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aleTologia da WeSmaritebis arsialeTologia da WeSmaritebis arsi

ALETHOLOGY AND THE ESSENCE OF TRUTH

demur jalaRoniademur jalaRonia

aleTologiuri realizmi: WeSmaritebis Zieba Tu                       

gza RmerTisaken?!

Salva nucubiZis samecniero moRvaweoba SeiZleba daiyos or perio-

dad. pirvel periods vuwodebT metafizikur periods – es aris original-

uri azrovnebis, axali filosofiuri sistemis Seqmnis mcdelobis periodi, 

xolo meore periodi qarTuli filosofiis istoriis da qarTul klasikur 

saazrovno sivrceSi aRmosavluri renesansis Seqmnis periodia. saboloo 

jamSi, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom es ori periodi nucubiZis moRvaweobaSi erTi 

didi gzis ganxorcielebis etapebia. amis dasturia, rodesac nucubiZe XX 

saukunis 20-ian wlebSi gaakeTebs aseT ganacxads: „dasavleTisadmi inteleq-

tualur damonebas bolo unda moeRos da es SesaZlebeli gaxdeba mxolod ma-

Sin, rodesac Signidan davZlevT dasavleTis azrovnebas. unda damtkicdes, 

rom saamisod ara marto istoriuli, aramed faqtiuri sabuTebic arsebobs“.

mTeli misi SemoqmedebiTi moRvaweoba emsaxureboda am Tezisis xorc-

Sesxmas. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom man rTuli misia daisaxa miznad. es mizani dRe-

vandeli gadasaxedidan iyo erTi didi „proeqti“. am proeqtidan nebismieri, 

calke aRebuli, moduli adamians warmoaCenda, rogorc did pirovnebas. 

Salva nucubiZe ki am „did“ mravals atarebda.

metafizikis problematikis originalur periodSi Salva nucubiZe 

specialurad ikvlevda, Tu ra aris WeSmariteba. misi aleTologiuri real-

izmi sxva araferia, Tu ara Zieba WeSmaritebisa da gza RmerTisaken. 

man mecnieruli kvleva-ZiebisaTvis kargad mofiqrebuli gegma dasaxa. 

1922 wels gamoqveynda misi „aleTologiis safuZvlebi“, naw. I, WeSmaritebis 

problema. 1926 wels germaniaSi gamoica Wahrheit und Eikenntnisstruktur, Erste 
Einleitung in den Aletheologischen Realismus”, Berlin unda Leipzig, 1926. (WeSmariteba 

da Semecnebis struqtura, pirveli – Sesavali aleTologiur realizmSi), 

xolo 1931 wels gamovida Philosophie und Weisheit, Specielle Einleitung in die Alethe-
ologie, Berlin und Königsberg, 1931 („filosofia da sibrZne, specialuri Sesavali 

aleTologiaSi“). 
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Tu pirveli naSromi (Wahrheit und Eikenntnisstruktur) warmoadgens „pirvel 

Sesavals aleTologiur realizmSi“, meore naSromi mofiqrebulia, rogorc 

specialuri Sesavali aleTologiaSi“. Sroma warmoadgens aleTologiis 

problemaTa damuSavebis gagrZelebas da ufro detalur garkvevas ale-

Tologiur sferoSi, romlis meSveobiT xdeba „WeSmaritebis TavisTavadi“ 

SeTanxmeba „WeSmariteba CvenTvis“. 

Salva nucubiZis naSromebma farTo gamoxmaureba hpova dasavleTis 

specialistebis mxridan. misi Sromebis redaqtoris mokvleuli cnobebiT, 

romelic ar unda iyos sruli, nucubiZis germaniaSi gamocemuli gamokvle-

vebis Sesaxeb germanul, frangul da inglisur JurnalebSi Tormeti recen-

zia gamoqveynda.1 aleTologiuri realizmis mimarT recenziebis avtorTa 

pozicia erTnairi ar aris, magram Zalzed sainteresoa aRniSnuli sakiTxebi-

sadmi. udavoa gansaxilveli naSromis maRali Sefaseba.

„bolcano da mecnierebis Teoria“ aleTologis safuZvlebi (1913 w.) 

pirveli mniSvnelovani gamokvleva iyo. bolcanos filosofiuri moZRvreba 

da misi mecnieruli Seswavla iqceva dasawyisad Salva nucubiZis sakuTari 

naazrevis, romelic aleTologiuri realizmis saxelwodebiTaa cnobili da 

mimarTulia fsiqologizmis saboloo daZlevisken. 

avtoris sityvebiT „aleTologiis safuZvlebi“ ara marto naSromia, 

aramed naazrevic, da warmoadgens pirveli nawilis gamokvlevaTa rigs, 

romelTa mizania azrovnebis yovelmxrivi Seswavla. nucubiZe aRniSnavs. „aTi 

wlis winad me wavawydi WeSmaritebis problemas da maSinve davrwmundi, rom 

Teoriuli filosofiis ZiebaTa Ziri aqaa moTavsebuli. vidre WeSmaritebis 

problemis garkvevas Sevudgebodi, ganvizraxe da sisruleSic moviyvane, Se-

Zlebisdagvarad, WeSmaritebis udidesi Teoretikosis bolcanos Sexedule-

baTa revizia.2

Salma nucubiZem sadoqtoro disertacia daicva Temaze WeSmaritebisa 

da Semecnebis struqtura (1927 w.). Semonaxulia sadoqtoro Sromis Tezise-

bi („debulebani“), romelic warmodgenas iZleva aleTologiur realizmze 

– avtoris originalur naazrevze. 

tradiciulad, metafizika, rogorc `pirveli filosofia~, ZiriTa-

dad, arsebobisa da arsebis kategoriebs utrialebda. magaliTisaTvis, dek-

arte Cogito-Ti cdilobda arsebobis, rogorc aseTis, cxadyofas. amisaTvis 

is iyenebs azrovnebis rogorc erT-erTi arsebulis, arsebobis sicxades, 

azrovnebis mocemulobis faqtis ukugdebis SeuZleblobas. dasavleTis 

filosofiaSi warmoebulma uaxlesma kvleva-Ziebam ver gaamarTla. radgan, 

rogorc S. nucubiZe aRniSnavs, darCa dabrkolebebi, romelTa gadalaxva 

1 ixileT recenzia sruli monacemebi wignSi Salva nucubiZe, Sromebi t. I, Tb., 1979. 

gv. 21.

2 S. nucubiZe, aleTologiis safuZvlebi, wigni I, WeSmaritebis problema, Tb., 1973 

w. gv. 195. 
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SeuZlebeli aRmoCnda huserlis, rikertisa da sxvebisaTvis. arc intuitiv-

izmi SeiZleba gamodges fsiqologizmis dasaZlevad. anTropologiuri el-

ementi gvxvdeba transcendentalizmSi (kantis filosofia). S. nucubiZe 

cdilobs winamorbed metafizikosTa tradiciuli siZneleebs da Secdomebs 

Tavi daaRwios, rom yofieri ar gamocxaddes yofierebad, rom konkretuli 

movlena ar iqces substanciad yovelives pirvelsawyisad, rasac haidegeric 

sayvedurobda mTel tradiciul metafizikas. 

filosofosoba mxolod da mxolod adamianis saqmianobaa, wers Salva 

nucubiZe, „ufro maRal safexurze igi aRar iqneboda aucilebeli“. ar iqne-

boda, radgan RmerTebs filosofiuri Zieba ar sWirdebaT. qveda safexurze 

– cxovelTaTvis – filosofia zedmetia. adamiania is naklovani arseba, 

romelsac sWirdeba Zieba, filosofosoba, Tavisi arsebobis dasadgenad. 

arseboba aq ukavSirdeba yofierebis garkveuli wesis arsebobas. adamia-

nis yofierebis wesi, adamianis raoba kavSirSia filosofosobasTan da fi-

losofiasTan. adamiani sxva arsebulTagan gansxvavebiT Tavisi moqmedebis 

ganmsazRvreli, anu kantis mier damkvidrebuli gamoTqma rom vixmaroT, av-

tonomiuri arsebaa. 

adamians gaaCnia cnobiereba. cnobierebiT unda SeZlos man yvela siZne-

lis gadalaxva. amitomac, adamianisaTvis Semecneba sasicocxlo aucile-

blobaa. sagnis arsebobaze, raobaze mxolod adamiani svams kiTxvas. Sem-

ecnebis sagani mxolod adamianisaTvis arsebobs. Semecneba, sagnis raobis 

wvdoma rTuli procesia da Tavisi arsiT cnobierebaSi sagnis gabatonebas 

niSnavs. am dros Cemi sakuTari interesi daviwyebuli unda iqnes, anu, me 

unda davdumde, raTa saganma ilaparakos. rogorc T. buaCiZe aRniSnavs: goni 

Semecnebis procesSi swored am funqcias asrulebs – is aris unari, Tavisi 

Tavis daviwyebis gziT Tavad saganTan misasvleli gzis moZiebisa, saganTa 

SemecnebiTi poziciisa, unari sagnis dauinteresebeli, uangaro Wvretis 

Teoriisa“. goni Zalzed mokled, SeiZleba daxasiaTdes, rogorc unari sa-

kuTari Tavis daviwyebisa da am gziT saganSi CaZirvisa, rogorc unari sruli 

transcendenciisa.1 ueWvelia is garemoeba, rom „filosofosobas“, rogorc 

samyaros aTvisebis gzas, adamiani SeimuSavebs, magram problema swored isaa, 

rom igi mxolod adamianurSi unda gaiSalos Tu ara? 

namdvili filosofiuri azri yovelTvis eswrafoda msoflmxedvelo-

baSi yvelaferi „adamianiseulis“ gadalaxvas, ara marto fsiqologizmis, ar-

amed ufro farTo anTropologizmis daZlevas. 

S. nucubiZe wers, rom filosofiis centrSi dgas adamiani, ara rogorc 

mizani, aramed rogorc tvirTi da codva, Secdomis mudmivi SesaZleblobis 

azriT. WeSmaritebasTan miaxloveba niSnavs am SesaZleblobaTa TandaTano-

1 T. buaCiZe, Rirebuleba da adamianis daniSnuleba, adamiani, individi, pirovneba, 

Tb., 1987, gv. 34. 
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biT Semcirebas da maSasadame adamianurisagan daSorebas1. mizani naTeli: 

WeSmaritebasTan miaxloeba da adamianurisagan daSoreba.

pirvelad sokratem gailaSqra „adamianuris“ winaaRmdeg, rodesac man 

moiTxova imis garkveva, Tu ra aris TavisTavadi sibrZne, WeSmariteba da a. S. 

platonma adamiani WeSmariti codnisaTvis tvirTad gamoacxada. 

„TavisTavad WeSmariteba“, rogorc winalogikuris winaaRmdegobebze 

maRla mdgom sferos, anu „pirvel filosofiis“ Seswavlis sagans, araviTari 

sxva arseboba ara aqvs arsebulSi arsze metis saxiT. 

mecnierebis saqmea sinamdvilis Semecneba. is arsebulis mecnierebaa. 

mis gverdiT unda arsebobdes ufro maRali mecniereba, romelic mecniere-

baTa Semecnebas Tavis Ziebis sagnad gaixdis. rogorc S. nucubiZe aRniSnavs, 

es iqneba mecnierebaTa mecniereba, anu misi Sinaarsi Semecnebis Semecneba. 

magram rogorc igi aRniSnavs, Cveulebrivi gnoseologia imdenad Sorsaa 

mecnierebis Teoriidan, umjobesi iqneba vixmaroT aleTologia, rogorc 

WeSmaritebis Teoria. 

specialuri mecniereba ar isaxavs miznad movlenebSi Caqsovili WeS-

mariteba gaarkvios, radgan misi saqme araa sinamdvilis aleTologiuri mx-

are, mecniereba arkvevs WeSmaritebis sagnebs, filosofia – WeSmaritebas, 

rogorc sagans. mTavaria ori momentis dacva: „Cven vamtkicebT arsebuls 

ara WeSmaritad, aramed WeSmaritad arsebobas. amitom Cveni realizmi ale-

Tologiuri realizmia“.2

aleTologias surs WeSmaritebis problema Semecnebis struqturas 

daukavSiros, Semecnebis struqturis kvleva sulac ar niSnavs „esencial-

ur“ kvlevas, radgan is dafuZnebulia „WeSmaritebaze TavisTavad“, rogorc 

yovlad realurze. 

substancia, aleTologiuri realizmis, rogorc „pirveli filoso-

fiis“ mixedviT, es aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad, is rac arsebobis gareSea 

(magram, ara arsebuli, arara, aramed arsze da ararsze, yofierebaze da 

ararsze, ararsebobaze da arsebobaze maRla mdgomi, rogorc winare logi-

kuri, romelic yovelgvari winaaRmdegobis sferos gareSea). modusebi es 

aris yovelive is, rac arseboba ararsebobis sferos eqvemdebareba. suler-

Tia, materialuri iqnebian isini Tu idealurni. 

Semecneba aris procesi Semmecnebel adamiansa da Sesacnob sagans So-

ris. am procesSi adamians Seaqvs Tavisi adamianuri Tvisebebi. nucubiZe ada-

mianuris cnebaSi ganasxvavebs or cnebas: 1. „specialur-adamianuri“ da 2. 

„specifikur-adamianuri“. 

fsiqologizmis daZleva da axali sistemis dasabuTeba, misi azriT, 

SesaZlebeli iqneba im SemTxvevaSi, Tu daZleul iqneba mxolod specialuri 

adamianuri, aramed specifikur-adamianuri. 

1 S. nucubiZe, t. II, gv. 28.

2 S. nucubiZe, t. II, gv. 207. 
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„specialur-adamianuris“ dros Semecnebas miznad aqvs raime da igi 

mizans ver aRwevs. igi aRniSnavs mxolod imas, rac specialur „pirobebSi, 

adamianuris saxes iRebs. adamianuri aris Secdoma. igi adamianis bunebiT ro-

dia gansazRvruli, aramed sagangebo winapirobis (mag., ucodinarobis, anu 

msjelobis sisustis) zegavleniTaa gamowveuli.

specifikur-adamianuri aRniSnavs SezRudvas, romelic adamianis 

struqturis sazRvrebis gadalaxvis nebas ar iZleva. arsis faqtebi mxolod 

adamianuris wesiTa da xerxiT gadmoicema. adamians „ase“ da „ara“ sxvagvarad 

SeuZlia azrovneba, Semecneba, gageba-aTviseba. „sxvagvarad ver SeZlebis 

principi aris „specifikuri adamianuri~. aq Semecnebis gza garkveulia ada-

mianis gvareobiT, roca adamians, ara ama Tu im adamians, aramed adamians, 

rogorc garkveul saxeobas, rogorc spezies-s miekuTvneba. am dros mizani 

miRweulia, xolo igi danaxulia, Secnobilia „specifikur-adamianur“ for-

maSi.1 cnobili moazrovne herberti aRniSnavs: „Cven adamianebi Semmecnebeli 

da moazrovne arsebebi varT da amitom midrekileba gvaqvs TviT sinamdvile 

ganvsajoT sinamdvilis Cveni Semecnebis Sesabamisad, kerZod am Semecnebis 

warmoSobisa da ganxorcielebis Sesabamisad.2 

mivadeqiT umTavres problemas, rogor aris SesaZlebeli, gadalaxul 

iqnes adamianuri SesaZleblobaTa sazRvrebi „specifikur-adamianuri, vi-

dre arsebobs adamiani? 

an unda vaRiaroT, rom WeSmariteba aris is, rac aseTad gvevlineba 

(adamian nivTTa sazomi – protagora), anda platonis gzas unda davadgeT. 

platonma imTaviTve Tavi Seafara miRmurs. man zurgi Seaqcia adamians. ismis 

kiTxva: Seesabameba Tu ara es TviTSefaseba filosofiis amocanas? da aRwevs 

ki is TavisTavad namdvilad ganTavisufleba „specifikur adamianurisagan“?

sakamaTo is aris, rom adamiani filosofiis centrad unda darCes. 

erTi safexuriT maRla da erTi safexuriT dabla filosofosoba ar arse-

bobs. magram, rogorc S. nucubiZe miuTiTebs, saqmis simZime imaSia, rom „fi-

losofobam „specifikur-adamianurze dayrdnobiT adamianuris miRmurs e.i. 

dapirispirebulobaze maRla mdgoms unda miaRwios~.3 

adamianuri sfero winaaRmdegobis sferoa. gansazRvrulobis sferoa, 

sadac yovelTvis negacias poziciis safuZvelze aqvs azri. gamosvla adami-

anuridan, winaaRmdegobidan gamosvlas udris, anu logikuri sfero unda 

iqnas daZleuli.

rogorc S. nucubiZe wers, miegno „WeSmaritebisaTvis TavisTavad“ mra-

vali moazrovne cdilobda. „magram iseTebmac ki, vinc masTan Zalian axlos 

idga (dekarti, bolcano, laski) ver moaxerxes winaaRmdegobis daZlevis 

1  d. uznaZe, Schalva Nuzubidze, Wahrheit unda Erkentnisstruktur. Erste Einleitung in den aletholo-
gischen reialismus. t. IX, Tb., 1987. 

2 Bich Herbert. Prolehomena zu einer realistischen Logik.
3 S. nucubiZe, t. II, Tb., 1979. gv. 244.
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gzis mosinjva (Tez. 6). namdvil gzas „WeSmaritebisaken TavisTavad“ iZleva 

S. nucubiZis mixedviT „aleTologiuri realizmi“, e.i. misi originaluri 

naazrevi, romelic am saxelwodebiT aris cnobili. WeSmariteba TavisTavad 

winaaRmdegobaTa sferos miRma mdebarea da logikur kanonebs ar emorCile-

ba. mas ar gaaCnia araviTari Sinaarsi da aris amgvarad arseboba (amgvarad 

arsi). „WeSmariteba Tavis Tavad“ SeuZlebelia logikuri formiT, msjelo-

biT iqnas gamoTqmuli. rogorc nucubiZe wers: Cven mas vwvdebiT „TeoriiT“ 

„WvretiT“ (xedviT). „Teoria“ „Wvreta“ aq ar warmoadgens intuicias. 

Salva nucubiZe asxvavebs cnebebs „arsi“ (sein), „amgvarad arsi“ (so-sein), 
da „arsebulze meti“ (Mehr als sein).

arsi ar aris WeSmariteba Tavis Tavad, radgan WeSmariteba arsis 

„amgvarad arsSi“, amgvarad arsebobaSi mdgomareobs. xolo „amgvarad arse-

buli“ arsze metia, is aris Mehr als sein da es „metobaa“, rom arss garkveulo-

bas aZlevs.

arsis ori momenti, „amgvarad arsi“ da „arsebulze meti“ gadadis erT-

maneTSi da warmoadgens arsis bunebis dialeqtikur winaaRmdegobas, ro-

melic SeuZlebelia daZleul iqnas logikuris sferoSi da saWiroa misi axs-

nisaTvis gagebis axali aleTologiuri gzis dasaxva.

filosofiis ZiriTadi moTxovnileba aris: unda arsebobdes raRac 

rac WeSmaritebaa – Secdomis gareSe. aseTi WeSmariteba – Secdomis, rela-

ciis gareSe iqneba WeSmariteba TavisTavadi, radgan WeSmariteba Tavis Ta-

vadi ar aris araviTari Sinaarsi. igi mxolod faqtis amgvarad yofnis gamom-

JRavnebaa. „WeSmariteba TavisTavad“ warmoadgens arsebuls (Bestehende), anu 
yofiers (Seiende), magram aleTologiuri TvalsazrisiT „WeSmariteba Ta-

visTavad“ marto yofieri (Seiende) araa, piriqiT, igi aris dialeqtikuri er-

Tianoba, „ase yofnisa“ (so-sein) da „ase yofnaze metisa“ (Mehr-als-sein).
„TavisTavad WeSmariteba, rogorc winalogikurs, winaaRmdegobaze 

maRla mdgom sferos, anu „pirveli filosofiis Seswavlis sagans, araviTari 

sxva arseboba ara aqvs, garda arsebulSi „arsze metis“ saxiT, anu arsebulis 

amgvarad yofnis, rogorc misi garkveulobis saxiT arsebobisa da mas es-

aWiroeba raime sxva arseboba.

„arsebulze meti“, S. nucubiZis azriT, niSnavs arsebulis amgvarad 

yofnas, mis garkveulobas.1 cnobil qarTvel filosofosTa umravlesoba d. 
uznaZe, k. baqraZe, s. wereTeli, a. begiaSvili da sxv. am azrs iziareben. mx-

olod isini aRniSnaven imas, rom arsebulis amgvarad yofna, anu mis garkveu-

loba (sosein) da arsebulze meti Mehr als sein erTsa da imaves xom ar gamoxatavs. 
arsebulze meti aris is Sualeduri da damakavSirebeli rgoli, ro-

melic erTmaneTTan akavSirebs swored arsebulTa, yofierTa, rogorc 

amgvarad yofnaTa, maT garkveulobaTa (materialuri iqneba es Tu idea luri) 

da aleTologiuri, anu TavisTavadi WeSmaritebis sferoebs. 

1 S. nucubiZe, t. II, Tb., 1979. Tb. 249.
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substancia, aleTologiuri realizmis, rogorc „pirveli filoso-

fiis“ mixedviT, es aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad, is, rac arsebobis gareSea 

(„winare logikuri“), romelic yovelgvari winaaRmdegobis sferos gareSea. 

S. nucubiZesTan umTavresi kiTxvaa: rogoraa SesaZlebeli vwvdeT wi-

nalogikurs, WeSmaritebas „Tavis Tavad“, romelic Semecnebis SesaZle-

blobis usaTuo pirobaa? „Teoriis“ „mimarTulebis ar mqoneTa xedviT“ 
(Rich tungsloses sehen) upasuxebs S. nucubiZe. `WeSmariteba Tavis Tavad“ aris 

ara azri arsebulze, aramed igi am arsebulTan aris. arsebuli, rogorc 

aseTi ar aris WeSmariteba Tavis Tavadi. vinaidan, rogorc prof. k. baqraZe1 

miuTiTebs: es ukanaskneli arsebulis amgvar arsebobaSi mdgomareobs. 

saWiroa exla, mxolod amgvarad arsebulis „Teoriulad“ Secnoba, yovelive 

arsebuli aris is, rac aris. ukanaskneli debuleba or azrs Seicavs: 1. aris 

raRac. 2. es raRac aris ise, rogorc aris. pirvel rigSi, Cven xazs vusvamT 

arsebul faqts, meoreSi, rom es arsebuli ase da ara sxvagvarad arsebobs. 

Tu arsebuli sxvagvarad arsebobs, maSin ar aris sruliad arsebuli. arse-

buli garkveulad arsebulia. arsebuli aris mxolod is, rac aris, magram 

amasTanave is metia, vidre is, rac aris. 

logikurad, aq gardauval winaaRmdegobasTan gvaqvs saqme. winaaRmde-

goba gamomJRavnebis momentSive moxsnilia da daZleulia WeSmariteba Tavis 

Tavadis cnebiT, amdenad, arsebuli ki ar aris TviT WeSmariteba; arsebuli 

WeSmaritebis saxiT arsebobs. Sosein-i da Mehr-als-Sosein-i gadadian erTmaneT-

Si da es gadasvla qmnis WeSmaritebas Tavis Tavads. 
aRsaniSnavia is garemoebac, rom Tavad S. nucubiZe „arsebulze metis“ 

cnebaSi Tavisi filosofiuri ganviTarebis sxvadasxva etapze, gansxvavebul 

niuansebs aqcevda yuradRebas. 

„WeSmariteba da Semecnebis struqtura“ (aleTologiuri realizmis 

pirveli Sesavali – 1925) – nucubiZe erTi da imave mniSvnelobiT iyenebs ter-

minebs „arsze meti“ da „arsebulze meti“. arsis cnebasa da arsebulis cne-

bas erTmaneTisgan ar asxvavebs, maSin, rodesac „filosofiasa da sibrZneSi“ 

(aleTologiis specialuri Sesavali 1931) arsisa da arsebulis cnebebi ukve 

gansxvavdeba. am SromaSi avtori „arsebulze mets“ ganmartavs, rogorc ars-

Si dgomas.2

„arsebulze metis“ cneba S. nucubiZes mTeli aleTologiuri realiz-

mis centrs (fokuss) warmoadgens, romelSic Tavs iyris aleTologiis mTeli 

siaxlec da siZnelec. siaxles is warmoadgens, rom „specifikur - adami-

anuri“ gadalaxuli unda iqnes misive meSveobiT da sakuTar farglebSive, 

rac winaaRmdegobasac Seicavs. 

1 k. baqraZe, WeSmaritebis problema da Semecnebis struqtura, rC. f. Txz. t. I, Tb., 

1982.

2 ix. nucubiZis dasaxelebuli Sromebi.
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am problemiT axali perspeqtivebi iSleba, romelic Salva nucubiZis 

SromaSi momavali kvlevis saqmea. aris Tu ara SesaZlebeli logikuri sfer-

os gadalaxva? SeiZleba Tu ara adamianma moiazros yofierebaze da arsze 

maRla mdgomi arsebulze da ararsebulze maRla mdgomi? am da sxva mraval 

sakiTxze Catarebuli Semdgomi kvleva-Ziebani, naTels mohfens aleTolo-

giuri realizmis, rogorc pirveli filosofiis, metafizikis dafuZnebas. 

amdenad, S. nucubiZis mixedviT, filosofia aris, rac adamians gzas uka-

favs dapirispirebulze maRla mdgomi WeSmaritebisaken; igi amodis „pirve-

li filosofiidan“ gaivlis dapirispirebulTa sferos, raTa kvlav „pirvel 

filosofias“ SeuerTdes; radgan WeSmariteba Tavis Tavadi misi amosavali 

da saboloo mizania. aq sakiTxavia: amiT mivaRwevT ki sibrZnes?

sokratem swored es gaacnobierebina Zvel berZnebs (SemdgomSi mTels 

kacobriobas), rom adamians SeuZlia mxolod ifilosofosos da amiT iyos 

sibrZnis maZiebeli, moyvaruli. magram isic faqtia, rom „winalogikuris 

WvretaSi“ nucubiZe, Cveni azriT, gulisxmobs raRac iracionalurs, gonebi-

saTvis miuwvdomels. xom ar niSnavs es, rom adamianis sulSi, gonebaSi aris 

iseTi ram, rac „araadamianuria“, araadamianuri am SemTxvevaze ze-adamianis 

gagebiT, romliTac adamians SeuZlia mousminos logoss. am „raRac“ xma Tu 

xedva, mzera idumalis „SemaSfoTebeli ucnobis“ (haidegeri) gareSe albaT 

warmoudgenelia filosofosoba. es „raRac“ da arsi, am SemTxvevaSi daem-

Txva erTmaneTs da swored am problemis kvlevas awarmoebs Salva nucubiZe.

adamianma is, rac adamianuria, unda datovos da amaRldes im „ara-ada-

mianuramde“ – arsze metamde. es aris gza RmerTamde misvlis, anu azris da 

arsis erTmaneTSi misvla. es iqneba mSobel dedasTan dabruneba, anu logo-

sis xmis gagoneba (yuris gdeba), im darRveuli harmoniis aRdgena, rasac 

buneba da adamiani hqvia. S. nucubiZis mTeli kvleva-Ziebani da saerTod misi 

aleTologia, anu „pirveli filosofia“ swored aqeTken aris mimarTuli. 
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DEMUR JALAGHONIA

Alethological Realism: Finding Truth or a Road to God?!

Summary

Shalva Nutsubidze’s scholarly activity can be divided into two periods. The fi rst is the 
metaphysical period: the period of original thinking, of making attempts at creating a new 
philosophical system. The second is the period of creating and introducing the concept of the 
Eastern Renaissance into Georgian philosophical history and traditional thinking. Ultimately, 
these two periods represent stages of a single long path in Nutsubidze’s work. 

Nutsubidze’s entire scholarly career served to enlighten this thesis. He aimed high – 
from our contemporary perspective, his inquiries can be regarded as a single large target, any 
individual component of which reveals his greatness as a person and scholar. 

In the early, metaphysical, period, Nutsubidze focused his inquiry onto the question of 
defi ning the “truth~. His alethological realism is nothing more than a search for this truth and 
for a road to God.

Only the human philosophizes, and philosophical research belongs only to human activ-
ity. As Nutsubidze wrote: “it will not be necessary at the higher stage” for, as he says, gods do 
not need philosophical investigations. At the lower stage – animals – philosophical research is 
excessive and needless. Man is the creature that lacks something (is in need of something) – it is 
the man who needs research and philosophy in order to identify himself. Here existence is con-
nected with a specifi c rule of subsistence. The rule of human existence or essence is connected 
with philosophizing and philosophy. Unlike other creatures, that is, existents, man can deter-
mine his activities, i.e., using Kant’s accepted defi nition that “a man is an autonomic being~. 

Man has consciousness, and by means of his consciousness he can overcome all of his 
diffi culties. That is why his consciousness is a vital necessity for him. Only man asks questions 
about the existence of a thing, about its essence. The subject of cognition exists only for man. 
Cognition, the penetration into the essence of a thing (the object of cognition), is a complicated 
process, and with its essence it results in predomination, in the consciousness, of the object 
of cognition over the subject. In this process one’s own interest should be forgotten, that is, 
a person must lapse into silence in order to let the subject communicate for itself. As Tamaz 
Buachidze said: “[B]rains (the intellect) in the process of cognition has exactly this function – it 
is an ability to fi nd the way to the subject itself, to recognize the position of the subjects, the 
ability to contemplate disinterestedly the theory of a subject by means of forgetting one’s own 
self~. The intellect can briefl y be characterized as the ability to forget the self and in this way to 
go more deeply into the subject, a possibility of entering the transcendent.

Nutsubidze writes that man stands at the centre of philosophy, not as a target but as a 
burden and sin, as having the permanent possibility to err. To approach the truth means to lessen 
gradually the number of these possibilities and move thus away from everything human. The 
aim is clear: to come nearer to the truth and move away from the human. 
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It was Socrates who fi rst stood against “the human factor” when he demanded a clarifi -
cation of what original wisdom and original truth (truth per se) meant; Plato further declared 
that man was a burden to true knowledge. “Truth per se” as the higher sphere over the pre-logic 
contradictions, i.e., the subject of the First Philosophy, has no other existence in the existent 
than a notion.

Alethology connects the problem of truth with the structure of cognition. Research into 
the structure of cognition does not imply essential research as it is based on “the Truth per se”; 
although such research into the structure of cognition is independent, it imposes some of the 
delimitations and features of the Truth per se. 

Cognition is the interaction between a person who is considering an object and the object 
being considered. In this process man introduces his characteristic human features. Within the 
concept of the human, Nutsubidze distinguishes two features: the “Special Humane” (specialur-
adamianuri / Menschenspezies) and the “Specifi c Humane” (sfeci-fi kur-adamianuri / Spezifi sch 
Menschliches). The “Special Humane” is accidental (occasional) to human nature, whereas the 
“Specifi c Humane” is an expression of its natural limitations. Thus, we shall render these terms 
in English as, respectively, “Contingently Humane” and “Naturally Humane~.

In the case of the Contingently Humane, cognition aims at something but cannot achieve 
this goal. It shows only something that receives certain appearance under special conditions, 
but this appearance is a mistake. This fact is not at all determined by the human nature, but 
is rather caused by the infl uence of a special premise (e.g., by ignorance, that is, weakness of 
reasoning).

The Naturally Humane corresponds to the limitation imposed by human rules and 
modes. A man can reason; he can understand why something occurs one way and not another. 
It is the Naturally Humane that is able to understand why this occurs no other way. The manner 
of cognition is defi ned according to man as a species, not to any individual group or person. As 
Richard Herbertz said: “We humans are cognitive and thinking beings, and so are inclined to 
test reality itself according to our knowledge of reality, especially concerning the origin and the 
acceptance of this knowledge~. 

Now we approach the main problem: Is it possible to overcome the Naturally Humane 
itself, that is, to cross the very boundaries of human capabilities? Nutsubidze distinguishes 
between the notions of “being” (sein), “thus-being” (so-sein), and “more-than-being” (mehr 
als sein). A being (sein) is not the Truth per se, because truth is included in the “thus-being” of 
the being. “Thus-being” is defi nite, but it becomes defi nite through vagueness or uncertainty 
because it contains something additional to the being, that is, “more-than-being,” which is the 
Truth per se as the principle of individuation of every being.

The two aspects of being – “thus-being” and “more-than-being” – merge into one an-
other and represent a dialectical confrontation of a kind that cannot be overcome in the sphere 
of logic; one must offer an alethological way of understanding in order to explain it.

The basic query of philosophy is: should there exist something that is surely true? Such 
truth, unrelated to any other thing, will be the Truth per se because this truth has no content 
in and of itself; it only discloses the fact of such being. The Truth per se represents something 
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existing (Bestehende), i.e., something having some being (Seiende), but according to the aletho-
logic point of view, the Truth per se is not only existent, but it is rather a dialectical unity of 
“thus-being” (so-sein) and “more-than-being” (mehr als sein).

The Truth per se as a pre-logical object standing above contradiction is the subject of 
study of the First Philosophy. It is present in the existent as “more-than-being,” that is, the very 
existence of the existent, the principle responsible for the existence of every being as something 
distinct and defi nite.

Logically we are not dealing with an unavoidable contradiction. This contradiction at the 
very moment of its exposure is overpowered by the notion of Truth per se. Thus the existent is 
not the truth itself but it exists in the form of truth. So sein and mehr als sein are merged into 
each other and this merging creates the Truth per se.

It should also be mentioned that in the various stages of his philosophical development, 
Nutsubidze paid much attention to the diverse nuances of the notion of “more-than-being~.

The notion “more-than-being” represents the centre or focus of Nutsubidze’s alethologi-
cal realism in which all the novelties and diffi culties of alethology are gathered together. The 
novelty is that the Naturally Humane should be overcome, but only within its own boundaries. 
This overcoming is based on contradiction, but the contradiction itself is within the boundaries 
of the Naturally Humane. 

With this problem new perspectives open, which in Nutsubidze’s work are the points of 
future research. Is it possible to overcome the logic sphere? Can man think of anything higher 
than the categories of existent and not-existent? Future studies and research into these and many 
other subjects will throw light on alethological realism as the foundation of the First Philosophy 
and metaphysics.

Thus, according to Nutsubidze, philosophy is what shows man the way to the Truth that 
stands above contradiction. Philosophy begins beyond the sphere of contradiction, in the First 
Philosophy, passes through this sphere, and returns to the First Philosophy because the Truth 
per se is the rising point and the ultimate target. Here we ask: can we reach wisdom in this way?

Socrates made the Ancient Greeks (and later, all mankind) understand that man can only 
philosophize and be a seeker of wisdom. But it is also the fact that in the act of “seeking (analyz-
ing) pre-logic,” Nutsubidze implies (as we admit) something irrational, something impossible 
to be understood by and inaccessible to our minds. Might this mean that there is something in 
the soul and mind of man that is not characteristic for him, something “not human” (in the sense 
of super-human); with this something man can listen to Logos. Without this “something”– be it 
a voice, a vision, a glance at what Heidegger calls a “disturbing stranger”– it will be impossible 
to philosophize. In this case “this something” and the “essence” will coincide, and this is the 
problem Nutsubidze considers.

A man must leave everything that is “human” and rise to the “supra-human”– higher than 
the being itself. This is the path to God, that is, the idea (thought) and the being merging into 
each other. This will mean coming hearing the voice of Logos, restoring the ruined harmony 
to which both Nature and humans are called. All of Nutsubidze’s research and his concept of 
alethology, the First Philosophy, are directed towards this.
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irakli braWuli irakli braWuli 

aleTologiuri realizmi da Semecnebis dilemebi

`Cven pativs mivagebT moazrovnes imiT, 

rom vazrovnebT~. 

martin haidegeri

meTodologiuri SeniSvnebi

Salva nucubiZis filosofiuri moRvaweobis Seswavlis, gamokv-

levisa da reaqtualizaciis amocana sxvadasxva gziT SeiZleba gadawydes. 

am moazrovnis memkvidreoba yovelTvis iyo kritikuli diskusiis sagani. 

uarmyofelnic bevri hyavs da momxrenic rogorc saqarTveloSi, ise sazR-

vargareT, ara marto akademiur wreebSi. amitom, pirvel rigSi, meTodolo-

giuri sakiTxebi unda gairkves. unda gamoikveTos `xedvis arCevani~ Taname-

drove humanitarul da socialur mecniereba pluralistur meTodolo-

giaSi. 

nucubiZis fenomenis mimarT interesTa sxvadasxvaoba albaT meTo-

dur sxvadasxvaobasac gansazRvravs; zogs `istoriuli~ interesi aqvs, zogs 

`faqtologiuri TvalsazrisiT~ ainteresebs, zogs religiuri mrwamsis 

TvalsazrisiT. magaliTad, petre iberi iyo Tu ara bonofiziti? eklesiis 

sinods, gauWirda gadawyveta V s-is, am didi qristiani moRvawis wmindanad 

kanonizirebis sakiTxi. iyo Tu ara rusTaveli neoplatonikosi? daiwyo Tu 

ara renesansi aRmosavleTSi, kerZod ki saqarTveloSi, ufro adre, vidre 

dasavleTSi, italiaSi?!

20-30-ian wlebSi germanul enaze Seqmnili misi originaluri filoso-

fiuri koncefcia – `aleTologiuri realizmi~ – dResac, misi Seqmnidan 

TiTqmis saukunis Semdegac, kvlav bundovan da dauSifrav konstruqtad 

rCeba. 

Cven im poziciidan amovdivarT, rom filosofiuri movlenis nebism-

ieri aTviseba iqneba is `wakiTxva~, zepiri Tu werilobiTi saxiT gadmocema, 

warmoadgens ganmartebas interpretacias, Zveli qarTuli terminiT `Targ-

manebas~. 

hermenevtika, `ganmartebis~ Teoria da meTodika, ramdenime ZiriTad 

strategias gvTavazobs. samuSao `modelad~ aviRoT mxatvruli da iuridi-

uli hermenevtikebis sami ZiriTadi strategia (am strategiebs, magaliTad, 

iyenebs amerikis SeerTebuli Statebis uzenaesi sasamarTlo, roca saqme 

exeba konstituciis muxlebis ganmartebas problemur situaciebSi). pirve-

li meTodis mixedviT, teqstis `swori~ gagebisa da ganmartebisaTvis ori-
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entiri unda iyos misi Semqmneli – avtori. Cven unda SevecadoT gavigoT 

avtoris Canafiqri. am gzaze Tu wavalT, Cveni devizi iqneba: `ras ityoda 

TviTon avtori?!~; meore meTodikis mixedviT, teqsti avtors aRar ekuT-

vnis, is SeiZleba masze ukeTac ganimartos. teqstis Sinagani sazrisi unda 

davSifroT `sityva-sityviT~, davadginoT SeZlebisdagvarad zustad te-

qstis terminologiuri aparatis mniSvnelobebi, romlebic mas hqonda misi 

Seqmnis momentSi; istoriul konteqstSi unda gaverkveT, SevadaroT misive 

Tanamedrove analogiur teqstebs da a.S. mesame meTodikis mixedviT, arc av-

tors da arc istoriul konteqsts ara aqvT gadamwyveti mniSvneloba; teqs-

tis sazrisis ganmarteba, anu misi restavracia, SesaZlebelia mxolod im Sem-

TxvevaSi, Tu mas gavigebT Tanamedroveobis perspeqtivaSi, Tu Tanamedrove 

kulturis aqtiur SemoqmedebiT elementad gadavaqcevT. Tu Tanamedrove 

`goniTi situaciis~ metaenaze `vTargmniT~ da gavigebT, radgan gageba mxo-

lod am `enazea~ SesaZlebeli. ar arsebobs sakuTari sasicocxlo samyaros 

gareT mdgomi ganmmartebeli. 

TiToeul am meTodikas aqvs dadebiTi da uaryofiTi mxareebi, rac kar-

gad Cans maT momxreTa Soris gamarTul diskusiebSi. amjerad saWiro ar aris 

am diskusiebSi CarTva. vcadoT da samive meTodika gamoviyenoT; es saSuale-

bas mogvcems `fenomeni~ sxvadasxva rakursiT davinaxoT. 

am sami meTodikidan gamomdinare, S. nucubiZis Sesaxeb narkvevi sam 

nawilad davyoT. jer SevecadoT gadmovceT `aleoTeologiuri realizmis~ 

konceptualuri karkasi; vaCvenoT misi `adgili~ XX saukunis ZiriTad fi-

losofiur mimdinareobebs Soris. am amocanas albaT ufro Seesabameba e.w. 

`sityvasityviTi ganmartebis~ meTodi. Semdeg, SevecadoT gavarkvioT ̀ aleo-

Teologiuri realizmis~ kavSiri religiur egzegetikasTan, areopagetikas-

Tan da renesansul hiemnizmTan, anu sakiTxTa im wresTan, romlis kvleviTac 

iyo dakavebuli Salva nucubiZe misi cxovrebisa da Semoqmedebis meore nax-

evarSi. am amocanas ufro Seesabameba e.w. `avtoris prioritetebis~ meTodi. 

bolos, S. nucubiZis filosofiuri moRvaweobis `orive periodi~ ga-

viazroT postmodernulobis perspeqtivaSi, am amocanis gadasaWrelad ki 

gamoviyenoT Tanamedrove goniT cxovrebaSi sazrisuli integraciis me-

Todi. 

aleoTeologia sxva filosofiur mimdinareobebs Soris

`aleoTeologiuri realizmi~ Seiqmna XX saukunis pirvel naxevarSi 

germanul filosofiaSi da enobriv sivrceSi. am periodSi, am `sivrceSi~ aq-

tiuri SemoqmedebiTi `aqtoris~ rols TamaSobdnen: neokantineloba (h. ri-

kerti), fenomenologia (e. huserli), kritikuli ontologia (n. hartmani) da 

fundamenturi ontologia (m. haidegeri). cxadia S. nucubiZis `aleoTeolo-

giuri realizmi~ am mimdinareobaTa `niadagzea~ aRmocenebuli, maTi cnebi-
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Ti aparatebis gadamuSavebis, xelaxali konstruirebisa da konceptualuri 

modernizaciis gziTaa Seqmnili. 

aleoTeologia `sityva-sityviT~ WeSmaritebis moZRvrebaa. S. nucu-

biZe fiqrobs, rom unda gavarCioT WeSmaritebis sami saxe: `WeSmariteba Cven-

Tvis~, `Cveni WeSmariteba~ da `WeSmariteba Tavis Tavad~. 

`Cveni WeSmariteba~ aris pirovnuli recefciis sfero; `WeSmarite-

ba CvenTvis~ aris anTropologiis sfero, anu `WeSmaritebis TavisTavadi~ 

vlenis specifikur-adamianuri forma, romelsac Semecneba sxvagvarad ar 

SeuZlia, Tu ara rame arsebulis (zeiende) `amgvarad yofnaSi~ (sozein). esaa 

dapirispirebulTa sfero. `WeSmariteba TavisTavadi~ aris WeSmaritebis 

sakuTrivi sasufeveli. is irrelacionaluri, anu umimarTeboa; `is ar war-

modgeba erTi fenomenis meoresTan mimarTebisagan; is saerTod arafrisgan 

warmodgeba~ (S. nucubiZe, WeSmariteba da Semecnebis struqtura, Sromebi, 

t. II, gv. 110). `irrelacionaluroba~ niSnavs, rom is yovelgvari Sinaarsebu-

li mizezisgan distancirebulia, magram is arc ̀ formaa~, an ̀ formis forma~, 

roca aristotelesTanaa: an idealuri, idea (idis), rogorc platonTanaa, 

maSasadame ar aris logikuri; arc formalur-logikuria da arc ontolo-

giur-logikuri. aleoTeologia mkafiod emijneba WeSmaritebis, rogorc 

ontologizirebis gzas, aseve formalizebisa da liticizirebis gzas; `WeS-

mariteba TavisTavad~ winaSe logikuria, masSi ar unda SeiWras arc arsebu-

li da arc logikuri, roca WeSmaritebis specifikur-adamianuri gamoxatu-

lebani da kidev erTi arsebiTi postulati `TavisTavad WeSmaritebisa~ – es 

aris `arsze meti~, `meti, vidre arsebuli~, `arsebulze warmatebuli~. amiT 

Tavidan avicilebT WeSmaritebis ontologizebis SezRudulobas. arsis 

formatSi moazrebuli naklulovania, radgan `arsis~ prelikatebia poeti-

ka da uaryofa, `WeSmariteba~ da siyalbe. maSasadame, aq dapirispirebulTa 

sferoSi varT Caketilni ise, rom yrud aris daxSuli `TavisTavad WeSmari-

tebisaken~ yovelgvari gasasvleli. 

S. nucubiZe ase ayalibebs aleTologiuri realizmis ZiriTad Teziss: 

WeSmariteba damoukidebelia Semecnebis WeSmaritebisgan da ara WeSmarite-

bisagan; es unda ganxorciledes aleTologiuri reduqciiT. Semecnebis or-

magi struqtura gulisxmobs: erTi mxriv dapirispirebulTa sferoSi Tanda-

TanobiT winsvlas specialur-adamianuris subieqturobis daZlevas, gadas-

vlas specialur-adamianuramde, meore mxriv ki, `ukusvlas~ pirvelsawyi-

samde, anu `WeSmaritebas TavisTavad~, anu azris iqamde miyvanas Tu dayvanas 

(reduqcias). Semecnebis orgvari struqturis gaTvaliswinebiT, arsebuli 

iqneba ara `WeSmariti~, an `ara WeSmariti~, aramed igi iqneba `meti-vidre-ar-

sebuli~, romelic ar aris `ideali~, an `idealuri~, da mainc, `metia, vidre 

arsebuli~, radgan igi WeSmarit – araWeSmaritis dapirispirebaze maRla 

dgas (S.n. t. II, gv. 114). 
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`WeSmaritebis TavisTavad~ uSinaarsobis Tezisi principulad gamo-

ricxavs raime logikur gamoyvanas (induqcias da deduqcias). piriqiT, `WeS-

maritebisken TavisTavad~ ukumiqceva (reduqcia), ase vTqvaT, zurgs aqcevs 

yovelgvar `Sinaarsobriv~ specifikur-adamianuri dapirispirebis sferos; 

es `Sinaarsobrivi `uSinaarsobamde~ miyvanis gza, Semecnebis es `ukan svla~ 

Sinaarsobrivis TandaTanobiTi daTmobaa, raTa mivides `TavisTavad WeSma-

ritebamde~ da amiT is gardaqmnas `WeSmaritebad CvenTvis~. `Semecnebis mniS-

vneloba am gadarqmnaSia~ – gveubneba nucubiZe. 

logikurobisTvis SeuRwevadi `winalogikuri~ sfero aleTologiuri 

reduqciis meSveobiT gvimJRavnebs, rom `dapirispirebulTa sfero~ unda 

atarebdes `dapirispirebulTa maRla mdgomis~ kuTvnilebis niSnebs. amgva-

ri `reduqciebi~ – gvarwmunebs, aleTologiuri realizmis avtori, – `dasaS-

vebi da aucilebelia~. 

Tavis Teorias S. nucubiZe axal Strixebs matebs SedarebiT gviandel 

SromaSi `filosofia da sibrZne~. aq avtori gvesaubreba WeSmaritebaze, ro-

melic ar arsebobs, magram yvela arsebuls gamoxatavs. saerTod ar arse-

bobs, ar saWiroebs arsebobas, imitom, rom arsebulis arsi aris arsebulze 

meti (Sr. t. II, gv. 96). 

rogoria `or sferos~ Soris kavSiri? arsebulis amgvarad yofnaSi 

mJRavndeba `arsebulze meti~, igi mTel mis gasaqans gasdevs, misi mudmivi 

Tanmxlebia, e.i. arsebuli aris ise, rogorc aris (Sozein) da Tan Tavis Ta-

vze metobis momentsac Seicavs. es ormagoba Semecnebis ormagobis bunebis 

gagebisaken gvibiZgebs. adamianuris arsebaa, erTi mxriv filosofiuroba, 

anu specifikur-adamianuri Zieba, kvleva, WeSmaritebis `suraTebis~ Seqm-

na, Semdeg axali suraTis Seqmna, Zvelis uaryofa, brZola SesrulebaTa mea-

tonobisaTvis. es xdeba filosofiis dabal safexurze. samyaros gaformeba 

misi `suraTebis~ SeqmniT, aris `Cveni WeSmariteba~, anu esaa `WeSmaritebis 

elementaruli forma~ (t. II, gv. 269). xolo filosofobis maRal safexurze 

aleTologiur reduqciebs~ mivyavarT ukusvliT `TavisTavadi WeSmarite-

bisaken~. esaa gza sibrZnisaken `adamians aRaraferi uSlis xels WeSmarite-

bis gzas daadges~ (t. II, gv. 271). 

aRmoCnda, rom aleTologia yofila Sualeduri sfero, romlis erT 

mxares filosofosobaa, xolo meore mxares – sibrZne (t. II. gv. 271). 

avtoris ukanaskneli sityva ufro mowodebas hgavs: `aleTologia 

cdilobs WeSmaritebis dafuZnebiT gza gakafos sibrZnisaken!~

magram aleTologiurma realizmma kidev ufro gagvimZafra `kiTxviTi 

ganwyoba~. rao, SesaZloa ki filosofosebis farglebSi `WeSmaritebis Ta-

visTavad~ SeWvreta Tu ara?! aleTologiur realizmSi~ filosofia xom ar 

daemsgavsa baron miunhauzenis zRapars, Tavis Tavs rom gadaaxta. ̀ gza sibrZ-

nisken~ es mowodeba xom aTasjer gagvigonia; gana igives ar mogviwodebs bib-
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lia, `elinTa sibrZne~ da nebismieri pedagogia da demagogia?! aleTologi-

uri gzis maCvenebeli dums, TiTqmis arafers gveubneba sibrZneze, man bedis 

anabara migvatova udabnoSi, sadac TviTonve migviyvana. Cven nulidan unda 

daviwyoT `tvinis Wyleta~. iqneb sibrZne religiuri rwmenaa, xolo filoso-

fosoba codna?! iqneb aq erTi medlis ori mxarea: ezoTeruli da egzoTe-

ruli?! iqneb, filosofosoba Wvretaa (diogenesaviT kasrSi jdoma), xolo 

sibrZne samyaros gardaqmnaa (CegevarasaviT da fidel kastros saqmianoba)?! 

magram es ̀ gardaqmna~ xom ar iqneba ̀ amaoeba amoebaTa da yovelive amaoa~. ro-

gorc solomonis sibrZne gvaswavlis, arsebuli xom aleTologiuri swavle-

biT `definitumia~, amgvarad myofad aris dadgenili, ise, rom sxvagvarad 

yofna ar SeuZlia?! rwmena ki rogorc kirkegori ambobs, SeuZleblis SesaZ-

leblobis rwmenaa. 

am kiTxvebze pasuxebi SeiZleba veZeboT aleTologiis avtoris Semoq-

medebis `meore naxevarSi~. 

30-iani wlebis Sua xanebidan nucubiZem, nebiT Tu uneblieT, Sewyvita 

aleTologiur relizmze muSaoba da gadainacvla kvlevis `sxva sferoSi~. am 

sferodan moyolebuli, misi Sromebis Tema xdeba Sua saukuneebisa da rene-

sansis filosofia da kultura. 

aleTologiis kavSiri hermenevtikasTan da 

religiur egzegetikasTan

S. nucubiZis Semobruneba Sua saukuneebisa da renesansis azrovnebi-

sagan aleTologiuri reduqciis Tavisebur konkrecias warmoadgens. ale-

Tologiuri realizmi, romelic Cafiqrebuli iyo rogorc erTgvari Sesa-

vali pirvelfilosofiisaTvis, mosamzadebeli samuSao, `gzis gawmenda~ Se-

mecnebis ormagi struqturis velze gasaSlelad, am etapze kvlevaSi rTavs 

areopagitikasa da qristianuli Teologiis motivebs; amiT WeSmaritebis 

naTelyofa im `niadagidan~, romelzedac aRmocendnen 20-30-ian wlebSi gno-

seologiuri da ontologiuri Teoriebi da romlebic misTvis, rogorc moa-

zrovnisaTvis, SeiZleba gamouval Cixad da xafangad qceuliyo, gadaaqvs im 

`niadagze~, romelSic mas meti SesaZleblobebi aqvs gamoavlinos WeSmarite-

bis Ziebis axali, jer araaqcentirebuli motivebi, vidre TviTon igive on-

tologiuri da gnoseologiuri Teoriebis evropel avtorebs. amas igi uwo-

debda `erovnul niadagze mecnierebis aRorZinebis amocanebs~. nucubiZis 

amocana xdeba fundamenturi mniSvnelobis teqstis interpretacia. esenia: 

rusTavelis `vefxistyaosani~, areopagitikis korpusis~ qarTuli Targmane-

bi da prokles `kavSirni RvTismetyvelebis~ ioane petriwiseuli Targmani 

da komentarebi. 
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S. nucubiZisaTvis es sami `diadi teqsti~ xdeba azrovnebis alma ma-

ter. prokles Txzulebis qarTuli Targmani Sesrulebulia ioane petriwis 

mier gelaTis akademiaSi, romelic `axali aTenis da meore ierusalimis~ mi-

sias iRebda Tavis Tavze, imdroindeli qarTuli inteleqtualuri elitis 

mosazrebiT. es ocneba ramdenad iqca realobad im sam `diad teqstSi~? am 

teqstebs 7 saukunis ganmavlobaSi kiTxulobdnen saqarTveloSi. magram, me-

12 saukunis Semdeg maTi kiTxva TandaTan gaZnelda. ganmanaTlebluri mwig-

nobrobis talRa TandaTan minelda. Teologiur-filosofiuri teqstebis 

interpretaciis cocxali tradicia gawyda. maTi kiTxva gaZnelda leqsiku-

ri da konceptualuri cvlilebis gamoc, romelic saukuneTa ganmavlobaSi 

moxda. Zalze didia lingvoepistemuri distancia me-12 da me-20 saukunis in-

teleqtualTa Soris; saqarTveloSi am distancias kidev ufro zrdis 7-sau-

kunovani `wyvetili~. am `wyvetilis~ aRdgena da teqstTa `pirvelqminilis 

sazrisis~ xelaxla ametyveleba ikisra nucubiZem. 

nucubiZis Teoriis ZiriTadi Tezisi gveubneba: `XI-XII saukuneebSi swo-

red areopagitikis safuZvelze aRmocenda mTeli epoqa renesansisa, romel-

mac ramdenime aTwleuliT gauswro dasavlur renesanss~. es aris citata 

aleqsi losevis 1982 wlis interviudan. zustad igive citata SegviZlia mo-

vitanoT nucubiZis 1942 wlis publikaciidan. 

nucubiZem Seqmna interteqsturi trilogia: fsevdodionise – petre 

iberi, prokle – petriwi da SoTa rusTaveli. igi emyareba `sami diadi te-

qstis~ hermenevtikul-ezoTerul kavSirs. (nucubiZe xSirad iyenebs sityva 

`saidumlos~: `fsevdodionises saidumloeba~, `rusTavelis saidumloeba~ 

da sxv.). es sami teqsti arsebiTad aris erTi interteqsti, romelic Seqmna 

petre iberma, gadaamuSava ivane petriwma (Tavis komentarebSi) da bolos 

SoTa rusTavelma mxatvrulad gadaamuSava `vefxistyaosanSi~. 

aq ver SevudgebiT am konceptis Sesaxeb Catarebuli specialuri kv-

levebis ganxilvas. isic cxadia, rom areopagitika sruliad sxvadasxva 

amocanebiT SeiZleba iqnes gamoyenebuli, sruliad gansxvavebuli intele-

qtualebisa Tu instituciebis mier. am SemTxvevaSi SeiZleba gamovavlinoT 

`aleTologiuri reduqciis~ Tavisebureba WeSmaritebis Semecnebis areop-

agituli meTodebis analogiiT. 

`areopatituli aleTologiis~ mixedviT WeSmaritebis SemecnebisaT-

vis or meTods unda mivdioT – uaryofiTs da dadebiTs. maTi cdiseuli sa-

fuZveli mistikuri gamocdilebaa. verc erTi pozitiuri predikatiT ver 

gamoixateba mistikuri gamocdilebis Sinaarsi, amitom RmerTis wvdomis 

meTodi uaryofs rogorc dadebiTi, ise uaryofiTi predikatebis miweras; 

is axorcielebs yovelgvari dasturisa da uaryofis miRma gasvlas, e.i. ale-

Tologiuri realizmis terminebiT, `ukumiqcevas, irrelacionaluri, `uSi-

naarso~, winalogikuri `WeSmaritebisadmi TavisTavad~. areopagetikis mixe-
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dviT, RmerTi ar aris arc yofiereba, arc yofierebis uaryofa (arara). igi 

maTze aRmatebulia, amitom igi SeiZleba fardobiTad gamoixatos zeaRmate-

bulobis formaSi gamoTqmuli saxelebiT `zeSTaarsebuli~ da sxva. amdenad, 

WeSmaritebis vlena samyaroSi, rogorc yovelive arsebulis gamsWvalva, 

`zeSTaarsebuli~, aleTologiuri realizmis terminologiiT, `arsebulze 

warmatebuliT~. rogorc nucubiZe ambobs, arsebulis `amgvarad yofnaSi~ 

(Sozein) ukve Cabudebulia `arsze meti~ da igi gasdevs arsebuls mTel yofi-

erebaSi. arsebuli rogorc dapirispirebulTa sfero atarebs dapirispire-

bulobaze maRla mdgomisadmi kuTvnilebis niSnebs. azrovnebis es orienta-

cia dainaxa nucubiZem rusTavelis strofSi: 

`he, mzeo, vin xatad gTqves mzianisa Ramisad, 

erT-arsebisa erTisa, mis uJamosa Jamisad~.

nucubiZis `filosofia da sibrZne~ amave dros imasac miuTiTebs, 

rom dauSvebelia filosofiisa da mistikuri Teologiis aRreva (orives 

sazianod). WeSmaritebaze ziareba, anu ganRmrToba (Teosis) mxolod Sesa-

Zleblobaa. misi sinamdviled qceva kognituri ZalisxmeviT SeuZlebelia. 

RmerTma madlis mofenis, mowyalebis gziT unda aziaros adamiani SidaRv-

Taebriv saidumlos.

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom S. nucubiZis kvlevebi, `adreuli renesansis huma-

nizmze~ da areopagitikiseul neoplatonizmze, aleTologiuri realizmis 

realizmis retrospeqtuli gagrZelebaa. aq Cven SegviZlia gaviazroT mka-

fio analogiebi `aloTeologiis~ yvela arsebiTi postulatidan, upirve-

les yovlisa, ki WeSmaritebis sam saxeobaze – `WeSmariteba CvenTvis~, `Cveni 

WeSmariteba~ da `WeSmariteba TavisTavad~. areopagituli moZRvreba Semec-

nebis negatiur da pozitiur gzebze – apopaTika da kataavatika – nucubiZi-

saTvis ara marto azrovnebis arsebobis gasaRebi xdeba, aramed `adreuli 

renesansis~ humanizmis mTavari wyaroc. 

XX s. Sua xanebidan yuradRebis fokusSi eqceva humanizmis problema. 

raSia humanizmis arseba? cnobilia humanizmis eqsistencialisturi, prag-

matistuli, marqsistuli, renesansuli da Teologiuri versiebi. cnobilma 

polemikam am sakiTxze daamsxvria sekularuli crurwmena, rom qristianuli 

Sua saukuneebis bneleTi Secvala warmmarTveli antikurobis aRorZinebam. 

aseve damajereblad iqna eqsplicirebuli renesansuli progresis princi-

puli orazrovneba, faruli destruqciuli mxareebi, romlebmac ganmanaT-

leblobis gavliT, industriuli da postindustriuli civilizaciis azro-

vnebaSi iCina Tavi. pavle florenskim erTgan SeniSna, Sua saukuneebis azro-

vnebis garkveuli motivebi ufro maRla dgas, renesansuli azrovnebis zo-

gierT motivebzeo. umberto ekom uaxles tendenciebs `asaki Sua saukunee-

bi~ uwoda. es is problematikaa, romelic filosofosTa intertis mTavari 
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sagania, mesame aTaswleulis damdegs. S. nucubiZis gamokvlevebi `adreuli 

renesansis~ humanizmze, exmianeba XX saukunis mkvlevarTa Ziebebs `postse-

kularuli epoqis~ saniSnoebze. 

axla SegviZlia gadavideT im koncept-personaJebis ganxilvaze, 

romlebic nucubiZem azrovnebis kulisebidan gamoiyvana filosofiis avan-

scenaze. 

aleTologia da postmodernuli koncept-personaJebi

S. nucubiZem (sxva qarTvel mecnierebTan erTad) aRadgina `filoso-

fiuri diskursi~ qarTul kulturul sivrceSi. diskursi azrTawyobis wesi 

da am wesiT awyobili da kodirebuli teqstebis kocentualuri karkasebia. 

S. nucubiZis filosofiuri interesis ori veqtori: Tanamerove realizmis 

mimarTulebiT gaweuli kvleva-Zieba da Suasaukuneebis da renesansis isto-

riul-filosofiuri kvlevebi, warmoadgens qarTul kulturul sivrceSi 

diskursuli refleqciis cdas, romelic specifikuri koncept-personaJe-

biT xorcieldeba. es, koncept-personaJebi da koncept-figurebi Sesabamis 

kulturul ganzomilebebSi da Sesabamis saazrovno strategiaSi cocxlo-

ben, moZraoben da operireben TiTqmis mTeli ukanaskneli saukunis ganmav-

lobaSi. 

filosofiis istoriaSi cnobilia koncept-personaJebi, romlebic 

principulad gansxvavdebian Teoriuli sistemebisagan, Teoriul sistemebs 

TavianTi kanonzomierebani da bedi aqvT. koncept-personaJebs ki Tavisi. 

`moderni~ evrokulturaSi, SeiZleba iTqvas, ganaxorcieles iseTma kon-

cept-personaJebma, rogorebic arian, magaliTad, nicSes `zaratustra~ da 

mici variaciebi. isini dResac triumfalurad moZraoben `postmodernis~ 

epoqalur orbitaze. 

Salva nucubiZis Semoqmedebis mTeli speqtri: filosofiuri, mxat-

vrul-mTargmnelobiTi, literaturul-eseisturi, pedagogiuri, orato-

rul-qadagebiTi, pirovnul-biografiuli qmnian erTian saazrovno figura-

sa da Sesabamis dramas. 

am saazrovno dramaSi ZiriTad koncept-personaJebad SeiZleba gamo-

vyoT sami diskursiuli konfiguracia; aleTologiuri realizmi, aRmosav-

luri renesansi da e.w. nucubiZe – honigmanis hipoTeza Tu Teoria petre ibe-

risa da dionise areopagelis identobis Sesaxeb. aleTologiuri realizmi 

(rogorc amas indroindel germanul periodikaSi gamoqveynebuli recenzie-

bic adastureben) cdilobs gaaSuqos uaxlesi epoqis filosofiuri azrov-

nebis fundamenturi sakiTxebi. Semecnebisa da WeSmaritebis problema gan-

xilulia imave dispoziaSi, rogorc is ganixileboda neoantikur skolebSi, 

fenomenologiaSi, permenevtikaSi. aleTologiuri realizmi, rogorc kon-
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ceptualuri karkasi da saazrovno konfiguracia momarTulia ara proble-

mebis gadawyvetaze, aramed Zireuli saazrovno ganwyobis stimulirebaze da 

metafizikuri horizontis gaxsnaze. WeSmaritebas es personaJi xedavs `ar-

sebulze warmatebulis~, `winarelogikuris~ gamomJRavnebaSi. 

`aRmosavluri renesansis~ koncept-pesonaJi mravalmxriv koloritu-

li, mZlavri SemoqmedebiTi muxtis matarebeli saazrovno konstruqciaa. 

qarTuli kulturis velze gavlenis mxriv is SeiZleba SevadaroT rusTave-

lis, vaJa-fSavelas da galaktionis personaJebs. es `personaJi~ TamaSobda 

epoqaTa Soris darRveul droTa kavSiris aRmdgenelis rols da TiTqmis 

mTeli saukunis ganmavlobaSi kvebavda qarTvel inteleqtualT Taobebis 

SemoqmedebiT fantazias. 

aseve marad cocxali `personaJis~ saxiT monawileobda XX saukunis 

qarTul kulturul cxovrebaSi nucubiZisa da honigmanis mier wamoyenebu-

li hipoTeza antikuri xanis da qristianobis umaRlesi sinTezis Semqmneli 

moazrovnis, dionise areopagelis Txzulebebis namdvil avtorad V sau-

kunis qarTveli ufliswulis msoflio mniSvnelobis eklesiis mamis, pet-

re iberis miCneva. aq aRsaniSnavia erTi garemoeba: miuxedavad imisa, dadas-

turdeba Tu ara nucubiZis hipoTeza, mas mainc aqvs `obieqturi safuZveli~. 

areopatitika, rogorc qristianuli neoplatonizmisa da Semdeg renesansis 

epoqis erT-erTi filosofiur-msoflmxedvelobrivi wyaro, ganuyofeli 

da organul-imanenturi elementia qarTuli filosofiur-saRvTismetyve-

lo sivrcisa da tradiciisa. efrem mcires kongenialuri Targmanebi iqcnen 

e.w. `oqros xanaSi~ qarTuli kulturis `mawovar dedad~. 

aqve unda aRvniSnoT miTosur-filosofiuri personaJebis qmnado-

bis praqtika grigol robaqiZis `miTosur goniTmetyvelebaSi~ da miseuli 

`saubrebi kardusTan~. `kardu~, robaqiZis SemoqmedebaSi aris `miTuri Ta-

rumdgeni~ da gamoTqvams qarTuli ena-moTosis universalur ganzomilebas, 

romelSic `ena aris yofierebis saxli~ (m. haidegeri). swored am `kardusTan 

saubris~ ambebis mimomtan permesebad gvevlinebian S. nucubiZis koncept-

personaJebic. g. robaqiZe TviTonac wers: `movaled vTvli Tavs erTi qarT-

veli moazre vaxseno: Salva nucubiZe. man aRadgina qarTuli filosofiuri 

kulturis tradicia bedis ukuRmarTobiT saukunoebSi Sewyvetili. XI sau-

kuneSi, gavixsenoT Cven, qarTvelni, proklesac ki vkiTxulobdiT petriwo-

nelis mier qarTulad Targmnils~ kardus sityva am TargmanSi isea momarj-

vebuli, rom – aq frazas ar davamTavreb: amas erTxelacaa, Salva nucubiZe 

gadaSlis TviTon~. 
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IRAKLI BRATCHULI

Aletheological realism and cognition dilemmas

Summary

In the early years of twentieth century Shalva Nutsubidze has established his original 
philosophical concept, which he described as Aletheological Realism; He established it in Ger-
man language. This concept was based on the German prevailing philosophical theories of 
the particular period. The given concept was based on the Neo-Kantianism, Transcendental 
phenomenology and Layer Ontology. Shalva Nutsubidze has formulated his theory through 
the modernization of all these German philosophical theories. The Aletheology distinguish the 
three faces of the truth: 1) The truth for us is the specifi c- human form of the truth; it identifi es 
the existing like “so been things~. This is a fi eld of controversies. “The truth itself” is surpassing 
of this human structure, it is not logical, but illogical. This fi eld tops the fi eld of controversies. 
As Shalva Nutsubidze notes this is “irelanational~. Reaching the fi eld becomes possible only by 
“the Aletheologic Reduction~. The Aletheology is mid-fi eld between wisdom and philosophy. 
As Nutsubidze puts it in his German language-monograph “The wisdom and the philosophy” - 
“Aletheology tries to fi nd the way towards the wisdom~. What is this wisdom? Is it the religious 
faith? But the wisdom, according to Nutsubidze is the conversion of the world, and the philoso-
phy is the vision, where we should pay major attention to one particularly important moment: 
according to the Aletheologic Realism the availability is “Defi nitum~. So the world is defi nite 
and it might end one day. The world can’t be in the other condition. But the religious faith is 
the faith about the almighty god, as it is explained by the philosophers of religious - from the 
Augustine till modern viewers of the religious philosophers. If we trust in God, we must believe 
that nothing is impossible. The question is still open, never been answered. 

 It is rather hard to encounter answers of to these questions in the German language-
monograph of Shalva Nutsubidze, about the Aletheologic Realism. But the answers to these 
questions we shall fi nd in the second period of his scientifi c activities. During the middle of the 
20-th century the principal fi eld of research of Shalva nutsubidze became medieval philosophy 
and Renaissance, Georgian Christian Neo-Platonism and the issues of Shota Rustaveli outlook. 
Similar studies drive Shalva Nutsubidze to the mystic author of fi fth century Dionysius the 
Areopagite, which, in the opinion of Shalva Nutsubidze, is the pseudonym of Peter the Iberus. 

 Peter the Iberus worked in Palestine and has carried out highly important studies and 
performed scientifi c work in Greek-language. The scientists believed that, all his works had 
been lost already. It is essential to conduct special exploration to identify the connection be-
tween the Aletheological Realism and Peter’s Negative Philosophy. What is “Aletheologic Re-
duction”? As it is explained by Shalva Nutsubidze it is backwards to its initial. The “initial” is 
illogical and irrelational. There we can make direct analogy to the doctrine of Peter the Iberus. 
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especially to his methodology, which are titled apofatika and katapatika. These two methods are 
the principal methods of the Renaissance age philosophy of the Humanity. 

 Thus we can conclude, that the studies of Shalva Nutsubidze have enormous impor-
tance not only in the fi eld of the Epistemology problems, but also for understanding the features 
of the Renaissance Humanism. There we should also pay great attention to one major point: in 
the researche of Shalva Nutsubidze we are able to note the difference between the characters of 
early and late Humanism. The early Humanism is free of the lack of secularism and rationalism.

 The study of Ale theology is important also from the view of Phenomenological per-
spective. Shalva Nutsubidze tried to create the version of Ontological Phenomenology. This 
version of Phenomenology may be understood as the post-secular theory of Humanism.

 The concept of Shalva Nutsubidze is quite viable in the space of the Georgian Culture. 
It became the model of the philosophic interpretation of the culture. We could use it very ac-
tively in the study of the problems of modern philosophy and in the analysis of spiritual situa-
tions. 

 The works of Shalva Nutsubidze is also very important for the reaction of the points, 
which have connected the antiquity and the Christian culture. Finding this connection is also 
very important in the XXI century. 
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`arsebulze metiarsebulze meti~-s cneba Salva nucubiZis aleTologiur -s cneba Salva nucubiZis aleTologiur 
realizmSirealizmSi

adamianis msoflmxedvelobriv cnobierebas sxvagvarad ar SeuZlia 

samyaros mTlianobis aRqma, Tu mas ar warmoidgens dalagebulad, mowes-

rigebulad, kosmosad (rogorc anaqsimeni uwodebda). raRac erT mTliano-

bad, romelsac qmnis, awesrigebs da marTavs raRac Zala, umaRlesi arseba 

(1). mis gamosaTqmelad araerTi terminia cnobili msoflmxedvelobrivi 

azrovnebis istoriidan: `arxe~, `arsi~, `uZravi mamoZravebeli~, `azrovnebis 

azrovneba (formis forma)~, `pirvel-erTi~, `ze-erTi~, `absoluturi suli~ 

da sxva. filosofiaSi mis saerTo saxelad, yvelaze metad damkvidrda 

laTinuri termini `substancia~, romlis Sesatyvisic religiaSi RmerTis 

cnebaa.

zogadad msoflmxedvelobrivi cnobiereba da, maT Soris, filosofi-

uric, bolomde uars ver ambobs `sakuTriv metafizikuri~ arsis daSvebaze, 

rogorc iseT transcendenturze, romelic, ubralod mxolod Cemi cno-

bierebis gareT myofi ki ar aris, aramed mTeli Tvalxiluli sinamdvilis 

miRma mdgomia, samyaros `Ziria~, misi `arsebaa~ da rogorc wesi, uSulo dak-

virvebaSi miuwvdomelia. es imitom, rom uSualo dakvirvebaSi mocemul mov-

lenaTa samyaroSi ar moiZebneba iseTi realoba, romelic mTeli samyaros 

amxsnel da mamoZravebel principad gamodgebodes. amas imTaviTve mix-

vda ZvelberZnuli filosofiuri azrovneba da Tavisi ganviTarebis maRal 

safexurze samyaros axsnis klasikuri metafizikuri saxe miiRo platonis 

`ideaTa Teoriis~ da aristoteles `pirveli filosofiis~ CamoyalibebiT.

marTalia, sakuTriv filosofiuri azrovneba (ZvelberZnuli fi-

losofia) daiwyo religiur-metafizikuri arsidan mecnierul-fizikur 

arsze `CamosvliT~ da misi win wamoweviT magram, bolos isev substanciuri 

arsis `gametafizikurebis~ mcdelobiT damTavrda. filosofiuri (`ganwyo-

bis”) cnobierebis warmoSobamde (ufro zustad, Camoyalibebamde), religi-

uri cnobiereba (gansxvavebiT miTologiuri cnobierebisagan) `metafiziko-

sobda~ am sityvis pirdapiri gagebiT (metafizikuri, rogorc transcenden-

turi, `meta~ rogorc `transi~, zegrZnobadi. ara marto empiriulis miRma 

myofi, aramed gonebaWvretiTi sferos miRma mdgomi). savsebiT SeiZleba da-

veTanxmoT sergei trubeckois azrs imis Sesaxeb, rom filosofiamdel meta-

fizikas religia ewodeba saxelad. `religia aris metafizika filosofi-

amde~, romlis safuZvelzec droTa ganmavlobaSi aRmocenda filosofiuri 
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azrovneba, rogorc samyaros kvlav metafizikuri xedva, oRond `filoso-

fiurad gaazrebuli metafizikuris~ safuZvelze agebuli samyaros sura-

Tis dafuZnebis, mcdelobis saxiT (2). 
nebismieri msoflmxedvelobrivi cnobiereba, maT Soris filosofiu-

ric, samyaros aRiqvams sxvadasxvagvar arsebulTa erTobliobad. yofi-

erebis saxeebi, pirvel rigSi, arsebobis xarisxiT gansxvavdeba erTmaneTisa-

gan. aq dgeba swored arsebulis rogorc arsebulis, anu substanciis da yo-

fierebis urTierTmimarTebis sakiTxi. erTi mxriv, substanciis cneba war-

moebuli kategoriaa yofierebis cnebidan da am ukanasknelis meSveobiT gai-

azreba (3), rogorc yofierebis umaRlesi safexuris gamoxatuleba, yvelaze 

meti `xarisxiT~ arsebuli, arsebobis umaRlesi xarisxis mqone yofiereba (4). 

aseT SemTxvevaSi saqme gvaqvs yofierebis gansakuTrebuli sferos daxasi-

aTebasTan substanciis kategoriis meSveobiT. meore mxriv, SeiZleba Tavad 

yofierebis cneba ganvixiloT substanciis (religiaSi RmerTis) umTavresi 

niSnis, misi yvelaze arsebiTi Tvisebis gadmocemis, gamoxatvis saSualebad. 

arsebobis umaRlesi xarisxis mqone yofiereba religiaSi RmerTis sax-

eliT aris cnobili, xolo filosofiaSi substanciis saxeliT aRiniSneba. 

mTeli tradiciuli metafizika, rogorc `pirveli filosofia~ (romelze-

dac daSenebulia yvela sxva filosofiuri disciplinebi), arsebobisa da 

arsebis kategoriebs utrialebs da cdilobs gonebis meSveobiT miswvdes da 

gaiazros samyaros `Ziri~, rogorc arsebobis umaRlesi xarisxis mqone arse-

ba, anu substancia, romlis arseba da arseboba emTxveva erTmaneTs. magram, 

Ziebis am gzaze, haidegeris samarTliani SeniSvniT, mTeli metafizikuri az-

rovneba araswori mimarTulebiT wavida da erTsa da imave Secdomas imeoreb-

da. kerZod, sakiTxi exeboda da exeba arsebobas rogorc aseTs, yofierebas 

rogorc aseTs, imas rac safuZveli da ganmsazRvrelia yovelive yofierisa 

da arsebulisa, sinamdvileSi ki `poulobdnen~ erT-erT am ukanasknelTa-

gans (yofierTagans, arsebulTagans) da ahyavdaT igi saerTod yofierebis, 

arsebobis rogorc aseTis rangSi. amis erT-erT naTel magaliTad SeiZleba 

davasaxeloT dekartis cnobili `Cogito~. ris cxadyofas cdilobs dekarti, 

azrovnebis Tu arsebobis?! aSkaraa, rom dekarts surs arsebobis, rgorc 

aseTis, faqtis cxadyofa da amis naTelsayofad iyenebs azrovnebis, rogorc 

erT-erTi arsebulis, arsebobis sicxades, azrovnebis mocemulobis faqtis 

uaryofis SeuZleblobas. ise cxadia azrovnebisaTvis sakuTari Tavis, ro-

gorc erT-erTi yofieris, arsebobis mocemulobis faqti, rom azrovnebis 

mier sakuTar arsebobaSi eWvis Setanac ki, rogorc moCvenebisa, isev misive 

arsebobis faqtis cxadyofas warmoadgens. 

azrovnebis, rogorc erT-erTi yofieris, arsebobis cxadad mocemuli 

faqtidan, dekarts surda da SesaZlebladac miaCnda mTeli filosofiuri 

sistemis ageba, anu arsebobis rogorc aseTis, yofierebis rogorc aseTis 
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ueWveli migneba. sinamdvileSi ki, `Cogito~ cxadyofaa ara arsebobisa, ro-

gorc aseTisa, yofierebisa saerTod, aramed konkretuli moazrovne subi-

eqtisa, rogorc erT-erTi arsebulisa cxadad da naTlad mocemuli faqtis 

saxiT. masze daSenebuli filosofia ki, misi, rogorc erT-erTi yofieris, 

ayvanaa yofierebis rogorc aseTis rangSi.

Salva nucubiZe cdilobs dausxltes am tradiciul siZneles da Tavi 

daaRwios winamorbed metafizikosTa Secdomas imiT, rom, erTi mxriv, raime 

konkretuli arsebuli ar iqnes `gaparebuli~ arsebobis, rogorc aseTis 

rangSi asayvanad, yofieri ar gamocxaddes yofierebad, rom konkretuli 

movlena ar iqces substanciad, pirvelsawyisad yovelivesi, aramed mi-

gnebul iqnes raRac iseTi, rac ar aris ubralod arseboba, yofieri, raime 

arsebuli, aramed masze `metia~, arsebulze `aRmatebulia~. meore mxriv, 

ukve aqedan gamomdinare, is, rasac eZebda mTeli winandeli e.w. `pirveli fi-

losofia~, rogorc substancias (samyaros Ziri, arxe, pirvelsafuZveli da 

a.S.), Salva nucubiZis azriT, `ganTavisuflebul~ unda iqnes arsebobisa da 

ararsebobis `ganzomilebidan.~ sxvagvarad Tavs ver davaRwevT klasikuri 

metafizikuri azrovnebis, zemoaRniSnul tradiciul Secdomas: arsebobisa 

da arsebulis, yofierisa da yofierebis gaigivebas.

`TavisTavad WeSmaritebas~, rogorc winarelogikurs, winaaRmdegoba-

ze maRla mdgom sferos (`pirveli filosofiis~ Seswavlis sagans), araviTari 

sxva arseboba ara aqvs garda arsebulSi `arsze metis~ saxiT, anu arsebulis 

amgvarad yofnis, rogorc misi garkveulobis saxiT arsebobisa. mas arc es-

aWiroeba raime sxva saxiT arseboba. ufro zustad, yovelivesadmi Tavisi 

safuZvlad yofnisaTvis, igi ar saWiroebs arsebobad, rogorc aseTad, `yof-

nas.~ es ver dainaxa, nucubiZis azriT, mTelma tradiciulma metafizikam, 

rogorc ̀ pirvelma filosofiam,~ ris gamoc misTvis namdvili substanciuri 

sfero, sinamdvileSi miuwvdomeli darCa da zemoxsenebuli Secdoma sub-

stanciis problemis gadawyvetaSi gardauvali iyo.

arseboba da ararseboba damaxasiaTebelia, azrisa da arsis, cnobierebi-

sa da yofierebis, materiisa da sulis, realurisa da idealuris sferoTaT-

vis. arsebulebi an ararsebulebi, eseni arian, xolo is rac maTi saerTo 

Ziria, `xidia~ maT Soris, maTi gamaerTianebelia, arseboba-ararsebobis `ga-

reT~ dgas. aseTi SeiZleba iyos mxolod `TavisTavadi WeSmaritebis~ sfero, 

romelic mJRavndeba konkretul arsebulTa `amgvarad yofnis~, anu maTi 

garkveulobis saxiT. amas uwodebs Salva nucubiZe e.w. `arsebulze mets~. aq 

saWiroa cota ufro dawvrilebiT SevCerdeT am cnebaze, radgan es aris erT-

erTi yvelaze ufro sakvanZo cneba aleTologiur realizmSi.

`arsebulze meti~ Salva nucubiZesTan, erTi mxriv, arsebulis amgvarad 

yofnas, mis garkveulobas niSnavs (5) da avtorTa umravlesobac: dimitri 

uznaZe, kote baqraZe, savle wereTeli, arCil begiaSvili da sxva, amasve am-
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tkicebs (6). magram, saqme imaSia, rom am avtorTa azriT, arsebulis amgvarad 

yofna, anu misi garkveuloba (Sosein) da arsebulze meti (Mehr-als-Sein), abso-

luturad erTi da igives sxvadasxva sityvieri formiT gamoTqmaa. maT Soris 

araviTari gansxvaveba ar aris.

zogierTi avtori, mag., venori qvaCaxia Tvlis, rom S. nucubiZis ale-

Tologiur realizmSi, arsebulze metis cneba sxva araferia, Tu ara Rireb-

ulebis cneba. arsebulze meti imasve aRniSnavs, rasac Rirebulebas uwode-

ben (7). 

sxva avtorebi, mag., fido nadibaiZe, arsebulze metis cnebis ganmar-

tebisas yuradRebas amaxvilebs cnobierebis qonis da Semecnebis unaris 

faqtorze, rac adamianis, rogorc erT-erTi arsebulis, amgvarad yofnas, 

mis garkveulobas warmoadgens. `arsebobaze warmatebuli~, upirvelesad, am 

kuTxiT unda iqnes danaxuli (8). 

Cven vTvliT, rom `arsebulze meti~, erTi mxriv, niSnavs arsebulis 

amgvarad yofnas, mis garkveulobas warmoadgens. magram, masze ar daiyvaneba 

da mTlianad misi igiveobrivi ar aris, rogorc es zemoxsenebul zogierT 

avtors miaCnia. es rom ase iyos, maSin arsebulis amgvarad yofnis (Sosein), ro-

gorc misi garkveulobis cnebis garda, `arsebulze metis~ (Mehr-als-Sein) cne-

ba, aRar gaxdeboda aucilebeli aleTologiuri realizmisaTvis, rogorc 

axleburi `pirveli filosofiisaTvis~.

arsebulze meti aris is Sualeduri, damakavSirebeli rgoli, romelic 

erTmaneTTan akavSirebs swored konkretul arsebulTa, yofierTa, rogorc 

amgvarad yofnaTa (realuri iqneba es Tu idealuri) da e.w. aleTologiur 

(`TavisTavadi WeSmaritebis~) sferoebs, anu arsebulis garkveulobas da 

WeSmaritebas TavisTavad. tradiciuli, klasikuri ontologiis enaze Tu 

vityviT, substancias da modusebs. amdenad, arsebulze meti, rogorc aseTi, 

Salva nucubiZis aleTologiur realizmSi nawilobriv emTxveva erTsac da 

meoresac (substanciasac da modusebsac) da, amave dros, gansxvavebulic 

aris maTgan, rogorc Sualeduri maT Soris. 

substancia, aleTologiuri realizmis, rogorc `pirveli filosofi-

is~ mixedviT, es aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad, is rac arsebobis gareSea (ma-

gram, ara rogorc ararsebuli, arara, aramed arsze da ararsze, yofierebasa 

da araraze, arsebobasa da ararsebobaze `maRla~ mdgomi, rogorc `winare 

logikuri~, romelic yovelgvari winaaRmdegobis sferos gareSea). moduse-

bi, es aris yovelive is, rac arseboba-ararsebobis sferos eqvemdebareba; 

sulerTia, realurze iqneba saubari Tu irealurze.

arsebulze meti imis aRmniSvnelia, rom, erTi mxriv, substancia da mo-

dusebi (anu WeSmariteba TavisTavad da arsebulTa usasrulo rigi) mWidro 

kavSirSi imyofebian erTmaneTTan, xolo meore mxriv, imis maCvenebelia, rom 

substancia da modusebi principulad gansxvavdebian erTmaneTisagan.
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arsebulze meti, erTi mxriv, gamoxatavs TavisTavadi WeSmaritebisa da 

arsebulis, rogorc aseTis kavSirs, rogorc swored arsebulis amgvarad 

yofnas, mis garkveulobas, romelic warmoadgens TavisTavadi WeSmaritebis 

`gamomJRavnebas~, mis uSualo mocemulobas faqtis saxiT. meore mxriv, igi 

gamodis rogorc sakuTriv WeSmariteba TavisTavad, romelic gansxvavebu-

lia arsebulisagan, `metia~ masze da metia swored, rogorc amgvarad yof-

naze (Sosein), garkveulobaze da metia imiT, rom calke, sakuTari arseboba-

ararseboba ar `esaWiroeba~, mis gareSea, masze maRla dgas.

vinaidan amgvarad yofna, garkveuloba, arsebulis saxiT aris moce-

muli, misi safuZveli masze `mets~ unda warmoadgendes. arsebulia raimes 

amgvarad yofna, misi garkveuloba. arsebulis safuZveli, rogorc misgan 

gansxvavebuli da masze `meti~, S. nucubiZes esmis, rogorc arseboba-ararse-

bobaze `maRla~, mis gareSe dgoma. 

amdenad, Tu erT SemTxvevaSi `arsebulze meti~ emTxveva arsebulis 

garkveulobas, rogorc mis amgvarad yofnas, Sosein da Mehr-als-Sein erTsa da 

imaves warmoadgens, razec zemoxsenebuli avtorebi amaxvileben yuradRe-

bas, es mxolod erTi momentia substanciisa (WeSmariteba TavisTavad) da 

modusebis (arsebulebi) mimarTebisa – igiveobis momenti: substanciis mo-

cemuloba (uSualo faqtis saxiT) modusebSi. am mimarTebis meore momentia 

gansxvaveba substanciasa (W.T.T.) da modusebs (arsebulebs) Soris, rac war-

moadgens sakuTriv `arsebulze mets~ da emTxveva WeSmaritebas TavisTavad, 

rogorc substancias.

amrigad, `arsebulze metis~ cnebaSi, `meti~, orgvar metobas gamoxat-

avs, orgvar metobazea laparaki. erTi mxriv, saubaria arsebulis arseboba-

ze `meti”-s Sesaxeb da miuTiTebs, rom arsebuli ara mxolod ubralod aris, 

aramed yoveli arsebuli aris swored is, rac aris da ar aris is, rac ar aris. 

yovelTvis warmoadgens raRac garkveulobas, aris amgvarad da ara sxva-

gvarad, `amgvarad~ yofnaa (Sosein). am SemTxvevaSi `arsebulze metis~ cneba 

aRniSnavs swored arsebulis garkveulobas, mis amgvarad yofnas, da es aris 

TavisTavadi WeSmaritebis, anu substanciis uSualo, faqtobrivi gamom-

JRavneba modusebSi, ama Tu im arsebulis garkveulobis saxiT. 
meore mxriv, `arsebulze metis~ cnebaSi laparakia arsebulis Tavad 

am garkveulobaze `metis~, anu arsebulis amgvarad yofnaze `metis~ Ses-

axeb da aRniSnavs TavisTavad WeSmaritebas, rogorc substancias. magram, 

ukve ara rogorc arsebulis garkveulobas, arsebulis amgvarad yofnas, 

aramed swored masze `mets~ da es meti niSnavs imas, rom Tuki WeSmariteba 

TavisTavad, rogorc substancia, modusebSi Tavadac warmoadgns arsebuls, 

rogorc arsebulis garkveuloba, misi amgvarad yofna, ̀ wminda~ anu sakuTriv 

substanciuri saxiT, WeSmariteba TavisTavad, arsebobaze maRla mdgomia. ar 

saWiroebs arc arsebobas da arc ararsebobas.
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rac Seexeba v. qvaCaxias mosazrebas `arsebulze metis~, rogorc Rire-

bulebis gagebis Sesaxeb, unda iTqvas, rom arsebulze metis cneba ar dai-

yvaneba Rirebulebis cnebaze. miuxedavad imisa, rom zogadad Rirebuleba, 

rogorc empiriulad ararsebuli magram, mainc mniSvnelobisa da Zalis 

mqone Cveni empiriuli gamocdilebisaTvis, marjved jdeba `arsebulze me-

tis~ cnebaSi. 

arsebulze metis cnebaSi, aleTologiuri realizmi gulisxmobs ara 

imas, rom arsebulze `metoba~ ararsebobaa, xolo ararsebobaze `metoba~ 

– arseboba, aramed imas, rom arsebulze `metoba~ arseboba-ararsebobaze, 

yofna-aryofnaze `maRla~ dgomaa. maTgan `Tavisuflebaa~.

amdenad, arsebulze metis cnebaSi Rirebulebis cnebac rom vigulis-

xmoT, isini erTmaneTTan ar unda gavaigivoT da erTmaneTze ar unda daviyva-

noT. vfiqrobT, rom swored am safrTxis Tavidan asacileblad SeniSnavda 

Salva nucubiZe: ̀ arsze metis momenti aleTologiur-dialeqtikuris saqmea. 

Rirebulebis filosofiis mier wamoyenebuli momenti, rac mniSvnelobis, 

Zalis mqonea ise, rom ar aris aucilebeli iyos, sul sxva ram aris~ (9). 

Cveni azriT, `asebulze meti~ ar daiyvaneba arc cnobierebaze, adamia-

nis, rogorc erT-erTi arsebulis amgvarad yofnaze, rogorc mis garkveulo-

baze, rac mdgomareobs imaSi, rom adamiani Semmecnebelia, TviTcnobierebis 

mqonea. es rom ase iyos, maSin yovelgvari gza moeWreboda aleTologiur 

realizms imis dasamtkiceblad, rom adamians SeuZlia `specifikur-adami-

anuris~ gadalaxva da substancialuri sferos wvdoma.

aRsaniSnavia is garemoeba, rom Tavad S. nucubiZe `arsebulze metis~ 

cnebaSi, Tavisi filosofiuri ganviTarebis sxvadasxva etapebze, gansxvave-

bul niuansebs aqcevda yuradRebas da am cnebis xan erT, xan meore mxares Tu 

aspeqts wevda wina planze. xSirad, ar icavda terminologiur sizustes. mag-

aliTad, `aleTologiis safuZvlebSi~ (1922), sadac igi `arsebobaze warmate-

bulis~ termins iyenebda, pirdapir aRniSnavs: `arsebobaze warmatebuli 

yovelTvis erTi da igive araa~ (10). fido nadibaiZe Salva nucubiZis am de-

bulebas ase ganmartavs: `erT SemTxvevaSi igi (`arsebobaze warmatebuli~ –        

v. n.) aRniSnavs sagnis garkveulobas, xolo meore SemTxvevaSi – warmosaxvis, 

anu Semecnebis unars~ (11). es udavoa magram, Cven migvaCnia, rom amas unda 

daematos Semdegi: S. ncubiZis am debulebaSi, erTi mxriv, SeiZleba da unda 

vigulisxmoT ara marto is, rom sxvadasxva `amgvarad yofnebi~, garkveulo-

bebi, gansxvavdebian erTmaneTisagan, aramed, meore mxriv isic, rom Tavad 

`arsebulze meti~, rogorc aseTi, da `amgvarad yofna~, rogorc arsebulis 

garkveuloba, yovelTvis ar emTxvevian erTmaneTs. Sosein da Mehr-als-Sein ab-

solutur igiveobas ar warmoadgenen. erTmaneTisagan gansxvavdebian kidec.

Semdgom aleTologiur SromaSi – `WeSmariteba da Semecnebis struq-

tura~, (aleTologiuri realizmis pirveli Sesavali. 1925) – S. nucubiZe 
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erTi da imave mniSvnelobiT iyenebs terminebs: `arsze meti~ da `arsebulze 

meti~. arsis cnebas da arsebulis cnebas erTmaneTisagan ar ansxvavebs, ma-

Sin rodesac `filosofiasa da sibrZneSi~ (aleTologiis specialuri Sesava-

li. 1931) arsisa da arsebulis cnebebi ukve gansxvavebuli aqvs. am naSromSi 

laparakia ukve arsis, arsebulisa da arsebobis cnebaTa urTierTmimarTe-

baze, urTierTdamokidebulebaze (12). garda amisa, am SromaSi S. nucubiZe 

`arsebulze mets~ ganmartavs, rogorc `arsSi dgomas~ (13). `xelovnebis Teo-

riaSi~ (monisturi esTetikis safuZvlebi. 1929), avtori laparakobs `arse-

bulze metis~ realurobaze, rogorc arsebulis WeSmaritebaze (14). yove-

live es, cxadia Zalze arTulebs ̀ arsebulze metis~ cnebis erTmniSvnelovan 

gagebas. imis gagebas, Tu rogor esmoda da yvelaze metad ras gulisxmobda 

masSi Tavad Salva nucubiZe. aleTologiuri realizmis, rogorc axali fi-

losofiuri koncefciis, garkveuli azriT, daumTavrebeli sistema da Riad 

datovebuli araerTi kiTxva (rac avtorisgan damoukidebelma mizezebma 

ganapiroba – `sabWoTa ideologiis moTxovnebi”), ar iZleva aleTologiuri 

realizmis erTgvarovani interpretaciis da erTmniSvnelovani Sefasebis 

saSualebas.

`arsebulze metis~ cneba, Cveni azriT, S. nucubiZis mTeli aleTolo-

giuri realizmis fokuss warmoadgens, romelSic Tavs iyris am moZRvrebis 

mTeli siaxlec da mTeli siZnelec. siaxles is warmoadgens, rom `specifi-

kur-adamianuri~ gadalaxul unda iqnes misive meSveobiT da sakuTar saz-

RvrebSive, rac erTob Zneli da windawinve, TiTqmis SeuZlebeli Cans. mTa-

vari siZnelec aleTologiaSi, swored am winaaRmdegobrivi moTxovnis gan-

xorcielebaa. 

aris Tu ara sinamdvileSi SesaZlebeli logikuri sferos gadalaxva?! 

SeiZleba Tu ara adamianma moiazros yofierebaze da araraze maRla mdgo-

mi, arsebulze da ararsebulze maRla mdgomi?! ra adgili ukavia adamians 

aleTologiuri realizmis mixedviT warmodgenil samyaroSi?! aseT da sxva 

msgavs kiTxvebze pasuxebis gasacemad saWiroa gagrZeldes kvleva-Ziebani, 

romlebic naTels mohfenen aleTologiis, rogorc filosofiuri moZR-

vrebis, misi msoflmxedvelobrivi arsis mniSvnelobas adamianisTvis; imas, 

SeiZleba Tu ara CaiTvalos aleTologiuri realizmi axal metafizikad, da-

fuZnebulad, rogorc `pirveli filosofia~.

rac Seexeba zogadad, adamianuri cnobierebis mcdelobas – gada-

laxos arseboba-ararsebobis sfero, `amaRldes~ masze – Cveni gadasaxedi-

dan, ganwiruli wamowyebaa. arsebobis, rogorc aseTis, farglebs `gareT~ 

Cveni cnobiereba principulad ver gadis. ararsebuli (parmenides `ararsi~, 

neoplatonizmis `zearsi~, arseboba-ararsebobis gareT mdgomi `logiku-

ris~ sfero laskTan, haidegeris `arara~, nucubiZis `arsebulze meti~, anda 

egreT wodebuli `jerarsi~, rogorc garkveul RirebulebaTa erToblioba 
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da a.S.), Cvens warmodgenaSi, arsebulis saxiT mainc, ukve iZens raRacdagvari 

arsebulis statuss, anu garkveuli saxiT arsebobas ukve gulisxmobs. arse-

bobisagan mTlianad `daclili~, Cveni cnobierebis velSi ver Semova, radga-

nac cnobierebis velSi Semosvla ukve yofnaa, Tundac mxolod, rogorc Cemi 

cnobierebis mier warmodgenili, warmosaxuli, moazrebuli ama Tu im saxiT 

(materialuri, aramaterialuri, realuri, irealuri, fsiqikuri, logikuri, 

idealuri, zebunebrivi, transcendenturi, imanenturi, `jerarsuli~ da ase 

Semdeg. rac gnebavT is daarqviT). amis dadasturebad SeiZleba CaiTvalos 

huserlis ̀ wminda me~, rogorc intencionaloba (mimarTuloba raimeze, saku-

Tari Tavis CaTvliT), romelic huserlis gulmodgine mcdelobis miuxeda-

vad – arsebobisagan `ganTavisuflebuli~ saxiT yofiliyo `daWerili~, isev 

da isev, erT-erT arsebulad (marTalia specifikur, gansakuTrebul arsebu-

lad) iqca, rogorc `wminda cnobierebis~ mier sakuTari Tavis `wminda arse-

bobis~ rangSi danaxva (rac dekartis `Cogito”-s sazRvrebSi darCenas niSnavs), 

anu arsebobis sakiTxis morigi gadawyveta gamovida.

Cvens cnobierebas Tu raime aqvs Tandayolili, Sinagani da umTavresi 

(aprioruli, rogorc kanti ityoda), es aris arsebobis `saTvaliT cqera~. 

yvelafris (maT Soris sakuTari Tavis) `danaxva~ raRacdagvar arsebulad. 

arsebobis `saTvaliT yureba~, Cveni cnobierebisaTvis `Wvretis~ uzogadesi 

aprioruli formaa. igulisxmeba rogorc grZnobadi Wvreta, aseve raciona-

luri da iracionaluri. 

amdenad, nebismieri wamowyeba (maT Soris aleTologiuri realizmic), 

gadalaxul iqnas arseboba-ararsebobis sfero, `amoxtes~ Cveni cnobiereba 

specifikur-adamianuridan, `gavides~ yofna-aryofnis velidan da isev ada-

mianur cnobierebad darCes, marcxiT dasruldeba.

literatura da SeniSvnebi:

1.  saerTod raimes axsnisa da SemecnebisaTvis (maT Soris samyaros, rogorc 

mTelis, axsnisa da SemecnebisaTvis) idealuri mdgomareobaa, Tu SesaZlebe-

lia mravalgvarobis dayvana erTze, simravlis axsna erTidan (msoflmxed-

velobrivi cnobierebis SemTxvevaSi e.w. `substanciidan”), romlis buneba 

ueWveladaa dadgenili. samyaros aseTi gagebisken iswrafvis filosofia, 

romelic, rogorc wesi, uSvebs samyaros TavisTavad erTianobas. zogierTi 

moazrovne, magaliTad kanti, SemecnebisaTvis miuRwevlad miiCnevda sa-

myaros erTianobis gagebas magram, mainc aseTi daSvebidan amodioda (ix. Te-

vzaZe guram, imanuel kanti, Tbilisi, 1974, gv. 174). `saocaria magram, dRemde 

arsebulma msoflmxedvelobrivi azrovnebis tradiciam, swored samyaros 

erTiani substanciuri bunebis dadgena miiCnia am samyaros filosofiur 

gagebad. rogorc Cans, es adamianis metafizikuri azrovnebis is bunebrivi 

sazRvaria, romlis iqiT adamianis goneba ver wava yofierebis idumalebis 

moazrebaSi~ (kvaracxelia napo, adamiani da msoflmxedveloba. soxumi, 2001, 

gv. 106). 
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VAZHA NIBLADZE 

The concept of “More than being” in Shalva Nutsubidze’s                          
alethological realism

Summary

Sh. Nutsubidze’s alethological realism was the fi rst attempt to found and substantiate the 
new metaphysics as “a fi rst philosophy~. 

Similarly to the entire old metaphysics, Nutsubidze’s alethological realism, as “a fi rst 
philosophy”, tries to discover the primary cause, fundamental principle, or substance of the 
world.

In Nutsubidze’s view, the entire history of former philosophy confi rms that only some-
thing lying beyond being-non-being, existence-non-existence can be the subject of the fi rst 
philosophy, i.e. substance. “Prelogical” or “truth-in-itself” constitutes such substance.

However, the prelogical may be understood only through overcoming the “specifi cally 
human~. Herein arises the principal diffi culty of alethological realism: inasmuch as the over-
coming of the specifi cally human is effected by man himself and hence remains within his 
capacity, true overcoming of the specifi cally human is beyond his powers. Nevertheless, in 
Nutsubidze’s view, overcoming of the specifi cally human is feasible – and is effected – by man 
through himself, without leaving the limits of the specifi cally human.

“More than being” (Mehr-als Sein) – one of the main concepts of alethological realism, 
on the substantiation of which the future of alethology as a philosophical conception depends – 
serves the classifi cation and justifi cation of the above proposition.

In Nutsubidze’s view, “more than being” constitutes the mediating link that intercon-
nects truth-in-itself as substance and concretely existing determinacies as modes. Hence, “more 
than being” defi nes the modes, on the one hand, and substance, on the other. 

In Nutsubidze’s “alethology”, “more than being” implies a dual kind of “more~. On the 
one hand, “more than being” (Mehr-als Sein) signifi es “more” with respect to simple, i.e. inde-
terminate existence, consisting in the determinateness (Sosein) of this or that concretely present 
being, i.e. mode.

In this case “more than being” and the determinateness of a concretely present being 
overlap as substance and mode, expressing a close relationship between them as an immedi-
ate manifestation of substance (`truth-in-itself”), its immediate givenness in modes as a fact of 
existence of this or that determinate concretely present being (mode).

On the other hand, “more than being” is the very “truth in itself”, i.e. substance proper, 
differing from the determinateness (Sosein) of this or that concretely present being (mode). 
Thus, “more than being” is superior to Sosein in that “truth-in-itself”, i.e. genuine substance 
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– unlike modes – does not stand in need of its own existence-nonexistence. It simply “stands 
higher” than any being or non-being, i.e. “is” outside of this opposition.

Here, “more than being” – as “substance” not only fails to overlap with but, on the con-
trary, differs from Sosein, i.e. mode, and is superior to it by being outside of being-nonbeing 
existence-nonexistence; “more” here means this superiority, expressing not a coincidence but 
difference between Mehr-als Sein and Sosein as between substance and mode, i.e. “truth in 
itself” and the determinateness of this or that concretely present being. 

Thus, in Nutsubidze’s view, the concept of “more than being” shows that man, as one 
of the existents, or mode, is capable of overcoming the specifi cally human, i.e. himself, and 
of comprehending the substantial sphere through himself, without crossing the bounds of the 
specifi cally human.

The fact that alethological realism as a philosophical conception was not completed by 
Nutsubidze, coupled with the inadequate study of its problems and achievements, and lack of 
a special study of the concept of “more than being” does not allow to give a defi nitive answer 
to the question of whether Nutsubidze actually succeeded in substantiating new metaphysics as 
“the fi rst philosophy” in the form of alethological realism.

As to the general human striving to overcome the sphere of “existence-nonexistence”, 
be “over» it, we think that it is a fruitless attempt. Our consciousness in principle cannot go 
“beyond” the limits of existence as such. Non-existent (Parmenides’ “non-essence”, “supreme 
essence” in Neo-Platonism, the sphere of logical that goes beyond existence-nonexistence in 
Laski’s theory, Nutsubidze’s “more than being” or the so-called “the ought” as a unity of certain 
values, etc.) as given in our imagination acquires the status of certain existence i.e. implies exis-
tence of some type. It is proved by Husserl’s “pure I” as an intentionality (directed to anything 
including its own self) which in spite of Husserl’s attempts to “grasp” it in a form “liberated” 
from existence still became one of the existents (though a specifi c existent) as seeing by ‘pure 
consciousness” its own self as a “pure existence” (it means that we remain within the limits of 
Descartes’ “Cogito”). Thus it turned out to be a one more decision of the problem of existence.

If there is anything inherent, inner and supreme (a priori as Kant would say) in our 
consciousness, it is “looking through the glasses” of existence, “seeing” everything including 
consciousness itself as existing in this or that mode. “Looking through the glasses” of existence 
is the most general a priori form of “contemplation” for our consciousness. We mean sensuous 
as well as rational and irrational contemplation.

Thus all attempts (and among them alethological realism) to overcome the sphere of ex-
istence-nonexistence, “cross” the bounds of the specifi cally human by consciousness, “leave” 
the fi eld of being-nonbeing and still remain a human consciousness failed. 



42

valerian ramiSvilivalerian ramiSvili

WeSmariteba, rogorc ontologiuri problema

arsebuli da WeSmariteba aris adamianuri interesis mTavari sakiTxebi. 

XX saukunis dasawyisi aris mecnierebis, codnis batonobis epoqa. adamianis 

cxovrebaSi rwmenis adgili daikava codnam. moxda samyaros desakralizacia. 

XX saukunis dasawyisSi ganxorcielebulma mecnierulma aRmoCenebma da te-

qnikurma miRwevebma: TviTmfrinavi, avtomobili, tyviamfrqvevi, aqtualuri 

gaxada mecnierebis, mecnieruli codnis da mecnieruli WeSmaritebis feno-

meni. WeSmaritebis klasikuri gageba, rogorc azrisa da sagnis Sesabamisobis 

Teoria, ukugdebuli iqna. mecniereba ganixileboda rogorc WeSmarit de-

bulebaTa erTiani sistema. am dros ganxorcielda mecnierebis dafuZnebis 

sxvadasxva modeli.

aq laparakia swored mecnierul WeSmaritebaze da ara WeSmartebaze, 

romelzec laparakobs biblia anda platoni Tavis gamoqvabulis miTSi, Tu 

es aris platonis ̀ menonSi~ monis mier amoxsnili piTagoras Teorema. qriste 

pilates kiTxvaze ra aris WeSmariteba? pasuxobs: me var WeSmariteba, me var 

arsebuli, upirvelesi arsebuli. me var WeSmariteba, gza da cxovreba ambobs 

qriste.

WeSmaritebis tradiciuli (WeSmaritebis korespodencis Teoria) 

gageba, rogorc sagnisa da azris Sesabamisoba, WeSmariteba, rogorc azris 

niSani, rTuli gasagebi da dasadgeni aRmoCnda. es ganpirobebuli iyo ara 

marto, erTi mxriv, logikis da, meore mxriv, mecnierebis ganviTarebiT, ar-

amed aseve XX saukuneSi ideologiisa da politikis batonobis epoqaSi prob-

lemuri gaxda WeSmaritebis sakiTxi. WeSmariteba politikis samsaxurSi Cad-

ga. kamiu werda, rom mkvlelobac ki Teoriulad dasabuTebuli gaxda. yvela 

gamodioda WeSmaritebis saxeliT. es Zalian mogvagonebda sofistebis epo-

qas Zvel saberZneTSi.

Tu adre WeSmaritebisaTvis Tavs iklavdnen (bruno), anda erTi WeS-

mariti kanonis aRmoCena mefed yofnas erCiaT (demokrite) politikam da 

sazogadoebam uari Tqva WeSmaritebaze Tu WeSmaritebis tradiciul gageba-

ze. dRes WeSmaritebis dacva aris dagmobili. erTi WeSmaritebis arsebobis 

aRiareba aris dauSvebeli. dRes WeSmariteba miCneulia represiul instan-

ciad. 

gansakuTrebiT aqtualuria WeSmaritebis problema interpretaciis 

batonobis epoqaSi. Tanamedrove azrovneba miiCnevs, rom mTavaria ara is Tu 

ra arsebobs namdvilad, WeSmaritad, aramed Tu rogor warmosdgeba es arse-

buli Cems interpretaciaSi. 
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Tu ra aris arsebuli da WeSmariteba aris interpretaciis sagani. re-

aloba gaqra da WeSmariteba aRar arsebobs. ra aris WeSmariteba interpre-

taciis batonobis epoqaSi? ra aris arsebuli, ra aris WeSmaritad arsebu-

li? tradiciul filosofiaSi namdvili niSnavda WeSmarits. vlindeba Tu 

ara arsebuli namdvili saxiT, Tu gonebas SeuZlia SeniRbuli ganWvritos? 

WeSmariteba aris ara Sesabamisoba, aramed yofnis wesi, meTodi arsebulis 

TviTCenisa, gamovlenisa. 

qarTveli moazrovneebis Taoba, romelsac warmoadgenda S. nucubiZe, 

mose gogiberiZe, biZina ramiSvili, konstantine baqraZe, romlebic swav-

lobdnen da muSaobdnen XX saukunis dasawyisSi germaniaSi fiqrobdnen da 

azrovnebdnen imave problemebze, razec imdroindeli mowinave msoflio 

azrovnebda. am azriT, XX saukunis dasawyisi SeiZleba miviCnioT qarTuli 

filosofiuri renesansis dasawyisad da masSi gansakuTrebuli adgili uka-

via S. nucubiZes. SeiZleba n.maris sityvebiT iTqvas, rac man mTawmindelebis 

moRvaweobis Sesaxeb gamoTqva, rom maT qarTuli goni daabrunes filoso-

fiuri azrovnebis stiqiaSi da im dros qarTveli azrovnebda da fiqrobda 

imave problemebze, romlebzec mowinave msoflio fiqrobda. am Taobam ara 

marto aiTvisa filosofiis Tanamedrove problematika, Targmna Taname-

drove filosofiis nimuSebi, aramed ganaxorciela originaluri filoso-

fiuri gamokvlevis pirveli mcdeloba. es mcdeloba warmatebuli gamodga. 

S. nucubiZe dakavebulia, im dros evropuli azrovnebis erT-erTi 

umTavresi problemiT, mecnierebis dafuZnebis sakiTxiT, romelic iRebs 

arsebulisa da WeSmaritebis dasabuTebis saxes. S. nucubiZis Teoriuli 

midgomis Tavisebura aris is, rom igi cdilobs mecnierebis dafuZnebas 

TviTon WeSmaritebis arsebobis aucileblobaze. igi miznad isaxavs mec-

nierebaTmoZRvrebis ganviTarebas, mecnierebis rogorc codnis erTiani da 

organizebuli, logikurad mowesrigebuli sferos SesaZleblobis dasab-

uTebas. S. nucubiZe jdeba WeSmaritebis rogorc ontologiuri fenomenis 

ganxilvis koteqstSi. misTvis WeSmariteba aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad, es 

aris ontologiuri WeSmariteba, romelic aris `arsebulze meti~. realo-

bis arsebulze metoba niSnavs mis `garkveulobas~. nucubiZe miiCnevs, rom 

swored realobis Tavisebureba, rom igi mocemulia ara movlenaTa qaosis, 

ara SegrZnebaTa qaosis saxiT, aramed rogorc garkveulobis mqone. amitom 

realoba Sedgeba sagnebisagan. amis safuZvelze adamians eZleva `mowesrige-

buli cda~ rac aris `WeSmariteba TavisTavad~ amaSi vlindeba swored sa-

myaros gonivruloba da misi elementebis kanonzmomieri kavSiri. `logikam 

unda gvaswavlos is, Tu ra saxiT SegviZlia gavaerTianoT Cveni codna namd-

vil mecnieruli mTlianobaSi~.1(78) es iyo mecnierebis dafuZnebis mTavari 

sakiTxi, gansxvavebul mecnierebaTa codnis gaerTianeba da erTiani codnis, 

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi,Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 78.
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rogorc samyaros Sesaxeb codnis, Camoyalibeba da misi ganviTarebis Sina-

gani logikis danaxva. 

ukve aristotelem gamoavlina codnis Tviseba-codna TviTon warmo-

Sobs axali codnas. unda ganvasxvavoT erTi codnidan meore codnaze ga-

dasvla. mecnieruli codna aris codnis mTlianoba da sistema. am sistemis 

yoveli axali konfiguracia axali codnis gamovlinebas xdis SesaZlebels. 

yoveli codna Seicavs farul axal codnas, romelic sistemaSi misi axlebu-

rad prezentaciisas axaleburad warmosdgeba. yoveli axali codna gavlenas 

axdens mTel mecnierul sistemaze da sistemis axlebur dalagebas gulisx-

mobs, es ki, Tavis mxriv, sistemis elementebSi farulad mocemuli axali 

codnis gamovlinebis safuZvelia.

S. nucubiZe Semecnebad miiCnevs msjelobas. `codna ki aris ganxor-

cielebuli WeSmariti msjeloba~.1 msjeloba aris adamianis `bunebrivi~ un-

ari, magram Tu davukvirdebiT, davinaxavT, rom msjeloba aris rTuli pro-

cesi. filosofiis da logikis mizania axsnas is erTi SexedviT, TavisTavad 

cxadi da adamianis yoveldRiurobis faqti. aseTi gamokvlevis mizania ada-

mianis azrovneba gaxados ufro efeqturi da gamoikvlios adamianis codnis 

warmoSobis da codnis arsebobis sakiTxi.

mecnierebaT moZRvreba ar swavlobs realur fsiqikur process. mas 

mecniereba warmoudgenia, rogorc samyaros Sesaxeb erTiani azris ganvi-

Tarebis istoria, romelic gamoiTqmeba da xorcieldeba uamravi mecnieris 

metyvelebaSi. magram, amave dros, mecniereba, rogorc erTiani codna sa-

myaros Sesaxeb, arsebobs TavisTavad, rogorc azri, codna. 

`yoveli WeSmariteba, misi cnebis mixedviT, mimarTebaa da misTvis an 
sich-is damatebis mizania mas Camocildes swored es mimarTebis momenti. bol-

canos ar eSinia, rom am operaciis Semdeg Cven obieqturi realobis pirispir 

aRmovCndebiT~.2 bolcano WeSmaritebas gaigebs rogorc mdgomareobas. mis-

gan gansxvavebiT, haidegerisaTvis WeSmariteba aris procesi, dafarulo-

bidan gamosvlis procesi da adamianis mxriv am dafarulobidan gamosvlis 

danaxva, danaxva TavisTavSi da Tavis Tavidan.

nucubiZis azriT, bolcano eZebs mecnierebis, rogorc WeSmariti msj-

elobebis da erTiani codnis sistemis arsebobis gamarTlebas. ̀ bolcano sxva 

gziT wavida: igi cdilobs daasabuTos codna TavisTavad cxad WeSmarite-

baze, aqsiomatur debulebebze dayrdnobiT~.3da `Teoria ubralod refle-

qsiaa, saqmis arsi codnis faqtSia~.4 i.kanti mecnierebis, rogorc WeSmariti 

msjelobis erTobliobis SesaZleblobis dasabuTebisas amodis mecnierebis 

arsebobis faqtidan. amitom filosofiis saqmea am faqtis SesaZleblobis 

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi,Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 79.

2 iqve, gv. 91.

3 iqve, gv.100.

4 iqve, gv.99.
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axsna. es SeiZleba miviCnioT codnis SesaZleblobis dasabuTebis genetikur 

meTodad. 

kantTan mTavaria codnis mopovebaSi subieqtis aqtivobis Cveneba, Sem-

ecnebis sagnis konstruireba ar aris sakmarisi. kantTan Semecneba iqca Cemi 

gonebis unaris TviTSemecnebad, ufro swored Cemi gonebis mier sagnis Seqm-

nis procesis TviTSemecnebad. 

nucubiZe miiCnevs, rom bolcano gansxvavebul gzas irCevs. bolcanos 

azriT, codna arsebobs, radgan aris codnis SesaZlebloba, `WeSmariteba 

TavisTavad”-is arsebobis saxiT.

bolcano amodis ara codnis arsebobis faqtidan, aramed cdilobs 

aCvenos codnis arsebobis (Tu SesaZleblobis) aucilebloba. `am SemTxveva-

Si codna faqti ki ar aris, aramed dasasabuTebeli da dasadgenia~.1 magram 

ra aris dasadgeni: codnis faqti Tu codnis arsebobis SesaZlebloba? es 

gulisxmobda skepticizmis da agnosticizmis winaaRmdeg brZolas. Semec-

nebis cocxali procesis sicxadis miuxedavad, aucilebelad aris miCneuli 

WeSmaritebis TavisTavad winaswari dasabuTeba. bolcano ar Tvlis WeS-

maritebas mocemulad, aramed TviTon cdilobs mis dasabuTebas. `mecniere-

baTa moZRvrebisaTvis Semecnebis sakiTxi ase warmosdgeba: rogor Sevimec-

nebT WeSmaritebas, anu rogor gveZleva WeSmariteba~.2 es ori gansxvavebuli 

poziciaa. erTis mixedviT mTavaria subieqtis aqtivoba, meoresaTvis ki WeS-

mariteba TviTmogvecema, rogorc gaxsniloba.

`bolcano ar cnobs e.w. adekvaturobis Teorias. SeuZlebelia WeS-

mariteba ganvsazRvroT rogorc Cveni warmodgenis Tanxmoba im sagnebTan, 

romelTac isini Seexebian~.3 maSin ras niSnavs WeSmariteba rogorc mimarTe-

ba? WeSmaritebis korespodenciis Teoria miiiCnevs, rom WeSmariteba aris 

azrisa da sagnis Sesabamisoba. WeSmariteba aris codnis Tviseba. exla miC-

neulia, rom WeSmariteba aRar aris Semecnebis aqti, arc Semecnebis da sa-

gnis Sedarebis aqti. XX saukunis filosofia Seecada daeZlia WeSmaritebis 

korespodenciis Teoria. amis ganxorcielebas igi Seecada WeSmaritebis on-

tologiis problemad warmodginiT. WeSmariteba iqca procesad. erTi mxriv, 

WeSmariteba aris gnoseologiuri procesi, rogorc codnis usasrulo miax-

loeba WeSmaritebasTan, realobasTan. am poziciis damcvelia k.poperi. amaSi 

mdgomareobs poperis agnosticizmi. 

meore mxriv, WeSmariteba gaigeba rogorc procesi. magram es aris on-

tologiuri procesi. es aris yofierebis TviTCenis, dafarulobidan gamos-

vlis usasrulo da uwyveti procesi. sagani WeSmaritia, anu ara marto Cemi 

azri emTxveva sagans, aramed sagani Tavis Tavs avlens WeSmariti saxiT. sa-

gnis es TviTgamovlena SesaZlebels xdis Semecnebas, codnas da WeSmariteba 

aris sagnis Cveneba, gaxsna sakuTar TavSi.

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv.100.

2 iqve, gv. 101.

3 iqve.
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ra arsebobs – ontologiis problema, ra aris namdvilad, WeSmaritad 

arsebuli – metafizikis problema, ra vici WeSmaritad – gnoseologiis 

problema. Semecnebis mizania WeSmariteba, magram WeSmariteba aris Cemi az-

ris niSani, Tu realobis ragvaroba?

mecniereba warmosdgeba rogorc WeSmaritebaTa samyaro da maT Soris 

urTierTkavSiri. es aris mecnierebaTa erTianobis safuZveli. nucubiZe am 

SemTxvevaSi cdilobs Semecnebis SesaZleblobis dafuZnebas WeSmaritebis 

fenomenze. igi, bolcanos Tvalsazrisze dayrdnobiT, Tvlis, rom Semec-

nebis Teoriis namdvili dafuZneba sxvagvari unda iyos. `WeSmariteba ro-

gorc sagani, gansxvavdeba WeSmariti sagnisagan~,1 igi axorcielebs dife-

rencs, romelic Zalian mogvagonebs m. haidegeris ontologiur diferencs. 

kvlevis sagania WeSmariteba, romelic arsebobs codnis saxiT. Semecnebis 

SesaZleblobis dafuZneba niSnavs WeSmariti codnis SesaZleblobis dasab-

uTebas. amas cdilobda bolcano. an WeSmariteba unda vaRiaroT rogorc 

faqti da maSin Semecnebis Teoriis mizania imis garkveva, Tu rogor axdens 

adamiani WeSmariti codnis mopovebas. xolo WeSmariti codnis arsebobis 

dasabuTeba niSnavs saerTod Semecnebis Teoriis dasabuTebas. es aris Semec-

nebis SesaZleblobis ontologiuri dafuZneba. es pozicia ufro kritikuli 

da ufro Teoriulia vidre pozicia, romelic amodis WeSmariti codnis ar-

sebobis faqtidan. amas axorcielebs kanti da aq kants ar eyo kritikuloba. 

imis dadgena Tu ras niSnavs WeSmariteba rogorc sagani da ra aris WeS-

mariteba rogorc arsebuli? aris WeSmaritebis ontologia. saerTod ar-

sebulebiT, upirvelesad, dakavebulia kerZo mecnierebebi. WeSmariteba ki 

aris sxva saxis arsebuli. WeSmaritebis ontologiam unda daadginos rogor 

aris WeSmariteba rogorc arsebuli, sxva arsebulebisagan gansxvavebiT. am 

gansxvavebis naTelsayofad S. nucubiZes mohyavs aseTi magaliTi – `liTo-

ni eleqtrobis kargi gamtaria~ am debulebaSi myardeba kavSiri sinamdvi-

lis nawilebs Soris. magram `gamoTqmul sinamdviles Tan axlavs sinamdvi-

lis gamoTqma~.2 erT SemTxvevaSi mocemulia sinamdvilis nawilebs Soris 

mimarTeba, xolo meore SemTxvevaSi ki WeSmariteba. gamoTqmuli sinamdvi-

lis gverdiT arsebobs sinamdvilis gamoTqmis wesi – rac aris WeSmariteba. 

es niSnavs, rom `TviT WeSmariteba iqceva kvleva-Ziebis sagnad~.3 nucubiZe 

iTvaliswinebs ukve kantis mier dadgenil postulats: `arseboba ar Sedis 

cnebaSi~ da askvnis `liToni eleqtrobis kargi gamtaria~ – am debulebis 

WeSmariteba arafers ar matebs liTons da eleqtrobas. am debulebis Si-

naarsis `WeSmaritebad~ daxasiaTeba arafers ar cvlis amave Sinaarsis el-

ementTa mimarTebaSi~.4 magram msjelobis Tavisebureba imaSia, rom `msje-

1  S. nucubiZe, Sromebi,Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv.197.

2  iqve, gv.197.

3  iqve, gv.198.

4  iqve.
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loba `liToni eleqtrobis kargi gamtaria – `WeSmaritebaa. metia vidre am 

msje lobis pirveli naxevari~.1 msjeloba Seicavs sinamdvilis nawilTa So-

ris mimarTebas da, meore mxriv, WeSmaritebas.

S. nucubiZe xazs usvams debulebis mniSvnelobis gamijvnas gamoTqmis 

aqtisagan. am gziT mivdivarT `debulebasTan TavisTavad~. `gamouTqmeli de-

buleba aris `debuleba TavisTavad~2 nucubiZe bolcanoze dayrdnobiT ga-

nasxvavebs `gamoTqmis Sinaarsis es damoukidebloba gamoTqmis formisagan 

saSualebas iZleva gavarCioT debulebis mniSvneloba gamoTqmis aqtisagan~.3 

sainteresoa, rom g.frege laparkobs gamoTqmis mniSvnelobasa da gamoTqmis 

sazrisze. Semedeg umatebs, rom `mocemul `gamoTqmul debulebaSi~ Cven mo-

cemuli gvaqvs misi mniSvneloba, sazrisi~.4 Tumca gaurkvevelia igulisxmeba 

Tu ara aq g.freges pozicia. S. nucubiZe aRniSnavs, rom `jerjerobiT mec-

nierebaTmoZRvrebis mTeli amocana daiyvaneba gamoTqmis aqtsa da Sinaarss 

Soris aseTi gansxvavebis dadgenamde~.5 aq miRebulia debulebis ori saxe: 

gamoTqmuli debuleba da gamouTqmeli debuleba. am debulebis kidev erTi 

niSania misi SesaZlo gamouTqmeloba. `debuleba TavisTavad~ absolutur-

ad gamouTqmeli, absoluturad TavisTavadi rodi rCeba mxolod imis gamo, 

rom igi ar aris adamianis gamoTqmis sagani.6 sainteresoa, rom maT ar aqvT 

gaTvaliswinebuli g,freges mier dawyebuli e.w. `usazriso winadadebebi~. 

debulebis gamouTqmeloba xom ar niSnavs, kantis nivTs TavisTavadis daSve-

bas, razec WeSmariti an mcdari debulebis gamoTqma SeuZlebelia. gamoTqma 

TavisTavad aris gamoTqmis Sinaarsi, romelic gansxvavebulia gamoTqmis 

aqtisagan, magram rogoria gamoTqmis am idealuri Sinaarsis struqtura. 

fregem gamoTqmis Sinaarsi gayo orad: gamoTqmis mniSvnelobad da gamoTq-

mis sazrisad.

`WeSmariteba TavisTavad~ aris obieqturi realoba, xolo `WeSmarite-

ba CemTvis~ aris Semecnebuli realoba. mecnieruli WeSmariteba aris ori 

WeSmaritebis Tanxvedra. `WeSmariteba TavisTavad~ aris ara saerTod yofi-

ereba, aramed yofierebis raoba.

S. nucubiZe miznad isaxavs aleTologiis dafuZnebas. aleTologia 

aris filosofiuri Semecneba mecnierebasTan mimarTebaSi. `mecnierebis 

Teorias iseve esaWiroeba Tavisi sagani, rogorc TviT mecnierebas. es sagani 

ukve gamoirkva WeSmaritebis saxiT~.7 Semecnebis Semecneba aris WeSmaritebis 

Teoria da aqedan iwyeba filosofia. WeSmaritebis Teoria pirveli filoso-

fiuri disciplina iyo. S. nucubiZe samarTlianad miiCnevs mecnierebis da-

1  S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv.198.

2  iqve, gv.70.

3  iqve.

4  iqve.

5  iqve, gv. 71.

6  iqve.

7  iqve, gv. 201.
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fuZnebis kantiseul gzas: `WeSmariteba rogorc filosofiuri Ziebis masa-

la, mocemulia mecnierebebSi, sxva gza mis misaRebad arc arsebobs, radgan 

mecniereba da arsebulis mecniereba erTidaigivea, WeSmaritebac arsebu-

lis arsebobis daxasiaTebaa~.1 filosofia swored mocemuli WeSmaritebis 

bunebas arCevs~.2 filosofia sazogadod pirveli ar `qmnis~ WeSmarite-

bas, is iRebs maT, rogorc aseTs, mecnierebisagan~.3 magram aleTologiis 

damokidebleba mecnierebisagan miRebuli WeSmaritebis mimarT gansxvave-

bulia. misi azriT unda ganvasxvavoT `damokidebuleba WeSmarit sagans 

da WeSmariteba-sagans Soris, es aleTologiis mTel Sinaarss Seadgens~.4 

aleTologia Tavis sagans iRebs mecnierebisagan. es aris mecnieruli WeS-

mariteba. am mecnieruli WeSmaritebis SesaZleblobis axsna aris aleTolo-

giis amocana. oRond kantis midgomisagan gansxvavebiT, mas surs ara WeS-

maritebis mopovebis gnoseologiuri procesis aRwera, aramed mecnieruli 

WeSmaritebis ontologiuri safuZvlis Cveneba. am poziciis Tanaxmad mec-

nieruli WeSmaritebis arsebobis safuZvelia WeSmarteba TavisTavad. WeS-

mariteba TavisTavad ar aris mxolod sosein, amgvarad yofieri, aramed aris 

mehr als sein, anu masSi ganxorcielebulia WeSmariteba. es aris arsebuli, 

romelSic ganxorcielebulia wesrigi, kanonzomiereba, goniereba. S. nucu-

biZe wers: ` garkveuloba arsebobaze metis maCvenebelia da ase rom ar iyos, 

Semecneba sruliad SeuZlebeli iqneboda~.5 amrigad, aleTologiis mTavari 

amocana xdeba: WeSmarteba TavisTavadis xasiaTis da bunebis dadgena da misi 

mimarTeba mecnierul WeSmaritebasTan, rogorc Cven WeSmartebasTan. nucu-

biZe aRniSnavs, rom `Cveni debuleba sakmaod garkveulia, Cven vamtkicebT, 

rom sinamdvile misi damokidebulebebiT ukve arsebobs, rogorc sistema, 

anu WeSmariteba, romelSic Sedis, rogorc garkveulobis erT-erTi momenti, 

arsebobac~.6 aq unda dazustebuli iyos Tu ra saxiT aris arseboba garkveu-

lobis erT-erTi momenti, radgan kantis Semdeg cnobilia, rom arseboba ar 

aris realuri predikati.

S. nucubiZis poziciis gasarkvevad kidev erTi mniSvnelovani aspeqtia 

Semdegi: ` CvenTvis ar arsebobs sinamdvile, romelic araa WeSmariteba 

da WeSmariteba, romelic araa namdvili~.7 SeiZleba is miviCnioT hegelis 

poziciis gagrZlelebad, hegelis cnobili debuleba~ rac namdvilia gonie-

ria da rac gonieria namdvilia.~ yvelaferi rac aris, ganxorcielebulia 

rogorc azri, misi arsebobis aspeqtiT aris WeSmaritad arsebuli. nucubiZe 

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1, gv. 201.

2 iqve.

3 iqve, gv. 203.

4 iqve, gv. 204.

5 iqve, gv. 207.

6 iqve.

7 iqve.
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hegelis pozicias amatebs erT niuanss, empiriuli sinamdvilis ukan arse-

buli azri ar aris mxolod azri, aramed es aris WeSmariti azri. amaSia misi 

goniereba. `amdenad Cveni Tvalsazrisi realisturia, ramdenadac arsebuli 

WeSmaritebaa da WeSmariteba arsebuli~.1 es aris aleTologiuri realizmi, 

anu namdvili arsebuli, transcendenturad arsebuli aris WeSmariteba, ra-

sac filosofiuri goneba dainaxavs empiriuli realobis miRma. aleTologi-

uri realizmi gansxvavdeba Cveulebrivi, dogmaturi realizmisagan, radgan 

Cven vamtkicebT ara arsebobas zogadad, mis cnobierebasTan dapiris-

pirebaSi, aramed WeSmaritebis arsebobas, e.i. Cven vamtkicebT arsebulis 

ara WeSmaritad, aramed WeSmaritebad arsebobas. amitom Cveni realizmi 

aleTologiuri realizmia. namdvili arsebuli arsebobs WeSmaritebis sax-

iT da swored am arsebulis kvleviT aris dakavebuli aleTologia. amitom 

aleTologia aris ontologia (fenomenologia aris ontologia). 

mecnierebebis gverdiT, romlebic ikvleven arsebuls, filosofia 

dakavebulia WeSmaritebis rogorc gansakuTrebuli arsebulis kvleviT. 

`specialur mecnierebebSi misawvdom realobas zed akravs, rogorc misi 

aleTologiuri asaxeba – WeSmariteba da esaa swored saZiebo sagani, ro-

melic Cven unda davipyroT filosofiisaTvis~.2 amiT S. nucubiZe cdilobs 

filosofiis aucileblobis dafuZnebas mecnierebebis gverdiT. amave dros 

es `arsebuli WeSmariteba aris Semecnebis piroba~.3 igi gamodis Semecnebis 

ontologiur pirobad. S. nucubiZe laparakobs Semecnebis ganxorcielebis 

SesaZleblobis sam pirobaze. esenia: 1.Semecnebas Sesacnobi aucileblad win 

unda uswrebdes. 2. Sesacnobi aucileblad garkveulobas unda warmoadgen-

des. Semecneba garkveulis Semecnebas warmoadgens. 3.Semecneba da Sesacnobi 

dagvari unda iyos~.4 kantTan Semecnebas win uswrebs Semecnebis sagnis Se-

qmna, anu ontiur Semecnebas win uswrebs ontologiuri Semecneba, romelic 

qmnis Semecnebis sagans da uzrunvelyofs mis winswrebas. rac Seexeba meore 

pirobas – Sesacnobi unda iyos garkveulobis, raobis mqone. me unda vicode, 

rom vimecneb magidas da ara skams. es aris e,w, `mowesrigebuli cda~ – ro-

gorc garkveuloba. ratom xdeba, rom es mowesrigebuli cda asemizanSewoni-

lad mowesrigebulia. rogor axerebs, rom goneba ar axdens Cveni grZnobaTa 

monacemebis aRrevas. rac Seexeba Semecnebis mesame pirobas – igi emyareba 

klasikuri filosofiis safuZvlis yofierebis fundamenturi gonivrulo-

bis debulebas. amitom misTvis filosofia aris ontologia. maSin rodesac 

haidegeri ukve laparakobs ontoqroniaze.

Semecnebis sagani aris ara empiriuli sagani, aramed Semecnebas SesaZ-

lebels xdis WeSmaritebis realuri arseboba, sinamdvilis WeSmaritebad 

1 S.  nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 207.

2 iqve.

3 iqve.

4 iqve.
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arseboba. am debulebis gansamtkiceblad moviyvanT Semdeg citatas: `WeS-

mariteba TavisTavad, rogorc sinamdvilis damokidebulebaTa sistema 

iqceva CvenTvis sistemad, anu WeSmartebad CvenTvis~.1 amrigad imisaTvis, 

rom iarsebos WeSmaritebam, rogorc mecnierebis erTianma sistemam, TviTon 

misi sagani unda iyos sistemuri da gonivruli da es sistemuri da gonivru-

li sinamdvile warmosdgeba WeSmariteba TavisTavadis saxiT. swored es 

xdis SesaZlebels adamianis Semecnebam moipovos es WeSmariteba, romelic 

debulebaSi gamoTqmuli, mecnierebis saxiT Camoyalibebuli iqceva CemTvis 

WeSmaritebad.

nucubiZe wers: `WeSmariteba TavisTavad korelaturia WeSmaritebi-

saTvis CvenTvis, damateba `TavisTavad~ araa specifikur-ontologiuri 

cneba, Tumca ontologiasTan kavSiri aqvs. WeSmaritebis damoukidebloba 

imaSia, rom igi gamoxatavs sagnis anu movlenis garkveulobas~.2 xolo `WeS-

mariteba CvenTvis aris gamoTqmuli msjeloba~.3 

WeSmariteba TavisTavad ar aris empiriuli realoba, aramed realobis 

gansxvavebuli saxe, romelic arsebobs rogorc meti, romelic dainaxeba em-

piriis dakvirvebisas. WeSmariteba CvenTvis dgindeba swored am WeSmarite-

ba TavisTavad-Tan mimarTebaSi da ara ubralod empiriul realobasTan 

mimarTebaSi. WeSmariteba TavisTavad-is samyaro aris empiriuli realobis 

gverdiT arsebuli samyaro, romelic misawvdomia gonebisaTvis. nucubiZe 

azustebs, rom realoba arsebuli ubralod ki ar arsebobs, aramed arse-

bobs `mowesrigebuli cdis~ da WeSmariteba TavisTavad-is saxiT, rogorc 

am mowesrigebuli cdis miRma arsebuli, magram ara azris, ara arsis, ar-

amed rogorc WeSmaritebis samyaro. am samyaroSi ixsneba samyaros gonivru-

loba, misi elementebis kanonzomieri kavSirebi da xasiaTi. es `WeSmariteba 

TavisTavad~-is samyaro ontologiurad da drois mixedviT win uswrebs Sem-

ecnebas. 

aleTologia warmosdgeba Semecnebis fenomenis Semecnebad, mas ain-

teresebs ra pirobebia aucilebeli Semecnebis ganxorcielebisaTvis. oRond 

Semecnebis SesaZleblobis dasabuTeba niSnavs WeSmaritebis arsebobis Sesa-

Zleblobis dasabuTebas. nucubiZe, kantis msgavsad, amodis mecnieruli WeS-

maritebis arsebobis faqtidan da cdilobs axsnas codnis, WeSmaritebis Ses-

aZlebloba. magram mas es ar miaCnia sakmarisad da miiCnevs, rom aucilebelia 

mecnieruli codnis logikuri, Teoriuli dasabuTeba. radgan kantis mier 

mecnieruli codnis faqtis miReba miaCnia dogmatur poziciad. adamians 

imitom SeuZlia Semecneba, rom arsebobs WeSmariteba TavisTavad, rogorc 

arsebobis gansakuTrebuli wesi, romelic SesaZlebels xdis WeSmaritebas 

CvenTvis. magram S. nucubiZis problemas warmoadgens imis naTelyofa Tu 

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 230.

2 iqve, gv. 260.

3 iqve, gv. 262.
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rogor xdis WeSmariteba TavisTavad SesaZlebels WeSmaritebas CvenTvis. 

aq unda moviyvanoT m.haidegeris pozicia. misTvis aleTea aris arsebulis 

yofierebis wesi. aleTea, rogorc procesi, SesaZlebels xdis arsebulis, 

sagnis gamosvlas Tavisi dafarulobidan da arsebulis Cvenebas TavisTav-

Si. WeSmariteba, rogorc realoba, TavisTavad unda arsebobdes, rom Cvenma 

gonebam SeZlos am WeSmariteba-realobis Semecneba. es niSnavs, rom Cveni 

goneba ki ar qmnis WeSmaritebas da Tavs ki ar axvevs realobas am WeSmarite-

bas, anu goneba ki ar qmnis realoba-movlenas, rogorc kanti Tvlida, aramed 

realoba, sinamdvilis elementebs Soris arsebobs gonivruli, logikuri, 

kanonzomieri kavSiri, rac aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad. swored realo-

bis gonivruloba aris Semecnebis safuZveli. es yofierebis fundamenturi 

gonivrulobis debulebis gamoxatulebaa. mecnieruli WeSmariteba swored 

imis dasturia, rom adamianis gonebas SeuZlia realobis gonierebis danax-

va, radgan orive sawyisi gonivrulia. es unda iyos safuZveli. realobis es 

gonivruloba, rac vlindeba gonivrul, kanonzomier mimarTebebSi sinamdvi-

lis elementebs Soris. esaa swored WeSmariteba TavisTavad da ara kantis 

gonebas Seaqvs SegrZnebaTa qaosSi goniereba, aZlevs ra mas garkveulobas da 

aqcevs sagnad. `sagansa da mis Semecnebas Soris arsebobs saerTo elementi, 

romlis meSveobiTac xorcieldeba mocemuloba. es aris sagnis garkveulo-

ba, sxvagvarad ar yofna~.1 es saerTo aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad. cxadia, 

rom nucubiZe emyareba yofierebis fundamenturi gonivrulobis debule-

bas, rac gamoixateba arsebulis garkveulobaSi. SemecnebisaTvis misawvdo-

mia mxolod is, rac garkveulia, radgan garkveuloba gonierebis gamoxat-

ulebaa. meore mxriv, es garkveuloba gulisxmobs arsebulTa Soris kanon-

zomierebis arsebobas. aq S. nucubiZe berZnul msoflmxedvelobas efuZneba, 

romlic usasrulobas, gaurkvevlobas qaosad miiCnevda. 

haidegerisaTvis arsebuli ar aris aucileblad gonivruli, arsebuli 

ubralod vlindeba, es aris misi arsebobis wesi da sword es aris misi Sem-

ecnebis safuZveli. amitom es aris onto-logiis uaryofa. realoba ar aris 

racionaluri. es araa ontologiuri racionalizmi, romelic gansxvavdeba 

gonebis Semecnebis ZiriTad iaraRad aRiarebisagan, rasac efuZneba gnose-

ologiuri racionalizmi. haidegeri aRiarebs ontologiuri da gnoseolo-

giuri racionalizmis sxva saxes, romelic gansxvavebulia tradiciuli 

racionalizmisagan da ontologiisagan. Tumca haidegeric da nucubiZes 

eTanxmebian am debulebas: `sagani ar SeiZleba Semecnebis gareT iyos, maSin 

Sesacnobi araferi iqneboda, radgan masze azric ar gaCndeboda – es sayo-

velTao azria~.2 k. poperis azriT, WeSmariteba aris gnoseologiuri pro-

cesi. S. nucubiZe miiCnevs, rom WeSmariteba aris realobis mdgomareoba, 

1 S. nucubiZe,  Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 321.

2 iqve.
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rac gulisxmobs garkveulobas. WeSmariteba TaviTavad arsebobs realurad, 

oRond es ar aris empiriuli realoba, aramed aleTologiuri realizmi. ro-

gorc vxedavT aq xdeba WeSmaritebis ontologizacia. WeSmariteba aris ara 

azris niSani, WeSmariteba aris ara codnisa da sagnis Sesabamisobis dadgena, 

aramed yofierebis raobis, rac aris WeSmariteba TavisTavad da CemTvis WeS-

maritebis damTxveva. am ori WeSmaritebis damTxveva aris codna. WeSmarite-

ba TavisTavad, rogorc sinamdvilis damokidebulebaTa sistema iqceva 

CvenTvis sistemad, anu WeSmaritebad CvenTvis. `yvelaze uzogadesi cneba 

– arsi, amave dros, yvelaze konkretulia, radgan mas SeuZlia iyos mxo lod 

garkveuli saxiT yofna~.1 arsebuli, rogorc aseTi, marTlac zogadobaa, ma-

gram masze ufro uzogadesia yofiereba, rac raimes xdis arsebulad. 

mecniereba dakavebulia arsebulis Tvisebebis dadgeniT. xolo arse-

boba misTvis liTonis arsebobaa mxolod da ara liTonSi gansaxierebuli 

arseboba. amitom mecniereba ar aris dainteresebuli ontologiiT, magram 

yoveli mecniereba brmaa aseTi ontologiis gareSe. aqedan gamomdinareobs 

Semecnebis ori saxeoba. erTi ikvlevs arsebulis raobas, garkveulobas, 

xolo meore – arsebulSi gansaxierebul yofierebas. aqedan gamomdinareobs 

arsebobis Semecnebis am ori saxeobis Semswavleli ori gansxvavebuli ref-

leqsuri mecniereba: erTi ikvlevs Tu rogor Sevimecneb me sagnis raobas da 

meore, rogor Sevimecneb me arsebulis yofierebas. es aris mecnierebis da 

ontologiis gansxvavebis safuZveli. 

literatura:

1. nucubiZe S., Sromebi, t. 1.

2. nucubiZe S., Sromebi, t. 2.

1 S.  nucubiZe, Sromebi, Tb.,1973, t. 1 gv. 260.
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VALERIAN RAMISHVILI

Truth as an ontological problem

Summary

For philosophy main problem was justifi cation of science as a system of truth knowl-
edge, in the beginning of XX century. S. Nutsubidze gave original way to explanation of sci-
ence. Sh. Nuzubidze thought, that basis of science is an objective existence of the Truth. He 
distinguished between Truth in itself (reality), Truth for me (episteme) and my Truth” (doxa). 
Truth in itself is ontological reality. The Truth is “more than things~. The “more than things” 
means “distinctness” of the reality. Reality is not a chaos of phenomenon, nor the chaos of 
perception, but a distinctness of reality. Therefore reality is world of the objects. These worlds 
appear as a “regulated experience” and this is Truth in itself, therefore reality is a rational (rea-
sonable) and whole world. Scientifi c knowledge is possible, because truth exists as a Truth in 
itself, as reality.
Truth is a gnoseological endless process, for K. Popper but for S. Nuzubidze Truth is state of 
reality, but he means not an empirical reality but the alethealogical one. We see by S. nuzubidze 
ontologisation of Truth. Truth is not an attribute of the thought, Truth is not a fi xing of cor-
respondence between knowledge and thing, but a state of reality as a Truth in itself. Scientifi c 
knowledge is correspondence of the Truth in itself, as a reality and truth for me. Truth in itself 
as a system of interrelation of reality became system for me i.e. truth for me. 
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THE MYSTERY OF AREOPAGITICS AND EASTERN RENAISSANCE

BASIL LOURIÉ

Possible Areopagitic Roots of Nutsubidze’s Philosophical Inspiration 
Introduction

Shalva Nutsubidze’s interest toward Dionysius the Areopagite looks quite natural only a 
posteriori, that is, only to those who are aware of his hypothesis identifying Peter the Iberian as 
the author of the Corpus Areopagiticum. His hypothesis was fi rst published in 1942.1 Obviously, 
to be able to put forward any idea about the authorship of the Corpus, Nutsubidze needed to have 
a long-time and deep acquaintance with the contents of the Areopagitic works. However, his 
former philosophical works seem to demonstrate something contrary: Nutsubidze did never refer 
to Dionysius in his alethologia. At the fi rst glance, Nutsubidze’s own philosophical concept has 
nothing to do with the Areopagite. However, is this impression true?

Of course, a supposition that Nutsubidze got interested in the Areopagite without any 
purely philosophical reason and simply out of his large interest in the Georgian culture would 
seem rather problematic psychologically. We know that even Nutsubidze’s scholarly interest in 
Rustaveli was ultimately philosophical one.2 Thus, the lack of the references to the Areopagite in 
Nutsubidze’s pre-1942 works is puzzling. 

In his alethological works,3 Nutsubidze quotes intensively different philosophers, especial-

1 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Тайна Псевдо-Дионисия Ареопагита [Sh. Nutsubidze, The Mystery of Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite] (Tbilisi: Publishing House of the Georgian Academy of Sciences, 1942). 
Now translated into English by Levan Gigineishvili: Sh. Nutsubidze, The mystery of Pseudo-Diony-
sius. (Short version), Tbilisi: Tbilisi State University, 2013. Cf. my own appreciation of this identifi -
cation in B. Lourié, “Peter the Iberian and Dionysius the Areopagite: Honigmann—van Esbroeck’s 
Thesis Revisited,” Scrinium 6 (2010) 143–212.

2 Cf. M. Makharadze, “Philosophical Ideas of the Corpus Areopagiticum in The Knight in the Panter’s 
Skin,” in T. Nutsubidze, C. B. Horn, B. Lourié, with Collaboration by A. Ostrovsky (eds.), Georgian 
Christian Thought and Its Cultural Context. Memorial Volume for the 125th Anniversary of Shalva 
Nutsubidze (1888–1969); Texts and Studies in Eastern Christianity, 2; Leiden–Boston: Brill, 2014 
[thereafter: Memorial Nutsubidze], 314-326, with further bibliography.

3 First of all, in the two monographs published in German: Sch. Nuzubidse, Wahrheit und Erkenntnis-
struktur. Erste Einleitung in den aletheiologischen Realismus, Berlin–Leipzig: W. de Gruyter, 1926, 
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ly Bolzano and such classics as Descartes and Kant as well as his own German contemporaries, 
but avoids mentioning the two philosophers to whom his ideas about the “Truth per se” were es-
pecially close, Dionysius the Areopagite and Leibniz. Indeed, Nutsubidze refers to Leibniz from 
time to time but he certainly did not consider him as a predecessor of his own distinction between 
the “being” (sein), “thus-being” (so-sein), and “more-than-being” (mehr als sein). However, here 
we do know the reason. Of course, the formal structure of these distinctions between the empiri-
cal “being” and the potential “more-than-being” actualising itself as “thus-being” sounds Leib-
nizian for the modern historian of philosophy. However, the most relevant Leibnizian papers on 
this topic were fi rst published in 19031 and fi rst recognized as such even later, by the father of 
the modern modal logic Clarence Irving Lewis in 1918.2 This direction of thought was then im-
mersed into the mathematical logic and remained too far from Nutsubidze as well as the whole 
continental philosophy of the interwar period. Thus, it is clear that Nutsubidze was still unaware 
of Leibniz’s philosophy especially in its part most relevant to him. But there were no such prob-
lems with the Areopagite: to Nutsubidze, Dionysius’ works were easily available in Greek (in the 
until-recently standard edition by J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus. Series graeca, t. 3, 
Paris, 1857), even though they were still not in vogue among the philosophers.

Below I will try to trace some Areopagitic roots behind the most crucial concepts of Nut-
subidze’s alethology. Indeed, if these roots are really roots and not simply parallels, they would 
imply that Nutsubidze’s deep interest in the Areopagite arose not later than in the late 1910s. 
However, I cannot exclude an opposite possibility, namely, that Nutsubidze became acquainted – 
not on the level of the common knowledge but deeply—with the Areopagite’s ideas when his own 
philosophical system was already matured, that is, not earlier than in about 1920. It is theoretical-
ly possible and would perfectly explain why Nutsubidze became so fascinated by the Areopagite. 
And, fi nally, the most plausible solution is perhaps a combination of both: Nutsubidze saw his 
alethology in a fi rst outline still without any deep knowledge of Dionysius, but then recognised 
Dionysius as a source for his own philosophical inspiration. It is to the biographers of Nutsubidze 
to decide what explanation is right. I would like to offer to them only some food for thought.

Nutsubidze and the Modal World

If we consider the Areopagite as only a philosophical author, putting aside the theological 
contents of his works, the three philosophical ideas (at the very least) are especially striking: (1) 
that of the different levels of being and (2) that of the logic of contradiction. These two ideas re-
late to the domain of ontology but entail the third idea in the domain of epistemology: (3) that of 
a highest understanding when there is neither assertion nor negation but only some kind of pure 
contemplation (theoria). 

and idem, Philosophie und Weisheit. Spezielle Einleitung in dieAletheiologie, Berlin–Königsberg: 
Ost-Europa-Verlag, 1931; for the full bibliography of his relevant publications, s. “Selected Bibliog-
raphy of Shalva Nutsubidze,” in Memorial Nutsubidze, 3-10.

1 L. Couturat, Opuscules et fragments inédits de Leibniz. Extrais des manuscrits de la Bibliothèque 
royale de Hanovre, Paris: Alcan, 1903.

2 C. I. Lewis, A Survey of Symbolic Logic, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1918.
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In our modern philosophical language, one could reformulate the two fi rst ideas. The differ-
ent levels of being form ontology structured according to an alethic modal logic,1 whereas the logic 
which is based on contradiction is now, since the 1970s, called the paraconsistent logic.2 The third, 
epistemic idea, seems to be as alien to the modern philosophy as it was in Nutsubidze’s time, and, 
probably, Nutsubidze is its only modern supporter among the professional philosophers.

Let us recall some basic Nutsubidze’s ideas to be able to compare them with those of the 
Areopagite.3

Nutsubidze distinguished the “Truth per se (WeSmariteba TavisTvis / die Wahrheit an 
sich)” corresponds in some fashion with the “Truth for us (WeSmariteba CvenTvis / die Wahrheit 
für uns)~. The “Truth for us” is the truth in an ordinary or, I would say, positivistic sense. The 
“Truth per se” is a specifi c notion introduced by Nutsubidze. It has sense only in Nutsubidze’s 
specifi c ontology. 

This is the ontology of three levels of being: “being” (sein), “thus-being” (so-sein), and 
“more-than-being” (mehr als sein). The empirical being (sein) is considered as a unique realisa-
tion (so-sein) of some existential possibility which is chosen because of some “more-than-being” 
(mehr als sein) presenting in any particular being.

All this does sound rather Platonic, indeed, but there is no idea here of pre-existent ideas in 
the sense of universalia ante rem. The Nutsubidzean “more-than-being” is not an idea in a Platonic 
sense. The Leibnizian ideas on modality would be a much more close parallel. Nevertheless, there 
are important differences between Leibniz and Nutsubidze, too.

The “more-than-being” is some otherwise unnameable and unspeakable principle present-
ing in any being and making it “thus-being” (that is, not somewhat “otherwise-being”) but not 
identical with the being itself. The closest Ancient parallel is perhaps “seminal logoi” of the Stoics 
but hardly in its original context. The whole context of Nutsubidze recalls very much the scheme 
of Dionysius the Areopagite with its divine logoi within the created beings.

The “more-than-being” in Nutsubidze’s thought behaves similarly to the divine Providence 
with his logoi in patristic authors, especially in Dionysius. In Dionysius, the logoi are responsible, 
in any real situation, for the given actualisation of the theoretically possible scenarios. According 
to Dionysius, this mechanism works because all the created beings are in some kind of communion 
with the divine being through the divine logoi within the creatures. Unlike Dionysius, Nutsubidze 
says nothing about the divine nature of this “extra-being”, “more-than-being” presented in each 
creature but, however, insists that such a higher being does exist and is presented within each 
empirical entity.

The logoi, in Dionysius, or the “more-than-being,” in Nutsubidze, effectuate their choice 
among the different possibilities, whose reality is different from both reality of the empirical 

1 As I tried to demonstrate in B. Lourié, “Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite: Modal Ontology,” 
in: A. Schumann (ed.), Logic in Orthodox-Christian Thought, Heusenstamm bei Frankfurt: Ontos-
Verlag, 2013, 230-257.

2 There is no detailed study so far, but I tried to trace a sketch of the relevant material in B. Lourié, 
“The Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite: An Approach to Intensional Semantics,” in Memorial 
Nutsubidze, 81-129.

3 For a critical summary of Nutsubidze’s alethological ideas, I will follow, fi rst of all, Tengiz Iremadze, 
Der Aletheiologische Realismus. Schalwa Nuzubidse und seine neuen Denkansätze, Tbilisi: Nekeri, 
2008, and Demur Jalaghonia, “Alethology as the First Philosophy,” in Memorial Nutsubidze, 18-26.
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being and reality of the Platonic ideas which exist ante rem. The different possibilities for the 
scenarios of situations are real in some potential sense, without actualisation. Here, the closest 
parallel would be, probably, Leibniz, but mostly in the works still unknown to Nutsubidze. But 
otherwise the closest parallel is the Areopagite, I think, where this potential reality is that of the 
operational space of the divine Providence. The actualisation of this potential reality leads (in the 
Arepagite but not in Nutsubidze) to the theosis (divinisation), its rejection leads to annihilation. 

Without any theological speculation, Nutsubidze applies a very similar scheme to the real 
world. The empirical beings and empirical situations are actualized – become real – because they 
are leaded by the “more-than-being” within them. But this “more-than-being” operates within a 
world of potentiality, where any given ontological entity must be considered as “thus-being,” that 
is, one of the many possibilities.

These possibilities where the “more-than-being” operates form the world of the “Truth per 
se,” the Nutsubidzean analogue of the Dionysian universe as it is seen by the Providence of God. 

Nutsubidze and the Logic of Contradiction

Indeed, in the world of potentialities, there is no ordinary logic. First of all, the law tertium 
non datur is excluded, as it is excluded from the modal logics at all. The “more-than-being” ef-
fectuates its choice among the mutually incompatible possibilities, and, among these possibili-
ties, the Law of Excluded Middle does not work. This point would be common to Nutsubidze, 
Dionysius, and even Leibniz, because this is the very basic notion of the modal logic.

However, Dionysius and Nutsubidze, unlike Leibniz, go further. According to Nutsubidze, 
in the domain of “Truth per se,” there is no contradiction, or it is rather beyond the very principle 
of contradiction. Not only the Law of Excluded Middle but even the Law of Non-Contradiction 
does not work. This domain, in Nutsubidze, acquires the propriety of the Dionysian divine realm 
which is equally beyond the assertion and the negation.

This thesis belongs to neither any kind of modal logic nor any kind of the Platonism (in-
cluding even the closest one to Dionysius, that of Proclus1). In the 1970s, the logics which do not 
avoid the contradiction but are based on it are coined “paraconsistent~. The most of them are based 
on the contrary oppositions, which, according to the classical Law of Non-Contradiction, contain 
two statements that could be simultaneously false but not simultaneously true (`All S are P” vs “No 
S is P” and “Some S are P” vs “Some S are not P”). The most radical kind of the paraconsistent 
logic called “dialethic” by Graham Priest is, however, based on the contradictory oppositions, that 
is, the statement that could not, according to the Law of Non-Contradiction, to be simultaneously 
either true or false (`All S are P” vs “Some S are not P” and “No S is P” vs “Some S are P”).2

1 For the relevant difference between Proclus and Dionysius, s. C. Steel, “Beyond the Principle of 
Contradiction? Proclus’ ‘Parmenides’ and the Origin of the Negative Theology,” in M. Peckavé (ed.), 
Die Logik der Transzendentalen. Festschrift für Jan A. Aertsen zum 65. Geburtstag, Miscellanea 
mediaevalia 30; Berlin–New York: W. de Gruyter, 2003, 581-599.

2 As a good introduction to the early history of the paraconsistent logic, one can suggest G. Priest, R. 
Routley, J. Norman, and A. I. Arruda, Paraconsistent Logic: Essays on the Inconsistent, Munich: 
Philosophia Verlag, 1989; cf. a much shorter but more up-to-dated review, G. Priest, Beyond the 
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The contrary oppositions are not necessarily mutually exclusive. E.g., “He is happy” and 
“He is sad” are mutually inconsistent but not necessarily mutually exhaustive: it is possible that 
somebody is neither happy nor sad but it is considered impossible (in any non-paraconsistent log-
ic) that somebody is simultaneously happy and sad. The contradictory oppositions are necessarily 
mutually exclusive. E.g., “he is sitting” and “he is not sitting~. This is the very kind of opposition 
on which the dialethic paraconsistent logic is based. 

Such oppositions remind quite well the Dionysian teaching about the divine names. Name-
ly, Dionysius insists that the name of every created being or idea or even non-being (μὴ ὄν) is a 
divine name, but, in the same time, God is not any of them. Thus, any affi rmation that “God is 
(something)” must by counterpoised by the symmetric affi rmation that “God is not (the very same 
thing)~. Then, Dionysius adds that the truest and highest knowledge of God is “higher than any 
assertion or negation,” that is, beyond both cataphatic and apophatic theology.

To be able to compare these Dionysian ideas with those of Nutsubidze, we have to recall 
their relation to the created world. According to Dionysius, the names of created things become the 
divine names because all these things contains the divine logoi as a kind of some – let I call this 
in a Nutsubidzean way – “more-than-being~. The Dionysian “more-than-being” is a divine reality, 
that is, God himself. In Nutsubidze, there is no such defi nitiveness. He has preferred to defi ne his 
“more-than-being” in an apophatic way, that is, limiting himself to indication that there is some-
thing higher than a simple being.

Thus, the logical structure of Nutsubidze’s ontology is similar, in many respects, to that of 
Dionysius. It is, too, modal and paraconsistent, even dialethic. However, Nutsubidze is always 
silent about the divine matters. His works looks as a secular recension of Dionysius.

Nutsubidze and the Paraconsistent Epistemology: the Theoria

Except the theology, Nutsubidze follows Dionysius even in the epistemology. He answers –
and answers in a very Dionysian way – the question about the nature of knowledge of the dialethic 
reality. Indeed, the logical reasoning in any somewhat traditional sense is inapplicable here, even 
in the sense of some non-classical logics. Thus, Nutsubidze applies the Dionysian (and patristic) 
term theoria to coin this kind of understanding which he puts higher than any rational knowledge. 

Nutsubidze himself considered such an epistemology as illogical – because he was unaware 
yet of the paraconsistent logic as a special fi eld of the logic as a scholarly discipline. I would call 
this epistemology logically precise because it is based on the simultaneous mental grasping of both 
parts of the contradictory opposition. The same was the prerequisite condition for going beyond 
the assertion and the negation in Dionysius.

Outside theology, this epistemology must be called-for in such fundamental domains as, for 
instance, semantics of indirect meanings in the logic of natural language and the logic of artistic 
perception. It could explain such things as artistic apprehension or scholarly intuition...

Limits of Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995. As a special introduction to the paraconsistent 
logic based on the contradictory oppositions, one can use G. Priest, In Contradiction. A Study of the 
Transconsistent. Expanded edition, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2006.
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I think that, as a philosopher, Nutsubidze perhaps belongs rather to the present epoch than 
to his own. The time when similar logical ideas started to be discussed on a large scale, I think, in 
the 1970s, whereas Nutsubidze died in 1969. 

Nutsubidze vs Losev

As a post-scriptum, I am unable to refrain from a comparison between the two most in-
fl uential and somewhat antagonistic philosophers, who were considered, in some way, as suc-
cessors of the Areopagite during the Soviet times, Nutsubidze and Aleksej Fëdorovich Losev 
(1893–1988). Both of them have had their own understanding of the Corpus Areopagiticum and 
even, although occasionally and indirectly, were cooperating in the struggle against the Soviet 
censorship.1 However, their vectors of understanding Dionysius seem to me quite opposite. Nut-
subidze preserved the paraconsistency of Areopagitic thinking but separated it from the theology. 
Losev’s reading of Dionysius was rather a return to the Proclean framework: without dialethism 
but, instead, with pre-existent ideas.2 If my understanding is right, one can call the Nutsubidzean 
approach as a secularisation of Dionysius, whereas Losev’s one – his “re-paganisation~.

1 Their indirect collaboration resulted in—whereas after the death of Nutsubidze—the publication 
in Tbilisi of the Russian translation of Proclus, Elementa theologiae, prepared by Losev (Прокл, 
Первоосновы теологии. Пер. и комм. А. Ф. Лосева, Tbilisi: Metsniereba, 1972). At that time, 
a publication of a Russian translation of a Neoplatonic philosopher, especially with the word 
“theology” in the title, would be unimaginable in the Russian Federation (then a part of the USSR). 
Both Losev’s admiration and criticism toward Nutsubidze’s work is explained by himself in his 
“Aesthetics of Renaissance”: А. Ф. Лосев, Эстетика Возрождения. Исторический смысл 
эстетики Возрождения, Moscow: Mysl’, 1998, 18-33. 

2 As it became especially clear in Losev’s understanding of the (Areopagitic!) topic of the divine 
names. Cf. Losev’s idea of an eidos of a created thing in his “Philosophy of the Name” (1927) with 
a conclusion that the name of a thing is a magical tool, so that “[t]he nature of a thing is, therefore, 
magical” («Природа вещи, стало быть, магична»): А. Ф. Лосев, Бытие. Имя. Космос, Mos-
cow: Mysl’, 1993, 762-763. On a traditional patristic approach in the same historical context of 
the early 20th century theological quarrels, s. Т. А. Сенина, Последний византиец. Религиозно-
философская мысль иеросхимонаха Антония (Булатовича) и ее византийский контекст [T. A. 
Senina, The Last Byzantinian. The Religious and Philosophical Thought of the Hieroschemamonk 
Antony (Bulatovich) and Its Byzantine Context], St Petersburg: Dmitry Bulanin, 2013.
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basil luriebasil lurie

SesaZlo areopagituri fesvebi, nucubiZis filosofiuri 

STagonebis Sesavali 

aRniSnul naSromSi ganxilulia sami fundamenturi idea nucubiZiseu-

li aleTologiisa: ase rom, WeSmariteba, TavisTavad, aris gansazRvruli 
sfero da Teoriis da codnis umaRlesi saxe. damtkicebulia, rom yvela am 
ideas aqvs Tavisi fesvebi, romelic momdinareobs areopagitikis tradicie-

bidan, areopagitikiT gansazRvruli Teoriuli Sinaarsis gareSe, Tumca am 
ideas nucubiZe ar iziarebs. kerZod, egreT wodebuli sein Seesabameba Rv-

Taebriv logoi-s qmnilebebs da μὴ ὄν-s, WeSmaritebis sfero, TavisTavad scde-

ba Cveulebrivi logikis farglebs da areopagitikis mixedviT Seesabameba 
RvTaebriv realurobas. upirveles yovlisa, mtkicebebi, uaryofebi da nu-

cubiZiseuli Teoria Seesabameba umaRles „mistikur Teologias“ romelic 
aris areopagelSi katafatikuri da apofatikuri Teologiebi. amdenad nu-

cubiZiseuri sein-sa da so sein-s gansazRvra aris ontologiis modelisadmi 
garkveuli saxis midgoma, sadac misi WeSmaritebis supra-logikuri gageba 
axla SeiZleba reformulebuli iyos, rogorc parakonsistenturi logika 
(logika, rodesac Tavidan acilebis nacvlad modis winaaRmdegobaSi). Tum-

ca nucubiZis idea umaRlesi codnis, rogorc Teoriis Sesaxeb, samwuxarod, 
Tanamedrove filosofias jer kidev eucxoeba. amasTan, es SeiZleba iyos Za-

lian nayofieri mag., xelovnebis gaazrebis logikis kvlevaSi an samecniero 
gaazrebaSi. 
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Salva nucubiZe areopagitikis avtoris Sesaxeb

rogorc cnobilia, V saukunis 40-iani wlebidan dawyebul brZolas 

monofizitebsa da diofizitebs Soris, miuxedavad qalkedonis me-4 msoflio 

krebaze diofizitebis gamarjvebisa, simZafre arc VI saukunis pirvel nax-

evarSi daukargavs. swored am dros gamoCnda dionise areopagelis (I s.) sax-

eliT cnobili xuTi filosofiur-Teologiuri xasiaTis Txzuleba, romle-

bic TavianTi swavlebis mxardasaWerad monofizitebma gamoiyenes. iqidan 

gamomdinare, rom pirvel saukuneSi Seqmnil wignTa Sesaxeb aqamde TiTqmis 

aravin araferi icoda, dionise areopagelis avtoroba diofizitebma ker-

Zod, hipatios efeselma 532 wels konstantinepolis adgilobriv krebaze, 

maSinve eWvqveS daayena. 

eWvi areopagituli wignebis avTenturobisa lorenco valasa da erazmis 

epoqaSi ganaxlda, xolo XIX saukunis miwurulsa da me-20 saukunis dasawyisSi 

mecnierebam sabolood daamtkica, rom avtori wignebisa, romlebic qalkedo-

nis krebis Semdeg (451 w.) da 536 wlamdea (am wliT TariRdeba maTi Targmna siri-

ul enaze sergios reSainelis mier) Seqmnili, veraviTar SemTxvevaSi ver Seiqm-

neboda pavle mociqulis mowafis dionise areopagelis mier.
1
 amis Semdeg bizan-

tinistikaSi areopagituli wignebis namdvili avtoris dadgena erT yvelaze aq-

tualur sakiTxad iqca. Tavdapirvelad mkvlevarebi fiqrobdnen, rom, advilad 

SesaZlebelia, misi saxelic dionise yofiliyo da zedwodeba areopageli, an 

pirveli saukunis moRvawe – dionise areopagelTan aRrevis Sedegad meqaniku-

rad miiRo, an mociqulis mowafis avtoritets Segnebulad amoefara. ase iqna 

wamoyenebuli SesaZlebel avtorad beri dionise rinokorureli (IV s.), dionise 

sqolastikosi (V s-is bolo da VI s-is dasawyisi), dionise aleqsandrieli (III s.). 

1928 w. cnobilma mkvlevarma Stiglmairma areopagitikis avtorad VI s-is mono-

fiziti severos antioqieli wamoayena. ramdenadac vercerTma zemoT dasaxele-

bulma kandidatma mecnierul kritikas ver gauZlo, kiTxva – vin iyo sinamdvile-

Si avtori, pasuxgaucemeli darCa. samarTlianoba moiTxovs, aqve aRiniSnos, 

rom areopagituli wignebi petre iberis saxels pirvelad germanelma bizan-

tinologma h. koxma daukavSira. Jurnal ByzanƟ nische ZeitschriŌ -Si gamoqveynebul 

werilSi igi werda, rom areopagituli wignebis avtori im wreSi unda eZebnaT, 

romelSic trialebda petre iberi. koxis mier gamoTqmuli Tvalsazrisis Ses-

axeb S. nucubiZes, rogorc amas TviTonve igonebs, saxelovanma qarTvelma bi-

zantinistma ak. simon yauxCiSvilma acnoba.
2

1 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Тайна Псевдо-Дионисия Ареопагита, Тбилиси, 1942. 
2 s. yauxCiSvili, bizantiuri literaturis istoria, Tbilisi, 1973, gv. 101-102.
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S. nucubiZe maSinve energiulad Seudga problemis kvlevas, da b-n simon 

yauxCiSvils davesesxebi, `misTvis Cveuli genialuri mixvedrebiT~ brwyinvale 

Sedegic miiRo, saxeldobr, areopagituli Txzulebani Tavad petre iberis 

mier unda yofiliyo dawerili. miuxedavad imisa, gaviziarebT Tu ara am Tval-

sazriss, faqtia, petre iberi areopagitikis avtorobis ukanaskneli kandidati 

gamodga; ukve Svidi aTeuli welia, bizantinologiurma mecnierebam ufro Ses-

aferisi axali pretedenti ver wamoayena. mkvlevarebi, romlebic am problemiT 

arian dainteresebulni, isev petre iberis garSemo trialeben da imis Sesaxeb 

kamaToben, – SeiZleba Tu ara iyos igi im xuTi filosofiur-Teologiuri xa-

siaTis Txzulebis avtori, romelic azrovnebis istoriaSi areopagitikis sax-

eliTaa cnobili. sabednierod, Salva nucubiZe marto ar aris; mis Teorias 

(hipoTezas) meore avtoric gamouCnda cnobili belgieli bizantinisti ern-

set honigmanis saxiT, romelic nucubiZis gamokvlevis gamoqveynebidan aTi 

wlis Semdeg areopagitikis avtorTan dakavSirebiT imave daskvnamde sruli-

ad damoukideblad mivida.
1
 rogorc Tavad S. nucubiZe wers: `orive SemTx-

vevaSi kvlevis meTodi da argumentaciis saSualebani, miuxedavad droSi sx-

vaobisa, ise emTxveva erTmaneTs, rom dasavleTis mecnierebam SesaZlebelad 

da saWirod CaTvala es koncepcia rogorc `nucubiZe – honigmanis Teoria~ 

ise aReniSna~.
2
 

am mcire Sesavlis Semdeg SevecdebiT Tanmimdevrulad gadmovceT da 

gavaanalizoT is ZiriTadi sabuTebi, romelTac Salva nucubiZes saSualeba 

misces daeskvna, rom areopagituli Txzulebani petre ibers ekuTvnis. 

ramdenadac petre iberi areopagitikis namdvili avtorisadmi mec-

nierebis mier wayenebul sam ZiriTad moTxovnas srulad akmayofilebda 

(iyo V saukunis moRvawe, moRvaweobda palestinaSi, iyo beri da episkoposi),                     

S. nucubiZem saZieblad sami sakiTxi daisaxa: 1. iyo Tu ara petre iberi Tavisi 

monacemebiT, moRvaweobis xasiaTiTa da interesebiT Sesaferisi pirovneba 

areopagituli Txzulebebis avtorobisaTvis; meore da mTavari: arsebobs Tu 

ara damTxvevebi petre iberis Sexedulebebisa im SexedulebebTan, romelTac 

areopagituli wignebi Seicaven; 3. xom ar Semonaxula raime literaturuli 

kvali, romelic petres areopagituli wignebis avtorobaze miuTiTebs.

pirvel kiTxvaze pasuxi mkvlevarma pirvelwyaroebSi – petre iberis bio-

grafosTa, romelnic misi Tanamedroveni iyvnen, TxzulebebSi ipova. petres 

siriuli cxovrebis anonimi avtori mas meore pavled da meore mosed ixseniebs. 

igi erTmaneTis paralelurad axasiaTebs meudabnoe esaiasa da petre ibers, maT 

Soris srul msgavsebas xedavs, or, simSvidiTa da niWierebis ZaliT, Tanabar mna-

Tobs uwodebs da agrZelebs, rom am niWis dasatevad mravali wigni iyo saWiro, 

1 Ernest Honigann, Piere l’1berien et les ecrits du Pseudo-Denys l’Areopagite, Bruxelles, 1952.
2 S. M. Hornus,Les recherches dionisiennes de 1955 a 1960, Ш. И. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер и античное 

философское наследие, Тбилиси, 1963, gv. 7.
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`rogorc amas mowmoben traqtatebi (Abhandlun-gen) da Txrobani maT Sesaxeb~.
1
 

S. nucubiZe fiqrobs, rom ramdenadac anonimi traqtatebsa da Txrobebs erT-

maneTisagan asxvavebs, traqtatebSi gadmocemuli unda yofiliyo is, raSic es 

niWiereba vlindeba, xolo moTxrobebSi – biografiuli cnobebi.
2
 maSasadame, 

petre imdenad didi moazrovne yofila, rom misi naazrevi traqtatebis saxiT 

yofila gadmocemuli. bizantiis samefo karze moRvawe qarTveli ufliswulis 

wignierebas, ganswavlulobasa da filosofiuri azrovnebisaken midrekilebas 

xazgasmulad warmoadgens zaqaria qarTvelic `petres cxovrebaSi~, romelic 

mas siriul enaze dauweria, xolo qarTulad makari xucess (mesxs) uTargmnia; 

saxeldobr, igi wers, rom kosntantinepolSi yofnisas petrem `ezom advilad 

daiswavla ena¡ berZnuli da swavla¡, vidre-Ra uk¢rda mefesa da yovelTa filo-

sofosTa palatisaTa simax¢le gonebisa misisa¡~, da Semdeg agrZelebs: ̀ da egreT, 

raJams warvediT ierusalÀmd, kualad iswava mun ena¡ da swavla¡ asurebrivi~.
3

igive zaqaria qarTveli petre ibers `samkauls da siqaduls qarT-

velTasa da meoxsa yovlisa soflisasa uwodebs~.
4
 `saeklesio istoriis~ av-

toris zaqaria ritoris mixedviT, `petre iberieli sakvirvelad ganTqmuli 

kaci iyo mTel msoflioSi~,
5
 Tumca mxolod is epizodebi, romelTac igi pe-

tres cxovrebidan aRwers, misi moRvaweobis amgvarad Sefasebis saSualebas 

naklebad iZleva.

2. rac Seexeba damTxvevebs areopagituli wignebis avtoris Sexedule-

bebisa petre iberis gamonaTqvamebTan, maTgan S. nucubiZe damTxvevas uwin-

aresad sikeTeze swavlebaSi xedavs.

anonimi mogviTxrobs, rom petre `ganixilavda Tavis azrebs~ zenon-

Tan, romelic Razis maxloblad cxovrobda, da am azrebiT midioda `pirda-

piri gziT sikeTisaken~.
6
 S. nucubiZis azriT, anonimi aq misi SesaZleblobis-

dagvarad gadmogvcems petres swavlebas sikeTeze, romelic arsebiTad em-

Txveva fsevdo-dionises swavlebas, radgan `sinaTliT ganaTebuli pirda-

piri gza sikeTisaken – esaa gza areopagituli wignebisa~.
7
 Sexeduleba – ar-

eopagituli sistema – borotebis arasubstanciurobas efuZneba. swavleba 

imis Sesaxeb, rom boroteba, rogorc sikeTis negacia, mxolod safexuria 

sikeTis amaRlebisaTvis, negatiuri Teologiis ZiriTadi momenti gaxda. sik-

eTe, rogorc sawyisi samyarosi, warmodgenilia, agreTve, sawyisad naTlisa, 

1 R. Raabe, Petrus der Sberer, Zpt., 1895, gv. 97.

2 Ш. И. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер.. gv. 128.

3 cxoreba¡ petre qarTuelisa¡, Zv. qarTuli agiografiuli Zeglebi, wigni II, Tb., 

1967, gv. 224.

4 iqve, gv. 263.

5 Die sogenannte Kirchengeschichte des Zacharias Rhetor, herausgegeben von K. Ahrens und G. Kru-
ger, LPZ, 1899, III, 4.

6 R. Raabe, Petrus der Lberer... gv. 51.

7 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер и... gv. 131.
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romelic gansxvavebiT xanmokle arasubstanciuri borotebisagan, maradi-

ulia (saRmrToTa saxelTaT¢s 4,19-35). iseve rogorc `petre iberis warmod-

geniT, gza sikeTisaken ganaTebulia misive sinaTliT, aseve areopagituli 

wignebis avtoric saubrobs ra sikeTis, rogorc absoluturi substanciis 

`ganfenaze~ samyaroSi, ganfenili sikeTe warmodgenili aqvs sinaTlis saxiT, 

romelic erTi wyarodan momdinareobs. ikvlevs ra sikeTis cnebas, dsevdo-

dionise ganuxilvelad tovebs borotebas, an, rogorc TviTon amjobinebs 

uwodos, arasaxierebas (arasikeTes). borotebis ganuxilveloba logikuri 

Sedegia swavlebisa samyaros Seqmnis erTaderT mizezze – `uzeSTaes saxiere-

baze~, anu RmerTze. ramdenadac igi, droisa da sivrcisagan SeuzRudvelad, 

yovelgan aris da yovelsave aRavsebs, amdenad borotebisaTvis samyaroSi ar-

sebiTad adgili aRar rCeba. sruli, absoluturi sikeTe, rogorc fsevdo-di-

onise wers: `arca odesme ars da odesme ara ars, arca vieTme mimarT keTil ars 

da vieTme Z¢r, arca aqa odesme ars da iqi sadme ara~,
1
 aramed msgavsad xiluli 

mzisa, ̀ ara ganizraxavs, arca wina-aRirCevs rasme, aramed T¢T bunebiT ganmana-

Tlebel ars yovelTa Zalisaebr mimRebelTa naTlisagan misisa~ (saRmrToTa 

saxelTaT¢s, 4,1; gv. 30).

S. nucubiZis azriT, fsevdo-dionises msjeloba sikeTis arssa da mis 

ganfenaze samyaroSi, igivea, rac pirdapiri gza sikeTisaken, romelic am 

sakiTxze petres naazrevisgan isaxeboda da romliTac TviTonac midioda 

`uzeSTaesi saxierebisaken, anu RmrTisaken~. mkvlevari wers: `cxadia, swav-

leba borotebis arasubstanciurobaze SesaZlebelia, Znelad misawvdomi 

yofiliyo biografosisaTvis, magram man petres Sexedulebebidan yvelaze 

arsebiTi Semogvinaxa da gvaCvena, rom saqme exeba `pirdapir gzas~ anu gzebs, 

romelnic, msgavsad sinaTlis gavrcelebisa, sivrcis sazRvrebSi ar aris Ca-

ketili da borotebiT gamrudebuli~.
2
 

saRmrTismetyvelo sakiTxebze SexedulebaTa damTxvevis meore mag-

aliTs S. nucubiZe zeciuri Zalebis ierarqiis erTnairad warmodgenaSi xe-

davs petres biografiasa da fsevdo-dionises TxzulebaSi `zecaTa mRdel-

mTavrobisaT¢s~. anonimi mogviTxrobs, rom avadmyofobis Semdeg, romlis gan-

mavlobaSic petre iovane lazs STagonebiT esaubreboda RmerTsa da adamians 

Soris kavSiris Sesaxeb, iovanem ixila Cveneba; mas warmoudga samyaros suraTi 

safexurTa sistemis saxiT, romelic ganasaxierebda angelozTa, qerubimTa, 

serafimTa da a. S. ierarqias vidre erT sawyisamde, anu RmerTamde. es sura-

Ti analogiuria zeciuri samyaros im suraTisa, romelic mocemulia zemox-

senebul TxzulebaSi `zecaTa mRdel-mTavrobisaT¢s~.

1 petre iberieli (fsevdo-dionise areopageli), Sromebi, Zv. qarTuli Targmani 

efrem mciresi. gamokvleviTa da leqsikoniTurT gamosca s. enuqaSvilma, Tb., 

1961, saRmrTo saxelTaT¢s, 4,7, gv. 35. fsevdo-dionises yvelgan am gamocemidan 

davimowmebT.

2 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер и... gv. 137.
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marTalia, zeciur ZalTa ierarqiuli ganlageba RmrTismetyvele-

baSi siaxle araa, magram siaxlea maTi triadebis, anu sameulebis saxiT war-

modgena. rogorc areopagitikis cnobili mkvlevari i. Stiglmairi wers: 

`saeklesio mweralTagan pirvelma dionisem aago angelozTa dasebi tri-

adebis ZiriTadi kanonis mixedviT~.
1
 S. nucubiZis azriT, miuxedavad imisa, 

rom petres cxovrebaSi mocemulsa da fsevdo-dionises mier warmodgenil 

zeciuri ierarqiis suraTebs Soris ramdenime araprincipuli sxvaoba Sein-

iSneba, maT Soris `msgavseba ise Soris midis, rom zeciur dasTa dajgufebis 

triadul principsac ki exeba~.
2
 xolo rac Seexeba sxvaobebs, mkvlevaris az-

riT, am sxvaobaTa mizezi advili SesaZlebelia Tavad anonimi avtori iyos, 

radgan gamoricxuli araa, rom zeciuri ierarqiis gadmocemisas Secdoma 

daeSva. samagierod yuradRebas iqcevs is faqti, rom zeciur ZalTa ganla-

gebaze orive SemTxvevaSi ara uSualod petre da fsevdo-dionise, aramed 

maTi maswavleblebi: iovane lazi da ieroTeosi saubroben. fsevdo-dionise 

wers: `yovelTa maT zecisa arsebaTa RmrTis-metyuelebaman cxra uwoda saC-

inoebiTiTa saxelis-debiTa. da amaT samobiTTa SemkulebaTa samad ganhyofs 

saRmrTo igi Cueni mRdelT srul-myofeli~.
3
 

S. nucubiZis azriT, damTxvevis mesame magaliTia jer kidev antikur 

filosofiaSi dasmuli erTisa da simravlis, anu areopagituli wignebis 

enaze – erTobisa da ganyofis problemis erTi da imave saxiTa da ganmarte-

biT warmodgena petre ibersa da fsevdo dionisesTan.

`pleroforiebSi~ iovane rufusi petres mistikur xilvas misive piriT 

aRwers, kerZod, igi TviTon mogviTxrobs, rogor waiyvana petre mociqul-

ma amaRlebul adgilas, caze naTlis didi sxivi aCvena, romelic, rogorc 

gza zecisaken ise Canda, da uTxra: `ai, mama~, xolo Semdeg meore da mesame 

sinaTlec daanaxa. ra Tqma unda, es sami sinaTle simbolurad samebis sam 

pirs warmoadgens da RmrTeebrivi piris erTobisa da ganyofis Semecnebas 

emsaxureba.

erTisa da simravlis (eJvn kai; pan), anu erTobisa da ganyofis problema-

turi sakiTxis garkvevas fsevdo-dionisec sinaTlis magaliTiT cdilobs. 

wignSi `saRmrToTa saxelTaTvis~ igi wers: `vina¡ca daRacaTu mravalTa 

vhxedvidiT Cuen lamparTa erTsa mas saxlsa Sina myofad, aramed erT naT-

ladve SeerTebul iyvis naTeli igi yovelTa¡ da erT-ganuyofelad naTlad 

brwyinavn. rameTu viTar vhgoneb, ver vin SemZlebel iyvis amis romlisame 

lamprisa naTelsa ganrCevad sxuaTa maTgan naTelTa saxlisa mis haersa zeda 

ganfenilisagan brwyinvalebisa, ra¡Tamca T¢nier sx¢sa ixila sxua¡, aramed 

yoveli yovelsa Seurevnelad Sezavebuli da daRacTu erTi vinme maT lam-

1 I. Stiglmayr, Die Streitschrifts des Procopious von Gasa. Byz. Zeitshr., VIII, 1899, gv. 277-278.

2 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер и... gv. 137.

3 areopagitikis dasax. gamocema, `zecaTa mRdelT-mTavrobisaT¢s~, 3,2;  gv. 117.
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parTa maTgani ganiRis sarTulisa misgan, mis Tana ganhyvebis yoveli naTeli 

misi; xolo araras Tana-ganitanebs sxuaTa maT naTelTagan, arca ras T¢ssa 

dauteobs sxuaTa maT~.
1
 

maSasadame, ramdenime (sami) lamprisgan gamocemuli naTeli oTaxSi erT 

ganuyofel naTlad brwyinavs da veravin SeZlebs gamoyos misgan is naTeli, ro-

melic erTi maTganisgan gamodis. magram Tu erTi lampari gatanili iqneba, mTel 

Tavis naTels gaitans, ise rom, arc sxvebis naTels gaiyolebs da arc Tavisas 

dautovebs sxvebs, e. i. TiToeul lampars aqvs sakuTari – ganyofili Tviseba, 

SeerTebuli ganyofasa Sina da ganyofili SeerTebasa Sina~. aqidan cxadia, rom 

dionisesaTvis, iseve rogorc zemoxsenebuli Cvenebis mixedviT petre iberisaT-

visac, mTavaria ganuyofeloba erTisa da simravlis, erTobisa da ganyofisa.

`amrigad, erTi da imave azris gamosaxatavad petre iberTanac, ramde-

nadac es biografosTanaa daculi, da areopagitul wignebSic erTi da igive 

saxea gamoyenebuli erTi da imave mizniT da ganmartebiT. sxva Sinaarsi ara 

aqvs ioane maiumelis monaTxrobs. am monaTxrobSi sami wyaro sinaTlisa an 

sami mnaTobi, petre iberis warmodgenaSi pirdapiraa Sewyobili samebis 

pirebTan, maSin, roca areopagitul wignebSi araviTari mimarTeba ar arse-

bobs da saqme zogadi problemiTaa SemosazRvruli. cxadia, rom marcxianma 

biografosma saeklesio-dogmaturi gziT wasvla amjobina, romelic misTvis 

ufro misawvdomi iyo, magram mTlianad SeinarCuna is, rac mocemul sakiTxze 

petre iberisa da areopagituli wignebis safuZvels Seadgens~.
2
 

rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, areopagituli wignebis petre iberis avto-

robis dasasabuTeblad S. nucubiZem kvleva kidev erTi aspeqtiT warmar-

Ta, kerZod, xom ar SeiZleboda povna literaturuli kvalisa, romelic 

miuTiTebda, rom es xuTi wigni namdvilad petres ekuTvnoda. am Tvalsaz-

risiTac man zaqaria ritoris `saeklesio istoriaSi~ imgvar cnobas miagno, 

romlis angariSgauwevlobac ubralod gaugebari iqneboda.

erT-erTi pirveli avtori, Tu saerTod pirveli ara, romelic areop-

agituli wignebis avtorad dionise areopagels asaxelebs, zaqaria rito-

ria. igi wers: `is dionise areopagidan, romelmac warmarTobis sibnelisa da 

cdomilebidan RmrTis Secnobis gansakuTrebul naTels miaRwia Cveni winamZ-

Rolis pavles mier, ambobda wignSi, romelic man wminda samebis RmrTeebriv 

saxelebs miuZRvna~.
3
 ase rom, fsevdodionises saidumloebis aRmoceneba 

zaqaria ritoris saxels ukavSirdeba. rogorc S. nucubiZe fiqrobs, mas ar 

SeiZleba ar scodnoda sinamdvileSi wignebi vis ekuTvnoda, romlebic misi 

moRvaweobis periodSi da im regionSi Seiqmna, sadac TviTon moRvaweobda, 

magram Segnebulad icrua, risi mizezic Zneli gasagebi araa. qalkedonis me-4 

msoflio krebaze damarcxebis Semdeg monofizitebs gansakuTrebiT sWirde-

1 saRmrToTa saxelTaT¢s, gv. 17-18.

2 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер и античное... gv. 135-136.

3 Kirchengeschichte d. Zacharias Rhetor, gamoc. K. Ahrens-isa da G. Krüger-isa, Leipzig, 1899, s. 
1193.
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bodaT damowmeba imgvari pirovnebebisa, romelTa avtoritetic eklesiisaT-

vis xelSeuxebeli iqneboda. swored aseT pirovnebaTa ricxvs miekuTvneboda 

dionise areopagelic, romelic qristianobaze pavle mociqulma moaqcia da 

mis mowafed iTvleboda. Znelia ar irwmuno is logikuri kavSiri, romelic S. 

nucubiZem zaqaria ritoris am gamonagonsa da missave meore gamonagon faqts 

Soris daadgina. meore gamonagoni petre ibersa da vinme ioane aleqsandriels 

exeba, romelic Turme Tavis eretikul wignebs petres saxeliT avrcelebda, 

`radgan SiSobda, rom is, rasac werda lanZRvis sagani gaxdeboda~ da amitom 

morwmuneTa SecdomaSi Seyvanasa da maT mier wignebis miRebas am gziT cdi-

lobda. erT monasterSi petres erTi aseTi wigni unaxavs, waukiTxavs, gaja-

vrebula da misi namdvili avtori dauwyevlia.
1

saqme isaa, rom, rogorc es dRes mecnierebaSi, kerZod, oto bardenx-

everis mieraa dadgenili, sinamdvileSi aseTi pirovneba – ioane aleqsandri-

eli ar arsebula da, Sesabamisad, arc wignebi dauweria da gauvrcelebia pe-

tre iberis saxeliT. zaqaria ritori, romelmac areopagituli wignebi gan-

zrax, winaswar gamiznulad dionise areopagels miawera, amjerad wignebis 

sxvisTvis miweris analogiuri faqtiT petre iberis, rogorc mwerlis, av-

toritetze migvaniSnebs. cxadia, petres mwerlis saxeli rom ar hqonoda 

mopovebuli, ioane aleqsandrieli Tavisi wignebis popularizacias misTvis 

miweriT ar Seecdeboda. mecnieris maxvil Tvals am epizodidan arc, erTi 

SexedviT umniSvnelo, detali gamoepara, rogoricaa petres mier erT-erTi 

aseTi wignis wakiTxva da misi avtoris dawyevla, anu zaqaria ritoris gad-

mocemiT, petrem maSinve ki ar uaryo misTvis miwerili wignebis avtoroba, 

Tumca, `Tu igi saerTod arafers werda, ase unda moqceuliyo, aramed mTeli 

wignis wakiTxva aiZula, rac mxolod SexedulebaTa Sedarebis Suqzea gasage-

bi. cxadia, aq misTvis mTavaria, rogorRac gagvagebinos, rom petre raRac 

wignebs werda. sxva azri mTel am gamonagon Txrobas ar aqvs~.
2
 

1952 wels belgieli bizantinistis ernst honigmanis naSromi gamovi-

da; sakiTxis Rrma kvlevam belgieli mecnieric im daskvnamde miiyvana, rom 

areopagitikis avtori petre iberi iyo. saintereso faqtia, rom honigmanma 

araferi icoda S. nucubiZis gamokvlevis Sesaxeb. areopagitikis avtorad 

petres aRiarebamde igi nucubiZisagan damoukidebeli gziT gamovida. vinc 

orive mecnieris gamokvlevebs icnobs, SeuZlebelia amaSi eWvi Seitanos. S. 

nucubiZe petre iberis avtorobamde kvlevis literaturul-SedarebiTi 

meTodiT mivida, xolo honigmani areopagitikis avtoris maswavleblis 

ieroTeosis da petre iberis maswavleblis, ioane lazis identifikaciiT. 

amitom ususuria dRes mcdeloba imis mtkicebisa, rom honigmani S. nucu-

biZis naSroms icnobda.

1 bizantieli mwerlebis cnobebi saqarTvelos Sesaxeb, t. III, berZnuli teqsti qar-

Tuli TargmaniTurT gamosca da ganmartebebi daurTo s. yauxCiSvilma, tfili-

si, 1936, gv. 5-6.

2 Ш. Нуцубидзе, Петр Ивер.... gv. 118.
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sityvas aRar gavagrZeleb imis Taobaze, rom qarTuli mecnierebisgan 

gansxvavebiT, romelic ramdenime gamonaklisis – s. yauxCiSvili, S. xidaSeli, 

s. enuqaSvili – garda, S. nucubiZis gamokvlevas uaryofiTad Sexvda, misi aR-

moCena rusulma da, Tavdapirvelad, dasavleT evropis mecnierebamac gaiz-

iara, ufro metic, aRfrTovanebiTac ki Sexvda (delgeri, griumeli, ivanka, 

vardi, vl. orlovi, sidorova losevi). SemdegSi dasavleTSi nucubiZe-ho-

nigmanis aRmoCenisadmi damokidebulebis mkveTrad Secvlas saTave i. eng-

berdingis gamokvlevam
1
 daudo. man sadavo sakiTxi religiuri davis sfero-

Si gadaitana da orTodoqsalur-diofizituri areopagituli Txzulebebis 

monofiziti petre iberisadmi miweris gamo aRmosavleTis eklesia monofiz-

itebTan SeTanxmebaSi daadanaSaula. petre iberis avtorobis winaaRmdeg 

engberdingis gansakuTrebiT Tavgamodebuli momxre r. roki gaxda.

petre iberis avtorobis winaaRmdeg motanili am sabuTis sawinaaRm-

degod unda iTqvas, rom petres monofizitobaze mxolod da mxolod mono-

fizituri wyaroebi iZlevian cnobebs, maSin, roca is marTlmadideblur 

samyaroSi wmindanad iyo aRiarebuli, razec qarTuli eklesiis xuTsauku-

novani tradicia metyvelebs: misdami miZRvnili himnografiuli Txzule-

bani, freska, romelic ierusalimis jvris monasterSia SemorCenili, sinas 

mTis wmida ekaterines monastris triptiqi, romlis Sua nawilis mesame rigSi 

ilarion qarTvelsa da Sio mRvimelTan erTad petre ibericaa gamosaxuli 

warweriT: `mnaTobni qarTvelTani~, aTonis mTis XIV-XV ss. qarTul-berZnu-

li liturgikuli Sinaarsis miniaturebiT Semkuli xelnaweri, romelSic pe-

tre iberieli wm. eqvTime aTonelisa da wm. ilarion qarTvelis gverdiTaa
2
.

garda amisa, Cven guldasmiT SeviswavleT monofizit avtorTa cno-

bebi petre iberis Sesaxeb. teqstebis dawvrilebiTi analizis Sedegad 

cxadi gaxda: isargebles ra imiT, rom petre ibers, asketuri cxovrebisad-

mi midrekilebis gamo, diofizitebsa da monofizitebs Soris gamarTul 

saRmrTismetyvelo kamaTSi aqtiuri pozicia ar ekava, maT mravali faqti 

gaayalbes mis monofizitad warmosadgenad da misi didi avtoritetis saku-

Tari miznebisaTvis gamosayeneblad
3
.

sxvaTa Soris orTodoqs monofizitad petre ibers arc S. nucubiZe 

Tvlida da arc honigmani. am bolo wlebSi petres monofizituri aRmsare-

bloba ueWvel faqtad arc m. van esbroks miaCnia.
4
 ase rom, ukeTu mecnierebas 

petre iberis areopagituli wignebis avtorobis sawinaaRmdegod misi mono-

1 H. Engberding, Kann Petrus dez Iberer mit Dioniciuc Areopagita identifi ziert wenden, Oriens Chris-
tianus, Bd. 38, 1954, s. 68- 95.

2 cxovreba da moRvaweoba wmidisa da netarisa mamisa Cvenisa petre qarTvelisa, Tb., 

2012.

3 dawvrilebiT amis Sesaxeb ix. wmida petre iberi, `sami saunje~, Tb., 2011, #1, gv. 159-

187. 
4 Мишель ван Эсбрук, Св. Петр Ивир и Дионисий Ареопагит: возвращаясь к тезису Хонигмана. 

portalcredo.ru. 
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fizitobis garda sxva sabuTi ar aqvs, maSin rogorc amas van esbrokic aRniS-

navs, isev aqtualurad unda ganixilebodes nucubiZe-honigmanis Teoria, 

miT umetes, rom mecnierebam dRemde areopagitikis avtorad met-naklebad 

dasabuTebulad vercerTi sxva moRvawis dasaxeleba ver SeZlo.

sruli darwmunebiT Tqma imisa, rom areopagituli wignebi ar iZleva 

saSualebas maTi avtoris monofizitad warmodgenisa, rasac roki honigma-

nis Sexedulebis sapirispirod amtkicebs, ar SeiZleba; ar SeiZleba Tundac 

iqidan gamomdinare, rom marTlmadideblur eklesias maTi miReba gauWirda. 

aq isev Salva nucubiZes unda davujeroT, rom areopagituli wignebi iseve 

iZlevian saSualebas maTi monofiziturad wakiTxvisa, rogorc Tavad petre 

iberma, misca monofizitebs saSualeba misi monofizitad gamocxadebisa, imis 

gamo, rom dogmaturi sakiTxis garSemo atexil davaSi aqtiur pozicias ar am-

JRavnebda. 

GVANTSA KOPLATADZE 

Shalva Nutsubidze about the Author of Areopagitica

Summary

The fi ve theological and philosophical works - Areopagitica by the fi gure of the fi rst cen-
tury, a disciple of the Apostle Paul, St. Dionysius the Areopagite, has raised questions of authen-
ticity in the church from the very beginning. Particularly in the year 532, at the local Council of 
Constantinople, Hypatia of Ephesus questioned the authorship of Dionysius the Areopagite. The 
disputes were resumed in the era of Lorenzo Valla and Erasmus. In the late 19th and early 20th cen-
turies, science affi rmed the anonymity of the Areopagitic books based on the fact that the books 
were created between 451 and 532 years, after the Council of Chalcedon.

The second phase of the Areopagitica research in science was carried out in order to de-
termine the identity of the author. During the Council of Constantinople, local bishops brought 
Christian books of every famous author of Syria and Palestine of the second half of 5th, and the 
beginning of the 6th centuries. Every name was reviewed as the possible author of Areopagitica 
however, none withstood the criticism.

In 1942, the Georgian philosopher and scholar Shalva Nutsubidze published the study “The 
Mystery of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite~. In the study, Nutsubidze argued that the author of 
the book Areopagitica was a well-known fi gure of the 5th century, Bishop of Majuma, Georgian 
Prince Peter the Iberian.
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S.Nutsubidze conducted a study using three criteria to support his claim: The fi rst crite-
rion: Was Peter the Iberian a suitable person, capable of authoring the Areopagitic books based on 
his character and his activities?; The second criterion and also the main one: was the views and 
beliefs of Peter the Iberian in agreement with those of the Areopagitic books?; The third criterion: 
whether the documents indicated Peter the Iberian’s authorship of Areopagitica?

S.Nutsubidze achieved successful results in all three aspects: Contemporaries of Peter the 
Iberian mentioned Peter the Iberian as the second Paul and the second Moses. They emphasized 
his amazing, scholarly talents that manifested in many areas including learning Greek and Syriac.
They pointed out that a lot of “treatises and stories “ were created to depict his talent.

S.Nutsubidze reached even more interesting results regarding Peter the Iberian’s views. 
Peter the Iberian’s viewpoints documented by his biographers coincided with such main issues 
of the doctrine of Areopagitic books as the teachings of evil negating good and it being a step to 
affi rm good (the basic principle of negative theology in Areopagitic doctrine).

Peter the Iberian and Dionysius the Areopagite share deep similarities in describing The 
Celestial Hierarchies where through the ministry of the Angelic Hosts, triads of angels, the Di-
vine Providential Life is transmitted from Its ultimate Source to all things, even to the remotest 
bounds of transiency, in accordance with the divine plan which is a perfect and harmonious unity 
whereby all beings and things, from the innermost to the outermost, participate in the Providential 
Stream in the measure of their capacity.

To research the above mentioned third criterion the exceptional importance was played 
by Zacharias Rhetor mentioning that Peter the Iberian, not just wrote books, but also, was quite 
famous. He brings an example of a John of Alexandria who attributed his own work to that of 
Peter the Iberian in order to better distribute them.

Belgian Professor Ernest Honigmann (1892-1954), independently from S.Nutsubidze, 
also concluded that Peter the Iberian authored the Areopagiticbooks. The results of Nutsubidze’s 
and Honigmann’s research are known in science as the Theory of Nutsubidze Honigmann.

Initially, Western scientists, especially after the publication of the study by E. Honigmann, 
enthusiastically accepted this fi nding. However, the circumstances changed after the publication 
of the work by E. Engberding. Engberding denied the authorship of Peter the Iberian, irrefutably 
arguing his monophysitism. Engberding also had a zealous follower in R.Rock.

In contrast to the arguments made against the authorship of Peter the Iberian by Engberd-
ing, it should be noted that the information on Peter the Iberian’s monophysitism is provided 
solely by Monophysite sources. The Orthodox world sanctifi ed Peter the Iberian. There were 
hymnographic works dedicated to him. There is a fresco of him preserved in the Jerusalem Holy 
Cross Monastery; There are other evidences such as St. Catherine monastery triptych on Mount 
Sinai where Peter the Iberian is depicted along with Hilarion Georgian and Shio Mgvimeli in the 
third row of the central partwith the inscriptions “Lights of Georgia,” ; the manuscript of Mount 
Athos of 14th-15th centuries, decorated with Georgian-Greek liturgical character miniatures, in 
which Peter the Iberian is depicted next to St. Eqvtime Atoneli and Hilarion Georgian.

In addition, we have carefully studied the information by the Monophysite authors about 
Peter the Iberian. As a result of a rigorous analysis of the texts, it became clear that they took an 
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advantage of his ascetic way of life as Peterthe Iberian did not take active part in the theological 
controversy between the dyophysite and the monophysite. They falsifi ed many of the facts with 
an intentionof presenting him as a monophysit and using his great authority for their own benefi t.

Neither S.Nutsubidze nor E.Honigman considered Peter the Iberian as an orthodox Mono-
physite. In recent years, M. Van Esbrok started considering Peter the Iberian a dyophysite. So, if 
science cannot fi nd any other justifi cation other than just his Monophysitism against the author-
ship of Peter the Iberian, then, as the M. Van. Esbrok suggests, the theory Nucubidze-Honigmann 
should be revisited. Even more so because to date, science has been unable to establish the actual 
historical author of Areopagitica.
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saidumlo Tasi (ό μυστικός κρατήρ) dionise areopagelis 

TxzulebebSi

areopagitikaSi moZRvreba samyaros Sesaxeb neoplatonistur models 

emyareba – xiluli samyaro uxilavis simboluri gamovlenaa, romlis aRqma 

SesaZlebelia grZnobadi simboloebis saSualebiT: `saCino xatni uxilavis 

xiluli saxebani arian~ (X werili ioane RvTismetyvelis 1117 B).1

simboluri azrovnebis horizonti usazRvroa; adamianis gonebas daus-

ruleblad SeuZlia SeTxzas, gamoZerwos saxeebi, romelnic garegnulad, 

SesaZloa, araviTar wminda, sakralur niSans ar atarebdnen, magram simbo-

los arsi mdgomareobs mis SinaarsSi, mis uSualo azrobriv mimarTebaSi mis-

save pirvelsaxesTan. simbolo pirvelsaxesTan kavSiris gareSe ar aRiqmeba: 

`nu gvgonia, rom xilvadi niSnebi TavianTi TavisaTvis Seiqmnen. [isini] mra-

valT gamouCndnen saidumlo da uxilavi mecnierebiT, raTa uwmindurTaT-

vis xelmisawvdomi ar iyos yovlad wmindani; [simboloebi] gacxaddebian 

Rirsebis mxolod WeSmarit motrfialeTaTvis, rameTu [maT] ZaluZT Camoa-

Soron wminda simboloebs mTeli bavSvuri fantazia da gonebis ubraloe-

biTa da ganWvretis Zalis unariT iltvian simboloTa martivi, zebunebrivi 

da Seumecnebeli WeSmaritebisaken~ (IX werili tite mRvdelmTavars, 1105 C).2

dionise areopagelis IX werili, rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, eZRvneba tite 

mRvdelmTavars, romelmac weriliT ikiTxa, Tu ra aris saxli da Tasi si-

brZnisa,  misi saWmeli da sasmeli. IX werili areopagelisa, faqtobrivad, am 

kiTxvebze pasuxs warmoadgens. masSi SesaniSnavadaa ganmartebuli simbol-

uri RvTismetyvelebis arsi da xerxebi da, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom gasaRebi 

Teologiur-simboluri metyvelebisa swored am werilSia mocemuli.3

yovel simbolur niSans Tavisi materialuri mxare gaaCnia. simbolo 

gaazrebuli sagania, romelsac Tavisi SinaarsiT SeiZleba saerTo arc ki 

hqondes am saganTan, magram masSi (simboloSi) harmoniulad unda iyos Ser-

wymuli materialuric da sulieric, fizikuri – esaa simbolos garegnuli 

mxare da metafizikuri – sulieri Sinaarsi.4 imisaTvis, rom Cveni gonebisaT-

1 bizantiuri epistolografia da fsevdo-dionise areopagelis werilebi, Targ-

mani, gamokvleva, komentarebi j. SoSiaSvilisa, Tb., 1992, gv. 125.

2 iqve, gv. 120.

3 werilis dasasruls dionise areopageli asaxelebs traqtats `saRvTismetyve-

lo simbolikis~ saxelwodebiT, romelsac mkvlevarebi dakargulad Tvlian, ix. 

prof. kernis Sesavali sityva wignSi «Псевдо-Дионисский Ареопагит «О божественных 
именах», Буэнос-Айрес, 1957, gv.  5-22.

4 m. ivanovi, simbolos RvTismetyvelebisaTvis, saRvTismetyvelo krebuli 3, Tb., 

1987, gv. 369.
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vis aRsaqmeli gaxdes uflis arsebis yvela gamovlineba, rogoricaa gangeba, 

wyaloba, gamocxadeba, Zala, Tviseba, xvedri, uZraoba, winsvla, gayofa da 

SeerTeba (IX werili, 1105 A), Cven vTxzavT simboloebs: xe, ylorti, yvavili, 

fesvi aRmocenebuli, wyaro wyliT aRmomdinare, brwyinva gamosuli naTelT-

mSoblisagan da ase dausruleblad, magram RmerTis namdvili buneba simbo-

loTa miRma igulisxmeba da Cven `viciT ara is, rac is aris, aramed is, rac 

is ar aris~. es arcodna RmerTisa (άγνωσία τοϋ Θεοϋ) areopagitikaSi ori gziT 

miiRweva: katafatikuriT da apofatikuriT. RmerTis dadebiTi da uaryofi-

Ti maxasiaTeblebis erToblioba qmnis codnas zearsis Sesaxeb. RmerTi aris 

codna, `Tu viTar T¢T zeSTabrZeni RmerTi (ό Θεός ό ύπέρσοφος) sibrZned da 

gonebad da sityuad da mcnobelad (γνώσις) igalobebis~ (DN, 7, 2).
dionise areopageli imowmebs saRmrTo werils, sadac naTqvamia – si-

brZnem aiSena saxli, dado masSi mkvrivi saWmeli, sasmeli da T a s i ,  raTa 

gaecxadebina saRvToni RvTivmSvenierad (IX werili 1109 B).1

saRvTo saidumloni Cven gveZleva mravalsaxovani simboloebiT, maT 

Soris trapezovnebis (τραπεζώσις) saxiTac, rac simbolurad warmoadgens 

saRvTo sibrZniT aRvsebis process. am dros wminda trapezze dagebuli pu-

riTa da RviniT morwmune eziareba qristes sxeulsa da sisxls.

`keTilad igalobeba wminda sityvanSi zekeTili sibrZne (ή ύπέρσοφος καί 
άγαζή σοφία), romelic dgams saidumlo Tass (ό μυστικός κρατήρ), aRmoacenebs 

wminda sasmels, sasmelze ufro adre ki debs mkvriv sazrdos da keTilmSve-

nierad xmamaRali qadagebiT mouxmobs mavedrebelT~ (IX werili, 1109 B).

sibrZne T a s S i aTavsebs Tavis winagangebul sikeTes (IX werili, 1109 B). 
saRmrTo¡ igi sibrZne mecnier ars Tavsa T¢ssa. igia codna yovelgvar cod-

naTa (γνώσις τών πασών γνώσεων) da mudam Tavisi Tavisagan ganWvretili max-

arebeli iesoa, romelic mouwodebs, emsaxureba, aniWebs [misken mimavalT] 

maradiul gansvenebas, unawilebs da gadmoafrqvevs sikeTis savseobas (IX 

werili, 1113 A).

iesos gamocxadeba umaRlesi sibrZnisa da siyvarulis gamovlinebaa. 

Tumca gamocxadeba ar gulisxmobs saidumlos gamoaSkaravebas da gaxsnas; 

piriqiT, saidumlos arsi swored gamocxadebaSia (III werili gaios bers, 1069 

B). Tavad iesoc xom igavebiT RvTismetyvelebs, RvTiTqmnil idumalebebs 

trapezovnebis saxiT gadmogvcems (IX werili, 1108 A).

wminda trapezi wminda sulis simboloa, xolo sakvebad motanili 

puri da Rvino – qristes sxeulisa da sisxlis ganivTebuli simbolo. trape-

1 `sibrZneman iSena Tavisa T¢sisa saxli da queSe Seudgna mas S¢dni suetni. da da-

kla T¢si igi saklveli, da ganazava takukTa T¢si igi R¢no¡ da ganamzada Tavisa 

T¢sisa tabla¡~ /igavTa, 9, 1-2/. mas `uzeSTaessa saxierebasa (ύπερώνυμον άγαξότητα)~ 

mravali saxeliT (simboloTi) aRniSnaven, maT Soris `sasumelTa da t a k u k T a 

ity¢an misTa~ (οτήρια καί κ ρ α τ ή ρ α ς  αύτή (οίνοδοχεία – ax. berZn.) , 1, 8. petre ib-

erieli, fsevdo dionise areopageli, Sromebi, efrem mciris Targmani, gamosca s. 

enuqaSvilma, Tb., 1961.
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zovneba simboluri gamoxatulebaa ziarebis saidumlosi, romelzec Ta-

vad macxovarma miuTiTa, Semdeg ki misma mowafeebma da eklesiis mamebma 

gaimeores.1 tradicias dasabami misca Tavad ieso qristem saidumlo serobis 

dros: `moiRo ieso purida hmadlobda da ganstexa da misca mowafeTa T¢sTa 

da hrqua maT: miiReT da hsWameT, ese ars £orci Cemi, da moiRo sasumeli da 

hmadlobda da mihsca maT da hsTqua: hsuT amisagan yovelTa, ese ars sisx-

li Cemi axlisa aRTqmisa, mravalTaTvis daTxeuli misateveblad codvaTa~ 

(maTe, 26-29; luka, 22, 20). es wes-Cveuleba erTaderTia moRweuli Cvenamde 

yvela imaTgan, romlebic aRasrula ufalma Tavisi miwieri cxovrebis dros, 

rameTu esaa axali aRTqmis wesebi.2 axali aRTqmis simboloebis istoriuli 

saxe Zvel aRTqmaSia mocemuli; Zveli aRTqmis simboloebis gadasvla axal 

aRTqmaSi xdeboda eklesiis mamaTa gavleniT, gamomdinare wminda werilebis 

ganmartebebidan.3

trapezovneba gamoxatavs swrafvas srulqmnisaken, raTa Sevsebul 

iqnes nakleboba da usruloba: `vina¡Tgan Cueulebad aqus kacTa puris Wama¡ 

da wylisa da R¢nis suma¡, SeauRla maT RmrTeeba¡ T¢si da yvna igi £orc da 

sisxl T¢ssa, raTa CueulebisaebrTa da bunebiTTa mier viqmnebodeT ziar 

uaRresTa bunebisaTa~ (ioane damaskeli, gardamocema, 86 (IV, 13)).4

simbolurad Rvino gamoxatavs xorcSesxmuli logosis sulier sisxls 

da alegoriuli miniSnebaa WeSmaritebis sasmelze.5

simboluria is WurWelic, riTac ismeba Rvino.

`Tasi mrgvalia da TavRia, simbolo yoveli dausabamo da dausrule-

beli gangebisa, gaSlili, da, amasTanave, yvelaferSi SeRwevadisa. yvelas 

gamWoli [sibrZne] rCeba Tavis TavSi ganmtkicebuli. da dgas uZrav igiveo-

baSi da mTlianad gauziarebelia Tavis TavSi ganmtkicebuli. aseve ucvleli 

da myari rCeba Tavis TavSi myofi da ganmtkicebuli, rogorc Tasi, ucvle-

lad da mtkiced dgas (IX werili, 1109 ).

Tasis simbolika qristianul RvTismetyvelebaSi warmarTuli mis-

teriebidan iRebs saTaves. h. koxs miaCnia, rom warmarTuli misteriebis gav-

lenasTan konkurencia aiZulebda qristianul eklesias, gadaeRo maTgan 

zogierTi simbolo, rogoricaa, magaliTad, mistikuri fialis simbolo.6 

Tumca, S. nucubiZe Tvlis, rom antikurobisa da aRmosavleTis sakulto mis-

teriebs araviTari mniSvneloba ar hqondaT, garda garegnul-simbolurisa. 

1 Уваров А.С. Христианская символика, М. 1908, gv.  132.
2 Словарь Библейского богословия под ред. Леон Дюфура, Брюссель, 1974, gv.  65.
3 Уваров А.С. Христианская символика, М. 1908, стр. 125.
4 wm. ioane damaskeli, marTlmadidebluri sarwmunoebis zedmiwevniTi gadmocema, 

sasuliero akademiis gamomc., Zv. berZnulidan Tanamedrove qarTulze Targmna 

da Sesavali daurTo e. WeliZem, Tb., 2000.

5 Катанский А. Догматическое учение о семи церковных таинствах, СПБ, 1879, gv. 148-49.
6 Koch Hugo, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita in seinen Beziehungen zum Neoplatonismus und Myste-

rienwesen, Mainz, 1900.
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ra Tqma unda, es simboloebi SesaZlebeli iyo aeTvisebina eklesias, da igi 

iTvisebda kidec maT, Tundac garegnulad an raime mosazrebebis gamo, ami-

tom gamoricxuli araa eklesiis im simboloTa gamoyeneba masobrivi gamosv-

lebisaTvis. magaliTad, SeiZleba mivuTiToT fialis simbolos gamoyeneba.1 

is nivTebi, romlebic ixmareboda saidumloTa aRsrulebisas, Tavdapirve-

lad aRebuli iyo yofiTi cxovrebidan, magram rogorc ki monawileobas mi-

iRebdnen saidumloSi, iZendnen liturgikul datvirTvas da simboloebad 

yalibdebodnen.

`gangeba (πρόνοια) srulyofilia, mizezia yofisa da keTilad yofisa, 

romelic yvelaferSi aRwevs, yvelafers swvdeba da yvelafers moicavs da 

kvlav igi Tavis TavSi zeaRmatebiT arafrisagan da arafriT ar Semoisaz-

Rvreba, aramed yvelasagan gamoyofili aris, dgas da rCeba Tavisave TavSi 

igiveobad da maradiulobad. arsi da mdgomareobac mudam aseTive aqvs. arc 

Tavs gareT warmoiSveba da arc arasodes tovebs Tavis samyofels, uZrav 

myarobas da arsobas, Tavis TavSi yvela srulyofili gangebis keTilad-

moqmedi iRvwis, yvelasadmi mswrafveli rCeba Tavis TavSi, mudam dgas da 

moZraobs, [amave dros] arc dgas da arc moZraobs, aramed, SeiZleba iTqvas, 

gangebiT moqmedebs uZraobaSi; uZraoba ki gangebaSi erTbunebrivad da erT-

nebad aqvs~ (IX werili, 1109 CD).2

esaa klasikuri formulireba uflis Tasisa, romelsac kidev ufro 

amyarebs da aTvalsaCinoebs misi ganxilva triaduli principiT, rac dion-

ise areopagelis moZRvrebaTa qvakuTxeds warmoadgens. dionise areopageli 

traqtatis `saRvTo saxelTaTvis~ IV TavSi msjelobs moZraoba-uZraobis 

igiveobis Sesaxeb, imowmebs wminda werils (rom. 11, 37), rom `yoveli dgoma¡ 

da ZRva¡ misgan [uflisgan] da mis ZliT da mis mier da missa mimarT ars~ (DN 

4.10 efrem mciris Targmani). yovel moZraobasa da uZraobaze maRla dgas 

is, vinc amoZravebs da uZravyofs yovelives: gonebrivs, suliers da sxeu-

lebrivs. yoveli arsi gonebiTi, sulieri da sxeulebrivi dionisesTan ganix-

ileba neoplatonistur triadul sistemaSi moZraobis sami ganzomilebiT, 

sam-moZraobiT: wrfivi, wriuli da spiraluri (DN, 4, 8).

1. wrfivi (marTebiTi – εύζεία) 

suli Tavisi Tavidan gansvladia da ganfenadi, gamravlebuli da mra-

valsaxovani.

2. wriuli (momrgulebiTi – κυκλώς)
suli amrgvalebs, krebs Tavis TavSi simravles erT saxed da miemarTe-

ba erTi dausabamosa da dausrulebelisaken.

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, t. IV, Tb., 1976, gv. 70.

2 Sdr. gr. noseli (331-394) – uZraoba da moZraoba dapirispirebulni arian da, amave 

dros, isini Serwymuli arian arsis bunebaSi. moZraobaSi Cans uZraoba, xolo uZ-

raobaSi – SeuCerebeli moZraoba. Памятники византийской литературы, М., 1968, gv. 85.
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3. spiraluri (ikankledobiTi – έλικοειδώς)
suli brunvadia, dauSleli igiveobiT ganuwyvetliv icvleba, magram 

araferi akldeba.*

am sqemis mixedviT, mrgvali formis Tasi, romelsac arc sawyisi aqvs 

da arc sasruli, pirTamde savsea zeSTasibrZniT. xorcieldeba areopagelis 

ierarqiuli dasafexurebis daRmavali xazi – umaRlesidan udaresisaken – 

sibrZne Tasidan gadmoiRvreba, yvelaferSi SeRwevadia, yvelafers swvdeba, 

yvelafers moicavs (wrfivi moZraoba). daRmavali xazi amave dros aRmavali-

caa – TavisTavSi zeaRmatebiT arafrisgan da arafriT ar SemoisazRvreba, 

yvelasadmi mswrafveli rCeba Tavis TavSi ukudabrunebiT (wriuli). Tasi mu-

dam dgas da moZraobs, arc dgas da arc moZraobs da am dauSleli igiveobiT 

ganuwyvetliv icvleba (spiraluri).

wreobrivi ganviTarebis cneba misi Semadgeneli dialeqtikuri mo-

mentebiT – TavisTavSi yofna, sxvaSi gadasvla da TavisTavSi dabruneba – 

yovelive es erTnairadaa ganviTarebuli proklesTanac da areopagitikis 

avtorTanac – aRniSnavs S. nucubiZe da askvnis, rom orive avtori dialeq-

tikis cnebas mizezis cnebas ukavSirebs. mizezis dialeqtikurma gagebam – 

rogorc TavisTavSi myofisa da sxvaSi gadasvlisa da TavisTavisadmi kvlav 

swrafvisa – TviTon dialeqtikas yofierebiTi xasiaTi misca da warmoSva 

gansakuTrebuli moZRvreba mizezTa Sesaxeb.1

areopagelis sammoZraobiTi sqema miesadageba, rogorc zemoT aRvniS-

neT, gonebrivsac da sxeulebrivsac. adamianTa modgmis ganviTarebis cikli 

ganixileba maradisobis kanoniT – samyaro ganuwyvetliv cvalebaSia: Rmer-

Ti, siyvarulad gadmoRvrili (άγάπη), aCens adamianebis simravles: bavS-

vebi, Wabukebi, moxucebi, romelnic amave siyvarulis mizidulobis ZaliT 

iswrafvian RmerTisaken – ibadebian, gardaicvlebian, da isev berdebian da 

isev gardaicvlebian, da ase usasrulod...

RmrTaebrivi sityviT samyaro gamoxmobilia ararsidan da arsebobs si-

tyva yovelgvari arsebulisaTvis, sityva yvela saganSi yvela sagnisaTvis.2

wminda trapezi simboloa RvTaebrivi sibrZnis uSurveli da uwyveti 

mdinarebisa da aRmocenebisa. es WeSmariti nadimia, sadac `RmerTi, yvela 

sikeTis mizezi, mTvralad iwodeba. RmerTi aris erTsaxe yvela SesaZlebe-

li sikeTisa da mTvrali, radgan aris zesavse yvela amiT da aRemateba yvelas 

da yvelafers (IX werili, 1113 A). yvelas da yvelafris mizezi erTi sawyisia 

– esaa zeSTasibrZne, romlis simboluri saxeebidan erT-erTia saidumlo 

Tasi, aucilebeli WurWeli – sasmisi – ziarebis saidumlosaTvis.

* marTebiTi, momrgulebiTi da ikankledobiTi _ efrem mciris terminebia, pe-

tre iberieli, fsevdo-dionise areopageli, Sr. saRmrToTa saxelTaTvis, T. 4, 

8-9.

1 S. nucubiZe, Sromebi, t. IV, Tb., 1976, gv. 144.

2 vl. loski, dogmaturi RvTismetyveleba, T. 5, Targmani z. ekalaZis, Tb., 2007, gv. 

45-46.
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Tasis simbolika, Tavisi atributikiT, ikonografiasa Tu ferwerul 

nimuSebSi, cxadyofs mis antikur da ufro winare miTosur warmomavlobas.

Tasi aucilebeli komponentia kulturis damyarebisa da misi arsebo-

bis dasturisa. igi sakraluri SinaarsiTaa datvirTuli. Tasi, rogorc mi-

Tosuri cnobierebis simbolo, SeiZleba zebunebriobamde amaRldes da war-

mogvidges adamianSi RvTaebrivi sibrZnis simbolod.1

saxeobriv da azrobriv dakavSirebas aucileblad mivyavarT graalis 

TasTan, romlis Sesaxeb legendis safuZvlad iTvleba qristianuli apokri-

fi, kerZod, ioseb arimaTielis mosvla britaneTSi. meore versiiT legen-

das safuZvlad udevs kelturi miTebi. arsebobs sxva mosazrebac, romlis 

Tanaxmad Tqmuleba graalze dakavSirebulia saidumlo okultur sazoga-

doebasTan, romelic uxsovar dros Seiqmna da flobs idumal codnas, ro-

melic Taobidan TaobaSi gadaecema.

saidumlo serobaze graalis Tasidan ieso Tavis mowafeebTan erTad 

svams, rac miniSnebaa codvaTa mitevebasa da maradiul sicocxleze. mogvi-

anebiT xatze gamosaxaven jvarcmul qristes da angelozebs, romlebic 

qristes sisxlis wveTebs agroveben TasebSi. graali upirvelesad ideaa, ro-

melic `amsofliuris zesTasoflurTan Serwymas~ gulisxmobs. amitomacaa, 

rom misi mcveli raindebi erTsa da imave dros saero (raindebi) da sasuli-

ero pirebi iyvnen.

Tasis atributebia: vazi, mtevani, mtredi, Tevzi, wyali, Rvino, puri, 

tabla. ZiriTadad mas RvinosTan an pirTan erTad gamosaxavdnen. imisaTvis, 

rom sasmisisaTvis ufro meti datvirTva miecaT, gamosaxavdnen mtredebiT 

da qristes monogramiT.

TasTan kidev erTi dawyvilebuli simboloa farSavangi, romlis sim-

bolizireba modis warmarTobidan, sadac is ukvdavebas ganasaxierebda.2

ikonografiaSi yvelaze xSiria TasSi, anu barZimSi mjdari Cvili iesos 

gamosaxva, rac migvaniSnebs barZimSi davanebul RvTaebriv sibrZnesa da misi 

wiaRidan aRmocenebul sicocxleze. sainteresoa cnoba erTi qarTuli iko-

nografiis Sesaxeb gelaTis taZridan. sakurTxevlis afsidis konqSi mozai-

kiT Sesrulebul kompoziciaSi gamosaxulia RvTismSobeli yrma iesoTi. 

iesos Sublze gamoxatulia Tasi da mTvare, rac iesos ikonografiisaTvis 

uCveulo elementia.3

1 z. kiknaZe, m. beriaSvili, Tasis mniSvneloba miTokulturaSi, saq. sax. muzeumis 

moambe, 42-B, Tb., 1997, gv. 213-219.

2 n. ugreliZe, farSavangis gamoxatulebiT Semkuli minis WurWeli samTavros sa-

marovnidan, mimomxilveli, t. 11, 1951, gv. 301-304.

3 statiis avtori T. burWulaZe (akademiis WalaTa wiaR veZiebT WeSmaritebas, 

jvari vazisa, 1983, 1) miuTiTebs barZimSi gansaxierebul RvTiuri siyvarulis 

idealze da gelaTis kedlis simbolikas wminda barZimis (graalis) sakiTxs ukav-

Sirebs.
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xatwerasa da ferweraSi mravladaa kompozicia ieso geTsimaniis baRSi, 

locva-vedreba Tasze, sadac, basili didis TqmiT, naCvenebia ori buneba, ori 

neba: adamianuri da RvTaebrivi. adamianuri neba xorcis SeuZleblobis gamo 

iTxovs, aicilos tanjva da RvTaebrivi neba ki mzad aris amisaTvis. msgavs 

ganmartebas iZlevian wminda mamebi: ioane damaskeli da Teofilaqte bulgar-

eli – iesos surs, rom iyos neba mamisa, raTa Cvenc vicodeT, rom unda dav-

emorCiloT RmerTs; Cveni neba ki ar unda SevasruloT, aramed SevasruloT 

neba RvTisa.

Tasi/fiala sainteresoa terminologiuri TvalsazrisiTac. qarTuli 

enis ganmartebiT leqsikonSi T a s i arabuli warmomavlobis sityvadaa miCneu-

li da aRniSnavs jamis formis sasmiss – fialas.1 bibliis berZnul da qarTul 

teqstebSi sasmisTa onomastikoni mravalferovania. berZnul terminebs:2 

ίδρίαι, στάμνον, κρατήρ, σπονδεία, ζυϊσκη, κύαζος, ποτηρίον-s esadageba qarTul enaze: 

takuki, sarwyulni, fiali, Tasi, barZimi, lankani, kratiri = feSxumi.

dionise areopagelis IX werilSi Tasis aRmniSvnelia κρατήρ, romelsac 

efrem mcire Targmnis takukad. takuki dadasturebulia bibliis qarTul 

teqstSi, kerZod, gamosvlaTa, 16, 33 – momcro WurWeli saRvine.

bibliis qarTul teqstSi aseve dadasturebulia `barZimi~ (dab. 44, 2). 

efremisaTvis, cxadia, cnobili iyo yvela es termini da Tu man arCevani gaa-

keTa `takukiT~, es aixsneba terminis Sinaarsobrivi, siRrmiseuli datvirT-

viT. gavixsenoT epizodi, rodesac ufali aZlevs RvTaebriv sibrZnes moses, 

`WurWeli igi~ qarTul TargmanSi takukia. imave mosazrebiT vxsniT κρατήρ-s 

dionise areopagelTan. radgan, rogorc s. averincevi ityoda: `dionise ar-

eopageli ubralod sityvas ar ityvis~, miT ufro, es exeba termins, da isic 

irCevs saxels, romelic pirvelsaxea formiTac da SinaarsiTac im saganTa, 

romlebic yofiTidan sakulto, religiuri daniSnulebisad iqcnen (krateri 

– vulkanuri warmonaqmni, Rrmuli). SesaZloa mivuTiToT isic, rom am sity-

vis fuZeSi κρατ – Ziria; berZnulad κρατέω Zliers, Zalis mflobels, mmarTv-

els, upirveless niSnavs.

uflis Tasi, anu wminda barZimi, dionise areopagelis saidumlo Tasi 

(ό μυστικός κρατήρ) formiTa da SinaarsiT srul harmoniaSia erTmaneTTan: 

mrgvali, gaSlili, mtkice sayrdeniT, moZraoba-uZraobis igiveobiT, wminda 

sasmelis – RvTaebrivi sibrZnis – savseobiT igi simboloa uflis sityvis 

gansxeulebisa; wminda irineosis TqmiT, simboloa sulieri da materialuri 

samyaros erTianobisa.

1 fiala (φιάλη) berZnuli sityvaa da Rvinis sasmiss aRniSnavs, sabas leqsikonSi 

miTiTebaa wedaze. weda ganmartebulia, rogor `yovelive Rvinis Sesasmeli Wur-

Weli (mef. 7, 26). weda aris fiala, Tasi, Wiqa, sirCa, bidaxi, yanwi, kula da yove-

live RvinoTa sasmisebi erTbaSad (didi Tu mcire).

  rac Seexeba barZims – fer£iani maRali sasmisia – ganmartavs saba. sulxan-

saba orbeliani, Txzulebani, t. IV, 1-2, leqsikoni qarTuli, Tb., 1965, 1966.

2 berZnul-qarTuli dokumentirebuli leqsikoni xuT tomad, s. yauxCiSvilis re-

daqciiT, pasuxismgebeli redaqtori l. kvirikaSvili, Tbilisi, 2004-2005.
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JULIE SHOSHIASHVILI 

The Mystical Bowl (ο μυστικος κρατήρ) in the Works of Dionysius the 
Areopagite

Summary

The ninth letter of Dionysius the Areopagite is dedicated (addressed) to Titus, Hierarch, 
asking by letter what is the house of wisdom, what is the bowl, and what are its meats and drinks. 
Dionysius explains incredibly well to the addressee the essence and ways of the symbolic theology, 
and it can be said that the key to the theological and symbolic language is given in this very letter.

Divine mysteries are bestowed upon us in various forms of symbols, among which 
τραπεζωσις (setting up a table) symbolically represents the process of being fi lled with the Divine 
Wisdom.

“It is well, therefore, that benefi cient wisdom beyond all things wise is praised by the Or-
acles as setting out a mystical mixing bowl (ο μυστικος κρατήρ) and pouring its sacred drink or 
rather, fi rst serving solid nourishment and then with proud proclamation benignly offering it to 
those in need who desire it~.1/ Epist. IX. 1109B/

The holy table symbolizes the Holy Spirit, and the bread and wine brought as the food are 
the incarnate symbols of the Flesh and Blood of Christ. The vessel from which the wine is drunk 
is also symbolic: “Since the mixing bowl is spherical and outspread let it be a symbol of provi-
dence over the whole without beginning and without end which spreads out above and encircles 
all things~.2 /Epist. IX. 1109B/

Symbolism of the bowl in Christian theology emanated from the pagan mysteries. Shalva 
Nutsubidze thinks, however, that the cult mysteries of the Antiquity and the Orient only had su-
perfi cial-symbolic importance.3 Things that were used for performing the mysteries initially were 
taken from everyday life, but as soon as they partook in mysteries, they acquired liturgical signifi -
cance and were established as symbols.

“The cause of the being and well-being of all is also providence going forth to all and com-
ing to be in all, which surrounds all; that it is the same in the same things and transcendent, and is 
in no way anything in anything but excels the whole, being eternally the same as itself, immanently 
standing and ever having the same condition in the same way, never becoming external to itself 
or departing from its own abode and motionless immanence, but even in it effecting its whole and 
entire providences, proceeding to all beings and remaining immanent in itself, eternally standing 
and moving and neither standing nor moving, but as someone might say, having its providential 

1 R. Hathaway, Hierarchy and the Defi nition of Order in the Letters of Pseudo-Dionysius, Hagua, 
1969. The Letters of Ps.-Dionysius, p.156.

2 R. Hathaway, p.156
3 Shalva Nutsubidze, The Works, Vol. IV, Tbilisi, 1976, p. 70
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activity in its immanence and its immanence in providence, both according to and yet transcending 
nature~.1

This is the classic formulation of the Lord’s cup, which becomes even fi rmer and clearer 
when considered in the traditional way and that represents the basis of the teachings of Dionysius 
the Areopagite. In the fourth chapter of his treatise “On Divine Names”, Dionysius contemplating 
about the sameness of rest and motion refers to the Holy Scripture (Romans 11:36): “By reason of 
which, and from which, and in which, and towards which, and for sake of which, is every repose 
and movement~. /DN 4,10/. Above all repose and movement is He/It that moves everything and 
makes everything immovable: intellectual, spiritual, and corporal. Every essence, intellectual, 
spiritual, and corporal, is considered within the concept of three motions in the traditional Neo-
platonic system: direct (ευθεια), circular (κυκλος) and spiral (ελικοειδος).

According to this schema, the sphere-shaped bowl without beginning and without end 
overfl ows with the Divine Wisdom. Carried out here is Dionysius’ descending hierarchy from the 
highest to the lowest order – the Wisdom pours forth, It permeates into everything, reaches ev-
erything and embraces everything (direct motion); concurrently, this descending line is ascending 
– excelled into Itself, It is not bound by anything, going forth to all It remains in Itself by entering 
into Itself (circular); perpetually moving and resting, It neither moves nor stands and due to this 
indivisible sameness changes ceaselessly (spiral).

The notion of circular evolvement with its dialectical moments – being in Itself, moving 
to all, and returning to Itself – is similarly developed in the works of Proclus and the author of 
the Areopagitical Corpus, notes Shavla Nutsubidze and concludes that both authors connect the 
concept of dialectics with the concept of Cause.

The dialectical understanding of Cause – being in Itself, advancing to others, and returning 
into Itself – gave dialectics an existential character and brought about the teaching about causes.

As mentioned above, Dionysius’ schema of the three motions is applicable to both – spiri-
tual and corporal.

The holy table is the symbol of bounteous and unceasing outpouring of the Divine Wis-
dom. This is a true feast where “even God, the cause of all good things, is said to be intoxicated 
from an overdose of good cheer on account of the superfl uity and inconceivability of his cheer or, 
to put it more strongly, on account of the ineffable immoderateness of His good health~. /Epist. 
IX 112 C/ Cause of everyone and everything emanates from one origin – the Divine Wisdom. One 
of its many symbolic images is the mystical bowl, an indispensable vessel for the Holy Eucharist.

In iconography and paintings, the symbolism of the bowl, with its attributes, reveals its 
Antique and even pre-mythical origins. The attributes of the bowl are: vine, grapes, a dove, a fi sh, 
water, wine, bread, a low table, and a peacock. In order to give more signifi cance to the chalice, 
doves and the monogram of Christ are depicted on it.

In iconography, Infant Jesus is often portrayed sitting in the bowl or chalice, symbolizing 
the indwelt Divine Wisdom and the Source of Life. In the apse vault of Gelati Monastery, there 

1 R. Hathaway, Hierarchy..., p. 1
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is one very interesting mosaic composition representing the Holy Theotokos with Infant Christ. 
The images of a bowl and moon are depicted on his forehead, which are quite unusual elements 
in the iconography of Jesus.

The bowl is interesting in terms of terminology. In Greek and Georgian texts onomas-
tikon of drinking vessels is variegated. Dionysius the Areopagite chooses to use the term κρατήρ. 
Eprem Mtsire (Eprem the Lesser) translates this word into Georgian as “takuki” (old Georgian 
term, Exodus 16:33). 

The form and content of Dionysius’ mystical bowl (ο μυστικος κρατήρ) are in complete 
harmony: spherical, open, with solid support, with sameness of repose and movement, with full-
ness of the Holy Sacraments. It is the symbol of the Incarnate Word. In words of Saint Irenaeus, 
it symbolizes the unity of spiritual and physical worlds.
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elguja xinTibiZeelguja xinTibiZe

siyvarulis renesansuli koncefcia Suasaukuneobriv modelze

siyvarulis koncefcia, romelsac Cemi winamdebare statia eZRvneba, 

rusTvelis vefxistyaosanSi gamovlenili siyvarulis koncefciaa.

siyvaruli vefxistyaosanis ideur-msoflmxedvelobiTi samyaros ma-

moZ ravebeli RerZia da es bunebrivicaa: ramdenadac rusTvelis poemis 

ideur-msoflmxedvelobiTi samyaro Tvisobrivad gviandeli Suasaukunee-

bis evropuli qristianuli azrovnebis procesis sibrtyezea, xolo qris-

tianuli eTikis centrSi ki siyvarulis idea dgas da Tanac imgvari principu-

li kategoriulobiT, rom RmerTis definicia siyvarulTan midis: `RmerTi 

siyvaruli ars“ (I ioane, 4, 16).

vefxistyaosnis siyvaruls amTaviTve vuwode Suasaukuneobriv model-

ze agebuli renesansuli koncefcia. es gansazRvreba uSualod Seesabameba 

Cems Tvalsazriss rusTvelis msoflmxedvelobis adgilze evropul-qris-

tianuli azrovnebis procesSi. vefxistyaosnis msoflSegrZneba Suasau-

kuneobrivisa da renesansulis harmoniaa. es imas niSnavs, rom rusTvelTan 

tradiciuli Suasaukuneobrivi idealebi, qristianuli rwmenis ZiriTadi 

postulatebi – keTili da mowyale RmerTis maradiulobis, sulis ukvdav-

ebis da gardacvalebis Semdeg am usasrulo SemoqmedTan SeerTebis rwmena 

– harmoniulad erwymis amqveyniuri realobis faseulobaSi, adamianuri, 

xorcieli samyaros silamazeSi darwmunebas, adamianuri gonebisadmi ndo-

bis gamocxadebas. 

Suasaukuneebis tradiciuli qristianul-dogmaturi interpreti re-

bis doneze vefxistyaosnis siyvaruli mravalgzisi da mravalmxrivi bata-

liebis sagani iyo. tradiciuli saeklesio Tu sazogadoebrivi azris zom-

ieri oponireba rusTvelis poemisa (`arsad Seiqms xorcs, ar sulad“; `aras 

gvargebs saukunos, ra dRe iqmnas aRsasrulad“ – fsevdorusTveluri pirve-

li strofi) XVIII saukuneSi qarTlis mTavarepiskoposma ukiduresobamde 

miiyvana: rusTvelma `aswava qarTvelTa siwmidisa wil bilweba da ganryvna 
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qristianobao“. swavluli mefe vaxtang VI Seecada Seecvala orTodoqsul-

dogmaturi damokidebuleba poemisadmi da alegoriul-mistikuri inter-

pretaciiT vefxistyaosnis siyvaruli saRvTo siyvarulad Targmna Tanac 

aRniSna: `Tu unda esec ar iyos da ise iyos, Targmani xom asre sjobso“1. vax-

tangis Tvalsazrisi arc Zvelma qarTulma samRvdeloebam gaiziara (timoTe 

gabaSvili: `uwinares Cvensa umecarTa saRmrTod Targmnes boroti leqsi 

misi“2) da arc XIX saukunis samecniero wreebma (m. brose, d. CubinaSvili, i. 

falavandiSvili, vefxistyaosnis meore beWduri gamocema, sankt-peterbur-

gi, 1841w.).

Tavad rusTveli miniSnebasac ki ar iZleva imaze, rom poemis siyvaru-

lis alegoriulad saRvTo siyvarulad gadaazrebaze SeiZlebodes msjelo-

ba. piriqiT, igi kategoriulad acxadebs, rom igi im siyvarulze laparakobs, 

romelic sxvaa da ara saRvTo siyvaruli, magram mas baZavs: „mas erTsa mijnu-

robasa Wkvianni ver mihxvdebian, ena daSvrebis, msmenlisa yurnica daval-

debian; vTqvne xelobani qvenani, romelni xorcTa xvdebian; marT masve hba-

Zven“... (str. 20, 21). amave dros rusTveli imasac kategoriulad miuTiTebs, 

rom poemaSi siyvaruli sxva aris da siZva – sxva („marT masve hbaZven, Tu odes 

ar siZven“). amitomaa, rom poeti ramdenime strofs uZRvnis imis katego-

riulad konstatirebas, rom mijnuroba sxvaa da siZva sxva. igi xedavs, rom 

poemis gmirTa eTikuri msoflmxedvelobis centrSi amqveyniuri siyvaru-

lis dayenebas misi Tanamedrove sazogadoebrivi azri Znelad an arasworad 

gaigebs (aqve unda davZinoT, rom amas ver iTvaliswinebs zogierTi mkvle-

vari da vefxistyaosanis gamomcemeli, roca am strofebs ararusTvelurad 

Tvlis. amqveyniur WeSmarit mijnurobis siZvisagan gamijvnaze sagangebod 

amaxvileben yuradRebas dantec da petrarkac).

amave dros arc imgvarad unda SevafasoT vefxistyaosnis siyvaruli, 

rogoradac msjelobda masze XX saukunis popularuli rusTvelologiuri 

literatura: rusTvelis siyvaruli saRvTo siyvarulisgan gansxvavebuli 

amqveyniuri wrfeli, amaRlebuli siyvaruliao. rusTveli ufro mets am-

bobs.

am TvalsazrisiT sagangebo dakvirvebas saWiroebs vefxistyaosanis 

ideuri Sinaarsis erTi saukeTeso mkvlevaris, ingliseli literaturaT-

mcodne moris bouras Tvalsazrisi. mkvlevari xedavs, rom rusTvelis po-

emis struqturas gansazRvravs siyvaruli. es imas ar niSnavs, ganagrZobs 

igi, rom vefxistyaosanSi siyvaruli ufro xSirad gamodis wina planze, vi-

dre rusTvelis uSualod wina periodis msoflio literaturul ZeglebSi 

(nibelungebis simRera, nizamis poemebi, mefe arturis ciklis romanebi). 

1 vaxtang meeqvse, `Targmani pirveli wignisa amis vefxistyaosnisa“: SoTa rusTave-

li, vefxistyaosani, 1972 (a. SaniZis aRdgenili gamocema). Tb., 1975.

2 timoTe gabaSvili, [„rusTvelis Sesaxeb“]: rusTvelologiuri rCeuli litera-

tura, I (Semdgeneli i. megrelaZe), Tb., 1979, gv. 50.
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rusTvelis poemaSi siyvaruli, gansxvavebiT am Txzulebebidan, cxovrebis 

mTlian sistemas warmoadgens. sxva adgilas avtori azustebs Tavis naT-

qvams: rusTveli Tavis moZRvrebas ufro guldasmiTa da metis Tanmimdev-

robiT amuSavebs, vidre franguli da sparsuli saraindo romanebis av-

torebi. m. boura xedavs, rom e.w. platonuri siyvarulis hangi rusTvelTan, 

iseve rogorc provansel poetebTan, aSkaraa: ra Tqma unda, igive problemas 

vxvde biT ovansel poetebsa da dantesTanac ki, magram rusTveli gadmos-

cems mas ufro TvalsaCinod, ramdenadac misi filosofia Zalze mWidrodaa 

dakavSirebuli moqmedebasTan.1 m. boura rusTvelis poemis ideur samyaros 

adarebs saraindo romanis Semdgom ganviTarebas ukve damkvidrebuli rene-

sansis italiur literaturaSi, kerZod, boiardosa da ariostosTan. da aqac 

msgavsebis gverdiT, mkvlevari xedavs Zalze sagulisxmo sxvaobas: italiur 

saraindo romans, rogorc aRmosavleTSi aliSer navois, izidavs arareal-

uroba, fantastika, bunebis kanonTa sawinaaRmdego gansacvifrebel saqmeTa 

qmedeba, rac ucxoa „rusTvelis solidurobisa da seriozulobisaTvis“.2         

m. boura xedavs, rom rusTvels aqvs didi saTqmeli. „rusTvelsa da saraindo 

romanebis sxva mwerlebs Soris is gansxvavebaa, – wers ingliseli literatu-

raTmcodne, – rom maSin, roca am ukanasknelT upiratesad garToba da dro-

stareba ainteresebT, rusTvels TiTqmis saxarebis donis saTqmeli aqvs“ 

(Rust’hveli has a message, almost a gospel).3 diax, rusTvels didi saTqmeli aqvs. da 

mainc, ras ambobs igi?

upirveles yovlisa, yuradReba unda gamaxvildes imaze, rom rusTveli 

poemis prologSi siyvarulis arsze Teoriuli msjelobisas miuTiTebs, rom 

misi asaxvis sagania siyvaruli, romelic sazeo (RvTaebriv) ideaTa Soris 

aris pirveli da udidesi: „vTqva mijnuroba pirveli da tomi gvarTa zenaTa“ 

(20). esaa qristianuli Teologiis ZiriTadi Tezis filosofiur-logikuri 

terminologiiT gadmocema: „Seiyuaro RmerTi Seni... ese ars didi da pirveli 

mcneba¡ (mT. 22,38). poeti aqve agrZelebs, rom saubari SeiZleba siyvarulis 

gamovlenis mxolod amqveyniur formaze, radganac sxva forma („giyvardes 

RmerTi Seni“) adamianisaTvis Seucnobelia, gamouTqmeli da miuxvedrelia:4 

„mas erTsa mijnurobasa Wkvianni ver mihxvdebian,

ena daSvrebis, msmenlisa yurnica davaldebian;

vTqvne xelobani qvenani, romelni xorcTa hxvdebian;“ (21).

aqac rusTveli erTgulad misdevs mociqulTa Teosofias: „RmerTi 

arasada vis uxilavs. ukueTu viyuarebodiT urTierTas, RmerTi Cvens Soris 

hgies da siyuaruli misi Cuen Soris aRsrulebul ars“ (I ioane 4,12).

1 Bowra, Inspiration, p. 58.
2 Bowra, Inspiration, p. 56.
3 Bowra, Inspiration, p. 67.
4 dawvrilebiT ix: e. xinTibiZe, „vefxistyaosanis~ ideur-msoflmxedvelobiTi sa-

myaro, Tbilisi, 2009, gv. 395-409.
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ai, am Teoriuli gaazrebiT rusTaveli principulad Semoitans Tavis 

SemoqmedebaSi amqveyniur, adamianur siyvaruls. maSasadame, rusTveliseu-

li gaazrebiT siyvaruli, romelsac igi asaxavs poemaSi, amqveyniuri, ada-

mianuri siyvarulia, Tavisi arsiT RvTaebrivi siyvarulis msgavsi; da ara 

RvTaebrivi siyvarulis alegoriuli asaxva. am Tezasac isev saxarebiseul 

TeosofiaSi aqvs safuZveli: RmerTi siyvarulia.

rusTvelis es Teoriuli msjeloba rom araa mowyvetili misi poemis 

ZiriTadi arsidan, rom vefxistyaosnis gmirTa siyvaruli imave definiciis 

Semcvelia, rac prologSi koncefciuradaa moazrebuli, ara marto imiT mt-

kicdeba, rom poemis personaJTaTvis erTmaneTisadmi siyvaruli aris umaR-

lesi principi, arsi da Sinaarsi cxovrebisa, aramed imiTac, rom rusTveli 

personaJTa amqveyniur, adamianur siyvarulze RvTaebrivi siyvarulis 

kategoriebiT msjelobs: avTandili rostevans tarielisadmi Tavisi mego-

bruli siyvarulis dasamtkiceblad, tarielis dasaxmareblad misi wasvlis 

auciloblobis dasasabuTeblad mociqulTa mier siyvarulis apologiaze 

miuTiTebs: „wagikiTxavs, siyvarulsa mociqulni ragvar weren?.. Sen ar jer 

xar, uswavlelni kacni viTmca Sevajeren!“ (793). sxva adgilas ki, roca dam-

arcxebuli mekobreebi avTandils erTgulebas eficebian, rusTveli ityvis: 

„marTlad ityvis mociquli SiSi Seiqms siyvarulsa“ (1045). vefxistyaosanis 

siyvaruli rom sxva aris, vidre mxolod qal-vaJis siyvaruli, iqidanac Cans, 

rom rusTveli mxatvruli asaxvis sagnad aqcevs ara mxolod siyvarulis 

am ukanasknel formas, aramed megobrul siyvarulsac. ufro metic, poemis 

mixedviT, siyvaruli megobarTa Soris Tvisobrivad, Tavisi fsiqologiuri 

arsiT, ar gansxvavdeba qal-vaJis siyvarulisagan.

avTandili Tavis anderZSi rostevan mefisadmi am sityvebiT asabuTebs 

tarielTan wasvlis aucileblobas: „ver davdgebi Seuyrelad CemTa cecx-

lTa momdebrisad“ (790).

„cecxlTa momdebari“ tradiciuli mxatvruli saxea da satrfoze mian-

iSnebs. adamianTa urTierTobis umaRlesi emociis gamoxatvis am formulas 

avTandili xSirad mimarTavs, roca tarielisadmi megobrobaze msjelobs:

„mis yrmisa cecxli medebis, wva misisa mWirs mwvelisa;

mklavs survili da ver-naxva Cemisa sausrvelisa“ (735).

an kidev: „mis ymisa cecxli medebis, damwva cecxliTa misiTa“ (1002).

maSasadame, rusTvelis siyvaruli im didi emociis msgavsia, is diadi 

fsiqologiuri gancdaa, rac RvTismosav adamians RmerTisadmi izidavs, ma-

gram es ukanaskneli ar aRiwereba, ar miixvedreba, ar iTqmeba, radgan Rmer-

Ti „ucnauri da uTqmelia“. amitom rusTveli aRwers siyvarulis mxolod 

im gamovlinebas, romelic adamianTa Sorisaa, romelic amqveyniuri, ada-

mianuri samyaros realobaa. aSkaraa, rom rusTveliseuli koncefcia saxa-

rebis Teosofias efuZneba: RmerTi aravis arasodes uxilavs. Tu erTmaneTi 
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gviyvars, RmerTi CvenSi mkvidrobs da siyvaruli misi aRsrulebulia CvenSi 

(I ioane, 4,12).

rusTveli Suasaukuneebis qristianuli mrwamsis umaRles mcnebas – 

„giyvardes RmerTi Seni“ – siyvarulis amqveyniur, adamianur gamovlinebaSi 

moiazrebs da asaxavs, magram misi amqveyniuri siyvaruli aRaraa saxarebiseu-

li „moyvasis siyvaruli“. igi (rusTvelis siyvaruli) misgan (moyvasis siy-

varulis Tezidan) momdinareobs, maszea dafuZnebuli, magram aris mxolod 

adamianur urTierTobaSi arsebuli namdvili, WeSmariti gamovlena adami-

anTa Soris erTmaneTis mimarT arebuli sulieri swrafvisa, rac megobarTa 

megobrobaSi da qal-vaJis siyvarulSi gamovlindeba. maSasadame, rusTvels 

adamianuri siyvaruli RvTaebrivi siyvarulis rangSi ahyavs. es koncefcia, 

dafuZnebuli siyvarulis Suasaukunebriv modelze, Tavisi arsiT rene-

sansulia da Seesabameba renesansulis Suasaukunebriv msoflSegrZnebaSi 

Semotanis etapas. amave dros, es koncefcia aSkara gamovlinebaa rusTve-

lis msoflmxedvelobiTi poziciisa, romelsac me Suasaukuneobrivisa da 

renesansulis harmonias vuwodeb da romelic, Tavis mxriv, evropuli civi-

lizaciis procesSi Seesabameba gviandeli, anu maRali Suasaukuneebis epo-

qas. esaa XI-XIV saukuneebis evropul-qristianuli civilizacia sxvadasxva 

xangrZlivobiT da intensivobiT gamovlenili sxvadasxva qveynis maRal in-

teleqtualur wreebSi.

es epoqa araa, rogorc zogjer hgoniaT, Suasaukuneobrivis Sesusteba 

da renesansulis nel-nela Semosvla. es epoqa Sua saukuneebis axali etapia 

da, amave dros, gansxvavebuli tipuri Sua saukuneebidan, iseve rogorc gan-

sxvavebuli renesansidan. da rogorc vefxistyaosnis msoflSegrZnebis ana-

lizidan Cans, am epoqis sazogadoebrivi msoflxedva sruli saxiT inarCunebs 

Suasaukuneebis saukeTeso idealebs da mas Seavsebs axali, momavali epoqis 

srulyofili idealebiT. amgvari msoflSegrZnebis epoqa, rogorc fiqro-

ben, evropuli civilizaciis procesSi yvelaze mSvidi da bednieri xana unda 

yofiliyo; ramdenadac am msoflxedvis adamians hqonda rwmena sulis ukv-

davebisa, imedi keTili RmerTis mier Sewyalebisa da Sinagani Tavisufleba 

amqveyniuri biologiur-esTetikuri tkbobisaTvis. TiTqmis SeuZlebelia 

imis srulyofili wvdoma, Tu rogori iyo am epoqis adamianis msoflSeg-

rZneba (amboben: gardasuli saukuneebi met-naklebi srulyofilebiT rom 

gaiazro, im saukuneSi unda icxovroo). Cven SegviZlia mxolod im monaceme-

biT vimsjeloT, rac am epoqis literaturam, istoriulma Tu mxatv rulma, 

gamoavlina. 

gviandeli Suasaukuneebis es axali msoflSegrZneba, msoflmxedvelo-

biTi pozicia, Tavisi Tavis damkvidrebas Suasaukuneebis orTodoqsiaSi 

uwyinarad cdilobs. axal msoflSegrZnebas adamianis amqveyniuri intere-

sebisadmi TanagrZnoba, ndoba da simpaTia ise Semoaqvs tradiciul orTodo-
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qsiaSi, rom am ukanasknelSi eWvis Setanas ar cdilobs da misi SenarCunebi-

saken iswrafvis (yovel SemTxvevaSi, amgvarad Cans vefxistyaosanSi). yvelaze 

metad aqcentis amgvari gadaadgileba gamoikveTa qristianuli mrwamsis im 

umaRlesi mcnebis gaazrebaSi, rasac RvTaebrivi siyvaruli warmoadgens. ax-

ali msoflSegrZnebis amsaxvelma literaturam ukve amqveyniur siyvaruls 

umRera. aseve iqceva rusTvelic. es gadaazreba uaRresad rTuli da xan-

grZlivi procesi aRmoCnda. Suasaukuneebis qristianul lirikaSi amqveyn-

iuri siyvarulis Semotana trubadurTa poezias ukavSirdeba (XI-XII ss.). aq 

TiTqos axleburi msoflmxedvelobiTi datvirTva gamokveTili arcaa. rac, 

erTi mxriv, trubadurTa erTi wyaros – arabuli lirikis sufisturi qvete-

qstiT da misi TandaTanobiT moxsniT unda aixsnas. xolo, meore mxriv, qris-

tianuli egzegetikuri tradiciiT – simbolur-alegoriuli gadaazrebis 

SesaZleblobiTac. asea Tu ise, trubadurTa lirika uyris safuZvels evro-

pul literaturaSi adamianuri siyvarulis RvTaebriobamde amaRlebis Te-

zas, rac ukve renesansis epoqaSi platonuri siyvarulis saxeliT moinaTla 

da rasac, siyvarulis alegoriis cnobili mkvlevaris k. luisis TqmiT, pla-

tonis filosofiaSi ki ara aqvs saTave, aramed XI saukunis trubadurTa poe-

ziaSi.1 trubadurTa es novatoroba XIII saukunis dasawyisidan axal Teori-

ul gadaazrebas SeiZens, rac e. w. `axali saamo stilis~ poeziaSi daiwyeba da 

dante aligierTan ganviTardeba: amqveyniuri siyvaruli gzaa RvTaebrivTan 

misaRwevad: qali mediumia kacsa da RmerTs Soris. dante axal niuanss Seit-

ans amqveyniuri siyvarulis RvTaebrivTan gadaazrebis TezaSi da es niuansi 

iTvleba siyvarulis axali, renesansuli gaazrebis gzaze udidesi mniSvn-

elobis sityvad: amaRlebuli siyvaruli beatriCesadmi msgavsia RvTaebrivi 

siyvarulisa; adamianuri siyvaruli RvTaebrivi siyvarulis pirveli safex-

uria; igi nawilia RvTaebrivi siyvarulisa.2 dabolos, franCesko petrarka 

ukve XIV saukuneSi daamkvidrebs renesansul Tezas: adamianuri siyvaruli, 

Tavisi umaRlesi – wrfeli gamovlinebiT, RvTaebrivi siyvarulia. es Teza 

adamianuri emociis, da amdenad, misi samyaros, RvTaebrivad gamocxadebi-

saTvis yvelaze arsebiTi postulatia. 

gviandeli Suasaukuneebis mier motanili axali msoflSegrZnebis 

swored am umTavresi Tezis dasma, principuli miReba da rogorc Teoriuli, 

aseve mxatvruli gadawyvetaa rusTvelis msoflmxedvelobis erTi umTavre-

si siaxle Suasaukuneebidan renesansisken qristianuli azrovnebis proce-

sis gzaze.3

1 C. S. Lewis, The Allegory of Love, Oxford University Press, London, Oxford, New York 1973, p. 15.
2 J. M. Ferrante, Woman as Image in Medieval Literature. New York and London, 1975, p. 30, 37; И. Н. 

Голенищев-Кутузов, Р. И. Хладовский, «Данте Алигиери»: История всемирной литературы, 
III, Москва, 1985, стр. 63. 

3 E. Khintibidze, Rustaveli’s `The Man in the Panther Skin” and European Literature, Bennet and 
Bloom, London 2011, p. 143-46. 
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amave dros rusTveliseuli koncefcia amqveyniuri siyvarulis RvTa-

ebrivi siyvarulis rangSi amaRlebisa gansxvavebulia imave koncefciis ev-

ropul sinamdvileSi damkvidrebis gzisa da wyaroebisagan. miCneulia, rom 

dante, upiratesad, XIII saukunis sqolastikuri da qristianuli (sabermo-

nazvno) Zmobis tradiciidan amodis. rusTveli ki, rogorc vasabuTebdi, 

saxarebiseuli Teosofiis interpretaciidan. amasTan erTad, dantesa da 

rusTvelTan gansxvavebulia amqveyniuri siyvarulis RvTaebrivad gadaaz-

rebis arsic. Tu dantesTan, rogorc miuTiTeben, amqveyniuri siyvaruli 

RvTaebrivis mxolod pirveli safexuria (dantes imqveynad beatriCes xilva 

warmodgenili aqvs ara amqveyniuri qalis, aramed uzenaesTan amamaRlebeli 

sulieri, RvTaebrivi winamZRolis xilvad. zogierTi mkvlevaris inter-

pretaciiT, RvTaebrivi komediis beatriCe TviT qristes simbolur-ale-

goriuli saxea1), rusTvelis warmodgeniT ki tarieli nestans im qveynadac 

amqveyniuri, adamianuri emociiTa da siyvaruliT Sexvdeba.2

`sayvarelman sayvareli viT ar naxis, viT gawiros!

miske mival mxiaruli, merme igi Cemke iros, 

mivegebvi, momegebos, amitirdes, amatiros~. (884)

siyvarulis rusTveliseuli koncefcia sxva aspeqtiTac saWiroebs 

interpretacias. rusTvelologiur literaturaSi zogjer vefxistyaos-

nis siyvaruli gviandeli Suasaukuneebis evropul literaturaSi farTod 

popularul sakaro siyvarulad, kurtuazul siyvaruladaa miCneuli. ufro 

gavrcelebuli es Tvalsazrisi Tanamedrove sazRvargareTel mkvlevarTa 

Sorisaa.3

am Tvalsazrisis mxardamWerTa da, sazogadod, ucxoel mkvlevarTa 

Soris yvelaze metad gaugebrobas avTandilis fatmanTan urTierTobis epi-

zodi iwvevs. zogjer es epizodi kurtuazuli literaturis ganviTarebis 

umaRles etapze mdgomi da damkvidrebuli personaJis daRmasvlad, anu Ca-

vardnadaa miCneuli. 

Cemi azriT, am epizodSi avTandilis qceva ar SeiZleba CaiTvalos daR-

masvlad. saqme isaa, rom avTandili araa tipuri kurtuazuli romanis gmi-

ri. marTalia, vefxistyaosnis Seyvarebul wyvilTa romani sawyis etapze 

aSkara paralelebs gamoavlens evropul saraindo, kerZod ki kurtuazul, 

romanTan (raindisa da misi dedoflis siyvaruli, siyvarulis qalis mier 

gamJRavneba, sagmiro davalebis micema raindisadmi...), magram garda imisa, 

1 J. M. Ferrante, Woman as...
2 dawvrilebiT ix.: xinTibiZe e., vefxistyaosanis ideur-msoflmxedvelobiTi sa-

myaro, gv. 604-614.

3 G. Beynen, Koolemans, ̀ Shota Rustaveli and the Structure of Courtly Love”: The Court and Cultural 
Diversity (Edited by E. Mullally and J. Thompson). Cambridge 1997, pp. 239-48.

  D. E. Ferrell, Courtly Love in the Caucasus: Rustaveli’s Georgian Epic, The Knight in the 
Panther Skin, The Carl Beck Papers. Pittsburgh 2012. 
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rom vefxistyaosnis gmirTa siyvarulis modeli ar Tavsdeba tipur evro-

pul sakaro siyvarulis samkuTxedSi, Tavad rusTvelis Seyvarebuli moymis 

qceva mkveTrad gansxvavdeba kretien de truas romanis gamijnurebuli ra-

indis saTavgadasavlo peripetiebisagan1. avTandilis qmedeba da swrafva ar 

eteva siyvarulis kurtuazul normebSi, iseve, rogorc evropuli rainduli 

kodeqsis normebSi. me vgulisxmob avTandilis mier mZinare WaSnagiris mokv-

las, iseve rogorc tarielis mier xvarazmeli sasiZos orTabrZolis gareSe 

mokvlas. am aqtis principuloba imiTac mtkicdeba, rom TviT avtori amaxvi-

lebs maTze yuradRebas: 

rusTveli: „ese mikvirs, sisxli maTi asre viTa moipara!“ (1117)

tarieli: „usisxlod movkal igi, glax, Tuca xmda sisxlTa dadeniT“. (560)

vefxistyaosnis gmirebi moqmedeben ara saraindo kodeqsis normebiT, 

aramed sakuTari gonebis karnaxiT.

ufro principuli mniSvnelobisaa avTandilis mier siyvarulis da-

kanonebuli CarCoebis garRveva. fatmanTan intimuri urTierTobis epizod-

Si mas ver boWavs TinaTinis siyvarulisadmi erTgulebis sabeli. Tavdapirve-

lad is unda ganvmartoT, rom avTandili ar Ralatobs TinaTinis siyvaruls. 

sxva qalTan urTierToba, Tu es konkretuli situaciiT gamarTlebulia, 

vefxistyaosnis mixedviT ar iTvleba satrfos erTgulebis Ralatad (tari-

eli sasiyvarulo urTierTobisTvis Sedis masTan mosul asmaTTan, magram 

ar miaCnia, rom Tavis did siyvaruls Ralatobs). sazogadod, amgvaradvea 

aRmosavlur epikaSi (visramiani). arc dasavlur saraindo siyvarulis kod-

eqsebiT iTvleba sxva qalTan urTierToba yovelTvis satrfos Ralatad 

(andreas kapelanusi).2 rusTvels siyvarulis amgvar models klasikuri epi-

kuri tradiciac karnaxobda (odisevsi iziarebs kirkes sarecels, magram 

erTgul meuRled ubrundeba penelopes). ufro arsebiTia, rom rusTveli 

asabuTebs, avTandili rom ar Ralatobs Tavis did siyvaruls. es fatmanis 

mier avTandilisadmi siyvarulis SeTavazebisas umalve gamoCnda: 

„Tqva: `yvavi vardsa ras aqmnevs, anu ra misi feria!..

ra uTqvams, ra mouCmaxavs, ra wigni mouweria!~ (1090)

avTandili akeTebs imas, rac mas ar surs. rusTveli garkveviT ambobs: 

„mas Rame fatman iama avTandils Tana woliTa~ (1252) da ara avTandilma. 

avTandils fatmanis siyvarulisTvis guli ar gauRia („yma undom-gvarad ex-

vevis...“). igi mZimed ganicdis Tavis aug yofas, mxolod TinaTinze fiqrobs 

(„hklavs TinaTinis goneba, Zrwis idumliTa ZrwoliTa“). gaazrebuli aqvs 

Tavisi ukadrisi mdgomareoba da dascinis mas:

1 dawvrilebiT ix: xinTibiZe e., „avTandili da lanseloti“: vefxistyaosanis 

ideur- msoflmxedvelobiTi samyaro, gv. 582-604.

2 Andreas Capellanus, The Art of Courtly Love (Trans. J.J. Parry. Ed. F.W. Locke). Frederick Ungar, 
New York 1957.
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„ityvis Tu: „mnaxeT, mijnurno, igi, vin vardi-a visad,

umisod nexvTa zeda vzi bulbuli msgavsad yvavisad!“(1253).

am epizodis interpretirebisas ar unda SemovifargloT nawarmoe-

bis siuJeturi CarCoTi. avTandilis qcevis axsna ar SeiZleba mxolod imiT, 

rom mas sWirdeboda fatmani, rogorc nestanis ambis mTxrobeli. am epi-

zodSi avTandils rusTveli amoqmedebs: rusTvelma Seiyvana igi fatmanis 

garemoSi da amoqmeda amgvarad. rogor unda avxsnaT avTandilis, rogorc 

literaturuli gmiris, qceva. aris igi misi pirovnebis daRma svla? Cemi az-

riT, avTandilis gulanSaroSi qceva misi pirovnebis kidev ufro amaRlebaa. 

avTandili amaRlda sakuTar pirovnul neba-survilzec. gaakeTa is, rac mas 

ar swadda, magram rasac maRali adamianuri movaleoba sTxovda. avTandilis 

qmedeba am epizodSic TanxmobaSia misive kredosTan: RmerTis mimarT saku-

Tari pirovnebis srulqmnilebisaTvis erTaderT TxovnasTan: „momec daT-

moba survilTa, mflobelo gulis TqmaTao!“ (811) da moqmedebis ZiriTad 

principTan, rasac araorazrovnad ayalibebs igi tarielTan meored Sexve-

drisas: „raca ar gwaddes, igi qmen, nu sdev wadilTa nebasa“ (881). es garemoe-

bac naTlad miuTiTebs, rom avTandili fatmanis sasiyvarulo epizodSic ar 

akeTebs imas, rac mas siamovnebs da, amave dros, misi qceva arc uazro daR-

masvlaa. avTandili akeTebs imas, rac mas ar surs; magram rasac avalebs maRa-

li adamianuri ideali. Tu tarielis gacnobis Semdeg avTandili satrfos 

siyvarulidan amaRlda megobris samsaxuramde imgvarad, rom ar uaruyvia 

satrfos siyvaruli; fatmanis epizodSi igi amaRlda mSvenieri idealis – 

moyvasis siyvarulis samsaxuramde; imgvarad, rom ar uaruyvia satrfosa da 

megobris siyvaruli. gza satrfos siyvarulidan megobris samsaxurisken, 

da Semdeg adamianis, moyvasis TanagrZnobisaken – amaRlebis gzaa. adamianis 

srulqmnilebis gza platonis filosofiis mixedviTac amgvaria: mSvenier 

sxeulTagan – mSvenier saqmeebze da Semdeg – mSvenier ideebze (nadimi, XXIX).1

sakiTxis gadawyvetas kidev sWirdeba dakonkreteba: ra adgils miuCens 

avTandils, rogorc personaJs fatmanisadmi TanagrZnoba evropuli civi-

lizaciis procesSi? am qcevas avTandilis, rogorc literaturuli gmiris, 

saxeSi renesansuli Strixi Semoaqvs. 

rusTvelma avTandilis literaturul saxeSi adamianisadmi interesi 

daayena ufro maRla, vidre siyvarulis (rogorc sakaro, aseve Tavisufali 

adamianuri grZnobis) normativi. ufro zustad, vefxistyaosanSi siyvaru-

lis neba-survili emorCileba, anda ganpirobebulia maRali adamianuri ide-

aliT da misi moTxovniT. 

adamianuri TanagrZnoba, adamianis bedis da xvedris gaziarebis unari, 

rogorc zneobrivi srulqmnileba, rusTvelis mier avTandilisadmi mox-

1 e. xinTibiZe, msoflmxedvelobiTi problemebi `vefxistyaosanSi~, Tsu gamomcem-

loba, Tbilisi 1975, gv. 306.
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mobil erT-erT epiTetSic SeiZleba ikiTxebodes. roca avTandili fatmans 

WaSnagiris mokvlaze daeTanxma, rusTvelma gmiri Seamko epiTetiT, romelic 

mxolod erTxel gvxvdeba vefxistyaosanSi. esaa „bunebaziari“:

„ra ese esma avTandils laRsa, buneba-ziarsa,

adga da laxti aiRo, ra turfa rame mxne arsa!“ (1109).

vefxistyaosanis am terminis komentireba aSkarad gviCvenebs, rom igi 

adamianur didbunebovnebaze unda miuTiTebdes1. igi SesaZlebelia moyvasis, 

rogorc adamianis bunebis Tanamoziarobaze migvaniSnebdes. yovel SemTx-

vevaSi, didi wminda mama basili didi moyvasis mimarT siyvarulis saRvTis-

metyvelo Tezis ganmartebisas garkveviT miuTiTebs, rom araferi ar aris 

imaze ufro damaxasiaTebeli Cveni bunebisaTvis, rogorc erTmaneTTan 

Tanamoziareoba. da es azri basili didis „asketikonis“ qarTul TargmanSi 

amgvari terminologiiTaa gadmocemuli: „...arara¡ ars esreT T¢s bunebi-

sa Cuenisa, viTar ziareba¡ urTierTas“.2 adamiani Tanamoziarea adamianis 

bunebisa. avTandilSi, rogorc literaturul personaJSi, adamianuri Tana-

grZnobisTvis, rogorc zneobrivi srulqmnilebisaTvis, esoden principuli 

adgilis miCena gmiris humanisturi principebisaken orientirebas gamokveTs 

da renesansuli ideebis sawyis etaps Seesabameba. avTandilSi adamianze 

zrunva, misi bedis gaziareba, misdami TanagrZnoba ufro maRla dgas, vidre 

rainduli zneobis normebi da TviT siyvarulis, rogorc adamianis umaR-

lesi pirovnuli grZnobis, moTxovnebi. avTandilis qmedebas fatmanis siu-

JetSi ganapirobebs adamianisadmi TanagrZnobis zneobrivi moTxovnileba 

da ara rainduli eTika Tu sasiyvarulo valdebuleba da norma. avTandilis 

qmedebaSi renesansuli ideali Cans. amave dros, es renesansuli wamoizrdeba 

Suasaukuneobrivi idealis SenarCunebiT da ganviTarebiT. adamianuri Tana-

grZnoba gamovlenili avTandilis fatmanTan urTierTobaSi, dafuZnebulia 

moyvasis siyvarulis qristianul Tezaze – „Seiyuaro moyuasi Seni, viTarca 

Tavi T¢si“ (maT. 22. 39); am Tezis renesansuli interpretirebaa. avTandili 

fatmanSi sando da erTgul moyvass Seicnobs. „Sen gici kargi moyvare, erTgu-

li, misandobeli“ – mimarTavs mas sakuTari WeSmariti vinaobis gamJRavnebis 

Semdeg. xolo erTguli da misando moyvaris mier mis mimarT gaweuli samsa-

xuris gadaxdas igi TanagrZnobis gamovleniT cdilobs. es valdebuleba mas 

fatmanTan urTierTobis dasawyis etapzec hqonda gaazrebuli: `nuTu ra 

margos, me misi gardaxda Cemgan vcna valTa~ (1092). vefxistyaosnis siyvaru-

lis koncefcia, rogorc vasabuTebdiT, qristianuli moyvasis siyvarulis 

mcnebidan amoizrdeba, am modelzea damyarebuli. vefxistyaosanSi am mcne-

1 e. xinTibiZe, msoflmxedvelobiTi problemebi `vefxistyaosanSi~, Tsu gamomcem-

loba, Tbilisi 1975, gv. 162-167.

2 basili didi, „moyuasisa mimarT siyvarulisaT¢s“: e. xinTibiZe, vefxistyaosnis 

ideur-msoflmxedvelobiTi samyaro, gv. 560-561.



93

elguja xinTibiZe,elguja xinTibiZe,    siyvarulis renesansuli koncefcia Suasaukuneobriv modelze

bis rusTveliseuli interpretirebaa. rusTveli moyvasis cnebas unacvlebs 

moyvaris cnebas. rusTveliseuli moyvarisa da saxarebiseuli moyvasis cne-

baTa Soris tolobis niSani ar daismis. rusTveliseuli moyvare Sedis qris-

tianul moyvasSi, magram gulisxmobs mxolod siyvaruliT dakavSirebul 

personas (megobars, satrfos) da im moyvass, romlic Tavisi keTilobiT da 

erTgulebiT imsaxurebs TanagrZnobas. Tanaxmad axali aRTqmiseuli moZ-

Rvrebisa, TanagrZnoba (keTilganwyba, Tanalmoba, mowyaleba) moyvasTa erT-

maneTis mimarT siyvarulis gamovlenis umTavresi formaa. „yovelni, – ityvis 

mociquli petre, – erT-zraxva iyveniT, mowyale, ZmaT moyuare, Semwynare-

bel, mdabal“ (1 pet. 3, 8). moyvasis siyvaruli gulisxmobs sxvisi sixarulis 

da wuxilis gaziarebas: „gixaroden moxarulTa Tana da tirodeT mtiralTa 

Tana“ (rom. 12,15). moyvasis siyvaruli dauZlurebulTan erTad dauZlure-

bas gvTxovs, xolo Secdenilis mimarT agznebas: „vin unda dauZlurdes, rom 

masTan erTad ar davuZlurde? vin unda Sescdes, rom ar aRvegzno misTvis“ 

(2 kor. 11, 29). ai, am moZRvrebis kvaldakval iziarebs avTandili fatmanis 

sixarulsac da uZlurebasac. ai, ratom „aRigzno“ avTandili „Secdeni-

li“ fatmanisaTvis. ufro metic, qristianuli moyvasis idea, rogorc moZ-

Rvreba, Secdenili moyvasis siyvaruliT TanagrZnobasac ar gamoricxavs. 

pavle mociquli ityvis: „siyvaruli... ara sarcx¢nel iq mnebis“ (I kor. 13.4). 

ioane oqropiri amgvarad ganmartavs mociqulis am sityvebs: `ese igi ars, 

viTarmed siyuarulisaT¢s moyuasisa arcaRa undoTa da SeuracxTa raime 

saqmeTa sircx¢l-iCinebis Tavs-debad misT¢s~.1 

vefxistyaosnis siyvarulis koncefcia Seesabameba qristianuli civi-

lizaciis gvaindeli Suasaukuneebis etaps. igi Tavisi arsiT renesansulia, 

xolo efuZneba qristianuli moyvasis siyvarulis rusTveliseuli inter-

pretirebis models.

1 samociqulos ganmarteba, gamokrebuli iovane oqropirisa da sxvaTa wminda mama-

Ta Txzulebebidan (efrem mciris Targmani. eqvTime koWlamazaSvilis gamocema), 

I, Tb., 2006, gv. 299.
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ELGUJA KHINTIBIDZE

Renaissance Concept of Love based on Medieval Model

Summary

The paper deals with the Rustaveli concept of love. Conforming to the moral concept of 
Christianity, Rustaveli considers love to be the highest form of human bliss and hence the high-
est ethical category of good. But the attempts a novel reinterpretation of this ethical system and 
love, which, at the centre of the poetic world of The Man in the Panter Skin, is an earthly human 
emotion with divine elevation and essence. The concept of love in The Man in the Panter Skin 
takes its inspiration from the humanistic principles of twelfth-century Christian courtly literature. 
The introduction of such love into medieval lyrics is related to the poetry of the troubadours (11th-
12th c). The troubadour lyrics lays the foundation in European literature for human love to rise to 
divine, which was christened as Platonic love back in the Renaissance period. This innovation of 
the troubadours acquires a new theoretical reconceptualization from the early 13th c. and developed 
with Dante Alighieri: this worldly love is the road to reach the divine, woman is a medium between 
the man and the God. The elevated love for Beatrice resembles divine love; human love is the fi rst 
stage of divine love; it is part of divine love. Finally, Francesco Petrarch in the 14th c. establishes the 
Renaissance thesis; human love, with its highest, sincere manifestation, is divine love. This thesis 
is the most essential postulate for pronouncing human emotion and the human world as divine.

The very posing of this basic thesis of the new world view, brought by the Late Middle 
Ages, its acceptance in principle, its theoretical (the theory of love in the prologue of The Man in 
the Panter Skin – quatrains 20-22) as well as its literary execution, is one of the main innovations 
of Rustaveli’s world view on the grounds of Christian thought from the Middle Ages to the Renais-
sance. The main accent of the ideal world of The Man in the Panter Skin is on this basic problem of 
12th-13th c. Christian outlook. The Rustavelian solution of the problem corresponds to the Renais-
sance level of its solution, basing his conceptualization of the Gospel commandment of divine love 
through Christian theology proper, brings in the epochal novelty that is the main postulate of the 
new world view of the 11th-13th c. Rustaveli takes two basic propositions from biblical theology: (a) 
divine love is ineffable and incomprehensible for man: “sages cannot comprehend that one love; 
the tongue will tire, the ears of the listeners will become wearied” (28); (b) similar to it and equal 
to it is human love, which the poet turns into an object of literary refl ection: “I must tell of lower 
frenzies, which befall human beings; they imitate it…” (28). Hence the fulfi llment of human love 
is divine love (`No one has ever seen God, but if we love one another, God lives in union with us, 
and his love is made perfect in us” – I John 4, 12). It is by this theoretical conceptualization that 
Rustaveli brings into his work this worldly, human love. He gives it the meaning of the level this 
thesis attained in European thought only by Petrarch. Neither is the method of Rustaveli’s logic 
alien to the late Middle Ages: Rustaveli’s basic proposition on refusing to refl ect the divine as unat-
tainable appears with Dante and Petrarch too, under various shades. Only, Rustaveli is closer to the 
Bible. His link with the medieval is more pronounced.
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`vefxistyaosnis~ qronotopi liminalobis                       

Teoriis konteqstSi

meoce saukunis dasawyisSi franguli pozitiuri anTropologiis 

TvalsaCino warmomadgeneli arnold van genepi wes-Cveulebebsa da ritua-

lebSi mudmivad mimdinare cvlilebebze dakvirvebam1 miiyvana e.w. socia luri 

tranzitulobis aRmoCenamde, romelsac Rites de Passage (qarTulad gada-

nacvlebis rituali) uwoda. genepis Teoriis Tanaxmad, yovel konkretul 

sistemaSi arsebuli energia adre Tu gvian ikargeba, magram drois garkveul 

monakveTSi xelaxla aRdgeba da ganaxldeba. Sesabamisad, gadaadgileba, anu 

tranzituloba, igive Rites de Passage, Tanamdevia nebismieri tipis cvaleba-

dobisa, iqneba es teritoriuli, socialuri, asakobrivi Tu sxv. van genepma 
Rites de Passage-is struqturis gansazRvris mizniT Semoitana terminebi `pre-

liminaluri~, da `post-liminaluri~2, romelTagan pirveli gulisxmobs wi-

nare samyarodan gamoyofa-izolacias (tranzitulobis periodi), meore ki 

axal samyaroSi Sesvlasa da masTan Serwymas [karsoni 1997: 1-2]. Sesabamisad, 

mTeli es procesi sami faziT xasiaTdeba: 1. gamocalkeveba, gamoyofa, anu 

separacia; 2. marginaloba, anu liminaloba; 3. gaerTianeba, anu inkorpora-

cia. pirveli gulisxmobs individis izolirebas fiqsirebuli socialuri 

an kulturuli struqturisgan, anu mis mowyvetas realuri dro-sivrculi 

garemodan; meore gamoxatavs mis gadanacvlebas Sualedur, ambivalentur 

socialur zonaSi, mesame ki Seesatyviseba iniciantis dabrunebas sazoga-

doebaSi, oRond ganaxlebuli socialuri statusiT [ratiani 2005: 162].

TiTqmis naxevari saukunis Semdeg genepis Teoria struqturalisturi 

anTropologiis sibrtyeze gadaitana viqtor Ternerma, romlis Sexedule-

biTac, liminaluroba gulisxmobs tranzitulobas, anu sxva sityvebiT rom 

vTqvaT, is aris gardamavali, Sualeduri safexuri or gansxvavebul (social-

uri statusiT Tu socialur-ekonomikuri pirobebiT, fizikuri, gonebrivi 

Tu sulieri mdgomareobiT, omiT Tu mSvidobiT da a.S gansazRvrul) mdgo-

mareobas Soris. Tu tranzitulobis pirveli faza – separacia – aris gamo-

yofa winare drois, adgilisa Tu mdgomareobidan kulturul an socialur 

konteqstSi, am procesis bolo faza – gaerTianeba – gulisxmobs dabrunebas 

1 es cvlilebebi ki, rogorc wesi, nebismieri epoqisa Tu xalxebis kulturisTvis 

damaxasiaTebeli tranzitulobis Sedegia da mza formulaTa saxiT aris warmod-

genili am ritualebSi. 

2 termini liminaluri momdinareobs laTinuri sityvidan limins, romelic aRniS-

navs sazRvars, mijnas or izolirebul, erTmaneTs daSorebul adgils Soris 

[Terneri 1967: 93].
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stabilur mdgomareobaSi, Tumca es ukanaskneli, miuxedavad imisa, rom so-

cialurad gansazRvrulia, gansxvavdeba winare fazisgan da warmoadgens mis 

transformirebul, Secvlil mdgomareobas. liminaluri faza moqceulia 

sawyis, separaciisa, da finalur, gamaerTianebel, fazebs Soris. drois es 

monakveTi, romelsac pirobiTad `arc is, arc es~ dro SeiZleba ewodos, bun-

dovania da gaurkveveli. Sesabamisad, individze (e.w. liminalur personaze, 

romelic gaivlis Rites de Passage) warmodgena gveqmneba saxelisa da mTel rig 

simboloTa meSveobiT [Terneri 1967: 97]. 

bolodroinelma gamokvlevebma cxadyo, rom liminalobis anTrop-

ologiuri Teoria SesaZloa miesadagos literaturul modelebsac1. lit-

eratura Tavisi arsiTa da daniSnulebiT liminaluri fenomenia, radgan as-

rulebs gardamavali fazis funqcias ZaliT marTul destruqciul realo-

basa da warmosaxviT gamomuSavebul miRmier kosmoss Soris: literatura 

asrulebs satranzito etlis rols Zalismier, qronologiurad mowesrige-

bul, teqnologiur-biurokratiuli realobiT SezRudul samyarosa da 

rwmeniT, Tavisufali ideebiTa da fantaziebiT gaJRenTil samyaros Soris 

[ratiani 2005: 166-167]. Sesabamisad, Tu realuri samyaro fizikuri samyaroa, 

obieqturi sistema, romelsac axasiaTebs samganzomilebiani sivrce, dro, 

rogorc sivrcis meoTxe koordinata da moZraoba, warmosaxuli samyaro 

arafizikuri samyaroa, subieqturi sistema, romelic upirispirdeba obieq-

tur sistemas maradisobis ontologiurad alternatiuli principis safuZ-

velze. aqedan gamomdinare, literatura, rogorc liminaluri faza, anu Su-

aleduri derefani realursa da warmosaxuls Soris, cxadia, zedmiwevniT 

aireklavs am winaaRmdegobas. literaturis, rogorc liminaluri movlenis 

umTavres amocanas warmoadgens axali realobis, axali samyaros, axali kos-

mosis Seqmna. es procesi gulisxmobs ara oden TvalsaCino gansxvavebis aq-

centirebas realur da warmosaxul samyaroebs Soris, aramed im logikuri 

da ontologiuri winaaRmdegobebis warmoCenas, romlebic aucileblobasa 

da SesaZleblobas Soris arsebobs. am TvalsazrisiT, warmosaxuli, anu gam-

onagoni samyaro aRiqmeba ara rogorc `ararsebuli obieqti~, aramed ro-

gorc alternatiul ontologiur principebze dafuZnebuli `arsebiToba~, 

romelic tranzituli fazis miRma yalibdeba. tranzitulobis umTavres da 

ganmsazRvrel kategoriebs droisa da sivrcis kategoriebi warmoadgenen. 

realobisTvis niSandoblivi dro-sivrculi paradigma araTu ewinaaRmde-

geba, aramed idealurad Seesatyviseba arsebul socialur struqturebs. 

gadanacvlebis rituali warmoadgens sxva, opoziciuri relobisken gade-

bul xids, romelic dro-sivrcul ganzomilebaTa sruliad sxvagvar inter-

pretacias iTxovs [ratiani 2005: 173-174].

1 irma ratiani, qronotopi antiutopiur romanSi, Tbilisi, Tsu gamomcemloba, 

2005.
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liminalobis Teoria, rogorc erT-erTi mniSvnelovani Tanamedrove 

teqnologia, warmatebiT SeiZleba iqnas danergili rusTvelis vefxistya-

osnis, rogorc Suasaukuneebis rainduli romanis, kvlevisas. Tumca, Tu 

modernizmis epoqis teqstebSi liminalobis anTropologiuri Teoria zed-

miwevniTi sisruliT realizdeba, Suasaukuneebis teqstSi is specifikur 

saxes iZens da gansxvavebuli daskvnebisken gvibiZgebs.

vidre konkretulad am problemis ZiriTad aspeqtebs SevexebodeT, up-

riania, davsvaT kiTxva: ra kuTxiT unda warimarTos kvleva, rom aRniSnuli 

meTodologiuri koncefciis misadageba gviandeli Suasaukuneebis ZeglTan 

xelovnuri da naZaladevi ar aRmoCndes. 

dasmuli sakiTxis arsi ukavSirdeba Suasaukuneebis romanis (vefxistya-

osans Cven swored am Janrs mivakuTvnebT) qronotopis specifikurobas, ro-

melic metwilad ganmsazRvrelia Janris mxatvrul-esTetikuri mxarisa. am 

tipis teqstebSi narativis ZiriTadi nawili mogzaurobas, `Zebnas~ eTmo-

ba, personaJi drodadro arsebobis erTi modelidan meoreSi – yofiTi 

sivrcidan avantiurul sivrceSi – gadainacvlebs, rac gamomxatvelia im 

mxatv rul-struqturuli opoziciisa, romelic arsebobs sakaro civili-

zacias (cixesimagres) da e.w. `velur bunebas~ (cixesimagris miRma arsebul 

samyaros) Soris. aqedan gamomdinare, romanis siuJeti erTgvari sivrculi 

diqotomiis – sasaxlis kari/tye – fonze viTardeba, romelTagan pirvels 

pirobiTad sakuTari sivrce SeiZleba vuwodoT, meores ki – sxvisi sivrce. am 

romanebSi diferenciulia drois cnebac, radgan realuri drois paralelu-

rad aq `moq medebs~ e.w. avantiuruli dro, daSlili da danawevrebuli drois 

calkeul monakveTebad, romlebic, Tavis mxriv, Tanadrouli da araTanad-

rouli movlenebis gansaviTareblad, daSorebuli da axlomdebare sivrcee-

bis dasakavSireblad aris gamoyenebuli (baxtini 2000: 80). vinaidan `Ziebis~, 

avantiuris motivi protagonistis ucxo, abstraqtul samyaroSi gadaadg-

ilebas gulisxmobs, droc, Sesabamisad, sxvadasxvagvari aspeqtiT aris war-

modgenili: is xan statikuria, xan ki dinamikuri. saerTo dro ar arsebobs 

– yoveli personaJisTvis is gansxvavebulad gaedineba, ufro konkretulad 

ki, drois aRqma da misi mdinareba personaJTa cxovrebis weszea damokide-

buli. liminarulobisTvis damaxasiaTebeli alternatiuloba, Cveni mosaz-

rebiT, swored Suasaukuneebis rainduli romanis qronotopis specifiku-

robas ukavSirdeba da mJRavndeba binarul opoziciaSi, erTi mxriv, sakuTar, 

mowesrigebul sivrcesa da sxvis, qaotur sivrces, meore mxriv ki, realursa 

da e.w. avantiurul dros Soris. 

Sesabamisad, Rites de Passage, anu gadanacvlebis rituali, raindul 

ro manSi ori gansxvavebuli sqemiT xorcieldeba: is ukavSirdeba a) xeti-

ali/Ziebis motivs an b) `velad gaWris~ motivs. amis safuZvelze viRebT 

opoziciur dro-sivrcul modelebs, romlebic personaJTa or gansxvave-
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bul tips ukavSirdeba – e.w. `moxetiale personaJebs~ da `statikur person-

aJebs~. vefxistyaosnis personaJTa sistemaSi orive tipis personaJebia war-

modgenili: pirvels ganasaxierebs avTandili, xolo meores – tarieli. 

 1. e.w. `moxetiale personaJebis~ (avTandili an lanseloti) dro da 

sivrce mkacrad aris reglamentirebuli (teqstSi am personaJebTan mimarTe-

baSi yovelTvis zustad aris miTiTebuli drois konkretuli monakveTi – 

mag., sami weli, Svidi dRis savali mindori da a.S – iseve rogorc moqmedebis 

sawyisi da saboloo wertili) da organizebuli. amgvar maorganizebel fun-

qcias rainduli romanebis umravlesobaSi gmiris winaSe aRmarTuli barieri 

– moulodnelad wamoWrili gansacdeli (umravles SemTxvevaSi faTeraki) – 

asrulebs. aRsaniSnavia, rom es gansacdeli mxolod fizikuri dabrkolebis 

saxiT rodi Cndeba. umravles SemTxvevaSi is ukavSirdeba SemTxvevis, bedis-

weris, RmerTisa da gangebis Carevas. Sesabamisad,avantiuruli droc mas Sem-

deg dgeba, rac normaluri, realuri, kanonzomieri drois mdinarebaSi xdeba 

uecari garRveva da sruliad bunebrivi movlenebi moulodnel da gauTval-

iswinebel saxes iRebs (baxtini 2000: 80). meore mxriv, gmiris garemomcveli 

sivrce iseT uCveulo samyarod gardaiqmneba, romelSic zebunebrivic ki 

Cveulebrivad da kanonzomierad aRiqmeba. protagonisti droebiT eTiSeba 

realobaSi mimdinare movlenebs da sxva samyarosaken iRebs gezs.  

amTaviTve unda aRiniSnos erTi ram: miuxedavad imisa, rom avTandili 

nebayoflobiT irgebs `moxetialis~ funqcias, misi gamzavreba/gadanacvle-

ba mijnuris (TinaTinis) davalebiTaa ganpirobebuli, rac uTuod gvafiqre-

binebs, rom avTandilis gadawyvetileba, am SemTxvevaSi, aris ara persona-

Jis piradi arCevani, aramed – mijnurisa da vasalis movaleobis Sesruleba, 

samomavlo perspeqtivis gaTvaliswinebiT (sayvareli qalbatonisTvis si-

yvarulis damtkiceba). am pirobiT tovebs avTandili sakuTar sivrcesa da 

misTvis maxlobel, Cveul sociums (separaciis faza), sadac is komfortu-

lad grZnobs Tavs, da, ucxo moymis saZebrad gamgzavrebuli, gadalaxavs 

sazRvars am da sxva realobas Soris; Sedegad, avTandili Sualedur, ambiva-

lentur socialur zonaSi (Jak le gofis terminologiiT, aravis miwaze (no 
man’s land)) aRmoCndeba, sadac mTeli simZafriT SeigrZnobs im materialur 

Tu aramaterialur faseulobaTa danakliss, romlebic Tavis sivrceSi da-

tova. avTandilis SemTxvevaSi esenia: satrfo (mze) da wuTisoflis `lxini~, 

metaforulad gamoxatuli CangiT, barbiTiTa da naTi. teqstSi xazgasmi-

Taa Tqmuli, rom rogorc avTandilisTvisaa ucxo is adgilebi, romelTa 

fonzec misi Tavgadasavali iSleba, iseve avTandilia ucxo am garemosTvis, 

romelic aris `ugemuri, mqisi~, ukacrieli da veluri. teqstis am monakveT-

Si kargad ikveTeba mSobliuri da sxva, alternatiuli sivrceebisaTvis dam-

axasiaTebeli diqotomiebi: samSoblo (sakuTari sivrce) / sazRvrisiqiTa 

are; sasaxlis karis garToba-siameni (sma da mRera) / ucxo garemoSi xetiali 
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(gaWra); nadimze mirTmeuli nugbari / nadirobiT, anu mSvildiT mopovebuli 

sarCo-sabadebeli; gulwrfeli siyvaruli / SemTxveviTi kavSirebi; indi-

vidis am mdgomareobas, romelsac sityva Rariboba Seesabameba, Tan sdevs 

miusafrobis, martoobis da ganwirulobis gancda. Sualedur, liminalur 

zonaSi gadanacvlebuli personaJi logikurad dgeba arCevanis winaSe: an 

dabruneba, anac – gzis gagrZeleba, rac, bunebrivia, drois `axlebur aTv-

las~ ukavSirdeba (`weliwadi sami sam Tved miiyara~; `droTa, dReTa angari-

Sobs~; `Tveni esxnes oraniRa~). magram alternatiuli realobis perspeqti-

va damTrgunvelad moqmedebs raindze, sagonebelsa da eWvebSi agdebs mas: 

avTandili ar iltvis alternativisaken, romelic misTvis diskomfortTan 

aris gaigivebuli. ratom? imitom, rom avTandili sxvis (satrfos) davalebis 

gamo aRmoCndeba am viTarebaSi da ara – piradi surviliT! Sesabamisad, is 

etapebi, romlebic unda daZlios liminalur fazaSi uneblied gadanacvle-

bulma personaJma ukiduresad mwvavdeba: tanjva (`...cremli mtiralsa sdis 

zRvaTa SesarTavisad~), sikvdilis natvra (`moundis gulsa dacema, zogjer 

mihmarTis da nasa~) da rwmenis meSveobiT `survilebze~ gamarjveba (`uR-

mrTod veras ver movawev, cremli cudad medinebis, / gangebasa vervin Ses-

cvlis, ar-saqmneli ar iqmnebis~). avTandilis ltolvis proeqcia mimarTu-

lia ara alternatiuli dro-sivrculi garemosaken, rogorc amas moiTxovs 

liminalobis Teoriis literaturuli konotaciebi, aramed – ukan, dro-

sivrcis realuri, adaptirebuli modelisaken. maS, ra funqcias SeiZleba 

asrulebdes liminaluri faza Suasaukuneebis qarTuli romanis `moxetia-

le personaJTan~ mimarTebaSi? mas sruliad aSkarad ekisreba oden eTikuri 

funqcia, rac gulisxmobs personaJis inkorporacias mSobliur modelTan 

ganaxlebuli eTikuri normebiT da socialuri statusiT: rodesac rain-

dis faTerakebiT aRsavse gza dasasruls uaxlovdeba, igi Tavis sivrces da 

Tavis sociums ubrundeba. vefxistyaosanSi avTandilis Cveul socialur-

kulturul garemosTan gaerTianeba (inkorporacia) gulisxmobs im Caketi-

li wris sawyis wertilSi dabrunebas, romelSic mas mTeli romanis manZil-

ze uwevs gadaadgileba. miuxedavad imisa, rom avTandili topografiulad 

yvelaze dinamikuria vefxistyaosnis personaJebs Soris, is mainc Caketil 

wreSi moqmedebs, vinaidan konkretuli miznis arseboba ganmapirobebelia 

avTandilis sivrcis SezRudulobisa da sasrulobisa. Sesabamisad, rac ar 

unda daSordes igi Tavisi sivrcis sawyis wertils, mas arc surs da arc xe-

lewifeba am zRudis garRveva da usasrulo sivrceSi gaWra. sxva sityvebiT 

rom vTqvaT, avTandilis gza garkveulwilad linearulia – TinaTinidan Ti-

naTinisken – Sesabamisad, gzis dasasruli Cveul garemosTan gaerTianebas, 

anu inkorporacias moaswavebs, romelic sruli antipodia `mqisi, ugemuri~ 

`sxva~ samyarosi. samSobloSi Semoqceul avTandils yvelaferi uwindeliviT 

xvdeba – `uxvze uxvi~ puroba, `ZRvenis ZRvnoba~, iagundis jamebi da lalis 
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Wiqebi, mutribni da oqrosa da Tlili balaxSis gorebi, gansxvaveba mxolod 

mis moralur-eTikur da socialur statusSia. Tavisi xangrZlivi xetialiT 

man aRasrula adamianuri vali, rasac, raindul kodeqsTan erTad, adamians 

sakuTari sindisic karnaxobs da, rac mTavaria, ewia Tavis sawadels – ro-

gorc rusTveli ambobs, `igi mze da xelmwifoba asre mihxvda, viTa Rirs-a~.

2. e.w. `statikuri personaJebi~ qronotopis sapirispiro, e.w. `sta-

tikur modelSi~ eqcevian (mag., tarieli an iveni), romelTaTvisac dro (iseve 

rogorc sivrce) etapobrivad icvleba, vinaidan maTi Tavgadasavlis yovel 

konkretul safexurs mocemuli momentisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli dro-sivr-

culi modeli gansazRvravs. qronotopiT manipulireba xorcieldeba mwer-

lis fantaziisa da unaris Sesabamisad, nawarmoebis kompoziciuri da mxat-

vruli qsovilis TaviseburebaTa gaTvaliswinebiT. 

tarielis SemTxvevaSi sakuTari sivrcidan sxva sivrceSi gadanacvleba 

(gamocalkeveba-separacia) `gaxelebas~, anu personaJis mZime sulier kondi-

cias ukavSirdeba. mijnuris dakargvis Semdeg velad gaWrili, gaSmagebuli 

raindi binas devTa ukacriel gamoqvabulSi daidebs da erTgvarad erwymis 

bunebas (Sdr. iveni). `cnobis gaSmagebasTan~ erTad sruldeba tarielis xe-

tiali sworxazobriv, SemosazRvrul sivrceSi, meyvseulad ingreva am sivr-

cis SemomsazRvreli zRudeebi da tarielic gaugebrobis, bundovanebis, 

molodinis fazaSi gadainacvlebs: tarielis gamoqvabuli, am SemTxvevaSi, 

misi piradi arCevani da liminaluri kondiciis materialuri gamoxatule-

baa. magram, bunebrivia, sazRvari am da sxva realobaTa Soris ar aris oden 

topografiuli. es, pirvel yovlisa, alternatiuli fsiqo-mentaluri mdgo-

mareobaa, romelic individs sruliad sxva ganzomilebaSi moaqcevs. vefx-

istyaosanSi am axal realobas, gadmocemuls sityvaTSeTanxmebiT sofliT 

gaRma, upirispirdeba sofeli – realuri samyaros modeli. tarieli, 

romelsac Seyvarebulis – nestan-darejanis dakargvis Semdgom mosZulda 

cru da muxTali wuTisofeli, Cqarobs mis datovebas, radgan mijnuris (ide-

alis) ̀ mixvdoma~, rac aq (qvena sofelSi) warmoudgenlad eCveneba, iq (mun, anu 

zena samyofelSi) aris SesaZlebeli. bunebrivia, rom moaxloebul sikvdils 

tarieli lxenad miiCnevs, radgan `gaarmebul sicocxleze~ metad saiqioSi 

nestanTan Seyris SesaZlebloba ufro izidavs, Sesabamisad, gardamavali 

zona, romelSic tarieli velad gaWris Semdeg eqceva da romelic sakmaod 

pirquSi da usixarulo dekoris (xevi, Sambnari, tye, veli) fonze iSleba, 

erTgvari damakavSirebeli derefania, mijnaa, amqveyniurobasa da miRma sa-

myaros, adamianis Tavisuflebis damTrgunvel sofelsa da netarebis mimni-

Webel maradiul samyofels Soris – saxezea liminaluri fazis klasikuri 

nimuSi. sayuradReboa is faqtic, rom `xel-qmnili~ tarieli ukve SeigrZnobs 

sikvdilis siaxloves (`sikvdili maxlavs~), magram es jer kidev ar aris is 

samyaro (mun), romelSic tarieli `aqa gayril mijnurTan~ Seyras lamobs. 
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Sesabamisad, ganusazRvrelobaSi myofi gmirisTvis, romlis `winare~ statu-

sis moqmedeba SeCerebulia, `momdevno~ ki jer ar Cans, dro TiTqos iyineba, 

JamTa svla saerTod kargavs azrs, avanturuli drois wamzomic Cerdeba.

gansxvavebiT avTandilisgan, tarielis ltolvis proeqcia mimarTu-

lia alternatiuli dro-sivrculi garemosaken, rogorc amas moiTxovs 

liminalobis Teoriis literaturuli konotaciebi, dro-sivrcis realuri, 

adaptirebuli modeli ki misTvis sruliad ucxoa, yovel SemTxvevaSi, ucxoa 

misi arsebuli saxiT! maS, ra funqcias asrulebs liminaluri faza Suasau-

kuneebis qarTuli romanis `statikur personaJTan~ mimarTebaSi? mas ekis-

reba ara oden eTikuri, aramed struqturuli funqciac, rac garemos sruli 

gardasaxvis ideas ukavSirdeba. Sesabamisad, miuxedavad imisa, rom tarieli 

topografiulad SedarebiT statikuri personaJia, is aRbeWdilia qmediTi 

Sinagani dinamizmiT. 

tarielis sivrculi statikuroba, Sesabamisad, misi sixele da `cnoba-

Smagoba~ sruldeba mxolod mas Semdeg, rac igi ibrunebs imeds da mizans – 

siyvarulis dabrunebisa da garemos Secvlis perspeqtivas. miuxedavad imi-

sa, rom teqstis am monakveTSi SegviZlia Tvali vadevnoT tarielis sivrcis 

TandaTanobiT daviwroebis da mkacrad gansazRvrul CarCoebSi moqcevis 

mcdelobas, tarielis gza axali wesrigis Seqmnazea orientirebuli: misi 

`dabruneba~ moaswavebs misi samSoblos cxovrebis wesis Zireul eTikur da 

struqturul transformacias – usamarTlo saxelmwifodan samarTlian 

saxelmwifod gardaqmnas. tarieli swored is personaJia, romelmac ganica-

da ara marto eTikuri transformaciebi, aramed Secvala saarsebo garemo. 

gmiris inkorporacia, romelic sikvdilisa da xelaxla dabadebis, dacemisa 

da aRzevebis fazaTa monacvleobis fonze mimdinareobda, qajeTis cixis 

aRebisas ar sruldeba, miuxedavad imisa, rom samTa TaTbirisa da batal-

uri scenebis aRweriT xdeba aqcentireba tarielis fizikuri, mentaluri, 

sulie ri da moraluri ganaxlebisa. tariels dabruneba, anu sakuTar so-

ciumTan gaerTianeba xorcieldeba imave sqemiT, rogoriTac misi gamoyofa 

(separacia) oRond, rasakvirvelia, sapirispiro mimarTulebiT: devTa qvabi 

– zRva – sasaxlis kari, romelic Tavis logikur dasasruls qorwilis sce-

naSi aRwevs. 

rogorc vxedavT, vefxistyaosanSi, gansxvavebiT evropuli rainduli 

romanebisgan, erTi konkretuli movlenis – socialuri tranzitulobis – 

farglebSi – SeiZleba Tvali vadevnoT am procesis gansxvavebul variac-

iebs. am faqts ramdenime axsna SeiZleba moeZebnos: 1. romanis centrSi erTis 

nacvlad ori mTavari gmiri dgas; 2. personaJTa ori alternatiuli tipis 

(dinamikuri/statikuri) arseboba ganapirobebs gadanacvlebis ritualis, 

imave Rites de Passage-is, mimdinareobas gansxvavebuli dro-sivrculi mode-

lebis fonze da gansxvavebuli specifikiT. 
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“The Man in the Panther’s Skin” by Shota Rustaveli in the Context                             
of the Theory of Liminality

Summary

Key words: Medieval romance, “The Man in the Panther’s Skin”, anthropology, theory of 
liminality, chronotope.

The subject of our interest is the analysis of the texts of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin 
alongside the European chivalry romance in the context of anthropological theory of liminal-
ity. From this viewpoint, it is crucial to observe the chronotope of The Knight in the Panther’s 
Skin, where an alternative characteristic of liminality is clearly pointed out (real/ adventurous 
time; “self”, well-organized space/ “others”, chaotic space). Similar alternatives are singled 
out in European chivalry romances – due to the specifi city of the genre, time-spatial paradigm 
is strongly connected with the individual paradigm of a character. An inseparable part of the 
above mentioned problem is the study of personages’ images in order to explain their psycho-
emotional side: the motif of wandering, questing, intermingled with the convention of roaming 
captures the personage in the gap existing between the worlds, the alternative structures to be 
found “here” and “there~. The individualization of personages is pointed out against the back-
ground of “mystical travels”, “transitivity” and alternative time-space dichotomy.
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`mRvimuri~ cnobiereba platonis `saxelmwifos~ mixedviT da 

`vefxistyaosani~

`mRvimuri cnobierebis~ arsis sawvdomad saWiroa miTopoeturi tradi-

ciis, antikuri filosofiuri moZRvrebisa da saRvTismetyvelo lite-

raturis monacemTa gaTvaliswineba. mxolod amgvari winaswari ganxilvis 

safuZvelze SeiZleba gamoqvabulis mxatvrul funqciaze msjeloba SoTa 

rusTvelis `vefxistyaosanSi~.

miTosuri, religiuri, filosofiuri da literaturuli Tvalsaz-

risiT mRvimes, gamoqvabuls gansakuTrebuli funqcia akisria. saRvTism-

etyvelo literaturasa da `vefxistyaosanSi~ gamoqvabuli mravalmxriv 

aluzias da simbolos warmoadgenen: bibliurs, miTosurs, filosofiurs, 

istoriuls, literaturuls, hagiografiuls. isini ambivalenturi mniSvn-

elobisaa, vinaidan erTdrouladaa dadebiTi da uaryofiTi funqciebiT aR-

Wurvili. 

miTopoeturi tradiciis Tanaxmad, mRvime, gamoqvabuli ise upiris-

pirdeba materialur samyaros, rogorc uxilavi xiluls, bneli naTels. igi, 

xSir SemTxvevaSi, xTonuri arsebebis sacxovrebeli adgilia, romelic kac-

Ta Tvalisagan mifarulia, uxilavia, SeumCnevelia, romelsac Zneli Sesasv-

leli da kidev ufro Zneli gamosasvleli aqvs. mRvimidan, gamoqvabulidan 

arc araferi Cans, verc verafers ver gaadevnebs Tvalyurs iq myofi da verc 

Tavad Sig myofs SeniSnavs vinme. lokalurad igi an maRal mTazea, an udab-

noSi, an xeobaSi, xevSi, dablobSi. mRvime, gamoqvabuli igive saxlia, sadac 

umetesad xifaTisagan Tavis asarideblad Sedian; Tumca, iq binas hpoveben 

samyaros ganridebuli asketebic. v. toporovma aRniSna, rom igi aris qao-

turi, stiqiis narCenebis Semnaxveli adgili; masSi, rogorc qaosSi, araferi 

Cans; igi bnelia. amitom iq mxolod mosmena SeiZleba, raimes an vinmes danax-

va SeuZlebelia. gamoqvabulSi ar aris wesrigi, misi Sida sivrce amorfu-

lia, uwesrigoa. aqedan momdinareobs miTopoeturi mxatvruli saxe: yuri, 

rogorc gamoqvabulis simbolo, da gamoqvabuli, rogorc yuris simbolo. 

gamoqvabuli is sivrcea, sadac adamianma SeiZleba codna miiRos, magram mas 

srulyofili saxe, yofiTi saxe ar eqneba. miTopoeturi SexedulebiT, TviT 

adamianic gamoqvabulSi srulfasovan cxovrebas ar eweva. mRvimis//gamoqv-

abulis mkvidrni arian TmebaSlili, bewvareuli, xTonuri arsebebi; mRvi-

meSi//gamoqvabulSi cnobiereba, goni, logika smenas, instiqtebs, intuicias, 

borot da bnel zraxvebs eqvemdebareba. mRvimeSia Cabudebuli qari, wvima, 

Rrubeli, romelTac damRupvelis funqcia akisriaT (miTebi 2000, II: 311). 
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mRvimis//gamoqvabulis Sesaxeb sxvadasxva qveynis miTosuri tradi-

ciis mixedviT, pirveli adamiani, romelic qvesknelidan gamodis, mRvimeSi//

gamoqvabulSi amoyofs Tavs. induri miTebis Tanaxmad, mze, mTvare, adamian-

ebi mRvimeSi//gamoqvabulSi iSvnen. amitomac ukavSirdeba mRvimes//gamoqv-

abuls triada: sicocxlesikvdiliaRdgoma, romelTa Serwymis safuZ-

velze xdeba SesaZlebeli gamoqvabulis taZrad gamoyeneba, gamoqvabulisa, 

romelic adreqristianul epoqaSi taZris modelic iyo. amgvari gamoqvabu-

li – taZari samyaros models warmoadgens (iqve). 

magram mRvimes//gamoqvabuls, mxolod uaryofiTi Zalebi ar ukavSird-

eba. mis saxeSi Sezavebulia sicocxle – sikvdili – aRdgoma; v. toporovis 

sityviT, `mRvime CarTulia kompleqsSi sicocxle – sikvdili – nayofiereba; 

igi gaiazreba rogorc Casaxvis, dabadebis da dasaflavebis adgili, anu saw-

yi si (dasabami) da bolo~ (miTebi 2000, II: 311). igi sakraluri TavSesafaria, 

farulia, damalulia. berZnuli tradiciis mixedviT, kronosma okeaneSi 

ipova mRvime, sadac malavs Tavis Svilebs, e.i. mRvime Semnaxvelia. mRvimeSi 

dromde arian damaluli bavSvi zevsi, polifeme, pani, endemiosi, satirebi, 

nimfebi; isini pirutyvTa Soris imalebian. demetra nimfebTan erTad asazr-

doebs mRvimeSi Tavis qaliSvils – persefones. midasi tovebs sasaxles, Sei-

Zulebs simdidres da panTan erTad gamoqvabulSi mkvidrdeba (didi zeciuri 

RmerTebi 1999: 88). mRvimis simboluri gaazrebis safuZvels iZleva homero-

sis `odiseas~ me-13 simReris is monakveTi, romelSic moTxrobilia odisev-

sis gadasma feakebis kunZulze, sadac mRvimeSi nimfebi binadroben (XIII, 103-

112; 16).

porfiriusis azriT, uZveles warmodgenebSi mRvime simbolurad sa-

myaros aRniSnavda. homerosamdel miTosur da literaturul tradiciaSi 

mRvimes RmerTebi anaTebdnen. mRvimis ori Sesasvleli imas niSnavs, rom sa-

myaros arss, erTi mxriv, gonebiT SeiZleba mivwvdeT, meore mxriv, igi grZno-

badiT aRiqmeba (porfiriusi 1988, 216). vidre RmerTebis saxelze taZrebis, 

sakulto nagebobebis aRmSeneblobas mihyofdnen xels, RmerTebs mRvimeebs 

uZRvnidnen. mag., kretaze – zevss, arkadiaSi – mTvares da pans, naqsosze – 

dionises, miTras ki yvelgan, sadac misi saxeli iyo cnobili. zemoxsenebul 

epizodSi homeross sakmarisad ar miaCnia imis Tqma, rom mis mier aRwerili 

mRvime orSesasvleliania, igi ganmartavs, ratomaa orSesasvleliani: erTia 

CrdiloeTiT da igi mxolod mokvdavTaTvisaa gankuTvnili (`odisea~, XIII, 

111), meore samxreTiT mdebareobs da igi ukvdav RmerTTaTvisaa gankuT-

vnili (`odisea~, XIII, 112). porfiriusis SexedulebiT, meore, samxreTis kari, 

samxreTis Sesasvleli aris ara RmerTebis, aramed RmerTebis SvilebisaTvis 

(porfiriusi 1988: 222). aq mxareTa simbolikac iCens Tavs. samxreTi mziania, 

naTeli adgilia, sadac mxolod rCeulni imyofebian, CrdiloeTi umzeoa, 

naTels moklebulia. vfiqrobT, homerosis mier gamoTqmul Tvalsazriss 

mRvimis ori Sesasvlelis Sesaxeb am mxrivac unda hqondes mniSvneloba. 
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miTi mRvimis Sesaxeb Seqmnilia piTagorelTa da orfikosTa mier. 

maTi TvalsazrisiT, mRvime samyaros warmosaxvaa. empedoklem TxzulebaSi 

`bunebisaTvis~ sulebis gamcileblebs aTqmevina Semdegi fraza: `movediT 

Cven am Caketil mRvimeSi~ (fragm. 20; citata damowmebulia porfiriusis Tx-

zulebidan), e.i. sulebi Caketil mRvimeSi mkvidrdebian. oRond unda aRin-

iSnos, rom Tavad piTagorelTa da orfikosTa miTi mRvimis Sesaxeb Cvenamde 

ar Semonaxula, magram maTi miTis ConCxi, v. ernis sityviT, Semoinaxa plato-

nis ganTqmulma miTma mRvimis Sesaxeb. amrigad, miTosSi mRvime, qvabi, erTi 

mxriv, qveskneluria, hadesuria, meore mxriv, igi sulieri gardasaxvis adgi-

lia. igi pirveli, arqauli adamianis sacxovrisia, pirvelyofili sivrcea. 

uaRresad mniSvnelovania platonis `saxelmwifoSi~ gadmocemuli 

mRvimis miTi, romelic, cnobili filosofosis v. ernis sityvis Tanaxmad, 

`mTeli platonizmis Semoklebul transkrifciad~ SeiZleba miviCnioT (erni 

1990: 465). misive mtkicebiT, esaa msoflios erTi udidesi moazrovnis, fi-

losofosis, platonis uSualo maswavleblis sokrates pirovnebis drama, 

drama moazrovnisa, romlis dawerili erTi striqoni ar Semonaxula, mag-

ram misi moZRvreba da siRrme misma Rirseulma mowafem Semogvinaxa Tavis 

brwyinvale dialogebSi, da romelic, udidesi Zalisxmevis miuxedavad, ama-

od Seecada adamianis `mRvimuri cnobierebis~ Secvlas, raTa materialuri 

sinamdvilisa da materializmis tyveobidan ideaTa RvTaebrivi sinamdvilis 

Wvretamde aamaRlos adamianis suli da goni. vladimer ernis SexedulebiT, 

brwyinvale miTSi mRvimis Sesaxeb mocemulia platoniseuli samyaros Seg-

rZnebis, RmerTis SegrZnebisa da TviTSegrZnebis sinTezuri Canaweri misi 

cxovrebis romeliRac garkveul momentSi (erni 1990: 465). `Tavisi mRvime~ 

platonma didi sulieri Tesmoforosis (Θεσμοφορος) qmediTi ZalmosilebiT 

amokveTa kacobriobis TviTSegnebaSi~ (erni 1990: 465). 

platonma adamianis miwieri cxovreba Seadara mRvimeSi Seborkil-

mijaW vuli patimrebis yofas, romlebic, mRvimis fskerze myofni, kedlisken 

Sebrunebulni uyureben im adamianTa mxolod moriale landebs, romle-

bic gamoqvabulis win mimodian, esaa realuri samyaros codnis erTaderTi 

gamovlineba. es imitom, rom maT `gaCenis dRidan Tavis ukan mibrunebac ar 

SeuZliaT~ (platoni 2003: 252). magram mRvimeSi myofTagan erT-erTs Tu Seb-

runebis saSualeba misces, an gareT iZulebiT gamoiyvanes, is naxavs realur 

sagnebs. Tumca misTvis rom eTqvaT, rasac axla xedav, swored esaa namdvili 

sagnebi da rasac aqamde xedavdi, is mxolod landebi iyoo, igi sagonebelSi 

Cavardeboda, radgan is am ukanasknelis xilvas iyo miCveuli da gauWirde-

boda axalaRmoCenilTan Segueba. amitom mas mRvimeSi yofna ufro misa-

Rebad moeCveneboda. gareT gamosuli bolos da bolos Tvals gausworebda 

mzesac, cis TaRzec daukvirdeboda mis cvalebadobas da daaskvnida, rom 

`mze gansazRvravs weliwadis droTa monacvleobas da drois dinebas, rom 
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am xilul samyaroSi mze warmarTavs yvelafers da, garkveuli azriT, igive 

mzea yovelive imis mizezic, rac mRvimeSi Canda~ (platoni 2003: 354). pla-

toni TandaTanobiT aviTarebs azrs mRvimis arsisa da adamianTa `mRvimuri 

cnobierebis~ Sesaxeb. am miTSi adamianis sulieri mdgomareobisa da ganviTa-

rebis oTxi sxvadasxva safexuri gamoiyofa: 

1. mRvimis fskerze mijaWvulTa arseboba da kedlebze moriale lande-

bisadmi pativiscema; faqtobrivad, esaa mRvimis koleqtivis arseboba, ro-

melic TviTkmayofilebasaa micemuli. maTi cnobiereba mRvimuria, anu mo-

nuria, vinaidan maT TavianTi mRvime uyvarT da aranairi cvlilebis, gar-

daqmnis miReba ar swadiaT. piriqiT, miuReblad miaCniaT isini, vinc maTi 

cxov rebis Secvlas fiqrobs, misi mokvlac ki surT (aRsaniSnavia, rom v. erni 

amaSi sokrates beds, misadmi TanamemRvimeTa damokidebulebas xedavs). 

2. borkilebisa da jaWvebisagan gaTavisuflebulis mRvimidan gamos-

vla, rac udides tanjvasTanaa dakavSirebuli; esaa mRvimidan gamosvlis, 

mRvimuri cnobierebidan ganTavisuflebis molodinis avadmyofuri gancda. 

aq ori Zala ebrZvis erTmaneTs – ganmaTavisuflebeli suli da ganTavisu-

flebuli suli, rodesac erTi meores, platonis sityviT, `miaTrevs~ viwro 

gasasvlelisaken. 

3. TandaTanobiTi aRqma realuri sagnebisa, romlebic mRvimis miRma 

mdebareoben da mziT arian ganaTebulni; es safexuri yvelaze vrcladaa aR-

werili `saxelmwifoSi~, vinaidan igi yvelaze xangrZlivi procesia. aq aRar 

Cans ganmaTavisuflebeli, romelmac ganTavisuflebuls unda aswavlos, 

riT daiwyos aRqma. aq mxolod ganTavisuflebulia, mRvimidan gamosulia, 

romelic Tavad unda gaerkves WeSmariti, realuri sagnebis aRqmaSi, axali 

samyaro unda aRiqvas da Tavisi mzardi interesebi axal saganTa wvdomisaken 

warmarTos. platonma megobris dakargvis mizezsac safarveli Camoacala.

4. bolos, mziT ganaTebuli sagnebidan TviT mzeze gadasvla (erni 1990: 

466); `bolos da bolos, es kaci, Cemi azriT, imasac SeZlebs, rom Tvali gaus-

woros TviT mzesac da wyalSi ki aRar ucqiros mis anarekls, aramed cis TaR-

ze daukvirdes mis Tvisebebs~ (platoni 2003: 254). mze ki aris TviT sikeTe, e.i. 

yovelive RvTaebrivisa da keTilis saTave. meoTxe safexuri, meoTxe mdgo-

mareoba aris iseTi, romelsac adamianisagan gafrTxileba sWirdeba. plato-

nis sityviT, `vinc am simaRles miaRwia, ukve aRar SeuZlia xeli mihyos kacTa 

Cveulebriv saqmianobas, radganac misi suli gamudmebiT mieltvis mxolod 

simaRles. da es savsebiT bunebrivia, radganac zedmiwevniT Seesabameba Cven 

mier daxatul alegoriul suraTs~ (platoni 2003: 356). 

v. ernis msjelobis Tanaxmad, `adamianis pirveli sulieri mdgomareoba 

meoTxes radikalurad upirispirdeba, meore da mesame am or ukiduresobas 

aerTebs. pirveli mdgomareoba sibneleSi uxilavobis datvirTvis gamoxatu-

lebaa, meoTxe – TviT sinaTlis wyaros absoluturi Wvreta da WeSmaritebis 
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Secnoba. amgvarad ikveTeba platonis azrovnebis mTeli diapazoni, mis mier 

gadatanili `gnoseologiuri~ mdgomareobis mTeli registri. qvemoT – 

borkilebi da bneli; zemoT – yvelaze `Wkviani~ mzis wvdoma~ (erni 1990: 466). 

`saxelmwifos~ meSvide TavSi, kerZod, mRvimis miTSi, platoni gvesaubreba 

mzis WeSmarit wvdomaze, anu WeSmaritebaze. 

ra aris mzis wvdoma? rogoria misi arsi? platoni ajamebs Tavis msje-

lobas mRvimis miTis Sesaxeb da ambobs: `mRvime xiluli samyaroa, xolo 

sinaTle, romelsac cecxli asxivebs, mzis naTels edareba. maRla asvla da 

namdvili sagnebis Wvreta sxva ara aris ra, Tu ara suliT aRmasvla goniT 

sawvdomi samyaros mimarT. ai, rogoria Cemi azri, Tuki gsurs mas misdio; pi-

radad me ase mgonia, codniT ki RmerTma icis, marTalia Tu ara igi. goniT 

sawvdomi samyaros zRvari sikeTis ideaa, romelsac Znelad Tu gaarCevs 

gone bis Tvali, magram sakmarisia bundovnad mainc aRviqvaT, rom aqedan 

uSualod gamogvaqvs daskvna: swored sikeTis ideaa yovelive WeSmaritisa 

da mSvenieris mizezi, xilul samyaroSi is badebs naTels da mis meufes, go-

niT sawvdom samyaroSi ki TviTonvea meufec da mbrZanebelic, romlisaganac 

dasabams iRebs WeSmariteba da goniereba; amitom swored mis Wvretas unda 

cdilobdes yvela, visac surs gonivrulad iqceodes rogorc kerZo, ise 

sazogadoebriv cxovrebaSic~ (platoni 2003: 255–256). platonma Tavad axsna 

Tavisi warmosaxuli miTi mRvimis Sesaxeb da ganacxada, rom bnelSi arsebu-

li sacxovrisi, am SemTxvevaSi mRvime da masSi danaxuli sagnebi, aris grZno-

biT aRsaqmeli; xolo zemoT arsebuli – goniT sawvdomi. v. asmusis azriT, 

`aucilebelia, rom mTlianad suli Sebrundes grZnobadi samyarosagan, raTa 

Seicvalos movlenebi. maSin adamianis miswrafeba Secnobisaken xels Seuw-

yobs ara marto realuri arsebobis ganWvretas, aramed imis wvdomasac, Tu 

ra aris realur samyaroSi yvelaze naTeli: es ki sikeTea~ (asmusi 1971: 584). 

amrigad, platonis miTi mRvimis Sesaxeb miuTiTebs orgvari cno-

bierebis arsebobas: 1. mRvimuri, anu monuri cnobierebisa da 2. Tavisufali 

cnobierebis arsebobas. aqedan gamomdinare, platonma warmoadgina amqvey-

niuri arsebobis mZime da mwir cxovrebaSi, usixarulo sinamdvilisa da bnel-

Si moriale landebis samyaroSi danTqmuli sulis TandaTanobiTi gamofxi-

zleba da `mRvimuri cnobierebis~ amaRleba RvTaebrivi WeSmaritebis wvdo-

masa da sulieri mzis – sikeTis uzenaesi ideis, anu RmerTis, Wvretamde. mas 

gamoqvabulis kedelze moriale landebze yuradRebis gamaxvileba imisTvis 

sWirdeboda, rom simbolurad eCvenebina amqveyniuri cxovreba, rogorc ide-

aTa samyaros anarekli, anu eCvenebina is, rom xiluli samyaro zena-uxilavi 

samyaros mxolod warmavali xatia. vinaidan ideebis Semecneba da misi Wvre-

ta adamianis grZnobadi aRqmisaTvis miuwvdomelia, amitom platonma moZ-

Rvreba ideebis Sesaxeb miTis formebiT gadmogvca, rasac safuZvlad udevs 

ideaTa da cnebaTa Sinaarsis alegoriuloba. es iyo imis mizezic, rom man mi-
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Tebsa da poeziaSi miuReblad miiCnia yovelive amoraluri da es ukanaskneli 

gaaZeva kidec miTebidan, romlebSic zneobriv-eTikuri WeSmaritebis mxo-

lod alegoriuli asaxva dainaxa. xiluli samyaro mxolod miaxloebiT Tu 

asaxavs irealur, idealur, uxilav, paradigmatul samyaros, romlis Sesac-

nobad da gasaazreblad saWiroa idealuri samyaros simboloebis, enigmebis, 

aluziebisa da alegoriebis gamoyeneba. platoni saubrobs miTosis, poeziis 

farul sazrisze, rodesac daskvnis saxiT svams kiTxvebs: miTsa da poeziaSi 

`gana sicrues sasargeblod ar vaqcevT, roca vcdilobT SeZlebisdagvarad 

mivuaxlovoT da mivamgvanoT igi simarTles, rakiRa ar viciT, ranairi iyo 

saqmis viTareba uxsovar droSi?... mainc rodis SeiZleba sicrue sasargeblo 

iyos RmerTisaTvis? iqneb warsulis ambebi ar icis da amitomac cdilobs 

simarTles miamgvanos sicrue?... RmerTisTvis ucxoa cru poeti~ (platoni 

2003: 82-83). igi Semoqmedisagan moiTxovs moralis dacvas da erTgulebas. 

aqedan gamomdinare, platonis filosofiuri moZRvreba zogadad da miTi 

mRvimis Sesaxeb kerZod, efuZneba Rrma mecnierul analizs da zneobriv-eTi-

kur mrwamss, romelTa umaRles miznad dasaxulia keTilis ideis, anu RvTis 

baZva da msgavseba. aqve aRvniSnav, rom qristianobam ufro maRali ideali 

dasaxa, rac RmerTTan ziarebaSi gamoixata. 

qarTul miTologiaSi yuradRebas iqcevs amiranis miTi, romlis mixed-

viTac nadirobis qalRmerTma dalim amirani gamoqvabulSi gaaCina. qarTuli 

xalxuri sityvierebis mixedviT, gamoqvabuli safaria, saxizaria, samalavia, 

sadac saidumlo misteriebi sruldeba an saganZuri inaxeba. 

mRvimes, gamoqvabuls simboluri datvirTva aqvs saRvTismetyvelo 

da mxatvrul literaturaSi. mRvimes ukavSirdeba samyaros kanonzomieri 

ganviTarebis ZiriTadi principebi, kerZod, triada: sicocxle (sikvdili 

(aRmoceneba; agreTve, igi aris, rogorc zemoTac davimowmeT, Casaxvis, 

dabadebisa da dakrZalvis adgili, sadac bibliuri personaJebi Tavs afare-

ben, sadac maT asaflaveben (Ses. 19, 30; 49, 29-30; isu nav. 10, 16-27; 15, 35; msaj. 

6, 2; I mef. 13, 6 da 17, 1; II mef. 17, 9 da 23, 13; III mef. 18, 4 da 19, 9; 50, 13; II neSt. 

11, 7). gamoqvabuli is adgilia, sadac uflis sityva iwereba. gansakuTrebu-

li mniSvneloba da simboluri datvirTva aqvs macxovris Sobas beTlemSi, 

Toma mociqulis apokrifuli saxareba migviTiTebs, rom iesos Sobis adg-

ilia mRvime, gamoqvabuli1. rogorc luka maxarebeli gvaswavlis, `miawvina 

igi bagasa, rameTu ara iyo maTda adgil savanesa mas~ (l. 2, 7). t. fadeevas si-

tyviT, niSandoblivia macxovris dabadebis adgilad gamoqvabulisa da bagis 

miCneva, vinaidan bagas xSirad gamoqvabulebSi awyobdnen (fadeeva 2004: 178). 

iesos Sobis adgili da garemo adamisa da evas codviTdacemamdel cxovrebas 

1 Soba xatebze, freskebze, saxarebis miniaturebze gamoqvabulSi gamoisaxebo-

da; mogvianebiT renesansul mxatvrobaSic bavSvi-ieso mRvimesTan kavSirSi 

warmoCndeba, mag., leonardo da vinCis `mogvTa Tayvaniscema~, `madona mTeb-

Si~(lionelo venturi 1979: 12-15).
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mogvagonebs samoTxeSi. axalSobil macxovarTan angelozTa uwyebiT mwyem-

sebi midian Tayvanissacemad. iesos xorcieli gvami moTavsebul iqna klde-

Si mRvimed gamokveTil saflavSi, sadac adre aravin yofila dakrZaluli                  

(m. 27, 60; mr. 15, 46; l. 23, 53), e.i. mRvimis saxeSi simbolurad Sezavebulia si-

cocxle, sikvdili da aRdgoma, gamoqvabuli sulierebis niSniTaa aRWurvi-

li. evangeluri monaTxrobi imas mowmobs, rom gamoqvabuls, mRvimes Semnax-

velis, sulieri aRdgomis funqcia akisria. ioane maxarebeli mogviTxrobs 

uflis mier beTanieli lazares aRdginebis Sesaxeb, misi gvami oTxi dRis gan-

mavlobaSi imyofeboda qvabSi da macxovarma aRadgina (i. 11, 38). evangeluris 

mibaZviT pirvel qristianebs mRvimeebSi asaflavebdnen. mRvimis saxe hqonda 

Tavdapirvel taZrebs. kopturi, siriuli, mcire aziis teritoriaze mdebare 

da sxva qveynebis taZarTa interieri mRvimis saxisa iyo. xSirad qristianul 

taZrebs mRvimeebSi aTavsebdnen, an kldeebSi gamokveTdnen. TviT taZar-

mRvimes samyaros modelis funqcia ekisreboda. 

gamoqvabulSi, mRvimeSi mkvidrebodnen gandegilebi. ioanes `gamo-

cxadebis~ mixedviT, adamianebi codvis gamo RvTis risxvas gaurbodnen da 

gamoqvabulebSi, kldeebSi imalebodnen (gamocx. 6, 15). v. toporovma yur-

adReba gaamaxvila ioanes saxarebaSi gadmocemul sinaTlis naTebaze bnelSi 

(`da naTeli igi bnelsa Sina Cans, da bneli igi mas ver ewia~, ioane. 1, 5 και το 
φως εν τη σκοτια, και η σκοτια αυτο ου κατελαβεν, Ι. 1, 5); misi azriT, sinaTle mRvi-

meSi, rogorc cecxli masSi, tipologiurad SeiZleba SevadaroT Teofanias, 

rasac adgili aqvs mRvimeSi (miTebi 2000, II: 312). am TvalsazrisiT saintere-

soa elia winaswarmetyvelis misvla qorebis mTasTan da qvabSi Sesvla, sadac 

mas RmerTi gamoecxada (III mef. 19, 9). 

mRvimeSi mkvidroben qristiani wminda mamebi; qarTul hagiografiaSi 

aRwerilia Rirsi mamis Sio mRvimelis, daviT garejelis, miqel parexelis 

da sxvaTa cxovreba mRvimeSi; mniSvnelovania `balavarianis~ monacemebi. 

mRvime is adgilia, saidanac unda moxdes wminda mamaTa sulieri aRmasvla, 

gan wmenda, igi maradiul saufloSi gadasasvlelad mzadebis adgilia. miTo-

poetur tradiciebSi mRvimeSi dromde imyofebian mZinare mefeebi, winaswar-

metyvelni, winamZRolebi, gmirebi, mojadoebuli mzeTunaxavi. 

Tavdapirvelad mRvime mistikur tradiciebs ukavSirdeboda, rac 

mraval mxatvrul nawarmoebSi aisaxa da rac sxvadasxva drois moazrovne-

Ta gans jis sagani gaxda. germanelma romantikosma novalisma Tavis daum-

Tavrebel romanSi `henrix fon ofterdingeni~ mRvime, romelic mistikuri 

adgilia, Tavis sabunebismetyvelo-samecniero interesebs Seuxama (novali-

si 2003: 220).

osvald Spenglerma mRvime aRmosavluri magiuri kulturis simbolod 

miiCnia: `samyaro, rogorc gamoqvabuli, metismetad gansxvavdeba faustu-

ri samyarosagan, romelic siRrmisaken miswrafebul gaSlil sivrces war-

moadgens. aseve gansxvavdeba antikuri samyarosagan, romelic sxeulebrivi 
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sagnebis Tavmoyris adgilia... rogorc sxeuli da suli, igi (magiuri adami-

ani – n. s.) sakuTar Tavs ekuTvnis, magram masSi myofobs sxva, ucxo; magiuri 

adamiani Tavisi rwmeniTa da warmodgenebiT erTmaneTTan SeTanxmebul ada-

mianTa wevrad aRiqmeba, romelic RmerTisganaa da yovelgvar dabneulobas, 

Semfasebel ̀ mes~ gamoricxavs. swored esaa Cveulebrivi adamianisaTvis sru-

liad miuwvdomeli saidumlo magiuri azrovnebisa sakuTar sivrceSi – gamo-

qvabulSi~ (Spengleri 1991: 39). misive azriT, am sivrceSi sakuTari nebis Se-

sabamisad azrovneba SeuZlebelia, vinaidan `neba~ da `azrovneba~ adamianSi 

mxolod RvTaebrivi nebis zemoqmedebis Sedegia. magiuri adamianis samyaro 

zRapars emsgavseba. 

rene genonma mRvime, gamoqvabuli amobrunebul mTad miiCnia. misi 

azriT, gamoqvabulSi cxovrebac da mTaze asvlac sibrZnis mopovebis, 

dauflebis aucilebeli pirobaa. magram maT Soris gansxvaveba didia: mTis 

mwvervalze sibrZne gaxsnilia, sayovelTaoa; magaliTad, mose winaswar-

metyvelma sinas wmida mTaze miiRo RmerTisagan mcnebebi, or ficarze orive 

mxares dawerili; gamoqvabulSi SeZenili sibrZne ki mistikuria, RvTaebri-

via, logosurad ar gamoiTqmis. mkvlevris azriT: `arsebobs mWidro urT-

ierTdamokidebuleba mTasa da gamoqvabuls Soris, ramdenadac erTica da 

meorec warmoadgens sulieri Suagulis simboloebs, rogoricaa, sxvaTa So-

ris, yvela `RerZuli~ simbolo, romelTa erT-erTi ZiriTadi gamoxatuleba 

swored mTa aris. am TvalsazrisiT, unda gavixsenoT, rom gamoqvabuli igu-

lisxmeba rogorc mTis qveS, an mis SigniT ise, rom RerZSi Tavsdebodes, rac 

kidev ufro aZlierebs am or simbolos Soris kavSirs, romlebic erTgvarad 

afaseben erTmaneTs. maTi urTierTdamokidebulebis zustad dasadgenad 

unda SeiniSnos agreTve, rom mTas `pirveladi~ xasiaTi aqvs, gamoqvabuls ki 

– meoradi. es im faqtiT aris gamowveuli, rom mTa xilulia garedan, rom is 

TavisTavad iseTi ram aris, romelic yoveli mxridan ixilveba; maSin, roca 

gamoqvabuli, piriqiT, Tavisi arsiT, dafaruli da Caketili adgilia... gamo-

qvabuli iqca sulieri Suagulis da Semdeg mis xatze (yaidaze) Seqmnili 

sainiciacio taZrebis ufro Sesaferis simbolod. am cvlilebis Sedegad 

centrs, SeiZleba iTqvas, ar miutovebia mTa, aramed misi mwvervalidan mis 

siRrmeSi gadainacvla... Tavad es cvlileba erTgvari `gadmomxoba~, `gad-

mopirqvavebaa~, romlis Sedegadac `ciuri samyaro~ iqca, garkveuli azriT, 

`miwisqveSa samyarod~; es `gadmomxoba~ gamoixata mTisa da gamoqvabulis 

Sesatyvisi sqemebiT, rac, Tavis mxriv, TvalnaTliv aCvenebs am ori sagnis 

urTierTSemavseblobas. mTis sqema, iseve rogorc misi ekvivalenturi pir-

amidisa da borcvis sqema, warmoadgens samkuTxeds, romlis wveri zeviTken 

aris mimarTuli, gamoqvabulisa ki, piriqiT, warmoadgens samkuTxeds, rom-

lis wveri qveviTken aris mimarTuli... am ori simbolos urTierTSeqceul 

damokidebulebaSi mTa Seefardeba `sididis~ ideas, gamoqvabuli (an `gulis 

Rrmuli~) – simcirisas~ (genoni 1987).
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qarTul saistorio mwerlobaSi gadmocemulia farnavazis mier gamo-

qvabulSi saunjis povna, rasac Rrma simboluri datvirTva aqvs. es saunje 

winamoswavebaa qristianuli religiis damkvidrebisa saqarTveloSi.

yovelive zemoTqmuli mowmobs, rom winaqristianul epoqaSi mRvime, 

gamoqvabuli Rrma simboluri mniSvnelobis mqone simboloa. miTosSi, 

saRvTismetyvelo da mxatvrul literaturaSi mas gansxvavebuli funqciebi 

akisria, xolo mRvimis filosofiuri sazrisi platonma warmoaCina. 

yuradRebas iqcevs fsalmunuri da himnografiuli poeziis tradicia, 

romlis mixedviT, mRvime da udabno codvaTagan gansawmendel adgilad mi-

iCneva. adamianis upirvelesi mizani mRvimidan Tavis daRwevaa da maTgan su-

lis aRmoyvanisaTvis zrunvaa. vin SeZlebs amas, vis xelewifeba igi, vin iqneba 

amis Rirsi? – mxolod znesruli adamiani, romlis Sesaxeb me-14 da 23-e fsal-

munebi upasuxeben: `ufalo, vin daeSenos karavsa Sensa, anu vin daemkvidros 

mTasa wmidasa Sensa? – romeli vidodis ubiwod da iqmodis simarTlesa da 

ityodis WeSmaritsa gulsa Sina T¢ssa. romelman ara zakua eniTa T¢siTa da 

arca uyo moyuassa T¢ssa boroti da yuedrebiT maxlobelTa misTa zeda ara 

moiRo~ (fs. 14, 1-3; agr.: 23, 3-4). mRvimisagan sulis aRmoyvanas evedreba da-

viT winaswarmetyveli ufals, rac sagaloblebsa da wminda mamaTa locvebSi 

erT-erT wamyvan Temad gvevlineba (sulava 2003: 139-140). davimowmebT wmin-

da efrem asuris locvas, romelSic igi RmerTs mimarTavs: `vscode me da ara 

ganveSore codvasa da me vevedrebi mowyalebasa Sensa, damifare me, he, keTi-

lo, misaje me da wmida myav me, he, tkbilo, milxine me, rameTu wylul var, 

macxovne me, rameTu movkved codviTa, sunnel myav me, rameTu wylulebani 

Cemni Seyroldes da sircxvilman damca me, aRmadgine, romeli ese danTqmuli 

var mRvimesa Sina da dacemul var, aRmadgine me, me var, romelman Sevscvale 

sjuli da biwian vyav, dabnelebuli ganmanaTle, momaqcie me, cTomili ese da 

momiZie warwymeduli ese. vaime, ufalo Sesvarulsa amas, romeli ara Rirs 

var aRxilvad zecad~ (locvani 2001: 236-237). gamoqvabuli, mRvime is adg-

ilia, sadac iSva ieso qriste, rasac Zalian xSirad miuTiTeben wmida mamebi: 

`viTarca Tavs-idev qvabsa Sina Soba da bagasa usityusa sulisa Cemisasa da 

SeginebulTa £orcTaCemTa Semoslvad~ (locvani 2001: 164).

cnobili faqtia, rom Sua saukuneebis literaturaSi geografiul 

garemos simboluri datvirTva akisria; asea renesansul literaturaSic, 

oRond masSi simbolurobas gansxvavebuli funqcia aqvs. 

vfiqrob, miTopoetur samyarosa da filosofiur moZRvrebaTa gaT-

valiswineba mRvimis Sesaxeb aucilebelia gamoqvabulSi tarielis damkvi-

drebis raobis gansazRvrisaTvis.

gamoqvabulSi tarielis damkvidrebisa da misi mxatvruli mniSvnelo-

bis ganxilvamde aucileblad mimaCnia msjeloba avTandilis mier asmaTisaT-

vis moTxrobili WaSi Cavardnili kacis igavis Sesaxeb. davimowmeb teqsts: 
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orni kacni movidodes sadaurni sadme gzasa, 

ukanaman wina naxa Cavardnili Sigan Wasa, 

zeda midga, Cayioda, tirs, izaxis vaglax-vasa.

egre uTxra: `amxanago, iyav manda, momicdide, 

waval TokTa mosaxmelad, mwadso, Tu-mca amogzide~. 

mas qveSeTsa gaecinnes, gaukvirda metad kide, 

Semohyivla: `ar gelode, sad gageqce, sad wavide?~ (256-257/255-256).

alegoria myisve TvalSi ecema mkiTxvels. araks mxatvruli funqcia 

aqvs; yuradRebas SevaCereb Semdegze: gamoqvabulisa da Wis msgavsi simbolika 

miuTiTebs, rom avTandilis sityvebi winaswarmetyvelebaa gamoqvabulis sa-

myarodan tarielis gamoyvanis, anu `mRvimuri cnobierebidan~ gamosvlis 

Taobaze. tarieli da WaSi Cavardnili kaci ipodigmur-paradigmuli struq-

turiTaa warmosadgeni da gansaxilveli, radgan tarielsac iseve eWirveba 

daxmareba, rogorc WaSi Cavardnil kacs. aqedan gamomdinare, kompozici-

uri TvalsazrisiT, araki is aucilebeli mxatvruli komponentia, romelic 

tarielis gamoqvabulSi damkvidrebis ambis gagebas win uZRvis; igi imasac 

amcnobs mkiTxvels, rom amxanagis rolSi avTandili unda aRmoCndes. arakis 

Sinaarsis gaTvaliswineba gvarwmunebs tariel-avTandilis momaval damego-

brebasa da moyvasur TavgamodebaSi, isini WaSi Cavardnili kacisa da zemodan 

misi amomyvanis paradigmiT warmogvidgebian, amasTan, es ipodigma-paradigma 

ormxrivia, radgan jer tarielma unda gauwios daxmareba avTandils da Sem-

deg – avTandilma – tariels. amitom am araks tariel-avTandilis momavali 

urTierTobisaTvis eqspoziciis mniSvneloba eniWeba.

rogoria is gamoqvabuli, romelSic tarieli cxovrobs? gamoqvabuli, 

romelSic tarieli asmaTTan erTad mkvidrdeba, udabnoSia. udabnoSi xSiria 

gamoqvabulebi, rac maT erTiani simboluri funqciiT warmogvadgeninebs. 

mRvime//gamoqvabuli udabnos (misi simboluri mniSvnelobiT) daZlevaa, su-

lieri ganwmendisa da ganviTarebis adgilia. 

daismis kiTxvebi: ra aris mRvimis//gamoqvabulis mxatvruli funqcia 

`vefxistyaosanSi~ da ratom irCevs tarieli maT Tavis sacxovrisad Tavisi 

cxovrebis umZimes periodSi? ratomaa igi vefxistyaosani moyme swored 

gamoqvabulSi yofnisas? rogoria gamoqvabuli, sadac tarieli mkvidrde-

ba, da misi landSafti? amis Sesaxeb TviT tarieli gviambobs da xazgasmiT 

aRniSnavs, rom fridonisagan wamosulma miatova kacTa samyofeli da udab-

noSi devebis yofili gamoqvabuli airCia sacxovrisad. aqve aRvniSnav, rom 

gamoqvabuli da mRvime sxvadasxvaa, mRvime bunebrivia, gamoqvabuli adamia-

nis xeliTaa Seqmnili, misi xeliT aris gamoqvabuli; `vefxistyaosnis~ mixed-

viT, tarielis sacxovrebeli gamoqvabuli devTa Senakafia: 

`magram davyaren areni me kacrielTa TemTani;

saxlad sayofni mimaCndes TxaTa da mTaT iremTani...~ (656-653). 
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`ese qvabni ukacurni vpoven, devTa Seekafnes;

Se-mo-vebi, amovwyviden, yola veras ver mexafnes (657-654). 

SoTa rusTveli aRwers gamoqvabulis Semogarens, mis sakmaod mkacr 

landSafts: 

`dRisiT vles da saRamo-Jam gamouCndes didni kldeni,

kldeTa Sigan qvabni iyvnes, Zirsa wyali Canadeni, 

wylisa pirsa, ar iTqmoda, Sambi iyo Tu rasdeni,

xe didroni, Tval-uwdomi, maRla kldemdis anayrdeni~ (220-219). 

arabeTSi dabrunebuli avTandili rostevansa da TinaTins tarielis 

gavefxistyaosnebisa da gamoqvabulSi Sesvlis ambavs mouTxrobs, mis mier 

wuTisofluri cxovrebisagan ganridebaze uambobs: 

`qvabni omiTa wauxman, saxlad aqvs devTa saxlebi; 

sayvarelisa misisa qali hyavs TviT naaxlebi;

vefxisa tyavi acvia, cudad uCs stavra-naxlebi,

aRara naxavs sofelsa, cecxli swvavs axal-axlebi~ (692/690).

fridonsac uambobs gamoqvabulSi tarielis damkvidrebis Sesaxeb: 

`qvabni wauxman devTaTvis, srulad gahmesisxlebia~ (998); 

`qali marto qvabsa Sigan zis mtirali, creml-nawTomi...

misgan kide sanaxavad ara unda kacTa tomi...~ (999). 

`aras naxavs pir-metyvelsa, viT pirutyvi kacTa hkrTebis~ (1001).

e.i. tarielma gamoqvabuli devTagan gaaTavisufla da devTa, borotebis 

simboloTa, sadgomi Tavis sacxovrisad, adamianis sacxovrisad aqcia; qar-

Tuli miTosis mixedviT, gamoqvabuli mxolod RvTisSvilTa kuTvnilebaa, 

riTac `vefxistyaosani~ kidev erTxel warmoCndeba qarTuli erovnuli 

kulturis fesvebidan amozrdil mxatvrul nawarmoebad. aqve unda iTqvas, 

rom gamoqvabulSi damkvidrebuli tarieli adamianebs – ̀ kacTa toms~ – ̀ pir-

metyvels~, gaurbis, aRar surs maTi naxva, kacTa naxva ise akrTobs, rogorc 

pirutyvs adamianisa; kacTa naxva sevdas hgvris, e.i. wuTisofels gaurbis, 

wuTisofliseuli cxovreba asevdianebs da dards hmatebs. 

gamoqvabuls, sadac tarieli mkvidrdeba, aqvs kari da sarkmeli, rac 

ucxo elementia, moulodnelia gamoqvabulis, rogorc daxuruli sivrcis, 

miTopoeturi samyaros gaazrebis TvalsazrisiT. magram sarkmels aqvs Tavi-

si mxatvruli funqcia, rac semantikuri opoziciebiT SeiZleba gamovlindes, 

kerZod, xiluli da uxilavi, garegani da Sinagani, Ria da daxuruli sivrcis 

damakavSirebeli. sarkmeli aris garesamyarosTan kavSiris damyarebis saSu-

aleba, igi simbolurad sulis sarkmels ukavSirdeba, xolo sulis sarkmliT 

adamianebi erTmaneTTan kontaqts amyareben. gamoqvabulSi myofi adamiani 

sarkmliT amyarebs urTierTobas RmerTTan, mzesTan, saerTod – garesa-

myarosTan. sarkmeli aris xilul da uxilav, gare da Sinagan, Ria da daxurul 
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sivrceTa gamyofic da gamaerTianebelic. `vefxistyaosanSi~ sarkmeli Rrma 

simbolur funqcias iZens, vinaidan sarkmeli gamoqvabulSi SeWrili imedis 

Suqia, man siaxle unda Seitanos gmiris cxovrebaSi, misi sulieri gardasax-

vis rTul procesSi, sulier ganaxlebaSi unda miiRos monawileoba, radgan 

sarkmlidan gansxvavebulad aRiqmeba garesamyaro, xiluli, Ria samyaro. 

gamoqvabulSi damkvidrebuli tarieli gascqeris garesamyaros, romelic 

indoeTis Tvalsawieridan sul sxvagvarad moCanda. amjerad ki sarkmeli mis 

cxovrebaSi samyaros mosalodneli ganaxlebis simbolod moiazreba. sarkme-

li sul orjeraa am epizodSi naxsenebi da orivejer mas saWvretlis fun qcia 

akisria. Wvreta sulieri xedvaa, sulieri Semecnebaa, `WvretiTa idumaliTa~ 

sulieri TvaliT Rrmad xedvas, saRmrTo xilvas gulisxmobs. `Wvreta~ saRv-

To sibrZniT ganswavlulTa da aRWurvilTaTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli. aqe-

dan gamomdinare, tarieli TandaTanobiT iZens saRvTo sibrZnes. `Wvreta~, 

rogorc sulieri xilva, saRvTo sibrZne da xedva erTdroulad ganekuTvne-

ba saRvTismetyvelo, filosofiuri da esTetikuri gansjis sferos.

tarielis gza indoeTis samefo taxtisaken nestan-darejanze, xolo 

misken mimavali gza udabnosa da gamoqvabulSi cxovrebaze gadis. tarieli 

avTandilis winaSe kidev erTxel ixsenebs Tavis mZime da mware warsuls, 

gansacdeliT aRsavse cxovrebas, vinaidan igi mas tanjavs, ar asvenebs. tari-

elma ara mxolod TanagrZnoba gauwia avTandils da mouTxro Tavisi Tavga-

dasavali, Tvisi ̀ ambavi sicocxle-gaarmebulman~, aramed kidev erTxel gaix-

sena warsuli, vinaidan misi gaxseneba momavlis ukeT saWvretadaa saWiro. 

amgvarad, tarielisaTvis vefxistyaosnoba aris RmerTis, WeSmaritebis, 

mijnuris Zieba, `mRvimuri cnobierebisagan~ ganZarcvisa da mis daZlevaze 

zrunva. gamoqvabulsa da udabnoSi cxovrebisas, vefxistyaosnad yofnisas 

man unda gamoavlinos RvTis imedi, RvTisadmi rwmena da siyvaruli, moyvasi-

sadmi, anu samyaroSi myofi yvela sxva arsebisadmi siyvaruli, romelic unda 

gautoldes da aRematos sakuTari Tavisadmi siyvaruls, agreTve, absolu-

turi Rirebulebebisadmi uangaro damokidebuleba, romelTa erToblio-

bac moutans WeSmaritebis Semecnebas, zneobrivi sikeTis, Tavisuflebis, 

mSvenierebisa da amaRlebulobis SegrZnebas. vefxistyaosnoba tariels, 

garda imisa, rom mudmivad amyofebs Tavis mijnurTan – nestan-darejanTan, 

ar aviwyebs winaaRmdegobebiT aRsavse gardasuls, romlis SegrZnebisa da 

gacnobierebis gareSe SeuZlebelia dadebiT Rirebulebebze orientireba.

tarielsa da nestan-darejans mudam axsovT warsuli, romelmac gana-

piroba maTi gasvla indoeTidan garesamyaroSi RmerTis, WeSmaritebis, saku-

Tari Tavis Sesacnobad. indoeTSi maT RvTaebrivi sibrZne, absoluturi WeS-

maritebis wvdomis unari daakldaT, rac garesamyaroSi unda SeiZinon, raTa 

sulier srulyofas miaRwion. tariels gamoqvabulSi, nestans qajeTis cixe-

Si `gaxsenebebis mosZaxodaT mtanjveli landi~ (galaktion tabiZe). tarieli 

mRvimeSi cdilobs sakuTari Tavis Secnobas. 
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tarielis `mRvimuri cnobiereba~ mRvimeSi//gamoqvabulSi unda dai-

Zlios da gavides garesamyaroSi. gamoqvabuli, rogorc Sinagani da dafa-

ruli sivrce, mTel danarCen samyaros upirispirdeba, igi is adgilia, sadac 

adamiani sulierebis mosapoveblad Sedis, sadac adamianma RvTaebrivi si-

brZne unda SeiZinos (mag., Rirsi mamis Sio mRvimelisadmi miZRvnil sagalo-

belSi arsen bulmaisimisZe ambobs: `mRvime moisibrZna~, sulava 2003: 334) da 

romelic aramc da aramc araa yofiTi formisa da saxis mqone. gamoqvabul-

Si droc specifikuria; yvelafers Tavisi dro aqvs, yvelafers RvTis neba, 

gangeba warmarTavs. tarielis Jami ara mowevnul iyo, vidre gamoqvabulis 

mkvidrobas ar gaivlida da ̀ mRvimur cnobierebas~ ar daZlevda, igi mRvimeSi 

unda ganbrZnobiliyo. gamoqvabulis mkvidri tarieli sakuTar TavTan Wi-

dilSi aRwevs srulyofas, e.i. RvTaebrivi gangebisadmi morCilebis grZno-

bis moZiebasa da damkvidrebas. gamoqvabulSi yofnis, moRvaweobis erT-erTi 

mizani esaa. am dros unda aRdges adamianis cnobierebisaTvis misawvdomi is 

mizez-Sedegobrivi kavSirebi, rac aq moxvedramde dairRva.

tarielma udabnoSi unda ixetialos, gamoqvabulSi damkvidrdes da 

icxovros (poemaSi araerTgzis dasturdeba, Tu rogor gaurbis igi adamian-

ebs, sazogadoebas), Caicvas vefxis tyavisagan Sekerili samoseli, daixuros 

`vefxis tyavisa qudive~, rac didi simZimilis tarebisa da WeSmariti zneo-

brivi samyaros wvdomis simbolod aRiqmeba, xangrZlivi drois manZilze 

sisxlis cremlebi Rvaros, raTa sabolood daZlios `mRvimuri cnobiereba~, 

moipovos da xelaxla aRmoaCinos sulierad ganwmendili da zneobrivad gan-

srulebuli sakuTari `me~, Seecados maradiuli Rirebulebebis Secnobas da 

eziaros RvTaebriv sibrZnes. 

yovelive amis gamo gamoqvabulSi tarielis cxovrebisa da udabur 

adgilebSi xetialis periodi misi TviTCaRrmavebis, sakuTari Tavis Secno-

bis periodia, rodesac unda gaisigrZeganos samyaros gaxleCis mizezebi1, 

tarielis yofna udabnoSi, gamoqvabulSi, anu bunebaSi, alegoriulia, sim-

boluria, masSi pirvelqmnili srulyofileba, anu RvTaebrivi buneba, unda 

Casaxldes, Sevides. bunebasTan ziarebam unda daubrunos da mianiWos tari-

els cxovrebis mizani da sazrisi. masSi vitaluri Zalebi unda aRorZindes. 

igi unda aRiWurvos imgvari bunebiTa da sulierebiT, rom kvlav gaxdes ̀ saxe 

mzisa erTisa~, kvlav ainTos `RmerTisagan anTebuli sanTeli~ (`RmerTman 

1 samyaros gaxleCilobas, orgvari samyaros arsebobas gamoxatavs galaktion 

tabiZis leqsi `mestiis xidi~, romelSic folklorul-enigmuri saxeebis po-

etikisa da stilistikis gamoyenebiT gamijnulia ori samyaro, xolo am or sa-

myaroSi orgvari xedva SeiZleba davinaxoT: 1. realuri: garemos konkretuli 

socialur-politikuri fonis karikaturul-parodiuli warmosaxva; 2. maradi-

uli: samyaros ori sferos, soflisa da zesTasoflis urTierTdamokidebule-

ba; yovelive amis fonze sulierad aRmkuli adamianis adgili orsave sofelSi, 

agreTve, sulierebiT aRsavse adamianis adgili gaxleCil sazogadoebaSi (sulava 

2004: 162-174). 
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misgan anTebuli sanTelimca rad dagavso?~ 602/599). misi vefxistyaosnoba 

TviTdamkvidrebis aucilebel winasafexurad unda iqces. tarieli praqsiss 

mowyvetilia, man gamoqvabulSi yofnisas unda iswavlos praqsisisa da Teor-

iis Sexameba-Sezaveba (Sdr.: sulxan-saba orbelianis sityvebi: `saqme sityvi-

ani da sityva saqmiani~). 

gamoqvabulSi inaxeba kidobani, xolo kidobanSi – is sabrZolo abjari 

da jaWv-muzaradi, romelmac unda gaamarjvebinos tariels. muzaradi, sol-

omonis sibrZnis mixedviT, mousyidveli samarTlis simboloa (sibr. 5, 15-19). 

tarieli gamoqvabulSi napovn muzarads icvams da aRasrulebs samarTliano-

bas. `vefxistyaosanSi~ moqmedeba vertikalur-horizontaluria; usazRvro 

horizontaluri sivrcea tarielis droebiT sacxovriss – gamoqvabulsa 

da nestan-darejanis agreTve droebiT samyofels – qajeTis cixes Soris, 

romlebic erTmaneTis mimarT vertikaluradaa ganlagebuli. gamoqvabuli, 

romelSic tarieli mkvidrobs, arc mTis wverzea da arc Rrma ufskrulSi, 

igi kldovan adgilzea. esec simboluria, vinaidan tarielma ganrisxebuli 

nestan-darejani swored kldis napralTan mwolare pirgamexebul vefxvs 

Seadara (Sdr.: nadiraZe 1956: 398) da igi mis warmosaxvaSi droTa ganmavloba-

Si ̀ vefxad Svenierad~ gardaisaxa. esec ganapirobebs tarielis damkvidrebas 

kldeebs Soris mdebare gamoqvabulSi. tarielisaTvis vefxvisa da nestanis 

msgavseba gamoixata personaJis pirgamexebiTa da mSvenierebiT. 

mRvimeSi//gamoqvabulSi cxovrebiT tarieli miTosuri da Zveli lite-

raturuli tradiciebis kvalobaze warmoCndeba, rac uZvelesi kulturuli 

sivrcisaken mibrunebas, miTis aRorZinebas – remiTologizebas niSnavs, ma-

gram mRvimidan//gamoqvabulidan gamosvliT xdeba vefxistyaosnobis, ro-

gorc movlenis, demiTologizeba, – tarieli mxolod gamoqvabulSia ve-

fxistyaosani moyme, – xolo gamoqvabulidan gamosvliT – `mRvimuri cno-

bierebis~ daZleva, qristianuli cnobierebis damkvidreba. yovelive es imas 

mowmobs, rom `vefxistyaosanSi~, erTi mxriv, warsulis sulieri gamocdile-

baa asaxuli da aRorZinebuli, xolo, meore mxriv, epoqaluri siaxlea warmo-

saxuli. poemaSi mRvimis//gamoqvabulis mxatvruli funqcia winareliter-

aturuli da filosofiuri tradiciisagan gansxvavebulad warmoCndeba da 

vefxistyaosnuri mRvime//gamoqvabuli sulieri gardasaxvis, sulis zeaR-

svlisaTvis mzadebis sivrcul arealad isaxeba. misi binadroba `mRvimuri 

cnobierebis~ daZlevasa da Tavisufali cnobierebis damkvidrebas moas-

wavebs. amitom mRvimeSi//gamoqvabulSi cxovreba tarielisa erTdrouladaa 

remiTologizaciisa da demiTologizaciis movlenaTa asaxva, Sesabamisad, 

antikuri da Suasaukuneobrivi azrovnebisa da renesansuli cnobierebis 

gamoxatuleba. 
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NESTAN SULAVA

“Cave” Consciousness According to Plato’s “The State” and                                      
“The Knight in the Panter’s Skin” 

Summary

The article deals with the study of the data of a mythpoetic tradition, antique philosophi-
cal doctrine and theological literatute to access to the essence of “cave consciousness” as it is 
possible to discuss the fature function of the cave in Rustaveli’s “The Knight in the Panther’s 
skin, only on the basis of the similar preliminary review. 

From the point of mythical, religious, philosophical and literary view, a cave has a spe-
cial function. According to the mythic poetic tradition, a cave is opposed to the material world, 
as an invisible to the visible, darkness to light. The cave is connected with the triad: life→ 
death→ resurrection. The cave is a world model. It is a shelter of the saints, it is mysterious and 
it is obscured. 

Philosophical myth about the cave is created by Pythagorians and Orphikos that haven’t 
reached us. Its refl ection is felt in Plato’s “The State” as a myth of the Cave. The myth about the 
cave can be considered as “a brief transcription of the whole Platonism” (V.Ern). It is a drama of 
Platon’s teacher, Socrates. A drama of a thinker a single line of whom is not kept. His doctrine 
and depth were kept for us in dialogues by his pupil who tried hard to change the man’s “cave 
consciousness” to elevate the man’s soul and mind from material reality to divine thought, but 
to no avail.

Plato compared man’s life on the Earth with the life of prisoners chained in the cave. The 
prisoners at the bottom of the cave who are turned to the wall and see only the shadows of the 
people who walk up and down in front of the cave. It is their only expression of the knowledge 
of the real world. If one of the persons from the cave is given a chance to turn or leave the cave, 
he will see real things. If he was told what he saw now were real things and what he saw before 
had been only shadows, he wouldn’t believe. Because he was used to see only the shadows and 
it would be diffi cult for him to adapt to reality. To be in the cave was acceptable for him but 
coming out he could see the sun. He would observe the changes of the sun in the sky and con-
clude that the sun rules everything and for some reasons the sun is the reason of what was seen 
in the cave. Plato gradually develops the idea about the essence of the cave and about the man’s 
“cave consciousness~. There are four different steps expressing the condition of the man’s soul 
and the development in this myth where there are talks about the true access of the sun or the 
truth. Platon’s myth about the cave indicates the existence of the two consciousnesses: 1. cave 
or slave consciousness and 2. existence of free consciousness.

From this point of view the myth about Amirani in Georgian mythology attracts our at-
tention. According to Georgian folk literature the cave is a shelter, a hidden place where the 
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secret mysteries are performed or treasure is kept. In Georgian historic written sources point to 
the story of the King Parnavaz, who found treasure in the cave. It has a deep load in liturgical 
literature and fi ction. In this regard, a special event is a birth of Christ in Bethlehem, in the cave. 
It was refl ected on icons, frescoes, the miniatures of the Gospel. Later in Renaissance paint-
ing Baby-Jesus appears in the connection with the cave. For example: “The worship of Idols”, 
“Madonna in the mountains” by Leonardo da Vinci. The tradition of Psalms and hymnographic 
poetry is also very interesting, where the cave is considered to be a holly place to purifi cate 
from sins. The main aim for people is to escape from the cave and take care of a soul. Who can 
do it? Who will be worth doing it?- Only a person who is morally completed (Psalm 14; 23).

I believe it is necessary to take into account the mythopoetic world, theological and 
philosophical doctrines for defi ning Tarieli’s role in settling down in the cave. Only, it is neces-
sary to remember the fable about a man who had fallen in the well which Avtandil told Asmat. 
Its allegory attracts the reader’s attention immediately. Symbols similar to the well and the cave 
show us that Avtandil’s words are a prediction about putting Tariel out of the cave or “cave con-
sciousness~. Tariel and a man who fell into the well should be presented in hypodigm-paradigm 
structure because Tariel wants to be helped as a man who has fallen in the well. From the point 
of composition view this fable is the necessary component which heads the story of Tariel’s set-
tling down in the cave. Taking into consideration the content of the fable leaves us no doubt that 
Tariel and Avtandil will make friends and help each other. It is like a hypodigm-paradigm of a 
man who has fallen into the well and a man who will take him out of it. Besides, this hypodim-
paradigm is mutual because fi rst Tariel should help Avtandil and then Avtandil should do the 
same. That’s why this fable has a meaning of exposition for the future relationship between 
Tariel and Avtandil. 

Tariel tells us that he had left the dwelling of men after leaving Pridon and chose a cave 
to live in the desert where giants lived. Having settled in the cave Tariel avoids men, he doesn’t 
want to see them as they make him feel sad. Thus, he avoids the world. The cave where Tarieli 
lives has a door and a window. It is a foreign element to imagine the closed space of a cave. A 
window is a means of communication to the outside world. Symbolicaly, it is connected with 
the window of a soul. And through it the people contact each other. A window has a deep sym-
bolic function in “The Knight in the Panter’s Skin”, as a window is a light of hope and it should 
make a novelty in the hero’s life, in the process of his spiritual conversion, take part in spiritual 
renewal because the outside world is perceived differently through the window. Cave dweller 
Tariel looks into the outside world which looked differently from India. But now a window in 
his life is considered to be a symbol of the renewal of the world. The window has a function of 
contemplation. It is a spiritual vision. It is characteristic of those of divine wisdom. And Tariel 
eventually assumes the divine wisdom. 

For Tariel the way to a royal court of India goes to Nestan-Darejan but the way to her 
goes through a desert and a cave. Tariel remembers his heavy and bitter-sweet past, his life full 
of challenges before Avtandil as it tortures him, doesn’t let him rest. Tariel not only expressed 
his compassion to Avthandil, but he remembered his past once again as it was necessary to fore-
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see the future. To be a knight in the panter’s skin for Tariel is to look for the God, the truth and 
a sweetheart, to leave a “cave consciousness” and overcome it. Tariel, despite being with his 
sweetheart, Nestan-Darejan all time, he never forgets his past full of challenges. As it is impos-
sible to be oriented on positive values. Tariel’s “cave” life should be overcome and he should 
go out into the outside world. The cave like inner and hidden space is against the whole world. 
It is a place where a man enters to fi nd a spiritual comfort, where he should gain wisdom. It is 
one of the aims of being in the cave. Tariel should overcome “cave consciousness” and gain and 
discover spiritually cleaned and morally completed private -“I”, try to understand permanent 
values and partake the divine wisdom. 

The action in “The Knight in the Panter’s Skin” is vertical-horizontal. The space be-
tween the cave-Tariel’s temporarily dwelling and Kajeti Castle, also Nestan-Darejan’s tempo-
rary dwelling, which are located vertically.The cave where Tariel dwells is neither at the top 
of the mountain nor in the deep gorge. It is situated on the rock. It is also symbolic as Tariel 
compared angry Nestan- Darejan with the furious tiger lying in the interstices of the rock and 
gradualy converted into a “pretty tiger~. Similarity between the tiger and Nestan for Tariel was 
expressed with the anger and beauty of a hero. 

Living in the cave Tarieli is presented as the hero of mythology and old literary tradi-
tions. That means to turn to the ancient cultural space, revive myths or re – mythologize. But 
leaving the cave causes to de-mythologize a knight in the panter’s skin as an event. Tariel is 
a knight in the panter’s skin in the cave only. But leaving the cave “cave consciousness” will 
be overcome and its place will be taken by the Christain consciousness. On the one hand it 
describes the spiritual experience of the past and on the other it describes the novelty of epoch. 
The feature function of a cave is presented differently from preliterary and philosophical tradi-
tions. The cave described in “The Knight in the Panter’s Skin” is considered to be a space area 
of spiritual conversion, preparations for the soul raising. To live in it means to overcome “cave 
consciousness” and establish new free consciousness. That’s why Tariel living in the cave is 
the refl ection of remythologized and demythologized events, it is a refl ection of antique and 
Medieval thoughts and Renaissance consciousness.
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`vefxistyaosani~, rogorc filosofiuri poema

SoTa rusTavelis SemoqmedebaSi umniSvnelovanesia misi ̀ vefxistyaos-

nis~, rogorc filosofiuri poemis Seswavla da analizi. am momarTebiT gza 

Salva nucubiZem gakvala.

`vefxistyaosnis~ filosofiur ideebs qarTvel mkvlevarTagan nucu-

biZis garda exebodnen viktor nozaZe, Salva xidaSeli, revaz TvaraZe, nodar 

naTaZe, elguja xinTibiZe da sxv.

mTavari sakiTxi `vefxistyaosnis~, rogorc filosofiuri poemis gan-

xilvisas aris poemis msoflmxedvelobrivi wyaroebis garkveva. am sakiTxze 

azrTa sxvadasxvaobaa. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom am mimarTebiT mTavari aqcenti 

neoplatonizmze, ufro zustad mis qristianul redaqciaze – areopagitul 

moZRvrebaze keTdeba.1

areopagitikasTan `vefxistyaosnis~ msoflxedvelobrivi damokide-

bulebis kvlevaSi Salva nucubiZisa (1888-1889) da Salva xidaSelis (1910-

1994) wvlili gamorCeulia. 

nucubiZem araerT naSromSi specialurad gamoikvlia areopagitikis 

gavlenebi qarTul kulturaze da kerZod `vefxistyaosanze~. maTgan unda 

gamovyoT ori: `Руставели и воссточный Ренессанс~ (Тбилиси, 1947) da `Творчество 
Руставели~ (Тбилиси, 1959), romlebSic arsebiTad gamokvleulia qarTul kul-

turaze areopagitikis mravalmxrivi gavlena.2

nucubiZis naSromi – `rusTaveli da aRmosavluri renesansi~~ iyo im 

Canafiqris gagrZeleba, gaRrmaveba da srulyofa, romelic mocemuli iyo 

mis mcire moculobis SromaSi – `Восточный Ренессанс и критика евроцентризма~ 

(Тбилиси, 1941). 

neoplatonizmSi, areopagitul moZRvrebasa da XI–XII saukuneebis qar-

Tul filosofiur azrSi erT-erTi mTavari sakiTxi sikeTisa da borotebis 

mimarTebaa. rogorc erT, ise meore da mesame SemTxvevaSi boroteba uarse-

boa, is arasubstanciuria. es idea rusTavelTan areopagitikidan gadmodis 

da am sakiTxSi areopagitul moZRvrebasTan qarTuli renesansis poeziis 

kav Siris TvalnaTliv magaliTad nucubiZes miaCnia `vefxistyaosnis~ Sem-

degi cnobili strofi: 

1 areopagituli Txzulebebis namdvili avtori nucubiZe-honigmanis Teoriis 

mixedviT aris V saukunis qarTveli saeklesio moRvawe palestinaSi, maiumis epis-

koposi petre iberi (411-491).

2 Salva nucubiZis es ori naSromi qarTulad ix. S. nucubiZe, Tbilisi: `mecniere-

ba~, 1976, IV tomi; da 1980, VII tomi.
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`am saqmesa dafarulsa brZeni divnos gaacxadebs: 

RmerTi kargsa moavlinebs da borotsa ar dabadebs, 

avsa wam-erT Seamoklebs, kargsa xan-grZlad gaakvladebs, 

Tavsa missa ukeTessa uzado-hyofs, ar azadebs~.

nucubiZis aRniSvniT, `am oTx taepSi rusTaveli gvaZlevs yvelafers, 

rac ki qarTulma renesansma aiTvisa areopagituli ideebis Sesaxeb petriwis 

nawerebidan~.1 

nucubiZem monografiaSi – ̀ rusTavelis Semoqmedeba~ ufro daakonkre-

ta areopagituli moZRvrebis gavlena – rusTavelis `vefxistyaosanze~. es 

sakiTxi avtors ganxiluli aqvs gamokvlevis me-3 TavSi – `rusTavelis Se-

moqmedebis filosofiuri Zirebi~, sadac ukve konkretulad aris msjeloba 

areopagituli ideebis asaxvaze `vefxistyaosanSi~.

upirvelesad aRsaniSnavia is faqti, rom axal gamokvlevaSi, romelic 

specialurad rusTavelis Semoqmedebas eZRvneba, nucubiZe sakiTxis gan-

xilvas iwyebs imiT, rom `vefxistyaosans~ ganixilavs, rogorc filosofiur 

poemas da iqve ganmartavs amgvari mxatvruli nawarmoebis arss: `msoflio 

literaturis istoriaSi aris egreT wodebuli filosofiuri poemebi. maTi 

ganmasxvavebeli niSani isaa, rom isini agebulia garkveul msoflgagebaze, 

romelic garkveul epoqaSi SemuSavebula, filosofiis sistemaSi gamosaxu-

la, filosofiis cnobil ZeglebSi aRbeWdila~.2

gasaTvaliswinebelia isic, rom rusTaveli ar aris filosofosi, xolo 

misi poema mxatvruli nawarmoebia da amdenad rusTavelTan filosofia sis-

temis saxiT mocemuli ar aris. amitomac rusTavelis Semoqmedebis Zirebi 

poemaSi Cawnul filosofiur elementebSi unda veZioT, aRniSnavs nucubiZe. 

amasTan, `vefxistyaosnis~ ideuri safuZvelia sikeTisa da borotebis brZo-

la, mizani ki, imis Cveneba Tu rogor amarcxebs sikeTe borotebas. magram es 

brZola Sinagani simtkicis `WirTa Tmenis~ safuZvelze gveZleva, `ubedure-

ba gzaa bednierebisaken, boroti keTilis dadginebis saSualebaa~.3

nucubiZe maRal Sefasebas aZlevs gamoCenili enaTmecnieris niko maris 

(1864-1934) moRvaweobas petriwisa da rusTavelis Semoqmedebis Seswavlis 

saqmeSi. magram, misi azriT, mars mxedvelobidan gamorCa areopagituli mo-

ZRvreba da gverdi auara TviT rusTavelis miTiTebas `brZen divnosze~, ro-

melic sikeTis absoluturobasa da borotebis arasubstanciurobis Tval-

sazriss iziarebda.4 es bunebrivic iyo, SeniSnavs nucubiZe, radganac XX s-is 

dasawyisisTvis jer kidev ar iyo cnobili Tu vin imaleboda areopagituli 

Txzulebebis ucnobi avtoris saxelis qveS, rusTavelis `brZen divnosSi~.

1 S. nucubiZe, rusTaveli da aRmosavluri renesansi. Tbilisi, `mecniereba~, 1976, 

IV t. 179.

2 S. nucubiZe, SoTa rusTavelis Semoqmedeba. Sromebi. Tbilisi, `mecniereba~, 1980, 

VII t. 98.

3 S. nucubiZe 1980, 99.

4 S. nucubiZe 1980, 109.
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nucubiZe axal gamokvlevaSi kvlav ubrundeba `vefxistyaosnis~ im 

cnobil strofs, romelic sikeTis absoluturobasa da borotebis arasubs-

tanciurobas exeba da, sadac rusTaveli pirdapir miuTiTebs am TvalsaCino 

avtorze – `brZen divnosze~: `am saqmesa dafarulsa brZeni divnos gaacxade-

bs: RmerTi kargsa moavlinebs da borotsa ar dabadebs...~.

nucubiZe dawvrilebiT ganixilavs am sakiTxs da or debulebas gamoyo-

fs strofSi, romlebic RmerTis mier keTilis movlinebasa da misi borote-

bis warmouSoblobas eZRvneba.1 

nucubiZe, `vefxistyaosnis~ am saocrad Sinaarsian da tevadi strofis 

dasawyisSi mocemuli `dafaruli saqmis~ (,,am saqmesa dafarulsa~) saTavesac 

areopagitul moZRvrebaSi xedavs. mas miaCnia, rom rusTavelma Tavisi Rrma 

ganswavlulobis wyalobiT amoxsna divnos-petres2 `dafaruli~ da RmerT-

Tan mimarTebaSi gamoiyena. kerZod, es kargad Cans avTandilis locvaSi ta-

rielTan meored gamgzavrebis win: 

`ilocavs, ityvis: maRalo RmerTo xmelTa da caTao, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

ucnauro da uTqmelo, ufalo uflebaTao~.3

aq, rusTavelis Semoqmedebis siaxlove da kavSiri areopagitul moZR-

vrebasTan eWvgareSea, rac kargad aqvs SeniSnuli nucubiZes.

rusTavelis `vefxistyaosanSi~ areopagitul gavlenas xedavs nucubiZe 

agreTve, RmerTze moZRvrebis sakiTxSi. avtori Tavis mosazrebas areopagi-

tuli moZRvrebidan da `vefxistyaosnidan~ Sesatyvisi adgilebis damowme-

biT, SedarebiTa da analiziT asabuTebs.

nucubiZe yuradRebas amaxvilebs im garemoebazec, rom areopagitikis 

gavlenebi aris dantes SemoqmedebaSic, Tumca arapirdapir, kerZod: dante 

Tavis ideur maswavlebels (fsevdo-dionises – m.m.) mxolod zigier braban-

telis saxiT icnobda da misgan aiTvisa misTvis saWiro Tvalsazrisi. swored 

amis gamo dantem `imqveynad~ gadaitana `RvTaebrivi komediis~ moqmedeba.4 ami-

tomac arian, nucubiZis azriT, dantes gmirebi usicocxloni da mkrTalni.

am moments did mniSvnelobas aniWebs nucubiZe, radganac igi miuTiTe-

bs `vefxistyaosnisa~ da `RvTaebrivi komediis~ rogorc ideur naTesaobaze, 

ise gansxvavebaze. am or qmnilebas Soris ideuri naTesaobis mizezia areopa-

gituli msoflmxedvelobis gamoyeneba, xolo gansxvaveba gamowveulia imiT, 

rom rusTaveli areopagitikas uSualod icnobs, xolo dante zigier braban-

telis meSveobiT.5

1 S.  nucubiZe 1980, 121-123.

2 petreSi igulisxmeba petre iberi.

3 S.  nucubiZe 1980, 126.

4 S.  nucubiZe 1980, 151.

5 S. nucubiZe 1980, 151.
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nucubiZis saboloo daskvniT, areopagitikasTan rusTavelisa da 

dantes aq aRniSnuli damokidebulebas SeuZlia pasuxi gasces imaT, visac ar 

sjeraT areopagitul moZRvrebasTan winarenesansuli da renesansuli poe-

ziis kavSiri. misi azriT, im epoqisTvis es kavSiri ara Tu SesaZlebeli, ar-

amed aucilebelic iyo. `rusTavelma panTeisturi materializmis ideebi 

gamoiyena sruliad realisturi poemis Sesaqmnelad, romelSic iseTi siZli-

eriTaa gamosaxuli adamianebi da maTi vnebebi, rom amiT, rogorc h. huperti 

miuTiTebda, rusTavelma did Seqspirs daaswro~.1

nucubiZe areopagitikasTan rusTavelis Semoqmedebis mimarTebaze 

msje lobisas xSirad iyenebs ̀ panTeisturi materializmis~ cnebas, romelic, 

misi azriT, areopagitikidan momdinareobs. rogorc axla vnaxeT, nucubiZis 

mixedviT, es cneba marjved gamoiyena rusTavelma `sruliad realisturi 

poemis Sesaqmnelad~.

am msjelobebSi nucubiZis mier gamoyenebuli `panTeisturi materia-

lizmis~ cneba sadavod migvaCnia, radganac mas araferi aqvs saerTo areopa-

gitul moZRvrebasTan da miT umetes, rusTavelis SemoqmedebasTan. 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom nucubiZe sxva bevr mecnierul siaxlesTan erTad, 

qarTul kulturaze areopagitikis gavlenis safuZvliani kvlevis damwyebia 

mecnierebaSi.

,,vefxistyaosnis~, rogorc filosofiuri poemis kvleva, romelic 

nucubiZem daiwyo gaagrZela Salva xidaSelma. xidaSelma `vefxistyaosnis~ 

Sesabamisi strofebisa da striqonebis analiziT aCvena maTi aucilebeli 

ideuri kavSiri areopagitikasTan. am sakiTxebs xidaSelma araerTi naSromi 

miuZRvna da saboloo saxe misca monografiaSi – `qarTuli filosofiis is-

toria~ (1988). 

xidaSeli aRniSnavs nucubiZis damsaxurebas areopagitikis, rogorc 

rusTavelis filosofiuri msoflmxedevlobis wyaros dadgenis kvlevaSi. 

misi azriT, nucubiZis gaweuli kvleva-ZiebiT, `arsebiTad rusTavelis wya-

ros Zieba am mimarTulebiT rCeboda neoplatonizmis Teoriis farglebSi, 

radgan TviT areopagitikis filosofiuri wyaros igive neoplatonizmi war-

moadgenda~2.

xidaSelis azriT, `vefxistyaosanze~, rogorc filosofiur poemaze 

msjelobisas, arsebobs erTi mTavari saSiSroeba, rom rusTavelze vilapa-

rakoT rogorc filosofosze. maSin, roca rusTavelisa da misi Semoqmede-

bis arseba da mTavari xibli mis mxatvrul SemoqmedebaSia. amitomac avtori 

xazgasmiT aRniSnavs, rom rusTavelis mizans sulac ar Seadgens filoso-

fiuri Teoriis poeturi gansaxiereba da mis SemoqmedebaSi filosofiuri 

Teoria win ar uswrebs mxatvrul asaxvas. xidaSelis azriT, rusTavelis               

1 S. nucubiZe, 1980, 152.

2 Salva xidaSeli, qarTuli filosofiis istoria. Tbilisi: `mecniereba~, 1988, 

239.
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`...mTavar mizans sinamdvilis asaxva, mxatvruli ganzogadeba Seadgens da Ta-

vis msoflmxedvelobas gamoxatavs, pirvel yovlisa, mxatvruli azrovnebis 

saSualebiT. Semoqmedebis am sferoSi rusTavelis adgili da misi genialo-

bisa da originalobis farglebic umTavresad mxatvruli azrovnebiT aris 

gansazRvruli~.1

xidaSelis aRniSvniT, `vefxistyaosanSi~ filosofiuri ideebisa da 

maTi warmomavlobis Zieba ar niSnavs poemis filosofiuri TeoriiT `gale-

qsvas~. 

xidaSeli ixilavs `vefxistyaosnis~ strofebidan iseT adgilebs, ro-

melTa kavSiri areopagitul moZRvrebasTan eWvgareSea. 

`ara viqm, codna ras margebs filosofosTa brZnobisa,

miT viswavlebdiT, mogveces SerTva z e s T m w y o b r T a  w y o b i s a~.

ar cocxal viyo, ras maqnev, ra davrCe, xelsa mxdi rasas

damSlian Cemni kavSirni, SevrTvivar sulTa s i r a s a~.

xidaSelis azriT, am striqonebSi kargad Cans rusTavelis Sexedule-

ba arsis, rogorc `mwyobrTa wyobis siras~ neoplatonur-areopagituli 

warmomavloba. swored naoplatonizmSi da, gansakuTrebiT, areopagitikaSi 

boroteba ganisazRvreba mxolod sikeTesTan dapirispirebaSi da predika-

tebiT: umizezoba, umiznoba, uarsoba, ukeTuroba da a.S. yoveli am gansaz-

Rvrebis sapirispirod ki, moiazreba mxolod dadebiTi forma – sikeTe.2

filosofiuri poziciidan yuradRebas imsaxurebs vefxistyaosni-

seuli `mziani Ramisa~ da `uJamo Jamis~ cnebebis xidaSeliseuli analizi. 

igi kritikulad ixilavs `mziani Ramisa~ da `uJamo Jamis~ cnebebis Sesaxeb 

sxvadasxva avtorTa Tvalsazrisebs da sabolood midis im daskvnamde, rom 

`..rusTvelologia saukuneze meti xnis ganmavlobaSi imyofeboda `mziani 

Ramis~ garkvevis TvalsazrisiT araswori Ziebis gzaze~3. amis mTavari mize-

zi ki iyo am sakiTxSi Teimuraz bagrationis mier moniSnuli swori gzidan 

dacileba. arada, es iyo erTaderTi swori gza, romelic ara mxolod `mziani 

Ramis~ axsnis safuZvels iZleva.

rusTavelis `mziani Ramis~ arsis Sesaxeb, rac vrceldeba `uJamo Jamis~ 

cnebazec, xidaSelis Tvalsazrisis gacnobiT, misi pozicia yovelgvari ko-

mentaris gareSec cxadia: `rusTaveli imdenad Rrmadaa gacnobierebuli mo-

ZRvrebaSi, saidanac ̀ mziani Rame~ momdinareobs, rom amodis am TvalnaTlivi 

saxis moazrebis yvelaze rTuli da, amave dros, Taviseburi Sexedulebidan 

naTelisa da bnelis, `mzianisa~ da `Ramis~ gaerTianebis Sesaxeb. rusTavelis 

`mziani Rame~ araa arc calke aRebuli naTeli (mze) da misi warmodgena, arc 

calke aRebuli bneli (Rame) da misi warmodgena. esaa erTi mTliani warmod-

1 S. xidaSeli, 1988, 247.

2 S. xidaSeli, 1988, 266.

3 S. xidaSeli, 1988, 288.
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gena, romelSic naTeli da bneli erTmaneTs emTxveva, iseve rogorc RmerTSi 

erTmaneTs emTxveva arseboba da ararseboba, codna damyarebuli mis arse-

bobaze yoveliveSi, codnas damyarebuls ar-arsebobaze arsad~.1

rusTavelis es Tvalsazrisi, xidaSelis SeniSvniT, pirdapir kavSirSia 

areopagitikasTan, rom am moZRvrebaSi mocemuli RmerTis dadebiTi (kata-

fatikuri) da uaryofiTi (apofatikuri) daxasiaTeba swored aseTad warmoa-

dgens RmerTs. dadebiTi daxasiaTebis mixedviT, RmerTi naTelia, xolo apo-

fatikuri meTodiT daxasiaTebuli RmerTi aris gaurkveveli da bneli. xida-

Seli aq ar Cerdeba da mravalmxriv sayuradRebod SeniSvnas akeTebs: `magram 

amiT ar amoiwureba saboloo pasuxi kiTxvaze. cal-calke aRebuli `naTeli~ 

da `bneli~ dapirispirebul mimarTebaTa gamoxatulebaa. `mziani Rame~ ki 

erTi cnebaa da problema dapirispirebuli warmodgenebis gaerTianebaSi da 

misi ontologiuri safuZvlebis dasabuTebaSia. es niSnavs amave dros imis 

dasabuTebas, rom `mziani Rame~ aris coincidenƟ a oppositorum da ara contradicƟ o 
in adjecto~.2

daskvnis saxiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom xidaSelis azriT, rusTavelis `ve-

fxistyaosanSi~ mocemuli `mziani Rame~ da `uJamo Jami~ gamoxatavs RmerTs, 

romelic, rogorc umaRlesi arseba, Tavis TavSi moicavs dapirispirebul 

mxareebs da sakuTriv maRla dgas yovelgvar dapirispirebaze. msgavsi viTa-

rebaa areopagitikaSic, sadac RmerTi maRla dgas yovelgvari dadebiTi da 

uaryofiTi daxasiaTebiT miRebul codnaze. am sakiTxSi rusTaveli amodis 

areopagitikidan da poemis cnobil strofSi ityvis: 

`he, mzeo, vin xatad gTqves m z i a n i s a R a m i s a d, 

erT-arsebisa, erTisa, mis u J a m o s a J a m i s a d, 

vis gmorCileben cierni, erTis iotis wamisad, 

bedsa nu micvli, miaje Seyramdis Cemad da misad! 

v i s s  x a t a d  R m r T i s a d  g i t y v i a n  f i l o s o f o s n i   w i n a n i~.

rusTaveli TviTon miuTiTebs misi am saxeebis wyaroze `filosofosni 

winanize~. sakmarisia gavixsenoT Tu vin iyvnen is filosofosebi, romlebic 

mzes RmerTis xatad Tvlidnen da Zneli ar iqneba imis garkveva, Tu vin igu-

lisxmebian `filosofosni winaniSi~.

mzes RmerTis xatad miiCnevdnen neoplatonikosebi da maT Soris, qris-

tianuli neoplatonizmis warmomadgeneli fsevdo-dionise areopageli. 

amasTan, RmerTisa da mzis analogiis cnobili Tvalsazrisi fsevdo-dioni-

sem gansakuTrebul simaRleze aiyvana. imis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom `vefxis-

tyaosanSi~ kardinalur sakiTxze damowmebulia `brZeni divnosi~ – fsevdo-

dionise areopageli – da ara sxva vinme, safuZvels gvaZlevs `filosofos-

ni winaniSi~ vigulisxmoT neoplatonikosebi, zogadad da fsevdo-dionise, 

kerZod.

1 S. xidaSeli, 1988, 288.

2 S. xidaSeli, 1988, 289.
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msgavsi viTarebaa rusTavelis `vefxistyaosnis~ `uJamo Jamis~ cnebas-

Tan mimarTebiTac. saerTo TvalsazrisiT, rusTavelis `uJamo Jami~ aris 

RmerTi da amgvarad gagebul `uJamo Jams~ pirdapiri kavSiri aqvs areopagi-

tikasTan.

areopagitikaSi dapirispirebuli predikatebi, xidaSelis marTebuli 

aRniSvniT, RmerTis mistikuri wvdomis safexurze `moixsneba~, roca RmerTi 

xasiaTdeba `arca saukune, arca Jami~, `arca sidede, arca simcire~, igi `arca 

dgas, arca iZvris~ da a.S. aqedan xidaSeli aseT Semajamebel daskvnas akeTebs: 

`magram amas rusTavelis `uJamo Jamis~ garkvevisaTvis is mniSvneloba eniWe-

ba, rom rusTavelis damokidebulebas areopagitikisgan kidev erTi mniSvne-

lovani TvalsazrisiT adasturebs. aq ki sakmarisia imis dadgena, rom `areo-

pagitikaSi~ `uJamo~ da `Jami~ garkveulia rogorc erTi meoris sapirispiro 

cnebebi da orive maTgani miewereba pirvelmizezs; gamarTlebulia da dasa-

buTebuli RmerTis warmodgena, rogorc `uJamosi~ da rogorc `Jamisa~.1

rusTavelis filosofiur msoflmxedvelobaze xidaSelis mosazre-

bebSi mniSvnelovani adgili ukavia panTeizmis sakiTxs. avtori panTeizmis 

cnebaSi moiazrebs RmerTisa da samyaros erTianobas da ara igiveobas. ase 

gagebuli panTeizmi, xidaSelis azriT, gvxdeba, neoplatonizmsa da areopa-

gitikaSi. amdenad avtoris azriT, rusTavelis panTeizmis wyaroa neopla-

tonizmi da areopagitika. 

rusTavelis `vefxistyaosani~ rom filosofiuri poemaa, es saTanadod 

aris dasabuTebuli axla ganxiluli nucubiZisa da xidaSelis gamokvleve-

bSi. amis garda, unda aRiniSnos, rom rusTavelis poemaSi gatarebulia ise-

Ti kardinaluri filosofiuri da eTikuri Tvalsazrisebi, rogorebicaa – 

sikeTis monizmi, samyaros mTlianoba, dasaxuli miznis misaRwevad adamianTa 

urTierTTanadgoma, kritikul Jams `WirTa Tmena~ da mravali sxva. 

rac mTavaria, rusTavelis `vefxistyaosanSi~ gatarebuli msoflmxed-

velobrivi, ufro zustad, filosofiuri ideebi epoqis saerTo msoflmxed-

velobis gamomxatvelia. kerZod, rusTavelis SemoqmedebaSi asaxulia im 

droisTvis dasavlur kulturaSi gavrcelebuli da saqarTveloSi Semoqme-

debiTad aTvisebuli neoplatonur-areopagituli Sexedulebebi RmerTze, 

rogorc erTze, `mzian Ramesa~ da `uJamo Jamze~, sikeTis absoluturobasa 

da borotebis arasubstanciurobaze.

aRniSnulidan gamomdinare, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom rusTavelis `vefxis-

tyaosani~ filosofiuri poemaa da masSi asaxuli epoqis mowinave filoso-

fiuri ideebi ki ar azaralebs poemas, aramed piriqiT, ufro aZlierebs da 

amaRlebs mas.

1 S.  xidaSeli, 1988, 97.
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MIKHEIL MAKHARADZE

“The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” as a Philosophical Poem

Summary

The creative work of a Georgian medieval poet Shota Rustaveli is studied from various 
aspects. It is also studied as a philosophical poem in which progressive philosophical ideas of 
the epoch are incorporated and originally applied.

Analysis of “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” as a philosophical poem is associated 
with a Georgian philosopher, academician Shalva Nutsubidze (1888-1969). He analyzed in 
detail philosophical sources of the poem. Two of Nutsubidze’s fundamental works, namely, 
“Rustaveli and the Oriental Renaissance” (1947) and “Rustaveli’s Creative Heritage” (1959) 
are dedicated to this problem. Both works were originally published in Russian.

Discussing “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” as a philosophical poem Nutsubidze 
specifi ed the philosophical source of the poem. This source is Neo-Platonic philosophy, more 
precisely, its Christian version – the Areopagitical doctrine, the real author of which, according 
to Nutsubidze-Honigmann theory is a Georgian ecclesiastic fi gure of the 5th century Petre the 
Iberian, episcope of Mayum in Palestine (411-491).

One of the principal issues in Neo-Platonism, the Areopagitics and the 11-12th c.c. Geor-
gian philosophy is absoluteness of good and non-substantiality of evil. Rustaveli poetically 
renders this problem in his poem and unambiguously points to the author of this hidden wisdom 
– “wise Divnos” – Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite.

In his work “Rustaveli’s Creative Heritage” Nustubidze dedicated a special chapter to 
these issues and demonstrated that Rustaveli’s understanding of God is in immediate coordina-
tion with the Areopagitics.

In this work Nutsubidze draws parallels between Rustaveli’s “The Knight in the Pan-
ther’s Skin” and Dante’s “Divine Comedy” highlighting their similarities as well as differences.

Academician Shalva Khidasheli (1910-1994) demonstrates philosophical character of 
the poem by a detailed analysis of the corresponding strophes. It is important that Khidasheli 
points to the danger that can arise if we consider Rustaveli a philosopher. He stresses that the 
essence and main appeal of Rustaveli’s “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” consist in its artistic 
creativity.

According to Khidasheli the search of roots of philosophical ideas in Rustaveli’s poem 
does not mean to “philosophize” the poem.

Khidasheli offers a special analysis of extremely deep and meaningful concepts given 
in “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” – “sunny night” and “everlasting time~. He associates 
these concepts with the notion of God and in the fi nal analysis sees their roots in the Areop-
agitical doctrine. Khidasheli concludes that the splendid metaphors given in “The Knight in the 
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Panther’s Skin” – “sunny night” and “everlasting time” express God who encloses in Himself 
opposed aspects and stands above any opposition. In this respect Rustaveli draws upon the 
Areopagitical doctrine in which God stands above any knowledge received either via positive 
or negative characterization.

Philosophical nature of Rustaveli’s poem is revealed through the cardinal philosophical 
and ethical (theory of God, the unity of the world, attitude to good and evil, etc.) view points 
embedded in it.

Therefore philosophical character of “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” and philosophi-
cal ideas rendered in it do not imply that its author was a philosopher. “The Knight in the 
Panther’s Skin” is fi rst of all a work of art which at the same time carries the most important 
philosophical positions which were vital for the epoch.
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„vefxistyaosnis“ dokumentirebisa da kvlevis problematika

1. Sesavali

saqarTveloSi humanitaruli mecnierebebis sistematizacia qarTuli 

universitetis SemqmnelTa Taobas, maT Soris Salva nucubiZes, ukavSirdeba. 

marTlac, gaWirdeba Tundac erTi dargis dasaxeleba am Taobis unikaluri 

samecniero iniciativebisa da impulsebis gareSe. momdevno periodebSi, qa-

rTuli sauniversiteto da zogadad, samecniero-saganmanaTleblo sivrcis 

ideologizebasTan erTad, TandaTan iklo am impulsebma, axalma diskusieb-

ma, mecnierebis standartizaciisa Tu modernizaciis xarisxma.

gasuli saukunis oTxmociani wlebidan, roca dasavleTSi mecnierebis 

uklebliv yvela dargSi farTod damkvidrda teqnologiebi da gaZlierda 

interdisciplinuri kvlevebi, CvenSi sapirispiro, samecniero dargebis 

izolaciis procesebi momZlavrda; imata arasistematizebulma, saerTaSor-

iso samecniero konteqstidan amovardnilma Tu fsevdosamecniero diskus-

iebma. 

am perspeqtividan Tu gadavxedavT CvenSi filologiur, gansakuTrebiT 

teqstologiur dargebs, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom am pirveli, ZiriTadad, dasav-

leTSi ganaTlebamiRebuli Taobis iniciativebi, samecniero diskusiebi, 

momdevno periodebSi naklebad ganviTarda; am dargis erT-erTi mTavari 

mimarTulebis, teqstebis samecniero-kritikuli gamocemebis mixedviT Tu 

vimsjelebT, pirveli Taobis mier damkvidrebuli standartebis SenarCu-

nebac ki ver moxerxda: kritikuli gamocemebis momzadebis rTuli procesi 

xSir SemTxvevaSi, Caanacvla arasamecniero, popularuli, kargad „gayid-

vadi“ albomebis seriulma gamocemebma.1 pirveli Taobis mier damkvidre-

buli standartebi gamartivda, ufro zustad, moiSala ara saerTaSoriso 

1 akaki SaniZisa da simon yauxCiSvilis Taobis mier wamowyebuli saqme Zveli te-

qstebis akademiuri gamocemebis momzadebisa gasuli saukunis 60-iani wlebidan, 
ZiriTadad, saqarTvelos xelnawerTa institutSi grZeldeboda da ixveweboda. 
swored igi qmnida qarTuli xelnawerebis katalogizaciisa da samecniero gamo-

cemebis standartebs. 80-iani wlebis sabWoTa izolaciis miuxedavad, am insti-

tutis direqtorma, akad. elene metrevelma moaxerxa qarTul teqstologiur 
praqtikaSi evropis cnobili filologiuri centrebisa da gamomcemlobebis 
standartebis damkvidreba, qarTulenovani Zeglebis kvleva da gamocema saer-

TaSoriso samecniero seriebSi. am institutis samarTalmemkvidris, xelnawerTa 
erovnuli centris dRevandeli samecniero diskusiebisa da proeqtebis mixed-

viT Tu vimsjelebT, es Zveli, pirveli Taobis mier damkvidrebuli tradicia na-

kleb popularuli Cans. yovel SemTxvevaSi, is ufro calkeul mkvlevarTa kerZo 
iniciativebs hgavs, vidre sainstituto prioritets. 
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mecnierebaSi damkvidrebuli axali meTodologiis, aramed sakmaod bundo-

vani, ZiriTadad, gamomcemelTa mier SemuSavebuli arastandartuli wesebis 

safuZvelze.1

gasuli saukunis 90-iani wlebidan moyolebuli kritikuli teqstis 

dadgenisa da, zogadad, kritikuli gamocemis dasavluri standartebi saqa-

rTveloSi arc Teoriul, anu samecniero diskusiebis doneze gamxdara msj-

elobis sagani da, miT umetes, arc praqtikulad damkvidrebula teqstebis 

gamocemisas.2 vgulisxmob Tanamedrove teqstologiaSi stemis dadgenisa 

da kritikuli gamocemis momzadebis meTodologias.3 aqedan gamomdinare, 

bunebrivia, rom umdidresi Zveli qarTuli saliteraturo memkvidreobi-

dan, iqneba es mxatvruli Tu saistorio, dReisaTvis ar gvaqvs arc erTi maT-

ganis – maT Soris „vefxistyaosnis“ da „qarTlis cxovrebis“ – kritikuli 

gamocema, Sesrulebuli Tanamedrove teqstologiis mecnierebaSi aprobi-

rebuli meTodologiis Sesabamisad. 

winamdebare statiaSi ganxiluli iqneba proeqti „vefxistyaosnis“ 

paraleluri korpusi. igi 2010-2012 wlebSi ganxorcielda ilias saxelmwifo 

universitetis lingvistur kvlevaTa centrSi da mieZRvna poemis pirveli 

beWduri gamocemis 300 wlisTavs. proeqti miznad isaxavda Tanamedrove qa-

rTuli filologiis mraval naklTagan ori miutevebeli CamorCenis daZ-

levas: 

a.   „vefxistyaosnis“, rogorc msoflio Rirebulebis mTavari qarTuli 

saliteraturo narativis, kritikuli teqstis dasadgenad yvela arsebuli 

xelnaweris momzadebas da teqstologiaSi dRes aRiarebuli meTodologiis 

Sesabamisad stemis dadgenas;

b. poemis dokumentirebas cifruli humanitariis Tanamedrove 

lingvisturi da teqnologiuri standartebis Sesabamisad. 

1 amis magaliTia `qarTlis cxovrebis~ axali gamocema (2009, mTavari redaqtori 
r. metreveli). igi arc Zveli gamocemis (yauxCiSvili 1955) principebs misdevs 
(es ukanaskneli Sesrulebuli iyo teqstologiaSi im droisaTvis miRebuli 
e.w. diplomatiuri gamocemis meTodologiiT) da arc dRes aRiarebuls. xel-

nawerebis SerCevisa Tu kritikuli teqstis dadgenis wesi ar Seesabameba teqs-

tologiis arcerT standarts, miT umetes Tanamedrove kritikuli gamocemis 
kriteriumebs. 

2 rogorc zemoT vTqvi, am TvalsazrisiT gamonaklisi iyo akademikos elene met-

revelis iniciativa, konkretulad Corpus Christianorum-is seriaSi grigol nazian-

zelis Zveli qarTuli Targmanebis gamocema, romelic brepolsis (Brepols) cno-

bili gamomcemlobis standartebis Sesabamisad momzadda. dasanania, rom mZime 
90-ianma wlebma, gansakuTrebiT ki qalbatoni elenes fizikurma mdgomareobam 
SeuZlebeli gaxada aqaur gamocemebSi teqstualuri kriticizmis samecniero 
standartebis, teqstis stemis dadgenis Tanamedrove principebis normad dawe-

seba. 
3 Sua saukuneebis teqstebTan dakavSirebiT am meTodologiis Teoriuli safuZv-

lebis Sesaxeb ix. Cerquiglini 1999; Hamesse 1992. 
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statiaSi aseve Sevecdebi vaCveno, ra saSiSroebas uqmnis am stand-

artebis arqona qarTul enaze dokumentirebul umdidres teqstur memkvi-

dreobas. 

2. qarTulis istoriuli funqcia da misi sadReiso problemebi 

rogorc zemoT aRiniSna, „vefxistyaosnis“ dokumentirebisa da kvle-

vis mniSvnelovani gamowvevebi qarTuli universitetis damaarsebelTa 

pirveli Taobidan dRemde, faqtobrivad, ar Secvlila, dRemde arc teqstis 

kritikuli gamocema gvaqvs da arc am ukanasknelze, rogorc validur teq-

stsa da metamonacemebze, damyarebuli kvlevebi. sakmaod xangZlivi peri-

odis Semdeg isev veZebT Tanamedrove msofliosTan damakavSirebel gzebs, 

veZebT funqciebs, romliTac Cveni adgili unda davimkvidroT. 

es gza da funqciebi Tavis droze swored am pirvelma Taobam, maT Soris 

Salva nucubiZem, gansazRvra. vgulisxmob mis cnobil argumentacias IV-XII 

saukuneebis orenovani qarTveli moazrovneebis mTargmnelobiT saqmiano-

basTan dakavSirebiT; kerZod, berZnulenovan samyaroSi qarTulis meSveo-

biT aRmosavluri (arabuli) kulturuli memkvidreobis Setanas da sapir-

ispiro procesebs, romelTac Salva nucubiZem aRmosavleTis dasavleTTan 

damakavSirebeli qarTuli gza uwoda1. 

 am funqciis identifikaciam gasuli saukunis 80-ian wlebSi mniS-

vnelovan kvlevebs misca biZgi qarTuli enis socialuri istoriis Seswavlis 

TvalsazrisiT, Tumca, ara saqarTveloSi, aramed ucxoeTSi. saqarTveloSi 

ratomac ara, gasagebia, im periodSi sabWoTa mecnierebis damgegmavebs su-

lac ar ainteresebdaT, konkretuli adamianebi da kidev ufro metad erebi 

dafiqrebuliyvnen istoriuli sociolingvistikis saganze: rogor ivseba 

drodadro esa Tu is ena konceptualuri SinaarsiT, rogor iZens mniSvnelo-

van – maT Soris kulturaTa sameSualeo – funqciebs, an rogor icleba am 

Sinaarsisgan, kargavs gavrcelebis, gamoyenebis sferoebs, funqciebs.

swored amis gamo Salva nucubiZis mier qarTulis am mniSvnelovani 

funqciis identifikacias CvenSi ar mohyolia gansakuTrebuli interesi; 

Cvengan gansxvavebiT, ucxoeTSi swored am Tezam misca biZgi qarTuli enis 

socialuri istoriis kvlevas. vgulisxmob qarTulis sazogadoebrivi da 

socialuri funqciebis Sesaxeb germaneli qarTvelologis, vinfrid boede-

ris statiebs, romlebic 1975 wlidan intensiurad ibeWdeboda dasavleTSi.2 

qarTuli enisa da, zogadad, kulturis es sameSualeo funqcia dRemde 

rCeba saqarTvelos danarCen msofliosTan urTierTobis mTavar strategi-

1 orenovani moazrovneebis Sesaxeb qarTuli filosofiis istoriaSi ix. Нуцубидзе 
1960: 145-153; aq gv. 146. 

2 Boeder 1975, 17–34; Boeder 1983, 85-95; Boeder 1994, 66-84; Boeder 1997, 183-209; Boeder 1998, 
68-81; Boeder 2003, 199-223. 1981 wels dabeWdil statiaSi (gv. 85) v. boederi sagange-

bod miuTiTebs Salva nucubiZis am Tezis Sesaxeb. 
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ul gzad, Tumca, faqtia, rom dRes am gzaze ukve axali, ufro teqnologiuri 

CamorCenis Sedegad gaCenili problemebi wamogvewia. gasuli saukunis bolo 

aTwleulidan moyolebuli, teqnologiebi humanitaruli mecnierebebis 

organul nawilad iqca (Sdr. Digital Humanities, eHumanities). CvenTvis isedac 

rTul 90-ian wlebSi, roca am problemis winaSe davdeqiT, cxadia, miute-

veblad CamovrCiT bunebrivi enis dokumentirebisa da kvlevis rogorc 

lingvistur, ise teqnologiur standartebs. 

rogorc zemoT vTqvi, Cven digitaluris wina, kritikuli gamocemis 

momzadebis etapic gamovtoveT. ase rom, zemoT dasaxelebul kvleviT pro-

eqts teqstologiur mecnierebaTa ori mniSvnelovani etapis amocanebi unda 

Seesrulebina: „vefxistyaosnis“ kritikuli gamocemisTvis teqstis stemis 

dasadgenad yvela arsebuli xelnaweris dokumentireba/kolacionireba1 da 

Tanamedrove korpusuli gamocemis momzadeba. 

3. poemis dokumentirebisa da kvlevis problematika

amis gaTvaliswinebiT Tu SevxedavT „vefxistyaosnis“ dokumentirebi-

sa da kvlevis Tanamedrove mdgomareobas, sakmaod paradoqsuli suraTi 

ikveTeba: erTi mxriv, gvaqvs poema, romelsac ukavSirdeba mTeli Cveni 

saistorio-kulturuli, koleqtiuri mexsiereba da am ukanasknelis uwyve-

ti memkvidreobiToba2 da, meore mxriv, ar gvaqvs am poemis kritikuli, anu 

avTentur teqstTan yvelaze metad miaxloebuli gamocema, Tanamedrove te-

qstologiaSi aRiarebuli standartebis mixedviT kritikulad dadgenili 

teqsti. 

1964 wels Seqmnilma rusTavelis akademiuri teqstis damdgenma 

komisiam, ufro zustad, misma pirvelma da meore Taobam mniSvnelovani 

roli iTamaSa poemis kvlevis saqmeSi. jer akaki SaniZis, giorgi wereTlisa 

da simon yauxCiSvilis, Semdeg ukve maTi mowafeebis, aleqsandre gvaxarias, 

baqar gigineiSvilis, aleqsi WinWaraulis, guram kartozias, cotne kikviZis 

Taobam marTlac moamzada safuZveli am poemis Sesaxeb arsebuli umdidresi 

1 terminiT (Collatio) teqstologiaSi aRniSnaven teqstis yvela arsebuli xelnawer-

is yvela ikiTxvisis dabalansebuli saxiT warmodgenas; igi kritikuli teqstis 
stemis (stemma codicum) dadgenis aucilebel pirobad iTvleba. 

2 am TvalsazrisiT (vgulisxmob Jan da alaida asmanebis mier damuSaveul meTodo-

logias, romelic koleqtiuri mexsierebis saxeliTaa cnobili, ix. Assmann 1999; 
Assmann J. 1992) „vefxistyaosans“ vercerTi sxva teqsti ver Seedreba. saukuneebis 
ganmavlobaSi poema yofiTi kulturis donezec ki inarCunebda mTavari relikvi-

is, mziTevSi gasatanebeli memvidreobiTi saCuqris funqcias; dRemde cocxalia 

„vefxistyaosnis“ zepirad daswavlis tradicia, cocxalia poemis frazeologia, 

aforizmebi. poema „dRemde rCeba ZiriTad teqstad, romlis interteqstualuri 

referireba, aluzia, dekonstruqcia da rekonstruqciac mimdinareobs“ (Tev-

zaZe 2013: 94). 



134

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #3, 2013

metamonacemebis sakvlevad da kritikuli teqstis dasadgenad; 90-iani wle-

bidan moyolebuli es Taoba, erTi mxriv, asakisa da, meore mxriv, samecniero 

saqmianobisTvis umZimesi pirobebis gamo, veRar iyo aqtiuri da, amdenad, 90-

ian wlebSi xelidan gavuSviT rogorc kritikuli gamocemis momzadebis, ise 

bunebrivi enis dokumentirebis axali teqnologiuri da lingvisturi stan-

dartebis Seqmnis Sansi.1 

mainc ratom unda aviTvisoT es axali meTodologiebi da Sesabamisi 

standartebi, ratom aris mniSvnelovani qarTul enaze dokumentirebuli 

umdidresi memkvidreobis gadatana axal faqturaze? pasuxi martivia: te-

qstis, zogadad, bunebrivi enis dokumentirebis Tanamedrove digitaluri, 

maT Soris korpusuli faqtura radikalurad cvlis, ufro zustad, amci-

rebs nebismier enaze aqamde zepiri, xelnaweri an beWduri saxiT dokumen-

tirebuli informaciis mopovebis, gaanalizebis da gadacemis dros, Sesabam-

isad, amcirebs yvelafer imas, rac am drois fass gansazRvravs. Tu gvinda, 

rom mdidari qarTulenovani memkvidreoba darCes samecniero, kulturul, 

zogadad, nebismieri Rirebuli sferos mimoqcevaSi, unda movaxerxoT maTi 

dokumentireba dRes miRebuli teqnologiuri da lingvisturi standarte-

biT, winaaRmdeg SemTxvevaSi es memkvidreoba funqciur sferoebs dakargavs. 

swored am konceptualuri poziciidan vuyurebT Cven „vefxistyaos-

nis“ da, zogadad, qarTul enaze arsebuli sityvieri memkvidreobis Taname-

drove digitaluri da korpusuli gamocemebis momzadebas, rogorc maTi 

mniSvnelovani funqciebis SenarCunebisa da samomavlo ganviTarebis Sanss. 

1712 wels „vefxistyaosani“ iyo pirveli qarTuli Zegli, romelic im 

droisaTvis axal, beWdur faqturaze Caiwera. vaxtang meeqvsem poemis kvl-

evaSi epoqa Seqmna, axal (beWdur) faqturaze gadaitana „vefxistyaosani“. 

Sesabamisad, mas mouxda am poemasTan dakavSirebuli teqstologiuri, kul-

turuli, religiuri da filosofiur-esTetikuri konteqstebis klasifika-

cia, disciplinaruli damuSaveba, gaanalizeba. 

300 wlis Semdeg, poemis pirveli beWduri gamocemis saiubileo TariR-

Tan dakavSirebiT, momzadda „vefxistyaosnis“ korpusuli gamocema, moxerx-

da am poemis verbaluri da vizualuri teqstis, aseve poemasTan dakavSireb-

1 90-iani wlebis bolos qarTul enaze arsebuli umdidresi memkvidreobis do-

kumentirebaze intensiurad xorcieldeboda proeqtebi frankfurtis univer-

sitetSi prof. iost gipertis xelmZRvanelobiT. titusis (http://titus.uni-frankfurt.
de/indexe.htm) qveproeqtis, armazis (http://armazi.uni-frankfurt.de/framee.htm) fargleb-

Si momzadebuli digitaluri resursebi im periodisTvis TiTqmis erTaderTi 
iyo da amdenad, gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobisa. samwuxaroa, rom qarTulma 
filologiurma mecnierebam, xsenebul proeqtebSi monawileobis miuxedavad, 
ver moaxerxa am axali standartebis aTviseba da ganviTareba. ase rom, qarTve-

li mecnierebi saqarTveloSi titusis msgavsi proeqtebis ganmaviTareblebad 
ki ara, mxolod ama Tu im proeqtis konkretuli davalebebis Semsruleblebad 
darCnen. 
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uli umdidresi metainformaciis dokumentireba Tanamedrove lingvisturi 

da teqnologiuri standartebis Sesabamisad. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom vaxtan-

giseulis msgavsad, dResac es korpusuli gamocema saetapoa: mas gverds ver 

auvlis „vefxistyaosanTan“ dakavSirebul nebismier sakiTxze momuSave qa-

rTveli Tu ucxoeli mecnieri. 

raSi mdgomareobs am korpusis saetapo mniSvneloba? Tanamedrove 

lingvisturi da teqnologiuri standartis mixedviT moxerxda poemis 162 

xelnaweris eleqtronulad dokumentireba da xelnawerTa axali aRwerilo-

bebis momzadeba. maTSi asaxulia teqstTan dakavSirebuli mTeli metamona-

cemebi xelnaweris Seqmnidan dRemde. aRwerilobebi sakmaod moxerxebulad 

ganTavsda xelnaweris nomris gaswvriv. proeqtze muSaobisas fondebSi mikv-

leul iqna „vefxistyaosnis“ teqstis Semcveli aTi xelnaweri, romlebic 

araTu Seswavlili an gamocemisas gaTvaliswinebuli, dRemde aRwerilic ki 

ar yofila. gasworda Zvel aRwerilobebSi SemCneuli araerTi uzustoba. 

pirvelad sruli saxiT gamoqveynda „vefxistyaosnis“ xelnawerTa minawere-

bi. yvelaferma aman ki saSualeba mogvca, dagvewyo muSaoba teqstis stemis 

dadgenaze, arqetipuli versiebisa da redaqciebis gamoyofaze. 

4. „vefxistyaosnis“ portalis struqtura

„vefxistyaosnis“ portali Sedgeba Semdegi blokebisgan: 

a) paraleluri korpusi. igi Seicavs or qvebloks: 1. „vefxistyaos-

nis“ xelnawerebi. masSi ganTavsebulia saqarTveloSi daculi xelnawerebis 

(sruli teqsti, an fragmenti) eleqtronuli versiebi. 2. „vefxistyaosnis“ 

qarTuli da inglisurenovani gamocemebi. am qveblokSi Setanilia poemis or-

mocdaaTi qarTulenovani da ori inglisuri Targmanis teqstebi. TiToeul 

gamocemas axlavs aRweriloba.

b) samecniero literaturis bloki Seicavs poemis irgvliv Seqm-

nili ZiriTadi samecniero literaturisa da bibliografiis eleqtronul 

versiebs. 

g) xelnawerTa minawerebis bloki pirvelad momzadda da masSi avTen-

turi saxiTaa warmodgenili TiToeuli xelnaweris metamonacemebi. 

d) vizualuri memkvidreobis bloki sami qveblokisgan Sedgeba: il-

ustraciebi, yda, xelnawerTa nimuSebi. proeqtis es nawili momzadda saqa-

rTvelos xelnawerTa erovnul centrTan erTad. ilustraciebi da avTen-

turi teqsturi masalis nimuSebi daculia xelnawerTa erovnul centrSi. 

paralelur korpusSi ganTavsebuli saZiebo sistema iZleva saSuale-

bas, Zebna ganxorcieldes rogorc mTlian bazaSi, ise mis calkeul segmentSi 

konkretuli filtrebis saSualebiT: teqstis ena, xelnaweris nomeri, xel-

naweris Seqmnis an beWduri gamocemis adgili da dro, xelnaweris gadamweri, 

teqstis gamomcemeli da sxva. aseve SesaZlebelia Zieba konkretuli sityvis 
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an sityvis nawilis, aseve strofis mixedviT rogorc mTel korpusSi, ise sa-

survel gamocemasa da/an xelnawerSi. 

korpusSi teqstis gansxvavebuli xelnawerebisa da redaqciebis 

gaTanabrebisas etalonad iyeneben kritikul gamocemas da masTan aTanabre-

ben yvela danarCeni gamocemis an xelnaweris teqsts. radgan „vefxistyaos-

nis“ kritikuli gamocema dRemde ar gvaqvs, teqstebis gaTanabreba moxda 

etaloni gamocemis gareSe: TiToeuli xelnaweris/gamocemis TiToeuli 

strofi gaTanabrebulia yvela danarCeni xelnaweris/gamocemis (maT Soris 

inglisurenovani Targmanis) Sesabamis strofTan. am amocanis gadasaWrelad 

proeqtis programistma, merab zakalaSvilma specialurad Seqmna teqstebis 

gaTanabrebis programa, korpuseri (corpuser). 
proeqtis ganxorcielebis idea ekuTvnis lingvistur kvlevaTa cen-

tris profesor irina lobJaniZes; proeqtis mimdinareobisas mas mouxda 

rTuli lingvisturi da teqnologiuri amocanebis dagegmva da ganxor-

cieleba. xelnaweri da beWduri teqstebis digitalizaciaze muSaobdnen 

lingvistur kvlevaTa centris asistentebi, cira xaxviaSvili, nato bi-

laniSvili, gvanca SubiTiZe da lia kupreiSvili. gaTanabrebuli strofebis 

gadamowmebaSi monawileobas iRebda centris yvela TanamSromeli. gansa-

kuTrebiT unda aRiniSnos cira xaxviaSvilis roli; swored man moiZia poemis 

aqamde ucnobi, an aRuwereli xelnawerebi, gaaswora aqamdeli aRwerilo-

bebis uzustobani. 

amgvari masStaburi proeqtis ganxorcieleba SeuZlebeli iqneboda 

institucionaluri mxardaWeris gareSe. digitaluri humanitariis ganvi-

Tareba, maT Soris qarTuli enis erovnuli korpusis proeqtebis ganxor-

cieleba, ilias saxelmwifo universitetis prioritetuli mimarTulebaa, 

romelsac yovelwliurad xmardeba sauniversiteto SesaZleblobaTa (maT 

Soris finansuri) mniSvnelovani nawili. lingvistur kvlevaTa centris mier 

2010-2013 wlebSi ganxorcielebuli korpusuli proeqtebi (ix. www.corpora.il-
iauni.edu.ge), aseve Tanamedrove qarTuli enis morfologiuri analizatori,1 

qarTuli enis erovnuli korpusis xerxemalia. rogorc moculobis, ise 

lingvisturi da teqnologiuri standartebis TvalsazrisiT dReisaTvis am 

resursebs qarTul sinamdvileSi analogi ar moepoveba. 

1 morfologiuri analizatoris proeqti ganxorcielda rusTavelis erovnuli 
samecniero fondisa da ilias universitetis erToblivi dafinansebiT. anali-

zatoris rogorc lingvisturi, ise teqnologiuri amocanebis gadawyveta prof. 
irina lobJaniZis damsaxurebaa. es resursic ilias universitetis qarTuli enis 
korpusis vebgverdzea ganTavsebuli. 
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NINO DOBORJGINIDZE

Vepkhistkaosani (The Knight in the Panther’s Skin): Modern Challenges            
in Documenting and Research

Summary

Shota Rustaveli poem Vepkistkaosani (The Knight in the Panther’s Skin) is a medieval 
Georgian literary narrative closely attached to our entire historical and cultural memory and its 
continuous inheritability: it has been a main hereditary gift for centuries. The poem fell within 
the scope of international literary processes as early as the end of the 18th century and has been 
translated to almost all languages of the world. 

In this light, bearing in mind the outstanding signifi cance of the poem, the current level 
of Vepkistkaosani documenting and research poses a paradox: on the one hand, the tradition of 
learning this quite lengthy poem by heart has survived till our times and its phraseological inven-
tory is part of our active vocabulary; on the other hand, we cannot avail ourselves of a critical 
edition of the poem – that is, an edition that would be closest to the authentic text, critically 
established by means of standards recognized in modern textology. 

The article describes the Vepkhistkaosani parallel (Georgian-English) corpus project 
(www.corpora.iliauni.edu.ge) elaborated at the Ilia State University Centre for Linguistic Re-
search in 2010-2012. The project was dedicated to the 300th anniversary of the fi rst publication 
of the poem and was aimed at addressing two of the multiple unpardonable drawbacks of mod-
ern Georgian philology through the following activities:

a. Preparation/collation of all existing Vepkhistkaosani manuscripts for establishing the 
critical text of this internationally signifi cant major Georgian literary narrative and the establish-
ment of stemma codicum through up-to-date methodology applied in textological studies;

b. Documenting of verbal and visual legacy associated with the poem in the form of a 
corpus to meet modern linguistic and technological standards of the digital humanities. 

The corpus marks a new stage in Rustaveli studies. During the work on the project, 10 
previously unknown manuscripts were discovered, one of them illustrated, which were not only 
unused in establishing the critical text of the poem, but had not even been described. While 
creating an electronic database, all hitherto studied resources, whether printed or hand-written, 
as well as all relevant academic literature were re-examined. A number of errors found in some 
versions and descriptions were corrected/ registered and new descriptions were prepared.

The project enabled the documenting of the textual (manuscripts, editions) and visual 
(illuminations, handwriting, cover) legacy of the poem to modern linguistic and technological 
standards. The corpus also contains electronic academic literature, bibliography and metadata 
(adscripts) related to the poem. 
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There are the following main blocks in the portal: 
1. The parallel corpus block, consisting of two parts: a. Vepkhistkaosani manuscripts, b. 

Vepkhistkaosani editions; The block stores balanced texts of all available Georgian editions and 
manuscripts of the poem and of its English translations by Marjory Wardrop, R.H. Stivenson 
and Natela Urushadze (5 English editions in all). Here one can view electronic versions of all 
published editions of the poem in Georgian language and of manuscripts preserved in Georgia. 
Special fi lters enable search within individual editions, manuscripts and English translations as 
well as across the whole corpus. The search engine for the parallel corpus enables search through 
the whole base as well within its individual segments by applying selected fi lters: text language, 
manuscript number, place and time of manuscript creation or of publication, copyist, publisher, 
etc. The search criteria include a keyword, part of a word, a phrase or a strophe that can be 
looked up in the whole base as well as within a selected edition and/ or manuscript. 

As no methodologically updated critical edition of the poem is so far available (not all 
manuscripts were considered in earlier academic editions and neither was the stemma estab-
lished), an additional software, Corpuser, was created by Merab Zakalashvili to enable semi-
automatic balancing of verses from various text versions and external annotation of texts. As 
concerns the morphological annotation of the corpus, it will be developed once the testing of 
modern Georgian morphological analyzer is completed (the testing is being implemented under 
a different project). 

2. The academic literature block contains electronic versions of main research works 
on Vepkhistkaosani. 

3. The Bibliography block presents electronic versions of the printed bibliography of 
the poem. 

4. Vepkhistkaosani adscript block offers unique materials – metatexts added to the main 
body of the poem in various periods. Most of them are published for the fi rst time.

5. The visual legacy block was developed in cooperation with the National Manuscript 
Centre. Photocopies of manuscripts kept in the Centre – illustrations, handwriting patterns, cov-
ers – were uploaded in the parallel corpus. Corpus users can look through and compare or apply 
for further research the primary data for each manuscript. 

The author of the project idea and the linguistic and technological coordinator/facilitator 
is Professor Irina Lobzhanidze of the Center for Linguistic Research. Electronic bases of Vepkh-
istkaosani manuscripts and editions were developed by Tsira Khakhviashvili, Nato Bilanishvili, 
Gvantsa Shubitidze and Lia Kupreishvili. 
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ioane petriwis RmrTismetyvelebis meTodisaTvis

ioane petriwis `ganmartebani~ prokle diadoxosis `Teologiis sa-

fuZvlebisaTvis~ aris umaRlesi filosofiis, anu Teologiis (am termi-

nis rogorc antikuri, ise qristianuli gagebiT) kompendiumi, daniSnuli, 

pirvel yovlisa, Tavis moswavleTa da msmenelTaTvis – maTs gansaswav-

lad elinur (platonur) filosofiaSi da dasaufleblad im saazrovno-

cnebiTi, logikuri aparatisa da msjelobis da dialeqtikis kanonebisa, 

romelic platonisa da aristoteles da maTi komentatorebis mier iyo 

damuSavebuli saukuneebis manZilze. ioane platonuri filosofosis, 

zewodebiT `petriwis~ `ganmarteba~ brwyinvale nimuSia aristoteles 

logikur naSromebSi – `organonSi~ Camoyalibebuli TanSesityvis, anu si-

logizmis – `iZulebiTi kanonebis~ gamoyenebisa logikuri dasabuTebis 

mizniT. TiTqmis yoveli Tavis ganmartebis win ioane filosofosi mimar-

Tavs Tavis msmenel-gamgone moswavleebs, raTa miapyron mas goneba rTul 

filosofiur xedvebSi gasarkvevad: momec sacno¡, o¡, gamgoneo (161, 

16); xolo Sen, msmenelo, aqa momec sacno¡ xedvisa¡ (105, 31); keTilad das-

Wuritne, gamgoneo, xedvani uCuevelni (186, 13); aw ra¡ vyoT, moswavleo, 

xedulo gonebisagan (107, 17); aw isminen wadilman moswavlisaman (176,4) 

da sxv. igi xSirad mimarTavs Tavis moswavleebs, rom Caukvirdnen dasab-

uTebis agebas da msvlelobas, raTa daeuflon dialeqtikis xelovnebas: 

`xolo Sen gaxeden Txzvasa aRmosaCenTasa~ (T. 169, gv. 186, 30), `xolo Sen 

Txzvasa aRmosaCenTasa dasWuriten~ (T. 191, gv. 197, 15).

magram prokles am traqtatis Targmnasa da ganmartebas kidev erTi 

sxva, komentarebis avtorisaTvis aranakleb mniSvnelovani mizani unda 

hqonoda: RmrTismetyvelebis elementebs, safuZvlebs, enasa da aparats 

dauflebuli moswavleebi gonebis dialeqtikuri gavarjiSebis Semdeg 

da, miqel pselosis sityvebi rom moviSvelioT, mas Semdeg, rac prokle-

sagan SeiTvisebdnen sibrZnesa da zusti azrovnebis xelovnebas, wminda 
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gonebiT asuliyvnen pirvel, anu umaRles filosofiamde (e.i. RvTism-

etyvelebamde), raTa amis Semdeg miswvdomodnen kidev ufro maRals, ze-

sTarsebiTsa d a zesTagoniers, usxeuloTa xedvebs (ἡ τῶν ἀσωμάτων θεορία) 
[1]. misi, rogorc didaskalosis, mizani iyo daxmareboda Tavis moswavleT 

am zesTarsebiTisa da zesTgonieris miwvdomaSi da Tavisi dafaruli in-

terpretaciebis gacxadebaSi.

samecniero literaturaSi araerTxel yofila aRniSnuli, rom ioane 

petriwma prokles filosofiis ganxilvas mimarTa imisaTvis, raTa am gziT 

Tavisi azrebi gamoexata (S. nucubiZe, k. kekeliZe, m. gogiberiZe...). magram am 

`dafarul~ azrebSi S. nucubiZe qarTuli warmarTobis aRorZineb as xedavda 

[2] da petriwis ̀ ganmartebis~ bolosityvaoba, romlis didi nawilic (`samobiT 

xedvisaT¢s saRmrTo¡sa bunebisa~) arsebiTad warmoadgens traqtats wminda 

samebis dogmatis Sesaxeb, organuladaa dakavSirebuli `ganmartebis~ teqst-

Tan da sumirebas axdens masSi ganviTarebu li azrebisa [3], miiCnia ioane filo-

sofosis ukan daxev ad da daTmobad orTodoqsiis winaSe [4]. da es maSin, rode-

sac k. kekeliZe da m. gogiberiZe samarTlianad Tvlidnen, rom ioane petriwis 

qristianuli Teologiuri sistema swored `bolosityvaobaSia~ Camoyalibe-

buli da sumirebuli da, rom `ganmartebebi~ man gamoiyena rogorc `filoso-

fiur-propedevtikuli nawili Tavisi Teologiuri sistemisa, romelic misi 

komentarebis bolosityvaobad aa mocemuli~ [5]. m. gogiberiZes miaCnda, rom 

am TvalsazrisiT ioane filosofosis konentarebi Seswavlasa da damatebiT 

Ziebasa da masalis analizs moiTxovda, rac, samwuxarod, am did mecniers ar 

dascalda.

ra azrebis gadmocema surda ioane `platonur filosofoss~ prokles 

komentirebis gzaze? ratom airCia ioane petriwma saTargmnelad da gansamar-

tavad maincdamainc prokles traqtati `Στοιχείωσις θεολογική~maSin, rodesac 

misi `ganmartebis~ teqstis citatebidan aSkarad Cans, rom igi zedmiwevniT 

kargad icnobda mis sxva Txzulebebsac (gansakuTrebiT mis `oqromZivebad 

asxmul~ komentarebs platonis dialogebze – `parmenidesa~ da `timeosze~ 

da TviT `platonur Teologiasac~, romelsac did saRmrTismetyuelo wig-

nad” moixseniebs). am kiTxvas TviT petriwi pasuxobs Tavisi naSromis Sesaval 

nawilSi, rodesac igi prokles traqtatis mizansa da daniSnulebaze lapara-

kobs: `hazri amis wignisa¡ amaT Sina Semoicvis: pirvelad, ra¡Ta erTiwarmo-

aCinos, Tu ars erTi, da iZulebaTa mier TanSesityuaTa¡sa aRmoaCinos ese 

mravalsaqadago¡ erTi, ra¡Ta ara iqmnes da SeimTx¢os, ra¡Tamca ara erTsa 

erTad hazrobdesca da ityodes~. (`ganmarteba,~ gv. 3) da meore – `rameTu 

saswavlod SemavalTa yovelTa pirvelad umartivesTa aswaveben, da mermeRa 

maTgan SedgmulTa...~ (iqve, gv. 5).

amgvarad, prokles `Teologiis safuZvlebis~ ZiriTadi problema aris 

yovelives dasabamis – erTis dasabuTeba da erTisa da simravlis damokide-
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bulebis sakiTxi, rac am atikel filosofoss gadawyvetili aqvs mono-

Teisturi Tvalsazrisidan amosvliT: `yoveli simravle eziarebis ra¡Tave 

erTsa~ – anu yovelives dasabami da mizezi uzado da wminda zesTerTia, ro-

melic umoqenoa, anu TviTmdgomia, TviTerTia, TviTmkmaria da ar saWiroe-

bs arafers Tavisi arsebobisaTvis. yovelive – simravle momdinareobs, anu 

iwarmoeba am zesT erTisagan. prokles es ZiriTadi Tezisi, rogorc ioane 

petriwi ambobs, `ukun arRuevs yovelTa, romelTaca dasxnes dasabamni mra-

valni da SeSales saukunesa Soris damyarebuli wesi, aramed-da myis-uCino 

hyofs maT, viTarca nadedazardlevTa~ (`ganmarteba,~ gv.12).

erTisa da simravlis (anu platonis `parmenides~ mixedviT uki-

duresad ganzogadebuli – `sxvis~) damokidebulebis sakiTxi, romelic 

parmenidedan dawyebuli qvakuTxedia antikuri (platonuri) filosofiisa, 

TavisTavad ukavSirdeba neoplatonuri (prokles) ontologiuri struqtu-

ris sakiTxs, romlis TavSi absoluturi erTia. masTan ziareba, rac war-

moobis, gamomdinareobis (πρόοδος, προιέναι) aucilebeli pirobaa, TiToeuli 

seriis (seira, sira, rigi, naTxzi) mxoloebs (henadebs) SeuZliaT TavianTi 

gvarT-mTavrebis, TviTmdgomi, TviTarsi, `umoqeno~ monadebis saSuale-

biT. `guarTmTavari~ monadebi ki igive eidos-ideebia (εἰδός-ἰδέα), romlebic 

Tavisi gvaris (ideis) rigSi qveS aerTianeben TiToeul siras, anu struq-

turis mTel rigs, mwkrivs (isini warmoadgenen qvakuTxeds platonuri fi-

losofiisa, kerZod ki, platonis moZRvrebisa ideebis Sesaxeb). ZiriTadad, 

filosofiis am ori kardinaluri problemis garSemo trialebs kamaTi pla-

tonis dialog `parmenideSi~, sadac platons idea (ἰδέα) maqsimalurad aqvs 

ganzogadebuli `erTis~ kategoriamde da mas upirispirebs materiis maqsi-

malurad ganzogadebul cnebas – `sxvas~. amitomacaa, rom platonis am dia-

logis personaJebis saxelebi – parmenide, zenoni da sokrate ioane petri-

wis `ganmartebis~ TiTqmis yovel TavSi gvxvdeba, gansakuTrebiT ki iq, sadac 

msjelobaa namdvilmyofis mimarTebaze erTTan.

swored am filosofiuri kategoriis petriwiseuli qristologiuri 

interpretaciis magaliTze SeiZleba ganvixiloT Sua saukuneebis am didi 

qristiani moazrovnis RmrTismetyvelebis meTodi. 

ὄντως ὄν – namdvilmyofi anu WeSmariti arsi, – ioane platonuri fi-

losofosis Teologiuri (am terminis rogorc antikuri, ise qristianuli 

gagebiT) xedvis qvakuTxeds warmoadgens. erTi mxriv, namdvil-myofis, ro-

gorc filosofiuri kategoriis, mimarTeba zesTerTTan, rogorc misi xati-

sa da msgavsisa, xolo meore mxriv – logosis, upirmSoesi Zis mimarTeba mama 

RmerTTan, viTarca misi xatisa da msgavsisa (εἰκών καὶ ὁμοιόσις) `ekmagiosa da 

aRmonat¢frisa~ (ἐκμαγείον καὶ σφράγισμα) ioane petriwis mTeli `ganmartebis~ 

yuradRebis centrSia.

prokle `Teologiis safuZvlebSi~ namdvilmyofis filosofiur kat-

egorias sul ramdenime paragrafSi exeba (§§ 86, 87, 88, 89) da isic ara sagange-
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bod, aramed rogorc kerZo magaliTs maradisobasTan da usazRvroobasTan 

ziarebis sailustraciod. petriwis `ganmartebis~ Teologiuri xedvebis 

mTavari RerZi ki, rogorc ukve vTqviT, namdvilmyofi da misi sferoa. arsis 

struqturaSi namdvilmyofis raobisa da adgilis Taobaze Tavis Teolo-

giur xedvebSi igi eyrdnoba prokles sxva naSromebs, kerZod, mis komentar-

ebs platonis `parmenideze~ da, gansakuTrebiT, mis fundamentur Txzulebas 

`platonur Teologias~, romelsac igi imowmebs rogorc `didTa saRvTism-

etyveloTa~ wigns Tu Teorias (mag.: pirveli arseba¡, romel ars namd¢l-

myofi, erTTa maT ricxuTa mier warmodga, pirvelisa sazRvrisa da pirvelisa 

usazRvroobisagan, viTarca aRmoiCina didTa saRmrTismetyueloTa So-

ris (`ganmarteba~, T. 59, gv. 126, 1-4); romlisaT¢s friad ars sivrce aRmosa-

CenTa¡ didsa Soris saRmrTismetyueloTasa (T. 151, gv. 176).

cnobilia, rom neoplatonuri arsis struqtura, origenedan dawyebu-

li, iyo inteleqtualuri cTuneba qristiani platonikosebisaTvis wminda 

samebis dogmatis interpretaciisas, radganac swavleba wm. samebis Sesaxeb 

sarwmunoebis, gamocxadebis gziT Camoyalibda. am swavlebis sqematizebis 

mcdelobas ki daqvemdebarebis (subordinaciis) principamde mihyavda qris-

tiani moazrovneebi. rogorc gasuli saukunis cnobili bizantinisti, f. us-

penski werda, «Wthrjdyjt extybt j cd. Nhjbwt ,skj rfvytv ghtnryjdtybz lkz ,jk-
mibycndf c[jkfcnbrjd b r эnjve djghjce ghb[jlbkb rfr ,s ytdjkmyj, edktxt=yyst 
tcntcndtyysv [jljv vscktq» [6]. Tavis droze bizantiaSi mwvaleblobis axali 

formebi wm. samebis logikuri dasabuTebis gzaze Cndeboda (rogorc aTanase 

didi ambobda, ariozi eklesiis ̀ gardamocemas~ ki ar eyrdnoboda, aramed fi-

losofiur silogizmebso. aseve, XI-XII ss-Si – evstrati nikieli, sotirixosi 

da sxvani).

SeZlo Tu ara XII saukunis qarTvelma Teologma Tavis `saRmrTism-

etyvelo xedvebSi~ Tavidan aecilebina misi Tanamedrove bizantieli moaz-

rovneebis – evstrati nikielis, sotirixos pantevgenosis, abati nilis Tu 

sxvaTa Secdomebi, Cavarda Tu ara igi maTsaviT origenesa da ariozis `mTxe-

blSi~ da `gardavlinda~ Tu ara wm. mamaTa marTlmadidebel gzas? es eWvebi 

ebadebodaT mis Tanamedrove im berZenTa da qarTvelT, romelTagan dev-

nasac uCivis ioane filosofosi Tavisi ganmartebis `bolosityvaobaSi~. 

prokles Txzulebis petriwiseuli Targmanisa da ganmartebis XIII saukunis 

xelnaweris erT-erTi minaweris avtori (SesaZlebelia, nusxis gadamweri) 

wuxs Tavisi moqmedebis gamo: `rasa vwer, anu rasa glax-vmoqmedeb. warmovsi-

tyuav yovelsa Zalsa qristes mier. amis wignisgan warwymda samgzis wyeuli 

arioz, aramed amisganve ganaTlebulTa samgzis moiges RmrTismetyuelebisa 

saxeli: didTa brZenTa dionosi da RriRori da vasili da sxuaTaca vieTme, 

xolo Sen goneba¡ ganwmedili moige RmrTisa mimarT da sazRvarTa mamaTa wmi-

daTasa nu gardahvlindebi da ara sacTur geqneso~ (H 1337, 1v). rogorc Salva 
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xidaSeli aRniSnavs, miuxedavad im anaqronizmebisa, romlebic am minawerSia 

daSvebuli, misi avtori, rogorc Cans, sakmao siRrmiT erkveva antikuri fi-

losofiisa da qristianuli Teologiis damokidebulebaSi, romelic axasi-

aTebda Sua saukuneebis sqolastikas da qarTul Teologiur azrovnebasac, 

gansakuTrebiT efrem mciris Semdeg. platonuri, kerZod prokles filoso-

fiis Semotana Sua saukuneebis azrovnebaSi `warwymedis~ mizezic SeiZleba 

gam xdariyo da didi RmrTismetyvelis saxelis mogebisac [7]. SemTxveviT ar 

axsenebs aq minaweris avtori origenesa da ariozis saxelebs. rogorc cno-

bilia, ariozis wvaleba origenes trinitaruli subordinacionizmidan mo-

dioda da wm. samebis hipostasebis ierarqiulobas aRiarebda (konstantinop-

olis V msoflio krebaze dagmobil iqna origenes is moZRvrebani, saidanac 

gamovida ariozis da  sxva eretikosTa wvalebani [8]. origenesa da ariozis 

`Relvani~ aSfoTebs am TxzulebasTan dakavSirebiT XVII saukunis dasasru-

lis qarTvel saeklesio moRvawes, mTavarepiskopos timoTe gabaSvilsac, 

romelic sruliad samarTlianad aRniSnavs, rom, vinc gulisxmisyofiT 

waikiTxavs proklesa da petriwis Txzulebas, is `did saRmrTismetyvelo xe-

dvebs~ aRmoaCens masSi, xolo, vinc zereled da ugulisxmod gamoiZiebs, mas 

ariozisa da origenes mTxreblSi Cavardna emuqreba.

da marTlac, Tu zereled da zedapirulad, sqematurad SevxedavT 

prokles ontologiuri sistemis (kerZod, namdvilmyofis) petriwiseul 

qristologiur analogiebs, isini, erTi SexedviT, SeiZleba origenes sac-

durad da ariozis wvalebis gamoZaxiladac mogveCvenos, radganac neo-

platonuri ontologiuri sistema ierarqiul, subordinaciul damokide-

bulebas gulisxmobs arsis rigebisa (seriebisa), sadac yoveli momdevno 

safexuri aris gamomdinareoba (petriwis terminiT – `warmooba~, `gza-

vna~ – προιέναι, προόδος) arsebiT maRali wina safexurisagan da, amdenad, 

misi mdare anareklia. ioane petriwis mTeli `ganmartebis~ manZilze ki 

prokles namdvilmyofis (romelic gonebis mwkrivis gvarTmTavari, sir-

aTmTavari da dasabamia) mimarTeba zesTerTTan gaazrebulia, rogorc 

analogia logosis, anu Zis mimarTebasTan mama RmerTTan; misi mxoloebi 

da Zalebia ori SemoqmedebiTi wyaro – pirveli sazRvari da pirveli usaz-

Rvrooba. pirveli sazRvari, romelsac filosofosi `guarTa guars~ (anu 

`ideaTa ideas~) uwodebs, `xolo Cuen aw Ze uwodeTo~, gaazrebulia rogorc 

Zis RvTaebrivi bunebis analogia, xolo pirveli usazRvrooba ki adamianuri 

bunebisa (ix. agreTve T. 29: ese da esviTani yovelni... uzomoebasa damisax-

ven Cuen arsTa da erTTaca upirmSoesisa sity¢sasa, romelsa filosofosi 

uwods guarTa guarad da sazRvarTa sazRvrad); namdvilmyofi isevea erTis 

xati da yovelTa myofTa igavi da RmerTi, rogorc Ze – qristea xati RmrTisa 

uxilavisa¡. swored iq, sadac laparakobs msgavsebis gziT mizezisagan mize-

zoanis warmoyenebaze, imowmebs ioane filosofosi pavle mociquls: si-
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tyua¡ Cem-gonebamzisa pavlesi Semovals aqa, rameTu ity¢s xatad da ms-

gavsad da ekmagiod mis erTisad,romelsa mamoba¡ca hkadra sityuaman. xolo 

msgavsebisaT¢s ity¢s, viTarmed `ucvalebeli xatio.~ ese aqa darTva¡ ucva-

lebelobisa¡ msgavsebasa daminiSnavs Cuen uzomosa da da£Sirebulsa. da 

kualad ity¢s, viTarmed `moaqus yoveli simdidre RmrTisa mamisa¡ T¢s So-

ris~ [~ganmarteba~, T. 29]. (Sdr. kor. II, 4,4; kol. 1,15; rom. 8,29 filip. 2,6...). 

Sedgmuli da myofi erTi namdvilmyofis sxvadasxva aspeqts warmoad-

genen, sxvadasxva safexurze dganan, magram, rogorc a. xaranaulma aCvena, 

`es safexurebi logikurad arian erTmaneTis momdevnoni da ara drouli 

 TvalsazrisiT. isini ar warmoadgenen warmoobis sxvadasxva safexurs~ [9]. 

`ganmartebis~ sxvadasxva TavSi namdvilmyofis daxasiaTeba, rogorc pirve-

li gonebisa da pirveli myofisa, rogorc gvarTa adgilisa (anu ideaTa topo-

sisa) da yoveli myofis mizezisa (§§ 31, 36, 53, 57, 136, 88, 29, 101), paralels 

poulobs Zis daxasiaTebasTan `bolosityvaobis~ Semdegs konteqstSi: `amis 

gangebisa mier, gonebisad da myofisad pirvelisa, romel ars Ze, guarTa yov-

elTa adgili, sulisa mier zesT WeSmaritisa mier gardmoiZRvanvian damsax-

ni... mravalsqidianobasa nivTisasa~ (`ganmarteba,~ gv. 212).

amgvarad, davinaxeT, rom prokles ontologiuri struqturis 

RmrTismetyvelebis enaze gadmotanisas, iseve, rogorc sazogadod, sxva 

filosofiuri kategoriebis RvTismetyvelebisas, ioane petriwi mimarTavs 

ara silogizmis, dasabuTebis, aramed an alogiis, magaliTis gzas [10].

magram, rodesac vlaparakobT ioane petriwis mier moxmobil analo-

giebze erTisa – mama RmerTTan, namdvilmyofisa – ZesTan, samaradmyos uZ-

raobisa da igiveobriobisa – Jamis-qveSeTa maradiul denasa da ciklur 

moZraobasTan, mTelisa da misi nawilebis mTelSi `Seurevneli~ erTobis 

(ix. Teslisa da mcenaris magaliTi, `ganmarteba~, T. 1, gv. 14) Sesaxeb da sxv. 

yovelTvis unda gvaxsovdes, rom es analogiebi filosofiur kategoriebsa 

da xedvebTan moxmobilia imisaTvis, rom mowafes, msmenelsa Tu, saerTod, 

`gamgones~ (Semmecnebels) adamianis gonebisaTvis misawvdomi `sityvieri~ 

SesaZleblobebis farglebSi gaagebinos, auxsnas Tu gauxsnas am sayovelTao 

mizezis zesTmdebareoba, erTarseba wminda samebis hipostasebis Seurevneli 

erToba, maradisobis zedrouloba, da, saerTod, miaxloebiTi magaliTebiT 

Seuqmnas pozitiuri warmodgena im, adamianuri gonebisaTvis miuwvdomeli, 

zesTgonieri, Seucnobeli da warmousaxveli (miuwuTo, ucnauri, uocno) 

erTis – RmerTis zesTaobaze, romelic gansjasa da dasabuTebas ar emor-

Cileba da mxolod WeSmariti rwmenis (sarwmunoebis) netarebiT ganicdeba. 

kargad ambobs m. gogiberiZe, rom petriwisaTvis RmerTs `damtkiceba ar 

sWiria, aramed cxadyofa~ (`kavSirni~, Sesavali, gv. XXXVIII). amitom, erTad-

erTi, rac SeuZlia filosofoss Tu Teologs SesTavazos gamgones (anu Sem-

mecnebels), is aris is, rom `xatTa mier anu igavTa mier~ miawodos codna 
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zesTgonieri soflis Sesaxeb: e.i. ki ar dausabuTos, aramed uCvenos, cxad-

uyos magaliTebiT, saxeebiT, analogiebiT, radganac is zesTgonieri marad-

myo `dauzesTavdebis yovelTa monagonsa, aramed anu xatTa mier, anu igavTa 

mier mecadineobs suli cnobad mis uocno¡saT¢s da swyuris misdami~ (T. 51, 

gv. 113). magram, rogorc zemoT vTqviT, `gamgones~ unda axsovdes, rom `muna¡ 

yoveli daipyres igavis igavTa, xolo aqa¡ – xatTa da xatis xatTa, rameTu xat-

ni yovelni – igavnia xat~ (T. 50, gv. 108). amitom es analogiebi igiveobrivad, 

ki ar unda gavigoT, aramed `igavebrivad~ da `xatebrivad~. eseni, rogorc 

SesaniSnavad ganmartavs petriwi, `igavad oden esaxeebian da eigavebian mas 

erTebrivsa ricxusa da zesTaobasa erTisasa, amisT¢s, romel winaukumo Zes, 

rameTu... zesTa Zes ese yovelsa arsebasa da Zalsa~ (T. 1, gv.14).

`Suenier xedvaTa~, platonur filosofiur miZRvrebaTa da `aqa-

Ta~ (amqveyniuri arsis) magaliTebisa da analogiebis moSveliebiT petri-

wi aRwevda pozitiuri warmodgenis Seqmnas `muna¡~-ze – zesTa sofelze, 

RmerTze, oRond ise, rom mkveTrad mijnavda maT erTmaneTisagan. ase mag., 

prokles traqtatis I Tavis ZiriTadi Tezisis (yoveli simravle eziarebis 

ra¡Tave erTsa) ganxilvisas ioane filosofosi Teslisa da marcvlis mag-

aliTebis moxmobiT naTlad xsnis, Tu rogor unda warmovidginoT sim-

ravlis mTlianoba (yovloba) erTSi ara Serwymuli saxiT, aramed rogorc 

Seurevneli erToba. amiT igi miaxloebiTs warmodgenas uqmnis `gamgones~ 

samgvamovnebis Seurwymel erTobaze. an Tundac, mag., ciuri sferos arse-

biTi igiveobis, maradiulobis (rac mis ciklur, ganmeorebad moZraobaSi 

gamoixateba) Sedarebis gziT martiv, RvTaebriv maradisobasTan (rac ucva-

leblobasa da uZraobaSi mdgomareobs), am or ukvdavebas Soris arsebiTi 

sxvaobis cxadyofa moswavlisaTvis SesaniSnavi naTeli msjelobiT: `cisa¡ – 

gardasruli Seekrvis momavalsa da erT-eqmnebis mas, da dasasruli misi da-

sawyis da dasabam iqmnebis sx¢sa da hgies igi ukudavad da dauvsebelad, magra 

kualad da kualad da ara martivad ukudavad, rameTu martivi ukudaveba¡ 

uqcev da ucvalebel ars, xolo cis-Sorisi ukudaveba¡ – qceviT da kualad 

da kualadiTa ars, rameTu viTar moqmedebani – egreca da arsebani~ (T. 50, gv. 

110). ase wvrTnis da avarjiSebs ioane filosofosi moswavlis gonebas, raTa 

man SeZlos analogiis gziT miaxloebiT miswvdes miuwvdomels, warmoisaxos 

warmousaxveli, Seicnos Seucnobeli.

rogorc vnaxeT, analogiis principis gamoyenebisas ioane filoso-

fosi ar SeiZleboda misuliyo mwvaleblobamde, radganac winapiroba misi 

analogiisa aris xatis, anareklis gageba da ara identurobis, igiveobrio-

bis xedva.

ioane petriwis RvTismetyvelebis meore meTods – `TanSesityvis 

iZulebiTi kanonebis~, anu logikuri gziT Semecnebis gzas, ZiriTadad apo-

fatikur meTods, aseve arasodes miuyvania igi dogmatebis eWvqveS dayene-
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bamde da ryevamde, radganac misTvis amosavalia debuleba – erTi uzesTae-

sia, uzesTmdebarea – upiroboa: aqedan amosvliT agebs igi Tavis apofati-

kur RvTismetyvelebas.

dasabuTebis am gzaze igi mkacrad icavs aristoteles silogizmis 

`iZulebiTs~ kanonebs, romelTa gareSec, misi azriT, SeuZlebelia risame 

Semecneba sityvieri, logikuri gziT, magram romlebic `ver kma arian~ da 

wyveten moqmedebas, rogorc ki dasabuTeba miadgeba dasabams – zesTerTs, 

radganac ̀ zesTerTis naTxzTa ver kma-eyos aRmoCena¡, rameTu arian RmrTee-

br mTenare~ (`ganmarteba~, T. 101) da, Tu logikuri kanonebis mixedviT gon-

ebiTi wvdomis sferoSi `wre dasabuTebaSi~ dauSvebelia (urTierTasi 

mCuenebloba¡ sagiobel ars filosofosTa mier: amonios ermiasi, S-2562, 

166r), `samaradmyos~ sferosaTvis igi kargavs Tavis mniSvnelobas, radganac 

igi gonieri sferos miRmaa (imrrea), zesTaa, Seucnobadi, `ucno~ erTis das-

abuTebisaTvis (anu ̀ aRmoCenisaTvis~) rom aristoteles silogizmis kanone-

bi uZluria, petriwis azriT, es proklem aCvena: `T¢T aristoteles mier 

SesityviTTa kanonTa¡T Cemebuli simarTle, romliTa urRuevdes platons 

peripatoelni, ganacxada da umdgo-yo~ (`ganmarteba~, gv. 5) – wers igi Tavisi 

naSromis winasityvaobaSi.

ioane petriwis, iseve rogorc prokles, dasabuTebis gzaze amosavalia 

da uryevi debuleba: `erTi uzesTmdebarea~, `ara ars sxua¡ upirvelesi erTi 

– uzado, wmida, zesTmdebare T¢TerTisasa~ da am Teziss efuZneba mTeli misi 

Semdgomi msjelobani imitom, rom `iyos Tu sxua¡ upirveles, ver-sada hpo-

von arsTa T¢si misadgo¡~ (gv. 15). da ase, yvela SesaZlebeli sawinaaRmdego 

azris daSvebisa da misi uaryofis gziT (`ese SeuZlebel da u£amso...~ `aramed 

ese ujero da SeuZlebel...~) ioane petriwi, misive sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, 

`saRmrTismetyvelo kanonTaebr~, `Tanganvlis (gamomdinareobis) wesiT~ 

`friad cxadad~ aCvenebs, rom `ar vina¡ erTi simravlisagan, aramed simrav-

le erTisagan~, rom `bunebiTsa erTsa, romel ars T¢TerT, ara-ra¡ ars up-

irveles~. amgvarad, TviT am erTis safuZvlad aRebiT, anu rogorc TviTon 

ambobs, `SewevniTa T¢T mis erTisa¡Ta, umxilebelTa aRmosaCenTa (=ucilo-

beli sabuTebis) mier~ asabuTebs igi zesTmdebareobas erTisa (`ganmarteba~, 

T. 1, gv. 12). yovelive amis Cvenebas moswavleTaTvis igi axerxebs xan ricx-

vTa magaliTebis moxmobiT, `odesme SedarebiT pirvelobisa da Semdgomo-

bisa~, xan erTmaneTisagan gamomdinareobis, xan SeerTebisa da gayofis, xan 

erTimeoreSi gadasvlis, xan sazRvrisa da usazRvroobis da xan ki TviT zesT 

mizezis kvlevis gziT. usazRvroobisa da umizezobis uaryofas igi kvlav 

erTis dasabamobisa da zesTmdebareobis aRiarebamde mihyavs: `bunebiTsa 

erTsa, romeli iyos TviTerTi, arara¡ ars upirveles. da Tquas Tu vinme, 

arso upirvelesi, iyos vidreme sxua¡ sx¢sa upirveles da [maSin]arasada hpoo 

erTi dasabami da misadgomi arsTa¡, aramed usazRvro da umizezo, romel-
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ese SeuZlebel. romlisaT¢sca ar egebis, Tumca pirvel erTisa iyo erTi, da 

arca pirvel simravlisa Sedgma¡ ra¡save anu erTqmna¡, T¢nier erTisa~ (`kav-

Sirni~, T. 1, gv. 13).

usazRvroobisa da dausabamobis uaryofiT ioane petriwi upirispird-

eba ioane italosis erT ZiriTad debulebas im TerTmeti braldebidan), ro-

melic am ukanasknels wauyenes saeklesio sasamarTloze, kerZod, materiis 

usasrulobis, dausabamobis Sesaxeb, rac eWvqveS ayenebs tradiciad qceul 

mosazrebas imis Sesaxeb, rom, TiTqos ioane petriwi yofiliyos italo-

sis uerTgulesi mowafe da mimdevari. xolo, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT imasac, 

rom igi imaT sawinaaRmdegod, vinc ori sawyisis substanciurobas aRiarebs 

(mani da sxv.), sagangebod asabuTebs erTi sayovelTao mizezis, keTilobis 

arsebas da borotis uarsobas (`bolosityvaoba~, gv. 212-213), rac, aseve ewi-

naaRmdegeba italosis erT-erT ZiriTad debulebas ori sawyisis substan-

ciurobaze, varaudi petriwis, rogorc italosis uerTgulesi mowafis 

Sesaxeb eWvqveS dgeba da es sakiTxi, vfiqrobT, jer kidev Seswavlasa da das-

abuTebas moiTxovs. Tumca zemoTqmuli ar gamoricxavs imas, rom petriwi 

iyo manganas akademiis msmeneli da pselosiviT da italosiviT gatacebuli 

iyo antikuri filosofiiT, `RmrTivi platoniT~, romelsac igi `RmrTism-

etyvelebis mirons~ uwodebs da gansakuTrebiT ki prokle diadoxosiT, am 

platonuri filosofosiT, romelic mas ainteresebda, rogorc monoTeis-

turi filosofiuri moZRvrebis avtori, romlis ZiriTadi Tezisic `yove-

li simravle eziarebis ra¡Tave erTsa~ petriwis sityvebiT, `ukun arRuevs 

yovelTa, romelTa dasxnes dasabamni mravalni da SeSales saukunesa Soris 

damyarebuli wesi~ (`kavSirni~, T. 1, gv. 12).

amgvarad, RvTismetyvelebisas petriwi amjobinebs Cvenebis, naTe-

lyofis, saxeebisa da magaliTebis gzas da ara silogizmis meTods (romelsac 

warmatebiT iyenebs bunebiTi, anu fizikuri da filosofiuri kategoriebis 

Sesaxeb msjelobisas). vfiqrobT, swored amiT gansxvavdeba igi Tavisi drois 

racionalisturi mimarTulebis bizantieli Teologebisagan, romlebic si-

logizmis kanonebiT svlisas, logikuri argumentaciis gzaze aucileblobiT 

midiodnen dogmatebis uaryofamde: kerZod, ioane italosi, romelic das-

abuTebis gziT miRebul danaskvs dogmatebze maRla ayenebda da, amgvarad, 

mivida ori sawyisis dogmatizebis moTxovnamde, materiis usasrulobis 

aRiarebamde... evstrati nikieli wm. samebis danawevrebamde da subordina-

cionizmamde; sotirixos pantevgenosi – arsebisa da piris aRrevamde da sxv. 

es ukanasknelni dogmatebze msjelobisas silogizmis `iZulebiTs kanonebs~ 

umorCilebdnen maT, ioane petriwi ki mihyveboda wmida mamaTa gzas, romlebic 

arCevdnen elaparakaT ara dasabuTebis (ἀπόδειξις), petriwis TargmaniT – `aR-

moCenis~, aramed `Cvenebis~ (δείξις) enaze. jer kidev netari klimenti aleqsan-

drieli aRniSnavda, rom, ramdenadac dasabuTeba (aRmoCena, (ἀπόδειξις), aris 
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sagnis logikuri gziT gamomdinareoba, igi ar gamodgeba yoveliv es dausa-

bamo dasabamis mimarT [10]. patristikul azrovnebaSi RvTis myofoba (geba) 

ar eqvemdebareba dasabuTebas (anu `aRmoCenas~), misi dasabuTeba, (`aRmoCe-

na~ ἀπόδειξις) ki ar xdeba, aramed `Cveneba~ (δείξις) [11]. magram rogor SeiZleba 

Cveneba imisa, rac uxilavia, warmousaxvelia, `uocnoa~? – mxolod da mxolod 

misgan warmoarsebulTa – anu fizikuri arsis analogiebis gziT,1 iseve, ro-

gorc ferweruli Tu freskuli xatebi aris gamovlena da Cveneba uxilavisa 

da dafarulisa. analogiis gatarebis uflebasa da safuZvels ki petriws 

aZlevda RvTis sityva `Sesaqmidan~: `vqmneT kaci xatisaebr da msgavsisa Cueni-

sa~ (dab. 1,26), rac safuZvlad daedo saeklesio moZRvrebas adamianis RvTis 

xatis mixedviT Seqmnis Sesaxeb (klimenti aleqsandrieli: `xati RmrTisa¡ 

ars sityua¡ RmrTisa, xolo xati sulisa – goneba¡ kacobrivi~). amitomaa, rom 

filosofiur xedvaTa ganmartebisas ioane petriwi xSirad RvTis, uflis, 

qristes Sewevnas iTxovs: `romeli-ese T¢Toeuli T¢ssa adgilsa ganvhmar-

toT SewevniTa pirvelisa sity¢sa uflisa qristesiTa~ (`winasityvaoba~, gv. 

6); `TanadgomiTa pirvelisa sity¢sa¡Ta goneba¡ amis Tavisa¡ keTilnadeb iqmna~ 

(`ganmarteba~, T. 5); ̀ uflisa mier ganvhmartoT ese~ (`ganmarteba~, T. 5); ̀ ra¡Ta 

movides Cuenda qristes-mier promiTia¡~ (`ganmarteba~, T. 17). RvTis SewevniT 

apirebs igi `nivTisagan miuxebeli RmrTismetyvelebis warmoyenebas~ (`bo-

losityvaoba~, gv. 222, 23) da swams, rom qriste misi saRmrTismetyvelo xed-

vebis macxovnebelia: `xedvaTa CemTa macxovnebeli ity¢s xma¡: `nu winadaf-

enad~, (`bolosityvaoba~, 220, 17).

amgvarad, Semecnebis im ori meTodidan, romelsac ioane petriwi Ta-

vis moswavleebs acnobs `ganmartebis~ Sesaval nawilSi, pirveli – suliTi 

Semecnebis gza (διάνοια – midmogoneba) diskursiuli, gansjis meTodi, misi 

azriT, dogmatur RvTismetyvelebaSi sakmarisi ar aris. meore gza – gag-

onebis, anu martivi wvdomisa, erTbami ganaTebis gzaa, rogorc mze rom 

amova da misi sxivebic – Saravandni – `uJamod da miudrekelad dahfarven 

yovelsa~. es gza yvelasaTvis rodia misawvdomi. magram filosofiur xed-

vebSi gawafvis msurvel moswavleTaTvis zesTagonier samyaroze poziti-

uri warmodgenis Seqmnisa da miaxloebiTi codnis miRebis mesame gza arse-

bobs – esaa gonieri xedvebis magaliTad moxmoba, analogiis gza, romelsac 

warmatebiT iyenebs ioane petriwi Tavis msmenelTa da moswavleTaTvis 

daweril `ganmartebaSi~. aq ar SeiZleba ar gavixsenoT wm. maqsime aRmsareb-

1 amitom iyo, rom Toma aqvineli, iTvaliswinebda ra Sua saukuneebis polemikis 

gamocdilebas, arCevda adamianis gonebisaTvis miuwvdomeli WeSmaritebebis 

(samebis dogmis, ganxorcielebis saidumlos, samyaros warmoSobis...) gansjis 

gziT dasabuTebisaTvis Tavi aeridebinaT, xolo ufro adre ki CvenTvis cno-

bili bizantieli egzegeti, ioane petriwis Tanamedrove, Teofilaqte bulga-

reli Tavis ganmartebaSi `ioanes Tavis saxarebisa~ werda: `da, Tu viTar Seekra 

sxeulsa sityua¡ RmrTisa¡, amisi ukue guarisa gan£sna¡ SeuZlebel~ (A 52, f. 10r)
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lis mier magaliTis mniSvnelobis ganmarteba: `magaliTi mecniereba¡ ars xe-

dvisebriobisa mier yovliTurTi saRmrToTa sityuaTa misawdomeli bunebi-

sa¡ Secva¡, mogonebisa uaRressa gamoCinebasa mqonebeli... magaliTi – Sem-

ecnebis dasabamsaxeobisa¡sa ars mCueneblobiTi mosagonebelTa¡... yoveli 

aqa¡ meniereba¡ maRalTa¡T TanaSetyuebuli yofadisa mimarT. magaliTiars, 

msgavsebasa WeSmaritebisasa da ara T¢T misebrsa Semtkicebulebasa mqone-

beli, gamoCiebad gulvebadisa WeSmaritebisasa... mecnierebisebrTa saxis 

dasabamTa gamomaCinebelobiTi ars magaliTi... magaliTi mxedvelobisasa 

warmoadgens saidumlosa~ (K-14, f. 58v). swored am TvalsazrisiT iyenebs 

ioane petriwi magaliTs da analogias Tavis filosofiur xedvebSi da amaSi 

mas mxars uWers wm. mamaTa tradiciac, sadac amgvari dialeqtikuri gansjani 

moxmobilia azrovnebis, gonebis varjiSisa da ZiebisaTvis da ara sjulmde-

belobis pretenziiTa Tu surviliT, razedac kvlav maqsime aRmsareblis 

sityvebi miuTiTeben: `eseni ukue meZiebelobiT da ara sjulmdebelobiT 

iTquneso Cuen mier~ (K-14, 304).
amgvarad, naTelia, rom petriwis RvTismetyvelebis meTodi damyare-

bulia or Tvisobrivad gansxvavebul sferoTa Soris mimarTebaTa msgavse-

baze (magram ara igiveobaze), radganac mxolod analogiis gziT SeiZleba 

dadgindes kavSiri iq, sadac sxvadasxva kategoriebs daqvemdebarebul sa-

gnebsa da movlenebTan gvaqvs saqme. am gziT cdilobs igi gonebasa da rwme-

nas Soris im winaaRmdegobebis daZlevas, romlis winaSec aucileblobiT 

aRmoCndebodnen xolme misi drois Teologebi racionalisturi meTodiT 

dogmatebis ganxilvisas, ramac Sua saukuneebis moazrovneebi, sabolood, 

`ormagi WeSmaritebis~ aRiarebamde miiyvana.
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DAMANA MELIKISHVILI

Concerning the method of Ioane Petritsi’s theology

Summary

Ioane Petritsi’s “Commentaries” on Proclus Diadochus’ “Elements of Theology” is a 
compendium of the highest philosophy or theology in both antique and Christian understanding 
of this term. The purpose of this compendium is to teach students Hellenic (primarily Platonic) 
philosophy and that intellectual-notional logical apparatus and laws of dialectical discourse 
that had been created and elaborated by Plato, Aristotle and their commentators throughout 
centuries. Ioane the Platonic Philosopher’s (as Petritsi referred to himself) “Commentaries” 
represent a brilliant sample of usage of rules of necessary syllogistic inferences for the sake of 
logical argumentations. Before almost all of his commentaries Ioane the Philosopher addresses 
to his students that they may attend their intellects to diffi cult philosophical theories: “Lend me 
your mind, o, Thinker” (161, 16); “And you, o Listener, examine those strange theories” (186, 
13); “Now, how shall we understand this, o, Thinker, who contemplate through Intellect?” (107, 
17); “Now, let the desire of you, a student, be fed by this [explication]” etc. Oftentimes Petritsi 
addresses his students with a purpose that they may attend to how the artument is constructed 
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and proceeds, so that they master thus the art of dialectics: “And you behold the design of the 
argument” (ch. 169, p. 186, 30); “Examine the design of the arguments” (ch. 191, p. 197, 15). 

However, besides the aim of having this particular treatise of Proclus in native tongue, 
the work had still an other, greater importance: after having mastered wisdom and art of correct 
syllogistic reasoning from Proclus, the students could be able to ascend by pure minds to the 
fi rst or the highest philosophy (that is to say, theology) and even to the supraessential and supra 
intellectual immaterial theories (ἡ τῶν ἀσωμάτων θεορία)1. His aim as of a didaskalos was to 
help his students to reach this supraessential and supraintellectual realm and to communicate to 
them this realm through his commentaries on Proclus. 

In scholarly literature it has been repeatedly noted that Ioane Petritsi used Proclus’ phi-
losophy in order to express his own ideas through it (S. Nutsubidze, K. Kekelidze, M. Go-
giberidze). However, in those “hidden” ideas S. Nutsubidze viewed restoration of Georgian 
paganism.2 Moreover, he viewed the “Epilogue” of Petritsi’s “Commentaries”, the major part 
of which essentially represents a treatise on dogma of the Christian Trinity (“Concerning the 
Trinitarian View of Divine Nature”) and is organically linked to the text of the “Commentar-
ies” summing up the ideas expressed in them3 as Ioane Petritsi’s compromise and concession 
to Orthodoxy4. On the contrary, K. Kekelidze and M. Gogiberidze justly considered that Ioane 
Petritsi’s theological system is formulated and summed exactly in the “Epilogue”. According to 
this theory, Petritsi used the “Commentaries” as philosophical prepaedeutics of his theological 
system that is expressed in the “Epilogue”.5 M. Gogiberidze thought that from this point of view 
Ioane the Philosopher’s “Commentaries” require additional investigation and analysis – the 
task, which the great scholar could not accomplish himself due to his death. 

What are the ideas, which Ioane the Platonic Philosopher wanted to express in com-
menting Proclus? And why did he choose exactly the treatise “Elements of Theology”, when 
from the “Commentaries” we see that he knew fairly well other treatises of Proclus as well 
(especially his “golden necklaces” or commentaries on Plato’s dialogues “Parmenides” and 
“Timaeus” and even the “Platonic Theology”). Petritsi answers this question in the introduction 
of his work, when he speaks about the aim and purpose of Proclus’ treatise: “The main idea 
of this book is comprised in this: fi rst to demonstrate the One, if there is One, and by means 
of the syllogisms reveal this One, that is uttered in many words, so that it may not happen that 
someone may think of a call not-One as One” (“Commentaries”, p. 3.) and, second, “anybody 

1 Михаил Пселл. Хронография. Пер. Я. Н. Любарского. М. 1978, ст. 80-81.
2 The infatuation with this idea led this extremely erudite scholar to assertion that the Greek ἀρτί 

– “immediately”, which Petritsi transliterates in Georgian in the form of “ardi” (ardi) was signi-
fying an ancient Georgian pagan deity of the sun. However, he must have well been aware that in 
this passage where the Greek word is used, Petritsi attacks polytheism and idol-worshiping (`Com-
mentaries”, p. 212, 13). 

3 D. Melikishvili. “Gelati theological-literary school and ways of development of Georgian philo-
sophical language~. Doctoral dissertation, 1988, p. 168-194 (in Georgian).

4 S. Nutsubidze. Ioanae Petritsi and his “Commentaries~. See: Ioane Petritsi. Opera, v. II, p. XCI.
5 M. Gogiberidze. Ioane Petritsi and his Weltanschauung. Ioane Petritsi. Opera, v. I, p. IX (in Geor-

gian).
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who enters a course of studies, fi rst is taught elementary things, and later the things that are 
composed of them” (ibid. p. 5). 

Thus, main problem of Proclus’ “Elements of Theology” is to demonstrate existence 
of the One – the origin of all, and relation between the One and the multiplicity. Proclus has 
resolved this question from a monotheistic point of view: “Every multiplicity in some way par-
ticipates in the One” – that is to say, the origin and cause of all is the fl awless and holy Transcen-
dent One. This One is not in need of anything else for its subsistence, thus being self-subsistent. 
Every multiplicity is produced or proceeds from the Transcendent One. This main thesis of 
Proclus, as Petritsi asserts, “demolishes all those who posit many origins and thus confused the 
eternally established order; [Proclus] makes them vanish like a cobweb” (“Commentaries”, p. 
12). The issue of relationship between the One and the multiplicity, which since Parmenides 
represents the cornerstone of antique, especially Platonic philosophy, is naturally linked to the 
issue of Neoplatonic (particularly Proclian) ontological structure, in the head of which stands 
the Absolute One. Participation in the One, which is a necessary condition for the procession 
(πρόοδος), is possible for each member of horizontal series through their self-substatiating, 
self-suffi cient Monads – the heads of the series. Those Monads, that act as generic property-
givers to the entire series under their sway are the same as the εἰδός-ἰδέα which is also the 
cornerstone of the Platonic philosophy. Particularly, Plato’s dialogue “Parmenides” revolves 
around those two cardinal problems; in this dialogue Plato abstracts to the maximum degree 
the notion of “idea” sublimating it to the category of Unity and at the same time he confronts 
with it the “Otherness” – a term derived from the maximum degree of abstraction of the notion 
of matter. That is why, the names of personages of the dialogue is found in almost all chapters 
of Petritsi’s “Commentaries”, especially in places where he discusses relationship of the True 
Being with the One. Exactly upon the example of Petritsi’s Christological interpretation of this 
philosophical category is possible to consider the theological method of this great Christian 
thinker of the Middle Ages. 

The ὄντως ὄν, that is to say the “really being” is the principal entity of Petritsi’s 
theological (both in Antique and Christian meanings of this term) vision. On the one hand, the 
relationship of the True Being as of the philosophical category with the Transcendent One, as of 
Its image and likeness, and on the other hand relationship of the Logos, the Firstborn Son, with 
God the Father as of His (the Father’s) image and likeness (εἰκών καὶ ὁμοιόσις), “ekmageion 
and imprint” (ἐκμαγείον καὶ σφράγισμα) stands in the center of the entire philosophy of Ioane 
Petritsi. Proclus treats the philosophical category of the True Being only in a few numbers of 
propositions (86, 87, 88, 89) and even in those cases not for its own purpose, but as a specifi c 
instance for illustrating the issue of participation in Eternity and Infi nity. However, the main 
axis of theological visions of Petritsi’s “Commentaries” revolves around the True Being and its 
realm. In defi ning the essence of the True Being and its place in the structure of reality, Petritsi 
relies upon Proclus’ other works, particularly his commentaries on Plato’s “Parmenides” and, 
especially, his fundamental work “The Platonic Theology”, which Petritsi alludes to as to the 
“Great Theology”. For example, Petritsi writes: “The fi rst Being, which is the True Being, sub-
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sists of the henadic numbers [and] the First Limit and the First Infi nity, as is demonstrated in 
the Great Theology” (ch. 59, p. 126, 1-4); “Much space [of discourse] is devoted to this issue in 
the Great Theology” (ch. 151, p. 176). It is well known that the Neoplatonic structure of Being, 
since Origen has been an intellectual temptation for the Christian Platonists in interpretation of 
the dogma of the Holy Trinity, for the teaching about the Holy Trinity has been formed through 
faith and revelation. The attempt of schematization of this doctrine, however, led Christian 
thinkers to the unacceptable principle of subordination. As a famous Byzantinist of the 19th cen-
tury F. Uspenski wrote: “Church teaching on the Holy Trinity represented a stumbling stone for 
most of the scholastic philosophers who arrived to this issue kind of involuntarily, being carried 
by natural fl ow of thought”1 In Byzantium new forms of heresies occurred in attempts of logi-
cal demonstrations of the doctrine of the Trinity (as Athanasius the Great notes, Arius did not 
rely on the tradition of the Church, but philosophical syllogisms. Similarly, in XI-XII centuries 
Eustratius of Nicaea and Soterichos Panteugenos, Abbot Nilus etc. fell into the same pitfall).

Could the XII century Georgian theologian avoid the errors of the mentioned Byzantine 
thinkers, his contemporaries? Has he also, like them, fallen into the trap of Origen and Arius 
having strayed from the Orthodox tradition of the Fathers? Both Greeks and Georgians, con-
temporaries of Petritsi put those questions and, as he writes himself in the “Epilogue”, they even 
persecuted him. One of the glosses of the XIII century manuscript (probably belonging to the 
copyist of the manuscript) says: “What do I write, or why do I toil? Did not thrice accursed Ar-
ius perished through this book? However, exactly from this book the thrice illuminated fathers 
acquired the names of theologians: the great sages Dionysius, Gregory, Basil an others also. As 
to you, acquire a pure intellect towards God and do not trespass the boundaries set by the holy 
fathers; if you do so [this book] will not be a peril for you” (1337, 1v). As S. Khidasheli notes, 
despite the anachronisms, which are present in this gloss, its author evidently quite profoundly 
understand relationships between antique philosophy and Christian theology that existed in 
Georgia especially since Ephrem Mtsire. Introduction of Platonic, namely, Proclean philosophy 
in the medieval thought could have been a cause of both “perdition of soul” and acquisition of a 
renown of a great theologian.2 If one is “seduced” by the philosophical book, he will perish like 
the “thrice accursed Arius”. It is not by accidence that the glossator mentions the name of Arius. 
As is known, the heresy of Arius resulted from the subordinationist Trinitarian view of Origen, 
which allowed hierarchical structure of the Trinitarian Hypostases. At the V Ecumenical Council 
those tenets of Origen that caused heretical teachings of Arius and other theologians were con-
demned.3 Heretical agitation of Origen and Arius is the theme that bothers also a Bishop Timote 
Gabashvili, at the end of XVII century when dealing with this work of Proclus. He, quite justly 
mentions that whoever will read Proclus and Petritsi with a due understanding, will fi nd in their 
thought the great theological visions, however whoever will read superfi cially, will fall into the 
error of Origen and Arius. And indeed, if one deals superfi cially with Petritsi’s Christological 
analogies of Proclus’ ontological system (especially with the reference of the True Being), at a 

1  Ф. Успенский. Очерки по истории византийской образованности. СПб, 1892, ст. 201. 
2  S. Khidasheli. Ioane Petritsi. Tbilisi, 1956, p. 8-9.
3  Деяния Вселенских Соборов. Т. V. Казань, (1892-1913), ст. 281.
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fi rst glance they seem like allusions to Origen’s and Arius’ heresies, because the Neoplatonic 
ontological system implies hierarchical, subordinationist interrelationship between the series 
of being, in which every subsequent order represents a procession from a higher level prior to 
it, thus featuring only as a dim refl ection of it. Throughout the “Commentaries” the relation of 
Proclus’ True Being (which is the head of the series of intellects) with the One is understood in 
terms of analogy of Logos-Son’s relation with God the Father. The monads of the True Being, 
its powers are “two creative sources” – the First Limit and the First Infi nity. Petritsi says: “the 
First Limit was called by the philosopher ‘the Idea of Ideas’, while we call It/Him ‘the Son’”. 
Thus, evidently Petritsi understands the First Limit as the analogy of the Son’s divine nature, 
whereas the First Infi nity as that of the human nature (see also ch. 29: “this and suchlike expres-
sions signify for us the unmeasurability of the Word who is born before beings and before even 
henads, which the philosopher calls ‘the Idea of Ideas’ and ‘the Limit of Limits’”). The True Be-
ing is the image of the One and the paradigm and God of all beings as Christ is the Image of the 
invisible God. Exactly there, where Petritsi speaks about origin of effects from causes through 
the metaphysical principle of likeness, he bears the Apostle Paul as witness: “The word of my 
Paul, whose intellect is like the sun, is proper here, for he [Paul] calls Him ‘image’, ‘likeness’ 
and ‘ekmageion’ of the One, whom our discourse dared to call the Father. As for the likeness, 
[Paul] says [that the Son is] the ‘changeless image’. This addition of the ‘changeless’ indicates 
the likeness that is immeasurable and dense. And again [Paul] says: ‘He brings with Him the 
entire richness of God the Father” (cf. II Cor. 4.4; Col. 1.15; Rom. 8,29; Phil. 2.6). The “one 
consisting of parts” and the “one being” represent different aspects of the one True Being that 
stand on different levels; however, as demonstrated by A. Kharanauli, “those levels are prior 
and subsequent only in a logical, not temporal sense. They do not represent different stages of 
the procession“.1 In different chapters of the “Commentaries” description of the True Being as 
of the First Intellect, the First Being, the ‘Place (i.e. topos) of Ideas’ and cause of all beings fi nds 
its parallel in the “Epilogue” in the following context: “Through that very Providence, who is 
the fi rst Intellect and the fi rst Being, which is the Son, the place of all ideas, through the tran-
scendental Spirit of Truth proceed [ideas] that account for differentiation and multiplicity of the 
matter” (”Commentaries”, p. 212). Thus, we see that in translating Proclus ontological structure 
to the language of theology, as it generally happens with theologizing other philosophical cat-
egories, Ioane Petritsi applies not the method of syllogisms and argumentation, but the method 
of usage of analogies and examples.2

However, when we speak about the Petritsian analogies of the One with God the Father, 
of the True Being with the Son, of the eternal motionlessness and identity with the constant fl ux 
and cyclic motion of the realities subject to time, of the whole with the unity of its parts that are 
not fused with the whole (see Petritsi’s analogy of a seed and a plant, “Commentaries”, ch. 1, 

1 Concerning the One Being in Proclus’ “Platonic Theology” and Ioane Petrtitsi’s “Commentaries” 
see Ana Kharanauli, “Method of source-utilization in philosophical works of Proclus Diadochus 
and Ioane Petritsi~. PhD dissertation, Tbilisi, 1990, p. 130-134 and p. 150. 

2 G. Tevzadze. “The principle of analogy in Ioane Petritsi’s philosophy”, in his book: Problems of 
History of Medieval Philosophy. Tbilisi, 1981, p. 227. 
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p. 14) etc. we should always remember that those analogies with philosophical categories and 
theories are adduced for the reason that a student, a contemplator, in the limit it is possible to 
a human intellect, may be able to understand what is the transcendence of the universal cause, 
the unmixed unity of the Trinitarian Hypostases, supratemporality of the Eternity etc. In gen-
eral, Petritsi creates through approximate examples a positive image of the realities that are in 
themselves devoid of all images and remain inaccessible for human mind: the transcendence of 
God, which surpasses all demonstrations and argumentations, being attainable solely through 
the bliss of true faith. M. Gogiberidze justly says that for Petritsi the existence of God “does 
not need a proof, but only an explication and elucidation” (“Commentaries”, p. XXXVIII). 
That’s why, the only thing a philosopher or a theologian can offer to a student is to provide 
through “images and paradigms” the knowledge of the supra-intellectual world. This implies 
not a proof, but an explication and clarifi cation through images and analogies, for in fact the 
supra-intellectual eternal reality of the One “stands aloof of all things that can be intellectually 
cognized, and thus soul thirsts and aspires at understanding this unimaginable One through 
images and paradigms” (ch. 51, p. 113). However, as we have already mentioned, a student, a 
contemplator should always remember that “the immaterial reality is ‘occupied’ by the para-
digms, whereas the material reality by images and images of images, for in fact all images are 
images of the paradigms” (ch. 51, p. 113). Thus, those analogies should not be taken as identi-
fi cations, but relatively, as of images to their paradigms. As Petritsi brilliantly explains: “those 
[images] work only as similes and parables with reference to the henads and the transcendence 
of the One… for the latter is beyond all beings and powers” (ch. 1, p. 14). By communicating 
his “wonderful theories”, the tenets of the Platonic philosophers and examples/analogies of the 
earthly realities, Petritsi tried to create a positive image of the transcendent world, God, but at 
the same time strictly delineating difference between the means of the demonstration and the 
demonstrated. For example, while discussing the main thesis of the Chapter 1 of Proclus’ trea-
tise – “every multiplicity in some way participates in unity” – Ioane Petritsi adduces examples 
of a seed an a plant growing from it. By this simile he explains how should be understood the 
wholeness of multiplicity in One not in a fused and mixed way, but unmixed and unitary. By 
this he creates an approximate simile, an image of the unmixed unity of the Trinitarian Hypos-
tases. The same purpose is pursued when Petritsi compares a repetitive identity of the celestial 
spheres, achieved by their periodic cyclic motions, with the simple divine eternity. In very clear 
terms Petritsi explains to his students: “in case of the sky the past is linked with the future and 
is united with it, thus its end becoming its new beginning, and so it remains immortal and un-
diminished; yet, this is not a simple immortality, because the simple immortality is changeless 
and without motion. On the contrary, the immortality of the sky and celestial bodies is in the 
mode of motion. Thus, the manner realities act corresponds to the essence of those realities”. 
(ch. 50, p. 110). Thus Ioane the Philosopher trains and educates intellects of his students in 
order to enable them reach the unreachable and think the unthinkable by means of analogies.

As we have seen, in using the principle of analogies, Ioane the Philosopher could not 
fall into heresy, for the precondition of his analogy is understanding of the image or a refl ection 
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and not identifying them with the very reality for which they stand. Neither the other method 
of Ioane Petritsi’s theology, namely the “necessary syllogistic laws” led Petritsi to doubting 
and shaking the Church dogmas, because for him the main a priori principle is that the One 
is the Supreme. From this a priori principle he starts his apophatic theology. In this method of 
demonstration he strictly adheres to Aristotles’ syllogistic laws, without which, as he says, “it 
is impossible to understand anything logically”. However those same laws are insuffi cient and 
cease to operate when the discourse touches upon the Transcendent One, because “the designs 
of the Transcendent One are beyond any demonstration, for they are divinely luminous” (ch. 
101). If in the sphere accessible for the grasp of intellect logical reasoning is indispensible, in 
the eternal sphere such reasoning loses its signifi cance, for this sphere is beyond intellect. Still 
less applicable are Aristotelian syllogistic laws to the reality of the ungraspable, unknowable 
One. Petritsi thinks that this was realized by Proclus himself, who “dismantled and dethroned 
the alleged truth achieved by the Aristotelian syllogisms by which the Peripatetics tried to de-
stroy the theories of Plato” (“Commentaries”, p. 5). 

In his way of proving anything Ioane Petritsi, just like his Neoplatonic master Proclus, 
bases himself upon the unshakeable postulate: the One in the Supreme and there is no other Su-
preme than the One which/who is fl awless, holy, transcendent and the One-Itself. All his other 
argumentations are based on this postulate, because “if there were still another Supreme, this 
will go ad infi nitum and beings would not fi nd their stop anywhere” (p. 15). And thus, by hy-
pothetically positing any contrary opinion and refuting them (`it is absurd”, “it is improper and 
impossible”…) Ioane Petritsi, to use his own words, “according to theological laws” through 
“logical inferences” rather lucidly demonstrates that “the One cannot derive from multiplic-
ity, whereas multiplicity derives from the One”, and that “there is nothing prior to that which 
is essentially One, the One-Itself”. So he proves the transcendence of the One, in his words, 
“with the aid of the One Himself” (”Commentaries”, ch.1. p. 12). He manages to demonstrate 
this to his disciples by examples of mathematical numbers, or by comparison of “priority and 
subsequence”, again by showing the necessity of derivation of one term from another, or inves-
tigating unifi cation and separation, the Limit and Infi nity, and ultimately the very transcendent 
Cause of all. Crossing out of possibility of absolute limit lessness and cause lessness leads him 
to proof of necessity of the One – the ultimate origin and the transcendent cause. By this denial 
of limitlessness that deprives universe of its principle and cause, Ioane Petritsi opposes one of 
the main doctrines of John Italus. Namely, from those eleven condemnations of Italus, which 
were pronounced in the Church trial, one concerned Italus’ doctrine about the unoriginated 
and infi nite matter. This casts serious doubts upon the traditional view that Ioane Petritsi was a 
loyal disciple and follower of Italus. And we should consider also the fact that Petritsi proves 
the necessity of one unique good Cause of all reality specially against Mani and other dualists, 
who assert existence of two independent causes – Good and Evil – which again is contrary 
to John Italus’ doctrine concerning substantial existence of those two rivaling principles. The 
question whether Petritsi could be a disciple of Italus still requires further study. However, the 
abovementioned does in no way preclude that Petritsi was a student of Mangana Academy of 



158

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #3, 2013

Constantinople and like Psellus and Italus was a passionate adept of study of antique philoso-
phy, of the “divine Plato” whom Petritsi calls the “myrrh of theology” and especially Proclus 
Diadochus, the Platonic philosopher, who was of interest for Petritsi primarily as an author of 
monotheistic philosophical doctrine, whose thesis that “every multiplicity in some way par-
ticipates in the One”, in Georgian philosopher’s view, “defeats all who posit many principles 
and thus mix up the law that is established in eternity” (ch. 1, p. 12). Thus, while engaging in 
theological speculations, Petritsi prefers the method of demonstration, clarifi cation through ad-
ducing images and examples over against the syllogistic method (which he successfully uses 
when discussing natural or physical and philosophical categories). By this last feature he dif-
fers from the rationalistic trend of his contemporary Byzantine theologians, who by adhering to 
logical argumentations were led to denial of Church dogmas.1 Namely, John Italus considered 
that the truth he arrived at through logic was higher and more reliable than that conveyed by the 
Church tradition. By this reason he asserted the plausibility of dogmatizing two ultimate prin-
ciples – the good and evil – and the unoriginatedness and infi nity of matter. The same happened 
with Eustratius of Nicaea, who developed a subordinationist view of Trinity and Soterichos 
Panteugenos who mixed the notions of nature and hypostasis. Those thinkers, while trying to 
explain dogmas, subjugated them to necessary logical inferences. On the contrary, Ioane Petritsi 
followed the way of the Church fathers, who tried to speak not in terms of logical demonstra-
tion (ἀπόδειξις), but in terms of δείξις – a different type of demonstration through images 
and examples. Already Clement of Alexandria noted that since the logical demonstration (the 
ἀπόδειξις) denotes an inference from premises, it is not applicable to the unoriginated origin 
of all.2 In the Eastern patristic thought the existence of God is not a subject to syllogistic dem-
onstration, but a different mode of demonstration through physical images and analogies – the 
δείξις. This is similar to how painted icons or frescoes reveal that which is invisible and hidden. 
The applicability of analogies could be justifi ed for Petritsi by the very words of the Genesis: 
“Let us create man according to our image and likeness” (Gen. 1, 26), which became a basis of 
the Church teaching concerning creation of man according to divine image (Clement of Alex-
andria: “Word of God is Image of God, whereas human intellect is image of the Spirit”). That 
is why, when explicating philosophical theories Ioane Petritsi often asks for the help of Christ: 
“We shall discuss and explain all those things separately, in their due places, by aid of the First 

1 That was the reason for why Thomas Aquinas in the West, having considered the centuries long 
experience of polemics, preferred to avoid logical demonstration of those articles of truth and faith, 
which in his vision were unattainable by efforts of human mind, but were communicated through 
revelation (the dogma of the Trinity, Incarnation and creation of the universe). Before him, in the 
East, Petritsi’s contemporary Theophylactus of Ochrid in his commentaries on the Gospel of John 
wrote: “and how the divine Logos was unifi ed to human body, this is impossible to explicate” (A, 
52, f. 10r).

2 “Greek patristic thinkers preferred to speak not about logical proof (ἀπόδειξις) but ‘showing’, dem-
onstrating by examples (δείξις) the existence of God. Difference of those terms, as is known, derives 
from logical terminology of Aristotle. Already Clement of Alexandria clarifi ed that since logical 
proof is a logical derivation of a reality from more primordial principles, to the unoriginated origin 
of all origins cannot be applied those categories~. С. Аверинцев. Поэтика ранневизантийской 
литературы. Москва, 1977, ст. 33-34.
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Word, the Lord Christ” (“Commentaries”, p. 6); “The meaning of this chapter has been well 
explained by aid of the First Word” (p. 5); “Let us explain this by aid of the Lord” (p. 5); “May 
foresight (promythia) come to us through Christ” (ch. 17). It is by the aid of Lord that Petritsi 
wants to enter the depths of and unfold “theology that is beyond matter” (“Commentaries”, p. 
222) and believes that Christ is life-giver or savior of his theological insights (“The Voice that 
is life-giver of my theories says: do not spread [pearls in front of swine]” (“Commentaries”, 
220, 17)). 

Thus, from the two methods of cognition which Ioane Petritsi communicates to his dis-
ciples in the introductory part of the Commentaries, the fi rst method, that is a discursive, logical 
way of reasoning (διάνοια) that proceeds step by step and is a property of soul is not suffi cient 
for dogmatic theology. However the second method, that of immediate intellectual grasp, en-
tails a kind of instantaneous illumination of which analogy can be the sunrise when rays spread 
immediately upon all visible landscape, with no noticeable gradations. This way, however, is 
not accessible for everybody. However, for those students who desire to train their minds’ eyes 
for intellectual theories there is a third way, the way of analogy amply utilized by Petritsi him-
self in his Commentaries. In short, Petritsi does not step out from the tradition of the fathers in 
utilizing dialectical speculations just for training of mind and not for the purpose of establishing 
new dogmas and new articles of Faith. As Maximus says about his philosophical speculations: 
“Those things we have pursued for the sake of research, not for the sake of establishing any 
dogma” (14, 304). Thus, it is clear, that Petritsi’s theological method is based upon making 
an analogy through similarity – and not identity – between two essentially different spheres, 
because only through analogy is possible to establish connection there, where we deal with 
phenomena subject to totally different categories. By this method Petritsi tries to overcome 
opposition between reason and faith, which opposition was faced by theologians of his time, 
some of whom tried to penetrate the essence of the Church dogmas through dialectical scrutiny, 
which led them to acknowledgment of the “double truth” (duplex veritas).
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lela aleqsiZelela aleqsiZe

`uzado erTi~ ioane petriwis filosofiaSi

platonisa da saerTod, platonizmis erT-erTi mTavari problema 

umaRlesi pirvelsawyisis `gansazRvra~ da Semdgom safexurebTan – Sede-

gebTan misi mimarTebis garkvevaa. problema is aris, rom umaRlesi principis 

pirveloba, erTi mxriv, mis transcendenturobas niSnavs, meore mxriv ki imas, 

rom is yvelafris pirvelmizezia; es ori ram ki, garkveulwilad, erTmaneTs 

ewinaaRmdegeba. am winaaRmdegobis gadaWras, Serbilebasa Tu axsnas TiToeu-

li platonikosi Taviseburad cdilobda.

Cveni mizania, gaverkveT, ramdenadac es aris SesaZlebeli, Tu ra 

aris uzenaesi erTi ioane petriwis komentarSi prokles `Teologiis 

safuZvlebze~.1 amasTan dakavSirebiT, SevecdebiT, pasuxi gavceT Semdeg 

SekiTxvas: ewinaaRmdegeba Tu ara, an, ufro zustad, gamoricxavs Tu ara, 

erTi mxriv, uzenaesi erTis absoluturi transcendenturoba, xolo meore 

mxriv, misi dadebiTi (katafatikuri) maxasiaTeblebi erTmaneTs, Tu isini 

garkveulwilad erTmaneTTan SeTanxmebadi arian?

am SekiTxvaze pasuxis gasacemad ganvixiloT Semdegi sakiTxebi:

1. sakuTriv, rogor axasiaTebs petriwi uzenaes, absolutur erTs mxo-

lod mis TavisTavadobaSi, anu rogor axasiaTebs is mas `qveda~ hipostaseb-

Tan (arsebTan) mimarTebis gareSe?

2. rogor ganmartavs is uzenaes erTs `qveda~ hipostasebis poziciidan, 

maT Soris ar-arsis, anu materiis poziciidan?

3. uzenaesi erTis dadebiTi (pozitiuri, katafatikuri) maxasiaTe-

blebis ganxilvisas SevecdebiT gavarkvioT, gansazRvraven isini Tu ara, 

petriwis azriT, uzenaes erTs mis TavisTavadobaSi, Tu migvaniSneben mis 

mimarTebaze `qveda~ hipostasebTan~, kerZod imas, rom uzenaesi erTi aris 

mizezi yvelafrisa? sxva sityvebiT igive SekiTxva SegviZlia asec Camova-

yaliboT: ori savaraudo SesaZleblobidan rasTan gvaqvs saqme: (1) aris Tu 

ara uzenaesi erTis katafatikuri maxasiaTeblebi petriwisTvis marTlac 

misi `namdvili~ maxasiaTeblebi, da, Tu asea, maSin rogor `Seewyobian~ isini 

mis absolutur transcendentobas? Tu, (2) es maxasiaTeblebi warmoadgenen 

mxolod garkveul meTods, romelic saSualebas gvaZlevs rogorRac mainc 

vifiqroT uzenaes erTze (romelic Tavisi ze-arsebiT realurad gamoricx-

avs masze fiqris SesaZleblobas) da `mivuaxlovdeT~ mis miuwvdomel ze- 

arsebas?

1 sxvadasxva saxelwodebaTa Soris, mas petriwi `uzado erTs” uwodebs komenta-

rebis SesavalSive. ioane petriwis Sromebi, tomi II. ganmarteba¡ proklesT¢s 

diadoxosisa da platonurisa filosfiisaT¢s. teqsti gamosces da gamokvleva 

daurTes S. nucubiZem da s. yauxCiSvilma. tfilisi 1937, gv. 3, str. 10. Semdgomi 

damowmebisas: petriwi, II, gv. striqoni, Tavi (an: winasityva/bolosityva).
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4. petriwis ganmartebaSi, vfiqrob, aris miniSneba imaze, rom uze-

nasi, absoluturad transcendenturi erTis Semdeg da henadebamde aris 

sxva erTi, e.w. `pirveli erTi~. ras warmoadgens is? aris Tu ara is, petri-

wis gagebiT, damoukidebeli, TviTmdgomi hipostasi, Tu erTgvari modusi/

aspeqti uzenaesi erTis `ze-arsebobisa~, romelic mas `qveda~ arsebebisken 

mis `gamosvlasa~ da maTTan mimarTebaSi dagvanaxebs?

5. dabolos, sakiTxi, romlis analizsac SevecdebiT, yvela zemoT mo-

tanili kiTxvis erTgvari Sejamebaa: ori SesaZlo SesaZleblobidan rasTan 

gvaqvs saqme: (1) aris Tu ara uzenaesi transcendenturi erTis katafatikuri 

maxasiaTeblebi `marTlac~ misi predikatebi, Tu (2) isini axasiaTebs uzenaes 

erTis im moduss (aspeqts), romelic mas rogorc `pirvel erTs~ dagvanaxebs, 

anu warmogvidgens mas rogorc mizezs sxva `erTebisa~ da `pirvels~ maTTan 

mimarTebaSi? am alternatividan, Tu saqme gvaqvs meore SesaZleblobasTan, 

maSin problema Sesabamisobisa uzenaesi erTis absoluturi transcenden-

tobisa mis katafatikuri daxasiaTebisasTan nawilobriv mainc dadebiTad 

gadawydeba. 

daviwyoT pirveli sakiTxiT: rogor axasiaTebs petriwi uzenaes erTs, 

ganxiluls rogorc absolutur erTs mxolod mis TavisTavadobaSi, anu ro-

gor axasiaTebs is mas `qveda~ hipostasebTan (arsebTan) mimarTebis gareSe? 

vfiqrob, CvenTvis SeuZlebelia, warmovidginoT uzenaesi erTi wmindad sa-

kuTar TavSi, SedegebTan (`mizezoanebTan~, maT Soris Cveni sakuTari Tavis 

CaTvliT) mimarTebis gauTvaliswineblad, Tumca mainc SevecadoT SeZlebis-

dagvarad es gavakeToT. vnaxoT, ra saxis erTs miviRebT.

maS, ra aris an ar aris uzenaesi erTi? rogor SeiZleba (Tuki saerTod 

SeiZleba) is davaxasiaToT?

petriwis mixedviT, uzenaesi erTi aris sruliad transcendenturi, 

gamouTqmeli, raimisTvis an vinmesTvis miuRweveli. mas, ZiriTadad, negati-

uri (uaryofiTi, apofatikuri), agreTve `hiper~-, `ze~- maxasiaTeblebi aqvs, 

Tumca ramdenime dadebiTi (pozitiuri, katafatikuri) maxasiaTebelic gvx-

vdeba. Cven SegviZlia es maxasiaTeblebi or jgufad davyoT:

1) uzenaesi erTis zogierTi katafatikuri (dadebiTi) maxasiaTebeli 

miiReba `qvena~ hipostasebisa da, saerTod, Sedegebis poziciidan. aseTebia 

sikeTe, sisrule, sibrZne, mSveniereba, forma da sxva. rodesac Cveni sulisa 

da gonebis meSveobiT erTisken avmaRldebiT, Cven vamCnevT Tu vacnobierebT, 

rom am tipis pozitiuri maxasiaTeblebi iqceva negatiur (uaryofiT, apofa-

tikur) maxasiaTeblebad, radgan uzenaesi erTi metia, vidre sibrZne, forma 

da sikeTec ki. saerTod, rogorc Cans, petriws maincdamainc arc aintere-

sebda am tipis pozitiuri maxasiaTeblebi (es mas ganasxvavebs fsevdo dion-

ise areopagelisgan). maTi detalebSi ganxilvis gareSe, petriwi mokled am-

bobda, rom wminda erTi yvelaferze maRlaa.
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2) uzenaesi erTis zogierTi katafatikuri maxasiaTebeli, SeiZleba 

iTqvas, ufro `mdgradia~, vidre zemoT aRniSnuli pirveli jgufi, vinaidan 

isini ar arian damokidebuli Sedegebze, anu ar arian `gamoyvanili~ SedegTa 

arsebobidan da maTi `TvalTaxedvidan~, Tumca, isinic mianiSneben imas, rom 

uzenaesi erTi zesruli srulyofilebaa da yvelaferi misgan warmodgeba. 

vfiqrob, am paradoqsaluri viTarebis axsna paradoqsuli TezisiTve Segvi-

Zlia, romelic ase SeiZleba CamovayaliboT: Sedegebi romc ar arsebuliyo, 

uzenasi erTi maTi Semqmneli iqneboda. amiT imis Tqma minda, rom, Cemi azriT, 

aris ramdenime maxasiaTebeli uzenasi erTisa, romlebsac mas ver `movac-

ilebT~, im SemTxvevaSic ki, Tu ar gaviTvaliswinebT Sedegebis arsebobas. 

am maxasiaTeblebs Cven verc `uarvyofT~, anu maT negacias ver movaxdenT, 

ver gadavaqcevT maT apofatikurad; Sesabamisad, isini yovelTvis darCeba 

uzenaesi erTis dadebiT, pozitiur maxasiaTeblebad. es maxasiaTeblebia: (1) 

uzenaesi erTi aris mizezi yvelafrisa. ufro zustad, is yvelafris marti-

vi arsebobis, eqsistencis, `aobis~ mizezia, rogorc arsTa da myofTa, aseve 

ar-arsTa, anu maTic, rasac forma (`gvari~) aqvs da rasac ara aqvs, rogori-

caa materia. (2) meore dadebiTi maxasiaTebeli bunebrivad damokidebulia 

pirvelze: uzenaesi erTi `xedavs~ yvelafers, rac imas niSnavs, rom is aris 

yvelafris gangebis pirvelwyaro, safuZveli Tu principi. (3) uzenaesi erTi 

`Tanasworad~ distancirebulia yvelafrisgan, Tumca yvelafers masSi sxva-

dasxva wili aqvs. mas yvelaferi sxvadasxvagvarad eziareba, sakuTari `er-

Tis~ meSveobiT, Tumca Tavad uzenaesi erTi ar aris SedegTa da masTan maTi 

ziarebis sxvadasxvagvarobis mizezi. (4) uzenaes erTs aqvs neba da is Tavi-

sufalia. (5) is aris wyaro yvelafris sakuTar mizezebTan dabrunebisa da, 

SualobiT, agreTve masTan (uzenaes erTTan), rogorc yvelafris pirvelad 

wyarosTan, dabrunebis mizezic aris.

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, dadebiTi (pozitiuri) maxasiaTeblebis meo-

re jgufi uzenaes erTs SedegebTan mis mimarTebaSi axasiaTebs. miuxedavad 

amisa, es maxasiaTeblebi ar ganisazRvreba mxolod Sedegebis arsebobiT, 

Tumca, garkveulwilad, ra Tqma unda, isini mainc aris maTze damokide-

buli. petriwis komentaris kiTxvisas igrZnoba, rom, misi azriT, uzenaesi 

erTi aris mizezi yvelafrisa da is `xedavs~ yvelafers (anu uzrunvelyofs 

yvelafrisadmi winagangebas, da swored es aris misi nebis gamoxatuleba), 

da is, agreTve, aris wyaro im stimulisa, romelic yvelafers sakuTar mize-

zebTan da, maTi meSveobiT (anu SualobiT), uzenaes erTTanac ukuaqcevs. 

sxvagvarad SeuZlebelia: swored es aris uzenaesi erTis Tavisuflebis 

realizacia. Tumca, Cven, ra Tqma unda, SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom amgvari Ta-

visufleba ufro aucileblobas hgavs, vidre Tavisuflebas. sabolood, 

vfiqrob, SegviZlia davaskvnaT, rom is dadebiTi (pozitiuri) maxasiaTeble-

bi, romlebic uzenaesi erTis `produqtiulobasa~ da mis providencialur 
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aqtivobas (anu gangebis ganmaxorcielebel moqmedebas) gamoxatavs, agreTve 

misi neba da misi Zala, romelic uzrunvelyofs Sedegebis mizezebTan dab-

runebas, erTgvari gagebiT, uzenaesi erTis `absoluturi~ maxasiaTeblebia. 

isini ar warmoadgenen atributebs: vfiqrob, SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom Sedegebs 

romc ar earseba (rac, principSi, SeuZlebelia) an Cven ar gvecada uzenaesi 

erTis daxasiaTeba, es maxasiaTeblebi mainc darCeboda uzenaesi erTis myar 

gansazRvrebad, an, ufro sworad, misi ze-arsebiTobis absolutur, ucvlel 

gamoxatulebad. es imas niSnavs, rom am tipis katafatikuri maxasiaTeblebi 

aris, Tu SeiZleba ase iTqvas, uzenaesi erTis ze-arsebiTi maxasiaTeblebi, 

radgan isini mis ze-arsebas miekuTvneba da ar warmoadgens atributebs.

axla vnaxoT, Tu rogor Seesabameba (ar ewinaaRmdegeba) erTis tran-

scendentoba mis produqtiulobas, mizezobriobasa da gangebis ganxor-

cielebas?

petriwisTvis uzenaesi erTi sruliad transcendenturia (is amas 

xSirad ambobs) da, amave dros, mas, rogorc vnaxeT, raRac pozitiuri maxasi-

aTeblebic gaaCnia. is faqti, rom uzenaesi erT aris mizezi yvelafrisa, ukve 

TavisTavad aris misi dadebiTi maxasiaTebeli. aseTi iyo, zogadad, prokles 

poziciac. da mainc, Cans, rom petriwi erTgvarad TiTqos ukmayofiloa (me 

amas Zalian frTxilad vambob) im winaaRmdegobiT, romelic mdgomareobs, 

erTi mxriv, uzenaesi principis transcendenturobaSi, xolo meore mxriv, 

mis SemoqmedebiTobaSi (es ukanaskneli pozitiuri maxasiaTebelia). ra gamo-

savals eZebs petriwi? is ar akritikebs prokles am winaaRmdegobis gamo, 

rogorc amas damaskiosi akeTebda xolme.1 rogorc viciT, prokle udidesi 

filosofosi iyo petriwisTvis da is mas arasdros akritikebda. da mainc, 

petriws raRac unda eRona, rom zemoT aRniSnuli dapirispireba `gamoes-

wora~ an naklebad SesamCnevi gaexada. saWiro iyo ganmartebuliyo gadasvla 

erTis transcendentobidan imave erTisken, rogorc Sedegebis Semqmnel 

mizezze. ras ekeTebs petriwi amisTvis? mas Semoaqvs (marTalia, sakmaod bun-

dovnad da frTxilad, ara gadawyvetilad) sxva erTi uzenaes transcenden-

tur erTsa da Sedgenil erTs (namdvilmyofs) Soris. petriwi TiTqos Tvi-

Ton ar aris bolomde darwmunebuli am tipis erTis `arsebobaSi~. is ar wers 

amis Sesaxeb aSkarad, Tumca Cven vxedavT erTgvar miniSnebas, rom mas sWird-

eboda aseTi ram, imisTvis, rom TanmimdevrobiT aexsna prokles filosofia. 

amgvari `meore~ erTi gvxdeba iambliqosis filosofiaSi.2 amis gamo uyvarda 

1 Simplicius, In Phys. 795.11–17 Diels: ‘As far as Damascius is concerned, by his commitment to his 
work, and because of his sympathy towards the ideas of Iamblichus, he did not hesitate to contradict 
Proclus’ doctrines on many occasions.’ In: G. van Riel, Damascius, in: p.676.

2 Damascius, De principiis, I, 101-103, p. 25-28 Westerink Combès (Damascius. Traité des premiers 
principles. Volume II. De la triade et de l’unifi é. Texte établi par J. Combès et traduit par L.G. 
Westerink. Paris 1989). J. Dillon. Jamblichus, in: The Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late 
Antiquity,Volume I, edited by Lloyd P. Gerson. Cambridge University Press, 2010, p. 360.
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is damaskioss da amitomve akritikebda is prokles.1 petriwi, rogorc Cans, 

cdilobs SeaTanxmos iambliqosis pozicia prokles TeoriasTan. Tumca, 

damaskiosisgan gansxvavebiT, is prokles ar akritikebs. petriwi saerTod 

ar axsenebs damaskioss da mocemul sakiTxze msjelobisas (gansxvavebiT sxva 

SemTxvevebisgan) arc iambliqoss axsenebs.

amgvarad, SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom petriwi, rodesac cdilobs gansazRv-

ros dadebiTi maxasiaTeblebis obieqti (Tu subieqti), askvnis, rom es ver 

iqneba uzenaesi erTi misi sruli transcendentobis gamo. amitom mas Zalian 

frTxilad Semohyavs sxva erTi, romelic win uswrebs henadebs. SeiZleba Tu 

ara am sxva erTs vuwodoT `hipostasi~ am sityvis im mniSvnelobiT, rogorc 

amas gonebisa da sulis mimarT vxmarobT? vfiqrobT, rom ara. vfiqrob, es 

sxva erTi aris ufro modusi, anu aspeqti uzenaesi erTisa, rac imas niSnavs, 

rom is, rogorc pirveli Sedegi Tavisi sakuTari moqmedebisa, ganuyofelia 

(an TiTqmis ganuyofelia) sakuTari ze-arsebisgan.

momyavs magaliTebi, romlebic migvaniSneben, rom petriwi, Zalian 

frTxilad, magram mainc, uSvebs kidev erT erTs uzenaesi erTis Semdeg da 

henadebamde:

116-e Tavis komentarSi, petriwi, Cemi azriT, Seusabamod ganmartavs 

prokles Teziss (anu ganmartavs imas, rac prokles paragrafSi, faqto-

brivad, arc aris) da wers:

„da pirveli erTi zesTa Zes ziarebasa, xolo meore da qmnili erTi 

mizez TanmicemiT yovelTa mziarebelTa. vina¡ aqa da mizeznica erTTani 

ganiyofvian, rameTi ars pirveli erTi mizezi erTTa¡, aramed ar Tanmimcem 

T¢sTa T¢TebaTa SemdgomTa erTTa. da ars mis mier warmoarsebuli erTi 

mizez da Tanmimcem T¢sTa T¢TebaTa sirasa Soris erTTasa. da ars pirveli 

erTi zesTa¡ yovelTa erTTa gankargviT da Tandauwesebel sirasa mas erT-

Tasa, aramed viTar gamxoloebuli vina¡ erT ars. xolo warmoerTebuli mis-

gan erTi, viTar siraT-dasabami da siraT-mTavari erTebrivTa¡ da ara viTar 

SeerTebuli. rameTu sxua ars SeerTebuli erTi da sxua ars mis zesT erTis-

gan warmoSobili. rameTu warmoSobili erTi zesTa Zes yovelTa siraTa, vi-

Tar siraT-mTavari da da erTT-mTavari. xolo Sedgmuli erTTagan erTi Sem-

dgomad erTTa¡sa ars. rameTu Sedga erTebrivTa mxoloTagan, viTar etyoda 

didi parmenidi sokratis da zinons~.2

vfiqrob, am fragmentSi gamoikveTeba sami erTi: (1) uzenaesi, tran-

scendenturi erTi; (2) misi Semdgomi, „mis mier warmoarsebuli erTi~, ro-

melic aris `mizez da Tanmimcem T¢sTa T¢TebaTa sirasa Soris erTTasa~, anu 

1 G. van Riel, Damascius, in: The Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late Antiquity,Volume II, ed-
ited by Lloyd P. Gerson. Cambridge University Press, 2010, p. 676.

2 petriwi, II, 158, 3-18 (Tavi 116). SesaZloa, msgavsi ram igulisxmebodes 56-e Tavis 

komentarSi, Tumca aq ufro Znelia sami saxis erTze laparaki. sxvaTa Soris, aqac 

petriwis mier prokles teqstis ucnaurad gagebasTan gvaqvs saqme.
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is erTi, romelic henadebs uswrebs; (3) da mesame erTi, `Sedgmuli erTTagan 

erTi~, romelic henadebis Semdegaa da prokles ontologiaSi gonebas Seesa-

bameba, xolo platonis `parmenides~ prokleseul interpretaciaSi – meore 

hipoTezisis `arsebul erTs~. vfiqrob, tyuilad ar mianiSnebs petriwi pla-

tonis `parmenideze~ da mis moqmed pirebze, an, SeiZleba, am dialogis neo-

platonur interpretaciaze.

rogorc vTqviT, petriws mkafiod ar gamouxatia Tavisi Sexeduleba 

`meore erTis~ Sesaxeb, Tumca msgavsi daskvnebis gamotana sxva SemTxveveb-

Sic SegviZlia, kerZod, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT misi komentarebis konteqsts, 

sadac erTmaneTTan dakavSirebulia uzenaesi erTi, demiurgi, logosi, go-

niTi paradigma da materialuri kosmosi. vnaxoT es Temebi ufro konkretu-

lad.

29-e TavSi petriwi imowmebs `mis pavles~ (`vina¡ca sityua¡ Cem goneba 

mzisa pavlesi Semovals aqa”)1, romlis Tanaxmad, rogorc petriwi ambobs, 

sityva – Ze aris xati, msgavsi da `ekmageioni~ uzenaesi erTisa, `romelsa 

mamoba¡ca hkadra sityuaman. xolo msgavsebisaT¢s ity¢s, viTarmed ucvale-

beli xatio. ese aqa darTva¡ ucvalebelobisa¡ msgavsebasa daminiSavs Cuen 

uzomosa da da£Sirebulsa. da kualad ity¢s, viTarmed moaqus yoveli sim-

didre RmrTisa mamisa¡ T¢s Soris. ese da esviTani yovelni, da uzomoebasa 

damisaxven Cuen arsTa da erTTaca upirmSoesisa sity¢sasa, romelsa filo-

sofosi uwods guarTa guarad da sazRvarTa sazRvrad~.2

maS, ra aris logosi/Ze petriwisTvis, Tu mas prokles filosofiis 

konteqstSi SevxedavT? aris is, rogorc `guarTa guari~ (anu formis for-

ma), aristoteles uZravi mamoZraveblis – gonebis identuri? Tu is prokles 

namdvili arsis (`namdvilmyofis~) analogia? orive ganmarteba dasaSvebia, 

magram erTi problemaa: logosi/Ze, petriwis ganmartebis Tanaxmad, Tu 

mas misi ontologiis konteqstSi ganvixilavT, arsTa (myofTa) win aris da 

henadebsac ki win uswrebs, maSin rodesac `namdvilmyofi”/goneba henadebis 

Semdeg aris. is, rom Ze mamis `ucvalebeli xatia~, xolo `darTva¡ ucvale-

belosa¡~ aRniSnavs `uzomosa da da£Sirebulsa~ msgavsebas, agreTve is, rom 

Zes `moaqus yoveli simdidre RmrTisa mamisa¡ T¢s Soris~, imas niSnavs, rom 

mamasa da logoss Soris mimarTebas petriwi orTodoqsi qristianis pozici-

idan ganmartavda. adre vfiqrobdi, rom petriwi neoplatonikosi iyo, roca 

werda prokles metafizikuri ierarqiis Sesaxeb, radgan erTs, sazRvar-

usazRvrobas, namdvil arssa da sxva arsebs ierarqiul- subordinirebuli 

mimdevrobiT warmoadgenda, xolo mama RmerTsa da Zes Soris mimarTebas 

rogorc orTodoqsi qristiani gamoxatavda. mimaCnda, rom es ori pozicia 

Tanaarsebobda petriwis gonebasa da gulSi TiTqmis damoukideblad erTma-

1 petriwi, II, 78, 6-7 (Tavi 29). dawvrilebiT amis Sesaxeb ix. l. aleqsiZe, ioane petri-

wi da antikuri filosofia, Tb., 2008, gv. 283-286.

2 petriwi, II, 78, 7-15 (Tavi 29).
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neTisgan. axla am sakiTxs cota sxvagvarad vudgebi. vfiqrob, rom petriwi 

grZnobda erTgvar Sinagan da namdvil erTianobas (an eZebda am erTianobas 

– qristianul logos/Zes, erTi mxriv, da, meore mxriv, uzenaesi (prokleseu-

li) erTis im aspeqtsa Tu moduss Soris, romelic am erTs yvelafris mizezad 

warmogvidgens, mTeli misi SemoqmedebiTobiTi da gangebis ganmaxorciele-

beli ZaliT. petriws sWirdeboda es `meore erTi~, romelic man 116-e Tavis 

ganmartebaSi axsena, imave miznisTvis, risTvisac mas, uxeSad rom vTqvaT, 

wminda racionalurad Ze/logosic `sWirdeboda~ maSin, rodesac is prokles 

filosofias ganmartavda: orive, rogorc `meore erTi~, aseve logosi/Ze, 

petriwis gagebiT, Cemi azriT, warmoadgenden uzenaesi transcendenturi 

erTis meore aspeqts, anu warmogvidgenen masve, oRond rogorc yvelafris 

mizezsa da SemoqmedebiT sawyiss. amgvarad, analogia logossa da `meore 

erTs~ Soris Sinaarss iZens gansakuTrebiT maSin, rodesac Cven uzenaesi 

erTis ZiriTad katafatikur maxasiaTebels viTvaliswinebT, kerZod imas, 

rom am uzenaes erTs, misi transcendenturobis garda, sxva aspeqtic aqvs: is 

yvelafris mizezia.

ara mxolod `meore erTsa~ da logoss Soris analogia xels uwyobda 

petriws imaSi, rom gamoexata uzenaesi transcendenturi erTis yovlismom-

cveli mizezobrivi Zala, aramed amasve emsaxureboda analogia uzenaes erT-

sa da platonis demiurgs Soris. petriwis gagebiT, rogorc Cans, platonuri 

demiurgi qmnis ara mxolod xilul samyaros (gansxvavebiT im viTarebisgan, 

romelic platonma `timaiosSi~ realurad asaxa), aramed, upirveles yov-

lisa, goniT kosmossac. amgvarad, SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom petriwi aigivebs 

uzenaes erTs mis SemoqmedebiT modusSi logosTan/ZesTan da demiurgTan. 

am gaigivebis (Tu analogiis) meSveobiT uzenaesi erTi iZens, Sesabamis Sem-

TxvevebSi, pirovnuli RmerTis niSnebs.1 petriwi ganixilavs pirvelmizez-

is gangebiT Zalas, mis unars yvelafris `xedvisa~ da ambobs, rom, prokles 

Tanaxmad, am sawyisma `T¢Teba¡ T¢si esreT amravalZala, romel SemdgomTa 

T¢sTa aarsebs, da Zalsaca Seurabamebs arsebaTasa. dauzesTavdebis vidreme 

Zali yovelTa mis mier warmonaarsTa¡ yovelsa mizezsa mis gamo mizezuan-

Tadmi. rameTu arca uZalobisgan daicilebis, romlisad warmodgomil iyos 

Zali SemoqmedebiTi, da arca wadilisgan. es sityua¡ platonis `timeosa~ da 

pirvelsa Soris `sjulTasa~ zes esreT: mis erTisagan gangebasa yovelTa ze-

dasa warmoaCendes ra¡, ity¢s, viTarmed yovelTa makeTebeli RmerTi arca 

uZalobisgan daicilebis yovelTa arsTa keTil yofad, da arca Surisgan, 

aramed zesTa Zes amaT vnebaTa da qcevaTa; rameTu mokudavTa wesisa ars ese, 

rameTu nakluli Zali ra¡zomve srulsa ver Zal iqms, xolo igi zesTa Zes 

1 aseT SemTxvevebSi, albaT, petriwis teqstis Targmnisas im enebze, romlebsac 

gramatikuli sqesis kategoria aqvT, uzenaesi erTis Sesabamisi nacvalsaxelebi 

unda vTargmnoT mamrobiTi sqesiT, da ara saSualoTi, rogorc amas uSualod 

prokles filosofiis Sesabamis konteqstSi gavakeTebdiT transcendenturi er-

Tis Sesaxeb msjelobisas.
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srulebasaca, da yovlisa SemZle SurTa mier ar daicilebis~.1 maS, gangebac 

uzenaesi erTidan momdinareobs. is warmoqmnis namdvil arss da goniT gva-

rebs.2 is aZlevs maT, visac is uyvars, Tavisgan raRacas, magram ara yvelafers, 

radgan survils bolo ara aqvs. mokled, is aris dauSreteli siyvarulis da 

swrafvis wyaro arsTaTvis, romlebic misken miiswrafvian, magram mas bo-

lomde ver aRweven. amas saocrad poeturad aRwers petriwi Tavisi komen-

taris me-8 TavSi.3

ra aiZlulebs yvelafris mxedvel-mimxedvels, romelic maRlaa yovel-

gvar bunebriv aucileblobaze, rom arsebi warmoqmnas? amaze pasuxis gasace-

mad petriwi isev (rogorc es me-7 TavSi iyo) platonis `timaioss~ imowmebs 

da ambobs, rom Suamavali Semoqmedsa da Sedegebs Soris aris sikeTe, da rom 

zesruli mizezi `vrceldeba~ imisTvis, rom sxvebic Tavis sikeTis moziare 

gaxados; xolo sikeTem Suri da uZaloba ar icis.4

amgvarad, SegviZlia davaskvnaT, rom petriwTan uzenaes erTs, misi 

transcendentobis miuxedavad, aqvs garkveuli dadebiTi maxasiaTeblebic, 

romlebic ganuyofelia misi transcendenturi TviTobisgan. es aris misi 

SemoqmedebiToba, agreTve sikeTe, uSurveloba. imisaTvis, rom uzenaesi er-

Tis transcendentoba SeeTanxmebina mis gardauval SemoqmedebiTobasTan 

(anu im faqtTan, rom uzenaes erTs ar SeuZlia ar iyos Semoqmedi, mwarmoebe-

li), petriwi dgams sam nabijs: (1) is cdilobs `ipovos~ kidev erTi erTi uzen-

aesi erTis Semdeg da henadebamde. es meore erTi unda iyos erTgvari Sua-

mavali uzenaesi erTis transcendentobasa da mis Semoqmedebas Soris, anu 

mis aucilebel SemoqmedebiT arsebas unda gamoxatavdes; (2) vfiqrob, amave 

mizniT petriwi aigivebs uzenaesi erTis SemoqmedebiT aspeqts logosTan/

ZesTan da, agreTve, (3) demiurgTan.5

uzenaesi erTis SemoqmedebiToba petriwisTvis sruliad aucilebeli 

maxasiaTebelia, romelic imas niSnavs, rom es erTi aris mizezi yvelafri-

sa. Sesabamisad, arsni, romlebic mwarmoeblebi ar arian, ar hgvanan uzenaes 

transcendentur mizezs.

yovelive zemoTqmulis safuZvelze SegviZlia davaskvnaT, rom, petri-

wis gagebiT, uzenaes erTs, misi absoluturi erTobisa da sikeTis garda, gaa-

Cnia sxva pozitiuri maxasiaTeblebic, romlebic ganuyofelia misi ze-arse-

1 petriwi, II, 32, 6-19 (Tavi 7).

2 `xolo goneba¡ da gonieri yoveli naTxzi sira¡sa¡ miudrekelad erT iqmnebis [...], 

rameTu hgies uZravad gamanebuli sity¢sa mier SemoqmedebiTisa, romelman vi-

Tarca RmerTi aRamko namd¢l myofi yovelTa SemdgomTadmi~. petriwi, II, 84, 17-23 

(Tavi 32).

3 petriwi, II, 33-34 (Tavi 8).

4 petriwi, II, 68, 21- 30 (Tavi 25). Sdr, agreTve bolosityva, gv. 210, igive Sinaarsi.

5 sainteresoa, rom 195-e TavSi xsenebuli `keTil-mexuro RmerTi~, romelic suls 

qmnis (suli ki nazavia ganuyofelisa da ganyofadis, da Suamavalia goniersa da 

grZnobad sferoebs Soris), TiTqos ufro hgavs platonis demiurgs, vidre uzen-

aes erTs – RmerTs.
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biTobisgan. esenia misi neba, misi gangebiTi Zala, misi mizezad yofna da misi 

SemoqmedebiToba. am maxasiaTeblebis uaryofis SemTxvevaSic ki (anu, Tu Cven 

vityviT – da Cven SegviZlia es vTqvaT, rom uzenaesi erTi am yvelaferze 

maRlaa) – Cven mainc ar SegviZlia mTlianad movwyvitoT es maxasiaTeblebi 

uzenaesi erTis „bunebas“. xolo vinaidan isini warmoadgenen mis ze-arsebas, 

amdenad, isini ar aris misi atributebi da, garkveulwilad, mis TviTobas 

„ganekuTvneba“.

vfiqrob, petriwi maincdamainc komfortulad ar grZnobda Tavs imis 

gamo, rom uzenaesi erTi, erTi mxriv, sruliad transcendenturia, xolo 

meore mxriv, mizezia da mwarmoebelia yvelafrisa. petriws amis ganmarte-

ba undoda. imisaTvis, rom ufro Tanmimdevruli gaexada uzenaesi erTis 

pirveli aspeqtidan (misi transcendentobidan) gadasvla meoreze (mis Se-

moqmedebiTobaze), petriwma sakmaod SeumCnevlad scada Tavis komentarSi 

Semoeyvana „meore erTi“. vfiqrob, es misTvis iyo ara calke „hipostasi“, 

aramed iyo sxva modusi Tu aspeqti uzenaesi erTisa. es meore erTi TiTqmis 

ganuyofelia uzenaesi erTisgan, Tumca masze metad aris „miqceuli“ Sedege-

bisken. igive mizans emsaxureboda analogia logos/Zesa da im „meore erTs“ 

Soris, romelic henadebze maRlaa. garda amisa, platonis demiurgi, petri-

wis komentaris mixedviT, romelic qmnis goniT kosmossac, erTgvarad ga-

igivebulia uzenaes erTTan, oRond warmoadgens misi (uzenaesi erTis) ara 

transcendentobas, aramed mis SemoqmedebiT aspeqts.

ra Sedegebi aqvs amgvar dakvirvebebs? Tu es dakvirveba sinamdviles 

cotaTi mainc Seesabameba (anu petriwis intencias met-naklebad mainc ade-

qvaturad asaxavs), maSin, vfiqrob, SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom petriwis mier 

uzenaesi erTis am ormxrivobis Zieba sami TvalsazrisiT aris saintereso 

(isini erTmaneTTan aris dakavSirebuli): (1) filosofiur-Teoriulad (on-

tologiur-epistemologiur WrilSi): petriwi kargad erkveoda mTel im 

problematikaSi, romelic platonis „parmenidedan“ moyolebuli, erTis ab-

soluturobisa da relatiurobis urTierTmimarTebis sakiTxebs moicavda, 

da, rac mTavaria, petriwi TviTonac eZebda am sakiTxebis Tanmimdevrulad 

axsnis gzebs; (2) filosofiur-Teologiurad: sakiTxis imgvari kuTxiT da-

yeneba, rogorc Cven es zemoT vaCveneT, saSualebas aZlevda petriws, Sina-

gani Tanxmoba daenaxa prokleseul ontologias, qristianul mamaRmerTsa 

da logoss Soris mimarTebasa da platonis „timaiosis“ demiurgs Soris; (3) 

filosofiur-istoriuli: petriwis dausaxelebel wyaroTa Soris, albaT, 

damaskiosic unda viguloT. 
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LELA ALEXIDZE

The Supreme One in Ioane Petrtitsi Philosophy

Summary

The aim of this paper is to understand, as best as possible, what the supreme One is in 
Ioane Petritsi’s Commentary on Proclus’ Elements of Theology and to answer the following 
question: Do the absolute transcendence of the supreme One and its positive (kataphatic) char-
acteristics contradict each other or are they in a certain way compatible with each other? I mean 
that if Petritsi in the process of discussion of the “nature” of the supreme One negates It’s posi-
tive characteristics and says that It is above all affi rmative defi nitions, then, indeed, there is no 
contradiction between the transcendence of the supreme One and Its kataphatic characteristics. 
But in case if some positive characteristics remain as the “true” characteristics of the supreme 
One, and they cannot be negated, then we have a contradiction which requires an explanation. 
How does Petritsi himself solve this contradiction? 

In the given paper we discuss the following issues:
How does Petritsi try to characterize the supreme One in Itself, as an absolute One, that 

means, without taking in account Its relation with the ‘lower’ hypostases?
How does he interpret the supreme One from the position of the ‘lower’ beings and even 

of non-being, such as matter?
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While discussing the positive (kataphatic) characteristics of the supreme One we shall 
try to fi nd out, do they characterize, in Petritsi’s opinion, the supreme One in Itself or do they 
just indicate that It is the supreme cause of everything? Are the positive characteristics of the 
supreme One for Petritsi Its ‘real’ characteristics (and, if such is the case, how can they be com-
patible with Its absolute transcendence?), or do they represent a certain method of our refl ection 
on It and our approach to Its unconceivable essence?

In Petritsi’s Commentary we fi nd an indication (but not a very precise one) that after the 
supreme, absolutely transcendent One, and before the Henads, there is another One, the so-
called ‘second One’. What is it? Is it a self-suffi cient hypostasis for Petritsi or is it a refl ection 
of a certain mode of ‘existence’ of the supreme One ‘viewed’ in Its ‘procession’ towards the 
‘lower’ world?

The question we try to discuss is the following: Are the kataphatic characteristics of the 
supreme transcendent One ‘really’ Its predicates or do they characterize It in Its modus of the 
‘second One’? If the last supposition is true, then the problem of compatibility of the absolute 
transcendence of the supreme One with Its kataphatic characteristic can be at least partially 
solved. 

So, what is or is not the supreme One? How can or cannot we characterize It?
According to Petritsi’s interpretation, It is absolutely transcendent, ineffable, unreach-

able for anybody or anything. It has mainly negative characteristics, though it has also some 
positive characteristics. We can divide them into two groups: 

1) Kataphatic (affi rmative) characteristics of the supreme One made from the position 
of the lower hypostases and generally effects, e.g. goodness, completeness, wisdom, beauty, 
form etc. While we by means of our soul and intellect ascend towards the One, we realize that 
these characteristics become negative because the supreme One is more than wisdom, or form, 
or even goodness. Petritsi is not especially interested in this kind of affi rmative characteristics 
(and this makes a difference, I think, between him and Pseudo-Dionysios). Without considering 
them in details, he affi rms that the pure One is above all. 

2) Some kataphatic characteristics of the supreme One are more “stable”: they do not 
depend on the “viewpoint” of the effects and their existence, though they indicate that the 
supreme One because of Its superabundant completeness produces everything. I think we can 
express this paradox in the following way: even if the effects have not existed, the supreme 
One has produced them. In my opinion the following characteristics cannot be “removed” and 
negated, they always remain as the affi rmative characteristics of the One: (1) the supreme One 
is the cause of everything (and more exactly the cause of the simple existence of everything) 
including beings and non-beings, those what have form and also of formless matter. (2) The 
second characteristic naturally depends on the fi rst one: The supreme One “sees” everything, 
that means, It is the principle of the providence for everything. (3) The supreme One is equally 
distanced from everything, though everything participates differently in it by means of the one 
in itself. Nevertheless, it is not the supreme One that is the cause of the differences of the ef-
fects. (4) It has Will and is free. (5) It is the source of the reversion of everything to their causes 
and indirectly to It (the supreme One) as to the primary cause of everything. 
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The second group of affi rmative defi nitions, though it characterizes the supreme One in 
its relation to the effects and expresses its productive ability, does not depend strictly on the ef-
fects, though in certain sense it does. When we read Petritsi’s commentary we guess that in his 
opinion, the supreme One is the cause of everything and It “sees” everything (it provides the 
providence of everything and this is the “expression” of Its will), and It is the source or stimu-
lus of the reversion of everything back to their causes and to the supreme One. It could not be 
otherwise: this is the realization of Its freedom (though, of course, we may say that this kind of 
freedom looks more like a certain kind of necessity). I think we can say that those affi rmative 
characteristics that express the productiveness of the supreme One, Its providential “activity”, 
Its free Will and Its “power” which provides the reversion of the effects back to their causes, 
are a certain kind of ‘absolute’ characteristics of the One. They are not attributes; paradoxically, 
they do not depend on Its effects or on our way of Its interpretation: they would still remain as 
characteristics or, more exactly, as the absolute, unchangeable expression of Its hyper-essence, 
even if the effects have not existed (which is in principle impossible) or if we have not made an 
attempt to interpret It. This probably means, that this kind of kataphatic characteristics are, if we 
may say so, the super-essential characteristics of the One, they do belong to Its (super)-essence 
and they are not attributes.

Therefore, besides the absolute unity and goodness, the supreme One has also some oth-
er positive characteristics which cannot be separated from Its hyper-essence. These are Its will, 
Its providential power, Its causality and Its productivity. Even in case of their negation (that 
means, even if we say – and we may say it) that It is above all this – we cannot totally separate 
these characteristics from the “nature” of the supreme One. As they represent Its hyper-essence, 
they are not Its attributes and “belong” in a certain sense to Its selfhood.

However, I think Petritsi did not feel very comfortable with the idea that the supreme 
One is on the one hand absolutely transcendent and on the other hand is the cause and producer 
of everything. For making the transition from the fi rst aspect of the supreme One (Its transcen-
dence) to another one (Its productivity) more coherent, he made a very shy attempt of introduc-
ing in his commentary the “second” One. I think it is not another “hypostasis” but is another 
aspect or modus of the supreme One. The second One is almost inseparable from the supreme 
One but It is more turned to the effects than the transcendent One is. The analogy between the 
Logos /Son and the ‘second’ One which is above the Henads served in Petritsi’s Commentary 
the same purpose. Moreover, Plato’s Demiurge was, in Petritsi’s interpretation, producer of the 
intelligible cosmos, identifi ed with the supreme One and representing not Its transcendence but 
Its creative function. 
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prokles `RvTismetyvelebis safuZvlebis~ ioane petriwiseuli 

Targmnis niuansebi

saerTaSoriso samecniero wreebSi petriwis Targmnisadmi interess 

ganapirobebs faqti, rom petriwi iyenebda im berZnul xelnawers, romelic 

ufro Zvelia, vidre prokles `RvTismetyvelebis safuZvlebis~ nebismieri 

dRemde moRweuli xelnaweri. amdenad, petriwis teqsti SeiZleba gamoy-

enebul iqnas prokles teqstis avTenturi, yvelaze sando wakiTxvebis aRd-

genisaTvis. pirvelad es scada e.r. dodsma, rodesac prokles am traqtatis 

Tavisi epoqaluri gamocemisTvis moipova petriwis Targmnebis inglisuri 
Targmanebi (qarTvelologi devid langis TargmanSi) da Seadara misTvis mi-

sawvdom berZnul xelnawerebis monacemebs. dodsi, rogorc TviTon wers, 

gawbilebuli darCa Tavis molodinSi, rom petriwis teqsti daexmareboda 

swori wakiTxvebis aRdgenaSi, radgan, misi azriT, petriwi akeTebs Tavisuf-

al Targmans, ar miyveba skrupulozurad berZnuls da, aseve, misi xelnaweri 

Seicavs araavTentur pasaJs, kerZod 129-e Tavs, sadac laparakia daimonur 

sulebze (romlebsac petriwi `eSmakebriv sulad~ Targmnis). unda iTqvas, 
rom dodsis gawbileba garkveulwilad SeiZleba ganpirobebuli iyos devid 
langis cudi TargmnebiT, yovel SemTxvevaSi, is erTaderTi magaliTi, ro-

melic dodss mohyavs petriwis qonebuli berZnuli xelnaweris mniSvnelo-

bis dadablebisTvis warmoadgens ZvelqarTulidan inglisurad arazust 
Targmans, romelsac gamoyavs qarTuli teqstis sapirispiro azri (d. langi 

sityva ̀ ara viTar”-s, anu ̀ ara rogorc~ not as, Targmnis rogorc ̀ araviTaris~  
– no). Tumca, miuxedavad Tavisi araenTuziasturi damokidebulebisa qarTu-

li Targmnis mniSvnelobisadmi, dodsi 8 SemTxvevisTvis iyenebs mas prokles 

teqstis saukeTeso wakiTxvebis dadgenisaTvis. misi daskvniT petriwis 

berZnuli xelnaweri miekuTvneba prokles am traqtatis xelnawerebis ori 

ZiriTadi MPQW da BCDE ganStoebebs Soris pirvels. dodsisgan sruliad 

gansxvavebuli azrisaa germaneli mecnieri h. giunteri. misi azriT, petriwi 

aris uzustesi mTargmneli, imdenad, rom petriwis qarTuli sarkiseburad 

asaxavs prokles berZnul teqsts, mis yvela niuansSi. giunteri imdenad op-

timisturad aris ganwyobili petriwis Targmnis sizustisadmi, rom dasaS-

vebad miiCnevs pirdapir Zv. qarTuli teqsti iTargmnos berZnulad da ase 

aRdges prokles uZvelesi, CvenTvis misawvdomi xelnaweri. Cemi azriT, es 

orive midgoma gadaWarbebulia: arc dodsia marTali Tavis dabal Sefase-

baSi (romelic, rogorc ukve vTqvi, SeiZleba naklebad aris Tavad dodsis 

`brali~ aramed devid langis, vinc mas petriwi uTargmna inglisurad) da 
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arc giunteri Tavis gadaWarbebulad optimistur SefasebaSi. giunteris 
damokidebulebis sapirispirod vityviT, rom petriwis Targmani, rig Sem-

TxvevebSi, sagrZnoblad scildeba berZnul teqsts da ar gadmoscems mis re-

alur Sinaarss. am acilebebis mizezebi Semdeg kategoriebad SeiZleba dai-

yos:

1. petriwis berZnuli teqsti Seicavs Secdomas an dazianebulia 

(zogjer es Secdomebi da dazianebebi sakmaod advili gamosacnobia);

2. petriwma ver gaigo prokles idea da Tavis TargmanSi sxva, Tavisi sa-

kuTari idea Casva;

3. petriwis teqstis qarTvelma gadamwerma dauSva Secdoma (zogjer es 

Secdoma SeiZleba gamoicno petriwis ganmartebis wakiTxviT), sadac petri-

wi imeorebs prokles teqstis Targmans ukve swored. petriwis teqstis som-

xuri Targmani mniSvnelovania kargi qarTuli wakiTxvebis dadgenisaTvis; 

4. petriwi ganzrax cvlis prokles teqsts, rac gamowveuli SeiZleba 

iyos a) Teologiuri mizezis gamo, anu petriwi erideba prokles zogier-

Ti gamoTqmis pirdapir Targmnas, radgan es skandaluri iqneboda petri-

wis Tanamedrove qarTvelebis qristianuli SegnebisTvis. b) is amartivebs 

prokles metafizikur Teoriebs da usadagebs maT Tavisi moswavleebis Sesa-

Zleblobebs, iseve, rogorc, magaliTad, prokle amartivebs Tavis Teoriebs 

`RvTismetyvelebis safuZvlebSi~ SedarebiT `platonur TeologiasTan~. 

5. ubralod SeTamaSeba prokles teqstTan roca, magaliTad, prokles 
kiTxvisas petriws gauCndeba originaluri metafizikuri xedva da imis 
 rwmenaze dayrdnobiT, rom es xedva WeSmaritia, igi gamoxatavs mas ara mxo-

lod ganmartebaSi, aramed Tavad TargmanSic. 

petriwis qonebuli berZnuli xelnaweris damaxasiaTebel Secdomebs 
Soris gvxvdeba tipi, romlebSic η weria ει-s nacvlad an piriqiT. es savse-

biT gasagebia, radgan bizantiur gamoTqmaSi orive erTnairad gamoiTqmoda 
rogorc [i]. ra xdeba maSin, rodesac petriwi, magaliTad, amgvari daziane-

bebis gamo, iRebs raRac gaugebar Targmans? is arasdros ar ixevs ukan saz-

risis ZebnaSi, da rodesac Seejaxeba aseT gaugebar pasaJebs, is mainc cdi-

lobs gamowuros rame sazrisi teqstidan da miawodos is Tavis studentebs. 

erTi SemTxvevac ki ar gvaqvs, rodesac petriwi miuTiTebda, rom SesaZloa 

mis xelT arsebuli berZnuli xelnaweri dazianebuli iyo, an rom SesaZloa 

Tavad ver Cawvda prokles azrs. erTaderTi araTavdajerebuli gamoTqme-

bi, romelTa uflebas petriwi Tavis Tavs utovebs aris `ese xedva Rrifois 

da mrumois~ (anu Zalian Zneli da bnelia), da mainc, aseTi ridiani Sesavlis 

merec petriws gabeduli ieriSi miaqvs prokles teqstze da cdilobs amox-

snas misi saidumloebebi. es gasagebia, da iqneb sapatiebelic, Tu gaviTval-
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iswinebT imas, rom petriwi sulac ar Targmnis prokles traqtats Tavad 

am traqtatis ganmartebisTvis, aramed mas gacilebiT ufro farTo mizani 

aqvs: gaacnos Tavis moswavleebs zogadad filosofiuri ideebi da sakiTxebi 

prokles traqtatis kiTxvis meSveobiT. anu, saqme ise ki ar aris, rom petri-

wis moswavleebma ukve ician filosofia da axla `RvTismetyvelebis safuZ-

vlebsac~ arCeven, aramed isini swored `RvTismetyvelebis safuZvlebiT~ 

Sedian filosofiis samyaroSi da ecnobian mis uZiriTades sakiTxebs, rog-

orebicaa erToba da simravle, arseba da SemTxveviToba, dro da maradisoba, 

damokidebuleba da TviTmkmaroba, aqtiuroba da pasiuroba, transcenden-

turoba da imanenturoba, sazRvari da usazRvrooba, msgavseba da gansxvave-

ba da a.S. prokles traqtatis meSveobiT petriwi saubrobs Tavis moswavlee-

bTan filosofosebs Soris ZiriTad sakamaTo sferoebze, gansakuTrebiT 

aristotelikosebsa, mag., aleqsandre afrodisielis da platonistebs So-

ris, sadac petriwi yovelTvis platonistebis mxares iWers, radgan swored 

platonistebi asaxaven, misi azriT, `arsTa Tanawarmodgomil sarwmunoe-

bas~. amas garda, petriwi Tavis moswavleebs ganumartavs logikuri gamomdi-

nareobis wesebs da silogizmis sqemebsac ki uxatavs maT. zog iSviaT, magram 

Zalian mniSvnelovan adgilas, petriwi xazs usvams bibliuri frazebisa da 

pasaJebis Sesabamisobas da metic, igiveobas platonistebis ideebTan. 

prokles teqsti Secvlili pedagogiuri mizezebiT

aris SemTxvevebi, rogorc zemoT vTqvi, petriwi iyenebs prokles te-

qsts, zogjer Zalian dazianebuls, ise rom misgan rame azris gamotana Seu-

Zlebelia, rogorc erTgvar `tramplins~ rom am teqstis meSveobiT Caay-

vinTinos Tavis studentebs mniSvnelovan filosofiur sakiTxebSi. aq war-

movadgen erT aseT SemTxvevas, rodesac petriwi iwyebs saubars cneba `yof-

nis~, `arsebobis~ sxvadasxva semantikaze da amisaTvis sakmaod TviTneburad 

iyenebs prokles 18-e Tavis teqsts:

Πᾶν τὸ τὸ εἶναι χορηγοῦν ἄλλοις αὐτὸ πρώτως ἐστὶ τοῦτο, οὗ μεταδίδωσι τοῖς 
χορηγουμένοις.1

petriwi Semdegnairad Targmnis am winadadebas:

`yoveli mimcemi sxuaTa aobisaa pirvel TTT igi ars myof da a, romelTa 

miscems TTsgniT micemadTa~.

aq petriwi Tavs uflebas aZlevs, sagrZnoblad Secvalos prokles 

azri. es mas imisTvis sWirdeba, rom winadadebaSi Casvas sami sxvadasxva qar-

1 e. r. dodsi TviTneburad cvlis yvela xelnawerSi dafiqsirebul versias da Ta-

visi τῷ εἶναι -Ti anacvlebs τὸ εἶναι-s.
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Tuli sityva, romlebic mis leqsikonSi gamoxataven cneba ̀ yofierebis~, ̀ ar-

sebobis~ sxvadasxva aspeqtebs da amrigad pasuxoben fundamentur filoso-

fiur SekiTxvas: `ras vgulisxmobT, rodesac vambobT sityva `arsebobas”?~ 

petriwis mier gamoyenebuli sami qarTuli sityvaa `ars~, `myof~ da `a~, ro-

melic petriwma Tavad moigona da daamkvidra rogorc filosofiuri ter-

mini. amis Semdeg is xsnis, rom `ars~ aRniSnavs srulyofil platonur ideas, 

romelic aris `arsebaa TTTmdgomi, ar moqene sxxsa mamyofebelad TTsda~, 

xolo `myof~ aRniSnavs konkretul, individualur arsebas, aristotele-

seul τόδε τι-s, romelic platonisti petriwisTvis gulisxmobs universalur 

ideas SekavSirebuls materialur substratTan, qvemdebaresTan; maSasadame 

`myof~ ufro farTo cnebaa vidre `ars~, vinaidan igi ufro met rames aRniS-

navs: `ufroos vidreme `arssa~ `myofi~, rameTu umetsTa ars Semcvel~. rac 

Seexeba mesame termins, `a~-s romelic petriwma Tavad SeTxza, es termini 

aRniSnavs yofierebis yvelaze zogad, parmenideseul kategorias. anu `a~ 

mxolod ar-myofobisgan gamoyofs nebismier arsebas, yovelgvari Semdgomi 

dakonkretebis gareSe. Toma aqvinelis existentia, anu uzogadesi yofiereba, 
rogorc gansxvavebuli essentia-sgan, anu rame saxeobiT, ideiT gansazRvruli 

arsebobisgan SesaZloa petriwis `a~-s zustad Sesaferisi gageba iyos. cxa-

dia, rom prokles 18-e Tavs araferi saerTo ar aqvs yofierebis am aspeqtebis 
ganxilvasTan da petriwi Segnebulad cvlis am Tavis Tezas sakuTari peda-

gogiuri miznebis gamo.

prokles teqsti Secvlilia Teologiur-filosofiuri mizezebiT

aris SemTxvevebi, rodesac qarTveli mTargmnelis mier prokles te-

qstis Segnebuli da gaazrebuli Secvla da misi mizezi savsebiT cxadia. 
asea, magaliTad, prokles henaduri RmerTebis SemTxvevaSi. am metafizikur 
principebs petriwi sistematurad Targmnis rogorc `ziarebiT RmerTebs~ 

an `ziarebiT ganRmrTobilebs~ imisaTvis, rom miusadagos Tavis sakuTar, 
qristianizebul sistemas. es cvlileba sagrZnoblad emijneba prokle-

seul sazriss henada-RmerTebze, radgan es ukanasknelni prokles sistemaSi 

arafers Tavisze maRals ar eziarebian, radgan isini arian RmerTebi da aqvT 

uSualo da ara derivatiuli RvTaebrioba. yovel SemTxvevaSi araniairad ar 

arian `ganRmrTobilni~ raime maTze maRali metafizikuri principis mier. 

amis sapirispirod, petriwisTvis isini arian ganRmrTobilebi metafizikuri 

principis, pirveli sazRvris – πέρας – ziarebis meSveobiT. es pirveli sazR-

vari petriws gaigivebuli aqvs qristianuli samebis hipostasTan – ZesTan. 

moviyvan magaliTs: meore `henadur~ Tavs (T. 114: Πᾶς θεὸς ἑνάς ἐστιν 
αὐτοτελής, καὶ πᾶσα αὐτοτελής ἑνὰς θεός) petriwi Semdegnairad Targmnis: 
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`yoveli ziarebiT RmerTi erTi ars TTTsruli, da yoveli TTTsruli 

erTi - RmerT ziarebiT~.

rogorc vxedavT, petriwis henadebi fundamenturad gansxvavdebi-

an prokles henadebisagan, vinaidan proklesTan henadebi ar eziarebian 

arafers maTze upiratess, romelic maT mianiWebda RvTiurobas, aramed Ta-

vad arian ganRmrTobis principebi myofebisaTvis imiT, rom es ukanasknelni 

eziarebian henadebs. henadebi amdenad arian ziarebadni myofebisagan, 

TviTon ki Tavisze maRla arafers eziarebian. axla ki vnaxoT is prokles 

sistemisTvis savsebiT miuRebeli Teoria, romelsac petriwi aviTarebs 

116-e Tavis ganmartebisas. es ganmarteba cxadad aCvenebs, Tu ras eziarebian 

henadebi da saidan iReben isini RvTiur statuss petriwisaTvis. 116-e Tavi 

ase iwyeba: Πᾶς θεὸς μεθεκτός, πλὴν τοῦ ἑνός. petriwi amas Semdegnairad Targm-

nis: `yoveli ziarebiT RmerTi eziarebis TTnier erTisa~. petriwi iyenebs 

termins `eziarebis~ rac mis mkacr terminilogiaSi aRniSnavs mxolod erT 

rames: rom ufro dabali realia eziareba Tavisze maRal realias. mas aqvs 

sxva terminebi `iziarebs~ da am zmnis mimReobidan nawarmoebi `ziarebadi~ 

imis aRsaniSnavad, rom raRac ufro maRali TavisTan ziarebaze uSvebs Ta-

visze dabals, anu `iziarebs~ mas, aris `ziarebadi~ misgan. ase magaliTad, 

goneba `uSvebs~ suls TavisTan ziarebaze da amiT agonierebs suls. am ter-

miniT petriwi Cveulebriv Targmnis berZnul μεθεκτός-s. Tumca, henadur 

RmerTebTan dakavSirebul am konkretul SemTxvevaSi petriwi Segnebulad 

cvlis am winadadebis Teziss da Semdeg ise ganmartavs Tavissave, Secvli-

ladTargmnil teqsts, TiTqosda Tavad prokles sityvebs ganmartavda: `aw 

ese umxilebelni aRmosaCenni mohqonan sityuasa, viTarmed erTi mxolod ars 

uziareblobisa zemeqoneobasa Soris daRmrTobili, romelsa zesT Rmer-

Tadca uwoda sityuaman. ese zesT RmerTi TTsiTa miuwdomelobiTa TTTe-

biTa zesTa zes yovelTa ziarebaTa. xolo ziarebani ganixedvian or saxed: 

rameTu arca pirvel TTssa aqus, raaTamca eziara mas da miiRomca mis mier 

erT qmnaa; da arca kualad TTsTa SemdgomTa erTTa miscems srulebiT TTs-

Ta miuwdomelTa TTTebaTa, aramed uziareblad iziarebs da Tanmiuqonelad 

Tan iqonebs erTebrivTa yovelTa ricxuTa da warmoaCens maT sxua da sxua 

TTTeba da miuwdomelTa TTsTa zesT moqmedebiTTa ZalTaaT miuwdomelTa 

TTTebaTa erTTasap da mizeznica erTTani ganiyofvian, rameTu ars pirveli 

erTi mizezi erTTaa, aramed ar Tanmimcem TTsTa TTTebaTa SemdgomTa erT-

Ta. da ars mis mier warmoarsebuli erTi mizez da Tanmimcem TTsTa TviTe-

baTa sirasa Soris erTTasa. da ars pirveli erTi zesTaa yovelTa erTTa 

gankargviT da Tandauwesebel sirasa mas erTTasa, aramed viTar gamxoloe-

buli vinaa erT ars. xolo warmoerTebuli misgan erTi, viTar siraT-dasa-

bami da siraT-mTavari erTebrivTaa~. aq Cven vxedavT petriwis originalur 

Teorias, romelic imanentobisa da transcendentobis problemis Tavise-
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bur gadawyvetas gvTavazobs: Tu proklesTan swored henadebi asruleben 

myofebis ganRmaRmrToblebis funqcias da amiT warmodgebian erTsa da 

myofebs Soris arsebul ufskrulze gadebul xidebad, petriwis sistemaSi 

amgvari xidis, unikaluri mediatoris funqcias asrulebs `meore erTi~, ro-

melic ara marto myofebs akavSirebs transcendentur erTTan, aramed Ta-

vad henadebsac ki. transcendenturi erTi, petriwis sistemaSi, gadascems 

henadebs Tavis miuwvdomel Tvisebebs meore erTis meSveobiT, romelic war-

modgeba rogorc henadebis rigis, seriis dasabami. me aRar CavuRrmavdebi am 

sakiTxs da mxolod winaswari miniSnebiT vityvi, rom es `meore erTi~ igiveo-

brivia pirveli sazRvrisa, romelsac petriwi qristianuli samebis hiposta-

sTan – ZesTan aigivebs. zemo magaliTSi Cven vxedavT, rom petriwi Tavisu-

flad cvlis prokles teqsts im rwmeniT, rom am cvlilebiT WeSmaritebas 

emsaxureba da amdenad ar Ralatobs arc prokles, romelic petriwisTvis 

swored WeSmaritebis qadagia. 

petriwis SeTamaSeba prokles teqstTan

bolos warmogidgenT SemTxvevas, imis sailustraciod, rom petri-

wi zogjer ar erideba SeeTamaSos prokles teqsts. es xdeba, magaliTad 

`RvTismetyvelebis safuZvlebis~ 23-e Tavis Targmnisas da ganmartebisas. 

es magaliTi aCvenebs, rom petriwi sakuTar Tavs miiCnevs Camoyalibebul 

da STagonebul filosofosad, romelsac sjera, rom is metafizikuri xe-

dva, romelic aenTo mis gonebaSi prokles traqtatis Targmnisas flobs 

ontologiur sinamdviles, iseve, rogorc misi neoplatonisti moZRvrebis 

Teoriebi. amgvarad, petiriwi prokles teqsts monurad ki ar misdevs, ro-

gorc ubralod am teqstis mTargmneli, aramed, kiTxulobs mas proklesTan 

TanaSemoqmedebiT, erTgvari TamaSiT, ise, rogorc es ufro uxdeba mis fi-

losofiur miznebs. SevadaroT berZnuli teqsti petriwis Targmans:

Πᾶν τὸ ἀμέθεκτον ὑφίστησιν ἀφ᾽ἑαυτοῦ τὰ μετεχόμενα, καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ μετεχόμεναι 
ὑποστάσεις εἰς ἀμεθέκτους ὑπάρξεις ἀνατείνονται.

petriwi Targmnis: `yoveli umoqenoo warmoiyenebs TTsgniT moqeneTa, 

da yovelni Tanmoqeneni guamovnebani umoqenoosa myofobisadmi aRiciskre-

ben~. aq petriwi, imisaTvis rom sakuTari Teoriebi warmoaCinos, rogorc 

Cans TamaSobs berZnul sityvebTan ἀνατέλλω da ἀνατείνω, ise, rom qmnis sru-

liad axal, aqamde ararsebul qarTul zmnas `aRiciskrebs~. es termini Ta-

vis TavSi moicavs ciskris varksvlavs – ciskari – romelic etimologiu-

rad momdinareobs `cis karidan~. amis Semdeg petriwi ganmartavs prokles 
teqsts, sinamdvileSi ki ganmartavs Tavis teqsts, Tavisi Tavisufali fan-

taziiT Seqmnili, manamde ararsebuli zmniT: `gesma satrfoTa maT xed-
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vaTaa! romeli ciskris fer hyofs sulTa, rameTu guetyys `aRiciskrebeno~. 

mas dResa Soris ityys aRciskrebasa sada arca grZnoTa ese memze mze ars 

madReebel, da arca suliTi caa da mze, da arca gonebiTi, viTar namddil 

namki da namddl myofi, aramed erTi da pirveli keTilobaa, mze mis erTTa da 

RmerTTa dRisap prameTu samarTlivca uwoda eniTman, viTarmed ̀ ciskario~, 

cisa kari, rameTu vinaaTgan yoveli ganxumaa naTelTaa cis gamo ars; vinaa 

sada naTeli dasabamobiTi, mun caa dasabamobiTi~. petriwi Cans fiqrobda, 

rom misi ganmarteba patiosnad asaxavda prokles suliskveTebas da onto-

logias, magram absoluturi danamdvilebiT SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom Seu-

Zlebelia petriws efiqra, rom is prokles teqsts sarkisebrad Targmnida: 

prokle gaocebuli darCeboda am spekulaciebiT im ubralo mizezis gamo, 

rom berZnul zmnas ἀνατείνονται arc casTan, arc karTan da arc ciskarTan ara-

nairi kavSiri ar aqvs. 

daskvniTi remarkebi

mas Semdeg rac warmovadgineT petriwis mTargmnelobiTi meTodis 

aspeqtebi, mivubrundebi avTenturi prokles berZnuli teqstis dadgenisaT-

vis petriwis qarTuli Targmnis faseulobis sakiTxs. erTi mxriv, didi si-

frTxile gvmarTebs, radgan petriwi, rogorc vTqviT, prokles teqsts ara 

mxolod TviT am teqstis moswavleebisTvis gacnobisaTvis iyenebs, aramed am 

teqstiT cdilobs filosofiis samyaroSi Seiyvanos arainicirebuli audi-

toria; anu prokles teqsti misTvis erTgvari serfingis dafaa, romliTac 

moswavleebi fundamenturi filosofiuri sakiTxebis zRvaSi Sehyavs im-

isaTvis, rom maT Semdeg damoukidebeli curva aswavlos – es udidesi adami-

anuri ambiciaa (berZnulad `filotimia~) petriwisTvis, damoukideblad if-

iqro samyaroze, arsebobis sazrisze: ̀ ese gaifilotimie!~ anu ̀ es gaxdes Seni 

ambicia!~ rogorc erT adgilas mimarTavs Tavis moswavleebs. meore mxriv ki, 

unda vTqvaT, rom petriwi Cveulebriv cdilobs iyos Zalian akuratuli da 

sarkiseburad zusti, rogorc ase cxadad aCvena germanelma h.q. giunter-

ma Tavis zemonaxseneb naSromSi. amis gaTvaliswinebiT, petriwis Targmani 

SesaZlebelia gamoyenebul iqnes yvelaze Zveli da avTenturi wakiTxvebis 

dadgenisaTvis. Cemi winaswari STabeWdilebiT petriwi ufro xSirad miyve-

ba MPQW ojaxs, magram aris sakmao SemTxvevebi, rodesac igi aSkarad BCD 
ojaxs miyveba da ara MPQW-s. cxadia, ver gamovricxavT, rom mas ar hqonda 

xelT sxvadasxva ojaxis ori an meti xelnaweri da seleqtiurad Targmnida 

maTi erTmaneTTan Sejerebis Semdeg. magram ufro dasajerebelia vifiqroT, 

rom misi xelnaweri win uswrebda im dros, rodesac xelawerebi dodsis mier 

aRniSnul or ojaxad daiyo. am TvalsazrisiT damatebiTi 129 Tavi, romelic 

ar aris arcerT Cvenamde moRweul xelnawerSi SeiZleba CavTvaloT, rom re-
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alurad prokles ekuTvnoda, misi amoRebis mizezi ki Cans iyo faqti, rom am 

TavSi naxsenebi arian `demonebi~, rac qristiani redaqtorisTvis, romelsac 

prokles es teqsti mniSvnelovnad da sasargeblod miaCnda, gardauvali 

samizne aRmoCndeboda saredaqcio cvlilebebis Casatareblad; Tu Cemi mo-

sazreba axlosaa simarTlesTan, maSin am qristiani redaqtoris logika ase-

Ti iqneboda: `am erTi ‘demonuri’ Tavis gamo SeiZleba saeklesio cenzuram 

mTlianad dagmos es mniSnvelovani da swori metafizikis gadmomcemi teqs-

ti; maSasadame, jobs erTi Tavi SevwiroT mTeli traqtatis gadasarCenad~. 

bevri ram gacxaddeba prokles sruli berZnuli teqstis petriwis Targ-

manTan Sedarebis Semdeg da mas Semdeg rac statistikurad gairkveva, Tu 

romel xelnawerTa ojaxs misdevs petriwi. es kvleva mniSvnelovan Sedegebs 

gvpirdeba.

LEVAN GIGINEISHVILI 

Petritsi as a Translator of Proclus

Summary

In this presentation I shall discuss features of Petritsi’s translation of Proclus’ “Elements 
of Theology~. Petritsi usually tries to follow the Greek text with maximum, even mirror exac-
titude. However, there are cases of divergences and rather serious at times. Those occasionally 
are conditioned evidently by a fl awed Greek manuscript; there are cases when Petritsi apparently 
does not follow Proclus’ meaning and introduces his own. The last instance can be conditioned 
by different reasons: a) Petritsi fails to understand Proclus; b) Petritsi understands Proclus, but 
changes the Greek philosopher’s meaning due to his own philosophical-theological agenda. I 
will show specifi c features of Petritsi’s translation by adducing and discussing different concrete 
instances and try to establish certain regularities.
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filosofiis gansazRvrebani wmida iovane damaskelis 

mixedviT

cnobili RmrTismetyvelis, Rirsi iovane damaskelis (+753 w.) mTavari 

Txzulebis «wyaro codnisa» pirveli nawili ZiriTad Teologiur-filoso-

fiur cnebaTa ganmartebebs eTmoba. pirobiTad am Sesaval nawils `filoso-

fiuri Tavebi~, an dialeqtika ewodeba. qarTulad is jer Rir. efrem mcirem 

(XI s.), Semdeg ki Rir. arsen iyalToelma (XI-XII ss.) Targmnes. arseniseul re-

daqcias, efremiseulisgan gansxvavebiT, aklia ori Tavi, romelTagan erT-

erTi swored filosofiis gansazRvrebania. ase rom, CvenTvis saWiro teqsti 

mxolod efremis wyalobiT SemogvrCa. efrem mciris mixedviT, igi »ricxuedi« 

50 Tavisagan Sedgeba, romelsac kidev sami «uricxuni» erTvis. am daunomrav 

TavTagan pirvelSi Cven mier arCeuli sakiTxi aris ganxiluli. filosofiis 

damaskeliseul gansazRvrebaTa berZnuli teqstis paralelurad mogvyavs 

efrem mciris Targmani. 

Ὁρισμοὶ τῆς φιλοσοφίας εἰσὶν ἕξ.
α´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ γνῶσις τῶν ὄντων, ᾗ ὄντα ἐστίν, ἤγουν τῆς αὐτῶν. 
β´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ γνῶσις θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγμάτων. 
γ´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ μελέτη θανάτου τοῦ τε προαιρετικοῦ τοῦ τε φυσικοῦ. 
δ´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶν ὁμοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν ἀνθρώπῳ· ὁμοιούμεθα δὲ θεῷ κατὰ 

τὸ δίκαιον καὶ ὅσιον καὶ ἀγαθόν. Δίκαιον μὲν οὖν ἐστι τὸ τοῦ ἴσου διανεμητικὸν ἤτοι μήτε 
ἀδικεῖν μήτε ἀδικεῖσθαι μήτε λαμβάνειν πρόσωπον ἐν κρίσει, ἀλλ’ ἀποδιδόναι ἑκάστῳ κατὰ 
τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ, ὅσιον δὲ τὸ ὑπὲρ τὸ δίκαιον ἤτοι τὸ ἀγαθὸν τὸ ἀδικούμενον ἀνέχεσθαι καὶ 
συγχωρεῖν τοῖς ἀδικοῦσι καὶ μᾶλλον εὐεργετεῖν αὐτούς. 

ε´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ τέχνη τεχνῶν καὶ ἐπιστήμη ἐπιστημῶν· ἡ γὰρ φιλοσοφία ἀρχή ἐστι 
πάσης τέχνης, δι’ αὐτῆς γὰρ πᾶσα τέχνη εὕρηται. 

ς´ Φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ φιλία σοφίας· σοφία δὲ ἀληθὴς ὁ θεός ἐστιν. Ἡ οὖν ἀγάπη ἡ πρὸς 
τὸν θεόν, αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ἀληθὴς φιλοσοφία.1

gansazRvrebani filosofosobisani equs arian

pirveli, filosofosoba¡ ars mecniereba¡ namd¢lveTa¡, ukueTu namd¢lve 

ra¡ arian, ese igi ars, cnoba¡ bunebisa T¢sisa¡. 

meore, filosofosoba¡ ars mecniereba¡ saRmrToTa da kacobrivTa 

saqmeTa¡. 

mesame, filosofosoba¡ ars wurTa¡ sikudilisa SemTxueviTisa¡ca da 

bunebiTisa¡ca. 

1  Joannes Damascenus, Dialectica sive Capita philosophica. TLG 2934.002. T. 66.
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meoTxe, filosofosoba¡ ars msgavseba¡ RmrTisa¡ Zalisaebr kacobrivi-

sa, xolo vemsgavsebiT RmerTsa simarTliTa da siwmidiTa da saxierebiTa. si-

marTle ukue ars sworad ganmyofeloba¡, ese igi ars, arca cruveba¡, arca Tu-

al-xuma¡ sasjelsa Sina, aramed migeba¡ TiToeulisa¡ saqmeTa misTaebr. xolo 

siwmide da saxiereba¡ ars zeSTa simarTlisa¡, ra¡Ta Tavs-idebdes cruTasa da 

ara xolo Seundobdes, aramed keTilsaca uyofdes maT, romelni hmZlavrob-

den mas. 

mexuTed, filosofosoba¡ ars £elovneba¡ £elovnebaTa¡ da moZRureba¡ 

moZRurebaTa¡, rameTu filosofosoba¡ dasabami ars yovelTa xelovnebaTa¡, 

rameTu mis mier yoveli £elovneba¡ mopovnebul iqmna. 

meeqused, filosofosoba¡ ars siyuaruli sibrZnisa¡, xolo sibrZne 

WeSmariti RmerTi ars. aw ukue siyuaruli RmrTisa mimarT – ese ars WeSmariti 

sibrZne~.
1

ramdenadac zogierTi Zveli qarTuli terminis mniSvneloba dazuste-

bas moiTxovda, vfiqrobT, umjobesi iyo mTeli «gansazRvrebis» axali re-

daqciis Seqmna: 

gansazRvreba filosofiisa aris eqvsi

a) filosofia aris arsebaTa Semecneba; arseba ki aris is, rasac war-

moadgens misi buneba.

b) filosofia aris saRmrTo da kacobriv saqmeTa Semecneba.

g) filosofia aris momzadeba, rogorc nebsiTi, ise fizikuri sikvdil-

isaTvis.

d) filosofia aris RmrTis msgavsebis mopoveba adamianis SesaZle-

blobis mixedviT; xolo RmerTs vemsgavsebiT simarTliT, siwmidiTa da sax-

ierebiT. simarTle ki aris sworad ganawileba (misagebelisa), anu igi arc 

usamarTlod moqcevaa, arc zianis miyeneba, arc pirferoba sasamarTloze, 

aramed TiToeulisTvis saqmeTa misTaebr migeba; xolo siwminde da sikeTe 

aRmatebulia samarTlianobaze imiT, rom uTmobs usamarTlobas da, ufro 

metic, keTilsac uyofs maT.

e) filosofia aris xelovneba xelovnebaTa da mecniereba mecniere-

baTa, vinaidan filosofia aris dasabami yoveli xelovnebisa, anu yvela xe-

lovneba mis mier iqna gamogonili.

v) filosofia aris sibrZnis siyvaruli; radgan WeSmariti sibrZne 

RmerTia, amitom siyvaruli RmrTis mimarT – es aris WeSmariti filosofia.

am gansazRvrebaTa mocemis Semdeg iovane damaskeli filosofiis Teo-

riul da praqtikul sferoebad dayofas gvTavazobs. Teoriuli filosofia 

1 ioane damaskeli, dialeqtika, qarTuli Targmanebis teqsti gamosca, gamokv-

leva da leqsikoni daurTo maia rafavam, Tb., 1976. gv. 172. qarTulsa da rusul 

Targmanebs Soris mcire sxvaoba SeimCneva: Творения преподобного Иоанна Дамаскина, 
Источник знания, перевод и комментарии Д. Е. Афиногенова, А. А. Бронзова, А. И. Сагарды, 
Н. И. Сагарды, м., 2002. gv. 117-118.
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moicavs Teologias, maTematikasa da fiziologias; maTematika ki ganiyofe-

ba ariTmetikad, musikad, geometriad da astronomiad; xolo praqtikuli 

filosofiis Semadgenelia eTika, ekonomika da politika.

Teoriuli filosofia, anu «xedva¡ ars gulis£mis-yofa¡ univToTa da 

u£orcoTa¡, romel ars RmerTi... amissa Semdgomad angelozTaca da eSmak-

Ta da sulTaca univTo ewodebis».1 yovelive es ki aris sagani Teologiisa. 

amasTanave, «xedva¡ ars gulis£mis-yofa¡ nivTierTaca bunebaTa¡, romel 

arian cxovelni da nergni da qvani da sxuani eseviTarni»,2 romelnic bunebi-

smetyvelebis, anu fiziologiis dargs miekuTvnebian. amave sferoSi Sedis 

maTematikac, romelic TavisTavad arc nivTieria da arc univTo, magram 

zogjer erTSic ixilveba da meoreSic. maTematikis Semadgeneli sxva darge-

bic amave saxisaa.

xolo praqtikuli filosofia zne-Cveulebebs awesrigebs da adamian-

ebs moqalaqeobas aswavlis. amasTan, «ukeTu igi marto erT kacs ganswavlis, 

mas eTika ewodeba; ukeTu mTel ojaxs, maSin ewodeba ekonomika; xolo ukeTu 

mTel qalaqs aswavlides, mas politika ewodeba».3

filosofiis damaskeliseuli dayofa originaluri ar aris. analogi-

uri sqemebi gvxvdeba origenesTan (gard. 253 w.) da kasiodoresTan (gard. 578 

w.), romelnic dasabams, Tavis mxriv, aristoteluri da neoplatonuri sqeme-

bidan iReben
4
. imaves Tqma SeiZleba filosofiis gansazRvrebebzec, romli-

Tac Rirsma iovane damaskelma mTeli qristianuli da antikuri sibrZnisme-

tyveleba eqvs punqtSi Semokriba da Sua saukuneebis bizantiuri azrovnebi-

sTvis damaxasiaTebeli klasikuri nimuSi mogvca.

ra Tqma unda, iovane damaskelis gansazRvrebaTa Teologiur-filoso-

fiuri sinTezi dRevandeli filosofiuri gagebiT miuRebelia, magram masze 

marTlmadideblur religias uari ar uTqvams. marTalia, II-III ss-is zogier-

Ti avtori (mag., tatiane asureli, Teofile mesopotamieli, tertuliane
5
) 

uaryofda filosofias, magram eklesiam RmrTismetyvelebisa da filoso-

fiis Tanaarsebobis gza airCia. sxvaTa Soris, XII s-is qarTvelma istor-

ikosma tertulianeseuli filosofiur-Teologiuri antinomia gelaTis 

magaliTze, Cveni azriT, Segnebulad gaauqma: «romelica aw winamdebare ars 

yovlisa aRmosavalisa meored ierusalemad, saswaulad yovlisa keTilisad, 

moZRurad swavlulebisad, sxuad aTinad, friad uaRres missa saRmrToTa 

1 dialeqtika, gv. 172.

2 iqve, gv. 173.

3 Joannes Damascenus, Dialectica sive Capita philosophica. TLG 2934.002. T. 66.

4 И. Адо, Разделение философии у Кассиодора и Оригена // Свободные искуства и философия 
в античной мысли, М., 2002. gv. 363-366.

5 В. К. Шохин, Христианские догматы и философская рациональность: кон фронтация или 
синергия? // Богословие и философия: аспекты диалога. Сборник докладов конференции, М., 
2001. gv. 200-201. tertulianes ekuTvnis cnobili ritorikuli SekiTxva: «ra aris 

saerTo aTensa da ierusalims, akademiasa da eklesias Soris?» (iqve).
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Sina, wesad da kanonad yovlisa saeklesio¡sa Suenierebisad».
1
 – e. i. es «sxva» 

aTeni, anu gelaTis sasuliero akademia, berZnuli warmarTuli mwignobro-

bis udidesi centris filiali ki ar aris, aramed saRmrTo wesebiTa da swav-

lebiT masze aRmatebuli saganmanaTleblo kera, anu meore ierusalimiao. 

daviTis istorikosis pozicia, misi moRvaweobis dros, eklesiaSi karga xnis 

ganmtkicebuli iyo. ukve IV s-Si wmida basili didma dawera qrestomaTiuli 

Txzuleba «axalgazrdebs imis Taobaze, rogor miiRon sargebeli warmar-

Tuli mwerlobidan»2
, romliTac naTlad ganisazRvra filosofiis mniSvn-

eloba garkveul qristianul debulebaTa inteleqtualurad SeTvisebis 

saqmeSi.

Teologiis istorikosebi Tanxmdebian, rom bizantiur azrovnebas, 

laTinuri sqolastikisgan gansxvavebiT, RmrTismetyvelebisa da filoso-

fiis sferoebi mkafiod arasdros gaumijnavs, magram filosofias »misi kom-

petenciis sazRvrebze ki zustad miuTiTa«.
3
 istoriuli gadasaxedidan Cans, 

rom Teologiisa da filosofiis gancalkevebis dasavlurma gzam, romelsac 

saTave dominikanelma Teologma, Toma aqvinelma (XIII s.) daudo, orive sfero 

mniSvnelovnad daazarala. kaTolikur da protestantul Teologiaze rom 

araferi vTqvaT, saerTod, evropuli idea »wminda filosofiisa«, anu misi 

avtonomiurobisa, protopresviteri vasili zenkovskis gamoTqma rom vix-

maroT, fiqcia gamodga.
4
 sekularizebuli, sasuliero debulebaTagan gan-

Zarculi Tanamedrove dasavluri filosofia gamudmebiT eZebs Tavisive 

arsebobis gamamarTlebel nairgvar argumentebs da, miT umetes, codvis 

morevSi CaTreuli kacobriobisTvis mas axali maSveli rgolis gamogoneba 

aRar SeuZlia. qarTul sinamdvileSi ki saerTod parodiuli situacia Seiqm-

na, filosofosisa, da aseve Teologis, wodeba media-eqspertTan aris gai-

givebuli.

vfiqrobT, Rirs m. mamardaSvilis erTi TviTSefasebis gaTvaliswineba: 

`imisTvis, rom viyoT moqalaqeni, e. i. socialuri codniT rom vicxovroT, 

romeliRac ganyenebul WeSmaritebebs TviT CvenTan mimarTebiT, Cveni maqsi-

maluri SesaZleblobebiT unda vigebdeT. swored ai aq, am ganyenebulobaTa 

da maT gamovlenaTa Soris, me vxedav mowodebas filosofosisa, romelsac 

Cveni sazogadoeba dRes ase elodeba; imitom, rom Cven gavelurebuli cno-

bierebis, aw ukve, gaWianurebul periodSi vimyofebiT. Cven infantilurni 

aRmovCndiT~
5
. albaT, sadavo ar aris, rom principulad araferi Secvli-

1 cxoreba¡ mefeT-mefisa daviTisi, teqsti gamosacemad moamzada, gamokvleva, le-

qsikoni da saZieblebi daurTo mzeqala SaniZem, Tb., 1992. gv. 175.

2 qarTuli Targmani prof. gvanca koplataZisa gamoica orjer (2010, 2011).

3 Протоиерей Олег Давыденков, Философия и теология в системе византийского мышления 
эпохи вселенских Соборов // Вестник ПСТГУ, 1(21), 2008. gv.10.

4 Протопресвитер Василий Зеньковский, Христианское учение о познании, т. 1, gv. 2. http://
azbyka.ru.

5 statia internetidan: М. К. Мамардашвили, Философия - это сознание вслух, gv. 5.
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la, cnobierebis kidev ufro gavelurebasTan erTad filosofiis infan-

tilizmic viTardeba. an ra zRvari unda daedos am process, roca `maga-

liTad, filosofiisTvis Tavis sakuTar avtonomiur sferoSi gadasasv-

lel mTavar pirobas (`filosofiuri ganwyobis~ Sesaqmnelad) warmoadgens 

arafilosofiur sinamdvilesa da yovelgvar wanamZRvarze uaris Tqma, anu 

garkveuli azriT, umadlo azrovneba (filosofoss ufleba ara aqvs Tavis 

naSromSi zebunebriv niWTa damowmebisa, maSinac ki, Tu igi rogorc pirovne-

ba maT iRebs)~.
1

Tanamedrove filosofosis es gulwrfeli aRiareba sakiTxis arsSi 

gvaxedebs, magram, praqtikuli TvalsazrisiT, romel problemaze SeuZlia 

mas pozitiuri rCevis mocema, maSin, roca amJamindeli yvela globaluri 

krizisi `arafilosofiur sinamdvilesTan~, anu sulier deficitTan aris 

dakavSirebuli? swored `umadlo azrovneba~ aris mizezi gonebriv muSakTa 

uZlurebisa, rac gamoixateba WeSmariti filosofiis arcodniT, umoqmedo-

biTa da im unaris dakargviT, romelic maT aboboqrebuli garyvnilebisa da 

socialuri usamarTlobis winaaRmdeg xmis amaRlebisa da sazogadoebaSi 

imedis Canergvis Zalas miscemda.

Cveni eri kulturuli arsebobis imgvar zRvarTan imyofeba, rom 

cxovrebiseul kanonebTan daukavSireblad ganyenebul Temebze saubari ve-

raviTar sargebels ver mogvitans. amitom, roca Cven filosofiis gasuli-

erebis survils gamovxatavT, pirvel yovlisa kolegebisa da sazogadoebis 

im moazrovne nawils vgulisxmobT, romelsac qveynis bedze RmrTis winaSe 

pasuxismgebloba akisria.

samomavlod, albaT, kargi iqneba, Tu konkretul saWirboroto sakiTx-

Ta gansaxilvelad xSirad SevikribebiT da Cvens Sexedulebebs erTmaneTs ga-

vuziarebT. dae, akad. Salva nucubiZis saiubileo saRamo gamxdariyos amgvar 

SexvedraTa dasabami.

1 statia internetidan: А. Л. Доброхотов, проф., доктор филс. наук, Христианство и фи ло-
софия, gv. 9.
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GRIGOL RUKHADZE 

Defi nition of Philosophy According to Saint John of Damascus

Summary

“Source of Knowledge” is the most signifi cant work of the famous theologian Saint John 
of Damascus. The fi rst part of the work focuses on the defi nition of theological and philosophi-
cal concepts. The introductory part is commonly called Philosophical Chapters (Keph¡laia Phi-
losophik¡) or “Dialectic~. It was translated into Georgian by The Reverend Efrem Mtsire (11th 
c.) and The Reverend Arsen Ikaltoeli (11th -12th cc). Saint John of Damascus combined all the 
Christian and antique wisdom into six segments and created a classical example characteristic to 
medieval Byzantine thinking.From today’s philosophical viewpoint, the theological and philo-
sophical synthesis of these defi nitions is not acceptable; however, the Orthodox religion has not 
abandoned them. Despite the fact that some authors (for example, Tatian the Assyrian, Theophi-
lus of Mesopotamia, Tertullian) of the 2nd and 3rd centuries BC. did not recognize philosophy, the 
Church chose the path of coexistence between theology and philosophy. 

Historians of theology agree that unlike Latin scholasticism, Byzantine thinking has nev-
er clearly defi ned theology and philosophy. From a historical point of view, it is obvious that the 
Western way of separation of theology and philosophy, established by the Dominican theologian 
Thomas Aquinas (13th c.), infl icted severe damage upon the both areas. The European notion 
of “pure philosophy”, i.e. its autonomy, has proved to be fi ction. Secularized and devoid of 
sacred regulations, modern Western philosophy is constantly looking for the justifi cation of its 
existence. Moreover, it is no longer able to invent new acts of salvation of mankind mired in a 
whirlpool of sin. 

According to the current requirements, no philosopher has a right to mention his agree-
ment to supernatural abilities in his work, whether he believes in them or not. 

The lack of “merciful thinking” is the cause of the weakness of intellectual workers that 
results in ignorance of the true philosophy and inaction. They lose the skill that would give them 
the strength to resist the unbridled debauchery, social injustice and help them engender hope in 
society. In the author’s opinion, the Georgian nation does not benefi t from conversation of the 
abstract. Instead, one should discuss the subjects related to vital laws Therefore, when the author 
expresses the desire of animation of philosophy; he refers to the colleagues and the part of the 
society who feel responsible before the God for the destiny of the country.
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CORNELIA HORN

Christian Apocrypha in Georgia and in Literature on Georgians: Some 
Refl  ections on the Intersections of Apocrypha, Hagiography, and Liturgy

Introduction and Scope of the Study

The Georgian literary heritage comprises a remarkable body of texts that contributes 
much to the study of Christian apocryphal literature. The present article is only able to review a 
few of the main aspects of the history of Christian apocrypha and their study within the Geor-
gian context. It attempts to identify a few key characteristics of apocryphal expressions in the 
Georgian tradition. With this work, it is possible to offer an initial and preliminary prospectus 
of the kinds of explorations that seem promising for promoting and advancing the systematic 
study of apocryphal stories in Georgian and concerning Georgians in literary works, an impor-
tant data set that is preserved in this eminent language and the related literature.

Defi ning the Apocryphal Corpus: An Inclusive Approach

In order to provide a framework for the discussion of this article, I shall fi rst briefl y char-
acterize the central defi nition and functional relevance of Christian apocrypha that underlie the 
present inquiry. Comments on the scope of the historical and scientifi c questions and contexts 
that guide this research are in place as well. 

One may understand as apocryphal any visual, material, or textual source, oral or writ-
ten, that features or involves depictions of, or stories about, Jesus, Mary, the apostles, or anyone 
else of the fi gures that are known from the canonical Bible in ways that differ from how they 
are presented in the canonical texts.1 The same applies to any of the events or scenes that are 

1 Contributions towards articulating defi nitions of “apocrypha” and their relations to other sets of texts 
include Éric Junod, “Apocryphes du Nouveau Testament,“ Apocrypha 3 (1992), 17-46; Christoph 
Markschies, “‘Neutestamentliche Apokryphen’: Bemerkungen zu Geschichte und Zukunft einer von 
Edgar Hennecke im Jahre 1904 begründeten Quellensammlung,” Apocrypha 9 (1998), 97-132; Si-
mon C. Mimouni, “Le concept d’apocryphité dans le christianisme ancien et médiéval. Réfl exions 
en guise d’introduction,” in Apocryphité. Histoire d’un concept transversal aux religions du livre. En 
hommage à Pierre Geoltrain (ed. Simon C. Mimouni; Bibliothèque de l’École des Hautes Études. 
Section des Sciences religieuses 113; Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), 1-30; Tobias Nicklas, “Semiotik—In-
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featured in the canon. The level of variation between these presentations of fi gures or retellings 
of events, when compared to the canonical text, may vary between offering radically new nar-
ratives to providing only small modifi cations to stories that exist already in the canon.

When dealing with texts that fall within this scope of reference, one notices quickly that 
one motivation behind the production of apocryphal stories was the interest to fi ll in perceived 
gaps in the lives of Biblical fi gures, for instance the long period of time between Jesus’ birth 
and the onset of his ministry in Galilee, for which the canonical gospels only offer one single 
episode in which a twelve-year-old Jesus conversed with the Jewish rabbis in the Temple (Luke 
2:40-52). Most of the years of Jesus’ childhood or of his adolescence were not treated in the 
texts that entered into the New Testament canon. The second- and third-century onset and last-
ing popularity of apocryphal stories about Jesus’ early years of life, however, speak strongly to 
the attraction of such supplementary narratives among ancient audiences. 

The degree to which such stories were connected to the canonical narratives and the level 
of variation with which they altered what was believed to be known about canonical fi gures 
through the texts that became canonical is not constant. The range of variation that is possible, 
certainly theoretically, moves anywhere between, on the one hand, accounts that offer hardly 
any modifi cation to the Biblical model and, on the other hand, the complete reinvention of 
fi gures or events that are connected to the canonical comparanda merely by virtue of using the 
same names. In practice, however, many or even most apocrypha were embedded in material 
that allowed the reader or hearer to perceive and acknowledge suffi cient points of correlation 
to the canonical texts. Authors and consumers of such apocrypha, whether they are individuals 
or communities of production and transmission, may come from any religious or non-religious 
background, although in most instances the respective authors produced their apocryphal works 
with noticeably religious or religio-political motivations and intentions in mind. 

My own focus on studying apocryphal works aims at exploring the role of apocrypha 
as bridges between differing expressions of Christianity, for example, between Chalcedonian 
and non-Chalcedonian churches, and as bridges between different world religions, primarily 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. The exploration of such inner-Christian and interreligious 
functions of apocrypha is not a completely new approach to the study of apocryphal writings. 
It has seen precursors, for instance in the form of studies that have examined the role of apoc-
rypha at the intersection of gnostic and main-line orthodox Christianities or at the intersection 
between Christianity and Judaism.1 Yet this research does employ a wider net than usual, both 

tertextualität—Apokryphität: Eine Annäherung an den Begriff ‘christlicher Apokryhphen,’” Apocry-
pha 17 (2006), 55-77; Pierluigi Piovanelli, “Qu’est-ce qu’un ‘écrit apocryphe chrétien,’ et comment ça 
marche? Quelques suggestions pour une herméneutique apocryphe,“ in Pierre Geoltrain ou comment 
«faire l’histoire» des religions? Le chantier des « origines », les méthodes du doute et la conversa-
tion contemporaine entre les disciplines, ed. Simon C. Mimouni and Isabelle Ullern-Weité (Histoire 
et prosopographie de la section des sciences religieuses 2; Turnhout: Brepols, 2006), 173-186; and 
Tobias Nicklas, “Écrites apocryphes chrétiens: ein Sammelband als Spiegel eines weitreichenden 
Paradigmenwechsels in der Apokryphenforschung,“ Vigiliae Christianae 61 (2007), 70-95.

1 The scholarship on the Gospel of Thomas as an apocryphal text with gnostic features or on the Ascen-
sion of Isaiah as a work that was relevant within Judaism and Christianity is to be considered here as 
examples.
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by extending the chronological framework clearly beyond the fourth century and by expand-
ing the ideological framework to allow for the full inclusion of all monotheistic traditions, i.e., 
the Abrahamic traditions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, and beyond that, in principle, all 
ancient Mediterranean religions, including for instance Manichaeism and Zoroastrianism. With 
this approach I opt for a signifi cantly wider and more comprehensive data pool, on the basis 
of which the study of apocrypha ought to be conducted. Looked at from this perspective, the 
examination of apocryphal traditions becomes an extremely valuable research tool for studying 
the Judaeo-Christian tradition’s engagement with and integration into the world. 

Aspects of the History and Function of Georgian Apocrypha and Apocrypha in Georgia

Georgian apocryphal texts play an important role within the context of scientifi cally 
exploring the functions of texts as mediators between cultures and religious beliefs. Christian 
Georgia experienced its own path and process of identity formation when the country struggled 
to defi ne its Christological position as well as its political relations to neighboring Christian 
communities of different affi liations, especially Armenia.1 Georgia can also look back on a rich 
history of lively relations to non-Christian, especially Jewish and Islamic, communities.2 Both 
of these sets of experiences have left their traces on the present shape of the country and con-
tinue to function as factors that shape Georgia’s future. The characteristics of Georgian apoc-
rypha that arise from inner-Christian and interreligious experiences aid in better understanding 
the past and hopefully better directing Georgia’s path into the future.

 The modern scientifi c study of religious texts does not see the main value of apocryphal 
writings as dependent upon their approved place within the offi cial Christian tradition. Quite to 
the contrary, apocrypha have attracted the attention of scholars as sources that might allow one 
to gain glimpses behind the veil of the offi cially approved versions of the stories of the lives of 
Jesus, Mary, John the Baptist, the apostles, and other Biblical fi gures. The following discussion 
fi rst concentrates on selected apocryphal stories that develop scenes in Jesus’ life. The second 

1 See for instance Nina Garsoïan, “Armenien,” in Die Geschichte des Christentums. Religion, Poli-
tik, Kultur. Bd. 3: Der Lateinische Westen und der Byzantinische Osten (431-642), ed. Luce Pietri, 
German edition ed. Guido Bee and others (Freiburg, Basel, and Vienna: Herder, 2001), 1187-1230, 
here especially 1215-1219; Bernadette Martin-Hisard, “Das Christentum und die Kirche in der geor-
gischen Welt,” in Die Geschichte des Christentums. Religion, Politik, Kultur. Bd. 3: Der Lateinische 
Westen und der Byzantinische Osten (431-642), ed. Luce Pietri, 1231-1305; and Bernadette Mar-
tin-Hisard, “Kirche und Christentum in Georgien,” in Die Geschichte des Christentums. Religion, 
Politik, Kultur. Bd. 4: Bischöfe, Mönche und Kaiser (642-1054), ed. Gilbert Dagron, Pierre Riché, 
and André Vauchez, German edition ed. Egon Boshof (Freiburg, Basel, and Vienna: Herder, 1994), 
543-599, here especially 590-591.

2 See for instance Tamila Mgaloblishvili, “Juden und Christen in Georgien in den ersten christlichen 
Jahrhunderten,” in Juden und Christen in der Antike, ed. J. wan Amersfoort and J. van Oort (Kam-
pen: Kok, 1990), 94-100; Tamila Mgaloblishvili and Iulon Gagoshidze, “The Jewish Diaspora and 
Early Christianity in Georgia,” in Ancient Christianity in the Caucasus. Iberica Caucasica. Volume 
One, ed. Tamila Mgaloblishvili (Caucasus World; Richmond: Curzonn Press, 1998), 39-58; Mar-
tin-Hisard, “Kirche und Christentum in Georgien,” 554-556 and 589-590; and Garnik Asatrian and 
Hayrapet Margarian, “The Muslim Community of Tifl is (8th – 19th Centuries),” Iran and the Cauca-
sus 8.1 (2004), 29-52.
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part turns to a consideration of apocryphal material and perspectives within the hagiography of 
Peter the Iberian, focusing on traditions about John the Baptist. This subset of texts offers only 
a glimpse into the rich tradition of Georgia’s welcoming embrace of this important part of its 
literary and religious history.

Some Georgian Apocrypha on Jesus’ Life

Both in Georgia and Armenia, the apocryphal text that is known as the Gospel of Nicode-
mus, whose fuller title “Memorial of what happened to Jesus Christ before Pontius Pilate” led 
to its alternative designation as Acts of Pilate, was popular and was received from a relatively 
early point in time onward. The oldest redaction of the text from Greek into Armenian dates to 
the fi fth century, while the Greek text was translated into Georgian not any later than the eighth 
century. Since the oldest Greek manuscripts that are extent for the Gospel of Nicodemus date 
to the twelfth century, at least one of the great values of the Armenian and Georgian redac-
tions consists in offering access to Greek models that predate what is preserved in the Greek 
language. These earlier models differed from the later ones in specifi c readings which the text 
offered as well as with regard to the arrangement of individual text passages within the larger 
structure of the text as we know it. Bernard Outtier, for instance, was able to show that the 
evidence of the Armenian translation proves that initially the prologue and preface did not both 
jointly precede the text, but that the prologue stood at the beginning of the text and the preface 
at the end.1 For the Georgian translation, Outtier could demonstrate that two different Greek 
models were used in the process of fi rst translating and then, in a second step, redacting the 
text. Thus the Georgian translation witnesses to an active process of reception within Georgian 
circles, albeit a reception process that relied for its authoritative referencing on two distinct and 
different Greek models. As a consequence, the witness of the Georgian translation and redac-
tion provides its modern researcher with the opportunity to trace the shape of two different 
types of the Greek Vorlage.

In 1985, Tsiala Kurtsikidze offered a formidable critical edition of the Georgian transla-
tion of the Gospel of Nicodemus based on nine of the twenty extant manuscripts.2 Her work 
clearly demonstrated that the translation originated from a Greek model. Kurtsikidze also estab-
lished that the translation was a product of eighth-century Palestine and therefore predated any 
of the Greek manuscripts of the text that are still available. It is noteworthy, that seven of the 
nine manuscripts on which she relied were liturgical in nature, that is, the apocryphal Gospel 
of Nicodemus was used in these homiliaries as part of the offi cial repertoire of texts that were 
available for readings during church services. The evidence of the Georgian tradition is quite 
similar to the Armenian tradition in this regard, where nearly all of the twenty-two manuscripts 
that provide the evidence for the text of the Armenian version of the Gospel of Nicodemus are 
homiliaries that envision the text to be used during the liturgies at the beginning of Lent, on 

1 Bernard Outtier, “The Armenian and Georgian Versions of the Evangelium Nicodemi,” Apocrypha 21 
(2010), 49-56, here 52.

2 Tsiala Kurcikidze, ed., nikodimosis apokrifuli wignis qarTuli versia [The Georgian version of the 
apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus] (Tbilisi: Metsniereba, 1985).
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Good Friday, or Easter Saturday.1 Moreover, the text of the Georgian translation of the Gospel 
of Nicodemus offered a reading that, according to the oldest one of the nine manuscripts that 
entered into Kurtsikidze’s edition, namely MS Georgian Sinai 78 from 1031 CE, was to be 
used in the liturgy on Good Friday.2 The relevance of the evidence of this manuscript for the 
study of the contributions of apocryphal texts to the question of interreligious relations emerges 
more clearly when one considers that the accusations of the Jews against Jesus that are featured 
in the Greek Gospel of Nicodemus were transformed in the Georgian translation of the work 
in MS Georgian Sinai 78 into proclamations through which the Jews gave expression to their 
faith in Jesus instead.3 To what extent this rewriting of the apocryphal text had its origins in a 
more positive experience of the relations between Christians and Jews in Georgian history, as 
compared to other geographical regions, remains to be investigated. Future studies will also 
have to examine more closely to what extent this transformation of the original apocryphal 
text constituted a reinterpretation of the representation of Jews in the Christian liturgy of Good 
Friday specifi cally, and the liturgy as a whole, more generally.4 At present, however, one may 
already be in a position to say that, as individual Georgian apocrypha were integrated into a li-
turgical setting, these texts could become acceptable depending on the degree of transformation 
that seemed necessary to establish a fi t between them and other Christian traditions. The active 
reception and adaptation of apocryphal texts, one may argue, did not change the essential nature 
of an apocryphal text as apocryphon.

The reception of the Gospel of Nicodemus is only one of many possible examples that 
could speak to the fi rm integration of apocryphal texts into the liturgical life of the Church. 
The study of Georgian homiliaries, which Michel van Esbroeck offered in 1975 as the pub-
lished product of his doctoral work, provides abundant evidence for the same phenomenon.5 
The data he assembled, described, and analyzed, based on the evidence of six ancient Georgian 
liturgical homiliaries (mravaltavi), from before the year 1000, documents well the integration 
of apocryphal texts on the Virgin Mary, Jesus, Joachim and Anna, John the Baptist, and of 
several apocryphal acts of apostles into the cycle of readings to be used for liturgical services 
throughout the year.6 The implications of this evidence for the modern scholarly defi nition of 
one of the essential characteristics of apocrypha as texts that are not part of the “canon” of the 
offi cial church have yet to be pondered. The evidence of the Georgian tradition, which by no 
means stands alone in the Christian tradition in this regard, clearly challenges approaches to the 
classifi cations of apocrypha that are directed too narrowly by a mind-set that is informed by the 
principle of “sola scriptura~.

1 Outtier, “The Armenian and Georgian Versions of the Evangelium Nicodemi,” 52.
2 Outtier, “The Armenian and Georgian Versions of the Evangelium Nicodemi,” 54.
3 Outtier, “The Armenian and Georgian Versions of the Evangelium Nicodemi,” 54.
4  On attempts to deal with negative perceptions of the representations of Jews in the Christian liturgy 

of Good Friday in more recent times, see Marc H. Tanenbaum and John Pawlikowski, Good Friday 
Worship: Jewish Concerns—Christian Response (Chicago: National Institute for Catholic-Jewish 
Education; and Southfi eld, Michigan: Ecumenical Institute for Jewish-Christian Studies, 1983).

5 Michel van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens homéliaires géorgiens. Étude descriptive et historique (Publi-
cations de l’Institut Orientaliste de Louvain; Louvain-la-Neuve: Université Catholique de Louvain, 
Institut Orientaliste, 1975). 

6 See, for instance, van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens homéliaires géorgiens, 171, 177-178, and 225.
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Interactions between Historiography, Apocrypha, and Hagiography: Apocryphal             
Dimensions of the Hagiography Pertinent to Peter the Iberian 

In many ancient Christian literatures, the demarcation lines between historiography and 
hagiography are porous. Some elements in stories, which modern readers might perceive as 
legendary or solely motivated by beliefs, without clear evidence for the historicity of an event, 
could readily become part of an ancient Christian historiographical narrative. Hagiography, on 
the other hand, is not, as if by defi nition, devoid of any or most value as a historical source.1 A 
similar level of fl uidity also was operative at the border lines between hagiography and apocry-
phal writings, at least in some subsets of ancient Christian literatures.2 When studying Georgian 
literature and literature about prominent Georgians in other Oriental Christian languages, the 
permeability of the borderlines is especially noteworthy at the intersections of hagiographical 
with apocryphal traditions.

The story of Peter the Iberian, one of Georgia’s foremost pilgrims to the Holy Land, pro-
vides a formidable opportunity to demonstrate the power of hagiography to bring forth apoc-
ryphal traditions. The apocryphal traditions in question, moreover, fall well within the realm 
of material that ought to command the attention of modern critical scholars of apocrypha. The 
Syriac and the Georgian Lives of Peter the Iberian as well as the Plerophoriae, that is, the 
collection of short stories that center on Peter, produced Christian apocryphal traditions about 
Jesus, Mary, and John the Baptist. Here space merely permits to present two examples, focusing 
on John the Baptist. 

According to the Life of Peter the Iberian, a disciple of Abba Isaiah witnessed that John 
the Baptist appeared in a vision to Abba Isaiah at the time of the latter’s passing away in order 
to prepare him and eventually take him away into heaven.3 Still being able to talk to Isaiah be-
fore that one’s death, the disciple learned that in their conversation Isaiah had asked the Baptist 
about the nature of the locusts “he used to eat in the desert,” and the Baptist had provided as 
response “that these had been the heads of roots from the desert~.4 In the Greek manuscript 

1 For recent work that attempts to regain and reevaluate hagiography for its historiographical value, 
see for instance the articles published in Arietta Papaconstantinou in collaboration with Muriel Debié 
and Hugh Kennedy, eds., “Writing True Stories”: Historians and Hagiographers in the Late Antique 
and Medieval Near East (Turnhout: Brepols, 2010).

2 On the need to see the intersections between apocryphal and hagiographical writings, see Mark-
schies, “‘Neutestamentliche Apokryphen,’” 117-119; and Tobias Nicklas, “Gedanken zum Verhältnis 
zwischen christlichen Apokryphen und hagiographischer Literatur: Das Beispiel der Veronika-Tradi-
tionen,” Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 62.1 (2008), 45-63.

3 Life of Peter the Iberian 169 [Raabe 125-126] (ed. and tr. Cornelia B. Horn and Robert R. Phenix, 
John Rufus: The Lives of Peter the Iberian, Theodosius of Jerusalem, and the Monk Romanus [Writ-
ings from the Greco-Roman World 24; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008], 244-247).

4 Life of Peter the Iberian 169 [Raabe 126] (ed. and tr. Cornelia B. Horn and Robert R. Phenix, John 
Rufus: The Lives of Peter the Iberian, Theodosius of Jerusalem, and the Monk Romanus, 246-247). 
For further discussion of this passage, see Cornelia B. Horn, Asceticism and Christological Contro-
versy in Fifth-Century Palestine: The Career of Peter the Iberian (The Oxford Early Christian Stud-
ies series; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 169-170.
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tradition that complements the evidence of the Syriac one for the Plerophoriae, one fi nds the 
story of confl icts between Amos of Jerusalem (594-601), whom the text characterized as a 
μισoμόvαχoς, a “monk-hater,” and the monks. Instead of exhorting one of the monks, who had 
fallen into temptation, Amos took off the monk’s habit, placed it on a pig, and sent the pig out 
into public; the monk he had whipped as corporal punishment. In this story, John the Baptist 
appeared to Patriarch Amos at night and questioned him about his treatment of the monk. When 
Amos reacted and attempted to appease the Baptist by building him a church outside the gates 
of Jerusalem, John appeared to him once more and stated that no building efforts would suffi ce 
to obtain forgiveness for having so dishonored the monastic habit.1 In both of these stories, as 
well as in another one not discussed here, the apocryphal tradition characterizes John the Bap-
tist as closely associated with and taking the sides of ascetics. Given the fi fth-century context 
of the dominant party lines between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians in Palestine, this 
is not surprising. Nevertheless, this evidence of the lines of development of apocryphal tradi-
tions concerning John the Baptist as a promoter of ascetical life is an important component that 
can help explain the latter shape of Islamico-Christian apocryphal traditions concerning John 
the Baptist, which even more strongly see in the Baptist the model par excellence of ascetical 
zeal.2 This evidence then nicely shows how apocryphal traditions about John the Baptist in ha-
giographical works related to Georgian fi gures and their circles constitute one of the many and 
intriguing pieces of the mosaic of how apocryphal traditions can function well as bridges within 
the spectrum of interreligious relations. 

Some Conclusions

The discussion of aspects of the Georgian reception of the Gospel of Nicodemus pro-
vided evidence of the integration of apocrypha into the repertoire of liturgical texts that were 
used within the life of the Georgian church. A complementary phenomenon is to be observed in 
the realm of the integration of extant or newly produced apocryphal traditions into hagiographi-
cal texts, for which the evidence from the traditions associated with Peter the Iberian provide 
only one example. The two areas of liturgy and hagiography represent two different contexts for 
the integration of apocryphal traditions into Georgian culture. When apocryphal traditions are 
integrated into the liturgy, these apocryphal texts gain in authority as respectable Christian writ-
ings through their acceptance into an offi cially recognized body of ecclesial literature. When 
apocryphal traditions appear in hagiographical texts, on the other hand, their value as stories 
that provide access to Biblical fi gures or tales that can be associated with the Bible increases the 
claim to authority of the fi gures and narratives that interact with them within the hagiographical 
narrative that has included or adopted them. In both instances, elements that are grounded in 
apocryphal traditions are associated with claims to authority or validity which the texts or text 

1 Plerophoriae 105 (ed. François Nau and tr. Maurice Brière, Jean Rufus, évêque de Maïouma: Pléro-
phories, c.-à-d. témoignages et révélations [Patrologia Orientalis 8.1; Paris: Firmin-Didot, and Fri-
bourg en Brisgau: Herder, 1912], 182-183). See also Greek MS Paris 1596, fols. 552-553.

2 See for instance the traditions about John the Baptist in the Islamic Lives of the Prophets.
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corpora that function as hosts promote. The two phenomena of the use and function of apocry-
pha in the context of Georgian literature do not only complement one another well, they also 
stand as strong witnesses to the creative and welcoming embrace of apocryphal writings in the 
Georgian ecclesiastical and literary tradition.

kornelia hornikornelia horni

qristianuli apokrifa saqarTveloSi da qarTvelTa literaturaSi: 

zogierTi mosazreba apokrifis, hagiografiisa da liturgiis 

gzagasayarze 

apokriful teqstebs centraluri adgili uWiravs qarTul liter-

aturaSi bibliuri literaturis, hagiografiis, liturgiis da istorio-

grafiis gzagasayarze. winamdebare naSromi miznad isaxavs bibliografiis 
gadafasebasa da qarTuli apokrifuli teqstebis Seswavlas, aseve, qarTul 
saliteraturo produqciaSi apokrifis centraluri mniSnvnelobis aRi-

arebsa da gadafasebas saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi. naSromSi warmodgenilia 
Seswavlili saqmis monacemTa kompleqti, romelic gamomdinareobs mefe 
abgaris legendidan da nikodimosis saxarebidan. agreTve, Seswavlilia 
bioistoriografiuli da polemikuri Canaweri, romelic dakavSirebulia 
saqarTvelos yvelaze wminda adgilTan, piligrimTan da petre iberTan. 
aRniSnuli masalis analizi demonstrirebas axdens, Tu rogor viTarde-

boda apokrifa qarTuli kulturis garemoSi, sadac igi miRebul iqna, ro-

gorc liturgiuli parametrebis avtoriteti, romelsac mieniWa istorio-

grafiuli narativebis uflebamosileba. es monacemebi, aseve, naTels fens 
qarTuli apokrifis Sesabamisobas iudaizms, qristianobasa da islams Soris 
urTierTobebisTvis, iseve, rogorc religiaTaSoris urTierTobebis isto-

riisTvis. 
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renesansuli da Tanamedrove humanizmi

arsebobs humanizmis sxvadasxva gaSifvra – homo humanus sxvadasx-

vagvarad kiTxuloben tradiciuli, egzistencionaluri, marqsistuli, 
qristianuli versiebSi. aqcenti xan pirovnebis Tavisufali ganviTarebis 
principzea, im tipis azrovnebaze, romlis upirvelesi sazrunavia adamianis 
ZiriTadi Tvisebebis ganviTareba.

magaliTad, Tanamedrove germanel filosofoss iurgen habermass miaC-

nia, rom pirvelad kirkegori axerxebs yvelaze axlos miuaxlovdes sakiTxs 

cnebis `sakuTar Tavad yofnis SesaZlebloba~ SemotaniT; (kirkegoris ter-

minologiiT `an-an-i~). pirovneba, acnobierebs ra sakuTar Tavisuflebas, 

usvavs sakuTar  Tavs amocanas, romelic Tavadve unda gadawyvitos. misi mim-

devrebis, XX saukunis eqsistencialistebisagan gansxvavebiT, kirkegori re-

ligiuri filosofosia da pirad arCevanSi ar uSvebs TviTnebobas. misTvis 

orientiri rwmenaa, ufalia – `absoluturi sxvaa~. pozitivistebisaTvis es 

sxva umal transsubieqturia da ara absoluturi.

Tanamedrove filosofosi alan badiu da misi mimdevrebi (lazarniu, 

miSeli) miiCneven, rom Tanamedrove kacobrioba mecnierebis mwarmoebeli 

praqtikebis, politikis sruliad axali formisa da Tanamedrove xelovnebis 

uprecendento renesansis epoqaSia. aRmoCenebi biologiaSi, maTematikasa 

da fizikaSi, nevrologiaSi, sociologiaSi, fsiqologiaSi, eTnografiaSi 

kacobriobis istoriaSi uprecendeto masStabisaa. am aRmoCenebma Taname-

drove mecnierebis, da politikis radikaluri transformaciebi Taname-

drove filosofiuri azris provocireba unda moaxdinon. risken gvixmobs 
axali epoqa? ra mimarTulebiT unda imoZraos/ganviTardes Cveni azri? 

badiu ambobs, rom dRes sayovelTao korufcia liberalur samyaroSi 
Zalian cxadad Cans. postsekularuli samyaros erT-erTi mTavari problema 
sworedac rom sayovelTao politikuri ideologiebis krizisi da liber-

alizmis sayovelTao korufciaa. am yvelafris Semxedvare ubralo adamiani 
eklesiaSi midis – misi erTaderTi imedi RmerTia. gamosavlis erT-erT gzad 
miiCneva axali religiuri moZraobis damyareba. Cndeba moZraoba sekularu-

li humanizmi, axali termini – planetaruli humanizmi – romelmac unda 

SesZlos postmodermizmis negatiuri gavlenebis gadalaxva da axali sain-

formacio epoqis dadgomis xelSewyoba. 
Tanamedrove humanizmi sakuTar pozicias mkafiod ayalibebs „human-

izmis manisfestSi“ (Humanist Manifesto) igi aerTianebs sam, sxvadasxva wlebSi 
1933/1979/2003 – gamosul manifests. manifesti gadmoscems samyaros Sesaxeb 
Tanamedrove humanisturi xedvis principebs.
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pirvelis teqsti ekuTvnis amerikel filosofoss roi selarss da 
unitarel mRvdels reimond brags (Raymond B. Bragg). avtorebi aRniSnaven, 

rom misi Seqmna axali, miwier Rirebulebebze orientirebuli aratradici-

uli humanisturi religiis Seqmnis aucileblobiT iyo nakarnaxevi. pirveli 

manifestis mixedviT humanizmi unda iqces imgvar religiur moZraobad, ro-

melic SesZlebs yvela manamde arsebuli gamocxadebis religiis Canacvle-

bas. rwmenis axali sistema 15 sekularuli tipis Teziss emyareba; es Tezisebi 

uaryofiTad afaseben arsebul utilitarul sazogadoebas da gvTavazoben 

urTierTTanamSromlobaze dafuZnebul msoflio egalitaruli sazoga-

doebis models.

kerZod, mtkicdeba – samyaros xelTuqmnelobis idea, bunebis da so-

cialuri samyaros evoluciis faqti, religiisa da kulturis socialuri 

fesvebis arseboba, sicocxleze organuli Tvalsazrisi, uariyofa tradici-

uli sulisa da sxeulis dualizmi, axalma religiam sakuTari imedebi da 

miznebi mecnieruli meTodologiis SuqSi unda daaformuliros, tradicu-

li damijvna sakralursa da miwiers Soris yariyofa, araferi adamianuri re-

ligiisaTvis araa ucxo. meore manifesti filosofosi sekularuli humaniz-

mis mamad wodebuli pol kurtci da unitareli mRvdeli edvin h. uilsonis 

avtorobiT 1973 wels Seiqmna. igi asaxavs „msoflio istoriis axal realiebs: 

faSizmis gavrcelebasa da mis damarcxebas meore msoflio omSi, msoflios 

gaxleCas or dapirispirebul sistemad da msoflio socialisturi banakis 

Seqmnas, civi omi da gaeros Seqmna, mecnierul-teqnikuri progresis das-

wrafeba, demokratuli sazogadoebis Seqmna da adamianis uflebaTa dasaca-

vad moZraobis gaaqtiureba materialuri keTildReobisa da mosaxleobis si-

coxlis xarisxis gaumjobesebis fonze“. avtorebi uTiTeben im safrTxeebze, 

romlis winaSe dgas adamianis arseboba da, zogadad, sicocxle dedamiwaze, 

totalitaruli represiebi, biologiuri, qimiuri da birTvuli katastro-

febi, iracionaluri kultebisa da religiur swavlebaTa gavrceleba, rom-

lebic izolaciasa da morCilebas qadageben“. 

manifesti mouwodebs yvela adamians dedamiwaze miiRon „imgvari kom-

pleqsi saerTo principebisa, romelnic erToblivi moqmedebis asparezs 

gaSlian; es iqneba adamianis Tanamedrove mdgomareobis Sesatyvisi pozi-

tiur principebi“. SemoTavazebulia msoflio sekularuli sazogadoebis 

proeqti, romlis miznad, maTi azriT, unda iqces „TiToeuli individis po-

tencialis realizacia – ara gamorCeuli umciresobisa, aramed mTeli kaco-

briobisa“. manifestSi warmoCenilia Tanamedrove humanizmis filosofiis 

Tvalsazrisi sicocxlis sazrisze, samoqalaqo Tavisuflebebsa da demokra-

tiaze; igi Tanamimdevrulad icavs adamianis uflebebs TviTmkvlelobaze, 

abortze, gayraze, evTanaziaze da seqsualur Tavisuflebaze, aRiarebulia 

humanitarul midgomaTa mravalmxrivobis SesaZlebloba – Tanabrad miRe-

bulia rogorc mecnierul materializmTan dakavSirebuli aTeisturi hu-
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manizmi, ise liberalur-religiuri humanizmi, romelic uaryofs tradici-

ul religiebs.

meore manifestidan yvelaze xSirad apelireben or viTarebaze da mo-

hyavT Sesabamisi ori citata: „ arnairi RvTaeba ar gadagvarCens, Cven Tavadve 

unda gadavirCinoT sakuTari Tavi“ da „ Cven pasuxismgebelni varT imaze ro-

gorebic varT da imazec rogorebic gavxdebiT“.

amerikuli humanitaruli sazogadoebis mier 2003 wels gamoqveynebuli 

mesame manifesti „humanizmi da misi miswrafeba“ («Humanism and Its Aspirations», 
Humanist Manifesto III) Segnebulad aris ufro mokle, vidre wina ori manifes-

ti. igi 6 mTavar debulebas moicavs da wina teqstebis paToss iziarebs. em-

pirizmisa da pragmatizmis filosofiis suliskveTebiTaa gamsWvaluli. sa-

myaros Semecneba xdeba dakvirvebis, eqsperimentirebis da racionaluri ana-

lizis Sedegad. adamianuri arseba bunebis ganuyofeli nawilia, evoluciuri 
cvalebadobis Sedegia da es procesi winaswarganpirobebuli araa da aravin 
araa misi mmarTveli. eTikuri Rirebulebebi im adamianuri moTxovnilebebisa 
da interesebisagan gamomdinareobs, romlebic cdiT gamoicdeba. sicocxle 
iZens sazriss pirovnebis mier humanizmis idealebis msaxurebaSi. adamianuri 
arseba Tavisi bunebiT socialuria da igi erTmaneTTan urTierTobaSi pou-

lobs sazriss. sazogadoebrivi keTildReobisaTvis Sroma individumis bed-

nierebis maqsimumizacias axdens.

avtorebis mosazrebiT am sruliad axali manifestis dizaini ocda-

meerTe saukunis problemebzea mimarTuli. igi mecnieruli naturalizmisa 
da axali teqnologiebis Tanamimdevruli dacvas isaxavs miznad. manifests 
laitmotivad misdevs azri, rom mecnierebas, gonebas, demokratias, gana-

Tlebas da humanizmis Rirebulebebs ZalulT progresis xelSewyoba. 
samive teqsi gansxvavebulia formiT, tonalobiT da gacxadebuli 

miznebiT, magram yvelgan Cans – Tanamedrove humanizmis saerTo maxasi-

aTeblebi: religiuri skepticizmi, gonebis primati, evolucionizmi, Ta-

visuflebis da ganaTlebis ideali, eklesiis saxelmwifodan gamoyofa, 
praqtikul sargebelze dafuZnebuli morali, mecniereba da teqnolo-

gia, kvlevaTa Tavisufleba.

„Cven gvesaWiroeba mecnieruli meTodebis gamoyeneba-gafarToeba. 
vdgevarT ra momavlis pirispir, saWiroa gadavwyvitoT ra unda gavake-

ToT“... 
am velze cxaddeba SekiTxva: rogor gvesmis adamianis anTropologi-

uri arsi? da rogor unda daformulirdes SekiTxva – adamianis Rirseba Tu 

adamianuri cxovrebis Rirseba? da zogadad aris Tu ara postindistriuli 

xanis kacobrioba liberaluri evgenikis gzaze?

es kiTxvebi wilnayaria adamianis, rogorc homo humanicus-is TviTiden-

tifikaciis sakiTxTan. uaxlesma biosamedicino teqnologiebma SeiZleba 

gamoiwvion safuZvliani ryevebi moralur cnobierebaSi. teqnologiebis 
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umravlesoba mimarTulia im kriteriumebis cvlilebebze, romlebic safuZ-

vlad edeba e.w. `bunebrivi gziT~ warmoSobas; am dros adamiani acnobierebs 

sakuTar Tavs, rogorc erTaderT Semoqmedsa da sakuTari sicocxlis av-

tors; Tavs moraluri sazogadoebis Tanasworuflebian wevrad miiCnevs. 

iSleba zRvari obieqtursa da subieqturs, bunebasa da kulturas Soris. 

bunebrivad warmoSobil-gazrdili da xelovnurad, laboratoriul piro-

bebSi gakeTebuli, masalis teqnikuri gadamuSavebisa, Tu kultivirebuli 

Terapevtuli saSualebebiT miRebuli; maTi aRqma da maT mimarT midgomebic 

sxvadasxvaa iqneba.

manifestSi gaSlili liberaluri midgomis perspeqtivebi iwvevs 

moraluri problemebis win wamowevas im biosamedicino teqnologiebis 

mimarT, romlebic daSvebulia, da TiTqosda araa safrTxis Semcveli. igi 

icavs da amarTlebs evgenikis bazisur principebs, Sobadobis kontrolis 

dawesebas, abortebs, seqsualur Tavisuflebas, evTanaziis uflebas. adami-

ani miCneulia saSualebad da arasdros miznad. igi ganagebs sakuTar Tavsac 

da sakuTar sicocxlesac; xolo xarisxobrivobis principi marTavs sicocx-

les; mizani amarTlebs saSualebas.

„adamiani aris pasuxismgebeli sakuTar bedze da ara RmerTi. adamianma 

unda SeZlos brma da Segnebuli moralurobis transformacia erT racio-

nalur safuZvelze, SeinarCunos warsulis sibrZne da ifiqros axal eTi-

kur principebze, gansajos isini Sedegebis mixedviT da Seamowmos cocxali 

gamocdilebis konteqstSi. Sesabamisad, man Tavadve unda Seqmnas sakuTari 
moraluri samyaro~. aseTia reziume Tanamedrove humanizmis manifestisa.

rodesac qarTveli filosofosi humanizmze dafiqrdeba, mecnier-

uli sindisi mas ar miscems uflebas gverdi auaros b-n Salva nucubiZes 

naazrevs. mis metad saintereso mignebebs am sferoSi da im mravalwerti-

lebs, romelic Cvengan axlebul wakiTxvasa da gaSifvras moiTxovs. 

nucubiZes Semohyavs termini adrindeli aRmosavleTis renesansis 

cneba. misi kvlevis samizne es diskursia. modiT CavxedoT rogor ganmar-

tavs nucubiZe humanizms: `imisda mixedviT, Tu ra xasiaTs iRebda adamianis 

– ‘kacis‘ – rogorc ityoda rusTaveli TviTSegneba – viTardeboda is, ra-

sac istoriaSi „humanizmi“ daerqva (laTinuri sityvidan `hunmanus“ aq ada-

mianuri). adamianis orientirebas, Tavis Tavis povnas, msoflioSi didi is-

toria hqonda da is iyo am istorias azrs rom aZlevda, misi filosofia rom 

iyo. misi ‘istorografia’ an istoriis gaazreba... „da Semdeg modis abzaci, 

romelsac am konteqstSi Zalian frTxili da gaazrebuli wakiTxva sWird-

eba, rom amovxsnaT sadaa WeSmaritad Tavisufali azrisTvis gankuTvnili 

saTqmeli da sad – cenzurisaTvis gankuTvnili kargad SefuTuli. „religia 

da filosofia adamianis samyaroSi orientirebis saSualeba iyo“, magram 

roca igi dogmaturi iyo da adamians boWavda, winaaRmdegobas iwvevda. aseT 

SemTxvevebSi kacobriobis ganviTarebuli azri religiis miRma (filosofiis 

CarCoebis miRma) gadaxedvas lamobda, „dafarulis“, mistikuris „gacxade-
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bas“ eZebda... `yofnad mowodeba“, romelsac didi qarTveli moazrovnis, 

petre iberis TqmiT, RmerTi asrulebs kacis mimarT, unda gamxdariyo Ta-

visTavis „ZaliTa miT ZlieriTa“ Seqmnad. gana `yofnad mowodeba“ xatad 

da msgavsad yofnad mowodeba araa?! adamianSi samebis TvisebaTa: gonebis, 

nebisa da Tavisuflebis, sikeTisaken swrafvis anarekli.

vfiqrob, rom aq xom sxvaze araferze, Tu ara ganaTlebul rwmenazea 

saubari, fanatizmidan Tavisufal azrze, romelic WeSmaritebis Ziebisas 

aucileblobiT midis ganaTlebul rwmenamde. 

swored esaa adrindeli aRmosavluri renesansis mTavari maxasiaTe-

beli. garda amisa, aq win gamodis antikurobis mier gadauWrelad dato-

vebuli adamianis saorentacio sakiTxebi (1.91), romelTac qristianulma 

azrma areopagitikaSi gasca pasuxi. universaluri msoflio renesansis sa-

pirwoned „garkveuli rkalis regionaluri renesansi“ (1.98), anu adrindeli 

aRmosavluri renesansi ufro farTo gagebas moicavda adamianisa. humaniz-

mis amgvarad gaSifrul paradigmaSi prevalirebulia adamianuri Rirsebis 

damkvidreba, pirovnebis Sinagani ganaxlebisaken swrafva. igi gamsWvalulia 

adamianis siyvaruliT, misi Rirsebis pativiscemiT; kacTmoyvareobiT, ro-

melic kacobriobis sakeTildReod sruli da uangaro msaxurebisaken mogvi-

wodebs.
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ANASTASIA ZAKARIADZE

Renaissance Humanism versus Contemporary

Summary

Problem of classifi cation of various modes and types of humanism is not an easy task 
to carry out and furthermore it could not be solved unambiguously.Polemics about humanism 
have sometimes assumed paradoxical twists and turns.For the more precise stucturalization of 
humanism is suggested singling out two dimensions of the analyzed phenomenon-theoretical 
and practical. Different interpretations of humanism are discussed, as well as diverse evalua-
tions of homo humanus; namely in naturalistic, scientifi c and secular, atheistic and religious, 
Marxist and democratic, pragmatic and existentialistic versions. In the edge of two-XX-XXI 
centuries secular, religious and social humanism reveals itself as the most signifi cant forms of 
humanism.

Popular religion versions of contemporary humanism in Western discourse are discussed. 
“The Humanist Manifesto”, a new religion for the socialist utopia, is reviewed point by point 
and critically questioned several assumptions in this atheistic belief system which has gone 
largely unchallenged. There is argued that the essential purpose of any religion is not merely 
to serve mundane “social goals”, but to provide the individual with conceptual framework for 
perception of universe and his place within it. As for “Planetary Humanism”, it declared itself 
as a new global governance arising system; that means that it claims to be a provider of a new 
political point of view or ideology. 

It is arguable that from these positions it would be possible to overcome the negative 
infl uence of postmodernism and new informational era.

Nutsubidze’s conception of early Eastern Renaissance theory gives us a fresh perspective 
for understanding more widely the essence of human creature. Paradigm of humanism, which 
has been posed by Nutsubidze, may be easily agreed with the paradigm of Christian humanism.
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nikita stiTatis epistoleTa qarTuli Targmanebi

Sesavali

arsen iyalToelis „dogmatikonSi“ warmodgenili nikita stiTatis 

Txzu lebebis sruli korpusis axlaxans ganxorcielebuli publikacia1, 

aseve misi epistolis damoukidebeli publikacia2 mniSvnelovani movlenaa 

ara mxolod nikita stiTatis memkidreobis Seswavlis saqmeSi, aramed zoga-

dad bizantiuri mwerlobis kvleva-Ziebis TvalsazrisiT.

ganxorcielebul publikaciebSi nikita stiTatis SemoqmedebasTan 

dakavSirebuli zogi sakiTxi ganxilvis gareSe darCa, maTi warmoCenisTvis 

saWiro gaxda teqstebis ufro dawvrilebiTi analizi. gaugebaria, magali-

Tad, berZnul da qarTul versiaTa Soris arsebuli sxvaoba nikita stiTa-

tis mier Txzulebebis Seqmnis TariRTan dakavSirebiT. „dogmatikonis“ xel-

nawerebSi kolofonis saxiT arsebuli avtoris, nikita stiTatis anderZis 

mixedviT TariRia 1030 weli, samecniero literaturaSi miRebulia 1080 

weli. aseve gaugebaria berZnul da qarTul versiaTa gansxvaveba sofistis 

saxelebSi, da IX epistolis ar arseboba berZnul xelnawerebSi. Cndeba kiTx-

va, xom ar aris IX epistolis adresati basili monazoni da V–VIII epistolee-

bis adresati basili sofisti erTi da igive piri? winamdebare werilSi Se-

vecdebiT garkveuli sinaTle movfinoT am sakiTxebs.

werilSi nikita stiTatis Sromebi Cven mier Semdegi literebiT aris 
aRniSnuli:

 AI–AV – sityvebi somex monofizitTa winaaRmdeg;

 E – nikitas epistole evsebis;

 C – nikitas epistole nikita xarfofilakss, moTavsebulia traq-

tatebis win rogorc berZnul, ise qarTul redaqciebSi;

 TA – traqtati „sulisaTTs“;

 TP – traqtati „samoTxisaTTs“;

 I–IX – I–IX epistoleebi;

 III* – III epistolis sruli teqsti, romelic SemorCenili araa 

(ro gorc es Cans TviTon III epistolis saxelwodebidan „sxvisa 

epistolisagan“).3

1 dogmatikoni, t. II, 2013.

2 Raphava, 2014.
3 gamoyenebulia Semdegi mnemoniebi: C – Coronis, TA – anima, TP – paradisus.
 TxzulebaTa fragmentebis damowmeba motanilia X. formatSi, sadac X Txzu-

lebis identifikatoria, xolo N – paragrafis nomeri, Tu numeracia axlavs (Tit 
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1. nikita stiTatis TxzulebaTa koleqciis daTariReba da                          

qronologia

1.1. koleqciis daTariReba

„dogmatikonis“ qarTuli xelnawerebis kolofoni Semdeg TariRs iZ-

leva:

„ⴇⴇⴓⴡⴑⴀ1 ⴈⴀⴌⴅⴀⴐⴑⴀ· 
ⴈⴌⴃⴈⴉⴒⴈⴍⴌⴑⴀ ⴑⴀⴋⴑⴀ: 
ⴃⴀⴑⴀⴁⴀⴋⴈⴇⴂⴀⴌⴇⴀ ⴜⴄⴊⴇⴀ ႾႴႪჁ ჻

Tuesa ianvarsa, indiktionsa samsa, 
dasabamiTganTa welTa xfll (6538)“2

12bizantiuri welTaRricxviT (κατὰ Ῥωμαίους) 6538 weli samyaros Seqm-

nidan Seesabameba 1030 wels3, kolofonis TariRi arsebiTad ewinaaRmdegeba        

J. daruzesis daskvnas imis Sesaxeb, rom epistoleebi nikitas mier daweril-

ia1080 wlis axlos an, yovel SemTxvevaSi, 1075–1090 wlebis periodSi.4 magram 

wlis nomris paralelurad kolofonSi moyvanilia indiqtionis nomeric – 3. 

ramdenadac bizantiur welTaRricxvaSi indiqtionis nomeri Seesabameba sa-

myaros Seqmnidan wlebis dayofis naSTs 15 wliT5, AM 6538 wels unda Seefar-

dos indiqtioni 13 da ara 3, rogorc es moyvanilia kolofonSi (6538 = 1×435 
+ 13). ase rom, kolofonis TariRSi daSvebulia Secdoma, amis SesaZleblobas 

Cven adrec vuSvebdiT.

SesaZlebelia, kolofonis TariRSi Secdoma iyos rogorc indiqtionis 

nomerSi (3 nacvlad 13-isa), ise wlis nomerSi. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom wlis 

nomeri ar dascildeba XI saukunis sazRvrebs (anu AM 6538–6607) da rom koni-

eqtura mxolod erT simbolos exeba, miviRebT wlis sam Sesaferis variants 

3 indiqtioniT – AM 6528, 6558 da 6588. dawvrilebiT ganvixiloT TiToeuli 

varianti.6

winaswar unda aRiniSnos, rom TariRi 1030 weli, nikita stiTatis 

cxovrebis qronologiis Sesaxeb Tanamedrove Sexedulebebidan gamomdi-

nare, nakleb mosalodnelia. miuxedavad misi cxovrebis Sesaxeb arsebuli 

cnobebis mravalgvarobisa, 1022 weli savsebiT zustad miiCneva, rogorc ni-

kitas axalgazrdobis wlebi, anu kolofonis 1030 weli ar SeiZleba axlos 

iyos mis mier „sulisaTTs“ da „samoTxisaTTs“ traqtatebis daweris dro-

– saTauri, Pre – Sesavali). Tu sawinaaRmdego miTiTebuli araa, citatebi X.N for-
matSi motanilia „dogmatikoni“ (t.II, 2013) gamocemis mixedviT; berZnuli citatebi motanilia J. da-
ruzesis „Nicetas Stethatos“ (1961) gamocemis mixedviT.

1 ⴇⴇⴓⴄⴑⴀ ms. quT. 23.

2  xelnawerTa erovnuli centri, ms. S 1463, fol. 281r II; ms. quT. 23, fol. 335v. orTo-

grafia da asomTavrulisa da nusxuris gamoyeneba xelnawerebSi identuria. 

3 Grumel, 1958: 128, 254; Blackburn, Holford-Strevens, 1999: 766.
4 Nicetas Stethatos, 1961: 10, 24.
5 Grumel, 1958: 202; Blackburn, Holford-Strevens, 1999: 771.
6 weris nimuSebze ix. abulaZe, 1973: XI (col. 7-9), XII-XIII (col. 4-9).
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sTan.1 garda amisa, epistoleebi nikita koronidis mimarT dawerili unda 

iyos 1050 wlis Semdeg, romelic warmoadgens xartofilaksis Tanamdeboba-

ze misi yofnis qveda cnobil sazRvars.2

indiqtioni 13 (1030 w.). ramdenadac indiqtionis nomeri dawerilia 
asoebiT, konieqtura ⴑⴀⴋⴑⴀ ← *ⴚⴀⴋⴄⴒⴑⴀ qarTul versiaSi SeuZlebelia. 13 

indiqtionis koreqtuli gadmocema berZnul versiaSi iqneboda *ἰνδικτιῶνος 
ιγ´, an *ΙΝΔ ιγ´,3 magram am SemTxvevaSi imisTvis, rom miviRoT ⴑⴀⴋⴑⴀ qarTul 
versiaSi, Cven erTdroulad ori ram unda davuSvaT: Secdoma indiqtionis 
nomerSi berZnul xelnawerebSi (*γ´ ← *ιγ´), da indiqtionis nomris gadmoce-

mis saSualebis Secvla qarTul versiaSi. Tu berZnul versiaSi indiqtioni 
aRniSnuli iyo sityvebiT (*ἰνδικτιῶνος δέκατης τρίτης), rac tipuri ar aris, aT-

eulebis aRniSvnis gamotoveba migviyvanda swored damowmebul formamde: 
ⴑⴀⴋⴑⴀ ← *τρίτης ← *δέκατης τρίτης. magram indiqtionis nomris sityvebiT gamox-

atva berZnul teqstSi ufro Tavdapirveli *ἰνδικτιῶνος τρίτης-is (mesame indiq-

tionis) sasargeblod metyvelebs.4

AM 6528, 6558 da 6588 (1020, 1050 da 1080 ww.). ganvixiloT Sesabamisi Tari-

Rebis yvela varianti teqstSi: 

teqstSi AM 6528 AM 6558 AM 6588
qarTuli
berZnuli

ႾႴႪჁ
*ϛφλη

*ႾႴႩჁ
*ϛφκη

*ႾႴႬჁ
*ϛφνη

*ႾႴႮჁ
*ϛφπη

qarTul versiaSi Secdomebi *Ⴉ → Ⴊ da *Ⴌ → Ⴊ nakleb mosalodnelia. 
Secdoma *Ⴎ → Ⴊ savsebiT dasaSvebia XI saukunis meore naxevrisTvis, gansa-

kuTrebiT nusxur dawerilobaSi (varaudi imis Sesaxeb, rom arsenis proto-

grafi SeiZleba dawerili iyo kursiviT, savsebiT dasaSvebia). Secdomebi *κ 
→ *λ da *π → *λ berZnul versiaSi albaT SeuZlebelia, xolo Secdoma *ν → *λ 
SesaZlebelia, magram naklebad savaraudoa.5

amrigad, kolofonis SesaZlebeli aRsadgeni TariRebia AM 6588 (1080 

w., yvelaze SesaZlebeli varianti), 6558 (1050 w., naklebad SesaZlebeli) an 
AM 6538 (1030w., ufro naklebad SesaZlebeli). amaTgan mxolod 1080 weli 

Tavsdeba 1075–1092 wlebis droul CarCoebSi. zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, 

Cven vfiqrobT, rom:

qarTuli versia saWiroebs konieqturas *ႾႴႮჁ;
kolofonis koreqtuli TariRi aris 1080 wlis ianvari (AM 6588).6 

1 Nicetas Stethatos, 1961: 8.
2 ibid.: 17, 20.
3 Canart, 1980: 96; Meimaris, 1992: 34.
4 radganac indiqtionis aRniSvna asoebiT saerTod aratipiria, xolo formulaSi 

„ἰνδικτιῶνος ...“ wlis aRniSvna asoebiT ufro metad gvxvdeba 1-10 indiqtionebis-

Tvis (ix. Meimaris, 1992: 156-157, 162-304). 
5 Gardthausen, 1913: tab. 6-7.
6 Grumel, 1958: 128.
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1.2. nikita stiTatis epistoleebis daweris qronologia 

nikita stiTatis traqtatebisa da epistoleebis ganxilvisas, calke 
mdgomi IX epistolis garda, SeiZleba Txzulebebis Semdegi blokebi gamoi-

yos:

1) TA da TP traqtatebi;

2) C → II → IV epistoleebis jgufi;
3) V–IX → I → III* epistoleebis jgufi.

rogorc Cans, C da V.1-dan, traqtatebi TA da TP dawerili iyo yvela 
epistoleebamde. C epistole win uZRoda I epistoles, xolo III.1-dan Cans, 

rom II epistole win uZRoda III epistoles. amgvarad, Cven SegviZlia davadgi-

noT epistoleTa Seqmnis Semdegi qronologia: 

        { C ⇨ II ⇨ IV }
      { TA, TP } 
        { V–IX ⇨ I ⇨ III* }

2. kolofoni da marginalia

2.1 marginalia

„dogmatikonis ZiriTadi xelnawerebis S 1463-isa da quT. 23-is anal-

izis Sedegad mivediT winaswar daskvnamde, rom isini erTmaneTisagan da-

moukidebeli nusxebia da aqvT saerTo protografi.1 S 1463-is tradiciuli 
daTariReba aris XII-XIIIsaukuneebi.2 paleografiuli monacemebis safuZ-

velze vfiqrobT, rom xelnawerebi unda daTariRdes XII  saukunis dasawy-

isiT (S 1463) da XII saukunis Sua an bolo wlebiT (quT. 23).3

ramdenadac marginalia dadasturebulia „dogmatikonis“ yvela xel-

nawerSi, is amgvari saxiT unda arsebuliyo S 1463-isa da quT. 23-is proto-

grafSi. marginaliis ucvleli saxiT arseboba yvela qarTul xelnawerSi 

(gviandelebis CaTvliT), albaT imis sasargeblod metyvelebs, rom is „dog-

matikonis“ nawilia da misi avtori uSualod arsen iyalToelia4.

1 arsebobs imis SesaZleblobac, rom quT. 23-is protografi aris S 1463, rac saq-

mis viTarebas ar cvlis.
2 qarTul xelnawerTa aRweriloba, 1961: 213.

3 ix. a. ostrovski, „dogmatikonis“ adreuli xelnawerebis daTariRebisaTvis 

(mzad  deba gamosacemad).

4 mocemuli sakiTxis sabolood garkveva damokidebulia S 1463 da quT. 23 xel-

nawerebis dawvrilebiTi Seswavlis Sedegebze da maTi urTierTmimarTebis 
garkvevaze.
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2.2. marginaliis daniSnuleba

TariRis maCvenebeli formati nikita stiTatis kolofonSi sruliad 
Seesabameba gadamwerTa kolofonebisTvis tipur formats (Tve, indiqtionis 
nomeri da TariRi Anno Mundi).1 amgvarad, cxadi xdeba marginaliis aucile-

bloba da daniSnuleba: arsenisTvis aucilebeli iyo marginalia, raTa Tavi-

si momavali mkiTxvelisTvis naTlad mieniSnebina, rom kolofoni ekuTvnis 

ara mTargmnels an „dogmatikonis“ romelime nusxis gadamwers (rogorc es 

SeiZleboda gvefiqra TariRis formis safuZvelze), aramed uSualod teqs-

tis avtors, nikita stiTats.

3. aris Tu ara ori basili erTi da igive pirovneba?

SeiZleba Tu ara vifiqroT, rom V–VIII epistoleebis adresati basili 

sofisti da IX epistolis adresati basili monazoni erTi da igive piria? 

CvenTvis xelmisawvdomi wyaroebis ganxilvis Semdeg mivediT im daskvnamde, 

rom basili monazoni da basili sofisti erTi da igive piria.

3.1. III epistoleSi arsebuli miTiTeba IX epistoleze

I epistoleSi nikita stiTati wers nikita xartofilakss: 

`warekueTa vinme brZenTagani sulisa da samoTxisaZliTsa sityuasa 

Cemsa...<...>. xolo saTanado yofad vhgone egeviTarTa maT epistoleTa war-

mocemaa Senda momarT, vinaaTgan aRwerilni igi wargikiTxvan sityuani, raa-

Ta <...>moswero SeniT Cuenda <...> amaTZliTi saTno-yofaa Seni, raaTa umt-

kicesi guaqundes cnobaa sityuaTa amaT Sina...“ (I).

stiTatis sapasuxod, xartofilaksi III epistoleSi wers, rom man 

waikiTxa misi werilebi sofistis mimarT: sulisa da samoTxeSi sulTa yof-

nis Sesaxeb (III.1), diakonis Zaxilze „karTa, karTa“ (III.2) da samociqulos si-

tyvebis ganmarteba I kor.6,18 (III.3):

„warvikiTxen, ufroosad patiosano mamao, mesibrZnisa basilismimarT-

nica winaaRsadgomelni epistoleni Senni samoTxisaTTs da sulTa aw qristes 

Tana samoTxes Sina yofisaTTs d a  S e m d g o m T a . . . “  (III.1). 

„xolo gansabasrvel ars metyuelica, romeli diakonisamiersa mas 

£mobasa, viTarmed „karTa, karTa“ garegan sakurTxevelisa mdgomareTaTTs 

saidumloTa mimarT mixedvisa mawuevel-yofad hgonebs <...>“ (III.2)

„xolo TargmanebisaTTs samociquloosa sityysa <...> patiosnebisa 

Senisa mierca aRwerili ganmartebaa misi iyavn sxuaTave wmidaTa mamaTa na-

muSakevsa Tana...“ (III.3)

radganac xartofilaksis werilSi araviTari miniSneba ar keTdeba 

gansaxilveli Temis an adresatis Secvlis Sesaxeb, aSkaraa, rom VI–IX epis-

1  Metzger, 1991, 49.
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toleebi xartofilaksis mier ganixileba stiTatis mier sofistisadmi gag-

zavnili epistoleebis konteqstSi. garda amisa, -ca nawilakisa da sityvebis 

„da SemdgomTa“ (III.1) romlebic berZnul versiaSi ar aris, imaze miuTiTebs, 
rom dasawyisi fraza (III.1) gulisxmobs VIII  da IX epistoleebsac, romlebic 
moxsenebuli arian Semdgom paragrafebSi (III.2 da III.3).

amrigad, nikita xartofilaksisTvis bloki „basilismimarTnica wi-

naaRsadgomelni epistoleni“ moicavs: epistoles sulis Sesaxeb (VI), 
sulebis samoTxeSi yofnis Sesaxeb (VII), diakonis Zaxilis „karTa, karTa“-s 

ganmartebas (VIII) da samociqulos sityvis I kor. 6,18 -is ganmartebas (IX), e.i. 

VI–IX epistoleebis mTlian bloks.1

3.2 nikita stiTatis TxzulebaTa dajgufeba „dogmatikonSi“

nikita stiTatis TxzulebebSi `dogmatikonSi~ aseTi dasaTaureba aqvT:
(AI) `nikita, monazonisa da xucisa studielTa monastrisa, stiTatisaa 

sityuaa pirveli gansaqiqebeli mgmobrisa mis wvalebisa somexTaasaa;

(AIi) misive dasamxobelad mgmobrisa wvalebisa somexTaasa, gansaqiqebeli 

meore;

(AIii) misive gansaqiqebeli g umadideblobisa somexTaasaa samwmidaobisaTTs;

(AIv) misive gansaqiqebeli meoTxe wvalebisa somexTaasaa;

(Av) misive gansaqiqebeli mexuTe wvalebisa somexTaasaa da ucomoosaTTs;

(E) misive, nikita monazonisa da xucisa studielTa monastrisaa saT-

noebiTTa aRsavalTaTTs, evsebis monazonsa nikita monazoni;

(C) nikitas xartofilaksa da ssnkellossa, koronidsa nikita undoo mon-

azoni da xucesi studielTa monastrisaa, stiTati;

(TS) nikita monazonisa da xucisa studielTa monastrisa, stiTatisaa; 

sityuaa sulisaTTs kacobrivisa, qvelmsityue mamao;

(TP) misive samoTxisaTTs;

(I) nikitas xartofilaksa da ssnkelossa koronidsa nikita, undoo mona-

zoni da xucesi studielTa monastrisaa, stiTati;

(II) pasuxi nikita ssnkelosisa da xartofilakisa koronidisaa;

(III) sxxsa epistolisagan;

(IV) nikita monazoni stiTati nikitas xartofilaksa da ssnkelossa ko-

ronidsa;

(V) nikita undoo monazoni da xucesi studielTa monastrisaa, stiTa-

ti, basilis mesibrZnesa. basilis mimarT mesibrZnisa epistoleni wina-

gansityuviTni;

(VI) misive misdave mimarT;

(VII) misive misdave mimarT;

1  ix. aseve SeniSvna 35.
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(VIII) misive misdave mimarT;

(IX) misive basilis mimarT monazonisa. basilis monazonsa nikita monazo-

ni~.

rogorc vxedavT, ara mxolod epistoleebi, aramed nikita stiTa-

tis TxzulebaTa mTeli cikli eqvemdebareba rubrikaciis sruliad aSkara 

logikas: TxzulebaTa jgufis pirveli saxelwodeba moicavs nikita stiTa-

tis srul tituls – „nikita (undoo) monazoni da xucesi studielTa mon-

astrisaa (stiTati)“, imave jgufis momdevno nawarmoebebs aqvT lakonuri 

miTiTeba – „misive“, an mokle dasaxeleba „nikita monazoni (stiTati)“ (yovel 

SemTxvevaSi, ar aqvT gavrcoba „xucesi studielTa monastrisaa“). dasax-

elebuli niSnis mixedviT, stiTatis Txzulebebi „dogmatikonSi“ Semdegi 

blokebis saxiT aris danawilebuli:

1. sityvebi somex monofizitTa winaaRmdeg (AI–AV);
2. werili evsebis (E);
3. werili nikita xartofilakss (C);
4. traqtatebi „sulisaTTs“ da „samoTxisaTTs“ (TA, TP);
5. stiTatisa da xartofilaksis mimowera (I–IV);
6. stiTatis epistoleebi basili sofists (V–VIII) da basili monazons 

(IX). 
„dogmatikonSi“ nikita stiTatis Sromebis dajgufeba mTlianobaSi 

gamoxatavs adresatebis mimarT teqstebis ganawilebas: axali adresati xsni s 

TxzulebaTa axal bloks.1 am niSnis mixedviT IX epistole basili monazonis 

mimarT aseve ar xsnis axal jgufs, magram mas ekuTvneba V–VIII epistoleebis 

bloki basili sofistis mimarT.

3.3. adresatebis mimarT stiTatis mimarTvis manera

adresatebis mimarT stiTatis mimarTvis manera sakmaod specifikuria. 

amitom SeiZleba vivaraudoT, rom erTsa da imave pirisadmi stiTatis mimar-

Tvis manera erTnairia da piriqiT, Tu mimarTvis manera gansxvavebulia, maSin 

didia imis albaToba, rom adresatebic gansxvavebulia. amdenad, Tu basili 

sofisti da basili monazoni erTi da igive piria, maSin, miuxedavad tonis 

garkveuli cvlilebisa,2 bunebrivia velodoT identur mimarTvas stiTatis 

mxridan, gansxvavebuls sxva adresatebisadmi mimarTvisagan. 

stiTati xartofilakss mimarTavs megobrulad da pativiscemiT, misi 

saeklesio rangis xazgasmiT: „kurTxeulo meufeo Cemo“ (I, IV.10), „sasurvelo 

meufeo“ (IV.Ses.), megobarman Cemman da meufeman“ (IV.Ses.). 

sofists, miuxedavad misi azrebis mimarT skepticizmisa da kritikuli 

damokidebulebisa, nikita Tavazianad mimarTavs (yovel SemTxvevaSi, for-

1  berZnul redaqciisTvis es ase ar aris, ix. §5.1 qvemoT.

2  Raphava, 2014: 259-260.
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malurad mainc) da aqcentirebas akeTebs mis inteleqtze:1 „vinme brZenTa-

gani“ (I), „Senisa gamomkulevelobasa Sina saRmrToTasa“ (V.2), „rCeulo“ (V.3), 

„ufroosad gamomwulilveli gonebaa Seni“ (V.12), „vinaaTgan gamomeZiebeli 

xar da ufroosad brZeni“ (VI.1), „ufroosad brZeno“ (VII.1), „rCeulo, sityyer-

sa magas da brZensa“ (VII.6) , „saTnoebisa da mecnierebisa Senisa“ (VIII.1). sayur-

adReboa, rom stiTatis damokidebuleba sofistis mimarT ar icvleba, imis 

miuxedavad, nikita werilobiT pirdapir sofists mimarTavs (V–VIII), Tu mis 

Sesaxeb esaubreba xartofilakss (I).

nikita stiTati basili monazonsac Tavazianad mimarTavs da aseve xazs 

usvams mis inteleqts: „me friad damikkrda gulissmierebaa Seni“ (IX.I), „Sen, 

viTarca msaxuri sityysaa“ (IX.2). pativiscemis udides gamoxatulebad unda 

CaiTvalos gamoTqma „msaxuri sityvsaa“. es gamoTqma sxva epistoleSic das-

turdeba, IV epistoleSi stiTati amgvarad moixseniebs RvTis msaxurebs anu 

sasuliero pirebs (IX.1).

evsebis mimarT, miuxedavad mentoruli tonisa (E.1), stiTati raime 

pirovnul daxasiaTebas ar iZleva. epistole am gagebiT savsebiT neitra-

luria.

amrigad, stiTatis mimarTvis manera basili sofistisa da basili mona-

zonis mimarT savsebiT msgavsia (epistoleebi V, VI, VIII da IX Seicaven msgavs 

formalur komplimentebs adresatis mimarT) da, am dros, isini gansxvavebu-

lia xartofilaksisa da evsebisadmi mimarTvisagan. 

3.4. daskvna

rogorc zemoT vaCveneT:

 nikita xartofilaksi axsenebs basili monazonis mimarT IX episto-

les sofistisadmi miweril epistoleebs Soris.

 IX epistole basili monazonis mimarT „dogmatikonSi“ moTavsebu-

lia basili sofistis mimarT epistoleebTan erT jgufSi. 

 basili monazonisadmi nikita stiTatis mimarTvis manera Tanxvdeba 

basili sofistis mimarT mimarTvas (da gansxvavdeba nikita xarto-

filaksisa da evsebisadmi mimarTvisagan).

yovelive zemoTqmuli gvaZlevs safuZvels davaskvnaT, rom V–VIII epis-

toleebis adresati basili sofisti da IX epistolis adresati basili mona-

zoni erTi da igive piria. radganac IX epistoleSi basili moxseniebulia, ro-

gorc monazoni, arsebobs safuZveli, davuSvaT, rom basili sofisti berad 

aRikveca VIII da IX epistoleebis daweris Sualedur periodSi. 

1  SesaZlebelia, es ironiuli damokidebuleba iyos, magram amas ar aqvs princi-

puli mniSvneloba.
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4. sofisti

berZnuli saxeli Γρηγόριος qarTul TargmanSi Cveulebriv gadmota-

nilia rogorc grigoli (3×IV.1, IV.9, VI.8), xolo Βασίλειος – basili (IV.9, 2×VI.8, 

VI.10). erTaderT gamonakliss warmoadgens sofisti, romlis saxeli ber-

Znul redaqciaSi aris grigoli (V.Tit,VI.10), xolo qarTul versiaSi – basili 

(III, V.Tit, VI.10).1

paleografiis gaTvaliswinebiT, berZnuli grigolis nacvlad basili 

qarTul versiaSi SeiZleboda migveRo im SemTxvevaSi, Tu grigoli dawer-

ili iqneboda qaragmiT Ⴂⴊ̅. am SemTxvevaSi SeiZleboda gvefiqra teqstis 
damaxinjebaze *Ⴂⴊ̅ → *Ⴁⴊ̅ → Ⴁ(ⴀⴑⴈ)ⴊ-. ramdenadac S 1463 da quT. 23 xel-

nawerebSi grigoli da basili qaragmis gareSe aris dawerili, xolo sofisti 
yvela xelnawerSi dasaxelebulia rogorc basili (ⴁⴀⴑⴈⴊ- da ႡႠႱႨႪ-), te-

qstis damaxinjeba da qaragmis gaxsna unda momxdariyo S 1463-isa da quT. 

23-is saerTo protografSi, rac nakleb dasajerebelia.2 magram am SemTx-

vevaSic sruliad daujereblad gveCveneba is, rom i d e n t u r i  Secdoma 
SeiZleba erTdroulad momxdariyo protografis sxvadasxva dawerilobiT 

nawer s a m  s x v a d a s x v a  a d g i l a s .  es imiTac mtkicdeba, rom episto-

leTa sxva adgilebSi (wminda mamebis xsenebisas) araviTari Secdoma ar aris 

basilis (oTxjer) da grigolis (xuTjer) gadmocemisas. amdenad, qarTul da 

berZnul versiebSi saxelTa gansxvavebis mizezi sxva rameSi unda veZioT: an 

arseni iyalToelma Segnebulad Secvala grigoli basilad, an sofisti ukve 

iyo saxeldebuli, rogorc basili, arsenis mier gamoyenebul wyaroSi.

arsenis mier saxelis Segnebuli Secvlis SesaZlebloba unda 
gamoiricxos, radgan misi mTargmnelobiTi principebisTvis sruliad ucxoa 
saTargmni teqstis mimarT msgavsi damokidebuleba. cnobilia, rom igi ko-

reqturas ar ukeTebda aSkara Secdomas bibliis citataSic ki.3 analogiuri 
iqneba vifiqroT, rom aseTi sizustiT mTargmneli TviTneburad ar Secvli-

da originalis adresatebis saxels.

amgvarad, vfiqrobT, rom berZnul da qarTul versiebSi gansxvaveba 

saxelebSi unda momdinareobdes sofistis saxelis variaciebidan adreul 

berZnul xelnawerebSi. ramdenadac Cven davadgineT, rom sofisti da basili 

monazoni erTi da igive pirovnebaa, SeiZleba vifiqroT, rom saxelebi – 

grigoli da basili – gamoxataven sofistis saero da bermonazvnul saxe-

lebs.4 Tu es asea, maSin ufro metad sarwmunoa, rom grigoli sofistis sae-

1 Raphava, 2014: 250-251.
2 quT. 23 da S 1463 xelnawerebis SesaZlo saerTo protografze ix. §2.1. 

3 Raphava, 2014: 250-251.
4 kidev erTi SesaZlebloba, romelic ar unda gamoiricxos, – es aris atribuciis 

gaurkvevloba berZnul versiaSi. magram aq mxedvelobaSi unda viqonioT, rom 

sofistis saxeli stiTatis epistoleebSi Tanxvdeba mis saxels xartofilaksis 

epistoleSi, e.i. teqstSi adgili aqvs identur meryeobas. 
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ro saxelia, xolo basili – misi monazvnobis saxeli, ramdenadac erTaderTi 
qarTuli versia, romelSic moxsenebulia epistole sofistisadmi, rogorc 
klerikosisadmi,1 mas sistematurad basilis saxeliT asaxelebs.

sofistis pirovneba, aseve misi saxelis variaciebis mizezebi gaurkveve-

li rCeba.2

 5. qarTuli da berZnuli redaqciebis urTierTmimarTeba  

5.1. epistoleebis dajgufeba qarTul da berZnul redaqciebSi

rogorc qarTul, ise berZnul redaqciebSi epistoleebi dajgufebu-

lia ara qronologiuri wesiT (ix. §1.2), aramed maTi adresatebis Sesabamisad. 
amasTanave I da VIII(IX) epistoleTa saxelwodebebi gansxvavebulad ikiTxeba 
qarTulsa da berZnulSi.

№ qarTuli berZnuli

I nikitas xartofilaksa da 
ssnkelossa koronidsa nikita 
undoo monazoni da xucesi 
studielTa monastrisaa, stiTati

Νικήτᾳ χαρτοφύλακι καὶ συγκέλλῳ τῆς 
Κορωνίδος Νικήτας εὐτελὴς μοναχὸς καὶ 
πρεσβύτερος μονῆς τῶν Στουδίου ὁ καὶ 
Στηθᾶτος

ΙΙ pasuxi nikita ssnkelosisa da 
xartofilakisa koronidisaa

Ἀντίγραφος Νικήτα συγκέλλου καὶ 
χαρτοφύλακος, τῆς Κορωνίδος

ΙΙΙ sxxsa epistolisagan Ἐκ τῆς ἑτἑρας ἐπιστολῆς

IV nikita monazoni stiTati nikitas 
xartofilaksa da ssnkelossa 
koronidsa

Νικήτᾳ χαρτοφύλακι καὶ συγκέλλῳ 
τῆς Κορωνίδος Νικήτας μονάζων καὶ 
πρεσβύτερος μονῆς τῶν Στουδίου ὁ καὶ 
Στηθᾶτος (marg. Ἀντίγραφος)

V nikita undoo monazoni da 
xucesi studielTa monastrisaa, 

stiTati, basilis mesibrZnesa. 
basilis mimarT mesibrZnisa 
epistoleni winagansityuviTni

Τοῦ αὐτοῦ ὲπιστολαὶ πρὸς Γρηγόριου 
σοφιστὴν ἀντιρρητικαί

VI misive misdave mimarT Τῷ αὐτῷ

VII misive misdave mimarT Τῷ αὐτῷ

VIII misive misdave mimarT Τῷ αὐτῷ

IX misive basilis mimarT 
monazonisa. basilis monazonsa 
nikita monazoni

–

1 e. i. axla dakargulia arsenis mier wyarod gamoyenebuli berZnuli teqsti.

2 ix. SeniSvna 35.
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rogorc vxedavT, nikita stiTatis sruli tituli daculia berZnuli 

redaqciis I da IV epistoleebSi da qarTuli redaqciis I da V epistoleebSi. 

ramdenadac, rogorc zemoT aris naCvenebi (§3.2), stiTatis sruli titu-

liT iwyeba misi Sromebis axali bloki, aRniSnuli teqstualuri gansxvave-

ba miuTiTebs epistoleTa gansxvavebul dajgufebaze qarTul da berZnul 

redaqciebSi. qarTul redaqciaSi epistoleebi dajgufebulia maTi adre-

satebis Sesabamisad: pirveli bloki Seicavs mimoweras stiTatsa da xar-

tofilakss Soris (I–IV epistoleebi), xolo meore – stiTatis werilebs so-

fistis mimarT (V–IX epistoleebi). berZnul versiaSi epistoleebi dajgufe-

bulia gansxvavebuli principiT: pirveli bloki moicavs stiTatisa da xar-

tofilaksis pirad mimoweras (I–III) da ar exeba saRvTismetyvelo sakiTxebs, 

xolo meore bloki Seicavs stiTatis yvela didaqtikuri Sinaarsis episto-

les (IV–VIII), ganurCevlad adresatis vinaobisa (anu rogorc IV epistoleSi 

xartofilaksis mimarT, ise V–VIII epistoleebSi sofistis mimarT). amasTa-

nave V epistolis berZnuli saTauri (pirveli epistole sofistis mimarT) 

ar Seicavs avtoris saxelsac ki, e.i. misi interpretireba SeuZlebelia IV 

epistolesTan erTiani blokis gareSe.

rogorc Cans, Tavdapirvelia epistoleebis is rubrikacia, romelic 

warmodgenilia „dogmatikonSi“, xolo berZnuli redaqciis rubrikacia 

epistoleebisa gviandeli gadajgufebis Sedegs warmoadgens, romelic Ses-

rulebulia maTi Tanmimdevrobis dacviT. am daskvnas aseve amyarebs margina-

lia ἀντίγραφος (pasuxi) berZnuli redaqciis IV epistolis saxelwodebaSi.1 es 

SeniSvna, romelic Sesrulebulia gadamweris an redaqtoris mier, zedmeti 

iqneboda, III–IV epistoleebi erT blokSi rom yofiliyvnen gaerTianebuli, 

magram aucilebeli Cans im SemTxvevaSi, Tu IV epistole III-sagan gamijnulia 

da moTavsebulia axal blokSi. 

5.2. variantuli sxvaoba

sofistis mimarT VIII epistoleSi dadasturebuli variantuli sxvaoba2 

berZnuli teqstis πρὸ ταύτης (wina) da qarTulis mesamesa-s Soris berZnul re-

daqciaSi epistoleebis gadajgufebis Sedegad aris gamowveuli. VIII epistole 

warmoadgens stiTatis mesame werils sofistis mimarT. amdenad, sityva mesame 

qarTul versiaSi (VIII.2) sruliad naTeli miTiTebaa VII epistoleze. magram es 

miTiTeba gasagebia mxolod qarTul versiaSi, sadac VII epistole marTlac 

mesamea Tavis blokSi. berZnul redaqciaSi ki VII epistole meoTxea Tavis blok-

Si, da amitom VIII epistolidan masze miTiTeba, rogorc mesameze, gaugebari 

iqneboda.

1 minaweri Ἀντίγραφος Tavdapirvel teqstSi rom yofiliyo, mosalodneli iyo, 

rom igi yofiliyo saTaurSi da ara marginaliis saxiT, rogorc amas adgili 

aqvs II epistoleSi.

2 Raphava, 2014: 250.
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teqstologiuri TvalsazrisiT, VIII epistoleSi miTiTeba VII-ze, ro-

gorc winaze ufro martivia, vidre miTiTeba masze, rogorc mesameze, ro-

melic gasagebia epistoleTa mxolod garkveuli dajgufebis SemTxvevaSi. 

amdenad, berZnuli versiis wakiTxva πρὸ ταύτης, rogorc Cans, ufro advilia, 
vidre SesaZlebeli *τρίτη. gamomdinare lectio diffi cilior potior, qarTuli versi-

is mesame warmoadgens nikita stiTatis originaluri teqstis gadmocemas, 

xolo berZnuli versiis wina – epistoleTa gadajgufebis Semdeg teqstis 

sworebis Sedegad aris gaCenili. es daskvna sruliad Seesabameba „dogma-

tikonis“ kvlevis Sedegebs, romelTa mixedviT, qarTuli versia gacilebiT 

met siaxloves avlens nikita stiTatis originalur teqstTan, vidre dRes 

cnobili berZnuli xelnawerebi1.

5.3. IX epistolis ararseboba berZnul redaqciaSi

rogorc zemoT aris naCvenebi (§1.2), IX epistole qronologiurad win 

uswrebs I–IV epistoleebs, amitom igi unda yofiliyo epistoleTa krebulSi. 

gaugebari rCeba mizezebi, ratom ar dasturdeba es epistole berZnul xel-

nawerebSi, xolo „dogmatikonSi“ ratom dgas igi sxva epistoleebisagan gan-

calkevebiT. miT umetes, rom IX epistolis saTauri gulisxmobs imas, rom igi 

arsebobda V–VIII epistoleebTan erT blokSi (ix. §3.2).

6. daskvna

yovelive zemoTqmulis safuZvelze SesaZlebelia Semdegi daskvnebis 

gakeTeba:

1) qarTul xelnawerebSi Semonaxuli kolofonis monacemebis safuZ-

velze dgindeba, rom stiTatis traqtatebisa da epistoleebis kre-

buli Sedgenilia piradad nikita stiTatis mier 1080 wlis ianvarSi.

2) kolofonTan arsebuli marginalia ekuTvnis uSualod arsen iyal-

Toels. 

3) grigoli (basili) sofisti da basili monazoni warmoadgenen erTsa 

da imave pirs, romelic, savaraudod, berad aRikveca VIII da IX epis-

toleebis daweris Sua periodSi.

4) nikita stiTatis epistoleebis berZnul versiebSi dasturdeba kva-

li gviani redaqtirebisa, romelsac adgili unda hqonoda 1090 wlis 

Semdeg.2 

1  Kasradze-Girod, 2001: 140; rafava, 2013: 30–31. 

2 berZnuli redaqciis yvela cvlileba unda momxdariyo mas Semdeg, rac arsen 

iyalToelma Seasrula qarTuli Targmani, daaxloebiT 1090–1095 wlebis Sem-

deg.
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sofistis saxelis cvlilebis mizezebi, misi pirovneba, aseve IX episto-

lis ararseboba berZnul redaqciaSi, gaurkveveli rCeba.1
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To maia rafavam; teqstebi „aRsavalTaTTs“, „sulisaTTs“ da „samoTxisaTTs“ 
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1 amJamad, Cven mier mikvleulia IX epistolis ucnobi qarTuli versia, romelsac, 

vfiqrobT, garkveuli sinaTlis Setana SeuZlia nikita stiTatis IX epistoles-

Tan dakavSirebul gaugebrobebSi. vamzadebT aRniSnuli sakiTxebis Sesaxeb 

werils IX epistolis kritikul teqstTan erTad.
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MAIA RAPHAVA, ALEXEY OSTROVSKY 

Georgian Translations of Nicetas Stethatos’s Epistles

Summary

Epistles on the treatises “On the Soul” and “On Paradise” by Nicetas Stethatos, a well-
known writer and theologian of the eleventh century (c. 1005 – c. 1090), remain a subject of 
interest for scholars on the works of Nicetas. Shortly after Stethatos compiled the collection of 
treatises and epistles, Arsen Iqaltoeli translated them into Georgian and included in his anthol-
ogy Dogmatikon (c. 1080–1090). 

Georgian translation retains a more archetypal form of the author’s text, than the pub-
lished Greek texts, and Georgian manuscripts retain Epistle IX by Nicetas, lost nowadays in 
Greek version. An authorized colophon by Nicetas Stethatos, also retained in Georgian transla-
tion only, allows us to establish the exact date of compilation of the collection of epistles by 
Nicetas – it dates from January 1080. Comparison of Georgian and Greek texts allows us to 
establish new facts about the treatises and epistles, related to them. From textual differences, we 
can trace how the Greek edition developed with time. Peculiarities of the Georgian edition shed 
light on personality of Basil the Sophist – an addressee of Epistles V–VIII, who is referred as 
Gregory in known Greek texts. Based on the new data, we can make an assumption on possible 
identifi cation of the Sophist.
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TUOMO LANKILA 

A Crypto-pagan reading of the fi gure of Hierotheus and the “Dormition” 
passage in the Corpus Areopagiticum

I

In this paper I shall 1) compare respective merits of Basil Lourié’s1 and Istv¡n Perczel’s2 
recent contributions to the question of origin and authorship of Corpus Dionysiacum Areopagiti-
cum (henceforth CDA), 2) consider relationship between Dionysius and Hierotheus as a liter-
ary image of relationship between Neoplatonic philosophers Proclus and Syrianus and then 3) 
provide a reading of the famous Dionysian ”dormition” passage (DN III 139.17-143.8 (Suchla) 
= 681,1A-684,D) which may substantiate the hypothesis of crypto-pagan origin of the Corpus.3

II

Basil Lourié and Istv¡n Perczel agree that there was a genuine Christian motive of the 
Corpus but they end in diametrically opposite conclusions concerning the Christological par-
tisanship of the author and the date of the Corpus. They provide as well differing views on the 
question whether events described in the passage concerning ”the live-giving principle” should 
be understood as meaning Virgin’s dormition (koimesis) or not.

Basil Lourié wants to revalidate an old thesis of Peter the Iberian’s authorship of the 
CDA. According to this view the Corpus was created in order to establish a new cult of saints 
Dionysius and Hierotheus. The seminal event motivating the Corpus according to this interpreta-
tion was the vision of John the Eunuch, Peter’s friend and spiritual guide, probably in the year 
444, which John Rufus has described in his hagiographical work on Peter. John the Eunuch saw 
the heavens opening with the angelic hierarchies and Christ coming to receive Theotokos’ soul. 
Thus, the suggestion of Peter’s authorship is intimately linked with the dormition legend and 
interpretation of the above mentioned passage referring to this event. As the author refers to the 
revelation attained by his teacher, we should conclude that Dionysius is Peter the Iberian and 
Hierotheus is John the Eunuch. Thus, the dormition would be the hagiographical core of the 
whole CDA and the following hierarchial speculations and exegesis are made essentially for 
explaining John’s vision.

Lourié dates the composition of the CDA between 482 and 515 and the famous scholia 
of John of Scythopolis on the CDA, ”to the period shortly after 518, most probably, somewhere 

1 Lourié, B., ‘Peter the Iberian and Dionysius the Areopagite: Honigmann - Van Esbroeck’s Thesis 
Revisited’, Scrinium 6, 2011, p. 143-212.

2 Perczel, I., ‘Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and the Pseudo-Dormition of the Holy Virgin’, Le 
Muséon 125, 2012, p. 55-97.

3 For the general background of this hypothesis see Lankila, T., ‘The Corpus Areopagiticum as a cryp-
to-pagan project’, The Journal for Late Antique Religion and Culture 5, 2011, p. 14-40. 
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in the 520s, and not in between 537 and 543, as Rorem and Lamoreaux thought~.1 The standard 
Greek version of the CDA is not, however, according to this view, the same as the original work 
of Peter, but radically reshaped, probably after the death of Peter (d. 491). Lourié thinks that it 
was already Peter the Iberian who had described his master’s spritual experience in the terms 
borrowed from Platonists.

III

As for the dating, motive and Christological positions of the author of the CDA and the 
status of dormition legend Istv¡n Perczel’s views are totally contrary to these of Lourié. Perc-
zel’s arguments are based on internal evidence of the Corpus related to the historical settings 
characterized by Christological controversy, and predicament of the radical diaphysite faction, 
during the reigns of emperors Leo and Zeno. Thus, according to Perczel the CDA is composed 
between 470 and 485 as an esoteric text of community feeling pressure and being under a threat 
of persecution.

Perczel claims that the people and events which are mentioned in the CDA are encoded 
references of the real people and events of their contemporary period, preceding the council of 
Chaldcedon until the ascendancy of the Cyrillian party under Henotikon. According to this inter-
pretation Hierotheus is Theodoret of Cyrrhus, the great opponent of Cyril of Alexandria. Perczel 
sees the Corpus throughout permeated by hidden citations of and references to Theodoret. These 
citations are often ascribed to Hierotheus. Unfortunately Perczel has not yet told us what these 
citations are, but has promised to do this in a future article in his Dionysian series.

After establishing that the work originated from the circle of followers of Theodoret and 
that Hierotheus is Theodoret, Perczel asserts that the word”Hierotheus” is an anagram for the 
name of Theodoret. This same ingenious method gives him the probable name of the author of 
the CDA. Dionysios Areopagites seems to be the anagram as well, a better one which could not 
be easily imagined, according to Perczel, with the words “Agapītos Rhodiōn Nēsiou”, that is, of 
a putative Agapetus, bishop of the island of Rhodes. After that Perczel fi nds among the partici-
pants of the Council of Chalcedon a proper bishop with the correct Christological stance to fi t 
this placeholder.

The denial of dormition interpretation is important for Perczel’s argumentation. He says 
that “The original ‘vision’ of the ‘God-receiving body’ can mean the Eucharist, but can also 
simply mean the inner contemplation of the Christological mystery~.2 Great hierarchs named in 
this context, with exception of Hierotheus, are symbolic representatives of the different apostolic 
sees. As Hierotheus is Theodoret, and the key speaker of this holy assembly, the event inter-
preted since John of Scythopolis’ tentative suggestion as dormition scene, actually turns out to 
be the council of Chalcedon. Perczel crowns his conclusions deciphering in the fi gure of apostle 
John, banished to Patmos and to whom Pseudo-Dionysius addresses one of his letters, no lesser 
fi gure than Nestorius, whose condemnation and exile diaphysite writer of the CDA considered 
most undeserved punishment.

1 Lourié, ‘Peter the Iberian’, 163.
2 Perczel, ‘Pseudo-Dionysius’, 87.
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IV

Lourié makes a fruitful suggestion to study the environment of the empress Eudocia as 
a source of Neoplatonism in the CDA. However, at the current state of our knowledge, nothing 
indicates, in my opinion, that John the Eunuch, Peter the Iberian, or even Severus of Antioch were 
in any deep sense inside the Proclean thought. This observation is valid regarding Theodoret as 
well. He surely was engaged in Platonism, but diffused Platonism generally shared by the whole 
intellectual elite with literary ambitions. Theodoret’s Platonism is derivative, fi ltered through older 
Christian authors, as Niketas Siniossoglu has convincingly argued in his study of Theodoret and 
Plato.1 Theodoret does not seem to have been interested, or aware of any Neoplatonist treatises 
after Porphyry.

In my opinion, Perczel’s anagram-making, instead of confi rming his conclusion on iden-
tifi cation seriously weakens his arguments, because it seems quite artifi cial and is an example of 
overkill in interpretation. How should we comprehend this method? What if the authors’ name 
had been instead of Agapetus of Rhodes, for instance, Hipponax of Sinope? Would he then have 
adopted the identity of some other holy man of ancient times, whose name had resulted in some 
other compatible anagram? Surely “Dionysius the Areopagite” was carved in the stone of tradition, 
because it was guaranteed by apostle Paul’s authority. Anagram in the case of Areopagite is a clever 
toy, but, I am afraid, totally redundant as an argument. As for Hierotheus it could make more sense 
but this pseudonym as well is explainable by others and on more convincing grounds.

As for the dating of the CDA in principle the Corpus could have emerged with this strong 
Proclean content during the period indicated by Perczel. From Marinus’ biography of Proclus we 
know that Proclus capabilities for work were seriously deteriorated during the last fi ve years of his 
life. His literary production was thus practically fi nished before 480, but not defi nitely edited, this 
work fell to his successors. Thanks to John the Lydian’s evidence we can infer that Proclus’ mag-
num opus, the Platonic Theology, was known in Constantinople at the beginning of 6th century.2 
John the Lydian’s teacher and Proclus’ youngest known direct disciple, Agapius, was one of the 
persons who would be capable of writing a work like the CDA. But if it is true, what many scholars 
had accepted (Hathaway, Lilla, Arthur, Mazzucchi, Suchla, Perl), that Damascius is also present in 
the CDA this would confi rm rather dates suggested by Lourié than Perczel.

V

Lourié’s and Perzcel’s approaches share a major problem that we are asked to believe 
that the author whose main motive is assumed to be justifi cation for a certain cult of saints or a 
defense of a defi nite Christological position, somehow felt necessary to carry out such an agenda 
massively using writings of pagan philosophy, demonstrating being informed even in very so-
phisticated points of the Neoplatonic doctrine, and referring more or less overtly to Proclus only 

1 Siniossoglu, N., Plato and Theodoret. The Christian Appropriation of Platonic Philosophy and the 
Hellenic Intellectual Resistance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 2008.

2 Maas, M., John Lydus and the Roman Past: Antiquarianism and Politics in the Age of Justinian, 
(London: Taylor and Francis), 1992, p. 134-135, Saffrey, H.D. / Westerink, L.G. (eds. / trans.), Pro-
clus: Théologie platonicienne, 6, 1997 (Paris: Les Belles Lettres) p. xxxi-xxxiii. 
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-- as Suchla has counted -- over 700 times.1 The disproportion between assumed goal and means 
used is such that it seems to me to render these proposals unconvincing.

The curious amalgam of Neoplatonism and Christianity in the CDA is perhaps better ex-
plained with more traditional arguments, such as saying that the author attempted to infi ltrate the 
core of Christianity with Neoplatonic ideas (Mazzucchi’s thesis), or to defend Platonic form of 
thought inside Christian discourse (Suchla’s opinion), or that the purpose was to re-enact apostle 
Paul’s encounter with the Hellenic thought with the aim of conversion (thesis by Dillon, Klit-
enic Wear, Schäfer et al.).2 But neither these approaches could give an adequate answer to the 
question asked by Sheldon-Williams3 long ago: why is there this play of duplicate pseudonyms, 
Dionysius and Hierotheus?

I believe that Perczel is right seeing the CDA as an esoteric text created for the self-
defense by a group in acute fear of persecution. Certainly radical diaphysistes too were having 
hardships at times. However, pagan Neoplatonists, the intellectual vanguard of militant poly-
theistic piety, had much more obvious reasons to prepare for the threatening future. The general 
outlines of their predicament are already common knowledge. They have both strong motive and 
most adequate tools to produce such compilation as the CDA is.

VI

In order to argue for the view that the author of the CDA follows closely Proclus’ model 
I shall next recapitulate briefl y what Angela Longo says in her study of eulogies of Syrianus in 
Proclus’ doctrinal prefaces of the Commentary on Parmenides and the Platonic Theology.4 In her 
detailed analysis, Longo shows that in these two works, Proclus composes prefaces with a very 
dense philosophical content and provides not only a scheme of the whole orders of reality, but 
also a survey of the history of philosophy in which high profi le is granted to Syrianus’ Platonic 
exegesis. Proclus draws a fi gure of Syrianus as a kind of initiator-priest for the souls and a bene-
factor of humankind as an exegete of the highest and purest philosophy.

With only little variation, the prefaces of the Parmenides’ Commentary and the Platonic 
Theology expounds fi ve literary motives, an eulogy of Syrianus, acknowledgement of gratitude 
to him, reception in the intimate depth of soul the light of truth coming from Syrianus, mention 
of the gods, and implicit and explicit references to various dialogues of Plato.

While Proclus underlines his immense debt to his teacher and rhetorically restricts his 
own role to a receiver of these gifts of the master’s teaching, he also emphasizes his duty and in-
tention to transmit this teaching to others worthy of it, a kind of people like the persons for whom 
these works are dedicated and directly addressed, in the case of the commentary of Parmenides, 
Asclepiodotus, and in the Platonic Theology, Pericles the Lydian.

1 Suchla, B.R., Dionysius Areopagita. Leben - Werk - Wirkung (Freiburg: Herder), 2008, p. 34.
2 Klitenic Wear, S. and Dillon, J., Dionysius the Areopagite and the Neoplatonist Tradition (Alder-

shot: Ashgate), 2007; Schäfer, C., The Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite (Leiden: Brill), 2006; 
Suchla, Dionysius Areopagita; Mazzucchi, C. M., ‘Damascio, autore del Corpus Dionysiacum, e il 
dialogo Περv πολιτικ╞ς πιστήμης’, Aevum 80, 2006, p. 299-334. 

3 Sheldon-Williams, I.P., The Pseudo-Dionysius and the Holy Hierotheus, Studia Patristica 8:2, 1966, 
pp. 108-117, p. 109.

4 Longo, A., L’elogio di Siriano e i proemi dottrinali procliani, Ktema 35, 2010, pp. 137-144. 
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A long note of Alain-Philippe Segonds and Concetta Luna dealing with Syrianus’ fi gure 
in Proclus’ preface of Parmenides Commentary as well as my own fi ndings regarding the late 
Neoplatonic manner to use honorifi c epithets completes the image given by Longo.1

It seems certain that Proclus’ praises for Syrianus do not testify only of master’s great 
infl uence on his pupil, but also that Proclus holds that divine providence causes some special 
souls, such as Pythagoras, Plato, Plotinus or Syrianus, to descend to the world of becoming in 
order to enlighten people on the divine things.2 In his references to the historical fi gures of Neo-
platonism Proclus applies a defi ned scale of epithets for evaluating their ranking according to 
”orthodoxy” from the perspective of the Athenian school. These epithets correlate to the degrees 
of souls. Therefore, it is not by chance that Proclus situates his beloved teacher’s position above 
the scaled series and repeatedly calls him simply καθηγεμών and does not pronounce his name. 
In the case of Syrianus, namelessness is a mark of superabundant intellectual power, that quality 
above measure, which make Syrianus truly ”divine”, even comparable to the secret noetic gods.

Dionysius cannot raise his master to the highest plane of divine anonymity, because his 
strategy requires an introduction of the otherwise unknown teacher. Comparing Proclean pro-
emia and corresponding passages referring to the works of a fi ctitious master on theology in the 
CDA, we observe the same elements of eulogy, gratitude, reception of divine light, talk about 
divine hierarchies, and references to the words of still higher authority (Plato for Proclus, Paul 
for the CDA). Both authors rhetorically pose themselves as transmitters of the master’s teaching 
in a way proportionate to their own capacities.

There are some striking parallels in expressions, for Proclus, Syrianus is the main revealer 
of divine truths after Plato and the gods; after the divine Paul and Sacred Scriptures, Dionysius 
has learned the truths from Hierotheus. Proclus’ way of calling Syrianus a hierophant is probably 
the model imitated by the author of the CDA in calling “his” master initiator and divine priest 
(hieroplastes and Hierotheus).

The emendations which Perczel proposes to Suchla’s text on the basis of the Syriac ver-
sion strengthen similarity between Dionysian and Proclean passages. While the standard edi-
tion has πάντων κράτει μετp τοzς θεολόγους, Greek text reconstructed according to Syriac, has 
πάντων κράτει μετp τxν μακάριον χορxν τ÷ν θεολόγων.3 Proclus in the preface of the Platonic 
Theology uses the same simile calling authentic exegetes from Plotinus to Syrianus as a divine 
chorus who celebrate Platonic mysteries with their rational understanding τ≈ θεί≤ τούτ≤ χορ≈ 
περv τ÷ν τομ Πλάτωνος τtν αυτ÷ν διάνοιαν νεβάκχευσαν, and little later expresses his thankful-
ness to Syrianus who has introduced him as well as companion in this chorus which celebrates 

1 Luna, C. / Segonds, A-P. (eds. / trans.), Proclus: Commentaire sur le Parménide de Platon. 1:2. 
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres), 2007, n. 11, p. 170-175; Lankila, T., ‘Proclus’ Art of Referring with a 
Scale of Epithets,’ Arctos 42, 2008, p. 121-133.

2 On the Neoplatonist concept of philosopher-benefactors possessing divine soul see also O’Meara, 
D. Pythagoras Revived. Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiquity. (Oxford: Clarendon Press), 
1989, p. 150-152.

3 Corpus Dionysiacum. 1 De divinis nominibus, Ed. Suchla, B.R. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1990; Patrist-
ische Texte und Studien 33. 141.10; See Perczel’s ‘Appendix: The Greek and the early Syriac version 
of the Pseudo-Dormition of the Virgin Mary from the Divine Names ‘ in his ‘Pseudo-Dionysius’.
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secret truth of divine principles (!μ╢ς ... καv δt καv τ╞ς περv τ÷ν θείων μυςτικ╞ς ληθείας 
συγχορευτpς πέφην).1 The reference to Bacchic frenzy with which Proclus describes the state of 
the truthful exegetes accords well with CDA’s talk of divine rapture of the hierarchs.

VII

But this is not all. In the assumed dormition passage, the CDA refers to the specifi c event 
highlighting the grandeur of Hierotheus. Do we fi nd something similar in connection to solemn 
praises of Syrianus in Proclus? There indeed is a such a work.

Let us turn to the sixth essay of the Proclus’ commentary of Plato’s Republic. This seems 
to be a blue-print for the CDA’s depiction of author’s relation to Hierotheus. The second treatise 
of Proclus’ essay opens with a short preface including in familiar vein a eulogy of Syrianus. 
Again, Proclus calls his teacher a hierophant of Plato and sets himself the task to transmit as 
exactly as his strengths permit Syrianus’ teaching. In the conclusion of the treatise, Proclus once 
more refers to Syrianus, dedicating the whole of his own discourse to his memory, and ends 
with these solemn words: ”these are things that I could tell you, but you must not reveal them to 
the vulgar multitude”2. Does Proclus really claim for his treatise esoteric status or is this simply 
a solemn literary topos? Be this as it may, Proclus continues that he has not told every detail; 
one who wants to follow the subject more could familiarize himself ”with the teachings of our 
Master, who reveals many admirable doctrines in his (work) Solutions for Homeric Problems~.3

Thus, in both authors we have a quasi-esoteric reference to ideas which shall not been 
revealed to unworthy people, an assurance of the author that he is telling only exactly what his 
master told, and a reference to a book which the master himself wrote about the things under 
discussion, but which exposes these admirable doctrines with much more detail. These items 
bring the Proclean locus very close to Hierothean passages in the CDA. However, it is important 
that we fi nd here also references to the sublime assembly.

The fi rst lines of the sixth essay set the whole treatment in the context of commemorating 
Plato’s birthday, most important annual feast of the Academy. This feast probably began with 
sacrifi ce followed fi rst by a lecture by the head of the school and then discussion. Thus, we have 
the same elements present as in the CDA’s dormition story, a liturgical act and learned contribu-
tions of the men of wisdom, each of them speaking proportionally to their intellectual strength. 
Proclus’ treatment includes a reference in Plato’s text of 378 a 4-6 on gathering after sacrifi ce. 
Late ancient Neoplatonists perhaps imitated in their own gatherings these Platonic models, and 
under prevailing circumstances with modest sacrifi ces. Proclus’ essay is then a polished and ed-
ited version of thoughts intended for the internal audience of the school, and it originated from 
a real lecture given in auspices of Plato’s birthday celebrations. Proclus refers back to an older 
lecture given by Syrianus, probably in similar context. Thus, developmental stages for the birth 
of Proclus’ sixth essay are, as Anne Sheppard shows in her analysis, fi rst Syrianus’ lecture, then 

1 Theol. Plat, 1 7.1, 7.5-8.
2 In Remp. 1.205-23: ταμτα, f φίλοι τα╓ροι, μνήμ├ κεχαρίσθω τ╞ς τομ καθηγεμόνος !μ÷ν συνουσίας, 

μοv μrν Dντα σητp πρxς Qμ╢ς, Qμ╓ν δr ρρητα πρxς τοzς πολλούς My translation.
3 In Remp., 1, 95,27-30. My translation.
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“Proclus’ subsequent discussion with Syrianus, Proclus’ lecture and fi nally writing up of that 
lecture into the essay as we have~.1

The persons present in the CDA’s passage are characterized fi rst as the highest group 
of theologians, consisting of sacred writers and brother of the God, leading fi gure and summit 
amongst them being the apostle Peter. The lower category of participants is formed by the hum-
bler ”holy brothers” and between these two groups are ”hierarchs”, amongst whom Hierotheus 
showed to be above all others due to his vehement and divine discourse. Reading this as a pointer 
to what Proclus writes in the sixth essay of Republic Commentary, the holy brothers can be 
seen as qualifi ed audience present in the Academy at the celebration of Plato, theologians and 
sacred writers are composers of Greek and Chaldean theological and philosophical tradition, 
supreme among them is Plato, who is spiritually present in his own celebration. “Hierarchs” are 
then Platonic exegetes, named by Proclus in the preface of the Platonic Theology. That each of 
them speaks according to their capabilities, describes the history of unfolding of the Neoplatonic 
doctrine especially in the exegesis of Parmenides --, which for Proclus culminates in his own 
teacher, the real hierophant Syrianus, who is the most trustworthy guide in theology after Plato 
and the gods themselves.

To what then corresponds the body that was a life-giving principle and receptacle of god? 
Interpreted at a level of objects and actions, as a purely reifi ed pointer, it has to be simply the act 
of sacrifi ce and a sacrifi cial animal, which in this case perhaps was a modest piglet, however, as 
ritually pure and appropriately handled capable to invoke divine presence, divine philosophy of 
Plato and the living community of its upholders.2

VIII

My conclusion is that depiction of the relation between the author of the CDA and Hi-
erotheus conveys an idea that Hierotheus is for the author what Syrianus is for Proclus. The Cor-
pus richness in pointers to Proclus, not only at the level of concepts, but also in literary schemes, 
and the fact that it does not after all contain much original argumentation but a lot of declarative 
and fragmentary summarizing of Proclean ideas, gives an impression that the whole Corpus was 
created altogether for the sake of pointing to another, genuine Neoplatonic corpus. In the cir-
cumstances which prevailed in the beginning of the 6th century, when the Neoplatonic academy 
was preparing for the future where teaching of their metaphysical theology would be prohibited 
for an unknown duration, and the their books were under threat of destruction -- which was the 
real fate of Porphyry’s writings and a great deal of those composed by heterodox Christians --, 
pagan Neoplatonists conceived an idea to protect Proclus’ literary heritage with a pseudonymous 
collection granting to Proclus’ works a faked Christian prehistory.

1 Sheppard, A. Studies on the 5th and 6th Essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic. Hypomne-
mata. Untersuchungen zur Antike und zu Ihrem Nachleben 61. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck and Rupre-
cht, p. 32.

2 On the archaeological testimony of piglets sacrifi ces in the assumed house of the Neoplatonic school 
in Athens, see Karivieri, A. The ‘House of Proclus’ on the Southern Slope of the Acropolis: A Contri-
bution. 132-133 in Castrén, P. (ed.) Post-Herulian Athens (Helsinki: The Finnish Institute at Athens 
1994), 115-139. 
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Among the known Neoplatonists, Agapius would be one of the possible candidates for 
authorship. But under current circumstances prevailing in the Dionysian studies today, when 
we are blessed year after year with new articles and books hailing genial Dionysius, who is 
proclaimed without hesitation as a Syrian monk, I would like to underline at least as healthy 
reminder for historical refl ection, that there were many qualifi ed person in the circle of the 
Academy after Proclus able to compose such literary work, and propose to add into the list of 
the possible authors a philosopher, poet and grammarian, disciple of Isidorus and Damascius, the 
daughter of Kyrina and Diogenes, named Theodora.1  

toumo lankilatoumo lankila

hieroTeusis maCveneblis Siftis – enobrivi kiTxva da 

`miZineba~ Corpus Areopagiticum-is pasaJSi

(ganaxlebuli diskusia dionisuri korpusis avtorobis Taobaze)

naSromi amtkicebs, rom hieroTeusi warmodgenilia, rogorc avtoris 
sayvareli maswavlebeli da sulieri gidi, Corpus Dionysiacumis-Si Proclus’ topos 
literaturuli maCvenebeliT inspirirebuli avTenturi swavlebis saZiebo 
gadamcemiT „oqros jaWvi~.

hieroTeusis fsevdo-dionisuri pasaJi unda iqnes ganxiluli Proclus’ 
eulogies-i Syrianus-isTvis konteqstSi. naSromSi, agreTve, unda iyos gaTval-

iswinebuli ori bolodroindeli mcdeloba Pseudo-Areopagite warmoCenisa, 
rogorc qristiani avtori. Istv¡n Perczel-is mtkiceba, rom avtori unda moZe-

bnos Cyrrhus’ Theodoret-is wreSi da aris Basile Lourié’s erT-erTi yvelaze Zveli 
Sexedulebis xelaxali ganacxadi, ris mixedviTac, avtori miekuTvneba pe-

tre iberis wres. es midgoma diametriulad ewinaaRmdegeba ara marto me-
5-me-6 saukuniT daTariRebul qristologiur mxareTa ukidures nawilSi 
avtoris Ziebis, aramed warmodgenilia sakiTxis axali zusti opoziciuri 
interpretaciiT, miekuTvneba Tu ara Hierotheus-is umniSvnelovanesi pasaJi 
marianis miZinebis legendas.

areopageli da proklusis ufro kargad Seswavlisas Cans, rom am 
sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT SeiZleba gamoCndes axali da alternatiuli in-

terpretacia. savaraudo miZinebis scenebi SeiZleba modelirebul iqnes 

1 All that we know about Theodora comes from Damascius through the patriarch Photius in his Biblio-
theca (cod. 181 p. 125b 32 Bekker (= Henry II p. 189). It was her to whom Damascius dedicated his 
“Philosophical History” (or Vita Isidori).
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garkveuli sazeimo Sekrebis dros, aTenSi, neoplatonur skolaSi, rodesac 

aRiniSneboda platonis dabadebis dRe. faqtobrivad, proklusi Tavis pasa-

JSi aRniSnavs dionisiuri teqstis Zlier msgavsebas, romelic aRviZebs Syri-
anus -is mogonebebs STagonebuli swavlebiT, romelic iyo motivi misi Rrma, 
simboluri da platonis respublikis theologikoteron-i komentarebis nawili.

mosmenis gziT miiRweva Cveni gageba literaturuli SesaZleblobebis, 

romlebic gamoyenebulia idumali korpusis fsevdo mwerlis mier. amasTan, 

man SesaZloa uzrunvelyos myari argumentebi, rom AreopagiƟ cum-is isto-

riuli warmoSoba unda iyos ufro ekonomikurad axsnili, masSi danaxulia 

ra Sedegi instrumentalisturi variantis Siftis – enobrivi proeqtis, 

romelic daibada konkretul istoriul garemoebebSi da miznad isaxavs 

proklusis werilobiTi memkvidreobis gadarCenas.



223

NICUŞOR TUCA 

THE THEOLOGICAL-PHILOSOPHIC THINKING IN THE BYZANTINE HYMNOGRAPHY

ABSTRACT:

In the Byzantine culture, philosophy was the preoccupation of many Byzantine erudites, while theology 
represented the appanage of a strong ecclesiastic wing. This cultural unity is comprised in the generic name 
of Byzantine thinking. The complementariness between philosophy and theology guaranteed their mutual in-
dependence and, at the same time, their possibility of co-operation, as well. These clarifi cations bring to light 
the fact that the Byzantines defi nitely had a completely different perception concerning the technical terms: 
philosophy and dogma. This “symphony” between the philosophic language and the theological contents of 
the dogmata represents one of the boldest and deepest spiritual syntheses in the history of mankind. But, how 
was this amazing synthesis possible? Obviously, the answer is to be found both in the careful research of the 
theological and hymnographic writings, and in the unbiased reading of the Byzantine philosophical creations.

KEY WORDS: theology, philosophy, dogma, hymnography, terminology

It is imposible to carry out any analysis of the Byzantine philosophy without knowing, as 
well as possible, the spiritual and cultural environment in which philosophy appeared and de-
veloped. The Byzantine philosophy never intended to acquire the character of an autonomized 
discourse – this must not be interpreted as a situation of inferiority in relation to Western cul-
tural history, but should be related to the ideals of the Byzantine society, to how the Byzantine 
man understood self-perfection1. 

Yet, what is more interesting is that, apparently, the existence of a philosophy in Chris-
tianity was regarded as unfounded even by some of the writers of the fi rst Christian centuries. 
More precisely, the idea presented in some patristic texts (having mainly a polemic intention) 
was that the Logos which the Greeks were seeking became incarnate and proved His truthful-
ness to the people. If the Logos is not something, but Someone, and that Someone made Him-
self known to the people, any attempt, any effort to highlight the aletheia(as the Greeks did) 
is obsolete and vain. Even though the Greek philosophy may be regarded as a gift from God, 
namely as a manifestation of the eternal Logos, which manifestation was, at the beginning, pre-
served in the religious traditions, and then gained a philosophic expression through Heraclitus 
and Plato, Christianity introduces itself as a certain and full manifestation of the eternal Logos, 
thus making any philosophical tradition useless2. 

Such is, at least theoretically, the case of the Byzantine spirituality as well, though very 
little has been done in this direction so far. For instance, the few works which started from the 
premise of the existence of a philosophy in the Byzantine tradition, for instance the text of Basil 

1 Dan Chiţoiu, Repereîn fi losofi a bizantină, Iaşi, 2003, p. 40.
2 Philip Sherrard, The Greek East and the Latin West, Oxford University Press, London, 1959, p.112.
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Tatakis1, have not managed to fully justify the existence of a philosophy having its own identity, 
in the East.

What would be interesting is not the descovery of the genuine contents of Plato’s or 
Aristotle’s philosophy, but especially the use of certain concepts and themes helpful for a deeper 
understanding of the meanings of the Christian doctrine. This does not mean contempt for the 
ancient philosophers’ thinking, but only represents the conviction that each of them had a hunch, 
a divine inspiration, yet just a partial one, and none of them had the entire revelation. This is why 
the Byzantines used to selectively read the Greek philosophers. And this selection was, most of 
the times, related to the emphases the reader wanted to discover in the text. Nevertheless, the 
respect for the Greek classicism was enormous; this was proved by the adoption of both the 
Greek philosophical terminology and the style of the best plays of the classical literature. The 
most eloquent example is the apparent overlapping of the terminology and manner of expression 
of Neo-Platonism and Christian Platonism2. The controversy of the modern exegetes, concern-
ing the works of Dionysius the Areopagite is well-known: was he a platonizing Christian or a 
Neoplatonist under Christian apparel? Yet, once the intention of the Dionysius the Areopagite’s 
writings is very accurately delineated, the answer becomes clear. 

Beyond this general appreciation of the Byzantine manner of philosophying, we must 
state the existence of an authentic evolution of philosophy in Byzantium, and a delineation of ep-
ochs and trends in the manner of philosophying. Even if certain termsand motifs may be found in 
all the Byzantine writingsover the centuries, their uses and signifi cances differ and vary from age 
to age. The neoplatonic language may be met in the 4th century, just as well as in the 14th century. 

An essential work in the formulation of the new attitude towards philosophy, which ap-
peared in the 4th century Byzantium, belongs to the Cappadocians – Saint Basil the Great, Saint 
Gregory of Nyssa and Saint Gregory of Nazianzus. In a remarkable study, JaroslavPelikan notes 
the impression of close similarity between the three authors mentioned above3. Together, they 
hold a position which Endre von Ivanka calls “the early Byzantine intellectual life”, after Con-
stantine, Nicaea and Athanasius, but before Justinian, Dionysius and Iconoclasm4. Yet, to search 
for a philosophy like the one of the Greek Antiquity makes no sense. What the Cappadocians did 
was to get philosophy involved into something that does not deal with the exercise of reason in 
the pursuit of the truth, but has to do with the acknowledgement and expression of the revealed 
Truth. This explains the similarity between the three authors, as all of them had in mind to reach 
a goal that they were allinterested in: to fi nd the most appropriate formulation in defi ning the 
dogma. To discover the manner in which the Cappadocians made use of philosophy is not so 
simple, as a good chance in this sense was provided no earlier than the interpretative modality 

1 Basile Tatakis, “La philosophie byzantine”, in Emile Brehier, Histoire de la Philosophie, P.U.F., 
1949; Cf. BasilioTatakis, Filosofi a bizantina, Buenos Aires, 1952.

2  Stanley Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways of God, Gifford Lectures at Edinburgh, 1974/76, 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1978, p.47. 

3 Jaroslav Pelikan, Christianity and Classical Culture. The Metamorfosis of Natural Theology in 
Christian encounter with Hellenism, Yale University Press, 1993, p. 20. 

4 Endre von Ivanka, Hellenisches und Christliche simfruh byzantinischen Geistesleben, Herder, Viena, 
1948, p. 25. 



225

NICUŞOR TUCA , THE THEOLOGICAL-PHILOSOPHIC THINKING IN THE BYZANTINE HYMNOGRAPHY

initiated by the 20th century philosophical hermeneutics. This is because that essential work of 
the 4th century thinking was to reconsider the classical Greek philosophic terms, and to move the 
meanings which the Greek philosophy had formulated into the Christian spiritualitydimensions. 

A question arises: why were the Greek language, and then the Greek philosophy, and 
especially the Platonist and Aristotelian philosophic terms preferred in delineating the way in 
which the Christian dogma and experience may be expressed? It would have been possible, for 
instance, to have used any language of the Near East representing the mark of a tradition even 
older than the Greek one. We should remind at least the situation of a Christian spirituality devel-
oped in other terms - the Syrian – which also went to a great depth, but whose essential manner 
of expression was the metaphor. The answer must be sought in the possibilities which not just 
the Greek language but especially the new meanings that the philosophy of this tradition were 
able to provide to a precise and nuanceed expression. What happened during the Greek classical 
age is a notable phenomenon as well concerning the possibilities that the Greek terms started 
to yield, as well. What the Cappadocian Fathers noticed – they who had been educated in the 
Hellenist philosophy school – was the fact that the terminology imposed by Plato and Aristotle 
represents an opportunity to express – as adequately as possible – the ineffable present in the 
Christian Revelation. 

What was of interest was not the contents of those ancient philosophies, but the effort 
of the great thinkers of the Greek antiquity of redefi ning the terms, in order to accomplish - as 
accurately as possible – the task of expressing a conceptual thinking, in a manner or another. 
This effort to express something else than the proper meaning, then the intention to aim at a 
reality inaccessible to the senses – and accessible only to reason, made those same terms the 
most suitable to express in human words realities going completely beyond the human capacity 
of comprehension. The Cappadocians were concerned with the question: “How it is possible to 
specify – using words – the difference between what one can conceive rationally and what is 
beyond senses and reason. The words which had gained a maximal non-proper, conceptual use 
proved to be the most adequate – yet again, used in the non-proper, symbolical manner. It was 
just that what used to designate the conceptual now designated the mistery. To speak about the 
unspeakable, to express the inexpressible - this was the task entrusted to their newly-introduced 
language by the thinkers of the fi rst formulation of the Christian dogma. How else would it be 
possible, for instance, to speak of the difference between the divine nature and the Persons of 
the Holy Trinity? A process missed by the older interpretation occurred, as this interpretation 
was only in the pursuit of the conceptual level in philosophy: namely, the paradoxical use of the 
Greek philosophic terms –though formally these terms had the meaning they had been given 
during the philosophical exercise, now as intention they designated a reality which could be – at 
the most – indicated by them. The word essentially gains the role of sign, quitting its quality of 
concept. Vladimir Lossky has the merit of having seized this difference, which defi nes the man-
ner in which philosophy was made possible in the Eastern tradition1. The philosophic discourse 
gets a new role, while the sense of investigation, of discovery of the truth through the exercise 

1 Vladimir Lossky, Dupăchipul şiasemănarealui Dumnezeu, Editura Humanitas, Bucureşti, 1998, p. 
109. 
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of one’s reason – which had had exceptional results in the Greek tradition – was almost com-
pletely abandoned. Yet, let us not forget that this modalitaty of speculation represented by the 
Greek philosophy went beyond the borders of the philosophic discourse searching for the truth, 
opening itself to the theological statement, to the extent to which the formulation of the idea 
that there must necessarily be a single God was reached. It is the reason for which apologists 
like Justin the Martyr and Philosopher asserted that the Logos did not make Himself known to 
people just through Incarnation, but also naturally, more exactly through the modality of delin-
eation of the rationality of the Greek philosophy. 

The theological-philosophic thinking in the Byzantine hymnography is hard to deter-
mine conceptually, though attempts to do so have existed. Anyway, a theme of this kind must 
certainly be treated differently, according to a method different from the one we have been used 
to when we tried to understand the scholastic thinking, for instance. 

Regarding the Byzantine area, it is hard for a researcher to understand the term philoso-
phy if he/she does not consider its double interpretation, in agreement to the double methodol-
ogy of theology – which has been present in the Byzantine culture since its early period. It has 
to do, mainly, with theology as experience, as a way of living the dogmata and with theology 
regarded as hermeneutics of this experience. This hermeneutics is simply called by the Byzan-
tines philosophical thinking.

As the methodology of theology was double, it was extremely diffi cult to create philo-
sophical schools in Byzantium. They may rather be identifi ed in the diversity of the theological 
thinking centres, which proposed different hermeneutical models and methods. The School in 
Alexandria, for example, which was also the oldest, has remained in the history of the Church 
as the most exposed to heresies due to its closeness - in very many cases, problematic - to 
Platonism, Neoplatonism or Gnostic trends and syncretic spiritualities of the middle and late 
Antiquity. On the other hand, the School of Antioch fully benefi ted of the Aristotelianism pres-
ent there through different commentators of the philosopher of Stagira1.

Philosophical reasoning – by excellence interpretative – did not have the necessary au-
thority to explain the dogmata by itself; this excluded the possibility for philosophy to become 
autonomous as a cultural level. This distinction became radical, so that between the theological 
(dominant) culture and the profane culture (in symbiosis with the ecclesiastical one) a boundary 
was drawn, a boundary over which neither of the two passed.

For example, an attempt like that of Michael Psellos of offi cially reviving the ancient 
culture was meant to fail through the condemnation of his disciple – John Italus. As a matter 
of fact, it was Psellos who had established, for the University of Constantinople, a hierarchy of 
studies which culminated with a thorough study of certain dialogues of Plato, but only for the 
purpose of commenting the writings of the Holy Fathers. For Psellos, it was not the foundation 
of scholarly knowledge on “lay” studies that was important, but the possibility to use them as a 
basis for an exegetic culture, useful in the interpretation of the Holy Bible parables. This does 
not mean, however, that there were no places where the Byzantine scholar could complete – in 

1 Aristotle was born at Stagira (that is why he is also named Aristotle of Stagira), a town in the Chal-
cidic Peninsula, situated in the north of the Aegean Sea.
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an academic environment – their researches on Plato’s or Aristotle’s thinking (let us only re-
member GemistosPlethon, Tzetzes or Metochites).

The patristic writers do not produce dogmata by using syllogisms and arguments that 
have to do with logic; they only formulate them like this. Dogmata shall always have a horo-
logic intentionality. They only conceptually circumscribe contents that can actually be men-
tioned only wrapped in a certain apophatism, which guarantees the plus of mistery present in 
the mystic experience. The unanimous answer of most researchers to the question “What made 
possible a co-operation between rationality and the mystic experience of the object of faith?” 
is: the fact that between the nucleus of the dogmatic discourse and its formulation there is a 
necessary distance, which makes the role of philosophy in relation to theology understandable. 
Nevertheless, it is still diffi cult to separate the contents from its form, because such a separation 
is not just about some morphological elements. If the analysis could be just about morphology, 
then defi nitely, it would be easier to speak about a practical way of this disjunction. Yet, it refers 
to a distinction still having a theoretical character. It would be much more honest to admit, even 
from the beginning of the research, a re-semnifi cation of the two terms. 

In other words, in the Byzantine thinking, theology suddenly appears in a completely 
new light, being situated on coordinates other than the previous ones, and philosophy is re-
newed, becoming – from a goal in itself (as science giving access to knowledge), an indispens-
able tool (as philosophic language). This does not mean that philosophy “falls” in the position 
of philosophic language, but that its natural place is admitted. Revelation must be transposed in 
dogmata, and they must be interpreted with the help of philosophy. A hierarchy of the sciences 
is affi rmed, which is closely connected to the newly-appeared need of answering a new chal-
lenge: the revelation of God in history.

The need to specify the sense of the dogma, as an expression of the ineffable of the Real-
ity that can be found beyond the being, however, led to the abandonment of the conceptual ap-
proach, and the adoption of a way in which statements have the goal to indicate a reality above 
them. Any abdication from this way of understanding the theorizing modality in Byzantium 
results in the failure to understand the intention animating it. 

As a result, we may say that if the Israelis praised the Lord by saying what He had done 
to save the people, the Christians of the fi rst centuries were especially concerned to confess 
the personal identity of Jesus Christ. Moreover, while the earlier formulations (the scriptural 
hymns) seem to be those telling what The Lord did, by means of His Son (e. g. The Acts 3:14-
16, 26), the later ones, introduced into the Christian hymnographic canon, are created around 
the Christological denominations which state Who Jesus is,i.e. He is the Son of God, He is 
Christ (the Messiah), He is the Bishop, He is an eschatological Prophet, He is a Mediator 
(Παράκλητος, 1 John 2:1; John 16:16) etc. The early Christological hymns (such as Phillip. 
2:6-11; Col. 1:15-20 and 1 Tim. 3:16)1 show that the acknowledgement of Jesus Christ as Lord 
and Christ, constituted an essential part of the Christian religion during the fi rst decennia after 

1 Καριοφιλη Μητσακη, Βυζαντινη υμνογραφια, Τομος Α’, απο την Καινη Διαθηκη εως την εικονομα-
χια, Θεσσαλονικη, 1971, p. 39-47.
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the Resurrection1. In time, these scriptural hymns, along with the decisions of the ecumenic 
synods and the creations of the Holy Fathers, shall be gradually woven into different prayers 
and hymns which have found a place of honor in the liturgical celebration. 

During the fi rst centuries, the Trinitarian and Christological controversies were also ani-
mated by the fact that many ambiguities and confusions existed regarding the terms used for 
the systematization of the Orthodox doctrine. With the Cappadocian Fathers (Saint Basil the 
Great, Saint Gregory of Nazianzus and Saint Gregory of Nyssa)2, the fundamental doctrine of 
Christianity, as well as the Trinitarian and Christological terminology are established for good. 
They make a clear difference between oυσíα and ύπóστασις – terms that had been used as syn-
onyms at Nicaea (and were translated in the West by substantia) – hence the ambiguity which 
existed during this period of the 4th century3. “Oυσíα means the common essence – the Divinity, 
and υπóστασις expresses the personal, individual subsistence. The common being to which the 
persons participate is as real as the personal hypostatic entities. So, the Lord is a unity of being 
and a trinity of hypostases. The hypostatic distinctions or properties show the origin-related 
internal relations, but not a separation in the Divinity”4.

The Holy Fathers dealt with the biblical exegesis fi rst and foremost; their philosophic 
speculations were quite limited. But, we may say that “if these terms gained power and author-
ity is because they were used in the Christian divine service”5. 

Generally, the Christological vocabulary contains lots of terms meant to make 
Christ’s misteryunderstood. Thus, in theology, we meet terms such as: Logos – Word, ένωσις 
ύποστατική – hypostatic union, ενηποστάσις –enhypostasiation, ομοoύσιος – of the same be-
ing, ενάνθρωπεσης – Incarnation, κενωσις – kenosis, Theotokos, Saviour, perichoresis, person, 
substance, nature… But not all these terms were used in the Christian religion, due to the 
meaning-related diffi culties they incurred.

Very used in the Christian divine service vocabulary is the term Word(Gr. ο Λóγος, Lat. 
Verbum)6. This term, beside its meaning of word “getting out of the mouth of God” (Isaiah 
55:10), namely the teaching of the Lord (Isaiah 1:10 and Jeremiah 1:4), also has the meaning of 
personal reality, Subject, Hypostasis, in which the Divinity manifests itself in history. 

1 Starting with the 2ndcentury, new creations appeared. Thus, the bishop of Antioch, Saint Ignatius 
Theophilus (†107), glorifi es Jesus Christ in “canticles” and “hymns” and introduces the antiphonal 
music, which requires a form of organization of the Christian divine service (Epist. ad Efes. 4(Migne, 
P. G., t. V, col. 648 and 688). The historian Eusebius of Caesarea also speaks about the Christological 
hymns (Ist. bis.V, c. 28). Saint Clement of Alexandria – author of The Educator (a symbolic name for 
Jesus Christ), dedicated to Him a six-verse hymn (Children’s Hymn, the 3rd Book, chap. 12), where 
he speaks of the three persons of the Holy Trinity (Migne P. G., t. VIII, col. 681, translated by D. 
Fecioru: Clement Alexandrinul, Scrieri, pt. I, in P.S.B., nr.4, Edit. Instit.Biblic…, Bucureşti, 1982, p. 
361-362, called in this translation Hymn to our Saviour, Jesus Christ) and which was intended for the 
catechumens’ use (Dom. F. Cabrol, La prière des chrétiens, Paris, 1929, p. 193). 

2 Fore more information, see † P. S. Prof. Dr.Irineu Slătineanul, Iisus Hristossau Logos ulînomenit, 
Bucureşti, f.a., 132 p.

3 Pr. Prof. Dr. Ion Bria, Tratat de teologie dogmatică şiecumeni, Bucureşti, 1999,p. 94.
4 Ibidem, p. 94.
5 Ibidem, p. 94.
6 Just in the Octoih, the Word “Logos” was used, in different contexts, over 325 times.
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The Eastern Church has the following writers as representatives of the theology of the 
“Logos” (the Word): Teophilus of Antioch1, Saint Justin the Martyr and Philosopher2, Clement 
of Alexandria3 and Origen4. They established the basis of the theology of the Logos (also met 
in the Greek philosophy)5 which was then introduced in the Orthodox divine service. Inspired 
by the Gospel of John6, by the writings of Paul (especially by the Epistle to the Hebrews), they 
tried to solve the mistery of misteries, by creating a theology meant to prove the works of the 
Lord in the world, by means of the Logos. One of the most sensitive and diffi cult themes was 
that of the Hypostasis of the Word in God. The Logos was not the impersonal reason of the 
Divinity, but it was the Word of the Father, born from the Father, before the ages, actually the 
Son of God. This is how the hymns of the Church state it:

“You gave birth to the Word of the Father – Who is beyond words 
– in a human body, you, Mother of God and most pure Virgin…” 7/ “You 
gave birth to the Word, whose work is the same as the work of He Who 
gave Him life, Who deifi ed the human being…”8

This incarnated Logos was “The Word – Who had been bodyless before - Who made 
everything by His Will”9. The introduction of the volitive element indicates the distinctive Per-

1 Teofi l al Antiohiei, Treicărţicătre Autolic, translated by Pr. Dumitru Fecioru, Apologeţi de limbăgreacă, in 
the collection “Părinţişi Scriitori Bisericeşti”, nr. 2, Edit. Instit.Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1980, p. 267-369.

2 Sfântul Iustin Martirulşi Filosoful, Apologiile I şi II, translation and notesby Pr. Prof. Olimp N. 
Căciulă, Apologeţi de limbăgreacă, in the collection “Părinţişi Scriitori Bisericeşti”, nr. 2, Edit. Instit.
Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1980, p. 23-89. See as well the teaching concerning the Logos in L. Paul, Ueber 
die Logos lehrebei Justinus Martyr, in “Jahrbücher für protestantischeTheologie”, XII (1886); XVI 
(1890); XVII 91891); A. Aal, Der Logos, II Leipzig, 1899; Pr. Prof. Dr. Ioan G. Coman, Persoa-
na Logosului Iisus Hristos în lumina primelor patrusecole patristice, in “Studii Teologice”, XXIV 
(1972), nr. 9-10, p. 666-674; Idem, Teoria Logosuluiîn Apologiile Sf¢ntului Iustin Martirulşi Fi-
losoful, Bucureşti, 1942.

3 Sfântul Clement Alexandrinul, Protreptic (Cuvânt de îndemncătreelini), P. G. VIII-IX, col. 529-791, 
translated by Pr. Dumitru Fecioru, ScrieriPartea I, in the collection “Părinţişi Scriitori Bisericeşti”, 
nr. 4, Editura Institutu lui Biblicşi de Misiune al Bisericii Ortodoxe Române, Bucureşti, 1982.

4 L. W. Barnard, Origen’s christology and eschatology, in “Anglican Theol”., 46 (1964), p. 214-319; M. 
Harl, Origène et la fonctionrevélatrice du Verbeincarné, Paris, 1958; Origen, DesprePrincipii, translated 
by Pr. Prof. TeodorBodogae, Bucureşti, 1982; H. Crouzel, Theologie de l’image de Dieu chez Origen, 
Paris, 1956, p. 71-143; Origéne, Commentairesur Saint Jean,traduction et notes par Cécile Blanc, in 
“Sources chretienns”, t. II, Paris, 1970; Idem, ContreCelse, introduction, textegrec critique, traduction et 
notes par Marcel Borel, in “Sources chretiennes”, Paris, 1969, p. 163-181; Pr. Prof. Dr. Nicolae Buzescu, 
Hristologialui Origen, in “Mitropolia Olteniei”, XXXXVI (1984), nr. 3-4, p. 160-181.

5 Anton Dumitriu, Istorialogicii, Editura didacticăşi pedagogică, Bucureşti, 1975, p. 75, 86, 92, 154, 
206; Drd. Sterea Tache, Teologia Logosului la Sfântul Maxim Mărturisitorul, in “Studii Teologice”, 
XXIX (1977), nr. 5-8, p. 516-526.

6 L. Boyer, Histoire de la spiritualité chretiènne, Paris, 1960, p. 65; Oscar Cullman, Christologie 
du Nouveau Testament, Neuchâtel, 1968, p. 217; Lebreton, Les origines du Dogme de la Trinité, 
Paris, 1919, p. 594; A. Grillmeier, Le Christ dans la tradition chrétienne, Paris, 1973, p. 48; Drd. 
StereaTache, op. cit., p.518.

7 ***Octoihul Mare, glasul al III-lea, luni la Utrenie, oda a VIII-a, canonul Sfi nţilor Îngeri, stihira 
Născătoarei, Edit.Instit.Biblic..., ed. a VI-a, Bucureşti, 1975, p. 219.

8 Ibidem, glasul al III-lea, miercuri la Utrenie, oda I, canonul Născătoarei, stihira a 3-a, p. 237; Ibidem, 
troparele Născătoarei de Dumnezeu, glasul al IV-lea, miercuriseara, p. 780.

9 Ibidem, glasul I, duminică la Utrenie, oda a VI-a, canonul Născătoarei, stihira a 2-a, p. 22-23.
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son of the Word in the Holy Trinity. The Word is the Logos, Who was beside the Father before 
the ages, the Son, Who was born “long ago”, that is since the beginnings of eternity, out of the 
Father - the un-born, Who was born in a body, out of the Virgin. By means of the Holy Virgin, 
the Son of the Lord became “The Man-Lord “, the Son of Man: 

“The Apostles preached the Son of the Holy Virgin, God and Man, 
all over the world”1.

The theology of the Logos is admirably concentrated, in the Resurrection hymn, the fi fth 
voice:

“Let us, believers, praise and worship the Word, Who was with the 
Father and the Holy Spirit before all ages, Who was born of a Virgin, for 
our salvation; let us praise and worship Him, for He accepted to let His body 
be risen on the Cross, and to endure death, and raise the dead from their 
graves, unto His praised Resurrection”2.

In the Orthodox religion, the Logos is called either the Word of God, or God - the Word, 
which means that He is also the revealer of the Holy Trinity: 

“…You, the Word of God, out of the Pure Virgin came, so that we - 
humans - may see You, and You showed everybody the shining Triune di-
vinity and One according to the being of the unchanged Hypostases …” 3

“By taking on the appearance of human nature, out of the Holy 
Virgin, You, the Word of God, taught us to praise the One God in Three 
Persons, all of them in the same image and worthy of the same respect”4.

The formula “of the same being” – όμοούσιος5 (Gr. óμο = the same, ούσία = substance; 
Lat. cosubstantialiter = having one being, consubstantial) is a theological non-biblical term, 

1 Ibidem, glasul al II-lea, joi, la Utrenie, oda a IX-a, canonul Sfi nţilor Apostoli, stihira Născătoarei, p. 
165.

2 Ibidem, glasul al V-lea, Vecernia de sâmbătă, p. 380; Ibidem,glasul al VIII-lea, vineri la Utrenie, odaa 
IV-a, canonul Născătoarei, stihira a 2-a, p. 718.

3 Ibidem, glasul al VII-lea, duminică la Miezonoptică, odaa III-a, stihira Născătoarei, p. 560.
4 Ibidem, glasul al VII-lea, duminică la Miezonoptică, oda a V-a, stihira Născătoarei, p. 561.
5 Concerning the origin and meaning of the term of “όμοούσιος”, in general, see: Ν. Ματσουκα, 

’Ιστοριατης φιλοσοφιας μεσυντομηεισαγωγηστην φιλοσοφια, Θεσσαλινικη, 1988; J. F. Bethune-Bak-
er, The meaning of Homoousios in the Constantinopolitan Creed, Cambridge, 1901; P. Galtier, L’ 
όμοούσιος de Paul de Samosate, in “Recherches de science religieuse”, Paris, 12 (1922), p. 30-45; C. 
Hauret, Comment le defenseur de Nicéea-t-ilcompris le dogme de Nicée?, Bruges, 1936; J. Ortiz De 
Urbina, L’ homoousiospreniceno, in “Orientalia Christiana Periodica”, Roma, 8 (1942), p. 194-209; G. 
L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, London, 1952, p. 197-218; J. Lebon, Le sort du consubstantiel 
Nicéen, in “Revue d’ histoire ecclésiastique”, Louvain, 47 (1952), p. 485-539; 48 (1953), p. 632-682; H. 
Kraft, Όμοούσιος, in “Zeitschriftfür Kirchengeschichte”, Stuttgart, 66 (1954-1955), p. 1-23; A. Tuiller, 
Le sens du term όμοούσιοςdans le vocabulairethéologique d’ Arius et de l’ Ecole d’ Antioche, in “Stu-
diaPatristica”, 3, ed. by F. L. Cross, Berlin, 1961, p. 421-422; G. C. Stead, The Early Christian Creeds, 
3d ed., London, 1976, p. 242-254; M. Fouyas, The Homoousion, in “Abba Salama”, X (1979), p. 5-17; 
Georges Florovsky, The Cristological Dogma and Terminology, in “Papers and Discussions between 
Eastern Orhodox and Oriental Orthodox Theologians” – The Bristol Consultation, July 25-29, 1967, 
published by the Holy Cross School of Theological Helenic College, Brookline, Massachusetts, in “The 
Greek Orthodox Theological Review”, vol. XIII (1968), nr. 2, p. 190-193; A. Grillmeier, Homoousios, 
“Lexicon fürTheologie und Kirche”, Freiburg, ZweiteAufl age, 1967, p. 467-468.
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adopted by the Synod of Nicaea (325) for defi ning the identity of the being – divinity and 
co-existence or consubstantiality between the incarnated Word and the Father. This term had 
already been used by Paul of Samosata1, but, in 268, the local synod of Antioch did not accept 
it. He stated that the Logos is not hypostatically different from the Father, but of the same be-
ing asthe Father, by which he meant that the being is the same with the hypostasis or person2. 
It is Saint Athanasius of Alexandria3 who has the merit of imposingthe term of όμοούσιος in 
the Orthodox sense. Received and introduced, according to the bright theological-philosophic 
explanations of this great Holy Father, the word “of the same being” became famous later on in 
the controversies and fi ghts of the Orthodox Christians against Arius’s disciples, which meant 
to keep the Christian faith untouched4. 

This term is used in the hymns of the Church in all the divine services5, but, with a spe-
cial reference concerning its consecration, we fi nd it in the divine service held on the 7thSunday 
after the Resurrection, named “the Sunday of the Holy Fathers”, which runs:

“…they deliberately destroyed the malefi c doctrine of Arius and 
sent him out of all the Christian Churches, based on the resolutions of the 
synod; and they taught everyone to clearly acknowledge that the Son of 
God is of the same being with the Father, co-eternalbefore all centuries, 
and left this carefully and faithfully written, in the Symbol of Faith…” 6

“The God-bearing Fathers – like lightening, coming together to-
day, clearly acknowledged You, Jesus Christ, the Only-Begotten Son, co-
eternal,with no beginning like the Father and of the same being as the 
Father”7and so on. 

It is also used to show the full consubstantiality of Jesus Christ, our Saviour, with man-
kind:

“Showing us that You are humanaccording to Your being, You our 
Saviour, and risig from the grave, standing among Your Apostles, You 
shared in their food and taught them the baptismof repentance. And,soon 
after that,You ascended to Your havenly Father, promising Your disciples 

1  P. Galtier, op. cit. p. 30-45.
2  Pr. Prof. Dr. Ioan Rămureanu, Pr. Prof. Dr. Milan Şesan, Pr. Prof. Dr. Teodor Bodogae, Istoriabise-

riceascăuniversală, Edit. Instit.Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1987, vol. I, p. 204.
3 Saint Athanasius the Great said that those who do not accept όμοούσιος, but όμοιουσιος (similar), 

differ from the Ortodoxy (De Synodis, 41, P.G., XXVI, col. 764). 
4 A thorough analysis of this term can be found in deacon Constantin Voicu, Problema όμοούσιος la 

Sfântul Atanasiecel Mare, in “Mitropolia Olteniei”, XV (1963), nr. 1-2, p. 3-20.
5 For instance: “Minunefăcând a m¢ntuitpepopor, Stăpânul, usc¢ndoarec¢ndvalulmării. Şi, din 

Fecioarănăscându-se, ne-a deschiscalea spreceruri. PeCel de o fi inţă cu Tatălşi cu noioamenii Îlslăvim~.(Mi-
neiulpedecembrie, în 25 de zile, la Utrenie, canonul al II-lea – al lui Ioan Monahul – oda I, irmosul, p. 386).

6 Penticostar, Duminica a VII-a după Paşti, la Vecernie, Slavă…, a Sfi nţilor Părinţi de la stihoavnă, 
ediţia a VIII-a, Edit. Instit.Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1999, p. 271; Ibidem, Slavă…, a Sfi nţilor Părinţi de la 
Litie, p. 270.

7 Ibidem, Duminca a VII-a după Paşti, la Utrenie, oda I, Canonul Sfi nţilor Părinţi, stihira a 2-a, p. 275; 
Ibidem, oda a III-a, stihira a 3-a, p. 276. 
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that You would send them the Comforter; You, Who are above Divinity, 
You, Man-God, glory to Your resurrection”1. 

For designating thehomoousios, beside the use of the expression “of the same being as 
the Father”, the Logos is also simply named using the apellative “God” or “You, God”, as He is 
“the Word and God~. The most important title used in the divine service - which shows both the-
homoousia, and the Unity of the Trinity, or Divinity - is the title of “Master”, “King”, “Lord”. 

The incarnation2 (Gr. ενανθρωπεσης, Lat. incarnatio) is the faith doctrine established 
during the Synod of Nicaea, according to which, the second person of the Holy Trinity - the 
Son of God - “was incarnate of the Holy Spirit and Virgin Mary and became man~. Cosmas 
theHymnographer expressed this doctrine of faithin an absolutely admirable way in the Nativ-
ity Canon:

“To the Son, Who was born without impurity of the Father, before 
all ages, and then of the Virgin, who was incarnate with no seed, to Jesus 
Christ - the Lord, let us sing: You, theOne Wholifted our fronts, You are 
a Saint, our Lord!” 3

The term “incarnation”, that is the settling of the Lord in a body (His becoming a man) 
does not express the whole divine plan in relation to the Son. It came to be used and conse-
crated in this form both in the specialized literature and in the divine service4. Some liturgical 
creations often state that the Logos was given a body, which maintained the same confusion for 
the neophytes:

“The sea beast threw Jonah out of its womb, as a mother would 
deliver a baby, the same as ithad swallowed him. And dwelling in the 
Virgin, and taking a Body, the Wordcame out, leaving her intact; because 
He Who did not suffer impurity, protected the one who gave birth to Him, 
keeping her unharmed” 5. 

Anyway, this concept must be used accompanied by the mention that, on the one hand, 
the Logos of God did not simply dwell in a human being, and, on the other side, did not take 
on just a body, but the whole man – body and soul, otherwise the Orthodox theology could also 
be suspected of the Nestorian heresy (or Apollinarism). “Incarnation” means that the Logos 
became a man, so we understand that the Son of God became a real man6. 

1 Catavasier, luminândaÎnvierii, a VI-a, Editura Institutului Biblicşi de Misiune al Bisericii Ortodoxe 
Române, Bucureşti, 1997, p. 341; Cf. Mineiul pede cembrie, ziua a 25-a, oda a V-a, can al 2-lea, irmosul, 
Edit.I nstit. Biblic..., ed. a VI-a, Bucureşti, 1991, p. 386 ş.a.

2 Michel, A., Incarnation, in “Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique”, tome VII, part. II, col. 
1451;*Θρησκευτικη και ήθικηεγκυκλοπαιδεíα, 10ος  τομος, ’Aθηναι, 1967, p. 1173-1177; Georges 
Florovsky, op. cit., p. 190-193.

3 Mineiul pede cembrie, în 25 de zile, la Utrenie, canonul I, oda a III-a, irmosul, p. 387.

4 Vladimir Lossky, Teologiamistică a Bisericii de Răsărit, Editura“Anastasia”, Bucureşti, (f.a.), transla-
tor’s note, p. 168.

5 Mineiul pede cembrie, în 25 de zile, la Utrenie, canonul I, oda a VI-a, irmosul, p. 389; Ibidem,cano-
nul I, oda a IV-a, irmosul, p. 388.

6 Vladimir Lossky, op. cit., translator’s note, p. 168.
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The hymns that refer to these aspects are also very numerous:
“You made Your appearance likethat of the creation, becoming 

made of clay, You Christ, and by sharing in man’s fallen body, You made 
it partake of the divine nature, turning Yourself into aman while remain-
ing a God,You, the One Who lifted our fronts, Youare holy, Our Lord” 1. 

The booksrelated to the divine service, for the designation of the incarnation, more pre-
cisely for the designation of the conception ofthe Holy Spirit and Virgin Mary, use just as much 
the term of “conception”, as in these rhymes, created by John of Damascus, the Monk:

“Gabriel, the archangel was sent from heaven to announce the Virgin about 
the immaculate conception…” 2

Kenosis (κενωσις)3 means the human condition of humility and of diminutionthat the 
Son of God assumedin His Incarnation, as an act of free submission to the Father. It is the 
“apparel”4 of the incarnated God. In hymnography, this termis never used; instead, its syn-
onyms ofkenosis, descentor taking the appearance of a servant are used:

“Taking the mysterious order, the bodiless angel immediately 
stood before the Virgin in the house of Joseph, telling her who had known 
no marriage: He Who lowered the heavens onto the Earth, by his descent, 
with no change, fi ts into you; and seeing Him in your womb, taking the 
appearance of a slave, I get frightened and sing: Rejoice, o you, eternal 
Virgin and Bride”5.

The Person6(πρóσωπον = mask, face to face; προςωράν indicates the orientation of the 
eyes, of the face towards somebody else) is the personal subject in which the human nature 
subsists7. The term of πρóσωπον was used by the Antiochian theologians, but resulted in confu-

1 Mineiulpede cembrie, în 25 de zile, la Utrenie, canonul I, oda a III-a, stihira a 2-a, p. 387; Ibidem, cano-
nul al 2-lea, oda a IV-a, stihira 1, p. 388.

2 Mineiulpemartie, în 25 de zile, la Vecernia mare, Slavă… Şiacum…, de la “Doamne, strigat-am”, 
Edit. Instit.Biblic..., ed. a V-a, Bucureşti, 1976, p. 191; Mineiulpede cembrie, în 25 de zile, la Utrenie, 
canonul I, oda a V-a, stihira a 2-a, p. 389.

3 Georges Florovsky, op. cit., 190-193. 
4 Sfântul Isaac Sirul, The Word XXI, în “Filocalia românească”, vol. 10, translation, introduction and 

notes by Pr. Prof. Dumitru Stăniloae, Edit. Instit. Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1981, p. 105.
5 Catavasier, troparul Acatistului Buneivestiri, p. 284.
6 ’Ι. Καρμιρη, Αí¡ρχαíαι ¡ντιχαλκηδονιοι ’Εκκλησíαι της ’Ανατολης και η β¡σιςτης επανενωσεως 

αυτωνμετ¡της ’Ορθοδóξου ’Εκκλησíας, ’¡θηναι, 1966; ’¡. Θεοδωρου, ’Η χριστολογικηδιδασκαλíα 
καí óμολογια ΛεοντíουτουΒυζαντíου, în „Θεολογια”, ΧΧVI (1955), p. 212-222, 421-435, 584-592; 
XXVI (1956), p. 32-44; ***Θρησκευτικη και ήθικηεγκυκλοπαιδεíα, 10ος τομος, ’Aθηναι, 1967, p. 
665-671; Georges Florovsky, op. cit., p. 190-193.

7 Generally, the „personcan not be defi ned starting from the body, or from the soul, or from inteli-
gence; it is absolute reality transcedingthe elements subsisting on it. The body does not have an 
independent existence, but exists within the subject. Man, as a person, does not appear as individual 
of a species, but as a being aware of his free and intelligent relation with his Creator. His personal 
character consists in his very opening and freedom for communion. As its name shows (πρóσωπον 
means face turning to the face of another, looking face to face), a person is the individuality opened 
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sions because of the meaning that was used at the time. Being identical with ύπóστασις, this 
term becomes part of the Trinitarian and Christological vocabulary, which took shape in the 
context of the post-Nicaean and Chalcedonian theology, through the special contribution of the 
Cappadocian Fathers. 

In Jesus Christ, the human nature does not have a hypostasis of its own, it is not indi-
vidualized, buthypostatizied, i. e. it is ascribed material existence by the person of the Word. 

“You, Virgin, have given birth to One of the Trinity, in an inef-
fableway – and He had two natures and two kinds of works and wasOne 
in person – so, forever pray to Him for those who faithfully worship you 
to be set freeof all the oppression of the evil; so that we may all now run 
for freedom to you, our Lady, Theotokos”1. 

TheChalcedonians use the term hypostasis(ύπóστασις) in the sense of person (or person-
ality), of subject, in which the natures existunited, but not in the meaning of substance, as they 
use it in Nicaea. The hypostasis is divine and unique; it is the person of the Son Himself, not the 
human self, as the Antiochian theologyasserted2:

“You – who are completely immaculate–gavebirth to a hypostasis with two 
natures, the incarnated Lord, to Who we all sing: Glory to You, our Lord”3.

So, the “hypostasis may unite in Himself different natures; they shall exist in Him as 
parts of a whole. This existence does not change at all the features of the hypostasis or of the 
nature. This is what the relation between the human nature and the hypostasis of the Logos in 
Jesus Christ is like. In Him, the human nature is not independent but, by this, it does not remain 
a simple nature with no hypostasis, as there is no nature without hypostasis. It is enhypostasi-
ation, as it does no exist separately, but in another “4. 

In this sense, thehymnographers only contented themselves with reminding that Jesus 
Christ, our Saviour, has a single hypostasis in two natures, without going further into dogmatic 
explanations, which actually would be too complex and not located in the best place:

“You, my Lord, saw Yourself Ascended… You, One of the Holy 
Trinity, Who have a single Hypostasis withtwo wills, so that You may 
save the world”5.

Enhypostasiation (ενυπóστατον) is the taking on of the human nature in the hypostasis 
of the Logos6. This term was not used by the liturgical creators, being diffi cult to understand. 
Anyway, given its dogmatic importance, we consider that it is necessary to explain it.

to communion, the subject having a basically rational and free existence” (Drd. Ioan Caraza, Doctri-
nahristologică a lui Leontius of Byzantius, in “Studii Teologice”, XIX (1967), nr. 5-6, p. 326-327).

1 Catavasier, luminânda a VIII-a, stihira Născătoarei, 343.
2 Georges Florovsky, op. cit., p. 190-193. 
3 Octoihul Mare, glasul al V-lea, duminică la Utrenie, canonul, oda a VII-a, Teotokia, p. 391.
4 Drd. IoanCaraza, op. cit., p. 326-327.
5 Octoihul Mare, glasul al II-lea, miercuri la Utrenie, canonulCrucii, odaa IX-a, stihira a 2-a, p. 154; 

Ibidem, glasul al VI-lea, sâmbătă la Vecerniamică, Slavă… Şiacum…, a Născătoarei de la “Doamne, 
strigat-am”, p. 467. 

6 Georges Florovsky, op. cit., p. 190-193. 
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It is one of the most important clarifi cations which the theologian Leontius of Byzan-
tium († 542) brought to the Chalcedonean Christology, in order to avoid the confusion between 
“union according to hypostasis” and “union according to nature~. In order to understand how 
God became united with man, the Byzantine writer shows that, “though in the created nature 
there is no nature without a bearer (hypostasis) of it, namely it is normally always individual-
ized, God-the-Father decided that God-the-Son should take on - in His hypostasis - the non-
personifi ed, non-individualized nature of man”. Leontius asserts that “if divinity and humanity 
- when united in their essence - did not keep, evenin their union, the natural property of each 
one of them – then they would be mixed together and there would no longer be either divinity 
or humanity”1. “In the hypostatic union, the human nature no longer has an autonomous human 
being as its centre or subject, not because it is defi nitively un-hypostatized (with no centre or 
subject), but because it is enhypostasized, namelycentred in the person of the Word, assumed 
in His subject, without being absorbed by Him. Compared to Nestorianism and Monophysism, 
which stated that there was no nature without hypostasis, Leontius shows that the divine hy-
postasis exists by itself and it indicates the distinction but not the difference. In this respect, a 
hypostasis may consist of several individual natures. Hypostasis means the subject, the person; 
ενυπóστατον means the human nature existing within the hypostasis, which was assumed by 
the pre-existing Logos at the time of Incarnation”2.

The term nature (φύσις)3shows the substance, reality or nature, so the difference. The 
features of each nature are maintained and collaborate in a person. „Φύσις“ is, so, synonim with 
„nature“4. 

Our salvation in union with the Lord was accomplished only by keeping the integrity of 
each nature in the unity of the person of Jesus Christ. 

1 Leontius of Byzantius, 30 de capeteîmpotrivalui Sever de Antiohia, introduction, translation and notes by 
Diac.Dr. Ilie Frăcea, in “Studii Teologice”, XLII (1990), nr.4, p. 41-59; Ibidem, in “Altarul Banatului”, I 
(1990), nr. 9-10, p. 49-66.

2 Drd. Ioan Caraza,op. cit., p. 321-333; John Meyendorff, Hristosîn gândirea creştinărăsărireană, 
translated by Pr. Prof. Neculai Buga, Edit. Instit.Biblic..., Bucureşti, 1997, p. 71-72; Pr. Prof. Dr. Ion 
Bria, Dicţionar de teologieortodoxă, ed. cit., p. 113.

3 “Nature contains the idea of existence, while hypostasis contains the idea of existence in itself. 
Nature refers to the species, hypostasis indicates the individual. The former designates the character 
of what is universal; the latter separates the particular from the general. In a word, the things that 
are consubstantial are actually of one nature and the reason of their existence is common to all 
of them. The defi nition of the hypostasis: either the things identical according to their nature, but 
distinguished according to their number, or the things made up of different natures, but simultane-
ously having acommunion of existence with each other. And the communion of existencesis not in 
the sense of mutual completion of the existences, as one can see in the case of essences and of their 
essential predicates, called qualities, as if the nature and essence of each werenot considered in 
itself, but along with the one with which it is composed and combined~. (Leonţiu de Bizanţ, Contra 
nestorienilorşieutihienilor, in P.G., LXXXVI, 1, col. 1280 AB, apudDrd. IoanCaraza,op. cit., p. 
326). 

4  Georges Florovsky, op. cit., p. 190-193. 
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Once again, it wasLeontius of Byzantium who best clarifi ed the natures of Jesus Christ1. 
He is the fi rst who philosophically explained this doctrine of the Fathers. Compared to the non-
Calcedonians, who dissolved the human nature in Jesus Christ, Leontius of Byzantium showed 
a deep understanding of humanity, whose immutable reason is in God2. 

Leontius of Byzantium dedicated a great part of his works to the assertion of the two 
natures, which makes of him a convincedChalcedonian3. The natures are unchanged in Je-
sus Christ according to their features. In union, in relation to the human nature, the Logos is 
in a similar connection as the soul to the body. The Logos did not become visible and mor-
tal through Incarnation, as neither did our soul by getting into our bodies. The unlimited and 
immaculate Logos preserves its character of non-changeability after the Incarnation, as well. 
Against Severus of Antioch, Leontius states that after the union, too, there continue to be two 
natures, as Jesus Christ has two “homoousios”, one with the Father and one with us4:

“Who will not praise you, Holy Virgin? Or who will not glorify, 
most pure Virgin, your givingbirth? Because the Only-Begotten Son, He 
Who shone out of the Father before all ages, came out of you - the most 
Pure - and ineffably He was incarnate; being God, according to his na-
ture and accepting to take on a human nature for our sake, without being 
separated into two hypostases but making himself known as two unmixed 
natures. You, blessed and Immaculate Virgin, pray to Him, that He may 
have mercy on our souls”5.

Thus, the Orthodox Church has also taught us through its religious service that Jesus 
Christ is “of two natures and in two natures~. Jesus Christ, One according to hypostasis, isout 
of Divinity and of human nature, and in Divinity and humanity – undividedly united. The Word, 
the unique hypostasis, did not transform what He had beeen and did not change what He be-
came by His Incarnation. As a result, the union of the two natures according to hypostasis was 
not accomplished6, as a prayer of the Arhieraticon says:

“…it is not true thatthe together-united natures were kneadedor 
diffused into one another or mixed, or that the Word brought Himself in 
after the man was formed, making a relative union - as Nestorius stated; 
nor is it true that He was ever without mind and soul - as Apollinarius af-
fi rmed; because Apollinariuschatted saying that the Divinity was enough 

1 Leonţiu de Bizanţ, 30 de capeteîmpotrivalui Sever…, quoted translation, p. 41-59; Drd. Ioan 
Caraza,op. cit., p. 321-333.

2 Pr. Prof. Dr. Dumitru Stăniloae, Posibilita teareconcilieriidogmaticeîntre Biserica Ortodoxăşi 
Vechile Biserici Orientale,“Ortodoxia”, XVII (1965), nr. 1, p. 26.

3  V. Grumel, Léonce de Byzance, in “Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique”, t. IX, Paris, 1926, col. 
408-421. 

4 Leonţiu de Bizanţ, 30 de capeteîmpotrivalui Sever…, quoted translation, p. 41-59.

5 Octoihul Mare, glasul al VI-lea, sâmbătă la Vecernia mare, Dogmatica, p. 469-470.

6  Pr. Prof. Dr. Ion Bria, Iisus Hristos – Dumnezeu Mântuitorul. Hristologia, in “Studii Teologice”, 
XLIII (1991), nr. 2, p. 51-52.
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instead of the mind. But I acknowledge Him, as perfect God, Who, at 
the same time, was body and simultaneously Word of God; an animated 
body with a speaking and thinking soul, keeping, after the union as well, 
all the natural perfections of His Divinity, without changing the things 
characteristic to His Divinity or His humanity through the perfect union 
with the Word; He is bearing a being which preserves the two natures and 
works, those of which and into which He was One and the same Christ, 
our Lord - Who has two natural but not imaginary wills “1. 

As a result, the Christology of Chalcedon, which became an essential part of the Ortho-
dox religious service, as well, represents a crucial step in the specifi cation of the Christological 
terminology atan international level, as the three great theological schools of that time – Alex-
andria, Antioch and Rome – were represented in full agreement. Later on, nevertheless, Leon-
tius of Byzantium, Maximus the Confessor and John of Damascus2 (the latter having the merit 
of having introduced these doctrines of faith in the hymnography of theOctoechos - which he 
“reformed” by closely studying the union of the two natures), are to specify even more thor-
oughly the meaning of and relationship between the terms of substance, nature, hypostasis or 
person which they applied to the Chalcedonian defi nition. One of the results of their efforts was 
that, given that the nature of the compound was not identical with that of the union itself, one 
may not say “a single nature of Jesus Christ, which is composed, but the hypostasis of Jesus 
Christ. It leads us to another title used in the divine service, namely the name of Christ, which 
designates not the nature, but the hypostasis in which the natures are visible and the person may 
be distinguished3. This title - having itsorigin in the New Testament, concentrates in it all the 
other denominations related to His divinity and humanity; it is a theandric title, which theologi-
cally and historically founds Christology. In the whole hymnography, it is either used with its 
nominative form of “Christ”, or “Christ - God”, or with its invocative form of “You, Christ” or 
“You, Christ, my God~.

The most used titles in the divine service are the Lord 4 and Saviourwiththe respective 
combinations: “Jesus Christ, our Saviour”, “Jesus Christ, the Lord” or “my Lord,my God”, 
which fi gure on all the pages of all the divine service books of the Orthodox Church. 

1 Arhieraticon, Editura Institutului Biblicşi de Misiune al Bisericii Ortodoxe Române, Bucureşti, 
1993, p. 90-91.

2 Pr. Prof. N. C.Buzescu, Hristologia Sfântului Ioan Damaschin, “Studii Teologice”, XXVII (1975), 
nr. 9-10, p. 687-700; Prof. Nicolae Chiţescu, A douapersoană a Sfi ntei Treimiîndoctrina Sfântului 
Ioan Damaschin, in “Ortodoxia”, XXVIII (1976), nr.2, p. 305-348; Ierom. Chesarie Gheorghescu, 
Învăţătur adespreunire aipostatică la Sfântul Ioan Damaschin, in “Ortodoxia”, XXIII (1971), nr. 2, 
p. 181-193.

3 See Leontius of Byzantius, Epilysissaure  zolvareaar gumentuluilui Sever, P. G., LXXXVI, 2, col. 1925 
C D, 1928 A; col. 1944; col. 1921 c; 1945 c; col. 1941 d-1944 a; col. 1933 a, apud John Meyendorff , 
Hristosîngân direacr eştinăr ăsărireană, p. 67-72.

4 L. Cerfaux, Le titreKyrioset la dignitéroyale de Jésus, in “Revue Sc. Phil. Theol~., 11 (1922), p. 40-47 
and 12 (1923), p. 125-153; W. R. Arnold, The Divine Name, in “Journ. Bibl. Lit~., 24 (1905), p. 107 
sqq.;***Θρησκευτικη και ήθικη εγκυκλοπαιδεíα, 7ος τομος, ’Αθηναι, 1965, p. 1214-1219. 
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As a conclusion, all the hymn composers of the Eastern Church introduced - in rhymes, with spe-
cifi c resources - almost all the victories of the great Christological and Trinitariandebates regarding the 
second Person of the Holy Trinity – namely the incarnated Logos. This theme holds a central place in the 
whole Orthodox divine service, just as in the whole Orthodox faith doctrine. Based on arguments from the 
Scriptures, from the Holy Fathers and from the dogmatic writings of the Holy Synods held concerning the 
person of Jesus Christ, our Saviour, these hymns have consecrated the theological terminology and accom-
plished - throughout the centuries - a strong and vital catechetic and missionary role.

Thus, we have a “philosophic” expression, in fact, a hermeneutics of certain contents, 
which transcend any kind of conceptual apparatusin a highly effi cient manner, as they are theo-
logical in nature. The theological understanding of philosophy and the theological reference to 
philosophyin matters of terminology may be decoded as arguments of the theology-philosophy 
complementarinessin the Eastern spirituality.

nikuSor tukanikuSor tuka

sasuliero-filosofiuri azrovneba bizantiur himnografiaSi

bizantiis kulturaSi, filosofia iyo winaswari mokaveba mravali bi-

zantieli eruditisTvis, rodesac Teologia warmoadgenili iyo, rogorc 

Zlieri sasuliero frTis danamati. es kulturuli mTlianoba gaerTiane-

bulia gvareobiT bizantiur azrovnebaSi. filosofiasa da Teologias So-

ris damateba, garantiaa urTuierTdamokidebulebisa da, amave dros, maTi 

SesaZleblo TanamSromlobisa. es ganmartebebi naTels fens im faqts, rom 

bizantielebs namdvilad hqondaT sruliad gansxvavebuli aRqma teqni-

kuri pirobebisa: filosofia da dogma. es `simfonia~ filosofiuri enasa 

da saRvTismetyvelo Sinaarsis dogmaTa Soris warmoadgens erT mkveTr da 

Rrma sulier sinTezs kacobriobis istoriaSi. magram, rogor iyo es sao-

cari sinTezi SesaZlebeli? cxadia, rom pasuxi unda moiZebnos frTxilad 

rogorc sasuliero kvlevebsa da himnografiul SemoqmedebaSi, aseve bizan-

tiis filosofiuri Semoqmedebis miukerZoebel kiTxvaSi.
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CATECHETICAL MILESTONES CONCERNING THE HIERARCHICAL AND SACRIFICIAL 

CHARACTER OF THE ORTHODOX PUBLIC DIVINE CULT

Abstract

The Church remains in history as a supplicating institution, a liturgical community, with a conscious-
ness and Trinitarian articulation in its unity. Therefore, the public divine cult represents for the orthodox spiri-
tuality a real identity card. 

The divine cult is the most valuable repertory of Orthodoxy, playing a very important part in the life of 
all Christians. For most of them, Christianity is largely reduced to experiencing and practising those forms of 
worship where they feel God’s love surrounding and nourishing them with His divine grace. 

The orthodox worship has special features, different from the other Christian confessions, and individu-
alized by particular characteristics or traits. In this paper, the author deals with one of these characteristics, 
namely with the hierarchical and sacrifi cial character of the orthodox cult in catechetical presentation, fasci-
nating and attractive, clearly explaining that Christ’s sacrifi ce, incessantly updated as bloodless sacrifi ce in the 
Divine Liturgy through the sacramental hierarchy, is the true reason of divine worship.

The felicitous conclusion of this paper points out that through its sacrifi cial and hierarchical character, 
the orthodox cult stands as proof that real theology begins previously to the Holy Chalice and ends in front of 
the Holy Chalice.

Key words: cult, character, hierarchy, sacrifi ce, catechetical, update, community, Orthodoxy.

The real reason of the orthodox cult is the sacrifi ce of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which is 
being updated again and again as bloodless sacrifi ce in the Divine Liturgy, through the sacra-
mental hierarchy. This act confers the orthodox public divine cult a sacrifi cial and hierarchical 
character. 

The Holy Mystery of Priesthood is perpetuated by succession from the Holy Apostles 
to this day in the Church and comprises the three orders of bishop, priest and deacon, who 
are therefore made part of Christ’s priesthood. Through divine hierarchy, Christ’s priesthood 
continues in unbroken succession in Church and thus the sacrifi ce from Golgotha is incessantly 
updated. This central characteristic essentially distinguishes the orthodox worship from the 
protestant confessions, which have abandoned the sacrifi cial nature of the Divine Liturgy and 
the Holy Mystery of Priesthood, thus detaching from the source of divine grace and the proper 
understanding of Revelation.

Considered by the Church as a Sacred Mystery, Priesthood belongs constitutively and 
originally to Christ’s Mystery1. He is the source, the cross and the substance of priesthood. To 

1  C. Galeriu, Preoţia, taină şi slujire în viaţa Bisericii, in Ortodoxia, XXXIV (1982), No. 4, p. 538.
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that effect, in the light of Revelation, our Saviour is called Apostle and High Priest (Hebrews 
III,1), Priest (Hebrews VIII, 4), Instructor (Matthew XXIII, 10) and even Deacon, ”servant 
for true God” (Romans XV, 8). This ministry assigned to the Son of God indicates the divine 
grounds of sacramental priesthood, its strictly divine origin and its deep rooting in Jesus Christ: 
”You did not choose me, but I chose you and appointed you” (John XV, 16). Our Lord Jesus 
Christ is a Priest, and at the same time He establishes the priesthood of the Church in His own 
Priesthood, indicates it as springing from it, while the ministry assigned to Him by the Holy 
Scripture passes to the patrimony of the Twelve Apostles’ ministry and of their descendants 
who shall also bear this name: “The glory that you have given me I have given to them” (John 
XVII, 22).

The beginning of the Holy Mystery of Priesthood appears in the Holy Scripture as part of 
the Holy Trinity, due to communion reasons. The electing moment of the Twelve Apostles takes 
place in prayer, resulting therefore from the communion of the Holy Trinity as an act of high or-
der1, event which is also illustrated in the text of the Holy Scripture: “In these days He went out 
to the mountain to pray, and all night He continued in prayer to God. And when day came, he 
called His disciples and chose from them twelve, whom he named Apostles” (Luke VI, 12-13).

From the moment of selection, the Holy Scripture presents their entire apprenticeship 
to Jesus Christ as real training for sacerdotal ordination. The Holy Apostles are being gradu-
ally initiated into the charisma and gifts of the Holy Mystery. He announces them that He shall 
make them fi shers of men, He sends them to heal, to cast away demons and to call those invited 
to the Lord’s Supper. All the miracles that Jesus performs on sea (making the storm be still, the 
miraculous catch of fi sh, the walk on the waters of the sea) aimed at this special training of the 
Apostles, as they are performed only in the presence of his disciples and not of the entire as-
sembly of men. 

Extremely relevant in this sense is also the fact that before the miraculous multiplica-
tion of bread, one of Lord’s disciples took the bread from a child in the crowd, and the disciple 
is the one offering it to the Lord and not the child. The child appears as an intermediary. This 
detail of the Revelation is trustily kept by the Church practising the Eucharistic Liturgy, when 
the faithful bring to the Holy Altar the gifts of bread and wine, and the disciple elected, namely 
the priest, is the one who offers them to God in their name. In the same context of biblical tales, 
after our Lord blesses the loaves of bread, the disciples are the ones who distribute them to the 
crowds and not our Lord Jesus Christ, standing as an anticipation of the Eucharistic ministry to 
come (John VI, 11) and the fi lled baskets gathered afterwards as prophetical announcement of 
the Mystery of the Bread of Life, that comes down from heaven, so that one may eat of it and 
not die. 

At the Last Supper, in the presence of the same disciples, the Lord institutes the Eucha-
ristic Sacrifi ce of His Body and Blood. Indeed, He is the fi rst who introduces the Eucharist, in 
the large upper room, as the Sacrament of the Holy Communion with the Body and Blood of 
Jesus Christ. It also establishes the program of the disciples of those times, from nowadays 
and from future times, until the end of days:” Do this in remembrance of me” (Luke XXII, 19), 

1  Ibidem, p. 538.
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showing the result or the aim of the sacrifi ce: “for the forgiveness of sins and eternal life~. If He 
now sets their program on the day of His Resurrection, He also offers them the means, institut-
ing the Sacrament of Priesthood in word and deed:”Peace be with you! As the Father has sent 
me, even so I am sending you. And when he had said this, be breathed on them and said to them: 
Receive the Holy Spirit; If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven them; if you withhold 
forgiveness from any, it is withheld” (John XX, 21-23).

The same disciples who received from the Lord Jesus Christ the power and were sent to 
“proclaim in His name the repentance and forgiveness of sins to all nations” (Luke XXIV, 47) 
were also endowed with the power to baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of 
the Holy Spirit so that their sins were forgiven (Matthew XXVIII, 19) and to minister the Holy 
Mystery of Eucharist which distinguishes in the Church the eternal sacrifi ce of Jesus Christ who 
“once self-sacrifi cing Himself to His Father, He eternally offers His life, beatifying those who 
commune with Him”1.

The Holy Church Fathers have clearly and deeply understood this truth, ordering that 
the consecration of the Sacred Chrism, although it is referred to as blessing and communion 
with the Gifts of the Holy Spirit, of the Fiftieth Day Feast, should be practised on the day of 
instituting the Sacred Eucharist (on the Holy Thursday), just to underline that the disciples who 
received the ministry of the Sacred Eucharist were also assigned with the ministry of the Holy 
Mystery of Baptism and the Unction of the baptised through “the seal of the gift of the Holy 
Spirit~. For this reason, in the orthodox cult, the person who preaches for penitence also gives 
the blessing for the beginning of the Divine Liturgy and may also perform the Holy Baptism 
and the Holy Communion of the believers. Bear in mind this aspect!

The Sacrament of Priesthood is instituted on the Resurrection day of Christ, but before 
the Ascension to heaven, during which time our Lord Jesus Christ is still in His Messianic 
condition and ministry on earth, thus Priesthood is being revealed to us as an essential Holy 
Mystery in the Church. It is the fi rst Holy Mystery instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ exactly 
on the day of His Resurrection from the dead, it is “the Sacrament of the Sacraments”, meaning 
that it is the condition for ministering the other Holy Mysteries. Priesthood remains “a constant 
miracle inside the Church”2. With its help, Jesus Christ institutes in the Apostles and their de-
scendants “the bishop that is visible, the image of Him Who is invisible”3.

These considerations reveal to us the inseparable relation between the hierarchy and 
the Eucharistic sacrifi ce, between the communion of the life and power of Jesus Christ in the 
Sacrament of Priesthood and the Eucharistic Body of Jesus through which they, as Apostles and 
priests, shall be bound to trust their Lives to the Church4. After resurrecting through the Cross, 
our Lord Jesus Christ breaths into the Apostles the Holy Spirit from the “temple of his body”, 

1 Horologion, 5th edition, Ed. I.B.M.B.O.R., Bucharest, 1992, p. 283 (Canon for the Holy Commu-
nion, Hymn 9).

2 Teodor M. Popescu, Sfi nţenia şi răspunderile preoţiei, in S.T. , IV (1952), No. 3-4, p. 159. 
3 Saint Ignatius of Antioch, The Epistle to the Magnesians, chapter III, in Wrtings of the Apostolic 

Fathers, collection P.S.B., Bucharest, 1995, p. 199.
4 C. Galeriu, op.cit., p. 540.
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giving them the spiritual gist to offer the bloodless sacrifi ce, Holy Mystery through which the 
Church confesses itself as “the Body of Christ~. The theology of the Last Supper on the Holy 
Thursday is more clearly and deeply understood on the Resurrection day. Our Lord reveals him-
self to the disciples in the same upper room, showing the spiritual connection between “Take, 
this is my Body” and “receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” of Easter Sunday.

Until the Fiftieth Day, preparing for the “Great Epiclesis”, as this event was called, 
the grace of priesthood works within. On the Fiftieth Day, Jesus Christ sends the Holy Spirit 
to come down upon the same disciples and in the same place where the fi rst Eucharist took 
place and where He revealed Himself to them on the Resurrection day. It is hereby noticed the 
inseparable and irreversible connection between the Eucharistic sacrifi ce, the place where the 
Eucharist takes place and the consecrated persons, mandated or “authorised” with power from 
above, in order to minister it. 

The Priesthood offered by Christ to his disciples is now made visible through the Holy 
Spirit. Starting from the Fiftieth Day, Apostles’ priesthood becomes active and overt ministry, 
while they become witnesses of Lord’s sacrifi cial love “to the end of the earth” (Acts 1, 8). After 
a close analysis, we notice that even though the commandments to minister the Holy Eucharist 
and Baptism were delivered by Jesus Christ to his disciples, they actually baptised and minis-
tered the Holy Sacrifi ce only after receiving the Holy Spirit on the Fiftieth Day. This shows that 
all the Holy Mysteries of Jesus Christ are ministered in the Church, in His name and with the 
power of the Holy Spirit, sent by Him upon His disciples1. 

Together with the evolution of the Church as a result of all the preaching activity of the 
Holy Apostles, they lay their hands on bishops, priests and deacons through the power invested 
in them by the Holy Spirit, who continue until Parousia the work of Jesus Christ and the perpet-
uation of His sacrifi ce. The apostolic succession appears in its wholeness as the undiminished 
testimony of the Gospel and Christ’s life, of His priesthood sent with the power of the Holy 
Spirit and through His disciples to their descendants. 

The person of the Holy Spirit, who in the communion with the Trinity confi rms that the 
Father is the Father and the Son is the Son now and ever and unto the ages of ages, ministers in 
the Church the spiritual infl uence through the Holy Mystery of Baptism and the spiritual father-
hood through the Holy Ordination, investing the chosen ones either with the title of spiritual 
sons, priests or spiritual fathers. In the orthodox cult, all practices are connected with under-
standing of the Holy Mystery of the Trinity, and those Churches which did not interpret cor-
rectly this Mystery neither did they preserve in their worship the sacramental hierarchy.

As I have already indicated, the Gospel presents the institution of the Sacrament of 
Priesthood in direct relation with the Eucharistic and liturgical assembly of the Church, the 
sacramental hierarchy being only the criteria for the true Church. In the conscience of the fi rst 
Christian centuries, this aspect was very clear and it made Saint Ignatius of Antioch incite ev-
eryone “to reverence the deacons as an appointment of Jesus Christ, and the bishop as Jesus 
Christ, who is the Son of the Father, and the presbyters as the Sanhedrim of God, and assembly 

1 Daniel, Mitopolit al Moldovei şi Bucovinei, Sf¢ntul şi Marele Mir. Înţelesul şi folosul lui, in Teolo-
gie şi Viaţă, Serie Nouă, VI (LXXII, 1996, No. 1-6, p. 16.
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of the apostles. Apart from these, there is no Church”1, and “some act independently of the 
bishop, they are not stedfastly gathered together according to the commandment”2, because “He 
who so wisely founded the Church also set on earth the order of priesthood”3.

Through the Holy Mystery of Ordination or laying on of the hands, the bishops and 
priests become witnesses of the inner presence of Christ. They discover the power of the Priest-
hood of Christ who consecrated Himself for us as He is “the only Priest in the New Testa-
ment”, holding His “priesthood permanently” (Hebrews VII, 24). Seeing Christ’s Priesthood, 
priests transmit what they receive from Christ and make clear Christ’s presence who “comes 
and blesses us now and ever and unto the ages of ages~. The priest if not the author of the Holy 
Mysteries4, but the agent of Christ’s manifestation because “human nature cannot endure the 
divine nature”, and that is why “through Your icon You ordered instructors alike us who sit on 
Your chair to make sacrifi ces and offerings to You for the entire people”5. 

During the Divine Liturgy, the bishop or the priest becomes Christ’s icon. Jesus Christ 
Himself lies in the centre of their ministry and for this reason, every time they perform the 
Eucharistic Sacrifi ce, the bishops and priests tell each other “Christ present among us”, and 
the addressee answers with an approval “He is and will be”, and the fi rst assuring “Always, for 
ever and ever~.

After each blessing of the people, the bishop worships the icon of Christ in order to show 
that he performed the blessing in His name and the fi rst icon that the bishop kisses when enter-
ing the Holy Church is not the icon of Resurrection, but the icon of Jesus Christ, the eternal 
Bishop. 

By means of sacramental hierarchy the orthodox cult keeps the guarantee of true faith. 
The bishop is responsible for the true and redemptive teaching. For this reason, when he is 
ordained to his offi ce, he professes the teachings of true faith in front of other three bishops at 
least. In this sense we must understand the meaning of the elected moment of the consecration 
of the bishop near the beginning of the Liturgy, before reading the Gospel, because according to 
the canonical stipulations, he must also interpret it. This also explains the fact that the mitre of 
the bishop is decorated with the icons of the Four Evangelists. Though newly consecrated, the 
bishop, presides the Eucharist. He holds the completeness of sacramental power in the Church 
by ordaining priests and showing the apostolic succession, synchronic (together with all the 
bishops) and diachronic (over time). The canonical tradition of the Church decrees that without 

1 Saint Ignatius of Antioch, The Epistle to the Trallians, chap. III, in Writing of the Apostolic Fathers 
..., p. 205.

2 Idem, Epistle to the Magnesians, chap. IV ..., p. 199.
3 Arhieraticon, Ed.I.B.M.B.O.R., Bucureşti, 1993, p. 169 (Practices for the sanctifi cation of the 

Church).
4 Orthodoxy kept as trustworthy as possible the position of the priest and the bishop in the Church. 

The orthodox bishop does not superpose the Church as in the Romano-Catholic tradition. He is in 
the Church and does not replace the works of Jesus Christ and of the Holy Spirit. In Orthodoxy, the 
priest is at the disposal of the Church and not of the bishop as in Catholicism and for this reason 
there is no honorary laying on of the hands, but only special purpose laying on of the hands.

5 Archieratikon, (Practices for the ordination of the priest) …, p. 99.
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the bishop’s signature there cannot be an antimension and without the antimension the blood-
less sacrifi ce cannot be celebrated. The chalice containing Christ’s Blood and Body can only be 
placed on an antimension that holds the relics of the one who defended faith with the price of 
his own life, namely the martyr, and the signature of the one who confessed his faith, namely 
the bishop who represents in the Church the warrantor of true faith.

According to the Holy Canons, the priest is the bishop’s commissary in the parish, while 
the priest is accepted as orthodox only if he is in communion with an orthodox bishop. If bish-
ops commission priests with the liturgical power and they represent their bishops in the parish 
(speaking from an organisational point of view), then their priesthood is founded on Christ’s 
priesthood, who devotes himself through the laying on of hands, each one being ordered on his 
offi ce through the holy works of “divine grace, ever healing and fulfi lling”1.

Each priest is “the agent of God” sent to perform the bloodless offering of sacrifi cing His 
only Son and to offer the Eucharistic Body of Christ to the Church – His spiritual Body where 
the faithful “become parts of His Body~. That is why the laying on of hands of the priest is 
performed before the sanctifi cation of the gifts, and after their sanctifi cation the visible prelate 
confi des the Holy Body of the invisible Prelate, saying: “We offer Thee incense, O Christ our 
God, for an odour of spiritual fragrance. Receive it upon Thy heavenly altar, and send down 
upon us in return the grace of Thine all-holy Spirit”2.

We therefore understand that the centre of orthodox public divine cult and the heart of 
Divine Liturgy is represented by the bloodless sacrifi ce “Broken and, but not disunited; ever 
eaten, yet never consumed”, the Son of God, and the person bringing this sacrifi ce is not an 
improvised person, but one consecrated by “Him who sacrifi ces himself~. The entire Divine 
Liturgy is an alternation of the supplications raised for God’s mercy and the praise that we bring 
to Him, for the redemption he offered to us through sacrifi cing His Son. 

The sacrifi cial character of the Holy Liturgy is noticeable and understandable in all the 
prayers put up in private by the offi ciant priest. These prayers announce through their content 
the Sacrifi ce to be performed and represent in reality the preparation and strengthening for the 
tremendous moment of sacrifi cing the “Holy Lamb”. Before the actual commencement of the 
Divine Liturgy, as part of the worship ceremony, the priest prays to God to give him strength 
in performing His works: “God send your hand from your honourable sanctuary and give me 
strength for the offi ce I have to take up so that I may perform the bloodless sacrifi ce by lying 
unsentenced before Your frightening shrine”. The invocation of the hand of God represents the 
idea that the priest is only the visible leader of Divine Sacrifi ce, the real celebrator of the Divine 
Liturgy being the eternal Prelate “Who gives and offers Himself”. 

The service ministered by the priest on the Divine Proskomedia is set in an endless 
present, in God’s eternal “today”. This is indicated by the priest’s excitement when performing 
this service and also by the dialogue between the dean and the priest. After the priest has taken 
the wafer out of the fi rst prosphora, the dean tells the priest using the present tense: “Sacrifi ce, 
Master”, and the priest cutting out cross-wise says: “Sacrifi ced is the Lamb of God, Who takes 
away the sins of the world, for the life of the world, and the salvation thereof”. Therefore, the 

1 Ibidem, (Practices for the ordination of the priest), p. 79.
2 Ibidem, p. 82.
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symbolism of the Prothesis, as it is also called, sets us beyond time, “where the end meets the 
beginning” and ascends us to the heavenly prologue mentioned in the Apocalypse: “the Lamb 
slain from the creation of the world”.

Nicolae Cabasila says that “through this rite, the priest announces Christ’s Sacrifi ce, for 
which we would have needed thousands of voices; so to use all means of announcement and 
narration, he puts it both into words and into deeds”1.

The idea of sacrifi ce is alluded in the prayers of the Liturgy, starting with the Thrice-holy 
Hymn, where the priest prays deeply to God to be able to worthily draw near to His Holy Altar: 
„Oh holy God ...Who hast vouchsafed to us, Thy humble and unworthy servants, even in this 
hour to offer worship and praise which are due unto Thee...sanctify our souls and bodies, and 
enable us to serve Thee in holiness all the days of our life”2. In the Litany for the Catechumens 
from the same Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom, after fully unfolding the holy antimension, 
the priest thanks God for found his worthy of standing before His holy altar: “We thank thee, O 
Lord God of Hosts, Who has accounted us worthy to stand even now before Thy holy altar, and 
to fall down before Thy compassion for our sins and for the errors of all Thy people”3.

He now asks for forgiveness of his sins and of the entire people so as to be worthy of 
bringing “prayers, gifts and bloodless sacrifi ce for Thy people”. This prayer, as the following 
ones, throbs with the feeling and affi rmation of insuffi cient spiritual maturity of the celebrants 
and of the other participants to the Holy Sacrifi ce.

The sacrifi cial character of Divine Liturgy is expressed in words full of holy tremor, as in 
the Prayer before the Great Entrance: “No one who is bound with the desires and pleasures of 
the fl esh is worthy to approach or draw near or to serve Thee, O King of Glory… Nevertheless 
through Thine unspeakable and boundless love for mankind, Thou didst become man, yet with-
out change or alteration, and as Ruler of All, didst become our High Priest, and didst commit to 
us the ministry of this liturgical and bloodless sacrifi ce…”4.

The conscience that he is the leader of the service, the visible leader, responsible for the 
Holy Mystery, is clearly and convincingly expressed in this prayer, asking Him to cleanse “his 
soul and heart from an evil conscience” and by the power of the Holy Spirit to enable him who 
is “endowed with the grace of the priesthood” to stand before His holy table and perform the 
sacred mystery of His holy and pure Body and precious Blood. The priest is aware that the per-
son endowed with the grace of priesthood is only the agent of our Lord’s works, because Jesus 
Christ sacrifi ces Himself as the One who became for all of us the High priest so badly needed. 
Father Stăniloae indicates in this sense that the “priest is only a conscious part used by Jesus 
Christ Himself to update the bloodless sacrifi ce from Golgotha in order to make the faithful 
commune with it in miraculous ways”5. The bringing of the Gifts, thus of Christ too as a gift, 
or their change is performed by Christ Himself and particularly by Christ working through the 

1 Nicolae Cabasila, T¢lcuirea Dumnezeieştii Lturghii şi Dspre viaţa în Hristos, translation, introduc-
tion and notes by Ene Branişte and Teodor Bodogae, Ed. Arhiepiscopiei Bucureştilor, 1992, p. 36.

2 Liturghier, Ed. I.B.M.B.O.R., Bucharest, 1995, p. 136. 
3 Ibidem, p. 137.
4 Ibidem, pp. 138-139.
5 D. Stăniloae, Spiritualitate şi comuniune în Liturghia ortodoxă, Craiova, 1996, p. 227.
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priest with the Holy Spirit. The priest indicates this by saying:” but make me, Thy sinful and 
unworthy servant, worthy to offer gifts to Thee. For Thou art the Offerer and the Offered, the 
Receiver and the Received, O Christ our Lord…”1. 

In the Eucharistic sacrifi ce He is the Sacrifi ce, the one who really makes the Sacrifi ce and 
also the one who receives the Sacrifi ce. The deep sacrifi cial and hierarchical meaning of the pub-
lic divine cult is very well individualised in the Cherubic Hymn for Holy Saturday: “Let all mor-
tal fl esh keep silence and stand with fear and trembling and take no thought for any earthly thing. 
For the King of kings and the Lord of lords approacheth to be slaughtered and given as food for 
the faithful. Before Him go the choirs of the angels with all authority and power. The many-eyed 
Cherubim and the six-winged Seraphim which cover their faces and cry out the hymn: Alleluia”. 

After putting the Gifts on the Holy Table, the priest says to the deacon the same words that 
the Angel announced to Virgin Mary: “May the Holy Spirit descend on you and the power of the 
Most High overshadow you”. Therefore Incarnation is linked with the Eucharist. Jesus Christ, 
the Incarnated through the Holy Spirit, descends and sacrifi ces now through the same Holy Spirit 
on the Holy Communion Table. The transformation of the Gifts by invoking the Holy Spirit takes 
place after saying the Symbol of faith, because the Eucharist is directly connected to confessing 
the righteous faith2. Christ our Lord Himself, in the night of Lord’s Supper administered the Holy 
Communion to the Apostles, previously telling them who He was and they recognised Him as 
“the Son of living God”.

By the priest’s repetition of the words that Jesus Christ articulated in the night of the Last 
Supper “Take, eat, this is My Body” and “Drink of it, all of you, for this is My Blood”, the liturgi-
cal community is assured that what had happened then in the Apostles’ presence will also happen 
now during the Divine Liturgy, and the faithful are truly part of the Last Supper.

The moment of invoking the Holy Spirit over the Gifts offered refl ects through words 
of high spiritual elevation both the hierarchical character of the cult and the sacrifi cial one: “O 
Lord, Who didst send down Thy Most Holy Spirit upon Thine Apostles at the third hour: Take 
Him not from us, O Good One, but renew Him in us who pray to Thee … Again we offer unto 
Thee this reasonable and bloodless worship, and ask Thee, and pray Thee, and supplicate Thee: 
Send down Thy Holy Spirit upon us and upon these Gifts here offered”3.

The words uttered by the priest in the epiclesis are used by Christ Himself to open the 
miraculous horizons and transfer into them His divine power. Still, Christ does not connect with 
the priest and the community in His sacrifi ce just to reach confusion4. This very distinction al-
lows the priest to announce in the second part of the epiclesis: “And make this bread the precious 
Body of Thy Christ”, “And that which is in this cup, the precious Blood of Thy Christ, making 
the change by the Holy Spirit”.

1 The Divine Liturgy ..., p. 139.
2 D. Stăniloae, Mărturisirea dreptei credinţe prin rugăciunile preotului însoţite de răspunsurile 

credincioşilor ca pregătire pentru înfăptuirea jertfei euharistice şi a împărtăşirii din ea, in Mitropo-
lia Banatului, XXXII (1982), No.1-3, p. 50.

3 The Divine Liturgy ..., p. 153.
4 D. Stăniloae, Spiritualitate şi comuniune ..., p. 305.
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It is important to emphasize that after the change of the Gifts, the priest supplicates God 
to remember the entire ecclesiastical hierarchy: “Again we entreat Thee: Remember, O Lord, all 
the Orthodox Episcopate, who rightly teach the word of Thy truth; all the priests, the deacons 
in Christ, and every order of the clergy”. Without their ministry, there would not be a Church 
and there would not be possible to exercise the divine and saving work of Christ. The Church 
exists through the sacrifi ce of Jesus Christ, which is continually updated and renewed due to the 
existence of bishops and priests.

Before the communion with the “Holy Mysteries of Christ” and just like when bowing be-
fore the beginning of the service, the priest appeals to God to send His mightly hand to give him 
“His most pure Body and precious Blood”, and through them to all the people: “Attend, I Lord 
Jesus Christ our God, out of Thy holy dwelling place from the throne of glory of Thy Kingdom, 
and come to sanctify us, O thou Who sittest on high with the Father, and art here invisibly present 
with us: and by Thy mightly hand impart unto us Thy most pure Body and precious Blood, and 
through us to all the people”1.

All these central prayers from the Divine Liturgy as well as the following words belong-
ing to the priest: “Divided and distributed is the Lamb of God…”, “To the deacon is given the 
precious, holy, and most pure Body of our Lord and God and Saviour Jesus Christ…”; “The 
servant of God –– partakes of the precious and holy Body and Blood of our Lord and God and 
Saviour Jesus Christ…” clearly show that the priest is not a substitute of Christ who would be 
absent, but an agent of God’s work. Still, on the other hand, not every faithful can be an instru-
ment of the divine grace of priesthood, as we have already indicated in the beginning of this 
paper. This is also underlined by the communion of the priest with the portion HS, by sending 
him to Jesus Christ when he will have accomplished his mission in the service of Christ. People 
receive the Holy Communion with the portions NI and KA, thus proving that their communion 
was performed by the victorious work of our Lord and Saviour over death2.

The communicant make a confession of faith in the context of the Sacrifi ce of Jesus Christ 
indicated in the Liturgy: “I believe, O Lord, and I confess…” and the priest communicates them 
and says: “The servant of God – partakes of the precious and holy Body and Blood of our Lord 
… for the remission of sins and unto life everlasting”.

In the orthodox cult, the priests and the faithful receive the Holy Communion from the 
same cup, indicating that the difference between the clergy and the faithful lies in the ministry 
and not in the relation: “And unite all of us to one another who become partakers of one Bread 
and Cup in the communion of the Holy Spirit. Grant that none of us may partake of the holy 
Body and Blood of Thy Christ for judgement or condemnation. Instead, may we fi nd mercy and 
grace with all the saints who through the ages have been well-pleasing to Thee…”3.

The clergy and the faithful drink from the same ever loving and renewing sacrifi ce through 
the Holy Spirit. Referring to this, Saint Isaac of Syria says: “In Your bread lies hidden the Holy 
Spirit which cannot be eaten, in Your wine lives the fi re which cannot be drunk. Holy Spirit in 
Your bread, fi re in Your wine, high mystery that our lips received~.4

1 The Divine Liturgy ..., p. 161.
2 D. Stăniloae, op. cit., p. 336.
3 The Divine Liturgy..., p. 222
4  D. Stăniloae, op. cit., p. 67.
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As it can be easily noticed, the orthodox public divine cult is by excellence hierarchical, 
as there could not be a holy ceremony without a priest. On the one hand, he is the part which 
reveals the High Priest, and on the other hand he is also the representative of the faithful, as he 
serves and prays not only for himself but also for the faithful and in their name. The priest does 
not immerse in the community just as any of its members, nor does he separate from it. He is 
its spokesman, he represents it as a whole through his special grace. In the public divine cult, 
he has the role of supplicator for the community and the community accompanies him in his 
prayers, at his counsel.

The priest leads the community into prayer through the litanies, ecphonis, through di-
rectly addressing the faithful people: “Peace be with all”, “Let us lift up our hearts~. He pro-
poses or invites: “Let us pray to the Lord”, “Lord, have mercy”, “Again and again in peace let 
us pray to the Lord”, “Bow your heads unto the Lord~. Although he is “among the sinners”, the 
priest also maintains his role of supplicator in everybody’s name, including for himself. He is 
not a master of the faithful, but a servant indebted to love them. Nicolae Cabasila says that even 
though he is not separated from the people, the priest is its emissary and forerunner1.

Church Fathers teach us that wherever communion is present there must also be a shar-
ing, presiding primacy. Even in the divine communion of the Holy Trinity, God the Father is 
the principle. As a refl ex of the Sacrament of Trinity in the life of the Church, the priest appears 
as the principle of the community belonging to a parish. There is a distinction of ministration 
between him and the faithful, fact indicated by the redemptive event of the Last Supper which 
was not celebrated in everybody’s presence, but in a private location, among a restricted num-
ber of disciples. The disciples announce the faithful “His Mystery” which updates continuously 
for them.

As part of the orthodox cult, the priest is not the only one who prays for the faithful, 
but the faithful also pray for him, although the priest initiates it and anticipates the demands. 
He directs the unitary spiritual movement of the liturgical community not by standing in front 
of it but by being spiritually united with it and also moved by it. For example, when the priest 
blesses using the formula “Peace be with all”, the faithful respond to him with a sort of bless-
ing: “And with your spirit”, meaning that the priest also needs this peace coming from Christ 
our Lord. Thus the people also pray for the priest’s peace2. On the consecration of the gifts, 
the entire Church also prays for the diocesan priest through which we receive Christ’s grace. 
The entire community participating in the Divine Liturgy prays for the hierarch too, who is the 
keeper of God’s word and its teacher, so that God would “grant that they may serve His holy 
churches in peace … rightly teaching the word of His truth”, and in his turn, the hierarch prays 
at the Divine Liturgy that God would grant the deacon reading the Gospel “the powerful Word~. 
Then they make supplications for all the priests and deacons “who serve in His holy churches~.

In sanctifying certain persons for being in the service of Christ’s sacrifi ce on the redemp-
tion of the faithful, it is shown that not man for himself can do that, but only the chosen man 
with “strength from above” (Acts 1, 8). If we are invisibly revised in Christ, just the same we 

1 Nicolae Cabasila, op.cit., p. 67.
2 Ibidem.
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are visibly revised in the priest1, remarks priest Stăniloae. The priest is the place of Christ’s 
descent to us, as He is the “real Priest of our Sacrifi ce. Because He did not bring Himself and 
He did not sacrifi ce once and then give up priesthood, but He relentlessly fulfi ls this ministra-
tion for us”2. Consequently, whenever the orthodox Christians honour the priest, they actually 
honour the works of Christ’s priesthood in him.

All the practices in the orthodox cult are carried out through prayer or the blessing ges-
ture of the priest, who therefore becomes the “greatest thaumaturge until the end of days”, as 
an orthodox theologian formulates3. Our Saviour gave His disciples the command and also the 
power to perform until the end of days the Eucharistic Sacrifi ce: “You have enabled us, Your 
lowly and unworthy servants, to stand at this hour before the glory of Your holy altar and to of-
fer to You due worship and praise. Master, accept the thrice holy hymn also from the lips of us 
sinners and visit us in Your goodness~.4

The Sacrifi ce of God’s Body and Blood is a bloodlessly sacrifi ce because Jesus Christ 
our Saviour and the Resurrected does not shed His blood anymore in the Eucharist but lives 
again in His eternity, like a continuous present, the breaking of His Body and the shed of his 
Blood on the Cross for us all, updated in the Divine Liturgy. The Orthodox Christian becomes 
“part” of this eternal and saving joy in the divine cult, “doing all things with a divine harmony, 
while his bishop presides in the place of God and his priests in the place of the assembly of the 
apostles, along with his deacons, who are entrusted with the ministry of Jesus Christ”5.

Not altering the Revelation, the orthodox public divine cult shows that the laying on of 
hands is not just a choice for the ministration of the word, but it is fi rst of all the entrance in the 
“upper room”, near the Holy Altar, near “the Holy Mystery of the Chalice used in the Last Sup-
per, where Him Who feeds us now shall never be absent nor shall it ever pass”6.

Therefore, through its deeply sacrifi cial and hierarchic character, the orthodox cult and 
especially the Divine Liturgy stands as proof for the whole world that the real theology truly 
begins previously to the Holy Chalice and ends in front of the Holy Chalice.

1  D. Stăniloae, op.cit., p. 147.
2  Nicolae Cabasila, op.cit., p. 70.
3  Teodor M. Popescu, op.cit., p. 121.
4  The Divine Liturgy..., p. 199.
5  Saint Ignatius of Antioch, The Epistle to the Magnesians, chap. VI ..., p. 200.
6  Arhimandritul Vasilios, Intrarea în Împărăţie, translation by Ioan Ică, Ed. Deisis, Sibiu, 1996, p. 

90.
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danut popoviCidanut popoviCi

katexizmis ZiriTadi etapebi dakavSirebuli                  

marTlmadidebeli sazogadoebis RvTaebriv, sakulto,            

ierarqiul da samsxverplo maxasiTeblebTan 

eklesia istoriaSi aris warmoCenili, rogorc savedrebeli daweseb-

uleba, saeklesio sazogadoebis, cnobierebisa da samebis gaxmovaneba erT 

mTlianobaSi. aqedan gamomdinare, marTlmadidebluri sulierebis sajaro 

RvTaebrivi kulti warmoadgens namdvil piradobis saidentifikacio mowmo-

bas.

RvTaebrivi kulti da Tayvaniscema aris yvelaze Zvirfasi rituali 

marTlmadideblur sazogadoebaSi, da ukavia Zalian mniSvnelovani adgili 

yvela qristianis cxovrebaSi. maTi umetesobisTvis, qristes Tayvaniscemis 

bevri forma arsebobs, rodesac isini grZnoben RvTis siyvaruls, romelic 

kvebavs maT RvTaebrivi madliT. 

marTlmadideblur Tayvaniscemas gansakuTrebuli Tvisebebi aqvs, 

riTic gansxvavdeba sxva qristianuli konfesiebisgan da individualuri 

konkretuli maxasiaTeblebi da Tvisebebi gaaCnia. am dokumentSi, avtori 

exeba erT aseT maxasiaTebels, kerZod, ierarqiul da samsxverplo xasi-

aTis marTlmadideblur sakulto katexizmur gamovlenas. igi momxiblelad 

da mimzidvelad, naTlad ganmartavs, rom qristes msxverpli aris ganu-

wyvetlivi ganaxlebadi usisxlo msxverpli saRmrTo liturgiaSi ziarebis 

ierarqiis meSveobiT, rac namdvili mizezia RvTis TayvaniscemisTvis.

am dokumentis daskvnaSi aRiniSneba, rom marTlmadidebluri kultis 

samsxverplo da ierarqiuli xasiaTi, dgas, rogorc mtkicebuleba imisa, rom 

realuri Teologia iwyeba da mTavrdeba wmida barZimiT.
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NEW TRANSLATIONS

karl ranerikarl raneri

qalkedoni – bolo Tu dasawyisi?

[I nawili]

saRvTismetyvelo da samoZRvro moRvaweoba, romelic RvTis mier ga-

mocxadebul sinamdvilesa da WeSmaritebas exeba, yovelTvis zusti for-

muliT sruldeba. es bunebrivia da aucilebelic. imitom rom mxolod asea 

SesaZlebeli Secdomisagan da saRvTo WeSmaritebis ver-gagebisgan ise gami-

jnva, rom es mijna religiuri yoveldRiurobis praqtikaSic aisaxos. xolo, 

radganac formula aris bolo, Sedegi da gamarjveba, romelic erTmniSvn-

elobasa da sicxades, swavlebadobasa da daculobas uzrunvelyofs, amitom 

am gamarjvebis pirobebSi yvelafers is gansazRvravs, rom bolo dasawyisic 

aris. adamianis mier Semecnebuli WeSmaritebis arsebidan da RvTiuri WeS-

maritebis bunebidan gamomdinare, yoveli calkeuli WeSmariteba da, upir-

veles yovlisa, RvTiuri WeSmariteba, dasawyisi da zesvlaa; is sulac ar 

aris damTavreba da bolo. Sesabamisad, adamianis mier WeSmaritebis Semec-

neba, saboloo jamSi, Rirebuli imdenad aris, ramdenadac is RvTis Semec-

nebis sawyisi da misken mowodebaa. amgvari codna, iqneba is visio beaƟ fi ca-sa 

Tu sxva gziT miRebuli, namdvili da netari mxolod maSinaa, roca RvTis 

miuwvdomlobas scnobs, anu aseTia im momentSi, roca Secnobilis wvdoma da 

misi SemomsazRvreli ganmarteba, miuwvdomelsa da ganusazRvrelSi gadas-

vliT, sakuTar Tavsac gadalaxavs. mTeli WeSmariteba RmerTisa, romelic 

Tavis Tavs gamogvicxadebs, mocemuli, rogorc masTan uSualo urTierTo-

bisken mavali gza da mimarTuleba, agreTve rogorc Riaoba Tvaluwvdenel-

Si, dasawyisia usazRvrosi. saRvTo saidumloebaTa gamo mlocveli, fiqriT 

moculi da mebrZoli eklesiis yvelaze naTeli da gasagebi formulireba, 

wmidad qceuli formula, misi saukunovani Sromis klasikuri jami swored 

imitom cocxlobs, rom is dasawyisia da ara bolo, mediumia da ara mizani, da 

is erTi WeSmaritebaa, romelic gzas kidev ufro did WeSmaritebas uxsnis. 

nebismieri formulis es TviTtranscendentoba (gamowveuli ara imiT, rom 
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is mcdaria, aramed swored imiT, rom is WeSmaritia) ganpirobebulia arc mx-

olod gonis transcendentobiT (gonisa, romelic am WeSmaritebas eufleba 

da, mas dauflebuli, misi mudmivi gadalaxviT, sinamdvilisa da WeSmaritebis 

kidev ufro did sisavseSi gadadis) da arc rwmenis saRvTo madliT (romelic 

winadadebaSi moqceuli WeSmaritebis Semecnebas mudam gonis iseT moZrao-

bad aqcevs, romelic gonisve SigniT RvTis ontologiuri WeSmaritebis uSu-

alo wvdomazea mimarTuli), aramed transcendentoba qmediTobas swored 

Tavad formulis moZraobaSi iZens, imdenad, ramdenadac es formula sxviT 

gadailaxeba. es sulac ar niSnavs, rom erTi formula, sxva formulis gamo 

daTmobili an uaryofili, gadalaxulad an Senacvlebadad unda miviCnioT. 

piriqiT: is inarCunebs Tavis mniSvnelobas da swored imitom rCeba cocxali, 

rom ganimarteba. es imdenad WeSmaritia da imdenad TavisTavad gasagebi, rom 

amgvar igiveobis principze, anu umartives, ucxades, yvelaze ver-uarsayof 

da urRvev formulaze wignebi SeiZleba daiweros. ratom? imitom rom ver 

davijerebT, rom es formula mxolod iman gaigo, visac misi monotonuri 

gameorebis meti (ramdenime TandarTuli „ganmartebiTi“ gamoTqmis Selama-

zebiT) araferi SeuZlia. saqme is aris, rom visac adamianuri WeSmaritebis 

(masSi ki RvTis WeSmaritebac aris mis gamocxadebaSi inkarnirebuli) „is-

toriulobisa“ sjera, xedavs, rom adamianur Semecnebas arc formulis 

gadalaxviT misi gauqmeba da arc misi gaqvavebuli Senaxva SeuZlia. istoria 

xom, erTi mxriv, marTlacda ar aris atomizirebuli mudam-xelaxla-dawye-

ba, aramed ufro aris mudam-xelaxla-xdoma, romelic warsuls inaxavs da, 

miTumetes, mas rogorc Zvels inaxavs (sxvaTa Soris, rac ufro sulierad 

Rrmaa istoria, miT ufroa is aseTi). Tumca, amgvari Senaxva, romelic erTi 

– yvela droisTvis Rirebuli WeSmaritebis codnas gulisxmobs, mxolod is-

toriuli Senaxvaa. istoria ki win midis da azrovnebis moZraoba scildeba 

miRweul formulas, rom is (swored is, Zveli formula!) xelaxla moipovos.

igive iTqmis iesos saidumloebis qalkedonur formulirebazec. imi-

tom rom es formula erTi aseTi formulaa.

amdenad, Cven ara marto ufleba gvaqvs, aramed movalenic varT, is gan-

vixiloT rogorc bolo da dasawyisi. Cven mudam misgan ganviswrafiT, ara 

imisTvis, rom is davtovoT, aramed imisTvis, rom igi gavigoT, gavigoT gon-

ebiTa da guliT, rom misi meSveobiT Tavad mivuaxlovdeT gamouTqmel mi-

uaxlebels, usaxelo RmerTs, romelmac ineba, rom Cven igi iesoSi, qristeSi 

gvepova da misi meSveobiT mogveZebna. Cven am formulas mudam davubrunde-

biT, imitom rom, mokled rom vTqvaT, rac ar unda Segvxvdes gamouTqmel 

SemecnebaSi (romelic Cveni xsna aris), mainc yovelTvis qalkedonuri for-

mulis mokrZalebul, saR sicxadesTan mivalT. magram namdvilad masTan 

mxolod maSin mivalT (rac cota ufro sxva ram aris, vidre misi ubralod 

gameoreba), roca igi CvenTvis ara mxolod bolo, aramed dasawyisic gax-
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deba. swored aq cota ram masTan dakavSirebul am ukmarobaze unda vTqvaT, 

romelsac igi inaxavs da romelic mas ar scildeba.

amgvari formulis saxiT naTqvami gasagebi unda iyos, rom misi ugule-

belyofac SeiZlebodes. is ver iqneba „mecnieruli“. is gardauvlad cota 

bundovnad unda JRerdes. man unda gabedos, msmenlis yuradReba samecnie-

ro aparatis gareSe miipyros. is yovelTvis cota iaffasiani samTavrobo 

programebis msgavsadac ki JRers, romlebsac mohyveba axali droeba, axali 

mTavrobiT, romelic, realurad, albaT, winamorbediviT cudi iqneba. for-

mulas ar SeuZlia TviTonve is uzrunvelyos, rasac is moiTxovs. is uaR-

resad damafiqrebelia. is mogvagonebs adamians, romelic ambobs, esa da es 

dafiqrebas, gamokvlevas, gadamuSavebas, safuZvlianad da yovlismomcve-

lad pasuxis gacemas moiTxovso, Tumca amis aRsruleba maSinve ar moxdeba. 

aseTi SemTxvevaSi es adamiani TiTqos gzas gvTavazobs, romelzec TviTon 

arasdros gauvlia. SesaZloa, mraval survilsa da varauds aRsruleba arc 

eweros, da is, rac gadamwyvetia, SeumCnevelic darCes. da mainc, aseTi sa-

varaudo da momsinjavi winaswari ganazrebebi gardauvalia da isini SeiZle-

ba safuZvlianad mxolod iman uaryos an maTSi eWvi Seitanos, vinc fiqrobs, 

rom Cven sakuTriv qristologiaSi ukve bolos mivaRwieT. magram vinaidan 

Cven mudam dasawyisSic varT, amitom pirveli nabiji yovelTvis mousvenari 

SekiTxvis saxiT ismis: xom ar SegviZlia ama Tu im sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT 

ufro zustad davfiqrdeT da ukeTesi pasuxi movnaxoT?

sagani, romelTan dakavSirebiT ase mousvenrad xdeba SekiTxvis (es 

mxolod SekiTxvaa da sxva araferi) dasma, ra Tqma unda, ar aris mxolod ga-

mocxadebisa da Teologiis „obieqturi gonis“ sruli sisavse, xangrZlivi 

istoriis ganmavlobaSi gamovlenili. Cven rom Tvalwin mkafiod gvqonoda 

mTeli istoriis manZilze rwmenaSi odesRac gagonilisa da refleqsiaSi ga-

nazrebulis sisavse, maSin saZiebeli kiTxva da masze pasuxic ki udideswilad 

ukve mocemuli gveqneboda. radgan Teologiis mware mousvenroba da netari 

amocana swored is aris, rom man mudam unda eZios is, rasac axla, awmyoSi, 

mkafiod ar flobs, anu is, rac man, sakuTriv (kerZod, Tavis istoriul mex-

sierebaSi), ukve didi xania icis. Teologiis istoria mxolod dogmaTa wins-

vlis istoria xom ar aris, aramed daviwyebis istoriacaa. swored amitom 

gaaCnia istoriul Teologiasa da dogmaTa istorias namdvili, Seucvleli 

da aucilebeli amocana Tavad TeologiaSi rogorc aseTSi, anu dogmatika-

Si. istoriulad winaswarmocemuli da mudam xelaxla gaTanamedrovebuli, 

upirveles yovlisa, wanamZRvruli masala ki ar aris, romlidanac axali, jer 

arasdros nafiqrali daskvnebi momdinareobs, aramed es aris mudam Senaxu-

li da Tan mudam axali sagani, rac imas niSnavs, rom igi Cven TviTon (swored 

axla rogorebic varT da rogoric mTel istoriaSi Cvens meti veravin iq-

neba) unda movipovoT. SekiTxvis ase frTxilad dasmisas, roca, upirveles 
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yovlisa, jer TviTon SekiTxva unda iyos napovni (es SekiTxva imisTvis unda 

gavixsenoT, rom is, risic gvwams, gaviTavisoT), Tavad kiTxvebis moZiebis 

amosavali wertili, ra Tqma unda, mTeli gamocxadeba da TeologiaSi misi 

istoria ver iqneba. iq mTeli pasuxi Zevs, xolo amosavali wertili SeiZleba 

mxolod Teologiis (anu am SemTxevaSi qristologiis) dRevandeli saSua-

lo gageba iyos, ise, rogorc is dRevandel saxelmZRvaneloebSia mocemuli, 

misi saSualo gagebiT yvelasa da TiToeulis mier da imiT, rac dRes namd-

vilad mkafiod aris aRbeWdili sayovelTao Teologiur cnobierebaSi. am 

SekiTxvis amosavals Tu davaxasiaTebT, gardauvali iqneba STabeWdileba, 

rom cudad varT informirebuli, umarTebulod ganvazogadebT da dRevan-

deli Teologiis karikaturas viZleviT. xolo es „dRevandeli Teologia“ 

Znelad Tu geimijneba mTel mis warsuls: igi xom saSualos gverdiT – mad-

loba RmerTs! – mudam gvTavazobs ufro Rrmasa da Zireuls, vinaidan mas yo-

velTvis SeuZlia, roca mas Tavs esxmian da Tavis dacva uwevs, Tavisi Tavi 

warsulsa da momavalSi gadalaxos. ase rom, namdvilad SeiZleba usamarT-

lo karikaturistad warmovdgeT, Tu SevecdebiT vTqvaT, zustad ra aris 

dRevandeli Teologia da kidev ufro zustad momavalSi is rogori iqneba. 

swored TeologiaSi, romelSic yvelaferi yvelaferSia Caqsovili, mudam 

ise iqneba, rom is, vinc ganicdis sayvedurs, viTomc mas esa Tu is sakmarisad 

ar gauazrebia, kiTxvis qveS ar dauyenebia Tu pasuxi ar gaucia, man SeiZleba 

mouTmenlad, magram sufTa sindisiT ifiqros, rom is, razec SekiTxva ismis, 

man sinamdvileSi yovelTvis icoda, da rom es man „arsebiTad“ ukve gamoTqva 

da sakmarisad cxadic gaxada. maSin mas isRa SeiZleba vkiTxoT, ratom ilapa-

raka ase mokled da sasxvaTaSorisod imis Sesaxeb, rac, udavod, ufro zust 

da safuZvlian ganmartebas moiTxovs, da xom ar daviwyebia ama Tu im SemTx-

vevaSi is, rac man TiTqosda „TavisTavad“ icis, an xom ar niSnavs es sulac 

imas, rom „TavisTavadi codniTa“ da „didi xnis win garkveuliT“, SesaZloa, 

bevri arc arafrisTvis migviRwevia? Tu CavukvirdebiT, ra cota aris dRe-

vandel kaTolikur qristologiaSi morwmuneTa da mlocvelTa cocxali, 

amaRelvebeli da eqsistencialuri interesebis aRmZvreli kontroversiebi 

(aris ki saerTod aseTi ram?), da Tuki am faqts orTodqsiis aumRvrevlo-

bisa da Teologiis gamWvirvalobis ubralo upiratesobad da dasturad ar 

miviRebT, maSin moTminebiTa da keTilganwyobiT mxars davuWerT umwiresi 

saSualebebiT wamowyebul umokrZalebules mcdelobas: davcildeT qalke-

donis formulas, rom WeSmaritad isev mis gverdiT viyoT.

aq esec unda gvaxsovdes: adamians Teoriulad ufro zustad da eqsis-

tencialurad ufro cocxlad is esmis, rasac igi Tavisi sulieri yofiere-

bis saerTo SinaarsTan kavSirSi aRiqvams. es rom ase ar iyos, arc saeklesio 

krebebi iarsebebda odesme da arc maTi formulirebebi, radgan axal dros 

Zveli sicxadis safuZvelze SeeZleboda sicocxle. an ki is unda davuSvaT, 
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rom es krebebi mxolod imitom Sedga, rom iyvnen boroti mwvaleblebi, rom-

lebic boroti ganzraxviT abundovanebdnen imas, rac TavisTavad sruliad 

cxadad iyo naTqvami da rac Semdgomi droisTvisac, misi gansxvavebulobis 

miuxedavad, sruliad damakmayofilebeli iqneboda. ase rom, roca saSualo 

Teologiis mimarT ismis kiTxva, Cven raze ver gvcems is sakmaris pasuxs, aq 

swored „Cven“ vigulisxmebiT, iseTebi, rogoric dRes unda viyoT. imitom 

rom es aris is erTi ganumeorebeli istoriuli pozicia, romelic gardau-

vlad aris adamianisTvis winaswar moniWebuli; is im perspeqtivasac gansaz-

Rvravs, romliTac Cvenc RvTis maradiul WeSmaritebebs unda vWvretdeT, 

raTa isini marTlac vaqcioT Cvens sakuTar arsebobaSi gonebis, gulisa da 

sicocxlis erT realobad. es imas ar niSnavs, rom TeologiisTvis, sazo-

gadod, Zalian sasargebloa, rom swored Cveni, Cvenze Tavdatexili sulie-

ri viTarebis romeliRac refleqsurad gacnobierebuli Taviseburebebi 

dRevandeli saSualo qristologiis amgvari kritikuli ganxilvis amosa-

val wertilad gavxadoT. aseTi meTodiT, umeteswilad, araferi gamodis. ar 

gamodis imitom, rom dRevandelobis refleqsurad gacnobierebuli Tavi-

seburebebi, albaT, ukve im drois niSnebia, romelic gadis, amitom am gziT 

xvalindelobis qristologiisTvis samomavlo postulatebs maincdamainc 

ver movipovebT. umjobesia, Tavad sagans, ese igi qristologias, mivmarToT, 

ise, rom gambedaoba gvqondes, vikiTxoT, ukmayofilo viyoT, vifiqroT im 

guliT, romelic gvaqvs, da ara mxolod imiT, romelic TiTqosda wesiT 

unda gvqondes. maSin SeiZleba gvjerodes, rom iqneb marTlac raRac gamo-

vides iqidan, razec dRes unda gvefiqra. imitom rom uazrobaa, xelovnurad 

vecadoT, Tanamedroveni viyoT. erTaderTi, rac aq SeiZleba gavakeToT, es 

aris: ar vifiqroT, rom unda uari vTqvaT (SiSis, undoblobisa da mcdarad 

gagebuli orTodoqsiis gamo) imaze, rac varT, aramed patiosnad SevecadoT 

Cveni Tavi gamovxatoT da marTlac daveyrdnoT imas, rom RmerTs am Cveni 

drois wyalobac SeuZlia, iseve, rogorc sxva drosac mas codvilebi Seu-

wyalebia.

Targmna  lela aleqsiZem
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lela aleqsiZelela aleqsiZe

karl raneris `qalkedoni – bolo Tu dasawyisi?~

mocemuli teqsti warmoadgens meoce saukunis udidesi germaneli ka-

Tolike Teologis, karl raneris (1904-1984) vrceli naSromis „qalkedoni – 

bolo Tu dasawyisi?“ pirveli nawilis Targmans. am naSroms zogierT gamoce-

maSi meore saTauric axlavs: „qristologiis Tanamedrove problemebi“. da 

marTlac, raneris es Sroma, iseve rogorc misi sxva narkvevebi eklesiis isto-

riis an patrologiis Temebze, sakiTxebis istoriul kvlevasTan erTad, maTi 

aqtualobis warmoCenas gulisxmobs. am SemTxvevaSic, naSromSi qalkedonis 

saeklesio krebis (451 weli) Sesaxeb, karl raneri am krebis dadgenilebebis 

mniSvnelobas ikvlevs ara mxolod istoriul-Teologiuri TvalsazrisiT, 

aramed maTi Tanamedrove Rirebulebisa da, CvenTvis, yvela adamianisTvis, 

mudmivi aqtualobis kuTxiT.1 raneris yuradRebis centrSi RmerTis ganka-

cebis, rogorc RmerTis mier adamianuri bunebis gaTavisebis, sakiTxia. ra-

nerisTvis es, erTi mxriv, istoriuli (istoriaSi momxdari) movlenaa, meore 

mxriv ki RmerTis TviTgamocxadebis mudmivi procesis gamovlinebaa, rome-

lic yvela adamians misi Tavisuflad miRebis SesaZleblobas sTavazobs.

Tavis naSromebSi karl raneri, faqtobrivad, Teologiis yvela mniSv-

nelovan sakiTxs Seexo. amasTanave, is ara mxolod Teologi, aramed filoso-

fosic iyo. ranerisTvis es ori mecniereba erTmaneTisgan ganuyofelia: Teo-

logia misTvis gulisxmobs filosofiur anTropologias, xolo adamianis 

arseboba, ama Tu im saxiT, RmerTis gancdasa da gamocdilebas gulisxmobs.2

raneris midgoma Teologiisadmi, tradiciuli kaTolicizmis Tvalsa-

zrisiT, SemoqmedebiTi da Tavisufali iyo da, zog SemTxvevaSi, eklesiisT-

vis arc Tu ise advilad misaRebi. miuxedavad amisa, raneri miiwvies vatikanis 

meore saeklesio krebaSi monawileobis misaRebad. man didi gavlena moaxdina 

krebis muSaobaze, gansakuTrebiT sxva religiebisadmi Ria damokidebulebi-

sa da eklesiis ganaxlebis principebis SemuSavebis saqmeSi.

1 rogorc raneris qristologiis mkvlevari, ziebenroki aRniSnavs, `raneris 

mizans yovelTvis warmoadgenda klasikuri qristologiis debulebebis, magali-

Tad, qalkedonis dogmis, Serigeba mecnierebis Tanamedrove moTxovnilebebTan 

da samyaros evoluciur xedvasTan. amas emateboda isic, rom is acnobierebda re-

ligiebisa da msoflxedvaTa mzard pluralizms~. Roman A. Siebenrock, Christology. 
wignSi: Declan Marmion, Mary e. Hines (gamomcemlebi), The Cambridge Companion to Karl 
Rahner. Cambridge, New York, Cambridge University Press 2005, gv. 112-120, aq gv. 114.

2 karl raneri (warmoSobiTac fraiburgeli) fraiburgis universitetSi martin 

haidegeris seminarebSi monawileobda. haidegeris filosofiam garkveuli ga-

vlena iqonia raneris Semoqmedebaze.
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raneris azriT, adamiani aris eqsistencialuri erTianoba, im gagebiT, 

rom is aris erTdroulad istoriulic da transcendenturic. Cven yovelT-

vis dakavSirebuli varT amqveyniur samyarosTan sivrcobriv-droiTi kavSi-

rebiT, magram, amave dros, Cven gagvaCnia RmerTisa da Cveni sakuTari Tavis, 

rogorc transcendenturi subieqtebis gancda. metic: Cven Cvens transcen-

denturobas, aucileblobiT, yovelTvis Cveni realuri istoriis fargleb-

Si ganviciT. amdenad, raneris azriT, arsebobs dinamikuri wonasworoba ada-

mianis transcendenturobasa da istoriulobas Soris, xolo Tavad adamiani 

aris Suawertili, erTgvari centri samyarosa da RmerTs, drosa da maradiu-

lobas Soris.1 adamianis adgilisa da mniSvnelobis es gageba qalkedonis kre-

bis Sesaxeb raneris naSromSic aisaxa.

mocemuli Targmani Sesrulebuli, Semdegi gamocemebis safuZvelze: 
Karl Rahner. Chalkedon - Ende oder Anfang? wignSi: A. Grillmeier, H. Bacht (gamomcemlebi), 
Das Konzil von Chalkedon (3 tomad). tomi III. Wuerzburg 1954, gv. 3-49, agreTve ganme-

orebiTi gamocema wignSi: Karl Rahner, SchriŌ en zur Theologie (16 tomad, 1954-1984), 
tomi I, Einsiedeln 1956 (meore gamocema), gv. 169-222.

LELA ALEXIDZE

Karl Rahner,  Chalcedon: End or Beginning?

The present publication is the Georgian translation of the fi rst part of Karl Rahner’s ma-
jor writing on the problems of Christology, discussed by the author on the basis of the analysis 
of the classical formula of the Council of Chalcedon (451) and its meaning for us.

Karl Rahner (1904-1984) was a great German Catholic theologian. He has written on 
all major issues of theology. However, he was not only theologian but philosopher too.2 In 
Rahner’s opinion, both disciplines belonged together, as theology implied philosophical anthro-
pology, and human existence implied the experience of God.

Rahner’s approach to theology was creative, and, from the point of view of traditional 
Catholicism, not always easily acceptable for the Church. However, Rahner was invited to par-
ticipate in the Second Vatican Council. His infl uence on the Council’s work, with its openness 
to other religions and demands of renovation of the church, was remarkable.

1  Derek Michaud, Joas Asiprasetya, Phil Lafountain, JeeHo Kim. Karl Rahner, in: Boston Collabora-
tive Encyclopedia of Western Theology. http://people.bu.edu/wwildman/bce/rahner.htm

2  Karl Rahner participated in the seminars of Martin Heidegger in Freiburg and was infl uenced, at 
some extent, by his philosophy.
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Karl Rahner, a Jesuit theologian and priest, was perfectly trained in patristics and his-
tory of Church. Patristic texts and Church councils were important for Rahner not only from 
the historical point of view but also because of their signifi cance in contemporary context.1 In 
Rahner’s opinion, the human being is an existential unity, historical and transcendental at the 
same time. Then though we are always connected to the world, we are also able to experience 
God and ourselves as transcendental subjects. Moreover, in Rahner’s opinion, we experience 
our transcendentality always within our real history. Therefore, there is a dynamic balance be-
tween man’s transcendentality and historicity, man being a mid-point between the world and 
the God, time and eternity.2

In his essay “Chalcedon: End or Beginning?” (edited in 1954; the work was also titled 
“Current Problems in Christology”) Karl Rahner analyzes various aspects of the meaning of 
the Christological formula of the Council of Chalcedon. He makes an attempt of interpretation 
of this formula in the contemporary context, in order to make the meaning comprehensible and 
accessible to the people of his epoch. Rahner focuses his attention on the main concept of Chal-
cedonian formula: “hypostatic union”, meaning that the God became man. Rahner understands 
the phrase “became man” as assuming an individual human nature as God’s own.3 For Rahner, 
it was a historical event and, at the same time, it is an eternally renovated process of God’s self-
communication, making possible its free acceptance by all the men.

The present translation is made on the basis of the following editions: Karl Rahner. Chal-
kedon - Ende oder Anfang? - in: A. Grillmeier, H. Bacht (editors), Das Konzil von Chalkedon 
(in 3 volumes). Volume III. Wuerzburg 1954, p. 3-49, reprinted in: Karl Rahner, Schriften zur 
Theologie (in 16 volumes, 1954-1984), volume I, Einsiedeln 1956 (2nd edition), p. 169-222.

1 As Siebenrock writes, “it should be said that Rahner was always concerned to reconcile the claims 
of classical Christology, e.g. the dogma of Chalcedon, with the challenges of science and its evolu-
tionary view of the world. Added to this was his awareness of the inceasing pluralism of religions 
and world-views~. - Roman A. Siebenrock, Christology. in: Declan Marmion and Mary e. Hines 
(editors), The Cambridge Companion to Karl Rahner. Cambridge and New York, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press 2005, pp 112-120, here p. 114.

2 Derek Michaud, Joas Asiprasetya, Phil Lafountain, JeeHo Kim. Karl Rahner, in: Boston Collabora-
tive Encyclopedia of Western Theology. http://people.bu.edu/wwildman/bce/rahner.htm

3 ibid.
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beiruTis aRwera

o, beiruTelno,

am qveyanaSi, – Cvens qveyanaSi, – eqvsi weli davyavi da aqamde ar SemiZlia, 

beiruTze WeSmariti, marTali sityva vTqva, – iseTi, sakuTari qveynis si-

yvaruliT anTebul guls rom esiamovneba da WeSmaritebis moyvaruli gon-

ebisTvis miuRebeli rom ar aRmoCndeba. am qalaqs jer im TvaliT Sevxede, 

evropuli da amerikuli qalaqebi rom unaxavs da mepatarava igi! gamovitire 

misi xvedri da bedi! mere im TvaliT Sevxede, romelsac siriis sxva qalaqebi 

unaxavs da Semiyvarda igi da didad meCvena! axla ki orive TvaliT Sevcqeri 

mas da aRvwer samarTlianad da miukerZoeblad. 

beiruTi siriis qalaqTa dedaqalaqia da Tan maTi yurmoWrili mona! 

aziis qalaqTa amira1 da maTi daqiravebuli moaxle! beiruTi civilizaciis 

sikeTea da, imavdroulad, misi Wiri! is aRmosavluri margalitia spilenZis 

dasavlur CarCoSi Casmuli. diliT marSiyis dedoflis fexze Sebmul rgolSi 

elvarebs da saRamos maRribis princesas majaze wamocmul samajurSi brwy-

inavs. is talaxSi Cavardnili margalitia, romlis Tavzec eleqtroenergia 

zuzunebs. is marjania sanapiroze, sadac oqros sabado silaSi areula da 

vercxli – SlamSi. is usaxelo, udReuri napiria, siriis dedaqalaqTa akvani 

da maTi taxtrevani. Tonis daRebuli piri – beiruTia da ciskris sinaTlec 

beiruTia! ukuni sibnelis saTave – beiruTia! Tavisuflebis patarZalic 

beiruTia da misi dedaberic! erT dRes rom rweva-rweviT miirxeva samSob-

los droSis qveS umwikvlo da qedmaRali, meore dRes Tavis xeljoxs mza-

kvrulad da cbierad Camoyrdnobila. erT dRes rom Tavis sastik mmarTvelT 

yvavilebis gvirgviniT amkobs, meore dRes maTgan eklis gvirgvins imkis. erT 

dRes rom tiranis win saxes zizRiT manWavs, meore dRes mis zRurblTan mi-

waze pirqve ecema. beiruTi konstituciis kaTedraa da misi saxrCobela! bei-

ruTi wesrigis moyvaruli lamazmania da beiruTi – xmauriani anarqiaa! 

siriis qalaqTa qalaqi beiruTia! aq aRmocendeba iasamanica da sareve-

la balaxic, aq dargulia vardica da anwlic, aq WinWars amayad wamouyvia 

Tavi da limnis yvavilebze qedmaRlurad dayelyelaobs, safuraJe balaxi ki 

palmis CrdilSi laRobs da xarobs. sisxlis qalaqi, qalaqTa qalaqi! malva-

parvisa da uwmindurobis qalaqi! da ieruSalimisa! misi suli kvnesis patara 

quCebSi, samSvinveli sasikvdilod xrialebs wylis arxebSi, guli ki mReris 

baRebSi. misi Tvalebi cremlad iRvrebian samTavrobo uwyebebSi, sxeuli sa-

1 amira – dedofali. arabulSi qalaqTa umravlesoba gramatikulad mdedrobiTi 

sqesisaa. swored am aqcentzea agebuli mTeli esse.
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sikvdilo codvebSi ganileva, misi goneba ki ganxeTqilebis grdemlze iWede-

ba skolebSi. beiruTi parizis erT-erTi sefeqalia, igi mTvarea, maRribis 

Suqs rom ireklavs da maSriys anaTebs. masSi dasavleTis wyvdiadic aisaxeba 

da aRmosavleTs kidev ufro metad abnelebs. beiruTi mecnierebis akvania da 

crurwmenaTa sauflo. igi nayofierniadagiani mindoria, romelzec evropa 

Tavis xorbalsa da sarevelas, vardsa da anwls Tesavs da amis miuxedavad, 

vxedavT, rogor midis igi win fxizlad da moTminebiT. siria Tu daiZvris, 

beiruTi mis TavSia da Tu siria ukan ixevs, beiruTi ukan moeqceva xolme. Tu 

dRes ggonia, rom weliwadis Tveebidan martia beiruTSi da Weqa-quxilsa da 

elvas, sibnelesa da sinaTles Sorisaa is moqceuli, xval maisi dgeba aq, an 

sulac ivlisi! maisi Tavisi yvavilobiT da ivlisi ki Tavisi xilis nayofiT! 

Tu dRes is ganxeTqilebis SeitanTa tyvea, xval xdeba meufe erTsulovnebi-

sa da Zmobisa! Tu dRes is religiuri fanatizmisa da Seuwynareblobis tax-

tia, xval misi samare xdeba.

siriis qalaqTa qalaqi – es beiruTia! codva misi iseve, rogorc saxeli 

misi, orive didebulia!.. Tu is atirda, misi qviTini ers aatirebs da Tu is am-

Rerda, mis melodiebs ahyvebian alepos bulbulebi da Samis1 SaSvebi, libanis 

Citbatonebi da galileis mtredebi. Tu reformebis tbas miadga, `evfratsa 

da niloss miuva brdRvinva-Rriali misi~.2 Tu waxda, gaxrwnis Tavis mimba-

Zvel asulebs – sanapiro qalaqebs mdinare al-asis,3 al-uvalis,4 iordanesa 

da baradas5 napirebze. beiruTSi naTqvami cru sityva damaskoSi argumentad 

iqceva, beiruTis mier gacxadebuli sityva WeSmaritebisa wyurvils uklavs 

bnel soflebs, sanapiro qalaqebsa da velebs ki brZolis suls STaberavs.

siriis qalaqTa dedaqalaqi, – beiruTi, – igia siriis qalaqTa dedaber-

ic. Tavis mimbaZvel asulebs – qalaqebs erT dRes rom Rirsebis gakveTils 

aZlevs, meore dRes simdables aswavlis. miaqvs Suqi maTTvis da miaqvs Sxam-

ic! codva misi iseve, rogorc saxeli misi, orive didebulia!.. am oriveze 

diadi ki is movaleobaa, ufals dedaTaTvis rom daukisrebia! iyavi kargi 

magaliTis mimcemi, beiruTo da Seni asulebic kargSi mogbaZaven! mTaSi da 

barSi, sanapiroebsa Tu velebze Seni asulni daewafebian Seni codnisa da 

ganswavlulobis Sadrevnebs, Seni skolebisa da presis, Seni kaTedrebisa da 

1 Sami – Sua saukuneebis siria, damasko.

2 al-muTanabbis beiTis perifrazi siriis udabnoSi mcxovreb lomze, romelic 

tbaze dasarwyuleblad rom daeSveboda, evfratsa da niloss swvdeboda misi 

Rriali. 

3 al-asi – Zv. md. oronti, mis napirebze mdebareobs qalaqebi homsi, hama, antio-

qia (es is orontia, romlis napirebTan 1119 wels seljukTa mTavarsardalma il-

Razma daamarcxa jvarosanTa laSqari. am brZolisTvis man miiRo lakabi: najm ed-

dini). 

4 al-uvali – q. sidonsa da beiruTs Soris gamavali xmelTaSua zRvaSi Camdinare 

mdinare. 

5 barada – mdinare damaskoSi.
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stambebis wyaroebs. gaxade kamkama wyali, romliTac daarwyuleb Sens asu-

lebs! daicavi gzebi, gaufrTxildi wyaroebs, izrune wylis arxebze! mklavi 

mohkveTe yovel codvils, romelic ki dRes maT wylebs amRvrevs, wyaroebs 

mouSlis an uwamlavs! xelebi waasxipe maT, visac maTTan farulad religi-

uri upiratesobebis azri, fanatizmis talaxi, politikisa da etiketis ux-

amsobis WuWyi miaqvs! ganwminde Seni wyaroebi da wyaloba mieci Sens vaJebsa 

da asulebs!

me vmowmob, rom ara ars naTeli, kvamli da talaxi siriaSi dRes garda 

imisa, rac beiruTidan iRebs saTaves!1 vmowmob, rom beiruTia siriis saxe 

da Cvens droSi xom hotentotic ki pirs ibans! beiruTi gulia siriisa! mec-

niereba brZanebs, rom goneba iseTive sufTa da wmindaa, rogoric guli da sx-

euli! magram qalaqi, romelic osmanis sagvareulo gvirgvinis margalitad 

iwodeba, margalitia talaxsa da mtverSi, romlis Tavze da romlis qveSac 

eleqtroenergia zuzunebs. mis garSemo ki literatorebi cicinaTelebad 

cimcimeben.

qalaqis bazrebSi talaxi, WuWyi da mtveria. mis literaturaSi, poli-

tikasa da religiebSic igive xdeba!... mecnierebis margaliti, religiisa da 

osmanis sagvareulo gvirgvinis margaliti am WuWysa da talaxSia daZiruli 

da Cakarguli. am talaxs, WuWysa da mtvers ra moaSorebs?!.. verc presa, verc 

municipalitetis kreditebi, verc poetTa kasidebi da verc Cemi sityvebi mas 

ver moaSorebs! es WuWyi epoqaTa da TaobaTa damsaxurebaa da mas samudamod 

mxolod WeSmariti ganaTleba da swori aRzrda warxocavs! ganaTleba, rom-

lis safuZvelic gabeduleba, enTuziazmi, simarTle da siwmindea! aRzrda, 

romlis saZirkvelic keTilsindisiereba, erTguleba da Tavdadeba, SemarTe-

ba, samarTlianobisa da samSoblos siyvarulia! da rodesac es Rirsebebi da 

saTnoebani fesvebs gaidgams moZRvrebsa da samwysoSi, mmarTvelTa da qve-

SevrdomTa Soris, maSin SekeTdeba qalaqis gzebica da lariviT gaswordeba 

literaturis, religiisa da politikis gzanic! gamoasworeT cxovreba da 

gamoasworebT mTavrobas! gamoasworeT cxovreba da gamoasworebT qalaqs! 

arabulidan Targmna darejan gardavaZem

krebulidan `reihaniaT~

1  yuranis cnobili formulis perifrazi.
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batonebo da qalbatonebo,

elini poeti aristotele gviambobs erTi misani qalis ambavs, romelic 

xalxs gazafxulobiT da zafxulobiT zeciuri angelozis saxiT ecxadeboda, 

SemodgomobiTa da zamTrobiT ki sazarel, SemaSinebel gvelad. es jadoqari 

Tavisi wyalobiTa da sikeTiT avsebda maT, vinc mas zamTarsa da Semodgomaze 

keTilganwyobiTa da Tavazianad epyroboda, xolo maT, vinc mas cudad eq-

ceoda da mis mokvlas lamobda im dros, roca mas sazareli da SemaSinebeli 

saxe hqonda miRebuli, misi am sikeTisa da wyalobis imedi ar unda hqonodaT! 

Tavisufleba am saocar misan qals hgavs, romelic xan angelozad gamogves-

axeba da xan ki – Wrel gvelad. Tavdapirvelad Tavisufleba am ucnaur or-

saxovan formas iRebs, xalxis nawils rom afrTxobs da aSinebs da nawili ki 

qeba-didebas asxams mas. im xalxebSi, romlebic monobas mieCvivnen, Tavisu-

fleba pirvelad gvelad Cndeba da mere nel-nela gardaisaxeba zeciur an-

gelozad. udavoa, osmanTa Tavisufleba jer isev zamTris sezonSia. Cveni 

Tavisufleba jer isev aristoteles misan qals hgavs misi sazareli, Sema-

Sinebeli saxiT! amis miuxedavad, unda gavuZloT mas, avitanoT da keTilad 

SevxvdeT, raTa axlo momavalSi, roca is angelozad gardaisaxeba, Tavis wya-

lobasa da sikeTeze uari ar gviTxras! 

batonebo, Tavisufleba, rac ar unda Tqvan masze, adamianis sanukvari 

da saTayvano ocnebaa, misi cxovrebis uzenaesi mizani! sulTa da gonebaTa 

sayrdeni RerZi! xelovnebisa da mecnierebis sazrdo! safuZveli da wyaro 

progresisa da civilizaciisa! msurs, diad qalaqs, rac Cemi saubris Temaa am 

saRamos, vuwodo Tavisuflebis qalaqi, mis quCebs ki yvela droisa da adgi-

lis Tavisuflebis despanTa da gmirTa saxelebi vuwodo.

udavo WeSmaritebaa, rom adamiani, raoden maRlac ar unda avides 

cxovrebis kibeze, Tavisi im adgilidan, saidanac iyureba, xedavs imas, vinc 

mas win uswrebs da masze ufro maRlaa. aseve, rac ar unda daeces kaci da 

ukan-ukan wavides, ver miaRwevs im ufskrulis fskers, sadac vinmes Tavisze 

qvemoT ar aRmoaCens. 

arc kibes da arc ufskruls sasruli ara aqvs amqveynad, radgan maTi 

pirveli safexuri akvanSia da ukanaskneli – samareSi! Sesabamisad, sadac ar 

unda iyos kaci, Tavis maRlac bevrs xedavs da Tavis qvemoTac. gamarjvebisa 

da warmatebis kibis rac ufro maRal safexurze ava, Soreuli xmebi Caesmis, 

ufro maRla rom eZaxian da mouxmoben. es cxovrebis WeSmaritebaa, raSic 

yvela naxulobs sakmao gamxnevebasa da nugeSs. amrigad, Cven gvmarTebs, arc 

imaT vemonoT, vinc Cvenze maRla dgas da arc isini vimonoT, Cvenze dabla 
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rom arian! Cven gvmarTebs, ar davimcroT Tavi didebTan da ar viqedmaRloT 

uCinoebTan! 

qalaqTa Soris igive xdeba, rac xalxSi. londons, magaliTad, ar egebis, 

piri Seaqcios kairos da arc kairos aqvs ufleba, cxviri aubzuos beiruTs, 

radgan diadi qalaqis Rirsebebi SeiZleba, erTSi meti iyos da meoreSi – mci-

re! SesaZloa, patara qalaqSi bevric ki iyos da did qalaqSi ki cota! qalaqi, 

romelic gonebam warmosaxvis kalmiT daasuraTa, arc am drois qalaqTagania 

da arc warsulis qalaqebidanaa. ganzraxuli ar maqvs, vilaparako nineviasa 

Tu babilonze, arc niu-iorksa Tu parizze! da Tumca parizi diadi qalaqebis 

upirveles qalaqTagania, igi ar imsaxurebs Cems TvalSi upiratesobas da 

gamorCevas, radgan aris sxva, masze ufro diadi da saxelganTqmuli qalaqi, 

ufro amaRlebuli saqmiT da ufro metad lamazi, ufro Rirseuli da ufro 

ganaTlebuli! 

vis eyofa gabeduleba, iwinaswarmetyvelos Cvens droSi?! vin icis, ra 

momavali elis mcire aziis xalxebs? SesaZloa, diadma qalaqma babilonis nan-

grevebze gaibrwyinos; SesaZloa, drom daaSenos igi nineviis mavzoleumze; an 

iqneb misi sasaxleebi, droSa-bairaRebi, cixe-koSkebi da gumbaTebi am lamazi 

cis qveS wamoimarTos, am istoriul, wminda sanapiroebze, am talRebis win, 

romelTac uxilavT aziis didebis dasamareba da RmerTma qnas, momavalSi 

misi aRorZinebis sazeimo procesiac ixilon!

riT gamoirCeva diadi qalaqi sxva qalaqebisgan?!

gana misi sazRvao portebiT an rkinigzis sadgurebiT?! an eleqtronu-

li avtomobilebiT, elva-telegrafebiTa Tu maTi pirmSo ukabelo gadamce-

mebiT?! TvalSeuwvdeneli sasaxleebiTa Tu mdidruli nagebobebiT?! nuTu 

misi gvirabebiT, xidebiTa da gasarTobi adgilebiT?!

riT emetoqeba diadi qalaqi sxva qalaqebs, riT ampartavnobs?!

gana misi farTo, sufTa quCebiT an didi, lamazi moednebiT?! an bunebi-

sa Tu adamianis Seqmnili iSviaTobebiT da ZvirfaseulobiT savse misi maRaz-

iebiT?! sazogadoebrivi skolebiTa Tu ufaso saavadmyofoebiT?! samecnie-

ro institutebiTa Tu literaturuli da istoriuli muzeumebiT?! nuTu 

misi bankebiT, savaWro birJebiT an mdidrebiT?! mosaxleobis simravliT an 

taZarTa mravalricxovnebiT?!

ara, batonebo!

diadi qalaqi sxva danarCen qalaqTagan gamoirCeva Tavisi talante-

biT, Tavisi poetebiT da mecnierebiT, Tavisi xelovani xalxiT da xelosan-

mewarmeebiT! diadi qalaqi isaa, romelic sxva qalaqebs emetoqeba da sjabnis 

didebaSi ara Tavisi mosaxleobis raodenobiT, aramed maT Soris janmrTel-

Ta simravliT! radgan ra xeiria im qalaqSi, sadac mosaxleobis oTxmocdaa-

Ti procenti daavadebulia?! amrigad, diadi qalaqi isaa, romlis haerSic 

araa avadmyofuri kuW-nawlavuri mikrobebi; sadac mze dahnaTis jansaR sxe-

ulebSi myof jansaR gonebebs! diadi qalaqi isaa, sadac gmirebs da talan-
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tebs pativs miageben ara qandakebebisa da monumenturi Zeglebis dadgmiT, 

aramed maTi mibaZviT da maTi doqtrinebisa da swavlebaTa praqtikaSi dan-

ergviT! es is qalaqia, sadac ubraloeba da silamaze erTmaneTsaa Sewyvile-

buli nagebobSi, samossa da xelovnebaSi; gulmowyaleba da samarTlianoba 

erTmaneTs erwymis mosamarTleTa ganCinebebSi, mecniereba da religia – mis 

mecnierTa swavlebebSi! es is qalaqia, sadac adamiani pativs scems Tavis sx-

eulsa da suls da erTnairad zrunavs orives sisufTaveze! es is qalaqia, 

sadac qalian-kacianad ujanydebian da ar cnoben kanonebs, romelTac awe-

seben muxanaTebi da TaRliTebi, raTa daafason da gaaZlieron individTa 

Rirseba-interesebi ganurCevlad imisa, es individebi mdidrebi, emirebi da 

sultnebi iqnebian Tu ara. es is qalaqia, sadac ar aris monoba da sadac ar 

daiSveba monaTvaWroba! qalaqi, romelSic xalxi erT muStad Sekruli aRs-

dgeba mmarTvelTa Cagvrisa da xelisufalTa korufciis winaaRmdeg! sadac 

devizi yoveli kacisa iqneba:

cxovrebis TasiT damcirebas nu masmev oRond da dae, damarwyule 

Rirsebis mware TasiT!

diadi qalaqi es is qalaqia, romlis saqmeebSic ar erevian ucxouri xe-

lisuflebani! sadac yoveli kaci sakuTari Tavis sultania da metic, cocx-

ali Zeglia Tavisuflebisa da Zmobisa! sadac mmarTvelebs msaxurebad miiC-

neven, gasamrjelos fasad rom qiraoben! sadac bavSvebi skolebSi yvela sxva 

mecnierebaze win damoukideblobas da sakuTari Rirsebis grZnobas swav-

loben! sadac sityvisa da saqmis Tavisuflebas aravin boWavs! sadac mrav-

lad aris kvleva da Zieba, sadac xelovneba nayofs iZleva da literatura 

Zlieria! sadac megobroba wminda saqmea da gulwrfeloba – pativSia, rogorc 

RvTaebriv saidumloebaTagani! sadac qals ar aiZuleben, icxovros qmarTan, 

romelic ar uyvars da kacs – colTan, romelsac ver itans! sadac mSoblebi 

sxeuliTa da gonebiT jansaRni, Zlierni, aqtiurni da Segnebulni arian da 

Soben Zlier, qmediT da Segnebul STamomavlobas! rameTu Tuki am Taobis 

sijansaRe ar iqna wesrigSi, momavlis imedi ar unda gvqondes! diadi qalaqi 

isaa, sadac mravali mtkice da gabeduli, Segnebuli dedaa, cxovrebis umaR-

lesi daniSnulebani rom esmiT da TavianT Svilebs crurwmenebsa da tyuils, 

pirferobas ar aswavlian, brma morCilebas, simxdalesa da SiSs ar aCveven! 

aRmosavleTs sWirdeba deda, romelic Svilebs, upirveles yovlisa, saku-

Tari Tavis imedad yofnas aswavlis! diadi qalaqi isaa, romelSic qalebi ba-

zrebSi Tavdauxuravad dadian, sazogadoebriv wveulebebs kacebis msgavsad 

eswrebian da kvlevasa da xelmZRvanelobaSi maTsaviT monawileoben! es is 

qalaqia, sadac literatorni da xelovanni fulian xalxze damokidebulni 

ar arian! metic, es is qalaqia, sadac savakufo1 uwyeba fuZndeba ara mxolod 

taZarTa msaxurebad da sasuliero pirTa Sesanaxad, aramed mecnierebisa da 

1 savakufo qoneba – islamur qveynebSi uZravi an moZravi qoneba, romelsac mflo-

beli saCuqris saxiT gadascems muslimur saqvelmoqmedo dawesebulebebs da 

muslim sasuliero pirTa xelSi xvdeba. 
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xelovnebis, talantebisa da mecnierTa msaxurebisTvis! batonebo, sruliad 

amaoa Tavisufal mTavrobaTa mier liberalur kanonTa SemoReba, Tuki mec-

nierTa da xelovanTa sulebi angarebisa da saarsebo lukma-purze zrunvis 

borkilebidan ar gaTavisufldeba.

arabTa erT nawils hkiTxes, vin ariso Tqveni batoni?! upasuxes: mavani 

da mavanio. hkiTxes, ratomo da maT ki uTxres: imitom, rom Cven misi codna 

gvWirdeba, mas ki Cvengan mciredic ar esaWiroeba! marTlac, misi msgavsni 

xdebian mecnierni da mmarTvelni! swored misi msgavsi xalxiT aRemateba 

diadi qalaqi sxva qalaqebs (arabulad molaparake xalxi magaliTisaTvis 

imitom minda moviyvano, rom darwmundeT, amgvari diadi qalaqis arseboba 

savsebiT SesaZlebelia Cvens qveyanaSi)! amrigad, ai Tqven sxva magaliT-

ic – arabma mmarTvelma Tavis tomel xalxs mimarTa: `icodeT, ise vzrunav 

Tqvenze, rom lamis monad geqeciT! Tqvens glaxakebs guluxvad ganvikiTxav, 

Tqvens ugunurT mivuteveb, Tqvens harems vicav, Tqvens valebs vixdi. vinc 

Cems saqciels mibaZavs, is Cemnairia! vinc imaze mets gaakeTebs, rasac me va-

keTeb, is Cemze maRla dgas da Cemze metia! vinc Cemze naklebs gaakeTebs, is 

Cems qvemoT dgas da Cemze naklebia!~ sakiTxavia, dRevandel civilizebulTa 

Soris Tu moiZebneba vinme, visSic Tavmoyrilia yvela es keTilSobiluri 

Tviseba?! gana momavlis qalaqs ar egebis, aseTi mmarTveliT emetoqebodes 

da sjabnides sxva danarCen qalaqebs?! 

arabTa Soris iyo amaze didebuli adamianic! ibn al-abbasi1 Sevida ali 

ibn abu talibTan2, romelic q. qufis gareT imyofeboda. is am dros Tavis 

sandlebs ikerebda. ali ibn abu talibma hkiTxa: „am sandlebs ra fasi aqvs?“ 

ibn al-abbasma miugo: `aranairi Rirebuleba ar gaaCnia!~ ali ibn abu talibma 

uTxra: `sinamdvileSi, Tuki marTla realurad Sevafaseb, es sandlebi CemT-

vis ufro sasurvelia, vidre Tqveni meTauroba!~ diadi qalaqi isaa, romelSic 

amgvari didi da keTilismqmneli xalxi bevria! sadac yoveli kaci miCveulia, 

sakuTari Tavis mimarT iyos angariSiani da momTxovni! da Tuki is imaTTa-

gania, visac rame saxis popularoba, dideba, Zala an gavlena, Zalaufleba an 

fuli gaaCnia, yoveldRe hkiTxos sakuTar Tavs: am yvelafers ra fasi aqvs, 

Tuki marTla realurad Sevafaseb?! ra sargebeli aqvs an am batonobas, an 

am saxelganTqmulobas, an am fuls, Tuki isini ver damexmarebian simarTlis 

dacvaSi, WeSmaritebis damkvidrebaSi, sicruisa da ciliswamebis ukugdeba-

Si?! ra xeiri yria amaTSi, Tuki, sul mcire, ver gamarideben am sibnelesa da 

mis mkvidrT, bneleTis batonebsa da mis monebs?! naTqvamia, umecrebaze didi 

boroteba aris umecarTa mxardaWera da Secdomaze uaresi ki aris Secdomis 

argumentireba! 

diax, batonebo! diadi qalaqia is, romelSic simarTle imarjvebs si-

tyviT da saqmiT! qalaqi, romelSic gulwrfeloba isea fexmokidebuli, 

1 ibn al-abbasi – winaswarmetyvel muhamedis biZaSvili, cnobili muhadisi, yuranis 

komentatori. 

2 ali ibn abu talibi – meoTxe marTlmorwmune xalifa. 
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rogorc tyuilia modebuli dRevandel samyaroSi! qalaqi, romelSic lit-

eratorni da mecnierni cxovroben ara popularobisTvis, didebisTvis da 

qonebis mosaxveWad, aramed azriT, sityviT da saqmiT WeSmaritebis msax-

urebisTvis! gmiroba eniT sxvaa da gmiroba guliT – sul sxva! yvela, vinc 

ki enas amoidgams sakuTari Tavis gandidebisaTvis da satrabaxod, omSi max-

vils rodi iSiSvlebs! natifi, ganazebuli suli, romelic mxolod Tavisi 

vnebebis, Jinisa da axirebebisTvis, amqveyniuri fuWi didebisa da Zalau-

flebisTvis cxovrobs, im evropul ZaRls waagavs, mTel Tavis cxovrebas 

patronis fexebTan, an diasaxlisis kalTas amofarebuli rom atarebs! sak-

virveli amgvari kacis ambavSi ki isaa, rom rac ufro gulmodgined irjeba 

siameTaTvis, miT ufro iqufreba cxovrebis horizonti mis TvalSi! rogorc 

erT sufiels uTqvams:

`sarkeebi rodi giCvenebs Seni saxis naklovanebebs, maTSi areklils;

aseve Seni sulic rodi giCvenebs mis nakls, Jinsa da axirebebSi 

areklils!~

ai, me movixsenie is Rirsebebi da survilebi, diad qalaqs rom gamo-

arCevs sxva qalaqTagan, magram aris erTi natvra, ufro sworad, winaswarme-

tyveleba erTi winaswarmetyvelisa, romlis dasaxelebisganac yoymanis Sem-

deg Tavi Sevikave. im saRamos, roca am Temaze vfiqrobdi, Cemi saxlis karze 

Ramis stumarma daakakuna. gavaRe da pativsacemi moxuci SemrCa karTan, Tav-

SiSveli, fexSveli, TeTr xalaTSi Cacmuli, mxrebze Savmosasxammogdebuli. 

karTan idga da kverTxze CaWidebul xelebze Tavi Camoeyrdno! rodesac 

gavaRe, nebarTvis ukiTxavad Semovida da pirdapir Cemi saweri magidisken 

gaemarTa. skamze dajda Cem pirdapir. misi saqcielis gamo gaocebam amitana, 

magram sanam saubars wamoviwyebdi, miTxra: 

- movedi, raTa agisrulo Seni ocneba da gagiwio daxmareba Cemi erT-

erTi bolo rCeviT.

gakvirvebam amavso da vuTxari: 

- vina xar, batono Cemo? 

miTxra: 

- me var is!

- ufro ukeT gamagebine!

- me var is, vinc gagielva axla TavSi da visi winaswarmetyvelebac guls 

gicbunebs!

- o, RmerTo Cemo! maS Sen esaia xar, amosis Svili?!

- diax, me esaia var! 

maSinve wamovvardi skamidan. winaswarmetyvelis xels vemTxvie. roca 

davinaxe, rom eRimeboda, gambedaoba momemata da jer kidev nakvercxlis ce-

cxlmokidebul bageze davekone1. mxneoba movikribe da vuTxari:

1 ufalma esaiais gansakuTrebuli saswaulebrivi xilviT mouwoda. esaiam ixila 

ufali da am didebulma sanaxaobam mas aTqmevina: `hoi, ubadruksa me, rameTu Sek-
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- meufev, CvenTan vaxSmis Jams moxvel da xom ar gvikurTxebdi trapezs, 

libanur ospze xom ar dagvewveodi?! raTa, rogorc ubralo xalxi ityoda, 

puriTa da mariliT gagimaspinZldeT.

Tavi RimiliT damikra da win wamiZRva sasadilo oTaxisken. rodesac ia-

kobis sakvebs SeveqeciT, saubari wamoviwye da vuTxari: 

- meufev, gana aTaswleulebis win Sen ar iwinaswarmetyvele is dro, 

ros `Zovdes mgeli kravTa Tana... lomi, viTarca xari, bzesa Wamdes~ da roca 

xalxi maxvilebs saxnisebad gadaWedavs da mSvildebs – namglebad?!

pasuxad winaswarmetyvelma Tanxmobis niSnad Tavi daxara.

- ierusalimis Tavkacebze Sen ar Tqvi, rom isini urCni da mZarcvelTa 

Tanamoziareni arian?! rom maT uyvarT qrTami da sazRaurs arian daxarbeb-

ulni?! da rom ufali moikveTs maT israelidan?!

winaswarmetyvelma Tanxmobis niSnad Tavi meored daxara. vuTxari:

- Seni winaswarmetyvelebidan aTasobiT weli gavida, Tumca samyaro 

isev iseTia, rogoric iyo masze Seni mrisxanebis niaRvris gadmofrqvevisas!

esaiam mipasuxa:

- Cemi winaswarmetyvelebidan gasuli aTasobiT weli uflis TvalSi 

wuTebia! saukuneebi maradisobasTan mimarTebaSi igivea, rac saaTebi sauku-

neebTan SedarebiT. nu Segacbunebs Cemi sityvebi! gaimeore Cemi winaswarm-

etyveleba da nu SiSob! iyavi maxarebeli diadi qalaqisa Cemsa da Sens qveya-

naSi1 da uimedobas nu miecemi! 

es Tqva da wasvla daapira. bolo SekiTxvis nebarTva viTxove da vuTx-

ari:

- winaswarmetyvelo, ufali rogor gesaubreboda da rogor gamcnobda 

dafaruls?

- rogorc me gesaubrebi axla! – miTxra esaiam da sanam me kars gavaReb-

di, cecxlis alad iqca da TvalTagan gaqra.

batonebo, nu ifiqrebT, rom gexumrebiT! winaswarmetyvelT maRali 

mdgomareoba da adgili aqvT sulier samyaroSi! maTi keTilmoqmedi zegav-

lena amaRlebul sulebze waruvalia! Tuki talantiT dajildoebul adami-

ans sulSi CaxedavT, mis siRrmeSi udavod raRacas mainc ipoviT winaswarm-

etyvelebis sulisas! amrigad, diadi qalaqi igia, romelSic esaias winaswarm-

etyveleba axdeba! es is qalaqia, sadac `Zovdes mgeli kravTa Tana da vefxi 

TikanTa Tana ganisuenebdes”! qalaqi, sadac xalxi religiur mmarTvelTa 

borotebisgan moisvenebs; sadac moikveTeba modgma uflisa da winaswarm-

demuli var, rameTu kacad myofi da arawmida bageTa mqonebeli saSual erisa, 

arawmidaTa bageTa mqonebelsa, mkvidrvar me da meufe ufali sabaoT vixile 

TvaliTa CemiTa~. maSin erTma serafimma zeciuri sakurTxevlidan marwuxiT na-

kvercxali aiRo, mis bageebs Seaxo da uTxra: `aha, Sevaxe ese bageTa SenTa da mo-

gespnes usjuloebani Senni da codvani Senni ganwmindnes~. 

1 wminda esaias winaswarmetyvelebaSi ixsenieba libani.
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etyvelTa im mgmobelebisa da cilismwameblebisa, cru siwmindis taxte-

bze rom wamomjdaran, crurwmenaTa skiptri rom upyriaT xelT da Tavebze 

umecrebis, fanatizmisa da tiraniis gvirgvinebi daudgamT! aRmosavleTis 

ubedureba winaswarmetyvelebsa da religiebSi ki ara, RvTismsaxurebsa da 

qurumebSia! diadi qalaqi ki isaa, romelSic gamefebulia codna da mecniere-

ba, Tavisufleba da Zmoba, erTguleba! qalaqi, sadac sulieri Zalebi gaimar-

jveben fulis Zalaze, xolo rwmenis Zala – materiis Zalebze! qalaqi, sadac 

saomar iaraRs weraqvebad, guTnebad, saxnisebad da namglebad gadaWedaven! 

qalaqi, sadac sasaxleebs da Tavmoyris adgilebs auSeneben musikosebs, po-

etebsa da mxatvrebs, xelovnebis muzebsa da silamazis qalRmerTebs! qalaqi, 

sadac mravlad arian ali ibn abu talibis, esaia ibn amosisa da im arabi emiris 

msgavsni, romelic Tavis toms imitom marTavda, rom maT sWirdebodaT misi 

codna da Tavad emirs ki maTgan mciredic ar esaWiroeboda! batonebo, mar-

Tlac qalaqi, romelSic gaCndebian yvelaze didebuli kacni da qalni, aris 

msoflios yvelaze diadi qalaqi, Tundac mis mosaxleTa ricxvi fureiqisas1 

ar aRematebodes! 

arabulidan Targmna darejan gardavaZem

krebulidan `reihaniaT~

darejan gardavaZedarejan gardavaZe

amin ar-reihanis ori mxatvrul-filosofiuri esse

amin ar-reihani, siriul-amerikuli literaturuli skolis aRiare-

buli korife, XX saukunis dasawyisis nahdas (kulturuli aRirZinebis) 

arabuli moZraobisa da misi ganuyofeli nawilis – e.w. mahjaris (amerikaSi 

siriul-libanuri emigraciis) literaturis mTavari figura, jibran xalil 

jibranTan erTad, arabuli nacionalizmis ideis saTavesTan mdgari intele-

qtuali da didi moazrovne 1876 w. 24 noembers daibada libanur maronitul 

ojaxSi beiruTis CrdiloeTiT, mTiani libanis patara sofel fureiqSi; sul 

raRac 11 wlisa, 1888 wels, igi ojaxma niu-iorkSi gagzavna. am mxriv, misi bio-

grafia misive sulieri TanamebrZolisa da megobris jibran xalil jibranis 

cxovrebiseul gzas Zalian hgavs. isini bavSvobis asakSi SeeTvisnen amerikul 

1 fureiqi amin ar-reihanis mSobliuri sofelia beiruTis CrdiloeTiT, mTian 

libanSi.
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garemos, Tumca arabuli kulturasTan sulieri kavSiri ar gauwyvetiaT, 

piriqiT, samSoblosTan siSorem da okeanis miRma yofnam da cxovrebam maTi 

grZnoba samSoblosi kidev ufro gaamZafra da gaafaqiza. 1901 w-dan amin ar-

reihani ukve amerikis moqalaqea da jibraniviT masac bedma aRmosavleTisa 

da dasavleTis kulturuli da inteleqtualuri despanoba, aRmosavleT-

dasavleTs Soris xidad gadeba da ori didi kulturisa da literaturis 

– arabul-amerikulis – WeSmariti Sviloba arguna. wlebis ganmavlobaSi is 

niu-iorkis literaturul kavSirs `ar-rabita al-kalamias~ udgas saTaveSi 

da, jibran xalil jibranTan erTad, mahjaris literaturis sulier majis-

cemaze udevs xeli. amerikeli uolt vitmenis mimdevari da ralf emersonis 

didi gavlenis qveS myofi amin ar-reihani brwyinvaled flobs inglisurs da 

samSobloSi dabrunebamde Tavis samwerlobo gzas swored inglisurad iw-

yebs. 1911 w. inglisurad dawerili da gamocemuli misi romani ̀ xalidis wigni~ 

amerikaSi arabi mwerlis pirvel inglisurenovan romanad Sevida istoria-

Si. jibranisa da reihanis aRiareba ara mxolod libanSi da maT arabul sam-

SobloSi, aramed swored amerikaSi moxda, maTi saxelebi Sesulia amerikul 

did enciklopediebSi. 1904 w. samSobloSi dabrunebiT amin ar-reihanis axali 

sunTqva exsneba – is gandegilis cxovrebiT cxovrobs Tavis patara sofel 

fureiqSi da xarbad ewafeba arabul kulturul memkvidreobas da arabuli 

enis siRrmeebs. eqvswliani TavauRebeli Sromis Sedegi ki misi mxatvrul-fi-

losofiuri esseebis krebuli `reihaniaTia~, romelic gvaocebs misi avto-

ris sulieri siRrmiTa da azrovnebis masStabebiT. 1910 wels amin ar-reihani 

amerikaSi brundeba da Tavs amzadebs axali sulieri misiisTvis – arabul 

samyaroSi pan-arabizmis – arabuli nacionalizmisa da erTobis ideis gasaR-

viveblad mogzaurobisTvis. es mogzauroba 1922 w. daiwyo da moicva hijazi, 

iemeni, nejdi, bahreini, erayi... am mogzaurobaTa rezultati mwerlis mier 

Seqmnili araCveulebrivi samogzauro literaturaa, mTeli sisavsiT rom 

warmogviCens arabuli samyaros mravalferovnebas.

1940 wlis 13 seqtembers, 63 wlis asakSi, amin ar-reihani gardaicva-

la mSobliur sofel fureikSi. mis libanur saxl-muzeums, romelsac misi 

ZmiSvili amin albert reihani patronobs, amSvenebs fila amin ar-reihanis 

sityvebiT misi essedan `bruklinis xididan~: `libani – parizi – niu-iorki! 

Cemi suli libanSia, guli – parizSi, niu-iorkSi ki amJamad sxeulia mxolod 

Cemi!~ SeiZleba iTqvas, rom sikvdilma SeaerTa didi mwerlis suli da sxeuli 

da maT samudamo gansasvenebeli miuCina mSobliuri libanis miwaSi.

amin ar-reihanis saxels gansakuTrebuli adgili aqvs qarTuli arabis-

tikis skolaSi – arabuli literaturis qarTulad mxatvruli Targmanis 

procesi akademikos giorgi wereTlis mier swored amin ar-reihanis Sesa-

niSnavi TeTri leqsiT: `ganmkurne me, xevis qalRmerTo~ daiwyo, romelic               

g. wereTelma 1945 w. Jurnal `mnaTobis~ furclebze dabeWda da am Targmans 



270

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #3, 2013

mTargmnelis saocrad emociuri winasityvaoba waumZRvara, sadac is amin 

ar-reihanis uwodebs `evropul smokingSi gamowyobil arabs~, xolo libans 

– mwer lis `ocnebaTa da natvraTa misaqcevels~.

giorgi wereTlis mier amin ar-reihanize dawerili sityvebi ise zus-

tad esadageba mwerlis tipaJs, maT Znelad Tu daemateba rame: 

„... reihanis saxels libanis velebis aromati axlavs. ara marto imitom, 

rom reihani arabulad baziliks niSnavs (aqedan qarTuli rehani), arc imis 

gamo, rom libanidan aris poeti, am saxelis matarebeli, aramed agreTve imi-

tom, rom am aromatiT aris gaJRenTili mTeli misi poezia. igi grZnobs mas 

da ynosavs maSinac, rodesac uSualod ganicdis Tavis samSoblo libanis ke-

drTa xeivnebs da maSinac, rodesac bruklinis xidze dgas niu-iorkSi. mTels 

arabul poeziaSi ver pouloben meore poets, romelsac iseTi Zlieri grZno-

ba hqondes bunebisa, rogoric emin reihanis aqvs. „poezia da buneba misTvis 

ganuyofelia. daqanculi suli cdilobs, Seexos bunebas, raTa simSvide po-

vos.“ am dros ibadeba Sedevrebi misi poeziisa, am dros paTosi bibliurs 

sazRvrebs aRwevs... Tavis erT werilSi emin reihani ambobs: „libanze Cemi su-

lia, guli – parizSi, xolo sxeuli amJamad – niu-iorkSi“. miuxedavad imisa, 

rom Tavisi pirovnebis Semadgeneli elementebi eminma sxvadasxva kontinen-

tze gaanawila, igi mainc arabia, namdvili arabieli, saxeldobr, libaneli; 

libani aris mis ocnebaTa da natvraTa misaqceveli, misi keTilSobili da 

gulwrfeli siyvarulis sagani... magram am usazRvro siyvaruls samSoblo 

bunebis mimarT Tan axlavs warmoudgeneli mwuxareba, da es ori grZnoba – 

sevda da siyvaruli – gansazRvravs eminis nerviul poetur bunebas.

pemin reihani mainc ori msoflios mier warmoSobili nayofia, aRmosav-

leTis da dasavleTisa. igi xarbad iTvisebda orive samyaros kulturul-

SemoqmedebiTi moRvaweobis produqtebs da cdilobda maT gaerTianebas Ta-

vis arsebaSi. 

me ar vici, SeiZleba Tu ara iTqvas reihanis poeziis Sesaxeb, ... rom es 

poezia gamodgeba uarsayofad rediard kiplingis cnobili sityvebisa:

Oh, East is East, and West is West, and never the twain shall meet, 
Till Earth and Sky stand presently at God’s great Judgment Seat,1

magram ueWvelia, rom igi warmoadgens am debulebis uaryofis cdas 

TviT cxovrebis mier. Tanamedrove arabeTisa da saerTod, aRmosavleTis 

mTeli literaturis ZiriTadi motivi aRmosavleTisa da dasavleTis civi-

lizaciebis gaerTianebaa, amaze ocnebobs reihanic, xolo misi poezia safuZ-

vels ar gvaZlevs, rom es ocneba gulubryvilo legendad miviCnioT~.2

1 „o, aRmosavleTi aris aRmosavleTi da dasavleTi – dasavleTi. isini arasdros 
ar SeerTdebian, vidre cani da qveyanani ar warsdgebian RvTis umaRlesi samsja-

vros winaSe“. 
2 saliteraturo, saxelovnebo da sazogadoebriv-sapolitiko Jurnali „mnaTobi“ 

№6, 1945 w. gv. 75–77.
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did SemoqmedTa damaxasiaTebeli erTi niSani isaa, rom isini, erT-

gvarad, win uswreben xolme dros da Semdeg dro „eweva“ maT; swored amitom 

garkveuli drois gasvlis Semdeg isini kidev ufro didebi Canan. axal arabul 

literaturaSi es swored amin ar-reihanize iTqmis, romelic drois svlas-

Tan erTad kidev da kidev ufro did figurad Cans meoce saukunis arabul 

literaturaSi. bunebrivia, amin reihani Cvengan aRmoCenas ar saWiroebs, mas 

Tavisi gamokveTili individualuroba sicocxleSive myarad aqvs mopovebu-

li, magram aris Strixebi, romelic SesaZloa, axla ukeT Candes, vidre Tavis 

droze.

amin ar-reihanis mier beiruTis ganumeorebeli mxatvruli suraTi 

ikveTeba mis mxatvrul-filosofiur esseSi „beiruTis aRwera“. zogadad, 

qalaqebis simboluri aRqma albaT iseTive Zvelia, rogorc kacobriobis is-

toria. „qalaqi-samoTxeebis“ ricxvs arabul cnobierebaSi myarad ukavSird-

eba beiruTis saxec, gansakuTrebiT, arab romantikosebTan (magaliTisaTvis 

sruliad ikmarebda jibraniseuli scena „gazafxuli beiruTSi“ misi „damsx-

vreuli frTebidan“).

Tanamedrove arabuli literaturis mkvlevrebTan ukve yuradRebis 

fokusSi moeqca beiruTis axali mxatvruli portreti, romelic miiCneva, 

rom meoce saukunis 70-iani wlebidan ixateba da ambivalenturia, gansxvave-

biT beiruTis manamde ukve damkvidrebuli tradiciuli, gaidealebuli mxat-

vruli suraTisa. es axali mxatvruli portreti, romelic ramdenime cnobil 

avtorTan gvxvdeba (nizar kabbani, mahmud darviSi, elias xuri), Tavis TavSi 

erTdroulad moicavs siwmindesa da biwierebas – beiruTi aris erTsa da 

imave dros miuwvdomeli da saTayvanebeli satrfoca da fataluri/sabedis-

wero qali da meZavic, romelsac moaqvs sabediswero siyvaruli da sikvdili; 

is momxibvleli, momajadoebelia, amavdroulad, macduri da wyeuli; is aris 

Tan sisxlismsmeli da Tan wminda, is aris udanaSaulo da Tan mkvleli...

Tanamedrove arabuli literaturis mkvlevrebTan aRniSnulia, rom 

beiruTis metaforuli transformacia qalis saxiT da misi qalad gansxeule-

ba, amgvari mxatvruli saxiT warmodgena, misi es ambivalenturoba, – qalaqi-

qali, erTi mxriv wminda, amaRlebuli, meore mxriv ki dacemuli qali, meZavi, 

– pirdapir kavSirSia libanis samoqalaqo omTan da am omis fonze beiruTSi 

datrialebul tragikul peripetiebTan. 

samarTlianoba moiTxovs, aRiniSnos, rom aseTi saxiT qalaqis gamosaxva 

arc mxolod arabul literaturas da arc mxolod qalaq beiruTs ar ukav-

Sirdeba, qalaqis metaforuli transformacia qalis saxiT da misi qalad 

gansxeuleba iTvleba, rom bibliuri saTaveebidan modis. zogadad, qalaqis 

uwmindurobis beWedi da daRic xom bibliuria. meoce saukunis dasavlur 

prozasa da poeziaSi myarad damkvidrebuli da fexmokidebuli es alegori-

uli qveteqsti da literaturuli mniSvneloba ukve Tanamedrove arab av-

torebTanac gvxvdeba, Tan bevrad ufro adre, vidre meoce saukunis 70-iani 

wlebia da bevrad ufro Rrma konteqstiT, vidre libanis samoqalaqo omis 
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tragikuli peripetiebia. saintereso kidev isaa, rom Tu dasavlur lite-

raturaSi es dawyevlili qalaqebi ukve sabolood daclilia siwmindisa da 

RvTiurobisgan da usaxo monstrebia, romlebic Rupaven masSi mcxovreb mo-

qalaqeebs, aRmosavlur literaturaSi maTi mxatvruli ambivalenturoba 

niSania idealisturi xedvisa, anu am orsaxovnebaSi avtorebi isev eWidebian 

am qalaqebTan dakavSirebul siwmindeebs, romelTa gadarCenis imedic aqvT, 

Tuki sazogadoeba sulierad ganiwmindeba. amgvari xedvis da Rrma bibliuri 

konteqstis araCveulebrivi nimuSia mxatvrul-filosofiuri esse „diadi 

qalaqi“, romlis Targmansac gTavazobT „beiruTis aRwerasTan“ erTad.

DAREJAN GARDAVADZE

Two Literary-Philosophical Essays of Ameen ar-Rihani

Summary

Ameen ar-Rihani is the major fi gure of the literary school of Syrian-Lebanese emigration 
in America of the beginning of the twentieth century – an intellectual and great thinker standing 
at the origin of the idea of Arab nationalism. His way of life is very similar to the that of his 
brother in arms, Gibran Khalil Gibran. Since early childhood they had been adjusted to Ameri-
can environment, though never gave up their spiritual connection with the Arab culture, on the 
contrary, living a long way across the ocean from their homeland even deepened, intensifi ed 
and refi ned their feelings to their native land. 

Ameen ar-Rihani became American citizen in 1901 and like Gibran, was destined to be 
a cultural and intellectual ambassador between the East and West, becoming a bridge for the 
East and West and a true son of the two great cultures and literatures of the Arab and American 
worlds. The Lebanese house museum of ar-Rihani at the native village of Fureik, run by his 
nephew Amin Albert Rihani is adorned by a plate with ar-Rihani’s words from his essay “From 
Brooklyn Bridge”: “Lebanon – Paris – New-York! My soul is in Lebanon, my heart in Paris, 
and only my body is in New York now!” 

Amin ar-Rihani’s name has a special place in the Georgian school of Arabic Studies. The 
process of translating Arab literature to Georgian by the academician Giorgi Tsereteli started 
right from Ameen ar-Rihani’s remarkable white verse “Heal Me, Goddess of Valley” which 
G. Tsereteli printed on the pages of the literary journal “Mnatobi” in 1945 and added a very 
emotional introduction of the translator to it where he calls Amin ar-Rihani “an Arab dressed in 
European dinner jacket”, and Lebanon – “asylum of dreams and desires” of the writer. 

G. Tsereteli’s words on ar-Rihan match the type of the writer so precisely that little could 
be added to it: 
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“... Rihani’s name is associated with the odour of Lebanon. Not only because Rihani 
means basil in Arabic (that is where Georgian word “rehani” takes origin), but also because all 
his poetry is permeated with this aroma. He feels it and smells it even when he feels for the ce-
dar alleys of Lebanon, his motherland and even when he stands over Brooklyn Bridge in New-
York. No other poet can be found in the whole Arabian literature to compete with the intensity 
of feeling for the nature that Ameen ar-Rihani reveals. But this infi nite love for the nature of 
his motherland accompanied by an extraordinary sorrow and these two emotions – sadness and 
love – defi ne his anxious poetic nature~. 

One of the characteristic features of the great artists is their ability to be ahead of their 
time and then the time “catches up” with them; it is owing to this fact that after a lapse of time 
they seem even greater. This can be said about Ameen ar-Rihani in the new Arabain literature of 
the 20th century where along with the time, his fi gure appears the greater with time. 

An unmatched picture of Beirut is depicted in Amin ar-Rihani’s literary-philosophical 
essay “Description of Beirut~. In general, the symbolic perception of cities is as old as the 
history of humankind. The image of Beirut is strongly associated with the number of the “city-
paradises”, in particular, with the Arab romanticists. 

A new literary picture of Beirut, considered to have been depicted and ambivalent since 
the 70s of the 20th century, different from the tradition of the idealized artistic picture of Beirut 
already established before, had fallen under the focus of the contemporary literary scholars. 
This new literary portrait found in the works of several famous authors (Nizar Qabbani, Mah-
moud Darwish, Elias Khuri) contain in itself simultaneously sacredness and wickedness – Bei-
rut is at the same time a revered lady-love and a fatal woman – a harlot infl icting fatal love and 
death; she is at the same time bloodthirsty and sacred, she is innocent and a murderer... 

Experts of the contemporary Arabic literature observe that the metaphorical transforma-
tion of Beirut into the image of a woman, its ambivalence is directly associated with the civil 
war in Lebanon and the tragic peripetias occurring against its background. 

To be fair, we have to outline that similar way of representing a city is characteristic not 
only for the Arabian literature or the city of Beirut; metaphorical embodiment of a city in the 
shape of a woman has biblical origins. In general, the seal and mark of wickedness is also bib-
lical. This allegorical subtext strongly established and spread in the western poetry and prose 
of the twentieth century can already be found with Arab authors as well, and even far earlier 
than the 70s of the 20th century and with a much deeper context than the tragic peripetias of 
the Lebanese civil war. And besides, the interesting thing is the fact that while in the western 
literature these cursed cities are fi nally devoid of sanctity and godliness and are just shapeless 
monsters destroying the citizens inhabiting them, in the eastern/oriental literature their artistic 
ambivalence is a mark of idealistic vision, i.e., by means of this ambivalence the authors stick 
again to the sanctities associated with these cities that they hope to rescue provided that the 
community is spiritually purifi ed. The translation of the literary-philosophical essay “The Great 
City” proposed by us along with “Description of Beirut” is an amazing example of similar vi-
sion and a deep biblical context. 
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avtorebi:avtorebi:

anastasia zaqariaZe – ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 

universitetis asoc. profesori 

demur jalaRonia – ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 

universitetis profesori

irakli braWuli – ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 

universitetis asoc. profesori

valerian ramiSvili – ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 

universitetis profesori

gvanca koplataZe – ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 
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