Sexedulebebs erTmaneTTan aigivebdes da germanels misi 
personaJis `mosazrebebis~ gamo dascinodes.

 Cemi azriT, uliseSi goeTes teqstis gamoyenebis yvelaze 
saintereso SemTxveva `kirkes~ epizodSi gvxvdeba. kerZod, mxedve-
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lobaSi maqvs faustis I nawilis `valpurgis Ramis~ scenis, Tu Se-
iZleba ase iTqvas, joisiseuli adaptacia Tu transformacia ro-
manis mxatvrul qsovilSi.

jer kidev imave wels, roca ulise gamoqveynda, jon midlton 
merim `kirkes~ epizodi `valpurgis Rames~ Seadara: `kirkes~/`Ramis 
qalaqis~1 epizodSi joisma Tavisi mTavari personaJebis erTgvari 
‘Walpurgisnacht’ dadgao – werda mwerali (Murry 1922). es maxvilgoniv-
ruli dakvirveba, rogorc Cans, joissac moewona, radgan mogviane-
biT stiuart gilbertma, romelsac TviT mwerali uwevda daxmare-
bas ulises Sesaxeb wignis weris procesSi, es paraleli kidev uf-
ro ganavrco da misi metad Tu naklebad detalizebuli varianti 
SemogvTavaza. gilberti aRniSnavs, rom am scenas, romelic erT-
erTi yvelaze ufro SesaniSnavia romanSi, Cveulebriv `valpurgis 
Rames~ an ulises pandemoniums uwodeben (Gilbert 1955: 7). mkvlevari 
marTebulad amtkicebs, rom es epizodi, romelic odiseaSi meaTe 
simReras Seesatyviseba, pirvelad ulises `valpurgis Ramed” swo-
red midlton merim monaTla da am saTauris relevanturoba eWvs 
ar iwvevs (Gilbert 1955: 320).10 marTlac, miuxedavad imisa, rom epi-
zodi gamoirCeva mdidari interteqstualobiTa da asociaciuri 
xatovanebiT, Sida Tu eqstrateqstualuri citaciisa da im mxat-
vrul modelTa Tu wyaroTa siuxviT, romlebsac epizodi eyr-
dnoba, misi arqiteqtonikisa da mxatvruli Sinaarsis ZiriTadi gan-
msazRvreli interteqsti swored goeTeseuli ‘Walpurgisnacht’-ia. 

moqmedeba xdeba SuaRamisas, misis koenis saroskipoSi, dubli-
nis `wiTeli fanrebis~ ubanSi, `Ramis qalaqSi”. epizodis organoa 
locomotor apparatus; xelovneba – magia, jadoqroba; feri – ara aqvs; sim-
bolo – meZavi; teqnika – halucinacia; Sesatyvisobebi: kirke – bela-
koeni. 

Tavisi eqsperimentuli formiTa da SinaarsiT epizodi erT-
gvari fantasmagoriuli piesaa, fantasmagoriuli elementebi Tu 
ararealuri Cvenebebi aq personaJTa qaoturi, daZabuli warmosax-
vis nayofia, maTi aracnobieri impulsebisa da SiSebis gamoxatu-
lebaa, Tumca ver daveTanxmebi frenk bajens, rom samoqmedo gare-
mo da moqmedi pirebi sruliad ubralo, trivialuri da realuria: 
`aq ver SexvdebiT verc Tebes udabnos da verc brokenis ufskruls, 
aramed qalaqis Cveulebriv quCebsa da iaffasiani saroskipos mi-
saRebs. personaJebic legendaruli ki ara, Cveulebrivi adamianebi 
arian, rogorsac yovel dRe vxvdebiT quCebSi, maTi konfliqtebic 

1 Nighttown – ase uwodebda Tavad joisi adgils, sadac moqmedeba xdeba da, Sesa-
bamisad, TviT epizodsac. dublinelebi mas “Monto”-s eZaxdnen, montgomeris (am-
Jamad folis), ubnis erT-erTi centraluri quCis, mixedviT.
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ar aris bedisweris winaaRmdeg amxedrebuli meamboxis konfliqtebi. 
musika,  romelic  ismis, sferoTa musika  ki ar aris, aramed  saroski-
pos pianinos hangebia~ – wers mkvlevari (Budgen 1972: 252-253). mar-
Talia, am epizodSi ver SevxvdebiT gotikur fantasmagoriul arse-
bebs da fantasmagoriuloba ZiriTadad personaJTa aracnobieri 
impulsebis materializaciaSi gamoixateba, magram mTeli atmosfe-
ro mainc magiiT/jadoqrobiTaa gamsWvaluli. rogorc TviT joisma 
aRiara stiuart gilbertTan saubarSi, goeTes brokensa1 da misis 
koenis saroskipos bevri saerTo aqvT: siurealisturi atmosfero, 
formaTa da saxeTa cvalebadoba, klasikuri `valpurgis Ramis~ war-
marTuli elinizmis Serwyma qristianul elementebTan. erTi sity-
viT, `valpurgis Ramis~ avsulebiTa da eSmauri seqsualuri simbo-
likiT aRsavse scena organulad esadageba `kirkes~ orbunebovan, 
realur-fanmtasmagoriul, atmosferos. garda amisa, riCard elma-
nis maxvili dakvirvebiT, goeTes mier mefistofelis, rogorc uar-
yofis sulis, aRweram ubiZga joiss Seeqmna bak maliganis mxatvru-
li saxe, romelic uaryofs yvelafers, rasac sxvebi dasturhyofen 
(Ellmann 1982: 265). 

orive scenis dasawyisSi mkiTxveli xedavs Suqurebisa da 
gamafrTxilebeli niSnebis cimcims:

moxetiale naTeba
oRond, icodeT, Cemi niri sxvaa sruliad,

acad da bacad, zigzagebiT siarulia. (goeTe 2017a: 213)
 “*(The Mabbot street entrance of nighttown, before which stretches an 

uncobbled tramsiding set with skeleton tracks, red and green will-o’-the-wisps and 
danger signals…”) (Joyce 1986: 350).)

`{Ramis qalaqSi Sesasvleli mebotis quCis mxridan, tramvais rkali, 
liandagis ConCxebi moukirwylav miwaze, wiTeli da mwvane sagzao 

Suqurebisa da gamafrTxilebeli niSnebis cimcimi…~} 
(joisi 2012: 426).} 

 
mewvrilmane kudiani fausts ucnaur nivTebs sTavazobs:

mewvrilmane kudiani
aqeT mobrZandiT, batonebo, gverds nu amivliT!

nair-nairi saqoneli maqvs motanili.
aiReT rame! arCevani Zalze didia!

arc erTi nivTi, codva-brali rom ar hkidia!

1 harcis mTianeTis umaRlesi mwvervali, sadac, xalxuri rwmeniT, pirveli ma-
isis wina Rames eSmakebisa da kudianebis didi Tavyriloba imarTeba.



294

irakli cxvediani

ara fiala sawamlavTan gaukarebi!
ara xanjali, kacis gulSi gautarebi!

rac samkauli – gapoxili cTunebis SxamiT!
rac daSna – zurgSi Cacemuli moZmisTvis RamiT! 

(goeTe 2017a: 223-224)

joisTan rumboldi, demonuri  dalaqi, sTavazobs personaJebs 
CamomxrCvalis  Tokis  naglejs.  erTi  sityviT,  orive  scena  magiiTa
da jadosnuri atmosferoTia gajerebuli. 

faqtobrivad, joisma goeTes `valpurgis Rame~ gamoiyena ro-
gorc `kirkes~ epizodis erTgvari mxatvruli modeli dramatuli 
formisa da siurealisturi, sizmareuli, zmanebiseuli da imav-
droulad realuri atmosferos Sesaqmnelad. Tumca aqve ar unda 
daviviwyoT, rom goeTes teqsti mxolod nedli masalaa, is materia 
poetica-a, romelic joiss sakuTari originaluri mxatvruli `na-
gebobis~ aRsamarTad sWirdeba. erTi sityviT, joisi iyenebs `val-
purgis Ramis~ scenas, rom SemogvTavazos Tavisi personaJebis ara-
cnobieri impulsebis dramatizacia zmanebebis saxiT, Seqmnas ara-
cnobieris simboluri drama.

rasakvirvelia, joisis rTuli, kompleqsuri da ambivalentu-
ri mimarTeba goeTes Semoqmedebisadmi aq ganxiluli aspeqtebiT 
ar amoiwureba da es arc yofila am statiis mizani. me mxolod Se-
vecade, momexaza kvlevis SesaZlo arealis zogierTi konturi, ga-
merkvia am rTuli urTierTmimarTebis calkeuli Strixebi. Tu ra-
me aerTianebs mTeli saukuniT daSorebul am or Semoqmeds, garda 
konceptualur-esTetikuri dialogisa an/da Tundac mxatvruli 
polemikisa, isaa, rom orive mTeli manamdeli zogadsakacobrio 
kulturuli memkvidreobis Sejamebasa da sinTezs gvTavazobs, ori-
ve gamoirCeva,  erTi mxriv,  enciklopediurobiTa  da  mozaikuro-
biT, xolo meore mxriv, mTeli am enciklopediuri mravalferov-
nebisa Tu `mozaikurobis~ erTian konstruqciad, maRalmxatvrul 
mTlianobad gardasaxvis Seudarebeli unariT. 

SeniSvnebi:

1. ulises Seqmna joisma Caifiqra 1906 wlis Semodgomaze, roca 
igi romSi erT-erT kerZo bankSi klerkad muSaobda. Tavdapirvelad igi 
Cafiqrebuli iyo rogorc moTxroba – erTi Tavi dublinis istoriidan. 
amitomac joisi gulmodgined Cahkirkitebda dublinis istoriasa da 
mis rukebs. imave wlis 13 noembriT daTariRebul werilSi joisi Tavis 
Zmas, stanisloss, ekiTxeba, ras fiqrob axali moTxrobis, `ulises~, 
saTaurze, romelic dublinelebSi unda Sevitanoo (Joyce 1966, II: 190). 
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oriode kviriT adre mwerali Zmas werda, rom Caifiqra axali moTxro-
bis dawera krebulisaTvis dublinelebi (Joyce 1966: 168). 1907 wlis 10 
noembers stanislosi Tavis dRiurSi iniSnavs, rom jimim (jeimz joisma 
– i. c.) gadawyvita ulise patara wignad ganevrco, sadac dublinel per 
giunts gamoiyvanda. vurCie, ramdenadac moqmedeba erT dReSi xdeba, 
komedia daewera, magram ar dameTanxmao; da iqve uTqvams, rom es unda 
yofiliyo wigni `irlandiel faustze~ (Ellmann 1982: 265). is, rom wignis 
protagonisti erTdorulad unda yofiliyo per giuntic da faustic, 
sulac ar aris ucnauri: mxatvruli saxeebis aseTi asociaciuri mra-
valniSnadoba, rTuli, kompleqsuri interteqstualoba joisis meTo-
dis arsebiT niSanTagania. am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT ufro dawvrile-
biT ix.: Melchiori 1984: 37-50; Melchiori 1995: 29-42; Ellmann 1968: 707-708. 

2. bajeni ekiTxeba joiss, Tu ras gulisxmobs igi `srulqmnil/
yovelmxriv~ (“complete all-round”) personaJSi da magaliTad mohyavs skul-
ptori, romelic gamoaqandakebs kacis samganzomilebian figuras, rac 
sulac ar niSnavs, rom igi srulqmnilia/srulyofilia im azriT, rom 
idealuria. yvela adamianis sxeuli, umtkicebs bajeni Tanamosaubres, 
naklovania da ase Tu ise SezRuduli, iseve rogorc TviT adamiani da 
Seni ulisec ... joisi awyvetinebs: `is orivea. me mas yvela mxridan vxedav 
da amitomac is yovelmxrivia iseve, rogorc Seni skulptoris figura, 
magram amave dros is srulqmnili adamianicaa – kargi adamiani~ (Budgen 
1972: 17). 

3. savaraudo srulqmnil personaJad bajens qristec dausaxele-
bia, Tumca joiss uTqvams, rom qriste daojaxebuli ar iyo da qalTan 
arasdros ucxovria, xolo qalTan cxovreba erT-erTi yvelaze rTuli 
ramaa, ris gakeTebac kacs uwevso (Budgen 1972: 191). sabolood, bajeni 
mainc gamoicnobs, rom aseTi personaJi joisisaTvis odisevsi unda yo-
filiyo. joisi iqve dasZens, rom uasako fausti ar aris adamiani, Tum-
ca eTanxmeba Tanamosaubres, rom hamleti adamiania, magram is mxolod 
Svilia,  xolo  ulise  laertes Svilia,  telemaqes  mamaa,  penelopes  qma-
ria, kalifsos sayvarelia, berZeni meomrebis TanamebrZolia, iTakas 
mefea, romelmac Tavisi Wkuis, moxerxebulobisa da gambedaobis wya-
lobiT bevr gansacdels gauZlo. joisi imasac xazs usvams, rom mas su-
lac ar exaliseboda omi da sigiJec ki daibrala masSi monawileobisaT-
vis Tavis asarideblad, Tumca sabolood mainc iZulebuli gaxda, 
troaze molaSqreebs SeerTeboda (Budgen 1972: 16). 

4. dante joisisaTvis gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovani figura iyo 
mTeli misi Semoqmedebis manZilze. igi, udidesi kaTolike poeti, ekle-
siis ierarqiuli Senobis sityvieri arqiteqtori, joisisaTvis, pirvel 
rigSi, didi Semoqmedi da politikuri poetia, romelic qeds arasodes 
ixris saero Tu saeklesio xelisuflebis winaSe; misi jojoxeTi sav-
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sea garyvnili da gadagvarebuli papebiT, kardinalebiTa Tu episkop-
osebiT. Tumca dante ar aris moralisti am sityvis arc erTi gagebiT: 
yvelafers, rasac is xedavs da aRiqvams, igi aRwers da afasebs rogorc 
unikalur, ganumeorebel fenomens, Semdeg ki aTavsebs mas winaswar gan-
Wvretili da gaTvlili mxatvruli sistemis CarCoSi. konkretuli deta-
li da zogadi gegma wonasworobaSia moyvanili. es, teqnikurad, joisma 
swored dantesgan iswavFla. irlandielma modernistma, romelic tradi-
cias ar ugulvebelhyofda, magram arc brmad misdevda mas, dantesgan 
aiRo is, rac Tanamedrove mwerals SeiZleboda gamodgomoda. joisi-
saTvis umniSvnelo arc is faqti unda yofiliyo, rom dante devnili 
iyo, politikuri mizezebis gamo mSobliuri qalaqidan gaZevebuli, mag-
ram mis mTavar safiqralad Tu sazrunavad mainc florencia rCeboda, 
qalaqi, romlis garyvnilebasa da gadagvarebas igi amxelda – swored 
iseve, rogorc joisi dublinelebSi (am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT ufro 
vrclad ix.: cxvediani 2011: 105-106; Reichert 1997: 56-57). Tumca ciurixSi 
meored cxovrebis periodSi (1915-1919) joiss miaCnda, rom dante, iseve 
rogorc goeTe, damRleli iyo da dantes kiTxvas mzisTvis Tvalis gas-
worebas adarebda. 

5. paraleqtikuri wakiTxva gulisxmobs teqstis aRqmas gansxvave-
buli rakursiT, am SemTxvevaSi joisis teqstebis aRqmas goeTes ro-
manebis prizmaSi. termini `paraleqsi~ literaturaTmcodneobaSi nas-
esxebia astronomiidan da aRniSnavs rogorc erTgvar interpretaciis 
meTods, metapoetur kategorias, aseve TxrobiT strategias. joisi mas 
iyenebs rogorc centralur koncepts da Txrobis iaraRs. magaliTad, 
am TxrobiTi strategiis saSualebiT uliseSi protagonistTa moqmede-
bebs da samyaros, romelSic isini cxovroben, stereoskopuli perspeq-
tiva miesadageba. literaturis kritikosebi am meTods mimarTaven te-
qstebis interteqstualuri analizisas. 

6. epizodis struqtura efuZneba sxvadasxva prozauli stilis imi-
taciebs laTinuridan dawyebuli Tanamedrove slengiT damTavrebuli 
qronologiuri TanmimdevrobiT. joiss frenk bajenisaTvis albaT na-
xevrad xumrobiT miuweria, rom aq blumi spermatozoidia, saavadmyofo 
saSo, eqTani kvercxujredi, xolo stiveni Canasaxi. don gifordisa da 
robert seidmanis azriT, imitaciebis qronologiuri Tanmimdevru-
loba orsulobis metaforaa (Gifford & Seidman 1989: 408). rogorc Cans, 
joisi varaudobda, rom am procesSi ontogenezi (individualuri or-
ganizmis ganviTareba) imeorebs filogenezs (saxeobaTa evoluciur is-
torias). Sesabamisad, xelovanis prozauli stilis Camoyalibebis pro-
cesi imeorebs prozis stilis evolucias literaturis istoriaSi. 

7. daviT weredianis ganmartebiT, yvelaferi, rac ki ama qveynad 
xdeba, erTi substanciis (savaraudod, WeSmaritebis) emanaciaa. roca 
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dafaruli gacxaddeba da miwieri garsisagan ganviZarcvebiT, cad mxo-
lod `siyvaruli agvamaRlebs~, romelic Tavisi arsiT maradqaluria, 
wmindad qaluri sawyisia, ara mamakacuri (goeTe 2017b: 363). 

8. tomas uiliam listeri (1855-1922) – irlandiis erovnuli bib-
lioTekis direqtori 1895-1920 wlebSi. Targmna da ganavrco dunste-
ris goeTes cxovreba (1883). am epizodSi gamarTul kamaTSi goeTes 
Sexedulebani Seqspirze swored am wignidanaa motanili. 

9. `yofna?.. ar yofna?.. sakiTxavi ai es aris./ suldid qmnilebas ra 
Sehferis? is, rom itanjos/ da aitanos mCagrav bedis neStriTa gmirva,/
Tu SeebrZolos mozRvavebul ubedurebas (xazgasma Cemia – i. c.)/ da am 
SebrZolviT mospos igi?.. mospos sicocxle~ (Seqspiri 1986: 391-392).

10. unda aRiniSnos, rom goeTes faustis `valpurgis Rame~ ar 
aris epizodis erTaderTi struqturuli modeli Tu masSi gamoyene-
buli teqnikis wyaro. mkvlevrebi aseve asaxeleben gustav floberis 
wminda antonis cdunebas (1874), gerhard hauptmanis piesas haneles 
cadamaRlebas (1892), henrik ibsenis moCvenebebs (1881), avgust strin-
dbergis moCvenebis sonatas (1907) da sizmareul piesas (1902), leopold 
fon zaxer-mazoxis venera qurqSi-s (1904), riCard fon kraftebingis 
Psycho-pathia Sexualis-s (ix. Gifford & Seidman 1989: 452; Budgen 1972: 252).  
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Joyce and Goethe: “Un noioso funzionario”?

Summary

Key words: Goethe, Joyce, intertextuality, parallax, parallactic reading.

James Joyce regarded Goethe as being in the great writers’ “Holy Trinity” along 
with Dante and Shakespeare. However, his attitude towards the great German author 
seems to be ambivalent. He once noted that Ulysses (than in the planning stages) 
would depict an “Irish Faust”. Later, in 1915, Joyce’s attitude seems to have changed 
– he refers to Goethe as “un noioso funzionario” – as a figure of bourgeois conformity. 
He told Frank Budgen that Faust was an inadequate model for his new hero: “Far 
from being a complete man, he isn’t a man at all. Is he an old man or a young man? 
Where are his home and family? We don’t know. And he can’t be complete because 
he is never alone. Mephistopheles is always hanging round him at his side or heels”.

Compared to other great literary figures like Homer, Dante, and Shakespeare, 
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe appears to play a relatively small role in Joyce’s work. 
Some critics point out that while there are passing references to Goethe in Joyce’s 
fiction and private correspondence, none of Goethe’s specific works seem to have 
served as important models or inspirations for any of Joyce’s, and little of Joyce’s 
technique as a writer seems especially similar to Goethe’s. However, I would argue, A 
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man and Ulysses provide enough material for a more 
systematic comparative study. 

Richard Ellmann argues that Joyce’s “connections with Goethe in Ulysses are 
less overt than the connections with Homer. They are, however, deeply ingrained.” 
Ellmann was by no means the first to highlight the potential in this particular line 
of critical inquiry. In the very year in which Ulysses was published John Middleton 
Murry described “Circe”-Nighttown episode as a kind of ‘Walpurgisnacht’ of Joyce’s 
protagonists. This astute observation seemingly found approval with the author 
himself, as Stuart Gilbert, whom Joyce assisted in writing the first full-length study of 
Ulysses, attempts to illustrate Murry’s parallel there in some detail.
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Joyceans, however, are not alone in identifying connections of this sort between 
Goethe and the Irishman: Germanists, for instance, Barker Fairley, even if only briefly, 
have hinted at possible parallels as well, summarizing Faust as a possible “forerunner 
of Ulysses”. Cyrus Hamlin takes this further, when, with regard to the “encyclopedic” 
quality of Faust, he suggests that “one might look to Joyce’s Ulysses for a similar 
range of styles and diversity of incidents joined together in a thematic or symbolic 
way.” Again, more recently, Donald Riechel has even posed the question whether 
it might be best to read Faust “as an anticipation of Joyce’s art in Ulysses”. Robert 
Weninger offers an intertextual reading of Goethe’s Bildungsroman Wilhelm Meisters 
Lehrjahre — with its extensions Wilhelm Meisters theatralische Sendung and Wilhelm 
Meisters Wanderjahre — and Joyce’s A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916) 
and Ulysses (1922), engaging in literary historical parallax — a parallactic reading 
of the novels’ protagonists Wilhelm Meister and Stephen Dedalus, as regards not just 
their identification with Shakespeare’s Hamlet but also the symbolic connotations 
embedded in their names and mythological pretexts. Derived from astronomy, the 
term parallax designates, transferred to literary history, a narrative stratagem, a 
metapoetical rationale, and an interpretive method. Joyce employs it as a key concept 
and narrative tool in Ulysses to denote a stereoscopic perspective applied to the 
protagonists’ actions and the world they live in. Leopold Bloom thus reflects on it 
and the technique of Ulysses is determined by it. On a higher plane, literary critics, 
too, engage in literary historical parallax whenever they read texts intertextually — as 
exemplified in Weninger’s essay. This approach allows us to shed new light on the 
roles and significance of narrative irony, chance, and paternity in these novels.

M. Keith Booker suggests reading Joyce in the light of Bakhtin’s emphasis on 
the chronotope of prosaic development that informs Goethe’s use of the bildungsroman 
genre, usefully illustrating aspects of Joyce’s work. Bakhtin discusses the genre of the 
bildungsroman in the context of his concept of chronotope. He discovered “Goethe’s 
startling ability to see time in space”, the purely Joycean quality.

In spite of these and other speculative, passing comments by influential critical 
authorities, however, with the exception of one or more specific comparative analyses 
over the years, the field of Goethe-Joyce studies remains largely uncultivated. The 
academy’s reluctance to react to the repeated prompts of major Goethe and Joyce 
scholars owes much to the absence of a far-ranging, expansive, and general context in 
which one might undertake a comparison of the two writers. Therefore, the purpose of 
the present paper is to explore some intertextual connections between the two authors 
as manifested in Ulysses as well as outline some possible contours of the systematic 
comparative study. 
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folkloristika – Tanamedrove kvlevebi / 
Folkloristics – the Modern Researches

marine turaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

andazisa da sityvis masalis konteqsturi kvlevis 
zogierTi sakiTxi

(zepiri istoriebis mixedviT)

zepir istoriebSi, adamianebis cxorebiseuli gamocdilebebis 
monayolSi, mniSvnelovani adgili uWiravs iseT folklorul Jan-
rebs, rogorebicaa: legendebi, Tqmulebebi, andazebi, aforizmebi, 
sityvis masalebi, anekdotebi, ganmartebebi, Selocvebi da a. S. – 
rac Tanamedrove xalxSi folkloris popularobasa da misadmi did 
interesze metyvelebs. 

arqivebSi daculi an leqsikonebSi gamoqveynebuli, konteqsti-
dan gancalkevebuli andazebisa da sityvis masalebis kvlevisas gar-
kveul sirTules vawydebiT. cxadia, rom maTSi alegoriuli mniS-
vneloba konkretul faqtebTan aRar aris dakavSirebuli da mxo-
lod zogadi azri  ikiTxeba, Sesabamisad, Sinaarsis sworad gasage-
bad misi mTlianobaSi gaazrebaa saWiro, ris saukeTeso saSualeba-
sac maTi zepir istoriebSi – teqstSi teqstis – kvleva iZleva.

andazisa da sityvis masalis xalxSi farTo gamoyenebis saki-
TxiT jer kidev eqspediciebSi davinterestiT, radgan Txrobisas 
TiTqmis yvela respodenti (gansakuTrebiT ki asakovani adamiane-
bi) iyenebda maT. mogvianebiT, rodesac Teoriuli masalis Seswavla 
daviwyeT, aRmoCnda, rom am ori mcire Janris konteqsturi kvlevis 
aucileblobis sakiTxze jer kidev 1957 wels yuradReba gaumaxvi-
lebia mkvlevar fiqria zandukels. naSromSi „andazisa da sityvis 
masalis urTierTmimarTebisaTvis~ is wers: „sainteresoa is gare-
moeba, rom zemo imereTSi ver vnaxe vercerTi mTqmeli, romelic 
andazebs sxva JanrTa nimuSebis msgavsad zepirad CamomiTvlida. da 
Tu momeca SemTxveva andazebis dagrovebisa, es mxoloddamxolod 
mTqmelTa garkveul faqtze msjelobis procesSi, maT mierve ana-
logiuri SemTxvevebisaTvis morgebuli andazebis moSveliebis sa-
fuZvelze Seiqmna SesaZlebeli. xSiri iyo iseTi SemTxvevac, roca 
mTqmelebi Cems Txovnaze CamoeTvalaT andazebi, uxerxul mdgo-
mareobaSi aRmoCenilan, Tumca isini saubris dawyebisTanave maT 
(andazebs) Warbadac iyeneben~ (zandukeli 19645: 148-149). cxadia, 
rom andazisa da sityvis masalis xalxSi farTod gamoyeneba dakav-
Sirebulia saubrisas garkveuli azris dasadastureblad an gasam-
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yareblad, amitom maTi swori mniSvneloba ZiriTadad konteqstTan 
mimarTebaSi dgindeba.

naSromSi  warmovadgenT ori mcire  Janris – andazisa da sity-
vis masalis – konteqstur analizs. ratom mainc da mainc am oris? 
vTvliT, rom maTi erTmaneTisagan gamijvna rTulia, vinaidan zog-
jer andazis erTi nawili damoukideblad vrceldeba da sityvis 
masalad iqceva. amasTan, Tu andaza aris xalxis gamocdilebasa da 
dakvirvebaze dafuZnebuli erTwinadadebiani mxatvruli nawar-
moebi, romelsac SegonebiTi xasiaTi aqvs da metaforulad kon-
kretul Sinarss miRma zogad arsze migvaniSnebs, sityvis masala mi-
emarTeba erT konkretul pirs da mas axasiaTebs. 

Tu sakiTxis Seswavlis istorias Tvals gadavavlebT, mraval-
ferovani suraTi warmogvidgeba. am ori mcire JanriT dainteres-
da araerTi mkvlevari. jer kidev 1953 wels gamoqveynebul weril-
Si „Zveli qarTuli werilobiTi cnobebi zepirsityvieri Janrebis 
Sesaxeb~ sainteresod SeniSna profesorma mixeil Ciqovanma, rom 
sityva „igavi~ Zvel qarTul mwerlobaSi xSirad gamoyenebulia mok-
le, samagaliTo moTxrobebis aRmniSvnelad, agreTve, andazisac 
(Ciqovani 1953).

mkvlevari farnaoz erTeliSvili yuradRebas amaxvilebs, er-
Ti mxriv, andazis amosaval mniSvnelobaze, romelic erTi aqvs, me-
ore mxriv – gadataniTze, romelic mravali SeiZleba hqondes. me-
ore mniSvnelobis  mixedviT ki, avtori andazas  igavTan akavSirebs 
da  maT  Soris  gansxvavebad  mxolod  moculoba  miaCnia  (erTeliSvi-
li 1957). andazis Seswavlas aseve sakmaod vrceli gamokvleva mi-
uZRvna profesorma qsenia sixaruliZem (sixaruliZe 1960). 

1964 wels gamoqveynebul xalxuri sibrZnis V tomis Sesaval 
werilSi mkvlevarma l. leJavam sagangebod Seiswavla andaza da 
aRniSnavs, rom am JanrSi asaxulia xalxis yofa da moicavs cxovre-
bis yvela sferos. avtori andazebs alagebs rva jgufad: 1. xalasi 
andazebi, 2. andazuri Tqmebi, 3. aforizmuli gamonaTqvamebi, Sego-
nebani, 4. sityvis masala, 5. igavebi, nakvesebi da Tqmulebebi, 6. cru-
rwmenaze damyarebuli gamonaTqvamebi, adaT-Cvevebis gamomxatve-
li Tqmebi, 7. dalocvisa da dawyevlis formulebi da 8. xalxuri 
leqsebis calkeuli taepebi da mTeli strofebic (leJava 1964). 
vfiqrobT, andazis narTauli bunebidan gamomdinare, amgvari daj-
gufeba garkveul sirTuleebTanaa dakavSirebuli.

profesorma fiqria zandukelma sagangebod Seiswavla andazi-
sa da sityvis masalis urTierTmimarTebis sakiTxi da aRniSna, 
rom maT mraval msgavsebasTan erTad mkveTrad ganmasxvavebeli 
niSnebic aqvs. esenia: andaza dasrulebuli winadadebaa, sityvis 
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masala winadadebis nawili; andazisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia or da 
iSviaTad metwevrianoba, sityvis masalisTvis – mxolod erTwevri-
anoba; andaza mxatvruli azrovnebis uSualo, pirveladi Sedegia, 
xolo sityvis masala – meoreuli. amasTan, mkvlevari saTanado 
analizis safuZvelze gamoyofs andazis xuT specifikur niSans: 
narTaulobas, zogadobas, zneobriv-moralur Sinaarss, musikalu-
roba-melodiurobasa da Sesrulebis wesis Taviseburebas (zandu-
keli 1964). swored am viTarebas mivaqcieT yuradReba, radgan vfiq-
robT, rom andazis, aseve sityvis masalis SeswavlaSi konteqstis 
gaTvaliswineba umniSvnelovanesia. 

mcire Janrebs aseve sagangebod Seiswavlis mkvlevari gizo 
WeliZe da maT Tvisobrivi erTobis specifikur niSnebad miaCnia: 
lakonizmi, frazis eqspresiuloba, kompoziciuri erTplanianoba 
da poeturi SekumSuloba. mcire Janrebze msjelobisas igi, aseve, 
sagangebod gamoyofs maT or saxeobas: 1. liro-epikurs, rogorebi-
caa: nakvesi, epitafia, fici, Selocva da a. S. da 2. narTauls, meta-
foruls,  rogorebicaa: andaza, gamocana, aforizmi, sityvis masa-
la, zma, igavi (WeliZe 1984).

prof. Teimuraz qurdovaniZe yuradRebas amaxvilebs andaza-
Si mocemul dapirispirebul arsTa wyvilsa da am dapirispire-
bis Sedegis saxeobrivad gamoxatul azrze. mkvlevari Tvlis, rom 
andazebis warmoSobis wyaro, garda realuri cxovrebidan miRe-
buli STabeWdilebebisa, aris rogorc zepirsityvieri, aseve, li-
teraturuli Txzulebebi (qurdovaniZe 2001). mkvlevarma levan 
bregaZem sagangebod Seiswavla TbilisSi 1881-1913 wlebSi rusul-
enovan gamocemaSi – „Сборник материалов для описания местностей и пле-
мен Кавказа” – gamoqynebuli andazebi da vrceli gamokvleva miuZR-
vna (bregaZe 2020). 

andazebis gamoqveyneba jer kidev XIX saukuneSi daiwyo. isini 
pirvelad d. CubinaSvilma gamoaqveyna 1846 wels gamocemul „qar-
Tul   qrestomaTiaSi~  (CubinaSvili  1846).  xolo  1876  wels   qarTu-
li xalxuri andazebi wignad gamosca petre umikaSvilma (umikaSvi-
li 1876). kvlevaSi SedarebisaTvis gamoviyeneT andazebisa da sity-
vis masalebis ori akademiuri gamocema: `xalxuri sibrZnis~ V to-
mi da petre umikaSvilis `xalxuri sityvierebis~ II tomi. meoreuli 
da komparativistuli analizis meTodebiT zepiri istoriebidan 
moZiebuli teqstebi SevadareT krebulebSi gamoqveynebul da gamo-
uqveynebel saarqivo masalas, risTvisac visargebleT qarTuli 
folkloris monacemTa baziT (ix., http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/). 
rac Seexeba zepir istoriebSi gamoqveynebul sakvlev masalebs, er-
Ti mxriv, visargebleT 2011 gamocemuli krebuliT `aTaswleuli 

http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/
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interierSi~; meore mxriv, Cven mier 2009 wels ganxorcielebuli 
eqspediicis farglebSi Cawerili videomasalebiT, romlebic da-
arqivebulia SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literaturis 
institutis folkloris arqivSi SifriT fa1k1 da, mesame mxriv, 
gamouqveynebeli interviuebiT. 

ra aris andaza? andaza aris dasadastureblad gamoyenebuli 
ritmulad awyobili zogadi xasiaTis erTwinadadebiani mxatvru-
li nawarmoebi, romelSic didaqtikuri Sinaarsi miniSnebiTaa 
gadmocemuli. amasTan, zepiri istoriis meTodiT Cawerili masa-
lis Seswavla sayuradRebo aRmoCda im TvalsazrisiT, rom saSu-
aleba mogveca mas konteqsSi davkvirvebodiT, rac, rogorc zemoT 
aRvniSneT, kvlevis TvalsazrisiT siaxlea. ar veTanxmebiT mosaz-
rebas, rom andazas gaqvavebuli forma aqvs, radgan zepir istori-
ebSi misi Seswavla mis variaciulobaze metyvelebs.

kvlevisasas zepir istoriebSi sxvadasxva Tematikisa da Si-
naarisis andazebi moviZieT. gansakuTrebuli variantulobiT ga-
moirCeva ilia buxaCauris naTqvami andaza, romelsac bevri varian-
ti aqvs: „yvavi yvavs dacinoda, zagari sad miiReo~. konteqstidan 
naTlad Cans, rom es andaza gamoxatavs  msgavs  situaciaSi  myofi  
ori adamianis  mdgomareobas  maSin,  roca  erTi  meores  SeniSvnas  aZ-
levs: „– ra mogivida biWo saxezeo? – ra vici-meTqi, ra vici, tank-
ma gaisrola da damewva-meTqi. – mere, Se ubeduro, ra gacinebso?! – 
ra vici, mecineba-meTqi. gana mindoda sicili, TavisiT mecineboda. 
meravi, im momentSi ra, ro movdiodi. – ra gacinebs, wadi, moSordi 
aqedano! ra gacinebs, sasaciloda gaqvs saqme, Caixede sarkeSi, ras 
gavxaro. arada, Cemze uaresad is iyo kidev. yvavi yvavs dacinoda, 
zagari  sad miiReo. egeTi raRac iyo~ (buxaCauri 2009; fa1k1em001vf016 
– 47:32-47:58 wT). aRniSnuli andazis sami variantia gamoqveynebu-
li „xalxur sibrZneSi”: „yvavma yvavs wasZaxa: hai, Se yrantalao~, 
„yvavma yvavs dascina: „yrintio” da „yvavma yvavs uTxra: ai, Se kud-
sklintianoo!~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 183). misi erTi umniSvnelod 
gansxvavebuli varianti, aseve, gamocemulia petre umikaSvilTanac: 
„yvavma yvavs uTxra, iqiT miiwi, Se sklintianovo~ (umikaSvili 1964: 
260). folkloris arqivis monacemTan bazaze dayrdnobiT moviZies 
saanalizo andazis sami gamouqveynebeli saarqivo variantic. ori 
maTgani daculia petre umikaSvilis koleqciaSi, orives Camweri 
aris efrem goZiaSvili, magram sxvadasxva dros: „yvavma yvavs uTxra: 
iqiT miiwive, Se skintianovo~ (fauf1943 gv16-16 – ID 24966) da „yvavma 
yvavs uTxra: «iqiT miiwi Se skintianoo»“ (fauf2919 gv24-12 – ID 27793, 
gremisxevi). saanalizo andazis kidev erTi varianti Cawerilia 1963 
wels abrolauris raionSi, sofel irSi qitiaSvili eTeris mier: 
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„yvavma yvavs wasZaxa: Se yvanClianoo!~ (fai159 gv200-8 – ID 32184), xolo 
meore zustad identuri teqsti – 1957 wels imave adgilze vinme angi 
gagniZis mier (fak161 gv378-13 – ID 32452).

erTdroulad ori andaza zusti interpretaciiT aqvs gamo-
yenebuli marTiko xaxutaSvils Tavis zepir istoriaSi: „Zili mqon-
da uyveduri, man gamxada ubedurio~ da „diliT amdgoms uxarodes, 
gvian mosadileao~ – romlebsac mas bebia eubneba: „Tavze mevlebo-
da babo. diliT ar maRviZebda, wavidoda, imuSavebda da rom movi-
doda, metyoda: – gogo, gaiRviZe gogo! – mere dajdeboda da pursa 
Wamda, – Zili mqonda uyveduri, man gamxada ubedurio. – egre ityo-
da xolme, xan simReriT ityoda, – diliT amdgoms uxarodes, gvian 
mosadilesao~ (xaxutaSvili 2011). pirveli andazis gansxvavebuli 
varianti gamoqveynebulia, erTi mxriv, „xalxur sibrZneSi~: „Zili 
mqonda uyveduri, Tavi mqonda ubedurio~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 
205) da zustad igive versia Cawerilia sulxan qeTelauris mier 
TeTrwylebSi vinme pavle ianvaraSvilisagan 1961 wels. rac Seexeba 
meore andazas, misi identuri varianti 1930 wels Cauweria vinme 
m.iaSvils axalcixeSi (faa05618 – ID 6736), xolo gansxvavebuli ver-
sia gamoqveynebulia „xalxur sibrZneSi~, sadac sityva „mosadile~ 
Canacvlebulia „moxadileTi~: „adre amdgoms uxarodes, gvian moxa-
dilesao~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 22). iqve Semdgenels es sityva gan-
martebuli aqvs Semdegnairad: „moxadile – vinc xadilobs, vinc xa-
dils ixdiso~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 526).

andazis: „kaci Tavis beds ver gaqcevao~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 
60) – formiT gansxvavebul, magram SinaarsiT msgavss iyenebs ilia 
buxaCauri saubrisas: „ro gaqvs, es imas ki ar niSnavs, ro waxvide da 
wyals gaatano. xoda, ra vici, amaT Tavis saqmisa TviTon ician. yo-
vel SemTxvevaSi Cven Tavs davicavT ra. mosaxdeni mainc moxdeba~ 
(buxaCauri 2009; fa1k1em001vf016 – 33:15-33:27 wT). konteqsti cxad-
yofs, rom respodentma es andaza gamoiyena im mniSvnelobiT, rom 
rac ar unda moindomos adamianma, mosaxdens mainc ver aicilebs.

variantulobiT gamoirCeva aniko xarebaSvilis mier naTqvami 
andaza: „sawyali adamianis mSveleli RmerTi ario~ – romlis kon-
teqsti aseTia: „mere avdeqi da sanam Cemi Svili Camovidoda, mezo-
bels vuTxari: – eseTi sizmari vnaxe da rogor moviqce, rogor wa-
vide salocavis karze, roca arc fqvili maqvs, arc Rvino. orad ori 
qaTami  myavs  da  marto  imiTi  rogor  wavide-meTqi.  –  esenic,   Cemma 
dam kruxi damisva da marto es oriRa – dedal-mamali gavzarde. es 
im qalis qmarma gaigo da cols uTxra: – Tamar, gaavse erTi vedra 
fqviliT da anikos gaataneo. ai, naTqvamia: sawyali adamianis mSve-
leli RmerTi ario (aTaswleuli interierSi 2011: 243). aRniSnuli 
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andazis sami varianti gamoqveynebulia „xalxuri sibrZnis~ Tematur 
jgufSi: „sawyal kacs RmerTi ar dakargavso”, „sawyal kacs RmerTi 
wyalobso~ da „sawyali kacis nugeSi RmerTiao~ (xalxuri sibrZne 
1965: 266). amave Tematur jgufSia gamoqveynebuli: „kacs sadac 
mteri hyavs, iq mokeTec hyavso~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 257) – ro-
melic amave respodentma pirveli piris formiT Caanacvla: „erTi 
momagrebuli agronomi gvyavda. SildaSi ki cxovrobda, magram sxva 
mxridan iyo. iman gamafrTxila: – rac ar unda giTxran, xeli araf-
riT moaweroo. naTqvamia: saca mteri gyavs, iq mokeTeca gyavso. ar 
movawere da ar movawere xeli. miuxedavad imisa, rom maZalebdnen. 
rogorc damariges, ise vuTxari~ (aTaswleuli interierSi 2011: 253).

obloba adamianis cxovrebis erT-erTi tragikuli movlenaa 
da, ra Tqma unda, arc am TemasTan dakavSirebuli andaza darCa res-
podentTa yuradRebis miRma. zina stefaniSvili yveba: „Zalian gvi-
Wirda, ro deda ara gvyavda. ro patarebi davrCiT Zalian. mamam ro 
moiyvana dedinacvali, ra Tqma unda, deda ro dedinacvalia, mamac 
maminacvaliao.  dedinacvali,  ra Tqma unda, Tavis  SvilebisTvis uf-
ro iyo gadaweuli, vinem Cvensken~ (stefaniSvili 2009; fa1k1em-
001vf015 – 01:30-01:59 wT). SevecadeT, mogveZebna aRniSnuli anda-
zis varianti, Tumca zusti Sesatyvisi ver vipoveT verc gamoqveyne-
bul da verc saarqivo masalaSi. „xalxur sibrZneSi~ gamoqveynebuli 
yvelaze miaxloebuli versia ase JRers: „dedinacvali dedobas ver 
izamso~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 60). amave Temas  exeba  manana (cico) ga-
zaevac.  is  ambobs: „oTxi-xuTi Tvisa  vyofilvar,  gurjaanis  saavad-
myofoSi movxvedrilvar. gaciebuli viyavi Turme da cocxal-
mkvdari mimiyvanes. dedinacvals ra enaRvleboda, Tavisi sakuTari 
moukvda da me didad ar vWirdebodi. albaT, ase gadamxada, rom 
gavciebuliyavi da movmkvdariyavi. ase davaaddi. dRemde bronqiti 
maqvs qronikuli. albaT, raRac Zala arsebobs – obols Tavis ange-
lozi hyavs mfarveli, dedinacvlis jibrze macocxlebs~ (gazaeva 
2011). es andaza gamoqveynebulia „xalxur sibrZneSic~ (xalxuri si-
brZne 1965: 262), petre umikaSvilTanac umikaSvili 1964: 245) da qa-
rTuli folkloris monacemTa bazaSic (faa06789 – ID 9185) Tumca 
yvelgan  „angelozis~ nacvlad  „RmerTia~ gamoyenebuli:  „oblis ma-
ma RmerTiao~.

Cveni yuradReba gansakuTrebulad miiqcia yvelaze patara 
respodentma, 13 wlis giorgi kviJinaZem, romelic yveba Tavisi 
muyaiTobis Sesaxeb da iqve urTavs mamis darigebas: „me yovel dRe 
bevrs vmuSaob baRSi. yvelafers movla unda. rasac mouvli, yvela-
feri  kargia.  mamaCemi  sul meubneba,  ro  viRlebi  xolme,  bevri  of-
li gamdis xolme da mamaCemi sul meubneba, ro: – ofli visac gasdi-
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so, imas bevri fuli aaqo da visac ara kide, is mSieri ario. su yovel 
dRe ai, su vmuSaobT~ (kviJinaZe 2009; fa1k1em001vf024 – 40:14-40:28 
wT). Cven am naTqvamis zusti Sesatyvisi andaza ver vipoveT, magram, 
vfiqrobT, misi varianti unda iyos „xalxur sibrZneSi~ Tematur 
jgufSi „aforizmuli gamonaTqvamebi, Tqmebi~ gamoqveynebuli ori 
teqsti: „vinc ar Sromobs, arc Wams~ da „vinc Sromobs, qoneba ima-
sa aqvso~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 248). aseve, Sinaarsoblivad mas-
Tan axlosaa Semdegi oTxi andaza: „vinc ar gairjeba, pursac ver 
miwvdebao~, „vinc aikida godori, iman SeWama kotori~, „TiTon avwev 
godorsao, TiTon avhkmeW kotorsao~ da „aswie godorsao, dah-
kmiWe kotorsao~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 73). meore andazis zusti 
Sesatyvisi  aseve  gamoqveynebulia qarTuli  folkloris monacem-
Ta bazaSi da misi mTqmelia vinme mesxi (fav2/1 132-163 – ID 14643).

qarTuli folkloris monacemTa bazaSi aleqsandre kantro-
Svilis mier saubrisas gamoyenebuli interpretirebuli cnobili 
andazis  sami varianti  aRmoCnda.  respodenti  ambobs:  „mecineba  ara-
swor organizaciur politikaze. ras miqvia pozicia? vin ari opozi-
cia? is miiyvane, daisvi, kaco, kaci rom cuds getyvis gaige, gety-
vis aSaveb, is Seni is ari, moyvare, moyvarea. is ari saSiSi, ai vinc...~ 
(kantroSvili 2009; fa1k1em001vf007 – 23:22-23:34 wT). ra Tqma un-
da, mkiTxveli erTi SexedviTve mixvdeba, rom aq cnobili andaza: 
„moyvares  pirSi  uZraxe,  mters –  pirs  ukanao~ –  igulisxmeba,  rom-
lis meore  varianticaa  gamoqveynebuli: „mokeTem pirSi uTxra, mter-
ma ukan uZraxao~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 125). sainteresoa am andazis 
saarqivo variantebic. yvelaze Zveli g. arjevaniZis mier Cawerili 
versia ganTavsebulia e.w. arqaul fondSi da miuxedavad imisa, rom 
TariRi cnobili araa, koleqciis mixedviT vadgenT, rom Cawerili 
unda iyos 1930-1959 wlebSi: „moyvares pirSi uZraxven da mters pirs 
ukanao~ (faa06728 – ID 8395). aseve uTariRoa meore teqstic: „mters 
ukan uzraxven da moyvares pirSio~(fav2/2 gv79-16 – ID 13792), romlis 
TariRis dadgenac aseve koleqciis mixedviT SegviZlia, radgan is 
ganTavsebulia me-20 saukunis 30-70-ian wlebSi ganxorcielebuli 
samivlinebo muSaobis Sedegad Sekrebil masalebSi, e. w. varlam ma-
caberiZis saxelobis fondSi. rac Seexeba mesame, Semoklebul va-
riants, is Cawerilia 1964 wels  nanikaSvili  naTelas mier: „moyva-
res pirSi uZraxe~ (fas229 gv87-1 – ID 1908).

Zalian tragikuli biografiis mqone – qmari avariaSi daeRu-
pa da dedam Tavi moikla – axalgazrda respodenti srulad logi-
kurad iyenebs cnobil andazas: „ar vici kidev rogor gavuZeli 
dedaCemis aseT mdgomareobaSi danaxvas, imitom rom deda CemTvis 
yvelaferi iyo... rom Camovidodi xolme Tbilisidan... Cavuwvebodi 
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xolme sawolSi da ese erTad Caxveulebi viyaviT. ese vWukWukeb-
diT xolme, vsaubrobdiT. deda CemTvis yvelaferi iyo. miT umetes 
Cemi meuRlis mere kidev ufro metad uaxloesi adamiani gaxda. is 
mamagrebda me, rom me unda gamezarda Svilebi da ar unda mefiqra, 
razec vfiqrobdi. ver veubnebodi, magram xvdeboda, rom dRiTidRe 
cudad vxdebodi da aRac fizikurad SemeZlo da aRarc sulierad, 
ver vumklavdebodi amxela tragedias. ar vici, kidev rogor gadav-
rCi da naTqvamia, rom ufali Wirs Tu aZlevs adamians, gaZlebasac 
aZlevso da, albaT, eg damexmara maSin. ar vicodi magdeni, 25 wlis  
viyavi~ (mWedliSvili  2009; fa1k1em001vf013 – 01:21:43-01:22:03 wT). 
misi variantebi gamoqveynebulia „xalxur sibrZnesa~: „kacs imde-
ni Wiri unda miadges, ramdensac aitanso~ da „RmerTma imTveni gan-
sacdeli nu miayenos kacs, ramTvensac aitanso~ (xalxuri sibrZne 
1965: 104) da petre umikaSvilis „xalxur sityvierebaSi~: „kacs imde-
ni Wiri nu miadges, ramdensac ixdiso~ (umikaSvili 1964: 237), romlis 
sapasporto informacias advilad vadgenT qarTuli folkloris 
monacemTa bazidan. teqsti Cawerilia 1888 wels efrem goZiaSvilis 
mier (fauf1943 gv8-11 – ID 24833).

qarTvelebisTvis stumarmaspinZloba erT-erTi mniSvnelo-
vani tradiciaa. aleqsandra kvaracxelia stumars baraqas uwodebs: 
„axla Cems ojaxs patara ferma aqvs: oTxi Zroxa, oTxi deda Rori, 
qaTmebi... ferma erT dangreul nagebobaSi movawyeT, Cvens korpus-
Tan axlos. aivnidan vxedavT kidec. ukve TiTqmis Zveleburadac 
SemiZlia stumris miReba, elarjiTac gavumaspinZldebi da WviS-
tariTac. stumari baraqaa ojaxSi, miyvars stumari. sakuTarma me-
urneobam meti rwmena mogvca, kacma guli arasodes ar unda gaitexos~ 
(kvaracxelia 2011). am gamonaTqvamis vrceli andaza gamoqveyne-
bulia  qarTuli   folkloris  monacemTa  bazaSi:  „stumari  mova  da 
wava, saxlsa baraqa eqneba~ (fak174 gv108-5 – ID 19422), romelic Cawe-
rilia 1962 wels dedofliswyaroSi vinme a. wiklaurisagan i. Jami-
aSvilis mier. vfiqrobT, am andazasTan Sinaarsobrivad axlosaa 
„xalxur sibrZneSi~ `aforizmuli gamonaTqvamebi, Tqmebis~ Tematur 
jgufSi  gamoqveynebuli ori teqsti: „stumari RvTisaa~  da „stuma-
ri ZaRlic ar gaigdeba gareTo~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 269). 

rac Seexeba sityvis masalas, rogorc dasawyisSi aRvniSneT, is 
formiTa da SinaarsiT Zalian axlosaa andazasTan, misi monaTesave 
Janria. Tu andaza dasrulebuli winadadebaa, sityvis masala misi 
nawilia. mas moswrebul sityvasac uwodeben. naSromSi „andazisa da 
sityvis masalis urTierTobisaTvis~ mkvlevari fiqria zandukeli 
am ori Janris urTierTmimarTebisas maT Soris gansxvavebebs saTa-
nado magaliTebis moxmobiT warmoaCens. mkvlevari pirvel gan-
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masxvavebel niSnad maT formalur aRnagobas gamoyofs (andaza 
dasrulebuli winadadebaa, sityvis masala – winadadebis nawili); 
meore ganmasxvavebeli niSani ki maTSi logikur wevrTa sxvadasxva 
raodenobaa (andazisTvis damaxasiaTebelia or da iSviaT SemTxve-
vaSi metwevrianoba, xolo sityvis masalisTvis – erTwevrianoba); 
maT Soris aris mesame ganmasxvavebeli niSanic – sityvis masala 
moklebulia dasrulebul msjeloba-daskvnis unars, magram gadak-
vriT migvaniSnebs zogad mniSvnelobaze (zandukeli 1964). 

Cven mier damuSavebul zepir istoriebSi, ra Tqma unda, ro-
gorc  mosalodneli  iyo,  moviZieT  sityvis  masalebic.   magaliTad: 
„ra dagidia, ras eZeb?~ saanalizo moswrebuli Tqma konteqstSi 
aniko xarebaSvils amgvarad aqvs gamoyenebuli: „CemiT momyavs co-
ta xaxvi, cota niori, cot-cota yvelaferi. exlac baRCaSi viyavi, 
mwvanili medga, burburebda. vedro da dana wamoviRe, davkrefav da 
vWamT-meTqi,  magram  ra  dagidia,  ras  eZeb?  ise  mouWamia   saqonels, 
sul Zirianad aris amoTxrili” (aTaswleuli interierSi 2011: 251-
252). saanalizo sityvis masala aseve gamoqveynebulia „xalxur sibr-
Znis Tematur jgufSi~ „sityvis masala da frazeologiia~, magram 
iq „dadebis~ nacvlad sityva „dagikargavs” aris gamoyenebuli: „ra 
dagikargavs, ras eZeb?~ (xalxuri sibrZne 1965: 296). 

„airia monasteri!~ – es sityvis masala zustad ise aqvs gamo-
yenebuli naTela agirbas, rogorc is „xalxur sibrZneSia” (xalxu-
ri sibrZne 1965: 296) gamoqveynebuli da konteqstis amgvarive aRq-
mis saSualebas gvaZlevs. „iciT, afxazeTi raRacnairad danawilda: 
iqedan – ruseTi, aqedan – oseTi, iqeT – CeCneTi, aqedan – somxebi da, 
rom ityvian,  airia monasteri. vin ras akeTebda, vin ra gaZarcva da 
vin ra dakarga, pasuxs veravis mosTxov am dros~. 

amrigad, gaanalizebulma masalam cxadyo, rom andaza da sity-
vis masala xalxSi farTod gamoiyeneba saubrisas garkveuli azris 
dasadastureblad an gasamyareblad, konteqstSi maTma Seswavlam 
ki saSualeba mogvca, swori Sinaarsi dagvedgina. zepir istoriebSi 
moZiebuli da SedarebiTi analizis meTodiT damuSavebuli anda-
zebi da sityvis masalebi Sinaarsobrivadac saintereso aRmoCnda. 
respondentebma socialur, kulturul, religiur da folosofi-
ur sakiTxebze saubarSi CarTes sworad SerCeuli andaza an sityvis 
masala. amasTan, gamoikveTa am Janrebis variantebis simravlec. 
ramdenime magaliTis garda, romlebic Sinaarsobrivad miaxloebul 
teqstebs SevudareT, dadginda TiTqmis yvela moxmobili nimuSis 
zusti Sesatyvisi. gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovani iyo gamouqveyne-
bel saarqivo teqstebTan maTi ganxilva. 

andazisa da sityvis masalis konteqsturi kvlevis zogierTi sakiTxi
(zepiri istoriebis mixedviT)



310

moZiebuli da damuSavebuli masala cxadyofs, rom dResac 
coocxalia da Tanamedrove xalxis yofasTan mWidrodaa dakav-
Sirebuli folkloris iseTi mcire, magram mniSvnelovani Janrebi, 
rogorebicaa: andazebi da sityvis masalebi – rac maT dRevandel 
aqtualurobaze mianiSnebs. 
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(SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literaturis institutis folkloris 
arqivi: saarqivo kodi fa1k1).

sasargeblo bmulebi
Kartuli Polk’loris Monatsemta Baza: http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/ (qarTuli folkloris 

monacemTa baza: http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/).

Marine Turashvili
(Georgia)

Some Issues of Contextual Research of Proverbs and Traditional Sayings 
(According to the Oral Histories)

Summary

Key words:  Proverbs, Traditional Sayings, Oral Histories, Contextual Re-
search, Archive Materials.

In oral histories important place is occupied by folklore genres such as leg-
ends, oral traditions, proverbs, aphorisms, traditional sayings, anecdotes, explana-
tions, charms and so on-that are very popular among contemporary population who 
reveal great interest to them up today. During the research of the proverbs and tradi-
tional sayings we confront with certain problems as their allegorical meaning is not 
connected to a certain fact, accordingly for making sense of them it is necessary to 
investigate them in the context. Such opportunity was given in the oral histories. The 
topic of investigation of proverbs and traditional sayings became our aim during field-
work when we discovered that population used it wide scale, especially aged people. 
Later when we started the study of the theoretical material on this topic we discovered 
that the problem was brought forward still in 1957 by folklorist Pikria Zandukeli. 
She marked that during fieldwork in Upper Imereti she could not find a narrator who 
managed to make a list of proverbs alike samples of other genres, though she had a 
chance to collect them when the narrator used them during narration for strengthen-
ing the  facts throughout  story telling. Hence it is clear that people used proverbs and 
traditional sayings for confirming and turning stronger their opinion in the context 
(Zandukeli 1964: 148-149). If we look through the history of inestigation of proverbs 
we can discover diversity of researches. In 1953 prof. M. Chikovani in old Georgian 
literature discovered that the word “Proverb” was used in the meaning of “a short 
story” too. Parnaoz Ertelishvili took attention to the figurative meaning of proverbs 
(1957). On the problem of proverb a broad  investigation  was  made  by  prof. Ksenia  
sikharulidze (1960 ).

andazisa da sityvis masalis konteqsturi kvlevis zogierTi sakiTxi
(zepiri istoriebis mixedviT)

http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/
http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/
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 In the Vth volume of the “Folk Wisdom” published in 1964 scientist L. Lejha-
va divided proverbs into 8 groups: 1. Simple proverbs; 2. Proverbial expressions; 3 
Aphorisms; 4. Proverbs; 5. Parables; 6. Proverbial sayings; 7. Blessing and cursing 
formulae; 8. Separate strophes from folk poetry. 

Presented investigation gives the contextual analysis of proverbs and tradition-
al sayings. Why these two? We think that it is difficult to mark out the boundaries of 
them as sometimes one part of a proverb is spread independently and is transformed 
into traditional saying. A proverb is a simple, one-sentence saying expressing per-
ceived truth based on common sense or experience. If we run over the history of the 
topic we will have various pictures. That was the object of investigation of many sci-
entists. Publication of proverbs started in XIX century. The first publication of prov-
erbs is dated to 1846 in “Chrestomathy of Georgian Literature” by D. Chubinashvili. 
In 1876 P. Umikashvili published the collection of the Georgian proverbs. Presented 
investigation is based on the following academic publications: Folk Wisdom IV and 
Folk Literature II by P. Umikashvili. The texts for the comparative analysis were 
compared to the published materials and  unpublished ones kept in the Data Base 
http://www.folktreasury.ge/ARPA/. Materials of the oral history were used from the 
collection of “Millennium in Interior” (2011) and video recordings of the folklore ex-
pedition (2009) kept in the Folklore Archive of Shota Rustaveli Institute of Georgian 
Literature (Cipher FA1K1). The investigation includes published interviews, too. For 
the quantity of the material it was not possible to present the whole data, though wide 
chapter will be published in the doctoral dissertation. As we see the material recorded 
from the oral histories is significant from the point of view of observing the proverbs 
in the context, the method of investigation is novelty. We don’t share the opinion that 
a proverb has a petrified form, investigating them in the oral histories we see that they 
are varied. Traditional sayings are part of them and are often called witticisms. In her 
investigation “On the Relationship Between Proverbs and Traditional Sayings” Pikria 
Zandukeli considers that a proverb is a complete sentence and the traditional saying 
is its part. Other difference between them is that a proverb is multinumbered logi-
cally, while a traditional saying is one-numbered. The third difference is following-
traditional saying is lacking complete skill of discussion. Investigation revealed that 
proverb and traditional saying is widely used in conversation for turning stronger and 
firmer a certain idea, opinion (Zandukeli 1964).

Folklorist G. Chelidze took attention to the specific feautures of proverbs: 
laconicism, expressiveness and one planess. Scientist T. Kurdovanidze marked out 
oppositional pairs in proverbs. Scientist L. Bregadze studied the Georgian proverbs 
published in 1881-1913 and dedicated a broad research to them. 

Respodents talking on social, cultural, traditional, religious and philosophi-
cal topics used correctly corresponding proverbs and traditional sayings. There was 
also revealed variational diversity. Thus the material under investigation showed that 
proverbs and traditional sayings are closely connected to the way of life up today not 
losing topicality.
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Gubaz Letodiani
(Georgia)

Structural- Narratological Study of Modern Free Verse: 
Comparative Analysis of Besik Kharanauli’s and Charles Bukowski’s 

Poems1

The work is devoted to the structural- narratological research of free verse in 
the texsts of Charles Bukowski (1920-1994) and Besik Kharanauli (1939-...). A large 
part of the work of the two mentioned poets is genre-wise (in this case, the genre is 
understood as an internal literary context) free verse, which shows the following main 
characteristics: it does not have a metric, rhyme appears sporadically, the lines are 
unordered.

The history of free verse begins with the French Symbolists of the nineteenth 
century, spreads to the United States and is revealed in the poetry of Walt Whitman. At 
the beginning of the twentieth century, modernists, Ezra Pound, T.S. Eliot and other 
authors often wrote free verse. In this regard, Paolo Iashvili’s “Europe”, Galaktion 
Tabidze’s “Rustle of Curtains” and later Shota Chantladze’s poetry are noteworthy 
works in Georgian literature. It seems that in the first half of the 20th century Georgian 
authors did not/could not sympathize with this genre, because it was subject to a kind 
of censorship (it was considered a western, bourgeois manifestation). In 1977-1978 a 
newspaper polemic was held between Shota Nishnianidze and Mamuka Tsiklauri on 
the issue of whether free verse was poetry or not. However, the main thing is that the 
authors did not give up on this genre. 

It is important to note the socio-cultural or political context in which the poetry 
of Bukowski and Kharanauli was created and is being created. It will not be possible 
to discuss Besik Kharanauli’s work in the early years from the point of view of 
postmodernism, since the mentioned literary direction was not established in Georgia 
at that time. Later, mainly in the work of the 2000s, the corresponding characteristics, 
text-pallipsest, metatext, allusion, etc. are clearly revealed. (It is enough to name the 
following texts: “The Book of Amba Bessarion”; “Two Sheets of Heaven and Earth”, 
“Three Hundred Knights Riding a Mule’’ and others) Bukowski’s poetry is considered 
postmodern and a representative of the counterculture of the beat generation. The 
introduction to the book, which features interviews with Bukowski, talks about 
the 30-year gap between Bukowski’s public appearance: “These thirty years span 

1 The research was conducted With the support of the Shota Rustaveli National Science Founda-
tion of Georgia (Grant Agreement No. PHDF-19-2174 “Structural- Narratological Study of Modern 
Verlibre: Comparative Analysis of Besik Kharanauli’s and Charles Bukowski’s Texts”) within the 
framework of a doctoral research grant.
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a cataclysmic period not only in Bukowski’s transformation, but also American 
cultural and political life. […] war in Vietnam, civil rights movement, assassinations 
of John F. Kennedy, Martin Luther King Jr and Robert Kennedy, moon landing, 
Woodstock, psychedelia, LSD, marijuana, sexual revolution, student revolt, women’s 
liberation[…]” (Calonne 2003: vii) Georgia of that time cannot be distinguished by 
similar cultural revolutions and historical vicissitudes. An important factor is that 
during the mentioned 30-year interval, capitalism has developed in the United States, 
while Georgia is a member of the Communist Soviet Union. Despite these different 
contexts, both poets are often interested in similar themes, as well as in narrative 
forms, narrative style and technique.

The topicality of the research is conditioned by the structural-narratological 
analysis of the works of the mentioned authors, - the Georgian free verse was not 
considered in terms of these specific methods. A structure is a model, in contrast to 
a text, it is characterized by more systematicity, - “the text is confronted not by a 
single abstract structure-model, but by hierarchies of structures, which are organized 
according to the increase in the degree of abstraction” (Lotman 2013-2014: 92). 
Yurii Lotman’s opinion is a kind of obstacle for free verse as a “rejector” for research 
using the structuralist method. Especially since Thomas Stearns Eliot characterizes 
it as follows: “Vers libre has not even the excuse of a polemic; it is a battle-cry of 
freedom, and there is no freedom in Art. And as the so-called vers libre, which is 
good is anything but ‘free’, it can better be defended under some other label. […] If 
vers libre is a genuine verse-form it will have a positive definition. And I can define it 
only in negatives: (1) absence of pattern, (2) absence of rhyme, (3) absence of meter.” 
(Elliot 1917: 518) Nevertheless, Vers libre is no longer a “cry” for the second half of 
the twentieth century, but a widespread literary genre. That is why it is interesting to 
observe what kind of structural or narrative properties it exhibits.

The aim of the paper is to understand the poetry of Georgian and American 
authors with the help of modern literary methods, to separate their narratological and 
structural characteristics, to determine their specificity and significance.

As a result, two poetic samples are considered with emphasis: “A Smile To 
Remember “ and “Put out the potatoes”.

The main research questions are:
• What characteristics do these two poems have (structure, plot)?
• How is the author’s, narrator’s instance perceived?
• What kind of temporal presentation do we see in these mentioned poems?
• Is the structural-narrative model of poems related to postmodernism or not?
Narratology, as a text research method, emerged together with structuralism, 

the categories of modern narratology were formed under the influence of Russian 
theoretical schools, as well as the works of Bakhtin and Propp . The term “narratology 
“ is worn out. It belongs to Tzvetan Tedorov. Also like Gerard Genette notes, “modern 
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narrative analysis began (with Prop ) with studies that concerned the story ...” (Genette 
1988b:15)

It was important to use the following sources for the research: Gerard Genette 
“narrative discourse “; Gerard Genette “narrative discourse revisited”; Monika 
Fludernik “An Introduction to Narratology”; Paul Ricoeur “Time and Narrative: 
Volume 3” (especially chapter 5: Fiction and Its Imaginative Variations on Time); 
Linda Hutcheon “A Poetics of Postmodernism.” “Theory in to poetry New aaproaches 
to the lyric” - Edited by Eva Muller-Zettelmann and Margarete Rubik (Contents 
various papers of modern authors such as Monika Fludernik, Eva Muller-Zettelmann, 
Werner Wolf, Peter Huhn etc.).

Linda Hutcheon’s work presents postmodernism as a cultural phenomenon, 
draws on the opinions of many authors (Barthes, Foucault, Calvino, Baudrillard and 
others) and cumulatively conveys the main aspects of postmodern poetics. It contains 
the necessary information for the present article, since postmodern characteristics 
may be revealed in the mentioned poets’ works. It is interesting to distinguish between 
modernism and postmodernism: “Modernists like Eliot and Joyce have usually been 
seen as deeply humanistic ( eg . Stern 1971, 26) in their paradoxical desire for stable 
aesthetic and moral values, even in the face of their realization of the inevitable 
absence of such universals. Postmodernism differs from this, not in its humanistic 
contradictions, but in the provisionality of its response to them: it refuses to posit any 
structure or, what Lyotard (1984a) calls, master narrative — such as Art or myth — 
which , for such modernists, would have been consolatory _ It argues that such systems 
are indeed attractive, perhaps even necessary _ but this does not make them any the 
less illusory.” ( Hutcheon 1988:6) It is also noted how the boundaries between genres 
were erased: who can tell anymore what the limits are between the novel and the short 
story collection (Alice Munro’s Lives of Girls and Women), the novel and the long 
poem (Michael Ondaatje’s Coming Through Slaughter ), the novel and autobiography 
( Maxine Hong Kingston’s China Men ), the novel and history... But , in any of these 
examples, the conventions of the two genres are played off against each other _ there 
is no simple, unproblematic merging. She also adds that genres are interwoven and 
played with each other, which also implies metatextuality. Regarding the relationship 
between the author and the text, she cites Lyotard’s own words: “A postmodern artist 
or writer is in the position of a philosopher: the text he writes, the work he produces 
are not in principle governed by pre established rules, and they cannot be judged 
according to a determining judgment, by applying familiar categories to the text or 
to the work. Those rules and categories are what the work of Art itself is looking for. 
“ (Hutcheon 1988: 15) This is interesting, since poetry is an art form that is a kind of 
observation of a particular subject, event or emotion, as philosophy does. But the poet 
conveys the message metaphorically. 

Paul Ricoeur “Time and Narrative” consists of four books, in which the 
discussion about the understanding of time and narrative begins from Aristotle’s 
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poetics. It distinguishes between real and fictional time. To focus on the research 
topic, it is important to understand  the second section of the third volume “Poetics 
of Narrative History, Fiction, Time “The fifth chapter” Fiction and Its Imaginative 
Variations on Time”: “ The most visible but not necessarily the most decisive feature 
in the opposition between fictitious time and historical time is the emancipation of 
the narrator — whom we are not confusing with the author — with respect to the 
major obligation imposed on the historian, namely, the need to conform to the specific 
connectors acting to rewrite lived time upon cosmic time.” (Ricoeur 1985: 127-128). 
The emancipation of reality is of great importance in poetry, the situation presented 
in an intense, expressive manner manages to impress the reader. This is achieved 
through the use of various narrative techniques, which require an understanding of the 
concepts of narratology .

Gerard Genette two books “narrative discourse “ and “ narrative discourse 
revisited” explains the narratology Main concepts, their relationships. In the first 
book, Genette discusses Proust’s works with his own specific terminology and terms, 
and the second book is more of a response to criticism, with clarifications, reasoning 
and arguments. In the work “narrative “discourse “ focuses on the following basic 
concepts: order, duration, frequency, mood, voice. And in the second book the author 
mentions these following concepts: speed, perspective, focalizations, etc. 

„An Introduction to Narratology” by Monika Fludernik is a necessary assistant 
for the researcher, since it explains the above-mentioned concepts and categories, 
which are of crucial importance in fulfilling the purpose of the following paper.

Often the text, especially poetry, is not considered independently of the author. 
In this case, depending on the purpose of the research, we will understand the text 
autonomously, according to narrative categories. “narrative theory is text-oriented; the 
contexts of production, publication, distribution and reception of narratives occupy 
an area on the periphery of narratology and relate more to the historical/situational 
research done in literary studies. “ (Fludernik 2009:8) 

Charles Bukowski’s poem “A smile to remember” retrospectively conveys the 
feeling of childhood:

we had the goldfish and they went around and around
in the bowl on the table near the purple drapes
across our front picture window and
my mother, poor fish, always smiling, wanting us all
to be happy, told me, “be happy, Henry,”
and she was right: it’s better to be happy if you
can 
but my father beat her two or three times a week
while
raging inside his 6-foot-2 frame because he couldn’t
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understand what was attacking him from within.
my mother, poor fish, 
wanting to be happy, being beaten two or three times a
week, telling me to be happy: “Henry, smile!
why don’t you ever smile?”
and then she would smile, to show me how, and it was the
saddest smile I ever saw
one day all the goldfish died, all five of them,
they floated on top of the water, on their sides, their
eyes still open,
and when my father got home he threw them to the cat
there on the kitchen floor and we watched as my mother
smiled.

The poem begins with a description, although it has a semantic load in terms 
of composition and style. The narration proceeds in a kind of sequence, it conveys 
the story as a plot, “The highest – macro-structural – organization on the discourse 
level of a narrative text and also a poem will be called the plot. A plot is the result 
of the selection, weighting and correlation of meaningful sequences as well as the 
combination and integration of schema and equivalences, usually ascribed to an 
agent and structured through this reference” (Peter Huhn 2005: 151) The principle, 
an important detail of the image described at the beginning of the poem – fish - is 
presented in another, dead state at the end. In the middle part, this word acquires as 
metaphorical, metonymic meaning - my mother, poor fish.

The narration is homodiegetic and is written from a first-person point of view. 
although the experiencer persona is separated from the narrator himself, since he is 
telling the story from the fictional present. It should be noted that the feeling itself 
is not described by an explicit narrator. Instead, with the way of quoting, the inner 
state of the story level character is seen from another perspective: “be happy Hanry!” 
“Henry, smile. Why don’t you ever smile?” - This is a kind of mirror reflection. 
Accordingly, the persona is also a reflector, a perceiver of the situation, and the actors 
are mother and father. 

Structure of narrative transmission - Order in lyric - the unfolding events are 
presented elliptically, the shift in time is obvious, grammatically it is revealed in the 
next word: “one day”. Which will tie up the story and the climax for this text.

In only one section of the text we find a case of zero focalization, which is 
expressed by the narrator’s comment: “and she was right: it’s better to be happy if you/ 

can” - with this phrase, the perspective of the narrator changes, as if he knows 
more than the actors. This is caused by the perspective of the fictional present. At 
first glance, a simple sentence prompts the reader to think, since the entire context 
accumulates in it. Also an important external feature of the text, anjanbemant, the 
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word can is presented separately and creates a paradox, since based on the content 
of the poem it is self-evident that in this situation it is impossible to be happy. The 
paradox is further aggravated by the character of the mother who, despite the violence, 
still smiles and this is the “saddest smile”.

Beski Kharanauli’s poem “Putting out potatoes” also describes the mother-sun 
relationship (the text is long, so I will only discuss a few parts):

We have to take out potatoes tomorrow! –
You told me
and pull a chair to the bed
on which then
when you would turn off the light
You should have started stacking clothes.
I turned to the wall.
That’s how I made you feel
That I heard what you said
And I also told you that tomorrow
I was going to do totally different things.
- I was fifteen years old
Tomorrow was Sunday
And I had my plans.
But you said that
We had to take out the potatoes... [...]

it was a long time ago
in Tianeti,
right at this time
in mid-October.
the story
I remember now
in my bed, in Tbilisi,
At midnight, when I turned off the light and
turned to the wall. [...]

I drank a glass or two of our vodka
and I was telling my mother 
that everything is fine with me
that I would come in the spring and
We would plant potatoes.
She, so small and almost old
was listening to me, my Altabalta,
She was going to say something - something big,
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but then she changed her mind
She can not speak easily about the land ,
nor about life
neither about winter nor spring,
neither about bread nor potatoes,
everything is very difficult
unbearable and very hard.

In Kharanauli’s poem, the narration  is written from a first-person point of view.
the narration is homodiegetic here too, although there is also a dramatic, mimetic 
narration - it is conveyed in the form of a dialogue, and the words of another actor 
(mother) are not quoted. Such narration ensures the immediacy of the text. The poem 
begins with the mother’s words, then the narrator describes the situation, which is 
followed by the action of the acting narrator in the dialogue - “I turned to the wall”, - 
thus presenting himself from the perspective of an external view, since the beginning 
is the recollection of a childhood memory (“I was fifteen years old”). Accordingly, in 
the narrative text, there is a purposeful action that replaces the verbal expression of 
emotion. The narrator explains the feelings of a fifteen-year-old boy from an external 
point of view. Therefore, the actor is both the narrator and the instance. The narrator 
is also an experiencer who tells the story retrospectively (“it was a long time ago / in 
Tianeti”). 

In the next section, it can be seen that the narrator is in Tbilisi (“I remember 
now / in my bed, in Tbilisi”), and the opening is connected to his dialogical action - 
turned to the wall, which also indicates the narrator’s sentiments. From the plot of the 
poem (this part is not presented), it becomes clear that the narrator returns to Tianeti 
to help his mother to dig potatoes again, and after work they sit down at the table (“I 
drank a glass or two of our vodka”). Even from the incomplete version of the text, it is 
clear that time is changeable, - structure of narration transmission is out of order: the 
story is told in the past tense, but a time paradox is created (“I remembere now / in my 
bed, in Tbilisi”), then, at the end of the poem, the narration goes back to the past - and 
I told my mother . The final description of the mother’s action and its characterization 
- “She cannot / speak easily about the land, / nor about life”... - goes beyond the 
time frame. The poem ends with an assessment of events or life - “everything is very 
difficult” - which is a discourse part of the poem. 

In conclusion, both poems represent childhood memories through homodiegetic 
narration. In both cases, the narrator is also an experiencer. The story is built on the 
principle of a frame with Bukowski, which is less evident in Kharanauli’s poem. 
The story has a defining value for both texts, even though the lyrical genre shows 
it less - Mostly lyric with a personal speaker does not tell a story but it tends to 
be autoreferential, focuses on language, expresses personas emotions (Fludernik 
2006:99) It should be free verses’ level of freedom (at least partially).

Structural- Narratological Study of Modern Free Verse: 
Comparative Analysis of Besik Kharanauli’s and Charles Bukowski’s Poems



320

In Bukowski’s text, time is elliptical, although events develop sequentially, 
approximately the same happens in the second poem, but the shift in grammatical time 
is fixed, the narrative is still non-linear.

The discourse of both poems is defined by a sentence without a story. In the first 
case, it is the impossibility of happiness, and in the second case, it is the difficulty of 
life. Although the paradox - mentioned above (in the analysis of Bukowski’s poem), it 
is not at all related to postmodernism. In general, none of the poems show any markers 
of postmodernism (no remote narration, irony, etc.), which is not surprising given the 
nature of the texts - both are sentimental stories from the childhood of an experienced 
persona.

The purpose of the paper has been fulfilled, as far as the analysis of texts 
became possible with the help of the method of narratology. Revealed: the structure 
of the poems, the plot; experienced narrator, instance and how time is presented in 
texts.
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gubaz leTodiani
(saqarTvelo)

Tanamedrove verlibris struqturul-naratologiuri kvleva:
besik xaranaulisa da Carlz bukovskis teqstebis 

komparativistuli analizi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: poezia, verlibri, naratologia, struqtu-
ra, droiTi perspeqtiva.

naSromi eTmoba verlibris struqturul-naratologiur kvle-
vas Carlz bukovskisa (1920-1994 ww.) da besik xaranaulis (1939-...w.) 
lirikul teqstebSi. xsenebuli ori poetis Semoqmedebis didi na-
wili Janrobrivad verlibria. 

sakvlevi Temis aqtualurobas ganapirobebs SerCeuli avto-
rebis teqstebis struqturul-naratologiuri analizi, – am kon-
kretuli meTodebis WrilSi ar ganxilula qarTuli verlibri. 

kvlevis mizania Tanamedrove literaturaTmcodneobiTi me-
Todebis daxmarebiT qarTveli da amerikeli avtoris lirikuli 
nimuSebis gaazreba, maTi naratologiuri da struqturuli maxasi-
aTeblebis gamoyofa, maTi specifikisa da mniSvnelobis gansazRvra. 

  Sedegad,  aqcentirebulad  ganixileba ori poeturi nimuSi: 
„A smile to remember“ da „kartofilis amoReba“.

mTavari sakvlevi kiTxvebia: 
•	riT	xasiaTdeba	SerCeuli	ori	leqsis	struqtura,	siuJeti?	
•		rogor	aRiqmeba	avtoris,	naratoris	instancia?
•	rogoria	droiTi	prezentacia	gansaxilvel	teqstebSi?
•	leqsebis	 struqturul-naratiuli	 modeli	 kavSirSia	 post-

modernizmTan Tu ara?
kvlevisaTvis mniSvnelovani iyo Semdegi wyaroebis gamoyene-

ba: Jerar Jeneti – „naratiuli diskursi“; „naratiuli diskursi 
– gadaxedva“; (ganmartavs naratologiis ZiriTad cnebebs, maT mi-
marTebebs. pirveli wignSi Sesabamisi termilogiuri aparitiT – 
xangrZlivoba, sixSire, wesrigi (droiTi prezentacia), fokalizacia 
da  sxva – ganixilulia prustis Semoqmedeba, meore wigni ki ufro 
kritikaze pasuxia, dazustebebiT, msjelobiTa da argumentebiT). 
monika fluderniki – `Sesavali naratologiaSi~ (mkvlevrisTvis sa-
Wiro damxmare saSualebaa, vinaidan ganmartavs zemoT (Jenetiseul 
da ara mxolod) xsenebul cnebebsa da kategoriebs, romelTac 
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gadamwyveti mniSvneloba eniWebaT winamdebare kvlevis miznis Ses-
rulebaSi); pol rikiori – „dro da Txroba: tomi 3“ (oTxi wignisgan 
Sedgeba, romelSic droisa da narativis gagebis Sesaxeb msjelo-
bas aristoteles poetikidan iwyebs. igi ganarCevs realur da 
fiqciur dros. sakvlev sakiTxze fokusirebisTvis gansakuTrebiT 
mniSvnelovania Tavi 5: mxatvruli literatura da misi warmosax-
viTi variaciebi droze); linda haCeoni – `postmodernizmis po-
etika~ (naSromi warmoadgens postmodernizms rogorc kulturul 
movlenas, eyrdnoba mravali avtoris mosazrebebs (barti, fuko, 
kalvino, bodriari da sxva) da akumulirebulad gadmoscems post-
modernuli poetikis ZiriTad aspeqtebs); avtorTa jgufi – „Te-
ria poeziaSi axali midgoma lirikaSi“ erTgvari mcdelobaa leq-
sis naratologiis meTodiT kvleva. redaqtirebulia eva miuler-
zetelmanisa da margaret rubikis mier (Seicavs Tanamedrove av-
torebis sxvadasxva naSromebs,  rogorebicaa  monika fluderniki, 
eva miuler-zetelmani, verner volfi, piter huni da sxv.)

dakvirvebis Sedegad gamovlinda, rom rom orive leqsi war-
moadgens bavSvobis mogonebas homodiegeturi Txrobis saSuale-
biT. orivegan naratori aris ganmcdeli mec. siuJeti bukovskis-
Tan ufro CarCos principiTaa agebuli, rac naklebad vlindeba xa-
ranaulis leqsSi. siuJets orive teqstisTvis ganmsazRvreli mniS-
vneloba aqvs, miuxedavad imisa, rom lirikul Janri mas naklebad 
avlens. bukovskis teqstSi dro elifsuria, Tumca Tanmimdevrulad 
viTardeba movlenebi, daaxloebiT igive xdeba meore leqsSic, mag-
ram gramatikuli drois gadanacvleba fiqsirdeba, Txroba mainc 
aralienaluria. 

orive poemis diskurss gansazRvravs ambis gareSe gamoTqmu-
li winadadeba. pirvel SemTxvevaSi esaa bednierebis SeuZlebloba, 
meore SemTxvevaSi ki cxovrebis sirTule. miuxedavad imisa, rom 
kvlevaSi aRniSnulia (bukovsis leqsis analizSi) paradoqsuloba, 
is sulac araa postmodernizmTan kavSirSi. saerTod, arcerT leqs-
Si ar vlindeba raime mkveTri niSani postmodernizmisa (ar Cans 
distanciuri naracia, ironizeba da a.S.), rac ar unda iyos gasakviri 
teqstebis bunebidan gamomdinare – orive warmoadgens ganmcdeli 
personas bavSvobisdroindel sentimentalur ambavs. 

kvlevis mizani Sesrulebulia, ramdenadac poetur teqste-
bis analizi SesaZlebeli gaxda naratologiis meTodis daxmarebiT. 
gamovlinda: leqsebis struqtura, siuJeti; ganmcdeli naratori, 
instancia; rogor xdeba drois prezentacia teqstebSi. 
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ani javaxiSvili
(saqarTvelo)

qarTuli barokos tendenciebi da besarion gabaSvilis 
Semoqmedeba1

XVI-XVIII saukuneebi dasavlur kulturasa da mecnierebaSi 
gardamtexi periodia, radgan swored am epoqaSi daiwyo e.w. samec-
niero revolucia (scientific revolution) – mikroskopis, teleskopis, 
barometrisa da Termometris gamogoneba, axali miwebis aRmoCena 
da msoflio rukis gafarToeba, romelmac safuZveli Cauyara 
Tanamedrove mecnierebis ganviTarebas. meore mxriv, XVI-XVIII sa-
ukuneebi dasavluri samyarosTvis erT-erTi urTulesi istori-
uli periodia, radgan iwyeba evropuli qveynebis formireba re-
ligiuri omebisa da ganxeTqilebebis fonze. bunebrivia, swored 
es kulturul-istoriuli paradigmebi Tavisi sirTuleebiTa da 
xSirad urTierTsawinaaRmdego maxasiaTeblebiT aisaxa barokos 
msoflmxedvelobaze; barokom, rogorc kulturulma fenomenma, mi-
iRo ekleqturi, eqspresiuli da araordinaluri xasiaTi. swored 
am maxasiaTeblebs ukavSireben Tavad terminis etimologiasac da 
aRniSnaven, rom `baroko~ momdinareobs portugaliuri sityvisgan, 
romelic qarTulad iTargmneba rogorc `uswormasworo marga-
liti~ (Moser 2008: 11).

barokos epoqaSi  mimdinare rTulma politikurma da religi-
urma movlenebma, mecnierebis swrafi tempiT ganviTarebam gar-
damtexi roli iTamaSa adamianis msoflmxedvelobis formirebaze. 
arsebiTia, rom barokom Searyia is mtkice faseulobebi da fun-
damenturi Sexedulebebi, romlebic renesansma daafuZna. pirvel 
rigSi, barokos epoqaSi mcxovrebma adamianma gaiazra, rom samya-
ro renesansis SemoTavazebuli ocnebis mixedviT ar ganviTarda: 
humanizmma da idealizmma Sedegi ver mogvitana, piriqiT, mTeli Ta-
visis sisavsiT gamovlinda adamianis codvili buneba, sikvdilis 
Zliereba, samyaros fraqciuloba. Seirya imis rwmena, rom boroti 
yovelTvis sZlevs keTils (Sdr. rusTveluri Teza – `borotsa sZlia 
keTilman, arseba misi grZelia~), rom boroteba usubstancioa (Sdr. 
rusTveluri Teza `borotimca rad Seeqmna keTilisa Semoqmedsa~). 
renesansuli Tezebis sapirispirod barokos msoflmxedvelobaSi 

1 kvleva №-22-775 ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis saqarTvelos erovnuli sa-
mecniero fondis mxardaWeriT.
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waiSala sazRvrebi sikeTesa da borotebas, realobasa da sinam-
dviles Soris. samyaro iqca gaurkvevel, amoucnob, qaotur, subs-
tanciad, sadac ar arsebobs mkveTri sazRvrebi. literaturul do-
neze es tendencia kulminaciur saxes iRebs kalderonis dramaSi 
`cxovreba sizmaria~, sadac realobisa da warmosaxvis sublimacia 
imdenad  Zlieria,  rom  maTi  erTmaneTisgan  gamijvna  SeuZlebeli 
xdeba. ferweraSi ki SegviZlia  gavixsenoT  diego velaskesis  virtu-
ozuli ferwerul tilo `meninebis portreti~.

baroko SegviZlia ganvixiloT, rogorc `reaqcia renesansze~ 
(naWyebia 2009: 12). Tumca mniSvnelovania, rom Tematikis Tvalsaz-
risiT, baroko erTTavad agrZelebs kidec renesansis tradiciebs. 
kerZod, warmmarTveli kvlav bibliuri da antikuri Temebia. Tum-
ca  Tu  renesansi  irCevda pozitiuri  niSniT aRbeWdil  suraTebs, 
baroko miiswrafvis damangreveli, dinamikuri, tanjvis Semcveli 
scenebis asaxvisaken: renesansis epoqis fermwerebi xSirad xatav-
dnen madonebs (rafaeli, leonardo da vinCi), maSin rodesac barokos 
epoqis mxatvrebi udidesi dramatizmiT gamosaxaven jvarcmis epi-
zods (rembrandti). radikalurad Seicvala teqnikac – renesansis 
epoqis tiloebis ukana foni yovelTvis ganaTebulia, sfumatos te-
qnika ki gansakuTrebul simsubuqes aniWebs ferwerul namuSevrebs, 
maSin roca barokos mxatvrobaSi  ukana plans mTlianad  ipyrobs  
Savi foni.

literaturuli baroko 1600 wlidan iwyeba da miiCneven, 
rom misi samSoblo espaneTi da italiaa, saidanac is mTel evro-
paSi gavrcelda. Tumca unda aRiniSnos, rom arsebobs e.w. poli-
genezis Teoria, romlis mixedviTac baroko dasavluri kultu-
ris ganviTarebis bunebrivi etapia da sxvadasxva qveyanaSi damo-
ukideblad aRmocenda zogadevropuli saerTo kulturul-isto-
riuli procesebis fonze (Moser 2008: 17). aqve aRvniSnavT, rom 
literaturaTmcodneebi barokoTi SedarebiT gvian dainteresdnen 
da es sakiTxi literaturul wreebSi xelovnebis istoriidan Sevi-
da. barokos stilze erT-erTi uadresi gamokvleva ekuTvnis hain-
rix uolflins `renesansi da baroko~ (1888).

qarTul literaturaTmcodneobaSi barokos sakiTxi pirve-
lad XX saukunis bolos gaJRerda. 1970-ian wlebSi giorgi gaCeCi-
laZem wamoayena Teoria qarTuli barokos arsebobis Sesaxeb, ra-
sac maleve gamoexmaura irakli kenWoSvili, romelmac XVII-XVIII sa-
ukunis qarTul literaturas `qarTuli auTenturi baroko~ uwoda 
(ix. irakli kenWoSvili `qarTuli auTenturi barokos gamo~, Jurn. 
`ciskari~, N9, 1973 weli). 2009 wels ki gamoica maia naWyebias kvleva 
`qarTuli barokos sakiTxebi~, romelSic gamokvleulia qarTuli 
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barokos maxasiaTeblebi `vefxistyaosnis~ gagrZelebebis, Teimuraz 
I-is, arCil mefisa da daviT guramiSvilis teqstebze dayrdnobiT. 
winamdebare kvleva, erTgvarad agrZelebs da afarToebs qarTuli 
barokos kvlevis sakiTxebs da TematikaSi Semohyavs XVIII saukunis 
gamorCeuli qarTveli poeti, diplomati da filosofosi besarion 
gabaSvili.

qarTuli literaturaze saubrisas barokos cnebaSi moviaz-
rebT XVI-XVIII s-is pirveli naxevris qarTul literaturas, rome-
lic, Tavis mxriv, uamrav saintereso, ekleqtur da xSirad urTi-
erTgamomricxav literaturul narativebsa da paradigmebs aerTi-
anebs. vfiqrobT, literaturul tendenciaTa nairgvarobis fonze 
naTlad ikveTeba ramdenime fundamenturi aspeqti, romlebic am 
periodis qarTuli literaturis barokos esTetikis farglebSi 
identificirebisa da interpretirebis SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs.

pirvel rigSi, gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom evropis msgvsad XVI-
XVIII saukuneebi saqarTvelosTvisac urTulesi istoriuli peri-
odia; aRar arsebobs erTiani samefo – aRmosavleT da dasavleT 
saqarTvelos samefoebi gaTiSulni arian erTmaneTisgan, amasTan 
qveyana ebrZvis or dampyrobels – iransa da osmaleTs, aRmosavleT 
saqarTvelo ki, faqtobrivad, miwasTanaa gasworebuli lekTa Semo-
sevebisagan. saqarTvelos dideba, Zliereba, erTianoba, romlis li-
teraturuli gvirgvinic iyo rusTavelis `vefxistyaosani~, mTli-
anad ganadgurebulia. Sesabamisad, rogorc Tanadroul evropaSi, 
ise XVI-XVIII saukuneebis saqarTveloSi saxeze gvaqvs humanisturi 
msoflmxedvelobis sruli krizisi. faqtze naTlad metyvelebs 
am periodis qarTuli literaturuli narativi, pirvel rigSi, 
`vefxistyaosnis~ gagrZelebebi, romlebic realurad rusTveluri 
(humanisturi, renesansuli) ideebis srul dekonstruqcias warmo-
adgens.   renesansuli  ideebisa  da  idealebis  dekonstruqcia   ikve-
Teba `vefxistyaosnis~ gagrZelebebis saTaurebis donezec ki: `sik-
vdili avTandilisa da colisa misisa TinaTinisa~, `anderZi avTan-
dilisa, romeli Tqva Jamsa sikvdilisa misisa~.1

meore umniSvnelovanesi aspeqti, romelic SesaZleblobas 
gvaZlevs XVI-XVIII saukunis qarTuli mwerloba evropuli kulturis 
farglebSi ganvixiloT, aris am periodis mwerlobaSi qristianu-
li Tematikis dabruneba. jer kidev monRolebis Semosevebidan 
dawyebuli saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi saqarTvelo aRmoCnda musul-
manur sartyelSi, ramac, bunebrivia, udidesi gavlena iqonia lite-
raturaze. XVI saukunidan gansakuTrebiT momZlavrebulia spar-

1 sakiTxis detaluri gamokvleva ixileT maia naWyebias statiaSi `barokos na-
kadi vefxistyaosnis gagrZelebebSi~ (naWyebia 2009: 22).
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suli nakadi, rac gamovlinda rogorc Tematikis (Sfr: `vardbul-
buliani~, `Samifarvaziani~), ise stilistur (Sdr: majamuri riT-
mebi, muxambazebi) doneebze. Tumca amis miuxedavad, faqtia, rom 
ukve XVI-XVII saukuneebSi qarTul literaturaSi mZlavrad iwyebs 
dabrunebas bibliuri, qristianuli Tematika, aRmosavluri gavle-
na ki TandaTan mcirdebara. movlenis kulminaciaa daviT guramiSvi-
lis `daviTiani~, romlis saxismetyvelebac mTlianad dafuZnebu-
lia qristianul mxatvrul saxeebze. qristianuli motivis ase mZlav-
rad dabruneba ki ukve ara mxolod literaturuli, aramed qveynis 
erovnul-politikuri gadawyvetilebis gamoxatulebaa. swored am 
faqts usvams xazs mkvlevari irma ratiani da SeniSnavs: `kulturu-
li  qronologia  yovelTvis  rodi emTxveva istoriul qronolo-
gias, aramed win uswrebs mas~ (ratiani 2017: 7).1

renesansze reaqcia da qristianuli Tematikis win wamoweva, 
rac barokos msoflmxedvelobis ori ZiriTadi modelia, qarTu-
li kulturis Sinagani ganviTarebisTvis bunebrivi movlenaa. hu-
manizmze reaqcia imTaviTve warmoSva urTulesma politikurma 
mdgomareobam, xolo qristianul Tematika imTaviTve warmmarTeli 
iyo qarTuli mwerlobisTvis (iakob xucesis `SuSanikis wamebi-
dan~ dawyebuli sasuliero literaturis yvela Janri gamovlinda 
qarTul mwerlobaSi: himnografia, hagiografia, egzegetika da a.S.). 
SegviZlia davaskvnaT, rom barokaluri esTetika qarTuli kul-
turis ganviTarebis bunebrivi safexuria, rac exmianeba uolter 
moseris poligenezis Teorias, romlis mixedviTac, baroko dasav-
luri kulturuli procesis zogadi, tipuri safexuria da is sxva-
dasxva qveyanaSi damoukideblad aRmocenda saerTo evropuli kri-
zisis fonze.

vfiqrobT, barokos mimdinareobis farglebSi SegviZlia ganvi-
xiloT besarion gabaSvilis (1750-1791) Semoqmedeba. misma mwer-
lobam udidesi gavlena iqonia qarTuli poeziis ganviTarebaze – 
XVIII saukuneSive mas uamravi mimbaZveli gamouCnda, misi leqsebi ki 
Tbilisis quCebSi sayvarel simRerebad iqca. besarion gabaSvilis 
Semoqmedebac, msgavsad misi Tanamedrove qarTveli mwerlebisa, 
sakmaod ekleqturia; mZlavrad igrZnoba aRmosavluri nakadi, Tum-
ca Tu dakvirvebiT da gamovikvlevT besarion gabaSvilis Semoqme-
debas, aSkarad davinaxavT barokalur tendenciebs. vfiqrobT, amis 
dasturad isic SegviZlia gavixsenoT, rom qarTveli modernistebi 
TavianT literaturul winaprad asaxelebdnen swored besarion 

1 Tumca amave periodze msjelobisas irma ratiani aqcents akeTebs ganmanaT-
leblobisa da klasicizmis literaturul mimdinareobebze, Tumca mecnieris 
pozicia ar Seicavs barokos gamomricxav mosazrebebs.
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gabaSvils (besiks) – Sdr: `besikis baRSi vrgav bodleris borot 
yvavilebs~. tician tabiZis es sityvebi qarTuli simbolizmis gan-
msazRvreladac ki iqca. giorgi leoniZem imogzaura besikis nak-
valevze  da  specialuri  gamokvela  uZRvna  mis Semoqmedebas.1  aRsa-
niSnavia, rom literaturaTmcodneebi modernizmis winapirobas 
barokosa da romantizmSi xedaven, metic, romantizms neobaroko-
sac ki uwodeben, radgan swored barokos esTetikaSi Caisaxa is 
umniSvnelovanesi   metaforebi,  romlebmac  safuZveli  Cauyara   mo-
dernistul msoflmxedvelobasa da esTetikas. vfiqrob, amas ima-
nenturad grZnobdnen qarTveli modernisti mwerlebi da umTavre-
sad  poetebi,  romlebic swored besiks (baroko) da nikoloz baraTa-
Svils (romantizmi) miiCneven maT winamorbedebad. mxolod es dak-
virvebac cxadyofs, rom saWiroa besarion gabaSvilis Semoqmedebis 
Seswavla barokos WrilSi.

besarion gabaSvilis Semoqmedeba mravalferovania rogorc 
Janrobriv-Tematuri, ise stilisturi TvalsazrisiT. mas ekuT-
vnis erovnuli Tematikaze Seqmnili poemebi `ruxisis brZola~ da 
`aspinZisaTvis~, romlebSic igrZoba sagmiro eposis elementebi; 
didaqtikuri  xasiaTis poema ̀ rZal-dedamTiliani~,  romelSic  vlin-
deba xalxuri poeziis gavlena da satiruli elementebi; xalxu-
ri poeziis, kerZod, datirebis gavlena igrZnoba besikis odaSi 
`samZimari (samgloviaro oda~), romelic man levan batoniSvils mi-
uZRvna. SemorCenilia agreTve besikis epigrafikuli xasiaTis ma-
sala da diplomatiuri werilebi. Tumca yvelaze metad besiki cno-
bilia misi satrfialo lirikiT.

erovnul Tematikaze Seqmnil poemebSi asaxulia konkretuli 
movlenebi saqarTvelos istoriidan. `ruxisis brZola~ asaxavs im-
ereTisa da afxazeTis oms, `aspinZisaTvis~ ki gadmogvcems aspinZis 
omis movlenebs. poemebis paTosi nakarnaxevia saqarTvelos mZime 
istoriuli mdgomareobiT. xazgasasmelia is faqti, rom erovnul 
Tematikaze Seqmnil orive poemaSi moqmedeba viTardeba konkretul 
garemoSi, moqmedi personaJebi arian realuri istoriuli pirovne-
bebi da siuJetis gadatana aRar xdeba ucxo samyaroSi. qronotopi 
ukve konkretulia da qebis obieqtebic realuri istoriuli pi-
rebi arian – ucxo gmirisa da ucxo Tematikis sublimacia xdeba 
nacionaluri qronotopiTa da nacionaluri TematikiT. es tenden-
cia  ki  XVI-XVII  saukunis  dasavlur  literaturas  axasiaTebs – Sdr: 
sen sorlenis poema „klovosi anu gaqristianebuli safrangeTi“ 

1 giorgi leoniZis gamokvleva `besikis cxovreba da Semoqmedeba~ gamoqveynda 
gazeTSi `literaturuli saqarTvelo~, 1941 weli, 11 aprili, N15. `literatu-
ruli saqarTvelo`, 1941 weli, 11 aprili, N15.
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(1657), Sapelenis „qalwuli“ (naWyebia 2009: 16). aRsaniSnavia, rom 
erovnuli  TematikiT   daintereseba,  erovnuli  gmirebis  win   wamo-
weva Cans jer kidev Teimurazis SemoqmedebaSi (Sdr: Teimurazis „wa-
meba qeTevan dedoflisa“) da am tendenciis gamgrZeleblad SegviZ-
lia miviCnioT besarion gabaSvili.

istoriuli movlenebisadmi miZRvnil teqstebSi mniSvnelo-
vania samgloviaro oda „samZimari“, romelic poetma levan bato-
niSvils miuZRvna. levan batoniSvilis muxanaTuri mkvleloba be-
sikma daukavSira bibliur pirvelcodvas, xolo Tavad levan bato-
niSvili moixsenia, rogorc daviT winaswarmetyvelis STamomavali. 
leqsi mTlianad gamsWvalulia qristianuli simbolikiT:

daviTis Zeo, idumal ganaZeo, samoTxis xeo,
uwyalod Senarxeo (gabaSvili 1962: 138).

besikis SemoqmedebaSi kidev erTi farTo Temaa soflis sam-
duravi, romelic laitmotivad gasdevs mTel mis mwerlobas. es 
Tema garkveulwilad ukavSiredeba da aireklavs poetis mZime bi-
ografiul xvedrs (Sdr. leqsi `haeri civnamiani~) – besiki wlebis 
ganmavlobaSi erekle mefis samefo karze dawinaurebuli piri iyo, 
Tumca poetis mamis, zaqaria gabaSvilisa da anton kaTalikosis 
cnobili dapirispirebis gamo1 besiki iZulebuli gaxda daetovebi-
na samefo kari da imereTis samefoSi gadasuliyo. imereTSi besiki 
ukve CarTes erekle mefis winaaRmdeg wamowyebul SeTqmulebaSi, sa-
idanac iwyeba poetis diplomatiuri misia ruseTSi, sadac aResru-
la kidec. besikisTvis Zalian mZime iyo moRalatis statusiT erek-
le mefis samefo karis datoveba. mkvlevari aleqsandre baramiZe 
SeniSnavs `poeti  Zlier  xSirad  uCivis  Tavis  beds  `va  Cemsa bedsao,
misi `dReni ars Sesazari~. is yofila `bedkruli~ `bedbmuli~, `be-
disagan iavarqmnuli~. mgosans `hklavs da awylulebs sevdisa Sxami 

1 besarion gabaSvilis mama, zaqaria gabaSvili XVII-XVIII saukubus mniSvnelovani 
politikuri figura iyo. mRvdeli zaqaria udides Zalauflebas flobda Te-
imuraz I-is mefobisas, is imTaviTve daupirispirda anton kaTalikoss, radgan 
zaqaria antons brals sdebda kaTolicizmisadmi midrekilebaSi. 1755 wels 
saeklesio krebam antoni Tanamdebobidan gadaayena, ris Semdegac antoni ru-
seTSi gaemgzavra da sinodis winaSe Tavis marTlebac mouwia. rogorc irkveva, 
zaqarias mxars uWerda mefe Teimurazi, erekle ki ara. erekles  gamefebis Sem-
deg (1762), antoni saqarTveloSi brundeba da mTel Zalauflebas ibrunebs, 
1764 wlis saeklesio krebam ki ukve zaqaria gankveTa mRvdlobisgan da SeaCve-
na. zaqaria imereTSi gadavida da CaerTo erekle mefis winaaRmdeg warmoebul 
saqmianobaSi. erekles samefo karze dawinaurebuli besarion gabaSvils, anton 
kaTalikosi imTaviTve eWvis TvaliT umzerda da, marTlac, poeti maleve iZu-
lebuli gaxda daetovebina erekles samefo kari (ufro dawvrilebiT ixileT 
al. baramiZis statia “besarion gabaSvili~, gabaSvili 1962: 5-28).
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(baramiZe 1962: 18). Tumca, vfiqrobT, CvenTvis amosavalia is faqti, 
rom besikis SemoqmedebaSi soflis samduravis Tema ar rCeba mxo-
lod pirad biografiul sazRvrebSi da maRldeba ontologiur 
mniSvnelobamde – naRveli aRiqmeba, rogorc adamianis bunebrivi 
mdgomareoba. TiTqos poeti Seguebulia im azrs, rom sevda da 
mwuxareba adamianis egzistenciis ganuyofeli nawilia. Sesabamisad, 
mis poeziaSi samyaro aRar aris sando da adamiani aRar aris am 
samyaros gvirgvini.

vfiqrobT, gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania is faqti, rom besi-
kis SemoqmedebaSi soflis samduravis Tema gadatanilia onto-eg-
zistencialur konteqstSi. am kuTxiT gansakuTrebiT sayuradRe-
boa leqsi `bedisadmi~, romelSic avtori beds axasiaTebs, rogorc 
eSmakiseul, muxTal da usamarTlo arsebas. leqsis epigrafSi ada-
mianis metaforad gvevlineba yaribi, anu mogzauri, rac ar aris 
erTeuli SemTxveva besikis SemoqmedebaSi (Sdr: `me mivxvdi magas 
Sensa bralebsa~, `mnaTobTadmi~, `sevdis baRs~, `etlzed~). besikis 
mxatvrul samyaroSi yaribi ukve zogadi metaforaa adamianisa da 
is veRar daiyvaneba mxolod uSualod lirikul gmirsa da, miT ume-
tes, mxolod poetis avtobiografiaze. sainteresoa, rom mgzavris, 
mogzauris Tematika Semdeg warmmarTvelad gadaiqca swored ro-
mantizmisa da modernizmis esTetikaSi.1

garda amisa, leqsSi `bedisadmi~ bedi dakavSirebulia bibliur 
simbolikasTan da gaigivebulia gvelTan:

aw gican, gvelo, samoTxiT ganmaZeo, 
Savbedo arsad arao! (gabaSvili 2017: 3)

amasTan, bedi aris substancia, romelic uSobelia, keTil sa-
wyisebs moSorebulia:

ucxo xar SobiT, uRmrTod danabadeo; viTRa gendo….
(gabaSvili 2017: 3)

Sesabamisad, mxolod am leqsiTac ki Cans, rom besikis mxat-
vruli samyaros modeli absoluturad gansxvavdeba da upirispir-
deba samyaros humanistur models. `vefxistyaosanSi~ gatarebu-

1 romantizmis mimdinareobis erTgvar simbolod aRiarebulia kaspar david 
fridrixis ferweruli tilo `mogzauri RrubelTa zRvaze~ (1918), mogzauria 
modernizmis winamorbedi filosofiuri teqstis gmiric, nicSes zaratustrac. 
modernizmSi ukve mogzaurobis Tema farTovdeba da literaturuli gmiri iw-
yebs mogzaurobas Tavis Sinagan samyaroSi, qarTul literaturaSi amis magali-
Tia konstantine gamsaxurdias eqspresionistuli drama `garsi maradi~, sadac 
mTavari gmiri saxeldebulia, rogorc mgzavri da drama gadmogvcems gmiris 
mogzaurobas sakuTar Sinagan samyaroSi.
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lia samyaros aRqmis neoplatonisturi modeli, romlis mixedvi-
Tac RmerTi keTilis Semoqmedia da boroteba usubstancioa (Sdr: 
`borotimca rad Seeqmna keTilisa Semoqmedsa~). Sesabamisad, ada-
miani endoboda samyaros, romelsac keTili Zala ganagebda da am 
keTili Zalis gamoxatuleba iyo siyvaruli, romelic adamians 
RvTaebriobamde amaRlebis SesaZleblobas aZlevda (Sdr: `siyvaru-
li agvamaRlebs, viT eJvanni amas JReren~). amis sapirispirod, be-
sikTan  samyarosa da adamianis  egzistencias  ganagebs bedi, rome-
lic amoucnobi, adamianisadmi mtrulad ganwyobili fenomenia. 
amasTan, siyvaruli aris ara sixarulisa da RvTaebriobis momniWe-
beli grZnoba, aramed adamianis tanjvis kidev erTi umtkivneule-
si gamoxatuleba (siyvarulTan besikis damokidebulebaze dawvri-
lebiT ixileT qvemoT).

samyaros arasrulyofilebisa da destruqciulobis kon-
teqsts ukavSirdeba besikis leqsi „an“-ze siT moxval“, romelSic 
adamianis metaforad kvlav yaribi gvevlineba. leqsSi areklilia 
mwerlis avtobiografiuli motivebi – asaxulia is gza, romelzec 
cxovrebiseuli sirTuleebis gamo gaiara poetma, magram realur 
qronotopTan erTad konteqsti gaSlilia da moicavs mxatvrul 
samyarosac. leqsSi lirikuli gmiri (yaribi) mogzaurobs mTel 
samyaroSi, maT Soris rogorc namdvil, ise zRaprul realobaSi: 
yaribi moivlis evropas, gulanSaros, lazeTs, peterburgs, cim-
birs da yvelgan daeZebs mSvid sulier samyofels. tragikulia, 
rom lirikuli gmiri versad ipovis TavSesafars da askvnis, rom 
adamianisTvis mTeli samyaro destruqciulia da arsad moiZebneba 
mSvidi navsayudeli.

hoi, sofelo pirdamyofelo!
hou, drkuo, cruo! hoi, mrudo, cudo!
hoi, vai, hai! netar xar rai?

da hoi, Sensa pirsa vin etrfis, tirsa!
hai, hai, gican, hoi, eSmakT zRudo!

(gabaSvili 2017: 44)

sainteresoa, rom samyaros mouxelTeblobis, gaurkvevlo-bis 
warmoCena barokos damaxasiaTebeli movlenaa. am leqsSic liri-
kulma gmirma moiara mTeli samyaro – rogorc realuri, ise ire-
aluri plastebi, magram mainc ver gaarkvia, ra aris soflis realu-
ri arsi da sabolood bolo taepSi is mainc eSmakis samyofels (`eS-
makT zRudes~) daukavSira.

am daskvniT sabolood ukugdebulia borotebis ararsebobis 
rusTveluri Teza.
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aqve aRvniSnavT, rom qronotopis erTianobis rRveva – re-
aluri da ararealuri plastebis moulodneli sublimacia, rac 
gamokveTilia besikis leqsSi `an~-ze siT moxval~, barokos esTeti-
kis damaxasiaTebeli movlenaa. es tendencia swored barokos mim-
dinareobis farglebSi iRebs saTaves da Semdeg warmmarTveli xdeba 
mTeli  dasavluri  literaturisTvis.  modernizmisa  da  postmo-
dernizmis epoqaSi mwerlebi ukve Segnebulad mimarTaven qrono-
topis dekonstruqcias, sadac realuri, mxatvruli, warmosaxvi-
Ti da sizmriseuli planebi ise enacvlebian erTmenaTs, rom ukve 
SeuZlebelic ki xdeba maT Soris sazRvris gavleba (Sdr. k. gam-
saxurdias modernistuli romani „dionisos Rimili“).

rogorc zemoT ukve aRvniSneT, besikis SemoqmedebaSi gan-
sakuTrebuli adgili mainc siyvarulis Temas eZRvneba, poetma sa-
xeli pirvel rigSi swored satrfialo lirikiT gaiTqva. besikis 
samijnuro lirikaSi igrZnoba aRmosavluri gavlena, rogorc Te-
matikis WrilSi (velad gaWra, satrfosTvis cremlTa dena), ise 
mxatvruli saxeebisa (mTvaris, vardis, Zvirfasi Tvlebis metafo-
rebi) da stilistur aspeqtebSi (majamuri riTmebi, akrostixebi, 
hiperbolaTa siuxve). amis sailustraciod SegviZlia davasaxeloT 
leqsebi:

`pir zambaxni~, `an, alva xar tanadobiT~, `vardo sasuro~, 
`dilas mTiebs~. Tumca, vfiqrobT, aRmosavluri lirikasTan Seda-
rebiT aris erTi fundamenturi gansxvaveba: sufiur poeziaSi 
siyvarulis obieqti yovelTvis aris RmerTi da qalis xats miRma 
yovelTvis RvTaebrivi substancia igulisxmeba, maSin rodesac 
besikis leqsebSi satrfos obieqti konkretul niSnebs atarebs.1 

vfiqrobT, amqveyniuri siyvaruli besikis SemoqmedebaSi samyaroSi 
arasrulyofilebis, yofierebis destruqciulobisa da adamianis 
dausrulebeli tanjvis umTavresi gamoxatulebaa. aqve mivuTi-
TebT, rom aRmosavlur poeziasTan msgavseb, SesaZloa ganpirobe-
buli iyos `vefxistyaosnis~ gavleniTac da ara imdenad uSualod 
aRmosavluri sufiuri lirikis analogiiT. aRsaniSnavia, rom `ve-
fxistyaosanSi~ moiZebneba analogi yvela im aRmosavluri elemen-
tisa, romlebic gamovlenilia besikis satrfialo lirikis nimu-
SebSi. metic, `vefxistyaosnis~ gavlena besikis Semoqmedebaze im-
denad didia, rom xSiria pirdapiri aluziebi da metaforebic ki 
rusTveluri teqstidan, magaliTad:

1 sargis caiSvilma specialuri gamokvlevac uZRvna besikis SemoqmedebaSi 
satrfos vinaobis Temas da daadgina rom mis SemoqmedebaSi satrfialo leqse-
bis umetesoba eZRvneba maia yularaRasis qals (dawvrilebiT ixileT sargis 
caiSvilis gamokvleva „besiki“, 1962 weli).
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brolis cazed qufrad xalni imkobis,
yornis bolo mSvild-qamandi sad ari?

(gabaSvili 2017: 17)

vfiqrobT, besikis SemoqmedebaSi gamovlenili myari onto-
egzistencialuri krizisis kidev erTi fundamenturi nawilia 
besikis damokidebuleba siyvarulTan. siyvaruli yovelTvis tan-
jvasTan asocirdeba da avsebs samyaros naklovanebis models. aq 
satrfosTan bednieri cxovreba imanenturad uaryofilia da, Sesa-
bamisad, siyvarulic tanjvis wyaroa lirikuli gmirisTvis. ada-
mianis naklovani bunebisaTvis SeuZlebelia bednierebis miRweva 
dedamiwaze. aRsaniSnavia, rom leqsSi `samZimari~ adamianis naklo-
vani bunebis arseboba dakavSirebulia pirvelcodvasTan:

movedin, eva,
tiriliT ars mowveva,
ganaxda wyeva,
samoTxiT ganmosreva.

(gabaSvili 1962: 135)

aRsaniSnavia, rom dasavleli mkvlevrebi barokos satrfi-
alo lirikaze msjelobisas, aRniSnaven, ron barokoSi siyvaruli 
destruqciulia, rac xSirad swored adamianis codvil bunebas 
ukavSirdeba. f.j uarnke gamokvlevaSi `barokos poezia da winaaR-
mdegobis gamocdileba~ wers, rom barokos poeziaSi SeuZlebelia 
wyvilis bedniereba, radgan `sasrulobis sazRvrebSi SeuZlebelia 
usasruloba~ (Warnke 1967: 44). endriu marvelis leqsSi „uimedo 
Seyvarebulni“ (“The Unfortunate Lover”) siyvarulis dasazRvruloba 
swored adamis pirvelcodvasTanaa wilnayari. besikTan am tenden-
ciis kulminaciaa poetis lirikuli Sedevri `sevdis baRs Sevel~, 
romelSic samyaros metaforaa sevdis baRi. am leqsis saTaurSi-
ve gacxadebulia poetis damokidebuleba samyarosTan, rogorc 
mtanjvel fenomenTan, sadac imTaviTve SeuZlebelia adamianis 
bedniereba.

amave Tematikis rkalSi rkalSi yuradRebas gavamaxvilebT 
besikis lesze `yovlad wmidis qeba~, romelic satrfialo lirikis 
stilSia dawerili, Tumca leqsi RvTismSobels eZRvneba:

jerusaevr qeba Seni
arvis ZaluZs, RvTisa sZalo, 
jerars, Sekrben angelosni, 
qveynierni kacni, qalo,
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jobs, rom giZRvnan kinam-kasni,
gundruk-muri da Staxs-alo!
jvarcmulisa qristes dedav,
codvils mkurne, dedofalo! 

(gabaSvili 2017: 45)

leqsSi vlindeba amaRlebuli, mistikuri ganwyobileba, ro-
melic xazgasmulia bibliuri saxismetyvelebiT – poeti RvTis-
mSobels moixseniebs saxarebiseuli metaforiT da mas `RvTis 
sZals~ uwodebs. RvTismSoblisadmi miZRvnili odebi dasavluri 
literaturisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli, rac Tavs iCens dasavluri 
literaturis ganviTarebis sxvadasxva etapze. qarTul realoba-
Sic, es xazi saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi vlindeba Cvens poeziaSi, 
Sesabamisad, besikis es leqsi gvevlineba, erTi mxriv, qarTuli 
himnografiuli sagaloblebis gagrZelebad, xolo, meore mxriv, 
qarTuli modernizmis winamorbedad (Sdr: galaktionis `mzeo 
TibaTvisa~). es detalic kidev erTxel cxadyofs, rom qarTuli 
baroko, qarTuli kulturisa da literaturis ganviTarebis bu-
nebrivi safexuria.

dasavluri kulturisken orientaciaze metyvelebs is faqti, 
rom besikis SemoqmedebaSi xSirad gvxvdeba antikuri mxatvruli 
saxeebi, mis SemoqmedebaSi xSirad vxvdebiT platonis, aristo-
teles, proklesa da homerosis saxelebs (Sdr: `mnaTobTadmi~). 
sargis caiSvili SeniSnavs: `aristotele da platoni aq (besikis 
SemoqmedebaSi) yoveli fexis nabijze gvxvdeba. an prokle da di-
oRoni. homerosis gnurebu: aqilevsi da heqtori, agreTve tro-
ili, priame, orestesi da sxva~ (caiSvili 1962: 19). garda amisa, cno-
bilia, rom sicocxlis ukanasknel wlebSi besiki fsevdonimad iye-
nebda velizarians, rac frangi iezuiti moRvawis, marmontelis, 
Txzulebis  saTauridan  momdinareobs.  cnobilia,  rom marmontelis
`velizariani~ 1782-1787 wlebSi qarTulad Targmna gaioz reqtor-
ma, Semdeg ki es teqsti gadauweria Tavad besiks. erT-erT xelna-
werSi  pirdapir  vkiTxulobT: `wminda giorgis Sesxma iambikod 
aweria `Tqmuli velisarionis mier~ (leoniZe 1988: 3). frangi iezu-
iti moRvawis, ideebiT ase daintereseba, ra Tqma unda, miuTiTebs 
besikis dainteresebaze dasavluri kulturiT (literaturuli 
saqarTvelo, 20 seqtemberi, 1988).

besikis Semoqmedebis stilisturi maxasiaTeblebic iwereba ba-
rokos esTetikaSi.

barokos stils axasiaTebs maRalmxatvruloba, midrekileba 
hiperbolebisaken, rTuli metaforebi, dinamikuroba da ekleqtu-
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roba. hiperbolebis  gamoyeneba gansakuTrebiT TvalsaCinoa sagmi-
ro xasiaTis leqsebsa da poemebSi (`ruxisis brZola~, `aspinZisaT-
vis~). besikis stilze saubrisas al. baramiZe SeniSnavs, `besiki War-
bad xmarobs arqaul formebsa da leqsikas, xSirad Segnebulad 
arTulebs da arsebiTad abundovanebs poetur saxeebsa da fraze-
ologias, erTi sityviT, wers maRalfardovnad da RvarWnilad… 
RvlarWniloba imdroindeli mwerlobis niSandoblivi stiluri 
movlenaa, rac anton kaTalikosma da imisma skolam daakanones~ (ba-
ramiZe: 27-28). arqauli formebis gamoyeneba da saTqmelis rTulad 
warmoCena, swored barokos damaxasiaTebeli stilisturi niSnebia.

daskvna

zemoT warmodgenili gamokvlevis Sedegad SegviZlia davask-
vnaT, rom XVI-XVIII saukunis qarTul literaturaSi ikveTeba ba-
rokos tendenciebi, rac SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs visaubroT qar-
Tul  barokoze. amasTan,  qarTuli  literaturisa  da  kulturisaT-
vis barokos esTetika ganviTarebis bunebrivi safexuria, rac pa-
suxobs barokos mimdinareobis warmoSobis poligenezis Teorias.

barokos esTetikis WrilSi SegviZlia ganvixiloT XVIII sa-
ukunis gamoCenili qarTveli poetis, besarion gabaSvilis Semoqme-
deba. besikis SemoqmedebaSi barokaluri niSnebi vlindeba rogorc 
Tematur,  ise  filosofiur  da  formalur-stilistur   aspeqtebSi.
am faqtis naTeli dasturia isic, rom qarTveli modernistebi Ta-
vianT literaturul winaprad asaxelebdnen erTi mxriv besiks 
(baroko) da, meore mxriv, nikoloz baraTaSvils (romantizmi).

qarTul literaturaSi barokos tendenciaTa gamokveTa ki-
dev erTxel usvams xazs qarTuli saazrovno sivrcis kavSirs dasav-
lur filosofiur-literaturul konteqstebTan.
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Georgian Baroque Tendencies and Besarion Gabashvili’s 
Poetry 

Summery

Key words: Baroque, Baroque philosophy, poetry, literary tendencies, Georgian 
literature of XVI– XVIII centuries, European-Georgian cultural paradigms.

The study aims to analyse Georgian literature from the 16th to 18th centuries 
in comparison with contemporary European literary tendencies using modern 
literary methodologies. The 16th to 18th centuries were a crucial and special period 
in European art as this period is characterised by significant discoveries during the 
scientific revolution, leading to the disappearance of established aesthetic principles 
and the emergence of new ways of artistic expression. Baroque, encompassing 
architecture, sculpture, music, painting, theatre, and literature, was a cultural and 
art movement that reflected a reaction against humanism and the Renaissance. The 
movement emphasized dramatic, eclectic, and dynamic motion. Baroque is one of 
the most significant period of the development of European culture as it laid the 
foundation of the principles of modernism. Modernism itself is often mentioned as 
Neo-baroque in literary criticism. In Georgian literary studies, the term “Georgian 
Baroque” was first mentioned in the 1970s by Giorgi Gachechiladze, who identified 
Baroque tendencies in Georgian literature. 
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The term refers to Georgian literature from the 16th to 18th centuries, which 
exhibits eclecticism and is influenced by Persian literature due to political and 
economic circumstances. However, despite of significant Persian influence, Georgian 
literature from the 16th to 17th centuries began to reintegrate into the Western 
cultural-literary space. We can underline some of the key factors: in Georgian literary 
texts of 16-18th centuries the chronotope of a foreign country and foreign theme is 
sublimated with a national thematics (“The Martyrdom of the Holy Queen Qetevan” 
by Teimuraz I, “War of Aspindza” and “War of Rukhisi” by Besarion Gabashvili). 
Besides, Georgian texts of these period reflects the crisis of humanism aesthetic and 
reveals the onto-existential problems of the epoch. One of the most important aspects 
is that, despite the Persian influence, Christian themes gradually reemerge in Georgian 
literature and eventually take on pagan characteristics. These factors indicate both 
the political and literary choices made by Georgia during this period.  

Besarion Gabashvili, an influential Georgian poet, philosopher, and diplomat 
of the 18th century, is well-known for his love poems. He was a close person at the 
court of King Erekle’s palace, and also played an important role in the contemporary 
Georgian political arena as he was the ambassador of Eastern Georgia to the Russian 
royal court. Like his contemporary writers, Gabashvili’s works are quite eclectic 
and often reveal contradictory literary paradigms. However, our research underlines 
that Gabashvili’s works exhibit Western literary tendencies, particularly signs of the 
Baroque movement. It is worth mentioning that Georgian modernist poets like Titsian 
Tabidze considered Besik (Baroque) and Nikoloz Baratashvili (Romanticism) to be 
his literary ancestors. Titsian tabitze’s quote “I plant Flowers of Evil by Baudelaire in 
the garden of Besik”, which is reffered as a key determinant of Georgian symbolism, 
clearly defines the connection between Georgian Modernism and Besik (Besarion 
Gabashvili). We believe, only this fact indicates that we should study Besarion 
Gabashvili’s poetry in the context of Baroque movement. 

In the works of Besarion Gabashvili tendencies of Baroque can be detected 
both on the philosophical-thematic and on the stylistic levels. His poetry is diverse 
in terms of genres and themes. He wrote two poems abput national thematics: “War 
of Aspindza” and “War of Rukhishi”. In these poems chronotope is real and the 
characters are real historical persons. So, the unrealistic chronotope is sublimated by 
the real historical events. This tendency was first revealed in the works by Teimuraz 
I (Martyrdom of Queen Ketevan), whith this in mind, works by Besarion Gabashvili 
continues this literary tendency, which is also revealed in contemporary Western 
literary space.

Another significant factor is the fact that Christian and Biblical symbolic 
emerges powerfully in his works. Moreover, historical and existential problems are 
often related to Biblical original sin, which is one of the key philosophical aspects 
of Baroque aesthetics. Biblical and Ghospel symbolics are highly reflected in the 
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ode dedicated to the mother of God, where Maryam is mentioned as holy and sacred 
mother of crucified Jesus. 

According to Besarion Gabashvili’s poetry, life is governed by fate, which 
is a devilish event. This contradicts the humanistic model of world perception, 
which believed that evil will be always defeated by kindness. In works by Besarion 
Gabashvili a metaphor of a human is a traveler who travels all along the world in both 
real and phantastic chronotope, but he can never find a peaceful place and concludes 
that the world is a destructive place and man is doomed to suffer. Even love is also an 
expression of suffering - the lover always rejects the lyrical hero. 

Based on the analysis of the works by Besarion Gabashvili, we can underline 
that the emergence of Baroque tendencies is a natural and logical event for Georgian 
literature. The fact finds connection with theory of polygenesis mentioned by Walter 
Moser. The theory suggests that Baroque tendencies emerged independently in 
different European countries according to the common background of the historical-
philosophical crisis of the region. 
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levan gelaSvili 
(saqarTvelo) 

recenzia krebulze – `literaturuli Janrebi~

 „literaturuli Janrebis“ pirveli wigni, romelic momzadda 
SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literaturis institutis 
literaturis Teoriisa da komparativistikis ganyofilebisa da 
Tsu   Teoriuli   da  SedarebiTi   literaturaTmcodneobis   saswav-
lo-samecniero institutis bazaze, moicavs naSromebs literatu-
ruli Janrebis Sesaxeb.

krebulSi dabeWdili samecniero statiebis avtorebi arian: 
irma ratiani,  rusudan canava,  arCil werediani,  maka elbaqiZe,  
irakli kenWoSvili, maia naWyebia, ramaz Wilaia, gaga lomiZe, kon-
stantine bregaZe, Sorena SamanaZe da irakli xvedeliZe.

warmodgenili sarecenzio wigni ori nawilisagan Sedgeba: 
pirvelSi gaerTianebulia „eposi da epikuri Janrebi“, xolo meore 
nawilSi Sedis „drama da dramatuli Janrebi“. wigns erTvis aseve 
damateba – gzamkvlevi klasikur literaturaSi: „don kixoti, pir-
veli Tanamedrove romani – da erT-erTi saukeTeso!“ 2018 wlis 
publikacia (avtori ana puCao de lesia visente perec de lioni), 
romelic inglisuridan Targmna irma ratianma.

kulturaSi mimdinare Janrebis evoluciis da niSan-Tvisebe-
bis cvalebadoba, maTi xelaxla Seswavla da gadaazreba mTeli am 
memkvidreobis, misi Sinaarsis da mniSvnelobis samecniero analizi 
axali gamowvevebis  winaSe  dgas. es aris pirveli krebuli, romel-
Sic erTad  aris Tavmoyrili  naSromebi eposisa da didi epikuri 
Janrebis Sesaxeb. 

 yvela epoqas Tavisi Janrebi aqvs romlebic mis majiscemas da 
tendenciebs gamoxatavs. Janri inaxavs Tavis dros, masSi vlindeba 
mTeli epoqa da amitom TiToeul Janrs Tavisi qronologiuri sazR-
vrebi aqvs is manamde aris sicocxlisunariani, sanam mimdinare 
epoqaluri movlenebis ZiriTadi gamomxatveli formaa. rogorc 
ki is kargavs Tavis epoqasTan Sexebis wertilebs, Janri kvdeba da 
mihyveba Tavis epoqas. 

rusudan canava moculobiT samecniero statiaSi – „eposi da 
epikuri Janrebi“ epikuri Janris saTaveebidan moyolebuli, eta-
pobrivad ganixilavs yvela mniSvnelovan sakiTxsa da Temas, rome-
lic Janris ZiriTad niSan-Tvisebebze msjelobisas unda aRiniSnos. 
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 XIX saukunidan moyolebuli, mas Semdeg, rac ZvelberZnuli 
da romauli teqstebis garda, ufro adreuli nawarmoebebic Sevi-
da samecniero mimoqcevaSi, p. iensenma wamoayena mosazreba Zvel-
ebrauli da berZnuli miTebis mesopotamiuri warmoSobis Sesaxeb, 
ramac Zveli aRTqmis samyaros kvleva sruliad sxva simaRleze 
aiyvana, sabolood dairRva evropocentrizmi da daiwyo epikuri 
teqstebis, siuJetebis, motivebis da sxva literaturuli modele-
bis kontaqturi, genetikuri da tipologiuri TeoriebiT Seswav-
la. eposis Janris ganviTarebaSi axali etapi homerosis poemebiT 
iwyeba. berZeni epikosi poetebi – hesiode da homerosi epikuri Jan-
ris kanonmdeblad iTvlebian. maT moaxerxes Janris formireba da 
ZiriTadi mimarTulebis gansazRvra. 

 statiaSi yuradReba gamaxvilebulia iseT sakiTxebze, ro-
gorebicaa eposis Txzvis specifika, mTxvzvelebi da epikuri sti-
li, epikuri motivebi da siuJetebi, misi mimarTeba istoriasTan, 
antikuri eposi, ekfrasisi da poeturi semantika. 

mecnieri mokled mimoixilavs komikur-parodiuli eposis ni-
muSebs da maT avtorebs. 

kalimaqosi iTvleba axali mimarTulebis – epilionis Janris 
damamkvidreblad berZnul literaturaSi.

 apolonios rodoseli vrceli epikuri teqstebis Txzvis er-
Tguli darCa. misi „argonavtika“ mravalmxriv sayuradRebo teq-
stia, romelSic avtori argonavtebis miTs, homerosisgan gansxva-
vebiT, Tavidan bolomde mogviTxrobs. 

elinisturi epoqis cnobili epikosi poetebi iyvnen: likof-
roni, nonos panopoliseli (am ukanasknelis gavlena imdenad Zli-
eri iyo, rom Seiqmna nonosis stilis mimdevarTa skola), kvintus 
smirneli, trifiodore, museosi da sxvani. 

laTinurenovani antikuri literatura an, rogorc samecni-
ero literaturaSia miRebuli, romauli literatura, berZnulTan 
SedarebiT, bevrad gviandelia da is berZnuli mwerlobidan amo-
izarda. am ukanasknelis daqveiTebis Semdeg, romaelebma berZenTa 
mier SemuSavebuli ara mxolod Janrebi, aramed personaJebi, mo-
tivebi, semantika da sxva literaturuli modelebi gamoiyenes. ber-
Znuli literaturuli samyarosTvis damxasiaTebeli bevri niSan-
Tvisebis miuxedavad, romauli eposi uamravi siaxliT xasiaTdeboda. 

statiaSi romauli literatura warmodgenilia livius an-
dronikusiT, romelsac ekuTvnis erT-erTi pirveli laTinurenova-
ni teqsti. andronikusma berZnulidan laTinurad Targmna „odisea“. 

romaelebi udides poetad Tvlidnen kvintus eniuss, romel-
mac romaelTa nacionalur eposad aRiarebuli „analebi“ dawera. 

literaturuli Janrebi



340

lukreciusi leqsad ayalibebs epikur-filosofiuri siste-
mebis postulatebs poemaSi „saganTa bunebisaTvis“. 

romis oqros xanis poetia vergiliusi, romlis saxelTanaa 
dakavSirebuli sami stilis Teoria. 

ovidiusi erTdroulad sxvadasxva JanrSi moRvaweobda. 
gaius valerius flakusis „argonavtika“ apolonios rodose-

lis poemiT aris STagonebuli.
cxadia, werilSi antikuri epoqis epikos poetTa warmodgenili 

nusxa arasrulia. avtori Seecada gamoeyo is avtorebi, romelTac 
didi wvlili Seitanes eposis Janris formirebaSi. 

antikuri literaturis erT-erTi Janri romani, romelic 
ZiriTadad antikuri sazogadoebis dacemas asaxavs, romis impe-
riaSi gansakuTrebiT ganviTarda („antikuri romani“ – arCil we-
redianis statia). am JanrSi gaerTianebuli nawarmoebebi Zlier 
gansxvavdeba erTmaneTisgan, Tumca erTi saerTo maxasiaTeblebis 
gamo is calke Janria, romelic, bunebrivia konkretuli avtore-
bis xelSi ganviTarda (lognosis „dafnisi da qloe“, heliodores 
„eTiopika“, petroniusis „satirikoni“, apuleusis „oqros viri“ da 
sxva). weredians mohyavs samecniero literaturaSi gamoTqmuli 
baxtinis samecniero mosazreba antikuri romanis Sesaxeb. m. baxtini 
antikuri romanis or tips gamoyofs: gansacdelis avantiurul 
romans  da  avantiurul-yofiT  romans. erTxans popularuli iyo 
e. Svarcis mosazreba, romlis Tanaxmadac, antikuri romani warmo-
iSva elinisturi istoriografiis dacemis Sedegad. SemdgomSi is-
toriul romanad Camoyalibda bolos ki sofistur samijnuro ro-
manad iqca. samecniero sazogadoebaSi gabatonebulia mosazreba, 
rom romans ar axasiaTebs uwyveti ganviTareba. marTlac, antikur-
ma romanma Tavis ganviTarebis gza gaiara da arseboba Sewyvita. mas 
gavlena ar mouxdenia evropaSi aRmocenebul saraindo romanze, 
romelic antikuri romanisagan damoukideblad Camoyalibda da 
Tavisi winapirobebi hqonda. 

Sua saukuneebis rainduli romani (avtori maka elbaqiZe), XII 
saukunis safrangeTSi „kulturuli afeTqebis“ Semdeg Camoyalib-
da, romelic antikur literaturas da folklors daefuZna, sadac 
erTmaneTs erwymis berZnul-romauli stilistika. Tumca droTa 
ganmavlobaSi raindulma romanma ganicada mxatvrul-esTetiku-
ri cvlileba da sruliad axali struqtura miiRo. maka elbaqiZe 
sruliad samarTlianad aRniSnavs, rom „vefxistyaosani“, cxadia, 
Suasaukuneebis rainduli romania, magram unda aRiniSnos rom ev-
ropuli rainduli romanisgan gansxvavebiT, ar icnobs mTel rig 
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(koliziur uTanxmoebas da sxva) sakiTxebs, romelic am periodis 
frangul literaturaSi gvxvdeba.

pikareskuli romani (avtori irakli kenWoSvili), espanur 
literaturis oqros xanaSi Camoyalibebuli Janria. am Janris na-
warmoebebi, rogorc wesi, soflidan qalaqSi Camosul gaRatake-
buli aznaurebis wridan gamosul antigmirze mogviTxrobs, rome-
lic gaiZvera da cbieria, Tumca mkiTxvelis mier socialuri uTa-
nasworobis msxverplad aRiqmeba da Tavis moxerxebulobis gamo, 
mkiTxvelis TanagrZnobas imsaxurebs. pikareskul romanSi zogi 
mecnieri aerTianebs nebismier iseT nawarmoebebs, romelSic avan-
tiuristi gmiris Tavgadasavalia moTxrobili. 

barokos epoqis romani (maia naWyebias statia), Tavis Janruli 
mravalferovnebiT berZnuli romanis erTgvar adaptaciadac miiC-
neva. saqme isaa, rom konstantinepolis dacemamde berZnuli teq-
stebi  ar iyo  cnobili  evropisTvis, misi Targmna  XVI saukunis me-
ore naxevridan saraindo romanis dasasruls daemTxva.

sentimentaluri romani (ramaz Wilaias werili), XVIII saukunis 
evropuli literaturis erT-erTi ZiriTadi mimarTulebaa, kla-
sicizmsa da rokokosTan erTad. sentimentalizmi rogorc mxat-
vruli mimdinareoba da Tavad terminis axleburi gaazrebac ukav-
Sirdeba lorens sternis daumTavrebel romans, romelic 1768 wels 
gamoica. 

 realisturi romani (avtori gaga lomiZe) me-19 saukunis Sua 
xanebSi, romantizmze reaqciis Sedegad, naturalizmis tendenci-
ebis gaTvaliswinebiT Seqmnili revoluciuri Janria. revoluciuri 
im gagebiT, rom realisturma romanma uaryo tradicia, romlis mi-
xedviTac literaturas mxolod gamorCeuli gmirebis heroikuli 
ambebi unda moeTxro. miuxedavad imisa, rom realizmi romantizmis 
opoziciuri Janria, is mainc romantizmis memkvidrea, misi meore 
mxarea. gaga lomiZe erTmaneTs upirispirebs inglisur realistur 
romansa da saraindo romans. msjelobs urTierT ganmasxvavebel ni-
San-Tvisebebze da gamoyofs realisturi romanisaTvis damxasiaTe-
bel ramdenime gasaTvaliswinebel faqtors: detalizacias, fsiqo-
logizms,  sinamdvilisa  da  sizmris  dapirispirebas,  tipurobis   sa-
kiTxs, ganaTlebis sakiTxs (realizmis dros safuZveli eyreba mar-
qsizms),  saSualo fenis mTavar personaJebs, presas da mis far-
glebSi Seqmnil romanebs. gaga lomiZis samecniero msjeloba lo-
gikuri da argumentirebulia. mecnieri marTebulad SeniSnavs, rom 
realistma mwerlebma saSualo fenis yoveldRiuroba asaxes, im 
adamianebis realoba, romlebmac maRal idealebs unda miaRwion. 
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gaga lomiZe moixmobs egnate ninoSvilis moTxrobas, „qristines“ da 
gustav floberis romans  „qalbatoni bovari“. agreTve, imowmebs 
mixeil baxtinisa da roman iakobsonis mosazrebebs.

sagangebod unda gamoiyos irma ratianis werili: „litera-
turuli antiutopia da antiutopiuri romani“, romelic warmoad-
gens nawils amave avtoris monografiisa „qronotopi antiutopiur 
romanSi. esqatologiuri antiutopiis interpretaciisaTvis“ wig-
nSi: „teqsti da qronotopi“ (Tbilisis universitetis gamomcem-
loba. 2010) specialurad am krebulisaTvis, naSromma ganicada mci-
redi modificireba.

avtori veberis terminiT xsnis, rom utopia Tanaswori sazo-
gadoebis „idealuri tipia“, antiutopia ki monuri sazogadoebis 
„idealur tips“ warmoadgens.

werilis avtors yuradRebis miRma ar rCeba am JanrisTvis 
damaxasiaTebeli arcerTi mniSvnelovani saetapo sakiTxi. irma 
ratiani Tanmimdevrulad ganixilavs im zogad motivaciur da 
struqturul modelebs, romlebic antiutopiuri romanis Janris 
formirebisa da gansazRvris safuZvelia: koleqtiuri Sroma, kva-
zinominacia, lideri, mecnieruli progresisa da teqnokratizmis 
motivi, SemoqmedebiTi sawyisis da gonis nivelireba, SiSi, ojaxu-
ri tradiciebis destruqcia, bednierebis standartizacia, yofis 
ritualizacia da karnavalizacia, fsevdokarnavaluri motivi, 
Wama-smis aqti da parodia. irma ratianis samecniero msjeloba 
mimarTulia iqeTken, rom swored es sakiTxebi ayalibebs im Sida 
konstruqcias, romelsac efuZneba Janris ZiriTadi kanonebi. 

mecnieris mosazrebiT, antiutopiis ZiriTad struqturul 
maxasiaTeblebad unda miviCnioT:

1. antiutopiis siuJeti moTavsebulia „jojoxeTisa“ da 
„samoTxis“ koordinatebs Soris;

2. antiutopiis samyaro mimarTulia sasazRvro faseuli mij-
nisaken, romelic unda daiZlios nonkonformisti gmiris mier.

3. antiutopiis drouli da sivrculi paradigma vertikaluria.
konstatine bregaZes ekuTvnis ori werili: `modernistuli 

romani~ da `postmodernistuli romani~. modernistul romanze 
msjelobas mecnieri agebs oTx fundamentur sakiTxze: 1. mTxrobeli 
instancia/avtoriseuli Txroba; 2. „modernisti“ personaJi ro-
gorc „qceviTi“,  aramyari personaJi; 3.  struqturuli, naratiuli 
da qronotopuli Taviseburebani; 4. asaxvis/gadmocemis formebi. 

konstantine bregaZe postmodernistul romans 1960-2010 
wlebis qronologiur farglebSi ganixilavs, gamoyofs antilogo-
centrizms da aRniSnavs, rom postmodernistuli filosofia midis 
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pirvelsazrisis uaryofamde, rom is erTi mxriv efuZneba nicSes 
RmerTis sikvdilis postulats, meore mxriv – haidegeris daZle-
vis/gadalaxvis postulats. mecnieri marTebulad SeniSnavs, rom 
diqotomiidan (RmerTi vs eSmaki, jojoxeTi vs samoTxe da ase Sem-
deg) postmodernizmi arcerTs ar aniWebs upiratesobas. amgvarad, 
postmodernistuli msoflmxedvelobrivi diskursi pluralizmiT 
aris gajerebuli. bodriaris terminiT, es „kulturuli bulioni“ 
ganapirobebs WeSmaritebasTan mimarTebis nivelirebas, adamians 
rCeba usazriso  simulaciebTan mimarTeba. Sesabamisad, koka brega-
Ze askvnis, rom postmodernistuli filosofia amkvidrebs sami ti-
pis sikvdils: RmerTis, subieqtisa da avtoris. konstantine brega-
Ze antilogocentrizmis da dekosntruqtivizmis garda, gamoyofs 
aseve ontoteqstualobas – romanis teqstis axal zeyofierebad 
dafuZnebas. posmodernistul romanis poetika ekleqturia, mas 
axasiaTebs e. w. naratiuli da enobrivi TamaSebi, rac teqsts sa-
TamaSo gajetad aqcevs, sadac mkiTxveli inteleqtualur siamov-
nebas („teqstiT tkbobas“) iRebs. avtors uyuradRebod ar rCeba 
aseve; interteqstualoba, ormagi kodireba da sxva Janrobrivi 
maxasiaTeblebi.

Sorena SamanaZe, werilSi – „saojaxo romani/saga“ vrclad 
msjelobs Janris gansazRvrebaze, saojaxo romani sentimentaliz-
mis werilebis dros gaCnda da XX saukunis pirvel naxevarSi ganvi-
Tarebis piks miaRwia. es aris romanis tipi, romelic ojaxur 
cxovrebas da urTierTobebs erTi an ramdenime Taobis konteqstSi 
warmoadgens. Sorena SamanaZe saojaxo romans yovelmxriv, yvela 
istoriuli rakursiT ikvlevs. Tavad termini: „saojaxo romani“ 
zigmund froidma da oto rankim daamkvidra fsiqologiuri kom-
pleqsis aRsaniSnavad. saojaxo romani, rogorc literaturuli 
Janri, mecnieris mier ramdenime Janrul maxasiaTebeliT aris ga-
moyofili, cal-calke ganixilavs ojaxsa da romans, „saxlis“ mo-
tivs, rogorc „ojaxis“ winapirobas, Tematikas, naratiuli/kompozi-
ciuri wyobas, Txrobis formebs, mkiTxvelis instancia/gmirs, mo-
mijnave Janrebs, klasikur motivebsa da Janris istorias, Janris 
perioduli aRorZinebisa da gaaqtiurebis winapirobebs, bolos ki 
mimoixilavs Tanamedrove kvlevebs saojaxo romanis Sesaxeb.

avtobiografiuli romanis (avtori irakli xvedeliZe) for-
mireba XVIII saukunidan iwyeba. Tavad termini ki XIX saukunidan 
Cndeba. is erTgvarad avtobiografiis evoluciuri saxesxvaobaa, 
romelSic avtori, mTxrobeli da mTavari gmiri erTi da igive 
piria (Tumca es teqstSi SeiZleba cxadad ar iyos mocemuli). av-
tobiografiul romanSi, istoriul sinamdvilis nacvlad, avto-
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biografiul sinamdvilezea gakeTebuli ZiriTadi aqcentebi. irak-
li xvedeliZe erTmaneTisgan mijnavs avtobiografiul romanTan 
axlos mdgom, magram misgan gansxvavebul avtofiqcias da fiqciuri 
avtobiografias.

gansakuTrebuli yuradReba unda gamaxvildes wignis meore 
nawilze: dramasa da dramatul Janrebze, romelic ixsneba irma 
ratianis weriliT: „tragedia – uZvelesi dramatuli Janri“. sta-
tiis  preambula  platonis  „saxelmwifos“  ganxilvas  eTmoba;  mecni-
eri msjelobs baZvis meqanizmebsa da poetebis mimarT platonis mi-
er wamoyenebul braldebebis seriaze. Semdeg qveTavSi: „aristo-
tele. „poetika“ da tragediis Teoria. tragediis „formis Teoria“, 
mkvlevari aRniSnavs, rom aristotele eTanxmeba poeziis, rogorc 
baZvis   gaazrebas,   magram   platoniseul   interpretacias   ar   izi-
arebs. aristotelem daasabuTa, rom istorikosi saubrobs imaze, 
rac moxda, poeti ki imaze, rac ar momxdara, magram SeiZleboda mom-
xdariyo, amgvarad, poezia filosofiasTan, e. i. WeSmaritebis Zi-
ebasTan ufro axlosaa. mecnieri sayuradRebo mosazrebebs gamoT-
qvams tragediis „formis Teoriaze“, romelic awesrigebs Janris 
urTierTobas  mibaZvis obieqtTan. irma ratiani tragediis mkacrad 
mowesrigebul struqturas aristoteles eqvsi kanoniT warmoaCens. 

meore qveTavSi: „2. antikuri tragediebi. ambebi. sqema, per-
fomansi, 2.1. bediswera da konfliqti“. Seswavlili da gaanalize-
bulia aristoteles eqsperimentuli dakvirvebebi tragediis 
teqstualur da sasceno gamocdilebaze. aq mecniers mocemuli 
aqvs „damsaxurebuli sasjelis“ modeli, `SurisZiebis“ modeli, 
„msxverplSewirvis“ modeli, „vedrebis“ modeli, „xsnis“ modeli da 
„dabruneba-cnobis~“modeli. aseve, saubaria kulturis istoriaSi 
iseT sakvanZo movlenaze, rogoric iyo tragediebis gadatana Te-
atralur scenaze. 

miuxedavad imisa, rom berZnuli tragediebis dawera araerT 
avtors ucdia, Cvenamde mxolod sami tragikosis – esqiles, sofok-
les da evripides naRvawma moaRwia. maTi Semoqmedeba maTsave si-
cocxleSi idgmeboda scenaze da Semdgom, saukuneebis ganmavlo-
baSi, am sakulto tragediebma udidesi gavlena moaxdina am Janris 
ganviTarebaze. werilis bolo ori qveTavSi – „ra iyo Semdgom“ da 
„apendiqsi“, irma ratiani, Sejamebis saxiT, mokled mimoixilavs 
yvela mniSvnelovan avtors da Teoriul naSroms, romelic am sfe-
ros irgvliv Seiqmna meoce saukunis CaTvliT. 

„komediis dabadeba. Jan batist molieri – komediis metri 
da qarTuli komediis formirebamde“ (avtori irma ratiani) mra-
vali aspeqtiT sayuradRebo samecniero naSromia. werili sami 
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nawilisgan Sedgeba: pirvel qveTavSi: „klasicizmis normatiuli 
poetika da avtoris TviTmyofadoba“ ganxilulia nikola bualos 
literaturis normatiuli Teoria. traqtati, romelic miznad 
isaxavda klasikuri poetikis principebis aRorZinebas da amdenad, 
avaldebulebda avtorebs klasikuri periodis literaturuli 
kanonebis erTgulebas. mecnieri sworad SeniSnavs rom Teoria 
xSirad furcelze rCeboda da mwerlebis Semoqmedeba sxva geziT 
miemarTeboda, Jan batist molieris komediebi amis naTeli dadas-
tureba iyo. meore qveTavSi: „molieris komediebi – axali stili 
dramaturgiaSi. antikuri niRbebidan molieris niRbebamde“, moli-
eris Semoqmedebis ZiriTadi principebia ganxiluli. molieri, 
romelic msaxiobic iyo da piesebs mxolod imitom ar werda, rom 
sxvebs waekiTxaT, aramed imitomac, rom TviTon eTamaSa scenaze, 
orientirebuli iyo ufro realizmze; mis Semoqmedebas axasiaTebs 
niRbebis mravalferovneba, realurs upirispirebs gamogonils, 
qmnis situacias, romelSic es ori xedva upirispirdeba erTmaneTs. 
molieris personaJis ena mravalferovania ramdenime aspeqtiT. 
avtori ilaSqrebs mankierebis winaaRmdeg. am avtorma udidesi 
gavlena moaxdina msoflio dramaturgiaze, maT Soris, me-19 sauku-
nis qarTul komediografiaze. mesame qveTavi („molieris mxatvru-
li principebis refleqsireba da me-19 saukunis meore naxevris 
qarTul komediaSi“) swored am Temas eZRvneba. sagulisxmoa irma 
ratianis mosazreba, rom XVII-XVIII saukuneebis saqarTvelo, Tavi-
si istoriuli realobidan gamomdinare, ver erTveba klasiciz-
mis da ganmanaTleblobis esTetikaTa procesSi, magram qarTulma 
kulturam, SezRuduli SesaZleblobebis farglebSi, mainc mo-
axerxa orive saazrovno modelis refleqsireba. mecnieris azriT, 
sulxan-saba orbelianma, daviT guramiSvilma, besik gabaSvilma Ta-
vis SemoqmedebaSi SeZles evropuli konceptis rekonstruqcia. 

evropul kulturul saazrovno sivrceSi momwifda burJu-
as tipi, romelic XIX saukuneSi mmarTvel klasad iqceva. qarTul 
literaturas marqsistul-bolSevikuri moZraobis aseve „xalxos-
nuri“ da socialisturi mwerlobis ideologiis SemoWris gamo, ar 
dascalda burJuas cnebis gaazreba. irma ratianis azriT, miuxeda-
vad  aRniSnuli  istoriuli  garemoebisa,  qarTulma  mwerlobam  SeZ-
lo burJuaziis funqciisa da rolis, agreTve, aristokratiasTan 
misi mimarTebis qarTuli rakursis warmoCena. mecnieris mosaz-
rebiT, me-19 saukunis meore naxevris qarTul dramaturgiaSi cneba 
burJua Canacvlebulia cnebiT vaWari, romelic burJuas gagebis 
SedarebiT adreuli da primitiuli modelis ekvivalenturia. 
movlenebis mTavar personaJebad qarTvelma dramaturgebma vaW-

literaturuli Janrebi
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rebi da Tavadebi aqcies, molieris msgavsad, isini cdilobdnen 
qarTvel mayurebels gmirebSi amoecno sakuTari Tavi. irma ra-
tiani am rakursSi mimoixilavs giorgi erisTavis da zurab antono-
vis piesebs, yovelmxriv aanalizebs maT Semoqmedebas da werilis 
bolos polikarpe kakabaZis 1928 wels dawerili komedia „yvar-
yvare TuTaberi“ mohyavs. yvaryvare gaunaTlebeli, mSiSara, med-
rove da mliqvneli adamiania, romelic xan mefis xelisuflebis 
mxares aris, xan sabWoTa xelisuflebisa. satirul-groteskuli 
garemo, romelic yvaryvares axlavs, sagonebelSi agdebda sabWoTa 
xelisuflebas. irma ratianis azriT, iumorma Seasrula damcavi 
meqanizmis mxatvruli funqcia. piesis iumoristuli ganwyobile-
bis gamo, nawarmoebi cenzuras gadaurCa. yvaryvare ki, mecnieris 
daskvniT, aris is simbiozi, romelic arasdros gaCndeba normalur 
sazogadoebaSi, aramed mxolod iseTSi, romelic ideologiuri 
wnexis qveSaa. mecnieri werils amTavrebs molieriseuli sibrZniT: 
„mTavari is ar aris, rasac xedav, aramed is, rac misi ukan imaleba“.

absurdis drama (arCils werediani), rogorc Janri meoce sa-
ukunis 50-ian wlebSi Camoyalibda, ZiriTadad, frangulenovan 
mxatvrul nawarmoebebSi da misi mTavari warmomadgenlebi arian: 
samuel beketi, eJen ionesko da artiur adamovi. arCil werediani 
Janrze msjelobas iwyebs misi winamZRvrebis mecxramete saukunis 
filosofiuri koncefciebis ganxilviT, romlebic Camoyalibda 
kirkegoris da nicSes naazrevSi. absurdis drama mWidro kavSirSia 
egzistencializmTan da amdenad, mecnieri kamius, rogorc meoce 
saukunis egzistencializmis erT-erT mTavar warmomadgenelsac 
ganixilavs. beketis da ioneskos Semoqmedebis ganxilvisas, gamoyofs 
or mTavar Tvisebas – bundovanebas da metyvelebis funqciis dak-
ninebas. am mxriv, aRsaniSnavia ioneskos „meloti momRerali qali“, 
romelic gaugebari, winaaRmdegobrivi frazebiT aris mdidari 
da teqsti gradaciis principiT sul ufro da ufro rTuli da ga-
ugebari xdeba. am nawarmoebSi darRveulia komunikacia aramxolod 
personaJebs, aramed mayurebelsa da personaJebs Soris. scenaze 
mizanmimarTulad iqmneba sicariele. statiis avtori paralelebs 
avlebs meoce saukuneSi dadaizmis da futurizmis mimdinareobeb-
Tan, avangardistebic gamoirCeodnen enisadmi mtruli damokide-
bulebiT, magram maTi mizani iyo axali enis aRmoCena, romelzec 
axali xelovneba unda ametyvelebuliyo. absurdis dramaSi enis 
daknineba  ki  gonebis  racionalizmis  mijnasTan  miyvanas emsaxure-
ba. arCil weredians absurdis dramis nimuSad mohyavs rezo WeiSvi-
lis „cisferi mTebi“ da misi ekranizacia. dasasruls ki aRniSnavs, 

levan gelaSvili
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rom es filmi dResac inarCunebs aqtualurobas da mxatvrul Zalas. 
literaturuli Janrebis pirveli tomi mniSvnelovani samec-

niero statiebis krebulia, romelSic srulyofilad, yvela samec-
niero moTxovnis Sesabamisad gamokvleulia Janrebis istoria.

literaturuli Janrebis meore tomze muSaoba dawyebulia da 
mas momaval wels ixilavs samecniero sazogadoeba. 

Levan Gelashvili
(Georgia)

 
On the Collection – Literary Genres

Summary

Key words: Literary Genres, classic literature, epos, great epic genres.

The scientific letter presents a review of the book Literary Genres (volume 
one), which was prepared on the basis of the Department of Literary Theory and 
Comparative Studies of the Shota Rustaveli Institute of Georgian Literature and the 
Educational-Scientific Institute of Theoretical and Comparative Literary Studies of 
TSU and which covers works dedicated literary genres. Articles of all the authors are 
studied and discussed in detail in the letter. 

The presented review book consists of two parts: the first part includes «epos 
and epic genres» and the second part covers «drama and dramatic genres». The book 
also includes a guide to classic literature; Don Quixote, the first modern novel - and 
one of the best! 2018 publication (author: Ana Puchao de Lesia Vicente Perez de 
Leon) translated from English by Irma Ratiani. 

The evolution and changing characteristics of genres in culture, their restudying 
and rethinking of this entire heritage, its content and meaning analysis, are facing new 
challenges. This is the first collection that brings together works on the epos and great 
epic genres. 

literaturuli Janrebi
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literaturuli Janrebi
redaqtorebi: irma ratiani, gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba: GCLA Press, 2023

winamdebare wigni momzadda SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli lite-
raturis institutis  literaturis  Teoriisa  da komparativisti-
kis ganyofilebis bazaze da moicavs naSromebs Janrebis Sesaxeb. 
es aris pirveli wigni, sadac Tavmoyrilia naSromebi epossa da 
did epikur Janrebze, dramasa da dramatul Janrebze. meore wigni 
momzadebis  procesSia da  masSi gaerTiandeba mcire epikuri Janre-
bi da lirika.

gansazRvrulia literaturisa da literaturaTmcodneobis 
problemebiT dainteresebuli farTo mkiTxvelisaTvis. misi gamo-
yeneba mizanSewonilia rogorc filologiuri, ise, zogadad, huma-
nitaruli profilis studentebTan swavlebis yvela safexurze: ba-
kalavriatSi, magistraturasa da doqtoranturaSi.

valter beniamini
rCeuli eseebi
mTargmneli: ana cqitiSvili
redaqtorebi: giorgi maisuraZe, leqso doreuli, malxaz xarbedia.
gamomcemloba: arili, 2023

winamdebare nakrebi beniaminis rCeul eseebs moicavs. buneb-
rivia, seleqcia subieqturia. mkvlevrebi misi Semoqmedebis eta-
pebs adreul, Sua da gviandel periodebad yofen. qarTul enaze 
saTargmnad, ZiriTadad, adreuli da Sua periodis naazrevi Seir-
Ca. adreuli periodidan gamorCeulia beniaminis `mTargmnelis 
amocana~ (1921), romelic Targmanis TeoriisTvis umniSvnelovanesi 
naSromia da romelic wignis bolos gamiznulad moxvda. Sua peri-
odidan gansakuTrebiT aRsaniSnavia `siurrealizmi~ (1929) – aq, 
rogorc eseis qvesaTauri gvatyobinebs, beniamini imdroindel 
evropul inteligencias firze aRbeWdavs da sruliad cocxlad 
warmogvidgens; `prustis saxe~ (1929), `fotografiis mcire isto-
ria~  (1931) da, rasakvirvelia, aw ukve naxsenebi `franc kafka: misi 
gardacvalebidan meaTe wlisTavze~ (1934). iSviaTad, rom avtors 
SeeZlos romelime dargisa Tu mimarTulebis Camoyalibebisa da 
ganviTarebis Sesaxeb istoriebs zustad ise STambeWdavad mohyves, 

axali wignebi / NNew Books
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rogorc is calkeuli avtorebis portretebis gamosaxvas axerxebs. 
es  ori ram erTmaneTisgan sruliad gansxvavdeba. beniamini orive-
gan mowodebis simaRleze dgas.

koka bregaZe
ori cda goeTeze: goeTes msoflmxedveloba. 
goeTe da nicSe
gamomcemloba: meridiani, 2023

goeTes pirovnebisa da msoflmxedvelobis sakiTxebi qar-
Tul samecniero sivrceSi auTvisebelia. ra Tqma unda, iyo pir-
veli Taobis germanistebis gamokvlevebi, magram es xdeboda sab-
WoTa saqarTvelos periodSi da maT ideologiuri daRi azis. axal 
gamocemaSi goeTes pirovneba, misi msoflmxedveloba, magaliTad, 
platonisturi, neoplatonisturi, aristoteleseuli, spinozase-
uli,  laibniciseuli perspeqtivebidan aris ganxiluli, aseve, Ta-
vad goeTes urfenomenis swavlebis perspeqtividan. rac Seexeba 
goeTes  Semoqmedebis  kritikasa   da  recefcias  nicSesTan,  es   saki-
Txic naklebadaa Seswavlili. axali gamocema rogorc specialis-
tebs, aseve, filologiis, germanistikis, filosofiis bakalavri-
atis, magistraturis, doqtoranturis safexuris studentebsa da 
dainteresebul mkiTxvels mniSvnelovan axal informacias miaw-
vdis. aseve, davamateb, rom es aris erTgvari mcdeloba goeTes pi-
rovnebasa da mis SemoqmedebasTan miaxlebis. wignis saxelwodebac 
aqedan gamomdinare SeirCa – wigni-cda, wigni-mcdeloba.

haiuel diqsi
avtofiqcia da kulturuli mexsiereba
Autofiction and Cultural Memory
By Hywel Dix
gamomcemloba: Routledge, 2022

avtofiqcia da kulturuli mexsiereba axal gzas ikvlevs av-
tofiqciis kvlevebSi da aCvenebs, Tu rogor aqcevs postkoloniur 
mwerlebs warsuli  kulturuli Tu politikuri  brZolebis  mow-
med  da,  Sesabamisad,   xels   uwyobs  kulturuli   mexsierebis   axal  
formebs. avtofiqciis umetesoba ganixilavs mas, rogorc individu-
alistur formas, romelic ukavSirdeba misi avtorebis pirovnul 
zrdas. amiT is upiratesobas aniWebs personaluri ganviTarebis 
na-rativebs, socialuri valdebulebebis Sesaxeb narativebTan Se-
darebiT da eTanxmeba sakuTrebisa da avtorobis dasavlur kon-



350

cefciebs. amis sapirispirod, haiuel diqsi gviCvenebs, Tu ramdenad 
gansxvavebulad gamoiyena dasavluri samyaros gareT sxvadasxva 
mweralma avtofiqciis teqnika, riTac isini maT mier moTxrobil 
ambebs gaemijnen da solidaroba gamoxates imperializmisa da ti-
raniis winaaRmdeg brZolis mimarT.

alJiris, eTiopiis, karibis zRvis, amerikis, indoeTisa da Tur-
qeTis magaliTebze dayrdnobiT, diqsi warmoadgens avtofiqcias, 
rogorc formas, romelic aerTianebs avtorebis cxovrebiseul 
istoriebs maTi sazogadoebebis koleqtiur brZolasTan, romelic 
iTvaliswinebda istoriuli usamarTlobis aRdgenas, romelic mar-
ginalizebuli da daviwyebuli iyo. kulturuli mexsierebis axali 
formebis formirebis xelSewyobiT, avtofiqcia wamoWris mniS-
vnelovan sakiTxebs imis Sesaxeb, Tu ris damaxsovrebas virCevT da 
ras vafasebT awmyoSi. es wigni sagulisxmo iqneba yvelasTvis, vinc 
dainteresebulia postkoloniuri kvlevebiT, msoflio literatu-
riT, travmis kvlevebiT, avtobiografiiT, biografiiT an soci-
aluri samarTlianobis sakiTxebiT.

riCard Sustermani
filosofia da weris xelovneba
Philosophy and the Art of Writing
By Richard Shusterman
gamomcemloba: Routledge, 2022

filosofiasa da literaturas mWidro, rTuli urTierToba 
aqvs. am or sferos Soris kavSirebis gasarkvevad, es wigni ganixilavs 
gzebs, Tu rogor iyenebs filosofia literaturul saSualebebs 
Tavisi praqtikis gasaumjobeseblad, gansakuTrebiT, rogorc cxov-
rebis wesi, romelic scildeba literaturul formebsa da sity-
vebs da fizikur saqmeebad, aralingvistur gamoxatulebad da su-
bieqtur ganwyobebad da grZnobebad gardaiqmneba. wigni ikvlevs 
moazrovneebs sokratedan da konfucidan fukosa da simon de bo-
vuaramde. riCard Sustermans ainteresebs sakiTxi, Tu ra roli 
SeiZleba Seasrulos literaturam filosofiis, rogorc raRac ar-
sebiTad gancdilis da ara mxolod dawerilis mimarT damokidebu-
lebaSi. filosofiisadmi am xedvis gansaviTareblad, romelic li-
teraturasac moicavs, magram imavdroulad cdilobs gascdes ver-
balurs, raTa gaacnobieros sicocxlis xorcSesxmuli sisavse da 
aRiqvas misi gamouTqmeli ganzomilebebi, Sustermani gansakuTre-
bul yuradRebas aqcevs avtorebs, romlebic arRveven literatu-
rasa da filosofias Soris arsebul gamijvnas: avgustineTi da 



351

monteniT dawyebuli uordsvorTamde, kirkegoramde, T.s. eliotam-
de, JorJ bataimde, moris blanSomde Tu bertran raselamde. wigni 
mTavrdeba TaviT Cinur weris xelovnebis Sesaxeb, romelSic ga-
erTianebulia poezia, kaligrafia da ferwera.

„filosofia da weris xelovneba“ gansakuTrebiT sagulisxmo 
iqneba literaturis Teoriisa da filosofiis fakultetebis stu-
dentebisa da mkvlevarebisTvis.

JorJ batai
sasargeblos sazRvari
The Limit of the Useful
By Georges Bataille
gamomcemloba: The MIT Press, 2023

„Sinagani gamocdilebis“ (L’expérience intérieure) gamoqveynebamde 
aTwleulis ganmavlobaSi meoce saukunis frangma filosofosma 
JorJ bataim Seqmna axali Sedevri, romelic Seicavs mis yvelaze 
originalur da vrcel refleqsias sxvadasxva Temaze. ritualuri 
msxverplSewirvisa da samxedro dapyrobebis, sicilis bunebisa 
da kapitalizmis meqanizmebis Sesaxeb. „sasargeblos zRvari“ – am 
saTauris darqmevas apirebda batai Tavisi naSromisTvis, naTels 
fens filosofosis gviandeli periodis naSromebs, magram is da-
umTavrebeli da gamouqveynebeli darCa mis sicocxleSi. es aris 
pirveli inglisurenovani Targmani naSromis, romelsac qori 
ostin knudsoni da Tomas elioti batais struqturulad erT-
erTi yvelaze Tanmimdevrul naSromad miiCnevdnen. eseebisa da „da-
wyevlili wilis“ samuSao versiebTan Sejerebisas, asze metgver-
diani danarTis CaTvliT, naSromi gamorCeulad warmoaCens batais 
naazrevs. „sasargeblos zRvari“ moicavs batais cxovrebis inte-
leqtualuri Ziebebis aTwleuls, rodesac is pirvelad daupi-
rispirda kapitalizms cnebebiTa da ideebiT ise, rogorc mis sxva 
gamoqveynebul naSromebSi ar Cans. aRniSnuli wigni batais siure-
alistur literaturul nawarmoebebsa da Semdgom samecniero pre-
tenziebs Soris arsebul ufskruls avsebs.
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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

erTi Tavi wignidan an 
ese krebulidan

Chapter in a book or an 
essay from a collection

Abashidze, K’it’a. Et’iudebi XIX-s-is Kartuli Li’terat’uris Shesakheb. 
Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba „merani“, 1970 (abaSiZe, Kkita. 
etiudebi XIX s.-is qarTuli literaturis Sesaxeb. 
Tbilisi: gamomcemloba `merani~, 1970).

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: 
University of Washington Press, 1962.

„P’ost’modernizmi“. Lit’erat’uris T’eoria. XX Sauk’unis Metodolo-
giuri K’ontseptsiebi da Mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris 
inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2005 (wifuria, bela. 
`postmoder nizmi~. literaturis Teoria. XX sau-
kunis meTodologiuri koncefciebi da mimdinareo-
bebi. Tbilisi: literaturis institu tis gamomcem-
loba, 2005). 

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis 
Borges“. Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. Don 
Anderson and Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.
 

nimuSi: 

Jenetis amocanaa prustis mxatvruli maneris TaviseburebaTa gamokvleva da imis dasa-
buTeba, rom `metafora da metonimia SeuTavsebeli antagonistebi rodi arian. isini 
ganamtkiceben da msWvalaven urTierTs, meore maTganis jerovani Sefaseba sulac ar 
niSnavs metonimiaTa erTgvari nusxis (romelic konkurencias gauwevs metaforaTa 
nusxas) Sedgenas, aramed – imis gamovlenas, Tu rogor monawileoben da funqcionire-
ben analogiis mimarTebaTa farglebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda 
gamoaSkaravdes metonimiis roli metaforaSi~ (Jennet 1998: 37). ratom SearCia Jenetma 
analizis sagnad swored prustis Semoqmedeba? imitom, aRniSnavs mecnieri, rom TviT 
prustis esTetikur TeoriaSi, iseve, rogorc praqtikaSi, metaforul (analogiaze 
damyarebul) mimarTebebs Zalze arsebiTi roli ganekuTvneba, imdenad arsebiTi, 
rom maTi mniSvneloba da roli, sxva semantikur mimarTebebTan SedarebiT, Zalze 
gazviadebulia.
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wigni,
ori, an meti avtori

Book, two or more authors

K’ek’elidze, K’orneli da Aleksandre Baramidze. Dzveli Kartuli 
Lit’erat’uris Ist’oria. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba „metsniereba“, 
1975 (kekeliZe, korneli, da aleqsandre baramiZe. 
Zveli qarTuli literaturis istoria. Tbilisi: 
gamomcemloba `mecniereba~, 1975).

Natadze, K’, et al.Kartul-Rusuli Lit’erat’uruli Urtiertobebis 
Ist’oriidan. Kutaisi: „gantiadi, 1994 (naTaZe k ... qarTul-
rusuli literaturuli urTierTobis istoriidan. 
quTaisi: gamomcemloba `ganTiadi~, 1994).

Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and 
Poetics. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan

Article in a scholarly journal 

statia gazeTidan an 
Jurnalidan. 

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper published 

monthly

K’avtiashvili, Venera. „Ilia Ch’avch’avadzis da Hainrikh Haines 
Shemokmedebis T’ip’ologiisatvis“. Lit’erat’uruli Dziebani. XXXI 
(2010): 163-174 (kavTiaSvili, venera. `ilia WavWavaZis 
da hainrix haines Semoqmedebis tipologiisaTvis~. 
literaturuli Ziebani. XXXI (2010): 163-174)

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of 
Urban Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. 
Heliotropia 7, 1-2 (2010): 51-63. 

K’ik’nadze, Valeri. „Mikheil Javakhishvili Akhali Teat’risatvis 
Brdzolashi“. Kartuli Universit’et’i 18-24 mart’i, 2010:5 (kiknaZe, 
valeri. `mixeil javaxiSvili axali TeatrisaTvis 
brZolaSi~. qarTuli 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.
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dawesebuleba, 
asociacia da 

misTanani, avtoris 
poziciiT

Institution, association, or 
the like, as “author”

Sakartvelos Sap’at’riarko. Ts'igni Shekmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006 
(saqarTvelos sapatriarqo. wigni Seqmnisa. Tbilisi: 
2006.

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 
1995/1996 Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library 
Association, 1995.

redaqtori, an 
kompilatori, avtoris 

poziciiT

Editor or compiler as 
“author”

Duduchava, Marina. Ed. Lit’erat’uris Teoriis Mtsire Leksik’oni. 
Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba “nakaduli”, 1975 (duduCava, 
marina. redaqtori. literaturis Teoriis mcire 
leqsikoni. Tb.: gamomcemloba `nakaduli~, 1975).

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity 
Fellowship, 1950.

eleqtronuli 
dokumenti 

internetidan

Electronic document From 
Internet

Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 
17 May 2011. http://www-mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/
Pulling_Glass/ index.html; Internet. 

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ 
i „Sozdannogo“ Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie 
Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. 
Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011 (Невская, Дарья. 
„Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и «созданного» 
текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. 
(2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011). 

 
enciklopedia, 

leqsikoni

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

„Ideologia“. Kartuli Sabch’ota Entsik’lop’edia. Abashidze, Irakli. 
ed.Tbilisi: 1964 ( `ideologia~. qarTuli sabWoTa 
enciklopedia. abaSiZe, irakli. red. Tbilisi: 1964). 

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. 
Merriam, 1961.

interviu 
(gamouqveynebeli)

saavtoro xelnaweri

Interview (unpublished)
by writer of paper

Morganisi, Nensi D. Int’erviu Avt’ortan. 16 ivlisi 1996. Pol Riviera, 
Masachuset’si, Chanatseri (morganisi, nensi d. interviu 
avtorTan, 16 ivlisi 1996, fol riviera, masaCusetsi, 
Canaweri)

Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, 
MA. Tape recording.
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konferenciis 
masalebi

Conference 
Proceedings

 Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis 
Shesakheb Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli 
Disk’ursi. Meotse Sau’kunis Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 
2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2010 

(ColoyaSvili, rusudan. `gadmocemebi totalita-
ruli komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce 
saukunis gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. 
irma ratiani. red. Tbilisi: literaturis institutis 
gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Tezisebi, an 
sadisertacio 

naSromis daskvnebi 
(debulebebi)

Thesis or dissertation

Ts’ikarishvili, Lela. Mikheil Javakhishvilis Shemokmedebis 
Sakhismet’q’ve lebiti Asp’ek’tebi. PhD. Diss. TSU, 2004 
(wiqariSvili, lela. mixeil javaxiSvilis Semoqme-
debis saxismetyvelebiTi aspeq tebi. filologiis 
mecniere baTa kandidatis samecniero xarisxis mosa-
po veblad warmodgenili disertacia. Tsu, 2004).

Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic 
Writing in the IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. 
Purdue University, 2002. 

*erTsa da imave wels gamocemuli ramdenime naSromi (calke an Tanaav toro biT) 
an erTi da igive naSromi (gagrZelebebiT) ramdenime nomerSi mieTiTeba anbanuri 
rigiT. magaliTad: (abaSiZe 1987a: 21), (abaSiZe 1987b: 87). 
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Sjani (Thoughts)
Submission Guidelines and Citing Style 

Sjani (Thoughts) Submission Guidelines and Citing Style Sjani (Thoughts) is an annual scien-
tific journal of literary theory and comparative literature, published in Georgia. The journal includes 
important works covering actual themes and problems of contemporary literary studies, which have 
not been published yet. 

Since 2011 Sjani is a member of e Central and Eastern European Online Library and has been 
uploaded on the web-site www.ceeol.com. Since 2017 Sjani has been included in international da-
tabases – ERIH PLUS and EBSCO. The journal has an international editorial board. Articles are 
published in Georgian, English and Russian languages and are evaluated according to a blind peer-
review process: 

1. An article should be sent by E-mail (English materials – maillit@litinstituti.ge) and accompa-
nied by: 
• Title page, where authors name, surname, academic degree, position and contact coordinates 

should be indicated. 
• Annotation in Georgian and English Language (According to the size of article. Minimum 

800 words and maximum 1500 words)
• Key words (3-5 words)

2. List of approved bibliography in the end of the article on original language. Georgian and Rus-
sian resources should be transliterated. (Please, conform to standard transliteration system);

3. The text should be minimum 5 and maximum 15 printed papers;
4. An article should be formatted (A4) in the following way: 

A. Title of the article (in the middle) 
B. Key Words 
C. Main text 
D. Bibliography on original language (Georgian and Russian resources transliterated) 
E. Annotation 
F. Margins: top-bottom, left-right 25mm 
G Font size: 11, Line spacing-1
The requirements (A, C and D) do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”,

5. The Citing Style “Style of the Institute of Literature” which is based of Thomson’s catalogy. 
Requirements: 
A) Citation is isolated from the main text by Quotation marks, (‘’ ‘’) at the end of citation, in 

brackets is written the index, indicating the name of the author of the citation on the original 
language, publication year, then colon and page number. For example: (Jennet 1998:37) see 
the Appendix 1. 

B) In case of citing the stanza (not line) of the verse, the citation is isolated from the text and 
the font size is reduced (the text font size is –11, the citation font size is –10) 
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C) These requirements do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”, where the 
font size is: • Main Text –10 • Notes– 9 6. 

6. Bibliography list should be ordered according to the index, in alphabetical order. See the Ap-
pendix 2. 
• Wide explanations of the author of the article is numbered and placed at the end of the work. 
• Small notes are indicated with asterisk and explanation is made at the end of the page.

7. The article will be evaluated by anonymous experts. 
8. The author is responsible for the literary style and orthography of the work. 
9. After evaluating submitted articles the board of editors will contact authors for further directions. 
10. The article is returned to the author during a certain period (maximum 3 days) for proof-reading. 

If the author breaks dead line the board of editors preserve the right to ban its publication or 
publish a work without informing an author.
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Sample for citation, indication and bibliography

Appendix 1

Appendix 2 Bibliography Form

Book, one authors

Chapter in a book or an 
essay from a collection

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: 
University of Washington Press, 1962.

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis 
Borges“. Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. 
Don Anderson and Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.

 
Book, two or more

authors
Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and 

Poetics. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

Article in a scholarly 
journal

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper published 

monthly

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of 
Urban Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. 
Heliotropia 7, 1-2 (2010): 51-63. 

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих 
героев“. Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

Book, no author given New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1976.

Institution, association, 
or the like, as “author”

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 
1995/1996 Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library 
Association, 1995.

Editor or compiler as 
“author”

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity 
Fellowship, 1950.

Jennet’s task is to examine Proust’s artistic methods and to prove that “Metaphor and Metonymy are not 
incompatible antagonist. They strengthen and enhance each other, assessing the other does not mean to form 
some kind of metonymy list, (which will compete with metaphor) but to find out how they function in the 
boundaries of analogy. Therefore the role of metonymy in metaphor should be revealed” (Jenet 1998: 37). 
Why did Jennet chose Proust’s works for analyzes? The reason for this is that in Proust’s aesthetic theory, as 
well as in practice , metaphoric relations (based on analogy) play a vital role, important in such an extend that 
their meaning and role, in relation with other semantic relations is exaggerated.
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Electronic document 
From Internet

Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 
May 2011. http://www-mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_
Glass/ index.html; Internet. 

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i 
„Sozdannogo“ Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie 
Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. 
Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011 (Невская, Дарья. 
„Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и «созданного» 
текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения «Яма» 
А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): 
n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011).

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. Merriam, 
1961.

Interview (unpublished) 
by writer of paper

 Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, MA. 
Tape recording.

Conference Proceedings
Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis 

Shesakheb Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli 
Disk’ursi. Meotse Sau’kunis Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 
2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2010 
(ColoyaSvili, rusudan. `gadmocemebi totalitaruli 
komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce 
saukunis gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. 
irma ratiani. red. Tbilisi: literaturis institutis 
gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Thesis or dissertation Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic 
Writing in the IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue 
University, 2002. 

* Works published in the same year (separately or in co-authorship) or one and the same work 
(with continuations) in several volumes will be indicated in alphabetical order. For example: 
(Abashidze 1987a: 21) (Abashidze 1987b: 87).


	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack
	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	9.pdf
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack

	ადია
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_GoBack
	_Hlk136243672
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk133691231
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk139361965
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	bookmark=id.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_GoBack




