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merab mamardaSvili

90



nomeri eZRvneba

merab mamardaSvilis

90 wlisTavs 

masSi Sesulia 2020 wlis 19-20 noembers ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis 

Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis humanitarul mecnierebaTa fakulte-

tis filosofiis saswavlo-samecniero institutis mier iuneskos program-

is farglebSi Catarebuli filosofiis msoflio dRisadmi miZRvnili saer-

TaSoriso samecniero simpoziumis masalebi

MERAB MAMARDASHVILI -90

This issue is dedicated to Merab Mamardashvilis 90th annuvarsary. It contains materials of 
internaƟ onal scienƟ fi c conference in the frame of UNESCO World Philosophy Day, which was 

organized by Teaching-Research InsƟ tute of Philosophy of the Faculty of HumaniƟ es, and held 

on November 19-20, 2020 at Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University.
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filosofiuri anTropologia

PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY

valeri asaTianivaleri asaTiani

zogierTi ram merab mamardaSvilis Sesaxeb

`humanizireba an daRupva~ – ase dasva sakiTxi Tanamedroveobam. rogori 

iyo meoce saukunis gacileba? rogor gamoeTxova mas Cveni didi Tanamedrove 

moazrovne merab mamardaSvili? TandaTan bevri ram metad gacxaddeba.

Znelia, merab mamardaSvilis gansjani miakuTvno codnis romelime konk-

retul sferos, `gnebavT~ ontologias an gnoseologias, `eTikas an esTeti-

kas, `filosofiis istorias~, socialur filosofias, `kulturis filoso-

fias~, filosofiur anTropologias da a.S., filosofosis interesebis sfe-

ro gacilebiT farToa. esaa TviT cxovreba, misi yvela gamovleniT. uyvarda 

cxovreba, xarbad akvirdeboda mas, poulobda tonebs, `ufaqizes niuansebs~, 

romelTa SemCneva mxolod masStaburi kvlevis talantis mqone adamianis 

mzeras ZaluZs.

merab mamardaSvili TavisTvis Zalze `mouxerxebel~ droSi cxovrobda, 

iseve, rogorc, kacma rom Tqvas, yvela brwyinvale talanti an genia, rom-

lebic yovelTvis metismetad adre ibadebian saimisod, rom Tanamedroveeb-

ma gaugon da Rirseulad daafason. igi imaT ricxvs ekuTvnoda, vinc yve-

zlafris miuxedavad, simarTles RaRadebdnen, ebrZodnen borotebas, 

angrevdnen sakuTari esTetikis mqone mrude sarkeebian labirinTs esTe-

tikisa, romelic wesier adamians sasowarkveTilebas hgvrida an, ubralod, 

gons aclida. Semzarav sicrues da RirebulebaTa Secvlas ar SeeZlo merab 

mamardaSvilis talantis, nebisyofisa da sindisis paralizeba. is Tavdavi-

wyebiT muSaobda, cdilobda, Caswvdomoda rTul, da, amavdroulad martiv 

WeSmaritebebs. magaliTad, imas, Tu raa sikeTe da siyvaruli, gaecnobiere-

bina socialuri cxovrebis saidumloebebi da erTa bed-iRblis siRrmeebi.

1990 wels m. mamardaSvilma leqciaTa ori kursi waikiTxa Tbilisis saxel-

mwifo universitetSi. swored es mravalmxrivi Tematika, romelic, rogorc 

aRniSnavdnen, scdeba `filosofiur disciplinaTa~ sistemas, safuZvlad 

daedo 2015 wels gamocemul wigns saxelwodebiT `saubrebi filosofiaze~. 

rogorc am leqciebis msmenelebi aRniSnaven, sruliad SeuZlebelia m. mamar-

daSvilis naazrevi `miaba~ romelime filosofiur skolas an mimdinareobas. 

is, rasac igi utrialebda, iyo `TviTon filosofia~. misi msjeloba hgavda 

wrfiv moZraobas, sawyisi debulebebiT da daskvnebiT. misTvis miuRebeli 

iyo raime winaswar gaTvlili da Camosxmuli sqemebi. igi leqciis proces-

Si, auditoriis winaSe azrovnebda. `rom ara dekarti, spinoza, berkli, iumi, 

kanti – evropa ar iqneboda iseTi, rogorsac dRes vicnobT. cxovrebasTan 

distancirebis gareSe ar arseboben arc moazrovneebi da arc maTi cxovre-

ba~ (al. piatigorski).
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merab mamardaSvili iyo realisti da meocnebe, gansakuTrebul azrs 

poulobda legendebSi, romlebSic xedavda erovnul xasiaTs, istoriulad 

Camoyalibebis namdvil safuZvels. aseTia Znelad asaxsneli, abstraqtu-

li, mouxelTebeli, magram, amavdroulad, misi filosofiuri talantis si-

ZlieriT xelSesaxebi, `SexebiT SesagrZnobi~, Rrmad gancdili da original-

urad gaanalizebuli legenda qarTul raindobaze.

mecnier-filosofosis talanti mxolod RvTis wyaloba ki ar aris, ar-

amed warsulisa da awmyos analizis, momavlis, masSi TiToeuli CvenTagan-

is rolisa da adgilis ganWvretis instumenticaa. mTlianad dadasturda 

m. mamardaSvilis yvelaze pirquSi winaswarmetyvelebac ki cnobil movlen-

ebTan dakavSirebiT. man daufaravad, xmamaRla daarqva sagnebs Tav-Tavisi 

saxelebi... filosofosi didxans cxovrobda moskovSi, magram TxemiT ter-

famde qarTvelad rCeboda. mis nawerebSi siRrmiseuladaa danaxuli qarTu-

li xasiaTi, fenomeni. masTan piradi urTierTobisas igrZnoboda mamuli-

sadmi erTguleba. saocari sifaqiziT gamoxatavda mamapapiseuli leCxumis 

siyvaruls.

amavdroulad, misi, rogorc mecnieris, moazrovnis intersebi sivrceSi 

ki ar iketeboda, umaRlesi mwvervalisken – evropuli kulturisken ilt-

voda. m. mamardaSvili swored evropul kulturaSi xedavda `adamianis dan-

iSnulebis cnebasTan maqsimalur miaxloebas~. mamardaSvilis, rogorc fi-

losofosis damkvidreba mTeli misi cxovrebis wesma ganapiroba. paradoq-

suli ambavia, magram msoflio aRiareba pirvelad swored evropaSi moipova. 

evropam uboZa triumfi.

merab mamardaSvili WeSmaritad qarTveli filosofosia da, ra banal-

uradac ar unda JRerdes, aseTi masStabis moazrovnis talanti, rasakvir-

velia, ar ekuTvnis mxolod erT ers. igi naTeli magaliTia imisa, rom, misi, 

rogorc filosofosis, pozicia TanxvedraSi iyo samoqalaqo poziciasTan 

da masSi sokrateseuli suli feTqavda. `swored am kvleva-Ziebis bralia, 

aTenelno, rom, erTis mxriv, bevrma Tqvenganma SemiZula, umZafresi da us-

astikesi siZulvliT, ramac dasabami misca amden miTqma-moTqmas, xolo, 

meores mxriv, brZenis saxeli gamivarda, vinaidan Cemi msmenelni erTTavad 

imas fiqrobdnen, rom, raki me vamtkiceb – mavansa da mavans sibrZnisa ara 

scxia-meTqi, es mxolod imas unda niSnavdes, rom Tavad viCemeb brZnobas. 

sinamdvileSi ki brZeni mxolod RmerTia, aTenelno, da misnis piriT imis 

Tqma surs, rom kacis sibrZnes Calis fasi aqvs... axla, roca oriode dReRa 

damitoveT sasicocxlod, aTenelno, saxeli gagitydebaT da Cveni qalaqis 

mtrebi da avismdomelni bralad dagdeben imas, rom sicocxle mouswrafeT 

sokrates – brZenkacs... ise ki, cota rom dagecadaT, sikvdili Tavad momika-

kunebda karze~... (platoni, `sokrates apologia~, Targmna baCana bregvaZem, 

Tb., 2009).

merab mamardaSvili mZafrad grZnobda TanamedroveTa gulis Zgeras, 

`gulis bgeras~, mis gonebriv da zneobriv mdgomareobas. filosofosi Ta-
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vdauzogavad muSaobda, magram mamardaSvilis `cdebi~, mosazrebebi mis si-

cocxleSi TiTqmis ar qveyndeboda. sul samiode mcire moculobis wigni 

gamoica. arada, Tavad ar isaxavda miznad monografiebiTa da naSromebiT 

sakuTari Zeglebis aRmarTvas. etyoba, varaudobda, rom kargi, safuZvliani 

azri yovelTvis ipovis Tavis auditorias, rom igi saukunes gauZlebs da ama-

Si, rasakvirvelia, ar Semcdara.

merab mamardaSvilis `cocxali filosofiis~ gaazreba mkiTxvelisagan 

moiTxovs filosofiis ideebis ̀ amokiTxvas~ misi leqciebis audioCanawereb-

Si, tele Tu saJurnalo interviuebSi, konferenciebsa Tu simpoziumebze 

wardgenil moxsenebebSi.

sasixaruloa, rom SemdgomSi ganxorcielda m. mamardaSvilis naazre-

vis araerTi gamocema. 1995 wels q-n m. megreliZesTan, n. gurgeniZesTan da 

T. mirzaSvilTan erTad Cven gamoveciT amonaridebi m. mamardaSvilis naaz-

revidan (Мераб Мамардашвили, Грузия вблизи и на расстоянии). TbilisSi dgas 

merab mamardaSvilis Zegli (moqandake ernst neizvestni), romelic gaixsna 

2000 wlis 26 maiss, saqarTvelos damoukideblobis dRes. niu-iorkSi yof-

nisas piradad mqonda pativi, mesaubra Zeglis avtorTan, romelic imxanad 

TabaSiris models xvewda. maxsovs, rogor aRfrTovanebas gamoxatavda aRi-

arebuli xelovani merab mamardaSvilis pirovnebis mimarT, romelTanac mas 

axlo urTierToba akavSirebda. qalaq goris SesasvlelSi aRmarTulia ste-

la merab mamardaSvilis gamosaxulebiT; dafuZnebulia fondi, romelsac 

warmatebiT uZRveba filosofosis qaliSvili – qalbatoni aliona mamar-

da Svili. axlo momavalSi Cveni erToblivi ZalisxmeviT da TanamemamuleTa 

mxardaWeriT gaTvaliswinebulia merab mamardaSvilis filosofiuri mem-

kvidreobis sxvadasxva enaze gamocema.

Valeri Asatiani

SOMETHING ABOUT MERAB MAMARDASHVILI

summary

It is diffi  cult to say that the works of Merab Mamardashvili belong to any concrete fi eld – 

ontology, gnosiology, ethics, aestheƟ cs, history of philosophy, social philosophy, philosophy of 
culture, philosophic anthropology etc. Like any great thinker he lived in a very ”uncomfortable” 
(diffi  cult) Ɵ me and spoke truth. Not much of his own was published during his lifeƟ me, but it is 

good, that gradually this defi ciency has been improved. The scienƟ fi c conferences dedicated to 

him are held, books are published through using the audio records of his lectures. The works of the 

philosopher are intended to be published later in diff erent languages.
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demur jalaRonia demur jalaRonia 

merab mamardaSvilis fenomeni – `qarTveli sokrate~ 

adamiani sakuTari xedviTi horizontidan aRwers sakvlev fenomens. Tu 

kvleva adamians exeba, saqme ufro rTuladaa, radgan adamiani aRwers imas, 

rasac is xedavs, ganicdis da dakvirvebiT qmnis xats. nawilobriv amiT aix-

sneba, ratom gviamboben adamianebi erTsa da imave ambavs sxvadasxvanairad. 

xati msgavsi unda iyos personis, rac Zalze rTulia. sabolood saintere-

soa, istoria Tu ra ganaCens gamoutans ama Tu im pirovnebas. ra Rirebuli 

Caido damkvirveblis TvalTaxedvidan misi personis `gasaxsnelad~, ramde-

nadaa personasTan xati da msgavsi...

bevrjer mifiqria merab mamardaSvilze, mis fenomenze, `ucnaur~ azrov-

nebaze... yovelTvis erTi da igive azri mebadeboda, Znelia am kacze wera... 

fiqri, azri mainc ar eSveboda masze gansjas. es mtanjveli fiqri iyo, ma-

gram am dros raRac lagdeba cnobierebis Rrma SreebSi. imdenad rTuli bi-

ografiis kacia, mis biografiaSic unda eZebo misi fenomenis gaanalizebis 

sawyisebi. rogorc didi germaneli filosofosi fixte brZanebda: `ra kaci-

caa adamiani, iseT filosofias irCevs~. 

merab mamardaSvilze rodesac gansjas viwyebT, cnobierebaSi amotiv-

tivdeba misi cxovrebidan sxvadasxva ambavi, Sevecdebi, gadmovce es ambebi 

Cemi Tvalsawieridan. ambebi Tavgadasavalia pirovnebis, sadac Camalulia am 

fenomenis idumaleba, romlis gaxsna, bunebrivia, Znelia, magram dagvexmare-

ba misi portretis SeqmnaSi.

ambavi pirveli: ambavi pirveli: 

daibada imave qalaqSi, romelSic stalini daibada. mama samxedro iyo, is 

mudmiv mogzaurobaSi iyo. mamardaSvilsac ergo es xvedrad – mudmivi mog-

zauroba, samSoblos ymawvilobis asakSi tovebs. nel-nela Sordeba cnobi-

ereba samSoblos, magram rogorc TviTon ambobs: `me qarTveli var, filoso-

fosi. siymawvilidan Sinagan emigraciaSi vimyofebi. kargad vici, ras niSnavs, 

iyo jaSuSi. warmatebuli jaSuSuri saqmianobisTvis da arcTu iSviaTad es 

SemoqmedebisTvis aucilebeli pirobaa, Zalian hgavde garSemo myofebs~. 

am dros yalibdeba momTabaris cnobiereba, xar da ara xar...  qvecnobier-

Si xdeba Sinagani afeTqeba, Tu gind janyi, amboxi dauZaxoT. iwyeba axlis Zie-

ba, am yofasTan arSegueba. arSegueba misTvis aris filosofosoba, gasvla 

arsebuli ideologiuri dogmidan da mibruneba franguli filosofiisaken. 

misTvis es gzaa filosofiis axali velis Sesaqmnelad. mTavari misTvis cxov-

rebis franguli yaidis aRmoCenaa, sadac SegiZlia ukanasknel amosunTqvam-

de icxovro, `Tavisufleba icxovro~. 
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1969 wels erT-erTma pirvelTaganma Caatara leqcia moskovis filo-

sofiis fakultetze eqsistencializmis Sesaxeb. (aRsaniSnavia, rom saqarT-

veloSi didi xnis gamosulia kote baqraZis wigni eqsistencializmi). Caatara 

leqcia hegelis gonis fenomenologiaze, cxadia, leqciebi akrZales. iwyeba 

mamardaSvilis leqciaTa akrZalvis mTeli seria. aqve iwyeba filosofosis 

xetialis epoqa, anu axlis Ziebis Tavgadasavali. 

ambavi meoreambavi meore: 

rac ar unda gasakviri iyos, is iyo komunisturi partiis wevri. aspiran-

turis damTavrebis Semdeg, 1961 wels muSaobas iwyebs praRaSi gamomavali 

partiul-ideologiuri Jurnalis `msoflio da socializmis problemebi~ 

TanamSromlad, romelic gamodioda 28 enaze. am redaqciaSi mamardaSvili 

muSaobda saerTaSoriso muSaTa moZraobis ganyofilebis gamged. SemdgomSi 

gaxldaT Jurnalis `filosofiis sakiTxebi~ mTavari redaqtoris moadgile. 

ann SevaliesTan (frangi Jurnalisti) mis bolo interviuSi (interviu 

Caiwera 1990 wlis 20 agvistos, sikvdilamde sul cota xniT adre) merab 

mamardaSvili yovelive amas Zalian martivad xsnis. 

`Cemi partiaSi yofna politikuri aqti ar aris da verc Cems partbileTs 

mivaniWeb politikur funqcias. ar vTvli saWirod, es avuxsna im adamianebs, 

vinc partbileTebi gadayara. ar maRelvebs, ras fiqroben Cemze. arsebobs 

gare da Sida partiuloba. enac oria – Sida partiisTvis da gare partiisTvis. 

Tu Sen Sida partias ar ekuTvni, politikuri azriT, Sen sulac ar xar 

partiis wevri. axla partiidan gamosvla niSnavs, politikuri mniSvneloba 

mivaniWo imas, rac arasdros yofila. partiuloba raRac socialuri daz-

Rvevis msgavsi iyo maSin. amitom Sevedi. Cemi iq Sesvla Taviseburi samuSao 

magidis momzadeba iyo, radgan filosofiur JurnalebTan TanamSromlobas 

vapirebdi. filosofosis saqmianoba amis gareSe warmoudgeneli iyo, TanamS-

romloba ki – partbileTis gareSe. sulac ar vCivi, es CemTvis tragedia ar 

yofila da arc partiis acremlebul msxverplad momaqvs Tavi~. 

`es samuSao magida~ mudmivad gansjis sagani iyo misi oponentebis mier. 

man SeZlo Tavi gaenTavisuflebina Sinagani emigraciisagan da miaRwia Tav-

isuflebas. `dawyevlili Tavisufleba~ imdenad mimzidveli Tavisuflebaa, 

Rirs tkivilad... 

moris meterlinki aRniSnavs, `ena ufro Rrmad azrovnebs, vidre adami-

ani, Tundac genialurio~. sityva Tavisuflebis semantika imdenad gamWvir-

valea, sityva Tavis Sinaarss TviTon amxels. 

zurab kiknaZis azriT, ̀ ena filosofosi ar aris, mas mxolod azris miniS-

neba SeuZlia, danarCeni adamianzea damokidebuli. ras gveubneba es sityva, 

Tavisufleba pirveli miaxloebiT? gveubneba, rom Tavisufali adamiania is, 

vinc `Tavis ufalia~. es tavtologiaa an sityvis ganSla, pirveladi anal-

izi: Tavis ufali niSnavs, rom is marTavs Tavis Tavs gareSe Zalis, iZulebis, 

karnaxis gareSe; floba Tavisa, Sekaveba, Tmena (rusTveluri azriT), Tavis 



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, 11, 2021

14

armiSveba stiqiebis (kerZod, emociebis, ltolvebis, wuTisoflis yoveli 

warmavali monaqrolis…) anabara. ufleba aq nebis sinonimia (`ufleba maqvs~ 

– `neba maqvs~). amave dros, ufleba (ufloba) baton-patronobasac niSnavs da, 

sabolood, Tavisufleba Tavis-Tavis baton-patronobas gulisxmobs~. 

merab mamaraSvili uflobs Tavis Tavs, misi ufloba izidavs msmenels, 

radgan auditoria am ucnaurobas xedavs, ki ar xedavs, mamardaSvili cdilobs 

Sens dauflebas da am dros xdeba cnobierebis gawmenda idolebisagan, iwyeba 

axali gza, gzaze dgoma ki axal horizonts xsnis. giwevs brZola sakuTar Tav-

Tan sazogadoebasTan, raTa ganiwmindo, romelic did jafas moiTxovs. 

platonis gamoqvabulis `gmiri~ gamaxsenda, dabmuli da mijaWvuli, ro-

melic gainTavisuflebs Tavs, daiwyebs zeviT-zeviT sinaTlisaken tanjviT 

da wvalebiT bobRvas, ixilavs `naTebas~. es naTeli SeiZleba SevadaroT sax-

arebiseul `Taboris naTebas~. am dros adamiani axdens transcendirebas, 

`metafizikuri samSoblos~ xilvas, romelic CemSia, Cems cnobierebaSia. mer-

ab mamardaSvili am cnobierebis siRrmiseuli Sreebis gaxsnis dodostatia. 

ambavi mesameambavi mesame: 

moskovSi yvela samsaxuridan daiTxoves, radgan is ukve sakuTar filo-

sofias aswavlida ̀ yvelgan, sadac ki SesaZlebelia~. 1980 wels igi akademikos 

niko WavWavaZis xelSewyobiT Camodis TbilisSi da saqmdeba mecnierebaTa ak-

ademiis savle wereTlis saxelobis filosofiis institutis ganyofilebis 

gamged, amavdroulad, xdeba Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis profe-

sori.

80-iani wlebis pirvel naxevarSi mamardaSvilis leqciebi iqca movlenad, 

mas gauCnda msmenelTa sruliad `axali fena~, romelsac `kudSi~ dayvebod-

nen. xvdebodnen, rom es adamiani `sxvanairi~ iyo. klasikuri filosofiuri 

leqciebis mosmenis Semdeg ucnaur, WeSmarit moazrovne filosofosTan 

hqondaT saqme, romelic akademiur Txrobis sistemas ugulvebelyofda, 

TiTqosda destruqciuli geCveneboda, magram mas SeZlo auditoria didi 

azris samSobiaro palatad eqcia. misi esmodaT, magram mTlad bolomde verc 

igebdnen. 

is sul gaxsovda... sadRac. ratom? – am kiTxvas yvela sxvadasxvanairad 

pasuxobda. is gamoirCeoda Tavisi stiliT, CacmulobiT, gadakidebuli Can-

TiT, didi gamorCeuli saTvaliT da ganuyreli CibuxiT da qolgiT, mas qol-

ga TiTqmis sul Tan dahqonda. gadakidebul CanTaSi hqonda ramdenime wigni 

an Canaweri leqciisaTvis, romelTagan arcerTs iyenebda, da didi uSvele-

beli magnitofoni, romelsac leqciis dawyebis win TviTon gaawyobda, Ta-

vis leqcias TviTon iwerda da ase qmnida dauwereli filosofiidan Cawer-

il cocxal azrTa mdinarebas, cnobierebis filosofias. bevrma mibaZa mas 

CibuxiT... misi azrovneba mimzidveli da ganmanaTlebluri iyo, romelic 

Tavisuflebisaken gibiZgebda. idga kaTedrasTan ucnauri kaci..., romelic 

auditoriaSi, msmenelebis Tvalwin qmnida Tavis filosofias.
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ambavi meoTxe:ambavi meoTxe: 

am ucnaur kacs Jan pier vernanim `qarTveli sokrate~ uwoda. is aRniS-

navs, rom sokrate ar iyo kalamis kaci. yvelam kargad viciT, rom mas erTi 

striqonic ki ar dauweria. da, ai, gasul wels, roca merab mamardaSvilis 

seminarze vijeqi socialur mecnierebaTa institutSi, uecrad gavacnobi-

ere is, rasac yovelTvis vgrZnobdi, rac mudam TvalSi mxvdeboda, magram 

mxolod axla gaxda cxadi qarTveli filosofosisa da sokrates saocari 

garegnuli msgavseba. 

aqedan gaCnda meoce saukuneSi sokrated wodebuli kaci merab mamardaS-

vili.

batoni givi margvelaSvili Tavis esseSi (`merab mamardaSvili im dros 

jer arSemdgari mwerlis TvalTaxedviT”) aRniSnavs: `me mamardaSvilis da-

naxvisTanave ukve misiT moxibluli viyavi. igi tanmaRalia, masiuri aRna-

gobis, romelsac meloti, saxasiaTo Tavi mocimcime SuSis saTvaliT ag-

virgvinebs da garegnulad iseTia, rogoric warmomedgina. misi Txrobis 

stili, me mgoni, amovardnilia yovelgvari, sul cota, sabWouri mainc, sau-

niversiteto CarCoebidan. merabis leqciebs ar SeiZleba am sityvis pirda-

piri mniSvnelobiT leqcia ewodos; es araa `kiTxva~ an `wakiTxva~, aramed 

Ta visufali, eqspromtuli filosofiuri improvizacia an filosofiurad 

improvizirebuli Zebna imisa, rac unda iTqvas da agreTve rogor unda mox-

des misi formulireba. rasac is Tavis yovelTvis monusxul da STagonebul 

auditorias auwyebs, aris filosofia qmedebaSi~.

is ukeTesad laparakobs, vidre wers (amas TviTonac aRniSnavs). mas, Tu 

SeiZleba ase iTqvas, auditoriasTan urTierTobaSi erTgvari `artistizmi” 

axasiaTebda. `roca leqcias vatareb an moxsenebas vakeTeb, moxsenebisas Cems 

cxovrebas vTamaSob, auditoriis winaSe vdgevar Cemi problemebiT, pirad 

risks vwev~... es riski misTvis Zlier damTrgunvelicaa da amaRlebuli. is 

am dros qmnis im filosofur terminologias, romelic Taviseburi iaraR-

ia sxvaze zemoqmedebis mosaxdenad, sxvanairad arafriT ar moxdeba monuri 

cnobierebidan gamosvla da axal cnobierebis wiaRSi Sesvla. 

igi mudmivad Soreuli `samSoblos” ZiebaSia. es masSi badebs Tavisebur 

`nostalgias~, romelic mas ayenebs daukmayofileblobis, sevdis, mowyeni-

lobis, martoobis, sicarielis, ukvalod gaqrobis winaSe. iwyebs gamosavlis 

Ziebas. usasruloba, adamianuri cnobierebis Rrma wiaRidan, samyaros is-

toriis SoreTidan iyureba, am dros adamiani iwyebs an filosofosobas an 

RmerTis Ziebas. maSin isev daismeba mTavari kiTxva: mainc ra aris adamiani?

mas kargad esmis, rom adamiani erTaderTi arsebulia, romelsac aqvs is-

toria imis wyalobiT, rom mas aqvs sityva, romliTac igi am istorias sxvas 

gadascems. amis meoxebiT, adamiani aris cocxali arseba, romelsac ara mxo-

lod aqvs gamocdileba, aramed romelsac aseve `SeuZlia Tavi gaaumjobe-

sos~ (kanti).
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adamiani, rogorc froidi aRniSnavs, `Trgunavs Tavis ltolvebs~ da, 

gansazRvruli azriT, `sicocxlis asketia~, maSin, roca `cxovelisaTvis ar 

arsebobs marxva, ar arsebobs siamovnebaze uari~. asketur suverenitets 

vinc aRwevs, is iqca institutad pirvel pirSi. aseT pirs arc SinaganobaSi Ca-

Zirva uwevs da arc gareganSi gaSeSeba. mas isic ki ar SeuZlia, rom garkveul-

wilad mxned iyos, yvela boroti ambis miuxedavad. (5. 21)

ambavi mexuTeambavi mexuTe: 

`WeSmariteba samSobloze maRla dgas~, – ganacxada filarmoniis did 

darbazSi, sadac Tavisi TanamoqalaqeebiT gadaWedili iyo. 1989 welia, sax-

alxo frontis damfuZnebeli yriloba mimdinareobda. erovnuli moZraoba 

Tavisi liderebiT da inteligenciiT iyo warmodgenili.

sityva merab mamardaSvils misces da brZana: `yvelaze maRla dgas WeS-

mariteba, samSoblozec maRla dgas. xandaxan samSoblos interesebad 

migvaCnia, rasac gvkarnaxobs vneba, sisxlis Cqefva an mSobliuri niadagi. 

amis iqiT ar vixedebiT, amis gaxedva SeiZleba WeSmaritebis varskvlavis 

qveS. amitom vimeoreb, WeSmariteba ufro maRla dgas, vidre samSoblo, am-

itom saqarTvelo ar SeiZleba iyos fetiSi, qristianobaSi saerTod kerpebi 

da fetiSebi ar arseboben~... 

jer darbazi gairinda da uceb afeTqda, gaisma stvena, yvirili, moRa-

late, agenti... mas sityva ar Seuwyvetia, mSvidad agrZelebda saubars, es ar 

iyo Cveulebrivi saubari. undoda darbazi miebrunebina azrovnebidan az-

rovnebisaken. xmauri ar wydeboda... daamTavra sityva. tribunidan dinjad 

Camovida, iqve kibes Camouyva. kibesTan gasasvleli kari iyo, romliTac SeeZ-

lo darbazidan gasuliyo. man es ar gaakeTa, TiTqos jibrSi Caudga audito-

rias. gamocxadda Sesveneba... merabi nela, mSvidad auyva darbazis marjvena 

kibes, darbazis Sua adgilas arsebuli kariTac ar isargebla da isev zeviT, 

zeviT auyva kibes, darbazSi yurTasmena ar iyo SeZaxilebisgan, bolo kars 

miuaxlovda, darbazi fexze idga RrianceliT, misi mxolod Tavi Canda, Se-

yovnda, TiTqos Seirxa da gavida. am manZilis gavlas xuT wuTze meti moan-

doma. man es Segnebulad gaakeTa. eloda is kaTarziss? ara, ara mgonia. man es 

aqti ganaxorciela, raTa gvexila cnobierebaSi Tavisuflebis Sobis aqtis 

simZafre da tragikuloba... 

rogorc batoni merabi brZanebs: `veraviTari nacionaluri xasiaTi ver 

SeinarCunebs Tavis saukeTeso Tvisebebs, Tu sazogadoebriv cxovrebasa da 

kulturaSi pirovnuli sawyisebi ar amoqmedda. Tu erovnebaSi ganadgurda 

pirovnuli sawyisebi, romlebic erovnulobis gareSea da warmoadgenen ada-

mianis, rogorc aseTis, istoriul sawyisebs eTnikurobisgan damoukideb-

lad, maSin erovnebis saukeTeso Tvisebebi gaqreba.

es sawyisebi ki yoveli sulierebis safuZvelia, radgan misi arsi aris is, 

rom samSobloze maRla yovelTvis dgas WeSmariteba (es xom qristianuli 

mcnebaa?!). mxolod pirovnebas SeuZlia eZebos igi da ukiduresi pirdapiro-

biT gamoxatos.
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me WeSmaritebas vayeneb samSobloze maRla da miCndeba kiTxva: bevr qa-

rTvels SeuZlia WeSmaritebis dayeneba Tavisi samSoblos moCvenebiT inter-

esebze maRla? Tu ar SeuZliaT, cudi qristianebi yofilan~.

mas ar ainteresebda azrovnebis arsebuli modelebi. mas ki ar emijne-

boda, wvalobda azrovnebidan azrovnebiT gamosuliyo, rac cnobierebis 

axal horizonts uqmnida. aq ukve cnobierebis gaoreba xdeboda, rasac eWvi 

edo safuZvlad. igi cdilobda dekartiseuli cnobierebis velSi SeWras, 

azrovnebis axali modifikaciis Seqmnas. magram yovelive es Zalze rTuli 

iyo, rTuli, radgan cnobiereba im cnobierebiT unda ekvlia, rac TviTon 

saWiroebda gagebas. asevea azrovnebac, vazrovneb da is faqti, rom azrov-

nebidan unda viazrovno, damabnevelia. amitom mamardaSvili cdilobs, am 

azrovnebidan azrovnebiT gamovides. is aRniSnavda, berZnebs adamianis wame-

bis saocari xati hqondaT. adamians spilenZis SigniT wvavdnen. me cocxali 

damwves spilenZis Cemi xatis SigniT. me cocxlad damwves, me viwvodi imaSi, 

rasac vgrZnob da vfiqrob. aseTi wameba gaiara sabWoeTma. sazogadoebis 

da saxelmwifos koleqtiuri TviTmkvleloba moxda revoluciiT. qveyana 

darCa cxovrebis miRma. am viTarebaSi is virtuozia, radgan mTavari masTan 

azrov neba da mxolod azrovnebaa, rogorc sicocxlis arsi da sazrisi. 

mamardaSvilisaTvis umTavresi iyo cnobierebis fenomeni, misi kvleva 

da adamianuri gonebis SesaZlebloba. man SeimuSava meTodi, azrovnebis iro-

nia. sxva gza mas ar hqonda. es iyo gza, Tu rogor unda gamosuliyo Tavisi 

tyavidan. umtkivneulesi procesi unda gaevlo. gamaxsenda grigol robaqi-

Ziseuli paradigma, gveli rogor icvlis tyavs. 

`gveli iklakneba – magram ver iZvris winisken. egeb perangi akavebs. Wre-

li perangi welamde mouxsnia. perangi gvelad mocmia gvels: meore gvelad. 

mze gadaxrazea: acxunebs. gveli zmorebaa – Tvlema – mTqnareba... ris?! nuTu 

mzis – gazafxulis mzis?! zmorebaSi – mTqnarebaSi – TvlemaSi: gveli Tavs 

iviwyebs – raRacas stovebs ukan – qerqs icvlis. `ganvlils~ Tu stovebs: 
ganvlil sicocxles.

gveli avardeba – (dartymeva Tu igrZno, magram visi: mzis Tu kacis Tva-

lis?!). tans atortmanebs. perangi ori gojis sigrZeze scildeba...

gveli kidev erTxel aswevs Tavs. Semdeg tans aagdebs maRla. gaiwev-ga-

moiwevs… uecari mosxletiT gavardeba gvelis xalasi tani da perangsa 

stovebs…
– amaze ufro niSneuli qveyanaze ara aris ra...

– xedavT?! gvelma Tavis Tavi datova: moixsna da daagdo. aq aris sibrZne.

– ise unda ucqerde sakuTar warsuls, rogorc gveli ucqers sakuTar 

perangs: gaxdilsa da dagdebuls.. rogorc Zvelad ityodnen~...

es feriscvalebaa. azrovnebidan gamosvla da azrovnebaSi Sesvla, Ses-

aZlebelia ki? auditoriaSi is swored cvlilebis, `Sobis~ aqts atarebda, 

romlis Tanamonawile misi msmeneli xdeboda. mowyurebulni azrovnebas, ma-

gram rom ar ician, ra aris azrovneba, aq is marTlac sokrates hgavda. 
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is RvTiuri madliT cxebulad sam folosofoss miiCnevda: platons 

(sokrates), dekartes da kants. is azrovnebaze azrovnebda, filosofiaze 

filosofosobda.

man SeZlo totalitaruli dumilis darRveva, ZiriTad modelad cnobi-

erebas ikvlevda, raTa moexdina trancendireba ucnob-saidumlo samyaroSi 

da aq igi platons miagebda pativs. man SeZlo Tavis Tavidan gasvla sxvisken da 

aseve axali sarkmlis gaxsna Tavis TavSi, romelic gzaa ucnobi samyarosken, 

uflisaken... es ar niSnavs, rom amiT damTavrda saidumlos wvdoma, aramed 

adamiani sibnelidan gamosvlas axla iwyebs, rac adamianis arsis, saidumloe-

bis Ziebis axali gzaa. 

ambavi meeqvseambavi meeqvse:

sokrate Tavisi filosofiiTa da azrovnebiT cxovrobda, aseve iyo mera-

bi, sokrate nebismier SemTxveviT adamianTan erTad arCevda, erTi SexedviT, 

yvelaze banalur da prozaul sakiTxebs. merabsac SeeZlo saaTobiT esa ubra 

arafilosofosebTan dekarteze, azrovnebaze, Tavisuflebaze... Jan pier 

vernani am msgavsebas poulobs da aRniSnavs: `orivesTvis azrovneba cxov-

rebas niSnavda. azri – gasulierebuli, sxvasTan SemTxveviT Sexvedrisas So-

bili cocxali sityvaa, rogorc kiTxva-pasuxi `raRac konkretul SemTxve-

vas Tan dakavSirebiT~.

merab mamardaSvilTan Tsu filosofiis istoriis kaTedraze Sexve-

dra akademikosma guram TevzaZem axalgazrdebs, filosofiis Tanamedrove 

kvle vebis centris TanamSromlebs, SemogvTavaza. 

1985 wlis gazafxuli, xuTSabaTi, 12:00 saaTi, filosofiis istoriis 

kaTedra. cota Seagvianda, magram mobrZanda da Tan ramdenime axalgazrda 

mohyva, romelic sakuTar Tavs mamardaSvilis umcros megobrebs da mowa-

feebs uwodebdnen. samwuxarod, kaTedris patara oTaxSi maTi – mowafeebis – 

adgili ar aRmoCnda. daiwyo zogadi saubari, romelmac sakmao xans gastana. 

nel-nela daiwyo filosofosoba. TiTqos moaxerxa gardasaxva da ukve xelT 

epyra diriJoris joxi, TiTqos Tavis TavTan darCa, misi saTvalis gamadide-

beli SuSebiT kidev ufro gadidebuli Tvalebi Rrma azrovnebas gamoxat-

avda, dinjad saubrobda, cota borZikic SeiniSneboda, es misi azrovnebis 

stilze metyvelebda, TiTqos axal saazrovno diskurss amzadebda. saubarSi 

gamokveTilad mJRavndeboda, rom is uTqmelad gTavazobda dialogs, sur-

da, gayolodiT mis azrovnebas. is amas yvelgan axerxebda, TiTqosda raRac 

meditacia tardeboda. 

im periodSi haidegeriT gatacebuli axalgazrdebisaTvis (axali dabe-

Wdili iyo qarTuli Targmanebi haidegeris `TemSara~, `yofiereba da dro~) 

winaswar dadgenili kliSeebi ar arsebobda. axlandeli gadmosaxedidan, 

maSin axalgazrdebs garkveuli azrovnebiTi ampartavnebac gvaxasiaTebda. 

amgvar `urCobas~ ar iyo Cveuli, rasac misi TvaliT metyveleba amJRavnebda, 

magram Canda, rom es misTvis saintereso gamowveva iyo, mis saubarSi ironiac 
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SeiniSneboda, oRond ironia, rogorc axlis Sobis winare procesi. es iyo, 

albaT, sokratuli dialogi... am Sexvedram Cven bevri ram axleburad dagva-

naxa da gagvaazrebina. 

mamardaSvilisaTvis filosofia profesia araa, aramed arsebobis wesia. 

is mebrZolia, `daumorCilebeli morCili~, romelsac dialogiT unda yvel-

asTan mivides. dialogi masTan filosofiaa, misvla misTvis TviTmizani ar 

aris, aramed masTvis dialogi axali azris dabadebis adgilia. misTvis azri 

SeuZlebelia mokla. TviTon aRniSnavs: `yvelaze totalitaruli, yvelaze 

sastiki da daundobeli sabWoTa reJimic ki uZluria sicocxlesTan brZo-

laSi, radganac cxovreba, Tundac susti, rogorc balaxi, amoxeTqavs asfal-

tis zedapirs da gaxeTqavs qvas. es is auxsneli Zalaa adamianSi, romliTac 

cdilobs artaxebis garRvevas, yovelTvis iltvis transcendenciisken~.
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Demur Jalaghonia

A PHENOMENON OF MERAB MAMARDASHVILI ͵ “GEORGIAN SOCRATES”

Summary

I have thought many Ɵ mes about Merab Mamardashvili, his phenomenon, a “strange” man-
ner of his thinking ... it is diffi  cult to write about such man ... My thinking did not give up judging 
him. It was a painful thought, but at this Ɵ me, something is forming into deeper layers of conscious-
ness. He is a man of such a complex biography, even in his biography one should look for the origins 
of the analysis of his phenomenon. As the great German philosopher Fichte put it: “A man chooses 
a philosophy similar to him”.
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In the fi rst half of the 80s, Mamardashvili’s lectures became an event, he had a completely 
“new layer” of listeners, who were following him closely. They realized that this person was “diff er-
ent” and aŌ er listening to classical philosophical lectures, they understood that they dealt with a 
strange, true-minded philosopher who disregarded the academic narraƟ ve system as if it seemed 
destrucƟ ve, but he managed to turn the audience into a maternity ward of the great thinking. 
They understood him, but they were unable fully understand him. You always remembered him 
... somewhere, why? – Everyone answered diff erently. He was disƟ nguished by his style, clothing, 
hanging the bag, big disƟ ncƟ ve sunglasses, and inseparable pipe and umbrella; he carried an um-
brella almost everywhere. What did he carry in his bag, a few books or records for a lecture but he 
did not use it, and a large, huge tape recorder that he arranged himself before the lecture began; 
he recorded his own lecture and thus created a stream of living thoughts recorded from unwriƩ en 
philosophy – the philosophy of consciousness. His thinking was aƩ racƟ ve and enlightening, push-
ing you towards freedom. A strange man was standing at the pulpit ... creaƟ ng his philosophy in 
front of the audience.

Jean-Pierre Vernani called him “Georgian Socrates”.
Mr. Givi Margvelashvili writes: Merab’s lectures can not be called a lecture in the literal sense 

of the word; this is not a “reading” or “lecturing” but a free, philosophical improvisaƟ on or a phil-
osophically improvised search for what is to be said and how it should be formulated. “What he 
always conveys to his fascinated and inspired audience is philosophy in acƟ on”.

He said, “I put the truth above the homeland and the quesƟ on arises: can many Georgians put 
the truth above the imaginary interests of their homeland?, if they can’t, they were bad ChrisƟ ans”.

He was not interested in exisƟ ng models of thinking. He did not separate himself, but tried 
to come out from thinking by thinking, which created a new horizon of consciousness. There has 
already happened a split of consciousness, which led to suspicion. He tried to penetrate the fi eld of 
consciousness of Descartes, to create new modifi caƟ ons of thinking. But all this was very diffi  cult. 
Diffi  cult because consciousness had to be invesƟ gated by the consciousness that itself needed to be 
understood. There is also thinking, I think, and the fact that I have to think from thinking is confusing.

For Mamardashvili, the main thing was the phenomenon of consciousness, its research and 
the possibility of the human mind. He developed a method, a twist of thinking. He had no other 
way. It was a way of how to get out from his skin. The most painful process had to go through. I 
remembered Grigol Robakidze’s paradigm, how a snake changes its skin.

This is a transfi guraƟ on. Is it possible to exit from thinking and enter into thinking? In the audi-
ence, he was performing exactly the act of change, “naƟ vity act” and his listeners became the parƟ ci-
pants of this, thirsty for thinking, but not knowing what thinking is, here he really looked like Socrates.

He considered three philosophers anointed with divine grace: Plato /Socrates, Descartes, and 
Kant. He was thinking about thinking, philosophizing about philosophy.

He was able to break the totalitarian silence, he studied consciousness as the main model in 
order to transcend in the unknown-mysterious world, and by this he honored Plato. He managed to 
go out from himself toward other and at the same Ɵ me to open a new window in himself, which is 
the way to the unknown world, to the Lord ... This does not mean that this is not the end of access 
to the mystery, but that human is now beginning to emerge from the darkness, which is a new way 
of searching for the human essence, the mystery.
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PHENOMENOLOGY AND CULTURE: GOLLABORATION BETWEN 
GEORGIAN AND LATVIAN PHILOSOPHERS 

Abstract: The common feature of the young Latvian and Georgian philosophers of the 1970’s and 
1980’s was the belief that philosophy should not serve directly to the Soviet ideology but must 
open wider world intellectual horizons. CollaboraƟ on was mainly focused on the invesƟ gaƟ ons of 
culture, life, consciousness and symbols, human being and freedom. The mentaliƟ es of Georgian 
and Latvian people have not been very similar but the Ɵ me of brutal occupaƟ on and period of life 
in the USSR made them comparable. One of the similariƟ es at the Ɵ me of Soviet power was to live 
in spite of it. It has been characterized in the works of Latvian wriƩ er Zenta Mauriņa and Georgian 
philosopher Merab Mamardashvili. Before the WWII there were parallels between Georgian and 
Latvian orientaƟ ons to phenomenology. Kote Bakradze and Teodors Celms studied Husserl’s phe-
nomenology together in Freiburg University at 1922-23. Between 1945-1991 important philosoph-
ical fi gure from Georgia was Zurab Kakabadze with his appeal “Back to man himself!”. Kakabadze 
interpreted human freedom and creaƟ vity as the deepest inner feelings and the highest stage of 
the general tendencies of being. It sounded as an intellectual opposiƟ on against Soviet ideology, 
and Latvian young philosophers (also in Vilnius, Kiev, Moscow etc.) were enthusiasƟ c to follow Kak-
abadze and aŌ er him – Mamardashvili. Kakabadze has published his works in the Analecta Husser-
liana, where later many publicaƟ ons of Riga phenomenologists appeared. At the beginning of the 
1980’s Georgi Tsintsadze, Givi Margvelashvili visited Riga and infl uenced Latvian philosophers to 
study Heidegger’s philosophy (namely the concept of Dasein and will) and hermeneuƟ cs (concept 
of understanding). The most eff ecƟ ve base for collaboraƟ on was phenomenology. From 1970’s 
under the leadership of Nelly Motroshilova in Riga existed Riga phenomenological circle. Latvian 
philosophers received support also from Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka’s World Phenomenology insƟ -
tute (USA) already from 1986 and conƟ nued to prepare publicaƟ ons for the internaƟ onal ediƟ on 
Analecta Husserliana. Zurab Kakabadze was among the founders of the World Phenomenology 
insƟ tute (USA, Boston). Merab Mamardashvili was one of those philosophers who contributed to 
the revival of phenomenology in Latvia’s philosophy. Georgian philosopher’s ideas about phenom-
enological purifi caƟ on of consciousness and “converted forms” had a wide recepƟ on in the USSR. 
In a mediated form it stressed the possibility of spiritual opposiƟ on – that was one of the reasons 
of Mamardashvili’s popularity. One could name many personaliƟ es in Latvia who have recognised 
the importance of Mamardashvili’s teaching and performances – prof. Rihards Kūlis, prof. Andris 
Rubenis, prof. Māra Rubene, researcher Ansis Zunde, prof. Igors Šuvajevs, journalist Uldis Tīrons, 
researcher Kārlis Rutmanis (1958-1992), doctoral students Anna Kande-Strazdiņa, Līva Vītola, Jānis 
Šķesteris and others. Mamardashvili had a personal reason to pay many confi denƟ al visits to Latvia 
– in Riga in the 1970’s lived his beloved woman Zelma HaiƟ , who later emigrated to Israel. Interest 
in Mamardashvili’s philosophy in Latvia is illustrated by the fact that students have organized many 
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Mamardashvili Readings (Riga, University of Latvia, 2010, 2011, 2013) and released some materials 
in digital format. A collecƟ on of Georgian philosopher’s arƟ cles has been translated into Latvian 
under the Ɵ tle Domātprieks – Joy of thinking (1994). CollaboraƟ on between Georgian and Latvian 
philosophers at the XXI century conƟ nues on the basis of phenomenological invesƟ gaƟ ons and par-
Ɵ cipaƟ on of the doctoral students of the University of Latvia at the philosophical events in Tbilisi. 

Keywords: philosophy, Georgia, Latvia, phenomenology, Kote Bakradze, Teodors Celms, Zurab Kak-
abadze, Georgi Tsintsadze, Givi Margvelashvili, Merab Mamardashvili, Mamuka Dolidze.

Philosophy is special refl exion on being, life, death, consciousness and situaƟ on of the 
human beings understanding of which requires a trained level of percepƟ on involved in the 
same philosophical language narraƟ ve. Philosophical communicaƟ on between people from 
diff erent countries is based on knowing and understanding this philosophical language and 
the set of onthological, epistemological, social, ethical and aestheƟ cal problems. The form 
in which philosophizing realizes itself and the words used therein determine the concurrent 
possibiliƟ es of philosophy and cooperaƟ on between naƟ ons. Philosophizing comes fi rst, while 
philosophy takes shape from its sediments in the texts, and ideas. Textual sediments come 
back to life, are decoded and incorporated into the present-day philosophizing process. Col-
laboraƟ on between Latvian and Georgian philosophers has been realized in this way – by using 
similar narraƟ ves in the XX century.

1. Similarities between Georgian and Latvian philosophical interests and                        1. Similarities between Georgian and Latvian philosophical interests and                        
styles of philosophizing styles of philosophizing 

Enhanced collaboration between Latvian and Georgian philosophers which started at 
the 1970’s was based on a common interest to raise deeper awareness of human nature, 
consciousness, humanism, universal character of the world culture, and willingness to 
overcome the narrowness of Marxism. The common feature of the young Latvian and Georgian 
philosophers was the belief that philosophy should not serve directly to the Soviet ideology 
but must open wider world intellectual horizons. Many young philosophers at the 1970’s were 
convinced that there are true and false philosophical disciplines. The false ones were mainly 
based on arbitrarily concocted Soviet political constructions, serving theories of communism 
and politics, or satisfying elementary pragmatic social needs of Soviet people. But the true 
philosophy existed in the minds of free human beings. 

At the beginning of collaboraƟ on between Latvian and Georgian philosophers there was 
a convicƟ on that philosophy must express life in words that are genuine, communicaƟ vely 
resounding and belonging to one and the same layer of truth – existenƟ ally based truth. Lat-
vian poet Janis Poruk’s wrote: “Philosophizing in the long run is just playing with your face 
straight”.1 Groups of the Latvian and Georgian philosophers found as common this deeper 
feeling of anƟ -ideological, philosophically anthropological, phenomenological world-view. At 
the Soviet Ɵ me it existed as some kind of underground truth expressed in the academic work, 
in cultural symbols and individual cravings for freedom. People communicated not directly as 

1 Dāle, Pauls. Gara problēmas (The Problems of the Spirit, Rīga, 1935, 22. lpp.
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representaƟ ves of the offi  cial insƟ tuƟ ons but mainly as philosophically interested personal-
iƟ es. OrientaƟ on in the diff erent trends of philosophy, level of knowledge, way of thinking, 
and feeling of inner freedom was recognized and compared at the process of communicaƟ on 
and exchange of opinions. Friendship created mutual understanding between phenomenolo-
gists, but ideologically orientated defenders of Marxism-Leninism remained in another group 
– group of “strangers”. 

Nikolai Javakhishvili in his book Очерки истории грузино балтийских взаимоотношний 
(DescripƟ ons of the history of relaƟ onships between Georgia and the BalƟ cs, 2019), gives 
detailed descripƟ on of the collaboraƟ on between Georgian and BalƟ c countries. He gives 
chronology of exchange between economists, members of governments, arƟ sts, scienƟ sts, 
but philosophical relaƟ onships are not included in this huge book. Refl ecƟ ng about the like-
ness of the history of both naƟ ons the autor qoutes Latvian medical doctor Inguna Ebele (she 
was one of the Latvia’s main contact persons in Georgia at the Ɵ me of Gorbachov’s perestroi-
ka): “The Awakening in the Caucasus began almost at the same Ɵ me as the Awakening in the 
BalƟ c countries”.1?? The poliƟ cal path of breaking out of the USSR was common.

Truthful communicaƟ on was very important for philosophy in the USSR at 1970’s and 
1980’s. The words change but also remain as a common thread revealing through Ɵ mes the 
true existence of being human and refl ecƟ ng about his or her main life problems – freedom, 
liberty, life, death, work, jusƟ ce and society development. 

BalƟ c states – Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania – became independent from the USSR in August, 
1991. The same happened with Georgia and other republics of USSR. These poliƟ cal events 
tesƟ fi ed the end of Marxist ideology. A romanƟ c self-designaƟ on as a “naƟ on of singers” has 
turned into a peculiar stereotype for BalƟ c countries, especially for Latvians, which had per-
meated the ideological discourse during all the periods of heightened naƟ onal awareness. 

Marxism in Latvia died silently and almost unnoƟ ced. Some students organized a public 
show where they buried a book on scienƟ fi c communism that had been wriƩ en in Russia. This 
funeral was held before the offi  cial independence declaraƟ on was adopted. 

But the owl of Minerva fl ies out only in twilight, said Hegel. It is clear that at the XXI cen-
tury there will be a substanƟ al change in the value system of the humanity. The collapse of 
the USSR is not just a poliƟ cal fact. Changes in the world fi nd expression in possible confl icts 
between civilizaƟ ons and climate catastrophe. The European Union’s ideologists do not have 
enough philosophical ideas about what European Union is and what it would like to be. There-
fore it is impossible to lock philosophy in some country or to limit it to some specifi c historical 
situaƟ on.2

SituaƟ on in philosophy in Latvia in the 1980’s and aŌ er 1991 was similar to Georgia when 
the Soviet regime came to the end and capitalism, neo-liberalism and free market became 

1 Джавахишвили, Николай. Очерки истории грузино балтийских взаимоотношний. Tbilisi, 2019, p. 329.
2 HumaniƟ es and Social Sciences. Latvia. 2006, Nr. 1, Riga, University of Latvia. The volume is devoted 

to analysis of philosophical ideas in Latvia.
Kūle, Maija. Phenomenology and Culture. Riga: FSI, 2002.
Kūlis, Rihards. NaƟ onal IdenƟ ty and the Possibility of Intercultural Dialogue In: HumaniƟ es and Social 
Sciences. Latvia, 1994, N. 3.
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main ideological basis for change. Mamuka Dolidze characterizes this situaƟ on comparing to 
the philosophy in France (expressed at that Ɵ me by Jacque Derrida’s free spirit): “Compared 
to the chaoƟ c state of my homeland [Georgia], where the comfort of philosophical meditaƟ on 
seems to be out of place, I felt sorry for Georgian scholars as the obstacles of daily rouƟ ne and 
permanent poliƟ cal tension deprived them of elementary rights of parƟ cipaƟ on in the global 
development of philosophy and culture”.1

There has been a long-standing relaƟ onship between Latvian and Georgian cultures and 
poliƟ cs, which conƟ nues at present as well. Georgian philosophy, psychology, Uznadze School, 
Zurab Kakabadze’s philosophy on human freedom, Merab Mamardashvili’s lectures in Riga, 
Vilnius and Moscow 1970-1990 infl uenced Latvia’s philosophy during the Soviet Ɵ me, turning 
away from offi  cial Marxism and addressing Western philosophical opinions. 

Georgian and Latvian style of philosophising was (and conƟ nues to be) in some sense 
similar – orientaƟ on to the conƟ nental philosophy, phenomenology and hermeneuƟ cs, to the 
German romanƟ cism’s teaching of the great personaliƟ es, studying of the German classical 
philosophy, philosophy of life, neo-KanƟ sm, Bergsonism. AnalyƟ cal philosophy, logical em-
piricism, behaviourism, pragmaƟ sm were not dominant at the Ɵ me when the collaboraƟ on 
started. 

Mentality of Georgian and Latvian people was not very similar but the Ɵ me of brutal oc-
cupaƟ on and period of life in the USSR made them comparable. One of similariƟ es at the Ɵ me 
of brutal power was to live in spite of it.

Nowadays their similarity is based on striving for the European Union’s values and NATO 
for Georgia, but Latvia, already being EU and NATO member state, is more directed to the wel-
fare state and geo-poliƟ cal security for the BalƟ cs. 

Zenta Maurina, one of the world-known Latvian writers (65 books in Latvian, German, 
Swedish, Russian languages) wrote many essays about Latvian mentality. She put at the fore-
front whiteness (love for the white colour), folk songs, singing people, etc. Mauriņa’s lifelong 
themes of interest were the relaƟ onship among individuals, the need for joy, and the power 
of human love. She returned to the ChrisƟ an archetypes and declared very important moral 
idea – as long as the off spring of Cain and Judas live among us, we dare not love our enemies. 
For Cain and Judas, our love is something to be sneered at, and if we give love out of our own 
free will, then they take it as a weapon to use against us. The Russian and German occupaƟ ons 
of Latvia demonstrated it at the XX century. Because strangers hate us and want to destroy us 
with deviousness, with enslavement and famine, wrote Maurina. And the fi rst vicƟ ms were 
those who approached them with love. If a person of culture who is a creator of values bows 
before barbarians and destroyers and off ers them his or her love, then he or she becomes an 
idiot. Judas and Cain cannot be recreated through love. For Latvians defi ance, paƟ ence and 
calmness are characterisƟ c, life in spite of… and opposiƟ on to the poliƟ cal seducƟ ons.2 Despite 
this, some part of Latvians succumbed to the lure of Marxists; they became the Red rifl emen 
(красные стрелки) and supporters of Soviet power. 

1 Dolidze, Mamuka. Essays in PracƟ cal Phenomenology. Tbilisi, 2018, p. 215.
2 Mauriņa, Zenta. Par latviešu dvēseles saglabāšanu. Grāmatā: Spīts (Spite). Daugavas vanagi, 1949, 

11.-22. lpp.
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What could we read about Georgian mentality? It is interesƟ ng to follow professor’s Mer-
ab Mamardashvili lecture>Vienna at the beginning of XX century” given on 1990, at the Push-
kin museum. Mamardashvili said: “I felt some talent typical to the environment in which I was 
born. I would call it a talent of life or illegal pleasure. When there was no reason for pleasure, 
we made a joyous feast of nothing, without special material possibiliƟ es. A boƩ le of wine and 
a loaf of bread. And a real feast in spite of everything. [..] In front of others you have to be fun, 
light, overwhelmed by this illicit joy. The sound of pleasure is a challenge to fate and misfor-
tunes; it is impossible to take this pleasure away, of course”.1 Very characterisƟ c moment that 
Mamardashvili liked the American song They Cant’t Take That Away from Me.

Spirit of self-defence, living in spite of the totalitarian power, development of philoso-
phy of freedom were the main similariƟ es between the Georgian and Latvian philosophers. 
Achievement of philosophical perfecƟ on required high personality standards. What is import-
ant here is that philosophising comes to be deposited in theories not only as a sum total of 
noƟ ons, but also through the style of personaliƟ es, vocabulary and the forms of life. A sense 
of freedom came from them and infl uenced next generaƟ ons.

Outstanding Georgian philosophers demonstrated the search for truth and freedom, they 
were outstanding examples of personaliƟ es for Latvian philosophers – Kote Bakradze, Georgi 
Tsinsadze, Zurab Kakabadze, Givi Margvelashvili, Merab Mamardashvili.

2. Philosophy in Latvia and Georgia before the World War II: Celms and Bakradze2. Philosophy in Latvia and Georgia before the World War II: Celms and Bakradze

The history of Latvian philosophy cannot be seen as one certain tradiƟ on or one philo-
sophical trend. It is rather a mixture of scaƩ ered facts, ideas and infl uences. Philosophy in 
BalƟ c culture at the past centuries has been a “foreign body” brought in from the German, 
Russian, someƟ mes from the catholic Polish philosophical schools. The ideas of Enlightenment 
reached the BalƟ cs along various routes and one of them was Königsberg in East Prusia. The 
original publicaƟ on of three of Kant’s CriƟ ques in Latvia tesƟ fi es to the profound infl uence of 
Kant’s philosophy there. Kant’s brother lived in Mitau (Jelgava) and Kant has been invited to 
join Peter’s Academy which was opened in Jelgava in 1775, but he never came. Despite this, 
the interest in Kant’s philosophy has been permanent.

German philosophers J. G. Herder and J. Hamann took part in the cultural and philo-
sophical life of Latvia and Estonia. Herder lived and worked in Riga from 1764 Ɵ ll 1769 and 
infl uenced the spiritual and intellectual life in Riga at that Ɵ me. He held that folk songs are 
people’s cultural archives, the storehouse of religion and cosmogony, of the forefathers’ ac-
complishments and historical events. Other ideas of the Enlightenment, which later became 
the philosophical basis for the theory of human rights and liberalism – such as recogniƟ on of 
the highest value of individuality, the need for personal development, risk, self-responsibility 
– came to the forefront later. IndustrializaƟ on of the BalƟ c countries started at the end of XIX 

1 Мамардашвили M. Вена в начале XX века. (Vīne XX gadsimta rītausmā). TranslaƟ on in the Latvian 
Language. In: Merabs Mamardašvili. Sevis virspusē, lasot Mamardašvili. StarptauƟ skas zinātniskas 
konferences “Mamardašvili lasījumi 2010” materiāli. Rīga: FSI, DVD. pp. 141.-155.



Philosophical-Theological Review, #11, 2021

26

century and at the beginning of XX century Marxist and Social-democrat’s followers appeared 
in Latvia.1

In the twenƟ es and thirƟ es of XX century Latvian philosophy witnessed rapid develop-
ment. There were representaƟ ves of Bergsonism – Pauls Jurevičs, neo-KanƟ anism – Pēter-
is Zālīte and Valters Frosts, personalism and “energeƟ c idealism” – Pauls Dāle. There were also 
neo-Thomists – Pēteris Strods, some posiƟ vists –Roberts Vipers, specialists of hermeneuƟ cs 
and philosophy of life school, writer Zenta Mauriņa. Philosophy of culture and existenƟ alism 
of Ortega y Gasset were the fi elds covered by KonstanƤ ns Raudive. 

Before World War II there was Herder InsƟ tute in Riga, and some famous German philos-
ophers were invited as guest lecturers. MarƟ n Heidegger visited Riga and gave philosophical 
lectures. Heidegger has not infl uenced the Latvian intellectual life as much as Herder did, but 
his visit showed that BalƟ c cultural value system before World War II was developing in rela-
Ɵ vely close relaƟ onship with German classical culture. 

Phenomenology was widely known in Latvia during the twenƟ es and thirƟ es of the XXcen-
tury. Professor Teodors Celms (1893-1989) was an unquesƟ oned authority among the inter-

preters of phenomenology. To the trend of phenomenology also 
belongs German philosopher Kurt Stavenhagen (1884-1951) who 
lived in Latvia. Celms published noteworthy book Der phänome-
nologische Idealismus Husserls (1928) about Husserl criƟ cizing the 
laƩ er’s phenomenological solipsism.2 In his later life in exile (USA) 
Celms developed themes of life-world phenomenology and herme-
neuƟ cs.3

Among persons meaningful in the history of phenomenologi-
cal studies one could menƟ on Kote Bakradze who studied Husserl’s 
phenomenology during 1922-25 at Freiburg and Heidelberg univer-
siƟ es. So did also Teodors Celms, who studied with Husserl at the 
same Ɵ me (1922-23). Kote Bakradzein 1922–25 aƩ ended lectures 
of Edmund Husserl, Richard Kroner, and John Kohn. Cohn’s lectures 

1 Marxism, Social-democraƟ c ideas, Culture-criƟ cism in Latvia. The New Current – beginning of the XX 
century. See: Ideju vēsture Latvijā. Jaunā strāva – 20. gs. sākums. I daļa. Antoloģija. Sast. E. Buceniece, 
Rīga: Raka, 2005, 133.-309. lpp.; Лига Лапа. 1905 год в Латвии. B: Латвия и латыши. Tom 2, Рига: 
Латвийская Академия наук, 2019. c. 401-431.

2 Vēgners, Uldis. Theodore Celm’s Critique of Edmund Husserl’s Phenomenology in the Context of the 
Problem of Solipsism. In: HumaniƟ es and Social Sciences. Latvia. Vol. 19, Issue 1, Summer-Autumn 
2011, pp. 143-157.

3 Kūle, Maija, Līva Muižniece, Uldis Vēgners. Teodors Celms: fenomenoloģiskie meklējumi. Rīga: FSI, 
2009. Summary, pp. 325-330; Kūle, Maija. Theodor Celms: Forerunner of the Phenomenology of Life. 
In: Analecta Husserliana, vol. LIY, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998, pp. 295-302.; Buceniece, Ella. 
Teo dors Celms, Kurt Stavenhagen and Phenomenology in Latvia. In: Phenomenology World-wide. 
FoundaƟ ons – Expanding Dynamics – Life-engagements. A Quide for Research and Study. Kluwer Aca-
demic publishers, 2003, pp. 312-315.

Photo: Kote Bakradze (up) 
and Teodors Celms (down)
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were about psychology, but Kroner studied Religious philosophy of German Idealism. Teodors 
Celms was Husserl’s, Kroner’s and Cohn’s student as well and aƩ ended their lectures. We do 
not know if these Georgian and Latvian philosophers were acquainted, but it is possible be-
cause they have spent Ɵ me in the same auditorium. 

Bakradze accepted Marxist philosophy at the end of 1920’s. Celms never did it, all his 
life-Ɵ me he stood in the opposiƟ on to Marxism and Communist ideology. From the thirƟ es 
in Georgia the violaƟ ons of democraƟ c norms made philosophical invesƟ gaƟ ons even dan-
gerous. SituaƟ on in Latvia (as an independent state) was diff erent – local philosophers were 
highly recognized and sƟ mulated to develop naƟ onal and Western ideas. 

Kote Bakradze, like Teodors Celms, criƟ cised Huserl’s solipsism, but Celms called for a fo-
cus on criƟ cal realism, while Bakradze, wriƟ ng about evidence turned to a concept of pracƟ ce. 
Bakradze’s book in Russian, in which a modern analysis of Hegel’s dialecƟ cs is given and Hus-
erl’s teaching of Logische Untersuchungen is explained, was an excellent guiding explanaƟ on 
how otherwise look at the classical philosophy. For me personally, this Russian translaƟ on of 
Bakradze’s book gave a fresh look to Hegel and Huserl when I wrote my fi rst dissertaƟ on on 
hermeneuƟ cs (1979). Parallels between Kote Bakradze’s and Teodors Celms’s interests at the 
pre-war situaƟ on were clear and similar – orientaƟ on to German philosophy, German lan-
guage, newest trends of phenomenology. AŌ er the World War II Celms emigrated to the USA 
and conƟ nued to work on phenomenological philosophy unƟ l the end of his life. 

The most signifi cant fi gure of Latvian religious philosophy of the XX century was prof. 
Staņislavs Ladusāns S.J. (1912-1993), who preached the doctrine of neo-Thomism and devel-
oped “phenomenology of cogniƟ on” within the framework of religious philosophy.1 Ladusāns 
had never been orthodox neo-Thomist, yet at the same Ɵ me he never overcame the basic 
principles of Catholicism. Philosophy, in his opinion, rises above the mundaneness; it is the 
love of culture. His research has received internaƟ onal recogniƟ on, as he has presided four 
World ChrisƟ an congresses of Catholic philosophy, has published numerous books in Portu-
guese and in Latvian. AŌ er World War II he moved to Brasil. He was rector of São Paulo Univer-
sity, became director of the Philosophy Research InsƟ tute at the PonƟ fi cal Catholic University 
in Rio de Janeiro (CONPEFIL). Ladusāns’ life work was devoted to the substanƟ aƟ on of mulƟ -
dimensional humanism, phenomenology and culture. Ladusāns developed the naturally crit-
ical realism, drawing on the ideas of such outstanding religious philosophers as St. AugusƟ ne 
and St. Thomas Aquinas, Vladimir Solovjov, and contemporary thinkers J. Maritain, E. Gilson, 
P. Ricoeur, and others. 

The aim of Ladusan’s philosophy was to overcome the relaƟ vity of cogniƟ on by conduct-
ing a criƟ cal dialogue with scienƟ sm, neo-posiƟ vism, senƟ mentalism, pragmaƟ sm, and tradi-
Ɵ onalism. The fi nal result of criƟ cal refl ecƟ on must be the formaƟ on of an integral science of 
the human being with a deeper dimension of humanism. 

1 Ladusāns St. S.J. Daudzpusīgā gnozeoloģija (Many-sided Gnoseology). Rīga: 1994; Kiope, Māra. Klāt-
būtne. Latviešu un brazīliešu fi lozofa jezuīta Staņislava Ladusāna dzīve un darbs. Rīga: LU Filozofi jas un 
socioloģijas insƟ tūts, 2015, 524 lpp.;  Kūle, Maija. Phenomenology of CogniƟ on and CriƟ cal Gnoseol-
ogy: Staņislavs Ladusāns S.J. In: Phenomenology and Culture. Riga: FSI, 2002, part II, Pp. 155-164.
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Love of culture could be named as one of the greatest similariƟ es between Georgian and 
Latvian philosophies. The religious-philosophical basis of Catholicism and Georgian Orthodox 
church has some diff erences, but the streaming to humanism unites spiritual intenƟ ons of 
both confessions.

3. Philosophy in Latvia at 1945-1991 and parallels 3. Philosophy in Latvia at 1945-1991 and parallels 
with the Georgian philosophywith the Georgian philosophy

Unfortunately, World War II, which was followed by the incorporaƟ on of the BalƟ cs into 
the Soviet empire, put an end to the studies of phenomenology, philosophy of history, culture, 
existenƟ alism, philosophy of life, hermeneuƟ cs and some direcƟ ons of analyƟ cal philosophy. 
The same happened in Georgia under the offi  cial Soviet ideology from 1921, and Marxism-
Leninism became state philosophy. 

The diff erence between Georgian and Latvian philosophers was the fact that all major 
pre-war philosophers emigrated from Latvia to the USA, Australia, Sweden, Germany, and 
there was no succession in ideas and teaching, while Georgia maintained a link with the 
philosophers of the 1930s who conƟ nued to live in the republic many Ɵ mes being repressed.1

Professional philosophers in post-war BalƟ c states appeared only in the 1960-70’s. 
Professors who worked in Latvia were Ernsts Karpovics, Ivans Vedins and others. Eastern Soviet 
style Marxism was more poliƟ cal and pracƟ cal, Western Marxism was more sophisƟ cated, 
humanisƟ c, orientated to social and culture criƟ cism and some BalƟ c philosophers tried to 
follow Western type of Marxism already at the 1970’s. 

Among the Marxist propagators there were a lot of free-minded philosophers in the 
1980’s. They used quotes from the Marxist literature only as a surface for their works with a 
desire deep inside to know more about philosophy in the rest of the world. The offi  cial study 
program of the University of Latvia in the 1970’s and 1980’s allowed the study of modern 
Western philosophy along with Marxist ideas. The fi rst program was very popular among the 
students. 

A typical phenomenon in the BalƟ c states was the so called half-Marxism with the orien-
taƟ on to the Western philosophical ideas (phenomenology, existenƟ alism, philosophy of lan-
guage, philosophical anthropology, modern aestheƟ cs). It seems that Georgian philosopher 
Kote Kakabadze who published book The Problem of the Human Being (1980) could be called 
a half-Marxist, too. Giorgi Nodia characterizes Kakabadze: “[…] he belonged to the generaƟ on 
whose spiritual formaƟ on was infl uenced by 1956, by criƟ cism of the anƟ -democraƟ c and 
anƟ humanisƟ c essence of [Stalin’s] “personality cult” and by the rehabilitaƟ on of the human 
personality as such”.2 Kakabadze was strongly criƟ cised for abstract humanism and for negat-
ing the Marxist view of social and class values. 

1 Conference at 2019 in Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University was devoted to philosopher’s Kapa-
neli 130th anniversary. Georgian professors described how the system of repressions of philosophers 
worked at the Soviet Ɵ me. 

2 Nodia, Giorgi. Back to Man Himself. In: Analecta Husserliana, vol. XXVII, Man within His Life-World. Ed. 
by A.-T. Tymieniecka. Kluwer Academic publishers, 1989, p. 6. 
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Not long aŌ er liberaƟ on from the USSR I wrote a short essay about Kakabadze in the En-
cyclopedia of Phenomenology. I recognized that “Kakabadze’s […] humanisƟ c philosophy had a 
great infl uence on the young generaƟ on of philosophers in Georgia, Ukraine, Latvia, and ciƟ es 
as Moscow and Leningrad. The defence of human being means “going back to nature itself”. 
The root of the ecological crisis lies in taking nature for an inert object that serves human will. 
Humankind and nature must be understood as permeated by the common universal tenden-
cies of being”.1

In the 1960’s Zurab Kakabadze concreƟ sed Husserl’s maxim “Back to the things them-
selves” to “back to man himself”.2 He criƟ cised Husserl for underesƟ maƟ on of genuine sub-
jecƟ vity because the subject is thus objecƟ fi ed and loses its self – individuality. For Kakabadze 
human freedom and creaƟ vity were the deepest inner feelings and the highest stage of the 
general tendencies of being. It sounded as an intellectual opposiƟ on against Soviet ideology, 
and Latvian young philosophers (also in Vilnius, Kiev, Moscow etc.) were enthusiasƟ c to follow 
Kakabadze and aŌ er him – to Mamardashvili.

Kakabadze has published his works in the Analecta Husserliana, where later many publi-
caƟ ons from the Riga phenomenologists appeared. Mamuka Dolidze joined this ediƟ on of the 
phenomenology of life aŌ er year 2000. The President of the World InsƟ tute for Advanced Phe-
nomenological Research and Learning Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka included Zurab Kakabadze at 
the list of councillors of the InsƟ tute (1976) next to Paul Ricoeur, Emmanuel Levinas, Gerhardt 
Funke, Joseph Kockelmans etc. Thus, many Latvian philosophers, being associated with the 
World phenomenology insƟ tute, came close to Kakabadze’s ideas.

Kakabadze’s last works were devoted to harmonious relaƟ onships between human be-
ings and nature. He turned slogan to the “going back to nature itself!” Kakabadze writes: “[…] 
instead of transforming Nature and thereby creaƟ ng arƟ fi cial means, we are to seek and dis-
cover new methods of uƟ lizing Nature without essenƟ ally transforming and reshaping it”.3 It is 
important for philosophy of today to explain that the roots of the ecological crisis lie in taking 
nature for an object that serves human will.

Riga became famous in the former Soviet Union because of its phenomenology stud-
ies. Through this branch of philosophy in the situaƟ on of that Ɵ me, philosophers could prove 
their belief in an intellectual system where personality, freedom and individuality came fi rst.4 
The visiƟ ng professors from Moscow Nelly Motroshilova, Piama Gaidenko, Tamara Kuzmina, 
Sergey Averintzev sƟ mulated and deepened interest in phenomenology, philosophical anthro-

1 Kūle, Maija. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. In:Encyclopedia of phenomenology. Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, 1997. Pp. 714.

2 Nodia, Giorgi. Back to Man Himself.In: Analecta Husserliana, vol. XXVII, Man within His Life-World. Ed. 
by A.-T. Tymieniecka. Kluwer Academic publishers, 1989, p. 5-7.

3 Kakabadze, Zurab M. Back to Nature Itself! In: Analecta Husserliana, vol. XIV, The Phenomenology of 
Man and of the Human CondiƟ on. Ed. by A.-T. Tymieniecka. D. Reidel Publishing company, 1983, p. 424. 

4 Buceniece, Ella. Teodors Celms, Kurt Stavenhagen and Phenomenology in Latvia. In: Phenomenology 
World-Wide. FoundaƟ ons-Expanding Dynamics-Life-Engagements. A Guide for Research and Study. 
Ed. by A.-T. Teresa. Kluwer Academic publishers, 2002. P. 315.
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pology, humanism in Soviet Ɵ mes when they delivered courses of lectures in Riga. They creat-
ed a favourable atmosphere in which aƩ empts were made to evaluate the on-going processes 
in the world irrespecƟ ve of Marxist dogmas. The same process could be recognized in Georgia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia.

Nelli Motroshilova (Moscow, InsƟ tute of Philosophy) was the iniƟ ator of the Riga group 
of phenomenologists1 at the Soviet Ɵ me and aŌ er. She paid aƩ enƟ on to the Merab Mamar-
dashvili lectures as a unique source for philosophical studies.2 The group had close Ɵ es with 
Lithuanian philosophers Tomas Sodeika, Arunas Sverdiolas and Russian phenomenologist 
Viktor Molchanov.3 The characterizaƟ ons “criƟ que” and “bourgeois” were compulsory in any 
research on Western philosophy during the Soviet Ɵ mes. The issue about ontological self-de-
pendence of consciousness and human being was widely acknowledged by those engaged in 
the humaniƟ es in Latvia. 

Several proposiƟ ons were outlined about the ontological status of myth, phenomena of 
culture and history. These views, in their turn, changed the basic premises of the humaniƟ es 
and compelled them not to regard objects of invesƟ gaƟ on as phenomena which have been 
derived from a certain substance (socio-economic basis) but to treat them within phenome-
nological being as meaningful phenomena.

The most eff ecƟ ve collaboraƟ on base between the Georgian and Latvian philosophers 
was phenomenology. InvesƟ gaƟ on of phenomenology gave basis for criƟ cal thinking and de-
veloped interest in subjecƟ ve experience, inner structures of consciousness, existenƟ al prob-
lems, reducƟ on of natural world, prejudices, descripƟ on of the life-world, individual values 
and social reality as it is. Since 1990 Riga and Vilnius have been a seat of four internaƟ onal 
phenomenological conferences. Results of the invesƟ gaƟ ons later were published in the series 
of books, including “Analecta Husserliana”. 

Several books were wriƩ en and nine doctoral dissertaƟ on thesis were defended on this 
subject in Latvia at the Soviet period (Māra Rubene, Ella Buceniece, Maija Kūle, Andris Rubenis, 
Rihards Kūlis, Juris Rozenvalds, Larisa Čuhina (Dr. habil. phil.), three in Lithuania (Arunas Sver-
diolas, Tomas Sodeika, Arvydas Sliogeris (Dr.habil.phil), one in Estonia (Ulo Matjus). 

In Riga in the 1980s, a conference was held with the parƟ cipaƟ on of excellent Georgian 
philosophers Georgi Tsintsadze and Givi Margvelashvili. They were impressed with the focus 

1 The term “Riga school of phenomenologists” has been used in Encyclopedia of Phenomenology, Klu-
wer Academic Publishers, 1997, p. 715.

2 Мотрошилова Н. В. Мераб Мамардашвили: философские размышления и личностный опыт. 
Москва, 2007.

3 Four books on phenomenology in Riga-Vilnius were published in the Russian language at 1981-1991: 
Критика феноменологического направления в современной буржуазной философии (CriƟ que of 
the Phenomenological Trend in Contemporary Bourgeois Philosophy, Riga, 1981); Проблема сознания 
в современной буржуазной философии (Problems of Consciousness in Contemporary Bourgeois Phi-
losophy, Vilnius, 1985); Проблемы онтологии в современной буржуазной философии (Problems 
of Ontology in Contemporary Bourgeois Philosophy, Riga, 1988); Феноменология в современном 
мире (Phenomenology in the Contemporary World, Riga, 1991).
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on hermeneuƟ cs and philosophy of dialogue (at fi rst Tsintsadze). Givi Margvelashvili in Riga 
highlighted the quesƟ on of understanding the will in Heidegger’s philosophy and found in-
terested followers. In general, it was a common interest in phenomenology, existenƟ alism, 
hermeneuƟ cs, Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre and others. Latvian philosophers have been intro-
duced with Givi Margvelashvili’s work Time of the plot and Ɵ me of the existence, 1976. The-
ory of values has been explained at the Margelashvili’s work The axiological meaning of the 
diff erence between the existenƟ al and categorial in Heidegger’s ontology, 1979, which had a 
signifi cant impact on understanding of Heidegger’s philosophy.

Georgi Tsintsadzewho travelled to Riga together with 
Margvelashvili introduced with his works The method of 
understanding in philosophy and the problem of the per-
son, 1975, and later with the Human being, personality 
and Ɵ me, 1982. 

At the Soviet Ɵ me nobody believed that they would 
be able to conƟ nue Western European philosophy tra-
diƟ ons that were established in the BalƟ c states in the 
1920-30’s. All philosophical works from the twenƟ es 
and thirƟ es, as well as the works wriƩ en by émigré Bal-
Ɵ c intellectuals were hidden in special funds in libraries 
or destroyed. The same situaƟ on was in Georgia and, for 
example, the name of outstanding philosopher Kapaneli 
has been lost at the intellectual discussions and name was 
forgoƩ en for decades.1

The dominaƟ on of Marxist-Leninist philosophy aŌ er the World War II created a situaƟ on 
where there were not enough means to express naƟ onal and human spiritual experience. 
Phenomenological studies gave opportunity for young philosophers to learn the philosophy of 
the West. Without the support of Moscow philosophy professors like Motroshilova it would 
have never happened in Latvia. 

The role of humanisƟ c philosophy was taken by Latvian poetry, theatre and art. Generally, 
they did what philosophy had to do. Theatre in Latvia became very popular. It is unbelievable 
how popular poetry was in the 1960-80’s (Jan Kaplinsky in Estonia, Ojārs VācieƟ s in Latvia, Mie-
zelaiƟ s in Lithuania). They spoke in metaphors and symbols, thus expressing naƟ onal feelings. 
It was necessary to read between the lines to understand what was being said. It is strange, 
but almost everybody understood what was really being said. The metaphoric language had 
a moral and philosophical power which gave energy to many people. Now, in independent 
BalƟ c states, this infl uence of poetry and literature has disappeared, only some theatres, for 
instance, Riga New Theatre (lead by Alvis Hermanis) conƟ nue to bring philosophical ideas.

The teaching of culture theories, phenomenology and hermeneuƟ cs had a favourable 
soil in Riga. It quickly overcame the borders of Marxist philosophy and started to play the role 
of a broader result of intellectual life. At the end of the 1980’s rapid re-esƟ maƟ on and reha-

1 BagraƟ oni, Irma. KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli’s philosophical and aestheƟ cal concepƟ ons. In: Cross Cultural 
Studies: EducaƟ on and Science, 2017, vol.2, issue II, p.7.

Givi Margelashvili, Georgi Tsintsadze, 
Maija Kūle and Rihards Kūlis in Riga, 

Dom’s square. 
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bilitaƟ on of BalƟ c history, culture and literary heritage started; this process is sƟ ll going on at 
present.

4. Merab Mamardashvili in Riga 4. Merab Mamardashvili in Riga 

Merab Mamardashvili delivered lectures in Riga and Vilnius in 1970’s and 1980’s; 
organized summer school in Vilnius and other places. In the overcrowded Auditorium 1 of the 
Faculty of History and Philosophy in Riga, 1979, University of Latvia, Mamardashvili gave six 
lectures on consciousness, published in 1984. Many young BalƟ c philosophers visited these 
courses of lectures and summer schools. Mamardashvili’s opinions helped philosophers build 
self-confi dence, promote their research independence, and increased their desire to bring 
Western philosophy to Latvia.

Mamardashvili was one of those philosophers who contributed to the revival of 
phenomenology in the Latvian philosophy aŌ er the years of the Soviet dogmaƟ c Marxist 
philosophy. He was a philosopher who could make one see how an idea was born in an oral 
discourse. He considered philosophy to be consciousness aloud. We understood that the 
phenomenological purifi caƟ on (methods of reducƟ on) could be interpreted as geƫ  ng rid 
of Marxist dogmas. The Georgian professor asserted that the major events occurring in the 
world, should be interpreted with the help of philosophy, since philosophy, to his mind, is 
a-social (it is never anƟ -social), a-historical (Ɵ me is only one of the forms of consciousness), 
a-cultural (culture itself is reproducƟ ve, not generaƟ ve) and exisƟ ng beyond ideology.1

My essay about Mamardashvili has been included in the Encyclopedia of phenomenology. 
Georgian philosopher’s ideas about phenomenological purifi caƟ on of consciousness 
and “converted forms” had a wide recepƟ on in the USSR. In a mediated form it stressed 
the possibility of spiritual opposiƟ on – that was one of the reasons for their popularity. 
Mamardashvili, together with Alexandr PyaƟ gorsky worked on ontology of culture and 
wrote about the “anthropological catastrophe”. Only freedom could save human souls from 
oppression. “Mamardashvili focused on individuality and the inimitability of the events of 
being, situaƟ ons, and the uniqueness of the experience of consciousness. This made him 
turn to literature as a special manifestaƟ on of the spirit”.2 He considered phenomenological 
issues in philosophy independently of Husserl, it seems that studies of Hegel’s and Marx’s 
theory led him to the philosophical recogniƟ on of situaƟ onally condiƟ oned consciousness and 
“converted forms”. Converted forms could be applied beyond the sphere of poliƟ cal economy 
because they are characterisƟ c features for ideologies, art, culture and social life. 

Mamardashvili’s works have been infl uenced by M. Foucault, J.-P. Sartre, M. Heidegger (he 
disliked Heidegger’s philosophy), E. Cassirer, M. Merleau-Ponty, etc., but there was not direct 
impact – Mamardashvili’s style and expressions always created new philosophical feelings. 
Māra Rubene formulates: “Mamardashvili is not interested in reality, but in implementaƟ on 

1 Kūle, Maija. Phenomenology and culture. Riga: FSI, 2002, p. 34-35.
2 Kūle, Maija. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. In: Encyclopedia of phenomenology. Kluwer Academic 

Publishers, 1997. Pp. 717.
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(īstenošana), not in essence (būƤ ba), but in happening and event”.1 Zane Ozola interprets 
Mamardashvili from the aestheƟ cal point of view: “The basis of his thinking is in the 
philosophical literature – Dante, Petrarka, Mandelstam, Shakespeare”.2

Mamardashvili’s works were translated into Latvian aŌ er his death and published in 
1994 under the Ɵ tle Domātprieks (Joy of thinking), which is sƟ ll enjoyed by a wide audience. 
Mamardashvili’s lectures on Proust, his book in Russian Символ и сознание (with PjaƟ gorsky) 
in which phenomenological turn has been associated with the refl ecƟ on of symbols in culture 
and literature, also had an impact in Latvia and has even today.

The course of lectures on ancient philosophy, Descartes, Kant, physical metaphysics, de-
livered by Mamardashwili made a great impression on the criƟ cally-tended minds in all BalƟ c 
countries. Mamardashvili was defi nitely a thinker of the SocraƟ c type, an intellectual dissident. 
He played an important role in interpreƟ ng philosophy as a spiritual exercise, both through 
his specifi cally read lectures and personal experience in presenƟ ng the connecƟ on between 
philosophy and life.3 Latvian doctoral student Jānis Šķesteris was enthusiasƟ c to write doctor-
al dissertaƟ on on how spiritual exercises are interpreted in Mamardashvili’s philosophy. He 
defended master thesis “Philosophy as a Way of Life” where he analysed similariƟ es between 
Mamardashvili’s and Pierre Hadot’s world-views. 

Professor Igor Šuvajevs explains in an interview published in the electronic journal Pub-
liskās lietas (Public Aff airs) that the original eff ects of living-related philosophy were played by 
Mamardashvili. In the foreword to the Dzīļu psiholoģija (Depth psychology) Šuvajevs reveals: 
“In the sense of the project (the idea) of book, Merab Mamardashvili has played a key role”.4 
There are many other intellectuals who have recognised the importance of Mamardashvili 
– prof. Rihards Kūlis, prof. Andris Rubenis, prof. Māra Rubene, researcher Ansis Zunde, jour-
nalist Uldis Tīrons5, researcher Kārlis Rutmanis (1958 – 1992), doctoral students Anna Kande-
Strazdiņa, Līva Vītola, Māris Kūlis and others. 

The Georgian philosopher became well known and respected precisely by the current ac-
ademics and not only in the philosophers’ circles. Andris Rubenis recognized that Mamardash-
vili’s harisma was not related to the informaƟ on or knowledge provided in the lectures, but to 
something more important to the human being. He taught to be free – it meant to be respon-

1 Rubene, Māra. Estesis of Mamardashvili Place and Time. In: Mamardašvili lasījumi 2010. Starptau-
Ɵ skas zinātniskās konferences materiāli. Merabs Mamardšvili. Sevis virspusē, lasot Mamardašvili. 
DVD, Riga, 2011, p. 90.

2 Ozola, Zane. The AestheƟ cs of Thinking. Note about Memory/ Recalling. In: Mamardašvili lasījumi 
2010. StarptauƟ skas zinātniskās konferences materiāli. Merabs Mamardšvili. Sevis virspusē, lasot 
Mamardašvili. DVD, Riga, 2011, p. 107.

3 Шатиришвили З. Мeраб Мамардашвили и традиция созерцательной жизни. B: Мeраб Мамар-
дашвили: „Быть философом – это судьба”. Материалы международной конференции. Про-
гресс-Традиция, 2011. С. 104.

4 Šuvajevs, Igors. Dzīļu psiholoģija. Ievads. Riga: Zvaigzne ABC, 2002.
5 Uldis Tirons has been very acƟ ve in Latvia to preserve memories about Mamardashvili and his philo-

sophical tesƟ mony. hƩ ps://www.eurozine.com/i-come-to-you-from-my-solitude/
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sible, moral, to be personality. Instead of simply giving informaƟ on on how freely Socrates had 
lived, and Plato, and Kant, and other great philosophers, Mamardashvili has demonstrated 
what does it mean – to be free in refl ecƟ on and inner life, to realize himself (or herself) here 
and now.1 Rubenis said: “I don’t know if I can ever write something in a larger or smaller form 
called “Mamardashvili’s philosophical beliefs”, because no less important than his thoughts 
and concepts was he himself as a thinker”.2 His infl uence, as Rubenis explained, is not in the 
knowledge he expressed or in the informaƟ on he gave. It lies in the fact that Mamardashvili, in 
his example, was taught to be free, which meant being a conscious creature in this context. He 
came to the philosophical intuiƟ on about many Soviet Ɵ me and contemporary problems at the 
1970’s course of lectures on Experience of physical metaphysics describing the way ideology 
funcƟ ons. 

As an important fact, we can describe the merits of Andris Rubenis, who organized pub-
licaƟ ons of some Mamardashvili’s works. Mamardashvili lectures on audio tapes circulated 
throughout the USSR, but people were interested in published texts and books. A group of 
people had been organised in Riga, who could quickly re-write Mamardashvili’s lectures in 
typescript and prepare a publishable text. One of the brilliant typewriters was Ilona Grūbe. 
Mamardashvili dedicated his volume on physical metaphysics to Andris Rubenis thus thanking 
for support in its preparaƟ on and in the organisaƟ on of transcripƟ on of the audio recordings 
of his lectures in the form of readable text. 

Lectures were not the only Mamardashvili’s link with Riga. Nearly a decade (in the 1970’s 
and 1980’s) Mamardashvili visited Latvia regularly. His aim was deeply private – to visit his 
beloved woman – Zelma HaiƟ . Zelma was ten years older than Mamardashvili and has been 
married. Those who remember Mamardashvili in those years told that Mamardashvili would 
have been a diff erent person without Zelma’s infl uence. Many people are convinced that it 
was Zelma who had given the philosopher a form of aƩ racƟ ve personality. Mainly thanks to 
her, Mamardashvili had become who he was. Where lied her aƩ racƟ veness?

There is a story which Mamardashvili told his sister about Zelma: “She was quite diff erent, 
quite a Western lady. Her clothes were diff erent; her behaviour was diff erent. She was well-ed-
ucated and had suff ered a lot; it was as if she came from another planet”.3

Uldis Tīrons, who had friendship with Merab KonstanƟ novitch, explains: “Zelma HaiƟ , 
to whom Mamardashvili’s series of lectures on Proust are dedicated, was from a tradiƟ onal 
Jewish family from Kuldiga [..] A Latvian army offi  cer by the nickname “Nanks” (his real name 
was Janis Vabulis) had fallen in love with Zelma and somehow got her out of the gheƩ o; when 
the Russians drew closer, both fl ed to Sweden. [..] Zelma’s mother and sister had been killed 
in Rumbula. 

In 1946, Zelma and Nanks were arrested; both spent the next few years in Stalin’s camps. 
In 1960, Zelma happened to be visiƟ ng a woman who was then Mamardashvili’s landlady, and 
he fell in love, remembers Merab’s sister. 

1 Rubenis, Andris. Kāds vārds par fi lozofu. Grāmata, 1991. Nr.11. 33. lpp.
2 Ibid, p. 34.
3 Uldis Tirons. “I come to you from my solitude”, Eurozine. hƩ ps://www.eurozine.com/i-come-to-you-

from-my-solitude/
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The story goes that during a seminar at the then famous Tartu University Mamardashvili 
had suddenly told Yuri Lotman: “Would you please excuse me, Yuri Mikhailovich, I have to 
leave for Riga now. It’s my beloved’s birthday tomorrow”. Lotman had fi rst thought it was a 
joke, but Mamardashvili was serious. 

In 1971, Zelma decided to emigrate [to Israel]. She asked sculptor Ernst Neizvestny to tell 
Merab, but only when she was already gone. Neizvestny told him about Zelma’s departure 
while they were siƫ  ng in the kitchen. (EmigraƟ on was preƩ y much like death in those days; 
there was pracƟ cally no hope of meeƟ ng or even communicaƟ ng ever again.) When Neizvest-
ny dropped in to check on Merab a few hours later, he was sƟ ll siƫ  ng in the same posiƟ on. And 
two days later – sƟ ll the same. Merab and Zelma never saw each other again”.1 Many Mamar-
dashvili’s followers don’t know that his emoƟ onal life has been so closely linked with Riga.

One of Latvian philosophers, whose acƟ viƟ es were greatly infl uenced by Mamardashvili, 
was his follower, Kārlis Rutmanis (1958-1992). Rutmanis life of Rutmanis ended too early and 
his only textual heritage is the book The idea of raƟ onality in philosophy published in Russian 
in 1990. 

Ansis Zunde organized publicaƟ on of Mamardashvili’s texts in Latvian and wrote the 
book’s aŌ erword. In Zundes’s view, Mamardashvili’s infl uence and role are exactly as the 
thought-consuming, less than the author whose philosophy could be analysed and system-
aƟ sed in academic accounƟ ng pracƟ ces. He published paper on the Latvian philosophy and 
Mamardashvili in the Analecta Husserliana where he recognized: “Mamardashvili’s work pro-
vides suffi  cient evidence that he himself is a truly “Soviet Georgian” philosopher. Moreover, 
any true philosopher who fulfi lled his mission under the Soviet regime could not live without 
a poeƟ c spark”.2 In the view of Zunde, the presence of Mamardashvili’s philosophy in Latvian 
culture helped to understand a “pure philosophical appeal”. 

Interest in Mamardashvili’s philosophy is illustrated by the fact that students have organ-
ised Mamardashvili Readings (Riga, University of Latvia, 2010, 2011, 2013) and released some 
materials in a digital form accessible to the contemporary. Conference at 2010 was opened by 
the Ambassador Extraordinary and PlenipotenƟ ary of the Republic of Georgia to the Republic 
of Latvia KonstanƟ n Korkelia, who said: “Let me thank for organisaƟ on of this scienƟ fi c confer-
ence that is one more historical evidence of close friendly Ɵ es between Latvian and Georgian 
socieƟ es […] To qoute Mamardashvili: “Everything is irreversible, and the things which have 
not been done by us will never be done”. Speaking generally about the infl uence of the ideas 
of Mr. Mamardashvili on civil society within the Soviet philosophical culture, it is obvious that 
his central concepts of form, thought and culture signifi cantly infl uenced intellectuals of the 
Soviet period, inspired development of progressive conciseness, created controversy of expe-
rience analyses, as well as developed claim for thought in culture and society”.3

1 Ibid.
2 Zunde, Ansis. Six Para-philosophical Exercises in Latvian Euro(onto) poiesis. In: Analecta Husserliana, 

vol. LXVII. The Origins of Life, vol. II. The Origins of the ExistenƟ al Sharing in Life. Ed. by A.T.Tymieniec-
ka. Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2000, p. 491. 

3 Korkelia, KonstanƟ n. Opening speech. In: Merabs Mamardašvili. Sevis virspusē, lasot Mamardašvili. 
StarptauƟ skas zinātniskas konferences “Mamardašvili lasījumi 2010” materiāli. Rīga: FSI, DVD.
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Nowadays Latvians have good academic relaƟ onship among people who develop the 
trend of phenomenology of life. It includes phenomenology of culture, life, intersubjecƟ vity, 
space and place, Ɵ me, sound, sub-consciousness, idenƟ Ɵ es (in Estonia prof. Tonu Viik, in Lat-
via – Rihards Kūlis, Ella Buceniece, Māra Rubene, Velga Vēvere, Ineta Kivle, Maija Kūle, †Elga 
Freiberga, †Ieva Lapinska, Uldis Vēgners, Māra Grīnfelde, Māra Kiope, Giulio lo Bello, Ginta 
Vēja) and eco-phenomenology (in Italy Daniela Verducci, in Norway – Konrad Rokstad etc.). 

5. Collaboration between Latvian and Georgian Philosophers from 19915. Collaboration between Latvian and Georgian Philosophers from 1991

Inclusion in the global philosophical process came gradually. PromoƟ ng idea at 1990’s was 
namely research in phenomenology. Latvian philosophers received support from Anna-Teresa 
Tymieniecka’s World Phenomenology InsƟ tute already from 1986 and conƟ nued to prepare 
publicaƟ ons of the Riga Phenomenologists School.1

Phenomenology became the one of the most popular branches of philosophy in Latvia.2 
In general, an interest in phenomenology, existenƟ alism, hermeneuƟ cs, Husserl, Heidegger, 
Sartre and others started to develop rapidly. Pope John Paul II, during his visit to BalƟ cs in 
1993, supported phenomenological philosophy, because he himself has worked out the phe-
nomenology of acƟ ng man. In his leƩ er to the Latvian philosophers (November 11, 1993) he 
stressed that philosophers in Latvia are on the right path in looking for expression of life, 
culture and a man in XX century, when living and the meaning of life is denied in all possible 
ways.3

At 1990’s Lester Embree (USA) asked me to write an arƟ cle Phenomenology in the USSR 
for Encyclopedia of phenomenology (Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1997). I have menƟ oned 
that the weakening of the totalitarian system in the USSR in 1960’s witnessed the beginning 
of the study of phenomenology at many USSR republics. In the fi rst place I put Georgian phi-
losophers Bakradze and Kakabadze, characterized by turning to the human being, freedom, 
humanism, ethics and culture. Russians (as N. Motroshilova, P. Gaidenko, T. Kuzmina, M. Kissel, 
L. Ionin, V. Molchanov) came later as experts in the phenomenology of consciousness, Ɵ me, 
place and social processes. At the Encyclopedia of Phenomenology I have menƟ oned also A.T. 
Bocorishvili about origins of knowledge in B. Russel and E. Husserl (1969), V. Archil Begiashvili, 
Georgi Shushanashvili on phenomenological ethics.4 Georgian philosophers took their place in 
the history of phenomenology.

Horizon of new philosophical problems appeared at the post-socialist states: poverty, 
risks at the capitalisƟ c socieƟ es, new kinds of ethics, corrupƟ on, immigraƟ on and emigraƟ on, 

1 Reason, Life, and Culture. Part 1. Phenomenology in the BalƟ cs. Analecta Husserliana, vol. 39, ed. by 
A.T. Tymieniecka, Kluwer Acad. Publishers, 1993.

2 Fenomenoloģija mūsdienu pasaulē. Phenomenology Worldwide. Ed. by Kūle Maija. Riga: FSI, 2016. 
With bibliography of Latvian phenomenologists published abroad from 1989.

3 Pope’s leƩ er is published in Mūžīgais un laicīgais. Riga: Lielvārds, 1995, p. 4.
4 Kūle, Maija. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. In: Encyclopedia of phenomenology. Kluwer Academic 

Publishers, 1997. Pp. 713-718.
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threats of the change of world climate etc. There are several diff erent direcƟ ons which Latvian 
culture and philosophy could take now. One direcƟ on tries to adopt all modern and post-mod-
ern Western ideas, the other one looks back to the folklorisƟ c and mythological past. Many 
tendencies exist: mythological and raƟ onal, global and naƟ onal, ideas based on universalism, 
and based on relaƟ vism and pluralism. One of them seeks for love of wisdom, raƟ onal, univer-
sal mind, the other – philosophy for the wisdom of life and naƟ onal idenƟ ty. 

Currently the wave of postmodernism comes to BalƟ c countries in arts and literature, and 
it creates new problems of philosophical orientaƟ ons. I have published a monograph: Eurolife. 
Forms, principles, feelings where three forms of life have been discussed: upward, forward and 
on surface.1 In the philosophical language it can be explained as orientaƟ on towards idealism, 
pragmaƟ sm or post-modernism. If in phenomenology there was some dimension of transcen-
dental idealism, reducƟ on and purifi caƟ on, then now pragmaƟ sm and pracƟ cal philosophy 
takes over. Projects have been accepted only with the supplement of evidence of empirical, 
social and economic eff ects. 

SomeƟ mes Latvian philosophy gets closer to the naƟ on’s history of ideas. NGO acƟ vists 
look for the wisdom of life (in Latvian there is a popular word – dzīvesziņa, menƟ oned already 
at the State ConsƟ tuƟ on’s Preamble). Philosophy starts to become marginal and has been 
recognized as non-eff ecƟ ve. 

Latvian and Georgian philosophers conƟ nued collaboraƟ on and met each other at the 
World philosophy congresses (Istanbul, Seoul, Athens, Beijing). World space for philosophising 
became open without any obstacles (except lack of fi nancing). Discussions about phenome-
nological subjects unƟ l now could be characterized as common interest between Latvian and 
Georgian philosophers. Latvian philosophical circles highly appreciate Mamuka Dolidze’s book 
Developing Husserl’s ideas in the Contexts of Phenomenology of Life and Modern Georgian 
Philosophy (2013) and journal Culture and philosophy. Dolidze explains that the enormous 
impact of Husserl’s concepƟ on, which, in spite of the obstacles in the Soviet era, is refl ected 
in a disƟ ncƟ ve, and quite deep way in XX century Georgian philosophy. He shows new ways 
in understanding phenomenology – in the context of natural sciences, quantum physics and 
art – theatre experience. He explains that the same phenomenological method could be used 
for the quantum theory and the polyphonic fi cƟ on. Dolidze writes: “In modern science as well 
as in modern literature, there exist similar forms of polyphonic thinking which deny that an 
omniscient subject can be a common ground of determinaƟ on and which are based on the 
phenomenological principle of subject-object integraƟ on”.2 This could be evaluated as a new 
turn in phenomenology – integraƟ on of physics, literature and phenomenology. 

Phenomenology in Latvia now turns much more to the pracƟ cal ethics – philosophy of 
body, suff ering, illness, medical pracƟ ce, also to the aestheƟ cal experience and terrorism    

1 Kūle, Maija. Eirodzīve. Formas, principi, izjūtas. Rīga: FSI, 2006.
2 Dolidze, Mamuka. Phenomenology in Science and Literature. In: Phenomenology World-Wide. Foun-

daƟ ons-Expanding Dynamics-Life-Engagements. A Guide for Research and Study. Ed. by A.-T. Teresa. 
Kluwer Academic publishers, 2002. P. 616.
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studies.1 Young generaƟ on is interested in contemporary stoicism, feminist philosophy, criƟ que 
of neo-liberalism, interpretaƟ on of WiƩ genstein’s philosophy and “thought experiments” in 
analyƟ c philosophy. CollaboraƟ on between Georgian and Latvian philosophers conƟ nues at 
the XXI century on the basis of parƟ cipaƟ on of the doctoral students from University of Latvia 
at the philosophical events in Tbilisi.

CollaboraƟ on with the Georgian philosophers makes it possible to interpret similar prob-
lem of the contemporary philosophy – that the orientaƟ on to the cultural past and post-mod-
ern philosophy is diffi  cult to reconcile. However, today’s philosophy does not have to lose 
Ɵ es to the naƟ onal dimension, becoming purely global, and not to be naƟ onally restricted. 
ConƟ nuing the good relaƟ onship between Georgian and Latvian philosophers is the task for 
future, for peaceful development of our countries and mutual intellectual capacity building in 
Europe. 

maiamaia kiulekiule

fenomenologia da kultura: TanamSromloba qarTvel

da latviel filosofosebs Soris

reziume

warmodgenil statiaSi avtori gamoTqvams mosazrebas, rom 1970-1980-ian 
wlebSi qarTvel da latviel filosofosTa TanamSromlobis safuZveli iyo 
rwmena, rom filosofia ar unda emsaxurebodes uSualod sabWoTa ideologias, 
aramed farTod unda gaixsnas msoflio inteleqtualuri horizontis mimarT. 
es TanamSromloba koncentrirebuli iyo kulturis, sicocxlis, cnobiere-

bis, adamianis yofierebisa da Tavisuflebis ideebze. im droisaTvis arc iseTi 
msgav si iyo qarTvel da latviel xalxTa mentaliteti, magram okupaciurma re-

Jimma da Tavs moxveulma sabWouri cxovrebis wesma SedarebiT daamsgavsa isini 
erTmaneTs. sabWoTa Zalauflebis situaciaSi aRniSnuli msgavseba emyareboda 
saerTo opoziciur ganwyobas – `sicocxle, miuxedavad yvelafris~. am pozicias 
iziarebdnen latvieli mwerali zenta mauripa da qarTveli filosofosi merab 
mamardaSvili. 

meore msoflio omamde paralelebi qarTvel da latviel filosofosTa 

Soris efuZneboda fenomenologias. 1922-1923 wlebSi kote baqraZe da Teodor 

gelmi erTad euflebodnen huserlis fenomenologias fraiburgis universi-

tetSi. 

1 See: Phenomenology and AestheƟ cs. The 3rd Conference on TradiƟ ons and PerspecƟ ves of the Phe-
nomenological Movement in Central and Eastern Europe, Riga, University of Latvia, 2017. hƩ ps://
www.academia.edu/37557008/report_of_the_internaƟ onal_conference_phenomenology_and_aes-
theƟ cs._the_3rd_conference_on_tradiƟ ons_and_perspecƟ ves_of_the_phenomenological_move-
ment_in_central_and_eastern_europe.
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1945-1991 wlebSi fenomenologiis mniSvnelovani warmomadgeneli iyo zurab 

kakabaZe. ̀ ukan, TviT adamianisken!~ – aseTi mowodebiT gamodioda is imdroindel 

inteleqtualTa winaSe. kakabaZem adamianis Tavisufleba da Semoqmedeba gaigo 

rogorc uRrmesi, Sinagani gancda da yofierebis gamovlenis umaRlesi safex-

uri. misi sityva JRerda da mniSvnelobda rogorc inteleqtualuri opozicia 

sabWoTa ideologiis mimarT. rigaSi, vilniusSi, kievSi, moskovSi mas uamravi 

mimdevari gamouCnda. zurab kakabaZem dabeWda Tavisi Sromebi `analeqta huser-

lianas~ gamocemebSi, sadac mogvianebiT latviel filosofosTa statiebic ga-

moqveynda. 

1980 wels qarTveli filosofosebi – giorgi cincaZe da givi margvelaSvili 

estumrnen rigas. maT ganawyves da STaagones latvieli filosofosebi, ufro 

Rrmad SeeswavlaT martin haidegeris filosofiuri memkvidreoba. (gansakuTre-

biT munyofierebis sakiTxi da Semecnebis problema.)

1970 wlidan neli motriSilovas TaosnobiT rigaSi Camoyalibda fenom-

enologiuri wre. am movlenas gamoexmaura ana tereza timieniCkas msoflio 

fenomenologiuri instituti (aSS, hanoveri). aqve kidev erTxel gvinda, avRniS-

noT gansakuTrebuli interesi merab mamardaSvilis Semoqmedebis mimarT. 2010, 

2011, 2013 wlebSi latviaSi studentebma Caatares mamardaSvilis leqciebis 

kiTxva-ganxilva. 1994 wels qarTvel filosofosTa naSromebi იTargmna latvi-

ur enaze saTauriT `azrovnebis sixaruli~. 

XXI saukuneSi qarTvel da latviel filosofosTa TanamSromloba grZel-

deba fenomenologiur gamokvlevaTa bazaze. axlaxan moxda Cveni da qarTvel 

filosofosTa Sexvedra Tbilisis universitetSi, filosofiis institutis 

saerTaSoriso konferenciaze. es movlena Cveni mravalwliani samecniero Ta-

namSromlobis gagrZelebad gvesaxeba da vfiqrobT, rom am samecniero forumma 

Tavisi wvlili Seitana evropis inteleqtualuri cxovrebis ganviTarebis per-

speqtivaSi.
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metafizika

METAPHYSICS

mamuka doliZemamuka doliZe

fenomenologia, rogorc Semoqmedebis filosofia                  
wina mecnieruli improvizaciebi 

fenomenologiuri filosofia, romelic brentanosa da huserlis kon-

cefciaTa safuZvelze aRmocenda, friad ucnaur filosofiur moZRvrebad 

gvesaxeba. ucnauroba isaa, rom Tanamedrove fenomenologia vera da ver Cam-

oyalibda rogorc filosofiuri codnis sistema. ra aris fenomenologia 

da fenomenologiuri meTodi, am kiTxvebze TviTon edmund huserlsac bo-

lomde ar hqonda garkveuli pasuxi. miuxedavad am gaurkvevlobisa, fenome-

nologiam udidesi gavlena moaxdina XX saukunis filosofiaze. Tamamad Sei-

Zleba iTqvas, rom egzistencializmi, haidegeris axali ontologia da sxva 

wamyvani filosofiuri koncefciebi met-naklebad TavianT originalobas 

da mniSvnelovnebas swored brentanos da huserlis intencionalur swavle-

bas unda umadloden. 

Cveni fiqriT, meTodisa da koncefciis es ganuzRvreloba pozitiuri 

momentia fenomenologiur ideaTa ganviTarebaSi. igi TvalnaTliv gviCve-

nebs, rom saqme gvaqvs Semoqmedebis filosofiasTan, romelic Tavisi arsiT 

gansxvavdeba tradiciuli codnisgan. fenomenologia ar miiswrafvis, das-

ruldes da Caiketos rogorc sruliad garkveuli da fundamenturad Cam-

oyalibebuli codna. igi warmoadgens varaudebis, daSvebebis, miniSnebebis 

Ria sistemas, gaxsnils SemoqmedebiTi azrovnebis usasrulo perspeqtivaSi. 

swored aseTi `Riaoba~ qmnis XX saukunis am umniSvnelovanesi mimdinareobis 

xiblsa da jados, swored es gvaZlevs uflebas, fenomenologiuri midgoma 

gamoviyenoT Tanamedrove azrovnebis mravalferovan samyaroSi, adamianis 

mentalur qmedebaTa zRvardaudebel SemoqmedebaSi.

 am poziciidan axleburad mosCans mTeli filosofiuri tradicia. hu-

serlis pretenzia, rom fenomenologiam miaRwios simwifis asaks rogorc 

mkacrma (da ara zustma) mecnierebam, ar SeiZleba gagebul iqnas pirdapiri 

azriT, Tundac imitom, rom fenomenolgia, wilnayari SemoqmedebiTi aqtis 

idumalebasTan, mudam axalgazrdul gatacebad rCeba da verasdros miaRw-

evs siberes. fenomenologia verasdros SeigrZnobs sakuTar Tavs, rogorc 

zustad Camoyalibebul moZRvrebas arsebobisa da arsis Sesaxeb. is mudam 

cocxali swavlebaa, misi dauflebis procesSi adamiani gonebis logikur 

Tanmimdevrobas ki ar eufleba, sakuTar gulisZgeras ismens, Tavisuflebis 

gasaocar wyurvils da sixaruls SeigrZnobs, amsxvrevs racionaluri az-

rovnebis jaWvs da saerTod ver egueba gonebis veraviTar CarCoebs, Tundac 

WeSmaritebis dadgenis mizniT da misiiT. WeSmariteba aris WeSmaritebis 
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Ziebis procesi – ai, is erTaderTi, rac SeiZleba gviTxras fenomenologi-

urad moazrovne Semoqmedma.

Tavisuflebis usazRvroeba, saiTkenac miiswrafvis fenomenologi, su-

lac ar avaldebulebs mas, eZios WeSmariteba. iqneb, WeSmaritebaSi yofna 

ar saWiroebs mis Ziebas, aRmoCenas, dadgenas da gamoTqmas?! WeSmaritebaSi 

yofna, rogorc fenomenologiuri ganwyobis arsobrivi momenti, TviTSe-

mecnebis SeuZleblobas esazRvreba, is adamianis TviTyofnis miuwvdomeli 

wyaroa. WeSmariteba adamianis `meobis~ iseTi mocemulobaa, sul mudam rom 

xelidan usxlteba azrovnebis sicxades da logikuri msjelobis bades. WeS-

mariteba saxavs Semoqmedebis gzas, rogorc ciskris varskvlavi, win rom 

miuZRoda mogvebs beTlemisaken. misi TvalismomWreli sxivi ara mxolod 

filosofiur wiaRsvlas anaTebs, is mxatvrul muzasac eTamaSeba, litera-

turis, poeziis, musikis, ferweris, Teatris... silamazis xelovnebaTa daus-

rulebel fericvalebas moicavs. 

amitom, gasakviri arc aris, rom fenomenologiuri ganwyoba filosofi-

isa da mwerlobis erTianobas gulisxmobs. moazrovne, romelic qveSecneu-

lad mihyveba cnobierebis nakads, mxatvruli da filosofiuri azrovnebis 

erTian dinebaSia CaZiruli. is filosofosic SeiZleba iyos da mweralic. 

SemoqmedebiTi azrovnebis talRa mas ideaTa samyarodan literaturul sax-

eTa qmnadobis wiaRSi miaqanebs. samyaros qmnadobis da misi Semecnebis gza 

ise Semparavad erwymis erTmaneTs, rom guli da goneba cnobierebis erT in-

tencionalur nakadSi erTiandeba. adamiani fizikuri arsebobidan esTeti-

kur faseulobaTa maradiul sferoSi gadadis.

brentanos da huserlis moZRvrebaTa Riaoba Semoqmedebis procesis 

mimarT fers ucvlis rogorc filosofias, aseve mxatvrul literaturas. 

filosofiaSi aRar xdeba adamianis cnobierebis gradacia misi fsiqologi-

uri funqciebis mixedviT. grZnoba, goneba, warmosaxva, nebeloba, intuicia 

– fsiqoemociuri energiis gamovlenaTa es simravle erTiandeba azrovnebis 

erT, intencionalur nakadSi. es Seuqcevadi nakadi logikur sazriss iZens 

yofierebis individuaciis da ara arsebulis ganzogadoebis gziT. Tu davak-

virdebiT, aq Semecnebis procesis axal, idumal gardasaxvasTan gvaqvs saqme, 

Zalian rom waagavs mxatvrul Semoqmedebas. xdeba ideaciis cocxali proce-

sis gasvla racionaluri azrovnebis farglebidan da `logosiT~ warmarTu-

li nakadis gaSla saxeTaqmnadobis zRvardaudebel sivrceSi. 

gonebis sazRvrebis msgavsi darRveva xdeba literaturis samyaroSic. 

avtoris `sikvdilis~ Tema, ase mZafrad rom JRerda XX saukunis literatu-

raTmcodneobaSi, Tanamedrove mwerlobis fenomenologiur sawyisebze mi-

aniSnebs. 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom e.w. inteleqtualuri proza, romelic gasuli 

saukunis 60-iani wlebidan Camoyalibda rogorc msoflio mniSvnelobis 

fenomeni, araTu enaTesaveba, siRrmiseulad wvdeba Tanadrouli litera-

turuli samyaros axal miRwevebs. dRes gansakuTrebiT mwvaved dgas avtori-
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sa da mkiTxvelis TanaSemoqmedebis da agreTve avtorisa da mxatvruli per-

sonaJis, gansxvavebis da erTianobis sakiTxi. (1)

XX saukunis meore naxevris qarTuli proza arsebiTad cnobierebis na-

kadis literaturis erT-erTi saintereso ganStoebaa. dostoevskis, jeims 

joisis, marsel prustis, franc kafkas, Tomas manis, uiliam folkneris, sam-

uel beketis, gabriel markesis da sxvaTa avangardistul ideebs Tavisebu-

rad qarTuli poeziisa da prozis tradiciaTa ganviTarebiT exmaureba oTar 

WilaZis, Tamaz WilaZis, oTar CxeiZis, jemal qarCxaZis, guram doCanaSvilis 

da sxva avtorTa inteleqtualuri proza. 

fenomenologiis damsaxurebad migvaCnia is faqti, rom uaxlesi drois 

filosofia Rrmad SeiWra Tanadroul mxatvrul literaturaSi. huserlis 

meTodis SemoqmedebiTma gamoyenebam zRvari waSala filosofiasa da mwer-

lobas Soris. subieqtis da obieqtis fenomenologiuri erTianobis safuZ-

velze moxda avtorisa da literaturuli personaJis Serwyma. nawarmoeb-

ma, amis gamo, SeiZina erTgvari damoukidebloba avtor-subieqtis nebisgan. 

TiTqos mxatvruli Sinaarsi raRac namdvilad mimdinare, TviTmoZravi naka-

di iyos, romelic dasabams mwerlis Canafiqridan iRebs, magram Semdgom vi-

Tardeba Tavisi sakuTari gziT. marTalia, personaJis aseTi ucnauri dau-

morCilebloba zogadadac SeiniSneba klasikuri literaturis istoriaSi, 

magram swored brentanos da huserlis mier aRmoCenilma gonebis intencio-

nalobam gaaZliera da TamaSis axal wesad daamkvidra nawarmoebis TviTmoZ-

raobis efeqti. 

avtoris sikvdili, faqtobrivad, niSnavs imas, rom mweralma dakarga 

yovlismcodne subieqtis pozicia sakuTari nawarmoebis mimarT. fenome-

nologiam igi Camoagdo Tanamedrove romanis Tu moTxrobis yovlisSemZle 

mmarTvelis taxtidan. 

avtoris aseTma CamoqveiTebam nawarmoebs daukarga mkacrad mizandasax-

uli siuJetis statusi. mxatvrul realobaSi gaCnda erTgvari ganusazRvr-

eloba da Seiqmna absurdis situacia. Zneli gasarkvevi gaxda, Tu ras gveub-

neba mwerali. ufro swored, is arafersac ar gveubneba, ramdenadac TviT 

aris msxverpli im TviTmoZravi situaciisa, romelic misdauneburad Seiqm-

na. nawarmoebSi gaCnda ganusazRvreli, Tavisufali sivrce, romelic perso-

naJis TviTneburma qcevam an mkiTxvelis fantaziam SeiZleba Seavsos. 

avtoris `sikvdilis~ Semdeg literaturulma qmnilebam dakarga klasi-

kuri formis sicxade da garkveuloba. cnobierebis nakadis literaturaSi, 

nawarmoebi fasobs ara imis mixedviT, Tu ras gveubneba mwerali, aramed imis 

mixedviT, Tu ras ar gveubneba is, ras malavs, ris Sesaxebac mxolod mianiS-

nebs da rac mkiTxvelSi aRviZebs sakuTar azrs nawarmoebis gagebis da in-

terpretaciis Sesaxeb. 

msgavsi fenomenologiuri ganwyoba damkvidrda Tanamedrove mecniere-

baSic (2). gasuli saukunis dasawyisSi aRmocenebulma kvanturma Teoriam 

sagonebelSi Caagdo imdroindeli fizikosebi. axalma Teoriam moiTxova 
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mTeli klasikuri fizikis filosofiuri gadaazreba racionalizmis arak-

lasikuri idealis safuZvelze. TiTqos daingra klasikur mecnierebaTa sam-

yaro, samyaro, romelic, tradiciuli literaturisa da xelovnebis msgav-

sad, emya reboda absoluturad zusti codnis mkacrad dadgenil sistemas. 

Tuki romelime Teoria ver aRwevda aseT codnas da saxavda fizikur mov-

lenaTa ganviTarebis albaTur-miaxloebiT suraTs, es iyo Teoriis brali 

da mecnierebi eZebdnen ufro srulyofil Teoriul koncefcias, absolu-

turad zusti codnis miRwevis mizniT. im SemTxvevaSic ki, Tuki es codna 

ver aRwevda dasaxul mizans, iTvleboda, rom samecniero kvleva mihyveboda 

swor gzas, romelic klasikuri codnis sizustiT da sicxadiT iyo ganaTebu-

li. mkvlevars amoZravebda rwmena, rom adre Tu gvian gaifanteboda burusi 

da zusti codnis ideali xorcs Seisxamda mecnieruli rwmeniT dasaxul WeS-

maritebis gzaze. 

swored es rwmena Searyia kvantur fizikaSi Seqmnilma ucnaurma situa-

ciam. atomur eqsperimentSi, korpuskularul-talRuri dualizmis gamo, 

vera da ver moxerxda mikromovlenaTa zusti, deterministuli xedva (gaaz-

reba, ganWvreta). 

1927 wels, kopenhagenSi gamarTul fizikosTa msoflio forumze, aR-

niSnuli problema gaxda im drois gamoCenil fizikosTa cxare diskusiis 

mizezi (3, 4). 

samecniero kamaTi gansakuTrebiT gamwvavda nils borsa da albert ain-

Stains Soris. fardobiTobis Teoriis avtori vera da ver egueboda zusti 

codnis klasikuri idealis msxvrevas. igi eZebda gzebs, Tu rogor Caenacv-

lebina kvanturi meqanika ufro srulyofili TeoriiT, romlis mixedviT 

SesaZlebeli gaxdeboda klasikuri codnis gamomuSaveba atomur movlenaTa 

sferoSi. 

kamaTi nils boris gamarjvebiT dagvirgvinda. Tavisi gasaocari Semo-

qmedebiTi intuiciiT, man daamsxvria rwmena fizikur movlenaTa mkacrad 

mizezobrivi qcevis Sesaxeb. kvanturi meqanika dadginda rogorc sruli 

Teoria, rac obieqturad gamoxatavda mikrosamyaroSi arsebul nawilakTa 

talRur-albaTur bunebas. 

iseve, rogorc absurdi SeiWra cnobierebis nakadis literaturaSi, aseve 

gaCnda ganuzRvrelobis ucnauri situacia kvanturi Teoriis eqsperimen-

tul sferoSi. rogorc mwerali iqna Camogdebuli yovlismcodne avtoris 

taxtidan, aseve, atomur fizikaSi mecnierma dakarga mikroefeqtebis zusti 

winaswarxedvis SesaZlebloba. nils borma ainStainis sapirispirod aCvena, 

rom es winaswarxedva SeuZlebelia ara adamianuri Semecnebis ukmarisobis 

gamo, aramed Tavad kvantur xdomilebaTa albaTuri bunebis mizeziT. 

cnobierebis nakadis romanebSi gmirebi ar eqvemdebarebian mxatvrul 

movlenaTa determinizmis princips. isini uecrad, arsaidan Cndebian da aseve 

moulodnelad ikargebian Txrobis burusiT mocul warmosaxvis sivrceSi. 

mwerlis Canafiqri idumal fericvalebas ganicdis. avtori ver xedavs da 

ver warmarTvs Tavisi personaJis ganviTarebis istorias. 
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kvantur saocrebaTa samyaroSic atomuri obieqti ar emorCileba cal-

saxa determinizmis kanons. igi fizikuri situaciisgan damoukidebel, Ta-

visufal arsebad gvesaxeba Tavisi TviTneburi, indeterministuli qceviT. 

mecnieri srulad ver xedavs kvanturi movlenis ganviTarebis dinamikas. 

mikronawilaki, viT laibnicis `sulieri atomi~, raRac idumal, zecnobier 

informacias atarebs Tan da moqmedebs ara mizezobriv faqtorTa mixedviT, 

aramed garkveuli mizniT da misiiT. 

ra gviSlis xels, vaRiaroT, rom inteleqtualur prozaSi avtori Tav-

daviwyebiT gaitaca sityvis nakadma da is mxatvruli personaJiviT moqmed 

subieqtad aqcia.

msgavsad amisa, anonimuri subieqti `SeiWra~ mikrosamyaroSi, fizikur 

nawilakTa mdgomareoba warmoadgina, rogorc SemecnebiTi situacia da gam-

zom xelsawyos mianiWa cnobierebis statusi – kvantur-meqanikuri xelsawyo 

ara mxolod zomavs fizikur sidideebs (rac xdeboda klasikur fizikaSi), 

aramed gonebasaviT qmnis da gardaqmnis atomuri obieqtis fizikur azrs. 

Cveni mosazrebiT, (4) aseTi analogia Tanamedrove literaturasa da 

mikrofizikas Soris gamowveulia im garemoebiT, rom orive sferoSi – kvan-

turi meqanikis qmnadobis Tu inteleqtualuri prozis Semoqmedebis pro-

cesSi intuiciurad gamoiyeneba erTi da igive fenomenologiuri meTodi, 

rac gviCvenebs, rom fenomenologia, azris Tavisufali dinebis Semoqmedeb-

iTi ganwyobiT, udides zegavlenas axdens, rogorc XX saukunis araklasikur 

mecnierebaze, aseve Tanamedrove literaturasa da xelovnebaze (5, 6, 7).

fenomenologiuri reduqcia fenomenologiuri reduqcia 

fenomenologiis praqtikuli gamoyeneba Tanamedrove, postmodernuli 

kulturis sferoSi gzas gvixsnis SevxedoT huserlis koncefcias gafar-

Toebuli mzeriT; gadavwvdeT ara mxolod sicocxlis onto-poeziisa da 

zogadad egzistencialuri filosofiis problemebs, aramed SevexoT haide-

geris axal ontologiasac. 

XX saukunis umniSvnelovanes moZRvrebaTa sia am mxriv ar iqneba sruli, 

Tuki gamovtovebT jakob deridas da merlo-pontis uaRresad saintereso 

kvlevebs huserlis Semdgomi fenomenologiis Sesaxeb. 

Semoqmedebis filosofiis TvalsazrisiT, gardasuli saukunis es 

udidesi miRwevebi gvaRelvebs imdenad, ramdenadac isini kidev ufro maR-

la sweven Semecnebis Tamasas, rac Tavis SemoqmedebiT naxtomSi XXI saukunis 

moazrovnem unda gadalaxos. es ar gaxlavT negatiuri ganwyoba XX saukunis 

azrovnebis mwvervalTa mimarT. es is aucilebeli simaRlea, rac unda dasZ-

lios Tanamedrove, postmodernulma filosofiam. 

Cveni interpretacia gamomdinareobs im distanciuri xedvidan, saidanac 

brentanosa da huserlis aRmoCena, Tavisi marad aqtualuri siaxlis da 

orginalobis miuxedavad, mainc mosCans, rogorc azris ganviTarebis ukve 

gardasuli etapi. 
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Tuki Rrmad gaviTavisebT da gavyvebiT huserliseuli samyaros warmo-

Sobis sul pirvel impulss, unda kidev erTxel vaRiaroT, rom misi kvlevis 

umTavresi mizani iyo subieqtis subieqturobis aRmoCena da damkvidreba 

pirvel pirSi mocemuli cnobierebis nakadSi. aseTi ram SeuZlebelia Semoq-

medebiTi impulsis da axlisqmnadobis iracionaluri aqtis gareSe, rac Tavi-

si ukidegano TavisuflebiT vera da ver egueba racionaluri azrovnebis de-

terminizms da ucxod miiCnevs sayovelTao codnis obieqtivaciis process. 

Cveni azriT, yoveli, maT Soris TviT huserlis sistemac, iswrafvis Cam-

oyalibdes, rogorc azriT misawvdomi codna, romelic Tavisi qmnadobis 

sawyis etapze warmoadgenda winamecnierul, qvecnobieri impulsebiT aR-

savse cocxal Semoqmedebas. SemdgomSi, am Semoqmedebis qmnilebam ganicada 

gaucxoeba Tavisufali azris Semaferxebeli da damamZimebeli masalis saxiT. 

misgan gamomdinare, sxvadasxva (Tundac metad gabedulma da originalurma) 

interpretaciebma kidev ufro gamokveTa sainterpretacio mocemulobis 

logikur-deterministuli xasiaTi da amdenad, Caxerga fenomenologiis, 

rogorc SemoqmedebiTi filosofiis ganviTarebis gza, gza, Tavad huserls 

rom hqonda miznad dasaxuli Tavisi fenomenologiuri ganwyobiT subieqtis 

subieqturobis mimarT.

uaRresad mniSvnelovania sartris, haidegeris, deridas, merlo-pontis, 

habermasis, timienieckas, zurab kakabaZis da sxvaTa udidesi ZalisxmeviT Se-

qmnili axali konteqsti huserlis xelaxali gacocxlebis mizniT (5, 8, 10). 

Tumca, am konteqstmac odesme SeiZleba amowuros Tavisi Tavi da daabrko-

los Semdgomi inteleqtualuri winsvla. 

yovelive amis safuZvelze, Tavs uflebas vaZlevT, kritikuli TvaliT 

SevxedoT amJamad ukve klasikur moZRvrebad qceul fenomenologias, Tuki 

gvsurs, SevigrZnoT TviT huserlis SemoqmedebiT burusSi gaxveuli, cocx-

ali azris majiscema. 

am mizniT erTmaneTisgan gavmijnoT ori huserli: huserli mecnieri, 

vinc cdilobs, Camoayalibos fenomenologia, rogorc mkacri mecniereba da 

huserli Semoqmedi, vinc Tavisi genialuri intuiciiT mxedvelobaSi iRebs 

sakuTar me-s, TvalCauwvdeneli fesvebiT dakavSirebuls samyaros qmnado-

bis transcendentalur subieqtTan. 

es Semoqmedi subieqti gamudmebiT ewinaaRmdegeba Tavis cnobierebaSi 

nebismieri (maT Soris fenomenologiuri) codnis Camoyalibebis da obieqti-

vaciis process. vfiqrobT, meore huserli gulis siRrmeSi dagveTanxmeba, 

raTa kritikulad gadavxedoT fenomenologias, rogorc mkacr mecnierebas 

da ufro metic: dekonstruqcia movaxdinoT am logikuri sistemis, davsax-

oT misi meTodologiuri dafuZnebis sxva, alternatiuli gza da amdenad 

SevaryioT Semoqmedis TavisuflebasTan dapirispirebuli mecnierebis aka-

demiuri safuZveli. 

stenfordis universitetis internetenciklopediaSi kargad aris war-

modgenili fenomenologiuri meTodis `epoqis~ sami safexuri, wminda cno-
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bierebis intencionalobis gacnobierebis mizniT. es gaazreba, rogorc Cans, 

Tavad pirvelwyaroSi gadmocemuli originaluri ideebis adekvaturia. (9)

kvlevis meTodis sawyisi etapia fenomenologiuri reduqcia. am safex-

urze Cvens gonebaSi xdeba gare samyaros sagnobrivi mocemulobis dafiq-

sireba, yofierebis Semecnebis erTaderTi wyaros saxiT. huserli, logiku-

ri gamokvlevebis avtori, gvTavazobs, brWyalebSi CavsvaT realobidan mom-

dinare es sagnobrivi informacia, anu Tavi SevikavoT msjelobidan, Tu ras 

warmoadgens igi – namdvilad arsebul sagans, Tu ararsebul qimeras, rac 

SesaZloa, sizmariviT mogvelandos aRqmis TviTnebur warmosaxvaSi. 

Cveni cnobierebis mier sagnis arsebobaze (an ararsebobaze) pretenziis 

gauqmeba mogvagonebs rene dekartes meTodologiuri eWvis arguments, rom-

lis Tanaxmad, eWvis Setana yovelive arsebulis arsebobaSi ueWvelad adas-

turebs Tavad eWvis Setanis faqtis da, aqedan gamomdinare, eWvis Semtani su-

bieqtis arsebobas. 

Tumca huserlsa da dekartes Soris arsebiTi gansxvavebaa. huserls ar 

Seaqvs eWvi mocemuli sagnis yofierebaSi, radgan eWvis Setana fsiqolo-

giuri aqtia, xolo huserli, am SemTxvevaSi rogorc mkacri filosofiuri 

mecnierebis fuZemdebeli, miiswrafvis, ganTavisufldes fsiqologiuri 

argumentebisgan. huserls eWvi ki ar Seaqvs arsebulis grZnobad-konkret-

ul mocemulobaSi, aramed am SemecnebiT Sinaarss brWyalebSi svams, anu Tavs 

ikavebs misi egzistencialuri Sefasebisgan.

huserli fiqrobs, rom aseT mcdar, gulubryvilo Sefasebas emyareba 

mTeli klasikuri mecniereba. misi azriT, yovlad gaumarTlebelia, igiveoba 

davamyaroT Cvens aRqmaSi mocemul sagnobriv gamosaxulebas da namdvilad 

arsebul sagans Soris. aseTi gaigiveba SeuZlebelia adamianis aRqmis (cno-

bierebis) da realuri obieqtis (yofierebis) principuli gansxvavebulobis 

gamo. aRniSnuli gansxvavebis gadalaxva ar SeiZleba pirdapir, rogorc amas 

mecniereba da tradiciuli filosofia akeTebs. sagnisa da aRqmis dasakav-

Sireblad saWiroa cnobierebis specialuri kvleva, rac, huserlis azriT, 

fenomenologiuri reduqciis gziT aris SesaZlebeli. 

wminda cnobierebis kvlevis am sawyis etapzec SeiZleba gamoiTqvas 

garkveuli kritikuli SeniSvna. gavixsenoT iurgen habermasis cnobili naS-

romi `Semecneba da interesi~ (11). avtori ganaviTarebs azrs, rom ar arse-

bobs WeSmariteba da sinamdvilis gageba Semmecnebeli subieqtis interesis 

gareSe. es kognituri interesi saboloo jamSi egzistencialuri interesia. 

arsebuli realobis SemecnebaSi me ar mawuxebs azri, Tu rogoria sinamd-

vile TavisTavad. me minda gavigo, rogoria is CemTvis, ramdenad pasuxobs 

Cems amqveynad yofnis da Cemi sulis gadarCenis amocanas, raTa orientacia 

movaxdino samyaroSi, SevZlo fizikuri arseboba da miznad davisaxo su-

lieri cxovreba. 

saerTod XX saukunis filosofiaSi mkveTrad aRar aris Tematizirebu-

li sakiTxi, Tu ras warmoadgens obieqturi realoba da ra xdeba sinamdvile-
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Si TavisTavad, cocxal subieqtTan mimarTebis gareSe. es usazriso kiTxvaa. 

maSinac ki, roca vcdilob, SemecnebaSi absoluturad obieqturi viyo, ukve 

Cemi mcdeloba, SeviZino miukerZoebeli da dauinteresebuli codna, faru-

lad, qvecnobierad, garkveul subieqtur ganwyobas gulisxmobs. 

amitom, mecnierebis mier realuri obieqtis da aRqmaSi refleqsirebuli 

sagnis gaigiveba sulac ar aris mcdari da gulubryvilo pozicia, rogorc 

es huserls miaCnia. msgavs identifikaciaSi Caqsovilia Semmecnebeli subi-

eqtis interesi, Tavi gadairCinos am samyaroSi da SeZlos cxovreba. Tuki ar 

moxda es gaigiveba, Tuki yvelaferi, rasac adamiani xedavs, SeigrZnobs Tu 

ismens, aris sizmari, maSin is ver SeZlebs orientacias realobaSi da daiRu-

peba, rogorc xorcielad, aseve sulierad. 

Tavad huserlis mcdeloba, rom wminda cnobierebis kvleviT gaarkvios 

WeSmariti kavSiri subieqtsa da obieqts Soris ukve ewinaaRmdegeba fenome-

nologiis SemoqmedebiT princips. am principis Tanaxmad, yovelive, rac gve-

Zleva rogorc fenomeni, aris ara arsebuli, aramed Seqmnili. 

Tavi romc avaridoT Teologiur interpretacias, mainc unda vaRiaroT, 

rom saqme gvaqvs yofierebasTan, romelSic Caqsovilia subieqtis (transcen-

dentaluri subieqtis, rac Cemi subieqturobis safuZvelia) Semoqmedeba. 

Cveni mokrZalebuli SeniSvna Sors aris imisgan, rom sayveduri vuTx-

raT huserls. piriqiT, man Tavisi genialuri STagonebiT Seqmna sruliad 

orginaluri moZRvreba, imdenad mravalferovani da moqnili, rom is axal 

interpretaciaTa dausrulebel perspeqtivas gvTavazobs. kritika, romel-

ic aRiZvris am genialur naazrevTan Sexebis dros, ki ar amdablebs, ufro 

meti siRrmiT da mravalmniSvnelobiT warmoaCens XX saukunis am udides fi-

losofiur Sedevrs (9). 

huserlis udavo damsaxurebaa, rom fenomenologiuri reduqciis sul 

pirveli etapi, logikuri msjelobis miRma, fantaziasac aRviZebs da gzas 

gvixsnis aratrivialurad, araakademiurad, ufro SemoqmedebiTad avxsnaT 

aRqmaSi mocemuli sagnis reduqciis, anu brWyalebSi Casmis meTodi. 

gavixsenoT `cnobierebis nakadis~ literatura, razedac zemoT gvqonda 

saubari. subieqti-avtori mxolod dasabams aZlevs, Semdeg ki Tavis nebaze 

miuSvebs mxatvruli sityvis TviTmoZrav dinebas, raki ver warmarTavs da wi-

naaRmdegobas ver uwevs mas. 

mwerali TavdaviwyebiT iZireba TxrobaSi uecrad, qveSecneulad gaCe-

nil movlenaTa morevSi. mxatvruli movlena, xasiaTi da ambavi TavisiT vi-

Tardeba da TviTon aCvenebs sakuTar Tavs, rogorc fenomens, arsobrivad 

gaxsnils avtoris cnobierebis winaSe. 

TviTmoZrav TxrobaSi aRmocenebul movlenaTa manifestaciis faqti re-

aluri sagnis fenomenologiur reduqcias gvagonebs. Cveni aRqmis saganic, 

rogorc qmnili da ara arsebuli, Tavis Tavs TviTon gviCvenebs fenomenis 

saxiT. es TviTCveneba aisaxeba Cems subieqtur refleqsiaSi. cnobierebaSi 

aRbeWdili xatis da obieqturi fenomenis gaigiveba problemas aRar war-

moadgens. 
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gancda iseTia, TiTqos me samyaros wignis gulmxurvale mkiTxveli viyo: 

(avtorobaze pretenzias ver ganvacxadeb); TiTqos fenomenTa mravalfero-

vani warmodgena aris maradiuli sicocxlis wigni, romelic TviTon iSleba, 

ifurcleba da sacnauri xdeba rogorc mwerlis, aseve mkiTxvelis winaSe. 

Catarebuli msjeloba kidev erTxel adasturebs XX saukunis cnobili 

filosofosis da lingvistis, roland bartis mosazrebas (11), rom samyaro 

aris teqsti (ufro swored sxvadasxva teqstTa simravle). aqve SeiZleba mov-

iyvanoT albert ainStainis (12) gamonaTqvami: 

`Cemi kalmistari Cemze ufro Wkviania~. 

geniosis sityvebi gviCvenebs, rom teqstis TviTmoZraoris fenomenolo-

giuri efeqti saxezea ara mxolod Tanamedrove literaturaSi, aramed ara-

klasikur mecnierebaSic.

kvanturma fizikam daamsxvria zusti codnis klasikuri ideali da Tavisi 

albaTur-spontanuri formiT SemoqmedebiTi suli Caaqsova mikrosamyaros 

indeterminizmSi. atomuri movlenebis talRuri da diskretuli suraTi 

wminda wylis fenomenologiuri aRwerebia, romelTa miRma ar igulisxmeba 

araviTari originali fizikuri obieqtis saxiT. kvanturi talRebi da naw-

ilakebi, rogorc cdis mocemulobebi, subieqtis da obieqtis erTianobaSi 

arseboben da sakuTar TavSive moicaven TviTarsebobis maCvenebel sazrissa 

da faqts. 

ratom ar SeiZleba igive efeqti davinaxoT Cvens adamianur samyaroSic, 

fenomenologiuri reduqciis sawyis etapze, roca sagani TviTon ixsnis 

ucxo obieqtis niRabs da fenomenis saxiT gamodis subieqtis cnobierebis 

scenaze?

pirvelive safexurze vxedavT saocar Teatralur performanss, roca 

msaxiobi mayureblis winaSe iwyebs sakuTari Tavis warmodgenas da gaiTa-

maSebs mxatvrul fenomenad gardasaxvis istorias damswre sazogadoebis 

mxridan TanagrZnobis imediT. 

Tumca, am saxeobis warmodgenaSi xelovnebis mecnierebad gaucxoebis sa-

SiSroebac imaleba: Tuki davujerebT huserls da aRqmis sagans brWyaleb-

Si CavsvamT, anu mas amovrTavT arsebuli realobis kavSir-urTierTobaTa 

qselidan, amiT Cven mas fenomenologiuri Semecnebis obieqtad davsaxavT, 

rac saboloo jamSi mogvcems Tundac subieqtur, magram mkacrad Camoyal-

ibebul codnas gonebis mier sagnis Semecnebis Sesaxeb. codnis aseTi kon-

struireba ewinaaRmdegeba igive huserlis Tavdapirvel swrafvas, subieq-

tis subieqturobaSi ipovos Semoqmedebis Tavisufleba da daamsxvrios re-

duqciis procesSi obieqtivirebuli nebismieri codna. 

am saSiSroebas Tavs avaridebT, Tuki ar movaxdenT sagnis reduqciul 

gaTiSvas da mas cnobierebasTan integrirebul erTianobaSi ganvixilavT. 

aseTi TviTnebobis safuZvels gvaZlevs habermasis idea, rom subieqtis egzi-

stencialuri interesi ganuSoreblad Tan devs fizikuri realobis aRqma-Se-

mecnebas da ganapirobebs gare samyaros Sesaxeb WeSmaritebis wvdomas (11). 
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miviReT paradoqsuli Sedegi: Tan unda gavTiSoT sagani cnobierebidan, 

Tanac ar unda gavTiSoT igi. reduqcia unda moxdes da Tan ar unda moxdes, 

raTa fenomenologiaSi SevinarCunoT orive – SemoqmedebiTi impulsic da 

swrafvac mkacri logikuri codnisken. 

naTelia, unda damyardes erTgvari wonasworoba am or urTierTgamom-

ricxav tendencias Soris, raTa fenomens gaexsnas Tavisufali TviTreal-

izaciis gza. 

gonebasTan moTamaSe fenomeni mxatvrul sityvas gvagonebs, avtor-sub-

ieqtidan rom iRebs saTaves da Semdeg Tavad ambobs Tavisi saTqmels. 

ar SeiZleba usubieqto, usulo fizikur realobas mivaweroT fenomenad 

gardasaxvis da TviTCvenebis unari. fenomeni ver iqneba fenomeni, Tu is sru-

li Tavisuflebis miuxedavad, sawyisad ar gulisxmobs Semoqmed subieqts 

(igulisxmeba samyaros qmnadobis transcendentaluri subieqti). 

isev gaurkvevlobaSi vimyofebiT. gaugebaria, saiT unda vimoZraoT. 

iqneb, sjobs, adgilze vitrialoT da Semecnebasa da Semoqmedebas Soris 

wonasworoba davicvaT? 

post-huserlianul memkvidreobaSi gabatonda azri, rom axal Rirebu-

lebaTa saganZuridan anderZiT gveZleva mxolod deskrifciuli moZRvreba, 

radgan fenomenologia sxva araferia, Tu ara aRweris xelovneba; Tumca aq 

ar igulisxmeba faqtobrivi aRweris trivialuri procesi da arc mxolod 

esTetikuri gamoxatva. aRiwereba upirvelesad is subieqturi winapirobebi, 

aRqmasTan moTamaSe fenomenis gamocxadebas rom uZRvis win. 

ara marto gare samyaroze unda mivmarToT gonebis mzera, isic unda 

aRvweroT, ra xdeba am dros cnobierebis intencionaluri sicocxlis gul-

Si. gareT mimarTuli reduqcia unda Sebrundes SigniT, raTa moxdes sulis 

is idumali gardasaxva, sacnaurad rom hyofs subieqtis wiaRSi mimdinare 

SemoqmedebiT cxovrebas.

fenomenologiuri reduqcia aq ukve meore safexurze gadadis, rasac 

huserli eidetur reduqcias uwodebs. 

eideturi da transcendentaluri reduqciaeideturi da transcendentaluri reduqcia

XX saukunis filosofiur memkvidreobaSi gansakuTrebiT Rirebulia 

arsisa da arsebobis gansxvavebis da erTianobis problema. raime SeiZleba 

arsebobdes da arsi ar gaaCndes, an piriqiT: ar arsebobdes, magram arso-

brivad mniSvnelobdes. am paradigmas jer kidev antikur azrovnebaSi eziara 

filosofiis istoria.

huserlis da haidegeris mkveTri Semobruneba subieqtis yofierebisken 

cnobierebis cocxal qmedebaSi warmoaCens arsis da arsebobis diferen-

cirebis da erTianobis antikur problemas. 

ras niSnavs huserlis mier gare-sagnobrivi realobis brWyalebSi Casma? 

es niSnavs arsisa da arsebobis gamijvnas. vin axdens am diferencirebas? su-
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bieqtis cnobiereba. goneba realobas aRar miiCnevs arsebul realobad da 

Semecnebis obieqtSi xedavs ara sagans, aramed sazrisuli arsis mocemulo-

bas, rac adamianis Tvalma, yurma, SegrZnebam, warmosaxvam, intuiciam da az-

rovnebis logikam unda gadaamuSaos Semecnebis Sinaarsis saxiT. 

filosofiis istoriis tradiciaSi cnobiereba ganixileboda rogorc 

arsi, anu rogorc kognitur, emociur, nebelobiT-normatiul da sxva saz-

risTa idealuri samyofeli, xolo misi sagani warmodgenili iyo rogorc 

realurad arsebuli obieqti. 

huserlTan da haidegerTan rolebi Seicvala. sagani, romelsac gare 

viTareba awvdis Cems SegrZnebebs da gonebas, samyaros Semecnebis uSualo 

da erTaderTi wyaroa, magram is ar SeiZleba miviCnioT arsebul obieqtad. 

amisTvis unda vicodeT, ras niSnavs arseboba. samwuxarod, es codna dedis 

muclidan Tandayolilad ar gveZleva. huserlis azriT, yofierebis gageba 

saWiroebs garkveul refleqsias, logikur dadgenas da azris gamomuSavebas 

fenomenologiuri reduqciis gziT. amitom, sagans, Semecnebis sawyis etapze, 

CamorTmeuli aqvs arsebobis sruliad ukanono pretenzia. is cnobierebis 

scenaze gamodis da mniSvnelobs rogorc garkveuli ideis momcveli arsi. 

maSin, cnobiereba, vinc axdens sagnis am arsobriv ideacias, Tavad aRar 

SeiZleba iyos arsi. winaaRmdeg SemTxvevaSi gveqneboda arsis (cnobierebis) 

mimarTeba arsTan (saganTan). gansxvavebulTa Semecnebis procesi, rac arsis 

da arsebobis, subieqtis da obieqtis mimarTebas gulisxmobs, am SemTxvevaSi 

igiveobad iqceoda da dakargavda azrs. 

gamodis, rom sagnis fenomenologiur reduqciaSi cnobiereba moqmedebs 

rogorc arsebuli da ara rogorc arsi. 

cnobierebis es subieqturi arseboba, vinc reduqcias axdens, gansxva-

vdeba sagnis arsebobisgan. bunebrivi, fizikuri sagani ararefleqsirebadia. 

mas ar ZaluZs, aCvenos sakuTari Tavi, rogorc arsebuli obieqti. cnobiere-

ba ki TavisTavad cxadi egzistenciaa. gonebas, materiisgan gansxvavebiT, xe-

lewifeba Tavad daadginos da naTelyos sakuTari yofiereba. 

rodesac mxatvruli sityvis TviTmoZraobaze vsaubrobdiT, roca ro-

lan bartis kvaldakval mivediT daskvnamde, rom samyaro aris teqsti, (13) 

roca avtoris `sikvdilis~ Temas SevexeT, roca sakuTar STabeWdilebaTa 

aRweriT mivaRwieT sulis gamonaTebas da saswauliviT moxda fenomenis 

gamocxadeba, faqtobrivad, cnobierebis sicocxlis ganxorcielebasTan 

gvqonda saqme. TviTdamkvidrebis aseT unars moklebulia fizikuri sagani. 

fenomenologiur reduqciaSi cnobierebis egzistencad gamocxadeba 

haidegeris axali ontologiisken mimavali gzaa. huserlisgan gansxvave-

biT, haidegeri ganacxadebs, rom araTu subieqtis cnobierebas axasiaTebs 

mizanmimarTuli intencionaloba sazrisis qmnadobis Seuqcevadi procesis 

saxiT, aramed mTlianad adamianis yofiereba, misi egzistenci warmoadgens 

intencionalur da ganumeorebel fenomens samyaros xdomilebis usasrulo 

perspeqtivaSi. 
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davubrundeT huserls. amrigad cnobiereba subieqturi yofierebis 

saxiT moqmedebs, roca auqmebs saganTa pretenzias obieqtur arsebobaze. 

fenomenologiaSi es pretenzia yvelgan yvelafris mimarT unda gauqmdes. 

cnobierebac, arsebobaze ganacxadiT rom gamodis Semecnebis proces-

Si, unda iqnas reduqcirebuli da brWyalebSi Casmuli. es gonebis arsobriv 

fericvalebas niSnavs. aq ukve realuri obieqtis fenomenad gardasaxva, su-

bieqtis Sinagan, eidetur reduqciaSi gadadis.

SekiTxva meordeba. vin unda moaxdinos cnobierebis arsobrivi, anu eide-

turi reduqcia? jerjerobiT Tavi SevikavoT teleologiuri gansjisgan da 

vTqvaT, rom cnobierebam, TviTrefleqsiis unaris ZaliT, Tavad unda moax-

dinos sakuTari Tavis arsobrivi gardasaxva, oRond kvlav subieqturi yof-

ierebis statusis SenarCunebis gziT. 

aq, vfiqrobT, wamoiWreba problema. saqme isaa, rom roca cnobiereba mo-

qmedebs subieqturi yofierebis saxiT da sagnis ganyenebas axdens arsebu-

li sinamdvilisgan, is mainc ver aRwevs mizans da idealuri sizustiT ver 

aCvenebs realobas mowyvetil sagans. es ukanaskneli, marTalia, amorTulia 

fizikuri movlenebis kavSirebidan da aRar ganicdis zewolas faqtobrivi 

situaciis mxridan, magram axla cnobierebis gavleniT ganicdis fsiqolo-

giur SeSfoTebas da mainc ar aris is, rac unda iyos TavisTavad, garegani da 

Sinagani faqtorebis zemoqmedebis gareSe.

axla kidev ufro gamoikveTa eideturi reduqciis saWiroeba. cnobi-

erebam reduqciis procesSi ise unda imoqmedos, rom Semecnebis sagans Camo-

arTvas obieqturad arsebulis mniSvneloba da CamoaSoros fsiqologi uri 

zemoqmedebis kvalic. Tu ganxorcielda aseTi Sinagani qmedeba, maSin miza-

ni miRweulia! sagani gamodis gonebis scenaze, rogorc wminda arsi, rome-

lic ar aris `SemRvreuli~ arc obieqturi da arc subieqturi yofierebis                         

mxridan. 

amitom, eideturi gardasaxvis aRniSnul doneze, cnobiereba unda gani-

wmindos fsiqikuri faqtorebisgan, romlebmac SeiZleba daamaxinjon Semec-

nebis sagani. es ganwmenda xdeba imis xarjze, rom goneba sxeuliviT Seisisx-

lxorcebs sakuTar yofierebas da Tavisi subieqteri egzistencis mizan-

dasaxul swrafvaSi arsebobis sazrisis gamomuSavebas iwyebs. 

aRniSnul sazriss is miawers Semecnebis obieqts da amiT mis wminda ar-

sobriv gamomsaxvelobas daubrunebs sagnobrivi arsebobis mniSvnelobas, 

romelic mas CamoarTva reduqciis Tavdapirvel etapze. es, faqtobrivad, 

egzistencialuri procesia, rasac huserli transcendentalur reduqcias 

uwodebs. 

goneba aq or frontze moqmedebs. is ver gamoimuSavebs arsebobis saz-

riss da ver miawers mas sagans, Tu manamde ar daadgina sakuTari arsebobis 

azri. cnobierebis mier sagnis Semecnebas win uswrebs misi, rogorc subi-

eqturi yofierebis TviTdadgenis procesi. es aqti mogvagonebs, magram ar 

emTxveva dekartes cnobil sentencias: vazrovneb, maSasadame, varsebob. 
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gansxvaveba isaa, rom huserlTan azrovnebis da arsebobis logikuri gai-

giveba iseve SeuZlebelia, rogorc arsis da arsebobis fenomenologiuri 

Serwyma.

amitom, roca cnobiereba axdens azrovnebis sagnis obieqtivacias, 

swored maSin kargavs is sakuTar arsebobas da saboloo jamSi gvevlineba, 

rogorc arsi, rogorc wminda cnobiereba, romelic ar arsebobs Tavisi sa-

gnis gareSe. 

`cnobiereba yovelTvis aris cnobiereba raRac sagnis Sesaxeb~, gveubne-

ba huserli. (9) 

aq fenomenologiuri reduqcia aRwevs Tavis mizans. huserli bolom-

de ikvlevs gonebis subieqturi arsis da misi obieqtis raobas. igi midis 

daskvnamde, rom arseboba sxva araferia, Tu ara arsebobis azris qmnadobis 

procesi, romelSic monawileobs rogorc cnobiereba, aseve gare samyaro. 

yofiereba misTvis ukve Camoyalibebul da garkveul saganTa simravles ki 

ar Seadgens, romelsac ikvlevs mecniereba, aramed warmoadgens marad cocx-

ali, dinamiuri samyaros sagnebis da movlenebis xdomilebis process. es 

fenomenologiuri aqti cxadad gviCvenebs dialeqtikur dapirispirebas ar-

sTa subieqtivaciasa da arsebul saganTa obieqtivacias Soris. 

faqtobrivad, huserls saqme aqvs ara yofierebasTan, aramed yofierebis 

qmnadobis procesTan, romelsac, vfiqrobT, sulis gamonaTebis da gonebis 

ideaTa dabadebis winamecnieruli improvizacia ukeTesad gadmogvcems, 

vidre tradiciuli filosofia, logika, fizika, maTematika da sxva empiri-

uli Tu gonismieri mecnierebebi. 

huserlis kreaciuli Tvalsazrisi ganapirobebs misi genialuri naazre-

vis interpretacias Semoqmedebis filosofiis saxiT, gzas gvixsnis, movax-

dinoT mxatvruli aRweris da logikuri ganazrebebis sinTezi fenomenolo-

giur ideaTa ganviTarebis Tanamedrove perspeqtivaSi.

teleologiuri reduqciateleologiuri reduqcia

huserlis urTules ganazrebaTa labirinTSi `ideaciis~ cneba gvevline-

ba ariadnes gorgalis saxiT, ramac SeiZleba gagvikvlios gza Semajamebeli 

daskvnisaken.

ideacia sxva araferia, Tu ara Semecnebis aqti, anu arsebulad mocemuli 

sagnis arsis saxiT Cveneba, misi gasazriseba, im subieqturi ideis wvdoma, ra 

azriTac sagani aris is, rac aris. 

ideacia aris arsebulis arsad, anu idead gadaqcevis aqti. aq ar igulisx-

meba platonis idea, zogadi cnebis saxiT rom aerTianebs mraval saganTa 

saxeobas. ideacia ufro aristoteles stilSi, ideis individuacias niSnavs 

calkeuli movlenis mimarT. 

huserlis mier fenomenologiuri reduqciis samive safexuri arsebiTad 

ideaciis procesis TandaTanobiTi ganxorcielebaa. 
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pirvel etapze cnobierebis miRma myofi, transcendenturi obieqti az-

rovnebis moqmedebis ZaliT gardaisaxeba gonebis imanentur arsSi.

meore safexurze, eideturi reduqciis gziT, TviTon azrovneba, pir-

vel etapze rom moqmedebda rogorc realurad arsebuli Zala, gadaiqceva 

me-cnobierebis subieqtur arsad.

mesame, transcendentalur reduqciaSi, xdeba TviT gardasaxvis proce-

sis (roca arsebuli arsSi gadadis) ideacia; ris Sedegadac azriseuli gar-

dasaxva, viT cnobierebis sicocxle, gvevlineba Tavisi arsobrivi mniSvne-

lobiT, rogorc obieqtze mizandasaxuli, wminda cnobiereba. 

aq Tavdeba gonebis TviTSemecneba fenomenologiuri reduqciis gziT. 

huserli aRwevs dasaxul mizans da asrulebs Tavis amocanas – sacnaurad  

hyofs cnobierebis moqmedebas (ideacias) Semecnebis procesSi. 

vfiqrobT, aq ar Tavdeba huserlis mier SemoTavazebuli gza. es gza 

ufro Sors midis da gadadis misive koncefciis sazRvrebs.

sicocxlis fenomenologiis avtori, qalbatoni ana-tereza timieniCka 

miiCnevs, rom fenomenologia SeiZleba gascdes huserlis logikur gamokv-

levas wminda cnobierebis Sesaxeb da Cawvdes sicocxlis saswaulebriv fe-

nomens. 

filosofosis gafaqizebuli Tvali aRwers sicocxlis arsobriv-saz-

risul formacias ara mxolod organuli materiis da cocxali organizmis 

farglebSi, aramed gacilebiT ufro farTo konteqstSi – yofierebis cocx-

ali qmnadobis, misi TviTrealizaciis, misi TviTrefleqsiis dausrulebel 

perspeqtivaSi. fenomenologiuri Tvalsazrisi aq ufro gafarToebulia da 

ar amoiwureba mxolod wminda cnobierebis kvleviT, Tumca is huserlis zo-

gad poziciasac iziarebs yofierebis xdomilebis Sesaxeb. 

timieniCkas didi samecniero miRwevebi sicocxlis arsobrivi qmnadobis 

sarbielze gzas gvixsnis, huserlis `ideaciis~ cnebis sapirispirod Semovi-

yvanoT `kreaciis~ idea. (10) es idea ar emsaxureba gonebis mier TviTSemec-

nebis amocanas; magram SeiZleba vaCvenoT, rom kreaciis fenomeni savsebiT 

Tavsebadia fenomenologiuri reduqciis safexurebTan, Tumca scildeba 

wminda cnobierebis kvlevis farglebs.

swored imis gamo, rom huserlis meTodi ufro farToa, vidre misi kon-

cefcia, kreaciis aqti iseve SeiZleba daematos ideacias, rogorc Semoq-

medebis aqtma SeiZleba Seavsos Semecnebis procesi cnobierebis sicocxlis 

sruli gamovlenis sferoSi. 

kreaciis ideis naTelSi Cndeba STabeWdileba, rom ideaciis bolos re-

duqcia ki ar Tavdeba, aramed wydeba. wertilis nacvlad, gvaqvs burusiT 

moculi mravalweretili. 

sul bolos, transcendentalur reduqciaSi, sadac ideacia aRwevs 

mwvervals da arsebuli gvevlineba wminda cnobierebis arsSi, vfiqrobT, 

savsebiT SesaZlebelia kidev gagrZeldes arsobrivi gardasaxvis procesi 

da daisvas SekiTxva: ra moxdeba, Tuki CavatarebT wminda cnobierebis re-
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duqcias da vin SeiZleba moaxdinos es? cxadia, amas veRar moaxdens cnobi-

ereba, romelmac ukve dakarga arseboba da Tavis arsobriv siwmindes Seswira 

realuri moqmedebis Zala. amas ver SeZlebs verc gare samyaros sagani, ro-

melzedac orientirebulia es cnobiereba. fizikuri sagani pasiuria, mas ar 

gaaCnia aqtiuri, gardamqmneli moqmedebis unari. 

TiTqos aRaraferi da aravin darCa, vinc SeiZleba aRmoCndes axali re-

duqciis subieqti.

es subieqti arsebobs! es aris igive cnobiereba, oRond warmodgenili 

ara rogorc wminda arsi, aramed rogorc idealurad arsebuli. amisTvis 

unda SevabrunoT ideaciis aqti da is kreaciis procesad davsaxoT.

Tuki transcendentaluri reduqciis dros arsebuli gadavida arsSi 

(wminda cnobierebaSi), amJamad xdeba piriqiT – arsi gadadis arsebulSi da idea 

ganaxorcielebs sagans. wminda cnobiereba aq ukve gamodis, rogorc kreaciis 

subieqti, vinc sakuTari arsidan da ideidan samyaros arsebobas qmnis. 

ra aris es, Tu ara yofierebis warmoSobis procesi?! aq Semoqmedi sub-

ieqti wminda cnobierebis imanenturic aris da transcendenturic. imanen-

turia imdenad, ramdenadac igi sxva araferia, Tu ara igive wminda cnobiere-

ba, vinc me-s TviTidentifikaciis da samyaros Semecnebis transcendenta-

luri safuZvelia. transcendenturia imdenad, ramdenadac is gansxvavdeba 

sakuTari Tavisgan da warmoadgens samyaros ara Semecnebis, aramed Semoq-

medebis subieqts. 

Cveni gamokvlevis saTaveSi SemTxveviT ar gavaJRereT Semoqmedi subieq-

tis subieqturobis Tema, rac, rogorc kontrapunqti, mudmivad ewinaaRmde-

geba codnis Camoyalibebis da obieqtivaciis process.

axla SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom es Semoqmedi subieqti warmoadgens kreaciul 

`me~-s, naRmiviT rom aris Cadebuli ideaciis SemecnebiT-logikur safuZ-

velSi. rodis ifeTqebs es naRmi da rogor Secvlis Cvens cxovrebas, pasuxi 

am SekiTxvaze maradgaufantavi wyvdiadiT aris moculi. saqme gvaqvs sulis 

zecnobier, Tavisufal, iracionalur moZraobasTan, rac saTaves aZlevs 

cnobierebis nakadis TviTmoZrav dinebas. am fenomenologiuri moZraobis 

subieqti, STagonebis uzenaes sferoSi, samyaros aRmaSenebel, yovlisSem-

Zle Semoqmeds eziareba. 

kreaciuli reduqcia – arsidan arsebobis Seqmnis idumali aqti, tota-

luri masStabiT da bibliuri genezisis mixedviT, RvTis sityvidan samyaros 

dabadebas niSnavs. 

aqedan gamomdinare, huserlis fenomenologiur meTodTan Tavsebad 

kreaciul qmedebas SeiZleba vuwodoT teleologiuri reduqcia. 

fenomenis gamocxadebafenomenis gamocxadeba

Semajamebeli daskvnis Semdeg, minda gavacocxlo Cemi saocari xilva 

gardasul movlenaTa fenomenologiur gancdaSi. 
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Cem mier huserlis ideaTa SemecnebaSi uecrad moxda fenomenis gamocxa-

deba arsis da arsebobis idumal mTlianobaSi. am gamonaTebam gare samyaros 

saganic gaxsna da isic magrZnobina, ra xdeboda am dros Cems Tavs. mivxvdi, 

rom arsis reduqciis Semecnebis safexurebad dayofa CemTvis ufro Teori-

uli pirobiToba iyo, vidre fenomenis Wvretis cocxali gamocdileba. 

erTxel, agvistos miwuruls, vaSingtonSi gaxldiT filosofiur semi-

narze. sastumrodan gamovedi da quCas Cavyevi avtobusis gaCerebisken. qu-

Cis gadaRma, maxsovs, aguris orsarTuliani saxli idga. fanjridan amerikis 

SeerTebuli Statebis droSa iyo gadmofenili. ukan, Sors, Ria sivrceSi, qa-

laqis centri moCanda. SemoRamebis sevdanarevi naTeli oqrosfrad axaver-

debda kapitoliumis gumbaTs. laJvardovani ca wiTlad iferfleboda Cam-

avali mzis cecxlze. bindSi gardatexili sxivi aguris am patara saxlsac 

eTamaSeboda. qarma Semoubera, aafriala amerikis droSa. vigrZeni, raRac 

gansakuTrebuli xdeboda. 

uecrad saxlma feri icvala. TiTqos gaixsna misi simboluri arsi. sax-

li gaxda is, rac is unda yofiliyo swored aq da axla. guli ver itevda am 

gardasaxvas! sulis siRrmidan gadmoRvrili STabeWdileba mTel qalaqs 

moedo. sityvebi ar myofnis gadmovce, ra xdeboda irgvliv, ra memarTeboda. 

mexsierebas SemorCa bednierebis naTeli, sixaruliT savse gancda. es ganc-

da Zalian Cemi iyo, radgan aguris Senoba bavSvobis saxls magonebda, sadac 

gavizarde. Tanac es gancda ar iyo Cemi, is amerikasTan sazeimo Sexvedris is-

toriul moments gamoxatavda. nageboba saocrad gadasxvaferda, gascda si-

yrmis mogonebas da mTeli qveynis simbolod iqca. saxli aRar warmoadgenda 

Senobas. es iyo Zveli, romantikuli amerika, Tavisi istoriiT, laRi cxovre-

bis stiliT, sakacobrio TariRebiT, vesternis filmebiT, mafiozuri Tav-

gadasavlebiT, mogzaurobebiT, sanaxaobebiT, reklamebiT, atraqcionebiT, 

modernuli mxatvrobiT, glen mileris dauviwyari melodiebiT... es iyo Tav-

isuflebis nanatri qveyana, romelsac eswrafvoda Cemi suli. 

amerikad qceuli saxli bavSvobis bednier drosac magonebda da Tanac 

momiTxrobda ucxo qveynis Sesaxeb, rac ocnebasaviT melandeboda Cveni dia-

di samSoblos ukve gabzarul cixeSi. 

moxda saswauli! moxda WeSmariti fenomenologiuri reduqcia! saxli 

amovarda arsebuli garemos Cveuli konteqstidan da Tavisi simbolur-ar-

sobrivi mniSvnelobiT gacxadda. aq ar iyo araviTari gradacia arsisa da ar-

sebobis reduqciis mixedviT. aq iyo erTi mTliani gamocxadeba, meditaciu-

ri Serwyma Cems saocnebo samyarosTan. 

sul erTi wami grZeldeboda es xilva. sinanuliT vgrZnob, weris pro-

cesSi ikargeba is, rac ar SeiZleba sityvebad iqces. rac ar unda vwero da 

vilaparako, saxli mainc gamouTqmel gamocxadebad rCeba. misTvis aSkarad 

viwroa reduqciis cnebis farglebi. guli mwydeba, rom ver vambob imas, risi 

Tqmac minda: Tu rogor moxda saswauli! rogor Sedga vaSingtonSi, agvistos 

miwuruls, Cemi da aguris patara saxlis bednieri Sexvedra. 
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ase mefiqreba, rom fenomenologia elitaruli Wvretis filosofiaa. 

misi saidumlos amosacnobad marto codna da logikuri gamokvleva ar kmara. 

saWiroa mudmivi SemoqmedebiTi ganwyoba, rom saWiro dros, xelsayrel vi-

TarebaSi, moxdes subieqtis subieqturobis Sexvedra samyaros gamonaTebis 

myisier arsTan, rac mxolod erTxel xdeba da am erTaderTobiT wuTisof-

lis maradisobas erwymis. 

sinanulisinanuli

iqneb, aRarc aris saWiro logikuri gansja? iqneb, mxatvrulma inter-

mediam TavisiT igulisxma saTqmeli da zedmet sityvaobad aqcia msjeloba, 

rom fenomenologiuri reduqcia, faqtobrivad, Cemi sulis gamonaTebas niS-

navs? 

es saTqmelic xelidan misxlteba, win garbis. fiqri ver eweva mas. TiTebi 

iseTi siswrafiT ver darbian kompiuteris klaviSebze, rogori siswrafiTac 

sityvas miaqrolebs azri. igrZnoba CamorCena. asoebis Zebnasa da Sesworeba-

Si, dro ikargeba (W da w sul erTmaneTSi mereva!). ver vinarCuneb ideis pirve-

lyofil siwmindes, dekartesaviT Tavidan ver viwyeb filosofiis istorias; 

ver vaxerxeb cnobierebis nakadSi ise Sevcuro, rom davewio STagonebis qa-

riviT mqrolav talRebs, ar CamovrCe, ar CaviZiro. 

bejiTi mondomebiT SeZenili codna mamZimebs. ambiciac maxrCobs. vera da 

ver velevi sakuTar Teoriebs, ukve mtverdadebuls da Zvelmanebis skivrSi 

Senaxuls. menaneba maTi dakargva. minda, isini lamazad gamovfino, magram vis 

unda movawono Tavi am gamoyruebul qveyanaSi? 

suli amomxada filosofiis wlebiT SeZenilma gamocdilebam. sul ukan 

vixedebi. isev da isev vubrundebi ukve dawerils. amasobaSi sityva, romel-

mac unda moitanos saTqmeli, isev xelidan gamirbis. Tuki sagani, gare sam-

yaros mociquli, Semecnebis miznad unda davsaxo, saWiroa sulmouTqme-

li sirbili, daWerobanas TamaSi, rom is, rac ar iyo Cemi, Cems sakuTrebad 

iqces. es TamaSi moiTxovs ganTavisuflebas im codnisgan, rac gaqvavebula, 

daxavsebula, gaucxoebula sulSi. 

fenomenologiuri ganwyobidan gadmoxeTqili azrovnebis wminda nakadi 

WeSmaritebisken miedineba. sarkesaviT moelvare talRebSi sagani irekleba 

ise, rogorc is Cems STagonebas eZleva gamocxadebis siwmindeSi. 

erTxelac ver Sevdivar am ankara mdinareSi. codvili var. ver velevi sa-

kuTar ambicias, yvelaferi gavigo, bolomde avxsna.

sinanuli, rom es me ar SemiZlia, ukve gulwrfelobas niSnavs. es ukve 

ziarebaa fenomenologiis SemoqmedebiT sawyisTan. saganTa Semecnebis na-

cvlad, vcdilob, avRwero, ra xdeba Cems sulSi. 

xdeba is, rom bolomde ver vamarcxeb urCxuls, gonebis damamZimebeli 

codniT rom sazrdoobs da Cems pativmoyvareobas mokavSired xdis. xdeba is, 

rom an sul ukan vixedebi, Taroze rom Semovdo gacveTil sibrZneTa krebu-
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li, an vikargebi zvaviviT mowyvetil sityvis nakadSi, rogorc qaosSi, sadac 

daveZeb gadarCenis gzas.

es qaosi var me! minda daviyviro qveynis gasagonad, rom mizans ver mi-

vaRwie; ver gamoTqvi, ver Camovayalibe, bolomde mainc ver gavige, ra aris 

fenomenologia, ras niSnavs reduqcia. magram Cemi arcodna da monanieba 

gzas mixsnis, gavarkvio, vin var me, ra SemiZlia, cxadad SevigrZno is zRvari, 

rac maSorebs WeSmaritebisgan da gamovitano daskvna, rom WeSmariteba sxva 

araferia, Tu ara WeSmaritebis siyvaruli da misi mouRalavi, gulmxurvale 

Zieba. 
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Mamuka Dolidze

PHENOMENOLOGY AS APHILOSOPHY OF CREATIVITYͳ IMPROVISATIONS OF 
PRESCIENCE 

Summary

Phenomenological concepƟ on by Edmund Husserl seems to be the fruiƞ ul ground for fi nding 
the new way of intellectual advance. Husserl’s invesƟ gaƟ on of intenƟ onal nature of self-conscious-
ness brings to light many hidden problems of human cogniƟ on and self-cogniƟ on. The unceas-
ing currency of thoughts presents the driving will of our mind to surmount the senselessness of 
contemporary world. We can grasp the intenƟ onal life of consciousness as a stream of creaƟ ng 
the cogniƟ ve, emoƟ onal or voluntary-normaƟ ve senses. This creaƟ ve process leads the thinker to 
contemplaƟ on of new face of truth, which appears to be elusive for any kind of logical defi niƟ on. 

The truth is the process of searching for the truth.

That seems to be the only answer in style of phenomenology. Development of Husserl’s ideas 
provides us with courage to assert that phenomenology presents the philosophy of creaƟ vity. 

Phenomenological approach helps us out of the passive state of receiving the alien reality. It 
inspires us to fi nd the new forms of creaƟ ve being. Phenomenologist tries to make the subjecƟ ve 
condiƟ ons, where the being would speak with him, revealing its new aestheƟ cal essence.

” My pen is smarter than me “.

These words of Albert Einstein confi rm the credo of phenomenological creaƟ vity – the inde-
pendence of creaƟ ve process from the author’s will. 

So, Author does not create the work of art. it seems to be the fact of creaƟ ve life of author. 
The same is true with new ideas and discoveries of our phenomenological comprehension. 

Therefore I can not be in neutral aƫ  tude toward the modern reality. I should love or hate it, since 
it somehow inspires me against or in favor of the contemporary world.
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absurdi da ierofania

Tanamedrove dasavleTis inteleqtualuri elitis megavarskvlavebi, 

dResdReobiT sajaro sivrceSi moqmedi didi filosofosebi – xoakim Coms-

ki, habermasi, jorjo agambeni da sxvebi, iseve, rogorc sokrate, aTenelebs 

akritikebda, isinic `Seurigebeli kritikosebi~ arian amerikocentrizmi-

sa da globalizaciisa. sartri gasuli saukunis 60-ian wlebSi, Comski 21-e 

saukunis oficialurad nebadarTuli disidentis modelebad SeiZleba miv-

iCnioT. sadReisod, savaraudoa, rom merab mamardaSvilic maT Soris iqnebo-

da. misi filosofosobis motivebidan dRes Zalze aqtualuria aqcentebis 

gakeTeba im garemoebaze, rom politikisa da religiis sakiTxebi ara marto 

rwmenis an legitimaciis, aramed Rrma refleqsirebul azrovnebas moiTx-

oven. aseve aqtualuria racionalobis klasikuri da araklasikuri ide-

alebis rTuli urTierTmimarTebis garkvevac.

m. mamardaSvili iyenebda azrovnebis postmodernul teqnikas, magram 

is mainc cnobierebis fenomenologiur tradicias misdevda. am ormagobis 

gasagebad SeiZleba gamodges alber kamius Tezisi imis Sesaxeb, rom SeiZleba 

iyo absurduli da, amave dros, qristianic iyo. kamius mixedviT, absurdis 

logika arasworad aris gagebuli. TiTqos is moiTxovs metafizikur naxtoms 

RmerTis rwmenaSi an gonebis teleologiaSi. es Secdoma dauSves huserlma, 

haidegerma, iaspersma, Sestovma, kafkam da sxv. absurdis birTvia amboxi, ro-

melic eqsistencis pozitiuri sazrisiT aRvsebis wyaros warmoadgens da sa-

Sualebas iZleva pozitiuri qvantiteturi eTikis dafuZnebisa adamianis si-

cocxlis farglebSi da ara mis gareT, absurduli kedlebis miRma. amgvarad 

axorcielebs amboxi nihilizmis egzorcizms. aseTi pozitiuri begraundi 

axlavs kamius ZiriTad teqstebs – `ucxo~-s finali, `dacemis~ finali da 

sxva. donJuanis, kirilovis, stavroginis interpretaciebi, `qristianuli 

absurdis~ poziciebidan. misi kriteriumia sicxadis (evidansis) mocemulo-

ba tradiciuli veritasis nacvlad. amgvarad Cndeba postmodernuli rela-

tivizmis daZlevis SesaZlebloba.

rogorc kamius `sizifes miTSi~, aseve merab mamardaSvilis leqciebSi, 

wignebSi, narkvevebsa da sxvadasxva tipis meditaciebSi Tematizebulia sax-

arebis cnobili epizodi geTsimaniis baRSi. esaa qristes miwieri cxovrebis 

finaluri aqti, rodesac macxovari ganmartovdeba salocavad, Tan waiyvans 

sam uaxloes mociquls da sTxovs maT, ar CaeZinoT, vidre loculobs. Tumca, 

isini amas ver SeZleben, quTuToebi daumZimdebaT da CaeZinebaT. macxovari 

ramdenjerme brundeba, aRviZebs maT da umeorebs Txovnas. kamiu ambobs, rom 

zustad asevea absurdis Sinagani logikis mTavari principi, romelsac unda 

miyves absurdis adamiani da `misi geTsimaniis Rameebi usasrulod gagrZel-
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deba~ (a. kamiu `sizifes miTi~, Tbilisi 2013, gamomc. `agora~, Targmna mari-

na balavaZem, gv. 135). absurdis sruli cnobiereba aris naTelmxilveluri 

mzaoba eqsistencialur SesaZleblobaTa sruli aRsrulebisaTvis, metic, 

am aRsrulebis fronezisis teqnikac. ratom ar SeiZleba daZineba da ras 

niSnavs daZineba? cnobierebis miwyivi sifxizle anu `geTsimaniis Rameebi~ 

aris cnobierebaSi ganxorcielebadi qristes da sakuTari Tavis kvlav Soba. 

mamardaSvili xSirad apelirebs paskalis azrze, romlis mixedviTac qristes 

jvarcma da aRdgoma aris xdomileba, romelic xorcieldeba Tanadaswreb-

ulobaSi; amgvari xdomilebebi qmnian `Sinagan adamians~, romlis Sesaxebac 

pavle mociqulic qadagebda. is, rac xdeba cnobierebaSi, maradi cxovrebis 

saxea. maradisoba swored cnobierebis Sinagan aqtebSi aqtualizdeba da ara 

sikvdilis Semdeg raRac miTosuri narativis molodinSi. amgvari gadadeba 

dauSvebelia, `xval yovelTvis gviania~. kamius ganmartebiT, absurdis ada-

mianma sakuTari eqsistencoba SeiZleba mxolod daamyaros principze – `xva-

lis gareSe~! maister ekhartis cnobili principia – qriste Tu SenSi ar dai-

bada, maSin gankacebis ontologiur aqts CemTvis araviTari mniSvneloba ar 

eqneba. am mosazrebis mamardaSviliseuli perifraziT, Tu axla ar aRvdegiT 

sikvdilisgan (Zilisgan), verasodes veRar aRvdgebiT. Cveni erTdrouloba 

(Tanadaswrebuloba) cnobierebis SeuCerebel denad nakadTan niSnavs drois 

erTi da imave momentis wvdomas yvela drosa da yvela sivrceSi. esaa huserl-

iseuli fenomenologiis `aqti aqtze~ (eideturi reduqcia), mamardaSvilis 

sityviT usasrulo dro aris SekumSuli (`Jati~) erT wertilSi (gaelvebaSi), 

sadac sruldeba cnobierebis TviTqmnadobis samuSao, romlis logikur-ra-

cionaluri sqema mocemulia hegelis gonis fenomenologiaSi. hegeli am 

`samuSaos~ cnobierebis golgoTas uwodebs, romelic sruli aRdgomiT anu 

sruli TviTcnobierebis saboloo sruli uSfoTvelobisa da TviTkmarobis 

absolutur netarebaSi bolovdeba.

amrigad, azri gansxvavdeba reaqciisagan. azri aSenebs, Sobs da kvlav 

Sobs cnobierebis Sinagan sicocxles.

SesaZlebelia Tu ara cnobierebis maradmdeli da, amdenad, erTjeradi 

aqtivebis nakadis (romelime aqtis) ganmeoreba, gagrZeleba, gaxangrZliveba; 
SesaZloa Tu ara `dakarguli drois kvlav aRdgena~? am kiTxvaze pirdapiri 

Tu iribi pasuxia mamardaSvilis leqciaTa cikli marsel prustis romanebis 

seriaze. es iseTive realuri SesaZleblobaa, rogorc ritualSi aRwarmoe-

buli pirveladi miTosuri dro. es ar aris industriuli tiraJireba, an te-

qnikuri reproduqcireba, aramed is, rasac ewodeba `sin-endos~, Tanaidea 

(rusulad `veCnoe prisutstvie~). ra Tqma unda, es Tema vrclad aris gaSli-

li e. w. sindisis Teologiasa da sindisis filosofiaSi. 

agreTve saintereso mosazrebaa gamoTqmuli mamardaSvilisa da kamius 

mierac dostoevskis SemoqmedebaSi qristes faruli demiurgobis Sesaxeb, 

romlis xdomilebiTi sicocxle xorcieldeba polifoniuri oreulebis 

uwyvet dinamikur gradaciebSi. haidegeris ̀ yofiereba da dro~ am oreulebis 



61

irakli braWuli – absurdi da ierofania

  

Temas warmogvidgens, rogorc ̀ sakuTriv dazains~ Soris mimarTebas droiTi 

horizontis gagebis safuZvelze. aRniSnuli konceptebi aqtiurad gamoiye-

na rudolf bultmanma e.w. kerigmatuli rwmenis dafuZnebisaTvis. is, rasac 

bibliaSi ewodeba codviT dacemuli adamianuri kondicia, bultmanTan in-

terpretirebulia, rogorc haidegeriseuli DAS MAN mdgomareoba. am viTa-

rebidan gadasvla `sakuTrivi dazainis~ horizontSi Teologiur perspeq-

tivaSi ganimarteba, rogorc ioanes saxarebis uwyeba `sikvdilidan gadasvla 

sicocxleSi~ (ioane. 5:24).

albert kamius im Tavis epigrafad, romelsac ewodeba `absurduli ada-

miani~, mohyavs fraza dostoevskis romanidan `eSmakni~: `Tu stavrogins 

swams, mas ar swams, rom swams. Tuki ar swams, mas ar swams, rom ar swams~. ai, 

es aris absurduli situaciis adekvaturi filosofiuri kredo, romelsac 

ar sWirdeba arc tradiciuli absoluturi goneba, winaswar gansazRvruli 

marad ucvleli ideaTa samyaro, arc pirvel sicocxleSi CafuZnebuli no-

ematuri substancia, arc obieqtur msoflio istoriaSi ganxorcielebuli 

`universaluri kacobrioba~, arc kantiseuli transendentaluri subieqti, 

magram arc moralur relativizmsa da nihilizmSi vardeba. amrigad, Cndeba 

SesaZlebloba, pozitiurad ganimartos dostoevskis cnobili debuleba, 

`Tu RmerTi ar aris, yvelaferi nebadarTulia~. amrigad, absurdi ki ar aTa-

visuflebs moraluri principebisagan, aramed, piriqiT, is sruliad ucxa-

desad, evidencialurad `yvelafris Cadenis uflebas ar iZleva. yvelaferi 

nebadarTulia, ar niSnavs, rom araferia akrZaluli. absurdi mxolod awo-

nasworebs am moqmedebis Sedegebs. is danaSaulisken ar ubiZgebs~ (kamiu, `si-

zi fes miTi~, gv. 109). 

absurdis demiurgosi, anu wminda saxiT amboxi – revolte: `me vjanydebi, 

maSasadame, Cven varsebobT~ ara imisaTvis, raTa SevqmnaT is, rac ara varT, 

anu vaSenoT babilonis godoli, revolucia absurdis Ralatia, aramed vi-

yoT, rac varT. `ucxos~ bolo winadadeba – `msurda, araferi gamomrCeno-

da~ – imas niSnavs, rom absurdiT cxovreba aris marTali (EVIDANC) cxovreba, 

aqac saxarebis mkafio aluziaa – `SewireT msxverpli simarTlisa~ (fs. 1.6). 

swored am simarTlis jildoa, siwminde TeTr Tovlad rom aTovs evropis 

kides – amsterdams `dacemis~ finalSi. aq igive `xareba~ aResruleba, rac 

galaktionTan aris: 

`Tovs, amnair dRis xarebam lurji

da daRaluli sizmriT damTova~.

amrigad, cnobierebis filosofiis mamardaSviliseuli versia absurdis 

niadagze eqsistirebis saxed Tvlis saxarebiseuli `geTsimaniis Ramis~ 

pasaJs. analogiuri ganazrebani gvxvdeba albert kamiusTanac. amgvarad 

zemoTqmuli, vfiqrob, saSualebas iZleva, garkveulwilad gasagebi gaxdes 

albert kamius `sizifeSi~ gamoTqmuli Znelad gansamartavi mosazreba – 

`SeiZleba absurduli iyo da amave dros qristianic iyo~.
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ABSURD AND HIEROPHANY

Summary

~Hierophany” is a fundamental concept of the modern philosophy of myth and religion. The 

essence of this important phenomenon, more precisely, the concept regarding this phenomenon 

is explained as manifestaƟ on of the sacral and holy.

Key words: Hierophany, the eternal return of the same, metahistory.

~Hierophany” is a fundamental concept of the modern philosophy of myth and religion. It is 

translated in Georgian as xatCena (~appearance of an icon”) or saswaulCena (~appearance of a 

miracle”). This is what the manifestaƟ on of the sacral and ~holy” in the main forms of culture and 

human life is called. Rudolph OƩ o created the term ~numinous” to designate it, and it has spread 

in modern philosophic circles due to Mircea Eliade’s works. Below we will try to explain the essence 

of this important phenomenon, or, more precisely, the concept regarding this phenomenon.

According to Deleuze’s observaƟ on, the complex of western thinking fi nds its inner comple-
Ɵ on in universal pragmaƟ sm. PragmaƟ sm is a placing of philosophical thinking within the limits of 
common sense and everyday supposiƟ ons. By this a ~great logical illusion” is exposed: the trust in 

the computaƟ onal combinatorics of tasks; more precisely, the supersƟ Ɵ on that thinking is only a 

double of the common sense supposed from doxa. A quesƟ on is always copied from supposed or 

possible answers. A quesƟ on is based on a preliminary supposiƟ on that answers exist in another 

consciousness. Such quesƟ ons are: What Ɵ me is it? When was Caesar born? Deleuze indicates that 
this point of view loses sight of something that is the most signifi cant in thinking – this is the gene-
sis of the act of thought, i.e. the use of the ability to create thought. We are obliged to believe that 
ready tasks are given to us in a ready form and they disappear in answers, decisions. This is infan-
Ɵ le supersƟ Ɵ on. Its social precondiƟ on leaves us children, underage beings who have not reached 

adulthood. ~This study journal necessarily requires a teacher”, who permanently gives tasks and 

their ~soluƟ ons”, and esƟ mates decisions by scoring them. SupposiƟ ons of everyday problems and 

common sense, i.e. the transfer of natural illusions into philosophical phantoms means placing an 

idea in the power of idenƟ Ɵ es.

The reversion of the energeƟ c paradigm of Dilthey in the theory and pracƟ ce of understanding 

can be considered as a postulaƟ on of the new ontological possibiliƟ es of eternal return which the 

great hermeneuƟ sts of the 20th century, H.G. Gadamer and Paul Ricœur, pointed out. Mircea Eli-
ade and Gil Deleuze’s philosophical talks about ~diff erence and repeƟ Ɵ on” play a reference rolefor 

these possibiliƟ es on the philosophical plane. The explicit instrucƟ ons of such diff erences and rep-
eƟ Ɵ ons are outlined in Heidegger’s Being and Time. An existenƟ al analysis of ~awe to repeƟ Ɵ on” 

is implied by it. Postmodern explicaƟ ons of these instrucƟ ons helped to actualize the narraƟ ve re-
generaƟ on of Ɵ me and its transformaƟ on into something ~meta-historical”. The returning of mod-
ern `street” (public space)’s simulacrum in original horde and its rebirth in metahistory is in the 

same plane. The fi gures of a superman in the process of hermeneuƟ c self-determinaƟ on establish 

a relaƟ on with ~ontological throw” (Deleuze), where the idea strives to become a fi gure and runs 

away from self-organizaƟ on in the tradiƟ onal sense, to idenƟ Ɵ es and arƟ sƟ c percepƟ ons of aff ects. 
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Correspondingly, ~paradigmicity” itself changes. It is freed from ~the exemplarity” characterisƟ c to 

Plato’s philosophy. Accordingly, the fi gures of a superman cannot be relevant either as apocrypha 

and simulaƟ ons of Zarathustra, nor as projects of any self-modeling. An accentuaƟ on of the follow-
ing moment seems more important – thought follows ontological singulariƟ es (~single events”) in 

the superman’s fi gures, which ~are thrown out” and return in diff erent degrees of liberty.

The eternal models characterisƟ c to Plato’s philosophy no longer dominate the free diff er-
ences in the modern hermeneuƟ c situaƟ on. This can be seen as a manifestaƟ on of the trends of 
freedom, unknown to the present day, and as an aƩ empt to arƟ culate them philosophically. It is 

neither necessary, nor possible to again return these ~tendencies” to the iron cages of Platonic, 

ThomisƟ c, or Hegelian type philosophic systems, just as it is neither necessary, nor possible to 

self-model the essenƟ al structures of human existence. The internal ambiguity of hermeneuƟ c 

concepts indicates that the discovery of a hermeneuƟ c fi eld between some newly revealed onto-
logical possibiliƟ es of man and freedom, and holding a dialogue between them is necessary and 

possible.
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TviTcnobierebis gamosvla araTviTmyofobidan – 
ganTavisufleba

hegelis `gonis fenomenologia~ warmoadgens erT-erT kulminaciur 

wertils ara mxolod filosofiuri, aramed saerTod zogadsakacobrio az-

rovnebis talRiseburi ganviTarebis istoriaSi, da es TiTqmis sayovelTaod 

aRiarebuli faqtia filosofiur samyaroSi. Cvens amocanas Seadgens, gansa-

kuTrebuli kuTxidan gavaanalizoT da ganvmartoT TviTcnobierebis gan-

Tavisuflebis is dialeqtikuri procesi, romelic warmodgenilia swored 

am nawarmoebis TavSi – `TviTcnobierebis TviTmyofoba da araTviTmyofoba. 

batonoba da ymoba~. modiT, jer xelaxla gavixsenoT am didi moazrovnis bi-

ografia. 

georg vilhelm fridrix hegeli daibada qalaq StutgartSi 1770 wlis 

27 agvistos, saxeldobr, viurtembergis samTavros msxvili moxelis ojax-

Si. bavSvobidan igi bevrs kiTxulobda da ukve gimnaziaSi swavlis dros ga-

moikveTa misi gansakuTrebuli interesi humanitaruli mecnierebebisadmi. 

aqedanve daiwyo misi gataceba antikuri literaturiT, rac mas gahyveba 

cxo vrebis bolomde. tiubingenis Teologiur institutSi igi Tavisi Tana-

kurselebidan axlo megobrobas amyarebs SelingTan da hiolderlinTan da 

safrangeTis didi revoluciis STabeWdilebaTa zegavleniT wevriandeba 

adgilobriv politikur klubSi, Selingi da hegeli sxvebTan erTad monaw-

ileoben simboluri `Tavisuflebis xis~ dargvaSi. oci wlis hegeli gaxda 

filosofiis magistri. 1793-96 wlebi man gaatara bernSi, sadac igi muSaobda 

ojaxis maswavleblad. aq igi Tvals adevnebda safrangeTSi mimdinare poli-

tikur procesebs da uaRresad negatiurad ganewyo iakobinuri teroris 

mimarT. Tumca, mTlianobaSi hegels mainc dadebiTi damokidebuleba hqonda 

safrangeTis revoluciisadmi, rogorc istoriuli progresis mniSvnelo-

vani da aucilebeli etapisadmi. swored SveicariaSi yofnis periods gane-

kuTvneba misi SesaniSnavi nawarmoebi `iesos cxovreba~.

axalgazrda hegelis cxovrebis Semdgomi etapia e.w. frankfurtis peri-

odi. aq igi agrZelebs muSaobas ojaxis maswavleblad da kvlav dakavebulia 

qristianuli religiis problematikiT, rasac eZRvneba misi naSromi `qris-

tianobis suli da misi bedi~. amasTan, igi dainteresebulia d. stiuartis da 

a. smitis ekonomikuri TeoriebiT.

hegelis, rogorc filosofosis, formirebis umniSvnelovanes etaps 

warmoadgens e.w. ienis periodi (1801-1807 ww.). aRsaniSnavia, rom ienis uni-

versiteti am droisTvis Camoyalibda germaniis namdvil kulturul cen-

trad fixtesa da Selingis ZalisxmevaTa Sedegad. 1801 wlis 21 agvistos he-

gels universitetSi leqciebis wakiTxvis ufleba misces. Tumca, pedagogi-
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uri saqmianoba arcTu xaverdovnad midioda: jerjerobiT studentebSi misi 

leqciebi popularobiT ver sargeblobdnen. amave wels pirvelad ibeWdeba 

misi naSromi `gansxvaveba fixtesa da Selingis filosofiaTa sistemebs So-

ris~. 1805-1806 wlebSi hegeli xdeba ienis universitetis eqstraordinaru-

li profesori, xolo 1807 gamoicema misi marTlacda diadi wigni `gonis 

fenomenologia~. sxvaTa Soris, swored ienaSi man ixila prusiul armiaze 

gamarjvebuli napoleoni da uwoda mas `amxedrebuli msoflio suli~.

okupaciis wlebSi droebiT Sewyda ienis universitetis muSaoba, ris ga-

moc hegeli gadavida bambergSi, sadac weliwadnaxevris ganmavlobaSi ewe-

oda Jurnalistur saqmianobas. 1808-1816 wlebSi igi niurbergSi gimnazi-

is direqtoria da swored am periodSi muSaobs Tavis fundamentur wignze 

`logikis mecniereba~. 1811 wels hegeli daqorwinda mari elena suzana fon 

tuxerze. ormocdaeqvsi wlis asakSi, kerZod, 1816 wels hegelma miiRo fi-

losoofiis kaTedra haidelbergis universitetSi: aq igi qmnis Tavisi gran-

diozuli filosofiuri sistemis SekumSul da dasrulebul `variants~ – 

`filosofiur mecnierebaTa enciklopedias~.

1818 wlidan iwyeba misi moRvaweobis daskvniTi periodi – berlinis pe-

riodi. swored am wels hegeli daTanxmda prusiis saxalxo ganaTlebis minis-

tris – karl altenSteinis winadadebas da daikava berlinis universitetis 

filosofiis kaTedris xelmZRvanelis Tanamdeboba, romelic vakanturi iyo 

fixtes sikvdilis Semdgom. aq igi aqveynebs Tavis axal wigns – ̀ samarTlis fi-

losofia~. rac Seexeba mis leqciebs esTetikaSi, religiis filosofiaSi, is-

toriis filosofiaSi da filosofiis istoriaSi, isini gamoqveyndnen calke 

naSromebis saxiT studentTa konspeqtebis safuZvelze misi sikvdilis Sem-

deg. aRsaniSnavia, rom 1818 wels hegelis samecniero-pedagogiuri saqmiano-

ba jer kidev ver izidavda mravalT, magram 1820 wlidan igi mkveTrad saxel-

ganTqmuli da popularuli xdeba, xolo misi leqciebi izidaven studentebs 

da dainteresebul pirebs mTeli germaniidan da sxva qveynebidanac. 

1830 wels hegeli iniSneba berlinis universitetis reqtorad. 1831 wels 

fridrix vilhelm mesame ajildovebs mas prusiis saxelmwifos samsaxuri-

saTvis. amis Semdgom ki mZime xasiaTis movlenebi viTardeba: hegeli iZule-

bulia, datovos berlini, rodesac aq 1831 wlis agvistoSi gavrcelda xol-

era; magram oqtomberSi igi kvlav brundeba berlinSi axali semestris dawye-

basTan dakavSirebiT. 1831 wlis 14 noembers igi gardaicvala. rac Seexeba mis 

filosofiur memkvidreobas, hegelis anderZis aRmsruleblebi gaxdnen misi 

Svilebi – karli da imanuili.

uzogadesad rom davaxasiaToT, `gonis fenomenologiaSi~ hegeli gvi-

Cvenebs cnobierebis gamocdilebis dinamikas: kerZod, cnobierebis da misi 

sagnis aRmaval moZraobas gonis umdablesi saxe-formidan sul ufro da 

ufro maRali da, saboloo jamSi, umaRlesi saxe-formisaken. es aRmasvli-

Ti moZraoba atarebs wminda dialeqtikur-logikur xasiaTs, Tumca igi aisa-

xeba rogorc Semecnebis realuri ganviTarebis sxvadasxva safexurSi, aseve 
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sa erTod kacobriobis realuri istoriis sxvadasxva forma-warmonaqmnSi. 

yovel gadasvlas erTi saxe-formidan axalze ganapirobeben is winaaRmde-

gobebi, romlebic masSi iCenen Tavs: saxeldobr, yovel etapze winaaRmde-

goba gamovlindeba im RirssarwmunoobaSi, rogoradac cnobierebam icis 

Tavisi sagani; es winaaRmdegoba gaRrmavdeba, gaiSleba da moxsnis cnobi-

erebis gamocdilebis am formacias da aiZulebs mas, gadavides axalze. ma-

gram es moxsna uaryofasTan erTad Tavis TavSi aucileblad gulisxmobs 

Senaxvasac; kerZod, igi gulisxmobs winamorbedi saxe-formis Sinaarsobrivi 

gansazRvrulobebis uaryofas da, imavdroulad, maTSi arsebiTis Senaxvas 

Semdgom saxe-formaSi mxolodRa garkveuli momentebis saxiT. Tavis Sesan-

iSnav statiaSi – `gonis fenomenologia~ da `gonebis absoluturi Zliere-

ba~ – Tamaz buaCiZe wers, rom yovel etapze `cnobiereba udarebs erTmaneTs 

codnasa da WeSmaritebas, codnasa da arsebas, `cnobierebisaTvis yofnas~ da 

`TavisTavad yofnas~...

am Sesabamisobis Semowmebisas aRmoCndeba, rom codna da sagani ar Seesa-

bameba erTmaneTs. magram, SeniSnavs hegeli, codnis Secvla sagnis Secvlasac 

niSnavs, radgan arsebuli codna sagnis codna iyo...

am dialeqtikur moZraobas hegeli cdas uwodebs: `es dialeqtikuri moZ-

raoba, romelsac axdens cnobiereba Tavis TavSi rogorc Tavisi codnis, 

aseve Tavisi sagnis mimarT – ramdenadac misTvis warmoiSoba aqedan axali 

WeSmariti sagani, aris sakuTriv is, rasac ewodeba cda~. (2, gv. 456).

winasityvaobaSi hegeli aRniSnavs, rom gonis fenomenologiis amocanas 

Seadgens saerTod mecnierebis anu codnis qmnadobis gadmocema, vinaidan 

namdvili forma, romelSic WeSmariteba arsebobs, SeiZleba mxolod misi 

mecnieruli sistema iyos. igi xazs usvams, rom mTavaria, WeSmariti gavigoT 

da gamovxatoT ara mxolod rogorc substancia, aramed amdenadve rogorc 

subieqti. `WeSmariti rom mxolod sistemis saxiT aris namdvili, anu sub-

stancia rom arsebiTad subieqtia, gamoxatulia warmodgenaSi, romelic ab-

soluts gamoTqvams, rogorc gons – yvelaze amaRlebul cnebas da, amasTan 

erTad, iseT cnebas, romelic axal droebas da religias ekuTvnis. mxolod 

goniseuli aris namdvili; igi aris arseba an TavisTavadmyofi; igi aris TviT 

mimarTebadi da gansazRvruli, sxvadyofna da TavisTvisyofna, da am gansaz-

RvrulobaSi anu Tavis TavisTvisgareTyofnaSi igi aris Tavis TavSi damr-

Comi; anu igi aris TavisTavad da TavisTvis. magram es TavisTavad-da-Tav-

isTvisyofna mxolod CvenTvis aris an TavisTavad es goniTi substanciaa. is 

aseTive unda iyos TviT TavisTvis, igi unda iyos codna goniseulis Sesaxeb 

da codna Tavis Tavze, rogorc gonze, e. i. is unda iyos TavisTvis, rogorc 

sagani, magram aseve uSualo, rogorc moxsnili, Tavis TavSi refleqtirebu-

li sagani~. (2, gv. 22). SeiZleba iTqvas, rom am debulebaSi mocemulia `gonis 

fenomenologiis~ uaRresad SekumSuli kvintesencia.

hegelis mtkicebiT, WeSmariti mTelia da igi gveZleva, rogorc codnis 

am qmnadobis procesis rezultati. diax, absoluti rezultatia, romelic 



67

irakli baTiaSvili – TviTcnobierebis gamosvla araTviTmyofadobidan...

  

Tavis TavSi moicavs momentebis saxiT Tavisi TviTqmnadobis mTel gzas. da 

swored amitomac igi, imavdroulad, am procesis dasawyisicaa, rogorc misi 

mamoZravebeli mizani: absolutSi dasawyisi da bolo erTmaneTs emTxveva.

pirveladi anu sagnobrivi cnobiereba, romelic grZnobadidan gansji-

Ti cnobierebisaken Tavisi gamocdilebiTi gzis gavlis Semdgom imanentu-

ri aucileblobiT adis Semdgom safexurze, gvevlineba TviTcnobierebis 

sa xiT. ai, swored am saxe-formaSi viTardeba procesi, rasac gardauvlad 

mivyavarT batonymobis dialeqtikamde. aRniSnuli procesi, upirveles 

yovlisa, iwyeba e.w. TviTcnobierebis gaormagebiT: ”Das Selbstbewußtsein ist an 
und für sich, indem und dadurch daß es für ein Anderes an und für sich ist; d.h. es ist nur als 
ein Anerkanntes” (1, gv. 149). `TviTcnobiereba aris TavisTavad da TavisTvis, 

imitom da imis wyalobiT, rom igi aris romelime sxva TviTcnobierebisaTvis 

TavisTavad da TavisTvis; e.i. is aris mxolod rogorc aRiarebuli ram~. (2, 

gv. 106). maSasadame, individi ukve aRaraa mxolod Tavis TavSi Caketili cno-

bierebis darwmunebuloba sakuTari arsebobis erTaderT WeSmaritebaSi, 

aramed igi ukve aucileblad saWiroebs aRiarebas sxvisgan, iseve, rogorc 

es ukanaskneli saWiroebs aRiarebas misgan. hegelis sityvebiT, isini Tavis 

Tavs aRiareben, rogorc urTierTmaRiarebelni. 

magram vinaidan TviTcnobierebisaTvis misi arseba da absoluturi sa-

gani aris `me~ da Tavis uSualo yofierebaSi igi calkeuli yofieria anu in-

dividia, amdenad, misTvis `sxva~ mxolodRa negatiuri, araarsebiTi mniSvne-

lobis mqone ramaa, rac man unda uaryos, gaauqmos. magram es ̀ sxvac~ xom viRac 

individis TviTcnobierebaa; maSasadame, individi individis sapirispirod 

gamodis da isini ebmebian aRiarebisaTvis samkvdro-sasicocxlo brZolaSi 

erTmaneTis winaaRmdeg: `orive TviTcnobierebis damokidebuleba, amrigad, 

isea gansazRvruli, rom isini Tavis Tavsa da erTmaneTs samkvdro-sasicocx-

lo brZoliT adastureben. isini unda Caebnen am brZolaSi, radgan maT Tav-

ianTi Tavis Rirssarwmunooba-utyuaroba, rac imiT gamoixateba, rom iyos 

TavisTvis, maT unda aamaRlon WeSmaritebamde sxvaSi da TavianT TavSi~. (2, 

gv.108). individis TviTcnobierebam unda daamtkicos, rom igi wminda Tav-

isTvis-yofierebaa da amgvarad, araa mibmuli araviTar gansazRvrul mun-

yofnasTan, sicocxlesTan, ucxo sagnobrivi arsebobis wesTan; erTi mxriv, 

man unda daarRvios es mibmuloba sxva individis ganadgurebiT da, meore 

mxriv, sakuTari sicocxlis gariskviT. swored, am zRvruli gabedulebiT 

anu sakuTari sicocxlis sasworze SegdebiT, igi adasturebs Tavisuflebas 

da damoukideblobas Tavisi uSualo cocxali arsebobis gansazRvrulo-

bisgan; adasturebs am ukanasknelis umniSvnelobas da araarsebiTobas misT-

vis; xolo iswrafvis ra sxva individis mokvdinebisaken, mas surs, moxsnas es 

`sxva~ (es sakuTari oreuli, romelic ucxo sagnobrivi wesiT evlineba mas) 

da amiT sxvaSic daadasturos wminda TavisTvis-yofna.

magram samkvdro-sasicocxlo brZolis sasikvdilo finaliT azrs kar-

gavs is, risTvisac midioda Tavad es brZola: `Tu daiRupa erTi individi, 



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, 11, 2021

68

meore ver povebs Tavisi Tavis aRiarebas. aRiareba uazrobaa im SemTxveva-

Sic, Tu sikvdili orive individs uweria: aRiareba xom amRiarebels moiTx-

ovs~. (2, gv. 460). Seqmnili winaaRmdegoba aiZulebs TviTcnobierebas, gada-

vides axal doneze da saxeldobr, misTvis cxadi xdeba, rom sicocxle iseve 

arsebiTia, rogorc wminda TviTcnobiereba anu TavisTvis-yofna. ase mivya-

varT aRiarebisTvis samkvdro-sasicocxlo Serkinebas ufro `damjdari~ 

dapirispirebisaken: erT mxaresaa, hegelis sityvebiT, TviTmyofi cnobiere-

ba, romlisTvisac arseba aris TavisTvis-yofna, meore mxares ki – araTviT-

myofi cnobiereba, romlisTvisac arsebaa sicocxle, anu yofna sxvisTvis: 

pirvelia batoni, meore ki – yma. is, vinac SesZlo aRiarebisTvis sakuTari 

sicocxlis gariskviT da gabedulebiT Tavisi Tavisuflebis, TviTmyofobis 

dadastureba, gaxda batoni; xolo vinc es ver SeZlo da TviTSenarCunebis 

mizniT darCa mijaWvuli nivTobrivi cxovrebis wesze, is gaxda yma. pirveli 

aRiarebulia, meore ki – maRiarebeli.

hegelis TqmiT, batoni TavisTvis-myofi, damoukidebeli cnobierebaa, 

romlisTvisac arsebiTia sakuTari `me~; magram igi Tavis TavTan ukve `ga-

Sualebulia sxva cnobierebiT, saxeldobr, iseTi cnobierebiT, romlis ar-

sebasac ekuTvnis is, rom igi sinTezirebulia TviTmyof arsTan (TviTmyof 

yofnasTan) anu nivTobasTan saerTod~ (2, gv. 110). batonis `Ego” gaSualebu-

lia Tavis TavTan mimarTebaSi ymasTan urTierTobiT, romelic arsebiTad 

mimagrebulia nivTobriv yofierebas. xolo aRiarebisTvis samkvdro-sasi-

cocoxlo brZolaSi batonma SeZlo amaRleba am nivTobriv yofierebaze da 

amiT masze Zalauflebis mopoveba; amasTan erTad, man moipova sruli Zalau-

fleba ymaze, visac ar SeeZlo sicocxlis gariskva da amdenad CabRauWebuli 

aRmoCnda sicocxleze da nivTobriv yofierebaze sakuTari TviTmyofobis 

daTmobis wyalobiT. amgvarad, erTi mxriv, batons mimarTeba aqvs ymasTan 

nivTobrivi yofierebis meSveobiT, romelzedac mas aqvs sruli Zalaufle-

ba: nivTiT hyavs mas dabmuli yma, rogorc Tavisi maRiarebeli; meore mxriv 

ki, batons mimarTeba aqvs nivTTan ymis meSveobiT, vinaidan mas SeuZlia moix-

maros nivTi da datkbes misiT mxolod imdenad, ramdenadac igi misma ymam 

daamuSava. rogorc vxedavT, batonisaTvis misi aRiarebuli yofna miiReba 

ymis cnobierebis meSveobiT, radgan es ukanaskneli Tavis Tavs daadgens, ro-

gorc araarsebiTi ori TvalsazrisiT: pirveli – igi mxolodRa amuSavebs 

nivTs, magram ver tkbeba misiT anu ver `STanTqavs~ mis TviTmyofobas; meore 

– igi rCeba mijaWvuli am nivTobriv munyofnaze. esaa dominirebis aRiare-

ba, romelic calmxrivi aRiarebaa: Seni yofierebis arsebiToba aRiarebulia 

mxolodRa sxvisi yofierebis dakninebiT anu misi araarsebiTobis dadas-

turebiT. magram swored am calmxriv aRiarebas mivyavarT `moulodnel~ wi-

naaRmdegobasTan: `ararsebiTi cnobiereba aq batonisTvis sagania, romelic 

TviT misi Rirssarwmunoobis WeSmaritebas Seadgens... maSasadame, man sarw-

munod da utyuarad icis ara TavisTvis-arsi, rogorc WeSmariteba, aramed, 

piriqiT, misi WeSmariteba aris misi araarsebiTi moqmedeba...
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TviTmyofi cnobierebis WeSmariteba amisda mixedviT aris ymuri cnobi-

ereba~. (2, gv. 111). diax, sabolood CvenTvis aSkara xdeba, rom batoni, rome-

lic calsaxad damokidebulia ymis aRiarebaze, Tavad dgindeba sxvaze damo-

ki  debul, araTviTmyof da e. i. araarsebiT cnobierebad da hegelis sityve-

biT, rogorc batonoba gviCvenebs, rom misi arseba imis Sebrunebulia, rac 

mas surs, iyos, aseve axla igive Sebrunebas dagvanaxebs ymobis fenomenic.

rogorc vxedavT, Tavdapirvelad ymobisTvis arsebiTia batoni anu misT-

vis swored es ukanasknelia WeSmariteba, rogorc TviTmyofi, TavisTvis 

yofieri cnobiereba. sakuTari TavisTvis ki igi jer kidev araa TviTmyofi, 

TavisTvis yofieri, magram aRmoCndeba, rom saqmiT mas Tavis TavSi, e.i. gauc-

nobiereblad aqvs TavisTvis yofierebis es WeSmariteba, kerZod, rogorc 

negaciuroba yovelgvari myari munyofierebisa, sicocxlisa da amdenad aqvs 

damoukidebloba misgan. ratom? imitom, rom man es arseba (e.i. wminda negaci-

uroba) ukve gamoscada sakuTar Tavze: ”Dies Bewußtsein hat nämlich nicht um dieses 
oder jenes, noch für diesen oder jenen Augenblick Angst gehabt, sondern um sein ganzes 
Wesen; denn es hat die Furcht des Todes, des absoluten Herrn, empfunden. Es ist darin inner-
lich aufgelöst worden, hat durchaus in sich selbst erziƩ ert, und alles Fixe hat in ihm gehebt. 
Diese reine allgemeine Bewegung, das absolute Flüssigwerden alles Bestehens, ist aber das 
einfache Wesen des Selbstbewußtseins, die absolute NegaƟ vität, das reine Fürsichsein, das 
hiermit an diesem Bewußtsein ist”. (1, gv. 156) `saxeldobr, am cnobierebas SiSi (die 
Angst) hqonda ara ama Tu im sababiT, an ama Tu im wuTisa gamo, aramed mTeli 

Tavisi arsebis gamo; radgan igi grZnobda sikvdilis, absoluturi batonis 

SiSs (die Furcht). is masSi Sinaganad gaixsna, Tavis TavSi mTlianad aTrTol-

da da yovelive myari masSi Seirya. magram es wminda sayovelTao moZraoba, 

yovelgvari myari arsebobis absolutur denadobad gardaqmna, TviTcnobi-

erebis martivi arsebaa, absoluturi negatiuroba, wminda TavisTvis – arsi, 

romelic, amrigad, am cnobierebisaTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli~. (2, gv. 111). 

msurs, aRvniSno, rom esaa, albaT, hegelis gamorCeulad brwyinvale azrTa 

msvleloba, riTic igi axasiaTebs ymuri cnobierebis ganTavisuflebis erT 

arsebiT moments.

maSasadame, sikvdilis SiSi, romelic siRrmiseulad eufleba am cnobi-

erebas, aryevs da Slis masSi yovelive myar munyofierebas. diax, rodesac 

individis Zval-rbilSi jdeba es Zrwola, maSin sicocxle, arseboba misTvis 

aracnobierad azrs kargavs da absurdad gardaiqceva. magram absoluturad 

gabatonebuli sikvdilis SiSi xom swored is absoluturi negatiurobaa anu 

wminda TavisTvis-yofierebaa, romelic Tavis SeuCerebel nakadSi warita-

cebs yovelive myars da mas denadad gardaqmnis. amgvarad, sikvdilis SiSis 

gamoisobiT damonebuli cnobiereba dgindeba rogorc Tavis TavSi damou-

kidebeli yovelgvari munyofierebisa da sicocxlisagan; igi dgindeba ro-

gorc TavisTvis-yofiereba, oRond ise, rom jer kidev ver acnobierebs amas. 

ase iwyeba damonebuli cnobierebis ganTavisufleba. magram rogor midis 

igi sakuTari TviTmyofobis anu TavisTvis-yofierebis gacnobierebamde? 
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rogor xdeba Tavad misTvis cxadi, rom igi damoukidebelia? es xorciel-

deba mxolod maformirebeli Sromis procesSi. es ukve arc nivTis moxmare-

ba-dakmayofilebaa, rasac batonis guliswadili akeTebs da rac efemeruli, 

gaqrobadi aqtia: movixmare, davkmayofildi da morCa – yovelive gaqra sap-

nis buStiviT; da arc ubralod nivTis damuSaveba, ra procesSic yma ubral-

od mibmulia nivTze oflSi da tanjvaSi. laparakia mqmnel Sromaze, rome-

lic hegelis sityvebiT damuxruWebuli gulisTqmaa, Sekavebuli gaqrobaa. 

igi arsebuli nivTis, rogorc mocemulobis, negaciaa anu misi gardaqmnaa da, 

Sesabamisad, axlis qmnaa. swored es negatiuri damokidebuleba, mimarTeba 

nivTze iqceva mis formad, da am formirebul realobaSi, am Tavisi Semoq-

medebiTi Sromis gasagnebul rezultatSi ymuri cnobiereba ukve cxadad 

ganWvrets Tavis TviTmyofobas, e.i. TavisTvis-yofierebas. maformirebel 

SromaSi igi sZlevs sakuTar mijaWvulobas, daqvemdebarebas nivTobriv re-

alobaze; piriqiT, axla ukve igi iqvemdebarebs am ukanasknels, aRmatebuli 

xdeba masze da, rac mTavaria, igi ukve acnobierebs amas. es maformirebeli 

Sroma, imavdroulad, SiSis daZlevacaa, vinaidan wminda negatiuroba misT-

vis ukve aRaraa raRac ucxo Zala, raRac absoluturi batoni anu sikvdili, 

romlis winaSec igi TrToda. misTvis ukve cxadia, rom negatiuroba Tav-

ad masSia da esaa misi TavisTvis-yofiereba, romelic uaryofs, gardaqmnis 

mocemuls da qmnis axals. maSasadame, damonebuli cnobierebis ganTavisu-

flebis procesi arsebiTad gulisxmobs orive fundamentur moments – SiSs 

da formirebas. rogorc aRniSnavs hegeli: `qmnis (formirebis) gareSe SiSi 

rCeba Sinagani da munji, da cnobiereba ar gadaeSleba Tavis Tavs. Tu cnobi-

ereba formirebas axdens ise, rom ar ganicdis pirvel absolutur SiSs, maSin 

is mxolod crumediduri sakuTari azria; radgan misi forma anu negatiuro-

ba ar aris negatiuroba TavisTavad, da amitom mis formirebas ar SeuZlia 

mianiWos mas Tavisi Tavis rogorc arsebis cnobiereba~ (2, gv. 113).

modiT, axla SevajamoT yovelive zemoT Tqmuli da Tan gavisazrisoT 

erTi gansakuTrebuli kuTxidan. `gonis fenomenologiaSi~ saxezea batono-

bis da cnobierebis ganTavisuflebis fenomenis siRrmiseuli da dinamiuri 

struqturis gaxsna. igi warmoadgens ontognoseologiur safuZvels ba-

tonobis da cnobierebis ganTavisuflebis nebismieri realur-istoriuli 

formisa – iqneba es klasobrivi urTierTobebis WrilSi, Tu xalxTa Soris 

urTierTobebis, Tu pirovnebasa da pirovnebas Soris an kidev pirovnebasa 

da socialur jgufs Soris urTierTobis an kidev sakuTar TavSi gaorebu-

li pirovnebis urTierTobis WrilSi da a.S. (mocemul SemTxvevaSi termins 

– `ontognoseologiurs~ – imitom viyeneb, vinaidan `gonis fenomenolo-

giaSi~ cnobierebis gamocdilebis mTeli moZraobis eqsplikacia atarebs, 

rogorc ontologiur, aseve gnoseologiur xasiaTs). saxeldobr, es onto-

gnoseologiuri struqtura uzogadesad SeiZleba davaxasiaToT Semdegi 

sakvanZo momentebiT: a) TviTcnobierebis gaormageba urTierTaRiarebis 

velSi; b) TviTcnobierebaTa samkvdro-sasicocxlo dapirispireba da brZo-
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la aRiarebisTvis; g) batonis da ymis urTierTmimarTebis konstituireba da 

d) damonebuli cnobierebis ganTavisufleba. 

`gonis fenomenologiis~ am umniSvnelovanesi Tavis araerTi SesaniSnavi 

interpretacia xSir SemTxvevaSi TviTcnobierebis ganTavisuflebas ganmar-

tavs calsaxad mxolod rogorc ymuri anu damonebuli cnobierebis ga-

mocdilebis anu TviTtransformaciis process; xolo aRiarebisTvis samk-

vdro-sasicocxlo brZolaSi igi xedavs mxolod batonobis konstituirebis 

sawyisebs. cxadia, tradiciuli marqsistuli interpretaciac igive tenden-

cias amJRavnebs da Tanac ymuri cnobierebis ganTavisuflebis `meqanizmSi~ 

igi mTavar aqcents Sromaze akeTebs. ra Tqma unda, aseTi interpretaciis sa-

fuZveli garkveuli aspeqtiT Tavad hegelis azrTa msvlelobaSia, magram es 

ukanaskneli gacilebiT ufro mravalmxrivi ganmartebebis SesaZleblobeb-

sac gvaZlevs. kerZod, me msurs, `gonis fenomenologiis~ baton-ymobis dia-

leqtikaSi aqcenti gadavitano eqsistencialur momentebze, rac uTuod aq 

saxezea da swored am kuTxidan `davinaxo~ hegelis naazrevi. 

upirveles yovlisa, TviTcnobierebis ganTavisufleba saWiroa, gavigoT 

ara calmxrivad anu rogorc mxolod ymuri cnobierebis gamocdilebis re-

zultati, aramed mTlianobaSi, e. i. rogorc Sedegi gaorebuli TviTcnobi-

erebis mTeli gamocdilebiTi moZraobisa. ai, swored maSin Cveni yuradRebis 

centrSi aRmoCndeba fenomeni, romelsac gadamwyveti mniSvneloba eniWeba 

aRniSnul moZraobaSi. mxedvelobaSi maqvs `sikvdilisaken yofierebis~ anu 

`sikvdilisaTvis Riaobis~ fenomeni, ris deskrifcias da ganmartebas iZleva 

martin haidegeri Tavis `yofiereba da dro~-Si. diax, `gonis fenomenolo-

giaSi~ TviTcnobierebis Tavdapirveli `naxtomi~ ganTavisuflebisaken da 

saboloo ganTavisuflebac SesaZlebeli xdeba swored sikvdilisaTvis misi 

Riaobis meoxebiT. saxeldobr, TviTcnobiereba aRiarebisTvis samkvdro-sa-

sicocxlo SerkinebaSi imdenad SeZlebs aRzevebas nivTobriv munyofiere-

baze da sicocxleze da, Sesabamisad, maTze damokidebulebisagan ganTavi-

suflebas, ramdenadac mas ZaluZs, gadamwyvet riskze wavides anu ramde-

nadac mzadaa, sikvdilis pirispir dadges. swored am gadamwyvet riskSi da 

gabedulebaSia misi sruli Riaoba sikvdilisaTvis; da swored es aniWebs mas 

damoukideblobas da swored esaa TviTcnobierebis pirveli naxtomi Tavi-

suflebisaken, romlis gareSec warmoudgenelia saboloo da sruli ganTa-

visufleba. magram gaormagebuli TviTcnobierebis Semdgomi dialeqtika 

gviCvenebs, rom aRiarebisaTvis samkvdro-sasicocxlo brZola logikuri 

aucileblobiT gadadis batonymobis urTierTobaSi, xolo TviTcnobiere-

bis mier miRweuli Tavdapirveli damoukidebloba da Tavisufleba gadadis 

da moixsneba batonobis fenomenSi: Tavisufali individis nacvlad, Sedegad 

viRebT batons, romelic sakuTari Zalauflebis mZevali xdeba.

magram axla iwyeba da viTardeba dialeqtikuri procesi gaormagebu-

li TviTcnobierebis meore mxares – ymis mxares. igi gamoscdis Tavis Tavze 

absoluturi batonis SiSs – sikvdilis SiSs, rac araa raRac konkretuli, 
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droebiTi SeSinebuloba raimes gamo. ara, esaa Zrwola, romelic hegelis 

mixedviT, mTlianad ixsneba mis eqsistencSi da, maSasadame, esaa misi sruli 

gaxsna sikvdilisaTvis. magram aq saqme gvaqvs ara sikvdilisaTvis gaxsnil 

pasiur TviTcnobierebasTan, aramed maformirebeli, mqmneli SromiT aqtiv-

izirebul TviTcnobierebasTan. es maformirebeli Sroma sikvdilisaTvis 

Riaobas Tavis arsebiT momentad gardaaqcevs, kerZod, sakuTar negatiuro-

bad, TavisTvis-yofierebad, romelic uaryofs da gardaqnis arsebul re-

alobas. sikvdilisaTvis Riaoba da Zrwola masSi ukve SemoqmedebiTi Sromis 

gabedulebad gvevlineba. 

amgvarad, `gonis fenomenologiis~ am umniSvnelovanesi Tavis – `TviTc-

nobierebis TviTmyofoba da araTviTmyofoba; batonoba da ymoba~ – aseTi 

ganmarteba, gviCvenebs, rom aucilebelia, gaormagebuli TviTcnobierebis 

ganTavisufleba gaviazroT mTlian konteqstSi; kerZod, igi Tavis TavSi 

gulisxmobs zemoT miTiTebul orive dialeqtikur process da dauSvebelia 

maTi erTmaneTisagan mowyveta. da swored, ganmartebis aseTi mimarTuleba 

CvenTvis gaxsnis aRniSnuli procesis eqsistencialur sazriss: TviTcno-

bierebis ganTavisufleba sikvdilisaTvis mzaobaSia; kerZod, riskSi, rome-

lic gvamaRlebs munyofierebaze, sicocxleze da ZrwolaSi, romelic Semo-

qmedebis gabedulebad gardaiqceva. amasTan erTad, hegelis am brwyinvale 

naazrevis aseTi interpretacia SesaZleblobas iZleva masSi axali da axali 

dafaruli plastebis gaxsnisa. 
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THE EXIT OF SELFͳCONSCIOUSNESS FROM NONͳSELFͳSUFFICIENCY ͵                              
THE LIBERATION

Summary

”The Phenomenology of Spirit” is one of the culminaƟ ons in the history of the wavy evoluƟ on 
not only philosophical thinking, but generally of humankind thinking. My arƟ cle aims to analyse 
and interpret from the especial angle the dialecƟ cal process of the self-consciousness liberaƟ on, 
which is represented in this great work of Hegel, namely, in the chapter – “Self-suffi  ciency and 
non-self-suffi  ciency of self-consciousness; mastery and servitude”. At fi rst I sum up, that, The Phe-
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nomenology of Spirit” demonstrates the dynamism of the consciousness’s experience: namely, the 
ascensive movement of a consciousness and its object from the lowest shapes of a spirit to more 
and more higher and fi nally, to the highest shape. This ascensive movement has a pure dialecƟ -
cal-logical character, though; it refl ects as in the diff erent levels of the cogniƟ on’s development, 
as generally in the diff erent formaƟ ons of the real human history. Each transiƟ on from one shape 
to new is condiƟ oned by those contradicƟ ons, which appear in it: in parƟ cular, on each stage the 
contradicƟ on reveals itself in the certainty of a consciousness; then this contradicƟ on will deepen, 
expand and sublate this formaƟ on of the consciousness’s experience and will force it to a new 
formaƟ on. But this sublaƟ on means not only negaƟ on of the previous contents, but also their pres-
ervaƟ on as the certain moments. So rises up this movement of the consciousness’s experience to 
the highest and last shape of a spirit – absolute knowledge.

In the above menƟ oned chapter of “The Phenomenology of Spirit” Hegel reveals the deep 
and dynamic structure of “Mastery” and of “LiberaƟ on of Consciousness”, which is onto-gnoseo-
logical basis of any real-historical forms of mastery and consciousness’s liberaƟ on – it may be in the 
dimension of the class-relaƟ ons or the relaƟ ons between folks, or between a person and a social 
group, or the relaƟ on of a doubled person with himself and etc. This structure we can highly gen-
erally characterize in the following key points: a) the doubling of self-consciousness in the fi eld of 
a mutual recogniƟ on; b) a confrontaƟ on through a life and a death of the self-consciousnesses and 
their struggle for recogniƟ on; c) the establishment of the relaƟ on between a master and a servant 
and d) the liberaƟ on of enslaved consciousness. In regard to this dialecƟ cs of “Mastery-Servitude” 
I prefer to emphasize the existenƟ al main points, which take place here and exactly from this angle 
comprehend the Hegel’s reasoning.

Firstly, we must understand the liberaƟ on of a consciousness not unilaterally, i.e. as the result 
of the enslaved consciousness’s experience, but as the result of a total movement of the doubled 
self-consciousness. Just then in the centre of our aƩ enƟ on will turn out a phenomenon, which is 
decisive for this total movement – the phenomenon of, Being toward death”, i.e. “Openness for 
death”. Namely, the iniƟ al “jump” of a self-consciousness to a freedom as well as the fi nal liberaƟ on 
become possible by its openness to death: the self-consciousness in the struggle through a life and a 
death gets powerful to free himself from the dependence on material existence and life, as far as he 
is ready for a death. However, this independence transforms into its opposite in the phenomenon of 
mastery: a master becomes a hostage of his own power. But then begins a dialecƟ cal process on the 
other side of the doubled self-consciousness, in parƟ cular, on the side of a servant: he experiences 
totally the anxiety of an absolute master – of a death and so gets disclosed for a death.

So, our interpretaƟ on of this important chapter of the, The Phenomenology of Spirit” shows, 
that we must comprehend the liberaƟ on of self-consciousness in whole context; in parƟ cular, it 
implies in itself the above menƟ oned both dialecƟ cal processes and we should not split up them. 
Even this direcƟ on of the interpretaƟ on reveals the existenƟ al sense of those dialecƟ cal processes: 
the total liberaƟ on of self-consciousness becomes possible through its openness and readiness for 
death; namely, iniƟ ally through a risk, which elevates self-consciousness above existence, life and 
fi nally, through an anxiety, which transforms into the courage of a creaƟ ve labour. 

AddiƟ onally, such interpretaƟ on of this brilliant reasoning of Hegel gives us the opportunity to 
discover more and more new hidden layers in it. 
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deliozis niSani

yoveli enis SigniT axali, sxva enis warmoqmna da am gziT am enisave Se-

Zlebebis zRvrul mdgomareobamde ganviTareba deliozis filosofiaSi 

enasTan SemoqmedebiTi urTierTobis Sinaobas ayalibebs. aseT zRvars Cven 

Cvenive enobrivi da enismieri SemZleobis boloSi gasvliT [aller jusqu’au bout] 
vuaxlovdebiT, im mdgomareobis gaSinaarsebiT vecnobiT mas, romelSic Se-

Zlebisdagvari sisruliT vexebiT Cvenive SemZleobebTan uSualo Tanaziar-

obis wertils.1 aq, yvelafer sxvamde TviTon STabeWdilebis pirveladoba 

gvkarnaxobs, rom spinoza-deliozis (filosofiuri aliansebidan mimdin-

ared yvelaze ufro xelSesaxebis) mier ganviTarebuli am eTikuri principis 

ganvrcobis areali calkeulobaSi ar mivakuTvnoT mxolod enis realobas, 

rom masSi nagulisxmevi sicocxlis homyofi SeZlebebis namdviloba cxovre-

bis yvela sxva sferosTvisac Tan vigulisxmoT. 

aseT zRvarTan miaxloebis fundamenturi orgvarovneba isaa, rom mas-

Tan erTad Cven gamocdilebis uSualobaSi aRvbeWdavT nebelobis (odesRac 

aucileblobiT mixvedrili) zRvardadebulobisa da Sexvedrili niSniT war-

moqmnili aranebayoflobiTobis urTierTdakavSirebulobas. marTalia, rom 

SemZleobebis ganviTarebis gzaze moxmobili nebeloba Cvenive usakuTrive-

si TviTgansazRvrulobaa, magram abstrahirebul ganyenebulobaSi (ragind 

srulyofilic ar unda iyos misi maragi) nebeloba mxolod yovelTvis ukve 

nacnobis, yovelTvis ukve saSualoobaSi SeTanxmebuli sisworisa Tu sicxa-

dis morig jerze amocnobisTvis Tua gadadebuli. am azris ZaliTaa, rom fi-

losofiis deliozianuri gamocdileba, Tavis sistemur ganmartebuloba-

Si, yovelTvis jer kidev konkretulobaSi warmosaqmnelis Semadgen lobiT 

interesdeba. grZnobadis yofieridan (senƟ endum) gonis mieris yofierisken 

(cogitandum) gza, rogorc azrSi azrovnebis warmoqmnisa da Semdeg ukve war-

moqmnilisave momwifebis xangrZlivoba, deliozisTvis yovelTvis da mxo-

lod aranebayoflobiTis zRvarTan miaxloebis Sedegad gvimJRavn deba. ki, 

magram TviTon es zRvari ra aris? magaliTad, risken mi axloebis cxov reba 

ubiZgebs filosofoss azrSi azrovnebis warmoqmnas, po ets moZiebuli sit-

yvis CrdiliT momaragebas, xelosans xelTmyofi masalis gaSinaganebas, po-

litikoss marTvis xelovnebis daostatebas? bunebrivia, rom sicocxlis 

1 filosofiuri formulis saxiT, deliozi azrovnebis miseuli gamocdilebisT-

vis am umTavres eTikur princips 1968 wlis monografiaSi (spinoza da gamoxatvis 

problema) sityvasityviT Semdegnairad gamoTqvams: gaxvide imis boloSi/gaakeTo 

yvelaferi, rac SegiZlia; `Aller jusqu’au bout de ce qu’on peut~.   ix. Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza et 
le problème de l’expression (Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit, 1968), 248.
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aq CamoTvlili mdgomareobebi, erTmaneTisgan nivTobriv-materialur sa-

kuTrivobasTan erTad, socialuri yofierebis TvalsazrisiTac sxvadasx-

vaoben, da miuxedavad amisa, yoveli maTganis praqtikulad pirvelmniS-

vnelovani Tavisebureba, mxolod realuri gamocdilebis kvalad axlovde-

bodes konkretulobaSi warmosaqmnelis (azrSi warmoqmnili azrovnebis; 
sityvaSi moZiebuli Crdilis; masalaSi gansxeulebuli sulis; socialur 

mravlobiTobaSi gadawyvetili problemis) sinamdvilesTan, maT uSualod 

mocemis saziaro sferoSi aTavsebs.

miaxloeba Cvens konteqstSi Sexvedris deliozianur mniSvnelobas es-

adageba. Sexvedra deliozTan yovelTvis da arsebiTad miaxloebiTia. miax-

loebiTi, rogorc (sa)zRvrisken svlis ganmeorebadi mudmivobis mniSvne-

lobiT, aseve aseTi svlis yovelTvis ukve winaswar ganusazRvreli raoba/
rogorobiTac. sxvanairad rom vTqvaT, Cvenive SemZleobebis gacnobierebis 

gzaze, Cven arc zRvris yovlismomcvel sasrulobas vawydebiT sadme da arc 

ramenairad cxadi warmodgena gvaqvs am gzis Semadgenel ideur-motivaciur 

elementebze. da mainc, aseTi zRvrisken svla, missave dausazRvrel (virtu-

alur) TavisTavadobaSi, adamianurad myofis Zireuli Taviseburebaa. Sex-

vedra deliozTan yovelTvis arsaidan iRebs dasabams, igi mxolod SemTx-

veviTis ZaliT aRZravs CvenSi azrovnebis gardauval aucileblobas. aqedan 

gamomdinarea, rom deliozis SexvedraSi [rencontre] gadawydomis, wawydomis 

mniSvnelobebic Tan unda vigulisxmoT; aseTi Sexvedra yovelTvis uecrad 

sxeuldeba da, amavdroulad, xelidan usxlteba yvelafer imas, rac (Se)cno-

bis kanoniTaa beWeddasmuli. saganTa amgvari wyobis gamoa, rom deliozTan 

gonismieris yofieri mxolod mosdevs grZnobismieris yofiers [L’intelligence 

vient toujours après]1. oRond mosdevs ara ubralod standartul empirizmTan 

avtomaturi SesabamisobiT, romelSic SegrZnebis pirveladoba individua-

luri cnobierebis sisruleSia moqceuli, aramed im impersonaluri da win-

areindividualuri ganmxoloebulobebis zemoqmedebiT, romlebic subieq-

tivirebuli cxovrebisa da ganzogadebulad, rac ginda nacxovrebis zRvar-

dadebulobas sicocxlis ganmxoloebuli variaciebisken svlis SeZlebebiT 

anacvleben. im Zveli sibrZnis msgavsad, romlis Tanaxmadac sivrce yovelT-

vis aRemateba isars, romelic am sivrceSi moZraobs, ganmxoloebuli vir-

tualobebiT naSeni sicocxlec deliozTan yovelTvis ufro metia, vidre 

nacxovrebis ragind srulyofili faqtobrioba. Sexvedris gamocdileba um-

Tavresad cxovrebis sicocxlesTan Sexebis wertilebs akonkretebs, mcxov-

rebisTvis miaxloebulobaSi gasagebs xdis dasazRvruli usazRvroebis (si-

cocxle?) misTvisve gankuTvnil calkeulobas. 

magram TviTon Sexvedris sagani ra aris? ra aris is, rasTan Sexvedrac 

myofis mcxovrebad gardaqmnas amwifebs, is, rac problemebisa da SekiTxve-

bis individualizebuli krebiTobiT sicocxlis hoyofaSi, hoyofebidan am 

1 Gilles Deleuze, Proust et les signes (Paris: Quadrige, 1998), 123.
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yvelaze ufro Zireulis daostatebaSi gvexmareba? Sexvedrili aq yovelT-

vis niSania, (Se)cnobisTvis aragrZnobadad [l’insensible] darCenili intensiuri 

obieqti, romelic Tavisi arsebiTi gansazRvrulobiT ara `grZnobadi yofi-

eri [un être sensible], aramed grZnobadis yofieria [l’être du sensible]~.1 deliozi 

niSnis, rogorc Sexvedris obieqtis (mxolod erTi SexedvisTvis) am parado-

qsuli formuliT, miseuli empirizmis fundamentur Taviseburebas gvac-

nobs. kerZod, deliozis mier konceptualizebuli transcendentaluri 

empirizmis Tavisebureba, romliTac es ukanaskneli Tavs ganisxvavebs yvela 

sxva empirizmisgan, isaa, rom masSi grZnobadi mxolod da mxolod mgrZno-

belobis SeZlebiTve, am SeZlebis yovel calke aRebul konkretulobaSi 

amoqmedebiT SeigrZnoba, gansxvavebiT grZnobadis gaCveulebrivebuli Te-

oriebisgan, romlebic grZnobadTan urTierTobis realurobas, mgrZnob-

elobasTan erTad yvela sxva SemZleobasac Tanasworuflebianad miaweren. 

sxvanairad rom vTqvaT, deliozisTvis grZnobadis WeSmariti obieqti (Se)

cnobisTvis bolomde ugrZnobadad rCeba umTavresad imitom, rom niSani 

arasdrosaa SemZleobaTa mravalgvarobiT cnobildebuli, misi yofieri ar 

eqvemdebareba mgrZnobelobis garda romelime sxva SemZleobiT amocnobas. 

niSnis aseTi Taviseburebis xazgasmis konteqstiTaa, rom gansxvaveba da gan-

meorebaSi vkiTxulobT: 
`mgrZnobeloba imasTan erTad mocemulobaSi, rac SeiZleba rom mxolod 

da mxolod nagrZnobi iyos (da, amavdroulad, aragrZnobadic), niSnis saxiT 

sakuTar zRvars awydeba imas, rasac mgrZnobeloba transcendentuli gamoy-

enebis n-ur SeZlebamde ahyavs~.2 

deliozis niSani yovelTvis am ganmxoloebul grZnobadTan (senƟ endum) 

SexvedriT, masTan gadawydomis Sedegad warmoqmnili iZulebis uCveulobiT 

idasturebs Tavs. amgvari iZuleba yvela sxva (yovelTvis ukve) mza mniSvne-

lobis nacvlad, Zalisxmevis uecrad aRmoCenili SeZlebiT gamoixateba. 

Zalisxmeva aq wyvets nebelobis igiveobriv kategoriad yofnas da axla ukve 

mcxovrebis mier niSnis aranebayoflobiTi realobis gamaSinaarsebel ekvi-

valentad iqceva. marTlac, nihilizmiT universalizebul, ararasken ne-

bad ganxorcielebul yofierebaSi (aryofierebaSi; yofierebaSi) nebelo-

bis maragze apelireba, isic saukeTeso SemTxvevaSi, mxolod cdomilebaSi 

warmosaxulis demonstraciul mowmobad Tu gamodgeba. irgvliv yvelaferi 

imaze migvaniSnebs, rom samyaros mimdinare gamocdilebaSi nebeloba aRar 

sakmarisobs mcxovrebisTvis; da es asea ara imitom, rom TviTon nebelobam, 

moxmobili nebis gardamqmnelma SeZlebam dakarga TavisTavadi Rirebuleba, 

aramed umTavresad imitom, rom TviTon myofis yofna calkevdeba nebelo-

bisgan, stumrebidan yvelaze sazarlis daswrebulobiT garemoculs aRar 

SeuZlia, rom nebavdes.

1 Gilles Deleuze, Diff érence et répétition (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1993), 182.

2 iqve., 182 fr. 
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niSnis aranebayoflobiTobasTan SexvedriT warmoqmnili Zalisxmevis 

deliozianuri mniSvneloba aq iZens mcxovrebisTvis xelSesaxeb konkretu-

lobas. gares niSani erTdroulad ararasken nebiT gabatonebul SesaZleb-

elSi gamomwyvdeulobisgan Tavis daRwevis saSualebacaa da iqve yovelTvis 

ukve dromoWmul, kliSeebad gaqvavebuli aRqmebis nacvlad, mcxovrebisave 

sicocxlis ganmxoloebul ZalebTan Sexvedris warmomqmneli realobac. 

dasawyisSi jer yovelTvis SesaZleblad darCenili gamocdilebebiTa da 

uaryofiTobaSi gancalkevebuli `TavisTavadobebiT~ dasaxlebuli samyaro 

gviaSkaravdeba. sayovelTaod gabatonebul aseT samyaroSi yvelaferi (Se)

cnobiT gankarguli sasaqonlo igiveobis ganmeorebadobaSia moqceuli, mas-

Tan dakavSirebulobis yovelmxrivad mxardaWerili Semadgenloba Tavidan 

bolomde daqvemdebarebis kanoniTaa gajerebuli, masSi yvelaferi damaqve-

mdebareblisa da daqvemdebarebulis urTierTobiTaa moculi. dakavSire-

bulobis yvela sxva urTierTobiTi forma-gamocdileba, Seexeba igi arse-

bulTan uSualobaSi miRweul Tanmyofobas Tu azrovnebis axali mxareebis 

aRmoCeniT warmoqmnil dafiqrebulobas, aseT samyaroSi saqonlis sacvle-

li Rirebulebis absolutizebul interesTan SesabamisobiTaa gankarguli. 

faqtia, rom ararasken nebad suverenizebuli aryofierebisa (nihilizmi) da 

kapitalizmis ormxrivi simbiozi, daqvemdebarebis msoflio-istoriulad 

aRricxuli sistemebidan, damonebis pirvel, WeSmaritad planetarul siste-

mas amkvidrebs. aseTi simbiozis fundamenturi negatiuroba isaa, rom nihil-

izmi da kapitalizmi erTmaneTs uwyvetobiT amarageben urTierTgamosadegi 

resursebiT. magaliTad, ararasken nebis yovlismomcveloba saqonlis sa xiT 

kapitalizmis transcendentalur kults Tu Tayvaniscemis uzenaes obi-

eqtad adgens, moxmarebis kapitalisturi aqsioma, Tavis mxriv, sasaqonlo 

urTi erTobebis raodenobriv usasrulobas axmars nihilizaciis Tvisebriv 

ganvrcobas.1 

nihilizmisa da kapitalizmis urTierTkveTis wertilSi samyarosTan 

dakavSirebulobis sakiTxi arsebiTad politikur problemad iqceva.2 de-

1 valter beniaminma pirvelma gausva xazi kapitalizmis fundamentur Tavisebure-

bas, arsebobdes, rogorc wminda kultis religia, oRond religiad dogmis gareSe. 

gi debori speqtaklis sazogadoebis 71-e fragmentSi kapitalisturi speqtaklis 

swored am Taviseburebas cxadyofs, roca wers: `is, rasac speqtakli mudmivobad 

[perpétuel[ gvasaRebs, cvalebadobazea dafuZnebuli da, amdenad, unda Seicvalos 

kidec missave bazisTan erTad. speqtakli absoluturad dogmaturia da amasTan 

erTad ar SeuZlia, rom ramenairad mtkice dogma realurad uzrunvelyos. misTvis 

araferi kavdeba; aseTi mdgomareoba speqtaklisTvis bunebrivia da mainc, es mdgo-

mareobavea misive midrekilebis sawinaaRmdego~. ix. Walter Benjamin, „Kapitalismus als 

Religion,” in Gesammelte SchriŌ en Bd. VI (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991), 100-102; Guy De-
bord, La Société du spectacle (Paris: Les Éditions Gallimard, 1992), 41.

2 am dakavSirebulobis bunebas fransua zurabiSvili Tavis erTaderT teqstSi, ro-

melSic igi deliozis politikas amoTqmulad azrovnebs, aseTnairad gadmoscems: 
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liozis niSani da am niSanTan SexvedriT warmoqmnili Zalisxmevac Sesabam-

isad, politikurad gagebas saWiroebs. magram imisTvis, rom niSanTan Sex-

vedris politikurad gasaTvaliswinebeli mniSvnelobebi moviazroT, saW-

iroa jer uSualod niSnis zemoqmedebiTi buneba cxadvyoT. aqamde mxolod 

is gamovarkvieT, rom niSani deliozTan konkretuli grZnobadis yofieria, 

romelTan aranebayoflobiTi Sexvedrac sicocxlis yovel calke aRebul 

formaSi, mcxovrebis mier sakuTarive SemZleobebis boloSi gasvliT, am Sem-

ZleobebTan SeZlebisdagvari miaxloebis sinamdviliT xasiaTdeba. 

uSualod niSnis myofze zemoqmedebis Taviseburebebs rac Seexeba, ase-

Ti zemoqmedeba deliozTan oTx ZiriTad tipad kategorizdeba. TiToeuli 

am tipis mosaazreblad deliozis 1964 wlis wigni, prusti da niSnebi, unda 

davixmaroT, romelic pirveli da praqtikulad erTaderTi naSromia, ro-

melSic deliozi niSnis myofze zemoqmedebis fenomenologias aviTarebs. 

wignis saxelwodeba pirdapir migviTiTebs, rom deliozi aq niSnis fenome-

nologiur Teorias konkretulad marsel prustis Svidwigneulis, dakargu-

li drois ZiebaSi, safuZvelze qmnis, rac maincdamainc ar niSnavs imas, rom 

masSi Tematizebuli mniSvnelobebi gancalkevebulad mxolod prustis Zie-

bebis samyaros mivakuTvnoT. prustis Svidwigneuli aq samyaros mTlianobis 

aRmniSvnel, sicocxlis uwesrigobisa da wesrigis dausazRvreli urTierT-

Serwymulobis sinonimurobad iqceva, romlis masalebidan agebuli niSnis 

Teoriac, SegviZlia, rom samyarosTan ganzogadebuli dakavSirebulobis 

gzamkvlevadac wavikiTxoT. 

pirveli miaxloebis saxiT aRvniSnoT, rom niSanTan Sexvedra Cven yov-

elTvis da umTavresad samyarosTan dakavSirebulobaSi gvimJRavndeba. mi-

uxedavad imisa, rom TviTon dakavSirebulobis forma da Semcveloba, misi 

Tanmxlebi droiTi konkretulobebi da sivrculi mikuTvnebulobebi us-

asrulod sxvadasxvaoben erTmaneTisgan, niSani, Tuki masTan gadawydoma 

myofis mierve hoyofili SemTxveviTobaa, jer yovelTvis samyaros gavliT 

aRwevs Cvenamde. aqedan gamomdinarea, rom deliozi Ziebebis magaliTze ni-

SanTa pirvel tipad swored samyaroul niSnebs gamoyofs. am niSnebis Tav-

isebureba isaa, rom maT SigniT arsebiTad araferia, isini uRrmesi sicari-

elis matareblebad gviaSkaravdebian da am sicarieliTve isazRvrebian mo-

`is, rac Cven samyarosTan gvakavSirebs, sxva araferia, Tu ara kliSeebi, ubralo 

SesaZleblobebi. Cven winaswarve veZleviT samyaros, maT Soris xalxic, Cven Tvi-

Ton. axla yvelaferi SesaZlebelia, rac imas niSnavs, rom yvelaferi ubralo Se-

saZleblobaSia gamoketili. magram, amavdroulad, arc araferia SesaZlebeli. mo-

mavali winaswarformirebulia, erTianad ukve-iq [déjà-la] formaSia ukandaxeuli. 

aucileblobam gaaudabnoa es samyaro da Cvenc upiratesobis horizontSi daJi-

nebiT gadavaadgildebiT ise, rom arc aRarafris gvjera~. ix. François Zourabichvili, 
~Deleuze et le possible (de l’involontarisme en poliƟ que)”, in Gilles Deleuze. Une vie philosophique 

(InsƟ tut Synthélabo, 1998), 352.
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cemis TviTmniSvnelobaSi. `samyarouli niSani Cndeba, rogorc moqmedebisa 

da azris Camnacvlebeli~.1 aseTi Canacvlebis faqtiTaa, rom igi yvelafer 

sxvamde umoqmedobisa da araazris mauwyeblad isaxeba; aseTi niSani im si-

carielesTan Sexvedris momwifebulobad gvimJRavndeba, romelic saganTa 

bolos yovelTvis Cvenive yvelaze axlobeli sicarielea, is, rasac SeuZlia, 

rom karg SemTxvevaSi, irgvliv mimobneul saganTa mxardaWeriT, uSualobaSi 

gvibiZgos sulieri gardaqmnisken, Cvenive usakuTrivesi uZalobebis gada-

laxvisken.2 

ra xdeba maSin, rodesac aseTi gardaqmnisken gzaze myofi sakuTarive Ta-

visTvis SeumCnevlad TviTonve gardamqmnel myofad iniSneba? siyvarulis 

niSnis saxiT igi aq SesaZlebel samyaros xvdeba. niSanTa pirveli, samyarou-

li wrexazisgan gansxvavebiT, siyvarulis niSanTan erTad samyaro wyvets 

Cvenive uZalobebis mauwyebel sicarieled mocemas da sanacvlod, sxvasTan, 

(rogorc SesaZlebel samyarosTan) ganviTarebul daviwyebulobaSi Tanao-

bis xangrZlivobad ganiSleba. aseT urTierTobaSi sxvasTan Sexvedra ga-

moxatulisa da gamomxatvelis erTmaneTze damTxveul realur gamocdile-

bas srulyofs, rac, sxvanairad rom vTqvaT, niSnavs imas, rom siyvarulis ni-

SanTan erTad myofi pirvelad awydeba sicocxlesTan ganmxoloebuli urT-

ierTobis realobas, pirvelad grZnobs imas, rac uZalobebis gverdigverd 

missave SeZlebebs moulodnel gansazRvrulobaSi aZlevs biZgs. 

`giyvardebodes [Devenir amoureux], sxva araferia, Tu ara individuali-

zebde vinmes im niSnebis mixedviT, romlebsac igi Tan atarebs da gamoscems.3 

filosofiis deliozianuri gamocdilebis aqsiomaa, rom ganmxoloebu-

li sicocxlisken gza yovelTvis individualizaciaze gadis. marTalia, es 

ukanaskneli arasdrosaa sakmarisi am gzis sisruleSi ganvlisTvis, magram 

individualizaciis gareSe, individualizaciis procesiT kristalizebuli 

realuri gamocdilebis gareSe, ganmxoloebuli sicocxlis nacvlad, daqve-

mdebarebis yovlismomcvelobiT mkacrad dasazRvruli cxovreba Tu gvrCe-

ba xelT.4 myofi pirvelad siyvarulis niSanTan SexvedriT winaTgrZnobs gan-

1 Gilles Deleuze, Proust et les signes (Paris: Quadrige, 1998), 12.

2 haidegerianuli Temebidan deliozi ganmeorebiT ubrundeba haidegeris mier 

1951-52 wlebis saleqcio kursSi, ras hqvia azrovneba? gamoTqmul metafizikis 

ZirZvel, sokratul da garkveuli azriT, yvelaze axlobel problemas, romlis 

Tanaxmadac, `yvelaze damafiqrebeli [Das Bedenklichste] isaa, rom Cven jer kidev ar 

vazrovnebT~; deliozTan prustis samyarouli niSnebi swored am haidegerianuli 

Temis axal problemur sibrtyeze datanil variaciad ikiTxeba.  ix. MarƟ n Heidegger, 
Was heisst Denken? - Gesamtausgabe, Band 8 (Frankfurt Am Mein: ViƩ orio Klostermann,  2002), 6.

3 Deleuze, Proust et les signes, 14.

4 sicocxlis empiriulad subieqtivirebuli formisgan gansxvavebiT, romelic 

deliozisTvis individualizebuli aqtualobis dro-sivrcul ekvivalents war-

moadgens, ganmxoloebuli sicocxle an ubralod sicocxle ganusazRvreli ar-
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mxoloebulis realobas, yoveli siyvarulis droSi aRbeWdvisTvis saWiro 

am arsebiT elements, romelic sul mcire erTi nabijis winswrebiT mainc 

Tavs yovelTvis Seyvarebulis figuraSi ikrebs. 

`Seyvarebuli Cndeba, rogorc niSani, rogorc `suli~, igi CvenTvis uc-

nob SesaZlebel samyaros gamoxatavs. Seyvarebuli sakuTar TavSi SinTqvams 

[implique], ixvevs [enveloppe], imwyvdevs samyaros, romelic unda gaiSifros e.i. 

ganimartos. Seyvarebuli samyaroTa simravlea. siyvarulis simravle mx-

olod Seyvarebulis yofnaTa mravlobiTobas ar Seexeba, igi yovel am yof-

naSi arsebul sulTa da samyaroTa mravlobiTobasac Tan exeba. giyvardes, 

sxva araferia, Tu ara eZiebde SeyvarebulSi gaxveul am ucnob samyaroTa 

amoTqmas [expliquer], ganviTarebas~.1 

tikliT win [Une vie], virtualuri ganmxoloebulobebis usasrulo sxvadasxvaoba, 

wminda imanenturobiT moculi intensivobaa. niSandoblivia, rom aseTi sicocx-

lis arsTan yvelaze miaxloebul ganmartebas deliozi Tavis ukanasknel eseiSi 

imanenturoba: sicocxle.. iZleva: `ra aris imanenturoba? sicocxle… Tuki tran-

scendentaluris indeqsad ganusazRvrel artikls [l’arƟ cle indéfi ni] aviRebT, maSin 

dikensze ukeT aravis uTqvams, Tu ra aris sicocxle. naZiralas, saxelgatexil, 

yvelasgan Sejavrebul kacs momakvdavs naxuloben, da ai, uecrad isini, romlebic 

masze zrunaven, sulTmobrZavisgan wamosuli sicocxlis umciresi niSnisadmic ki 

erTgvar mgznebarebas, pativiscemas, siyvarulsac ki gamoxataven. yvela raRacas 

akeTebs mis gadasarCenad im momentamde, rodesac Tavis uRrmes komaSi borotmoq-

medi TviTonve grZnobs raRac nazs, saTuTs, rac masTan siaxloveSi xdeba. magram 

rogorc ki igi ubrundeba sicocxles, misi gadamrCenlebi civdebian misdami da 

isic kvlav uxeSi da boroti xdeba. am kacis sicocxlesa da sikvdils Soris erTi 

momentia, romelic sxva araferia, Tu ara sicocxlis sikvdilTan TamaSis momen-

ti.  individis sicocxle gzas uTmobs impersonalur da mainc ganmxoloebul si-

cocxles, romelic sicocxlis Sinagani da garegani SemTxveviTobebisgan Tavisu-

fal wminda xdomilebas amJRavnebs, sxvanairad rom vTqvaT, imas, rac momxdaris 

subieqturobisa da obieqturobisganaa daclili. ~Homo Tantum”, romelsac yve-

la TanaugrZnobs da romelic raRac netarebis msgavssac ki ganicdis. es esaobaa 

[heccéité], romelic ganmxoloebaa [singularisaƟ on] da ara individuacia, wminda ima-

nenturobis sicocxle, neitraluri, sikeTisa da borotebis miRma, vinaidan mxo-

lod subieqtma, romelmac igi saganTa SuagulSi ganasxeula, aqcia igi sikarged 

an sicuded. aseTi individualobis sicocxle im adamianis imanenturad ganmxo-

loebuli sicocxlis sasargeblod qreba, romelsac aRar aqvs saxeli, Tumca igi 

arc romelime sxvaSi agereva. ganmxoloebuli arsi, sicocxle…~.   ix. Gilles Deleuze, 

„L’Imma nence: Une Vie...,” in Deux régimes de fous: Textes et entreƟ ens, 1975-1995, édition pré-
parée par David Lapoujade (Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit, 2003), gv. 359-363. 

1 Deleuze, Proust et les signes, 14; vinaidan deliozisave miTiTebiT, Seyvarebulis mier 

sakuTar TavSi natarebi axali samyaros SesaZleblobebi, yvelafer sxvamde enis 

damoukidebeli saSualebiT iZenen realobas, ExplicaƟ on/ImplicaƟ on, rogorc koncep-
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magram niSani, raoden keTilismyofelic ar unda iyos igi Tavisi bunebiT, 

arasdrosaa erTgvarovani ganmartebulobiT aRbeWdili faqti sicocxlisa. 

arc siyvarulis niSania gamonaklisi. siyvarulis niSnebis konteqstSi, prus-

tis samyarodan mofiqrali deliozi aseT araerTgvarovnebas siyvarulis 

winaaRmdegobas uwodebs. raSi mdgomareobs am winaaRmdegobis (Sina)arsi? 

saqme isaa, rom siyvarulis niSanTan, rogorc SeyvarebulSi gansxeulebul 

SesaZlebel samyarosTan Sexvedras, rogorc wesi, Tan axlavs Seyvarebulis 

mierve sakuTar TavSi nagulisxmev im samyarosTan Sexvedrac, romelsac Cven 

ar vekuTvniT, romelic droSi gviswrebs win da amdenad, bolomde arsebiTad 

ucnobi rCeba CvenTvis. am samyaroTi gardauvali dainteresebulobac yov-

elTvis siyvarulis macduri niSnebiT [signes mensongers] xorcieldeba, ris 

gamoc deliozisTvis `sasiyvarulo niSnebis ganmmartebeli aucileblobiT 

tyuilebis ganmmartebelicaa~.1 saboloo angariSiT, cxov rebis uSualobaSi 

myofs erTaderTi saSualeba rCeba imisTvis, rom siyvarulis am uZiriTades 

winaaRmdegobas, macduri niSnebis ganusazRvrel gardauvalobas, sulis aq-

tiuri ideebis karnaxiT daaRwios Tavi – giyvardes ise, rom sanacvlod ar 

elodebode siyvaruls.2 spinozas am diadi principis sulismier gaSinaarse-

bamde asvla erTaderT gzad rCeba yvela im niSanTan marTebuli urTierTo-

bisTvis, romlebsac Seyvarebulis figura Tan atarebs da gamoxatavs. ufro 

metic, sinamdvileSi am principis transcendentuli gamoyenebis n-ur Se-

Zlebamde ayvaniTaa, rom Cven cxovrebis uSualobaSi niSanTa mesame saxeoba 

gviaSkaravdeba, grZnobadi TvisebebiT an ubralod, STabeWdilebebiT dasax-

lebuli WeSmariti niSnebis samyaro, romelTan Sexvedrac deliozisTvis 

arsebiTad sakvirveli sixarulis [joie prodigieuse] grZnobiTaa aRbeWdili.3 da 

mainc, ra aris aseTi sixarulis wyaro? saidan iRebs es sixaruli dasabams? 

STabeWdilebiTi niSnebis Tavisebureba isaa, rom maTi daxmarebiT Cven pir-

velad veziarebiT grZnobadis yofiers, Cvenive empiriuli mes SigniT arse-

bul mexsierebis transcendentalur SeZlebas, imas, rac saganTa Suaguli-

dan virtualuri obieqtis, warsulis wminda yofieris realobas aaSkaravebs 

CvenTvis. gaxsenebuli aq erTdroulad gagonebulicaa da mogonebulic, 

tualuri erTeuli, romelic ganzogadebulad deliozis ontologiis bazisuri 

wyvilia, aq SinTqma/amoTqmad vTargmneT.   ix. Gilles Deleuze, Diff érence et répétition (Paris: 
Presses Universitaires de France, 1993), gv. 335.

1 Deleuze, Proust et les signes, 16.

2 eTikaSi mesame saxis codnidan gamomavali maradiuli siyvarulis, romelsac spi-

noza RmerTis gonismier siyvaruls uwodebs (amor Dei intellectualis), arsebiTi gan-

sazRvruloba isaa, rom siyvarulis yvela sxva formisgan gansxvavebiT, igi sa-

nacvlod arafers elis ukan. ix. eTikis mexuTe nawilis me-19 da 33-e propozici ebi.   

Baruch Spinoza, ~Ethics,” in Spinoza’s complete works, trans. Samuel Shirley (Indianapolis/Cambridge: 
HackeƩ  Publishing Company, 2002), 372, 377.

3 Deleuze, Proust et les signes, 19.
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erTdroulad gagebulicaa da warmosaxulic, radgan mexsiereba masTan er-

Tad wyvets nacxovrebis empirizmiT SemozRu dulad arsebobas, awmyos yov-

elTvis ukve TviTizolirebulobisken midrekili simaRlidan warsulis 

faqtobriv kategorizacias da axla ukve TavisTavad warsulTan, uxsovar 

uSualosTan Sexebis realurobiT gvamcnobs Tavs. sakvirveli sixaruli ase-

Ti Sexebis Tanmdevi STabeWdilebis paradoqsuli Semadgenlobidan ibade-

ba. STabeWdilebiTi niSniT gacxadebul samyaroSi wamiereba da maradiso-

ba xvdeba erTmaneTs. marTalia, gaxsenebuli aq sakuTrivi, biografiuli 

drois siRrmeebidanaa amozrdili (niSnis `arsaidan~ mosuloba saganTa 

arsebiTobaSi yovelTvis Cvenive `arsaidanaa~), magram is, rasac aseT niSan-

Tan SexvedriT warmoqmnili mexsiereba aaqtiurebs, yovelTvis pirovnulis 

miRmaa, pirovnulis gadalaxulobiTaa aRbeWdili. mcxovrebisTvis migebul 

Caunacvlebel da uzenaes kanonad amjeradac is narCundeba, rom transcen-

dentaluri mexsierebis upirovnobasTan miax loeba mxolod da mxolod da 

yovelTvis ukve pirovnulis gavliTaa SesaZlebeli.

niSanTa meoTxe samyaro grZnobadi wrexazebis ganviTarebiT igeba. xe-

lovnebis/Semoqmedebis samyaroul niSans grZnobadis materialuri faqti 

idealur arsebamde ahyavs, iq, sadac gasagebi xdeba, rom sicocxliseuli 

niSnebi, rogorc aseTebi, mxolod xelovnebis raRacdagvar manifestaciebs 

Tu warmoadgenen, sadac met-nakleb miaxloebulobaSi uSualo sicxaded 

iqceva STabeWdileba, rom TviTon sicocxlis cxovrebac sinamdvileSi sxva 

araferia, Tu ara xelovnebis SesaZlo nawarmoebi. sicocxlis konkretulo-

ba Tavis uSinaganes alags poulobs xelovnebis dematerializebul niSanSi, 

aranebayoflobiT niSanTan Sexvedris idealur arsebiTobaSi, romelTan er-

Tadac mcxovrebs (rogorc iqna) SeuZlia, rom sicocxlis umcires, yvelaze 

iolad warmaval nawilakSic ki saganTa zogadi wesi aRmoaCinos, an Zveli si-

brZnis darad rom vTqvaT, romelTan erTadac mcxovrebs SeuZlia, rom gan-

Wvretil monadaSi mTavarangelozi amoicnos. aranebayoflobiT niSanTan 

Sexvedra da am SexvedraSi Cakecil mniSvnelobebTan urTierToba, am urT-

ierTobebis ganviTareba, maTi ganmarteba deliozisTvis sicocxlis arsebi-

Ti gagebis pirobad xorcieldeba. aqedan gamomdinarea, rom deliozisTvis 

swavla-swavlebis gzaze, romlis transcendentaluri obieqtic saganTa bo-

los yovelTvis ukve TviTon sicocxlea, TviTon sicocxlis swavlaa, niSnis 

realobis grZnobad-gonieri gaSinaarseba ganmxoloebuli sicocxlis cxov-

rebis umaRles saSualebad iqceva. aseT sicocxlesTan Tanaziar samyaroSi, 

rogorc deliozi wers: 
`Cven arc fizikosebi varT da arc metafizikosebi, Cven egviptologebi 

varT, vinaidan saganTa Soris ar arsebobs meqanikuri kanonebi, iseve, rogorc 

gonebaTa Soris ar arsebobs nebayoflobiTi komunikaciebi. yvelaferi Sin-

Tqmulia, yvelaferi garTulebulia, yvelaferi niSani, sazrisi, arsia~.1 

1 iqve., 112. 
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deliozis TvaliT danaxul prustianul samyaroSi TviTon filosofos-

ic niSnis realobad ikribeba. konkretuli filosofosis mier moazrebul-

Tan urTierToba yovelTvis da nawilobriv mainc Cvengan egviptologad 

yofnas moiTxovs, imdenad, ramdenadac azris enasTan Sexvedris filosofi-

urad gamomJRavnebuli faqtobrioba, gamoTqmulTan erTad, amavdrou-

lad, iqve uTqmelad datovebulis (da, iqneb, saerTodac gamouTqmelis...?) 

danaxvis pasuxismgeblobazec Tan migviTiTebs; amgvari pasuxismgebloba 

filosofosis, rogorc uSualo niSnis ganmartebis mzaobidan ibadeba, igi 

im mdgo mareobis gaSinaarsebidan iRebs dasabams, romelSic filosofosi 

CvenTvis ganmxoloebuli sicocxlis namat mniSvnelobadac isaxeba. filo-

sofosi axla ukve sicocxlis uSualobaSi mocemul niSnad iTargmneba CvenT-

vis, romlis daxmarebiTac ara mxolod enis SeTanxmebulobaSi gamovTqvamT 

dafiqrebulis marags, aramed adre Tu gvian am enis zRvarTan miaxloebiT, 

gonebasve vamxedvelebT saganTa uSualobidan amozrdil mdumarebaSi, sa-

ganTan xelSesaxebobaSi:
`enis zRvari sagania missave utyvobaSi [en sa muƟ té] – xedva. sagani enis 

zRvaria, iseve, rogorc niSania sagnis ena~.1

am gziT filosofosTan, rogorc sicocxlis uSualo niSanTan Sexvedra, 

gamocdilebaSi realuri gamocdilebis warmoqmnis kanonzomier SemTxvevi-

Tobad mwifdeba. aseTi gamocdilebis praqtikuli Rirebuleba isaa, rom misi 

daxmarebiT filosofosi SeZlebaTa dausazRvrel konkretulobebs eziare-

ba, da Tan eziareba im horizontis TanxlebiT, romlis gaswvrivac niSanTa 

samyarosa da logosis samyaros Soris Sepirispireba TandaTanobiTi qrobis 

gardauvalobaSi iZireba. darCenilis saxiT aq arsebiTad isRa mniSvnelobs, 

rom aseTi qroba, Tuki igi jerovnebiTaa mowevnili, filosofosis samyarod 

gaxdomisken gadadgmul pirveli nabijis uwyebasac sakuTar TavSi Seicavs.
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Lasha Xharazi

THE SIGN OF DELEUZE

Summary

In contemporary experience of world, the philosophy of Gilles Deleuze should be primarily 
read as the grand catalogue of those symptoms, current condiƟ on of being (non-being?) itself is 
defi ned by. The `unƟ meliness” of every philosophy sets philosopher thyself as the sign of Ɵ me, de-
ciphering of which becomes the principal task of thought in its aŌ erword actuality. It is in this sense 
that every true philosopher simultaneously is an archeologist of passed Ɵ mes and an explorer of 
coming ones. For today’s thinkers Deleuze is overly popular sign, which is exuberantly interpreted, 
commented, in rare cases developed and conƟ nued. What this very text suggests to think, is the 
phenomenology of a sign in the Deleuzian experience of philosophy. There is something obviously 
vital in the Deleuzian understanding of sign, something which as an object of fundamental encoun-
ter [rencontre fondamentale] forces us to think. For Deleuze encountering a sign forces us to think 
principally because its quasi-facƟ city (as far as it is not percepƟ ble for any other faculty than that 
of sensibility) shapes the very being of the sensible (senƟ endum), thus perplexing the soul/mind 
and forcing it to pose a problem. It was in his 1968 magnum opus, Diff erence and repeƟ Ɵ on, where 
Deleuze systemaƟ cally elaborated the general theory of a sign, but it was only in his exquisite book 
Proust & signs, published a few years before, where Deleuze on the basis of Proust’s In search of 
lost Ɵ me, developed the phenomenology of sign aff ecƟ on. From this book on Proust we will follow 
presumably to the most essenƟ al part concerning the phenomenon of sign i.e. the chapter on The 
types of signs, where Deleuze in accordance with the material of the Search intuits diff erent sign-
worlds and singulariƟ es engendered through encountering them. 
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MODERN ISSUES OF PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE

Antonio Domínguez Rey

   ONTOPOETIC SYNTHESIS OF LANGUAGE

Abstract. Language is a unique and complex phenomenon. Its study requires a specifi c meth-
od of knowledge. Verbal acquisiƟ on and learning depends on the intersubjecƟ ve and pronominal 
relaƟ onship in which it is manifested: I-You-He (It). This acƟ vity reveals a logical and pre-predicaƟ ve 
priority, one a priori given later. From it, a principle of relaƟ on follows which is present in every lin-
guisƟ c term. We call it, starƟ ng from Humboldt, Husserl and Amor Ruibal, a priori principle of cat-
egorial correlaƟ on. Its foundaƟ on is ontopoeƟ c: an existenƟ al act whose knowledge is to say. This 
implies a sound and conceptual qualitaƟ ve leap (Saussure), phono-semic or word elaƟ on (Husserl). 
The forms of knowledge revealed in this process synthesize, on the one hand, Aristotle’s apophan-
Ɵ c (logical judgment) and pracƟ cal (poeƟ c) processes; on the other hand, and from the grammaƟ -
cal form of Humboldt, the two criƟ ques, of Reason and of Judgment, by Kant; and in our day, some 
relaƟ onships of linguisƟ c computaƟ on (Chomsky), of the neurological world and epistemological 
noƟ ons of the quantum method. 

Keywords: nominaƟ on, phono-seme (word), gramma, relaƟ on, idea-concept, sign, retro-pro-
jecƟ on, imaginaƟ on, quantum-qualia, ontopoeƟ cs.

1 part1 part
IntroductionIntroduction

The scienƟ fi c descripƟ on of language is limited to the manifestaƟ on of its already consƟ -
tuted elements and structures. It is hoped that the descripƟ ve process of units separated by 
pauses or phonological periods – words, phrases, proposiƟ ons –, and related to each other 
according to an organizaƟ onal order, will discover their explanatory reason. They are the rules 
and principles derived from its organizaƟ on. And they result from its communicaƟ ve funcƟ on. 
Language is then considered a special instrument of communicaƟ on. One thinks that it’s the 
manifestaƟ on of already consƟ tuted thought, poured into a mold of words. It was not always 
like this, however. Since ancient Ɵ mes, in India, the Middle East, Greece and Rome language 
was, on the one hand, a transcendent relaƟ onship between man and the knowledge of the 
world through its sensible manifestaƟ ons. They gave him divine and magical aƩ ributes, such 
as the word of the gods, of the numens or a special relaƟ onship between them and man. Its 
acƟ vity was thus related, liƩ le by liƩ le, with the mental acƟ vity and social organizaƟ on of man. 
This was the Logos for the Greek, both thought and word, whose relaƟ onship was understood 
as Logic. And since the word is heard when pronounced – it has a sensible presence – and the 
acƟ vity of thought remains hidden, it is necessary to infer from its arƟ culated form what the 
speakers think about what they say. A duality and split originated there that even today, it does 
not have a conclusive answer as a scienƟ fi c phenomenon. It was seen that in what was said 
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the thought manifested a composite judgment of subject or theme and predicate or rheme 
according to specifi c laws of connecƟ on and deducƟ on. It was the apophanƟ c Logos of Aristo-
tle or manifestaƟ on of a judgment. When expressing, it involved another type of acƟ vity that 
of the nous pieikós by eliciƟ ng thought to its spoken arƟ culaƟ on and the praxis of discourse.

With this separaƟ on, the generaƟ ve unity of thought and language was forgoƩ en, on the 
one hand; and on the other, that generaƟ on was split into two components, the logical one, 
reserved exclusively for the Logos, and the grammaƟ cal one, improperly associated with lan-
guage conceived as a sound arƟ culaƟ on and thought scheme. This duality survives today in the 
aƩ empt to suture the split by reducing the word to a linguisƟ c sign as an object of scienƟ fi c 
study. It consists of a sound, sensiƟ ve part (phono-acousƟ c arƟ culaƟ on: simultaneous mouth 
and hearing), and a mental part: an idea, concept, which, because it is arƟ culated through 
signs, we call meaning. The units of both levels are associated with implicaƟ ons that we call 
now grammaƟ cal. There is, however, a mutual inscripƟ on engraved on the mind. That is the 
sign. Thought is arƟ culated, through discrete units, one aŌ er the other, but which are cor-
related according to degrees of organizaƟ on. That is grammar in the fi rst instance. A gramma 
(Greek word) of thought. And this implies that language is an eff ecƟ ve thought process.

The thought-word unit became more complicated. There were various aƩ empts to recov-
er it, either as a composiƟ onal scheme or structure, or as a generaƟ on of a supposed form, 
but operaƟ ve in the structures encoded by the analysis, visible and understandable. Thus, the 
sound touch of the phono-acousƟ c funcƟ on was reduced to the visible exposure of the analy-
sis, but the touch or mental link of the connecƟ on of ideas and meanings was also restricted to 
an expository scheme. The scheme replaced with its order the process that was taking place 
as the composiƟ onal meta-arƟ culaƟ on of the Logos. And this is what is normally meant by 
syntax: a simple factorizaƟ on of a complex phenomenon. Sound arƟ culaƟ on is actually diff er-
enƟ ated segmentaƟ on of thought according to how it is conceived, determined, intended or 
called by some aspect of reality, that acƟ vity being the insƟ tuƟ on or invenƟ on of something 
new: language.

We emphasize the word being because all this is carried out in the same existenƟ al act 
of knowledge. This present parƟ ciple of the verb to be indicates the actuality of the composi-
Ɵ onal phenomenon or triple arƟ culaƟ on, actually a single, metacriƟ cal, with a diff erenƟ ated 
foundaƟ on, as a homologous relaƟ onship, of sound, mental feature and aspect of reality that 
induces it. This triple acƟ ve component in a factorial operaƟ on that we call language pre-
supposes an unknown mental energy. Science tries to formulate it with methods that, deep 
down, also forget the specifi city of this phenomenon and reduce it to neurological or bioƟ c 
components of the brain. Explanatory reasons for the descripƟ on and analysis are given, but a 
gnoseological foundaƟ on of the phenomenon is lacking. Such was the intenƟ on of those who, 
following Kant’s philosophical trail, nevertheless missed a gnoseological criƟ que of language, 
such as Hamann, Herder, Jakobi, observes Serge Boulgakov (1991, 85n), a criƟ que that Hum-
boldt was establishing at the Ɵ me.

This gnoseological reason for language sƟ ll prevails today if we take into account, on the 
one hand, the linguisƟ cs that we can call thus, gnoseological and phenomenological, by Eu-
genio Coseriu, and the HumboldƟ an precedent of the Cartesian LinguisƟ cs by Noam Chomsky 
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(1966) on the other. Chomsky starts from the “essenƟ ally creaƟ ve act of the producƟ on of 
speech” and takes into account, above all, Humboldt’s concept of the word. This arises spon-
taneously in the frame (Bild) “that is generated in the soul”, says Humboldt (1988, 223, 433; 
Chomsky, 1972, 144) as responding to Kant’s conceptual schemaƟ sm in the knowledge of the 
object. Hence, the North American linguist derives the two components of the language facul-
ty (Chomsky, 2015, 2), the acƟ ng and cogniƟ ve systems, from whose interacƟ on the linguisƟ c 
representaƟ on results. The cogniƟ ve system is the one that really interests here, since it is 
subdivided, at the same Ɵ me, into two other “external” – they are shown in some way –: 
the arƟ culatory-perceptual (AP) – pure HumboldƟ an inheritance –, to which it corresponds 
the PhoneƟ c Form (FF), and the conceptual-intenƟ onal (CI), typical of the Logical Form (FL), 
between Cartesian-KanƟ an and Husserlian infl uence. These are the two levels of interface, 
phenomenological and epistemological synthesis of the formal principle of Descartes, Spinoza, 
Kant and Husserl. 

We are therefore faced with the problem of the double Form, that is, the true formal 
generaƟ on of knowledge oriented towards the bifurcaƟ on of the classical formaƟ ve process 
of language, the phoneƟ c-phonological and the conceptual. Chomsky (2015, 7) aƩ ributes “a 
single computaƟ onal system CHL for human language”. And this system presupposes the same 
generaƟ ve process of rules used by the mechanisms of percepƟ on and producƟ on of speech 
(Chomsky, 1972, 144). Such mechanisms also confi gure the concept of the ideal reader de-
duced from the common generaƟ ve system of “fi xed rules” acƟ ng on the interlocutors, that 
is, the intersubjecƟ ve axis of language. Another KanƟ an ascendant performed by Humboldt. 
For this reason, in each man there is the language “in all its extension” (Humboldt, 1988, 430). 

We have stopped in this summary of the cogniƟ ve structure of Chomskian minimalism 
only to indicate, by way of an example, some gnoseological implicaƟ ons of the current study of 
language. They are forgoƩ en today when exposing the computaƟ onal system of linguisƟ cs, but 
they conƟ nue acƟ ng on it as a background resonance. The double form (FF, FL) presupposes a 
regulaƟ on of regulaƟ ons, as in Kant’s pure logic, and a forming form, as in Husserl. And this is 
the foundaƟ on of the Universal Grammar (UG), whose concept formally recalls Husserl’s also 
counterpart. CompuƟ ng is currently the algorithmic system of what it was then, already in the 
18th century, and before, the epistemological nucleus of knowledge.

Language is not an object of study independent of the scienƟ fi c subject that studies it. 
It depends on his behavior and geneƟ c endowment. It is within him even it is analyzed, as a 
premise, as something alien, distant, objecƟ ve, because it has visibility, presence. Therefore, 
it is not enough to place it in a specifi c faculty of understanding and as a module of the brain, 
as “a real object of the natural world” (Chomsky, 2015, 10). It is necessary to explain how this 
objecƟ vity is consƟ tuted and what it consists of. Chomsky limits himself to circling around “in-
ternalist computaƟ ons and execuƟ on systems that access them” (1998, 190-191) in a series of 
syntacƟ c replicaƟ ons and chain of problems raised, since there is no evidence of the Form of 
Forms. Both the language object and its nature remain postulates of mind, as in Kant.

Language is presupposed in every act of knowledge. It is its scienƟ fi c a priori. And it is 
determined by touching it or seƫ  ng a reference. In this it coincides with the indeterminacy of 
the quantum process when examining the atomic manifestaƟ on of energy as a wave-parƟ cle, 
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at one Ɵ me a wave, at another, a parƟ cle, and always both simultaneously. In language, the 
sound wave is also, at a given moment, an arƟ cle or energeƟ c element of a diff erenƟ ated ener-
gy that we call language. When arƟ culated, the producƟ on of sound reverts to the speaker as a 
product that is, objecƟ vely mutated without withdrawing from subjecƟ vity (Humboldt, 1988, 
428). And the receiving speaker recognizes that form, from which it is in-formed and in  which 
it is co-formed. The indeterminacy has become concrete. We are witnessing a qualitaƟ ve leap.

But unlike the quantum process, the phonic arƟ culaƟ on does not alter the comprehen-
sive environment of the sound reality. It is transformed and correlated by harmonizing space-
Ɵ me – correlaƟ ons of zones, points and phonic modes – in a rhythm whose integraƟ on of 
waves is already phonemic and correspondence of features, and elements. The relaƟ onships 
in which it´s involved indicate a principle of comparison by selecƟ ng, grouping, congregaƟ ng, 
that is, spacing, temporalizing, arranging areas, as Heidegger (2009, 25, 27, 33) says of oper-
aƟ ve, plasƟ c spacing. It creates its own climate, a livable region (a common brand), a feeling 
of co-belonging. With one caveat. This plasƟ c character, what has been done, produced, with 
its mode of producƟ on, refers to a ground: the categorial principle of a priori correlaƟ on. A 
predicaƟ ve anƟ cipaƟ on is being acƟ vated in the conƟ nuous fl ow of projecƟ ons and remissions 
whose moƟ on determines new units, factorial nuclei previously unknown. And this presup-
poses an intelligent acƟ on, that is, going back to Humboldt, but from PloƟ nus, Saint AugusƟ ne 
and Porphyry, an energeia or energeƟ c factor of understanding. Such energy is language. We 
are witnessing, let’s say, a qualitaƟ ve leap. The linguisƟ c signifi er is simultaneously quantum 
and qualia, a discrete signifi cant unit whose value radiates, ubiquitous, and a diff erence in 
intensity, throughout the ramifi caƟ on of language. This radiaƟ on concerns the enƟ re neuronal 
and behavioral network of the speaker.

The iniƟ al indeterminacy of language is already present in the child’s plasƟ c disposiƟ on 
before any specifi c speech, which suggests a specifi c power or virtus in man for language facul-
ty. And in a singular way, since its development depends on a singular life period, called criƟ cal 
or sensiƟ ve, culminaƟ ng around four and a half years of age. Language is an anthropological 
singularity. As the formal process in the child’s mind is updated with concrete determinaƟ ons, 
with acquisiƟ on and learning resources, the potenƟ al, quanƟ taƟ ve and qualifi ed extension of 
language unfolds in it. And this through recursion processes from an iniƟ al moment endowed 
with predicaƟ ve energy. Without knowing the totality of language, man has it available to car-
ry out any of its possible forms.

 Here is a paradox that overcomes Plato’s problem (Chomsky, 1988, 3-4), the diff erence 
between the “poverty of the sƟ mulus” and the developed knowledge. Summarized: how can 
the child know and use grammar laws that nobody has taught him and he has not learned it 
yet? Such a paradox also surpasses Kant’s strangeness about the phenomenon that reality 
responds to the projecƟ on of the mind on it with a priori ideas, concepts, rules and principles. 
Language, we can allow, contains a principle of complementarity in any of its manifestaƟ ons. 
But these are not contradictory elements, as in quantum physics. The phonological diff erence 
– disƟ ncƟ on of forms with meaning – is based on the opposiƟ on of elements. The diff erence 
between “bullet” and “pullet” is the opposiƟ on of a voiced occlusive feature and a deaf one, 
but both act simultaneously, although one with an arƟ culated presence and the other in ab-
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sence, present, however, in some virtual way. This complementarity is correlaƟ on. We call it 
a priori principle of categorial correlaƟ on, whose foundaƟ on is ontological and ontopoeƟ c: 
it diff erenƟ ates enƟ Ɵ es. The arƟ culatory alternaƟ on of / b / and / p / is not a priori, but the 
diff erenƟ ated opposiƟ on in the set they establish and to which they belong to. But the oppo-
site does not indicate here the negaƟ on of one element with respect to another, nor does the 
opposiƟ on defi ne them in the fi rst instance, as structuralism maintains. Opposites are com-
plementary and also “co-belong”, being preserved by virtue of the climate of the phonemic 
region or mental level thus insƟ tuted and mencioned above. Language has an iniƟ al posiƟ on, 
an ubi: it is a new space-Ɵ me enƟ ty by autogenous (ontopoeƟ c) movement or moƟ on of the 
specifi c mode of mental concepƟ on. Each linguisƟ c unit is a diff erenƟ ated relaƟ onal enƟ ty. 
The correlaƟ on index is its a priori. Thus we recover the intensive bud of the Logos in the act 
of knowledge: the word.

Thus, let us recover the intensive outbreak of the Logos in the act of knowledge: the word. 
Logic had alienated, as Heidegger (1998, 169) observes, this verbal dimension of thought and 
recovering it supposes going to the conceptual origin of the essence of language. In its creaƟ ve 
development the intellectual power of man culminates and the cogniƟ ve scope of the world.

We want to indicate with this something prior to the intenƟ on and sub-background of all 
phenomenological representaƟ on and signifi cance. It is neither an “implemenƟ ng sense” of 
something previously intended, nor an “ideal correlate” of it, as Husserl thinks, but the other 
way round: a signifi cant priority. The intuited is implemented rather than signifi cance. Thought 
and meaning already happend in a signifying process. The cogniƟ ve intensity is word. That’s 
why we refer to it as ontopoeƟ c. The word is poetry.

Nature transcendental NexusNature transcendental Nexus

The signifi cant priority funcƟ ons as a background resonance and conƟ nues in man the 
energeƟ c process of Nature according to the anthropological hypercategories of Space, Time, 
Movement (diff erent classes of acƟ on and mutaƟ ons, including neuronal synapses) and spe-
cifi c Mode of human confi guraƟ on. ArƟ culated Space in MoƟ on is duraƟ on (Time) and, as a 
whole, resonant vibraƟ on of Nature. Saussure (2002, 178) admits this natural link between 
reality and language, recognizing, perhaps, the same idea in Aristotle and Humboldt: “Le lan-
gage (…) répond dans l’individu à un organe spécial préparée par la nature” [‘Language (...) 
responds in the individual to a special organ prepared by nature’]. Bonding is also present in 
consciousness. Its connecƟ ng point is the impressive, spontaneous senƟ ment [feeling], and 
only this is the real, says Saussure (Ibid, 183), implying, therefore, that what is derived from 
here already has another ontological dimension.

Here we reach a crucial point in our exposiƟ on and it is suitable to dwell on certain Sauss-
ure’s aporias that have been basic for the insƟ tuƟ on of linguisƟ cs as a science (cf. Domínguez 
Rey, 2017).

The “senƟ ment” to which the famous Genevan linguist alludes is a sensiƟ ve impression 
of the physical-acousƟ c fact of the phonatory act, which already involves the noƟ on of a limit 
whose contour we only perceive the diff erence with respect to another element, not the de-
limited posiƟ on of just one. The fundamental act of enƟ taƟ ve consƟ tuƟ on of a linguisƟ c unit 
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presupposes for Saussure a balance between the arƟ culatory, physiological, and acousƟ c or-
der. And that swaying divides Ɵ me thus arƟ culated: “L’unité phonatoire est une DIVISION DU 
TEMPS” (Saussure, 2002, 249). There is therefore a phonological arch – we deems – of arƟ c-
ulated space-Ɵ me integraƟ on that insƟ tutes a fundamental unit of the same nature. The dis-
criminatory fronƟ er of the limit already implies, consequently, an impercepƟ ble, comparaƟ ve 
and pro-conscious, pre-logical act. 1 This PRO character of consciousness must be included, in 
our understanding, in the suspended a priori – linguisƟ c epoché – of what Saussure (2002, 23) 
calls “product of a latent operaƟ on of the spirit”. And here we must highlight two important 
aspects of what he considers the double language essence (“l’essence double”). This primary 
level of linguisƟ c consƟ tuƟ on is a “physical-mental (subjecƟ ve) fact”, internal, psychic. The 
sign and the signifi caƟ on belong to him. And then there is the other merely undulatory level 
of sound, also a sign, but only as a “vocal fi gure”, that is, muscular movement, noise, phonic 
gesture. Saussure never explains the value of the intermediate hyphen of the physical-mental 
fact reduced to the associaƟ ve psychic dimension of the sensible impression, which he calls 
“acousƟ c image”.

And here we enter the second aspect of the language double essence. The phonatory 
act is that special “acousƟ c image” or impression, integraƟ ng a corporal distance – mouth to 
ear and vice versa – and already a diff erenƟ ated border of space-Ɵ me. Saussure (2002, 248) 
integrates it into a “thought image” understood as a “phonatory act with the intenƟ on of 
repeaƟ ng the acousƟ c image”. Therefore, the linguisƟ c enƟ ty begins with an act of repeƟ Ɵ on 
whose resonance consƟ tutes the integraƟ ng “region of the sign”, in turn, of the “psycholog-
ical” sphere. That is to say, the Logos appears in the arƟ culated fusion of the two images, 
acousƟ c and mental, which are one, since the mind determines, in any case, the phonatory 
arƟ culaƟ on that is itself devoid of linguisƟ c value. That is why Saussure dissociates, despite 
the nature link already indicated, the sign from the designated: the reference. In the language 
essence there is nothing common “between a sign and what it means” (2002, 20). The sign is 
arbitrary. We only have the essenƟ al diff erenƟ aƟ ng, discriminatory form. And the form does 
not mean: it’s worth (vaut; ibid., 28). This value is a social insƟ tuƟ on.

The signifi cant mental act is, as we see, bipolar, analogical, and not triphasic, or scarcely, 
since reality itself, phenomenal, is leŌ  in parentheses, subsumed in the relaƟ onship of physi-
cal-mental balance, which is none other than hidden logical abstracƟ on. We refer to the pro-
cess of generalizaƟ on of the “latent act of the spirit”, which depends on the point of view or 
criterion adopted to study language. That is why linguisƟ cs does not consider “individuals”, 
but rather relaƟ onships of phenomena, arƟ culated facts of the mind when determining the 
space-Ɵ me funcƟ on of the consciousness fl ow. The sign is a complex unit that presupposes a 
simple, but bijecƟ ve, syntheƟ c and analyƟ cal act of the mind. Its foundaƟ on diff ers according 
to a background homology: depending on whether it aƩ ends to the undulaƟ ng succession of 
sound or to the fusion-fi ssion of the considered mental act.

1  Pro-consciousness is a noƟ on that the neuropsychologist Miguel-Héctor Fernández-Carrión (2020, 
31-32) devises to designate a dreamy intersecƟ on of conscious and unconscious. We highlight in this 
denominaƟ on the pronominal value (PRO) of the acts of conscience. We refer to the pre-logical hori-
zon of nominal trend opening in the background of knowledge.
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Saussure is a phenomenologist who reminds phenomenology of the latent operaƟ on 
from which he starts and, of linguisƟ cs, the ontological background from which he dispenses. 
For us, this foundaƟ onal act is a specifi c intuiƟ ve act of intelligence. It has a singular, qualifi ed 
quantum value that Saussure reduced to a pure formal diff erenƟ aƟ ng funcƟ on of the under-
standing without invesƟ gaƟ ng the ontological diff erence presupposed there. The diff erenƟ al 
fact of the limit given in the phonatory act invites us to analyze it from another phenomeno-
logical approach. The arching or physical-mental balance is also verifi ed in the neurological 
organizaƟ on of the brain, where language is located (Saussure, 2002, 212). Let us, therefore, 
analyze the essence of that formal, qualifi ed Ɵ e of nature in man. We call this impression, 
following a ferƟ le idea of Plato  (Filebo, 39 a-c), gramma or mental inscripƟ on of reality in the 
cogniƟ ve nature of man. Without that anthropological inscripƟ on, we do not know reality. We 
can have sensiƟ ve informaƟ on, but no knowledge itself. The impressive nature of gramma in 
language is the emoƟ onal climate (senƟ ment) of the environment in which it occurs. This cli-
mate reveals itself as a natural contribuƟ on in man. Its echo, refl ecƟ on or halo, as we want to 
call it, is the tone, a singular empathy (Husserlian Einfühlung). And this intrinsic relaƟ onship of 
environment and situaƟ on is the space-Ɵ me locaƟ on (LaƟ n adverb ubi) of the speaker in any 
context of speech either explicit or implicit. For this reason, the word also implies an adverbial 
connotaƟ on, observes Ortega y Gasset (2010, 252), which highlights the acƟ on inherent in 
every name, even if it is a noun: the verb component of the name.

The link between language and reality as a phenomenon of human nature endows it with 
a special nature, not arbitrary, but induced by natural energy, whether invented or created. 
The discreƟ on that we observe in the nominaƟ on – that name and not another, although it 
could be one – is a free response to the cogniƟ ve quesƟ on that reality poses to man. It arises 
in an antecedent and ontological correlaƟ on. Between man and nature there is a nexus of 
relaƟ ve enƟ ty, proposes Amor Ruibal (1934a, 299 [476], 303 [483]; 1934b, 44 [59]): a nexus 
of transcendental and pre-logical relaƟ vity, with “preconscious indisƟ nctness”. 1 Language be-
longs to this nexus.

 The freedom of producƟ on or creaƟ on of words is a singular act of existence and not a 
mere capricious, casual, human nature will. It seals the pre-logical nexus of exƟ stenƟ al inscrip-
Ɵ on in the world. In other words, it is the spontaneous manifestaƟ on of man feeling free in 
Nature. A very compromised freedom. Pierre Emmanuel (1967, 272) describes this nexus of 
ontological opening as “l’unité d’un acte créateur dont l’origine est à la fois dans l’homme et 
dans la Réalité où il reprend source: l’origine, la source, étant justement le point de rencontre 
d’un appel et d’un désir, la jointure d’une double quête. Orienté, l’homme manifeste son Ori-
ent” [‘the unity of a creaƟ ve act whose origin is both in man and in Reality where it takes up 
again source: the origin, the source, being precisely the meeƟ ng point of a call and a desire, 
the joining of a double quest. Oriented, man manifests his Orient’].

The priority of the ontological nexus is already predicted by Aristotle: “The acƟ vity of the 
sensible object and of the sensaƟ on is the same, although their essence is not”, (Aristotle. 
1957, 147, 425b 26-28). This consideraƟ on goes back to pre-SocraƟ c Greek thought, although 

1 The neural process also confi rms this link. Before our birth, neurons already adapt to the outside 
world by modifying their synapses, says Stanislas Dehaene (2014, 268).
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philosophers diff er when determining the essence, whether fragmented, relaƟ onal demiurgic, 
or totalizing. We will see that it is a constant of thought up to now.

The transcendental relaƟ onship of nature places us in the onƟ c, existenƟ al, and onto-
logical, enƟ taƟ ve background of language. In the act of saying, the fact of exisƟ ng (Aristotle, 
1982, 563) and of being converge – amalgamated value of the adverb-conjuncƟ on donc in the 
French complex, but logically simple proposiƟ on: je pense, donc je suis [‘I think so I am’], or 
of the juxtaposiƟ ve comma, no less amalgamated: je suis, j’existe [‘I am, I exist’] (Descartes, 
1953a, 147, 148). This act was summarized by Heidegger (1976, 313), in a famous phrase, 
as “house of being”, adding that thinkers and poets are the guardians of the abode. It is the 
ontological locaƟ on of Dasein or being there, adverbial, located in the inƟ mate warmth of 
the word. And saying is a specifi c making (poieo, Greek verb), a labor with breathed air, the 
work par excellence of the human being: the word. But a qualifi ed act, returning to the same 
reference of Pierre Emmanuel, as genitum, non factum, or the fact language, we could gloss, 
of being begoƩ en. That is why it is convenient to disƟ nguish, with Amor Ruibal, between lan-
guage being formed and formed. To understand what is already made, consƟ tuted – the purely 
transmiƫ  ng replicaƟ on of parole – one must parƟ cipate in the engendering of the form: “par-
Ɵ ciper à la genèse de la forme” [‘to parƟ cipate in the genesis of the form’] (Pierre Emmanuel, 
1967, 271). This entry in the form of language, in which we are, however, once consƟ tuted, 
is an elementary requirement to understand its foundaƟ on. The reason for this, although we 
place ourselves beyond a possible jusƟ fi caƟ on, comes from the very form thus revealed. It is, 
as Pierre Emmanuel (Ibíd, 272) says of the arƟ sƟ c work regarding its creator, called to be and 
to be his own work: “son art l’appelle à l’être”. This is what the poeƟ c funcƟ on consists of: 
“l’acƟ vité de suprème aƩ enƟ on par laquelle, créant, l’arƟ ste est créé. Il dirige obsƟ nément sa 
pensée vers sa fi n et sa source, afi n que de celle-ci jaillisse en lui une parole dont il se forme 
dans l’eff ort de la former” [‘the acƟ vity of supreme aƩ enƟ on by which, creaƟ ng, the arƟ st is 
created. He obsƟ nately directs his thought towards its end and its source, so that from it may 
spring within him a word which forms in the eff ort to form it.’] This emergence is that of the 
free origin of the word.

We call this phenomenological synthesis ontopoeƟ cs. With this name we indicate the 
enƟ taƟ ve act of the word inscribed in Human existence. And that enƟ ty implies Heidegger’s 
enƟ ty-existence relaƟ onship or ontological diff erence, in whose intersƟ ce the word is situated. 
It also has a precedent in Humboldt, as we shall see.

Form qualificationForm qualification

The preconscious nexus of nature in man is encrypted by a sound arƟ culated as a tem-
poral-spaƟ al unit whose vibraƟ on resonates within the organism, leaving a psychic trace that 
opens the fi eld of intuiƟ on in depth.1 The deep already precedes the trace, however. That is 

1  Dehaene (2014, 265) calls the cessaƟ on of the “wave of sensory acƟ vity” subliminal before other pre-
conscious eff ects have been occurred and whose tracking is diffi  cult. Hegel had already foreseen this 
transformaƟ on of the vibratory cessaƟ on of the acousƟ c wave and its trace as a conceptual opening of 
consciousness.  A singular incorporeal embodiment: “eine sozusagen unkörperliche Leiblichkeit (He-
gel, 1970, 115; cf. our comment in: Domínguez Rey, 2009, 24-32).
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why there is aƩ enƟ on, inclinaƟ on, intuiƟ on, a feeling oriented towards something sƟ ll un-
known. The orientaƟ on becomes clearer as the process progresses by confi guring imago. We 
refer to something more than the acousƟ c image of Saussure understood today as a neural 
refl ecƟ on of a phonic chain. The silent sequence involved in producing or understanding a 
phono-semic unit speaks of that background resonance or vibraƟ on already internal to knowl-
edge, but sƟ ll preconscious. A sequenƟ al imago is formed that is a spectrum of the vibraƟ on 
correlated between the performance of sound and the emergence of a new concepƟ on, be-
fore unedit, without exemplary precedent, but endowed with a formaƟ ve moƟ on. 1

 What is conceived in that sphere – the concept – is a quality, on the one hand, of the 
signifi er thus understood, resounding, and, on the other, a quality of the mental energy pro-
cessed there. Concept and sound qualify each other, according to Saussure (1983, 144-145), 
by forming the complex unit of the linguisƟ c sign. The conceptualizaƟ on of sound as a specif-
ically arƟ culated sound wave is the phoneme: sound features formed in an intenƟ onal fi eld 
or horizon of correlated integraƟ on and whose vibraƟ on consƟ tutes a beam of intensional 
frequencies with a determined duraƟ on. The correlaƟ on of vibraƟ ons already hints at a semic 
halo, sƟ ll vague (Amor Ruibal, 2005, 700n).

The concept of sound is, however, more complex. The natural, cosmic sound can infl uence 
the conformaƟ on of a concept, the sound itself, for example. The sound qualifi caƟ on of the 
concept already presupposes a radiated direcƟ on of the sound transformed into voice. There is 
a phonic process with wave periods, intervals, mnemonic, phono-acousƟ c recurrences, while 
that semic halo or sound aura is outlined according to a modulated intenƟ on of thought. The 
overlapping of frequencies is accompanied by the superposiƟ on of mental features, noƟ ons.

The two processes merge in some part of the already phono-semic period, arƟ culaƟ ng 
simultaneously in funcƟ on of the integraƟ ng horizon that transforms them into a unit of mean-
ing at a level, already diff erent, from the one they previously had. This unit is eideƟ c and has 
a precise locaƟ on, although it encompasses more than what goes around it. It includes both 
the resonance in whose horizon the phonic sound is arƟ culated (the concept is mental form) 
and the verbal relaƟ on, saying, of how much it formulates. Mental orientaƟ on segments the 
sound by arƟ culaƟ ng it and establishing a new phase that subtends the other two: the mean-
ing they acquire by integraƟ ng with each other. The phonic qualifi caƟ on of the concept com-
prises a background sound relaƟ onship or locuƟ onary acƟ on with a saying imprint that we 
call a word (parole). This resonance is tonal: the characterisƟ c tone of each language, in which 
the peculiar Ɵ mbre of each speaker is inscribed with specifi c vibratory intensity: the accent. 
This qualitaƟ ve feature permeates the formal phono-phonological and morphological consƟ t-
uents. They are integrated by virtue of it. The phoneme is already the elaƟ on of the arƟ culated 
sound when we exhale the air we breath  (Husserl, 1984ª, 47). It has a phoric dimension (cf. 
Domínguez Rey, 2019, 508-509).

The saying, locuƟ onary feature is also anthropological. It permeates a group of speakers 
according to a peculiar mode of speech, as a cohesive resonance of a group or collecƟ vity. 

1 This spectrum is the correlaƟ ve fi eld of sensorimotor vibraƟ ons when forming their categorizaƟ on. 
There is a trace of his in the mechanical records according to analysis parameters such as the posiƟ on, 
intensity, duraƟ on, frequency, acceleraƟ on, etc., of waves.
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Tone, Ɵ mbre and accent encrypt, in turn, the intersubjecƟ ve relaƟ onship of the social environ-
ment and the proper arƟ culaƟ on of each speaker.

The process of sound elaƟ on remains as a forming factor and unconscious trace. 1 It has 
established a relaƟ onship that links the wave resonance with the reality from which it is origi-
nated, and to which it belongs, inasmuch as it is transformed into a phone indicaƟ ng it (its ubi 
locaƟ on), although it transcends it, signifying it in another order of its presence. It sets up a 
specifi c form in each case. It is already phono-sema. This formaƟ on qualifi es what is referred 
by giving it a name. It is nominal formaƟ on.

NominationNomination

The name is the fi rst aƩ ribute of reality objecƟ fying it according to its disƟ nguished fea-
tures and as its support or subject of aƩ ribuƟ on. The nominaƟ on reveals a precedence of 
syntheƟ c judgment between spontaneously compared, subsumed, superimposed formants. 
Therefore, the name is the intuiƟ ve elaƟ on of the acƟ on or mental process in the act of know-
ing something by objecƟ fying it. And since this vital act comprises the saying energy that enun-
ciates or menƟ ons it, we call it a word. Just as the phone is the relaƟ on of human sound, the 
name, phono-semic, is the mental relaƟ on of the cogniƟ ve process. This is why language is also 
given a cogniƟ ve value. 

 The sound acƟ on becomes phonic, oriented towards a saying. It undergoes a transforma-
Ɵ on, a qualitaƟ ve leap. It gets signifi cant in a pre-sense process. It is the elaƟ on of the emiƩ ed 
sound fl ow, forming a minimum phonic unit. This unit is made up of an intuiƟ ve and pre-logical 
mental act. It involves unthinkable, but refl ecƟ ve, comparison of elements. It is predicaƟ ve an-
Ɵ cipaƟ on and, therefore, already outlines a pre-judgment that potenƟ ally contains the germ 
of its possible development. This liminal advance appears as a pre-conformaƟ on of an imago 
or form, a singular tension without a model yet established, as if searching for quicksilver and 
a frame that outlines it. Nor is it a simulaƟ on, a phenomenological as if (als ob). In this phonic 
tension and distension the idea of   something sƟ ll undefi ned and indeterminate appears, but 
with an orientaƟ on to that expectaƟ on of something or unknown X in an equaƟ on that is both 
simple and complex. It is an energeƟ c act. An acƟ ve and relaƟ onal dynamic principle, simul-
taneously syntheƟ c and analyƟ cal. Such a condiƟ on confers on the nominaƟ ve act indefi nite 
mental power. It works like a mental atomic nucleus. It is the so-called a priori of categorical 
correlaƟ on. Its development determines categories.

 Both sound and mental acƟ on are correlated and replicated with a diversity of univo-
cal, biunivocal, equivocal, symmetric, asymmetric, latent, patent, holisƟ c, subsumpƟ onal, etc., 
funcƟ ons. Despite the diff erences, however, a uniform core of correlaƟ on between elements 
remains. The aforemenƟ oned forming factor proceeds retro-projecƟ ng the components with 
a pluridirecƟ onal eff ect, conƟ nuously reverƟ ng to a center of correlaƟ ons. It expands the pho-

1  The elaƟ ve phenomenon also corresponds to a neuronal and psychological register. The image, the 
word and the sound have “psychological markers” that, according to Dehaene (2014, 31), suddenly 
change state when becoming aware of them. They are like your „signature of conscience”. And the 
respecƟ ve synapses leave a latent imprint for the rest of life (Ibid., 268).



95

Antonio Domínguez Rey– OntopoeƟ c synthesis of language
  

no-semic wave radially and confi guring new shapes. It has a holisƟ c funcƟ on. That is why we 
can qualify the imago as prelaƟ ve existenƟ al qualitas of the ontological nexus. It is an inherent 
quality, implicit or explicit, of the confi guraƟ ve form, whatever its nature. It can be said that 
there is a specifi c signifi er of thought. And it’s the language

This process is similar to reading. That is why we also call it the lect factor. The discrete 
duraƟ on line is diff racted, covered and replicated: anagrams, engrams, logograms (lexical, 
conceptual, semiological, neural networks): the internal and external burst of relaƟ onships, 
resonances, overlays, connotaƟ ons, encapsulaƟ ons, intussuscepƟ ons, etc. We refer to the orb 
of the grammaƟ cal inscripƟ ons of knowledge: impressive grammas of the mind. This does 
not imply temporal or spaƟ al symmetry between arƟ culaƟ on Ɵ mes, acousƟ c registraƟ on and 
neurological engrams (Ferrari et al, 2017), but it does imply a correlated intersecƟ on of kinesic 
factors and segments. The logogrammaƟ c outburst produces phonemic “parƟ cles” whose ae-
onic qualifi caƟ on or value – a resonant unit of meaning and lect funcƟ on – refers to an explicit, 
unconscious or subliminal nucleus, as in hypograms. To this factorial circle also belong, in our 
understanding, the  algorithmic code of the sensorimotor interface (FF) and conceptual (FL) 
Chonky’s levels (2015, 119) generated from a restricted ProjecƟ on Principle (2015, 173). With 
a notable diff erence from the a priori categorical principle of correlaƟ on that we outline here. 
In the language consƟ tuƟ on there are no zero presupposiƟ ons (X0) or empty posiƟ on (∅), al-
though there is a subliminal and correlaƟ ve relaƟ onship (Xc) open to a value horizon, at least 
indefi nite, if not infi nite (X∞), that no known machine, nor quantum, could sustain. However, 
the human mind can conceive it.

The forming and lect factor presupposes, with the double phonoemic arƟ culaƟ on tran-
scended in an integraƟ ng sense of components, a singularly quantum phenomenon of lan-
guage by replicaƟ ng its operaƟ on in each act by superimposing elements and seeing itself 
(intuiƟ on, intenƟ on and meaning), hearing itself in that nominal, denominaƟ ve operaƟ on. It is 
a funcƟ on at the same Ɵ me METÁ and PRO, phoric and grammaƟ cal (aná, katá, hipér, hipó), 1 
beyond the consƟ tuƟ ve point. The back projecƟ on, ground and foundaƟ on of recursion, repli-
caƟ on and redundancy of structures and schemes, is based on this. The so-called metalinguis-
Ɵ c funcƟ on of language (Jakobson) is then understood by some authors as a mirror (miroir, 
Leibniz), light refl ecƟ on (Humboldt) or translaƟ onal refl ecƟ on (Amor Ruibal) of thought. It is 
an intrinsic funcƟ on (lect). Language reads itself as it is being produced. It presupposes an 
internal and a priori principle of intelligibility, inherent to the Logos. 2 And that reading is the 
word as a cogniƟ ve act of the understanding.

 In the nominaƟ on, therefore, a singular phenomenon of energy condensaƟ on takes place. 
Its power is updated at any Ɵ me. It lasts even if it is not acƟ vated. It is autogenous and exog-
enous genesis. Its latency expands by relaƟ ng, retracƟ ng and projecƟ ng; retro-projecƟ on. In 
that sense, it can be said, as Saussure (2002, 211) glossing Willian D. Whitney, that language 

1  Greek prefi xes associated with these intuiƟ ve and intenƟ onal movements of knowledge.    
2  UlƟ mately, this internal principle of intelligibility or the lect factor refers to the assumpƟ on from 

which Chonsky’s minimalism starts, considering that language is well designed to interact with and in-
serted in other systems, such as the sensorimotor, external, and the mental, internal (Chomsky, 2005, 
108). The legibility and spellout requirements respond to the same budget. 
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is an insƟ tuƟ on, if we add wriƟ ng, without analogue (“SANS ANALOGUE (si l’on y joint l’écrit-
ure”). Indeed, wriƟ ng reinforces the ontopoeƟ c and metacogniƟ ve superposiƟ on of language. 
ArƟ culatory space-Ɵ me enhances the extension, intensity and conceptual gramma depth. 

 The word: dialogical principle The word: dialogical principle

Rather than specifi c knowledge of something, or at the same Ɵ me, the word off ers, as 
Jean-Claude Renard says of poeƟ cs (1970, 71), ways of having consciousness rather than a de-
fi ned knowledge. And it requires constant completeness and interpretaƟ on of another, even 
if this is that other of the speaker, we add. This opening of consciousness or expleƟ ve fi eld of 
knowledge results from the implicit relaƟ onship or saying power of thought: language. Such 
potency overrides the intenƟ on or the speaker´s intenƟ onal content, while subtending it. It is 
the criƟ cal request indicated above: it asks the other interlocutor – included the speaker as an-
other of himself – the meaning of saying, of what is said, proposed. Humboldt based precisely 
the alteraƟ ve objecƟ vity of knowledge on this request. 

 The word is also enacƟ ve par excellence: it contains the process that carries it out without 
being saturated, but increasing its nominalizing power. It is a product (ergon) that maintains 
the energeia of its producƟ on, but not an entropic product, at least in principle, since ther is 
an implicit relaƟ onship on it. It occurs in that opening of consciousness, determining itself in a 
specifi c contour or situaƟ on, without being confused with it, but with reciprocal deciphering 
(Jean-Claude Renard, 1970, 53). This diff erence in the gap between designated things and the 
designaƟ ng word confi rms the freedom of language creaƟ on, arbitrary in its concreteness – 
it can name in one way or another, but it does –, promoted, however, by a series of factors 
involved that moƟ vate it.  This freedom of creaƟ on is the original creaƟ on of the human being 
freedom. And with this we touch once more the ontopoeƟ c background of language, its liber-
aƟ ng conformaƟ on of meaning.

At this point in the process, the logical, apophanƟ c, aƩ ribuƟ ve, and saying, poeƟ c acƟ vity 
converge. The two hermeneuƟ cal direcƟ ons of Aristotle, theoreƟ cal and poeƟ c – facƟ ve this 
one: saying is an act (Aristóteles 1982, 334, 1140a). Separated in the history of knowledge up 
to the present day, they are, in fact, slopes of the same cogniƟ ve phenomenon. Theory and 
poetry are mutually implicated. The name themaƟ zes the reality it designates and the reality 
moƟ vates it when thinking about, originaƟ ng a mode of presentaƟ on and understanding of it. 
Such is the poeƟ c, eff ecƟ ve praxis of language. The process of seeing oneself operaƟ ng and in-
creasing the reality thus revealed, as a support of aƩ ribuƟ ons, is the base and cogniƟ ve foun-
daƟ on of the verbal proposiƟ on and of the logical judgment. Such an increase – something 
previously non-existent and, therefore, unknown – is growth, the temporary development of 
oneself building to inhabit (Wachstum – Heidegger, 2000, 149, 150 – ). The implicit logical-po-
eƟ c relaƟ onship invents, works, thinks up, formalizes names, lexemes whose consƟ tuƟ on in-
tertwines moƟ ons, real aƩ ributes, and guides. We represent its schemaƟ c nucleus as:  ‘T (R): 
PRO Tc (T’): Lxc ↭ L∞.1 

1   The Term (‚X) is confi gured as the nucleus of a series of traits, characterisƟ cs, qualiƟ es (‚) whose Rela-
Ɵ onship (R) implies a correlaƟ ve (Tc) orientaƟ on (PRO) of projecƟ on (T’). This orientaƟ on is pronominal 
and originates a fi rst denominaƟ ve unit, the lexeme (Lxc). It also gives the language an aƩ ribute of infi -
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This formula synthesizes the ontopoeƟ c basis of the nominaƟ on. Each of its units or terms 
is a linguisƟ c and cogniƟ ve acƟ on potenƟ al. The word specifi es the thinking fl ow. It is the sen-
siƟ ve embrace of reality. His face: sound, gesture, look, silence, synthesizes Pierre Emmanuel 
(1967, 274) with an theological intenƟ on and echo – in our mind – of Emmanuel Levinas. We 
call this acƟ on potenƟ al the linguisƟ c quantum.

Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka has also synthesized the two lines of Aristotelian”s thought, and 
in certain consonance with Roman Ingarden’s ontology, from the concept of entelechy or inter-
nal design of reality, whose energy is deployed in diff erent consƟ tuƟ ve forces of beings and is 
fi nally language in man: “the last stroke of being’s unfolding” (Tymieniecka, 2000, 326). A pro-
jecƟ ve orientaƟ on or “ontopoeƟ c design” and its concrete, vitally dynamic and construcƟ ve 
incarnaƟ on, the “ontopoeƟ c nucleus”. The culminaƟ on is the individual enƟ ty endowed with 
a specifi c weight of existence which is manifested like “as relaƟ vely stable being-in-process” 
(Ibid. 247). This construcƟ ve vision of existence is, as can be appreciated, the becoming of be-
ing in its enƟ taƟ ve unfolding. That is why Her calls it, like us, ontopoeƟ cs. Tymieniecka places 
the accent on the construcƟ ve embodiment of the vital unfolding, that is, the organic consoli-
daƟ on of Aristotle, Humboldt and Ingarden, in this case applied to language and literary work.

 The dynamism of being relaƟ vely stable (“as relaƟ vely stable being-in-process”) is the 
internal and external generaƟ ve process of the reality operaƟ onal forces that provide the es-
senƟ al resources for emergency of life and the Logos (Tymieniecka, 2000, 87-88). In the end, 
the entelechy of Aristotle (“Entelechial Principle”) reinterpreted from the emerging evoluƟ on 
or how of being, rather than its enƟ ty. This author calls it “The Onto-Poiesis of Beingness” 
(Ibid., 1990. 9-10). The self-becoming or becoming of being as an enƟ ty in its essenƟ a – this 
is, aŌ er all, the concept of Beingness – is the beginning and end, therefore, of an integraƟ ve 
acƟ on conƟ nuously renewed (“in an ever-renewed construcƟ ve progress”). It´s united and at 
the same Ɵ me diff erenƟ ated. And Tymieniecka intuits in this acƟ vity a process of self-interpre-
taƟ on, which is a corollary of the internal principle or entelechy. This assumpƟ on refers, in the 
last or fi rst instance, to a creaƟ ve self-consciousness. 

Such a dynamism is extended by Mamuka Dolidze to Quantum physics, starƟ ng from the 
cogniƟ ve interacƟ on of the subject in the measurement of the quantum object proposed by 
Niels Bohr and according to his principle of complementarity (Dolidze, 2013, 69-70). There 
would be then, in addiƟ on to the integraƟ ng dynamism of maƩ er and life, an internal agent in 
the consƟ tuƟ on of reality, of a quantum nature. And this is equivalent to granƟ ng intrinsic in-
tenƟ onality to the process of both material fl ow and consciousness, that is, of being (Dolidze, 
2013, 59, 69-70, 72-73, 134, 182).  

These hypotheses and refl ecƟ ons, from Tymieniecka and Dolidze, but also from scienƟ fi c 
theory, recall the double plane of language, mutable and immutable, observed by Amor Ruibal 
and Saussure at the beginning of the 20th century. There is an orbited nucleus of elements in 
constant and syntheƟ c variable and immutable rotaƟ on in the linguisƟ c sign, Husserl’s “vari-

nity for being recursive, replicaƟ ng and self-acƟ vaƟ ng indefi nitely (↭). It also endows it or defi nes it as 
an infi nite dimension of knowledge: L∞. PRO is a priori, phoric relaƟ onship of possible name and crea-
Ɵ ve projecƟ on fi eld. With the symbol ↭ we also indicate the background retro-projecƟ ve resonance.
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able invariant”. Like reality itself. That is why we aƩ ribute quantum value to language, al-
though not exclusively (Cf. Domínguez Rey, 2003, 314-320). Language contains the ontopoeƟ c 
core of knowledge. Everything we say about reality refers to him. It is the epistemological 
nucleus that we idenƟ fy in our synthesis and go back, from Plato, to the gramma inscripƟ on of 
reality in man. In its impregnaƟ on, and from it, the thread and existenƟ al vibraƟ on of knowl-
edge is unfolded. 

The cogniƟ ve interacƟ on of the subject in the measurement of the quantum object, de-
vised by Bohr, menƟ oned above, corresponds, in linguisƟ cs, to the focus or point of view ad-
opted, on which, according to Saussure, his own object depends. What’s more, the point of 
view, creates and does it. The link between things precedes: “it pre-exists (…) the things them-
selves, and serves to determine them”, affi  rms Saussure (2002, 200). In other words: “there is 
no object prior to analysis” (Godel, 1969, 47; cf., 43).

However, the French linguist does not give an internal value to this relaƟ onship, but only 
a negaƟ ve diff erenƟ al one. Now, if the correlaƟ on factor determines the object, and simulta-
neously, the correlaƟ on is its internal and even inƟ mate, existenƟ al value: it is an act of knowl-
edge. Subject and object cannot be unlinked. Without some kind of nexus, we would know 
nothing. This internal relaƟ onship is also prescienƟ fi c and underpins all kinds of knowledge. 
Under such a consideraƟ on, it remains an enigma that reality responds to the mind, a phe-
nomenon that amazed Kant. Wonderful reality. What we do know is that it responds to the ex-
istenƟ al inscripƟ on gramma which is its energy potenƟ al in man (cf. Boulgakov, 1991, 28, 50).

As we see from a process of inducƟ on, language is already an internal heartbeat of unfold-
ing conscious ness and brain formaƟ on, beginning with the gramma inscripƟ on of the world in 
man. Its form is the conƟ nuous becoming of man’s vital origin. There is evidence of auditory 
and melodic precomprehension by the fetus, starƟ ng with the third  month of pregnancy. And 
at birth, he or she already disƟ nguishes some phoneƟ c categories with staƟ sƟ cal implicaƟ on s 
(Dehaene, 2018, 111), and this, within the You relaƟ onship sƟ ll indisƟ nct, but dialogical. This 
priority a priori confi rms categorical correlaƟ onship, background resonance, and ontopoeƟ c 
prevalence. They are the fi rst existenƟ al heartbeats of the human being.

The verbal relaƟ on is already, from now on, recursive. By aƩ ribuƟ ng a name to the desig-
nated reality, this reverts to that one confi rming what is assigned, or denying it, or suspending 
the convenience. They are, with others, the various modes of cogniƟ ve aƩ ribuƟ on of reality. 
Each recursion also increases the nominal horizon, expanding it according to the contribuƟ on 
of its aƩ ributes, components or parts. Thus the morphemes arise, which are also aspects, 
traits of aƩ ribuƟ on according to the way in which what is thus known is presented in the mind. 

QualitaƟ ve, quanƟ taƟ ve modes (number, distribuƟ on – gender –), and the two interloc-
utory poles (I-You) of the relaƟ onship given in the linked fi eld or emerging reality: He (It). And 
all this, let us remember, depending on PROname: each word indicates a nominal tendency of 
the known or knowable reality. In it the predicaƟ ve energy of language is condensed. That is 
why an implicit judgment equivalent to an outline of a proposiƟ on has been seen in the name 
(a named act of the word). When naming something, the named becomes, as we said before, 
subject to aƩ ribuƟ ons. There would be a pronominal moment, of orientaƟ on to name, “a this, 
that one” directed to the thing proposed, evoked, present or not, and an aƩ ribuƟ on of name: 



99

Antonio Domínguez Rey– OntopoeƟ c synthesis of language
  

this (that) is X. Such would be the elementary proposiƟ on implicit in every name, especially in 
its sense of the word, since it contains the process of nominal conformaƟ on. It maintains the 
predicaƟ ve background, that is, the naming act and its cogniƟ ve unfolding. They are the same 
unit, but in a diff erent perspecƟ ve. That is why Père Serge Boulgakov (1991, 60) precedes the 
“predicaƟ ve condiƟ on” to “the nominaƟ ve condiƟ on”. Indeed, the name already predicates 
reality. 1

Boulgakov alludes to the gnoseological advance of the universal with respect to the par-
Ɵ cular case that makes that one concrete as an ontological enƟ ty, “such or such a fact of 
being”. What precedes man or repƟ le – they are his examples – his nature, repƟ linity, and 
so on. It is the classic problem of the nominaƟ ve and enƟ taƟ ve gnoseological nucleus, which 
Boulgakov  (1991, 60) fi gures in the concept of “word-idea”, where “ideas are verbal images of 
being, names their realizaƟ on”. 2 And even deeper than the predicate is the pronoun, which 
synthesizes three hypostases: of the being, the word and the predicate. That is why he also 
characterizes it as a “shadow that the name always projects” (Ibid. 51, 67, 55, 73, 113). It al-
ludes, we suppose, to the intersubjecƟ vity or dialogical principle of the word. But there is a 
previous gloom.

The word is also, therefore, pronominal intersecƟ on I-You (Ich und Du by MarƟ n Buber) 
on a background He (It) of knowledge. The name contains an implicit pronoun He, the “logical 
person”, is called by Gustave Guillaume in French grammar (1982, 52), but also applicable to 
other languages   directly or indirectly, according to the pronominal contour. The pronoun He 
(It) indicates the objecƟ ve fi eld of reference in the intersubjecƟ ve horizon, the personalized 
non-person, endowed with such a character by the objecƟ ve funcƟ on of knowledge to which 
it belongs. It is opposed, in fact, to the I-You duality, since this pronominal opposiƟ on (Hum-
boldt, 1988, 139) occurs in the common acƟ on of both, the dialogue. The dialogue transcends 
the opposiƟ on by uniƟ ng the two pronouns on the intersubjecƟ ve basis that underlies them, 
the fi eld of deep and noble aff ecƟ on, of the spiritual community, “the highest and most inƟ -
mate union” of all. The experience of the world belongs to the fundamental word I-He. And 

1 We have discussed this aspect of the nominaƟ on in other studies. Let’s say that the problem of put-
Ɵ ng the neuter pronoun this (that) before it is complex. It already presents the reality or object to 
which it is directed. It has deicƟ c value, which is why aƩ ribuƟ on advances as an imprecise, indeter-
minate spectrum, which is then assigned to what is referred to as a name. This prolaƟ on towards the 
name also presupposes the implicit a priori relaƟ onship of the subject with the object in the common 
background of the reality to which we belong. The noun specifi es and synthesizes the advanced pre-
relaƟ on in the pronoun. The existenƟ al vibraƟ on involved is the act of being of the name in the word. 
That is why an adverbial condiƟ on is outlined in it. In short: there is an internal prefi guraƟ on or imago 
of the nominaƟ on: a vibratory refl ecƟ on opening at the phono-acousƟ c point and whose intersƟ ce is 
the spectrum of the idea. We refer for these and other allusions to Domínguez Rey (1987, 290; 1997, 
145-146, 306-308, 343-344, 358-360; 2007, 193-207; 2009, 32-38, 102-112, 113-118; 2014, 16-30, 
73-77, 91-93, 230-237), etc.

2 Boulgakov’s gnoseological ontology requires special study. It prolongs the heritage of Humboldt, 
especially the energeƟ c sense of the name and the word, from a previous theological and epistemo-
logical context. 
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the fundamental word I-You founds the world of relaƟ onship, sums up Buber (1992, 10). That 
is why the Austrian-Israelite philosopher can conclude that being I and speaking I are one: “Ich 
sein und Ich sprechen sind eins” (Buber, 1992, 8).

The spiritual community is the life world and correlate of the inscripƟ on or nexus of man 
with Nature, in which it is integrated. An alterity, therefore, transcendent: PRO. Each pronoun 
is potenƟ ally the other, with a diff erence: You and I presuppose mutual presence. If they are 
not present, they are He, but above all I-You. And presence is the objecƟ ve world, the existen-
Ɵ al realm, referenced or not specifi cally. In this sense, He or It always surrounds the speaker. 
The concept reaches here, according to Humbolt, objecƟ ve cerƟ fi caƟ on. In dialogue, the inter-
locutor – a You – returns to the emiƩ er – the I – the rays emiƩ ed by it, as in a specular refl ec-
Ɵ on. They are the rays of intellecƟ on and synthesis. And the reversal of the enlightening locu-
Ɵ onary force is then superimposed on, added to, the internal one of the concept refl ected as 
an object before the self or the cogniƟ ve subject.  The presence of the You confi rms, speaking, 
and aƩ ending to what is said to somebody, the thought external presence of the interlocutor 
I. The subject speaking and transmiƫ  ng the conceptual representaƟ on of his mind now really 
sees, outside of himself, the thought: “der Vorstellende den Gedanken wirklich ausser sich er-
blickt” (Humboldt, 1988, 139). And this also proves that an essenƟ al intelligible representaƟ on 
is possible between both interlocutors. 1

The self-acƟ ve arc of the concept, standing before the Self as an object of knowledge, is 
superimposed by the phono-acousƟ c arc of the arƟ culaƟ on, doubly resonant in the speaker 
and the listener. And both dimensions are involved in a dynamic and expansive diagram. This 
simultaneous implicaƟ on corresponds, in turn, to the uniƟ ve correlaƟ on of the common social 
background revealed by language as the nexus of man with man in the world. A community 
also pronominalized – we must understand – like us, also a synthesis of “I-You-He”. In a dia-
logue there is, therefore, an acƟ ve common fund, and is, at the same Ɵ me, anonymous, im-
personal (a neutral It), and personal. 

It is true, however, that Humboldt’s dialogic dimension starts from an “eternal separaƟ on” 
(Humboldt, 1981, 197) between the real reach of the mind with respect to things and people 
and the infi nity intuited in this claim of objecƟ ve knowledge. In the fi rst place, between the 
word, which is born in oneself, and the object it designates there is an abyss (KluŌ ) that resem-
bles it to a simple apparent object (Scheinobject) (Humboldt, 1988, 139). On the other hand, 
the I-You duality is established, in keeping with the German idealism of the Ɵ me – Kant, Fichte, 
Schelling –, but responding to their aporias, on the non-I negaƟ on in each personal pronoun. 
With the excepƟ on that “You” is an intermediate between the internal dimension of the “Self” 
and the external dimension of the “He”.  “You” can choose (Humboldt, 1988, 139). The “no-I” 
of “You” is not the same as the “not-I” of “He” – also not-You – because “You” interact in the 
common sphere of the “I” with “reciprocal infl uence”. The common eff ecƟ ve acƟ on I-You bridg-
es the gap and the abyss between the word and its objecƟ ve reality. It acquires objecƟ vity in 

1 Coseriu (2015, 351-458; cf. 383-384, 430-432) comments on and glossing over the mutual interdepen-
dence of the alteraƟ ve potenƟ al value of pronouns and the intersubjecƟ ve objecƟ vity of knowledge 
in Humboldt, adding enlightening observaƟ ons for the gnoseological approach to linguisƟ cs.
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the social relaƟ onship. This correlaƟ ve opposiƟ on occurs – and here Hegel intersects, we think, 
jointly – while the spirit, that is, its cogniƟ ve power, is objecƟ fi ed (Humboldt, 1981, 195). 1

On or in the spaƟ al relaƟ onship I-You is the Ɵ me of the vital world arƟ culated, its aspects, 
modes, the integrated correlaƟ on of Ɵ mes, the speech of people. The correlaƟ on thus insƟ tut-
ed also includes in its synthesis the opposiƟ on of elements, individuals, and things, which are 
also personalized because they are an opposiƟ on-relaƟ onship (Verhältniss-Gegensatz). The 
verb synthesizes as a name the relaƟ onal burst PRO of the intersubjecƟ ve act in the direcƟ on 
of all phenomena and their possible names.

Consequently, there is no isolated word. The implicit relaƟ onship that underlies it pre-
disposes it to integrate into the horizon that saturates, complements, or is itself the nucleus 
of syntagmaƟ c integraƟ on. Such an implicit relaƟ onship reveals a retroprojecƟ ve correlaƟ on 
movement: given an element or component, it tends to be complemented by another cor-
relaƟ ve in syntagmaƟ c or textual progression. This condiƟ on resembles the principle of com-
plementarity in theoreƟ cal physics.   There is always a dimension open to the creaƟ on of new 
elements, with which the base is placed in another mode of acƟ ons or systemaƟ c level. Thus, 
phenomena of selecƟ on, inherence, metaphony, adherence, bonding, fusion (phonic contac-
Ɵ on, combinaƟ on), assembly (“Merge” in Chomsky), etc. are produced. The polarizaƟ on of 
two elements generates a third non-numerical factor between them, which bases them. And 
this not only in the case of exogenous elements, such as two linked lexemes, but also endog-
enous, such as morphemes (affi  xes). When the correlated is subsumed in one of the compo-
nents, something absolute is produced, such as the abstract name. What is correlated is the 
set of possible aƩ ributes, not just an associaƟ ve collecƟ on of them.

Lexical projectionLexical projection

This is how the lexical projecƟ on (T’) is explained in more complex units or phrases; de-
pending on the root of the name, it incorporates morphemes. When it is a noun, aƩ aching 
consƟ tuƟ ve and agreed aƩ ributes; when verb, the same, but indicaƟ ng the person or inter-
locutory pronoun with respect to the reality referred to: I – He (It) – You, and its morphemaƟ c 

1 In the dialecƟ c I: not-I (You: Other) and the self-consciousness revealed when knowing the concept-ob-
ject in the other of oneself, the self in an alteraƟ ve relaƟ onship, Humboldt synthesizes the energeƟ c 
nucleus of language and thought. We fi nd similar refl ecƟ on in Hegel (1970, 264-265) when analyzing 
the form-content relaƟ onship in the unit of percepƟ on (cf. Domínguez Rey, 2009, 23-24). We will allude 
to the scienƟ fi c importance of this projecƟ ve synthesis when analyzing the ontological and linguisƟ c 
presupposiƟ on of the energy predicate. In addiƟ on to the aforemenƟ oned reference by Coseriu, the 
one by Jürgen Trabant (1992, 24-29, 68-72, 81-82) is also important in this regard. Humboldt also syn-
thesizes the relaƟ onship between word and language as an individual transit of a social relaƟ onship. 
As the word becomes objecƟ ve, it acquires essenƟ ality, and language expands.  The German thinker 
and linguist already establishes the disƟ ncƟ on between Speech, individual aspect, and language, social 
aspect, disƟ ncƟ on inherited with the concepts of sign and symbol by Amor Ruibal at the beginning of 
the 20th century (2005, 123-124, 228-229, 339, 472-473, 699), and shortly aŌ er by Saussure (parole 
and langue respecƟ vely) (1983, 25, 30-31, 37-39, 98ss; 2002, 37-39 98ss, 299, 333-334, etc.). 
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variants. The verb is then a pronominal morphemaƟ c expansion of the acƟ on or a lexemaƟ c 
state with respect to other nouns involved there, the complements. And like these, the links 
between clauses and interproposiƟ onal markers. The circumstances are the relaƟ ons of situa-
Ɵ on Space – Time – Mode or of causaƟ ve implicaƟ on.

Therefore, the subordinate proposiƟ ons are subsuncƟ ons of the basic noun categories 
– noun, verb and their respecƟ ve complements – plus the connectors or markers: Nominal 
Phrase / AƩ ribuƟ ve or PredicaƟ ve Verbal Phrase (NPh 1, 2, 3, 4 / SVatr, pred).

 1 The connectors are, in 
turn, nominal fragments or syntagmaƟ c links: a verbal explanaƟ on or verbalizaƟ on of syntag-
maƟ c consƟ tuents from a paradigmaƟ c superposiƟ on of categories. The markers are aff ected 
by the logical intersecƟ on of the semic contents of phrases and proposiƟ ons. The circumstanc-
es are not, therefore, the margin of a nucleus, but the ontological hypercategories of the nom-
inal base: the arƟ culaƟ on ET-Mv in saying Mode according to a designaƟ ve intenƟ on (determi-
naƟ on, concreteness or simultaneous formaƟ on of sign) and the enacƟ on from their resulƟ ng.

At this point in our discussion, and taking into account the correlaƟ ve retro- projecƟ on 
of this phenomenon, we verify that, on the discrete line of the sound arƟ culaƟ on or linearity 
of the linguisƟ c sign according to Saussure, the wave coaƟ ng and superposiƟ on operate – the 
fundamental sound result of interferences – both expanded and recurrent. The period forms a 
unit of percepƟ on, since it is reproduced in each act of speech. Something determines it, con-
crete. And this delimitaƟ on is verifi ed by the singular conformaƟ on of meaning in a signifying 
horizon. The internal quality of the sign, previously exposed, indicates that its components act 
in a horizon of signifi cance from the root sign- of sign. That is why language is for Saussure 
form (1983, 157, 169), but that emoƟ ve bond, previously menƟ oned, opens a gap through 
which something substanƟ al appears, although imprecise and indeterminate.

The dynamism of the signifi cant acƟ on is surrounded in the process without being closed, 
like globules of a mental current at a conƟ nuous and alternaƟ ng Ɵ me. And this happens within 
the intersubjecƟ ve fi eld I – He (It) – You, already exposed, according to the cogniƟ ve of inde-
terminacy: determinaƟ on, generic: concrete, common: individual (parƟ cular), or vice versa. 
Guillaume illustrates this process in grammar by clarifying the kineƟ c, parƟ cularizing transiƟ on 
of the indefi nite French arƟ cle un (a) and the generalizing one of the determined le (the) in 
the glossological fi eld established between the virtuality of a form and its operaƟ ve actual-
izaƟ on (Guillaume, 1973, 149). From here this linguist deduces the construcƟ on principle of 
languages: “le signe linguisƟ que fi xe dans la langue une condiƟ on invariante from laquelle 
develops des consequences en nombre illimité: toutes celles qui s’avèrent possibles dans les 
limits, constamment respectées, de la condiƟ on défi nie” (Guillaume, 1973, 150) [‘The linguis-
Ɵ c sign fi xes in language an invariant condiƟ on from which consequences in unlimited number 
develop: all those which prove to be possible within the limits, constantly respected, of the 
defi ned condiƟ on .’]

1  The numbering of the Noun Phrase (SN) corresponds, in this order, to the Subject, AƩ ribute or Direct 
Object, Indirect and CircumstanƟ al Object. SN2 indicates the AƩ ribute if it is an aƩ ribuƟ ve verb, the Di-
rect Object if the Verb is PredicaƟ ve, or the Nominal Adjacent (SAdj-RelaƟ ve). With the parƟ cularity that 
the CircumstanƟ al (SN4) encompasses the whole, since it includes the hypercategories of Space, Time, 
Movement, Mode and the Causal. The separator bar - / - is the gap in the connecƟ ng grammar mark.
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We represent this internal operaƟ on of the language with the symbols (i) and slash (/) 
in the dialexical relaƟ on (R) of the name (n) and its proposiƟ onal integraƟ on (p) by means of 
phrases: R (i) n / p. We say “dialexical” because the whole process starts from the principle 
of correlaƟ on inscribed in the lexeme (Lxc) as a primary aƩ ribute of reality and language. And 
the same happens with the dialecƟ cal relaƟ onship of logical operaƟ ons, since they are really 
dialexical. They contain Ɵ me. In this regard, Guillaume (1984, 7, n. 2) adds that the abstract 
noƟ on of Ɵ me is the only one that becomes concrete when imagining it.

Internal formal principleInternal formal principle

In language, the posiƟ on of an element reveals a power (humboldƟ an energeia) that ex-
pands a fi eld of possible and determinable irradiaƟ ons according to the context of speech. To 
this power we refer the virtuality of Guillaume. Language is an up-to-date virtus of the open 
horizon in a primal posiƟ on of speech, the only instant that serves as a support, explains Roch 
Valin, commenƟ ng on Guillaume (1984, XV), the system derived therefrom and in an imaginary 
interiority, between an in posse state – state of langue – and another in fi eri – state of discours 
– (1984, 147). It is the same concepƟ on of parole in Saussure (1983, 130): syntheƟ c act, actual, 
of synchrony and diachrony, at the same Ɵ me both state (langue) and course (parole). And in 
this descripƟ on we recognize, once again, the internal process of knowledge: a nodal, seƟ ng 
and energeƟ c point, and irradiaƟ on that creates an existenƟ al environment of its own and 
diff erenƟ ated previously unknown.

Guillaume’s cogniƟ ve assumpƟ on considers a retroverse mental acƟ on of distancing 
(apostasis) and hypostaƟ c condensaƟ on between the singular and the universal. And this cor-
relaƟ on exemplifi es the general process of knowledge of all forms, between two types of a 
priori according to Husserl (1929, 26): one purely formal (its reason for being) and the other 
conƟ ngent (a “variable invariant”), which contemplates the possible experience of concrete 
act, such as sound in the arƟ culaƟ on of a verbal form. It is the most that can be said of the 
act of cogniƟ on and of language as an experience of consƟ tuted thought (Husserl, 1929, 20). 
It is a nodal form, “form-maƩ er” (Ibid., 272) or internal relaƟ on of Idea and Reality when 
determining the sensiƟ ve contact of man with some aspect of reality. An “essenƟ al form” 
whose categorical determinaƟ on reveals a pre-logical relaƟ onship (Husserl, 1929, 295, 285-
286), such as Humboldt’s anthropological nexus and the pre-logical transcendental of Amor 
Ruibal, cited above. 

This formal principle shows the intertwining and registraƟ on of man in the world. And lan-
guage is that inscripƟ on, the gramma of thought. Therefore, the formal principle is also gram-
maƟ cal: expressive form arising in the dynamic course (in fi eri) of knowledge, with teleological 
dynamism, that is, with a determinable orientaƟ on. And this is the idea, in philosophy and 
linguisƟ cs: Kant’s adventurous and abnormal; Humbolt’s syntheƟ c and intense (1981, 197), 
whose internal force reaches with its brilliance (“in Einen Augenblick”) to touch infi nity, but 
the consƟ tuƟ ve matrix of the object; what comes to mind, Einfall, calls Husserl it (1929, 25); 
the noƟ on, fi rst, and at the end of the logical judgement, the Idea, according to Amor Ruibal. 
 It is an internal formal principle, therefore also a word, its gnoseological dynamism : Sauss-
ure’s “pensée-son”, Walter Benjamin, Ortega y Gasset, Boulgakov’s “Word-idea”, etc. Now, this 



Philosophical-Theological Review, #11, 2021

104

word-idea thus formalized has already incorporated the intersubjecƟ vity or I-You dimension 
of dialogue, since to the essence of man, Humboldt (1981, 197) sums up with a resounding 
phrase, it belongs to be recognized oneself in another: “Des Menschen Wesen aber ist es, sich 
erkennen in einem Andern”.

What does word-idea or, rather, idea-word mean, even though the two names are revers-
ible oscillaƟ ons of the same cogniƟ ve act? We saw that Boulgakov (1991, 26, 60) describes 
them, glossing Humboldt, as forces with ideaƟ ve potenƟ al of incarnaƟ on and verbal images 
whose realizaƟ on is the concrete word. Rather, the verbal genesis underlies the word and is 
the same as the intenƟ onal act of knowledge, as Husserl puts it forward (1984, 562). The word 
and the thing “intenƟ onally merge in the unity of the act”, a fusion of “the most inƟ mate uni-
ty”, words that recall similar ones from Humboldt’s energeƟ c predicate and Chomsky’s compu-
taƟ onal system (CS). It is not, therefore, about an adherence to the object, even if it is tangible, 
as Husserl says in another part of his exposiƟ on. Unity “springs up as something conspicuously 
new”. And such an outbreak is already signifi cant, a gramma fragment (a pre-sense gramma), 
an atomic ideo-phone of a signifying process started there.

This outbreak is, in our understanding, the crucial, ontopoeƟ c moment of the gramma 
incision of thought. Known thing or object and word are new vibratory oscillaƟ ons of the iden-
Ɵ ty sprouted when knowing something real. There has been an explosive, magmaƟ c gemina-
Ɵ on of knowledge. Knowledge and word are Logos again: being-knowing-saying. OntopoeƟ c 
unit of knowledge.

Humboldt encrypts the core of modern philosophy by converƟ ng language into a rela-
Ɵ onship, at the same Ɵ me, sensiƟ ve and transcendental, of thought and of Humanity. We 
call this relaƟ onship the ontopoeƟ c foundaƟ on of reality. Reason always presupposes refer-
ence, something hileƟ c, a perceptual foundaƟ on of possible experiences and its integraƟ on 
in words. The hyle is here the link and replacement (Ersatz) of the KanƟ an phenomenon in 
the projecƟ ve instant of understanding, endowed with humanly sensiƟ ve vibraƟ on (sinnliche). 
Perceptual projecƟ on resonates and radiates. It forms a singular type of maƩ er already elabo-
rated in coalescence with the cogniƟ ve process. This elaboraƟ on is intuiƟ ve: a unifying act of 
physical, psychic and mental energy. Something new in Nature.
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antonio domingues reiantonio domingues rei

enis ontopoeturi sinTezi
1 nawili

reziume

ena unikaluri da urTulesi fenomenia. misi Seswavla moiTxovs codnis 

dauflebis gansakuTrebul meTodologias. enis teqstualurad SeZenili da 

verbalurad gamoxatuli swavleba damokidebulia intersubieqtur da prenomi-

nalur mimarTebebze, sadac ena avlens Tavis specifikur bunebas.

mimarTeba `me-Sen-is~ apriorulad amJRavnebs logikur da winarepredika-

tul prioritets, romelic Caqsovilia enis Semdgom realizaciaSi. yoveli 

lingvisturi cneba aRniSnuli mimarTebis princips naTelyofs. jer kidev hum-

boltis, Semdgom ki huserlis da amor rubalis mixedviTac, SeiZleba am winare 

logikur gamovlenas vuwodoT aprioruli korelaciis kategoriuli principi. 

aseTi principis enobrivi damkvidreba ontopoeturi da egzistencialuri aq-

tia, romlis codna Caqsovilia TviT metyvelebis procesSi. 

es yovelive gulisxmobs fonosemantikuri egzaltaciis an sityvieri zemo-

qmedebis mJRerad da konceptualur-xarisxobriv naxtoms. sinTezis aseT gar-

dasaxvaSi Semecnebis formebi avlenen, erTi mxriv, aristoteles apofatikur 

(logikur-msjelobiT) da praqtikul (poetur) fenomenebs, meore mxriv ki, 

aCveneben sinTezis Taviseburebas kantis gonebisa da msjelobis kritikaSi, ga-

moxatuls humboltis gagebis gramatikuli formebis safuZvelze. 

sinTezirebis aRniSnuli procesi agreTve analogias daadgens lingvistur 

kompiuterizacias (Comskis mixediT) da atomuri samyaros kvantur-SemecnebiT 

meTodologias Soris. 
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ena da argumentaciis problemebi

mecniereba racionaluri Semecnebis saxea da sakuTar miRwevebs war-

moadgens gansakuTrebuli inteleqtualuri procesiT – argumentaciiT, 

romelic logikuri azrovnebisadmi wayenebuli arawinaaRmdegobriobis da 

Tanmimdevrulobis moTxovnebis mixedviTaa warmarTuli. ganasxvaveben ar-

gumentaciis saxeebs: deduqciuri anu demonstraciuli, evristikuli anu 

arademonstraciuli, argumentacia rwmenisa da darwmunebis gonivruli 

SexamebiT da argumentacia darwmunebis logikuri, fsiqologiuri da zneo-

brivi meTodebis SeTanxmebiT.

darwmuneba gansjis logikur da evristikul meTodebTanaa dakavSire-

buli, magram, amave dros, am procesSi aranakleb mniSvnelobs emociuri, ne-

belobiTi da sxva fsiqologiuri da pragmatuli faqtorebi, kerZod, zneob-

rivi normebi, socialuri orientacia, Cvevebi da sxva individualuri mid-

rekilebebi. argumentaciaSi, romelic darwmunebis racionaluri mxarea, 

xSirad am faqtorebis monawileoba warmoSobs problemebs. 

cnobilia, rom darwmuneba argumentebiT, iuridiuli, moraluri da so-

ciologiuri TvalsazrisiT, zogjer iZulebis formas iRebs. iZuleba mimar-

Tulia subieqtis nebisa da survilis sawinaaRmdegod fizikuri an gonebrivi 

moqmedebebiT da saSualebiT, individualurad an koleqtiurad. xSird Zne-

lia im zRvaris povna, rac gadis argumentebiT darwmunebasa da iZulebas So-

ris.

nebismieri argumentacia mizanmimarTulia, daadginos ama Tu im de bu-

le bis WeSmariteba da, amave dros, daarwmunos sxvebic am argumentaciis 

marTebulobaSi, raTa SegnebiT miiRon SeTavazebuli Tvalsazrisi, gad-

awyvetileba ama Tu im moqmedebis Sesaxeb, informaciis gadacemis Sesaxeb da 

a. S. argumentaciis procesSi cnobierebaze zemoqmedebis mniSvnelovan saSu-

alebas warmoadgens ena, enobrivi erTeulebis Sinaarsi, romelTa sizuste 

da sicxade arsebiTia WeSmaritebis dadgenisas. dasabuTebaSi paralogizme-

biTa Tu sofizmebiT Seqmnil problemebze aranaklebia `yalbi enis~ prob-

lema, romlis cnebaTa Sinaarsi realuri fenomenebis arsis gareT imyofeba.

karl poperma enis funqciebis daxasiaTebisas gamoyo mecnierebisaT-

vis enis yvelaze mniSvnelovani – argumentaciuli funqcia, romelic ase 

ganmarta: raime Sexedulebis dasacavad saWiro sabuTebis moZiebis funqcia, 

magaliTad, imiT, rom miuTiTebs alternatiuli Tvalsazrisis siZneleebs 

an mis araTanmimdevrulobas (2, 336). mecnierebaSi, da ara mxolod mecniere-

baSi, aseTi rolis miuxedavad, ena SesaZloa mogvevlinos argumentaciaSi 

problemuri situaciis Semqmneladac, ara mxolod ekvivokaciuri da amfi-

boliuri gamovlinebebiT, aramed enobrivi blokebiTac. es maSin, rodesac 
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sinamdviles ena sarkiseburad asaxvs, rodesac yvela fraza, yvela sityva 

sapirispiro mniSvnelobiT, ufro sworad, winaswar gansazRvruli aqsiome-

bis mixedviT da maT SinaarsTan SesabamisobaSi unda gavigoT. ena yovelTvis 

ar aris yofierebis saxli, zogjer is gvevlineba yofierebis damaxinjebuli 

aslis saxlad. mecnierebis istorias axsovs SemTxvevebi, rodesac misi miR-

wevebi unda axsniliyo, magaliTad, eklesiisaTvis misaRebi argumentebiT 

da eniT, an marqsistul TeoriasTan SeTanxmebiT, an saerTodac uari eTq-

va kvlevebiT miRebul Sedegebze, ara imitom, rom ver asabuTebda, aramed 

imitom, rom Sedegebi ar jdeboda epoqis socialur konteqstSi, xelisu-

flebis gemovnebaSi. aseTi viTarebis Seqmnas xels uwyobs `yalbi ena~, gan-

sakuTrebiT socialur da humanitarul mecnierebebSi. magaliTad, rode-

sac marjvenas hqvia marcxena, roca omSi damarcxebas – gamarjveba, roca 

intervencia-okupacias – `internacionaluri daxmareba~ (mamardaSvili), 

roca `uwyebas, romelic omis sakiTxebs ganagebs – `siyvarulis saministro~ 

(orueli) (1, 9), maSin goneba luis kerolis moazrebul sarkismiRma samyaro-

Si iwyebs azrovnebas. da visac surs, yvelafers daarqvas sakuTari saxeli, 

ena daabrunos sicxadeSi, rac Zalian hgavs platonis gamoqvabulis adamian-

is survils, Tavi daaRwios Crdilebis samyaros, maT, pirvel rigSi, upirisp-

irdeba ena, ara rogorc racionaluri azrovnebis forma, aramed rogorc 

iZulebiT darwmunebis saSualeba, rogorc emociuri da fsiqologiuri ze-

wolis iaraRi. 

argumentaciis procesSi enis maiZulebel rolze SeaCera yuradReba 

merab mamardaSvilma. `maxinji formulebiT~ mcdari SinaarsebiT dastruq-

turebuli enobrivi veli qmnis iluzorul viTarebas, roca adamianebi xe-

daven ara realurad arsebul movlenebs, aramed am eniT gansazRvrul sinam-

dviles. magaliTad, mamardaSvili asaxelebs sabWoTa kavSirSi komunisturi 

partiis mier Seqmnil iluzias socializmis mSeneblobis Sesaxeb. xelisu-

fleba (da ara mxolod) cdilobda, daerwmunebina mosaxleoba, rom, roca 

Sendeboda qarxana, amiT Sendeboda socializmi. ̀ da Tu es vaRiareT, – ambobs 

mamardaSvili, – amis Semdeg rasac vifiqrebT, rasac SevigrZnobT, ra emoci-

ac gveqneba, yvelaferi ukve gansazRvrulia am aqsiomiT~. (1, 9) ̀ da Tu tradi-

ciulad~ da saRad moazrovne adamiani dasvams kiTxvas: `me vxedav, rom vaSen-

eb qarxanas, magram amiT socializms vaSeneb?~, maSin darwmunebis procesSi 

erTveba maiZulebeli argumenti, `romelic adamblavebs azrovnebas raRac 

`sicxadiT~, romlis gaziareba SeuZlebelia~ (1, 9). es argumenti sayovel-

Taod aRiarebuli aqsiomaa: amas ambobs partia, xolo rasac ambobs partia, 

is absoluturi WeSmaritebaa. msgavsi midgomebi iyo mecnierebis mimarTac. 

iyo epoqa, rodesac komunistebisaTvis genetika cru, unayofo mecniere-

bad ganixileboda, formaluri logika ki burJuazuli mecnierebis dargad. 

`nihilizms formaluri logikisadmi aZlierebda orTodoqsuli dialeqti-

kuri logikis gafetiSeba. sayuradReboa, rom im dros (meoce saukunis 30-

iani wlebi) dialeqtikuri logikis karkasis monaxazic ki ar arsebobda da 



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, 11, 2021

112

masze saubari mxolod misi upirtesobis carieli deklarirebiT xdeboda~ 

(3, 400), anu maiZulebeli eniT da ara mecnieruli argumentebiT. aseTive mi-

uRebeli iyo filosofiuri anTropologiis, aqsiologiis da mecnierebis 

sxva dargebis is problematika, romelic qveynis ideologiur CarCoSi ar 

eteoda. mamardaSvili ambobda: `stalini ekiTxeboda Tavis degeneratebs, 

vinc garSemo hyavda: `Sen ra, partias ar endobi?~ amis gagonebaze yvela SeS-

deboda, kargavda imis gaformebisa da gamoxatvis unars, rasac nawilobriv 

mainc xedavda. `rogor partias ar endobi? partias ebutebi?~ – eubneboda is 

sulel buxarins, romelic aseTi `sicxadeebis~ samyaroSi arsebobda da naw-

ilobriv TviTon iyo amis Semqmneli~. (1, 9) 

maSasadame, totalitarul saxelmwifoSi ubralod azrovnebis akrZal-

va ki ar xdeba, aramed adamianis cnobierebis SigniT arsebuli azris gamoTq-

ma. ikrZaleba azrovnebis nayofi da misi cirkulacia – adamianebs Soris misi 

gacvla-gamocvla. ena Tavisi komunikaciuri fuqnciiT emsaxureba modeli-

rebuli sinamdvilis Seqmnas, xdeba socialuri zemoqmedebis saSualeba am 

viTarebis gamamarTlebeli argumentaciis SeqmniT. xSirad sityva `damou-

kideblobac~ SiSis momgvreli xdeba. garkveuli azriT, es sityva mistiuri 

SinaarsiTac gvevlineba, romelic ise zemoqmedebs adamianebze, rom `mis 

xsenebaze vSeSdebiT~, – ambobda mamardaSvili. sakmarisia, qveynis ganvi-

Tarebis gegmis argumentacia ar mouwono vinmes da maSinve erTaderTi kon-

trargumenti gipirispirdeba: `rogor, damoukidebloba ar gvinda? Tu asea, 

Sen ar xar qveynis patrioti~ (1, 9). mamardaSvilis azriT, `aseT SemTxveva-

Si, gvaqvs tipiuri amalagma: garkveuli cxadi elementi aucileblad raRac 

sxva azrTan erTad unda miiRo, rogorc aqsioma, sakuTari azrovnebis unari 

ki amiT warTmeuli gaqvs; rasac xedav, azrobrivad ver gaaformeb, radgan ... 

azrovneba paralizebuli gaqvs~. (1, 10) 

da es ar xdeba mxolod socialur sakiTxebTan mimarTebiT. aseT vi-

TarebaSi adamianTa azrovneba vardeba `mankier usasrulobaSi~. rogorc 

budistebi ambobdnen, – ganagrZobs mamardaSvili, – Cveni tvini hgavs gagi-

Jebul maimunebs, romlebic daxtian totidan totze. esaa Cveni azrovnebis 

cnebidan cnebaze, terminidan terminze, argumentidan argumentze xtoma. 

da rodesac aseT viTarebaSi Cven raRacas vamtkicebT, vlaparakobT logi-

kurad, mogvyavs garkveuli argumentebi, vxmarobT terminebs, romleb-

sac garkveuli mniSvneloba aqvs, am mniSvnelobebs mivyvebiT da vakeTebT 

daskvnebs, es aRar aris azrovneba. (1, 47) `es triali aris imitacia... xarvezs 

moklebuli azrovnebisa~. (1, 47) amitom unda moxdes aseTi azrovnebis SeCere-

ba, pauza, dumili laparakis nacvlad. Cven unda davasruloT aqti, romelic 

azrovnebis imitaciaa. zogjer pauza imaze metis mTqmelia, vidre sityva, 

dumili ki raimeze fiqria. Cveni cnobierebis struqtura, Cveni yofierebis 

struqtura isea awyobili, rom raRacis bolo, `SeCereba~ gulisxmobs ga-

mocdilebis Sejamebasac. `gamocdilebis gamotana niSnavs imas, rom Cven ara 

mxolod gamovcadeT raRaca, aramed gakveTiladac miviReT, e.i. viswavleT~. 
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da ra viswavleT? upirveles yovlisa, is, rom azrovneba realobis xedvaa, 

realobisken mibrunebaa. es mibruneba `erTdroulad pirobaa azrovnebisa 

da Sedegic~. (gv. 69) 

Tu adamiani daibrunebs realobis xedvas, maSin enac gaxdeba yofierebis 

saxli. mamardaSvilis azriT, realobis xedva, `xilva~ enaSi unda gaformdes, 

yvelafers, yvela sagans, yvela movlenas, yvela mdgomareobas da viTare-

bas unda davarqvaT Tavisi saxeli. Cven unda SevZloT, rogorc ambobda ain-

Staini, vTqvaT, rom vcxovrobT ara sibrtyeze, aramed spiralis wertilze, 

rom Cveni adgili aris ara is, romelic gveCveneba, aramed realuri adgi-

li, sadac varT. maSin Cven SevZlebT Cveni Tezisebis dasabuTebas erTmniS-

vnelovnad da realobis zustad gamomxatveli eniT ise, rom adamianTa cno-

bierebaSi movaxdinoT garkveuli cvlilebebi enobrivi iZulebis gareSe, 

mimRebis TanxmobiTa da surviliT Secvalos Tavis mdgomareoba realobis 

im kuTxidan danaxviT, romelsac vTavazobT. cnobierebis aseTi cvlileba 

SeiZleba ganxorcieldes sxvadasxva gziT, dawyebuli martivi gonivruli 

TanamSromlobiT, damTavrebuli rTuli, logikurad agebuli argumentaci-

iT, romelic gaaaqtiurebs cnobierebis yvela formas, rac adamianur 

grZnobebsa da emociebs harmoniaSi moiyvans gonierebasTan da rac gaxdeba 

WeSmaritebis Ziebis mastimulirebeli. 

mamardaSvili erTmaneTisgan ganasxvavebs niSansa da enas, rogorc 

fenomens. misi moTxovnaa, rodesac raimes vasabuTebT, ar dagvekargos enis 

raoba. Citebis Jriamuli ar aris ena, maTi xmauri aris bgerebi, rogorc eno-

brivi niSnebi. `enis fenomeni ar SeiZleba gavuigivoT raRac mocemulobas, 

romelic enis asociacias iwvevs. niSani iwvevs enis asociacias, magram Tu 

niSans ena davarqviT da daviwyeT masze, rogorc enaze, azrovneba, ukve az-

rovnebis gareT varT imitom, rom davkargeT raoba im sagnisa, romelzec 

vazrovnebT~. (1, 104) 

amdenad, ar SeiZleba azrovneba ise, rom adamiani aRmoCndes sagnis rao-

bis gareT, misi ena iyos saganTa da movlenaTa aslebis saxli da am eniT misi 

argumentacia – iluzoruli. rodesac proponenti cdilobs, daarwmunos 

auditoria, rom arsebobs proletaruli sindisi da burJuaziuli sindisi, 

is kargavs sindisis, rogorc moralis fenomenis, raobas, igi ukve imyofe-

ba am fenomenis miRma da cdilobs auditoriis mxardaWeras, daTanxmebas 

da darwmunebas im Tezisis sisworeSi, romelic wamoayena. argumentebi, ro-

melsac is sTavazobs msmenels Teoriuli Tu faqtobrivi debulebebis sax-

iT arazusti, araerTmniSvnelovani da yalbi Sinaarsis matarebeli eniT, ar 

aris Tezisis dasabuTebisaTvis sakmarisi safuZveli. 

`…samyaroze, sakuTar Tavze dogmatur mtkicebaTa gamoricxvis unaric 

erT-erTi sawyisia azrovnebisa. yoveli debuleba, adamianis gamoTqmuli 

aris garkveuli WeSmariteba, romelsac igi miawers raRac xdomilebas sam-

yaroSi an sakuTar TavSi. adamiani amtkicebs: es ase da aseao, magram saidan, 

ris safuZvelze?~ (1, 109) aseTi safuZveli argumentebiT iqmneba. da Tu es ar-
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gumenti aris debuleba, romlis Sinaarsic acdenilia realobas, maSin saRad 

moazrovne auditoria iwyebs protests, `yvirils, romelic aucilebeli 

da bunebrivi reaqciaa~ aseT dros (mamardaSvili). yalbi ena ar aris ena, es 

aris mxolod niSnebi. aseTi enis gamoyenebisas adamianTa Soris komunikacia 

ki ar xdeba, aramed mxolod niSanTa gacvla, raime debulebis WeSmaritebis 

dasabuTeba ki ar xdeba, aramed misi marTlisdarad warmoCena. swored aseTi 

niSnebisagan Sedgeba totalitaruli saxelmwifoebis, cru-liderebis ide-

ologia. roca is me meubneba, rom `me `meomari internacionalisti~ var, es 

aris niSani saomari moqmedebisa, ara TviTon omis realoba, aramed misi da-

kanonebuli niSani~ (1, 126).

argumentacia gulisxmobs darwmunebis process. is, vinc asabuTebs, yov-

elTvis cdilobs raRacis axsnas, am raRacis arsis miseuli Secnobis gad-

mocemas. mas surs, rom gaugon, darwmundnen, rom misi sityva – ena im raRacis 

obieqtur suraTs gvaZlevs. da Tu Cndeba urTierTdapirispireba argu-

mentaciis velSi, Tu proponents ar eTanxmebian, dasarwmuneblad Semodis 

axali argumenti – `Sen ar gesmis~. aseT dros oponentis pasuxi unda iyos: ar 

mesmis da gavigeb mxolod maSin, rodesac `im raRacis~ mimarT daviwyeb az-

rovnebas. rodesac SevZleb Cavwvde imas, rac namdvilad momecema, rodesac 

mivxvdebi, rom bevri cneba im mocemulobiT, rasac mTavazoben, realobas 

ar Seesabameba. mxolod ase SevZlebT `Cvens azrovnebaSi da qcevaSi arsebu-

li miTosuri danamatebi davinaxoT swored rogorc miTosuri danametebi~. 

maSin mivxvdebiT, ra mniSvneloba hqonia am TiTqos araaucilebel frazebs: 
`minda gageba~, `minda vicode~… (1, 140-141)

maS, sad gadis zRvari argumentebiT darwmunebasa da iZulebas So-

ris? roca ena xdeba saganTa da movlenaTa arsis mwvdomi azrebis erTmniS-

vnelovnad da naTlad gaformebis saSualeba, maSin am eniT mowodebuli ar-

gumenti damarwmunebelia. aseTi ena SesaZlebels xdis Seqmnili viTarebis 

mTlianobis gancdas, axdens azrovnebis provocirebas iseT viTarebebze, 

romelsac gvTavazobs argumentaciis procesi. `yalbi~ ena bundovanebis 

gamaRrmavebelia da, Sesabamisad, sicruis miRebis maiZulebelic. 

swored enis mier warmoSobili bundovanebis winaaRmdeg daiwyo filo-

sofiaSi didi moZraoba, ramac enis filosofias, rogorc filosofiis axal 

dargs, Cauyara safuZveli. filosofiaSi `didi lingvisturi Semobruneba~ 

gaxda enis srulyofis gzebis Zieba, sityvaTa sazrisebis, mniSvnelobebisa 

da maTi gamoyenebis konteqstebis kvlevis safuZvelCamyreli. 
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Nino Tomashvili
LANGUAGE AND PROBLEMS OF ARGUMENTATION

Abstract
Science is a form of rational cognition and its functioning supplies us with logically nec-

essary results received from existing knowledge. Scientiϐic achievements are presented by 
means of a special intellectual process which is called argumentation and which unfolds ac-
cording to the requirements of non-contradiction and coherence.

Argumentation is a rational aspect of convincing. Convincing is associated with logical 
and heuristic methods of judgement, but at the same time, it is also connected with emotional, 
volitional and various psychological and pragmatic factors, in particular, moral norms, social 
orientation, habits and other individual inclinations. Presence of these factors in argumenta-
tion often causes problems.

An important means of inϐluencing consciousness in the process of argumentation is 
language – content of linguistic unites whose precision and clearness are essential in stating 
truth. Scientists speack a lot about problems caused by paralogisms and sophisms. Though 
problems caused by “false language” whose concepts are contents existing outside the essence 
of the real phenomena are not less important.

Language can cause problems in argumentation not only by its equivocal and amphibolic 
appearances, but also by linguistic blocks when reality is reϐlected in language as in the mirror, 
i.e. when the right side is called the left, when every phrase and word are to be understood 
as having opposite meanings, more precisely, in accordance with pre-determined axioms and 
their contents. Language is not always the dwelling of being; sometimes it becomes a dwelling 
of a distorted copy of the reality.

Ant those who want to give everything its name and return language its lucidity, desir-
ing like Plato’s cave men to get away from the world of shadows, are ϐirst of all opposed by 
language not as a form of rational thinking but as a means of forcible conviction, as a tool of 
emotional and psychological pressure.

Merab Mamardashvili focused attention on coercive role of language in the process of ar-
gumentation. Language ϐield structured through “deformed formulations” and false contents 
creates illusory situation when people do not see really existing events but observe the reality 
determined by this language. In such cases language by means of its communicative function 
creates modelled reality and turns into a means of social inϐluence through forming argumen-
tation justifying this situation.

If man is again able to see the reality as it is, then language will become the dwelling of 
being. According to Mamardashvili observing of the reality should be formed in language and 
everything, every object, every event and every state should receive their names. Then we will 
manage to unambiguously found our theses in the language which expresses reality precisely 
so that we are able to introduce certain changes into consciousness of men without linguis-
tic coercion and according to the consent and will of the recipient and change his/her state 
by means of observing the reality from the aspect offered by us. Such change of conscious-
ness can be reached through various means starting with simple reasonable cooperation and 
ending with complex logically constructed argumentation which will activate every form of 
consciousness bringing human feelings and emotions in harmony with intelligence and thus 
stimulate search of truth. 
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MODES OF MORAL THOUGHT

Valerian Ramishvili

 HAPPINESS AND DIGNITY IN HEIDEGGER’S EXISTENTIAL ANALYTICS

Key words: happiness and dignity as existenƟ al, elements of happiness, Atom of Happi-
ness, “Kuinzige”, “the iniƟ al meeƟ ng”

Guidelines of the contemporary human being are: Happiness, human well-being and free-
dom, which implies the cult of personal success and growth of wealth, infl uence and power, 
which is based on the freedom of the “will to power”. Although there is a lot of talk about 
meritocracy, power sƟ ll struggles against human dignity most intensely, as the will to power 
acknowledges dignity as its enemy which does not obey its aspiraƟ on to total dominaƟ on.

The expression “human dignity” has become widespread and is used by a wide variety of 
people coming from all diff erent direcƟ ons and is used in a great diversity of contexts. Dignity 
is a universal human concern; is prevalent in modern philosophical, moral and legal discus-
sions. “Human dignity shall be inviolable. To respect and protect it shall be the duty of all state 
authority”. (Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany, 1949) 

The Human Dignity seems very important for us, but concept of “Human Dignity” is ex-
traordinarily elusive. The concept of human dignity cannot be precisely defi ned, analyzed, 
and clarifi ed. For Aristotle happiness and dignity are the subject of “Rhetoric”, not the Logical 
invesƟ gaƟ on. We have some strategy of explanaƟ on of Human Dignity. Our (assumpƟ on) po-
siƟ on is: existence of the human dignity is fact. The life of the modern man was impregnated 
with confrontaƟ on of the principles of happiness, success and dignity. The SocraƟ c quesƟ on 
“How ought one to live one’s life?” (Πῶς βιωτέον;) has to be a starƟ ng point of the analysis 
the phenomenon of the Happiness. It was fundamental quesƟ on of Greek thinking and human 
being and here were two answers: Happiness or Dignity and Human always stay before this 
choice. 

The Eudaimonia is diff erent from the Happiness in modern sense. Happiness and Digni-
ty are in connecƟ on with God. The Eudaimonia, εὖ – good, δαίμων –daemon, that literally 
meant the desƟ ny of the person who is under the patronage of Gods. Socrates had spokes on 
the Daemon who lived in his soul and determined his fair and virtue acƟ on. The Eudaimonia 
means concept and a way of achievement of happiness: synergy of grace of God and mor-
al perfecƟ on of the human that mean the Human dignity Being, without it the Human can 
achieve only vital success: will become more powerful and more richer. 

By Plato the Eudaimonia is metaphysical phenomenon, In Plato’s dialogue “Gorgias” are 
invesƟ gated two concepts of happiness: the happiness as a possibility to fulfi ll all own desires 
and happiness as parƟ cipaƟ on to the highest life, as pleasure contemplaƟ on of divine enƟ Ɵ es. 
According to Aristotle the Happiness is phenomenon of the everydayness. Aristotle said about 
diff erent levels and kind of the Happiness. He uses two words – εὐδαιμονία and μακαρίτας 
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, the difference between which in the subsequent gained terminological sense (happiness 
and beaƟ tude) Aristotle allocated the fi rst (highest) Eudemonia connected with contemplate 
acƟ vity, dianoethical virtues (virtues of reason) and represenƟ ng something rare, divine, and 
the second eudaemonia which is available to all free people (ciƟ zens) and is connected with 
ethical virtues. The human can fi ght for happiness as the success, wealth, Power, but the true 
eudaimonia is depends not only on the Human. Plato and Aristotle thinks virtue is necessary 
for happiness and aƩ empted to unite Happiness and Dignity in Human being, Plato think that 
only God make it possible and it is the manifestaƟ on of goodwill of God.

Aristotle speaks of the peak of happiness as a high achievement of the existence of man 
in this world and it is impossible without the benevolence of God. Aristotle is staying away 
from the deep metaphysical speculaƟ on which can be seen more clearly in Plato’s philosophy. 
An understanding of this key diff erence is also very much relevant for an analysis of Aristotle’s 
view of a happy life: it is one which is clearly linked to this world. Aristotle described the high-
er manifestaƟ ons of happiness in the being of man. “We may defi ne happiness as prosperity 
combined with virtue, or as independence of life, or as the secure enjoyment of maximum 
of pleasure, or as good condiƟ on of property and body, together with the power of guarding 
one’s property and body and making use them. That happiness is one or more of these things, 
preƩ y well everybody agrees. (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1360b) Aristotle said on elements of the 
happiness. It is onƟ c descripƟ on of the elements of the happiness. Heidegger said: “Aristotle’s 
“Rhetoric” must be understood as the fi rst systemaƟ c hermeneuƟ c of everydayness of be-
ing-with-one-another.” (Heidegger, 1967a, 138) 

Heidegger had analyzed the everyday life of man of the 20 century. The life of the modern 
man was impregnated with confrontaƟ on of the principles of happiness, success and dignity 
and we asked: How reveal itself Phenomenon of happiness and virtue in the everyday being of 
XX century man’s life. Heidegger, at fi rst sight, in your existenƟ al analysis of human everyday 
being, does not pay appropriate aƩ enƟ on the phenomenon of the human happiness and dig-
nity, which occupied an important place in Aristotle philosophy. We want to show Heidegger 
give us bases for analyses of happiness and Dignity as the existenƟ al and form of understand-
ing of the Being.

Heidegger said on dominaƟ on of the “man” in the everyday being of the human. “It can 
most easily be responsible for everything because no one has to vouch for anything. “The 
they always “did it” and yet it can be said that “no one” did it. In the everydayness of Dasein, 
most things happen is such way that we must say “no one did it”. (Heidegger, 1967b,127) The 
Human can’t to say: who are you, what is ontological, metaphysical or human meaning your 
being. The human make aware of your-self as an anonymous member of the society, mass. 
Socrates said that: “the unexamined life was not worth living”. (Plato, Apology, 38a) 

Heidegger primarily analyzed the phenomenon of the unauthenƟ c modus of being hu-
man, which is a manifestaƟ on and sign of the dominance of the oblivion of the Being. In the 
main Heidegger talk about the “man” about the dominated of “man” over the everyday being 
of Dasein but liƩ le to talk about the form of the authenƟ c being of Dasein. “The they is ev-
erywhere, but in such a way that it has always already stolen away when Dasein presses for a 
decision. It takes the responsibility of Dasein away from it.” (Heidegger, 1967c, 127) The “man” 
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liberate human from this personality (freedom, responsibility, choice, free thinking) and turn 
into an anonymous being. 

We do not ask what is the happiness, how human achieved the happiness also do not 
want to idenƟ fy social, economic, reasons and requirements as a bases to be happy, but we 
are interested what say happiness and dignity on the world where we lived and on mode of 
human being in this world. So understood the happiness and dignity are mode of the humans 
being in- the-world and form of understanding of the Being, therefore phenomenon of the 
happiness and dignity are object of the phenomenological-hermeneuƟ cal analyses. It is nec-
essary to understand how the human feel the Happiness and how the happiness and human 
Dignity manifested and expressed itself in yourself as a form of being of the human, but not 
cognize reasons and elements of the happiness. We are interested by human Happiness and 
Dignity as the existenƟ al. They as a form of understanding of the Being to open the essence of 
the Dasein being- in- the- world. 

The happiness is not general sign, not a concept of happiness, not a desirable condiƟ on of 
being, not content of human consciousness, not a love and not only an objecƟ ve condiƟ on of 
human life which components can be defi ned and described by an empirical descripƟ on, also 
Happiness is not a state or an acƟ vity. Aristotle thought that happiness can’t be conceptualized 
and fi nding the concept of happiness as a common (scienƟ fi c) concept is a false way. For Aris-
totle happiness is the subject of “Rhetoric”, not the Logical invesƟ gaƟ on, conceptualizaƟ on of 
the phenomenon of happiness, i.e. the establishment of a common sign of happiness is impos-
sible, Aristotle talks on the elements of the happiness. We must promote the ontologizaƟ on 
of the phenomenon of happiness, which means existenƟ al-ontological clarifi caƟ on as a form 
of understanding of the being and mode of human being in the world at the same Ɵ me. The 
Happiness is one possible form of human being and open the essence of the world where is 
possible phenomenon of the Happiness. The happiness as a ontological marker disclose char-
acter of the world and character of the human being in-the-world. 

The happiness and dignity are kind of one fundamental mood and form of understanding 
of the Being and primary openness of the world, they see possibiliƟ es that are given to human 
and are conƟ ngency which of possibiliƟ es we shall realize. “That must not mislead us into on-
tologically denying mood as a primordial kind of being of Dasein in which it is disclosed to itself 
before all cogniƟ on and willing and beyond their scope of disclosure.” (Heidegger, 1967d, 136) 
In happiness and the Dignity is opened: the nature of the world as the place where is possible: 
the happiness, seeking of happiness and fi ght for the happiness, also the nature of human’s 
Being in this world. The happiness is only one of the possibiliƟ es of human being. The Dignity is 
humanness of the human and essence of the man being. “Mood has always already disclosed 
being-in-the-world as a whole and fi rst make possible direcƟ ng oneself toward something.” 
(Heidegger, 1967e, 136) but not only the Mood is “fundamental existenƟ al mode of the equi-
primordial disclosedness of the world, Dasein-with and existence because this disclosure itself 
is essenƟ ally being-in-the-world.” (Heidegger, 1967f, 137)

The ExistenƟ al of the happiness is so important for Human as the anxiety in which human 
life and the world is opened diff erently. The Human have natural aspiraƟ on to the Happiness 
and it is natural metaphysics which represents the world as the place of realizaƟ on of happi-
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ness. The happiness opened the world as the place where it is possible human happiness as a 
form of life of the human, as compensaƟ on against the death of the human being which was 
opened in mood of anxiety. The Human Being essence is a possibility. The happiness showed 
the being of human have character of possibility, it is not so necessary as the possibility of 
the death, which show fi niteness of human being, the happiness showed one of outstanding 
possibility of human be happy and in the phenomenon of the Happiness is opened up, in the 
most posiƟ ve way, character of the human being in-the-world. 

According of Heidegger the human ontological essence is possibility `possibility as an 

existenƟ al is the most primordial and ulƟ mate posiƟ ve ontological determinaƟ on of Dasein.” 

(Heidegger, 1967g, 139) The human live in your everydayness, It is dominaƟ on of the `man” 

The Anxiety will awaked the human from the depersonalizaƟ on and sinking in the `man.” The 
Anxiety opened fi niteness of your being in the world. The Anxiety overturns a human back to 
his being, he is and has to be, before a person arise the quesƟ on: how to live the life that is 
given. Have we as a human, another mode of the being? To do this, he must know the authen-
Ɵ c mode of the human being. You know you have one life, but you do not know how to will 
lived, what is right mode of life? “The conscience discloses and thus belongs to the scope of 
those existenƟ al phenomena which consƟ tute the being of there as disclosednees.” (Heidegger, 
1967h, 270) The conscience opened possibiliƟ es of authenƟ c and unauthenƟ c mode of the 

human being. The human is being, who possesses the opportunity to be or not to be authenƟ c 

being and also within himself has an ability that disƟ nguishes between a authenƟ c and non- 

authenƟ c being and yet calls upon and compels to be an authenƟ c being. `Conscience calls the 

self of Dasein forth from its lostness in the they”. (Heidegger, 1967i, 274) For human the Being 
“es gibt” and the Conscience “es ruŌ ”, this “es” is the Being and the Being give yourself, and it 
is understand for us and also the Being call to us be itself. The Conscience is voice of the Being. 

“The call is precisely something that we ourselves have neither planned, nor prepared for, 
nor willfully brought about. “It” calls against our expectaƟ ons and even against our will. on the 
other hand, the call without doubt does not come from someone else who is with me in the 
world. The call comes from me, and yet over me”. (Heidegger,1967j,265) Heidegger opposed 
to in the “es” to understand God, it to contradict the phenomenological situaƟ on. It is call of 
the Being to me and I understand it therefore I am the being who have understanding of the 
Being. 

This is conscience, but the dignity will decide to be who you are, the Dignity, as a form 
of understanding of the Being, make a choice and make a decision between authenƟ c and 
non-authenƟ c being. To be authenƟ c being means to be free thinking, worthy, unique, re-
sponsible. The free thinking about the Being is the basis of human freedom. The Blame of the 
human lies in the fact that he knows authenƟ c mode of being and conscience calls to be true 
being but human chooses an inauthenƟ c way of being of the human. The Anxiety, Conscience 

and Dignity are form of understanding of the Being but have diff erent task in the human being. 

The conscience and dignity are a form of metaphysical knowledge that reveals the diff erenc-
es between the Being and beings, reality and another possible of the Being and the possible 
character of the world of beings, where we live. The human dignity being means be authenƟ c 
mode of human being, be realizaƟ on essence of the human.
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The Happiness and dignity are elements of Dasein’s authenƟ c being. The Dignity is free 
from dominaƟ on of “man.” Signs of Dasein as authenƟ c being is thinking on the Being that is 
the basis of free thinking, of human freedom, dignity, happiness, uniqueness, responsibility 
and taking the guilt on itself. 

To clarify Heidegger’s posiƟ on, we will consider his “Fieldpath”. A man, Heidegger, is re-
turned to his hometown as in refuge from life’s adversity. He is 60 years old, most part of life 
has already lived. He has seen all in his life: glory and defeat, the rise and fall, praise and exile 
he was forgoƩ en and expelled. He returns to his naƟ ve regions where he was born and grew 
up. Man is returned home with rich life experience, with philosophical thinking. He wants to 
say what taught life and what he opened and showed the thinking. Man is returned home, get 
back to the land with his life experience in his childhood and in simplicity and In the peace of 
rural life to see the essence of human life, cheerfulness, “kuinzige” Which is typical of the life 
wisdom of a peasant who lives on the land. 

Man is seƩ led on the land. Who is surprised by “Two things fi ll the mind with ever new and 
increasing admiraƟ on and awe, the more oŌ en and steadily we refl ect upon them: the starry 
heavens above me and the moral law within me. (I.Kant) There have been over pass historical 
and life-long shocks and man remains face to face, lonely by oneself with the heaven and with 
the earth. He’s here to carry out a new sense of man’s life. The Human’s life is a sequence of the 
happiness, success and failure. What return to a man the desire, power and ability to live is an 
atom of happiness, that to make possible feeling and understanding of happiness.

The Life goes on and what is the basis of such inner, long-standing opƟ mism of life. It 
is the wisdom of life, which by its simplicity defeat philosophy. “The simplicity of the simple 
saves within itself in its truth the mystery of everything great and enduring.” “Fieldpath” was 
wriƩ en in 1949, aŌ er the war, which encouraged he to refl ect and Heidegger see, in the Bright 
gladness of simple life, the great wisdom of the opƟ mism. “Aware of cheerfulness whose ex-
pression oŌ en seems melancholy, thrives. This aware cheerfulness is a Kuinzige. Nobody gains 
it, which does not have it. Those who have it, have it from the Fieldpath”. (Heidegger, 1983a, 
90) The fi eldpath give us cheerfulness, “Kuinzige”. “fi eldpath” embody the simplicity and wis-
dom of life that insƟ lls to us the gladness of life.

He found a new source of life energy, to which the “Path of the Field” led, where the pro-
found philosophical thinking turned out to be one-on-one with the wisdom of life. Man is the 
son of the earth, his roots in the earth, so it is naƟ ve and he will erect a temple on this land and 
it is turned into a “abode” (humble dwelling home). He has an answer to the quesƟ on – “Why 
is something but not nothing.” He would accept all what he have, with reverence, as a giŌ  and 
take care of the land to live. “The aware cheerfulness is the gate of the eternal. its door swing 
on hinges which were once forged from the riddles of Dasein by versed blacksmith”. (Heideg-
ger,1983b,90)

A man will lay the way to the source, to the temple, to the house, to the fi elds where 
he will work and reap the scarce harvest for food. By someone was paved the path and aŌ er 
followed the son, grandson, other, neighbor, generaƟ ons aŌ erwards, that will confi rm the sig-
nifi cance of this Path and what this Path leads to. On this Path everyone will walk of one’s own 
free will. 
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The “Fieldpath” is this permanent unchangeable place, it meets new generaƟ ons and 
serves to them. Grandfather and grandson walk together On the “Fieldpath”, so he can tell the 
old news. You touch him with your foot, you walk on the soil and he will turn into soil soon. 
The Life is the road on which people walk. In life there are many roads and everyone has their 
own road, some are similar to holzwege and some are similar to fi eldpath”.which is sancƟ fi ed 
by a sun and is disƟ nguished by its simplicity and calm on which to walk generaƟ ons. Someone 
look for new invisible and not yet passed paths where the foot of a man has not yet entered.

Modern man does not feel the precious power of Simplicity. “Simplicity persisted. Her cher-
ished power dried up”. (Heidegger, 1983c, 89) According to Heidegger the Way to happiness, 
to the gladness lies in humility and who will not learn that the person is humility that will not 
get inexhausƟ ble strength of the simple that gives to the person a strength and gladness of life.

Heidegger talks about the “atom” of the happiness and Aristotle talks about the elements 
of the happiness. Aristotle is interested in the highest point of happiness, such a theoreƟ cal 
approach is characterisƟ c feature of ancient thinking, we can see in the top of happiness, hero-
ism and misfortune the essence of the man. Heidegger is interested in a person in his everyday 
being, how manifests itself the fi rst sign of happiness, what is an “atom” of the happiness as a 
phenomenon of everyday being. Maybe To be able to be happy means to be itself, to be free 
from the dominaƟ on of the “man”, be authenƟ c mode of being? It is possible only on the basis 
of the thinking of the Being. The mood of gladness of own being is opened in mood of cheer-
fulness, in a “kuinzige”. The “Atom” of the happiness is not love, “Atom” of the happiness are: 
“kuinzige” cheerfulness, the PaƟ ence, which is not only obedience to fate and the Strength of 
the Simple, but about what is this knowing, what say it to us as humans eternity of the Same? 
“The Simple has become yet simpler. The Ever-Same appears strange and releases. The mes-
sage of the Fieldpath is now quite clear. Is the soul speaking? Is the world speaking ? Is God 
speaking ?” (Heidegger, 1983d,90). I think, for Heidegger is not accidental menƟ on of the God. 
The Simplicity and adiaphorism are the wisdom of life, which takes the form of the gloomy 
joyance. It is the atom of happiness as a form of understanding of the Being opens up the uni-
verse as a place where happiness is possible. The atom of happiness and eternity is manifested 
in this world in the form of the instant. We, contemporary human, do not know who speak 
with us: God, the Eternity, the Being, the Soul, the World, this wisdom of human being is law 
of the world, paƩ ern of the human consciousness or God’s test for human “Everything speaks 
the renunciaƟ on unto the Same. The renunciaƟ on does not take away.. The renunciaƟ on gives. 
It gives the inexhausƟ ble power of the Simple.” (Heidegger,1983e,90) When the human say: 
despite adversity everything will be fi ne. It is internal, innate opƟ mism without which the 
happiness is impossible. This internal strength is ground and expression of the Human dignity.

The human owns the Dignity as ability and opportuniƟ es to be dignity being. Dignity must 
arise (will be born) in the soul of the human it cannot be learned, acquired, or someone will 
teach you. The Person have or not the Dignity. Morality can be based not on conscience, on 
freedom, but on the phenomenon of the Dignity. <The Human dignity is not property that one 
can – as a mind or a blue eye – “possess” by nature.> (Habermas, 2001,143) Me doesn’t inter-
est creaƟ on of social and legal mechanisms for protecƟ on of human dignity, also not the phe-
nomenon of human dignity, nor the presumpƟ on of dignity that all people possess dignity as a 
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human. I try to show metaphysics of human dignity, clarify of the ontological and metaphysical 
basis of human dignity, what is in man which predetermines his aspiraƟ on to be the dignity be-
ing, what oblige man to the dignity being in spite of everything, despite all circumstances. The 
subject of my interest is basis of dignity in human, in the Person himself, why, how and on what 
basis to arise in the human the desire, duty, possibility and decision to be dignity human being. 

The Dignity is not a sign of the mind or a natural feature of man but a way of the Being, 
so dignity is an existenƟ al by which we can describe the being of the human in the world. The 
Dignity is a form of understanding of the Being, understanding of the essence of human Being. 
What can say phenomenon of the Dignity to human about the world in which he exists and the 
meaning of human being in the world. Dignity is not a sign of the mind or a natural feature of 
man but a way of the Being, so dignity is an existenƟ al by which we can describe the being of 
the human in the world. The Dignity is a form of understanding of the Being, understanding of 
the essence of human Being. What can say phenomenon of the Dignity to human about the 
world in which he exists and the meaning of human being in the world.

The theological explanaƟ on of Human Dignity is very convincing and aƩ racƟ ve. The foun-
daƟ on of human dignity in ChrisƟ anity was the following postulate: God said, “Let us make 
man in our image, in our likeness” (Genesis 1:26). But aŌ er Nietzsche’s word: “God is dead” 
and scienƟ fi c secularism, it was necessary to explain the dignity Being of a Human anew. The 
theological explanaƟ on of human dignity are based on faith in a transcendent reality, The sec-
ular approach to human dignity tends to be associated with KanƟ an and neo-KanƟ an philoso-
phy which emphasizes raƟ onality and the ability of humans to act as moral agents, as well as 
equality and the need to treat people with respect. The secular explanaƟ on of human dignity 
are based on man’s autonomy, raƟ onality, scienƟ fi c knowledge, Man have a capacity to be lord 
of his fate and the shaper (builder) of his future.

We off er the philosophical-ontological explanaƟ on of human dignity, it is based not on 
faith in a transcendent reality but on understanding of the Being. The Conscience is conscious-
ness of diff erence of the authenƟ c and non-authenƟ c mode of the human being and the Dig-
nity is the ability of the human to say “no” to himself, it is the victory of man over himself. The 
conscience to say us our behavior is immoral, but only dignity can prevent us from carrying it 
out, because it is not incompaƟ ble with your understanding of yourself as the Person. 

For Heidegger human dignity is not a moral-ethical defi niƟ on but rather, an existenƟ al-on-
tological defi niƟ on of the human Being which determines the onƟ c understanding of human 
dignity. Dignity, as a comprehension opens the world and the place of a person in the world 
diff erently. Dignity is the consciousness of human humanity, the uniqueness of man, which dis-
Ɵ nguishes him from God, the animal. If the Anxiety gives man the ability to overcome “man”, 
then dignity is that which is awakened by the Anxiety.If conscience is the call of Being, then 
Dignity is a silent power one feels in oneself and the courage of Being according to the Rule 
of Dignity. It is “the power of the powerless”, (Václav Havel) which gives us the ability and 
strength to confront the hard power and the soŌ  power characterisƟ c of masses and author-
iƟ es, and to be confi dent of one’s own truth and morality. This silent power and courage are 
based on the free thinking of the Being, which enables man to be the guard and the neighbor 
of the Being.
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What is this special kind of knowledge and how is possible to become owner this kind of 
knowledge? By Heidegger and Socrates had based human dignity on special kind of knowl-
edge-understanding of the Being. The understanding of the Being is fact and this knowledge 
belongs (appertain to)to all mankind. We all have a dignity and we all are worthy of respect, 
we all have also a dignity as a possibility to execute the dignifi ed behavior, but Dignity being 
is extraordinary event. The human can have this knowledge, but the human ceased to think 
about being, he forgot being, truth of the Being and the Being as a αληθεια (truth). Socrates 
and Heidegger search the foundaƟ on of the daemon and παιδεία . Their eff ort to found it 
on metaphysical knowledge and not on faith of God. For SocraƟ c intellectualism, virtue must 
be understood as the knowledge, that belonging to the soul. The Daemon of Socrates unit 
conscience and dignity as the knowledge. For Heidegger the Dignity is form of knowledge 
and is based on the special form of knowledge-on the understanding of the Being, metaphys-
ical knowledge. For Heidegger and Socrates is it impossible to teach understanding of Being, 
Heidegger and Socrates see their mission to help give birth in your soul the understanding 
of Being, like a midwife. True “παιδεία” is to be like a midwife. For Heidegger, explanaƟ on of 
human dignity being imply explanaƟ on the possibility of obtaining understanding of being. 
The understanding of the Being may give birth in human soul, when mode of human being is 
existenz. The base of human dignity is not intelligence, person, but Existenz -special mode of 
human being. The Man has the ability to own such knowledge, but man no longer thinks about 
the Being. The Dignity is not only understanding of the being but also form of the Human be-
ing. Both, Socrates and Heidegger tried do not lose dignity in crises, when the faith of the God 
become problemaƟ c. The Acknowledgement of the human dignity is acknowledgement, that 
in yourself is something divine, uncommon. Socrates and Heidegger founded human dignity 
not on the faith of God, but human dignity founded being of God. The dignity previously said 
what isn’t permissible for the human, person. The conscience reproaches person a post fac-
tum, that it is inadmissible. The Conscience is reminding of the Dignity. 

For Heidegger one of the main problems is the explanaƟ on of the possibility special kind 
of knowledge – understanding of the Being. On the one hand, it is a fact our everyday being, 
that a human has the understanding of the Being and, on the other, the Being is an absolute 
transcendence. There are several ways of solving this problem in philosophy: Plato supposed 
that the understanding of the Being is human’s inherent knowledge. According to Kant, the 
absolute transcendent as an thing–in–itself, it impresses our senses and mind, but how it all 
occurs remains inexplicable and inaccessible to our mind. For Hegel Absolute Mind and indi-
vidual mind are of similar origin and an individual mind is merely a means of self-knowledge of 
the Absolute Mind. For Kierkegaard the possibility of the understanding of the Being is based 
on a leap of faith into the metaphysical world. 

What does it mean ontologically when a human says “God is,” “God is with us”? What is 
the ontological structure of the human standing in front of the God, to Being, and what is the 
ontological structure of God being in the world and of the Being’s self-giveness in the world 
and what is the ontological structure of their possible meeƟ ng? Heidegger suggests a diff erent 
way. He proceeds not from the transcendental confrontaƟ on of a human and the Being trying 
to defi ne the forms of their coexistence, but rather the contrary, Heidegger proceeds from 
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the fact of understanding Being, which is possible only on the basis of meeƟ ng of a Human 
with the Being; whereas this is possible on the basis of self-giveness of the Being in the world. 
Therefore, there is a possibility for a Human to meet the Being and the respecƟ ve forms of this 
meeƟ ng. Heidegger carries out a more original explicaƟ on of a human’s Being not only before 
Being, not only before God; and not only a conceptualizaƟ on of the Being, but he primarily 
carries out the ontologizaƟ on of Being, i.e. he defi nes the forms of being the Being in the world 
, the forms of self-giveness of the Being. The possibility for the Being to be in the world makes 
the meeƟ ng of a human and the Being possible. It becomes possible only on the ground of the 
acƟ vity of the Being and Human and is not only a Human’s responsibility to carry out the leap 
into the metaphysical world. 

Heidegger carries out the process of metaphysical-ontological explanaƟ on of dignity as a 
Human way of Being by shiŌ ing from the conceptualizaƟ on of Being to ontologizaƟ on of the 
Being, by creaƟ ng the ontology of the Being. Heidegger presented the forms of self-giveness 
of Being and the forms of being the Being in the world as a hierarchical order: Sein ist, Sein 
ereignis, Sein es gibt, which is determined by the degree of self-giveness and openness of the 
Being for Human.

Being as a “Ereignis” is openness and self-giveness of the Being (aletheia) it makes possi-
ble “the iniƟ al meeƟ ng” with Being, the iniƟ al meeƟ ng of Human and Being. The iniƟ al meet-
ing rejects the necessity of leaping into the metaphysical world. Heidegger considers it as the 
subjecƟ vism of western thinking. Human, as an existenz is not a “geƫ  ng out of oneself,” but a 
realized transcending, a being out of one’s own self. At the same Ɵ me, this “Being out of one’s 
own self” is a standing within the openness of the Being. 

The iniƟ al meeƟ ng of the Being as a whole transcendent and of Human as an existenz is 
grounded on the occurrence of the Being, as coming out of a hidden and also, on the way of 
Being of a human, human acƟ vity. An example of this iniƟ al meeƟ ng and of the acƟ vity of both 
is the Paradigm of Christ. Modern thinking has forgoƩ en the Paradigm of Christ as the mani-
festaƟ on of the good will and acƟ vity of the Absolute which has made possible the meeƟ ng of 
the eternal and temporal. (Ramishvili,2003,65)

At the “iniƟ al meeƟ ng”, on the basis of standing within the openness of the truth of the 
Being, Human has the understanding of the Being and the ability and possibility of free think-
ing about the Being. This is the ontological basis of Human’s dignifi ed being. It defi nes the 
meaning of human’s Being. The character of “the iniƟ al meeƟ ng” defi nes the worldview and 
the features of character of a human. Dignity, free thinking of the Being is a non-compulsory, 
soŌ  and speechless power which is based not on the authority, power or force, but rather on 
the free thinking of the Being which provides a human with forƟ tude and courage. 

The PresumpƟ on of dignity mean that Dignity as the ability is inherent for all man, but 
not all of man are showed dignity being in reality. PresumpƟ on of human dignity is a recogni-
Ɵ on of importance of human dignity. We have to disƟ nguished human dignity as a possibility 
and dignity as an example of dignity being (implementaƟ on). AuthenƟ c and inherent Dignity 
is undoubtedly, inseparable from Human and it defi ne human as per se. The Dignity is thus 
something shared by all people regardless of the abiliƟ es they possess, posiƟ ons they hold, 
social status they have, or any other situaƟ onal variables that may pertain. It is presumpƟ on of 
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Dignity. On the human dignity is based the humans rights, natural right and morality. Human 
rights derive from the inherent dignity of the human person. To have dignity is to have the 
capacity to claim one’s natural rights, to control ourselves, and to direct our own lives. The 
man have dignity as a ability and possibility to be dignity being, but dignity must be appear 
in yourself, you can’t teach the dignity and nobody could grant or equipped you with dignity.

The Being a human today does not mean: being a subject, being a will to power, being 
free, but rather, being responsible and being a realizaƟ on of human dignity. Dignity being is 
the foundaƟ on of human freedom, personality and responsibility; without dignity man loses 
humaneness. We acknowledge the Human dignity as a base of tolerance, solidarity and com-
municaƟ on. In global world ideal of human being must be human dignity, as a special form of 
human being and not a hero, happiness, holy man or success. Will be established new stan-
dard of humanity and normality.

The Free thinking about the Being serves neither power nor the will to power. Without 
free thinking about the Being it is impossible to establish freedom. Philosophy must constantly 
remind, lead and prepare a human for “the iniƟ al meeƟ ng” and for the accomplishment of his 
mission – the possibility of free thinking about the Being. Carrying out a dignity being means 
being a shepherd and neighbor of the Being and defending the truth of the Being. From free 
thinking about the Being originates Human responsibility before enƟ Ɵ es, this is what Human’s 
claim for being the center of all enƟ Ɵ es and the master of all enƟ Ɵ es is based on. 

The conscience and dignity are a form of metaphysical knowledge that reveals the dif-
ferences between the Being and beings, reality and another possible of the Being and the 
possible character of the world of beings, where we live. The human dignity being means be 
authenƟ c mode of human being, be realizaƟ on essence of the human. We agree with Plato 
and Aristotle, the virtue is necessary for happiness and aƩ empted to unite Happiness and Dig-
nity in Human being. We are staying again before the choice: Happiness or Dignity
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valerian ramiSvilivalerian ramiSvili

bedniereba da Rirseba haidegeris eqsistencialur analitikaSi

reziume

Tanamedrove adamianis cxovrebis warmmarTvelia: bedniereba, keTildReo-

ba da Tavisufleba, rac gulisxmobs piradi warmatebis kults, simdidris da Za-

lauflebis zrdas, rac efuZneba ̀ Zalauflebisadmi nebis~ batonobas. dRes ̀ ada-

mianis Rirsebis~ cneba sayovelTaod gavrcelebulia da mas moixmaren sruliad 

gansxvavebul konteqstSi, igi filosofiuri, samarTlobrivi da moraluri di-

skursis aucilebeli elementi gaxda. germaniis konstituciis pirveli muxli 

adamianis Rirsebis dacvas moiTxovs nebimiser viTarebaSi~.

berZnuli evdemonia gansxvavdeba bednierebisgan Tanamedrove gagebiT. 

bedniereba da Rirseba dakavSirebulia RmerTis nebasTan. evdemonia niSnavs 

RmerTis mfarvelobis qveS yofnas. Zveli berZnuli azrovneba, platonis da ar-

istoteles saxiT, acxadebs, rom Rirseba bednierebis aucilebeli elementia. 

adamians Rirsebis gareSe SeuZlia miaRwios mxolod cxovrebiseul warmatebas, 

gaxdes ufro mdidari da meti Zalauflebis mqone, magram ara bednieri.

aristotele laparakobs bednierebis mwvervalze, bednierebis elementebis 

Sesaxeb, romelic ki miiRweva adamianis mier am sicocxleSi, magram igi SeuZlebe-

lia RmerTis keTili nebis gareSe. haidegeri aristoteles `ritorikas~ miiCnev-

da adamianis yoveldRiurobis pirvel sistematur hermenevtikad.

haidegeris analizis sagania me-20 saukunis adamianis yofiereba. rogor av-

lens bedniereba da Rirseba Tavs Tanamedrove adamianis cxovrebaSi. erTi Sexed-

viT, haidegeri nakleb yuradRebas aqcevs bednierebis da Rirsebis elementebs, 

romliTac ase iyo dainteresebuli berZnuli azrovneba. Cven gvsurs, vaCvenoT, 

rom es ase ar aris da haidegeri iZleva safuZvels, rom Rirseba da bedniereba 

gaanalizebuli iqnes rogorc eqsistenciali da yofierebis gagebis forma.

haidegeri ZiriTadad saubrobs adamianis gaucxoebis, aranamdvili yofnis 

formebze. magram miuTiTebs adamianis yofnis namdvil (auTentur) da damaxin-

jebul (araauTentur) wesebze, rac yofierebis daviwyebis batonobis niSania.

Cven ar vkiTxulobT, rogor unda mivaRwioT bednierebas da ar gvsurs bed-

nierebis socialuri, ekonomikuri Tu sxva pirobebis garkveva. Cveni intere-

sis sagania, Tu ras gveubneba bedniereba da Rirseba samyaroze, romelSic Cven 
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vcxovrobT da adamianis samyaroSi yofnis wesebze. ase gagebuli bedniereba 

da Rirseba aris adamianis samyaroSi yofnis wesi da yofierebis gagebis for-

ma, amdenad, isini arian fenomenologiur-hermenevtikuli analizis sagani. es 

niSnavs, cxadvyoT, bednierebis da Rirsebis fenomeni rogor avlens TavisTavs 

TavisTavSi rogorc adamianis yofnis wesebi da ara is, Tu ra aris bednierebis 

safuZveli da elementebi. bedniereba da Rirseba, rogorc yofierebis gagebis 

formebi, cxads xdian adamianis, samyaros bunebas, sadac SesaZlebelia bed-

niereba, bednierebisken swrafva, bednierebisTvis brZola da aseve bednierebas, 

rogorc gansakuTrebul, magram iSviaT SesaZleblobas. bedniereba, rogorc on-

tologiuri markeri, cxadyofs adamianis samyaroSi yofnis xasiaTs.

bedniereba ar aris zogadi niSani, arc bednierebis koncepti, arc yofiere-

bis niSnebis aRwera, arc adamianis cnobierebis Sinaarsi da arc siyvaruli, igi 

ar aris arc mdgomareoba da arc moqmedebis saxe. `adamianis Rirsebis~ cneba Zne-

lad mosaxelTebelia. am cnebis zusti definicia, naTelyofa da analizi rTu-

lia. aristotele bednierebis da Rirsebis fenomens miiCnevda ritorikis da ara 

logikuri analizis obieqtad. bednierebis fenomenis konceptualizacia, anu 

zogadi niSnebis dadgena mcdari gzaa, amitom aristotele laparakobda bed-

nierebis elementebze. Cveni amosavali poziciaa: ̀ adamianis Rirseba~ aris faqti. 

bedniereba da Rirseba aris adamianis ganwyobilebis da yofierebis gagebis 

forma, romelSic gaixsneba samyaro, rogorc SesaZlebeli, romelic adamians 

miecema. ganwyobileba, rogorc fundamenturi eqsistenciali, aris samyaroSi 

yofnis gaxsnis upirvelesi forma. bedniereba da Rirseba aris adamianis yofnis 

auTentikuri wesis elementebi, romelic Tavisufalia man-is dominirebisgan. 

Rirseuli yofiereba aris safuZveli: Tavisufali azrovnebis, adamianis Tavi-

suflebis, ganumeoreblobis, pasuxismgeblobis da sakuTar Tavze movaleobis 

aRebisa.

haidegeris pozicia bednierebis fenomenTan dakavSirebiT naTlad Cans mis 

`TemSaraSi~. sainteresoa TviTon am naSromis daweris garemoebebi. haidegeri 

ukve 60 wlisaa. cxovrebis gzis umetesi gavlilia, man naxa didebac da mar cxic, 

igi gandevnili da daviwyebulia. igi ubrundeba sakuTar mSobliur kuTxes, sa-

dac daibada da gaizarda, igi aq axdens adamianis cxovrebis axlebur gaazre-

bas. marTlac, ra aris cxovreba: gansacdelis da bednierebis, warmatebis da 

warumateblobis monacvleoba. ra aris is, rac adamians unarCunebs cxovrebis 

sur vils, Zalas, unars, rac aris bednierebis atomi. ra aris adamianSi is, rac 

bednierebis gancdas, gagebas SesaZlebels xdis. aristoteleseuli bedniereba 

marTlac iSviaTia, magram adamians SeuZlia bednierebas ganicdides rogorc 

Rirsebis da sakuTari TviTobis erTianobas. Rirseba aris martivis danaxva da 

miyuradeba, rom dainaxo cxovrebis simartiveSi sibrZne da ara erTferovneba. 

daiTmino cxovrebiseuli gamocda da darCe adamianad, aris Rirseba. Rirsebis 

safuZvelia gansakuTrebuli saxis codna, metafizikuri codna. 

igi dabrunda Tavis mSobliur sofelSi, sadac daibada da gaizarda. igi 

dabrunda sofelSi mdidari cxovrebiseuli gamocdilebiTa da filosofiu-
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ri azrovnebiT aRWurvili. man Tavis mSobluri soflis cxovrebis simartive-

Si da simSvideSi dainaxa adamianis yofnis arsi, sixalise, daRvremili sixalise, 

e.w. `kuincige~. es aris bednierebis atomi, rac adamians aZlevs Zalas, gauZlos 

cxov rebis siduxWires da sirTules, daiTminos movlenili gansacdeli. swored 

es bednierebis atomi aZlevs adamians Zalas, mxneobas, sixalises, gauZlos cxov-

rebis gamocdas, warmatebas da marcxs. swored cxovrebis sibrZne, misi simar-

tive amarcxebs filosofiur sibrZnes.

Zveli berZnuli azrovnebis mTavar sakiTxze – `rogor unda ganvlo saku-

Tari sicocxle~ – iyo ori SesaZlebeli pasuxi: bedniereba an Rirseba da Cven 

dResac igive arCevanis winaSe vdgavarT.
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vardo beriZe vardo beriZe 

eTikis Zireuli aspeqtebi artur Sopenhaueris 
filosofiaSi 

axali drois germanuli idealizmis erT-erTi TvalsaCino warmomad-

genlis artur Sopenhaueris filosofiur sistemaSi eTikas gnosologiis, 

metafizikisa da esTetikis gverdiT mniSvnelovani adgili uWiravs. Sopen-

haueris filosofiur sistemaSi eTika mWidrodaa dakavSirebuli filo-

sofiur anTropologiasTan. orive maTganisaTvis ZiriTad obieqts adamiani 

warmoadgens, amitom Sopenhaueri adamianis qcevas da mis xasiaTs akavSirebs 

adamianis cxovrebasTan, adamianis mier imis aucilebel codnasTan, Tu ro-

goria misi mowodeba, misi roli da mimarTeba samyarosadmi, ras mieltvis 

upiratesad, ra aris saWiro misi bednierebisaTvis, an raa, am mxriv, meore 

Tu mesamexarisxovani. Sopenhaueri adamianis cxovrebas da, Sesabamisad, 

yvela am kiTxvaze pasuxs gvaZlevs nebis metafizikis safuZvelze. amitom, 

upirvelesad, saWiroa, ganvmartoT, ras gulisxmobda Sopenhaueri nebis 

metafizikaSi, ratom da rogor daafuZna Tavisi xedva kantisagan gansxvave-

bul metafizikur msoflmxedvelobaze. am kuTxiT naSromSi gaanalizebu-

li da gadmocemulia XX saukunis qarTveli filosofosis  –  Tamaz buaCiZis 

mier artur Sopenhaueris filosofiuri sistemis analizi da Sefaseba.

Tamaz buaCiZis monografiaSi `Tanamedrove dasavluri filosofiis 

saTaveebTan~ im moazrovneTa memkvidreobaa gadmocemuli, romelTa Semo-

qmedebam didi zegavlena moaxdina mTel dasavlur kulturaze, Rirebule-

baTa tradiciuli sistemis gadafasebaze da ramac TavisTavad ganapiroba 

maTi adgilis gansazRvra da damkvidreba filosofiis istoriaSi. am kuTxiT 

Tamaz buaCiZe gansakuTrebul yuradRebas amaxvilebs XIX saukunis evropu-

li filosofiis sami gavleniani moazrovnis – Sopenhaueris, kirkegorisa 

da nicSes Sexedulebebze. igi Tvlis, rom samive moazrovne sazogadoebisa 

da kulturis Rrma kriziss ikvlevs da eZebs gamosavals, Tumca TiToeuli 

maTgani Taviseburad. Sopenhaueri qmnis pesimistur filosofias, kirkeg-

ori wuxs RmerTTan kontaqtis dakargvaze, xolo nicSe gvauwyebs RmerTis 

sikvdils, msjelobs nihilizmze. unda iTqvas, rom samive maTganis naazrevSi 

buaCiZe xedavs saerTosac, rac imaSi gamoixateba, rom maT dasabami misces 

antiscientistur mimarTulebas filosofiaSi, mimarTulebas, romlis 

mixedviTac pozitiur mecnierebas ar SeuZlia mogvces mTelis gageba, mas 

SeuZlia mxolod realobis, sinamdvilis fragmentebis modelireba. ufro 

metic, mas ar SeuZlia yofierebis arsis kiTxvebze pasuxis gacema, is amodis 

mxolod fenomenidan da ara arsebidan. maTi azriT, filosofias unda ain-

teresebdes mecnierebamdeli samyaro, romelic aris `sicocxlis~ samyaro 

da ara mecnierebis mier interpretirebuli samyaro. SopenhauerisaTvis, 
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iseve, rogorc nicSesa da kirkegorisTvis, mecniereba filosofisTvis arc 

dasayrdenia, arc amosavalia da arc ZiriTadi kvlevis sagani. filosofia 

sakuTari ZalebiT unda swvdes sicocxles da mis safuZvelze axsnas yvela 

sxva movlena, maT Soris mecnierebac. mecniereba ki ar agvixsnis sicocx-

les, piriqiT, sicocxlea mecnierebis gasaRebi. rogorc buaCiZe aRniSnavs, 

es Semobruneba sicocxlisaken, upirveles yovlisa, adamianis sicocxlis 

iracionaluri Zalebisken yvelaze mZlavrad swored Sopenhaueris, nicSe-

sa da kirkegoris naazrevSi moxda. am SemobrunebiT maT misces sawyisi ise-

Ti mZlavri filosofiuri mimdinareobebis Camoyalibebas, rogorebicaa: 
`sicocxlis filosofia~ da `eqsistencializmi~. es sami moazrovne buaCiZes 

swored TanamedroveobisaTvis maTi mniSvnelobis TvalsazrisiT ainter-

esebs da maTi moZRvrebis ganxilvisas yoveli maTganis naazrevSi gamoyofs 

im mxareebs, romlebmac gansazRvres Tanamedrove dasavluri filosofiu-

ri azrovnebis Zireuli momentebi da amiT xeli Seuwyves Cveni drois filo-

sofiuri klimatis naTelyofas (buaCiZe, 2013: 16).

buaCiZe aanalizebs Sopehauris Txzulebas `samyaro, rogorc warmodge-

na da neba~ da aRniSnavs, rom am dasaTaurebaSi bevri ram aris miTiTebuli. 

pirveli is, rom naTlad Cans Sopenhaueris azri filosofiis saganze: fi-

losofia aris moZRvreba samyaroze mis mTlianobaSi. kargad Cans isic, rom 

filosofosisaTvis samyaros ori Zireuli ganzomileba aqvs: erTia samyaro, 

rogorc `warmodgena~, e. i. samyaro ara mis TavisTavadobaSi, ara iseTi, ro-

goricaa is TavisTavad, aramed rogoricaa is CemTvis, rogoric airekleba 

is Cems cnobierebaSi. meorea samyaro mis TavisTavadobaSi, samyaro, rogori-

caa is Cemi cnobierebisgan damoukideblad – esaa swored samyaro, rogorc 

`neba~ (buaCiZe, 2013: 26). Sopenhaueris mizania, wers buaCiZe, warmodgenis 

samyarodan `namdvil sinamdvilemde~ migviyvanos, gvaCvenos samyaros Ta-

visTavadi arseba – neba, nebis mimarTeba arsebulTa sxvadasxva saxeebTan. 

buaCiZe Tvlis, rom am miznis dasaxviT Sopenhaurma TavisTavad metad rTu-

li amocanis gadaWra gadawyvita im gagebiT, rom Sopenhauerma uaryo kantis 

`nivTi TavisTavadi~ da metafizikur samyaroSi SeRweva scada gasxvavebuli, 

Taviseburi metafizikis – `nebis metafizikiT~. nebis metafizikiT cdilobs 

Sopenhaueri samyaros saidumloebis amoxsnas, yoveli arsebulis adgilis 

garkvevas samyaroseul mTelSi da sabolood ase mohfinos naTeli adamian-

is cxovrebis arss da SesaZleblobebs. SopenhauerisaTvis samyaros saidum-

loebis amoxsna, wers buaCiZe, swori filosofiuri poziciis gamomuSavebas 

niSnavs, kerZod imas, rom filosofia (gansxvavebiT tradiciuli filosofi-

uri sistemebisagan, romlebic mcdar amosaval wertilad miiCneven an obi-

eqts, an subieqts) daeyrdnos swor sawyiss. misi azriT, amosavali arc su-

bieqtia da arc obieqti, magram iseTi ramea, romelSic nagulisxmevia subi-

eqtic da obieqtic – isaa `warmodgena~ (buaCiZe, 2013:27). 

Sopenhaueris nebis metafizikidan gamomdinare unda aRiniSnos, rom yo-

fierebis metafizikuri gageba ganapirobebs filosofiisa da mecnierebis 
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mkacr gamijvnas erTmaneTisagan, romlis antiscientisturi argumentebi 

mdgomareobs SemdegSi: mecnierebas ar ZaluZs yofierebis moazreba, yofi-

erTa, arsebulTa mTlianobisa, misgan gansxvavebulis Sesaxeb kiTxvis dasma 

SeuZlia mxolod filosofias da poezias (xelovnebas). aRniSnul arguments 

Sopenhaueri amarTlebs yofierebis arsis Taviseburi gagebiT. misTvis yof-

iereba aris ara ubralod arseboba, aramed yovelgvari arsebulis arsebo-

bis safuZvlis dadgenaa, romlis miRwevac SesaZlebelia mxolod da mxolod 

cnobierebidan gasvliT. misi azriT, adamianis specifikas qmnis yofierebas-

Tan mimarTeba, adamiani arsebiT filosofosia, metafizikosia, e. i. fizikis 

garedan uyurebs fizikur samyaros. filosofia, rogorc azrovneba, yofi-

erebaze miznad isaxavs yofierebis fenomenis axsnas, ganmartebas. adamiani 

eqscentriulia, e.i. mas Tavisi safuZveli da centri samyaros gareT, yofi-

erebaSi aqvs. 

rogoraa SesaZlebeli aseTi samyaros miReba an uaryofa? Sopenhaueris-

agan am kiTxvaze pasuxs viRebT eTikis sferodan gamomdinare. rogorc bua-

CiZe aRniSnavs, Sopenhaueri eTikas ar akisrebs im amocanas, romelic tradi-

ciulad ekisreboda xolme am umniSvnelovanes disciplinas. misTvis eTi-

ka ar aris Segonebebisa da imperativebis krebuli. Sopenhaueri saTnoebis 

swavlas SeuZlebelad miiCnevs iseve, rogorc geniosobisa. mas eTikis miznad 

miaCnia imis ganmarteba, Tu rogor cxovrobs adamiani da ara imis swavla, Tu 

rogor unda icxovros adamianma. eTikis saqmea – arsi da ara jerarsi, ada-

mianis moqmedebis meqanizmis ganmarteba da ara imis kvleva, Tu rogor unda 

moqmedebdes adamiani (buaCiZe, 2013: 58). ̀ am xalxs mcdarad esmis Tavisi cxov-

rebis arsi da sikvdilamde mxolod sasxvaTaSorisod cocxlobs, uazrod da 

uSinaarsod. naclad imisa, rom gamudmebiT gegmebs vawyobdeT da mxolod 

mermisze vfiqrobdeT, an sinanuliT vixsenebdeT warsuls, unda gvaxsovdes, 

rom mxolod awmyoa realuri, momavali ki sul mudam sxvanairia, vidre Cven 

gvqonda warmodgenili~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 7).

eTikis ZiriTadi obieqti adamiania da Sopenhaueric cdilobs, nebis 

metafizikis safuZvelze dagvixasiaTos adamiani da misi cxovreba. Sesabam-

isad, Sopenhaueris filosofiuri anTropologia Rrma pesimisturi Sinaar-

sis matarebelia. buaCiZis azriT, Sopenhaueriseuli pesimizmis gamomxatve-

lia debuleba imis Sesaxeb, rom adamianis xasiaTi absoluturad Seuvalia, 

dasrulebulia da igi Semecnebis zemoqmedebisagan damoukidebelia. empir-

iuli subieqtis qcevas upirvelesad gansazRvravs xasiaTi, rogorc Cemi az-

rebisa da survilebis erTianoba da meore – es aris garegani motivebi. misi 

azriT, adamianis xasiaTi Tandayolilia da rom subieqts ara mxolod xasi-

aTis Seqmna, aramed misi sakuTari xasiTis Secvlac ki ar SeuZlia (buaCiZe, 

2013: 60). amrigad, Sopenhaueri uaryofs nebis Taviseuflebas, rac kargad 

Cans mis mier adamianis xasiaTis gagebaSi.

buaCiZis SefasebiT, Sopenhaueris pesimizms kidev ufro aRrmavebs 

debuleba imis Sesaxeb, rom adamianis bedniereba ar aris pozitiuri fenome-
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ni, is uaryofiTia (buaCiZe, 2013: 62). SopenhauerisaTvis bednierebis gageba 

SesaZlebelia mxolod tanjvis fonze. misi azriT, Cvens bednierebas xels 

uwyobs yovelgvari SezRudva. rac ufro viwroa Cveni Tvalsawieri, Cveni mo-

qmedebisa Tu urTierTobis wre, miT ufro bednierni varT. rac ufro far-

Toa is, miT ufro metad vitanjebiT da vSfoTavT, radganac masTan erTad 

izrdebian Cveni survilebi, safiqral-sazrunavi Tu sawuxari (Sopenhaueri, 

1994:12). amitom, wers Sopenhaueri, brmebi arc ise ubedurni arian, rogorc 

apriorulad gvgonia Cven, rasac, misi azriT, adasturebs is idumali da 

TiTqos sixarulTan wilnayari simSvide, saxeze rom gadahfeniaT. mas bed-

nierebad miaCnia Cveni urTierTobebis ukiduresi simartive da cxovrebis 

erTferovneba. Sopenhaueri cxovrebiseuli sibrZnis pirvel cnebad Tvlis 

aristoteles mier nikomaqes eTikaSi gakvriT gamoTqmul SeniSvnas, rome-

lic asea formulirebuli: `brZeni gancxromas ki ar unda mieltvodes, ar-

amed tanjvis Tavidan acilebas~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 39). Sopenhaueri am wesis 

utyuarobas imaze afuZnebs, rom misTvis yovelgvari gancxroma, yovelg-

vari bedniereba negatiuri cnebaa, tanjva ki pozitiuri, rasac xsnis yovel-

dRiur cxovrebiseul faqtze dayrdnobiT: `Tu mTeli sxeuli mrTeli da 

uvnebelia, garda erTi, msubuqad daWrili an, saerTod, mtkivneuli adgili-

sa, janmrTelobis SegrZneba mTlianad qreba Cvens cnobierebaSi, yuradReba 

erTavad dazianebuli da mtkivneuli adgiliskenaa mimarTuli da, amrigad, 

saerTod vkargavT cxovrebis Cveneuli SegrZnebidan gamomdinare tkbobis 

gancdas~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 40). misi azriT, swored amas efuZneba aristote-

les zemoT moyvanili fraza, romelic gvirCevs, gancxromasa da amqveyniuri 

siamiT tkbobas ki ar miveltvodeT, aramed vcdilobdeT, Tavidan aviciloT 

uricxvi cxovrebiseuli ubedureba. sxvagvarad, wers Sopenhaueri, volt-

eris gamoTqma – `bedniereba zmanebaa, realuria mxolod tanjva~ – imde-

nadve mcdari iqneboda, ramdenadac WeSmaritia sinamdvileSi (Sopenhaueri, 

1994: 41). igi gvirCevs, Tuki movindomebT evdemoniuri TvalsazrisiT Cve-

ni cxovrebis Sejamebas, aseT SemTxvevaSi, angariSi unda davafuZnoT ara 

Cven mier gancdil siamovnebaTa ricxvze, aramed yvela im tanjvaze, rasac 

Cvenive mcdelobiT davaRwieT Tavi. igi bednierebis saxelwodebas gansaz-

Rvravs, rogorc `hiperbolas~, rom `bednieri cxovreba~ sxva ara aris ra, Tu 

ara `naklebad ubeduri~, ase Tu ise `asatani~ cxovreba. adamianis amqveynad 

mosvlis mizans xedavs ara cxovrebiT tkbobaSi, aramed imaSi, rom avitanoT, 

sneulebasa Tu sasjeliviT `movixadoT~ igi. `ubednieresi is ki ar iqneboda, 

visma cxovrebamac gancxromasa da tkbobaSi ganvlo, aramed is, vinc autane-

li tanjvis gareSe galia wuTisofeli: me vgulisxmob, rogorc sulier, ise 

xorciel tanjvas~, – wers Sopenhaueri (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 41). rogorc Cans, 

Sopenhaueri cxovrebiseuli bednierebis kriteriumad utanjvelobas miiC-

nevs. igi agrZelebs msjelobas adamianis cxovrebis miznis Sesaxeb da ambobs, 

rom mTeli Cveni cxovreba imas eZRvneba, SeZlebisdagvarad Tavi davaRwioT 

tanjvas, ese igi, gaWirvebas, avadmyofobas Tu aTasnair usiamovnebas. es mas 
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realur miznad miaCnia da garkveulwilad misaRwevadac. am azris dasadas-

tureblad mohyavs goeTes sityvebi: `iman, vinc cdilobs, Tavi daaRwios 

ubedurebas, yovelTvis icis, rac surs, xolo vinc imaze mets mieltvis, 

raca aqvs, orive TvaliT brmaa~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 46). goeTes am sityvebs 

Sopenhaueri adarebs frangul andazas: `ukeTesi kargis mteria~. aqedan ga-

momdinare, Sopenhauers gamoaqvs kinikosebis ZiriTadi idea da kiTxulobs, 

marTlacda, ra aiZulebda kinikosebs, uari eTqvaT gancxromaze, Tu ara im 

tanjvis warmodgena, romelic Tan axlavs gancxromas, an Sedegad mosdevs 

mas? (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 47). igi eTanxmeba Sileris Sexedulebasac da aRniS-

navs, rom Cven yvelani arkadiaSi davibadeT, ese igi, bednierebis molodiniT 

movdivarT amqveynad da misi miRwevis Sleguri surviliT vsuldgmulobT, 

magram saqmeSi ereva bedi, qeCoSi Cagvavlebs xels da gviCvenebs, rom Cven-

da Tavad araferic ar SegviZlia, aramed TviTon ganagebs yovels~. Sopenha-

ueris am frazebSi kargad Cans nebis metafizikuroba. rogor mivaRwioT   

mSv i d da uSfoTvel arsebobas? ̀ SeZlebisdagvarad frTebi unda SevakvecoT 

Cvens swrafvas tkbobis, simdidris, saxelisa Tu pativisaken, radganac amas 

Sedegad mosdevs didi ubedureba. amqveyniur sikeTeTa umetesoba sxva ara 

aris ra, Tu ara fuWi moCvenebiToba, erTgvari dekoracia, TviT sixaruls ki 

versad dalandav, mxolod is ar monawileobs dResaswaulSi~, – wers Sopen-

haueri (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 49-51).

Sopenhaueris metefizikis siRrmeebidan danaxuli `amqveyniuri~, indi-

vidualuri, drosa da sivrceSi gaSlili arseboba danaSaulia, amoraluro-

baa, xolo tanjva – arsebobis es mouSorebeli niSani – sasjelia, romelic 

arsebobam `daimsaxura~. rogorc buaCiZe askvnis, Sopenhaueris metafizikis 

mixedviT, tanjvis arseboba usamarTloba ki ar aris, aramed samarTliano-

baa (buaCiZe, 2013: 62). adamiani amgvar tanjviT aRsavse samyaroSi irCevs mxo-

lod, erTi mxriv, iseT gzas, rom man unda miiRos es samyaro aseTad. man tan-

jva unda gaigos, rogorc zneobriobis gamoxatuleba. meore mxriv, samyaros 

tanjviT momziral adamians aRar `nebavs~ aseTi samyaro. is zurgs aqcevs 

sicocxles, uaryofs mas. `vinc Cawvda Cemi moZRvrebis arss, man icis Cveni 

yofis namdvili fasi, icis, rom ajobebda sulac ar vyofiliyaviT, da rom 

udidesi sibrZne arsebobis uaryofaa~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 50). esaa gadasv-

la adamianis umaRlesi mdgomareobisaken – asketobisaken – aRniSnavs Tamaz 

buaCiZe. misi azriT, asketSi ibadeba zizRi imis mimarT, risi gamovlenacaa 

is: Tavad sicocxlis nebis mimarT. asketi ar iklavs Tavs, magram is uaryofs 

nebas da amiT uaryofs cxovrebas, uaryofs samyaros. es aris gadasvla `ar-

araSi~ (buaCiZe, 2003:67). buaCiZis aseT Sefasebas Seesabameba Sopenhaueris 

sityvebi: ̀ xelidan gamogecala qveynis meufeba? – nu swuxar: araferia. xelT 

igde qveynis meufeba? – nu xarob: egec araferia. warmavalia bednierebac da 

ubedurebac. maS, Senc mSvidad Cauare gverdiT samyaros: samyaroc arafe-

ria~ (Sopenhaueri, 1994: 51). am uaryofaSi xedavs Sopenhaueri tanjvisagan 

saboloo xsnas, im samyaros xsnas, romelic pesimizmis am udides mqadage-
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blisTvis aris uaresi yvela SesaZlebel samyaroTa Soris. buaCiZis Sefase-

biT, es sruli gandgoma samyarosagan Sopenhauers esaxeba rogorc is, ra-

sac tradiciulad umaRlesi sikeTe – summum bonum ewodeba. Sopenhaueris 

eTikis saboloo sityvaa asketizmi (buaCiZe, 2013:67). 

amrigad, Sopenhaueris survili iyo, eCvenebina, rom adamiani, romel-

sac neba marTavs, ar SeiZleba iyos bednieri. misi azriT, Tavad Cveni yofnis 

struqturaa iseTi, rom bednierebas, siamovnebas, tkbobas mxolod wamieri 

arseboba aqvs. buaCiZes calmxrivi miaCnia Sopenhaueris debuleba, erTi mx-

riv, imis Sesaxeb, rom survili yovelTvis naklis gamoxatulebaa, nakli ki 

tanjvaa. am azris sapirispirod buaCiZe aRniSnavs, rom im naklis arseboba, 

romelic survilis safuZvelia, yovelTvis rodia tanjva. miznisaken swraf-

va, masTan miaxloeba, brZola, Sroma, siZneleebis gadalaxva ueWvelad raRac 

naklis daZlevas gulisxmobs, magram tanjva ki ar aris, aramed Rrma kmayo-

filebis, bednierebis, siamovnebis grZnobasTanaa dakavSirebuli (buaCiZe, 

2013: 68). meore mxriv, buaCiZe calmxrivad miiCnevs agreTve Sopenhaueris 

debulebas imis Sesaxeb, rom bedniereba mxolod uaryofiTia. misi azriT, es 

debuleba umiznebs cnobil princips, romlis Tanaxmadac sikeTe substanci-

uria, xolo boroteba naklia mxolod. Sopenhaueris es koncefcia upirisp-

irdeba Tvalsazriss, romlis Tanaxmadac yvelaferi, rac arsebobs, rogorc 

RmerTis Seqmnili, sikeTea, romlis Tanaxmadac arseboba da sikeTe igeveob-

rivia (buaCiZe, 2013: 69). buaCiZis daskvniT, kiTxvebi, romlebze pasuxebsac 

ver vipoviT SopenhauerTan, aris Semdegi: rogor SeiZleba adamianma, e.i. 

nebis realizaciis garkveulma saxem, nebis aqcidenciam uaryos substancia, 

samyaros arseba? ras niSnavs es uaryofa? neba xom ar nawevrdeba – erTia, 

maS, romelime erTeuli adamianis mier misi uaryofa xom ar iqneba saerTod 

nebis, rogorc samyaros arsebis uaryofa, e. i. samyaros uaryofa?

veTanxmebiT guram TevzaZis azrs, romlis Tanaxmadac, ar aris swori ro-

melime saukunis filosofiuri azris dawyeba misi qronologiuri sawyisi-

dan. igi Tvlis, rom es memkvidreobis aTvisebis da siaxlis, tradiciisa da 

novaciis Serwymis rTuli procesia, romelSic Zveli axal Sinaarss iZens da 

orive es procesi qmnis filosofias da, saerTod, kulturis uwyveti gan-

viTarebis realur gagebas (TevzaZe, 2002: 21). swored am azris dadasture-

bas warmoadgens Tamaz buaCiZis mier Sopenhaueris filosofiuri sistemis 

Sefaseba, rom miuxedavad uamravi Sinagani winaaRmdegobisa, Sopenhauerma 

udidesi zegavlena moaxdina Semdgom dasavlur filosofiur azrovnebaze, 

kerZod, mis pesimizms bevri saerTo aqvs eqsistencializmTan.

gamoyenebuli literatura:
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Vardo Beridze 

FUNDAMENTAL ASPECTS OF ETHICS IN ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER’S PHILOSOPHY

Summary

In the philosophical system of Arthur Schopenhauer one of the most prominent represen-
taƟ ves of modern German idealism, ethics occupies an important place alongside epistemology, 
metaphysics and aestheƟ cs. Ethics in Schopenhauer’s philosophical system is closely related to 
philosophical anthropology. For both of them, the man is the main object, so Schopenhauer con-
nects human behavior and character with human life, with the necessary knowledge of man, what 
is his calling, his role and aƫ  tude towards the world, what he does for it, what is needed for his 
happiness, or what is in this regard as the second or the third quality.

Schopenhauer answers all these quesƟ ons based on the metaphysics of the will. Accordingly, 
the paper focuses primarily on Schopenhauer’s metaphysics of the will, on why and how he based 
on his view of a metaphysical worldview and it is diff erent from Kant. In this regard, the paper ana-
lyzes and presents the analysis and evaluaƟ on of the philosophical system of Arthur Schopenhauer 
by the Georgian philosopher of the XX century Tamaz Buachidze.

Schopenhauer seeks to unravel the mysteries of the universe with the metaphysics of the will, 
clarifi es the place of every being in the universe, and fi nally sheds light on the essence and possi-
biliƟ es of human life. Buachidze writes that for Schopenhauer solving the mysteries of the universe 
means developing of a correct philosophical posiƟ on, namely, that philosophy (unlike tradiƟ onal 
philosophical systems, which consider either the object or the subject as a false starƟ ng point) is 
based on the correct beginning. In his view, the starƟ ng point is neither the subject nor the object, 
but the thing in which both of them are implied is “imaginaƟ on.”

According to Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, the metaphysical understanding of existence leads 
to a strict separaƟ on of philosophy and science, whose anƟ -Zionist arguments are as follows: Sci-
ence can not conceive existence of Art. Schopenhauer jusƟ fi es this argument with a peculiar under-
standing of the essence of existence. For him, existence is not just existence, but the establishment 
of the basis of the existence of all beings, which can be achieved only by going out of conscious-
ness. In his view, the specifi city of man is created by the relaƟ on to existence, the man is essenƟ ally 
a philosopher, a metaphysician, it means that Physics looks at the physical world from the outside. 
Philosophy as thinking about existence aims to explain the phenomenon of existence. The man is 
eccentric, it has its basis and center in the outside world, in existence.

How can such a world be accepted or rejected? We get the answer to this quesƟ on from 
Schopenhauer in the fi eld of ethics. As Buachidze points out, Schopenhauer does not impose ethics 
on the task that tradiƟ onally has been assigned to this important discipline. For him, ethics is not 
a collecƟ on of admoniƟ ons and imperaƟ ves. Schopenhauer considers that the study of virtues is 
as impossible as genius. He believes that the purpose of ethics is to explain how a person lives and 
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not to learn how a person should live. It is a maƩ er of ethics – the essence and not in essence, to 
defi ne the mechanism of human acƟ on and not to study how a person should act. The main object 
of ethics is the man, and Schopenhauer also tries to characterize the man and his life on the basis of 
the metaphysics of the will. According it Schopenhauer’s philosophical anthropology carries a deep 
pessimisƟ c content. According to Buachidze, Schopenhauer’s pessimism is expressed in the state-
ment that human character is absolutely invincible, complete, and independent of the infl uence of 
cogniƟ on. The behavior of the empirical subject is primarily determined by character as the unity of 
my thoughts and desires, and secondly by external moƟ ves. In his view, human character is innate 
and that the subject can not only create character, it can not even change his own character. Thus, 
Schopenhauer denies free will, which is well seen in his understanding of human nature. Accord-
ing to Buachidze, Schopenhauer’s pessimism is further deepened by the statement that human 
happiness is not a posiƟ ve phenomenon, it is a negaƟ ve one. For Schopenhauer, understanding of 
happiness is possible only in the face of suff ering. In his view, any limitaƟ on contributes to our hap-
piness. The narrower our fi eld of vision, our circle of acƟ on or relaƟ onship is the happier we are. 
Schopenhauer believes that suff ering is the criterion of happiness in life. Seen from the depths of 
Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, the existence of an “earthly”, individual, expansive in Ɵ me and space 
is a crime, an immorality and suff ering – this inescapable sign of existence – is a punishment that 
“deserved” as existence. The fi nal word in Schopenhauer ethics is asceƟ cism.

Thus, Schopenhauer’s desire was to show that a person ruled by the will cannot be happy. In 
his view, the very structure of our being is such that happiness, pleasure, and enjoyment exist only 
momentarily. In one hand Buachidze considers that Schopenhauer’s statement – desire is always 
an expression of a defect and on the other hand he thinks that a defect is suff ering to be one-sided. 
Contrary to this view, Buachidze notes that the existence of a defect is the basis of desire which is 
not always suff ering. Striving for a goal, approaching it, fi ghƟ ng, working and overcoming diffi  cul-
Ɵ es undoubtedly means overcoming something fl awed, but it is not suff ering, but it is associated 
with a deep sense of saƟ sfacƟ on, happiness, pleasure. On the other hand, Buachidze also unilater-
ally considers Schopenhauer’s statement that happiness is only negaƟ ve. In his view, this provision 
refers to the well-known principle that good is substanƟ al and evil is defi cient only. This concept of 
Schopenhauer contradicts the view that everything that exists – as created by God – is goodness, 
according to which existence and goodness are similar.

We agree with Guram Tevzadze, according to whom it is not right to start a philosophical 
thought of any century from its chronological beginning. He believes that this is a diffi  cult process 
of assimilaƟ ng heritage and combining novelty, tradiƟ on and innovaƟ on, in which the old acquires 
new content, and both of these processes create a real understanding of philosophy, in general, 
the conƟ nuous development of culture. This view is confi rmed by Tamaz Buachidze’s assessment of 
Schopenhauer’s philosophical system, that despite of numerous internal contradicƟ ons, Schopen-
hauer had a great infl uence on later Western philosophical thought; in parƟ cular, his pessimism 
had much in common with existenƟ alism.
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eTikuris gageba spinozasTan

SesaZloa, istoriis ganmavlobaSi bevri filosofosis moZRvreba daug-

miaT da SeuCvenebiaT, magram spinozas SemTxveva gansakuTrebulia.1 gandevnis 

mTavar mizezTa Sorisaa spinozas materializmSi, imoralizmsa da aTeizmSi 

dadanaSauleba, radgan holandieli filosofosi iyo pirveli, romelmac 

wminda werilis WeSmariteba eWqveS daayena da sakuTari doqtrina RmerTis2 

imananeturi3 gagebidan Camoayaliba. spinozasTvis filosofiis praqtikul 

amocanas yovelgvari crurwmenisagan, ideologiisagan gaTavisufleba war-

moadgens: `is, rac bunebas ewinaaRmdegeba, ara kultura, gonebis sauflo, an 

samoqalaqo sazogadoeba, aramed crurwmenaa, romelic adamianis yovelgvar 

1 1656 wels sinagogam SeaCvena spinoza da gandevna ebraelTa wridan: Cven ganvdev-

niT da vwyevliT barux de spinozas mTeli wminda krebidan. iyos wyeuli is dRiT 

da RamiT. iyos wyeuli, rodesac wveba dasaZineblad da rodesac dgeba loginidan; 
iyos wyeuli, rodesac Sedis saxlSi da gamodis saxlidan. aRsruldes masze yvela 

wyevla, romelic Cawerilia kanonTa wignSi (...) (baqraZe k,. rCeuli filosofiuri 

Txzulebani, Tbilisis universitetis gamomcemloba, Tbilisi, 1972, gv. 177).

2 spinozasTan RmerTs ar aqvs Teologiuri sazrisi da eTikaSi gvevlineba substan-

ciis aRmniSvnel cnebad. mose gogiberiZe Tvlis, rom Tuki eTikis kiTxvisas iq, sa-

dac weria RmerTi, ar moviazrebT bunebas, maSin eTikis arss ver CavwvdebiT: Rmer-

Tis cnebam gamoiwvia spinozas Teologiur samoselSi gamoxvevis SesaZlebloba, 

magram visac aq raimes gageba surs da sinaTleze gamosvla exaliseba, iman, Cemis 

azriT, spinozas `eTikaSi~, iq, sadac sityva `RmerTi~ sweria, sityva `buneba~ unda 

Caweros (gogiberiZe m., spinoza, saxelgami, 1927, gv. 23). miuxedavad imisa, rom sa-

gangebo aRniSvnis gareSec naTelia, Tu ras gulisxmobs spinoza RmerTSi, is eTi-

kis meoTxe nawilis SesavalSi wers: is maradiuli da usasrulo yofna, romelsac 

Cven vuwodebT RmerTs an bunebas (EIVP). bevri azria imasTan dakavSirebiT, Tu ra-

tom aRniSnavs spinoza RmerTiT Teologiuri sazrisis armqone substancias. amaze 

calsaxa pasuxi ar arsebobs, Tumca gamomdinare me-17 saukuneSi arsebuli poli-

tikuri da religiuri koniunqturisa, albaT, spinozas mouxda garkveul daTmo-

bebze wasvla. amas isic mowmobs, rom man eTikis gamocema Tavis sicocxleSi ver 

SeZlo, radgan cenzuris qveS imyofeboda. 

ludvig foierbaxi sakmaod sagulisxmo rames wers spinozas RmerTis Sesaxeb: 
RmerTi, romelic iseTi ar aris, rogoric Cven varT, RmerTi, romelsac ar aqvs 

cnobiereba, ara aqvs gageba Tu Segneba, e.i ar aqvs pirovnuli gansja, pirovnuli 

cnobiereba, msgavsad spinozas substanciisa, RmerTi ar aris (foierbaxi l., qris-

tianobis arseba, saxelgami, 1956, gv. 272).

3  RmerTi aris ara gardamavali, aramed yvela sagnis imanenturi mizezi (EIP18).
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miswrafebas abrkolebs~.1 crurwmenebis wyaro yovelTvis pasiuri vnebebia, 

romlebic adamians maSin ewvevian, rodesac is raime movlenis mxolod nawi-

lobrivi mizezia. imisaTvis, raTa adamians SeeZlos pasiuri mdgomareobidan 

aqtiurze gadasvla, samyaros adekvaturad aRqmaa saWiro, rac cnobiereba-

ze,2 sulis primatze saubris nacvlad, sxeulis ZalauflebiT dainteresebas 

moiTxovs, radgan jer aravis ganusazRvravs sxeulis SesaZleblobebis saz-

Rvrebi, rac niSnavs, rom gamocdilebis meSveobiT jer aravis Seuswavlia, 

ra SeuZlia sxeuls da ra – ara (EIIIP2S). metafizikuri tradiciisaTvis niSan-

doblivia sulis sxeulTan mimarTebiT aRmatebulobaze saubari, rac imas 

gulisxmobs, rom suls aqvs maRali miznebi da valdebulebebi, amitomac man 

sxeuli unda moTokos da daimorCilos. Tavis mxriv ki, sxeuls aqvs qvena 

miswrafebebi, romlebic suls abrkoleben. Jil deliozis azriT, samyaros 

moraluri aRqma yovelTvis iseT principzea agebuli, ra drosac sxeulis 

moqmedebisas suli itanjeba, xolo sulis moqmedebisas – sxueli. magaliTad, 

rene dekarti sulis vnebanSi wers: `is, rac sulisaTvis vnebaa, sxeulisTvis, 

Cveulebriv, moqmedebaa~.3 spinozas paralelizmis idea ara mxolod uary-

ofs sulisa da sxeulis erTmaneTze urTierTqmedebas, aramed yuradRebas 

im faqtze amaxvilebs, rom Cveni sxeulis qmedebebisa da vnebebis wes-wyoba 

gonebis vnebebisa da qmedebebis wes-wyobis igiveobrivia (EIII2S). magaliTad, 

dekartis azriT, imisaTvis, raTa gavarkvioT, Tu ra funqciebi aqvs sxeuls, 

mas yvela is predikati unda mivaweroT, rasac zogadad usulo raimeze vi-

fiqrebdiT, xolo suls yvela is Tviseba – rac sxeuls ar aqvs.4 SeiZleba 

iTqvas, rom dekartis gza sxeulisa da sulis SesaZleblobebis, funqciebis 

dasadgenad abstraqtulia da mowyvetilia yovelgvar konkretulobas. amis 

sapirispirod, spinozas miaCnia, rom imisaTvis, raTa gonebis SesaZleblobe-

bi davadginoT, saWiroa, vicodeT misi obieqtebi, e.i, sxeulebi (`Tuki sxe-

uli gonebis obieqti ar iqneboda, sxeulis afeqtebis ideebi RmerTSi ar 

iqnebodnen~ (EIIP13P)), radgan ufro Zlevamosili is gonebaa, romlis sxeu-

1  Deleuze G., Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, Zone Books, 1990, gv. 270.

2  spinozasTan cnobierebas ideasTan mimarTebiT meoradi funqcia da datvirTva 

aqvs. cnobiereba eweva ideebis reduplikacias, radgan ideebi yovelTvis arsebo-

ben azrovnebis atributSi. spinozas mixedviT, arsebobs sami tipis cnobiereba: 1. 

refleqsia: cnobiereba ar aris subieqtis moraluri kuTvnileba, aramed ideis fi-

zikuri sakuTreba. es ar aris gonebis refleqsia ideaze, aramed ideis refleqsia 

gonebaSi. 2. derivacia: cnobiereba aris meoradi im ideasTan mimarTebiT, romlis 

mixedviTac is aris cnobiereba. 3. korelacia: cnobierebis mimarTeba ideasTan 

igivea, rac ideis mimarTeba im obieqtTan, romlis codnac TviTonaa (ideaa).

3  dekarti r., filosofiuri traqtatebi, ilias saxelmwifo universitetis gamom-

cemloba, 2018, gv. 437.

4  dekarti r., filosofiuri traqtatebi, ilias saxelmwifo universitetis gamom-

cemloba, 2018, gv. 438.
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lic ufro met afeqtebs awarmoebs da, amave dros, iRebs. swored sxeulia is 

mocemuloba, romlis mixedviTac gonebis SesaZleblobas davadgendiT, ma-

gram, umeteswilad, adamianebs bundovani warmodgena aqvT TavianTi sxeulis 

SesaZleblobebze (EIIP13S). imisaTvis, raTa gonebis SesaZleblobebis, Zalau-

flebis gansazRvra SevZloT, aucilebelia sxeulis mimarTebebis Secnoba, 

pasuxis miReba kiTxvaze: ra SeuZlia sxeuls? 

sxeulis struqtura Sedgeba sxva sxeulebTan mimarTebebisagan da ami-

tom sxeulis SesaZlebloba Seesatyviseba mis mier warmoebul, an masze mo-

qmedi afeqtebis1 raobas. RmerTis absoluturi, ganusazRvreli Zalaufle-

ba (potestas) swored imiT aris ganpirobebuli, rom mas ZaluZs usasrulod 

mravali gziT iyos aficirebuli. msgavsi viTarebaa modalur samyaroSi, 

sasruli modusis arsi sxeulis Zalauflebis xarisxis igiveobrivia.2 Tum-

ca gansxvavebiT RmerTisagan, romelic Tavisi Tavis TviTmizezia,3 sasruli 

modusebi ar arseboben mxolod maTi sakuTrivi bunebis wyalobiT, aramed 

maTi arseboba garedan miRebul afeqtebzea damokidebuli. sasruli modusi 

xSirad ganicdis imgvar cvlilebebs, romlis mizezic TviTon ar aris (pasi-

1  afeqtebi (aff ecƟ o) TviTonve arian modusebi. modusebi arian substanciis, an atri-

butis afeqtebi. afeqtebi aucileblad aqtiurebi arian, radganac isini amodian 

RmerTis bunebidan, rogorc adekvaturi mizezidan. aseve, afeqti aris is, rac 

emarTeba moduss, modusis modifikacia. afeqtebis idea moicavs rogorc afici-

rebuli sxeulis bunebas, aseve im sxeuls, romelic afeqtis gamomwvevia. sxeulis 

afeqtebs, romlis ideasac warmoadgenen gare sxeulebi, rogorc CvenSi daswrebu-

lebi, Cven SegviZlia sagnis warmodgenebi vuwodoT. roca goneba sxeuls ganixi-

lavs, Cven SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom es warmodgenebia (Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philo-
sophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 48). Tumca garda imisa, rom afeqtebi sxeulis 

amJamindel mdgomareobebze axdens gavlenas, is moicavs winare mdgomareobasac, 

gadasvlas, pasaJs, grZliobas, romelSic sxeuli uaresi viTarebidan ukeTesSi ga-

dadis an – piriqiT. afeqtebi, ideebi, warmodgenebi ar arian erTmaneTTan mowyve-

tilni, isini arian xanierebaSi Camagrebulni. aseve sagulisxmoa is, rom cnebebi 

aff ecƟ o da aff ectus spinozasTan erTmaneTisagan gansxvavdebian. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 

aff ecƟ o-s SemTxvevaSi saqme gvaqvs sxeulTan, xolo aff ectus dakavSirebulia gonebas-

Tan, Tumca gansxvaveba mxolod amiT ar amoiwureba. Aff ecƟ o miemarTeba vnebuli 

sxe ulis mdgomareobasa da masze moqmedi sxeulis daswrebulobas, ra drosac aff e-
tu s sxeulis erTi mdgomareobidan meoreSi gadasvlas miemarTeba.

2  Deleuze G., Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, Zone Books, 1990, gv. 218.

3  Tavisi Tavis mizezad me mesmis is, visi arsic moicavs missave arsebobas; an visi 

arsic ver moiazreba misi arsebobis miRma (EID1). spinoza eTikas iwyebs Tavisi Ta-

vis mizezis ganxilviT, rac imas niSnavs, rom misTvis sakuTari Tavis mizezi yvela-

fris arqetipia da is ar saWiroebs winaswar zomebs, Tundac sakmao mizezis kanonis 

moSveliebas. RmerTi aris yvelafris mizezi swored imitom, rom is Tavis TavSi 

Tavis arsebobasac Seicavs, gansxvavebiT adamianisagan, romlis arsebobac gaSua-

lebulia mSobliT. RmerTis nebismieri qmedeba misi arsebobis identuria.
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uri vnebebi). pasiuri vnebebis aficirebisas adamiani damaxinjebuli ideiT 

aRiqvams Tavis sxeulsac da gare samyarosac, Sesabamisad, is movlenas ara 

safuZvlidan, aramed miRebuli Sedegebidan xsnis. amitom is xdomilebani, 

romlebic sxeulebrivi urTierTSeuTanxmeblobis mizezia, xSirad xdebian 

moraluri kategoriebiT gansjis sababni. spinoza Zalian mkafiod aCvenebs, 

rom, magaliTad, borotis qveS gaerTianebuli konceptebi, avadoba, sikvdi-

li, sinamdvileSi, SeuTavsebeli sxeulebrivi urTierTmimarTebani arian, 

rogoricaa intoqsikacia da a.S. iqidan gamomdinare, rom moraluroba aso-

cirdeba transcendentur instanciasTan, heteronomiul ZalasTan, gare-

dan Tavs moxveul imperativebTan, bunebrivi movlenebis moraluri impera-

tivebiT interpretireba mxolod da mxolod iluziaa da adamianis umweobis 

niSania. bunebis kanoni arasodesaa valdebulebis, moralis wyaro, buneba 

yvela SefasebiTi kategoriis miRmaa.1 bunebaSi arseboben iseTi obieqtebi, 

romlebic aZliereben Cvens arsebobas, zogierTni ki, piriqiT, amcroben mas, 

Sesabamisad, moralurobis cneba, keTilisa da borotis diqotomia, kargisa 

da cudis diqotomiiT unda Canacvldes. kargi is aris, rodesac sxva sxeuli 

pirdapir Seesabameba Cvensas da mTeli, an nawilobrivi ZalauflebiT Cvens 

Zalauflebas zrdis. CvenTvis cudi ki niSnavs imas, roca sxva sxeuli Cveni 

sxeulis mimarTebebis daSlas iwvevs.2 kargsa da cuds aqvs rogorc obieqtu-

ri, iseve SefardebiTi mniSvnelobac. kargi, individualuri mniSvnelobiT, 

iqneba adamiani, romelic mieswrafvis sicocxles, anu ierTebs yvela im sxe-

uls, an ideas, romelic mas aZlierebs, xolo cudi am SemTxvevaSi iqneba is, 

vinc umoqmedoa, mxolod afeqtebis gavlenas ganicdis, pasiuria da Sesabam-

isad sxvazea damokidebuli. 

1 spinozas Semdeg moralis antinaturalistur xasiaTze saubrobda nicSec, rome-

lsac miaCnia, rom morali mxolod erT mizans emsaxureba: il faut tuer les passions, is 

amis magaliTad maTes saxarebas citirebs: `Tuki gacdunebs Seni marjvena Tvali, 

amoiTxare da gadaagde~. nicSes miaCnia, rom vnebebTan brZolaSi eklesia yvelaze 

did rols TamaSobs, misi azriT, eklesiis mkurnalobis praqtika vnebaTa kastra-

ciaa. nicSe emxroba imgvar morals, romelic sicocxlis instinqts emorCileba, 

xolo moraluri imperativebi da jerarsuli samyaro misTvis siyalbea. is morali, 

romelic aqamde batonobda kacobriobaze, arabunebrivia, is adamianis rogorc 

fiziologiur, agreTve fsiqologiur dauZlurebasac ganapirobebs. morali aris 

myari cnebebis sistema, romelic adamians winaswarve eubneba, rogori unda iyos, 

is uaryofs tipTa mravlobiTobas da nebismieri gansxvavebuloba erT Targze da-

hyavs. amgvari moralis uaryofa nicSesaTvis sicocxlis instinqtis afirmacias 

niSnavs: Cven, gansxvavebulebi da imoralistebi, gulTbilad vegebebiT yvelanair 

gagebas, wvdomas, mowonebas. Cven naCqarevad ar uarvyofT, piriqiT, pativs imaSi 

vxedavT, rom ho-s mTqmelebi, ganmamtkiceblebi viyoT (nicSe f., kerpebis mwuxri, 

nekeri, 2018, gv. 63).

2 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 22.
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moralurobas, romelic yovelTvis trnascendenturi Rirebulebebis 

arsebobas usvams xazs, anacvlebs eTika, Zalauflebis (potestas) Teoria, rom-

lis mixedviTac sxeulis qmedebasa da vnebas Tan axlavs zustad imave regis-

trSi mimdinare gonismieri qmedebani da vnebani. moraluroba aris anTropo-

morfuli RmerTis Rirebulebebis gamoxatuleba, is cnobierebis iluziaa, 

cnobierebis, romelic verasodes midis safuZvlebamde. morali yovelTvis 

jerarsulia, is mouwodebs, rom Sen unda! magaliTad, edemis baRSi mcxovre-

bi adami ver xvdeba xilisa da misi sxeulis urTierTmimarTebas, is am viTa-

re bas RmerTis akrZalvad ganmartavs, Tumca, spinozas azriT, RmerTi adam s 

ara moraluri imperativis, aramed misi da vaSlis nayofis sxe ulebrivi 

Se uTavseblobis gamo ukrZalavs xilis gasinjvas. RmerTis mier naTqvami 

fraza: `Sen ar unda SeWamo es xili~! ucodinari, SfoTiT moculi adamisT-

vis moralur akrZalvasTan asocirdeba, radgan man ar icis xis na yo fis da-

gemovnebis Semdeg mosalodneli savalalo Sedegis Sesaxeb. adams hgonia, 

rom RmerTi mas vaSlis Wamas moralis gamo ukrZalavs, Tumca, sinamdvileSi, 

es akrZalva mxolod vaSlis Wamis Semdeg mosalodnel mdgomareobaze mi-

aniSnebs. morali adams Tavisi sxeulis vaSlTan mimarTebis Semecnebisagan 

aferxebs, Sesabamisad, is ver xvdeba, rom massa da vaSlis nayofs Soris arse-

buli urTierTmimarTeba swored ori sxeulis SeuTavseblobis istoriaa, es 

aris dekompoziciis magaliTi, radgan vaSli sawamlavis msgavsad moqmedebs 

da adamis arss ar eTanxmeba. Sesabamisad, moralur kanons, garda morCilebis 

moTxovnisa, sxva Rirebuleba ar gaaCnia. kanoni arasodes aris codnis SeZe-

nis wyaro, kanoni mxolod movaleobis Sesrulebas iTxovs. deliozis azriT, 

kanoni Tavisi arsiT yovelTvis transcendenturi instanciaa, romelic kar-

gisa da borotis opoziciur wyvils gansazRvravs, gansxvavebiT amisagan, 

codna yovelTvis imanenturi Zalauflebaa, romelic Tavis arealSi kargisa 

da cudis Tvisebriv gansxvavebas moicavs.1

Tumca mainc ratom gaxda saWiro, rom adamians transcendencia ga-

moegonebina? ratom xdeba is, spinozas sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, nebayoflo-

biTi mona?2 adamiani im mdgomareobas, romelSic is ZiriTadad imyofeba, 

umetesad araadekvaturi ideebidan gamomdinare xsnis. spinozas Sexeduleba 

imis Sesaxeb, rom pirveli adamiani bednieri ar aris, swored aqedan gamom-

dinareobs. spinoza upirispirdeba magistralur xedvas, romlis mixedviT, 

adami srulyofili da bednieria, piriqiT, spinozas azriT, adami ubeduri 

da SfoTiT moculia da am mdgomareobis gadasalaxad, is (am SemTxvevaSi gan-

zogadebulad adamiani) operirebs samgvari, finalobis, Tavisufali nebisa 

da Teologiuri iluziiT. finalobis iluziisas adamians Sedegebi mizeze-

1 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 25.

2 spinoza monis cnebaSi ar gulisxmobs samoqalaqo da politikuri uflebebis ar-

mqone adamians. misTvis yvela is adamiania mona, romelic samyaros ara gonebiT 

Seicnobs, aramed warmosaxvidan, rwmenidan aRiqvams.
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bi hgonia da bunebis axsnas im mocemulobiT iwyebs, romelic sinamdvileSi 

bolo rigisaa. Tavisufali nebis iluziis mixedviT, cnobiereba sxeulze 

dominirebs, xolo iq, sadac cnobierebas sakuTari Tavis warmodgena pir-

velad mizezad aRar ZaluZs, RmerTis arsebobas iSveliebs.1 cnobiereba am 

sami aspeqtis gareSe ar arsebobs, is swored am momentebisgan konstruird-

eba. cnobierebas am iluziebis namdviloba imgvarad warmoudgenia, rogorc 

Cvils sjera, rom mas sakuTari Tavisufali arCevanis gamoisobiT surs rZe, 

rogorc gabrazebul bavSvs Tavisi Tavisuflebisamebr surs Surisgeba, qa-

riSxals ki – berva (EIIIP2S). spinozas azriT, cnobierebis buneba iseTia, rom 

is aCvenebs Sedegebs, magram man araferi icis safuZvlebis Sesaxeb.2 mag-

aliTad, sxeulebrivi urTierTmimarTebebis, Sexvedrebis dros, Tu Cveni 

sxeuli Tavsebadia gare obieqtTan, gare sxeulTan, e.i. masTan kompozicias 

qmnis, maSin Cven saqme gvaqvs sixarulis grZnobasTan, xolo sawinaaRmdego 

SemTxvevaSi – mwuxarebasTan. magram cnobiereba am procesis mxolod mow-

mea, mxiarulebidan mwuxarebamde da mwuxarebidan mxiarulebamde gadasvlis 

ubralo registratoria. mas mxolod informaciuli Rirebuleba aqvs, rome-

lic umeteswilad movlenebs amaxinjebs.

moralis uaryofis Semdeg spinoza mZafrad akritikebs mis (moralis) ma-

sazrdoebel sam instancias: adamians pasiuri vnebebiT (mona), adamians, ro-

melic am pasiuri vnebebis eqsploatacias eweva, raTa sakuTari Zalaufleba 

gaimyaros (tirani) da adamians, romelic `damwuxrebulia~ kacobriobis be-

diT (mRvdeli). monis, tiranisa da mRvdlis `wminda~ samebas kargad gamoxat-

avs Teologiur-politikuri traqtatis SesavalSi dawerili windadeba: 
despotur saxelmwifo wyobilebaSi, aRmatebuli da arsebiTi saidumlo 

aris subieqtis motyueba, SiSis SeniRbva, romelic xalxs, maTi religiisa ken 

gansakuTrebuli miswrafebiTurT, dumilSi amyofebs, ase rom, adamianebi 

iseve mamacurad ibrZvian TavianTi Tavis monebad qcevisaTvis, rogorc saW-

iroebis Jams usafrTxoebisaTvis ibrZolebdnen da Tvlian, rom sulac araa 

sircxvili, aramed umaRlesi Rirseba, maTi sicocxlis maTi TviTkmayofili 

tiranisaTvis gariskva (TTP, Preface). 

`wminda samebis~ mTavari mizani adamianebis morCilebaSi yofna, maTi 

ideologiiT, pasiuri emociebiT dasnebovnebaa. pasiuri emocia ki aris bun-

dovani idea, romelic maSinve mkafio da naTeli gaxdeba, Tuki Cven mis safuZ-

vels CavwvdebiT (EVP3P). spinozas azriT, emocia mxolod maSin aris saziano 

da cudi, Tu is gonebas xels uSlis gare samyaros adekvaturad aRqmasa da 

SecnobaSi (EVP9P). amitom tiranis mizans mwuxare afeqtebis, pasiuri vnebebis 

kvlavwarmoeba warmoadgens, amas ki mxolod im SemTxvevaSi moaxerxebs, Tuki 

morCilebaSi myofni mxolod warmosaxviTi codniTa da araadekvaturi idee-

biT gamoikvebaven Tavs. lui alTiuseri spinozas sikvdilidan sam saukuneze 

1 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 20.

2 iqve, gv. 19.
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meti xnis Semdeg wers, rom ideologia warmoadgens individebis warmosax-

viT mimarTebas maT namdvil saarsebo garemo-pirobebTan,1 xolo ideologi-

is Teoriis upiratesoba is aris, rom is ideologiis funqcionirebas konk-

retuli individebis doneze gvaCvenebs. ideologia Tavis Tavs adamianiebis 

yoveldRiuri cxovrebidan gamomdinare amzeurebs.2 alTiuseri, aseve, war-

moaCens ideologiis im wyaroebsac, romlebic adamianebis yoveldRiuro-

bas ama Tu im gziT warmarTaven. esenia ideologiuri saxelmwifo aparatebi, 

romlebic Tavis TavSi uamrav instancias aerTianeben, magaliTad, religi-

urs, sakanonmdeblos, politikurs, esTetikurs da a.S.3 aqedan gamomdinare, 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom spinoza iyo pirveli, romelmac ideologiis saidumlo 

amoxsna, rodesac warmosaxviTi codnis rigi gamrudebuli sinamdvilis wy-

arod warmoaCina. magram Tuki alTiuserisaTvis adamianis ideologiuroba 

gardauvalia, spinozas miaCnia, rom goneba imdenadaa pasiur vnebebze Zalau-

flebis mqone, ramdenadac mas yvela sagnisa da movlenis aucileblobisagan, 

bunebis kanonzomierebisagan marTulad Secnobis unari aqvs (EVP6). pasiuri 

vnebebisa da afeqtebis damarcxeba mxolod maSinaa SesaZlebeli, Tu adamiani 

yvela im instancias, transcendentur Rirebulebebs, cnobierebis iluz-

iebs uaryofs, romlebic mas `sicocxlisagan~ wyveten,4 radgan yoveli nabi-

ji, romelsac adamiani araadekvaturi ideebidan, warmosaxviTi codnidan, 

pasiuri vnebebidan gamomdinare dgams, rogorc es adamis SemTxvevaSi davi-

naxeT, misTvis egzistencialur safrTxes warmoadgens. spinozasTvis mwux-

are afeqtebi, pasiuri vnebebi, romlebic sicocxles ayalbeben da amcro-

ben, adamianis arsebobas sikvdilisagan Tavis daRwevis uSedego mcdelobad 

gardaqmnian. amis sapirispirod, Tavisufali adamiani sikvdilis Sesaxeb 

yvelaze naklebad fiqrobs da misi sibrZne ara sikvdilze, aramed sicocx-

leze meditaciaSia (EIVP67). Tavisufali adamiani imisaken miiswrafvis, rom 

yvela emocia gonebas daukavSiros, Sesabamisad, isini aqtiurad aqcios, ami-

tom is, vinc mxolod pasiuri vnebebisa da rwmena-warmodgenebis msxverplia, 

spinozas azriT, monaa (EIVP66S). is faqti, rom tirani sxva adamianebs imor-

Cilebs, mas monasTan mimarTebiT ufro maRla mdgomad, an Tavisufal indi-

vidad sulac ar aqcevs, radgan is, vinc samyaros gonismierad Wvrets, icis, 

rom adamianisaTvis sxva adamianze ufro sasargeblo araferia. adamiani Ta-

visi Tavis TviTSenaxvisaTvis imaze aRmatebuls verafers isurvebs, vidre 

es sayovelTao harmoniaa, sadac maTi goneba da sxeuli, rogorc erTni, ise 

mTliandebian da yvelani erTad sayovelTao sargebels mieltvian. aqedan 

is gamomdinareobs, rom gonebiT moqmedi adamiani Tavisi TavisTvis arafer 

1 Althusser, L., On the ReproducƟ on of Capitalism: Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses, Verso, 

2014, gv. 181.

2 iqve, gv. 176.

3 iqve, gv. 184.

4 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 26.
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imgvars isurvebs, rasac danarCeni kacobriobisaTvis ar isurvebda (EIVP18S). 

vnebebic da gonebac sxeulebsa da sxeulTa ideebs Soris arsebuli komunik-

aciis modelebia, romlebic gansxvavebul politikur reJimebs ayalibeben. 

zogierTi maTgani konfliqtiTa da arastabilurobiT gamoirCeva (pasiur 

vnebebze damyarebuli reJimi), zogi ki – harmoniuli da stabiluria.1 ti-

ranisa da monis diqotomia yovelTvis arastabilurobas warmoSobs, radgan 

isini, gansxvavebiT Tavisufali adamianebisagan, erTmaneTs ara saerTo cne-

bebis mixedviT, aramed pasiuri vnebebis TavsxmoxveviT, damorCilebiTa da 

damcrobiT ukavSirdebian. amisgan gansxvavebiT, WeSmariti qalaqi, saxelm-

wifo Tavis moqalaqeebs nacvlad jildoebisa da sakuTrebis dacvisa, Tavi-

suflebis siyvaruls sTavazobs. 2

is garemoeba, rom gare sxeulis Cvenze aficirebisas mwuxare vnebebs gan-

vicdiT, ar auqmebs im faqts, rom vnebuloba SesaZloa dadebiTi xasiaTisac 

iyos. afeqtebis TeoriaSi principuli mniSvneloba aqvs im faqts, rom Cven 

ara mxolod qmedeba (aqtiuri afeqtebi) da vnebuloba unda gavarCioT erT-

maneTisagan, aramed vnebulobis ori saxec. rodesac individi iseT sxeuls 

xvdeba, romelic misi sxeulis mimarTebas ar eTanxmeba, roca sxva sxeulis 

Zalaufleba Cveni sxeulis Zalauflebis sapirispiroa da, Sesabamisad, Cveni 

sxeulis aqtivobas amcirebs, an aferxebs, adamiani mwuxare vnebebs ganicdis 

(Surs, sisastikes, brazs, zizRs da a.S.). magram rodesac sxva sxeulis Zalau-

fleba Cvens sxeuls uerTdeba da aqedan gamomdinare, qmedebis SesaZleblo-

bas zrdis, maSin unda vTqvaT, rom Cven sasixarulo vnebebs ganvicdiT, Tumca 

sixarulis SegrZnebas mainc vnebebs vuwodebT, radgan mas garegani mizezi 

aqvs.3 Tu mwuxare vnebebis SemTxvevaSi Cveni sxeuli Zalauflebis umdables 

safexurs Seesatyviseba, sasixarulo vnebebis SemTxvevaSi, Cveni sxeuli aqti-

ur afeqtebTan, romelTa wyaroc adekvaturi ideebia, ufro miaxloebulia.

afeqtebis Teoriaa swored is, romelic mwuxare vnebebis statuss gan-

sazRvravs. rac unda iTqvas, isini (mwuxare vnebebi) Cveni Zalauflebis um-

dables safexurs warmoadgenen, im moments, rodesac Cven yvelaze ufro 

mowyvetilebi varT qmedebis SesaZleblobas, rodesac Cven yvelaze metad 

gaucxoebulni, crurwmenaTa fantomebsa da tiranis mistifikaciebSi gax-

larTulni varT. eTika aucileblobiT aris sixarulis eTika: mxolod six-

arulia Rirebuli, mxolod mas mivyavarT qmedebaTa netarebamde. mwuxare 

vnebebi ki yovelTvis uZlurebas Seadgenen.4

eTikaSi spinozas mTavari mizani ramdenime praqtikuli problemis gad-

aWraa: rogor unda miviRoT sasixarulo vnebebis maqsimumi? rogor unda 

SevZloT adekvaturi ideebis formireba? rogor xdeba mavani RerTis, saku-

1 Balibar, E.,  Spinoza and poliƟ cs, Verso, 2008, gv. 95.

2 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 26.

3 iqve, gv. 28.

4 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 28.
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Tari Tavisa da saganTa mravalferovnebis Semmecnebeli? deliozis azriT, 

eTikis didebuli metafizikuri Teoria, romelic substanciis erTianobas, 

atributebis1 Tanasworobas, paralelizms, imanenturobas moicavs, ar unda 

gamovyoT praqtikuli Tezisebisagan:
eTika aris wigni, romelic erTdroulad orjer daiwera: jer rogorc 

definiciebis, winadadebebis, demonstraciebis, daskvnebis gangrZobiTi na-

kadi, romelic didebul spekulaciur sakiTxebs gonebis mTeli simkacriT 

aviTarebs, xolo Semdeg rogorc sqolioebis damsxvreuli jaWvi, wyvetadi 

vulkanuri xazi. meore nakadi yovelTvis pirvelis qveSaa da gulis mTels 

brazs gamoxatavs (...). mTeli eTika imanenturobaSi voiaJia, magram imanen-

turoba TviT aracnobieria, misi dapyrobaa. eTikuri sixaruli spekulaciu-

ri hoyofiTobis korelatia.2

spinozas eTikis pirveli ganyofileba, romelic metwilad metafizikur 

spekulaciebs eTmoba, afeqtebis Teoriamde misasvleli xidia. SemTxveviTi 

arc is faqtia, rom eTikis dasasruli adamianis Tavisuflebis sakiTxis Sesa-

xebaa da rom iqve spinoza codnis mesame rigs, RmerTis inteleqtualur siy-

varuls ganixilavs. spinoza eTikis agebulebiT gviCvenebs, rom arsTa Wvre-

ta mxolod pasiuri vnebebis gadalaxvis Semdgom miiRweva. samyaros adekva-

turi aRqma, bunebis kanonzomierebis, wesrigis Secnoba TavisuflebasTanaa 

gadaxlarTuli. spinoza garkveulwilad epikures gzas gadis, rodesac is 

metafizikur Ziebas swored praqtikuli miznis gamo iwyebs, radgan pasiuri 

vnebebis aqtiurad gardaqmna bunebis adekvaturad Wvretis, samyaros gonis-

mierad Secnobis Sedegia, rac, Tavis mxriv, ukve aqtiur afeqts warmoadgens. 

borotisa da keTilis arsis problema spinozasTanborotisa da keTilis arsis problema spinozasTan

boroteba da sikeTe arqetipuli cnebebia, romliTac jer kidev arqaul 

periodSi mcxovrebi adamianebi samyaroSi arsebul movlenaTa interpreta-

cias da klasifikacias cdilobdnen. TiTqmis yvela Zveli xalxis miTosSi 

samyaros dasabamdeli viTareba qaosad aRiqmeba, romelsac wesrigi, Sesaqmis 

aqti, anacvlebs. qaosis, romelic yovelTvis borotebis gansaxierebaa, dam-

amarcxebeli da wesrigad gardamqneli gmiri ki sikeTesTanaa dakavSirebu-

1 atributis qveS me mesmis is, rasac goneba substanciis arsis kuTvnilebad moiaz-

rebs (EID4). atributebi ar arian emanaciis produqtebi, isini Tavis TavSi usasru-

loni arian. atributebi gamoxataven substancias, xolo modusebi, Tavis mxriv, 

atributebs. CvenTvis mxolod ori atributia moazrebadi – ganfenilobisa da az-

rovnebis, radgan Cven mxolod azrovneba da sxeuli varT. Tumca atributTa usas-

rulo raodenoba arsebobs, radgan TviT RmerTs aqvs absoluturad usasrulo mi-

marTeba, romelic verc ganfenilobiT amoiwureba da verc azrovnebiT. spinozas 

atributebis Teoria kategoriulad ewinaaRmdegeba emanaciisa da kreacionizmis 

Teorias, radgan atributebi substanciis imanenturia.

2 iqve, gv. 29.
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li. pirveli adamianis wadilic swored keTilisa da borotis Secnobaa, ra-

sac samoTxidan gamoZeveba mohyveba. ukve adreqristianul xanaSi boroteba 

personificirebul saxes iRebs: eSmaki vlindeba mRelvare bunebaSi, qariSx-

lebSi, miwisZvrebSi, zvavebSi, romlebic dablobebze eSveba, waqceul xeebSi, 

boboqar wyaldidobebSi,1 erTi sityviT, yvela im naturalistur xdomile-

baSi, romelsac pasiuri afeqtebis gamowveva SeuZlia. sainteresoa keTil-

isa da borotis gageba platonur tradiciaSi, romlis mixedviTac boroti 

an keTili qceva Semecnebis sakmarisobisa da arasakmarisobis sakiTxia.2 Se-

sabamisad, adamiani mxolod maSin sCadis borotebas, rodesac man ar icis 

sikeTis raoba. platonuri tradiciis mixedviT, borotebas ontologiuri 

safuZveli ar aqvs, is ubralod sikeTis naklebobis Sedegia. Sua saukuneebis 

tradiciaSi boroteba yofnis naklebobasTan, Sesabamisad, RmerTisgan gand-

gomad aRiqmeba. borotebis cnebis gadasinjva axali drois racionalistur 

TeoriaSi ganxorcielda, Tumca spinoza ara mxolod borotebis, aramed misi 

korelatis – sikeTis arsebobasac eWqveS ayenebs. spinozas azriT, boroteba 

ar arsebobs ara imis gamo, rom yofna mxolod sikeTes Seesabameba, an mxolod 

sikeTe awarmoebs yofnas, aramed imitom, rom yofna keTilisa da borotis 

miRmaa.3 miuxedavad imisa, rom spinoza sikeTisa da borotebis arss eTikaSic 

sakmaod mkafiod gansazRvravs, saintereso iqneba, Tuki am sakiTxis mimox-

ilvas blienbergTan korespondenciiT daviwyebT.

blienbergsa da spinozas Soris arsebuli korespondencia rva werilis-

gan Sedgeba. werilebSi ganxilvis mTavari sakiTxia borotebis arsi. blien-

bergi, moyvaruli kalvinisti Teologi, mimoweras zogadi kiTxviT iwyebs: 
rogor SeiZleba, rom RmerTi iyos `boroti nebis~ mizezi, rogoricaa adamis 

neba, SeWamos akrZaluli xili? spinoza pasuxobs: adamisadmi akrZalva mxo-

lod amisgan Sedgeba: RmerTi adams ucxadebs, rom am xis nayofis Wama iwvevs 

sikvdils, rogorc es xdeba Sxamis miRebisas, romlis Sesaxebac RmerTi bune-

brivi inteleqtis meSveobiT gvamcnobs (Spinoza, LeƩ er to Blyenberg, XIX). RmerTi 

am akrZalviT mxolod imas ambobs, rom am xilis Sedgeniloba adamis sxeu-

lis daSlas gamoiwvevs, xili imoqmedebs, rogorc dariSxani. Sedegad, spi-

nozas Tezisi SegviZlia ase CamovayaliboT: cudi unda aRviqvaT, rogorc 

intoqsikacia, mowamlva, mounelebloba, individualuri faqtoris gaTval-

iswinebiT, rogorc Seuwynarebloba da alergia.4 spinozas mier borotebis 

arsis naturalisturi axsna radikalurad cvlis metafizikur tradiciaSi 

damkvidrebul Sexedulebas, romelSic WeSmariteba evidenturi sawyisidan 

gamomdinareobs da Semecnebis procesi an mxolod ideaTa WvretasTan, an 

1 safranski r., boroteba anu Tavisuflebis drama, ilias saxelmwifo universite-

tis gamomcemloba, 2015, gv. 16.

2 iqve, gv. 26.

3 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 31.

4 iqve, gv. 31.
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kidev gamocxadebasTanaa dakavSirebuli. swored esaa mizezi imisa, rom ada-

mianebi borotebasa da sikeTeSi gaqvavebul, myar, abstraqtul saxeebs xeda-

vdnen. blienbergis morigi kiTxvac am konteqstSia dasmuli: Tu borotebis 

arss mxolod a posteriori, gamocdilebis Sedegad vimecnebT, maSin ra igulisx-

meba ̀ gamocxadebasa~ da misgan gamomdinare ̀ codnaSi~ (XX LeƩ er)? spinoza isev 

sxeulebriv mimarTebebs ubrundeba da amtkicebs, rom movlenis ragvaroba 

mxolod eqsperimentirebiT vlindeba, magram ra igulisxmeba TviTon sxeu-

lis mimarTebebSi? ras ganapirobeben isini?

yoveli ganfenili sagnis struqtura kompleqsuria, sxeulis nawilebs, 

romelTac, Tavis mxriv, kidev aqvT ufro mcire nawilebi, sxvadasxva mimarTe-

ba axasiaTebT (magaliTad, sisxli Sedgeba ujredebisagan da gamWvirvale 

siTxisgan, orive gansazRvravs sakuTar urTierTmimarTebebs, Tavis mxriv, 

sisxli cxovelis an adamianis sxeulis nawils Seadgens da a.S). mimarTeba aris 

sxeulis maformirebeli procesi, romlis gareSec struqturis sxvadasx-

va nawilebs erTmaneTTan kavSiri ar eqnebaT. amerikeli mkvlevari, jeison 

ridi wers, rom spinozasTvis kacobrioba mimarTebaa. mimarTebaTagan upir-

velesi sxeulis mimarTebebia, romlebic gonebis pirvelsawyis ideebs akon-

struireben. TviTon sxeuli sxva araferia, Tu ara moZraobisa da uZraobis 

mimarTebani, romlebic mudmivad gardaqmnas ganicdian da adamianis Zalau-

flebis xarisxsa da SesaZleblobas gansazRvraven.1 cxadia, mimarTebebSi 

mxo lod adamianisTvis sasicocxlod saWiro mimarTebebi ar igulisxmeba, 

sikvdilic mimarTebaTa erTobliobaa. sikvdili sxeulis nawilebis imgvari 

gansazRvrulobaa, romelSic sxeulis sxvadasxva nawilis moZraoba da uZ-

raoba gansxvavebul mimarTebas amyarebs (EIVP39S). sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, 

sikvdili aris sxeulis ganmsazRvreli, dominanturi urTierTmimarTebebis 

totaluri rRveva. es xdeba maSin, roca mimarTeba (is mimarTeba, romelsac 

cocxali sxeuli amyarebs), romelic, amavdroulad, maradiuli WeSmarite-

baa, konkretuli modusis SemTxvevaSi metad aRar aqtualizirdeba.2 Tum-

ca sikvdili, Tavis mxriv, axali mimarTebebis damyarebas niSnavs, rogorc 

sisxlis mowamvlisas misi ganmsazRvreli nawilebi gansxvavebul urTierT-

mimarTebebs adgenen (Tumca iseTs, romelic adamians klavs). sxeulebrivi 

mimarTebebi, Cvens winaaRmdegaa is Tu Cvens sasargeblod, Cveni sikvdilis 

Semdegac arseboben. bunebisTvis arc erTi mimarTeba ar aris TavisTavad 

boroti, Sesabamisad, ar arsebobs iseTi movlena, romelic Tavis singu-

larobaSi raime uaryofiTs Seicavdes. ubralod, arsebobs mdgomareoba, 

romelic konkretul viTarebaSi garkveuli sasruli modusisTvisaa cudi. 

amgvarad, Tu marad dadgenili WeSmariteba, mimarTeba da kanonzomiereba 

arsebobs, is mxolod bunebrivi kondiciebis qveS mJRavndeba, radgan konk-

retulobidan mowyvetili, abstraqtuli mimarTeba arafers gvaZlevs. sa-

1 Read, J.,  The PoliƟ cs of Transindividuality. Haymarket Books. 2015, gv. 27.

2 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 32.
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gulisxmoa is faqtic, rom adamiani mxolod misTvis saziano afeqtebis pa-

siuri mimRebi ar aris, aramed is TviTonac aris damangreveli mimarTebebis 

saTave. Cven ar varT mxolod moSxamulni, aramed momSxamavnic, Cven vmoq-

medebT, rogorc toqsinebi da Sxamebi1 (blienbergs am Tezisis sailustra-

ciod sami magaliTi mohyavs: mkvlelobis aqtiT me vanadgureb sxva sxeulis 

Tvisebriv mimarTebebs. qurdobis aqtiT vanadgureb im mimarTebas, romelic 

adamiansa da mis sakuTrebas akavSirebs. mruSobis aqtisas ki partniorebs So-

ris aRTqmas vangrev). magram Tu samyaro mimarTebebis, kompoziciisa da de-

kompoziciis procesis arealia, rogoraa SesaZlebeli naklisa da saTnoebis 

erTmaneTisagan garCeva? Tu mxolod dekompoziciisa da kompoziciis, Sesa-

bamisad, sxeulebis uTanxmoebisa da SeerTebis mimarTebani arseboben, maSin 

gamodis, rom samyaroSi yvelaferi homogenuria da mTeli samyaro CaeSveba 

samudamo, gangrZobiT dabneulobaSi, adamianebi cxovelebad gadaiqcevian 

(XX LeƩ er). am gamowvevaze pasuxs spinoza konkretuli magaliTebiT iwyebs da 

ixsenebs matricidis, neronisa da orestesis, or SemTxvevas. neronic da or-

estesic mkvlelobas sCadian, magram neronis SemTxveva aSkarad ufro sasti-

kad gveCveneba, ratom? sakiTxis ukeT sailustraciod, deliozi gvTavazobs 

erT-erT pasaJs eTikidan, sadac spinoza wers, rom cemis aqtSi SesaZloa ro-

gorc kargis, ise cudis gamorCeva. cemis aqtSi kargi aris is, rom Cems sxeuls 

am konkretuli qmedebisas SeuZlia garkveuli mimarTebis damyareba, magram 

cudia is, rom Cemi es mimarTeba sxvisi sxeulis dekompozicias iwvevs. mag-

aliTad, Cemi sxeuli imave mimarTebas amyarebs rkinis gamoWedvisas (raRacas 

urtyams, Tundac grdemlze arsebul rkinas), magram am SemTxvevaSi gare obi-

eqti dekompozicias ar ganicdis (SesaZloa sxeuli garkveul momentSi gan-

icdides dekompozicias, Tumca saboloo jamSi miviRebT nakeTobas, rome-

lic, piriqiT, kompoziciis Sedegia). nebismieri qmedebisas sxeuli ganicdis 

rogorc daSlas, ise SeerTebas, magram am momentSi mTavaria Cveni qmedebisas 

arsebuli Cvenive warmosaxva, xati imisa, rasac Sedegad viRebT, imis Sesa-

xeb, Tu ras miviRebT Sedegad, sxeulTa SeerTebas, kompozicias, Tu piriqiT 

– sawinaaRmdego urTierTqmedebas. orestesis SemTxvevaSi, klitemenstram 

(orestesis deda) mokla agamemnoni (orestesis mama). Sesabamisad, matrici-

dis aqtis Cadenisas orestesis warmodgena ukavSirdeboda agamemnons (war-

modgenaSi aq igulisxmeba is, rom orestesma swored agamemnonis gamo mok-

la deda, agamemnoni gaxda mkvlelobis mizezi), magram neronis SemTxvevaSi, 

mkvle lobis aqti mxolod da mxolod sakuTari dedis xats ukavSirdeba, ro-

melsac is (neroni) srulebiT anadgurebs (orestesis qmedebamac gamoiwvia 

sakuTari mSoblis dekompozicia, magram misi warmodgena, xati, ar ukavSir-

deba dedas, aramed gardacvlil mamas). Sesabamisad, naklsa da saTnoebas, is-

eve, rogorc kargsa da cud qmedebas Soris, namdvilad arsebobs gansxvave-

ba, magram es gansxvaveba ar gadis arc mxolod da mxolod qmedebaze da arc 

1 იქვე, გვ. 34.
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mxolod ganzraxvaze TavisTavad (araferi ganixileba, an ganisazRvreba ro-

gorc kargi an cudi TavisTavad).1 nakli da saTnoeba daiyvaneba warmodgen-

ebis, xatebis gansxvavebaze, radgan moqmedeba yovelTvis asocirdeba raimis 

warmodgenasTan, romlis mimarTebasac is (qmedeba) an Slis, an aerTebs. 

SesaZloa sxeulebrivi mimarTebebi, romlebic bunebis kanonis mixedviT 

erTdebian, ar scnoben borotis arsebobas da am Tvalsawieridan boroti 

ar arsebobs. magram SegviZlia ki igives Tqma sxeulis arsebTan dakavSire-

biT, romlebic swored xsenebul mimarTebebSi gamoxataven sakuTar Tavs? 

deliozis azriT, spinoza acnobierebs, rom ra drosac qmedebani da qcevani 

Tanabrad srulyofilebi arian, imave dros, SesaZloa TviTon moqmedi pirni, 

arsebi Tanabrad srulyofilni ar iyvnen da SesaZloa, singularuli arsebi 

imave gziT ar konstruirdebodnen, ra gziTac individualuri sxeulebrivi 

mimarTebani aigebian. Sesabamisad, Tu imas davuSvebT, rom arsi da sxeuli 

sxvadasxva kanonzomierebas emorCileba, maSin SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom 

zogierTi arsi TavisTavad borotia. magram, spinozas azriT, Tu zogierTi 

individis arsi mxolod danaSauls miekuTvneba da mxolod danaSaulTan na-

ziarebia, maSin aseTi adamianisTvis cudis Cadena saTnoebaa: Tu vinme xedavs, 

rom is Tavs ukeT grZnobs saxrCobelaze, vidre magidasTan, is sulelurad 

moiqceva, Tu ar wava da sakuTar Tavs TviTonve ar Camoikidebs. Tu vinmes 

hgonia, rom misi cxovreba ukeTesi gaxdeba, Tu is iTaRliTebs, maSin sisule-

le iqneba, Tuki is TaRliTad ar gardaiqmneba, radgan TaRliToba saTnoebaa 

im individisTvis, visi bunebac gaukuRmarTebulia.2 Tumca ra igulisxmeba 

im faqtSi, rom romelime arsi raimesTan naziarebia? is, rac SemxeblobaSia 

Cems arsTan, yovelTvis raRac garkveuli mdgomareobaa, sinamdvilea, rome-

lic sxeuls aqvs. Cemi arsi (essenƟ a obiecƟ va) im Zalauflebisagan Sedgeba, ro-

melic afeqtebis miReba-gacemas ganapirobebs. swored amitom, individi imis 

gamo ki ar aris boroti, rom mas boroti afeqtebi aqvs, piriqiT, is imis gamoa 

`boroti~, rom sapirispiro afeqtebi ar gaaCnia (brma swored imitom ver xe-

davs, rom sinaTlis afeqtebi ar aqvs). sxva sityvebiT, rogorc brma adami-

anze ver aficirebs sinaTle, iseve, cudis mqmnel adamianze ver moqmedebs 

gonebrivi sinaTle. Sesabamisad, konkretuli arsi ver iqneba boroti imis 

gamo, rom mas raRac ar aqvs. rogorc erTi konkretuli mimarTeba SeuZlebe-

lia iyos keTili, an boroti, igive vrceldeba arszec, romelic am mimarTe-

bebiT gamoixateba. Tu boroti arc mimarTebebSia da arc arsebSi, maSin ga-

modis, rom Cven misi danaxva mxolod urTierTmimarTebaTa SedarebiT Segvi-

Zlia, magram esec Secdomaa, radgan sxeulis aqtiuridan pasiur afeqtebze 

gadasvla, mxolod Zalauflebriv sibrtyeSi gansaxilveli sakiTxia da ara 

moralur kategoriebze dafuZnebuli ram. aqedan gamomdinare, boroteba 

yvela Tvalsazrisis mixedviT araraa, radgan yofna sakuTari Tavis, an sxvis 

1 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 36.

2 Deleuze G., Spinoza: PracƟ cal Philosophy, City Lights Publishers, 1988, gv. 38.



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, 11, 2021

150

gamoxatvas niSnavs. boroteba araraa, is gamouxatvelia. is arafers gamoxa-

tavs. boroteba arc SeerTebis da arc dekompoziciis mimarTebas, arc ra imis 

arss, arc erTi mdgomareobidan meore mdgomareobaSi gadasvlis process 

ar gamoxatavs. borotebis cneba SesaZloa mxolod araadekvaturi ideidan, 

Sesabamisad, pasiuri afeqtebidan warmoiSvas. borotisa da keTilis katego-

riebiT samyaros Sefaseba yovelTvis garegan xdomilebebze damokidebule-

bas niSnavs, swored amitom wers spinoza eTikaSi: 
adamianebi Tavisufalni rom dabadebuliyvnen, keTilisa da boro-

tis cnebebs manam ar gamoigonebdnen, sanam Tavisuflebas ar dakargavdnen 

(IVEP68).
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E – Ethics (Ethica)
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Spinoza, Baruch. 1992. Ethics: with the TreaƟ se on the EmendaƟ on of the Intellect and Selected 

LeƩ ers.Translated by Samuel Shirley. HackeƩ  Publishing Company.

David Galashvili

UNDERSTANDING OF ETHICAL IN SPINOZA’S THOUGHT

summary

There may be so many Philosophers and thinkers whose theory and teaching cursed and 

condemned but Spinoza’s case is special among them. The main reasons for condemnaƟ on and 

incriminaƟ on were Spinoza’s Materialism, Imoralism, and Atheism, since Dutch philosopher was 

the fi rst to doubt Holy Scripture’s truth and whose doctrine refers to God as the immanent cause 

of every mode in the universe. The pracƟ cal aim of philosophy for Spinoza is to free every human 

from any supersƟ Ɵ ons, any ideological dogmas: `What is opposed to Nature is not Culture, nor 

the state of reason, nor even the civil State, but only the supersƟ Ɵ on that threatens all human 

endeavour.” The source of supersƟ Ɵ ons is passive aff ects (passions), which we face only when we 

are the parƟ al cause of some event. To avoid passive aff ects, it is needful to adequately perceive 

nature. Instead of talking about consciousness, emphasizing the primacy of spirit over the body, 

the premises of adequately conceiving of nature means to take an interest in the power of the 

body, since nobody has yet defi ned the limits of body’s possibility: `However, nobody as yet has 

determined the limits of the body’s capabiliƟ es: that is, nobody as yet has learned from experience 

what the body can and can not do” (EIIIP2S). For metaphysical tradiƟ on, it is characterisƟ c that 
compared to body spirit has sacred aims and obligaƟ ons, while the body is mundane and impedes 

the spirit in the process of perfecƟ on. According to the French philosopher, Gilles Deleuze, moral 
evaluaƟ on of the world is based on the assumpƟ on that while body acts spirit is suff ering and vice 

versa. For instance, Rene Descartes has wriƩ en in The passions of Soul that `we should recognize 

that passions in the soul are usually acƟ ons in the body.” According to Descartes, if we want to 

clear up the funcƟ ons and possibility of Body we should predicate it with everything which is in cor-
respondence with its character and when we think about Spirit it must be predicated with anything 

which is behind Bodily dimension. Hence, we can conclude that Descartes’s way of clarifi caƟ on is 

abstract and it is detached from any concrete event. Conversely, Spinoza’s idea of Parallelism not 
only rejects Body-Spirit direct interacƟ on but also stresses that order of our Bodily passions and 

acts is the same as the order of Spiritual acts (EIII2S). According to Spinoza, if we want to defi ne the 

possibility of the reason we should apprehend its objects, Bodies (If the body were not the object 
of the human mind, the ideas of the aff ecƟ ons of the body would not be in God (EIIP13P)) since the 

reason is more omnipotent when the body produces more aff ects and also gains it. Through the 

body, we can conceive the Mind’s power but frequently humans have a very obscure idea about 
their bodily possibiliƟ es (EIIP13S). To perceive the possibiliƟ es of Reason, to defi ne its power, at 
fi rst, we should apprehend Bodily interacƟ ons and relaƟ ons, hence we should answer to a ques-
Ɵ on: What can a Body do?



152

kulturul-esTetikuri paradigma

CULTURALͳAESTHETICAL PARADIGM

irma wereTeli irma wereTeli 

arnold geleni kulturis Sesaxeb

adamianis da adamianTan dakavSirebuli fenomenebis kvleva filosofiis 

mTel istorias wiTel xazad gasdevs, Tumca anTropologia, rogorc filo-

sofiuri disciplina, mogvianebiT Camoyalibda. maqs SelerTan, plesnerTan 

da sxva moazrovneebTan erTad, mis gamorCeul warmomadgenlebs Soris ar-

nold gelensac asaxeleben. 

namdvilad unda daveTanxmoT cnobil qarTvel filosofoss zurab ka-

kabaZes, romelic SeniSnavs, rom `Cven adamianebi varT da cxadia, adamiani 

CvenTvis yvelaze axlo sagania, magram es rodi niSnavs imas, rom amis gamo is 

CvenTvis yvelaze metad da yvelaze kargad nacnobia~.1 garda imisa, rom Cveni 

mzera gare samyaroze ufroa mimarTuli, vidre sakuTar Tavze, `yvela arse-

bulTa Soris yvelaze rTuli arsebulebi varT da amdenad, SemecnebisaTvis 

SedarebiT Zneli misawvdomebic~.2 

Tavisi naSromis winasityvaobaSi `adamianis adgili kosmosSi~ m. Seleri 

siamovnebiT aRniSnavda, rom filosofiuri anTropologiis problemebma ga-

dainacvles uSualod filosofiuri problematikis centrSi da Tumca, ada-

mianis arsebis suraTis Seqmnaze, filosofosTa wris garda, muSaoben biol-

ogebi, sociologebi, medikosebi, fsiqologebi, `CvenTvis cnobili istoriis 

manZilze adamianis TviTproblematuroba dRes maqsimaluri aRmoCndeba~.3 

amasve aRniSnavs arnold geleni mis naSromSi `anTropologiis isto-

riisaTvis~, romelic 1957 wels gamoica. igi yuradRebas miaqcevs adamianis 

Semswavleli sxvadasxva mecnierebis TanamSromlobas, rac me-19 saukunis 

bolosTvisaa maxasiaTebeli da Semdeg gayveba im konkretuli mecnierebebis 

ganviTarebas, romlebic adamianze mimarTuli kvlevebis safuZvelze aRmo-

cendnen da romelTa gamocalkevebam filosofiuri anTropologiis, ro-

gorc calke disciplinis, dafuZnebas daudo saTave. genetikis, eTnologi-

is, istoriis, medicinis da statistikis gverdiT, geleni daasaxelebs soci-

alur anTopologias da kulturis anTropologias da am ukanasknels ̀ kvle-

vis Zalian saintereso mimarTulebas uwodebs~. im mecnierebis SinaarsSi, ro-

melic adamianiTaa dakavebuli, arnold geleni biologiur da kulturul- 

mecnierul Tematikas aRmoaCens. ori sxvadasxva mxridan danaxuli es sagani 

SemTxveviTi araa. `adamiani kompleqsuri arsebaa, romelSic, rogorc Cans, 

es orive aspeqti Tanabari mniSvnelobisaa~.4 

1 z. kakabaZe, rCeuli filosofiuri Sromebi, baTumi, 2012, gv. 247
2 aqve, gv. 248

3 Шелер М. Избран. Произведения. М.1994. gv.132

4 iqve, gv. 92
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geleni svams kiTxvas, xom ar iqneboda mizanSewonili adamianis sura-

Tis misaRebad kvlevis es ori aspeqti isev SegveerTebina, riTic adamianis                

kulturul-SemoqmedebiTi buneba da biologiuri struqtura ormxrivad 

axs nida erTmaneTs.1

gelens surs, aCvenos specifikurad filosofiur-anTropologiuri 

xedva da istoriul eqskurss miubrundeba. igi yuradRebas miaqcevs im ga-

re moebas, rom Zalian didxans, me-17 saukunemde, adamiani saerTo sagnad mi-

aCndaT Teologias da filosofias. Sesabamisad, manamde ar arsebobda fi-

losofiuri anTropologia, rogorc mecniereba. TeologiaSi arsebobda 

kiTxva adamianis Sesaxeb, magram es ar ukavSirdeboda ganviTarebis ideas da 

gamocdilebaze damyarebul mecnierebas, aramed aq saqme gvqonda dogmatur 

SexedulebasTan.2 dekartem moaxdina am Teologiuri kavSirebisagan eman-

sipireba da adamianis gagebaSi dualizmis wina planze wamoweva, Tumca ger-

manul idealizmSi isev moxda adamianis spiritualizeba da TeologiasTan 

mibruneba.3 Teologiisagan emansipaciis Semdeg adamiani axal kategoriebSi 

unda ganisazRvros da geleni Tvlis, rom dekartes formulam, romliTac 

adamiani ganisazRvra, rogorc `manqana, romelSic ukvdavi suli cxovrobs~, 

daafuZna mecnierebaTa ori rigis, kerZod, bunebismecnierebebis da gonis 

mecnierebebis arseboba da amiTaa ganpirobebuli am kartezianuli Tezisis 

xangrZlivi mniSvneladobac.4

rogorc geleni aRniSnavs, 1928 wels gamosulma Seleris naSromma `ada-

mianis adgili kosmosSi~ Semobruneba moaxdina adamianis kvlevis saqmeSi 

da adamianis RmerTTan mimarTebis kvleva imiT Canacvlda, rom adamianis 

da cxovelis arsebiT Sedarebaze gakeTda aqcenti. is, rac xarisxobrivad 

gamoarCevs adamians cxovelisagan, aris ara inteligenci, mexsiereba an 

iaraRebis moxmareba, aramed goni, riTic mas Seswevs unari, gaTavisufldes 

sicocxleze, biologiurze damokidebulebis tvirTisagan. adamians Seu-

Zlia gaasagnos garemo, daupirispirdes mas, amaRldes ltolvebze damok-

idebulebaze da sakuTari Tavisganac ki distancirdes, Seqmnas Tavisi `sam-

yaro~. es aqcevs mas moralur arsebad. `adamiani aris sicocxlisadmi `uaris 

mTqmeli~, yovel SemTxvevaSi, aqvs amis SesaZlebloba da unari, principulad 

asketurad moiqces da daTrgunos an marTos ltolviTi impulsebi sakuTar 

TavSi~5, – arnold gelenis es sityvebi Zalian kargad gadmoscems Seleris 

anTropologiis arss. gelens miaCnia, rom es Tezisebi damarwmunebelia da 

ostaturadaa warmodgenili, magram, Tvlis, rom amiT Selerma ki ar daZlia 

sulisa da sxeulis manamde arsebuli dualizmi, aramed waanacvla sxeulisa 

da gonis dualizmisaken da gaamZafra kidec imiT, rom goni sicocxlis prin-

1 iqve gv. 92

2 iqve, gv. 92 

3 iqve, gv. 94

4 iqve, gv. 94

5 Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000, s. 95
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cips daupirispira, gaitana is samyaros gareT da metafizikuri datvirTva 

mianiWa.1

miuxedavad am TiTqmis ramdenime saukunovani istoriuli eqskursisa, 

arnold gelenis azriT, adamianis gagebaSi dualizmis farglebSi vrCebodiT 

da Seleris Tezisic ver iyo damajerebeli. geleni cdilobs, anTropolo-

giaSi kantis magvari Semobruneba gaakeTos da kiTxva sxvagvarad dasvas. mas 

surs, monaxos iseTi gasaRebi – Tema, romelic saerTod ar gaaCens sxeulisa 

da sulis dualizmis ganxilvis saWiroebas da, rac mTavaria, es axsna unda 

eyrdnobodes gamocdilebiseul mecnierebas, Tu gvinda Tavidan aviciloT 

upasuxo metafizikuri kiTxvebi. amgvar Temad gelens `moqmedebis~ cneba 

miaCnia, romelic adamianis miznebisaTvis bunebis gardaqmnaze mimarTul 

qmedebas gulisxmobs.2

amasTan geleni inarCunebs SelerTan dawyebul or Teziss: adamianis da 

cxovelis Sedarebas da adamianis samyarosadmi Riaobas. geleni kidev erTx-

el usvams xazs adamianis iseT Tvisebebs, rogoricaa misi naklovani aRWur-

viloba organuli iaraRebiT Tu organuli dacvis saSualebebiT, misi in-

stinqtebis arasaimedooba – yvelaferi es aZlevs mas safuZvels, adamians 

`naklovani arseba~ uwodos da gaimeoros jer kidev herderis mier gamoye-

nebuli cneba.3 adamiani, romelic veluri bunebis pirispir SiSveli dgas, 

Tavisi naklovani instinqtebiT da TanSobili bunebiT, SeiZleba iTqvas, si-

cocxlisunariani ar aris. am naklovanebis kompensireba xdeba sicocxlis 

SenarCunebis gardauvali aucileblobidan gamomdinare – ise Secvalos da 

gardaqmnas buneba, rom Tavad sicocxlis Sansebi eZleodes samyarosadmi 

Riaobis wyalobiT. es Riaoba ki, Tavis mxriv, iseTi unarebiT xdeba SesaZle-

beli, rogoricaa moZraobebis plastiuroba, inteligenci, samyaros da sa-

kuTari Tavis gasagnebis unari.4

am SemTxvevaSi CvenTvis gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania is, rom arnold 

geleni `moqmedebas~ ganmartavs, rogorc `kulturis damfuZnebel, bunebis 

gardaqmnis biologiurad aucilebel process~, romlis gareSe adamiani ar 

iqneboda sicocxlisunariani.5 moqmedebis, rogorc adamianis sulisa da 

sxeulis erTianobis gamomxatveli `samoqmedo wris~ TvalsaCinoebisaT-

vis, geleni Zveli sasaxlis karis gaRebis magaliTs moiyvans. roca ramden-

jerme movsinjavT gasaRebs da misi gadatrialebis morig mcdelobebs im 

signalebis Semdeg mivmarTavT, romelsac Cveni grZnobadoba da goneba gvaw-

vdis. am magaliTze kargad Cans, rom am dros procesebis sxeulebrivad da 

sulierad dayofa arafris momcemi iqneboda, amaze refleqsia da yuradRe-

1 iqve, gv. 96

2 iqve, gv. 97

3  Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000, s. 98
4 iqve, gv.98

5 iqve, gv.98
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bis gamaxvileba ki mxolod xelisSemSleli. geleni fiqrobs, rom amiT aCven-

ebs da mTlianad gamoricxavs sxeulisa da gonis dualizmis saWiroebas.1

Tavisi azrebis gasamyareblad, geleni imowmebs avstriel zoologs oto 

Stroxs, romelic yuradRebas miaqcevs cxovelis TanSobili motorikis 

SezRudul mravalferovnebas. am SezRudulobasTan SedarebiT, xazi gaes-

meba adamianis motorikis plastiurobas da usazRvro mravalferovnebas, 

rasac adasturebs yoveli xelovanis, sportsmenis Tu xelosnis yoveldRi-

uri saqmianoba. amis Sedegia swored profesiaTa arsebuli mravalferov-

neba. gele nis azriT, Stroxis es mosazreba kargad jdeba mis sqemaSi, sadac 

adamiani da cxoveli dapirispirebulia, cxovels misi qcevisa da grZno-

badi unarebis SezRuduloba miewereba, adamiani ki Tavisi plastiurobisa 

da grZnobadi unarebis farTo speqtriT gamoirCeva, romelic aZlevas mas 

saSualebas, daZlios Tavisi biologiuri konstituciis riskianoba da ise 

gardaqmnas bu neba, rom sinamdvilesTan adaptacia da sicocxlis saimedoo-

ba uzrunvelyos.2

filosofiuri Tezisebis gansamtkiceblad aqve moyvanilia kidev erTi, 

amjerad Sveicarieli zoologis – portmanis Tvalsazrisi da aRwera ada-

mianis cxovrebis pirveli wlisa, romelsac is embrionalur wels uwodebs 

da rodesac swavlis situaciaSi, garemos gavleniT xorcieldeba ZiriTadi 

momwifebis procesebi. garemos es mswavleli gavlena da adamianis daswav-

lis unari mTlianad CaSenebulia misi biologiuri ganviTarebis procesSi. 

geleni svams mniSvnelovan kiTxvas: ar SeiZleba adamianis gansakuTre-

buli, ganumeorebeli da yvelasgan gansxvavebuli biologiuri pirobebidan 

gavigoT, ratom aris adamiani kulturuli arseba?!3 metafizikuri kiTxve-

bis gamoricxviT da dualizmis Tavidan acilebiT, geleni fiqrobs, rom as-

parezi dauTmo anatomias, fsiqologias, enaTmecnierebas da, amavdroulad, 

gamoaTavisufla adgili zogadi kulturis mecnierebisaTvis.4

geleni xatovan asociacias moitans kulturis dasaxasiaTeblad. igi 

kulturas adamianis mier `samyaroSi agebul budes~ uwodebs da kidev da 

kidev xazs usvams, rom kulturis Seqmna sasicocxlod aucilebelia adami-

anisaTvis, radgan adamians aklia bunebaze biologiuri morgebuloba da Se-

sabamisad, daculoba.5

garda imisa, rom primitiuli xalxebis droidan moyolebuli adamiani 

qmnis sxvadasxva iaraRs da teqnikur saSualebebs, kulturas miakuTvnebs 

geleni `axlad formirebuli bunebis~ iseT saxes, rogoricaa qorwineba, 

ojaxi, socialuri wesrigi da sxva insitutebi. kulturisgan arc miTologi-

1 iqve, gv. 99

2 Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000, S. 100
3 iqve, gv. 101

4 iqve, gv. 102

5 iqve, gv. 102
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isa da religiis Sinaarsebia gamoricxuli.1 TviT ritualuri moqmedebebic 

ki adamianis, rogorc moqmedi arsebis gagebaSi Tavsdeba da amiT eTnologi-

isa da kulturis mecnierebaTa mTeli sisrule SeiZleba moazrebuli iqnas 

aRniSnul sqemaSi. 

arnold geleni saubrobs primitiuli kulturebis Sesaxeb da daaskvnis, 

rom `adamianuri kultura mdgomareobs mowesrigebulobasa da stabili-

zirebaSi~.2 adamianis gulSi arsebuli qaosic ki am wesrigisa da stabiluro-

bis farglebSi moeqceva, rac gelenis azriT, gangrZobadobas da progno-

zirebadobis miRwevis mcdelobaa.

amdenad, avtoris rwmeniT, yvela saxis ideaTa sistema Tavis stabiluro-

bas, droisaTvis gamZleobas institutebs unda umadlodes, romlebSic es 

ideebi sistematizirebuli saxiT arian mocemulni. 

TviT pirovnulobis cnebasac ki geleni institutebs ukavSirebs. es 

ukanasknelni qmnian swored pirovnulobis xarisxis ganviTarebis Sesa-

Zleblobas. Tumca, gelenis azriT, institutebi garkveuli azriT Cvens 

sqematizirebas axdenen, Cvens azrovnebas da grZnobebs daRs asvamen da ti-

purad aqceven, miuxedavad amisa, maT gareSe SeuZlebeli iqneboda energiis 

rezervebis mopoveba da produqtiulobis miRweva. 3

geleni Tvlis, rom kulturuli miRwevebi adamianisaTvis fundamentu-

ri mniSvnelobis mqonea. maT gareSe adamianis eqsistencia mouazrebadia da 

amdenad, gansxvaveba bunebriv da kulturul adamians Soris arazusti da 

mcda ria. arsebobda da arsebobs mxolod kulturuli kacobrioba, Tum-

ca sxva dasxva etapze kulturuli miRwevebis araCveulebriv gansxvavebas 

hqonda adgili. yoveli kultura mxolod mis mier gamomuSavebul normebs, 

samarTlis, qorwinebis formebs, interesTa Skalas da grZnobebs cnobs 

bunebrivad, sxva kulturis an sazogadoebis formebs ki ganicdis, rogorc 

gamousadegars, arabunebrivs, saxeSecvlils, uRvTosac ki.4

germaneli anTropologi ixsenebs adamianis nicSeseul gansazRvrebas, 

romelic am arsebas `daudgenel cxovelad~ axasiaTebs, rac gelenisTvis 

sakmaod SemaSineblad JRers. 

magram igi madlieria kulturis mkvlevrebisa, romlebic ufro adamian-

is gamomgoneblobas da genialobas usvamen xazs. misi azriT, Tu adamiani sam-

yarosadmi gaxsnili arsebaa, Tu is garegani movlenebis mxriv gansazRvrulia 

Tavis moqmedebebSi, Tu is instinqtebiT Raribia da arasaimedo mdgomareo-

baSia, maSin misi mowyvladoba mTavar maxasiaTeblad iqceva.5 geleni mniS-

1 iqve, gv.102

2  Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000 , S. 103

3 A. Gehlen, Mensch und InsƟ tuƟ onen, Philosophische Anthropologie, Philipp Reclam jun. StuƩ gart, 
2006, S. 29-30.

4 A. Gehlen. Anthropologische Forschung. Rowohlt. 1965.S. 80
5 Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000 S. 104
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vnelovan gadasvlas akeTebs, kerZod, morali Semoaqvs imgvar instanciad, 

romelic stabilizaciis marcvals gaaCens adamianSi da romelmac qcevis 

saimedooba unda uzrunvelyos. geleni aqac saubrobs garegan sayrdenebze, 

rogoricaa sazogadoebaSi arsebuli institutebi, kanonebi, organizaciebi, 

qcevis stili, romelic safuZvlad udevs ekonomikur, politikur, social-

ur da religiur wesrigs. `isini sarwmunod xdian moralis Sinagan mxaresac 

ki~.1 mTeli kacobriobis istoria da kulturis istoria aCvenebs, rom Tu 

am institutebs gamovacliT ama Tu im xalxebs, maSinve davuqvemdebarebT 

qaoss, arasaimedoobas da gadagvarebas. amis magaliTad asaxelebs is evro-

pelebis gavlenebs bunebrivad mcxovreb xalxebze. 

adamianis mTliani organizaciis axsna moqmedebidan vrceldeba moral-

ze, moicavs mis ama Tu im gagebas. `moralis~ cnebas geleni `disciplinis~ 

cnebiT cvlis. adamianis, rogorc kulturis Semqmneli da disciplinis 

mqone arsebis cnebas Zala aqvs yvelgan da yovelTvis Cveni gamocdilebis 

farglebSi. es gamoarCevs mas cxovelisagan da gansazRvravs kidec.

geleni Tvlis, rom SeZlo, erTmaneTTan daekavSirebina biologiuri da 

kulturis mecnieruli ganxilva, amasTan Tavidan aecilebina dualistu-

ri sqema da metafizikasTan dabruneba da amas moqmedebis cnebas umadlis, 

romelic qmnis xids adamianis ganxilvis biologiuri Tvalsazrisidan kul-

turis mecnierebebamde.2 

ra unda iTqvas gelenis erT-erTi mTavari debulebis Sesaxeb, romliTac 

is gveubneba, rom adamiani naklovani arsebaa?

Cveni azriT, es debuleba calmxrivia. ra Tqma unda, morfologiurad 

adamiani, cxovelTan SedarebiT, naklebad aris Seguebuli garemosTan, misi 

organoebi ar aris specializebuli, mas naklebi instinqtebi aqvs da a. S. ma-

gram mas aqvs iseTi unari – goni, cnobiereba, cnebiTi azrovneba, romelic 

cxovels, ara gaaCnia. 

adamians aqvs goni, e.i. Tavisufleba. adamiani TviTon msjelobs, Tvi-

Ton wyvets mis winaSe arsebul yvela rTul amocanas. instinqtebiT Raribia, 

radgan mas, rogorc gonis mqones, ukve ar esaWiroeba instinqtebis is ra-

odenoba, romelic cxovels aqvs. adamiani imitom ki araa goniT dajildoe-

buli, rom is instinqtebiT Raribia, rogorc amas a. geleni fiqrobs, aramed 

piriqiT: is imitomaa instinqtebiT Raribi, rom gonis mqonea. am azriT, ada-

miani sulac ar aris `naklovani arseba~. 

sruliad samarTlianad migvaCnia m. landmanis Sexeduleba imis Sesaxeb, 

rom yvela movlenas aqvs Tavisi imanenturi azri da igi mxolod Tavis Tav-

idan unda aixsnas, adamiansac da cxovelsac aqvs erTmaneTisagan gansxvave-

buli konstitucia, magram es ar niSnavs naklovanebas. 3

1 iqve, gv.104

2 Philosophische Anthropologie, Hg. von Werner Schuessler, Freiburg/München, 2000 , S. 106 

3  Landmann M. Philosophische Anthropologie. Band 156/156 a, Berlin 1969. S. 162
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adamianis pasuxismgeblobas geleni aRiarebs mxolod sakuTar sxeule-

briobasTan da sicocxlesTan kavSirSi. is kargavs zneobriobis namdvil ar-

sebas, inarCunebs mxolod egoistur pasuxismgeblobas. 

Tavis werilSi `adamiani da buneba~ T. buaCiZe mianiSnebs im garemoeba-

ze, rom bunebasTan cud Seguebas, adamianis erTgvar Camouyalibeblobas da 

mis bedze bunebis nakleb zrunvas adamianisaTvis negatiuri Tavisuflebis 

mniSvneloba aqvs. `adamiani Tavisufalia bunebis determinaciisagan, ma-

gram is aqtiurad unda iyos – swored aq vlindeba adamianis Tavisuflebis 

dadebiTi mniSvneloba: adamianis goni Tavisufalia ara mxolod raimesagan, 

aramed is Tavisufalia raimesaTvis. Tu goni arafers Seqmnis, adamiani daiR-

upeba. Semoqmedebis gareSe adamiani arsebobasac ver SeinarCunebs... person-

aluri goni SemoqmedebiTia – is fiqrobs, azrovnebs, axorcielebs Tavis 

Canafiqrs. ase iqneba meore, bunebisagan gansxvavebuli samyaro, kultura.... 

sadac buneba dums, iq kulturis fenomenebis Seqmnis meSveobiT gonma unda 

ilaparakos~.1 amdenad, mkvlevari gelens eTanxmeba adamianis da cxovelis 

konstituciis Sedarebisas, magram amas adamianis naklovanebad ki ara, upi-

ratesobad ganixilavs da ar SeiZleba amaSi ar daveTanxmoT. 

zurab kakabaZis azriT, adamiani arsebobs garkveul pirobebSi, garemom-

cvel samyaroSi; misi arseboba, misi cxovreba aris garkveuli saxis urTier-

Toba garemomcvel samyarosTan. amaSi jer araferia adamianisaTvis specifi-

kurad damaxasiaTebeli. nivTic mudam garemomcvel pirobebSi da maTTan 

urTierTobaSi arsebobs. nivTis arsebobis wesi SeiZleba daxasiaTdes, ro-

gorc `gansazRvrulobis tendencia~, `inertuloba~, `mocemuli mdgomare-

obis SenarCunebisaken swrafva~, `garedan gansazRvruloba~, gare pirobebis 

mimarT `indiferentuloba~da amdenad, SezRuduloba. 2 amasTan SedarebiT, 

cxovelis urTierToba samyarosadmi `nivTierebaTa cvlis~ da am wonaswo-

robis SenarCunebis urTierTobaa. adamianis specifikur-arsebiTi daxasi-

aTeba ki swored garesamyarosadmi aqtiur-gardamqmneli damokidebulebaa. 

mxolod adamians axasiaTebs SiSi miRweuli sazRvrebis daurRvevlobisa da, 

maSasadame, usasrulobis perspeqtivis dakargvis winaSe. adamians swored 

gansazRvruloba-SezRuduloba, anu Tavisuflebis aRkveTa, Semoqmedebi-

Ti aqtivobisa da sxva adamianebTan, sazogadoebasTan Sinagani gaerTianebis 

SesaZleblobaTa aRkveTa aSinebs. `adamians eSinia araTavisuflebisa da 

`miniTavisuflebisa~... sikvdilis SiSi Tavisuflebis dakargvis SiSia. CvenSi 

arsebuli dauokebeli mowodeba sicocxlisa aris mowodeba TviTmoZrao-

bisaken~3, maSasadame, Semoqmedebisaken, kulturis Seqmnisaken da es Semo-

1 kultura, filosofia, Rirebulebebi, baTumi, savle wereTlis filosofiis in-

stituti, SoTa rusTavelis saxelmwifo universitetis filosofiis departamen-

ti,  2009, gv. 30-31

2 zurab kakabaZe, rCeuli filosofiuri Sromebi, erTtomeuli, gamomcemloba SoTa 

rusTavelis saxelmwifo universiteti, baTumi, 2012, gv. 270-271

3 iqve, gv.271
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qmedebiTi swrafva ar SeiZleba daiyvanebodes naklovani instinqturi aR-

Wurvilobis kompensaciamde. 

rogorc mkvlevrebi SeniSnaven, `moqmedebaze yuradRebis gamaxvilebiT 

gelenma ufro naTeli gaxada pasuxi kiTxvaze: rogor cxovrobs adamiani? ma-

gram upasuxod datova kiTxva: ra aris adamiani?~1 

geleni samarTlianad miuTiTebs, rom adamianis gansakuTrebuli adgi-

li marto enis, gonis da TviTcnobierebis arsebaSi ar mdgomareobs, magram 

biologiuri mxare masTan marTlac gadametebul mniSvnelobas iZens. sinam-

dvileSi, kulturisa da sxva msgavsi institutebis arseboba SesaZlebelia 

imdenad, ramdenadac adamiani goniT dajildoebuli arsebaa. cnobierebis 

arseboba moxsnis instinqtebis saWiroebas da ara piriqiT. kultura, reli-

gia, zneoba, samarTali da a.S. ar SeiZleba iyos mxolod kompensacia biolo-

giuri araspecializirebulobisa. adamians aqvs specifikuri unari – goni. 

goni batonobs Semecnebis, esTetikis da eTikis sferoSi. sabolood, adami-

anis yoveli moqmedeba eTikurad unda gamarTldes. 

Tamaz buaCiZis aRniSnavs adamianis unarze, maRal RirebulebaTa gamo 

uari Tqvas sicocxleze, iyos absoluturad uangaro, `gelenis biologiz-

mma ki uangaroba ar icis~.2 missave sityvebs rom davesesxoT, `Rirebulebebs 

azri aqvT imdenad, ramdenadac arseboben goniTi arsebebi – adamianebi... 

adamiania is arseba, romelsac esmis jerarsis moTxovna, realuri gaxados 

is, rac idealuri mniSvnelobis mqonea~.3 

ramdenadac Rirebulebas ar aqvs aucilebeli ganxorcielebis moTxov-

na, igi utovebs kidec adamianebs Tavisuflebas, arCevanis SesaZleblobas, 

SesaZleblobas imisa, rom amaRldes vitalobaze, icxovros intensiuri go-

niTi cxovrebiT.

Irma Tsereteli

ARNOLD GEHLEN’S UNDERSTANDINGS OF CULTURE

Summary

This paper provides an understanding of culture by Arnold Gehlen, one of the disƟ nguished 

representaƟ ves of philosophical anthropology. To understand and conceptualize this issue it is 

mandatory and necessary to defi ne the main concepts and thesis of Gehlen’s biological anthropol-
ogy in order to imagine the whole scope and meaning of his philosophical theory. 

The arƟ cle begins with an understanding of a human being as a philosophical problem. Then 

introduces the understanding of human as a `defi cient” being and `non-idenƟ fi ed” creature in 

Gehlen’s philosophical anthropology. 

1 Diskusion-Uber die Philosophische Anthropologie vin Arnold Gehlen.  Von Amelise mahn. Tubin-
gen.1950, S.92

2 Tamaz buaCiZe, Tanamedrove dasavluri filosofiis saTaveebTan, gamomcemloba 

Capre Diem, Tbilisi, 2013, S. 355. 

3 Tamaz buaCiZe, `adamiani, individi, pirovneba~ Tb. 1987. gv.41
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In order to understand the meaning of culture and to avoid the dualism, Gehlen provides the 

understanding of human as an ̀ acƟ ng being”. The concept of acƟ vity serves as a bridge connecƟ ng 

purely biological perspecƟ ve of human with the cultural sciences. 

Gehlen compares the biological structures of humans and animals, their adaptaƟ on to the liv-
ing environment and the condiƟ ons for their survival. He considers, that culture has fundamental 
meaning for human, because a human -like defi cient creature can only survive by creaƟ ng culture. 

According to Gehlen, culture is a kind of compensaƟ on for human physical imperfecƟ on. 

He talks about the stabilizing role of insƟ tuƟ ons for human society. He replaces the phenom-
enon of morality with discipline. He understands morality as a condiƟ on for the stabilizaƟ ons of 
human behavior. 

The paper presents an assessment of Arnold Gehlen’s biological point of view by various re-
searchers. There is it provided the Georgian researchers Z. Kakabadze and T. Buachidze’s views on 

the importance of the mind-principal in human, which gives him the right to be a creaƟ ve being 

and it is understood as a condiƟ on of posiƟ ve freedom of the human being. All this indicates that 
human is above the insƟ ncƟ ve provision characterisƟ c of an animal. 

Gehlen rightly points to the various peculiariƟ es of human existence, but the maintenance of 
life with him is considered the only and highest value. Everything else, including morality are the 

possibility to achieve the goals and make human as an object of one-side, biological discussion. 
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levan beburiSvililevan beburiSvili

solomon dodaSvilis esTetikur-literaturuli TvalTaxedva

qarTuli filosofiis istoriaSi gamorCeuli adgili ukavia solomon 

dodaSvils, filosofoss, mwerals, pedagogs, mravaldargovan swavluls, 

romelic XIX saukunis qarTul sazogadoebriv azrovnebaSi evropeizmis 

erT-erT fuZemdeblad gvevlineba.

solomon dodaSvilis mravalmxrivi filosofiuri da literaturu-

li memkvidreoba didi xania, iqca mecnieruli Seswavlis obieqtad. gamo-

qveynebulia araerTi sayuradRebo gamokvleva s. dodaSvilis msoflmxedv-

elobis, misi azrovnebis wyaroebis, literaturuli Sexedulebebis Sesaxeb, 

Tumca calkeuli sakiTxebi kvlav saWiroebs Tanamedrove Teoriul-meTod-

ologiuri TvalTaxedviT siRrmiseul gaSuqebas, ramdenadac dodaSvilis 

Semoqmedebis irgvliv sabWoTa epoqaSi Seqmnili samecniero literatura 

araa Tavisufali koniunqturis zegavlenisagan.

amJamad yuradRebas gavamaxvilebT qarTveli filosofosis esTetikur 

Sexedulebebze, ramdenadac, SeiZleba gadauWarbeblad iTqvas, rom swored 

solomon dodaSvili dgas XIX saukunis qarTuli esTetikuri da Teori-

ul-literaturuli azrovnebis saTaveebTan.

cnobilia, rom solomon dodaSvils ganzraxuli hqonda filosofiis 

sistemuri kursis Seqmna, romlis erT nawiladac, logikis, metafizikis, 

eTikisa da samarTlis filosofiis gverdiT, igi moiazrebda esTetikasac, 

rogorc moZRvrebas SegrZnebaTa Sesaxeb. `logikis~ SesavalSi filosofosi 

aRniSnavda, rom `filosofiam unda warmogvidginos:

1) kanonebi a) azrovnebisa da b) kanonebi sulieri Zalebisa saerTod = 

logika da fsiqologia.

2) kanonebi Semecnebisa da Secnobadisa = metafizika yvela misi naw-

ilebiT.

3) kanonebi grZnobisa = esTetika (dodaSvili 2001: 45).

s. dodaSvili pirdeboda mkiTxvels, rom es yvelaferi `droTa ganmav-

lobaSi waredgineboda codnis moyvarulTa mowyale yuradRebasa da gan-

sjas~, Tumca am grandiozuli Canafiqris ganxorcieleba filosofoss aRar 

dascalda. solomon dodaSvilma veRar moaswro esTetikis zogadi sakiTx-

ebis damuSaveba, Tumca avtoris Cvenamde moRweuli Txzulebebisa Tu piradi 

werilebis safuZvelze mainc SesaZlebelia misi esTetikur-literaturuli 

Tvalsazris garkveuli rekonstruqcia.

Cvens mecnierebaSi s. dodaSvilis naazrevis umniSvnelovanes wyaroe-

bad miCneulia kantisa da fixtes filosofia (ix. nucubiZe 1958; kukava 1967; 

TevzaZe 2005; kacitaZe 2014). k. kacitaZis mosazrebiT, qarTveli moazrovnis 
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`ideebi axlos dgas romantikuli filosofiis udidesi warmomadgenlis Se-

lingis naazrevTan~ (kacitaZe 2014: 36).

dResdReobiT, sadavo aRaraa is faqti, rom solomon dodaSvili ideal-

isturi filosofiis warmomadgenelia da ara materialisturi moZRvrebisa, 

rogorc amas TavgamodebiT amtkicebda sabWoTa mecniereba. sagangebodaa 

aRniSnuli agreTve solomon dodaSvilis garkveuli siaxlove romantizmis 

filosofiasTan (evgeniZe 2009; kacitaZe 2014).

solomon dodaSvilis naazrevs romantikul msoflxedvasTan, upirve-

les yovlisa, aaxloebs gansakuTrebuli interesi adamianis Sinagani sam-

yarosadmi. `logikis~ Sesaval nawilSi filosofosi wers: `filosofia rom 

viswavloT, saWiroa filosofosoba. filosofosoba ki niSnavs, yuradReba 

mivapyroT Tavis Tavs, CavwvdeT Tavis Tavs, raTa gamovicnoT da gavigoT 

TviT Cvenive Tavi da am gziT davadginoT simSvide CvenSi da Cvenda. yurad-

Reba mivapyroT sakuTar Tavs, niSnavs ganvayenoT igi yovelive imisgan, rac 

Cven ar gvekuTvnis: es xdeba, roca gonebiT vtovebT yovelive garegnuls da 

TviT Cvens Tavs warvmarTavT martooden Sinaganisaken. CavwvdeT Tavis Tavs, 

niSnavs, guldasmiT vifiqroT Sinagan movlenebze, romlebic CvenSi xdeba, 

gavxadoT Cveni Tavi gamokvlevis uSualo sagani~ (dodaSvili 2001: 44).

solomon dodaSvili Taviseburi interpretaciiT gadmogvcems uZveles 

Tvalsazriss imis Taobaze, rom samyაros filosofiuri Semecnebis safuZ-

velTa safuZvelia TviTSemecneba. rogorc cnobilia, es Sexeduleba ro-

mantizmma Tavis umTavres principad gamoacxada. germanuli romantizmis 

erT-erTi udidesi warmomadgeneli, novalisi werda: `Cven vocnebobT 

samyaroSi mogzaurobaze, magram gana samyaro CvenSive ar aris? Cven ver 

Segvicvnia siRrmeni Cveni sulisa. swored iq mivyavarT saidumlo gzas... mxo-

lod CvenSia da sxvagan arsad maradisoba Tavisi samyaroebiT, Tavisi warsu-

liTa da momavliT~ (Новалис 1990: 71).

solomon dodaSvilis esTetikur SexedulebaTa Sesaswavlad mniS-

vnelovan wyaros warmoadgens traqtati `ritorika~, romelic didi xnis 

ganmavlobaSi dakargulad miiCneoda. 1828 wels filosofosi Tavis sulier 

moZRvars iona xelaSvilis atyobinebda, rom daasrula muSaoba ritorikis 

saxelmZRvaneloze da naSromis detalur Sinaarssac acnobda mas. 1955 wels 

xelnawerTa institutis qarTvelTa Soris wera-kiTxvis gamavrcelebeli 

sazogadoebis fondSi filosofosma Tamar kukavam miakvlia `ritorikis~ 

xelnawers. naSromi sruli saxiT araa Semonaxuli, SenarCunebulia mxolod 

Sesavali, pirveli nawili da meore nawilis gegma. xelnawers ar erTvis cno-

ba avtoris an gadamweris Sesaxeb, Tumca solomon dodaSvilis pirad weril-

Si moyvanil gegmasTan `ritorikis~ teqstis Sedarebam ueWvelad naTelyo, 

rom naSromi mas ekuTvnis.

samwuxarod, dRemde miukvlevelia solomon dodaSvilis `poetika~, ro-

melic umniSvnelovanesi wyaro iqneboda filosofosis esTetikuri da Teo-

riul-literaturuli Sexedulebebis Sesaswavlad. 1832 wlis SeTqmulebis 
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masalebidan naTeli xdeba, rom dodaSvils poetikis saxelmZRvaneloc hqo-

nia Sedgenili.1

solomon dodaSvilis `ritorika~ konspeqturi xasiaTis naSromia, ro-

melSic mWevრmetyvelebis xelovnebis zogadi sakiTxebia gadmocemuli. 

avtori lakonurad msjelobs iseTi Temebis irgvliv, rogorebicaa: ora-

toruli Temis SerCeva, saTqmelis organizeba, dasabuTebis xerxebi da sxv. 

am sakiTxTa gverdiT `ritorikaSi~ avtoris calkeul Teoriul-litera-

turul ganazrebebsac vxvdebiT.

solomon dodaSvilis gansazRvrebiT, ritorika aris mecniereba, zoga-

dad, mWevrmetyveluri xelovnebisa, da, kerZod, prozis kanonTa Sesaxeb. fi-

losofosi imTaviTve ganasxvavebs erTmaneTisagan or cnebas – ritorsa da 

orators. dodaSvilis TqmiT, ritorad igi iwodeba, visac ZaluZs mWevrme-

tyvelebis kanonTa Sesaxeb msjeloba, aRWurvilia Teoriuli codniT, xolo 

oratori isaa, visac am kanonTa praqtikuli gamoyenebac xelewifeba. filo-

sofosis azriT, karg orators didi Teoriuli momzadeba esaWiroeba. igi 

safuZvlianad unda erkveodes zneobriv filosofiaSi, maTematikaSi, poli-

tikur mecnierebaSi. Tumca mxolod ganswavluloba ar kmara oratoruli 

warmatebis misaRwevad. solomon dodaSvili yuradRebas amaxvilebs kidev 

erT arsebiT faqtorze – bunebiT niWze, romlis gareSec rTulia srulyo-

fil oratorad Camoyalibeba.

ritorikis ganviTarebis istoriaSi solomon dodaSvili or periods 

gamoyofs. Tavdapirvelad, misi TqmiT, ritorika iyo mecniereba politi-

kuri mWevrmetyvelebis Sesaxeb, xolo Semdeg misi sazRvrebi gafarTovda 

da ritorika iqca zogadad prozis Teoriad: `sagani misi ars ganviTareba 

prozaikebrisa mwerlisa~ (dodaSvili 2001: 183).

dodaSvilis TqmiT, ritorika iyofa Teoriul da praqtikul nawile-

bad. Teoriuli ritorikis mizania prozauli metyvelebis zogadi kanonebis 

dadgena, xolo praqtikulisa – konkretuli teqstebis mecnieruli ganxil-

va-daxasiaTeba.

solomon dodaSvili erTmaneTisagan mijnavs ritorikisa da poetikis 

sazRvrebs. misi TqmiT, `ritorika ars hswavla prozisa, xolo piitika hswav-

la stixTqmisa~. filosofosis gansazRvrebiT, ritorika da poetika erT-

maneTisagan gansxvavdebian Sesaswavli obieqtis mixedviT. ritorika Seis-

wavlis prozaul teqstebs, xolo poetika – poetur Txzulebebs. Zalze 

sainteresoa filosofosis msjeloba poeziisa da prozis specifikis Tao-

baze. dodaSvilis daxasiaTebiT, `oratorsa hsurs hswavlebad, xolo stix-

moqmedsa – amovnebad. WeSmariteba Seadrgens Tvisebasa prozisasa, Tvinier 

1 erT-erT CvenebaSi s. dodaSvili miuTiTebda: `noembris damdegs mRvdeli efrem 

aleqseevi Cveulebriv movida CemTan saRamos Jamze. me mas wavukiTxe Cemi SeTx-

zuli wesebi piitikisa (Правила Пиитики, мною сочиненныя) da varCevdiT (e.w. poe-

mis `qilila da damana~) sxvadasxva leqsTa wyobas~ (dodaSvili 2001: 377).
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romlisaca mas ara eqmnebis fasi; Svenieri iqmnebis mas Sina mxolod saSua-

loba mimTxvevisaTvis oratorebrisa sagnisa. stixmTqmeli winaaRmdgom mis-

sa gamouxrobelad warmoadgens Sveniersa... stixT qmna Seicavs Tvis Soris 

Sveniersa TaviT TvisiT ara sasargeblosa, aramed mxolod kmayofilebisaT-

vis~ (dodaSvili 2001: 182). 

citirebuli monakveTis mixedviT, s. dodaSvili miiCnevs, rom poeziasa 

da prozas garkveulwilad gansxvavebuli miznebi aqvT. prozaikosis amoca-

naa, mkiTxveli miaaxlos WeSmaritebasTan, gaafarTovos misi Semecnebis saz-

Rvrebi, ganswavlos da zneobrivad aamaRlos igi. prozaSi esTetikuri eTi-

kurs eqvemdebareba, mSvenieri WeSmaritisa da zneobrivis samsaxurSi dgeba. 

rac Seexeba poezias, misi umTavresi mizani mkiTxvelisaTvis esTetikuri 

siamovnebis miniWebaa. poeziaSi mSveniers ara daqvemdebarebuli, aramed Ta-

visTavadi Rirebuleba aqvs. e. i. prozaSi, filosofosis azriT, gansjiTi as-

peqtia warmmarTveli, xolo poeziaSi ki – grZnobadi. 

samecniero literaturaSi gamoTqmulia mosazreba, rom solomon do-

daSvils, roca igi msjelobs poeziisa da prozis gansxvavebaze, mxedeve-

lobaSi aqvs ara sazogadod prozauli gvari, aramed mxolod erTi Janri – 

mWevrmetyveluri, `aRmkobili~ proza (WeliZe 1966). es mosazreba, marTlac 

angariSgasawevia. miT umetes, rom ritorikaSi dodaSvili arafers ambobs 

mxatvruli prozis kanonTa Sesaxeb, xolo roca saxelovan ritorebsa da or-

atorebs CamoTvlis, iq prozaikosebs ar asaxelebs. bunebrivad dgeba kiTxva: 

maSin romel mecnierebas unda akuTvnebdes filosofosi mxatvruli prozis 

Semswavlel funqcias? iqneb, poetikas? am kiTxvaze uaryofiTi pasuxi unda 

gavceT. aSkaraa, rom poetikis Seswavlis obieqtad dodaSvili mxolod le-

qsiTi formiT daweril Txzulebebs moiazrebs. igi garkveviT aRniSnavs, rom 

`piitika ars hswavla stixTqmisa~. aqedan gamomdinare, prozis Semswavlel 

mecnierebad isev ritorika unda vivaraudoT. miT umetes, rom erTgan avto-

ri miuTiTebs: ritorikaSi `gadmoicemian kanonni, romelnic ganefinebian 

yovelTa gvarTa zeda prozaikebrTa TxzulebaTasa gamouricxvelad~ (do-

daSvili 2001: 183).

Cvens literaturaTmcodneobaSi aRniSnulia kantis esTetikuri Sexed-

ulebebis garkveuli zegavlenis faqti dodaSvilis `ritorikaze~ (nadiraZe 

1955). kantis mixedviT, mSveniereba mogvwons yovelgvari interesis gareSe, 

xelovneba ki Tavisi arsiT uaxlovdeba TamaSs, romelic TavisTavadaa sa-

siamovno. daaxloebiT aseT Tvalsazriss gvTavazobs dodaSvilic poeziis 

Sesaxeb, roca aRniSnavs, rom poezias miznad aqvs ara sargeblobis motana, 

aramed adamianisaTvis kmayofilebis, siamovnebis miniWeba.

solomon dodaSvilis Tvalsazrisi poeziis arsisa da daniSnulebis 

Sesaxeb, vfiqrobT, ufro met msgavsebas avlens hegelis SexedulebasTan, 

romlis mixedviTac, `Tavisi saboloo mizani xelovnebas Tavis TavSi aqvs. 

radgan sxva miznebs, Wkuis swavlebas, ganwmendas, gaumjobesebas, fulis 

SeZenas, didebisa da pativisadmi swrafvas, araviTari kavSiri ara aqvT xe-
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lovnebis nawarmoebTan, rogorc aseTTan da mis cnebas ar gansazRvraven~ 

(hegeli 1973: 70).

ar unda vifiqroT, rom rodesac solomon dodaSvili poeziis umTavres 

miznad esTetikur siamovnebas acxadebda, amiT uaryofda poeziis Semec-

nebiT da aRmzrdelobiT Rirebulebas. cxadia, amiT filosofosi, ubralod, 

poeziis TavisTavad Rirebulebas gaxazavda. werilSi `mokle ganxilva qar-

Tulisa literaturisa, anu sityvierebisa~, `Tamarianis~ Sesaxeb msjelobi-

sas s. dodaSvili CaxruxaZis nawarmoebis erT-erT Rirsebad miiCnevs `max-

vilgonierebasa azrTasa~, rac naTlad miuTiTebs imaze, rom filosofosis 

azriT, Rrmaazrovnebas poeziaSic didi gasaqani aqvs.

`ritorikaSi~ solomon dodaSvili exeba literaturuli stilis sakiTx-

ebsac. naSromis paragrafSi `gamoRebisaTvis frazisa~, filosofosi CamoT-

vlis gamarTuli frazis damaxasiaTebel niSnebs: `1. kanoniereba (ltolva, 

anu ganSoreba barbarizmTa). 2. siwminde (ganSoreba leqsTa uxmoTa da ucxoT 

queyanisaTa). 3. sicxade da gansazRvrebuleba. 4. wera hazrisa. 5. simxoloe~ 

(dodaSvili 2001: 187)

rogorc vxedavT, dodaSvilis mixedviT, literaturuli frazis upir-

velesi Rirsebaa ̀ kanoniereba da siwminde~, ganSoreba barbarizmebisa da eni-

saTvis Seusabamo konstruqciebisagan, agreTve – sicxade, sisadave da konk-

retuloba.

filosofosis mosazrebiT, lakoniuroba aris gamarTuli stilis 

erT-erTi mTavari niSani. weriTi Tu zepiri metyvelebis dros oratorma 

imdeni sityva unda daxarjos, ramdenic sakmarisia azris adekvaturad gad-

mosacemad. s. dodaSvili aRniSnavs, rom, logikuri da gramatikuli gamar-

Tulobis garda, frazis `sicxovelis~ miRweva sxva saSualebebiTacaa Sesa-

Zlebeli.

erT-erT aseT faqtorad filosofosi asaxelebs evfonias, romelsac 

prozaSi, saerTod, nakleb datvirTvas aniWeben xolme. dodaSvilis TqmiT, 

ფrazas mSvenierebas hmatebs `keTilxmovaneba, romelica hyofs sityvasa 

cxadad da gauWireblad drosa kiTxvisasa~ (dodaSvili 2001: 188).

stilis elvareba miiRweva agreTve xatovanebiT, figuralur gamoTqma-

Ta momarjvebiT. filosofosi sagangebod CamoTvlis da ganmartavs im mxat-

vrul-gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebebs (tropebs), romelTa gamoyenebiTac 

prozaikoss ZaluZs frazisaTvis ufro meti sicxovelis miniWeba. 

`ritorikaSi~ araerT sxva sayuradRebo mosazrebas vxvdebiT mWev-

rmetyveluri xelovnebis TaviseburebaTa Sesaxeb. mTlianobaSi, rogorc 

samecniero literaturaSia aRniSnuli, `s. dodaSvilis `ritorikis~ Rire-

buleba qarTuli literaturuli azris ganviTarebaSi maincdamainc is ki 

araa, rom misi avtori Teoriis TvalsazrisiT axal safexurs qmnides ora-

toruli xelovnebis TeoriaSi saerTod, aramed is, rom s. dodaSvilma CvenSi 

Seqmna tradicia literaturisa da xelovnebis uzogades sakiTxebze msje-

lobisaTvis (evgeniZe 2009: 88).
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solomon dodaSvilis literaturuli Sexedulebebis gasaTvaliswine-

blad agreTve mniSvnelovan wyaros warmoadgens werili `mokle ganxilva 

qarTulisa literaturisa, anu sityvierebisa~, romelic filosofosma Ta-

vissave JurnalSi – `saliteraturoni nawilni tfilisis uwyebაTani~ (1832, 

 1-2) gamoaqveyna. naSroms didi rezonansi hqonda im drois literaturul 

wreebSi. werilis rusuli Targmani gamoqveynda jer gazeTSi `Тиффлисские 

Ведомости~ (saTauriT `Краткий взгляд на грузинскую литературу~), Semdeg ki – 

moskovur gamocemaSi ̀ Моссковские ведомости~ (1832, № 10). es werili Sesulia 

a. Jari de mansis `Zveli da axali literaturis, mecnierebisa da xelovnebis~ 

rusul TargmanSi1.

solomon dodaSvilis werilis mizania, warmoaCinos qarTuli mwerlo-

bis istoriuli mniSvneloba, mxatvruli Rirebuleba da mokled daaxasiaT-

os misi ganviTarebis ZiriTadi etapebi.

filosofosi msjelobas im moaruli azris ganxilviT iwyebs, romlis 

Tanaxmadac, qarTvelebs ar gvaqvs mdidari literatura, qarTuli ena ki Ta-

visi bunebiT maincdamainc araa midrekili harmoniulobisaken. s. dodaSvili 

am Sexedulebas mcdarad miiCnevs da aRniSnavs, rom sinamdvileSi `qarTul-

sa enasa zeda arian mravalni Svenierni Txzulebani da Targmnilnica wignni 

sxva da sxva ZvelTa da uaxlesTa enaTagan~ (dodaSvili 2001: 214). kritikosi 

gulistkivils gamoTqvams imis gamo, rom qarTuli da, zogadad, kavkasiuri 

kultura araa saTanadod cnobili da dafasebuli evropaSi, rom igi `aqa-

momde wyvdiadsa Sina sibnelisasa dafarul iyo mxedvelobaTagan ganaTle-

bulis evropiisaTa~ (dodaSvili 2001: 214).

dodaSvilis TqmiT, qarTuli ena erTi uZveles enaTagania, qarTuli dam-

werloba ki Seiqmna qristes Sobamde, mefe farnavazis epoqaSi. qarTuli an-

bani sxva damwerlobaTagan arsebiTad gansxvavebuli da originaluri iyo.

dodaSvili upirispirdeba somex swavlulTa mier gavrcelebul Sexed-

ulebas, rom qarTvelebi Tavdapirvelad somxur enaze saubrobdnen. kri-

tikosis TqmiT, es moaruli azri im ubralo faqts efuZneba, rom qarTul-

sa da somxurSi gvaqvs msgavsi sityvebi. aRniSnuli garemoeba, dodaSvilis 

TqmiT, qarTuli enis somxuridan warmomavlobis sabuTad ver gamodgeba, 

ramdenadac TiTqmis SeuZlebelia imis dadgena, saerTo leqsikuri masala 

somxuridan damkvidrda qarTulSi, Tu – piriqiT. filosofosis mosazre-

biT, qarTuli Rrmad TviTmyofadi enaa, romelic, upirveles yovlisa, Tavi-

si Sinagani bunebiT gansxvavdeba somxuri enisagan.

aqve kritikosi aRniSnavs, rom ar apirebs somex swavlulebTan kamaTs, 

radganac darwmunebulia mis uSedegobaSi. sqolioSi ki dodaSvili aseT 

ironiul komentars akeTebs: `Cven ara ZalgviZs baasi somexTa Tana, vinaiT-

gan igini ubnoben, romel TviT adam laparakobda somxursa da somxuris 

1 А. Жарри де Манси, История древных литератур, наук и изяшных исскуств, М., 1836, II,  

gv. 38-48.
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enidam iwarmoa yoveli ena, ese igi franciuli, nemecuri, rusuli da sxvani~ 

(dodaSvili 2001: 215).

solomon dodaSvili didi gulistkiviliT saubrobs qarTuli salit-

eraturo enis dabinZurebis Sesaxeb. igi gaumarTleblad miiCnevs zogierTi 

mwerlis mxridan qarTulSi ucxo sityvebis Semotanas, radgan misi azriT, 

qarTul enas aqvs sruli SesaZleblobebi imisa, rom misi leqsikuri masaliT 

azri srulyofilad iqnas gadmocemuli: `awindelTa mweralTa da ucodi-

narTa qarTulisa enisaTa SemoiRes xmareba leqsTa sparsulTa, somxurTa da 

rusulTa, garna amiT aravis ZaluZs damtkiceba, romel ar iyos qarTulsa 

enasa zeda Tanaswor mniSvnelni leqsni~ (dodaSvili 2001: 215). kritikosis 

azriT, mweralma mxolod im SemTxvevaSi SeiZleba gamoiyenos ucxo sityva, 

Tu igi saerTaSoriso terminadaa qceuli. sxva dros ki namdvilma Semoqmed-

ma mSobliuri enis gamomsaxvelobiTi saSualebebiT unda gadaWras mis winaSe 

mdgari mxatvruli amocana: `kargman mweralman romlisa sagnisa aRwerac 

unda moindomos... mas ZaluZs bunebiTsa enasa zeda gamoReba da warmodgena 

TviT uumciresisa azrisa da grZnobisa~ (dodaSvili 2001: 215).

dodaSvilis TqmiT, istoriulad qarTvelebs imTaviTve hqondaT midre-

kileba ganaTlebisadmi, risi dasturicaa TvalsaCino qarTvel mweralTa da 

mTargmnelTa literaturuli memkvidreoba. igi CamoTvlis Sua saukunee-

bis cnobil sasuliero mwerlebsa da mTargmnelebs, romelTa arsebobiTac 

iamayebda nebismieri kulturuli eri: ilarion qarTveli, ioane da eqvTime 

aTonelebi, ioane petriwi, efrem mcire, arsen iyalToeli da sxv. 

sagangebod gamoyofs s. dodaSvili ioane petriwis Rvawls, romelmac 

`epoxa mWevrmeTqveobisa Cvenisa iwyo~. kritikosis TqmiT, Tavisi mraval-

dargovani moRvaweobiT am `WeSmaritma filosofosma~ daimsaxura ara mxo-

lod TanamedroveTa aRiareba, aramed STamomavlobis didi pativiscema da 

siyvaruli.

solomon dodaSvili SedarebiT vrclad axasiaTebs Tamaris epoqas, ro-

melic, misi TqmiT, iyo `oqrovani saukune~, rodesac saqarTveloSi arsebob-

da mravali saganmanaTleblo da kulturuli kera. Tamaris drois litera-

turul avtoritetTagan dodaSvili asaxelebs rusTvels, CaxruxaZes, mose 

xonelsa da sargis Tmogvels, romelTa Txzulebani `dafasebul arian fri-

ad maRlad da daidebian ricxvsa Soris pirvelTa qmnilebaTasa~ (dodaSvili 

2001: 219).

solomon dodaSvilis TqmiT, Sua saukuneebSi qarTuli literaturis 

ganviTarebis umaRlesi donis dasturia `vefxistyaosani~ da `Tamariani~. 

fi losofoss gansakuTrebiT xiblavs CaxruxaZis oda Tavisi keTilxmova ne-

biT, rTuli saleqso struqturiTa da RrmaazrovnebiT.

Tamaris epoqis Semdeg iwyeba qarTuli kulturis dekadansis xana, rac 

gamoiwvia `barbarosTa~ mravalricxovanma Semosevebma. Semdegi drois mwe-

ral Tagan dodaSvili gamoarCevs mefe-poet Teimurazs, romelic `Rirs ars 

uudidesisa madlobisa mravalTa aRmatebulTa leqsTaTvis~. aqve kritikosi 



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, 11, 2021

168

aRniSnavs vaxtang meeqvsis, rogorc stambis damaarseblis, ganmanaTleblisa 

da poetis Rvawlsac.

qarTuli kulturis `aRdginebis~ dasawyisad dodaSvils miaCnia erekle 

meoris epoqa. am periodSi literaturul asparezze gamodis dodaSvilisaT-

vis udidesi avtoritetis mqone swavluli – anton I kaTalikosi, mravalmx-

rivi moRvawe, Teologi, filosofosi, filologi da mTargmneli. kritikosi 

dawvrilebiT CamoTvlis anton I-is Targmnil da originalur Sromebs. aqve 

dodaSvili asaxelebs XVII-XVIII ss. sxva mwerlebsac (vaxuSti bagrationi, 

sulxan, vaxtang, dimitri orbelianebi, iase erisTavi, dimitri ciciSvili), 

romelTa `Txzulebani stixad da prozad Rirs arian gonebaganmxilvelisa 

yuradRebisani~ (dodaSvili 2001: 221).

solomon dodaSvilis es statia, marTalia, erTgvarad konspeqturi xa-

siaTisaa, Tumca masSi naTlad vlindeba mkvlevris didi erudicia. naSromis 

Seqmnisas solomon dodaSvili safuZvlianad momzadebula. mas SeZlebi-

sdagvarad gauTvaliswinebia Zveli qarTuli mwerlobis Sesaxeb arsebuli 

wyaroebi da samecniero literatura. dResdReobiT gamorkveulia, rom 

`Tamarianis~ Sefasebisas kritikosi eyrdnoba evgeni bolxovitonovis cno-

bil naSroms `saqarTvelos istoriuli suraTi politikuri, saeklesio da 

swvala-ganaTlebis mdgomareobis TvalsazrisiT~ (peterburgi, 1802) (gaw-

erelia 1981: 58), xolo Sua saukuneebis qarTvel mweralTa da mTargmnel-

Ta Sesaxeb msjelobisas – daviT reqtoris xelnawers `ZvelTa qarTvelTa 

mTargmnelTaTvis, wmidaTa mamaTa da mecnierTaTvis~... (menabde 1973: 44).

mecnierTa nawils solomon dodaSvilis ganxiluli werili qarTuli 

literaturis periodizaciis pirvel mcdelobad miaCnia. k. kekeliZis Sexed-

ulebiT, `s. dodaSvilis am SromaSi sayuradReboa cda Zveli qarTuli lit-

eraturis periodizaciisa~ (kekeliZe 1980: 19). l. menabdis azriTac, `s. dod-

aSvils uciloblad ekuTvnis pativi Zveli qarTuli periodizaciis pirveli 

cdis mocemisa~ (menabde 1973: 43).

ufro marTebulad gveCveneba jumber WumburiZis mosazreba, romlis 

mixedviTac, `literaturis periodazacia gulisxmobs garkveuli Tval-

sazrisis mixedviT... literaturis istoriis calkeuli monakveTebis ga-

moyofas literaturis ganviTarebis saerTo procesSi, am monakveTebis 

daxasiaTebas maT Soris arsebuli gansxvavebulisa da saerTos mixedviT. 

araviTari amis msgavsi s. dodaSvils ganxilul statiaSi ar moucia. ra Tqma 

unda, qronologiuri suraTis aRdgena, rom me-11-12 saukuneebis qarTuli 

kulturis aRmavlobas mohyva dacemis periodi, xolo Semdeg aRorZineba... 

periodizaciis nimuSad ver miiCneva. da, saerTodac, Tavisi droisaTvis am 

metad sayuradRebo, magram konspeqtur mimoxilvaSi s. dodaSvils maSin arc 

SeeZlo moeca Cveni mwerlobis periodizaciis Tundac mkrTali suraTi~ 

(WumburiZe 1974: 89).

`mokle ganxilva~ dawerilia erovnuli Rirsebis gamZafrebuli SegrZ-

ne biT. am weriliT solomon dodaSvili cdilobs, daZlios qarTul sazoga-



169

levan beburiSvili – solomon dodaSvilis esTetikur-literaturuli TvalTaxedva

  

doebaSi TavCenili nihilizmis niSnebi da ganumtkicos qarTvelebs erovnu-

li srulfasovnebis gancda, ucxoel mkiTxvels ki daanaxos qarTuli kul-

turis Rirebuleba. swored am mizans emsaxureboda solomon dodaSvili 

mTeli Tavisi Segnebuli cxovrebis ganmavlobaSi: `ara Tavisa TvisisaTvis 

mxolod, gina bednierebisaTvis vhmuSakob, aramed siyvarulisaTvs mamuli-

sa, raTa evropaman odesme hsnas iveria saSualobiTa werilTa sarwmunoTa~ 

(dodaSvili 2001: 259).

solomon dodaSvilis naazrevis ganxilva gvarwmunebs, rom sabWoTa pe-

riodis samecniero literaturaSi damkvidrebuli Tvalsazrisi, romlis 

Tanaxmadac, `dodaSvilis esTetikuri Sexedulebebi realisturia~ (kukava 

1986: 63) da isini `progresul-materialisturi tendenciebiT xasiaTdeba~ 

(miqaSaviZe 1963: 177), ar Seefereba sinamdviles. solomon dodaSvili german-

uli klasikuri idealisturi esTetikis im uzogades debulebas iziarebs, 

rom xelovnebas (kerZod, poezias) TavisTavadi Rirebuleba aqvs, misi saga-

nica da daniSnulebac TviT masSivea. es Tvalsazrisi ki arsebiTad SeuTavse-

belia realistur-materialisturi esTetikis principebTan. 

sworad ar migvaCnia agreTve kategoriuli mtkiceba, rom solomon do-

daSvili msoflmxedvelobrivad romantizmis poziciebze dgas. k. kacitaZis 

mosazrebiT, `s. dodaSvilis naazrevi ZiriTadad romantikuli msoflmxed-

velobis farglebSi Tavsdeba. ufro metic, Cveni azriT, raime arsebiTi sa-

ubari qarTvel romantikosTa msoflmxedvelobis zogierTi sakiTxis Se-

saxeb s. dodaSvilis SexedulebaTa gaTvaliswinebis gareSe SeuZleblad 

migvaCnia~ (kacitaZe 2014: 79). aqve mkvlevari ayenebs im Sexedulebis kriti-

kuli gadasinjvis aucileblobas, `romlis Tanaxmad, qarTuli romantizmi 

yovelgvar filosofiur dafuZnebas moklebuli iyo~.

vfiqrobT, uTuod gadaWarbebuli iqneba, solomon dodaSvili davsaxoT 

qarTuli romantizmis Teoretikosad. Cvens xelT arsebuli wyaroebi aseTi 

kategoriuli gancxadebis safuZvels namdvilad ar iZleva. solomon dod-

aSvilis Teoriul naazrevSi vxvdebiT klasicisturi esTetikis zegavlena-

sac, xolo mis mier gadmokeTebuli moTxrobebi aSkara sentimentalisturi 

ganwyobilebebiTaa aRbeWdili. cxadia, mTlianobaSi, dodaSvilis liter-

aturuli memkvidreoba ufro met siaxloves romantizmis filosofiasTan 

amJRavnebs, Tumca misi dasaxva qarTuli romantizmis Teoretikosad faqtis 

gazviadeba iqneba.

sxva mraval damsaxurebaTa Soris solomon dodaSvilis qarTveli eris 

winaSe is wvlilic miuZRvis, rom man Tavisi literaturuli moRvaweobiT 

Seamzada safuZvlebi XIX saukunis qarTuli Teoriul-literaturuli az-

rovnebis ganviTarebisaTTvis. 

XIX saukunis 30-ian wlebSi rusul sinamdvileSi literaturaTmcodneo-

bis erT-erT ganStoebad Camoyalibda e. w. `filosofiuri kritika~ (v. odo-

evski, d. venevitovi, i. kireevski da sxv.). vin icis, qarTvel swavlulsac rom 

dascloda, iqneb, misi saxiT Cvenc gvyoloda filosofiuri kritikis fuZem-

debeli. 
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Levan Beburishvili

AESTHETIC AND LITERARY VIEWS OF SOLOMON DODASHVILI

Summary

Solomon Dodashvili, a philosopher, writer, teacher, mulƟ disciplinary scholar, who is one of 
the founders of Europeanism in the Georgian public thought of the XIX century, occupies a special 
place in the history of Georgian philosophy.

Solomon Dodashvili’s mulƟ faceted philosophical and literary heritage has long been the ob-
ject of scienƟ fi c study. Were published numerous important studies about Dodashvili’s worldview, 
sources of his thought, literary views, however, some issues sƟ ll need to be understood from a 
modern theoreƟ cal-methodological point of view, as the scienƟ fi c literature created around Do-
dashvili’s work in the Soviet era is not free from the infl uence of conjuncture.

In the arƟ cle we discuss the aestheƟ c views of the Georgian philosopher. It can be said without 
exaggeraƟ on that Solomon Dodashvili stands at the origins of the Georgian aestheƟ c and theoreƟ -
cal-literary thought of the XIX century.

It is known that Solomon Dodashvili intended to create a systemaƟ c course of philosophy, one 
part of which, in addiƟ on to the logic, metaphysics and ethics, he also considered aestheƟ cs. The 
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philosopher failed to carry out this great plan. However, based on the author’s wriƟ ngs or personal 
leƩ ers, it is sƟ ll possible to reconstruct his aestheƟ c-literary point of view.

It is considered in Georgian scholarship, that the most important sources of Dodashvili’s 
thought are the philosophy of Kant and Fichte According to K. Katsitadze, the ideas of the Georgian 
thinker are close to philosophy of Schelling, the greatest representaƟ ve of RomanƟ c philosophy.

Today, it is no longer disputed that Solomon Dodashvili is a representaƟ ve of idealist philoso-
phy and not of materialist doctrine, as Soviet scholarship selfl essly asserted.

Solomon Dodashvili, like romanƟ cists, fi rst of all, brings a special interest in the inner world of 
a person. In the introductory part of “Logic” the philosopher gives a peculiar interpretaƟ on of the 
ancient view that the basis of the philosophical cogniƟ on of the universe is self-knowledge. As it is 
known, this view was declared by RomanƟ cism as its main principle. One of the greatest represen-
taƟ ves of German RomanƟ cism, Novalis wrote: “” We dream of traveling the world, but is not the 
world within us? We don’t know the depth of our souls. That is where the secret path leads ... Only 
in us and nowhere else is eternity with its worlds, its past and future.

An important source for the study of Solomon Dodashvili’s aestheƟ c views is the treaƟ se 
“Rhetoric”. “Rhetoric” is a conceptual work that outlines the general art of rhetoric. The author dis-
cusses succinctly around such topics as: selecƟ on of an oratory topic, organizaƟ on of speech, ways 
of reasoning, etc. In addiƟ on to these issues, in “Rhetoric” we also fi nd some theoreƟ cal-literary 
ideas of the author.

According to Solomon Dodashvili, rhetoric is the science of the art of rhetoric in general and 
the laws of prose in parƟ cular. The philosopher immediately disƟ nguishes between two concepts 
– rhetorician and orator. According to Dodashvili, a rhetorician is someone who is able to reason
about the laws of rhetoric, is equipped with theoreƟ cal knowledge, and an orator is someone who 
can also apply these laws in pracƟ ce.

Solomon Dodashvili disƟ nguishes two periods in the history of rhetoric development. At fi rst, 
rhetoric was the science of poliƟ cal rhetoric, but then its boundaries expanded and rhetoric be-
came a theory of prose in general.

Solomon Dodashvili separates the boundaries of rhetoric and poeƟ cs. According to the phi-
losopher, rhetoric and poeƟ cs diff er from each other according to the object of study. Rhetoric 
will study prose texts, while poeƟ cs will study poeƟ c works. S. Dodashvili believes that poetry and 
prose have somewhat diff erent goals. The task of the prose writer is to bring the reader closer to 
the truth, to expand the boundaries of his cogniƟ on, to study and to elevate it morally. In prose is 
subject aestheƟ cal is standing in the service of the truth and morality. As for poetry, its main pur-
pose is to give aestheƟ c pleasure to the reader. In poetry the beauƟ ful has no subordinate but an 
inherent value. 

Kant’s aestheƟ c views have a certain infl uence on Dodashvili’s aestheƟ c views. Dodashvili of-
fers a similar view of poetry, when he menƟ ons that poetry aims not to bring benefi t, but to give 
saƟ sfacƟ on and pleasure to a person.

Solomon Dodashvili’s view on the essence and purpose of poetry, we think, bears more re-
semblance to Hegel’s view, according to which “Art has its ulƟ mate goal in itself. Because other 
purposes, the teaching, the purifi caƟ on, the improvement, the pursuit of fame and honor, have 
nothing to do with the work of art as such and do not defi ne its concept”.
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In “Rhetoric” Solomon Dodashvili also refers to issues of literary style. According to the philos-
opher, conciseness, clarity and specifi city is one of the main signs of a held style. In wriƩ en or oral 
speech, the orator should spend as many words as are suffi  cient to convey the meaning adequately.

An important source for considering Solomon Dodashvili’s literary views is also the leƩ er “A 
Brief Discussion of Georgian Literature” (1832). The purpose of Solomon Dodashvili’s leƩ er is to 
present the historical signifi cance, arƟ sƟ c value of Georgian literature and to briefl y describe the 
main stages of its development.

The philosopher begins the discussion by discussing the Moorish view that Georgians do not 
have a rich literature, and that the Georgian language is by its very nature not inclined towards 
harmony. S. Dodashvili considers this view wrong.

Dodashvili contradicts the view held by Armenian scholars that Georgians originally spoke 
Armenian. According to the criƟ c, this Moorish opinion is based on the simple fact that we have 
similar words in Georgian and Armenian. According to Dodashvili, this circumstance cannot be 
used as a document of origin of the Georgian language from Armenian, as it is almost impossible 
to determine whether the common lexical material from Armenian was established in Georgian, or 
vice versa. According to the philosopher, Georgian is a deeply original language, which, fi rst of all, 
diff ers from the Armenian language by its internal nature.

Solomon Dodashvili speaks with great heartache about the polluƟ on of the Georgian literary 
language. He considers it unjusƟ fi ed for some writers to introduce foreign words into Georgian, 
because in his opinion, the Georgian language has full possibiliƟ es to fully convey the meaning 
through its lexical material.

According to Dodashvili, historically Georgians have had a penchant for educaƟ on from the 
very beginning, which is evidenced by the visible literary heritage of Georgian writers and trans-
lators. He lists the famous medieval theological writers and translators and briefl y describes their 
works.

This arƟ cle by Solomon Dodashvili is, of course, somewhat concise, but it clearly shows the 
great erudiƟ on of the researcher. Solomon Dodashvili was thoroughly prepared while creaƟ ng the 
work. He took into account the exisƟ ng sources and scienƟ fi c literature on ancient Georgian liter-
ature as much as possible.

>Short discussion ...” is wriƩ en with an intensifi ed sense of naƟ onal dignity. With this work, 
Solomon Dodashvili tries to overcome the signs of nihilism leŌ  in the Georgian society and to 
strengthen the sense of naƟ onal fullness of Georgians, and to show foreign readers the value of 
Georgian culture.

Discussion of Solomon Dodashvili’s thought assures us that the view established in the schol-
arly literature of the Soviet period, according to which “Dodashvili’s aestheƟ c views are realisƟ c” 
and they are characterized by “progressive-materialist tendencies”, does not correspond to real-
ity. Solomon Dodashvili shares the general tenet of German classical idealist aestheƟ cs that art 
(namely, poetry) has its own value, its subject maƩ er and purpose are in itself. This point of view is 
essenƟ ally incompaƟ ble with the principles of realist-materialist aestheƟ cs.

Among many other merits before Solomon Dodashvili’s contribuƟ on to the Georgian naƟ on, 
he contributed to the development of Georgian theoreƟ cal-literary thought of the XIX century 
through his literary acƟ vity.
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anastasia zaqariaZeanastasia zaqariaZe

mxatvruli diskursis qristianuli paradigma – anTimoz 
iverieli1 

wminda anTimoz iverielis Senatani ruminul qristianul kulturaSi 

farTodaa cnobili ruminuli sazogadoebisaTvis, didi RvTismetyvelis, 

oratoris, beWduri da mTargmnelobiTi saqmis didostatis, qtitoris da 

ganmanaTleblis Rvawli Sefasebulia araerTi rumineli mkvlevris akademi-

ur naSromebSi2. ruminuli akademiis komisiis mier gamocemul kvlevaSi `ru-

minuli literaturis istoria~ aRniSnulia: `arasdros hqoniaT damswreebs, 

batonebs, Tavadebs, episkoposebsa da mRvdlebs saSualeba, moesminaT ufro 

Tbili sityva, ufro amaRlebuli, ufro poeturi, ufro mWevrmetyveli, 

vidre is, rasac qarTveli anTimozi ruminulad warmoTqvamda. misi stilis-

turi Sedarebebi da metaforebi, plastikuri gamosaxulebebi da epiTetebi 

mas Sua saukuneebis literaturis did mwerlebs Soris ayenebs~. anTimis sa-

xis metyveleba xasiaTdeba mudmivi zrunviT sityvisadmi, erTgulebiT enis 

siwmindis dacvisadmi, enaSi gamovlenili samyaros mSvenierebisadmi. igi Te-

ologebisa da akademiuri wris mier miCneulia ruminuli saeklesio enisa da 

ruminuli saliteraturo enis erT-erTi fuZemdebelad.

wminda anTimozis memkvidreobis nawilis Targmanma misi naazrevi qa-

rTveli mecnierebisaTvis xelmisawvdomi gaxada. Tumca misi memkvidreo-

bis erTi mxare, vfiqrob, rom ar aris saTanadod nakvlevi da dafasebuli 

mecnierTa mxridan~.

wminda anTimozis Semoqmedeba pirobiTad SegviZlia ramodenime nawilad 

davajgufoT – didaqeebi, traqtatebi, Targmanebi, werilebi da korespon-

dencia da poezia. 

swored es ukanaskneli mxare anTimis memkvidreobisa naklebadaa cnobi-

li da Seswavlili. amis mizezad SesaZlebelia is miviCnioT, rom wminda an-

1 kvleva ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis saqarTvelos erovnuli samecniero fon-

dis finansuri mxardaWeriT FR-19-7625 – „anTimoz iverieli-evropuli saaz rov no 

sivrcis nawili“

2  ix. magaliTad jianina pikiorusis, gabriel Stremplis, georg kalineskus, georg 

ivaskus kvlevebi: Gianina Picioruș, AnƟ m Ivireanul, avangarda literară a paradisului, Ed. Teologie 

pentru azi, BucureșƟ , 2010, Gabriel Ștrempel, AnƟ m Ivireanul, George Călinescu, Istoria literaturii 
române de la origini până în prezent, Fundația Regală pentru Literatură și Artă, BucureșƟ , 1941, 

Istoria literaturii române, Ed. Academiei Române, BucureșƟ , 1962, George Ivașcu, Istoria literaturii 
române, vol. I
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Timozis inteleqtualuri memkvidreobis mTavari veqtori saRvTismetyve-

lo da saganmanaTleblo saqmianobis upirobo prioritetiTaa gamorCeuli. 

Sesabamisad, gasakviri ar unda iyos, rom anTimis mxatvrulma fantaziam, 

esTetikurma gonma farTo asparezi umal arqiteqtorul da beWdviTi pro-

duqciis aRkazmvaSi ipovna, vidre sakuTriv poeziaSi.

kvleva cxadyofs, rom anTimoz iverielis religiuri diskursis ena sax-

ismetyvelebis gamorCeuli nimuSia.

vidre uSualod anTimis saxismetyvelebaze gadavalT, mokled unda 

vTqvaT isic, rom qristianuli diskursisaTvis poeturi Janri zogadad ar 

aris damaxasiaTebeli. saRvTismetyvelo Tezisis, Teologemis, dogmaturi 

azris gadmosacemad poezia xSirad ar gamoiyeneba. ar vgulisxmobT, rom es 

ar niSnavs imas, rom sityvakazmuloba ucxoa saRvTismetyvelo teqstis gad-

mosacemad. qristianuli kultura, romlis gulisguli adamiania, misi su-

lieri samyaro, miswrafebebi, vnebebi, gancdebi, personuli TviTSemecnebi-

sa da TviTCaRrmavebis gamocdileba xels uwyobs sulieri SinaarsiT dat-

virTuli poeturi teqstebis Seqmnas. Zveli aRTqmis erT-erTi wigni solo-

mon mefis `qebaTa qebisa~ (Zv. w. daaxloebiT 1020 weli) bibliuri saxierebis, 

misi motivebisa da Temebis naTeli magaliTia. poetur formebs vxvdebiT 

axal aRqmaSi – lukas saxarebaSi, sagaloblebSi, sadideblebSi; miCneulia, 

rom wminda pavle Tavis epistoleebSi miyveba pirvel qristianuli himnebis 

riTms. magaliTad, es saxezea filipelTa mimarT epistoleSi. 

apologetebis xanaSi qristianuli goni mkafiod ewinaaRmdegeboda 

warmarTuli msoflxedvis mqone berZnuli da laTinuri poeziis tradic-

iebs, Tumca aSkarad Cans, rom maT aqvT codna antikuri poeziisa. magaliTad, 

wm. pavle `mociqulTa saqmenSi~ mimarTavs ra aTenSi areopagSi SekrebilT, 

negatiur konteqstSi axsenebs `maT poetebs~ – rameTu mis mier cxovel varT 

da viqceviT da varT, viTarca-igi vinme TqvenTagganni sity¢is moqmedni 

ity¢ian: romlisa-igi naTesavca varTo. mociqulTa saqmeni, 17:28. mkvlevre-

bi azusteben, rom aq igulisxmeba warmarTi poetebi areteosi da epimenide. 

mogvianebiT amgvari miTiTebebi gaqra, magram SenarCunda antikuri poeziis 

maxasiaTebeli klasikuri formebi. 

klasikuri saxiT qristanuli poeziis formirebaze gavlena udavod an-

tikurma esTetikam, am epoqis poeturma Janrebma da formebma moaxdina. amaze 

miuTiTebs araerTi mkvlevari. es, upirvelesad, exeba formas, rac Seexeba 

Sinaarss, siRrmiseulad aris gadaazrebuli adamianis Sinagani samyaros su-

raTi, personuli portreti, qristianuli poeziis maxvili gadatanilia ada-

mianis onto-Teologiuri sazrisis gaxsnaze da wina planze gamotanaze. 

am tipis poeturi azrovnebis nimuSia ambrosi mediolaneli (340-397), 
laTinuri himnografiisa da silabur-tonikuri poeturi sistemis damfuZ-

nebeli. man saeklesio praqtikaSi Semoitana antifonuri – ori gundis mier 

monacvleobiTi galoba. himni sazeimo sadidebeli galobaa. liturgiuli 

msaxurebis gamSvenierebis mizniT mas iyeneben musikalur-poeturi Canar-
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Tebis saxiT. himnebi poeturi formis mxriv iyofian ritmebad, metrebad da 

sekvenciebad. ambrosiseuli ritmebs ganekuTvneba mokle bwkarebiT dawer-

ili silabur-tonikuri iambebiTa da qoroebiT agebuli himnebi. klasikuri 

antikuri strofebiT, – sapfiruli, asklepiaduri an daqtiluri hegzame-

triT – gamarTuli himnebis Seqmnas ukavSireben IV saukunis qristian poets 

prudecius.

kapadokieli mamebi, grigol nazianzeli RvTismetyveli poetebis sa xe-

liT arian cnobilni.

qristianuli saxismetyvelebisaTvis sxvadasxva Janris cnobili Sua-

saukuneebis qristianuli poeziis mniSvnelovani nimuSebs warmoadgens e.w. 

naratiuli sulieri poemebi. IV saukuneSi poetma iuvenkma pirvelad scada 

gaeleqsa eposi. igi lakonuri, cocxali da dinamiuri dramatizmiT gamor-

Ceul nawarmoebSi gadmoscems bibliur movlenebs. 

mniSvnelovania aseve adreqristianuli patristikis gamocdileba. ro-

manoz tkbilmoubarisa da andria kritelis mier Seqmnili saRvTismsaxuro 

galobebi qristianuli poeziis brwyinvale nimuSebia. net. avgustines `aR-

sarebani~, netari ieronime stridonelis `brwyinvale kacTa Sesaxeb~ , sadac, 

erTi mxriv, naTlad Cans laTinizebuli xasiaTi im wyaroebisa, romelTac 

gavlena iqonies maTze literaturuli da lingvisturi kuTxiT, magram mniS-

vnelovani inovaciuri mignebebis matarebelia. 

wminda anTimi am tradiciis gamgrZeleblad gvevlineba. misi saxisme-

tyveleba mniSvnelovani inovaciuri mignebebis matarebelia. sainteresoa, 

rom igi zurgs aqcevs laTinur leqsTwyobas, qristianuli poeziis nimuSebs 

ZiriTadad qmnis berZnul enaze, Tavadve Targmnis ruminulad.

dRemde mopovebul masalebSi fiqsirdeba wminda anTimis mier dawerili 

sul Svidi leqsi. amaTgan oTxi miZRvnaa, erTi uflis sadidebeli, sami – wmin-

da didmowame rumineTis mTavari konstantine basarabisadmia miZRvnili. 

anTimis mxatvrul samyaroSi umTavresi RmerTis mier Seqmnili adamian-

ia – xilul samyaroSi arsebuli ierarqiis umaRlesi safexuri, misi poeturi 

inspiraciis samizne rumineTis mTavari konstantinea. misi esTetikuri saxe 

yovel metaforasa Tu simboloSi vlindeba. erT-erTi maTgani – `dabadebis~ 

Sesavalis ambis galeqsili versia – win erTvis mis naSroms `Zveli da axali 

aRTqmis saxeebi~.

qristianuli poeziis sxva lirikul Janrebs Soris gansakuTrebiT gan-

viTarda locva, gadmocemuli sxvadasxva poeturi formiT – daujdomeli, 

tropar-kondaki, ipakoni, ikosi, stiqaroni, akoloTia, sZilispiri. maTSi 

poeturi STagonebis wyarod warmodgeba qristes vnebani, deda RvTismSobe-

li, wmindanebi, jvarcmis saxe.

anTimoz iverielisaTvis, romlisTvisac upirvelesia samoZRvro saqmia-

noba, religiuri praqtika, locva mniSvneladi datvirTvis mqonea. 

locva gansakuTrebuli saxea komunikaciisa, igi misi sulieri cxovre-

bis mniSvnelovani nawilia, igi, upirveles yovlisa, gulisxmobs intencias 
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– sulier da sxeulebriv moZraobas, romelic miznad isaxavs RmerTTan 

pirdapiri kavSiris miRwevas da mzaobas, rom misi pasuxis miiRos. locviT 

mimarTavs igi wmindanTa dass da SesTxovs Sewevnas, daxmarebas, wyalobas. 

macxovari ieso qristes mowodeba, romelic maTe mociqulis saxarebaSia – 

iR¢ZebdiT da ilocevdiT, ra¡Ta ara Sex¢deT gansacdelsa; suli guls-modg-

ine ars, xolo £orcni uZlur. maTe 26:41, qristianebisaTvis qcevis erT-erTi 

mTavari regulatoria. macxovari ieso qriste Tavad aswavlis mociqulebs 

pirvel locvas. religiur praqtikaSi xSiria musikasTan, himnebTan locvis 

verbaluri nawilis SeerTeba.

Teofane dayudebul locvas uwodebs gulisa da gonebis miZRvnas RmrTi-

sadmi, sulisa da sxeulis saoxad aRvlenil Txovnas.

rogorc wesi, locva verbaluri formiT gamoixateba, igi SesaZlebelia 

iyos Sinagani da garegani. qristianul praqtikaSi gansakuTrebuli dat-

virTvis mqonea Sinagani/iesos locva, wminda mamebi mas did mniSvnelobas 

aniWeben – iesos saxeli foladze Zlieri da granitze mtkicea. ar arsebobs 

imaze ufro Zlieri fari da iaraRi sulier brZolaSi, vidre iesos locva.

wm. Teofane ambobs: ̀ aucilebelia gulSi yuradRebis Sekaveba da iq ganu-

Soreblad RvTis winaSe dgoma. am dros umcires cvlilebasac ki SeamCnevT.

xolo ioane sinelis sityvebiT, mSromelTa simdidre kalosa da maranSi 

ikribeba, xolo monazonTa simdidre da gulmodgineba Ramis locvaSi da go-

nier RvawlSi.

TanamedroveTa mogonebebiT dasturdeba, rom anTimi gamudmebiT iyo 

CaZiruli iesos locvaSi. mas swamda, rom amgvarad aResruleba mociqulTa 

mowodeba `mouklebelad ilocevdiT~. I Tes. 5:17.

anTimozi CamoTvlis ra qmedebebs, romelic aucilebelia adamianisaT-

vis sulis simtkicisaTvis, gansakuTrebul adgils miuCens locvas: `amitom 

vemzadebiT ra Cveni sulebis mtris winaaRmdeg salaSqrod, Tan unda wavi-

RoT xuTi ram, rogorc erTgvari sulieri maragi, romelic gamogvadgeba 

gaWirvebis Jams. esenia: aRsareba, locva, marxva, mowyaleba da siyvaruli~ 

(anTimoz iverieli, didaqeebi da sxva Txzulebebi, 2016:50). 

erT-erT qadagebaSi igi mouwodebs mrevls locvisaken: `locviT vTxov-

oT RmerTs Cveni sulebis cxoneba da is aucileblad gviboZebs mas, radgan 

Tavad ieso qristem brZana: `iTxoveT da mogecemaTo!~ gvaxsovdes, gulis 

siRrmidan naTqvami mxurvale locva cas xsnis da Sedis RvTis sasmenlebSi. 

rogorc ambobs wminda ioane oqropiri, iq, sadac locva aRevlineba madlier-

ebiT, modis suli wmindis madli, xolo eSmakebi ganidevnebian da borotis 

mTeli Zala Sordeba adamians. aseve sxvaganac aRniSnavs, rom locviT xdeba 

siwmindis dacva, qalwulobis dabeWdva, mrisxanebis gaCereba, ampartavnebis 

moTokva, Suris mospoba, gaWirvebis mogvareba da mSvidobis dafuZneba; mok-

led rom vTqvaT, vinc loculobs, is esaubreba RmerTs~ (iqve, gv 50).

Cven mier Catarebuli kvlevebi mowmobs, rom ar arsebobs locvebisadmi 

miZRvnili rame specialuri krebuli arc beWduri gamocemis, arc xelnawer-
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is saxiT, es mosazreba mtkicdeba anTimis ucxoel mkvlevarTa (Strempeli, 

stanCiu, sxv.) mier. samagierod, anTimoz iverielis mier Seqmnil sxvadasxva 

TxzulebaSi Cven mravlad vxvdebiT locvisaken mowodebebs. xSiria yovladw-

minda samebis, macxovari ieso qristes, yovladwminda RvTismSoblisa da sxva-

dasxva wmindanisadmi miZRvnili locvebi `didaqeebSi~, `swavlebaSi sinanulis 

saidumlos Sesaxeb~, `qristianul-politikuri rCevebi mmarTvels~ da sxv. 

anTimis locvebi niSandebulia maRali donis sityvaTkazmulobiTa da 

musikalurobiT. 

Sinaarsis mixedviT tradiciulad ganasxvaveben – sadidebel, samadlo-

bel, savedrebel, sinanulis locvebs. 

zogadad, fsalmunTa umniSvnelovanes Janrad iTvleba sadidebeli 

loc vebi. fsalmunTa Soris gamoiyofa 103-e fsalmuni, romelic iTvleba sa-

didebeli locvis nimuSad. RmerTis, iesos, yovlad wminda deda RvTismSob-

lis sadidebeli araerTi locvaa Seqmnili wminda mamebis mier. anTimi ar 

CamorCeba am tradicias da ZiriTadad am Janris locvebs qmnis. 

sinanulis locvebs savedrebeli Janris locvebs miakuTvneben. aq ga-

morCeul adgils ikavebs 50-e fsalmuni, iesos locva, andria kritelis 

sinanulis didi kanoni. anTimi `sinanuls~ uZRvnis calke Txzulebas, sad-

ac dawvrilebiT Cerdeba am saidumloze. didaqeebSi da Tavad `swavlebaSi 

sinanulis saidumlos Sesaxeb~ anTimi araerT locvas uZRvnis sinanuls.

savedrebeli Janris locvebSi mlocveli mimarTavs TxovniT ufals, 

yovlad wminda samebas, macxovars, yovladwminda RvTismSobels, wmindanebs 

sulieri da materialuri saWiroebebis saoxad. am Janris locvebi warmod-

genilia anTimis sxvadasxva qadagebaSi, iseve, rogorc samadlobeli tipis 

locvebi. 

davsvaT SekiTxva: SegviZlia Tu ara vilaparakoT wm. anTimoz iverielis 

SemoqmedebaSi gnomuri poeziis kvalze? vfiqrob, rom es sruliad SesaZle-

belia. am azris dasamtkiceblad mivmarToT ̀ didaqeebs~. kerZod, qadagebebs, 

romelTa didi nawili TeTri leqsiTaa agebuli, meore mxriv, didaqtikuri 

moZRvrebis gadmocemis naTel magaliTs warmoadgens. 

naSromSi `didaqeebis poezia da stilistika – enis CuqurTmebi da wmida 
anTimozis qadagebis samosi~, romelic win uZRvis 2014 wels ruminul enaze 

gamoqveynebul anTimoz iverielis `didaqeebs~, arqimandriti miqael stan-

Ciu aRniSnavs, rom `arsebobs Txzulebebi, romelTa stili individualuria 

imiT, rom isini literaturul sazRvrebis miRma arian, amas ganapirobebs 

Teologiuri datvirTvis mqone eqspresiuloba. maTi siZliere ar aris 
unikaluri TemebSi an mxatvrul-esTetikur teqnikebSi. sametyvelo enis 

daxmarebiT isini gadmoscemen RmerTis saidumloebebsa da mSvenierebas. 
TiTqosda ena iSorebs amqveyniur tvirTs da xdeba xorcSesxmuli sityvis 
naTeli saxe~ (Arhimandrit Mihail (Stanciu); 2014: 34).

SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom anTimoz iverielis Txzulebebi yvela am niSans 

atarebs. isini gamoirCeva amaRlebuli sulierebiT, simZafriT, eqspresi-
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ulobiT da formis daxvewili konfiguraciebiT, ise, rom teqstis diskur-

siuli konstruqcia mimarTuli iyos qristianuli eTikis mTavari amocanis 

Sesasruleblad – saxismetyveleba adamianis sulis gadasarCenad. teqstis 

Teologiuri qarga mxatvruli ostatobiTaa gadawnuli qristianuli mor-

alis sakvanZo sakiTxebTan. faqizad, umaRlesi zneobrivi TviTSegnebiTa 

da pasuxismgeblobiTaa SerCeuli da awonilia gamonaTqvamis yoveli sity-

va; teqstebSi versad SevxvdebiT Sinaarsisgan daclil frazeologias, e.w. 

sityvas sityvisTvis, gamoxatvis bundovanebas, gadametebul maRalfardo-

vanebas, ucxo sityvebs, an naklebad cnobil terminebs. anTimi ar cdilobs, 

Tavi mogvawonos gamorCeulad mdidari saRvTismetyvelo codniT, romel-

sac igi flobda. sityvaTkazmulobas is saxe, romelsac anTimi iyenebs, mkaf-

io da martivia aRsaqmelad. igi miiCnevs, rom mTavari daniSnulebaa, rom ko-

munikaciis sxva pirma SeZlos teqstis arsSi advilad Sesvla, misi gaxsna da 

damaxsovreba da metafizikur sivrceSi gadasvla, transcendenturTan zi-

areba da, sabooloo, jamSi masTan Serwyma. 

wmida anTimozi iyenebs wminda mamebSi gavrcelebul literaturul-is-

toriulsa da alegoriul-mistikuri interpretaciis or tradiciul gzas 

da misTvis Cveuli ostatobiT aerTianebs maT. 

anTimis saxismetyveleba emyareba mxatvruli xerxebis mravalferovan 

palitras, maT Soris gamoiyofa epiTetebi. martivi epiTetebi uTvalavia. 

gansakuTrebiT aRvniSnavT oTx maTgans, romelic SeiZleba Tanamedrove 

mxat vruli gemovnebisTvis uCveulod Candes. anTimi iyenebs enobrivi Tama-

Sis saocar kombinaciebs. sityvaTSeTanxmebebSi ̀ kargi morCileba”, ̀ WeSmari-

ti sarwmunoeba~, `kargi imedi~, `morCili siCume~ da `Tbili locvebi~. es ar 

aris pastorul-pedagogiuri daJinebuli tavtologiuri konstruqciebi an 

miRebuli, Cveuli niSnebi. am enobrivi xerxiT anTimi gveubneba, rom yvela 

morCileba ar aris kargi, yvela sarwmunoeba ar aris WeSmariti, yvela ime-

di ar gamodgeba adamianisTvis, yoveli siCume ar aris morCilebis nayofi da 

yvela locva ar modis siyvaruliT savse gulidan.

SedarebebiSedarebebi

am stilis damafiqrebeli da moqnili maxasiaTeblebis saSualebiT, Se-

darebuli obieqtis aRwera iZens naTeli, dinamiuri gamosaxulebis kon-

turebs; abstraqtuli sakiTxebi warmodgenilia konkretuli elementebis 

saSualebiT, romlebic yvelasTvis cnobilia.

mizani, romliTac wminda anTimozi xSirad mimarTavs Sedarebas, mdgo-

mareobs mis survilSi, gaamdidros morwmuneTa sulieri aRqma. sityviT 

xatavs zogierT lirikul suraTs (`samyaro Wrilobis msgavsad afeTqdeba~, 

`misi saswaulebi anaTeben (..) mzis Suqis msgavsad~, `am silamazis siyvaruliT 

mTvrali~, `RvTismSobeli (..)) moazrovne ca~, `veluri cxenebiviT mivdi-

varT~), aRniSnavs ara mxolod mgrZnobelobas, aramed azrovnebas, romlis 
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gacnobac SeiZleba Sedarebis sagansa da sagans Soris moulodneli asocire-

bis saSualebiT.

metaforebimetaforebi

 zogadad mxatvrul-esTetikur teqstSi metaforebisa da alego-

riebis gamoyeneba miCneulia mxatvruli gemovnebis gamovlenad. metaforaSi 
Cven arapirdapiri, anu gadataniTi mniSvnelobiT vxmarobT calkeul sity-

vas, gamoTqmas, an frazas. alegoriaSi sityvebi da frazebi SeiZleba pirda-

piri mniSvnelobiTac ki vixmaroT, magram mTeli Sinaarsi ki arapirdapiri 
mniSvnelobiT gaigeba.

wminda anTimozi metaforis virtuozia, aq uxvad Cans RmerTis siyvar-

uliT gamravlebuli sityvis niWi. TviT metaforebze (`sityvebis joxi~, 
`swavlebis bade~, `RvTiuri wyalobis yurebi~, `azrovnebis saceri~, `sike-

Tis yvavilebi~, `RvTiuri survilebis yvavilebi~, `mSvenierebis dro~) Sez-

Ruduli sivrcis gamo, Cven gvinda gamovyoT ierarqis mcdeloba, rom ru-

minuli enis sityvebi gadaerTos ufro maRal, doqsologiur-liturgikul 
traeqtoriaze, raTa homiletikurma enam gadasces zeciuri cxovrebis mSve-

nierebebi.

alegoriebialegoriebi

alegoriulad azris gamoxatvas didi mniSvneloba hqonda da aqvs dRe-

sac. alegoria ganmartavs rogorc ritorikuli simbolo, garkveuli re-

alobis gadmosacemad, romlis meSveobiTac adamianma misgan gansxvavebuli 
sxva realoba SeiZleba igulisxmos. alegoria aZlierebs gzavnils, saTqmels 
amoZravebs plastikur, mkafio eqspoziciaSi. cnobilia bibliis alegori-

uli interpretacia. wmida ambrosim amgvarad gansazRvra: alegoria isaa, 
riTic sxva gamoixateba da sxva Camoyalibdeba. alegoria: “Allegoria est, cum 
aliud geritur et aliud fi guratur” bibliuri alegoriis origeneseuli Teorizacia 
araa mocemuli mis egzegetikur naSromebSi, aramed mis filosofiuri xasi-

aTis SedevrSi, `sawyisebis~ IV wignSi. (vrclad ix. rusudan kobaxiZe, bibliur 
mcenareTa tipologiuri simbolika patristikul tradiciaSi, gv.7 (hƩ p://
press.tsu.ge/ data/image_db_innova /humanitaruli/ rusudan_kobaxidze. pdf. moZiebulia. 

21.08.2020).

wminda anTimozis didaqeeebi gamorCeulia alegoriebis gamoyenebiT. maT 

Soris `qadageba miwisZvraze 26 oqtombers, wminda didmowamis da mironmdi-

naris dimitris xsenebis dRes~ gansakuTrebulia. `wuTisoflis mRelvare-

baSi adamianebs arasdros aqvT arc simSvide, arc mosveneba. zRvis talRebSi 

mcuravi navebi aris samefoebi, mxareebi, saufloni, qalaqebi, xalxTa sim-

ravle, saxelmwifoebi, qveSevrdomni, mdidrebi, Raribebi, didni da mcireni, 

romlebic mogzauroben zRvaSi da gansacdelSi imyofebian. didi talRebi, 

romlebic azvirTeben zRvas, im gansacdelebs ganasaxiereben, romlebic 
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mudmivad gvawuxebs. talRebi, romlebic navs ekveTebian, im gansacdelebsa 

da ubedurebebs, romlebic yoveldRiurad gvemarTeba.

Rrublebi, romlebic cas abneleben, elvani, romlebic Tvalebs abrmave-

ben, quxili, romelic mamac gulebsac ki afrTxobs, ganasaxierebs sxvada-

sxvagvar SemTxvevas: moulodnel xifaTs, mterTa mier dagebul safrTxeebs, 

sxva adamianebis gamoisobiT gamowveul mwuxarebas; yaCaRobebs, tyveobebs, 

mZime da autanel gadasaxadebs~ (didaqeebi; 2016:147)

antiTezebiantiTezebi

wmida didmowame dimitrisadmi miZRvnil meore homiliaSi, ierarqi Ses-

Txovs wmindans, uSuamdgomlos uflis winaSe: `meox gveyav Sen, Rirso, Cven 

uRirsTaTvis; meox gveyavi Sen, RvTis mier Seyvarebulo, Cveni urCobisa 

da cnebaTa darRvevis gamo, RvTis SeZulebisaTvis; meox gveyavi Sen, RvTis 

srulyofilo megobaro, CvenTa codvaTa gamo~ (didaqeebi; 2016: 168-169). `an-

Timozi urTierTsawinaaRmdego struqturebs ukavSirebs da amiT axdens sin-

Tezs `ZvelTa axlebTan, zeciurisa miwierTan, qvemoT myofTa zedaebTan~.
antiTeza anTimis teqstSi aerTianebs dapirispirebulT dialeqtikuris 

miRma, imas, rasac enis filosofosebi uwodeben antonimurs, da ise warmoad-

gens maT erTian kompoziciur figurad. es xerxi xSirad gamoiyeneba homile-

tikaSi. anTimozi xSirad mimarTavs SeuZlebelTa gaerTianebis am xerxs da, 

erTi SexedviT, paradoqsul sinTezSi sapirispiro elementebis asociaciiT 
xazs usvams sxvadasxva situaciasa da sulier mdgomareobebs. 

magaliTad, qadageba `macxovari ieso qristes Sobaze 25 dekembers~ 

mTlianad am principiT aris agebuli. anTimi ambobs: `amitomac ra SeiZleba 

iyos metad didebuli da sakvirveli, vidre es Soba? radgan gancvifrebisgan 

bneldeba adamianis goneba da ar ZaluZs, Cawvdes, Tu rogor Sva qalwulma 

Ze? am did ZRvenSi, romelic am sofels moevlina, ori ZRveni iyo dafaru-

li: erTi – samyaros Semqmneli iSveba Tavisi qmnilebisagan, qalwulisgan, 

romelsac ar misdgomia mamakaci, gakvirvebulia Tavisi saSos nayofiT; da 

meore – qali xdeba Tavisive dasabamis dasabami. ar vici, uwinares yovlisa, 

riTi viyo gakvirvebuli? uTeslod mucladRebiT, Tu SobiT, romlis dro-

sac gandidda qalwuloba? ar aris gasakviri, rom Sobis Semdegac darCa wmi-

da qalwulad, radgan Sva is, vinc aris qalwulebis sawyisi da yovladwmida~ 

(didaqeebi; 2016: 188).

sarkazmisarkazmi

sarkazmi bundovanebis erT-erT stilistur formad miiCneva. am xe-

rxs iyenebs sokrate. misi Seupovari ironia piris an situaciis mimarT WeS-

maritebis dadgenis mTavar saSualebad gamoiyeneba. anTimi, romelic Rrmad 

da kargad icnobs antikurobas, nayofierad miiCnevs am xerxis gamoyenebas. 

misi enobrivi palitris am fers ekisreba zneobrivi Segnebis gamoRviZeba. an-
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Timi imedovnebda, rom adamians ganuviTarebda TviTSegnebas, borotisagan 

avi znisagan Tavdacvis unars, gaaTavisuflebda damamcirebeli Cvevebisgan, 

`xolo Cven, qristianebi rom gvqvia, ra keTili saqmeebiT SegviZlia vaCvenoT 

Cveni qristianoba da keTilmorwmuneoba da, amavdroulad, gamorCeuloba im 

tomebisgan, romlebsac Cven warmarTebs veZaxiT? SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom Cven 

vityuebT Tavs da realurad sarwmunoeba ar gvaqvs: radgan, rom gvqonoda 

sarwmunoeba, RmerTic gveyvareboda da SeZlebisdagvarad davicavdiT mis 

sityvebsa da mcnebebs.. xolo Cven, imis magivrad, rom gviyvardes is da da-

vicvaT misi mcnebebi, Cven mas vaginebT da davciniT da masxrad vigdebT. misi 

sityvebi TiTqosda zRapari iyos. xolo Tu mkiTxavT, rogor vaginebT, gipa-

suxebT, rodesac sjuliT vaginebT vinmes, RmerTs vaginebT. ukve giTxariT, 

rom sarwmunoeba aris mxolod erTi saxis da yvela adamians swams RmerTis, 

rom RmerTi aris sjuli da sjulis Semqmneli; amitom, rodesac vaginebT 

sjuls, vaginebT RmerTsac, amitom vambobT, rom ar gvaqvs sarwmunoeba. 

..amqveyniuri amao sagnebiT varT dabrmavebulebi, sxva araferi gvaxarebs, 

garda bneli saqmeebisa; rogorc mTidan dagorebuli borbali, yvelani ise 

miveqanebiT borotebisken da arc SegviZlia gaCereba. da rogorc pirutyvi, 

vgoraobT ama soflis binZur siameebSi?. (didaqeebi: qadageba mezverisa da 

farisevlis kviriakes 2016: 36-36).

cota qvemoT, imave qadagebaSi, anTimi adgens ra adamianTa amoraluri 

azrovnebisa da cxovrebis wesis mizezs, agrZelebs sarkastuli gamonaTqva-

mebis gamoyenebas: `Zveli aRTqmiseuli faraoniviT gagviqvavda gulebi da 

davdivarT usircxvilod, rogorc ulagamo da gauxednavi cxenebi, sanam ar 

gadaviCexebiT romelime ufskrulSi da ar daviRupebiT. aseTi qmedebebiT 

viqebT Tavs, rom varT qristianebi?! hoi, vai Cvens Tavs! ra gvaqvs saerTo 

qristianobasTan. Tu vTvliT, rom marto imiT vcxondebiT, rom qristiane-

bi gvqvia! vercerT SemTxvevaSi! piriqiT, ufro did sasjels miviRebT~ 

(didaqeebi; 2016:39)

igavebiigavebi

igavisTvis damaxasiaTebelia is, rom mis mier gadmocemuli WeSmarite-

ba warmodgenilia simboluri, alegoriuli gziT, ise, rom werilis gaSifvra 
martivia, xolo azris gageba da damaxsovreba martivi. mas qriste macxovari 
uamravjer mimarTavs, igavSi Rrma sulieri WeSmaritebebia warmodgenili. 
mTeli Txrobis ganmavlobaSi, igavi inarCunebs xasiaTs, es morwmuneTa ndo-

bis mopovebas emsaxureba da mouwodebs maT TviTrefleqsiisken. anTimis sa-

xis metyvelebaSi igavi erT-erTi sayvareli xerxia saTqmelis gadmosacemad. 

qadagebaSi RvTis gancxadebis dResaswaulze anTimi gviyveba igavs zRarbze 

da sulier keTilSobilebas iwvevs: `moviqceT ise, rogorc zRarbi iqceva 

xolme. rodesac is midis venaxSi, Tavdapirvelad Tavad ZReba yurZniT, xolo 

Semdeg aryevs vazs da Tavisi nemsebiT agrovebs Camocvenil marcvlebs da 

miaqvs Tavisi Svilebis gamosakvebad. aseve TiToeulma Cvenganma sakuTar 
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saxlebSi wavuRoT Cvens Svilebsa da sxvebs, vinc eklesiaSi ver movida, is 

sityvebi, romelnic movismineT wminda saxarebidan da sxva wignebidan, rom 

isinic gamovkveboT sulieri sazrdoTi. amis Semdeg davicvaT Cveni goneba 

boroti fiqrebisgan da Cveni sxeulebi yoveli uwmindurobisagan. viqoni-

oT siyvaruli yvelas mimarT, gaviRoT mowyaleba gaWirvebulTaTvis, viyoT 

stumarTmoyvareni, movikiTxoT avadmyofebi da patimrebi. sikeTe gavuke-

ToT Cvens mtrebs, rogorc amas gvaswavlis macxovari qriste~ (didaqeebi; 
2016:93).

qadagebaSi `wmida mociqulebis – petres da pavles xsenebis dReze, ivni-

sis Tvis 29~ anTimozi iyenebs Txrobis igavur stils: `mzis siTbos aqvs xee-

bisTvis, balaxebisTvis, Zvirfasi qvebisTvis da miwis nayofisTvis sicocx-

lis, zrdis da nayofis gamoRebis Zalis micemis bunebrivi Tviseba. aseve pe-

tre mociqulis saidumlo mzis sicocxlis momcem siTbos aseTive Tvisebebi 

aqvs; radgan im mcire sxivmac ki, romelic man gaugzavna ierusalimis taZ-

ris `mSvenieris~ saxeliT cnobil karibWesTan mjdomare dabadebidanve mke-

lobels, im wuTSive gankurna is, uTxra ra es sityvebi: `moixile Cuenda~, im 

wamsve gaumagrda fexis terfebi da wvivebi~ (didaqeebi; 2016:67).

gansakuTrebuli yuradRebis Rirsia berZnul enaze Seqmnili Txzuleba 

`qristianul-politikuri Segonebani~. 

miuxedavad imisa, rom Tavad anTimis mier Sedgenil sintagmationSi Zvel 

brZen moZRvarTa gamonaTqvamebia Tavmoyrili, anTimis teqsti misive TqmiT 

`politikur leqsadaa~ gamarTuli, da ZiriTadad sakuTari, originaluri 

xedvebiTaa gajerebuli. anTimi saTqmels martivad, gasagebad da advilad 

dasamaxsovrebelad gadmoscems. `vinaidan Cemi mizani iyo, isini mTlianad 

momeZRvna Tqveni RvTismosaobisTvis locviTa da mamobrivi kurTxeviT, am-

itom leqsebs akrostiqad davurTe mTeli am saxelmZRvanelos saTauri. anu 

Tu vinme mihyveba TiToeuli striqonis dasawyis asoebs, aRmoaCens mTlian 

saTaurs Seucvlelad, dasawyisis frazidan `mdabali mitropoliti~ – da-

sasrulamde, sadac weria `mociqulebrivi kurTxeva~, – ambobs anTimi Txzu-

lebis dasawyisSi mTavrisadmi daweril miZRvnaSi.

es Txzuleba qristianuli saxismetyvelebis maRalmxatvruli nimuSia. 

moculobiTi teqsti leqsikuri simdidriT, stilisturi mravalferovneb-

iTa da mWevrmetyveluri figuralurobiTaa niSandebuli.

Sejamebis saxiT SesaZlebelia iTqvas, rom anTimozis saxismetyveleba-

Si gamoyenebuli ena asrulebs ramdenime funqcias: saRvTismetyvelo fun-

qcias – teqstis lingvisturi mdgeneli datvirTulia mdidari sulierebiT, 
mniSvnelobebis stratifikacia aris uTvalavi da gasaocari, vlenis funq-

cia – marTlmadideblobis WeSmaritebis gadmocema; sulieri horizontis 
gafarToveba. igi atarebs SemoqmedebiT-makonstruirebel funqcias da di-

daq tikur funqcias, rac gansakuTrebuli datvirTvis matarebelia. 
anTimoz iverielis sityvakazmulobas ar aqvs TviTkmari mniSvnelo-

ba. anTimis teqsti Tavisufalia esTetikuri formalizmisagan. mxatvruli 
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kompoziciis yvela elementi, teqstSi gamoyenebuli mxatvrul-esTetiku-

ri xerxi winaswar gaTvlil winaswar dasaxuli sqemiT ar dgeba. poeturi 
STagonebis wyalobiT RvTaebrivi talantiT Tavisuflad qmnida teqsts. 

mTavaria saTqmelis Sinaarsi, romelic datvirTulia qristianuli swav-

lebiT, ramdenadac isini xsnian RmerTis Wvretis saTnoebebs da mis mier Seq-

mnil, danaxul da arnaxul samyaros, romelic `sulis mSvenierebaa~. 
magram anTimma kargad icis, rom saTqmels sakadrisi WurWelic sWirdeba. 

anTimis mixedviT, sityva `samoTxis nawilia”, amitomac misi saxismetyveleba 

gamorCeulia mudmivi zrunviT teqstisadmi, sametyvelo enis siwmindisaT-

vis, sityvebiT vlenili samyarosa da adamianis mSvenierebisa da siwmindis 
saTanadod gamoTqmis wadiliT.

anTimis avTentur da originalur saRvTismetyvelo simboloebiT dat-

virTuli mxatvrul-religiuri teqstebis mTavari daniSnulebaa qristian-

uli eTikis bazisuri cnebebis dafuZneba, zneobrivi cnobierebisa da Seg-

nebis amaRleba, RvTis sityvisken mimarTuli cnobierebis Camoyalibeba, 
qristianuli swavlebis gaRrmaveba.
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Anastasia Zakariadze 

CHRISTIAN PARADIGM OF ARTISTIC DISCOURSE-ANTHIM THE IBERIAN*

Summary

Anthim’s arƟ sƟ c religious texts are enriched with original and authenƟ c theological symbols. 
They mainly aimed to found basic concepts of ChrisƟ an ethics, promote moral conscious and con-
sciousness, deepen ChrisƟ an teaching.

Language that is used by Anthim the Iberian in his religious metaphorical discourse carries out 
manifold funcƟ ons, such as creaƟ ve-construcƟ ve, didacƟ c, theological, etc. 

LinguisƟ c component of his texts is full of profound spirituality; StraƟ fi caƟ on of meanings is 
numerous and brilliant in revelaƟ on.

His poeƟ cal parole does not have self-suffi  cient meaning His texts are free from aestheƟ cal 
formalism. All elements of his arƟ sƟ c composiƟ on, arƟ sƟ c-aestheƟ cal tools do not preliminarily 
design. 

It is evident that Anthim with his giŌ  of words, eloquence, creates texts freely. On the fi rst 
place for him always is meaning of uƩ erance, which aims to bring to people ChrisƟ an teaching. But 
at the same Ɵ me Anthim accurately knows that an uƩ erance needs a decent can. 

By Anthim word is “a part of heaven”, that’s why his poeƟ cal discourse is outstanding with 
constant care for text, for purity of parole. 
 This work was supported by Shota Rustaveli NaƟ onal Science FoundaƟ on of Georgia (SRNSFG). 

# FR-19-7625 ,,Anthim the Iberian: A part of European Space of Thinking
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politikuri filosofia konservatiuli xedviT

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY CONSERVATIVE VIEW

badri forCxiZe badri forCxiZe 

epistemologiuri WeSmaritebis ideologiuri 
spekulaciebiT Canacvlebis ZiriTadi msoflmxedvelobriv-

istoriuli Taviseburebani1

erisa da WeSmaritebis urTierTmimarTebis problema sxvadasxva peri-

odSi sxvadasxvagvarad iyo dasmuli da gadawyvetili. umravles SemTxveva-

Si, aRniSnuli saWirboroto mniSvnelobis mqone sakvanZo sakiTxebi ganix-

ileboda erovnuli problematikis kuTxiT, xolo gamonaklis SemTxvevebSi 

ki, logikur-gnoseologiuri TvalsazrisiT. zogad-filosofiuri gage-

bis mixedviT, yoveli eri aris fasdaudebeli da unikaluri Rirebulebis 

matarebeli fenomeni, romelsac gaaCnia Tavisi erTaderTi da ganumeorebe-

li roli, adgili da daniSnuleba mTeli kacobriobis winaSe. 

XX saukunis saqarTveloSi gansakuTrebuli yuradReba gamaxvilda 

erovnuli problematikis Sesaxeb. es daintereseba iyo erTgvari logikuri 

Sedegi im erovnuli sulis gamofxizlebisa, rasac mecxramete saukunis meo-

re naxevarSi adgili hqonda TergdaleulTa aqtiuri sazogadoebriv-poli-

tikuri moRvaweobis safuZvelze. am mimarTulebiT gamoirCeodnen: dimitri 

yifiani, ilia WavWavaZe, akaki wereTeli, vaJa-fSavela, aleqsandre yazbegi, 

niko nikolaZe, giorgi wereTeli, sergi mesxi da sxvebi. maTi ideebi da su-

liskveTeba sxvadasxvagvari formiTa da SinaarsiT transformirda arCil 

jorjaZesTan, mixako wereTelTan, grigol robaqiZesTan, aleqsandre jan-

eliZesTan da sxvebTan. arsebobs mosazreba imis Sesaxeb, rom sabWoTa peri-

odSi, marqsistuli ideologiuri wnexis pirobebSi, TiTqosda erovnulma 

problematikam dakarga cxovelmyofeloba da sazogadoebrivi dainterese-

ba, rac marTebulad ar migvaCnia, vinaidan Tu Tvals ar davxuWavT imdroin-

deli kulturis, mecnierebis, xelovnebisa da ekonomikis udides miRweveb-

ze, gansakuTrebiT unikaluri qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi qmnilebebis mimarT 

saerTaSoriso gulisyuris mipyrobasa da kompetenturi wreebis mier maT 

aRiarebaze, aseve qarTuli eTnosis warmomavlobis uZvelesi istoriuli 

fesvebis Sesaxeb sayuradRebo cnobebisa da umniSvnelovanesi dokumentu-

ri masalebis intensiur gavrcelebaze, savsebiT safuZvlianad SegviZlia 

vamtkicoT, rom qarTuli sazogadoebrivi cnobiereba da patriotuli su-

liskveTeba erovnuli TviTSegnebis gacilebiT ufro maRal safexurze iyo 

asuli, vidre manamde. 

marTalia, sabWoTa periodis im vrceul monakveTSi, rodesac ori 

didi qarTveli politikuri moRvawe marTavda uzarmazar imperias, ar iyo 

1 redkolegia ar iziarebs statiaSi avtoris mier gamoTqmul Se xedulebebs.
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sagrZnoblad SesamCnevi da mZafri erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli moZrao-

bisTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi da Taviseburebani, rac avad Tu kargad 

unda gamoxatuliyo saxelmwifoebrivi damoukideblobisken miswrafeba-

Si. amis miuxedavad, es idea umetesad aracnobierad, an zogjer cnobierad 

mainc suldgmulobda qarTuli sazogadoebrivi azris siRrmiseul SreebSi. 

aman Riad da gamoaSkaravebulad, masobrivad iCina Tavi qarTvel axalgaz-

rdobaSi, rodesac stalinis pirovnebis kultTan dakavSirebiT, sabWoTa 

oficiozis mier gamoxatuli mamxilebeli da negatiuri pozicia qarTvel-

ma xalxma aRiqva sakuTari erovnuli Rirsebis uxeS xelyofad, rac mwvaved 

gaaprotesta da mtkice Seurigeblobis gzas daadga. am dros xmamaRla ga-

JRerda moTxovna ssrk-dan gamoyofisa da saxelmwifoebrivi damoukide-

blobis Sesaxeb, risi konstituciuri uflebac iuridiulad arsebobda, 

sxva sakiTxia is, Tu ramdenad SesaZlebeli iyo am moTxovnis praqtikuli 

ganxorcielebis SesaZlebloba. rogorc viciT, es masStaburi saprotesto 

mRelvareba sabWoTa jarma sisxlSi CaaxSo da sxvadasxva saxis ideur-pro-

pagandistuli da ekonomikuri berketebis gamoyenebiT, droebiT daTrguna 

daumorCileblobisa da TavisuflebisTvis brZola, magram calkeuli ara-

legaluri disidenturi jgufebi da organizaciebi, warmoudgenlad didi 

winaaRmdegobebisa da sastiki meTodebiT zemoqmedebis miuxedavad, mainc 

agrZelebdnen TavianT saqmianobas, ramac logikuri Sedegi gamoiRo, rode-

sac gasuli saukunis 80-iani wlebis bolos, Cvens qveyanaSi farTod gaiSala 

erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli moZraoba, rasac, bunebrivia, mohyva erovnu-

li problematikis aqtualizacia.

sruliad gamarTlebuli da gasagebi iyo isic, rom aseT viTarebaSi qar-

Tuli sazogadoebis ZiriTadi da mniSvnelovani nawili umaRles miznad da 

amocanad eris sasicocxlo interesebisTvis brZolas miiCnevda, Tumca, 

amis garda, iyvnen agreTve qarTuli inteligenciis garkveuli warmomad-

genlebic, romlebic erovnul principebsa da idealebTan SedarebiT, upi-

ratesobas zogadsakacobrio Rirebulebebsa da liberalur-demokratiul 

Sexedulebebs aniWebdnen. aRniSnuli polarizaciis fonze, saerTaSoriso 

avtoritetis mqone, qarTuli genetikuri warmomavlobis filosofosma 

merab mamardaSvilma eris siyvarulze ufro Rirebulad da aRmatebulad 

WeSmaritebis Zieba da dadgena gamoacxada. rasakvirvelia, msgavsi gancxa-

debebi am periodSi sxvebis mierac keTdeboda da sazogadoebis didi nawi-

lis erovnuli Tavmoyvareobis gaRizianebasac iwvevda, Tumca gadaWarbebu-

lia imis mtkiceba, rom konkretulad am Tezisis gaxmovanebas raRac gansa-

kuTrebuli masobrivi aJiotaJi mohyva, rasac SeeZlo gamoewvia xsenebuli 

pirovnebis janmrTelobis Seryeva da moulodneli sikvdili. inteligenci-

is im warmomadgenlebs, visac am sikvdilis gamowvevis pirdapir mizezad 

dRemde miaCniaT mamardaSvilis sapirispirod Seqmnili garkveuli sazoga-

doebrivi kritikuli ganwyobileba da sxvadasxva saxis sagazeTo publika-

cia, axasiaTebT imdroindeli movlenebis araadekvaturi gansja da aSkarad 
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iviwyeben im garemoebas, rom sinamdvileSi, sruliad piriqiT, aRniSnuli 

debulebis avtori savsebiT Segnebulad da principulad cdilobda sazo-

gadoebis gamowvevas, raTa esoden dramatul, sapasuxismgeblo viTarebaSi, 

roca mravalpartiuli arCevnebis Catareba iyo dagegmili da erovnul-gan-

maTavisuflebeli moZraobis wamyvani Zala xelisuflebaSi mosasvlelad 

emzadeboda, erisa da WeSmaritebis Tavsebadobisa da dapirispirebis Tao-

baze samecniero da politikuri wreebis SigniT farTo polemikisa da di-

skusiis meSveobiT, mTeli moazrovne eleqtoratis yuradReba Tavisken gad-

moetana; Tumca, misda samwuxarod, amiT sawadels ver miaRwia, vinaidan im 

konkretul situaciaSi imaze bevrad ufro naklebi gamoxmaureba mohyva mis 

debulebas, vidre moeloda da SesaZloa, amis gamoc, garkveulwilad gulga-

texili da imedgacruebulic darCa.

merab mamardaSvilis mier warmoTqmuli Tezisi: `WeSmariteba eris in-

teresebze maRla dgas~, bevrad ufro aqtualuri da popularuli gaxda mas 

mere, rac saerTaSoriso imperialisturi Zalebis pirdapiri inspiraciiTa 

da waqezebiT SeiaraRebulma kriminalurma band-formirebebma, ruseTis 

samxedro regularuli jaris daxmarebiT, daamxo demokratiulad arCeuli 

saqarTvelos prezidenti da kanonieri xelisufleba, rodesac sisxliani 

gadatrialebis mxardamWerma inteligenciis garkveulma nawilma merab 

mamardaSvili TavianT ideur winamorbedad gamoacxades da mas `qarTveli 

sokrate~ Searqves misi saubrisa da azrovnebis stilis gamo. didebuli da 

SesaniSnavi filosofosi vaxtang erqomaiSvili Tavis naSromSi `adamiani, 

Tavisufleba, ideologia~ xsenebul gamonaTqvams ukavSirebda bibliur 

warmodgenas, romlis mixedviTac, kacobriobis erebad dayofa wyalobad ki 

ar iTvleboda, aramed sasjelad, romelic mohyva babilonis godolis mSe-

ne blobas da erT enaze metyvel adamianTa modgmas ganrisxebulma ufalma 

sxvadasxva enebze daawyebina metyveleba da amiT daudo dasabami calkeul 

erTa Camoyalibebas.1

Cveni TvalsazrisiT, bibliis teqstis pirdapiri mniSvnelobiT gageba 

seriozuli Secdomaa, Tumca Secdomac rom ar iyos da eris arseboba sas-

jelad CavTvaloT, es mainc uflis uzenaesi nebaa da amitom morwmunem esec 

wyalobad unda miiRos, iseve, rogorc amqveyniur tanjva-wvalebasTan da-

kavSirebuli yvelaferi, rac ki adamisa da evas samoTxidan gamoZevebas uka-

vSirdeba, anu igive codviT dacemas. arsebobs bibliis sxvadasxvagvari in-

terpretaciac, romlis Tanaxmadac, yovelgvari gansacdeli, rac RmerTma 

mouvlina adamianTa modgmas, emsaxureba sikeTisa da WeSmaritebisken aRm-

asvlasa da samudamo sasufevlis damkvidrebas. amis garda, agreTve axali 

aRTqmis ZiriTadi mcnebebi da Segonebebic Segvaxseneben, rom unda gviyvar-

des mSobeli Cveni – moyvasi, upirveles yovlisa, da mteric, Tumca moyvasisa 

da mtris siyvaruli sruliad sxvadasxva ramea da es sulac ar niSnavs maT 

1 erqomaiSvili v., adamiani Tavisufleba ideologia, Tb., 2002. gv. 389.
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igiveobas. mSobelic, Svilic, ojaxic da naTesav-megobaric, mter-moyvarec 

da Sor-maxlobelic, rac yovelive ganuyofel kavSirSia erisa da samSob-

los si yvarulTan, mis winaSe aRebul wmindaTawminda valdebulebebTan da 

sazogadod im mizan-RirebulebebTan, romlis gareSec namdvil adamianur 

cxov re bas da moRvaweobas yovelgvari azri ekargeba, Tumca esec aris erT-

erT i da ara erTaderTi da sayovelTao, gavrcelebuli tradiciuli gageba, 

radganac arseboben sxvagvari warmodgenis xalxic, romlebic warmatebiT 

axerxeben TavianTi uflebebis dacvis uzrunvelyofas, saerTaSoriso kon-

venciebisa da deklaraciebis Sesabamisad. 

yovelive aRniSnulis miuxedavad, erTi ram, rac xazgasmulad SeiZleba 

iTqvas, isaa, rom merab mamardaSvili arc bibliuri WeSmaritebis apologeti 

yofila da arc met-naklebad religiuri pirovneba, amitomac, Cveni gansa-

kuTrebuli pativiscemis miuxedavad, ver daveTanxmebiT vaxtang erqomaiS-

vils, romelic miiCnevda: `merab mamardaSvili bibliur sibrZnes gamoTqvam-

da, rodesac am debulebas ayenebda, magram imJamindel situaciaSi igi aras-

worad gaiges da aman ganapiroba misi uaryofiTi Sefaseba~.1 sinamdvileSi 

ki yvelaferi swored ise gaiges, rogorc unda gaegoT da amaze reaqcia iyo 

savsebiT Cveulebrivi da adekvaturi im subieqtTa mxridan, visac hqonda  

Tavisi Camoyalibebuli mrwamsi da Sexeduleba rogorc samSoblosTan, aseve 

erovnuli moZraobis im gamorCeul winamZRolTan dakavSirebiT, vis Sesax-

ebac mamardaSvili Riad gamoxatavda sakuTar negatiur damokidebulebas, 

rogorc sajaro interviuebsa da saubrebSi, aseve Tavis sagazeTo statieb-

Sic, sadac yovelgvari diplomatiuri mokrZalebuli tonis gareSe, daufar-

avad exeboda mas. SegviZlia warmovadginoT erTi aseTi nimuSic: `....vfiqrob, 

rom arian nervulad aRgznebul adamianTa jgufebi da pirovnebebic, rom-

lebic zedmet yuradRebas iqceven xolme. magaliTad, iseTi pirovneba, ro-

goricaa zviad gamsaxurdia, arc saqarTvelos warmoadgens da arc qarTuli 

opoziciis ZalTa rCeuls. igi primitiuli agresiuli nacionalizmis warmo-

madgenelia. marTalia, igi helsinkis adamianis uflebaTa dacvis jgufidan 

modis, magram iyenebs dauSvebel meTodebs opoziciis sxva wevrebis mimarT, 

acxadebs ra maT `qarTveli eris moRalateebad~ da a.S. me gansakuTrebiT 

gamaogna im siZulvilma da agresiam, rac zogierT mis zepir Tu werilobiT 

gamosvlebSi vlindeba. rodesac movlenebs garedan vuyurebT, nacionalis-

turi afeTqebis mxolod es ukiduresi formebi ikveTeba~.2

rodesac filosofosi saubrobs WeSmaritebaze, rogorc wesi, is an 

pir dapir miuTiTebs, an iribad mainc migvaniSnebs, ra kategoriis WeSma-

ri tebaa is: faqtobriv-empiriuli, anu asertoruli; sayovelTaobisa da 

auci leblobis gamomxatveli, anu apodiqtikuri; Teologiur-metafiziku-

1 iqve.

2 mamardaSvili m., cnobierebis tipologia – leqciebi, moxsenebebi, interviuebi, 

statiebi, qarTuli biografiuli centri, 2011, gv. 211.
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ri, romlis mixedviTac – umaRlesi sibrZne da WeSmariteba aris RmerTi da 

logikur-gnoseologiuri, rac bWobis wanamZRvrebidan danaskvis formal-

uri gamomdinareobis marTebulobas gulisxmobs. ufro rom gavamartivoT 

sakiTxi, SegviZlia davasaxeloT epistemologiuri, anu mecnieruli WeS-

mariteba, romelSic savaraudod SeiZleba erT mxareze movaqcioT Teolo-

giur-metafizikuri kategoriac, xolo meoreze, sxva nebismieri iseTi WeS-

mariteba, romelic albaTuri da relatiuri xasiaTisaa, amitomac mas ver 

eqneba kategoriulobis veraviTari pretenzia. romel maTgans gvTavazobda 

merab mamardaSvili? vidre am kiTxvas vupasuxebT, manamde interesmoklebu-

li ar iqneba imis garkveva, hyavda Tu ara am debulebas vinme winamorbedi, 

romelic aseve ufro maRla ayenebda WeSmaritebas sxva romeliRac grZnoba-

ze, Rirebulebaze, idealze da a. S. am sakiTxTan mimarTebaSic Tavis Sefase-

bas gamoTqvams vaxtang erqomaiSvili, romelic marTebulad miiCnevda, rom 

mamardaSvili ar iyo arc pirveli da ar iqneba, albaT, arc ukanaskneli, vinc 

es debuleba gamoTqva. 

samSoblosTan mimarTebiT WeSmaritebis prioritetis miniWebis naTeli 

magaliTebi mohyavs erqomaiSvils Cadaevisa da kamius nawarmoebTa mixed-

viT; petre Cadaevi erT-erT Tavis werilSi, romlis saTauria `Апология 

сумасшедшего~, werda: ̀ mSvenieri ramaa mamulis siyvaruli, magram aris raRac 

ufro mSvenieri – WeSmaritebis siyvaruli. mamulis siyvaruli badebs gmirs, 

xolo WeSmaritebis siyvaruli – kacobriobis keTilismyofel brZens, samS-

oblos siyvaruli erTmaneTisgan hyofs xalxebs, hkvebavs erovnul SuRls, 

miwas ZaZebiT mosavs, xolo WeSmaritebis siyvaruli codnis naTels hfens 

garemos, hqmnis sulier netarebas, aaxloebs xalxs RmerTTan; amitomac ze-

cisken mimavali gza gadis ara samSobloze, aramed WeSmaritebaze~.1 ramden-

adme gansxvavebulia frangi eqsistencialistis, alber kamius mosazreba aR-

niSnul sakiTxze, romelsac upirobod aRebuli samSoblos siyvaruli ki ar 

miaCnia umaRles valdebulebad, rodesac qveyana da sazogadoeba usamarT-

lobisa da borotebis gzas adgas, aramed iseTnairi siyvaruli, roca ar aris 

darRveuli da ugulebelyofili samarTlianobis, sikeTisa da WeSmaritebis 

fundamenturi principebi.2

kidev ufro adre, antikur periodSi, platonma yvelaferze maRla daay-

ena WeSmariteba, mSveniereba da sikeTe, risi garkveuli gamoZaxilic iyo 

aristoteles cnobili fraza: `platoni Cemi megobaria, magram WeSmariteba 

ufro didi megobaria~. samive magaliTi sxvadasxvagvar midgomas emyareba; 
Cadaevis SemTxvevaSi umaRlesi sibrZne da WeSmariteba aris RmerTi, romel-

ic samSoblos siyvarulze maRla dgas, pozicia savsebiT gasagebia, roca es 

siyvaruli masTan cxaddeba uamravi totaluri ubedurebisa da borotebis 

saTaved, am logikuri TanmimdevrobiT savsebiT SesaZlebelia nebismieri 

1 Чаадаев П. Я., Сочинения. М.  1989. ст: 140.

2 Камю А., Бунтующий человек., М. 1990 ст. 107.
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saxis siyvaruli, maT Soris Tundac RmerTis mimarT, aRmoCndes borotebi-

sa da ubedurebis wyaro, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT araerTgvarovan religiur 

Sexedulebebs da gansxvavebul warmodgenebs RmerTis mimarT; gana cota 

iyo istoriaSi religiur niadagze warmoqmnili omebi, an amJamad religiuri 

fundamentalizmis mimdevrebi ar Cadian usastikes teroristul aqtebs?! 

rasakvirvelia, asea, magram amis gamo warmoudgeneli sisulele da uazro-

ba iqneba, rom uari vTqvaT saerTod siyvarulze, siyvarulis gareSe xom 

yovelive arsebuls azri ekargeba?! ra iqneba adamiani usiyvarulod? arc 

araferi kargi da Rirebuli, romlisganac raime sikeTe da sargebloba war-

modgeba; usiyvarulod WeSmaritebac Tvalsa da xels Sua gaqreba da is ara-

friT ar iqneba arcerTnair sicrueze ufro ukeTesi, miuxedavad imisa, rom 

WeSmariteba bevrjer mwarea, is mainc gzas gvikafavs umaRlesi idealebisa 

da Rirebulebebisaken, amitomac ar SeiZleba ar gviyvardes is, Tu odnav 

raime Zvirfasi da saukeTeso gveguleba amqveynad, risTvisac Rirs sicocx-

lec da Tavganwirvac, ris gareSec adamianis arsebobas yovelgvari azri da 

fasi ekargeba.

alber kamius Tvalsazrisi kidev ufro Tanmimdevruli da garkveulia, 

radgan samSoblos upirobo siyvaruli namdvilad SeuZlebelia, Tu samSob-

loSi ar cxovrobs keTilSobili, samarTliani da patiosani xalxi, romlis 

mimarT siyvaruls, zrunvas, valdebulebas da gulSematkivrobas araviTari 

safuZveli ar gaaCnia; rasakvirvelia, Znelia aseTi samSoblos warmodgena 

realur sinamdvileSi, magram garkveul SemTxvevaSi, vinmem SeiZleba aseTi 

ram dauSvas da ganimsWvalos romelime sxva an sulac, sakuTari eris mimarT 

siZulviliT, rasac sabolood saSineli da damangreveli Sedegebi moaqvs 

yvelasTvis, amitom msgavsi ram Tavidan unda aviciloT.

platonisa da aristoteles Tvalsazrisi yvelaze ufro naTeli, swori 

da gamarTlebulia wina orTan mimarTebiT, vinaidan WeSmaritebis, mSvenier-

ebisa da sikeTis gareSe sruliad gaugebari da warmoudgenelia, rogorc 

megobroba, ise siyvaruli nebismieri raimes mimarT; roca aristotele pla-

tonTan megobrobaze maRla ayenebda WeSmaritebasTan megobrobas, amiT is 

megobrobas ki ar akninebda WeSmaritebasTan mimarTebiT, aramed, piriqiT, 

ganamtkicebda, vinaidan platons masze aranaklebad SeeZlo WeSmarite-

basTan megobroba, romelsac is yvelaze maRla ayenebda da piriqiT, aseTi 

erTguleba WeSmaritebisadmi yvelaze ufro kargad ganamtkicebda Tundac 

am ori didi moazrovnis megobrobas, sxvagvarad ki isini daTvur samsaxurs 

gauwevdnen erTi meores.

axla davubrundeT mamardaSvilis ganTqmul frazas: `WeSmariteba eris 

interesebze maRla dgas!~ pirvel yovlisa, romeli WeSmariteba SeiZleba 

idges samSoblos interesebze maRla? an samSoblos interesebi, Tu Sors 

dgas WeSmaritebisgan, kerZod, romeli saxeobisgan – epistemologiurisa 

Tu araepistemologiurisgan, rac sruliad gaurkvevelia. gamodis, rom sam-

Soblos ar unda hqondes sakuTari interesebi da Tu eqneba, is ver iqneba WeS-
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mariti. aseTia mamardaSvilis logika. misi WeSmariteba arc metafizikur-Te-

ologiuria, arc empiriul-faqtobrivi, arc logikur-gnoseologiuri, arc 

relatiuri, albaTuri da hipoteturi, maSasadame WeSmariteba, rasac is 

samSoblos kanonier, samarTlian da WeSmarit saerTo erovnul interese-

bze maRla ayenebs, aris sruliad uSinaarso, usagno da carieli sityva da 

araviTar SemTxvevaSi cneba, romelic warmoadgens ama Tu im sagnis ZiriT-

ad, umTavres da Sinagani arsebis ganmsazRvrel Tvisobriobas. samagierod, 

WeSmaritebis yvela CamoTvlili kategoria, zedmiwevniT miesadageba samS-

oblos kanonier da samarTlian erovnul interesebs.

erTaderTi, rac gvrCeba mamardaSvilis mier deklarirebuli WeSma ri-

tebis asaxsnelad, es aris garkveuli politikuri ideologiis sagnad WeS-

maritebis gamoyenebis spekulacia, romlis gamokveTili mizanic realur 

qveteqstSi ikiTxeba Semdegnairad: frazis avtori Tavis gamosvlebsa da 

statiebSi Zalian bevrs saubrobs demokratiaze, evropul Rirebulebeb ze, 

nacionalistur Seurigeblobaze, liberalizmze da sxva. cxadia, demokra-

tia ver gamodgeboda erovnuli interesebis sapirwoned, vinaidan demokra-

tia swored erTiani saerTo saxalxo interesebis gamoxatulebaa, sadac yve-

laferi wydeba umravlesobis nebis Sesabamisad; maSin ra SeiZleba yofiliyo 

am sityvis namdvili Sinaarsi? – didi albaTobiT es SeiZleba yofiliyo lib-

eralur-demokratiuli Rirebulebebi da orientirebi, romelic priori-

tets aniWebs sxvadasxva tipis umciresobaTa interesebis dacvas, rac ukve 

savsebiT gasagebia, vinaidan merab mamardaSvili ireklavda inteligenciis 

im gansazRvruli nawilis ganwyobilebas da suliskveTebas, romelic gare 

imperialisturi Zalebis xelSewyobiTa da waqezebiT, mwvaved daupirispir-

da erovnul moZraobas da mis winamZRols, swored qarTuli erovnuli sasi-

cocxlod mniSvnelovani interesebis sawinaaRmdegod da sazianod.

amrigad, erisa da WeSmaritebis urTierTmimarTebis problema, Teori-

uli kvleva-Ziebis sferoSi, ar SeiZleba emyarebodes maT Soris dapirisp-

irebisa da winaaRdegobis wyalgamyofi mijnis gavlebas, vinaidan erisa da 

WeSmaritebis cnebebi, Tavis yvela epistemologiur da araepistemologiur 

maCveneblebsa da ganzomilebebSi ar kveTen da ar gamoricxaven erTi meoris 

srulfasovan formalur da Sinaarsobriv gansazRvrulobebsa da mocemu-

lobebs, maSasadame, sakiTxis dasma maTi urTierTSedarebis an Rirebulebi-

Ti Sefasebis kuTxiT, mizanSeuwonlad migvaCnia da amitomac nebismieri ase-

Ti saxis mcdelobas SegviZlia mivaniWoT epistemologiuri WeSmaritebis 

ideologiuri spekulaciiT Canacvlebis kvalifikacia.
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Badri Porchkhidze 

THE ESSEMTIAL WORLD OUT LOOK AND HISTORICAL SPECIFICATIONS OF 

REPLACEMENT OF EPISTEMOLOGICAL TRUTH WITH IDEOLOGICAL SPECULATIONS 

summary

The problem of the relaƟ onship between naƟ on and the truth has been raised and resolved 

diff erently at diff erent periods. In most cases, these key issues were discussed in terms of naƟ onal 
problems, and in excepƟ onal cases, from a logical-epistemological point of view. According to the 

general philosophical understanding, every naƟ on is a phenomenon of inesƟ mable and unique 

value, which has its unique and inimitable role, place and purpose before all mankind.

XX century in Georgia, special aƩ enƟ on was paid to naƟ onal problems. This interest was a 

kind of logical consequence of the awakening of the naƟ onal spirit which took place in the second 

half of the nineteenth century on the basis of the acƟ ve socio-poliƟ cal contribuƟ on of the `Ter-
gi-drunks”. Dimitri Kipiani, Ilia Chavchavadze, Akaki Tsereteli, Vazha-Pshavela, Alexander Kazbegi, 
Niko Nikoladze, Giorgi Tsereteli, Sergi Meskhi and others stood out in this direcƟ on. Their ideas and 

the spirit were transformed in diff erent forms and content with Archil Jorjadze, Mikhako Tsereteli, 
Grigol Robakidze, Alexander Janelidze and others. There is an opinion that in the Soviet period, 

under the condiƟ ons of Marxist ideological pressure, the naƟ onal problem allegedly had lost its 

vitality and public interest, which we do not consider right, whereas if we do not turn a blind eye 

to the great achievements of the culture, science, art and economy of that Ɵ me, especially to the 

internaƟ onal aƩ enƟ on to the unique Georgian creaƟ ve works and their recogniƟ on by the compe-
tent circles, as well as the intensive disseminaƟ on of important informaƟ on about the ancient his-
torical roots of the origin of the Georgian ethnos and the most important documentary materials, 
we can quite well argue that the Georgian public consciousness and patrioƟ c spirit was at a much 

higher level of naƟ onal self-consciousness than before.

It is true that during the long stretch of the Soviet period, when two great Georgian poliƟ cal 
fi gures ruled a vast empire, there were no noƟ ceable signs and peculiariƟ es characterisƟ c of a 

strong naƟ onal liberaƟ on movement, should be expressed in the aspiraƟ on for state indepen-
dence, nevertheless, this idea was mostly unconsciously, or someƟ mes consciously, insƟ lled in 

the deep layers of Georgian public opinion, which manifested itself openly and massively in the 

Georgian youth, when the Soviet offi  cials denounced the cult of personality of Stalin, the Georgian 

people perceived it as a gross violaƟ on of their naƟ onal dignity, which they strongly protested and 

embarked on a path of strong irreconcilability, at which point they loudly demanded secession 

from the USSR. As we know, this large-scale protest riot was suppressed by the Soviet army in 

blood and, using various ideological-propaganda and economic levers, temporarily inhibited the 

struggle for disobedience and freedom. But individual illegal dissident groups and organizaƟ ons, 

despite unbelievably great resistance and harsh methods of infl uence, sƟ ll conƟ nued their acƟ v-
iƟ es; which led to a logical result, when in the late 80s of the last century, the naƟ onal liberaƟ on 
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movement was widely spread in our country, which naturally led to the actualizaƟ on of naƟ onal 
problems.

It was completely jusƟ fi ed and understandable that in such a situaƟ on, the main and important 
part of the Georgian society considered the fi ght for the vital interests of the naƟ on as the highest 
goal and task. However, in addiƟ on, there were also some members of the Georgian intelligentsia 

who preferred general-human values and liberal-democraƟ c views over naƟ onal principles and 

ideals. Against the background of this polarizaƟ on, a philosopher of Georgian geneƟ c origin with 

internaƟ onal authority Merab Mamardashvili, declared the search for truth to be more valuable 

and superior above to love of the naƟ on. Of course, similar statements were made by others during 

this period, and this also irritated the naƟ onal self-pride of a large part of the society; howeverIt is 

an exaggeraƟ on to argue, that the sounding of this parƟ cular thesis was followed by some special 
mass agitaƟ on, which could have led to the shaking of the health of the said person and his sudden 

death. Those members of the intelligentsia who sƟ ll believe that the direct cause of this death is 

a certain criƟ cal public mood and various types of newspaper publicaƟ ons, created in opposiƟ on 

to Mamardashvili, characterized by inadequate judgment of the events of the Ɵ me and clearly 

forgeƫ  ng the fact that, in fact, quite the opposite, the author of this provision was consciously 

and principledly trying to challenge the public, in such a dramaƟ c, responsible situaƟ on, when 

mulƟ -party elecƟ ons were planned and the leading force of the naƟ onal liberaƟ on movement was 

preparing to come to power, he wanted to divert the aƩ enƟ on of the enƟ re thinking electorate to 

himself; However, he unfortunately did not achieve the goal, whereas in that parƟ cular situaƟ on, 

there was far less response to his provision than expected, and perhaps because of this, he was 

somewhat disappointed and frustrated.

Merab Mamardashvili’s thesis: ”The truth is above the interests of the naƟ on” has become 

much more relevant and popular aŌ er the direct inspiraƟ on and encouragement of the interna-
Ɵ onal imperialist forces, armed criminal gangs with the help of the Russian regular military, over-
threw the democraƟ cally elected President of Georgia and the legiƟ mate government, when a 

secƟ on of the pro-bloody intelligentsia declared Merab Mamardashvili their ideological prede-
cessor and dubbed him the ”Georgian Socrates” for his rhetoric and style of thinking. The glorious 

and remarkable philosopher Vakhtang Erkomaishvili, in his work ”Man, Freedom, Ideology”, linked 

this expression to the biblical noƟ on that the division of mankind into naƟ ons was not considered 

a mercy, but a punishment, which led to the construcƟ on of the goddess of Babylon, and the en-
raged God made the human race begin to speak in diff erent languages, thus laying the foundaƟ on 

for the formaƟ on of separate naƟ ons.

From our point of view, understanding the literal meaning of the Bible is a serious mistake, 
However, even if there is no mistake and we consider the existence of a naƟ on as a punishment, it 
is sƟ ll the supreme will of the Lord and therefore the believer should receive it as a mercy, as well 
as everything related to worldly suff ering, which is related to Adam and Eve being expelled from 

paradise. There are various interpretaƟ ons of the Bible, according to which every trial that God has 

brought upon mankind serves to ascend to goodness and truth and to establish an eternal king-
dom. In addiƟ on, the basic commandments and exhortaƟ ons of the New Testament also remind us 

that we should love our parent __ fi rst and foremost our neighbor as well as our enemy, although 

the love of neighbor and foe is completely diff erent and does not necessarily mean the same; Par-
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ents, children, family and relaƟ ves, enemies and lovers, all of which are inextricably linked with the 

love of the naƟ on and the homeland, the sacred commitments made before it and the goals and 

values in general, without which real human life and work lose all meaning, though this, too, is one 

and not the only and universal, widespread tradiƟ onal understanding, because there are people 

of diff erent backgrounds who successfully manage to protect their rights in accordance with inter-
naƟ onal convenƟ ons and declaraƟ ons. In spite of all the above, Merab Mamardashvili was neither 

an apologist of biblical truth nor a more or less religious person, therefore, despite our special 
respect, we can not agree with Vakhtang Erkomaishvili, who considered: ”Merab Mamardashvili 
was expressing biblical wisdom when he made this provision, but in the current situaƟ on it was 

misunderstood and this led to his negaƟ ve assessment.”
The only thing leŌ  to explain the truth declared by Mamardashvili is the speculaƟ on of the 

use of truth as a subject of a certain poliƟ cal ideology, the clear purpose of which is read in the 

real subtext as follows: The author of the phrase in his speeches and arƟ cles talks a lot about de-
mocracy, European values, naƟ onalist irreconcilability, liberalism and more. Clearly, democracy 

could not be counterbalanced by naƟ onal interests, since democracy is the expression of common 

public interests, where everything is decided according to the will of the majority; So what could 

have been the real meaning of this word? __ Most likely it could have been liberal-democraƟ c val-
ues and orientaƟ ons that prioriƟ ze the protecƟ on of the interests of diff erent types of minoriƟ es, 
which is already quite understandable, since Merab Mamardashvili refl ected the mood and spirit 
of a certain part of the intelligentsia, which, with the support and encouragement of external im-
perialist forces, sharply opposed the naƟ onal movement and its leader, to the detriment of vital 
Georgian naƟ onal interests.

Thus, the problem of the relaƟ onship between naƟ on and truth, in the fi eld of theoreƟ cal re-
search, cannot be based on crossing the dividing line between controversy and resistance, whereas 

the noƟ ons of naƟ on and truth, in all their epistemological and non-epistemological manifesta-
Ɵ ons and dimensions, do not intersect and exclude each other from full-fl edged formal and sub-
stanƟ ve defi niƟ ons and data, therefore, we consider it unreasonable to ask the quesƟ on in terms 

of their comparison or value evaluaƟ on, and therefore any such aƩ empt can be qualifi ed as the 

replacement of epistemological truth with ideological speculaƟ on.
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axali Targmanebi

NEW TRANSLATIONS

imanuel kantiimanuel kanti

kacTmoyvareobis momizezebiT tyuilis Tqmis 
moCvenebiTi uflebis Sesaxeb

1797 wels, Jurnal `safrangeTSi~ (meeqvse gamocema, N I) benJamen kons-

tan tis statiaSi politikuri ukuqmedebebis Sesaxeb 123-e gverdze Semdegs 

wavikiTxavT: 

`zneobrivi debuleba, rom simarTlis Tqma (alalmarTloba) valdebule-

baa, Tuki aucileblobiT da gancalkevebiT aviRebT, nebismier sazogadoebis 

arsebobas SeuZleblad aqcevda. amis mtkicebuleba uSualo daskvnebs emya-

reba, romlebic erTma germanelma filosofosma Semdegi debulebidan ga-

moiyvana: tyuilis Tqma mkvlelisTvis, romelic gvekiTxeba, Cvens saxlSi xom 

ar Seafara Tavi Cvenma megobarma, romelsac is misdevs, danaSauli iqneboda~.

frangi filosofosi am debulebas 124-e gverdze Semdegnairad uar-

yofs: `simarTlis Tqma valdebulebaa. valdebulebis cneba samarTlis cne-

bisgan ganuyofelia. valdebulebaa is, rac yvela sxva adamianis samarTlis 

arss Seesabameba. sadac samarTali ar arsebobs, arc valdebulebebi arse-

boben. anu simarTlis Tqma valdebulebaa, magram mxolod maT winaSe, visac 

simarTleze ufleba aqvs. magram arc erT adamians aqvs simarTleze ufleba, 

romelic sxvas zians ayenebs~.

Proton pseydos Semdeg winadadebaSia: `anu simarTlis Tqma valdebulebaa; 

magram mxolod maT winaSe, visac simarTleze ufleba aqvs. magram arc erT 

adamians aqvs simarTleze ufleba, romelic sxvas zians ayenebs~. 

pirvel rigSi, unda SevniSnoT, rom simarTleze uflebis qona uazrobaa. 

albaT, unda iTqvas, adamians aqvs sakuTari simarTlis ufleba, rac aris mis 

pirovnebaSi arsebuli subieqturi simarTle, radgan obieqturad simarT-

leze uflebis qona imas gvetyoda, rom TiTqos am SemTxvevaSi saerTod Sesa-

Zlebeli iyos `Cemi~ da `Senis~ arseboba, TiTqos misi sawinaaRmdego winada-

debis WeSmariteba da simarTle mis nebaze yofiliyos damokidebuli, rac 

Zalian ucnaur logikas warmoqmnida. 

pirveli kiTxvaa: aqvs Tu ara adamians nebarTva (ufleba) im SemTxveva-

Si, rodesac mas ar ZaluZs, Tavi aaridos `ki~ an `ara~-s Tqmas, tyuili Tqvas. 
meore SekiTxva Semdegia: aris Tu ara is valdebuli, icruos iseTi Cvenebis 

micemis SemTxvevaSi, romelsac usamarTlod aiZuleben, raTa sxvas an Tavis 

Tavs safrTxis momtani boroteba aaridos.

simarTlis Tqma Cvenebis micemisas, romlebsac Tavs ver aarideb, yvela 

adamianis valdebulebaa sxvaTa mimarT,1 rogori didi zianic ar unda iSvas 

1 es debuleba ar minda kidev imiT gavamZafro, rom `tyuilis Tqma sakuTari Tavis 

winaSe arsebuli valdebulebis darRvevaa~, radganac amiT ukve eTikis sferoSi 
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misgan; da, miuxedavad imisa, rom mis mimarT, vinc me usamarTlod Cvenebis 

micemas maiZulebs, usamarTlobas ar Cavdivar, Tu me Cvenebas gavayalbeb, 

mainc iseT gayalbebas Cavdivar, romelic swored amitom (Tumca ara iu-

ristebis azriT), SesaZloa, tyuilad iwodebodes, valdebulebis saerTod 

arsobriv nawilSi ki usamarTloba ewodebodes. anu me ise viqcevi, rom ram-

denadac es Cemzea damokidebuli, Cvenebebi (damowmebebi) saerTod veranair 

sarwmunoobas ver pouloben da, amasTan, yvela ufleba erTad, romelic 

xelSekrulebazea dafuZnebuli, wydeba da Zalas kargavs, rac saerTod ka-

cobriobasTan mimarTebiT usamarTlobaa. 

amgvarad, sicrues, ganmartebuls rogorc ganzrax aramarTal mowmobas 

sxva adamianis winaaRmdeg, araferi ar esaWiroeba damatebiT, raTa vinmes zi-

ani miayenos, rogorc amas iuristebi misi ganmartebisTvis moiTxoven (men-
dacium est falsiloquium in praeiudicum alterius). radgan is yovelTvis ayenebs zians 

sxvas, Tu maincdamainc romelime sxva konkretul adamians ara, diaxac rom 

Tavad mTel kacobriobas, radganac sicruis saSualebiT Tavad samarTli-

anobis wyaros xdis gamousadegrad. 

magram keTilis msurveli tyuilic SeiZleba SemTxveviTobis (casus) wya-

lobiT dasjadad iqces, samoqalaqo kanonebis mixedviT; xolo imas, rac 

SemTxveviTobis wyalobiT dasjis Rirsad SeiZleba CaiTvalos, aseve SeiZ-

leba, garegani kanonebis mixedviT, usamarTlobis ganaCeni gamoetanos. ker-

Zod, Tu Sen tyuilis saSualebiT myisieri mkvlelobis mcdelobas SeuSale 

xeli, amgvarad mainc yvela Sedegze pasuxismgebeli xar, romelic am SemTx-

vevas SeiZleba mohyves. magram Tu Sen mtkiced daiWire simarTlis mxare, sa-

jaro samarTlianoba veraferze gamogekideba, rogoric ar unda yofiliyo 

gauTvaliswinebeli Sedegi. isic xom SesaZlebelia, rom mas Semdeg, rac Sen 

mkvlels SekiTxvaze – misTvis saZuleveli adamiani saxlSia Tu ara – gul-

wrfelad upasuxebdi `ki~-s, am ukanasknels SeumCnevlad daetovebina saxli, 

mkvlels ki sawadelisTvis ver mieRwia da amgvarad borotmoqmedebac ar 

iqneboda Cadenili; magram Tuki Sen moityudebodi da mkvlels etyodi, rom 

Seni megobari saxlSi araa da is marTlac (Tumc, Sengan malulad) gavidoda 

saxlidan, sadac mas mkvleli moZebnida da borotmoqmedebas aRasrulebda, 

maSin Sen, amgvarad rogorc sikvdilis gamomwvevs, SeiZleboda brali dag-

deboda. Tu Sen ityodi simarTles, ramdenadac Sen icodi is, albaT, Tavisi 

mtri s ZebnaSi garTul mkvlels saxlSi dasaxmareblad Semocvenili mezob-

lebi Seipyrobdnen da borotmoqmedebas aRkveTdnen. magram vinc cruobs, 

rac ar unda keTilmosurne iyos misi ganzraxvebi, sicruis Sedegebzec pa-

suxi unda agos da daisajos Tavad sasamarTlos mier, raoden gauTvalis-

winebelnic ar unda yofiliyvnen isini (Sedegebi); radgan alalmarTloba 

viWrebiT, aq ki samarTlebrivi valdebulebis Sesaxebaa saubari. siqveleTswavle-

ba amgvar gadacdomaSi mxolod uRirsobas Tu xedavs, romliTac matyuara saku-

Tar Tavze daitexavs brals.
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movaleobaa, romelic ganxilul unda iqnas rogorc safuZveli yvela xel-

Sekrulebaze dafuZnebuli movaleobisa, da Tu am movaleobis kanonisTvis 
sul mcire gamonakliss mainc dauSveben, igi myife da gamosadegari gaxdeba. 

es aris wminda, aucileblobiT moTxovnili, verc erTi konvenciiT Sez-

Rudvadi gonebis mcneba: yvela CvenebaSi alalmarTali (patiosani) iyo. 

keTilgonivrulia da, amavdroulad, marTebulicaa batoni konstantis 

SeniSvna, romelic kicxavs mkacri, viTomda SeuZlebeli ideebis rigs mikuT-

vnebul da amis gamo uarsayof debulebebs. yovelTvis (ambobs is gv. 123-is 

qveviT), rodesac romelime debuleba, romlis marTebulobac damtkice-

bulia, gamousadegrad imitom gveCveneba, rom Cven am debulebis gamaSuale-

beli ar viciT, romelic Tavis TavSi Seicavs gamoyenebis saSualebas~. mas Se-

moaqvs (gv. 121) swavleba Tanasworobis Sesaxeb, rogorc sazogadoberivi ja-

Wvis Semqmneli pirveli rgolis Sesaxeb – `is, rom arc erTi adamiani ar SeiZ-

leba sxvanairi kanonebiT iyos SezRuduli, romelTa warmoqmnaSic Tavadac 

Seitana wvlili. Zalian mWidrod gadajaWvul sazogadobaSi es debuleba 

gauSualebeli saxiT SeiZleba iqnas gamoyenebuli da imisTvis, rom Cveule-

brivad (yoveldRiurobis nawilad) iqces, ar moiTxovs saSualo debulebas. 

magram Zalian mravalricxovan sazogadoebaSi axali debuleba unda Semovi-

tanoT iseTebisTvis, viszec Cven aq vsaubrobT. saSualo debuleba gulisx-

mobs imas, rom calkeul individebs kanonTa Camosayalibeblad SeuZliaT 

wvlili Seitanon piradad an warmomadgenlis saSualebiT. visac pirveli 

debulebis gamoyeneba mravalferovan sazogadoebaSi ise surs, rom amasTan 

erTad saSualo ar gamoiyenos, aucileblad am sazogadoebis ganadgurebas 

Tu moaxerxebda. marto es garemoeba, romelic mxolod kanonmdeblis uvi-

cobisa da ugergilobiT SeiZleba gaCeniliyo, debulebis sawinaaRmdegod 

verafers ver daamtkicebda~. (da marTlac, am kargma kacma alalmarTlobis 

aucilebeli debuleba Tavadve im safrTxis gamo miatova, romelic man sa-

zogadobaSi SeiZleba gamoiwvios, radgan man ver SeZlo aRmoeCina saSualo 

debuleba, romelic am safrxes aaridebda; da marTlac, aq veranair amgvar 

debulebas ver CavamatebT). 

Tu isev zemoT CamoTvlil im adamianTa saxelebs SevinarCunebT da gan-

vagrZobT saubars, `frangma filosofosma~ amgvarad erTmaneTSi auria is 
qmedeba, romlis saSualebiTac erTi adamiani meores zians ayenebs (casus) 

ise, rom ambobs simarTles, romlis Cvenebasac is gverds ver auvlida, im 

qmedebasTan, romliTac is usamarTlobas Cadis (laedit). es carieli SemTx-

veviToba iyo (casus), rom gamonaTqvamis WeSmariteba saxlis macxovrebels 

azianebs, romelic araTavisufali qmedebaa (iuridiuli gagebiT), radgan 

misi uflebidan – rom sxvas mosTxovos, mis sasargeblod moityuos – mTe-

li kanonSesabamisoba urTierTsawinaaRmdego moTxovnas daemorCileboda. 

magram yvela adamians ara mxolod ufleba aqvs, aramed aseve gamonaTqvameb-

Si alalmarTlobis mkacri movaleobac, romelsac is gverds ver auvlis, 

miuxedavad imisa, moutans es mas zians Tu vinme sxvas. is Tavad amgvarad ar 
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azianebs maT, vinc am saqcieliT itanjeba, aramed maT tanjvas SemTxveviToba 

ganapirobebs, radgan is am SemTxvevaSi ar aris Tavisufali, airCios, radgan 

alalmarTloba (Tuki man unda ilaparkos) aucilebeli movaleobaa. `ger-

maneli filosofosi~ amgvarad winadadebas – `simarTlis Tqma movaleobaa, 

magram mxolod maT winaSe, visac simarTleze ufleba aqvs~ – ar iRebs Tavis 

debulebad, pirvel rigSi, am ukanasknelis gaugebari formulis gamo, radg-

an simarTle ar aris qoneba, romelzec viRacas eZleva ufleba, meores ki 

uari SeiZleba eTqvas. radgan alalmarTlobis movaleoba (mxolod da mxo-

lod razec aq gvaqvs saubari) ar asxvavebs erTmaneTisgan pirebs, romelTa 

winaSec mas aqvs es movaleoba, an romlebsac SeiZleba am movaleobasTan da-

kavSirebiT uari eTqvaT, aramed mas yvela garemobaSi aqvs Zala, radgan es 

aucilebeli movaleobaa.

axla ki, raTa samarTlis metafizikidan (romelic gamocdilebis yvela 

winapirobidan abstrahirdeba) politikis safuZvlebze (romelic am cne-

bebs gamocdilebidan momdinare faqtebTan mimarTebiT iyenebs) gadavideT 

da misi saSualebiT politikis amocanis gadawyvetas mivaRwioT samarT-

lis principis mixedviT, filosofosma unda Seqmnas: 1) aqsioma e.i. apodi-

qtur-ueWveli debuleba, romelic uSualod garegani samarTlis (erTis Ta-

visuflebis damTxveva yvelas TavisuflebasTan saerTo kanonebis mixedviT) 

ganmartebidan momdinareobs; 2) postulati (garegani sajaro kanonis, ro-

gorc Tanasworobis principze dafuZnebuli yvelas gaerTianebuli nebis, 

romlis gareSec arc erTi adamianis Tavisufleba ar ganxorcieldeboda); 
3) daayenos problema, rogor unda movides moqmedebaSi is, rom, miuxeda-

vad erTob didi sazogadobisa, mainc xdebodes Tanxmoba Tavisuflebisa da 

Tanasworobis principebis mixedviT (kerZod ki, reprezentaciuli siste-

mis saSualebiT), romelic politikis ZiriTadi debuleba gaxdeba, romlis 

ganxorcieleba da ganlageba mxolod iseTi dekretebis Semcveli iqneba, 

romlebic adamianebis gamocdilebis Semecnebidan gamomdinareobs, mxolod 

samarTlis marTvis meqanizms iTvaliswinebs da imas, Tu rogor unda iyos is 

mizanSewonilad marTuli – samarTali arasdros unda esadagebodes poli-

tikas, magram politika ki yovelTvis unda esadagebodes samarTals. 

`WeSmaritad aRiarebuli (aqve Cavamateb: a priori aRiarebuli, amasTanave 

apodiqturi) debuleba arasdros ar unda iyos uaryofili, ra safrTxesac 

ar unda Seicavdes is~, – gveubneba avtori. magram aq dazianebis (SemTxvevi-

Ti) safrTxe ki ara, aramed saerTod usamarTlobis Cadenis safrTxe unda 

moviazroT, romelic im SemTxvevaSi moxdeboda, rodesac me alalmarTlo-

bis valdebulebas, romelic sruliad upiroboa da CvenebaSi umaRles sa-

marTlebriv pirobas qmnis, ganpirobebulad da kidev sxva mosazrebebs da-

qvemdebarebulad vaqcev; da miuxedavad imisa, rom garkveuli tyuilis sa-

SualebiT, sinamdvileSi aravis mimarT ar Cavdivar usamarTlobas, saerTod 

mainc varRvev samarTlis pricips, Tuki gaviTvaliswinebT yvela upirobo 

Cvenebas (formaliter, Tumc materialiter ara, usamarTlobas Cavdivar), romelic 
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imanuel kanti – kacTmoyvareobis momizezebiT tyuilis Tqmis moCvenebiTi uflebis...

  

bevrad ufro cudia, vidre vinmes winaaRmdeg usamarTlobis Cadena, radgan 

amgvari saqcieli subieqtisaTvis yovelTvis ar iqneba Sesabamisi debulebis 

wanamZRvari. 

is, romelsac daesmis kiTxva: surs Tu ara im CvenebaSi, romelic man axla 

unda misces, simarTle Tqvas? – gaRizianebiT ar miiRebs mis winaaRmdeg mi-

marTul eWvs, rom isic SesaZloa matyuara yofiliyo, aramed sakuTar Tavs 

uflebas miscems, rom jer SesaZlo gamonaklisebis Sesaxeb kargad dafiqr-

des, ukve aris kidec matyuara (in potenƟ a); radgan amiT aCvenebs, rom alal-

marTloba misTvis ar aris TavisTavad movaleobad aRiarebuli, aramed we-

sidan iseTi gamonaklisis daSvebis momxrea, romelic Tavisi arsiT gamona-

klisis SesaZleblobas gamoricxavs, radgan am ukanasknelSi Tavissave Tavs 

ewinaaRmdegeba. 

yvela samarTlebriv-praqtikuli debuleba mkacr WeSmaritebas unda 

Seicavdes da aq naxseneb e. w. saSualo debulebebs mxolod is Tu ZaluZT, 

rom zogierT SemTxvevaSi miaxlovebul gansazRvrebebs warmoadgendnen 

(politikis wesebis mixedviT); magram arasdros (Seicavdnen) maT gamonakli-

sebs; radgan es ukanasknelni im zogadobas anadgureben mxolod da mxolod, 

romlis gamoc isini atareben kidevac debulebebis saxels. 

i. kanti, kionigsbergi

germanulidan Targmna levan SatberaSvilma.

Levan Shatberashvili
THE DISPUTE ABOUT LYING 

Summary

Kant’s views about veracity are reasonable or at least defensible, if not self-evident. This is 
mainly because some of them – especially his posiƟ on in the brief, late and famous essay “On a 
Supposed Right to Lie from Philanthropy” (1797), which is for the fi rst Ɵ me, translated into Geor-
gian and presented in this issue of Review, have been badly misunderstood. Kant’s strict views on 
lying have been regularly cited as a reason for thinking there is something fundamentally wrong 
with KanƟ an ethics. Some of Kant’s statements seem so excessive that most KanƟ ans who have 
dealt with the topic have tried to distance themselves from them, usually claiming that they do 
not (or need not) follow from Kant’s own principles. In this essay Kant tried to defence his posi-
Ɵ on in the dispute with Constant. It is clear both in Constant’s essay and in Kant’s reply, that the 
real issue is the duty to speak truthfully in declaraƟ ons in poliƟ cal contexts, and the alleged limits 
on this duty. This point is easy to miss because the example of the murderer at the door is not at 
all about the speech of poliƟ cians or statesmen. Constant’s thesis is that moral principles can be 
applied to poliƟ cs only by means of intermediate principles. Specifi cally, he claims the principle of 
truthfulness in declaraƟ ons must meet the condiƟ on that those to whom one speaks have a right to 
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the truth. Kant’s counter-thesis is that the duty of right to be truthful in declaraƟ ons is not limited 
by that condiƟ on. Lie’ (Lüge, mendacium) is a technical term for Kant. It means: an intenƟ onally 
untruthful statement that is contrary to duty, especially contrary to a duty of right. An intenƟ onal 
untruth, when it violates no duty of right, is called a falsiloquium, a term I will translate here, for 
the sake of convenience, as “falsifi caƟ on”. In Kant’s usage, therefore, it is an analyƟ c proposiƟ on 
that a lie is contrary to duty, and hence analyƟ c that lying is always wrong. (Actually, there is one 
possible excepƟ on to this last asserƟ on, the case of the “necessary lie”. However, it is by no means 
analyƟ c that every falsifi caƟ on is contrary to duty (or wrong), and Kant does not believe that every 
falsifi caƟ on is contrary to duty. That it is an analyƟ c truth that lying is contrary to duty tells us noth-
ing about the condiƟ ons under which a falsifi caƟ on becomes a lie. It therefore implies neither strict 
nor lax moral views about veracity.
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