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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

lia abulaZeL 

lokalizacia sivrceSi da win Tandebuli 

 

Cven vcxovrobT garkveul drosa da sivrceSi. Cveni yofa, urTierTo-

bebi, saqmianoba garkveul adgilsa da droSi mimdinareobs. Sesabamisad, 

Cveni enobrivi gamonaTqvamebic sivrcul da droiT kategoriebTanaa kav-

SirSi. TviT ena, metyveleba, bgeraTa warmoTqma, romlebic droSi Tanmim-

devrulad xorcieldeba, cxadia, drosTanaa uSualod dakavSirebuli, xo-

lo metyvelis mier bgeraTa artikulacia gulisxmobs mis audiur damuSa-

vebas msmenelis mier, rac metyvelisa da msmenelisTvis erTobliv sivrces 

moiTxovs.  

saenaTmecniero literaturaSi farTodaa gavrcelebuli azri, rom 

enaSi sivrcis kategoria ufro Zireulia, fundamenturia, vidre droisa. 

marTlac, sivrce uSualod aRiqmeba Cveni aRqmis ZiriTadi organoebis mi-

er, maSin, roca amas ver vityviT drois Sesaxeb, radgan misi aRqma uSua-

lod ki ar xdeba, aramed azrovnebis CarTvas moiTxovs.1 imis dasasabuTeb-

lad, rom enaSi drois kategoria sivrcesTan SedarebiT meoreulia, imow-

meben magaliTebs, romlebic gviCveneben droiTi mimarTebebis gamomxatveli 

enobrivi saSualebebis ganviTarebas sivrcis aRmniSvneli saSualebebisagan 

(radeni 2011:2). 

amave dros, enaTmecnierebi imazec amaxvileben yuradRebas, rom TiTq-

mis yvela enobriv gamonaTqvamSi aucilebelia drois kategoriis gamoxat-

va, magram ar aris aucilebeli sivrculi kategoriis gamoxatvac. „maSin, 

roca molaparake Tavisufalia arCevanSi, ilaparakos sivrcis Sesaxeb, amas 

ver vityviT drois Sesaxebac: yoveli finituri zmna aucileblad Seicavs 

drois Sesaxeb informacias – is gamoxatavs dros an aspeqts, an orives 

erTad“, – wers klaini (klaini 1994:1). fateri ki SeniSnavs: „droiTi wes-

rigi marginaluria, magram enaSi misi gamoxatva savaldebuloa; sivrculi 

kategoria centraluria, anu Zireuli, fundamenturi, magram misi gamo-

xatva enaSi aris ara aucilebeli, aramed fakultatiuri~, Tumca Semdeg 

ganagrZobs: „magram saqme ase martivad ar aris: didi xania, cnobilia, rom 

                                                 
1  aq SeiZleba gavixsenoT i. brodskis striqonebi: `dro metia, vidre sivrce − sivr-

ce nivTia, sagania, dro ki arsebiTad fiqria sagnis Sesaxeb~ (“Время больше 
пространства, пространство – вещь, время же в сущности мысль о вещи”. Бродский 
1989:106).  
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enaSi bevri ram igulisxmeba, rac eqspliciturad SeiZleba ar iyos moce-

muli. es exeba sivrcul mimarTebebsac: mag., gamonaTqvami „wvims“, Tu mas 

garkveuli konteqsti ar axlavs, SeiZleba zogadad gavigoT rogorc lo-

kalurad gansazRvruli, radgan aseT dros adgili eqneba e.w. „defolt-

SemTxvevas“ (Defaultfall), roca garkveuli xdomileba molaparakis adgil-

mdebareobas miewereba – aq wvims. Aam magaliTma SeiZleba ver Secvalos ze-

moT gamoTqmuli debuleba enaSi sivrculi kategoriis gamoxatvis fakul-

tatiurobis Sesaxeb, magram misi interpretacia imis safuZvels ki namdvi-

lad iZleva, rom vTqvaT: sivrceSi orientacia imdenad bunebrivia da cxa-

di, rom is enobriv gamonaTqvamSi TiTqmis yovelTvis aris nagulisxmevi“ 

(fateri 1991:4-6). 

aq SemiZlia davumato, rom sivrce, rogorc zogadi kategoria, enob-

rivi masalis semantikuri aRwerisas dakavSirebulia ara marto obieqtebi-

sa da moqmedebebis adgilmdebareobasTan an orientaciasTan, aramed sagne-

bis iseT sivrcul maxasiaTeblebTanac, rogorebicaa maTi sidide an forma. 

amas SeniSnavda filmoric, roca werda, rom „sivrce, rogorc zogadi ka-

tegoria, Tavs iCens fizikuri obieqtebis iseTi sivrculi Tvisebebis aR-

weris drosac, rogorebicaa: maTi zoma, moculoba an konturebi“ (filmori 

1982:36). rodesac Cven vasaxelebT sagnebs (laionzTan “first-order entities” 

(laionzi 1977:442), ar aris yovelTvis saWiro maTi sididis an kontu-

rebis eqspliciturad gamoxatva, mag., burTTan ar aris saWiro misi sivr-

culi maxasiaTeblis `mrgvalis~ aRniSvna, radgan misi es Tviseba isedac 

aris am sagnis saxelSi nagulisxmevi (abulaZe 2006:16-17). an, magaliTad, 

sulac ar aris saWiro, TagvTan misi zomis gamomxatveli zedsarTavis 

`pataris~ xmareba. amrigad, Cveulebriv obieqtebis saxelebi Tanamoicaven 

an gulisxmoben am obieqtebis sivrcul maxasiaTeblebsac – formas, sigr-

Zes, moculobas.2 TiTqmis yvela enobrivi gamonaTqvami saxelur frazasac 

Seicavs. amitom SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom enaSi sivrcis kategoriis gamoxat-

vac aucilebelia. 

garda yvelaferi zemoT Tqmulisa, isic unda aRiniSnos, rom Cven gar-

Semo sinamdvileSi, Cvens yoveldRiur cxovrebaSi dro bevrad ufro cva-

lebadia, vidre sivrce. Cven SeiZleba, erT sivrceSi, vTqvaT, erT oTaxSi 

gavataroT ramdenime dRe an kvira (zogjer Tve da welic ki), sivrce 

Cven irgvliv ar Seicvleba, magram dro ganuwyvetliv icvleba, momavlidan 

wamieri awmyos gavliT warsulSi gadadis da enobriv gamonaTqvamebSi si-

                                                 
2  es Tvalsazrisi mxardaWeras poulobs kognituri lingvistikis kvlevebSic, ro-

mlebic adastureben, rom obieqtebis identificirebis umniSvnelovanes krite-
riums am obieqtebis formebi warmoadgenen (jekendofi, landau 1995:100). 
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namdvilis adekvaturi asaxvisas swored am cvalebadi drois fiqsaciis 

aucilebloba iCens Tavs, rac dinamikuri da statikuri zmnebis drois an 

aspeqtis kategoriebis gamomxatveli gramatikuli saSualebebiT xorciel-

deba. albaT es garemoebac unda iyos gasaTvaliswinebeli im Tvalsazrisis 

ganxilvisas, romelic enaSi drois kategoriis gamoxatvis aucileblobas 

exeba.  

rogor ganisazRvreba sivrceSi sagnebis, fizikuri obieqtebis adgil-

mdebareoba – es aris mainc is mTavari kiTxva, romelic sivrcis katego-

riis Sesaxeb msjelobisas daismis. Ees kiTxva uSualo kavSirSia ara mar-

to sagnebis adgilsa da orientaciasTan, aramed, umetes SemTxvevaSi, ko-

munikaciis, urTierTobis aqtSi monawile molaparakisa da msmenelis po-

ziciasTanac. ufro metic, saganTa adgilmdebareoba swored metyvelis po-

ziciis mixedviT ganisazRvreba. sivrcis enobrivi reprezentacia ZiriTadad 

egocentrulia. metyveli adamiani aris im sivrcis centri, romelSic is 

sxva fizikuri obieqtebis adgilmdebareobas gansazRvravs. molaparake 

TviTonac fizikur obieqts warmoadgens. samyaroSi, romelsac adamiani 

aRiqvams da enobrivi saSualebebiT aRwers, mTavaria TviTon aRmqmeli, mi-

si sxeuli, misi adgili sivrceSi, misi mdgomareoba, misi moZraoba. amito-

mac sivrculi kategoriis gamoxatvis enobrivi saSualebebis ganxilvisas 

udidesi yuradReba eqceva lokalur deiqsiss, 3  romelic saenaTmecniero 

literaturaSi Semdegnairad aris ganmartebuli: „lokaluri deiqsisi aris 

metyvelis mier obieqtebis (mocemulobebis) adgilmdebareobis gansazRvra 

(lokalizacia) origos mimarT iseT saurTierTo situaciaSi, romelic 

molaparakis rolSi, TviT am molaparakis garda, erT adresats mainc moi-

cavs. lokaluri deiqsisi gamoixateba deiqturi gamonaTqvamebisa da/an 

Jestikulaciis 4  meSveobiT. misi funqciaa, arsebuli origodan amosvliT 

msmenelis yuradReba miapyros lokalizirebad mocemulobebze da moaxdi-

nos adresatis cnobierebis modificirebaise, rom man SeZlos metyvelis 

(molaparakis) msgavsi mentaluri reprezentaciis ageba da masSi molapa-

rakis msgavsad orientireba“ (frike 2007:86).5  

                                                 
3  „deiqsisi“, berZeni gramatikosebis termini, momdinareobs sityvidan „deiqti-

kos“, romlis Sesatyvisia laTinuri „demonstrativi“ anu „CvenebiTi/miTiTebi-
Ti“. deiqsisis nacvlad samecniero literaturaSi gvxvdeba agreTve „Sifteri“ 
(iespersensa da iakobsonTan), „token-refleqsuri“ (raixenbaxTan). meoce sauku-
nis enaTmecnierebaSi es termini Tavidan Semoitana karl biulerma. 

4 aRsaniSnavia, rom qarTulSi sityva „miTiTeba“ etimologiurad Jestikulacias 
ukavSirdeba. 

5  “Lokaldeixis ist die origorelative Lokalisierung von Gegebenheiten durch den Sprecher 
in einer Kommunikationssituation, die neben ihm selbst in der Sprecherrolle zumindest 



 8 

ufro martivad rom vTqvaT, lokaluri deiqsisi aris garkveul moce-

mulobebs Soris sivrculi mimarTebebis gamoxatva imgvari enobrivi saSua-

lebebiT (gamonaTqvamebiT da/an misi Tanamdevi JestebiT), romlebic am mi-

marTebebs adgenen molaparakis (me-aq-axla – origos) adgilmdebareobis mi-

xedviT. 

origo karl biuleris mier damkvidrebuli terminia (biuleri 1934). 

biuleri enobriv niSnebs CvenebiT (miTiTebiT) da saxeldebiT sityvebad 

yofs. CvenebiTi sityvebis vels aqvs amosavali nulovani punqti: `me-aq-ax-

la~ – origo. Tu obieqtze (saganze), romlis adgilmdebareobac ganisazR-

vreba, miTiTeba xdeba origosTan mimarTebiT, anu im situaciasTan mimarTe-

biT, romelSic TviTon molaparake metyvelebis drosa da adgilas (anu 

axla da aq) imyofeba, maSin saqme gvaqvs deiqsisis kanonikur SemTxvevas-

Tan: “deixis ad oculos et aures”, xolo Tu metyvelebisas xdeba am nulovani 

punqtis gadaweva (roca molaparake warmoidgens Tavis Tavs raime gansxva-

vebul situaciaSi, gansxvavebul sivrceSi an droSi), maSin, rogorc biu-

leri SeniSnavs, saqme gveqneba “deixis am phantasma”-sTan, anu warmosaxviT 

deiqsisTan. Bbiuleri gamoyofs kidev CvenebiTi sityvebis anaforul xma-

rebas. iseTi sityvebi, rogoricaa „iq~, `zeviT~ da misT. teqstSi gamoiye-

neba garkveuli mimarTebebis aRsaniSnavad, kerZod, isini uzrunvelyofen 

Txrobis Tanmimdevrul, gawonasworebul dinebas. am SemTxvevaSi saqme gvaqvs 

e.w. `anaforul deiqsisTan~, romlis nacvlad mogvianebiT xmarebaSi Semo-

vida termini `teqst-deiqsisi~. 

herbermani erTmaneTisagan ganasxvavebs „egocentrulsa“ da „alocent-

rul“ deiqsiss (herbermani 1988:62). rodesac molaparake mxolod sakuTa-

ri „ego“-s situaciidan amosvliT gansazRvravs sagnebisa da xdomilebebis 

adgilsa da dros, maSin saqme gveqneba egocentrul deiqsisTan. alocen-

trul deiqsisTan saqme gvaqvs maSin, roca molaparake adresatis pozicii-

dan amodis. magaliTad, roca meTauri aZlevs jariskacebs brZanebas `mar-

cxnisaken~, is am dros jariskacebis marcxena mxares gulisxmobs. 

lokalur deiqsiss ganekuTvneba Semdegi metyvelebis nawilebi: Cvenebi-

Ti nacvalsaxelebi, CvenebiTi zedsarTavebi da CvenebiTi zmnisarTebi, rom-

lebsac filmori erTi saerTo saxelwodebis – demonstrativebis – qveS 

aerTianebs (filmori 1982:36). lokalur deiqsiss miakuTvneben agreTve e.w. 

                                                                                                                             
einen Adressaten umfasst. Die Lokaldeixis erfolgt mittels deiktischer Ausdrücke 
und/oder Zeigegesten. Ihre Funktion ist es, die Aufmerksamkeit des Adressaten in 
Abhängigkeit von der jeweiligen Origo auf die zu lokalisierenden Gegebenheiten zu 
lenken und damit das Bewusstsein des Adressaten dahingehend zu modifizieren, dass er 
eine ähnliche mentale Repräsentation wie der Sprecher aufbaut und in ähnlicher Weise 
darin orientiert ist” (frike 2007:401).  
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relaciur (mimarTebiT) windebulebs/Tandebulebs (klarki 1973:42). loka-

lur deiqsiss ganekuTvneba agreTve moZraobis aRmniSvneli zmnebis garkve-

uli nawili (magaliTad, inglisurSi come/go). qarTuli enobrivi monaceme-

bis gaTvaliswinebiT, am zmnebs SeiZleba orientaciis gamomxatveli mi-/mo- 

zmniswinebis Semcveli moZraobis aRmniSvneli bevri sxva zmnac davumatoT, 

magaliTad, mirbis/morbis, micuravs/mocuravs da sxv. amJamad Cemi ganxil-

vis sagani iqneba lokaluri deiqsisis erTerTi qvesistema – relaciuri 

Tandebulebi. 

lokaluri deiqsisis velis ganxilvisas, Cveulebriv, ganasxvaveben im 

obieqts, romlis adgilmdebareobis gansazRvrac xdeba, anu referenciis 

obieqts, romelsac samecniero literaturaSi moixsenieben agreTve saxele-

biT: `Tema~ (erixi 1982:44), `figura~ (talmi 1983:238), da Cvenebis (miTi-

Tebis) obieqts anu demonstratums an relatums (talmisTan “Ground”-s), 

romlis mimarTac ganisazRvreba Temis, anu referenciis obieqtis adgilmde-

bareoba. am werilSi upiratesad ixmareba terminebi – referenciis obieqti 

da relatumi.  

rogorc ukve iTqva, biuleris azriT, rodesac molaparakes surs rai-

me sagnis mdebareobis gansazRvra, is, pirvel rigSi, relatumad swored 

sakuTar Tavs („me-aq-axla~ – origos) iyenebs da masTan mimarTebiT gan-

sazRvravs sagnis adgils. Aam dros didi mniSvneloba eniWeba origos ara 

mxolod pozicias, aramed mis orientaciasac. metyvelis orientacias siv-

rceSi gansazRvravs, pirvel rigSi, misi sxeulis adgilmdebareoba (pozi-

cia) da agreTve sivrcis struqturuli maxasiaTeblebi, romlebic, Tavis 

mxriv, sxeulis poziciasTan arian kavSirSi. lokaluri deiqsisis sferoSi 

molaparakis poziciasTan mimarTeba gamoixateba aq, mand, iq – sammxrivi 

opoziciiT, xolo sivrcis struqtura gamoixateba ori horizontaluri 

opoziciiT: win/ukan da marjvniv/marcxniv da erTi vertikaluri opozici-

iT: zeviT/qveviT. amrigad, sivrcis struqtura warmoadgens samganzomile-

bian sistemas. am samganzomilebiani sistemis vertikaluri opozicia ze-

viT/qveviT axdens lokalizacias sivrceSi imgvarad, rom molaparakis an 

msmenelis orientacias, anu maTi aRqmis organoebis mimarTulebas yuradR-

eba ar eqceva. Tanac am opozicias bunebrivad myari sayrdeni aqvs dedami-

wis mizidulobis kanonis saxiT. amitom vertikaluri ganzomileba pirve-

lad sivrcul ganzomilebad (primary dimension) miiCneva, xolo or hori-

zontalur ganzomilebas (win/ukan, marjvniv/marcxniv), romelTagan pirve-

li wyvili asimetriulia, xolo meore – simetriuli, miiCneven meoreul 

ganzomilebebad (secondary dimensions). es meoreuli ganzomilebebi, win/ukan 

da marjvniv/marcxniv opoziciebi, axdenen sivrceSi obieqtis adgilmdeba-
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reobis gansazRvras imis mixedviT, Tu rogoria molaparakis orientacia, 

anu misi aRqmis ZiriTadi organoebis mimarTuleba. amaTgan horizontalu-

ri opoziciis simetriuli wyvilis (marjvniv/marcxniv) gansazRvra xdeba 

imis mixedviT, Tu rogor aris ukve gansazRvruli win/ukan wyvili, e.i., 

sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, imis mixedviT, Tu ra mimarTulebiT moZraobs 

relatumi – molaparake.6  

lokaluri deiqturi velis im nawils, romelSic referenciis obieq-

tis adgilmdebareoba gamoixateba molaparakis poziciasTan mimarTebiT myof 

aq, mand, iq CvenebiTi zmnisarTebiT an pirveladi sivrculi ganzomilebis 

aRmniSvneli enobrivi erTeulebiT, `pirvelad deiqsiss~ (primary deixis) 

uwodeben, xolo is nawili, romelSic obieqtis adgilmdebareoba ganisa-

zRvreba meoreuli ganzomilebebis gamomxatveli enobrivi erTeulebiT, mi-

iCneva `meoreul deiqsisad~ (secondary deixis).  

biuleris Semdgom lokaluri deiqsisis kvlevebSi milerma da jon-

son-lerdma deiqturi orientaciis gverdiT Semoitanes e.w. `intrinsuli~ 

orientaciac, romlis mixedviT, referenciis obieqtis adgilmdebareobis 

dadgenisas molaparakem SeiZleba amosaval wertilad anu relatumad air-

Cios ara origo, aramed romelime sxva sagani, romelsac aqvs e.w. `in-

trinsuli~, an sxvagvarad, `absoluturi orientacia~ (apresiani 1974:109), 

anu am sagnisTvis bunebrivad, Sinagnad Tvisebrivi sivrculi maxasiaTebeli 

(magaliTad, wina nawili).  

rogor vadgenT Cven wina nawilebs, vTqvaT, cocxali arsebebisTvis an 

sagnebisTvis? filmoris pasuxi am kiTxvaze Semdegia: adamianis sxeulis-

Tvis misi wina nawilia is mxare, romelzec misi aRqmis organoebia moTav-

sebuli. es nawili emTxveva agreTve adamianis moZraobis mimarTulebas. 

igive iTqmis sxva cocxal arsebebzec. rac Seexeba artefaqtebs, maT wina na-

wilad miiCneva is mxare, romeli mxridanac Cven maT viyenebT, magaliTad, 

saweri magidisTvis wina mxarea misi is nawili, romelzec vwerT; moZravi 

obieqtebisTvis, mag., manqanebisTvis, wina nawili aris is nawili, romelic 

pirveli gadakveTs garkveul xazs an sazRvars (filmori 1997:32-33). ro-

                                                 
6  sainteresoa imis aRniSvna, rom SesaZlebelia win da ukan ganzomilebebis xari-

sxobrivi Sefaseba: is, rac Cven win aris, xilulia, xolo rac ukan aris, _ 
ara. amitom, Cveni aRqmis TvalsazrisiT, win aris pozitiuri, xolo ukan – ne-
gatiuri. SeiZleba es Sefaseba Zveli azrovnebis gamoZaxili iyos: Zvelebis 
warmodgenaSi (platoni, aristotele) cocxali organizmi Seadgenda yovelgva-
ri wesrigis paradigmas, sivrculi wesrigic organul struqturas warmoad-
genda da misi sxvadasxva sfero xarisxobrivad iyo erTmaneTisgan gansxvavebu-
li, sivrcis wina, zeda da marjvena nawilebi iyo pozitiuri da ukeTesi, vid-
re ukana, qveda da marcxena.  
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desac Cven viciT cocxali arsebebis an sagnebis wina nawili, maSin, buneb-

rivia, viciT agreTve misi ukana da marcxena, marjvena mxareebic. mTavaria, 

zustad vicodeT, romelia relatumad SerCeuli sagnis wina nawili – maSin 

komunikaciis dros ar gveqneba sivrceSi orientaciisas mcdari interpre-

taciis SemTxvevebi. cxadia, aseT dros saqme gveqneba ara deiqtur, aramed 

intrinsul mimarTebaTa sistemasTan. 

mileri da jonson-lerdi amtkicebdnen, rom, roca relatums intrin-

suli sivrculi maxasiaTeblebi aqvs, referenciis obieqtis adgilmdebare-

obis gansazRvrisas gamoiyeneba swored intrinsuli mimarTebebis sistema, 

maSin, roca danarCen SemTxvevebSi obieqtis lokalizaciisas deiqtur sis-

temas mimarTaven (mileri, jonson-lerdi 1974:398-399). lingvistebisa da 

fsiqolingvistebis Semdgomma kvlevebma gviCvena, rom saqme ase martivad 

ar aris. sivrcul mimarTebaTa orive sistema, intrinsulica da deiqtu-

ric, Zalian mWidrodaa erTmaneTTan gadajaWvuli. cxadia, rom, Tu mola-

parakis orientacia sivrceSi da relatumis intrinsuli maxasiaTebeli 

erTmaneTs emTxveva, maSin referenciis obieqtis lokalizaciis gamomxat-

veli enobrivi gamonaTqvamebis gansxvavebuli interpretaciis problema ar 

gveqneba. sirTuleebi warmoiqmneba maSin, roca, miuxedavad komunikaciis 

sivrceSi intrinsuli Tvisebebis mqone relatumis arsebobisa, deiqturi 

sistemac miiReba mxedvelobaSi. aseT dros molaparakesEaqvs arCevani – 

romeli strategia gamoiyenos referenciis obieqtis adgilmdebareobis gan-

sazRvrisas – deiqturi Tu intrinsuli. es arCevani, umetes SemTxvevaSi, 

im obieqtzea damokidebuli, romelic relatumad gamoiyeneba, magaliTad, 

manqanis mimarT ufro xSirad intrinsul strategias mimarTaven: (burTi 

manqanis win gdia). amasTanave, mxedvelobaSi miiReba isic, Tu ra manZiliT 

aris daSorebuli referenciis obieqti savaraudo relatumTan: kerZod, sa-

gani, romlis lokalizaciasac ganvsazRvravT, unda relatumis axlo siv-

rcis sferoSi imyofebodes. imisaTvis, rom saganze vTqvaT, es sagani aris 

relatumis win, magaliTad, burTi gdia skamis win, burTi sakmarisad ax-

los unda iyos skamTan (apresiani 1974:113).  

SeiZleba, relatumi iseTi obieqti iyos, romelsac intrinsuli maxa-

siaTebeli ar gaaCnia.MmagaliTad, Tu relatumia xe, romelsac ar aqvs in-

trinsuli wina nawili da molaparakem unda gansazRvros burTis adgil-

mdebareoba xis mimarT, maSin, cxadia, man unda mxedvelobaSi miiRos Tavi-

si sakuTari adgilmdebareoba da orientacia, anu amovides deiqturi per-

speqtividan. aRmoCnda, rom aseT dros SeiZleba iseTma faqtorma iCinos 

Tavi, romelic gaarTulebs relaciuri windebulebis (Tandebulebis) in-

terpretacias. es faqtori, romelic pirvelad hilma SeniSna (hili 1982: 

16-20), isaa, rom win/ukan windebulebis (Tandebulebis) interpretaciis 
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dros SeiZleba mniSvnelovani iyos ara marto deiqturi da intrinsuli 

mimarTebebis gaTvaliswineba, aramed im gansxvavebuli Tvalsazrisebis (ori-

entaciebis) mxedvelobaSi miRebac, romelTac iyenebs molaparake (an msme-

neli) saganTa sivrcul konfiguraciaze dakvirvebis dros. hilis mtkice-

biT, evropul enebSi saganTa lokalizaciisas aSkara upiratesoba eniWeba 

sapirispiro (an sawinaaRmdego) mimarTulebas, romelsac hili “facing”-s 

uwodebs. magaliTad, roca raime sagnis, vTqvaT, burTis mdebareobas gan-

vsazRvravT meore sagnis, vTqvaT, xis mimarT, maSin vambobT, rom burTi 

xis win aris, roca is molaparakesa da xes Soris aris moTavsebuli. af-

rikis erT-erT enaze – hauza enaze – metyvelis TvalsazrisiT ki, burTi 

iqneba xis win, roca is moTavsebuli iqneba xis Semdeg gagrZelebul 

wrfeze. hili am Tvalsazriss uwodebs “aligned”-s. hilis terminologiis 

paralelurad sxva avtorebTan gvxvdeba “vis-a-vis-perspective” da `sapirispi-

ro (sawinaaRmdego) mimarTuleba/Gegenrichtung~ “facing”-is sanacvlod da 

“tandem-perspective” an „Tanabari (erTnairi) mimarTuleba/Gleichrichtung~ 

“aligned”- is nacvlad (erixi 1982:51).  
grabovskim da vaisma (grabovski, vaisi 1996:289-311) eqsperimentulad 

gamoikvlies win/ukan windebulebis xmareba xuT evropul enaSi, saxel-

dobr: germanul, frangul, italiur, niderlandursa da inglisur enebSi. 

maT daadgines, rom win windebulis interpretacia damokidebulia iseT 

faqtorebze, rogorebicaa referenciis obieqtis moZraobis mimarTuleba (Tu, 

ra Tqma unda, moZrav obieqtTan gvaqvs saqme) an misi „xiluloba“, anu yof-

na metyvelis mxedvelobis areSi. maT aRniSnes agreTve fsiqologiuri, fsi-

qolingvisturi da semantikuri faqtorebis urTierTqmedebebis gavlena win 

windebulis Semcveli enobrivi gamonaTqvamebis interpretaciaze.  

CemTvis gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa grabovskisa da vaisis Tvalsazrisi 

imis Sesaxeb, rom yuradReba unda mieqces `calkeuli enebis deiqtur win-

debulTa inventars da agreTve sivrculi gamonaTqvamebis urTierTobas 

droiT gamonaTqvamebTan~ (xazgasma Cemia – l.a.). am mosazrebis ufro daw-

vrilebiT gansaxilvelad Sevexebi win/ukan Tandebulebis xmarebas qar-

TulSi, romlis drosac, pirvel rigSi, gasaTvaliswinebelia is garemoeba, 

rom isini ara marto Tandebulebad, aramed zmnisarTebadac gvevlinebian.  

manqanis win/ukan bavSvi dgas. (Tandebuli)  

manqana win/ukan midis. (zmnisarTi) 

amave dros, es sivrculi Tandebulebi da zmnisarTebi gamoxataven ara 

mxolod sivrceSi lokalizacias, aramed droSi mimdevrobasac:  

(1) es kaci ori dRis win (Tandebuli) Camovida. (warsuli)  

(2) aravin icis, win (zmnisarTi) ra gvelodeba. (momavali) 
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(3) ukan (zmnisarTi) dagvrCa wvaleba. (warsuli) 

(4) mas ukan (Tandebuli), rac es ambavi moxda... (momavali) 

(5) ori dRis ukan (Tandebuli) maswavlebeli Semxvda. (warsuli) 

droiTi mimarTebebis aRniSvnisas TvalSi sacemia is faqti, rom ori 

urTierTsapirispiro mniSvnelobis Tandebuli erTsa da imave droze (ker-

Zod, warsulze) miuTiTebs (1) da (5) winadadebebSi, xolo winadadebebSi 

(2) da (3) zmnisarTebi Tandebulebis sapirispiro mniSvnelobiT ixmareba.  

ukanUzmnisarTis mimarTeba warsul drosa da win zmnisarTisa moma-

valTan bunebrivad aRiqmeba da enaTmecnierebisTvis kamaTis sababs ar iZ-

leva, Tumca igive ar iTqmis ukan Tandebulis Sesaxeb. 

ukan Tandebulze SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom is warsulis aRniSvnis fun-

qcias iZens arauadres meoce saukunisa, rasac enaTmecnierebi (mag., Suqia 

afridoniZe) rusuli enis gavlenas miaweren. mecxramete saukunis CaTvliT 

ukan momaval droze miuTiTebda. 

win da ukan windebulebis/zmnisarTebis mier warsulsa da momavalze 

miTiTeba indoevropuli enebisTvisacaa damaxasiaTebeli. enaTmecnierebs Se-

umCneveli ar darCeniaT is faqti, rom enaSi isini zogjer sruliad sapi-

rispiro droze miuTiTeben, kerZod, win ixmareba rogorc warsulTan, ise 

momavalTan mimarTebiT. benvenisti am faqts Semdegnairad xsnis: im Sem-

Txvevebs, roca win asocirdeba adre-sTan (warsulTan), xolo ukan – gvi-

andelTan (momavalTan), ganapirobebs moZravi drois warmodgena (dro moZ-

raobs momavlidan warsulisken: rac aris „xval“, is gaxdeba „dRes“, mere 

„dRes“ gaxdeba – „guSin“ da a.S.). rac Seexeba win-is asocirebas momaval-

Tan, is aixsneba droSi moZravi egos warmodgeniT. Cven vmoZraobT warsu-

lidan momavlisken. amitom bunebrivia ukve ganvlilis, warsulis dakavSi-

reba imasTan, rac ukan movitoveT, xolo momavlisa – win arsebul (an 

darCenil) drosTan (benvenisti 1966:8).  

elizabet traugotis azriT (traugoti 1978:380-384), is SemTxvevebi, 

roca win asocirdeba „adresTan“ anu warsulTan, xolo ukan `gviandel-

Tan~, momavalTan, ar moiTxovs moZravi drois warmodgenas, aramed aixsne-

ba xdomilebebis mimdevrobasTan asociaciiT. xdomilebaTa mimdevroba SeiZ-

leba warmovidginoT Semdegnairad: E1, E2, E3, … E9… da ganvixiloT ro-

gorc drois xazi: E1 aris pirveli (anu dasawyisi), E2 – meore (momdevno), 

E3 – mesame (Semdegi)... drois mixedviT, E1 aris ufro adre, ufro win, vi-

dre E2, xolo E2 aris ufro gvian, an ufro ukan, vidre E1. 

aq SeiZleba davinaxoT xdomilebaTa mimdevrobis kavSiri hilis “facing” 

orientaciasTan. rogorc hilma aCvena, obieqtebis adgilmdebareobis dad-

genisas amgvari orientacia evropuli enebisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli, xolo 
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zogi enisTvis (mag., hauza) misi sapirispiro “aligned” orientaciaa niSan-

doblivi. 

win Tandebulis sxvadasxvagvari interpretaciiT me maSin davinteres-

di, roca SemTxveviT aRmovaCine, rom bavSvebisTvis damaxasiaTebelia win 

Tandebulis Cvengan gansxvavebuli interpretacia. rva wlis biWma mkiTxa, 

sad unda daewera mZime winadadebaSi – `meliam dainaxa, rom Citi afrin-

da~. Cemi pasuxi `rom-is win~ man Taviseburad gaigo da mZime rom-is Sem-

deg dawera. 

am SemTxvevis Semdeg ramdenime eqsperimenti Cavatare da davrwmundi, 

rom daaxloebiT 10 wlamde asakis bavSvebisTvis damaxasiaTebelia “aligned” 

anu TanabarmimarTulebiTi da ara “facing” orientacia imis miuxedavad, Tu 

romel orientacias eniWeba upiratesoba maTTvis mSobliur enaSi, gindac 

es orientacia sruliad sapirispiro iyos. Sevecdebi, avxsna es movlena. 

fsiqologebis azriT, bavSvebis mier sivrcis aRqma iwyeba maSin, roca 

isini forTxvas iwyeben. am moZraobiT isini nel-nela aRweven erTi sagni-

dan an erTi adamianidan meoremde, sZleven ra im manZils, romelic maT am 

mocemulobebisgan aSorebs. enis dauflebis sawyis safexurze isini swav-

loben deiqtur zmnisarTebs aq da iq, maT Tanmxleb JestebTan erTad. 

drois gaazreba ki bavSvs gacilebiT gvian uviTardeba. misTvis ar arsebo-

bs arc warsuli da arc momavali, aris mxolod awmyo, romelic bavSvis-

Tvis niSnavs mudmivad myofs, maradiuls. fsiqologebs SeniSnuli aqvT isic, 

rom bavSvebs `rodis?~ SekiTxva esmiT, rogorc SekiTxva `sad?~ (klarki 

1971:269). amitom, albaT, ar aris gasakviri, rom garkveul asakamde bav-

SvisTvis win Tandebulis interpretacia xdeba ara xdomilebebis mimdev-

robis an drois xazis warmodgenasTan asociaciis, aramed sivrceSi moZra-

obis mimarTulebasTan asociaciis mixedviT, miT umetes, rom qarTulSi 

win mimarTulebis zmnisarTi da Tandebuli win erTmaneTis identuria. 

amasTanave, sayuradReboa, rom bavSvebs xSirad esmiT ufrosebisgan brZane-

biTi kiloTi naTqvami: `win iyure! win wadi!~ da a.S., amitom maT Semecne-

baSi myarad ibeWdeba win sityvis kavSiri sivrceSi mimarTulebasTan.  

aRsaniSnavia, rom germanulenovan bavSvebSi Catarebulma msgavsma eqspe-

rimentmac igive Sedegi gviCvena, miuxedavad imisa, rom germanulSi winde-

buli vor zmnisarTisagan (nach) vorne formis mixedviTac gansxvavdeba. amri-

gad, bavSvisTvis winadadebaSi sityvebis mimdevrobaSi adgilis gansazRvri-

sas ufro bunebrivi Cans win Tandebulis interpretacia sivrculi an, Se-

iZleba iTqvas, mimarTulebiTi asociaciis mixedviT, vidre drois xazze 

misi warmodgenis an xdomilebaTa mimdevrobasTan asociaciis mixedviT.  

rac Seexeba traugotis Tvalsazriss, romelic gamoricxavs win Tan-

debulis interpretaciisas moZravi drois warmodgenas da ukavSirebs mas 
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mxolod xdomilebebis mimdevrobas, romelic ganixileba rogorc drois 

xazi, am Tvalsazrisis Sefasebisas Cven mainc ver gaveqceviT kiTxvas dro-

is moZraobis da, amdenad, misi mimarTulebis Sesaxeb, romelsac bunebri-

vad aCens enaSi TviT sityva `drois~ xmareba: TiTqmis yvela (yovel Sem-

TxvevaSi CvenTvis cnobil) enaSi dro, Cveulebriv, moZrav obieqtad moi-

azreba: dro gadis, mifrinavs, garbis, miizlazneba, warmavali dro, momava-

li da a.S. ...  

axla davubrundebi isev win Tandebulis, rogorc meoreuli deiqsisis 

erT-erTi Semadgenlis, sxvadasxvagvari interpretaciis SemTxvevebs da Se-

vecdebi, avxsna isini.  

warmovidginoT Semdegi: taqsis mgzavrs unda, gaaCerebinos mZRols 

manqana didi Senobis win. `Tu SeiZleba, am Senobis win gamiCereT~, – mimar-

Tavs is mZRols. am Senobis erTaderTi Sesasvleli kari Senobis SuaSia. 

mZRols SeuZlia, gaaCeros manqana Senobamde, Senobis SuaSi an Senobis 

Semdeg. pirvel da mesame SemTxvevaSi mas eqneba deiqturi orientacia re-

latumis anu Senobis mimarT, meore SemTxvevaSi ki – aradeiqturi anu in-

trinsuli, radgan Cveulebriv Senobis wina mxare aris misi is nawili, 

sadac moTavsebulia am SenobaSi Sesasvleli kari. cxadia, Senobis es in-

trinsuli maxasiaTebeli ar aris damokidebuli manqanaSi msxdomi pirebis 

orientaciaze. taqsis mgzavri aris molaparake da mZRoli aris adresati, 

romelmac mgzavris miTiTebis Sesabamisad unda imoqmedos. mas SeuZlia, mi-

marTos ara intrinsul, aramed deiqtur strategias. aseT SemTxvevaSi mi-

si orientacia SeiZleba ar daemTxves mgzavris orientacias. Tu mZRoli 

manqanas Senobamde gaaCerebs, mas hqonia “facing” (hili 1982), e.i. manqanis 

mimarTulebis sapirispiro orientacia. amgvar orientacias adre me vxsni-

di (abulaZe 1991) droSi mimdevrobis gamomxatveli zmnisarTis gavleniT: 

rac win aris, is adrea, e.i. Senobamdea, xolo Senobis bolos manqanis ga-

Cereba aixsneba e.w. “aligned” an TanabarmimarTulebiTi orientaciiT: manqana 

win moZraobs da mZRolisTvis Senobis win SeiZleba niSnavdes adgils Se-

nobis gavlis Semdeg da ara Senobamde. vTqvaT, Senoba Zalian didia, 

mgzavrs Zalian eCqareba da misTvis mniSvnelovania, rom mZRolis inter-

pretacia mis interpretacias daemTxves, raTa ar mouxdes drois dakargva 

Senobis dasawyisidan mis bolomde (an piruku – bolodan dasawyisamde) 

manZilis gavlaze. amitom saWiro iqneba mgzavris anu molaparakis mier 

damatebiTi informaciis miwodeba mZRolisaTvis anu adresatisaTvis. amri-

gad, win Tandebulis interpretaciis SesaZleblobebi imdenad gansxvavebu-

lia, rom mxolod misi xmareba ar aris sakmarisi molaparakesa da msme-

nels Soris gaugebrobis Tavidan asacileblad.  
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Lia Abuladze  

Location in Space and the Postposition c’in  

(“before”, “in front of”) 

Summary 

Space is the fundamental category in human cognitive and linguistic systems. Natural 
languages have many different possibilities to express spatiality. In linguistic literature we 
sometimes meet the opinion (Heinz Vater, Wolfgang Klein…), that although the space is the 
most basic category of our experience and our cognition, it is not obligatory to talk about 
spatial characteristics, whereas each finite verb obligatorily includes temporal information – 
it expresses tense, aspect, or both. With regard to this problem I can say, that space as a 
general category figures not only in the ways in which the physical objects are said to be 
located, but also in the spatial properties of physical objects, such as their size, dimensio-
nality, and contours. While almost every sentence consists of verbal as well as nominal 
phrases, it seems, that to talk about spatial characteristics is also obligatory.  

Speaking about the location in space, we mainly mean how we explain to someone 
where an object is. This is the question that will be discussed. 

We live in the three-dimensional space. We move normally in an upright position. This 
gives us the means of identifying the vertical dimension in space; directionality in the 
vertical dimension is established by our experience of the effects of the force of gravity. So, 
verticality is physically and psychologically the most salient of the spatial dimensions: 
linguistically it is the primary dimension. There are also two other horizontal dimensions: 
front-back and right-left dimensions. They are less salient than the vertical dimension. 
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Linguistically they are secondary dimensions. The difference between right and left is 
dependent upon the prior establishment of directionality in the front-back dimension.  

If we want to tell someone where something is, we need some means of identifying 
direction from any one point in space to any other. It is only natural for language users to 
identify the location of objects in an egocentric fashion. Normally we identify direction 
from a speaker’s zero point – the origo (I, here, now), which is the center of the deictic 
system (Bühler 1934). Bühler was the first to suggest the basic role of the local dimension in 
his theory of the deictic field of language. The deictic field, in which the objects are located, 
is viewed as parallel to the speaker’s orientation. This means that front / back orientation in 
the deictic field coincides with the speaker’s front / back sides.  

In the Georgian language, as well as in other natural languages, we have three pairs of 
adverbs/postpositions, which belong to primary and secondary dimensions and, therefore, to 
primary and secondary deictic subsystems. Among these three pairs front / back dimension 
is the most important for establishing the location of objects.  

In this article I consider in detail the use of the postposition c’in (“before, in front of”) 
in Georgian.  
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rusudan asaTiani 

funqciuri sityvebis metyvelebis nawilebad  

kvalifikacia lazurSi 

1. Teoriuli midgoma 

zogadTeoriuli TvalsazrisiT, metyvelebis nawilebis gamosayofad 

konkretul bunebriv enaSi aucilebelia, romelime sityvaTa jgufisaTvis 

damaxasiaTebeli semantikur-funqciuri gansxvavebulobis garda, formalu-

rad (morfologiurad Tu sintaqsurad)specifikuri yalibebisa Tu para-

digmebis arseboba da Tu amgvari formaluri gansxvavebuloba ar dastur-

deba, maSin metyvelebis Sesabamisi nawilis am enis gramatikul sistemaSi 

gamoyofa gamarTlebuli araa, metic – miuRebelia (SaniZe 1973, gamyreli-

Ze da sxv. 2008). am kuTxiT, gansakuTrebiT problemur jgufs qmnian dam-

xmare mniSvnelobis mqone, e.w. mcire, arasruli, funqciuri sityvebi (resp. 

kavSirebi, Tandebulebi, nawilakebi).1 isini formaucvleli erTeulebia da, 

amdenad, formalurad gansxvavebul morfosintaqsur yalibebs ver qmnian. 

aseTi erTeulebis klasificireba konkretul metyvelebis nawilad, Tuki 

ver xerxdeba konkretuli leqsikuri erTeulis konkretul funqciasTan 

met-naklebad calsaxa dakavSireba Tundac erTi konkretuli, formalurad 

gamorCeuli konteqstis SemofargvliT, gansakuTrebul midgomas moiTxovs. 

amgvar Teoriul sirTules qmnis lazurSi Tandebulebis, kavSirebisa da 

nawilakebis damoukidebel metyvelebis nawilebad gamoyofa. 

2. funqciuri sityvebi lazurSi 

2.1. Tandebulebi 

lazuris mniSvnelovan Taviseburebad miCneulia TandebulTa Sedarebi-

Ti (mag., qarTulTan) simcire (Ciqobava 1936), rac kompensirebuli Cans 

zmniswinTa simravliTa da kompleqsurobiT; da, aseve, lokaciis gamomxat-

veli erTeulebiT, romlebic garkveul mimarTebebs amyareben rogorc 

zmnasTan, ise saxelTan.2 amis gamo, garTulebulia maTi interpretacia da 

                                                 
1  am tipis sityvebis „problemurobaze“Tundac es terminologiuri siWrelec me-

tyvelebs: sxvadasxva avtori maT mcire (Minor), funqciur (Function), arasrul 
(Sengelaia 2000) sityvebad gansazRvravs.  

2  ix. r. asaTiani, lazuris gramatikis konspeqti, `universali~, Tbilisi, 2011. 
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calsaxad metyvelebis romelime nawilad kvalifikacia, Tumca im sintaq-

sur-semantikuri kavSirebis mixedviT, romelTac isini amyareben winadade-

bis romelime wevrTan, maTi sintaqsuri rolis dadgena calsaxad SesaZ-

lebelia: Tu isini formalur kavSirs amyareben saxelTan da erTian Tande-

bulian frazas qmnian, – Tandebulebia; xolo, Tu miemarTebian zmnas da 

qmnian zmnur frazas – garemoebebi. aseTi erTeulebi, ZiriTadad garemoe-

bis funqciiT, damoukidebel sityvebs warmoadgenen (mag.: aras (Soris), 

doloxe (SigniT), Tude (qvemoT), kapulas (ukan), kule/ukule (Semdeg), 

mele (im mxares), mole (am mxares), meta (garda), Áanis (momdevnod), ÁniSa 

(axlos), Áerine/Áeis (nacvlad), okvaCxe/okaCxe (ukan), oRine (win, pirda-

pir), Jin (zeviT), woxle (pirdapir) da sxv.), Tandebulis funqciiT ki 

isini umTavresad erwymian garkveuli brunvis formiT warmodgenil saxels3 

da, amdenad, SesaZlebelia e.w. Tandebulian brunvebze saubaric: 

 saxelTan Serwymuli Tandebulebi 

sax.4 -kele (-ken, gavliT),5-kor-korani (-viT, ise rogorc) 

moT. _ 

mic. -sTeri/-sTei (-viT, rogorc ki)6 

naT. -kala (-Tan, -Tan erTad),7 -kapulas (ukan) -kule/-ukule (Semdeg) 

mim. -qi/-qis (-mde, sanam) 

daS. -ni (-Tvis) 

moq. _ 

lazurSi amgvar erTeulebs damatebiTi funqciac aqvT – lokaciis ga-

momxatveli garkveuli elementi SeiZleba daerTos rTuli winadadebis Se-

madgeneli erT-erTi (Cveulebriv meore) winadadebis boloSi warmodgenil 

zmnas da gamoxatos garemoebiTi damokidebuli winadadeba, e.i. Seasrulos 

kavSiris funqcia. 

                                                 
3  damoukideblad mdgari Tandebulebi, rogorc wesi, saxels marTaven naTesaobiT 

brunvaSi.  
4  fuZeze darTuli Tandebulebi warmodgenilia saxelobiTis grafaSi, ramdenadac 

fuZe da saxelobiTi lazurSi formalurad erTmaneTs emTxveva. 
5  kuTvnilebiT nacvalsaxelebTan es Tandebuli moiTxovs daSorebiT brunvas. 
6  mivyvebiT n. maris analizs (Ciqobava sTeri/sTei-is (xofuri) gamoyofs da miiC-

nevs naTesaobiTi brunvis Tandebulad, sadac naTesaobiTis S dakargulia, ris 
gamoc, d. holiski am sTeri/sTei (xofuri) elementebs fuZeze darTul Tande-
bulTa rigSi aTavsebs). 

7  aTinurSi asea, magram sxva dialeqtebSi naTesaobiTis niSani, faqtobrivad, ar 
Cans da es Tandebuli SeiZleboda saxelobiTze (ufro sworad, fuZeze) dar-
Tul TandebulTa rigSic gadagvesva (Sdr. holiski 1991). 
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2.2. kavSirebi 

sazogadod, funqciurad da struqturulad erTgvarovani Semadgenle-

bis gameorebisas, es Semadgenlebi SeiZleba gaerTiandnen kavSiriT an mis 

gareSe.8 

2.2.1 Serwymuli winadadeba 

Serwymul winadadebaSi zmnasa da argumentebs Soris arsebul marTva-

SeTanxmebis wesebs ematebaT kombinatorikis wesebi, romlebic aRweren fun-

qciaTa gameorebisas warmoqmnil gramatikul Taviseburebebs; lazurSi am-

gvari kombinatorikis Semdegi wesebi moqmedebs (kartozia 2005): 

• do kavSiriT9 garTianebul saxelur jgufSi, sadac kavSiri, Cveuleb-

riv, bolo saxelis wina pozicias ikavebs, brunvis niSans dairTavs 

mxolod bolo, do-s momdevno saxeli, danarCenebi ki fuZis (=saxelo-

biTis) formiT arian warmodgenilni;10 

• do kavSiri SeiZleba ramdenjerme iyos gamoyenebuli da aseT SemTxve-

vaSic brunvis niSniT warmodgenili iqneba mxolod bolo saxeli; 

• ricxvis TvalsazrisiT gansxvavebuli viTarebaa – yoveli gameorebuli 

saxeli damoukideblad, Tav-TavisTvis dairTavs ricxvis niSans;  

• ukavSiro SeerTebisas saxelur jgufSi warmodgenili yvela saxeli, 

rogorc wesi, ibrunvis, Tumca aris SemTxvevebi bolos wina saxelis 

ubrunvelobisa; 

• gameorebul zmnaTa jgufSi, rogorc wesi, pirvelad dasaxelebuli 

zmna gansazRvravs saxelis brunvas. 

2.2.2. rTuli Tanwyobili winadadeba 

Tanwyoba (iseve, rogorc erTgvarovani funqciebis gameoreba Serwymul 

winadadebaSi) SeiZleba gaformdes kavSirebiT, an iyos ukavSiro. Tanwyo-

bis xasiaTis da im semantikuri niuansebis Sesabamisad, rac Tanwyobis se-

mantikur safuZvels qmnis, kavSirebi SeiZleba iyos majgufebeli, macalke-

vebeli da mapirispirebeli.  

                                                 
8  rTul qvewyobil winadadebaSi kavSiri aucilebeli Cans (ix. qvemoT, rTuli 

qvewyobili winadadeba).  
9 do kavSiris garda, erTgvarovani funqciebis gasaerTianeblad lazurSi gamoi-

yeneba sxva kavSirebic, mag., mapirispirebeli var(n)a (=an/an…an) da sxv. (ix. 
qvemoT, rTuli Tanwyobili winadadeba). 

10  asea maSinac, Tu bolo saxeli ubrunvelia (mag., amedi do man-Ti ar-ar qva 
qobZiraT – „axmedi (axmedma) da mec TiTo-TiTo qva movnaxeT“). aseT SemTxve-
vaSi saxeluri jgufis funqcia mxolod konteqstiT SeiZleba gairkves. 
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lazurSi Tanwyobis kavSirebia: do (da), Áa – Áa/Áada (an...an), ne – ne 

(arc...arc), ama/hama (magram), okule (da mere). amaTgan pirveli ori meor-

deba da Cndeba yoveli argumentuli struqturis (=Semadgenluri winada-

debis) TavSi, xolo danarCeni ori – bolo Semadgenluri winadadebis win. 

d. holiski lazurSi gamoyofs Tanwyobis erT Tavisebur konstruqci-

as (holiski 1991), sadac droiTi mimarTebebisa da mizezSedegobrivi kav-

Sirebis mixedviT, pirveli movlenis amsaxveli Semadgenluri winadadeba 

ki ar iwyebs Tanwyobil winadadebas (rac logikurad ufro mosalodneli 

iqneboda), aramed mosdevs meore Semadgenlur winadadebas Tavis kavSirTan 

erTad da Sedegad do kavSiri aRmoCndeba xolme Tanwyobili winadadebis 

bolos; mag.: 

• ngeni  nja-s      qo-ÁonW-u-qi,  

xbo.NOM                xe-DAT         FF-kideba-AOR.S.3.SG-CON 

butka           Wkom-a-s-en-Áa     do. 

foTol.NOM      Wama-SBJ-S.3-FUT-Q.3    da 

(xbo xeze Camokida – rom, foTols SeWamdes iqnebao da.) 

(foTols SeWamso (ifiqra) da xbo xeze Camokida – holiskis inter-

pretacia). 

xbo xeze Camokida, rom foTols SeWamso-da. 

magram lazuri am SemTxvevaSi, rogorc Cans, upiratesobas aniWebs am 

mizezSedegobrivi mimarTebebis struqturirebas daqvemdebarebuli konstruq-

ciis saxiT, sadac warmodgenilia daqvemdebarebis maCvenebeli -qi (=rom) 

nawilak-kavSiri, xolo Tanwyobis do asrulebs ara majgufebeli kavSi-

ris, aramed TxrobisaTvis (=naratiuli teqstebisaTvis) damaxasiaTebeli 

gadabmis nawilakis funqcias. am funqciiT da kavSiris gamoyeneba arc Ta-

namedrove qarTulisaTvis aris ucxo (gansakuTrebiT naratiul teqsteb-

Si) da metad gavrcelebulia Zvel qarTulSi; mag.: da movida, rom eTqva; 

da gamovida iesu; da rqua maT; da Wames yovelTa; da sxv. gansxvaveba mxo-

lod isaa, rom gadabmis da qarTulSi iwyebs xolme winadadebas da ara, 

lazuris msgavsad, mTliani winadadebis boloSia ganTavsebuli.  

2.2.3. rTuli qvewyobili winadadeba 

qvewyobisas, rogorc wesi, Cndeba maqvemdebarebeli kavSirebi da maTi 

gamotoveba naklebad misaRebia. lazurSi amgvari kavSirebis rols, ZiriTa-

dad, sxvadasxva saxis nawilakebi, brunvis niSnebi da/an Tandebulebi as-

ruleben (Ciqobava 1936): 

• Turqulidan nasesxebi qi/Ci (aTinurSi); 

• berZnulidan gadmoRebuli oti; 
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• na (nawilaki rom Tu kavSiris funqciiT); 

• Si/s/is/si/sis (kavSiris funqciiT: rom, roca, rodesac); 

• Si/s/is/si/sis+ukule/kule (Semdeg); Si+kule → Wkule; 

• Sa/Sa-qis (sanam); 

• Seni (ramdenadac);11 

• sTeri (rogorc ki); 

• Sakis (sanam). 

lazurSi mimarTebiTi nacvalsaxelebi da zmnizedebi saerTod ar gamo-

iyofa nacvalsaxelebis morfologiur qveklasad da, Sesabamisad, isini 

verc kavSiris funqciiT iqnebian dafiqsirebulni. amdenad, mimarTebiTi wi-

nadadebebi lazurSi calke struqturul tips ver qmnian.12 

rTul qvewyobil winadadebaSi dadasturebuli kavSirebis struqtu-

ruli niSnebia (Ciqobava 1936, kartozia 2005): 

• na nawilaki kavSiris funqciiT iwyebs subieqt-obieqtur damokidebul 

winadadebebs da, ZiriTadad, damokidebuli winadadebis zmnis wina po-

ziciaSi dasturdeba; Tu na nawilaki pirobiT damokidebul winadade-

bas akavSirebs mTavarTan, maSin is mosdevs zmnas; 

• yvela sxva nawilaki kavSiris funqciiT dasturdeba sxvadasxva tipis 

damokidebuli winadadebebis farglebSi da, ZiriTadad, zmnis momdevno 

pozicias ikavebs;  

• qi/Ci (aTinurSi), rogorc wesi, pirobiT damokidebul winadadebaSia 

da ramdenadac zmnis aramarkirebuli pozicia aris winadadebis bolo, 

xolo pirobiT damokidebuli, rogorc wesi, mosdevs mTavars, is as-

rulebs mTlianad rTul daqvemdebarebul winadadebas; 

• oti nawilaki, gansxvavebiT qi/Ci-sgan, iwyebs pirobiT damokidebul 

winadadebas; 

• Si/s/is/si/sis nawilakebi, romelTac naTesaobiTi da micemiTi brunvis 

niSnebidan momdinare markerebad miiCneven, kavSiris funqciiT dastur-

debian drois garemoebiT winadadebebSi: Si – met-naklebad yvela kilo-

                                                 
11 na da is/si nawilakebis garda, yvela sxva elementi saxelebsac daerTvis brun-

vis niSnad an Tandebulad. 
12 iSviaTad, mimarTebiTi konstruqciebis mTavar winadadebaSi ganTavsebul saxe-

lur frazas SeiZleba mosdevdes kiTxviTi sityvebi an mesame piris diskursu-
lad markirebuli muk nacvalsaxeli. es elementebi, Tavis mxriv, SeiZleba gar-
Tulebulni iyvnen -na nawilakiT. aseTi konstruqciebi qarTuli mimarTebiTi 
winadadebebis kalkad miiCneva; yovel SemTxvevaSi, isini imdenad sporadulia, 
rom lazurSi mimarTebiTi winadadebis struqturulad Rirebul formad maTi 
miCneva ar unda iyos gamarTlebuli.  
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kavSi; s/is/si/sis – aTinur-arTaSenulSi da, sporadulad, arqabulSi; 

viwurSi gvxvdeba mxolod is. maTi ganawileba (im dialeqtebSi, sadac 

met-naklebad yvela varianti fiqsirdeba) poziciuri Cans: xmovnebis 

momdevnod gvaqvs s/sis, Tanxmovnebis momdevnod ki is. bolokiduri s 

SeiZleba dasustdes da daikargos kidec da maSin Cndeba i/→/Á→/Ø  

alomorfebic; 

• ukule/kule Tandebuliani nawilakebi mosdeven drois garemoebiTis 

zemoT dasaxelebul Si/s/is/si/sis nawilakebs da, damatebiT, pirobi-

Tobis elferi SemoaqvT; gavrcelebulia Wkule variantic, romelic 

miRebuli unda iyos S+kule→Wkule fonetikuri cvlilebis Sedegad; 

• Seni, sTeri Tandebulebis kavSirebad gamoyenebisas, romlebic zmnis 

bolos Tavsdebian, maTTan erTad, meore kavSirad, dasturdeba na-c, 

romelic Tavis Cveul, anu damokidebuli winadadebis zmnis wina, po-

ziciaSia; e.i. kavSirebis dublireba xdeba. 

amaT garda, sporadulad, kavSirebad SeiZleba iyos gamoyenebuli: 

oras (maSin, rodesac), emuSeni/hemuSeniv/a, iSviaTad, hun-qi/hum-qi (imitom, 

rom), so-na (sadac), egere-na (Tu), mundes-na/mundes-Ti (rodesac). rTul 

konstruqciebSi aseve gvxvdeba sxvaTa sityvis nawilakebi, romlebic er-

TmaneTisgan ganasxvaveben pirdapir da irib naTqvams. 

2.3. nawilakebi 

2.3.1. sxvaTa sityvis nawilakebi 

sxvaTa sityvis gadmosacemad lazurSi gamoiyeneba Semdegi specialuri 

nawilakebi (Ciqobava 1936): -a/-Áa, -deri/-dei, -So, -ma. amaTgan:  

1) -a/-Áa gamoiyeneba, rodesac metyveli (resp. pirveli piri) sityvasityviT 

gadmogvcems mesame an meore piris naTqvams (amave mniSvnelobiT, aseve, 

umetesad aTinurSi, gamoiyeneba Turqulidan nasesxebi -deri/-dei);  

2) -So Cndeba, rodesac metyveli Tavis naTqvams gadasacemad abarebs meo-

re pirs; xolo  

3) -ma gamoiyeneba, rodesac metyveli gadmogvcems sakuTarsave naTqvams an 

adre nafiqrs. 

yvela SemTxvevaSi igulisxmeba romelime piris naTqvamis gadmocema 

da, amdenad, am konstruqciebSi xSirad (magram ara aucileblad – gansa-

kuTrebiT, Tu sxvaTa sityvis nawilaki warmodgenilia) fiqsirdeba metyve-

lebis gamomxatveli zmnebi, an metyvelis sxvadasxvagvari damokidebulebis 

amsaxveli, emociurad Seferili sametyvelo aqtis gamomxatveli zmnebi, 

mag.: Tqma, dabareba, moxseneba, brZaneba, sayveduri, gacineba, gabrazeba da 
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sxv. amdenad, iqmneba rTuli konstruqciebi, sadac erT-erT Semadgenlur 

winadadebaSi warmodgenilia es metyvelebis gamomxatveli zmnebi, Tavad 

saTqmeli ki, Tavisi nawilakebiT, warmodgenilia meoreSi. formaluri kav-

Siri am or Semadgenlur winadadebas Soris Tanwyobis princips misdevs 

da, ZiriTadad, ukavSirod xorcieldeba.  

(3)-SemTxvevaSi, orive Semadgenluri winadadebis zmna subieqturi pir-

veli piris formiTaa warmodgenili, xSirad obieqturi wyobisac (mag.: ge-

ubnebi, kargad var-meTqi; ver gaige, vambob, kargad var-meTqi);  

(2)-SemTxvevaSi, Tu metyveli Tavis naTqvams gadasacemad abarebs meore 

pirs, metyvelis sityvebi mesame piris formiTaa gadmocemuli da mas ema-

teba Sesabamisi nawilaki, xolo metyvelebis amsaxveli zmna meore piris 

formiTaa gadmocemuli (mag.: Cemgan moikiTxe da gadaeci, kargad aris-Tqo);  

(1)-SemTxvevaSi, metyvelebis gamomxatveli zmna warmodgenilia mesame 

piris formiT, xolo naTqvamis ZiriTadi zmna – nebismieri piris formiT, 

saTqmelis Sesabamisad (mag.: ase miTxra, kargad var-o/kargad xar-o/kargad 

ariso).  

es mimarTebebi met-naklebad produqtiulia yvela enaSi, sadac amgvari 

ori salokucio aqtis gaerTianeba xdeba erT rTul konstruqciad, da 

maT Soris lazurSic.  

nimuSebi:13 

• Tilqi-q  –  nekna va go-m-a-nwk-e-n-Áa. 
mela-ERG      kari.NOM ar PR-SINV.1-PASS-gaReba-PASS-OINV.3-Q.3 

melam (Tqva), kars ver gavaRebo. 

• TiTo   marqvali   qo-do-sqvi-T  do  qo-p-Wkom-a-T-So,   Tqvi. 
TiTo.NOM  kvercxi.NOM    AFF-PR-deba-S.2.PL   da  AFF-S.1-Wama-SM-S.1.PL-Q.2    S.2.Tqma.PST 

TiTo kvercxi ki-dadeT da vWamoT-o, Tqvi. 

• ekule   qo-p-Wkom-a-T-ma,    g-i-wumer-T. 
mere  AFF-S.1-Wama-SM-S.1.PL-Q.1  O.2-CV-Tqma.FUT-S.1.PL 

mere vWamoT-meTqi, getyviT. 

2.3.2 winadadebaTa modalobis gamomxatveli nawilakebi 

agebulebis mixedviT martivi, Serwymuli da rTuli winadadebebi Sina-

arsis mixedviT SeiZleba iyos an TxrobiTi, an kiTxviTi, an brZanebiTi, 

rogorc dadebiTi, ise uaryofiTi.14 

                                                 
13 SeimCneva tendencia pirveli da meore pirebis nawilakebis nacvlad mesame pi-

ris nawilakis xmarebisa. 
14 brZanebiTi xSirad Txovnasac gamoxatavs. 
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uaryofiTi winadadeba lazurSi miiReba zmnis win uaryofiTi nawila-

kis va/va(r) (xofuri) dasmiT da, ramdenadac uaryofiTi nacvalsaxelebi 

lazurSi ar aris, es aris erTaderTi meqanizmi winadadebaSi uaryofiTi 

Sinaarsis gadmosacemad (Tu ar CavTvliT uqonlobis gamomxatvel deriva-

ciul models). 

brZanebiTi gamoixateba, qarTulis msgavsad, zmnis aoristis an kavSi-

rebiTis formebiT. 

uaryofiT-brZanebiTi, anu akrZalviTi, iwarmoeba mo (nu)nawilakiT, 

romelic va/va(r) uaryofiTi nawilakis poziciaSi Cndeba da mis morfo-

logiur variantadac SeiZleba iyos ganxiluli. 

rac Seexeba kiTxviT winadadebebs, zogadi kiTxva (<ki/ara> sistemis) 

gamoixateba an mxolod specifikuri (TxrobiTisgan gansxvavebuli) into-

naciiT, an kiTxviTi nawilakiT i/Áa, romelic, ZiriTadad, daerTvis zmnas 

(Tuki aseTi aris) an nebismier sityvas (es xdeba ZiriTadad dialogebSi, me-

oreuli kiTxvis, e.w. CakiTxvis, SemTxvevaSi). kiTxviTi nawilaki, rogorc 

wesi, asrulebs zmnur formas da mas SeiZleba mosdevdes mxolod sxvaTa 

sityvis nawilaki da/an mis momdevnod kavSiri. mag.: 

• nana-s        xua            do-bon-i-i-Áa-Sa? 

deda-DAT         tani. NOM        V-bana-SM.S2-QP-Q.3-CONJ 

(dedas tani dabane-kiTx.o-roca) 

roca dedas tani dabaneo? 

kombinatorikis wesebi (kartozia 2005): 

• kiTxviTi i+sxvaTa sityvis Áa→iia (xofuris sarful TqmaSi); 

• sarfulSive, Tu zmnuri forma i-ze bolovdeba, warmoiqmneba iiia seg-

menti (mag., Ziri-i-a→Ziiia (intervokalur poziciaSi r-s dakargviT) – 

va Ziiia? (ver naxeo)). es segmenti SeiZleba gamartivdes da Sedegad 

sarfelTa metyvelebaSi gvxvdeba iiia/iia paraleluri formebi; 

• Tu winadadebaSi warmodgenilia rogorc uaryofiTi nawilaki, ise ki-

TxviTi sityva, maTi rigi mkacrad gansazRvrulia (holiski 1991):  

{kiTxviTi sityva – uaryofiTi nawilaki – zmna} 

specialur kiTxvaSi gamoiyeneba kiTxviTi nacvalsaxelebi da zmnizede-

bi. aq kiTxviTi nawilaki ar gvxvdeba da TxrobiTis intonaciac, rogorc 

wesi, SenarCunebulia. magaliTad: 

• a  biWi-s    muSeni  aTxoz-i? 

am  biW-DAT    ratom  gagdeba-S.2.SM. 

am  biWs ratom agdeb gareT? 
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2.4. zmnur morfemaTa sruli jaWvi 

Tu am nawilakebsac CavrTavT martivi zmnuri formebis morfemaTa jaW-

vSi, miviRebT sxvadasxvagvari zmnuri formebis amsaxvel amomwurav struq-

turul models:  

(1) mtkicebiTi nawilaki 

(2) zmniswinebi 

(3) piris niSnebi  

(4) xmovanprefiqsebi 

(5) Ziri  

(6) seriebis fuZeTa mawarmoeblebi 

(7) uwyvetlis mawarmoebeli 

(8) kavSirebiTi da pirobiTi kilos mawarmoeblebi 

(9) TurmeobiTebis mawarmoebeli -ere-15 

(10) SIII piris niSnebi 
(11) obieqtis mravlobiTobis mawarmoebeli 

(12) momavali drois mawarmoebeli uRlebadi meSveli  

zmna unon an mawarmoebeli -ere-16 

(13) pirobiTobis -kon 

(14) TurmeobiTebis mawarmoebeli doren/dortun/dortas17 

(15) kiTxviTi nawilaki 

(16) sxvaTa sityvis nawilaki 

(17) makavSirebeli nawilaki 

3. Teoriuli xasiaTis daskvna 

zemoT ganxiluli masalis safuZvelze SeiZleba davaskvnaT: lazurSi 

kavSirebis, Tandebulebisa da nawilakebis funqciuri omonimurobisa da 

konkretuli funqciebis formaluri gaumijnaobis gamo, damoukidebel mety-

velebis nawilebad maTi (anu: kavSiris, Tandebulis da nawilakis) gamoyo-

fa garTulebulia da mkacr Teoriul safuZvels moklebulia. umetes Sem-

TxvevaSi, erTi da imave formis mqone sityvis zogadi funqciis dakonkre-

teba mxolod diskursisa Tu specifikuri lingvisturi konteqstebis Se-

                                                 
15 ere formanti dasturdeba mxolod xofurSi; is SeuTavsebelia me-(12) da me-

(13) poziciaSi warmodgenil morfemebTan. 
16 unon uRlebadi meSveli zmna gvxvdeba mxolod xofurSi, danarCen dialeqtebSi 

ki gavrcelebulia ere formaucvleli damxmare elementi.  
17 es formaucvleli sufiqsebi (14) gavrcelebulia viwur-arqabulsa da aTinur-

arTaSenulSi. isini gamoricxaven pirobiTobis mawarmoebel sufiqss kon (13): 
zmnaSi warmodgenilia mxolod erT-erTi maTgani _ an (13), an (14). 
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mofargvliTaa SesaZlebeli, romelTa formaluri gamijvna konkretuli 

funqciis farglebSi ver xerxdeba (garda me-(15), me-(16) da me-(17) SemTx-

vevebisa, rodesac kiTxviTi, sxvaTa sityvisa da makavSirebeli nawilakebis 

poziciebi mkacrad gansazRvrulia). amdenad, Teoriulad ufro gamarTle-

buli da gamarTuli Cans am elementebis ufro zogadi (araspecifizebu-

li) kvalifikacia metyvelebis erT – formaucvlel, damxmare, mxolod 

gramatikuli funqciis mqone – metyvelebis nawilad, romelsac pirobiTad 

SesaZlebelia funqciuri sityvebi vuwodoT. 
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Rusudan Asatiani 
Function Words in Laz 

Summary 

Specific parts of speech such are Postpositions, Conjunctions, and Particles are not 
functionally distinguished in Laz. 

In general, an important peculiarity of Laz is a considerably small number of 
postpositions (as compared to Georgian) (Chikobava 1936), which is compensated by a high 
number of preverbs and their complex functions. Some units expressing location also fill in 
this gap. These units may be related both to a noun and to a verb, which makes it difficult to 
interpret them as separate single parts of speech, although it is possible to diverse their 
functions syntactically: when they are linked with a noun and, consequently, create some 
PP, they may be interpreted as postpositions; while being linked with a verb they create VP, 
they serve as adverbial modifiers and so, may be interpreted as adverbs. With the function of 
adverbs such units are mostly independent words; e.g.: aras (between, among), doloxe (in, 
inside of), tude (below, under), mele (there, on that side of), mole (here, on this side of), 
meta (besides, instead of), yanis (beside, next to), yaniša (near), yrine/yeis (instead of, in 
place of), ok’vačxe/ok’ačxe (behind, backwards), oɣine (before, in front of), žin (on, on top 
of, above), c’oxle (opposite, in front of), etc. But with the function of postposition they 
mainly merge with a noun and govern either the stem or more often the genitive case, thus, 
making it possible to speak about prepositional cases. 

 Postpositions merged with a noun 

Nom. -k’ele (towards), -k’or/k’orani (as much as, as far as, in the same way as) 
Erg. ---------------- 
Dat. ---------------- 
Gen. -steri/-stei (as, like), -k’ala (with, along with), -k’ap’ulas (behind, at the back 

of), -k’ule/-uk’ule (after, afterwards) 
All. -ki/-kis (until, up to) 
Abl.  -ni (for) 
Ins. ---------------- 

In Laz such units have an additional function – some of them can be attached to a verb 
standing in the end of a clause (as a rule, in the second clause of complex sentences) 
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expressing an adverbial subordinate clause (Holisky 1991). That is, they bear the function of 
a Conjunction as well.  

Aslo, Case markers (→Postpositions) are functioning as subordinate Conjunctions 
(Chikobava 1936): 

• Borrowed from Turkish -ki / či (in Atina) 

• Greek ot’i 

• na (the particle “that” in function “if”) 

• ši/s/is/si/sis (that, while, when) 

• ši/s/is/si/sis + uk’ule/k’ule (after); ši+k’ule → č’k’ule 

• ša/ša-kis (until) 

• šeni (as far as) 

• steri (as, like) 

All these “Conjunctions”, except the Particles na and is/si, serve as either Case markers 
or Postpositions as well. 

Sporadically, some Particles can be used as Conjunctions as well:  

• oras (when, while)  

• emušeni / hemušeniv/a, rarely, hun-ki / hum-ki (that’s why)  

• sona (where) 

• egere-na (if)  

• mundes-na / mundes-ti (when) 

Thus, one and the same word can be used in a text either as PP, or CONJ, or PTC and 
only a discourse and/or specific pragmatic context defines its concrete function. 

Analyzing and interpreting such data, it is supposed that, based on a general theoretical 
background, they must be qualified as one, undifferentiated part of speech, namely, the 
Function Words.   
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

ciuri axvlediani, giorgi yufaraZe 

metaforuli terminebi frangul da  

inglisur enaTa anatomiur terminologiaSi 

terminologiis sferoSi metaforaTa kvleva erT-erTi aqtualuri mi-

marTulebaa. Sarl bali aRniSnavda, rom metafora warmoiSoba adamianis 

gonebis arasrulyofilebis gamo, radgan adamians ara aqvs absoluturi 

abstraqciis unari da amitomac igi iyenebs metaforas konkretul sinam-

dvilesTan kavSirisaTvis. es gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania terminologiu-

ri sferos kvlevisas da, zogadad, samecniero diskursuli moRvaweobi-

saTvisac. samecniero diskursSi vgulisxmobT mecnierebis ama Tu im dar-

gis specialistis, profesionalur enaze urTierTobisas, verbalurad ga-

meSveobiTebul moRvaweobas; anu samecniero diskursi aris mecnieris az-

robrivi moRvaweobis verbalizebuli Sedegi, lingvisturi da eqstralin-

gvisturi faqtorebiT (samyaros codniT, msjelobiT, azrebiT, rwmenebiT 

da a. S.). farTo gagebiT, samecniero diskursi Sedgeba sxvadasxva qvedis-

kursisagan – kerZo mecnierebaTa diskursebisagan. samecniero – profesiona-

luri azrovnebis saboloo materialur Sedegad SeiZleba CaiTvalos ter-

minologiuri leqsikoni, rogorc mecnieruli codnis fiqsaciis sfero.  

rogorc cnobilia, samecniero diskursis safuZvelia terminologia. 

samecniero diskursi bevrad hgavs komunikaciis sxva sferoebs, radgan igi, 

upirveles yovlisa, sxva sferoTa msgavsad, ikvlevs samyaros mravalfe-

rovan aspeqtebsa da fenomenebs, am saqmeSi ki metafora asrulebs mniSvne-

lovan funqcias, rogorc mecnieruli Semecnebis (codnis) instrumenti. 

eyrdnoba ra analogiis kanons, rogorc adamianuri gonis universalur 

kognitiur unars, enis matarebels gadaaqvs raime warmodgena erTi sfero-

dan meoreze da amgvarad iZens axal codnas. kognitiur-diskursul para-

digmaSi aseTi kognitiuri meqanizmi iwodeba konceptualur integraciad. 

amgvarad, terminologiuri metafora iqceva miRebul codnaTa damuSa-

vebis efeqtur saSualebad, Seufardebs ra raime axal movlenas adamianis 

kognitiur bazaSi ukve arsebul gamocdilebas da asrulebs mniSvnelovan 

evristikul funqcias. Tu erTi koncepti gaigeba sxva konceptis termine-

biT, maSin saqme exeba „konceptualur metaforas~, romelic efuZneba ur-

TierTobebs wyarosa da niSans Soris. terminologiuri metafora percef-

ciulad martivia, is uadvilebs adamians ama Tu im rTuli samecniero 
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movlenis gagebas. rogorc wesi, metaforuli termini xels uwyobs vee-

berTela, mravalkomponentiani terminologiuri erTeulis Secvlas.  

naSromi eZRvneba frangul da inglisur enebSi arsebul anatomiur 

terminologiaSi arsebul metaforaTa ZiriTadi wyaroebis Seswavlas. sa-

kuTari sxeulisadmi interesi, misi kvleva adamianis erT-erTi uZvelesi 

`samecniero interesia~. uZveles droSi, rodesac ar arsebobda sxeulis 

Seswavlis sarwmuno samecniero meTodebi da teqnologiebi, konceptuali-

zaciis pirveli formebi, upiratesad, efuZneboda sxeulis organoTa ga-

regnul msgavsebas garemomcvel sagnebTan. amgvarad, terminologiuri me-

taforis evristikuli potenciali ufro metad maRalia, rac ufro me-

tad bevrma aseTma metaforam `icocxla~ mecnierebis Tanamedrove mdgoma-

reobamde. 

sakvlevi masalaa franguli da inglisuri enebis `institucionalize-

buli~ terminologiuri anatomiuri metaforebi, fiqsirebulni k. tielis 

leqsikonSi – `adamianis anatomia da fiziopaTologia~ (tieli 2010). 

masalis analizma aCvena, rom frangul da inglisur anatomiur termi-

nologiaSi yvelaze metad aqtiuri da xSiria metaforizaciis 4 wyaro: 

1. arqiteqtura 

arqiteqturuli terminebi efeqtur vels warmoadgenen anatomiur cne-

baTa konceptualizaciisaTvis. adamianis sxeuli hgavs arqiteqturul nage-

bobas sakuTar struqturul elementTa simravliT. 

mravali termin-metaforaa sabazo terminebiT: arcade ‘TaRedi’ – da 
voûte ‘TaRi’:  

Arcade dentaire: dental (alveolar) arch (‘kbilebis TaRedi, romelic mo-

icavs yvela kbils’) – organe en forme d'arc composé de dents. Située sur le bord 

des maxillaires chez l'homme, on y retrouve les incisives, les canines, les prémo-
laires et les molaires ;  

The curved composite structure of natural dentition; the teeth that are supported 
by the alveolar part of the mandible; inferior dental arch; mandibular dentition. 

Voûte plantaire, arch of Foot (‘fexisgulis arka, TaRi’): l'ensemble des 

courbures concaves que présente la surface inférieure du pied: une courbure 
longitudinale (allant du calcanéum à la tête des métatarsiens) et une courbure 
transversale (maximale à la base des métatarsiens);  

The longitudinal arch consisting of a medial arch, comprised of the calcaneus, 
talus, navicular, three cuneiform bones, and the three medial metatarsals, and a 
lateral arch formed by the calcaneus, cuboid, and the two lateral metatarsals. 

gadaazrebas eqvemdebarebian iseTi arqiteqturuli elementebi, rogo-

rebicaa: colonne, column pillar ‘kolona, TaRis sayrdeni sveti’, coupole, 
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dome ‘gumbaTi’, pavillon, ear shell ‘karavi, farduli’, anat. ‘yuris niJara’, 

vestibule; the inner ear labyrinth gate; ‘vestibiuli’, anat. ‘Sida yuris labi-

rinTis karibWe’, pyramide ‘piramida’, tunnel ‘gvirabi’ da sxv. Coupole pleu-
rale, la partie la plus élevée de la plèvre pariétale qui coiffe, audessus du plan de la 
première côte, le sommet du poumon;  

The inner ear (internal ear, auris interna) is the innermost part of the vertebra-
te ear. Abalone. 

Pavillon de la trompe: la partie terminale de celle-ci dont les franges balayent 
la surface de l'ovaire et permettent derecueillir l'ovocyte au moment de l'ovulation. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom arqiteqturuli da anatomiuri terminebi urTier-

Tqmedeben `orive mxriv~; cnobilia iseTi fenomenic, rogoricaa anTropo-

morfuli metafora arqiteqturaSi, anu rodesac arqiteqturuli termini 

Seqmnilia adamianis sxeulis nawilisagan: mag., `kapiteli (sayrdeni svetis 

Tavi)~ (frang. chapiteau) (ingl. head of colomn) momdinareobs laTinuri 

sityvidan caput ‘Tavi’. 

2. geometriuli figurebi 

geometriuli figurebi produqtiuli wyaroa anatomiur cnebaTa meta-

foruli saxelwodebebisaTvis; am SemTxvevaSi, metaforizaciis safuZvelia 

obieqtis forma; gadaazrebas eqvemdebareba iseTi figurebi, rogorebicaa: 

cercle ‘wre’, cylinder ‘cilindri’, cone ‘konusi’, angle ‘kuTxe’. mraval anato-

miur obieqts SeiZleba hqondes wris forma; aseT SemTxvevaSi, anatomiuri 

cneba iRebs sakuTar definicias damazustebeli komponentis – termin-kon-

kretizatoris xarjze; magaliTad, geometriuli figura cercle ‘wre’: cer-
cle de Willis, brain vascular circle ‘tvinis sisxlZarRvTa wre’; cercle artériel 
du cerveau, large brain blood circle ‘tvinis didi arteriuli wre’; cercle 
vasculaire articulaire, vascular circle of blood vessels ‘sisxlZarRvis ZarRvo-

vani wre’; cercle tendineux de Lower, fibrosing circle ‘fibrozuli wre’.  

3. tansacmeli  

metaforulad gadaazrebulia tansacmlis iseTi elementebi, rogorebi-

caa: ceinture ‘qamari’ da poche ‘jibe’: ceinture du membre supérieur, upper 
limb girdle ‘zeda kiduris sartyeli’, ceinture scapulaire, shoulder belt, 
shoulder girdle ‘mxris sartyeli’, ceinture du membre inférieur, lower limb 
girdle ‘qveda kiduris sartyeli’, poche gingivale; alveolar pocket ‘RrZilis 

jibe’, poche parodontale, parodontal pocket ‘parodontaluri jibe’. gadaaz-

reba sxvagvaradaa tansacmlis iseT elementTan dakavSirebiT, rogoricaa 

col ‘sayelo’; aq termin-metaforad gamoiyeneba ‘yeli’: col utérin, cervix uteri 
‘saSvilosnos yeli’, col de la côte, rib neck ‘neknis yeli’, col de la vessie, 
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urinary bladder neck ‘saSarde buStis yeli’, col de la vésicule biliaire, gall 
bladder neck ‘naRvlis buStis yeli’. 

4. xe 
am SemTxvevaSi, metaforis sixSiriT gamoirCeva tronc, stem, stick, trunk 

‘Rero, Cxiri, xis tani’, rogorc raRacis karkasis aRmniSvneli: tron aorti-
que, aortic stem ‘aortis Rero’, tronc intestinal, intestine sticks ‘nawlavis 

Cxiri’, tronc cerebral; cerebral sticks ‘cerebraluri Cxiri’ tronc pulmonaire; 
lung sticks ‘filtvis Cxiri’, tronc lombo-sacré; waist and butt ‘welisa da 

gavis Cxiri’, tronc lombo-sacré, subclavian sticks ‘laviwqveSa Cxiri’ da a.S. 

adamianis sxeulis organoebis metaforuli konceptualizacia iyenebs 

aseve iseT cnebebs, rogorebicaa: rameaux, branches ‘totebi, ganStoebebi’ 
da racine, basis, root, footer ‘fesvi, fuZe, Ziri’; rameaux dorsaux; back 
branches of spinal nerves ‘zurgis nervebis ukana ganStoebebi’, rameaux 
ventraux, front branches of chest nerves ‘mkerdis nervebis wina ganStoebebi’, 
rameaux interganglionnaires, interstitial branches ‘kvanZTaSorisi ganSto-
ebebi’, racine aortique, aortic base ‘aortis fuZe’, racine dentaire, tooth root 
‘kbilis fesvi’, racine de l’hélix, spin root of haliotis ‘yuris niJaris xveula 

fuZe’ da a.S.  

amgvarad, metaforizaciis zemoCamoTvlili oTxi wyaro yvelaze metad 

produqtiulia franguli enis anatomiur terminologiaSi. anatomia cod-

nisa da moRvaweobis erT-erTi uZvelesi dargia, misi terminologiis didi 

nawili Camoyalibda adamianis garemomcvel saganTa da fenomenTa metafo-

ruli gadaazrebis safuZvelze.  
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Tsiuri Akhvlediani, Giorgi Kuparadze 

Metaphorical Terms in French and English Anatomical Terminology 
Summary 

In the studies devoted to cognitive terminology, metaphoric terminology is one of 
the leading directions. Terminology is the basis of scientific discourse. Scientific dis-
course is much like the other areas of communication, since it, like other fields, inves-
tigates the diverse aspects and phenomena of the universe; and, in this case, the meta-
phor plays an important role as an instument of the scientific (knowledge) cognition. 
Based on the law of analogy as one of the universal cognitive abilities of a human mind, 
the language owner carries something from one sphere to another and thus acquires a 
new knowledge.  

In the cognitive-discursive paradigm, such a mechanism is called cognitive con-
ceptual integration. The terminological metaphor becomes an efficient means to process 
the knowledge obtained, it cures any new phenomenon of experiences already presented 
in human cognitive database and performs a significant eurasical function. 

The subject of the analysis in our paper is the anatomical terminology of the 
French and English languages, in particular, the metaphorical nomination in anatomic 
terminology. If one concept is understood by other concept terms, then the case con-
cerns “the conceptual metaphor” which is based on the relationship between the source 
and the sign. The terminological metaphor is simple in terms of its perception, it makes 
it easier for anyone to understand a complex scientific phenomenon of this or that kind. 
As a rule, a metaphorical term helps to change a huge, multi-component terminological 
unit. 

The purpose of the paper is to identify the main sources of the term – metaphor – in 
the anatomical terminology of the French and English languages. The conceptual-se-
mantic analysis revealed the main spheres of metaphorical nomination in the presented 
terminology, namely: “architecture”, “clothes”, “geometric shapes” and “tree”. In the 
anatomic discourse, in the process of metaphorical conceptualization of anatomical 
objects, the productivity of manifestation of these areas is evident; the major similarity 
of these fields is also vivid, on the basis of which the metaphorical re-thinking through 
the subsequent nominations of anatomical objects becomes possible.  

As it seems, for a specialist the terminological picture of the world is closely linked 
to general knowledge. It is also closely related to the knowledge of other sciences and 
fields. 



 36

enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

ciuri axvlediani, giorgi yufaraZe 

inglisur da frangul enaTa fonetikuri 

sistemebis cvlilebaTa periodebi 

nebismieri enis sistema ganicdis mudmiv cvalebadobas, magram cvli-

lebebi, romlebic moicaven enis sxvadasxva dones, mis sxvadasxva rgols, 

ar xdeba erTdroulad. imisaTvis, rom gamovavlinoT kanonzomiereba enis 

istoriaSi, cvlilebaTa kanonzomiereba enis yvela doneze, aucilebelia 

SevadaroT cvlilebebi sxvadasxva enaSi. Cvens naSromSi SevexebiT foneti-

kur dones, SevadarebT cvlilebebsa da maT raodenobas inglisursa da 

frangul enebSi VII-XX saukuneebSi. 

inglisuri enis fonetikuri sistemis cvlilebebi. inglisuri enis da-

fiqsirebuli istoria, tradiciulad, iwyeba V saukunis Sua periodidan, 

rodesac, `anglosaqsonuri qronikebis~ matianis mixedviT, anglebis, saqse-

bis, frizebisa da iutebis germanikuli tomebi iwyeben gadmosaxlebas bri-

taneTSi. inglisuri enis istoriis mkvlevar mecnierTa didi nawili miiC-

nevs, rom Zvelinglisuri dialeqtebi im tomTa dialeqtebis gagrZelebaa, 

romlebic arsebobdnen kontinentze, axali samSoblos teritoriaze ki iq-

mneboda teritoriuli dialeqtebi. kontinentidan germanikul tomTa mig-

raciis procesi mimdinareobda saukuneTa ganmavlobaSi da, Sedegad, IX-X 

saukuneebSi, Seiqmna zedialeqturi saliteraturo koine, romelic dafiq-

sirebulia werilobiT ZeglebSi. 

inglisuri enis aRwera da daTariReba iwyeba Zvelinglisuri periodi-

dan (VII-XI saukuneebi). am periodis werilobiTi Zeglebi warmodgenilia 

didi Janrobrivi mravalferovnebiT (eposi, lirika, saqmiani proza, qarti-

ebi, anderZebi, matianeebi, evangelis Canawerebi da sxv.). am nawarmoebebSi 

SeiniSneba dialeqturi gansxvavebani, magram, miuxedavad amisa, Zveli peri-

odis inglisur enas aqvs erTiani fonetikuri sistema. 

mizanSewonilad iTvleba, rom inglisur enaSi mimdinare cvlilebebis 

analizi unda daviwyoT VII saukunidan, anu im uZveles werilobiT Zeg-

lTa droidan, romlebic cnobilia amJamad. am periodis xmovanTa sistemas 

mwyobri saxe hqonda, masSi iyo Tanabari raodenobis grZeli da mokle mo-

nofTongebi da difTongebi. 

mokle monofTongebi: i, y, e, u, o, a, æ (es bgera ar warmoadgenda fonemas); 
grZeli monofTongebi: i:, y:, e:, æ:, u:, o:, a:. 
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difTongebi: Zvelinglisuri periodis mokle difTongebi ar warmoadgend-

nen damoukidebel fonemebs, isini iyvnen gansazRvrul fonemaTa poziciuri 

variantebi: еa (fonema /а/-s alofoni), ео (fonema /е/-s alofoni), io (fonema 
/i/-salofoni), ie (fonema /i/-salofoni, damaxasiaTebeli ueseqsis dialeq-

tisa). Zvelinglisuri periodis grZeli difTongebi warmoadgendnen damo-

ukidebel fonemebs: еа:, ео:/io: (aRsaniSnavia, rom es ori difTongi warmo-
adgendnen dialeqtur variantebs), ie:. 

werilobiTi Zeglebis mixedviT, inglisur enaSi moqmedi iyo Semdegi 

procesebi: 

1. IX sauk. – monofTongizacia difTongebisa: ie > y; ie: > y:; X sauk. – 
delabializacia xmovnebisa: y, y: > i, i: ; 

2. XI-XII saukuneebi – Semdeg difTongTa cvlilebebi – еa > æ > a; 
eo > e; еa: > е:; eo: > e:. am cvlilebaTa Sedegad, XI saukuneSi, monofTongTa 

sistemidan amovarda mokle da grZeli bgerebi: у, у: da grZeli bgera a:. 
sistemaSi dairRva wonasworoba, sistemuri urTierTobebi, dairRva enis 

fonetikuri sistema anglosaqsonuri tomebisa, romlebic kontinentidan 

movidnen. XII saukunidan formirebas iwyebs axali fonologiuri sistema. 

3. XII saukunidan XIV saukunemde grZeldeba dabali aweulobis grZe-

li xmovnebis daviwroeba: grZeli а: Ria grZeli о:-Ti; mokle æ iwyebs а-sTan 
Serwymas; grZeli æ: TandaTanobiT viwrovdeba ε:-mde, Semdeg ki е:-mde. 

4. XII saukunidan XIII saukunemde xdeba mokle xmovnebis dagrZeleba 

Ria marcvlebSi da am procesis Sedegad kvlav Cndeba grZeli xmovani а:. 
5. jer kidev Zvelinglisur periodSi SeiniSneboda umaxvilo xmovanTa 

Sesustebis SemTxvevebi bolo marcvlebSi, XII-XIII saukuneebSi ki yvela 

mokle xmovani umaxvilo poziciaSi iqceva bgera [ə]-d. 
6. XI-XIII saukuneebSi xdeboda grZel xmovanTa damokleba daxurul 

marcvalSi, TanxmovanTa jgufis win. 

7. XII-XIII saukuneebSi viTardeba axali difTongebi: ai, ei, au, ou, eu 
xmovnebis Semdeg TanxmovanTa vokalizaciis Sedegad, ukanaenismieri Tanx-

movani [γ] > aramarcvlovan [u]-Si, Suaenismieri [j] > aramarcvlovan [i]-Si, 
wyvilbagismieri [w] > aramarcvlovan [u]-Si, xolo difTongi oi Cndeba 
XIII-XIV saukuneebSi, franguli enidan nasesxebi sityvebis Semosvlis Se-

degad. XIII saukuneSi icvleba mokle da grZel xmovanTa ricxobrivi Tana-

fardoba, magram sistema jer kidev asimetriulia. am periodSi monofTon-

gTa sistema aseTi iyo – grZelebi i:, e:, ε:, o: (Ria), o: (daxuruli), u:, [a:] 
da mokleebi i, e, a, o, u. 

8. XV saukunidan icvleba grZel xmovanTa sistema: ε: daviwrovda e:-d 
da Ria o: Seicvala ou-d. 
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9. XV-XVII saukuneebSi moxda mokle xmovanTa cvlilebebi da gaCnda 

axali wakveTili xmovani [ʌ], kvlav gamoCnda adre gamqrali bgera æ (es 
bgera gamoCnda a > æ gadasvlisas XV saukuneSi, samxreT-aRmosavleT dia-

leqtSi da XVI saukuneSi damkvidrda saliteraturo enaSi). 

10. axali grZeli xmovnebis gaCena: а: saSualinglisuridan – mokle 

а> æ> æ: > a:; es procesi dasrulda XVIII saukunis meore naxevarSi. ə: 
gaCnda wakveTil xmovanTa Semdeg [r]-s vokalizaciis Sedegad, XVII-XVIII 

saukuneebSi. 

11. umaxvilo marcvlebSi xmovanTa cvlilebebi xdeboda XV-XVI sau-

kuneebSi. 

amgvarad, XVIII saukunis meore naxevarSi mTavrdeba cvlilebebi xmo-

vanTa sistemaSi: monofTongebi – mokleebi: i, e, æ, o, ʊ, ʌ, ə; grZelebi: a:, 
o:, ə:, i:, u:; difTongebi: ei, əu, ai, au, ou, iə, εə, uə.  

pirveli werilobiTi Zeglebidan moyolebuli, Zvelinglisuri enis 

TanxmovanTa sistema warmodgenili iyo Semdegi Tanxmovani bgerebiT: bagis-

mierebi: p, b, w, m; kbil-bagismierebi: f, v; winaenismierebi: θ, t, d, n, s, ð, z, r, 
l; Suaenismierebi: kj, gj, j, γjxj; ukanaenismierebi: k, g, γ, x, ŋ; xorxismieri: h. 

1. uZveles periodSi arsebuli TanxmovanTSeerTebebi: [hr], [hn], [hl], XI 
saukuneSi gardaiqmnen Cveulebriv sonorul Tanxmovnebad, dakarges ra Tav-

kiduri [h]. 
2. erT-erTi yvelaze metad mniSvnelovani procesi, romelic moxda 

TanxmovanTa sistemaSi Zvelinglisuri periodis bolos, iyo ukanaenismier 

TanxmovanTa palatalizaciis procesi. palatalizaciis procesis Sedegad, 

inglisuri enis fonemaTa sistema Seivso axali fonemebiT: [tʃ], [dʒ], [ʃ]. 
ukanaenismieri [k]-s Suaenismier [kj]-Si gadasvlis procesi daiwyo jer ki-

dev uZveles periodSi, xolo [kj]-s [tʃ]-Si gadasvla dasrulda XI sauku-

neSi. Suaenismieri [gj] gadavida afrikat [dʒ]-Si. jgufi [sk] Seicvala [ʃ]-Ti. 
3. TanxmovanTa sistemaSi mniSvnelovani cvlileba iyo ukana- da Suaenis-

mier napralovanTa [γ], [γj], [x], [xj] Tvisebrivi cvlilebebi, rac gamoixate-

boda napralovanTa vokalizaciiT, anu maTi xmovnebad qceviT. TanxmovanTa 

sistemidan gaqra ukana- da Suaenismieri napralovnebi. Tanxmovan [х]-s da-
kargvis calkeuli SemTxvevebi aRniSnulia XIII-XV saukuneebis teqstebSi. 

4. XII-XV saukuneebSi yru fonemebis f, s, θ poziciurma mJRerma vari-
antebma v, z, ð moipoves damoukidebeli fonologiuri statusi. 

5. grZeli Tanxmovnebi – geminatebi – ar upirispirdebian martiv Tan-

xmovnebs, iqcevian konsonantizmis Cveulebriv erTeulebad. XIV saukuneSi 

qreba TanxmovanTa gansxvaveba sigrZe-simoklis mixedviT da ormagi Tanxmov-
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nebis arseboba iqceva winamavali xmovani bgeris wakveTilobis grafikul 

miTiTebad.  

6. saSuali da axali inglisuri periodebis sazRvarze Cndeba axali 

ukanaenismieri fonema ŋ, romelic warmoiqmna ng SeerTebidan. 
7. XV-XVII saukuneebSi TanxmovanTa sistemaSi xdeba alveolaruli 

Tanxmovnebis t, d, s, z asimilaciis procesi momdevno j-sTan, ris Sedegadac 
axalwarmoqmnili SiSina Tanxmovnebi [tʃ], [dʒ], [ʃ] Seerwynen adre warmoq-
mnilebs da gaCenili axali fonema z + j asimilirda ʒ-d. 

XVIII saukunis dasawyisSi, inglisuri enis TanxmovanTa sistemis Semad-

geneli fonemebi iyo: t, d, θ, ð, s, z, ʒ, ʃ, tʃ, dʒ, m, n, ŋ, w, j, r, l. 
Tanamedrove inglisur enaSi SeiniSneba sityvis boloSi mJRer Tanxmo-

vanTa yru TanxmovnebiT Canacvlebis tendencia. bgera [t] intervokalur po-

ziciaSi mJRerdeba. Tavkiduri bgera [h] ar warmoiTqmis. finalur pozicia-

Si warmoiTqmis palatalizebuli [kj] da sxv.  
franguli enis fonetikuri sistemis cvlilebebi. tradiciulad, fran-

guli enis istoriis aRwera iwyeba uZvelesi werilobiTi Zeglidan – 

`strasburgis ficebidan~ (842w.), anu Zvelfranguli enis periodidan (IX-

XIII saukuneebi), Semdgom ki gamoiyofa saSualfranguli enis periodi 

(XIV-XVI saukuneebi), axalfranguli anu klasikuri enis periodi (XVII-

XVIII saukuneebi) da Tanamedrove franguli enis periodi (XIX saukuni-

dan dRemde). 

Zvelfranguli enis xmovanTa fonetikuri Semadgenloba Tavdapirvelad 

aseTi iyo – grZelebi: i, e(a), o; mokleebi: ẹ, e, a, ọ, o; difTongebi: ei, ie, ou, 
uo; meoreuli difTongebi: ai, ei, au, eu da a.S.; nazalizebuli xmovnebi da 

difTongebi: an, en, on, in, yn, ein, ien, oun; trifTongebi: eau, ieu. 
IX saukunidan xdeba cvlilebebi xmovan bgeraTa SemadgenlobaSi: 

1. palatalizacia – bgera u: u > у (franciul dialeqtSi VIII-X sau-

kuneebSi, lotaringiul da burgundiul dialeqtebSi ki mogvianebiT – 

IX-XII saukuneebSi). 

2. monofTongizacia: ai > ei (XII saukunis dasawyisSi); ei > oi (procesi 

iwyeba XII saukuneSi, umaxvilo marcvlebSi da ukve XII saukunis Sua xa-

nebSi es warmoTqma vrceldeba sayovelTaod); XIII saukuneSi difTongi oi 
icvleba oe (ue)-Ti; difTongebi eu, ue SeikumSnen martiv xmovan oe-d (axa-

li bgera fonemuri statusiT); difTongi ie gadaiqca aRmaval difTongad, 

Semdeg i iqca j-ad da difTongma miiRo aseTi forma – je; difTongi ou 
XIII saukuneSi SeikumSa u-d; XIII saukunidan gvxvdeba sporaduli SemTxve-

vebi difTongi au-s aso o-Ti dawerilobisa, rac mowmobs difTongebis mar-

tiv xmovnebad SekumSvis procesis dasawyiss. 
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3. difTongebi üí, ié, ei iSlebian or xmovnad, romelTagan pirveli iq-

ceva naxevarxmovnad: difTongSi üí gamoiyofa ẅ; difTongi ié > j; difTon-
gSi ei > oi gamoiyofa w. es axali bgerebi iReben fonemis statuss. 

4. nazalizebul xmovanTa cvlilebebi: ẽ emTxvevoda ã-s XII saukunem-
de; XIII saukuneSi difTongebi aĩ da eĩ Seerwynen eĩ-ad; XVI saukunidan es 
difTongi warmoiTqmis rogorc cxvirismieri ẽ. Tanamedrove warmoTqma Ria 
cxvirismieri ẽ-sa dadginda XVII saukunidan. XIII-XIV saukuneebSi ỹ iqca 
õ-d; difTongi yĩ iqca difTong uẽ-ad. 

5. trifTongi ieu >ioe >joe; XIII saukuneSi trifTongi eau xSirad iwe-
reboda au-Ti, rac mowmobs e-s aramarcvlovan bunebas a-s win. 

6. XIII saukunis ZeglebSi gvxvdeba mokle e-sa da grZeli ē-s gadas-
vlebi Ria ę-Si (saliteraturo enaSi es warmoTqma gvian moxvda). 

7. XIII saukuneSi xalxur metyvelebaSi Ria ǫ warmoiTqmis rogorc 
daxuruli o; 

XIII saukunis dasasruls ukve arsebobda xmovanTa axali Semadgenlo-

ba: grZelebi da mokleebi: i, e, a, о, u, ę, ọ, y, oe; difTongebi: au, oe; trif-
Tongi eau; nazalizebulebi: an, en, on, oen. 

am periodSi xmovanTa sistemam ganicada Semdegi cvlilebebi:  

1. umaxvilo xmovanTa reduqcia. pozicia hiatusisas: a > e; a i > ei > e-s win; 
a sxva xmovnebis win qreba XVI saukunidan; e gaqra XIV saukunidan; o > u. 
Tavkiduri pozicia: e > ə, o > u. bolokiduri pozicia: umaxvilo xmovani e 
yvela bolokidur poziciaSi (bolo da boloswina marcvalSi) reducir-

deba, Tumca meryeoba SeiniSneba dawerilobaSi XVI saukuneSic. 

2. difTongi oe XIII saukunidan ikumSeba ę-d da aseve warmoiTqmis 
XVI saukunidan, rogorc parizuli dialeqtis niSani. 

3. XVI-XVII saukuneebSi nazalizebuli xmovnebi xdebian nazalurebi, 

anu maTi momdevno cxvirismieri Tanxmovani aRar warmoiTqmis: xdeba imp-

loziuri n, m-s nazalizacia, rac, Tavis mxriv, iwvevs cxvirismieri 

xmovnebis mier e.w. `istoriuli grZlivobis~ SeZenas. cxvirismieri oe, e 
icvlebian, Sesabamisad, у, i-d da mogvianebiT orive xdeba Ria, cxvirismier 
xmovanTa Riaobisken tendenciis gavleniT. 

4. difTongi au XVI saukuneSi cocxal metyvelebaSi warmoiTqmis ro-

gorc monofTongi o da amave saukunis bolos es warmoTqma ganmtkicda sa-

yovelTaod.  

5. trifTongi eau XVI saukunis bolos SeikumSa au-d da Semdeg o-d; 
saliteraturo warmoTqmaSi eo SenarCunda XVII saukunemde.  

6. XVI saukuneSi cxvirismierebi: aĩ, eĩ, ĩ daemTxvnen cxvirismier xmo-
van ẽ-s, Tumca cxvirismieri difTongi eĩ, gramatikosTa azriT, warmoiTq-
moda difTongad XVII saukunemde. 
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7. im SemTxvevaSi, Tu oi-s mosdevs s, t, x Tanxmovnebi, difTongi warmo-
iTqmis rogorc oa XVI saukuneSi. 

8. umaxvilo ə xmovnis Semdeg ikargeba XVI saukunidan; TanxmovanTa 
momdevno poziciaSic, sasaubro metyvelebaSi, aseve SeiniSneba misi dakar-

gvis tendencia, saliteraturo enaSi ki am bgeris warmoTqma SenarCunda 

XVII saukunemde. unji ə-s (e caduc) amovardnam sityvis sxvadasxva pozici-
aSi gamoiwvia sxvadasxva Sedegi: sityvis boloSi warmoTqmaSi gaCnda bo-

lokiduri mJReri Tanxmovnebi; xmovnis Semdeg, sityvis boloSi ə-s amovar-
dnam gamoiwvia am xmovanTa dagrZeleba. 

9. umaxvilo u, y hiatusSi warmoiTqmian naxevarxmovnebad, Semdgom ki 
XVI saukuneSi – Tanxmovnebad w, ẅ. 

10. XVI saukuneSi iwyeba maxvilian poziciaSi denazalizaciis procesi. 

11. XVII saukuneSi kvlav grZeldeba xmovanTa denazalizaciis procesi 

maxvilian poziciaSi da vrceldeba umaxvilo poziciebzec. 

12. XVII saukuneSi saliteraturo warmoTqmaSi mkvidrdeba trifTong 

eau-s SekumSva monofTong o-d. 
13. XVII saukuneSi damkvidrda xmovanTa Tvisebrivi gansxvaveba momdev-

no warmoTqmadi Tanxmovnis arseboba-ararsebobasTan dakavSirebiT (es pro-

cesi daiwyo XVI saukuneSi). 

14. XVII saukuneSi difTongi wę SenarCunebulia aristokratTa metyvel-

ebaSi, sxva klasTa warmomadgenlebis metyvelebaSi ki igi JRers rogorc wa. 
amgvarad, XVIII saukunis dasawyisisaTvis Camoyalibda xmovanTa siste-

ma, romelic XX saukunemde ucvleli darCa. XX saukunis meore naxevar-

Si moxda cvlilebebi franguli enis cxvirismier xmovanTa fonologiur 

sistemaSi: cxvirismierma xmovanma œ̃ dakarga fonemis statusi da safran-
geTSi, umetes SemTxvevaSi, warmoiTqmis rogorc cxvirismieri ɛ ̃.  

IX saukuneSi frangul enaSi iyo TanxmovanTa Semdegi Semadgenloba:  

Cqamieri xSulebi: p, t, k, ku, b, d, g, gu; Cqamieri napralovnebi: f, v, s, z, 
h, θ, ð; afrikatebi: ts, tš, d, dž; sonantebi: m, n, nj, l, lj, r, j. 

am sistemaSi moxda cvlilebebi: 

1. XIII saukuneSi afrikatebma dakarges mskdomi elementi: ts, tš, dž >s, š, ž. 
2. XI saukuneSi intervokaluri r-s win θ, ð Seicvala t-d. 
3. Zvelfranguli periodis ganmavlobaSi, XIII saukunis bolos, Tan-

xmovanTa sistemidan gaqra qu, gu. 
amgvarad, TanxmovanTa Semadgenloba Seicvala XIII saukunis bolos da 

gaxda aseTi: xSulebi – p, t, k, b, d, g; napralovnebi – f, s, v, z, ž, š; sonan-
tebi – m, n, nj, l, ljr, j, w, ẅ. 

XIV saukunidan TanxmovanTa sistemaSi ar xdeboda iseTi mniSvnelova-

ni cvlilebebi, rogorebic iyo winamaval periodSi: 1. XVI saukuneSi dai-
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karga xorxismieri h; 2. XVII saukuneSi r warmoiTqmoda ara rogorc wina-
enismieri bgera, aramed rogorc naqismieri; 3. TanxmovanTa cvlilebebi 

sityvis SuaSi: intervokalur poziciaSi r>z; pozicia TanxmovanTa jguf-
Si: XVI saukuneSi r amovardeba garemomcvel TanxmovnebTan asimilaciis an 

disimilaciis Sedegad, aseve aRar warmoiTqmis bolokiduri e-s win da 
rbr kompleqsSi; s qreba narnarebisa da cxvirismierebis win (XI saukunidan) 
da sxva Tanxmovnebis winac (XII saukunidan); XIV saukunidan bolokidur 

poziciaSi Tanxmovnebi gabmul metyvelebaSi aRar warmoiTqmeboda. 

XIII saukuneSi damkvidrebuli TanxmovanTa sistemuri maxasiaTeblebi 

ar Secvlila saSualfrangulis periodSi. TanxmovanTa mTavari cvlilebe-

bi, romlebic moxda XIV-XVI saukuneebSi, exeboda cvlilebebs gabmul 

metyvelebaSi (TanxmovanTa amovardna, aRdgena, metaTeza). sistemidan gaqra 

erTaderTi Tanxmovani fonema – fSvinvieri `germanikuli~ h, misi gaqroba 
daiwyo jer kidev Zvelfrangul enaSi. 

4. g, d-s palatalizacia. 

5. rbili lj icvleba yod-iT; es procesi daiwyo XVI saukuneSi da gag-
rZelda ori saukunis ganmavlobaSi. 

XVIII saukunidan franguli enis TanxmovanTa sistemas aqvs 20 bgera: 

p, b, t, d, k, g, m, n, nj, f, v, s, z, l, r, j, ž, w, ẅ. es sistema ar Secvlila da 

dResac aseTivea. 

movaxdineT ra 14 saukunis ganmavlobaSi inglisuri da franguli ene-

bis fonetikur sistemaTa cvlilebebis analizi, SegviZlia gamovitanoT 

Semdegi daskvna: 

fonetikuri sistemis cvlilebebSi gamoiyofa sami periodi (formire-

bis, stabilurobisa da sistemis daSlis periodebi): 

− formirebis periodSi cvlilebaTa raodenoba TandaTanobiT izrdeba, 

aRwevs maqsimalur raodenobas da TandaTanobiT mcirdeba; 

− stabilurobis periodi xasiaTdeba cvlilebaTa ararsebobiT da ingli-

sur da frangul enebSi grZeldeba or saukunes; 

− stabilurobis periodis Semdeg fonetikur sistemaSi iwyeba cvlile-

bebi da am periods SeiZleba vuwodoT sistemis rRvevis periodi.  
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Tsiuri Akhvlediani, Giorgi Kuparadze 

Periods of Changes of Phonetic Systems of English 
and French Languages 

Summary 

Any language system undergoes constant variability, but changes that include different 
levels of language, different parts of it, do not take place simultaneously. In order to 
demonstrate regularity in the history of language, the change in the regularity of these 
changes at all levels of the language, it is necessary to compare them in different languages. 

In the present paper, we will deal with the phonetic level, compare the changes and 
their number in English and French languages in VII – XX centuries. 

Changes in the Phonetic System of the English Language. The analysis must be 
started from VII century, i.e. from the earliest written monuments that are currently known. 
The vowel system of this period was a compact system with the equal number of short and 
long monophthongs and diphthongs. 

Changes in the Phonetic System of the French Language. 
Traditionally, the description of the history of the French language begins with the 

ancient written monument – “The Oaths of Strasbourg” (842 BC), or from the period of Old 
French (IX-XIII cc.), and then the period of Middle French is singled out (XIV-XVI cc.), 
and the last, the New French or Classical Language (XVII-XVIII cc.) the Modern French 
period (from the 19th century to present). 

Having analyzed the changes in the phonetic systems of English and French on the 
basis of fourteen centuries, we can conclude: 

In the changes of the phonetic systems of the languages under analysis, three periods 
(formation, stability, and system breakdown) can be singled out: 

− During the formation, the number of changes is gradually rising, reaches maximum and 
gradually decreases; 

− Stability period is characterized by the absence of changes,which in the English and 
French languages lasts for two centuries; 

− After the stability period, changes in the phonetic system start and this period can be 
called system breakdown. 
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

gia kvaSilava  

A klasis xazovani MI-TA formis amokiTxva 

Sesavali 

winamdebare SromaSi warmodgenilia minosuri xanis A klasis xazovani 

(LA) damwerlobiT Sesrulebuli HT 128 Tixis firfitis warwera, rome-

lic aRmoCenil iqna kunZul kretaze, hagia triadaSi da daTariRda LM 

IB periodiT (GORILA 1976, I:XXVI, XXVII, 220-221; 1985, V:86), anu Zv.w. 

1500-1450 ww-ebiT. 

 

 
  

1. HT 128 warweraSi balaxovani mcenaris, mwvanilisa da saneleblis, 

„pitnis“ aRmniSvneli saxeli –  [mi-ta]-is mimdevroba dasturdeba. qve-

moT mocemulia am niSanTa grafikuli moxazuloba, fonetikuri mniSvne-

lobebi, amokiTxva tipologiuri paralelebiTa da komentariTurT. 

2. Sekrebilia mit-formisa da misi alomorfebis Semcveli „pitnis“ aRm-

niSvneli saxelebi, fitonimebi, romlebic dasturdeba qarTvelur da indo-

evropul enaTa ojaxebisTvis. 
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mi-ta mimdevrobis amokiTxva 

HT 128 Tixis firfitis a mxaris A klasis xazovani warweris .3 
striqonSi dasturdeba  LA073, LA059, LA574=LA120+003 da 

LA707 niSanTa mimdevroba (ix. sur. 1). „saTesle marcvleulis“ aRmniSvne-

li  LA574=LA120+003 [GRA+PA] ligaturis win weria  LA073 da  
LA059 niSnebi da mis Semdeg –  LA707 niSani (ix. kvaSilava 2011:192, 

182-184, 195-199; Kvashilava 2017:857, cxr. 2; Kvashilava 2011:252, 243-

245, 255-259).  LA707 niSani aRniSnavs wilad ricxvs, romlis mniSvne-

lobaa ¼ (Kvashilava 2017:863, cxr. 6). ver ikiTxeba am ricxvis qveda ni-

Sani, romelic, Cemi varaudiT, SeiZleba iyos  (=½̣) wiladi ricxvi. 

 

sur. 1. HT 128 Tixis firfitis a mxaris 
warwera GORILA 1976, I:220−221-is mixedviT 

am warweraSi  LA073 da  LA059 niSanTa mimdevroba, Sesabamisad, 

amoikiTxeba rogorc [mi] da [ta] marcvlebi, rac emTxveva mikenuri xanis 

B klasis (LB) xazovani damwerlobis  LB073 da  LB059 silabograme-

bis [mi] da [ta] mniSvnelobebs (Sdr. Ventris and Chadwick 1973:385, sur. 

27). es niSnebi da maTi fonetikuri mniSvnelobebi I cxrilSia warmodge-

nili. 
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I cxrili. LAB073 da LAB059 niSnebis variantebi 
GORILA 1985, V:XXXVII, XXXIX da 

Bennett 1966:298, 299, 304, 305-is mixedviT 

amdenad, A klasis xazovan  niSanTa mimdevroba amoikiTxeba rogorc 

[mi-ta] forma. 

A klasis xazovan  [mi-ta GRA+PA ¼+½̣] mimdevrobas SesaZle-

belia davukavSiro B klasis xazovani MY Ge 602.5B da MY Ge 606.6 (ag-

reTve MY Ge 605.2A,6B) warwerebSi fiqsirebuli mimdevroba  [mi-

ta PE 2]1 (Jorro and Adrados 1999, I:454-455), romelic m. ven-trisma da j. Ced-

vikma (Ventris and Chadwick 1956:228; 1973:228) gaSifres rogorc „mint 2 

bunches“ – „pitnis 2 kona“.2 avtorebma B klasis xazovani mimdevrobis  

                                                 
1  B klasis xazovan MY Ge 603.1 teqstSi agreTve dasturdeba mimdevroba  

[ṃị-ta-qe] ≈  [mi-ta] (Jorro and Adrados 1999:455; Sdr. Ventris and Chadwick, 
1956:229; 1973:229, 561). 

2  «mi-ta: abbreviated MI (mint?); counted with PE (numbers 1, 2 and perhaps 20). It is 
possible that PE represents some sort of measure; perhaps ‘bunch’. The use of pe in 
Cypriot as an abbreviation of the coin πέλεκυς can hardly be relevant. The plant is 
obviously μίνθα, μίνθη, some kind of mint, a common and widely distributed plant» 
(Ventris and Chadwick 1956:227, 226; 1973:227, 226, 561). «mint 2 bunches» (Ventris 
and Chadwick 1956:228; 1973:228), «mi-ta, MY 105=Ge 602+. A herb or spice: mintha 
‘mint’, Mentha viridis. [μίνθα Hipponax 6 B.C.+, also μίνθη. Etym. unknown]» 
(Ventris and Chadwick 1956:400), «mi-ta, MY 105=Ge 602 +. A spice: mintha ‘mint’, 
Mentha viridis. [μίνθα 6 B.C.+ .]» (Ventris and Chadwick 1973:561). 
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[mi-ta] forma gamoavlines rogorc fitonimi, balaxovani mcenaris aRmniS-

vneli saxeli: ἡ μίνθα [hē míntha] / ἡ μίνθη [hē mínthē] – „pitna“ 3 (Sdr. 
Frisk 1972, III:153). es formebi, romlebic Zvel berZnul teqstebSi das-

turdeba,4 „a. meies [Meillet 1908-1909:162] samxreT evropis erT-erTi uc-

nobi eniTgan nasesxeb sityv[eb]ad miaCnia, rasac e. buazakic [Boisacq 

1916:639] iziarebs“ (javaxiSvili 1934, II:249, 250). 

r. beekesis (Beekes 2010, I:621, II:955) mixedviT, μίνθη [mínthē], μίνθᾰ 
[mínthă], μίνθος [mínthos] da am formebis fuZis Semcveli καλαμίνθη [ka-
lamĽnthē], καλαμίνθα [kalamíntha] da καλάμινθος [kaláminthos] winareber-
Znuli warmoSobis sityvebia. 5  ufro metic, μίνθη, μίνθᾰ da μίνθος „pe-
lazguri etimologisaa“ („Pelasgische Etym.“), acxadebs h. friski (Frisk 

1970, II:241-242). μίνθη-s h. petersoni (Petersson 1922:18) ganixilavs ro-

gorc mcireaziur formas, romelsac r. lafonma (Lafon 1935:345‒346), a. 

valdem da i. hofmanma (Walde and Hofmann 1954, II:72) daukavSires qarTu-

li sityva `pitna~ [p’it’na]. 
„n. barTaias [2002:29-30] varaudiT – [zemoxsenebuli] „ucnobi ena“ 

saerToqarTveluria, radgan berZnul „minTasa“ da „kalaminTas“ etimolo-

gia qarTveluris niadagze ukeT ixsneba, semantikurad ufro gamWvirvalea 

                                                 
3  berZnul miTSi dasturdeba fitonimi da Teonimi Μίνθη/Μίνθα [Mínthē/Míntha] 

(Kretschmer 1922:106-107). miTis mixedviT, mcenare pitnis warmoSoba 
miwisqveSeTis mmarTvelis, hadesis sasiyvarulo ambavs ukavSirdeba. „... [hadesma] 
moxibla wyaros nimfa ... minTe ... da iolad Seacdenda kidec mas, [misi coli] 
persefone rom ar gamoCeniliyo wamierad... myisve sicocxles gamoasalma asuli 
miwisqveSeTis dedofalma. minTes daRupvis adgilas surnelovani balaxi pitna 
amoizarda“ (juReli 1988:48). 

A da B klasis xazovan warwerebSi dadasturebuli mi-ta – „miTa“rogorc 
Teonimi ar Cans, magram B klasis xazovan warwerebSi (ix. KN Dv 1292.B, KN Dl 
463.B da PY An 172.4 teqstebi) fiqsirdeba Semdegi anTroponimebi:  [mi-ta-
qo];  [mi-ti] – *Μίτις [*Mítis], Μίτυς [Mítys], Μίτως [Mítōs];  [mi-ti-no] (Ventris 
and Chadwick 1973:562; Jorro and Adrados 1999, 1:454); Sdr. qarTveluri 
anTroponimebi: მითაი [Mithai], მიტო [Mit’o], მინტა [Mint’a], gvari მითაიშვილი 
[Mithaišvili] (Rlonti 1986:162, 163, 286). 

4  Hippocrates, The Sacred Disease II.21, Jones 1959:142; Theophrastus, De causis 
plantarum II.16.2-5; Theophrastus, Enquiry into Plants II.IV.1, Hort 1916, I:122; Strabo 
8.3.14.344, Jones 1954:50; Dimitrakos 1964, IX:4702; Andrews 1958:127, 129; Beekes 
2010, II:955; Beekes 2014:64. 

5  καλάμ-ινθ-ος [kalám-inth-os] da καλαμ-ίνθ-η [kalam-ínth-ē] formebSi, e. buazakis 
(Boisacq 1916:397), e. Svicerisa (Schwyzer 1939, I:526) da p. Santrenis (Chantraine 
1968, I:483; Sdr. Ventris and Chadwick 1956:xix, 1973:xxiii; Frisk 1960, I:760; Beekes 
2010, I:xxxviii, 621; gordeziani 2007, II:76–79) mixedviT, -ινθ- [-inth-] kompleqsi 
araberZnuli, araindoevropuli warmoSobisaa. 
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da gacilebiT meti argumentia am terminis qarTveluri warmoSobis sa-

sargeblod“ (ivaniSvili 2015). 

es wanamZRvarebi SesaZleblobas iZleva, rom A da B klasis xazovan 

[mi-ta] mimdevrobas davukavSiroT saerToqarTveluri *მით-აჲ [*mith-aj] ar-
qetipi, romelic „pitnis“ aRmniSvneli saxelia. literaturaSi (gamyreliZe, 

maWavariani 1965; Gamkrelidze 1966; kvaSilava 2018:7-9; Kvashilava 2018: 

453-454) moyvanili lingvisturi masalis mixedviT, qvemoT warmodgenilia 

saerToqarTvelur fuZeenaze am arqetipisa da misi alomorfebis aRdgena. 

 

Citi da pitna. aRdgenili freskis nawili, knososi, Zv.w. 1650–1550 ww. 

kreta, heraklionis arqeologiuri muzeumi 

 
pitna 
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saerToqarTveluri *მი(ნ)თ()- [*mi(n)th(w)-] fuZisa da misi alomor-

febis aRdgena 
qarTveluri მი(ნ)თ()- [mi(n)th(w)-] fuZis Semcveli formebi warmodge-

nilia Semdeg cxrilSi: 

qarTuli 
*მინთ- [*minth-] 

*მინთ-ა [*minth-a] – „pitna“ (gordeziani 2007, II:453, 
33). 

 

megruli 
მით- [mith-], 

-მი(ნ)თ-  
[-mi(n)th-] 

მით-ა [mith-a] – „pitna“ (qajaia 2002, III:219; gordeziani 
2008, IV:73, 32); 
ჸვალ-მით-ა [ʔval-mith-a], ჸვალ-⸢ი⸣-მით-ა [ʔval-lim-mith-a], 
ჸვალ-მინთ-ა [ʔval-minth-a], ჸვალ-⸢ი⸣-მინთ-ა [ʔval-lim-minth-a] 
– „tyis pitna“ (qajaia 2002, III:219; Sdr. mayaSvili 

1991:51, 66, 150; Sengelia 1979:137); 

ჸვალ-ი-მინთ-ა [ʔwal-lim-minth-a] – „pitna“ (qajaia 2009, 

IV:534); 
ჸვალ-ი-მითა [ʔval-i-mith-a], ჸვალ-ი-მინთ-ა [ʔval-i-minth-a]6 – 
„[pitniT] gadazelili yveli“ (Кипшидзе 1914:418, 299; 
Sdr. Lafon 1935:345); 

ჸვალ-მინთ-ა [ʔval-minth-a] – „pitna“, „yvelis pitna“ (qoba-

lia 2010:653; Sengelia 1979:139); 

ჸვალ-მინთ-ამ-ი [ʔval-minth-am-i] – „pitniT gadazelili 

yveli (gebJalia), pitniT Senelebuli dafSvnili Wyinti 

yveli“ (qobalia 2010:653). 

 

lazuri 
მინთ- [minth-] 

მინთ-ა [minth-a] – „мята“ (Марръ 1910:167), „pitna“; „omba-

lo“ (qiria da sxv. 2015:815). 

 

svanuri 
მინთ [minthw], 
მინთვ [minthv], 
მინთ- [minth-] 

მინთ [minthw] – „pitna“; „ombalo“ (Tofuria, qaldani 

2000:1527, 1834; Sdr. mayaSvili 1991:58, 66); 

მინთვ [minthv], მინთ-რ [minth-ōr] – „pitna“ (mayaSvili 

1991:66, 155; Sengelia 1979:137, 138). 

II cxrili 

                                                 
6  rTuli fuZis mqone megruli sityva ჸვალ-ი-მი(ნ)თ-ა [ʔval-i-mi(n)th-a] daiSleba 

or formad: ჸვალ-ი [ʔval-i] – „yveli“da მი(ნ)თ-ა [mi(n)th-a] – „pitna“; anu ჸვალ-ი 
მი(ნ)თ-ა [ʔval-i mi(n)th-a] kompozitis mniSvnelobaa „yvelis pitna“ (Sdr. Javaxi-
Svili 1934, II:249; Lafon 1935:345; Sengelia 1979:139; qajaia 2002, III:219; 
barTaia 2002:29). 
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T. gamyreliZisa da g. maWavarianis (1965:366-367) fuZemdebluri Teo-

riis mixedviT, qarTveluri მი(ნ)თ()- [mi(n)th(w)-] saxeluri fuZis Seda-

rebiTi da Sinagani rekonstruqciis gziT, SesaZlebelia saerToqarTvelu-

risTvis „pitnis“ aRmniSvneli saxeluri arqetipis aRdgena. 

„fuZis monovokalurobis principis“ mixedviT (ix. gamyreliZe, maWava-

riani 1965:309, Sdr. 243; kvaSilava 2014:35-36; Kvashilava 2016:111), Tu 

{*მე(ნ)თ()- [*me(n)th(w)-] / *მა(ნ)თ()- [*ma(n)th(w)-]} arqetipis reducire-
bul-safexuriani {*მი(ნ)თ()- [*mi(n)th(w)-]} fuZiseuli mor-fema, Sesabami-

sad, SeuRldeba normalur safexurze warmodgenil {*-ეჲ [*-ej] / *-აჲ [*-aj]} 
sufiqsur morfemasTan, maSin miiReba Semdegi mimdevrobaTa simravle: 

(1) {*მი(ნ)თ()-ეჲ/-აჲ [*mi(n)th(w)-ej/-aj]} – „pitna“. 

agreTve aRdgeba rTuli mimdevrobaTa simravle: 

(2) {*ყელ‐ი-მი(ნ)თ()-ეჲ/-აჲ [*q’wel-i-mi(n)th(w)-ej/-aj] /  
*ყალ‐ი-მი(ნ)თ()-ეჲ/-აჲ [*q’wal-i-mi(n)th(w)-ej/-aj]} – „yvelis pitna“.7 

literaturis (Sdr. gamyreliZe, maWavariani 1965:198, 306, 368; Gam-

krelidze 1966:80, 3.3; Saussure 1879:135) mixedviT: 

➤ (1) da (2) simravleTa elementebis fuZiseul morfemebSi labialuri 

* /*w/ sonantis umarcvlo * [*w] alofoni mWidrod ekvris winmaval 

martiv *ყ [*q’] da *თ [*th] Tanxmovnebs da maTTan erTad qmnis qarTve-
lur struqturaSi yvelaze ufro xSir da uaRresad bunebriv *ყ+ 
[*q’+w] da *თ+ [*th+w] kompleqsebs, romlebic, fuZis morfonologi-

uri struqturis TvalsazrisiT, funqciurad, Sesabamisad, utoldeba 

cal konsonantur fonemebs: *ყ /*q’/ da *თ /*th/. 
➤ (1) da (2) simravleTa elementebis fuZiseul da sufiqsiseul morfemeb-

Si postulirebulia *ე [*e] / *ა [*a] xmovanTa Tavisufali monacvleoba. 

amgvarad, (1) da (2) simravleTa elementebisTvis sruldeba Semdegi 

tolobebi: 

*მი(ნ)თ- [*mi(n)th-] = *მი(ნ)თ- [*mi(n)thw-]; 
*ყელ‐ ი-მი(ნ)თ- [*q’wel-i-mi(n)th-] = *ყელ‐ ი-მი(ნ)თ()- [*q’wel-i-
mi(n)th(w)-] = *ყალ‐ი-მი(ნ)თ- [*q’wal-i-mi(n)th-] = *ყალ‐ი-მი(ნ)თ()- 
[*q’wal-i-mi(n)th(w)-]. 

                                                 
7  am Teoris mixedviT, aRdgeba saerToqarTveluri *ყელ-ეჲ/-აჲ [*q’wel-ej/-aj] / 

*ყალ-ეჲ/-აჲ [*q’wal-ej/-aj] mimdevroba, romlidan miiReba Semdegi formebi: qarTu-
li ყველ‐ი [q’vel-i]; zanuri *ჸალ‐ [*ʔwal-] – „yveli“; lazuri ჸვალ‐ი [ʔval-i], 
ყვალ‐ი [q’val-i], კვალ‐ი [k’val-i] – „yveli“; megruli ჸვალ‐ი [ʔval-i] (Sdr. 
qiria da sxv. 2015:857), ჸალ-ი [ʔwal-i] (Sdr. qajaia 2009, IV:534). 
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rekonstruirebuli fuZiseuli da sufiqsiseuli morfemebi, Sesabami-

sad, ganekuTvneba CVC- da -VS struqturul tipebs, romlebic saerTo-

qarTvelur morfemaTa ZiriTad kanonikur formebs warmoadgens (Sdr. gamy-

reliZe, maWavariani 1965:304, 318, 368). 

amdenad, zemoT warmodgenili qarTveluri masalis Seswavla adastu-

rebs A klasis xazovani damwerlobis  [mi-ta] mimdevrobis saerToqar-
Tvelur enaze amokiTxvas. 

danarTi 

T. gamyreliZisa da g. maWavarianis (1965:366-372) Teoriis mixedviT, aR-

dgeba saerToqarTveluri mimdevroba *მე(ნ)თ()- [*me(n)th(w)-] / *მა(ნ)თ()- 
[*ma(n)th(w)-] / *მ()ე(ნ)თ- [*m(w)e(n)th-] / *მ()ა(ნ)თ- [*m(w)a(n)th-] / 
*მ()ი(ნ)თ- [*m(w)i(n)th-] / *მØ(ნ)თ- [*mwØ(n)th-] / *მი(ნ)თ()- [*mi(n)th(w)-], 
romlis mniSvnelobaa „pitna“. 

am mimdevrobis tipologiuri paralelebi qvemoT warmodgenilia. 

➤ saerToqarTveluri A klasis xazovani  [mi-ta] (Zv.w. XV s.), 

*მი(ნ)თ()-ე/ა- [*mi(n)th(w)-e/a-] > mikenuri berZnuli B klasis xazovani 

 [mi-ta] (Zv.w. XIV–XIII ss.) > winareberZnuli ἡ μίνθ-η [hē mínth-ē], ἡ 
μίνθ-ᾰ [hē mínth-ă], ἡ μίνθ-ος [hē mínth-os] (Zv.w. VI s-dan) > laTinuri 

menta (ax.w. I saukunidan, Pliny, Natural History XXIV. LXXXI. 130, XXVI. 

LXXIV.121: Jones 1956, VII:92, 356; Sdr. Walde and Hofmann 1954, II:72; 

Frisk 1970, II:241‒242; Chantraine 1974, III:704; Beekes 2010, II:955), mentha 

> anglo-saqsuri minte; inglisuri mint [mɪnt], mentha [ˈmɛnθə]; saSua-
lo zemogermanuli minze, münze; Zv. zemogermanuli minza, munza; Ta-
namedrove zemogermanuli Münze; germanuli Minze; sanskriti  
[math],  [manth] – „pitna“ da sxva indoevropuli sityva (Sdr. 

Monier-Williams 1960:777); 

➤ qarTveluri *მინთ-ა [*minth-a] > (?) *ბინთ-ა [binth-a] > *პინთ-ა [p’inth-a] > 
*პითნ-ა > [p’ithn-a] > პიტნ-ა [p’it’n-a] – „pitna“ (gordeziani 2007, II:453, 
33); 

➤ laTinuri menta > baskuri menda – „menta“ (Sdr. Azkue 1906, II:29), 

„pitna“; 

➤ baskuri batan, patan – „menta“ (Azkue 1905, I:137; 1906, II:159), „pitna“; 

r. lafonma (Lafon 1935:345) baskur patan formas Seadara: qarTuli 

პიტ-ნ-ა [p’it’-n-a]; megruli პიტ-ინ-ე [p’it’-in-e] – „мята“, „pitna“ (Sdr. 
Кипшидзе 1914:299; qajaia 2002, II:486; qobalia 2010:563; mayaSvili 

1991:58, 149); svanuri პიტ-ნ-Šჲ [p’it’-n-äj] (balszem.), პიტ-ნ-აჲ [p’it’-n-aj] 
(laSx.), პიტ-ნ-Š [p’it’-n-ä] (lent.) ‒ „pitna“ (Tofuria, qaldani 2000:1527) 
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da osuri betina – „pitna“; agreTve Sdr.: qarTuli პიტ-ნ-არ-ა [p’it’-n-ar-a] 
(javaxiSvili 1934, II:251), qarTuli (kaxuri) პიტ-ნ-ურ-ა [p’it’-n-ur-a] – 
„pitna“ (mayaSvili 1991:66); 

➤ saerToqarTveluri *ყალ‐ა-მინთ-ე/ა- [*q’wal-a-minth-e/a-] = *ყალ-ა-
მინთ-ე/ა- [*q’al-a-minth-e/a-] > winareberZnuli καλ-α-μίνθ-η [kal-a-mínth-ē] 
(Sdr. Aristophanes, The Ecclesiazusae 648, Rogers 1902:98; Beekes 2014:64; 

Andrews 1958:128; Sengelia 1979:139), καλ-α-μίνθ-α [kal-a-mínth-a]; wina-
reberZnuli καλ-ά-μινθ-ος [kal-á-minth-os] – „mint“ (Sdr. Pape 1849, 

I:1192; Babiniotis 2002:814); Sdr. winareberZnuli καλ-α-μινθ-ίνη [kal-a-
minth-ínē], Καλ-α-μίνθ-ιος [Kal-a-mínth-ios], καλ-α-μινθ-ίτης [kal-a-
minth-ítēs], καλ-α-μινθ-ώδης [kal-a-minth-ο̄́dēs] (Sdr. Frisk 1960, I:760; 

Chantraine 1970, II:483; Beekes 2010, I:621); 

➤ megruli ჸალ-მით-ა [ʔwal-mith-a] > afxazuri а-ҟəал-ми́ҭ-а [ა-ყ̊ალ-
მი́თ-ა] – „pitna“ (javaxiSvili 1934, II:248, 249; lomTaTiZe 1999:25); 

➤ saerToqarTveluri A klasis xazovani  [mi-ta] (Zv.w. XV s.), *მი(ნ)თ-ე/ა- 
[*mi(n)th-e/a-] > mikenuri berZnuli B klasis xazovani  [ṃị-ta-qe] 

(Zv.w. XIV–XIII ss.) > winareberZnuli μίνθ-η [mínth-ē], μίνθ-ᾰ [mínth-ă] 
(Zv.w. VI s-dan) – „pitna“ > saSualo sparsuli *būdanag / *pūtanak 
(Zv.w. III–ax.w. IX ss.) – „pennyroyal“, „ombalo“; 

➤ sparsuli  [būdang] – „pennyroyal“, „pulegium“ (Johnson 1852:257); 

 [pūtank] – „pulegium“, „pennyroyal“ (Johnson 1852:288), „ombalo“; 

➤ saSualo sparsuli *pūtanak > qarTuli პიტ-ნ-აკ-ი [p’it’-n-ak’-i] (Sdr. 
orbeliani 1991:627; mayaSvili 1991:58) – „pitna“ (Sdr. javaxiSvili 

1934, II:250; barTaia 2002:28; ivaniSvili 2015); 

➤ saSualo sparsuli *pūdanag (Dietrich 1988:no.III 30, 36) > arabuli  

[fūḏanaj] >  [fūtanaj] – „pennyroyal“, „mint“ (Sdr. Johnson 1852:939), 

„pitna“ (Sdr. javaxiSvili 1934, II:250); 

➤ saSualo sparsuli *pūdanag > ebrauli  [pūṭənag],  

[pūṭənaq] (ax.w. II s-dan, Sdr. Levi 1803:574) – „pennyroyal“, „ombalo“; 

➤ sparsuli  [pūdīna(e)] – „mint“, „spearmint“ (Johnson 1852:289); 

sparsuli dialeqturi formebi  [pīdūna],  [pōdūna], 
 [pūtana],  [pūtna], [pūdna],  [pūtūna],  [pütna] 

– „pennyroyal“ (Asatrian 2011:649, 935, 978, 1006, 1014), „ombalo“ > qarTu-

li პიტ-ნ-ა [p’it’-n-a] (Sdr. orbeliani 1991:626) > osuri bitna / bitina 
– „мята“ (Sdr. Walde and Hofmann 1954, II:72; Абаев 1958, I:263), „pitna“ 

(Sdr. barTaia 2002:27, 28; ivaniSvili 2015); 

➤ sparsuli  [pūdina] – „mint“ (Johnson 1852:289) > sanskriti  

[pudīna] (XVI s-dan, Sdr. Nighaṇṭ Ratnākar 1936) – „pitna“. 
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Gia Kvashilava 

On Reading Linear A Sequence mi-ta 

Summary 

Linear A inscription on HT 128 clay tablet is studied in the paper. The tablet was found 
in Crete, in Hagia Triada, and was dated back to LM IB period (1500-1450 BC). 

1. The sequence of  LA073 and  LA059 signs is read as [mi-ta]; 

2.  [mi-ta] is presented as South Caucasian – Common Kartvelian archetype 
denoting the name of mint, which displays regular phonological and semantic 
correspondence with the Georgian material. Regular correspondences of root, as well 
as affixal morphemes, are presented in the paper; 

3. mi-ta is semantically interpreted as Common Kartvelian *მით-აჲ/-ეჲ [*mith-aj/-ej] 
archetype the meaning of which is grass-like, herbaceous plant for seasoning, pitna – 
mint. This archetype phonologically and semantically regularly corresponds to the 
Kartvelian material; 

4. The archetype *მით-აჲ/-ეჲ [*mith-aj/-ej] is structurally of CVC-VC type which is the 
main canonical form of the Common Kartvelian language; 

5. The study of Kartvelian language material confirms the reading of Linear A sequence 

 [mi-ta] in the Common Kartvelian language.  
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

mariam maTiaSvili 

qarTuli argumentaciuli struqturebis 

lingvisturi analizi: ZiriTadi Teza1 

“An argument is like an organism. It has both a gross, 
anatomical structure and a finer, as-it-were physiological one”  

(tulmini 2003:87) 

Sesavali 

argumentacia Cveni yoveldRiurobis ganuyofeli nawilia. argumenti-

rebuli msjelobis, xerxebis da enobrivi saSualebebis gamoyeneba xdeba 

rogorc pirad saubrebSi, ise saqmian garemoSi. argumentaciuli struqtu-

rebis Seswavla saSualebas gvaZlevs, gamovavlinoT is enobrivi maxasia-

Teblebi, rac teqsts aqcevs argumentirebulad. codna imisa, ra elemente-

bi qmnis konkretul enaSi argumentirebul teqsts, exmareba am enis mom-

xmarebels sakuTari unar-Cvevebis gaumjobesebaSi. garda amisa, bolo dros 

gansakuTrebiT aqtualuria enis kompiuteruli damuSavebis Tema. am kon-

teqstSi erT-erTi mTavari aqcenti swored argumentirebuli teqstebis 

kompiuterul damuSavebaze modis, rac iZleva didi moculobis teqsturi 

monacemebis avtomaturi damuSavebisa da gaanalizebis SesaZleblobas.  

statia exeba qarTuli politikuri zepirmetyvelebis argumentaciuli 

struqturebis lingvistur analizs, kerZod, gaanalizebulia argumenti-

rebuli teqstis Semadgeneli erTi nawilis – ZiriTadi Tezis lingvistu-

ri struqtura, maxasiaTeblebi da funqciebi. statiis mizania im enobrivi 

niSnebis aRwera, rac winadadebas aniWebs samsjelo/sakamaTo xasiaTs da 

aqcevs mas argumentirebuli teqstis ZiriTad Tezad.  

empiriul masalad aviReT qarTuli politikuri satelevizio debate-

bis teqstebi. Sesabamisad, teqstebi dialoguri xasiaTisaa, warmoadgens 

diskusias or an met adamians (umetesad, Jurnalistsa da politikoss) 

Soris.  

argumentaciis arsi 

argumentacia aris nebismieri tipis komunikaciis nawili. am dros 

adamianebi warmoaCenen ama Tu im Temaze TavianTi Sexedulebis damadastu-

                                                 
1  kvleva Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis samecniero fondis doqtoranturis 

saganmanaTleblo programis sagranto konkursis farglebSi (PHDF-18-2020). 
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rebel argumentebs, sakuTar mosazrebas ki amyareben faqtobrivi magaliTe-

biT/codniT da maTi interpretaciis safuZvelze cdiloben, daarwmunon 

sxvebi TavianTi konkretuli azris sisworeSi.  

„argumentacia aris enobrivi aqtivoba, romelic mimarTulia interaq-

tiul konteqstze. igi dafuZnebulia fiqrebis, procesebisa da strategi-

ebis sqemaTa simravlis gamoyenebaze~ (Jenieri, sent-dezieri 2019:1). 

ucxo sityvaTa leqsikoni argumentaciis amgvar ganmartebas gvTavazobs: 

1. argumentebis moyvana (am mniSvnelobiT ixmareba agreTve argumentireba). 

2. argumentebis erToblioba (ucxo sityvaTa... 1989:63-68). 

argumentaciis sawyisebi, im mniSvnelobiT, rogorc Cven viyenebT, anti-

kur xanaSi isaxeba, kerZod, ukavSirdeba aristotelesa da mis ritorikas, 

romelSic avtori „darwmunebis~ xelovnebis Sesaxeb saubrobs. aristote-

le CamoTvlis im xerxebsa da maxasiaTeblebs, rac karg gamomsvlels unda 

hqondes da iyenebdes, raTa daarwmunos auditoria Tavisi naTqvamis sando-

obasa da WeSmaritebaSi. amis misaRwevad ki erT-erTi instrumentia ena da 

enobrivi saSualebebi, romlebic exmareba gamomsvlels misi teqsti efeq-

turi da struqturirebuli gaxados da gadaaqcios, argumentirebul teq-

stad. aristotele miuTiTebs, rom gamomsvlelma kargad unda icodes ara 

mxolod is, Tu ra aris saTqmeli, aramed isic, Tu ra enobrivi saSualebe-

biTa da rogori stiliT apirebs azris gadacemas auditoriisTvis.  

argumentacia unda gaimijnos silogizmebisgan, rac gulisxmobs deduq-

ciur msjelobaze dayrdnobiT WeSmariti daskvnis miRebas. kvlevis inte-

ress ar warmoadgens amgvari msjlobis struqtura. mocemuli kvleva exe-

ba argumentacias, romelic aris realur garemoSi mimdinare socialuri 

aqtivoba, romlis mizania gamomsvlelis/mosaubris mier meore adamianis 

darwmuneba; Sesabamisad, ar arsebobs daskvnebi, romlebic absoluturad 

WeSmariti da obieqturia, piriqiT, am SemTxvevaSi subieqturoba gadmodis 

wina planze – swored obieqturi sinamdvilidan faqtebis moyvaniTa da in-

terpretaciiT cdilobs gamomsvleli, Tavisi subieqturi mosazrebisa da 

daskvnebis WeSmaritebaSi daarwmunos sxva adamiani.  

es imas niSnavs, rom realur garemoSi msjelobas da argumentacias 

ar mivyavarT srul WeSmaritebamde, rogorc, magaliTad, xdeba silogiz-

mSi: yvela adamiani mokvdavia, 

sokrate adamiania, 

sokrate mokvdavia. 

mocemul SemTxvevaSi daskvna – sokrate mokvdavia – iqceva samsjelo 

sakiTxad, romlis garSemoc Cndeba sxvadasxva mosazreba, xdeba argumente-

bis moyvana imis dasamtkiceblad, rom sokrate namdvilad mokvdavia, mag-
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ram ra gonivrul SeTanxmebamdec unda mividnen mokamaTeebi, es iqneba ara 

absoluturi simarTle, aramed metad damajerebeli argumentebiT miRebu-

li ufro swori daskvna.  

„argumentacia ar aris logikuri deduqcia, igi formaluri deduqci-

is wesebs ar efuZneba. argumentacia iyenebs argumentaciis mravalferovan 

sqemebs, romelTa mizania argumentirebuli aqtivobis naklebad formalu-

ri gziT warmodgena, vidre amas logikuri deduqcia gaakeTebda~ (Jenieri, 

sent-dezieri 2019:18). 

amdenad, gansxvaveba logikur deduqciasa da argumentacias Soris is 

aris, rom realuri deduqciis mizania daskvnis WeSmariteba, realur ar-

gumentaciaSi ki es ukanaskneli ar arsebobs: daskvna utoldeba ZiriTad 

Tezas, fokuss ki warmoadgens maTi dasabuTeba – argumentebis nawili. ma-

galiTad, 

Sedegi:  

TbilisSi aikrZala yvela feris taqsi, garda TeTrisa.  

ZiriTadi Teza:  

TbilisSi unda aikrZalos yvela feris taqsi, garda TeTrisa.  

realuri argumentirebisas debatebSi monawile pirebisTvis, romelTac 

am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT gansxvavebuli mosazrebebi aqvT, mniSvneloba ar 

aqvs, es ukve damdgari Sedegia, Tu jer misaRebi sadavo Teza. 

argumentaciis TeoriaSi gvaqvs Semdegi ganmarteba: „argumentacia aris 

verbaluri, socialuri da racionaluri aqtivoba, romlis mizania, daa-

dasturos ZiriTadi Tezis siswore, misi sawinaaRmdego an mxardamWeri 

argumentebis warmodgeniT~ (imereni, grutendorsti 2004:1). 

ganvixiloT ufro detalurad argumentaciis es sami aspqeti:  

verbaluri aqtivoba: JestikulaciiT sakuTari mosazrebis dafiqsireba 

miRwevadia, magram miviCnevT, rom argumentacia mainc lingvisturi aqtivo-

baa – sametyvelo Tu werilobiTi.  

socialuri aqtivoba: argumentaciis socialuroba gulisxmobs, rom, 

argumentaciis miznidan gamomdinare, aseTi diskursi minimum or adamians 

Soris mainc unda Sedges – kamaTi moiTxovs pirovnebas, romelsac vekama-

TebiT.  

racionaluri aqtivoba: argumentacia dakavSirebulia gonivrulobas-

Tan, rac niSnavs, rom amgvari dialogisas emociuroba, piradi mizezebi ar 

gamodgeba. argumentirebuli msjeloba unda iyos gonivruli, zogadi faq-

tebiT gamyarebuli (Stade, Snaideri 2019:1). 
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„argumentacia aris komunikaciuri da interaqtiuli aqtis kompleqti, 

romlis mizania, gadaWras azrebs Soris gansxvaveba, rasac mokamaTe aRwevs 

racionaluri msjelobis saSualebiT~ (imereni, grutendorsti 2004:7). 

argumentacia aris verbaluri aqtivoba, Sesabamisad, igi aris yovel-

Tvis sxvadasxva saxis teqsti.  

pirvel rigSi, unda ganvasxvaoT werilobiTi da zepiri argumentire-

buli teqstebi. es ori yvelaze farTo jgufia, romelTa Taviseburebebic 

gavlenas axdens argumentirebuli teqstis enobriv struqturaze.  

„argumentacia SeiZleba iyos verbaluri an werilobiTi, romelic 

momdinareobs sxvadasxva mediawyarodan. argumentaciis umTavresi mizania: 

(1) daarwmunos adamiani an adamianTa jgufi konkretuli mosazrebis mar-

TebulobaSi; (2) gonivrul SeTanxmebas miaRwios or an ramdenime mowinaaR-
mdege mxares Soris sadavo mosazrebasTan dakavSirebiT~ (Jenieri, sent-de-
zieri 2019:4). 

es orive jgufi iSleba sxvadasxva Janrad: 

• werilobiTi argumentirebuli teqsti SeiZleba iyos ese, ritorikuli 

teqsti, mxatvruli literatura (romelSic mocemulia personaJebis 

dialogi), personaluri blogi, sagazeTo statia, interviu; 

• zepiri argumentirebuli teqsti SeiZleba iyos monologi, dialogi 

(or adamians Soris nebismier garemoSi), satelevizio debatebi, sapar-

lamento debatebi. 

TanamedroveobaSi argumentirebuli teqstebis wyaro yvelaze xSirad 

aris: Jurnal-gazeTebi, blogebi, satelevizio gadacemebi, sajaro pirebis 

gamosvlebi. 

argumentirebuli teqstis mTavari Semadgenlebia ZiriTadi Teza da 

msjelobis nawili (mxardamWeri/Tavdamsxmeli argumentebi). Tu am ori 

elementis identificireba xdeba teqstSi, maSin mas SeiZleba vuwodoT 

argumentirebuli; am TvalsazrisiT mniSvneloba ar aqvs, es teqsti dawe-

rilia Tu zepirad warmoTqmuli.  

gansxvaveba Tavs iCens maSin, rodesac Cndeba kiTxva, Tu ra aqcevs Zi-

riTad Tezas ZiriTad Tezad, argumentebs ki argumentebad, rogor ukav-

Sirdebian isini teqstSi erTmaneTs, ra nawili ras miemarTeba; swored 

aRniSnulis gansazRvra da klasifikacia aris kvlevis mizanic.  

amgvar sakiTxebze msjelobisas gasaTvaliswinebelia, teqsti daweri-

lia Tu zepiri, dialogia Tu monologi, ramdenime adamians Soris gamar-

Tuli satelevizio debatebia Tu interviu Jurnalistsa da respondents 

Soris, ra socialuri garemoSi iqmneba teqsti da a.S. 
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kvlevis empiriuli masala aris politikuri zepirmetyvelebis teq-

stebi, ufro konkretulad, satelevizio debatebi, umetesad Jurnalistsa 

da politikoss Soris. Sesabamisad, aucilebelia gansazRvra imisa, Tu ra 

tipis struqturebTan SeiZleba gvqonda saqme sakvlev monacemebze muSao-

bisas.  

monologsa da ritorikul teqstebSi argumentaciis mTavar nawilebs 

Soris urTierTkavSiri SedarebiT martivi da erTdoniania. rac Seexeba 

dialogs, am SemTxvevaSi struqturebi ufro rTuli aRsaweria, ramdena-

dac minimum ori adamianis mosazrebebis monacvleobas gulisxmobs, amde-

nad, kavSirebi gamoirCeva kompleqsurobiT.  

„argumentirebul teqsts aqvs kompleqsuri struqtura, romelic Se-

dgeba ZiriTadi Tezisa da argumentebis simravlisgan, romlebic: 
1. mxardaWeras gamoxataven an Tavs esxmian ZiriTad Tezas,  

2. mxars uWeren an Tavs esxmian erTmaneTs – argumentebs mocemul 

konkretul argumentaciul struqturaSi~ (Jenieri, sent-dezieri 2019:2).  

es sqemis saxiT ase SeiZleba warmovidginoT: 
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emxroba ZiriTad Tezas. maTi argumentebi mimarTulia ara marto ZiriTadi 

Tezis gasabaTileblad an mxardasaWerad, aramed erTmaneTis argumentebze 

TavdasxmisTvisac. Sesabamisad, gvaqvs ara erTganzomilebiani mimarTebebi 

ZiriTad Tezas, sawinaaRmdego/mxardamWer poziciasa da argumentebs So-

ris, aramed mravalganzomilebiani urTierTobebi. es ki arTulebs teqstis 

lingvistur analizsac da, miT umetes, amgvari teqstebis kompiuterul 

damuSavebas, risTvisac erT-erTi mTavari gamowvevaa, amoicnos ara mxo-

lod is, rom raime winadadeba gamoxatavs Tavdasxmas/mxardaWeras, aramed 

isic, Tu ris Tavdasxmasa da mxardaWeras gulisxmobs.  

stefan tulminis modeli 

argumentaciaze msjelobisas gverds ver avuvliT britaneli filoso-

fosis, stefan tulminis (tulmini 1958/2003) modelis ganxilvas, rome-

lic safuZvelia am sferoSi yvela sxva TeoriisTvis. misi mizania argu-

mentaciuli struqturebis Semadgeneli nawilebis aRwera da Sefaseba imi-

sa, Tu es struqturebi ramdenad adekvaturad gamoiyeneba da ukavSirdeba 

erTmaneTs argumentaciis procesSi.  

s. tulminis kvlevis mTavari fokusi argumentaciisa da msjelobis 

arsis gageba/aRwera iyo. 1958 wels gamoqveynda misi wigni „argumentis ga-

moyeneba~ (The Use of Argument), romelic miCneulia erT-erT yvelaze mniS-

vnelovan naSromad ritorikis, komunikaciisa da kompiuteruli mecniere-

bebis sferoSi. swored tulminis Teorias efuZneba is Tanamedrove mimdi-

nareobebi, romlebic argumentaciis kvlevisas ganviTarda sxvadasxva dar-

gSi. tulminis mizani iyo, axleburi perspeqtiviT ganexila argumentis 

struqturis tipi, romelic gansxvavebuli iqneboda absolutivizmisgan da 

Sedegad ganaviTara praqtikuli argumentacia. 

„argumentaciis mTavari mizani aris is, rom ZiriTadi Teza, miuxeda-

vad misi Sinaarsobrivi datvirTvisa, SeiZleba saeWvo gaxdes~ (tulmini 

1958:13).  

tulminis yvelaze martivi struqtura sqematurad ase gamoiyureba: 
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sqemaze mocemulia is sami ZiriTadi elementi, romelTagan Sedgeba 

argumentirebuli teqsti.  

• ZiriTadi Teza da daskvna – tulmini maT erTmaneTs utolebs. ZiriTa-

di Teza aris swored is mTavari winadadeba, romlis marTebulobaSi 

arwmunebs argumentirebulad mosaubre msmenels. Sesabamisad, saubris 

dasawyisSi warmoTqmuli ZiriTadi Teza aris daskvnac, maT Soris ki 

dgas argumentaciis nawili.  

• argumentacia akavSirebs ZiriTad Tezasa da msjelobis nawils erTma-

neTTan.  

pirveli ZiriTadi elementi argumentaciul struqturebSi aris Ziri-

Tadi Teza.  

ZiriTadi Tezis mTavari ganmasxvavebeli niSani Cveulebrivi informa-

ciis gamomxatveli winadadebisgan aris is, rom igi qmnis azrTa sxvadas-

xvaobis safuZvels or an met adamians Soris, qmnis sakamaTo situacias. 

„ZiriTadi Teza unda iyos samsjelo: is gamoxatavs raRacas, rac naTelia, 
magram daesmis kiTxvebi sxvadasxva TvalsazrisiT~ (Jenieri, sent-dezieri 
2019:40). 

ZiriTadi Teza sxvadasxva tipis enobrivi elementebiT SeiZleba iyos 

markirebuli, umetes SemTxvevaSi esenia: vfiqrob, mimaCnia, Cemi azriT da 
misTanani.  

magaliTad: 

faqtis gamomxatveli winadadeba: 

TbilisSi taqsis feri aris TeTri.  

ZiriTadi Teza: 

unda iyos Tu ara TbilisSi taqsis feri TeTri. 

am SemTxvevaSi Cveulebrivi faqtis amsaxveli winadadeba (fraziT: un-
da iyos Tu ara) iqca sakamaTo Tezad, romelSic gamoTqmuli azris WeS-

mariteba eWvqveS dgas da arsebobs sul mcire ori gansxvavebuli mosaz-

reba Sesabamisi argumentebiT.  

SesaZloa, rom erTi aseTi Temis garSemo msjeloba Sedgebodes ramde-

nime ZiriTadi Tezisgan; amis nimuSebs SevxvdebiT satelevizio debatebSi, 

romlebSic aris ara klasikurad, mkacrad Camoyalibebuli ZiriTadi Teza, 

aramed erTi Tema, romelTan kavSirSic Tavs iyris ramdenime Teza.  

magaliTad, sakvlevi empiriuli masalidan erT-erTi satelevizio de-

batis ganxilvis sagani aris taqsebis axali regulaciebi. am Temis CaSla 

ki ramdenime ZiriTadi Tezis saxiT xdeba: 

• taqsebis regulireba feris mixedviT ar unda xdebodes;  

• yvela taqsim unda gaiaros savaldebulo Semowmeba;  
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• taqsis yvela mZRols unda hqondes saqmianobis ganxorcielebisTvis 

specialuri nebarTva. 

argumentirebul teqstebSi `ori problemaa gadasaWreli: (1) identifi-

cireba imisa, rom is namdvilad argumentirebulia da Tu asea, (2) Ziri-

Tadi Tezis, qveTezebis, maTTan dakavSirebuli mxardamWeri da Tavdamsxmeli 

winadadebebis identificireba~ (Jenieri, sent-dezieri 2019:39). aRniSnu-

lis gansaxorcieleblad unda Catardes teqstebis lingvisturi analizi.  

kvlevisTvis davamuSaveT daaxloebiT 30-amde satelevizio debatis 

teqsturi versia, movniSneT ZiriTadi Tezis nawilebi da CavatareT maTi 

lingvisturi analizi.  

amgvari teqstebis argumentaciuli struqturebis TvalsazrisiT kvle-

va sakmaod specifikuria, ramdenadac or mTavar sirTules vawydebiT: 

• zepirmetyvelebis dros ramdenadme arasistemuri da arastruqturire-

bulia adamianebis metyveleba; miuxedavad imisa, ramdenad momzadebuli 

aqvs adamians warmosaTqmeli teqsti, verbaluri gadmocemis procesi 

mkacr gramatikul wesebs ar emorCileba.  

• dialogis procesSi iqmneba rTuli argumentaciuli struqturebi – ori 

an meti adamianis teqstebSi iSleba erTi Temis irgvliv arsebuli mo-

sazrebebic, Tezebi, msjeloba, dadebiTi da uaryofiTi poziciebi.  

Sesabamisad, am SemTxvevaSi iSviaTad SevxvdebiT kargad struqturire-

bul ZiriTad Tezas. igi umetesad formulirebulia Jurnalistis mxridan 

da aqvs kiTxvis saxe. respondentebi diskusiis dasawyisSi afiqsireben Ta-

vianT pozicias, eTanxmebian an uaryofen ZiriTad Tezas da am mimarTule-

biT ageben TavianT argumentirebul msjelobas.  

magaliTad:  

Tqveni piradi pozicia rogoria, batono zviad, unda moxdes parlamen-

tis gadmotana? 

aqedan gamomdinare, Cveni kvlevis empiriuli masalac da daskvnebic 

sakmaod specifikuria, radgan efuZneba erTi Janris teqstebis analizis 

Sedegebs. aqve aRvniSnavT, rom ufro zogadi suraTis misaRebad saWiroa 

Janrobrivad mravalferovani teqstebis damuSaveba.  

sakvlev masalaze muSaobisas moxda im enobrivi elementebis moniSvna, 

romlebic ZiriTad Tezas aniWeben samsjelo xasiaTs, Semdeg ki dajgufda 

gamoyenebuli enobrivi elementebi rogorc semantikuri, ise gramatikuli 

TvalsazrisiT. 

ZiriTadi Tezis semantika sxvadasxvagvari SeiZleba iyos: `mtkiceba, 

gansja, mosazreba, Sefaseba, ritorikuli SekiTxva da a.S.~ (Jenieri, sent-

dezieri 2019:2). 
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tulminisTvis mTavari Teza igive daskvnaa, romelic aris racionaluri 

mtkiceba. mas SeiZleba sxvadasxvagvari Sinaarsi hqondes. mtkiceba/ daskvna 

SeiZleba gamoxatavdes:  

• faqts; 

• movlenas; 

• varauds; 

• gansjas; 

• Sefasebas; 

• gansazRvrebas; 

• rCevas; 

• gafrTxilebas. 

tulmini aRniSnul sxvadasxva semantikis gamomxatvel Tezas ajgufebs 

da gamoyofs ZiriTadi Tezis sam Sinaarsobriv tips:  

• `faqtebze dafuZnebuli ZiriTadi Teza (Fact-Based Claims) empirias 

efuZneba da misi migneba-aRmoCena xdeba dakvirvebiT, eqsperimentiT, 

statistikiT an sxva monacemebze dafuZnebiT.  

• gansjisa Tu Sefasebis gamomxatveli ZiriTadi Teza (Judgment or Value 
Claim) moicavs azrebsa da subieqtur Sefasebebs. 

• qmedebis politikaze dafuZnebuli ZiriTadi Teza (Policy-Based Claims) 
efuZneba moqmedebebs, romlebic ganpirobebulia garkveuli konteqstiT, 

Seqmnili pirobebiT~ (Jenieri, sent-dezieri 2019:17). 

amgvari Sinaarsobrivi klasifikacia kidev ufro akonkretebs da naTels 

xdis ZiriTad TezaSi gamoyenebuli lingvisturi elementebis funqcias.  

ZiriTadi Tezis amosacnobad gasarkvevia, Tu ra aris is lingvisturi 

elementi, romelic Tezas aqcevs sakamaTod; amisTvis unda aRiweros is 

lingvisturi niSnebi, romlebic `Cveulebriv~ winadadebas samsjelo wina-

dadebad gadaaqceven.  

zogierTi Teza raime xelSesaxebi lingvisturi maxasiaTebliT ar aris 

moniSnuli. 

sakiTxze muSaobisas SeirCa kvlevis orgvari meTodologia:  

• argumentebis leqsikonis Seqmna – im leqsikuri erTeulebis gamoyofa, 

romlebic sakamaTo xasiaTs aniWeben ZiriTad Tezas. amgvari leqsikuri 

elementebis semantikuri analizis safuZvelze gamoiyo konkretuli 

funqciuri jgufebi, romlebic gviCveneben, Tu ra roli aqvs am ele-

mentebs ZiriTadi Tezis SeqmnaSi.  

• gramatikuli analizi da klasifikacia – gaanalizeba imisa, Tu gamo-

yofili leqsikuri erTeulebi winadadebis ra wevrebi arian, umetesad 
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ra gramatikuli da sintaqsuri kavSirebis gamoyeneba xdeba im SemTx-

vevaSi, rodesac ZiriTad Tezad kvalificirdeba winadadeba. 

argumentebis leqsikonSi gamoiyo ramdenime jgufi. rogorc empiriuli 

masalis analizi aCvenebs, ZiriTadi Tezis SeqmnaSi yvelaze xSirad monawi-

leobs Semdegi jgufis sityvebi:  

Sefaseba (Assessments) – aRniSnul jgufSi erTiandeba semantikurad 

axlos mdgomi iseTi sityvebi, romlebic gamoxataven adamianis pirad 

azrs, Sefasebas: Cemi azriT/Tqveni azriT, vfiqrob/fiqrobT, migaCniaT, mi-

saRebia... 

magaliTad: 

(es) mcire nawilia imisa, razec xelisuflebam imuSava, an unda emuSa-

va, Tqveni azriT, daaklo Tu ara mcdelobebi, Tu kmayofili xarT maTi 

muSaobiT am mimarTulebiT. 

fiqrobT Tu ara, rom safrTxisSemcvelia msgavsi pirebis gaTavisuf-

leba? 

misaRebi iyo es TqvenTvis da migaCniaT Tu ara, rom unda gavrcelebu-

liyo es kadrebi? 

avtoritetuloba/damajerebloba (Authority/evidence) – am jgufSi Se-

dis Sinaarsobrivad msgavsi iseTi sityvebi, romlebic mianiSneben, rom mo-

saubre sxvis naTqvams iyenebs Tavisi azris dasadastureblad/uarsayofad 

an ZiriTadi Tezis formulirebisTvis.  

magaliTad: 

erT-erTi mTavari braldeba swored es aris, rom, aaa, qarTuli ocne-

bis lideri, Tqveni, aa, TqmiT, aa, rusul fuls iyenebs imisaTvis, rom, 

aaa, awarmoos winasaarCevno kampania da moisyidos mosaxleoba. ra argumen-

tebs emyareba aseTi pretenziebi? 

kontrasti (Contrast) – am jgufSi erTiandeba sityvebi, romlebic ga-

moiyeneba sapirispiro azris gamosaxatavad. 

magaliTad: nacvlad, sapirispirod, meore mxriv...… 

antiTeza (Antithesis) – mocemul jgufSi Semavali erTeulebi gamoxa-

taven or azrsa, qmedebasa Tu faqts Soris winaaRmdegobas, an gadmoscemen 

faqtebis Tanmimdevrobas, romelic logikur dasasrulamde ar mivida.  

magaliTad: magram, Tumca, miuxedavad amisa... 

miuxedavad imisa, rom saqarTvelosa da ruseTis prezidentebis mier 

ukve xelmowerilia samSvidobo xelSekruleba, romlis Tanaxmadac rusu-

li jari unda gasuliyo saqarTvelos teritoriidan, SeTanxmeba jerje-

robiT ar sruldeba da rusuli jari kvlav rCeba saqarTvelos terito-

riaze. xom ar fiqrobT, rom unda dasaxeldes raime konkretuli vada, 
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romlis farglebSic am jarma unda datovos saqarTvelos teritoria da 

ra meqanizmi aqvs evropas, imisTvis, rom es procesi gaakontrolos? 

gamaZliereblebi (Intensifiers) – aRniSnul jgufSi erTiandebian zed-

sarTavi saxelebi da zmnizedebi, romlebic garkveulwilad aZliereben mo-

sazrebas, faqts, zogadad nebismieri tipis Sefasebas.  

sakvlev masalaze dayrdnobiT am jgufSi unda gamoiyos ori qvejgufi, 

esenia:  

a) pozitiuri – gamoyenebulia imisaTvis, rom gazardos mosazrebis-

/faqtis mniSvneloba.  

b) negatiuri – gamoiyeneba imisTvis, rom mizanmimarTulad Seamciros 

(daakninos) konkretuli faqtis mniSvneloba.  

aucilebloba (Necessity) – am jgufSi Semodis kategoriuli aucileb-

lobis gamomxatveli modaluri sityvebi. 

magaliTad: unda 

unda dauTmos Tu ara eTeri, aam, televiziebma qarTvelTa marSis, aam, 

liderebs? 

SesaZlebloba (Possibility) – mocemul jgufSi Sedis SesaZleblobis 

modalobis gamomxatveli erTeulebi. 

magaliTad: SeiZleba, SesaZloa... 

SeiZleba es gaxdes aucilebeli? 

prioritetuloba (Priority) – am jgufSi Semavali sityvebis gamoyeneba 

xdeba maSin, rodesac gamomsvleli cdilobs, gamoyos yvelaze didi Rire-

bulebis mqone informacia msjelobisas.  

aseTebia, magaliTad: mniSvnelovania, mTavaria, fundamenturia, Rirebu-

lia... 

gundis erTobis SenarCuneba ufro mniSvnelovania, vidre, magaliTad, 

principuli xedvebi da msoflmxedveloba? 

Tu Tqven TvliT, ro asea swori, ra ufro mniSvnelovania, Tqveni 

principebi daicvaT, Tu Tqvens Tanagundelebs ar awyeninoT?  

empiriul masalaze dayrdnobiT SeiZleba davaskvnaT, rom satelevizio 

debatebSi yvelaze xSirad ZiriTadi Tezis formulireba xdeba Semdegi se-

mantikuri jgufis sityvebis saSualebiT: Sefaseba, aucilebloba, SesaZ-

lebloba, gamaZliereblebi.  

ZiriTadi Tezis analizis Sedegad gamovlinda winadadebis mTavari 

wevrebis gamoyenebis is SemTxvevebi, romlebic Cveulebriv winadadebas aq-

ceven sakamaTo Tezad. am TvalsazrisiT Rirebulia, erTi mxriv, winadade-

bis wevrTa konkretuli jgufi da, meore mxriv, maTi polaroba: pozitiu-

ri, negatiuri an neitraluri. 
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zedsarTavebi – gamaZliereblebSi Semavali enobrivi elementebi umTav-

resad swored zedsarTavi saxelebiT gamoixateba.  

magaliTad: martivi, rTuli, efeqturi, saxifaTo.  

ZiriTadi Teza, romelSic amgvari zedsarTavebi monawileoben, gamoxa-

taven, umetes SemTxvevaSi, Sefasebas garkveuli TvalsazrisiT, an gaf-

rTxilebas Tu rCevas.  

taqsis nebarTvis aReba Zviria taqsis mZRolebisTvis. 

araefeqturia parlamentis quTaisSi muSaoba? 

zmnebi – Sefasebis (an Sefasebis Txovnis) gamomxatvel ZiriTad Tezas 

qmnis konkretuli semantikis mqone zmnebis gamoyeneba. maT ar aqvT mkveT-

rad gamoxatuli polaroba. es aris damokidebulebis gamomxatveli zmnebi. 

Tu satelevizio debatebSi amgvari zmnebi meore piris formiT aris wina-

dadebaSi, es migvaniSnebs, rom saqme gvaqvs ZiriTad TezasTan.  

magaliTad: 

ramdenad seriozulad Seiqmna axali dRis wesrigi, politikuri, Tqven 

rogor fiqrobT? 

me mainc minda davubrunde SekiTxvas, aa, iziarebT Tu ara Tqven, aa, am 

pozicias, burjanaZis aseT Sefasebas, rogorc xelisuf... … 

aseve, sakvlev teqstebs axasiaTebT zmnis an zmnuri frazebis gamoyene-

ba diax/ara kiTxvebSi Semdegi saxiT: iziarebT Tu ara, fiqrobT Tu ara... 

ZiriTad TezaSi gvxvdeba epistemuri zmnebi: gjeraT, darwmunebuli xarT... 

magaliTad: 

prezidentma ganacxada, rom mas ruseTTan urTierTobis gadatvirTva 

surs da am procesSi iseTi grZnoba Cndeba, rom is mxardaWera, rac Tqven 

buSis dros gqondaT, obamas administraciis mxridan aRar iqneba. magali-

Tad, natoSi gawevrebasTan dakavSirebiT. es albaT imitom, rom maT ruse-

Tis gaRizianeba ar surT. gjeraT Tqven amis? 

modaloba – SesaZleblobis da saWiroebis gamoxatvisTvis umTavresad 

gamoiyeneba modaluri zmnebi da konstruqciebi. am TvalsazrisiT gamosa-

yofia: unda, SeiZleba/SesaZloa.  

magaliTad: 

ase rom, rodesac aseT muqaris postebs vxedavT, amaze reagireba..., da 

amas aqvs mudmivi xasiaTi, reagireba unda moaxdinos Tu ara amaze samar-

Taldamcavma organoebma? 

unda moviyvanoT Tu ara eTerSi da unda mivceT Tu ara maT saSualeba 

TavianTi Zaladobrivi ideologia gaavrcelon? 
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amdenad, argumentirebuli teqstis, ufro konkretulad, ZiriTadi Te-

zis lingvisturi analizis Sedegad gamovlinda is enobrivi niSnebi, rom-

lebic winadadebas aniWebs samsjelo/sakamaTo xasiaTs da gadaaqcevs mas 

ZiriTad Tezad.  

Catarebulma lingvisturma analizma aCvena, rom winadadebis ZiriTad 

Tezad gardaqmnaSi mTavar rols asruleben zmnebi, erTi mxriv, zmnebSi 

gamoxatuli pozitiuri Tu negatiuri polarobiT, meore mxriv ki im kav-

SirebiT, romlebsac amyareben winadadebis sxva wevrebTan. 

warmoadgina asocirebulma profesorma eTer soseliam 
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Mariam Matiashvili 

Linguistic Analysis of Georgian Argumentative                                            
Structures: Main Thesis 

Summary 

Argumentation is an integral part of our daily lives. Argumentative reasoning, 
techniques, and language tools are used both in personal conversations and in the business 
environment. The study of argumentative structures allows us to identify the linguistic 
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features that make the text argumentative. Knowing what elements make up an argumen-
tative text in a particular language helps the users of that language improve their skills. Also, 
natural language processing (NLP) has become especially relevant recently. In this context, 
one of the main emphases is on computational processing of argumentative texts, which will 
enable the automatic recognition and analysis of large volumes of textual data. 

The article deals with the linguistic analysis of the argumentative structures of Georgian 
political speeches, in particular, with the linguistic structure, characteristics and functions of 
one part of the argumentative text – Claim. The purpose of the article is to describe the 
linguistic cues that give the sentence a judgmental/controversial character and make it as a 
claim of the argumentative text. 

The empirical data come from the Georgian Political Corpus, in particular TV debates. 
Consequently, the texts are of a dialogical nature, representing a discussion between two or 
more people (most often between a journalist and a politician). 

The study has revealed the lexical groups and linguistic cues that transform an ordinary 
sentence into the claim, which gives grounds for different opinions. 
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Tamar maxarobliZe 

zmnis paradigmebis Sesaxeb 

qarTul Jestur enaSi  

zmnis valentobis cneba, rogorc aseTi, Jestur enebSi dakavSirebulia 

swored zmnis kinetikasTan. Jesturi valentoba gaazrebulia kinetikur 

doneze. Tu kinetikurad zmna miemarTeba obieqtisken (an subieqtisken), ma-

Sin iTvleba, rom zmna aris aqtantebiani (ucxoeTSi farTod gavrcelebu-

li terminologiiT – e.w. inkorporirebuli, anu infleqsiuri). qarTuli 

tradiciuli enaTmecnieruli skola ki am movlenas moixseniebs terminiT 

– `polipersonalizmi~. Jestur enebSi ori ZiriTadi jgufi gamoiyofa: 

martivi da infleqsiuri. rogorc wesi, martivi zmnebi TiTqmis yvela Jes-

tur enaSi sagrZnoblad sWarbobs meore jgufs.  

ZiriTadi gramatikuli sxvaoba Jestur da sametyvelo enaTa Soris 

mdgomareobs zmnur aqtantTa mimarT midgomaSi. sametyvelo enebisaTvis 

upiratesia subieqtis kategoria, Jesturi enebisaTvis ki dominantia obi-

eqti (fau da sxvebi 2018). sametyvelo enaSi piriani zmna aucileblad 

moiazrebs subieqtis qonas, miuxedavad subieqtis realuri aqtivobis xa-

risxisa. iseT SemTxvevebSic ki, rodesac zmna pirnaklia da aklia forma-

luri subieqti (magaliTad, formebSi: meZineba, mcxela, mciva da sxv.), am 

formebSi enas obieqti aqvs gadaazrebuli subieqtad. qarTuli tradiciu-

li enaTmecnierebac am pozicias iziarebs. sametyvelo enebSi piriani zmnis-

Tvis subeqtis kategoria obligatorulia, xolo obieqtis aRniSvna mxo-

lod polipersonaluri struqturis zmnebs SeuZliaT da es, zogadad, me-

orexarisxovania sametyvelo enebis zmnaTaTvis. sruliad gansxvavebuli 

situacia gvaqvs Jestur enebSi. aq dominanti obieqtia. SeiZleba subieqti 

arc ki iyos mocemuli winadadebaSi, Tuki is adre ukve axsenes, magram 

obieqti aucileblad asaxuli iqneba. gansakuTrebiT saubaria irib obieq-

tze, romelic xSirad sulierobis kategoriiT xasiaTdeba. 

qarTuli Jesturi enis zmnis uRvlilebasTan dakavSirebiT unda iT-

qvas, rom zmnas aqvs morfologiuri saSualebebi, raTa gadmosces samety-

velo qarTulis Sesabamisi mwkrivebi gamonaklisis gareSe, magram misi pa-

radigma ar gaimeorebs sametyvelo qarTuli enis zmnis paradigmebs. erTa-

derTi tipis paradigma, rac SeiZleba qarTul Jestur enaSi zmnas hqon-

des, aris pirTa kombinaciis formebi. aseTi paradigma mxolod e.w. inkor-
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porirebul zmnebs eqnebaT. qarTul Jestur enaSi es mimarTebebi kinetiku-

radaa gadmocemuli. Cven aq ganvixilavT oden mxolobiTi formebis kombi-

nacias, radganac igive mimarTulebebi iqneba Sesabamisi mravlobiTis for-

mebisTvisac. ganvixiloT zmna ‘gakritikeba’ am TvalsazrisiT. 

 

gakritikeba  

sub/ 

ir.ob. 

I II III 

I ---------- 

 
gakritikeb 

 
vakritikeb 

II 

 
makritikeb 

------------- 

 
akritikeb 

III 

 
makritikebs 

 
gakritikebs 

 
akritikebs 

rogorc vxedavT, aq Svidi formaa warmodgenili da es formebi ganas-

xvaveben manualur kinetikas obieqtis mixedviT. imave tipis kombinacia 

gveqneba yvela inkorporirebul zmnaSi. zmnaSi ‘veubnebi’ aseve kinetikurad 

ganirCeva subieqtic, rogorc moqmedebis sawyisi, obieqti ki warmodgeni-

lia rogorc mizani, anu moqmedebis mimarTebis bolo punqti: 
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sub/ 

ir.ob. 

I II III 

I ---------- 

 
geubnebi 

 
veubnebi 

II 

 
meubnebi 

------------- 

 
eubnebi 

III 

 
meubneba 

 
geubneba 

 
eubneba 

rogorc zemoT warmodgenili cxrilebidan Cans, pirveli obieqturi 

piris SemTxvevaSi xeli miemarTeba sxeulisken (ix. pirveli vertikaluri 

sveti), meore obieqturi piris warmosaCineblad xeli mimarTulia win 

(ix. meore vertikaluri sveti) da mesame obieqturi piris gadmosacemad 

ki xeli mimarTulia gverdiT (ix. mesame vertikaluri sveti).  

pirveli piris subieqtis gadmosacemad, xeli sxeulidan miemarTeba 

(ix. pirveli horizontaluri sveti); meore piris SemTxvevaSi sxeulis 

win axlomdebare sivrcea gaazrebuli meore anu komunikatori piris lo-

kaciad da xeli am adgilidan miemarTeba obieqtisken (ix. meore horizon-

taluri sveti); xolo mesame subieqturi piris SemTxvevaSi gverdidan 

xdeba moqmedebis kinetikis dawyeba (ix. mesame horizontaluri sveti).  

mocemul cxrilebSi, faqtobrivad, kinetikurad warmodgenilia obieq-

tis da subieqtis markireba. obieqtisken mimarTulia subieqtidan wamosu-

li dinamika, anu subieqti sawyisia, xolo obieqti aris mizani, anu zmnis 

moqmedebis danamikuri fazebis bolo punqti.  
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zemoT warmodgenili paradigmidan Cans, rom Jesturi zmna ganasxvavebs 

sivrciT markirebas – pirveli piri gadmoicema sxeulTan axlos ganTavse-

buli da sxeulisken mimarTuli xeliT, aseve sxeulisken mimarTuli Ti-

TebiT; meore piri gadmoicema sxeulis win mimarTuli xeliT da imave mi-

marTulebis TiTebiT; xolo mesame piri gadmocemulia gverdiT mimarTuli 

xeliT da imave mimarTulebis TiTebiT. es parametrebi – xelisa da TiTe-

bis mimarTuleba (cxadia, aqve Sesabamisad Seicvleba xelisgulis mimarTu-

lebac) erTi konfiguraciis farglebSi – SesaZloa, gaviazroT rogorc 

zmnis piris niSnebi. sagulisxmoa, rom subieqti da obieqti am Tvalsaz-

risiT ar sxvaobs. erTaderTi, rac subieqtur pirs obieqturisgan ganas-

xvavebs, es aris is, rom subieqti aris moqmedebis sawyisi da obieqti ki 

– mizani, anu bolo punqti. aqve unda isic aRvniSnoT, rom qarTul Jes-

tur enaSi irib obieqts aqvs damatebiTi markerebi, razec adre visaubreT 

(maxarobliZe 2015). amrigad, qarTul Jestur enaSi subieqti kargadaa ga-

mijnuli obieqtisgan, xolo piris romelobis zemoT aRwerili mocemu-

lobebi myari da universaluri parametrebia zogadad Jesturi enebisTvis 

– deduqciuri midgomiT.  

amrigad, qarTuli Jesturi enis zmnis paradigmaSi (da, zogadad, Jes-

tur enebSi) aqtantebis morfologiuri markireba xdeba sami saxiT: 

1. deiqtiuri markireba, rogoricaa zemoT warmodgenili inkorporire-

buli zmnis paradigma; 

2. destinaciuri markireba semantikuri kontentiT (ix. versiis kate-

goria, pativiscemiTi da upativcemlo formebis gamoxatva da iribi obieq-

tis markireba, maxarobliZe 2015); 

3. morfosintaqsuri markireba – arsebiTi saxeliT gadmocemuli aq-

tantebisTvis brunvis niSebis darTva. tranzituli zmnis subieqti aoris-

tSi gamoxatulia ergativiT, danarCen SemTxvevebSi subieqti nominatiur 

anu aramarkirebul, nulovan brunvaSia, iribi obieqti ki markirebulia mi-

cemiTi brunvis fardi deiqtiuri markeriT da aq xdeba aqtantTa markire-

bis pirveli da mesame tipebis kombinireba.  

qarTul Jestur enaSi aRiniSneba aqtantTa morfologiuri markirebis 

zemoT mocemuli sami tipis sxvadasxva saxis kombinireba.  
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madliereba  

minda uRrmesi madloba gadavuxado Jesturi enis matareblebs, rom-

lebic damexmarnen masalis moZiebaSi – naTia da lamara jafoSvilebs da 

Tamar jiqiZes.  

Tamar Makharoblidze 

On Verbal Paradigms in GESL 
Summary 

The verb in the Georgian Sign Language (GESL) has morphological means to convey 
the relevant meanings and forms of all verbal paradigms from spoken Georgian, but GESL 
verbal paradigms do not repeat the paradigms of spoken Georgian. The only paradigm that 
GESL verbs may have is the combination of verbal-person forms. Such a paradigm can only 
appear with so called incorporated verbs. These relations are kinetically expressed in GESL. 

The verbs is sign languages distinguish the spatial marking – the first person is 
conveyed by the hand close to the body and with the hand towards the body, as well as the 
fingers towards the body; the second person is delivered with the hand in front of the body 
and the fingers of the same direction; and the third person is given with the hand pointing to 
the side and fingers in the same direction. These parameters – the direction of the hand and 
the fingers and, of course, the palm orientation will also change accordingly – within one 
configuration may be understood as signs of the verbal persons. It is noteworthy that the 
subject and the object do not differ in this respect. The only thing that distinguishes the 
subject from the object is that the subject is the beginning of the action and the object is the 
purpose as the last point. It should be also noted that the indirect object in GESL has 
additional marking (Makharoblidze 1915). Thus in GESL the subject is well separated from 
the object, and the data described above seems to be typologically universal – with 
deductive approach.  

The morphological marking in sign language verbal paradigms has the following three 
types: 

1. Deictic marking; 
2. Destinative marking with semantic content; 
3. Morpho-syntactic labeling when nominal arguments have the case markers. 
The subject of transitive verbs in aorist has the ergative marker, while in the other cases 

it is in nominative and appears with zero marker or non-marked forms. The indirect object is 
marked with the deictic marker with the content if dative, and here we can observe the 
combination of the first and third types of morphological marking.  

In GESL all three types of morphological marking can occur, and there are also 
combinations of these types in this language.   
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mariam navaZe 

xmovanTa formantuli analizi qarTulSi               

da misi roli metyveli piris                      

amocnobis procesSi1 

Sesavali 

statiaSi ganxilulia sasamarTlo fonetikuri eqspertizis erT-erTi 

meTodi, kerZod, xmovanTa formantuli analizis safuZvelze CanawerSi met-

yveli piris identifikacia da naCvenebia am meTodis SesaZlo gamoyeneba 

gamoZiebis procesSi. aqve ganxilulia, erTi mxriv, kvlevis procesisTvis 

xelSemwyobi faqtorebi, romlebic gavlenas axdenen sxvadasxva metyveli 

piris xmaTa Soris akustikur gansxvavebulobaze da, meore mxriv, sirTu-

le da Tavsatexi, romlebic SeiZleba erTi da imave metyveli piris or 

gamonaTqvams Soris arsebulma akustikurma sxvaobam Seuqmnas mkvlevars. 

statiaSi aRwerilia kvleva, romelic eyrdnoba 30 diqtoris gamonaTqva-

mebis xmovanTa formantuli analizis safuZvelze Sedgenil monacemebs. 

statistikuri monacemebis safuZvelze orive sqesisTvis gansazRvrulia 

is diapazoni, romelic SeiZleba CaiTvalos erTi da imave metyveli piris 

Sida variaciad. xolo, Tu ori Canaweridan mopovebul statistikur mona-

cemebs Soris arsebuli gansxvaveba ar jdeba erTi da imave metyveli pi-

risTvis dasaSveb sxvaobaTa diapazonSi, maSin es ukve gvafiqrebinebs, rom 

saqme gvaqvs or sxvadasxva individTan.  

fonetikuri eqspertiza warmoadgens gamoyenebiTi enaTmecnierebis erT-

erT mimarTulebas da igi miznad isaxavs sasamarTlo procesebSi CarTul 

audioCanawerebSi metyveli piris (diqtoris) identifikacias, CanawerTa 

auTentifikacias, Setyobinebis gaSifvras, xmis mixedviT diqtoris emoci-

uri mdgomareobis dadgenas da a.S. 

fonetikuri eqspertizis erT-erTi mTavari amocanaa metyveli piris, 

diqtoris identificireba gamoZiebis xelT arsebuli xmis nimuSebis sa-

fuZvelze. es procesi SeiZleba ganimartos rogorc: „nebismieri procesi, 

romelic miznad isaxavs, sametyvelo signalis maxasiaTeblebze dayrdno-

biT daadginos, konkretuli persona aris Tu ara mocemuli gamonaTqvamis 

diqtori“ (Atal 1976:460).  

                                                 
1  kvleva Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis samecniero fondis doqtoranturis 

saganmanaTleblo programis sagranto konkursis farglebSi (PHDF-18-405). 
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rogorc wesi, diqtoris identificirebis procesSi CarTulia ori 

tipis audioCanawerebi: pirveli – esaa Canaweri, romelSic metyveli pi-

ris identificirebas cdilobs gamoZieba. SemdegSi vuwodoT mas sakvlevi 

xmis nimuSi (questioned voice sample); xolo meore aris is Canawerebi, ro-

melTac gamoZieba Tavad moipovebs saeWvo pirebisagan, SemdegSi mas vuwo-

doT nacnobi xmis nimuSi (known voice sample). sasamarTlo eqspertizam un-

da SeZlos gansxvavebebis an msgavsebebis povna, romlebic am ori tipis 

audioCanawerebs Soris arsebobs. Tumca aq vxvdebiT problemas: rasakvir-

velia, adamianTa metyveleba erTmaneTisagan gansxvavdeba, razec isic mety-

velebs, rom Cven gvaqvs unari, vicnoT adamiani misi xmis meSveobiT, magram 

problemas qmnis is faqti, rom erTi da imave adamianis xmamac SeiZleba 

gvaCvenos Zalian mniSvnelovani Sida sxvaobebi. 

rogor SeiZleba, xmovani signalebis mixedviT ganvasxvaoT erTmaneTis-

gan diqtorTa metyveleba da ra ganasxvavebs xmebs erTmaneTisgan?  

amis gasagebad unda gaverkveT sametyvelo bgeraTa warmoqmnis meqaniz-

mSi. filtvebidan wamosulma haerma unda gaiaros vokaluri traqti, sa-

dac mas garkveuli saartikulacio moZraobis Sedegad Seqmnili winaRoba 

Sexvdeba da gaaJRerebs. vokalur traqtSi saartikulacio organoebis mi-

er miRebuli mdgomareoba TiToeuli bgerisTvis warmoadgens rezonators. 

rezonatoris odnavi cvlilebac ki iwvevs masSi gamovlili bgeriTi tal-

Ris sixSirul cvlilebebs. vinaidan metyvelebis dros saartikulacio 

organoebis mdgomareoba vokalur traqtSi maTematikuri sizustiT ar 

aris daculi, erTi da imave diqtoris mier warmoTqmuli bgerebis akus-

tikuri maxasiaTeblebic absoluturad identuri, rogorc wesi, ar aris 

xolme. amas sakvlevi piris variaciebs uwodeben; meore mxriv, adamianTa 

vokaluri traqti, fiziologiuri TvalsazrisiT, met-naklebad gansxvavdeba 

erTmaneTisgan da swored es qmnis sxvaobas metyvel pirTa saartikulacio 

bgerebis akustikur maxasiaTeblebs Soris (diqtorTaSorisi variacia).  

Tumca rogor SeiZleba dadgindes da ganisazRvros es gansxvavebebi? 

„sametyvelo bgerebi rTulia da Sedgeba ori an meti simaRlis bgerebisa-

gan, romlebic isea Serwymuli, rom erTi bgeris STabeWdilebas qmnian“ 

(gamyreliZe da sxv. 2008:99). swored es bgeris Semadgeneli nawilebi, 

harmonikebi qmnian energiis koncentraciis wertilebs anu formantebs, 

romelTa sixSiruli maCveneblebic cvladia im rezonatoris mixedviT, 

romelsac bgera gamoivlis. rezonatoris sxvaoba ki, rogorc zemoT aR-

vniSneT, SeiZleba ganpirobebuli iyos rogorc vokaluri traqtis fizio-

logiuri sxvaobiT, aseve saartikulacio organoebis ganlagebiT. metyveli 

piris identifikaciis procesSi mniSvnelovania, formantuli analizis Se-
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degad gamoikveTos is sxvaobebi, romlebic miuTiTeben vokaluri traqtis 

fiziologiur gansxvavebaze, an piriqiT – msgavsebaze.  

formantuli analizi, rogorc wesi, efuZneba xmovnebs, Tumca aseve 

SeiZleba gaanalizebul iqnes sonorebic. Cqamieri bgerebis calkeuli 

formantebis gazomva SesaZlebelia, Tumca isini imdenad arastabiluria, 

rom kvlevisTvis relevantur Sedegebs ver iZleva.  

aqve Cndeba kiTxva – Tu erTi da imave diqtoris metyvelebaSic ki Se-

iZleba, bgeriTi signalis formantebis sixSireebi gansxvavebuli iyos, ma-

Sin rogor unda davadginoT, es sxvaoba miuTiTebs sakvlevi piris varia-

ciaze Tu diqtorTa Soris sxvaobaze? saqme isaa, rom sakvlevi piris va-

riacia, rogorc wesi, garkveul sixSirul diapazonSi eqceva, diqtorTa-

Sorisi sxvaoba ki SeiZleba nebismieri sididis iyos.  

imisTvis, rom dagvedgina, Tu ra iyo sakvlevi piris variaciebis 

zRvruli diapazonebi qarTulSi, anu ramxela sxvaobis Semdeg unda vifiq-

roT, rom saqme gvaqvs sxvadasxva diqtorTan, CavwereT 30 diqtori. aqe-

dan 13 qali da 17 mamakaci. asakobriv zRvrad SevarCieT 25-35 weli. Ti-

Toeuli diqtorisgan CaviwereT 75 tokeni. yoveli tokenis anlautSi id-

ga xmovani – TiTo xmovanze 5 tokeni. TiToeuli xmovnisTvis gavzomeT 

fundamenturi sixSire da pirveli sami formanti. sul gazomvebis raode-

nobam Seadgina 9 aTasi erTeuli. Canawerebi gakeTda sxvadasxva SenobaSi, 

Tumca yvelgan erTi da imave aRWurvilobiTa da daxurul garemoSi diq-

torsa da mikrofons Soris ocsantimetriani distanciis dacviT. TiToeu-

li sityvis TavSi Cawerili fonuri xmauris daxmarebiT gamoviyeneT e.w. 

„savarcxeli“ filtrebi, raTa mogveSorebina fonuri xmauri. gazomvebi 

gavakeTeT Semdegi parametrebis mixedviT: F0, F1, F2, F3. yoveli spikeris-

Tvis TiToeuli parametris mixedviT gamovTvaleT sixSiruli diapazoni. 

cxrilis saxiT warmogidgenT minimalur da maqsimalur diapazonebs para-

metrebisa da sqesis gaTvaliswinebiT: 

 F0 F1 F2 F3 
 Min Max Min Max Min Max Min Max 
qali 43 163 481 1077 1900 2815 1308 3079 

mamakaci 33 183 351 949 1589 2218 1119 3072 

sixSiruli diapazonebi sqesisa da formantebis mixedviT. 

rogor da raSi SeiZleba gamogvadges es monacemebi? rogorc cxrili-

dan Cans, qalebs Soris fundamenturi sixSiris yvelaze mcire diapazoni 

(anu maqsimalur da minimalur monacems Soris sxvaoba) iyo 43 hc, xolo 

yvelaze maRali – 163 hc. mamakacebSi igive monacemi meryeobs 33 hc-idan 
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183 hc-amde. monacemebze dayrdnobiT SeiZleba davuSvaT: Tu sakvlevi da 

nacnobi xmis nimuSebis F0-is minimaluri da maqsimaluri odenobebis sxva-

oba metia 170-ze (qalebis SemTxvevaSi), Tamamad SegviZlia vifiqroT, rom 

saqme gvaqvs diqtorTa Soris sxvaobasTan, Tumca, Tu igive maCvenebeli 

bevrad dabalia, is mainc ar gamogvadgeba imis dasamtkiceblad, rom saqme 

gvaqvs erTsa da imave spikerTan, radgan SeiZleba iyos sruliad SemTxve-

viTi gadafarva anu spikerTaSorisi msgavseba.  

xmovanTa formantuli analizi aseve xSirad gamoiyeneba diqtoris sqe-

sis gansasazRvravad. rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, zesadgami milisa da saar-

tikulacio organoebis forma-mdgomareoba gavlenas axdens bgeris akusti-

kur maxasiaTeblebze. ase, magaliTad, didi saxmo iogebi vibrirebs ufro 

dabal sixSireze, patara iogebi ki – ufro maRalze. qalebs saSualod 

ufro mokle iogebi aqvT, vidre mamakacebs, amitom qalebi ufro maRali 

sixSiris mqone bgerebs warmoTqvamen, vidre mamakacebi, rasac Cven mier 

moyvanili cxrilic adasturebs. 

sqesi F0_Hz  F1_Hz F2_Hz F3_Hz 
qali 187 491 1616 2867 
kaci 102 458 1428 2603 
     
saSualo 141 472 1510 2718 

xmovanTa saSualo sixSirul maCveneblebi sqesis mixedviT 

cxrilSi moyvanilia 4 akustikuri parametris – fundamenturi sixSi-

risa da pirveli sami formantis saSualo ariTmetikuli maCveneblebi sqe-

sis mixedviT. rogorc vxedavT, kacebis xmis sixSiruli maCveneblebi yve-

la parametris mixedviT bevrad dabalia, vidre qalebisa. Sesabamisad, spi-

keris identificirebis procesSi Tu sakvlevi xmis nimuSis diqtoris sa-

Sualo fundamenturi sixSire naklebia orive sqesis xmis nimuSTa saSua-

lo ariTmetikulTan SedarebiT, safuZveli gvaqvs vifiqroT, rom diqtori 

mamrobiTi sqesisaa; amasTan, rac ufro dabali iqneba es monacemebi, miT 

ufro meti safuZveli gveqneba amis samtkiceblad da, piriqiT, rac ufro 

maRali iqneba saSualo formantuli sixSireebi, miT metia Sansi, rom 

diqtori mdedrobiTi sqesis iyos.  

aqve aucilebelia gaviTvaliswinoT is garemoebac, rom fonetikur eq-

spertizas ar Seswevs Zala, gadaWriT amtkicos, rom 2 sakvlevi da nac-

nobi xmis nimuSebi erTsa da imave diqtors ekuTvnis, vinaidan yovelTvis 

arsebobs Sansi imisa, rom xmaTa msgavseba sruliad SemTxveviTi iyos da 

mkvlevari cru dadebiT daskvnamde mivides, Tumca piriqiT ki naklebad 
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mosalodnelia. Sesabamisad, igi unda ganvixiloT rogorc sagamomZieblo 

procesisTvis damxmare saSualeba, romelmac SeiZleba gaaZlieros an Sea-

sustos saqmeSi arsebuli sxva mtkicebulebebi; da ara rogorc mTavari 

mtkicebuleba gadawyvetilebis miRebis procesSi.  

warmoadgina asocirebulma profesorma marine ivaniSvilma 
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Mariam Navadze 

Vowel Formant Analysis in Georgian and its Importance                                    
in the Speaker Identification Process 

Summary 

The article aims to discuss one of the methods of Forensic Phonetics, in particular, 
speaker identification by formant analysis, and to show the usage of the method during the 
investigation process. There are also considered physio-acoustic factors that influence, on 
the one hand, inter speaker variation and, on the other, make intra speaker variations.  

The voice of 30 speakers has been recorded and analyzed. Approximately 9 thousand 
measurements have been made according to the following parameters: F0, F1, F2, F3. By 
the statistical data, the range of inter and intra speaker variations for each sex has been 
defined. If there is a difference between two voice recordings, which is more than inter 
speaker range, we should suppose that there are two different speakers in these recordings. 

Presented by Prof. Marine Ivanishvili 
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nikoloz oTinaSvili 

frones xeobis metyvelebis                          

zogierTi Tavisebureba 

frones xeobis soflebSi: ZvileTSi, gvirgvinaSi, ZaRinaSi, TeregvanSi, 

avnevSi, yornisSi, nulSi, TiRvaSi, aseve xeobidan devnili mosaxleobis 

axal dasaxlebebSi, romlebsac ewodebaT axali sofeli, moxisis dasaxle-

ba, qarelis dasaxleba, qvenatkocis dasaxleba, agara, aseve goris dasax-

lebebSi Cawerili masalebis mixedviT, gvxvdeba onomastikuri masalebi, 

romlebic qarTveli mosaxleobis, Tavadaznaurobis cxovrebas, saxelebs 

ukavSirdeba. 

mxareSi, ZiriTadad, dominirebs qarTluri dialeqti, romelic erT-

erTi udidesia enis dialeqtebs Soris da fonetikuri, morfologiuri, 

leqsikuri mniSvnelobiT gabatonebuli mdgomareoba moipova. amasTan, xeo-

ba axlac ganicdis dasavleT saqarTvelos, kerZod zemo imerulisa da 

mcired raWulis gavlenas. amisi mizezi ki istoriulad cnobili migraci-

aa, romelmac didi kvali daamCnia xeobis metyvelebas. magaliTad, „1715 

wlis ruisis saepiskoposos davTris“ mixedviT, xeobis araerT sofelSi 

mosuli mosaxleobaa, ZiriTadad, imereTidan da raWidan (TayaiSvili 

2015:12, 13). 

am dros sofel avnevSi damkvidrebulia: sexnia omanaZe, papuna nadiraZe, 

sexnia CixraZe, giorgi bregvaZe... 

sofel arkniTSi: Sio iaRanaSvili, nasyida sxirtlaZe, Tamaz kobaxiZe.... 

sofel nulSi: giorgi sayvareliZe, beri SavaZe, Sio SavaZe, demetre de-

metraSvili, imereli giorgi... 

sofel RverTevSi: sexnia mesxi, gogia SarabiZe, Tamaza mesxi, maxare mesxi... 

sofel mdavSi: Sio CinCalaZe, sexnia CinCalaZe, lazare buxaiZe, ivane da 

beJua WitaiZeebi... 

sofel beymarSi: ivane, giorgi nebieriZeebi, beri, Sio gvimraZeebi... 

sofel worbisSi: masura, ivane, goderZi maisuraZeebi... Tamaza raWveli, 

mamuka koberiZe... 

sofel xtanaSi: paata koberiZe, sexnia SavaSaZe, giorgi siraZe, daTuna siraZe. 

aseTive mdgomareobaa TeregvanSi, oJoraSi, ZaRinaSi, xundisubanSi da sxva 

soflebSi, sadac absoluturi umravlesoba qarTvelia. 

dRes xeobis mosaxleoba eTnikurad ar aris erTferovani, qarTvelebis 

garda cxovroben azerbaijanelebi, berZnebi, somxebi, osebi, rac gavlenas ax-
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dens metyvelebaze da saerTod enobriv monacemebze. am da sxva mizezebis gamo 

metyveleba mxareSi ar aris erTferovani, gansxvavebulia, qarTluris gavlena 

didia. 

aseT viTarebaSi ikveTeba xeobis soflebis metyveleba, romelic Tavi-

seburi enobrivi movlenebiT xasiaTdeba. 

xmovanTa asimilacia: eg kaci magens ver geeqcevaT. xo naxe deedevna da 

kidec maiyvans. meeSvi, eg Seni safero ar aris. magenma iWidaves atocSi da 

gia meeria. qoxis karebi geetexnaT da matori weeRoT. ras Cameekida, Tavi 

daanebos meTqi. 

disimilacia: pirjvali gadiwera da wavida. guSinwil iyo dReoba go-

marTasi. 

bgeraTa CarTva: magaTi movaxle ara var. noves dauZaxeb, iman icis Cve-

ni gvari. Tavisi deda ingilova. 

bgeraTa dakargva: (m)Srali saqoneli (m)Svildurze garekes. eg ekle-

sia (m)cxeTijvarSia.  

„1715 wlis ruisis saepiskoposos davTarSi“ frones xeobis soflebSi 

mcxovrebTa boloxmovniani saxelebi saxelobiT brunvaSi xSirad warmod-

genilia i niSniT: imereli giorgi, sayvareliZe giorgi, suxiSvili sulxa-

ni (sof. nuli); gabrielaSvili giorgi, doijaSvili giorgi, eliaSvili 

suxani (sof. ergneTi); maisuraZe goderZi, cicxuaSvili giorgi (sof. 

worbisi); donaZe paati, givitaSvili goderZi, WiRlaZe giorgi (sof. Za-

Rina) da sxva. 

Tanamedrove viTarebiT sazogado saxelebi xeobaSi amave niSniT aris 

warmodgenili: Zmai, dai, mamai, dedai... 

mravlobiTi ricxvi Cveulebriv iwaroeba -eb sufiqsiT, magram xSirad 
-n da -T sufiqsebic gamoyeneba: mamacaanT nasaxlarebi, eklesiis serebi, 

TediaanT wyaro, Sindianebi, sarvielebi, mTvareulebi, koberaanT gora, 

TxeliZiani, koberaani, xaxutaani, orgoreebi, zaRoaanT nasoflari, tran-

kaanT Walebi, nafuZrebi, kapanaani, qvakuTxeebi, nakantorebi da sxva. 

sityvaTwarmoeba. xeobaSi asaxulia meurneobis sxvadasxva dargi. msazR-

vreli gamoxatavs soflebs, ubnebs, calkeul gvarebsa da ganayrebs anu 

Stogvarebs: vasikos axo, romanozas miwa (sof. wnelisi), barusas Wala, 

baTlomes miwa (sof. lopani), gogalaZeebis axoebi, nadiraZeebis seri 

(sof. lopani), SaorSaZeebis nayveri, imerlebis ubani (sof. qaleTi). nakve-

Tebisa da ubnebis warmoebisas -eb sufiqsi nakveTis sidideze miuTiTebs 
da ara simravleze: WiotaZeebi, mSvildaurebi, xodabulebi, xaraiSvilebis 

saTebzia, darbaiZeebis wisqvili, navenaxari da sxv. 
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prefiqs-sufiqsuri warmoebidan wina viTarebis saxelebs awarmoebs na-

ar, disimilaciiT na-al afiqsebi: navenaxari, navenaxevi (sof. Wnelisi), na-

boslari, naboslarebi (sof. wifliTi), nafuZari, nafuzari, naqerali (min-

dori), naqerala (tye-seri) (sof. TiRva). 

xeobaSi gvxvdeba TavsarT-bolosarTiani daniSnulebis sa-, sa-e, sa-o 

warmoebac: sa-bneul-o, sa-jvare (sof. xundisubani), sa-muRris-o, sa-sar-e, 

sa-bamb-o da sxv. 

-ur sufiqss gavrcelebuli informaciiT sxvadasxva funqcia akisria 

sxvadasxva dialeqtSi. frones xeobis qarTlurSi kuTvnilebas aRniSnavs 

da nawarmoebia anTroponimebisagan. amasTanave gamoyenebulia sakuTriv to-

ponimebis sawarmoebladac: Salibauri (SalibaSvili, sof. faTqineTi), naka-

Sauri (nakaSiZe, sof. wnelisi), trankauli, nadirauli (sof. qaleTi), ki-

Winauri, TaTulauri (toponimebi, sof. qaleTi) da sxv. 

aseuli wlebis ganmavlobaSi xeobaSi Seicvala eTnikuri viTareba, zo-

gi dasaxlebuli punqti amovarda, zoggan agresiis Sedegad ucxotomelebi 

dasaxldnen, magram mainc darCa toponomastikuri saxelebi, romlebic na-

warmoebia gvarebisagan. safuZveli is aris, rom dokumenturi da eTnogra-

fiuli masalebis mixedviT, Zveli gvarebi xeobaSi toponimebSi dasturde-

ba nawilobriv. 

vaxuSti bagrationis Sromas darTuli soflebis siaSi (vaxuSti 

1997:208, 209) da ioane bagrationis cnobiT, imereTis momijnave zonaSi, 

fcis wyalze (frone) dasturdeba sofeli wyduleTi, ioane bagrationTan 

is wyluleTia, ufro adre ki „1715 wlis ruisis saepiskoposo davTris“ 

mixedviT mwyvdelisi. toponimis mawarmoebeli -eT da -is sufiqsebi sauku-

neebi monacvleoben, hidronimuli Ziri „wy“ ki SenarCunebulia (bagratio-

ni i. 1986:43). 

sofelSi, xsenebuli davTris mixedviT, cxovrobdnen: abramiSvili, na-

diraZe, meqvabiZe, batariZe, qoClaZe; am ori bolo gvaris lokalizacia 

sofelSi urbanizaciis gamo ver moxerxda, magram qarelis raionis sof-

lebSi: agaraSi, qvenatkocaSi dRes ganTavsebuli abramiSvilebi da nadira-

Zeebi miuTiTeben, rom maTi winaprebis sacxovrebeli adgili iyo soflis 

dasavleTi tyis piri, frones marjvena napiri, sadac dasturdeba toponi-

mebi gvarebis mixedviT – abrameTi, nadiraZeebi, meqvabiZeebi. am adgilas ax-

lac aris SemorCenili cixe, romlis axlos dasturdeba toponimebi: ia-

raRis Rele da qvabTa Rele, rac daviT aRmaSeneblis brZolebTan unda 

iyos dakavSirebuli. 

sofeli qaleTi erT-erTi Zveli dasaxlebuli punqtia xeobaSi. misi 

anTroponimebi 1715 wlis davTrisa da dRevandeli viTarebis mixedviT 
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mTlianad gansxvavebulia. adre sofelSi cxovrobdnen: nebieriZe, kaxeTe-

liZe, fofxaZe, boJaZe. dRes sofelSi am gvarebidan aRaravin darCa, magram 

Semonaxulia toponimebi nebieriZedan – nebiereTi, tyis piris, saZovari. 

kaxeTeliZedan – kaxauri, axla buCqnaria. fofxaZis gvaridan – fofxaZee-

bi, toponimi. boJaZis gvari ara Cans, magram dadasturebuli gvaqvs sxva 

sofelSi. dRes sofel wnelisSi saxloben: SaorSaZe, gogaZe, xaraiSvili, 

darbaiZe, SeylaSvili, Cibirovi. 

davTris mixedviT, aseve didi dasaxlebuli punqti yofila sofeli 

faTqineTi, sadac cxovrobdnen: duCiZeebi, WiRlaZeebi, iaRanaSvilebi, miqa-

Zeebi, osaZeebi, gvritiZeebi, basaZeebi, saxuaZeebi, SalibaSvilebi. dRes aR-

niSnul sofelSi darCa mxolod SalibaSvilebis gvaris xuTi ojaxi, sami 

ojaxi nozaZe, ori maWaraSvili, or-ori ojaxi SaorSaZe da gvian Camosax-

lebuli gagievi. 

iaRanaSvilebi, dRes ukve iarRanaSvilebi, gadasaxldnen sofel sunis-

Si, aRmosavleTis mxares sami kilometris mocilebiT, magram Zvel adgil-

Tan axlac aqvT kavSiri da Zveli samosaxlo SemoRobili aqvT, iqvea 

RvTismSoblis eklesia, romlis dReoba 21 seqtembers aRiniSneba. osaZee-

bis gvari mTlianad gadasaxlda sofel fcaSi da maT adgil-namosaxlars 

hqvia „osaZeebis adgili“. soflidan gvritiZeebi da abasaZeebi gadasax-

ldnen gorsa da qarelSi. 

sofelSi Zveli gvarebidan nawarmoebi toponimebidan aRsaniSnavia „du-

CiZis tye“, romelic lokalizdeba duCiZeebis yofil samosaxlosTan, amJa-

mindeli soflis dasavleTiT, sadac adgilobrivTa baRebia mowyobili. 

xeobaSi bevri gvaria gadaSenebuli, romelTa kvali ara Cans, magram 

Ziebis Sedegad SesaZlebelia maTi aRdgena. 
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ba~, Tbilisi. 

Rlonti 1988: a. Rlonti, froneebis xeobaTa toponimia, Tbilisi. 
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Nikoloz Otinashvili 

Some Particularities of Prone Valley Speech 
Summary 

In the village of the Prone Valley, a significant part of which is occupied by a foreign 
country today, according to the recorded materials there basically live people who arrived in 
ancient times from Racha and Imereti. Their last names are: Skhirtladze, Saqvarelidze, 
Maisuradze, Gorgadze, Sharabidze, Chinchaladze, Bukhaidze, Gvimradze, Koberidze, 
Shavashadze, Siradze, Nebieridze, Kharazishvili and others. 

In such circumstances, basically in relation to Kartli, was revealed the speech of the 
inhabitants of the valley villages, which is characterized by a number of peculiarities: assi-
milation of the vowels, dissimilation of sonorants, epenthesis and apheresis of consonants.  

Toponymic units, which are durable, remained from old surnames: from Nebieridze – 
Nebiereti, Kakhetelidze – Kakhauri, Nakashidze – Nakashauri, Trankadze – Trankauli, etc. 

In the “Episcopal Book of Ruisi of 1715” the last syllable of the names of the people 
inhabiting the villages of Prone Valley is often presented by i (i) sign in the nominative 

case: Sukhiashvili Sulkhani (village Nuli), Gabrielashvili Giorgi, (Ergneti), Maisuradze 
Goderdzi (village Tsorbisi) and others. 

According to the modern situation generic names in the valley are presented with the 
same sign: As usual the suffix – -eb (-eb) is used to produce the plural number, but we often 

use -n (-n) and -T (-t) suffixes as well. 

There are many surnames in the valley, which are exterminated. Basically the reason 
was the attack of the representatives of other ethnic groups, which forced Georgians to leave 
the native places.  
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

manana rusieSvili, giuli SabaSvili 

madlobis sametyvelo aqtis specifika 

qarTul da inglisur enebSi 

samecniero literaturaSi aRiniSneba, rom madlobis aqti da masze 

gacemuli pasuxis adekvaturoba/aradekvaturoba sociumis mier aRiarebu-

li normaa, amdenad, samarTlianad miiCneva (befu 1980, floidi da sxvebi 

2018, Cangi da seto 2015), rom madlobisa da madlierebis gamoxatvis sa-

metyvelo aqtebis kvlevisas mniSvnelovania kulturuli faqtoris speci-

fikis gaTvaliswinebac, radganac swored sociumis socialur-kulturuli 

Tvisebebi gansazRvravs madlobis formulebsac da maTi konteqsturi in-

terpretaciis saxeebsac. magaliTad, zogierT aRmosavlur kulturaSi oja-

xis wevrebis mimarT madlobis gamoyeneba samarcxvinod iTvleba, maSin, ro-

desac dasavlur sociumSi etiketi iTvaliswinebs madlobis gadaxdas fami-

larul situaciaSic ki (apte 1974:86-87). madlobis sametyvelo aqtis 

dros gamoyenebuli formulis arCevansa da misi interpretaciis adekva-

turad gaazrebaSi, garda kulturuli faqtorisa, did rols asrulebs 

aseve konteqstic, radganac erTi da igive formula sxvadasxva konteq-

stSi SeiZleba gansxvavebulad JRerdes. rac Seexeba madlobis aqtis gamo-

yenebis ZiriTad mizansa da mizezs, specialur literaturaSi aRiarebu-

lia, rom Tavad sametyvelo aqtic da masze pasuxic, garkveulwilad, 

aRadgens sametyvelo aqtis orive monawile mxares Soris konteqstis wi-

nare situaciis balanss (lebra 1976:91, haverkate 1988). garda amisa, mad-

loba da masze Sesabamisi reaqcia socialuri kavSiris gabmasa Tu SenarCu-

nebaSic exmareba monawileebs (leikofi 1999, greingeri 2013, liao 2013). 

brauni da levinsoni madlobis aqts aseve `valdebulebis~ minimizaci-

as ukavSireben (brauni da levinsoni 1987). serli (serli 1969:67) mad-

lobis sametyvelo aqtis Semdeg daxasiaTebas gvTavazobs:  

aqtis propoziciuli Sinaarsi winare aqti (A) Cadenili msmenelis mier 

(H) winare Sinaarsi aqti (A) garkveul sargebels aZlevs mosaubres (S) 

da amasve aRiarebs mosaubre (S) gulwrfeloba (S) madlieria (A)-s gamo 

ZiriTadi maxasiaTebeli gamoxatavs madlobas (A)-s gamo.  

rogorc vxedavT, serlis mier SemuSavebuli formula ar iTvaliswi-

nebs madlobis sapasuxo reaqcias, rasac mkvlevrebi mis naklad miiCneven. 

winamdebare naSromis mizania, qarTuli da inglisuri enebis monacemebis 
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mixedviT madlobis sametyvelo aqtis funqciur-semantikuri maxasiaTeble-

bis gamovlena, Sedareba da Sesabamisi daskvnebis gamotana.  

naSromi eyrdnoba iungis (1994) mier Catarebul kvlevas, romelic 

dResac aqtualurad iTvleba da Seexeba amerikuli kulturisaTvis dama-

xasiaTebeli madlobis aqtis gamoxatvis specifikas, Sesabamisad, statiaSi 

mocemulia iungis mier mowodebuli klasifikaciis verifikaciisa da bri-

tanul da qarTul enebsa da kulturebSi misi SesaZlo modifikaciis 

mcdeloba. analitikuri da komparativistuli meTodebis safuZvelze naS-

romSi aRwerilia madlobis aqtis TiTqmis yvela SesaZlo SemTxveva qar-

Tul da britanul inglisur enebSi, SeZlebisdagavarad warmodgenilia 

aseve madlobis aqtis Sesabamisi reaqciebic. kvleva efuZneba britanuli 

da qarTuli beWdviTi mediisa da satelevizio Souebis masalebs, agreTve, 

britanuli erovnuli korpusis monacemebs. TiTo enaSi ganxilulia mad-

lobis sametyvelo aqtis 130-amde nimuSi. iungi eyrdnoba del haimsis eT-

nografiul midgomas kvlevis sagnisadmi da msjelobs madlobis aqtisa da 

masze reaqciis gamomxatveli formulebis gamoyenebis ramdenime gansxvave-

bul saxesa da funqciaze.  

Cveni dakvirvebiT, iungis mier mocemuli klasifikacia qarTuli, ame-

rikuli da britanuli kulturebisaTvis universalurad SeiZleba CaiTva-

los, Tumca kvlevam aseve gamoavlina ramdenime kriteriumi, romlebzec 

iungi ar saubrobs da romlebic Cvens klasifikaciaSi moyvanilia 6-10 

nomriT. iungi gamoyofs madlobis sametyvelo aqtis ramdenime funqcias:  
a) garkveuli (konteqstze orientirebuli) ‘sargeblis’ aRniSvna;  
b) saubris dawyebis, Sewyvetis, dasrulebisa da Temis Secvlis funqcia;  
g) raime adgilis datovebisa da gamomSvidobebis funqcia;  
d) SeTavazebaze dadebiTi an uaryofiTi pasuxis funqcia; 
e) uaryofiTi emociuri mdgomareobis gamoxatvis funqcia.  

Catarebulma kvlevam saSualeba mogvca gagveTvaliswinebina da damate-

biT gamogveyo madlobis sametyvelo aqtis, Semdegi tipis funqciebi:  

1. garkveuli (konteqstze orientirebuli) ‘sargeblis’ aRniSvna: ‘sar-

gebeli’ SeiZleba iyos mentaluri da fizikuri. fizikuri sargeblis erTi 

ZiriTadi saxea saCuqari da masze madloba, xolo mentaluri (ara fizi-

kuri) sargebeli gamoixateba raime daxmarebis gawevaSi. msgavs klasifika-

cias gamoyofs kulmasic, romelic miiCnevs, rom sargebeli SeiZleba iyos 

faqtobrivi da potenciuri (kulmasi 1981, 2005). potenciuri sargebeli 

moicavs dapirebas, SeTavazebas da yvela sametyvelo aqts, romlebic am 

kategorias SeiZleba mivakuTvnoT; meore mxriv, faqtobrivi sargebeli ga-

momdinareobs ukve momxdari aqtidan da mxolod postfaqtum madlobis 

funqcia aqvs. sargebeli SeiZleba iyos pirdapiri da arapirdapiri. pirda-
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piri sargeblis dros mimRebi pirdapiri gziT ‘sargeblobs’ raime winare 

SemTxvevis SedegiT, xolo iribi sargeblis dros es gza iribia. am Sem-

Txvevebs miakuTvneben irib sametyvelo aqtebs. magaliTad, ganvixiloT Sem-

degi sailustracio masala: 

A: ukacravad, furceli dagivardaT! (awodebs furcels)  
B: didi madloba!  
A: arafris!  

am konteqstSi erTi monawile madlobas uxdis meores furclis miwo-

debisTvis, ris gamoc molaparakis madlobas imsaxurebs. sainteresoa isic, 

rom madlobis es aqti sruldeba (A)-s adekvaturi reaqciis gamomxatveli 

enobrivi formuliT – arafris. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom qarTuli enis monace-

mebis mixedviT, madlobis sametyvelo aqtSi am formulis gamoyeneba sakma-

od xSiri da bunebrivi movlenaa nebismier socialur situaciaSi. 

A: By the way, I hope, you remember that. 
B: Thank you, sure I do (Breakfast).  

moyvanil dialogSi sametyvelo aqtis monawile (B) madlobas uxdis 

partniors mniSvnelovani faqtis Sexsnebis gamo. pasuxad, iRimis da Tavs 

aqnevs. inglisurenovan dialogSi saubris monawile adresati aRar Tvlis 

saWirod madlobis sapasuxod Sesabamisi enobrivi formulis gamoyenebas, 

radgan, savaraudod, es zedmetad oficialuri da obieqturi tonis gamom-

xatveli iqneboda. Mrs. Jervis, thank you for all your kindness. Heaven reward 
you for what you have done for me. zemoT moyvanil magaliTSi mosaubre mad-

lobas uxdis msmenels ukve miRebuli sargeblis gamo. sainteresoa, rom 

am SemTxvevaSi molaparake madlierebas reduplicirebuli konstruqciiT 

gamoxatavs da erTgvarad dalocvis semantikur niuanssac atarebs, roca 

zebunebriv Zalebze amaxvilebs yuradRebas. aRniSnul viTarebaSi qarTul 

enaSi SesaZloa, gamoyenebul iqnes Semdegi fraza: RmerTi gadagixdis sama-

gieros; RmerTi ar dagiviwyebs. Tumca pirveli fraza qarTul enaSi ufro 

uaryofiTi konotaciis matarebeli SeiZleba iyos, farTo konteqstidan 

gamomdinare. qarTul enaSi miRebuli sargeblis sapasuxod gamoiyeneba ase-

ve frazebi: gadamexados, aTasjer gadamexados da a.S. amgvar magaliTebSi, 

savaraudod, gamoxatulia mTqmelis modaluri damokidebuleba, xazgasmu-

lia miRebuli daxmarebis gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba da sapasuxo qmede-

bis mzaoba. amgvari enobrivi formulebi SeiZleba SevafasoT rogorc mad-

lobis gadaxdis iribi aqti.  

2. saubris dawyebis, Sewyvetis, dasrulebisa da Temis Secvlis funqcia:  

2.1. saubris dawyeba: madlobis gadaxdiT saubris dawyeba formalur 

xasiaTs atarebs da sametyvelo etiketis erT-erTi maxasiaTebelia. ro-
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gorc wesi, madlobis gadaxdis sametyvelo aqti am TvalsazrisiT aris 

formaluri mimarTva, oficialuri/akademiuri leqciis Semadgeneli nawi-

li, konferenciisa da TokSous dawyebis erT-erTi yvelaze popularuli 

enobrivi formula. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom es erTgvari universaluri mode-

lia, amdenad, masalis moZieba Tanabradaa SesaZlebeli orive samizne enaSi. 

• Laureen Thank you for this question. I’d like to start with the issue I had to...  

• didi madloba, rom am kiTxviT mommarTeT. albaT, es aris yvelaze aq-

tualuri da pasuxgasacemi kiTxva dRevandel qarTul politikaSi;  

• Zalian didi madloba am SekiTxvisaTvis.  

am konteqstebSi programis wamyvan Jurnalists madlobas uxdian Se-

kiTxvisaTvis, rac, iribad, saubris dasawyisis maniSneblad SeiZleba miviC-

nioT. garkveul SemTxvevebSi madlobis aqti miznad isaxavs molaparakis 

Semzadebas da saubris Temaze specifikuri aqcentebis gakeTebas. amas adas-

turebs zemoT moyvanili meore magaliTi. rogorc samecniero literatu-

raSia aRniSnuli, prezentaciis madlobiT gaxsna yuradRebis mipyrobis 

erTgvari xerxia, amiT gamomsvleli mianiSnebs damswre sazogadoebas, rom 

igi mzad aris saubris dasawyebad (iungi 1994:7).  

2.2. saubris Temis dasrulebisa da Temis Secvlis funqcia:  

• didi madloba, rom mobrZandiT, batono gia. merab, ras fiqrobT...  

• Let’s see how much work they have done. Thank you for being with us. We 
will come back to you soon; 

• Thank you and we are perfectly happy to answer any questions you may have... 
thank you. aRsaniSnavia, rom saubris dasrulebis funqciiT madlobis 

gadaxdis dros SeiZleba igive enobrivi saSualebebi iqnes gamoyenebu-

li, romlebic ixmareba saubris dasawyisSi:  

• Thank you, America;  

• Thank you for joining us;  

• Thank you for being with us;  

• didi madloba mobrZanebisaTvis.  

miuxedavad amisa, qarTuli da inglisuri enebis monacemebis mixedviT 

gansxvavebuli viTareba fiqsirdeba vrceli frazebis gamoyenebisas, rac 

qarTuli enis sintaqsuri TaviseburebiTaa ganpirobebuli. damSvidobebis 

dros enobriv formulebSi mocemulia warsuli drois zmnuri formebi: 

magaliTad: didi madloba, rom iyaviT CvenTan; didi madloba, rom monawi-

leoba miiReT Cvens gadacemaSi (Sdr. Thank you for being with us). qarTul 

enaSi enobrivi formulebi neitraluria mxolod im SemTxvevebSi, Tu wi-

nare viTareba igulisxmeba farTo konteqstis mixedviT, magaliTad, fraza 
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– didi madloba, rom dagvTanxmdiT interviuze – Tavisuflad SeiZleba 

gamoviyenoT rogorc saubris dasawyisSi, ise misi dasrulebisas. gansxva-

veba eqneba mxolod semantikur datvirTvas, saubris dasawyisSi aRniSnul 

frazas eqneba iribi/nawilobrivi misalmebis funqcia, dialogis bolos ki 

kidev erTxel gaesmeba xazi madlierebis gamoxatvas da avtomaturad iqne-

ba saubris dasrulebis niSani.  

3. raime adgilis datovebisa da gamomSvidobebis funqcia: madlobis 

formulebi intensiurad gamoiyeneba ganSorebis drosac da, amdenad, mad-

lobis sametyvelo aqtis erT-erTi semantikuri variacia swored damSvi-

dobebis funqciis gamoxatvaa. amgvari datvirTva madlobis gadmocemis 

enobriv saSualebebs aqvT rogorc qarTul, ise inglisur enebSi. unda 

aRiniSnos isic, rom orive enaSi am mizniT gamoiyeneba rTuli sintaqsuri 

konstruqciebi da farTo konteqsti.  

• eTerSi iyo `pozicia~, didi madloba, rom ar gadarTeT.  

• Thanks for inviting us today. We enjoyed every minute of our stay here;  

• Thank you for your kind attention. Till next Wednesday.  

4. SeTavazebaze dadebiTi an uaryofiTi pasuxis funqcia: Tavazianobis 

gamoxatvis strategia moiTxovs ama Tu im SeTavazebaze nebismieri pasuxis 

gacemis win madlobis gadaxdas. es movlena universaluri aRmoCnda orive 

samizne enisaTvis.  

• didi madloba am winadadebisTvis, SemoTavazebisTvis, nayofieri Tanam-

SromlobisTvis; 

• Madame, you are welcome to Pleasant hall; Thank you, William;  

• Thank you for this suggestion but I cannot accept it.  

5. uaryofiTi emociuri mdgomareobis gamoxatvis funqcia:  

• amazec madloba... didi madloba ra (familaruli saubari)... madloba 

momixsenebia, magram....  

• Thank you for loving me so much.  
unda aRiniSnos, rom rodesac vsaubrobT madlobis sametyvelo aqtis 

uaryofiT emociur konteqstze, ramdenime semantikur maxasiaTebelze unda 

gavamaxviloT yuradReba. rogorc moyvanili magaliTebidan Cans, garkveul 

SemTxvevebSi am tipis sametyvelo aqti SeiZleba gamoxatavdes ironias, 

zogierT konteqstSi ki – gabrazebas.  

6. madloba farTo konteqstiT: qarTuli sociokulturuli maxasia-

Teblebidan gamomdinare, qarTul dialogur metyvelebaSi uxvad aris mad-

lobis gadaxdis SemTxvevebi farTo konteqstiT, rodesac molaparake in-
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dividi vrclad gadmoscems Tavis damokidebulebas, Sefasebas madlobis 

aqtis paralelurad. rogorc wesi, madlobis gadaxdas Tan sdevs axsna-

ganmartebebi, damatebiTi informacia, dazusteba da a.S.  

• vinc movida, yvelas madloba imitom, rom isini Cemi Semoqmedebis nam-

dvili Tayvanismcemlebi arian. me erT-erT simReraze Cavedi darbazSi 

da vnaxe, rom igi savse iyo.  

• aqve minda didi madloba gadavuxado im adamianebs, romlebmac Cveni 

ojaxis mimarT didi Tanadgoma gamoavlines.  

7. madloba – reduplikacia, eqspresiulobis gamoxatva: qarTuli enis 

monacemebis mixedviT xSirad fiqsirdeba iseTi SemTxvevebi, rodesac mad-

lobis gadaxdis sametyvelo aqtis dros madlierebis formulebi ramden-

jerme gamoiyeneba erTi da imave pirovnebis mier. reduplikacia am Sem-

TxvevaSi eqspresiulobis elferis matarebelia da miznad isaxavs, erTi 

mxriv, STabeWdilebis moxdenas, xolo, meore mxriv, madlierebis gamoxat-

vas. qarTul sociokulturul sivrceSi molaparake valdebulad Tvlis 

Tavs, intensiurad gamoxatos madloba, raTa amiT daafiqsiros Tavisi da-

mokidebuleba winare situaciaSi ganxorcielebuli qmedebis mimarT. am 

TvalsazrisiT, qarTuli enis sametyvelo strategia garkveulwilad gan-

sxvavdeba britanuli inglisuri enis monacemebisagan.  

• meore dRes Cveni speqtakli iyo daniSnuli. dilis 5 saaTamde gverdi-

dan aravin mogvSorebia. yvelafrisaTvis didi madloba baton levan 

Rlonts, Teatris direqtors, da mTlianad koleqtivs. Cvens gas-

trols uSualod kurirebdnen aWaris ministrTa sabWos Tavmjdomaris 

moadgile batoni nodar faRava da qalbatoni Cito omeriZe. aWaris 

televiziis xelmZRvaneli paata kakauriZe yvelanairad mxarSi gvedga. 

didi madloba yvelas yuradRebisa da siyvarulisaTvis.  

• didi madloba, oRond marTla, uRrmesi madloba, ar vici, samagiero 

rogor gadagixado...  

8. madloba – komplimenti, iribi madloba: sametyvelo situaciaSi 

madlobis gadaxda xSirad iribi gziT xdeba da komplimentis saxes ata-

rebs. yofiT saubarSi qarTuli ena bevr amgvar enobriv formulas gviCve-

nebs. am tipis dialogSi eqspresiulobis gazrdis mizniT qarTuli enis 

matareblebi xSirad iyeneben aseve Sorisdebulebs, SekiTxvis formebs:  

• Seni fasi ar aris;  

• oqros gogo xar;  

• ratom SewuxdiT?  



 93

• vaime, nu wuxdebiT;  

• Don’t bother, honestly. It is kind of you.  

9. enaSi dafiqsirebuli Sesityvebebi: sainteresoa, rom madlobis ga-

daxdis strategia enaSi ayalibebs myar Sesityvebebs, romlebic arcTu ise 

iSviaTad gamoiyeneba madlierebis gamosaxatavad. SedarebiTi analizis Se-

degad gamoikveTa, rom amgvari formulebi ufro metad specifikuri unda 

iyos qarTuli enisaTvis.  

• madloba RmerTs, rom dRes yvela aq varT...  

• madloba TqviT, SantaJisTvis rom ar viyenebT maT. Tqven saqmeSi ar 

vereviT, Tavi dagvanebeT, rac ukeT viciTo;  

• Thank god we managed to do this.  

10. Sesrulebul (an arSesrulebul) Txovnaze reaqcia: am tipis sa-

metvelo aqtSi igulisxmeba eqstralingvisturi saSualebebis CarTva, ma-

galiTad, pauzis dafiqsireba Sedegis misaRwevad. es strategia ufro xSi-

rad gamoiyeneba oficialur situaciaSi, aseve, mkacri damokidebulebis 

gadmosacemad, situacias ki ar arbilebs, aramed ufro uaryofiT emociur 

muxtze miuTiTebs. amgvari strategia ufro damaxasiaTebeli aRmoCnda in-

glisuri enisaTvis.  

• Take your elbows off the table. Thank you.  

sainteresoa, Tu ra viTarebaa madlobaze pasuxis gacemis enobrivi 

formulebis gavrcelebisa da gamoyenebis sixSiris TvalsazrisiT qarTul 

da inglisur enebSi. inglisur enaSi gamoiyofa sapasuxo reaqciis gamom-

xatveli ramdenime situacia (iungi 1992:12): miReba: You are welcome, Sure, 

O.K., My pleasure... uaryofa: No problem, Not at all, Don’t mention it... ormxri-

voba: Thank you komentari: detaluri axsna araverbaluri pasuxi: Rimili, 

Tavis daqneva... pasuxisagan Tavis Sekaveba. qarTul enaSi madlobaze pasu-

xis gacemis SesaZleblobebi, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom naklebad mravalfero-

vania. ZiriTadad, gamoiyeneba forma arafris/arafers, gaixare, araverbalu-

ri pasuxi an iribi strategia ufro saubris sxva Temaze gadatanis miz-

niT. Catarebuli kvlevis safuZvelze SeiZleba davaskvnaT, rom madlobis 

gadaxdis reprezentaciuli formebi met-naklebad universaluria qarTuli 

da inglisuri enebisaTvis. oficialur viTarebaSi sametyvelo etiketis 

mixedviT madlobis gadaxdis formebi TiTqmis identuria orive samizne 

enaSi. gansxvavebas gviCvenebs mxolod ramdenime garkveuli specifikuri 

sametyvelo situacia, romlebsac safuZvlad udevs enebis matareblebis 

socialuri codna, sociokulturuli maxasiaTeblebi, magaliTad: saTqme-
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lis Serbileba, reduplikacia, eqspresiuloba da intensivoba, rac, Cveni 

kvlevis mixedviT, ufro damaxasiaTebelia qarTuli sociumisaTvis da, Se-

sabamisad, bunebrivadaa asaxuli saTanado enobriv formulebSi.  
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Manana Rusieshvili, Giuli Shabashvili 

The Speech Acts of “thank you” in Georgian                                               
and English Languages 

Summary 

This article discusses the peculiarities of the speech act of “thank you”, the pragmatic 
motivation of its use in different speech situations and the linguistic formulas actualized in 
them. 

The empiric data of the article are taken from Georgian and British print media and TV 
shows, as well as from the British National Corpus and explored through analytical and 
comparative research methods.  

The theoretical framework of the study includes the classification suggested by Jung, 
according to which several functions of the speech act of “thank you” are distinguished: 
Expression of a context-oriented ‘benefit’; starting, stopping, ending the conversation or 
changing the topic; a formula used before leaving; expression of a positive or a negative 
response to the offer and of a negative emotional state.  

The novelty of the paper lies in singling out of the following additional features: the act 
of thank you in a broader context; the speech of thank you in reduplication; the speech act of 
thank you as a compliment and an indirect way of thanking; the speech act of thank you as a 
set phrase; as a reaction to a fulfilled (or not fulfilled) request, the involvement of 
extralinguistic means. 

As research has shown, in a formal setting, speech etiquette forms of this speech act are 
almost identical in both target languages. In specific speech situations, such as softening, 
reduplication, expressiveness and intensity, the use of this speech act is more characteristic 
of the Georgian than of the English language.  
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

mariam ruxaZe 

gramatikalizaciiT ganpirobebuli omonimia 

kompiuterul lingvistikaSi1 

anotacia 

statia exeba cocxal enobriv sistemaSi mimdinare gramatikalizaciis 

processa da im sirTuleebs, romelTac gramatikalizebuli elementebi 

warmoqmnian kompiuterul lingvistikaSi. XXI saukunis enaTmecnierebis 

erT-erTi umTavresi gamowveva enis eleqtronuli dokumentirebaa, rac Ta-

visTavad gulisxmobs enobrivi korpusebisa da enobrivi masalis avtoma-

turi Targmnis programebis Seqmnas. vinaidan ena cocxali organizmia, igi 

mudmivad ganicdis cvlilebebs, es cvlilebebi mis yovel doneze aisaxeba. 

enobrivi masalis eleqtronuli dokumentireba, misi ganTavseba korpusSi 

aucileblobiT moiTxovs korpusisaTvis avtomaturi anotirebis meqanizmis 

– analizatoris Seqmnas.  

gramatikalizacia elementisaTvis paradigmatuli klasis cvlilebas 

gulisxmobs – leqsikuri Sinaarsis mqone sityvaforma kargavs leqsikur 

mniSvnelobas da amis gamo veRar amyarebs Cveul mimarTebas aRmniSvnelTan, 

is iZens specifikur gramatikul funqcias, anu iqceva funqciur elemen-

tad. leqsikuri elementis funqciur elementad gardaqmnis procesi nak-

lebad aris Seswavlili qarTuli enisaTvis da sistemur da srulyofil 

aRweras moiTxovs. sakiTxi gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas iZens bunebrivi 

enis damuSavebis (NLP), Cvens SemTxvevaSi ki qarTuli enis, avtomaturi 

analizis srulyofili funqcionirebisaTvis. 

qarTuli enis dReisaTvis arsebuli arcerTi korpusi, maT Soris qar-

Tuli enis erovnuli korpusic, ar aris aRWurvili imgvari analizato-

riT, romelic algoriTmze dayrdnobiT SeZlebda omonimuri anu, forma-

luri TvalsazrisiT, msgavsi leqsikuri da gansxvavebuli funqciuri 

elementebis moZiebas da maT adekvatur klasifikacias. es ki, Sesabamisad, 

korpusSi warmoqmnili omonimiis povnierebis sakiTxsa da enobriv forma-

Ta orazrovnebis moxsnis problemis gadawyvetas Seuwyobda xels. grama-

tikalizebuli elementebis amocnobis problemis gadaWra gaamartivebs av-

tomaturi Targmnis programebis daxvewis sakiTxs. 

                                                 
1  kvleva ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis erovnuli samecniero fondis 

doqtoranturis kvleviTi proeqtis farglebSi (proeqtis Sifri PHDF-18-557). 



 97

statia miznad isaxavs gramatikalizaciis procesis Teoriuli CarCos 

aRweras zmnuri warmoSobis funqciur erTeulebze dayrdnobiT da qarTu-

li enis analizatoris, iseve, rogorc enis korpusSi saZiebo sistemisa 

da avtomaturi TargmansaTvis Teoriuli safuZvlis, Seqmnas. 

sakvanZo cnebebi 

korpuslingvistika; gramatikalizacia; funqciuri elementi; avtoma-

turi Targmani; omonimia. 

gramatikalizacia da funqciuri elementebi 

ena niSanTa sistemaa da kompleqsur fenomens warmoadgens. enis srul-

fasovani analizi, erTi mxriv, enobrivi sistemis kvlevas, meore mxriv ki, 

misi funqcionirebis meqanizmis Seswavlas, misi siRrmiseuli da zedapiru-

li struqturebis urTierTmimarTebis analizs gulisxmobs, rac Tanamed-

rove enaTmecnierebis umTavresi gamowvevaa. imavdroulad, ena mudmivad 

cvalebadi sistemaa. enobrivi sistemis diaqroniuli analizi gviCvenebs, 

rom cvlilebebi enis yovel doneze xorcieldeba, icvleba enis fonolo-

giuri Semadgenloba, misi morfologiuri sistema da sintaqsuri struq-

turebi, cvlilebebi moqmedebs semantikisa da pragmatikis sferoSic. 

enis upirvelesi funqcia – misi sakomunikaciod gamoyeneba enobrivi 

inventaris meSveobiT xorcieldeba. enobriv inventars Sinaarsisa da gra-

matikuli funqciis mqone enobriv elementTa erTianoba qmnis. enaSi arse-

buli inventari sxvadasxvagvar paradigmatul klasad nawildeba. enobriv 

sistemaSi mimdinare cvlilebebis paralelurad enobrivma niSanma SeiZleba 

Seicvalos daniSnuleba da sityvaTa erTi paradigmatuli klasidan meore-

Si gadavides. am tipis cvlilebas miekuTvneba gramatikalizaciis proce-

sic (Lehman 2015:10). 

gramatikalizacia enis ganviTarebis logikurad Tanmxleb movlenad 

aris miCneuli. igi universaluri fenomenia da tipologiaSi kargad aris 

cnobili. gramatikalizaciis procesis mimdinareobisas leqsikuri Sinaar-

sis matarebeli enobrivi niSani kargavs leqsikur mniSvnelobas da veRar 

axorcielebs referencias, anu veRar amyarebs Cveul mimarTebas aRmniS-

vnelTan. aseT SemTxvevaSi saqme gvaqvs deleqsikalizaciasTan, ris Sedega-

dac deleqsikalizebuli forma iZens specifikur gramatikul funqcias, 

anu iqceva funqciur elementad. gramatikalizacia droSi gawelili pro-

cesia, igi erTbaSad ar xorcieldeba, ris gamoc enaSi xSirad dasturdeba 

leqsikuridan funqciur elementad etapobrivi gardaqmnis sxvadasxva sa-

fexuri (Hopper 2003:27). 
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tipologiuri TvalsazrisiT, gansakuTrebiT saintereso suraTs qmnis 

zmnur formaTa gramatikalizacia. winamdebare statiaSi Cven swored ram-

denime zmnuri formis gramatikalizaciis process ganvixilavT. sakiTxis 

kvlevis procesSi sxvadasxva meTods gamoviyenebT: SedarebiT-Sepirispire-

biT meTods, Canacvlebis meTods, korpuslingvisturi analizis meTods, 

statistikur meTods da sxv. 

zmnur formaTa gramatikalizaciis TvalsazrisiT, tipologiurad yve-

laze xSirad gamoiyeneba leqsikuri erTeulebi: adgoma, dajdoma, xedva, 

aReba. Tanamedrove qarTul enaSi gramatikalizaciis procesSi myofi Sem-

degi sityvaformebi dasturdeba: adga, aiRo, midi, modi, modga, dadga, Cans, 

iqneba. statiaSi ganxiluli iqneba: adga, aiRo, modi sityvaformebi, qar-

Tuli enis erovnuli korpusis masalaze dayrdnobiT. 

gramatikalizaciis safexurebi 

gramatikalizaciis procesi droSia ganfenili da mis dasrulebas Se-

saZloa, saukuneebic dasWirdes. es procesi drois garkveul monakveTSi 

jer kidev dausrulebel, Sualedur fazaSi imyofeba, rodesac erTi da 

igive forma paralelurad ixmareba rogorc gramatikalizebul, funqciur 

elementad qceul erTeulad, ise zmnuri Sinaarsis mqone leqsikur erTe-

ulad, anu paraleluri, SeiZleba iTqvas, omonimuri formebi Tanaarsebo-

ben enobriv sistemaSi. gramatikalizaciis am Sualedur etaps semigramati-

kalizacia ewodeba (Lehman 2015:11). 

samecniero literaturaSi gramatikalizaciis oTxi safexuria gamoyo-

fili: 

• desemantizacia – enobrivi erTeuli kargavs leqsikur mniSvnelobas. 

leqsikuri mniSvnelobis dakargvas sxvadasxva faqtori ganapirobebs, 

maT Soris umTavresia semantikuri konteqsti. desemantizaciis klasi-

kur nimuSad miCneulia gadaadgilebis semantikis mqone sabaziso zmne-

bis gamoyeneba momavali drois sawarmoeblad inglisurSi, mag., I am 
going to do … 

• eqstencia – axali funqciiT gamoyenebis sixSiris zrda. am etapze 

farTovdeba desemantizebuli elementis moxmarebis areali. 

• dekategorizacia – enobrivi erTeuli kargavs sakuTar paradigmatul 

(gramatikul) niSnebs, anu formacvalebadi sityva TandaTanobiT for-

maucvlel sityvad iqceva. am safexurze SesaZloa, enobriv erTeuls 

SenarCunebuli hqondes morfosintaqsuri maxasiaTeblebi, magram erTe-

uli veRar amyarebs morfosintaqsur kavSirs winadadebis sxva wevreb-
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Tan da veRar awarmoebs paradigmas. damoukidebeli sityva damokidebu-

li xdeba sxva sityvebze da iqceva maT Tanmxleb erTeulad. 

• erozia – dekategorizebuli da desemantizebuli enobrivi erTeuli, 

romelic formacvalebadi sityvaTa klasidan gadasulia formaucvlel 

sityvaTa klasSi, iwyebs cveTas da martivdeba. am gziT miRebulad miiC-

neva qarTulSi nawilakTa umravlesoba, magaliTad, egeb<egebis. manana 

TandaSvili miuTiTebs, rom, xSir SemTxvevaSi, gramatikalizaciis Sede-

gad miRebuli funqciuri elementi imis sapirispiro mniSvnelobas gamo-

xatavs, rasac gramatikalizaciamde gadmoscemda leqsikurad: rasakvirve-

lia (= dadastureba) < ra sakvirvelia (gaoceba)(TandaSvili 2016:95). 

semigramatikalizaciis etapze myofi erTeulebi 

cocxal enobriv sistemaSi mimdinare gramatikalizaciis processa da 

semigramatikalizaciis etapze myof enobriv erTeuls davakvirdeT Semdegi 

sityvaformis magaliTze – adga. SevadaroT erTmaneTs misi gamoyenebis 

ori SemTxveva: 

1. petre Sebindebisas adga da mindvrisken mimaval gzas daadga. 

adga – am SemTxvevaSi predikati – moqmedebis gamomxatveli leqsiku-

ri erTeuli zmnaa. dasadastureblad gamoviyenoT leqsikuri substituci-

is meTodi: 

• petre Sebindebisas wamodga da mindvrisken mimaval gzas daadga. 

2. ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi, rom adga Tqveni gazeTi da erTi ambavi 

autexa! 

mivmarToT imave substituciis meTods: 

• ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi, rom wamodga Tqveni gazeTi da erTi 

ambavi autexa! 

dga erTeulis Canacvleba sxva zmnuri erTeuliT gvaCvenebs, rom mo-

cemul winadadebaSi adga daclilia leqsikuri Sinaarsisgan da misi Canac-

vleba msgavsi leqsikuri Sinaarsis matarebeli zmnuri formiT semantiku-

rad gaumarTav winadadebas gvaZlevs. 

amdenad, warmodgenil konteqstSi adga funqciur elementadaa qceuli 

da moqmedebis dasawyisis semantikas gamoxatavs. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom funqciur elementad qceuli zmnuri erTeuli, leq-

sikuri Sinaarsis garda, winadadebaSi sintaqsur funqciasac kargavs. sin-

taqsurad zmna winadadebis erT-erTi mTavari da sayrdeni wevri, Semasmene-

lia, xolo gramatikalizebuli zmnuri erTeuli kargavs winadadebis mTa-

vari wevris funqcias. 
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funqciuri da formaluri perspeqtiva 

gramatikalizaciis procesis kvlevisas ori ZiriTadi midgoma gamoi-

yofa: funqciuri da formaluri. 
funqciuri midgomisas umTavresia, pasuxi gaeces SekiTxvas, Tu rogor 

aisaxeba enobrivi erTeulis funqciaze gramatikalizaciis Sedegad war-

moqmnili cvlilebebi semantikis an misi sakomunikacio funqciis, pragma-

tikis TvalsazrisiT. funqciuri midgoma cdilobs, enis sakomunikacio 

funqciaSi mimdinare am cvlilebebis axsnas da eZebs konteqstebs, romleb-

Sic es cvlilebebi dasturdeba (Hopper, Traugott 2002:71). 
funqciuri Teoriebis gamaerTianebelia mcdeloba, gamoarkvion da aR-

weron gramatikuli sistema im eqstralingvisturi saWiroebebis gaTva-

liswinebiT, romlebic enobriv sistemebs akisriaT. es saWiroebebi sam na-

wilad SeiZleba daiyos: 

1. miznebi da amocanebi, risTvisac enobrivi gamosaxulebebi gamoiyeneba; 

2. saSualebebi, romlebiTac bunebrivi enebi funqcionireben; 

3. bunebriv enaSi Cadebuli Sinaarsebi. 

eqstralingvistur saWiroebaTa sami klasi, Sesabamisad, gansazRvravs 

enaTmecnierebis sam sxvadasxva dargs: pirveli, miznebi da amocanebi – 

pragmatikas; meore, bunebrivi enis funqcionirebis saSualebebi – sintaqss, 

morfologias, fonologiasa da fonetikas; mesame, bunebriv enaSi Cadebu-

li mniSvnelobebi – semantikas. gramatikalizacia gagebulia rogorc ara 

mxolod morfosintaqsuri cvlileba, aramed, upirvelesad, semantikisa da 

pragmatikis TvalsazrisiT cvlileba (Frajzyngier 2008:14). 
semantikuri TvalsazrisiT, gramatikalizaciis procesis ganxilva cxa-

dyofs, rom gramatikalizebuli zmnuri erTeulebi Tavdapirvelisagan gan-

sxvavebuli mniSvnelobis gamoxatvis funqcias iZenen. am axal semantikur 

niuansTa gamosakvlevad Catarda eqsperimenti, romelic miznad isaxavda fun-

qciuri elementebis semantikis dasadgenad cdispirTa kompetenciis gamoye-

nebas. eqsperimentis mimdinareobisas informantebs miewodaT winadadebebi. 

maTi amocana iyo, am winadadebebSi SeecvalaT xazgasmuli sityva ise, rom 

winadadebis mniSvneloba ucvleli darCeniliyo. sapilote kvlevisTvis 8 

informanti SeirCa, miRebuli Sedegebi warmodgenilia tabula 1-is saxiT: 

tabula 1. 

o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom adga Tqveni gazeTi da erTi ambavi 

autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

cdispiri I o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom wamoxta Tqveni ga-

zeTi da erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 
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cdispiri II o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom eca Tqveni gazeTi 

da erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

cdispiri III o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom midga Tqveni gazeTi 

da erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

cdispiri IV o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom dauyonebliv Tqvenma 

gazeTma erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

cdispiri V – 

cdispiri VI – 

cdispiri VII o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom moisrola Tqveni ga-
zeTi da erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

cdispiri VIII o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom ajanyda Tqveni gaze-
Ti da erTi ambavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

kompetenciis testiT miRebuli masalis analizi gviCvenebs, rom gra-

matikalizebuli saxiT adga sityvaforma ramdenime funqcias atarebs da 

Semdeg semantikur jgufebad SeiZleba daiyos: 

I. gamoxatavs swraf, efeqtur reagirebas – Canacvlebulia Semdegi er-

TeulebiT: wamoxta, eca, dauyonebliv. 

II. droSi gawelili, dinamikuri, Sedegze orientirebuli procesis ga-

momxatvelia – Canacvlebulia Semdegi erTeulebiT: midge, ajanyda. 

III. arasworadaa interpretirebuli – Canacvlebulia erTeuliT: moisrola. 

sainteresoa, rom orma informantma ver SeZlo mocemuli erTeulis 

gansxvavebuli zmniT Canacvleba winadadebis saerTo Sinaarsis Seucvle-

lad. aseve, sainteresoa meoTxe informantis Sedegi, man mniSvnelobis Se-

sanarCuneblad, nacvlad zmnuri formis Canacvlebisa, winadadebis mTliani 

konstruqcia Secvala.  

funqciuri Tvalsazrisis Tanaxmad, gramatikalizaciis procesSi um-

niSvnelovanesi adgili uWiravs semantikur da pragmatikul cvlilebas, 

niSnis Sinaarsis planis cvlas, xolo formis cvlileba gagebulia ro-

gorc Sinaarsis cvlis Tanmxlebi Sedegi. 

am midgomisgan gansxvavebiT, formaluri TvalsazrisiT, umniSvnelova-

nesia formaluri cvlileba, xolo Sinaarsis cvla danaxulia rogorc 

formis cvlis Tanmxlebi movlena. 

normaluri midgomis Tanaxmad, gramatikalizacia ar ganixileba ro-

gorc damoukidebeli cvlileba, is Sedegia gadaazrebisa (reanalyses) da 

parametrebis variirebisa (parametric variation)(Frajzyngier 2008:10). 

gramatikalizacia Sedegia TaobaTa Soris cvlilebebisa – enobrivi 

sistemis erTi mdgomareobidan meoreSi gadasvlisa. 
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funqciuri elementebi da omonimia korpusligvistikaSi 

XXI saukunis umTavresi gamowveva mecnierebis yoveli dargisa da, maT 

Soris, humanitariisaTvis monacemTa kompiuteruli damuSavebaa. enobriv 

monacemTa digitaluri meTodebiT damuSaveba enobrivi korpusebis Seqmnas 

moiazrebs. korpusi mocemul enaze Seqmnili teqstebis eleqtronuli ba-

zaa, romelic momxmarebels sagangebo niSnulebiT markirebul, sxvadasxva 

doneze anotirebul enobriv masalas sTavazobs, moqnili saZiebo meqaniz-

miT.  

korpusSi Semavali enobrivi erTeulebis anotireba analizatoris meS-

veobiT xorcieldeba. rac ufro daxvewilia korpusi, miT metia informa-

cia, romelsac momxmarebeli iRebs ama Tu im enobriv erTeulze morfo-

logiuri, sintaqsuri Tu semantikuri TvalsazrisiT. 

korpusis erT-erTi upiratesoba avtomaturi amomcnobi meqanizmis, sa-

Tanado analizatoris arsebobaa, romelic gamoricxavs korpusSi Semavali 

erTeulebis manualur damuSavebas da, nacvlad amisa, korpusSi CaSenebuli 

leqsikonis, morfosintaqsuri wesebisa da morfemaTa bankis saSualebiT 

avtomatur analizs axorcielebs. imisaTvis, rom analizatorma SeZlos 

korpusSi Semaval enobriv erTeulTa avtomaturad markireba da momxmare-

bels adekvaturi informacia miawodos, saWiroa enobriv erTeulTa srul-

fasovani kvleva rogorc formobrivi, aseve funqciuri TvalsazrisiT.  

qarTuli enis erovnuli korpusis moculoba 130 milion tokens aRe-

mateba, rac sakmaod maRal raodenobriv maCveneblad SegviZlia miviCnioT. 

korpusi aRWurvilia morfologiuri analizatoriTa da Sesabamisi marke-

rebiT, romlebic korpusSi Semaval teqstebs avtomaturad eniWeba anoti-

rebis procesSi. 

rogorc ukve aRvniSne, analizatoris gamarTuli muSaobis piroba 

enobriv monacemTa srulfasovani formobrivi da funqciuri analizia. sam-

wuxarod, qarTuli enis enobrivi masala funqciuri perspeqtiviT saTana-

dod Seswavlili da aRwerili ar aris. Sedegad, qarTuli enis erovnul 

korpuss ar aqvs algoriTmi, romelze dayrdnobiTac SeZlebs funqciur 

elementTa avtomatur amocnobas, maT gamijvnas sxva paradigmatul klass 

mikuTvnebuli erTeulebisagan da saTanadod markirebas. Sesabamisad, war-

moiqmneba omonimiis problema da ferxdeba korpusSi orazrovnebis mox-

snis sakiTxi. 

gramatikalizebul funqciur elementebTan dakavSirebuli omonimiis 

sakiTxi korpusligvistikaSi ganvixiloT zmnuri warmoSobis SerCeuli sami 

enobrivi erTeulis: adga, aiRo, modi magaliTze. samive sityvaforma moq-
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medebis gamomxatveli zmnaa, romelic morfologiurad gamoxatulia, pir-

vel or SemTxvevaSi – mesame subieqturi piris formiT wyvetilSi, xolo 

mesame SemTxvevaSi – meore subieqturi piris formiT aseve wyvetilSi. 

qarTuli enis referencialur korpusSi dasaxelebuli enobrivi erTe-

ulebisaTvis Semdegi raodenobis konteqsti iZebneba: 

1. adga – 4173  

2. aiRo – 13231 

3. modi – 7717 

konteqstebis analizi cxadyofs, rom avtomaturi markirebisas anali-

zatorisTvis miuwvdomeli rCeba miTiTebul zmnur erTeulTa funqciuri 

mniSvneloba da yoveli konteqstisaTvis maT mxolod zmnis markers ani-

Webs, Sesabamisad, aanalizebs rogorc zmnur kategorias. 

magaliTad ganvixiloT zemoT mocemuli winadadeba: 

• o, ra kargad gamaxseneT es ambavi! rom adga Tqveni gazeTi da erTi am-

bavi autexa, asec ar yofila saqme! 

 

Aaseve, ganvixiloT sityvaforma aiRo:  

 

sityvaforma modi: RmerTo Cemo... ara! modi da nu gaicineb. 
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 qarTuli enis erovnuli korpusidan damowmebuli magaliTebi cxad-

yofs, rom, miuxedavad imisa, warmodgenili zmnuri erTeulebi: adga, aiRo, 
modi ganxilul konteqstebSi ara predikatis, aramed funqciuri elemen-

tis saxiTaa warmodgenili, analizatorisaTvis isini aRiqmeba rogorc 

zmna da moniSnulia Sesabamisi markeriT. maSasadame, ikargeba umniSvnelo-

vanesi gramatikuli Rirebuleba enobrivi erTeulisa – gamoxatos enis 

funqciuri SesaZleblobis sxvadasxva aspeqti. 

garda korpuslingvistikisa, gramatikalizebuli funqciuri elemente-

bi damatebiT sirTuleebs warmoqmnian avtomaturi Targmnis programebSi, 

magaliTad, rogoricaa Google translate. 
saTargmnelad aviRoT qarTuli enis referencialuri korpusis maga-

liTebi:  

GNC Google translate 

I. saxlSi male modi, gTxov! 
II. karabadinma sTqva, modi da nu         
daijereb. 

Come home soon, please! 
Karabadin said, come and don’t               
believe it! 

I. wigni xelSi aiRo da megobars aCuqa. 
II. manac aiRo da uTxra: kargi, bebero 
gaiZverav, miiReb Sen im ormocdaoTx 
aTass.. 

He took a book and gave it to a friend. 
He took it and said, okay, old man,   
you will get those fifty-four thousands 
of you. 

I. saRamos adga, Caicva da qalaqidan      
wavida. 
II. adga da Tavisi qali mdidar kacs      
miaTxova 

In the evening he got up, got dressed 
and left the city. 
He got up and married his daughter to  
a rich man. 

aSkaraa, rom avtomaturi Targmnisas gramatikalizebuli funqciuri 

elementebis Targmani araadekvaturi xdeba, ramdenadac programa aanali-

zebs maT ara rogorc funqciur elementebs, aramed rogorc moqmedebis 
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gamomxatvel zmnebs, msgavsad qarTuli enis erovnuli korpusis morfo-

logiuri analizatorisa. 

statiaSi ganxiluli problemis gadasaWrelad Catarebuli sapilote 

kvleva aCvenebs, rom konteqstebSi sakvlev enobriv erTeulTa ganawilebis 

analizi, maTi raodenobrivi aRwera da statistikuri analizi SesaZle-

bels xdis analizatorisaTvis formaluri wesebis sistemis SemuSavebas, 

rac omonimur enobriv erTeulTa gasamijnav algoriTms unda daedos sa-

fuZvlad. es sakiTxis kvlevis procesSi erT-erTi wamyvani amocana da 

kvlevis gziT miRebuli umTavresi Sedegia.  

magaliTad gavaanalizoT modi erTeulis kvlevis Sedegad miRebuli 

monacemebi. 

konteqstebis kvlevis Sedegad gamoiricxa garkveuli poziciebi da, 

amasTanave, gamovlinda is poziciebic, romlebSic erTeuli modi zmnuri 
Sinaarsis funqciiTa warmodgenili. am poziciaTa avtomaturi gamoricxva 

amcirebs ricxvs im poziciebisa, romlebSic enobrivi erTeuli SesaZloa, 

gramatikalizebuli saxiT iyos dadasturebuli; es ki, Tavis mxriv, gar-

kveuli algoriTmis SemuSavebis saSualebas iZleva. es poziciebia: 

1 win uZRvis tokeni `gons~ – gons modi 

2 win uZRvis tokeni `Wkuaze~ – Wkuaze modi 

3 win uZRvis tokeni `aqeT~ – aqeT modi 

4 win uZRvis tokeni `ise~ – ise modi 

5 win uZRvis tokeni `aq~ – aq modi 

6 win uZRvis tokeni `CemTan~ – CemTan modi 

gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa mimdevroba modi da. korpusSi am mimdevro-
bisTvis 787 konteqstia dadasturebuli, maTgan mxolod 88 konteqstSi is 

funqcionirebs rogorc zmna, danarCen SemTxvevebSi warmodgenilia funq-

ciuri elementis saxiT. 

miRebuli Sedegebis mixedviT, formaluri niSnebis safuZvelze SesaZ-

lebelia Semdegi wesebis SemuSaveba: 

I. Tu modi sityvaforma dasturdeba myar SesityvebebSi da misi kooku-
rentia gons, Wkuaze, maSin mas mieniWos zmnis markeri. 

II. Tu modi sityvaformis winamdebare an momdevno kookurentia zmnizeda, 
maSin mas mieniWos zmnis markeri. 

III. Tu modi sityvaformis marjvena kookurentia da, maSin mas mieniWos 

funqciuri elementis markeri. 
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Sedegebi SesaZloa Semdegi algoriTmis saxiT ganvazogadoT: 

Tu sityvaforma modi dasturdeba 1,2,3,4,5,6 poziciebSi, mas avtoma-

turad mieniWos zmnis markeri (V), xolo sxva poziciebSi – funqciuri 

elementis markeri. 

vinaidan raodenobrivi analizi miRebuli Sedegebis sandoobis gan-

msazRvrelia, cxrilebis saxiT warmovadgenT algoriTmis cdomilebis 

procentul SesaZleblobas. 

• eniWeba zmnis markeri:  

win uZRvis tokeni `gons~ – gons 
modi 

 win uZRvis tokeni `Wkuaze~ – 
Wkuaze modi 

konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

57 100%  konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

8 100% 

zmnuri 57 100%  zmnuri 8 100% 

funqciuri - -  funqciuri - - 

algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 %  algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 % 

 

win uZRvis tokeni `aqeT~ – aqeT 
modi 

 win uZRvis tokeni `ise~ – ise  
modi 

konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

22 100%  konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

7 100% 

zmnuri 22 100%  zmnuri 7 100% 

funqciuri - -  funqciuri - - 

algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 %  algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 % 

 

win uZRvis tokeni `aq~ – aq modi  win uZRvis `CemTan~ – CemTan modi 

konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

69 100%  konteqstebis 

raodenoba 

27 100% 

zmnuri 69 100%  zmnuri 27 100% 

funqciuri - -  funqciuri - - 

algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 %  algoriTmis cdomileba – 0 % 

• eniWeba funqciuri elementis markeri: 

Mmosdevs tokeni `da~ – modi da 

konteqstebis raodenoba 787 100% 

zmnuri 699 88.8 % 

funqciuri 88 - 

algoriTmis cdomileba – 11.2 % 
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wesebis saxiT ganxiluli algoriTmis cdomilebis maCvenebeli 1-idan 

11.2 procentamde meryeobs, rac algoriTmis SesaZlo cdomilebis dasaSve-

bi maCvenebelia. SemuSavebuli wesebis efeqturobis utyuarobis dadgena 

SesaZlebeli gaxdeba kodis saxiT gadawerili wesebis qarTuli enis erov-

nuli korpusis analizatorSi CaSenebisa da satesto reJimSi gaSvebis Se-

degad. 

warmoadgina asocirebulma profesorma rusudan asaTianma 
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Mariam Rukhadze 

Homonymy Caused by Grammaticalization in Corpus Linguistics 
Summary 

The article refers to the process of grammaticalization and the problems arisen due to 
the grammaticalized elements of verbal origin in computer linguistics. Today no one argues 
about the establishment of digital bases of language and the importance of its processing 
with digital methods, these are the principal challenges in the 21st century. Language is a 
constantly changing system; changes are made at each level of the language. The creation of 
corpus means the formation of automatic recognition – analyzer. 

The process of grammaticalization involves a change of the paradigmatic class for a 
linguistic sign. During the process of grammaticalization a lexical unit loses its historically 
developed semantics and after desemanticization acquires some specific grammatical 
function, consequently, we obtain the functional element. Functional elements create special 
difficulties in processing language by computer methods, particularly in corpus linguistics 
and machine translation programs.Since the Georgian language material is not functionally 
properly processed, the Georgian National Corpus (GNC) does not have an algorithm to 
subtract the functional elements from the elements belonging to another paradigmatic class, 
which makes the homonymy and makes the problem of disambiguation unsettled. 

The article aims to describe a theoretical frame of grammaticalization and to show the 
homonymy caused by grammaticalized elements of verbal origin in computer linguistics. 

Presented by Prof. Rusudan Asatiani 
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marika jiqia 
 

jemal ajiaSvilis poeturi metyveleba 

sityvis mniSvnelobis gansxvavebuli niuansebi, poetur teqstSi seman-

tikur struqturaTa garTuleba an gaubraloeba leqsikuri erTeulis 

mravalwaxnagovani arsebobis gamovlenaa. yovel poets xom sakuTari leq-

sikoni, myari semantikuri rigi, sityvaTa Soris kavSirTa Tavisi samyaro 

aqvs. avtoriseuli derivatebi da kompozitebi SemoqmedebiTi procesis ga-

nuyofeli nawilia da masSi vlindeba enis Sinagani buneba, misi potencia. 

sityvawarmoebis modelebi, faqtobrivad, warmoadgenen enis SesaZleblobas, 

rac poetur sityvaTqmnadobaSi realizdeba.  

winamdebare werilSi SevecdebiT, warmovaCinoT poeturi sityvaTTxzva 

jemal ajiaSvilis leqsebis mixedviT da enis derivaciuli saSualebebis 

SemoqmedebiTad gamoyenebis miseuli teqnika. ganvixileT mis mier SeTxzu-

li leqsemebi. Semoqmedis sasityveTi imiTac aris sayuradRebo, rom masSi 

xSirad Semonaxuli da gamomzeurebulia naklebad cnobili an JamTa svlis 

gamo sruliad miviwyebuli da zogjer ucnobi leqsikuri erTeuli, dRes 

ukve iSviaTad xmarebuli. poeturi sityvaTTxzvis mkacr definicias ar 

viZleviT. es aris poeturi enis is sityvebi, romlebic ar ganekuTvneba 

saerTo saliteraturo enas, xolo is kriteriumi, romliTac sityva mie-

kuTvneba saerTo saliteraturo enas, martivia: igi unda dadasturdes 

qarTuli enis ZiriTad, fundamentur, akademiur leqsikonSi (Cvens sinam-

dvileSi es qarTuli enis ganmartebiTi leqsikonia). Tumca amTaviTve unda 

iTqvas: jemal ajiaSvilis SemTxvevaSi ilia abulaZis Zveli qarTuli 

leqsikonis, sulxan-saba orbelianis `sityvis konis~, ucxo sityvaTa leq-

sikonis gamoyenebis gareSe araferi ar gamova.   

sailustracio masalisaTvis davjerdiT gamomcemloba `inteleqtis~ mi-

er daarsebul serias – ‘100 leqsi’ (ajiaSvili 2013). poeti erTgulobs 

myar saleqso formas – sonets, ara inglisurs, ara koWls, aramed klasi-

kurs, strofikiT: 4 4 3 3. krebulSi 99 soneti da erTaderTi orstro-

fiani leqsia saTauriT `epitafia~ (ajiaSvili 2013:68). citirebisas gameo-

rebis Tavidan acilebis mizniT mxolod gverds vuTiTebT. jemal ajiaSvi-

liseuli poeturi metyveleba am erTi krebulis mixedviTac mravalferova-

nia.  

qarTuls, iseve rogorc sxva enebs, aqvs saSualebebi, romelTa meSve-

obiTac warmoiqmneba axali sityvebi. am mxriv gansakuTrebuli roli akis-
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riaT afiqsebs. neologizmebi, romlebic gvxvdeba jemal ajiaSvilis Semoq-

medebaSi, iseTi sityvawarmoebaa, romlis drosac poeti iyenebs TavsarT-

bolosarTebis Cveulebriv inventars, leqsikonebSi dadasturebul Zirebsa 

Tu fuZeebs, da maTi SeerTebiT iZleva derivats an kompozits, romelic 

savsebiT sworia warmoebis TvalsazrisiT da, imavdroulad, uCveuloa Si-

nagan kavSirTa moulodnelobis gamo.  

poeturi sityvawarmoebis prezentacias saxelebis gamomzeurebiT viwy-

ebT: mermisis analogiiT unda iyos dReisi (dReiss mosdevs mermisi)(38). 

vfiqrobT, poetiseuli es okazionalizmi dasakanonebelia, (xma) zedrou-

li (22);  

bolosarTebiTaa warmoqmnili Semdegi okazionalizmebi: 

-oba: aragvoba (aragvobas ratom iviwyeb)(73), ubawroba (23), tirifoba, 

Zewnoba, uzewroba (26), uarsoba (82), nabzaroba, naxeTqoba (55), 

alamdroba (61), niSansvetoba (77), umzeoba (10);  

-eba: bnelmetyveleba (62); 

-ur-/-ul-: fantazmuri (40), aisuri, daisuri (69), gaRmuri (11,100), azav-

ruli (71), Carxuli (83); 
-ier-: naTlieri (45);  

-osan-: Cangosani (44,85).  

 Semdegi saxelebi TavsarT-bolosarTiTaa warmoqmnili: 

sa-e: sakemse(12), sapatruqe (20), saminde (27), sadaTve (30), saxemse (41), 

sanekne (77), sartove (78), samoyvre, samtre (79); 

si-e: simartoxele (8), siamxanage (12), sipartaxe (12), siorWofe (13), siav-

xorce (18), siTavxede (19), siavsule (26,103), sigvele, siavkace (26), 

simercxle, siqedne, sifuqsavate (43), simamlayinwe (45), sisaTnove 

(53), siTavkace (61), sialmacere (64), sigulnamcece (66), sifexSiS-

vele (71), siTavTxele (74), sioxre (75), sinarekle (77), siaramza-

de (83), siale (101).       

aRsaniSnavia, rom es konfiqsuri warmoeba dominanturia jemal ajiaS-

vilisaTvis. man ucilod icis, rom mamlayinwoba, Tavxedoba da fuqsavato-

baa saleqsikono formebi, magram warmoqmnis swored es modeli moswons. 

sa-o: sasulTaTano (11), sadaiso (7,86), sagviristo (66), sahepiendo (93); 

u-o: uTriaqo, unargilo (17), uedemo (79), uarsebo (29), ufolado 

(34), uzeimo (87); 
me-e: meminde (91), metrfe, merayife (89); 

me-ur-: metyeuri (81); 

mo-e: moWarmage (12);        
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ma-ur-: manaTuri (37);        

iSviaTi konfiqsuri derivatebia saxerxisi (38), mdabiori (66), undo-

bari (85). 

arsebiT saxels zedsarTavis maxasiaTebeli xarisxis kategoria ar ga-

aCnia. poeti ar epueba am SezRudvas da ama Tu im movlenis intensivobisa 

Tu odnaobiTobis gamosaxatavad xan zedsarTavis aRmatebiTi xarisxis ma-

warmoebel u-es- konfiqsiT `aRWuravs~ arsebiT saxels – uzamTresi (79), 

(darabeb-Si) udarabesi (31), xan odnaobiTi smo-o TavsarT-bolosarTiT: 

monaxSiro(59). 

wina viTarebis saxelebia:       

na-: naZali (10), saxenaRali (<Rala)(51); 

na-ar/-al-: naucxovari (52), nameZavari (97), nazuTxari (100), naforcxna-

li (13), nasamxrali (28), naoqrovali (75), najarTali (75), 

naabsurdali (82), naminanqrali (87), nabazrali (95), nawveTa-

li (96), nameZavari (97), nafocxari (99), naorkecali (77), 

nadarbazali(106). 
na-ev-:  nabogirevi (21,74), naijarevi (82), nafaifurevi (87), nafermkrTa-

levi (89).  

avtori araerTgzis mimarTavs reduplicirebas: 

Rrubel-Rrubel (96); nakuw-nakuw (16), Ram-Ram (101);  

zmnaTa piriel formebSi, upirvelesad, yuradRebas ipyrobs avtoris 

damokidebuleba piris kategoriisadmi. poeti gasaocari silaRiT `danavar-

dobs~ am arcTu vrcel paradigmaSi: masmie, maxemse (12), (wveTwveTobiT) 

gadagRvara da gadagcala (15), Camsaxe (18), Cageklite, Cageraze (28), giy-

mo (59), amwese (66), davTove (78), magalobe (74), daviTme (74), amekle 

(77), (ra) megiJeba (94), (qarSi) gamTese (66), Sebinde (91), azeurda (83), 

makowiweb, mZerwav, mCalxav (101); 

Zveli qarTuliseuli formebia: dis (10), gvarqvi (19), (sulma) iTni-

os (23), vilme (43), diode (50), makvdinebde (53), akvdens (87), aota 

(63), melmis (70), (simwriT monawevars muqTad) warcemen (82), vidoda 

(52), (mTnevelma) miTno (70), rbis (81), vienoT (82);  

saSuali gvaris formanakli formebia: iazavrebs (17) iarse (29), ic-

rueba (88), iene (60), vienoT (82), iota (56), iZmo, iyismaTa (56), (kvero) 

ikvere (26), iamindes (27), (sulma) imartosula (36), izefirebs (10), da-

Cioda (14), imuguzla (27), ibJuteboda (66), (risTvis) ivne (56), (puric) 

ipurebs (87); 
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sxva zmniswiniTaa: Camoqreba (10), damsazRvreli (30), Sesaxmari (47), 

Camkvidrda (63), CagaoTxebs (63), momefda (68), gaiRvara (70), Caminos 

(75), (qarvad) gaRvris (75), (kalo) davlewe (91), moCndeba (93), (Ramee-

bi) moaTevies (97), amimzeurebs (101), gadazafruli (103), Semoaqra (106); 

poeti Txzavs nasaxelar zmnebs: Carkinos (17), (ram) gagaaba (38), sa-

Robs, salamaTobs (87), ablabudobs, daadaisebs (89), CagaoTxebs (63), 

(Subls) uCarCoebs (60), (duSaSs) aSaSebs (82), aniavqrebs (9), (nisli) 

mandilobs (36), emTagoreba (53), (mwuxriT) gaTalxe (54), (angelozi) ga-

tartarozda (20), moavTandilobs (36), idarbaze (46), gaibasre (56), iene 

(60), tyeobs (81), gadaisraven (83), dabadagdeba (96); xolo mefis – 

asargadonis1 – saxelis zmnis fuZeSi daunjebiT awarmoebs jemal ajiaSvi-

li zmnas – asargadonobs (63). 

sawyisi: netaryofa (23); (wlebi) cvenadi – masdari-ad/-d-i modeli 

gaaqtiurebulia Tanamedrove qarTulSi (gadilia 2010:100). 

mimReoba: aRsadgomi (76), Casarkuli, Caminuli(93); 

vnebiTi gvaris namyo drois mimReobebia: nazakvari(29), danabnevi (75), 

naoti (55), monayidari (86), ganalRobi (102)(SaniZe 1973:575);  

mimReobiani kompozitebi: cadaqnili (24), jiqandaberili (30), libo-

Campali (30), xeldakvalTuli (34), simgacveTili (44), bnelmetyveli 

(60), fexdabuSuli (83), sanTeldaviwyebuli (91);  

aliteraciis magaliTebia: 

aqanebs qari quCa-quCa da aniavqrebs (9);  

oqros da qarvas ganamqrevdnen saqarboried (15); 

da marqenali Tavisive rqebiT darqinos (17); 

gardamodis da gamoRmidan gaRma gadadis (30);  

daase mudam qanaanTan qari qanaobs (63);  

qaronis navi qanaobda bnel aqaronTan (13); 

da vidre caze grZeldeboda dasTa dasoba (12); 

isev rewavda saswaulebs cis sarewavi (25); 

wams swydeba wami, icviTeba bolo uwyisi (30);  

cisken miiwevs meocnebe cisferyanweli (20); 

wlebs isakuTrebs welTaRricxva welSi waxrili (24); 

                                                 
1  isaias xanaSi, Zv.w.-is 680-669 wlebSi, asureTSi mefobda asargadoni. man aRad-

gina babiloni da dapyrobiTi omebis Sedegad asureTs kvlav daumorCila siria, 
palestina, finikia da egvipte.…es mefea valeri briusovis sonetis – Ассарга-
дон (Ассирийская надпись) _ personaJi (Я – вождь земных царей и царь, Ассарга-
дон). vvaraudobT, es leqsic ,,monawileobda~ sityvis SeqmnaSi. 
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wuTs acilebda damwuxrebuli wuTisofeli (25); 

ceravs da ceravs matiane qarvis sacerebs (64); 

erTurTs mijroda gasamijni da gamijnuli (79); 

isev aTbunebs daTunias siTbo sadaTvis (30) da sxv.  

qromatiulad amaRlebulia bibliiseuli da miTologiuri segmentebi, 

romlebic siZvelis koloritsa da gansakuTrebul reliefurobas aniWeben 

saleqso Txzulebas:  

soflis saZovrebs mosdgomoda noes kameCi (7); 

amaoeba amaoTa, – quxda koheleT, – (8);  

mxrebs aTbunebda nazamTralze siTbo xalenTa(13);  

da mariami maSriyidan mogvebs eloda... (25); 

beTlemis karTan Camomjdara TeTri qedani (29); 

xe cnobadisa qaosidan Zlivs amozarda(31); 

da Rivis Tesli – Semecnebis xed ganTesili(35); 

roca xarebas enacvleba sxva Jruanteli  

da sxvanairi molodini wminda Casaxvis... (42); 

iRviZebs yrma da iordanes sanapirodan 

sikvdils ugalobs sikvdilebis dasaTrgunavad (49); 

gaRviZebia amalTeas zevsis WalebTan (59);  

marxulobs mogvi, samlocveloc am marxvaSia   

da warsulidan momavalze bWobs orakuli (60); 

da wyals, romelic dReniadag sadRac mitopavs, _ 

noes sibere afiqrebda yovlis winare  

da uimedod atokebda daSlil kidobans... (72);…    

aha, stiqsi da aqeroni, aha, hadesi, –   

Wvret, orakulo, troelebis ukvdav gmirobas (60);  

da ezos CrdilSi moTminebas qsovs penelopa. 

nu fiqrob, Zmao, kvlav nu fiqrob Zvel iTakaze(61);  

da sarkmlebs Soris gaielvebs zevsis profili (39);  

pirmoRuSulma moirebma moTqmas uxSires (77). 

poeti msubuqad gardaTqvams citatebs zepirsityvierebidan: 

gecleba Jami, – asjer zome, asjer gasWeri (47);  

kvlav SeaWirvebs WianWvelas rwyilis jagari (67); 

unda SegeZlos odindeli sibrZnis Senaxva, 

rom gza, romelic gaiares Txam da venaxma,  

ar warixocos uTavbolo soflis brunvaSi... (102); 

da wyalnic wavid-wamovidnen, darCnen qviSani (86); 
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mere frindi da indi-mindi, veras gaxdebi, 

ukan qaji da macilia, win – baybaydevi (94). 

jemal ajiaSvili Tavisi leqsebis qsovils aferadebs qarTuli poeziis 

gauxunar personaJTa saxelebiT:   

da WaSnagiris mosaklavad gixmobs fatmani (47); 

da sawyal fatmans daacxreba gulanSaroSi (67);  

da siyvaruliT egebeba fatman-xaTuni   

farisevelTa tyveobidan gamoxsnil nestans... (104); 

simgacveTilo Cangosano, mwyemso qacvia (44);   

da gogoTuri kopalasTan xinklebs kepavda (99). 

poeturi reminiscenciebis saxiT aris mimobneuli mis leqsebSi fraze-

bi qarTvel poetTa Semoqmedebidan, rasac axlavs wyaros myisieri identi-

fikacia:     

isev moirRva karvis kalTa.... (41);      

mwyemsi stvirs ukravs, msmenelebi smenad mosulan  

da darbazoba gaumarTavT loms da antilops (36); 

isev im madliT daadgeba nacnob zubovkas (67); 

tano tatanos gulwamtano kavo da zilfo (76); 

da sevdis baRSi Semodgomis qari irweva (54); 

roca saZovrad miuSvia zezvas cxenebi  

da matylis jaras mijdomia TorRvas jalabi... (80); 

mzem TibaTvisam – aisurma Tu daisurma (69); 

mTvare mkaTaTvis – mzeo TibaTvis (30);  

cvrian balaxze gazafxulis sifexSiSvele (71); 

mze gvirgvinosnis (56); 

doqis bages (27) da sxv. 

poetis striqonebSi akumulirebulia orientisa da oqsidentis tra-

diciuli dapirispireba: 

da roca romTan ispahanma qiSpi gaaba,_  

mzakvrulad wardga keisarTan viRac derviSi  

da sisxlis eniT ametyvelda mTeli qaaba (38).  

mZvinvarebs romi uZleveli xalifativiT (38). 

jemal ajiaSvilis poeziisaTvis gansakuTrebiT niSandoblivia leqsema-

Ta eqspresiuli Sexamebebi; poets Semoaqvs siaxlis niSniT aRbeWdili, ga-

ucveTeli frazebi, saocari emociiT damuxtuli Sesityvebebi, romlebic 

mkiTxvelis warmosaxvaSi dauviwyar xatebs qmnian: 
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Suqs asxivebda sasoeba samlocveloTa (8); 
ucxo fiqrebma Soreuli mTebi Senisles 

ca Rrublebs Soris gaisarja nakuw-nakuw da (16);  

scenasTan modis gazafxuli – Zveli  

da zamTris Tvalwin usircxvilod malays gadadis... (22); 

da mkvdar kamarebs safironis beWdebiT beWdavs (104);  
nazamTral zecas morRveoda nislis sakinZe (45); 

vexlebi sivrces, romelic unapiro bindiT Sebinde (91);  

CamoeSva farda mSvenebis (65); 

legendebSi mSvidad Seveli (64); 

uflebani morWmiT aufla (66);  

dauxSobdes xsovnis galavnebs (75); 

momavlidan wyevlas movitan (59 

dro ki bolTas scems (57).    

orkomponentiani usruli winadadebebia: cremlebiT mcvarav; damZalavs 

vZalav; modga sufeva; qarvad gaRvris da sxv. 

samkomponentiani Sesityvebebis struqtura aseTia: msazRvrel-sazRvru-

lis marTul konstruqciaSi CarTulia sazRvrulis atributi: 
warmavlobis duxWir reliefs (25); 
warmosaxvis pirquSi reliefi (29);  
sinamdvilis fermkrTali asli (45); 

sulis usasrulo samarovanSi (46);  

TvalTmaqcobis nacnobi benefisi(65); 

sivrceebis ganaxlebuli welTaRricxvebi (65);  

mogonebis yru gorakidan (86); 

sintagmebi: bindis benefisi (8), ca nasapnari (71), cis sarewavi (25), 

ugzo foriaqi (71), avsulis siavsule (26), foTolcvenis xma (62), gaza-

fxulis sifexSiSvele (71), bindis mayari (104), ylorti sartove (78), 

maWris RuRuni (62), mTvrali Winka (62), wlebi cvenadi (62), naijarevi 

siyvaruli (94), yornis siTeTre (43), xma azavruli (71) da sxv. 

amjerad SevecadeT, jemal ajiaSvilis leqsTa enaze mogvewodebina ram-

denime dakvirveba. calke kvlevis sagnad gvesaxeba mis poeziaSi daunjebuli 

onomastikoni.   

literatura:  

ajiaSvili 2013: jemal ajiaSvili, 100 leqsi, gamomcemloba `inteleqti~, Tbi-

lisi.  
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gadilia 2010: K. Gadilia, A brief note on reinforcement of one derivational model in 

contemporary colloquial Georgian, tipologiuri Ziebani, VI, gamomcemloba 

`universali~, Tbilisi. 

SaniZe 1973: a. SaniZe, qarTuli enis gramatikis safuZvlebi, Tbilisis univer-

sitetis gamomcemloba, Tbilisi. 

Marika Jikia 

Jemal Ajiashvili’s Poetic Speech 
Summary 

Every poet has his/her own lexicon, semantic relations, his/her world of relationships 
between the words. The author’s derivatives and composites are an inseparable part of the 
creative process and in it is revealed the inward nature of a language, its potency. 

In the present letter we will try to introduce the poetic word creation according to Jemal 
Ajiashvili’s verses and his technique of creative use of derivational means of the language. 
We have examined the lexemes he has composed, which do not belong to the common 
literary language; and the criterion, according to which a word belongs to a common literary 
language, is simple: it shall be evidenced in the fundamental, academic dictionary of the 
Georgian language (in our reality this is the explanatory dictionary of Georgian language). 
Though, in Jemal Ajiashvili’s case, without using of Ilia Abuladze’s Old Georgian Dictio-
nary, Sulkhan-Saba Orbeliani’s “Sitkvis Kona” and Dictionary of Foreign Words, nothing 
can be done.  

The poet uses the usual inventory of prefixes and suffixes, stems and roots, evidenced 
in dictionaries, and by joining them together gives a derivative or composite, completely 
correct from the point of view of production and, at the same time, uncommon because of 
the unexpectedness of its internal linkages. 

Chromatically are elevated Biblical segments, which confer to his poetical composition 
archaic colouringand particular relief: 

In Jemal Ajiashvili’s poetry exceptionally should be noted the expressive word combi-
nations, in which the poet’s figurative thinking is manifested. 

For illustrative material we have contented ourselves with his collection “100 Poems”. 
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

TinaTin bolqvaZe 

iafeturi Teoriis aRzeveba da dacema. 

nawili meore: mzadeba enobrivi  

diskusiisaTvis – 1949-1950 wlebi1-2 

1949 weli mniSvnelovania im mxriv, rom swored am dros Seirya ofi-

cialuri damokidebuleba maris Teoriis mimarT – ioseb stalins gauCnda 

eWvi, rom maris Teoria ar iyo marqsistuli, sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, ma-

ristuli marqsistuls aRar niSnavda. stalini albaT damoukideblad ar 

misula am azramde. mas exmarebodnen am Tvalsazrisis CamoyalibebaSi. ga-

refaqtorebma xeli Seuwyo ioseb stalinis CareviT sabWoTa enaTmecniere-

bidan niko maris saxelis amogdebas, xolo TviT stalins mraval saxot-

bo saxelTan erTad Seemata kidev erTi saxeli: `mecnierebis korife~.  

pirvel nawilSi ukve vimsjeleT giorgi axvledianis gegmis Sesaxeb, 

romelic niko maris enaTmecnieruli memkvidreobis aTvisebas isaxavda miz-

nad. igi moiwones Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis Tormeti saenaT-

mecniero kaTedris sxdomaze. es bunebrivi iyo im viTarebaSi, roca swo-

reba niko maris iafetur Teoriaze xdeboda. ssrk mecnierebaTa akademia, 

ra Tqma unda, moiwonebda am gegmas 1949 wlis 21 ivlisisa da 22 noem-

bris sxdomebis 3  fonze. magram igive 1949 weli unda aviRoT amosaval 

wertilad, roca ssrk-is umaRlesma pirma, ioseb stalinma, seriozulad 

daiwyo fiqri maris Teoriis kritikaze. am wels imarTeboda Sexvedrebi, 

partiuli muSakebisa da mecnierebis konsultaciebi maris Teoriis yvela 

Rirsebisa da naklis gamosavlenad. swored 1949 wlis bolos miswera 

kandid Carkvianma ioseb stalins specialuri werili sabWoTa enaTmecnie-

                                                 
1  naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis eronuli samecniero fondis mier 

dafinansebuli samecniero proeqtis (granti #FR/503/1-30/14) farglebSi. 
avtors kvlevis Sedegebi asaxuli aqvs monografiaSi `sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis 
qarTuli samkuTxedi~, gamomcemloba `universali~, Tbilisi, 2018. 

2  statiis erTi nawili wakiTxulia moxsenebad (stalinis komentarebi arnold 
Ciqobavas statiaze) giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis istoriis 
sazogadoebisa da ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo univer-
sitetis erTobliv saerTaSoriso konferenciaze _ ideologia da lingvisturi 
ideebi, 2017 weli, 6-9 oqtomberi, Tbilisi, saqarTvelo. 

3  Стенограмма заседания бюро отделения литературы и языка АН СССР 22/XI-49, 
Tsu muzeumi, akad.Ggiorgi axvledianis piradi arqivi, dokumenti №9904 xi-
1386. 
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rebaSi Seqmnili mdgomareobis Sesaxeb. saqarTvelos Sinagan saqmeTa sami-

nistros saarqivo sammarTveloSi, yofil partiul arqivSi, inaxeba saqme,4 

romelic moicavs arnold Ciqobavas or samecniero statias. es statiebi 

saqarTvelos komunisturi partiis centraluri komitetis agitaciisa da 

propagandis ganyofilebas miuRia 1949 wlis 21 aprils. erT-erTi am 

statiebidan aris manqanaze rusulad gadabeWdili naSromi niko maris 

stadiuri Teoriis Sesaxeb, xolo meore exeba Turqul lingvistur Teo-

rias `giuneS dils~ da mis kavSirs istorizmis problemasTan Tanamedrove 

enaTmecnierebaSi. orive statia kandid Carkvianma daurTo Tavis werils. 

arn. Ciqobavas pirveli statiiT igi amyarebda Tavis mosazrebebs niko ma-

ris Teoriaze, meore statiiT ki stalins warudgina imis saCveneblad, 

rom maris uaryofiTi gavlena gascda sabWoeTis farglebs da axla ukve 

Turqma enaTmecnierebma Seqmnes iafetidologiaze dayrdnobiT `rasistuli 

moZRvreba~. stalini am sakiTxs ubrundeba mxolod 1950 wlis gazafxul-

ze. k. Carkvians gadascemen mis werils stalinis rezoluciiT: `daubrun-

des amxanag Carkvians (“Вернуть Т-щу Чарквиани”)~. garda am rezoluciisa, 

stalins kandid Carkvianis cametgverdian statiaze darTuli aqvs metad 

mniSvnelovani komentarebi, romlebsac ganvixilavT kandid Carkvianis mier 

maris mTavari Secdomebis CamoTvlisas.  

sakiTxisTvis naTelis mosafenad aucilebelia aRvadginoT, ra xdeboda 

saqarTvelos samecniero centrebSi, rogor aisaxeboda maT yoveldRiur 

cxovrebaSi moskovSi Tavidan saidumlod, Semdeg ki Riad gamocxadebuli 

brZola iafeturi Teoriis winaaRmdeg. ra gza gaiara arn. Ciqobavas sta-

tiam, sanam igi gazeT „pravdaSi“ daibeWdeboda 1950 wlis 9 maiss. Tu 

erTmaneTs SevajerebT Cvens xelT arsebul yvela masalas, aseT suraTs 

miviRebT. Cven gvaqvs oTxi saarqivo dokumenti: 

I. kandid Carkvianis werili stalinisadmi `sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis 

mdgomareobis Sesaxeb~, gagzavnili 1949 wlis 27 dekembers, romelic 

Setanilia mis wignSi `stalinTan urTierTobis epizodebi~ (k. Carkviani 

2015). did madlobas vuxdiT inglisuri filologiis cnobil specia-

lists, saqarTvelos yofil elCs didi britaneTisa da CrdiloeT ir-

landiis gaerTianebul samefoSi, baton gela Carkvians, kandid Carkvi-

anis vaJs, romelmac es werili gadmogvca da misi gamoqveynebis neba 

dagvrTo (bolqvaZe 2018:153-165). 

II. ruseTis socialur-politikuri istoriis saxelmwifo arqivSi dacu-

                                                 
4  saqarTvelos Sinagan saqmeTa saministros saarqivo sammarTvelo, yofili par-

tiuli organoebis arqivi, fondi №14, anaweri №23, saqme №476, saqme №38. 
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li dokumenti Записка Сталина И. В. к рассылаемой статье Чикобавы А. 

“О некоторых вопросах советского языкознания”, с приложением статьи 
А. Чикобавы справками Сталина И. В.,5 romlis mopovebaSi daxmarebi-

saTvis did madlobas vuxdiT amerikel mecniers, prof. eTan poloks.  

III. saqarTvelos Sinagan saqmeTa saministros saarqivo sammarTvelos yo-

fili partiuli organoebis arqivSi daculi agitaciisa da propagan-

dis ganyofilebisTvis Cabarebuli arnold Ciqobavas ori werili ena-

Ta niko mariseuli stadialuri klasifikaciis Sesaxeb da Turquli 

enobrivi Teoriis `giuneS dilis~ Sesaxeb. swored maris stadialur 

Teoriaze dawerili statiaa is, romelic waikiTxa da SeniSvnebi da-

urTo stalinma kandid Carkvianis werilTan erTad. swored es weri-

li inaxeboda im saqaRaldeSi, romelic stalinma ar daubruna Ciqoba-

vas da pravdisTvis axali statiis dawera SesTavaza (Ciqobava 1985). 

damowmebuli statiis mxolod inglisuri versiis sqolioSi miuTi-

Tebs Ciqobava: male, Carkvianis xeliT, me miviRe Cemi statia maris 

enis ganviTarebis stadiebis Sesaxeb stalinis SeniSvnebiT.6 es infor-

macia ar aris mocemuli Ciqobavas statiis arc rusul da arc qar-

Tul variantebSi. saqarTvelos Sinagan saqmeTa saministros saarqivo 

sammarTvelos, yofili partiuli organoebis arqivSi axlac inaxeba es 

werili komentarebisa da SeniSvnebis gareSe. masTan erTad saqaRaldeSi 

devs statia Turquli Teoriis `guneS dilis~ (mzis enebis) Sesaxeb.  

IV. arnold Ciqobavas mier `pravdisTvis~ dawerili werilis asli, rome-

lic gadmogvca saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa akademiis wevr-koresponden-

tma, batonma vaJa Sengeliam, risTvisac Ddid madlobas movaxsenebT pa-

tivcemul mecniers. es unda iyos arn. Ciqobavas `pravdaSi~ 1950 wlis 

9 maiss dabeWdili werilis wina varianti (ix. T. bolqvaZe 2018:167-174). 

kandid Carkviani stalinisaTvis miweril werilSi sabWoTa enaTmecnie-

rebis Sesaxeb dananebiT aRniSnavs: sabWoTa enaTmecnierebaSi Seqmnil arasa-

xarbielo mdgomareobas ganapirobebs is, rom enaTmecnierTa yvelaze aqtiu-

ri nawili enis warmoSobis, misi bunebisa da ganviTarebis Sesaxeb marqs- 

engels-lenin-stalinis miTiTebaTa danergvaze ki ar fiqrobs, aramed brmad 

misdevs niko maris Teorias, romelic Tavis swavlebas marqsistul moZR-

vrebad naTlavs. maris kvlevaTa Seswavlam Carkviani daarwmuna, rom, mcde-

lobis miuxedavad, cnobilma enaTmecnierma ver SeZlo marqsizm-leninizmis 

Teoriis aTviseba da dialeqtikuri materializmis meTodis gamoyeneba 

                                                 
5  fondi #558, anaweri 11, saqme 1251, dokumenti 1. 
6  I soon received, through K. Charkviani, my paper on Marr’s stadial development of 

languages, with J. Stalin’s notes (Ciqobava 1985). 
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enaTmecnierebaSi, ramac gamoiwvia misi daskvnebis umwifroba. kandid Car-

kviani CamoTvlis da aanalizebs maris yvelaze mTavar eqvs Secdomas. Ti-

Toeulze i. stalini awers Tavis komentars. Cven orives – k. Carkvianis 

mosazrebas da stalinis komentarebs – warmovadgenT erTad, rac mkiTxvels 

gansaxilveli sakiTxebis aRqmas gauadvilebs. 

1) maris mosazrebebi ar eTanxmeba marqsizm-leninizmis klasikosebs 

iseT sakiTxebSi, rogorebicaa: klasTa da enaTa warmoqmna, nacionaluri 

enebisa da nacionaluri kulturis bedi socializmis dros. misi azriT, 

ena warmoqmnis momentidanve klasobrivi iyo. `sxvagvar midgomas iafeti-

dologia ar cnobs... uklaso ena aqamde ar arsebula. es mxolod momavali 

uklaso sazogadoebis saqmea.~ stalini am mosazrebas sisuleled Tvlis, 

rac pirdapir uweria komentarSi: `sisulelea: klasobrivi enebi ar arse-

bobs~ (“Глупость. Классовых языков нет”). kandid Carkvianis dakvirvebiT, 

mari ver asabuTebs am mosazrebas. marTalia, enas akavSirebs warmoebis 

procesTan, magram magiac warmoebad miaCnia da qmnis termins – `Sromamagi-

uri procesi.~ aqedan askvnis, rom magebi qmnidnen gansakuTrebul klass. 

stalini gadaWriT ar eTanxmeba am mosazrebas. `ara~, – vkiTxulobT mina-

werSi. mecniers, romelsac efuZneboda sabWoTa enaTmecniereba ocdaaTi 

wlis ganmavlobaSi da am saqmeSi TviTon stalins aramciredi roli mi-

uZRvis, yovel SemTxvevaSi, arsad da arasdros 1950 wlamde mari da misi 

Teoria ar dauwunia, axla imetebs Seuracxmyofeli epiTetisaTvis: `sule-

li!~ (“Дурак!”). k. Carkviani gakvirvebulia im faqtiT, rom mari xvdeba 

Tavisi mosazrebebis SeuTavseblobas marqsizmis klasikosebTan, magram ukan 

ki ar ixevs, aramed wers: `engelsis mosazrebebi klasTa warmoqmnis Sesa-

xeb seriozul Sesworebebs moiTxovs~.  

aseve miuRebeli aRmoCnda maris azri `burJuaziuli enebis~ cnebis 

Taobaze. am sakiTxSic uTanxmoebaa marqsizmis klasikosebsa da mars So-

ris. arsad ar uTqvamT marqsistebs, rom germanuli, rusuli an inglisu-

ri burJuaziuli enebia. SeiZleba vimsjeloT enobriv stilTa klasobriv 

Seferilobaze, magram ar SeiZleba imis mtkiceba, rom rom nacionaluri 

(erovnuli) ena mTlianad ekuTvnis ama Tu im klass. stalini aseT komen-

tars akeTebs: `mari urevs, magram igi uaxlovdeba im mosazrebas (pozici-

as), rom enis ganviTareba dakavSirebulia adamianTa Semoqmedebis nayofie-

rebaze~ (“Марр путает, но он приближается к положению о том, что развитие 

языка связанно с развитием производительности людей”). am nawilSi k. Car-

kviani imowmebs aleqsandre wulukiZes: `enis ganviTarebaSi monawileobas 

iRebs sazogadoebis yvela fena, magram radgan am sulier iaraRSi aisaxeba 

faruli socialuri dapirispirebebi, mas iyeneben erTmaneTis gasanadgureb-
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lad.~ rac unda gasakviri iyos, stalini ar eTanxmeba mis yofil Tanameb-

rZols, masTan daaxloebul marqsists, aleqsandre wulukiZes, romelic 

sapyrobileSi tuberkuloziT daavadebis gamo adre wavida am qveynidan. 

igi didi asoebiT wers komentarSi: `ara~, Tan Semoxazavs am sityvas.  

2) kandid Carkvianis azriT, mari verc ki xvdeba, rom enaTa stadia-

luri klasifikaciiT (romelic iafeturi Teoriis umniSvnelovanesi sa-

kiTxia, – T.b.), wyals asxams rasistTa wisqvilze. igi imowmebs enaTa 

ojaxebis mariseul dayofas stadiuri ganviTarebis mixedviT. am CamonaT-

valze stalinis gakeTebuli aRniSvnebiT da komentariT Tu vimsjelebT, 

Cans, rom mas ukvirs semituri enebis moxvedra evropul enebTan erTad 

IV stadiis enebSi, rasac kiTxvis niSnis dasmiT gamoxatavs. Carkvianis Se-

fasebiT, qarTuls maris stadiur klasifikaciaSi `Seuracxmyofeli~ adgi-

li aqvs miniWebuli. saerTo sakacobrio enobrivi Semoqmedebis umaRles 

produqtad gamocxadebulia swored `evropuli (maris terminologiiT 

`promeTeiduli~) da semituri enebi, romlebic miRebulia iafetur enaTa 

transformaciis Sedegad. aseTi gardaqmna dakavSirebuli unda iyos liTo-

nis aRmoCenasa da meurneobaSi mis farTo moxmarebasTan~. es mtkiceba kan-

did Carkvians damajereblad ar miaCnia. `sxva danarCeni enebi marma gamo-

acxada sakacobrio kulturis ganviTarebis wina safexurze gaCerebul, 

naSTebad Semonaxul, gaqvavebul enebad... maris sqema saSualebas aZlevs 

`anglo-saqson imperialistebs~, TavianTi ena gamoacxadon yvelaze dawina-

urebul enad msoflioSi. garda amisa, es sqema SeiZleba gaxdes antipat-

riotuli da antinacionaluri gamoxtomebis safuZveli yvela da yovel-

gvari kosmopolitizmisaTvis, romlebic uaryofen sabWoTa xalxebis kul-

turul TviTmyofadobasa da maT istoriul kavSirs~. k. Carkviani `qarTu-

li sabWoTa kulturis damcirebad~ afasebs qarTuli enis Setanas `lamis 

gaqvavebul, ganviTarebis unaris armqone enaTa jgufSi~. es dausabuTebeli 

Teoria marma Seqmna imis miuxedavad, rom Tavis adrindel naSromebSi ara-

erTxel xazgasmiT aRniSnavda qarTuli enis leqsikur simdidres, mis ga-

momsaxvelobasa da moqnilobas, rom qarTulma warmatebiT gauZlo iseT 

enebTan konkurencias, rogoric iyo arabuli, berZnuli da sparsuli. 

am or abzacSi gamoTqmul mosazrebebze – anglo-sanqsonel imperia-

listebze, antipatriotTa gamoxtomebsa da maris TeoriaSi qarTul enis 

damamcirebel mdgomareobaze stalini xarxarebs, rac gamoixateba minawer-

Si: `xa-xa-xa~ (“xа-xа-xа”) samjer, lamis mijriT da iqve aRniSnavs: `ara~ 

(ase ar aris) (“Не то”). vis dascinis am SemTxvevaSi stalini? unda vifiq-

roT, rom igi dascinis Tavad Tvalsazriss, rom evropuli enebis meoTxe 

stadiis enebSi SeyvaniT anglo-saqsi imperialistebi Tavs moiwoneben da 



 122

imazec xarxarebs, rom zogierT qarTvels, Tu yvelas ara, awuxebs, rom 

Turme qarTuls ar ekadreba enaTa iseT jgufSi moxvedra, romelic ver 

ganviTarda ise, rom evropuli da semituri enebis donisTvis mieRwia.  

3) Secdomad aris miCneuli Teza, rom msoflios yvela enis leqsiku-

ri masala Sedgeba mxolod oTxi elementisagan. sailustraciod motani-

lia qarTuli (iafeturi) sityva `moris~ Cinuri, finuri da rusuli ca-

lebis analizi. 

4) sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis erT-erT mTavar amocanad mari saxavda er-

Tian sakacobrio enas, rac praqtikulad SeuZlebelia ara mxolod axla, 

aramed mTel msoflioSi socializmis gamarjvebis Semdegac ki didi xnis 

ganmavlobaSi. amas k. Carkviani urTavs stalinis cnobil citatas erTiani 

sakacobrio enis Seqmnis pirobebisa da Sedgenilobis Sesaxeb, romelzec 

ukve vimsjeleT (ix. zemoT). orivegan stalins miuweria: `es maris sisu-

leleebia~ (“Это глупости Марра”) rogorc es komentari aCvenebs, stalini 

namdvilad ar grZnobda sindisis qenjnas imis gamo, rom erT dros TviTo-

nac imave azrs aviTarebda da sabWoTa xalxma icoda es, rogorc aCvenebs 

`pravdaSi~ gamoqveynebuli mimowera, ganxiluli eTan polokis mier (ix. 

zemoT).  

5) n. maris erT-erTi Secdoma aris is, rom kulturisa da enis Casax-

vis adgilad miaCnia dasavleT SuamdinareTi, riTac damatebiT arguments 

aZlevs anglo-amerikel rasistebs maTi kulturuli gansakuTrebulobisa 

da `atlantideli~ adamianis gamorCeul kulturul rolze sxva rasebTan 

SedarebiT. stalini amasTan dakavSirebiT wers: `anglo-amerikelebi aq ara-

fer SuaSia~ (“Англо-американцы не причём”) da kvlav dascinis Tvalsaz-

riss, rom maris mosazreba TiTqos anglo-amerikel rasistTa poziciebs 

amagrebs. igi am abzacs awers: `xa-xa-xa!~ 

6) k. Carkviani mars brals sdebs kosmopolitizmSi, radgan igi sab-

WoTa xalxebisgan iTxovda maTi nacionaluri interesebisa da kulturu-

li Rirebulebebis msxverplad Sewirvas `saerTo sakacobrio~ kulturi-

saTvis. amis magaliTad imowmebs sabWoTa kavSiris bevri xalxisTvis axa-

li anbanebis Seqmnas laTinurze dayrdnobiT. swored misi mcdelobiT Se-

icvala afxazuri damwerloba da igi afxazurisaTvis sruliad Seufere-

bel laTinur anbans daeyrdno. es sakiTxi gansaxilvel problemad sulac 

ar miaCnia stalins, rac Cans misi komentaridan: `es wvrilmania~ (“Это 
мелочь”). kandid Carkvians ki seriozulad aRelvebda is, rom mari Zveli 

damwerlobis mqone xalxebisagan – qarTvelebisa da somxebisaganac – ki 

moiTxovda laTinur anbanze gadasvlas. stalins ar miaCnia es enis bedis 

ganmsazRvrelad: `Srift-grafika ar wyvets enis beds. sisulelea~ 
(“Шрифт-графика не решает судьбу языка. Глупость”). niko mari sruliad 



 123 

seriozulad ayenebda sakiTxs, rom `saerTokavkasiuri kulturuli erTia-

nobis mizniT~ Seqmniliyo saerTo laTinuri anbani. adre Tu gvian ruseb-

sac mouwevdaT grafikis Secvla. `sabWoTa kavSirSi socialisturma mSeneb-

lobam aCvena am azris ususuroba,~ – wers k. Carkviani. 

miuxedavad maris iafeturi Teoriis daundobeli kritikisa, niko mars, 

rogorc kavkasiologs, didad afasebda saqarTvelos komunisturi partiis 

lideri kandid Carkviani. igi miiCnevda, rom marma pirvelma aCvena erTma-

neTis monaTesave xeTebis, pelazgebis, etruskebisa da iberebis (e.w. iafe-

ti xalxebis) gansakuTrebuli wvlili msoflio kulturis SeqmnaSi. mar-

Talia, bolo periodSi marma uaryo am xalxebis naTesaobis idea, magram 

mis Zvel naSromebs ar daukargavT mniSvneloba, Tumca stalini fiqrobda, 

rom `maris damsaxureba amaSi mTavari ar aris~ (“Заслуга Марра не главное 

в этом”). kandid Carkviani da ioseb stalini erTnairad maRal Sefasebas 

aZleven maris damsaxurebas qarTul-somxur filologiaSi: `mars udidesi 

damsaxureba miuZRvis qarTuli da somxuri werilobiTi wyaroebis Seswav-

lasa da gamocemaSi, istorikosebisa da enaTmecnierebis aRzrdaSi~. sta-

lini am nawils awers: `diax~ da am sityvas qveS or xazs usvams, rogorc 

mniSvnlovan minawers. 

kandid Carkvianis werilis ZiriTadi idea is aris, rom marqsistul-

leninuri enaTmecnierebis ganviTarebisaTvis aucilebelia, saaSkaraoze ga-

movitanoT maris lingvisturi Teoriis miuRebeli mxareebi. `samarTlianad 

unda Sefasdes misi mecnieruli memkvidreoba. rac sasargebloa sabWoTa 

enaTmecnierebisa da istoriisaTvis, unda miviRoT da uarvyoT yvelaferi, 

rac ewinaaRmdegeba marqsizm-leninizms, xels uSlis Cvens xalxebs socia-

listuri kulturis ganviTarebaSi. es unda gaakeTon TviTon mecnierebma, 

magram umravles SemTxvevaSi samecniero dawesebulebebis xelmZRvanelebi 

maris mimdevrebi arian da mis mosazrebebs dogmad miiCneven. aseTi viTare-

baa, magaliTad, ssrk mecnierebaTa akademiis maris saxelobis enisa da az-

rovnebis institutSi. misi direqtori, prof. serdiuCenko burJuaziul 

enaTmecnierad acxadebs yvelas, vinc maris mosazrebebs ar iziarebs~. am 

Tvalsazriss amyarebs ssrk mecnierebaTa akademiis 1949 wlis 22 ivlisis 

dadgenileba da 1949 wlis noembris sxdoma, roca giorgi axvlediani yo-

velnairad cdilobda arnold Ciqobavas dacvas, magram serdiuCenkos ver 

Seacvlevina azri masze, rogorc niko maris Teoriis damwunebelze. k. Cark-

viani gansakuTrebul aqtiurobas iafeturi Teoriis kritikis Tvalsazri-

siT elis qarTveli partmuSakebisa da mecnierebisagan, radgan mari pirda-

pir exeba saqarTvelos istoriisa da kulturis sakiTxebs da maT ufro 

meti masala aqvT marqsistul-leninuri poziciebidan maris samxileblad. 
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arnold Ciqobavam 1985 wels gamoaqveyna werili `rodis iyo da ro-

gor~, romelSic Zalian fragmentulad aRwers enobrivi diskusiis mzade-

bis periods. amis miuxedavad, werilSi aRniSnulia ramdenime faqti, rom-

lebic saSualebas iZleva, nawilobriv, magram mainc aRvadginoT am isto-

riis zogierTi momenti. arnold Ciqobava adasturebs, rom 1949 wels 

`respublikis maSindeli xelmZRvanelis, rvatomiani `qarTuli enis ganmar-

tebiTi leqsikonis~ kuratoris – kandid Carkvianis winadadebiT~ (sxvaTa 

Soris, amave werilidan irkveva, 1949 wels kandid Carkviani, ekonomikur 

mecnierebaTa doqtori, saxalxo meurneobis ekonomikisa da dagegmvis sa-

mecniero kvleviTi institutis direqtori yofila), dawera mokle moxse-

neba n. maris enis ganviTarebis stadiebis Sesaxeb (Ciqobava 1985:24). Tum-

ca iqamdec, 1949 wlamdec, gamoTqvamda arn. Ciqobava Tavis kritikul da-

mokidebulebas niko maris Teoriis mimarT (magaliTisTvis ix. Ciqobava 

1941 an ufro adre 1935).  

kandid Carkvianis mogonebebidan vigebT: `qarTvel lingvistTa ufrosi 

Taobis warmomadgenlebi kvlav uCiodnen maristebis moZalebas enaTmecnie-

rebaSi da konkretulad miuTiTebdnen maris axali enaTmecnieruli Teoriis 

gavrcelebis mavne Sedegebze sabWoTa mecnierebisaTvis. am sakiTxze CvenTan 

specialurad movida, magaliTad, akademikosi arnold Ciqobava da dawvri-

lebiT gamacno Tavisi kritikuli mosazrebebi enebis stadiuri klasifika-

ciis mimarT. garda amisa, a. Ciqobavam gadmomca Tavisi naSromebi. unda iT-

qvas, rom bevri axalgazrda qarTveli enaTmecnieri maris an misi mowafee-

bis aRzrdili iyo da brmad aRiarebda iafetur Teorias. isinic blodro-

indeli modifikaciis iafetidologias erTaderT marqsistul Teoriad 

asaRebdnen da, rac Zali SeswevdaT, icavdnen mas `indoevropestebis~, e.i. 

ufrosi Taobis lingvistebis Tavdasxmebisagan. es `brZola~ xSirad sakmaod 

mwvave xasiaTs iRebda da xels uSlida normalur kvleviT muSaobas enaT-

mecnierebaSi da enaTmecnieruli disciplinebis swavlebas umaRles sko-

lebSi. mogonebebis am nawilSi mocemuli informacia, rom `lingvistebi 

kvlav uCiodnen maristebis moZalebas~, bunebrivad ebmis ilizarovis in-

formacias, rom `Carkvianamde qarTveli mecnierebi, maT Soris arn. Ciqobava, 

esaubrebodnen lavrenti berias, romelic, Tavis mxriv, arwmunebda sta-

lins, rom maris Teoria ara mxolod uvargisia mecnieruli Tvalsazri-

siT, aramed sazianoa qarTuli nacionalizmisTviso~ (ilizarovi 2012:187). 

es pirad saubrebSic gvsmenia ufrosi Taobis lingvitebisagan, magram sa-

arqivo dokumentebiT amis dadastureba ar SegviZlia. Tavad ilizarovi 

yuradRebas amaxvilebs mis mier stalinis biblioTekaSi aRmoCenil arn. 

Ciqobavas wignze `saxelis fuZis uZvelesi agebulebisaTvis qarTvelur 
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enebSi~, Tbilisi, 1942, romelic mas rusuli warweriT uCuqebia berias-

Tvis. “Глубокоуважаемому Лаврентию Павловичу Берия — одна из работ, вы-

полненная в реорганизованном Вами Институте языка. С благодарностью от 

автора. 16.IV.1942”. ilizarovi lavrenti beriasTvis naCuqari wignis sta-

linis biblioTekaSi povnas imiT xsnis, rom l. beriam saenaTmecniero sa-

kiTxebiT dainteresebul stalins yuradReba miaqcevina am mecnierisTvis, 

romelic ar iziarebda niko maris Teorias (ilizarovi 2012:187-190. am 

faqtze yuradRebas amaxvilebs poloki 2006:113-114).  

rogorc vaJa Sengelias mogonebidan irkveva, lavrenti beria maSinac 

daxvedria aeroportSi qarTul delegacias, roca enobrivi diskusiisTvis 

emzadebodnen: `1950 wlis saenaTmecniero diskusiamde erTi TviT adre, 10 

aprils stalinis miwveviT moskovSi Cafrindnen: arn. Ciqobava, saqarTve-

los maSindeli xelmZRvaneli (ck-is pirveli mdivani) k. Carkviani, res-

publikis ministrTa sabWos Tavmjdomare da ori ministri... aeroportSi 

maT l. beria daxvda da manqanaSi miipatiJa. mZRolis gverdiT TviTon da-

jda, ukana savarZelze – k. Carkviani da b-ni arnoldi, gadmosawev skameb-

ze, romlebic winasavarZlebze iyo damontaJebuli, – danarCeni sami piri. 

am skamebze jdoma (zurgSeqceviT) sakmaod uxerxuli iyo. b-ni arnoldi 

Sewuxda (ukana savarZelze sami kaci mainc daeteoda Tavisuflad) da 

Tqva: xom ar SeiZleba isini gadmosxdnen? l. beria: ara uSavs, Caitkepne-

bian (saubari rusulad iyo)~ (Sengelia 2014:71). 

arnold Ciqobavas xSirad uxdeboda Sexvedra kandid CarkvianTan qar-

Tuli enis ganmartebiT leqsikonTan dakavSirebiT. albaT, safuZvels mok-

lebuli ar iqneba, Tu vifiqrebT, rom am Sexvedrebze, qarTuli enis gan-

martebiTi leqsikonis garda, sxva saWirboroto sakiTxebsac exeboda, ro-

melTa Soris iafeturi Teoria, Zneli warmosadgenia, ukanasknel adgilze 

yofiliyo. miT umetes, rom Zalian garTulda viTareba arn. CiqobavasaT-

vis. mas mxolod TbilisSi ki ar akrtikebdnen, aramed ukve moskovSi ssrk 

mecnierebaTa akademiis enisa da literaturis ganyofilebac Zalian Re-

lavda, rom araerTgzis gakritikebuli arnold Ciqobava kvlav angariSga-

sawev enaTmecnierad iTvleboda. am sakiTxzec moiZebneba kandid Carkvianis 

wignSi CvenTvis saintereso Tavi – `rogor daiwyo diskusia enaTmecniere-

bis sakiTxebze~ (Carkviani 2004:395-408), romelSic dawvrilebiT aris 

mimoxiluli, rogor mivida masTan arnold Ciqobava, auxsna sabWoTa enaT-

mecnierebis arasaxarbielo viTareba marisa da marqsizmis erTmaneTTan ga-

tolebis gamo, ra arajansaR garemos qmnida es enaTmecnierebisTvis, rom-

lis Secvla aucilebeli iyo viTarebis gamosasworeblad. rogorc Cans, 

es dialogi kandid CarkvianTan swored 1946 wlis Sua TveebSi unda ga-
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marTuliyo da stalinsac Carkviani am sakiTxze 1946 wels esaubra, xo-

lo 1949 wlis bolos kidev erTxel daubrunda (am sakiTxTan dakavSire-

biT ix. agreTve kandid Carkvianis vaJis, gela Carkvianis sakonferencio 

moxseneba (g. Carkviani 2017). stalinTan misi Sexvedrisas gamarTul dia-

logsac gadmogvcems k. Carkviani Tavis mogonebebSi:7 

saqme saqmemde 1950 wlis aprilSi mivida, roca arnold Ciqobava kan-

did Carkvianis daxmarebiT Sexvda stalins (amis Sesaxeb ix. zemoT). 1985 

wels dabeWdili werilidan da kandid Carkvianis mogonebebidan zustad 

viciT, rom 1950 wlis 10 aprils Sexvedra gaimarTa moskovSi, stalinis 

agarakze, romelsac eswrebodnen stalini, k. Carkviani, respublikis minis-

trTa sabWos Tavmjdomare, ori ministri da Aarnold Ciqobava. `amjerad 

ganxilvis sagani iyo mxolod enis sakiTxebi: stalinis SeniSvnebi `qarTu-

li enis ganmartebiT leqsikonze~ (romlis pirveli tomi axali gamosuli 

iyo) da n. maris `axali moZRvreba~. swored am Sexvedraze gadawyda dis-

kusiis mowyoba da sadiskusio statiis dawera daevala arnold Ciqobavas, 

romlisTvisac stalins uTqvams: `dawereT, vnaxoT. Tu gamodga, davbeW-

davT. Tqvens moxsenebas gibrunebT~, da stalinma saqaRalde magidaze dado 

(masSi iyo moxseneba enis stadiebis Sesaxeb), magram iqve dasZina: `Tumca 

ara – jer davitoveb: vnaxoT, axla rogor dawerT am sakiTxebze, moxse-

nebasac mere dagibrunebT~ (Ciqobava 1985:26). arnold Ciqobava ar wers, 

rogor moxvda misi moxseneba enis stadiebis Sesaxeb ioseb stalinTan. 

Tumca erTi ram cxadia, ra Tqma unda, ganixilavdnen stalinis mosazre-

bebs Ciqobavas moxsenebaze. `pravdisTvis~ dawerili statia `i. stalinma 

orjer waikiTxa da SeniSvnebic daurTo. am SeniSvnebis gansaxilvelad 

                                                 
7 – ratom ayenebT sakiTxs ise, rom maris Teoriis kritikiT marto saqarTvelos 

presa gamovides. es ar aris adgilobrivi, lokaluri sakiTxi. is centraluri 
presis furclebze unda gamovitanoT. amasTan unda moewyos ara calmxrivi 
kritikuli gamosvlebi maris Teoriis winaaRmdeg, aramed diskusia enaTmecnie-
rebis sakiTxebze, romelSic yvela mimarTulebis enaTmecnierebi miiReben mona-
wileobas.  
– es yvelaze swori gadawyvetileba iqneba, amxanago stalin! – vupasuxe me. 
– magram vin daiwyebs? – ikiTxa i. stalinma da axla profesor Ciqobavas mi-

ubrunda. – ai Tqven unda gamoxvideT pirveli. dawereT statia maris Teo-
riis Sesaxeb, enaTmecnierebis mdgomareobaze da Cven mas davbeWdaT `pravda-
Si~ diskusiis wesiT. 
profesori Ciqobava didi xania iswrafoda sajarod Serkineboda enebis stadi-

uri ganviTarebis Teoriis mimdevrebs da damcvelebs da winadadebaze uari ar 
uTqvams, – piriqiT, man is siamovnebiT miiRo. 

gadawyda, rom statia daiwereboda moskovSi, raTa droze yofiliyo SeTan-
xmebuli da momzadebuli gamosaqveyneblad (k. Carkviani 2004:404-405). 
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orjer momixda i. stalinis agarakze misvla. TiToeuli saubari 2-3 sa-

aTs grZeldeboda~. arn. Ciqobava aqebs stalins: `stalini bundovanebas 

ver iTmenda, enis sakiTxebi mas arsebiTad ainteresebda erovnul sakiTxeb-

Tan dakavSirebiT. gavrcelebuli azris sawinaaRmdegod, masTan kamaTi Se-

iZleboda. zogjer is gveTanxmeboda kidec (`amaSi Tqven marTali unda 

iyoT!~) (Ciqobava 1985:25-26). 

amerikeli mecnieri, eTan poloki, avtori metad mniSvnelovani wignisa 

`stalini da sabWoTa samecniero omebi~, zusti TanamimdevrobiT aRwers, 

rom Aarnold Ciqobavas sul mcire orjer mainc aqvs gadamuSavebuli 

`pravdaSi~ dabeWdili statia. pirveli varianti man Seqmna stalinTan 

1950 wlis aprilSi Sexvedris Semdeg, romelic stalinis saredaqcio ko-

mentarebiT daubrunda avtors. arn. Ciqobavam 1950 wlis 2 maiss kvlav 

gaugzavna stalins gasworebuli varianti, romlis ganxilvisa da redaq-

tirebis Semdeg, 6 maiss igi stalinma daugzavna politbiuros wevrebs: 

berias, Bbulganins, kaganoviCs, malenkovs, molotovsa da xruSCovs (po-

loki 2006:113-114). swored am werilze gvsurs mkiTxvelTa yuradRebis 

gamaxvileba, romelic albaT 1950 wlis 2 maiss waikiTxa da komentarebi 

daurTo stalinma. rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, werilis asli gadmogvca ba-

tonma vaJa Sengeliam, risTvisac madlobas vuxdiT mas. 

arnold Ciqobavas statiaze stalins gakeTebuli aqvs aTiode komenta-

ri. rogorc kandid Carkvianis werilSi, aqac, niko maris ama Tu im naS-

romidan damowmebul nawyvetze stalini akeTebs aseT minawerebs: “Какая 

глупость!”, “Чепуха!”, “Глупость...”(`ra sisulelea!~ `sisulele!~). ase 

afasebs stalini niko maris mosazrebebs enaTa ganviTarebis stadiebze (ma-

ri 1936:405), romelic mocemulia Ciqobavas manqanaze gadabeWdili weri-

lis me-4 gverdze (“Какая глупость!”). aseve n. maris warmodgenas yvela 

enis erTiani glotogoniuri procesis produqtad, romelsac mohyveba 

enis stadiebis cvla (arn. Ciqobavas werilis me-6 gverdi: “Чепуха!”). sta-

lini msgavs komentars wers Aarnold Ciqobavas werilis me-13 gverdze 

(“Глупость...”), sadac avtori mkiTxvels awvdis informacias, rom Turqma 

rasistebma gamoiyenes enaTa elementebiT analizis mariseuli principi. igi 

erT elementamde daiyvanes da dedamiwis yvela enis yvela sityvis safuZ-

vlad aRiares Turquli `giun~ (mze). amiT ki amtkicebdnen, rom yvela ena 

Turqulidan momdinareobs. 

stalini ramdenime adgilas svams kiTxvas. roca arnold Ciqobava Ca-

moTvlis enaTa ojaxebs, magaliTisTvis imowmebs: `xeTur-iberiul ojaxs 

(cocxali iberiul-kavkasiuri enebiTurT), indoevropul ojaxs, semitur 

ojaxs, ugro-finur ojaxs~. stalini svams kiTxavs: “А Китайцы?” (Cinele-
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bi? – gv. 10). ris gamo unda dainteresebuliyo stalini Cinelebis adgi-

liT enaTa ojaxebs Soris, amaze qvemoT vimsjelebT. amave nawilSi arn. 

Ciqobava ganixilavs genealogiuri klasifikaciis Sedegad erTi ojaxis-

Tvis mikuTvnebuli enebis damoukideblobaze. `marTalia, es ar gamoricx-

avs, – wers arn. Ciqobava, – maTi ganviTarebis erTgvarovnebas, rac gamow-

veulia xalxTa saerTo sazogadoebriv-ekonomikuri cxovrebiT. magram es 

erTgarovnebaa da ara erTianoba, radgan ganviTarebis amosavali masala 

gansxvavebulia~. am nawilTan dakavSirebiT stalini svams kiTxvas: ra aris 

es? (msgavseba?) (“Это что? (Сходство?”). es SekiTxva aCvenebs, rom stalins 

ufro metis gageba surda am sakiTxze.  

arnold Ciqobava istoriul-SedarebiTi enaTmecnierebis meTodis mniS-

vnelobis dasamtkiceblad imowmebs engelsis `anti-diurings~ da aRniS-

navs, rom engelsi TviTonac iyenebda istoriul-SedarebiT meTods (marqsi 

engelss istoriul-SedarebiTi enaTmecnierebis specialsts uwodebda)~. 

arnold Ciqobavas am sakiTxze specialuri moxsnebaca aqvs wakiTxuli, 

romelsac kidev vaxsenebT wignis momdevno nawilebSi. xsnebuli abzaci 

stalins ar miaCnia sakmaris argumentad da komentarSi wers: “Недоста-

точный аргумент”. 
arn. Ciqobava ver malavs aRSfoTebas, rom niko mars mxolod indoev-

ropuli enebi miaCnia ganviTarebis maRal safexurze mdgom enobriv jgu-

fad, sxvebi ki am etapamde ver maRldebian. aseTia, magaliTad, iafeturi 

enebi, romlebsac n. mari `msoflio winsvlas CamorCenil enebad~ moixseni-

ebs. `Turme qarTuli ena ver amaRlebula laTinuramde: ganviTarebis uf-

ro dabal safexurze SeCerebula. maris stadialuri sqemis mixedviT, igi 

sabolood milursmnulia am safexurze~. aseTi Sefaseba ar akmayofilebs 

stalins. mas hgonia, rom arn. Ciqobavas iafeturi enebis da maT Soris, 

qarTulis moxsenieba `msoflio winsvlas CamorCenil enad~ swyins, rogorc 

qarTvels: “Вы обижены, но обида не довод” (`Tqven nawyeni xarT, wyena ki 

argumenti ar aris~). amave azrs gamoTqvams stalini kandid Carkvianis 

1949 wlis dekembris werilze darTul SeniSvnaSi.Aarn. Ciqobava akriti-

kebs maris mosazrebas: `ganviTarebis unaris armqone xalxebs materialis-

turi mecniereba ar icnobs~. stalini xsnis, ras gulisxmobs mari: `arse-

bobs CamorCenili erebis STanTqmis procesi. aqedan viRebT mkvdar enebs~ 

(“Бывает процесс поглощения отсталых наций. Отсюда мертвые языки”). 

erTaderTi Sefaseba, romelsac ueWvelad eTanxmeba stalini, aris is, 

rom n. maris Teoria saxels utexs sabWoTa enaTmecnierebas. `mxolod 

saqmeSi Cauxedaoba da sruli upasuxismgebloba Tu aTqmevinebs adamians, 

rom paleontologiuri analizi (elementebiT), enaTa erTiani glotogoni-
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uri procesi da stadiuri klasifikacia iafetur TeoriaSi sabWoTa mate-

rialisturi enaTmecnierebis monapovrebia. es `monapovrebi~ realurad 

enis materialisturi moZRvrebis, sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis diskreditacias 

gamoiwvevs mxolod~. stalini adasturebs am azrs: Пожалуй! – wers igi. 

arn. Ciqobava swored am komentars gulisxmobs, roca wers, rom stalini 

zogjer eTanxmeboda mis mosazrebebs (ix. zemoT, Ciqobava 1985).  

bevr enaTmecniers Tavidanve ar sjeroda, rom stalinma iafeturi Te-

oria marqsizm-leninizmis vulgarizaciis gamo daiwuna. eWvis mizezi iyo 

is, rom stalins adreve SeeZlo, frTebi Seekveca marqsizmis vulgariza-

torisTvis, Tundac partiis XVI yrilobamde. am yrilobaze n. mari gansa-

kuTrebiT dauaxlovda komunistur partias. A  

roca 1950 wlis 9 maiss gamoqveynda arn. Ciqobavas werili gazeT 

`pravdaSi~, yvela maSinve ver mixvda, ra mizani hqonda am wamowyebas. ro-

gorc b. ilizarovi wers, Tavidan redaqciam miiRo 190 statia, romelTa-

gan 70 icavda niko maris Teorias, 100 werilSi ki gakritikebuli iyo 

niko maris Teoriis mxolod ramdenime aspeqti, Tumca iafeturi moZRvre-

ba mTlianobaSi asive avtors moswonda, mxolod 20 statiis avtori ga-

modioda am Teoriis winaaRmdeg. diskusiaSi CarTulma avtorebma da, ro-

gorc boris ilizarovi wers, TviT `pravdis~ redaqciamac kargad ar ico-

da, ra mizniT iyo wamowyebuli es diskusia. statistikuri monacemebi aC-

venebs, rom stalinis Carevis gareSe, arn. Ciqobavas kritikul statias 

advilad CaaxSobdnen niko maris Teoriis momxre enaTmecnierebi. Tavis 

mxriv, stalins namdvilad hqonda miznad, kvali daetovebina sabWoTa enaT-

mecnierebis istoriaSi. rogorc b. ilizarovi wers, stalins daurekavs 

`pravdis~ erT-erTi redaqtorisTvis, iliCevisTvis da Seuqia masTan sau-

barSi axalgazrda, provinciaSi mcxovrebi ucnobi geniosi da misi naweris 

gasacnobad daubarebia. am provincieli axalgazrda geniosis saxelis ukan 

TviTon stalini imaleboda. ase gadasca `pravdis~ redaqcias man dasabeW-

dad werili, romlis bolos ikiTxeboda xelmowera: stalini. `pravdis~ 

redaqtorma, iliCevma miiRo gadawyvetileba, SeeCerebina gazeTis awyoba, 

rom saswrafod daebeWdaT stalinis werili (ilizarovi) aq moyvanili 

faqtebis sizusteze pasuxismgebloba ekisreba b. ilizarovs, magram sta-

linis lingvisturi interesebis uaryofa SeuZlebelia.  

ra SeiZleboda yofiliyo stalinis Sexedulebis cvlilebis mizezi. 

erT-erTi gavrcelebuli mizezi imdroindeli sabWouri gakicxvisa iyo 

xalxis mtrebis gamovlena. TviTon forma, rogorc miawodes sazogadoebas 

stalinis `pravdaSi~ gamoqveynebuli werili, mTlianad Tavsdeboda omis 

da omisSemdgom periodSi stalinis gamosvlebisTvis gansakuTrebuli mniS-
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venlobis miniWebis tradiciaSi. am mxriv mniSvnelovan informacias iZleva 

enaTmecnier medvedevis mogoneba, rogor gaacnes peterburgis universite-

tis studentebsa da profesuras stalinis Secvlili mosazreba niko mar-

ze. stalinis statia 1950 wlis 20 ivniss gamoqveynda `pravdaSi~. medve-

devi ixsenebs: im dRes leningradis universitetSi Sewyvites yvela ga-

mocda. profesorebi da studentebi vestibiulSi Seikribnen. stalinis 

statias radioTi qveynis yvelaze cnobili diqtori iuri levitani kiTx-

ulobda. yvela sulganabuli usmenda stalinis werils. Caicines, roca 

stalini enis klasobriobis ideas akritikebda: nuTu is amxanagebi fiqro-

ben, rom ingliseli feodalebi inglisel xalxs Tarjimnis meSveobiT esa-

ubrebodnen? gana isini inglisur enaze ar metyvelebdnen? msmeneli sazo-

gadoeba Seirxa, roca stalinma meSCaninovi axsena, romelic `xelmZRva-

nelTa kastas maris mowafeebs uwodebs~. darwmunebuli rom ar viyo, meS-

Caninovisa da enaTmecnierebis sxva moRvaweebis patiosnebaSi, vityodi, rom 

aseTi qceva mtrobis tolfasia~. studentebma da profesorebma kargad da-

imaxsovres stalinis sityvebi: mari ver gaxda marqsisti an mxolod mar-

qsis vulgarizacia SeZlo~. Cven sixaruliT gadavxedeT erTmaneTs, roca 

stalinma Tqva, rom `mecniereba ver iarsebebs diskusiis gareSe. enaTmecni-

erebaSi gavrcelebuli iyo arakCeevis reJimi, romelic upasuxismgeblobas 

aRvivebda. am reJimis likvidacia aucilebelia! amiT diskusia dasrulda, 

Tumca stalinma kidev oTxjer gamoaqveyna pasuxebi mkiTxvelTa werilebze 

`pravdaSi~.  

meSCaninovma yvela Tanamdebobda dakarga, misma mowafeebma ki moinanies 

maris codvebi da swrafi tempiT gadaewyvnen `amxanagi stalinis naSrome-

bis Suqze~. masobrivi represiebi ar yofila, magram erTmaneTisTvis anga-

riSis gasworeba kidev didxans gagrZelda. enisa da azrovnebis institu-

tis direqtori gaxda akad. v. v. vinogradovi. igi xelmZRvanelobda ssrk 

mecnierebaTa akademiis enisa da literaturis ganyofilebas da Jurnal 

`enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebs~. yvela umaRles saswavlebelsa da partiul 

skolaSi SemoiRes saleqcio kursi `enis stalinuri moZRvreba~, romelic 

miyruebuli soflebis raikomSic ki iswavleboda. enaTmecnierebis sakiTxe-

bi kolmeurneebmac `gaiges~. stalinuri moZRvrebis gavrcelebis ambavi 

bevr nawarmoebSi aisaxa. erT-erTi maTgania Teodor abramovis romani 

`gzebi – gzajvaredinebi~. rogor aRiqvamda enobriv diskusias da mis Se-

degebs kolmeurne glexoba, kargad Cans am nawyvetidan (vimowmebT SerCe-

viT): `Turme isev gamoCndnen xalxis mtrebi ... viRac akademikosebi. Aambo-

ben, rusuli enis ganadgureba undodaT Turme... Turme TviT ioseb besari-

onis Zem gauswora maT tvinebi gazeT `pravdaSi~... amasac moveswariT! Sar-
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San viRac kosmopolitebi ucxoel kapitalistebs mieyidnen, wels ki – 

akademikosebi. gaugebaria, Cvenebi saiT iyurebian?! aramzadebs ver anadgu-

reben!~ (medvedevi 1997:1037-1038). 

v. vinogradovis daniSvnasTan dakavSirebiT vaJa Sengelia, arnold Ci-

qobavas mowafe da misi ndobiT aRWurvili piri, ixsenebs: `cnobili sae-

naTmecniero diskusiis wina periodSi erT-erTi Sexvedrisas stalins 

ukiTxavs: moskovis universitetis filologiis fakultetis dekani vin 

ariso? arn. Ciqobava: profesori Cemodanovi. stalini: ra kacia es Cemoda-

novi? arn. Ciqobava: piradad ar vicnob, magram erTi wigni aqvs enaTmecnie-

rebaSi sxvasTan TanaavtorobiT... Semdeg, politbiuros wevrebis Sekrebaze 

stalins ganucxadebia: Cemodanovi moskovis universitetSi dekanad muSa-

obs, vinogradovi ki zis (gadasaxlebulia), es rogor SeiZlebao... ramde-

nime dReSi v. vinogradovi moskovSi daabrunes da filologiis fakulte-

tis dekanad da enaTmecnierebis institutis direqtorad daniSnes, ssrk 

mecnierebaTa akademiis akademikos-mdivanic gaxda... akad. v. vinogradovi 

xSirad umeorebda b-n arnolds: Tqven gadamarCineT, kacad maqcieTo... mos-

kovSi Casvlisas sadgurSi xvdeboda, Sinac epatiJeboda, gamomgzavrebisas 

acilebda... eubneboda: akademikosad unda wargadginoTo... imdenjer gaumeo-

rebia, rom b-n arnolds erTxelac ironiiT miugia: me erTi ubralo gle-

xis Svili var da Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis profesorad rom 

viTvlebi, CemTvis esec zedmetiao... b-n arnoldis komentari: etyoba, elo-

da Cemgan, rom vetyodi, oRond Tqven es gaakeTeT da Tqveni survilis am-

srulebeli viqnebio~ (Sengelia 2009:79-80). am mogonebis mixedviT, Aar-

nold Ciqobavas wvlili miuZRvis v. vinogradovis gaTavisuflebasa da da-

winaurebaSi, rasac Turme cnobili mecnieri vinogradovi yovelTvis didi 

mowiwebiT aRniSnavda.  

qveynis mtrebis cnobili sabWoTa Teoriis garda, arsebobs stalinis 

Sexedulebis cvlilebis sxva axsnac. roca 1949 wels, stalinis samoc-

daaTi wlis iubiles mosamzadeblad Casuli kandid Carkviani Tavisufal 

dros werda stalinisTvis warsadgen werils sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis 

mdgomareobaze, rogorc irkveva, iubileze Sekrebil stumrebs Soris mxo-

lod mas rodi awuxebda es sakiTxi. stalinis iubiles eswreboda mao Ze-

duni, romelic mowveuli iyo rogorc gansakuTrebuli stumari da mosko-

vis did TeatrSi Zalian sapatio adgilas ijda – prezidiumSi `Tanamed-

roveobis udidesi geniis~ gverdiT. es ar iyo SemTxveviTi stumroba, rad-

gan swored 1949 wels daiwyo CineTSi komunisturi saxelmwifos mSeneb-

loba da misi dakavSireba ssrk-sTan. 1950 wels moewera xeli ssrk-sa da 

CineTis saxalxo respublikas Soris TanamSromlobis xelSekrulebas, 

romlis momzadebas sabWoeTisa da CineTis liderTa xSiri Sexvedrebi sWir-
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deboda da amis gamo stalini da mao Zeduni xSirad Cndebodnen erTad. 

rogorca Cans, sxva sakiTxebTan erTad isini lingvistur sakiTxebzec 

msjelobdnen (gorbanevski 1991:147-152). 

albaT stalini grZnoda uxerxulobas, rom sabWoeTSi aRiarebuli er-

TaderTi lingvisturi Teoria Cinurs primitiul enad ganixilavda, maSin, 

roca politikuri konieqtura dRis wesrigSi ayenebda, moxsniliyo yvela 

is dabrkoleba, romelTac Tundac iotisodenad SeeZlo SeeSala xeli 

sabWoeTisa da komunisturi CineTis daaxloebisaTvis. swored es unda yo-

filiyo maris iafeturi Teoriis saboloo likvidaciis Taobaze stalinis 

uryevi gadawyvetilebis mizezi, ramac, Tavis mxriv, saTave daudo iafetu-

ri Teoriis dawunebis, abuCad agdebisa da dacinvis ukidegano masStabebs. 

saqme iqamde mivida, rom sabWoTa enaTmecnierebma CineTSi Cinuris mecnie-

rul kvlevasac Seuwyves xeli da sinologia gaaTavisufles `burJuaziu-

li enaTmecnierebis~ gavlenisagan. Cinurad iTargmna stalinis `marqsizmi 

da enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi~ da arnold Ciqobavas `enaTmecnierebis Sesa-

vali~, romlis Sinaarsi ganapiroba swored 1950 wlis enobrivma diskusi-

am. erT-erT damajerebel mizezad unda CavTvaloT is, rom sabWoTa kavSi-

risa da CineTis saxalxo respublikis politikurma urTierTobebma Secva-

la stalinis damokidebulieba iafeturi Teoriisadmi. Erogorc ukve aR-

vniSneT, es ZiriTadad ganapiroba n. maris azrma, rom Cinuri da, Sesabami-

sad, Cineli xalxi ganviTarebis TvalsazrisiT gaiyina uZveles etapze. 

diskusiis `Cinuri faqtori~ aisaxa solJenicinis roman `pirvel wreSi~.K 

e. velmezova, romelic dainteresda mxatvrul literaturaSi lin-

gvisturi Teoriebis asaxvis sakiTxiT, ganixilavs aleqsandre solJenici-

nis romanis erT nawyvets, romelSic 1950 wlis `enobrivi diskusiis~ wi-

na periodia aRwerili (velmezova 2014; velmezova 2015:275-283). romanis 

mTavar gmirs Rrmad swams, rom komunizmi gaimarjvebs mTel dedamiwaze da 

am didi saqmisTvis Cinelebi cotas namdvilad ar akeTeben sabWoTa xal-

xTan erTad. sabWoTa kavSiri da CineTi megobrobs. megobroben yvela xal-

xis diadi mama, stalini da mao Zeduni, magram arsebobs erTi `uxerxuli 

detali~, romelic am megobrobas Crdils ayenebs, xolo komunizmis mTel 

msoflioSi gamarjvebis saqmes safrTxes uqmnis. am `uxerxulobas~ ofici-

alur sabWoTa enaTmecnierul Teoriad aRiarebuli niko maris `axali 

enobrivi Teoria~ anu iafeturi Teoria qmnis, romlis mixedviTac Cinuri, 

rogorc Zireuli ena, ganviTarebis yvelaze dabal safexurze dgas da Ci-

nelebi, rogorc Zireul enaze molaparake xalxi, gayinuli arian ganviTa-

rebis erT stadiaze da winsvla ar uweriaT. TavisTavad es idea, enaTa 

morfologiuri tipebis dakavSireba am enebze molaparake xalxebis ganvi-
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Tarebis donesTan, uSualod niko mars ar ekuTvnis. igi mecxramete sauku-

neSi iRebs saTaves, magram es ver Svelis Cineli da sabWoTa xalxebis 

urTierTobaSi Seqmnil `uxerxul viTarebas~. 

aleqsandre solJenicinis nawarmoebs Tu daveyrdnobiT, swored `Cine-

Tis sakiTxma~ gamoiwvia niko maris Teoriis dasamareba sabWoTa kavSirSi. 

1950 wels gamarTuli `enobrivi diskusia~ gazeT `pravdis~ furclebze 

swored amis gamo dawyebula. aqve unda aRvniSnoT, rom Zneli dasajerebe-

lia, solJenicins obieqturoba ainteresebdes. ai ras wers igi: Ciqobavas 

gaubedavs da dauweria antimarqsistuli eresi, rom ena ar aris zednaSe-

ni, rom arsebobs mxolod nacionaluri enebi da ara burJuaziuli da 

proletaruli enebi. mokled, arn. Ciqobava Riad daupirispirda maris mo-

sazrebebs. miuxedavad imisa, rom maric da Ciqobavac qarTvelebi iyvnen, 

swored ramdenime marqsist-maristi qarTveli enaTmecnieri aRaSfoTa Ci-

qobavas Tavxedobam da iseTi braldebebi wauyenes, rom RamiT uSiSroebis 

samsaxuris TanamSromelTa kakuns unda dalodeboda. radgan Ciqobavas mia-

keres amerikuli imperializmis agentis iarliyi, mas veRaraferi ixsnida 

stalinis satelefono zaris garda. stalinma Ciqobavas sicocxle aCuqa, 

xolo Ciqobavas martiv, provinciul fiqrebs genialuri ganviTareba misca 

da ukvdaveba mianiWa (solJenicini 1968/1999:171-172).  

aSkaraa, rom am sityvebis avtors erTnairad sZuls niko mari, arnold 

Ciqobava da ioseb stalini. siZulvilis mTavari mizezi maTi qarTvelobaa, 

Semdeg ki sxva mizezebi emateba. amasTan dakavSirebiT kidev erTxel unda 

davimowmoT ilizarovi, romelic xazgasmiT wers, rom Ciqobavas ukan idga 

beria, amitom solJenicinis fiqri, TiTqos amerikuli imperializmis agen-

tad monaTlul Ciqobavas uSiSroebis samsaxuris TanamSromelTa devna 

mohyveboda, gadaWarbebulia, radgan Ciqobavas l. beria icavda da ase advi-

lad verafers daaklebdnen (ilizarovi 2012:187-190). berias `damsaxure-

baTa~ Soris mxolod gulagis srulyofasTan, zogierTi kavkasieli xal-

xis gadasaxlebasa da `atomuri proeqtis~ warmatebasTan erTad unda mo-

vixsenioT misi wvlili n. maris miTis darRvevaSi. beria da Ciqobava ixre-

bodnen qarTuli nacionalizmisken, stalini ki meore msoflio omis Sem-

deg Zalian xelovnurad axdenda velikorusuli Sovinizmis kultivirebas 

(am TvalsazrisiT Sdr. Teodor abramovis romanis `gzebi – gzajvaredine-

bis~ – zemoT damowmebuli nawyveti: viRac akademikosebi rusuli enis 

warTmevas cdilobdnen. – T.b.). arn. Ciqobava aviTarebda iberiul-kavkasiur 

enaTa naTesaobis Teorias, romelic ilizarovs qarTuli nacionalizmis 

gamovlinebad miaCnia. qarTvel inteleqtualTa erT nawilSi arsebobda az-

ri, rom arn. Ciqobavam aRadgina qarTveli xalxis hegemonia kavkasiaSi. vi-

Tom swored nacionalizmis amosaZirkvad daiwyo, ilizarovis azriT, sta-



 134

linma `megrelTa saqme~, romliTac berias uqmnida safrTxes, magram am mi-

zeziT lamis yvela megruli gvaris mqone Tanamdebobis piri gaaTavisufles 

Tanamdebobidan, maT Soris, arnold Ciqobava, romelic mxolod 1950-1952 

wlebSi iyo enaTmecnierebis institutis direqtori. k. Carkviani ki gaaTa-

visufles Tanamdebobidan im mizeziT, rom mas gamoepara `megrelTa saqme~ 

(k. Carkviani 2004). 

niko maris iafeturi Teoriis mimarT stalinis damokidebulebis Sec-

vlis erT-erT mizezad, rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, asaxeleben nacionalizms. 

magaliTad, a. arabuli fiqrobs, rom enobrivi diskusia motivirebuli ar 

iyo sakuTriv lingvisturi interesebiT, rom am kampanias xiluli da dek-

larirebuli motivaciis garda hqonda Rrma, Sefaruli da Sors gamiznu-

li motivi da es unda yofiliyo erovnuli enebis dacvisa da ganviTare-

bis survili. savaraudoa, – wers a. arabuli, – rom swored erovnuli 

enebis saarsebo interesi edo safuZvlad sabWoTa imperiis ganviTarebis 

garkveul etapze `saenaTmecniero diskusiis~ warmarTvas, xolo amisi ide-

ologiuri safuZveli Seqmna mizanmimarTulma gamoyvanam `bazisi-zednaSe-

nis~ kategoriebis yovlismomcveli diqotomiidan. enisTvis gansakuTrebu-

li movlenis statusis miniWebam, romelic arc baziss ekuTvnis da arc 

zednaSens, Seqmna saSualeba, Riad gamocxadebuliyo, rom `erovnuli ena 

aris erovnuli kulturis forma~, rac cvlida leninur nacionalur po-

litikas, radgan uSvebda erovnuli enebis `ayvavebis~ SesaZleblobas so-

cializmis msoflio masStabiT gamarjvebis SemTxvevaSi. a. arabuli fiq-

robs, rom maris oTxelementovani Teoria Turqul erTelementovan ab-

surds imitom daukavSira arn. Ciqobavam, rom meore msoflio omis damTav-

rebisTanave daiwyo sakmaod intensiuri da, rac mTavaria, safuZvliani sa-

mecniero-ideologiuri Seteva TurqeTis mier mitacebuli teritoriebis 

Sesaxeb da `giuneS dilis~ gacamtverebac am konteqstSi unda wavikiTxoT 

1945 wlis 20 dekembris `zaria vostokaSi~ gamoqveynebul werilTan – 

`ramdenime SeniSvna lazebis Sesaxeb~ – erTad (arabuli 2014:9,17,18-19).  

aris safuZveli vifiqroT, rom arnold Ciqobava mxolod oTxelemen-

tovani analizis erT elementamde Camoyvanis gamo ar akritikebda Turqul 

enobriv Teorias, rom am kritikaSi aisaxeba meore msoflio omSi sabWoTa 

kavSiris gamarjvebis Semdeg saqarTveloSi gaCenili realuri molodini 

dakarguli teritoriebis aRdgenisa, rasac safuZvels umagrebda swored 

qarTvel mecnierTa CarTuloba am saqmeSi. magram stalinis SeniSvnebi da 

komentarebi, romlebsac igi awers kandid Carkvianisa da arnold Ciqobavas 

werilebs, ar gavZlevs am varaudis gamoTqmis saSualebas. am mxriv sain-

teresoa, rogor aRaSfoTa kandid Carkviani niko maris stadialur Teo-

riaSi qarTulis mesame stadiis enebSi moqcevam, rac man (albaT) arnold 
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Ciqobavasagan Seityo: `kandidi, bunebrivia, aRSfoTda, da es aSkarad Cans 

mis mier stalinis saxelze gagzavnil dokumentSi. beladis wasaqezeblad 

man isic ki dawera, rom es Teoria amarTlebs anglo-amerikeli rasiste-

bis pretenziebs maTi kulturuli rolis gansakuTrebulobaze, magram so-

som, rogorc ityvian, es ar `Wama~ da kideze Tavisi cnobili yavisferi 

fanqriT aseTi ram miawera: Ха-ха-ха. Англо-американцы не причём. dRes 

CemTan stumrad iyvnen lorensi da linda. Tavis droze lorensis mama de-

vid keli britaneTis elCi iyo sabWoTa kavSirSi da mis memuarebSi maris 

staliniseul kritikasTan dakavSirebiT aseT frazas vkiTxulobT: `maris 

enis warmoSobis Teoria WeSmaritad marqsistulia. 30 wlis manZilze am 

Teorias iRebdnen.Aaxla ki stalinma misi yvela punqti uaryo. stalinis 

komentari savsebiT gonivrulia~. roca lorenss Cemi mosazreba gavuziare 

da kandidis werilis asli vaCvene, karga xans Cumad iyo, mere erTi amoi-

oxra da Tqva: `saelCoSi maSin didi akademiuri ganaTlebis diplomatebi 

muSaobdnen, maT Soris iyo isaia berlinic. Sen rom icode, rogor imtv-

revdnen Tavs imaze, Tu ratom gadawyvita stalinma enis klasobrivi Teo-

riis mqadageblis, maris ganadgureba. axla yvelaferi cxadi gaxda. marq-

sist stalins qarTvelma stalinma sZlia~ (g. Carkviani 2015:7-8).  

kidev erTxel davakvirdeT, rogor reagirebs stalini kandid Carkvia-

nis mosazrebaze, rom n. marma `qarTuli sabWoTa kultura daamcira la-

mis gaqvavebul, ganviTarebis unaris armqone enaTa jgufSi~ SetaniT. aseT 

Sefasebaze stalini gulianad xarxarebs da ramdenime adgilas awers: 

“Ха-xа-xа” (xa-xa-xa). n. maris es Teza Zalian ar moswons arnold Ciqoba-

vasac: `Turme qarTuli ena ver amaRlebula laTinuramde: ganviTarebis 

ufro dabal safexurze SeCerebula. maris stadialuri sqemis mixedviT, 

igi sabolood milursmnulia am safexurze~. magram stalini amas argumen-

tad ki ara, Ciqobavas wyenad uTvlis. stalinis azriT, qarTvel mecniers 

ewyina maris mier qarTulis `msoflio winsvlas CamorCenil enad~ moxse-

nieba. stalinis komentari aseTia: “Вы обижены, но обида не довод”) 

(`Tqven nawyeni xarT. wyena ki argumenti ar aris~). k. Carkviani iwunebs n. 

maris gadawyvetilebas, rom yvela xalxma, maT Soris uZvelesi damwerlo-

bis mqone xalxebma kavkasiaSi – qarTvelebma da somxebma – laTinuri anba-

ni unda airCion, magram stalini amas ar miiCnevs problematur sakiTxad. 

`Srift-grafika ar wyvets enis beds. sisulelea~ (“Шрифт-графика не ре-
шает судьбу языка. Глупость”). aseve wvrilman sakiTxad (“Это мелочь”) miaC-

nia afxazurisTvis laTinurze dafuZnebuli anbanis Seqmna. stalinis aseTi 

komentarebi kandid Carkvianisa da arnold Ciqobavas werilebze, gvafiqre-

bines, rom qarTuli nacionalizmiT ver aixsneba stalinis gadawyvetileba, 

emxilebina niko maris iafeturi Teoria, rogorc marqsizmis vulgarizacia. 



 136

ufro damajerebeli Cans enaTa stadiuri klasifikaciis mariseuli 

sqemis dawuneba CineTTan megobruli urTierTobis aucileblobis gamo. Ci-

nuri enis primitiul enaTa rigSi Cayeneba iyo is `uxerxuli detali~, 

romelic sabWoeTisa da CineTis megobrobas Crdils ayenebda da ufro me-

tic, komunizmis mTel msoflioSi gamarjvebis saqmes safrTxes uqmnida, 

sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, niko maris mosazreba Cinuri enisa da Cineli xal-

xis Sesaxeb. es unda iyos erTi mTavari mizezi niko maris iafeturi Teo-

riis dagmobisa, romelsac SeiZleba ematebodes e.w. nacionaluri Sexedu-

lebebi, magram es ufro gverdiT movlenad unda ganvixiloT, vidre mTavar 

mizezad. n. maris mimarT stalini, rogorca Cans, TandaTanobiT icvlida 

Sexedulebas. rogorc ilizarovi aRwers, miuxedavad n. maris survilisa, 

stalini sxvadasxva mizeziT ar Sexvda mars (ilizarovi 2012). vaJa Senge-

lias mogonebebidan Cans, rom arc maris xumroba axarebda stalins: `n. ma-

ri 1930-34 wlebSi sabWoTa kavSiris mecnierebaTa akademiis vice-prezi-

denti iyo da SesaZlebloba hqonda pirdapir daereka stalinTan. daure-

kavs kidec araerTxel da miReba uTxovia. stalini: me ramdenjerme mTxova 

n. marma miReba, magram is me ar miviRe... erTxelac n. mari urekavs sta-

lins da eubneba: Tqven politikaSi xarT beladi, me – mecnierebaSi... sta-

lini: ra sisulelea! [stalini nawyenic yofila n. marze, Tumca misi ka-

rieruli winsvlisaTvis xeli ar SeuSlia. wyenis mizezi Semdegi yofila: 

erT-erTi dapatimrebis dros dakiTxva sankt-peterburgis JandarmeriaSi 

mouwyviaT. stalins uari uTqvams pasuxi gaeca SekiTxvebze – rusuli kar-

gad ar mesmiso. Tarjimnad mouyvaniaT n. mari. stalins gahkvirvebia: bato-

no niko, Tqven aq ra gindaTo?] (Sengelia 2014:72). samagieros gadaxda da 

angariSis gasworeba stalinis erT-erTi mTavari Tviseba iyo. Aase rom, aq 

SeiZleba mravali mizezi iyrides Tavs, magram CineTTan megobroba da so-

cializmis mTel msoflioSi gamarjvebis idea mainc warmmarTveli unda 

iyos. stalinis Tvisebas unda avlendes egreT wodebuli `megrelTa saq-

mec~, romlis gamo enaTmecnierebis institutis direqtoris Tanamdebobi-

dan Zalian male gaaTavisufles arnold Ciqobava, romelic sul raRac 

ori wlis win sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis gmiri iyo. kandid Carkvianic Camo-

aSores Tanamdebobas imisTvis, rom `megrelTa saqme~ ver SeamCnia. 

mxolod stalini da msoflioSi socializmis gamarjvebis idea ki ar 

xdeboda mweralTa STagonebis wyaro, aramed arnold Ciqobavas gambedao-

bisTvisac Seusxams mwerals xotba. rogorc vaJa Sengelia wers: `1950 

wlis Tavisufalma saenaTmecniero diskusiam, romelSic enaTmecnierebs 

Soris gadamwyveti roli arn. Ciqobavam Seasrula, maRali Sefaseba miiRo 

rogorc CvenSi, ise – ucxoeTSi (v. georgievi, g. maieri, r. iakobsoni...). 

arn. Ciqobavas samecniero moRvaweobasa da WeSmaritebisaTvis brZolas ma-
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Rali Sefaseba misces ara mxolod mecnierebma. rusma mweralma gr. svir-

skim Tavisi romani `gamarjoba, universiteto!~, romelic 1952 wels ga-

moqveynda Jurnal `oqtiabrSi~, miuZRvna mecnieris principulobasa da si-

marTlisaTvis brZolas. roca wigni arnold CiqobavasTvis uCuqebia, aseTi 

warwera gaukeTebia: `didad pativcemul arnold stefanes Ze Ciqobavas. 

roca me vqmnidi profesor gordeevis saxes, Tvalwin medga Tqveni WeSma-

ritad gmiruli brZola da gamarjveba marizmze. gulwrfeli pativiscemiT 

grigori svirski. 2.II.62~ (Глубокоуважаемому Арнольду Степановичу Чико-

бава. Когда я создавал образ профессора Гордеева, перед моими глазами были 
Ваша поистине героическая борьба и Ваша победа над марризмом. С искрен-
ным восхищением 20/II-52г.). amrigad, rogorc irkveva, mwerals Tavisi ro-

manis mTavari personaJis – profesor sergei gordeevis prototipad arn. 

Ciqobava miaCnda (Sengelia 2015:104-105). SeiZleba isic davamatoT, rom 

nawarmoebis moqmedi piris gvari – gordeevi – Sors ar aris mzametyvele-

bisagan, roca personaJis saxelwodebaSi aisaxeba misi Tviseba, am SemTxve-

vaSi – siamaye.  

bevrs egona da dResac bevrs hgonia, rom stalinis `pravdaSi~ gamoq-

veynebuli werili enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebze arnold Ciqobavas dawerili 

iyo, magram TviT arnold Ciqobava yovelTvis uaryofda mis avtorobas. am 

sakiTxze bevrs dauweria, magram Aaq isev vaJa Sengelias mogonebebidan da-

vimowmebT erT nawyvets: `ormocdaaTiani wlebis meore naxevarSi, rodesac 

stalinis mxileba da kritika daiwyo, arn. Ciqobavas aZalebdnen, rom eT-

qva – saenaTmecniero diskusiis Semajamebeli werili stalins me davuwe-

reo (miT umetes – stalinis am werilSi faqtobriv arn. Ciqobavas debu-

lebaTa mxardaWera iyo gamJRavnebuli)... b-ma arnoldma kategoriuli uari 

ganacxada: stalinTan ramdenime Sexvedra gaimarTa da maT mxolod sakon-

sultacio xasiaTi hqonda da, rac gamoqveynda, Tavad mas ekuTvniso~ (Sen-

gelia 2010:79). 
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Tinatin Bolkvadze 

The Rise and Fall of Japhetic Theory 
Part II: Preparing for the Linguistic Discussion – 1949-1950 Years 

Summary 

The paper deals with the archival data related to the preparation period of the linguistic 
Discussion of 1950: 1) Kandid Charkviani’s letter to Stalin about the Situation in Soviet 
Linguistics sent on 27 December 1949; 2) The document kept in the State Archives of 
Russian Socio-Political History – Записка Сталина И. В. к рассылаемой статье Чико-
бавы А. “О некоторых вопросах советского языкознания”, с приложением статьи 
А. Чикобавы с правками Сталина И. В. (ID # F.558, op.11, d.1251, doc.1, State Archives 
of Russian Socio-Political History, Moscow); 3) Two letters of Arnold Chikobava on 
N. Marr’s stadial classification of languages and Turkish Language Theory – Güneş Dil 
Teorisi (the Sun Language Theory) delivered to the Propaganda Department and stored in 
the former Archives of Party Bodies of the Archives Division of the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs of Georgia (Fund #14, Record #23, Case #467; Case #38, Archival Division of the 
Ministry of Internal Affairs, the former archive of the Communist Party bodies); 5) A copy 
of the letter written by Arnold Chikobava for “Pravda”, which was handed over by Prof. 
Vazha Shengelia, corresponding member of the Georgian Academy of Sciences, for which 
we would like to express our gratitude to the scientist. This should be the previous version 
of Arnold Chikobava’s letter published on 9 May 1950 in “Pravda”. 
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

konstantine bregaZe 

stalinis 60 wlisTavisadmi miZRvnili saiubileo 

krebuli (1940) da ideologiuri diskursi1 

1. ideologiuri diskursis agebis meqanizmebi stalinis                          

saiubileo krebulSi 

krebulis pirvelive gverdebi, ufro sworad, Tavfurclebi zedmiwev-

niT avlenen im diskursul Tvisebebs, rac momdinareobs e.w. `diskursuli 

sazogadoebebisagan~ (fuko 1974:27), Sesabamisad, maTSi akumulirebuli 

doqtrinebidan da maT farglebSi moqmedi instituciebidan: kerZod, imTa-

viTve ikveTeba, rom krebuli konkretuli instituciis dakveTaa da is 

momzadda lingvisturi seleqciis, filtraciisa da doqtrinaciis princi-

pebis mixedviT „diskursuli sazogadoebebis“ or seqtorSi – erTi mxriv, 

momzadda marqs-engels-leninis institutsa da saxelmwifo gamomcemlobis 

politliteraturis seqtorSi, meore mxriv, komunistur (bolSevikur) 

partiaSi.EerTganac da meoreganac gaTvaliswinebulia doqtrina, doqtri-

nuloba, rac gacxadebulia krebulis pirvelsave Tavfurcelze mocemul 

lozungSi: `proletarebo yvela qveynisa, SeerTdiT!~. es lozungi doq-

trinuli bunebisaa, vinaidan igi Semoikrebs farTo masebs erTaderTi Ri-

rebulebis – proletariatis – qveS da swored am Rirebulebis garSemo 

xdeba diskursirebuli masebis ideuri darazmva da maTi TviTidentobis 

gansazRvra. Sesabamisad, diskursul-dogmaturi sityva proletariati kre-

bulis yvela avtorisaTvis dogmaturi aRmniSvnelia da WeSmaritebis cen-

tri. msgavsi WeSmaritebis centria sxva dogmaturi aRmniSvneli – stali-

ni, romelic krebulis mesame Tavfurcelze gvxvdeba ssrk-is umaRlesi 

sabWos prezidiumis brZanebulebis teqstSi. krebulis avtorebi da gamom-

cemlebi, amgvarad, imTaviTve Tanxmdebian imaze, rom maTi diskursuli 

teqstebi imuSavebs am ori amosavali doqtrinuli gamonaTqvamis – prole-

tariati da stalini – ganvrcobisa da gavrcelebis mimarTulebiT:  

                                                 
1  wakiTxulia moxsenebad giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis istoriis 

sazogadoebis, ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universite-
tis, saxelmwifo enis departamentis, daniis mecnierebaTa samefo akademiisa da 
peterburgis saxelmwifo universitetis erTobliv saerTaSoriso konferen-
ciaze _ ideologia da lingvisturi ideebi, 2019 weli, 12-14 seqtemberi, Tbi-
lisi, saqarTvelo. 
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„doqtrina tendirebs im mimarTulebiT, rom mudmivad ganivrcos da gav-
rceldes. erTaderTi diskursuli birTvis (anu, doqtrinis – k.b.) garSemo 

Tavmoyris safuZvelze individebi, sul erTia, ra raodenobisac ar unda iy-
vnen isini, sakuTar Tavs erTian mTlianobad ganixilaven. am erTianobis erTa-
derTi winapiroba, rogorc Cans, aris am individebis mier erTi da imave WeS-

maritebaTa aRiareba da, aseve, konkretul diskursze SeTanxmeba, romelsac 
Semdgom es individebi wesebis mkacri dacviT mihyvebian. [...] erTiani doqtri-
nisadmi mikuTvnebuloba vrceldeba ara mxolod molaparake subieqtze, aramed 

– mis gamonaTqvamebze. swored misi gamonaTqvamis mixedviT adgenen doqtrinu-
li jgufebi, es molaparake subieqti daeqvemdebaros Tu ara izolirebisa da 
gacxrilvis procedurebs maSin, Tuki igi erT an mraval miuRebel gamonaT-

qvams gaaJRerebs. [...] amgvarad, doqtrina, rogorc meqanizmi, mudam kiTxvis 
niSnis qveS daayenebs xolme molaparake subieqtis gamonaTqvamebs da saWiroe-
bisamebr gadaamowmebs, ramdenad Seesabamebian es gamonaTqvamebi erTian doq-

trinul niSnebsa da manifestaciebs, ramdenad Seesatyvisebian isini saerTo 
klasobriv (xazi Cemia – k.b.), sazogadoebriv, rasul, erovnul, an interesTa 
jgufebis statussa da amocanebs, raTa Semdgom es molaparake subieqtebi Se-

satyvisad dairazmon saerTo brZolisaTvis, amboxisaTvis, winaaRmdegobisaTvis 
an xotba-didebisaTvis. amgvarad, doqtrina individebs konkretul gamonaTqva-
mebze miabams da ukrZalavs maT sxva gamonaTqvamTa warmoebasa da artikuli-

rebas. doqtrina imavdroulad iyenebs gamonaTqvamTa konkretul tipebs, raTa 
individebi erTmaneTTan daaxloos da sxva arasasurveli individebisagan ga-
mijnos. Sesabamisad, doqtrina axorcielebs ormag kontrols: igi, erTi 

mxriv, akontrolebs molaparake subieqtebs da iqvemdebarebs maT konkretuli 
diskursebis farglebSi, meore mxriv, akontrolebs da iqvemdebarebs diskur-
sebs molaparake subieqtebis jgufebad seleqciis mixedviT. [...] ritualuri 

metyveleba/Tqma, diskursuli sazogadoebani da doqtrinuli jgufebi erTma-
neTTan mWidrod arian dakavSirebulni da qmnian erT did struqturas, isini 
mkacrad da mkveTrad gansazRvraven, erTi mxriv, molaparake subieqtTa sxva-

dasxva diskursebze gadanawilebas, meore mxriv, gansazRvraven diskursebis 
morgebas konkretuli kategoriis subieqtebze (fuko 1974:29, 30, 31). 

swored fukos mier xazgasmuli es doqtrinuli `elementebi~ da meqa-

nizmebi udevs safuZvlad stalinisadmi miZRvnil saiubileo krebuls da 

ganapirobeben, rom krebulSi Semavali teqstebi (statiebi da moxsnebebi) 

imTaviTve diskursuli bunebis iqneba, rom am teqstebis mizania masebis 

„pastoralizeba“ marqsizmis, stalinizmis, bolSevikuri partiis WeSmari-

ti doqtrinebis mixedviT. es ki niSnavs imas, rom krebulis yvela avtori 

iyenebs enobrivi seleqciisa da filtraciis erTsa da imave wesebs da ami-

tom avtorebi xSirad erTi da imave leqsikuri maragiT operireben, maT 
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teqstebSi mudmivad erTi da igive seleqcirebuli leqsikuri erTeulebi 

gamoiyeneba da mudmivad erTi da igive gamonaTqvami artikulirdeba.  

2. stalinis figuris sakralizacia  

krebulSi doqtrinuli ganvrcoba da gavrceleba, pirvel rigSi, ukav-

Sirdeba stalinis politikuri figuris, bolSevikur-komunisturi partiis, 

proletariatis, marqs-engels-leninis sakralizacias, rac avtorebis mier 

ganxorcielebulia konkretuli diskursuli elementebis safuZvelze, rac, 

Tavis mxriv, eyrdnoba religiuri sakralizaciisa da esqatologiis tradi-

cias. amasTan, am tradiciis gaTvaliswinebiT, krebulSi aseve ganviTarebu-

lia diqotomiuri dayofa „marTlmorwmuneebad“ (mag.: bolSevikebi, prole-

tariati) da „mwvaleblebad~ (mag.: menSevikebi, burJuazia), aseve ganviTare-

bulia politikuri „codvebis“ monaniebisa“ da politikuri „codvebisagan“ 

ganwmendis moraluri dogmebi da „religiuri“ praqtika. amitom krebulis 

yvela teqstSi gamoyenebulia erTi da igive diskursuli meqanizmebi da 

elementebi, romelTa safuZvelzec ganxorcielebulia stalinis politiku-

ri figuris, bolSevikur-komunisturi partiis, proletariatis, marqs-en-

gels-leninis sakralizacia da politikuri moralizeba, kerZod: 

a) hipostazireba, anu stalinis figuris axali mesiisa da axali uflis 

rangSi aRzeveba, rac aRniSnulia sityvebiT: „mama“, „beladi“; Sesabami-

sad, stalinisdami uSualo mimarTvis forma, raTa gaRrmavdes sulieri 

mamaSviluri erToba beladsa da masebs Soris, yovelTvis „SenobiTia“, 

meore gramatikul pirSia – „Sen...“ (Sdr.: „bolSevikuri partiis cen-

traluri komiteti Seni samoci wlisTavis DdRes mxurvaled mogesal-

meba Sen, partiisa da sabWoTa xalxis did belads“; krebuli... 1940:7); 

b) maradiulobis diskursi – stalini drosivrculi kategoriebis miRmaa, 

misi arsi maradiulia; 

g) moseanuri diskursi – stalini, viTarca moZRvari da maswavlebeli, 

romelic, rogorc Teoretikosi, axal WeSmarit mcnebebsa da dogmebs 

qmnis msoflio proletariatisaTvis; 

d) mzrunveli mamis diskursi – mama, romelic Zveli aRTqmis RmerTiviT 

zrunavs Tavis „rCeul erze“ (proletariatze, mSromelebze, glexeb-

ze, „sabWoTa xalxze“), istoriuli Jamianobis dros mudam mis gver-

diT dgas, TanaugrZnobs mas da mudam gadaarCens: „stalini saTuTad 

zrunavs amxanagebisaTvis, megobrebisaTvis, xalxisaTvis. igi leniniviT 

asaxierebs adamianisadmi uRrmes siyvaruls da Tavdadebul brZolas 

misi sruli ganTavisuflebisaTvis, misi bednierebisaTvis“ (krebuli... 

1940:71);  
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e) proletariati – rogorc axali „religiuri Temi“, axali „marTlmor-

wmuneebi“; 

v) partia – viTarca axali „eklesia“, romelic axali esqatologiuri 

Jamisken – komunizmisken usaxavs gzas proletariats; 

z) „Teoretikosebi“: marqsi, engelsi da lenini – viTarca axali „winas-

warmetyvelebi“, „mociqulebi“ da „maxareblebi“, romelTac ar uweriaT 

„aRTqmuli qveynis“ – komunizmis damyarebis – xilva da komunistur 

„samoTxeSi“ Sesvla („udides Teoretikosebs – marqssa da engelss – 

ar dascaldaT TavianTi ideebis ganxorcieleba cxovrebaSi, ar das-

caldaT maTi ganxorcielebis nayofis naxva“; krebuli... 1940:65);  

T) proletarTa revoluciuri brZola da bolSevikTa iatakqveSa moRva-

weoba, rogorc axali „religiuri“ Rvawli da „katakombebSi“ axali 

misioneroba; 

i) burJuaziul-reaqcioneruli Zalebi, menSevikebi, trockistebi, soci-

al-demokartebi da sxv. – viTarca axali „mwvaleblebi“ da „seqtante-

bi“; 

k) maTgan gamijvna, viTarca codvebisagan ganwmenda;  

l) industrializacia, koleqtivizacia – viTarca axali „religiuri 

dogmatebi“;  

m) komunizmis damyareba socializmis gziT, viTarca axali „esqatologia“. 

gazeT „pravdis“ mowinaveSi, romelic krebulis pirveli statiaa, sta-

lini mesiad, axal mama-RmerTadaa gamocxadebuli. es sakraluri hiposta-

zireba ki kodirebulia diskursul aRmniSvnelebSi – mama, beladi. rac 

mTavaria, es hipostazireba dogmatizebuli, legitimirebuli da institu-

cionalizebulia imiT, rom statia umTavres da upirveles sakavSiro mra-

valmilionian partiul („eklesiur“) gazeTSia gamoqveynebuli, kerZod, ko-

munistur-bolSevikuri partiis oficialur beWdviT organoSi, „pravdaSi“, 

sadac axali „eklesia“, anu sabWoTa kavSiris komunistur-bolSevikuri 

partia beWdavs da mTeli sabWoTa imperiis masStabiT avrcelebs Tavis 

dogmatur „epistoleebs“: „Cveni Tvaluwvdeneli saxelmwifos 183-milio-

niani xalxi aRfrTovanebiTa da xmamaRla adidebs Tanamedroveobis udides 

adamians, genialur beladsa da moazrovnes, axali cxovrebis Semoqmedsa 

da xuroTmoZRvars, yvela qveynis mSromelTa da CagrulTa mamas.[...] mTeli 

msoflios muSaTa da glexTa Tvali mipyrobilia stalinisaken, igi aris 

maTi imedi, igi aris maTi momavali! stalini Cveni bednierebaa! [...] xalxTa 

am erTianobis beladi da droSa, ssr kavSiris xalxTa beladi, rogorc 

es mTeli msoflios mSromelebma ician, aris leninis saqmis didi gan-

mgrZobi – Cveni stalini, romlis garSemo mWidrod darazmulia Cveni 
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partia, sabWoTa xalxebi, yovelive, rac saukeTesoa msoflio ganmaTavi-

suflebel moZraobaSi. bolSevizmis beladSi, ssr kavSiris xalxTa belad-

Si, yvela qveynis muSebi, bunebrivia, rom msoflio komunizmis beladsac 

xedaven“ (gamuqeba yvelgan Cemia – k.b.) (krebuli... 1940:11, 12, 29-30). 

moxmobil pasaJebSi stalinis sakralizacia ganviTarebulia safexu-

rebrivad: Tavdapirvelad „udidesi adamiani“ Semdgom gadaiqceva „genialur 

beladad“ da bolos „mSromelTa da CagrulTa mamad“. stalinis mamoba aq 
raime standartuli metafora an ritorikuli xerxi ki araa, aramed mi-

zanmimarTulad SerCeuli diskursuli „dogmatia“, romliTac erTxel da 

samudamod xazgasmulia, rom stalini axali „mama-RmerTia“. Sesabamisad, 

igi erTdrouladaa pirvelsawyisi, demiurgi („axali cxovrebis Semoqme-

di“), eTikuri aRmzrdeli da „religiuri fsiqologi“ – mSromelTa da 

CagrulTa nugeSismcemeli da sasoeba. amave pasaJSi, imavdroulad, xazi 

esmeba niuanss, rom stalini mainc da mainc „mSromelTa da CagrulTa“ ma-
maa, rac gulisxmobs, rom kacobriobis saerTo Semadgenlidan swored „Cag-

ruli mSromelebi“ arian „WeSmariti marTlmorwmuneebi“, vinaidan swored 

isini aRiareben da Tayvans scemen stalins, rogorc mamasa da WeSmarite-
bas („aRfrTovanebiTa da xmamaRla adidebs“). amitomac, xsna, nugeSi da 
bedniereba mxolod stalinis wiaRSia.  

am doqtrinul birTvs, romelic kodirebulia aRmniSvnelebSi: mama, be-
ladi, Semdgom eqvemdebareba krebulis enis seleqcia da filtracia. Sede-

gad, avtorebi iyeneben disciplinebul diskursul enas, romlis fargleb-

Si sxvadasxva variaciiT mudmivad gamoyenebulia erTi da igive leqsikuri 

erTeulebi, frazeologia da sintagmaturi wyoba, romelTa safuZvelzec 

xazi esmeba stalinis gansakuTrebulobas, mis `zekacobas~, rCeulobas (igi 

yvela masStaburi saqmis saTaveSia – sabWoTa armiis Seqmnis, kolmeurneo-

bebis Camoyalibebis, industrializaciis, koleqtivizaciis saqmeSi), an xa-

zi esmeba komunistur-bolSevikuri partiis gadamwyvet istoriul-esqato-

logiur rols komunizmis mSeneblobaSi, an xazi esmeba proletariatis, 
rogorc `rCeuli eris~, gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas da a.S.  

zemoTqmulis sailustraciod moviyvanT amonaridebs v. m. molotovisa 

da a. miqoianis werilebidan: „stalini, rogorc leninis saqmis ganmgrZobi“ 

da „stalini – es aris lenini dRes“: „yovelive amis gakeTeba Cvenma par-
tiam sruli warmatebiT SeZlo bolSevikuri partiis organizatorisa da 
ideuri beladis, amx. stalinis xelmZRvanelobiT“ (krebuli... 1940:18), 

„yovelive amaSi mTavari da gadamwyveti damsaxureba miuZRvis amx. stalins, 
leninis saqmis ganmgrZobs, sak. k. p. (b) da sabWoTa kavSiris belads“ 
(krebuli... 1940:iqve), „SemdegSi aSkara gaxda, Tu marqsizm-leninizmis ra 
udidesi Teoretikosia amx. stalini“ (krebuli... 1940:19). 
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„amx. stalinma, ise rogorc sxvam aravin, Rrmad gaigo leninis gulSi 
Camwvdomi ideebi“ (krebuli... 1940:iqve), „da marTlac, mTel udides da 
mravalmxriv praqtikul muSaobaSi amx. stalini gamodis, rogorc Tanmim-
devari marqsisti, rogorc Seurigebeli lenineli“ (krebuli... 1940:22), 

„misi, garegnulad ara yovelTvis SesamCnevi, xolo sinamdvileSi uaRre-
sad aqtiuri monawileoba yvela saxelmwifo saqmeSi mJRavndeba yvelafer-
Si yovel nabijze“ (aq molotovi pavle mociqulis analogiiT stalins, 

faqtobrivad, RvTis im Tvisebebs miawers, rasac, pavles mixedviT, samya-

roSi RmerTis yovel arssa da materiaSi ganfeniloba hqvia: „raÁTa iyos 

RmerTi yovlad yovelsa Sina“ [1 korinT. 15, 28] – k.b.) (krebuli... 

1940:25-26), „amx. stalinis xelmZRvanelobiT partiam ZiriTadad ukve aa-
Sena socialisturi sazogadoeba, ris ganxorcielebac kidev ver moaswro 
leninma“ (aq lenini erTgvar „mociqulad“ Tu „winasawrmetyveladaa“ ga-

moyvanili, xolo stalini ukve pirveli da ukanaskneli mesiaa, igia axali 

„alfa da omega“, romelmac unda moiyvanos da daayenos esqatologiuri 

Jami – k.b.) (krebuli... 1940:27), „ikvlevs komunizmis moZRvreba gzas win, 
gzas sruli gamarjvebisaken“ (krebuli... 1940:30), „dRes mTeli Cveni qve-
yana da msoflios mTeli mSromeli kacobrioba zeims umarTavs Tavis be-
lads, mamasa da megobars – amxanag stalins“ (krebuli... 1940:62), „man 
genialurad gamoiyena mecnieruli memkvidreoba (marqs-leninis moZRvrebani 

– k.b.), ganaviTara igi axal pirobebSi, man gaamdidra igi“ (krebuli... 

1940:63) (gamuqeba yvelgan Cemia – k.b.) da mravali sxva.  

3. istoriis teleologiuroba da komunisturi esqatologia 

rogorc WeSmariti mesia, stalini istoriaSi unda Sevides, misi sity-

va, misi „logosi“ aq unda gacxaddes. aq is sakuTari Teoriuli naSrome-

biTa (moZRvrebiTa) da sakraluri teqstiT, e.w. „stalinuri konstituci-

iT“ (Sdr.: „amxanagma stalinma Sehqmna moZRvreba socialisturi sazoga-
doebis aSenebis Sesaxeb, romelic aRbeWdilia sabWoTa kavSiris konsti-
tuciaSi“; krebuli... 1940:64) Tavad qmnis istorias da istoriis msvle-

lobas aniWebs nebas, Zalasa Tu qmedebas, raTa teleologiis principze 

dayrdnobiT istoriulma procesma Seuferxeblad, ganuxrelad da Tanmim-

devrulad iswrafos saboloo miznisaken – komunizmis damyarebisaken. 

l. m . kaganoviCis werili „istoriis lokomotivis didi memanqane“ (krebu-

li... 1940:48-61) swored stalinis mesianisturi rolis gadmocemasa da is-

toriis komunisturi esqatologiiT determinebulobis mtkicebas eZRvneba. 

meTodad da diskursad, cxadia, materialisturi dialeqtikaa aRebuli. 

am dialeqtikuri materializmis amosavali debulebaa, rom, erTi 

mxriv, aris `WeSmariteba~ (`fasovani~) komunizmis saxiT da, meore mxriv, 

aris misi Semferxebeli araWeSmariti, boroti Zala kapitalizmis saxiT, 
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romelic aferxebs msoflio istoriis ganviTarebas. Sesabamisad, Zala, 

romelic aferxebs istorias, aucileblobiT unda moispos da ganadgur-

des im klasis mier, romelSic `WeSmaritebaa~ da romelsac win mihyavs 

istoriis svla maRali miznisaken – komunizmisaken, da es klasia prole-

tariati. am process, cxadia, saTaveSi udgas stalini, rogorc beladi, 

vinc istoriis msvlelobas maRal azrs aniWebs, visac istoriaSi sazrisi 

Seaqvs da visac istoriis ganviTareba uwyvetad mihyavs saboloo da erTa-

derTi miznisaken – kacobriobis saboloo bednieri esqatologiuri Jami-

saken, komunizmisaken, vinaidan mxolod igi, rogorc rCeuli, rogorc axa-

li mesia da beladi, mxolod igi flobs misTvis Sesaferis `zebunebriv~, 

`saswaulebriv~, `naTelxilviT~ unarebs, romelTa wyalobiTac stalins 

SeuZlia, winaswar ganWvritos istoriis momavali da naTel iRos igi, 

anu rasac is ganWvrets, zustad im saxiTve aRsruldeba da daemkvidreba: 

„amxanag stalinis erT-erT damaxasiaTebel Tvisebas Seadgens misi niWi – 

garegnulis, TvalisaTvis arc Tu ise SesamCnevis iqiT dainaxos movlene-

bis arsi, maTi fesvi da am safuZvelze gaixedos aTeul wlebiT win. [...] 

stalini, rogorc beladi, wamoyenebulia axali klasis (e.i. proletaria-

tis – k.b.) mier, klasis, romelsac win mihyavs istoria (xazi Cemia – 

k.b.), romelic mowodebulia mospos kapitalizmi da aaSenos komunizmi. [...] 

stalinma gaatara istoriis lokomotivi cicabo da Znel aRmarT-daRmar-

Tebze, mixveul-moxveuli gzebiT, igi stovebda lokomotivis RumelSi 

mxolod im fasovans (xazi Cemia – k.b.), rac mamoZravebel energias iZle-

va, xolo xenjs igi droulad acilebda, ar abrkolebda ra amave dros 

msvlelobas. [...] dRes xalxi siamayiT eubneba Tavis did memanqanes: Sen 

ara marto SeinarCune relsebze istoriis lokomotivi, Sen daaCqare misi 

msvleloba win miuxedavad mtrebis mxriT yvela dabrkolebisa da gamcem-

lobisa, Sen miiyvane revoluciis diadi matarebeli socializmis sadgu-

ramde, raTa gamarjvebiT migviyvano komunizmis sadguramde“ (krebuli... 

1940:48,51,58,61). 

4. kalininis statia, rogorc „axali agiografia“  

krebulSi moTavsebuli m. i. kalininis statia „amxanag stalinis daba-
debidan samoci wlisTavisaTvis“ (krebuli... 1940:73-165) SegviZlia ganvi-

xiloT erTgvar „agiografiul“ teqstad, axal bolSevikur-stalinur 

„agiografiad“, sadac tradiciuli qristianuli agiografiis diskursis, 

poetikis, imagologiisa da metaforikis mixedviT sakralizebulia axali 
„siwmindeebi“ – stalini, partia, gadmocemuli da gamyarebulia axali 
„dogmebi“, mag., proletariati, industrializacia, sadac gadmocemulia 
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stalinis, rogorc „mesiis“ (Tu axali „wmindanis“), cxovreba sasuliero 

seminariaSi marqsizmTan ziarebidan da iatakqveSa-„katakomburi“ saqmianobi-

dan moyolebuli da aRwerilia misi axali msoflio „Rvawli“, komunis-

tur-socialisturi sakacobrio Rvawli, komunisturi ideisadmi misi er-

Tguleba, martviloba, msaxureba, aseve gadmocemulia burJuaziis, menSe-

vizmisa Tu social-demokratiis „urwmunoebasTan“, „mwvaleblobasa“ da 

„seqtantobasTan“ stalinis Seurigebeli brZolis istoria (sainteresoa, 

rom am „elementebis“ dasaxasiaTeblad kalinini pirdapir iyenebs religi-

ur epiTetikas – „mciredmorwmuneni“; krebuli: 1940:137) da, rac mTava-

ria, gadmocemulia axali „esqatologia“ – komunizmis, viTarca aTaswlo-

vani axali „ierusalimis“ samaradiso da sayovelTao damyareba stalinis, 

am axali „mesiis“, mier. am gzaze ki stalini eweva „mociqulebriv“ saqmes 

– ibrZvis da qadagebs WeSmaritebisaTvis, saTaveSi udgas partias, rogorc 
axal „eklesiur“ komunions da proletariats, rogorc axal „marTlmor-

wmuneebs“: „arsebiTad amxanag stalinis generalur mdivnad xelaxla arCe-
va niSnavda partiis xelmZRvanelobis mis xelSi gadasvlas. amxanag sta-
lins, rogorc partiis belads, daekisra udidesi pasuxismgebloba parti-
is erTianobis ganmtkicebisaTvis leninizmis bazaze, sabWoTa xelisufle-
bis ganviTarebisa da ganmtkicebisaTvis, sabWoTa qveyanaSi socializmis 
aSenebisaTvis. [...] amxanagma stalinma amave dros udidesi Teoriuli muSa-
oba gaaCaRa. mas ekuTvnis upirveles yovlisa cnobili leqciebi `leniniz-
mis safuZvlebis Sesaxeb~. unda iTqvas, rom es iyo ara Cveulebrivi leq-
ciebi, es iyo leninizmis mxurvale dacva, masebis winaSe misi gabeduli 
dapirispireba yvela mtruli Teoriisadmi. amxanagma stalinma didad win 
waswia marqsistul-leninuri revoluciuri Teoria; axali SinaarsiT gaam-
didra marqsizm-leninizmis yvela ZiriTadi sakiTxi axali pirobebisadmi 
SefardebiT, axal safexurze aiyvana leninis moZRvreba imperializmze; da-
amuSava sakiTxi proletariatis saxelmwifos Sesaxeb, glexTa sakiTxi, na-
cionaluri sakiTxi, partiisa da proletariatis diqtaturis sistemaSi 
misi rolis Sesaxeb, strategiisa da taqtikis sakiTxebi da dasasrul, sa-
kiTxi erT qveyanaSi socializmis gamarjvebisa da socializmis mSeneblo-
bis gzebis Sesaxeb“ (krebuli... 1940:132, 134-135). 

amgvarad, kalinini yuradRebas amaxvilebs stalinis `sawrmunoebriv~ 

Rvawlze, rac gamoixata: a) stalinis sajaro gamosvlebSi, rogorc axal 

mociqulebriv `qadagebebSi~; b) gamoixata Teoriuli Sromebis SeqmnaSi 

(ramac Semdgom jamSi 11 tomi Seadgina), rogorc axal mociqulebriv 

`epistoleebSi~, da bolos; g) gamoixata stalinur konstituciaSi, ro-
gorc axal `ioaneseul gamocxadebaSi~, sadac mocemulia axali `esqato-
logiuri Jamis~ – komunizmis gardauvali dadgomis vizionebi: `kapita-
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lizmi Cvens qveyanaSi damarcxebulia, gawmendilia gza komunizmis mSeneb-
lobisaTvis da mSromel masebTan erTad, xelmZRvanelobs ra maT, amxanagi 
stalini aSenebs komunizms (xazi Cemia – k.b.). [...] stalinuri konstitu-
ciis miRebiT dasrulda uklaso socialisturi sazogadoebis mSeneblobis 
mTeli istoriuli zoli (anu, dasrulda 1936 wlis dekemberSi konsti-

tuciis miRebiT – k.b.). daiwyo brZolis periodi komunizmis aSenebisaT-
vis~ (krebuli... 1940:153, 158). aqve ki nagulisxmebia, rom mxolod am 

`epistoleebsa~ da `qadagebebSi~ cxaddeba erTaderTi WeSmariteba – WeS-
mariteba komunizmis araTu sabWoTa kavSirSi, aramed mTels msoflioSi 

gardauvali damyarebisa. amiT ki kalinins Tavisi diskursi maqsimalurad 

mihyavs im mimarTulebiT, rom mis teqstSi, rogorc gamonaTqvamSi, gamov-
lindes neba WeSmaritebisadmi. 

Semdgom, qristianul saTnoebaTa analogiiTa da mibaZviT, kalinini aq-

cents akeTebs `rwmenaze~, rogorc komunisturi `sarwmunoebrivi~ Rvaw-

lis aRsrulebis umTavres, fundamentur Sinagan mdgomareobaze, rogorc 

komunisturi ideologiis aRiarebis sabaziso Sinagan mdgomareobaze. am 

debulebis argumentaciisas ki igi eyrdnoba umaRles avtoritets da moh-

yavs Tavad stalinis sityvebi: „Semdgom, Cveni mSeneblobis naTeli pers-
peqtivebis uqonlad, socializmis aSenebis rwmenis (xazi Cemia – k.b.) uqo-
nlad muSaTa masebs ar SeuZliaT Segnebuli monawileoba miiRon am mSeneb-
lobaSi, maT ar SeuZliaT Segnebulad uxelmZRvanelon glexobas. socia-
lizmis aSenebis rwmenis (xazi Cemia – k.b.) uqonlad SeuZlebelia nebisyo-
fis gamoCena socializmis mSeneblobisadmi. Cveni mSeneblobis socialis-
turi perspeqtivebis uqonloba amitom iwvevs proletariatis nebisyofis 
Sesustebas am mSeneblobisadmi gardauvalad da ueWvelad [stalini, „opo-

ziciis Sesaxeb“]“ (krebuli... 1940:137).  

amgvarad, aq aqcentirebulia masebis mier gamovlenili upirobo rwme-
nis aucilebloba, rasac ukve aqvs axali obieqti, erTdroulad sekula-

rizebuli da sakralizebuli obieqti: rwmena sabWoTa kavSirSi socializ-

mis damyarebisa da Semdgom rwmena axali „maradiuli sasufevlis“, amje-

rad, „miwieri sasufevlis“ – komunizmis mTels msoflioSi aSenebisa da 

damyarebisadmi. am rwmenis generatori ki aris stalini, romelic ara mar-

to am „sasufevliseuli rwmenis“ generatoria, rogorc moZRvari da po-

litikuri beladi, aramed imavdroulad Tavadaa rwmenis obieqti, rac ase-

ve xels uwyobs misi figuris sakralizacias. 

kalininis statiaSi ganviTarebul sakralizaciis diskursSi komunis-
turi partiis yrilobebi, krebebi konferenciebi warmoCndeba erTgvar axal 

„saeklesio krebebad“, sadac yalibdeba da miiReba komunisturi „sarwmu-

noebis“ axali „dogmebi“, mag., industrializaciis an koleqtivizaciis 
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„dogma“ da a.S.. amasTan, rogorc es saeklesio krebebis tradiciaSi iyo, 

romlebzec sarwmunoebrivi da dogmatikis sakiTxebis ganxilvisa da axali 

WeSmariti dogmebis damtkicebis garda gamoavlendnen da gankveTdnen mwva-

leblebs, aqac, partiul krebebze axali socialistur-komunisturi „dog-

mebis“ SemuSavebisa da damtkicebis garda, gamoavlendnen „sqizmatikosebs“ 

(„zinovievelebs“, „trockistebs“ an „buxarinelebs“), gankveTdnen maT „ek-

lesiidan“, anu partiidan da anaTemas gadascemdnen: „XIV partkonferenci-
am 1925 w. aprilSi daamtkica leninur-stalinuri es mizandasaxuloba, 
rogorc partiis kanoni (xazi Cemia – k.b.). gamodioda ra erT qveyanaSi 
socializmis aSenebis SesaZleblobis principidan, amxanagma stalinma dRis 
wesrigSi savsebiT Tanmimdevrulad wamoayena qveynis industrializaciis 

(xazi Cemia – k.b.) sakiTxi, rogorc partiis generaluri xazis safuZveli. 
es sakiTxi man dasva partiis XIV yrilobaze 1925 w. dekembers. [...] amxa-
nagma stalinma amxila zinovievelTa es gamcemluri gegma (igulisxmeba am 

ukanasknelTa mier industrializaciis uaryofa – k.b.), rogorc ssr kav-
Siris damonebis gegma, da gamoaaSkarava trockistul-menSevikuri arsi 
„axali opoziciisa“, romelic cdilobda gaeTiSa partia da dartymis qveS 
daeyenebina proletariatis diqtatura. partiis yrilobam winaaRmdegoba 
gauwia yvela opoziciis cdebs – daengriaT kavSiri muSaTa klassa da 
mSromel glexobas Soris. [...] xalxma Seigno industrializaciis (xazi 
Cemia – k.b.) mniSvneloba, rogorc erTaderTi gzisa komunizmisaken da ka-
cobriobis istoriaSi gaugonari enTuziazmi gamoiCina socialistur mSe-
neblobaSi“ (krebuli... 1940:137,139,143). 

magram yvelaferTan erTad kalininis statiaSi mniSvnelovania is mo-

menti, rodesac stalinis sakralizaciis procesSi Cndeba erTi gadamwyve-

ti detali: kerZod, statiaSi nel-nela isaxeba axali diskursi, rom sta-

lini mis winamorbed komunist mociqulebze aRmatebulia da aRmatebulia 

TviT leninze, romelic aqamde revoluciis erTaderTi beladi iyo: „amxa-
nag stalins Cinebulad aqvs Seswavlili lenini, man srulyofilad icis 
ara Tu yvela misi nawarmoebi, aramed TiToeuli maTganis warmoSobis mi-
zezebic. Semdgom eWvs gareSea, rom amxanag stalins cota gavlena rodi 
hqonda leninze“ (xazi Cemia – k.b.) (krebuli... 1940:163). es diskursi ki 

xsnis perspeqtivas, rom stalinis sakralizaciis procesi stalinis wo-

debriv CamonaTvals „beladis“ zedwodebiT ar daamTavrebs, aramed am Ca-

monaTvals aiyvans ufro maRal hipostazur saxeldebaSi, kerZod, RvTaebis 

arsis aRmniSvnel diskursul niSanSi da es niSania „mama“, ramac ukve ga-

iJRera krebulis pirvel statiaSi – gazeT „pravdis“ mowinave statiaSi 

da gaiJRerebs sxva statiebSi (ix. qvemoT); xolo dawyvilebas „leninur-

stalinuri“ Tu „lenin-stalini“ CamoSordeba, anu „gaicxrileba“, pirve-
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li Semadgeneli nawili da darCeba mxolod erTi diskursuli birTvi 

„stalini“. es ki sul male moxdeba, stalinis saiubileo krebulis ga-

mosvlidan xuTi wlis Semdeg, rodesac meore msoflio omis dasrulebis-

Tanave stalini msoflios moevlineba ara mxolod proletariatis bela-
dad an sabWoTa xalxis mamad, aramed mTeli msoflios xalxTa, eTnosTa, 

tomTa mamad. 

5. stalini, viTarca „mwyemsi keTili“, anu kacobriobaze                         

mzrunveli mamis xati 

saiubileo krebulSi, garda imisa, rom stalinis figura mamis arqe-
tipul xatTanaa gaigivebuli, romlis gaTvaliswinebiTac stalinis arsSi 

gamokveTilia pirvelsawyisiseuli, demiurguli da moZRvriseuli aspeqte-

bi, ris safuZvelzec masebis TvalSi stalini unda warmoCeniliyo zebu-

nebriv, rCeul, RvTisdar, yovlisSemZle arsebad, amasTanave krebulis mi-

zania, stalinis figuraSi gamokveTos humanuri, kacTmoyvare, wmindad ada-

mianuri Tvisebebi, ramac xazi unda gausvas stalinis arsSive mocemuli 

TanamgrZnobeli, meoxi, Semwe, adamiansa da kacobriobaze marad mzrunveli 

mamis bunebas. amgvarad, krebulis diskursi „muSaobs“ im mimarTulebiT, 

rom erTdroulad gamoikveTos stalinis mamobis ori aspeqti – wmindad 
RvTaebrivi da wmindad adamianuri. swored es ukanaskneli diskursia gan-

viTarebuli krebulis Semdeg statiebSi: vinme n. Svernikis statiaSi „sta-

lini da zrunva adamianze“ (krebuli... 1940:212-221), vinme m. Skiriatovis 

statiaSi „stalini da xalxi“ (krebuli... 1940:222-231) da vinme a. posk-

rebiSevisa da d. vinskis statiaSi „kacobriobis maswavlebeli da megoba-

ri“ (krebuli... 1940:232-250). 

xsenebuli avtorebis werilebSi mizanmimarTulad Cndeba mamis koncep-
ti, diskursi imTaviTve aRebulia stalinis mamobaze: maT werilebSi sta-

lini mxolod „amxanagi“, „udidesi strategi“, „maswavlebeli“, „beladi“ 

ki araa, aramed, upirveles yovlisa, mzrunveli mamaa, rom is yvelas „mSob-

liuri mamaa“ (krebuli... 1940:223): „gulebi aRsavsea brZeni beladisa da 
maswavleblis, mamisa (xazi Cemia – k.b.) da megobris – didi stalinisadmi 
ganusazRvreli madlobis grZnobiT. [...] swored am mamobriv, stalinur 
siyvarulze (xazi Cemia – k.b.) sabWoTa xalxisadmi minda vTqva ramdenime 
sityva. sabWoTa xalxis farTo masebSi SemuSavda aseTi mimarTva: „Cveni 
mSobliuri mama, amxanagi stalini“ (xazi Cemia – k.b.). da es – ubralo 
sityvebi rodia, aramed gansakuTrebuli sityvebia, da iSvnen isini TviT 
xalxSi, ubralo adamianTa Soris“ (krebuli... 1940:221, 223). 

mzrunveloba da gulisxmiereba ki kidev erT „RvTaebriv“ TvisebasTan, 
gulTamxilavobasTanaa dakavSirebuli, rac imave iudeur Tu qristianul 
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religiur tradiciaSi imTaviTve ufals miewereba: am tradiciis Tanaxmad, 

mxolod ufalma uwyis, TiToeuli morwmunis sulsa da gulSi ra fiqre-

bi da vnebebi trialebs. am religiuri diskursis analogiiT, stalinma 

detalurad icis 183-milioniani sabWoTa imperiis TiToeuli moqalaqis 

gasaWiri, sadardebeli, sazrunavi, warmateba, warumateblobani, maRali 

swrafvebi, sixaruli da a.S. amasTan, icis, vin ras saqmianobs, vin mihyveba 

Tanmimdevrulad partiis mier gansazRvrul sayovelTao „jogis morals“, 

partiul disciplinas, vinaa „keTilmorwmune“ sabWoTa moqalaqe da a.S. 

Sesabamisad, aqve ikveTeba stalinis yovlisSemZle RvTaebriv-mamobrivi bu-

neba, rom igi mzadaa, am 183-milioniani masis TiToeuli warmomadgenlis 

problema umokles vadaSi gadaWras. amgvarad, rogorc RmerTia ganfenili 

samyaros materialur da aramaterialur ganzomilebebSi, asevea stalinic 

– isic ganfenilia sabWoTa imperiis xilul Tu uxilav dimensiebSi, Ti-

Toeuli sabWoTa moqalaqis arssa da arsebaSi: „aravis ise ar ZaluZs ada-
mianebis dafaseba, aravis ise ar exerxeba Caswvdes adamianis sulis dafa-
rul siRrmes, rogorc stalins“ (krebuli... 1940:212), „man, rogorc ara-
vin, Rrmad, mSobliurad icis muSebis, glexebisa da inteligenciis saWi-
roeba-moTxovnilebani“ (krebuli... 1940:223). 

mzrunveloba aseve gamoixateba masebis aRzrdaSi, damoZRvraSi, masebis 
komunistur WeSmartebebTan ziarebaSi, rac aseve stalinis, rogorc aRm-

zrdeli mamis, prerogativaa. garda amisa, sabWoTa xalxze gaweuli mzrun-

veloba gamoixateba masebis eTikur wrTobaSi, kerZod, Sromis kultis, 

Sromis eTikis ganmtkicebaSi: „qveynis socialistur industrializaciaSi 
gamoixateboda udidesi stalinuri mzrunveloba socialisturi revolu-
ciis bedze, mzrunveloba mravalmilioniani sabWoTa xalxis bedze. [...] 
Cveni qveynis mSromelebi ara marto samudamod daxsnilni arian umuSevro-
bisagan, aramed lenin-stalinis diadi partiis xelmZRvanelobiT maT moi-
poves ufleba Sromaze. es ufleba ara mxolod sakanonmdeblo wesiT gan-
mtkicebulia stalinur konstituciaSi, aramed igi realuradac uzrun-
velyofilia Cveni samSoblos TiToeuli muSakisaTvis socialisturi sa-
xalxo meurneobis mier“ (krebuli... 1940:214, 216). 

Sesabamisad, Sromis eTikis amaRleba gulisxmobs qveynis industria-
lizaciisa da eleqtrofikaciis procesebSi adamianebis CarTvas masobrivi 
gamwevi Zalis saxiT. aq ki viRebT viTarebas, rodesac Sromam ki ar „Seq-

mna adamiani“ an Sroma ki ar „aTavisuflebs“, aramed Sromam daamona adami-

ani, daumona ra igi mTeli sabWoTa imperiis masStabiT agorebul ideo-

logizebul teqnokratul gigantomanias da ase daukarga mas adamianuri 

saxe da Rirseba. sinamdvileSi „Sromis ufleba“ sabWoTa imperiaSi garda-

saxuli iyo SromiT uuflebobaSi, iZulebiT SromaSi, vinaidan es masSta-
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buri industrializacia umeteswilad xorcieldeboda ara sabWoTa „Tavi-

sufali“ moqalaqis nebayoflobiTi arCevanis safuZvelze, aramed sabWoTa 

gulagebSi gamomwyvdeuli asiaTasobiT adamianis monuri Sromis xarjze. 

mzrunveli politikuri mamisa da marad xelSi Semyure da marad dax-

marebis momlodine moqalaqeebis dispozicia ki, erTi mxriv, gulisxmobs, 

rom aseTi tipis sazogadoebaSi politikuriATavisufleba imTaviTve gamo-

ricxulia; meore mxriv, xalxze „mzrunveli“ politikuri beladi imTa-

viTve gadaiqceva absoluturi Tayvaniscemis obieqtad da gadainacvlebs 

RvTaebis rangSi. religiuri Tayvaniscema ki imTaviTve gulisxmobs xotba-

didebas, „Sesawirs“, „RvTaebisadmi“ vinmes/raimes Sewirvas an upirobo 

TviTmsxverplSewirvas: mag., kremlSi miRebisas cnobil mfrinavs, Ckalovs 

ganucxadebia „Tavis mzadyofna Tavi dasdos amxanagi stalinisaTvis“ (kre-
buli... 1940:227). stalinisadmi es Tavdadeba da TviTmsxverplSewirva, mi-

sadmi absoluturi sasoeba Semdgom paradigmatul formebs miiRebs da 

sabWoTa moqalaqis umTavres „religiur“-samoqalaqo saTnoebad damkvid-

rdeba: „amxanag stalins mraval saCuqars ugzavnian. saCuqrebs hgzavnian 
bavSvebi da mozrdilni, muSebi, kolmeurneebi da inteligentebi, diasax-
lisebi da invalidebi. [...] mTeli es uTvalavi werilebi, molocvebi da 
saCuqrebi mowmoben amxanag stalinis mWidro kavSirs xalxTan. yvelaze 
axlobeli, yvelaze mSobliuri; ubralo, Tavmdabali da gulisxmieri me-
gobari, megobari, romelsac mimarTaven rCevisaTvis, uziareben Tavis sixa-
ruls, sTxoven daxmarebas gasaWirSi; adamiani, romlis Sesaxeb Txzaven 
simRerebs, Tqmulebebsa da legendebs; xalxis erTguli Svili. – aseTad 
scocxlobs amxanagi stalini mSromelTa SegnebaSi“ (krebuli... 1940:249). 

m. Skiriatovis mier Tavis statiaSi moyvanili rovenis mazris glexi-

qalis amx. efemCuk-diaCukis stalinisadmi gamoTqmuli samadlobeli sity-

va ki aSkarad Seicavs saxotbo locvis diskurss: „didi xalxis did be-
lads, romelmac mogvaniWa Cven sicocxle, bedniereba, romelic gvepyroba 
Cven, rogorc mama, rogorc mzrunveli mSobeli, saxeli da dideba!... mara-
diuli dideba da mravalJamier Cvens Zvirfas megobars, dideba da xan-
grZlivi sicocxle amxanag stalins!“ (krebuli... 1940:230-231). glexiqa-

lis es sityvebi, faqtobrivad, mamao Cvenos leqsikas („saxeli da dide-

ba“, „maradiuli dideba“), sintagmatikasa (relatiuri winadadebis gamoye-

neba kavSiriT „romelic“) da amaRlebul paToss imeorebs.  

amgvarad, mamis konceptis „damuSavebiTa“ da stalinisadmi sabWoTa mo-

qalaqeebis mier gamovlenili „religiuri“ qcevis asaxviT (ufali – misi 

samwyso), aRniSnuli statiebi mizanmimarTulad aviTareben stalinis 

„RvTaebrivi“ warmoSobis diskurss, rom mis mimarT sabWoTa moqalaqeebs 

unda hqondeT RvTis moSiSebis gancda da Tavganwirvis unari, riTac isini 
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daamtkiceben da dasturyofen sabWoTa saxelmwifos, komunisturi partii-

sa da komunizmisadmi erTgulebas.  

daskvna 

totalitaruli reJimis farglebSi Sedgenil oficialur ideologi-

ur teqstebSi diskursi calsaxad muSaobs politikuri beladis aprioru-

li sakralizaciis mimarTulebiT: kerZod, politikuri beladi istoriu-

li sivrcis farglebSi aucileblobiT gadainacvlebs mamis arqetipul 

xatSi da igi iZens mama-RmerTis yvela niSan-Tvisebas: igia yofierebis 

pirvelsawyisi, demiurgi – Semoqmedi RmerTi, igia moZRvari, masSi da mas-

Tanaa WeSmariteba, igia saswaulmoqmdi da yovlisSemZle, igia mzrunveli 

da meoxi. Sesabamisad, politikuri beladi gadaiqceva „locvis“, Tayvanis-

cemisa da msxverplSewirvis obieqtad. am mizandasaxulobis gamo, tota-

litaruli reJimi da misi aseve sakralizebuli instituciebi (partia) da 

saxelmwifo aparati principulad tradiciul religiur paradigmasa da 

diskurss eyrdnoba (da es orientireba apriorulia) da masSi Seaqvs axa-
li religiuri Sinaarsi – politikuri beladis sekularizebuli Tu se-

kularuli sakralizacia, rac totalitaruli saxelmwifos ideologiis 

fundamenturi diskursia.  
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Konstantine Bregadze 

The Collection Dedicated to Stalin’s 60th Anniversary (1940)  
and the Ideological Discourse 

Summary 

The present paper, based on the material published in the collection dedicated to 
Stalin’s jubilee “60 years from the birth of great Stalin” (collection…1940), analyses the 
ideological discourse and its function in the official texts of the totalitarian regime.  

The paper researches which mechanisms are used for the functioning of discourse in 
the articles and reports given in the collection (1940) dedicated to Stalin's 60th anniversary. 

The very first pages of the collection, or rather, the headers clearly show the qualities 
and characteristics which can be traced in the so-called “discourse societies” (Foucault 
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1974:27), in particular, from the doctrines accumulated and the importance and influence of 
institutions. From the very beginning, it becomes obvious that the collection is done under 
the order of a concrete institution and under the principles of linguistic selection, filtration, 
using the accumulated doctrines within the two sectors of “discourse societies”. On the one 
hand, Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute and Political Publishing Agency and, on the other, in the 
Communist (Bolshevik) Party. In both cases much attention is paid to the doctrine, which is 
revealed in the slogan on the very first page of the collection, “Proletarians of all countries 
unite!” This slogan is of a doctrinal nature, because it attracts the masses under the sole 
value of the proletariat, and unites them under this value and discourse, masses are being 
ideologically brainwashed and their identity established. Consequently, the discourse-
dogmatic word proletariat for all the authors of the collection becomes dogmatic 
representation and the Center of Truth. Such center of truth becomes the word – Stalin, 
which is found in the text of the presidium of the Supreme Committee of the USSR. Thus, 
both the authors and publishers of the collection agree that their discourse texts will work in 
the direction of the two doctrinal statements – proletariat and Stalin in the direction of 
extension and dissemination. 

The doctrinal expansion and dissemination in the collection are primarily linked to 
Stalin’s political figure, Bolshevik-Communist Party, Proletariat, sacralization of Marx-
Engels-Lenin, for which the authors use concrete discourse elements, and which, in their 
turn, rely on the tradition of religious harmony and eschatology. Taking into consideration 
this tradition, the collection also develops the dichotomic division of “believers” (e.g. 
Bolsheviks, Proletariat) and “heretics” (e.g. Mensheviks and Bourgeoisie), and also 
developed are the moral dogmas and “religious” practices through which “repentance of 
political sins” are possible. Therefore, all the texts in the collection have the same discourse 
mechanisms and elements on the basis of which Stalin’s political figure, the Bolshevik-
Communist Party, proletariat, sacralization of Marx-Engels-Lenin, and the political morals 
are highlighted. Namely: 
a) Hypostasis, or regarding Stalin as a new Messiah and the new Lord, which is expressed 

by the words Father, Leader; thus, the form of addressing Stalin in order to deepen the 
spiritual father-son relationship between the leader and “the masses is always “you” 
(second person singular). For example, “The Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party 
on your 60th anniversary, greets you with pleasure, the great leader of the party and the 
soviet people” (Collection ... 1940:7); 

b) Discourse of Eternity – Stalin as beyond the spatial and time categories, with him being 
eternal; 

c) Mosean Discourse – Stalin as a spiritual leader and teacher who, as a theoretician, 
creates new true commandments and dogmas for the world proletariat;  

d) Discourse of a caring father – The father, who like the god of the Old Testament, cares 
for his “chosen nation” (the proletariat, the workers, the peasants, “Soviet peoples”), 
always stands beside them during the turbulent historic times, and is always supportive 
and saves them: “Stalin cares delicately for his comrades, friends and people. He, like 
Lenin, is moved by the deep love for man and is always struggling for their complete 
liberation, happiness” (Collection ... 1940:71); 

e) Proletariat – as a new “religious community”, new “believers”; 
f) The Party – as a new “church”, which in this eschatological moment of history shows 

the proletariat the true way towards communism; 
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g) “Theorists”: Marx, Engels and Lenin as new “prophets”, “apostles” and “evangelists” 
who were not able to write about the “Promised Land” – establishment of Communism 
– vision and entrance of the Communist “Paradise” (“The Greatest Theorists – Marx 
and Engels – did not see the realization of their ideas in their life” Collection... 
1940:65); 

h) Revolutionary struggle for proletariat and the underground work of Bolsheviks as new 
“religious” merit and a new mission arising from the “catacombs”; 

i) Bourgeois-reactionary forces, Mensheviks, Trotskyists, Social-Democrats, etc. – as 
new “heretics” and “sectarians”; 

j) Separation from them as an act of purification from sins; 
k) Industrialization, collectivization – as new “religious dogmas”; 
l) Enabling Communism through socialism as a new “eschatology”. 

Thus, in the official ideological texts of the totalitarian regime, the discourse clearly 
works in the direction of the a priori sacralization of the political leader: namely, the 
political leader will from the spatial time of history move towards the archetype image of 
the father and, moreover, acquire all the features of the Father-God: he is the basis of 
existence, God the creator, He is the Teacher, with him and in him is the Truth, he is 
Almighty, He is the listener, and the healer. Consequently, the political leader becomes the 
object of “prayer”, worship and sacrifice. Because of this purpose, the totalitarian regime 
and its subordinated institutions (party) and the state apparatus are principally based on the 
traditional religious paradigm and discourse (and this orientation is a priori) and introduces a 
new religious content – secularized or secular, which is a fundamental discourse of the 
ideology of the totalitarian state.  



 156

enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

EKATERINA VELMEZOVA  
University of Lausanne 

WHAT THE PARTICIPANTS OF THE LINGUISTIC DISCUSSION 
IN PRAVDA WROTE ABOUT THE GEORGIAN LANGUAGE 

FROM JUNE 9 TO JUNE 20, 1950? 

In our previous studies,1 we have already written about the role of the so-called 
“Georgian factor” in the linguistic discussion of 1950. However, this discussion as a 
whole – despite the 70 years that have passed since it took place – has generally not 
been studied well enough: while Stalin’s texts are known today, texts published in 
Pravda up until June 20, 1950, with the exception of the article written by Arnold 
Chikobava, who opened the discussion, are known to a much lesser extent. 
V. M . Alpatov’s study Istorija odnogo mifa. Marr i marrizm [History of one Myth. 
Marr and Marrism] provides us with a notable exception (Алпатов 1991:169-180). 
V. M. Alpatov divides all of the articles published in Pravda during the linguistic 
discussion of 1950 into three groups: anti-Marrist, (pro-)Marrist and “neutral” 
(“intermediate”) (ibid.:169 sqq.). As a matter of fact, however, the positions of the 
participants of the discussion are, as a rule, not reducible to unambiguous judg-
ments: the “pro-Marrists” recognized the shortcomings of the “New theory of lan-
guage” (“Without denying a number of erroneous statements in Marr’s works...”) 
(Мещанинов 1950:3); the “anti-Marrists” did not always, and did not ever comple-
tely, agree with each other (for example, the points of view of Stalin and Chikobava 
on the possibility of considering language as a superstructure over a basis cannot be 
considered completely in agreement, 2  and could not deny Marr’s numerous 
academic achievements (“None of the Soviet scientists can deny the great merits of 
N. Ya. Marr in various fields of linguistics”) (Попов 1950); finally, some partici-
pants of the discussion tried to compromise (“Taking what is valuable, discarding 
what is the obsolete”) (ibid.), siding with neither the “pro-Marrists” nor their oppo-
nents, but approximating themselves to both. The articles published by the partici-
pants of the discussion took the most diverse aspects of Marrism into consideration. 

The purpose of this short article is to analyze what was said about the Georgian 
language in the pages of Pravda between May 9 (when Chikobava’s article was 
published) and June 20, 1950 (when Stalin’s text, which de facto put an end to this 
discussion, was published). Of course, contributions on Marrism and on Stalin’s 
intervention itself continued to be published after June 20, but they seemed 
                                                 
1  See, first of all, Velmezova 2014; Вельмезова 2014:257-277.  
2  See Вельмезова 2014:264-267. 
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incomparably less interesting than those printed before June 20, when it was 
difficult to foresee the outcome of the discussion. As far as we know, such an 
analysis has yet to be carried out; it will prove useful in assessing the importance of 
the “Georgian factor” in the linguistic discussion held in the USSR 70 years ago. 

First of all, let us note that the Georgian language is mentioned only in some of 
the articles published by Pravda before June 20. In total, 14 texts were printed 
during the period under consideration (June 9 – June 20, 1950): 

May 9 (Pravda, № 129):  
– А. S. Chikobava “About some questions of Soviet linguistics”, р. 3-5 

May 16 (Pravda, № 136):  
– I. I. Meshchaninov “For the creative development of academician N. 

Ya. Marr’s heritage”, р. 3-4 
May 23 (Pravda, № 143): 

– N. S. Chemodanov “Ways of development of Soviet linguistics”, р. 3 
– B. A. Serebrennikov “About N. Ya. Marr’s research methods”, р. 3-4 
– G. D. Sanzheev “Either forward or backward”, р. 4 

May 30 (Pravda, № 150): 
– F. P. Filin “Against stagnation, for the development of Soviet linguistics”, р. 3 
– G. A. Kapantsyan “On some general linguistic theses of N. Marr”, р. 3-4 
– А. I. Popov “Issues of Soviet linguistics which are of current interest”, р. 4 

June 6 (Pravda, № 157):  
– V. V. Vinogradov “To develop Soviet linguistics on the basis of Marxist-

Leninist theory”, p. 3-4 
June 13 (Pravda, № 164): 

– L. A. Bulakhovsky “On the paths of materialistic linguistics”, р. 3 
– S. D. Nikiforov “History of the Russian language and N. Ya. Marr’s theory”, р. 4 
– V. D. Kudryavtsev “To interrogate the class character of the language”, р. 4 

June 20 (Pravda, № 171): 

– J. V. Stalin “Marxism and problems of linguistics”, р. 3-443 
– P. Ya. Chernykh “Critisizing some theses of the ‘New theory of language’”, р. 444 

                                                 
3  The volume of of Stalin’s text completely fit into the “established” discussion frame-

work.  
44  As one can see, among the participants of the discussion were both scientists who are still 

widely known today (I. I. Meshchaninov, V. V. Vinogradov, A. S. Chikobava) and those 
who are much less remembered. For instance, with the exception of certain extremely 
specialized scholars, few could say today who A. I. Popov, Doctor of Historical Sciences 
from Leningrad State University, was (his article was published in Pravda on May 30). 
This is certainly lamentable: in addition to the academic interest that any historical 
document related to language sciences presents for historians of linguistics, the courage 
of those who participated in the discussion should also be remarked upon and paid tribute 
to. As we have already noted, until June 20, 1950 it was not clear how this discussion 
might end. 
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The Georgian language is mentioned in nine – that is, more than a half – of these 
publications: in the articles written by Chikobava, Meshchaninov, Serebrennikov, 
Sanzheev, Filin, Kapantsyan, Vinogradov, Kudryavtsev and Stalin. Of the nine 
articles, the majority are clearly not “neutral” (or “intermediate”): among them there 
are four anti-Marrist articles (by Chikobava, Serebrennikov, Kapantsyan and Stalin; 
with some reservations, Vinogradov’s article, which is “more of a compromise”, 
could also be considered as such, “perhaps because he [Vinogradov] couldn’t not be 
afraid of new difficult trials in those days”) (Алпатов 1991:173), three pro-Marrist 
texts (by Meshchaninov, Filin and Kudryavtsev) and only one “neutral” contribu-
tion (“compromising and largely contradictory”) (ibid.:176), Sanzheev’s article. 
This testifies to the importance of the discourse on Georgian in the discussion. 

In the articles cited, the Georgian language is referred to in several contexts at 
once. 

First of all, a number of articles consider Marr an important author in several 
areas, including the field of Georgian philology.5 Moreover, the significance of 
Marr’s research in this area was recognized even by his critics and opponents. For 
example, Chikobava, who opened the discussion on May 9, wrote the following: 

An outstanding Soviet scientist, and the most important Caucasologist, Acade-
mician N. Ya. Marr is widely known among the Soviet public as the author of the 
Japhetic theory. However, even before the publication of the first study in support 
of the Japhetic theory (1908) N. Ya. Marr was a recognized authority on the issues 
of Armenian-Georgian philology in the broad sense of the word: language, litera-
ture, history, ethnography, archeology. Later on, Academician N. Ya. Marr, this 
tireless researcher of Japhetic languages, the author of a number of valuable monog-
raphs and numerous articles on Georgian, Chan, Svan, Abkhaz, Dagestan langua-
ges, as well as on Basque and other languages, became a world-famous scientist 
(Чикобава 1950:3). 

At the same time, Meshchaninov, whose article was published in response to 
Chikobava’s criticism of Marr, reproached the latter for the fact that, in recognizing 
the merits of Marr in the area of Caucasology, he neglected to mention what Marr 
did after that – namely, in the post-revolutionary period: 

Professor A. S. Chikobava, a major specialist and a reasonably well-versed 
connoisseur of Caucasian languages, placed the main emphasis of his commentary 
on those incorrect and incomplete theses that can be found in Marr’s writings. He 
does not deny N. Ya. Marr’s merits. Professor A. S. Chikobava indeed recognizes 

                                                 5  In the published discussion, Marr is sometimes referred to, however, as an outstanding 
Caucasian scholar, without mention of the long list of particular languages that he 
studied. See, for example, in Popov’s article: “None of the Soviet scientists can deny 
N. Ya. Marr’s merits in various fields of linguistics. These merits, of course, are not at all 
limited to the field of Caucasian studies, but are incomparably broader and more 
fundamental” (Попов 1950). 
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Marr as the greatest expert on Georgian-Armenian philology. But this statement 
highlights Marr’s pre-revolution work. The work that Marr produced during the 
Soviet period, characterized by the most important creative works of the already 
established Soviet scientist, is evaluated only negatively (Мещанинов 1950:3). 

Sometimes Marr is mentioned as a specialist of Georgian studies without any 
further clarifications. Kapantsyan, in particular, stands out in this regard, writing,   
“I will not touch on the role of N. Marr as an Armenologist, specialist in Georgian 
studies, and partly an archaeologist and ethnographer….” (Капанцян 1950:3). Later 
in his article, however, Kapantsyan goes on to emphasize the merits of Marr in the 
domain of Georgian philology, and to speak of them using the term “Japhetic” as a 
highly scientific one. He focuses, ultimately, on the fact that Marr’s discoveries are 
still valuable: no later discoveries, according to Kapantsyan, can call into question 
his contribution to the corresponding field: 

But the role of Academician N. Marr as an Armenian-Georgian scholar and 
researcher of the related scientific interests of the peoples of the Middle East, 
especially the Japhetic peoples of the Caucasus, is huge and undeniable. Here he is a 
linguist, philologist, historian and archaeologist; with his enormous erudition and 
production (several hundred large and small works) he was a true innovator and 
founder of new scientific Georgian and Armenian studies. This role is not in the least 
diminished by the new, more justified establishment of the genesis of the Georgian 
language in connection with the Caucasian languages, given by I. Javakhishvili (“The 
origin and kinship of the Kartvelian and Caucasian languages”), as well as by my 
work on the genesis of the Armenian language, not as a uniformly mixed “Ario-
Japhetic” one, as N. Marr refers to it, but mainly as “Asianic” (ibid.:4).  

On the other hand, the articles in question speak of Georgian as the subject of 
reflections that would lead to the Marrist Japhetic theory genesis; both supporters 
and opponents of Marr wrote about this. Chikobava, for example, wrote the 
following: 

The theory of Japhetic languages was born as a theory of the relationship 
between the Georgian and Semitic languages. It went through a series of develop-
mental stages. The defining moment for each stage is the concept of Japhetic lan-
guages, of their composition. In 1908, the Japhetic languages were the Kartvelian 
languages (Georgian, Megrelian-Chan, Svan, and some of the dead languages of the 
Near East), later this “Japhetic picture” changed (Чикобава 1950:3). 

The Marrist Filin emphasized at the same time that it was thanks to Marr, who 
switched from his studies on the Georgian language to a completely new linguistics 
(opposed to “formal” linguistics), that the Georgian language was no longer 
considered “alone”, an “orphan”. Such a statement, undoubtedly, must have exalted 
the Marrist “New theory of language” in the eyes of Stalin: 
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Young N. Ya. Marr set himself the task of exploring the internal connections of 
the Georgian language with other “orphan” Caucasian languages, and even tried to 
compare the Georgian language with the languages of the Semitic “family”. As a 
result of many years of research, the foundations of Japhetic linguistics were laid – 
the doctrine of the Japhetic system of languages. The study of the original 
phenomena of Japhetic languages, supported by work on monuments of material 
culture, already before the revolution brought N. Ya. Marr to the conclusions which 
are incompatible with formal comparative linguistics (Филин 1950). 

However, it was this new “Japhetic linguistics” that was criticized by anti-
Marrists, in several respects. The Georgian language was also mentioned in this 
criticism. Most often, examples from the Georgian language allowed Marr’s 
opponents to illustrate the important problems of his theory in its most general 
form: the comparison of any languages with any other was criticized in particular as 
it led, thanks to “elemental analysis”, to the establishment of false etymologies. 
This was discussed in Chikobava’s article, which opened the discussion: 

Elemental analysis is the “technique of the New theory of language”. It does 
not exclude comparison; on the contrary, this is the new technique of comparison 
– comparison by elements. What can be compared? Any words of any languages: 
the Georgian words can be compared with Chinese words in the same way as with 
Latin and Arabic words, as well as those taken from Chuvash, Turkish – just as 
easily as with the Basque...: you just need to “establish” which element (or which 
hybridized elements) “lies” in the basis of the words (Чикобава 1950:4). 

Later, in the same article Chikobava gives examples of such comparisons of 
Georgian words with words from Russian, Armenian, Svan, Laz, English, Chinese, 
Mordovian, Greek and Megrelian. One of these comparisons, using the “elemental 
analysis” method and taking into account the semantics of the corresponding words 
meaning ‘tree’, ‘acorn’ and ‘bread’, leads Marr to the following conclusion: “huma-
nity once fed on acorns” (ibid.).6 Chikobava comments on this conclusion, writing: 

The conclusion which is essential for the history of culture is drawn from a 
seemingly harmless comparison of Georgian with Chinese, Greek, and other 
languages. Meanwhile, all this rests on the elemental analysis of [relevant] words 
[from different languages]. The semantic bundle: oak – acorn – bread with all the 

                                                 6  Let us recall in this connection the well-known semantic law of functional transfer 
formulated by Marr, which was often commented on by Marr himself with this example 
(the word meaning ‘acorn’ was later transferred to ‘bread’) and which would later be 
mentioned in certain works on general semiotics (see, for instance, Степанов 1971:139; 
Степанов 1990a:439; Степанов 1990b:441): the name of one object is transferred to 
another, provided that the second object plays the same role in society, performing the 
same function as the previous one. (For a detailed analysis of this law, see Velmezova 
2007:237-248). 
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conclusions regarding the history of culture was created through elemental analysis 
contrary to the facts of the history of the [corresponding] Georgian word [meaning 
‘oak’] (Чикобава 1950:4).  

However, Chikobava stresses, the basis of this word cannot be divided into the 
elements distinguished by Marr. It follows that this Georgian word 

[...] cannot be associated with the bases meaning “tree” or “bread” – neither 
according to modern nor historical norms of the Georgian language. It is not in our 
competence to decide whether the humans could eat acorns; it seems that one single 
species of oak produces edible acorns. We confine ourselves to indicating that the 
[relevant] Georgian word, analyzed without partiality does not provide any 
evidence in favor of the elemental analysis (ibid.). 

Others who opposed Marr wrote about similar problems of the “New theory of 
language”, often also appealing to facts regarding the Georgian language. 
B. Serebrennikov pointed out the incorrect comparison of Georgian with Latin in 
Marr’s works (Серебренников 1950:4); G. Sanzheev noted that “we would pro-
bably not arbitrarily and without justification compare Mongolian words with 
Georgian, Celtic or American […]” (Санжеев 1950); resorting to an analysis of the 
facts of Georgian, which was reflected in the works of Marr, G. Kapantsyan 
remarked that Marr, “did not provide” any “concrete historical development, inevi-
table for every word [...]. The present late form of the word seemed phonetically 
ready for such an elemental analysis to the detriment of its true historicism” 
(Капанцян 1950:3). He criticized as well the fact that, “with such an unhistorical 
and cosmopolitan global approach, N. Marr compared not only any languages, 
words with their modern phonetic state (therefore, regardless of the fact that they 
could be modified beyond recognition), the structure of the language etc., but even 
the smallest single features of these languages,” etc. (ibid.). 

On the other hand, examples from the Georgian language were cited, for 
instance, by Chikobava as an illustration of the consistency of the comparative 
method in historical linguistics, in contrast to Marr’s theories: “In contrast to the 
stadial classification of Academician N. Ya. Marr, a genealogical classification 
developed on the basis of the comparative-historical analysis understood in the 
Marxist sense, groups languages by origin, by the genealogical principle, suggesting 
the existence of different source sound material in different language groups” 
(Чикобава 1950:4). Furthermore, comparing the words signifying ‘three’ in 
Russian, Latin and ancient Indian, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, in 
Georgian and Turkish, Chikobava writes: “Russian, Latin and ancient Indian have 
in this case a common initial material, a common root. [...] On the other hand, [...] 
Georgian is not related either to the Indo-European languages or to Turkish” (ibid.). 
Finally, relying on a comparison of Georgian with Megrelian, Chikobava writes: 
“The technique of this comparison should exclude arbitrariness, establish what is 
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regular: the formulae of regular sound correspondences established during the 
comparison are a reliable control tool for comparative historical analysis. [...] This 
analysis technique is justified by research practice” (ibid.).7  

Other aspects of Marrist theory were also criticized in the discussion, and, once 
again, sometimes this criticism was based on the facts of the Georgian language. 

Stalin in particular, whose commentary concluded the discussion de facto, is 
known to have refuted the thesis of the “class” character of language. But before it 
happened, Marr’s famous example of the “class” Armenian and Georgian languages, 
whose corresponding “parts” in two different languages were supposedly more 
similar to each other than different “parts” of the same language, was discussed in 
different ways. Opponents of Marr considered this example to be absurd, and the 
first to comment on this was Chikobava: 

[...] N. Ya. Marr states: “... Japhetidology rejects the existence of non-class 
languages; all languages, including the national languages of Europe and the 
Caucasus, are, let us repeat once again, class, and they are class languages not 
least, but first of all. In Armenia and Georgia, there were two national languages in 
each country, both were class languages, one was the ancient literary feudal 
language and the other was the so-called folk, popular language, [...] now we are 
not going to enter into the various modalities of this folk speech. And what is 
remarkable, the Georgian feudal language is closer, as to its system, to the 
Armenian feudal language than each of them is to the national language of their 
countries, and it is clear that with the same attitude to their feudal languages, the 
Armenian and Georgian folk languages are the languages of the same system in 
many main features of their typology. Perhaps we will have the opportunity, on 
another occasion, to illustrate this phenomenon with examples. But most 
importantly, Japhetidology considers unacceptable any other approach (for 
which speech is not a class phenomenon) to the study of language.”8 […] N. 
Ya. Marr’s groundless statement that the Georgian feudal language is closer – 
already in terms of its system – to the Armenian feudal language, “than each of 
them is to the folk language of their countries,” has nothing to do with the actual 
state of affairs (Чикобава 1950:3).  

                                                 7  It is worth saying in this regard that Meshchaninov, for example, mentions Chikobava’s 
general theory of language (the corresponding text was published in Georgian) as an 
approach opposite to Marrism: “Such views are held by a great connoisseur of Caucasian 
languages A. S. Chikobava. His course in general linguistics, published in Georgian, is 
very indicative of this. Launching a dispute with Marr, he at the same time inclines to the 
bourgeois doctrine refuted by Marr. N. Ya. Marr destroyed the proto-language scheme, 
A. S. Chikobava, on the contrary, recognizes that related languages come from one 
language, they represent the differentiations of one language, which should be called the 
language-basis (volume I, p. 212)” (Мещанинов 1950:4). 

8  Н. Я. Марр, К Бакинской дискуссии о яфетидологии и марксизме [N. Ya. Marr. Towards 
Baku discussion on Japhetidology and Marxism], 1932, р. 19. Our emphasis. – А. Ch. 
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Vinogradov echoed the Georgian linguist: 
With these views, there is no question of the original character of the Russian 

language, the Russian people and Russian culture. In the fight against bourgeois 
nationalism it was important for N. Ya. Marr to intensely emphasize the interna-
tional foundations of the Russian language, its initial connection with other lan-
guages of the USSR. “Hence the New theory of language concludes that there is a 
historical community between the Russian language and the languages of many 
other nationalities of the [Soviet] Union; they are genetically intertwined in the 
previous stage of development.”9 Only one thing is not explained: why the gramma-
tical structure and material composition of the Russian language and, for example, 
of Georgian or Estonian are completely different. With such a methodlogical 
orientation of the theory of Academician N. Ya. Marr to show the “commonality” 
of all the languages of the world and the complex “hybrid nature” of every 
language, his statements that “the languages of the same class of different countries, 
with the identity of the social structure, reveal more typological affinity for each 
other than languages of different classes of one and the same country, of one and 
the same nation” are clear.10 This thesis is, of course, anti-historical (Виноградов 
1950:4).  

Others participating in the discussion, on the other hand, believed this thesis of 
Marr to be true. For example, Kudryavtsev wrote the following: 

It was precisely about such class languages of feudal Armenia and Georgia that 
N. Ya. Marr wrote in his works. He established that in ancient Armenia there were 
two types of languages: […] ancient Armenian language of secular and spiritual 
feudal lords and […] dialects of peasants and artisans […]. In this differentiation of 
the language N. Ya. Marr rightly perceived class character. Professor A. S. 
Chikobava was unable to refute this conclusion of N. Ya. Marr and he focused all 
his criticism on Marr’s mistaken view that language has been class-oriented since 
its very origin (Кудрявцев 1950). 

The thesis on the connection of language and society in Marr’s works also 
manifests itself in his reasoning about the dependence of the evolution of language 
on the development of the society. During the discussion, Marr’s reasoning about 
“language and revolution” was criticized in this regard; revolution, as Kapantsyan, 
for example, believed, should not be imposed on language artificially:  

                                                 
9  Ф. П. Филин. “Генетические взаимоотношения русского языка с языками других 

народностеи̮ СССР в работах Н. Я. Марра”. Сборник “Всесоюзныи̮ центральныи ̮ 
комитет нового алфавита Н. Я. Марру”. [F.P. Filin. “Genetic relations of the Russian 
language with the languages of other nationalities of the USSR in the works of N. 
Ya. Marr”. Collection “The All-Union Central Committee of the New Alphabet to N. 
Ya. Marr”] М., 1936, р. 130. 

10  Н. Я. Марр. Избранные работы [N. Ya. Marr. Selected works], vol. II, р. 415. 
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As for the revolution of the language, its need, its historical necessity, must be 
substantiated. Indeed, grammar is not directly associated with a change in the social 
system and production. [...] Finally, there are languages like Georgian, where the 
verb must indicate a relation to the (direct or indirect) object if there is another word 
for this object. [...] The question is: can a Georgian be forced not to use these 
objective prefixes now? Will the real grammatical consciousness of a Georgian 
allow such a break? And for what? (Капанцян 1950:3)  

Finally, Marr’s stadial typology was criticized:  
Based on the formal-typological comparison of heterogeneous systems of 

languages, a scheme of the “stadial” development of the sentence structure was 
constructed by representatives of this branch of the New theory of language.11 This 
formal and syntactic “stadiality” of the development of sentence constructions is not at 
all the stadiality that is found in the teaching of Аcademician N. Ya. Marr. Of 
course, the distinction between several types of sentence constructions inherent in 
different languages of the world is important for linguistics. But to put this or that 
type of sentence construction as the basis for the characteristics of the entire 
structure of the language and, on this basis, to determine the stage of its deve-
lopment, is unhistorical. In this case, a concrete historical and materialistic study of 
the entire syntactic structure of the language is replaced by an analysis of subject-
object relations within one type of sentence (i.e., by the clarification of the relations 
between the subject and the predicate, more simply: between the predicate and the 
subject and complement). Moreover: this analysis does not require that the resear-
cher have meaningful, living knowledge of the analyzed language, i.e. its social 
understanding. […] At the same time, it is well known that different types of 
sentence constructions (and, therefore, different stages of development of the sen-
tence structure) can coexist in the same language, for example, in modern Georgian 
or Chukchi. About this professor A. S. Chikobava rightly remarked: “Apparently, 
the elaboration of a stadial scheme can lead to real results only if it is built not 
deductively and a priori, but inductively, with regard to particular languages, 
with full consideration of the history of these languages […].”12 Naturally, under 
the influence of the indisputable linguistic facts in 1947 Academician 
Meshchaninov had to abandon his formal-stadial scheme of the development of the 
structure of sentence (Виноградов 1950:3).  

                                                 
11  It is the question of Marr’s followers who developed stadial syntactic typology after his 

death. – E.V. 
12  Арн. Чикобава. “Историческое взаимоотношение номинативной и эргативной конс-

трукций по данным древнегрузинского языка”. Известия Академии наук СССР, 
Отд. лит. и языка [Arn. Chikobava. “The historical relationship of nominative and 
ergative constructions according to the ancient Georgian language data”. Proceedings of 
the USSR Academy of Sciences, Department of literature and language], vol. VII, fasc. 3, 
1948, р. 234. 
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In general, taking into account the possible reasons for the linguistic discussion 
of 1950,13 one might expect discussions amongst its participants about the supposed 
inferiority or superiority of certain languages, Georgian or other (for example, pro-
Marrists might emphasize that the Georgian language, Stalin’s native language, is 
not inferior compared to Indo-European languages, as it could appear from Marr’s 
theoretical conclusions). However, only Filin takes up this point: 

Let us just mention, for instance, the accusations advanced by Professor 
A. Chikobava against Marr of promoting racism, accusations based on “skillfully” 
selected quotes. If Marr, in his stadial classification of the languages of the world 
(certainly representing an incomplete scheme and erroneous to the extent that it is 
based only on morphological characteristics), put the Chinese or Georgian 
languages on the stages preceding the Indo-European languages, then professor 
A. Chikobava is in a hurry to conclude: Academician N. Ya. Marr refuses these 
languages (Georgian and Chinese) in their further development. This conclusion is 
completely untrue: Academician N. Ya. Marr, unlike some comparativists, did not 
equate the content of the language and its form. He wrote the following about 
Georgian: “It is one of the most developed, also in writing, living languages in the 
world... The Georgian language is able to fully and without distortion convey the 
concepts of abstract thinking. Products of both Asian and European cultural 
communities are easily translated into Georgian. It possesses sufficiently rich means 
for the nationalization of achievements in applied knowledge and technology as 
well. It contains the ferment of internationalism, obtained with enormous labor”14 

(Филин 1950).  

In the final note of the discussion in question – Stalin’s article published on 
June 20 – Georgian is mentioned only once, and only as one of many languages that 
are characterized by a particular tendency – the tendency, in this case, not to change 
drastically in the wake of drastic social changes. In this way Stalin refutes Marr’s 
claim that language is a superstructure on the basis: 

It’s not a secret to anyone that the Russian language served Russian capitalism 
and Russian bourgeois culture just as well before the October Revolution as it 
serves the current socialist system and the socialist culture of Russian society. The 
same should be said about Ukrainian, Belarusian, Uzbek, Kazakh, Georgian, 
Armenian, Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Moldavan, Tatar, Azerbaijani, Bashkir, 
Turkmen and other languages of the Soviet nations, which also served the old, 
bourgeois system of these nations just as well as now they serve the new, socialist 
system (Сталин 1950:3). 

                                                 
13  See Вельмезова 2014:257-314. 
14  Н. Я. Марр. Грузинский язык [N. Ya. Marr. The Georgian Language]. Stalinir, 1949, 

р. 11-12 (Филин 1950). 
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It is worth noting, however, that even as just one of the many languages listed 
in this context by Stalin, Georgian is mentioned here soon after the Slavic 
languages, which played an important role in organizing the discussion. It indicates 
the importance that Georgian held for Stalin. 

As we can see, the majority of those who participated in the discussion on 
linguistics organized in Pravda between May 9 and June 20, 1950, appealed to the 
Georgian language. Therefore, the authors of the relevant articles were likely to 
direct themselves, to a certain extent, to Stalin, for whom Georgian was the native 
language and whose invisible presence was not forgotten by the authors of the 
published articles even before his direct intervention in the discussion. However, 
the same fragments of Marr’s theories that mentioned the Georgian language might 
be interpreted by said linguists in different ways, depending on whether the purpose 
of their intervention was to support or, on the contrary, to sharply criticize the “New 
theory of language”. 
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ekaterina velmezova 

ras werdnen gazeT `pravdaSi~ enobrivi diskusiis monawileni   
qarTuli enis Taobaze 1950 wlis 9 maisidan 20 ivnisamde? 

reziume 

statiaSi naCvenebia, rogor ganixileboda qarTuli ena 1950 wels sabWo-

Ta gazeT `pravdaSi~ gamarTuli enobrivi diskusiis dros. diskusiis monawi-

leTa umravlesoba axsenebs qarTul enas. am saxiT isini mimarTaven piradad 

stalins, romelic iyo diskusiis de faqto momwyobic da damsrulebelic. 

niko maris erTi da igive fragmentebi, romlebSic naxsenebia qarTuli ena, 

sxvadasxvagvarad esmodaT diskusiis monawileebs. es damokidebuli iyo avto-

ris mizanze, mxars uWerda Tu akritikebda niko maris Teorias. 
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THE “INTERNAL LAWS OF LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT”AS AN  

IDEOLOGICAL MANIFESTATION OF STALINIST RUSSIA1-2 

Introduction 

In February 1952 in Moscow, a significant linguistics event took place in the 
prestigious Institute of Linguistics of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR: up to 
1000 people took part in the event, and about 30 lectures were given by the most 
prominent Soviet linguists of the time (Levin 1952). This three-day conference was 
dedicated to a highly specific linguistic concept: the internal laws of language 
development [vnutrennie zakony razvitiia iazyka]. Viktor Vinogradov (1895-1969), 
the new leader of Soviet linguistics since the theories of N. Ya. Marr (1864-1934), 
this “simplifier and vulgarizer of Marxism” (Stalin 1950:67), had been rejected by 
Stalin himself in 1950, 3 when evaluating the results of the conference in his 
concluding speech pointed out that “despite the fact that not all the issues were 
raised and received a deep and comprehensive solution during the discussion, [this 
conference] represents a step forward on the path of achievement of the goals put 
forth before Soviet linguists by comrade Stalin” (Levin 1952:146.). The fact that so 
many linguists and scientists gathered in Moscow around this particular linguistic 
concept was because it had been put forward by Stalin himself, in his critique of 
Marr’s theories, as the “main problem of linguistics” (Stalin 1950:62). The internal 
                                                 
1  wakiTxulia moxsenebad giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis istori-

is sazogadoebisa da ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo uni-
versitetis erTobliv saerTaSoriso konferenciaze _ ideologia da lingvis-
turi ideebi, 2015 weli, 4-6 oqtomberi, Tbilisi, saqarTvelo. 

2  I would like to thank Arshiya Sangchooli for having greatly improved the formal quality 
of this text. 

3  In May-June 1950, the Soviet official newspaper Pravda initiated the so-called linguistic 
discussion whose central concern was N. Marr and his theories accused of being 
responsible for “the unsatisfactory state of Soviet linguistics” (Pravda of Mai 9, 1950, 
quoted in Pollock 2006:114). During the discussion, several articles of linguists were 
published, either supporting or condemning Marr, whose theories were quasi-official in 
the USSR since the middle of the 1920s. On June 20 Pravda published Stalin’s article 
“On Marxism in Linguistics” (Stalin 1950:7-70), in which he rejected as un-Marxist Marr 
and his theories. The main problems of these theories were, among others, the class 
nature of languages and the fact that Marr considered languages as super- structures. At 
the end, this paper will provide another explanation for the rejection of Marr’s theories. 
For a detailed view of the ins and outs of Stalin’s article against Marr and of the linguistic 
discussion, see Pollock 2006:104-135. 
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laws of language development are not central in Stalin’stext, which is essentially 
dedicated to showing that N. Marr had failed in his attempt to build a Marxist and 
materialist science of language. They are mentioned only four or five times and 
briefly defined as the laws according to which a language develops (ibid.:61), but 
the proclamation of their privileged place among topics of linguistic investigation 
contributed greatly to the attention they were givenby Soviet scientists and scien-
tific journals in the years following Stalin’s article. 

What is to be done when the supreme leader asks for “the internal laws of 
language development” to be studied without further explication? The topic must be 
seized and explored in every possible way to “reveal the concrete sense of this 
notion” (Vinogradov 1951a:12) and “introduce clarity and distinctness” (Vinog-
radov 1951b:103) in it. And that is exactly what Soviet linguists did. From 1950 
onwards, dozens of articles and booklets were entirely or partially dedicated to the 
issue.4 In every text on Stalin’s intervention in linguistics, the internal laws of 
language development were discussed and centered as the new main topic Soviet 
linguists should study “first of all” (Zvegintsev 1951:319). Even a French linguist, 
René L’Hermitte (1918-2005), noted the growing attention the internal laws of 
language development had received in the USSR and published an article about 
them in Word, the journal of the International Linguistic Association (L’Hermitte 
1954). Moreover, besides the 1950 Moscow conference, another one was held in St. 
Petersburg in 1952 (ibid.:189), and Stalin’s article and the internal laws were 
discussed across the Union, from Armenia (Aĭvazian 1952) to the Baltic States.5 

From the point of view of linguistics, Stalin’s intervention can be seen as the 
end of the Marrist hegemony that had led, because of its dogmatism,6 “to stagnation 
in linguistics” (Pollock 2006:125). It can be also considered (as several Soviet and 
Western linguists did: Alpatov 1991:188-189; Cohen 1950:102; Zvegintsev 1989:20) 
a return to “traditional historical and comparative linguistics” (Zvegintsev 1989:20), 
the “bourgeois” (Alpatov 1991:188-189; Zvegintsev 1989:20) and classical (Cohen 
1950:93) linguistics that prevailed in pre-revolutionary Russia and still does in the 
“bourgeois” world. Indeed, Stalin in a way freed (ibid.:96) his comrades linguists to 
pursue linguistics as they wanted. It might be tempting to frame this as a waning of 
the close link between linguistics and ideology (Koerner 2001) exemplified by 

                                                 
4  See in the bibliography section the list of the articles and booklets used for this paper. 

Certainly, more could have been added to the list. 
5  The Academy of Sciences of Soviet Estonia dedicated a session to the linguistic works of 

Stalin in June (16-19) 1951, and a conference was held in Riga in February 1952. See 
Eesti NSV Teaduste Akadeemia Toimetised/Izvestiia Akademii Nauk Ėstonskoĭ SSR 2 
(1952) and Raiet 1952. 

6  “The slightest criticism of the state of affairs in Soviet linguistics, even the most timid 
attempts to criticize the so-called ‘new theory’ in linguistics was persecuted and stifled 
by the directors of linguistic circles”, said Stalin in 1950, quoted in Pollock 2006:125. 
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Marr’s theories (ibid.:255), but I argue against this interpretation. First, as noted by 
Ethan Pollock, “[l] inguistics encompassed issues of […] nationality” (Pollock 
2006:104), and in rejecting the class nature of languages (a central theme in Marr’s 
work) infavor of the idea that national languages do exist (Stalin 1950:24-44), 
Stalin’s article is contextualized, as I argue elsewhere (Moret 2014), by a wider ideo-
logical shift in the country from an internationalist to a nationalist (Soviet) perspec-
tive, “from class-based categories to geopolitical categories” (Pollock 2006:104). 
Secondly, references to Marxism still exist in Stalin’s text, whose stated goals are 
the “rejection of the errors” of the un-Marxist Marr and the “introduction of [real] 
Marxism in linguistics” (Stalin 1950:70); moreover, the notion of the laws of 
development clearly contains a nod to Marxism, which requires from all sciences, 
in Engel’s Anti-Dühring’s words (1878), “to discover the laws of motion of the 
eternal process of transformation in each separate field” (Engels quoted in Vinog-
radov 1952:8). Stalin’s text on linguistics is thus not free from ideology, and I focus 
in this paper on the ideological aspects of the concept of the internal laws of lan-
guage development. As mentioned earlier, these laws are not central in Stalin’s text 
and he had little to say about them, but his commentators did much to interpret his 
writing and give substance to the internal laws of language development. 

After this introduction, I will now review the texts, show how the discussion of 
these laws was approached by Soviet linguists, and attempt to paint a picture of 
what they reveal about the Soviet Union of the early 1950s and the final years of 
Stalin’s reign, a period characterized by its “nationalist vein” and “new Soviet pat-
riotism” (Pollock 2006:7) in a world divided into two camps. 

Quid est? 

Stalin’s article emphasized two major aspects of the internal laws of language 
development. He had first insisted on the importance of studying these internal 
laws, and then asserted that they make languages evolve and develop. Soviet 
linguists, who wrote on the topic after Stalin, appear to have felt compelled to 
follow suit. They all in turn highlighted the new significance of these laws asan 
“important problem of linguistics” (Iartseva 1952:193) that should be in the “leading 
place” (Zvegintsev 1954:5) within the scope of Soviet linguistics. On a linguistic 
level, Soviet linguists almost ceaselessly developed, specified, and commented on 
the short definition of these laws Stalin had given. The main focus of this paper is 
not to analyze the concept of internal laws of language development but to elucidate 
its underlying preconceptions, so I will provide a short survey of the key characte-
ristics of these laws as they are discussed in the writings of some linguists. 

Viktoriia Iartseva (1909-1999) argued that “qualitative changes in the structure 
of the language are made on the basis of internal laws of language development” 
(Iartseva 1952:199), and, according to her Georgian colleague Ketevan Lomtatidze 
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(1911-2007), changes induced by the internal laws can affect any part of a linguistic 
system, from morphology to syntax, lexicon, and phonetics (Lomtatidze 1952:60). 
Moreover, Soviet linguists claimed that these laws will lead languages toward 
progress and improvement. The internal laws that govern language development are 
positive laws that work to improve languages, making them better, clearer, and 
more precise and appropriate (Zvegintsev 1951:334). 

It is important to note that Stalin’s writings on linguistics and the study of the 
internal laws were used in works dedicated to particular languages (such as Bulga-
rian or the Iranian languages: Tolstoĭ 1951; Freĭman 1951), and that the study of 
these laws would likely have lasted longer and influenced even more later research 
had Stalin not died in 1953. Indeed, according to Iartseva, many outstanding issues 
concerning these laws still existed in 1952 (Iartseva 1952:200), andonly the com-
mon work of “the collective of Soviet linguists” (Zvegintsev 1951:319) could 
resolve them. 

I shall nowleave aside the purely linguistic level of analysis and consider the 
ways in which the notion of the internal laws of language development can be 
viewed in the ideological context of Stalin’s Russia. 

The internal laws in the new Soviet context 

Stalin’s article on linguistics was an explicit attack on Marr’s theories. Soon 
after its publication in Pravda, linguist Vinogradov listed the “ideological oppo-
sitions” [ideologicheskie kontrasty (Vinogradov 1950:38)] that distinguished Marr’s 
and Stalin’s views on language and linguistics, casting the linguistic discussion in 
explicitly ideological terms. Among differences between Marr and Stalin, two are 
of interest for the purposes of this paper: 1) “Marr’s notion of the unity of the 
language-creating process [iazykotvorcheskiĭ protsess]” vs “Stalin’s demand for a 
careful study of the history of particular languages” (ibid.:36), and 2) Marr’s convi-
ction that “all linguistic phenomena as superstructure” were indissolubly linked to 
the economic base and its changes vs Stalin’s opinion that there was “no direct 
relationship” between the economic base and language development (ibid.:37). For 
a time until 1950 and following Marr’s theory, all languages were assumed to 
develop according to one “single glottogonic process [edinyĭ glottogonicheskiĭ 
protsess]” (ibid.:35) that was connected with the changes in the economic base of a 
given society. With Stalin’s text, things changed radically. 

What is essential here is not the notion of law. Marr did believe that languages 
developed according to laws7, even if some Soviet linguists noted that he had 
spoken against the study of the internal laws of language development (Zvegintsev 
1954:5). The essential difference is in the scope of the laws in question. While 
Marr’s laws were said to be general and valid for all languages, internal laws of 

                                                 
7  For a detailed analysis of the semantic laws in Marr’s theory, see Velmezova 2007. 



 172

language development are not: they “cannot be a universal formula [...]. Inevitably 
they possess a specific nature within each language” (Zvegintsev 1951:321). That is 
a significant change in perspective. Marr’s general laws under his “transnational 
linguistic theory” (Pollock 2006:128) were suited to the universalist discourses of 
the first few years after the October Revolution, not to the centralist and even 
nationalist paradigm of the 1950s.8 Several articles reveal what was then considered 
problematic in Marrism: “[t]he path of development for all languages is the same” 
(Lomtatidze 1952:57), “the national and historical identity of languages suffered 
complete disregard” (Zvegintsev 1951:325), as did the “history of individual lan-
guages” (Vinogradov 1950:38). 

Thereafter, almost all commentators of Stalin’s text insisted that these laws had 
to be considered as entwined with nationality. For every language, these laws were 
said to be the “essence of its specificity” (Iartseva 1952:194) and the “fundament of 
[its] national originality [samobytnost’]” (Vinogradov 1951a:13). Some said that in 
the internal laws of each language lies its “historical and national originality” 
(Zvegintsev 1952:185) that distinguishes every language from others (Iartseva 
1952:198), and the existence of different languages is explained by the lack of 
interaction between them: “The differentiation of languages is only possible if the 
society, hitherto united and having one language, is divided into several parts and 
each part, having lost contact with others, starts to live its own life” (Sharadzenidze 
1952:67). We also find the idea that the internal laws serve as “protectors” of lan-
guage: referring to Stalin who wondered why the Balkan languages did not disa-
ppear under Turkish rule even though they borrowed many Turkish words (Stalin 
1950:53), Iartseva asserted that the “internal laws existing in each Balkan language 
submitted all foreign elements coming into the language, crunching and converting 
them, according to the peculiarities of the structure of the given language” (Iartseva 
1952:195). Finally, from the point of view of the language sciences, it was argued 
that Soviet linguistics has to change course: 

The task of Soviet linguistics should be the study of a language in all its 
uniqueness, the identification of the system of categories and laws of deve-
lopment in the studied language, not the squeezing of a living language in one 
or another scheme, more or less universal, established in advance, and there-
fore inevitably contrary to the studied language (Avrorin 1952:411). 

                                                 
8  Why did Stalin wait until 1950 to reject Marr’s theories if they were no longer suitable 

for the new ideological context that rose in the USSR from the 1930s on? Maybe because 
Stalin already had a lot to do: the great purge, the Moscow trials, World War II, the 
reconstruction of the country, the different scientific discussions that kept him busy after 
the war… Perhaps also, Marr’s “antagonism toward Western European linguistic schools 
[…] and loyalty to the Soviet regime served his legacy well in the late 1940s” (Pollock 
2006:106). 
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After this survey of some of the literature written following Stalin’s inter-
vention in linguistics and his arguing for attention to the internal laws of language 
development, I am inclined to consider these discourses in the broader ideological 
context of Stalinist Russia: Universality, internationality, general rules or laws were 
no longer in fashion, all languages did not develop and evolve in the same way, and 
every language was considered the mark of a particular national entity, with its own 
original laws of development. In the works of the linguists who wrote about them, 
these laws seem to imply a new vision of languages and societies as individual and 
separated entities. This is associated with the dominant Soviet ideology of the time 
that professed the end of global fraternity and internationalist ideals, and the rise of 
a world divided into closed, partitioned, and incompatible parts. 

Conclusion 

In 1950 and a few months after Stalin’s article in Pravda, French linguist Marcel 
Cohen (1884-1974) wrote that Marr’s theories were a “danger for the good health” 
(Cohen 1950:98) of Soviet linguistics and that their repudiation was beneficial. In 
the USSR, Stalin was considered to have contributed to the “recovery” (Vinogradov 
1951b:74) of linguistics in the country, but this rebirth (See Voprosy Iazykoznaniia 
1, 1952:3) took place in a very peculiar moment of Soviet (and world) history. 
Since the end of World War II, Soviet ideologues, and in particular Stalin and 
Andreĭ Zhdanov (1896-1948), sought to promote within the Soviet Union what 
would later be called “a Cold War mentality” (Zubok, Pleshakov 1996:112), shaped 
by patriotism, “loyalty”, fear, suspicion, and “anti-cosmopolitanism” (Pollock 2006:7). 
Given that context, we should not view this development in Soviet linguistics as         
a purely scientific one. On the contrary, like other scientific debates in the USSR 
after World War II,9 the linguistic discussion had an “impact on […] the Soviet 
conceptualization of the Cold War” and was “fundamental to the […] worldview” 
(ibid.:2) that was on the rise in the Soviet Union. 

Stalin said almost nothing about the nature and implications of the internal laws 
of language development, unlike the Soviet linguists who developed the concept in 
hundreds of pages of writing. What emerges from these texts is a peculiar concep-
tion of languages, viewed as individual and separated entities, governed by indivi-
dual laws, radically breaking with Marr’s idea of a “single glottogonic process”. 
This conception echoes the new Soviet Cold War ideology, no longer envisioning 
fraternity and internationalism but a fragmented world whose separated peoples had 
lost contact and lived divergent lives. It is difficult to discern what Stalin expected 
in emphasizing the importance of studying the internal laws of language develop-
ment, perhaps his goal was only to put Soviet linguistics back on a traditional, 

                                                 
9  For a detailed survey of these “science wars” (in physics, philosophy, or economics), see 

Pollock 2006. 
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“healthy” track; but we can argue that Soviet linguists, through their choices of 
words, metaphors and images, whether consciously or not (Koerner 2001:254), 
attempted to develop the concept as they thought Stalin would have wanted given 
what they saw as the prevailing ideological atmosphere of the time. 

Ten years after the 1952 Moscow conference mentioned at the beginning of 
this paper and nine years after Stalin’s death, Vladimir Zvegintsev (1910-1988) 
would say of the linguistic discussion in which he had participated that: 

Unfortunately, Soviet linguists at first, when defining the essence of the 
concept of the internal law of language development, i.e., essentially linguistic 
law in the proper sense, did not stem from the observations of the processes of 
language development, but from the dogmatic interpretation of the works of 
Stalin, although however in a number of papers this issue was also addressed 
in properly linguistic terms (Zvegintsev 1962:57). 

We see here that the promotion by Stalin of the investigation of the internal 
laws of language development as the central task of Soviet linguistics led Soviet 
linguists, in the ideological context of the time, to study the concept not primarily 
from a neutral linguistic point of view, but from one shaped strongly by dogmatic 
ideology. 

The quote from Zvegintsev elucidates “a matter of prise de conscience and of 
intellectual honesty” (Koerner 2001:269). As a social science, “linguistics, past and 
present, has never been ‘value-free’, but has often been subject to a variety of exter-
nal influences and opinions” (ibid.). This is probably more the case in specific con-
texts, like the Soviet Union after World War II. Linguistic discourses and concepts 
should not be separated from the “extra-disciplinary contexts” (Koerner 1999:40) in 
which they grow and evolve, and “linguists must become aware of the possible uses 
and abuses to which their research posture and their findings have been or could be 
put” (Koerner 2001:269). To attribute to linguistic texts a meaning or undermeaning 
perhaps unintended by their authors might be what I have attempted in this article. 
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sebastien more 

„enis ganviTarebis Sinagani kanoni“, rogorc stalinisturi                
ruseTis ideologiuri manifestacia 

reziume 

gazeT „pravdis“ furclebze 1950 wels dabeWdil werilSi – „marqsizmi 

da enaTmecnierebis problemebi“ – stalinma uaryo niko maris lingvisturi 

Teoria, romelic 25 welze met xans iyo sabWoTa enaTmecnierebis oficialu-

ri doqtrina. stalinma ara marto dagmo marizmi, aramed aCvena, rogor unda 

ganviTarebuliyo maris Secdomebisgan ganTavisuflebuli sabWoTa lingvisti-

ka, rom igi qceuliyo WeSmarit marqsistul mecnierebad. stalinis azriT, 

sabWoTa enaTmecniereba unda dabruneboda enebis istoriisa da ganviTarebis 

kvlevas, gansakuTrebiT ki „enaTa ganviTarebis Sinagani kanonebis“ Seswavlas. 

swored es unda gamxdariyo „enaTmecnierebis mTavari amocana“. sabWoTa enaT-

mecnierebma maSinve aitaces es Tema da ukve 50-iani wlebidan aTobiT samecni-

ero naSromi iwereboda am sakiTxze, imarTeboda Sexvedrebi da konferenciebi. 

igi iqca ZiriTad saenaTmecniero sakiTxad.  

miuxedavad imisa, rom im periodSi gamocemul naSromTa umravlesoba 

„enis Sinagani kanonebis“ gamovlinebebs exeboda, Cven vmsjelobT am cnebis ara 

lingvistur aspeqtebze, aramed am cnebaSi nagulisxmev farul ideebze, rom-

lebic stalinisturi ruseTis ideologiur maxasiaTeblad gvevlineba.  
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

PATRICK SÉRIOT 
University of Lausanne 

THE ENIGMA OF SIMILARITIES: ANALOGY AS A COGNITIVE  
METHOD IN LINGUISTICS IN RUSSIA1 

The French intellectual world, stemming from the tradition of the Enlighten-
ment, is accustomed to explain the evolution of phenomena by the criterion of 
causation: in other words, what comes next is the consequence of what was before. 
In Russia, however, language change is often thought of in terms of “development 
tendencies” (Trubetzkoy) or “goal orientation” (Jakobson). 

Yet, there is more: if for Meillet, an analogy of forms between unrelated 
languages is only a “plaything”, for Trubetzkoy and Jakobson on the contrary, 
taking for granted that no resemblance can be due to chance, it is an evidence of 
“affinity”, that is to say, a tendency to attraction. 

This difference in approach to both comparative diachrony of languages and 
their geographical distribution has resulted in a rich tradition of linguistic typology 
in Russia (e.g. V. Khrakovsky’s school in Leningrad). But what is less known is the 
intellectual origin of the idea that any form of similarity is necessarily significant. 

This origin is twofold. On the one side it comes from the theology of the icon 
in the Eastern Church, in which the icon is not a sign of the divinity, but the 
effective presence of the divinity. This theology has found an extreme manifestation 
in hesychasm in the early twentieth century, a religious attitude whose principle is 
that “the name of God is God”, leading to a philosophy of language which states 
that the name of the thing is the thing itself (S. Bulgakov, A. Losev). 

The second source is the German Naturphilosophie of the Romantic era, which 
has blurred the border between natural sciences and sciences of culture (or of 
“spirit”: Naturwissenschaften / Geisteswissenschaften). The Russian variant in the 
twentieth century links languages to a particular ground (or Landschaft), refusing 
any randomness in their distribution. 

Finally, a third source is an amazing collusion between the Cratylism of the 
refusal of arbitrariness and a virulent anti-Darwinism issued from an orthogenetic 
biology in Russia named “nomogenesis” or development based on laws. 

Those three intellectual streams, united by the refusal of chance and the passio-
nate pursuit of “unitotality” (vseedinstvo) of the objects of research and of a syn-

                                                 
1  This paper has been written in the framework of project №16-18-02042 (Rossijskij 

naučnyj fond). wakiTxulia moxsenebad giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecni-
erebis istoriis sazogadoebisa da ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis sa-
xelmwifo universitetis erTobliv saerTaSoriso konferenciaze _ ideologia 
da lingvisturi ideebi, 2015 weli, 4-6 oqtomberi, Tbilisi, saqarTvelo. 
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thesis of knowledge, are a key to understanding and explaining the peculiarities of 
the philosophy of language in Russia that hinder the understanding of some particu-
larly ambiguous texts by Jakobson or Voloshinov, yet thoroughly read and commen-
ted in “The West”. 

This paper aims to present some ways of access to these paradoxical aspects of 
linguistics and philosophy of language in Russia. 

* * * 
Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) is largely known in the so-called “Western world” 

as “an American scholar”, as though his intellectual career had begun on his arrival in 
New-York in 1943. Nonetheless, the short epitaph which he asked to be written on his 
grave reads: «Roman Jakobson, russkij filolog». Should we see in this claim of Russian-
ness something more than nostalgia for one’s past and a hint that, from the epistemo-
logical point of view, Eastern European science has some specific features which 
place it apart from Western science? What does “Russian” mean in this epitaph? 

A close reading of Jakobson’s texts, which he wrote in Russian or in Czech in 
the inter-war period, sheds some light on these questions. 

First of all, we should note that the context of reception of a scientist is as 
important as his own culture for the general image we have of him. In fact, in this 
precise case, there are as many “national” perceptions of Jakobson as there are cul-
tures of reception. The French Jakobson, for instance, gives the impression of a ty-
pical thinker of the Enlightenment, totally detached from any cultural environment: 

“For him everything must become familiar to everybody, provided we adopt the point 
of view of Reason” (Milner 1978:53-54).2 

“… being convinced, like Spinoza, Voltaire or like any Jew from Central Europe, that 
from men constituted into nations, no good can come” (ibid.:56).3  

Seen from the “other side”, on the contrary, Jakobson is deeply involved in his national 
scientific culture: 

“Since the very beginning, the scientific activity of Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) was 
associated with a profound assimilation of the principles of the Russian philological tradi-
tion” (Ivanov 1985:5).4 

This confrontation of receptions raises a delicate problem: in what respect are 
human sciences dependent on their cultural context? More precisely, if Chinese or 
Japanese thought is easily understood as being very different from the Western 
world, how different is scientific thought in Eastern Europe? Does this question 
make any sense? 

                                                 
2  “Tout pour lui doit devenir familier à tous, pour peu qu'on adopte le point de vue de la 

Raison”. 
3  “Certain, comme Spinoza, comme Voltaire ou comme tout Juif d'Europe centrale, que 

des hommes constitués en nations, aucun bien ne peut venir”. 
4  “Научная деятельность Романа Осиповича Якобсона (1896-1982) с самого начала была 

связана с глубоким усвоением принципов русской филологической традиции.” 
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1. On the Sources of Typology: similarity without a common ancestor 

In the 1930s Jakobson has an explicit target: “naturalism” in linguistics. What 
does that mean? 

“The doctrine of Schleicher, the great naturalist in the field of linguistics, has been 
undermined for a long time, but one can still find many traces.” (1936 [1971:234])  

“Is it necessary today to remind that language belongs to the social sciences, not to 
natural history? Is it not an obvious truism?” (ib.) 

Jakobson’s target is “orthodox evolutionism”: 

“It is the tendency to explain the grammatical and phonetic similarities of two langua-
ges by their descent from a common ancestor-language, and to consider only the similarities 
which may be explained in such a way that remains without any doubt the most stable 
element of this doctrine”. (ib.) 

“The similarity of structure is independent from the genetic relationship of the langua-
ges in question and can connect either the languages of the same origin or of different 
ancestry”. (ib.:236) 

Now, we can pose the problem in the following terms: what is the value, or the 
explanatory power of the resemblance of form? Does it rely on chance? on cause? 
on a hidden plan? or: why are similar things similar? 

A way of tackling this puzzling question is a close reading of the way the so-
called «bourgeois science» was presented in the Soviet Union in the 1920s-1930s. 
Was it, strictly speaking, idealistic or materialistic? 

The first step on the way of solving the problem in our linguistic field is the 
notably interesting paper which Ernst Cassirer (1874-1945) wrote in New-York a 
few days before he died (Cassirer 1945). He drew attention to the striking similarity 
between the French naturalist Georges Cuvier (1769-1832) and Jakobson’s and 
Trubetzkoy’s structuralism. His argument relies on the common epistemological 
attitude they shared: the “law of correlation of the parts in a whole“. What is true 
for the organs in their relation to the organism they belong to is also true for the 
phonemes inside a phonemic system of a given language. Willingly or not, Cassirer 
had the intuition that the implicit way of reasoning for Jakobson and Trubetzkoy 
was the very naturalistic model they explicitly refused.  

We shall now go a little bit further. 
The great German writer Goethe is known abroad mainly for his literary works. 

Nonetheless, he saw himself essentially as a scientist-naturalist. His anti-Newtonian 
Farbenlehre (Theory of colors) was for him more important than his Die Leiden des 
jungen Werthers (The Sorrows of Young Werther). 

Goethe was a promoter of idealistic morphology, the main theses of which can 
be summarized as follows: 
• two forms may be similar without any contact either in space or in time 

• no similarity in form can be due to chance  



 180

The consequence of those two principles is that there exists a hidden plan to be 
discovered and exposed. I will try now to show how this idealistic morphology is a 
useful clue toward(s) figuring out some features of Jakobson’s work that distinguish 
him sharply from “classical” structuralism.  

II. The Theory of Types 
How can we explain and justify the similarity of objects which look like one 

another? 
There are three main possibilities: 

1) a common ancestor 
2) teleological convergence  
3) harmony and transcendence 

Jakobson and Trubetzkoy chose the last two and rejected the first. 
The reason, for them, is that similarity with a mechanical cause does exist but 

is meaningless. On the contrary, similarity of pure form, without any contact whether 
in time or space, means that there is some plan, some design, a hidden teleology 
which governs those correspondences of form. 

Here we are confronted with an important and irreconcilable opposition 
between a positivist attitude, which considers that a similarity without contact does 
not have the slightest interest, and idealist morphology, which, on the contrary, 
strives to unmask the hidden reason of similarity. 

The first approach, for instance, will not be interested in the phenomena of 
doppelgangers, those people who look like each other, without having a common 
origin: their resemblance is due to pure chance, therefore not bringing any infor-
mation on the only issue which has a value for them: reconstructing the common 
origin. French linguist Antoine Meillet, in his implicit polemics against Jakobson, is 
a concrete example of this epistemological attitude: 

“The classification according to the general traits of structure was found to be devoid 
of any practical or scientific usefulness; it is just an entertainment, of which no linguist 
could ever take advantage” (Meillet 1921:76-77).5  

On the opposite, Soviet biologist Aleksandr Ljubiščev (1890-1972), who 
during his whole life professed a very explicit Platonism without ever getting into 
political troubles, constantly maintained the opinion that no similarity of form can 
be due to chance: if frost flowers on a frozen window-pane look like tree leaves, if 
the form of a sea-shell resembles the form of a galaxy, all those phenomena can be 
summed up by a common reflexion: Eto ne slučajno! [‘It is not by chance!’].6 

In the 1920s Jakobson was deeply interested in a non-Darwinian biology, 
which was becoming increasingly popular in the Soviet Union: the nomogenesis of 

                                                 
5  “Il [ce classement d'après les traits généraux de structure] s'est trouvé dénué de toute utilité 

soit pratique, soit scientifique; c'est une amusette dont aucun linguiste n'a pu tirer parti”. 
6  Ljubiščev’s works were reprinted by Y. Lotman in the Tartu semiotic journal Trudy po 

znakovym sistemam in 1977.  
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L. Berg (1876-1950). Nomegenesis is a theory which claims that evolution is gover-
ned, determined and regulated by laws (in Greek: nomos = law); it is a variant of 
orthogenesis, a general view of biological evolution which rejects any randomness.  

In a letter to V. Shklovsky dated February 26, 1929, Jakobson wrote: “I read 
Berg’s book on nomogenesis with passionate interest.”7 In later years he recommen-
ded this work to Noam Chomsky8 several times. 

In Nomogenez, published in 1922, Berg explicitly rejected Darwinian theory. 
Drawing support from Owen’s theories, he emphasized the notion of convergence, 
i.e. the unrelated organisms’ independent acquisition of similar characteristics.9 But 
whereas Owen was trying to understand homologies, Berg overturned the value 
scale. The focus of his research was analogies, and he sought to show that in 
diametric opposition to Darwinian theory, evolution did not proceed by divergence 
from a common ancestor but rather by the convergence of unrelated organisms 
living in the same environmental conditions.  

Another unforeseen source of Jakobson’s ideas in the interwar period is the 
theory of types of N. Danilevsky (1822-1885). Danilevsky was an extreme natio-
nalist anti-Western thinker, both a historian and a biologist. He is known in Russian 
intellectual historiography for his book against Darwin (1885) and his book against 
Europe (1869). Both are extremely aggressive. Jakobson ranked Danilevsky among 
the “wonderful fruits” of Russian philosophy due to his anti-positivism (Jakobson 
1929b [1988:55]). 

N. Danilevsky proposed a theory of closed types. In this domain, he followed 
very closely the French naturalist Georges Cuvier (1769-1832), who maintained 
that the living kingdom was divided into four types (“embranchments”), which are 
totally different from one another and impenetrable to one another. 

This theory of closed types was important for Jakobson and Trubetzkoy, who 
used it in their linguistic work to prove that the Russian (or “Eurasian”) culture was 
totally alien to the “European” one. Thus, for Trubetzkoy there is a clear opposition 
between the continuous and the discontinuous in languages. For instance, he claims 
that Russian and Mordvinian, which are totally unrelated genetically, present a 
phonemic continuity (they belong to the same type), whereas Russian and Czech, 
linked by an obvious kinship, display a discontinuity (they are the members of two 
different phonemic types). 

Goethe, the main representative of idealistic morphology, thought that all the 
plants go back by “metamorphosis” to an ideal, primordial proto-plant (Urpflanze), 
which is not a common ancestor, but an ideal prototype. Trubetzkoy and Jakobson 
share Goethe's concept of archetype, but add to it the very different principle of 
closed type, borrowed from Cuvier. 

                                                 
7  Letter published in Toman 1994:61. 
8  Ibid.:23. 
9  Berg 1922:105. 
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III. Metaphor and Metonymy 

In our quest for the poorly known sources of Jakobson’s way of thinking, 
another unexpected candidate appears: Paracelsus (1493-1541). 

In the Renaissance, a way of curing headaches was to eat walnuts. What is the 
link between both? It is the similarity between the form of a walnut and the form of 
the human brain. If one thinks that no similarity of form is due to chance, then it is 
normal that there is something superior which links walnuts and the brain. This kind 
of medicine thus takes its sense (and its delusional efficiency), provided that one 
admits the premise that form is a content. It is called sympathetic medicine. 

My point is that Jakobson took this question of similarity of form very seriously. 
Let us take his definition of poetry: 

“The poetic function projects the principle of equivalence from the axes of selection to 
the axes of combination” (Jakobson 1960:358). 

In this very famous but very intriguing formula Jakobson enlightens the highest 
role he assigns to similarities and contiguities in verbal art. A clue to understand 
this enigmatic formula is given surreptitiously by Jakobson in a paper from 1956 
where he writes: 

“The principles underlying magic rites have been resolved by Frazer into two types: 
charms based on the law of similarity and those founded on association by contiguity. […] 
This bipartition is indeed illuminating”. (Jakobson 1956 [1971b: 258]). 

What Jakobson found in the British anthropologist James Frazer (1854-1941) is 
the principle of sympathetic magic in primitive cultures, divided into magic by 
contact and magic by resemblance. 

Here is the passage from Frazer’s The Golden Bough which is decisive for our 
discussion:  

“If we analyze the principles of thought on which magic is based, they will probably be 
found to resolve themselves into two: first, that like produces like, or that an effect 
resembles its cause; and, second, that things which have once been in contact with each 
other continue to act on each other at a distance after the physical contact has been severed. 
The former principle may be called the Law of Similarity, the latter the Law of Contact or 
Contagion. From the first of these principles, namely the Law of Similarity, the magician 
infers that he can produce any effect he desires merely by imitating it: from the second he 
infers that whatever he does to a material object will affect equally the person with whom 
the object was once in contact, whether it formed part of his body or not. Charms based on 
the Law of Similarity may be called Homoeopathic or Imitative Magic. Charms based on the 
Law of Contact or Contagion may be called Contagious Magic.” (J. Frazer : The Golden 
Bough, chap. 3). 

Little by little we begin to piece together the parts of the puzzle: 
similarity -> metaphor (syntagmatic axis) 
contiguity -> metonymy (paradigmatic axis) 
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The next step in this reconstitution of the origins of Jakobson’s ideas in the 
interwar period could be the Naturphilosophie of the first half of the 19th Century.  

The notion of function was soon to emerge. It was on this basis that the British 
anatomist Richard Owen (1804-1892) developed the opposition between homology 
and analogy that from then on dominated comparative anatomy, especially after it 
was redefined in the theory of evolution.  

In 1843 Owen systematized the Naturphilosophie opposition between affinity 
and analogy, except that the word affinity was replaced by homology. Organs or 
body parts that had the same function in different animals regardless of their origin 
(e.g., wings in birds and wings in insects) were analogous while organs of the same 
origin in different animals and regardless of form or function were homologous 
(e.g., birds’ wings and whales’ pectoral fins). 

I wish to draw attention on the striking parallelism of argumentation in 
Jakobson and Richard Owen: the opposition between homology and analogy in the 
philosophy of nature in the middle of the 19th Century is used by Jakobson to 
support the idea of difference between language families and language unions.  

In this regard, his booklet “K kharakteristike evrazijskogo iazykovogo soiuza” 
(1931) [For the characterization of the Eurasian language union’] is of primordial 
importance. The main idea of Jakobson is that language unions are more important, 
or more real, than language families in order to explain the existence of Eurasia. 
Jakobson goes further than Trubetzkoy. Thus, despite the obvious genetic link bet-
ween Russian and Czech, those two languages belong to two completely different 
cultural worlds, and this difference is based on the fact that Czech does not have the 
hard/soft phonological correlation, whereas all the languages of Eurasia possess it. 
It is also a way of contrasting Romanian and Moldovan.  

This opposition is reinforced by a fascination for symmetry. Here, like in Plato-
nism, geometry is a means of interpreting geography:  
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Это не случайно! 
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Another example of this overwhelming role of geometry and symmetry is 
Jakobson’s interpretation of the place of the articles in Western European languages: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In order to link Jakobson’s interest for symmetry and similarity, we have to 
turn now to Greek philosophy, more exactly to Empedocles’ formula: τὸ ὅμοιον 
τοῦ ὁμοίου ἐφίεσθαι. 

This formula receives different translations according to each language. In En-
glish it reads: like is only known by like / like produces like. But in French it is: seul 
le semblable attire le semblable. The Russian version is also different: podobnoe 
stremitsja k podobnomu. I think a more or less adequate translation of “ἐφίεσθαι” 
would be “refers to”.  

This philosophical principle leads to a dispute in physics in the 17th-18th Cen-
turies about “action at a distance”. According to the concept of action at a distance, 
bodies act on each other with no material mediator, through the void, and at any 
distance. An example of a force considered as an example of direct action at a dis-
tance is Newton’s force of universal gravitation. On the contrary, in the conception 
of short-range interactions, they are transmitted by special material intermediaries. 

The subject of the dispute is contactless action. Jakobson transposes the dispute 
from physics to linguistics: action without a contact in space becomes for him 
similarity without a contact in time. 

It is now possible to understand that Jakobson strove to build a synthesis, or 
ambiguous mix between: 
a) the Romantic values of the Naturphilosophie 

and  
b) the principles of anti-positivistic and anti-Darwinian natural sciences. 

His emphasis on function masks a fascination with the necessary relation form / 
content, which was the “mainstream” of Russian intellectual thought in the years 
1920-1930 (from Potebnja and Losev to Stalin through Marr). If a form without 
content is not a form, one understands the impossibility of the arbitrariness of the 
sign for Jakobson. In addition to quoting Joseph de Maistre – “Let us therefore 

postposed (Balk.) 

+ article preposed 

postposed 

  - article 

(Scand.) 

West East

Europe
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never speak of chance and arbitrary signs”10 – Jakobson relies heavily on the neo-
Platonic principle of the link, which he calls “metod uvjazki”. 

Thus, we can rebuild Jakobson’s axiological scale of values: 

– Metonymy + Metaphor 
Horizontal axis  Vertical axis 
Syntagmatic axis  Paradigmatic axis 
Combination Selection 
Contiguity Similarity 
Prose Poetry 
Pasternak Maiakovsky 
Realism Romanticism 
Language family (Sprachfamilie) Language union (Sprachbund) 
Magic by contact Magic by similarity 
Divergence from a common ancestor  Convergence from a difference 
Mechanics  Function 
Causality Goal 
(Phylogenesis) Nomogenesis 
Randomness / Chance Zakonomernost’ (Gesetzmäßigkeit) 
Chaos  Order 

We can now conclude this long story. The basis of Jakobson’s unity of thought 
in the 1920-1930s is the idea of contactless likeness: 
• cause is replaced by purpose 

therefore language unions are more real than language families; 
• magic by similarity underlies the metaphor 

therefore contactless links are more important than 'mechanical' links. 
The general premise is that any form of similarity is significant. 
The texts by Jakobson in the interwar period are at the crossroads: they are both 

echoes of an anti-Darwinian biology and an attempt at synthetizing the idealistic 
morphology of German romanticism with Neo-Platonism. 
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patrik serio 

msgavsebaTa enigma: analogia, rogorc kognitiuri                      

meTodi rusul enaTmecnierebaSi 

reziume 

dasavluri da rusuli inteleqtualuri samyaro sociokulturul feno-

menTa asaxsnelad or urTierTsapirispiro saSualebas iyenebs: dasavleTi mi-

zezobriobas mimarTavs, roman iakobsoni ki Tavisi cxovrebis rusul da Ce-

xur periodSi „miznobriobas“ aniWebda upiratesobas. ufro metic, rusuli 

tradiciis Zalian bevr warmomadgenels ucilobel faqtad miaCnia, rom msgav-

sebis nebismieri forma ukiduresad mniSvnelovania. statiaSi gamovlenilia 

ruseTSi enaTmecnierebisa da filosofiis mimarT aseTi divergenciuli damo-

kidebulebis istoriuli wyaroebi.  
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Abstract 

This paper discusses the question why 19th century dialect collections often 
consist of translations of the parable of the Prodigal Son. The article shows that the 
starting point for this practice was a Napoleonic questionnaire produced by the 
statistical office of the First French Empire, which collected all kinds of demog-
raphic data. In addition, the paper shows how popular this method of collecting 
dialect texts became in Western Europe. 

Introduction 

Somewhere between 1811 and 1819, Rev. Stephanus Hanewinckel (1766-
1856) translated the Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-32) into the dialect of 
the Meijerij, a region in the eastern part of the Dutch province of North Brabant, not 
far from the city of ‘s-Hertogenbosch. Hanewinckel, who was a minister and then 
held an incumbency in the villages of Warns and Scharn in Friesland, the northern 
part of the Netherlands far away from the southern province of North Brabant, 
became known in the Dutch literature because of his anti-papist travelogues about 
the region of the Meijerij, where has was born and where he returned to later in his 
life (Meijneke 2009, Hamans 2012).  

In his travelogues of 1798 and 1799 Hanewickel also showed a certain interest in 
the dialects of this region. In these books he published three word lists containing 
dialect forms and their Dutch equivalents. In a forth word list he collected High 
German words which were used as loanwords in the dialects of the Meijerij. In 
addition, he commented upon the different dialects of the region and its neighbouring 
regions, compared the difference between dialects, offered dialect expressions, quoted 
special jargons and produced etymologies of place names incidentally. 
                                                 
1  wakiTxulia moxsenebad giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis isto-

riis sazogadoebisa da ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 
universitetis erTobliv saerTaSoriso konferenciaze _ ideologia da ling-
visturi ideebi, 2015 weli, 4-6 oqtomberi, Tbilisi, saqarTvelo. 

2  This paper has already been published in: Stanisław Puppel, Marta Koszko, Kinga 
Kowalewska, Joanna Puppel, Emilia Wąsikiewicz-Firlej and Elwira Wilczyńska (eds.), 
Scripta Neophilologica Posnaniensia Poznan: Wydzial Neofilologi UAM. Tom XVII 
(2017):103-116. 
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Although Hanewinckel is not very positive about the qualities of the dialects of 
the Meijerij, he nevertheless translated the Parable of the Prodigal Son into his 
native dialect. However, he never published the text. It was found in his papers and 
published for the first time by Meijneke 2000.3 The question is: Why did Hanewi-
ckel choose this parable for his translation? This topic will be discussed in the rest 
of this contribution. 

Iconography of the Prodigal Son4 

The Parable of the Prodigal Son only appears in the Gospel of Luke. However, 
it became one of the most popular parables of the New Testament. The parable is 
shown in art frequently, is a popular motive in literature and on stage and is even set 
on music regularly. According to Craig (1950:71) the theme of the Prodigal Son 
became so popular in fifteenth and sixteenth century England that the Prodigal Son 
Play can even be seen as a subgenre of the English morality play. 

Kat (1952) enumerates painters, sculptors, composers, playwrights, authors, 
such as Albrecht Dürer, Jan Steen, Rembrandt, Jan Luiken, Gerard van Honthorst, 
Pompeo Batoni, James Tissot, Auguste Rodin, Gustave Moreau, Leonello Spada, 
Lope de Vega, Dumas Fils, Rainer Maria Rilke, André Gide, Carlo Goldoni, 
Amilcar Ponchielli, Daniel Auber, Claude Debussy, George Balanchine and many 
others who were inspired by the theme of the Prodigal Son. Maybe Rembrandt’s 
‘The Prodigal Son Returns’ (1669) is the best known artistic representation of the 
theme. However, it is rather unlikely that Hanewinckel knew this Dutch painting, 
since it was acquired by the Russian Empress Catherine the Great (1729-1796) for 
the Hermitage in St. Petersburg, where it still is one of the jewels of the collection. 

On the other hand, it would come as no great surprise that a clergyman chose 
this very well known text from the Bible. However, this does not explain why in the 
same period and in the same province of Friesland Everwinus Wassenbergh 
translated the same parable into Frisian (Miedema 1957). Wassenbergh who made 
his translation in 1812 was not a minister but a philologist. 

Collections 

Collecting dialect texts or language samples was not uncommon in the last 
decades of the 18th century and the early years of the 19th century. “However, it was 
only towards the end of the 18th century that in Europe the fashion arose of 
gathering wordlists in languages for comparative purposes. For example, the 
glossary in Latin of vocabularies in two hundred Asian and European languages, 

                                                 
3  In Hamans (2012) one may find a revised version of the Parable. 
4  I owe the suggestion to have a look at the cultural and literary success of the theme of the 

Prodigal Son and the possible influence of the popularity of this theme on Hanewickel to 
prof. Adam Bzoch, Bratislava. 
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Glossarium Comparativum Linguarum Totius Orbis (1787-1789), 5  compiled by 
Peter Pallas, dates from this period. The project was sponsored by the Empress 
Catherine the Great of Russia, and appeared in revised editions in Russian between 
1790 and 1791” (Dimmendaal 2011:4). Pallas (1742-1811) was not a linguist or a 
philologist, but a German specialist in natural history, who received his PhD from 
Leiden University in 1760. He was offered a professorship in natural history at the 
Imperial Academy of Natural Sciences in St. Petersburg by Catherine the Great. He 
was a rather adventurous and inquisitive man. So he went on expeditions 
throughout the whole of Russia: to the remote parts of Siberia, to the Crimea, which 
had just been acquired by Catherine the Great, as well as to the south-east of Russia. 
He published extensively about his journeys. In his travelogues he described the 
geography, topography, natural history, products, customs and languages of the 
provinces visited by him. “Pallas is only marginal a linguist. When he collected 
words on his travels, it was more in the interest of ethnography or natural history” 
(Lüdtke 2009:1111). However, “his fame was probably the reason why the empress 
commissioned him to compile and publish her universal vocabularia comparativa” 
(Lüdtke 2009:1111). 

Catherine the Great wanted the Academy of Sciences to make a survey of 
Russia in which all aspects of Russian life and culture should be included. That is 
why she ordered the members of the Academy to undertake expeditions, to write 
reports about their travels and to draw illustrations and maps. “In the 1780s, when 
the British discovery of Sanskrit made comparative linguistics fashionable, 6 
Catherine established a research project to assemble a comparative dictionary of all 
the languages, not only of the Russian Empire, but worldwide which she published” 
(Catherine the Great 2005:XXXII, see also Key 1980). 

“Catherine had conceived the idea of this universal dictionary. F. Nicolai in 
Berlin contributed the list of languages, and H. C. L. Bacmeister was Pallas’s 
collaborator in St. Petersburg. Originally, G. W. Leibniz had suggested to Peter the 
Great the idea of compiling vocabularies and texts in the languages which were 
spoken in the Russian Empire. Catherine II herself had planned the collection, but 
handed over the task to Bacmeister and then to Pallas who carried out the plan. Lists 
of words were sent to the governors of the Russian Empire who translated the 
wordlists into the different languages of the Empire. Other wordlists were sent to 
Russian ambassadors and to scholars abroad, but the sources also include published 
material. (...) The result is a collection of material, comprising lists of 285 words each 

                                                 
5  The correct title is: Pallas, Peter Simon (1786-1789), Vocabularium linguarum totius 

orbis comparativum, oder Vergleichendes Glossarium aller Sprachen und Mundarten. 
St.Petersburg: typis Iohannis Caroli Schnoot. 2 vols. Actually the first volume appeared 
in 1787. 

6  William Jones’ lecture about the genetic relation between the Indo-European languages, 
presented in Calcutta in 1786, was published in 1788. 
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in 200 languages and dialects, and for 12 numerals in 222 languages. The words were 
transcribed in Cyrillic letters. (...) The aim of this collection was to elucidate the 
origin of the nations through the affinity of languages and language groups and 
possibly to prove that all languages stem from one primitive language. The 
vocabularia comparativa was much praised but also much criticized by Pallas’s 
contemporaries. It inspired further collections of material.” ( Lüdtke 2009:1112).  

Mithridates 

One of the scholars who was inspired by the Russian collection but who, at the 
same time, criticized the way Pallas collected his samples was he German lexico-
logist, librarian and philologist Johann Christian Adelung (1732-1806). He appre-
ciated the idea of collecting language data very much, which “hat (...) viel Glän-
zendes, und er bekam einen noch höhern Werth, als eine grosse Monarchin [Catherine 
the Great CH] es nicht unter ihrer Würde hielt, dessen Ausführung zu veranstalten 
und die zur Vergleichung nöthigen Wörter selbst zu wählen7 (Adelung 1806:vii, 
quoted from Metcalf 2013:160). However, Vater preferred a connected text instead of 
a list of basic words since these words may give the false impression of being related, 
because many similarities are remnants and relics of the primordial language. 

So, Adelung followed a much older tradition and collected samples of the 
Lord’s Prayer. However, he passed away before he could finish his collection and 
the publication thereof, which was finalized in 1817 by Johann Severin Vater 
(1771-1826). In four volumes (1806-1817) they published an inventory of some 500 
languages from all over the world by means of the Lord’s Prayer (Metcalf 
2013:153). The title of the collection is Mithridates oder allgemeine Sprachenkunde 
mit dem Vater Unser als Sprachprobe in beynahe fünfhundert Sprachen und 
Mundarten. The choice for the Lord’s Prayer may be explained since it is assumed 
to be the prayer given by Christ himself to his followers and is addressed to God 
(Luke 11:1-4, Matthew 6:5-13). So, in a way it can be seen as the word of God. 
However, it was not Adelung who made this choice. By using the title Mithridates 
he sought to join a tradition which started with a collection compiled by Konrad 
Gessner 250 years earlier and published under the same name. Gessner was the first 
to use the Lord’s Prayer as a sample text. “Konrad Gessner (1516-1565), one of the 
most important representatives of the Swiss humanist movement, had a special 
interest in the philosophical problem of diversity, which he addressed in his 
numerous monographs (see, e.g. his biological works, or his bibliographical 
Bibliotheca universalis, in which he attempted to overview the vast amount of 
published books). In 1555 he published a booklet entitled Mithridates: De 

                                                 
7  ‘The idea is brilliant and became even more valuable when a great monarch did not 

consider it beneath her dignity to start this project and to select the words needed for 
comparison.’ 
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differentiis linguarum. After a succinct general introduction, the author presented, 
in alphabetical order, about 100 languages known to him” (Van Hal & Van Rooij 
2013:6-7). In a most recent edition of Gessner’s Mithridates 130 languages are 
included of which 39 with a translation of the Lord’s Prayer (Gessner 2009). 

The name Mithridates goes back to a famous polyglot ruler, Mithridates VI of 
Pontus (135-63 BC), According to Pliny the Elder’s account of famous polyglots, 
Mithridates could speak all the 22 languages of the nations he governed. He was 
said to know all the names of his soldiers and to be able to address all of them in 
their own mother tongue. That is why his reputation led to the use of his name for 
comparative language collections, such as the publications of Gessner and Adelung 
and Vater. 

Coquebert’s survey 

Although it is quite clear that Rev. Hanewinckel was not the only one of his 
time who was interested in collecting language data, the question remains why he 
chose the Prodigal Son as a sample text and not for instance the Lord’s Prayer, an 
even more sacred text than the Parable.  

However, Hanewinckel’s choice had nothing to do with the sacred nature of the 
Biblical text, it was only a matter of statistics, as will be shown. A few years before 
Hanewickel and Wassenbergh produced their versions of the Parable of the Prodigal 
Son, the French palaeographer and archaeologist Jacques-Joseph Champollion-
Figeac (1778-1867) published a book Nouvelles recherches sur les patois ou 
idiomes vulgaires de la France et en particulier sur ceux du département de l’Isère 
suivis d’un essai sur la littérature dauphinoise, et d’un appendix contenant des 
pièces en vers ou en prose peu connus, des extraits de manuscrits inédits et un 
vocabulaire.8 The appendix to this study contains several translations of the Parable 
of the Prodigal Son among other dialect texts.  

The book is a result of a request of the Minister of Internal Affairs who asked 
the prefect of the Isère department, which is the region around Grenoble, to inform 
him about the dialects spoken in this part of the Empire and to produce a few texts 
written in these dialects. In his letter of 13 November 1807 to the prefect the 
Ministry required that one should use the Parable of the Prodigal Son as one of the 
samples.9 This request was part of a larger survey which Charles Etienne Coquebert 
de Montbret (1755-1831) and his son Eugène conducted between 1806 and 1812. 
Champollion-Figeac did not wait till the results of this survey for the whole of 
France were collected, received and processed, but published his own data almost 
immediately.  

                                                 
8  Published in 1809 by Goujon, Libraire, 53 rue du Bac, Paris. Available at 

www.bibliotheque-dauphinoise.com/nouvelles_recherches_patois.html. 
9  www.bibliotheque-dauphinoise.com/nouvelles_recherches_patois.html, Notes sur l’ouvrage  

(retrieved 25/08/2013). 
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The aim of this survey, which was commissioned by the Emperor and 
conducted by the Statistical Office of the Ministry of Interior, was to get to know 
which dialects were used in the different ‘portions of the French territory’ and by 
whom.10 In addition, to be able to draw the limits of French in relation to other 
languages, such as Alsatian, Basque, Breton, Catalan, Flemish, German and Italian 
(Brunot 1927:525-530). The modern and well organised government of the 
Napoleonic era wanted to be informed about the precise demographic and thus 
linguistic situation of the whole empire. Therefore, all the 130 prefects, or their 
collaborators and advisors, had to answer the survey. Coquebert was the head of the 
statistical office and it was him who developed this and other demographic and 
economic surveys (Bulot 1989).  

Coquebert is an interesting figure. Before the revolution he was a French 
representative for maritime and commercial affairs in Ireland. There he showed an 
interest in the Irish language and other aspects of the Celtic culture and published his 
impressions of Galway (1791) (Ni Chinnéide 1952). Coquebert did neither manage to 
finish the survey nor to publish the final results. It was only in 1831 that his son 
Eugène published part of the survey with a collection of hundred different versions of 
the Parable of the Prodigal Son. Most of the translations send to the Statistical Office 
are still waiting for publication in archives (Simoni-Aurembou 1989). 

However, in 1806 Coquebert had already published an Essai d’un Travail sur 
la Géographie de la Langue Française,11 in which he discussed the situation of 
Breton in full detail. He was the first to draw an exact map of the French-Breton 
language border. On the basis of his survey he estimated the number of Breton 
speakers at almost one million on a total population of the region of 1,35 million 
inhabitants (Abalain 1998:112).  

Jacques Le Brigant 

Coquebert’s interest in Breton and other Celtic matters may shed light on the 
question why he asked the prefects to produce a translation of the Parable of the 
Prodigal Son. Among people with interest in Breton and Celtic languages the name 
and work of Jacques le Brigant (1720-1804), a lawyer and one of the most famous 

                                                 
10  As is well known, this is not the first time in French history that the government wanted 

to be informed about the linguistic situation of the country. In 1790 the Constituent 
Assembly, the revolutionary highest authority in the period 1789-1791, ordered a 
linguistic survey, which resulted in the report of the Abbé Grégoire Rapport sur la 
nécessité et les moyens d'anéantir les patois et d'universaliser l'usage de la langue 
française (1794) ‘On the need and the resources to annihilate patois and to universalize 
the use of French’. Grégoire noticed that only 3 million citizens spoke French, six million 
were not able of holding a conversation in French, whereas another six million had no 
knowledge at all of the national language. The report is available at  
http://www.axl.cefan.ulaval.ca/francophonie/gregoire-rapport.htm (retrieved 14/02/2017).  

11  ‘A Trial of a Work about the Geography of the French Language’.  
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representatives of celtomania in France, was well known. Le Brigant claimed that 
Breton was the mother of all languages, the original protolanguage. Therefore, 
people who could speak Breton were able to understand all other languages easily. 
Le Brigant’s hypothesis about the primordial status of the Celtic language Breton is 
in line with the speculative tradition founded by William Camdem (1586) that the 
Celtic speaking population of Wales descended directly from Gomer, the eldest son 
of Japhet, Noah’s second son and that therefore their language is much older and 
less corrupt than all the others.  

In 1779, Le Brigant published a booklet Éléments de la langue des Celtes 
Gomérites ou Bretons : Introduction a cette langue et par elle a celles de tous les 
peuples connus,12-13. In this short study Le Brigant published examples of Breton 
texts next to the French translation. A short glossary closes the book. Among the 
texts Le Brigant presents, one can find not only the fables of Jean de La Fontaine, 
but also the Parable of the Prodigal Son, in Breton ‘Ar Mab Prodig’ and in French 
‘Parabole de l’Enfant Prodigue’. 

One cannot prove that Coquebert borrowed the idea of using the Parable of the 
Prodigal Son as the basis for his survey from Le Brigant, because Coquebert 
nowhere and never explained why he took this parable. However, since Le 
Brigant’s booklet is the first instance of a quasi-linguistic text in which the parable 
is used for a comparative linguistic goal and since Coquebert, although not being a 
celtophile or celtomaniac in the sense of Le Brigant, was highly interested in Celtic 
studies, he must have known the work of Le Brigant. In addition, since the Parable 
of the Prodigal Son is linguistically speaking a much richer text than the Lord’s 
Prayer,14  it is not unlikely that the example of Le Brigant was the reason for 
Coquebert to choose the parable. Since the Parable of the Prodigal Son was such a 
popular theme and such a well know text, Coquebert could be sure that every 
educated man who was asked to produce a translation knew the verses or was able 
to find them in the Gospel of St. Luke. The fables of Jean de La Fontaine, which le 
Brigant also translated, were less widespread and therefore could not be used as the 
basis for translation.  

The First French Empire 

So far we have found a possible explanation for Coquebert’s choice, but this 
does not explain why a minister and a scholar in Friesland, far from Paris and 
France, took the same parable for their translations. The vastness of the First French 

                                                 
12  ‘Elements of the language of the Gomerite Celts or Bretons: Introduction to this language 

and through this language to those of all known peoples’  
13  Strasbourg: Lorenz & Schouler. Also available at: http://bibnumuniv-rennes2.fr/items/ 

show/312 
14  The parable is much longer, contains much more informal language and even dialogues. 

Therefore, the Parable is more apt to be used as a sample text than the Lord’s Prayer. 
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Empire offers an explanation thereof. Some years ago Ulrich Maes (2005) and 
Kruijsen and Bakker (2007) discovered translations of the Parable of the Prodigal 
Son in Limburger dialects in French archives. Limburg, the region around 
Maastricht, and the neighbouring Rhenish-German region belonged to the French 
Empire and so the prefect of this department was asked to send in versions in local 
dialects, which he did. However, the province of North Brabant, which is north east 
and east of Limburg were not yet part of France. From 1806 till 1810 the Kingdom 
of Holland was an officially independent but actually puppet kingdom under 
Napoleon Bonaparte’s third brother Louis. Friesland, which is far more to the north, 
only became part of France together with the rest of the dissolved Kingdom of 
Holland in 1810. However, this does not mean that Coquebert’s survey was 
unknown in the rest of the Netherlands. Miedema (1957) shows that Wassenbergh’s 
translation was meant as a response to Coquebert’s request. This brings us to the 
provisional conclusion that after 1806/1807 most dilettantes with an interest in 
dialect and comparative linguistics in Western Europe were informed about 
Coquebert’s initiative and therefore used the Parable of the Prodigal Son as a 
sample text. In what follows this claim will be strengthened and underlined. 

Outside France 

Coquebert’s initiative did not stop at the borders of the Napoleonic empire. In 
Germany the linguist Johann Gottlieb Radlof (1775-1846(?)) published a volumi-
nous book Die Sprachen der Germanen in ihren sämmtlichen Mundarten darges-
tellt und erläutert durch die Gleichniss Reden von Säemanne und dem verlorenen 
Sohne, samt einer kurzen Geschichte des Namens der Teütschen15 in 1817. In this 
study Radlof presents examples of the parables and of other dialect texts from the 
earliest stages of the Germanic languages till his days. So, one finds Gothic texts 
next to the two parables in Virgin Islands Dutch creole, recorded in 1781. He does 
not restrict himself to German dialects. He includes Dutch, Dutch dialects, the 
Scandinavian languages and dialects as well as samples from the Alsatian speaking 
regions in France. Radlof enters into controversy with Adelung and Vater, who only 
offered language and dialect specimens of the Lord’s Prayer. Radlof argues that his 
choice for the two parables not only offers more but also better data for the 
description of languages and dialects (Radlof 1817:XIV). Radlof even questions 
whether the two parables offer enough language material to describe and compare 
the languages well. Therefore, he includes some more known poems and other 
prose texts (1817:XII). Radlof, who was a very polemic figure, was in contact with 
Jacob Grimm from 1810 on. However, Grimm was not very impressed by Radlof’s 

                                                 
15  The languages of the German peoples in all their dialects, illustrated and explained by the 

Parables of the Sower [Mark 4:2-9; Luke 4: 4-8 and Matthew 13:3-9] and the Prodigal 
Son together with a short history of the name of the Teütschen [Germans]. 
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1817 book, of which he said that “seine Gleichnißreden in Mundarten sind mir nicht 
correct genug”16 (Jacoby 1888:138). 

In Switzerland the Roman Catholic priest Franz Joseph Stadler (1757-1833), 
who had a serious interest in education, folklore and regional languages, felt 
stimulated by the initiative of the French government and collected 73 different 
dialect versions of the parable, which he published in Die Landessprachen der 
Schweiz, oder Schweizerische Dialektologie mit kritischen Sprachbemerkungen. 
Nebst der Gleichnissrede vom verlorenen Sohn in allen Schweizermundarten 17 
(1819). Stadler’s work was known to Grimm (Bigler 2012) and through him his 
collection also became noticed outside Switzerland. 

In this way Johan Winkler (1840-1916), one of the founding fathers of Dutch 
dialectology, came to know Stadler’s work. He refers to Stadlers ‘excellent’ work 
of 1819 in his collection of 186 Dutch, Low German and Frisian versions of the 
Parable of the Prodigal Son (Winkler 1874). According to Swanenberg and Brok 
(2008:59), it was not only the model Stadler set that influenced Winkler’s choice, it 
also occurred since the Parable is one of the few parts of the Bible which is written 
in ordinary language.  

Winkler’s survey became the starting point for the comparative study of Dutch 
dialects (Brok 1998:13), just as Stadler’s work must be considered the basis for 
Swiss dialectology (Bigler 2012). 

Winkler’s data base offers an opportunity to check language changes. That is 
why Harrie Scholtmeijer (1999) repeated his survey, which resulted in a website 
‘De nieuwe Winkler’,18 where already 8319 new translations of the Parable of the 
Prodigal Son have been collected. 

However, one does not have to wait till Stadler’s work became known to Winkler 
before dialect translations of the parable were collected and published in the Dutch 
language area. In Flanders Jan Frans Willems (1793-1846), the father of the 19th 
century Flemish language movement, called up his colleagues dilettante linguists to 
send in dialect versions of the parable shortly after Eugène Coquebert published the 
French survey (1831). Willems who was the editor of the journal Belgisch Museum 
started a series of translations in this journal with his own version of the parable in the 
Flemish dialect of Brussels (Willems 1837: 34-38). Recently Maes (2007) drew 
attention to this series again in an article about the historical sources of the dialect of 
Sint Truiden, a little town in the Belgian province of Limburg. 

As late as in 1913 the authorative Dutch scholarly journal Tijdschrift voor 
Nederlandsche Taal en Letterkunde published an article by Prince in which he 

                                                 
16  ‘His parables in dialects are not correct enough according to my opinion’. 
17  ‘The vernaculars of Switzerland or Swiss dialectology with critical language remarks. 

Together with the Parable of the Prodigal Son in all Swiss dialects’. 
18  ‘The new Winkler’. 
19  Most of these translations are the same as in the original Winkler collection. 
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described Jersey Dutch, the then already almost extinct Dutch of the American 
settlers from the Netherlands. The Parable of the Prodigal Son served as a language 
sample once again. Prince’s example has been republished by other scholars a few 
times afterwards (Noordegraaf 2008:7).  

In Germany Radlof was not the last one to use the parable to compare dialects. 
Albert Schott (1809-1847), a high school teacher from Stuttgart with a lively 
interest for regional history, folk tales and legends, collected dialect samples in the 
Swiss canton of Valais. In 1840 he published a small booklet of only 37 pages Die 
Deutsche am Monte Rosa mit ihren Stammgenossen im Wallis und Üechtland.20 In 
this small study Schott compares four different dialects through the parable, but he 
mentions to have collected much more translations. Schott refers to the work of 
Stadler, but also to Horace-Bénédict de Saussure’s21 Voyages dans les Alpes (1779-
1796), the first work in which the mountains of the Alps were described as 
interesting and beautiful and which gave a blow to tourism to the Alps. 

Doegen  

Wilhelm Doegen (1877-1967), student of Henri Sweet when he spent a 
semester abroad in Oxford in 1900 and later founder of the sound archives now in 
the Humboldt University in Berlin, began to make recordings in Berlin in 1909. 
However, his archives only started to grow during the First World War when he 
was requested in 1915 to record the almost 250 languages and dialects spoken by 
prisoners of war in German camps. Doegen asked these POW’s to read words and 
wordlists, to sing songs, to tell fairy tales, anecdotes and stories. In addition, he 
invited the POW’s from France, England and some other European countries to 
read the Parable of the Prodigal Son in their native language, especially in their 
regional tongues. In this way Doegen was able to collect samples of dialects of all 
English counties and to start a comparative study of these dialects (Mahrenholz 
2003). Doegen’s data have been digitalized recently and are now available as part 
of the Imago database of the Lautarchiv, part of the Wissenschafliche Sammlungen 
an der Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin.22 In 2008 the British Library acquired a 
subset of the Doegen Lautarchiv. This subset comprises 821 digital copies of 
shellac discs and includes recordings of British prisoners of war and colonial troops 

                                                 
20  Available at: 

https://books.google.nl/books?id=PJNEAAAAcAAJ&pg=PP3&lpg=PP3&dq=albert+sch
ott+Die+Deutschen+am+Monte+Rosa&source=bl&ots=AspPzkymOl&sig=ZPSFGLY5o
igUxgk0vFoIVO9fMcw&hl=nl&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiP8qGk3cLLAhWKBSwKHZ7c
B3MQ6AEIIzAB#v=onepage&q=albert%20schott%20Die%20Deutschen%20am%20Mo
nte%20Rosa&f=false  

21  Great-grandfather of the linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913). 
22  http://www.sammlungen.hu-berlin.de/dokumente/125/ 
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held in captivity on German soil between 1915 and 1918 and later recordings made 
by Doegen in Berlin and on field trips to Ireland and elsewhere.23  

Doegen was quite successful in building his archives at the ‘Lautabteilung at 
the Prussian State Library in Berlin’ and because of his fame the Irish government 
sought his services to make recordings in the Irish speaking part of Ireland and in 
those regions where Irish had suffered a decline. Doegen accepted the invitation and 
came to Ireland with his assistant Karl Tempel in September 1928. Tempel returned 
to Ireland in 1930 and 1931. In total 216 recordings were made of which 212 still 
survive. These records contain some 400 tracks, which include all kind of texts and 
songs, but also versions of the Parable of the Prodigal Son. Now the Doegen 
collection is digitalized and is part of the archives of the Royal Irish Academy 
Library. It can be found and consulted under the name ‘The Doegen Records Web 
Project’.24 

Italy 

Also in Italy Stadler’s survey was copied. Bernardino Biondelli (1804-1886), 
one of the great figures in Italian dialectology and linguistics (De Mauro 1968), 
started to collect translations of the Parable of the Prodigal Son in the different 
dialects of Italy around the middle of the 19th century.25 Biondelli referred explicitly 
to Stadler’s survey (Biondelli 1853:XXXII) and published himself 96 versions of 
the parable in the dialects of Piedmont, Lombardy and Emilia in a voluminous book 
in 1853. However, he collected much more translations, of which several have been 
published later by Carlo Salvioni in different publications from the years 1913 till 
1918. Biondelli set the example. That is why the Parable of the Prodigal Son is still 
used frequently in Italian dialectology. For instance, by dialectologists such as 
Michele Melillo, who published several dialect surveys using the parable in the 
sixties, seventies and eighties of the last century. Franco Nicoli wrote a study on the 
grammar of Milanese in 1983, to which he added a version of the parable from 
Lombardy. In 2007 Sylvio Campagna published a study La parabola del figliol 
prodigo nei materiali dell'Atlante linguistico italiano26 in which 103 transcriptions 
of the parable in Italian dialects are published.  

The Italian department at Humboldt University in Berlin hosts an online 
acoustic language atlas of Italian dialects and minority languages, called Vivaldi – 
Vivaio Acustico delle Lingue e dei Dialetti d’Italia.27 Part of this ongoing project is 

                                                 
23  See more at http://sounds.bl.uk/Accents-and-dialects/Berliner-Lautarchiv-British-and-

Commonwealth-recordings#sthash.nAh8yA4J.dpuf 
24  www.dho.ie/doegen/home 
25  I owe the suggestion to have a look at Biondelli’s work to John Charles Smith, St. 

Catherine’s College Oxford. 
26  ‘The parable of the prodigal son in the Italian language atlas materials’ 
27  https://www2.hu-berlin.de/vivaldi/?id=0003&lang=de 
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an acoustic version of the Parable of the Prodigal Son, Parabola del figliol prodigo, 
in the different dialects. 

What is even more remarkable is that in Val d’Aosta, a mountainous region in 
the north-western part of Italy, the parable was the first written literary product: 
“The real novelty in the middle of the century, however, is represented by the birth 
of a literature in a Val d’Aosta patois (A French-Provençal language (...)) at the 
hands of Jean-Baptise Cerlogne (1826-1910), harbinger of further and unfore-
seeable developments, to the extent that from then on it would be poetry in dialect 
that offered the best artistic results in Valle. The first poem in patois by the Val 
d’Aosta félibre [author in Occitan CH] was “L’infan predeggo” of 1855, that also 
marked the epochal and anthropological passage from a language that had always 
been oral to a written language. There were only sporadic written traces of the Val 
d’Aosta patois before then. (...) The first prose writings consist of the six different 
anonymous versions, in as many varieties of Val d’Aosta patois, of the Parabola 
del figliuol prodigo collected by the dialectologist Bernardino Biondelli in 1841 but 
published only in 1913 by Carlo Salvioni (and therefore unknown to Cerlogne 
himself and to subsequent local scholars).” (Zoppelli s.d.).  

This last example shows how popular the Parable of the Prodigal Son was as a 
sample text in the 19th century. Almost from the moment Coquebert launched his 
survey in 1806/7, but especially after Stadler published his survey in 1819 the 
parable was ‘in the air’. Almost everybody who wanted to show the characteristics 
of his or of any dialect chose a translation of the Parable of the Prodigal Son for this 
goal. This lasted till Georg Wenker (1852-1911) came up with a complete new idea, 
which changed the outlook of the discipline completely. 

Wenker 

Although the Parable of the Prodigal Son is a linguistically much richer text 
than the Lord’s Prayer and although the parable contains dialogue and is written in 
more or less ordinary language, the language of the parable is not diverse enough to 
cover all possible linguistic phenomena. That is why Georg Wenker introduced a 
new system of collecting dialect data in the second half of the seventies of the 19th 
century. He constructed a questionnaire with a forty sentences in which were repre-
sented what he thought were the essential German dialect differences. Subse-
quently, he sent the questionnaire to local teachers, first only in the region around 
Düsseldorf, later to the whole of Westphalia and finally to the whole German spea-
king area. The teachers were asked to translate the sentences into the local dialect. 
The sentences were constructed in such a way that specific phonological, morpho-
logical and syntactic peculiarities of the different dialects would pop up. In the end, 
the Wenker sentences were sent in from 40 000 places, which offered Wenker and 
his successors of the Marburg dialect school the opportunity to draw precise dialect 
maps. This can be seen as the starting point of modern dialect geography (Knoop, 
Putschke & Wiegand 1982). 
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Sample texts disappeared from linguistics. Only in The Principles of the 
International Phonetic Association (1949) of the International Phonetic Association 
one still finds one and the same text about a dispute between the north wind and the 
sun as the model for all the transcriptions.  
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kamiel hamansi  

uZRebi Svilis dabruneba 

reziume  

uZRebi Svilis igavi mxolod lukas saxarebaSi gvxvdeba, magram igi axa-

li aRTqmis erT-erTi yvelaze popularuli igavi gaxda da iqca mravali xe-

lovanis STagonebis wyarod ara mxolod mxatvrul literaturaSi, aramed 

mxatvrobaSi, musikasa da dramaturgiaSi.  

gaocebas iwvevs is faqti, rom uZRebi Svilis igavis Targmanebi xSirad 

SehqondaT mecxramete saukunis dialeqtologiur krebulebSi. kvlevam aCvena, 

rom es praqtika saTaves iRebs safrangeTis pirveli imperiis statistikuri 

samsaxuris mier napoleonisTvis momzadebuli kiTxvaridan, romelSic Tavs 

iyrida yvela saxis demografiuli monacemi. statiaSi naCvenebia, Tu ramdenad 

popularuli gaxda dialeqturi teqstebis Segrovebis es meTodi dasavleT 

evropaSi. 
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enaTmecnierebis sakiTxebi – 2020 – ISSUES OF LINGUISTICS 
 

igor melCuki 

SesaZleblobaTa aRricxva rogorc lingvisturi 

tipologiis erT-erTi meTodi* 

1. sakiTxis formulireba: enaTmecnierebis unificirebuli                        

cnebiTi sistema 

tipologiisa da calkeul gramatikaTa mimarTebis centraluri sakiTxi 

msoflios (sruliad sxvadasxva) enisaTvis (cross-linguistically) sicocxli-

sunariani cnebiTi sistemisa da Sesabamisi terminologiuri Teoriuli 

CarCos Camoyalibebaa. am problemaze vimsjeleb sami Tanmimdevruli nabi-

jiT: pirveli, sakiTxs davsvam da mokled aRvwer cnebiT sistemas, rome-

lsac tipologiuri kvlevisaTvis wamovayeneb morfologiaSi (§§1,2); meo-

re, SemogTavazebT amgvari sistemis detalur ilustracias bunebriv eneb-

Si gramatikuli gvaris aRricxvis magaliTze (§3); da mesame, am aRricxvas 

(e.i. Sesabamis cnebebs) gamoviyeneb ori kerZo SemTxvevis kvlevisas: anti-

pasivis saxeliT cnobili fleqsiuri kategoria da gramatikuli gvari 

frangulSi (§§4,5). ukanasknel SemTxvevaSi kvleva aCvenebs, rom ise kargad 

Seswavlili enisaTvisac ki, rogoric frangulia, mkacrad standartize-

bul tipologiur CarCos SeuZlia gvipasuxos SekiTxvebze, romlebzec ad-

rindeli aRwerebi ver gvpasuxoben. daviwyeb Semdegi sami daSvebiT: 

1) Tanamedrove enaTmecnierebis erT-erTi yvelaze gadaudebeli amoca-

naa konkretul enaTa aRwera. am samuSaos arsebiTi birTvi (essential core) 

aris gramatikebisa da leqsikonebis dawera. enaTmecnierTa ganzraxvaa, enebi 

aRweron imdenad zustad da amomwuravad, ramdenadac ki es SesaZlebelia; 

es moicavs enis semantikas, sintaqss, morfologiasa da fonologias, ag-

reTve (droisa da arsebuli dafinansebis farglebSi) leqsikons. 

2) amgvari aRwera aucileblad xorcieldeba zogierTi winaswar gan-

sazRvruli cnebiT, rogorebicaa, magaliTad: leqsikuri erTeuli (lexical 

unit), semantikuri aqtanti (semantic actant), sintaqsuri roli (syntactic role), 

gvari (voice), brunva (case), fonema (phoneme) da a.S. 

                                                 
*  Igor Mel'čuk. 2006. Calculus of possibilities as a technique in linguistic typology. In: 

Catching Languageː The Standing Challenge of Grammar Writing. Edited by Felix K. 
Ameka, Alan Dench, Nicholas Evans. Trends in Linguisticsː Studies and Monographs 
167. Berlin/New Yorkː Mouton de Gruyter. 
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3) imisaTvis, rom sxvadasxva enis gramatikebi Tu leqsikonebi iyos 

logikurad Tanmimdevruli da urTierTSedarebadi, isini unda Camoyalib-

dnen zogadi cnebiTi Teoriuli CarCos (general conceptual framework) far-

glebSi. enobriv aRwerebSi gamoyenebuli cnebebi unda iyos: pirveli, uni-

versaluri, e.i. yvela enisaTvis gamosayenebeli; meore, sakmarisad zusti, 

e.i. bunebrivad unda faravdes, specifikurobis miuxedavad, nebismier enob-

riv movlenas; da mesame, iyos mowesrigebuli moqnili sistemis saxiT, 

rom saWiroebis SemTxvevaSi bunebrivad uSvebdes axali, zusti cnebebis 

Seqmnas standartuli proceduriT (regular procedure). 

amgvari Teoriuli CarCo miiReba mxolod lingvisturi tipologiisa 

da zogadi enaTmecnierebis erToblivi ZalisxmeviT. erToblivad am orma 

disciplinam enaTmecnierebis sferoSi momuSaveebs unda warudginos uni-

versalur cnebaTa momcveli zogadi aRweriTi sqema, romlis farglebSic 

SeiZleba daiweros konkretuli gramatika/leqsikoni. enaTmecnierebisaTvis 

es unda iyos sakmarisad mdidari da formalizebuli, unificirebuli cne-

biTi aparati da metaena, romlebic enaTa aRweris saSualebad gamodgebian. 

samecniero gamokvlevisa da meTodologiis farTo sakiTxTa Tvalsazri-

siT, es amocana SeiZleba ganvixiloT or saxelsa da miRwevasTan mimarTe-

biT: mendeleevi – qimiaSi da burbaki – maTematikaSi. 

rusma qimikosma d. mendeleevma elementTa periodulobis cxrilis Seq-

mniT (1869 weli) aCvena deduqciuri midgomis (deductive approach) Zala – 

kerZod, sistemis cnobili „carieli ujrebis“ meSveobiT, romlebic prog-

nozireben axal elementTa arsebobas. mendelevis meTodika iyo logikur 

SesaZleblobaTa aRricxvis ageba, romelic emyareboda zogierTi sabaziso 

faqtis codnas. 

ararsebulma frangma maTematikosma n. burbakim Seqmna (1930-1950-ian 

wlebSi) zogadi unificirebuli metaena Tanamedrove maTematikis yvela dar-

gisaTvis da amgvarad uzrunvelyo mniSvnelovani progresi aRniSnul sferoSi. 

mendeleevis deduqciuri aRricxva da burbakis1 unificirebuli meta-

ena mWidrod ukavSirdeba erTmaneTs: erTi aucileblobiT gulisxmobs meo-

res. vfiqrob, saTanadod gaerTianebuli es ori midgoma warmoadgens mTa-

var Teoriul CarCos Tanamedrove enaTmecnieruli azrovnebisaTvis. am sa-

kiTxTa win wamowevas mivyavarT ukukavSiris or produqtiul tipTan: erTi 

mxriv, tipologia arsebobs aRweriTi gramatikebis xarjze, xolo aRweri-

Ti gramatikebi iyeneben tipologiaSi damuSavebul cnebiT aparats – aRwe-

riTi gramatikebi amowmeben, srulyofen da asworeben am cnebiT aparats; 

meore mxriv, zogadi enaTmecniereba aviTarebs Teoriebs, romlebic tipo-

logiidan aRebul cnebebs awesrigeben sistemebis saxiT, xolo tipologia 
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amowmebs am cnebebs da sistemebs „eqsperimentulad“ msoflios enaTa mona-

cemebze dayrdnobiT. Tu SevajamebT: 

Cveni mizania, CamovayaliboT cnebaTa sistema enaTmecnierebisaTvis ise, 

rom cnebebi aigos deduqciurad winaswar SerCeuli mcire enobrivi faqte-

bis safuZvelze da Semdeg damtkicdes maTi tipologiuri safuZvlianoba. 

2. cnebiTi sistemis wamoyeneba: ganmartebaTa simravle 

daviwyeb im pirobaTa formulirebiT, romlebsac efuZneba SemoTavaze-

buli enaTmecnieruli cnebiTi sistema. es sistema aris mxolod mkacr 

ganmartebaTa simravle, anu enobrivi movlenebis saxelwodebaTa sistemis 

saxiT organizebuli kompleqti. es ganmartebebi unda davaxasiaTo jer ar-

sobrivad, xolo Semdeg – formalurad (morfologiisaTvis enaTmecnierul 

cnebaTa Camoyalibebuli sistema warmodgenilia melCukis naSromSi (1993-

2000), romelSic 248 morfologiuri cneba aris ganmartebuli, ilus-

trirebuli da ganxiluli. dainteresebul mkiTxvels Cemi midgomis deta-

lebisTvis SeiZleba mivuTiToT es wigni). 

2.1 ganmartebaTa arsobrivi mxare 

aq ganxilul ganmartebebs aqvs Semdegi sami arsebiTi (substantive cha-

racteristics) maxasiaTebeli: mkacrad deduqciuri xasiaTi, ganmsazRvreli ma-

xasiaTebeli niSnebis erTmaneTisgan maqsimaluri gamijvna (maximal separathi-

on of defining features) da prototipur SemTxvevebze orientireba. 

SemoTavazebul ganmartebaTa deduqciuri xasiaTi 

vTqvaT, mkacrad unda ganvmarto cneba C, romelic intuiciurad met-

naklebad cxadia, gansakuTrebiT aSkara SemTxvevebSi, Tumca bevr margina-

lur SemTxvevaSi damabneveli da aradamakmayofilebelia. upirveles yov-

lisa, unda mivagno da ganvmarto uzogadesi cneba (most general concept), 

romlisTvisac C aris konkretuli SemTxveva – xazs vusvam: uzogades cne-

bas da ara genus proximum-s „uaxloes gvareobiT cnebas“. viwyeb detalu-

ri gansazRvriT uzogadesi klasisa, romelsac miekuTvneba Pi movlenebi, 

romelTac gadafaravs C, magram es uzogadesi klasi Seicavs agreTve sxva 

bevr Qj movlenas, romlebsac ar moicavs C, magram, savaraudod, ukavSirde-

ba Pi-s. Semdeg am klass davyof yvelaze did, momcvel SesaZlebel klase-

bad, idealur SemTxvevaSi – or qveklasad imgvarad, rom yvela Pi moxvdes 

erT qveklasSi; kvlav da kvlav gavimeoreb am operacias manam, sanam ar mi-

viReb zustad im qveklass, yvela da mxolod da mxolod (all and only) Pi 

movlenebs rom moicavs, romlebsac, Tavis mxriv, moicavs C (amgvarad, vadgen 
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C-s zust adgils sxva msgavs cnebebs Soris). es midgoma, raRa Tqma unda, 

deduqciuria: is mimdinareobs uzogadesidan yvelaze kerZosaken. 

neba momeciT, nimuSad ganvixilo ori mcire SemTxveva morfisa da er-

gatiuli konstruqciis cnebebis magaliTze. 

morfis cneba. ganvixiloT Semdegi arsebuli viTareba: termini morfi 

gamoiyeneba (1) Zirebisa (radical)2 da sufiqsebisaTvis (mag., cat- da -s), (2) 

mniSvnelobis mqone monacvleobebisaTvis (meaningful alternations) (mag., oo ⇒ ee, rogoricaa goose ~ geese) da (3) prosodiuli maCveneblebisaTvis 

(mag., tonebi, romlebic gamoxataven sxvadasxva zmnur dros sudanis zogi-

erT enaSi).3 aris amgvari gamoyeneba safuZvliani, Tu unda SemoviRoT uke-

Tesi cnebebi da terminologia? uzogadesi klasi I, romelsac elementTa 

samive tipi miekuTvneba, aris „elementaruli enobrivi niSani“ (elementary 

linguistic sign). es klasi I bunebrivad iyofa or qveklasad: niSnebi, ro-

melTa aRmniSvnelebi (signifier) aris segmenturi da suprasegmenturi erTe-

ulebi (entity) da niSnebi, romelTa aRmniSvnelebi aris operaciuli (ope-

ration), romlebic, Tavis mxriv, arian segmenturni da suprasegmenturni 

(arsebobs tonuri monacvleobebi). amgvarad, Cven viRebT klass I.1, rome-

lic Seicavs Zirebs, sufiqsebsa da prosodiul maCveneblebs, da klass 

I.2, romelic Seicavs mniSvnelobis mqone yvela monacvleobas. klasi I.1 

kidev iyofa segmentur (klasi I.1a) da suprasegmentur (klasi I.1b) niSne-
bad; Sedegad, gvWirdeba saerTo saxelwodeba Zirebisa da sufiqsebisaTvis, 

magram suprasegmenturi maCveneblebis gamoklebiT. ra aris imaze ufro me-

tad xelsayreli, rom vuwodoT maT morfi (I.1b klasis niSnebs SeiZleba 

ewodos supramorfebi/suprafiqsebi da a.S.)? naTeli xdeba, rom morfis 

gamoyeneba zemonaxseneb elementTa samive tipisaTvis – e.i. segmenturi er-

TeulebisaTvis, suprasegmenturi erTeulebisa da procesebisaTvis – aris 

cudi praqtika. umjobesia, SevaviwrooT termin morfis diapazoni da ga-

moviyenoT mxolod segmenturi elementaruli enobrivi niSnisaTvis.  

marTebuli iqneba, warmovadginoT mniSvnelovani SeniSvna: ramdenadac 

Cemi SemoTavazeba exeba mxolod saxelwodebis gamoyenebas da ara enobriv 

faqtebs, SeuZlebelia am terminis zusti mniSvnelobiT misi an mtkiceba 

an uaryofa; mxolod SemiZlia mivuTiTo, ratom aris SemoTavazebuli 

terminologiuri gamoyeneba ufro mosaxerxebeli. amgvarad, logikurad 

SesaZlebelia, rom SevinarCunoT termin morfis gamoyeneba segmenturi da 

suprasegmenturi niSnebisaTvis, erTmaneTisgan ki es SesaZleblobebi gav-

mijnoT msazRvrelis saSualebiT: segmenturi morfi~ suprasegmenturi 

morfi (segmental morphs vs. suprasegmental morphs). magram maSin yvelaze 

farTod gavrcelebul da tipur enobriv niSanTa (=segmenturi elementa-
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ruli niSani) klassa da SedarebiT iSviaT da ramdenamde „egzotikur“ ni-

SanTa (=suprasegmenturi elementaruli niSani) klass eqnebaT formalu-

rad msgavsi, Sedgenili saxelwodeba; rogorc Cans, umjobesia, vixmaroT 

mokle da universaluri saxelwodeba morfi pirveli klasisaTvis da Sev-

qmnaT axali termini meorisaTvis. SevniSnoT, rom amgvaria Cemi mTliani 

Zalisxmevis buneba: gTavazobT saxelwodebaTa simravles (Sesabamis cnebeb-

Tan „Sewebebuls“), romlebic, imedia, Seadgenen unificirebul sistemas da 

wvlils Seitanen realur enobriv movlenaTa ukeTes logikur analizSi. 

ergatiuli konstruqciis cneba. tradiciulad, ergatiuli konstruq-

cia ganimarteba rogorc „finituri gardamavali zmnis konstruqcia, ro-

melSic pirdapiri damateba gamoixateba iseve, rogorc gardauvali zmnis 

qvemdebare“. Tumca ver miviReb amgvar formulirebas wminda terminologi-

uri mizezis gamo: es ganmarteba moicavs piriani zmnuri konstruqciis 

mxolod erT kerZo SemTxvevas. pirian zmnur konstruqciaTa (brunvis mqone 

enebSi) uzogadesi klasi, romelic Seicavs yvela im SemTxvevas, romelsac 

amJamad ergatiul konstruqcias vuwodebT, aris predikatuli konstruq-

cia, romelSic qvemdebare markirebulia nominativisagan gansxvavebuli 

brunviT. gTavazobT, rom es aris swored is konstruqcia, romelsac SeiZ-

leba ewodos ergatiuli konstruqcia. Semdeg gavagrZeleb kerZo SemTxve-

vaTa ganmartebas, romelTa Sorisac mivagnebT imgvar ergatiul konstruq-

cias, romlis pirdapiri damateba formalurad gardauvali qvemdebaris 

identuria. es aris ergatiuli konstruqciis yvelaze farTod gavrcele-

buli da cnobili saxesxvaoba; Tumca logikurad da terminologiurad es 

aris mxolod erT-erTi kerZo SemTxveva. am SemTxvevaSi, umjobesia, gava-

farTooT am gansaxilveli terminis diapazoni. sxvaTa Soris, amgvar gan-

martebas aqvs upiratesoba: is iZleva saSualebas, ergatiul konstruqci-

as mivakuTvnoT brunviT markirebuli samwevra (tripartite) konstruqciac (a-

nu konstruqcia, sadac gardamavali qvemdebare, gardauvali qvemdebare da 

pirdapiri damateba markirebulia sami sxvadasxva brunviT).4 

im principze dakvirveba, rom cnebebi unda gamoiyvanebodes uzogadesi 

klasidan, uzrunvelyofs Camoyalibebuli cnebiTi sistemis mkacrad ierar-

qiul xasiaTs.  

ganmsazRvreli maxasiaTeblebis gamoyofa 

Tanamedrove enaTmecniereba amJRavnebs tendencias, kompleqsuri enob-

rivi movlena P aRweros „mravalmxrivi“ ganmartebiT, rasac mivyavarT 

klasteruli cnebisaken, romlis mizania, moixelTos TvisebaTa jami, ro-

melic izrdeba P-mde. amis sapirispirod, did mniSvnelobas vaniWeb, erTma-
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neTisgan gamovyoT, ramdenadac es SesaZlebelia, P-s ganmsazRvreli maxasia-

Tebeli niSan-Tvisebebi. amgvarad, Camoyalibdeba zusti cnebebi, romelTa-

gan TiToeuli P-s mxolod nawilobriv daaxasiaTebs; anu, cnebaSi yovel 

maTgans CavrTav imdenad mcired, ramdenadac es SesaZlebeli iqneba; ara 

imitom, rom zogadad klasterul cnebaTa winaaRmdegi var – piriqiT, 

bevr SemTxvevaSi mas Tavs ver avaridebT da mzad var mis gamosayeneblad. 

magram, jer Sevecdebi, erTmaneTisagan gavmijno P movlenis Tvisebebi, ram-

denadac es SesaZlebeli iqneba, da Semdeg ganvmarto P-s TvisebaTa minima-

luri simravlis saxiT, anu cnebaTa simravliT da ara erTi kompleqsuri 

cnebiT. amgvarad, imis nacvlad, rom vcado gramatikuli gvaris ganmarteba 

erToblivad misi funqciiT da formiT, vacalkeveb maT. Sedegad, ar SemiZ-

lia vTqva, magaliTad, rom „[algonkinuri] inversiuli konstruqcia sru-

lebiT SeuZlebelia gvarad ganvixiloT, radganac ar arsebobs SesaZlo 

arCevani ama Tu im pragmatikuli niuansis gamosaxatavad“ (peini da las-

kovske 1997:423; xazi Cemia – i.m.): ar ganvixilav pragmatikuli informa-

ciis gamoxatvis funqcias gvaris ganmsazRvrel Tvisebad pasivis am Sem-

TxvevisaTvis. maSasadame, SeiZleba, orive davitovo: pasivebi, romlebic ak-

mayofileben pragmatikul funqcias, da pasivebi, romlebic mas ar akmayo-

fileben. es imitom aris ase, rom komunikaciuri faqtorebis gamoxatva 

ara marto gvarisaTvis, aramed bevri fleqsiuri kategoriisaTvisac aris 

tipuri; maSin, roca sintaqsur aqtantTa gadaadgileba (permute) semanti-

kur aqtantebTan mimarTebiT axasiaTebs mxolod pasivs (ufro detalurad 

ix. §§3). 

am principze dakvirveba afarToebs cnebiTi sistemis moqnilobas da, 

aseve, zrdis misi „garCevis unars“* (resolution power): iyenebs, Tu SeiZleba 

ase iTqvas, ufro martiv da ufro zogad cnebebs. 

prototipur SemTxvevebze orientireba 

Sevecdebi, SeZlebisdagvarad, SevinarCuno tradiciuli enaTmecnieruli 

cnebebi, radganac isini warmoiSvnen asi da meti wlis winaT. winaremecnie-

rul (=intuiciur) interpretacias ukuvagdebT mxolod im SemTxvevebSi, 

rodesac logika moiTxovs gansaxilveli cnebis gansazRvrul gafarToebas 

an Seviwroebas. maSasadame, SemoTavazebuli morfologiuri cnebebi arsebi-

Tad didad ar gansxvavdeba ZiriTadi mimarTulebis tradiciul morfolo-

giaSi gamoyenebuli cnebebisgan. siaxle, ZiriTadad, formaSia: cnebebi mkac-

rad ganimarteba da es ganmartebebi mkacrad gamoiyeneba sxvadasxvagvari 

                                                 
* avtoriseuli rusuli Targmania разрешающая способность (mTargmn.). 
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movlenisaTvis. miuxedavad amisa, arsi igivea, rac iyo yvelaze tradiciul 

ganmartebebSi: Sesaswavl movlenaTa prototipuri SemTxvevebis analizisa 

da gansazRvrebis SemTxvevebSi (prototipTa rolisaTvis enobriv aRwereb-

Si ix. teilori (1989) da veJbicka (1989)). 

Cemi midgoma, ZiriTadad, identuria am 50 wlis winaT hoketis (uTa-

riRo) SemoTavazebuli midgomisa gramatikuli brunvis cnebisaTvis, ker-

Zod, brunvis gansazRvra mkacrad prototipuri brunvis sistemis safuZ-

velze, magaliTad, laTinurisa da Zveli berZnulis brunvebis safuZvelze, 

da Semdeg racionaluri ganzogadeba; ase rom, axali gansamartavi movlena 

sakmarisad msgavsi iqneba, vTqvaT, laTinuri brunvisa. 

neba momeciT, xazi gavusva, rom es meTodologia ar gulisxmobs ara-

viTar evrocentrizms. me ar vambob, rom brunvis laTinuri cneba Tavs un-

da movaxvioT sruliad gansxvavebuli enis movlenas. daJinebiT moviTxov 

mxolod imas, rom saxelwodeba brunva vixmaroT mkacrad mxolod iseTi 

movlenisaTvis, romelic sakmarisad axlos dgas laTinur brunvasTan. Tu 

gansaxilveli movlena sakmarisad axlos ar dgas imasTan, rasac vuwodebT 

brunvas laTinurSi, mas, ubralod, ar unda vuwodoT brunva. 
es Sexeduleba nebas maZlevs, rom gadavWra Sibatanis (1985:836, maga-

liTi (39)) formurilebul sakiTxTa msgavsi sakiTxebi. misi aRweris Ta-

naxmad, erT-erTi maia ena, mami (Mam), gamoxatavs pacienss aqtiur garda-

maval winadadebaSi (clause) zedapirul-sintaqsur qvemdebared („[mami aris] 

sintaqsurad ergatiuli ena“) da pasiur winadadebaSi igive paciensi kvlav 

qvemdebarea:  

(1) a. Ma Ø-jaw t-tx’ee7ma-n Cheep tzee71 

  REC.PAST 3SG.ABS-DIR 3SG.ERG-Wra-DIR xose xe 

  „xosem moWra xe“ [amtkiceben, rom tzee7 „xe“ aris qvemdebare] 

   vs.     

 b. Ma Ø-tx’eem-at tzee7 t-u7n Cheep 
  REC.PAST 3SG.ABS-Wra-PASS xe 3SG-mier xose 

  „xe moiWra xoses mier“ [kvlav tzee7 ganixileba qvemdebared] 

aseT SemTxvevaSi rogor aris SesaZlebeli, rom SemogvTavazon pasi-

vis, rogorc gvaris, zogadi ganmarteba, romelic awinaurebs (promote) pa-

cienss, raTa is gamoxatavdes qvemdebares, rogorc es xdeba, magaliTad, 

laTinurSi, da aman moicvas mami enis gansaxilveli forma? vfiqrob, pasu-

xi momeZebneba: SeuZlebelia. unda avirCioT. 

                                                 
1  maia enebis orTografiisTvis glotaluri xSulis aRsaniSnavad ixmareba „7“ 

niSani. 
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an: vaRiarebT SibatanisTan erTad, rom TZEE7 „xe“ qvemdebarea ro-

gorc (1a)-Si, ise (1b)-Si; maSin zmnur formas (1b)-Si aucileblad unda 

ewodos pasivi, radgan es forma srulebiTac ar hgavs Tavisi qceviT pro-

totipur laTinur/inglisur pasivs, sadac damateba iqceva qvemdebared. 

iseve, rogorc iqcevian prototipuri pasivebi, mami enis forma -at sufiq-
siT ((1b)-Si) agreTve agensis „defokusirebas“ emsaxureba, magram amas ake-

Tebs imgvarad, rom diametrulad upirispirdeba prototipuri pasivebis 

funqcionirebas. (1) winadadebis zedapirul-sintaqsuri qvemdebaris Siba-

taniseuli aRwera marTebuli rom iyos, maSin -at-sufiqsiani forma det-
ranzitivativi (detransitivative; ix. §§4) iqneboda da ara pasivi. 

an: alternativis saxiT, vaRiarebT, rom forma tx’eem-at pasiuria. ma-

Sin unda ukuvagdoT is analizi, romlis Tanxmadac, TZEE7 „xe“ aris ze-

dapirul-sintaqsuri qvemdebare orive winadadebaSi: (1a)-Si is unda iyos 

pirdapiri damateba. 

(piradad me, gvaris englandiseuli (1988) aRweris safuZvelze, vfiq-

rob, rom mami enaSi meore arCevani aris marTebuli: (2a)-Si TZEE7 „xe“ 

aris pirdapiri damateba, radganac ramdenadac SemiZlia ganvsajo Cems 

xelT arsebuli monacemebis safuZvelze, mami enis qvemdebare wrfivad win 

unda uswrebdes zmnaze daqvemdebarebul yvela sxva wevrs). 

2.2 ganmartebaTa formaluri mxare 

formaluri mxaris poziciidan Sevecdebi, Camovayalibo ganmartebebi 

imgvarad, rom maT daakmayofilon Semdegi oTxi zogadi piroba (Sdr. apre-

siani 1982:175): 

ganmarteba unda iyos: 

(a) formaluri: unda gamoiyenebodes avtomaturad, anu pirdapiri mniS-

vnelobiT. 

(b) mkacri: unda Seicavdes mxolod im cnebebs, romlebic an winaswar 

aris ganmartebuli, an, Tu ganumartavia, siis saxiT aris mocemuli; ufro 

zustad, unda iyos aqsiomaturi tipis ganmarteba: per genus proximum et 

differentia specifica, e.i. pirdapiri mniSvnelobiT „uaxloesi gvarisa da gan-

masxvavebeli niSan-Tvisebis saSualebiT“, rogorc es Camoayaliba boeTiusma 

(480-524 ax.w., ostgoTebis mefis, Teodorix didis, mrCeveli), aristote-

les ideebis mimdevarma. 
(c) sakmarisi da aucilebeli: unda moicavdes yvela movlenas, rome-

lic aRiqmeba Sesabamis cnebaSi CarTulad, da unda moicavdes mxolod da 
mxolod amgvar movlenebs. 

(d) universaluri: unda gamoiyenebodes nebismieri enis nebismieri Ri-

rebuli movlenisaTvis. 
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ufro detalurad, enobrivi C cnebisa da ganmartebis konstruireba 

moicavs Semdeg eqvs nabijs: 

vTqvaT, ganvixilavT dakvirvebad enobriv Pi movlenaTa klass – Cvens 

monacemTa winareTeoriul simravles. vfiqrobT, rom yvela Pi SeiZleba mi-

vakuTvnoT C-s. rogor ganvagrZobT? 

(1) upirveles yovlisa, gamovarkvioT Pi (Pj ⊂ Pi) klasis Pj „birTvuli“ 

(kernel) qveklasi; e. i. Cveni survilia, gamovacalkeoT amgvari movlena 

yvela sxva Pi-sgan ise, rom Cvenma ganmartebam is moicvas nebismier Sem-

TxvevaSi. es Pj-ebi Seesatyviseba C-s yvelaze tipur kerZo SemTxvevas, anu 

c-Ti gamosaxul prototipur C-s; da Seadgenen Cveni momavali ganmartebis 

empiriul safuZvels: SerCeulebi arian sruliad intuiciurad. es arCeva-

ni postulatad unda miviRoT. 

(2) gavaanalizoT c, rom vipovoT misi Semadgeneli komponentebi (con-

stitutive components). 
(3) davadginoT c-s logikurad SesaZlebeli yvela SemTxvevis aRricx-

va, romlebsac, savaraudod, C Seicavs. amisaTvis gavaerTianoT c-s Semad-

geneli komponentebi yvela SesaZlo variantiT; SevecadoT, avxsnaT im kom-

binaciaTa SeuZlebloba, romlebsac ena krZalavs.  

(4) c cnebis ganzogadebis gziT CamovayaliboT C-s ganmarteba; amov-

kriboT ganmartebisaTvis mniSvnelovani yvela sabaziso cneba (underlying 

concepts) da davrwmundeT, rom isini, Tavis mxriv, iqnebian ganmartebulni. 

(5) C-s ganmartebaTa gamoyenebiT Pi – Pj sxvaobis movlenaTaTvis gadav-

sinjoT mTeli sfero, anu nakleb cxadi, aramkafio (fuzzy) Tu gaurkveve-

li erTeulebi (item), raTa davinaxoT, rom yvela Rirebuli movlena movi-

caviT. 

(6) uarvyoT msgavsi, magram mniSvnelovnad gansxvavebuli C’ movlena 

C-sgan gamijvniT; mokled movxazoT C’-s ganmarteba da davrwmundeT, rom 

is misaRebia gonivrulobis farglebSi. 

axla C-s ganmarteba mzad aris. unda davrwmundeT, rom is: 

(i) moicavs yvela erTeuls, romlebic intuiciurad sakmarisad hgvanan 

Pj-s (Sdr. keipersis naSromi (1975) enaTmecnierebaSi intuiciurad nag-

rZnobi msgavsebis didi mniSvnelobis Sesaxeb); 

(ii) ukuagdebs yvela im erTeuls, romlebic intuiciurad sakmarisad 

gansxvavdebian Pj-sgan; 

(iii) warmoqmnis Sedegebs yvela Sualeduri arisaTvis (domain), sadac 

ki Cveni intuicia ferxdeba – Sedegebs, romlebsac mxars uWeren damate-

biTi argumentebi. 
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rodesac saqmes davasrulebT cnebasTan mimarTebiT, unda ganvixiloT 

Sesaferisi terminis SerCevis sakiTxi: SegviZlia vixmaroT arsebul ter-

minTagan erT-erTi, romelic ukavSirdeba axlaxan ganmartebul cnebas, Tu 

umjobesia SevqmnaT axali termini? rogorc zemoT iTqva, es aris rTuli 

sakiTxi, romelsac pasuxi unda gaeces taqtiTa da sifrTxiliT. Cveneuli 

gadawyveta damokidebulia gasaanalizebeli terminis Tviseburebebze. xan-

daxan umjobesia, rom SevinarCunoT termini t ise, rogorc miRebulia, e.i. 

gamoviyenoT Zveli cnebisaTvis, da SevqmnaT axali termini axali cnebi-

saTvis; xandaxan, amis sapirispirod, sasurvel Sedegs iZleva t-s gamoyeneba 

axali cnebisaTvis Zveli saxelwodebisaTvis garkveuli msazRvrelis dama-

tebiT. samwuxarod, ar meguleba aranairi formaluri kriteriumi, rome-

lic gansazRvravs Cvens arCevans. 

3. ilustracia: gramatikuli gvaris cneba 

Cems mosazrebas warmogidgenT erTi magaliTiT: gramatikuli gvaris 

rogorc fleqsiuri kategoriis ganmarteba da SesaZlebel gramatikul 

gvarTa deduqciuri aRricxva – am kategoriis gramemebi. mTliani ganxilva 

tardeba „mniSvneloba-teqstis“ lingvisturi Teoriis Teoriuli CarCos 

farglebSi, romlidanac unda visesxo zogadi midgoma da zogierTi sakvanZo 

cneba (melCuki 1974, 1981, 1988, 1997a, 2001:4-10, melCuki da percovi 

1987). Tumca yovel Rones vixmar, ramdenadac SesaZlebelia, es aRricxva 

warmovadgino Teoriisgan damoukideblad. 

3.1 winaswari SeniSvnebi 

gvaris cneba Camoyalibebulia zemoT mokled aRwerili eqvsi nabijis 

mixedviT. 

(1) prototipur SemTxvevebad, romlebzec gvaris ganmarteba unda da-

fuZndes, viReb laTinurisa da inglisuris opozicias „aqtivi~ pasivi“. 

eseni kargad Seswavlili da SedarebiT aSkara warmomadgenlebia imisa, ra-

sac msurs vuwodo gvarebi. 

(2) laTinuri da inglisuri pasivis mTavari ganmsazRvreli maxasiaTe-

beli saxes ucvlis Sesatyvisobas zmnis mniSvnelobiT navaraudev semanti-

kur rolebsa da im frazaTa sintaqsur rolebs Soris, romlebic avseben 

am rolebs. amgvarad, zmnas [to] EAT „Wama“ Semohyavs ori semantikuri ro-

li: cocxali arseba, romelic iRebs sakvebs (=mWameli) da nivTiereba, 

romelic Caylapes (=saWmeli). aqtivSi „mWamelis“ fraza aris qvemdebare 

da „saWmlis“ fraza aris pirdapiri damateba (Nick ate the steak „nikma Se-

Wama steiki“), xolo pasivSi „saWmeli“ gamoxatulia qvemdebariT, „mWame-
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lis“ fraza ki xdeba agensuri damateba (Agentive Complement): The steak 

was eaten by Nick „steiki SeiWama nikis mier“. es aris semantikur/sintaq-

sur rolTa Sase-kruaze (chassé-croisé), romelic isea SerCeuli, rom Ta-

vad warmoadgendes gvaris cnebis safuZvels. 

msjelobis gasagrZeleblad, upirveles yovlisa, winareTeoriuli cne-

bis (notion) – „Sesatyvisoba semantikur da sintaqsur rolebs Soris“ – 

formalizeba unda movaxdino; amisaTvis semantikuri/siRrmiseul-sintaqsu-

ri aqtantisa da Semdeg ukve diaTezis cnebebs Semovitan, ix. §§3.2. eseni 

arian gvaris cnebis ganmsazRvreli komponentebi. 

(3) zmnis amosavali (basic) diaTezis yvela SesaZlo modifikaciaTa 

sruli aRricxva damuSavebulia; diaTezis formalurad markirebul modi-

fikacias gvari ewodeba. 

(4) Semdeg gvaris, rogorc zmnis fleqsiuri kategoriis, ganmarteba 

aris formulirebuli. 

(5) CemTvis cnobili Rirebuli monacemebi gadamowmebulia imisaTvis, 

rom daxvewilad ganvasxvaoT namdvili gvarebi gvarebis msgavsi movlenebi-

sagan. 

(6) zogierTi gvarTan axlos mdgomi, magram, miuxedavad amisa, misgan 

gansxvavebuli movlena gaanalizebulia da gamocalkevebulia gvarisagan 

(amgvari movlenis magaliTad momyavs detranzitivativebi, 4). gvaris cne-

bis farglebi amgvari midgomiT ufro mkafio xdeba. 

3.2. damxmare cnebebi 

semantikuri aqtanti, siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantisa da diaTezis 

cnebebi sakvanZoa gvaris ganmartebisaTvis, ase rom, aucilebelia maTi aq 

warmodgena. meore mxriv, zogadad, es cnebebi fundamenturia enobrivi Te-

oriisaTvis, agreTve, Zalian kompleqsuria. ase rom, saTanado gziT amas 

ver SevZleb – moiTxovs zedmetad did sivrces. maSasadame, daTmobaze un-

da wavide da Semovifarglo Zalian fragmentuli daxasiaTebiT, im imediT, 

rom mkiTxvelTa keTilganwyobileba da magaliTebi daamtkiceben amis sak-

marisobas (miuxedavad amisa, ix. melCuki 2004a, b). 

L leqsikuri erTeulis (lexical unit) L´ semantikuri aqtanti aris im 

predikatis argumenti, romelic L-is mniSvnelobas warmoadgens, ase rom, 

Tu L´ semantikurad damokidebulia L-ze, es niSnavs, rom L aRniSnavs pre-

dikats, L´ ki aris misi erT-erTi argumenti: Tu L´←sem–L, maSin L (...; L´; 

...), da piriqiT. semantikuri aqtanti gamoixateba cvladiT L-is leqsikog-

rafiul ganmartebaSi; magaliTad: 

(2) X rents Y from Z for W for T „X qiraobs Y-s Z-sgan W-d T-Ti“  
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„X moipovebs Z-sgan, romelic flobs Y-s, uflebas, rom gamoiyenos 

T drois ganmavlobaSi W fuliT, romelsac X uxdis Z-s“. 

realuri suraTis gamartivebiT SemiZlia, vTqva, rom semantikur aq-

tantebs aqvT ori mniSvnelovani Tviseba:  

(a) Tu mniSvnelobas L’ gamovaklebT L-is semantikur aqtants, darCe-

nils aRar SeiZleba ewodos L. amgvarad, Tu gamovaklebT money W-s 

(„fuli W“) (2)-Si warmodgenil mniSvnelobas, miviRebT [to] borrow-s 

(„sesxeba“) da ara – [to] rent-s („gaqiraveba“); xolo time T-s („dro T“) 

gamoklebiT viRebT [to] buy-s („yidva“). 

(b) L-is semantikuri aqtanti, saerTod, L-is paralelurad SeiZleba 

gamoixatos winadadebaSi (sentence) – rogorc winadadebis (clause) ele-

menti, is ukavSirdeba L-s, magram araa savaldebulo, rom uSualod. 

siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantebi 

siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti SemoRebulia rogorc mosaxerxebeli 

„makavSirebeli rgoli“ (interface) semantikur aqtantsa da zedapirul-sin-

taqsur aqtants5 Soris. siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti aris ganzogadeba 

imgvar zedapirul-sintaqsur aqtantTa simravlisaTvis, romelTac SeuZli-

aT, Seesatyvison imave semantikur aqtants (aq vaxseneb mxolod zmnur 

siRrmiseul-semantikur aqtants). daaxloebiT Tu vityviT:  

I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti zedapirze Seesatyviseba zedapirul-

sintaqsur qvemdebares (da yvela mis „gardaqmnas“ (transform)):6 

John←I←sleeps, John’s←I–sleep, John’s←I–arrival, her←I–love 

II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti zedapirze Seesatyviseba: 

• pirdapir damatebas (da yvela mis „gardaqmnas“): [She] loves–II→John, 

[her] love–II→for John 
• L-is umniSvnelovanes iribi damatebas – Tu pirdapiri damateba (da 

yvela misi „gardaqmna“) ar aris warmodgenili: belong–II→to John, 
John’s←II–belongings 

III siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti zedapirze Seesatyviseba irib/ ub-

ralo damatebas (im SemTxvevaSi, Tu pirdapiri damatebac aris warmodge-

nili): 

sends–III→John a letter, [a letter] sent–III→to John, 
[He] punched [John]–III→on the nose 

IV-VI siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantebi zedapirze Seesatyviseba, ki-

dev ufro maRali xarisxiT, ubralo damatebebs: 

rented–IV→for $300, rented–V→for two weeks 
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Semdegi sami SeTanxmeba agreTve zemoqmedebs gadanomvris sistemaze 

Cvens gamosaxulebaSi. mocemuli morfologiuri formis L leqsikuri er-

Teulis marTvis modelSi (Government Pattern) L-is siRmirseul-sintaqsu-

ri aqtantebi unda gadainomros Semdegnairad: 

1. Tanmimdevrulad (=xarvezis gareSe): I, II, III da a.S.; marTvis mode-
lebi *I, III da/an *I, II, IV gadanomvriT dauSvebelia.7 

2. I-iTa da/an II-iT dawyebiT: siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa uqon-

loba, anu marTvis modeli *III, IV gadanomvriT, dauSvebelia.8 

3. ganmeorebis gareSe: marTvis modeli *I, I an *I, II, II gadanomvriT 
dauSvebelia. 

xazi gavusvaT, rom zemoxsenebuli moTxovnebi Seexeba sakuTriv gada-

nomvras da ara wrfiv rigs, romelSic L-is siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtan-

tebi vlindebian TavianT marTvis modelSi, anu winadadebaSi. 

am pirobaTa Sesrulebas SeiZleba saintereso Sedegebi mohyves. amgva-

rad, ganvixiloT winadadeba Nick←I–ate–II→the steak; misi pasiuri Se-
satyvisi aris The steak←I–was.eaten–II→by Nick; rogorc vxedavT, agensu-
ri damateba warmodgenilia rogorc II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti, 

radganac siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa gadanomvris xarvezi dauSvebe-

lia. es formaluri Sedegi, rogorc Cans, sruliad bunebrivia: miuxedavad 

imisa, rom pirdapiri da agensuri damatebebi didad gansxvavdebian TavianTi 

zedapirul-sintaqsuri TvisebebiT, mainc ukavSirdebian erTmaneTs – TiToe-

uli maTgani aris zmnis uaxloesi siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti, I siR-
rmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis Semdeg. 

diaTeza 

leqsikuri erTeulis diaTeza aris Sesabamisoba mis semantikur aqtan-

tebsa da siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantebs Soris. magaliTad, inglisur 

zmnasa [to] LIKE „mowoneba“ da frangul zmnas PLAIRE „mowoneba“ aqvT er-

Ti da igive mniSvneloba (daaxloebiT „X-s aqvs sasiamovno grZnobebi, ro-

melsac X ganicdis Y-is mimarT“) da, maSasadame, igive semantikuri aqtan-

tebi. magram maT aqvT gansxvavebuli diaTezebi, rogorc es naCvenebia qve-

moT. 

(3a) I [I] like him [II]. 
(3b) Il [I] me [II] plaît. 
 

[to] LIKE  PLAIRE

X Y  X Y 

I II  II I 
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3.3. gvari da gvaris gramemebi 

gvaris kategoriis ganmarteba efuZneba fleqsiuri kategoriis (inflec-

tional category) cnebasa da mis gramemebs. am ori mniSvnelovani cnebis gan-

martebis aq Semotana SeuZlebelia, ase rom, mkiTxveli unda dakmayofil-

des magaliTebiT. amgvarad, inglisuri enis arsebiTi saxelis mniSvnelova-

ni fleqsiuri kategoriaa ricxvi, gramemebiT „mxolobiTi“ ~ „mravlobi-

Ti“; rusulis arsebiT saxels aqvs ori fleqsiuri kategoria: ricxvi 

(agreTve gramemebiT „mxolobiTi“ ~ „mravlobiTi“) da brunva (gramemebiT 

„saxelobiTi“ ~ „naTesaobiTi“ ~ „micemiTi“ da a.S.). fleqsiuri katego-

ria aris urTierTdapirispirebul gramemaTa simravle, romelTagan TiToe-

uls moepoveba Tavisi maCveneblebis simravle. 

axla ki gvari iolad SeiZleba, ganimartos:10 

gvari aris fleqsiuri kategoria, romlis gramemebic gansazRvraven zmnis di-

aTezis iseT modifikaciebs, romlebic gavlenas ar axdenen am zmnis propozi-

ciul mniSvnelobaze. 

es ganmarteba erTmaneTisagan mijnavs gvarsa da Semdeg sam movlenas: 

(a) kauzativi (zmnis propoziciul mniSvnelobas L(X) umatebs komponents 

„Z iwvevs [rom L(X)]“); 

(b) aplikativi (mniSvnelobas L(X) umatebs komponents „[L(X)] moicavs 

Z“); 

(c) da dekauzativi (mniSvnelobas L(X), romelsac aqvs forma „X iwvevs, 

rom P(Y)“, aklebs komponents „X iwvevs“). 

mocemuli diaTezis modifikacia miiReba Semdegi sami operaciis (ope-

ration) saSualebiT: (1) siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa gadanacvleba (per-

mutation) (semantikur aqtantebTan mimarTebiT); (2) siRrmiseul-sintaqsur 

aqtantTa CaxSoba-daqveiTeba (suppression); da (3) semantikur aqtantTa re-

ferentuli gaigiveba (referential identification). SevniSnavT, rom CaxSoba niS-

navs CaxSuli siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis gamoxatvis SeuZleblobas 

(teqstSi siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis fakultatiuri gamotoveba 

CaxSobas ar warmoadgens); da semantikur aqtantTa referentuli gaigiveba 

gulisxmobs erTi siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSobas mainc. 

daaxloebiT Tu vityviT, erTmaneTisagan damoukideblad xmarebisas ga-

danacvleba warmoqmnis pasivebs, CaxSoba – supresivebs (suppressives) da 

gaigiveba – refleqsivebs.11 es procesebi SeiZleba gavaerTianoT. 

davuSvaT, gvaqvs oraqtantiani zmna, rogoricaa, magaliTad, [to] dress 

„icvams“ an [to] shave „iparsavs“, Semdegi sabaziso, anu leqsikografiuli, 

diaTeziT: 
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X Y 
I II

amgvari binaruli diaTezisaTvis arsebobs 11 SesaZlo modifikacia 

(=warmoqmnili variantebi), plus nulovani varianti. warmodgenilia lo-

gikurad SesaZlebeli yvela binaruli diaTeza, miRebuli oraqtantiani 

zmnis sabaziso diaTezaze zemonaxsenebi sami operaciis meqanikuri gamoye-

nebiT, agreTve, Tavad es sabaziso diaTeza (modelebi 1-4 warmoqmnilia 

ori siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis SesaZlo gadanacvlebiT; modelebi 

5-16 – jer Y-is gamoxatvis CaxSobiT, xolo Semdeg – X-is gamoxatvis 

CaxSobiT, bolos ki – rogorc Y-is, aseve X-is gamoxatvis CaxSobiT; mo-

delebi 17-20 warmoadgens X-sa da Y-is referentul gaigivebas erT-erTi 

an orive maTganis gamoxatvis CaxSobiT): 

 

1. X Y 2. X Y 3. X Y 4. X Y 
 I II  II I  III II  II III 

 

5. X Y 6. X Y *7. X Y 8. X Y 
 I –  II –  III –  II – 

 

9. X Y 10. X Y 11. X Y *12. X Y 
 – II  – I  – II  – III 

 

13. X Y 14. X Y 15. X Y 16. X Y 
 – –  – –  – –  – – 

 

17. X = Y 18. X = Y *19. X = Y 20. X = Y 
 I  II  III  – 

daCrdiluli variantebi „ukanonoa“: isini an arRveven siRrmiseul-

sintaqsur aqtantTa gadanomvris pirobebs (varskvlavianebi), an kidev em-

Txvevian siaSi ukve warmodgenil sxva variantebs (araRirebulia, romel 

ganmeorebul maTgans SevinarCunebT; martivad virCev pirvels). ukanono va-

riantebis gamokleba gvaZlevs logikurad SesaZlebel 12 binarul diaTe-

zas: amosavalsa (romelic ukavSirdeba zmnis sabaziso, anu leqsikografi-

ul, formas) da 11 „warmoqmnils“; es niSnavs 12 diaTezur modifikacias 

nulovani modifikaciis CaTvliT; idealur SemTxvevaSi Sedegad viRebT bi-

naruli diaTezisaTvis gvaris 12 SesaZlebel gramemas da ganvixilavT Tan-

mimdevrobiT. 
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gvaris konkretuli gramemis miTiTebisaTvis gTavazobT Semdeg termi-

nologias – pasivisaTvis: 

(a) sruli [=ormxrivi], Tu pasivi zemoqmedebs siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aq-

tantze (I ⇒ II da imavdroulad II ⇒ I). 
(b) nawilobrivi [=calmxrivi], Tu pasivi zemoqmedebs mxolod erT siR-

rmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantze (magaliTad, I ⇒ III, xolo II rCeba Ta-
vis adgilze da arcerTi siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti ar xdeba I). 

(c) damwinaurebeli (Promotional), Tu pasivi awinaurebs II siRrmiseul-

sintaqsur aqtants I-amde, avtomaturad aqveiTebs yofil I siRrmise-
ul-sintaqsur aqtants („dawinaureba“ niSnavs siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri 

aqtantisaTvis dabali ricxvis miniWebas, „daqveiTeba“ misi sapirispi-

roa). 

(d) damqveiTebeli (Demotional), Tu pasivi ubralod aqveiTebs siRrmise-

ul-sintaqsur aqtants sxva aqtantis dawinaurebis gareSe. 

(e) uagenso (Agentless), Tu pasivi krZalavs agensis gamoxatvas, e.i. ar 

uSvebs agensur damatebas (sxva Tanamedrove saxelwodeba literatu-

raSi aris Sekvecili (truncated), mokle, pasivi). 

(f) upacienso (Patientless), Tu pasivi krZalavs paciensis gamoxatvas. 

supresivisa da refleqsivisaTvis gTavazobT Semdeg terminologias: 

(g) uqvemdebaro (Subjectless), Tu supresivs/refleqsivs ar moepoveba qvem-

debare (= I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti). 

(h) udamatebo (Objectless), Tu supresivs/refleqsivs ar moepoveba damate-

ba (II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti). 

(i) absoluturi (Absolute), Tu supresivi blokavs orive siRrmiseul-sin-

taqsuri aqtantis gamoxatvas. 

magaliTad, udamatebo refleqsivi aRniSnavs refleqsiur formas, rome-

lic uSvebs mxolod agensis qvemdebared gamoxatvas (frang. Il se rase 

„iparsavs“), xolo uqvemdebaro refleqsivis dros agensi gamoixateba an 

pirdapiri, an agensuri damatebiT (ix. qvemoT, 3.3.11, magaliTi (13)). 

magaliTebSi gvaris saxelwodeba da Sesabamisi maCvenebeli Savi Srif-

tiT aris gamosaxuli. qveparagrafis nomeri Seesabameba gadanomril ujre-

debs zemowarmodgenil gvaris paradgimaSi, magaliTad 3.3.1-iT ilustrire-

bulia paradigmis ujra 1. 

3.3.1 „aqtiuri“ : sabaziso diaTezis nulovani modifikacia. 

X Y ⇒ X Y 

I II  I II
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laTinuri magaliTi: 
(4) Xenophōn-Ø agricultur-am lauda-ba-t-Ø. 
 qsenofoni-SG.NOM miwaTmoqmedeba-SG.ACC gandideba-IMPF-3SG-ACT 

 zedm. `qsenofonma [I, Subj, NOM] miwaTmoqmedeba [II, DirO, ACC] adida/adidebda 

[ACT].~ 

3.3.2 „sruli damwinaurebeli pasivi“ : siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa 

ormxrivi gadanacvleba. 

X Y ⇒ X Y

I II  II I 

magaliTi kvlav laTinuridan: 
(5) A Xenophōnt-e agricultur-a lauda-ba-t-ur. 

 qsenofonis mier-SG.ABL miwaTmoqmedeba-SG.NOM gandideba-IMPF-3SG-PASS 

 zedm. „qsenofonis mier [II, AgCo] miwaTmoqmedeba [I, Subject, NOM] (gan)did-

da/diddeboda [FULL.PR.PASS]~. 

3.3.3 „pasivis nawilobrivi daqveiTeba“ : I sirRmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis 

sruli daqveiTeba (III-mde), xolo II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri inarCunebs 

imave adgils ([It]is-shaving Alan by-John „iparseba alani jonis mier“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y 

I II  III II

es tipi SeiZleba ukrainulidan ilustrirdes: 
(6) Мн-ою бу-л-о сплаче-но 

 me-INSTR yofna-PAST-SG.NEU gadaxda-PART.DEM.PASS 

 ц-ю сум-у.  

 es-FEM.SG.NOM safasuri-SG.ACC  

 „es safasuri gadaxdil iqna Cem mier.“, zedm. „Cem mier [III, AgCo, 

INSTR] gadaxdil iqna [PART.DEM.PASS] es safasuri [II, DirO, ACC]“. 

3.3.4 „sruli damqveiTebeli pasivi“ : orive I da II siRrmiseul-sintaq-

sur aqtantTa wminda daqveiTeba (‘[There] is-shaving by-John at-Alan’ „iparse-

ba jonis mier alanze“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y 

I II  II III

ver mivageni am gvaris utyuar magaliTebs. es SeiZleba iyos Cemi mona-

cemebis naklebobis brali – an ormagi daqveiTebis dauSvebloba, fsiqo-

logiuri sirTule. es im situacias gamoxatavs kargad, rodesac magali-

Tis saxiT daudasturebeli ujredi aRricxvaSi wamoWris mastimulire-

bel sakiTxebs. 
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3.3.5 „uqvemdebaro supresivi“ : I sirRmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSo-

ba, e. i. im aqtantis CaxSoba, romelic unda gaxdes qvemdebare (There-is-

shaving Alan „alani iparseba“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y 

I II  – II
 

estonuri gvTavazobs am tipis magaliTs: 
(7) Ehita-ta-kse sild-a. 
 Seneba-SBJL.SUPPR-PRES xidi-SG.PART 

 „xidi Sendeba.“, zedm. ‘Be-building [SUBJLESS.SUPPR] bridge [II, DirO, PART]’. 

3.3.6 „udamatebo supresivi“ : II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSo-

ba, e. i. im aqtantisa, romelic unda gaxdes pirdapiri damateba (John is-

shaving [somebody] „joni parsavs [viRacas]“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y

I II  I – 

apapantilia totonaki (Apapantilla Totonac) ilustrirebs am tips, 

romelSic SeuZlebelia damatebis gamoxatva: 

(8) a. ø-ø-tamāwá pancín.  b. ø-tamāwa-nán. 
  3SG.SUBJ-3OBJ-yidva puri   3SG.SUBJ-yidva-OBJ.SUPP 

  „yidulobs purs.“    „yidulobs [OBJLESS.SUPPR].“  

 

3.3.7 „absoluturi supresivi“ : rogorc I, aseve II siRrmiseul-semanti-

kuri aqtantis CaxSoba (There-is-combing „ivarcxneba“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y

I II  – – 

 

 es tipi warmodgenilia germanulSi: 

(9) Hier wird viel ge-les-en. 
 aq xdeba bevri PAST.PTCP-kiTxva-PAST.PTCP 

 „aq (xalxi) bevrs kiTxulobs.“, zedm. „aq xdeba bevri kiTxva.“  

3.3.8 „uagenso damwinaurebeli pasivi“ : siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa 

gadanacvleba „axali“ II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSobiT – ro-

melic Seesatyviseba X-s (Alan is-being-shaved „alani iparseba“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y

I II  – I 
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es tipi SeiZleba ilustrirdes Semdegi arabuli magaliTiT, sadac 

agensuri damatebis gamoyeneba SeuZlebelia: 

(10) Al-dʒisr-u j-u-bn-a-ʕ-u 
 DEF-xidi-NOM 3SG-PASS-Seneba-PASS-Seneba-3SG.MASC 

 „xidi Sendeba.“  

3.3.9 „upacienso damqveiTebeli pasivi“ : siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa 

gadanacvleba „axali“ I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSobiT – ro-

melic unda Seesatyvisebodes Y-s ([It] is-being-shaved by-John „iparseba jo-

nis mier“). 

X Y ⇒ X Y

I II  II – 

germanuli gamoxatavs am tips: 

(11) Von Politiker-n wird hier geg-ess-en. 

 mier politikosi-PL.DAT xdeba aq PAST.PTCP-Wama-PAST.PTCP 

 „politikosebi Wamen aq.“, zedm. „politikosebis mier [II, AgCo] xdeba aq 

naWami.“  

3.3.10 „udamatebo refleqsivi“ : semantikur aqtantTa referentuli gaigi-

veba II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSobiT (John is-self-shaving „joni 

iparsavs“). 

X Y ⇒ X = Y

I II  I 

es tipi rusuliT SeiZleba ilustrirdes: 

(12) отец-ø причёсыва-ø-ет-ся. 
 mama-SG.NOM varcxna-PRES-3SG-REFL 

 „mama ivarcxnis.“, zedm. ‘Father is-combing-self.’ 

3.3.11 „uqvemdebaro refleqsivi“ : semantikur aqtantTa referentuli gai-

giveba I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis CaxSobiT (‘By-John [it] is-self-

shaving’ „jonis mier TviTon ivarcxneba“). 

X Y ⇒ X = Y

I II  II 

es litvurs SeuZlia gamoxatos: 

(13) Jon-o su-si-šukuo-t-a. 
 ionasi-SG.GEN varcxna-REFL-varcxna-PASS.PART-NEU.SG 

 „ionasma Tma daivarcxna.“, zedm. „ionasis mier [II, AgCo, GEN] TviTon 

davarcxnilia [SUBJLESS.REFL].’ 
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3.3.12 „absoluturi refleqsivi“ : semantikur-aqtantTa gaigiveba rogorc 

I, aseve II siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa CaxSobiT (There-is-self-shaving 

„TviTvarcxnaa“). 

X Y ⇒ X = Y

I II  – 

es tipi moiZebneba polonurSi: 

(14) Uczesa-no się. 
 varcxna-SBJL.SUPPR REFL 

 „zogierTma adamianma Tma daivarcxna.“, zedm. ‘Has-self-combed’. 

gvaris SesaZlebel gramemaTa inventari warmoadgens saTanado winapi-

robas gvaris kerZo sistemaTa SeswavlisaTvis. es aris zogadi sqema, rom-

lis meSveobiTac SeiZleba konkretul enaTa kerZo gvarebi Semowmdes da 

daxasiaTdes. ra Tqma unda, es inventari ver gamoricxavs yvela sirTu-

les; piriqiT, warmodgenili siRrmiseuli analizis gamo ufro meti gada-

uWreli sakiTxi aSkaravdeba. Sevexebi sam yvelaze sayuradRebo sakiTxs: 

pirveli, zogierT enaSi gvaris zogierTi gramema SeiZleba kombinir-

des da gamoixatos erTi da imave sityvaformiT, romelic gvaris ramdeni-

me gansxvavebul kategorias adasturebs. amgvarad, (13)-Si pasivis mimReo-

bis maCvenebeli -t- kombinirdeba refleqsiur maCvenebelTan -si- da isini er-
Tad gamoxataven uqvemdebaro refleqsivs. Tu vinme misdevs mkacrad logi-

kur midgomas, maSin pasivebi, supresivebi da refleqsivebi unda ganvasxva-

oT rogorc sxvadasxva fleqsiuri kategoria ise, rom termini gvari ga-

moviyenoT mxolod opoziciisaTvis „aqtivi~ pasivi“. magram, radganac kom-

binaciebi, romlebic gvxvdeba litvurSi, ar aris farTod gavrcelebuli, 

iqneb vcadoT SevinarCunoT yvela aRwerili gramema erT idealuri fleq-

siuri kategoriis farglebSi da vixmaroT rogorc „etaloni“ (measuring 

stick) kerZo aRwerebisaTvis? amgvarad, frangulsa da rusulSi azri ar 

aqvs, ganvasxvaoT opoziciebi: „aqtivi“ ~ „pasivi“ da „ararefleqsivi“ ~ 

„refleqsivi“ – rogorc ori gansxvavebuli fleqsiuri kategoria, radga-

nac pasivisa da refleqsivis kombinireba SeuZlebelia erTsa da imave 

sityvaformaSi. miuxedavad amisa, germanulSi pasivi da refleqsivi kombi-

nireben: Es wird sich um eine Lösung bemüht, zedm. „usiamovnebis Sexvedra 

iyo gadawyvetisaTvis“ = „bevri usiamovneba SexvdaT problemis gadasawy-

vetad“ an Hier wird sich jeden Tag rasiert, zedm. „aq aris TviTgaparsva yove-
ldRe“ = „aq yoveldRe viRac iparsavs“. maSasadame, am enisaTvis unda da-

uSvan gvaris kategoria da misgan damoukidebeli refleqsivis kategoria.  
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meore, Cveni moTxovna, rom gvari ar unda zemoqmedebdes propozici-

ul mniSvnelobaze, ra Tqma unda, zedmetad xistia. amgvarad, pasivis ga-

mokveTili SemTxvevebi, romlebic gulisxmoben „adamianur saqmianobas“, 

„kontrolis uqonlobas“, „saziano efeqts“ (adverse effects), sayovelTaod 

cnobilia. Cven gvWirdeba ufro metad moqnili formulireba, romelic 

krZalavs propoziciuli mniSvnelobis mTavar cvlilebebs da romelic 

uzrunvelyofilia Semdegi ganmartebiT: ra warmoadgens mTavar cvlilebas 

(gvarisaTvis dasaSvebi) umniSvnelo cvlilebis sapirispirod. 

mesame, zemoganxiluli aRricxva Camoyalibda mxolod binaruli dia-

TezisaTvis maSin, roca, principSi, gvari SeiZleba gamoiyenebodes, erTi 

mxriv, erTvalentiani zmnebisaTvis (e.i. gardauvalebisaTvis: I ⇒ II daqvei-
Teba da I ⇒ – CaxSoba), xolo, meore mxriv, polivalenturi (plurivalent) 

zmnebisaTvis, samwevriani (ternary) da ufro rTuli diaTezebianisaTvis (am-

gvarad, Cven vawydebiT frangul gvars – irib refleqsivs – romelic Se-

saZlebelia mxolod samwevriani diaTezisaTvis). maSasadame, aRricxvis uf-

ro mdidari versia aris saWiro. 

imisaTvis, rom vaCvenoT, morfologiuri aRwerisas rogor exmareba 

mkvlevars SemoTavazebuli cnebebi praqtikuli sakiTxebis gadasaWrelad, 

warmovadgen ori calkeuli SemTxvevis kvlevas (case studies). pirveli, gan-

vixilav gvaris msgavs movlenas, romelsac gvarad xSirad miiCneven maSin, 

roca, gvaris Cemeuli ganmartebis Tanaxmad, es movlena gvars ar ganekuT-

vneba (vgulisxmob, e.w. „antipasivs“); da meore, mokled mimovixilav gvar-

Ta sistemas frangulSi. 

4. gvaris msgavsi fleqsiuri kategoria: detranzitivacia                    

(resp. antipasivi) 

neba momeciT, daviwyo erT-erTi Cukotkur-kamCatkuri enidan, Cukot-

kuridan (Chukchee), aRebuli magaliTiT (kozinski da sxva (1988); mrgva-

li frCxilebi miuTiTeben winadadebis (clause) fakultatiur elementebs): 

(15) a. Γəm-nan tə-ret-ərkən-ø 

  me-INSTR 1SG.SUB-gadazidva-PRES-3SG.OBJ 

  kimitʔ-ən (tomɣ-etə). 

  tvirTi-SG.NOM megobari-SG/PL.DAT 

  ‘me [= I] vuzidav tvirTs [= II] (megobr(eb)s [= III])’: axla vakeTeb. 

 b. Γəm-ø t-ine-ret-ərkən 

  me-NOM 1SG.SUB-‘antipassive’-gadazidva-PRES 
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  (kimitʔ-e) (tomɣ-etə).    
  tvirTi-SG.INSTR megobari-SG/PL.DAT 

  ‘me [= I] vuzidav (tvirTs [= II]) (megobr(eb)s [= III])’: mzidavi var (Cemi 

saqmianobaa). 

(15a) asaxavs ergatiul konstruqcias, romelic obligatorulia Cu-

kotkurSi aqtiuri gardamavali zmnisaTvis: qvemdebare „me“ instrumenta-

lisSia (instrumental), xolo pirdapiri damateba „datvirTva“ – nominativ-

Si (NB: Cukotkuris Tanamedrove aRwerebSi Cems nominativs xSirad ewo-

deba absolutivi, xolo Cems instrumentaliss – ergativi). (15b) gamoxa-

tavs nominatiur konstruqcias, romelic mxolod gardauvali zmnebisTvis 

aris SesaZlebeli: qvemdebare, romelic kvlav aris „me“, dgas nominativSi; 

(15a)-s pirdapiri damateba „tvirTi“ gaxda ubralo damateba instrumenta-

lisSi da, amgvarad, dakarga gamokveTili, arsebiTi pozicia (salience); 

orive damateba aris fakultatiuri. prefiqsi ina-/ine- gamoxatavs zmnis 

valentobis cvlilebas, romelsac amJamad uwodeben „antipasivs“ (es cneba 

da termini ukavSirdeba silverstinis naSroms (1972)). saxelwodeba gamo-

iyeneba im Tvalsazrisis Tanaxmad, rom amgvari modifikacia, ina-/ine- afiq-

siT markirebuli, pasivis Sebrunebuli mdgomareobaa: maSin, roca pasivi 

aqveiTebs qvemdebares, „antipasivi“ aqveiTebs pirdapir damatebas; amave 

dros, rogorc pasivi, aseve „antipasivi“, gardamaval zmnas gardauvalad 

aqcevs. Sedegad, „antipasivi“ miiCneva gvarad. miuxedavad amisa, Tu Seva-

mowmebT (15b)-is monacemebs gvaris Cveneuli ganmartebis mixedviT, davina-

xavT, rom „antipasivi“ srulebiTac ar warmoadgens gvars: ar cvlis 

zmnis diaTezas. (15b)-Si I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti kvlavindebu-

rad Seesatyviseba X-s – semantikur moqmeds (Actor), xolo II siRrmise-
ul-sintaqsuri aqtanti Y-s – gadaadgilebul damatebas (Object Moved), 

rogorc es (15a)-Sia. „antipasivi“ ukavSirdeba Semdegi xasiaTis cvlile-

bebs: 1) II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis zedapirul-sintaqsur reali-

zacia (yvelaze dawinaurebuli, gamorCeuli (prominent) pirdapiri damate-

bis nacvlad realizebulia daqveiTebuli, umniSvnelo (non-prominent) ub-

ralo damatebiT) da 2) qvemdebaris morfologiuri forma (instrumenta-

lisis nacvlad markirebulia nominativiT). Sedegad, unda vcnoT, rom „an-

tipasivi“ aris fleqsiuri kategoriis gramema, magram ar miekuTvneba 

gvars. mas SeiZleba, ewodos, magaliTad, detranzitivacia (detransitivation) 

ori gramemiT: {„tranzitivativi“, „detranzitivativi“} (transitivative, det-

ransitivative). maSasadame, „antipasivi“ aris detranzitivativi (Sdr. detran-

zitivativis navaraudevi SemTxveva mami enaSi, 2.1, (1b)). umjobesia, uari 
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vTqvaT termin „antipasivze“, radgan amas Sedegad mohyveba zedmeti gaugeb-

roba Semdegi sami mizezis gamo: 

pirveli, „antipasivi“ ar warmoadgens pasivis funqciurad Sebrunebul 

mdgomareobas: maTTvisac ki, vinc am termins icavs, pasivi aucileblobiT 

aqveiTebs qvemdebares, xolo „antipasivi“ agreTve – pirdapir damatebasac; 

rogorc pasivi, aseve „antipasivi“, arian damqveiTeblebi (demoter), amitom 

termini antipasivi Seuferebeli Cans; 

meore, terminebs – pasivsa da antipasivs ar moepovebaT erTnairi gav-

rceleba: pasivi SeiZleba miemarTebodes gardauval zmnebsac maSin, roca 

„antipasivisaTvis“ es SeuZlebelia ganmartebis Tanaxmad („antipasivi“ aq-

veiTebs pirdapir damatebas, gardauval zmnas ki ar moepoveba pirdapiri 

damateba); 

mesame, pasivi miemarTeba siRrmiseul-sintaqsur dones maSin, roca „an-

tipasivi“ – zedapirul-sintaqsur dones. 

ufro meti sicxadisaTvis neba momeciT, davimowmo detranzitivativis 

kidev erTi magaliTi, amjerad daRestnuri enidan – darguulidan (Dargwa): 

(16) a. Neš-li gazet-ø b-uč‛-uli 
  deda-SG.ERG gazeTi-SG.NOM OBJ.SG.NON.HUM-kiTxva-GER 

  sa-ri  

  yofna-SUB.SG.FEM  

  „deda kiTxulobs gazeTs.“  

 b. Neš-ø (gazet-li) r-uč‛-uli 
  deda-SG.NOM gazeTi-SG.ERG SUB.SG.FEM-kiTxva-GER 

  sa-ri  

  yofna-SUB.SG.FEM  

  „deda kiTxulobs (gazeTs).“  

am magaliTSi zmna aris gardamavali, qvemdebare „deda“ dgas ergativ-

Si, xolo pirdapiri damateba „gazeTi“ – nominativSi. zmna eTanxmeba 

klasSi (nominal class) rogorc qvemdebares (damxmare nawilis saSualebiT, 

anu -r(i) sufiqsiT kopulaSi), aseve pirdapir damatebas (leqsikuri nawi-

lis saSualebiT, anu b- prefiqsiT gerundivSi); pirdapiri damatebis gamo-
toveba SeuZlebelia. es aris tipuri ergatiuli konstruqcia, erTaderTi 

SesaZlebeli konstruqcia darguulSi gardamavali zmnebisaTvis pirdapiri 

damatebiT.  

(16b)-Si zmna gardauvalia, qvemdebare (kvlav „deda“) dgas saxelobiT-

Si maSin, roca „gazeTi“, romelic gaxda ubralo damateba (romelic 

kvlav II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantia) – ergativSi. zmna eTanxmeba 

mxolod qvemdebares axla ukve misi orive nawiliT (-r(i) sufiqsi kopula-
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Si da r- prefiqsi gerundivSi); ubralo damateba fakultatiuria. es aris 

nominatiuri konstruqcia; zmna amgvar konstruqciebSi aris gardauvali.2  

(16b) warmoadgens detranzitivativis morig SemTxvevas: zmnis marTvis 

modeli, magram ara misi diaTeza, icvleba imgvarad, rom gansaxilveli 

gramema SeuZlebelia iyos gvari. es detranzitivativi, Zalze tipuri da-

Restnuri enebisaTvis, gamoixateba morfologiuri konversiiT (=zmnis 

sintaqtikis cvlilebiT: maxasiaTebels „transs“ (trans) enacvleba „in-

transi“ (intrans)). 

5. gvari frangulSi 

5.1 nacvalsaxeluri zmnebi frangulSi 

imisaTvis, rom davadginoT gvarTa simravle frangulSi, upirveles 

yovlisa, guldasmiT unda SevamowmoT franguli „nacvalsaxeluri“ zmnebi, 

e.i. zmnebi, romlebsac Tan axalavs refleqsiuri nacvalsaxelis saxelwo-

debiT cnobili SE ≈ „Tavisi Tavi“. faqtobrivad, es aucilebelia imisaT-

vis, rom vaCveno: „nacvalsaxeluri“ zmna warmoadgens gvaris formas da 

ara zmnas nacvalsaxeluri damatebiT. SeadareT ori franguli winadadeba 

(17)-Si:  

(17) a. Je me rase. 
  „viparsav (sakuTar Tavs)“ zedm. „viparsav me“. 

 b. Jean me rase 

  „Jani mparsavs me“. 

(17a)-sa da (17b)-Si Cven vxedavT or sxvadasxva me sityvaformas, 

romlebic warmoadgenen 1-li piris mxolobiTi ricxvis nacvalsaxelur 

klitikebs, magram ganekuTvnebian or sxvadasxva leqsemas: 

(17a)-Si me aris SE leqsemis erT-erTi leqsa, romelic (Tumca mas 

sazogadod, refleqsiur nacvalsaxels uwodeben) ar aris nacvalsaxeli, 

am terminis viwro gagebiT, ix. uSualod qvemoT; 

(17b)-Si me aris MOI „me“ leqsemis leqsa – piris namdvili nacval-

saxeli. (17b)-Si me aris zmnis pirdapiri damateba; (17a)-Si es ase ar 

aris. aq me aris mxolod RASER „gaparsva“ zmnis erT-erTi fleqsiuri 

formis maCvenebeli, saxeldobr, refleqsiuri gvarisa; es aris ara namdvi-

                                                 
2  Nešli ruč‛uli sari „deda kiTxulobs“aragramatikulia. winadadeba Nešli buč‛uli sari 

niSnavs „deda kiTxulobs mas“: misi sintaqsuri konstruqcia Seicavs nacvalsa-
xelovan damatebas (object pronoun), romelic, Tumca (kvazi) obligatorulad 
gamoricxulia (elide) zedapirze nebismier konteqstSi, roca referenti 
cxadia, b- damatebis prefiqsi mas asaxavs zmnis leqsikur nawilSi). 
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li nacvalsaxeli, aramed „damxmare“ sityva (es faqti gamoirkva grimSous 

naSromSi, 1982:107).  

me-s ori sityvaformis erTmaneTisagan gansxvavebas mivyavarT, erT 

mxriv, „namdvili“ nacvalsaxelebis MOI, TOI, LUI, ..., xolo, meore mxriv, 

SE leqsemis erTmaneTisagan gansxvavebamde. es Sexeduleba SeiZleba ganam-

tkicos nacvalsaxeluri sityvaformebisa da SE sityvaformebis Semdegma 

Svidma qceviTma gansxvavebam: 

1. damxmare ÊTRE. pirveli me, magram ara meore (e.i. SE, magram ara 

namdvili nacvalsaxelebi), moiTxovs, rom analizurma zmnurma formam ix-

maros damxmare ÊTRE „yofna“ da ara AVOIR „qona“. frangulSi gardamava-

li zmna iuRvlis rTul droebSi (compound tenses) damxmare AVOIR-iT, 

magram (17a)-Si damxmare unda iyos ÊTRE: 

(18) a. Je me suis ‹*a› rasé. 
  „Tavi gaviparse.“ [zedm. „var gaparsuli“ ]. 

 b. Jean m’a ‹*est› rasé. 
  „Janma gamparsa.“  

2. koordinacia. (17b)-Si me tonuri moi formis qveS – SeiZleba Se-

urTdes saxels, magram ara (17a)-Si: 

(19) a. *Je nous rase, moi et mon frère. 
  „Cems Tavsa da Zmas vparsav“. 

  [marTebuli gamoTqma aris: Je me rase, et je rase mon frère]. 
 b. Jean nous rase, moi et mon frère. 

  „Jani gvparsavs me da Cems Zmas“. 

(qarTuli glosis idealuri gramatikuloba (19a)-Si aCvenebs, rom in-

glisurSi MYSELF „me TviTon“ aris winadadebis (clause) Cveulebrivi 

elementi – qvemdebaris koreferentuli pirdapiri damateba; frangulSi 

ki udavoa zmnis konkretuli fleqsiuri forma). 

3. fokusireba (Focalization). (17a)-Si me-s fokusSi moqceva SeuZlebe-

lia gaTiSviT (cleft) an ne ... que „mxolod“ konstruqciiT maSin, roca 

(17b)-Si SesaZlebelia, Sdr. (20): 

(20) a. *C’est moi que je rase. /*Ce n’est que moi que je rase. 
  „me gaviparse Cemi Tavi“ / „mxolod me gaviparse“. 

 b. C’est moi que Jean rase. / Jean ne rase que moi. 
  „me mparsavs Jani“ / „Jani mxolod me mparsavs“. 

(17a)-Si me-s fokusirebis SeuZlebloba bunebrivad gamomdinareobs im 

faqtidan, rom es ar aris winadadebis (clause) elementi da ar aqvs damo-

ukidebeli referenti: ase vTqvaT, araferia dasafokusirebeli. 
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4. kauzatiuri konstruqcia. frangulSi Tu gardamavali zmna V aR-

moCndeba kauzatiur konstruqciaSi FAIRE „keTeba“ damxmare zmniT, misi 
pirdapiri damateba rCeba kauzatiuri konstruqciis pirdapir damatebad, 

xolo V-s qvemdebare xdeba kauzatiuri konstruqciis iribi an ubralo 

damateba. amas vxedavT (17b)-s winadadebaTa tipebisaTvis, magram ara (17a)-s 
winadadebaTa tipebisaTvis:  

(21) a. Marie le fait se raser. 
  [le = Il se rase-is „is parsavs“ qvemdebare] 
  „mari mas Tavs aparsvinebs“. 

 an  

 b. Marie fait se raser Jean. 
  „mari Jans Tavs aparsvinebs“. 

  ‹*Marie se fait raser Jean.› 
vs.   

 c. Marie le fait raser à/par Jean. 
  [le = Jean le rase-is „Jani parsavs mas“ pirdapiri damateba] 
  „mari Jans mas aparsvinebs“. 

 an  

 d. Marie fait raser Alain à/par Jean. 
  „mari Jans alens aparsvinebs“. 

  ‹*Marie fait le raser par Jean.› 

SE RASER iqceva rogorc gardauvali zmna, misi qvemdebare xdeba 

FAIRE-konstruqciis pirdapiri damateba. amave dros, SE-s leqsaTa pozi-

cia unda iyos FAIRE-sa da leqsikuri zmnis infinitivs Soris – rogorc 

es aris (21a)-Si maSin, roca namdvili nacvalsaxeluri klitikebi SeiZleba 

mxolod uswrebdnen FAIRE-s, rogorc es aris (21b)-Si. es aris kidev er-

Ti mimaniSnebeli imisa, rom (17a)-Si me  SE aris ara gardamavali zmnis 

pirdapiri damateba, aramed gvaris maCvenebeli (Sdr. grimSou 1982:120). 

5. „X-c amgvarad Svreba“ (X does so too) konstruqcia. frangulSi 

(17b)-Si me SeiZleba damoukideblad iyos gamiznuli „X-c amgvarad Svre-

ba“ gamoTqmis franguli ekvivalentis saSualebiT, magram ara me (17a)-Si:  

(22) a. Je me rase tous les matins, et Alain aussi ‹tout comme Alain›. 

  „yovel diliT viparsav da alenis iqceva amgvarad <alenis msgavsad>“  

  (es niSnavs, rom aleni Tavis Tavs iparsavs da ara me) 

 b. Marie me rase tous les matins, et Alain aussi ‹tout comme Alain›. 
  „mari mparsavs yovel diliT da alenic iqceva amgvarad <alenis 

msgavsad>“  

  (es niSnavs, rom marisTan erTad alenic mparsavs) 

6. impersonalizacia. frangulSi pirdapirdamatebiani zmna SeuZlebe-

lia aRmoCndes upiro konstruqciaSi, romelic SesaZlebelia gardauval 
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zmnaTa mozrdili klasisaTvis, pasivTa CaTvliT; magram zmna SE-s leqsaTi 

advilad xdeba upiro, rac kvlav aCvenebs, rom SE ar aris pirdapiri da-
mateba (ix. grimSou 1982:113): 

(23) a. Des milliers de pélerins se baignent dans le Gange. 
  „aTasobiT momlocveli mdinare gangSi banaobs“. 

 b. Il se baigne dans le Gange des milliers de pélerins. 
  „banaobs mdinare gangSi aTasobiT momlocveli“  

  (zedm. „TviTon banaobs mdinare gangSi aTasobiT momlocveli“) 

 c. Les mères baignent leurs enfants. 
  „dedebi TavianT bavSvebs abanaveben“. 

 d. *Il baigne les mères leurs enfants. 

  (zedm. „abanaveben dedebi TavianT bavSvebs“. 

7. qvemdebaris inversia damamTavrebel winadadebaSi (Completive Clause). 

frangulSi (verli 1986:273) gardauvali zmna damatebisa (Objects) Tu 

komplementis (Complements) gareSe uSvebs qvemdebaris wrfiv inversias 

damokidebul winadadebaSi (24 a, c) maSin, roca damatebiani (Tundac kli-

tikiT gamoxatuli) zmna – ara (24 b, d): 

(24) a. Je me demande comment s’est rasé Paul. 
  „mainteresebs rogor gaiparsa polma Tavisi Tavi“. 

 b. ??Je me demande comment les a rasés Paul. 
  „mainteresebs rogor gaparsa polma isini“. 

 c. J’ignore où se rencontreront nos amis. 

  „ar vici, sad Sexvdebian Cveni megobrebi“. 

 d. ??J’ignore où les rencontreront nos amis. 

  „ar vici, sad Sexvdebian Cveni megobrebi maT“. 

piris nacvalsaxelisa da SE-s leqsaTa qcevis zemoganxiluli Svidi 

SemTxveva aCvenebs, rom ori SE leqsa namdvilad winadadebis (clause) sxva-

dasxva elementia: anu, ufro zustad, nacvalsaxeluri damatebebi funqci-

urad afiqsTa msgavsi analizuri markerebia. radganac semantikuri da sin-

taqsuri damokidebuleba RASER et SE RASER-s Soris 100%-iT regula-

rulia,* am or zmnas ver ganvixilavT rogorc or gansxvavebul leqsikur 

erTeuls: isini warmoadgenen erTi da imave leqsikuri erTeulis, RA-

SER-is, sxvadasxva fleqsiur formas. SegviZlia, vTqvaT, rom yvela fran-

guli „nacvalsaxeluri“ zmnuri forma aris gvaris formebi, Tumca kidev 

aucilebelia davadginoT, swored romeli gvaris formebia.12 

                                                 
*  igivea, rac, magaliTad, formebSi: HABILLER~ S’HABILLER, LAVER~ SE LAVER, 

PEIGNER~ SE PEIGNER, PROTÉGER~ SE PROTÉGER  da a.S.). 
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mniSvnelovania, rom SE-s gamoyeneba SeuZlebelia zedsarTavebTan (Sdr. 

gaatoni 1975:205-206): 

(25) *Jean s’est fidèle ‹antipathique, reconnaissant›. 
 „Jani aris Tavisi Tavis erTguli <Semawuxebeli, madlieri>“  

 [marTebuli gamoTqma: Jean est fidèle ‹antipathique, reconnaissant› à luimême]. 

aqedan uSualod gamomdinareobs, rom SE aris gvaris maCvenebeli: zed-

sarTav saxels ar aqvs gvaris kategoria da, amgvarad, SeuZlebelia, mii-

Ros gvaris maCvenebeli. 

5.2 gvari frangulSi 

3.3-Si warmodgenil gvarTa aRricxvaze dayrdnobiT, saerTo jamSi, Se-

miZlia, vTqva, rom frangul zmnas aqvs eqvsi gramatikuli gvari (mdidari 

masalisa da literaturisaTvis franguli gvaris Sesaxeb ix. gaatoni 

(1998)). ufro zustad, frangulSi gvaris fleqsiuri kategoria moicavs 

Semdeg eqvs gramemas: 

(1) aqtivi 

[modifikacia 1 gvaris gramemaTa siaSi, 3.3]: Jean a rasé Alain „Janma ga-

parsa aleni“; 

(2) sruli damwinaurebeli pasivi 

[modifikacia 2 gvaris gramemaTa siaSi]: Alain a été rasé par Jean „aleni 

gaiparsa Janis mier“; 

(3) nawilobrivi (=uagenso) damwinaurebeli pasivi 

[modifikacia 8 gvaris gramemaTa siaSi]: Une barbe de deux jours se rase 

sans difficulté zedm. „ori dRis wveri iparseba iolad“;  

(4) nawilobrivi damqveiTebeli pasivi 

[modifikacia 3 gvaris gramemaTa siaSi]: Il a été procédé par le gouverne-

ment au licenciement des fonctionnaires zedm. „mimdinareobda mTavrobis 

mier Tanamdebobis pirebis samsaxuridan daTxovna“; 

(5) pirdapiri refleqsivi 

[modifikacia 10 gvaris gramemaTa siaSi]: Je me rase „me gaviparse (me 

TviTon)“ (ix. (17a)), Alain s’est rasé „alenma gaiparsa“; 

(6) iribi refleqsivi 

[ar aris warmodgenili gvaris gramemaTa siaSi, radganac arsebobs mxo-

lod samaqtantiani gardamavali zmnebisTvis]: Alain s’est rasé la barbe 

„alenma gaparsa Tavisi wveri“, zedm. „alenma gaiparsa wveri“. 
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arcerTi franguli zmna ar ganarCevs eqvsive gvars: gardamaval zmnas 

ar SeiZleba, rom moepovebodes nawilobrivi damqveiTebeli pasivi, xolo 

gardauval zmnas – sruli damwinaurebeli pasivi. es nebadarTulia fleq-

siuri kategoriis ganmartebis Tanaxmad (melCuki 1993-2000, naw. 1:263; 

2006:22): es prognozirebs arsebobas, erTi mxriv, defeqturi paradigme-

bis da, meore mxriv, nawilobrivi gramemebis (iqve:269), romlebic gamoi-

yeneba mocemuli leqsemuri klasis mxolod zogierTi leqsemisaTvis. Sdr. 

nawilobrivi brunvebi (partial cases) – partitivi da lokativi – rusulSi: 

mxolod zogierT arsebiT saxels moepoveba erT-erTi maTgani da mxolod 

mcire raodenoba flobs orives (чай „Cai“, мел „carci“). 

franguli gvaris sistemis es aRwera 3.3-Si warmoadgens gvaris grame-

mebis zogadi aRricxvis praqtikul gamoyenebas. rac ar unda ucnaurad 

JRerdes, Tanamedrove frangulis arcerTi aRweriTi gramatika Tu saxel-

mZRvanelo ar iZleva pasuxs am martiv SekiTxvaze: „ramdeni gvari moepo-

veba franguls da romlebi?“; pasuxs ver ipoviT gaatonis (1998) funda-

mentur kvlevaSic ki. axla es pasuxi mowodebulia, TiToeuli franguli 

gvari logikurad srulad daxasiaTebulia da niadagi Semzadebulia maTi 

gamoyenebis detaluri aRwerisaTvis. Tavis mxriv, gvarTa amomwuravi Teo-

riuli aRricxva SesaZlebeli xdeba gvaris Cveneuli ganmartebiT, rome-

lic agebulia me-2 paragrafSi formulirebuli principebis safuZvelze. 

amgvarad, Cveni kvleva daubrunda sawyis wertils: viwyeb zogierTi pos-

tulatis SemotaniT, romlebsac mniSvnelovan morfologiur cnebaTa gan-

martebebi unda daefuZnos; am postulatebis Sesabamisad warmodgenilia 

gvaris ganmarteba; Camoyalibebulia SesaZlo gvarTa aRricxva; xolo Sem-

deg es aRricxva gamoyenebulia frangulisTvis – imisaTvis, rom vaCvenoT 

misi sicocxlisunarianoba da, amave dros, gadavWraT frangulis specia-

listTa winaSe arsebuli aRweriTi sakiTxi. 

SeniSvnebi 

1. burbaki, nikola (Bourbaki, Nicolas): fsevdonimi, romelic aerTianebda 

frang maTematikosTa jgufs; maT am saerTo fsevdonimiT Seqmnes mTe-

li wyeba samecniero naSromebisa maTematikis sxvadasxva dargSi. bur-

bakis yvela wevri sakuTari karieris garkveul periodSi dakavSirebu-

li iyo parizis umaRles kolejTan – École Normale Supérieure. maT 

Soris yvelaze gamoCenilebi iyvnen: anri kartani (Henri Cartan), klod 

Sevale (Claude Chevalley), Jan diodone (Jean Dieudonné) da andre vei-

li (André Weil). burbakis samecniero naSromTa ZiriTadi mizani aris 

mTeli Tanamedrove maTematikisaTvis unificirebuli safuZvlis uz-

runvelyofa. Sinaarsis gadmocema mimdinareobs aqsiomaturi meTodis 
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Tanaxmad – abstraqtuli, logikurad Tanmimdevruli da mkacri; norma-

lur SemTxvevaSi mimdinareobs zogadidan kerZosken, e.i. arsebiTad de-

duqciuria. burbakis samecniero naSromTa seria daiwyo 1939 wels 

gamokvleviT „maTematikis elementebi“ (Éléments de Mathématiques); amas 

mohyva danarCeni wignebi algebris, simravleTa Teoriis, topologiis 

da maTematikis sxva dargebis Sesaxeb. am seriis wignTa nawils xSirad 

imowmeben maTematikosebi. 

2. root-s vamjobineb radical-s Semdegi ori mizezis gamo: 1) root xSirad 

gaigeba etimologiuri (=diaqroniuli) azriT (amgvarad, mag., root in-

glisuri arsebiTi saxelisa restaurant „restorani“ aris *stā maSin, 
roca misi radical aris restaurant-). 2) kontrintuiciuria root-is gamo-

yeneba kvazielementaruli niSnisaTvis, rogoricaa institution maSin, 

roca termini radical gamoiyeneba sruliad bunebrivad.  

3. es viTareba axlos dgas 1940-1950-ian wlebis amerikul struqtu-

rul enaTmecnierebaSi gavrcelebul situaciasTan, erTaderTi gansxva-

veba aris is, rom amgvarad (magaliTad, naida 1961:62, 71, 75) ixmare-

boda termini morfema da ara morfi. 
4. SevniSnavT, rom bevr avstraliur enaSi gardauvali qvemdebare da 

pirdapiri damateba sxvadasxva brunviT markirdebian (zogierTi tipis 

saxelisaTvis (nominal) mainc); am SemoTavazebuli ganmartebis gareSe 

Sesabamisi predikatuli konstruqcia ar unda migveCnia ergatiulad, 

rac ewinaaRmdegeba avstraliur enaTa specialistebis intuicias (mad-

lobas vuxdi n. evanss am SeniSvnisaTvis). 

5. im „egzotikuri“ enebis magaliTebi, romelTac ar moepovebaT farTod 

gavrcelebuli orTografiuli sistema (rogoricaa mami Tu Cukotku-

ri), mocemulia fonologiuri transkrifciiT. 

6. zedapirul-sintaqsur aqtantebs viRebT damtkicebis gareSe. isini ga-

nisazRvrebian sintaqsur TvisebaTa TvalsaCino simravliT: gamotoveba-

doba (omissibility), paraleluri warmodgena (multiple presence), prono-

minalizebadoba (pronominalizability), relativizebadoba (relativezability), 

sityvaTa rigi, SeTanxmeba, marTva (control) (refleqsivebis, gerundive-

bisa da zogierTi nawilakis), daxarvezeba (gapping) da a.S. (Sdr. kinani 

1976, iordanskaia da melCuki 2000). xazi gavusvaT, rom magaliTebSi 

viReb zedapirul-sintaqsur aqtantTa yvelaze tradiciul da farTod 

SemoTavazebul aRweras. ra Tqma unda, aq SeuZlebelia TiToeuli ga-

dawyvetilebis dasabuTeba. 

7. aq vgulisxmob zedapirul-sintaqsur frazebs, romlebic semantikurad 

Seesatyviseba qvemdebare-Semasmenlis frazas: John’s arrival = John arrives 

„jonis Camosvla“ = „joni Camodis“. 
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8. cru (Dummy) sintaqsuri elementebi ar abrkoleben am princips: yve-

la gramatikuli sityvis msgavsad isini ar gamovlindebian siRrmise-

ul-sintaqsur doneze da, maSasadame, saTvalavSi ar Segvaqvs. amgvarad, 

ganvixiloT espanuri idiomi diñársela a N, zedm. „micema-TviTon-is N-s“ 

= „N-is TaRliTurad miReba“ maSin, roca DIÑAR = „micema“ [krebiTi]. 

zedapirul-sintaqsur struqturaSi LA (=3SG mdedrobiTi nacvalsa-

xeli akuzativSi) aris DIÑAR-is pirdapiri damateba, magram aris 

mxolod cru pirdapiri damateba: srulebiT ar vlindeba siRrmiseul-

sintaqsur struqturaSi, sadac DIÑÁRSELA-s II siRrmiseul-sintaq-

suri aqtanti aris fraza a N: DIÑÁRSELA–II→a N. winadadebis faq-

tobriv siRrmiseul-sintaqsur struqturaSi aqtanturi „lakunebi“, 

ra Tqma unda, SesaZlebelia zogierTi siRrmiseul sintaqsuri aqtan-

tis fakultatiuri gamouxatvelobis gamo: John [= I] rented his apar-

tment [= II] for a year [= V] „jonma [=I] gaaqirava Tavisi bina [= II] erTi 

wliT [= V]. 

9. ZiriTadi zmnebi I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtantis poziciis (slot) ga-

reSe – es moTxovna warmodgenilia im ramdenime SemTxvevis gamo, rode-

sac zmnas ar moepoveba I siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti (magram moepo-

veba II siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti). davimowmeb amgvar SemTxvevebs.  

1. zogierTi iseTi semantikurad monoaqtanturi zmna, romlis erTa-

derTi siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri aqtanti zedapirze vlindeba pirdapir 

damatebad da, amgvarad, unda ganvixiloT II siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aq-

tantad (umetes SemTxvevaSi, gamoxatavs eqsperiencers): rus. ТОШ-

НИТЬ, zedm. „N-is gulisrevis gamowveva“; laT. PUDERE, zedm. „N-is 

Sercxvena“; germ. FRIEREN, zedm. „N-is gayinva“; an frang. FALLOIR, 

zedm. „Vinf/N-is saWiroeba“. Sdr.: 

laT. PUDERE, zedm. „N-is Sercxvena“; Germ. FRIEREN, zedm. „N-is 

gayinva“; an frang. FALLOIR, zedm. „Vinf/N-is saWiroeba“. Sdr.: 

ТОШНИТ(V)ind, preso-II→o L(Y) [меняACC тошнит „guli mereva“]; 

PUDERE(V)ind, preso-II→o L(Y) [Pudet meACC „mrcxvenia“, taedet meACC 

„mezizReba“, piget meACC „mowyenili var“, poenitet meACC Ngen „vinanieb“]; 

FRIEREN(V)ind, preso-II→o L(Y) [Es friert michACC, zedm. „myinavs“ = „mciva“]; 

FALLOIR(V)ind, preso-II→o L(Y) [Il faut des livres, zedm. „saWiroa zogier-

Ti wigni“]. 

es situacia, romelic indoevropulSi sakmaod egzotikuria, Zalian 

tipuria bevri sxva enisaTvis, romlebsac regularulad moepovebaT 

gardamavali statikuri zmnebi, romlebic aRniSnaven fiziologiur Tu 

fsiqologiur mdgomareobas da marTaven eqsperienceris saxels pirda-

pir damatebad. 
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2. idiomebi, romlebic Seicaven TavianT zedapirul-sintaqsur qvemde-

bares, magaliTad: 

The cat’s got Y’s tongue ⇔ THE CAT HAS GOT TONGUE o-II→o L(Y) 
zedm. „katas aqvs Y-is ena“ = „ena Cauvarda“  

frang. La moutarde monte au nez à Y ⇔ 
LA MOUTARDE MONTE AU NEZ o-II→o L(Y)  
zedm. „mdogvi adis Y-mde cxviramde“ = „Y cxardeba“. 

frang. Le torchon brûle entre Y et Z ⇔  

LE TORCHON BRULE o-II→o L(Y)-COORD→o ET-II→o L(Z)  
zedm. „Cvari iwvis Y-sa da Z-s Soris“ = „Y da Z seriozu-

lad Cxuboben“. 

siRrmiseul-sintaqsur doneze amgvari idiomi warmodgenilia erTi 

kvanZiT (node) da I-iT danomrili arcerTi ganStoeba (branch) ar moi-

poveba. 

3. Down with Y!-is „Zirs Y!“ tipis Sorisdebulebi:  

DOWN [with] o-II→o L(Y). 

4. nebismieri zmna uqvemdebaro supresivis formiT (im enebSi, romleb-

Sic es gvari dasturdeba, ix. qvemoT): 

frang. Il se vend des Y siRrmiseul-sintaqsuri struqturiT  

VENDREsubj-suppr,ind,pres o-II→o L(Y). 

es magaliTebi aCveneben, rom SeiZleba arsebobdes diaTezebi, romelTa 

siRrmiseul-sintaqsur aqtantTa danomvra iwyeba ara I-dan, aramed – 
II-dan.  
meore mxriv, arcerTi diaTeza ar SeiZleba daiwyos III siRrmiseul-

sintaqsuri aqtantiT: es gamomdinareobs im faqtidan, rom II siRrmi-
seul-sintaqsuri aqtanti aRniSnavs umniSvnelovanes (=mTavar, centra-

lur), anu erTaderT damatebas (ar aris aucilebeli, rom is iyos pir-

dapiri damateba).  

10. gvaris Sesaxeb didZali literatura arsebobs; Semovifarglebi mxo-

lod ramdenime uaxlesi (daaxloebiT bolo 15 wlis) naSromiT: sivi-

rska (1984), geniuSiene (1987), Sibatani (1988), brusi (1992), grosi 

(1993), kemeri (1993), melCuki (1993, 1997b), foqsi da hoperi 

(1994), givoni (1994), diqsoni da aixenvaldi (1997). aq warmodgeni-

li ganmarteba aviTarebs melCukisa da xolodoviCis naSromSi (1970) 

gamoTqmul ideebs. 
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11.  refleqsivma konkretul enaSi SeiZleba gamoxatos sxvadasxva mniSvne-

loba: „namdvili“ refleqsivi (moqmedeba sakuTar Tavze), urTierTobiTi 

(reciprocal) da a.S. aq warmodgenil konteqstSi es faqti ignorirebulia. 

12. am Sexedulebas sruliadac ar iziarebs yvela mkvlevari. Sdr., maga-

liTad, „am [= nacvalsaxelur-zmnuri – i. m.] konstruqciis umTavresi 

maxasiaTebeli qvemdebaris saxeluri fraziT da klitikuri zmnuri 

komplementiT gamoxatuli koreferentulobaa (berstoni 1979:47; xazi 

Cemia – i. m.), „nacvalsaxeluri konstruqcia Seicavs arsebiTad kli-

tikuri zmnuri komplementis erT tips – nacvalsaxelur damatebas“ 

(iqve:150); „sakmao raodenobis e.w. gardauvalebSi SE-s damatebis fun-

qcia sakmaod gamWvirvalea [Elle a besoin de se reposer „mas dasveneba 

sWirdeba“]“ (iqve:160). amgvaradve ganixilavs le gofiki (1993:309 da 

Semd.) SE-s yvela formas, uwodebs ra maT „klitikur komplemen-

tebs“. miuxedavad amisa, umetes SemTxvevaSi unda virwmunoT, rom SE 

RASER-Si klitika SE pirdapiri damatebaa da amave dros SE RASER 

warmoadgens refleqsiuri gvaris formas. es aris winaaRmdegobrivi 

Tvalsazrisi, romelic logikurad SeuZlebelia. meore mxriv, Sdr. 

verli (1986:283), romelic ambobs, rom „refleqsivizaciis procesi 

romanulSi ... rogorc Cans, ufro axlos aris afiqsaciis procesTan“, 

rac niSnavs, rom afiqsacia mianiSnebs „SemasmenelTan dakavSirebul aq-

tanturi (argument) struqturis modifikacias“ (gv. 274); an veJbicka 

(1996:402 da Semdg.), romelic aCvenebs, rom polonuri refleqsiuri 

nacvalsaxeli SIĘ, sintaqsurad franguli SE-s msgavsi, ar aris winada-

debis (clause) elementi, e.i. ar aris saxeluri fraza damatebis rolSi 

madliereba 

es statia CemTan erTad srulad ganixila da daaredaqtira n. evansma. 

misi gulwrfelad madlieri var. saboloo teqsti waikiTxa da Seaswora, 

rogorc yovelTvis, l. iordanskaiam.  

am statiaSi xmarebuli abreviaturebi da anotaciebi 

AgCo Agentive Complement L Lexical Unit 

DirO Direct Object OblO Oblique Object 

DMorphS Deep-Morphological Structure REC Recent Past 

DSyntA Deep-Syntactic Actant SemA Semantic Actant 

GP Government Pattern SemS Semantic Structure 

  SSyntS Surface-Syntactic Structure 
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Reichert Verlag, 2019, 212 S.). 

ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis 

Teoriuli da gamoyenebiTi enaTmecnierebis institutma sul cota xnis 

win cnobili germaneli qarTvelologis, hainc fenrixisgan saCuqrad miiRo 

misi avtorobiT gamocemuli wignebi, romelTa Soris aris – h. fenrixi, 

„istoriul-SedarebiTi enaTmecniereba da kavkasiologia“ (Heinz Fähnrich, 

Historisch-Vergleichende Sprachforschung und Kaukasiologie, Reichert Verlag, 
2019, 212 S.). 

istoriul-SedarebiTi enaTmecnierebis safuZvlebze dayrdnobiT, naSrom-

Si ganxilulia kavkasiologiis, kavkasiis avtoqtonuri enebis sxvadasxva as-

peqti, kerZod: istoriul-SedarebiTi enaTmecnierebis safuZvlebi (7); enaTa 

naTesaobis dadgenis kriteriumebi (10); enaTa saxeldeba (14); kavkasiologia 

da qarTuli ena (17); kavkasiis avtoqtonur enaTa urTierTmimarTebebi (20); 

erTi ojaxis enaTa Soris regularuli bgeraTSesatyvisobebi (24); sami av-

toqtonuri kavkasiuri ojaxis Sida struqtura (46); kavkasiur enaTa oja-

xebis urTierTmsgavseba (71); nasesxebi Tu mkvidri leqsika? (101); rekons-

truqcia (112); sami kavkasiuri enaTa ojaxis TanxmovanTsistema (132); bo-

loTqma (135); Semoklebebi (138); literatura (139). 

yvela Tema eyrdnoba uaRresad saintereso, farTo faqtobriv masalas. 

gaTvaliswinebulia mdidari qarTvelologiuri samecniero memkvidreoba, 

Sevsebulia, dazustebulia da axleburad aris warmodgenili mravali sa-

kiTxi. naSroms erTvis vrceli bibliografia, romelSic TiTqmis srulad 

aris warmodgenili sakvlev TemebTan dakavSirebuli qarTuli, rusuli da 

ucxouri samecniero literatura. 

mkiTxvelisTvis, gansakuTrebiT axalgazrdebisTvis, vfiqrobT, sainte-

reso iqneba hainc fenrixis mier moTxrobili avtobiografia, romlis 

Targmansac vurTavT Cvens gamoxmaurebas: 

is, Tu rogor gavxdi kavkasiologi, marTlac ucnauri ambavia. am 

faqts SeiZleba mxolod warmoudgeneli SemTxveviToba vuwodo. 

skolis dasrulebisa da jarSi savaldebulo samsaxuris moxdis Sem-

deg Cavabare ienis universitetSi arqeologiis mimarTulebiT, romlis Se-

saxebac Tavdapirvelad mxolod bundovani warmodgena mqonda. swavlis da-
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sawyisSiRa aRmovaCine, rom aq arqeologiur gaTxrebze ki ar gvamuSaveb-

dnen, aramed xelovnebaTmcodneobis Teoriul sakiTxebs gvaswavlidnen, 

amitomac Cemi aRfrTovaneba maleve Cacxra. met interess viCendi enaTa 

Seswavlis mimarT, kerZod, rusulis (romelic maSindel aRmosavleT ger-

maniaSi savaldebulo sagani iyo), laTinurisa da Zveli berZnulisadmi. 

meore semestrSi klasikuri arqeologiis profesorma SeniSna Cemi midre-

kileba enebisadmi da mirCia: SeiZleba Sengan kargi arqeologi dadges, mag-

ram, vfiqrob, jobs, swavla enebis mimarTulebiT gaagrZeloo. ramdenime 

dReSi berlinidan ienaSi Camodis karibis regionis enebis profesori, ro-

melic am sagniT dainteresebul studentebs eZebs da mas daelaparakeTo. 

da Sexvedrac daminiSna. 
amasobaSi mec daviwye fiqri am enebze. indielTa enebze warmodgena ar 

mqonda da miTumetes karibis regionis enaTa Sesaxeb. Tumca mindoda, jer 
gamego, ras metyoda es profesori. 

rodesac Sexvedra Sedga, aRmoCnda, rom qalbatoni prof. gertrud 
peCi karibis regionis ki ara, kavkasiur enebs aswavlida da ienaSi kavkasi-
ologiis kursis wayvana surda. man SeZlo Cemi kavkasiuri enebiT dainte-
reseba. amgvarad, gadavedi klasikuri arqeologiidan kavkasiologiaze da 
daviwye swavla, romelic 1965 wels diplomis aRebiT davasrule. 

prof. peCs unda vumadlode, rom samecniero aspirantura gaviare da 
1966/67 wlebi codnis asamaRleblad Tbilisis universitetSi gavatare. 

TbilisSi Cemi samecniero xelmZRvaneli prof. akaki SaniZe iyo, rom-
lis Sromebsac axal qarTulsa da Zvel qarTul enebSi fundamenturi Ri-
rebuleba aqvs. Tbilisis universitetsa da saqarTvelos mecnierebaTa aka-
demiis enaTmecnierebis institutSi SesaZlebloba mqonda, davswrebodi 
leqciebs ara marto qarTul enaSi, aramed momesmina leqciebi sxva kavka-
siur enebSic. ase rom, bevr mecniers vumadli Cems ganaTlebas, gansakuT-
rebiT: gertrud peCs (axali qarTulis gramatika kita Cxenkelis saxel-
mZRvanelos mixedviT), akaki SaniZes (axali qarTuli, Zveli qarTuli), 
Teimuraz (jondo) metrevels (axali qarTulis gramatika da enaTmecnie-
reba, qarTuli teqstebis kiTxva: folklori, k. gamsaxurdias romanebi), 
zurab WumburiZes (svanuri), qeTevan lomTaTiZes (afxazuri), aCerdan ab-
regovs (adiReuri), ilia cercvaZes (xunZuri, andiuri), togo gudavas 
(boTlixuri, Rodoberuli, bagvaluri), daviT imnaiSvils (CeCnuri, hinu-
xuri), rusudan gaguas (wova-TuSuri anu bacburi), SoTa gafrindaSvils 
(lakuri, darguuli), baqar gigineiSvils (lakuri), genadi burWulaZes 
(lakuri), aleqsandre mahometovs (Tabasaranuli, aRuluri, darguuli 
enebi: kubaCuri, meheburi), evgeni jeiraniSvils (udiuri, ruTuluri, wa-
xuruli), otia kaxaZes (arCibuli), yazbeg miqailovs (arCibuli). 
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gansakuTrebuli madliereba minda gamovxato Cemi megobrebisa da nac-

nobebisadmi Tbilisis studqalaqSi, vakeSi, romelTa daxmarebiTac me qar-

Tulad laparaki viswavle da mTeli saqarTvelo moviare, axlos gavecani 

qarTul literaturasa da folklors, saqarTvelos istorias, geografi-

as, miTologias da mraval sxva rames. 

qarTuli mxaris mxardaWeris gareSe verasdros movaxerxebdi amxela 

kavkasiologiuri codnis dagrovebas, dargis literaturis mopovebas da 

vrceli kartoTekebis Seqmnas. mTel Cems samecniero karieras yvelaze me-

tad qarTvelebs unda vumadlode. 

1969 wels davicavi sakandidato disertacia ienis fridrix Sileris 

universitetSi Temaze – „qarTulidan germanulad manqanuri Targmanis 

enaTmecnierebis problemebi, demonstrirebuli erTi teqstis magaliTze“ 

(„Sprachwissenschaftliche Probleme der maschinellen Übersetzung von der geor-
gischen Sprache ins Deutsche, demonstriert an einem Beispieltext“), romliTac 

filologiis doqtoris xarisxi momeniWa. 1971 wels davicavi sadoqtoro 

disertacia Tbilisis universitetSi Temaze „enaTa genetikuri naTesaobis 

dasabuTebis kriteriumebi da adrindeli saerTo-qarTveluri fuZe-enis Zi-

reul morfemaTa struqturis zogi sakiTxi“. radganac es Sroma qarTu-

lad iyo Sesrulebuli da dacvac qarTul enaze mimdinareobda, mTeli 

naSromi, iseve rogorc detaluri protokoli dacvisa, rusulad unda 

Targmniliyo, vinaidan doqtoris xarisxis miniWeba sabWoTa kavSirSi ara 

romelime universitetSi, aramed e.w. „umaRles saatestacio komisiaSi“ 

moskovSi xdeboda, romlis wevrebic umeteswilad rusi erovnebis mecnie-

rebi iyvnen. komisiam momaniWa „mecnierebaTa doqtoris“ (Доктор наук) xa-
risxi, romelic Semdeg gdr-Si Dr.Habil.-ad gadakvalificirda. 1986 wli-

dan Cveni departamenti (jer gdr-Si, Semdeg germaniis federaciul res-

publikaSi) erTi profesorisgan Sedgeboda, romelic 2006 wlamde me me-

kava. 41 wlis samuSao gamocdilebisa da ukve aTwleulis pensiaze yofnis 

Semdeg Tavs valdebulad vTvli, yvelas, vinc kavkasiologiis departamen-

tsa da Cems karieras ienis universitetSi xels uwyobda, guliTadi mad-

loba gadavuxado da imeds gamovTqvam, rom kavkasiologia momavalSic da-

moukidebel orientalistur disciplinad gaagrZelebs funqcionirebas. 

naTia dundua, marine ivaniSvili 
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Irène MELIKISHVILI, Hélène GIUNASHVILI, Les langues caucasiennes du 
Sud, Etudes Interdisciplinaires en Sciences humaines, N 7 (2020), 274-303. 

JurnalSi Etudes Interdisciplinaires en Sciences humaines N7, 2020 

(https://ojs.iliauni.edu.ge/index.php/eish/article/view/490) gamoqveynda irine me-

liqiSvilisa da elene giunaSvilis statia „samxreT kavkasiur enaTa jgu-

fi“ (gv. 274-303). naSromi mimoxilviTi xasiaTisaa da eZRvneba samxreT 

kavkasiis qarTveluri enebis – qarTulis, megrulis, lazurisa (Wanuris) 

da svanuris – zogad daxasiaTebas.  

am enaTa istoriuli da SedarebiTi Seswavla mraval wels iTvlis. 

qarTvelur enaTa struqturis sxvadasxva sakiTxs ikvlevdnen gamoCenili 

evropeli lingvistebi: m. brose, g. deetersi, g. diumezili da sxv. naS-

romi warmoadgens qarTvelur enaTa stuqturul da tipologiur analizs 

enobrivi sistemis yvela – fonetikur, fonologiur, morfologiur da 

sintaqsur doneze. gansakuTrebuli yuradReba eTmoba qarTvelur enaTa 

tipologiur paralelebs indoevropul enebTan. 

kvlevis ZiriTadi nawili eZRvneba zogad informacias, ganxilulia 

cal-calke qarTulis, megrulis, lazuris, svanuris fonematuri sistemebi, 

kerZod, mocemulia TanxmovanTa sixSiruli cxrilebi qarTvelursa da 

kavkasiur (afxazur, xunZur, CeCnur...) enebSi (gv. 275-277). aseve, ganxi-

lulia morfologiisa da sintaqsis ZiriTadi struqturebi enaTa tipo-

logiuri analizis TvalsazrisiT (gv. 277-278), yuradReba eTmoba agreTve 

leqsikis sakiTxebs (gv. 278-279). mokled aris warmodgenili qarTuli 

anbanis warmoSobis istoria, mimoxilulia uZvelesi warwerebi (gv. 280-

282). informaciulia msjeloba qarTveluri fuZeenis diferenciaciis Se-

saxeb g. deetersis sqemis mixedviT. ganxilulia harmoniuli kompleqsebis 

A da B tipebi (gv. 287), daxasiaTebulia gansaxilvel enaTa vokaluri 

sistemebi, mocemulia teqstSi konsonantTa da xmovanTa gamoCenis sixSi-

ruli proporciebis cxrili, aRwerilia marcvlis struqtura, rekon-

struirebul morfemaTa tipebi gramatikul kategoriaTa mixedviT (gv. 

292). gaanalizebulia zmnis ZiriTadi kategoriebi, seriebi da mwkrivebi. 

sintaqsuri analizi moicavs sityvaTa rigis sakiTxebs – dominanturad 

SOV tipia miCneuli; aseve, ganxilulia GN da AN tipis konstruqciebi, 

gamokveTilia Zvelsa da axal qarTuls Soris struqturuli gansxvavebu-

lobebi. aseve, ganxilulia ricxvSi SeTanxmebis sakiTxi, aRwerilia nomi-

natiuri da ergatiuli konstruqciebis struqturuli Taviseburebebi. 

qarTvelur enaTa leqsikis ganxilvisas gamoyofilia onomatopoeturi 

sityvebis sakiTxi. aRniSnulia, rom saerToqarTveluri enisTvis aRdgeni-
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lia 2000 leqsikuri erTeuli: aqedan, saerToqarTul-zanuri periodis-

Tvis aRdgenilia 1200 erTeuli, qarTul-svanuri saerTo Zirebisa da za-

nur-svanuri saerTo Zirebis raodenoba Sesabamisad 400-400 erTeulia. 

naSroms axlavs bibliografia. 

am mcire mimoxilvidanac Cans, ra Rirebul informacias awvdian avto-

rebi frangulenovan mkiTxvels qarTveluri enebis Sesaxeb. avtorebis kom-

petenciidan gamomdinare, am marTlac sando naSromSi Tavmoyrili mraval-

ferovani da saWiro cnobebi daainteresebT qarTveluri enebis mkvlevrebs, 

studentebs da, udavod, did samsaxurs gauwevs maT qarTvelologiisaTvis 

aqtualur ama Tu im sakiTxze muSaobis dros. 

rusudan asaTiani, marine ivaniSvili 
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