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ivane wereTeli  

„Cven“ da „sxvebi“: eTnikur jgufebs Soris 

urTierTdamokidebulebis sakiTxi 

saqarTveloSi  XIX-XX  saukuneebis mijnaze 

Cveni mizania, Tvali mivadevnoT, rogor mimdinareobda me-19-20 saukuneebis mijnaze 
qarTul realobaSi `Cven~ da `sxva~ jgufebis gansazRvra-Camoyalibebis procesi. stati-
aSi ganvixilavT eTnikur qarTvelTa `Cven~ jgufis mier eTnikuri somxebis, rogorc 
`sxvebis~ aRqmis magaliTs, ris safuZvelzec vaCvenebT, rom eTnikuri somxebi eTnikur 
qarTvelTaTvis erT-erT yvelaze mniSvnelovan `sxva~ jgufs warmoadgendnen. sakiTxis 
warmoCenas SevecdebiT im periodis saqarTveloSi gamomaval gazeTebis masalaTa gaana-
lizebis safuZvelze. 

im periodis saqarTvelo ruseTis imperiis SemadgenlobaSi Sedioda. me-19-20 sauku-
neebis mijnaze imperiul sivrceebSi identobebis formirebis procesi mimdinareobda. 
qarTvelTaTvisac aqtualuri gaxda kiTxvebi: vin varT Cven? vin arian sxvebi? vin rCeba 
`Cven~ jgufSi da vin — mis gareT? ra niSniT ivleba zRvari `Cvensa~ da `sxvas~ Soris?  

identobis formireba rTuli, mravalmxrivi da xangrZlivi procesia. miT ufro sain-
teresod mimdinareobs is mravaleTnikur, mravalreligiur da mravalkulturul sazo-
gadoebaSi. saqarTvelos SemTxveva am kuTxiTac gamoirCeva. kavkasiasa da, konkretulad, 
saqarTveloSi bevri eTnikuri da religiuri jgufi cxovrobs, Tavad eTnikuri qarTve-
lebi sxvadasxva religiur aRmsareblobas miekuTvnebian. es siWrele da procesis mra-
valmxrivoba kvlevas kidev ufro sainteresos xdis. 

identobis mSenebel narativad SeiZleba CaiTvalos nebismieri teqsti, romelic ama 
Tu im formiT gamoxatavs, Tu rogor aRiqvams esa Tu is xalxi sakuTar fizikur, kultu-
rul da inteleqtualur adgils msoflioSi; rogor surs, rom aRiqmebodes „sxvebis“ mi-
er. identobis narativi gansazRvravs agreTve imas, Tu rogor unda moqmedebdes indivi-
di, rogorc ama Tu im eTnikuri/kulturuli erTobis wevri da rogori unda iyos misi da-
mokidebuleba sxva erTobaTa wevrebTan. 

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, TviTidentifikaciis problema saqarTveloSi me-19 saukunis 
60-70-iani wlebidan aqtualizdeba. am periodidan Camoyalibebas iwyebs qarTvelTa, rogorc 
satitulo eris, identobis narativi, umTavresad publicisturi werilebisa da literatu-
ruli Txzulebebis saxiT. Semdgom emateba profesiuli saistorio narativi, agreTve memua-
ruli literatura, politikuri programebi, manifestebi, mowodebebi, musikaluri da dra-
matuli nawarmoebebi. es narativi, praqtikulad, dRemde ganagrZobs arsebobas. 

beWdviT medias didi mniSvneloba eniWeba „Cven“ jgufis SeqmnaSi. nacionalizmis Teo-
riis avtorTa TqmiT, beWdviTi media erT-erTi mniSvnelovania eTnikuri identobis gan-
sazRvraSi. swored is qmnis erTobas, rasac benediqt andersoni „warmosaxviT sazogadoe-
bas“ uwodebs. „Cven“ jgufze saubari maSin aris SesaZlebeli, rodesac am jgufis wevreb-
ma ician da acnobiereben, sad gadis maTi erTobis zRvari. gazeTSi moTxrobili ambebi, 
cnobebi Tu informaciebi mniSvnelovnad uwyoben xels warmosaxviTi „Cven“ jgufis kon-
solidacias da „sxva“ jgufTan sazRvris gavlebas. yvela eri warmosaxviTia imdenad, ram-
denadac TviT yvelaze patara eris warmomadgenelebic ki ver moaxerxeben sakuTari eris 
sxva warmomadgenelTa gacnobasa da maTTan Sexvedras, magram maT gonebaSi Seqmnilia er-
Tobis xati. am xatis SeqmnaSi, benediqt andersonis azriT, swored beWduri media asru-
lebs mniSvnelovan rols (andersoni 2003: 7). 
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gazeTi, TavisTavad, wamoadgens narativs,romelic xels uwyobs identobis SegrZne-
bis gaCenas da gaRvivebas. mkiTxveli mSobliur enaze ecnoba ambebs, cnobebs da informa-
ciebs im sivrceze, romelsac „sakuTars“ uwodebs. masSi mkafiod aris gamijnuli cnobebi 
„Cvensa“ da „sxvis“ Sesaxeb.  

pirvel rigSi ganvixiloT gazeTi `iveria“. ilia WavWavaZe Tergdaleulebis mTavari 
figura iyo. swored misi damsaxurebaa im dros Camoyalibebuli nacionaluri proeqtis 
konturebis, mTavari mimarTulebebisa da prioritetebis gansazRvra.  

TergdaleulTa ideologia, sxva proeqtebTan erTad, pirvel rigSi, swored „iveri-
is~ saSualebiT miewodeboda farTo sazogadoebas. xSir SemTxvevaSi, pirdapiri da ara-
pirdapiri saxiT, `iveriaSi~ gamoqveynebul masalebSi saubari iyo qarTvelTa „Cven“ 
jgufze. sxvadasxva masalaSi gvxvdeba Semdegi saxis gamoTqmebi: „Cveni ena“, „Cveni lite-
ratura“, „Cveni miwa“, `CvenTan TbilisSi, aWaraSi, kaxeTSi, Cvens mTianeTSi“, „Cveni mwera-
li“, „Cveni warmomadgeneli“, „Cveni warsuli“, „Cveni gmiri mefeebi“ da a. S. uamravi msgav-
si. am statiaTa avtorebad gvevlinebian im drois inteleqtualebi. nacionalizmis Tana-
medrove TeoriebSi ki inteleqtualebi gansazRvraven naciis Seqmnis mimarTulebebs da 
umniSvnelovanes rols asruleben identobis formirebis procesSi, nacionaluri TviT-
Segnebis CamoyalibebaSi, nacionaluri faseulobebis damkvidrebaSi, xalxis SekavSireba-
Si, naciis Semadgeneli nawilebisa da misi sazRvrebis dadgenaSi. gazeTi warmoadgens 
inteleqtualTa naazrevis sazogadoebamde mitanis swraf saSualebas. sazogadoebis wev-
rebi erTmaneTs SeiZleba verc ki Sexvdnen, magaliTad, Tbilisis mcxovreblebma ver gai-
gon aWaraSi an kaxeTSi momxdari faqtebis Sesaxeb. gazeTis mkiTxveli ki, rogorc bene-
diqt andersoni ambobs, `zemodan~ xedavs yvelafers, misTvis SesaZlebeli xdeba, yov-
eldRiurad Tvali adevnos faqtebsa da movlenebs, romelic mniSvnelovania qarTvelTa 
„Cven“ jgufis nebismieri kuTxis warmomadgenlisaTvis. aRiqvas, Tu rogor xdeba yvela-
feri erTdroulad (andersoni 2003: 9). 

garda TviTaRqmisa, gazeTi xels uwyobs Cvensa da sxvas Soris sazRvris warmosaxvas, 
Tu vin Sedis Cven jgufSi da vin rCeba mis gareT. Tu Tvals gadavavlebT gazeTebis fur-
clebs, davinaxavT, rom TiTqmis yovel nomerSi saubaria saqarTvelos teritoriaze 
mcxovrebi sxva eTnikuri jgufebis warmomadgenelTa cxovrebis Sesaxeb. yvelaze did ad-
gils maSindeli presa eTnikuri somxebis Sesaxeb Txrobas uTmobs. xSir SemTxvevaSi, ga-
zeTSi daculi teqstebi ar warmoadgens identobis mniSvnelovan narativebs da calke, 
gamorCeulad maTi warmodgena da ganxilva azrs moklebulia. Tumca TavisTavad faqti, 
rom qarTveli inteleqtualebis yuradRebis arealSi mudmivad xvdeba somexTa cxovre-
bis amsaxveli faqtebi da movlenebi, metyvelebs somexTa `sxva~ jgufis mniSvnelobis xa-
risxze. presaSi mudmivad gvxvdeba cnobebi, magaliTad, osmaleTis somxebis Sesaxeb, ambe-
bi somexTa kulturuli da politikuri cxovrebidan, religiuri Tu saero dResaswau-
lebis milocvebi da bevri iseTi informacia, romelic uSualo da pirdapir kavSirSi ar 
aris qarTul sazogadoebasTan.  

sagazeTo publikaciebi, rogorc erTi mTliani teqsti, naTel suraTs xatavs qarT-
velTa da somexTa urTierTobis Sesaxeb. presis masalebis mixedviT, me-19-20 saukuneebis 
mijnaze qarTvel-somexTa urTierTobis amsaxveli narativi qveyanaSi mimdinare proce-
sebis kvaldakval yalibdeboda da icvleboda: 1860-ian wlebSi, rodesac eTnikuri qar-
Tvelebi regionebidan qalaqebSi iwyeben migracias, Zlieri ekonomikuri poziciebis mqo-
ne somex moqalaqeebTan Sexvedra eTnikur gansxvavebaTa gamokveTisa da, aqedan gamomdi-
nare, presaSi polemikis safuZveli xdeba. Semdegi etapi ukavSirdeba 1900-ian wlebSi os-
maleTis imperiidan wamosuli somxebis dasaxlebas saqarTvelos teritoriaze, ris Sem-
deg presaSi polemika mwvavdeba. mas kidev ufro amZafrebs warmomadgenlobiT organoeb-
Si somexi moqalaqeebis Zlieri poziciebi. dabolos, 1905 wels kavkasiis masStabiT som-
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xebsa da „TaTrebs“ Soris dawyebuli dapirispireba da sisxlisRvra, romlis Sesaxeb qar-
Tuli presa mudmivad awvdida mkiTxvels informacias. 

qarTveli xalxis, rogorc naciis CamoyalibebaSi, didi roli iTamaSa sxva erovnebeb-
Tan kontaqtma. didi xnis ganmavlobaSi, da, miT umetes, me-19 saukuneSi, saqarTvelos ur-
banul centrebSi dominant sxva jgufs somxebi warmoadgendnen. rogorc ronald suni 
acxadebs, somxebTan kontaqti da konfrontacia iyo upirvelesi stimuli qarTvelTa 
TviTgansazRvrisaTvis. qarTvelTa mzardi raodenoba midioda qalaqebSi da xvdeboda 
sxvadasxva kulturis warmomadgenlebs. Tbilisis mravaleTnikur konteqstSi sazRvrebi 

eTnikur jgufebs Soris mkafiod isazRvreboda da gadaisinjeboda (Suny 1988: 114-115). 
gaZlierebulma kontaqtma qalaqTan, sadac sxvadasxva erovnebis xalxi cxovrobda, ga-
namtkica gansxvavebis Segneba qarTvelebsa da sxva xalxebs Soris. 

tradiciuli urTierTobebi qarTvelebsa da somxebs Soris mkveTrad Seicvala 1860 
wlis Semdeg. qarTveli Tavadaznauroba — erT dros upirobo pirveli fena — SeZlebuli 
somxuri burJuaziis mxridan safrTxis qveS aRmoCnda. siaxlove somxebTan warmoSobda 
erTgvar konfrontacias. sxvadasxva klasis warmomadgeneli qarTvelebi aRmoCndnen 
kargad damkvidrebuli, finansurad Zlieri urbanuli saSualo fenis pirispir, romelic 
sxva enaze laparakobda, sxva eklesiaSi dadioda da gansxvavebuli faseulobebi hqonda. 
socialuri gansxvaveba klasebs Soris gaaZliera kulturulma da enobrivma gansxvave-

bebma (Suny 1988: 116). 
erTi mxriv, somexi Zma da mezobelia, romelTanac istoriuli Tanacxovreba da qristi-

anoba gvakavSirebs. is ar aris mteri, visac qarTveli ebrZvis, magram warmoadgens mTavar 
metoqes. metoqeoba ganapiroba saqarTveloSi somexTa ricxovnobam, Zlierma ekonomikur-
ma poziciebma. gansakuTrebiT mnSvnelovania dedaqalqSi, TbilisSi Seqmnili mdgomareoba.  

1870-iani wlebidan qonebriv cenzze damyarebulma saqalaqo TviTmmarTvelobis ar-
CeviTma sistemam somexTa politikuri poziciebi ganamtkica. saqalaqo sabWos umravle-
sobas somxebi Seadgendnen, qalaq Tbilisis Tavi erovnebiT somexi iyo. es ki miuRebeli 
aRmoCnda regionebidan qalaqSi gadmosuli qarTvelebisaTvis. 1886 wels gazeT `iveria-
Si~ daibeWda statia `werili gadaRmiTgan~ (`iveria~ 1886, #260). avtori wers megobars da 
uyveba, Tu rogori Sexeduleba aqvT evropelebs qarTvelebze. vinme elize reklius az-
riT, qarTvelebi yvelaze CamorCenilebi arian kavkasiaSi. amis mizezad ki asaxelebs Sem-
degs: `qarTvelebi soflebSi mcxovreblebi arian, somxebi ki — moqalaqeni~ (`iveria~ 1886, 
#260). rogorc Cans, es sakiTxi adardebT Tavad qarTvelebsac.  

1889 wels gazeT `iveriaSi~ gamoqveynda statia saTauriT `tfilisis qarTvelTa inte-
ligencia~ (`iveria~ 1889, #114). saTauridanac kargad Cans statiis Sinaarsi. avtori da-
sawyisSive acxadebs, rom `samwuxaro yofaa tfilisis qarTveli inteligenciis yofa~. igi 
dananebiT saubrobs, rom qarTvelTa sazogado moRvaweoba arsad Cans. CvenTvis saintere-
so am statiaSi gaxlavT meore nawili, sadac avtori qarTvel inteligencias adarebs Tbi-
lisis somex inteligencias: `aba SexedeT tfilisis somexTa inteligencias, sad ara xe-
davT?... tfilisis qalaqis rCevaSi umravlesoba mas ekuTvnis... bankebisa da sakredito da-
wesebulebebis Semadgeneli da mmarTveli igia. eqvsi-Svidi Jurnal-gazeTi aqvs da yvela es 
Cvens dedaqalaqs tfilisSia~ (`iveria~, 1889, #114). rodesac qarTveli inteleqtualebi 
saubroben qarTvelTa naklovanebebze, TiTqmis yvela SemTxvevaSi xdeba maTi Sedareba 
somxebTan. avtori svams kiTxvas: `risgan arian somexni ufro dawinaurebulni? imiT, rom 
mixvedrilni arian, ra Zala aqvs erTmaneTTan kavSirs, erTobas... ai, amitom vambobT, rom 
droa tfilisis qarTvel inteligenciam Seignos Zala erTad moqmedebisa da meTauroba ga-
uwios tfilisis qarTvelobas...~ (`iveria~ 1889, #114). statiis avtori cdilobs, somxebis 
magaliTiT qarTuli sazogadoebis konsolidacias Seuwyos xeli. mTavari mizani ki `Cvens 
dedaqalaqs tfilisSi~ uflebebis gazrdaa, mizezi somxebis gabatonebuli poziciebia.  
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yoveldRiuri cxovrebis amsaxveli teqstebi kargad aCvenebs, rom qarTvelTa da so-
mexTa urTierToba mWidroa, xSir SemTxvevaSi isini umravlesobas warmoadgenen mniSvne-
lovan qalaqebSi. 

gazeT `iveriaSi~ gamoqveynebulia andria benaSvilis piesa „dausrulebeli ambavi anu 
Telaveli otelo“. moqmedeba xdeba qalaq TelavSi, erT-erT somxur ojaxSi. es faqti uk-
ve TavisTavad mniSvnelovania mkiTxvelisaTvis: igi xedavs, rom, erTi mxriv, somxebi maT-
Tan erTad, erT teritoriaze cxovroben, meore mxriv ki xazi esmeba gansxvavebas eTnikur 
qarTvelebsa da eTnikur somxebs Soris. piesaSi moqmedi pirebi, eTnikuri somxebi — nuSo 
da sofo saubroben somxuris, rogorc mSobliuri enis, mniSvnelobis Sesaxeb. uSualod 
teqsts mivyveT. 

sofo — eh, qalo, arc Sen geyureba! aba erTi mipasuxe, giyvars Seni mSobeli qveyana? 
nuSo — qalo, Tavis qveyana vis ar uyvars? SarSan ori kvira veliscixeSi viyavi da ma-

nam TelavSi ar Camovidodi, me Cemi damemarTa. 
sofo — eh, ar mesmis Sen ra rjulisa xar? 
nuSo — somxisa. 
sofo — ho, da Seni samSoblo somxeTia, Seni dedaena somxuria, da amitom unda icode 

somxuri, ginda gaswavlo? 
nuSo — saqme gamogwyvetia Senca! sofo (gajavrebiT) — somxur enaze amas ambob? 

uTuod qarTvelma qmarma gadagria! somexma qarTveli ar unda SeirTos, imitom rom rju-
li ikargeba! Seni Svilebi qarTvelis rjulisa iqnebian. 

nuSo — sul erTia, qalo, yvelas qriste gvwams!.. ~ 
am patara da TiTqos umniSvnelo monakveTSi metad mniSvnelovani plastebis gamokve-

Ta SegviZlia. mkiTxveli iRebs ramdenime mniSvnelovan informacias, romelic naciona-
luri ideologiis Semcvelia: fiqrs iwyebs mSobliuri enis codnis mniSvnelobaze; war-
mosaxviT sazRvars avlebs qarTvelTa „Cven“ jgufsa da somexTa „sxva“ jgufs Soris, rad-
gan maT sxvadasxva mSobliuri ena aqvT; garda gansxvavebisa, afiqsirebs, rom qarTvelebsa 
da somxebs Soris saerTo identobis kuTxiT mainc arsebobs — es aris qriste, rac mniSvne-
lovania mesame sxva jgufTan Sedarebis SemTxvevaSi; acnobierebs, rom somxebi Cveni qa-
laqis, Cveni qveynis mcxovrebni arian.  

saintereso statia gamoqveynda gazeT `iveriaSi~ 1900 wels. avtori gaxlavT mRvdeli 
zaqaria gulisaSvili, romelic Tbilisidan miemarTeba mSobliur qalaq siRnaRisaken. igi 
guliswyromiT saubrobs saqarTveloSi qarTvelebis simcireze: `tfilisSi vCiviT qarTve-
lebis simcires... asi versi manZili unda gamoiaro am gziT, aTasi mileTis sxvadasxva xalxi 
unda naxoT, sul saqarTvelos miwa-wyalzed iaroT da qarTveli ki versad dainaxoT wam-
lad~ (`iveria~ 1900, #160). z. gulisaSvilis es damokidebuleba kargad gamoxatavs zogad 
pozicias qarTvelTa simcirisa da ucxoTa simravlis mimarT. mTavari sxva ki eTnikuri so-
mexia. feletonSi swored qarTvelebsa da somxebs Soris arsebul msgavsebebsa da gansxva-
vebebzea yuradReba gamaxvilebuli. mivyveT teqsts: `gareSe elferi namdvil qarTuli qa-
laqisa aqvs (saubaria qalaq siRnaRze — i.w.). aqaur somxebs qarTvelebisgan ver gaarCevT, 
vidre erT kvira dRes qarTul da somxur eklesiaTa Sua ar dadgebiT. mxolod iq irCevian, 
radgan erTni — mometebulad midian somxis eklesiaSi da meoreni — mciredni qarTulSi... 
siRnaRis somxoba Zlieria erovnulis grZnobiT...~  (`iveria~ 1900, #160). 

qarTveli inteleqtualebi Riad saubrobdnen saqarTvelos teritoriaze mcxovrebi 
somexi burJuaziis mxridan momdinare safrTxeebze. Seqmnili situaciis gamo, sul ufro 
meti iwereba somxebis warmoSobaze, istoriasa Tu dRevandelobaze. Cveni azriT, msgavsi 
Sinaarsis publikaciebi warmoadgens identobis mniSvnelovan narativebs. maTSi xazi es-
meba qarTvelTa da somexTa Soris interesebis, miswrafebebis da socialur-politikuri 
moRvaweobis TvalsazrisiT arsebul gansxvavebebs. qarTveli mkiTxveli, romelsac im pe-
riodSi jer kidev Camoyalibebuli ar aqvs saerToeTnikuri erTobis gancda da romel-
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Sic mZlavrobs kuTxuri mikuTvnebuloba, ecnoba publikaciebs, sadac mkafiodaa xazgas-
muli, Tu vin aris sxva da vin Sedis Cven jgufSi. 

am TvalsazrisiT sagulisxmoa ilia WavWavaZis `qvaTa RaRadi~, romelic pirvelad 
1899 wels gamoqveynda gazeT „iveriaSi“ da Semdeg wignad gamoica (WavWavaZe 1987). igi kar-
gad Tavsdeba Zmoba-konfrontaciis narativis farglebSi. naSromis xasiaTs kargad gamo-
xatavs wamZRvarebuli amonaridi `vefxistyaosnidan~: `egre mtrisa ar meSinis, radgan 
cxadad mawyinarobs; moyvaresa-mtersa vufrTxi, memoyvreba, mocinarobs~, romelic im-
TaviTve naTlad amJRavnebs ilias damokidebulebas sakiTxisadmi. ZiriTadi problema, 
rasac ilia exeba, somexi da rusi mecnierebis mier qarTveli eris daknineba da somxebis 
wina planze wamowevaa. misi azriT, swored am `pirmoSvebulma filosofosebma~ aucrues 
erTmaneTze guli qarTvelebsa da somxebs, Torem, misi SeniSvniT, ormoci-samoci wlis 
win maT ase ar hyavdaT erTmaneTi aTvalwunebuli. miuxedavad imisa, rom sxvadasxva mod-
gmisani da sarwmunoebisani iyvnen, somxebs qarTveli da qarTvels somexi ar sZulda. Wav-
WavaZe somex-qarTvelTa Seryeul urTierTobas somexi mecnierebis `gulnamcecobas, 
uvicobas, nacarqeqiaobasa da oinbazobas~ miawers. misi TqmiT, es ukanasknelni cdiloben 
istoriis damaxinjebiT kavkasiaSi sakuTari upiratesobis damtkicebas; weren iseT sais-
torio naSromebs, sadac saqarTvelos teritoriebi istoriuli somxeTis miwebad, xolo 
qarTuli kultura ki somxuri kulturis nawilad aris moxseniebuli. miuxedavad aRSfo-
Tebisa, ilia cdilobs, ar dakargos zomiereba da erTmaneTisgan mijnavs, erTi mxriv, ze-
moT aRweril midgomas, meore mxriv ki, mTel somex erTan damokidebulebas. misi gancxa-
debiT, somxebi mSvidobiani, mSromeli da gamrje eria, romelTanac qarTvelebs dapiris-
pireba ar aqvT. 

sagazeTo publikaciebSi kargad Cans ori mxare: erTi mxriv — `sulgrZeli~ qarTveli 
glexi, romelsac ekuTvnis miwa-mamuli da, meore mxriv, `ucxo qveyneli somexi~, romelic 
`CarC-vaWrobiT~ xelSi igdebs qonebas. `CarC-vaWari~ uaryofiTi epiTetia, romelic avto-
rebisTvis da, aqedan gamomdinare, mkiTxvelisTvisac asocirdeba mtacebelTan, xolo vaW-
rebis umravlesoba eTnikuri somxebi arian. mkafiod esmeba xazi imas, rom `somex-CarC-vaWa-
ri~ sxvaa, romelsac ar ekuTvnis `mama-papaTa sisxliT morwyuli~ qarTuli miwa/mamuli.  

me-19-20 saukuneebis mijnaze dawyebul identobis formirebis procesSi kargad aris 
gacnobierebuli Cven da sxva jgufis sazRvrebi, dapirispirebis mizezi, is, Tu ra aris wi-
naaRmdegobis safuZveli. ganxiluli teqstebi warmogvidgenen identobis analitikur 
aspeqts, romelic gansazRvravs, rogor unda moxdes sxva jgufis aRqma. inteleqtualTa 
naazrevi, romelsac presis saSualebiT ecnoboda mkiTxveli, xdeba somexTa mimarT qar-
TvelTa damokidebulebis arqiteqtori. ikveTeba winaaRmdegobrivi damokidebuleba: so-
mexi — `moZme~ da, paralelurad, `metoqea~.  

asparezze marqsistebis gamosvla polemikas kidev ufro sainteresos da mravalmxrivs 
xdis. marqsistebis gavleniT, identobis narativi ivseba axali mniSvnelobiTa da mimarTu-
lebiT. maTi politikuri platformidan gamomdinare, ikveTeba identobis axali sivrceebi 
— eTnikur da ekonomikur ganzomilebas ideologiuri aspeqtic emateba. Tu Tergdaleu-
lebma xeli Seuwyes eTnikur doneze Cven jgufis gaazrebas, marqsistebma Seavses es midgo-
ma. qalaqebSi Camosaxlebuli glexebis umravlesoba muSa-mosamsaxureebad iqca, anu Seiq-
mna garkveuli socialuri fena, romelsac marqsistebi proletariats uwodebdnen. maT-
Tvis saxelmwifo, politika da, miTumetes, „erovnuloba“ meorexarisxovani cnebebi iyo da 
win iwevda xalxTa Zmobaze dafuZnebuli, zenacionaluri, klasobrivi erTobis fenomeni. 
es iyo identobis axali sivrcis konturebis gamokveTa, romelsac exmianeba stiven jonsi 
da eTnikuri da klasobrivi identobebis monacvleobaze saubrobs (jonsi 2005). 

presaSi aRwerili faqtebi (magaliTad, sxvadasxva erovnebis muSebis erToblivi mo-
nawileoba gaficvebSi da sxv.) adasturebs, rom am periodSi Rvivdeba klasobrivi soli-
darobis gancda. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom, erTi mxriv, politikur-ideologiuri cvlilebe-



ivane wereTeli 

 

 12

bis, xolo, meore mxriv, Cven da sxva jgufebis eTnikuri niSniT warmosaxvis paraleluri 
procesebis Sedegad, jgufebs Soris eTnikuri da socialuri winaaRmdegobebis erTgvari 
urTierTaRreva moxda. magaliTad, Zneli iyo imis garkveva, qarTvelTaTvis mteri somexi 
eri iyo Tu somexi burJuazia? problemebi politikuri winaaRmdegobebiT iyo ganpirobe-
buli Tu intereTnikuri dapirispirebebiT? 

politikuri da ekonomikuri winaaRmdegobis paralelurad, me-19-20 saukuneTa mij-
naze qarTvelTa da somexTa kulturul cxovrebaSi ikveTeba urTierTinteresis niSnebi, 
Cans daaxloebis mcdelobebi. cdiloben ara marto sxvisi, aramed sakuTari naklis da er-
TmaneTis dadebiTi mxareebis danaxvasac. werilebis paTosidan naTlad Cans, rom kultu-
ris sferom unda gaaneitralos politikis da ekonomikis sferoSi arsebuli konfronta-
ciis negatiuri Sedegebi da xeli Seuwyos eTnikuri jgufebis mSvidobian Tanaarsebobas. 
kulturis sferoSi daaxloebis magaliTebad SegviZlia miviCnioT qarTuli literatu-
ris nimuSebis somxuri Targmanebis gaCena da somexTa interesi qarTuli kulturis moR-
vaweebis naSromebisadmi, TanamSromloba Teatralur dasebs Soris da sxva. 

Cveni mizani iyo Tvali migvedevnebina, rogor mimdinareobda me-19-20 saukuneebis 
mijnaze qarTul realobaSi `Cven~ da `sxva~ jgufebis gansazRvra/Camoyalibebis proce-
sebi. statiaSi ganvixileT eTnikur qarTvelTa `Cven~ jgufis mier eTnikuri somxebis, 
rogorc `sxvebis~ aRqmis magaliTi, ris safuZvelzec vaCveneT, rom eTnikuri somxebi eT-
nikur qarTvelTaTvis yvelaze mniSvnelovan `sxva~ jgufs warmoadgenda.  

daskvnis saxiT, minda ronald sunis mosazreba SemogTavazoT, romlis Tanaxmad, mci-
re naciebs iSviaTad aqvT Caketilobisa da damoukideblobis fufuneba. qarTvelobis ga-
moyofa mezoblebTan mudmivid rTuli urTierTgacvlis procesisagan SeuZlebelia 

(Suny 1988: 302). sagazeTo teqstebi mkafiod adasturebs am sityvebs. naTelia, Tu ra didi 
roli iTamaSa somxurma Temma qarTvelTa identobis gansazRvraSi. somexi warmoadgenda 
erT-erT mTavar `sxva~ jgufs qarTuli `Cven~ jgufis formirebis procesSi. 
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IVANE TSERETELI 

“WE” AND “OTHERS” – THE PROBLEM OF INTERRELATION OF ETHNIC GROUPS IN GEORGIA  
(THE TURN OF THE 20TH CENTURY) 

Summary 

The paper aims to analyze the interrelation of the titular nation and ethnic minorities in the era of formation of 
the Georgian nationalism. To this end, various newspapers, published at the turn of the 20th century, will be 
analyzed in detail. Attitudes of ethnic groups expressed in these newspapers have been determining the self-
perception and interrelation of ethnic groups (titular and non-titular) residing on the territory of Georgia.  

Georgia is a multicultural and multiethnic state. Civic integration and maintenance of ethnic/cultural diversity 
are those problems Georgia is facing currently, in the era of civic nationalism. The problem of identity becomes 
more acute in the era of nationalism. Narrative plays a crucial role in the determination of identity. Any text, which 
reflects the self-perception of physical, cultural and intellectual place of society in the world and provides a key to 
how they should be perceived by others could be considered as an identity narrative. Identity narrative also 
determines the mode of action of an individual as a member of particular ethnic and cultural entity and defines their 
attitudes towards the members of the out-group. 

Press materials are important narratives. According to nationalism theories, printed press plays a crucial role in 
the determination of the in-group, i.e. it sets the foundation for the formation of a nation as an imagined community 
and determines the relations between the ethnic groups. The press materials published at the turn of the 20th century 
are the primary target of our research. Articles, reflecting relations among Georgians, as the titular nation, and ethnic 
and cultural minorities residing on the territory of Georgia, quite often appear in different newspapers. The 
newspaper articles reflect cultural and economic life, the issues of representations of ethnic minorities in the local 
self-government unit of Tbilisi and other sensitive issues related to the Muslim Georgians of Adjara region. No fact, 
related to ethnic minorities, is left without the attention of newspapers. 

The study attests the complexity of ethnic self-identification at the beginning of the 20th century; it also proves 
that the Georgian intellectual elite was aware of the importance of cultural diversity of Georgia and seriously con-
sidered envisaging this fact in the future formation of the Georgian state. 
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irakli CxaiZe 

eTnikuridan samoqalaqo diskursisken: 

nacionalizmis etapebi postsabWoTa saqarTveloSi 

Sesavali 

`eri ar aris mxolod mravali saukunis memkvidreoba da raRac uZravi sagani, romel-
sac Seinaxav da gaaprialeb ise, rogorc samuzeumo eqsponats. eri aseve awmyosa da momav-
lis proeqtia, proeqti, romelic gvaerTianebs Cveni politikuri, socialuri, religiu-
ri, eTnikuri da regionaluri gansxvavebebisa da Taviseburebebis miuxedavad. eri arc 
mxolod eTnikurobaa da arc mxolod saerTo istoria. eri nacionaluri proeqtia da 
minda gkiTxoT: ra aris saqarTvelos erovnuli proeqti? ra aris is proeqti, romelic 
yvelas gvaerTianebs rogorc ers da ara adamianebisa da sazogadoebebis erTobad? erov-
nuli proeqti, Cemo Zvirfaso Tanamoqalaqeno, efuZneba martiv principebs, romlebsac, 
imedi maqvs, am darbazSi myofi yvela adamiani viziarebT. es aris Cveni damoukidebloba, 
teritoriuli mTlianoba, demokratia, keTildReoba da evropa. yvela es principi er-
TmaneTTan mWidrod aris dakavSirebuli. Tuki romelime maTgani gamoakldeba, SeiZleba, 
mTeli naSeni CamoiSalos~1 — es sityvebi saqarTvelos yofil prezidents, mixeil saakaS-
vils ekuTvnis, romelic man 2013 wlis 8 Tebervals warmoTqva, mas Semdeg, rac saqarTve-
los parlamentis erovnuli biblioTekis SenobasTan erTmaneTs politikuri patimris 
statusiT gaTavisuflebuli pirebi da yofili mmarTveli partiis, „erTiani nacionalu-
ri moZraobis“ warmomadgenlebi daupirispirdnen.  

saqarTvelos yofili prezidenti konstruqtivistia, romelmac, xelisuflebaSi 
mosvlis Semdeg, samoqalaqo nacionalizmis ideaze dafuZnebuli eri-saxelmwifos Seqmna 
daisaxa miznad. „mravaleTnikuri qarTveli eri“ aris termini, romelsac igi yvelaze xSi-
rad iyenebda mravalricxovani oficialuri Sexvedrebisa Tu mimarTvebis dros.  

2003 wlis „vardebis revoluciis“ Semdeg, qarTuli nacionalizmis ganviTarebis axa-
li etapi daiwyo. politikuri elitis mier SemoTavazebuli ideebis garSemo saqarTve-
los sazogadoebis konsolidacia rigi TaviseburebebiT xasiaTdeboda. imisaTvis, rom 
procesis Sesaxeb garkveuli suraTi Seiqmnas, aucilebelia postsabWoTa qarTuli naci-
onalizmis dinamikaSi gaazreba, aseve im faqtorebis gaanalizeba, romlebmac misi ganvi-
Tarebis mimarTulebebi gansazRvres.  

erisa da nacionalizmis kvleva mniSvnelovani sirTuliT da winaaRmdegobriobiT ga-
moirCeva. iseT sakiTxebTan dakavSirebiT, rogorebicaa: maTi warmoSobis dro, buneba, 
adgili da momavali Tanamedrove samyaroSi, akademiur wreebSi mwvave debatebi mimdina-
reobs. statiis farglebSi sakvlevi sakiTxis gansasazRvrad aucilebelia mkafio Teori-
uli safuZveli da meTodologiuri CarCo. aqedan gamomdinare, mokled SevexoT samecni-
ero literaturaSi ganxilul Teoriul problemebs da SevecadoT CvenTvis misaRebi 
midgomis Camoyalibebas.    

Tanamedrove msoflioSi nacionalizmi erT-erT yvelaze gavlenian da angariSgasawev 
Zalad miiCneva. me-19 saukunidan dRemde, man saerTaSoriso sistemaSi revoluciuri cvli- 

                                                            
1 http://president.gov.ge/ge/PressOffice/News?8137 (misawvdomia 18.04.2014) 
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lebebi ganapiroba — gansakuTrebuli wvlili Seitana eri-saxelmwifoebis formirebaSi, 
centraluri da aRmosavleTevropuli imperiebis rRvevaSi, meore msoflio omis gaCaRe-
basa da sami komunisturi saxelmwifos — sabWoTa kavSiris, iugoslaviisa da Cexoslova-
kiis — daSlaSi. nacionalizmis fenomenis siZlieresa da gavlenaze miuTiTebs is faqti, 
rom gasuli saukunis miwuruls, didi politikuri transformaciis periodSi, bevrma po-
litikosma da sazogado moRvawem daiviwya Tavisi komunisturi, internacionaluri war-
suli da mxurvale nacionalistad mogvevlina. ukanasknel wlebSi, liberalur-demokra-
tiul dasavleTSic ki, nacionalisturi ideologiis matarebeli politikuri gaerTiane-
bebi eleqtoraluri warmatebiT sargebloben. gamomdinare aRniSnulidan, bolo period-
Si dasavlur (da ara mxolod dasavlur) samecniero wreebSi nacionalizmis da masTan da-
kavSirebuli sakiTxebis Seswavla gansakuTrebiT aqtualuri gaxda. amerikel socio-
logs, maikl heCters Tu davesesxebiT, gamoCnda nacionalizmis problemisadmi miZRvni-
li statiebisa da wignebis „mTeli mTebi“ (heCteri 2003: 25). 

mkvlevarTa didi nawili nacionalizms ukavSirebs bevr erTmaneTisagan gansxvavebul 
faqtsa Tu movlenas — magaliTad, erTi mxriv, safrangeTis revolucias da, meore mxriv, 
Tanamedrove epoqisTvis damaxasiaTebel eTnikur wmendas, Zaladobas, samxedro danaSau-
lebs da sxva. aseTi mravalferovneba naTlad aCvenebs am fenomenis kompleqsurobas da 
misi Seswavlis sirTules. nacionalizmis kvleva aseve mniSvnelovani ambivalenturobiT 
xasiaTdeba. erTi mxriv, is asocirdeba militarizmTan, SovinizmTan, omTan, iraciona-
lizmTan, aratolerantulobasTan, homogenizaciasTan, Zaladobriv asimilaciasTan, 
qsenofobiasTan, eTnikur wmendasTan da a.S. xolo, meore mxriv, nacionalizmis fenomeni 
ukavSirdeba demokratias, TviTgamorkvevas, politikur legitimurobas, socialur in-
tegracias, solidarobas, Rirsebas, identobas, kulturul aRorZinebas, moqalaqeobas, 
liberalizms da sxva. is aerTianebs erTmaneTisagan radikalurad gansxvavebul da xSi-
rad urTierTsawinaaRmdego movlenebs, rac, Tavis mxriv, iwvevs konceptualur oraz-
rovnebas nacionalizmis Sefasebisas. misi daxasiaTeba da Sefaseba damokidebulia imaze, 

Tu ras vgulisxmobT am terminis gamoyenebisas (Brubaker 2006: 132). 
msgavsi SeiZleba iTqvas eris cnebis Sesaxeb, romelic aseve rTulad gansasazRvria. 

masTan dakavSirebiT bevri gansxvavebuli da urTierTsawinaaRmdego mosazreba arse-
bobs. me-19 saukuneSi moRvawe britaneli eseistis, valter beighotis sityviT, `ra aris 

eri, Cven viciT mxolod iqamde, sanam amis Sesaxeb rames gvkiTxaven~ (Bagehot 1972: 20). beig-
hoti me-19 saukuneSi, erebisa da nacionalizmis Camoyalibebis epoqaSi cxovrobda, ro-
desac mxolod fexs ikidebda am problemebisadmi mecnieruli interesi. dRes, me-20 sau-
kuneSi (gansakuTrebiT mis miwuruls) ganviTarebuli mravalferovani da tragikuli 
procesebis fonze, romelTa monawile ZiriTadi aqtorebi swored erebi da eTnikuri 
jgufebi iyvnen, eris (igive naciis) cnebis miRebuli da farTod gaziarebuli definiciis 
migneba mniSvnelovnad garTulda.  

meore msoflio omis Semdeg Camoyalibebulma saerTaSoriso sistemam msoflio or 
nawilad gayo da ideologiuri dapirispirebis reJimSi gadaiyvana. `socialistur banak-
sa~ da `Tavisufal samyaros~ Soris winaaRmdegobam TiTqos Seasusta nacionalizmis ro-
li da mniSvneloba me-20 saukunis meore naxevarSi. Tumca, rogorc samecniero litera-
turaSi aRiniSneba, internacionalisturi ritorika moCvenebiT xasiaTs atarebda da 

mxolod niRbavda sazogadoebebSi arsebul Zlier nacionalistur ganwyobebs (Dieckhoff; 
Jaffrelot 2005: 1). aRniSnul mosazrebas adasturebs is faqti, rom civi omis dasrulebaSi da 
komunisturi ideologiis kraxSi mniSvnelovani roli swored nacionalurma erTobebma 
iTamaSes. bipolaruli msoflios mosalodnelze swrafma rRvevam radikalurad Secvala 
saerTaSoriso sistema da naTlad aCvena nacionalizmis orsaxovani buneba — erovnul er-
Tobebze dafuZnebuli damoukidebeli da suverenuli saxelmwifoebis Camoyalibebisa da 
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xaverdovani transformaciis paralelurad, msoflios sxvadasxva wertilSi sisxlis-
mRvreli eTnopolitikuri konfliqtebi gaCaRda. magaliTad, Tu, erTi mxriv, berlinis 
kedlis dangreva, germaneli eris konsolidacia, baltiispireTis qveynebis liberaliza-
cia Tavisuflebisa da demokratiis namdvil zeimad iqca, meore mxriv, kavkasiasa da bal-
kaneTSi radikalurma nacionalurma moZraobebma uzarmazari msxverpli, axladwarmoq-
mnil saxelmwifoTa teritoriuli mTlianobis darRveva, eTnikuri wmenda da samoqalaqo 
dapirispirebebi gamoiwvia.  

saqarTvelo im qveynebis ricxvSia, romlebsac, damoukideblobis gariJraJze, eTni-
kurma nacionalizmma mZime problemebi Seuqmna da politikuri, socialuri da terito-
riuli dezintegracia ganapiroba.  

nacionalizmis, rogorc akademiuri kvlevis obieqtisadmi, ZiriTadad, ori saxis mid-
goma arsebobs: pirvel SemTxvevaSi, mkvlevarTa interesis sagans warmoadgens misi roli 
damoukidebeli saxelmwifos formirebaSi. nacionalizmis umTavresi mizani swored su-
verenuli politikuri subieqtis Camoyalibebaa. klasikur samecniero literaturaSi 
(benediqt andersoni, ernest gelneri, entoni smiTi da sxvebi) erovnuli moZraobebi da 
eris formirebis procesebi swored am konteqstSia ganxiluli. meoce saukunis miwu-
ruls, „civi omis“ dasrulebis Semdeg, axali, damoukidebeli saxelmwifoebis Seqmnam gan-
sxvavebuli kvleviTi midgomis Camoyalibeba gamoiwvia, romelic swavlobs, Tu rogoria 
nacionalizmis bedi mas Semdeg, rac miiRweva misi ZiriTadi mizani — suverenuli qveynis 

formireba (Barrington 2006: 8). 
saqarTvelos uaxles istoriaSi ganviTarebuli procesis identobisa da naciona-

lizmis kvlevebis perspeqtividan gaazreba sayuradRebo da mniSvnelovania rogorc Cve-
ni qveynis realobis internacionalizaciisa da konteqstualizaciis, aseve axlo warsu-
lis gamocdilebis kritikuli analizis TvalsazrisiT. 

gza damoukideblobisken — radikalizacia,  
qarTuli nacionalizmis aRmavloba da marcxi 

sabWoTa saqarTvelos gza damoukideblobisken gasuli saukunis 80-iani wlebis miwu-
ruls, sabWoTa kavSirSi gamocxadebuli politikuri gardaqmnis („perestroikis“) pala-
lelurad daiwyo. erovnuli moZraoba, ganviTarebis sawyis periodSi, ar atarebda radi-
kalur xasiaTs da sabWoTa xelisuflebis konkretuli qmedebebis winaaRmdeg iyo mimar-
Tuli. stiven jonsis sityviT, Tavdapirvelad is gamoxatavda qarTvelebis romantikul 

damokidebulebas sakuTari teritoriisa da landSaftis mimarT (Jones 2013: 29). pirveli 
masobrivi protesti transkavkasiuri sarkinigzo magistralis mSeneblobis winaaRmdeg 
gamoixata, romelsac Tbilisi vladikavkazTan (CrdiloeT oseTi) unda daekavSirebina. am 
qmedebaSi erovnuli moZraobis liderebi saqarTvelos mTiani regionebisTvis ekologi-
ur safrTxes xedavdnen. isini aseve miiCnevdnen, rom rkinigzis gayvana mTianeTSi eTniku-
ri suraTis Secvlas da araqarTvelebis Casaxlebas gamoiwvevda. Semdegi masobrivi pro-
testi daviT garejis samonastro kompleqsis teritoriaze sabWoTa armiis wvrTnebis wi-
naaRmdeg iyo mimarTuli. protestis avtorebi miiCnevdnen, rom es faqti saqarTvelos 
erT-erT uZveles istoriul Zegls azianebda. protesti, umTavresad, axalgazrdebis mi-
er gamoixata da es iyo Ria dapirispireba sabWoTa samxedro manqanasTan, rac im periodSi 
warmoudgenlad miiCneoda. unda iTqvas, rom orive SemTxvevaSi gamosvlebma garkveuli 
Sedegi gamoiRo — transkavkasiuri sarkinigzo magistralis mSenebloba SeCerda, samo-
nastro kompleqsis teritoriaze mimdinare armiis wvrTnis intensivoba ki mniSvnelov-
nad Semcirda. damoukideblobis gariJraJze warmatebulma garemos dacviTma kampaniam 
xeli Seuwyo qarTuli nacionalizmis radikaluri gziT ganviTarebas, mas quCis aqciebisa 
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da demonstraciebis forma misca (daviTaSvili 2003: 393). 1988 wlis gazafxulidan, mi-
tingebsa da demonstraciebze ukve gaisma mowodebebi saqarTvelos damoukideblobis 
moTxovniT. 1989 wlis 9 aprils sabWoTa armiis mier mravalaTasiani mSvidobiani demon-
straciis darbevam, romelsac msxverpli moyva, saqarTvelo samWoTa kavSiridan politi-
kuri emansipaciis procesSi mowinave qveynad aqcia. sabolood gza damoukideblobisken 
1990 wlis 28 oqtombris mravalpartiul arCevnebSi komunisturi partiis damarcxebiT 
da 1991 wlis 9 aprils saqarTvelos damoukideblobis aRdgeniT dasrulda.  

miuxedavad garkveuli samoqalaqo tendenciebisa, postsabWoTa epoqis dasawyisis 
qarTulma nacionalizmma, sxvadasxva obieqturi Tu subieqturi faqtoris zegavleniT, 
mainc eTnikuri forma SeiZina. amas xels uwyobda Zlieri emociuri foni, saxelmwifoeb-
rivi tradiciis ararseboba, politikur liderTa gamoucdeloba, mravalricxovani mi-
tingebi da demonstraciebi, sadac xSirad ismoda (maT Soris, politikur liderTa mxri-
dan) mravaleTnikuri saqarTvelos saxelmwifosTvis safrTxis Semcveli mowodebebi. ra 
Tqma unda, ganmsazRvrel rols TamaSobda gare Zala, ruseTis federacia, romelic sa-
qarTveloSi mimdinare iracionalur process uaRresad racionalurad marTavda gare-
dan da xels uwyobda qveynis dezintegracias da samoqalaqo dapirispirebas.  

 

eduard SevardnaZe — deradikalizacia, eTnikuridan 
samoqalaqo nacionalizmisken svlis procesi 

1992 wlis martSi saqarTveloSi sabWoTa kavSiris yofili sagareo saqmeTa ministri 
da saqarTvelos komunisturi partiis centraluri komitetis yofili pirveli mdivani 
eduard SevardnaZe dabrunda da saxelmwifos saTaveSi Caudga. mwvave samoqalaqo dapi-
rispirebis pirobebSi, romliTac SevardnaZis mmarTvelobis sawyisi periodi aRiniSna 
(afxazeTis omi, dapirispireba zviad gamsaxurdiasTan), saxelmwifos meTauris umTavre-
si sazrunavi mSvidobis damyareba da Serigebis politikis ganxorcieleba gaxda. „stabi-
luroba“ SevardnaZis mier SemoTavazebuli nacionaluri proeqtis umTavresi mesiji 
iyo. misi xelmZRvanelobiT daiwyo deradikalizaciis procesi da qarTuli nacionaliz-
mi aqtiuri ideologiuri moZraobidan pasiur fazaSi gadavida. nacionalisturad gan-
wyobili radikaluri gaerTianebebi TandaTan gaqrnen politikuri scenidan. amerikeli 
mkvlevari stiven jonsi cdilobs am process axsna mouZebnos. misi azriT, deradikaliza-
ciis procesis erT-erTi ZiriTadi ganmapirobebeli mizezi qarTuli nacionalizmis mar-
cxi gaxda. qaosiT, arastabilurobiT, ekonomikuri krizisiT, socialuri dezintegraci-
iT, kriminalTa TareSiT mocul qveyanaSi SevardnaZes msgavsi politikis gansaxorcie-
leblad xelsayreli pirobebi Seeqmna. 

am periodidan iwyeba mravaleTnikuri sazogadoebis arsebobisTvis legaluri da 
konstituciuri safuZvlebis Seqmna. 1993 wlis martSi miRebul iqna kanoni moqalaqeobis 
Sesaxeb, romelic saqarTvelos yvela mcxovrebisTvis moqalaqeobis specifikuri moTx-
ovnebis (rogoricaa, magaliTad, qarTuli enis codna) gareSe miniWebas iTvaliswinebda.1 
amave periodSi miRebul iqna kanoni moqalaqeTa sajaro gaerTianebebis Sesaxeb; kanoni, 
dawyebiTi ganaTlebis mSobliur enaze miRebis Sesaxeb, rac umciresobaTa uflebebis 
dacvis kuTxiT gadadgmuli mniSvnelovani nabijebi iyo. moqalaqeebs, romlebic qarTul 
enas ar flobdnen, sasamarTloebSi Tarjimnis gamoyenebis ufleba miecaT. Tumca, amas-
Tan erTad, separatizmis gaRvivebis Tavidan acilebis mizniT, aikrZala regionuli po-

                                                            
1  kanoni saqarTvelos moqalaqeobis Sesaxebix.:  
http://mra.gov.ge/res/docs/2013110412031013274.pdf (misawvdomia 06.07.2015) 
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litikuri gaerTianebebis Camoyalibeba. yvela partias saerTo nacionaluri xasiaTi un-
da hqonoda. saqarTvelom yvela formis rasobrivi diskriminaciis akrZalvis Sesaxeb eu-
Tos da gaeros konvenciebis ratificireba moaxdina. amasTan erTad, ratificirda adami-
anis uflebaTa da fundamentur TavisuflebaTa dacvis Sesaxeb evrosabWos konvencia 

(Jones 2006: 260). 
moqalaqeoba, Serigeba, tolerantoba saxelisuflebo ritorikis ZiriTadi mesijebi 

gaxda. 1993 wels SevardnaZis iniciativiT dafuZnda gaerTianeba „saqarTvelos moqala-
qeTa kavSiri“, romelic Semdgomi aTwleulis ganmavlobaSi yvelaze Zlieri politikuri 
partia gaxda. axali gaerTianebis mier deklarirebuli iyo samoqalaqo Rirebulebebi, 
rac misi saxelwodebidanac Canda. misi yvela wevri, miuxedavad eTnikuri, religiuri Tu 
sxva saxis mikuTvnebulobisa, Tanabari uflebebiT sargeblobda. am mimarTulebiT aseve 
unda aRvniSnoT 2002 wlis oqtomberSi miRebuli Sesworeba, romlis mixedviT saqarTve-
los moqalaqis piradobis damadasturebeli mowmobidan erovnebis aRmniSvneli grafa 
amoiRes. 

deradikalizaciis procesSi mniSvnelovani iyo saxelisuflebo elitis cvlileba. 
sabWoTa warsulma da pragmatulma midgomam eduard SevardnaZes Zveli, sabWoTa nomen-
klaturis garkveuli formiT „gacocxlebisa“ da xelisuflebaSi dabrunebisken ubiZga. 
sabWoTa partiuli Cinovnikebi axali xelisuflebis pirobebSi sakvanZo postebze mog-
vevlinnen da mniSvnelovnad Seuwyves xeli nacionalisturi ritorikis Senelebas. maT-
Tan erTad, wamyvan politikur poziciaze aRmoCnda prodasavlurad ganwyobili axal-
gazrda politikosTa jgufi (momavali „vardebis revolucionerebi“), romelic 90-iani 
wlebis bolos da 2000-ianis dasawyisSi SevardnaZis erT-erTi ZiriTadi dasayrdeni iyo. 
sabolood, politikosTa am or jgufs Soris SeuTanxmeblobam qveyanaSi revoluciuri 
procesebi ganapiroba.  

rodesac samoqalaqo identobis formirebisken gadadgmul nabijebze vsaubrobT, au-
cileblad unda gavamaxviloT yuradReba sagareo politikuri kursis cvlilebaze. miu-
xedavad ruseTis negatiuri rolisa postsabWoTa periodis dasawyisSi ganviTarebul 
procesebSi da samoqalaqo dapirispirebis gaRvivebaSi, problemebisadmi racionalurma 
damokidebulebam da xelisuflebis SenarCunebisTvis zrunvam eduard SevardnaZes pro-
rusuli politikis gatarebisken ubiZga. 1993 wlis bolos saqarTvelo Sevida „damouki-
debel saxelmwifoTa TanamegobrobaSi“ (dsT), 1994 wels gaformda CarCoxelSekruleba 
ruseTis federaciasa da saqarTvelos Soris megobrobis, keTilmezoblobisa da Tanam-
Sromlobis Sesaxeb, aseve ruseTis rekomendaciiT iniSnebodnen umaRlesi Tanamdebobis 
pirebi. 

xelisuflebis ganmtkicebisa da zviad gamsaxurdias sabolood damarcxebis Semdeg 
(raSic ruseTis federaciam gadamwyveti roli iTamaSa), SevardnaZem sagareo politiku-
ri kursi TandaTan Secvala dasavleTis sasargeblod. 1996 wlidan iwyeba natosTan kon-
taqtebis gaRrmaveba individualuri partniorobis programis SemuSavebiT. saqarTvelo 
CaerTo natos egidiT warmoebul samSvidobo operaciebSi. qarTulma sajariso Senaer-
Tebma 1999-2008 wlebSi monawileoba miiRes kosovos misiaSi. saerTaSoriso aRiarebis 
Semdeg, saqarTvelo xdeba Crdiloatlantikuri TanamSromlobis sabWos wevri da maleve 
uerTdeba programas „partnioroba mSvidobisaTvis“. 1999 wels qveyana evropis sabWoSi 
miiRes, sadac parlamentis imJamindelma Tavmjdomare zurab Jvaniam warmoTqva cnobili 
sityvebi: — „me var qarTveli da maSasadame var evropeli“ (kereseliZe 2012). 2000-iani 
wlebis dasawyisidan saqarTvelo aSS-Tan erTad wvrTnisa da aRWurvis erToblivi prog-
ramis ganxorcielebaSi CaerTo.  

prodasavlurma kursma, Crdiloatlantikur struqturebSi integraciis procesma 
deradikalizacias da samoqalaqo identobis formirebas Seuwyo xeli. evroatlantiku-
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ri integracia TavisTavad gulisxmobda dasavluri faseulobebis deklarirebas ro-
gorc ritorikis, aseve sakanonmdeblo doneze, ramac, Tavis mxriv, samoqalaqo idento-
bis Camoyalibebas Seuqmna safuZveli. am TvalsazrisiT, saintereso paraleli ivleba 
baltiispireTSi, kerZod, litvaSi 90-iani wlebis SuaxanebSi ganviTarebul movlenebTan. 
teri klarki aRniSnavs, rom dasavlurma politikurma veqtorma, natosa da evrokavSirSi 
gawevrianebis miswrafebam litva eTnopolitikur dapirispirebebs aarida da samoqalaqo 

nacionalizmis ganviTareba ganapiroba (Clark 2006: 162).  
deradikalizaciisa da stabilizaciis procesSi miRweuli warmatebis miuxedavad, 

eduard SevardnaZis xelisuflebis ukanaskneli wlebi saxelmwifo institutebis moS-
liT, stagnaciiT da mZime ekonomikuri problemebiT aRiniSna. stabiluroba degradacia-
Si gadaizarda, saxelmwifo korufciis WaobSi aRmoCnda. mmarTvel gunds prodasavluri 
axalgazrduli frTa gamoeyo, romelic Zlier opoziciur dajgufebad da xelisufle-
bis ZiriTad alternativad iqca. qveyanaSi radikaluri cvlilebebi axlovdeboda.  

„vardebis revolucia“: qarTuli nacionalizmis axali etapi, 
sazogadoebis konsolidacia da misi Sedegebi 

2003 wlis noemberSi saqarTveloSi 90-iani wlebis Semdeg yvelaze masStaburi demon-
straciebis talRa agorda. protesti, romelsac stiven jonsi nacionaluri gamococx-
lebis axal talRas uwodebs, saparlamento arCevnebis Sedegebis gamocxadebas moyva, 
romlis mixedviT „saqarTvelos moqalaqeTa kavSiri“ isev mmarTvel politikur Zalad 
rCeboda aTiaTasobiT adamiani dedaqalaqSi, saqarTvelos parlamentis Senobis win Seik-
riba da xelisufleba arCevnebis Sedegebis gayalbebaSi daadanaSaula. saprotesto tal-
Ras saTaveSi SevardnaZis xelisuflebis yofili wevrebi da Semdgom opoziciis liderebi 
mixeil saakaSvili, zurab Jvania da nino burjanaZe Caudgnen. sabolood yvelaferi 22 no-
embers parlamentis pirveli sxdomis CaSliT da 23 noembers prezident SevardnaZis ga-
dadgomiT dasrulda. revolucionerTa mTavari simbolos, vardis gamo, am movlenas 
„vardebis revolucia“ ewoda. 2004 wlis 4 ianvris saprezidento arCevnebis Sedegad, gamar-
jvebuli politikuri blokis kandidatma, mixeil saakaSvilma, xmaTa 96.27% miiRo da 25 
ianvris inauguraciis Semdeg saqarTvelos prezidentis movaleobis Sesrulebas Seudga.  

axali mTavroba iseTi mniSvnelovani gamowvevebis winaSe idga, rogorebicaa: qveynis 
koloniuri istoria, saxelmwifoebriobis susti tradicia, mravaleTnikuri mosaxleo-
bis reintegraciisa da teritoriuli mTlianobis aRdgenis problema, sruli evroat-
lantikuri integracia da sxv. am miznebis misaRwevad xelisuflebas sazogadoebis mxar-
daWera da mis mier SeTavazebuli nacionaluri proeqtis garSemo konsolidacia esaWi-
roeboda. mosaxleobis sruli mxardaWeris uzrunvelyofis da socialuri reintegraci-
is mizniT, „mravaleTnikuri qarTveli eris“ formireba erT-erT umTavres prioritetad 
gamocxadda.  

axali qarTuli nacionaluri proeqtis ZiriTadi mimarTulebebi Semdegi saxiT gani-
sazRvra: 

• saxelmwifo institutebis mSenebloba/gaZliereba, qveynis dekriminalizacia, ko-
rufciis mospoba. 

• sruli Crdiloatlantikuri integracia — axlo momavalSi natoSi gawevrianeba da sa-
xelmwifos usafrTxoebis uzrunvelyofa. 

• teritoriuli mTlianobis aRdgena. 
am CamonaTvalidan pirveli da umTavresi saxelmwifos gaZliereba iyo, rac sazoga-

doebis moTxovnas pasuxobda, radgan qveyanaSi arsebulma ganukiTxaobam, kriminalis ma-
Ralma donem da masStaburma korufciam sazogadoebis masobrivi protesti ganapiroba. 
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dasavluri integracia da teritoriuli mTlianobis aRdgena swored Zlieri saxelmwi-
fos safuZvelze unda momxdariyo.  

qarTuli nacionalizmis axali etapi simboluri aqtiT — himnis, droSisa da gerbis 
ganaxlebiTac gamoixata. 2004 wlis ianvarSi miRebuli organuli kanonis safuZvelze, 
xuTjvriani droSa saqarTvelos saxelmwifo simbolo gaxda, romelic qveynis qristia-
nul dasavleTTan saukunovan kavSirs usvamda xazs. amave wels SemoRebuli axali himni 
„Tavisufleba“ qveynis saboloo gaTavisuflebis, sabWoTa memkvidreobis daZlevisa da 
rusuli imperiuli sivrcidan Tavis daRwevis simbolod iqca.  

nacionalizmi samecniero literaturaSi didi politikuri transformaciebisa da 
revoluciuri cvlilebebis Tanmdev movlenad ganixileba, romelic aqtiurad gamoiyene-
ba axali politikuri wesrigis legitimaciisTvis. am dros xSiria „xalxis saxeliT“ sau-
bari da radikaluri qmedebebis sazogadoebis mxardaWeriT ganxorcieleba. prezident 
saakaSvilis xelisuflebam qarTuli nacionalizmi SevardnaZis droindeli pasiuri da 
stabiluri mdgomareobidan aqtiur ideologiur moZraobad gardaqmna da mosaxleobis 
didi nawilis TanadgomiT qveynis modernizaciis ambiciuri gegmis ganxorcielebas Se-

udga (Aprasidze; Siroky 2010: 134). stiven jonsi aRniSnavs, rom gamsaxurdias da saakaSvilis 
periodebis radikalizaciis procesebsa da nacionalizmis formebs Soris principuli 
sxvaobaa. Tu pirvel SemTxvevaSi saqme gvqonda eTnikur diskursTan, meoreSi nacionalu-
ri konsolidaciis procesi mkveTrad gamoxatuli samoqalaqo niSniT xasiaTdeboda da 
xazs usvamda saxelmwifos SenebaSi misi yvela moqalaqis monawileobis mniSvnelobas. 

daskvna 

me-20 saukunis 80-iani wlebidan dRemde saqarTveloSi nacionalizmis ganviTarebis 
ramdenime etapi gamoiyofa. gansxvavebulia misi roli sazogadoebis cxovrebaSi. saqar-
Tvelos SemTxveva nacionalizmis fenomenis winaaRmdegobriobis da misi orsaxovani bu-
nebis naTeli magaliTia. erTi mxriv, sabWoTa kavSiris arsebobis bolo wlebSi man mniS-
vnelovani wvlili Seitana erovnuli moZraobis aRmavlobaSi, sazogadoebis konsolida-
ciasa da damoukideblobis mopovebaSi. Tumca, damoukidebel qveyanaSi socialuri da 
teritoriuli dezintegraciis erT-erT xelSemwyob faqtorad iqca. 

postsabWoTa periodSi qarTulma nacionalizmma ramdenime transformacia ganica-
da. politikuri elitebi aqtiurad mimarTavdnen mas maT mier SemoTavazebuli naciona-
luri proeqtebis mxardasaWerad. radikalizacias da sazogadoebis aqtiur konsolida-
cias orjer hqonda adgili — pirvelad damoukideblobis gariJraJze, xolo meored — 
2003 wlis „vardebis revoluciis“ Semdeg. orive es SemTxveva, sxvadasxva obieqturi Tu 
subieqturi faqtoris gaTvaliswinebiT, nacionalizmis aqtiuri ideologiuri moZrao-
bidan pasiur mdgomareobaSi gadasvliT dasrulda.  
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IRAKLI CHKHAIDZE  

FROM ETHNIC TO CIVIC DISCOURSE: 
THE STAGES OF NATIONALISM IN THE POST-SOVIET GEORGIA 

Summary 

The paper aims at analyzing the processes developing in the post-Soviet Georgia in the context of ethnic 
and civic categories of nationalism. One of the most popular classifications is taken as the theoretical frame-
work of the research. 

From the late 19th century to the present, the study of nationalism has been marked by deep ambivalence. 
On the one side, it has been associated with militarism, war, irrationalism, chauvinism, intolerance, homogeni-
zation, forced assimilation, xenophobia, ethnocentrism, ethnic cleansing, even genocide. On the other side, 
nationhood and nationalism have been linked to democracy, self-determination, political legitimacy, social 
integration, solidarity, dignity, identity, citizenship, etc. The attitude to nationalism has been determined by 
people’s understanding of its essence.  

Among prevalent distinctions in the scientific circles, the one with the greatest resonance today is civic or 
ethnic understanding of nationalism. This has been used to suggest that there are, fundamentally, only two 
kinds of nationalism: civic, characterized as liberal, voluntaristic, inclusive and ethnic – glossed as illiberal, 
particularist and exclusive. These are seen as resting on two corresponding understandings of nationalism – 
one based on common citizenship and the other on common ethnicity.  

The case of Georgia deserves particular interest in this respect, because Georgian nationalism has passed 
through several stages of transformation. In the early post-Soviet time problems caused by ethnic nationalism 
conditioned the territorial disintegration of the country and ethnic cleansing. Since the middle of the 1990s, 
after the bloody civil war in Georgia, the process of de-radicalization started. In that period, the key messages 
of the government were “stabilization” and “civic reconciliation”. After the 2003 “Rose Revolution”, a new 
phase of Georgian nationalism began, which, despite the 1990s, was characterized by civic nature aimed atthe 
formation of the multiethnic Georgian nation.  
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Nino Daraselia 

BLESSING FORMULAS ACROSS CULTURES 
(on material from English, Georgian and Russian) 

1. Introduction 

The main character in one of the Georgian folk tales Muchanakhevara (meaning A Handful and a Half), is 
a good-for-nothing man whose clumsiness lies primarily in his failure to use verbal routines properly, rather 
than in his inability to perform any kind of simple work successfully; for instance, he uses a blessing appropri-
ate for a ploughing-sowing process erTiaTasjer — ertiatasjer (meaning multiply one thousand times) to 
express condolences at a funeral, or he utters the prayer-cum-blessing formula typically used as a condolence 
RmerTs vTxov, es ambavi Tqvens ojaxSi pirveli da ukanaskneli iyos — ghmerts vtxov es am-
bavi tqvens ojaxshi pirveli da ukanaskneli iqos,(I ask God this event be the first and the lastin your family) at a 
wedding ceremony, etc.The mismatches between these well-wishes or blessing formulas and the contexts they 
are used in turn the formulas in question into curses making the main character the victim of offence.The given 
folk tale: 
a. reveals the relevance of blessing formulas for the Georgian speech community;  
b. stresses their context boundedness; 
c. if generalized, the tale shows that any failure in the usage of blessing routines, even within a particular 

language community, is considered an unforgivable mistake.  
Current Georgian usage is still abundant in blessing formulas; in Georgia blessings are integrated into 

everyday speech etiquette and serve as indispensable elements of different types of verbal rituals (both formal 
and informal). They are essential samples of phatic communication. Quite often the given peculiarity of Geor-
gian is the main cause of interference errors made by Georgian speakers of English or Russian; any non-native 
like abundance of well-wishes or blessings, frequent mention of God’s name in the speech of Georgian speak-
ers of English or Russian, make their English/Russian interlocutors feel uncomfortable. This very factor condi-
tioned the choice of the issue of the study. 

1.1. Aims 

The paper examines English (British & American variants), Georgian and Russian blessing formulas from 
the standpoints of cognitive science (Goffman 1974; Uznadze 1977), discourse analysis (Aijmer 1996; Goff-
man 1972; Brown &Yule 1983) and pragmatics (Austen 1965; Levinson 1992; Searle 1975) aiming to: 
a. present a contrastive analysis of structural-semantic, cognitive and discoursal-pragmatic peculiarities of 

English, Georgian and Russian blessing formulas; 
b. consider cultural specificity and values manifested in the use of blessing formulas in the languages and 

cultures under discussion.  

1.2. Data 

In the paper a multi-method approach for collecting data was adopted. The empirical data embrace sam-
ples of spoken (both planned and unplanned) and written discourse genres, dictionary data as well as the data 
obtained from the informants, viz. the data cover:  
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a. Samples of written discourse genres: season postcards, letters and e-mail messages with different degrees 
of formality/informality (53 altogether); 

b. Samples of spoken discourse genres: speeches made by American, Georgian and Russian presidents as 
well as Queen’s speeches for the last two decades; naturally occurring spoken data obtained by employing 
the method of observation and note-taking. 

c. Dictionary data examined by testing English (5 British, 5 American), Georgian (5) and Russian (5) informants. 
The informants were given a list of blessing formulas in their respective languages and were asked to 

comment on: (a). the socio-cultural context(s) each of the blessing formulas is used in; (b). functions per-
formed by the listed blessings. To follow up, the informants were interviewed concerning their comments. 

To elicit the perlocutionary aspect of blessing formula usage in presidential/Queen’s public speeches, the 
informants (40) were asked to fill out the questionnaire containing the following questions: 1. blessing formulas 
are empty phrases with no relevance or emotional load; 2. blessings though trite are of ornamental value, and 
serve as obligatory elements of a presidential/Queen’s speech; 3) in the public speeches in question blessing 
formulas are positively charged, ending a public speech in some other way might make it less effective and 
successful. 

2. Historical Background 

According to diachronic sociolinguistics, almost all polite formulas (greeting, leave-taking, thanking, 
congratulation and other routines) are reconstructed as blessings [Cf. Engl. good bye-God be with you; thank 
from OE thonc originates from PG thonkjan, i.e. think, however, c 1000 it acquires the meaning of grace; 
Georg. gmadlobT, madloba — gmadlobt, madloba (meaning thank you) originates from the word madli – 
grace, mercy; Russ. спасибо – spasibois reconstructed as спасиБог – spasi bog meaning God save, God pre-
serve, etc.].  

As is known, in old cultures mutual blessings were performed and exchanged during different types of in-
teraction; reflecting man’s age-long belief in word-magic, the lexical and semantic composition of blessings 
were determined by the following context features: 1. time deixis; 2. setting (meeting sb on one’s way, enter-
ing a house, etc.); 3. sociolinguistic dimensions of age, gender, social status; 6. occupation or the duty per-
formed by a participant (or both participants) during the interaction; 7. kinship relationships; 8.social or reli-
gious events of different type, etc. 

It is noteworthy that many of these contextual constraints are still relevant for the usage of blessings, in 
Georgian, in particular. 

On the one hand, etymologically all current Georgian, English and Russian polite formulas, that are for-
mer blessings, reveal man’s longing for a peaceful and harmonious life on earth (Cf. Georg. dila / saRamo/ 
Rame mSvidobisa — dila / saghamo / ghame mshvidobisa – morning / evening / night of peace; Engl. good 
morning/afternoon/evening/night; Russ. доброе утро / добрый день / вечер, спокойной ночи dobroe utro, 
dobryj den’ / vecher, spokojnoj nochi – good / kind morning / day, evening, peaceful night, etc.). 

On the other hand, ethnosemantically these contracted and frozen forms of former blessings are culture 
specific, in many a case they can be considered metaphoric for the language communities using them, as they 
are the bearers of the concepts that historically have been essential for the survival and existence of the given 
speech communities. For instance, to survive the ordeals of history, success, victory gamarjveba (gamar-
jveba) and peace mSvidoba (mshvidoba) were relevant for Georgians, hence the Georgian greetings gamar-
joba gamarjoba, and mSvidoba aqa / mshvidoba aqa (peace here). 

Considering the severe climate in Russia, the emphasis was placed on health, strength – здравствуй – 
здоровье (zdravstvuj, zdorovie)-is of IE origin, OIsu- good, dorvo – tree, Proto Slavonic s’dorv’, Old Slavonic 
съдравъ, Old Russian съдоровъ. This preference is reflected in a number of Russian proverbs and archaic 
blessings: Здоровье всего дороже, дороже денег / zdorovje vsego dorozhe, dorozhe deneg (Health is the 
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most precious, more precious than money); Деньги-медь. одежда-тлен, а здоровье всего дороже / dengi 
med’, odezhda tlen, a zdorovie vsego dorozhe (Money is copper, clothes are easily destructible, but health is 
the most precious); Даст Бог здоровья, даст и счастья dast bog zdorovija, dast i schastija (If God gives 
health, he will give happiness too); Будь здорова как вода, богата как земля, плодовита как свинья – 
bud’zdorova kak voda, bogata kak zemlja, plodovita kak svinja (May you be as healthy / strong as water, as 
rich as earth, as fertile as a sow); it should be noted that in Indo-European cultures the symbolic meaning of 
sow is uniformly positive, it stands for the material nurturing powers of the earth. 

Being compact and aphoristic, blessings gradually became more laconic, and losing their motivation 
transformed into polite formulas. However, some of them have retained a certain degree of structural and se-
mantic transparency. 

2.1. Etymology and meanings of the terms: blessing, locva-kurtxeva, blagoslovlenije 

The etymology of the English, Georgian and Russian terms – blessing, locva-kurtxeva, blagoslovlenije are 
of particular interest.  
According to The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (2009), the English verb bless is of 
pagan origin;it comes from Old English blœ̄dsian, blēdsian, blētsian, "to bless, wish happiness, consecrate." In 
its turn, the Old English verb is derived from the Germanic noun *blōdan, "blood." Blœ̄dsian therefore literally 
means "to consecrate with blood, sprinkle with blood." The Angles, Saxons, and Jutes, the early Germanic mi-
grants to Britain, used blœ̄dsian for their pagan sacrifices. After their conversion to Christianity, blœ̄dsian ac-
quired new meanings as a result of its use in translations of the Latin Bible, its meaning was influenced by the 
Latin benedicere 'to praise, worship', and later was shaped by the association with bliss. 

The Georgian compound term locva-kurTxeva / locva-kurtxeva consisting of two nouns locva / 
locva, meaning – praying, prayer, blessing, and kurTxeva / kurtxeva meaning – blessing,, consecration (of 
priest) is presumably of Kartvelian origin; the corresponding verbs being locavs / locavs – blesses sb; 
wishes sb well; toasts sb’s health; akurTxebs / akurtxebs – blesses,consecrates sb / sth. 

According to the Russian etymological dictionaries, the term благословление/blagoslovlenije is deci-
phered as благо/blago – good, слово/slovo – word; it is a loan-translation from Greek εὐλογίὐα, eulogia, 
meaning praise. The corresponding verb благословить/blagoslovit’ εὑλογεῖν. 

In the three languages the verbs bless, locavs/locavs, благословить/blagoslovit’ are polysemous and 
have almost identical meanings, their basic meanings being:  
(a) Specifically religious: to hallow or consecrate by religious rite or word; to hallow with the sign of the cross; 
(b) Neutral, common core vocabulary meaning: to ask God to care for and protect (someone or  something). 

However, the Georgian verb akurTxebs / akurtxebs has a narrow, technical meaning bless, consecrate 
sb/sth; by contrast, the Georgian compound noun locva / kurTxeva locva-kurtxeva fully corresponds to 
the English blessing and the Russian благословление/blagoslovlenije. 

3. Cognitive and Pragmatic Perspectives on Blessing Formulas 

On the basis of scholarly literature and the analysis carried out on the empirical data, the following has 
been revealed: being one of the subtypes of formulaic language, well-wishes and blessings are essential ele-
ments of the native speaker’s communicative competence, reflections of native-like behaviour, bearers of cul-
tural norms and values; similar to other types of prefabricated expressions they are ‘wholes’, ‘gestalts’, stored 
and retrieved holistically; because of their context boundedness, each of them is closely tied to a particular 
frame.  

If analyzed from the standpoint of Dimitri Uznadze’s psychological theory of set (1977), blessings can be 
viewed as samples of impulsive behaviour: the term impulsive behaviour coined by Uznadze denotes routi-
nised, ritualized actions. i.e. actions characteristic of stereotypical situations; impulsive behaviour is a chain of 
interdependent acts, each signalling and stimulating the appearance of the next one, each creating in a person a 
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state of readiness / predisposition to perform a particular action. The specificity of impulsive behaviour lies in 
its immediacy and sameness. Hence, any failure to perform ritualized actions means that the smoothness of 
transition from one impulsive act to another is hindered and the expectations of one of the interlocutors are 
frustrated, this naturally leads to miscommunication, a misunderstanding or even a culture shock. 

If analyzed from the standpoint of Austin’s theory (1965), similar to other samples of phatic communi-
cation (polite formulas like greetings, leave-takings, thanking, congratulating, expressing condolences, etc.) 
well-wishes and blessings fall within the class of behabitives. 

In the present study well-wishes are regarded as indirect blessings. In Georgian well-wishes are realized 
with the help of the verb gisurveb / gisurveb (I wish you), the imperative and Present Subjunctiveforms of 
the verb, and also NPs; in English these are the sentences with the quasi-subjunctive auxiliary may, the verbs 
wish, hope, patterns I pray to God,I hope to God, I wish to God, and NPs; in Russian these are the patterns 
with the imperative form of the verb быть / bi’t’, sentences with the particles пусть / pust’, да / da the verb 
желать /  zhelat’, and NPs. 

4. Meaning-Function Relationship in Blessings 

The analysis of the empirical data has shown that the relationship between the literal meaning and the 
function(s) of a particular blessing formula can be quite complex;three types of relationship between the literal 
meaning and pragmatic function(s) of blessings have been singled out: 
a. A blessing is almost devoid of its propositional content, i.e. it is idiomatized and grammaticalized, and 

serves as a verbal routine that can be a part of a verbal ritual; 
b. It is partially devoid of its referential meaning and functions as an element of a verbal ritual; 
c. A blessing formula fully retains its literal meaning and serves as a blessing proper in communication. 

It should be mentioned that these classes should be viewed as forming a continuum rather than isolated 
groups. 

4.1. Class I 

In the first class there can be included a number of polite formulas that are snippets of former blessing 
sentences/utterances or well-wishes and whose structural and semantic transparency has more or less been pre-
served; their referential meaning does not fully disappear, however, it is overlaid with a pragmatic function 
which seems to be dominant. There have been singled out the following subtypes: 
1. A certain group of non-standard polite formulas (greeting, leave-taking, thanking, congratulation routines); 
2. Season greetings; 
3. Miscellaneous polite formulas. 

The analysis has proved that samples from the Georgian data are quite numerous, at the same time, for 
each situation Georgian offers several alternatives: 

For instance, as a reaction to someone having sneezed (no matter an acquaintance or a stranger in a public 
place) Georgians have the following ready-made phrases:  

icocxle! — icocxle (Live! – imperative form of the verb) (high frequency of usage) 
sicocxle! — sicocxle! (Life!) (high frequency of usage) 
janmrTeloba — janmrteloba! (Health!) (medium frequency of usage) 
RvTis wyaloba — ghvtis tsqaloba! God’s grace! (medium frequency of usage) 
While in English as well as in Russian there is a single routine: Eng.: Bless you! (which according to the 

informants and scholarship is optional both in BrE and AmE, in the latter Gesundheit is also common), and to 
some extent the same can be said about Russ.: Будь(те) здоров/а(ы)! (bud’(te) zdorov/a(‘i) – Be healthy.  

Thanking. Apart from the standard thanking formula gmadlobT, madloba gmadlobt, madloba (thank 
you, thanks), there are a number of other emotionally charged alternatives in Georgian: icocxle / icocxle! 
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(live!), gaixare / gaixare! (be happy), agaSena RmerTma / agashena ghmertma! (God prosper you!) The 
latter can function as a blessing proper as well. 
a)  Greetings: 

A: (the greeting uttered on entering a house): aqa mSvidoba / aqa mshvidoba (literally – here peace / 
peace here). 

B: (response): mSvidoba Sens / Tqvens mosvlas — mshvidoba shens/tqvens mosvlas (peace to your 
coming).  

A greeting is accompanied by a well-wish routine, especially if it is one’s first visit to a particular home: 
bedniereba da sixaruli am saxls  /  bedniereba da sixaruli am saxls Happiness and joy to this house! 

In many a case the Georgian leave-taking formulas as well as the well-wishes for a safe journey are al-
most like their English and Russian equivalents: 
b) Leave-takings:  

aba, bednierad — aba, bednierad (particle aba + adverb happily);  
aba, kargad — aba, kargad (particle aba+adverb well / be well)! 
aba, keTili dRe gqondes — aba, ketili dghe gqondes (particle aba+ you have a kind / good day); 
mSvidobiT brZandebodeT — mshvidobit brdzandebodet! Peace be on you! (adverb + polite plural 

form of the verb in the Present Subjunctive).           
c) Wishing a good journey: 

keTili mgzavroba — ketili mgzavroba kind/good journey; 
gza mSvidobisa — gza mshvidobisa peaceful way/journey; 
Wishing good fate (to a single person, a woman, in particular: kargi iRbali/kargi ighbali – Good fate. 

d) Congratulations: 
mravals daeswari  — mravals daeswari – Attend many occasions; can be used as a birthday greeting 

as well as a season greeting.  
Wedding congratulations: 
ixareT, ibedniereT, gamravldiT — ixaret, ibednieret, gamravldit  – Rejoice, be happy, multiply. 
Miscellaneous: 
Sens pirs Saqari — shens pirs shaqari, sugar to your mouth, implying-May what you’ve said be true / 

come true. Its synonymous blessings being: RmerTma gisminos / ghmertma gisminos – May God listen to 
you! RmerTma qnas / ghmertma qnas – May Goddo it! To some extent the English God willing and the Russian 
Дай бог (in one of its meanings) can be regarded as the equivalents of the mentioned Georgian formulas. 

The formula said (to women, in particular) on new acquisition or when cutting a piece of cloth and preparing 
it for sewing is of particular interest: the cutting process is accompanied by the following words: mSvidobaSi, 

janmrTelobaSi, bednierebaSi, gaTxovebaSi / mshvidobashi, janmrtelobashi, bednierebashi, gatxove-
bashi (Wear) in peace, in health, in happiness, (and if a woman is single) may you get married. 

English examples are not as versatile; the following have been included in the first class: 
a) A non-standard response to the greeting: A: Good morning.  

B:  A very good morning to you. 
b) Well-wishing phrases accompanying leave-taking formulas varying according to a context: 

Have a nice day! Have a good/nice weekend! Enjoy your holiday / Have a good holiday! 
c) Closing salutations in informal letter-writing: All the best, Best, With every best wish,Warmest wishes, etc. 

can be considered as snippets of well-wishes as well. 
c) Wishing a good, safe journey:  

Apart from some well-known clichés:Have agood trip! Have a safe journey / Safe journey! The 
phrase God’s speed! / Godspeed! is of particularinterest; to wish someone Godspeed is to ask for God's 
blessings on his / her endeavour, most notably a long journey or a risky but potentially rewarding venture. 
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It originnates from the phrase Godspede meaning May God prosper (you), grant you success: I'm wishing 
you God-speed and aiding you with my  prayers". 

d) Congratulations: Many happy returns (of the day). 
e) Seasonal greeting clichés encountered both in spoken discourse (conversations of different degrees of 

formality) and written discourse (postcards, email messages): Happy Easter, Happy New Year, Merry 
Christmas, e.g.: 
Best wishes for Christmas and the New Year (from a postcard). 
A happy Christmas to you all!/A very happy Christmas to you all! (from Queen’s Christmas address)  

f) Wishing success: Luck! Good luck!  
e.g. Good luck for your future, endeavours!(from a formal public speech). 
Russian examples:   

a) Leave-takings, alternatives toдосвиданья are of certain interest:  
Будь(те) здоров/а(ы)! bud’(te) zdorov/a(vi’) – Be healthy. 
Счастливо! schastlivo – happily! 
Всего доброго/vsego dobrogo – All the best. 

b) Wishing good journey: 
1. Adjacency Pair: A: Счастливого пути! schastlivogo puti! Happy journey! 

B: Счастливо оставаться! schastlivo ostavatsa! Happy stay! 
2. В добрый путь! / v dobri’ put’! Good journey! 
Apart from the standard response незачто/ne za chto (equal to the English Don’t mention) to спасибо, 

spasibo (thank you) the routine наздоровье/ na zdorovjeis commonly used in the following situations: as a 
response to the gratitude formula for a) the food served: (Ешь) наздоровье/(esh’) na zdorovje – May what you 
are eating be good to your health; b)for an article of clothing given as a present (Носи) на здоровье  /nosi na 
zdorovje– Wearin health. However, it should be stressed that the given routine is polysemantic, hence poly-
functional, it can be used in a variety of contexts. 
c) Congratulations:  

Радости Вам (тебе), счастья, здоровья, долгих лет жизни / radosti Vam (tebe), schastija, zdorovja, 
dolgix let zhizni – Joy, happiness, health, long life to you. 
Всего наилучшего! – vsego nailuchshego – All the best. 

d) Season greetings: С Новым годом, сновым счастьем! s novim godom, s novim schastjem! – New year, 
new happiness!  

4.2. Classes II and III 

As it has already been said, the second class includes blessings that are partially devoid of their referential 
meanings and function as elements of different types of verbal rituals; while the third class comprises blessings 
proper. 

Georgian examples are mostly blessing clichés and are again numerous and versatile as compared to Eng-
lish and Russian samples: 
a) Greetings and Leave-takings: 

Alongside the symmetrical response to the common greeting gamarjoba / gamarjoba, there aretwo 
more alternatives: RmerTma gagimarjos / RmerTma gamarjveba mogces / ghmertma gagimarjos 
/ gmertma gamarjveba mogces – God give you victory/success. 
Leave-taking adjacency pair:  
A: mSvidobiT brZandebodeT / mshvidobit brdzandebodet!  

Peace be on you!                 
B: RmerTma mSvidoba mogces! mSvidoba mogces RmerTma! /ghmertma mshvidoba mogces/ 

mshvidoba mogces ghmertma 
God give you peace!  
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In current Georgian, in certain contexts of situation greetings and leave-takings are accompanied by bless-
ings. For instance, according to the rules of Georgian hospitality, the visitor on his/her first visit to a particular 
home accompanies his/her greeting with well-wishes: keTili iyos Cemi fexi Tqvens saxlSi/ketili iqos 
chemi pexi tqvens saxlshi – may my foot be good for this house! When parting the host and the visitor ex-
change blessings: RmerTma xeli mogimarTos/T/ ghmertma xeli mogimartos/t – May God help you! 
RmerTma daglocos/T / ghmertma daglocos/t God bless you! RmerTma kargad gamyofos/T/ 
ghmertma kargad gamyopos/t – May God make you feel well! 

Depending on the topic of conversation, the same or similar blessing exchanges (RmerTi 
gfaravdes/T/RmerTi Segewios/T/ghmerti gparavdes/t; ghmerti shegetsios/t – God preserve you, God 
look kindly on you) can also be encountered in the closing sections of semiformal and informal conversations. 
The above-mentioned blessings as well as some others (dailocos Seni marjvena; RmerTma daglo-
coT da gagaxaroT / dailocos sheni marjvena, ghmertma daglocot da gagaxarot – May your right hand be 
blessed; God bless you and make you happy), can replace the standard thanking formulas as well. 

Well-wishes are frequent in the following settings: at a market place, or in a private shop, a salesperson’s 
or a shopkeeper’s usual response to the consumer’s gmadlobt (thank you) are the words: tkbilad / gemri-
elad miirTvi / tkbilad / gemrielad miirtvi (Eat it with an appetite/sweetly; Segergos / shegergos may it 
be good / beneficial for you; 

Blessings used for wishing a good journey: 
gza damilocavs / gza damilocavs – I bless your way / journey! 
RmerTma keTilad gamgzavros/T/ ghmertma ketilad gamgzavros/t – May God make your journey 
good! 
Congratulations on the birth of a baby: 
RmerTma gagizardos, RmerTma bednieri amyofos / ghmertma gagizardos, ghmertma bednieri 
amqopos – May God raise him/her for you, mayGod make him/her happy! 
Wedding well-wishes: tkbilad SeaberdiT erTmaneTs / tkbilad sheaberdit ertmanets – May you 

live long/grow old together in sweetness! 
Condolence formulas are quite diverse in Georgian: 
RmerTma acxonos / ghmertma acxonos -God bless him/her; 
RmerTma sasufeveli daumkvidros / ghrmertma sasupeveli daumkvidros – God rest him in heaven; 
RmerTma naTelSi amyofos / ghmertma natelshi amqopos-God let him/her be in eternal light; 
gaanaTlos ufalma / gaanatlos upalma – Lord let him be in eternal light; 
RmerTma gakmaroT ubedureba / ghmertma gakmarot ubedureba  – God let this grief suffice you; 
RmerTma gaSoroT ubedureba / ghmertma gashorot ubedureba – God protect you from misfortune; 
naTeli daadges / nateli daadges-May s/he be in eternal light 
cxondes / cxondes – Blessed be s/he! 

Cf. Russian:  
Пусть будет ей/ему земля пухом! pust’ budet ej / emu zemlja puxom! – May the earth be like down to 
him/ her! 
English: May s/he rest in peace! Rest in peace! (abbreviation RIP) may be seen on gravestones.  
God rest his/her soul. 
Blessings on religious holidays: 
qristeSobis madli Segewios/T/ qristeshobis madli shegetsios/t – May grace of Christmas help you! 
Different versions of blessings are amply used by female as well as male native speakers of Georgian; 

however, frequent use of blessing formulas is more typical of middle-aged or elderly female individuals; at the 
same time the frequency of usage is much higher both in male and female speech in rural areas. However, 
much is dependent on how religious an individual is. 
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In the English data there are few blessing clichés: 
God bless you! has been attested in Queen Elizabeth’s Christmas addresses: 

a. I pray that each and every one of you has a happy Christmas and that we can all try to bringthat happi-
ness to others. God bless you all. (1998).  

b. May the months ahead bring you joy and the peace and happiness which we somuch desire. Happy 
Christmas. God bless you all. (1960). 
God bless you at Christmas and always (Christmas card)  
At Christmas and Easter in the UK and US people exchange gifts and presents, as well as greeting cards 

with blessing quotes written on them. The observations have revealed that sometimes the quotes on Christmas 
and Easter cards remain the same: 

May you have the Spirit of Easter/Christmas, 
which is Peace 
The Gladness of Easter/Christmas, 
which is hope 
The Heart of Easter/Christmas  
which is Love 
All Blessings 

According to the data obtained from the informants, apartfrom beinga reaction to someone having 
sneezed, Bless you!is also used to (a)show that you are grateful to someone when they have been kind to you; 
(b) express your affection (in such cases the formula Bless your heart is common); or (c)serve as a well-wish: 

Bless you, it’s so kind of you to come. 
Bless you for helping me. 

The connotations of the formula (God) bless one’s heart vary: (a) it may express gratefulness and affection, 
(b) may be humorously shaded, or (c) serve as a hedge mitigating the negatively connotated utterances uttered by 
a speaker(in the southern parts of the United States, near the Gulf of Mexico, in particular). 

The patterns withI hope to God / I pray (to God), I wish to Godare quite common as well: 
In this respect the cliché used by Queen Elizabeth at the State Opening of Parliament is of interest: 
My Lords and Members of the House of Commons, I pray that the blessing of Almighty Godmay rest upon 

your counsels.(2013, 8.05 UK Parliament)/ 
I hope / wish to God everything goes well. 
Cf. Russian and Georgian examples: 

Молю Бога чтоб твои девочки были бы счастливы/molju boga chtob tvoi devochki bili bi’ 
schastliv’i – I pray to God your girls were happy 

RmerTsa vTxov / vloculob, yvelaferi kargad iyos / ghmertsa vtxov / vloculob qvela-
peri kargad iqos  – I ask God / I pray everything is well. 
English well-wishes on different occasions are generally expressed with the quasi-subjunctive auxiliary 

may, or the patterns with the verb wish, the latter being less formal: 
1. Samples with the quasi-subjunctive auxiliary may;  

a) the birth of a baby: 
May you enjoy all the blessings of parenthood (formal, AmE data); 
Cf…wish you many years of happy parenting! (semi-informal, informal, AmE data) 

b) marriage: May you have a very happy married life! 
d) safe journey: 

May your homeward journey be smooth and your settling in at home again unproblematic. (semi-
formal letter, BrE data). 

e) success in a career: 
May I wish you every success in your new career.(from a formal letter, AmE data) 
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Cf. We were all really happy to hear the good news and wish you the best ofluck.(informalletter, AmE data) 
f) season greetings: 

At Christmas and always may your favourite gift be love. (Christmas card, AmE data) 
Cf. Wishing you health and happiness for the New Year and hoping all your dreams cometrue (from an 

informal letter, BrE data). 
Hope all your dreams come true on Valentine’s Day! (Greeting card, AmE data) 

The Russian data for the second class include the blessing formulas wishing a safe journey or luck in any 
endeavour: 

Ну, сбогом – God be with you/Go with God; 
Бог в помощь – God help you. 

In current Russian blessings proper are quite common in the speech of middle-aged or elderly women, 
however, their usage prevails in rural areas; however, everything depends on how religious an individual is: 
Бог дай тебе доброе утро! bog daj tebe dobroje utro! May God give you a good morning!(a response to the 
greeting доброе утро. dobroje utro – good morning); Дай бог з доровья Вам/тебе исчастья! daj bog 
zdorovija Vam/tebe i schastija! – May God give you health and happiness! Да благословит Вас/тебя 
господь! da blagoslovit Vas/tebja gospod’ – May Lord bless you! 

Поздравляю Вас с Днем рождения,...  Всех Вам благихрани Вас Господь! pozdravljaju Vas s dnjem 
rojhdenija… vsex Vam blag I xrani Vas gospod’! 

Congratulations on your birthday!–All the best, Lord preserve you! 
С рождеством христовым! Храни вас господь! s rozhdestvom xristov’im!  xrani vas gospod’! Con-

gratulations on Christmas! God preserve you! 
Well-wishes with the particle пусть/pust’and the verb желать/zhelat’are quite frequent: 

a) on the birth of a baby: 
Пусть растет крепким и здоровым! pust’ rastjet krepkim i zdorovi’m! May he grow up strong and healthy! 
Season Greetings: 
Пусть в каждом доме будет много радости! pust’ v kazhdom dome budet mnogo radosti! May there 

be a lot of happiness in every home! 
Желаю всем здоровья, любви и счастья! Пусть рождаются дети, реализуются все добрые помыслы. 

Пусть в каждом доме, в каждой нашей семье царит радость и согласие / zhelau vsem zdorovja, ljubvi i 
schastja! pust’ rozhdajutsa deti, realizujutsa vse dobri’e pomi’lsi’. pust’ v kazhdom nashem dome, v kazhdoj 
nashej semje tsarit radost’ I soglasie! 

I wish you all health, love and happiness! May children be born, may all good ideas come true! May there 
be happiness and agreement in every family, in every home! 

(from a presidential New Year address) 

Blessing Formulas in Public Speeches 

The study has proved that blessing formulas are quite frequently used by politicians (mostly American 
and Georgian, rarely British, no evidence in Russian political discourse); the observations have shown that 
blessing formulas are essential elements of American and Georgian presidential speeches of different genres 
(two out of the four Georgian presidents Zviad Gamsakhurdia and Mikheil Saakasvili employed them fre-
quently). The analysis of the data has shown that alongside some trite blessing formulas, creatively generated 
blessings are also encountered: 

Cf. Georgian presidents: 
Zviad Gamsakhurdia, 07.06.1991: 
dae, aRsruldes neba RvTisa, neba erisa! gaumarjos Tavisufal saqarTvelos! gvfara-
vdes RmerTi! / dae aghsruldes neba ghvtisa, neba erisa! gaumarjos tavisupal saqartvelos! gvfaravdes 
ghmerti! 
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May God’s will come true! The will of the nation come true! Long live free Georgia! God preserve us! 
Mikheil Saakashvili  
RmerTi iyos Cveni da Cveni samSoblos mfarveli! / ghmerti iqos chveni da chveni samshoblos 
mparveli! May God protect us and our homeland! 25.01.2004 
RmerTi iyos Cveni samSoblos — saqarTvelos mfarveli! / ghmerti iqos chveni samshoblos-
saqartvelos mparveli! God be the protector of our homeland-Georgia! 

American presidents: 
Cf.  
G.H.Bush: 
God bless you all, and God bless the United States of America! (1989) 
B.Clinton: 
God bless you all ! (20.01.1993). 
G.W. Bush: 
May God continue to bless America! (07.10.2001) 
Barrak Obama: 
God’s grace upon us! (20.01.2009) 
More creative: 
B.Clinton: 
May God strengthen our hands for good work ahead and always, always bless America! (20.01.1997). 
G.H.Bush: 
May God bless you, and may he watch over the United States of America! (20.01.2005)  
As it has already been said, in order to state the perlocutionary force of the blessings encountered in presi-

dential speeches, a sociolinguistic fieldwork has been carried out: 40 subjects were to tick one of the answers 
in a questionnaire: (a) blessing formulas are empty phrases with no relevance or emotional load (6.3%;) (b) 
blessings, though trite, are of ornamental value, and obligatory elements of a presidential speech (14.7%); (c) 
blessing formulas are positively charged, ending presidential speeches some other way might make them less 
effective or successful (79%). 

5. Conclusion 

To sum up, in the three languages and cultures blessing formulas are encountered in different discourse 
genres: public speeches, formal/informal letters, seasonal postcards; they are elements of such verbal rituals as 
thanking, congratulating, toast-making, expressing condolences, leave-taking, etc. However, the frequencies of 
blessing formula usage across these languages and cultures differ greatly. 

In Georgian all three types of relationship are evidenced; moreover, many of the blessing formulas are 
‘polyfunctional’ and depending on a social context can fit any of the three types. In the Russian data the sam-
ples of the third type are less numerous and ‘polyfunctional’ blessings are less frequent. In the English data the 
first and second types of relation are attested and blessing formulas reveal no ‘polyfunctionalism’. 
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Isabelle Auge 

LES SOURCES ÉPIGRAPHIQUES ARMÉNIENNES –  

PERSPECTIVES DE RECHERCHES 

La richesse des sources épigraphiques arméniennes est depuis longtemps connue et dès le milieu du XIXe 
siècle ont commencé à paraître des ouvrages se présentant comme des descriptions détaillées des sites, sous 
forme d’enquêtes topographiques (les auteurs ne se sont d’ailleurs pas toujours déplacés eux-mêmes mais ont 
souvent envoyé des informateurs sur place). Les auteurs de ces ouvrages sont, pour partie, des religieux ap-
partenant à l’Église apostolique arménienne, qui exercent des responsabilités importantes dans la hiérarchie de 
celle-ci et dans les monastères, pour partie des membres de la congrégation des Pères Mxit‘aristes. Parmi les 

premiers on retiendra les ouvrages d’Yovhannēs Šahxat‘unyanc‘ et de Sargis ǰalaleanc et, pour les Pères 
Mxit‘aristes les travaux de Łewond Ališan dont l’un, publié en 1881, était plus spécifiquement consacré à la 
région du Širak et ceux de Nersēs Sargisean. Même si ces textes sont à prendre avec beaucoup de prudence et, 
souvent, se recopient les uns les autres, ils donnent une description assez complète des monuments tels que les 
auteurs les ont appréhendés voici un siècle et demi, description parfois accompagnée de gravures. Les erreurs 
sont nombreuses, parfois grossières, mais la documentation n’en reste pas moins primordiale, surtout pour ce 
qui concerne l’épigraphie puisque sont fréquemment reproduits les textes d’inscriptions qui, aujourd’hui, ont 
disparu. Fascinés par la ville d’Ani et sa région, des savants européens ont également parcouru l’Arménie his-
torique à partir du XIXe siècle. Les témoignages sont légion, depuis Robert Ker Porter (1775-1842) qui visite 
Ani à l’hiver 1817 et laisse une description détaillée, en passant par Otto Wilhelm Hermann Von Abich, ou 
encore N. De Khanikof. Au-delà du fait qu’ils sont la preuve de l’intérêt précoce suscité par l’existence de 
cette ville “abandonee”, ces témoignages sont capitaux pour la connaissance de la topographie et l’étude des 
monuments puisque les voyageurs, qui sont aussi des érudits, donnent parfois des informations très précises, 
par exemple pour ce qui concerne les inscriptions, fort nombreuses, de la ville. Nicolas de Khanikof s’intéresse 
particulièrement aux inscriptions en langue arabe, les autres sont fascinés par l’importance de celles qui sont 
en langue arménienne et qui peuvent être, à l’image de celle qui orne la façade méridionale de l’église de Tigran 
Honenc‘, fort longues. Des Français se sont également illustrés, en particulier Marie-Félicité Brosset1. Après 
cette période de découverte et d’intérêt parfois brouillon pour ces sources capitales pour l’histoire arménienne, 
est venu le temps de constitution de corpus beaucoup plus systématiques, avec, en particulier, les neuf volumes 
du Corpus des inscriptions arméniennes (Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan), complétés par des monographies pour 
certains sites, comme celle consacrée par Karo Łafadaryan au monastère d’Hovhannavank‘.  

Au départ, le travail de compilation de tous ces textes a surtout été utilisé pour écrire l’histoire politique et 
religieuse de l’Arménie médiévale. Les grandes inscriptions de fondation qui occupent bien souvent les tympans 
des églises ou des bâtiments annexes des monastères médiévaux et qui donnent des dates, des faits, des noms, ont 
permis d’écrire une histoire que l’on pourrait qualifier de “positiviste”. Bien souvent d’ailleurs, on ne recherchait 
alors dans les inscriptions que les faits avérés, négligeant un certain nombre d’informations qui étaient difficiles à 
saisir et semblaient de peu d’intérêt. C’est le cas par exemple des informations économiques que recèlent les insc-
riptions arméniennes. Une grande partie d’entre elles, en effet, sont des textes écrits à la demande de fidèles, de 

  
                                                            
1 Marie-Félicité Brosset explique en introduction comment il a obtenu les informations. Il utilise surtout les travaux des 

Russes et les dessins de Julius Kästner qui avait été envoyé en mission épigraphique à Ani en 1850. Il donne quelques 
traductions françaises des textes mais très souvent partielles. 
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toutes catégories sociales, qui font un don à l’établissement religieux pour recevoir, en retour, des offices pour 
la paix de leur âme ou de celles de leurs proches défunts. Certaines inscriptions sont très détaillées pour ce qui 
concerne les biens cédés, souvent des terres (vignes, champs cultivés), avec parfois même les indications des 
limites. Ces informations qui comportent beaucoup de noms de lieux très difficiles à identifier et tout un vo-
cabulaire parfois ardu concernant, par exemple, la fiscalité, ont été laissées de côté et les historiens occiden-
taux, souvent, lorsqu’ils s’essayaient à traduire des inscriptions arméniennes, se contentaient des informations 
relatives au commanditaire, au bâtiment cultuel et à ses desservants.  

Les historiens qui s’intéressent à l’Arménie médiévale ont désormais bien compris l’intérêt majeur de 
l’épigraphie pour leur discipline, source, à la différence des chroniques et à l’instar des colophons de manu-
scrits, encore peu explorée et susceptible d’apporter des éléments nouveaux. Ces remarques historiographiques 
ont été récemment très bien synthétisées, avec toutes les références nécessaires, par Claude Mutafian dans 
l’introduction à sa magistrale étude intitulée L’Arménie du Levant (XI-XIV siècle). L’un des travaux pionniers 
en la matière reste la traduction commentée des 63 inscriptions du monastère d’Hoṙomos par Jean-Pierre 
Mahé, traduction réalisée à partir des relevés faits au siècle dernier par Nersēs Sargisean, avec toutes les re-
marques critiques qui s’imposent, les inscriptions n’étant, pour une grande partie d’entre elles, plus visibles sur 
le terrain. Le grand intérêt du travail réalisé est d’avoir, pour la première fois, traduit intégralement les textes 
sans rechigner sur les difficultés ou sans omettre certains passages au prétexte de leur caractère stéréotypé. Ce 
travail donne ainsi une base très solide pour quiconque cherche le sens parfois très obscur de certains termes 
relevés dans les sources épigraphiques et qui ressortissent, par exemple, à la fiscalité. Il faut signaler d’ailleurs, 
qu’en Arménie, un travail très utile sur le lexique avait été réalisé en 1978 par Suren Avagyan. L’étude sur les 
inscriptions du monastère d’Hoṙomos est également pionnière par les remarques introductives de son auteur. 
Jean-Pierre Mahé passe en revue les différents éléments qui composent les inscriptions arméniennes de dona-
tion et met en évidence la structure de ce que l’on peut désigner comme leur formulaire (aux pages 151-163).  

A partir de ces quelques remarques historiographiques il faut maintenant tenter de décrire quelques 
développements possibles des études en épigraphie arménienne. L’épigraphie arménienne doit, comme toutes 
les autres sources de même nature, quelles que soient l’aire géographique et la période chronologique, quelles 
soient notées par des signes ou par un alphabet, tenir compte de l’évolution numérique. L’utilisation de l’outil 
informatique dans les sciences humaines passe en premier lieu par la constitution de vastes corpus d’inscri-
ptions facilement interrogeables et formés à partir de publications antérieures, on peut citer comme exemples, 
pris parmi d’autres, le Thesaurus d’Epigraphie islamique de la fondation Max Van Berchem (Genève) ou encore, 
pour ce qui concerne l’épigraphie latine, l’Epigraphik-Datenbank Clauss-Slaby. On peut ainsi envisager de 
reprendre toutes les inscriptions arméniennes déjà publiées, en particulier, mais pas uniquement, dans le Divan 
Hay Vimagrut‘yan, pour en faire une base de données dans un format facilement interrogeable. Au-delà de 
l’outil, il faut également penser à l’utilisation historique des textes épigraphiques arméniens qui sont, nous 
l’avons dit plus haut, essentiellement des inscriptions de fondations et de donations. Au-delà des informations 
factuelles, qui ont déjà largement été exploitées, il est possible d’interroger ces textes dans de nombreux do-
maines. Si l’on se réfère aux différents éléments du formulaire, les inscriptions nous donnent des informations 
très importantes sur les aspects économiques. Une étude qualitative et quantitative de l’objet du don lui-même 
peut-être abordée de manière sérielle et typologique. Les mentions de biens immobiliers permettent de se faire 
une idée du capital foncier des monastères, de son évolution, de sa répartition spatiale. Ce type d’études, qui a 
été fait dans d’autres aires géographiques, par exemple dans le cas de certains monastères byzantins, à partir 
des typika (et des brebia), n’existe pas pour les centres religieux arméniens alors que les sources épigraphi-
ques, croisées par exemple avec les données textuelles des chroniques, pourraient permettre de proposer par 
exemple, une cartographie historique des possessions foncières de tel ou tel établissement monastique. Au delà 
des biens fonciers, les monastères se voient confier des bâtiments de rapport, immeubles, caravansérails, 
moulins et autres pressoirs qui leur permettent d’obtenir des biens substantiels. Mais les donateurs sont loin 
d’être tous de grands princes ou de riches marchands, comme Tigran Honenc‘, dont la monumentale inscrip-
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tion gravée sur l’église qu’il fit construire à Ani a été, là encore, si bien traduite et commentée par Jean-Pierre 
Mahé (2001). Certains commanditaires ne laissent à l’église que quelques têtes de bétail. Parfois, les objets 
cédés relèvent de la sphère religieuse, et sont des pièces de mobilier liturgique, crosses, chasubles, reliquaires 
de la croix, lectionnaires, nappes d’autel, tout est précisé et on comprend assez vite l’intérêt d’une étude por-
tant sur un nombre élevé d’inscriptions. Les textes laissent parfois aussi approcher la piété des laïcs chère à 
André Vauchez, les offices obtenus, les modalités de leur célébration, les formules prophylactiques frappant 
d’anathème tout contrevenant aux volontés du donateur sont autant d’éclairages croisés et complémentaires sur 
la manière d’appréhender, pour un arménien au Moyen Âge, son rapport à Dieu. L’étude des bénéficiaires 
spirituels des donations et de leur lien de parenté avec le donateur donne aussi, en travaillant sur un nombre 
d’inscriptions élevé, des résultats intéressants du point de vue de l’anthropologie historique. Certaines 
pratiques sont à relever et à étudier sur une grande échelle. C’est le cas, par exemple, de ce que l’on pourrait 
désigner comme un transfert programmé des intentions de messes. Dans certaines inscriptions (environ 1/10e 
pour le corpus déjà étudié) par exemple le donateur obtient un certain nombre d’offices à son nom mais qui 
seront dits, jusqu’à sa propre mort, pour des proches défunts, en général ses parents. Prenons un exemple au 
sein du corpus épigraphique du monastère d’Hoṙomos: en 1273, Ablhasan, médecin, fait don au monastère 
d’un bien immobilier dont il précise le nom mais pas la nature, village ou domaine, ainsi que les 2/3 des re-
venus d’un moulin. Après avoir exposé cela en début d’inscription, il poursuit: “En échange, on m’a accordé 
cinq jours de messes pour la fête de saint Zacharie, deux pour Zak‘aria (son père), un pour Šušik (sa mère), un 

pour ǰalal (un fils ou un frère décédé), un pour mon grand-père Ablhasan. Après ma mort, c’est pour moi qu’on 
les dira” (Mahé, 2002, N°Že17, p. 184). Ici Ablhasan se montre peu généreux à l’égard des âmes de ses 
proches défunts, qui ne jouissent des bienfaits de la commémoraison que jusqu’à la mort du donateur qui, en-
suite, récupère tout pour le salut de son âme qui, plus fraîchement libérée de son enveloppe terrestre, nécessite 
certainement davantage d’offices d’intercession et de commémoraison. Certains donateurs, même s’ils établis-
sent eux aussi des transferts, se montrent plus magnanimes envers leurs défunts, en opérant un partage, souvent 
à parts égales, des offices concédés par les moines, bénéficiant ainsi de leur intercession sans pour autant en 
priver totalement ceux qui les ont précédés dans la mort1. Se met ainsi en place une “comptabilité de l’au-delà” 
selon l’expression chère à Jacques Chiffoleau, vertement critiquée par certains religieux comme l’évêque de 
Tarse Nersēs Lambronac‘i, qui y consacre le chapitre LVI de son Explication de la divine liturgie (édition de 
1847, p. 402-417; traduction I. Kechichian, p. 231-244).  

Enfin, en travaillant avec un outil informatique et sur de grandes quantités de textes, on pourra s’interroger 
sur les formules, les éventuelles distinctions en fonction des localisations géographiques, emploie-t-on une 
expression plus volontiers dans un monastère que dans un autre, y a-t-il des modifications en fonction de la 
chronologie, les formules de bénédiction ou de malédiction sont-elles parfois plus développées et est-il possible 
d’en connaître la raison. Les remarques peuvent être très basiques et simples. Il apparaît par exemple que l’on 
emploie, dans certains monastères, un terme plus facilement qu’un autre. Par exemple, à Hoṙomos, lorsque le 
commanditaire veut exprimer le fait que le supérieur du couvent et les moines ont institué pour lui des offices 
il emploie le verbe hatuc‘anel sous sa forme hatuc‘in. Ce verbe qui signifie “restituer, rembourser, compenser” 
contient donc l’idée du contre-don chère à Marcel Mauss et si souvent reprise par les historiens médiévistes, 
avant sa remise en cause récente. Dans les autres lieux que nous avons pour l’instant étudiés, le verbe hastate-
lest plus volontiers utilisé sous sa forme hastatec‘in. Ce verbe signifie établir, fixer, mais aussi consolider, af-
fermir. Il s’agit non plus d’insister sur la réciprocité mais sur le caractère pérenne des offices obtenus, seul 
gage du salut de l’âme. Ces nuances lexicales, parfois ténues, sont très intéressantes à analyser pour tenter de 
sonder les croyances, la spiritualité, l’attitude face à la mort. On peut ensuite travailler sur les formules, leurs 
nuances, leur récurrence: l’une d’entre elle par exemple a déjà retenu notre attention et nous l’avons présentée 
lors d’un colloque consacré aux donations pieuses en Orient qui s’est tenu à l’Université de Montpellier en 

                                                            
1 Pour un transfert partiel de ce type voir dans le même article de Jean-Pierre Mahé, par exemple l’inscription Ge2, p. 172.  
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avril 2014. Lorsqu’il fait graver une inscription de donation, le commanditaire arménien n’a que peu d’espace 
pour développer ses intentions. Les longs prologues que l’on trouve dans les chartes occidentales ou dans les 
typika byzantin ne sont pas de mise ici, la raison la plus prosaïque étant que la gravure exige la clarté et la con-
cision. A notre connaissance (pour l’instant limitée à un corpus encore maigre) seul Step‘anos Ōrbelean, 
évêque de Siwnik‘ se livre, dans l’une de ses inscriptions, à un développement un peu fourni sur ses intentions, 
présentant les offices obtenus comme un gage de “miséricorde pour mon âme misérable, pour le grand jour qui 
n’a pas de soir, lorsque les paroles appartiennent au futur et où (seules) les actions règnent” (DHV t. III, 
N°685). Un peu moins lyrique pour ce qui concerne sa donation, il note simplement ceci: “Ayant à l’esprit la 
vanité de cette vie, j’ai donné la part de mon âme à Dieu”. Cette dernière expression (im hogo ardiwns) est 
bien souvent la seule qui désigne la donation et ce qu’elle représente pour le commanditaire. Elle apparaît, par 
exemple, de nombreuses fois, dans les inscriptions que l’on retrouve sur et autour de l’entrée principale du 
gawit‘ du monastère d’Hałacin, à l’extérieur. Ce dernier est un véritable registre de pierre sur lequel sont consi-
gnées pas moins de 22 inscriptions de donations dont une dizaine portent cette expression (DHV, t. VI, p. 23). 
Dans les inscriptions semble-t-il les plus tardives (mais l’hypothèse reste à vérifier) l’expression cède la place 
au terme ardiwns seul, hogo étant alors sous-entendu (exemple DHV t. VI, N°106).  

Toujours à Hałacin, à trois reprises, on trouve une expression proche qui est celle de im hogo pahest ou 
pahoust (DHV t. VI, N°25, 51, 60). Ces substantifs viennent du verbe pahelqui signifie “garder, conserver, 
deposer”. On peut donc traduire par “le dépôt” ou “le prix” de mon âme. 

Les travaux à mener sur le corpus épigraphique arménien sont donc encore très nombreux, le champ de re-
cherche largement ouvert. Il faut entrer tous les textes dans une base de données afin de pouvoir effectuer des 
recherches rapides, travailler sur le formulaire, le lexique, repérer les éventuelles disparités régionales ou locales. 
Ensuite, il faut utiliser ces informations d’un point de vue historique, en en tirant des enseignements sur les as-
pects économiques et fiscaux, les structures familiales ou encore la piété et la spiritualité. Ce constat prend encore 
plus de sens lorsqu’on rappelle que les inscriptions arméniennes restent loin d’être toutes publiées1. 
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ISABELLE AUGE 

ARMENIAN EPIGRAPHIC SOURCES – PROSPECTS FOR RESEARCH 

Summary 

The abundance of Armenian epigraphic sources has been known for a long time. As early as in the 19th century, 
they started being retranscribed in scholastic works, often religious, thereby giving detailed descriptions of some 

sites through topographic investigations (works by Yovhannēs Šahxat‘unyanc‘, Sargis ǰalaleanc, Łewond Ališan and 
Nersēs Sargisean). European scholars were fascinated, in particular, by the ruins in Ani, where the walls are en-
graved with numerous inscriptions, sometimes very long, and they retranscribed some of the texts (Robert Ker Por-
ter, Otto Wilhelm Hermann Von Abich, Nicolas de Khanikof). This first draft work was followed by a more system-
atic process, notably the creation of a corpus of Armenian inscriptions (Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan) filing the inscrip-
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tions by administrative regions in the Armenian Republic. The nine volumes published to-date do not cover the en-
tire territory, though, and monographs can be used for some of the sites not yet included in the corpus (Hovhan-
navank‘, for example). 

These sources were made available to historians and they were first used to write the story of the monuments 
where they lay as they showed dates, names, and known facts. On the other hand, other elements, more difficult to 
capture, were ignored. These inscriptions, relating mostly to donations, sometimes describe with great precision the 
properties given to the monastery and consisting rather frequently in land assets. These data were left aside as they 
contained many names of locations extremely challenging to identify and some complex vocabulary, such as relat-
ing to the tax system. When attempting to translate Armenian inscriptions, western historians often dealt simply with 
the data related to the sponsor, the cultic building and its priests. 

Today, historians are looking at Armenian inscriptions in a very different way; they clearly see the interest they 
may represent in studying the economic or religious history of medieval Armenia. Jean Pierre Mahé's paper on the 
63 inscriptions at the monastery of Hoṙomos, near Ani, is a pioneer in this regard. Not only did the author translate 
the inscriptions recorded by Nersēs Sargisean in the 19th century, but, more importantly, he wrote a commentary 
giving the meaning of many obscure terms and producing in his introduction the standard form used for a donation, 
with all its various sections. In a different paper, Jean-Pierre Mahé also wrote a translation and a commentary on the 
very long inscription engraved at the request of the wealthy merchant from Ani, Tigran Honenc‘, on the church 
founded by him in that city. 

In turn, all these historiographical notes open possible prospects for studies in Armenian epigraphics. As for 
any current type of work related to epigraphics (may it be for Latin, Greek or Arabic epigraphics), this will naturally 
be carried out using computer technology to develop an epigraphic database initially built from the texts already 
published and easily searchable. 

Beyond working on this tool and making it available, it is also necessary to outline the historic use of these 
sources. Beyond the factual data which has already been widely used, it is possible to search these texts in many 
fields, first from an economic standpoint. A typographical and serial study of donations is needed, first focusing on 
donations of real estate properties in order to acquire a sense of the land assets owned by monasteries, of its evolu-
tion and of its geographic distribution. When working on a great number of inscriptions, the study of the spiritual 
beneficiaries of donations and of their relationship with the donor also gives results which may be of interest from 
the standpoint of historical anthropology. Certain customs, such as the scheduled transfer of promised masses from 
the donor's relatives (when the donor is still alive) to the donor him/herself (after the donor's death) also need to be 
studied on a wide scale. According to our calculations on the corpus which was already created, these account for 
1/10 of the inscriptions. Last, variations by regions or by sites also need to be studied. Indeed, some terms or phrases 
are used preferably to others, depending on the location of the inscription. Beyond this fact itself, which can be es-
tablished using computers, it is also important to attempt an explanation for these variations. 

Thus, there still remains a large amount of work to be accomplished on the Armenian epigraphic corpus, so the 
field for research is wide open. All the texts need to be entered in a database to carry on efficient research, to work on 
the form and lexicon, and identify possible regional or local disparities. These data should be used from a historical 
standpoint, learning from their economic and fiscal aspects, family structure, as well as piety and spirituality. This fact 
makes even more sense if we keep in mind that not all the Armenian inscriptions have been published so far. 
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Tamar Cokoraia 

fiqciisa da realobis mimarTeba koleqtiur mexsierebaSi — 

k. gamsaxurdias `didostatis marjvenis~ mixedviT1 

qarTuli literaturis istoriaSi istoriuli romanis, rogorc Janris Camoyalibe-
baSi erT-erTi gardamtexi mniSvneloba aqvs konstantine gamsaxurdias istoriul pro-
zas. rogorc mkvlevrebi aRniSnaven, mwerlisaTvis amosavali principi istoriuli doku-
mentebis zedmiwevniT detaluri, safuZvliani Seswavla da literaturul fiqciasTan 
misi Serwymaa (ix. g. kankava 1969, T. kikaCeiSvili 1982, s. sigua 1989). istoriuli wyaroebi-
dan gamomdinare, fiqcionalobis specifikaze k. gamsaxurdiac xSirad msjelobs publi-
cistikaSi: `momxdaris zustad aRmnusxveli iyvnen Zveli JamTaaRmwerlebi. faqtebis 
dadgenis, maTi aRweris da maT Soris arsebuli kauzaluri urTierTobebis dadgena ekis-
reba istorikosebs, xolo epoqis sulis gamoCineba xasiaTebis galereis aRmocenebiT, es 
gaxlavT mwerlisa da poetkacis movaleoba~ (gamsaxurdia 1985:421). mwerali swavlobda 
da ecnoboda ara mxolod qarTul, aramed sxvadasxvaenovan wyaroebs, ris gamoc saqar-
Tvelos istoriaSi momxdar movlenebs saerTaSoriso masStabiT gadmoscemda.  

istoriuli romanis Janris ganviTarebis garda, mwerlis istoriuli nawarmoebebi 
imiTacaa saintereso, rom maT Taviseburi kvali daamCnies qarTuli sazogadoebis koleq-
tiur mexsierebas. mkiTxvelis sayovelTao interessa da siyvaruls daemata is faqtic, 
rom Cveni sakvlevi problematikis obieqtSi fokusirebuli romani — `didostatis mar-
jvena~ wlebis ganmavlobaSi Sedioda saskolo programaSi; gadaiRes amave saxelwodebis 
kinofilmi. istoriuli romanis teqstis garda, aranakleb mniSvnelovania mis Sesaxeb ar-
sebuli recefcia, romelic, sabWoTa literaturuli kritikis gavleniT, ise mkvidrad 
daukavSirda teqsts, rom nawarmoebis erTaderT SesaZlo interpretaciad iqca. pos-
tsabWoTa Rirebulebebis gadafasebis procesi `didostatis marjvenis~ recefciazec 
aisaxa, kritikosTa da mkvlevarTa didma nawilma istoriuli romani mwerlis Tanamedro-
ve realobas — bolSevikur tiranias daukavSira. Tumca dRevandeli qarTuli sazogadoe-
bis koleqtiur mexsierebaSi es faqti xazgasmulad win wamoweuli ar aris.  

 k. gamsaxurdias biografiidan cnobilia, rom is araerTxel gamxdara sabWoTa xeli-
suflebisa da misadmi daqvemdebarebuli literaturuli kritikis Tavdasxmis obieqti 
(metexis cixe, solovkis arqipelagi, mweralTa kavSiridan garicxva, gamocemebis Sewyve-
ta da a.S.). sxvadasxva dros uwodebdnen: `reaqcioners, Sovinists, mavnebels, Tavadazna-
urobis ideologs, idealistsa da mistikoss, yalTabandsa da umecars, klasobriv mtersa 
da kontrrevolucioners, pornografsa da fsiqopats, nacarqeqiasa da diplomis falsi-
fikators~ (sigua 2003:160). Tavdasxmebisa da braldebebis miuxedavad, gadaurCa represi-
ebs. marTalia, romani `didostatis marjvena~ dadebiTad miiRo sabWoTa kritikam, magram 
nawarmoebs iseTi interpretacia moaxvia Tavs, rogoric sabWoTa ideologias Seesabame-
boda da ugulebelyofda teqtis mizandasaxulobas. cnobilia, rom bolSevikuri tiraniis  

                                                            
1 statia daiwera proeqtis — `koleqtiuri mexsierebis formirebis procesi qarTul istoriul 

prozaSi (me-20 saukunis 20-60-iani wlebi)~ — farglebSi, SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero 
fondis finansuri mxardaWeriT. 
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dros, represias mweralTan erTad misi Semoqmedebac ganicdida. arasasurveli nawarmoe-
bi aRar ibeWdeboda an cenzuris moTxovniT icvleboda: amoRebuli iyo calkeuli pasa-
Jebi, xdeboda siuJetis gadakeTeba; miRebuli praqtika iyo teqstebis damaxinjebuli, 
ideologizebuli interpretacia. `didostatis marjvena~ skolaSic ideologizebuli 
interpretaciiT iswavleboda. romanma masobrivi mkiTxvelis SegnebaSi dakarga avTentu-
ri konteqsti, amiT nawarmoebi oficiozisaTvis saSiSroebas aRar warmoadgenda, piri-
qiT, misTvis sasurvel Sinaarss iZenda.  

cnobilia, rom 1937 wlis 30 ivniss k. gamsaxurdia beWdavs axali romanis — `evropa ga-
liaSi~ — fragments, Tumca cota xanSi mwerali cvlis pozicias: iwyebs sruliad axali na-
warmoebis weras. 1938 wels ibeWdeba istoriuli romanis `didostatis marjvena~ nawyve-
tebi. mkvlevari s. sigua xazgasmiT mianiSnebs, rom amgvari gardasaxvis mizezi unda gam-
xdariyo Secvlili politikuri situacia. i. stalinma 1937 wlis Teberval-martis ple-
numze did terors daudo saTave. l. beriam ki k. gamsaxurdias `faSisturi elferis naci-
onalisti~ uwoda. istoriaSi gadanacvlebiT mwerali cdilobda sakuTari sicocxlis ga-
darCenas (sigua 1989:11). erTi SexedviT arasasurveli cvlilebebis miuxedavad, mwerli-
saTvis istoria saTqmelis gamoxatvis mniSvnelovan formad iqca: `es didi xnis ocnebaa 
Cemi: qarTuli qronikebis krebuls gverdSi amovuyeno romanebis seria, romelsac Tavis 
droze vuwodeb `qarTlis cxovrebas~ (gamsaxurdia 1960: 716). istoria k. gamsaxurdiasaT-
vis imdenad iyo saintereso, ramdenadac dakavSirebuli iyo TanamedroveobasTan. isto-
riuli epoqis asaxvas is arqeologiur datvirTvas ar aniWebda: `istoriis masalis poeti-
zirebas mxolod maSin aqvs TanadroulobisaTvis rezoni, roca TviT aRebuli epoqa, an 
misi gmirni da maTi xasiaTi ekorespondireba Tanadroulobis ideebs~ (gamsaxurdia 
1985:53). amdenad, mis mimarT sabWoTa kritikis mxridan wayenebuli braldeba istoriaSi 
gadasaxlebis Sesaxeb sruliad usafuZvlo iyo (sigua 1989:11). ufro metic, istoriuli 
CarCos gamoyenebiT mwerals saSualeba eZleoda, sakuTari epoqis mwvave problematika 
warsulSi gadaetana, risi dekodirebac gacilebiT umtkivneulo iqneboda, vidre arse-
buli reJimis Riad gaprotesteba.  

qarTul literaturaSi istorias magaliTis mniSvneloba jer kidev `Tergdaleule-
bma~ mianiWes. bolSevikuri tiraniis dros istoriuli Tematika gansakuTrebulad aqtua-
luri gaxda. erTi mxriv, kolonizebuli saqarTvelosTvis is iyo siamayis wyaro. e. smiTis 
koncefciiT, dapyrobili erebi sakuTar mZime realobas `oqros xanis~ gaxsenebiT um-
klavdebian. siamayisa da Tavdajerebis garda, istorias moaqvs momavlis rwmena: survili 

imisa, rom didebuli warsuli ganmeordeba (Smith 2013: 51). meore mxriv, istoria alego-
riisa da SeniRbvisaTvis met saSualebas iZleoda. mwerals SeeZlo sakuTari protesti da 
mosazrebebi Sefaruli gziT gadmoeca da Tavi daeRwia cenzurisa da koniunqturisaT-
vis. garda amisa, iyo periodebi, rodesac sabWoTa oficiozi ebrZoda istoriiT gatace-
bas. k. gamsaxurdias istoriaSi gadasaxlebas da Tanamedroveobisagan gaqcevas usayvedu-
rebdnen. Tumca, amave dros, igive sabWoTa oficiozi xSirad xels uwyobda istoriisadmi 
gaZlierebul interess, mimarTavda mexsierebis politikas; warsulidan im istoriul fi-
gurebs uwevda propagandas, vinc maT interesebs Seesabameboda (magaliTad, giorgi saa-
kaZe, romlis popularizebasa da idealizebas xeli i. stalinma Seuwyo). samecniero li-
teraturaSi araerTxel aRniSnula, rom saqarTvelos mravalsaukunovani istoriis war-
moCinebiT dainteresebuli iyvnen i. stalini da l. beria, raTa xazi gaesvaT im faqtisaT-
vis, rom udidesi kulturisa da istoriis mqone eris warmomadgenlebi iyvnen. istoria 
xalxisaTvis xSirad arasasurveli realobidan yuradRebis gadatanis saSualebac xdebo-
da (sigua 2003: 232; 301).  nawarmoebis interpretaciis procesSi gansakuTrebuli mniSvne-
loba eniWeba eqsplicitur da impilicitur kodebs: saTaurs, prologs, epilogs, dawe-
ris TariRs, qveteqsts, politikur da socialur-kulturul konteqts da a.S. k. gamsa-
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xurdias istoriuli romani `didostatis marjvena~ am mxriv gansakuTrebulad saintere-
so teqstia: saTauri, prologi, epilogi da nawarmoebis daweris TariRi mniSvnelovani 
implicituri Sinaarsis Semcvelia. masSi gvxvdeba iseTi sainterpretacio kodebi, rom-
lebic sabWoTa kritikisaTvisac xelsayrel masalas iZleoda da Tanamedrove mkiTxve-
lisTvisac aSkarad antisabWoTa teqstis STabeWdilebas qmnis.  

k. gamsaxurdiam istoriuli romanis saTaurSive xazi gausva xelovanis dasjis mo-
ments. `didostatis marjvena~ — es aris ambavi xelovanisa, romelic daisaja, mas marjvena 
mohkveTes. rogorc cnobilia, romanis fabula legendidanaa aRebuli. mefe giorgis I-is 
epoqa mweralma wyaroebis safuZvelze, maqsimaluri sizustiT aRadgina, Tumca nawarmoe-
bis mTavari konfliqti — dapirispireba mefesa da xuroTmoZRvars Soris — gamogonilia. 
sainteresoa, ratom dasWirda avtors realisturi konvenciebiT Seqmnil istoriul ro-
manSi fiqciuri ambis garSemo siuJetis ganviTareba? miT ufro, rom es ambavi mkiTxvels 
giorgi I-is epoqisadmi negatiurad ganawyobs. arsakiZis xelis mokveTasa da meamboxe 
erisTavis dasjas Tanabar mniSvnelobas ver mianiWebs mkiTxveli. kolonkeliZis dasjis 
SemTxvevaSi, avtori xelmZRvanelobs Sua saukuneebSi damkvidrebuli praqtikiT. mefeebi 
meamboxe feodalebs sastikad uswordebodnen. msgavsi faqtebi bevria rogorc saqarTve-
los, ise msoflio istoriaSi. sveticxovlis ageba ki mefem Tavad daavala xuroTmoZR-
vars. mis mSeneblobaSi aqtiurad monawileobdnen melqisedek kaTalikosi da Tavad mefe, 
amdenad, arsakiZis dasja taZris cudad agebisaTvis usafuZvloa. aRniSnul faqts, le-
gendebis garda, sxva safuZveli ar gaaCnia. ufro metic, istoriulad sveticxovlis age-
ba dasrulebula giorgi I-is sikvdilis Semdeg. aqedan gamomdinare, mweralma teqstSi sa-
gangebod Semoitana fiqcia. ra mizandasaxuloba unda hqonoda avtors, romelsac surda 
qarTlis qronikebis romanebad qceva da saqarTvelos istoriis didebulebis Cveneba, ra-
sac araerT statiaSi pirdapir aRniSnavs? sabWoTa kritikis Teza, TiTqos avtors Sua sa-
ukuneebis tiraniis Cveneba surda, simarTles ar Seesabameba. mwerali, romelic ver 
urigdeboda sabWoTa okupacias da xSirad sicocxlis gadarCenis mizniT iZulebiT dgam-
da kompromisul nabijebs (gavixsenoT misi biografia. ix. s. sigua, martvili da alamdari, 
Tb. 2003), Sua saukuneebis sibnelis mxilebiT ver Semoifargleboda. am SemTxvevaSi, sagu-
lisxmoa romanis Seqmnis TariRi — 1938-1939 wlebi. am dros mTel sabWoTa kavSirSi usas-
tikesi represiebi daiwyo, 1937 weli ki erT-erT yvelaze tragikul TariRadaa cnobili 
Tanamedrove qarTveli eris koleqtiur mexsierebaSi. Tanamedrove mkiTxvelisaTvis na-
warmoebis Seqmnis TariRi gacilebiT mravlismetyvelia, vidre sabWoTa periodis mkiTx-
velisaTvis. sabWoTa kavSiris daSlis Semdeg, bolSevikur tiraniaze Riad msjelobisas, 
SesaZlebeli gaxda eris mexsierebaSi arsebuli tragikuli TariRis xmamaRla gacxadeba. 
amdenad, legendebSi mkrTalad miniSnebuli fabulis (romelic wyaroebSi ar dasturde-
ba) safuZvelze gamogonili konfliqti da romanis daweris TariRi erTmniSvnelovnad 
migvaniSnebs 1937 wlis represiebsa da, zogadad, sabWoTa epoqaSi xelovanis bedze.  

`didostatis marjvenaze~ msjelobisas SeuZlebelia mkvlevarma yuradReba romanis 
prolog-epilogze ar gadaitanos. masSi devs ramdenime mniSvnelovani kodi, romelsac 
sabWoTa kritika unda miezida. prologSi vkiTxulobT: `mTeli saukune awvimda taZars, 
axal droSiac kacs ar mohgonebia misi SekeTeba, mxolod sabWourma xelisuflebam, ve-
nacvale mas, gadaaxurvina igi wreuls~ (gamsaxurdia 1976:13). eqvTimes es sityvebi sabWo-
Ta koniunqturis gamoZaxilia. romanis epilogSi, sadac `didostatis marjvenis~ isto-
riul realiebzea saubari, mwerali or mniSvnelovan da yvelaze cnobil sainterpreta-
cio kods gvTavazobs: `Cvens droSi, Sromis apologiis saukuneSi, Sevasxi xotba didi xe-
lovanis jafas da mis Tavdadebas~ (gamsaxurdia 1976:343). swored am Tezisma SeniRba da 
orazrovani gaxada mwerlis Semdegi mosazrebac: `saTaurs unda daukvirdes mkiTxveli. 
movlenaTa fokusSi moqceulia mklavis warkveTis ambavi, e.i. ganwiruli bedi didi xelo-
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vanisa tiranul saxelmwifoSi~ (gamsaxurdia 1976:343). aRniSnuli kodebiT mweralma Ta-
vad daudo saTave teqstis ideologizebul, sabWour interpretacias, riTac teqsti ga-
daarCina.  

`didostatis marjvenis~ analizis dros, swored am Tezisebze dayrdnobiT, sabWoTa 
kritika Semoifargleboda ramdenime Temaze yuradRebis gamaxvilebiT, esenia: Sromis 
apologia, Sua saukuneebis tirania, mTavari personaJebis daxasiaTeba da istoriul wya-
roebTan mimarTeba. romanisadmi sabWoTa kritikis mimarTebis qrestomaTiuli magali-
Tia b. JRentis statia, sadac istoriuli romanis mTavar idead gamocxadebulia xelova-
nis dapirispireba tiraniasTan: `arsakiZis cxovrebis tragikuli istoria momakvdinebe-
li mxilebaa im bneli da sisxliani tiraniisa, romelmac daundoblad gaanadgura samSob-
losadmi mgznebare siyvaruliT STagonebuli es didi patrioti~ (JRenti 1967: 65). kriti-
kosi am SemTxvevaSi ar cdeba, Tumca realuri sazrisi Sebrunebulia: Tu mwerali gulis-
xmobs XX saukunis 30-ian wlebs, b. JRentisaTvis tirania gadatanilia mxolod warsulSi. 
kritikosi statiaSi araerTgzis usvams xazs giorgi I-is epoqis `sisastikes~, `sibnelesa~ 
da `pirquSobas~. fiqciurad Tu mivudgebiT, Tanamedrove mkiTxveli ukve am statiasac 
piruku aRiqvams, yvelaferi sworia, garda epoqisa. im SemTxvevaSi, Tu b. JRentis statia-
Si XI saukunis nacvlad XX saukunes vigulisxmebT, xolo giorgi I-is magivrad — stalins, 
maSin arsakiZis adgilas aRmoCndebian XX saukunis 30-iani wlebis tiranias Sewiruli xe-
lovanebi. amis nacvlad, b. JRenti mwerlis Tanamedrove realobas romanSi aRweril epo-
qasaTan Semdegnairad akavSirebs: `adamianis SromiTi gmirobis da SemoqmedebiTi geniis 
madidebeli es motivi, rasakvirvelia, cxovel gamoZaxils poulobs axali samyaros mSe-
nebeli sabWoTa xalxis sulier cxovrebaSi~ (JRenti 1967: 59). amgvar paToss sxva kriti-
kosebic iziareben: `konstantine gamsaxurdiasaTvis ideali ki ar aris `didostatis mar-
jvenaSi~ mocemuli dro, aramed mas surs gvaCvenos, Tu rogor sWkneboda naadrevi aRor-
Zinebis umSvenieresi idealebi qristianuli sqolastikebis xelSi, Tu ramdeni sisxli da 
cremli daiRvara~ (benaSvili 1962: 60). kritikaSi damkvidrebuli interpretacia ucvle-
lad meordeboda saskolo meTodur literaturaSic, romelic skolaSi `didostatis 
marjvenis~ swavlebas eZRvneboda: `tiranulma wyobilebam Seiwira didostati arsakiZe, 
magram darCa sveticxoveli~ (mWedliZe 1974: 77). amgvarad, antisabWoTa teqsti `gada-
iqca~ `sabWouri `Sromis~ apologiad~. droTa ganmavlobaSi damkvidrda romanis inter-
pretaciis kliSeebi, romlebic mxolod postsabWoTa realobaSi Seicvala.  

90-iani wlebidan mkvlevrebi da kritikosebi nawarmoebisaTvis avTenturi qveteqstis 
dabrunebas cdiloben. sabWoTa diqtaturis dasrulebis Semdeg SesaZlebeli gaxda na-
warmoebis politikur konteqstze msjeloba, Sesabamisad, romanis recefcia Seicvala. 
`didostatis marjvena~ aRiqves, rogorc `1937 wlis tragediis alegoriuli gadatana 
Soreul warsulSi~ (sigua 2003: 255). arsakiZe iqca 1937 wels represirebuli adamianebis 
simbolod (Wania 1997:125-133). romani 1939 wels daiwera, sagulisxmoa nawarmoebis Seq-
mnis TariRi da politikuri konteqsti. k. gamsaxurdias biografiidan da msoflmxedve-
lobidan gamomdinare, nawarmoebis postsabWouri recefcia gacilebiT sarwmunoa, raSic 
teqstSi arsebuli eqsplicituri da implicituri kodebi gvarwmunebs.  

sabWoTa kritikaSi arsebuli recefcia, rogorc vxedavT, romanis epilogidan iRebs 
saTaves. avtorma SecdomaSi Seiyvana sabWoTa kritika, riTac teqsts arsebobis saSuale-
ba Seuqmna, xolo mkiTxvelTa im wres, romelic implicituri kodebis dekodirebas SeZ-
lebda, sakuTari saTqmeli gadasca. amiT SesaZlebeli gaxda avtors, teqstsa da mkiTx-
vels Soris Semdgariyo SeniRbuli komunikacia. Tu k. gamsaxurdias publicistikidan ga-
momdinare vimsjelebT, gasagebi gaxdeba istoriuli romanisaTvis darTuli prologisa 
da epilogis funqcia: mwerali, romelic xSirad Teoretikosad gvevlineba, sagangebo 
mniSvnelobas mianiWebda nawarmoebis am monakveTebs. masSi devs romanis interpretacii-
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saTvis saWiro gasaRebi. garda amisa, k. gamsaxurdias mwerlur stilze msjelobis dros 
mkvlevrebi xazs usvamen avtoriseuli Txrobis xSir gamoyenebas, avtoris remarkebs. av-
toriseuli Txroba k. gamsaxurdias Semoqmedebis ganuyofeli nawilia (kikaCeiSvili 1982: 
162; sigua 1989: 67). am mxriv arc `didostatis marjvena~ aris gamonaklisi, rac nawarmoe-
bis prologsa da epilogSi kargad gamoikveTa (gamocemaTa did nawils darTuli aqvs 
mwerlis bolosityva, romelSic nawarmoebis mTavar ideazea saubari).  

mwerlis TanamedroveobasTan mimarTebis garda, `didostatis marjvena~ mravali 
TvalsazriT sayuradRebo romania, masSi sainteresod erwymis istoria da literaturu-
li fiqcia. `didostatis marjvenaSi~ k. gamsaxurdiam, garkveuli mizandasaxulobis miR-
wevis mizniT, faqtebis gadanacvlebasac mimarTa. cnobilia, rom fxovelTa ajanyeba, ri-
Tac romani iwyeba, giorgi I-is epoqaSi ar momxdara. am epizodze araerTi kritikosi amax-
vilebs yuradRebas. k. gamsaxurdiam Tamar mefis epoqaSi momxdari ajanyeba giorgi I-is 
mefobis dros Segnebulad gadaitana, vinaidan SinaaSliloba da mTianeTis urCoba ucxo 
arc wina saukuneebSi yofila. am SemTxvevaSi, mwerali epoqis zogad ganwyobas mihyveba da 
fiqciis Setanis drosac am principiT sargeblobs (gamsaxurdia 1985: 421). garda amisa, 
romanis centraluri ambavi — sveticxovlis agebis istoria — mTlianad giorgi I-is epo-
qaSia gadatanili, istoriulad ki sveticxovlis ageba daiwyo bagrat III-is mefobisas. 
mTavari samuSaoebi Catarda giorgi I-is mefobis periodSi da dasrulda misi gardacva-
lebis Semdgom, bagrat IV-is dros. aRniSnul istoriul gadanacvlebas avtori Segnebu-
lad mimarTavs. vfiqrobT, amis mizezi giorgi I-is miRwevaTa gazviadeba ar unda yofili-
yo, amiT mwerali mkiTxvelis mexsierebaSi miviwyebuli saxis aqtualizebas cdilobda.  

k. gamsaxurdias romani `didostatis marjvena~ mieZRvna saqarTvelos istoriaSi er-
T-erT saintereso epoqas, mefe giorgi I-is (1014-1027) moRvaweobis periodsa da sveticx-
ovlis agebis istorias. giorgi I erTiani saqarTvelos meore mefea. mas mniSvnelovani ad-
gili uWiravs saqarTvelos istoriaSi, Tumca koleqtiur mexsierebaSi misi saxeli ar 
dgas daviT aRmaSeneblis, Tamar mefis, giorgi brwyinvalisa da sxvaTa gverdiT. sxva sta-
tiaSi (romelic aRniSnuli kvleviTi proeqtis bazaze ganxorcielda) Cven vimsjeleT S. 
dadianis istoriul romanze `ubeduri rusi~, romelSic Tamar mefis saxe istoriul wya-
roebsa da koleqtiur mexsierebaSi arsebuli saxis identuria (cxadia, mefis qaluri bu-
nebis gamokveTa ukve mwerlis prerogativaa). amis sapirispirod, k. gamsaxurdia `didos-
tatis marjvenaSi~, istoriul wyaroebSi arsebul masalaze dayrdnobiT, giorgi I-is sa-
xes acocxlebs koleqtiur mexsierebaSi. rogorc mwerali romanis prologSi aRniSnavs: 
`balRobidanve miyvarda da maocebda afxazTa mefe giorgi pirveli. siWabukeSi momemata 
pativiscema misadmi, roca gavige, Tu ramodena veSaps Sebmia es SesaniSnavi raindi... vinc 
daaxloebiT mainc warmoidgens, Tu ra didi mxeci iyo basili II, bulgarTmmusvreli, rom-
lis imperia ganfenili iyo apeninis naxevarkunZulidan basianamdis... misTvis gasagebi iq-
neba, Tu ra kolosaluri Zalis matarebeli yofila imJamindeli saqarTvelos mefe gior-
gi pirveli, romelmac erTxel, magram mainc daamarcxa keisari bizantiisa, da am ubadlo 
vaJkacs, romelsac matiane uwodebs `uSiSos, viTarca uxorcos~, qarTul qronikebSi mxo-
lod oriode gverdi aqvs miZRvnili. me SemZra am usamarTlobam da am miCqmaluli gmiris 
apologias vuZRveni didi mduRareba Cemi sulisa~ (gamsaxurdia 1976:342).  

istoriul romanSi, bolSevikuri tiraniis mxilebis gverdiT, aranaklebi mniSvnelo-
ba aqvs antikoloniuri identobis formirebas. amis kargi magaliTia giorgi I-is antibi-
zantiuri ganwyoba. bizantiis erTmorwmuneobis xazgasmiT avtori ruseTis alegorias 
uqmnis mkiTxvels, paralelebi imdenad bevria, rom mkiTxvelisaTvis eqsplicituri ko-
dia da ar warmoadgens gansakuTrebulad SeniRbul qveteqts: `dedofali da kaTalikosi 
ise gaitaca brmadmorwmuneobam, rom isini saqarTvelos mters rodi hxedavdnen keisar-
Si, aramed qristianuli samyaros uzenaess arsebas, romelic viTarca romis imperatori 
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da `pontifeqs maqsimum~, mxolod RmerTs uTmobda pirvelobas amqveynad~ (gamsaxurdia 
1976:133). xolo giorgi I-is Sexeduleba radikalurad gansxvavebulia: `saerTod qurde-
bia bizantielebi, sjuli ebraelebs mopares, ena — ZvelberZnebs, bulgarelebs — cetini-
umi, somxebs — anisi, basians gadaRma qveynebi — qarTvelebs, xolo sindisi veravis wagli-
jes, radgan aseTi ram ara sWiriaT jerac~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 320). giorgi mefe Seurigebe-
lia bizantiis mimarT: `basili keisars es unda: erTmorwmune saqarTveloc somxeTis da-
rad gadasanslos rogorme. sanamdis pirSi suli midgas, ver moeswreba am dRes ZaRlTpi-
ri basili keisari... nuTu amas ver hxedavs dabrmavebuli melqisedeki? aRarc mariam de-
dofals esmis es safrTxe?~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 134-135). antibizantiuri ganwyoba aqvT 
romanis sxva personaJebsac. ajanyebuli mamamze erisTavi ambobs: `ar gvinda qristes jva-
ri, ar gvinda mefe giorgi, arc zviad spasalari, arc melqisedek kaTalikosi, mcxeTa da 
ufliscixe iseTive budea gularZnilobisa, rogorc bizantioni. 

berZnebs es undaT, Cveni bomonebi vgmoT da maT eklesiebSi vilocoT, winaparTa Cveni 
salocavebi Segvimusres, TavianTi xatebi da jvrebi SemogvaCeCes xelSi. 

berZnebs es swadiaT, Cveni ena dagvaviwyon da TavianTi SemogvaCeCon pirSi, Cveni war-
suli daviviwyoT da maTi SeviswavloT. Cveni samosi SemogvZarcon, maTi CavicvaT, Tu Cve-
ni kerpebi vaxseneT da maTi davgmeT, myisve pirze akeriaT: `mkrexeli, mwvalebeli da 
mstovari~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 65-66). 

romanSi gansakuTrebuli yuradReba eTmoba erTmorwmune bizantiis mtris xats. 
vfiqrobT es alegoria qarTveli mkiTxvelisaTvis gasagebia. romanis daweris TariRi em-
Txveva ruseTis aSkara da ormxrivi agresiis epoqas: erTi mxriv, saqarTvelos gasabWoe-
basa da bolSevikur terors da meore mxriv, ruseTis mier saqarTvelos defaqto kolo-
nizebas. 30-iani wlebis usastikesi represiebis dros, Zlieri saqarTvelos CvenebiTa da 
antibizantiuri ganwyobis romanis SeqmniT, mwerali upirispirdeboda qarTveli eris pe-
simistur ganwyobas da momavlis imeds unergavda, rac arsebiTad jdeba `oqros xanis~ 
koncefciaSi.  

giorgi I-is personaJTan aris aseve dakavSirebuli koleqtiur mexsierebaSi SemorCe-
nili monologi, riTac kargad Cans, rom mwerali `didostatis marjvenaSi~ saqarTvelos 
warsulis idealizebiTa da antikoloniuri identobis SeqmniT ar Semoifargleba. aRsa-
niSnavia, rom Zlieri saqarTvelos Cvenebis garda, mwerali qarTveli eris uaryofiTi 
Tvisebebis mxilebasac ar erideba. sakuTari erisadmi kritikuli damokidebulebis ga-
momJRavnebis tradicia ucxo ar aris qarTul literaturaSi, amisaTvis ilia WavWavaZis 
mxatvruli da publicisturi teqstebis gaxsenebac sakmarisia. `didostatis marjvenis~ 
erT-erTi mTavari personaJis, mefe giorgi I-is monologi saskolo praqtikebidan sayo-
velTaod cnobilia: `Cveni ubedureba amJamadac egaa: CvenSi moRalateni sWarbobdnen er-
Tgulebs. gana Tu sxvisi, sakuTari Tavis. Tavis xalxis moRalateni, kargad vici, TviT 
Cems mstovrebSi naxevari bizantielebsa hyavdaT Sesyiduli, naxevari sarkinozebs~ (gam-
saxurdia 1976: 334). am monologSi bevri iseTi uaryofiTi Tvisebaa xazgasmuli, romelic 
dRevandeli mkiTxvelisTvisac saintereso da aqtualuria: `damanela aznaurebisa da 
sardlebis kinklaobam, pipa. CvenSi yovel nabiWvars aznauroba swyuria, yovel nacarqeqi-
as — sardloba~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 335). sabWoTa ruseTis maRalCinosnebis saqarTveloSi 
stumroba-maspinZlobas Tu gavixsenebT, Semdegi pasaJic sayuradReboa: `mudam bizantie-
lebs egebebodnen fexqveS Cveni suleli aznaurebi da Rormucela episkopozebi, mefeebi 
mwvane etlebs mietrfodnen da bizantiur xarisxebs, amitomac ar miyvarda papaCemi — 
gurgen magistrosi, mamaCemi — bagrat kurapalati, da mcxeTidan gaqcevis winaRames Cems 
vaJs wavekide, bagrats.  

Cveni ubedureba egaa: sxvis fandurze buqnaoba gviyvars, amitomac musrs avlebda sa-
qarTvelos sxvis qveynebSi atexili Wiri. 
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xalxic aznaurebs baZavda, pipa, amitomac mSveniers `ucxos~ uwodebdnen, karg qar-
Tul Txils `berZnuls~, xolo saukeTeso cercvsac `berZnuls~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 335). 
giorgi I-is monologSi fokusirebulia is Tvisebebi, romlebic qarTveli eris konsoli-
daciasa da antikoloniuri identobis Seqmnas uSlis xels.  

antikoloniuri identobis formirebis procesSi aseve mniSvnelovania sveticxovlis 
taZris agebis istoria. `didostatis marjvenis~ centraluri konfliqti — didostatis 
dasja — dakavSirebulia sveticxovlis taZarTan. am Zegls romanSi umniSvnelovanesi ad-
gili ukavia, teqstis ZiriTadi nawili misi mSeneblobis periods eZRvneba. personaJTa 
cxovrebac da fiqrebic swored mis garSemoa fokusirebuli. romanis naratiuli struq-
tura sainteresodaa agebuli: nawarmoebis siuJeti sveticxovlis agebis ideas ukavSir-
deba. xuroTmoRZRvari arsakiZe sveticxovels aSenebs, misi Surs farsaman sparss, rom-
lis provocirebiTac isjeba taZris amgebi. taZris mSeneblobaSi CarTulia melqisedek 
kaTalikosi, mSeneblobisa da xuroTmoZRvris kandidatis idea ekuTvnis giorgi mefes. 
arsakiZe gaorebulia, mTel Zalisxmevas ukvdavi Zeglis agebas andomebs, xolo Sorenas 
siyvaruli iCrdileba. Sorena eWvianobs taZarze, xolo giorgi mefe — ucnob xuroT-
moZRvarze, romelic swored sveticxovlis Semdeg xdeba cnobili. sveticxovlis mSeneb-
lobasTan erTad ixlarTeba romanis mTavar personaJTa bedic.  

istoriul romanSi sveticxovlis mniSvnelobas arsakiZis fiqrebi da Sinagani mono-
logebic usvams xazs: `nislSi Caflul sasaxleebs, cixeebs da fanCaturebs, yvelas zed 
dascqeroda sveticxoveli. nisls ver daeTrguna misi ucnauri tankenaroba da iseT wu-
TebSi, roca Senobebsa da xeebs, kacsa da cxovels, yvavilsa da foTols, yvelas gasclo-
da pirveladi mSveneba da xalisi, idga es taZari ufro didebuli, vidre namdvilad iyo am 
wuTSi... Jamis manZilidan Sescqeroda gaxarebuli ostati Tavis qmnilebas. roca yvela-
fers wvima warxocavs, roca yvela xmas qari waiRebs, sveticxoveli Seimatebs didebas ki-
devac~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 190).  

sveticxovels romanSi centraluri adgili ukavia, swored mis garSemo trialebs na-
warmoebis yvela epizodi da intriga. prologSi mis didebulebas Semdegnairad gadmog-
vcems avtormTxrobeli: `am taZrisaTvis Tvalis Sevleba yovel droSi sanukvelia; diliT 
xvlikisferia igi, mouRalavi mziT gaSuqebuli, SeRamebisas oqrocurvilia, xolo mwuxris 
Semodgomisas, Tu varskvlavianma camac daadga Tvali, cas mieWreba misi mrude harmoniiT 
aRvsili xazebis zeswrafva. CemTvis sakmarisia odnav, odnav mainc movkra Tvali caSi aty-
orcnil simfonias lodebisas~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 9). sveticxovlis sidiade xuroTmoZR-
var arsakiZis Sinagan brZolaSic kargad Cans. dapirispireba sayvarel qmnilebasa da qals 
Soris qmnis nawarmoebis ganviTarebis sqemas: `bolos darwmunda arsakiZe, momixdebao si-
cocxlis daTmoba. naRvlobda ostati friad, dausrulebeli rom rCeboda sveticxoveli. 

mTeli sicocxle sxvis qveynebSi yialsa da usazmno SromaSi dalia, cxrakarsa da iT-
valisSi agebuli oriode eklesia ukvdavebas ver mouxveWda mis saxels...  

sveticxoveli iyo misi siWabukis, mamakacobis usaCinoesi qmnileba, saqarTvelos 
gulSi agebuli saCino adgilze. 

ramdeni Sroma da tanjva Sealia am did qmnilebas da axla sikvdils unda gadaeWra 
gza~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 198).  

sveticxoveli mniSvnelovani niSania qarTveli eris koleqtiur mexsierebaSi, rasac 
kvarTis daflvis sakralizebuli gadmocema amyarebs. saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi iyo 
qveynis religiuri centri: aq iyo kaTolikos-patriarqTa rezidencia, xdeboda eklesiis 
meTaurTa kurTxeva, mefeTa jvriswera, ufliswulTa naTloba, mefeebis, dedoflebis, 
ufliswulebisa da kaTolikos-patriarqTa dakrZalva. sveticxovels araerTi leqsi mi-
eZRvna, xolo `didostatis marjvenam~ kidev ufro masStaburi da grandiozuli saxe misca 
mis garSemo arsebul Tqmulebebsa da istorias. Tanamedrove saqarTveloSi sveticxov-
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lis taZari kvlavac mniSvnelovani adgilia da am monumentis miRma mravalsaukunovani 
istoria dgas, romelic cocxalia eris koleqtiur mexsierebaSi. romanSi mozrdili pasa-
Jebi eTmoba taZris mSeneblobis process, sveticxovlis semantikidan gamomdinare, mas 
mkiTxvelisaTvis momavali perspeqtivis, aRmSeneblobis, `oqros xanis~ saqarTvelos aso-
ciacia unda Seeqmna. eris koleqtiur mexsierebaSi sveticxovlis xatis aqtualizebas 
diqtaturisa da koloniuri Cagvris dros, Cagruli erisaTvis momavlis imedi unda mieca.  

`didostatis marjvenas~ analizis dros literaturul kritikaSi gamoyofdnen iseT 
sakiTxebs, rogoricaa: personaJTa daxasiaTeba, fiqcionaluri personaJebi, istoriuli 
gmirebi, aseve sabWoTa kritikisaTvis saintereso Tema: qalTa saxeebi (qalTa saxeebi 
`vefxistyaosanSi~ da araerT nawarmoebSi). `didostatis marjvenaSi~ gansakuTrebuli 
aRniSvnis Rirsi xdeboda Sorena kolonkeliZis saxe, romelic qalis idealadac cxadde-
boda: `garegani mSvenierebiT da sulieri raindobiT dajildoebul qalTa mxatvruli 
saxeebiT mdidar qarTul klasikursa da Tanamedrove literaturaSi es saxe iSviaTi ada-
mianuri momxibvlelobiT, kdemamosilebiT, liriulobiT gamoirCeva (JRenti 1967: 71). 
saskolo programebSic aqtualuri iyo Sorenas saxis dakavSireba qarTuli klasikuri 
mwerlobis personaJ qalebTan. Sorenas Tvisebebi mkiTxvels marTlac uqmnis msgavs aso-
ciaciebs: `Sexeda Sorenas, SeuZlebeli iyo raime mzakvroba xleboda am mSvenier, Seur-
yvnel Tvalebs. es iyo, mis mzeraSi giorgim daiWira is veluri darcxveniloba, romelic 
irmis nukrebis gamoxedvaSi SeniSna weRan~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 81). `Cveulebrivi aznauris 
asuli ar gegonos Sorena, vaJkaci, monadire qalia igi~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 151). Sorena ko-
lonkeliZis simSvenieres upirispirdeba vardisaxaris vulgaruli silamaze, cnobili 
dapirispireba: TinaTini/nestan-darejani vs. fatmani: `gaifiqra arsakiZem da warmoudga 
marCbivi Cveneba: vardisaxari amoudga Sorenas gverdiT. kiskisa, tiktika, ferovani, War-
bvnebiani, sicocxleze Seyvarebuli... mxolod vnebisaTvis, mxolod sarecelisaTvis ga-
Cenila es aSari diaci...  

roca Sorena da vardisaxari pirispir warsdgnen arsakiZis warmodgenaSi, ovsTa xar-
Wayofili kolonkeliZis qalma daCrdila anazdad...  

faqizi iyo Sorena, rogorc qerubimis frTeni da sevdiani, rogorc yincvisis mWmun-
vare angelosi. 

yelismieri xma hqonda, iseTi wkriala, rogorc vercxlis eJvnebi, xevisberebis dro-
Sis bunze Sebmulni. 

harilesaviT rbili da tfili iyo misi buneba srulad~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 183-184). 
Sorenas idealizebuli saxe axlosaa `vefxistyaosnis~ personaJebTan, gansakuTrebiT Ti-
naTinis silamazesa da sibrZnesTan. uaxlovdeba agreTve Tamar mefis idealizebul saxes, 
romelic Tamar mefeze Seqmnili poeziidan da istoriuli wyaroebidan iRebs saTaves. ag-
reTve bevri paralelis gavleba SeiZleba Salva dadianis `ubedur rusSi~ Seqmnil Tama-
ris saxesTan.  

istoriul romanSi saintereso mimarTebaa istorisaa da fiqcias Soris. masSi dacu-
lia istoriuli Janris konvenciebi, Tumca istoriuli faqtebis gadanacvlebis tenden-
cia, mTavari peripetiebis fiqcionaloba metyvelebs im faqtze, rom mwerals nawarmoe-
biT Tanamedroveobis umniSvnelovanes kiTxvebze surda pasuxebis gacema. warsulis rep-
rezentaciiT xdeboda teqstis sazrisis kodireba. teqstis Sesaxeb arsebuli recefcie-
bis cvlileba migvaniSnebs postsabWoTa qarTul sazogadoebaSi arsebuli Rirebulebe-
bis gadafasebis procesze. Tu sabWoTa kritikisaTvis avtoris mier dasmuli sakiTxi — 
xelovanis bedisa tiranul saxelmwifoSi — Sua saukuneebis tiraniaze metyvelebda, dRes 
viTareba Seicvala: es paradigma ukve sabWoTa represiebis alegoriaa. romanSi gansakuT-
rebuli mniSvneloba eniWeba sveticxovlis agebis istorias. sabWoTa kritikis mier Sro-
mis apologiis TezaSi Cadebuli Sinaarsis sapirispirod, sveticxoveli unda gamxdariyo 
Zlierebis, Sinagan ZalTa mobilizaciis, erovnuli aRmSeneblobisa da SemoqmedebiTi en-
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ergiis simbolo. amdenad, mwerlis droindel epoqaSi mas bolSevikuri tiraniiT daT-
rgunuli mkiTxvelisaTvis unda mieca momavlis imedi, rac arsebiTad jdeba e. smiTis 
`oqros xanis~ koncefciaSi. istoriuli nawarmoebi politikuri brZolis instrumentic 
xdeboda: is emsaxureboda antikoloniuri identobis Seqmnas.  

gamoyenebuli literatura: 

benaSvili d. konstantine gamsaxurdia. Tbilisi, 1962 
gamsaxurdia k. rCeuli Txzulebani. Tbilisi, 1960 
gamsaxurdia k. TxzulebaTa aTtomeuli. Tbilisi, 1976 
gamsaxurdia k. TxzulebaTa aTtomeuli. Tbilisi, 1985 
kankava g. istoriuli romani da misi qarTuli tradiciebi. Tbilisi, 1969 
kikaCeiSvili T. konstantine gamsaxurdias mxatvruli prozis poetika. Tbilisi, 1982 
mWedliZe a. konstantine gamsaxurdias didostatis swavleba skolaSi. Tbilisi, 1974 
JRenti b. konstantine gamsaxurdia. Tbilisi, 1967 
sigua s. konstantine gamsaxurdias prozis struqtura. Tbilisi, 1989 
sigua s. martvili da alamdari. Tbilisi, 2013  
Wania l. konstantine gamsaxurdias erovnul-politikuri mrwamsi. Tbilisi, 1997 
Smith A. The Golden Age and National Renewal. Myth and Nationalhood, 2013 

TAMAR CHOKORAIA     

FICTION AND REALITY IN THE COLLECTIVE MEMORY, ACCORDING TO  
“THE RIGHT HAND OF GRAND MASTER” BY KONSTANTINE GAMSAKHURDIA1 

Summary 

In the history of Georgian literature Konstantine Gamsakhudria’s historical prose has a crucial significance for 
the formation of historical novel as a genre. Besides, his  novels  left a special trace in the collective memory of the 
Georgian society.  

The general interest and love of the readers was also supplemented by the fact that the novel “The Right Hand 
of Grand Master”, our research object, was included in the textbooks and was taught at school. Moreover, a film was 
shot with the same title. Besides the text of the novel its perception is also important, which, due to the influence of 
the Soviet literary criticism, was so closely connected to the text that it became the sole possible interpretation of the 
book. In the post-Soviet period the process of reappraisal of values was reflected on the comprehension of “The 
Right Hand of Grand Master” as well, most critics and researchers connected this historical novel with Bolshevik 
tyranny. However, in the collective memory of the modern Georgian society this specific fact is not stressed or pro-
moted. Using the historical frame Konstantine Gamsakhurdia could transfer his epoch’s acute problems to the past, 
whose decoding would be much less painful, than openly criticizing the existing regime.  

K. Gamsakhurdia even in the book title underlined the issue of the artist’s punishment.  “The Right Hand of 
Grand Master” is a story about an artist whose right arm was cut off. As it is known, the plot of the book is based on 
a famous legend. On the basis of historical sources the writer restored the epoch of King George I with maximal 
accuracy; however, the main conflict of the novel – confrontation between the king and the architect, is pure fantasy. 
The period during which the novel was created – 1938-1939 – is of particular interest as well. This period is famous 
for the most horrible repressions held in the Soviet Union. The year of 1937 represents one of the most tragic years 
in the collective memory of the modern Georgian society. In the legends, the dimly indicated plot (which is not con-

                                                            
1The article was written in the framework of “The Collective Memory Formation Process in The Georgian Historical Prose 

(the 20s-60s of XX century)” under the support of the Shota Rustaveli National Scientific Foundation (SRNSF). 
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firmed in historical records) upon which the invented conflict is based, as well as the novel’s creation time unambi-
guously point to the the 1937 repressions and, in general, to the fate of an artist in the Soviet epoch.  

While discussing “The Right Hand of Grand Master” it is impossible for the researcher not to pay attention to 
its prologue and epilogue. There are several important implicit codes which should have attracted the Soviet critics. 
In the prologue we read the following: “During the whole century the temple was rained down, even nowadays there 
is not a single soul who would remember to repair it, save the Soviet Government, who roofed it this year, many 
thanks to them” (Gamsakhurdia 1976:13). These words of Ekvtime’s are the echo of the Soviet conjuncture. In the 
epilogue of the novel, wherein the historical areas of “The Right Hand of Grand Master” are discussed, the writer 
offers us two very important and extremely well-known codes for interpreting: “In our time, in the century of the 
apology of the work, praise the grand master’s labour and devotion” (Gamsakhurdia 1976:343). Precisely this thesis 
disguised and made ambiguous the writer’s following attitude: “A reader should pay close attention to the novel 
title. In the center of the events is a story about the cutting the arm off, the doomed fate of a grand master in the ty-
rannical State” (Gamsakhurdia 1976:343). According to the above-mentioned codes the author himself established 
the foundation for the idolized text, soviet interpretation by which he saved the novel. 

During the analysis of “The Right Hand of Grand Master” Soviet critics, relying on these very theses, focused 
on several topics, such as: work apology, Medieval tyranny, the main characters’ description and the reference to 
historical records. After the Soviet dictatorship it became possible to discuss the political context of the novel and, 
accordingly, the alternation of the its perception. “The Right Hand of Grand Master” was acknowledged as: “The 
allegorical transfer of the tragedy of 1937 year into the distant past” (Sigua 2003:255). Arsakidze became the sym-
bol of the people repressed in 1937 (Chania 1997:125-133). The novel was written in 1939. Its creation date and 
political context are very significant. As we see, the perception of the Soviet critics takes source from the epilogue. 
The writer misled the Soviet critics and by it gave the text a chance of existence. The author also gave the readers a 
circle of implicit codes and an opportunity to decode them and, thus, transfer his message.  

 Alongside unmasking the Bolshevik tyranny, the formation of the anticolonial identity was no less important. 
In the novel especial attention is given to the icon of the enemy of Byzantium practicing the same religion as us.  
We consider that for Georgian readers this very allegory is quite comprehensible. The year when the novel was writ-
ten coincides with Russia’s obvious and bilateral aggressive epoch: on one hand, Georgia becomes part of the Soviet 
Union and tyranny and, on the other, De Facto colonization of Georgia by Russia. During horrible repressions of the 
1930s, by depicting strong Georgia and creating a novel of anti-Byzantium sentiments the writer confronted the 
Georgians’ pessimistic attitude and gave hope for the better future, which basically adjusts to the conception of the 
“Golden Age”.  

In the process of formation of anticolonial identity the history of building of Svetitskhoveli Cathedral is also 
very important. The main conflict of “The Right Hand of Grand Master” – the punishment of the Master – is linked 
to this very church. Svetitskhoveli occupies a central position in the novel, all the episodes and intrigues described in 
the book occur around it. Svetitskhoveli is a significant feature in the collective memory of the Georgian nation, and 
is supported by the sacral fact that Jesus’ robe is buried under it. For centuries the church represented the country’s 
religious center: the official residence of the Catholicos-Patriarchs of all Georgia was situated there, they were con-
secrated there, and the wedding ceremonies of the Kings and Queens, the christening of princes, kings, queens, and 
the funerals of the Catholicos-Patriarchs were also held there. Numerous poems were devoted to Svetickhoveli Ca-
thedral, but “The Right Hand of Grand Master” gave the existing stories and legends wider recognition and greater 
significance. In modern Georgia Svetitskhoveli Cathedral is still a very important place. In the novel there are quite 
long passages describing the process of construction of the church. According to its semantics, Svetitskhoveli should 
have created to the reader the association of future prospect, prosperity and Golden Age for Georgia. In the condi-
tions of dictatorship and colonial oppression the actualization of the icon of Svetitskhoveli in the collective memory 
should have given the oppressed nation a hope for the better future. 

In the historical novel there is a very interesting relation between history and fiction. 
 In it the conventions of the historical genre are observed, although the tendency to reorder historical facts and 

the fictional character of the main peripetia point to the fact that by creating the novel the writer desired to answer to 
all the important questions of contemporaneity. By representing the past the opinions represented in the text became 
codified. The changes that took place in the interpretation of the text indicate to the process of reappraisal of values 
in the post-Soviet Georgian society.  
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saqarTvelosa da saerTaSoriso aqtorebis saxeebi  

1920-1921 wlebis karikaturebis mixedviT 

XIX saukuneSi dawyebuli qarTuli erovnuli identobis formirebis erTgvari Sema-
jamebeli etapi 1918 wels qveynis demokratiul respublikad gamocxadebaa. 1917 wlis 
ruseTis revoluciis Semdeg qarTuli saxelmwifos mSeneblobisa da eris konstruire-
bis idea kvlav aqtualuria. XIX saukuneSi qveynis kulturuli faqtorebis gansazRvram 
mogvianebiT dRis wesrigSi daayena misi teritoriuli damoukideblobis formirebisa da 
konsolidaciis sakiTxi, rac erTgvarad eris kulturulidan politikur proeqtze ga-
dasvlaa. es periodi aqtualuria im TvalsazrisiT,  rom swored am dros yalibdeba qar-
Tuli saxelmwifoebrioba da nacionaluri identoba. qarTuli identobis formirebis es 
procesi gulisxmobs Cveni da sxvebis saxeebis formirebasac. amave periodSi isazRvreba 
saqarTvelos politikuri da kulturuli orientaciebic. sagareo politikur sarbiel-
ze, saqarTvelos demokratiuli respublikis mizania damoukideblobis saerTaSoriso 
aRiarebis uzrunvelyofa, saqarTvelos SigniT ki mis mizans warmoadgens qveynis teri-
toriuli mTlianobis SenarCuneba. miuxedavad imisa, rom es periodi mTeli rigi sirTu-
leebiT gamoirCeva, am dros aRmavlobas iwyebs mecniereba da kulturac. TbilisSi ixsne-
ba umaRlesi saswavleblebi — universiteti da konservatoria. 1917 wlis revoluciis 
Semdeg saqarTvelos saSinao da sagareo politikis ZiriTadi mniSvnelovani movlenebi —
avtokefaliis aRdgena, saqarTvelos demokratiul respublikad gamocxadeba, urTier-
Toba mezobel saxelmwifoebTan, baTumis sakiTxi, saqarTvelosa da inglisis urTierTo-
ba da bolos, ruseTis mier saqarTvelos 1921 wlis okupaciis winaperiodi, — es is Teme-
bia, romlebsac „eSmakis maTraxi“ aqtiurad da Tanmimdevrulad aSuqebs karikaturaSi. 

statia exeba saqarTvelosa da saerTaSoriso aqtorebis saxeebis Cvenebas 1920-21 
wlebis qarTuli sazogadoebriv-politikuri satiris „eSmakis maTraxis“ karikaturebis 
mixedviT. arCeuli sakiTxis aqtualoba ganpirobebulia Semdegi motiviT: garda imisa, 
rom karikatura istoriuli movlenebis amsaxvel erT-erT mniSvnelovan wyarod moiaz-
reba, droTa manZilze mas aseve daevala iseTi sakiTxebis ganxilva, rogoricaa stereo-
tipebis, saxeebis dadgena karikaturaSi. Cveni mizania, erTi mxriv, gamovkveToT, rogori 
iyo maSindeli popularuli mediasaSualebiT danaxuli saqarTvelos istoriuli movle-
nebi da maTi monawile mTavari aqtorebi; meore mxriv, SevecadoT moviZioT da davadgi-
noT is stereotipebi, romlebic ayalibeben Cven da sxvebis saxeebs am saxis popularul 
mediaSi.  

karikaturas, rogorc politikur-satiruli grafikebis, naxatebisa da Canaxatebis 

Janrs, Tavisi ganviTarebis istoria aqvs: is italiuri sityva caricare-dan modis, rac niS-
navs datvirTvas, dagatvirTvas, gadaWarbebas, mZafrad gamoxatvas. karikaturis, ro-
gorc sakvlevi obieqtis, kvleviT erTdroulad dakavebulia iseTi dargebi, rogorebi-
caa: Jurnalistika, mediis kvlevebi, kulturis kvlevebi, xelovneba, fsiqologia, poli-
tikuri mecnierebebi da a.S. am interdisciplinuri Tvisebis gamo misi erTiani gansazR-
vrebis povna da erT CarCoSi moqceva rTulia. karikaturis specifikuroba imaSi mdgoma-
reobs, rom igi mkveTria, gadaWarbebuli, xSirad sakamaTo. ZiriTadad is ar zrunavs sina-
mdvilis obieqtur an neitralur Sefasebebze. karikatura ar iTvleba  mxatvris  mxolod  
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Tavisufali fantaziis nayofad. is yovelTvis dakavSirebulia realobasTan. aqedan ga-
momdinare, mniSvnelovania imis gaazreba, ramdenad efeqturad Seexo esaTuis karikatura 
problemasa da arsebul viTarebas.  

karikaturis, rogorc wyaros, sistemuri analizis dros yuradReba eqceva Semdeg 
faqtorebsa da meTods: 1. vin aris mxatvari; karikaturis saTauri; misi Seqmnisa da gamoS-
vebis periodi, adgili. 2. karikaturis Temis gaSuqeba. romel istoriul movlenasa Tu 
faqts exeba konkretuli karikatura. ra istoriuli safuZvlebis codnaa saWiro karika-
turis swori gaazrebisaTvis. 3. ra stereotipebs, simboloebsa da metaforebs vxedavT 
naxatSi. 

karikaturis kvlevisas, calke aRniSvnis Rirsia karikaturis teqsti. jon sToris 
wignis `kulturis kvlevebi da popularuli kulturis Seswavla~ erT-erT qveTavSi 
`Jurnal-gazeTebi~, vkiTxulobT, rom vizualur saxeebs Jurnal-gazeTebSi mudam Tan ax-
lavs ama Tu im tipis lingvisturi teqsti. aqve avtors mohyavs r. bartis mosazreba, rom: 
`teqsti avsebs ier-saxes, tvirTavs mas kulturiT, moraliTa da warmosaxviT~ (sTori 
2007: 133); anu, Cvens SemTxvevaSic karikaturis mniSvneloba mxolod vizualuri mxariT 
ar ganisazRvreba. Tanmxlebi teqsti mis kulturul da warmosaxviT mniSvnelobas kidev 
ufro amZafrebs. 

karikatura stereotipebiT gajerebuli vizualuri teqstia. masSi warmodgenili su-
raT-xatebis gaazrebisaTvis mniSvnelovania ara mxolod misi mxatvruli mxare, aramed 
rogoria zogadad karikaturisa da masSi warmodgenili stereotipis urTierTmimarTe-
ba. karikatura ama Tu im Strixis gadaWarbeba-gamZafrebiT, SemcirebiT, metaforebiTa 
da simboloebiT muSaobs. am process ukavSirdeba karikaturaSi garkveuli saxis tipo-

logiebis, stereotipebis Seqmnis procesi. mkvlevari angelika plumi Tavis wignSi (Plum 
1998) terminebs tipologia da stereotipi sinonimebad moixseniebs da, pirvel rigSi, gan-
sazRvravs maT fsiqologiur faqtorebs: tipologiis meTodi qmnis stereotips, saxes ka-
rikaturaSi. stereotipi yalibdeba maSin, rodesac gansazRvruli tipis vizualizacia 
ara erTjeradi movlenaa, aramed xasiaTdeba regularuli ganmeorebiT konkretuli 
jgufebisadmi mikuTvnebulobis kuTxiT. stereotipis markireba aseve simboloebiT an 
konkretuli niSan-TvisebebiTac xorcieldeba. stereotipebi erTgvari „gonebrivi uj-
rebia“, romlebic ganisazRvrebian, rogorc myari warmodgenebi da ganmeorebebi ama Tu -
im qcevebisa. termini „stereotipi“ Tavisi arsiT axlos dgas Semdeg cnebebTan: Sexedu-
leba, saxe, xati, crurwmena, pozicia, Tvalsazrisi, mtris xati. Sesabamisad, stereotipe-
bi is warmodgenebia, romlebsac win uswrebs realobis ara sakuTari gamocdileba an Sexe-
duleba, aramed socialuri da kulturuli suraT-xatebi. fsiqologiuri da kulturu-
li faqtorebiT determinirebuli stereotipebi SesaZleblobas gvaZleven Camovayali-
boT Cveni martivi xedva raime saganze, romelsac aranairi pretenzia ara aqvs sizustesa 
da srulyofilebaze, magram is sagnebs, movlenebs, adamianTa qcevebs myar adgils miu-
Cens Cvens warmosaxvaSi. rogorc wesi, am saxis stereotipebze individi an sazogadoeba 
uars ver ambobs. is aseve politikurad marTvadia da misi politikuri miznebisTvis ga-
moyeneba sruliad SesaZlebelia. Sesabamisad, stereotipebsa da karikaturas Soris er-
TmniSvnelovnad arsebobs korelacia. karikatura, rogorc kompleqsuri teqstis vizua-
luri warmodgena, manifestirdeba ganzogadebebiT, stereotipebiT, arqetipebiT, saxee-
biT, proeqciebiT. karikaturistis meTodic isaa, koncentrireba moaxdinos ama Tu im 
stereotipze da misi saSualebiT SemogvTavazos produqti.  

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, sakvlev masalad gamoviyeneT qarTuli sazogadoebriv-po-
litikuri satiris mniSvnelovan gamocemaSi `eSmakis maTraxi~ gamoqveynebuli 1920-1921 
wlebis ramdenime karikatura.  
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`eSmakis maTraxi~ pirvelad 1907 wels gamovida. 1908 wels ki Tbilisis general-gu-
bernatoris gankargulebis safuZvelze daixura. 1915 wels kvlav ganaxlda, gamodioda 
1915-1917 da 1919-1921 wlebSi (sayuradReboa, rom gamocemam arseboba 1921 wlis 14 Te-
bervals Sewyvita). Jurnalis Sesaxeb samecniero literaturaSi mciredi masala moipove-
ba. Tumca, guram SaraZe „qarTuli emigrantuli Jurnalistikis istoriaSi“ wers: „qar-
Tul satiras didi xnis istoria aqvs... Jurnali `eSmakis maTraxi~ gadaiqca qarTuli sa-
zogadoebriv-politikuri satiris uSesaniSnaves organod. didi da patara, mteri da moy-
vare, yvela mouTmenlad moeloda „eSmakis maTraxis“ morigi nomris gamosvlas. misi 
mkiTxveli iyo rogorc inteligencia, ise qalaqis muSa da soflis glexi. `eSmakis maT-
raxs~ SexvdebodiT saqarTvelos yvela mivardnil kuTxeebSi“ (SaraZe 2005: 237). Jurnal-
Si, mTeli Tavisi arsebobis manZilze, TanamSromlobda mxatvari oskar Smerlingi. mogvi-
anebiT, mxatvrebi: S. qiqoZe, m. Wiaureli, vinme a.z., s. nadareiSvili da sxvebi. 

zogadad, rodesac qarTuli karikaturis Sesaxeb vsaubrobT, calke unda aRiniSnos 
oskar Smerlingi. igi Tamamad SeiZleba CavTvaloT qarTuli karikaturis erT-erT fu-
Zemdeblad. Smerlingi jer kidev peterburgSi swavlisas aqveynebda Tavis naxatebsa da 
karikaturebs germanulsa da rusul gazeTebSi. saqarTveloSi moRvaweobas gazeT „cno-
bis furcelis“ suraTebian damatebaSi iwyebs, Semdgom ki TanamSromlobas agrZelebs „eS-
makis maTraxSi“. Smerlingis Tematika mravalferovania da qalaquri cxovrebis TiTqmis 
yvela sferos moicavs. Jurnalis pirvel gamocemebSi ZiriTadi aqcenti mainc iseT Tema-
tikazea gakeTebuli, romelic Tbilisisa da sxva qalaqebis adgilobriv mkvidrTa yofa--
cxovrebasa da zne-Cveulebebs aRwers. 1917 wlidan, konkretulad ki ruseTis Tebervlis 
revoluciis Semdeg, `eSmakis maTraxSi“ Tematika icvleba da is politikuri xasiaTis ma-
tarebeli xdeba. Jurnalis mxatvruli mxare qarTuli xelovnebis ganviTarebis mniSvne-
lovan etapad miiCneva. Tumca, naxatebSi qveynisTvis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi perio-
di aisaxeba da am periodis uSualo damkvirveblebis mier cnobili istoriuli faqtebi 
cocxldeba. 

garda istoriuli konteqstebisa, Cven mier ganxilul karikaturebSi mravlad vxe-
davT stereotipebsa da tipologiebs, gajerebuls simboloebiT, metaforebiT, alego-
riebiT, romlebic ufro TvalnaTelsa da xatovans xdian maSindel istoriul movlenebs. 
statiaSi ganxiluli karikaturebi dayofilia Semdegi principis mixedviT: karikatura, 
romelic damoukidebel saqarTvelos Tematikas aSuqebs da karikatura, romelic saqar-
Tvelos gasabWoebis wina periods eZRvneba. 

damoukidebeli saqarTvelos aRweras viwyebT 1920 wels gamoqveynebuli karikature-
biT, rodesac saqarTvelos damoukidebloba ukve oriode wels iTvlis. aRsaniSnia, rom 
Jurnali „eSmakis maTraxi“ saqarTvelos damoukideblobis gamocxadebis wels, 1918 wels, 
ar gamodioda. Sesabamisad, JurnalSi ar arsebobs damoukideblobis aqtis miRebis uSua-
lo „mowme“ masala. damoukidebel saqarTveloSi mimdinare procesebis damkvirvebeli is 
1919 wlidan xdeba. 

yvela Cven mier moxmobil naxatSi damoukidebeli saqarTvelo personificirebulia 
qalis saxiT, Tavad damoukidebloba ki — patara bavSvis, biWis saxiT. qveynebis, naciebis 
personificireba karikaturaSi sakmaod gavrcelebuli meTodia. magaliTad, bevr karika-
turaSi, revoluciis Semdgomi safrangeTi personificirebulia franguli marianaTi, 
rac Tavisuflebis simboloa.1 inglisi personificirebulia jon bulliT (ingliseli 
burJuis metsaxeli, XVIII saukunis ingliseli mwerlis, arbitnotis politikuri pamfle-
tis gmiris saxeli). mis saxes, meore msoflio omis dros, germanelebi, rogorc mowinaaR-

                                                            
1 mariana (frang. Marianne) – safrangeTis erovnuli simbolo. gamosaxulia qalis saxiT da gamoxa-

tavs safrangeTis erovnul devizs: „Tavisufleba, Tanasworoba, Zmoba“. 



ana xvedeliani  

 

 52

mdege, inglisis simbolod iyenebdnen. `eSmakis maTraxSic~, magaliTad, ruseTis revolu-
cia, revoluciis Semdgomi ruseTi, aseve antanta, qalis saxiT aris personificirebuli.  

saqarTvelos SemTxvevaSic Cven vxedavT axalgazrda mandilosans, qals. ratom main-
cdamainc qali? garda saerTaSoriso praqtikisa, ra kulturul da istoriul konteq-
stebTan SeiZleba gvqondes aq saqme, ramac saqarTvelos qalis saxiT personificireba, 
misi am stereotipad Camoyalibeba ganapiroba? aq vawydebiT karikaturaSi stereotipis 
Seqmnis im gzas, rasac kulturuli da istoriuli faqtorebiT gansazRvruli stereoti-
pi ewodeba. Tu gadavxedavT istoriul da kulturul faqtorebs, jer kidev antikuri 
epoqidan moyolebuli, vgulixmobT medeas, vxedavT qarTveli qalis gansakuTrebul 
mniSvnelobasa da rols qarTuli kulturisa da identobis Camoyalibebis procesSi. sa-
qarTvelos gaqristianeba dakavSirebulia qalTan — wminda nino; saqarTvelo RvTismSob-
lis wilxvedri qveyanaa; saqarTvelos istoriis erT-erTi gamorCeuli periodi mefe-qa-
lis saxels ukavSirdeba da a.S. qarTveli qalis, dedis saxe qarTul eTnografiul sinam-
dvileSic mravlad moipoveba: erT-erTi maTgania adgilis dedis fenomeni. xalxSi myara-
daa gamjdari rwmena imisa, rom TiToeul adgils, mTas, goras hyavs Tavisi deda. sityve-
bi: dedamiwa, dedaena, guTnisdeda, dedaboZi, dedaarsi, — yvela maTgani dakavSirebulia 
qalis gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobis gaazrebasTan. garda amisa, qali, bunebis kanonidan 
gamomdinare, iTvleba axali sicocxlis dabadebis, axlis qmnadobis simbolod. qarTveli 
qalis saxe, mSobeli axali saqarTvelosi, qveynis axali sicocxlis anu damoukideblobis 
dambadeblis simbolod unda ganvixiloT. Sesabamisad, karikaturebSi qveynis qalis sa-
xiT personificireba, swored am kulturuli da fsiqosocialuri suraT-xatebiT unda 
iyos nakarnaxevi.  

I. damoukidebeli saqarTvelo — 1920 weli 

karikatura 1: sifrTxiles Tavi ar stkiva1 

 
                                                            
1 „eSmakis maTraxi“. 1920,  N10, gv. 1. 
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karikatura 2: ori weliwadi1 

 

karikatura 3.: denikini da saqarTvelo2 

 

samive naxati Sesrulebulia1920 wels a.z-s mier. 
 

                                                            
1 `eSmakis maTraxi“. 1920, N 27, gv. 1. 
2 „eSmakis maTraxi“. 1920, N13, gv. 16. 
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pirvel naxatSi, `sifrTxiles Tavi ar stkiva~ saqarTvelo Tavis damoukideblobas 

anu Svils mimarTavs `Cu, Svilo, Cu! ai, gesmis, Sua tyeSi dadis~. naxatze vxedavT dedas, 

romelsac xelSi patara bavSvi hyavs ayvanili da Tavs tyeSi afarebs. Soriaxlos Cans 

TeTri, moxetiale daTvi. igi TiTqos gafacicebiT da Casafrebuli aTvalierebs garemos. 

simbolurad qali aris saqarTvelo, bavSvi — damoukidebloba da TeTri daTvi — safrTxe, 

romelsac asociaciurad ruseTisken mivyavarT. romelime qveynis, naciis cxovelis sa-

xiT warmodgena karikaturaSi erT-erTi gavrcelebuli meTodia. saqveynod aRiarebu-

lia, rom TeTri daTvi ruseTia.  

meore naxatSi „ori weliwadi“ kvlav vxedavT saqarTvelosa da ruseTs. orive maTgani 

qalis saxiT aris warmodgenili. ruseTi sayvedurobs mezobels masTan daSorebis gamo, 

magram saqarTvelos pasuxi erTmniSvnelovania. man moiSora borkili, rac gulisxmobs 

Semdegs: erovnuli Tavisufleba da saxelmwifoebrivi damoukidebloba qarTveli xal-

xis arCevania.  

mesame naxatSi „denikini da saqarTvelo“ warmodgenilia gasaubreba denikinsa da sa-

qarTvelos Soris. denikini veRar cnobs axalgazrda, lamaz qalbatons, igi Secvlilia 

da varauds gamoTqvams, rom is namdvilad saqarTvelo unda iyos: „mSveniero mezobelo, 

moxuci kaci var, nu gamamtyuneb, Tu amden xans ver gicani. axla ki gcnob, Sen swored sa-

qarTvelo xar... saqarTvelo: Tqven TviTon vin brZandebiT, sruliad ieria ucnobi...“ 

samive naxatSi saqarTvelo warmodgenilia axalgazrda, sandomiani qalis saxiT, ro-

melic ar gamoirCeva mdidruli CacmulobiT, Semosilia sadad, qarTveli glexi qalis sa-

mosiT. saxeze ikiTxeba misi gacnobierebuli roli pirmSos — damoukideblobis winaSe, 

rom unda daicvas igi da aaridos safrTxe. am dros ki rusi qalis saxeze sapirispiro gan-

cdebs vkiTxulobT. mxatvari cdilobs specialurad warmogvidginos rusi glexi qali 

ulamazo formiT da amiT gamoxatos qarTvelis, rogorc dadebiTi mes upiratesoba nega-

tiuri mowinaaRmdegis — ruseTis mimarT. mowinaaRmdegis saxis damaxinjeba an sasacilo 

StrixebiT aRWurva, erT-erTi farTod gavrcelebuli karikaturistuli meTodia. miza-

nia mowinaaRmdegis damcireba da amis xarjze mtris stereotipis Seqmna; am xerxiT saku-

Tari emociur-fsiqologiuri muxtis xazgasma.  

Selaxul da nirwamxdar mdgomareobaSi vxedavT maSindeli ruseTis erT-erT mniSvne-

lovan aqtors — denikinsac. istoriul konteqstSi bolSevikur reJimTan dapirispirebu-

li moxaliseTa armia, denikinis meTaurobiT, kvlav cdilobs erTiani da ganuyofeli ru-

seTis aRdgenas. misi yvelanairi mcdeloba, ganamtkicos Tavisi gavlena samxreT kavkasi-

is qveynebze, saboloo jamSi, bolSevikuri jarebis mier ugulebelyofili aRmoCndeba. 

denikini ufro loialuri gaxda saqarTvelos demokratiuli respublikis mimarT. am na-

xatSi TiTqos es loialuroba ikiTxeba: igi „beds aris Seguebuli“ — ixilos axali saqar-

Tvelo. 

saqarTvelos damoukideblobis periodSi „eSmakis maTraxi“ araerT karikaturas uT-

mobs saqarTvelosa da inglisis urTierTobebis sakiTxsac. TvalsaCinoebisTvis warmod-

genilia erT-erTi maTgani: naxati saiubileo saCuqari,1 romelic 1920 wlis 26 maisis 

nomerSi gamoica, damoukideblobidan ori wlisTavze. 

                                                            
1 `eSmakis maTraxi~. 1920, N27, gv. 12. 
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naxatis avtoris gvari ar ikiTxeba. naxatze gamosaxulia patara biWi, romelic seir-
nobs tyeSi da mas Casafrebuli uTvalTvalebs ingliseli jariskaci xafangiT xelSi. naxa-
tis qveS vkiTxulobT: inglisi: dRes mxolod ori weliwadi Seusrulda da naxe rogor ai-
yara tani! Tu amrigad gaizarda, xelidan gamisxltdeba da verafers gamovrCebi. modi, er-
Ti oini vuyo! am gzas xom ver gascdeba... ai, am buCqebSi davudeb xafangs, wamohkravs fexs 
da morCa! mSvidobiT damoukidebelo saqarTvelo! (xafangs daudebs da uTvalTvalebs). 

naxatis teqstiT mkiTxvelis Tvalwin iSleba istoriuli narativi: kargad Cans in-
glisis araerTgvarovani damokidebuleba saqarTvelos mimarT. miuxedavad imisa, rom in-
glisi cnobda mis damoukideblobas, inglisis gegmaSi mainc ar Sedioda saqarTvelos su-
vereniteti. mas ufro kargi urTierToba hqonda rus generlebTan, magaliTad, denikin-
Tan, vidre saqarTvelos mTavrobasTan. britaneli generali brimsi acxadebda, rom sa-
qarTvelosTvis „...umjobesia erTian ruseTSi Sevides da denikinisgan boZebul TviT-
mmarTvelobas dasjerdeso“ (janeliZe 2009: 140). es naxatic am ganwyobis TvalnaTeli ga-
moxatulebaa: ingliss ar awyobs damoukidebeli saqarTvelo. 

II. saqarTvelo — 1921 weli 

karikatura: saqarTvelo da sabWoTa ruseTi1 

 

                                                            
1 „eSmakis maTraxi“. 1920, N58, gv. 16. 
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naxatze `saqarTvelo da sabWoTa ruseTi~ ar ikiTxeba mxatvris gvari. is Sesrulebu-
lia 1921 wels. masze kvlav vxedavT qalis saxiT gamosaxul saqarTvelos, romelic wels 
zemoT aris SiSveli, Tavze ki qarTuli CixtikopiTaa Semosili. igi garSemortymulia 
gveleSapiT, romelic mas mkerds hkveTs. am naxatis simboloebis miRma calsaxad ikiTxeba 
Semdegi: qalis siSiSvle simboluri gamoxatulebaa im safrTxeebisa, romlebic saqarTve-
los gasabWoebas winaswarmetyveleben da romelTa winaSe qveyana maSin sruliad marto 
aRmoCnda, yovelgvari mokavSiris gareSe. mkerdis mokveTa am safrTxeebis gardauvalo-
baze miuTiTebs. gveleSapi, borotebis da sikvdilis simbolo, hkveTs mas mkerds, raTa 
man veRar SeZlos Tavisi pirmSos — damoukideblobis gamokveba, anu qveyanam veRar gaag-
rZelos arCeuli kursiT svla. naxatze aseve vxedavT Sav fons. zogadad, siSave, sibnele, 
Ramis wyvdiadi qaosis, dabneulobis, gaurkvevlobis reprezentirebas axdens. is muqaris 
erTgvari warmodgenaa, rodesac SeiZleba daikargo qaosSi da dakargo kontroli. am xer-
xiT Sesrulebuli karikaturebi, garda politikuri fonisa, — ufro emociur ganwyobeb-
ze moqmedeben da TiTqos analitikur diskusias meore planze gadasweven.  

sibnelis, gaurkvevlobisa da cudis molodinis winaswarmetyvelebaa Semdegi karika-
turac, 1921 wlis pirveli ianvris gamocemis Tavfurceli.1 

 

naxatis zeda marjvena kuTxeSi ikiTxeba mxatvris gvari — nadareiSvili. mTavari gmi-
ri aq noe Jordaniaa. igi TiTqos kuTxeSia mimwyvdeuli, xeljoxiT zis sibneleSi da Ses-
cqeris saaTs, romelic 12-s uCvenebs. noe Jordanias ukan, karze, gamosaxulia saqarTve-
los gerbi. kars adevs boqlomi. saaTis qveS, Jordanias win dgas komunisti, Tavze wiTeli 
armielis qudiT, xelSi kombaliT, joxiT. igi saqarTvelos demokratiuli respublikis 
mTavrobis Tavmjdomares cinikuri gamometyvelebiT mimarTavs: „Zia, ar mogbezrda da-

                                                            
1 `eSmakis maTraxi“. N54. 1921. Tavfurceli. 
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rajoba. modi gamogcvalo. daxe saaTsa, — droa kidec! noe: wadi TavmrTelo, ymawvilo, da 
gaxsovdes, rom „ar SehSvenis virsa rqani, yvavsa vardi!“. 

naxatze gamosaxuli simboloebiT gadmocemulia maSindeli saqarTvelos viTareba. 
boqlomdadebuli da dapatimrebuli gerbi unda iyos maSindeli qarTuli sazogadoebis 
im SegrZnebis manifestireba da winaswari gancda, rom qveynis saxelmwifoebriobas didi 
dRe ar uweria, misi dro amowurulia, bedi gadawyvetili. xeljoxebic ar unda iyos Sem-
TxveviTi detali. noes xeljoxi simboloa damartoxelebuli da mitovebuli qveynis sa-
xelmwifoebriobisa, romelsac aranairi qmediTi Zala ar gaaCnia Tavidan aicilos okupa-
cia. okupantis xeljoxs asociaciurad mivyavarT ruseTis revoluciisaken, rodesac sa-
TaveSi bolSevikebi, ruseTis social-demokratiuli muSaTa partia movida. es xeljoxi 
TiTqos am revoluciis mentaluri mdgomareobac aris: am „xeljoxma“ Camoagdo mefe da 
am „xeljoxiT“ SeiaraRebuli modis is xelisuflebaSi, imyarebs momavalSic poziciebs. 
naxatSi aseve orive personaJis fonze vxedavT sibneles. pirvelis sibnele dabneuloba 
da qaosia, ususurobis gancda. meoris sibnele ki — bneli, sabWoTa ideologia, romelsac 
maSindeli mTavroba win ver aRudga.  

daskvna 

warmodgenil naSromSi SevecadeT yuradReba gagveemaxvilebina im aspeqtebze, rom-
lebic gviCveneben, rogor ayalibebda im drois popularuli mediasaSualeba „eSmakis 
maTraxi“ e.w. saxeebs anu stereotipebs karikaturaSi kulturuli da istoriuli faqto-
rebis gaTvaliswinebiT.  

maSasadame, saxviTi xelovnebis es saintereso mimarTuleba — karikatura, romelic 

renesansis srulyofili mxatvrobis — Perfetta belezza1 kontraxelovnebad, – Perfetta Defor-
mita2-d iyo miCneuli, didi xania ukve sruliad sxva miznebs usaxavs mxatvarsac da sazoga-
doebasac. karikatura, rogorc istoriuli realobis gamoxatvis saSualeba, ormagi 
efeqtis mqone mimarTulebaa. erTi mxriv, is vizualuri xerxebiT istoriuli warsulis 
reprezentirebas axdens, meore mxriv ki, garkveuli xedvebis, stereotipebis gamoyene-
biT, sakuTari da sxvaTa saxeebis gadaxedvisa da gaazrebis saSualebac aris.  

gamoyenebuli literatura: 

sTori, jon. kulturis kvlevebi da popularuli kulturis Seswavla, Tbilisi, 2007. 
SaraZe, guram. qarTuli emigrantuli Jurnalistikis istoria. tomi VI. Tbilisi, 2005. 
janeliZe, oTar. saqarTvelos axali da Tanamedrove istoria, Tbilisi, 2009. 
nodia, gia. „qarTuli erovnuli ideis komponentebi: zogadi monaxazi“. qarTveli eris daba-

deba (ilia WavWavaZisadmi miZRvnili konferenciis masalebi),  26-27 noemberi, 2007. 

Plum, Angelika. Die Karikatur im Spannungsfeld von Kunstgeschichte und Politikwissenschaft Eine ikonologische 
Untersuchung zu feindbildern in Kariakturer . Shaker Verlag. Aachen, 1998. 

presis masalebi: 
Jurnali „eSmakis maTraxi“. 1920, N10, N13, N27. 

1921, N 54. 

                                                            
1 Perfetta belezza – srulyofili silamaze. silamazis renesansiseuli aRqma. mag.: rafaeliseuli srul-

yofili silamaze mxatvrobaSi. 
2 Perfetta deformita – igulisxmeba, rom karikatura, rogorc srulyofilebis deformacia, italiur 

renesansSi silamazis klasikur gagebas upirispirdeboda xelovnebaSi. 
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ANA KHVEDELIANI 

GEORGIAN AND INTERNATIONAL ACTORS ACCORDING  
TO CARICATURES OF CELEBRITIES  

(1920-1921) 

Summary 

The goal of my study is to use Georgian political caricatures as the historical source in order to interpret a cer-
tain period (1917-1921) in the history of Georgia.  

Caricature is the political satiric graph, drawings and sketch genre that reflects significant events of a certain 
time and provides estimations. Largely important is political caricature as it is considered to provide a significant 
source for the analysis of historical facts. The specificity of caricature lies in the fact that it is clear, exaggerated and 
often disputed. They basically do not follow the objective or neutral estimation of reality. Hence, it is important to 
understand how effectively a certain caricature conveys the problem of the situation at hand. This is the very reason 
of this study, to see how popular media of that time was viewing the historical reality, national position about the 
event, how objective or subjective it was while reflecting those events through symbols and metaphors.  

While conducting the system analysis of political caricature, the following factors are taken into consideration: 
1. Who the drawer is; the title of the caricature; the period and place where it was created and published. 2. Cover-
age of the caricature subject. Which of the historical events or facts is covered in a certain caricature? What certain 
historical fundamentals have to be acknowledged to properly interpret the caricature? 3. What stereotypes, symbols 
and metaphors we see in the caricature?  

Based on this methodology, as the material to study the issue, an important public and political edition the 
“Devil’s Whip” (“Eshmakis Matrakhi”) is used. The magazine was being published with some break in 1915-1917 and 
1919-1921. The last issue was published on 14 February 1921. Art and drawings in the “Devil’s Whip” (Eshmakis 
Matrakhi”) magazine belong to O. Shmerling and Sh. Kikodze.  

The use of the “Devil’s Whip” (“Eshmakis Matrakhi”) caricatures as historical sources is caused be certain rea-
sons, namely, by the significance of the historical period. The main internal and external political events in Georgia 
following the 1917 revolution in Russia – reinstitution of autocephaly, declaration of Georgia as a democratic repub-
lic, relations with neighbor states – Azerbaijan and Turkey, Batumi issue, relations between Georgia and England 
and, finally,the period prior to the occupation of Georgia by Russia in 1921 are the issues sequentially and system-
atically covered in the caricatures published in the “Devil’s Whip” (Eshmakis Matrakhi) magazine. 
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nino tabeSaZe 

koleqtiuri travmis amsaxveli narativebi 

(zaza burWulaZis roman `adibasis~ magaliTze) 

qarTuli sazogadoebisTvis bolo wlebis yvelaze dasamaxsovrebel movlenad 2008 
wlis agvistos omi iqca. mis mier gamowveulma travmam Secvala saxelmwifosa da TiToeu-
li moqalaqis cxovreba. agvistos omma gamoiwvia posttravmuli stresis gaCena, romel-
sac sazogadoeba dRemde ebrZvis. SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom qveyana jer kidev travmuli ga-
mocdilebis daZlevis procesSia.  

statiis mizania mokled mimoixilos koleqtiuri travmis fenomeni da gaaanalizos 
travmaze Seqmnili narativi, kerZod, zaza burWulaZis `adibasi~. Tavdapirvelad Sevexe-
biT koleqtiuri travmis fenomens.  

koleqtiuri travma koleqtiuri mexsierebis nawilia. farTod gavrcelebuli mniS-
vnelobiT, mexsiereba gulisxmobs individebis, jgufebisa da saxelmwifoTa mcdelobas, 
gansazRvron sakuTari raoba istoriis interpretaciiT, dagrovili gamocdilebis asax-

viTa da RirsSesaniSnavad miCneuli movlenebis dafiqsirebiT (Lebow, Kansteiner and Fogu 
2006: 8). mexsiereba Suamavalia warsulsa da awmyos Soris, igi sam doneze Seiswavleba (Le-
bow 2006: 8): 

 1) koleqtiur; 2) individualur da 3) instituciur doneze. 
travmebi iwvevs cvlilebebs koleqtiur mexsierebaSi. koleqtiuri travmis sazoga-

dod miRebuli ganmarteba aseTia: `koleqtiuri travma aris jgufis wevrTa an mTlianad 
koleqtivis mier gaziarebuli fsiqologiuri efeqti. koleqtiur travmaSi SeiZleba 

CarTuli iyos ramdenime adamianisgan Semdgari jgufi an mTeli sazogadoeba~ [Lebow 2006: 
6]. Tumca, es gansazRvreba srulad ver asaxavs koleqtiuri travmis bunebas. is gacile-
biT Rrma kvals tovebs sazogadoebasa da mis Semdgom ganviTarebaze.  

koleqtiuri travma, ZiriTadad, movlenebi an procesebia, romelTac sazogadoeba 
gansakuTrebuli pativiscemiT ekideba, awmyoSi SeZenili mniSvnelobis gamo. koleqtiuri 
travma sazogadoebebze sxvadasxvanairad moqmedebs. movlenaTa msxverplma, SesaZloa, 
uari Tqvas cxovrebis Cveulebriv gagrZelebaze, rac sazogadoebis mier aixsneba ro-
gorc `travmis erTguleba~. specialistebisTvis ki es posttravmuli stresia, romelsac 
gansakuTrebuli niSnebi axasiaTebs. maTgan umTavresia fsiqologiuri funqciis darRve-
va, rac intensiuri gamocdilebis Sedegia. 

koleqtiuri travmis Sedegad miRebuli posttravmuli stresi daZlevadia da amisi 
erT-erTi da yvelaze gavrcelebuli xerxi travmaze weraa. koleqtiur travmaze weras 
gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba aqvs. mkvlevari jefri aleqsanderi Tavis naSromSi gvac-
nobs koleqtiur travmasTan dakavSirebul kidev erT Teorias: koleqtiuri travmis aR-
qma mxolod Cvens qvecnobiers ZaluZs. travmis ignorirebis mizniT, adamianis cnobieri 
ar aanalizebs momxdars, piriqiT, Tavs aiZulebs, ganzrax daiviwyos momxdari. amgvari 
zewola fsiqikaze iwvevs posttravmul stress. stresi daZlevadia „mexsierebis aRdge-
nis“ SemTxvevaSi. amaSi ki narativebi unda dagvexmaros. amitomaa ase mniSvnelovani trav-

misadmi miZRvnili narativebis Seswavla (Alexander 2004: 5).  
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mkvlevrebma gamoyves koleqtiuri travmis amsaxveli narativebis maxasiaTeblebi, 

anu is, riTac vsazRvravT, narativi koleqtiuri travmis daZlevas eZRvneba Tu ara (Ale-
xander 2004: 53): 
1) mocemuli narativis teqstma movlena unda asaxos, aCvenos, ra moxda. 
2) narativma mkafiod unda asaxos dazaralebuli jgufi. 
3) narativma unda gvaCvenos, rom travmulma movlenam ara mxolod erT jgufze, aramed 

mTels sazogadoebaze moaxdina gavlena.  
4) narativma unda warmoadginos, vin aris damnaSave momxdarSi, vin unda agos pasuxi. 

am maxasiaTeblebis gaTvaliswinebiT da zogad Teoriul CarCoze dayrdnobiT, anali-
zisaTvis SevarCieT narativi, romelsac dawvrilebiT ganvixilavT da mocemuli krite-
riumebiT misi bunebis gansazRvras SevecdebiT. Cveni naSromis mizania koleqtiuri 
travmis fenomenis Seswavla 2008 wlis agvistos omis amsaxveli narativis magaliTze: ro-
gor aisaxeba posttravmuli sazogadoebis mdgomareoba narativSi, an rogori narative-
biT cdilobs sazogadoeba koleqtiur travmaze pasuxis monaxvas? 

mocemuli statiis mizania koleqtiuri travmis kuTxiT dainaxos nawarmoebi, rome-
lic 2008 wlis agvistos omis Semdeg Seiqmna. kerZod, zaza burWulaZis „adibasi~. 2008 
wlis agvistos omis Semdeg Seqmnili narativebis mizani aramxolod travmis daZleva an 
mis Sesaxeb detaluri informaciis mowodebaa. travmaze wera, zogadad, gulisxmobs sa-
zogadoebis fsiqologiur-mentaluri mdgomareobis gadmocemasac. zustad amas cdi-
lobs Cven mier arCeuli narativi.  

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, Cveni mizani im narativis ganxilvaa, romelic 2008 wlis ag-
vistos omis Semdeg Seiqmna. misi avtori qarTveli sazogadoebis wevria, Sesabamisad, 2008 
wlis agvistos omis travmis monawile. 2008 wlis agvistos omis Semdeg mravali sxvadas-
xva tipis nawarmoebi Seiqmna, Tumca Cven arCevani zaza burWulaZis romanze SevaCereT, 
radgan misi Seqmna avtorma omis dasrulebisTanave daiwyo. ra Tqma unda, aris sxva nara-
tivebic (mag. TamTa melaSvilis `gaTvla~, proeqti `gmiri~ da a.S.). TiToeulma avtorma 
Taviseburad asaxa travma da Taviseburad gamoxata sazogadoebis pasuxi. Tumca yvela es 
narativi koleqtiur travmas ubrundeba da mas aRwers. agvistos omisadmi miZRvnil na-
rativTa Soris qronologiurad pirveli zaza burWulaZis „adibasia“.  

zaza burWulaZe qarTuli literaturis epataJur mwerlad iTvleba. is zogadad ar 
erideba Tamam siuJetebsa da skandalur komentarebs. erTi mxriv, gasakviri iyo, rodesac 
sruliad apolitikurma mweralma agvistos omze gadawyvita yuradRebis SeCereba. Sedegad 
Seiqmna „adibasi“, romelic Cveni naSromis erT-erTi mTavari Temaa. posttravmuli stre-
sis erT-erTi niSani travmis ignorireba/ugulebelyofaa. zaza burWulaZis personaJebi 
omis ignorirebis gzas adgebian da amiT posttravmuli stresis erT-erT niSans avlenen.  

wignis wakiTxvisTanave Cndeba emocia, rom wigni omzea, Tumca Tavad 2008 wlis agvis-
tos omi masSi nawyvet-nawyvetadaa warmodgenili, rac Txrobas kidev ufro dramatuls 
xdis. rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, „adibasi“ metad qarTveli sazogadoebis kritikaa, vidre 
omisadmi miZRvnili romani, Tumca omi nawarmoebis pirvelsave TavSi gvxvdeba:  

„pultiT `imedze~ vrTav. tankebis kolona raRac trasaze miemarTeba. kadrs miRma 
diqtori sxapasxupiT ambobs: `...generali kulaxmetovi dezinformacias uwodebs da ka-
tegoriulad uaryofs rusuli tankebis TbilisSi Sesvlis faqts. amis miuxedavad, did 
diRomSi ukve erTi saaTia ismis intensiuri srolebi...“ 

mocemuli sazogadoebisTvis agvistos dReebi mSvidi da rigiTia, Tumca omis Sesaxeb 
cnobebi axali ambebis meSveobiT vrceldeba: 

„zalidan televizoris xma ismis: `...mtkvris marjvena sanapiroze qalaqis centrisken 
kidev miemarTeba ormocdameore diviziis motomsroleli batalioni. maT Soris oTxmo-
ci erTeuli mZime teqnika da ocdaaTi tanki...“  
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omi nawarmoebis srulfasovani personaJia, romelic moulodnelad Cndeba da erTgva-
rovan, yofier suraTs mravalferovnebas aniWebs: 

„taqsis dinamikebidan diqtoris xma ismis: `...rusuli armiis qvedanayofebi mtkvris 
marjvena sanapiroze miemarTebian. bloksaguSagoebia gaxsnili pekinis quCis dasawyisSi, 
sportis sasaxlesTan da ~sazogadoebriv mauwyebelTan~ ...“  

mTeli wigni omis suraTebiTa da cnobebiTaa savse:  

„... cota xnis win rusulma samxedro aviaciam Tbilisis botanikuri baRis teritoria-
ze kidev ramdenime bombi Camoagdo. iwvis ori heqtari tyis masivi...“ 

am qalaqSi mimdinare movlenebi aravis anaRvlebs, televizoridan ki xma ismis: 

„...SegaxsenebT, rom danaRmulia saxelmwifo universitetis mimdebare teritoria, va-
razisxevis aRmarTi zooparkis mxridan da kostavas quCa kinoTeatr `amiranTan~...“ 

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, travmisadmi miZRvnili narativis erT-erTi maxasiaTebeli 
imisi asaxvaa, Tu ra moxda. zaza burWulaZe Tavis wignSi nawyvet-nawyvet Segvaxsenebs 
omis Sesaxeb, Tumca amas saocari sizustiT akeTebs. amrigad, travmuli narativis pirve-
li niSani saxezea.  

travmulma narativma aucileblad unda asaxos sazogadoebis mdgomareoba.  
TavisTavad Zalian sainteresoa im sazogadoebis mdgomareoba, romelic 2008 wlis ag-

vistos omis dros TbilisSia. avtori cdilobs qarTveli sazogadoebis im nawilis mdgoma-
reoba gadmosces, romelic cxovrebis stils odnavadac ar icvlis da travmis uaryofis 
gzas irCevs. isini ise cxovroben, TiTqos arc araferi momxdara. aq Zalauneburad fsiqo-
logiuri fari gagvaxsendeba, romelic msxverpls travmis ignorirebaSi exmareba. ignori-
reba sazogadoebis mcdelobaa Tavi daicvas. es, erTi mxriv, SeiZleba moqalaqeTa gulgri-
lobad CavTvaloT, meore mxriv ki posttravmuli stresis sindromad. sazogadoebas uWirs 
imisi aRiareba, rom misi cxovreba icvleba da yoveldRiuri Cveuli praqtika unda Seicva-
los. amitom, omis cieb-cxelebisas Tbiliselebi vakis sacurao auzze erTobian:  

„vakis sacurao auzze blomad xalxia: banditebis qvrivebi silikonis mkerdiT, biz-
nesmenebis colebi welze celulitiT, barbi-gogonebi mzis uzarmazari saTvaleebiT, 
dedikos biWebi axdenili ocnebebiT, axalgazrda janiani sxeulebi pirdapir evroviziis 
konkursze gasamgzavreblad gamzadebulebi... dilidan moTenTili Tbiliselebi auzis 
garSemo Sezlongebze tentis qveS yrian~ (gv 5).  

saocari da odnav gasakviria is gulgriloba, romliTac Tbiliselebi aviagamanadgu-
rebels uyureben: 

„mzardi guguni ucbad Tavis piks aRwevs da ucbadve qreba. aviagamanadgurebeli ise 
dabla mifrinavs, rom mis bortze mibmuli qari da Crdili auzs zed uvlis. barTan mdga-
ri zondebi mZimed irxeva... aravin arafers imCnevs. mxolod gamxdari qali skamidan gver-
dze ixreba, caSi iyureba“.  

sagazeTo jixurTan misul gmirs radios xma esmis: 

„... rusuli aviaciis mier dRes ukve meored daibomba vazianis aeroportis mimdebare 
teritoria. dauzustebeli informaciiT, sahaero Setevis Sedegad daiRupa rva da daiW-
ra ocamde adamiani“.  

jixuris gamyidveli am dros erT-erT bulvarul Jurnals kiTxulobs da saerTod ar 
usmens radios.  

„gamyidveli daniT purs Wris. paralelurad, avtomatis kakani da afeTqebis xma ismis. 
radioSi ki acxadeben: `es wuTia ruseTis samxedro vertmfrenebma gagarinis moednis da 
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saburTalos bazris mimdebare teritoriaze saerTaSoriso konvenciiT akrZaluli Wur-
vebi da kaseturi bombebi Camoyares...“ 

qalaqi gangeb uaryofs da ugulebelyofs safrTxes, romelic maT ubanSi, maT gver-
diT xdeba. zaza burWulaZis personaJebi saxinklesa da auzebze klaven dros, omi ki maT-
Tvis saWorao Temaa. sainteresoa avtoris mier Txrobis organizebac: sakmarisia mkiTx-
velma yuradReba moadunos da daiviwyos is viTareba, rac qalaqSia, rom mwerali maSinve 
raime xerxiT axsenebs oms. agvistos omTan mibruneba wignis mudmivi tendenciaa.  

Sako (mTavari personaJi) Semzarav scenas xedavs: 

„vitraJidan kedelze damontaJebul ekranze vxedav, rogor gdia sisxliT saxemoTx-
vrili viRac bebia cecxlwakidebuli korpusis win da kamerisken umweod iSvers xelebs. 
iqve wiTeli jvris manqanaa ayiravebuli, gverdiT carieli mikroavtobusi bolavs — bor-
blebi damwvari aqvs. Sua kadrSi stalinis Zegli xeluxleblad dgas. rogorc Cans, goris 
kadrebia. beladis Zegls dResdReobiT marto iq Tu naxav. sadRac ukan jariskaci mirbis 
avtomatis kakaniT“. ekranis qveS ki bankis sareklamo warwera Cndeba.  

wigni ramdenime urTierTdakavSirebuli moTxrobisgan Sedgeba. yvela maTganSi wig-
nis mTavari personaJi travmis ignorirebas irCevs, is erTi Tbiliseli biWi/kacia, rom-
lisTvisac omis movlenebi arc sainteresoa da arc — sagangaSo. is omze saerTod ar fiq-
robs. omi misTvis abstraqtuli da uintereso movlenaa. Tumca omi mainc Cndeba, es Sefa-
rulad xdeba, xan televiziis reportaJebis wyalobiT, xanac gogonas tatus meSveobiT: 

„ori kviris win Sua kefaze patara mizani daixata: diametriT orsantimetrian wreSi 
Casmuli kidev erTi wre Tavisi jvriT“, 

xanac tatus arCevanis dros: 

„omis RmerTi momewona — uicilopoCtli, romelic sinamdvileSi kolobri aRmoCnda. 
TaviT fexebamde SeiaraRebuls, raindis abjari ecva“.  

omis aCrdili quCaSic gvxvdeba da sainteresoa, rom mTavari gmiri arc ki interesde-
ba, arc ki kiTxulobs, ra xdeba: 

„quCaSi ori beteeri dgas. erTi leningradis, meore kamos quCas ketavs. zed qarTuli 
droSebia aRmarTuli... ver vxvdebi, ase emzadeba armia qalaqis TavdacvisTvis Tu mxo-
lod Tavdacvis imitacia iqmneba“.  

avtori sasowarkveTilad cdilobs gaarRvios is burusi da is fsiqologiuri kede-
li, romelic qalaqis mcxovreblebsa da realobas Sorisaa aRmarTuli, Tumca — amaod. 
„adibasis“ personaJebi udrtvinvelad ganagrZoben Tavis cxovrebas, emzadebian fotose-
siebisTvis, samezobloSi azartuli TamaSebiT erTobian. 

„saidanRac Zalian axlos afeTqebis xma ismis. taqsis odnav anjRrevs“. Tumca, inspeq-
toric da taqsis mZRolic arafers imCneven. gmiris situaciaSi erTaderTi disonansi sa-
reklamo baners Seaqvs: „airCie Seni rezervi!“. 

yoveli amgvari epizodis wakiTxvisas mkiTxvels winaswar ganwiruli molodini ipy-
robs: ganuwyvetliv Cndeba survili, vinmes Tvali aexilos da romelime personaJma raime 
moimoqmedos, Tundac, airCios rezervi. samwuxarod, mTeli wignis manZilze es mxolod 
mkiTxvelis survilad rCeba. sazogadoeba travmas saerTod ar cnobs, TiTqos is maT qa-
laqSi saerTod ar xdeba. swored amitom uWirs Sakos Tolias aviamzveravisgan garCeva: 

„ver vxvdebi, Wadrakis sasaxlis Tavze marTla upiloto mzveravi-TviTmfrinavi 
trialebs Tu mxolod Toliaa“.  
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sabolood gmiris SiSi marTldeba, vinaidan es rusuli sadazvervo TviTmfrinavi aR-
moCnda (rf 08). meezove mTavar gmirs dasxivebisgan gadaarCens da Semdeg plazmur ekran-
ze mTavari gmiri xedavs:  

„jer Savi `mersedesis~ kapoti Cans. manqanis erT frTaze polonuri, xolo meoreze 
qarTuli droSaa mimagrebuli. vxvdebi, `mersedesi~ aeroportis trasaze Tbilisisken 
moZraobs. minidan Cans, rom win eskorti miuZRvis. kadrSi wamiT poloneTis prezidenti 
lex kaCinski da dacvis ramdenime janiani tipi Cndeba... eskortis wina manqanebi ramdenime 
mxridan erTdroulad icxrileba... boevikebi morbian. erT-erTs Sublze mwvane zonari 
ukeTia. zed daklaknili TeTri naqargiT... momdevno kadrSi kaCinski Sua trasaze muxleb-
ze dgas, xelebi Tavze uwyvia. boevikebs avtomatebi aqvT miSverili. kadrSi erT-erTi bo-
evikis gaqeqili samxedro baTinkis cxviri Cans“.  

amis Semdeg ki Sako erT-erT Tavis megobars Sardenis fotosesiaze uTanxmdeba. ara-
nairi TanagrZnoba, arc realizmis gancda. zaza burWulaZis TbilisisTvis omi Worebis 
mTavari movlenaa, ucxoeli prezidentebi — erTgvari gasarTobi marionetebi, romlebic 
Tbilisur „bomonds“ salaparako Temas uqmnian. 

wignSi mocemulia ori qalis satelefono saubari. erT-erTi xuTwliani emigraciis 
Semdeg, zustad 2008 wlis agvistoSi gegmavs qalaqSi dabrunebas, radgan Tbilisi uwyna-
res qalaqad miaCnia. meore qalbatonma ki arCevani Semdegi sityvebiT mouwona: 

„aba raa. ici, dRes diliT TbilisSi safrangeTis, poloneTis, ukrainis, estoneTis da 
litvis prezidentebi Camovidnen saqarTvelos mxardaWeris pontSi“.  

Tbiliselebs uyuradRebod arc parlamentis Senobis win xalxis Sekreba rCebaT, 
Tumca mxolod imdenad axseneben, ramdenadac es saintereso axali ambavia, romelic qa-
laqis monotonur cxovrebas axalisebs. sainteresoa, rom sazogadoebis mier travmis 
ugulebelyofa ukavSirdeba travmuli narativis mesame niSans: omi mTels sazogadoebas 
exeba. mTeli sazogadoeba ugulebelyofs mas. Sesabamisad, omi da travma sazogadoebis 
yvela wevrs exeba.  

avtors uyuradRebod arc eklesia rCeba. es erTaderTi adgilia nawarmoebSi, sadac 
gaurkvevli ceremonia mimdinareobs. vakis eklesiaSi procesiaa, romelsac mTavari gmiri 
adevnebs Tvals. is dabneulia, Tumca simarTlis garkvevas arc ki cdilobs.  

„ar vici, rame saeklesio dResaswaulia, Tu omSi daRupulebs uxdian samoqalaqo pa-
naSvids“.  

Sako arafers ambobs, arafers ekiTxeba garSemomyofT da, sabolood, avtobusiT sax-
lSi miemgzavreba. niSandoblivi unda iyos is, rom wignSi cxadi miniSnebebi keTdeba sa-
qarTvelos politikur orientaciazec: 

„avtobuss mTels bortze didi asoebiT aweria: `Semdegi gaCereba — nato~. teqstis 
orive mxares qarTuli xuTjvriani da natos veqtoriani droSebi erTmaneTs kideebiT 
xvdeba“ (gv 10). swored amis gamoa omi TbilisSi. aRfrTovanebas ar iwvevs, Tumca Sakos-
Tvis namdvilad aRsaniSnavia saqarTvelos mxedarTmTavris plakati: 

„vuyureb da vxvdebi, rom swored aseTi mxedarTmTavaria saWiro omSi. marto gaTeT-
rebuli kbilebiTac rom daicavs jars da TiToeul jariskacs. es beladis Rimilia. wmin-
danobis zRvarze myofi beladis. es ukve zekacia“.  

am TiTqos umtkivneuli momentSic avtori oms axsenebs. qveynis lideris plakati im-
denadaa saintereso, ramdenadac is omisTvis gamosadegia. omi „adibasis“ damoukidebeli 
personaJi da sazomia. omis gamo SesaZloa garkveuli musikaluri kompozicia gaxdes po-
pularuli:  
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„patriotul pontSi dilidan Carkvianis saqarTvelos vusmen“. 

da qarTvel sazogadoebas, iseve rogorc saqarTvelos xelisuflebas, mxolod es Se-
uZlia: Tavdacvis iluziis Seqmna, patriotizmis dasamtkiceblad Carkvianis mosmena da 
mtrisTvis pasuxis gasacemad saerTaSoriso sazogadoebis lodini: 

„...saqarTvelos sagareo saqmeTa saministro mouwodebs saerTaSoriso Tanamegobro-
bas, umkacresi Sefaseba misces ruseTis mier ganxorcielebul qmedebebs saqarTvelos 
teritoriaze da aiZulos is, dauyovnebliv Sewyvitos cecxli“.  

sainteresoa, rom wignis erT-erT Tavs 08/08/08 hqvia, rac uSualo miniSnebaa agvis-
tos omze. am TavSi dawvrilebiTaa moTxrobili ubanSi mcxovrebi biWebis erTi rigiTi 
dRe. maT erTaderT uxerxulobas policiis manqana uqmniT. policielebis mizani ki usax-
lkaroTaTvis saWiro sakvebisa da nivTebis Segrovebaa. is, rac am merve TavSi Cndeba, cxa-
dad ukavSirdeba sxva koleqtiur travmas. 

dominik lakaprasa da piotr Stompkas mixedviT, koleqtiur travmaze wera aucileb-
lad iwvevs istoriuli analogebis moxmobis saWiroebas. sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, xSiria 
sxva ufro adreuli koleqtiuri travmis gaxseneba. 2008 wlis agvistos omze Seqmnil na-
rativebSi vxvdebiT paralelebs agvistos omis gmirobebsa da afxazeTis omis movlenebs 
Soris (mag. `gmiri~). msgavsive situaciaa zaza burWulaZis „adibasSic“. avtori ixsenebs 
afxazeTis oms da mas agvistos omTan akavSirebs. pirvelad es merve TavSi Cndeba, romlis 
saTauricaa 08/08/08.  

policiis manqana, romelic usaxlkaroTaTvis nivTebis Segrovebas iwyebs, ezoSi Cer-
deba, sadac ubnis biWebi azartuli TamaSebiT erTobian. manqanis fanjridan ismis simRe-
ra: 

„gamarjoba, afxazeTo, Seni...“ 

wignis mTavari gmiri Sako ki winadadebas mentalurad asrulebs. afxazeTi wignSi ara-
erTxelaa naxsenebi da yovelTvis agvistos omis paralelurad. es kidev erTi travmuli 
movlenaa sazogadoebisTvis, romelic maSinac iseve gulgrili iyo, rogorc axla, 2008 
wels. saxinkle „lurj xaverdSi“ myofi Tbilisuri bomondi gulgrilia gareT mimdinare 
movlenebis mimarT. saomari mdgomareoba ukan rCeba: 

„sadRac ukan vertmfrenebis guguni ismis“.  

yvelaze mniSvnelovani maTTvis lxinia, lxini omis dros. aqvea gigi, bohemuri perso-
na, romelsac mxolod SezarxoSebuls axsendeba patriotizmi da Sakos Setyobinebas ug-
zavnis: 

„afxazeTi Cemi tkivilia“. 

Zveli travmuli movlenis gaxsenebis kvaldakval avtori arc saerTo mtris xats 
iviwyebs. rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, arsebobs maxasiaTeblebi, romliTac travmuli narati-
vebis identificireba xdeba. zaza burWulaZis „adibasSi“ moTxrobilia omis istoria, sa-
televizio axali ambebis, radiogadacemebis da Worebis meSveobiT. Cans msxverplic, ro-
melic omis msvlelobisas dazaralda, isic mxolod nawyvet-nawyvetad. ufro metad ki 
Cans sazogadoeba, romelic movlenis ugulebelyofis gzas irCevs da saerTod ar aRia-
rebs problemis arsebobas.  

kidev erTi saWiro elementi travmuli narativebisTvis mtris Cvenebaa. mtris xati is 
elementia, romelic `Cven~ jfufs upirispirdeba. maTi bralia, rom travmirebuli sazo-
gadoeba am dReSi aRmoCnda. gamonaklisi arc Cveni avtori aRmoCnda. zaza burWulaZis 
„adibasSi“ gvaqvs konkretuli miniSneba: rusuli tankebi Semodian qalaqSi, rusuli avi-
amzveravebi da aviagamanadgureblebi uteven mosaxleobas. sainteresoa, rom mTavari 
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gmirebi arc erTxel ar akonkreteben mtris vinaobas, arc komentars akeTeben maT qmede-
bebze. is, rom dampyrobeli rusia, mkiTxvelisTvis cxadi satelevizio reportaJebisa da 
radiogadacemebis wyalobiT xdeba. amiT avtori TiTqos neitralobas inarCunebs da das-
kvna mkiTxvelis gasakeTebelia. Tumca Tavad is faqti, rom satelevizio reportaJebic 
da radiogadacemebic zaza burWulaZis dawerilia, cxads xdis avtoris pozicias.  

Tavad avtori ixsenebs amerikis SeerTebuli Statebis prezident buSis stumrobas da 
Tvlis, rom mtris xatis Seqmnas sazogadoeba maSindeli teraqtis Semdeg Seecada.  

Tu nacias gasaerTianeblad mtris xati sWirdeba, es xati teroristebsa da teraqts 
ar unda efuZnebodes, — aseTia mTavari personaJis — Sakos pozicia, logika ki martivia: 
Tbilisi imdenad yalbi qalaqia, rom masSi saerTod gmiroba ar arsebobs. Tbilisis sazo-
gadoeba yalbi faseulobebiTa da yalbi cxovrebiT arsebobs. aq SeiZleba Tbilisuri 
„bomondis“ wevri patenti tansacmliT gaxde, romliTac sazogadoebaSi garkveul iden-
tobas iqmni. amitom, Tbilisi yalbi qalaqia, sadac namdvili gmirobisTvis adgili ar 
rCeba: 

 “Noone can be hero in a fake city”. 

da sanam „adibasis“ personaJebi filosofiuri diskusiebiT irToben Tavs da erTma-
neTs nanax sizmrebs uyvebian, televizorSi omis sazarel kadrebs uCveneben: 

„ekrani wripinebs, kadrSi Cans, rogor tovebs caze Sav kvals cecxlmokidebuli avia-
gamanadgurebeli“. 

zaza burWulaZe saukeTesod gadmoscems sazogadoebis im nawilis fsiqologiur 
mdgomareobas, romelmac travmaze Taviseburi pasuxi gamonaxa: movlenaTa ugulebelyo-
fa, TiTqos araferi momxdara. omze wignSi arcerTi personaJi ar saubrobs, riTic vxvde-
biT: am sazogadoebisTvis Cveuli cxovrebis wesSi disonansis Setana panikas gamoiwvevs. 
maTTvis travmis ignorireba erTgvari TavdacviTi meqanizmia. 

romani gamoica da misi prezentacia 2009 wlis 17 dekembers Sedga. TiTqos zaza bur-
WulaZis wignis aRmasvla amiT unda dasrulebuliyo, Tumca romans didi warmateba 2011 
wels xvda wilad. 2011 wels saqarTvelos kulturisa da ZeglTa dacvis saministros mier 
gamocxadebuli mTargmnelobiTi konkursis farglebSi gamoica Tanamedrove qarTveli 
mwerlis — zaza burWulaZis romanis „adibasi“ polonuri da rusuli Targmanebi. rusu-

lad romani Targmna guram sanikiZem da gamosca gamomcemlobam Ad Marginem. polonurad 

romani gamosca gamomcemlobam Claruscuro. 
mocemuli romani popularuli Tavisi Tematikis wyalobiT gaxda. agvistos omis aR-

qma-gaazreba xels uwyobda mTeli sazogadoebis ganwyobis Seqmnas. CvenTvis zaza burWu-
laZis romani sainteresoa imdenad, ramdenadac is 2008 wlis agvistos omze Seqmnili na-
rativia, romelic travmuli narativis yvela niSans akmayofilebs.  

daskvnis saxiT SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom zaza burWulaZis `adibasi~, romelic 2008 wlis 
agvistos omis Semdeg Seiqmna, posttravmuli narativis tipuri magaliTia. masSi srulad 
aisaxa da gamoixata posttravmuli narativisTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi. 
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NINO TABESHADZE 

NARRATIVES DEDICATED TO COLECTIVE TRAUMA  

(Case: ‘Adibasi’ by Zaza Burchuladze) 

Summary 

The War of August 2008 became the most memorable trauma in modern Georgian History. It presents the 
trauma which influenced the Georgian society and changed theeveryday life of every Georgian citizen. Collective 
trauma is a part of collective memory. The aim of the given article is to explore and analyse one of the narratives 
created after the August War of 2008 – the novel written by Zaza Burchuladze ‘Adibasi’.  

According to Jeffrey Alexander, a traumatic narrative has several characteristics, which should be met if we 
want to label any narrative as traumatic: 1) it has to describe the event; 2) it should give the concrete indication of 
who the victim is; 3) it should underline the effect of a trauma (it should influence the whole society and not only 
one group); 4)it should indicate who is responsible for disastrous actions. 

Why are narratives so important? Because traumatic narratives are the main tool to overcome a traumatic ex-
perience. The given article is an attempt to analyze one of the narratives created after 2008 August War according to 
the above mentioned criteria. We can conclude that the novel written by Zaza Burchuladze fully responds to the 
criteria of traumatic narrative. 
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Мунзифахон Бабаджанова  

МЕЖКУЛЬТУРНЫЙ ДИАЛОГ В ХХI ВЕКЕ 

В сентябре 2012 года на своей 67-й сессии Генеральная Ассамблея Организации Объединенных 
Наций (ГА ООН) приняла резолюцию «Продвижение межрелигиозного и межкультурного диалога, 
взаимопонимания и сотрудничества на благо мира», основным элементом которой стало провозгла-
шение Международного десятилетия сближения культур на период 2013-2022 годов. «В соответствии с 
резолюцией, Генассамблея возложила на ЮНЕСКО роль ведущего учреждения ООН по проведению 
Десятилетия в мировом масштабе с привлечением всех государств-членов, наиболее влиятельных меж-
дународных правительственных и неправительственных организаций, выдающихся деятелей культуры, 
просвещения и науки» (www.un.org). 

А пятью годами ранее, 17 декабря 2007 года, ГА ООНпровозгласила 2010 год Международным 
годом сближения культур и рекомендовала государствам-членам ООН организовать в течение этого 
года соответствующие мероприятия, посвященные межрелигиозному и межкультурному диалогу, взаи-
мопониманию и сотрудничеству на благо мира, в том числе диалог на высоком уровне и/или нефор-
мальные интерактивные слушания совместно с гражданским обществом. Генассамблея ООН предло-
жила ЮНЕСКО «играть видную роль в подготовке к проведению Международного года», опираясь на 
ее богатый 60-летний опыт в деле поощрения «взаимного обмена знаниями и взаимопонимания между 
странами и народами» (www.un.org). 

Основной целью Международного года (2010 г.) было: продемонстрировать преимущества культу-
рного многообразия через признание важности процессов постоянного взаимопроникновения и взаи-
мообмена в отношениях между культурами, а также связей, налаженных с момента возникновения ци-
вилизации. Это предполагало интеграцию принципов межкультурного диалога и взаимопонимания в 
русле общеполитической деятельности с особым упором на образование, науку, культуру и коммуни-
кацию с целью корректировки попыток искажения культурных представлений, ценностей и ликвида-
ции стереотипов. 

Генеральный директор ЮНЕСКО Ирина Бокова отметила, что «Проведение Международного года 
сближения культур в 2010 году… предоставит возможность объединить вокруг ЮНЕСКО многочисле-
нных партнеров, … с целью выявления связей между культурами и активизации диалога между ними. 
Я также намерена учредить Группу высокого уровня по вопросам мира и диалога между культурами 
для углубления анализа культуры, терпимости, примирения и сбалансированности в рамках наших 
собственных обществ и во всем мире» (Бокова 2009). 

Проводимый под руководством ЮНЕСКО Международный год сближения культур увенчался 
успехом, стимулировав диалог и обмены между народами, создав, таким образом, международную 
среду, способствующую гармоничному сосуществованию и взаимодействию между народами и стра-
нами мира. Международный год сближения культур стал кульминацией Международного десятилетия 
культуры мира и ненасилия в интересах детей планеты (2001–2010 гг.) и отправной точкой для осущес-
твления новой стратегии укоренения в сознании человечества всеобщего понимания необходимости 
«сближения культур» и распространения культуры мира в целях международного взаимопонимания. 

История развития человечества – это история становления и взаимодействия диалога культур. В 
эпоху глобализации происходитне имевшее место ранее взаимодействие культур. Проблема пониманияот 
межличностного общения до коммуникации культур приобретаетособую значимость. И хотя нацио- 
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нальные культуры не похожи другна друга, однако имеются основания, которые определяют возмож-
ность их диалога. Особенно в наши дни, когда все более обостряется противостояние между христиан-
ством и исламом, приводящие к непониманию, обострению отношений не только на бытовом, но и на 
политическом уровне. И все это происходит из-за невежества, непонимания и незнания основ этих 
двух мировых религий и культур. Проблемам перспектив развития духовного образования, был пос-
вящен международный семинар-совещание представителей государств-участников СНГ, организова-
нный московским государственным лингвистическим университетом и прошедшим в июне 2013 года в 
г. Москве. На данном международном семинаре-совещании были обсуждены актуальные проблемы на-
лаживания более тесных взаимоотношений в деле развития системы подготовки специалистов по исто-
рии и культуре традиционных религий, повышения уровня и качества духовного образования вузами 
государств-участников СНГ. В докладе доктора педагогических наук, профессора, академика РАО, 
ректора Московского государственного лингвистического университета И.И. Халеевой справедливо 
отмечается, что «Возникла необходимость создания единого Центра подготовки и повышения квали-
фикации специалистов для сферы духовного образования. Исходя из реального многонационального и 
поликонфессионального состава населения стран СНГ, именно роль современного центра теологичес-
кого образования и одновременно центра межконфессионального взаимодействия становится все более 
актуальной» (Перспективы развития духовного образования 2013: 11). 

С учетом изменения международной обстановки, ЮНЕСКО придавало огромное значение теме 
культуры мира и диалога культур, которая лежала в основе целей среднесрочной стратегии на период 
2008-2013 годов: «Поощрение культурного многообразия и соответствующего диалога, являющихся од-
ной из наиболее актуальных проблем современности и одновременно сравнительным преимуществом 
Организации» (www.unesco.org). Иными словами, это означает признание всего спектра многообразия 
мировых культур и объединяющих их связей. Культура формирует качество и содержательность совре-
менного человечества, создавая универсальные схемы мышления и поведения на уровне целостности. 

В глобализационном пространстве все больше проводились и укреплялись межкультурные кон-
такты: проявилось это и в распространении общих ценностей, норм, стандартов, идеалов, некоторые из 
которых имеют универсальный характер. Посредством обмена происходит проникновение культурных 
новшеств из одних культур в другие, где подобные новации по объективным причинам возникнуть не 
могли. Такие культурные контакты для любого общества имеют как позитивные, так и негативные 
эффекты. С одной стороны, они способствуют взаимообогащению культур, сближению народов,с дру-
гой – интенсивные и слабо контролируемые заимствования повышают потенциальную опасность ут-
раты той или иной общностью своей культурной самобытности. «…В условиях глобализации культуры 
практически не существует никаких границ и для распространения, взаимовлияния различных идей, 
учений, верований и т. п.» (Чумаков 2010:9]. Достижения и открытия сегодняшнего дня зачастую про-
никают в традиционные культуры всех этносов, которые воспринимают, ассимилируют элементы ми-
ровой культуры и в свою очередь сами проявляют потенциальную способность дать новые импульсы 
как национальной, так и мировой культуре. 

Одним из положительных примеров по обмену, пониманию и взаимообогащению культур явля-
ется проводимый по инициативе Московского государственного лингвистического университета Меж-
дународный форум «Диалог языков и культур СНГ и ШОС в XXI веке». Являясь участницей VIII и IX 
форумов, неоднократно убеждаюсь в том, что проведение форумов подтверждает его актуальность, не-
обходимость и значимость. Это не только обмен мнениями, выступлениями, опытом, но и замечатель-
ные презентации профессорско-преподавательского состава, представителей власти и парламентов, 
духовенства, студентов; это возможность обогатить свои знания, опыт, приобрести новых друзей; это 
возможность установления контактов с коллегами из других вузов на пространстве СНГ и ШОС.  

Как известно, особая роль в формировании толерантной модели нации, достижение национального 
консенсуса, воспитания культуры мира в обществе, развития межкультурного диалога принадлежит си-
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стеме государственного образования. «Выжить может только та нация, которая имеет свою достаточно 
сильную систему образования. Становление современного человека немыслимо без образования. Ду-
ховное образование нужно для того, чтобы человек обретал личностные качества, становился просве-
щенным, обретал внутреннюю красоту, учился ценить культуру, глубже и лучше познавал самого себя 
и окружающий мир» (Перспективы развития духовного образования 2013: 6). Члены сообщества дол-
жны понять общность исторической судьбы и общей общенациональной культуры. Система государст-
венного образования и средства массовой информации должны доводить до общественности импе-
ратив толерантности и межкультурного диалога как безусловного принципа поведения, положенное в 
основу морали.  

Российско-Таджикский (славянский) университет (РТСУ) пользуется заслуженным признанием как 
один из лучших вузов в республике и известен не только в Таджикистане, но и далеко за его пределами.  

Для воспитания молодежи в духе толерантности и культуры мирав РТСУ имеется благодатная 
почва. Кафедра ЮНЕСКО «Межкультурный диалог в современном мире» университета, в названии ко-
торой содержится ее главное, и основное направление деятельности использует как учебное, так и вне 
учебное время. Межкультурный диалог – основа развития современного мира. Кафедра разработала и из-
дала учебное пособие «Калейдоскоп культур» (Бабаджанова 2007), которое было одобрено ЮНЕСКО и 
рекомендовано для использования в образовательном процессе государствам-членам. Проблемы меж-
культурного диалога (преподается спецкурс «Межкультурный диалог»), культуры и религии, гуманиз-
ма, понятия и навыки толерантности, культуры мира разъясняются студентам и в учебном процессе, и 
в период проведения встреч, круглых столов, конференций, исследований. При этом в образовании и 
воспитании особое внимание уделяется тем аспектам, которые объединяют все культуры и религии.На 
спецкурсе «Культура и религия», преподаваемом на отделении «Культурология» факультета истории и 
международных отношений студентам разъясняется, что во всех религиях и культурах одни и те же 
основы морали и ценности и, что религия не разъединяет, а объединяет людей. Эти знания следует на-
чинать прививать в семье и продолжать развивать в школе и университетах, разрабатывая единые прог-
раммы по воспитанию толерантности и человеколюбия. Такой подход воспитает в подрастающем по-
колении чувство ответственности за судьбы других людей, гражданский взгляд на любую проблемную 
ситуацию и позволит решить многие проблемы современного мира. «… Важнейшей задачей образова-
ния в государственном понимании будет способность сблизить теоретические знания фундаменталь-
ной науки, мудрость и опыт нравственности, даруемые нам Церковью, практику и прагматическое ис-
пользование знаний в интересах личности, государства и конкурентного рынка. То есть конкуренто-
способным и перспективным будет государство, которое может аккумулировать и правильно передать 
опыт и знания предыдущих поколений и научить нравственно пользоваться знаниями и опытом, име-
ющиеся в глобализированном мире» (Перспективы развития духовного образования 2013: 11). 

Настоятельной потребностью наших дней является межкультурный диалог. Основа нашей способ-
ности договариваться лежит, прежде всего, в понимании того факта, что сиюминутные экономические 
и политические интересы вторичны по отношению к гуманистическим ценностям. Без такого понима-
ния не удастся решить никакие конфликты современности. Необходимость межкультурного и межре-
лигиозного диалога диктуется теми процессами, которые происходят сегодня в современном мире. Се-
годня в мире мы видим подъем экстремизма и, к сожалению, с использованием религиозных лозунгов. 
Философия террористов, как и ложные потребительские ценности, проникает глубоко в наше общество, 
особенно в молодежную среду. Правильное разъяснение происходящих событий, материалов истории 
появления, развития и роли мировых религий являются одними из основных задач преподавателей и 
учителей. Подобный взгляд на вещи хорош для каждой страны. Так как укрепление традиционных 
ценностей приведет к укреплению самого важного и самого необходимого ресурса,за счет которого 
живет и развивается любая страна, – это люди. «Образование, интеграция знаний о религии и духовно-
нравственных норм в учебно-воспитательную деятельность… школ становится настоятельной потреб-
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ностью наших дней. Ибо в современном глобальном мире, который стал и будет все более многообраз-
ным и незащищенным, нам всем предстоит общаться поверх этнических, религиозных, языковых и на-
циональных разделительных линий, во избежание социальных и иных конфликтов» (Перспективы раз-
вития духовного образования 39). 

Провозглашение Международного десятилетия сближения культур направлено на обеспечение 
гармоничного взаимодействия культур и народов с целью распространения идей мира и ненасилия, 
содействия межрелигиозному диалогу, защиты культурного разнообразия и поощрения терпимости. 
Расширение сотрудничества народов в области образования, науки и культуры в интересах обеспе-
чения всеобщего соблюдения справедливости, законности и прав человека, а также основных свобод 
для всех народов мира без различия расы, пола, языка и религии закреплено в Уставе ЮНЕСКО в ка-
честве наилучшего залога сохранения мира во всем мире. Сегодня мир, столкнувшись с многочислен-
ными вызовами глобализации, нуждается в совместных действиях, направленных на содействие взаи-
мопониманию и терпимости и на создание основ для распространения всеобщих ценностей. Провозгла-
шение Международного десятилетия сближения культурможет стать логическим продолжением уси-
лий международного сообществапо расширению глобального диалога в процессе миростроительства и 
осуществлению стратегии ЮНЕСКО «Новый гуманизм в XXI веке» (www.unesco.org). 

Международное десятилетие сближения культур призвано стать достойным продолжением темати-
ки глобального сближения культур, начатой в ходе Международного года сближения культур в 2010 г.,   
и содействовать дальнейшей активизации усилий мирового сообщества, направленных на укрепление 
диалога между различными культурами, религиями и цивилизациями.  

Провозглашение Генеральной ассамблеей ООН Международного десятилетия сближения культур, 
стало очередным подтверждением важности продвижения и реализации процесса межкультурного и 
межрелигиозного диалога не только на глобальном, но и на всехуровнях. 
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MUNZIFA BABADJANOVA 

INTERCULTURAL DIALOGUE IN XXI CENTURY 

Summary 

At the 67th session the General Assembly of the United Nations (UNGA) adopted a resolution entitled “Promo-
tion of Interreligious and Intercultural Dialogue, Understanding and Cooperation for Peace”, the main element of 
which was the proclamation of the International Decade for the Rapprochement of Cultures for the period of 2013-
2022 years.  

On 17 December 2007 the UN General Assembly declared 2010 the International Year for the Rapprochement 
of Cultures, and recommended the UN member states to organize the relevant events on interreligious and intercul-
tural dialogue, understanding and cooperation for peace, including high-level dialogue and /or informal interactive 
hearings with civil society. The UN General Assembly invited UNESCO to “play a prominent role in the prepara-
tions for the International Year”, based on its rich 60-year experience in promoting “mutual knowledge and under-
standing among nations and peoples”. 

The main goal of the International Year (2010) was: to demonstrate the benefits of cultural diversity through 
the recognition of the importance of the process of constant interpenetration and exchange between cultures, as well 
as the relations established since the beginning of civilization. This involves the integration of principles of intercul-
tural dialogue and understanding, in line with the general political activities with special emphasis on education, 
science, culture and communication in order to correct the distortion of cultural beliefs, and values as well as elimi-
nate stereotypes. 

The International Year for Rapprochement of Cultures was a success for promoting a dialogue and exchanges 
between peoples and creating an international environment conducive to harmonious coexistence and cooperation 
between peoples and nations of the world. 

The International Year for Rapprochement of Cultures was the culmination of the International Decade for a 
Culture of Peace and Non-Violence for Children of the World (2001- 2010) and the starting point for the implemen-
tation of the new strategy of rooting in the minds of mankind the universal awareness of the need for “rapproche-
ment of cultures” and a culture of peace for international understanding.  

The history of humanity’sdevelopment is the history of formation of a dialogue between cultures. The problem 
of understanding of interpersonal communication is of particular importance. Although national cultures do not like 
each other, there are reasons that determine the possibility of a dialogue. Especially nowadays, when the confronta-
tion between Christianity and Islam leads to confusion, aggravation of relations not only in domestic issues but also 
at the political level. And all this is due to ignorance, not enough understanding of the basics of these two world 
religions and cultures. The international workshop of representatives of the CIS member states, organized by Mos-
cow State Linguistic University in June 2013 in Moscow, was dedicated tothe problems of development of spiritual 
education, At this international workshop were discussed the urgent issues of establishing a closer relationship for 
the development of the system of training specialists in the history and culture of traditional religions, increasing the 
level and quality of religious education at the universities ofthe CIS member states. 

Globalization increasingly fosters intercultural contacts: this is manifested in the spread of common values, 
norms, standards, ideals, some of which are universal. Through the exchange of cultural experience, innovations 
penetrate from one culture to another. For any society cultural contacts have both positive and negative effects. On 
the one hand, they contribute to the mutual enrichment of cultures, on the other – intense and poorly controlled bor-
rowings increase a potential risk of the loss of cultural identity. “... In a globalized culture practically there are no 
boundaries for the distribution of mutual influence of different ideas, doctrines, beliefs, and so on”. 

There is a fertile soil for the education of the young in the spirit of tolerance and culture of peace in RTSU 
(Russian-Tajik (Slavonic) University). Intercultural dialogue is the basis of the modern world. A textbook “Kaleido-
scope of Cultures” was developed and published;it was approved by UNESCO and recommended for use in the 
educational process of Member States. Problems of intercultural dialogue (course “Intercultural Dialogue”), culture 
and religion, humanism, concepts and skills of tolerance, a culture of peace are explained to students in the learning 
process, and during meetings, round tables, conferences. In a special course on “Culture and religion”, delivered at 
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the department of “Cultural Studies”, the students of the Department of History and International Relations are 
taught that religion divides and at the same time unites people.  

The need for intercultural and interreligious dialogue is dictated by the processes that are taking place in the 
modern world. In today's world we see the rise of extremism and, unfortunately, this takes place with the use of reli-
gious slogans. Philosophy of terroristspenetrates deeply into our society;it is becoming popular especially among 
young people. The correct explanation of events is one of the main tasks of teachers.  

The proclamation of the International Decade for the Rapprochement of Cultures aims to ensure harmonious 
interaction between cultures and peoples in order to spread the ideas of peace and non-violence, promote inter-
religious dialogue andtolerance, protect cultural diversity. It is crucial to tolerancepromote collaboration among na-
tions through education, science and culture in order to develop respect for justice, rule of law,human rights and 
fundamental freedoms for all peoples of the world, despite race, sex, language or religion is enshrined in the Consti-
tution of UNESCO as the best guarantee for preserving peace worldwide.  

Today the world facesvarious challenges of globalization, a need for joint action to promote mutual understand-
ing and tolerance and to lay the foundation for the spread of universal values. The proclamation of the International 
Decade for the Rapprochement of Cultures can be a logical continuation of the international community's efforts to 
expand the global dialogue in the process of peace-building and implementation of UNESCO's strategy “New hu-
manism in the XXI century”. 

The proclamation by the General Assembly of the United Nations International Decade for the Rapprochement 
of Cultures was one moreconfirmation of the importance of promotion and implementation of intercultural and in-
terreligious dialogue not only at the global but also at all levels. 
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manana javaxiSvili 

saganmanaTleblo politika adreuli Sua saukuneebis evropaSi 

 (Svidi Tavisufali xelovnebis magaliTze) 

gviani antikuroba da adreuli Sua saukuneebis periodi evropaSi saganmanaTleblo 
sistemis desekularizaciiT xasiaTdeba. es bunebrivicaa, evropa axlad gaqristianebu-
lia, qristianul eklesias esaWiroeba qristianul moZRvrebaSi ganswavluli sasuliero 
pirebi, romlebic ara marto sakuTar mrevls moemsaxurebian, aramed warmarTi mosaxle-
obis moqcevaSic, misionerul moRvaweobaSi Caebmebian. am TvalsazrisiT gansakuTrebu-
li mniSvneloba eniWeba ganaTlebis politikas. manamde arsebuli saero codna religiu-
ri, qristianuli ganaTlebis samsaxurSi dgeba, ganaTlebis sistemas sasuliero pirebi 
akontroleben.  skolebi monastrebTan da saepiskoposo kaTedrebTan yalibdeba. am sko-
lebis mTavari mizania iseTi sasuliero pirebis momzadeba, romlebic SeZleben bibliis 
kiTxvasa da gagebas, Sesabamisad, RvTis sityvis qadagebas.  

imavdroulad, adreSuasaukuneebis evropis skola ganaTlebis antikuri sistemis 
gavlenas ganicdis. antikurobis didaqtikuri meTodebi, saswavlo kurikulumis organi-
zaciis principi da saxelmZRvaneloTa SerCevis wesi Sua saukuneebis saganmanaTleblo 
sistemam swored antikurobidan isesxa. Tumca, aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom qristianuli ev-
ropis saganmanaTleblo sistemam antikurobidan mxolod saskolo procesis organiza-
ciuli mxare daitova, xolo Sinaarsi qristianuli Cado. 

Sua saukuneebis evropis saskolo saganmanaTleblo politikis zemoT aRniSnuli 
tendencia ZiriTad saswavlo disciplinebis ciklze, Svid Tavisufal xelovnebaze aisa-
xa. amitomac sainteresod gveCveneba mocemul periodSi (adreqristianul xanaSi) swored 

am saswavlo kurikulumis ganviTareba ganvixiloT, ramdenadac is, Cveni azriT, axali-
qristianuli politikis gamtarebelia.  

rogorc aRvniSneT, Sua saukuneebis saskolo kurikulumis organizaciuli principi 
Svid Tavisufal xelovnebas efuZneba, romelic, Tavis mxriv, or nawilad iyofa: triviu-

mad (trivium) da kvadriviumad (quadrivium). triviumSi Sedis: gramatika, ritorika, dialeq-
tika; xolo kvadriviumSi: ariTmetika, geometria, musika da astronomia.  

antikurobidan moyolebuli, Svidi Tavisufali xelovnebis disciplinebis Sinaarsi 
da meTodebi mudmiv evolucias ganicdida. Tavdapirvelad platonma saganmanaTleblo 
disciplinebi or jgufad dayo: umdables (Sedgeboda tanvarjiSisgan, musikaluri var-
jiSebisa dawera — kiTxvis swavlebisagan) da umaRles (Sedgeboda ariTmetikis, geometriis, 

musikis Teoriisa da astronomiis swavlebisagan). romaeli mwerali varoni (Zv.w. 116-27) 
elinisturi skolis programis Sesaxeb werda da masSi Svidive disciplina hqonda Setani-

li, oRond maT medicina da arqiteqturac daumata (Тимофеев 2003: 461). romis imperiis 
gviani periodis pedagogebs ar hqondaT erTiani xedva Tavisufali xelovnebis koncef-
ciasTan dakavSirebiT. xan erT, xan ki meore sagans gamotovebdnen xolme disciplinaTa 
CamonaTvalSi.  

mxolod IV saukunis bolos berZnuli skolebis kanoni ufro metad fiqsirebuli gaxda. 
am mxriv gamoirCeva cnobili laTini avtori marcia nekapela (V saukunis I naxevari), ro-
melmac specialuri traqtati miuZRvna Svid Tavisufal xelovnebas — `filologiis mer-
kurisTan qorwinebis Sesaxeb~ (V s-is I naxevari). es Txzuleba warmoadgens merkurisa da 
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filologiis qorwinebis sakmaod mSral alegoriul aRweras, sadac filologiis Svidive 
megobari — gramatika, ritorika, dialeqtika, geometria, ariTmetika, astronomia da har-

monia – sakuTar funqciebs aRwers. swored am periodSi qristianuli kulturis warmo-
madgenlebi acnobiereben am saswavlo kursis gansakuTrebul saWiroebas da iwyeben Svid 

Tavisufal xelovnebaze weras (Шишков 2003:12-19). 
erTi iyo Teoriuli naSromebi Svidi Tavisufali xelovnebis Sesaxeb, xolo sxvagvari 

— praqtika. V saukunis dasavleTevropul skolebSi saswavlo disciplinebi periodulad 
icvleboda. galiaSi samonastro cxovrebis fuZemdeblis — ioane kasianis (360-435) mier 
daarsebul samonastro skolaSi mxolod gramatika da ariTmetika iswavleboda. es ga-
dawyvetileba damfuZneblis mTavar mizans emsaxureboda, momavali berebis momzadebas. 
neofits unda scodnoda kiTxva bibliis gasacnobad; wera, raTa gadaewera wignebi da 
Tvla, raTa saeklesio dResaswaulebis TariRebi gamoeTvala. gramatikuli wesebisa da 
kiTxvis swavleba eyrdnoboda wminda werilis teqstebis da laTini saeklesio avtorebis 
Txzulebebs, ramdenadac antikuri avtorebis kiTxva ikrZaleboda qristianul moral-

Tan Seusabamobis gamo (Lemoine 2002: 94-96). 
dasavlur qristianul kulturaSi antikuri ciklis yvela disciplinis miRebaSi di-

di roli iTamaSa netarma avgustinem (354-430), romelic amis Sesaxeb werda traqtatebSi 
`wesrigis Sesaxeb~ da `qristianul swavlebaze~. misi azriT, Svidi Tavisufali xelovneba 
adamians amzadebda WeSmaritebis SemecnebisaTvis. netarma avgustinem didi yuradReba 
gaamaxvila swavlis, mecnierebis mniSvnelobaze. mas surda Svidi Tavisufali xelovnebis 
swavlebis praqtikuli gamoyeneba bibliis kiTxva-komentarebis gansaviTareblad, ramde-
nadac simbolur egzegezas didi adgili ekava mis SemoqmedebaSi. amitom igi saswavlo 
disciplinebidan gamoarCevda maTematikasa da logikas, rogorc aucilebel Zalas ere-

sebTan brZolaSi (Тимофеев 2003: 462).  
7 Tavisufali xelovnebis gagebis namdvil kanonmdeblad iqcnen boeciusi (480-524) da 

kasiodori (487-578). maTi Sromebi sabaziso iyo evropis yvela skolisaTvis Sua saukune-

ebSi. boeciusma gayo 7 Tavisufali xelovneba triviumad dakvadriviumad (termini kvad-
riviumi pirvelad swored man ixmara). boeciusma gansazRvra pedagogiuri gamocdilebis 
axali sistema. igi maTematikas ganixilavda mosamzadebel etapad ufro maRali miznis —
filosofiis Sesaswavlad. kasiodorma gaaerTiana sasuliero da saero ganaTleba axal-
qristianul tradiciaSi. Tavis naSromSi `damoZRvrebi mecnierebebSi~ igi pirvelad xma-
robs termins Svidi Tavisufali xelovneba. kasiodori ganixilavs yvela disciplinas 
cal-calke erTiani sistemiT: analizs ukeTebs maT warmoSobas, uTiTebs im mecnierebsa 
da maT naSromebs, romlebic am discipliniT iyvnen dakavebulni da sazRvravs discipli-
nis sxvadasxva mimarTulebas, qveganyofilebas. kasiodori pirvelad axsnas aZlevs cifr 
7-s, rac bibliur egzegezas ukavSirdeba: Svidi sagani maradiuli da urTierTdakavSire-

bulia ise, rogorc kviris 7 dRe, bibliaSi 7 maradiuli da ucvlelia (Svidjeradi locva 

uflisadmi da a.S.). TavisTavad am disciplinebis Seswavlas, misi azriT, RvTis Semecne-

bamde mivyavarT (Тимофеев 2003:463). 
msgavsi magaliTi SegviZlia moviyvanoT IX saukunis germaneli RvTismetyvelis — ra-

ban mavris Txzulebidan, sadac igi ricxvebis mniSvnelovnebze mogviTxrobs. misi azriT, 
is, vinc ricxvebs mniSvnelobas ar aniWebs, ver SeZlebs axsnas, magaliTad, 40 dRis mniS-
vneloba. 40 aris 4-jer 10. 4 dakavSirebulia drosTan: weliwadis 4 dro, dRis 4 nawili: 
dila, SuadRe, saRamo da Rame. xolo ricxv 10-Si aris moazrebuli 3-isa da 7-is simboli-
ka: 3 aris wminda sameba. 7 ki iyofa 3-ad da 4-ad. 3 mianiSnebs sulze, romelsac 3 elementi 
gaaCnia: goneba, neba da grZnoba; 7 — sxeulze, romelSic 4 elementia: haeri, wyali, miwa da 
cecxli. amrigad, ricxv 40-Si aris miniSneba RmerTze, adamianis sxeulze da sulze da, 
bolos, droze. rabani Semdeg daskvnas akeTebs, — adamiani droSi cxovrobs, magram mara-
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disobaze unda ifiqros. amisaTvis ki xorci un-
da daTrgunos, rac 40-dRiani marxviT miiRweva. 
ricxvebis qristianuli simbolizmiT axsnis ma-
galiTebi uxvadaa adreqristianul literatu-

raSi (Иванов 1902:106). 
netari avgustines msgavsad, kasiodori 

Tvlis, rom 7 Tavisufal xelovnebas bibliis 
Semecnebisken mivyavarT, rac gansazRvravs mis 
praqtikul Sedegs.  

mogvianebiT, VIII-IX saukuneebSi, rodesac 
saubaria e.w. karolingur renesansze, romelic 
xasiaTdeba arsebiTi cvlilebebiT saskolo ga-
naTlebaSi,1 aqac ikveTeba swavlebis umTavre-
siq ristianuli mizani —moswavlis saRvToweri-
lisa da qristianuli teqstebis kiTxvisaTvis 
momzadeba. am periodSi samagaliTo skolad iT-
vleboda iorkis skola inglisSi, romelSic 
cnobili edagogi alkuini (735-804) aswavlida. 
aq 7 Tavisufali xelovnebis disciplinebs ema-
teboda iurisprudencia, medicina da poezia. 

alkuinis azriT, saswavlo sagnebi or nawilad SeiZleboda gayofiliyo: saRvTismetyve-
lo da filosofiur disciplinebad. misgan gansxvavebiT, rabanmavri traqtatSi „kleri-

kalebis aRzrdaze“ saswavlo sagnebs RvTiur da adamianur nawilebad hyofda (Riché, Ver-
ger 2006: 31-55).  

alkuini tradiciulad udgeboda 7 Tavisufali xelovnebis arss: es disciplinebi da-
moukideblad ki ar iyo Rirebuli, aramed mniSvnelovani iyo umTavresi miznis misaRwe-
vad, bibliis dasaufleblad.  

alkuinma Seqmna gramatikis saxelmZRvanelo, romelSic mocemuli iyo gramatikis 26 
Semadgeneli, 8 metyvelebis nawili, xsnida orTografiis, metrikis wesebs da sxv. dialeq-
tikisa da ritorikis erToblioba, misi azriT, logikas qmnida. dialeqtikas alkuini fi-
losofiis nawilad miiCnevda. alkuinis saxelmZRvaneloebSi uxvad iyo mocemuli klasi-
kosi avtorebis teqstebi zepirad da saswavlad. kvadriviumis sagnebidan, alkuinisaz-
riT, ariTmetika imdenad iyo mniSvnelovani, ramdenadac wminda werilis garkveuli adgi-
lebis axsnas emsaxureboda, bibliur teqstebSi mocemuli cifrebis mniSvnelobis gasage-
bad. astronomiis azri imaSi mdgomareobda, rom misi saSualebiT adamiani ufals samya-
ros silamazisa da wesrigis saSualebiT Seimecnebda, aseve saeklesio dResaswaulebs ga-
moiTvlida. am kursSi Seiswavlidnen mzis, mTvaris, planetebis moZraobas, zodiaqos niS-
nebs da sxv. praqtikuli dakvirvebebi SenobaTa saxuravebze mimdinareobda. karlos di-
dis gansakuTrebuli interesis gamo, karolingur epoqaSi musikas, vokals didi mniSvne-

loba eniWeboda (Тимофеев 2003:464).  
imisaTvis, rom ukeT warmovidginoT Sua saukuneebis drois saswavlo procesi, sai-

lustraciod alkuinisa da misi moswavlis — karlos didis vaJis, pipinis gasaubrebis 
(kiTxva-pasuxis meTodiT) nawyvets gTavazobT: 

„pipini: ra aris aso? 
alkuini: istoriis mcveli 

                                                            
1 794 wlis kapitularis Tanaxmad, 7 Tavisufali xelovnebis swavleba SesaZlebeli gaxda ara mxo-

lod laTinur, aramed mSobliur enebzec. 

filosofia da 7 Tavisufali xelovneba
miniatura herad landsbergeris  
wignidan  “Hortus Deliciarum” (1180) 
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pipini: ra aris sityva? 
alkuini: sulis gamyidveli 
pipini: sityvas vin badebs? 
alkuini: ena 
pipini: ra aris ena?  
alkuini: haeris maxvili 
pipini: haeri ra aris? 
alkuini: sicocxlis mcveli 
pipini: ra aris sicocxle? 
alkuini: bednierTaTvis sixaruli, ubedurTaTvis dardi, sikvdilis molodini 
pipini: ra aris sikvdili? 
alkuini: gardauvali dasasruli, ucnobi gza, cocxalTaTvis godeba, anderZis Ses-

ruleba, adamianis mtacebeli 
pipini: ra aris adamiani? 

alkuini: sikvdilis mona, gamvleli mgzavri, stumari saxlSi~. (Антология 1994: 307-310). 

Svidi Tavisufali xelovnebis Sinaarsis evoluciis Seswavla gvaZlevs imis safuZ-
vels, rom vimsjeloT adreuli Sua saukuneebis saganmanaTleblo politikis religiur 
xasiaTze da is ganvixiloT rogorc desekularizaciis mcdeloba. statiaSi gvindoda 
gveCvenebina, Tu rogor tvirTaven qristianuli SinaarsiTa da simbolikiT adreqristia-
nuli xanis avtorebi saswavlo process.  
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MANANA JAVAKHISVHILI  

EDUCATIONAL POLICY IN EUROPE IN THE EARLY MIDDLE AGES  
(Using the Example of Seven Liberal Arts) 

Summary 

The late Antique Period and early Middle Ages witnessed desecularisation of the educational system in Europe. 
This was natural due to the fact that Europe had just accepted Christianity and the Christian Church needed scholars 
of Christian teachings who would serve their congregation and convert the pagans to Christianity as well as take on 
the burden of missionary work. From this point of view, educational policy acquired major importance and the 
accumulated knowledge was employed to enhance religious and Christian education. Clerical figures controlled 
their educational system and schools were formed at convents as well at episcopal cathedrals. The main goal of such 
schools was to prepare clerical people able to read and understand the Bible and to preach God's wisdom. 

At the same time, the European school of education was influenced by the system of education in the ancient 
period. Didactic methods of ancient times and principles of organisation of curriculum and textbook selection were 
borrowed from the ancient world. However, it should also be mentioned that although the European educational 
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system borrowed the organisational processes from the schools of the ancient period, the content of the currriculum 
was clearly Christian.  

The aforementioned tendency in European school educational policy mainly concentrated on core subjects – the 
seven liberal arts. Therefore, it seems extremely interesting to discuss the development of this learning curriculum in 
the early Christian period, especially as we firmly believe it was employed to enhance new Christian politics.  

As mentioned above, the organisational principle of the educational system in the Middle Ages relied on the 
seven liberal arts, which, in turn, were divided into two parts: trivium and quadrivium. Trivium comprises Grammar, 
Rhetoric, Dialectic; whereas quadrivium includes Mathematics, Music and Astronomy.  

Since the ancient period, the content and methods employed by the seven liberal arts evolved continously. 
Teachers in the period of the later Roman Empire did not hold a uniform vision of the seven liberal arts and they 
would omit some disciplines from those on the list. Only at the end of the 4th century did the the law of Greek 
schools become more stable. From this point of view, a prominent Latin author Martianus Kapella (first half of the 
5th c.) dedicated a special treatise ''On the Marriage of Philology and Mercury"to the liberal arts. This is a dry, 
allegorical description of the marriage of Mercury and Philology in which 7 friends of Philology (Grammar, 
Rhetoric, Dialectic, Geometry, Arithmetic, Astronomy and Harmony) describe the functions they perform. In the 
same period representatives of Christian culture realised a special importance of this course and also started writing 
about the seven liberal arts. 

However, theoretical works about the seven liberal arts differed from actual practice. In Western European 
schools of the 5th century the list of subjects in the curriculum changed periodically. For instance, only Grammar 
and Arithmetic were taught in the school founded by John Casian (360-435) in Gaul. This choice was in accord with 
the main goal of the founder – to prepare future monks. A neophyte had to have good reading skills to get 
acquainted with the Bible. He should also be good at copying books and counting in order to calculate the dates of 
religious holidays.  

The teaching of reading skills and grammar rules was based on the texts from the holy writings and the works 
of Latin clerical authors. However, it was forbidden to read authors of the ancient period as their works were 
incompatible with the Christian ethic. 

St. Augustine (354-430) played a great role in the introduction of all the disciplines of the ancient world into 
Western European Christianity. He wrote about this issue in his treatise "On Christian doctrine" and ''On the order". 
According to him, the seven liberal arts prepared people for the perception of truth. St.Augustine wanted to employ 
the teachingsof these disciplines in practice in order to facilitate the developmentof reading andconversational skills 
on the Bible due to the factthat symbolic exegesis occupieda great place in his works. He considered Mathematics 
and Logic as inevitable means against heresy. Boethius (480-524) and Cassiodorus (487-578) made a great 
contribution to the understanding and enhancement of the seven liberal arts. Boethius divided them into trivium and 
quadrivium (he was the first to use these terms). Cassiodorus discussed all the disciplines based on one system: he 
explored and analysed their etymology, referred to the scholars working on them as well as to their works and 
defined various directions for their development. Cassiodorus explains the use of the figure 7, which is associated 
with the Biblical exegesis: seven subjects are eternal and interrelated like 7 days of the week. According to the Bi-
ble, 7 is eternal and unchanged (for instance, praying seven times a day). Learning these disciplines, according to 
Cassiodorus, leads to the perception of God. Like St. Augustine, Cassiodorus also considers that the seven liberal 
arts facilitate the perception of the Bible, which determines the achievement of practical results.  

Later, in the 8th-9th centuries, the so called Carolingian Renaissance, characterised by substantial changes 
regarding the education at a school level, also revealed the ultimate Christian aim of learning, which is preparation 
of a pupil for reading Christian texts and God’s teachings.   

In that period the school in York, England, where a prominent teacher Alcuin (735-804) taught, was considered 
to be exemplary. Alcuin approached the seven liberal arts in a traditional way and stated that the disciplines were 
valuable only if employed as tools to reach their main goal – to master the Bible and not when used seperately.  

Thus, the study of the evolution of the contents of the seven liberal arts enables us to discuss the Christian 
character of the educational policy of the early Middle Ages and consider it as an attempt at desecularisation. This 
article shows how the learning and teaching process was loaded with Christian character and symbols by the authors 
from the early Christian period. 
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revaz qoiava 

sabWoTa antisemitizmis formireba stalinis 

mmarTvelobis periodSi 

Sesavali 

Cemi kvleva exeba antisemitizms sabWoTa kavSirSi, kerZod ki stalinis mmarTvelobis 
periodSi. sabWoTa antisemitizmma dawyebis dRidan miipyro mkvlevarTa yuradReba da 
igi aqtualurobas dResac ar kargavs. sabWoTa ideologia misi ganviTarebis etapebze 
mudmiv transformacias ganicdida da cdilobda mmarTveli Zalis politikur intere-
sebs morgeboda. igi aqtiurad iTvisebda sxva ideologiebidan aRebul principebsac, ris 
magaliTic aris sovetizmSi rusuli imperiuli nacionalizmis da nacizmis elementebis 
Sesvla. 

kvlevis mizania daamtkicos, rom sabWoTa antisemitizmi ar iyo calke arsebuli fe-
nomeni da igi rusul imperiul-mesianuri ideologiis Semadgenel nawils warmoadgenda, 
romelmac arseboba sabWoTa kavSiris daSlis Semdgomac gaagrZela; ideologiisa, ro-

melmac xelaxali aRorZineba 30-ian wlebSi, stalinis mmarTvelobis dros daiwyo. swo-
red am ideologiis Semadgeneli nawili iyo antisemituri politikac, romelmac apogeas 
stalinis mmarTvelobis ukanasknel wlebSi miaRwia. sabWoTa ideologia amperiodSi Ta-
visi arsiT mesianisturi gaxda da igi mesianisturi ideologiebisTvis damaxasiaTebel 
antisemitizmis mkveTrad gamoxatul niSnebs atarebda. mesianisturi ideologiebi mud-
miv moZraobaSi arian da reinkarnacias ganicdian. imavdroulad, yoveli maTgani Tavis 
dros doqtrinaluri antisemitizmis centrs warmoadgenda. 

meTodologia 

kvlevis dros gamoviyeneb procesis miyolis meTods (Process Tracing). igi miznad isa-
xavs im faqtorebis da winapirobebis Seswavlas, romlebic politikur gadawyvetilebebs 

da movlenebs uZRvis win. aRniSnuli meTodi politikur mecnierebebSi SedarebiT axalia 
da igi or aTeul wels moiTvlis. meTodis damamkvidreblebad aleqsandr jorji da en-
driu beneti iTvlebian. procesis miyola garkveuli movlenebis gamomwvevi mizezebis 
Seswavlisa da rTuli gadawyvetilebebis miRebis gasaanalizeblad gamoiyeneba. es meTo-
di rTuli politikuri gadawyvetilebebis miRebis kvlevas uzrunvelyofs da aqcents im 

ZiriTad mizezebze akeTebs, romlebic saboloo suraTs qmnis. aRniSnuli meTodis meSve-
obiT hipoTezis Semowmeba gadawyvetilebis miRebamde mimdinare procesebis da maTi ga-
momwvevi mizezebis detaluri SeswavliT xdeba, anu mTavari mizania im ZiriTadi xazis da-
dgena, ramac mniSvnelovani politikuri gadawyvetilebebis miReba gamoiwvia. jorji da 
beneti procesis miyolis meTodiT kvlevis dros mkvlevrebs urCeven istoriuli da sa-
arqivo dokumentebi, interviuebis Canawerebi da sxva wyaroebi Seiswavlon, romlebic 

sakvlev Temas exeba (Tansey 2007: 14).  
aRniSnuli meTodis farglebSi Seviswavle stalinis periodSi da mis Semdgom sabWoTa 

antisemitizmis formirebaze Seqmnili literatura da samecniero statiebi, aseve gavecani 
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im periodSi gadawyvetilebis miRebis procesSi CarTuli pirebis mier gakeTebul gancxa-

debebs, werilebs da interviuebs. im mizniT, rom Cem mier mopovebuli informacia srul-

yofili da miukerZoebeli yofiliyo, sxvadasxva avtoris da politikuri figurebis ar-

gumentebs gavecani, ramac Cems sakvlev sferoze sruli suraTi Semiqmna.  
kvlevis dizainidan arCevani konkretuli SemTxvevebis dizainze gavakeTe. Cemi miza-

nia Seviswavlo antisemituri kampania sabWoTa epoqis konkretul monakveTSi da misi gav-

lena rogorc ssrk-is sagareo da saSinao politikaze, aseve mis Semdgom msoflioSi for-

mirebul ideologiebze. vTvli, rom konkretuli SemTxvevebis dizaini saSualebas mom-

cems, aRniSnuli sakiTxi safuZvlianad ganvixilo, swori daskvnebi gavakeTo da Cem mier 

dasmul sakvlev kiTxvas pasuxi gavce. 

sabWoTa antisemitizmis formireba 30-ian wlebSi 

30-iani wlebis dasawyisSi berlinSi sabWoTa disident sergei dmitrievskis ori wigni 
gamoCnda, romelTac rusuli emigraciis yuradReba miipyres. antisemiti avtori stali-
nuri fraqciis gamarjvebas Sidapartiul mowinaaRmdegeebze rusuli patriotebis ebra-
ul gavlenaze gamarjvebad aRiqvamda. igi sabWoTa kavSirSi nacionaluri motivebis aR-
zevebas eloda, romelTac, misi azriT, ebrauli warmoSobis komunistebi ewinaaRmdege-
bodnen. emigraciis nacionalisturad ganwyobili wreebi, dmitrievskis msgavsad, Tavis 
imedebs stalinis gamarjvebaze amyarebdnen. miuxedavad amisa, tabu revoluciamdel an-
tisemitizmze ar moxsnila. 

es garemoeba dakavSirebulia bolSevizmis unarTan, orsaxa ianusis msgavsad, Tavis 
safuZvelSi cvlilebiT, imavdroulad sakuTari Tavis erTguli darCeniliyo. oqtom-
bris revoluciidan dawyebuli, bolSevikebi gasaocar taqtikur sirbiles avlendnen. 
isini mzad iyvnen yoveldRiurad sakuTari ideologia realobisTvis moergoT.  

doqtrinasa da pragmatizms Soris dapirispirebis garda, bolSevizmi sxva ambivalen-
turobasac Seicavda, rac mis analizs arTulebs. miuxedavad imisa, rom bolSevikebma Ta-
visi sisastikiT uprecedento teroristuli reJimi Seqmnes, isini mainc sustebis da Cag-
rulebis damcvelebad, socialuri da nacionaluri TanasworobisTvis mebrZolebad 
aRiqmebodnen.  

`mesame raixis~ winsvlidan gamomdinare, sabWoTa kavSiri bevri antifaSistisTvis bo-
lo imedad rCeboda, maT Soris ebraelTa wreebisTvis, romlebic stalinis mier gamocxa-
debul oms antisemitizmis winaaRmdeg simarTled aRiqvamdnen. stalinis komunisti mowi-
naaRmdegeebi da, pirvel rigSi, lev trocki, ambobda, rom stalini ebraelTa kartTan er-
Tad antisemitur kartsac aTamaSebda. es azri trockim 1937 wels niu iorkis ebraul ga-

zeT `forverTsisTvis~ micemul interviuSi gamoTqva (Trotzki 1988: 1040). trockis mosaz-
rebebma ebraul wreebSi aRSfoTeba gamoiwvia, isini ciliswamebad iqna aRqmuli da male-
ve daviwyebas mieca. 

saxalxo frontis warumateblobam safrangeTsa da espaneTSi da dasavluri saxel-
mwifoebis mier CexoslovakeTis gayidvam stalins gadaawyvetina Zlierebis mxare daeWi-

ra. es Zala ki maSin nacional-socializmi iyo. 
moskovis propagandistuli leqsikoni 1939 wlis gazafxulidan Zireulad Seicvala. 

iSviaTad ismoda im klasebisa da erebis mimarT solidaroba, romlebic Tavisuflebisa 
da TanasworobisTvis ibrZodnen. ufro xSirad saubrobdnen geopolitikur kanonebze, 
romelTac sabWoTa kavSiri unda morgeboda (Mullyniemi 1979: 219). germanul-sabWoTa me-
gobrobis dros sabWoTa masobrivi saSualebebi dumdnen nacistebis mier ebraelTa dev-
nazec. prodasavluri sagareo saqmeTa saxalxo komisari litvinovi, romlis ebrauli wa-
rmoSobac barieri iyo germanul-sabWoTa urTierTobebSi, molotovma Caanacvla. mas ko-
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misariatis ebraelebisgan gawmenda daevala. miuxedavad amisa, stalinis uaxloes wreSi 
jer kidev mravalricxovnad iyvnen warmodgenili ebrauli warmoSobis funqcionerebi.  

sxvagvarad iyo saqme ubralo adamianebisTvis. 1939-1940 wlebSi SemoerTebul teri-
toriebze mcxovrebi ebraelebi iyvnen ucxo sxeulebi, kunZulebi sovietizibul zRvaSi. 
maT religiuri, kulturuli da socialuri dawesebulebebi SenarCunebuli hqondaT. 
sabWoTa ebraelobisTvis maTTan Sexvedra sakuTar warsulSi mogzaurobis msgavsi iyo. 

Tumca am gadaxras sabWoTa normidan SeuZlebeli iyo didxans earseba. stalinis te-
roris organoebma male daiwyes yvela avtonomiuri ebrauli organos winaaRmdeg msvle-
loba, raTa rac SeiZleba male aRmoefxvraT `ucxos xeuli~ did unificirebul saxelmwi-
foSi. SemoerTebuli teritoriebis ebrauli mosaxleobis masobrivma deportaciebma da 
dakavebebma 1939-1940 wlebSi maTi damoukidebeli cxovrebis nel-nela gaqroba gamoiwvia 
(Gilboa 1971: 14-19). am viTarebaSi moxda sabWoTa kavSirze hitleris Tavdasxma. stalinis 
xelisuflebam kvlav daiwyo sakuTari fsevdodemokratiuli ritorikis gamoyeneba. sta-
linis sabWoTa kavSiri axla dasavleTis demokratiebiT `iburavda Tavs~ da civilizebu-
li erebis jgufSi erTiandeboda. hitleris ssrk-ze Tavdasxmis dRes uinston CerCilma 
ganacxada: `is, vinc nacizmis winaaRmdeg ibrZvis, Cvens mxardaWeras miiRebs... amitomac 
ruseTisken mimarTuli safrTxe aris safrTxe CvenTvis da aSS-isTvis da TiToeuli ru-
sis brZola sakuTari saxlisTvis aris msoflios yvela Tavisufali adamianis da eris 

brZola~ (Churchill 1951: 443). 

sabWoTa antisemitizmi meore msoflio omis dros 

istoriis ironiiT, Tavisufali saxelmwifoebis da mcire erebis avtonomiuri ufle-
bebis erT-erTi yvelaze didi mowinaaRmdegec Tavisinebis sawinaaRmdegod dasavluri 
demokratiebis da evropeli ebraelobis gadamrCenelad gadaiqca. Tavis mxriv, kremlis 
xelmZRvanelobam ara mxolod fsevdodemokratiuli, aramed filosemituri ritorikis 

gamoyeneba daiwyo. 1941 wlis 24 agvistos reJimma sabWoTa ebraelobis warmomadgenlebs 
moskovSi mitingis gamarTvis ufleba misca, romelic radioTic gadaicemoda. Sekreba 
msoflios yvela ebraels mouwodebda, mxari daeWira sabWoTa kavSirisTvis am brZolaSi. 

swored am periodSi daibada ebraelTa antifaSisturi komitetis Seqmnis idea (Костыр-
ченко 1994: 23). ideis avtorebi iyvnen viqtor alteri da henrix erlixi. isini 1939 wlis se-
qtemberSi poloneTSi sabWoTa kavSiris SeWris Semdeg daakaves da sikvdiliT dasja miu-

sajes, Tumca 1941 wlis 12-13 seqtembers gaaTavisufles. politikuri patimrebidan isini 
sabWoTa funqcionerTaTvis partniorebad gadaiqcnen. molaparakebebs am or pirovnebas-

Tan Sinagan saqmeTa saxalxo komisari lavrenti beria awarmoebda (Костырченко 1994: 27-29).  
Tumca 1941 wlis 3 dekembers es ori pirovneba isev daakaves. stalinis saxelmwifom, 

romelic fsevdodemokratiul gancxadebebs akeTebda, kvlav gamoaCina Tavisi namdvili 

saxe. argumentebi, riTac orive polonel-ebraeli socialistis dakaveba aixsna, 1936-
1938 wlebSi arsebuli saCvenebeli procesebis argumentebis msgavsi iyo. alteri da er-
lixi `mesame raixis~ sasargeblod jaSuSobaSi daadanaSaules. am Tematikis specialisti 
genadi kostirCenki Tvlis, rom erlixi da alteri mzad iyvnen, miznis misaRwevad eTanam-
SromlaT stalinTan, Tumca sakuTar identobaze uaris Tqmas ar apirebdnen. social-de-
mokratiul SexedulebebTan erTad, erlixs da alters xeli polonurma warmomavlobam 
SeuSala. polonuri elita sabWoTa xelisuflebas did safrTxed miaCnda da mis winaaR-
mdeg aqtiurad ibrZoda.  

orive lideris dakavebidan Tormeti dRis Semdeg komitetis xelmZRvaneloba mos-
kovSi ebraelTa saxelmwifo Teatris xelmZRvanels, ssrk-is saxalxo artist solomon 
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mixoelss SesTavazes (Костырченко 1994: 56). stalinis gegmiT, aRniSnuli komitetisTvis 
swored `xelqveiT~ ebraels da ara daumorCilebel polonelebs unda exelmZRvanelaT. 
mixoelsis daniSvnasTan erTad, antifaSisturi komitetis miznebi daisaxa, romelic 1943 
wlis TebervalSi generalurma mdivanma epSteinma gaaxmovana: `ebrauli antifaSisturi 
komitetis ZiriTadi saqmianoba iyo da aris ebraelTa masebis mobilizacia msoflioSi 

faSizmTan sabrZolvelad~ (Костырченко 1994: 73).  
Tumca komitetis saqmianobis mxolod sagareo politikuri mimarTuleba mis mraval 

wevrs ar akmayofilebda. isini komitetis am mimarTulebas `minimalisturad~ miiCnev-
dnen. gansakuTrebiT mZafrad aRniSnul minimalistur politikas mwerali erenburgi ak-
ritikebda. erenburgi Tvlida, rom „komitetis mTavari saqmianoba unda yofiliyo anti-

semitizmTan brZola Cvens qveyanaSi~ (Костырченко 1994: 78).  
ratom gamoavlina zustad meore msoflio omis dawyebis Semdeg antisemitizmma aqti-

urad Tavi sabWoTa kavSirSi? bevri avtori ebraelTa mimarT mtruli ganwyobilebis 
zrdas mosaxleobis nacisturi propagandiT `daavadebiT~ xsnis: 70 milionze meti sabWo-
Ta moqalaqe germanelebis mier okupirebul teritoriaze moxvda. Tumca SeiZleba ebrae-

lebisadmi es mtroba im `stiqiuri destalinizaciis~ Sedegic iyo, romelsac omis sawyis 
etapze hqonda adgili (Гефтер 1991: 418). 

mosaxleobaSi aqtiurad vrceldeboda azri, TiTqos ebraelebi frontis xazidan 
`imalebodnen~. rom dapirispireboda msgavs Worebs, antifaSisturma komitetma eren-
burgis xelmZRvanelobiT gamosacemad moamzada `wiTeli wigni~, romelsac unda aRewera 
ebraelTa wvlili meore msoflio omSi (Костырченко 1994: 72).  

mxolod Tezisi `ebraelTa mSiSrobis~ Sesaxeb ar iwvevda sabWoTa ebraelebis gaRizi-
anebas. ukmayofilebas isini sabWoTa presaSi nacistebis mier ebraelTa mkvlelobebis ga-
Suqebis Sesaxebac gamoxatavdnen. miuxedavad imisa, rom faSistTa simxeceebi sabWoTa 
kavSirSi oficialur presaSi detalurad aRiwereboda, iSviaTad iyo miTiTebuli ebra-
elTa tragediis gansakuTrebuli xasiaTi. ebraelTa tragediis damalvis tendenciis-
Tvis winaaRmdegobis gasawevad eak-ma holokostze dokumentebis Segroveba daiwyo. isini 
e.w. `Savi wignis~ safuZveli unda yofiliyo. am publikaciis idea did fizikos albert 
ainStains ekuTvnoda. wigns mxari antifaSisturma komitetma, kerZod ki erenburgma dau-

Wira. 1944 wlis gazafxulze mas `Savi wignis~ literaturuli gaformeba daevala (Косты-
рченко 1994: 85). 

paralelurad daiwyo `antisemitizmi zemodan~. ukve 1942 wlis zafxulSi ck-s propa-
gandis xelmZRvanelma giorgi aleqsandrovma Seadgina werili, sadac saubrobda `ebra-
elTa siWarbeze~ kulturis garkveul sferoebSi da rasobrivi principiT `masobrivi 
wmendis~ Catarebas moiTxovda. kosmopolitebis winaaRmdeg brZolis bazisi, romelic eq-
vsi wlis Semdeg daiwyo, aq Caiyara. ukve 1942 wels ebraelebs `nacionalur nihilistebs~ 
da `rusuli kulturuli Rirebulebebis damangrevlebs~ uwodebdnen. rusuli patrio-
tizmisken mowodeba, romelic stalins meore msoflio omSi gamarjvebaSi unda daxmare-

boda, 1942 wlidan dawyebuli, antisemitizmis elementebs Seicavda (Костырченко 1994: 80).  
daaxloebiT 1943 wlidan SeizRuda, xolo maleve saerTod Sewyda diplomatiur sam-

saxurSi ebraelTa miReba, sadac isini adre lingvisturi SesaZleblobebis gamo farTod 
iyvnen warmodgenili. analogiuri situacia iyo sagareo vaWrobis saxalxo komisariatSi 
da sxva politikur Tu samecniero dawesebulebebSi. iqac SemoiRes ebraelTa ricxvis 

`nominireba~, rac xSir SemTxvevebSi nuls utoldeboda (Шварц 1952: 211).  
rac ufro uimedo xdeboda sabWoTa ebraelebis yoveldRiuroba, miT ufro mimzidve-

li iyo maTTvis stalinis, rogorc `utyuari beladis da didi maswavleblis~ saxe. stali-
ni maTTvis ar iyo milionobiT Tanamemamulis mkvleli, 1939-1941 wlebSi hitleris mokav-
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Sire da sabWoTa SeiaraRebuli Zalebis omis sawyis etapze ganadgurebis mTavari Semoqme-
di. stalinis saxeli wiTeli armiis gamarjvebebs da sabWoTa ebraelebis nacisturi geg-

misgan — `ebraelTa sakiTxis saboloo gadawyvetisgan~ gadarCenas ukavSirdeboda (Косты-
рченко 1994: 102).  

eWvgareSea, rom bolSevizmi sabWoTa kavSir-germaniis omis dawyebis Semdeg sakuTari 

ideologiuri safuZvlebis ganaxlebis piras imyofeboda. ukve 30-ian wlebSi igi naciona-
luri rusuli tansacmliT Seimosa, Tumca internacionalizmis aqsesuarebic ar mouSo-
rebia: TviT komunisturi internacionalis arseboba reJims mis SenarCunebas aiZulebda. 
1943 wlis maisSi ki es dabrkoleba moixsna. kominterni daiSala. bolSevizmis rusifika-
cia axal fazaSi gadavida. bolSevikebis azriT, rusuli patriotizmi iyo is Zala, romel-

mac 1930 wlis reixstagis arCevnebis Semdeg daumarcxebeli nacizmi gaanadgura. stalin-
ma es wvlili daafasa. igi rus ers sul ufro da ufro emxroboda. mmarTveli bolSeviku-
ri elita, romelic adre mravalerovnulobiT gamoirCeoda, axla ufro da ufro rusi-
ficirdeboda. Sesabamisad, ukve omis dasasruls, sabWoTa kavSirSi daiwyo Camoyalibeba 
tendenciam, rom msoflio gadaarCina ara proletarulma Zalam, aramed rusulma ideam. 
yvelaze xSirad citirebul stalinis sadRegrZelos, sadac igi rus xalxs msoflios yve-

la xalxs Soris gamoarCevda, Tavisi preistoria hqonda (Сталин 1963: 203-204). 
bolSevizmis mzardi rusifikaciis miuxedavad, igi ambivalenturobas mainc ar kar-

gavda. misi internacionaluri komponenti kvlav ZalaSi iyo. bolSevizmi arasdros ax-
denda `rusul” ideasTan srul identifikacias. amitomac is antisemituri talRa, rome-

lic reJimma 1942-1943 wlebSi wamoiwyo, bevri mkvlevris yuradRebis miRma darCa. magali-

Tad, 1952 wels Svarci werda, rom 40-ian wlebSi sabWoTa kavSiri antisemitizms farulad 

itanda, Tumca mas ar aRvivebda. 1944-1945 wlebSi ebraelTa saxelmwifos yirimSi Camoya-

libebis Temac ki aqtiurad ganixileboda. situacia 1949 wlidan Seicvala (Шварц 1952: 
214-215).  

omis damTavrebisTanave sabWoTa xelisuflebam aRniSnul gegmaze uari ganacxada. 
Canda, rom antifaSisturi komitetis saqmianobac dasasruls uaxlovdeboda: `mesame re-
ixze~ gamarjvebis Semdeg misi propagandistuli misia amowuruli iyo. amitomac aravis 
gakvirvebia, rodesac omis dasrulebisTanave sabWoTa xelisuflebam komitetis daSla 
gadawyvita. 1945 wlis martSi lozovskim Serbakovs yvela antifaSisturi komitetis sas-
wrafod daSlis idea miawoda, radganac maT sakuTari saqme ukve gakeTebuli hqondaT. da-
iwyo eak-is mZafri kritika. imavdroulad, ck-s propagandis ganyofilebam akrZala Savi 
wignis gamocema, romelsac eak da misi xelmZRvaneli mixoelsi iTxovda. Savi wigni ebra-

elTa nacionalistur gamovlinebad iqna aRqmuli (Костырченко 1994: 111-112).  
rac ufro metad ixreboda sabWoTa xelisufleba rusi eris gandidebisken, miT ufro 

mkacrad reagirebda igi ssrk-is ararusi xalxebis `nacionalistur gamoxtomebze~. Ta-
visTavad, gamonakliss arc ebraelebi warmoadgendnen. ufrosi hegemoni eris yvela `um-
cros Zmas~ unda scodnoda, rom TiTqmis rusuli nacionalizmis SeuzRudavi propaganda 
SeTavsebadi iyo marqsizmis internacionalur swavlebasTan. Tumca ararusi xalxis mier 
sakuTari tradiciebis gaazreba miuReblad da `burJuaziuli nacionalizmis~ gamovli-
nebad iTvleboda. Sesabamisad, ebraelebic sabWoTa kavSiris sxva ararus xalxebTan er-
Tad erT navSi moxvdnen. 

stalinis sistemas, romelic absurduli iyo, ar SeeZlo danarCeni msofliosgan izo-
laciis, samxedro isteriis gaRvivebis da mudmivi mtris arsebobiT gamowveuli fsiqozis 
gareSe earseba. mxolod omis dros, rodesac realuri mtris winaaRmdeg ibZoda, iyo sis-
tema namdvilad moqmedi. mxolod es exmareboda xalxs reJimisTvis gaeZlo. mogvianebiT, 
breJnevis periodSi, mwerali konstantin simonovi kolega viaCeslav kondratievTan sa-
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ubrisas oms asaxavda rogorc `erTaderT naTel wertils sabWoTa kavSiris istoriaSi~. 
SegviZlia warmovidginoT, Tu ra mZime iyo `mSvidobiani~ cxovreba, Tu omi, romelmac 27 
milioni adamiani Seiwira, aRqmuliiyo `naTel wertilad~.  

stalinis survils omis Semdeg ssrk-Si 30-iani wlebis absurduli sistemis aRdgena 
warmoadgenda. amjerad stalinis gegma Tavis umTavres amocanad omSi gamarjvebiT amayi 
xalxis xelaxla gawvrTnas isaxavda, raTa isini kvlav totalitaruli meqanizmis nawilad 
eqcia. man kvlav daiwyo moCvenebebis mogoneba: xalxis warmosaxviTi mtrebi, agentebi, 
SeTqmulTa wreebi. sabWoTa moqalaqeebi kvlav mieCvivnen mudmiv sifxizleSi cxovrebas, 
jaSuSebisa da mtrebis dakavebas. Sesabamisad, stalini kvlav Tavis stiqiaSi iyo. 

sabWoTa antisemitizmi stalinizmis bolo wlebSi 

1946 wlis agvistoSi sabWoTa literaturam disciplinis gamyarebis kampania daiwyo, 
romelic JdanovTan iyo asocirebuli. partiam literaturaSi `kosmopolitizms~ da 

prodasavlur tendenciebs gamoucxada brZola (Hahn 1982: 25). 1947 wlis TebervalSi sab-
WoTa moqalaqeebis ucxoelebze qorwineba aikrZala. sul ufro da ufro xdeboda dasav-
leTis demonizacia. sabWoTa moqalaqeebs iqidan momaval safrTxeebze afrTxilebdnen. 
stalinis xelmZRvanelobas surda, is mdgomareoba aRedgina, romelic qveyanaSi omis 

dawyebamde iyo. amerikuli da inglisuri imperializmis Zebnas, romelsac omi da prole-
taruli saxelmwifos ganadgureba surda, es survili unda daekanonebina. mtris saxe 

xalxSi gavrcelebul ebraelis saxes uaxlovdeboda. antisemitizmi, romelic 1942 wels 
sabWoTa xelmZRvanelobis politikaze mxolod zedapirul gavlenas axdenda, oficia-
luri kursis saxes iRebda. es cvlileba sabWoTa ebraelebis erovnuli simbolos —mixo-

elsis mkvlelobiT daiwyo, romelic 1948 wlis 13 ianvars minskSi ganxorcielda (Vaksberg 
1994: 180). mixoelsis mkvleloba unda yofiliyo axali represiebis dawyebis sababi. mixo-
elsis mkvlelobis Semdeg stalinis gonebaSi didi xnis momwifebuli iyo komitetis daS-
lis da ebraelTa axali represiebis gegma.  

Tumca aRsaniSnavia, rom stalinis politika ebraelebis mimarT mixoelsis mkvlelo-

bis Semdegac ambivalenturi rCeboda. magaliTad, 1947 wlis gazafxulze moskovma Tavisi 
radikaluri antisionisturi pozicia Secvala da palestinaSi ebrauli saxelmwifos Seq-

mnis mxardaWera aqtiurad daiwyo (Dagan 1970: 24-35). aseve mxari dauWira israels arabu-
li saxelmwifoebis Tavdasxmis Semdeg. ssrk-is aRniSnuli damokidebuleba geopoliti-
kuri miznebiT iyo nakarnaxevi. stalini israelis mxardaWeriT cdilobda axlo aRmosav-

leTSi anglosaqsuri poziciebi Seesustebina (Silberner 1983: 205).  
Sesabamisad, sabWoTa kavSiri or diametrulad gansxvavebul politikas atarebda. 

erTi mxriv, sagareo arenaze igi israelis saxelmwifos Seqmnas uWerda mxars, xolo qvey-
nis SigniT radikalur antisemitur kurss atarebda. 

istoriis ganmavlobaSi bolSevizmi damarcxebuli mowinaaRmdegeebis ideologias 
xSirad iRebda. magaliTad, vladimer leninma xelisuflebis xelSi CagdebisTanave esere-
bis partiis agraruli programa gamoiyena. samoqalaqo omis dros bolSevikebma erTiani 
ruseTis da rusuli imperiis restavraciis Sesaxeb `TeTri~ idea aitaces. 30-ian wlebSi 
maT `TeTri programis~ sxva komponenti — rusuli nacionalizmi aiTvises. dabolos, me-
same reixze gamarjvebis Semdeg sabWoTa reJimma nacisturi ideologiis garkveuli ele-
mentebi gamoiyena.  

`kosmopolitebTan brZolis kampaniis~ farglebSi, mTel qveyanaSi rasobrivi princi-
piT masobrivi wmendebi moewyo. mravali sabWoTa dawesebuleba, xelisuflebis organo 
da, pirvel rigSi, umaRlesi partiuli xelmZRvaneloba TiTqmis mTlianad `gaTavisuf-
lda ebraelebisgan~. 
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eak-is daSlis Semdeg daiwyo misi wevrebis dakaveba. Tumca, 1949 wlis dasawyisSi da-
gegmili procesi eak-is wevrebis winaaRmdeg mxolod 1952 wlis SuaSi Catarda. mTeli am 
periodis ganmavlobaSi usafTxoebis samsaxurebi sxva saqmeebiT iyvnen dakavebuli: gan-
sakuTrebuli intensiobiT specsamsaxurebi e.w. `leningradelebis saqmeze~ muSaobdnen, 
romliTac kremlis xelmZRvaneloba meore Sidapolitikur fronts xsnida. amjerad 
kremlSi ara mxolod `kosmopolitizms~ da ebraelebs, aramed e.w. `rusul Sovinizmsac~ 
ebrZodnen, romlis propagandasac TiTqos partiis `leningraduli fraqcia~ eweoda 

(Наумов 1994: 194). 
`leningradelebis saqmis~ dasrulebis Semdeg stalins kvlav SeeZlo ebraelTa sa-

kiTxiT dakavebuliyo. 1948-1949 wlebis brZola kosmopolitizmis winaaRmdeg, romelmac 
antisemitizmze tabu moxsna, iyo mosamzadebeli etapi ebraelTa ufro farTomasStabia-
ni devnis, romelic 1951-1952 wlebSi mimdinareobda. am msvlelobaSi ki umniSvnelovanesi 
iyo eqimTa saqme, romlis farglebSi ebrauli warmoSobis eqimebs sabWoTa funqcionere-
bis Segnebulad araswori meTodebiT mkurnaloba dabraldaT. stalini 1936-1938 wlebis 
didi teroris gameorebas apirebda. Tumca amjerad mTavar borotebad unda qceuliyvnen 
ara trockistebi da zinovievistebi, aramed ebraelebi.  

1952 wlis maisSi moskovSi samxedro tribunalma 1948-1949 wlebSi dakavebuli eak-is 
wevrebis winaaRmdeg daxuruli procesi daiwyo. mosamarTle Cepcovs mosmenis dawyebam-
de politbiuros gadawyvetilebis Sesaxeb acnobes: 14 braldebulidan 13-s sasikvdilo 
ganaCeni gamoutanes. politbiuros mier dasaxelebuli pirebi 1952 wlis agvistoSi dax-
vrites. maT Soris iyvnen lozovski, mwerlebi da poetebi: icik feferi, perec markiSi, 
lev kvitko, david bergelsoni, david gofSteini da moskovis botkinis saxelobis saavad-

myofos yofili mTavari eqimi boris SimelioviCi (Этингер 1993: 2-3). 
ratom ar gaimarTa es procesi Riad? garkveuli avtorebi amis mizezad dakavebulTa 

simamaces asaxeleben. maT sasamarTloze is aRiarebiTi Cvenebebi uaryves, romelTac da-

kavebis Semdeg moaweres xeli (Костырченко 1994: 179). Tumca es Tezisi aradamajereblad 
gamoiyureba. stalinis teroris specialistebi aTwleulebis ganmavlobaSi Ria proce-
sebze braldebulTa mxridan cru Cvenebebis gameorebis uzrunvelyofas warmatebiT 
axerxebdnen. savaraudod, stalinma eak-is wevrebis mimarT Ria procesze uari sxva mize-
ziT Tqva. is mas iseTi masStabis saqmed ar Tvlida, romelic rezonanss gamoiwvevda. Zi-
riTadi braldebulebi saSualo rgolis ebraeli mwerlebi da funqcionerebi iyvnen, 
romlebic qveyanaSi naklebad cnobad saxeebs warmoadgendnen. erTaderTi gamonaklisi 
iyo ck-is wevri lozovski. Tumca es ar iyo sakmarisi, rom mosaxleoba kolosalur `ebra-
ul safrTxeSi~ daerwmunebinaT. sxvagvarad iyo saqme `TeTrxalaTian mkvlelebTan~ da-

kavSirebiT. ssrk-Si 1951 wels 35 aTasi ebraeli eqimi muSaobda (Rapoport 1990: 154). isini 
koleqtiuri zizRis obieqtis kriteriumebs ufro akmayofilebdnen.  

saCvenebeli procesis scenari kremlis eqimebis winaaRmdeg, ZiriTadad, stalinis mi-
er iyo momzadebuli. igi yoveldRiurad kiTxulobda dakiTxvis protokolebs, iTxovda 
met sisastikes, raTa dakavebul eqimebs aRiarebiT Cvenebebze moeweraT xeli. amis Sesaxeb 
xruSCovma komunisturi partiis me-20 yrilobaze isaubra: `stalini TviTon arCevda ga-
momZieblebs, miuTiTebda maT Ziebis meTodebze, xolo es meTodebi erTaderTi iyo: wame-

ba, wameba da wameba~ (Льясс 1995: 254). 
stalini Tavisi politikuri gegmebis Sesasruleblad aqtiurad iRwvoda, rac xSirad 

milionobiT adamianis mkvlelobas moiTxovda. fanatikosi hitlerisgan gansxvavebiT, 
mas, sul mcire, 50-iani wlebis dasawyisSi SeeZlo xelsayrel moments dalodeboda. igi 
mzad iyo droebiTi pauzebisa da taqtikuri SeCerebebisTvis. am meTodebiT man Tavis 
droze ssrk-Si glexTa sakiTxi, `bolSevikebis Zveli gvardiis~ bedi da wiTeli armiis 
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oficerTa korpusis saqme gadawyvita. axla ki ebraelTa jeri dadga. `slanskis saqmidan~ 
eqvsi Tvis Semdeg msoflio sazogadoebam `pravdas~ statiidan mZime braldebis Sesaxeb 
Seityo, romelSic cnobili kremlis eqimebi monawileobdnen. araswori diagnozebiT da 
mkurnalobis meTodebiT isini TiTqos cdilobdnen qveynis mTavari politikuri da sam-
xedro figurebi moeSorebinaT. teroristuli jgufis wevrTa umetesoba, rogorc `prav-
da~ werda, saerTaSoriso ebraul burJuaziul-nacionalistur organizaciebTan iyo da-
kavSirebuli. statias Tan skkp centraluri organos komentari daerTo, romlis avto-

ric, savaraudod, stalini iyo (Костырченко 1994: 195). stalinis komentari Seicavda Te-
ziss socializmis warmatebasTan erTad klasobrivi brZolis gamwvavebis Sesaxeb, farul 
mtrebze, romlebic megobrebis niRbebs efarebian da sabWoTa adamianebs revoluciuri 
sifxizlisken mouwodebda. mogvianebiT Tavdacvis ministrma bulganinma daadastura 
Worebi ebraelTa cimbirSi da Soreul aRmosavleTSi masobrivi gadasaxlebis gegmis Se-
saxeb. ukve gamzadebuli iyo Sesabamisi dokumentebi. bulganinma piradad stalinisgan mi-
iRo brZaneba ebraelTa organizebuli gadasaxlebis mizniT moskovsa da qveynis sxva did 
centrebTan samxedro sarkinigzo eSelonebis miyvanis Sesaxeb. imavdroulad, igegmeboda 
`sarkinigzo Semadgenlobebis avariebi~ da ebraelebiT savse matareblebze `stiqiuri~ 

Tavdasxmebi (Этингер 1993: 47-49). 
stalinis xelqveiTebi `ebrauli sakiTxis gadaWras~ agrZelebdnen im SinaarsiT, ro-

melsac masSi diqtatori debda. magram ara mxolod amiT. rogorc cnobilia, stalini 
`partiuli kadrebis safuZvlian ganaxlebasac~ apirebda. zogierTi avtori `eqimebis saq-
meSi~ pirvel rigSi swored sabWoTa mmarTvel elitaSi `wmendis~ Catarebis sababs xedavs. 
eqimebis saqmis dros xdeboda im faqtis afiSireba, rom maT mokavSireebi umaRles parti-
ul sferoSi hyavdaT da isini garkveuli periodis ganmavlobaSi dausjelad moqmedebas 
amitomac axerxebdnen. stalinis Zveli mokavSireebisTvis, romelTac 30-40-iani wlebi ga-
daitanes, am braldebis arsi maSinve naTeli gaxda. isini axali giganturi wmendis Casata-
reblad moemzadnen. 

gansakuTrebiT mkacrad molotovi da miqoiani daisajnen, romlebic dakavebuli Ta-
namdebobebidan gaaTavisufles. molotovTan da miqoianTan erTad, politbiuros sxva 
wevrebic, maT Soris, andreevi da voroSilovi iyvnen daTxovnis piras. gansakuTrebiT 
rTulad iyo berias saqme, romlis komprometirebac stalins 1951 wels SeTiTxnili `meg-

relTa saqmiT~ surda (Чуев 1991: 474). 
iyo eqimTa saqme mxolod kremlis despotis uaxloes wreTa mosaSoreblad wamowyebu-

li saqme? TavisTavad — ara. stalinis msvlelobas ebraelebis winaaRmdeg hqonda Sida 
logika, romelic mis Sida sirTuleebTan iyo dakavSirebuli. Cans, rom stalinma sicocx-
lis bolos ara mxolod nacisturi ideologiis bevri elementi gadaiRo, aramed — am ide-
ologiis Semoqmedis pirovnuli Tvisebebic.  

stalinis mmarTvelobis bolo wels kremlis xelmZRvanelobis antisemituri kursis 
mkveTri radikalizacia moxda. am radikalizaciaze miuTiTeben wyaroebi, romelic far-
To sazogadoebisTvis mxolod bolo wlebSi gaxda xelmisawvdomi. magaliTad, 1952 wlis 
1 dekembers stalinma ck-s sxdomaze ganacxada: `yvela ebraeli — nacionalistia, igi ame-
rikuli dazvervis agentia. ebraeli nacionalistebi Tvlian, rom maTi eri aSS-m gadaar-

Cina... isini Tavs amerikelebis winaSe valdebulebad miiCneven~ (Костырченко 1994: 140-141). 
ebraelebsa da yvelaze saSiS sagareo-politikur mowinaaRmdeges Soris kavSiris 

dadgena hgavda konstruqcias, romelic stalinma jer kidev 30-ian wlebSi gamoiyena. igi 
maSinac or frontze ibrZoda — `faSizmTan~ sagareo frontze da trockizmTan — saSina-
oze. stalinis propagandis Tanaxmad ki sagareo da saSinao mtrebi erTmaneTTan kavSirSi 
iyvnen. miuxedavad `ori mtris~ Teoriis sruli absurdulobisa, man didi teroris dros 
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mainc milionobiT adamianis sicocxle Seiwira. ra Sedegebi eqneboda am Teoriis `moder-
nizebul variants~ ebraelebisTvis, rTuli saTqmelia, radganac misi praqtikaSi gamoye-
neba ver moxerxda. 

detaluri ganxilva sakiTxisa, Tavisi sikvdiliT mokvda Tu ara stalini, Cemi kvlevis 
farglebs miRma gadis. Tumca erTi ram cxadia: misma sikvdilma ara mxolod aTasobiT 
sabWoTa ebraelis, aramed mmarTveli oligarqiis wevrebis sicocxlec gadaarCina. 

gamovlinda, Tu ra mWidrod iyo stalinuri sistema misi Semqmnelis pirovnebasTan 
dakavSirebuli da ramdenad mcire Sansi hqonda mas stalinis gardacvalebis Semdeg gaeg-
rZelebina arseboba. ukve ramdenime kviraSi atmosfero sabWoTa kavSirSi mniSvnelovnad 
Seicvala. 1953 wlis 4 aprils moskovis axalma xelisuflebam `eqimTa saqme~ Sewyvita da 
igi yofili uSiSroebis samsaxuris organoebis provokaciad gamoacxada. 

miuxedavad amisa, sabWoTa reJimi Tavis dasasrulamde ar gaTavisuflda antisemi-
tizmisgan, romelic mas memkvidreobiT gviani stalinizmisgan ergo. 

rusuli mesianisturi ideologiis aRzeveba 

stalinis ideologia yovelTvis politikas emsaxureboda da emorCileboda ZiriTad 
mizans — misi erTpirovnuli mmarTvelobis gamyarebas qveyanaSi, komunistur eqspansias 
da ssrk-is dominacias msoflioSi. 

am miznis realizacia stalinis gnostikur-dualisturi mesianisturi ideologiis 
or urTierTdamokidebul funqcias gansazRvravda: 1) apologeturi — mesiis damkvidre-
ba, misi saxis da rolis gansazRvra, im jgufebis mobilizacia, romelic reJimis socia-
luri dasayrdeni unda gamxdariyvnen. 2) negativisturi — mtris doqtrinisa da stereo-
tipebis Camoyalibeba, represiuli ~maTraxis~ aucileblobis gamarTleba, sazogadoebis 
`erTgulebad~ da `mtrebad~ dayofiT SiSis daTesva.  

nacional-imperiuli mesianisturi doqtrinis arCeva moiTxovda im socialuri jgu-
febis rolis zrdas, romelic msgavs ideologias uWerda mxars. es niSnavda, rom amieri-
dan stalini aparatSi, Zalovan struqturebSi da inteligenciis wreSi am jgufebze da 
arainternacionalist-leninistebze akeTebda aqcents. xalxi, romelic beladis poli-
tikas atarebs da propagandas uwevs, reJimis socialuri dasayrdeni xdeba. misTvis ideo-
logia TamaSobs aranakleb mniSvnelovan rols, vidre represiuli sistema. Sesabamisad, 
ideologia erTgvar indikatoradac SegviZlia ganvixiloT, romelic im jgufebze miu-
TiTebda, romliTac stalini axali mmarTveli klasis — nomenklaturis formirebas ax-
denda. imavdroulad xdeboda oficialuri ideologiis adaptacia `socialurad daax-
loebulTa~ jgufebTan, am ideologiaSi maTi CarTvis Sedegad. am urTierTobis magali-
Ti aris stalinuri ideologiis adaptacia nacional-bolSevizmTan.  

Zlieri centralizebuli saxelmwifos idea, ruseTis imperiis sazRvrebis gafarToe-
ba da rusi eris gansakuTrebuli misiis aRsruleba stalinma rusuli imperiuli ideolo-
giidan isesxa da oficialur sabWoTa ideologias SeuerTa. am ideurma rezonansma sta-
lins SesaZlebloba misca, `socialurad daaxloebuli~ mravalricxovani jgufebi par-
tiis wevrebad, samxedroebad, inteligenciad gardaeqmna da maTi saSualebiT proletari 
internacionalistebi Caenacvlebina. internacionalistebi sul ufro xSirad msoflio 
ebraelobasTan da msoflio batonobaze maT survilTan asocirdebodnen. Sesabamisad, 
rusuli imperiuli ideis stalinis doqtrinaSi CarTva reJimis realur da potenciur 
socialur bazisTan ideologiur adaptacias warmoadgenda. 

mixail agurski Tavis safuZvlian analizSi nacional-bolSevizmis mraval aspeqts 
ganixilavs, romelic bolSevizmis ideologiis nacionalurTan daaxloebas, rusuli di-
debis aRzevebis da rusuli saxelmwifos gaZlierebis ideebs aerTianebda. misi kvlevi-
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dan gamomdinareobs, rom bolSevizmis mimRebebs Soris mniSnvnelovan nawils isini Sead-
gendnen, vinc bolSevizms komunist-internacionalistebs, anu ebraelebs upirispireb-
da. maT miaCndaT, rom bolSevikebi ruseTs ebraelTa siWarbisgan gaaTavisuflebdnen. 

am motiviT, bolSevikebs xelisuflebaSi mosvlis Semdeg mravali ultramemarjvene 
miemxro, romelTa Sorisac rusi xalxis kavSiris xelmZRvanelebi da wevrebic iyvnen. 
agurski saubrobs memarjveneebis did ricxvze bolSevikur partiaSi. igi citirebs izgo-
evs, romlis mixedviTac, rusi xalxis kavSiri `gansakuTrebiT axali saxis miRebisa da ko-

munistur partiaSi gawevrianebis Semdeg gaZlierda~ (Агурский 1980: 53).  
partiaSi Sida gadanawilebam, rodesac sabWoTa sistemam socialurad mniSvnelovani 

im jgufebis integracia moaxdina, romelic, ase Tu ise, iziarebda sabWoTa reJimis naci-
onalur xasiaTs, stalins saSualeba misca, win wamoewia rusul-mesianisturi lozungi 
`socializmi erT qveyanaSi~ da daewyo brZola memarcxene opoziciis winaaRmdeg. mas eb-
raelebi — trocki, kamenevi da zinovievi xelmZRvanelobdnen. am brZolam antisemitur 
ganwyobebs partiaSi da mis miRma damatebiTi Zlieri impulsi misca. Seiqmna ranaciona-
listur-antisemituri alibi, stalinma moamzada koleqtivizacia da industrializacia 
— xalxis gamanadgurebeli aqciebi, romlis dasrulebis Semdegac man rusuli komunis-
tur-mesianisturi apologetikis SemuSaveba daiwyo, romelic, rogorc zemoT aRvniSne, 
misi erTpirovnuli Zalauflebis gamyarebis SesaniRbad iyo saWiro.  

daskvna 

Cemi kvleva exeboda antisemitimzs sabWoTa kavSirSi da mis gavlenas am qveyanasa da 
msoflioSi mimdinare procesebze. kvlevis mizani iyo damedgina, Tu ram ganapiroba sab-
WoTa antisemitizmis Camoyalibeba. Sedegad dadginda, rom sabWoTa antisemitizmi, rome-
lic stalinis mmarTvelobis periodis pirmSoa, dasawyisidanve rusuli mesianisturi 
ideologiis nawils warmoadgenda. ganviTarebis da transformaciis Sedegad, am mesianis-
turma ideologiam aiTvisa nacizmis niSnebi, maT Soris antisemitizmic. sabWoTa mesia-
nisturi ideologiis formirebisas, stalinma leninuri mesianizmi mniSvnelovnad gaa-
farTova. leninizmi, rogorc nikolai berdiaevi werda, ZiriTadad, proletariatis Sesa-
xeb marqsistul miTs da mis istoriul gamaTavisuflebel misias eyrdnoboda. stalinma, 
sakuTari politikis saWiroebebidan gamomdinare, pirveladi mesiis saxe gardaqmna, gaa-
erTiana ra mesame internacionali (komunisturi mesianizmi) mesame romis ideasTan (ru-

suli imperiuli mesianizmi) (Бердяев 1990: 118).  
axali mesiis ipostasebis kontrastis mixedviT moxda antipodis formireba. manam, sa-

nam kacobriobis gamaTavisufleblis roli `saerTaSoriso proletariats~ efuZneboda, 
antipods `saerTaSoriso burJuazia~ da misi momxreebi da `agentebi~ warmoadgendnen, 
romlebic `klasobrivi mtris~ kategoriaSi erTiandebodnen. situacia Seicvala, rode-
sac `saerTaSoriso proletariatis~ gverdiT axali mesia — `rusi xalxi~ dadga. am mesia-
nisturi ipostasebis Serwymam garkveuli piramiduli struqturis Camoyalibeba moaxdi-
na, romlis bazisic iyo rusi xalxi, romelmac Sva saerTaSoriso proletariatis gmiru-
li birTvi — rusi mSromelTa klasi bolSevikebis partiis meTaurobiT. piramida `kacob-
riobis geniebiT~ — leniniTa da staliniT — gvirgvindeboda, romlebic msoflios rusma 
xalxma aCuqa. 

buxarinis winaaRmdeg warmoebul kampaniasTan erTad, rusul-komunisturi mesiis an-
tipodis matricis Seqmna moxda. am matricaSi ki moxvdnen `antipatriotebi~, `kosmopo-
litebi~, `rusofobebi~, `sionistebi~ da moxda maTi gaerTianeba ara xalxis mtris, ara-
med mteri xalxis rigebSi. am axal kategoriaSi rusul-komunisturi mesianizmis yvela 
arsebuli antipodi da antagonisti gaerTianda.  
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ase gamoiyureboda rusul-imperiuli komunisturi mesianizmis genealogia — stali-
nizmis ideologia, romlis drosac sabWoTa saxelmwifo antisemitizmis doqtrinis for-
mireba moxda. ideologiisa, romelmac sabWoTa istoriis manZilze sxvadasxva metamor-
foza ganicada. bolo maT Soris, romelic sabWoTa imperiis stagnaciis dros moxda, na-
cisturi ideebis asimilaciiT gamoirCeoda. 

Tanamedrove kinos erT-erTi konceptualuri ostati aleqsandr sokurovi hitler-
ze da stalinze Tavisi istoriul-filosofiuri filmebis reziumirebas Semdegi sityve-
biT akeTebs: `stalinizmi, bolSevizmi mudam CvenTanaa, iseve rogorc nacizmi: esaa avad-
myofobebi, romelTa ganadgurebac SeuZlebelia. mxolod maTi lokalizebaa SesaZlebe-
li~. totalitaruli ideologiebi mudmiv transformacias ganicdian da maTi sabolood 
ganadgureba SeuZlebelia. stalinizmic, misTvis damaxasiaTebeli antisemitizmiT, dRe-
sac ar kargavs aqtualurobas, rac am Temaze momavali kvlevebis Catarebis aucileblo-
bas usvams xazs. 
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REVAZ KOIAVA 

FORMATION OF THE SOVIET ANTI-SEMITISM DURING  
THE PERIOD OF STALIN’S RULE 

Summary 

The research refers to anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union. Soviet anti-Semitism was the centerpiece for re-
searchers from the very beginning and it still retains its actuality. The Soviet ideology experienced constant trans-
formation at different stages of its development, trying to accommodate to the interests of the ruling power. In the 
research I discuss the genesis of the Soviet anti-Semitism and its transformation during the period of Stalin’s leader-
ship.  

The transformation of the Soviet communism from the power that persecuted anti-Semitism and punished those 
who revealed it into the power that became one of the main inspirers of Cosmopolitanism and Zionism - the fight 
against Jews - presents the distinctive metamorphosis of XX century, and this happened when Joseph Stalin was in 
power.  

Despite his own antipathy toward Jews, which Stalin felt even in the grassroots of his career, for a long time he 
sought to play a “Jewish Card”. The situation changed only in the late years of his life. The controversy in his atti-
tude toward Jewish people was not only due to his private antipathy and opposition of political interests, but because 
of the ideological pre-conditions represented by him.  

The diversity of the Soviet anti-Semitism lay in the foundation of Russian imperial messianic ideology, which 
started its formation immediately after the creation of the Soviet Union. Soviet anti-Semitism, alike other similar 
doctrines, represented a part of the universal ideology - the ideology of Russian imperial communist Messianism. 
This ideology may be defined as Soviet ideology and may be named as Stalinism after its founder. In 1936 Stalin 
ranked the above-mentioned event, which restored the common historic liberating mission, as the state ideology. 
Though its formation took place long before that: the first statement was made by Lenin, who declared the victory of 
proletarian revolution in one certain country. Stalin recognized the victory of Socialism in the USSR (at the end of 
1924), further he made a triumphal statement of this fact (at the 17th congress – nicknamed “The Congress of the 
Victors”, 1934), with which he strengthened the idea of Russian historical mission. Stalin transformed the primary 
image of the Messiah according to his own political requirements, uniting the Third International (communist Mes-
sianism) and the idea of the Third Rome (Russian imperial Messianism).  

During the formation of the new ideology, the formula “enemy of the people” appeared. “Enemy of the people” 
or anti-Semitism doctrine, which developed during the public campaign of 1949-1953, is the main component of the 
late Stalinism. It experienced a certain transformation due to the post-war political necessity. However, these 
changes did not touch the essence of Stalinism and anti-Semitism remained the same as it was in the process of its 
formation – the Russian imperial ideology of communist Messianism. 
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