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PHD. PROF. NICOLAE V. DURĂ

The “Man” and His Creati on in the Percepti on of “Creati onism” and 

“Evoluti onism”

Contributi ons of “Christi an Philosophy”

When talking about the man and, in general, about Creati on, reference is made 
compulsorily to the two theories, i.e. the “Creati onism Theory” and the “Evoluti onism Theory”. 
Over ti me, the followers of these theories (naturalists, biologists, philosophers, theologians, 
etc.) managed to make and accredit their own theory as the only possible concepti on regarding 
the origin of the world and life, of man’s creati on, the emergence of plants, animals etc. 
Moreover, to date, only these two theories are presented and explained in State schools, at 
secondary or higher educati on levels, worldwide, including the Danubian-Ponti c-Carpathian 
space. Diff erences and unfortunate consequences begin to appear only when the person 
chosen to present these theories to the young generati ons betrays his/her confi nement in the 
precepts or concepts of one of these two theories. Usually, the lack of suffi  cient and appropriate 
knowledge of both areas – i.e. natural sciences and philosophical-theological areas – is added 
to the seclusion in the thought and knowledge in the area of   one of the two theories, leading to 
parti san and, oft en, to subjecti ve guidelines and atti  tudes; hence the urgent need to study and 
master thoroughly both theories and to assess them sine ira et studio, following a constructi ve 
and scienti fi c dialogue.

Thomas Samuel Kuhn (1922-1996) – who, due to his famous work, The Structure of 
Scienti fi c Revoluti ons, published in Chicago, in 1962, became the founder of the new Philosophy 
of science of the twenti eth century – stated that “becoming a philosopher means, among other 
things, acquiring intellectual training in order to assess both the problems and the techniques 
relevant to their soluti on”.1 But, as Thomas Kuhn himself recognizes - (physicist, philosopher 

1 Th. S. Kuhn, The Relati ons between History and Philosophy of Science, Ed. The University of Chicago 
Press, Chicago, 1977 (translati on in Romanian by A. Florea), in vol. Thomas Kuhn, Despre Revoluţie 
şi Paradigmă în dezvoltarea şti inţei (About Revoluti on and Paradigm in the Development of Science), 
coord. A. Botez et. al., Ed. ProUniversitaria, Bucureşti , 2014, p. 63.

filosofia da RvTismetyvelebafilosofia da RvTismetyveleba
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and historian) - this assessment imperati vely involves a dialogue between diff erent fi elds of 
study and research, which “should be – as he pointed out – inter, not intra-disciplinary”,1 or - as 
we would say, nowadays, - trans-disciplinary.

Human issues require not only such dialogues between the scholars of diff erent areas of 
knowledge and research, such as biology, theology, philosophy, natural sciences, etc., but also a 
manifest desire to objecti vely and responsibly assess the data from the two divergent theories.

Within this study, we limited to a brief assessment of several testi monies and statements 
about the Man, disseminated by certain Christi an philosophers who had, as precursors, some 
important theologians of the fi rst centuries2, who largely originated from pagans and who had 
a solid philosophical training, but also a legal, literary, historical, etc one.

For some representati ves of the contemporary scienti fi c and educati onal world3, 
the origin of life and the universe can be explained and understood only by the Theory of 
Evoluti onism. However, the representati ves of Creati onism – which claims that the world and 
the Man were originally created by a personal God, theory highlighted by the data and the 
testi monies provided by the Bible, explained both by theologians and philosophers and by 
numerous and presti gious scienti sts of monotheisti c faith (Hebrew, Christi an and Muslim) – 
state that the theory of evoluti onism is the result of a “naturalist eff ort to explain the origin and 
development of the universe” and that “it begins with the assumpti on that there is no divine, 
personal Creator that made and shaped the world”. However, they envisage that – according to 
the Theory of Evoluti onism – “all things arose through a series of random changes that occurred 
billions of years ago ...”, hence the conclusion that this theory “is not truly scienti fi c”.4

Indeed, “according to the scienti fi c method, all conclusions should be based on 
irrefutable evidence, emerging from experiments that can be made in any laboratory. However 
– they state – there has not been or there cannot be invented any experiment confi rming the
theories about the origin of matt er from a supposed original “big-bang” or about the gradual 
development of living beings from their simplest forms to the most complex. Therefore – they 
conclude – the evoluti on is a hypothesis without scienti fi c “evidence”; thus in order to accept it, 
we should believe in a human theory. On the contrary, the faith of God’s people – they add – is 
in the Lord and in His inspired Revelati on, which says that He is the only One Who created all 
things out of nothing (Evr. 11, 3)”. 5

1 Th. S. Kuhn, The Relati ons between History and Philosophy of Science, Ed. The University of Chicago 
Press, Chicago, 1977 (translati on in Romanian by A. Florea), in vol. Thomas Kuhn, Despre Revoluţie 
şi Paradigmă în dezvoltarea şti inţei (About Revoluti on and Paradigm in the Development of Science), 
coord. A. Botez et. al., Ed. ProUniversitaria, Bucureşti , 2014, p. 62.

2 See N. V. Dură, Man in the view of some Christi an Theologians with Philosophical Background, in 
Annals of the Academy of Romanian Scienti sts, Series on Philosophy, Psychology, Theology and Jour-
nalism, vol. 5, no. 1-2, 2013, pp. 75-97.

3 About today’s educati on and its future, see N. V. Dură, Instructi on and Educati on within the themes 
of some Internati onal Conferences. An evaluati on of the subjects approached by these from the 
angle of some Reports, Recommendati ons and Decisions, in vol. The Internati onal Conference, “Ex-
plorati on, Educati on and Progress in the third Millennium”, Proceedings vol. II, Galati  University 
Press, Galaţi 2009, pp. 203-217.

4 The Full Life Study Bible, Springfi eld, Missouri, 2000 (Romanian version, Bucharest, 2000, p. 7).
5 Ibidem.
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The same proponents of Creati onism recognize, however, that “change and development 
occur within diff erent species of the living world. For example, some species – they say – 
disappear; on the other hand, we discover someti mes that new forms appear within the species. 
Nevertheless – they say – there is no evidence, not even in geology, supporti ng the theory that 
a form of the living world would have developed from another. Rather – they conclude – there 
is evidence supporti ng the claim of the Bible, i.e. that God made the creatures “according to 
their kind” (Gen. 1, 21, 24-25)”.1

Finally, the advocates of Creati onism – usually known as people of the “Book” – be it the 
Torah, the Bible of the Old and New Testament or the Koran – also reject the theory called theisti c 
Evoluti onism, which actually adopts “most of the conclusions of naturalisti c evoluti onism” and, 
ipso facto, the statement that “God has unleashed the evoluti onary process”.2 Undoubtedly, 
such a theory denies the revealed Truth – recorded and retained by the Bible of the Old 
Testament – that assigns to God “an acti ve role in all the aspects of creati on... God is not a 
passive supervisor of an evoluti onary process; He is the acti ve Creator of all things...”3

By the end of the sixth decade of the last century, the theory of the evoluti on of 
species reached its presti ge peak. The scienti fi c papers of several parti cipants to the Congress 
occasioned by the Centenary of Darwin, in 1959, claimed it and justi fi ed it as the only scienti fi c 
explanati on of the origin of life and the universe.

 Among others, on this occasion, the Briti sh biologist Julian Huxley, the founder of 
the Neo-Darwinist synthesis, i.e. the modern version of Darwin’s theory, and the initi ator of 
a “naturalisti c religion”, called “evoluti onary humanism”, stated that Darwin’s Centenary was 
“one of the fi rst public occasions when it was openly admitt ed that all aspects of reality are 
subject to evoluti on, from atoms and stars to fi sh and fl owers, from fi sh and fl owers to human 
societi es and values; in short, the zoologist Julian Huxley – Thomas Henry Huxley’s grandson, 
one of the fi rst defenders of Darwin’s theory – concluded that the enti re reality is a unique 
process of evoluti on”.

The same zoologist categorically stated that “in 1859, Darwin opened the door that led 
to a new psychosocial level, with a new model of ideological organizati on – the organizati on of 
thought and faith centered on evoluti on. In the evoluti onary model – he said – there is no need 
or room for the supernatural. The Earth was not created, it has evolved. The same happened 
to the animals and plants that inhabit it, including to humans - mind and heart, brain and 
body. The same happened with religion... Finally – the biologist, philosopher and politi cian Sir 
Julian Huxley concluded – the evoluti onary vision gives us the possibility to glimpse, although 
incompletely, the directi ons of the new religion which will surely occur, in order to serve the 
needs of the next era”.4

The phrase “New Religion” was actually openly legiti mati ng the new faith based 
on evoluti onary naturalism, which would become “a basis not only to science but also to 

1 The Full Life Study Bible, Springfi eld, Missouri, 2000 (Romanian version, Bucharest, 2000, p. 7).
2 Ibidem.
3 Ibidem.
4 Apud Fr. Seraphim Rose, Genesis, Creati on and Early Man, California, 2000 (Ieromonah Serafi m 

Rose, Cartea Facerii, Cartea lumii şi omul începuturilor (Genesis, the Book of the World and the Be-
ginning of the Man), translati on by C. Făgeţan, Ed. Sophia, Bucureşti , 2006, p. 6).
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government, law and morality”. Moreover, this “New Religion” was intended to be “the offi  cial 
religious philosophy of modernity”,1 which expressed the “humanist” thinking and the religious 
belief in the spirit of the evoluti onary system.

From 1959 and unti l nowadays things have changed, but not in the sense of the 
prophecies of the Briti sh biologist Julian Huxley, although, for the contemporary materialisti c 
philosophers – who sti ll “did not surpass the fi rst stage of the philosophical history of the human 
spirit”, where reality was confused with what could be “perceived through the senses”2 – the 
matt er does not have a cause, because it is itself the ulti mate cause of all appearances.3 Or, 
contemporary presti gious scienti sts and philosophers stated – at the American Philosophical 
Associati on Congress, in Chicago, in 2009 – that “Science and Religion are compati ble”, and that 
“the contemporary evoluti onary theory is compati ble with the Christi an God ...”.4

On the same occasion, they also stated that, according to the teachings of the Christi an 
Church, mankind was created in the image and likeness of God, and, according to the claims 
of the current evoluti onary theory, “neither God nor anyone else has designed, planned, or 
intended for mankind to exist”.5 Moreover, they acknowledged that “the current general theory 
of relati vity is incompati ble with the current quantum theory”; therefore, we could say only 
about Theism that “it is inconsistent, in which case it would be naturally incompati ble with 
science (and with anything else)”, and that “Science” would be “itself without consequence, 
which would make it incompati ble with religion (and with anything else)”.6

Finally, they acknowledged that “there is a confl ict between naturalism and science, 
not between the theisti c religion and science”.7 This confl ict could be, of course, generated 
by the fact that “the recent epistemology and philosophy of science were characterized by a 
turning towards “naturalism”, which made both areas to be based on the study of “the natural 
processes by which the opinions and theories are acquired, maintained and modifi ed in the 
light of experience”.8

Boethius (480-524) was a Christi an philosopher of Lati n language, whose philosophical 
contributi on marked “Christi an philosophy”. Among other things, Boethius translated into Lati n 
the works of Plato and Aristotle. Theodoric of the Ostrogoths – who, in 493, became master of 
Italy, with its capital at Ravenna – called him “Plato, the theologian” and “Aristotle, the logician”.9

1 Phillip E. Johnson, Defeati ng Darwinism by Opening Minds, Illinois, 1997, p. 98-99, apud Ieromonah 
Serafi m Rose, op. cit., p. 6.

2 See, Eti enne Gilson, Introducti on à la philosophie chréti enne, Paris, 1960 (translati on in Romanian 
by D. Bozdog and D. Săvinescu, Ed. Galaxia Gutenberg, Bucureşti , 2006, p. 24.

3 Ibidem, p. 25.
4 Apud J. P. Sterba, Cuvânt Înainte (Foreword), at D.C. Dennett  and Al. Planti nga, Şti inţa şi Religia: sunt 

ele compati bile? (Science and Religion: Are they compati ble?, Oxford, 2011), Ed. Rati o et Revelati o, 
Oradea, 2014, pp. 7-8.

5 D.C. Dennett  şi Al. Planti nga, op. cit., p. 14.
6 Ibidem, p. 13.
7 Ibidem, p. 15.
8 Harwey Siegel, Laudan’ Normati ve Naturalism, în Studies in History and Philosophy of Science, part 

1, 21 (2), 1990, p. 295.
9 Apud Cassiodorus, Opera omnia quae extant, Genevae, 1666, p. 44.
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Boethius’s favorite author was Aristotle, whose philosophical thought would otherwise 
underpin Thomas Aquinas’s dialecti c theology (thirteenth century), and, then, most of the 
theological works of the Roman Catholic Church. In fact, Thomas Aquinas “quotes him as an 
authority and oft en gives him the last word in Summa Teologiae”.1

Boethius was called “the last Roman”, and his De consolati one philosophiae – which, 
in the Middle Ages, was, aft er the Bible, “perhaps the most widely read, widespread and 
commented book” and “one of the fi rst Lati n books translated into other languages”2 – was 
known as “the last sigh of the expiring anti quity”.3

Among other things, in this work, Boethius wrote that it “is certain that God leads his 
work as a founder”4 and that the “man” is “a rati onal and mortal animal”.5 But, according to 
the statement that he made in another work, “if you join what is mortal with what is rati onal, 
you make the man”.6 In other words, according to Boethius, the man is represented by his 
immortal soul and by the “Reason” that “belongs to mankind”.7

Finally, in Poetry VI, from Book III of De Consolati one philosophiae, Boethius wrote that 
“The birth of every person on earth arises from a similar origin. There is one father of things; 
one serves all. That gives to the sun rays, and gives horns to the moon; that also gives humans 
to lands as stars to the sky; this imprisoned in members fallen souls from a high abode: then it 
produced all mortals from a noble germ. Why should you ratt le on about birth and ancestors? 
If you should look at your beginning and author, God, no one is degenerate unless cherishing 
worse faults one should desert one’s proper source”.8

The humanist spirit of his philosophical thought remains, of course, enlightening, 
when he says that “every mortal” is born “from a noble germ” because - through Adam, our 
forefather - we have God “as beginning and author”.

There is no doubt that Boethius overtook the idea of the “common origin” of “mankind” 
from both the Holy Scripture and the Theology of Church Fathers. As for the Holy Fathers’ 
work – where numerous “anthropological elements” with a pronounced “humanist support” 
can be identi fi ed9 – they have actually provided Boethius with the Church doctrine itself about 
the man and his origin.

1 D. Popescu, Introducere (Introducti on), to Boethius, De consolati one philosophiae (Mângâierile Filo-
zofi ce (Philosophical Consolati ons)), translati on by D. Popescu, Ed. Casa Şcoalelor, Bucureşti , 1943, 
p. 19.

2 Boethius, De consolati one philosophiae, lb. I, Book VI, ...., p. 41.
3 F. Cayrée, Précis de Patrologie, Paris, 1930, vol. III-IV, p. 217; O. Bardenhauver, Geschichte der alt-

kirchelichen literatur, Freiburg in Breslau, 1932, vol. V, p. 250.
4 Boethius, De consolati one philosophiae, lb. I, ..., p. 41.
5 Ibidem, p. 42.
6 Idem, Dialogi in Porphyrium a Victorino translatum, cap. III, 4.
7 Idem, De consolati one philosophiae, lb. V, Book V, ..., p. 150.
8 Ibidem, p. 82.
9 See I. G. Coman, Spirit umanist şi elemente de antropologie în gândirea patristi că (Humanist Spirit 

and Anthropological Elements in the Patristi c Thought), in Studii Teologice (Theological Studies), XXII 
(1970), no. 5-6, pp. 356-367; Idem, Elemente de antropologie în operele Sfântului Iusti n Marti rul şi 
Filosoful (Elements of Anthropology in the Works of St. Justi n the Martyr and the Philosopher), in 
Ortodoxia (The Orthodoxy), XX (1968), no. 3, pp. 378-394.
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In the same work, i.e. De consolati one philosophiae, Boethius says that “Nor could there 
be any reasoning nature without freedom of judgment”, i.e. “the power to choose; ... Wherefore 
all who have reason have also the freedom of desiring and refusing in themselves”. But those 
who are enslaved to passions “increase the slavery which they have brought upon themselves, 
and their true liberty is lost in capti vity”.1

According to the philosopher Boethius, the man is, therefore, a rati onal being, endowed 
by his Creator with “free will”, by which he is solely responsible for his acti ons, because only 
he has the possibility to choose between good or evil. Also, Boethius says that, when the 
space of personal freedom is viti ated by the slavery of human “passions”, the man is actually 
trapped by his own freedom. And, of course, in this case, we cannot speak of the “Morality 
of the freedom accessible to every man” - as a(n) (Orthodox) Christi an philosopher asserted 
nowadays - since a “such Morality is performed fi rst by the body, by the reality of life, and not 
primarily by thinking; ... “2

Jesus Christ told us that God loved “the world so much that He gave even His Only 
Begott en Son so that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish but have eternal life” (In. 
3, 16). The Eastern theology also reiterated the truth that “the man” – i.e. “Adam”, which in 
Hebrew designates the human being created from dust, as the Lati n word homo/nis, which 
comes from “humus - clay”, i.e. dust – was created by God, by the virtue of His love for the 
being whom He brought into existence, and by the virtue of His “goodness”, under which He 
wanted to endow the man with the sight of the gift s seen around his divine nature.3 Explicitly, St. 
Gregory of Nyssa († 395) had the following opinion on the purpose of creati on: “God the Word, 
Wisdom, Power was the Creator of the human nature, He was not pushed out of necessity, but 
by the virtue of His love for this being whose existence He made possible. The light should not 
remain unseen, the glory should not remain without witness, the goodness should not remain 
without another person to enjoy it and the other gift s which are seen around his divine nature 
should not remain without eff ect (�ργά κε�σθαι), without someone to share and enjoy them”.4

Therefore, God created the world out of love, which also implies goodness “so that the 
other beings should also enjoy His inter-trinitarian love”.5 On the other hand, by becoming a 
partaker to divine Love, the man enters into communion with his Creator, hence the fact that 
“God created the world for the man and planned the leading of the world for full communion 
with Him” .6

The contemporary Christi an theology also talks about the evoluti on of the “man”, i.e. 
people “can evolve by themselves”;7 however, it does not talk not about their “evoluti onary 

1 Boethius, De consolati one philosophiae, lb. V, Book II, ..., p. 139-140.
2 C. Yannaras, Libertatea Moralei (The Freedom of Morality), translated from Greek by M. Cantuniari, 

Ed. Anastasia, Bucureşti , 2002, p. 285.
3 Sf. Grigore de Nyssa, Cuvântarea cateheti că cea mare (The Great Catecheti cal Sermon), in P. G., XLV, 

21, apud D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ortodoxă (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, ed. a 
II-a, Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 1996, p. 232.

4 Ibidem.
5 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 232-233.
6 Ibidem, p. 233.
7 Ibidem, p. 226.
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forms”, because such a statement leads not only to the belief that the seen world would be the 
only reality, but also to a limitati on to God’s act of creati on of this world. “A world existi ng since 
eternity in evoluti onary forms, essenti ally identi cal to the current one, would be – specifi ed 
a Romanian Christi an theologian of philosophical formati on – in itself, absolute, i.e. the only 
reality. But the Absolute cannot bear the mark of nonsense and limitati ons, as it has, in itself, 
the current form of the world, regarded as the only reality ... Even if there were a higher 
meaning, unknown in this reality, there should be someone aware of it eternally; in this case, 
He would be the absolute truth, superior to this relati vity. And if nobody is aware of such 
meaning, such meaning does not exist”.1

The same Christi an Philosophy says that “if there is an evoluti on of the universe, the 
theologian knows its origin, its supreme law and its end: starti ng from the One Who Is, under 
the infallible divine providence and guided by the effi  ciency of the pure Act of being, the 
universe is moving towards its ulti mate goal, which is God”.2

The Orthodox theologians of philosophical formati on also say that, in their current form, 
the world and the man “have a beginning and will have an end... If they had no beginning, they 
would be out of nothing; therefore, they would not be God’s exclusive work of freedom and 
love and they would not be intended for an existence in God’s fullness, and their relati ve and 
imperfect form would be the only fatal essence of reality”.3

The Creati on of the visible and invisible world - whose crown is “� ανθρωπος”, i.e. “the 
one who looks up” to one’s Creator – is, therefore, the exclusive product God’s freedom and 
love, and not the result of an evoluti onary process. As for the “end” of the world, the same 
theologians tell us that this is not a “fi nal end”.4

Regarding “the creati on of man”, the Holy Scripture reveals that – aft er having made the 
Heaven and the Earth, i.e. the visible and the invisible world, the Triune God (Father, Son and 
Holy Ghost), created the man, in the sixth day, i.e. “the man and the woman” aft er His “image” 
and “likeness” (Gen. 1, 26). The man created aft er God’s “image” and “likeness” had, from 
the very beginning, two identi ti es, namely, that of “male and female” (Gen. 1, 27) and - from 
the visible and the invisible world - only he (i.e. the human being) was worthy not only of this 
“image” and “likeness”, but also of a special and direct work made by God’s “hands” (see John 
10: 8), which made him the master of the visible world.

The same biblical Report tells us that “God created the man from dust, and blew the 
breath of life upon him and the man became a living soul” (Gen. 2, 7) .5

According to the Orthodox Christi an teaching, “God’s image within the man” means “the 
cluster of spiritual powers: reason, will, feeling”, wherewith he was endowed by his Creator 
for the purpose of “perfecti on”.6 This perfecti on is the result of the synergisti c collaborati on 

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 227.
2 Eti enne Gilson, Introducti on à la philosophie chréti enne, …, p. 163.
3 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology) ..., vol. I, p. 226.
4 Ibidem, p. 227.
5 Apud Biblia sau Sfânta Scriptură, ediţie jubiliară a Sfî ntului Sinod (The Holy Bible, jubilee editi on of 

the Holy Synod), Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 2001, pp. 23-24.
6 Învăţătura de credinţă creşti nă ortodoxă (Teachings of Orthodox Christi an Faith), Printed with the 

approval of the Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 2000, p. 62.
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between the human free will and God’s grace, which we receive only when “we humble 
ourselves” and when we love Him “with a pure heart”,1 with no guile, for only Christ lives in 
our hearts. Or, “God’s likeness in the human being”2 lies precisely in achieving this completi on 
in Christ through the supreme work of our diligence with God’s grace.

The sin of disobedience committ ed by our forefathers, Adam and Eve, i.e. their 
disobedience to God’s command of not eati ng “of the tree of knowledge of good and evil” 
(Gen. 2, 17), would be bore by all men (Rom. 5, 12), so that each one of us is born with “a sinful 
state” or “inclinati on towards sin, ... which is equal to the sin against God’s law” .3

As an immediate consequence of the original sin, our forefathers were deprived of 
God’s grace, thus breaking not only the gracious communion with their Creator, but also the 
communion “with themselves and the world”.4 Then, this original sin brought not only “the 
weakening of God’s image within the man, by parti ally darkening the powers of the soul and 
by leaning it more towards evil than towards good” entailing, ipso facto, the impossibility to 
remain within holiness and bodily and spiritual purity, but also “the possibility of not dying”.5 
Consequently, “the wages of the sin” (1 Cor. 15, 22) was death.

This teaching of the Orthodox Christi an faith on “the creati on of the man”6 – which we 
presented above as succinctly as possible – actually has its foundati ons in the Holy Scripture, 
which would be claimed as the basis and source of the “Christi an philosophy”, whose scholars 
would interpret and clarify “the Revealed Truth” also by means of Reason and philosophical 
thought. This had been done from the very beginning even by the Apostolic Fathers, then by 
the Christi an writers and theologians of Greek and Lati n languages, some of them prominent 
representati ves of the patristi c literature and Christi an philosophical thinking.

The proponents of this “Christi an philosophy”, Christi an scholars of philosophical 
formati on,7 were, from the very beginning, i.e. since the pre-Nicene era, people who, by 
theologizing about God and divine things, turned to the heritage of the Greek philosophical 
thinking in order to show to the pagan world of their ti me that it was possible to rati onally 
acknowledge God’s existence.

1 Ieromonah Sava Aghioritul, Vindecarea sufl etului în învăţătura părintelui Porfi rie (Healing the Soul in 
the Teachings of Father Porphyria), trans. C. Spătărelu, Ed. Cartea Ortodoxă, Alexandria, 2012, p. 49.

2 Învăţătura de credinţă ... (Teachings of Orthodox Christi an Faith), p. 62.
3 Ibidem, p. 65.
4 Ibidem.
5 Sf. Chiril al Alexandriei, Comentar în Scrisoarea către Romani (Comment on the Lett er to the Ro-

mans), 5, 18, in P.G. (Migne), LXXIV, 789.
6 See Sf. Gregory of Nyssa, Despre facerea omului (About the Creati on of the Man), 3, in P.G. (Migne), 

XLIV, 136A.
7 Regarding these theologians of philosophical training, which actually created a “Christi an Philoso-

phy”, see N. V. Dură, Man in the view of some Christi an Theologians with Philosophical Background, 
în Annals of the Academy of Romanian Scienti sts, Series on Philosophy, Psychology, Theology and 
Journalism, vol. 5, no. 1-2, 2013, p. 75-97; C. Miti telu, Saint John Casian The Founder of Occidental 
Monasti cism, in Christi an Researches, Tbilisi State University (Georgia), VI, 2011, p. 32-49.
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We should also inform the reader of our study that unti l the Edict of Milan1 in 313 – when 
Christi anity was also recognized by the Roman Empire as “Religio licitt a” (Religion allowed) 
– the representati ves of this Christi an philosophy came among the pagan philosophers. 
Becoming Christi ans, they had, therefore, the possibility to speak of God and His creati on in 
the spirit of their philosophical speech and thinking.

Over the centuries, many Christi an theologians have resorted to philosophy in order to 
draft  or explain chapters from Church teachings, including those referring to Anthropology. 
However, among them, there were no few who passed from Philosophy to Theology, as some 
famous theologians of the Eastern Orthodox Church from the patristi c era, such as St. Athanasius 
the Great and St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Maximus the Confessor, St. John 
Damascene, etc. did. Nevertheless, all those ecumenical Parents transformed the philosophy 
into “ancila Theologiae”, i.e. a useful tool to defi ne and explain the “mysterium fi dei” revealed 
in the pages of the Old and the New Testaments.

The Genesis (2, 7) shows that the “Man” is “a living being” created from two consti tuents, 
i.e. the “fl esh” – taken from the general matt er – and the “soul” whereby he is “akin to God”. 2

According to the Holy Fathers of the Eastern Church, by this breath, God has planted 
within the man “not only a sympatheti c soul akin to God, but also His grace, as a manifestati on 
of His relati onship with the man, entailing within the man a response to the act which founded 
the relati onship with God”.3

Therefore, the man is akin to God through his “understanding” soul; by the grace 
bestowed upon him – upon his creati on – the Creator placed him within a direct relati onship 
of communion.

However, it should be emphasized that, in the act of creati ng Adam, recte the man, 
as a “special being”, no “temporal sequence” is stated; he was created – enti rely and 
“simultaneously” – from both components,4 i.e. soul and body. 

As for the act of creati ng the man, the Christi an theology also stated that it “is diff erent 
from the act of creati ng nature, even in its part referring to the body. God made the body 
“taking the dust of the ground”, therefore He did not simply commanded the Earth to produce 
it, giving it power for this purpose”.5 On the other hand, thereby, the Creator “disti nguished 

1 N. V. Dură, Edictul de la Milan (313) şi impactul lui asupra relaţiilor dintre Stat şi Biserică. Câteva 
consideraţii istorice, juridice şi ecleziologice (The Edict of Milan (313) and its impact on the relati ons 
between State and Church. Some historical, juridical and ecclesiological considerati ons), in Mitropo-
lia Olteniei, no. 5-8, 2012, pp. 28-43; N. V. Dură, C. Miti telu, The Freedom of Religion and the Right 
to Religious, in vol. SGEM Conference on Politi cal Sciences, Law, Finance, Economics & Tourism, vol. 
I, 1-10 September, 2014, Albena, Bulgaria, pp. 831-838; N. V. Dură, C. Miti telu, The State and the 
Church in IV-VI Centuries. The Roman Emperor and the Christi an Religion, in vol. SGEM Conference 
on Politi cal Sciences, Law, Finance, Economics & Tourism, vol. I, 1-10 September, 2014, Albena, Bul-
garia, pp. 923-930.

2 Sf. Grigore de Nyssa, Orati o cateheti ca, 5, in P. G. 45, col. 21 C D.
3 Ibidem, p. 267.
4 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 266.
5 Ibidem.
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the body from the rest of the nature, more than the bodies of diff erent animals diff er in nature. 
He made the body – the Orthodox theologians conclude – for the soul which was especially 
related to God”.1

In accordance with the Orthodox Christi an teachings, all things were created “in the 
beginning” but “the creati on ends with the creati on of man”,2 i.e. Adam, the forefather of the 
human race. Regarding the “successive emergence of the other men from the fi rst man”, the 
Theology of the Eastern Church says that it “is not a creati on as the one from the beginning, 
because it remains on the same level. However, on the other hand, every human soul is a 
novelty because it is “brought into existence out of nothing, by God’s special act”, as, “for the 
fi rst ti me, there is manifested, as breath, God’s direct relati onship with the man, a dialogic 
relati onship, a spiritual life-giving relati onship”.3

According to the Theology of the Eastern Church - based on the testi mony of the Holy 
Scripture - “the created world” is God’s “work of love” (see John III, 13, 16-17). By “world” the 
Church Theology understands “both (man’s) nature” and “humanity”.4

In the percepti on of this Theology, “the man cannot conceive outside the cosmic nature” 
and “the nature does not fulfi ll its purpose without the man, or a by man working against it”, 
hence the inherent conclusion that “nature is not only the conditi on for the existence of the 
singular human, but also for human solidarity”.5 However, this reality implies that “the cosmic 
nature is common to all human hypostases, although each one personifi es and personally 
lives it in his/her own manner and complementarily with others”, and it indicates man’s 
“responsibility” to “his peers”. The acuity of this responsibility – wrote one of the prominent 
theologians of the twenti eth century – shows that it is based on the responsibility to a supreme 
enti ty, i.e. the Creator of nature and mankind”.6

According to the same Theology – writt en in the spirit of the Scripture and of the 
Patristi c thought – nature is “God’s gift ” and it is constantly renewed. However, the man makes 
an important contributi on in this process of renewal through his creati ve thinking and work, 
proving that he is the “master” of nature, while “the animal falls enti rely on what nature gives 
it invariably”.7

The Christi an Theology has made it clear, however, that “man’s limited creati ve power 
over nature” originates in “the creati ve power of God, who created the world out of nothing”, 
and, as such, “man’s limited creati on is based on God’s act of creati on out of nothing”.8

The same Orthodox Theology tells us that the man was “brought into existence from 
the beginning as an incarnate spirit, or as a unit composed of soul and body, through God’s 
special creati ve act. For this purpose, the world as nature had to exist, but the man – specifi ed 

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 266.
2 Ibidem, p. 229.
3 Ibidem, p. 230.
4 Ibidem, p. 223.
5 Ibidem.
6 Ibidem, p. 224.
7 Ibidem, p. 225.
8 Ibidem.
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an outstanding representati ve of this Theology – is not the work of nature, although he is 
related to it”.1

In its primordial state, i.e. before the Fall, by disobeying God’s command, the man 
enjoyed the incorrupti bility state, and, ipso facto, of living in God’s light. Moreover, according 
to the Psalmist’s testi mony, God made the man “a litt le lower than the angels” but crowned 
him “with glory and honor”, making him ruler over the work of His hands (see Ps. 8, 4-5; Evr. 2, 
7). Nevertheless, the man lost this “glory” and “honor” which he had enjoyed in his heavenly 
state, where he was able to speak with God face to face, by showing disobedience to His 
command.

Referring to this reality of our forefather, Adam, an ecumenical Father tells us that he 
turned “the eye of the soul” towards “the divine light,... but leaned enti rely towards feeling, 
obeying it... By obeying the feeling ..., he changed his life according to the likeness of the 
(forbidden, n.n.) fruit, making his living death for all the ti me spent here”.2 Furthermore, the 
same Father of the Ecumenical Orthodox Church, St. Maximus the Confessor (580-662), - who 
used the works of the Greek philosophers, especially of Aristotle, in order to arti culate his 
theological thinking - assures us that only “the knowledge of God bestows the mind with 
the knowledge of intelligible things” and that “(man’s) mind cannot receive the spiritual 
contemplati on without the knowledge of God”.3

In other words, Adam’s “disobedience” should be understood as a lack of knowledge of 
God, which actually implies a lack of love on behalf of the Creator. This is why, the very noti on 
of “salvati on” should be understood as an act of knowledge and, ipso facto, of love of God, 
who has given us, as true proof, the Son of God, incarnated from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin 
Mary.4 Moreover, Jesus Christ tells us that if we want to save ourselves, we should know and 
love God (see Lc. I, 77).

Indeed, according to Savior Christ, “this is the way to have eternal life: to know You, 
the only true God” (In. 17: 3). In other words, there is no salvati on without the knowledge of 
the Truth, which is also a present state (see In. 5, 24, 10, 27-28), which involves believing “in 
the Son of God” (1 In. 5, 13) and being in communion and union with Christ the Eucharisti cal.5

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 266.
2 St. Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua, no. 42, trans. D. Stăniloae, Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 2006, pp. 

232-233.
3 Ibidem, no. 43, p. 232.
4 Regarding the act of the Incarnati on, and the role of Virgin Mary, see N. V. Dură, „Theotokia” si 

„Aiparthenia, două atribute ale Sfi ntei Fecioare Maria. Câteva mărturii ale Bisericii preniceene şi 
ale Părinţilor Sinodului III ecumenic (Efes, 431) („Theotokia” and „Aiparthenia, two att ributes of 
the Blessed Virgin Mary. Some testi monies of the pre-Nicene Church and of the Fathers of the Third 
Ecumenical Synod), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theology), 
Year XVIII, No. 1 / 2014, pp. 20-38; C. Miti telu, Sfânta Fecioară Maria, Maica Domnului nostru Iisus 
Hristos, rugătoare şi mijlocitoare la Dumnezeu (Virgin Mary, Mother of our Lord Jesus Christ, praying 
and intercessor to God), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theol-
ogy), no. 1 / 2011, pp. 232-240.

5 See C. Miti telu, Rânduieli şi norme canonice privind Sfânta Euharisti e. Consideraţii de doctrină 
canonică (Canonical Rules and Norms on the Eucharist. Considerati ons of Canonical Doctrine), in 
vol. Dimensiunea penitenţială şi euharisti că a vieţii creşti ne (The Penitenti al and Eucharisti c Di-
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According to the Christi an Theology, “Adam” (the Man) was created by God “from dust”; 
he is “the fi rst Adam” and the “Typos” of “Him who was to come”, i.e. of Christ who also brought 
“the resurrecti on of the dead “(1 Cor. 15, 22). Moreover, by His expiatory sacrifi ce on the Cross 
of Calvary, Jesus Christ transfi gured and spiritualized the enti re cosmos (see 1 Peter 3, 18), and 
made from the fi rst human being a new “Adam”, who thus became “ε�κονα του Χριστο�” (the 
image or living icon of Christ) (II Cor. 4: 4; Col. 1, 15).

Regarding the Fall of the man from his primordial state, the Orthodox theologians in 
the contemporary epoch also emphasize that, through their sin, “men have been brought 
back to the death which was and was not in their own nature”, because “death and corrupti on 
are related, on one side, to human nature, ..., and, on the other side they are contrary to the 
aspirati on of the human nature created from nothing, when it remains in itself”.1

Aft er the Fall of our protoparents, man’s image was not recreated; it was just restored 
by Christ the Savior’s sacrifi ce on the Cross. Therefore, theologians tell us that the man is the 
hypostasis of the enti re cosmos, and that “only through the man the cosmos,..., might become 
a “Christosphere” (in Romanian, “hristosferă” or “pnevmatosferă”)”.2

According to the Orthodox Christi an Theology, “the basis of all greatness of man’s divine 
image lies in his freedom. But it also involved the possibility to fall, the possibility to assert one’s 
freedom while giving it up to a certain extent and by conti nuously approving, by one’s freedom, 
the relinquishment of freedom”.3 This “possibility”, be it the possibility to “fall” or to renounce 
to one’s own freedom, truly implies the asserti on of the enti re content of human freedom, 
wherewith the man was endowed by God upon his creati on in His “image” and “ likeness”.

This freedom, wherewith the man was born, was provided and defended both by “Jus 
divinum” and “Jus naturale”4. Moreover, our contemporary European law explicitly states 
both man’s “right” to freedom,5 be it the freedom of “expression”, the freedom of “Religi -

mension of Christi an Life), coord. G. Petraru şi L. Petcu, Ed. Doxologia, Iaşi, 2014, p. 271-293; N. V. 
Dură, „Povăţuiri” şi „Învăţături”, cu conţinut liturgico-canonic, privind Sfânta Euharisti e. Consideraţii 
eclesiologico-canonice (“Advices” and “Teachings”, with Liturgical and Canonical Content, regarding 
the Holy Eucharist. Eclesiological and Canonical Considerati ons), in vol. Dimensiunea penitenţială şi 
euharisti că a vieţii creşti ne (The Penitenti al and Eucharisti c Dimension of Christi an Life), coord. G. 
Petraru şi L. Petcu, Ed. Doxologia, Iaşi, 2014, pp. 63-109.

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 284.
2 Ibidem, p. 286.
3 Ibidem, p. 283.
4 See, N. V. Dură, Man in the view of some Christi an Theologians with Philosophical Background, 

in Annals of the Academy of Romanian Scienti sts, Series on Philosophy, Psychology, Theology and 
Journalism, vol. 5, no. 1-2, 2013, pp. 75-97; Idem, Despre „Jus naturale”. Contribuţii fi losofi co-juridice 
(About “Jus naturale”. Philosophical and Juridical Contributi ons), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol 
Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theology), Year XVIII, Np. 1 / 2014, pp. 39-52; C. Miti telu, Dreptul 
natural, ca temei al libertăţii sclavilor, în concepţia lui Epifanie din Moirans (1644-1689) (The Natural 
law, as the basis of the freedom of slaves, according to Epiphany of Moirans), in Revista de Teologie 
Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theology), no. 1 / 2012, pp. 194-204.

5 About the legal regime of this “right” see N. V. Dură, The European juridical thinking, concerning the 
human rights, expressed along the centuries, in Acta Universitati s Danubius. Juridica, no. 2/2010 
(VII), pp. 153-192; Idem, The Fundamental Rights and Liberti es of Man in the E.U. Law, în Dionysi-
ana, IV, No. 1 / 2010, pp. 431-464; Idem, N. V. Dură, C. Miti telu, Human rights and their universal-
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on”1 etc., and the right to “Dignitas Humana”2 (human dignity) and the juridical protecti on3 of 
all forms of manifestati on of human freedom.

When we talk about man’s “freedom”, we should not only refer to his physical or 
intellectual freedom, but also to his “moral freedom”, which involves “free will”.4

The Fathers of the Eastern Church say that God made the man “sinless in nature and 
endowed with free will, but sinless and not inaccessible to the sin, as one that did not have in 
his nature the penchant for sin (ο�κ εν τ� φ�σει το �μαρτανειν �χοντα) but the possibility to 
choose freely. In other words, he was free to conti nue and to progress for the bett er, helped 
by divine grace, or to depart from the good and do wrong. God allowed this for the sake of 
freedom, for what is done by force – they conclude – is not a virtue”.5

Contemporary theologians also state that the man was created “conscious and free, 
and in his conscience and freedom he tended towards good. But he did have a progressed 
conscience of good and truth, nor a freedom secured against the possibility of being enslaved 
by certain passions”.6

Regarding this freedom, the theology of the Eastern Orthodox Church wanted to clarify 
that the man, although enjoyed a freedom that he was not worthy of aft er his fall into sin, 

ity. From the rights of the „individual” and of the „citi zen” to „human” rights, in vol. Internati onal 
Conference, “Explorati on, Educati on and Progress in the third Millennium”, Proceedings vol. I, no. 4, 
Galati  University Press, Galaţi, 2012, pp. 103-127; Idem, The Treaty of Nice, European Union Charter 
of Fundamental Rights, in 8th Editi on of Internati onal Conference The European Integrati on – Reali-
ti es and Perspecti ves Proceedings, Danubius University Press, Galati , 2013, pp. 123-129.

1 See, N. V. Dură, C. Miti telu, The Freedom of Religion and the Right to Religious, in vol. SGEM Confer-
ence on Politi cal Sciences, Law, Finance, Economics & Tourism, vol. I, 1-10 September, 2014, Albena, 
Bulgaria, pp. 831-838; Idem, The State and the Church in IV-VI Centuries. The Roman Emperor and 
the Christi an Religion, in vol. SGEM Conference on Politi cal Sciences, Law, Finance, Economics & 
Tourism, vol. I, 1-10 September, 2014, Albena, Bulgaria, pp. 923-930.

2 See, N. V. Dură, Dreptul la demnitate umană (dignitas humana) şi la libertate religioasă. De la “Jus 
naturale” la “Jus cogens” (The right to human dignity (Dignitas Humana) and religious freedom. 
From “Jus naturale” to “Jus cogens”), in Analele Universităţii Ovidius. Seria: Drept şi Şti inţe Adminis-
trati ve (Ovidius University Annals. Series: Law and Administrati ve Sciences), no. 1, 2006, pp. 86-128; 
C. Miti telu, The Right to Life. From the Preventi on of Torture and Inhuman Punishment to the Aboli-
ti on of the Death Penalty, in vol. Internati onal Conference Global Economy under Crisis, “Ovidius” 
University Annals, Economic Sciences Series Volume XIII, Issue 2, 2013, pp. 128-133.

3 N. V. Dură, Les droits fondamentaux de l’homme et leur protecti on juridique, in Analele Universităţii 
Dunărea de Jos Galaţi (the Annals of the University Dunarea de Jos of Galati ), Fascicula XXII, Drept 
şi Administraţie publică (Law and Public Administrati on), no. 2, 2008, pp. 19-23; Idem, Principii şi 
norme generale ale Dreptului Uniunii Europene privind protecţia juridică a drepturilor omului (Prin-
ciples and General Rules of EU Law on the Juridical Protecti on of Human Rights), in vol. RO-RUS-
NIPPONICA, vol. I, Ed. Universitaria, Craiova, 2010, pp. 32-36; Idem, General Principles of European 
Union Legislati on Regarding the Juridical Protecti on of the Human Rights, in Journal of Danubius 
Studies and Research, vol. III, no. 2/2013, pp. 7-14.

4 Artur Schopenchauer, Eseu despre liberul arbitru (Essay on free will), transl. Al. Diaconu, Ed. Antet 
XX Press, Bucureşti , f.a., pp. 5-7.

5 Sf. Ioan Damaschin, De fi de orthodoxa, lb. III, ch. 12, in P. G. XCIV, 92C, apud D. Stăniloae, Teologia 
dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 282.

6 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), p. 281.
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yet “he did not enjoy a freedom penchant towards good, so that it remains inaccessible to 
the temptati ons of a sensiti vity towards the fl esh. From the very beginning, the man could 
easily change his state of purity,..., but he was not drawn into such a change by the violence of 
certain pleasures or pressures deeply insti lled in his habitual nature”.1

Our forefathers’ freedom actually includes “the paradox of freedom”, because the man, 
although could be like God, knowing good and evil” (Gen. 3: 5), was sti ll tempted by the lust of 
sin and ate “from the fruit of the tree from the midst of heaven” (Gen. 3, 3), which “bestowed 
knowledge” (Gen. 3, 6),2 i.e. could open “one’s mind” (Genesis 3: 6)3 in order to be tempted 
by the lust of sin.

By the command given to the man of not eati ng from the “tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil” (Gen. 2: 16-17), God put before him “a conscious, deliberate choice of believing and 
obeying or of disbelieving and disobeying the will of his Creator”.4 It is precisely this constant 
choice that involves the very content of human freedom, wherewith the human being was 
endowed by his Creator for eternity.

The disobedience to God’s command led to the conscious abandonment of the freedom 
wherewith the man was created. However, as already noted by the Eastern theologians, the 
man gave up his freedom “by freedom itself” which, “somehow, allows the man to always 
come back to this renouncement, at least parti ally, or to want to return to it. If he did not 
have the freedom to give it up freely, he would not be asked to assert it by his dominion over 
nature”.5

According to the teachings of the Eastern Church, “the spirit is an enti ty disti nct from 
the soul within the human being, but the superior functi ons of the soul, dedicated less to body 
care and more to thinking, can ascend to the thinking of its Creator”.6

It should also be emphasized that the Orthodox theology did not adopt the statements 
of the philosophical thinking (Platonic, Aristotelian, Neo-Platonic etc.) that make express 
reference to the “Spirit” and to the “Soul” as two separate enti ti es, but considers that the 
“Spirit” is the consti tuti ve element and part of the Soul. Instead, it may be noted that, in this 
theology, we identi fy the same ontological relati onship between “Spirit” and “Thinking” or 
“Cogitati on” (Diania) belonging to the philosophy of Plato, Aristotle, Ploti nus etc.

St. Maximus the Confessor (580-662) – one of the most prominent theologians of the 
Ecumenical Church, who proved to have a solid philosophical formati on – wrote that the man, 
consisti ng of a sensiti ve soul and body, by his natural relati on and ability joined by both parti es 
of the creati on, circumscribes and is circumscribed by his being and circumscribes by power... 
He is circumscribed by the intelligible and sensible things, as one that is also fl esh, and he 
circumscribes them by power, as one that reasons and feels.7

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), p. 282.
2 Apud Biblia sau Sfânta Scriptură, ti părită cu aprobarea Sfântului Sinod (The Holy Bible, printed with 

the approval of the Holy Synod), Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 2008, p. 13.
3 Ibidem, p. 11.
4 The Full Life Study Bible..., p. 10
5 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 283.
6 Ibidem, p. 260.
7 Sf. Maxim Mărturisitorul (St. Maximus the Confessor), Ambigua, no. 40, ..., p. 229.
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Regarding the soul, St. Maximus the Confessor says that it is “the compassionate and 
rati onal being, whose power is the mind, whose movement is the reason, whose eff ect is the 
understanding”.1 The same Father of the Ecumenical Church thought “that the person who 
dogmati zes the pre-existence of the soul and asserts the immobile unity of all rati onal beings 
is worthy of the great chasti sement,”...2

According to the statement of the same Byzanti ne theologian, the world is God’s rati onal 
work, and all existi ng things have their reasons in God’s Logos, or in the supreme Reason3. 
These reasons of things – expressed through Logos – serve the man as a tool in his dialogue 
with God. The Creati on and its crown, id est, the man (homo/anthropos) are, therefore, God’s 
rati onal work, “Which is beyond all reason and knowledge”... 4

The divine “Logos” is nothing but the “Supreme Reason,” which fi nds its basis in both 
the spiritual and the material world. In fact, the “reasons” of the existi ng things are defi ned by 
Logos, because, “in the beginning, there was the Word, ... and God was the Word” (In. I, 1), and 
because we can dialogize with God only by this gift  the man was endowed with by his Creator 
(i.e. by word, by speech), by which we testi fy that “in him all things were made; and without 
Him nothing was made that was made “(In. 1.3); fi nally, only by word we can bring “spoken 
service” to God (St. John Chrysostom).

St. Maximus the Confessor says that “the world’s rati onality is for the human being and 
it culminates within the human being; the human being is not for the world’s rati onality”.5 
Therefore, the world was created for the human being and its “rati onality” is for the human 
being and it culminates in this crown of divine Creati on, which “looks up”, hence the name 
“�νθρωπος” given to the human being by the Ancient Greek philosophy.

Referring to the gift  of speech – wherewith the man was endowed by God – the Orthodox 
theologians have pointed out that it was given by God in order to worship one’s Creator 
and to enter into communion with one’s peers. In this regard, a famous theologian of the 
previous century tells us that “Although, in the Genesis, it is said that Adam named the animals 
before the creati on of Eve, the fact that the creati on of the woman is menti oned immediately 
aft er Adam’s act of naming the animals shows a link between man’s ability to speak and his 
communitarian nature. The man speaks because God sti mulates him to speak through the 
capacity and need that He planted within him. However, the man speaks because he thinks, 
and this shows that he thinks in order to increasingly discover, by his thought, the infi nite 
God, within the work of creati on, and to praise Him for the wisdom and power manifested 
within His creati on, to communicate with other people, to praise God and to grow spiritually 
together. The man can fully grow spiritually only in relati on to God. People answer each other 

1 Sf. Maxim Mărturisitorul (St. Maximus the Confessor), Ambigua, no. 77, ..., p. 297.
2 Ibidem, p. 298.
3 Ibidem, în P.G. XCI, 1365. H. C. 27, apud. D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că... (The Orthodox Dogmati c 

Theology), vol. I, p. 237.
4 Ibidem, no. 40, ..., p. 229.
5 Ibidem, P. G. XCI, 1365. H. C. 27, apud. D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati c ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c 

Theology), vol. I, p. 241.
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by thinking and speech only because God has planted within them this need, therefore He 
asked it”.1

Thus, this gift  of speech was given by God in order to enter into communion with both 
our Creator and our peers; hence our obligati on to enter into dialogue with those who share 
or express a diff erent opinion, be it philosophical, politi cal-ideological, etc., because only then 
we can discover the miracle of our compati bility in thinking and percepti on regarding the origin 
of man.

Otherwise, the Orthodox theologians of philosophical formati on tell us that “humanizati on 
is related to the communion ... between people” and that “the progress of mankind ... is made 
together with the progress in the authenti c knowledge of rati onality or in the sense of nature as 
an object of man’s knowing rati onality”.2 It is precisely this authenti c knowledge of “rati onality” 
which states that the man was endowed with a “conscience”3 regarded by the Orthodox 
theology as “the highest form of existence in this world”...4 which actually gives expression to 
the existenti al necessity of the state of communion between people.

According to St. Maximus the Confessor’s teachings we should not “say about any of the 
works created by God that they work by themselves by nature” - because “thereby we would 
foolishly introduce something uncaused in those regarding God; on the contrary, we should say 
that they work because God makes them work”.5

In other words – which clearly reveal that, in his work, “Ambigua”, St. Maximus the 
Confessor was tributary to (Platonic and Aristotelian) philosophical thinking – one of the most 
competent Romanian commentator of this patristi c work, our deceased professor, Dumitru 
Stăniloae, noted that “the movement or work of the created things has, as premise, their 
placement and moti on by God ... If those created work, God works within them for them to 
work. Therefore, the work – concluded this professor – is not the product of sin,  as Origen 
said”.6 

Therefore, the Theology of the Eastern Church also speaks about God’s ongoing work, 
about a constant movement and a constantly evolving process of those created by Him, but 
they always progress “in eadem substanti a”. Therefore, the human being does not originate 
from apes, following a biological, evolving process of species, as was erroneously stated by the 
leaders of the Theory of materialisti c Evoluti on, which, unfortunately, is sti ll the only Theory 
taught in some schools of world States.

1 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 243.
2 Ibidem, p. 249.
3 About consciousness and its percepti on by theologians and philosophers, see N. V. Dură, The Theol-

ogy of Conscience and the Philosophy of Conscience, in Philosophical-Theological Reviewer, Tbilisi, 
no. 1, 2011, p. 20-29; Idem, „Teologia” şi „Filosofi a”. Convergenţe sau divergenţe ideati ce?! (“The-
ology” and “Philosophy”. Convergence or divergence of ideas?!,), in vol. The Nati onal Symposium 
„Constanti n Noica”, 4th ed. „La început era Cuvântul” (“In the beginning was the Word”), Constanţa, 
17-18 May 2012, pp. 175-207; Idem, Man in the view of some Christi an Theologians ..., p. 75-97.

4 D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Orthodox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 226.
5 Sf. Maxim Mărturisitorul, Ambigua, no. 77, ...., apud D. Stăniloae, Teologia dogmati că ... (The Ortho-

dox Dogmati c Theology), vol. I, p. 300.
6 Ibidem, p. 252.
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According to the European and internati onal legislati on, both theories should be taught 
in schools, leaving the young people the freedom to make their own opinion about the creati on 
of man, the origin of life and, ipso facto, about one’s sense and purpose on earth. However, as we 
know, few High School “teachers” are suffi  ciently acquainted with the Judeo-Christi an doctrine, 
i.e. of Creati onism; hence, the need for the tutelary authoriti es of Science and Culture in world 
countries to provide the appropriate means in order to familiarize them with the knowledge of 
the two theories, and also to provide them with objecti ve explanatory and truthful documents 
and materials, in order to help them not to remain secluded within a parti san ideological or 
biased thinking. Only this way the contemporary human being could feel that he/she lives in 
“our common Home”, i.e. our planetary Universe, in full knowledge of the Truth regarding the 
origin of his/her creati on.

Therefore, we believe that young people att ending these Schools can acquire accurate 
and holisti c knowledge about the human being and its nature, about the human being and 
its creati on, about its role in this universe, etc., only if they are also equally, objecti vely and 
constructi vely taught about the Creati onism doctrine. According to this doctrine, the “Man” 
was created by God in His “image and likeness”, as certi fi ed by the revealed Word of the Holy 
Scripture and abundantly shown by the anthropological contributi ons of several prominent 
Christi an theologians who, with a solid philosophical formati on, actually put the foundati ons 
of a Christi an philosophy.

Certainly, this kind of philosophy can aff ord to the competent reader to come “ad fontes” 
(to sources), where he could fi nd out – among others – that “… the man is called to the upper 
brightness”1. Being created by God, in His “image and likeness”, the Man was indeed called to 
look up, to search and to be longing for His Creator.
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Barsabas of Jerusalem, On Christ and the Churches: Its Genre and                          

Liturgical Contents

The early Christi an text On Christ and the Chrurches (late 2nd or early 3rd cent.), att ributed 
to a writer called Barsabas of Jerusalem, is known only in Georgian translati on, in the unique 
manuscript Iviron 11 (10th cent., going back to an earlier asomtavruli model; the translati on 
can be dated to the second half of the 5th cent.). The fi rst study of this text together with the 
editi oprinceps was prepared in 1982 by Michel van Esbroeck. Since then, only three specifi c 
topics of this work have been studied: the exegesis of Josephus (F. Manns, 1984)1,in santi -
Jewish polemics (D. Bumazhnov, 2008)2, and a kind of proto-monasti c ideology in the exegesis of 
Adam in the Paradise (D. Bumazhnov, 2008 and 2009).3 There are, moreover, several menti ons 
of the Georgian text by other scholars and by van Esbroeck in his later papers but, however, 
the four papers by Manns and Bumazhnov together with van Esbroeck’s editi on prince sand his 
accompanying scholarly introducti on exhaust the bibliography of the original studies dedicated 
to the Barsabas’ work. The peculiar compositi on of the work and its genre remain unexplained.

In the present study, I propose an interpretati on of the text as a Christi an reworking of 
a Jewish Second Temple apocalypti c frame especially close to that of 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra and 
also used in the early Christi an Apocalypse of John. The structural similarity of the three latt er 
apocalypses is well known; elsewhere, I have proposed a reconstructi on of the calendrical 
scheme which was, in slightly diff erent modifi cati ons, used in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra4.These 
apocalypses contain an exact specifi cati on of the temporal intervals between the visions and 
other important acts of revelati on.

1 Manns, Frédéric, Une nouvelle source litt éraire pour l’étude du judéo-christi anisme, Henoch 6 
(1984), 165-180;reprintedin:idem, Les enfants de Rébecca, Paris: Médiaspaul, 2002 (Vivre la Parole), 
48-61.

2 Bumazhnov, Dmitry, The Jews in the Neglected Christi an Writi ng “The Word of Saint Barsabas, Ar-
chbishop of Jerusalem, about our Saviour Jesus Christ and the Churches” of the Second – Early Third 
Century, Scrinium 4 (2008), 121-135.

3 Bumazhnov, Dmitry, Some Ecclesiological Patt erns of the Early Christi an Period and Their Implica-
ti ons for the History of the Term ΜΟΝΑΧΟΣ (Monk), in: Alexeev, A. A., Karakolis,Ch., Luz,U. (editors), 
Einheit der KircheimNeuen Testament. Dritt e europäische orthodox-westliche Exegetenkonferenz in 
Sankt Petersburg 24.–31. August 2005, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008 (Wissenschaft liche Untersu-
chungen zum Neuen Testament, 218), 251–264;idem, Adam alone in Paradise. A Jewish-Christi an 
Exegesis and its implicati ons for the history of asceti cism, in: Grypeou, E., SpurlingH. (editors), Exe-
geti cal Encounter between Jews and Christi ans in Late Anti quity, Leiden etc.: Brill, 2009 (Jewish and 
Christi an Perspecti ves Series, 18), 31-41.

4 Lourié, Basil, The Calendar Implied in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra: Two Modifi cati ons of the One Scheme, 
in: Boccaccini, G., Zurawski,J. M. (editors), Interpreti ng 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. Internati onal Studies, 
London etc.: Bloomsbury, 2014(Library of Second Temple Studies, 87),124–137.
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Unlike them, the Apocalypse of John does not contain an explicit calendrical calibrati on 
in ti me intervals (save the menti on of the “Lord’s Day” in 1:10), bu t it does contains seven 
great visions which are someti mes subdivided into seven separate episodes; thus, its structure 
is especially close to that of 2 Baruch.

The sermon of Barsabas is also composed of seven major secti ons dedicated to the 
seven great prophets. These parts are subdivided into twenty-eight “mysteries” (saidumlo¡) 
in an uneven way. The resulti ng structure turns out to be especially close to that of 2 Baruch. 
The similarity between both structures is especially remarkable with respect to the implied 
weekdays (s. the Table).

The weekdays for 2 Baruch are taken from my own reconstructi on of its calendar1. The 
weekdays for Barsabas are calculated on the basis of two presumpti ons:

(1) The starti ng point is Sunday (I will discuss this point below);
(2) One “mystery” corresponds to one day (this presumpti on is analogous to that 

which is used to establish the structural correspondence between the Apocalypse of John and 
2 Baruch and 4 Ezra).

The diff erences between these four sources can be explained by calendrical moti ves; 
van Esbroeck’s suppositi on that one or two “mysteries” were dropped during the manuscript 
transmission of the text2 is unnecessary. 

Scenes Barsabas of Jerusalem Weekdays John 2 Baruch 4 Ezra
Prophets §§ Mysteries Bars 2 Bar
Christ 1–2 Sun Thu Sun Thu Tue

I Adam 3–10 4 Thu Thu 7 7 1
II Noah 11 1 Fri Thu 7 7 7
III Abraham 12 1 Sat Thu 7 7 7
IV Sarah 13 1 Sun Fri 1 1 7
V Isaac 14–28 13 Sat Sat 7 1 1
VI Jacob 29–40 7 Sat Sat 1 7 7
VII Moses/Christ 41–44 1 Sun Sun 1 1 3
Σ 28 31 31 33

Most important calendrical features

1. Christ is Sunday

In a more archaic exegesis preserved by Clement of Alexandria quoti ng an earlier source 
(Strom 6:16:145; Stählin 506), Christ is the light and a “day” but this day is the Sabbath (such 
is the Christi an understanding of the fourth commandment). 

1 Lourié, Basil, The Calendar Implied in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra: Two Modifi cati ons of the One Scheme, 
in: Boccaccini, G., Zurawski,J. M. (editors), Interpreti ng 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. Internati onal Studies, 
London etc.: Bloomsbury, 2014(Library of Second Temple Studies, 87),124–137

2 VanEsbroeck, Barsabée de Jérusalem…, p. 35.
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In Barsabas, Christ is sti ll the light and a “day” but this day is “the First from Sabbath” 
=Sunday (pirveli SabaTi, § 2; not “the fi rst week,” cf. pirvel saSabaTsa=πρ�τ� 
σαββ�του in Mk 16:9). This is an additi onal argument for a third-century dati ng. 

One has to recall the Apocalypse of John, where the starti ng point of the following vi-
sions falls on Sunday.

2. Midpentecost

In the same manner as in both 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra, the seventh part of Barsabas’ ser-
mon is dedicated to Moses and is related to the Pentecost. The calendrical setti  ng of all these 
texts is the second half of the Pentecost period. 

However, the fi rst visions in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra are related to specifi c dates in the sec-
ond month important in the Second Temple period, whereas the beginning of the sermon of 
Barnabas is related to the Midpentecost: the Sunday of the corresponding week and the com-
memorati on of Noah. The commemorati on of Noah on the Midpentecost is traceable back to 
the third century although it may have pre-Christi an roots.1

3. Pentecost

The fi nal and culminati ng part corresponds to the Pentecost, in the same manner as in 
many Second Temple Jewish apocalypses but especially 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra. Here, Barsabas 
explains the role of Christ as the second Moses, in the same way that Christ’s New Testament is 
a renewal of the Testament of Moses. Christ as New Moses is the leitmoti v of the correspond-
ing part of Barsabas’ work.

Actually, I know no liturgical interpretati on of the remaining fi gures of Barsabas’ “holy 
prophets.” Nevertheless, in light of the given liturgical interpretati ons of Christ as Sunday, 
Noah, and Christ as New Moses, which provide a frame for the enti re structure of the work, 
one has to suggest that such interpretati ons were implied.

Therefore, Barsabas’ work is a paraliturgical text, that is, a text relying on the liturgy but 
not created for the needs of the liturgy. It is similar to some apocalypses but it clearly does not 
belong to this genre itself.

Genre

Unlike John, 2 Baruch, and 4 Ezra, Barsabas’ work is not an apocalypse. Instead, it is 
an inverse apocalypse in which the prophecies of the past (`mysteries~) are examined and 
proclaimed as fulfi lled. I do not know what to call such a genre; perhaps something along the 
lines of “realized apocalypse” would be the best name.

1 Van Goudoever, Jan, Fêtes etcalendriersbibliques, tr. par M.-L. Kerremans, Paris: Bauchesne, 1967 
(Théologiehistorique, 7), 193-194;Lourié, Basil, Computus, in:Uhlig, S. (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethi-
opica, vol. 1, Wiesbaden:HarrassowitzVerl., 2003, 784-787, here 787.
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We do know one work of the same or similar genre, the sermon of John II of Jerusalem 
on the encaenia of the Sion basilica in 394 (preserved in Armenian).1 It is also subdivided into 
seven great parts, all of them being dedicated to some Old Testament “prefi gurati ons” of the 
New Testament. Moreover, John of Jerusalem’s sermon is parti ally based on and explicitly 
quotes4 Ezra. There is an obvious need to conti nue the study of both John of Jerusalem’s 
sermon and Barsabas’ work taking into account their possible relati onship.So far, however, 
the following conclusion by Michel van Esbroeck sti ll holds: “Une inconnue demeure: Jean 
de Jérusalem (387-427), qui parvint à s’allerdes groups judéo-chréti ens de Jérusalem lors de 
l’inaugurati on de l’Église du Saint-Esprit à la Sainte-Sion, n’a-t-il pas laissé sa trace dans ce 
document ? Il est bien diffi  cile de préciser ce point qui demanderait des développements trop 
extérieurs à la simple présentati on de l’œuvre de Barsabée”.2

References:
1. Lourié, Basil, The Calendar Implied in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra: Two Modifi cati ons of the One Scheme, 

in: Boccaccini, G., Zurawski,J. M. (editors), Interpreti ng 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. Internati onal 
Studies, London etc.: Bloomsbury, 2014(Library of Second Temple Studies, 87),124–137

2. van Esbroeck, Michel, Une homélie sur l’Église att ribuée à Jean de Jérusalem, Le Muséon, 86 
(1974), 283-304(the editi o princeps of the Armenian text together with a Lati n translati on); 
idem, Jean II de Jérusalem et les cultes de S. Éti enne, de la Sainte-Sion et de la Croix, Analecta 
Bollandiana,102 (1984), 99-134 (contains a study and a French translati on which corrects the 
previous Lati n translati on).

3. Van Goudoever, Jan, Fêtes etcalendriersbibliques, tr. par M.-L. Kerremans, Paris: Bauchesne, 
1967 (Théologiehistorique, 7), 193-194;Lourié, Basil, Computus, in: Uhlig, S. (ed.), Encyclopae-
dia Aethiopica, vol. 1, Wiesbaden:HarrassowitzVerl., 2003, 784-787, here 787.

4. Spurling H. (editors), Exegeti cal Encounter between Jews and Christi ans in Late Anti quity, Leiden 
etc.: Brill, 2009 (Jewish and Christi an Perspecti ves Series, 18), 31-41.

5. Manns, Frédéric, Une nouvelle source litt éraire pour l’étude du judéo-christi anisme, Henoch 6 
(1984), 165-180; reprintedin: idem, Les enfants de Rébecca, Paris: Médiaspaul, 2002 (Vivre la 
Parole), 48-61. 

6. Bumazhnov, Dmitry, The Jews in the Neglected Christi an Writi ng “The Word of Saint Barsabas, 
Archbishop of Jerusalem, about our Saviour Jesus Christ and the Churches” of the Second – Early 
Third Century, Scrinium 4 (2008), 121-135.

1 van Esbroeck, Michel, Une homélie sur l’Église att ribuée à Jean de Jérusalem, Le Muséon, 86 (1974), 
283-304(the editi o princeps of the Armeniantextt ogetherwith a Lati n translati on); idem, Jean II de 
Jérusalem et les cultes de S. Éti enne, de la Sainte-Sion et de la Croix, Analecta Bollandiana,102 
(1984), 99-134 (contains a study and a French translati on which corrects the previous Lati n transla-
ti on).

2 VanEsbroeck, Barsabée de Jérusalem…, p. 60.
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basili luriebasili lurie

barsaba ierusalimeli, qristesa da eklesiebis Sesaxeb:                 

misi Janri da liturgikuli kontenti

wmin da  me li ton sar di e lis qar Tu li frag men te bis ga moq vey ne bis Sem-

deg far To sa zo ga do e bi saT vis cno bi li gax da, rom ad re qris ti anu li wya-

ro e bis gar kve u li na wi li, Se saZ le be lia, mxo lod qar Tul ena ze iyos xel-

mi saw vdo mi. me li to nis frag men te bis ga mom ce mel ma ma ikl van es bruk ma mog-

vi a ne biT ga mos ca sxva ad re u li qris ti a nu li teq sti, ro me lic mi e kuT vne ba 

bar sa bas ie ru sa li mi dan. am Sem Txve va Si aka de mi u ri wre e bi ab so lu tu rad 

mo um za de bel ni aR moC ndnen am aR mo Ce ni saT vis. me li tonis gan gan sxva ve biT, 

sa xe li bar sa ba ara vis ara fers eub ne bo da. yve la ze rTu li aR moC nda teq stis 

Jan rob ri vi wyo ba. am sa kiTx is kvle vas eZR vne ba sta ti a Si gan xor ci e le bu li 

ana li zi. ana li ziT dgin de ba, rom teq stis in ter pre ta cia 2 ba ru qi sa da 4 

ez ras apo ka lifsu ri Car Co s qris ti a nuli ga da mu Sa ve baa. igi ase ve gvxvde-

ba io a nes ga mocx a de ba Si. maT cno bil struq tu rul msgav se bas war mod ge nil 

kvle va Si ema te ba ka len da ru li sqe mis re kon struq ci a, ro me lic cxad yofs 

dro i Ti in ter va le bis zust dam Txve vas vi zi o neb sa da apo ka lif sis sxva 

mniS vne lo van mov le nebs So ris.

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #4, 2014
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The Byzanti ne Law and Its Recepti on in the Romanian Principaliti es

The conti nuous relati onships of the local populati on (Dacian-Roman and, aft erwards, 
Romanian) with Byzanti um - the latt er disseminati ng and keeping Roman legal insti tuti ons in 
the medieval world of South-Eastern Europe - contributed to the takeover and appropriati on 
of both the politi cal and legal systems of Roman and Byzanti ne origin, and of several legal and 
canonical insti tuti ons by the Romanian Principaliti es, in feudal ti mes.

These relati onships were generated not only by the fact that Romanians considered 
that the Byzanti nes were bearers of the cultural, spiritual and religious values of the Old Rome 
in the Eastern Roman area, but also because, in terms of religious faith, i.e. the Christi an faith, 
they belonged to the same community, whose insti tuti ons were governed by the same rules, 
both secular (imperial laws on religious matt ers) and ecclesiasti cal (canons).

Referring to the laws enforced by the Romanian Principaliti es in the early feudal period 
– which lasted approximately from the late sixth century to the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries1 - Professor Vladimir Hanga wrote that “the custom” (in Romanian, “obiceiul~) was 
its “main source” because “the writt en law occurs later and it has a canonical and feudal 
nature, consecrati ng the dominati on of the feudal lords and the social inequality”2 (sic). It 
should be noted, from the very beginning that, in this period, there was a “jus positi vum”, i.e. 
a writt en law. It fi rst existed under the shape of Christi an religious and moral precepts and 
ordinances, which were based on the Old and New Testament, i.e. both under “jus divinum”3 

1 See C. Miti telu, De la Colecţiile de legiuiri bizanti ne la Nomocanoanele din secolul al XVII-lea din 
Ţările Române. Consideraţii asupra Dreptului penal pravilnic (From the collecti ons of Byzanti ne 
Laws to the Nomocanons of the seventeenth century in the Romanian Principaliti es. Refl ecti ons on 
the Criminal Law included in the Codes of Laws), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. 
Andrew Journal of Theology), no. 1 / 2011, pp. 218-231; Idem, Consideraţii privind Legea Ţării şi 
insti tuţiile ei (Considerati ons on the law of the country and its insti tuti ons), in Analele Universităţii 
OVIDIUS Constanţa / Seria Drept şi Şti inţe Administrati ve (Ovidius University Annals / Series Law 
and Administrati ve Sciences) no. 1 / 2007, pp. 291- 312; Idem, Începuturile Dreptului scris la români 
(The beginnings of the Romanian writt en law), in vol. of the Internati onal Symposium The Juridical 
Regime of the Monotheist Religions in the E.U., Dionysiana, no. 1/2009, pp. 417-426. 

2 Vl. Hanga, Introducere, la Istoria dreptului românesc (Introducti on to the History of Romanian law), 
vol. I, Ed. Academiei RSR, Bucureşti , 1980, p. 20.

3 This Law, also known as positi ve “divine law”, includes the Old and the New Testament. The Law 
of the Old Testament, “which is more than a law” because it is “a teaching given by God to those 
who believe in Him, in order to regulate their conduct”, was completed by the Law of the New 
Testament, brought by Jesus Christ, hence its nature of “law of perfecti on”, which includes the fol-
lowing words: “ordinance, precept, law, right, holy commandment”. Finally, we menti on that this 
“Jus divinum” (divine law) is “the foundati on of ecclesiasti cal law” (Samir Gholam, Legea divină şi 
Legea bisericească (Divine law and ecclesiasti cal law) (Jus divinum et Jus ecclesiasti cum), in Studii 
Teologice (Theological Studies), XXVII (1975), no. 9-10, pp. 751-752, 758).
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and “jus naturale”.1 Then, it is widely known that the Dacian-Romans knew and applied the 
Roman law2, to which the Roman-Byzanti ne (state and ecclesiasti cal) one was then added. 

The Ancient Romanians (Dacian-Romans) had known and applied the canon law since 
the fourth century. One of the oldest legal and canonical insti tuti ons on the today’s Romanian 
territory, i.e. the Archdiocese of Tomis3, brought a signifi cant contributi on to its recepti on and 
applicati on in both the Ponti c Dacia and Dacia Traiana. The Archdiocese of Tomis, by the very 
presence of its hierarch at the fi rst ecumenical Council (Nicaea, 325), also brought, in the 
Danubian-Ponti c-Carpathian area, the fi rst collecti on of canonical laws, which were mandatory 
for all the Christi ans in the geographical area of the Empire or beyond (Persia, Ethiopia4 etc.).

In the northern Danubian area, the Byzanti ne law was received and applied since 
Justi nian’s ti mes5 (527-565), who also reconquered a part of today’s Romania. In those ti mes, 
the disseminati on of the Byzanti ne Nomocanons in the Greek language, in the northern 
Danubian area, was facilitated by the fact that today’s Romanian Dobrogea – which remained 
in the Eastern Roman sphere of infl uence unti l the early fi ft eenth century – there were citi es 
where the inhabitants also spoke Greek and where the Nomocanons could easily be translated 
both in the ecclesiasti cal language of Southern Danube, i.e. Slavic, and in the Vlach language, 
i.e. the language spoken by the Romanians from the northern Danubian area.

1  See, N. V. Dură, Despre „Jus naturale”. Contribuţii fi losofi co-juridice (About “Jus naturale”. Philosophical 
and legal contributi ons), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theol-
ogy), Year XVIII, no. 1 / 2014, pp. 39-52; Idem, Loi morale, naturelle, source du Droit naturel et de la 
Morale chréti enne, in vol. La morale au crible des religions (Studia Arabica XXI), coord. M. Th. Urvoy, 
Éditi ons de Paris, 2013, pp. 213-233.

2 When we talk about Roman law and its applicati on in Dacia, we specify that it applies both to the 
Roman resident citi zens and to the pilgrims from this Roman province. The relati ons between the 
Roman citi zens and the pilgrims were governed by “Jus Genti um”, which was also a creati on of the 
Roman legal genre. Moreover, the 25 wax tablets discovered at Alburnus Major, i.e. today’s Rosia 
Montana, - of which only 14 have a totally or parti ally intelligible text and 11 have a text that cannot 
be used - remain a peremptory testi mony of the knowledge and applicati on of the Roman Law in 
Dacia Traiana (see G. Popa-Lisseanu, Tablele cerate descoperite în Transilvania. Studiu de arheologie 
(The wax Tablets discovered in Transylvania. Archaeological study), Bucureşti , 1890, pp. 1-186; Vl. 
Hanga, Insti tuţiile de drept (Insti tuti ons of law), in vol. Istoria Dreptului românesc (The history of 
Romanian law), vol. I, …, p. 108; Em. Cernea – Em. Molcuţ, Istoria statului şi dreptului românesc (The 
history of the Romanian State and Law), Ed. Press Mihaela SRL, Bucureşti , 2001, pp. 28-31).

3 See, N. V. Dură, „Scythia Mynor” (Dobrogea) şi Biserica ei apostolică. Scaunul arhiepiscopal şi mit-
ropolitan al Tomisului (sec. IV-XIV) (“Scythia Mynor”(Dobrogea) and its apostolic Church. The Arch-
bishop and Metropolitan seat of Tomis ( IV-XIV centuries)), Ed. Didacti că şi Pedagogică, Bucureşti , 
2006, pp. 65-68.

4 Idem, Organizarea Bisericii eti opiene şi bazele ei canonice (Ethiopian Church organizati on and its 
canonical basis), Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 1990, 218 p.

5 Regarding the percepti on of this Byzanti ne legislati on in the Romanian Principaliti es, see C. Miti telu, 
Dreptul bizanti n şi receptarea lui în Pravilele ti părite, în Ţările Române, din secolul al XVII-lea (The 
Byzanti ne law and its recepti on in the Codes of Laws printed in the Romanian Principaliti es in the 
seventeenth century), Ed. Universitară, Bucureşti , 2014; N. V. Dură, C. Miti telu, Istoria Dreptului 
românesc. Contribuţii şi evaluări cu conţinut istorico-juridico-canonic (The History of the Romanian 
Law. Contributi ons and assessments of legal, historical and canonical content), Ed. Universitară, 
Bucureşti , 2014.
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Regarding local law enforcement - in this case, the Dacian law and, then, the Dacian-
Roman law, which was also transmitt ed by custom laws - we fi nd references even in the Code 
of Justi nian. For example, an imperial Consti tuti on, whose text dates from 224, expressly refers 
to the obligati on to apply local customs in provincial citi es (Codex Justi nianus, 8, 52 (53), 1), as 
were, for example those from Dacia Traiana or Ponti c Dacia.

Regarding the conti nuity of the Roman and Dacian-Roman legal heritage in the 
Danubian-Ponti c-Carpathian area, the historians of old Romanian law found that “the Roman-
Byzanti ne dominion in the Lower Danube, in spite of its diffi  cult nature – especially regarding 
taxati on – allowed the local populati on to retain its old legal-insti tuti onal structure, ensuring 
thus the conti nuity of the Dacian-Roman politi cal and legal heritage on both sides of the 
Danube. Moreover, in certain periods, the local populati on’s law (“vulgar law”) – especially 
the one related to community relati ons – served as a source of law and even as a source of 
inspirati on for some later regulatory documents, especially in agrarian matt ers”.1

Referring to the conti nuity of the Roman law in the northern Danube area, the old 
Romanian historians state that “... one can speak about it less in private law and more in public 
law, where the Roman dominion excelled... Several provisions that met the interests of the 
enti re (local n.n.) populati on – such as a judicious distributi on of justi ce in order to eliminate 
the misunderstandings between people – was kept in the acculturati on process ... losing, 
however, its class nature (sic) and representi ng, as such, the will of the enti re community ...” ,2 
expressed specifi cally by reference to the old legal customs of the Country.

Aft er an absence of several decades, in the late tenth century, the lands of the lower 
Danube and Dobrogea entered again under the dominion of the Byzanti ne Empire. Dobrogea 
was included in Thema Paradunavon (Paristrion). As such, the Byzanti ne law (public and 
private) was applied in all the Ponti c-Danubian space. The main Byzanti ne source of law 
for these Romanian lands was represented by the collecti on of laws known as “Basilicale”, 
published around 910-911.

The monumental collecti on of Byzanti ne imperial laws in 60 books - known as Vasilicale 
/ Basilicata – also circulated in the intra-Carpathian area3, fi rst in Greek and then in Slavonic. 
This collecti on of Byzanti ne laws - even in an abbreviated form - circulated in the northern 
Danube area also due to the fi rst translati ons in Slavonic, primarily done by the disciples of 
the Slavs’ Apostles, i.e. Saints Cyril and Methodius (ninth century). Then, the translati on of 
the Collecti ons of Byzanti ne laws in Slavonic went through a second phase in the era of the 

1 Vl. Hanga, Populaţia autohtonă şi insti tuţiile romano-bizanti ne la Dunărea de Jos (The local popula-
ti on and the Roman-Byzanti ne insti tuti ons at Lower Danube), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc (The 
History of the Romanian Law), vol. I, …, p. 124.

2 Vl. Hanga şi L. P. Marcu, Viaţa politi co-juridică şi insti tuţiile autohtone în perioada năvălirii populaţiilor 
migratoare (The legal and politi cal life and the local insti tuti ons during the invasion of migratory 
populati ons), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc (The History of the Romanian Law), vol. I, …, p. 146.

3 See L. Stan, Vechile noastre Pravile (Our old Codes of Laws), in Mitropolia Moldovei şi Sucevei (The 
Metropolitan Church of Moldavia and Suceava), XXXIV (1958), nr. 9-10, pp. 745-762; Idem, Pravila 
lui Alexandru cel Bun şi vechea autocefalie a Mitropoliei Moldovei (Alexander the Good’s Code of 
Laws and the old autocephaly of the Moldavian Metropolitan Church), in Mitropolia Moldovei şi 
Sucevei (The Metropolitan Church of Moldavia and Suceava), XXXVI (1960), nr. 3-4,p p. 170-214.
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Bulgarian Patriarch Euthymius, with the seat in Tarnovo, where there was once a Romanized 
local populati on of Thracian origin, overlapped by the Geto-Dacian-Roman one – which resulted 
in the Wallachian (Romanian) populati on – by the Slavic one and, fi nally, by the Bulgarian one.

The researchers in the fi eld of Bulgarian culture, of theological and juridical-canonical 
nature, from Patriarch Euthymius of Turnovo’s era, confi rm that “... the Romanians were the only 
heirs of the last editi on of Bulgarian literature, writt en in mid-Bulgarian editorial offi  ce, with the 
new spelling of Patriarch Euthymius, prepared by himself and by his school, for Bulgarians, at 
Studion monastery in Constanti nople, but remained unknown to them, being completed only 
aft er the fall of Bulgaria under the Turks (1393) and acquired by Alexander the Good for the 
needs of the Moldavian Church, which he organized”1. It is not excluded that, among the works 
acquired by Alexander the Good, there could have been at least a “Synopsis” of Vasilicale, which 
Alexander the Good (1400 - 1432), Prince of Moldavia, would have used for the organizati on 
and functi oning of the legal and canonical insti tuti ons in the Country of his ti mes.

If we are to believe the words of Dimitrie Cantemir, “Alexander, the fi rst Despot of 
Moldavia, whom the inhabitants called the Good, due to his great deeds, ... also received from 
the emperors of Constanti nople, ..., the Greek laws, which were included in Balsamon’s books”,2 
i.e. in the collecti ons of Byzanti ne canonical and state laws.

The same Romanian scholar wrote that “from those books, which were too broad, they 
drew only what is known nowadays as the law of Moldavia”.3 In other words, the ruler Alexander 
the Good would have owned only excerpts from Bazilicale, i.e. one of those Synopses circulati ng 
in the Southern Danubian area, both in Greek and Slavonic.

Dimitrie Cantemir’s asserti on about the presence in Moldavia of the Nomocanon laws – 
which, together with the custom of the Country, were, in his ti me, the two fundamental sources 
of Romanian law – is also noteworthy: “the Moldavians – Dimitrie Cantemir wrote – had two 
laws, a writt en one, based on the canons of Rome and Constanti nople’s emperors and on the 
canons of church councils; and an unwritt en one, which may be called the people’s custom or 
manner, also called, in our language, obicei (custom), as in Slavonic”.4

Therefore, Dimitrie Cantemir’s words reveal that, at that ti me, in Moldavia, “the writt en 
law” was identi fi ed with the emperors’ “canons”, i.e. with the Byzanti ne emperors’ “laws”, 
including those containing purely ecclesiasti cal issues, known and cataloged as “Nomocanon 
legislati on”.

This “writt en law” of the country, i.e. Moldavia of Alexander the Good’s ti mes, was 
thus composed of Roman and Byzanti ne legal rules and of the canons of the Eastern Orthodox 
Church councils.

1 I. Iufu, Mănăsti rea Moldoviţa – centru cultural important din perioda culturii române în limba 
slavonă (sec. XV-XVIII) (The Monastery of Moldavia – an important cultural center of the Romanian 
culture in Slavonic (XV-XVIII centuries)), in Mitropolia Moldovei şi Sucevei (The Metropolitan Church 
of Moldavia and Suceava), XXXIX (1963), no. 7-8, p. 455. 

2 D. Cantemir, Descrierea Moldovei (The descripti on of Moldavia), ed. M. Nicolescu, Bucureşti , 1909, 
p. 184.

3 Ibidem.
4 Ibidem.
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The same text reveals that “the unwritt en law” was represented by Land customs, 
which “being unwritt en, were oft en broken and twisted by unrighteous judges; therefore, Vasile 
Coci (Vasile Lupu, n.n.), who was Prince of Moldavia in the last century, employed good and 
knowledgeable people in the fi eld of laws, who gathered together all the writt en and unwritt en 
laws of the country, in a special book of Laws, which, to this day, represents the thread of 
righteousness for the Moldavian judges, in order to judge righteously”.1

From Dimitrie Cantemir’s words, we should draw the following conclusions:
a) the legal customs of the country, being unwritt en, were oft en transgressed or 

misunderstood by Land judges, whom he calls “unrighteous judges”;
b) Prince Vasile Lupu (1634 - 1653) gathered all the country’s laws, both writt en and 

unwritt en, in “a special book of laws”, known as “The Romanian Teaching Book” (“Cartea 
românească de învăţătură”) published in Iasi, in 1646;2

c) in Dimitrie Cantemir’s ti mes, Vasile Lupu’s Code of Laws was the “Code of Laws of 
the Country,” which explains that its provisions enjoyed a broad and enduring recepti on and 
applicati on;

d) for Moldavian judges, Vasile Lupu’s Code of Laws was a kind of “norma normans” and 
a guide to the right judgment in all court cases (civil, criminal etc.); 3

e) in Vasile Lupu’s ti mes, there was a School of law, with “ knowledgeable people in the 
fi eld of laws”, i.e. good theoreti cians and practi ti oners. One of them was Eustrati e Logofatul, 
who was ordered by Vasile Lupu to bring together “all the laws of the country”. Or, this 
testi mony also clearly confi rms that Eustrati e found these laws in the scriptorias of Moldavian 
monasteries, and did not have to import them from Southern Danube or elsewhere.

Regarding the sources of the Slavic culture, of Slavonic expression, from the Romanian 
Principaliti es, it was rightf ully said that they “are nothing but creati ons of Byzanti ne origin, 
translated into Slavonic”4. However, the Codes of Laws of the Country were also such creati ons 
of Byzanti ne origin, but expressed in Slavonic.

Matei Vlastares’s Alphabeti c Syntagm enjoyed a wide circulati on in the Romanian 
Carpathian-Danubian-Ponti c area, writt en and published in Greek, in 1335, at Thessaloniki, and 
translated into Slavonic ten years later. In this Slavonic version – published in Stephen Dushan’s 
Serbia, in 1345 – the Nomocanon or Matei Vlastare’s Code of Laws circulated “in all countries 
under the Byzanti ne infl uence, i.e. Bulgaria, the Romanian Principaliti es, Russia, Armenia and 
Georgia, as manuscript copies made especially by monks”.5

1 D. Cantemir, Descrierea Moldovei (The descripti on of Moldavia), ed. M. Nicolescu, Bucureşti , 1909, 
p. 184-185.

2 See, C. Miti telu, Cartea românească de învăţătură (Iaşi, 1646). Izvoarele şi conţinutul său juridic 
(The Romanian Teaching Book (Iasi, 1646). Sources and legal content), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul 
Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theology), IX (2005), no. 1, pp. 196-207.

3 Regarding the trial proceedings provided by Vasile Lupu’s Code of Laws, see C. Miti telu, Elements of 
Penal Law in the Romanian Nomokanons printed in the XVII-th century, în Dionysiana, nr. 1/2010, 
pp. 419-430.

4 Paulin Popescu, Manuscrise slavone din Mănăsti rea Putna (Slavonic manuscripts from Putna Mon-
astery), in Biserica Ortodoxă Română (The Romanian Orthodox Church), LXXX (1962), nr. 1-2, p. 105.

5 I. N. Floca, Drept canonic ortodox. Legislaţie şi administraţie bisericească (Orthodox canon law. Leg-
islati on and church administrati on), vol. I, Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 1990, p.121.
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This systemati cal Nomocanon divided into 24 chapters, ordered by the 24 lett ers of the 
Greek alphabet, where there are also Byzanti ne canons and state laws (on various matt ers of 
canon and ecclesiasti cal law), was preserved in manuscripts, in Greek, Slavonic and Slavonic-
Romanian. The fi rst Greek manuscript is dated since 1342, and the Slavonic-Romanian one is 
dated since 1451. As far as the Slavonic-Romanian manuscript is concerned, it should be noted 
that this is “the fi rst oldest Code of Laws, known to exist in our country, writt en in Wallachia, 
in 1451, by scribe Dragomir, at the order of Prince Vladislav of Wallachia”.1

On the Romanian territory, Matei Vlastares’s Alphabeti c Syntagm was also used by the 
authors of “The Great Code of Laws” (Targoviste, 1652), as a basic source.

In 1954, a researcher in Romanian feudal law - Alexandru Grecu - wrote that “the 
beginnings of the writt en law in our country fall into the simplest forms in the second half 
of the sixteenth century and in the middle of this century”2 and that “these beginnings are 
almost completely unknown: no history of our country knows and studies the Romanian texts 
of the Nomocanons from the sixteenth century”.3

Regarding the dates for the beginnings of the Romanian writt en law, it should be noted 
that they can be identi fi ed as early as the fi ft eenth century. Moreover, even the erudite professor 
Alexander Grecu wrote: “the fi rst Slavic Nomocanon, writt en in the Romanian Principaliti es, 
dates from 1452 and was writt en at Targoviste by scribe Dragomir for Prince Vladislav, the ruler 
Wallachia... In Moldavia, in 1474, Ghervasie from Neamt copied a Nomocanon in Slavonic, for 
Stephen the Great. Another copy writt en by the scribe Damian, in Iasi, for the same Prince of 
Moldavia, dates from 1495”. 4 

He also noted that these manuscripts5 “include the Slavonic translati on of Matei 
Vlastares’s <Syntagm>, not of the abbreviated form, as it appears in the Serbian texts from 
the fourteenth century... The complete form – Alexandru Grecu specifi ed – also includes other 
than the purely religious matt ers, for example the one in 1474: <About the freedom of slaves 
and the way it is regulated>”.6

Finally, the same researcher in the fi eld of old Romanian law reminded that the copies 
of the Alphabeti cal Syntagm, which appeared in Moldavia, also “reproduced that brief glossary 
of insti tuti ons in Lati n, with their Slavonic equivalent, in order to clarify certain passages in the 
<Syntagm>. Examples: pretor = voievoda, magistrate = vlastele, ilustrie = protospatar”.7

Regarding the allegati ons that the beginnings of the writt en Romanian Law were 
“almost completely unknown”, and that no “history of our country” knows and studies the 

1 I. N. Floca, Drept canonic ortodox. Legislaţie şi administraţie bisericească (Orthodox canon law. Leg-
islati on and church administrati on), vol. I, Ed. IBMBOR, Bucureşti , 1990, p.123.

2 Al. Grecu, Începuturile dreptului scris în limba română (The beginnings of the writt en law in Roma-
nian), in Studii. Revistă de istorie şi fi lozofi e (Studies. Journal of History and Philosophy), no. 4, 1954, 
p. 226.

3 Ibidem, p. 215.
4 Ibidem, p. 216.
5 See mss. no. 131 from the Romanian Academy Library.
6 Al. Grecu, op.cit., p. 216.
7 Ibidem.
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Romanian texts of the Nomocanons from the sixteenth century, the author was mostly right. 
However, it is even more serious that, up to this day, no history of our country – be it old 
Romanian literature, Romanian Law, Church etc. – has studied the Romanian texts of the 
Nomocanons, either from the sixteenth or seventeenth centuries. On the other hand, the 
study of these texts would bring a signifi cant contributi on not only to the history of Romanian 
legal and canonical insti tuti ons, but also to the Romanian society of that ti me1, with all its 
manifestati ons (spiritual-religious, literary, legal etc.). Moreover, the History of Romanian 
medieval literature and culture remain incomplete in many respects if they omit the study of 
the text of these Nomocanons, which are part of the Romanian cultural heritage, of Greek, 
Lati n, Slavic and Romanian expression.

There are two formal sources of Romanian feudal law: custom, i.e. the customary law, 
and the writt en law (jus positi vum).

In Slavonic documents, this unwritt en law is called “zakon ziemski”, which would be 
correctly translated by “the law belonging to the country” (in Romanian, “legea care aparţine 
ţării”), i.e. “the Law of the Country” (“Legea ţării~), and not by the phrase “the custom of 
the land” (“obiceiul pământului~), or, simply, by the customary law. Moreover, as Professor 
Alexandru Grecu noted, “only by a mistranslati on of the ancient grammars in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth century, zakon ziemski was translated as the custom of the land”.2 As such, the 
“Law of the Country” should not be identi fi ed with “the custom of the land” or “the custom 
of the Country” (“obiceiul Tarii~) - as wrongly understood by some historians of old Romanian 
law3 - but with “Jus valachicum”, i.e. the Romanian medieval law, whose consti tuents were “jus 
positi vum” - expressed by the Country’s legislati on (canonical, state and Nomocanon) 4 - and 
“jus consuetudinaris”, i.e. customary law.

In the same Slavonic documents, this “Law of the country” is also called “starîi zakon” 
(old law). In the documents writt en in Romanian, the Slavonic word “zakon” is translated by 
“lege”, “leage” (“law”), but not in the “sense of writt en law”5. However, later, during full-blown 
feudalism, the disti ncti on between custom (zakon) and law (writt en law) is clearly evident. 
For example, a document signed by Prince Vasile Lupu (1634-1653) expressly referred to 
both “Leage” (“law”) and “Pravila” (“Code of Laws”), i.e. the customary law and the writt en 
(positi ve) law, the latt er gaining prominence over the former, in his ti mes.

1 See C. Miti telu, Drepturile şi îndatoririle stărilor sociale medievale, româneşti , în lumina Pravilelor 
ti părite din secolul al XVII-lea (The rights and duti es of Romanian medieval social classes in the light 
of the Codes of Laws printed in the seventeenth century), in Dionysiana, no. 1/2007, pp. 323-333. 

2 Al. Grecu, op.cit., p. 227. 
3 See N. V. Dură, „Lex terrae” în percepţia unor jurişti  şi istorici ai vechiului Drept românesc. Evaluări 

şi precizări (“Lex terrae” from the perspecti ve of certain lawyers and historians of old Romanian 
law. Reviews and clarifi cati ons), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of 
Theology), Year XIV, No. 1 / 2010, pp. 18-42.

4 Idem, The Byzanti ne Nomocanons, fundamental sources of old Romanian Law, in vol. Internati onal 
Conference, “Explorati on, Educati on and Progress in the third Millennium”, Proceedings vol. I, no. 3, 
Galati  University Press, Galaţi, 2011, p. 25-48.

5 Vl. Hanga, Categorii de izvoare (Categorii de izvoare), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc (The history 
of Romanian law), vol. I, Ed. Academiei RSR, Bucureşti , 1980, p. 202.
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For Vasile Lupu, “lege” (“law”) was therefore identi cal with “obiceiul Ţării” (“the custom 
of the country”), i.e. with the customary law, and “Pravila” (“Code of Laws”), with “Legea 
împărătească” (“Imperial Law”), which became, in his country, “Lege domnească” (“Royal 
law”), which stated the primacy of the writt en law over the customary law that had dominated 
“the law spring system for centuries”.1

The subordinati on of the custom to the writt en law also brought about “its subordinati on 
to the one” that “already appears in presumably interpolated texts, att ributed to Salvius 
Iulianus (Digeste, I, 3) and to other classical jurists; it was resumed in Basilicale (II, 1) and 
then, with some nuances in favor of traditi on, by the Church and its Nomocanons (Vlastares, 
Malaxos, James of Ioannina). All these texts – an historian of legal insti tuti ons specifi ed, i.e. 
Valenti n Georgescu, – had a wide circulati on in the Romanian Principaliti es, where, therefore, 
the two concepti ons about custom had coexisted”.2

Some Romanian law historians noted that, in Romanian feudal ti mes, the term “Drept” 
(“law”) means “less the unwritt en law, the customary law, but the equity, i.e. the feudal 
morality of the ti me”.3 Moreover, in feudal Romanian ti mes, the relati onship between Law 
and Morality4 was a reality because the Romanian law of the ti me had always been based 
on the principles of the Christi an morality law. It is also true that the Romanian legislator of 
this era had knowledge of the Roman jurisprudence, which disti nguished between justi ce and 
equity, and which preferred fairness, as peremptorily confi rmed by the Codes of Laws of the 
seventeenth century. It is no wonder that, for the Romanians of the seventeenth century, 
the noti on “Lege a Ţării” (“Law of the Country)” contained both “zakon” (customary law) and 
“pravo”, i.e. “jus’” (writt en law).

We should also menti on that, in the Middle Ages, the Romanians transformed certain 
regulati ons from the Codes of Laws in “obicei şi Legea ţării” (“Custom and Law of the country”), 
which explains that “many court decisions invoke, at the same ti me, the custom and the Code of 
Laws as the basis of common law”.5 Moreover, even the reforms of Constanti ne Mavrocordat6 
(eighteenth century) invoked the “duplex jus”, i.e. the customary law and the Code of Laws, as 
Dimitrie Cantemir (1673-1723) had done before. In the latt er’s perspecti ve, “the custom and 

1 N. Popa, Pravila de la Govora în sistemul dreptului feudal românesc (The Code of Laws from Govora 
in the Romanian feudal law system), in Pravila Bisericească de la Govora (The Ecclesiasti cal Code of 
Laws from Govora), ed. Gh. Petre-Govora, Ed. Tribuna, Rm. Vâlcea, 2004, p. 9.

2 Vl. Al. Georgescu, Trăsăturile sti listi ce la dreptului feudal românesc (The stylisti c features of Roma-
nian feudal law), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc (The history of Romanian law )…, vol. I, p. 225.

3 Ibidem.
4 See, N. V. Dură, Law and Morals. Prolegomena (I), in Acta Universitati s Danubius. Juridica, nr. 2/2011, 

pp. 158-173; Idem, Law and Morals. Prolegomena (II), in Acta Universitati s Danubius. Juridica, no. 
3/2011, pp. 72-84.

5 Vl. Al. Georgescu, Trăsăturile sti listi ce … (The stylisti c features...), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc… 
(The history of Romanian law...), vol. I, p. 224.

6 Regarding these reforms, see C. Miti telu, Reforma judiciară, din Ţările Române, în epoca fanariotă. 
Contribuţii juridice (The judicial reform in the Romanian Principaliti es, during the Phanariot era. 
Legal Contributi ons), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of Theology), 
VII (2003), no. 1, pp. 230-237.
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the Byzanti ne law, which were intercepted with their diff erent historical individuality, formed a 
duplex jus, a double system of Moldavian law, and not the two formal sources of a historically 
and technically single legal system”.1

Under the direct impact of Roman, Roman-Byzanti ne and especially Byzanti ne law, the 
local populati on of the Carpathian-Danubian-Ponti c area managed to create and to assert an 
individualized legal and insti tuti onal system, which grants it a special feature, but also the 
legiti macy of its affi  liati on to the European legal heritage of the fi rst millennium.2 Of course, 
the sui generis nature of the Romanian feudal Law is primarily expressed by the customary law, 
which was applied “not by the coercive force of the state, but of the community as a whole, 
becoming, thus, customary legal norms, from writt en rules of law”.3

In the Chronicles of the Countries and in the Codes of Laws printed in Romanian, the 
customary legal norms are usually expressed as “drept obişnuielnic” (“customary law~), which 
refers to the unwritt en law and which also contains rules imposed by their long observati on, i.e. 
by “inveterata consuetudo”, but also to the positi ve law, created by the courts’ jurisprudence, 
i.e. by “auctoritas rerum perpetuo similiter iudicatarum”, that were expressly stated by 
Justi nian’s Digest (I, 3. 38), recte by the opinion of the high court authority considered as a 
binding rule. Therefore, it should be stated and noted that “obiceiurile” (`customs~) that did 
not contain legal rules could not take the form of “drept obişnuielnic” (`customary law~)”,4 
which someti mes took preeminence to Byzanti ne Laws, which circulated in the Romanian 
Principaliti es chiefl y as Nomocanons (Codes of Laws).

Vasile Lupu’s Code of Laws expressly provides that “Pravilele ceale împărăteşti ” (the 
“imperial Codes of Laws”) have the same power as “obiceaele locului” (`the customs of the 
Land) (gl. 58, zac. 2, CR), i.e. the Law of the Country (`Legea Ţării~). However, the provisions 
of these imperial Codes of Laws are always reported and assessed in terms of the rules under 
the Law of the Country, which is not only an amount of customs, no matt er how old and 
constantly observed and applied they were; it also includes both the old domesti c law, whose 
ancestry goes from the Dacian law to Jus Valachicum, and the positi ve Roman, Dacian-Roman 
and Romanian Law, hence its preeminence to the Byzanti ne law.

Some Romanian Law historians also noted that this Byzanti ne legislati on formed, 
together with the common law a “duplex jus” and a “dual system of law”. Moreover, “from 
the fourteenth century” up to “the middle of the nineteenth century”, the Romanian 
Principaliti es, although “with a vigorous customary trend”, have also known “a strong and wide 
customary recepti on of the Byzanti ne law, oft en within the constraints of offi  cial documents 

1 Vl. Al. Georgescu, Trăsăturile sti listi ce … (The stylisti c features...), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc 
… (The history of Romanian law...), vol. I, p. 226.

2 See N. V. Dură, Le Régime de la synodalité selon la législati on canonique, conciliaire, oecuménique, 
du Ier millénaire, Ed. Ameti st 92, Bucureşti , 1999.

3 Vl. Hanga and L. P. Marcu, Viaţa politi co-juridică şi insti tuţiile autohtone în perioada năvălirii 
populaţiilor migratoare (The legal and politi cal life of local insti tuti ons during the invasion of migra-
tory populati ons), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc (The history of Romanian law), vol. I, …, p. 146.

4 Vasile Chirvaiu, Insti tuţiuni de drept bisericesc (Insti tuti ons of Church law), Ed. Chiriaşii ti pografi ei 
româneşti , Oradea, 1932, p. 7. 
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and numerous court decisions which applied it, or as a natural law of the place, or as an 
imperial and ecclesiasti cal law whose principle validity did not raise any issue, if the custom 
did not exclude the applicati on of a certain Byzanti ne rule of law. This exclusion, in fact, could 
be – Valenti n Georgescu remarks – later modifi ed by a contrary custom or by an order of 
royal law”.1 Moreover, “unti l 1777-1780, the structure of the perceived law (i.e. coded, from 
the Codes of Laws), remains predominantly of Nomocanon nature ... If the Moldavian Code 
of Laws of 1646 is a secular one, especially of criminal law, the Wallachian one (1652) is an 
expanded Nomocanon (which includes the enti re Moldavian Code of Laws) examined by the 
royal council, not confi rmed by the prince, but strengthened only by the metropolitan. In 
Moldavia, in 1632, the Code of Laws chosen is also a Nomocanon (Malaxos). In 1754, James 
I Putneanul from Iaşi ordered the translati on of James of Ioannina’s Nomocanon (1645), 
i.e. the “Crutch” or the “Bishops’ Rod” (Vaktêria) ... The legislati ve power of the autocrati c 
rule did not prevent – the same Romanian Law historian concluded – the existence of the 
canonical and civil-canonical legislati ve powers of the Church, as “prăvilioare” (small codes of 
laws) or “religious teachings”...2 However, this legislati ve power of the Church was exercised 
by the hierarchs of the Church,3 as confi rmed by the “Prăvilioare” writt en by the enlightened 
hierarchs of the Romanian Principaliti es.

In the Romanian Principaliti es, along with the legislati ve power of the autocrati c rule, 
there was also, indeed, the legislati ve power of the Church, which, by its legislati ve bodies 
(councils and hierarchies) established canonical regulati ons for both the organizati on and 
functi oning of its administrati ve-territorial units (parishes, monasteries, episcopacies and 
metropolitan churches) and for the pastoral and canonical guidance4 of its members. These 
canonical and pastoral regulati ons and guidance, established by the Country’s hierarchs, were 
enti tled Prăvilioare, i.e. smaller Codes of Laws. However, one of these Prăvilioare was drawn 
up by Bishop Iacob Putneanul5 himself (1719-1778), who also ordered the translati on of James 

1 Vl. Al. Georgescu, Trăsăturile sti listi ce … (The stylisti c features...), in vol. Istoria dreptului românesc… 
(The history of Romanian law...), vol. I, p.226.

2 Ibidem, p.229.
3 About this legislati ve power and the hierarchy of judicial power, see C. Miti telu, Mitropoliţii Ţărilor 

Române şi competenţa lor judecătorească (The Metropolitans of the Romanian Principaliti es and 
their judicial competence), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew Journal of 
Theology), X (2006), no. 1, pp. 191-197; Idem, Justi ţia ecleziasti că după Pravilele ti părite, în limba 
română, din secolul al XVII-lea (The ecclesiasti cal justi ce according to the Codes of Laws printed in 
Romanian, in the seventeenth century), in Revista de Teologie Sfântul Apostol Andrei (St. Andrew 
Journal of Theology), VIII (2004), no. 1, pp. 203-218.

4 See, N. V. Dură, Acti vitatea canonică a mitropolitului Veniamin Costache (The canonical acti vity of 
Metropolitan Veniamin Costache), in Mitropolia Moldovei şi Sucevei (The Metropolitan Church of 
Moldavia and Suceava), XLVII (1971), nr. 7-8, p. 471-493; XLVIII (1972), no. 1-2, pp. 49-76.

5 Idem, Acti vitatea canonică a mitropolitului Iacob Putneanul (1719-1778) (The canonical acti vity of 
the Metropolitan Iacob Putneanul (1719-1778)), in Glasul Bisericii (The voice of the Church), XXXIX 
(1980), no. 10-12, pp. 812-829; Idem, Preocupări canonice ale ierarhilor Bisericii Ortodoxe Române, 
de-a lungul secolelor XVII-XIX, în lumina „Pravilelor” mici (Pravilioarelor) (Canonical concerns of the 
Romanian Orthodox Church hierarchs, along the XVII-XIX centuries, in the light of the small “Codes 
of Laws” (Pravilioare)), in Biserica Ortodoxă Română (The Romanian Orthodox Church), CII (1984), 
no. 3-4, pp. 217-232.
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of Ioannina’s Nomocanon, which clearly proves that, usually, the Country’s hierarchs had 
good knowledge of the Byzanti ne Nomocanon law. This is also confi rmed by the preface to 
the Great Code of Laws, signed by Bishop Stefan of Targoviste, who states that, in his ti me, 
the Byzanti ne law – which was disseminated in the Danubian-Ponti c-Carpathian space since 
Emperor Justi nian’s era – was applied both by at the Princes’ courts and at the Metropolitan 
Churches in the Romanian Principaliti es.

katalina mititelukatalina mititelu

bizantiuri samarTali da misi recefcia ruminul samTavroebSi

jer ki dev ius ti ni a nes epo qa Si (527-565 ww.) bi zan ti is gav le nis qveS 

myof dRe van de li ru mi ne Tis te ri to ri eb ze – du na is, kar pa te bi sa da Sa vi 

zRvis re gi o neb Si – sa ek le sio sa mar Ta li iyo cno bi li, mi Re bu li da far-

Tod ga mo ye ne bu li. kvle vis Se de gad dad gin da, rom bi zan ti u ri sa ek le sio 

sa mar Tlis gav rce le ba ber Znul ena ze ru mi nul du na is pi reT Si, anu iq, sa-

dac ber Znu li qa la qi po li ze bi mde ba re ob da, ueW ve li faq ti a. mo Zi e bu li 

da Se da re bi Ti ana li zia Ca ta re bu li la Ti nur da vla xur eneb ze ar se bul 

teq steb ze. ga mo ta ni lia das kvna, rom bi zan ti u ri ka non mdeb lo bis mi Re ba 

sa ek le sio sa mar Tlis sa fuZ vel ze gan xor ci el da. es uka nas kne li ar se bob-

da da cir ku li reb da Se re u li kon teq stis mqo ne ka non Ta kre bu leb Si, rom-

le biTac re gu li rdeboda sa xel mwi fo  da sa ek le sio ka non deb lo ba. isi ni 

me ToTx me te- meTx uT me te sa u ku ne bi dan aris cno bi li ka non Ta ko deq sis an 

no mo ka no nis sa xe liT. ma Ti dam kvid re bis pro ce si dag vir gvin da meC vid me te 

sa u ku ne Si ko deq sis ru mi nul ena ze da be Wi li sa xiT ga mo ce miT.
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Schelling on Symbolic Language 

Up to now, Schelling was known in Georgia as a forerunner of Hegel and just a “ti me-
moment” in the development of 19th century German Philosophy. Under the infl uence 
of orthodox Marxism, which qualifi ed himself as a successor of Hegel, Georgian authors, 
according to this very qualifi cati on, were dividing Schelling’s philosophy into two parts: The 
so called “successful period”, meaning writi ngs by young Schelling that made kind of bridge 
between philosophies of Fichte and Hegel. This period includes Schelling’s transcendental 
philosophy, his analysis of the phenomenon of freedom and essays in Naturphilosophy.

 As for the second – according to the same qualifi cati on – the “failed” period, it includes 
his philosophy of mythology and religion. Following Engels, many Georgian philosophers 
qualifi ed Schelling’s ideas of later ti me as visions of an old man fallen into mysti cism. To them 
Schelling as an original thinker, stopped dead aft er his ti mes of youth, when he contributed 
much to the development of German philosophy linking Fichte to Hegel and through that 
making ground for Marxism.

 No doubt, many philosophers may easily become backbenchers, if we take for criterion 
the level of their contributi on of Marxism. Concerning Schelling’s philosophy, we’d rather take 
defi nitely other way of criti cism.

 But we menti oned this widespread misinterpretati on not for criti cal reevaluati on. No 
need even to say that the interpretati on is a priori false because of its Marxist view. The only 
thesis we need to take as a starti ng-point for our arti cle in contrast to that interpretati on is that 
Schelling’s philosophy of mythology and religion is no less important for us today, than some 
of his early writi ngs. In parti cular, it is true for Schelling’s philosophy of mythology, because 
of ever-growing interest among the scholars of diff erent profi le concerning the problems of 
mythology.

 One rather important questi on, which arises for those who study mythology, deals with 
the problem of adequate understanding the mythical stories. As a rule, these stories speak not 
just of the things long past, but tell them in a fantasti c and incredible manner. Consequently, 
any contemporary reader, who wants to grasp the core of myths from the point of (to put it 
in Husserlian term) “Naturliche Einstellung” or common sense, inevitably comes into collision 

metafizikametafizika

METAPHYSICS 
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with the problem of adaptati on with that very essence of myths. A layman, who is going 
to study mythology on the sterile ground and therefore is free from the infl uence of rather 
controversial theories, fi nds himself in somehow bett er positi on, but from other point of view 
no mind is a “Tabula Rasa”, that is something like sterile intellect. Actually the problem with 
myth-reading arise not during the process of imprinti ng on a “Tabula Rasa”, but because of 
controversies between ordinary man’s common sense and the myth-making process. Fantasy 
status the mythological topics are labeled by, is the result of their non-suitability with whole 
system of beliefs and percepts of an ordinary human being. Thus we face the problem of 
understanding mythology.

 Confrontati on between common sense and mythological percepti ons can be modifi ed 
into incredibility by way of astonishment. In such a case, we’d fi nd a starti ng point (as according 
to an Aristotelian traditi on the starti ng point for philosophy is astonishment) that gives the best 
impulse for philosophizing. Thus it might push the philosophy of mythology as well. Strategy 
of our analysis can be conducted by following questi ons, expressing astonishment stance, e.g.: 
“How such thing has been created”? “How to understand it”? “What’s the meaning of it”?

 Schelling was well aware of the problemati c character of the starti ng point for 
mythological studies. Three questi ons menti oned above indeed are the ones he put in his 
introductory lectures on philosophy of mythology.1 Here Schelling off ers philosophical analysis 
of mythology and started doing that with phenomena of astonishment and questi on-putti  ng. 
To his belief, the three above-menti oned questi ons, put together analyti cally, make a basic, 
essenti al one for the meaning of myths. It does not mean, of course, that any blow-up for 
these questi ons is impossible. On the contrary, Schelling’s strategy of further investi gati on lies 
through the way of analyzing those very questi ons. If we follow him, we can not only defi ne 
the areas of our inquiry, but also get further in understanding the essence of the myths. 

Meanings of Myths. A Shift  to Linguisti c Analysis

In his philosophy of Mythology Schelling oft en defi nes myths as “History of Gods”. No 
doubt, that for a layman it is not so easy to grasp all the sense of such history, or understand 
controversies and undercurrents of relati ons among Gods and deiti es; in the process of 
reading myths we face the problem of grasping the discourse of the plot and the verbalized 
meaning of defi nite ideas. Schelling knew all that only too well. That is why we oft en fi nd in 
his later writi ngs analysis of the terms like “meaning”, “sense”, “understanding” and such. 
Thus, Schelling’s general methodological dispositi on of philosophy of mythology shows a close 
connecti on that of hermeneuti c traditi ons. Consequently, according to that very traditi ons, 
problem of Understanding (in the case given, understanding myths) becomes decisive for 
Schelling. 

Although Schelling calls them the “History of Gods”, he does not forget, that actually 
myths have been created in a pre-historical era, the fact providing the lead to realize why it 
is so diffi  cult to understand what mythic stories are really telling us. There is immeasurable 

1 Г.В.Ф.Шеллинг, Сочинения в двух томах. Изд. «Мысль», т.2, 1989.c. 166. 
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distance from the period when the myths were created, and taking the linguisti c approaches to 
myths, it comes out that our possibility to understand them depends broadly on our ability to 
reconstruct their primordial linguisti c meanings, sense and functi ons. So as Schelling suggests, 
not only their fantasti c character complicates our understanding of myths, but also because 
of a long ti me distance from the days of their creati on. Actually, we have lost old meanings of 
myths and according to Schelling, our ability to understand them today depends on possibility 
to reconstruct their primordial meanings.1 And now, where we come to?

Schelling gives concrete recommendati ons. He does not diff erenti ate, as later 
philosophers do, Explanati on from Understanding and thoughts that we can explain primordial 
meanings of mythical stories or, in other words, can understand them right, if we reconstruct 
real conditi ons which contribute to their creati on. Such explanati on includes descripti on of the 
whole mythological pre-historic epoch, mode of being and the ways of thought of the people 
who created myths.

Following Schelling, we are now facing genuine hermeneuti c circle. Surely, according to 
Schelling, the only way to get direct approach to the pre-historic ti mes lies in understanding of 
primordial meanings of myths and on the contrary, we grasp primordial meanings if and only 
if we succeed in reconstructi on this pre-historic epoch.

The circle, outside of which we stand, was not hidden from Schelling and we have to 
follow him further if we want to obtain means for re-opening this closed circle. Myths, fi rst of 
all, are linguisti c enti ti es. We do not see Gods themselves, but we hear/read about them by 
means of language. Language helps us to search source for the contents of such basic categories 
as “meaning” or “understanding” and keep analysis on linguisti c level. In such a case, our 
problem will transform into problem of understanding the language of myths. Consequently, 
for reconstructi ng some myth-making conditi ons in pre-historic ti mes, we need to fi nd out the 
linguisti c means providing openness of mythological language, in order to make its linguisti c 
elements transparent and though that show the way for passing through that closed circle. 

Of course, we do not presume that the problem of understanding is only, or mostly, the 
linguisti c one. But for our purpose, we have to reduce the amount of problems to linguisti c 
level and make questi ons concerning Schelling’s philosophy of mythology absolute clear: 
“Does Schelling give any descripti on of linguisti c means that would provide an average reader 
with right understanding of myths”? “Does instruments of Schelling’s philosophy of language 
open up reality of being in mythology”? “What kind of signs are used in Schelling’s philosophy 
for these purposes”? “How far they can penetrate into any such mythological system”?

Let us start with the idea, as Schelling suggests, that language of mythology at the same 
ti me is the language of poetry. Before we come to consider mythopoeti cal language, let us 
discuss what Schelling says on common basis for the art of Poetry, Mythology and Philo sophy.

1 Г.В.Ф.Шеллинг, Сочинения в двух томах. Изд. «Мысль», т.2, 1989.c.168-169 .
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 Schelling On Common Basis of Art, Mythology and Philosophy

In his lectures on philosophy of art, Schelling says that the main aim of art is the 
revealing of the hidden. Though he speaks not on every art, but only that is in touch with 
expressing Eternal matt ers. According to Schelling, Eternity, is its abstract dimension, is the 
Absolute.1 To start with the statement, the same Absolute is also the subject of philosophy, 
and we can say that both philosophy and Art study the same thing, but deal with it diff erently. 
Art is interested in beauty, while philosophy is in search of truth; and Truth in its last instance 
is always connected with absolute Beauty. So, Art edges philosophy as far as it express the 
eternal world of Absolute.

Except philosophy and art, there is one more sphere of human acti vity, which touches 
the same subject – that is mythology. Mythology merges Art, especially the art of poetry 
as much as it gives to the mythical world of Gods its poeti c existence, resonati ng through 
language.

According to Schelling, mythology and Art get together by the very idea of Art. Just 
through this idea the Absolute shows itself through the concrete art samples. The questi on, 
how is it possible for Absolute to get realized this way, comes clear from Schelling’s analysis 
of the idea of mythical Gods. In his philosophy of Art he shows development of that idea and 
explains how it becomes objecti ve existence and consti tutes independent mythical and the 
same ti me, poeti cal world.2 

Schelling’s analysis of poeti cal images defi nes Divine world in terms of “General” 
and “Concrete”. Their unity manifests Divine images in General as well as Gods themselves 
concretely. Every poeti cal idea, taken in itself, is leveling with concretely considered mythical 
God. The art of poetry, thanks to such characterizati on, operates the way that each concrete 
poeti cal image in itself fully expresses the whole phenomenon of Divine enti ty. 

In the theory of constructi ons, elaborated by Schelling in his philosophy of Art, he gives 
detailed explanati on of how is it possible to shape general and absolute idea of Beauty into 
any concrete beauti ful objects. Here is no place to speak of Schelling’s investi gati on of such 
conceptual instruments as “idea”, “preliminary forms”, “potenti ality” and so on. Although, 
apart from the fact that we go with the language of myths, we have to say few words on rather 
important term for Schelling’s philosophy of Art: that is “Fantasia”. Indeed it is just Fantasia 
that plays decisive role in process of constructi ng Divine images of art. Schelling identi fi es 
phenomenon of Fantasia with “intellectual contemplati on”. As far as poeti c images of those 
mythical Gods consti tute their specifi c world, they give independent being for the object of 
Fantasia through their poeti c existence. In other words, this means that acti vity of Fantasia is 
absolutely suffi  cient to work out poeti c images of mythical Gods and aft er the job is fi nished, 
human imaginati on has no need to add any higher level of reality to any such form. To explain 
how such technology could be really carried on, we have to analyze Schelling’s theory of 
Symbolic Language.

1 Г.В.Ф.Шеллинг, Философия исскуства. Изд. «Мысль», 1966; c. 48
2 ibid, 114.
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 On Defi ning the Essence of Mythic Language: Symbol as an Unity 
of Language and Being

 What specifi c quality symbols of mythic language have, according to Schelling, will 
come clear if we compare noti ons of Symbol and Sign in his writi ngs. Many scholars insist that 
specifi c quality of Sign lies in its conventi onal character, and that relati on between the sign 
and the object denoted by it is accidental. For example, the word “Man” does not carry the 
resemblance of a real man. The lack of likeness between them makes their relati onship fully 
accidental. In other cases denotati on of things has more natural character as between that of 
symptom and illness; but at any rate of correspondence, the existence of object to be denoted 
stands outside of denoti ng sign and it is main quality of the latt er.

By Schellig’s interpretati on, symbol works in utt erly diff erent way than the sign. In the 
poeti c symbols of myths, as Schelling considered the Greek Gods of mythology, that very 
standard relati on of correspondence does not work at all. Greek Gods: Zeus, Apollo or Pan, 
no matt er are they expressed in poetry or sculptured, have no otherwise denoted object but 
of symbol. Symbolic character of mythopoeti cal Gods appears not in their denoti ng functi on, 
but by that very extraordinary fact, that the symbolic images themselves are Gods. This case 
is similar with the functi on of ideas in philosophy: idea in philosophy as well as symbol in 
mythopoeti c language is what it is and nothing else. 

Schelling analyses phenomenon of symbol in the context of general/concrete object 
relati ons and to him, specifi c character of mythic symbols, that are kind of symbiosis of 
philosophical ideas and images of poetry, appears jus in such context. Mythopoeti c symbols 
are forms of expressing similarity between General and Concrete. We can defi ne them as 
the synthesis of the Scheme and Allegory. Scheme always refl ects the concrete by means of 
general. Allegory, on the contrary, expresses the General by means of Concrete. Taking into 
account these both cases, we can defi ne Symbol as full identi fi cati on of General and Concrete.1 

We can interpret every mythological story-telling process as a case of symbolism at 
work, as just through symbolic images mythic language a priori becomes an art of refl ecti on. 
As a matt er of fact, absolute poeti c refl ecti on, as Schelling understands it, is based on identi ty 
between general and concrete. In the language of genuine art the General coincides with 
concrete and vice versa. This demand if fully accomplished in mythopoeti c stories by means of 
poeti c symbols, where every image is what it is and just thanks to this character, a Symbol may 
be taken as an existence of very expressed object .

The peculiar quality of symbol, disti nguishing it from sign, consists of absolute 
identi fi cati on of meaning and existence of a symbol. The symbol ceases working if we give 
it the functi on of the denoti ng sign. The symbol has no need of relati on of correspondence 
to its object, as well as it needs no conventi on to refer to the same object. Meaning and 
existence always coincides in symbol: from meaning it fl ashes out the being and otherwise, 
every symbol’s being is ever meaningful.2 

1  Г.В.Ф.Шеллинг, Философия исскуства. Изд. «Мысль», 1966; c.106-107.
2  ibid, 106
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From this characterizati on of symbol, off ered by Schelling, we can understand why and 
how the mythopoeti c images are taking the reality status. Expressed in symbols, mythical 
world – that is the world of Gods – presented the sole ground for true Art. Images of such Art 
contained no less reality, than any natural phenomenon. The Art that Schelling talks about in 
the context of mythology, is fi rst of all the Art of poetry closely connected with mythic images 
and which, at the same ti me, makes ground for all other forms of Art.

Schelling’s understanding of the noti on of symbol fully agrees with that of German 
Romanti c traditi on. Schelling, much the same way as Morriz, Herder, Meier, Kreuzer and others, 
thought the main quality of symbol lay in absolute identi ty of its meaning and being. According 
to this doctrine, it is not Art only, that speaks by the language of symbols, but the whole Universe 
as well, which in itself is the highest manifestati on of Divine Art. Kreuzer, Novalis and others – 
quite in line of German traditi on of Romanti cism – oft en discussed upon “the Code of Nature 
Language” or on “Grammar of the Language of Nature”. From this broad interpretati on of 
symbolic language, we can get some important conclusions concerning Schelling’s philosophy 
of mythology. Although before this, lets make clear exactly in what sense can we speak of 
Nature or of Universe of Language. 

Schelling points out that language is a direct expression of human mental abiliti es turned 
into sounds and signs and as such, the language itself is the sample of art. On another hand, 
speech is something natural and not arti fi cial process. Unifying the Art-kind and Nature-kind 
qualiti es of language, Schelling comes out with following qualifi cati on: language is the natural 
creati on of Art (`ein natürliches Kunstwerk~) – like every object we fi nd in nature.

The profound functi on of language is understandable only in its relati on with the 
Absolute. The Absolute in its essence is eternal process, which actually appears as cogniti on. We 
can consider this cogniti on from two diff erent points: from one of it the Absolute is a mere idea, 
endless manifestati on of itself. From another point, this Absolute Idea must be objecti vated, 
shift ed into something quite diff erent. If Absolute in its essence is something ideal, than 
“something diff erent” must be real, or bett er to say, material. In the case of manifestati on of 
the Absolute in such a way, i.e. when the Absolute Idea is enwrapped in something material and 
is understandable through its material wrapping, we have to deal with linguisti c appearance of 
Absolute or, saying it otherwise, with the mythopoeti c language. 

In the given abstract characterizati on of symbolic language, we were following Schelling 
(though, perhaps, a bit oversimplifying his ideas). And now here we come to discussing the idea 
of qualifying God’s fi rst revelati on as “Logos” or “Divine world”. The living Word of God, when 
it is objecti vated and us such becomes verbalized, sti ll maintains all its ideal and real qualiti es. 
From this point of view it links with primordial language we have discussed above. 

 The Problem: Monotheisti c/Politheisti c Basis of Human History

Summarizing all said above, we can state two main conclusions, which may come useful 
for grasping some dark ti me-period of Human History, lost in deep past, or, rather, in Eternity. 
In his “Introducti on into Philosophy of Mythology” Schelling insists on considering mythical 
stories in the context of some real-historical point of view. He noted that even if we admit that 
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myths are just result of human imaginati on only, they must have had a real reason for choosing 
just given and not other possible plot for story telling. The fi rst considerable conclusion that 
we can state from the summary of above discussed material deals with just this basic reason 
for mythology. The key for grasping this reason, as we’ve seen, lies in the code of symbolic 
language. According to Schelling, if any interpreter of mythic stories wants to get on the right 
way for the reading of myths, he has to take direct positi on toward the myths and “hear” in 
mythological symbols “voice of Being”.

What is really diffi  cult for the layman now, should have been very easy for the people 
living in mythic epoch. Our second conclusion deals just with this phenomenon. It refers not 
to the contemporary interpreters of myths who need some special training to elaborate right 
understanding of mythic stories, but to those for whom mythopoeti c language seemed to 
have been something like an ordinary one. A man who lived in pre-historic ti mes (if we take 
into account the nature of his language) had to be much closer to fundamental stratum of the 
Universe, e.g. the Truth. Surely, the decisive character of the mythic language is the sameness 
of meaning and being, thus far more suitable for such purpose, than any of our sign-object 
relati onship based modern language. We might have hoped that Schelling himself would agree 
with the point that: (a) the true, most fundamental stratums of Universe are saved in mythic 
language and (b) that the older is epoch, the more ancient ti mes we deal with, the closer we 
come with Truth. But these conclusions are not so simple.

Schelling, who in some respect may have agreed with our fi rst thesis, would surely deny 
the second. Nevertheless, as we tried to speak of, there is close connecti on between these two. 
Possibly, Schelling’s positi on at this point faces certain confusion, that we can characterize as 
follows: there is defi nite inconsistency between Schelling’s theory of symbolic language and 
his descripti on of the epoch the same language was in use. In other words, Schelling’s system 
fells into problems between essenti al and functi onal qualifi cati ons of the mythic language of 
symbols. 

Reviewing the functi onal side of the mythic language, we‘ll fi nd out that the “mission” 
it was supposed to carry through – “the Home of Truth” – turns out to be rather misleading in 
real usage. We may go further and say that Schelling’s earlier writt en philosophy of Art (the one 
that contains essenti al characterizati on of symbolic language), does not sati sfy requirements 
of those later discourse of his philosophy, where he gives descripti on of functi onal side of the 
mythic language. To maintain the presumpti on, fi rst we’ll try to show that the above menti oned 
inconsistency does really exist. Then we’ll try to explain its cause. Somehow, we’ve already done 
something to this directi on. Namely, we gave essenti al characterizati on of mythic language that 
gives the answer to one basic questi on: “What the language of this archaic era is”? Let’s discuss 
the functi onal characteristi cs of that very language.

 On Functi onal Characteristi cs of Mythic Language

If we just re-read carefully Schelling’s “Introducti on into philosophy of Mythology”, we’ll 
see that mythic language, as well as people using the language, were not the most archaic 
populati on of the Earth. Mythology, if we defi ne this term in connecti on with Politheism, has 
been created far later than any existi ng actual religious experience of the mankind. 
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Following Schelling’s descripti ons, we can point to three main qualiti es of the fi rst, pre-
mythological experience of the mankind: that is Monotheism, Eternity and Silence.

The fi rst religious experience was not mere primiti ve belief, like that of animism, that 
step by step developed into believes of many Gods, i.e. polytheism and then in monotheism. 
In controversy of such evoluti onist doctrine, which considers development of religion from its 
simple forms to complex, Schelling suggests that in the beginning Man faced the One and True 
God. So, according to him, the oldest religious experience of mankind was monotheisti c.

The second quality of the archaic man’s belief associates to eternity. According to 
Schelling, archaic populati on of the Earth had eternal mode of being, that is – they had no 
feeling of ti me, could not perceive the durati on of it. To put it simpler, let us note that the term 
“Eternity” has at least two diff erent meanings: fi rst, when something considered as existed 
absolutely outside of spati o-temporal dimensions. So, for example, the Being of Absolute Enti ty 
is understood just in this way – God creates not only world, but space and ti me too. The second 
meaning of “Eternity” does not suggest that subject has to be outside of space and ti me – it 
does exist, but exist without durati on. Such understanding of Eternity suggests that ti me has no 
diff erent momentum. There was nothing “before”; there will be nothing “aft er”. There are no 
diff erences, no moments, and no durati on. All is equal. And when Schelling writes that archaic 
man lived in eternity, he has in mind just this second meaning of term.1 

Such noti on of “Eternity” gives to Schelling good chance to fi nd out very eff ecti ve starti ng 
point for the History. Archaic man lived in zero point of ti me and the real History began when 
mankind came to move; and that all start in Babylon – pre-historic mankind was deprived not only 
of the feeling of durati on, but also its nati onal or, to be more precise, its ethnical diff erenti ati on. 
Such mankind really was something homogenous. The ethnolinguisti c diff erenti ati on started to 
work just aft er the Babel-Tower. Babylon in Schelling’s theory has no geographical meaning. It is 
a symbol of starti ng human history, linguisti c diff erenti ati on and creati on of mythology and the 
mythic language. In Babylon the sleeping mankind woke up and came to move.

 For Schelling the ancient story of the Babel at Babylon does not mean the mix of 
already existed languages, although, Scelling acti vely uses term “glosolalia” in his descripti on 
of the Babel themes, no doubt suggesti ng the idea of previously existi ng diff erent languages. 
Actually, the “mixing of languages” for Schelling means creati on of diff erent means of speech 
under religious ecstasy. At Babylon mankind began to move, started intellectual acti vity and 
consciously elaborate polytheisti c religious beliefs. The old mythical Gods were sounded or 
expressed in language. This language, of course, was the mythical language and according to 
what, as we’ve said above, it had to have some most adequate means for grasping the Divine 
World. But it is not so. As far as mythic language was coordinated by that very belief in many 
Gods, it became misleading. Schelling thought that mythic language misinterpreted Divine 
Enti ty for many God’s World. Thus polytheism emerged.2

 Aft er these explanati ons, we have to conclude that archaic, pre-mythological religious 
experience of human being was far more correct than mythological. Because of monotheisti c 

1  Г.В.Ф.Шеллинг, Сочинения в двух томах. Изд. «Мысль», т.2, 1989; c.313.
2  ibid, 248.
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nature of his beliefs, archaic man was closer to genuine Divine Enti ty and directly contemplated 
his God. It was Divine Greatness that caused speechlessness of pre-historic mankind.

Third quality of pre-historic religious experience, as we know, is Silence and we can 
understand now what it was based upon. Schelling characterizes inhabitance of pre-historic 
people as “dark workshop”. Full silence was its main property and revelati on of Greatness 
of Divine Enti ty caused the silence of pre-historic mankind. The archaic man, so to say, saw 
switched off  under the religious ecstati c. If we measure degree of Divine Revelati on by its 
infl uence on human being, we can say that never aft er that God has ever appeared to human 
mind in such a fashion. So, speechlessness was an eff ect and not a cause determining all modes 
of life for the archaic man.

 Silence stance of the archaic people, however, does not mean that they had no language. 
Speechlessness has nothing in common with the lack of language. People kept silence only 
under religious ecstasyy. Shcelling defi nitely points out that pre-historic people had language, 
but he says nothing more on specifi c qualiti es on those unused means of speech. Besides, 
when we reread the passages, where Schelling analyses the meaning of “gojim”, we fi nd out 
that archaic language had to be the Jewish one. The reason for such a viewpoint is given by 
assumpti on that Jews preserved everything (including the language as we suggest) related to 
the archaic being and fi rst revelati on of God. 

That is all we wanted to say on suggested inconsistency between Schelling’s essenti al 
and functi onal characterizati on of mythic language. Now about reasons for his inconsistency. 
How come, that the mythic language, by its essenti al character, having most penetrati ng 
potenti al to enclosed mythic system, did not work and fell into polytheism?

One of questi ons we began our analysis was: “Does Schelling give such linguisti c means 
that provide average reader with understanding of the myths”? Another questi on was: “Does 
instruments of Schelling’s philosophy of language open up the Reality of Being in mythology”? 
And now we have to give the negati ve answer on these questi ons. As a matt er of fact, Schelling 
acquainted us with such linguisti c means that can not be used for right understanding of 
mythic stories. Such conclusion won’t be surprising if we recall that, according to Schelling, 
mythological language was very far from Truth even in the age myths.
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Selingi simboluri enis Sesaxeb

sim bo lu ri enis prob le mebs Se lin gi di di xnis man Zil ze amu Sa veb da. 

enis prob le me bi mniS vne lo va nia ro gorc Se lin gis eTe ti ki s, ase ve, mi si mi-

To lo gi is fi lo so fi i saT vis. rac Se e xe ba am uka nas knels, Se lin gma si cocx-

le Si mi To lo gi is Se sa xeb Ta vi si Se xe du le be bis mxo lod um niS vne lo na wi li 

ga mo aq vey na. Zi ri Ta di ma sa la sa zo ga do e bas Se lin gma leq ci e bis kur sis sa-

xiT ga ac no da am ma sa lam misi gar dac va le bis Sem deg ga moq vey ne bu li Txzu-

le be bis me Ter Tme te da me Tor me te to me bi Se ad gi na. 

wi nam de ba re sta ti is mi za nia, war mog vid gi nos Se lin gis Tval saz ri si 

sim bo lu ri enis, ro gorc im her me nev ti ku li sa Su a le bis Se sa xeb, ro me lic 

gax snis da uz run vel yofs mi To lo gi is ga ge bas. 

Se lin gi, ro gorc mi To lo gi is mkvle va ri, mkveT rad ga mo ir Ce va ima ve 

sag nis mi si dro i sa da Sem dgo mi pe ri o dis mkvle v re bi sa gan. gav rce le bu li 

Tval saz ri sis sa pi ris pi rod, ro me lic gvim tki cebs, rom Ta vad mi To lo gi-

a Si, ka cob ri o bis in te leq tu a lu ri gan vi Ta re bis kval dak val, xde ba Tan mim-

dev ru li ga das vla mi To lo gi is uf ro pri mi ti u li, po li Te is tu ri for mi-

dan uf ro srul yo fi li, mo no Te is tu ri for mi sa ken, Se lin gi miseul sqe mas 

gvTa va zobs da mi aC ni a, rom mo no Te iz mi mi To lo gi is amo sa va li, Zi ri Ta di 

for ma iyo, ro me lic, ri gi ga re mo e be bis ga mo, ga da i zar da po li Te iz mSi da 

ukan, kvlav mo no Te iz mSi.

prob le ma, Tu ro gor Se iZ le ba ab so lu tu ris kon kre tul Si ga mov le-

na, ga da iW re ba mi To lo gi u ri Rmer Tis ide a Si, rom elic da mo u ki de bel, obi-

eq tur ar se bo bas sZe ns da mo u ki de bel sam ya rom de gan vi Ta re ba Si, ro me lic, 

imav dro u lad, mi To lo gi u rad wo de bu li po e tu ri mTli a no ba a. Ta vis Tav Si 

di fe ren ci re bu li es po e tu ri mTli a no ba Rmer Te bis sam ya ros ga mo sa xavs, 

rom le bic war mo ad ge nen zo ga di sa da ker Zos Ser wymas, anu RvTa eb riv xa tebs 

(i de a lu rad) an Rmer Tebs (re a lu rad). am Tav ise bu re bis wya lo biT, xe lov-

ne ba iZens gan ker Zo e bu li, dax Su li xa te bis sa xes, ro mel Si ac Ti To e ul Si 

mTli a na daa mo ce mu li RvTa eb ri vis mTli a ni fe no me ni. xa te bis Ta vi se bu re-

be bis ga sa ge bad au ci leb lad un da ga viT va lis wi noT is Se mec ne bi Ti una ri, 

ro me lic maT war mo e ba Si gan sa kuT re bul rols as ru lebs. esaa fan ta zi a, 

ro me lic gan isazR vre ba, ro gorc in te leq tu a lu ri Wvre ta. imis ga mo, rom 

Rmer Te bi aya li be ben Ta vi anT gan sa kuT re bul sam ya ros, isi ni fan ta zi i sa gan 

da mo u ki de bel, anu po e tur ar se bo bas iZe nen. sxvag va rad es imas niS navs, rom 

am sam ya ros Ca mo ya li be bis Ta na ve fan ta zi as aRa ra fe ri sWir de ba imi saT vis, 

rom a yo vel sa gan Si re a lo ba, si nam dvi le gan Wvri tos. ase Ti gan Wvre tis sa-
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i dum lo, Se lin gis mi xed viT, mi To sis po e tur sim bo lo ebSi Zevs, ro mel Ta 

kla si kur ni mu Sad Se lings ber Znu li mi To sis Rmer Te bi mi aC nda. zev si, aTi-

na Tu apo lo ni, ro gorc po e tu ri sim bo lo e bi, sru li ad mok le bul ni ari an 

desi gna tebs. es sim bo lo e bi ra i mes ki ar aR niS na ven, ara med Ta vad ari an mi-

To su ri Rmer Te bi. sqe ma tiz mi ga mo sax vis ise Ti sa Su a le baa, ro mel Si ac kon-

kre tu li zo ga dis sa Su a le biT ga niW vri te ba. amis gan gan sxva ve biT, ale go ria 

sa pi ris pi ros – kon kre tu lis gav liT zo ga dis ganW vre tas axer xebs. ori ve 

xer xis sin Te zi, ro de sac arc kon kre tu li aR niS navs zo gads da arc zo ga di 

– kon kre tuls, anu sa dac ori ve er Ti da igi ve a, aris som bo lo. 

mxat vru li ga mo sax vis moTx ov na ase Ti a: un da iyos ga mo sax va sru li 

ga nus xva veb lo bis niS niT. e.i. un da iyos kon kre tu li, ro me lic, imav dro u-

li ad, ub ra lo d ki ar un da ga mo sa xav des zogads, ara med iyos ki dec zo ga di. 

es moTx ov na mi To lo o gi a Si po e tu rad xor ci el de ba. mi To lo gi is yve la xa-

ti ga ge bu li un da iyos, ro gorc is, rac is aris. mniS vne lo ba aq yo fi e re bas 

em Txve va. es imas niS navs, rom som bo lo eb Si re a lo ba da ide a lo ba ganuyrel 

er Ti a no ba Sia. ro gorc ki sim bo lo ga i az re ba, ro gorc mxo lod aR mniS vne l 

da re a lo bas mok le bul, Tum ca mniS vne lo bis mqo ne ra i med, mi si mniS vne lo ba 

ma Sin ve in gre va. Se lin gis mi xed viT, mi u xe da vad imi sa, rom sim bo lo mi mar Te-

bas mok le bu li Ta vis Ta va di ar si a, mniS vne lo ba ma inc ga mo a na Tebs mis gan. 

sim bo los am gva ri gan sazR vre ba sa Su a le bas iZ le va ga vi goT, Tu ri si 

wya lo biT eni We ba pir vel dawy e biT mi To sur -po e tur xa tebs re a lo ba. mi To-

lo gi u ri sam ya ro is pir ve la di ni a da gia, ro mel ze dac amo iz rde ba WeS ma ri-

ti xe lov ne ba. am sam ya ro Si xe lov ne bis na war mo e bebs axa si a Teb da me ti Tu 

ara, yo vel Sem Txve va Si, ara nak le bi re lo ba, vid re bu ne bis qmni le bebs.

aqe dan Seg viZ lia ga da vi deT Se lin gis mi To lo gi is fi lo so fi a ze. ro-

gorc ze moT aRi niS na, mi To lo gia Se lin gi saT vis mo no Te iz miT iwy e ba, aqe-

dan is ga da dis po li Te iz mSi da bo los isev mo no Te izms ub run de ba. is, ra sac 

Cven, Cve u leb riv, mi To lo gi as vu wo debT, anu zev sis, apo lo nis da sxva RvTa-

e ba Ta sam ya ros, Se lin gi saT vis ada mi a nis re li gi u ri ga moc di le bis mxo lod 

me o re da, amas Tan, xmo va ni eta pi a. mas win uZR vis pir ve li, e.w. `mdu ma re~ mo-

no Te is tu ri eta pi, rom lis dro sac ada mi a ni uf ro ax lo id ga Rmer TTan da 

WeS ma ri te bas Tan, vid re po li Te is tu ri reli gi is etap ze. mag ram am pir vel 

etaps Se lin gi axa si a Tebs ise Ti ter mi ne biT, ro go ri caa uZ ra o ba, ma ra di u-

lo ba da mdu ma re ba. Rmer Tis si di a dis gan mc de li ada mi a ni am dros ar se bob-

da srul mdu ma re ba Si da mok le bu li iyo ra i me enob riv aq ti vo bas. ena moq-

me de bas iwy ebs is to ri is, ene bis da, Se sa ba mi sad, xal xe bis Seq mnas Tan er Tad, 

rac ba bi lon idan da iwy o. mxo lod amis Sem deg Seg viZ lia vi sa ub roT ena ze da 

mis Se mec ne biT aq ti vo ba ze, ima ze, Tu ram de nad so li du ria po e tu ri mi To-

sis sim bo lo e bis her me nev ti ku li po ten ci a li. mag ram Se lin gi am sim bo lo e-

bis bu ne bis de ta lu ri gad mo ce me bis Sem deg acx a debs, rom es ena Sors id ga 
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WeS ma ri te bi sa gan, rad gan sam ya ros po li Te is tur in ter pre ta ci as aZ lev da. 

aqe dan, siZ ne le, ro me lic Tan ax lavs Se lin gis som bo lu ri enis Te o ri as, 

Se iZ le ba ase Ca mo ya lib des: xe lov ne bis fi lo so fi a Si Se mu Sa ve bu li sim bo-

lu ri enis Te o ri a, ro me lic mo wo de bu li iyo ga ex sna Cven Tvis ar qa u li da 

mi To lo gi u ri sam ya ros RvTa eb ri vi bu ne ba, ar `mu Sa o bda~ Se lin gis mi To-

lo gi is fi lo so fi a Si, rad gan ar qa u li ada mi a nis re li gi u ri ga moc di le bis 

Ziri Ta di ni Sa ni mdu ma re ba a, xo lo ̀ uf ro enob ri vi~, ba bi lo nis Sem dgo mi po-

li Te is tu ri epoqi sa ki – WeS ma ri te bi sa gan Sors yof na.
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siyvaruli, rogorc sulis energia:                                      

plotini III 5

pla to nis `na di mis~ ero si, al baT, am di a lo gis da we ris dRidan dRemde 

ipyrobda da ipyrobs, da momavalSic miipyrobs, rogorc mkiTxvelebis (pro-

fesionalebisa da diletantebis), aseve, mis Sesaxeb yurmokvriT gamgoneTa 

yuradRebas. miuxedavad amisa, am dialogze met-naklebad sistematuri ko-

mentarebi naklebad iwereboda, vidre platonis zogierT sxva dialogze. 

erT-erTi ganmarteba, romelic mTlianad platonis `nadims~ mieZRvna, aris 

plotinis Txzuleba `siyvarulis Sesaxeb~. plotinis es naSromi, vfiqrob, 

mniSvnelovania platonis erosis ukeTesad warmoCenisTvis, agreTve, sa-

kuTriv plotinis filosofiaSi ufro Rrmad garkvevisTvis, dabolos, Cven 

mier Cvenive sakuTari Tavis, SeiZleba, sakmaod moulodneli da saintereso 

kuTxiT danaxvisTvis.

Cveni mizania, SeZlebisdagvarad, gaverkveT platonis `nadimis~ neo-

platonur interpretaciaSi, kerZod, plotinis naSromSi `siyvarulis Sesa-

xeb~ (III 5 [50]).1 plotinis yuradRebis centrSi, ZiriTadad, `nadimis~ on-

tologiuri da, nawilobriv, metafizikuri da fsiqologiuri aspeqtebia. 

misi yuradReba gansakuTrebiT mipyrobilia erosis, afroditesa da zevsis/

kronosis/uranosis urTierTmimarTebebze. miTiT gamoxatul am urTierT-

mimarTebaTa filosofiuri interpretacia plotinisgan moiTxovs, ZiriTa-

dad, sulis (afrodite) aqtivobaSi (energeia) garkvevas. swored sulis aq-

tivobas ganasaxierebs erosi (siyvaruli). sulTan erTad, is miiswrafvis su-

lis mamisken – gonebisken (zevsi iqneba es Tu kronosi, damokidebulia imaze, 

ra tipis suli da goneba igulisxmeba), da metic – gonebis SuamavlobiTa da 

meSveobiT, Tavisi upirvelesi mizezisa da sawyisisaken, romelsac miTSi 

uranosi ganasaxierebs. Sesabamisad, plotinis gagebiT, erosi `sulis Tva-

lia~, anu misi aqtivoba, moqmedeba, berZn. energeia, romliTac suli Tavisi 

mSoblisken da sawyisisken – gonebisken ukuiqceva. am swrafvas, bunebrivia, 

ganapirobebs sulis, erTi mxriv, racionaluroba, meore mxriv ki – swored 

racionalurobis nakleboba misi mxridan. orive es Tviseba sulis bunebrivi 

maxasiaTebelia. amitom gansakuTrebul ontologiur rols sulsa da gone-

bas Soris mimarTebaTa `realizaciaSi~ TamaSoben porosi  (`siWarbe”, `simdi-

dre~; is gonivrulobiT datvirTulobas ganasaxierebs) da penia (raciona-

1 moxsenebis saxiT, es naSromi, garkveuli saxecvlilebebiT, warmodgenili iyo 

saerTaSoriso konferenciaze `antikuri kulturisa da misi memkvidreobis aq-

tualuri problemebi”, Tsu, 2015 wlis seqtemberi. ibeWdeba moxsenebis ingli-

suri versia saTauriT “What does Love – the ‘Eye’ of the Soul See and not See? Plato’s Eros in 
Ploti nus’ Interpretati on” (Phasis, Tbilisi 2015).
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lurobis nakluloba; es ukanaskneli materiis rols asrulebs). maTi erTo-

ba Sobs sulis moqmedebas – energias – eross.

 SevecdebiT, gaverkveT, plotinis filosofiis konteqstSi, ras xedavs 

da ras ver xedavs erosi, rogorc sulis energia da misi `Tvali~ (an ra Seu-

Zlia da ra ar SeuZlia mas dainaxos), erTi mxriv, sayovelTao (universaluri 

– `zeciuri~) afrodites (anu sulis) SemTxvevaSi, xolo meore mxriv, `Cveu-

lebrivi~ (anu materiaSi `Camosuli~) sulis SemTxvevaSi (am ukanasknelSi 

vgulisxmobT rogorc sulis ufro maRal safexurs – msoflio suls, aseve 

individualur sulebs). vecdebiT agreTve, gaverkveT, ramdenad icvleba 

wyvili – porosi da penia (da, bunebrivia, masTan erTad erosic, rogorc 

maTi `produqti~ da sulis energia) – afrodites (sulis) am or sxvadasxva 

doneze? gvinda agreTve Tvali gavadevnoT `neqtaris~ filosofiur funq-

ciasac am miToontologiur TamaSSi.

bevri sxva neoplatonikosisgan gansxvavebiT, plotini ar werda siste-

matur komentarebs platonis dialogebze. narkvevi „siyvarulis Sesa xeb“ am 

mxriv mis SemoqmedebaSi gamonaklisia. Tumca, standartuli gagebiT (Tun-

dac prokles komentarebTan SedarebiT), verc mas vuwodebT „komentars“. 

plotinis narkvevi „siyvarulis Sesaxeb“ organuli sinTezia platoni seuli 

erosis ganmartebisa (am dialogTan dakavSirebiT wamoWril SekiTxvebze pa-

suxis gacemis mcdelobiT) da amave sakiTxis plotiniseuli gagebisa, zoga-

dad, plotinis ontologiis konteqstSi ganxilviT. erTi sityviT, es eneada 

kargi nimuSia filosofiisadmi, erTi mxriv, istoriuli da, meore mxriv, Teo-

riuli, SemoqmedebiTi midgomis harmoniisa. am Temas bolos mivubrundebiT.

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, „nadimis“ ganmartebisas plotini aqcents 

akeTebs, ZiriTadad, ontologiur sakiTxebze. is miwier siyvarulsac exe-

ba da, garkveulwilad, masac dadebiTad afasebs. aseTi gageba gamoxatavs 

plotinis filosofiur pozicias, romlis Tanaxmadac, amqveyniuri kosmosi 

ufro „dabalia“ inteligibilur kosmosTan SedarebiT, magram mSvenieria da 

kargi, rogorc misi gamovlineba. aseTivea, Sesabamisad, misi damokidebule-

ba miwieri erosisadmi (im SemTxvevaSi, Tu is `bunebrivia”: plotini, msgavsad 

marsilio fiCinosi, renesansis epoqis udidesi platonikosisa da platonis 

`nadimis~ aseve didi interpretatorisa, homoseqsualuri kavSirebis wi-

naaRmdegi iyo).1

amjerad Cveni fiqris sagani, rogorc vTqviT, platonis „nadimis“ plo-

tiniseuli interpretaciidan gansakuTrebiT erTi sakiTxia, kerZod, si-

1 platonis `nadimis” marsilio fiCinoseuli interpretaciisTvis ix. raimon mar-

selis SesaniSnavi gamocema: Marsile Ficine, Commentaire sur le Banquet de Platon. Texte du 
manuscript autographe présenté et traduit par Raymond Marcel. Paris, “Les Belles Lett res” 1956 
(gamomcemlis winasityvaoba-gamokvlevisTvis ix. gv. pp. 49-105). siyvarulis pla-

tonuri Teoriis alegoriulad interpretaciisTvis ix. Jill Kraye, Classical Traditi on 
in Renaissance Philosophy. Ashgate Variorum 2002, gansakuTrebiT, mesame Tavi: The transfor-
mati on of Platonic love in the Italian Renaissance. uSualod fiCinoze ix. iqve, gv. 76-81.
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yvarulis, rogorc sulis energiis, misi „Tvalis“ gageba. amasTan dakavSire-

biT, unda gaverkveT penias, rogorc materiis, da porosis, rogorc gonebis, 

rolSi. maS, SevecadoT, gaverkveT plotinis komentarSi, kerZod, siyvarul-

sa da suls Soris mimarTebaSi, ise, rogorc es plotins esmis. 

mokled SevajamoT plotinis interpretacia Tavebis mixedviT (sul 

gvaqvs 9 Tavi), Semdeg ki SevecadoT, pasuxi gavceT im kiTxvebs, romlebic 

zemoT davsviT. berZnuli teqstis garda,1 viyeneb am eneadis Cems qarTul 

Targmans2, mcireodeni SesworebebiT, agreTve, ramdenime evropul Targmans 

da gamokvlevas, romelTa Soris gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania, Cemi azriT, 

voltersis mier inglisurad Targmnili teqsti, gamokvleva da komentar-

ebi.3

(1) kiTxva, romliTac plotini iwyebs platonuri erosis ganmartebas, 

aseTia: „erosi RmerTia, demoni Tu raRac sulieri gancda (pathos), an – nawi-

lobriv,  RmerTi da demoni, nawilobriv ki – gancda?“4

pirveli Tavidan mokled aseTi daskvna SeiZleba gamovitanoT: erosi 

aris sulis gancda (`paTosi~, afeqti) da demonic (anu is hipostasic aris, da 

ara mxolod sulis afeqti). mis arsebobas ganapirobebs sulTa miswrafeba 

mSvenierebisken.

(2) meore TavSi gansazRvrulia gonebas, sulsa da siyvaruls (eross) 

Soris mimarTebebi, garCeulia ori saxis afrodite: zeciuri (aramateria-

luri) suli da amqveyniuri sulebi:

`migvaCnia, rom afrodite oria: ‘zeciuri’ afrodite zeciuria, xolo 

[meore afrodite] zevsisa da diones [asulia]; is amqeyniur qorwinebaTa 

meTvalyurea”.5 zeciuri afrodite uSualod warmodgeba gonebidan da ar 

monawileobs materiaSi (amitomac mas `udedo~ ewodeba). amgvarad, is mud-

mivad da mouwyvetlad aris dakavSirebuli Tavis mizezsa da SemoqmedTan 

– gonebasTan, anu kronosTan: afroditem `mimarTa Tavisi moqmedeba masze, 

daukavSirda mas, Seiyvara da Sva erosi. amieridan is mas erosTan erTad 

Sescqeris~.6 amgvarad, erosi, rogorc plotini ambobs, `Tvalia mosurnisa, 

romelic Seyvarebuls Tavisi [ZaliT] sasurveli obieqtis xilvas aniWebs”.7 

1 berZnuli teqstisTvis ZiriTadad viyenebdi Semdeg gamocemas: Ploti ns Schrift en. 
Übersetzt von Richard Harder. Neubearbeitung mit griechischem Lesetext und Anmerkungen fort-
geführt von Rudolf Beutler und Willy Theiler. Lizenzausgabe für Wissenschaft liche Buchgesellschaft . 
Darmstadt. Felix Meiner Verlag, Hamburg, Band V, 1960, pp. 173-100.

2 lela aleqsiZe, neoplatonuri filosofia. plotini da iambliqosi. teqstebi, 

Targmani, ganmartebebi. Tbilisi, logosi, 2009. plotinis eneada III 5 - gv. 95-124. 

plotinis teqstis qarTuli Targmanis miTiTebisas: gv., aleqsiZe.

3 Albert Marten Wolters, Ploti nus “On Eros”. A detailed exegeti cal study of Enneads III, 5 (Dissertati -
on). Amsterdam 1972.

4 Plot. III 5, 1 (gv. 104 aleqsiZe)

5 Plot. III 5, 2 (gv. 109 aleqsiZe).

6 Plot. III 5, 2 (gv. 110 aleqsiZe).

7 Plot. III 5, 2 (gv. 110 aleqsiZe).
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aqve davumatebT, rom, zeciuri afrodites SemTxvevaSi, Wvretis obieqti in-

teligibiluri formebis – ideebis, eidosebis sferoa.

(3) mokle reziume mesame TavisTvis: erosi hipostasia – is arseba, ro-

melic sulma Tavisi moqmedebiT Sva, roca intensiurad uyurebda Tavis 

mizezs rogorc `Tavis pirvel sikeTes~.1 `xedvis~, `Wvretis~ aqti plotinis 

filosofiaSi, sazogadod, ZiriTadi elementia Sedegis, rogorc mizezis 

,Semdgomi hipostasis warmoqmnis `procesSi~: `Wvretis intensivobiT, [sul-

ma] Tavisgan Sva raRac, rac misi da [misi] xedvis obieqtis Rirsia. xedvis sa-

ganze koncentrirebuli moqmedebidan da iqidan, rac TiTqosda xedvis obi-

eqtidan gamoedina, iSva erosi: savse Tvali, romelsac xedva TiTqosda [im] 

gamosaxulebasTan erTad gaaCnia, [romelic sagnis danaxvis Sedegad miiRe-

ba]. [erosis] saxelic aqedan warmodgeba, imitom, rom [mas] hipostasi xedvi-

dan gaaCnia~.2

plotinis Tanaxmad, ara mxolod zeciur-RvTaebriv suls hyavs Tavisi 

erosi, aramed kosmiur suls da individualur sulebsac Tav-Tavisi erosebi 

hyavT. erosTa es ukanaskneli saxeoba am samyaroSia gaCenili da sxeulebriv 

siyvarulSia CarTuli.3 amgvarad, erosis saxeoba imiT ganisazRvreba, Tu 

romeli saxis suls miekuTvneba is.

(4) mokle daskvna meoTxe TavisTvis: RvTaebrivi sulisa da misi 

erosis garda, aris msoflio suli Tavisi erosiT, da arian individualuri 

sulebic, romlebsac maTi Sesabamisi erosebi axlavT. isini demonTa saxeobas 

miekuTvnebian (anu RmerTebi ar arian). sulisa da demonebis am or ZiriTad 

saxeobas Soris mimarTebas plotini ase gamoxatavs:

`sayovelTao [suls] hyavs sayovelTao [erosi]. xolo nawilebiTi sule-

bidan TiToeuls – Tav-Tavisi. xolo ramdenadac calkeuli [suli] sayovel-

Tao [sulisgan] gamijnuli ki ar aris, aramed garemoculia [misgan] ise, rom 

yvela [suli] erT [sayovelTao suls warmoadgens], aseTive mimarTebaSia 

TiToeuli erosi sayovelTao [erosTan]~.4

(5) Zalian mokle daskvna mexuTe TavisTvis: amqveyniuri erosi demonia. 

is, Tumca am samyarosia, mainc, iseve, rogorc sxva demonebi, kosmosi ar aris.5

(6) meeqvse TavSi plotini ganmartavs gansxvavebebs RmerTebsa da de-

monebs Soris: RmerTebi Tavisufali arian afeqtebisgan (gancdebisgan, vne-

bebisgan), `xolo demonebs gancdas mivawerT; isini RmerTebis Semdgom mara-

diulebad migvaCnia, Tumca [es maradiuloba mxolod] Cven mimarT niSnavs 

maradiulobas; migvaCnia, rom isini SuaSi, RmerTebsa da Cvens gvars Soris 

1 Plot. III 5, 3 (gv. 110 aleqsiZe).

2 Plot. III 5, 3 (gv. 110-111 aleqsiZe). ix. agreTve Raoul Mortley, Ploti nus, Self and the World. 
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press 2013, p. 6-11, 55-67. 

3 Plot. III 5, 3.
4 Plot. III 5, 4 (gv. 112 aleqsiZe).

5 Plot. III 5, 5.
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arian~.1 wminda sulis erosi, plotinis azriT, RmerTia, xolo grZnobadi 

samyaros sulTa erosebs demonebi unda vuwodoT. garda amisa, plotini 

gamoTqvams varauds: Tu davuSvebT, rom inteligibilur kosmosSi (anu idea-

Ta samyaroSi) aris `TviT-demoni (anu demonis idea – l.a.), isic, Tavis mxriv, 

RmerTi iqneba~.2

 am TavSi, plotinis ontologiis TvalsazrisiT, gansakuTrebiT sain-

teresoa misi is Tezisi, romelic exeba goniT (inteligibilur) materias, 

rogorc Suamaval safexurs wminda usxeulobasa da SegrZnebiT aRsaqmel sa-

gans Soris. es Tezisi gvexmareba, ukeTesad gaverkveT erosebis sxvadasxva 

doneTa Soris mimarTebaSic: `rac wmindaa, maSinve ar ereva sxeuls. Tumca, 

bevri fiqrobs, rom demonis arseba – ramdenadac is demonia – [gulisxmobs] 

raime sxeulTan kavSirs, [iqneba es sxeuli] haeri Tu cecxli. magram ratom 

ereva es arseba erT SemTxvevaSi sxeuls, sxva SemTxvevaSi ki ara, Tuki Sere-

vis raime mizezi ar aris? da ra aris es mizezi? unda davuSvaT goniTi mate-

ria, raTa masTan urTierTobaSi myofi [arseba] misi meSveobiT aqaur, sxeul-

Ta [materiamde] Camovides~.3

rogorc voltersi varaudobs, goniTi materia plotinTan, am SemTx-

vevaSi, sulis ganusazRvrelobaa (aoristi a). Semdgomi Tavidan es ufro naTeli 

gaxdeba.

(7) meSvide TavSi plotini ganmartavs `neqtaris~ filosofiur funq-

cias. misi interpretaciiT, platonis naTqvami, romlis Tanaxmadac, erosis 

dabadebisas porosi mTvralia neqtariT, radgan `Rvino jer ar arsebobda~,4 

mianiSnebs, rom `erosi grZnobad [samyaromde] adre gaCnda, peniaa. goniT 

bunebas iyo naziarebi [...]. is iq [goniT sferoSi] gaCnda, rogorc formisa da 

ganusazRvrelobis nazavi; es ukanaskneli suls axasiaTebs, sanam sikeTes mi-

aRwevs; [am dros suli TiTqos] marCielobs, roca ganusazRvreli da usaz-

Rvro warmosaxviT erosis hipostass Sobs~.5 Sesabamisad, erosi mudam uqone-

lia da raRac sWirdeba, `is arc srulyofilia da arc kmari – is naklulia, 

radgan ganusazRvreli miswrafebidan da kmari logosidan [gonivrulobi-

dan] warmoiqmna~.6 amgvarad, erosi Tavisi bunebiT, naklulia, ukmaria (aporos): 
`mizans romc miaRwios, is mainc uqoneli iqneba. mas ar ZaluZs aivsos, radgan 

nazavs es ar SeuZlia. [...] gindac wamierad aivsos, es didxans ver gastans~.7

axla, Tu davubrundebiT SekiTxvas, romelic dasawyisSi davsviT: ras 

xedvas an ver xedavs erosi? – SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom erosi xedavs inteligi-

bilur formebs, eidosebs, magram, amave dros, es xedva ar aris srulyofili 

1 Plot. III 5, 6 (gv. 115 aleqsiZe).

2 Plot. III 5, 6 (gv. 116 aleqsiZe).

3 Plot. III 5, 6 (gv. 117 aleqsiZe).

4 Plat. Symp. 203 b 5-6.
5 Plot. III 5, 7 (gv. 117 aleqsiZe).

6 Plot. III 5, 7 (gv. 118 aleqsiZe).

7 Plot. III 5, 7 (gv. 117 aleqsiZe).
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da damakmayofilebeli, rac mas kvlav da kvlav ubiZgebs, sul ufro metad 

Wvritos Tavisi xedvis sagani. mokled, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom erosi xedavs da 

ver xedavs erTsa da imave obieqtebs. xolo maTi xelaxla xedvis dauokebeli 

survili ganpirobebulia sulis ganusazRvreli da usasrulo miswrafebiT.

(8) mokle daskvna merve TavisTvis: plotinis ganmartebiT, porosi, 

romelic, platonis Tanaxmad, zevsis baRSi Semovida,1 yvelafris logosia. 

Tavad zevsi – mamrobiTi sawyisi – gonebaa, xolo afrodite – mdedrobiTi 

sawyisi – sulia. maT Soris ontologiur kavSirs plotini ufro dawvrile-

biT Semdeg TavSi exeba.

(9) mecxre TavSi plotini iZleva erosis Sesaxeb miTis saboloo da de-

talur filosofiur ganmartebas. is komentars akeTebs miTis TiTqmis yve-

la monawilis ontologiur rolze. amgvarad, plotinis Tanaxmad, porosi 

– gonivruloba – ganasaxierebs formaTa erTobliobas goniT samyarosa da 

umaRles gonebaSi: racionaluri azrebi (logoi) erTobliobaSi Seadgenen po-

ross.2 naTqvami, rom `porosi mTvralia neqtariT~ imas niSnavs, rom porosi 

garedan ivseba, roca azri/goniereba zena hipostasidan (gonebidan) qvedaSi 

(sulSi) Camodis.3 sxvagvarad aris saqme Tavad gonebis SemTxvevaSi: mas, misi 

TviTkmarobis gamo, daTroba ar sWirdeba, radgan `gonebaSi rac arsebobs, 

[masSia] CaTesili da sxva raimedan [anu garedan] ar Semodis~.4

rac Seexeba sulisa da gonebis mimarTebas, plotini mas Semdegnairad 

ganmartavs: suli, gonebasTan Tanamyofi, misgan gamodis da Semdgom kvlav 

azrebiT, racionalurobiT (`logosebiT~) ivseba.5 xolo eross rac Seexeba, 

is sulis mudmivi Tanmxlebia: `ase, aucileblobiT, [erosi] mudam warmodge-

ba sulis miswrafebidan, romelic umjobesi da keTili [principebisken] aris 

mimarTuli; erosi, iseve rogorc suli, xom mudam iyo”.6 porosisa da penias 

erToba – floba da logosTa xsovna, Serwymuli maTsave naklebobasTan – 

warmoqmnis sulis moqmedebas (`energias~), mimarTuls sikeTeze, da swored 

es aris erosi.7 penia materiaa, ̀ imitom, rom materias yvela [sagani] sWirdeba, 

da [imitomac], rom sikeTisken ltolvis ganusazRvreloba (radgan imaSi, rac 

miiltvis, raime saxovaneba an logosi ar aris) miT ufro materialurs xdis 

ltolvaSi imas, rac miiltvis~.8 Semdeg plotini mokled da sainteresod 

ganmartavs Tavis Teorias formidan materiis warmoqmnis Sesaxeb: is, rac sa-

kuTar TavSi arsebobs – formaa, `xolo is, rac misaRebad miiltvis, [Tavisi] 

momavali mimRebelobiT, materias ganumzadebs moaxloebul [arss]~.9 

1 Plat. Symp. 203 b 5-6.
2 Plot. III 5, 9.
3 Plot. III 5, 9.
4 Plat. III 5, 9 (gv. 121 aleqsiZe).

5 Plot. III 5, 9.
6 Plot. III 5, 9 (gv. 123 aleqsiZe).

7 Plot. III 5, 9.
8 Plot. III 5, 9 (gv. 123-124 aleqsiZe).

9 Plot. III 5, 9 (gv. 124 aleqsiZe).
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amave TavSi plotini msjelobs im msgavsebebsa da gansxvavebebze, rom-

lebic miTologiur da filosofiur diskursebs axasiaTebs. is jer gansx-

vavebebs aRniSnavs: `aucilebelia, rom miTebSi – ramdenadac isini miTebia – 

droSi iyos danawevrebuli is, rasac isini mogviTxroben, da erTmaneTisgan 

iyos gamijnuli erTad myofi, Tumca erTmaneTisgan rigiT an ZaliT gansx-

vavdebuli mravali arsi~.1 amis Semdeg ki plotini yuradRebas miipyrobs im 

msgavsebas, romelic miTologiur da filosofiur msjelobas axasiaTebs: 

`mecnieruli msjelobebic (logoi) xom im warmoqmnaze mogviTxroben, rac 

warmoqmnili ar aris; rac erTad aris, imas mijnaven da, Sesabamisad, gvas-

wavlian, gonebiT [kvlav] rogor SevkriboT [danawevrebuli]~.2 sazogadod, 

plotinis Teoria miTologiur da filosofiur diskursebs Soris mimarTe-

baze saintereso ram aris: ontologiuri TvalsazrisiT, plotini aRniSnavs 

miTologiuri diskursis SezRudul xasiaTs, Tumca man isic icis, rom fi-

losofiuri diskursic, rogorc diskursi da racionaluri – diskursiuli 

msjeloba – verasdros iqneba absoluturad srulyofili forma ontolo-

giuri sinamdvilis mTeli sirTulisa da erTianobis gamosaxatavad.

axla, yovelive zemoTqmulis gaTvaliswinebiT, SevecadoT, pasuxi gav-

ceT zemoT dasmul kiTxvas: mainc ras xedavs da ras ver xedavs erosi – siyvaru-

li, romelic, plotinis filosofiuri interpretaciiT, sulis (afrodites) 

moqmedebas, energias ganasaxierebs da mis `Tvalad~ aris wodebuli?

plotinis mocemuli teqstidan da, zogadad, misi ontologiidan ga-

momdinare, am kiTxvas ase SeiZleba vupasuxoT: erosi, rogorc sulis ener-

gia, misi Tvali, mimarTulia sulis `warmomqmnelisken~ – `mamisken~ – gonebi-

sken (mas ganasaxiereben zevsi da kronosi, imisda mixedviT, gonebis ra tipi 

igulisxmeba). miswrafebas is ganapirobebs, rom suli Semdgomi hipostasia 

gonebasTan SedarebiT. gonismieri gansazRvrulobis siWarbe da simdidre 

hipostasad – sulad – formdeba, romelic Tavisi mizezisken – gonebisken 

miiswrafvis, radgan mas, rogorc Semdgom hipostass, gonebis gansazRvru-

loba aklia, romelic man garedan logosebis, racionalobis saxiT unda mi-

iRos. sulis es swrafva misi moqmedeba, energiaa, da swored es aris siyvaru-

li – erosi. sulTan erTad, erosi Wvrets, xedavs eidosebs, magram mas aklia 

is srulyofileba, romelic maTTan srul identobas ganapirobebda. amitom, 

zeciuri (usxeulo, aramaterialuri) sulis SemTxvevaSic ki, es xedva sru-

lyofili da dasrulebuli ar aris; is arasdros aris dakmayofilebuli da 

mudam axal xedvas moiTxovs. Sesabamisad, zeciuri afrodites SemTxvevaSi, 

afrodite wminda sulia, sruliad Tavisufali sxeulebisgan. erosi misi 

Sesabamisia: is ganasaxierebs miswrafebas idealuri, goniTi mSvenierebis-

ken (Cveni sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, platonis eidosebisken), anu WeSmariti 

formebisken. is maT xedavs, maTi WvretiT ivseba, magram vinaidan xedvis obi-

1 Plot. III 5, 9 (gv. 122 aleqsiZe).

2 Plot. III 5, 9 (gv. 123 aleqsiZe).
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eqts garedan iRebs, ver kmayofildeba da isev Wvreta surs. amdenad, erosi 

xedavs ideebs, magram es xedva ar aris srulyofili, radgan sakuTari Tavis 

gareT myof obieqtzea mimarTuli. amitom erosi marad dauokebelia. ro-

gorc ukve vTqviT, zeciuri sulis SemTxvevaSi, erosis Wvretis sagani in-

teligibiluri formebia, xolo sulis swrafvis ganusazRvreloba aris go-

niTi materia, romelsac miTSi penia ganasaxierebs.

axla SevecadoT ganvsazRvroT, ras xedavs an ver xedavs im sulis ero-

si, romelic, ama Tu im saxiT, materiaa ziarebuli. aq Cven, sul cota, sulis 

ori done da, Sesabamisad, ori saxis erosi unda ganvasxvavoT: (1) msoflio 

sulis erosi; (2) individualuri sulebis erosebi. orive SemTxvevaSi af-

rodite, erosTan erTad, miiswrafvis im formebisken/ideebisken/eidosebi-

sken, romlebic gansxeulebulia – sxeulSia mocemuli. es niSnavs, rom su-

lis miswrafebis sagani da misi moqmedebis (siyvarulis – erosis) mizania ara 

wminda inteligibiluri formebi, rogorc es zeciuri afrodites SemTx-

vevaSi iyo, aramed – materiaSi mocemuli formebi (anu ideaTa anareklebi). 

Tumca, nebismier SemTxvevaSi unda gvaxsovdes (da plotinic amas sul gvax-

senebs), rom miswrafebis sagani mudam aris sikeTe.

plotini ar arCevs detalurad gansxvavebebs xedvis Taviseburebeb-

sa Tu Wvretis obieqtebs Soris, romlebic axasiaTebs eross, erTi mxriv, 

msoflio sulis SemTxvevaSi da, meore mxriv, individualuri sulis Sem-

TxvevaSi. miuxedavad amisa, cxadia, rom pirvel SemTxvevaSi erosi xedavs 

formebis/ideebis mTel kompleqss, romelic makrokosmosSi erTianobaSia 

mocemuli da msoflio sxeuls gansazRvravs; xolo rac Seexeba meore SemTx-

vevas, aq individualuri suli Wvrets romelime ufro kerZo ideas garkveul 

sxeulSi/materiaSi. zogadad, platonis ontologiis safuZvelze, misi sxva 

naSromebis gaTvaliswinebiTac, vfiqrob, SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom individu-

aluri sulis aqtivobaze (anu mis energiaze – erosze) damokidebulia is, Tu 

ramdenad farTod da Rrmad SeZlebs is, erTi mxriv, materiaSi gansxeule-

buli individualuri formebis mravalferovnebisa da simdidris danaxvas, 

xolo meore mxriv, ramdenad eqneba unari (im farglebSi, ramdenadac es, 

saerTod, adamians ZaluZs), ganWvritos inteligibiluri formebi maTi sxe-

ulebrivi gamoxatulebis miRma.

axla SevecadoT, pasuxi gavceT ukanasknel kiTxvas, romelic, vfiqrob, 

nebismier adamians SeiZleba daebados mas mere, rac is plotinis am naSroms 

waikiTxavs: riTaa plotinis interpretacia CvenTvis saintereso?

vfiqrob, plotinis interpretacia gvaCvenebs kavSirs, erTi mxriv, fi-

losofiisa da sinamdvilis im sferos, romelic, erTi SexedviT, abstraq-

tul ontologiad da metafizikad gamoiyureba, da, meore mxriv, Cvens adami-

anur da pirovnul fsiqologias Soris. plotinis ganmarteba xels gviwyobs, 

SevigrZnoT da gavigoT, rom samyaro, romelSic vcxovrobT, harmoniuli 
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erTianobaa, romlis legitimuri wevrebic Tavad varT. metic: is gvibiZgebs, 

gavacnobieroT, rom Cveni sulieri SesaZleblobebi ukiduresad Rrmaa da 

TiTqmis usazRvroc, da rom Cvenzea damokidebuli, ramdenad SevZlebT Cve-

ni bunebrivi sulieri da inteleqtualuri Zalisa da Cveni sulieri energiis 

– anu Cveni sakuTari erosis –  amoqmedebas. mokled, plotini gvexmareba Cve-

ni Sinagani Tavisuflebis gacnobierebaSi da Cveni namdvili me-s ukeTesad 

gagebaSi. 

sul bolos, minda yuradReba mivaqcio erT Taviseburebas, romelic 

dasawyisSic vaxsene. Cemi azriT, is Zalian mniSvnelovania filosofiuri 

teqstTan Tanamedrove samecniero midgomisTvisac. vgulisxmob Semdegs: 

plotinis mier platonis `nadimis~ ganmartebaSi plotini gvevlineba, ro-

gorc filosofiis istorikosic: is cdilobs, Sinaarsobrivad adekvatu-

rad waikiTxos platonis teqsti. amave dros, Cven vxedavT, rom plotinis 

ganmarteba TavisTavad wminda Teoriul-filosofiuric aris, da es ori 

ram – filosofiis istoria da filosofia, rogorc Teoria, mis ganmarte-

baSi organulad aris Serwmuli, Tan – Serevis gareSe. Cemi azriT, ploti-

nis ganmarteba aris nimuSi (me vityodi, master-klasi) imisa, rom filoso-

fiuri teqstis kvleva filosofiis istorikosis poziciidan ganuyofelia 

filosofiisgan, rogorc Teoriisgan. metic: rogor paradoqsuladac ar 

unda JRerdes, vfiqrob, rac ufro metad vcdilobT, adekvaturad ganvmar-

toT Zveli filosofiuri teqsti, miT ufro vrceli da Rrma filosofiuri 

Teoriis sferoSi veqceviT. am mxriv, plotinis midgoma, vfiqrob, sanimuSo 

gzamkvlevi da stimulis momcemia ara mxolod met-naklebad misi rangis fi-

losofosebisTvis, aramed filosofiis istoriis Cveulebrivi mkvlevrebi-

sTvisac.
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LELA ALEXIDZE

Love as Soul’s Acti vity: Ploti nus III 5 

Summary 

The aim of this paper is to analyze the neoplatonic interpretati on of Plato’s Symposium 
as it is exposed in Ploti nus’ treati se On Love (III 5 [50]). Ploti nus focuses his att enti on mainly 
on the ontological and, parti ally, on the metaphysical and psychological aspects of Plato’s 
Symposium. He is interested in the interrelati onship between Eros, Aphrodite and Zeus/ Kronos 
/Uranos. The task of philosophical interpretati on of this relati onship, expressed in a form 
of the myth, requires from Ploti nus the analysis of the concept of Soul’s acti vity (energeia), 
personifi ed in myth by Eros (Love). Then Eros (Love), together with Aphrodite (Soul), strives 
toward the father of Soul that means, toward Zeus/Kronos (Intellect; depends on that what 
kind of Soul is discussed), and, even more, by means of Intellect, toward the supreme universal 
cause, personifi ed in myth by Uranos. Therefore, in Ploti nus’ interpretati on, Eros is “the eye 
of Soul”, that means, her acti vity, by means of which she strives toward her origin, parent 
and cause - Intellect. The desire of Soul to go back or to ascend to her principle is caused by 
Soul’s rati onality, on the one hand, and by the lack of rati onality, by its incompleteness on 
the other. Both of them - the rati onality and its incompleteness as well - are characteristi cs 
of Soul. Hence, Poros (possession, richness of rati onality) and Penia (poverty, privati on 
of rati onality) play key roles in the “realizati on” of the interrelati onship between Soul and 
Intellect. The result/product of the unity of the two abovementi oned principles - Poros and 
Penia - is Eros - the acti vity of Soul. In the same treati se, Ploti nus discusses diff erences and 
similariti es between mythical and philosophical discourses. From the ontological point of view, 
Ploti nus acknowledges the restrict character of mythological discourse, though he knows that 
philosophical discourse as discourse is not an absolutely perfect form for expressing the whole 
complexity and unity of ontological reality either.

 Our purpose is to understand, in the context of Ploti nus’ philosophy, what Eros as the 
“eye” and acti vity of Soul can see or not see in the case of the heavenly Aphrodite (Soul), on 
the one hand, and in the case of the “ordinary” Aphrodite (world-Soul and individual human 
Souls too), on the other. Moreover, we analyze, at what extend two kinds of the pair: Poros 
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and Penia (and, correspondingly, two kinds of Soul’s acti vity that means, two types of Eros) are 
diff erent from each other on two abovementi oned “levels” of Soul/Aphrodite. 

On the base of Ploti nus’ treati se On Love and taking into considerati on generally his 
philosophy, we can answer the above menti oned questi ons in the following way: Eros is, 
as Soul’s acti vity and her “eye”, directed toward Soul’s cause and “father” - Intellect (he is 
personifi ed by Zeus or Kronos, depending on that, ontologically which level of Intellect is 
discussed). Soul’s desire is caused by the fact that she is the “lower” hypostasis than Intellect. 
The richness of Forms in Intellect becomes existent as hypostasis, and this is Soul. Soul strives 
toward her cause, parent and origin - Intellect, because she, as the lower hypostasis, has lack 
of intelligence, which she should receive from outside as Reasons (logoi). This desire of Soul 
is her acti vity (energeia) - Eros. Together with Soul, it looks at and sees the intelligible Forms, 
though even in the case of very att enti ve and intensive gazing, this kind of seeing cannot be 
perfect because the object of seeing is “outside” of the seer. This explains why even in the 
case of the heavenly (immaterial, bodyless) Soul this type of seeing cannot be ever sati sfi ed 
but is necessarily everlasti ng, requiring the desire of seeing again and again. Therefore, we 
can assume that in the case of heavenly Aphrodite (divine, pure Soul), Eros looks at and sees 
the intelligible Forms though, at the same ti me, it is not able to see them sati sfyingly, for it 
cannot ever gain the absolutely perfect union with the objects seen. That’s why it desires 
again and again to see them. In the case of heavenly Soul, the objects of seeing are intelligible 
Forms, and the indefi niteness of Soul’s desire is intelligible matt er, personifi ed in myth by 
Penia. As for Aphrodite which is descended in the realm of matt er, here we must disti nguish 
at least two levels of Soul and, correspondingly, Eros: (1) Eros of the world-Soul; (2) Eros of an 
individual Soul. In both cases, Aphrodite, together with Eros, strives toward the Forms, which 
are incorporated. This means that the object of Soul’s desire and the aim of her acti vity (Love) 
are not pure intelligible Forms, as it was in case of heavenly Aphrodite but forms-in-matt er, 
though in all cases, we should remember this and Ploti nus reminds it to us constantly - it is 
good that is desired.

 Ploti nus does not discuss in details the diff erences between the modes and objects of 
seeing in the case of (1) world-Soul and (2) individual Souls. However, it is clear that in the fi rst 
case, Eros sees the complex of all Forms existi ng in unity in macrocosm and consti tuti ng world-
Body, while in the second case, Eros of an individual Soul looks at a parti cular form-in-matt er. 
On the basis of Ploti nus’ ontology, taking into considerati on his other works too, I suppose, 
we can say that it depends on individual Soul’s acti vity (that means, on her energeia - Eros), 
how far she can go, on the one hand, in seeing and grasping the plurality and richness of 
individual forms-in-matt er, and, on the other, in her ability of seeing, as far as this is possible to 
a human being, intelligible Forms through their corporeal images. More perfect is Soul, more 
universally she can see, that means she can potenti ally see much more in the object of her 
desire than the form-in-matt er off ers to her gaze from the fi rst sight. Thus, we may conclude 
that in the case of a Soul which parti cipates in sensible (not intelligible) matt er, Eros sees 
Forms (ideas) incorporated in matt er. Moreover, in the case of individual Souls, Eros sees not 
all complexity of forms-in-matt er but a part of it. That means, it does not see the whole realm 
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of intelligible Forms not only in their pure intelligible conditi on but in their corporeal state too. 
However, as even our individual Soul always possesses, as Ploti nus believes, something divine 
in herself, this is the reason, why it is up to the Soul (that means, ourselves), to be able or not 
be able to view behind the sensibly seen objects the variety and richness of intelligible Forms. 
Thus, we may say that the process of seeing and not seeing, and seeing again and again, and 
so on, is a dynamic eternal process which consti tutes Soul’s substance. The dialecti c of power 
(dynamis) and acti vity (energeia) plays a key role in the realizati on of this kind of intellectual 
(`theoreti cal~) life of Soul’s substance (ousia). Therefore, Ploti nus’ interpretati on makes us 
understand that there is a connecti on between that realm of philosophy which, on the fi rst 
sight, looks like an abstract ontology and metaphysics, on the one hand, and our human and 
personal psychology, on the other. Ploti nus helps us to feel and understand that the world 
we live in is a harmonic unity, and we are members of this unity and have our own part in it. 
Moreover, he helps us to become conscious of the fact that our spiritual abiliti es are extremely 
vast and almost limitless, and it depends enti rely on ourselves how far we can exercise our 
natural spiritual and intellectual power and our soul’s acti vity, that means, our own Eros. 
Briefl y, Ploti nus helps us to recognize our inner freedom and bett er understand our true self.

 In my opinion, Ploti nus’ treati se On Love is a very good example of the synthesis of 
the historical approach to a philosophical text on the one hand, and purely philosophical, 
theoreti cal and “free” interpretati on of its main issues on the other. In the treati se On Love, 
Ploti nus, as the author, does simultaneously two things: he is historian of philosophy and he is 
a “pure” philosopher too. Hence, on the one hand, he makes an att empt to read and interpret 
Plato’s text adequately, that means to explain its sense in that way as it, presumably, was meant 
by Plato, and, on the other, he expresses his own theory on the issues of Plato’s dialogue. In 
Ploti nus’ interpretati on, these two things - the history of philosophy and the “free”, purely 
contemplati ve, theoreti cal philosophy co-exist (though without mixing with each other) as a 
very interesti ng and harmonious synthesis.

 

LELA ALEXIDZE, LOVE AS SOUL’S ACTIVITY: PLOTINUS III 5 
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eg zis ten ci a lu ri fe no me no lo gi is po zi ci i dan me tad sa in te re sod 
gveC ve ne ba qar Tve li fi zi ko sis gia dva lis Te o ria sam ya ros fa ru li gan zo-

mi le be bis Se sa xeb. am Te o ri is Ta nax mad, siv rcis sa mi gan zo mi le bis gar da, 
su lac araa Se uZ le be li, rom sam ya ros ga aC ndes sxva, Cve ni Tva lis Tvis da fa-

ru li gan zo mi le ba ni; Te o ri is av to re bi am gan zo mi le bad mi iC ne ven siv rcis 
wrfi vi sa ko or di na to Rer Zis ir gvliv Se mox ve u li e. w. ci lin dris Wri lis 
far Tobs, uf ro zus tad – am far To bis Se mo sazR vru li wri u li xa zis gan zo-

mi le bas. 
ci lin drul gan zo mi le ba ze la pa ra ki Se iZ le ba me tad mci re ra di u-

sis are Si; imi saT vis, rom siv rcis am fan tas ti ku rad mci re are Si Se vaR wi oT, 
sa Wi roa su per zem Zlav ri ur Ti er Tqme de ba, rac mi iR we va ele men ta rul na-

wi lak Ta amaC qa reb leb Si. aseT um Zlav res da Za bu lo bis vel Si axa li gan zo-

mi le bis ga Ce na da das tur de ba imiT, rom siv rce Si gan fe ni li na wi la ke bi (gra-

vi to ne bi, fo to ne bi, nuk le o ne bi...) Se iZ le ba gaq rnen, e. i. ga da vid nen axal 
gan zo mi le ba Si da Sem deg isev gaC ndnen, dab run dnen ukan, Cvens siv rce Si (1). 

mag ram ase Ti efeq ti ar da das tur da ar c erT eq spe ri men tSi. Te o ri is 
av to re bi va ra u do ben, rom jer je ro biT miR we u li ar aris cdi se ul ur Ti-

er Tqme de ba Ta is zem Zlav ri do ne, ro me lic usas ru lod mci re mik ro siv rces 
gax snis, sa dac da fiq sir de ba axa li gan zo mi le bis Se de gi. 

am ri gad, Se iZ le ba sa kiTxi da va ye noT ase:

Tu ki eq spe ri men tis dRe van de li do ne sak ma ri si ar aris sam ya ros fa-

ru li gan zo mi le bis aR mo sa Ce nad, mo sa lod ne lia Tu ara, es aR mo Ce na ga keT-

des xval an zeg?

vfiq robT, rom aq prin ci pul Se uZ leb lo bas Tan gvaqvs saq me, Tum ca es, 
Cve ni az riT, su lac ar niS navs, rom sam ya ros ar Se iZ le ba ga aC ndes fa ru li 
gan zo mi le be bi. ub ra lod, fi zi ku ri eq spe ri men ti fi zi kur re a lo ba Si ver 
Casw vde ba maT. amis Tvis, fi zi kis sfe ro dan un da ga da vi deT fi lo so fi u ri 
az rov ne bis siR rme Si da aq did sam sa xurs gag vi wevs fe no me no lo gi u ri mid-

go ma prob le mis mi marT. 

* * *

mok led gan vi xi loT, ra Si mdgo ma re obs prob le mis fe no me no lo gi u ri 

kvle vis me To di. fe no me no lo gi a, ro gorc mec ni e re ba ar se bo bis sa fuZ vlis 

Se sa xeb, gviC ve nebs, rom sam ya ro Si Ta vis Ta vad mim di na re obs ide a Ta war mo-

So bis, moZ ra o bis da cva le ba do bis pro ce si. es pro ce si, er Ti mxriv, war-

mo ad gens obi eq tu ri (fi zi ku ri) re a lo bis sa fuZ vels, me o re mxriv ki, gan-
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sazR vravs cno bi e re ba Si mim di na re fsi qo e mo ci ur da men ta lur aq tebs. igi 

Se iZ le ba Se va da roT ra Rac TviT moZ rav, on to lo gi ur „teqsts“, ro me lic 

ar se bobs ara re a lu rad, ara med no mi na lu rad, tran scen den ta lur do ne ze. 

ase Ti on to teq tu a lu ri mo ce mu lo ba imas niS navs, rom sam ya ros obi eq tur ma 

mov le neb ma an su bi eq tur ma aq teb ma gar kve ul si tu a ci a Si Se iZ le ba iTa ma Son 

aR niS nu li pro ce sis ro li. 

fe no me no lo gi u ri fi lo so fia ima sac gve ub ne ba, rom, Tu ki vi la pa ra-

kebT sam ya ros ar se bo ba ze, jer un da ga var kvi oT, ras niS navs ar se bo ba, ami-

saT vis ki un da da vey rdnoT ar se bo bis fe no mens, anu mis uSu a lo da gar kve-

ul mo ce mu lo bas cda Si. 

ar se bo ba me meZ le va Sem deg na i rad: er Ti mxriv, me Se vig rZnob, vxe dav, 

aR viq vam ga re sam ya ros, ro gorc mra val fe ro van sim rav les, ro mel sac mi va-

wer er Tsa da ima ve ide as, ar se bo bis ide as; es idea lo gi ku rad sru li ad ga-

ur kve ve li a, rad gan uzo ga de sia da ver c er Ti gar kve u li Si na ar si ver amo-

wu ravs mas. 

me o re mxriv, Si na ga nad Se vig rZnob Cems ar se bo bas, ro gorc in di vi du-

a lur da ga nu me o re bel „me“-s, ro me lic ase ve ga ur kve ve li fe no me ni a, ra ki 

mi si lo gi ku ri gar kve va (zo gad cne biT Si na ar sSi ga day va na) mis uni ka lu ro-

bas mos pobs. 

ga mo dis, rom am ori, ga ur kve ve li mo men tis Ser wyma qmnis Cem Tvis ar-

se bo bis mo ce mu lo bas. mag ram ar se bo ba me meZ le va sru li ad gar kve u li sa-

xiT da ara ga ur kvev lad - arc, ro gorc mxo lod obi eq tu ri sam ya ro da arc, 

ro gorc wmin dad su bi eq tu ri „me“, ara med, ro gorc Su a le di am sa pi ris pi ro 

po lu sebs So ris, rad gan swo red Su a led Si xor ci el de ba ma Ti er Ti a no ba; 

ara ur Ti er Tmim sgav se bis gziT (i si ni msgav sni ari an imiT, rom ori ve ga ur-

kve ve li a, ga ur kvev lo ba ki gar kve u lo bas ver mog vcems), ara med ma Ti ur Ti-

er Tgan sxva ve bis sa fuZ vel ze. 

ra Se de gi mi vi ReT? mi vi ReT is, rom, Tu ki ar se bo ba me meZ le va uSu-

a lod, ma Sin meZ le va sam ya ros er Ti a no bac da gan sxva ve ba c. am sa pi ris pi ro 

mo men te bis Ser wyma ki Se saZ le be lia mxo lod pro ces Si. fe no me no lo gi is Ta-

nax mad, es swo red is sa si cocx lo pro ce si a, ro me lic war mo Sobs da ga na xor-

ci e lebs ide as da war mo ad gens, er Ti mxriv, obi eq tu ri (fi zi ku ri) sam ya ros 

mov le na Ta gar kve u lo bis sa fuZ vels, me o re mxriv ki, gan sazR vravs cno bi e-

re ba Si mim di na re fsi qo e mo ci ur da men ta lur aq tebs.

* * *

da vub run deT gia dva lis fi zi kur Te o ri as. fe no me no lo gi u ri ana li-

zis fon ze ga ir kva Sem de gi:

Tu ki cno bi e re ba da obi eq tu ri re a lo ba ur Ti er Tgan sxva ve bis ga mo 

er Ti a no ba Si im yo fe bian, ro gorc ide is war mo So bis pro ce sis di a leq ti ku ri 

mo men te bi, ma Sin ar Se iZ le ba, fi zi ku ri re a lo ba gan vi xi loT cno bi e re bi sa-
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gan mowy ve tiT, ra Ta cda Si mo ce mul ma sam ya rom ar da kar gos Ta vi si ar se bo-

bis az ri. 

es niS navs, rom, rac un da Sors wa vi des fi zi ku ri eq spe ri men ti sam ya-

ros siR rmi se ul kvle va Si, igi ueW ve lad mi ad ge ba zRvars, rom lis iqi Tac 

was vla aRar Se iZ le ba, rad gan am sazR vris miR ma wyde ba cno bi e re bis da sam-

ya ros cocx a li kav Si ri, ir Rve va ide is qmna do bis pro ce si da qre ba fi zi ku-

ri ar se bo bis az ri. ma Te ma ti kur ab straq ci a Si Se iZ le ba war mo vid gi noT ra-

gind di di da ra gind mci re man Zi le bi, rad gan, lo gi ku ri ga mom di na re o bis 

Tval saz ri siT, ricx vTa Rer Zi usas ru lo a, mag ram am „cud“ usas ru lo ba Si 

ik ve Te ba for ma lur -lo gi ku ri az rov ne bis xar ve zi – rom is mxed ve lo bi dan 

uS vebs cocx al, Si na ar sob riv mi mar Te bas az rov ne bi sa Ta vis obi eq tTan; rom 

gar kve u li mas Sta bis iqiT ikar ge ba an ic vle ba sam ya ros aR we ris ena (ro mel-

sac Cven for ma lu rad usas ru lod vav rce lebT), ena, ro me lic swo red cno-

bi e re bi sa da obi eq tu ri re a lo bis cocx al ur Ti er Tqme de ba Si iq na er Tob-

li vad ga mo mu Sa ve bu li ide is qmna do bis Ta vis Ta va di pro ce sis sa fuZ vel ze.

fe no me no lo gia gvaf rTxi lebs, rom spe ci a lur ma mec ni e re bam Ta vis 

Se mec ne biT wi aR svleb Si mxed ve lo bi dan ar un da da kar gos is cne biT -e nob-

ri vi fun da men ti, ro mel sac is upi ro bod ey rdno ba. rom mec ni e re bam Ta vi si 

ena sag nis aR we ris mza sa Su a le bad ki ar un da mi iC ni os, ara med TviT miz nad 

aq ci os, ro gorc ga mo sak vle vi obi eq ti. rad gan ise ki ar un da war mo vid gi-

noT, rom TiT qos ar se bobs sam ya ro, ro mel sac cno bi e re ba enis gziT aR wers, 

ara med pir vel Ta gan ar se bobs sity va, enis fe no me ni, ro gorc si cocx le, ro-

gorc ide is Seq mnis pro ce si, ro me lic erT ga nu yo fel moZ ra o ba Si am yo febs 

or gan sxva ve bul fe no mens: cno bi e re bas da sam ya ros. 

ami tom, Tu ki ar se bo bs sam ya ros fa ru li gan zo mi le be bi, isi ni un da ve-

Ze boT ara fi zi ku ri re a lo bis da us ru le be li ga far To e bis an usas ru lo 

Sem ci re bis gziT, ara med go ne bis Tva li saT vis sav se biT mi saw vdom sazR var-

ze da im gar da ma val si tu a ci a Si, sa dac cva le ba do bas ga nic dis fi zi ku ri re-

a lo bis aR we ris ena. 

es cva le ba do ba jer ki dev sa u ku nis win da a fiq si ra nils bor ma e. w. „bo-

ris prin ci pis“ sa xiT, rom lis Ta nax madac, az ri ara aqvs, vi la pa ra koT ato-

mur obi eq tze, Tu ar mi vu Ti TeT, ro me li eq spe ri men tu li xel sawyo ak vir de-

ba da zo mavs mas. 

bo ris prin ci pi sam ya ros Se sa xeb kla si ku ri war mod ge nis rRve va ze 

mig va niS nebs. ra tom ara aqvs az ri, vi la pa ra koT gam zom xel sawy o sa gan da-

mo u ki de bel ato mur obi eq tze? imi tom, rom ur Ti er Tqme de bam maT So ris, 

anu ga zom vis pro ces ma, Se i Zi na men ta lu ri pro ce si saT vis da ma xa si a Te be li 

mTli a no ba. es mTli a no ba ga mo xa tu l iq na um ci re si qme de bis kvan tiT, plan-

kis mi er Se moy va ni li si di diT, ro mel mac ur Ti er Tqme de ba Ta uwy vet di fe-

ren ci re bas sazR va ri da u do, aC ve na kvan tur mov le na Ta dis kre tu li xa si a Ti 

da na wi lob riv ga fan ta bu ru si ato mu ri sam ya ros ir gvliv. 
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bor ma iwi nas war mety ve la is, rac Sem dgom fe no me no lo gi ur fi lo so-

fi a Si da fiq sir da e. w. wmin da cno bi e re bis in ten ci is sa xiT. jer ki dev kan-

ti mi iC nev da, rom wmin da go ne ba ar aris obi eq tu ri Si na ar sis gan dac li li 
ca ri e li, ide a lu ri for ma (ro gorc amas aris to te le fiq rob da). hu ser lis 
fe no me no lo gi am su bi eq tis ken Se mo ab ru na kan tis de bu le ba da gviTx ra, rom 
wmin da cno bi e re ba, anu tran cen den ta lu ri su bi eq ti, Ta vis Tav Si uk ve gu-

lis xmobs gar kve ul ori en ta ci as obi eq ti sad mi da ami tom sxva ara fe ri a, Tu 
ara in ten cia, anu mi mar Te ba mis gan gan sxva ve bul ga re obi eq tze. 

Ta na med ro ve fi lo so fi i dan aRe bu li es in ten cia Se iZ le ba Se va da roT 

plan kis um ci re si qme de bis kvants. 

es mud mi vi si di de mik ro sam ya ro Si ga zom vis pro cess axa si a Tebs. igi 

ga mo xa tavs su bi eq tis da mo ki de bu le bas obi eq ti sad mi. mi si mTli a no ba Tan 

ga zom vis pro ce sis er Ti a no bas gvaZ levs, Ta nac qmnis er Tgvar ba ri ers da 

gan sxva ve bas cdis su bi eq tsa da obi eqts So ris. swo red amas niS navs ze moT 

aR niS nu li er Ti a no ba gans xva ve ba Si; wmin da cno bi e re bac isea mi mar Tu li ga-

re obi eq tze, rom maT ur Ti er Tqme de ba Si gvaqvs er Ti a no bac da gan sxva ve bac. 

ana lo gia kvan tur fi zi kas Tan ax la uf ro gam Wvir va le xde ba. nils bo-

ri da Ji ne biT xazs us vams, rom Tum ca saq me gvaqvs arak la si kur mik ro o bi eq-

tTan, mi si gam zo mi xel sawyo au ci leb lad un da aRi we re bo des kla si ku ri fi-

zi kis eniT, ro gorc mak ro o bi eq ti. 

bo ris prin ci pi enob riv ba ri ers gu lis xmobs gam zom sa da ga sa zoms So-

ris. kla si ku ri fi zi kis ena fi zi kur ur Ti er Tqme de ba Ta uwy ve to bas em ya re-

ba. kvan tu ri aR we ra ki dis kre tu lia da Se mo i sazR vre ba um ci re si qme de bis 

kvan tiT. 

ra tom xde ba yo ve li ve es?

ra gviS lis xels war mo vid gi noT, rom gam zo mi xel sawyo aris mik ro-

na wi lak Ta sta tis ti ku ri sis te ma, ro me lic ze moq me debs mik ro na wi lak ze. 

ma Sin xom aR niS nu li ba ri e ri gaq re bo da, Se saZ le be li iq ne bo da ga zom vis 

pro ce sis sru li kon tro li, rac mos pob da ga nusazR vre lo bis si tu a ci as 

mik ro sam ya ro Si. 

bo ri ar ake Tebs amas. Ta vi si ge ni a lu ri in tu i ci is wya lo biT, igi xvde ba, 

rom kvan tur me qa ni ka Si gam zo mi xel sawyo prin ci pu lad un da gan sxvav de bo-

des ga sa zo mi obi eq tis gan, rad gan pir ve li Ta ma Sobs ara fi zi ku ri obi eq tis, 

ara med men ta lu ri obi eq tis, ker Zod, cno bi e re bis rols, ro me lic ga zom vis 

in ten ci a Si ori en ti re bu lia mis gan gan sxva ve bul fi zi kur na wi lak ze. 

gan sxva ve bul fe no men Ta es ur Ti er Tqme de ba ga nu yo fe li xa si a Tisaa. 

ga zom vis pro ce sis cocx a li mTli a no ba ar eq vem de ba re ba lo gi kur ana lizs, 

rac iw vevs ga nuzR vre lo bis si tu a ci as. 

ai, swo red am si tu a ci is Se sa xeb gve sa ub re ba hu ser li – rom wmin da cno-

bi e re ba aris obi eq tze mi mar Tu li in ten ci a, sa dac gvaqvs ma Ti gan sxva ve bac 

da er Ti a no bac (2). 
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ami tom vfiq robT, rom swo red fe no me no lo gi u ri mid go mis Se de gad Se-

mo iW ra fi zi kis ena Si kvan tu ri al ba To bis cne ba. es al ba To ba ar da iy va ne ba 

mi zez Se de gob riv kav Si reb ze. igi ar war mo ad gens de ter mi nis tu li sis te mis 

ga Su a le bul Se de gebs, ara med uSu a lod asa xavs fi zi kur si tu a ci as mik ro-

sam ya ro Si. 

arak la si ku ri al ba To bis ga Ce na da Sem dgo mi gav rce le ba ele men ta-

rul na wi lak Ta Te o ri a Si mety ve lebs ima ze, rom ir Rve va kla si ku ri fi zi kis 

ena, ro me lic cno bi e re bis gan da mo u ki de bel fi zi kur re a lo ba ze iyo ori en-

ti re bu li. ase Ti ori en ta cia uk ve kvan tur me qa ni ka Si da ir Rva. ami tom vfiq-

robT, ar Se iZ le ba kla si kur fi zi ka Si dad ge ni li msof lio mi zi du lo bis 

ka no nis pir da pi ri ga da ta na mik ro sam ya ro Si an mi si tran sfor ma cia for ma-

lur -lo gi ku ri (aq ma Te ma ti ku ri) msje lo bis sa fuZ vel ze. ase Ti gar daq mnis 

dros Te o ri is av to reb ma un da ga iT va lis wi non is mo men tic, rom, enob riv -

on to lo gi u ri an on to teq tu a lu ri rRve vi sa da cva le ba do bis ga mo, ma sis, 

Za li sa da man Zi lis cne beb ma Se iZ le ba da kar gon (an, yo vel Sem Txve va Si, Se ic-

va lon) fi zi ku ri az ri. 

cno bi e re bis mxri dan ar se bo bis er Ti a ni in ten ci is sa fuZ vel ze, maT Se-

iZ le ba Se i Zi non su bi eq tu ri Se fe ri lo ba, rac su lac ar niS navs su bi eq tu-

ro bas kla si ku ri ga ge biT. su bi eq ti aq aris er Ti a ni yo fi e re bis Si na ga ni ma-

moZ ra ve be li Za la, ro me lic ki ar zRu davs, pi ri qiT, afar To ebs fi zi ku ri 

ar se bo bis saz riss da Ta vis Tav Si Ca ke til kla si kur re a lo bas cno bi e re bis 

cocx a li in ten ci is mi marT gax snil kvan tur re a lo bad gar daq mnis. 

ase Ti on to lo gi u ri su bi eq tu ro ba fi zi kur eq spe ri men tsac uc vlis 

el fers. da aRar mo i az re ba kla si ku rad, ro gorc ur Ti er Tqme de ba fi zi kur 

sag nebs (gam zom xel sawy o sa da obi eqts) So ris, ro gorc ne it ra lu ri ma sa la, 
ro me lic ada mi a nis go ne bam un da ga da a mu Sa os da ga na zo ga dos. 

eq spe ri men ti ga ge bu lia, ro gorc Se mec ne bi Ti si tu a ci a, xo lo ga zom-

va, ro gorc Se mec ne bis pro ce si, sa dac xde ba ur Ti er Tqme de ba su bi eq tsa da 
obi eqts So ris (gam zo mi xel sawyo am Sem Txve va Si mniS vne lobs, ro gorc on-

to lo gi u ri su bi eq ti). 
amas Tan, ada mi a ni Se iZ le ba su lac ar ak vir de bo des aseT eq spe ri ments, 

da me tic: cda Se iZ le ba iyos ara xe lov nu rad Ca ta re bu li, ara med bu neb ri-

vad Sem dga ri; Ta vis Ta vad Se iZ le ba Se iq mnas si tu a ci a, sa dac bu ne bis axa li 

mov le na ga moC nde ba; Tu ki Se mec ne bas ga vi gebT, ro gorc az ris war mo So bis 

pro cess, ro me lic axa li Si na ar siT war mo a Cens fi zi kur mov le nas, ma Sin aq 

swo red Se mec ne bis obi eq tur si tu a ci a ze Se iZ le ba vi la pa ra koT. 

ro gorc vxe davT, kvan tur re a lo ba Si xde ba on to lo gi u ri su bi eq tis 

„SeW ra“. fi zi ku ri vi Ta re ba Se iZ le ba ga da iq ces Se mec ne biT si tu a ci ad, xo-

lo kvan tu ri ur Ti er Tqme de bis mTli a no ba Si ga mov lin des cno bi e re bis in-

ten ci o na lu ri fe no me ni „me- sa“ da sam ya ros er Ti a no ba-gan sxva ve ba Si. 
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* * *

 amas Tan da kav Si re biT gan vi xi loT, Tu ro gor warmoiSoba ele men ta-

ruli na wi lak ebi Zli eri atom bir Tvu li ur Ti er Tqme de bis dros. 

sa kuT riv fi zi ku ri as peq ti rom ga mov to voT da prob le mis fi lo so-

fi ur mxa re ze vi la pa ra koT, Se iZ le ba vTqvaT, rom aq vlin de ba yo fi e re bis 

Ta vi suf le bis fe no me ni da mik ro sam ya ro Si al ba To ba, da in de ter mi niz mi ga-

mo xa tavs ara cod nis uk ma ri so bas, ara med re a lur vi Ta re bas. 

ma Sin Se iZ le ba isic vi fiq roT, Tu ro dis da ro gor aris mo sa lod ne-

li ele men ta ru li na wi la kis ga Ce na. mo lo di ni gvaqvs ma Sin, ro ca atom bir-

Tvu li ur Ti eT qme de ba „im niS vne lebs“, ro gorc su bi eq t-o bi eq tis ur Ti er-

Tqme de ba da Se i Zens Se mec ne bi Ti moZ ra o bis saz riss. Se sa ba mi sad, fi zi ku ri 

pro ce si saz ri sis Sem qmnel pro ce sad mog vev li ne ba ide i sa da mi si sag nis er-

Ti a no ba Sic da gan sxva ve ba Sic. 

ra ki axa li na wi la kis war mo So ba gia dva lis Te o ri a Si sam ya ros axa li 

gan zo mi le bis gax snas ukav Sir de ba (av to ri gve ub ne ba, rom axa li na wi la ki 

ax lad  gax sni li gan zo mi le bi dan Se mo dis Cvens siv rce Si), Se iZ le ba vi va ra-

u  doT, rom swo red ma Sin, ro ca fi zi ku ri ur Ti er Tqme de ba „su bi eq ti va ci as“ 

ga nic dis da Se mec ne bi Ti pro ce sis (fi zi ku ri az ris qmna do bis) rols iTa ma-

Sebs, sav se biT mo sa lod ne lia sam ya ros fa ru li gan zo mi le bis ma ni fes ta cia 

axa li ele men ta ru li na wi la kis war mo So bis sa xiT. 

* * *

prob le mis fe no me no lo gi u ri da fi zi kis fi lo so fi u ri as peq te bi rom 
Se va ja moT, gveq ne ba:

fe no me no lo gi u ri po zi ci i dan ga mom di na re vity o diT, rom cno bi e re-

ba mud mi vad ga nas xva vebs sa ku Tar Tavs obi eq tu ri sam ya ro sa gan. am TviT gan-

sxva ve ba Si igi moq me debs ara, ro gorc su bi eq ti, ara med, ro gorc eg zis ten ci 

– ro gorc su bi eq t-o bi eq tis mTli a no ba da e. i. moq me debs, ro gorc yo fi e-

re ba. ami tom ga mo ricx u li ara a, rom ara Tu cno bi e re bam, ara med gar kve ul-

ma fi zi kur ma mov le neb mac iTa ma Son obi eq tu ri re a lo bis gan gan sxva ve bu li 

fe no me ne bis ro li. swo red es xde ba mik ro sam ya ro Si. kvan tu ri eq spe ri men-

tis zo gi er Ti mov le na, cdis mTli a no bi dan ga mom dna re, prin ci pu lad ga nas-

xva vebs Ta vis Tavs kla si ku ri fi zi kis obi eq tu ri mov le ne bis gan. swo red am 

gan sxva ve ba Si iZens igi fi zi kur azrs da qmnis mik ro re a lo bis su raTs. kvan-

tur -me qa ni kur do ne ze am si tu a ci as ga zom vis pro ce si iw vevs, mag ram ga mo-

ricx u li ara a, rom msgav si „su bi eq ti va ci a“ mox des ele men ta rul na wi lak Ta 

sfe ro Sic, sa dac zo gi er Ti atom bir Tvu li ur Ti er Tqme de ba Za li an wa a gavs 

cno bi e re bis ga mov le nas yo fi e re ba Si – mov le na Ta in di vi du a ci as ma te ri a-

lu ri ga re mo sa gan gan sxva ve bi sa da fe no me no lo gi u ri re duq ci is gziT. 

yo fi e re bis ise Ti in di vi du a cia ar war mo ad gens zo ga di ar sis kon kre-

tul mov le nas, ro me lic ga mom di na re obs ar se bu li Te o ri i dan. aq in di vi-
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du a cia mi a niS nebs ara mov le nis, ara med ar si se u li fe no me nis Se sa xeb. igi 

mo u lod ne li a, „TviT ne bu ri a“, mi si prog no zi re a lur ur Ti er Tqme de ba Ta 

ana li zi dan Se uZ le be li a. pi ri qiT, TviT es uni ka lu ri fe no me ni war mo ad gens 

axa li gan zo ga de bis Te o ri u li kon cef ci is sawy iss. 

atom bir Tul ur Ti er Tqme de ba Ta ana li zi ver iZ le va ele men ta ru li 

na wi la kis prog no zis sak ma ris sa fuZ vels. Cnde ba sru li ad axa li ram, rac 

au ci leb lo biT ar ga mom di na re obs obi eq tu rad ar se bu li si tu a ci i dan. mis 

Ta vi suf le ba Si vlin de ba sam ya ros da cno bi e re bis er Ti a ni in ten ci a. ami tom 

ele men ta ru li na wi la kis „si cocx le“ Se mec ne bis axa li pi ro ba ca a. in di vi du-

a lu ri na wi la ki mxo lod Te o ri as ki ar eq vem de ba re ba, is, ro gorc uni ka lu ri 

ar si, Tvi Ton aris Se mob ru ne ba axa li Te o ri is ken. ra ki ele men ta ru li na wi-

la ki „a mo var dni li a“ wi na mor bed mov le na Ta zo ga di sis te mi dan, axa li Te o-

ria ver Se iq mne ba in duq ci is Zve li me To diT d em pi ri ul mov le na Ta gan zo ga-

de bis gziT. aq uvar gi sia de duq ci is kla si ku ri for mac, ro me lic Ta vis  Tav Si 

lo gi ku rad dad ge nil Te o ri as „da iy vans“ Ta vis Ta vad ar se bul obi eq tur re-

a lo bam de. aq un da Se ir Ces mxo lod is wmin da Te o ri u li mo de li, ro me lic 

Tav se ba dia Se mec ne bis cocx al, uni ka lur in ten ci as Tan.

ase Ti gziT mox da kvan tu ri Te o ris da ba de ba da, vfiq robT, ase ve xde ba 
Te o ri u li kvle va ele men ta rul na wi lak Ta sfe ro Sic. 

am ri gad, Tu ele men ta ru li na wi la ki ar eq vem de ba re ba Te o ri as, ro me-

lic fi zi ku ri re a lo bis srul „o bi eq ti va ci as“ gu lis xmobs; Tu igi Tvi Ton 

war mo ad gens sawy iss axa li Te o ri u li kon cef ci i saT vis, ma Sin mi si ge ne zi si 

atom bir Tvul ur Ti er Tqme de ba Si „su bi eq ti vi re bu li a“ (ga mo xa tavs su bi eq t-

o bi eq tis ur Ti er Tqme de bas), sa dac yo fi e re ba, ro gorc cno bi e re bis in ten-

ci a, ise vlin de ba. Tvi Ton na wi la ki ki aris ara fi zi ku ri war mo naq mni, ara med 
men ta lu ri obi eq ti, rom lis uni ka lur in di vi du a ci a Si zo ga di ar sia Ca de bu-

li; ami to mac aZ levs is biZgs axa li cod nis, axa li Te o ri is war mo So bas. 
cxa di a, am dros yo fi e re ba aRar aris obi eq tur re a lo ba Si Ca ke ti li. 

igi Riaa cno bi e re bis in ten ci is mi marT. vfiq robT, swo red am si tu a ci a Sia Se-

saZ le be li Ca ke ti li re a lo bi dan gas vla da sam ya ros fa ru li gan zo mi le be-

bis Zi e ba. 
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MAMUKA DOLIDZE

The Hidden Dimensions of the Universe

Summary

The presented arti cle addresses the “Theory of Hidden Dimensions” by Georgian scienti st 
Gia Dvali. The problem is considered from the viewpoint of phenomenological philosophy. 
Phenomenological approach to the problem takes into account the cogniti ve situati on in 
quantum physics deriving from the integrity of the subject and object. The author supposes that 
such integrity provides the quantum parti cles with the probability and indeterministi c nature. 
The phenomenon of freedom does not belong only to the human world. In atomic sphere, 
thanks to indeterminism of quantum parti cles we encounter with ontological freedom. It is 
important that such non-classical situati on turns the physical reality into the virtual reality of 
cogniti ve sphere. Measurement process, according to the author plays a role of consciousness 
which makes the physical sense of atomic oblect. Emergence of the new elementary parti cles 
would show the appearance of hidden dimenti ons of the universe. The quantum eff ects turned 
into the mental phenomena of cogniti ve sphere on the basis of integrity of subject and object 
(measurement tool and quantum parti cle). The problems of wave-parti cle duality are the issues 
of the same cogniti ve wholeness which seems to be the conditi on for revealing the hidden 
dimensions of the universe.
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martin haidegeris narkvevi – «vin aris nicSes zaratustra?»

mox se ne ba «Wer ist Ni et zsches Za rat hus tra?» («vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra?») 
mar tin ha i de ger ma 1953 wlis 8 ma iss wa i kiTx a. mas win us wreb da 1951-1952 wle-

bis zam Tris se mes tris sa leq cio kur si «Was he i ßt Den ken?» («ras ewo de ba fiq-

ri?»).1 aR niS nu li mox se ne ba 1954 wels «gi un ter nes kes ga mom cem lo bam» ga-

mos ca, xo lo 2000 wels «vi to rio klos ter ma nis ga mom cem lo bam» «Ge sam ta-
us ga be»-s mecx re ga nax le bu li ga mo ce mis VII tom Si Se i ta na.2

sa sur ve li a, da sawy is Si ve aRi niS nos Sem de gi ga re mo e ba: «Ge sam ta us ga-
be»-s Si na ar sob ri vi struq tu ra da Ta na mim dev ro ba TviT ha i de ge ris mi er 

iq na mo niS nu li. axa li ga mo ce me bi swo red ha i de ge ri se ul sqe mas icavs.3 es 

im de nad aris mniS vne lo va ni, ram de na dac fi lo so fo sis saT qme lis Zi ri Ta di 

gan zra xu lo bis amoc no bas bev rad aad vi lebs. Se sa ba mi sad, in te ress mok le-

bu li ar un da iyos, rom ha i de ge ri se u li da sax svriT aR niS nul naS roms win 
uZR vis 1936-1946 wleb Si Ses ru le bu li Ca na we re bi sa Ta u riT «Über win dung der 
Me tap hysik» («me ta fi zi kis daZ le va»).4  ha i de ge ri swo red nic Ses mi iC nevs im 

mo az rov ned, vis na az rev sac ga dam wyve ti ro li ekuT vnis da sav lu ri me ta fi-

zi kis is to ri is da ma bo lo e bel etap ze. me ta fi zi kis das ru le bi sa da daZ le-

vis wi na  pi ro be bi nic Ses na fiq riT aris Sezave bu li. 

ram de na dac ha i de ge ri saT vis nic Se sa be dis we ro mo az rov nea,5 nic Ses 

na az re vis ha i de ge ri se u li ana li zis gan xil vas ga dam wyve ti mniS vne lo ba 

aqvs TviT mar tin ha i de ge ris fi lo so fi u ri mem kvid re o bis Ses wav li saT vis. 

swo red am ori mo az rov nis ur Ti er Tmi mar Te bis ga az re baa wi nam de ba re re-

fe ra tis amo ca na. 

 

* * *

nic Se Ta vi si fi lo so fi iT ga mo ca nas to vebs. mar tin ha i de ge ri mis mig-

ne ba sa da amox snas isa xavs miz nad. ha i de ge ri saT vis Ta vi dan ve na Te li a, rom 

oraz ro va ni da rTu lia pa su xi er Ti Se xed viT mar tiv kiTx va ze - «vin aris 

nic Ses za ra tus tra?»  pa su xi mar ti vi un da iyos, rad gan nic Se mas mTel wigns 

uT mobs. mi u xe da vad ami sa, is ma inc mxo lod er Ti Se xed viT aris mar ti vi.

cxa di a, pir ve li mi niS ne ba aris wig nis sa Ta u ri «e se ity o da za ra tus-

tra» («Also sprach Za rat hus tra»).6 aq ve mas ax lavs qve sa Ta u ri: «wig ni yve las Tvis 

1 Marti n heidegger, Gesamtausgabe,B.7, Vorträge und Aufsätze, Frankfurt am Main,2000, gv. 289.

2 iqve. 293.

3 iqve.

4 iqve. 3
5 Heidegger- Handbuch. Leben - Werk — Wirkung, Deiter Thomä(Hrsg.), Stutt gart 2003, gv. 202

6  fridrih nicSe, ese ityoda zaratustra (Tbilisi: 1993).
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da ara vis Tvis». amiT nic Se oraz rov ne bas gan geb uS vebs. ha i de ge ri saT vis 
ase Ti qve sa Ta u ri pir ve li da um niS vne lo va ne si mi niS ne ba a.

ras niS navs «yve las Tvis»? es niS navs yo ve li Sem xved ri saT vis, yo ve-

li cal ke u li ada mi a ni saT vis, ram de na dac Ta vis ar sSia igi fa se u li. «...da 
ara vis Tvis» – es niS navs: ara vis Tvis yo ve li mxri dan mog ro vil cno bis moy-

va re Ta gan, ro mel nic, wig nis cecx lo va ni eni Ta da sti liT dab rma ve bul ni, 
mxo lod cal ke ul ad gils, nawy vets awy de bi an da ar ki Ses wevT fiq ris gza ze 
mya rad dgo mis una ri. 

«wig ni yve las Tvis da ara vis Tvis» – ase Ti qve sa Ta u ri pro fe tu lia da 
sa be dis we ro Si na ar sis mqo ne TviT nic Ses na az re vi saT vis, rad gan Ta vi dan ve 
gu lis xmobs, rom Zal ze rTu li amo ca na a, pa su xi ga e ces ze moT das mul kiTx-

vas: vin aris za ra tus tra? ra Si mdgo ma re obs mi si swav le bis Zi ri Ta di ar si? 
ha i de ge ri aR niS navs, rom wig nis ga mo Ce ni dan (ha i de ge ri iye nebs zmnas be wah-
rhe i tet) sa moc da a Ti wlis Sem de gac ar aris mo az rov ne, vi nac am wig nis Zi ris-

Zir na az revs iq ne bo da SeT vi se bu li (ge wac hsen) da mi si Ri re bu le bis mi si ve 
war mo mav lo bi dan Se fa se bas Se iZ leb da.

vin aris za ra tus tra? wig nis sa Ta u ri gvam cnobs, rom za ra tus tra 
sa ub robs, is mTqme li a, mety ve li a. Tum ca, ra ga ge biT aris igi mety ve li? 
aris is sa xal xo mTqme li Tu wi nas war mety ve li a? ha i de ge ri za ra tus tras 
«Fxrsprec her»-s («mex va iS ne», «me o xe», «me yo ru Re», «me Ro ne») uwo debs. am 
sity vis pir ve li na wi li aris uZ ve le si ger ma nu li Tav sar Ti «Für», rac mra-

va li mniS vne lo bis mqo nea da utol de ba win sarTs «vor» («win», «win myo fi»). 
«mex va iS ne» msme ne lis wi na Se sa ub robs da «xva iS nobs».1 ama ve dros, win sar-

Ti «für» («Tvis») ra Ra cis Tvis sa u bars (sprec hen), ra Ra cis xva iS no bas gu lis-

xmobs. aqe dan ga mom di na re, za ra tus tra aris is, vinc gan mar tavs, ris Se sa xeb 
da ra tom sa ub robs (ras da ra tom xva iS nobs). 

za ra tus tras zed wo de bis eti mo lo gia jer ki dev ara fers gve ub ne ba 
imis Se sa xeb, Tu ri si an vi si mex va iS ne da me o xia igi. mi u xe da vad ami sa, na wi-

lob riv ma inc ga ve ciT pa su xi kiTx vas «vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra?» za ra-

tus tra mex va iS ne a. Tum ca, aq ve ga mo sar kve vi a, aris igi ra i me Sem Txve vi Tis 
dam cve li, Tu im er Ta der Tis mex va iS ne a, rac ada mi a nis uSi na ga ne si bu ne bis 
Se saty vi si a? («...was den Men schen vor al lem und stets an spricht?»)

Sem de gi, rac za ra tus tras vi na o bas gvim xels da mi niS ne bas iZ le va, wig-

nis me sa me Ta vis bo los das mu li sa Ta u ri a: «ga mo jan sa Re bu li» («Der Ge ne-
sen de»).2 es za ra tus traa. Tum ca Ra, Cven jer ki dev ara vuwy iT ra, ra aris es 

«ga mo jan sa Re ba» (ge ne sen). ga mo jan sa Re ba ima ves aR niS navs, ra sac ber Znu li 
sity va νἐομαι,νὀστος. amas ha i de ge ri Sem deg na i rad Tar gmnis: he im ke he ren (Sin 
dab ru ne ba). sa xel Ta ama ve rig Si Se mo iy va ne ba sity ve bi He im schmerz» da He im-
schmerz» (nos tal gi a, ma mu lis mo nat re ba). ma Sa sa da me, ga mo jan sa Re bu li a, vi-

1 «Fürsprecher»-s erekle tatiSvili Targmnis sityviT „meoxe“.

2  zaratustra (1993), 164.
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nac Sin da sab ru neb lad ga nem za de ba, ker Zod: Ta vis uSi na ga nes da niS nu le bas 
(die Bes ti m mung) ub run de ba. ga mo jan sa Re bu li Ta vis Ta vi sa ken Se mo iq ce va. ga-

mo jan sa Re bu lia is, vi sac xe le wi fe ba Tqvas, vin da ra aris Tvi Ton. wig nis 
mi Ti Te bul ad gi las ga mo jan sa Re bu li ase ity vis:

«me, za ra tus tra, me o xe cxov re bi sa, me o xe ur vi sa, me o xe wri sa...» 1 
Tu sa me uls – cxov re ba, ur va, wre – er Ti a no ba Si ga vi az rebT, bev rad 

mi vu ax lov de biT imis pa suxs, Tu ri si mex va iS ne da me o xia za ra tus tra, ga-

mo jan sa Re bu li, da ma inc vis wi na Se me o xebs igi. aq ve ha i de ge ri wi nas wa ri 
mi Ti Te bis sa xiT das Zens: «cxov re ba» («das Le ben») nic Ses Tan mxo lod erTs 
aR niS navs – «ne ba Za la uf le bi sa ken» («der Wil le zur Macht»), ro gorc yo ve li ar-

se bu lis, ara mxo lod kac Ta, Zi ri Ta di ma xa si a Te be li. 

ra aris tan jva? nic Ses pa su xi Sem de gi a: «xo lo rac itan je ba, imas 

cxov re ba hsurs...»2 anu mas hsurs cxov re ba, rac aris, ro gorc ne ba Za la uf-

le bi sa ken. xo lo wre beW dis ni Sa ni a, Za lis xme vi sa, ra ic mu dam Ta vi si Ta vi sa-

ken mo iq ce va da am gva ri Se moq ce viT ma rad imaves (das Gle ic he) ub run de ba.

Tqmu li dan ga mom di na re, Seg viZ lia da vas kvnaT: za ra tus tra xva iS nobs 

imas, rom yo ve li ar se bu li aris ne ba Za la uf le bi sa ken, ro me lic itan je ba, 

ro gorc Se moq me di, wi na aR mde gob ri vi ne ba da, am gva rad, ma rad imaves ukuq-

ce va Si el tvis Ta vis Tavs. 

pa su xi kiTx va ze, vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra, for ma lur de fi ni ci a sa 

da mi mar Tu le bas iZens. sa Wi roa sa kiTx is gaS la. am miz niT, ha i de ge ri nic Ses 

da ma te biT ci ti re bas ax dens. pir vel amo na rids ima ve «ga mo jan sa Re bu li» -

dan mo ix mobs:

«Sen (za ra tus tra) xar moZR va ri ma rad ukuq ce vi sa...!»3 

wig nis Se sa val Si ki vkiTx u lobT:

«gas wa vliT ze kacs...» 4 

mox mo bil amo na rid Ta gan Se vity veT, rom za ra tus tra, mex va iS ne, ama ve 

dros aris mas wav le be li. xo lo mi si swav le ba or ma gi a, igi ma rad ukuq ce va sa 

da ze kacis s wav le baa. aqe dan Cven jer ki dev ve ra fers Se vity obT, Tu ra mi-

mar Te ba Sia es ori er Ti me o res Tan. gar da ami sa, oden mos me na mas wav leb li-

sa da mi si swav le bis aT vi se ba, ha i de ge ris Ta nax mad, ve ra fers gvety vis imis 

Se sa xeb, Tu vin aris Ta vad igi, vi nac Cven wi na Se mas wav leb lad war mos dge ba. 

amas mxo lod im Sem Txve va Si ga var kvevT, Tu gve co di ne ba, ro gor, ra vi Ta re-

ba Si da ra Tval saz ri siT am bobs igi Ta vis saT qmels. 
gve li da ar wi via za ra tus tras cxo ve le bi. es oria mi si Ta nam gzav ri da 

Ta na mo sa ub re. swo red isi ni auwy e ben za ra tus tras mi si vi na o bis arss. «es Ce-

mi cxo ve le bi a,  – ity vis za ra tus tra, –  ua ma ye si cxo ve li mzis qveS da ugo ni-

1 zaratustra (1993), 164.

2 iqve, 239.

3 nicSe, zaratustra (1993), 168.

4 iqve, 16.
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e re si cxo ve li mzis qveS da saz ve rad ga mo su lan». aq ve vkiTx u lobT: «hsurT 
Se ity on, Tu za ra tus tra kvlav cocx a li a? mar Tlac, Tu kvlav cocxa li 
var?»   

rad ikiTx avs cocx a li za ra tus tra Ta vis si cocx les? ha i de ge ri gan-

mar tavs: za ra tus tras am kiTx vas mxo lod ma Sin aqvs fa si, Tu sity vas «cxov-

re ba» ga vi gebT, ro gorc «ne ba Za la uf le bi sa ken». za ra tus tra Tavs ekiTx-

e ba: Se e saty vi se ba (en tspricht) Tu ara Ce mi ne ba im ne bas, ro me lic, ro gorc ne ba 
Za la uf le bi sa ken, yo ve li ve ze me u febs (dur chherrscht)? 

za ra tus tra un da iq mnas imad, rac aris Ta vad. aq isaa mniS vne lo va ni, 
rom za ra tus tra gar daq mnas uf rTxis. Si Si (der Schrec ken) gan smWva lavs mTels 
wigns, ro me lic za ra tus tras Se sa xeb gva uwy ebs. ha i de ge ris TqmiT, swo red 
Si Sis es yov lis mom cve li gan cda ga na pi ro bebs wig nis enob riv mra val fe rov-

ne ba sa da Ta vi se bu re ba sac. vi nac da sawy is Si ve ver amo ic nobs mas, bevrs ve-

ras Se ity obs za ra tus tras Se sa xeb. Si Si da Tav zar da ce maa mi ze zi imi sa, rom 
ma ra di ukuq ce vis mas wav le be li Ta vis swav le bas ze ka ciT iwy ebs.

ha i de ge ri saT vis sity va `ze ka ci~ sru li ad kon kre tu li Si na ar sis mqo-

ne a. `ze ka ci» aR niS navs ara Cve u leb ri vi, aqam de ar se bu li ada mi a nu ri zRva-

ris ga da lax vas, ada mi an ze aR ma te bas. «ze ka ci» arc ada mi a nis axal sa xe o bas 

mo as wa vebs, ro me lic yo ve li ve ada mi a nurs (das Hu ma ne)  ga nag deb da da ti ta-

nur siS le ges we sad da am kvid reb da. ha i de ge ris Se niS vniT, nic Ses «ze ka ci» 

un da gves mo des, ro gorc mxo lod dRem de ar se bu li ada mi a nis mis sa ve ga nu-

xor ci e le bel ar se bam de amaR le ba da mi si iq dam kvid re ba. «za ra tus tras» 

Se sa xeb erT Ca na wer Si nic Se mi u Ti Tebs ki dec: `za ra tus tras ar surs ada mi-

a nis war su li dan ra i mes da kar gva, yo ve li ves ga dad no ba... » («Za rat hus tra will 
ke i ne Ver gan gen he it der Men schen ver li e ren, al les in den Guß wer fen»)1. 

da ma inc, sa i dan mom di na re obs «ze ka cis» Se sa xeb mo wo de ba? nu Tu, ma-

nam de li ka ci aRar kma ra? nic Sem aRiq va is to ri is is eta pi, ro ca ada mi an ma 

mTels de da mi wa ze ga ba to ne ba da i sa xa miz nad. nic Se aris pir ve li mo az rov-

ne, ro mel mac, ga iT va lis wi na ra aR ma va li is to ri is ra o ba, ga i az ra am gva ri 

is to ri is me ta fi zi ku ri mniS vne lo ba. 

ha i de ger Tan amo sa va li kiTx va for mu li re bulia Sem deg na i rad: aris ki 

ada mi a ni mzad, ra Ta ba to nob des de da mi wa ze? Tu ara, ra un da mox des Zve li 

ka cis Tavs, rom man de da mi wa «mor Ci le ba Si» (der Unter tan) iyo li os? ga na ar 
un da aRe ma tos igi Ta vis Tavs? ase na fiq ri «ze- ka ci» dazR ve u li un da iyos 

una yo fo fan ta zi i sa gan, ro me lic araf ris ken mi e qa ne ba. gar da ami sa, ha i de-

ge ris TqmiT, Ta na med ro ve epo qis gaT va lis wi ne bi sas, ver mo vi Zi ebT ze kac Ta 

is to ri ul ma ga li Tebs. 

er Ti ram aris yu rad sa Re bi, moZR vre ba ze ka cis Ta o ba ze exe ba ev ro pas, 

mTels de da mi was da xva lin de li dRis gan msazR vre lad uk ve dRes gvev li ne-

1 Marti n heidegger, Gesamtausgabe,B.7, gv. 105.
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ba. ara vi Ta ri mniS vne lo ba ar aqvs imas, ve Tan xme biT Tu uar vyofT am azrs. 

yo ve li ar se bi Ti az ri xe lux leb lad da Se ubR a la vad ga mo iv lis mom xre Ta 

da mo wi na aR mde ge Ta ri geb Si.

er Ta der Ti, rac Cven gvrCe ba, aris swav la imis gan, vinc moZR va ria, xo-

lo es niS navs – moZR vris Se sa xeb ga mo kiTx vas (über ihn hi na us zuf ra gen). mxo lod 
ase Se vity obT, vin aris za ra tus tra. sxva ar Ce va ni ar aris. moZR vris ga sac-

no bad ki mas Tan er Tad mi si gzis gav laa sa Wi ro.

aq ve un da aRi niS nos Sem de gi ar se bi Ti vi Ta re ba: za ra tus tra jer mxo-

lod mas wav le be li a, moZR va ria da ara vi Tar Sem Txve va Si – ze ka ci. xo lo, Ta-

vis mxriv, nic Se ar aris za ra tus tra, is aris Sem kiTx ve li, vi nac za ra tus-

tras ar se bis ga mo kiTx vas cdi lobs.

ze ka ci aRe ma te ba ma nam del ada mi ans. igia ga da sas vle li (der rber gang), 
xi di (die Brücke). za ra tus tra mas wav le be li a, is ze ka cis, xid ze ga das vlis au-

ci leb lo bis Se sa xeb iuwy e ba. am uka nas kne lis xid ze ga das vlis ga sa az reb-

lad ki, ha i de ge ris Ta nax mad, mxed ve lo ba Si un da mi vi RoT Sem de gi:

1. is, sa i da nac gar da vals gar da ma va li.

2. Ta vad gar das vla.

3. is, sa i Tac gar da vals gar da ma va li.

gar da ma vals xel mZRva ne lad da Sem wed hyavs moZR va ri. swo red mas akis-

ria gzis Cve ne ba. Tu ki mxed ve lo bi dan ga mo to ve bu li iq na «sa iT» («wo hin»), 
xid ze gar da ma va li sa Wis ga re Se da ga ur kvev lo ba Si dar Ce ba. me o re mxriv, 

gaR ma gar da ma va li saT vis da TviT mas wav leb lis Tvi sac, am Sem Txve va Si, za-

ra tus tras Tvis, kvlav So re u lia «sa iT». es uka nas kne li mud miv si So re Si 

rCe ba. es si So re Ta vi se bur si ax lo ve sac niS navs. ker Zod, si ax lo ves, rac So-

re uls So re u lad inar Cu nebs. So re u lis si ax lo ves, rac mu dam ax sovT da ra-

sac el tvi an, ha i de ge ri ix se ni ebs sity viT die Seh nsucht (sev da, Zli e ri sur vi-

li, ltol va). igi aq ve iZ le va am sity vis eti mo lo gi a sac. mi si TqmiT, sity vis 

me o re Se mad ge ne li – «sucht» – mi si pir van de li da uZ ve le si Si na ar siT un da 

ga vi goT, rac «sens», «sne u le bas», «a va do bas» niS navs. Tqmu li dan ga mom di-

na re, sev da aris tki vi li So re u lis si ax lo vis ga mo. 

es sev da ekuT vnis mas, vinc xid ze gar da vals da mis mas wav le bels, gzis 

maC ve ne bels. ori ve ni ad ga nan gzas, ro me lic ze moT uk ve ga ni sazR vra, ro-

gorc ga mo jan sa Re ba, anu Sin, sa ku Ta ri ar se bi sa ken dab ru ne ba. 

sa in te re so a, rom «za ra tus tras» im Tavs, ro mel sac «ga mo jan sa Re-

bu li» ewo de ba, mos devs Sem de gi sa Ta u ri – «di di sev di saT vis» (Von der gro-
ß en Seh nsucht)1. ha i de ge ris TqmiT, nic Ses «e se ity o da za ra tus tra» III na wi-

lis bo lo Ta veb Si Ta vis mwver vals aR wevs. TviT nic Ses hqo nia Ca na we ri : «Ein 
gött lic hes Le i den ist der Inhalt des III. Za rat hus tra» (RvTa eb ri vi tan jvaa «za ra tus-

tras» III na wi lis Si na ar si).2 

1 nicSe, zaratustra, 169.

2 Marti n heidegger, Gesamtausgabe,B.7, gv. 108.
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ar se bi Tad, me sa me na wi li aris za ra tus tras sa ku Tar sul Tan di a lo-

gi. swo red «za ra tus tras» am na wil Si amo ic nobs ha i de ge ri pla to ni se ul 

swav le bas fiq ris ra o bis Se sa xeb, rac sa ku Tar sul Tan sa u bars gu lis xmobs 

(Te ete ti 189 e, so fis ti 263 e). am sa ub ri sas, di a lo gi sas za ra tus tra Ta vi si 
yve la ze uZi ro fiq riT fiq robs. es fiq ri yo ve li ax la sa da me res ga ma er Ti-

a ne be li usas ru lo bi dan ifiq re ba. Tum ca, usas ru lo ba nic Ses Tan uZ ra o bas 
ro di gu lis xmobs. usas ru lo ba aris ma rad imaves Ta vis Tav Tan ukuq ce va.

di di sev da ima ves efuZ ne ba, sa i da nac mom di na re obs mi si er Ta der Ti nu-

ge Si – Tav da je re ba (die Zu ver sicht). nu ge Sis (der Trost, aq ve: tra u en, zut ra u en) gver-

diT ha i de ge ri asa xe lebs imeds (die Hoff  nung).1 di di sev da za ra tus tras di di 
ime di saT vis aR Zravs.

mag ram ga sar kve vi a, ra aZ levs za ra tus tras sa so e bis uf le bas? ra iZ-

le va imis imeds, rom da iZ le va ada mi a ni, rom mi iR we va ze ka ci? ro me lia da 

ro go ri is xi di, ro mel ze gar dav lac ka ci saT vis pir ve la di amo ca na a? nic-

Se gar kve viT am bobs: «ra Ta ada mi a ni xsnil iq nas Su ris ge bi sa gan, esea xi di 

umaR le si ime di sa ken da ci sar tye la di di av dre bis Sem deg»2 

ha i de ge ri saT vis mox mo bil amo na rids di di mniS vne lo ba aqvs. ada mi a nis 
Su ris ge bi sa gan (die Rac he) gan Ta vi suf le bis nic Se se u li moTx ov nis ga u gon-

ro ba imas adas tu rebs, rom nic Se jer ki dev ar aris ri gi a nad da sa fuZ vli-

a nad wa kiTx u li. sxva Sem Txve va Si ar mox de bo da nic Ses de mo ni ze ba da mi si 
moZR vre bi saT vis imis mi we ra, rac mis gan ar ga mom di na re obs. nic Ses es moTx-

ov na ver ga u gi aT maT, vi nac to ta lu ri omis mqa da ge be lia da verc maT, vinc 
pa ci fiz mi sa da an ga re bi a ni ne it ra li te tis Se sa xeb sa ub robs. Su ris ge bi sa-

gan gan Ta vi suf le bu li su li nic Ses Tan aris Ta vi su fa li go ne ba, Ta vi su fa-

li su li (Fre i ge is te re i).
nic Ses na az rev Si uC ve u lod da hkav Si re bia ada mi a nis daZ le va da ze ka ci 

Su ris ge bi sa gan gan Ta vi suf le bis au ci leb lo bas. ro gor da ra tom da u kav-

Sir da xid ze gar das vla Su ris ge bi sa gan ka cis gan Ta vi suf le bas? 
ka cis yo ve li fiq ri da sa fiq ra li dRem de Su ris ge bis gar Se mo tri a-

leb da. aq mi Ti Te bul fiq rSi ha i de ge ri ara ub ra lod gan sjas gu lis xmobs, 
ara med fiqrs, sa dac da va ne bu lia ada mi a nis mi mar Te ba imas Tan, rac aris yo-

fi e ri. ram de na dac ada mi a ni Ta vis Tavs yo fi er Ta rigs mi a kuT vnebs, yo fi e-

re bas igi imas Tan mi mar Te biT war mo id gens, rac aris Tvi Ton. es war mod ge na 
(Vor stel len), ha i de ge ris mi xed viT, aris ki dec fiq ri. 

nic Ses kval dak val Tu gan vsjiT, es war mod ge na un da gves mo des, ro-

gorc Su ris ge bis su liT gan sazR vru li. amas Tan, am sa kiTx is nic Se se u li ga-

az re ba aris me ta fi zi ku ri ram mov le na da ara vi Tar Sem Txve va Si – mo ra lis 
Te ma. Su ris ge bi sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba ar aris mo ra lu ri xsnis sa ga ni. ase ve 
ara fe ri aqvs mas sa er To fsi qo lo gi ur Zi e bas Tan. 

1 «imedi» qarTulSi sparsulidan Semovida. Zveli qarTuli Sesatyvisebia «saso-

eba» da «ginci/gincoba».

2 nicSe, zaratustra, 78.
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Tu ki Tvals sity vis mniS vne lo ba sa da eti mo lo gi as mi va dev nebT, Su-

ris ge ba (die Rac he), Su ris Zi e ba (rächen), mis ce Tavs Za la do bis uf le ba (wre ken) 
,Se viw ro e ba (ur ge re)1 niS navs: xe lis kvras, ga Ze ve bas, win gag de bas, dev na sa da 
Ca saf re bas (sto ß en, tre i ben, vor sih her tre i ben, ver fol gen, nac hstel len). ma inc ra ga ge-

biT aris «Su ris ge ba» ama ve dros «Ca saf re ba» (nac hstel len)? Su ris ge ba Ta vis 
Tav Si ara mxo lod ra i mes mo na di re bis, da uf le bis da u o ke bel sur vils gu-

lis xmobs. Su ris ge ba arc mxo lod mkvle lo bis ga dawy ve ti le ba sa da am miz-

niT Ca saf re bas niS navs. Su ris mge be li Ta vi dan ve ewi na aR mde ge ba (wi der setzt) 
mas, ris ke nac aris mi si Su ris ge ba mi mar Tu li. Se wi na aR mde ge ba Su ris mgeb lis 
mxri dan mo wi na aR mde gis dam ci re bi Ta da dam cro biT xde ba. is am sa xiT cdi-

lobs sa ku Ta ri upi ra te so bis Cve ne ba sa da Rir se bis aR dge nas, rad gan Su ris-

ge ba mok le bu lia mos ve ne bas da mar cxe bi sa da dam ci re bis grZno ba Ta ga mo. 

«e se ity o da za ra tus tra»-s Seq mnis wleb Si nic Ses ase Ti Ca na we ri ga u ke Te-

bi a: «gTa va zobT yo ve li wa me bu lis Se sa xeb da fiq re bas, ga na Su ris ge ba ar 

ubiZ geb da maT uki du re so bi sa ken?» 

ha i de ge ri ki dev erT amo na rids mo ix mobs: «e se, mxo lod esea Su ris ge-

ba: ne bis une bo ba wi na aR mdeg dro i sa da mi si «e se iyo» -sad mi» 

fi lo so fo si ne bis une bo bas (der Wi der wil le)2 si Zul vils (der Ha u) ukav-

Si rebs. maT So ris mci re man Zi li rCe ba. mTa va ri ki is aris, rom ne ba ga ne ye-

ne ba mas, rac aris dro da mi si «e se iyo» (es war). ha i de ge ri am sa kiTxs ori 
mi mar Tu le biT Slis. er Tia dro is, ro gorc war ma v lo bis ga az re ba da ne bis 
am uka nas knel Tan, war ma v lo bas Tan da pi ris pi re ba. me o re mxriv, yo fi e ris yo-

fi e re ba axa li dro is me ta fi zi ka Si ga mo Cin de ba da ga mo iT qmis, ro gorc ne ba 
(Wil le). mxo lod am gva rad mi mar Tu li fiq ris mi dev ne bi sas Seg viZ lia ga vi goT, 
ra az riT aris nic Se se u li «Su ris ge ba» me ta fi zi ku ri mov le na. 

ze moT mox mo bi li amo na ri dis gan mar te bi sas ha i de ge ri aR niS navs, rom 

ne bis une bo ba, anu gan ye ne ba da si Zul vi li, oden «i yos» wi na aR mdeg ro di iq-

ne ba mi mar Tu li. dro sa mi ves gu lis xmobs — war suls, aw myo sa da mo ma vals. 

dro gan sazR vru lia ara mxo lod war su liT, ara med imi Tac, rac aris an rac 

iq ne ba. Tum ca, ro gorc Cans, nic Se sa gan ge bod ga mo yofs «e se iyos». es sa-

gan ge bo mi Ti Te ba ha i de gers afiq re bi nebs, rom saq me dros (die Ze it), ro gorc 
aseTs, ar exe ba. aq sa u ba ria dro is spe ci fi kur as peq tze. rac mdgo ma re obs 
ima Si, rom dro mdi na rebs. mdi na rebs ra, war vals (ver geht). dro e bi Ti (das Ze it-
lic he) war ma valis (das Ver gan glic he) igi ve ob ri vi a. nic Ses Tvis dro is swo red es 

war ma v lo baa mniS vne lo va ni. Su ris ge ba aris ne bis une bo ba dro i sa da mi si «e-

se iyos »-sad mi, anu war ma vlo bi sad mi. 

Su ris ge ba ga ni mar ta, ro gorc wi na aR mde go ba, une bo ba ne bi sa da si Zul-

vi li war ma valo bi sad mi. es aris is, ra sac ne ba ve ra fers  u xer xebs, ra zec mi si 

ne be lo ba im sxvre va. dro da mi si «i yo» ne bi saT vis aris Seb rko le bis qva (der 

1 Duden, Deutsches Universalwörterbuch, Hrsg. Günter Drosdowski, Mannheim, 1988.
2 tatiSviliseuli Targmania.
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Ste in des Ansto u es), ro mel sac ne ba ad gi li dan ver daZ ravs (wälzen). ne ba itan je-

ba amis ga mo. mis Tvis war ma v lo ba sa tan jve li a. Se sa ba mi sad, mi wa da yo ve li ve, 
rac war ma va lia, WeS ma rit yo fi e re bas mok le bu lad ga ni xi le ba. uk ve pla to-

ni uwo deb da mas μἠ ὀν, ar ar se bu li (Nic ht-Se i en de).
Tum ca, uR rme si ne bis une bo ba dro is wi na aR mdeg ga mo i xa te ba ara ub ra-

lo si Zul vil Si mi wi sa da war ma vli sad mi. nic Ses Tvis usa zar le si Su ris ge ba 
mdgo ma re obs az rov ne bis im sa xe Si, ro me lic zed ro ul ide a lebs, ro gorc 
ab so lu turs, am kvid rebs. Se sa ba mi sad, am gvar ide a leb Tan Se da re biT, dro e-

bi Ti, war ma va li da mi wi e ri, cxa di a, arar se bo bam de dam dab lde ba. 
aseT Sem Txve va Si, ras niS navs ada mi a nis de da mi wa ze ga ba to ne ba? ro gor 

un da ga vi goT is to ri is is pe ri o di, ro ca ada mi a ni mi wis mfar ve lad yof nas 
cdi lobs? gar da ami sa, ro gor Se iZ lebs igi mi wis mfar ve lad yof nas, Tu ki 
ama ve dros mi wi ers uar yofs da da am dab lebs? ga mo dis, mi wis ga da sar Ce nad, 
Su ris ge bis su li sa gan dax snaa sa Wi ro. amad aris za ra tus tra saT vis Su ris-

ge bi sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba xi di di di ime di sa ken.

ha i de ge ri aR niS navs, rom Su ris ge bis su li sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba aramc 

da aramc ar un da ga vi goT, ro gorc yo vel gva ri ne bis uar yo fa. ma ga li Tad, 

ise, ro gorc es aris So pen ha u er Tan an Tun dac bu diz mSi. ram de na dac, axa-

li dro is me ta fi zi kis Ta nax mad, yo fi e ris yo fi e re ba aris ne ba, ne ba ze ua ris 

Tqma yo fi e re ba ze ua ris Tqma sa da si ca ri e le Si ga da Cex vas ga u tol de bo da. 

nic Se mo iTx ovs uar myo fe li da mi wis mo Zu le ne bis ukug de bas. «a ra» un da 

Ca a nac vlos sxva ne bam, rom lis gan msazR ve li iq ne ba «ho» da «a mi ni». ras 

eTan xme ba «ho»? swo red imas, rac dRem de Su ris ge bis su lis mi er uar yo fi-

li da dam ci re bu li iyo – mi was, dro e biTs, war ma v lo bas (das Ver ge hen).
ami nis mTqmel ne bas war ma vlis dar Ce na (ble i ben) surs da ara uar yo fa da 

dam ci re ba mi si. war ma v lis dar Ce na, anu Se nar Cu ne ba, mi si ma ra di mos vliT, 
ma ra di dab ru ne bi Ta da ukuq ce viT xde ba. am gva rad aris war ma vlo ba war ma v-

li sa ma rad imaves ukuq ce va. ukuq ce va ki nam dvi lad ma Sin nar Cun de ba, Tu is 
ma ra di u li a. Su ris ge bi sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba aris dro is uar myo fe li ne bis 
une bo bi dan ma ra di ukuq ce vi sa ken Se mob ru ne ba. am gva rad Se iq mne ba ne ba wris 
mex va iS ned. sxvag va rad Tu vity viT, ada mi a ni oden ma Sin ga da va xid ze da gan-

Ta vi suf lde ba Su ris ge bis su li sa gan, odes yo fi e ris yo fi e re ba mas es mis, 
ro gorc ma rad imaves ukuq ce va. am gza ze dgo miT gar da iq mne ba ka ci ze ka cad.

ha i de ge ri xaz gas miT mi u Ti Tebs: za ra tus tra ze kacs mxo lod imis ga mo 
is wav le ba, rom is ma ra di ukuq ce vis mas wav le be lia. mas wav leb lis es uka nas-

kne li az ri da swav le ba, ran gis mi xed viT, pir ve li a – uR rme si swav le ba a, ama-

dac, bo los Ra ga mo iT qmis da ga u be da va dac is wav le ba. 
da vub run deT Tav Si das mul kiTx vas: vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra? is 

im swav le bis mas wav le be lia, ro mel sac miz nad da u sa xavs aqam de li az rov-

ne bis Su ris ge bis su li sa gan ma ra di ukuq ce vi saT vis gan Ta vi suf le ba. aq ve 
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un da iT qvas, rom za ra tus tras swav le ba ze ka ci sa da ma ra di ukuq ce vis Se sa-

xeb or ma gi swav le ba ro di a. mi si moZR vre ba er Ti a ni da mTli a ni a. moZR vre ba-

Si Se mad ge ne li ele men te bi er Tma neT Tan uSi na ga nes kav Sir Si a, er Ti me o res 
gan sazR vravs. ele men tTa es uer Ti er Tmi mar Te ba aris is, ra sac za ra tus-

tras sa xe Ta vis Tav Si fa ravs. 
Ta na med ro ve mec ni e re ba Ta sa yo vel Tao gav rce le ba gvaty u ebs da Sec-

do miT gva fiq re bi nebs, rom cod nis mi Re ba Se saZ le be lia mec ni e re ba Ta sa Su-

a le biT. Ta vad fiq ric mec ni e re bis xved rad qce u la, mag ram saq me isaa, rom 
ra sac mo fiq ra li yo vel cal ke ul Sem Txve va Si ity vis da ifiq rebs, mas Cven 
sa mec ni e ro me To do lo gi is ga mo ye ne biT verc da va das tu rebT da verc uar-

vyofT. ase Ti fiq ri da mi si na yo fi eq spe ri men tis miR ma rCe ba. cxa di a, rac 
sa bu ne bis mety ve lo me To diT ver Se mow mde ba, amiT is rwme nis sfe ro Si ro-

di ga da dis. mo fiq ra lis na fiq ri, ha i de ge ris TqmiT, sa pa su xo kiTx va- fiq riT 
(fra gen d-den kend) ga niW vri te ba. Ta vis mxriv, gan Wvre ti li ga mog viC nde ba, ro-

gorc sa eW vo (frag üxrdi ge)1.

 amas am bobs ga mo jan sa Re bu li: «me za ra tus tra, me o xe cxov re bi sa; 

meo  xe ur vi sa; me o xe wri sa – Sen mo gi wo deb Cems az rTa gan uR rme so!»2 swo red 

am gva rad ve ix se ni ebs za ra tus tra azrs ma rad imaves ukuq ce vis Se sa xeb III na-

wi lis im Tav Si, ro mel sac ewo de ba «Cve ne bi sa da ga mo ca ni saT vis» (Vom Ge sicht 
und Rätsel)3. 

ju jas Tan sa ub ri sas za ra tus tra, ar se bi Tad, pir ve lad cdi lobs imis 
ga az re ba sa da mo xel Te bas, ris ke nac aris mi si sev da (Se hen sucht) mi mar Tu li. 

ha i de ge ris TqmiT, ma rad imaves ukuq ce va za ra tus tra saT vis jer ki dev Cve-

ne bad da ga mo ca nad rCe ba. es uka nas kne li ki verc lo gi ku rad an em pi ri u lad 

dam tkic de ba da verc ua ri yo fa. as ve iT qmis ne bis mi e ri mo fiq ra lis WeS ma ri-

tad Ri re bu li az ris Se sa xeb. 

vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra? ax la uk ve Se saZ le be lia, kiTx vas for ma-

lu ri pa su xi ga e ces: za ra tus tra aris ma rad imaves ukuq ce vi sa da ze ka cis 

mas wav le be li. prin ci pu li a, rom es ori  ori sxva das xva ki araa, ara med – er-

Ti mTli a nia. za ra tus tra «ze ka cis» mas wav le be li a, ram de na dac is «ma rad 

ima ves ukuq ce vis» mas wav le be lia. da pi ri qiT – «ma rad ima ves ukuq ce vis» 

mas wav le be lia, ram de na dac «ze ka ci sas» is wav le ba. ori swav le ba (die Leh ren) 
wres qmnis. imis wya lo biT, rom Ta vad moZR vre ba aris wre, igi Se e sa ba me ba mas, 

rac, ro gorc ma rad ima ves ukuq ce va, yo fi er Ta yo fi e re bas Se ad gens.

udi de si ne ba Za la uf le bi sa ken, si cocx le Ta vis umaR les sa fe xur ze, 

war ma va lis ma rad ima ves ukuq ce va Si war mod ge naa. ase Ti war mod ge na aris 

fiq ri, ro me lic, nic Ses Ta nax mad, yo fi e re bis xa si aTs ga mo We davs. ase Ti 

1 sityvasityviT „sakiTxvavi“.

2 nicSe, zaratustra, 164.

3 iqve, 118.
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fiq ri da az rov ne ba Ta vi s mfar ve lo baSi mi i Rebs yo fas, rom lis Tvi sac da ma-

xa si a Te be lia mud mi vi Se ja xe ba, tan jva, dar tyme bi.

aq ha i de ge ri kvlav ikiTx avs: ga da i la xe ba Tu ara am gva ri fiq riT Zve li 

az rov ne ba, Su ris ge bis su li? iq neb, fiq ri, ro me lic war ma vals ma rad ima ves 

ukuq ce vis mfar ve lo bis qveS aq cevs, ase ve Su ris ge bis me tad gar Tu le bu li 
for maa (e in höchst ver ge is ti  ger Ge ist der Rac he)? war ma v lis ma ra di ukuq ce va xom ar 
gu lis xmobs TviT war ma val Tan da pi ris pi re bas da, Se sa ba mi sad, Su ris ge bis 
su lis axal, dax ve wil ga mov le nas? 

ise ga mo dis, rom ze moT das mu li kiTx va nic Ses na fiq ris uar yo fas gu-

lis xmobs. am gva ri Se kiTx va TiT qos cdi lobs, nic Ses mi a we ros is, ris ga da-

lax va sac igi es wraf vo da. sa in te re soa Sem de gi: uar yo fis sur vi li (das Wi-
der le gen wol len), ha i de ge ris Ta nax mad, ve ras dros mi ag nebs mo fiq ra lis gzas. es 
niS navs, rom uar yo fis sur vi liT ata ni lis Tvis prin ci pu lad ga u ge ba ri da 
ucxo rCe ba mo az rov nis Zi ri Ta di saT qme li. am gva ri sur vi li su liT mci re-

Ta (Kle in ge is te re i) xved ri a, ro mel Ta usaz mno msje lo ba ni (die Aus las sun gen) oden 
ma se bis ga sar To ba daa ga mo sa de gi. 

da ma inc, ga da i la xa Tu ara TviT nic Ses fi lo so fi a Si Su ris ge bis su-

li? xom ar mog vi wevs imis aRi a re ba, rom Su ris ge bis su li, ro gorc is nic Ses 
es mo da, kvlav da uZ le ve li rCe ba? ha i de ge ri am sa kiTxs Ri ad to vebs. cxa di a, 
amas aqvs Ta vi si mi ze zi. ker Zod: ha i de ge ris mTe li msje lo bi dan mxo lod is 
ga mo dis, rom nic Ses na az re vi ma nam del me ta fi zi kas em ya re ba da mis gan ga-

mom di na re obs. nic Ses fi lo so fia Ta vad vea me ta fi zi ka. aqe dan ga mom di na re, 
ro gor ga da la xavs igi Su ris ge bis suls, Tu ki Ta va dac az rov ne bis im wess em-

ya re ba, rom lis ar sic Su ris ge baa? 
ha i de ge ri saT vis ze moT moy va ni li msje lo ba ar niS navs nic Ses na az re-

vis uar yo fas  an mas Tan Se da ve bas. fi lo so fo si am gziT cdi lobs nic Ses na-

fiq rSi imis Cve ne bas, ra sac TviT es fiq ri ve Rar ifiq rebs (was di e ses Den ken 
sel ber nicht mehr zu den ken ver mag). nic Ses na az re vi, efuZ ne ba ra me ta fi zi kas, ki-

dec abo lo ebs mas. me ta fi zi ka nic Ses Ta vis lo gi kur da sas ru lam de mih yavs. 
ha i de ge ris gan mar te biT, me ta fi zi ku ri az rov ne bis we si efuZ ne ba gan-

sxva ve bas WeS ma ri tad ar se bul sa da arar se buls So ris. me ta fi zi kis ar sis 
ga sa ge bad ga dam wyve tia ara is, rom da sa xe le bu li gan sxva ve ba grZno ba di sa 
da zeg rZno ba dis da pi ris pi re ba Si war mo Cin de ba, aramed, ga ci le biT mniS-

vne lo va nia Ta vad gan sxva ve bis, da pi ris pi re bis (Unter schi ed im Sen ne ei ner Zer-
klüft ung) faq ti. pla to nis sa pi ris pi rod, nic Se zeg rZno ba dis wi na aR mdeg 

grZno ba dis upi ra te so bas am tki cebs. es pla to ni se u li ie rar qi is gad mo yi-

ra ve ba a, mag ram ar si ma inc uc vle lia – da pi ris pi re ba, gan sxva ve ba Ri re bul-

sa da nak leb Ri re buls So ris Se nar Cu ne bu li a. nic Se da sav lu ri me ta fi zi kis 

far gleb Si fiq robs. is, ra sac nic Se «di o ni ses» uwo debs da rac grZno ba dis 

pri mats us vams xazs, ki dev er Txel adas tu rebs am faqts. 
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nic Sem Ta vis na az rev Si da u mu Sa ve be li da to va WeS ma ri tad me ta fi zi-

ku ri wi na aR mde go ba da ne bis une bo ba (der Wi der wil len). ker Zod, Ta vis uka nas-

knel naS roms «Ecce ho mo», ro me lic man 1888 wlis oq tom ber Si da as ru la, 
xo lo 1911 wels nic Ses Tzu le ba Ta to me ul Si iq na Car Tu li, nic Se Sem de gi 
sity ve biT am Tav rebs: 

«– Hat man mich ver stan den? – Di on ysos ge gen den Gek re u zig ten...»1 («ga mi ges kia? 

– di o ni se jvar cmu lis wi na aR mdeg...»)

 za ra tus tra mas wav le be li a, di o ni ses me o xi, ro me lic ma ra di ukuq-

ce vi sa da ze ka cis Se sa xeb is wav le ba. Tav Si das mul kiTx va ze ase Ti pa su xis 
ga ce ma ax la uk ve lo gi ku ri da sru li ad da mak ma yo fi le be li un da iyos, mag-

ram ha i de ge ri saT vis ne bis mi e ri gan sazR vru li, kon kre tu li pa su xi im pul-

sia axa li gan sji sa da bev rad Rrma fiq ris wa mowy e bi saT vis. 
vin aris nic Ses za ra tus tra? amiT Cven vkiTx u lobT: vin aris es mas wav-

le be li? vin aris es per so na Ji (die Ges talt), vi nac me ta fi zi kis da mas ru le bel 

etap ze ga moC nde ba? 

ar se bi Ti ki kvlav isa a, rom mas wav le be li or ma gi swav le bis er Ti a no bas 

is wav le ba. Ta vad za ra tus tra ga na sa xi e rebs am gvar er To bas. am Tval saz ri-

siT, ha i de ge ri saT vis za ra tus tra bo lom de ga mo ca nad rCe ba.

«ma rad ima ves ukuq ce va» – es aris sa xe li yo fi e ris yo fi e re bi sa. «ze-

ka ci» – ki ada mi a nis ar se bi sa, ro me lic Tan xmo ba Sia yo fi e re bas Tan.

 aq sa kiTx a via Sem de gi: ro gor da rag va rad xde ba yo fi e re bi sa da ka cis 

Se Tan xme ba, Tu arc yo fi e re baa ka cis da na ba di da arc ka cia yo fi er Ta Sig niT 

ra i me gan sa kuT re bu li mov le na? Se iZ le ba ki sa er Tod ra i me Se Tan xme ba ze sa-

u ba ri, vid re az rov ne ba ada mi a nis ra o bis aqam del gan mar te bas ebR a u We ba? 
ha i de ge ri gu lis xmobs im gan mar te bas, rom lis mi xed vi Tac ada mi a ni ani mal ra-
ti  o na le, go ni e ri cxo ve lia. 

aq ve fi lo so fo si svams kiTx vas: Sem Txve vi Ti a Tu mxo lod da mxo lod 

li te ra tu ru li sam ka u li is, rom za ra tus tras mi si cxo ve le bi, ua ma ye si da 

ugo ni e re si Ta nam gzav rni uC ve ne ben gzas? isi ni ga nam xne ve ben mas wav le bels 

da mi u Ti Te ben mas ze, ra dac un da iq mnas igi. ama yi da brZe ni cxo vel ni er To-

bas qmni an er To bas, ro me lic TviT mas wav le bel Si, mo fiq ral Si gad mo dis da 

xor ci el de ba. 

ha i de ge ris TqmiT, ga mo ca na, Tu vin aris za ra tur stra, ze ka ci sa da ma-

ra di ukuq ce vis mas wav le be li, uf ro cxa di xde ba, ro ca mis er Tgul cxo ve-

lebs da vak vir de biT da gan sjis sag nad vaq cevT. 

si a ma ye (ar wi vi), ro mel sac mo ra li ga ni kiTx avs da gmobs ki dec, za ra-

tus tras Ta nam gzav ri da mi si go ni e re bis (gve li) au ci le be li wyvi li a. go ni-

e re ba si a ma yes wri u lad aris ga daW do bi li. za ra tus tra did mi zans usa xavs 

Ta vis Tavs da Se uZ le bels iTx ovs Ta vi si go ne bi sa gan. am mi ze ziT ubir Ta gan 

ga ri yu li za ra tus tra mar to o ba sa da mi to ve bu lo ba Si aR moC nde ba. gzis ga-

sag rZe leb lad ki mi si go ne ba Ta vis er Tgul Ta nam gzavrs, si a ma yes sa Wi ro-

1 Friedrich Nietzsche, Werke, Hrsg. von Karl Schlechta, 2000.
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ebs. qris ti a no bi sa gan cod vad Se racx i li si a ma ye mo fiq ra li sa da fi lo so-

fo sis gar da u va li xved ri a. 

sa in te re soa Sem de gi: ha i de ge ri saT vis za ra tus tras vi na o bis ga mo ca na 

mTli a nad ukav Sir de ba mi si swav le bis idu ma le ba sa da amo ux sne lo bas. za ra-

tus tras «u Zi ro fiq ri» bo lom de ga mo ca nad rCe ba. «vin aris nic Ses za ra-

tus tra?»-s da nar TSi1 ha i de ge ri aR niS navs, rom za ra tus tras moZR vre ba, 

ker Zod, mi si swav le ba «ma rad imaves ukuq ce vis» Se sa xeb, er T-er Ti yve la ze 

bne li az ria da sav le Tis me ta fi zi kis is to ri a Si. aqe dan ga mom di na re, mi si 

amox sna da uZ le vel amo ca nad rCe ba. Tum ca, es ro di niS navs mis gan Ta vis ari-

de ba sa da xe la Re biT mis uar yo fas.

Ta vis asa ri deb lad ki, Zi ri Ta dad, ori ar gu men ti moh yavT xol me. pir-

ve lis Ta nax mad, nic Ses az ri ma rad imaves ukuq ce vis Ta o ba ze mis ti kis sfe-

ro Si ga da dis da Sors scde ba fi lo so fi i sa da sa Ri gan sjis far glebs.

me o re ar gu men tis mi xed viT ki, es az ri Za li an Zve lia da cik lu ri dro-

is Se sa xeb uZ ve les war mod ge nas efuZ ne ba. am gva ri war mod ge nis mig ne ba TviT 

da sav lu ri fi lo so fi is Sig ni Tac aris Se saZ le be li, ma ga li Tad, he rak li-

tes Tan.

me o re ar gu men ti ha i de gers ara fers eub ne ba, rad gan is, rac am az rSi 

da fa ru li da ga mo uc no bi a, da fa ru li ve rCe ba ne bis mi e ri epo qi sa da dro-

is mi u xe da vad. rac Se e xe ba pir vels, mis usa fuZ vlo bas uk ve Ta na med ro ve o-

ba da, gan sa kuT re biT, Ta na med ro ve teq ni ka gvim tki cebs. ha i de ge ri Si daw vis 

Zra vas ma rad ima ves ukuq ce vis ga for me bad mi iC nevs da aq ve Se niS navs, rom 

Si daw vis Zra vis ar si ise ve ver aix sne ba, man qa nu ro bi dan da me qa ni ku ro bi dan 

ga mom di na re, ro gorc nic Ses moZR vre ba ma rad ima ves ukuq ce vis Se sa xeb.  

  

* * *

das kvnis sa xiT Se ve ca doT, ki dev er Txel mo vu ya roT Ta vi «vin aris  

nic Ses za ra tus tra?»-s Zi ri Tad saT qmels: 

  za ra tus tra mo sa ub re a, mety ve li a. 

  mi si sa u ba ri aris ara sa xal xo m Tqme lo ba an wi nas war mety ve le ba. 

za ra tus tra me o xi a, mex va iS ne a. igi cxov re bas, mi was, war ma v lo bas, 

ur va sa da wres me o xebs.

  cxov re ba igi ve a, rac «ne ba Za la uf le bi sa ken». 

  za ra tus tra ga mo jan sa Re bu li a. igi Sin dab ru ne bu lia, es niS navs: 

za ra tus tra Ta vis Tavs, Ta vis ar se biT da niS nu le bas da ub run da. 

mas Se uZ lia Tqvas, vin da ra aris Tvi Ton. 

  is mas wav le be lia. za ra tus tra «ze ka ci sa» da «ma rad ima ves ukuq-

ce vis» Se sa xeb is wav le ba. mi si moZR vre ba erT mTli a no ba sa da wres 

1 «Anmerkungen über die ewige Wiedegrkehr des Gleichen».
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qmnis. Tum ca, ran giT ma inc «ma rad ima ves ukuq ce vis» swav le ba aRe-

ma te ba «ze ka cis» Se sa xeb moZR vre bas.

  «ze ka ci» ha i de ge ri saT vis sru li ad kon kre tu li Si na ar sis mqo ne a. 

«ze ka ci» niS navs: ada mi a nis mis sa ve ga nu xor ci e le bel ar se bam de 

amaR le bas da mi s iq dam kvidrebas.

  «ma rad imaves ukuq ce va» war ma v lis, «e se iyos» ma ra di dab ru ne ba a. 

ha i de ge ri saT vis nic Ses es az ri er T-er Ti yve la ze rTu lad amo sac-

no bi a. «ma rad imaves ukuq ce va» me ta fi zi kis far gleb Si bo lom de 

ver ga i az re ba da da fa ru li rCe ba. am az ris amo ux sne lo ba arasdros 

iZ le va mi si uar yo fis uf le bas. ha i de ge ri saT vis TviT Ta na med ro ve 

teq ni kaa ma rad imaves ukuq ce vis ga for me ba.

  «ma rad imaves ukuq ce va» aris sa xe li yo fi e ris yo fi e re bi sa. «ze ka-

ci» ki –  ada mi a nis ar se bi sa, ro me lic Tan xmo ba Sia yo fi e re bas Tan.

  za ra tus tra un da iq mnas imad, rac aris Ta vad. Tum ca, igi uf rTxis 

am gar daq mnas. yov lis mom cve li Si Si wig nis da sawy i si dan ve ig rZno-

ba da na war mo e bis enob riv Ta vi se bu re ba sac gan sazR vravs. am yov-

lis mom cve li Si Sis da nax vis ga re Se, Se uZ le be lia imis gar kve va, Tu 

vin aris za ra tus tra. Si Sia imis mi ze zi, rom «ma rad imaves ukuq ce-

vis» mas wav le be li Ta vis swav le bas «ze ka ciT» iwy ebs.

  ada mi an ma, ro mel mac de da mi wa ze ba to no ba da mi wis mfar ve lad yof-

na ga niz ra xa, Su ris ge bis su li sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba un da Se iZ los. 

es aris xi di di di ime di sa ken. 

  Su ris ge bis su li sa gan gan Ta vi suf le ba ar aris mo ra lis Tu fsi qo-

lo gi u ri Zi e bis sa ga ni. esaa da sav le Tis me ta fi zi ku ri az rov ne bis 

Zi ri Ta di ni Sa ni.

  Su ris ge ba mi mar Tu lia war ma v lo bi sa da dro is «e se iyos» wi na aR-

mdeg. uR rme si Su ris ge ba war ma vals, mi was ak ni nebs da mis nac vlad 

zed ro ul ide a lebs am kvid rebs. 

  «a ra»-s mTqme li ne ba un da Ca a nac vlos «hos» da «a mi nis» ne bam. 

mxo lod ase da iZ le va Su ris ge bis su li.

  za ra tus tra mas wav le be li da wi nam ZRo lia, romelic xid ze gar da-

ma vals gzas mi u Ti Tebs da Su ris ge bis su li sa gan gan Ta vi suf le bas 

usa xavs miz nad.

  ram de na dac nic Se me ta fi zi kis far gleb Si rCe ba, is ver axer xebs 

Ta vi si ve moTx ov nis, Su ris ge bis su lis daZ le vas. 

  za ra tus tra, ro gorc per so na Ji, me ta fi zi kis da sas ru lis pe ri ods 

ekuT vnis.
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  za ra tus tras vi na o bas mi si cxo ve le bi gvim xe len. ua ma ye si cxo ve li 

(ar wi vi) da ugo ni e re si cxo ve li (gve li) wres qmni an, go ne ba si a ma yes 

wri u lad ex ve va. ne bis mi e ri WeS ma ri ti fi lo so fo si sa da mo fiq ra-

lis go ne ba uSi na ga nes kav Sir Sia mis si a ma yes Tan. is, rac ubir TaT-

vis cod va a, fi lo so fo si saT vis be dis we ra da gar da uvalobaa.
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TORNIKE QOROGLISHVILI

Marti n Heidegger’s Essay “Who is Nietzsche’s Zarathustra?” 

Summary 

The paper is aimed at marking ideas of two directi ons: 1. the lie as the existenti al experience 
of being; or the phenomenology of lie and 2. the phenomenology of master and apprenti ce. The 
introducti on to the fi rst part is the analysis of religious experience of Indian culture, certain myths 
and lexical materials are discussed. In the second one –the essay of Marti n Heidegger “Who is 
Nietzsche’s Zarathustra” and the elements of Indian culture are considered.

It must be said, that the aim of this paper is not to sett le the questi on or represent the fi nal 
answers. Primary problem – which makes this work valuable – is to put a questi on and fi nd out the 
ways for the discussion.

For the entrails of Abrahamic culture the passage, discussed in Brihadaraniaca’s work, 
appears to be obscure. This obscurity for Abrahamic and especially for Christi an believers appears 
because of their omnibenevolent, merciful God is incomprehensible as well, but not because of 
loving this incomprehensibility, but because of sinful nature of the man. He is the truth not the 
lie. God doesn’t lie. God doesn’t cheat a man. It’s diffi  cult, actually impossible to imagine Christ 
laughing at one of his apostles. Even more, according to the New Testament, loud or sati ric laughter 
is unimaginable for Christ. It’s easy to portray Christ with merciful and lovely face, but not with 
evil and juggling smile. It’s diffi  cult to assume that for example, Tzabaoth swindled Moses at 
Mount Sinai and told a lie about, for example, the value of Decalogue or about, for example, his 
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name during the theophany at the blackberry bushes.  שלום (Shalom), peace, as one of the god’s 
epithets for Judeans, depicts, that for believers and confi ded ones he is not the enemy and cause 
of division, but the peace. None of the parts of Shem Ha-mephorash doesn’t carry falsehood or 
lie. The lie doesn’t fi t with Abrahamic myth. The same thing is about Islam. It’s impossible to say, 
that foreteller Nabi was dupes by Allah and Celesti al laughed at him, when he appeared as Jibreel 
or when he gift ed him the talent of recitati on of Surah. For Abrahamic believers meeti ng the God 
are prerequisite for being saved. The truth brings freedom, salvati on and safety. ,,People can’t 
stand his anger” would be senseless if not being prefaced with the fi rst part, that he is the True 
God. Abrahamic god not only loves the truth, but he is the truth and reality. In Georgian language 
the word ,,truth“(,,ჭეშმარიტი“) brings some vagueness. That’s why some kind of explanati on is 
inevitable. In Georgian the word ,,truth” (,,ჭეშმარიტი“) is borrowed from Armenian language. 
In Armenian ճշմարտու թյու ն (chshmartut’yun, ჭშმარტუტიუნ), ճշմարտու  (chshmartu, 
ჭშმარტუ) means the truth, reality. So, for the further accuracy of foresaid discussion, we can add, 
that Abrahamic god is true and real and simply is the Lord conformitas seu adaequati o intenti onalis 
intellectus cum re , that is he is veritas, the truth. It must be said as well, that intelligere est quasi 
intus-legere , because cogniti o intellecti va penetrat usque ad essenti am rei. For Aristotelian, in 
the future Christi an and wholly for the western consciousness att ainment of object’s essence 
is connected with that, what is cogniti o intellecti va penetrat usque ad essenti am rei. It is very 
important. Essenti a wouldn’t be got, if getti  ng is done without veritas.

 In other words, the God of Abraham, the God of Moses is not A and not -A. Its sacrilege to 
say that god is kind and not-kind and, accordingly, evil as well. Or, for example, saying that Christ is 
Christ and at the same ti me not-Christ or anti -Christ. Absurdity of such discussions is easily revealed 
and intuiti vely intelligible for those, who were brought up in Christi an environment and culture.  
Besides it’s totally obscure what is stated in Indian texts multi ple ti mes. 
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Romanian Hierati kons Printed by Saint Anti m Ivireanul

The issue of the Hierati kon, an important book printed by Saint Anti m at Târgovişte, that 
serves at the Incarnati on of the Word of God in the Eucharist invites some new considerati ons, 
moreover so because the book is in use up to this day, in the form the martyr hierarch thought 
and exposed.

The translati on of the holy texts in the Romanian language and their introducti on in the 
religious service – a few milestones.

Romanians have used the spoken Romanian language long before the introducti on 
of the printi ng press on their territory, but the situati on of the internal politi cs and the 
jurisdicti on of the Ecumenical Patriarchy over the Romanian Church delayed the introducti on 
of the nati onal language in the public religious service. The fi rst att empts took place during the 
16th century in Transylvania, in the printi ngs of the deacon Coresi, but they did not bring about 
the expected results. The few items of the coresian volumes that were preserved (whose 
circulati on was reduced to the Transylvania area) show a courageous incepti on, but they were 
far from inspiring the trust of the hierarchs and clerics of those ti mes, mostly because of the 
contaminati on of these books with protestant ideas. Among the Romanian printi ngs that 
appeared through the eff orts of Coresi we can menti on the Psalter (Braşov, 1570). 

The preparati on for the introducti on of the Romanian language in the public religious 
service began with the printi ng of ethical, exegeti cal and judiciary texts, that could be used in 
churches and schools: The Law Collecti on from Govora- 1640, The Gospel for Study, Bălgrad- 
1641, Romanian Book for Study, Iaşi- 1641 and 1643, The Gospel with Teaching, Govora 
-1642, Teachings for All the Days, Câmpulung- 1642, The Gospel with Teaching, Dealu-1644, 
Seven Religious Mysteries, Iaşi-1644 etc; the fi rst book in Romanian that could be used in the 
religious service, largely disseminated, is the New Testament from Bălgrad-1648, followed by 
a second book necessary to the religious service, the Psalter from Bălgrad- 1651; its second 
foreword is a true orthodox catechism1. The one that conti nued and courageously supported 

1 See our study Considerati ons about the importance of the Psalms Book from Balgrad in 1651, in 
the vol. Polychronion for the professor Nicolae - Șerban Tanașoca at 70 years, Bucharest, 2012, pp. 
135-142.

anTimoz iverieli anTimoz iverieli ͵ Tanamedrove kvlevebiTanamedrove kvlevebi

ANTHIM IVERIANUL ͵ CONTEMPORARY STUDIES
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the translati on and printi ng of texts in Romanian was the Metropolitan Ştefan of Wallachia 
(1648-1653; 1655-1668). His eff ort, both fi nancial and intellectual, generated much resistance, 
as he himself confesses about those that „protested and found fault with their Shepherd” 
because of his courage of „changing a few of the norms and of proposing them in Romanian”1. 
He is the fi rst one who prints or approves the issuing of a few Slavic rites, but with the rules and 
important directi ons in Romanian, to be used by priests in the churches: The Burial of Priests, 
Târgovişte - 1650, Mysti rio or Sacrament, Târgovişte -1651, The Consecrati on of Churches, 
Târgovişte -1652. To all these can be added the voluminous Correcti on of the Law that was also 
issued at Târgovişte in 1652. Years later, in Moldavia, aft er the industrious Varlaam, another 
courageous one, the Metropolitan Dosoft ei takes an even more daring step: the publicati on of 
the liturgies in Romanian. In 1679 was issued at Iaşi The Hierati kon translated from the Greek, 
as Dosoft ei himself confesses in the foreword2. In order to justi fy his courageous act, Dosoft ei 
cites the answer of the Patriarch of Anti ochia, Teodor Balsamon, at the questi on of Marcu, the 
Patriarch of Alexandria, regarding the canonicity of the introducti on of nati onal languages in 
the religious service, that took place as early as the 12th century in Syria and other places in 
Asia and Africa, where the Greek language had been abandoned in favor of the local one. The 
second editi on of the Liturgy, also issued at Iaşi, in 1683, contains a note (f.25v) that invokes 
for the canonical issue of that Romanian book the blessing of Patriarch Partenie of Alexandria, 
who was stati oned in Moldavia at the ti me3. The Liturgy of Dosoft ei contained, apart from 
some prayers and preaching, rules that were serviced only by the bishop, like, for example, the 
service for the consecrati on of the anti mysion, for lack of a proper Archierati con.

Aft er the gift  off ered to the Romanian language4 by the Metropolitan Dosoft ei, the 
eff orts for the translati on of the holy texts conti nued at Bucharest. In the printi ng press 
established by Varlaam the Metropolitan of Hungarowallachia, the Hierati kon appeared in 
1680 under the supervision of Teodosie, the Metropolitan of Hungarowallachia, but only with 
the Romanian culti c rules, because, as the Metropolitan confesses: „and I neither wanted 
nor dared to put the whole liturgy in our language and to move it thus... for a lot of other 
reasons that pushed me through”5. However, the old Metropolitan was the fi rst to print in 
1682, enti rely in Romanian, to be read in churches, The Gospel, with the pericopas ordered 
according to Greek practi ce, aft er the three great periods of the liturgical year: Pentecostarion, 
Octoechos, Lenten Triodion, and in 1683 there appeared, also in Bucharest, the Apostolos, also 

1 Foreword at Mysti rio or Sacrament, Târgoviște, 1651 (I. Bianu and N. Hodoș, Bibliografi a Româ-
nească Veche, Vol. I p.182), he also is the fi rst one to say the Creed in Romanian for the fi rst ti me in 
the church. cf. Liana Tugearu, Miniatura și ornamentul manuscriselor din colecţia de artă medie-
vală românească a Muzeului Naţional de Artă al României, vol. II, București , 2006, p. 292.

2 The Godly liturgy, Iași 1679 ff .1-2.
3 The Metropolitan Dosoft ei published at Iași, right aft er the Liturgy of 1679, more books in Romani-

an: Psalter for understanding (1680), Euchologion for understanding (1681), Lives of saints (begun 
in 1682 and fi nished to print in 1686).

4  The Godly liturgy, Iași, 1679, the fi rst folio of the Foreword. 
5  The holy and godly liturgy, Bucharest, 1680, f.5v.
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enti rely translated into Romanian, with its contents ordered according to the liturgical year. 
Further on, at Bălgrad, The Book of Hours was printed in 1687 (and the Euchologion in 1689), 
and at Bucharest were printed: the monumental Bible (1688), The Greek-Romanian Gospel 
(Bucharest, 1693), The Psalter (1694) then, at Snagov, the Romanian Gospel (1697). Another 
great ti reless printer of holy books in the language of the people was the Bishop Mitrofan of 
Buzău (a former apprenti ce of the Metropolitan Dosoft ei). His most important work consists 
of the Menaia from 1698 with the proverbs, synaxaria and typikon in Romanian. The opti on 
for the Slavic-Romanian variant (a transiti on toward the full Romanizati on of the religious 
services) was adopted also for his next books that were printed at Buzău: The Euchologion 
(1699; 1701), The Octoechos and The Lenten Triodion (1700), The Pentecostarion (1701), The 
Psalter (1701) and The Hierati kon (1702). These were soon followed by the New Testament at 
Bucharest (1703), printed by St. Anti m Ivireanul. Another great teacher of the introducti on of 
the nati onal language in the divine service, somehow foreshadowed in history, was the Bishop 
Damaschin that followed Mitrofan at Buzău (+1703). He made extensive translati ons of the 
holy texts into Romanian, but they were published much later, aft er his death. However, he 
only managed to print at Buzău the second editi on of the Apostolos (1704). 

The one that consecrated the introducti on of the Romanian language in the culti c service 
of our Church was the St. Hierarch Anti m Ivireanul. He is the real creator of the Romanian 
liturgical language that is sti ll used in liturgical books today. Aft er the New Testament of 1703, 
he printed more liturgical books, but they were Slavic-Romanian (The Antologion and The 
Litt le Octoechos issued at Râmnic in 1705). In 1706, St. Anti m printed in Romanian, for the fi rst 
ti me in Wallachia, also at Râmnic, the most needed liturgical books: The Hierati kon and The 
Euchologion, bound together under the Greek name of Euchologion. This new initi ati ve was 
the defi niti ve step toward the consolidati on of the presence of the Romanian language in the 
culti c service of our Church. The rapid disseminati on of these two books in all the Romanian 
Countries was due to its recepti on amid the priests and it hastened a second editi on, with the 
Hierati kon and the Euchologion printed as separate volumes at Târgovişte, in 1713.

We must not forget that St. Anti m had published fi rst the liturgy in Greek even as early 
as 1697 in the Snagov Antologion, a text that was later reprinted in the beauti ful and elegant 
Greek-Arab volume also at Snagov, in 1701, and in 1709 the Greek liturgy was included in the 
Church service printed at Târgovişte. We menti on the fact that of the Greek liturgies here 
reff ered to, only the Greek-Arab Hierati kon contains typikonal indicati ons. 

Because the Romanian Hierati kon appeared as a self standing book only in 1713, at 
Târgovişte, it was believed to be the fi rst Romanian Liturgy printed by St. Anti m1. 

Knowing that the Hierati kon from Râmnic (1706) opened the way to the Hierati kon 
from Târgovişte (1713), we will present in detail the context of the publicati on of this prototype 
in 1706 and the ones who toiled for it.

1 Pr. N. Șerbănescu, Anti m Ivireanul ti pograf in Biserica Ortodoxă Română, LXXIV (1956) nr. 8-9, p. 
741.
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The Euchologion of 1706
Aft er only one year as Bishop at Râmnic, St. Anti m published the Euchologion that is 

M(o)l(i)tv(e)n(i)c now fi rst printed in this way, and laid down aft er the rules of the Greek 
one. Even from the fi rst reading, the ti tle indicates the fact that this is the fi rst ti me a volume 
of such structure is published, based on the Greek one. That means that for the fi rst ti me 
the Hierati kon was being published together with the Molitvenic in a single volume, under 
the old name of Euchologion. The term of Euchologion meant an anthology of all the prayers 
needed for the consecrati on (the deifi cati on) of man, including the Mystery of the Eucharist 
(the liturgy). Later on, the term of Euchologion was used (especially by the Romanians) for 
what is today understood by Molitf elnic, that is all the Holy Mysteries and other prayers beside 
the liturgy.

At the end of the Râmnic Euchologion we fi nd specifi ed the Greek editi on that the 
editors, supervised by the sire Anti m, have used. At page 453 we can read the following: „But 
you also must know this that if you will examine in detail the rules and the translati on of this 
M[o]l[i]tv[e]n[i]c, and if you will match them with some lett ered sources, see where they be 
printed, and there be no match, do not hasten to defame, because we have followed the Greek 
M(o)l(i)tv(e)n(i)c that was printed by Nicolae Glyki[s] in the year from Christ 1691. And as much 
as we could, both for meaning and rules we have added here and there a translati on for the 
shortening of the Romanian language and also for the teachings and rules for ordinary priests, 
and in order to help them. And those that were completely omitt ed were such because they 
are for bishops and others because they are not used in service here”. By examining the Greek 
Euchologion we reach some conclusions that remove a lot of former doubts and assumpti ons. 
The Greek editi on from 1691 printed in Venice, at the Editorial house of Nicolae Glykis, was 
at the moment among the newest and most accessible Greek editi ons of the Euchologion, 
probably also the most trustworthy, as long as St. Anti m uses it, but we believe that he 
chose this one also for the fact that it had correcti ons from Ioan Avramie, who became a 
most devoted friend to him. (Greek editi ons previous to the one of 1691 existed, and even 
one issued one year aft er Glykis’s editi on, in 1692). Anyway, among the few books kept in 
St.Anti m’s personal library there are eight Greek Menaia (bound two by two), printed by the 
same N.Glykis, between 1678- 1685, to them can be added a Gospel, printed in the same 
veneti an printi ng press in the year 1686 that the hierarch signs in Greek: „Anthimu, episkopu 
Râmniku”1.

The resort to Greek books instead of the Slavic ones is not a matt er of surprise, they 
are writt en in the original language of the liturgical texts, and the relati onship with the „Great 
Church” and to „Sveta Gora” (as it appears in the ti tle of the Rules of the liturgy even as 
early as the editi ons prior to 1706 and 1713) becomes absolutely natural. Anti m’s studies, 
even in his youth, in the Greek environment at Constanti nople, the infl uence of the circle of 

1 Arhim. Policarp Chiţulescu, Cărţi din bibliotecile medievale românești  păstrate în Biblioteca Sfân-
tului Sinod, București , 2011, pp. 22-26. Why didn’t St. Anti m use the Greek editi on of the Euchologi-
on of 1692 printed at the publishing house of Andrea Iuliano? Maybe because Iuliano had published 
in 1687 a Greek-Lati n liturgy desti ned for the Unitarians? Mistrust can appear easily, the moments 
1699 and 1701 were not at all far in ti me. Also aft er the editi on of 1691 of the Euchologion, St. An-
ti m took on the Greek text introduced in the Greek-Arab Hierati kon, published at Snagov in 1701.



95

POLICARP CHITULESCU, ROMANIAN HIERATIKONS PRINTED BY SAINT ANTIM IVIREANUL

Greek scholars at the court of the voivode Brâncoveanu and his distrust for the Slavic books, 
generated by the numerous Western infl uences noti ced in the books of the Metropolitan 
Petru Movilă, partly taken on by the liturgical reform of the Patriarch Nicon, made orthodox 
people’s eyes to look constantly to the two great milestones of Orthodoxy: the Ecumenical 
Patriarchy and Mount Athos. 

The Greek name of the printi ng from Râmnic in 1706, that is the Euchologion followed 
by its Slavic variant, Molitvenic, confused researchers, inducing them to not see the Hierati kon 
from this volume or to believe that the Molitvenic is a more complete issue although, in this case, 
the two works formed together a single volume. In the old Church traditi on, the Euchologion 
comprised the liturgies also. The oldest known Euchologions (IVth, VIIIth century)1 confi rm 
the presence in a single book, both of the rules for the Eucharist (the liturgy) and for the other 
Holy Sacraments, the liturgy itself being in fact the Sacrament of the Holy Communion. The 
Euchologion from Râmnic has the following structure: the ti tle page + 6 folios not numbered 
(comprising the note about the use of nati onal languages in the culti c service, the editor’s 
foreword and the contents)+ 12 numbered pages (Rules for deacons) + 190 numbered pages 
(The Hierati kon) and aft er that 453 numbered pages (The Molitvenic)2. The direct research 
of several copies from this printi ng shows us the way it was in fact printes and disseminated. 
From the printi ng press, the Euchologion came out as a rather inconvenient book, voluminous, 
with a ti tle that comprised the Hierati kon and the Molitvenic together, like the Greek editi on of 
1691 (but the two had their own page numbering, with a common ti tle page). This direct take 
on is justi fi ed by the editors in the note at page 453, reproduced by us earlier. Because it is a 
book of extensive use, the possessors-users (the priests) preferred to separate the Hierati kon 
from the Molitvenic out of practi cal reasons for handling and in order to protect them from 
wearing out. What could have been the use of the Molitvenic also staying on the holy table 
while the priest ofi ciated the liturgy? What could have been the use for the priest to take with 
him at a sick man’s bed the Hierati kon also, while he only needed the Molitvenic? In this way, 
every priest broke them apart and bound them in consequence. The least numerous copies of 
the 1706 Euchologion are the complete ones, that have bound together the Hierati kon and 
the Molitvenic, but most of the copies circulated separately as Hierati kon and as Molitvenic, 
only a few of these having a ti tle page. The Holy Synod Library in Bucharest owns a complete 
copy of the Hierati kon and the Molitvenic that circulated in Transylvania3. Besides this one, 

1 Translated and printed in Romanian by the deacon Ioan I. Ică in the vol. Canonul Ortodoxiei I, Cano-
nul apostolic al primelor secole, Sibiu, 2008.

2 The Bishop Damaschin (Dimitrie) Coravu also believed that the volumes were bound and distributed 
separately, as two disti nct works. Although he described with many correcti ons the Euchologion 
from Râmnic in 1706, he erroneousely adds to the Molitvenic in this volume a foreword (7 unum-
bered folios) although there are only 453 pages. The 7 unnumbered folios (in fact, the ti tle page+ 
6 folios) were placed only at the beginning of the Euchologion consisti ng of the Hierati kon and 
the Molitvenic. This error occurred because the author did not encounter a complete Euchologion 
(Râmnic, 1706), in which the Hierati kon and the Molitvenic are bound together, that is why he states 
that: „the two were probably, projected to be a single volume.” Also see Precizări și contribuţii la 
Bibliografi a Românească Veche, in Mitropolia Olteniei, XVIII (1968) nr. 9-10, pag. 729.

3 Purchased by the Romanian Patriarchy in 1961 from the heirs of Pr. dr. Gh. Ciuhandu.
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the synod Library owns three more Hierati kons and one Molitvenic that once were part of a 
Euchologion from Râmnic from 17061. They were by no means printed separately2, with their 
own ti tle page, but their separati on happened aft er they began circulati ng. The 3 Hierati kons 
taken out of the Euchologion from Râmnic, owned by the synod Library, have no ti tle page. The 
copy of the separate Molitvenic has both a ti tle page and the folios with the Pinax (contents) 
in which the content of the Hierati kon is to be found, even if it was removed and bound 
separately. Moreover, at page 190, the last page of the Hierati kon, (in all its variants, separate 
or not from the Molitvenic) there is the word „Rându[ială]”(Rules) that announces the ti tle 
of the following page, and indeed, the Molitvenic begins with the Rules at the fi rst day aft er 
the woman has given birth. So there is no ground for the idea that the binding together of the 
works was given up in the workshop and that each one received a ti tle page and a table of 
contents (that would not even have corresponded to reality). This shows once more that the 
Hierati kon from Râmnic in 1706 was only printed and bound with the Molitvenic, aft er the 
Greek model we cited. 

as we have indicated, the Euchologion printed at Râmnic in 1706 consti tuted the fi nal 
step for imparti ng a Romanian character of the holy service in the church, by circulati ng the 
most important and uti lized liturgical texts in Romanian: the Holy Liturgy and the other six 
Holy Sacraments, besides the services for consecrati ons, synaxarion etc. This undertaking 
came aft er the complete translati on in Romanian and introducti on in the culti c service by St. 
Anti m of the Gospel printed in two editi ons in 1693 and 1697 (Greek-Romanian), of the New 
Testament in 1703, followed by other culti c books. Being aware of this crucial moment, the 
editor placed on the fi rst folio aft er the ti tle page like the Metropolitan Dosoft ei in 1679 a 
canonical and scripti c argument that allowed and justi fi ed the translati on of the sacred texts 
in the nati onal language. At St. Anti m, the argument is presented completely in Romanian and 
it clearly reproduces a verse from the The First Epistle to the Corinthians chapter XIV, 6, and a 
text cited from Balsamon that uses the Epistle to the Romans chapter XXX, 29. The argument 
was reproduced in the Euchologion (the Molitvenic) in 1713 from Târgovişte, but not in the 
Hierati kon from the same year.

1 According to marginal notes, all the copies of the synod Library circulated in Ardeal and Banat. The 
Academy Library in Bucharest owns under the shelfmark I 150A, 8 Hierati kons and Molitvenics, most 
of them from Ardeal. The Central University Library in Bucharest also owns a copy of the Molitvenic 
originated from Ardeal cf. Cartea veche românească în colecţiile Bibliotecii Centrale Universitare din 
București , București , 1972, p. 52; for Banat we also fi nd menti oned a copy cf. I. B. Mureșianu, Cartea 
veche bisericească din Banat, Timișoara, 1985, p. 88; in Șcheii Brașovului is kept a complete copy of 
the Euchologion that circulated in Ardeal cf. V. Oltean, Catalog de carte veche din Șcheii Brașovului, 
vol. II, Iași, 2009, p. 19; the Central University Library in Cluj owns two copies of the 1706 Molitvenic 
that also circulated in Ardeal. The research of the circulati on of the copies will conti nue. 

2 As was assumed by I. Bianu and N. Hodoș, Bibliografi a Românească Veche, vol. I, București , 1903 
pp. 541- 543, vol. IV, București , 1944, p. 220; Pr. N. Șerbănescu, Anti m Ivireanul ti pograf, in: Biserica 
Ortodoxă Română, LXXIV (1956), nr 7-8, p.731-732 and in Mitropolitul Anti m Ivireanul 1716-1966, 
in: Mitropolia Olteniei, XVIII (1966), nr. 9- 10, p. 782- 784; Virgil Molin, Anti m Ivireanul – editor și 
ti pograf la Râmnic, in: Mitropolia Olteniei, XVIII (1966), nr. 9- 10, p. 832; Daniela Poenaru in Con-
tribuţii la Bibliografi a Românească Veche, Târgoviște, 1973 p. 180 (takes on uncertain data from D. 
Coravu op. cit.). ș.a.



97

POLICARP CHITULESCU, ROMANIAN HIERATIKONS PRINTED BY SAINT ANTIM IVIREANUL

The foreword of the Euchologion from Râmnic (1706) is addressed to Anti m, the Bishop 
of Râmnic, being signed by his apprenti ce Mihail Iştvanovici. He off ers us in his foreword 
precious informati on about the hierarch’s contributi on at the rendering of the holy texts in 
Romanian, but also in other languages besides the Greek, like Arabic: „everywhere (even in 
the whole world) are known your eff orts and well craft ed books and the spiritual gains that 
you gathered for us of the Holy Scripture both by your big spending of money and with your 
love for God”. 

Many of the books were printed with the fi nancial support of the hierarch, and the 
Euchologion from 1706 was published also at Anti m’s initi ati ve: „by godly eff ort you made 
commitment that this useful for the soul book also that is called Molitvenic, to bring it to light 
in our Romanian language for the use of the many. Considering your love for God because all 
the other that were published in Romanian unti l now to be used by the priests and the people, 
were indeed very useful, and moreover this also more useful you considered to be […] which 
is the way I say it considering with the whole your spending of your love for God”. The same 
co-editor makes a point of highlighti ng the fact that Anti m made the selecti on of the contents 
of the volume in questi on, and that he then supervised, translated and personally corrected 
the text from Greek to Romanian (the underlining is ours): „and even with the correcti on of 
the words from Greek in our language you strived, and you made a great eff ort of establishing 
it, and even all those that were not to be found in Romanian before you translated, and the 
way it can be seen to be made and I said it before spending all that was necessary, you ordered 
your undeserving apprenti ce, to print”. As we can understand, older texts, already translated, 
were also used: rendered in Romanian before. It is clear that St. Anti m began the work for the 
translati on of the Hierati kon and the Molitvenic before he was the Bishop of Râmnic, given the 
big volume of texts. He and his helpers probably used existent Romanian manuscripts, but he 
certainly used Slavic-Romanian and Greek printi ngs of the day.

By comparing the previous editi ons of the liturgy with the one from 1706, we can see 
that the variant of the Euchologion from Râmnic reproduces the Romanian typikon from the 
editi on printed at Bucharest in 1680, then at Buzău in 1702, but in some places, in 1706 some 
directi ons develop and become clearer, apart from the fact that all the prayers are rendered 
enti rely in Romanian1. It is certain that Anti m and his helpers also had at hand the Slavic text 
that they compared with the Greek one, when they translated it in Romanian. On the other 
hand, the contents of the following editi ons of the Hieratikons of 1706 and 1713 was diversi-
fi ed, being amplifi ed in the editi ons from the 19th century and preserved unti l today.

We must highlight again the fact that the Euchologion from 1706 enjoyed a very spe-
cial recepti on from the Romanian priests. The copies that survive (see note 12) indicate a large 
scale presence and use in Transylvania and Banat, and the worn aspect of the folios confi rms 
this yet again.

1 The typikon and the rules of the service in itself actually consti tutes Diataxis ti s ierodiakonias and 
Diataxis ti s Theia Litourgeias in the phrasing of the Patriarch of Constanti nople, Filotei Kokkinos 
(1351-1376) they were extended in the whole Orthodoxy through Greek printi ngs from Venice. The 
same rules were adopted in the Slavic Orthodoxy by Petru Movilă through his Liturgies, but with 
explicati ve amplifyings of the typikon that unfortunately show Western infl uences which make litur-
gical manuscripts inspired from his printi ngs easy to identi fy.
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The Hierati kon from 1713
 When he became, in 1708, the Metropolitan of Wallachia, St. Anti m Ivireanul conti n-

ued and amplifi ed the eff ort of imposing the Romanian language in the culti c service of the 
Church. In order to do this, he transff ered the printi ng press from Râmnic to Târgovişte with 
the printi ng plates and the rest of the equipment and he already printed in 1709 the fi rst book, 
the monumental Church service. Of the 21 works that were published in the interval 1709- 
1715 from the Târgovişte printi ng presses, 14 were printed enti rely in Romanian1.

It is certain that the quick sale of the 1706 editi on of the Hierati kon made the Metro-
politan want to reprint it in a more practi cal, self suffi  cient book. The text of this hierati kon 
was improved for a larger part and remained in this last form given by Anti m unti l nowadays. 

The context of the publicati on of the 1713 Hierati kon was not an easy one, because in 
1712, when the work was being corrected, the Metropolitan faced a diffi  cult crisis: the confl ict 
with the voivode Constanti n Brâncoveanu, because of which he almost lost the Metropolitan 
seat. Aft er the diffi  cult and dangerous clearing of the situati on, the volume was printed in an 
elegant form, followed during the same year by the Molitvenic (also as a separate volume) and 
by 3 other works.

The Hierati kon of 1713 is in the 4º format (20 X 15 cm), printed in two colours, red and 
black, it has 2 unnumbered pages+ 210 pages2. The ti tle page has the following content: The 
Godly and most holy LITURGIES of our saintly Fathers John Chrysostom, of Basil the Great, and 
of Grigorie the Dialogist (the Prejdeshtenia), now printed for the fi rst ti me..In the 25th year 
of the exalted Reign of the most Enlightened protector of all Wallachia, Ioánn Co[n]standín 
B[râncoveanu] Basaráb Voevod, With all the expense of the most holy Metropolitan of Hunga-
rowallachia, kir Anti m Ivireanul. In the holy Metropolitan seat of Târgóvişte. In the year from 
Christ 1713. [By Gheórghie Rádovici]. On the back of the ti tle page the usual verses for the coat 
of arms are rendered: About the seal, politi cal verses, /Of Wallachia for happiness. At right 
and left  of the coat of arms, there are the initi als: I[oan] C[onstanti n] B[râncoveanu] V[oievod] 
D[omn] O[blăduitor] Ţ[ării] R[omâneşti ](Lord Protector of Wallachia). Under the coat of arms, 
there are the verses: This sign of the cross that the raven shows/ Christ prepares it for the Lord 
Constandín / To protect him in good faith,/ And to give him a long reign. 

1 Doru Bădără, Tiparul românesc la sfârșitul secolului al XVII- lea și începutul secolului al XVIII- lea, 
Brăila, 1998, pp. 82- 83.

2 We are using the copies of the LHierati kon that are kept in the collecti ons of the Holy Synod Library. 
The fi rst copy that we studied has the following page numbering errors: page 13 has the number 2, 
exactly as in 1706 where the numbering is diff erent, maybe in 1713 they used the plate from 1706 
without having changed the number on the page!? However, the pages that follow are correctly 
numbered. Between page 45 and 46 an unnumbered page was inserted, that contains an engraving 
with Deisis signed Ursul, although all the other pages with engravings were taken into considerati on 
at page numbering, for instance the engraving with St. Basil can be found between pages 118 and 
120, so it has the number 119. (in the copies II and III consulted by us, we can fi nd the errors from 
pages 13 and 45-46, but the engraving with St. Basil is not numbered, but it is inserted between 
pages 118 and 119). Further on, copy nr. I has at page 121 the number 120, 122 is writt en as 121, 
there follows correctly 123, then page 124 has the wrong number 123, page 125 is writt en as 124 
and the numbering follows in the wrong way. Copies nr II and III do not have the mistakes from page 
121. In fact, the hierati kon should have 213 pages. In 1706 there are no such numbering errors.
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The verses can be found for the fi rst ti me in the Akathist printed at Snagov in 1698, 
and later in two printi ngs from Târgovişte, the Octoechos (1712) and the Euchologion (1713). 

Without having a foreword and the argument for the canonicity of the rendering of sa-
cred texts in the nati onal language, the volume begins directly with Pínax, that is Note of what 
can be found in this liturgy,

  Teaching, about the way the deacon or priest should offi  ciate at the Great Vespers, 
at Mati ns and at the liturgy.

  The Vespers prayers.

  The rules for the Mati ns.

  The rules of the Godly liturgy of Chrisostom.

  The Godly liturgy of our saintly Father John with the golden utt erance.

  The Godly liturgy of the Great Basil.

  The teaching of the godly liturgy of Grigory the Dialogist with the service of Vespers 
during the great and holy Lent.

  The godly liturgy of Grigory the Dialogist.

  The blessing ending the Great Feasts.

  The blessing that ends the service on weekdays.

  The ending to the litanies of the Canon in the day of the holy Easter.

  The prayer of the Kollyvas.

  The prayer of the willow tree.

  The prayer for the blessing of the meat.

  The prayer for the tasti ng of the grapes.

  And the litanies for the deceased.

The ti tle menti ons now printed for the fi rst ti me, which we believe refers to the fact that 
at Târgovişte, under the care of the Metropolitan Anti m, the liturgies were printed for the fi rst 
ti me in a separate volume1. This fact is in favor of the idea that in 1706, at Râmnic, the hiera-
ti kon did not leave the printi ng press separated from the molitvenic.

The contents of the 1713 Hierati kon corresponds precisely to the 1706 one, except for 
the „litanies to be chanted for the dead” which in 1706 were included in the memorial service 
from the Molitvenic miscellany. The order of the religious services is taken on directly from the 
Euchologion edited by Nicolae Glykis in 1691 at Venice, but the services that only the Bishop 
can offi  ciate are omitt ed, and also other prayers that were not usually said in our places (for 
instance: the prayer for the consecrati on when diff erent ranks in the ecumenical Patriarchy 
were off ered).

1 But on the ti tle page of the Euchologion (the Molitvenic) from Târgoviște - 1713 it is writt en „now 
printed for the second ti me aft er the rules of the Greek one”, its fi rst printi ng being the one from 
Râmnic-1706, together with the Hierati kon.
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In order to show the evoluti on of the Hieratikon that was published in 1713, from the 
one from Râmnic in 1706, we will note some improvements/diff erences that appeared between 
the two editi ons1; thus, we have chosen for comparison a few texts. From the start, we highlight 
the fact that the typikon writt en in red, that is the movements aft er which the holy service takes 
place, corresponds for the most part to the one in the Greek Euchologion, Venice - 1691. But we 
will show that its translati on and also the translati on of the prayers was improved/ developed 
from one editi on to another, even small mistakes in the contents being corrected2. We mustn’t 
forget that by the adopti on of the lexical soluti ons, St. Anti m had to take into considerati on that 
part of the text was chanted (exclamati ons or the end of a litany- with voice) and because of 
that, a certain cadence was necessary.

St. Anti m took on identi cally most of the texts from the editi on of Glykis, a fact that is 
visible even in the preservati on of the typikonal references that are specifi c for the service in ca-
thedrals/monasteries: „And if the ti me comes (the priest) should go to receive blessing from the 
greater one” (the igumen or the bishop) (p.46); in the same cathedral service, more sumptuous, 
there is the anti phonal chanti ng, with two kliros, which is not menti oned in 1680 or 1702, but 
only in 1706 and 1713 (pp. 183-184), which was diffi  cult to undertake at a parish church, but 
which was in use at monasteries (and the Episcopal or Metropolitan cathedrals were monaster-
ies). At the Litt le Entrance, the deacon is urged to go to the bishop or the igumen to give to them 
the Gospel in order to be kissed, if they are present. Sti ll, we have noti ced that Glykis’s editi on 
menti ons only the igumen, while the Hierati kon of 1646 menti ons the archimandrite or the igu-
men, those of 1680 and 1702 also menti on the bishop (as in Movilă 1639), and the one of 1713 
takes on completely aft er 1680! These directi ons that are specifi c to monks are not useless, 
taking into considerati on the fact that monasteries and sketes were numerous even in those 
ti mes. At the threefold litany, in 1691, the reference is to the brothers of this holy monastery 
and Anti m rendered it by „ the brothers of this holy abode (as if it was a monks’ community).

We shall cast here a short and direct comparati ve view on the liturgical texts from the 
editi ons of 1706 and 17133, although the reference to the two works is inevitable during the 
whole study. 

1 The orthodox Hierati kon printed by Petru Movilă at Kiev in 1639 will be cited as „Movilă 1639. 
Ţwe want to thank especially the teachers Cătălina Velculescu and Zamfi ra Mihail who donated to 
the Holy Synod Library an excellent facsimile of the precious Hierati kon of 1639 from Kiev, without 
which we couldn’t have made this analysis and we must add that also these two erudite researchers 
have the merit of having highlighted lately the infl uence of the Hierati kon of Petru Movilă on our 
hierati kons; the Hierati kon from Dealu - 1646 will be menti oned as 1646, the one from Bucharest- 
1680 will be cited as 1680, the Greek Euchologion from Venice in 1691 will be writt en simply 1691, 
the one from Buzău- 1702 will be rendered as 1702, the one from Râmnic printed in 1706 together 
with the Molitvenic under the name of Euchologion will be menti oned as 1706, and the Hierati kon 
from Târgoviște in 1713 will be writt en simply: 1713, we menti oned simply Anti m when the notes 
on the text are available for both the anti mian editi ons: 1706 și 1713.

2 In many copies of the Liturgy from Râmnic 1706, at p. 81 at the Epiclesis, in the typikon writt en in 
red, the deacon is menti oned as blessing the holies, which is an error. Because this was noti ced at 
the printi ng press only aft er the printi ng, a correcti on strand of paper was applied on the wrong 
words. This error was made right in 1713 (pp.95-96).

3 For the Greek terms, we take into account the Euchologion from Venice-1691, a copy of this being 
recently identi fi ed on the occasion of this study in the Holy Synod Library also.
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Even the ti tle that opens the series of directi ons on the service of the holy liturgy under-
went some changes. If in 1706 it was: Rules for the holy and godlie liturgy that is like this in the 
Great Church, and at S[ve]ta Gora” (p. 33), it was paraphrased in 1713: Rules for the holy and 
godly liturgy that is done like this in the Great Church, and at S[ve]ta Gora (p. 46).

The line of the Beginning prayers opens in 1706 with Heavenly Emperor and it conti nues 
with Holy God: Heavenly Emperor, the Helper, true spirit […] Holy Lord, Holy Mighty, Holy Im-
mortal[...](p. 34). In 1713 the prayers are as follows: Heavenly Emperor, the Helper, the Spirit 
of truth […] Holy God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal [...] (p.47). The second variant is in use up 
to this day. The preparati on of the priests for the godly service opened in 1706 with the advice: 
„The priest that is about to service the godly liturgy…should have no hate toward nobody” 
(.p.33), and in 1713, the incenti ve became clearer: „The priest that is about to service the godly 
liturgy […] should have nothing against nobody [...]” (p.46).

When putti  ng on the poias (the girdle), the verse of the XVIIth psalm, 35 „they put on 
my innocent way” in 1706 was modifi ed in 1713, with „ without guilt my way”. 

The Great Blessing that marks the beginning of the Holy Liturgy uses in 1706 the pos-
sessive-geneti val arti cle for all the three Persons of the Most Holy Trinity, while in 1713 it was 
eliminated before „Tatălui” (of the Father), the new form being „Blessed is the Kingdom of the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost” (`Blagoslovită e împărăţia Tatălui şi a Fiului şi a Sfântului 
Duh~).

At the Great Litany:

●   At the third request, the Greek term evsthati as was rendered in 1706 with „the 
good undertaking of the holy churches of God” and in 1713 with „the good state”, 
with the meaning of constancy, for this term was the opti on in the 2012 Hierati kon 
also.

●  At the fourth request, the Greek term evlavías was translated diff erently: „[…]for 
those that with faith and with respect (1706)/ good faith (1713) […]enter herein 
[…]”. Today it is rendered with evlavie.

●  At the eleventh request, the Greek word tlipseos was translated in 1706 with „scâr-
ba” [disgust] and in 1713 with „necazul” [trouble], and it remained like this up to 
this day.

Some expressions were left  in the Slavic, as for instance „Premudrost prostí !, (Stand up 
straight, Wisdom!), or the priest is being told what to do when the Ninea, that is, the verse 
that began with Glory to the Father…; The Beati tudes are rendered with the name „Blajenii”, 
and some hymns have their Greek ti tle, for example when the text of the typikon is about Holy 
God, it is called Agios („and singing the Agios, the priest reads the prayer”.)

Someti mes, the same words have several graphic renditi ons, which is natural, taking 
into account the uncertainty of the Romanian theological/church language, because this was 
the moment it began to be established. Aft er the prayer of the Three ti mes holy hymn, in 1713 
the typikon shows that: „and if this prayer endeth […]”(să sfârşaşte) and several lines further, 
„and aft er Agios endes [...]”(să fărşaşte), in 1706 they used „săvârşaşte”, then „sfârşaşte”. 
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Even inside the same editi on, the 1713 one, a typikonal indicati on that is common to the lit-
urgies of St. John and St. Basil can be rendered with synonimes: „[...]and they go behind (din 
dosul (p.70) /pre dinapoia (p.123) the holy table”. The same situati on occurs at the prayer of 
the Threefold Hymn: „Holy God that giveth rest to the saints (pre sfi nţi)” (the Liturgy of St. 
John, p.72)/”that giveth rest unto the saints (întru sfi nţi)” (the Liturgy of St. Basil, p.125). At 
the Cherubic Hymn of the Liturgy of St. John, in 1706 we have pohte (cravings), and in 1713 
poft e, but even in 1713 the word poft e was replaced in the Liturgy of St. Basil with its old and 
beauti ful Romanian form: pohte (p.134).

The word order was improved here and there: in 1706 we have at Vespers the exclama-
ti on that ends the Litany of the requests: „That good and loving of humans Thou art God [...]”, 
in 1713 it was rephrased as “That God good and loving Thou art [...]”, and it is interesti ng that 
in 2012 a variant closer to 1706 was used.

In the 1713 editi on, some words have a double form, but the usage is not accidental; 
for instance, when referring to the steluţă (litt le star) as a liturgical object that is positi oned 
over the saint diskos, 1713 says zveazdă. When they render the verse from the Gospel accord-
ing to Matt hew, II, 9 they say:” [...] and the star (steaua) coming, they stood above where the 
Infant was” (p.60). For the st. diskos, 1713 took on in Romanian, like in the Slavic, the Greek 
word discos. Somewhere else, 1713 uses together Greek and Slavic forms in order to name 
the same object: „And the priest using the aer (Văzduhul or aerul) [...]” (p.61), but it also 
uti lizes the word acoperământ (cover) in the prayer: „Cover us with the cover of Your wings 
[…]” (p.61). Somewhere else, we have The Air or the Procovăţ (at the Holy Communion). Also 
alternati vely they use the form glory (slavă) or praise (mărire).1 When the service begins, one 
says: „Blessed (blagoslovit) is our God” but they also use the form to bless (a binecuvânta) 
when they cite the Psalm 133, 2:” Raise your hands to the holy ones and bless the Lord”. The 
meaning of these verbs is clearer in the Pulpit Prayer: „The One that bless (bl[a]g[oslo]veşti ) 
the ones that bless Thou Lord (bine te cuvintează)[...]”.

The same object may have several names; we can consider this a consequence of the 
uncertainty of the liturgical language during its formati on process or as a desire to diversify it. 
When the reference is to the imperial doors, in 1706 and 1713 we fi nd: the holy doors (fi ntele 
uşi), the great dveras (dverile cele mari), the great dvera (dvera cea mare), the holy dvera 
(sfânta dveră), the holy door (sfânta uşă0, the imperial door (uşa cea împărătească), the 
holy dveras (sfi ntele dveri). When menti oning those that give answer in the church, Anti m 
calls them: the kliros, the singers, the reader, the choir, those outside. Whatever the moti -
vati on for the use of these forms, the language becomes fresher and avoids the routi ne that 
someti mes a typikon inspires.

  The exclamati on that closes the Great Litany in the Liturgy of St. John: „That to Thee 
is due (se cuvine) all the praise [...]” is rendered at the end of the fi rst Prayer for the believers 
in the same liturgy through: „That to Thee is due (se cade) all the praise [...]” The Liturgy of St 
Basil closes the Great Litany by: „That to Thee is due (se cade) all the praise […]”.

1 A controversial use in Romanian liturgical texts. See the study of pr. Paraschiv Angelescu Slavă și 
Mărire, Bucharest, 1939.
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The incenti ve that announces the reading of the Gospel in 1706 sounds thus: „With 
righteous exalted wisdom (preaînţelepciune) [...]” but it was rephrased in 1713 by: „With righ-
teous wisdom [...]”.

At the Cherubic Hymn Prayer, in 1706 the verbal form: „[...]and to work (să lucrez) in 
holiness your saintly and most pure body[...]” was replaced in 1713 with a clearer one in mean-
ing:” [...]and to sacrifi ce (să jărtvesc) your saintly and most pure body”.

We wish to highlight Anti m’s fi delity toward the Athonite typikon that is in service unti l 
nowadays at the Holy Mountain, while it was altered in our parts. For example, the incense 
burning before reading the Gospel is placed correctly aft er the Apostolos, not during its read-
ing, when the ti ngling of the bells can cover the voice of the reader. Moreover, this incense 
burning took place only in the altar. And also, the dialogue between the priest and the deacon 
in which the deacon asks for the blessing for reading the Gospel took place secretely in the 
altar. Some sentences have been taken on ellipti cally, like in Greek, without a predicate. At the 
litany for the called ones we have: „All of you that are called, come out, so that no one of the 
called ones (should not remain). All of you believers […]”.

Aft er the consecrati on of the gift s (Epiclesis), in 1706 we have the prayer: „And we pray, 
menti on O Lord all the archierarchy of the orthodox that with righteousness make straight the 
word of truth”, and in 1713: „[...] to those that in righteousness teach the word of truth [...]” 
form that was preserved unti l nowadays. 

We reproduce a fragment from the troparion of St. John Chrisostom, the way it was 
rendered in 1706, at the end of the liturgy of this saint, because this is the place it fi rst appears 
in Romanian in the hierati kon: „Your utt erance as some gold shined a gift  of light for the whole 
world, because you did not earn for the world a treasure of money, but with wisdom in humility 
you showed us those that are high and you taught us with your words[…]”. The editi on of 1713 
brings an obvious improvement to this beauti ful troparion, a variant close to the current one: 
„From your mouth like a fl ame of fi re the gift  shined, illuminati ng the world, not earning the 
treasure of wordly love for money, the height of the humble thought you have shown to us, by 
teaching us with your words[…]”.

The few examples (and the list can conti nue) highlight an improvement of the text of 
the Hierati kon, with a tendency for diversifying and clarifying the language. Moreover, it is 
obvious that if 1713 takes on the typikon of 1680, already translated in Romanian, and it dis-
creetly develops it with supplementary explanati ons, the merit of the 1713 liturgy is to have 
translated again all the prayers in Romanian, a diffi  cult and risky undertaking, taking into ac-
count the situati on of the Metropolitan Dosoft ei, whose language has only poeti c value and 
did not become functi onal in the Romanian liturgical language.

What does Anti m’s Hierati kon of 1713 bring new compared to previous editi ons1?

(statiis gagrZeleba ixileT Semdeg nomerSi)

1 In the comparati ve analysis we have made, we referred mainly to the editi ons in Wallachia, that 
is why we won’t include the editi ons of Dosoft ei, Iași 1679 and 1683; it seems that apart from the 
argument for the religious service in the nati onal language, St. Anti m did not take into account at 
all this editi on for the text or the liturgical language, as is also the case with the Rules for Deacons 
printed at Bălgrad in 1687.
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arqimandriti polikarpe Cituleskuarqimandriti polikarpe Citulesku

wminda anTimoz iverielis mier dabeWdili ruminuli                   

samRvdlo wignebi

li tur gi ku li teq ste bis, gan sa kuT re biT, RvTa eb ri vi li tur gi is ru-

mi nu li ena ze Tar gma ni da ga mar Tva ukav Sir de ba wmin da an Ti moz ive ri e lis 

Rvawls. Tav da pir ve lad man ru mi nul ena ze Tar gmna da ga mos ca bevri saR-

vTo- sa kul to wig ni. va la qi is mit ro po li tad mi si da niS vnis Sem deg igi Se-

ud ga saq mi a no bas ru mi nul ena ze saR vTis msa xu ri kre bu lis  – ev xa lo gi is – 

mom za de bi sa da ga mo ce mis mi mar Tu le biT. es wig ni 1713 wels man tar go viS te-

Si da beW da. kvle va Si da das tu re bu li a, rom kre bu lis Tar gma ni sas Zi ri Tad 

wya rod ga mo ye ne bu lia ve ne ci a Si 1691 wels glu kis mi er ber Znul ena ze ga-

mo ce mu li ev xa lo gi a. da das tu re bu li a, rom wmin da an Ti moz ma ase ve ga mo i-

ye na sla vur -ru mi nul ena ze ar se bu li ga mo ce me bi. mag ram isi ni xar ve zi a ni 

da aras rul yo fil i iyo. wm. aTi mo zi miz nad isa xav da srul, ga mar Tul sam-

Rvdlo wig nis Seq mnas, rom lis dax ma re bi Tac Se saZ le be li gax de bo da mTe li 

li tur gi is ru mi nul ena ze Ca ta re ba. igi uf ro praq ti ku lad un da age bu-

li yo, ra Ta ga e mar ti ve bi na sa ek le sio msa xu re bis srul yo fi li war mar Tva. 

kvle vis Se de gad gacxadda wmin da an Ti moz ive ri e lis mi er ga mo ce mu li wig-

nis ma xa si a Teb le bi, mi si unak lo xa si a Ti. mas dRe sac uc vle lad ga mo i ye ne ben 

ru mi nul mar Tlma di de bel ek le si a Si RvTis msa xur ni.
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anTimoz iverieli da dasavluri ganmanaTlebloba

1. evropa balkanur-kavkasiur meridianze

wm. anTimoz iverielis cxovrebisa da Semoqmedebis reaqtualizacia 

uSualod aris dakavSirebuli „evropis ideasTan“ da am „ideis“ kavSirTan 

or umniSvnelovanes kulturul-istoriul regionTan – saqarTvelosa da 

ru mineTTan. axali evropis warmoSoba tradiciulad gulisxmobda dayofas 

– dasavleTi da aRmosavleTi. dasavleTi evropa, rogorc civilizaciuri 

mo deli da garkveul xalxTa saintegracio centri saTaves antikur saber-

ZneTSi iRebs, misi memkvidre romis imperiaa, Semdeg axali, anu ganmanaTle-

blobis epoqis evropa. 

XX saukuneSi ori msoflio omis Semdeg, romlebic evropis SuagulSi 

warmoSva. damTavrda „saerTo-evropuli saxlis mSenebloba, evropis „idea“ 

realobad iqca, „Seiqmna evrokavSiri, anu gaformda evroatlantikuri civi-

lizaciuri identoba.

anTim iverieli, XVII-XVIII saukuneebis gamoCenili moRvawe, qarTveli, 

romelic moRvaweobda evropaSi (balkaneTSi, rumineTSi), SeiZleba ganvixi-

loT, rogorc evropis umniSvnelovanesi da jer naklebad cnobili qarTul-

ruminuli veqtoris Semoqmedi moazrovne da praqtikulad ganmaxorciele-

beli. 

Cveni statiis amocanaa, anTimoz iverielis cxovrebisa da Semoqmedebis 

magaliTze gavamarTloT TviTon es termin-sintagma – „evropis qarTul-ru-

minuli (Tu balkanur-kavkasiuri) veqtori“.

rogorc cnobilia, „dasavleT evropasTan“ erTad ganasxvaveben balka-

neTsa da aRmosavleT evropas. es regionebi ganixileba, rogorc „dasavleT 

evropis“ kulturul-politikuri periferiebi. saqarTvelo da rumineTi 

swored aseT „periferiebad“ ganixileba. anTimoz iverielis cxovrebisa da 

Semoqmedebis ganxilva am kuTxiT mniSvnelovan perspeqtivebs xsnis da Zal-

zed aqtualurs xdis TanamedroveebisTvis. Tanamedrove msoflios moma-

vali didwilad imazea damokidebuli, Tu rogor gadawydeba „evrokavSiris“, 

rogorc garkveuli tipis civilizaciis, saintegracio zonis gafarToebis 

sakiTxi.

saqarTveloca da rumineTic mudam warmoadgendnen gansxvavebul civi-

lizaciur modelTa Sexvedrisa da Sejaxebis, maTi konkurenciisa da sinTe-

zis epicentrebs. am epicentrTa Soris xidgamdebi moRvawea anTimoz iveri-

eli, romelmac moxaza balkanur-kavkasiuri evropis konturebi.

* statia Seiqmna rusTavelis fondis xelSewyobiT.
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anTimis saxelTanaa dakavSirebuli beWdviTi saqmianobis ganviTareba 

mTels aRmosavleT qristianul samyaroSi, anu postbizantiuri kulturu-

li arealis samyaroSi. erTi rumineli avtori wers: „ambavma vlaheTis st-

ambebis produqtiulobis Sesaxeb, romelsac Tavis mfarvelobas ar aklebda 

mTavari konstantine brinkevianu, miaRwia Sors aRmosavleTamde, kavkasiis 

mTebamde, sadac cxovrobdnen iberielebi anu qarTvelebi. anTim iveriels 

ar gauwyvetia kavSiri TavisianebTan, Tavis sayvarel TanamemamuleebTan, 

romlebic mZime mdgomareobaSi iyvnen“ 

vaxtang VI-is TxovniT, anTimma saqarTveloSi gamoagzavna ipodiakoni 

mi xeil iStvanoviCi – „yvelaze ufro erTguli da daxelovnebuli Tavisi 

mowafeTagani“. swored anTimis iniciativiTa da piradi ZalisxmeviT Seiqmna 

TbilisSi pirveli qarTuli stamba. sxva rumineli avtori gadmogcems, rom 

„anTimma, miuxedavad imisa, rom Seisisxlxorca Tavisi meore samSoblo, erTi 

wuTiTac ar iviwyebda iveriis miwas, sadac igi daibada... mas mudmivi kavSiri 

hqonda qarTvelebTan“. 

anTimis saxelTanaa dakavSirebuli beWdviTi saqmianobis gavrceleba 

mTels marTlmadideblur samyaroSi, konstantinepolis msoflio sapatri-

arqosa da ierusalimis sapatriarqoSi, siriasa da TbilisSi. man vlaheTi aq-

cia ganaTlebisa da poligrafiuli saqmianobis msoflio centrad, saidanac 

saerTaSoriso masStabiT vrceldeboda wignebi. „wignebiT aivso vlaheTi“, 

„iverT miwa gamdidrda wignebiT“, „gana mxolod Cveni qveyana, sxva qveynebic“.

2. saxeli – simbolo „iverianul”

wm. anTimi cxovrobda (1660-1716) ganmanaTleblobis epoqaSi. is iyo 

„didi ganmanaTlebeli da humanisti“, poligrafiuli saqmis organizatori 

msoflio masStabiT, ruminuli saliteraturo da saeklesio enis reforma-

tori; ruminuli da qarTuli kulturis centraluri figura me-18 saukunis 

dasawayisSi.

buqarestis stambaSi dabeWdil wignebs avtori, 1696 wlidan „anTimis“ 

saxelis gverdiT awers sakuTari samSoblos – saqarTvelos – saxels „iveri-
anul”. esaa sa xe li – sim bo lo! gan vmar toT es sim bo lo.

ga naT le bu li msof lio sa qar Tve los ic nobs ori ter mi niT: Kolxida 
da Iveria. Kolxida iyo elinuri samyaros ukiduresi forposti aRmosavleTSi. 
cnobilia argonavtebis eqspedicia kolxidaSi, antikuri evropis sazRvari 
gadioda kolxidaSi, mdinare fazisze – mefe aietisa da iazonis kolxi co-

lis, medeas qveyanaSi. Kolxida warmarTuli saqarTvelos saxelia. Iveria ki – 

qristia nuli saqarTvelosi. IV saukuneSi qristianoba saxelmwifo religiad 
cxaddeba saqarTveloSi, e.i. aRar arsebobs warmarTuli saqarTvelo. Kolxida, 
„Zveli izraeli“. xdeba st. Iveria, „axali israeli“ da qristianuli samyaros 
forposti aRmosavleTSi.
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aseTia termin Iverianul-is simboluri Sinaarsi. es Segneba (identobis 

forma) anTims bavSvobidanve hqonda saqarTveloSi miRebuli. analogiuria 

ruminuli identobac. „uangaro-vlaheTi“, „transilvania“ iyo pxr Romana-s, 
bizantizmis, elino-laTinuri universumis forposti balkaneTSi.

ase ganimarteba sintagma Anti m iverianul. es ruminel-qarTveli kultur-

tregeri SeiZleba ganvixiloT „evropis“ (qristianuli samyaros) balkanur-

kavkasiuri veqtoris prezentaciad.

ganmanaTleblobis anTimoziseuli koncefcia gansxvavdeba dasavleT-

evropuli da evraziul-rusuli modelebisgan. dasavluri modelis postu-

latebia: autonomi of reason, dekartes „Cogito ergo sum”, kantis „religia mxolod 

gonebis sazRvrebSi; germaneli filosofosis, iakobis formula: `me var 

gonebiT warmarTi, guliT ki – qristiani~. wm. anTimis koncefcia uaryofs am 

dualizms da avtonomizs. is gulisxmobs TviTon gonebis transformacias 

gamocxadebaze damyarebiT. wm. anTimis azriT, aseTia civilizaciaTa dialo-

gisa da integraciis principi.

aRsaniSnavia wm. anTimis erTi modernuli Teologumena, „modernuli“ 

Tavisi stiliTa da SinaarsiT. qadagebaSi „RvTismSoblis miZinebis Sesa xeb“ 

is ambobs: xiluli da uxilavi samyaros Semoqmed RmerTs Tavisi yovlad-

ZlierebiT SeeZlo Seeqmna samyaro ufro diadi da sakvirveli, vidre is, 

romelSic Cven varsebobT, magram mas ar SeeZlo Seeqmna arseba, Tavis Rirse-

baSi rom aRematebodes deda RvTismSobels. „misi yovladZlierebis miuxe-

davad. rogorc SeuZlebelia warmovidginoT RmerTze aRmatebuli, aseve 

ver warmovidgenT qmnilebas metad aRmatebuls, vidre mas, vinc itvirTa 

gankacebuli RmerTis dabadeba“. esaa adamianisa da RmrTis mier samyaros 

Tanakreaciis (Cocreator) koncefcia. aq Cans wm. anTimi, rogorc me-18 saukunis 

didi Teologi da filosofosi.

3. Teologiuri ganmanaTlebloba da ideologiuri polarizacia 

XVIII saukunis safrangeTSi

franguli ganmanaTlebloba, romelic voteronimas, rusousmisa da 

sxva didi enciklopedistebis Semoqmedebis Sedegia da evropis sekulariza-

ciis ZiriTad Sinaarss qmnida, ar iyo erTaderTi da ualternativo tendencia 

im epoqis evropis goniT sivrceSi. ganmanaTlebloba da kontrganmanaTleb-

loba Camoyalibda ukve Sua saukuneebis sqolastikis dasrulebis period-

Sive. XVII-XVIII saukuneebis mijnaze da Semdegac, ganaTlebulobis ideebis 

praqtikuli xorcSesxmis anu revoluciis wina periodSic mimdinareobda 

debatebi ganmanaTleblobis radikalur frTasa da zomierebas Soris gana-

Tlebis sistemis reformebis Sesaxeb. rogorc specialistebi aRniSnaven, 

TanamedroveobisaTvis Zalze mniSvnelovania am debatebis Sinaarsis gaxs-
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na. is bevr mniSvnelovan xedvas miscems stimuls Tanamedrove konteqstSi; 

istorikosebi laparakoben „Teologiuri ganmanaTleblobis“ moZraobaze 

XVIII saukunis safrangeTSi, romlis mwvervaladac iTvleba abati martian de 

pradesi. man SeimuSava ganmanaTleblobisa da religiis „konsensusis“ per-

speqtiuli modeli, rac mTeli kaTolicizmis modernizaciis wanamZRvrebs 

qmnida. am moZraobis mniSvnelovan saniSned iqca 1732 wels parizSi, sorbonas 

universitetSi gamocemuli pradesis apoligeturi Sinaarsis traqtati. fi-

losofiasa da Teologias Soris sqolastikuri konsensusi, pradesis azriT, 

unda Secvliliyo axali modeliT. is amtkicebda, rom Teologiasa da gan-

manaTleblobas Soris ar arsebobs antagonizmi. gamocxadebis religiis „an-

tifilosofia“ Sors iyo antiganmanaTleblobisagan. dasamuSavebelia ufro 

fundamenturi sakiTxebi, romlebsac franguli qristianuli azrovneba 

unda waeyvana ganmanaTleblobisaken, iqiTken, rom qristiani moazrovneebi 

gamxdariyvnen ganmanaTleblobis Teologebi.

4. modernuli revolucia XVII-XVIII saukuneebis vlaheTSi

vlaheTSi anTim iverielis mitropolitobis periodi Tanamedrove 

istorikosebis mier Sefasebulia, rogorc „vlaheTSi modernuli revolu-

ciis istoria“ (istoria delle modern rivoluzioni della Valachia), romelic gverdSi ud-

gas amave epoqis germanuli, franguli da britanuli ganmanaTlebloblobis 

„modernprocesebs“. am periodSi vlaheTis mmarTveli xdeba konstantine 

bronkovianu besarabi, romelic aqtiuri kulturpolitikis mxardamWeri 

da iniciatori iyo. am epoqaSi vlaheTSi kulturuli klimatis (climat spiritual) 
mTavari arqiteqtori iyo anTim iverieli.

1689 wels buqarestis erT-erT moansterTan daarsda berZnulenovani 

skola, romelic 1694 wels reorganizebul iqna akademiad. am saswavlo dawe-

sebulebaSi, Teologiur disciplinebTan erTad, iswavleboda filosofia, 

antikuri literatura, ritorika, metafizika, fizika, astronomia, akus-

tika, maTematika da sxva sagnebi. xelisuflebis mier uzrunvelyofili iyo 

profesorebis permanentuli jamagiri – 810 taleri. aRsaniSnavia, rom am 

dros xdeba istoriul-kulturuli TvalsazrisiT mniSvnelovani movle-

na – bizantiis imperiis dacemis Semdeg „elinizmis centris“ gadanacvleba 

balkaneTis siRrmeSi, romlis Sedegia XIX saukunis Sua xanebSi ruminulo 

universitetis daarseba jer qalaq iasaSi, Semdeg buqarestSi, mZlavri Teo-

logiuri da saWiro mecnierebaTa fakultetebiT.

konstantine brinkevaniusis mmarTvelobas ewoda „ganaTlebuli abso-

lutizmi“ da kulturuli monarqia (monachie cultural), romlis Sinaarss Sead-

genda farTomasStabiani ideologiuri transformacia, iseTi sferoebis 

modernizeba, rogoricaa religia, ganaTleba, swavla-aRzrdis sistema da 
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kulturis politika. brinkevianu, anTimoz ivereielTan erTad, atarebda 

evropul ganmanaTleblobasTan miaxloebul kompleqsur kulturul poli-

tikas, romelsac Tanamedrove istorikosebi uwodeben „erovnuli kultu-

ris patrimonalur politikas“. konstantine brinkevianumac da anTimoz 

iverielmac Tavi Seswires am saqmes. brinkevianu saxelmwifo RalatisTvis 

daapatimres ianiCrebma buqarestSi, Tavis saxlSi, ojaxTan erTad; gaiyvanes 

stambolSi da iq sajarod sikvdiliT dasajes. misi bedi cota mogvianebiT 

anTimoz iverielmac gaiziara. 1992 wels rumineTis marTlmadidebelma 

eklesiam orive moRvawe wmindanad Seracxa. 

5. ra aris ganmanaTlebloba?

a) kantis koncefcia

kantma Camoayaliba ganmanaTleblobis devizi. „ganmanaTlebloba – 

esaa gamosvla umwifrobidan, romelic misive bralia. umwifroba aris uun-

aroba, sakuTari gansja sxvisi xelmZRvanelobis gareSe gamoiyeno. „gabede 

sakuTari gansjis gamoyeneba“ ganmanaTleblobis Sinaarsia Tavisufleba, 

xolo Tavisuflebis arsi damoukidebel (avtonomiur) azrovnebaSia. um-

wifroba aris azrovnebaze uaris Tqma, sakuTari Tavisuflebidan gaqceva, 

rac adamianis bunebad qceula. sazogadoeba nel-nela SeZlebs uwifrobidan 

gamosvlas, sxvadasxva instanciis meurveobidan gonebis gaTavisuflebas da 

ganmanaTleblobasTan miaxloebas. revoluciiT SesaZlebelia despotTa Tu 

tiranTa damxoba, magram SeuZlebelia azrovnebis wesis namdvili reforma. 

ganmanaTleblobis procesis erTaderT gza, kantis mixedviT, aris „Tavi-

sufleba sakuTari gansjis sajaro moxmarebisa yvela sakiTxSi“. yovelgvari 

SezRudva am uflebisa, sazianoa ganmanaTleblobisaTvis.

vcxovrobT Tu ara Cven ganaTlebul epoqaSi? kantis pasuxi aseTia: ara! 

magram Cven vcxovrobT ganmanaTleblobis epoqaSi. magram mTavaria, rom um-

wifrobidan Tavisuflebis velze gamosvlis kari gaixsna. umwifrobidan anu 

miTiuri jadosagan ganjadoebis mTavar sferod kants religia miaCnia, ro-

gorc akademiuri da politikuri Tavisuflebis safuZveli. kantis idealia 

gonebis Tavisufali gamoyenebis ufleba religiis sferoSi, rasac is „re-

ligiur ganmanaTleblobas“ uwodebs.

gonebis sajaro gamoyeneba ki mxolod mas Semdeg iqneba SesaZlebeli, 

Tu ganviTardeba mediasaSualebebi mis gasavrceleblad. aseTi mediasaSua-

lebebi XVII-XVIII saukuneebSi iyo wignis beWvda, poligrafiuli industria 

da ganaTlebis politika. anTimoz iverieli, am mxriv, gvevlineba ganmanaT-

leblobis proeqtis gamoCenil Teoretikosad da praqtikosad imdroindel 

msoflioSi. anTimos „proeqti“ am aspeqtSi enaTesaveba kantianur „proeqts“. 

gonebis saWiro gamoyeneba praqtikulad mxolod maSin realizdeba, Tu gan-

viTardeba poligrafiuli warmoeba, wignebis beWvda, Targmna da tiraJire-
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ba. rogorc kantisaTvis, aseve anTimozisaTvis „azrovnebis Tavisuflebis 

zeimi“ unda momzaddes azris werilobiTi gadmocemis formiT. anTimozis 

mixedviT, es unda moxdes bilingvuri da polilingvuri interteqstua luri 

saqmianobiT, kulturaTa dialogiT. misi „proeqti“ principulad Sordeba 

kantis „proeqts“ gonebis avtonomiis punqtSi da, Sesabamisad, „gone bis re-

ligiis“ uperspeqtivobasa da destruqciul potencialze mkafio miTiTe-

bebs Seicavs.

b) hegelis koncefcia

hegelis koncefcia ganmanaTleblobis epoqis dasasruli da gviandeli 

ganmanaTleblobis Sejamebaa. hegelis mixedviT, „ganmanaTlebloba“ kacob-

riobis msoflio istoriis umaRlesi da ukanaskneli safexuria, romelSi-

ac absoluturi goni (Geist) Tavisufali TviTcnobierebis safexurze adis 

da azrovnebis triumfaluri msvleloba istoriuli progresis procesSi 

principulad iketeba. msoflio istoriis sami safexuri – aRmosavluri 

despotia, antikuri demokratia da germanul-qristianuli samyaro – yov-

lismomcveli gonis TviTgacnobierebis arsebiTi momentebia. TviTcno-

bierebis zrda Tavisuflebis RvTaebriv ideaSi, gadadis Tavisflebis ne-

baSi; amgvarad, es Tavisufali nebis realizaciaa msoflio istoriaSi, amave 

dros, „WeSmariti Teodicecaaa – RmerTis gamarTleba istoriaSi“. „magram 

ganmanaTleblobis“ frangul da germanul variantebs Soris gansxvavdeba, 

hegelis mixedviT, imaSia, rom germanelebma „Tavisuflebis principi gan-

axorcieles azrovnebisa da filosofiis sferoSi, xolo frangebma inebes 

misi praqtikuli ganxorcieleba didi franguli revoluciis saxiT. Tavisu-

flebis politikuri principi gulisxmobs kanonis Tanasworobas, anu samar-

Tlebrivi konstitucionalisturi wesrigis damyarebas („gonebis sasuf-

eveli dedamiwaze“). magram, hegelis ganmartebiT, es mxolod Tavisuflebis 

principis „formaluri aspeqtiT“, `formaluri nebis“ saxiT gamovlenaa, 

rac, ra Tqma unda, ver amowuravs absoluturi azrovnebis stiqiis Tavi-

suflebas. absoluturi azrovneba Tavis formalur gansazRvrebaSi wminda 

gonebis kritikaa, romelsac germanulma azrovnebam kantis filosofiaSi 

miaRwia. misi nakli isaa, rom goneba Tavisi Tavis upiratesobebs religiis 

absolutur Sinaarss, xolo praqtikuli goneba anu morali aris yovelgvari 

Tavisuflebis „arqimedis wertili“. germanul protestantul-qristianu-

li“ samyaros akmayofilebs sindisis TavisuflebaSi gamovlenili Tavisu-

fali azrovnebis principi. amdenad, ganmanaTlebloba germaniaSi Teolo-

giis mxardamWerad iqca, xolo safrangeTSi, eklesiisa da religiis mimarT 

mtruli sekularizmis saxe miiRo.

ganmanaTleblobis frangul versiaSi dominanti gaxda saero filoso-

fia. franguli revoluciis amosavali wertili gaxda ganmanaTlebelTa 

filosofia. hegeli miuTiTebs, rom es filosofia mainc abstraqtulia 
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da is unda konkretuli SinaarsiT aRivsos, raTa iqces WeSmaritebad. am-

denad, arsebuli samarTlebriv-saxelwifoebrivi wyoba usamarTlobisa 

da ugunurebis samefod gamoCnda. rac gonieria namdvilia, rac namdvilia 

gonieria – am principidan gamomdinare Tavisufleba, rogorc gonierebis 

Sinaarsi, abstraqtul-formaluri viTarebidan unda gadaiqces msoflio- 

istoriul movlenad. hegelis mixedviT, franguli revoluciis da, Sesabami-

sad, „ganmanaTleblobis franguli variantis“ nakli imaSia, rom man ver Sei-

narCuna konstituciuri monarqiis principi, „gonebis sajaro gamo yenebis 

Tavisufleba“, saboloo jamSi, mainc RvTaebrivi gonisagan iRebs legitima-

cias, radgan Tavisufleba, Tavisi arsiT, gansazRvrebis mixedviT, Tavisu-

flebis cnobierebaa. hegelis sityvebiT, „Tavisufleba araTu ar arsebobs 

RmerTis gareSe, aramed arsebiTad misi saqmea“.

anTim iverieli adreuli ganmanaTleblobis epoqaSi evropis erT-  e rTi 

gamorCeuli moazrovnea, romelic qristianobis calmxrivobis safrTxeebs 

xedavda rogorc scientizmSi, aseve protestantizmsa da kaTolicizmSi. 

anTimi axali epoqis konteqstSi axorcielebs marTlmadidebluri Teolo-

giuri tradiciis kreatiul adaptacias. igi amaSi epoqis ganaTlebis mTavar 

mizans xedavs. amiT gansxvavdeba anTimis xedva evropuli ganmanTlebluri 

moZraobis iseTi radikaluri Senakadebisgan, rogoricaa, erTi mxriv, mate-

rializmi da, meore mxriv, hegeliseburi racionaluri Teologia.

g) ganmanaTleblobis orazrovneba

T. adornom da m. horkpaimerma TavianT „ganmanTleblobis dialeqtika-

Si“ damajereblad aCvenes ganmanaTleblobis orazrovani buneba. miTosuri 

jadosagan ganjadoeba, gonebis ganTavisufleba Tavis arsSi Seicavs buneba-

ze da moazrovneze gabatonebis princips. antireligiuri ganmanaTlebloba 

Seicavs sicocxlisadmi mtrul, nihilistur, destruqciul Zalas, anu si-

cocxlis TviTgadarCenis principi (codna Zalaa!), Tavisi faruli motivis 

saxiT, gulisxmobs TviTmospobis perspeqtivas. gonebis srulwlovaneba, 

romelzec kanti da sxva filosofosebi laparakoben, marTalia, gulisxmobs 

arqauli fenebidan gamosvlas da maT moTokvas, damorCilebas, akrZalvas, 

tabuirebas, damonebas, magram es uZvelesi fenebi kvlav brundebian da Surs 

iZieben gonebis represiul wesrigze.

specialur TavSi – „morali da ganmanaTlebloba“ , avtorebi miuTiTe-

ben, rom gonebis imperativze dafuZnebuli formaluri moralisaTvis ada-

miani iseve masalaa, rogorc Teoriuli gonebisaTvis – buneba. ganmanaTle-

bluri moralis paradoqsuli orazrovneba imaSia, rom movaleobis prin-

cipiT daTrgunvili siamovnebis principi iqceva siamovnebis warmoebad, 

industriad. es viTareba aRwerilia markiz de sadis romanebSi – „Julietis 

istoria“ da „sodomis 120 dRe“, gonebis Tavisufali kombinirebisa da TviT-
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konstruirebis principi vlindeba siyvarulis sportul modelSi – „Julie-

ti ganmanaTleblurad mkrexelobs“, formaluri morali gadadis cinikur 

antipodSi. 

dasavluri ganmanaTlebluri idealis am farul mxareebze bevrs weren 

Tanamedrove filosofosebi, „SeuZlebeli xdeba TviTgadarCenis gamijvna 

TviTganadgurebisagan, erTmaneTSi ireva goniereba da ugunureba“. ganmana-

Tleblobis dekadansis xanaSi vlindeba misi paradoqsuli devizi: „TviTga-

darCenis mizniT, TviTmospobisaken!“

ganmanaTleblobis es ukiduresad racionalisturi interpretacia 

arsebiTad gansxvavdeba anTim iverielis gonebis ganaTlebis koncefciisa-

gan. anTimisTvis goneba ar aris avtonomiuri, mas sWirdeba gamocxadebiseu-

li kaTarsisi – „keTili da morwmune goneba, romliTac aRgvitacebs did da 

maRal fiqrebSi“.

6. anTimoz iverieli da mirCa eliade

rumineli mkvlevari kornelia barliba aRniSnavs, rom 1713-1715 

wlebSi buqarestis centrSi aSenebuli monasteri – Manasti re Anti m – anTim 

iverielis moRvaweobis naTeli Zeglia. monastris mTavari Sesasvleli, 

piradad anTimis mier, qarTuli xelovnebis motivebiTaa Sesrulebuli. Tu 

is ver SeZlebda dabrunebas Tavis sayvarel iberiaSi, am gziT man saqarTvelo 

miiyvana TavisTan, Tavis meore samSobloSi, rumineTSi, da Tavisi identoba 

daadgina xelovnebis am maradiul simboloebSi.

imave gziT xorcieldeboda misi lingvuri Semoqmedeba – mSobli-

uri enis meSveobiT aTviseba sxva enisa, raTa ukeT Seicno sakuTari ena da 

gagexsnas metaena, samyarosTan da RmerTTan urTierTobis ganzomileba. an-

Timis fenomenis analogiad ganixlavs es avtori Tanamedroveobis udides 

filosofoss da religiaTa istorkoss mirCa eliades, romelic rumineli 

iyo, magram, anTimozis msgavsad, cxovrobda da moRvaweobda sazRvarga-

reT – safrangeTsa da amerikis SeerTebul StatebSi. misTvis ucxo garemoSi 

moxvedrili rumineli moazrovne franguli da angloamerikuli kulturis 

wiaRSi qmnis samecniero skolebs, mxatvrul da publicistur nawarmoebebs, 

globalur bestselerebs, romlebic, faqtobrivad, axdenen franguli da 

angloamerikuli akademiuri da, saerTod, saliteraturo-lingvuri sivr-

ceebis xelaxal kreatiul kodirebas. anTimoz iverielsa da mirCa eliades, 

cxadia, sxvadasxva drosa da konteqstSi mouwiaT moRvaweoba da maT mrava-

li ram ganasxvavebs, magram maT Soris bevri paralelic SeiZleba daiZebnos. 

pirveli saerTo isaa, rom marTlmadidebeli qristianobis warmomadgenlebi 

organulad CaerTvnen dasavleTevropuli kulturis qmnadobaSi, „evropis 

mSeneblobaSi“. 
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rogorc kornelia barloba aRniSnavs, miuxedavad imisa, rom anTim ive-

rielsa da mirCa eliades ZiriTadi Sromebi maTTvis aramSobliur enebzea 

Sesrulebuli (mirCa eliades Sromebi frangulad da inglisurad daiwera, 

xolo anTis qadagebebi da Sromebi, gamocemuli teqstebi, winasityvaobebi 

da komentarebi Sesrulebulia ruminul, berZnul, slavur da arabul en-

ebze), TavianTi mentalobiT, fsiqologiuri xasiaTiTa da sasicocxlo be-

graundiT, isini TavianTi mSobliuri kulturis warmomadgenlebad darCnen. 

interlingvuri solidaroba maTTvis iyo Semoqmedebis stimuli.

rac Seexeba maT naazrevTa naTesaobas, cxadia, es specialuri gamokv-

levis sagani unda gaxdes. amjerad ki SeiZleba mxolod is iTqvas, rom 

orive moazrovne, erTi XVIII saukunis rumineTis qarTveli mitropoliti da 

RvTismetyveli da meore XX saukunis udidesi rumineli religiaTmcodne, 

religiis arsebad miiCneven Semoqmedebas, xolo kacobriobis ganviTarebas 

religiur SemoqmedebaSi xedaven.
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IRAKLI BRACHULI 

Anthim Iverianul and Western Enlightenment*

S u m m a r y
 
Saint Anthim lived in the epoch of Enlightenment. He was “a great enlightener and 

humanist”, organizer of the polygraphic business at a global scale, the reformer of the Rumanian 
literary and religious language; major fi gure of the Roman and Georgian culture in the beginning 
of the 18th century. 

Enlightenment (Germ. Aufk larung) is the climax of the European civilizati on; the main 
axis of the whole Western history starti ng from Homer up to the establishment of the European 
Union. 

Since 1696 the author of the books printed in Bucharest printi ng house writes the name 
of Anthim’s nati ve land, “Iverianul” next to his name. This is a name-symbol! And we have to 
interpret it. 

The civilized world knows Georgia by two terms: Kolkhis and Iveria. Colchis was the 
utt ermost stronghold of the Hellenisti c world in the East. Argonauts’ expediti on to KolKhis is 
well-known; the border of the anti que Europe ran in Kolkhida, along the river of Pazisi – in the 
country of King of Kolkhis Aiet and Jason’s Kolkhi wife, princess Medea. ‘Kolkhida’ -- Kolkhis is 
the name of pagan Georgia. Iveria is the name of Christi an Georgia. In the 4th century Christi anity 
was declared the nati onal religion of Georgia, i.e. ‘pagan’ Georgia does not exist any longer. 
Kolkhis -- “The Old Israel” becomes St. Iveria, “New Israel”, and the stronghold of the Christi an 
world in the East. 

Such is the symbolic content of the term Iverianul. This self-identi ty had formed in 
Anthim in his childhood in Georgia. His Romanian identi ty is analogous to it. “Selfl ess-Vlaseti ”, 
“Transilovania” was the stronghold of Romania, Byzanti nism, and Hellenic-Lati n Universum in 
the Balkans. 

 This is how the syntagma is interpreted: ‘Anti m Iverianul’. This Roman-Georgian 
‘Kulturträgen’ can be regarded as the presentati on of the Balkan-Caucasian of “Europe” (the 
Christi an world). 

Anthim’s concept of enlightenment diff ers from the West European and Eurasian-Russian 
models. The postulates of the Western model are: the autonomy of reason, Descartes’ “Cogito 
ergo sum”, Kant’s “Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason”, German philosopher Jacob’s 
formula: “I am pagan in my reason, Christi an – in my heart”. Saint Anthim’s concept denies 
this dualism and autonomism. It implies the transformati on of the reason itself, based on the 
Revelati on. In Saint Anthim’s opinion, such is the principle of the dialogue and integrati on of 
the civilizati ons. 

* The arti cle is prepared with support of Rustaveli foundati on.
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One modernisti c Theologumena of Anthim, “modernisti c” by its style and content is 
worth menti oning here. In his sermon on the Assumpti on of the Virgin Mary he menti ons: God, 
the Creator of the enti re visible and invisible world, could have made the world greater and 
more amazing than the one we exist in, but he could not have created any creature exceeding 
the Mother of God in her virtue. “Despite all His might, just as we cannot imagine anything 
more powerful than God, it is equally impossible to imagine a creature more sublime than Her, 
who took upon Herself bearing God in human fl esh.” This is the concept of co-creati on of the 
world by a Human and God. Here we see Saint Anthim as a great theologian and philosopher 
of the 18th century. 
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wminda anTimoz iverielis moRvaweobis politikuri aspeqtebi: 

patriotizmi Tu terorizmi?!

(anTimozis saeklesio samarTalis zogierTi sakiTxisaTvis)

 

XX-XXI sa u ku ne eb Si te ro riz mi Ta na med ro ve sam ya ros er T-er Ti yve la-

ze aq tu a lu ri prob le ma gax da. gan vi Ta re bu li sam xed ro da sa in for ma cio 

teq no lo gi e bis epo qa Si, ro de sac po li ti ku rad da eko no mi ku rad Zli e ri sa-

xel mwi fo e bi afar To e ben ze gav le nis sfe ro ebs, kla si ku ri ome bis war mo e ba 

xSir Sem Txve va Si Se uZ le be li xde ba da, amis ga mo, me am bo xe ada mi a ne bi te ro-

ris tul aq tebs mi mar Ta ven [17: 1061]. te ro riz mis amaz rzeni mxa rea is faq ti, 

rom misi sa miz ne yo vel Tvis sa zo ga do e bis yve la ze da uc ve li da uda na Sa u-

lo na wi lia: 

iRu pe bi an sa mo qa la qo pi re bi, mo xu ce bi, qa le bi da bav Sve bi. amis na Te-

li ma ga li Te bia 2001 wlis 11 seq tem bers ni u -i or kSi, 2004 wlis 1-3 seq tem bers 

Crdi lo eT ose Tis q. bes lan Si datrialebuli tra ge di e bi da sxva mra va li. es 

aris cxa di da da u fa ra vi te ro riz mi mTe li Ta vi si ag re si i Ta da umowy a le-

biT.

amis gar da, ar se bobs sa xel mwi fo e bis do ne ze war mo e bu li fa ru li te-

ro riz mi, ro de sac Zli e ri sa xel mwi fo, po li ti ku ri mo ti va ci is miz niT, ada-

na Sa u lebs Se da re biT sust sa xel mwi fos te ro riz msa da ge no cid Si da iwy ebs 

oms mis wi na aR mdeg. amis ma ga li Te bia sam xed ro blok na tos mi er 1999 wlis 

mar t-iv nis Si iu gos la vi is wi na aR mdeg war mo e bu li omi, ro me lic ko so vos 

da mo u ki de be li res pub li kis ga mocx a de biT das rul da; da ru se Tis fe de ra-

ci is mi er 2008 wlis ag vis to Si sa qar Tve los wi na aR mdeg ga Ca Re bu li omi, ro-

me lic ase ve das rul da qar Tu li te ri to ri e bis oku pa ci i Ta da af xa ze Ti sa 

da sam xreT ose Tis da mo u ki de bel sa xel mwi fo e bad ga mocx a de biT [15: 845].

te ro riz mze sa ub ri sas er T-erT aq tu a lur prob le mad rCe ba mov le-

na Ta swo ri Se fa se ba: po li ti ku ri Se xe du le be bi dan ga mom di na re, er Ti da 

igi ve qme de ba Se iZ le ba Se fas des an te ro ris tul aq tad, an gmi ro bad [16: 

961]. amis mra va li ma ga li Ti arsebobda gan sa kuT re biT, ci vi omis pe ri od Si, 

ro de sac de da mi wis ro me li me kuTx e Si mim di na re omi sab Wo Ta kav Si ri sa da 

aSS-is mi er gan sxva ve bu lad fas de bo da – ro gorc ag re sia da te ro riz mi an, 

ro gorc erov nul -gan ma Ta vi suf le be li brZo la. mov le na Ta swo ri Se fa se ba, 

zo ga dad, is to ri is er T-er Ti prob le ma tu ri sa kiTx i a. amis na Te li ma ga li-

* statia Seiqmna rusTavelis fondis xelSewyobiT.
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Tia XVIII sa u ku nis da sawy is Si moR va we wmin da an Ti moz ive ri e lis cxov re ba, 

ro me lic, mi u xe da vad imi sa, rom ma Ra li ie rar qi u li xa ris xis mqo ne sa su li-

e ro pi ri iyo, ori sa xel mwi fo SeT qmu le bis ini ci a to ri da or ga ni za to ric 

gax ldaT. er T-erT maT gans Se e wi ra ara mxo lod mi si si cocx le, ara med mi si, 

ro gorc sa su li e ro pi ris, re pu ta ci ac. is iyo gan kve Ti li da SeC ve ne bu li, 

ro gorc me am bo xe, re vo lu ci o ne ri da mas rom Cvens dro Si ecx ov ra, au ci-

leb lad ga mo acx a deb dnen te ro ris tad. sa bed ni e rod, 1992 wels aR dga is to-

ri u li sa mar Tli a no ba da mox da an Ti moz ive ri e lis re a bi li ti re ba da wmin-

da nad Se racx va.

ami tom, Cve ni Te mi dan ga mom di na re, sa in te re sod mig vaC nia gan vi xi loT, 

hqon da Tu ara mit ro po lit an Ti moz ive ri els msgav si po li ti ku ri saq mi a-

no bis uf le ba. es im de na daa mniS vne lo va ni, ram de na dac sa su li e ro pi re bis 

po li ti ku ri moR va we o ba da, Se sa ba mi sad, po li ti ku ri ga dawy ve ti le be bis 

re li gi u ri mo ti va cia dRem de ar cTu iS vi a Ti mov le na a.

ro gorc cno bi li a, wmin da an Ti mo zi da i ba da sa qar Tve lo Si XVII sa-

u ku nis Sua wleb Si. axal gaz rda asak Si is mo i ta ces da ga yi des stam bul-

Si. kon stan ti ne po lis sa pat ri ar qos meS ve o biT, man mo i po va Ta vi suf le ba, 

ris Sem de gac wa vi da ru mi neT Si da iq Se ud ga Zal ze na yo fi er sa su li e ro da 

kul tu rul moR va we o bas. ro gorc uk ve aRi niS na, igi iyo aq ti u ri po li ti-

ku ri moR va we, ker Zod, ori sa xel mwi fo SeT qmu le bis mTa va ri ini ci a to ri: 

un grov la xe Tis mit ro po lit ma an Ti moz ma or jer  – 1711 wels bal ka neT Si 

ru se Tis im pe ri is sam xed ro kam pa ni i sa da 1716 wels av stri a- Tur qe Tis omis 

dros – sa i dum lod Sek ri ba pat ri o tu lad mo az rov ne ru mi ne li Ta vad -azna-

u re bi, ro mel Ta mi za nic iyo brZo la Si Cab ma da ru mi ne Tis sa xel mwi fos sa-

bo loo ga Ta vi suf le ba os ma le Tis im pe ri is ba to no bi sa gan. sam wu xa rod, 

ver c er Ti SeT qmu le ba ver dag vir gvin da re a lu ri Se de giT. uf ro me tic, me-

o re mcde lo bas Se e wi ra bev ri ru mi ne li pat ri o ti sa da, maT So ris, wmin da 

an Ti moz ive ri e lis si cocx lec [6: 238-239; 253-256].

pro Tur qu li ori en ta ci is ru mi ne li qro ni ko se bi (ra du po pes ku, ra du 

gre Ca nu da mit ro fan gri go ra Si) mkac rad ak ri ti keb dnen an Ti moz ive ri els 

da brals sdeb dnen mas sa xel mwi fo Ra lat sa da sa ek le sio ka no ne bis dar Rve-

va Si. ama ve mi ze ziT, Tur qe Tis xe li suf le bis ze wo liT, kon stan ti ne po lis 

ek le si a mac gan kve Ta an Ti mo zi mit ro po li tis xa ris xi dan: `re vo lu ci i sa 

da ajan ye bis mom wyo bis bra li aris Zal ze mZi me da is mkac rad ga ni kiTx e ba 

ada mi a ne bi sa da RvTis mi er... ami tom sa ek le sio ka no ne bic mZi med sji an mas, 

vinc, ase Tu ise, sCa dis aseT da na Sa uls... yo fil ma un grov la xe Tis mit ro po-

lit ma, bo rot ma an Ti moz ma, ga niz ra xa ra [msgav si] eS ma ke u li da da uS ve be li 

saq me e bi, un da ga nik ve Tos mRvdel mTav ris xa ris xi dan... mi si bra li – uR vTo 

re vo lu cia da ajan ye ba – cxa di da dam tki ce bu li a. is gax da bo rot moq me di, 

me am bo xe da SeT qmu le bis mom wyo bi Zle va mo si li [os ma le Tis] im pe ri i sa da 
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Cve ni udi de bu le si da ub rwyin va le si sru li ad un grov la xe Tis mTav ris, ni-

ko lae [mav ro kor da tis] wi na am Rdeg da, am yve laf ris ga mo, sa ek le sio ka no ne-

bis mi xed viT, un da ga nik ve Tos~... [13: 336-337] – naT qva mia msof lio sa pat ri-

ar qos si no da lur dad ge ni le ba Si.

Ta vi dan ve aR sa niS na vi a, rom mar Tlma di de be li ek le si is mar Tva- gam ge-

o bis er T-er Ti Zi ri Ta di ka no ni ku ri prin ci pi mar Tlac gu lis xmobs sa xel-

mwi fos mi marT lo i a lur da mo ki de bu le bas. am prin ci pis mi xed viT, ek le sia 

aRi a rebs, rom sa xel mwi fo aris sa zo ga do e bis mar Tvis RvTis gan da we se bu li 

sis te ma; ek le si as ga aC nia gan sxva ve bu li miz ne bi da, Se sa ba mi sad, is ar ere va 

sa xel mwi fos saq me eb Si; ek le sia aRi a rebs da icavs sa xel mwi fos ka non mdeb-

lo bas; ek le sia pa tivs scems sa e ro xe li suf le bas da lo cu lobs mis Tvis [14: 

200]. sa ek le sio ka no ne bi mkac rad sji s maT, vinc SeT qmu le biT an sxva ra i me 

sa xiT upi ris pir de bi an sa xel mwi fo xe li suf le bas (mo ci qul Ta 84-e ka no ni; 

IV msof lo kre bis me-18 ka no ni; VI msof lio kre bis 34-e ka no ni). ma ga li Tad:

pi ri, ro me lic usa mar Tlod Se u racx yofs me fes an mTa vars, sas je lis 

Rir si a; Tu igi sa su li e ro pi ri iq ne ba, xa ris xi dan ga nik ve Tos, xo lo Tu eris-

ka ci – uzi a reb lo biT da i sa jos [2: 144] – mo ci qul Ta 84-e ka no ni;

Ta nam zrax ve lo bi Ti da na Sa u li an brbos Tav Sey ra SeT qmu le bis miz niT, 

ga re Se [sa mo qa la qo] ka no ne bi Tac ik rZa le ba; miT uf ro da uS ve be lia msgav si 

qme de ba saR vTo ek le si a Si, nu iyo fin! Tu ro me li me kle ri ko si an mo na zo ni 

bo rot  Ta nam zrax ve lo ba sa da SeT qmu le ba Si iq ne ba mxi le bu li... sru li ad 

ga nik ve Tos xa ris xi dan [2: 345] – IV msof lo kre bis me-18 ka no ni.

mag ram sa ek le sio ka no ni ka Si asa xu li sa xel mwi fo s mimarT lo i a lu ri 

da er Tgu li da mo ki de bu le ba araTu ar krZa lavs, ara med pi ri qiT, gu lis-

xmobs ki dec pat ri o tiz msa da, sa Wi ro e bis Sem Txve va Si erov nul -gan man Ta-

vi suf le bel brZo la Si (Ta na mo az re Ta Sek re ba Si, SeT qmu le ba sa da om Si) 

aq ti ur mo na wi le o bas ro gorc eris kac Ta, ase ve sa su li e ro pir TaT vi sac. 

ma ga li Tad, wmin da aTa na se aleq san dri e lis pir vel ka no ni kur epis to le Si 

vkiTx u lobT:

uje roa ka cis kvla, mag ram brZo la Si mo wi na aR mde ge Ta amowy ve ta ka no-

ni e ria da qe bis Rir si [3: 234].

wmin da ba si li di dis ka no neb Si vxe davT ima ve da mo ki de bu le bas, ro ca 

saq me exe ba ia ra RiT xel Si sa xel mwi fo in te re se bis dac vas, Ta nac ka pa do ki e-

li mRvdel mTa va ri imow mebs sxva wmin da ma me bis sa er To az rsac:

brZo lis dros Ca de ni li mkvle lo be bi Cvens ma mebs ar mi aC ni aT mkvle-

lo bad, rad ga nac, ro gorc me mgo ni a, maT Se un do ben, ro gorc moR va we ebs 

siw min di sa da ke Ti li msa xu re bi saT vis. mag ram iq neb uke Te si a, vur Ci oT maT, 

ro gorc xe liT araw min deb ma, sa mi wliT Se i ka von Tavi sa i dum lo Ta zi a re bi-

sa gan [3: 245].

wmin da ka non Ta ko men ta to re bi – zo na ra da bal sa mo ni – aR niS na ven, rom 

sa ek le sio ka no ni kur ma praq ti kam ar ga i zi a ra wmin da ba si li di dis rCe va da 
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ar aye neb da sa mi wliT zi a re bi sa gan omi dan dab ru ne bul me om rebs. uf ro me-

tic, xse ne bu li bi zan ti e li ka no nis te bi we ren, rom is to ri is man Zil ze bevr 

sa su li e ro pir sac uSu a lod mi u Ria mo na wi le o ba brZo leb Si da mo uk lavs 

mte ri, amis ga mo isi ni ara Tu ar das ji lan, ara med da jil do e bu lan ki dec 

(a te nis sin tag ma IV, 132-133) [14: 353-354].

wmin da an Ti moz ive ri e lam dec da mis Sem de gac, ru mi neT sa da sxva qvey-

neb Si ar se bu la ara er Ti pre ce den ti, ro ca sa su li e ro pi re bi uSu a lo mo na-

wi le o bas iReb dnen ro gorc erov nul -gan ma Ta vi suf le be li brZo lis or ga-

ni ze ba Si, ase ve sa o mar moq me de beb Sic:

1. bul ga re Tis ek le si is sa WeT mpyro bel ma, tir no vos mTa va re pis ko-

pos ma va si lim, 1185 wels bi zan ti el Ta gan gan ma Ta vi suf le be li ajan ye bis 

dawy e bis loc va- kur Txe va gas ca. aR niS nu li brZo la bul ga re Tis da mo u ki-

de be li sa xel mwi fos Ca mo ya li be biT dag vir gvin da [10: 60-61].

2. wmin da ser gi ra do ne Jel ma 1380 wels akur Txa Ta va di di mit ri don skoi 

mon Rol Ta wi na aR mdeg omis dawy e ba ze. amas Tan, man ve ga a yo la Ta vads ori be-

ri, ro mel Ta gan er T-er Ti, sa xe lad pe res ve ti, Ta vad Se eb rZo la mon Rol Ta 

gan Tqmul me o mars – Ce lu bu is.

3. X sa u ku ne Si be rad aR kve ci li qar Tve li mTa var sar da li Tor ni ke eris-

Ta vi sa Ta ve Si Ca ud ga bi zan ti el Ta jars bar das skli a ro sis ajan ye bis wi na aR-

mdeg brZo la Si. 

4. 1026-1027 wleb Si bi zan ti is im pe ra to ri kon stan ti ne VIII ja riT Se mo vi-

da da sav leT sa qar Tve lo Si. mci rew lo va ni qar Tve li me fis bag rat VI-is ma giv-

rad, Tav dac vi Ti omis sa Ta ve Si Cad ga ori qar Tve li epis ko po si – sa ba mtbe va-

ri da ez ra an Ce li, rom leb mac aa ges sve tis ci xesi mag re, Sek ri bes ja ri da ar 

mis ces mters qvey nis dapy ro bis sa Su a le ba [18: 386].

 5. qar Tlis ma ti a nes mi xed viT, Tbi li sel ma be reb ma or jer – 1045 da 1048 

wleb Si – ara be bi sa gan ga a Ta vi suf les qa la qi Tbi li si da me fe bag rat IV-s ga-

das ces [4: 55-56].

6. XII sa u ku nis da sawy is Si Wyon di del epis ko poss, ro gorc mwig no bar T-

u xu cess, emor Ci le bo da me fis ja ric ki. ma ti a nes cno biT, 1110 wels gi or gi 

Wyon di del -mwig no bar Tu xu ce si win ga uZR va me fis jars da ara be bis gan ga a Ta-

vi suf la ori stra te gi u lad mniS vne lo va ni qa la qi – sam Svil de da rus Ta vi.

7. zo ga dad, mTe li Sua sa u ku ne e bis gan mav lo ba Si qar Tvel mRvdel mTav-

rebs, sa su li e ro sam sa xur Tan er Tad, sam xed ro fun qci ac eba raT [19: 190-191, 

337, 384, 397, 418]. di di qar Tve li mec ni e ri iva ne ja va xiS vi li wer da: `qar Tu li 

ek le si is did gav le nas da sa xel mwi fo saq me eb Si mis aq ti ur mo na wi le o bas mow-

mobs is faq tic, rom TiT qmis yve la did ek le si a sa da mo nas ters hyav da Ta vi si 

sa ku Ta ri kar gad gaw vrTni li laS qa ri, ro me lic sa Wi ro e bis dros me fis sad-

ro Sos uer Tde bo da da mas Tan er Tad eb rZo da sa qar Tve los mtrebs. qris ti a-

nu li ek le sia Sua sa u ku ne e bis sa qar Tve lo Si yo vel Tvis did rols Ta ma Sob-

da~ [5; 58].



121

aleqsi qSutaSvili, aleqsi qSutaSvili,   wminda nTimoz iverielis moRvaweobis politikuri aspeqtebi...

8. 1877-1878 wleb Si ru mi ne li sa su li e ro pi re bi Tur qe Tis im pe ri i sa-

gan erov nul -gan ma Ta vi suf le bel om Si aq ti ur mo na wi le o bas iReb dnen. ie-

rar qe bi jars akur Txeb dnen, ug zav nid nen ga mam xne ve bel epis to le ebs, xo lo 

aso biT mRvde li msa xu re bas uSu a lod fron tis xaz ze ewe o da [10: 418]. me o re 

msof lo omis dros ru mi ne Tis mar Tlma di de be li ek le si is wmin da si nod Si 

ar se bob da `ja ris epis ko po sis~ ti tu li sa da fun qci is mqo ne mRvdel mTa va-

ri, ro mel sac, imav dro u lad, sam xed ro ge ner lis ran gic hqon da.

ze moT qmu li dan ga mom di na re, mar ti vad ga mog vaqvs das kvna, rom wmin-

da an Ti moz ive ri e lis po li ti kur moR va we o ba Si, ro me lic miz nad isa xav da 

os ma le Tis im pe ri is wi na aR mdeg omis dawy e ba sa da vla xe Tis sa xel mwi fo saT-

vis da mo u ki deb lo bis mo po ve bas, ara fe ri iyo an ti ka no ni ku ri da sa su li e ro 

pi ri saT vis Se u fe re be li. msgav si saq mi a no ba ab so lu tu rad eTan xme ba mar-

Tlma di deb lur ka no ni kur prin ci peb sa da praq ti kas. aqe dan ga mom di na re, 

pat ri o tiz mi ar un da gvereodes re li gi ur in to le ran to ba sa da te ro riz-

mSi. moy va ni li is to ri u li faq te bi dan aS ka ra xde ba, rom au ci le be lia mov-

le ne bis swo ri Se fa se ba. sxva na i rad, erov nul gan ma Ta vi suf le be li brZo la 

io lad Se iZ le ba Se fas des te ro riz mad da gax des sxvi si po li ti ku ri miz ne-

bis gan xor ci e le bi sa da axa li ome bis dawy e bis mi ze zi.
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ALEKSI KSHUTASHVILI

Politi cal Aspectes in St. Anthim Iverianul Heritage - Patrioti sm or Terrorism?! 

(Certain issues of Anthim’s Canon Law)*

S u m m a r y

Politi cal acti vity of clergymen and therefore religious moti vati on of politi cal decisions is not a 
rare fact to present day.

Declared in Canon Law loyalty and fi delity towards the state does not prohibit patrioti sm of 
clergymen and even their acti ve parti cipati on in war, nati onal-liberati on movement, etc.

The arti cle analyses several precedents from the history of Orthodox Church, when clergymen 
took part in organizati on of nati onal-liberati on movement and facts of their parti cipati on in military 
acti viti es. The core issue of the investi gati on is St. Anthim Iverianul heritage, namely analyti cal 
discussion of his politi cal world out-view, his struggle against Ott oman Empire. All issues are 
analyzed in the key of Anthim’s  Canon Law and are compared with various canonical orthodox 
texts.

It has been proved that in politi cal acti vity of Saint Anthim Iverianul there was nothing 
anti -canonical and incompati ble for clergymen. The similar acti viti es are in absolute accord with 
orthodox canon law and practi ce. Patrioti sm must not be confused with intolerance and terrorism. 

* The arti cle is prepared with support of Rustaveli foundati on.
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anastasia zaqariaZeanastasia zaqariaZe

gonivruli egoizmi – xelaxali wakiTxvis mcdeloba

 go niv ru li ego iz mi Se iZ le ba ga ni mar tos, ro gorc sa ku Ta ri in te re se-

biT cxov re bis xe lov ne ba im gva rad, rom sxva Ta in te re se bi ar Se i la xos. 

eTi ku ri msje lo bis es mo de li ar iyo ucxo an ti ku ro bi saT vis. Cven 

ga vix se nebT aris to te les, rad ga nac, jer er Ti, mas Tan yve la ze gaS li la-

daa da xa si a Te bu li, Tu vin aris ego is ti da me o rec – mas ze yve la ze me tad 

ape li re ben go niv ru li ego iz mis Ta na med ro ve epi go ne bi. aris to te le iwy-

ebs Se kiTx viT – `vin uf ro me tad un da giy var des, Se ni Ta vi Tu sxva vin me?~ 

Tan das Zens, siZ ne les iw vev so es kiTx va (a ris to te le. 2003. 1168 b; 201). igi 

ga nag rZobs msje lo bas me gob ro ba ze da am kon teq stSi xsnis ego iz mis ra o-

bas. ego is ti xa si aT de ba, ro gorc xel gaS li li, yve las dam xma re, mag ram amis 

sa nac vlod, mo i po vebs nac nob Ta Tu uc nob Ta xot bas, rac, aris to te les 

TqmiT, amaR le bu li da gan wmen di li mSve ni e re baa (a ris to te le. 2003. 1169 a; 

203). aris to te les ego is ti go ne biT moq me debs, rac ima Si vlin de ba, rom igi 

ar so des ai Rebs ima ze mets, rac ekuT vnis. ego is ti sa ku Tar Tav ze zru navs, 

mag ram sxvag va rad sxvis dax ma re bas ver Se Zleb da. `ka ci sa ku Tar Tav Tan un-

da me gob rob des yve la ze me tad~, – as kvnis aris to te le. 

am mo de lis re cef cia, `go niv ru li ego iz mis~ kon cef ci is sa xiT, ev ro-

pul gan ma naT leb lo ba Si iwy ebs ga for me bas. am Te ma ze msjelobas vxvde biT 

smi Tis, spi no za sa da hel ve ci u sis teq steb Si.

 smi Ti aya li bebs ada mi a nu ri bu ne bis er Ti an Te o ri as, sa dac ho mo eko-

no mi ku si da ho mo mo ra lis ga nu yo fe li a.

 xo lo hel ve ci u sis mixedviT, ra ci o na lu ri ba lan si ego is tur vne ba sa 

da sa zo ga do eb riv ke Til dRe o bas So ris bu neb ri vad ver Ca mo ya lib de ba. mxo-

lod mi u ker Zo e bel ka non mde bels, sa xel mwi fo Za la uf le bis ga mo ye ne biT, 

Se uZ lia uz run vel yos sar ge be li mravali adamianisaTvis da si ke Tis sa fuZ-

vlad `cal ke u li in di vi dis sar ge be li~ aq ci os.

 mag ram ter mi ni po pu la ru lo bas mo i po vebs mxo lod XIX xa u ku nis bo-

los (mi li, spen se ri, sij vi ki) da isic mci re xniT. igi gu lis xmobs eTi kur 

filosofiis Tanamedrove problemebifilosofiis Tanamedrove problemebi
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po zi ci as, rom lis mi xed viTac, su bi eq tis Tvis ma xa si a Te be lia pi ra di in te-

re se bis prin ci pu li pri o ri te tu lo ba sa zo ga do eb riv an sxva su bi eq te bis 

in te re seb Tan mi mar Te biT. mi si mom xre e bi ica ven po zi ci as, rom ne ga ti u ri 

saz ri su li dat vir Tva, ro me lic tra di ci u lad Tan ax lavs ter mins `e go iz-

mi~, un da mo ix snas. 

ram ga na pi ro ba er Ti sa u ku nis Sem deg, XX sa u ku nis mi wu ruls, go niv ru-

li/ ra ci o na lu ri ego iz mis po zi ci i sa ken Se mob ru ne ba? da ro gor iq ca igi 

Ta na med ro ve me ta e Ti ku ri ve lis pri o ri te tul xed vad? 

ana li zi saT vis Se var Ci eT Ta na med ro ve ame ri ke li fi lo so fo sis ain 

ren dis eTi ku ri kon cef cia (Jur na lis am no mer Si qvey nde ba ren dis fi lo-

so fi u ri eseis `e go ego iz mis ga re Se~  Tar gma ni. aR niS vnis Rir sia is faq ti, 

rom esaa da sav lur siv rce Si far Tod cno bi li fi lo so fo sis ana li ti ku ri 

naS ro mis qar Tul ena ze gad mo ce mis pub li ka ci is pir ve li mcde lo b a). gan sa-

kuT re bu lia ren dis fi lo so fi u ri ro ma ne bi sa da ese e bis gav le na ame ri kul 

sa zo ga do e ba ze. so ci o lo gi u ri ga mo kiTx ve biT isi ni bib li is Sem deg me o re 

ad gils ika ve ben. 

fi lo so fi ur ese Ta kre bul Si `e go iz mis si ke Te~ ren dma axa li su li 

STa be ra ra ci o na lu ri ego iz mis Te mas eTi ka Si. mi si ti ra Ji re bis miz niT, ro-

ma neb Si ̀ pir vel wya ro~, ̀ at las ma mxre bi ga Sa la~ da moTx ro ba Si ̀ him ni~ es Te-

ma mTav ri gmi re bis sa ub ris, moq me de be bis la it mo ti vad iq na ga mo ye ne bu li. 

mid go mis kon cep tu a lu ri Car Co am gva rad ga mo i yu re ba: a) ada mi a nis 

ne bis mi e ri qce vis mo ti vi egos tu ri a, b) go ne bas aqvs una ri, mo tiv Ta So ris 

ga mo ar Ci os is, ro me lic aR Zravs swo rad ga ge bul pi rov nul in te ress, anu 

mo i xel Tos im ego is tur mo ti va ci a Ta bir Tvi, ro mel ic ada mi a nis ra ci o-

na lu ri bu ne bi sa da mi si cxov re bis sa zo ga do eb ri vi xa si a Tis Se saty vi si a.                          

g) Se sa ba mi sad, ya lib de ba nor ma tiu li prog ra ma, ro me lic icavs qce va Ta er-

Ti an -e go is tur sa fuZ vels, mag ram, imav dro u lad, eTi ku rad sa val de bu lod 

mi iC nevs sxva Ta in te re se bis gaT va lis wi ne bas. 

go niv ru li egoz mis Te o ria mo ra lis axal sa xes afor mebs, ro mel mac 

un da Ca a nac vlos ab so lu tu ri si ke Ti sa da bo ro te bis moZ ve le bu li du a-

lis tu ri mo ra li. igi auq mebs tra di ci ul ga ge bas `mo ra lu ri uSur ve lo bis~ 

da `al tru iz mi sa~. al tru is ti ai Zu lebs ada mi ans, ro mel sac si ke Te ga u ke-

Ta, da va le bu lad ig rZnos Ta vi, ri Tic mas far To as pa re zi ex sne ba mo ma va li 

ma ni pu la ci e bi saT vis. go ni e ri ego is ti mi u Reb lad Tvlis im ti pis ur Ti er-

To bebs, ro mel Tac mohy ve ba sxva ze da mo ki de bu le ba; igi uars am bobs mis-

Tvis ga we ul dax ma re ba ze, an da uSur ve lad ga ke Te bul `sa Cu qar ze~ da amiT 

ga mo ricx avs sa ma gi e ros mizR vis praq ti kas. am gva ri qme de biT mas Se uZ lia 

gan kur nos ma ni pu la to ri -al tru is ti mav ne Cve vis gan. es ga ge ba ax lo dgas 

in di vi du a liz mTan da ga ci le biT uke Te sia or ma gi ti pis mo ral ze, rom li-

Tac itan je bi an ada mi a ne bi, upi ra te sad, av to ri ta ru li re Ji mis pi ro beb Si. 
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ego iz mi, ise ve ro gorc per so naluroba da go ne ba, pi rov nu li a, anu yve la 

ada mi ans Ta vi si sa ku Ta ri ego iz mi aqvs. e.w. `ko leq ti ur -pat ri o tu li~ Ro-

nis Zi e be bi ego ists ar izi davs; izidavs mxo lod `zar ma ci go ne bis~ adamians, 

romelic sa ku Ta ri prob le me bis ga dawy ve tas mxo lod sxvis gan elis. ni Wi er 

in di vi du a lis teb sa (ren dis ter mi no lo gi iT, pir ve la di ada mi a ne bi) da upa-

su xis mgeb lo ko leq ti vis tebs (ren dis ter mi no lo gi iT, me o ra di ada mi a ne bi) 

So ris gan sxva ve ba ima Si a, rom ni Wi e ri pi rad bed ni e re bas mo i po vebs Se moq me-

de biT pro ces Si. ga saT va lis wi ne be li a, rom igi, upir ve les  yov li sa, sa ku Ta-

ri Ta vi sa da sa ku Ta ri TviT Se fa se bis gan vi Ta re bi saT vis qmnis. sxva saq me a, 

rom gar Se mom yof nic sar ge bels na xu lo ben ami sa gan. aq aS ka rad sa xe zea viw-

rop rag ma tu li zne ob ri vi po zi ci a. 

ren dis go ni e ri ego is ti mi zans sa ku Tar Tav Si po u lobs. igi sa ku Ta ri 

go ne biT cxov robs, sa Su a le bas ar aZ levs sxva ada mi a nebs, sa ku Ta ri Ta vi dan 

Seq mnan msxver pli an sxve bi aq ci on msxver plSe wi ru le bad. aq cen ti ga da ta-

ni lia sa ku Tar go ne ba sa da saR az rze, ro me lic axor ci e lebs gac no bi e re-

bul ar Ce vans yo vel dRi ur cxov re ba Si da Ta vad itvirTavs pa su xis mgeb lo-

bas mi Re bul ga dawy ve ti le beb ze. swo red esaa mo ra lis me o re ti pi, ro me lic 

gan sxvav de ba qris ti a nu li mo ra li sa gan. mas ze ape li reb da kon fu ci. sok ra-

tes msgav sad, mis Tvi sac si ke Te cod nas Tan iyo Ser wymu li da mxo lod cod-

nis far gleb Si iyo Se saZ le be li mi si re a li za ci a. kon fu cis po zi ci a a – `re-

li gia un da iyos Tan xmo ba Si ada mi a nis go ne bas Tan da sa Ris az ris mi er iyos 

ga da mow me bu li. is, rac Se uZ le be lia ga da mow mdes go ne biT, ar Se iZ le ba iyos 

WeS ma ri ti da mya ri rwme nis sa ga ni, da am de nad, mas verc qce ve bis xel mZRva-

ne lo ba Se eZ le ba~. es po zi cia mTli a na daa ga zi a re bu li go niv ru li ego iz mis 

Ta na med ro ve ame ri kul ver si a Si.

aris Tu ara ada mi a ni ar sob ri vad ego is ti?

 ra ci o na lu ri TviT in te re sis mom xre e bis mTa va ri ar gu men ti te le o-

lo gi u ri a. ma Ti xed va ga mo i xa te ba for mu le biT: „yve la imas ake Tebs, ri si 

ga ke Te bac un da, sxva Sem Txve va Si igi am gva rad ar mo iq ce o da“; „si nam dvi le-

Si, ara vin ara vis Tvis wi ravs Tavs, rad ga nac ... yve la mi zan mi mar Tu li qme de ba 

mo ti vi re bu lia gar kve u li Ri re bu le biT an miz niT, rom lis ke nac ada mi a ni 

is wraf vis, sa bo loo jam Si yve la ada mi a ni ego is tu rad iq ce va, mi u xe da vad 

imi sa, icis man amis Se sa xeb Tu ara~...[ Ayn Rand (2005). 99]
 ren di, pir vel  yov li sa, mij navs ego iz mis tra di ci ul ga ge bas ego iz mis 

WeS ma ri ti ga ge bi sa gan. ami saT vis sa Wi roa am kon cep tis gax sna eTi kur kon-

teq stSi. eTi ki sa da eTi ku ris ga ge ba ren dTan ti pu rad pos tprag ma tu li a. 

mas eTi ka es mis, ro gorc sa zo ga do e ba Si gam ya re bu li Ri re bu le be bis gar kve-

u li ti pis ko deq si, ro me li Tac xel mZRva ne lobs ada mi a ni sa ku Ta ri qce ve bis 

age bi sa da mo tiv Ta So ris ar Ce va nis ga ke Te bi sas. sxva sity viT, esaa im qce-
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ve bi sa da ar Cev anTa er To ba, romelic gan sazR vra ves mi si si cocx lis mi mar-

Tu le ba sa da mi zans. miz nis ar Ce vi sas ada mi a ni mud mi vi al ter na ti vis wi na Se 

dgas. imis Tvis, rom air Ci os, mas sWir de ba Ri re bu le be bis stan dar ti. „Ri re-

bu le ba~ gu lis xmobs pa suxs Se kiTx va ze: „vis Tvis ?“„ris ga mo?“ „ra un da iyos 

ada mi a nis qce ve bis mi za ni da mi ze zi?“ „ra iq ne ba mis Tvis sar geb lo bis mom-

ta ni?“ es kiTx ve bi un da iyos mis Tvis amo sa va li wer ti li. mag ram, imav dro-

u lad, igi iT va lis wi nebs, Tu ram de na daa sxve bis sur vi le bi sa da sa Wi ro e be-

bis dak ma yo fi le ba mis Tvis sar geb lo bis, bed ni e re bis mom ta ni [Torres, Louis & 
Kamhi, Michelle Marder, 2000, 33] ego iz m sa da al tru izms So ris wi na aR mde go ba 

ze moT  mo ce mul kiTx veb ze ga ce mul kon fliq tur pa su xeb Si Se iZ le ba ga ix-

snas. go niv ru li ego iz mi am tki cebs, rom ada mi a ni TviT kma ri a, igi sa ku Tar 

Tav Sia sas ru li. al tru iz mis mi xed viT ki – ada mi a ni aris sa Su a le ba sxve bi-

saT vis sas ru lo bis mi saR we vad. ego iz mi am tki cebs, rom ada mi a nis qme de ba 

mis ker Zo sar geb lo bas un da em sa xu re bo des, al tru iz mi ki pi ri qiT, am tki-

cebs, rom ada mi a nis qme de ba sxvis sar geb lo bas un da em sa xu re bo des [Rachels 
James, 2008, 3].

ego is tad yof na niS navs Tvi Tin te re siT mo ti vi re bu lad yof nas. amis-

Tvis ada mi an ma un da ico des, Tu ras niS navs Tvi Tin te re si, ras mo iTx ovs is, 
ra miz nebs isa xavs da ra sa xis Ri re bu le bas iRebs.

ego iz mi, upir ve les yov li sa, gu lis xmobs Tvi Tin te re sis stan dar tze 

da fuZ ne buli Ri re bu le be bis ie rar qi as, sa dac per so naluri ma Ra li Ri re-

bu le be bi pri o ri te tu lia uf ro da bal an per so ni saT vis sa kuT ri vi Ri re bu-

le bis armqo nis mi marT.

 WeS ma ri tad ego is tma ada mi an ma icis, rom mxo lod go ne bas Se uZ lia gan-

sazR vros, si nam dvi le Si ras war mo ad gens mis Tvis per so naluri TviT in te-

re si. man icis, rom aq mTa va ria faq teb ze dam ya re bu li msje lo ba; xo lo msje-

lo bi sas faq te bis ugul e bel yo fa an sa er Tod msje lo bis ga uq me ba an grevs 

egos /per so nuls/self. TviT in te re si si cocx lis kon teq stis gaT va lis wi ne-

biT miz nis, Ri re bu le be bis da cod nis ar Ce vaa. im pul su ri qme de ba, kon teq-

stis ga uT va lis wi neb lad, ar aris ego is tis TviT in te re si. pro duq ti u lad 

ar se bo ba ase ve mi si TviT in te re si a, xo lo pa ra zi to ba – ara. „es wraf o des 

cxov re bas ise, ro gorc mis bu ne bas Se e fe re ba, da ara cxo ve lu rad cxov re-

ba, misi TviT in te resia“ [ Smith Ta ra, 2006, 19].
 ren di Tvlis rom, al tru iz mis eTi kis mi i Re bis Sem Txve va Si, ada mi a ni 

da i tan je ba: 1) Tav da je re bu lo bis nak le bo biT, rad ga nac mTa va ri mis cxov-

re ba Si iq ne ba ara sa ku Ta ri Ta vi, ara med sxva. 2) sa zo ga do e bis mi marT upa tiv-

ce mu lo biT, rad ga nac igi sxvi si dax ma re bis imed ze dar Ce ni l fa rad mi iC ne va. 

3) si nam dvi le ze sa za re li war mod ge niT, rad ga nac mis Tvis ka cob ri o ba ga mo-

ke ti lia „a ra ke Til mo su ne sam ya ro Si“, sa dac mud mi vi mxo lod ka tas tro fe-

bia. 4) in di fe ren tu lo biT eTi kis mi marT, rad ga nac usu su rad ci ni ku ri amo-

ra lu ro ba axa si a Tebs, vi na i dan re a lu ri cxov re bis mi marT kiTx vebs ve ra so-

des gas cems pa suxs da ami to mac cxov robs amo ra lu rad [Rand, Ayn. 1964. 9].
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 mas Sem deg, rac eTi ki saT vis, sa kuT riv eTi ku rad, al tru iz mi eTi kur 

qce vad  – sxvi s dax ma re ba iq ca, ke Til mo sur ne o bi sa da si ke Tis kon cep te bis 

ar sob ri vi ga ge ba de for mir da. am xed viT sa ku Ta ri Ri re bu le be bis da fa se-

ba aris ego iz mi; ada mi ans ar Se iZ le ba hqon des pi rov nu li in te re si sxvas Tan 

mi mar Te ba Si  – es amo ra lu ri a; siy va ru li, me gob ro ba, aR ta ce ba Tu pa ti vis-

ce ma ar Se iZ le ba ani Web des si a mov ne bas sa ku Tar Tav s – es yo ve li ve zne o bis 

ran gSi mxo lod ma Sin maR lde ba, ro de sac sxvas Tan mi mar Te ba Si ga ni xi le ba. 

bev ri ada mi a ni al tru iz mi se u li de hu ma ni za ci is msxver pli a; `bev ri ki ar 

iRebs am xed vas, mag ram in te leq tu a lur qa oss ga nic dis, ar icis, ro gor mo-

iq ces. ran dis Tvis cxa di a, rom ada mi a ni ar aris msxver plis gam Re bi ar se ba 

da mi si mo ra lu ri mgdo ma re o ba ar ga mo i xa te ba sxve bis dax ma re ba Si . al tru-

iz mis Tvis mo ra lu ria ada mi a ni, ro me lic uars am bobs, Ra la tobs sa ku Tar 

Ri re bu le bebs. igi mi iC nevs, rom uc no bis an mtrisT vis Ta vis gan wir va sa-

kuT riv eTi ku ris sfe ros ga ne kuT vne ba da uf ro da sa fa se be li a, vid re say-

va re li ada mi a ni saT vis Tav gan wir va. ra ci on lu ri prin ci pi ki sul sxva ra mes 

gu lis xmobs. eTi ku rad aq mi iC ne va sa ku Ta ri Ri re bu le be bis ie rar qi is mi xed-

viT moq me de ba; ma Ra li Ri re bu le be bi ara so des un da ga wi ro imis Tvis, vinc 

amas ar im sa xu rebs“ [Ayn Rand, 2005: 17].
„Tav gan wir va“, ren dis go niv ru li ego iz mis mi xed viT, gan mar te bu li a, 

ro gorc sa ku Tar Ri re bu le beb ze ua ris Tqma sxva, uf ro nak le bi xa ris xis 

ada mi a nis ga mo. 

ren dis Tvlis, rom siy va ru li da me gob ro ba Rrmad per so nu li, ego is-

tu ri Ri re bu le be bi a, siy va ru li aris imis ga mo xat va, Tu ro gor afa seb sa-

ku Tar Tavs. ada mi ans nam dvil per so nul, ego is tur si xa ruls ani Webs me o re 

ada mi a nis ub ra lod ar se bo bac ki. amas ren di uwo debs er Ti ada mi a nis per so-

nul, ego is tur bed ni e re bas. 

„me-s ga re Se ar se bu li, da u in te re se be li“ siy va ru li ren dis Se fa se biT 

niS navs imas, rom ada mi a ni sa Ta na dod ar afa sebs sa ku Tar Ri re bu le bebs da 

es arc aris sa kuT riv siy va ru li.

 ra ci o na lu ri ego iz mis Te o ri is far gleb Si umaR le si mo ra lu ri mi-

za ni aris, mi aR wio sa ku Tar bed ni e re bas. fu li, dro an Za lis xme va un da iyos 

im Ri re bu le bis pro por ci u li, ro mel sac ada mi a nis Tvis bed ni e re ba mo aqvs.

 sa ku Ta ri po zi ci is na Tel sa yo fad rends moh yavs tra di ci uli eTi kis 

sa xel mZRva ne lo e bi saT vis po pu la ru li ma ga li Ti da sax rCo bad gan wi ru-

li ka ci sa. is mis kiTx va – ro dis Se iZ le ba qce va Se iZ le ba Ca iT va los mo ra-

lu rad? go niv ru li ego iz mis mi xedviT, uc no bi ka cis ga dar Ce na mxo lod im 

Sem Txve va Si iq ne ba mo ra lu ri, Tu sa ku Ta ri si cocx lis saf rTxe Si Cag de bis 

San si mi ni ma lu ri a. mo sal dne li di di saf rTxis Sem Txve va Si –  wyal Si Ses vla 

amo ra lu ri a. ada mi a ni, ro me lic am gva rad mo iq ce va, sa ku Tar Tavs nak le bad 

afa sebs. Ta vis ga wir va mo ra lu ri iq ne ba im Sem Txve va Si, Tu ada mi a ni Za li an 

ax lo be li da say va re lia im de nad, rom ga re Se mis si cocx les fa si ar eq ne ba 
(Den Uyl, 1986, 33].
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ra ci o na lur ego ists ara so des aviwy de ba, rom si cocx le aris Ri re bu-

le ba Ta wya ro da, po ten ci u rad, yve la ada mi ans Se uZ lia mo i po vos es Ri re-

bu le be bi. 

ada mi a ni-ta bu la rasa-s  qce vis we se bi, ro gorc cno bi e re biT, ase ve mo ra-

lu rad,  sa gan ge bo si tu a ci i sa da Cve u li si tu a ci is Sem Txve va Si gan sxva ve bu-

li a. es or mag stan darts ar niS navs, stan dar ti da mTa va ri prin ci pe bi igi ve 

rCe ba, oRond yve la si tu a cia zust gan sazR vre bas mo iTx ovs [Ayn Rand, 1964, 
19]. ren di xma robs ter min s – me ta fi zi ku rad sa gan ge bo mdgo ma re o ba. am si-

tu a ci as ada mi a ni ar ir Cevs, mas qmnis dro Si SezR u du li, mo u lod ne li Sem-

Txve va. igi er Tje ra dia da si cocx li saT vis saf rTxis Sem ce li. sa gan ge bo si-

tu a ci is dros ada mi a nis mTa va ri mi za nia da a mar cxos wi na aR mde go ba, ga eq ces 

saf rTxes da aRad gi nos nor ma lu ri mdgo ma re o ba. ren di mxo lod am gva ri si-

tu a ci e bis dros uS vebs mo xa li se o bas sxve bis da x ma re bi sas. ma ga li Tad, ge-

mis Ca Zir vis dros ada mi a ni un da eca dos, ga da ar Cnos um we od dar Ce ni li ada-

mi a ne bis si cocx le, mag ram es su lac ar niS navs imas, rom man na pir ze gas vlis 

Sem de gac mo u a ros maT, da a xar jos sa ku Ta ri Zal -Ro ne da sax sre bi. ada mi ans 

ar aqvs mo ra lu ri uf le ba, sa ku Tar Tav ze ai Ros maT ze mzrun ve lo ba

 ada mi a nis mo ra lu ri mi za nia sa ku Ta ri bed ni e re bis miR we va, es ar niS-

navs sxva ada mi a ne bis mi marT in di fe ren tu lo bas, mag ram dax ma re ba, sxve bze 

zrun va Cve va Si ar un da ga da di o des, am gva ri qme de ba ga mo nak li si un da iyos 

da ara we si. amas ren di uwo debs gu lux vo bis aqts da gvaf rTxi lebs, rom mas 

ara fe ri aqvs sa er To mo ra lur val de bu le bas Tan. am ti pis qce va un da iyos 

mar gi na lu ri da in ci den tu ri, ise ve, ro gorc ka tas tro fe bi da ube du ri 

Sem Txve ve bi. Ri re bu le be bis mo po ve ba un da iyos ada mi a nis mTa va ri mi za ni, 

mi si wu xi lis Te ma da cxov re bis mo ti vi [Ayn Rand, 1964, 22].
rendis azriT, oTxi ram exmareba adamians, rom interesTa konfliqts 

airidos Tavi. esenia: realoba, konteqsti, pasuxismgebloba, Zalisxmeva [Pei-
koff , Leonard., 1982:50 ].

Tu da va ja mebT kvle vis Se de gebs, Se saZ le be lia iT qvas, rom go niv ru-

li ego iz mis xed vis (a se ve cno bi lia uni ver sa lu ri ego iz mis eTi ku ri xed vis 

sa xe liT) gam ta reb le bi iy vnen epi ku re, smi Ti, spi no za,  hel ve ci u si, jon hos-

per si, je si qe li ni, ain ren di. isi ni cdi lo ben, aa gon uni ver sa lu ri me ta e Ti-

ku ri sis te ma, sa dac sa kuT riv eTi kur qce vad cxad de ba per so nu li Tvi Tin-

te re siT mo ti vi re bu li qme de ba. Ta na med ro ve uni ver sa lu ri eTi ku ri ego-

iz mis apo lo ge ti ain ren di sa ku Tar po zi ci as uwo debs ra ci o na lur /go niv-

rul ego izms. ren dis fi lo so fi is cen tra lu ri Te ma ada mi a nis prob le ma a. 

ada mi a ni, ren dis gan mar te biT, aris go ni e ri ego is ti. igi TviT kma ri ar se ba a, 

rom lis ar sob ri vi mdgo ma re o ba per so nu li bed ni e re bi sa ken swraf va a; mi si 

mo ra li ki praq ti ku li qce vis pro duq tiul Se de geb Tan Se sa ba mi so ba Si ga-

mo i xa te ba. mi si ar gu men ti am gva rad JRers: ra ci o na lur ada mi an Ta Tvi Tin-

te re se bi aras dros mo va kon fliq tSi er Tma neT Tan, rad ga nac ma Ti Ri re bu-
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le be bi ar sob ri vad ra ci o na lu ri a. es xed va na i vu ri caa da uto pi u ric. kon-

fliq te bi Tvi Tin te res Ta So ris uwy ve tad ar se bobs da mud mi vad mo iT xovs 

ga dawyve tas. ma ga li Tad, al bert ain Sta i ni da ber tran ra se li, ori udi de si 

mo az rov ne da mec ni e ri, aS ka rad da da u fa ra vad ib rZod nen ato mu ri Se i a ra-

Re bis wi na aR mdeg, xo lo ma Ti Ta na med ro ve, ase ve di di mec ni e ri, ed vard te-

le ni lo bi reb da ato mu ri Se i a ra Re bis po li ti kas. ren di al baT isur veb da 

da e sa bu Te bi na, rom am ti pis ada mi a ne bi arc in te leq tu a lur ni arian da arc 

ra ci o na lur ni.

 ren dis na az rev Si aRi niS ne ba Zi ri Tad kon cep Ta –„un da“ da „msurs“ – 

aR re va. mo ra lu ri rCe va ga uq me bu li a. xSir Sem Txve va Si, mo ra lu ri da ara-

mo ra lu ri aR re u li a. po zi ci is da de biT mxa red un da mo viC ni oT per so nu li 

Ta vi suf le bi sa da pa su xis mgeb lo bis wi na plan ze wa mo we va. 

ren dis fi lo so fia kla si ku ri ra ci o na liz mi sa da prag ma tiz mis sin-

Tezs cdi lobs. mas  go ne ba – er Ta der Ti ab so lu ti – mar Tavs. 
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ANASTASIA ZAKARIADZE

Rati onal Egoism - an att empt to Reread the Theory

Summary

Like ethical egoism, rati onal egoism needs arguments for support. One might cite our 
most confi dent judgments about rati onal acti on and claim that rati onal egoism best fi ts these. 
The exact meaning and dicti onary defi niti on of the word ‘selfi shness’ is: concern with one’s 
own interests. This concept does not include a moral evaluati on; it does not tell us whether 
concern with one’s own interests is good or evil; nor does it tell us what consti tutes man’s 
actual interests. It is the task of ethics to answer such questi ons.

   Rati onal egoism claims that the promoti on of one’s own interests is always in accor-
dance with reason. The greatest and most provocati ve proponent of rati onal egoism is Ayn 
Rand, whose The Virtue of Selfi shness outlines the logic and appeal of the theory. Rand ar-
gues that: fi rst, properly defi ned, selfi shness rejects the sacrifi cial ethics of the West’s Judaic-
Christi an heritage on the grounds that it is right for man to live his own life; and, second-Rand 
argues that, selfi shness is a proper virtue to pursue. That being said, she rejects the “selfl ess 
selfi shness” of irrati onally acti ng individuals: “the actor must always be the benefi ciary of his 
acti on and that man must act for his own rati onal self-interest.” To be ethically selfi sh thus 
entails a commitment to reason rather than to emoti onally driven whims and insti ncts.

In the strong version of rati onal egoism defended by Rand, not only is it rati onal to 
pursue one’s own interests, it is irrati onal not to pursue them. Rand off ers a “new concept 
of egoism” based on reason as man’s means of survival and opposed to all forms of sacrifi ce. 

 Selfi shness - a virtue? Ayn Rand’s answer is-Yes. She is on a mission to overcome centu-
ries of demonizati on of selfi shness. 

Criti cs of rati onal egoism may claim that reason may dictate that one’s interests should 
not govern one’s acti ons. The possibility of confl icti ng reasons in a society need not be evoked 
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in this matt er; one need only claim that reason may invoke an imparti ality clause, in other 
words, a clause that demands that in a certain situati on one’s interests should not be fur-
thered. For example, consider a free-rider situati on. In marking students’ papers, a teacher 
may argue that to off er infl ated grades is to make her life easier, and, therefore, is in her 
self-interest: marking otherwise would incur negati ve feedback from students and having to 
spend ti me counseling on writi ng skills, and so on. It is even arguably foreseeable that infl ati ng 
grades may never have negati ve consequences for anyone. 

In a deeper level, some egoists may reject the possibility of fi xed or absolute values 
that individuals acti ng selfi shly and caught up in their own pursuits cannot see. Nietzsche, for 
instance, would counter that values are created by the individual and thereby do not stand 
independently of his or her self to be explained by another “authority”; similarly, St. Augusti ne 
would say “love, and do as you will”; neither of which may be helpful to the prisoners above 
but which may be of greater guidance for individuals in normal life.

 Rand exhorts the applicati on of reason to ethical situati ons, but a criti c may reply that 
what is rati onal is not always the same as what is reasonable. The Randian may counter that 
what is rati onal is reasonable: for one can argue that rati onality is governed as much by under-
standing the context as adhering to the laws of logic and of non-contradicti on.

Some philosophers stressed the connecti on beween moral acti on and self-interest 
because they were concerned with moti vati on. It does not follow that self-interest is for them 
a normati ve standard. And many philosophers may have espoused rati onal egoism while 
thinking that God ensured that acti ng morally maximized one’s self-interest. 
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ENGINEERING, RISKS AND BIOETHICS APPOACH

Engineering impacts and risks

Engineering is one of the acti viti es with big impacts on life in the world. Billions of 
peoples have their lives aff ected by Engineering products and process, from medicines to 
transportati on systems or plasti c packaging, even the most simple. According to Uhomoibhi 
(9, p. 251), among the areas that demand higher educati on, the most aff ecti ng are the Engi-
neering careers: “Higher educati on overall provides signifi cant eff ect on economic growth. The 
engineering and natural sciences play the most prominent role”. But, above all, Engineering 
projects have similar impacts on human life and environment than biomedical areas. Burge 
(1, p. 46) comments that ethical refl ecti on can be the exact element to promote safety and 
quality in Engineering in industrial areas: “In many ways, industrial engineers can impact the 
well-being of customers, pati ents and workers more so than lawyers and even doctors”, Marti n 
and Schinzinger (5, p. 02) defi ne Engineering projects as social experiments, and Engineers as 
creators and responsible by new benefi ts, harm preventi on and new risks.

It is the nature of engineering to endorse risks. A more deep analysis considers environ-
mental, social and cultural context of the use of a technology. It´s a necessary ethical approach 
that takes into account the context of the applicati on of technology and the consequences 
of its use. Uhomoibhi (9 p. 250) points that “Much of what is covered by engineering today 
touches on the environment, sustainability, economic development, entrepreneurship and eth-
ics, all of which are tampered with culture and legislati on that are diff erent for the many re-
gions of the world”. The Nati onal Academy of Engineering of U.S.A. has published in 2003 the 
report “The Engineer of 2020”, with the required abiliti es for the Engineers in 21st century, as 
menti oned by Fortenberry (2, p37): 

[…] Technical profi ciency is necessary, but not suffi  cient. To operate eff ecti vely, next-
generati on engineers will require a panoply of interpersonal and management skills. ...They 
have to lead, make tough decisions, and frame questi ons in a way that fosters creati ve solu-
ti ons to such global “grand challenges” as climate change. A strong moral compass, ethics, 
cultural awareness, and ability to apply engineering concepts across the disciplinary spectrum 
are important, too. 

Engineers share responsibility about acceptable risks in relati on to created benefi ts, 
that make their decisions permeated of moral values. According to Professor and researcher 
in Engineering Ethics Babur M. Pulat, from Oklahoma University, there is a tendency to make 
poor decisions at the expense of safety and quality, as menti oned by Burge (1, p. 47).

There is no way out of ethical aspects in decision of engineering projects. All the ti me it 
is necessary to decide about what failures are more tolerable than others, what failures must 
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be avoided and why. It´s a questi on of choice. A new auto, a new medicine or a building, all 
projects involve people and expose them to situati ons where safety and security are a criti cal 
issue. More and more ultra-reliable systems that can respond in real ti me to failure and risk are 
required, based on parameters specifi ed by its designers - and therefore based on their values 
as much as the values of government, society, industry and all the stakeholders involved in rule 
making and requirements. The impacts of the engineering professionals on general populati on 
has to been considered, and Miller (6, p. 01) observes that

In each successive generati on, a smaller and smaller number of people are enabled 
to aff ect the lives of larger and larger numbers of other people through the applicati on of 
technology. The eff ects may be intenti onal or unintenti onal, and they may be benefi cial or they 
may not. The relentless development of new technology raises the stakes on social, economic, 
and politi cal consequences in each generati on. 

The mechanized agriculture, for example, increased food producti on but is also 
connected to rural exodus and precarious urbanizati on process, changes in alimentary culture 
and obesity cases. The fossil fuel use disseminati on has impacts in the increase of mortality 
by respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, prematurity, low weight newborns and change in 
children´s cogniti ve development. There is always a risk in the use of technology, but also a 
benefi t to be considered in rule-making. What is acceptable? Is there a variati on on what, 
when, where, by whom, for whom?

Requirements results from social and technical percepti on of risk, based on acceptability 
and impact of the faults, the state of the art technology and economic viability. The social 
acceptable risk refl ects the values of one society. In technical terms, Engineering submitt ed 
too many kinds of calculus of the criti cality that is about: 

● designed object itself (as its failure brings economic losses);
●  the goal (if failure can lead to interrupti on or cancellati on of a process);
● transacti on (when failure can be repaired by reversal);
● safety (if failure can result in damage to lives and / or equity);
● security - protecti on against unlawful acts (if failure can render the system vulnerable 

to illicit acti viti es);
● Environment (if the failure includes environmental risk; it has been included just 

recently in criti cality calculus). 

The enti re process of defi ning what is acceptable and what is not in terms of risks has 
a social, cultural and moral complexity that goes beyond the technical aspects. Precauti on 
is necessary, as there are situati ons where the probability of harm is not very high, or is 
technically hard to determine and include ethical aspects of the possible risks for the involved 
stakeholders. The questi on is not just about how many (persons, things) can suff er the damage, 
but about the meaning of this for these beings. Thus, incorporates risk preventi on approach 
that in technical approach may be unanti cipated, unforeseen and/or not measurable and 
even irreversible, because they go beyond quanti fi able and probabilisti c elements. It´s not 
every risk that can be predicted and measured, but it is always there and aff ects real people 
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from present and future generati ons. People who live in a specifi c social context, which is 
also aff ected. Therefore, these questi ons must be also considered in risk analysis: how people 
will be aff ected? And the context (environmental, economic, social, cultural, and moral) to 
which they belong? The discussion about risks involves defi niti on, acceptability; probability; 
distributi on of responsibiliti es and the variety of approaches. All this involves judgement in 
some degree, and is values permeated. There is an element of uncertainty in engineering that 
must be considered, and it´s the ethical dimension of engineering itself. 

The uncertainty in decision-making in Engineering: ethical questi ons

The ethical refl ecti on, with all these issues discussed above and many others, is also one 
of the dimensions of the exercise of Engineering. Engineers produce new technologies and are 
asked to provide enhancement to the human conditi on through the use of technology before 
they have all the facts about the functi oning of this new project. It implies a risk assessment 
and expected benefi ts, and a choice, and Pinkus et al (8, p. 64) observe: “Based on traditi on, 
experience, scienti fi c knowledge, and judgment, engineers are asked to improve the human 
conditi on before all scienti fi c facts are in”. The uncertainty comes following the passage from 
an abstract model (itself containing uncertainti es) to the implementati on of a project. There 
are always some gaps about the accuracy of the data on the material, the manufacturing 
process, the fi nal goal of the product. Projects designed to benefi t individuals and populati ons 
may become harmful over ti me, when risks that were not esti mated, or were even unknown, 
produce social, economic, moral, environmental or health damage, bringing ethical dilemmas. 
The management of the uncertainty is part of the conducti on of scienti fi c and technological 
acti vity and the acceptance of the risk is an inherent part of its acti vity. The uncertainty is 
always a factor to be considered in technical fi eld; the lack of knowledge means that a choice 
has to be done – about the material, the process, the maintenance, everything. Therefore, 
even in technical aspects, there is a judgement involved. 

This is the nature of science and technology: there are human constructi ons, above all, 
even when it´s not clear. The modern scienti fi c model presents science in a decontextualized 
way, a key for the control of nature, with no historicity involved. This model, typical from 
modern age, developed a sterile rati onalizati on and insti tuti onalizati on of dominati on, a 
process described by Habermas (3) as a rati onality that involves dominance over the nature 
and then the society itself, a scienti fi c model as an exercise of control. This phenomenon is 
described by Habermas (3) as a feti shizati on of science and technology, that become to be 
seen as neutral and objecti ve – with no place for uncertainty. The science itself turns into 
an ideology, an instrument of dominati on for nature and humanity through the increasing 
applicati on of technical rati onality to everyday life without questi ons. The appearance of 
neutrality and control masks the real nature of science as a human – and therefore historic 
– constructi on, with ethical and politi cal implicati ons. The recogniti on of uncertainty brings 
to memory the science as product of a dasein (in heideggerian sense), not a neutral being, 
a-historic. 
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Technical knowledge - in terms of skills (know-how) or theoreti cal (know-that) - is es-
senti al and inherent in Engineering, is consti tuti ve of his nature. It is this knowledge that pro-
vides informati on for the engineering project reduces uncertainty and allows a more accurate 
judgment. Technical experti se is therefore an important component in the risk assessment, 
minimizati on and damage preventi on. The state of the art technology should be a goal, which 
includes excellent and conti nuing training. Excellence comes from Greek �ρετή (arete, most 
commonly translated as virtue, which one of the senses is excellence). Ethics and excellence 
cannot be separated. The technical excellence increases the conditi ons to make a good judg-
ment about risk-taking on a project. The lack of profi ciency, technical virtue, compromises 
the positi on of an engineer on make moral judgments and increases the uncertainty degree 
in a project. Errors in calculati on, design and maintenance can cause damage and be fatal, 
even without intent. However, calculati on is not all: The risks include hydroelectric dam break; 
modifi cati on and even disrupti on of a culture whose center is the land that was fl ooded; fail-
ure of life support equipment because of the power transmission interrupti ons; the loss of an 
ecosystem and much more. Not of these risks can be calculated, not all of them have the same 
meaning for all involved stakeholders. The religious sense of an indigenous cemetery fl ooded 
by the waters because of the hydroelectric power generati on plant, for example, how could 
it be determined by a simple calculati on? What it means for the people that lives there? The 
lack of animals for hunt and fi shing because of changes in ecosystem can lead to catastrophic 
situati ons among some isolated indigenous tribes. Leopoldi (4) observes that for the hunter-
gatherers indigenous people, the hunti ng is a male att ributi on and has a greater symbolic val-
ue than gathering, a female task. When something provokes a lack of food, they can proceed 
to populati on control measures that include girl’s infanti cide. It´s not a very higher probability, 
however it´s a possible risk for a hydroelectric power plant project in a forest area. 

The technique is not enough. It necessary and important in the decision process, but 
must be accompanied by an excellent and not limited moral refl ecti on. Pott er (7, p. 69) warns 
that “knowledge can become dangerous in the hands of specialists who lack a suffi  ciently 
broad background to envisage all of implicati ons of their work … educated leaders should be 
trained in both sciences and humaniti es”. 

The acceptable level of criti cality in a project depends of technical informati on and ethical 
foundati ons of those in charge of a project. For example, the constructi on of a hydroelectric 
power plant, whose lifespan goes from 50 to 100 years, needs many and complexes calculati ons 
about geological, hydrological, materials and process. There is a risk of some aspect that be 
left  behind, and a conti nuous eff ort must be done to cover the most possibiliti es. There is a 
necessity of technical excellence to esti mate the possibiliti es, probability and extension of 
damage. 

The degree of tolerance of an engineering project to failure and damage depends on 
the degree of tolerance of the responsible engineers, employers, government insti tuti ons, 
society in general and the state of the art of the knowledge on the subject of study. There is no 
way to predict all the eff ects of a project on nature, society or human beings: make a project 
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be eff ecti ve is to act based on uncertainty. Knowledge is always limited; it is necessary to 
obtain as much informati on as possible about the object in questi on and then design the most 
possible scenarios of the eff ects of a project. The real picture, however, will never be known 
unti l the project is implemented. A politi cal and moral complexity goes beyond technique to 
be considered. 

Engineering acti vity involves decision-making, judgment based on values, the duty 
towards those who will be aff ected, the others involved and to all members of the human 
and not human habitat, the consequences of each acti on and the calculati on of what should 
be done. The absence or insuffi  ciency of ethical refl ecti on can lead to catastrophic results for 
present and future. 

As primary ground of decision, making parameters in Engineering projects there is 
a key issue: what is the value of life, human and non-human? How can someone be sure 
that technology can advance without destroying the environment and the life on Earth? How 
to guarantee the benefi ts are bigger than the risks? How to measure it to support decision 
making in engineering projects? How to determine the degree of risk tolerance and failures? 
How to get the maximum benefi t in a project, considering all people that directly or indirectly 
are aff ected by it? 

These are the key issues that Bioethics has handled over ti me, but unti l now restricted 
to the fi eld of biological sciences. The fi eld of Engineering, of big social and environmental 
impact, must also be the object of the same refl ecti on, the same questi ons, otherwise we will 
have a professional fi eld whose acti ons aff ect thousands of people, whose professionals do 
not realize that, do not perceive themselves as historical beings, do not refl ect on the morality 
of their acti ons. Bioethics has much to contribute to society through debate on Engineering 
process ok risk analyses, management and assessment, the projects that built the world its 
consequences to life. 

Conclusion: Bioethical contributi ons to Engineering 

The more oft en bioethical approach to risks is linked to research ethics, especially 
biomedical research. Although Pott er´s foundati on of bioethics is very interdisciplinary, the 
origins of Bioethics are clearly close to biomedical areas. In additi on, by the way, the questi on 
is that engineering development process is a research process, and engineering products have 
a strong impact in health issues. 

The similariti es between Medicine and Engineering are also noted by Pott er, (7, p. 
72), who proposed Bioethics as a discipline that goes beyond biomedical ethics. Bioethics, 
here, is not just a model to be transplanted to the Engineering, but as an embedded ethical 
approach of engineering as a way to promote refl ecti on on questi ons of life, its risks and its 
preservati on in all its forms. The problems can be since implantable nanotechnology chips for 
people monitoring to a new car design. In all these cases, there is life involved, there are risks 
and benefi ts and decisions that aff ect people, cultures, environment. In a broader bioethics 
view, the central issue is the preservati on of life as a priority factor to guide the analysis. Pott er 
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(7, p. 06) describes the fi eld he proposed: 
In suggesti ng a new discipline called Bioethics and specifying that we look outside the 

traditi onal sciences, I am not suggesti ng that we abandon the traditi onal treatment for a new 
idea, but rather that we cross the disciplinary boundaries on a somewhat broader scope and 
look for ideas that are suscepti ble to objecti ve verifi cati on in terms of future survival of man 
and improvement in the quality of life for futures generati ons. 

Bioethics in Engineering should not just import the references in biomedicine, but can 
be a way to address problems that aff ect the life in planet, people and cultures in broader 
and complex terms that integrate factors such environment, public health, politi cs and 
citi zenship, among others. If these discussions were restrict to health fi eld, it can generate a 
reducti onism and it produces parti al and fragmented answers to global problems. Bioethics in 
Engineering can contribute from research and development to the management of relati ons 
with stakholders in the course of a project, within a perspecti ve that goes beyond calculati on 
and includes moral, social and cultural aspects in the process. 
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Witness on the Struggle for the Family in France (2012 – 2014)

“They did not know it was impossible so they did it”
Mark Twain

‘’Impossible isn’t French’’

Napoleon 

In my arti cle I would like to describe what we lived in France, with the legalizati on of 
Gay marriage, and how we tried to organize an eff ecti ve resistance to this project, to defend 
the Family. 

First, I will speak of the Taubira Bill, the name of the Minister of Justi ce who introduced 
marriage and adopti on for gay couples in France. Then I will menti on the advent of the protest 
movement, through the organizati on of “Manif Pour Tous” (Demo for all), and the strategy we 
developed.

I - The law of gay marriage 
To understand the context, we must remember that in 1999 the French Socialist 

Government has legalized the Civil Solidarity Pact (PACS). It is a contract between two persons 
of opposite sex or the same sex. Civil union was created for homosexuals, however, today, 90% 
of people who use PACS are couples of men and women. At the ti me, the Government stated 
that, never, marriage and adopti on for homosexuals would be legalized. 

However, from 2004, LGBT groups demand marriage and adopti on.
1) An electi on promise.
During the 2012 presidenti al campaign, the Socialist candidate François Hollande 

promises marriage and adopti on to homosexual couples, with the commitment No. 31 of his 
program. On 6 May 2012, François Hollande is elected President of the French Republic against 
Nicolas Sarkozy.

2) Issues.
For LGBT groups, marriage and adopti on are a means to transform society. The main 

objecti ve of the reform is to allow homosexuals to have children, with the adopti on, but also 
for lesbian couples, medically assisted procreati on (PMA in French, IVF in English). For male 
couples, it goes through surrogates mothers (GPA in French). Gay marriage is the fi rst step 
towards the change of society.

(Two people who have worked to legalize Gay marriage in France: Christi ane Taubira is 
the Minister of Justi ce. She gave her name to the Bill.

There is also Pierre Bergé, a businessman who funded the electi on campaign of François 
Hollande. He is gay. He said, in December 2012, he was in favor of surrogate mothers for male 
couples: “To rent her womb to make a child or rent his arms to work in the factory, what 
diff erence?”)
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3) Refusal of dialogue 
The Government has never wanted to hear Gay marriage opponents. During hearings 

on the Bill in Parliament, religious leaders of the Catholic Church, Protestant Federati on, 
Orthodox Church, Muslim and Jewish communiti es were despised: they only had 4 minutes 
each to defend their point of view. 

The Government has indicated the requirement for mayors to marry same-sex couples 
without conscienti ous objecti on. 

In February 2013, in only two weeks, opponents of Gay marriage have collected a 
peti ti on of 700,000 signatures on paper, but it was rejected without good reason. 

Finally, the Government has refused to hold a referendum on gay marriage.
II - Manif Pour Tous
A group of citi zens decided to protest against the Bill. As the law is called “marriage for 

all” (to soft en the distrust of the populati on), they decide to give as the name of “Manif Pour 
Tous” (Demo for All).

1) Mass demonstrati ons
For the fi rst demonstrati on, in Paris and Lyon, 17 November 2012, more than 200,000 

people took to the streets against Gay marriage.
A nati onal demonstrati on was held in Paris January 13, 2013, with 800,000 people. On 

March 24, they are 1.4 million people came again to Paris. Many come from rural areas, and 
reserved many trains and buses to come to Paris. These are the most important protests in the 
history of France since the end of World War II.

On 26 May 2013, even if the Bill was passed last month, 1 million people returned to 
Paris to protest. The last demonstrati on took place on 2 February 2014. 

“Manif Pour Tous” was founded by Frigide Barjot, media humorist. She was helped 
by an associati ve responsible Tugdual Derville, as well as Ludovine De La Rochère, which is 
currently the president of the organizati on.

The demonstrati ons were peaceful, but the police reacted brutally: tear gas was sent 
to families, and many protesters were arrested. On 26 June 2013, the Council of Europe has 
condemned France for police violence.

2) Defeat and victory
“Manif Pour Tous” failed to prevent Gay marriage from being voted on April 23, 2013, 

at the Nati onal Assembly. 
Nevertheless, we managed to reject another Bill on the Family in February 2014. It 

planned to introduce the IVF for lesbians, surrogate mothers, and Gender Theory in school.
III - Strategy
1) Gay marriage arguments 
During the politi cal debate in France, proponents of Gay marriage used three main 

arguments. First, they talked about equality: if homosexuals can marry, citi zens will be truly 
equal. Then they tried to demonize and discredit their opponents: they were systemati cally 
accused of being extremists and homophobic. Finally, they tried to persuade people that Gay 
marriage was inevitable.
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2) Our answers
On the claim of equality, we said that all citi zens are already equal, but that marriage is 

a situati on with a parti cular conditi on: to marry a person of the opposite sex.
As Gay marriage involved family, “Manif Pour Tous” wanted to focus on the issue of the 

children. 
We insisted that every child has the right to have a father and a mother. With the 

adopti on and IVF for lesbians, we have warned against a “right to have a child “, from adults, 
who would have a child as an object. Finally, we have denounced surrogacy as a modern form 
of slavery: the womb of a woman cannot be rented to buy a baby! This is a monstrosity.

3) Our strategy
We wanted our demonstrati ons to be peaceful, joyful and festi ve. We used bright colors, 

and French symbols (such as Marianne, which represent the French Revoluti on and Freedom).
We used arguments on the right of children to have a father and a mother.
We welcomed Gay people who agreed with us. Indeed, we are not against homosexuals, 

but we are against a Bill. We denounce att acks and insults against homosexuals.
Finally, we built an alliance between the diff erent religions: Catholics, Muslims, 

Protestants, Jews and Orthodox Christi ans. 
The three main French Christi an leaders worked together: the Catholic Archbishop of 

Paris, André Vingt-Trois, the president of Orthodox Bishops of France, Metropolitan Emmanuel 
Adamakis and Pastor Claude Baty, president of the Protestant Federati on of France. The Chief 
Rabbi of France Gilles Bernheim, also protested against Gay marriage.

However, we used secular arguments on the children and the Family: to be bett er heard 
and understood by the media and by many French atheists.

The “Watchers”
In our peaceful strategy, we created the “Watchers” (Veilleurs, in French). These are 

groups that meet in the evening in front of offi  cial buildings, or in public areas. They read texts 
to protest against Gay marriage, recite poems or listen to music. Today they exist in many citi es 
of France. Their impact in the media is very strong.

Current struggles
Today, we conti nue the fi ght on three separate fronts. First, we are fi ghti ng against 

Gender Theory in schools. This ideology is encouraged by the government to push children to 
be favorable to homosexuality, and to choose their own sexuality (video). Then, we denounce 
agencies in France off ering to rent the wombs of surrogate mothers for Gay couples.

Finally, we encourage the Union for a Popular Movement (UMP), the Conservati ve 
Party, to abolish Gay marriage, by 2017, for the next presidenti al electi ons.

We thought it would be impossible to resist against Gay marriage in France, because 
the pressure was very strong. But we tried, we were able to mobilize, and we will not give up 
our fi ght.
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 safrangeTSi ojaxisaTvis brZolis mowmis Canawerebi             

(2012-2014)

av to ri kri ti ku lad aa na li zebs e.w. to bi ras bils – saf ran ge Tis ius-

ti ci is mi nis tris mi er Se mo Ta va ze bul arat ra di ci u li ori en ta ci is wyvi-

le bis qor wi ne bis Se sa xeb mi Re bul ka nons re li gi ur da so ci o lo gi ur Wril-

Si. gan xi lu lia sap ro tes to moZ ra o bis da or ga ni za ci is „Ma nif Po ur To us” 
stra te gi a. da sa bu Te bu li a, rom lgbt jgu fe bis Se sa xeb mi Re bu li ka no ni 
sa zo ga do e bis tran sfor ma ci is sa Su a le ba a. re for ma cia pir vel rig Si uar-

yo fi Tad ai sa xe ba oja xis in sti tut ze, rac ga mo iw vevs tra di ci u li ada mi a-

nu ri Ri re bu le be bis tran sfor ma ci as, so ci um Si ada mi a nis da niS nu le bi sa da 
ro lis Sec vlas.
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ame ri ku li fi lo so fi is axa li „TviTcno bi e re bis“ Ca mo ya li be ba pir sis, 

je im sis, ro i si sa da di u is sa xe lebs, maT fi lo so fi ur msof lmxed ve lo bas 

ukav Sir de ba. di di xnis gan mav lo ba Si ame ri ka nak le bad aRiq me bo da ge og ra-

fi ul er Te u lad, es qve ya na uf ro ide al Ta gan xor ci e le bis go ni er in sti tu-

ci as war mo ad gen da, sa dac ada mi a ne bi val de bu le bas iReb dnen, de mok ra ti u l 

in sti tu ci a Ta sa Su a le biT ga ne xor ci e le bi naT maT mi er da sa xu li ide a le bi.

wi nam de ba re sta tia miz nad isa xavs, war mo a Ci nos axa li ame ri ku li epis-

te mo lo gi is Zi ri Ta di dis kur si, mi si mTa va ri Te zi se bi, mTa va ri gan mas xva ve-

be li da ori gi na lu ri niS ne bi, rom li Tac igi ga mo ir Ce va tra di ci u li ev ro-

pu li fi lo so fi i sa gan.

ame ri ku li fi lo so fi is cno bi li mkvle va ri jon smi Ti (John E. Smith) aR-

niS navs: `sa Wi roa fo ku si re ba im xed va ze,  ro me lic am mo az rov ne Ta mo ti va-

tori iyo, ra Ta da nar Ce ni msof li o saT vis ga ec noT ame ri ku li ga moc di le ba 

da Sem deg ukan mo e ta naT axa li TviT cno bi e re ba – Tu ra aris ame ri ka da ras 

gu lis xmobs is“.1 smi Ti aq ve aR niS nav s, rom es fi lo so fo se bi ame ri ku li su-

lis odi sev sebi ki ar arian, ara med maTSi Tavs iy ris, upi ra te sad, si nop ti ku-

ri ref leq si a, ro me lic miz nad isa xavs sa er To, sa zo ga do mim rTu le bis di ne-

bis SeT vi se bas, im ten den ci e bis xaz gas mas, ro mel ic xSi radaa kon cen tri re-

buli mo u lod ne li da uca be di si tu a ci e bis de ta leb ze.

da mar Tlac, ro de sac „ga moc di le bis fi lo so fi a ze“ vkon cen trir de-

biT, bu neb ri vad da is mis Se kiTx va: ra gav le na iqo ni es ev ro pul ma fi lo so fi-

ur ma sko leb ma ame ri kul ga moc di le ba ze? ic nob dnen, Tu ara isi ni tran scen-

den ta lu ri fe no me no lo gi i sa (e. hu ser li, m. Se le ri) da „si cocx lis fi lo-

so fis“ (f. nic Se, a. ber gso ni, v. dil Ta i) fu Ze me bel Ta na az revs.

sta ti a Si Se ve ca deT, war mog ved gi na prag ma tu li epis te mo lo gi is fun-

da men tu ri Te o ri a, ga moc di le bis Te o ri is axa li, prag ma tu li Tval saz ri si, 

ro me lic sa fuZ vlad da e do ga naT le bis axal, epis te mo lo gi ur pa ra dig ma-

sac.

pragmatizmi, rogorc filosofiuri mimdinareoba

fi lo so fo se bi, sa bo loo jam Si, or kla sad iyo fi an: ra ci o na lis te bad 

da em pi ris te bad. ra ci o na lis ti Zi ri Ta dad xel mZRva ne lobs prin ci pe biT, 

1 “America’s Philosophical Vision” by John E. Smith - pg 3.
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maT So ris: in te leq tu a lis ti, ide a lis ti, op ti mis ti, mor wmu ne, ne bis yo fis 

Ta vi suf le bis mom xre, mo nis ti, dog ma ti ko si; xo lo amis sa pi ris pi rod, em-

pi rists saq me aqvs faq teb Tan: sen su a lis ti, ma te ri a lis ti, pe si mis ti, aTe-

is ti, de ter min sti, skep ti ko si.1 prag ma tiz mi ki, for ma lu rad ma inc, ori ve 

xazs aer Ti a nebs. upir ve les yov li sa, is me To dia, ro mel sac miz nad da u sa-

xavs fi lo so fi u ri da vis mo wes ri ge ba. prag ma tiz mi arc erT Tval saz rissa 

da moZR vre bas ar icavs da arc uar yofs. 

prag ma tiz mis po zi ci i dan fi lo so fi am un da gviC ve nos gza Cve ni cxov-

re bis gar kve ul mo men teb Si, Tu, ma ga li Tad, or gan sxva ve bul prin cips ga vi-

az rebT. prag ma tiz mi ar kma yo fil de ba sxva das xva fi lo so fi ur mim di na re o-

ba Ta mi er wa mo ye ne bu li prin ci pe biT, ca ri e li sity ve biT. es sa kiTx e bi praq-

ti kul cxov re ba Si ve ra na ir sa kiTxs ver wyve ten. az rov ne bis mi za nia, ga mo-

viy va noT prin cip Ta WeS ma ri ti Ri re bu le ba, is, rac praq ti ku lad qme di Ti a. 

esaa prag ma tiz mis moq me de bis prog ra ma. prag ma tis tu li me To di uku ag debs 

prin ci pebs, ro gorc sa kiTx e bis ga dawy ve tis sa Su a le bas, da mo iTx ovs Se de-

gis, re zul ta tis, na yo fis mi xed viT maT Se  fa sebas.

ita li e li fi lo so fo sis pa ni nis mi xed viT, prag ma tu li me To di fi lo-

so fi ur Te o ri ebs So risaa, ro gorc ko ri do ri sas tum ro Si. am ko ri dor Si 

ga mo dis mra va li ka ri. erT oTax Si aTe is tu ri traq ta ti iwe re ba, me o re Si 

lo cu lo ben, me sa me Si me ta fi zi kis Se saZ leb lo bas an Se uZ leb lo bas am tki-

ce ben, me xu Te Si qi mi ko si sxe ul Ta Tvi se bebs swav lobs. ko ri do ri yve las 

ekuT vnis, mi si sa Su a le biT Sev di varT da ga mov di varT. ase ve, fi lo so fi a Si 

yve la sa ku Ta ri fi lo so fi u ri tem pe ra men tiT agebs gar kve ul Te o ri as, mag-

ram aq mniS vne lo va ni is aris, rom yve las un da hqon des er Ti – prag ma tis tu-

li me To di.2

mar Tlac, prag ma tiz mis fi lo so fi i saT vis um niS vne lo va ne sia me To dis 

sa kiTx i. prag ma tiz mi ar wyvets arc erT sa kiTxs wi nas war, yve la mo az rov nes 

aZ levs Ta vi suf le bas, Seq mnas Ta vi si Tval saz ri si, air Ci os samyaros im gva-

ri su ra Ti, ro me lic mis in di vids esa da ge ba, mis tem pe ra ments Se e sa ba me ba. 

prag ma tiz mis po zi ci i dan yve la Tval saz ri si mar Ta lia Ta vi si kuTx iT. pro-

ta go ras3 mi xed viT, yo ve li ada mi a ni aris sa gan Ta sa zo mi. prag ma tiz mi, er Ti 

mxriv, aRi a rebs Tval saz ris Ta Ta vi suf le bas, me o re mxriv, gvTa va zobs iseT 

`sa qo nels~, ro me lic er Tdro u lad em pi ri u li faq to re bis mec ni e ru li ana-

li zi sa da re li gi u ri ide e bis Se gu e bis aRi a re ba a, anu esaa mTe li msof l-

mxed ve lo ba da ara mxo lod me To di.

1 anastasia zaqariaZe, `narkvevebi amerikul filosofiaSi~ (gamomcemloba `merid-

iani“ Tbilisi. 2009) gv. 118-12.

2 iqve, gv. 101

3 protagora - sofistikis mamamTavari ZvelberZeni filosofosi. misi ZiriTadi 

debuleba: `adamiani aris sazomi yvela saganTa - arsebulTa, rom isini arian, da 

ararsebulTa, - rom isini ar arian.“
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gamocdilebis pragmatuli Teoriis Sesaxeb

prag ma tu li fi lo so fi is fun da men tur Ta vi se bu re ba Ta in ter pre ta-

cia, Ta vis Ta vad cxa di a, pir sis, je im si sa da di u is na az rev Ta ana lizs mo iTx-

ovs, ro gorc bri ta nu li em pi riz mis gag rZe le bas qme de bi sa da praq ti ku li 

kom po nen te bis da ma te biT. es gax ldaT wle bis gan mav lo ba Si ga ba to ne bu-

li az ri, ro mel sac mkac ri kri ti ko se bi ga mo uC ndnen . dRes dRe o biT bev ri 

mkvle va ri mi iC nevs, rom ame ri ku li prag ma tiz mi da mi si mTa va ri war mo mad ge-

nel ni, aram cTu kla si ku ri,  bri ta nu li em pi riz mis mim de var ni, ara med ma Ti 

um wva ve si kri ti ko se bi ari an. maT lo ki sa da hi u mis „ga moc di le ba“ ara sak ma-

ri sad, ara em pi ri u lad (non-empirical) aRi a res.

mi u xe da vad imi sa, rom ame ri ke li fi lo so fo se bi ga moc di le bis gar Se-

mo kon cen trir dnen, isi ni mar Tlac ar iy vnen em pi ris te bi, rad gan kla si ku-

ri, bri ta nu li em pi riz mi sa gan gan sxva ve biT, isi ni uf ro far To kon cef ci as 

an vi Ta re ben, ro me lic ara mxo lod cod nis mo po ve bis epis te mo lo gi ur Te-

o ri a Si un da Ca ke ti li yo, ara med cxov re bi se ul, cocx al xdo mi le beb Si re a-

lu ri na yo fi, sar ge be li un da mo e ta na. az rov ne bis es sis te ma miz nad ar isa-

xav da gan ye ne bul epis te mo lo gi ur sa kiTx eb ze sa va ra u do pa su xe bis ga ce mas: 

grZno bad mo na cem Ta sta tu sis, mtki ce bu le bis kon den ci is, Se mec ne bis far-

do bi To bis, ga re  sam ya ros aR qmis miR we va do bis prob le mis Se sa xeb, ra mac, 

si nam dvi le Si, Cix Si Se iy va na bri ta nu li fi lo so fi a, hi u mi dan mo yo le bu li 

ra se lis CaT vliT. ara mxo lod di u im ga moT qva eW ve bi „e pis te mo lo gi u ri in-

dus tri is“ va li du ro bis Se sa xeb, ara med pir smac da je im smac aRi a res „ga-

moc di le bis“ ga ge bi sa da da fuZ ne bis gza ze Ca de ni li Sec do me bi da miz nad 

da i sa xes, Se ec va laT mi si Zi ri Ta di mat ri ca. am fi lo so fos TaT vis fi lo so-

fia arc iwy e ba da arc mTav rde ba Se mec ne bis Te o ri iT.

ze moT x se ne bul fi lo so fos Ta gan, je im si kla si kur em pi riz mTan Se-

da re biT lo i a lu ri dar Ca, xo lo pir si da di u i  ki Rrmad ac no bi e reb dnen 

kla si kur em pi riz mSi ar se bul nak lo va ne bas ga moc di le bis de fi ni ci is Se sa-

xeb. ras vgu lis xmob T, ro ca sa ku Tar Tavs da ga re  sam ya ros ga moc di le bis 

fargleb Si vaq cevT? ras niS navs, ga moc di le bis mi Re bis mza o ba gvaqvs, vi-

RebT ga moc di le bas da uk ve ga moc dil ni varT?

Ta na med ro ve em pi riz mSi ga moc di le ba kon stru i re bu li iyo, ro gorc 

grZno bis dar gi, da sa gan Ta bu ne ba da sam ya ro mis gan imij ne bo da. ga moc di-

le ba, ro gorc ase Ti, upi ris pir de bo da ga ge ba sa da sa gan Ta mi ze zeb s.kan tic 

ki ga moc di le bas grZno bad  – ma te ri a lu ri sa da kon cep tu a lu ri for mis sin-

Tezs uwo deb da, anu mxo lod grZno ba dad da fsi qo sen su a lu rad aRiq vam da. 

mok led rom vTqvaT, kla si kur ma em pi riz mma ga moc di le ba er Tgvar Se ma kav-

Si re bel qso vi lad da, me o re mxriv, Ta vi se bur far dad aRi a ra ga moc d i le bis 

mqo ne sa da „ga re  sam ya ros“ So ris.
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prag ma tis teb ma, ro mel Ta So ri sac or Todqs prag ma tis te bad diui da 

pir si Seg viZ lia Cav Tva loT, se ri o zu li eW vis qveS da a ye nes am gva ri su ra Tis 

va li du ro ba. maT ga na vi Ta res ga moc di le bis axa li kon cef cia sa gan Ta mi-

ze zeb Tan da kav Si re biT. je im sis mo saz re ba am sa kiTx ze sak ma od bun do va ni a, 

mag ram pir sma da di u im uar yves ga moc di le ba, ro gorc mi zez Ta gan mka fi od 

ga mij nu li ka te go ri a. es uar yo fa Ca mo ya li be bu li da gan vi Ta re bu lia mtki-

ce bu le biT, rom ga moc di le bas Ta vis Tav Si srul yo fi li (das kvni Ti) gan-

grZo ba do ba (inferenti al strech) ga aC ni a, rac Se u Tav se ba dia im Tval saz ris Tan, 

rom igi mi ze zeb sa da ra ci o na lur aq ti vo bas un da ga e mij nos. uf ro me tic , 

i si ni da u pi ris pir dnen rwme nas, rom ga moc di le ba su bi eq tu ro bis ana rek li  

an ek ra ni a, ro me lic Cven sa  da da ga re sam ya ros So risaa aR mar Tu li, ro gorc 

xi lu li gam JRav ne bu li sam ya ro. Se sa ba mi sad, isi ni ar eTan xme bod nen Te ziss, 

rom ra sac gan vic di, mxo lod Ce mi ga moc di le baa da ara, obi eq tu rad, ga re 

sam ya ro.

pir sma am Tval saz riss sa fuZ ve li Ta vis ad re ul, an ti kar te zi a nul 

na we reb Si Ca u do,  sa dac igi acx a deb da, rom ar ar se bobs in tu i ti u ri ueW ve-

lo ba, rom, rac uca be dad da myi si e rad aRiq me ba, aR mqme lis cno bi e re ba Si 

sru lad ar aris aR qmu li. amas gar da, prag ma tiz mi uar yofs ga moc di le bis 

su bi eq tis pa si ur, ma yu reb lis an Tun dac mo na wi lis (pa si ur) rols. mis Tvis 

ma yu reb lis po zi ci a  i se ve, ro gorc Te o re ti ko si mi mom xil ve li sa, u ar yo fi-

lia da am dros um niS vne lo va ne sia ga moc di le ba Si myo fis da mo ki de bu le ba, 

mi si uSu a lo, cocx a li po zi ci a.

am or mid go mas So ris gan sxva ve ba sru li ad na Te li a; prag ma tiz mi aq-

cen ti re bulia ga moc di le bis aq tSi Car Tu lo ba sa da cocx al, uSu a lo aq ti-

vo ba ze; ga moc di le bis aq tis Se de gad kon kre tul cxov re bi se ul xdo mi le ba-

Si Cve ve bi sa da qce ve bis for mi re ba ze. sa bo lo od ki, es imas niS navs, rom ua ri 

un da eT qvas ga moc di le bis ato mi za ci is, da na wev re bis mcde lo bas cal ke ul 

mo men te bad da epi zo de bad da, amis sa pi ris pi rod, mi si gan grZo ba do ba da 

kre bi To ba un da iq nes aRi a re bu li, rac ada mi a nis cxov re bis mi mar Tu le ba-

sa da Ti To e u li in di vi dis in di vi du a lur, ga nu me o re bel bi og ra fi as qmnis. 

ga moc di le bis es ga ge ba datvirTulia yo fis ele men te bi T, ro mel sac prag-

ma tiz mi afuZ nebs; ga moc di le bis mqo ne ada mi ani is per so na a, ro mel mac icis, 

Tu ro gor upa su xos ga mow ve vebs kon kre tul xdo mi le beb Si. Know how – es is 

ter mi ni a, ro me lic sa er To su raT Si axa li sa zo mis Se mo ta nas niS navs ga moc-

di le bis kon cef c ia Si da ro mel sac kla si kur em pi riz mSi, cxa di a, ana lo gi 

ar ga aC ni a.

pir sis Tvlsaz ri siT, Cven yve la ni „max lo bel ni varT“, Tum ca mi si Se-

xe du le be bi im de nad mra val ricx o va ni, mra val gva ri da mra val kon teq stu-

ri a, rom rTu li xde ba ma Ti de ter mi ni re ba, Tum ca aq mi si in ter pre ta to re bi 

gvex ma re bi an ima Si, rom mi si na az re vis met -nak le bad Ta na mim dev ru li su ra-

Ti Ca mo va ya li boT. maS ase, ga moc di le ba aris rwme ni sa da kog ne ci is (az rov-
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ne bis) de ter mi ni za ci a, ro mel sac ada mi a ni cxov re bis gan mav lo ba Si ag ro-

veb s. Ta vis dis kur sSi pir si ` ga moc di le bis sam uni ver sums“ gvTav zobs:

1. wmin da ide e bi,  ro mel Ta ar sSi vea ma Ti ga naz re bis Se saZ leb lo ba.

2. sa gan Ta bru ta lu ri aq ti vo ba,  ro mel nic me o rad aq ti vo ba sa da re aq-

ti vo bas ma ni fes ti re ben.

3. sim pto me bi an aq ti u ri Za la,  ro mel sac aram xo lod ima ve uni ver sum Si 

Se uZ li a sag neb Tan kav Si ris dam ya re ba , a ra med mis ga re Tac.

mag ram ar se bos ̀ u ni ver sa lu ri ga moc di le ba“, ro me lic ase hgavs tran-

sce ne den ta lu ri fe no me no lo gi is mi er de fi ni ci re bul ga moc di le bas.

 ga moc di le bis ga ge ba fe no me no lo gi a Si im de nad mniS vne lo van rols 

as ru lebs, rom zo gi er Ti mkvle va ri mas (fe no me no lo gi ur me Tods) ga moc-

di le bis fi lo so fi asc ki uwo debs. am prob le mis ga daW ra Se mec ne bis fe no-

me no lo gi is ga daW ris ga sa Rebs war mo ad gens. e. hu ser lis, m. mer lo- pon tis, 

m. Se le ris sa er To mis wra fe ba iyo wi na mec ni e rul, yo vel dRi ur cxov re ba Si 

dab ru ne ba, ro me lic uSu a lod wi n uZR vis Se mec ne bis fi lo so fi ur Te o ri-

as da mis in spi ri re ba sa da da fuZ ne bas uwyobs xels. e. hu ser lis fe no me no-

lo gi a Si ga moc di le ba in ten ci o na lu ro bis kon teq stSi fuZ nde ba lo zun giT 

– „u kan Ta vad sag ne bis ken“. na war mo eb Si „fi lo so fi a, ro gorc zus ti mec ni-

e re ba“, hu ser li wers: „u kan, ga moc di le bis ken, Wvre tis ken mxo lod maT Se-

uZ li aT az ri da go niv ru li ne ba STa be ron Cvens sity vebs“1 – ga moc di le ba 

aq Wvre tis ka te go ri as Tan ika vebs ad gils. „gan cdi sa“ da „wmin da Se mec ne bis“ 

kon teq stSi ga moc di le ba – „cno bi e re bis aq teb Si cxov re ba a“, ro me lic Se-

mec ne bis Se saZ leb lo bas iZ le va, an Ta vadaa Se mec ne bis aR sru le ba. hu ser lis 

mixedviT, „cxov re ba“ kla si ku ri, em pi ri u li fsi qo lo gi is mi er aRi a re bu li 

„me“ ki ar aris, ara med – mis gan gan sxva ve bu li „wmin da me“. 

hu ser li „wmin da cno bi e re bis“ mi er kon sta ti re bul cxov re ba sa da ga-

moc di le ba ze ar Cer de ba, mi si mi za nia ma Ti gan mar te ba. cxov re ba ca da ga-

moc di le bac „o ri gi na lu rad mo ce mu li Wvre tiT“ gveZ le va, ro me lic yo vel-

gva ri Se mec ne bis wya roa. is, rac am gva ri Wvre tis Se de gad gveZ le va, ra sac 

hu ser li „aR qmas“ ar qmevs, sa fuZ vlad un da da e dos sa gan Ta ar sis Sem dgom 

Ses wav la sa da kvle vas. am gva ria „prin cip Ta prin ci pi“.2

da ma inc, uf ro zus tad, ra aris „o ri gi na lu rad mo ce mu li Wvre ta“?! 

es aris cno bi e re bis gan cda Ta da We ra sakuTar „ro gor “-Si da ma Tsa ve sa fuZ-

vel Si ma Tive az ris fiq sa ci a, ro gorc in ten ci o na lu ri gan cdi sa da Se mec-

ne bi sa, sa er Tod. in ten ci o na lu ri gan cdis ar si Ta nad ro u lad gan cdi lis 

ar se ba ca a, sag nis gan cdas Tan er Tad, rac no e ma ti ka- no e ti kur gan cdis er-

To ba Si fiq sir de ba. „a mi tom, cno bi e re ba da mi si obi eq ti in di vi du a lu ri 

gan cde bis meS ve o biT gan wmen dil er To bas aya li be ben“.3

1  “Philosophy as Rigorous Science” by E. Husserl – pg 143
2  “Ideen” by Husserl – paragraph 1
3 “Experience and Judgement” by Husserl – pg 78
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Se mec ne bis Te o ri is da fuZ ne bi sas hu ser li, de kar tes kva lad, sa fuZ-

vel Si TviT cxa do bis ide as debs. TviT cxa do bis prin cips Se mec ne ba Si igi 

„prin cip Ta prin cips“ uwo debs. „TviT cxa do ba yve la ze ar se bu lis an am gva-

rad ar se bu lis mo du sis da We ras niS navs mi si yo fi e re bis ab so lu tur sar-

wmu no o ba Si, ro me lic yo vel gva ri eW vis ar se bo bas ga mo ricx avs“.1 „TviT cxa-

dia yo vel gva ri uSu a lo Wvre ta, anu sa gan Ta aR qma ara mxo lod grZno bad 

ga moc di le ba Si, ara med ar sTa Wvre tac (u Su a lo xed va) – ara mxo lod grZno-

ba di, ro me lic xed vis ga moc di le bis gziT mi i Re ba, ara med xed va, ro gorc sa-

er Tod cno bi e re ba, ro me lic pir vel wya ro dan mog ve ce ma.“2

TviT cxa do ba Se mec ne bis sa fuZ ve li a, uka nas kne li av to ri te ti Se-

mec ne bis sa kiTx eb Si, pir ve li me To du ri prin ci pi, nam dvi lo bis er Ta der Ti 

kri te ri u mi. ve ra vi Ta ri go ne bis mi e ri Te o ria gva i Zu lebs, eW vi Se vi ta noT 

yve la prin ci pis prin cip Si: „ne bis mi e ri Wvre ta, ro me lic pir vel wya ro dan 

mog ve ce ma, Se mec ne bis sa mar Tleb ri vi wya ro a“.3 hu ser lis mi xed viT, mkac-

rad un da avi ri doT ne bis mi e ri Te o ri a, ese igi, ne bis mi e ri sa xis wi nas wa ri 

mo ce mu lo ba ni, un da ga mo vi deT mxo lod iqi dan, rac TviT cxa do biT cda Si, 

ga moc di le ba Si mog ve ce ma. ro de sac Se mec ne bis saz ris ze vsa ub robT, ub ra-

lod, ro me li me Tval saz ri si ki ar un da vi gu lis xmoT, ara med TviT cxa do ba-

ze dam ya re bu li cod niT un da vxel mZRva ne lob deT.

TviT cxa do bis bu ne bis kvle vi sas hu ser li im das kvnam de mi dis, rom, 

mar Ta lia, Ta vad WeS ma ri te ba ide a luria, WeS ma ri te bis TviT cxa do bis ga-

naz re ba fsi qi ku ri mov le na a, es aris gan sjis sis wo ris gan cda, mi si WeS ma ri-

te bas Tan Se Tan xme ba. TviT cxa do ba WeS ma ri te bis gan cda a, ro gorc yo fi e re-

bis gan cdis adekva tu ri aR qma.

 das kvnis sa xiT Se iZ le ba iT qvas, rom ga moc di le bis prag ma tu li Te o-

ri a, ise ve ro gorc mi si epis te mo lo gi u ri dis kur si, mTli a no ba Si, ro gorc 

si cocx lis fi lo so fi is on to lo gi u ri moZR vre bis, ase ve tran scen den ta-

lu ri fe no me no lo gi is me To di sa gan ar dis tan cir de ba. si coc lis fi lo so-

fi is msgav sad, ame ri ke li prag ma tis te bi, re a lur si cocx les Tan, mis WeS ma-

rit, cocx al gan cdeb Tan da yo fi re bis kon kre tul xdo mi le beb Tan er To bas, 

fi lo so fi is maT uSu a lo pro ces Si Car Tvas, kon kre tu li sar ge blis mo ta-

nas mo iTx ov dnen. isi ni Zal ze iS vi a Tad ax se ne ben nic Ses, mag ram ro gorc ka-

uf ma ni aR niS navs: `yve las aqvs uf le ba, hyav des Ta vis nic Se“. prag ma tis te bi, 

uda vod, da in tri ge bul ni ari an nic Ses re cef ci iT.

aris Tu ara prag ma tis tu li ga moc di le bis Te o ri is re in ter pre ta cia 

em pi riz mi sa da ra ci o na liz mis har mo ni za ci a, maTi sin Tezi prag ma tu li me-

To dis sa Su a le biT? niS navs Tu ara ga moc di le bis wi aR Si „srul yo fi li gan-

1 „kartezianuli ganazrebani“ - paragrafi me-6, huserli

2 “Ideen” by Husserl – paragraph 19
3 ibid – paragraph 24
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grZo ba do bis“ daS ve ba em pi riz mi sa da ra ci o na liz mis er Tgvar Se ri ge bas, 

msgav sad hu ser lis mi er TviT cxa di WeS ma ri te be bis aRi a re bi sa? vfiq robT, 

rom niS navs. ro gorc erT, ise me o re Sem Txve va Si, wmin da ga moc di le ba WeS ma-

ri ti, wmin da Se mec ne bis er Ta derT sa Su a le baa, ro me lic Se sa ba mis on to lo-

gi as, eTi ka sa da es Te ti kas em ya re ba, rac, uda vod, did in te ress iw vevs da, 

cxa di a, se ri o zul da siR rmi se ul kvle vis sa gans war mo ad gens.
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KETEVAN TSKHVARIASHVILI

Reinterpretati on of the Theory of Experience in American Pragmati zm

S u m m a r y

It is generally agreed that the most important single infl uence on the course of Western 
philosophical thinking since the early eighteenth century was the appeal to experience as the 
touchstone for judging all claims to knowledge and the possession of power. Unfortunately, 

qeTevan cxvariaSvili, qeTevan cxvariaSvili, gamocdilebis Teoriis reinterpretacia amerikul pragmatizmSi
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the understanding of experience at the hands of the classical Briti sh empiricists was quite 
limited and was, in fact, as Dewey claimed, largely “unempirical”. On the older view, experience 
was confi ned to the deliverances of the senses in atomisti c fashion; it was set in oppositi on 
to reason and, since what is sensed was taken to be certain and incorrigible, the result was 
that “experience” came to be a purely private domain standing between us and the so-called 
external world. The watchword was, what we experience is “experience” and the world is 
well lost. The American philosophical vision put an end to that way of thinking. Experience, 
among other things, was shown to be inti mately connected with “knowing how” to respond 
to situati ons and indeed with the enti re range of habits formed in the interacti on between the 
self and the world.

 The pragmati sts expressed serious doubts about the “empirical” understanding. With 
the possible excepti on of James, whose thought is at certain points ambiguous, they rejected 
the identi fi cati on of experience with sense taken as a clearly defi ned realm standing over 
against reason. The clearest indicati on of this rejecti on is found in the arguments advanced by 
Peirce and Dewey in support of the claim that experience has within it an “inferenti al stretch” 
which is inconsistent with the view that it is sealed off  from reason and rati onal acti vity. They 
were, moreover, opposed to the belief that experience is a screen of subjecti vity standing 
between us and the so-called external world since they regarded it as a public and reliable 
disclosure of that very world. Consequently, they could not subscribe to the thesis that what 
we experience is experience and not the world.

PHILOSOPHICALͳTHEOLOGICAL REVIEWER, #4, 2014
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I

di di qvi Si a ni mo e da ni ise brwyi nav da, TiT qos zed daf xvni li pem za iyo 

mi mob ne u li. ir gvliv ki riT Se TeT re bul sax lebs ise Ti alis fe ri das de bo-

da, rom Caq ro bis pi ras mi su li ve e ba Ru me lis ked le bi ge go ne bo da. mo ed nis 

siR rme Si ek le si is sve te bi Rrub le bis aTi naTs irek lav da da gra ni ti viT 

Zo wis fe rad mo Can da; vit ra Je bi ise el va reb da, TiT qos maT ukan ga Ce ni li 

xan Zris alebs ab rko le be no; wmin dan Ta ga mo sa xu le be bi cocx al fe reb sa da 

iers iZen dnen; mTe li na ge bo ba di de bu li da i sis Suq ze ki dev uf ro STam beW-

da vad da me di du rad dah yu reb da ra du zel Ta sax lebs. 

ka ce bi da qa le bi ayal ma ya li Ta da xe le bis qne viT qu Ce bi dan jguf -

jgu fad brun de bod nen mo ed ni sa ken. maT sul Si swra fad Rviv de bo da cru-

mor wmu ne ob ri vi Si Si; am uvi ci ada mi a ne bis war mod ge na Si RvTis sam sjav ros 

aTas gva ri sa Si ne li su ra Ti ixa te bo da; gan mar te ba ni, cxa re ka ma Ti, crem-

lna re vi ved re ba, ab da ub da am be bi, loc ve bi, yvi ri li gar du va li gri ga lis 

yru gu gun Si in Tqme bo da. ram de ni me dRe iyo, rac mzis Cas vlis Sem deg ca ze 

sis xlis fe ri la qe bi rCe bo da, rom le bic Ra mis myud ro e bas ar Rvev da, Zils 

mi ce mul are ma res avis mo mas wa ve bel Suqs hfen da da ZaR le bis ye fas iw vev da. 

– ia kob! ia kob! – xe le bis qne viT da i Za xa ram de ni me ada mi an ma, rom le-

bic, ek le si is Se sas vle lis er T-er Ti sve tis win Sej gu fe bu le bi, ma nam de 

xma dab la la pa ra kob dnen. – ia kob! 

ek le si is ka rib Wi dan ga mo vi da da mo su leb Tan mi vi da TiT qos da ci e biT 

da a va de bu li tan ma Ra li da da le u li ka ci, ro me lic Txem ze me lo ti iyo, xo-

lo sa feT qleb sa da ke fa ze aqa -iq grZe li wi Tu ri Tme bi hqon da. od nav cxvi-

ri sa ken ga dax ri li da ga ur kve ve li fe ris wvri li Ca var dni li Tva le bi gzne-

biT ue lav da. ze da ybis ori wi na kbi li ak lda, ris ga moc, la pa ra ki sas – mi si 

pi ri da moZ ra o bi sas waw ve te bu li ni ka pi, aqa -iq Txe li TmiT, be be ri fav nu sis 

iers iZen da. mi si sxe u lis da nar Ce ni na wi li ga sa co da ve bu li Con xi iyo, ro-

axali Targmanebiaxali Targmanebi

NEW TRANSLATIONS
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mel sac tan sac me li mTli a nad ver fa rav da; xe le bi, ma je bi, mkla ve bis Si da 

mxa re e bi da mker di in di go Ti da qin Zis Ta vis wve riT ga ke Te bu li mu qi lur-

ji naW de ve biT hqon da da fa ru li, wmin da ad gi le bis mo na xu le bis, mi Re bu li 

RvTis wya lo bi sa da aR sru le bu li aR Tqme bis sa max sov rod.

ro de sac es fa na ti ko si sve teb Tan mdgom jgufs mi u ax lov da, SeS fo Te-

bul ma ada mi a neb ma cxa re kiTx ve bi da a ya res: – ra o? ras am bobs don kon so lo? 

mxo lod ver cxlis mklavs ga mo i ta nen? ga na mTe li qan da ke bis ga mos ve ne ba ar 

ajo bebs? ro dis dab run de ba pa lu ra san Tle biT? mxo lod asi gir van qa Taf-

lis san Te li? mxo lod asi gir van qa? za re bis rek vas ro dis da iwy e ben? ra o? 

ra o?

ia ko bis ir gvliv ayal ma yal ma ima ta; Sors mdgo me bic ek le si is ken mo i-

wev dnen; yo ve li qu Ci dan mo e dans mo awy dnen da iqa u ro ba xal xiT aiv so. da ia-

ko bi kiTx veb ze mi u geb da da Tan ise xma dab la, TiT qos da ra Rac sa i dum los 

am xel da, TiT qos da So re ul mo ma val Si mo sax dens wi nas war mety ve leb da. am-

bob da, rom maR la ca Si sis xlis gu be Si da qad ne bu li xe li ixi la, Sem deg – Sa vi 

sa bur ve li, me re ki – max vi li da say vi ri...

– gvi am be! gvi am be! – aqe zeb dnen sxve bi da, sas wa u le bis mos me nis da u o ke-

be li wyur vi liT Sepy ro bi le bi, er Tma neTs uc qer dnen; ama so ba Si mi si na am bo-

bi el vi se bu ri sis wra fiT vrcel de bo da am mra val ricx o van Tav yri lo ba Si.

II

di di me wa mu li zo li ho ri zon ti dan nel -ne la ze ni ti sa ken mi i wev da da 

Tan da Tan cis mTel ka ba dons ede bo da. sax le bis sa xu ra veb ze TiT qos da ga-

var va re bu li li To nis al mu ri id ga; da da i sis Suq ze go gir dis fe ri da iis-

fe ri sxi ve bi mkrToma re liv livs er wymo da. ki dev uf ro kaS ka Sa grZe li zo-

li mdi na ris je bi ri sa ken mi ma va li gzis ken eS ve bo da; da qve moT ki, ma Ral da 

tan wvril al vis xe ebs So ris, mo kam ka me mdi na re mo Can da; xo lo mis iqiT – mo-

SiS vle bu li ve li, sa dac nis lSi mom cro qvi a ni kun Zu le bi viT od nav Can dnen 

sa ra ci ne bis Zve li koS ke bi. ha e ri ax lad  mo Ti bu li Ti vis mxu Ta vi ox Si va riT 

iyo gaJ Ren Ti li, ra sac dro dad ro foT leb Si dam pa li ab re Su mis Wi is su ni 

dah krav da. siv rces xma ma Ra li Ji vil -xi vi liT mer cxle bis gun di se rav da da 

mdi na ris na pi re bi dan sax le bis Ra re bi sa ken mif ri nav da. 

am Tav yri lo ba Si xma urs dro dad ro mo lo di nis du mi li enac vle bo da. 

yve la ni wam da u wum pa lu ras sa xels ax se neb dnen; zog jer mo uT men lo bi sa gan 

gacx ar de bod nen xol me. mdi na ris ga yo le biT gza ze or Tva la je rac ar Can da; 

jer ki dev ar hqon daT san Tle bi, ris ga moc don kon so lo ayov neb da re lik-

vi e bis ga mos ve ne bas da avi su le bis gan dev nas, ara da, saf rTxe uk ve kars iyo 

mom dga ri. sa qon lis jo gi viT Tav moy ril ada mi a nebs pa ni ku ri Si Si euf le bo-

daT da cis ken ga xed vas ve ra vin be dav da. qa lebs gmin vis xma aR mox de bo daT 
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xol me; da am xmis ga go ne ba yve las Tav zars scem da da gan sjis unars ar Tmev-

da. 

ro gorc iq na, da iwyo za re bis rek va. vi na i dan brin ja os za re bi sak ma od 

dab la iyo da ki de bu li, ma Ti pir qu Si xma uSu a lod maT Tavs ze moT ga is mo da 

da za reb ze yo vel Ca mok vras So ris ar cxre bo da mi si gab mu li xma.

– wmin dao pan te le i mon! wmin dao pan te le i mon!

es sa so war kve Til Ta da Sve lis mom lo di ne Ta er Tsu lo va ni Se Za xi li 

iyo. mux lmod re ki le bi, ze apy ro bi li xe le biT, ga fiT re bu li sa xe e biT eved-

re bod nen:

– wmin dao pan te le i mon! 

ek le si is ka ri dan ori sa cecx lu ris bol Si gax ve u li el va re oq rom ke-

diT mo qar gu li iis fe ri ana fo riT Se mo si li don kon so lo ga mo vi da. ver-

cxlis wmin da mkla vi Tavs ze moT aRepy ro da xma maR la Ses Txov da ze cas la-

Ti nur ena ze:

– Ut fi  de li bus tu is ae ris se re ni ta tem con ce de re dig ne ris. Te ro ga mus, au di nos.
re lik vi is ga mo Ce nam brbos mozR va ve bu li aR ta ce bis grZno be bi moh-

gva ra. Tval ze yve las crem li mo ad ga; da am el va re crem lis miR ma im sas wa-

u leb riv ze ci ur na Te bas xe dav dnen, ro mel sac kur Txe vis Jes tiT ze moT ken 

awe u li sa mi Ti Ti ga mos cem da. alis fer Suq ze ver cxlis mkla vi ki dev uf ro 

di di Can da, rom lis Zvir fas Tvleb ze da i sis aTi na Ti aTas gva rad brWyvi a-

leb da: sak mev lis sur ne li swra fad aR wev da RvTis mo sav Ta nes to ebs.

– Te ro ga mus, au di nos!
ro de sac wmin da nis mkla vi isev Se i ta nes ek le si a Si da za re bis rek vac 

Sewy da, Ca mo var dnil wa mi er si Cu me Si sul ax lo mdi na ris ga yo le biT mi ma va-

li gzi  dan eJ vne bis xma ga is ma. da yve la ni swra fi na bi jiT im mi mar Tu le biT 

da iZ rnen, da Tan zo gi iZax da:

– es pa lu ra a, san Tle bi mo aqvs! pa lu ra mo dis! es pa lu ra a!

xre Si an gza ze Wra Wu niT or Tva la mo i wev da mas Si Seb mu li mZi me nac ris-

fe ri fa Sa tiT, rom lis una gir zec la ma zi na xe var mTva ris msgav si TiT be ris 

qi mi brwyi nav da. ro de sac ia ko bi da sxve bi or Tva las mi ux lov dnen, Tvi ni e ri 

pi ruty vi Se Cer da nes to e bis xma ma Ra li fru tu niT. da ia kob ma, ro me lic iq 

pir ve li mi vi da, umal ve da i na xa or Tva la ze das ve ne bu li pa lu ras sis xlSi 

amos vri li sxe u li, da xal xi sa ken gaS ve ri li xe le bis qne viT yvi ri li mor To:

– mkvda ri a! mkvda ri!

III

sam wu xa ro am ba vi el vi se bu rad mo e do iqa u ro bas. or Tva las ir gvliv 

Seg rov dnen, yels iRe reb dnen, rom ukeT da e na xaT, da ax la, am am biT ga og ne-

bu le bi da sis xlis da nax vi sas ada mi a ne bisTvis da ma xa si a Te be li cno bis moy-

va re o biT Sepy ro bi le bi, aRar fiq rob dnen ze ci ur ris xva ze. 
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– mkvda ri a? nu Tu mkvda ri a?

pa lu ra gu laR ma iw va fic reb ze, di di Wri lo biT Sub lSu a, da sa xiC re-

bu li ca li yu riT, xe leb ze, Te Zo eb sa da cal bar Zay ze ia re biT. Tva lis fo-

so e bi dan sul qve moT da qve moT, ni kap sa da ki ser ze sis xlis wvri li na ka di 

Ca mos di o da, pe rangs eS xe fe bo da da mker dze, tya vis qa mar ze, Sar vlis to-

teb ze muq da el va re koS tebs to veb da. ia ko bi sxe u li sa ken da i xa ra; mis ir-

gvliv Se mok re bi le bi ki elod nen; ga og ne bul sa xe ebs riJ ra Jis Su qi ana Teb-

da; da, am du mi lis dros mdi na ris na pi re bi dan ba ya ye bis sa a mo yi yi ni is mo da, 

da Ra mu re bi aqeT -i qiT ise daf ri nav dnen, rom la mis ada mi an Ta Ta vebs exe-

bod nen. uceb ia ko bi wel Si ga i mar Ta cal Raw vze sis xlis la qe biT da da i Za xa: 

– araa mkvda ri. jer ki dev sun Tqavs.

brbos gu gu nis yru xmam ga da u a ra; ax lo mdgo meb ma ye li mo i Re res, rom 

ukeT da e na xaT; Sors mdgom ni win mo i wev dnen yvi ri liT. or ma qal ma tol CiT 

wya li mo i ta na; er Tmac – ti los naW re bi; er Tma ymaw vil ma – Rvi niT sav se gog-

ra. daW rils sa xe mo hba nes, Sub lze sis xlis de na Se u Ce res, Ta vi au wi es. ga is ma 

xma ma Ra li kiTx ve bi, Tu ra mox da. asi gir van qa san Te li ar Can da, mxo lod san-

Tlis mci re o de ni nam wvi iyo dar Ce ni li or Tva las fic re bis Rri Wo ebs So-

ris. 

sa er To mRel va re ba Si sul uf ro da uf ro mwa re da ur Ti er Tsa pi ris-

pi ro mo saz re bebs ga moT qvam dnen. da vi na i dan yve la mdi na ris me o re na pi ris 

miR ma mde ba re so fel mas ka li kos mi marT odin de li si Zul vi liT iyo gam sWva-

lu li, ia kob ma xrin wi a ni xmiT ges li a nad Tqva:

 – san Tle bi al baT wmin da gon sel vo saT vis das Wir daT?

amis Tqma cecx lze nav Tis ga das xmas ud ri da. am gam xe ce bul ada mi a neb Si 

mra va li wlis gan mav lo ba Si ma Ti er Ta der Ti ker pis brma da uzo mo Tay va nis-

ce mis Se de gad dag ro vil ma ek le si ur ma su lis kve Te bam ifeT qa. fa na ti ko sis 

sity vebs er Tma neTs ga das cem dnen. da da i sis tra gi kul me wa mul Suq ze, aR-

Sfo Te bu li did Za li xal xi ajan ye bu li zan ge bis toms hgav da.

sab rZo lo yi Ji na sa viT, yve la wmin da nis sa xels iZax da. gan sa kuT re biT 

gacx a re bu le bi mdi na ris gaR me lebs wyev la- krul vas ug zav nid nen, xe lebs 

maTken iS ver dnen da muS tebs uRe reb dnen. Sem deg, mris xa ne bi Ta da da i sis 

Su qiT an Te bu li far To da mZlav ri sa xe e bi, oq ros sa yu re e bi Ta da Sub lze 

gad moy ri li qoC riT, rac maT bar ba ro se bis uc na ur iers sZenda, ai, es gan-

ris xe bu li sa xe e bi, sib ra lu li sa gan Se ur bil daT, ro de sac mze ra mwo li a res 

mi apy res. or Tva las Tan ram de ni me qa li mo mak vdavs Tavs das tri a leb da da 

cdi lob da, igi gons mo ey va na: aler si a ni xe le biT Wri lo bebs ux vev dnen, sa-

xe ze wyals as xu reb dnen, ga fiT re bul tu Ceb Tan Rvi ni a ni gog ra mih qon daT, 

Tav qveS uf ro rbil ba liSs udeb dnen. 

– pa lu ra, sab ra lo pa lu ra, verc ki gvpa su xob?

igi pi raR ma iw va Tval da xu Wu li, na xev rad dab Ce ni li pi riT, Raw veb sa 

da ni kap ze mu qi Rin RliT, axal gaz rdu li na zi si la ma ziT, tki vi li sa gan da-
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Wi mul nak vTeb Si ma inc rom ga mos Wvi o da. Sub lze ga dax ve u li ti lo dan sa-

feT qel ze sis xlis wve Te bi Ca mos di o da; pi ris ki de eb Tan var dis fe ri qa fis 

buS tu la ke bi uC nde bo da da xan ye li dan Cax rin wu li wyve ti li stve nis xma 

aR mox de bo da. mis ir gvliv sul uf ro ma tu lob da mzrun vel Ta, Se kiTx vis 

mim cem Ta da aR gzne bul sa xe Ta ricx vi. fa Sa ti dro dad ro Tavs iq nev da aqeT-

i qiT da sax le bis mi mar Tu le biT Wix vi neb da. gar du val gri gals rom uZR vis 

win, im gvar ma mRel va re bam mo ic va iqa u ro ba. 

uceb mo ed nis mi mar Tu le biT qa lis ki vi li mo is ma, de dis ki vi li, ro me-

lic uceb Ca mo var dnil srul si Cu me Si uf ro xma ma Ra li ge go ne bo da. da sim-

suq ni sa gan aqo Si ne bul ma uS ve le bel ma qal ma yvi ri liT ga i a ra brbo da or-

Tva las Tan mi iW ra. vi na i dan mZi me iyo da aZ ro ma ar Se eZ lo, Svi lis fe xeb Tan 

da em xo, Tan aq vi Ti ne bu li aler si a nad mi mar Tav da uki du re si gam wa re bi sa da 

ube du re bis ise Ti cxo ve lu ri ga mov li ne biT, rom yve las Jru an tel ma da u a-

ra da yve lam pi ri ib ru na. 

– za ke o! za ke o, Ce mo gu lo! Ce mo si xa ru lo! – ga u Ta veb lad moT qvam da 

qvri vi, daW rils fe xeb ze koc ni da da Ta vis ken mi wa ze eqa Ce bo da. 

daW ri li Se in Zra, pi ri Zli e ri tki vi li sa gan mo eR ri ca, Tva le bi ze viT 

aRapy ro, mag ram uTu od ve ra fers da i na xav da, vi na i dan Tval ze er Tgva ri 

sve li lib ri ga dah kro da. qu Tu To e bis ki de e bi dan did ro ni crem le bi gad-

mos cviv da, rom le bic nel -ne la Ca u di o da lo yeb sa da ki ser Si; pi ri isev Ria 

hqon da; ye li dan amo su li sus ti stve nis xma Si ig rZno bo da, rom ama od cdi-

lob da, ra Rac eT qva. ir gvliv myof ni da Ji ne biT eved re bod nen:

– Tqvi, pa lu ra! vin dag Wra? vin dag Wra? Tqvi! Tqvi!

da am kiTx ve biT gu lis wyro ma ma tu lob da, mris xa ne ba mZaf rde bo da, yo-

ve li maT ga nis sul Si Ca bu de bu li Su ris Zi e bis Zve lis Zve li wyur vi li ki dev 

uf ro Rviv de bo da.

– Tqvi, pa lu ra! vin dag Wra? gviTx a ri! gviTx a ri!

mo mak vdav ma kvlav ga a xi la Tva le bi, da vi na i dan mWid rod eWi raT mi si 

xe le bi da Se saZ loa imi to mac, rom ada mi a nu ri siT bo ig rZno, wa miT gons mo-

vi da da Tva leb Si Su qi Ca ud ga. ga ur kvev lad but bu teb da ra Ra cas da pi ri dan 

sul uf ro me ti sis xlis fe ri du Ji gad mo s di o da. jer ki dev Se uZ le be li iyo 

sity ve bis gar Ce va. ga u ge ba ri iyo, ras am bob da. si Cu me Si mSfoT va re brbos 

mZi me sun Tqvis xma is mo da da Tva le bi yve las er Ti da ima ve gzne biT ue lav da, 

vi na i dan yo ve li maT ga ni er Ti da imave sity vis ga go ne bas elo da

– ma... ma... ma... ska li ko.

– mas ka li ko! mas ka li ko! – da iy vi ra ia kob ma, ro me lic dax ri li iyo da 

gul das miT us men da mo mak vda vis pi ri dan aR mox do mil yo vel sust bge ras.

am yvi rils sa Si ne li Rri a li moh yva. brbos jer qa riS xlis gu gun ma ga-

da u a ra. Sem deg, ro de sac am ali a qoT Si brZo li sa ken mo wo de bis mZlav ri xma 
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ga is ma, xal xi Cqa ra da i Sa la. yo vel maT gans mxo lod er Ti sur vi li amoZ ra-

veb da, is sur vi li, ro mel mac umal ga i el va maT go ne ba Si: ra me sab rZo lo ia-

ra Ri eSo vaT. da i sis avis mo mas wa ve bel Suq ze, mRel va re sof lis da e leq tro-

e bul sur nel Si yve las go ne bas sis xli a ni be dis we ris gar du va lo bis gan cda 

da uf le bo da. 

IV

da ce le biT, nam gle biT, cu le biT, To xe biT, To fe biT Se i a ra Re bu li 

laS qa ri ek le si is win Se ik ri ba. ker pTay va nis mcem le bi yvi rod nen:

– wmin dao pan te le i mon!

xma u riT Se Si ne bu li don kon so lo sa kur Txe v lis tix ris ukan da i ma la. 

fa na ti kos Ta jguf ma ia ko bis wi nam ZRo lo biT mTa var sam loc ve lo Si Se aR wi a, 

ak lda mis brin ja os gi so si ga te xa, sa dac wmin da nis qan da ke ba ina xe bo da. sa mi 

lam pa ri, rom leb Sic ze i Tu nis ze Ti en To, sa a mod ki a fob da taZ ris nes ti an 

ha er Si; Su Si an ka ra da Si qris ti a nu li ker pi bzi nav da mzi u ri Sa ra van de diT 

Sem ku li TeT ri Ta viT, xo lo ked lebs mdid ru li Se mo wi ru lo ba ni fa rav da. 

ro de sac ek le si is sve tebs So ris oTxi go li a Tis mxreb ze azi du li 

ker pi ga moC nda da cis kris Suq ze ael var da, mom lo di ne brbo  mRel va re gan-

cdam Se ipy ro da si xa ru li sa gan yve las sa xe ga u naT da. da ko lo na da iZ ra. da 

maT ze moT wmin da nis ve e ba Ta vi qa na ob da da ori ca ri e li Tva lis fo so Ti win 

iyu re bo da. 

ax la uk ve ca ze cis kris mkrTal da Ta na bar Suq ze dro dad ro uf ro 

mkveT rad mo Can da mowy ve ti li ku di a ni var skvla vis kva li; Rrub lis qu le bi 

scil de bod nen erT gab mul zols da nel -ne la liv li viT ifan te bod nen. ukan 

ra du za mTli a nad Can da nac ris gro va sa viT, ro mel Sic cecx li Rvi o da, da 

win mkrTal bin dSi sof lis sa na xe bi in Tqme bo da. idu ma le bis xmo va ne bas ba ya-

ye bis xma ma Ra li yi yi ni er wymo da.

mdi na ris pi ras gza ze gav las xels uS li da pa lu ras or Tva la, ro me lic 

ca ri e li iyo, mxo lod aqa -iq jer ki dev em Cne o da sis xlis kva li. si Cu mes dro-

dad ro mris xa ne wyev la- krul va ar Rvev da. 

ia kob ma da i Za xa:

– wmin da ni ama ze dav doT!

da qan da ke ba fi car nag ze mo a Tav ses da fon ze ga sav le lad gas wi es. ase 

mo i to va zurgs ukan sazR va ri sab rZo lo raz mma. mis ri geb Si zog jer li To-

nis ana rek le bi elav da; Sxe fe bi kaS ka Sa fe re bad ifan te bo da da Sors, al vis 

xe ebs So ris, oTx kuTxa koS ke bis mi mar Tu le biT wylis mTe li wi Te li na ka di 

ali viT giz gi zeb da. pa ta ra bor cvze ze Tis xi lis xe ebs So ris mZi na re mas ka-

li ko od nav mo Can da. ZaR le bi aqa -iq ga af Tre bu li da Ji ne biT uyef dnen erT-

ma neTs. fo nis gav lis Sem deg raz mma mTa va ri gzi dan ga da ux via da ya ne bis gav-

liT swra fi na bi jiT pir da pir gas wi a. ax la ver cxlis qan da ke ba kvlav mxre-
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biT mih qon daT; igi ze mo dan dah yu reb da ada mi a nebs sur ne lo van da ci ci na-

Te le biT mo fe nil ma Ral Tav Ta vebs So ris. 

uceb am de ni Se i a ra Re bu li ada mi a nis da nax viT Tav zar da ce mu li mwyem-

si, ro me lic Ti vis far dul Si ij da ya nis sa da ra jod, maR lo bi sa ken ga iq ca da 

xma ma Ra li yvi ri li mor To:

– miS ve leT! miS ve leT!

da ze Tis xi lis Wa la Si yvi ri lis eqo dat ri al da.

ax la ki ra du ze le bi Se te va ze ga da vid nen. xe e bis to tebsa da gam xmar 

ler wmebs So ris ver cxlis wmin da ni qa na ob da, rto eb ze mir tymi sas wkri a la 

xmas ga mos cem da da yo vel jer ze, ro de sac mi si da var dnis saf rTxe iq mne bo-

da, el va red bzi nav da. er Time o ris mi yo le biT aTi, Tor me ti, oci To fis gas-

ro la sety va sa viT da aty da sax le bis rigs. is mo da la wa lu wis, me re yvi ri lis 

xma; Sem deg xma ma Ra li orom tri a li Se iq mna: zo gi ka ri iRe bo da, zo gi – ike te-

bo da, cvi o da mi nis nam sxvre ve bi, ece mo da da im sxvre o da SaS kvla vis qoT ne bi. 

mo i e ri Se e bis kval dak val TeT ri kvam li mSvi da dad mi i wev da ga var va re bu li 

laJ var di sa ken. brZo lis Ji niT Sepy ro bi le bi, dab rma ve bu le bi, ga i Za xod nen:

– sik vdi li maT! sik vdi li!

ker pTay va nis mce mel Ta jgu fi wmin da pan te le i mo nis gar Se mo Seg rov-

da. uS ve rad agi neb dnen wmin da gon sel vos da Tan ce leb sa da ba Ris da nebs iq-

nev dnen. 

– qur do! qur do! maTx o va ro! san Tle bi! san Tle bi!

sxva jgu fe bi wal dis dar tymiT utev dnen sax lebs. da ro gorc ki ka rebs 

an ja me bi dan mo a ci leb dnen da nam sxvre ve bad aq cev dnen, mo sak la vad gam za de-

bu li pan te le i mo ne le bi Rri a liT Ser bod nen Sig. na xev rad  SiS ve li qa le bi 

kuTx e eb Si iyu Je bod nen da Seb ra le bas iTx ov dnen; dar tyme bi sa gan rom da ec-

vaT Ta vi, ia raRs av leb dnen xels, ris ga moc Ti Tebs ise rav dnen; ia tak ze ece-

mod nen da far da ge bi sa da zew re bis gro va Si go rav dnen, sa i da nac ma Ti Tal-

ga miT nak ve bi da le u li sxe u le bi mo Can da.

tan ma Ral, gam xdar, wa mo wiT le bul, gaZ val tya ve bul, xoc va- Jle tis 

me Ta ur ia kobs brZo lis Ji ni mris xa ne iers sZen da; igi wam da u wum Cer de bo-

da da yve las Tavs ze moT di di ce lis mZlav ri qne viT brZa ne bebs iZ le o da. 

Tav SiSveli, sxveb ze win uSi Sa rad mi i wev da wmin da pan te le i mo ni saT vis. mas 

oc da aT ze me ti ka ci mih yve bo da. da yo ve li maT ga ni ise Ti yru da bun do va ni 

gan cdiT iyo Sepy ro bi li, TiT qos xan Zris Su a gul Si mi a bi jeb da mer yev ni a-

dag ze cecx lmo de bul TaR qveS, ro me lic sa dac iyo Ca mo iq ce o da. 

mag ram uk ve yo ve li mxri dan mor bod nen dam cve le bi, mu la te bi viT Zli-

e ri da muq ka ni a ni sis xlmowy u re bu li mas ka li ko e le bi, rom le bic grZe li da-

sa ke ci da ne biT ib rZod nen; da mu cel Si an yel Si da nis yo vel dar tymas ra Rac 

xor xis mi er xmas ayo leb dnen. or Tab rZo la Tan da Tan ek le si is mi mar Tu le-
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biT inac vleb da ad gils; sa mi o de sax lis sa xu ra vi dan uk ve cecx li bri a leb-

da; Si SiT Tav zar da ce mu li qa le bi sa da bav Sve bis ga og ne bu li jgro ze Tis xi-

lis Wa li sa ken Tav gud mog le ji li ga iq ca.

ax la ma ma ka ce bi, rom leb sac xels aRar uS li da crem li da ved re ba, ki-

dev uf ro me ti ga af Tre biT Ca eb nen xel Car Tul or Tab rZo la Si. Jan gis fe ri 

cis Suq ze mi was gva me bi efi ne bo da. is mo da da var dni le bis kbi lebs Sua ga-

moc ri li gi ne ba; da am aur za urs ma inc fa rav da ra du ze le bis Se Za xi le bi:

– san Tle bi! san Tle bi!

mag ram ek le si is uzar ma za ri da lur smne biT mo We di li mu xis ka ri jer 

ki dev Ca ra zu li rCe bo da. mas ka li ko e le bi mas dar tyme bi sa da cu le bi sa gan 

icav dnen. xel Car Tu li brZo lis Su a gul Si au Rel ve be li da TeT ri ver cxlis 

wmin da ni aqeT -i qiT irxeoda; igi je rac mxre biT eka va oTx go li aTs, rom le-

bic Tav fe xi a nad sis xlSi iy vnen amos vril ni, mag ram ma inc ze ze id gnen. da mo-

i e ri Se Ta uze na si mi za ni is iyo, rom Ta vi an Ti ker pi mtris sa kur Txe vel ze 

da ed gaT. 

vid re mas ka li ko e le bi sa o ca ri ga af Tre biT ib rZod nen qvis sa fe xu reb-

ze, ia ko bi uceb iqa u ro bas ga e ca la, na ge bo bas mo u a ra imis ga sar kve vad, Tu 

sad iyo ise Ti da uc ve li ad gi li, sa i da nac say dar Si SeR we vas SeZ leb da. ro-

de sac mi wi dan arc ise maR la mci re Ri o bi da i na xa, aZ vra iq da klak vna- klak-

vniT Zlivs ga aZ vri na Sig Ta vi si Te Zo e bi da grZe li sxe u li. uf lis sax lis 

Ra me ul si ci ve Si sak mev lis Tav bru dam xve vi sur ne li if rqve o da. sib ne le Si 

xe le bis ce ce biT, ked lebs miR ma brZo lis xma u riT ik vlev da gzas ka ri sa ken: 

da Tan ska mebs eja xe bo da da pi ri sa xe uzi an de bo da. mu xis mkvriv mer qan ze 

uk ve is mo da ra du zel Ta wal de bis gaS ma ge bu li dar tymis xma, ro de sac ia-

ko bi rki nis ia ra RiT sa ke te bis ga e tex vas Se ud ga; aqo Si ne bu li suls Zlivs 

iT qvam da, gu li ga ma le biT ucem da, ris ga moc Za la ec le bo da, Tva le bi uW-

rel de bo da, ia re bi tki vils aye neb dnen da tan Si Tbi li Jru an te li uv li da.

– wmin da pan te le i mon! wmin da pan te le i mon! – Cax le Ci li xmiT yvi rod-

nen ga reT mi si a ne bi, rom le bic grZnob dnen, rom kars Tan da Tan imor Ci leb-

dnen, da ga or ma ge bu li Za liT ur tyam dnen cu leb sa da wix lebs. kars iqiT 

sxe u le bis mZi med var dni sa da mZlav ri dar tymis xma is mo da, ro de sac vin mes 

da nas Tir kme leb Si ga uy rid nen da iq ve mi ak lav dnen. da ia kobs eC ve ne bo da, 

rom mi si ga ma le bu li gu lis ce mi sa gan ek le si is mTe li ne fi gu gu neb da

uka nas kne li Za lis xme vis Sem deg ka ri ga i Ro. ra du ze leb ma ga mar jve bis 

yi Ji na das ces, Sig Sec viv dnen, mok lu le bis gva meb ze ga da i a res da ver cxlis 

wmin da ni sa kur Txev li sa ken wa i Res. da ne fis uku neT Si Se moW ril ma Su qis mo-

liv li ve ana rek leb ma oq ros qor kan dle bi da maR la or ga nis mi le bi aa el va-

ra. da am alis fer na Te ba ze, ro me lic ax lo max lo cecx lmo de bu li sax le bi-

dan Se mo aR wev da xol me, axa li brZo la ga CaR da. mWid rod ga daf skvni li sxe u-
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le bi agu ris ia tak ze ece mod nen, ve Rar scil de bod nen er Tma neTs, aqeT -i qiT 

tri a leb dnen, ga af Tre biT ik lak ne bod nen, ska mebs eta ke bod nen, maT qveS da 

sa Jam nos sa fe xu reb ze go rav dnen, sa aR sa re bos ki de ebs eja xe bod nen. uf lis 

sax lis myud ro siR rme Si rki nis Sem za ra vi xma is mo da, ro de sac da na xor cSi 

aR wev da da Zvleb ze sxlte bo da; is mo da ada mi a nis sa si cocx lo na wil Si mi-

ye ne bu li Wri lo biT ga mow ve u li yru gmin va, dar tymi sa gan gam skda ri Ta vis-

qa lis xra Su ni, ma Ti bRa vi li, vi sac sik vdi li ar un do da da ma Ti cxo ve lu ri 

si xa ru li, vi nac mok vla SeZ lo; yo ve li ve es cxa dad is mo da. da am orom tri-

al Si sak mev lis sa a mo sur ne li if rqve o da. 

ver cxlis kerps jer ki dev ar hqon da mo po ve bu li sa kur Txe vel Si dab-

rZa ne bis pa ti vi, vi na i dan mtris al ya Si iyo moq ce u li. ram de ni me ad gi las 

daW ri li ia ko bi cels iq nev da da mis mi er da ka ve bu li sa fe xu re bis arc er Ti 

go jis daT mo bas ar api reb da. mxo lod or ni iy vnen ga dar Ce nil ni maT gan, vi-

sac wmin da ni moh qon da. ve e ba TeT ri Ta vi daR vri li sis xlis gu be ze mTvra-

li viT qa na ob da. mas ka li ko e le bi ga af Tre biT ib rZod nen.

uceb wmin da pan te le i mo ni ia tak ze da e ca JRa ru niT, rac ia kobs da nis 

wver ze uf ro mwa red mox vda gul Si. ce li a ni wi Tu ri wmin da nis asa we vad ga i-

wi a, mag ram er Tma did ron ma kac ma ba Ris da nis dar tymiT mte ri ia tak ze da a-

nar cxa, ro me lic or jer Se e ca da, wa mom dga ri yo da or ma da ar tymam isev Zirs 

dasca. sa xe sa da mker dze da xe leb ze sis xli Rva rad Ca mos di o da; mxreb sa da 

mkla veb ze TeT rad mo u Can da da nis Rrma dar tymiT ga SiS vle bu li Zvle bi; da 

is ki ma inc ji u tad cdi lob da, kvlav am dga ri yo. si cocx lis ase Ti Se u po-

va ri sim tki ciT gaS ma ge bul ma sam ma, oTx ma, xuT ma glex ma er Tad ata ka da na 

mu cel Si, sa i da nac Sig ne u lo ba gad moc viv da. fa na ti ko si gu laR ma da e ca, ke-

fa ver cxlis qan da ke bas da ar tya da uceb pir qve ga dab run da li Ton ze pi ri-

sa xiT, win gaS ve ri li xelebiTa da mokecili fexebiT. da ase daemxo wminda 

panteleimoni. 

italiuridan Targmna da komentarebi daurTo 

salome kenWoSvilma
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gabriele d’anuncios `kerpTayvanismcemlebi~: qristianobis 

damaxinjebis paradigma

 XIX sa u ku nis dam le vi sa da XX sa u ku nis pir ve li me oTx e dis ita li u ri 

li te ra tu ris udi de si war mo mad gen lis – gab ri e le d’a nun ci os (1863–1938) 

Se moq me de ba Si Tval sa Ci no ad gi li uka via mi si no ve le bis kre buls `pes ka ras 

no ve le bi~ (1902), maT Si ide ur -mxat vru li Ta vi se bu re be biT gan sa kuT re biT 

ga mo ir Ce va no ve la `ker pTay va nis mcem le bi~ (`Gli idolatri~). am no ve la Si uaR re-

sad spe ci fi ku ri prob le ma ti kaa aR Zru li; ker Zod, mo ra lur -e Ti kur Wril-

Sia ga Su qe bu li, er Ti mxriv, qris ti a nu li re li gi i sa da, me o re mxriv – ko-

leq ti u ri fsi qo zis, cru mor wmu ne o bi sa da fa na tiz mis ur Ti er Tmi mar Te bis 

sa kiTx i. no ve lis av to ri gviC ve nebs, rom zog jer yo ve li ve imas, ra sac ada-

mi ne bi rju li sa da ek le si is sa xe liT ake Te ben, ar se bi Tad ara fe ri aqvs sa-

er To qris ti a no bas Tan da, re a lu rad, cru mor wmu ne o bi sa da ker pTay va nis-

mcem lo bis ga mov li ne baa. 

`ker pTay va nis mcem leb Si~ d’a nun cio ga mo xa tavs Ta vis da mo ki de bu le-

bas qris ti a nu li re li gi is pro fa ni re bu li ga mov li ne bis mi marT. no ve lis 

ro gorc sa Ta u ri, ase ve mTli a nad teq sti ima ze mig va niS ne ben, rom Cven wi na Se 

ara nam dvi li qris ti a ne bi, ara med er Tgva ri war mar Te bi, ker pTay va nis mcem-

le bi ari an.

`ker pTay va nis mcem leb Si~ xmel Ta Su azR vis pi re Tis da ba li fe ne bi saT-

vis da ma xa si a Te be li da ax lo e biT ise Ti ve wes -Cve u le be bi da zne ob ri vi nor-

me bia asa xu li, ro gorc pros per me ri mes no ve la Si `ma teo fal ko ne~ (3, gv.46). 

me ri mes no ve lis msgav sad, d’a nun ci os no ve la Si ven de tas, Su ris Zi e bas Se la-

xu li `Rir se bis~ grZno bis war mar To bis dro i dan mom di na re ga ge ba ga na pi-

ro bebs.

am bis Txro ba im Ta viT ve ori Se u Tav se be li sawy i sis – mor wmu ne o bi sa 

da cru mor wmu ne o bis – Cve ne biT iwy e ba. ko leq ti u ri fsi qo ziT Sepy ro bi li 

mor wmu ne ni er TTa vad mi e Su re bi an ek le si i sa ken imis ga mo, rom ram de ni me 

dRe ze di zed mzis Cas vli sas ca sis xlis frad iRe be ba, rac maT uf lis sam-

sjav ros avis mo mas wa ve bel niS nad mi aC ni aT. 

Tan da Tan isic ir kve va, rom ek le si is win Sek re bi li ra du ze le bi qris-

ti a nu li sar wmu no e bis ki dev erT um Tav res mcne bas – `nu Se iq mni ker pebs~ 

– ar Rve ven. isi ni mxo lod Ta vi an Ti mrev lis mfar vel wmin da pan te le i mons 

sce men pa tivs, xo lo mas ka li ko e le bi – mxo lod wmin da gon sel vos; amas Ta na-

ve, ori ve mrev li mtru la daa gan wyo bi li me o re sof lis mfar ve li wmin da nis 

mi marT. mas ka li ko e le bi sa sik vdi lod daW ri an ra du ze le bis mi er san Tle bis 

Ca mo sa ta nad gag zav nil kacs, ris ga moc ra du ze le bi mas ka li ko e le bi sad-
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mi Su ris Zi e bis grZno biT ga nim sWva le bi an. ase Se mo dis no ve la Si ki dev er Ti 

araq ris ti a nu li da war mar Tu li Te ma – Su ris Zi e bi sa da sis xlis aRe bis ata-

vis tu ri grZno bis ga mov li ne ba. To fe biT, da ne bi Ta da nam gle biT Se i a ra Re-

bu li mrev li ek le si i dan wmin da pan te le i mo nis ver cxlis qan da ke bas ga mo as-

ve nebs da Su a Ra mi sas Tavs es xmis mZi na re mas ka li kos. mim xdu re bi, Ta vi an Ti 

mfar ve li wmin da nis sa xe liT, umowy a lod xo ca ven yve las, maT So ris – qa-

lebs.

d’a nun cio yu radR e bas amax vi lebs im ga re mo e ba ze, rom wmin da ad gi li – 

ek le sia – pro fa ni re bu li a, ker pTay va nis mce lo bi sa da uaz ro sis xlis  Rvris 

as pa re za daa qce u li. Su ris ma Zi e be li ra du ze le bi cdi lo ben, mas ka li kos ek-

le si a Si Se aR wi on, mis sa kur Txe vel Si aR mar Tu li wmin da gon sel vos qan da ke-

ba da am xon da mis nac vlad Ta vi an Ti mfar ve li wmin da nis qan da ke ba da ab rZa-

non. ek le si a Si ga mar Tu li brZo lis dros mim xdu rebs wmin da nis qan da ke ba 

xe li dan uvar de baT; ama ve dros, kla ven Su ris ma Ze bel Ta me Ta urs – ia kobs. 

no ve la Si aR Zru li qris ti a nu li sar wmu no e bis `xal xu ri~ Tu war mar-

Tu li ga ge bis Te ma da ma xa si a Te be lia im dro is ita li u ri li te ra tu ri sa 

da, zo ga dad, kul tu ri saT vis. d’a nun ci os uf ro si Ta na med ro vis – jo va ni 

ver gas – cno bil no ve la Si `wmin dan Ta omi~ si ci li a ze ori mrev lis – wmin da 

pas ku a le sa da wmin da ro kos – Tay va nis mce mel Ta SuR lis am ba via aR we ri li. 

ama ve Te mas eZR vne ba d’a nun ci os me gob ris, ita li e li mxat vris, fran Ces ko 

pa o lo mi ke tis (1851-1929) fer we ru li ti lo `aR Tqma~, ro mel zec qa laq mi-

li a ni kos mfar ve li wmin da nis – pan te le i mo ni sad mi miZR vni li dRe sas wa u lia 

asa xu li. ̀ aR Tqmi sad mi~ miZR vnil Ta vis aR ta ce biT sav se sta ti a Si d’a nun cio 

su raT ze ga mo sa xul mloc ve lebs, rom le bic ek le si is ia tak ze gar Txmul ni 

mi i we ven wmin da nis qan da ke bi sa ken, qvem Zro mebs ada rebs (1, gv.461). 

Se iZ le ba iT qvas, rom d’a nun ci om ga a er Ti a na da ax le bu rad war mo a Ci na 

jo va ni ver gas no ve lis – `wmin dan Ta omi~ – da fran Ces ko mi ke tis su ra Tis 

– `aR Tqma~ – Te me bi da qris ti a no bis pro fa ni re bis war mar Tul as peq tze ga-

a max vi la yu radR e ba. mar Tlac, `ker pTay va nis mcem leb Si~ re li gi u rad mo ti-

vi re bu li `Za la do ba or gi i sa da gaS ma ge bis, ba xu si sa da bak qa na li e bis STa-

beW di le bas to vebs~ (2, gv.227).

mar Ta li a, no ve la Si for ma lu ri niS niT pro ta go nis ti fa na ti kos Ta 

Tav ka ci da xoc va- Jle tis mom wyo bi ia ko bi a, mag ram, Tu kar gad da vak vir de-

biT, na wa mo e bis nam dvi li mTa va ri su bi eq ti brma im pul se biT ga er Ti a ne bu li 

ko leq ti vi, re li gi u ri tran siT Sepy ro bi li brbo a. no ve la Si sas wa u lis mo-

lo di ni Ta da Su ris Zi e bis wyur vi liT Sepy ro bil ada mi an Ta da xa si a Te bi sas 

vxvde biT se man ti ku rad mo na Te sa ve sity ve bis iseT rigs, ro go ri caa `brbo~, 

`fa na ti kos Ta jgu fi~, `cru mor wmu ne~, `fa na ti ko si~, `bar ba ro si~, `ker pTay-

va nis mcem le bi~. 

er Ti wmin da nis fa na ti ku rad Tay va nis mce mel da sxva Ta mfar ve li wmin-

da nis mo Zu le mrevls mwe ra li Sav ka ni an Ta toms ada rebs, anu maT, vinc jer 

ki dev war mar Te bi ari an: `da i sis tra gi kul me wa mul Suq ze aR Sfo Te bu li 

did Za li xal xi ajan ye bu li zan ge bis toms hgav da~. ase ve Su ris ma Zi e bel Ta 
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war mar To bas us vams xazs av to ri, ro de sac maT bar ba ro sebs ada rebs: `mris-

xa ne bi Ta da da i sis Su qiT an Te bu li far To da mZlav ri sa xe e bi, oq ros sa yu-

re e bi Ta da Sub lze gad moy ri li qoC riT, [...] maT bar ba ro se bis uc na ur iers 

ani Web da~. ra du zel Ta msgav sad, mas ka li ko e le bic ve lu ro bi sa da eg zo ti-

ku ro bis niS niT xa si aT de bi an: `uk ve yo ve li mxri dan mor bod nen dam cve le bi, 

mu la te bi viT Zli e ri da muq ka ni a ni sis xlmowy u re bu li mas ka li ko e le bi~.

 qris ti a no bis ga u kuR mar Te bis, cru mor wmu ne o bis, fa na tiz mi sa da Su-

ris Zi e bis mo ti ve bis srul yo fil war mo Ce nas no ve la Si gan sa kuT re bu lad 

uwy obs xels am bis gaS la er Tgvar mi To lo gi ze bul ga re mo Si da am to pos Si 

in fer na lu ri sa xe e bis ga mo ye ne ba: `ir gvliv ki riT Se TeT re bul sax lebs ise-

Ti alis fe ri das de bo da, rom Caq ro bis pi ras mi su li ve e ba Ru me lis ked le-

bi ge go ne bo da~. es aR we ra `RvTa eb ri vi ko me di is~ jo jo xe Tis ko no ta ci ebs 

iZens; iq mne ba imis gan cda, rom to po si, sa dac ker pTay va nis mcem le bi moq me-

de ben `jo jo xe Ti a, wye u li ad gi li a~ (3, gv.46). 

ase ve mi To lo gi u ri ko no ta ci e bi Taa aR beW di li  no ve la Si fer Ta sim-

bo li ka, ker Zod, wi Te li fe ris se ma nti ku ri ve li (`me wa mu li~, `di di me wa mu-

li la qa~, `giz gi zeb da~, `xan Zris na per wka li~, `da i sis tra gi ku li Su qi~, `sis-

xli a ni be dis we ra~, `sis xlmowy u re bu li~ da sxv.) im gan cdas ga na pi ro bebs, 

rom `ker pTay va nis mcem le bi~ sis xlis Rvris to pos Si im yo fe bi an. 

mi To lo gi ze bas eq vem de ba re ba ag reT ve fa na ti kos Ta mi er mowy o bi li 

`xoc va- Jle tis me Ta u ris~ – ia ko bis ga reg no ba, ro me lic mi To lo gi ur ar se-

bas Tan – fav nus Ta naa mim sgav se bu li: `ze da ybis ori wi na kbi li ak lda, ris 

ga moc la pa ra ki sas – mi si pi ri da moZ ra o bi sas waw ve te bu li ni ka pi, aqa -iq 

Txe li TmiT, be be ri fav nu sis iers iZen da~. ia ko bi Ta vi si sxe u lis cal ke u-

li iko nog ra fi u li niS ne biT (`mi si sxe u li [...] ga sa co da ve bu li Con xi iyo~), 

amas Ta na ve imiT, rom cels iq nevs, rom li Tac Ta vis ir gvliv yve las anad gu-

rebs, sik vdi lis Su a sa u ku ne ob riv sim bo lur ga mo sa xu le ba Ta in ter teq stSi 

aRiq me ba. 

sa gu lis xmo a, rom no ve la Si aris mo men te bi, ro de sac ra du ze le bi sa 

da ma Ti me Ta u ris – ia ko bis – qme de ba Su ris Zi e bis dros isea mo wo de bu li, 

TiT qos Cven wi na Se WeS ma ri ti gmi re bi iy vnen: `yo ve li maT ga ni ise Ti yru da 

bun do va ni gan cdiT iyo Sepy ro bi li, TiT qos xan Zris Su a gul Si mi a bi jeb da 

mer yev ni a dag ze cecx lmo de bul TaR qveS, ro me lic sa dac iyo Ca mo iq ce o da~. 

ia ko bi sa da Su ris ma Zi e bel Ta Se u pov ro bi sa da Tav gan wi ru li brZo lis 

aR we ra ti po lo gi u rad di dad ar gan sxvav de ba pro ta go nis tis sik vdi li sa-

gan sag mi ro da mar tvi lo lo gi ur teq steb Si. ia ko bis msgav sad, iseT Se u pov-

ro bas am JRav nebs mi si er T-er Ti Ta na meb ro li, TiT qos Cven wi na Se sag mi ro 

epo sis gmi ri iyos: `mxreb sa da mkla veb ze TeT rad mo u Can da da nis Rrma dar-

tymiT ga SiS vle bu li Zvle bi; da is ki ma inc ji u tad cdi lob da, kvlav am dga-

ri yo~. mag ram am ada mi an Ta qme de bis Se u sa ba mo ba ro gorc sag mi ro epo sis, 

ase ve qris ti a no bis eTi kis aq si o lo gi as Tan, mTli a nad auq mebs gmi ro bis Sa-

ra van deds da qmnis imis gan cdas, rom es Tav gan wir viT meb rZo li ada mi a ne-

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #4, 2014
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bi, si nam dvi le Si, ata vis tu ri in stin qte biT moq me di an tig mi re bi ari an, vi-

na i dan maT mi er ar Ce u li Su ris Zi e bis gza ewi na aR mde ge ba ro gorc sag mi ro 

ko deq sis, ase ve qris ti a no bis prin ci pebs, ro me lic gan kiTx vis uze na es uf-

le bas mxo lod ufals uto vebs. ia ko bis an tig mi rul bu ne bas xazs us vams is 

faq tic, rom mas sxe ul ze ara brZo leb Si mi Re bu li ia re bis, ara med wmin da 

ad gil Ta mo na xu le bis sa max sov rod, mi si ve xe liT qin Zis Ta vis wve riT da se-

ri li da in di go Ti ga fe ra de bu li lur ji da Re bis kva li am Cne vi a. 

am gva rad, ̀ ker pTay va nis mcem leb Si~ cxa dad ik ve Te ba av to ris uar yo fi-

Ti da mo ki de bu le ba re li gi u ri sa far vliT Se mo si li fa na ti ku ri ko leq ti-

viz mis, ker pTay va nis mcem lo bis da Su ris Zi e bis mi marT, rac gan sa kuT re bul 

mniS vne lo bas iZens Cve ni Ta na med ro ve o bis ide o lo gi ur da sar wmu no eb riv 

ni a dag ze aR mo ce ne bu li ur Ti er Tmtro bi sa da sis xlis  Rvris vi Ta re ba Si. 
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SALOME KENCHOSHVILI

Gabriele D’Annunzio’s “Gli idolatri”: a Paradigm of Perversion of Christi anity

The arti cle is devoted to an analysis of D’Annunzio’s (1863-1938) novella Gli idolatri 
which represents a paradigm of perversion of Christi anity. The wide range of heroic and 
religious intertextuality and axiology associated with characters of the novella makes it clear 
that the cult of revenge, the form of justi ce chosen by worshipers of San Pantaleone contradicts 
the principles of heroism and Christi anity which reserves the right on revenge only to God. 
In the intertext of the contemporary world, when clashes and collisions on religious ground 
become parti cularly widespread, Gli idolatri takes on new moral and ideological connotati ons, 
exposing anti -heroism and anti -humanism of the War of Saints.

Creati ng in the novella a quasi mythological reality D’Annunzio emphasizes a nonsense 
and illogic state of things in which people do not act according to the normal moral standards 
and are guided not by the Christi an values but by atavisti c and dark insti ncts.
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ain rendiain rendi

ego egoizmis gareSe1

„gamorCenil rgolSi“2 vimsjele antikonceptualur mentalobasa da 

mis traibalur manifestaciebze. yvela traibalisti3 gansxvavebuli xarisx-

is antikonceptualistia, magram antikonceptualuri mentalobis yvela 

adamiani ar aris traibalisti. zogierTi maTgani martoxela mgelia (am saxe-

obisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli yvelaze mtacebeluri TvisebiT).4

amgvari mglebis umetesoba imedgacruebuli traibalistia, e.i 

pirovneba, romelic tomma (an misma uSualo garemocvam) uaryo: isini metad 

arasandoni arian imisaTvis, rom tradiciuli kanonebiT iqnen marTulni; da 

Znelad manipulirebadni imisaTvis, rom imarTon traibaluri Zalauflebis 

mier. radganac perceptualur mentalobas ar ZaluZs uCvenos adamians gza 

xsnisa, igi, sakuTari SesaZleblobebis amara STenili, iqceva inteleqtua-

lur mawanwalad, romelic daexeteba, rogorc ekleqtikosi5 meoradi ada-

miani, anu ideaTa amwapvneli, romelic xels stacebs SemTxveviT ideebs da 

aqcevs maT axirebad; mxolod erTi ramaa ucvleli mis qcevaSi – xetiali, 

erTi jgufidan meoreSi gadasvla, nebismieri juris adamianebTan mikedleba 

da maTi manipulirebaa misTvis erTaderTi aucilebloba.

igi sxvadasxva dargSi Teoriul konstruqciebs qselavs, TvalTmaq-

cobs Tavis dasaZvrenad, magram mas yvelaze metad eTikuris sfero aRavsebs 

sastiki SiSiTa da sakuTari impotenciis gancdiT. eTika konceptualuri 

disciplinaa da Rirebulebebis kodeqsisadmi loialoba moiTxovs abstraq-

tuli principebis moxelTebisa da maT konkretul aqtebsa da situacieb-

Si gamoyenebis unars (Tundac yvelaze primitiul doneze, rudimentuli 

1 Targmani Sesrulebulia filosofiuri eseebiis krebulidan: Selfi shness with-
out Self in: Ayn Rand, Philosophy: Who Needs It, a Signet book,1982.  krebulSi gamo-

Cenili amerikeli filosofosi  ajamebs sakuTar Tvalsazriss filosofiis  
raobis Sesaxeb da aseve msjelobs problemaTa farTo speqtrze. 

  rendis mixedviT, arCevani, romelic unda gaakeTos adamianma filoso-

fiasTan mimarTebaSi, `rogori~ filosofiis arCevans gulisxmobs – racio-

nalurs, gacnobierebuls da, Sesabamisad, praqtikuls da mis sapirispiros 

–    araidentificirebuls da, Sesabamisad, mkvdar filosofias. moazrovne 
ada miani irCevs pirvels.

2 es esei (The Missing Link) zemoT miTiTebul krebulSia dabeWdili.

3 aq rendi gulisxmobs im saxis politikuri sistemis mimdevars, romelSic ba-

tonobs nepotizmi, sadac Camoyalibebulia memkvidreobiTi xasiaTis matare-

beli am Tu im gvaris politikuri batonoba.
4 rendis reminiscencia herman heses cnobil romanze „tramalis mgeli“.

5 anu is, vinc uprincipod akowiwebs erTimeoris sawinaaRmdego Sexedulebebs 
(redaqtoris SeniSvna).
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moraluri brZanebebis aRsrulebis doneze). traibalist martoxela mgels 

ar SeuZlia, am Rirebulebebs CasWidos xeli. is xvdeba, rom es is naklia, ro-

melic man yvelafris fasad unda aRmofxvras – da es is sakiTxia misTvis, ro-

melic urTulesia gasayalbeblad. misi kaprizebi , romlebic Tan dahyveba, 

icvleba momentidan momentamde an wlidan wlamde, saSualebas ar aZlevs mas, 

samudamod miuZRvnas sakuTari Tavi sxvis mier arCeul Rirebulebas. kapri-

zebi mas sapirispiros keTebas aiZulebs; uSlis xels, maradiuli kavSiri 

daamyaros vinmesTan an ramesTan. pirovnuli Rirebulebebis gareSe adami-

ans ver eqneba warmodgena marTebulsa da mcdarze. traibalisti martoxela 

mgeli nebismier SemTxvevaSi amoraluria.

yvelaze naTeli simptomi, romelic amgvar adamians axasiaTebs isaa, 

rom mas arasodes SeuZlia sakuTar Tavze , sakuTar qcevebs an amgvar qmede-

baTa standartebze msjeloba. sakuTari Tavis Sefaseba moiTxovs romelime 

abstraqtul RirebulebasTan an garkveul RirsebasTan dakavSirebas – mag-

aliTad: „me var kargi imitom, rom var moazrovne“, „me var kargi imitom, rom 

var patiosani“. miuxedavad imisa, Seesabameba Tu ara sxvisgan naswavli es 

gamonaTqvami Rirebulebis standarts, igi mainc moicavs ZiriTad moralur 

princips – Rirebuleba, romelic sxvas ekuTvnis, unda moipovo.

amoraluri adamianis TviTSefasebis implicituri formula (amis 

identificirebasa da aRiarebaze igi iSviaTad Tu wava) aris: „me var kargi, 

radganac es me var“.

daaxloebiT samidan xuT wlamde asakis Semdeg (anu gonebrivi ganvi-

Tarebis SemecnebiTi donis amaRlebis Semdeg), es ukve aRar aris TviTSe-

fasebis an siamayis gamomxatveli gamonaTqvami; amis sruliad sapirispirod, 

es aris vakuumis, SeboWili cnobierebis aRsareba sakuTari ususurobis 

gamo, radganac mas aRar ZaluZs raime pirovnuli Rirebulebisa Tu Rirsebis 

mopoveba. 

am SemTxvevis aRreva fsiqologiur subieqtivizmSi dauSvebelia. 

fsiqologiur subieqtivizms ar SeuZlia gamoxatos srulad Tavisi Rire-

bulebebi an daamtkicos maTi obieqturi mdgradoba, Tumca praqtikaSi is 

mtkice da Rrmad erTgulia maT mimarT (gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom amas Tan 

sdevs saSineli fsiqoepistemologiuri sirTule). amoralists ar gaaCnia 

subieqturi Rirebuleba, mas saerTod ar aqvs Rirebuleba. yvelaferi is, 

rasac igi ambobs Sefasebisas aris – „es kargia, radgan me momwons es“, „es 

sworia, radgan es me  gavakeTe“. ras warmoadgens am gamonaTqvamebSi „me”? – 

igi mouxeSavi fizikuri sxeulia, romelsac mudmivad marTavs SfoTvebi.

amgvar magaliTebs xSirad vxvdebiT: mwerali, romelsac sjera, rom mis 

mier uZvelesi banaluri ambebis kvlav gadamRereba siaxlea, radganac es man 

dawera; abstraqcionisti, romelsac sjera, rom misi naTxapni maimunis ku-

dis naTxapnze ukeTesia, radganac es man Seqmna; biznesmeni, romelic qiraobs 
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mliqvnelebs, radganac isini mas moswons; politikur „idealists“, romelic 

acxadebs, rom rasizmi kargia, Tuki mas (misi arCevaniT) umciresoba axorcie-

lebs, magram cudia Tu amas umravlesoba sCadis – nebismieri maTgani ormagi 

standartis advokatad gvevlineba.

 magram zneobis es iaffasiani Semcvlelebic ki moCvenebiTia. amoral-

ists ar swams, rom „me kargi var, radgan es me var“. es Sinagani politika gauc-

nobierebeli Tavdacvaa misi uRrmesi, verasodes veridentificirebuli/

saxeldebuli ganCinebisa: „me aramc da aramc ara var kargi“.

 siyvaruli aris RirebulebebisTvis gacemuli pasuxi. amoralistis 

TviTSefaseba vlindeba mis aranormalur moTxovnilebaSi, rom Seiyvaron 

(magram ara am sityvis racionaluri mniSvnelobiT) – „Seiyvaron misTvis“ , 

e.i. umizezod. jeims TagarTi1 amJRavnebs amgvari aucileblobis bunebas: „ar 

minda, raRacis gamo Semiyvaron. me minda, Cem gamo Semiyvaron – ara imis gamo, 

ra maqvs, ras vambob an vfiqrob. Cem gamo – ara Cemi sxeulis an gonebis, an si-

tyvebis, an saqmeebis, an qcevebis gamo“.2 Tumca, rodesac mas coli ekiTxeba: 

„ magram mere R. Sen TviTon ra xar?“ – mas ar aqvs pasuxi. 

 ai, magaliTi realuri cxovrebidan: wlebis win erT Zalian Wkvian , 

magram misticizmiT Sepyrobil moxuc mweral qalbatons vicnobdi, igi 

damZimebuli, gaRizianebuli, martosuli da Zalian ubeduri iyo. misi Sexed-

ulebebi siyvarulsa da megobrobaze jeims Tagartis msgavsi iyo. roca Cemi 

romani „pirvelwyaro~3 gamosces, mas vuTxari, rom Zalian madlieri viyavi 

redaqtor arCibald ogdenisa , romelic daemuqra gamomcemlebs samsaxuri-

dan daTxovniT, Tuki Cems wigns ar gamoscemdnen. man momismina Taviseburi 

skeptikuri da gamkicxavi gamometyvelebiT da Semdeg Tqva: „araa saWiro, 

misi madlieri iyo. mas es SenTvis ar gaukeTebia. man es Tavisi karieruli 

winsvlisTvis gaakeTa, igi fiqrobda, rom es kargi wigni iyo“. misma sityvebma 

Soki momgvara, vkiTxe kidec, Tu ras gulisxmobda am sityvebSi, namdvilad 

merCivna, ogdens efiqra, rom Cemi wigni uxeiro iyo , magram mainc ebrZola 

misi gamocemisTvis. man araferi mipasuxa Cems kiTxvaze , saubris Tema Secva-

la da wlebi damWirda imisaTvis, rom misi naTqvami gameziarebina.

 msgavsi fenomeni, romelmac Cemi dabneuloba gamoiwvia, SeiZleba vi-

povoT politikaSi. komentatorebi xSirad arwmuneben politikosebs, rom 

qveynis interesebi maT pirad interesebze maRla unda idges da am gziT 

unda gauwion oponentebs winaaRmdegoba. ase wvrilman meqrTameebs ki ar ar-

wmunebdnen, aramed kargi reputaciis mqone politikosebs. ras niSnavs es? 

Tu politikoss komentatorebi arwmuneben, rom igi qveyanas uRalatebs kom-

promisebiT an, piriqiT – oponentebisaTvis winaaRmdegobis gaweviT , Tu is 

1 rendis cnobili romanis „atlasma gaSala mxrebi“ (1957) mTavari gmiri.

2 rends mohyavs es amonaridi romanidan „atlasma gaSala mxrebi“ (Atlas Shregged).
3 “The Fountainhead”(1943). romani qarTul enaze iTargmna da gamoica 2012 wels 

gamomcemloba `aretes~ mier.
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ar aris darwmunebuli, romeli rCevaa marTali da romeli mcdari, maSin man 

sakuTari Sexedulebebi Tavad unda gadaamowmos, ara qveynis interesebidan, 

aramed sakuTari interesebidan gamomdinare, radganac, rac unda gadawyvi-

tos, igi, upirveles yovlisa, Tavissave pirovnul interesebs unda emsax-

urebodes. 

magram es midgomebi gulisxmobs konceptualur cnobierebas, romelic 

ideebs seriozulad udgeba, e.i Tavis Sexedulebebs realuri principebidan 

gamomdinare ayalibebs. SemecnebiT cnobierebas ar ZaluZs irwmunos, rom 

ideebi SeiZleba yvelasaTvis pirovnuli mniSvnelobis mqone iyos. es TviT-

neburi arCevanis sakiTxia. am TvalsazrisiT, adamiani ar eswrafvis, airCios 

sazogado samsaxuri, raTa gaataros garkveuli politika – mxars dauWers 

nebismier politikas, mxolod imisaTvis, rom airCion. Tu asea, maS ratom 

surs, rom airCion? SemecnebiTi gonebis patroni arasodes svams am kiTxvas. 

am didi miznis arsi sazRvrebs miRmaa (dResdReobiT Zalian bevria amgvari 

politikosi da komentatori. da radganac amgvari mentaloba normalurad 

da marTebulad iTvleba , warmoidgineT, rogoria dRevandeli kulturis 

inteleqtualuri mdgomareoba?). 

Tu adamiani uqvemdebarebs ideebsa da principebs Tavis „pirovnul 

interesebs“, ra aris pirovnuli interesebi da rogor xdeba maTi deter-

minireba? warmoidgine, rogoria grZobebidan daclili, me-s gareT mdgomi 

adamiani, ra umZimes ganaCens gamoutans politikosi sakuTar Tavs, Tuki 

samarTlianoba mis pirovnul interesebSi ar Sedis (an advokati, Tu samar-

Tlianoba ar aris misi pirovnuli interesi, anda mwerali, romlis mier aR-

werili obieqturi Rirebulebani ar moicavs mis pirovnul interesebs). ma-

gram Semmecnebel gonebas ar SeuZlia Seqmnas Rirebulebebi da miznebi, is 

ukve mzas iRebs, Semdeg ki savaraudo svlebs akeTebs (yvela amgvari adamiani 

ar aris tomis martosuli mgeli – zogierTi keTilsindisieri, magram dab-

neulia. fsiqoepistemeologiuri siRrmeebis miRma mdgomia, Tumca yvela 

maTgani antikonceptualuri azrovnebisaa). 

mTlianad da srulad sakuTar „me“-ze („sakuTari Tavis Seyvarebis“) 

koncentrirebis miuxedavad, martosul mgels arc TviToba aqvs, arc 

pirovnuli interesebi, is amwamieri kaprizebis tyveobaSia. man icis amis Ses-

axeb. daakvirdi, rogorc ki igi gabedavs da dailaparakebs sulier (e.i. in-

teleqtualur) Rirebulebebze – sagnebze, romelebic piradad mas uyvars 

da aRafrTovanebs, mavani Sokirebulia misi banalurobiT, vulgarulobiT, 

uvargisobiT.

traibalisti martosuli mgeli grZnobs, rom misi „TviToba“ ganyene-

bulia misi qmedebebis, saqmianobis, ideebisa da miwrafebebisgan. erTad-

erTi, rasac igi grZnobs isaa, rom mis gareT mdgomi Zala – sazogadoeba an 

realoba, an materialuri samyaro – aiZulebs iyos aseTi. misi TviToba ni-

Sans moklebuli mTlianobaa, e.i ararsebulia. misi realuri „TviToba“ aris 
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misi niWi, romliTac igi swvdeba realobas, kamaTobs, irCevs Rirebulebebs. 
tomis martosuli mglisaTvis realoba uazro terminia. misi metafizika 
Sedgeba qronikuli grZnobisagan, rom sicocxle aris adamianTa SeTqmule-

ba. mas SeuZlia, sxeulTa grovas gadaabijos, ratom? imitom, rom sakuTari 
TviToba aimaRlos? – ara! imitom, rom Seivsos (an SeigrZnos) Sinagani vakuu-

mi, romelic mis ganuviTarebel TviTobaSia CarCenili.

faqtia, rom kacobriobaze naTqvami ulmobeli xumrobis gamo iqca 
igi egoizmis simbolod. es agulianebs mas mtacebelobisken – es aniWebs mas 
imeds, rom yalb qmnilebas Seqmnis, radganac icis, rom WeSmaritis ageba mis 
Zalebs aRemateba. egoizmi aris Rrmad filosofiuri konceptualuri mo-

napovari. yvela, vinc traibalist martosul mgels egoizmis xatad miiCnevs, 
ubralod, aRiarebs sakuTari mentaluri funqcionirebis SemecnebiT bune-

bas.

Tumca, traibalistebi mainc amtkiceben, rom morali gamorCeulad 
socialuri fenomenia da tomis – nebismieri tomis – wevroba erTaderTi 
gzaa zneobis SesanarCuneblad. magram yvelaze morCili tomis wevrebic ar 

sjobian maT mier uaryofil TanamoZmebs – mglebs; isinic iseve amoralurni 

arian, radganac maTi norma amgvarad JRers – „Cven varT kargebi, radgan es 

Cven varT“.

yvela SemecnebiTi gonebisTvis, traibalisturisa Tu martoxela 
mglurisaTvis, sakuTari TviTobis gamofitva da uaryofaa damaxasiaTebe-

li. yvelas eSinia sakuTar me-ze dayrdnoba, yvelas eSinia pasuxismgeblobis 
tvirTva, es mxolod Tavad me-m ( e.w. konceptualurma gonebam) SeiZleba iki-

sros. isini yovelTvis gaurbian im or aqtivobas , romelic mudmivad Tan-

mdevia WeSmariti egoistisa – esaa msjeloba da arCevani. maT eSiniaT gon-

ebis (romelic nebayoflobiTia) da endobian sakuTar emociebs (romelnic 
avtomaturia); maT urCevniaT naTesavebi (sisxlismieri SemTxveva) megobrebs 
(arCevanis SemTxveva); maT urCevniaT tomi (mocemuloba) gareT mdgomebs (ax-

als); maT urCevniaT mcnebebi (rac damaxsovrebulia) principebs (rac unda 
gaigo); isini miesalmebian determinizmis nebismier Teorias, yvela ideas, 
romelic uSvebs maT amoZaxils: „araferis gakeTeba ar SemiZlia!“

aSkaraa, Tu ratom aris altruizmis morali tomis fenomeni. preis-

toriul adamians ar SeeZlo fizikurad Tavis gadarCena, Tu toms ar miet-

masneboda mmarTvelobisa da sxva tomebisgan Tavdasacavad. civilizebur 

epoqebSi altruizmis SeRweva araa fizikuri, fsiqoepistemologiuria: re-

alobis winaSe mdgari adamianebi, romelTac sakuTari SemecnebiTi mental-

oba dautyvevebiaT, SeuZlebelia gadarCenen traibaluri liderSifisa da 

„proteqciis“ gareSe. Tavis gawirvis doqtrina maT ar exebaT: maT ar aqvT 

warmodgena meobasa an personul Rirebulebebze; maT isic ki ar ician, ris 

Sewirvas sTxoven; maT warmodgenac ki ar aqvT iseT sakiTxebze, rogorebi-
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caa: inteleqtualuri integrireba, simarTlis siyvaruli, personulad 

SerCeuli Rirebulebebi an ideisaTvis sakuTari Tavis mgznebared miZRvna. 

maT egoizmi ganaCeni hgoniaT da erTaderTi ram, rac ician, isaa, rom piru-

tyvuli, usargeblo kaprizebis Tayvaniscema unda uaryon; maTma liderebma, 

altruizmis Teoretikosebma, ukeTesad ician es. imanuel kantma icoda es; 

jon diuim icoda es; b. f skinerma icis es;1 jon roulzma icis es. daakvirdi, 

rom es ar aris pirutyvuli Jini, es aris goneba, Wkua, sazrianoba, moxerxeb-

uleba, Rirseba, TviTrwmena, TviTSefaseba, rwmena imisa, rom maTi dangreva 

SeuZlebelia.

dRes Cven sazareli speqtaklis mayurebelni varT: SesaniSnav samec-

niero sazogadoebaze dominirebs preistoriuli veluri morali. fenomeni, 

romelmac es SesaZlebeli gaxada. „daxleCili~ gonebis gaxleCili fsiqo-

epistemologia gaxlavT. amis saukeTeso magaliTebi arian is adamianebi , 

romlebmac Tavi Seafares fizikalistur mecnierebebs (teqnologias, in-

dustrias an bizness) im imediT, rom aq daicavdnen Tavs iracionalizmisagan, 

da gonebis mtrebs Seatoves ideebis veli. am ltolvilTa Soris kacobrio-

bis saukeTeso tvinebia. magram aseTi gaqceva SeuZlebelia. adamianebi, rom-

lebic konceptualur integraciasa da racionalur azrovnebaSi sagmiro 

saqmeebs sCadian, ususurni da antikonceptualurni arian maTi cxovrebis 

yvela sxva aspeqtSi, gansakuTrebiT, adamianur urTierTobebsa da social-

ur sakiTxebSi (magaliTisaTvis, SeadareT ainStainis samecniero miRwevebi 

mis politikur Sexedulebebs).

adamianis winsvla moiTxovs specialobaSi daxelovnebas, magram sa-

muSo ZalTa gamanawilebeli sazogadoeba ver gadarCeba racionaluri fi-

losofiiis gareSe – im myari fundamenturi principebis gareSe, romelTa 

amocanaa, avarjoSos kacis goneba, raTa igi arsebobdes, rogorc adamiani, 

e.i. moazrovne.

 inglisuridan Targmna 

nino tartaraSvilma

1 b.f skineri (1904-1990), cnobili amerikeli fsiqologi, radikaluri mimar-

Tulebis bihevioristi, operantuli ganpirobebis Teoriiis avtori.

ain rendi, ain rendi,   ego egoizmis gareSe
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ro de sac Se vity ve, rom av to reb ma da am Tav res am wig nze mu Sa o ba, ga mi-

xar da. ar gam kvir ve bi a, se ri o zul ma mkvle vreb ma, mec ni e reb ma, uni ver si te-

tis pro fe so reb ma am amo ca nas Ta vi rom ga ar Tves. arc eleq tro nu li ver si-

e bi mo miTx o via Ce mi da ka ve bu lo bis ga mo, rom ga da me xe da. ub ra lod,  da ve-

lo de, ro dis ixi lav da dRis si naT les.

Ta vi dan ve un da iT qvas, rom am ti pis sa xel mZRva ne lo e bi gvak lia ada-

mi a nis in te leq tu a lu ri moR va we o bis bevr dar gSi. Cven miv ti riT war suls, 

maT So ris, ga naT le bis sis te mas, gva viwy de ba ki kri ti ku li ana li zi vi Ta re-

bi sa – war su li sa, dRe van de lo bi sa da per speq ti vi sac. ma ga li Tad, ar mog-

vfiq re bi a, dag ve we ra sa xel mZRva ne lo im eqi me bi s, in Jin re bi sa da ag ra ri ko-

se bis Tvis, rom leb sac mo ux de bo daT pe da go gi u ri moR va we o ba: ra me To do-

lo gi iT, ra we si Ta da ri giT Se iZ le ba as wav lo ope ra ci u li qi rur gi a, xi de-

bis kon stru i re ba an me ab re Su me o ba? ara, kar gi qi rur gi rom xar, an ara er Ti 

mSve ni e ri xi dis kon struq to ri, an cno bi li me fut kre Tu me ab re Su me, ar niS-

navs, rom swo rad, ga mar Tu lad as wav li da aR zrdi spe ci a lis tebs. yve la fe-

ri TviT di ne ba ze iyo da, gar kve ul wi lad, ax lac aris miS ve bu li. 

ma van ni fiq ro ben, rom aka de mi u ri mid go ma ar sWir de bo da – ni Wic sak-

ma ri si a! aki ram de ni me qar Tul ma sa mec ni e ro sko lam ga iT qva ki dec sa xe li 

sa er Ta So ri so mas Sta biT. mag ram es ni Wis ga mok rTo ma ni mowy ve ti li var-

skvla ve bi viT gaq rnen da kri zi sic vig rZe niT, ro gorc ki gar daq mna Ta da 

ka tak liz ma Ta xa na Ca mod ga. ax la axal gaz rda Ta o bebs da vab ra leT ga u naT-

leb lo ba, wig nis usiy va ru lo ba, si zar ma ce... re for me bic ha i ha rad Ca va ta-

reT. er Tma Tu gag vi mar Tla, say ve durs vis vaT qme vi nebT?! 

ara da, ama so ba Si msof lio sxva gziT wa vi da. ka cob ri o ba gam did rda 

uni ka lu ri ga moc di le biT – ro gor as wav lo, ro gor is wav lo, ro gor da we-

ro wig ni- mo nog ra fi a, ki no- Tu te les ce na ri, moTx ro ba, ese i, Jur na lis tu-

ri nar kve vi, in ter vi u, pi e sa; ro gor mo iq ce mo u lod ne lo be biT da yur sul 

axali publikaciebiaxali publikaciebi

NEW PUBLICATIONS
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yo vel dRi ur ga re mo Si, ro gor Seq mna Se saty vi si sa mu Sao ga re mo, ro gor 

mar To kros kul tu ru li kri ti ku li si tu a ci a, ro gor iaz rov no adek va tu-

rad tran sdis cip li nur gan zo mi le ba Si, ro gor Se e ka ma To, ro gor da iwyo 

di a lo gi kon ku ren tTan an mter Ta nac ki... 

ase ga a  na liz da is, ris obi eq tur, mec ni e rul kvle va- Zi e ba ze ad re ar 

ufiq ri aT (Cven ax lac TiT qmis ar vfiq robT). 

ax la? ax la Cvens wi na Sea qar Tul ena ze Seq mni li wig ni – sa xel mZRva ne-

lo – „a na li ti ku ri az rov ne bis Se sa va li“. da igi ar aris gan kuT vni li mxo-

lod ro me li me dar gis spe ci a lis te bi saT vis, uni ver sa lu ri a.

mar Ta li a, mec ni e re ba, er Ti mxriv, da fi lo so fi u ri, re li gi u ri da 

mxat vru li az rov ne ba, me o re mxriv, ar seb ri vad gan sxvav de bi an er Tma ne Ti-

sa gan da Ta na med ro ve kul tu ris or po lus sac ki war mo ad ge nen, magram mi u-

xe da vad ami sa, maT So ris ar ar se bobs ga da u la xa vi zRva ri, pi ri qiT, maT bu-

ne ba Si ar se bobs is say rde ni, ro mel ze dac am ori mxa ris da ax lo e bis ten den-

ci e bi aR mo cen da. ase mox da ilia mar Tlis (Wav Wa va Zis), f. dos to ev skis, lu ka 

vo i no -i a se nec kis, gab ri el epis ko po sis, al fred ua iT he di sa da mra val Ta 

sxva Ta Se moq me de ba Si. 

jer ki dev 1986 wlis sa aR dgo mo epis to le Si wer da sru li ad sa qar Tve-

los ka To li kos -pat ri ar qi ilia me o re: „dar wmu ne biT Se iZ le ba iT qvas, rom 

ada mi a ni ga uZ lebs ma te ri a lur -teq ni kur Se mo te vas, Tu igi rwme nas, siy va-

ruls, ada mi a neb Tan ke Til da mo ki de bu le bas, ma Ral in te leq tsa da kul-

tu ras Se i nar Cu nebs. sam wu xa rod, ada mi a ni zog jer kvlav Zve li ka te go ri e-

biT msje lobs, au ci le be li kia Ta na med ro ve aR qma mov le ne bi sa da yo ve li ve 

si ax li s mimarT di di pa su xis mgeb lo bis grZno bis gamoCena. ama ze fiq ro ben 

RvTis mety vel ni da fi lo so fos ni, so ci o lo ge bi da an Tro po lo ge bi. dRes 

es sa kiTxi aRel vebs yve las~ (1, 70). 

amaT Tvi saa gan kuT vni li irak li bra Wu lis, anas ta sia za qa ri a Zi sa da va-

le ri an ra miS vi lis sa xel mZRva ne lo „a na li ti ku ri az rov ne bis Se sa va li“.

vis wa ad ge ba mi si Ses wav la? eW vga re Se a, rom ana li ti ku ri az rov ne bis 

una ri Ti To e ul ada mi ans ga mo ad ge bo da cxov re ba Si, Tum ca uf ro me tad mas, 

vi sac un da, mi aR wi os war ma te bas da gax des ga mor Ce u li Ta vis saq mi a no ba Si. 

amis Ta na ada mi ans di di upi ra te so ba aqvs. mas Se uZ lia, sxveb ze efeq tu rad da 

swra fad ga dawy vi tos rTu li amo ca ne bi, ro gorc cxov re bi se u li, ase ve pro-

fe si uli, mec ni e ru li, teq ni ku ri da a.S. ase Ti una riT aR Wur vi li ada mi a ni 

ake Tebs swor, lo gi ku rad da sa bu Te bul das kvnebs ma Si nac, ro de sac SezR u-

dul in for ma ci as flobs; igi prob le mas er Tdro u lad sxva das xva Tval sa-

wi e ri dan uyu rebs da ami to mac Se uZ lia, mi si ga daW ris op ti ma lu ri va ri an ti 

ipo vos. ase Ti ada mi a ni jer as jer ga zo mavs da mxo lod me re gaW ris, arc fe-

xebs mi a ye nebs tyu il ja fas, Tum ca isic xom vi ciT: sa nam Wkvi a ni da fiq rda, 

cet ma gar dav lo mTe bi o. 
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mar to ki ar vi ciT da gag vi go nia, ga mog vic dia ki dec. isic, rom am gva ri 

sa xel mZRva ne lo e bis Sed ge niT da az rov ne ba ze fiq riT, gan sjiT da ref leq-

si iT Ta vi ar Seg vi wu xe bia aqam de, aki amis das tu ri a. an mTe bis gar dav la ri-

Taa cu di? 

av to reb ma az rov ne bis ru ka rom Se mog vTa va zes wig nSi, ra, qar Tu li ne-

o e mig ran te bis ru ka nak le bad mim zid ve li a, ru ka ki ara, glo bu sia – mTe li 

de da mi wa. amas  wi naT mi un xe ni dan mov fri nav di. ori qar Tve li axal gaz rda qa-

li xma maR la sa ub rob da mTe li gza (la mis mTe li Ra me) – ma ma Cem ma da mi re ka, 

Ca mo di, go go, ar ge yo xe ti a li o? i, ma gai go nia ax la Ca val da la fan yur Si da-

vuj de bi... me, go, ita li a Si micx ov ri a, aTen Si micx ov ria da ax la ma gai go ni a, 

imis Tvis vbrun de bi, so fel Se vaW me vi no Ta vi o... ara, ev ro pi ga re Se Rmer Tma 

nu ma cocx los...

ara mgo nia, ase Ti ada mi a ne bi da in te res dnen am wig niT. mag ram Cven xom 

un da da vin te res deT am ada mi a ne bis be di Ta da iR bliT da vi lo coT maT Tvis, 

ara mar to vi lo coT, vu saS ve loT ki dec swo ri so ci a lu ri po li ti kiT, ro-

me lic ana li ti kur az rov ne bas un da ey rdno bo des.

ki dev erTs ga vix se neb. ra ne ga ti u ri gan wyo biT Sex vda unar -Cve ve bis 

tes ti re bi Ti ga moc dis Se mo Re bas Cve ni sa zo ga do e bis di di na wi li? is, rom 

mxo lod tes te bi ar Se iZ le ba iyos ga moc de bis anu swav le bis Se ja me bis er-

Ta der Ti for ma, rom sa Wi roa al ter na ti u li me To de bis, kiTx veb ze pa su xis, 

amo ca ne bis amox snis, Txzu le bis an, ro gorc ax la am bo ben, ese is da we ra da          

a. S., ama ze ara vin ka ma Tobs. ka ma Ti am ada mi a nebs wig nis av to reb Ta nac mo u-

wevT. amis Tvis ki maT es sa xel mZRva ne lo gul das miT un da Se is wav lon. sxva-

Ta So ris, unar -Cve ve bis sa xel mZRva ne lo e bis ga daS la, Caj do ma da sa ku Ta ri 

in te leq tu a lu ri Se saZ leb lo be bis ga da mow me bac ar iq ne bo da uri go. 

amas yve la fers imi tom vix se neb, rom dRes Cven wi na Se war mod ge ni li 

wig nis ar se bo bis au ci leb lo ba yve lam da vi na xoT.

ax la sxva ra me sac miv xe doT: sam wu xa rod, is rac ibeW de ba da vrcel-

de ba dRes sa mec ni e ro, fi lo so fi u ri, saR vTis mety ve lo, sa mar Tleb ri vi, 

mxat vru li, pub li cis tu ri, me mu a rul -bi og ra fi u li, sac no ba ro -en cik lo-

pe di u ri, mTar gmne lo bi Ti da sxva teq ste bis sa xiT, ume tes Sem Txve veb Si, ver 

uZ lebs ve ra na ir kon struq ci ul kri ti kas. ux Si re sad es teq ste bi Ta va daa 

so ci a lu rad da pe da go gi ku rad des truq ci u li da de vi a ci u ric ki.

di ax, vfiq rob, ara mar to viw ro spe ci a lis t-pro fe si o na lis das kvna- 

re cen zi as un da viTx ov deT, ara med – ana li ti ku ri az rov ne bis Te o re ti ko-

si sa sac. Cve ni wig nis ma Ra zi e bis dRe van de li yo fi saT vis Se u fe reb lad dam-

Zi me bul Ta ro eb ze mo Tav se bu li pro duq cia Cve ni qa la qis mZRo le bis moZ-

ra o bis we se bi sad mi da mo ki de bu le bis pir da pir pro por ci u lad ar Rvevs az-

rov ne bis, go ni e re bis, gan sjis, ref leq si is, go niv ru li dis ku si is, lo gi kis, 

po le mi kis, kri ti ku li fiq ris, bWo bis, ka ma Tis, ar gu men ta ci is, da sa bu Te bis, 
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ga ge bis, ga dawy ve ti le bis mi Re bis, kon teq stis gaT va lis wi ne bis, sa az rov no 

gan wyo bis ci vi li ze bu li msof li o saT vis cno bil da mi Re bul yve la stan-

dar tsa da ka nons. 

az rov ne ba sWir de ba sa mec ni e ro opu sis av tor sac da leq sis dam wer-

sac, Jur na lis tsac da mqa da ge bel sac, ga mom go ne bel sac da Zve li am be bis ar-

qi veb Si mom Zi e bel sac... mag ram rom ar vaz rov nebT...

ki dev er Ti prob le ma: cod ni sa da rwme nis mi mar Te ba. un da iT qvas, rom 

rwme ni sa da cod nis ur Ti er Tmi mar Te bis sa kiTxs gan sa kuT re bu li be di ga aC-

nia ka cob ri o bis is to ri a Si – Cven Sic. 

Cven aq ima sac ga vix se nebT, rom me–20 sa u ku nis fi lo so fi a Si ax le bu-

rad dad ga cod ni sa da rwme nis mi mar Te bis sa kiTx i, ro me lic mar qsis tul 

ide o lo gi a Si er TmniS vne lov nad iyo ga daW ri li cod nis sru li pri ma tis sa-

sar geb lod. re li gi ur rwme nas arc na ci o nal -so ci a lis te bi, arc so ci al -

de mok ra te bi da arc bur Ju a zi ul ide o lo gi a Ta ume te so ba swya lob da. mas 

arc dRes swya lo ben da arc Cven Si.

me-20 sa u ku nis da sawy i si dan ve da sav leT Si Se xe du le ba mec ni e re bis bu-

ne ba ze prin ci pu lad Se ic va la: uar yo fil iq na ara mar to asax vis Te o ri a, 

ara med mec ni e ru li ka no ne bis ma ra di u lo ba ca da ur ye o bac.

ki dev er Ti: mec ni e ru li ra ci o na lu ro bis kla si ku ri ti pi obi eq tis 

Ses wav li sas uku ag deb da yve la fers, rac ki Se mec ne bis su bi eq tTan d mec ni-

er Tan iyo da kav Si re bu li. Se fa se bi sa da Ri re bu le be bis sam ya ro mec ni e re-

bi sa gan ga ri yu li iyo. mxo lod me-20 sa u ku ne Si Se ic va la mdgo ma re o ba, ro ca 

„aR mo a Ci nes“ (uf ro swo rad, aRi a res), Tu ra Rrmad da yo vel mxri vaa Caq so vi-

li ada mi a nis sam ya ro – ka cob ri o bis kul tu ru li fe no me ne bi – mec ni e rul -

teq ni kur in sti tu ci o na lur struq tu reb Si.

ra ki mec ni e re bam si nam dvi lis er Ta derT WeS ma rit am sax ve lad yof nis 

Zvel pre ten zi a ze ua ri Tqva, Se saZ le be li gax da mec ni e re bi sa da re li gi is 

war mo mad ge nel Ta Ta nas wo ruf le bi a ni di a lo gi, rom lis mi za ni mar Te bu li 

msof lga ge bis Ca mo ya li be ba a.

ra aris es mar Te bu li msof lmxed ve lo ba? am gva ri msof lmxed ve lo ba 

uci lob lad un da mo i cav des ro gorc kos mo lo gi ur (ga re mom cve li sam ya-

ros Se sa xeb), ase ve, an Tro po lo gi ur (a da mi a nis Se sa xeb, anu pi rov nul, fsi-

qo lo gi ur, me taf si qo lo gi ur, so ci a lur, kul tu rul, re li gi ur da a. S.) 

gan zo mi le bebs. igi ase ve un da xsni des re a lo bis ro gorc ma te ri a lur, ise 

ide a lur as peq tebs. Tu ki msof lmxed ve lo ba mar to den erT gan zo mi le ba Si 

`mu Sa obs”, igi aras rul fa so va ni a, rad gan aseT Sem Txve va Si sam ya ro ga ni xi-

le ba er Ti, xo lo ada mi a ni me o re msof lmxed ve lob riv prin ci peb ze day-

rdno biT, mag ram ada mi a ni or sxva das xva re a lo ba Si ro di ar se bobs da moR-

va we obs, ara med – erT mTli an re a lur sam ya ro Si. war mod ge ni li wig ni ki dev 

bevr fiqrs aR Zravs. 
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wig ni se ri o zu li Sro mis Se de gi a. me igi Ta vi dan bo lom de ga dav fur-

cle, ga da vi kiTxe da miv xvdi, rom gam ge bi ga i gebs, dam fa se be li da a fa sebs, 

wam kiTx ve li wa i kiTx avs da yve la mo ge bu li dar Ce ba. av to reb ma SeZ les, amo-

ca ni saT vis Ta vi ga er TvaT. ipo ves sa Ta na do enac, sti lic, sa xel mZRva ne lo 

aR Wur ves au ci le be li pe da go gi u ri in stru man ta li iT: da va le be biT (sxva-

das xva ti pis: upa su xe kiTx vebs, das vi Se kiTx va, ga moT qvi mo saz re ba, ga ar-

kvi e, ga a na li ze, mo i fiq re msgav si ma ga li Te bi da sxv.), sas wav lo Tval sa Ci no-

e biT – sqe ma tu ri ga mo sa xu le be biT, ma ga li Te biT da a. S. 

wig nSi Svi di Ta vi a. Ti To e u li Ta vi Sed ge ba pa rag ra fe bi sa gan, xo lo pa-

rag ra fe bi – qve pa rag ra fe bi sa gan, ro mel Tac ase ve aqvT sa Ta u ri. es sa Ta u-

re bi im gva ra daa Ser Ce u li, rom stu dents da ex ma re ba mas Si Se su li sas wav lo 

ma sa lis aT vi se ba Si. mo vi tan ram de ni me ni muSs: ra tom var de ba az rov ne ba wi-

na aR mde go ba Si? ori wig nis Te o ri a. kon fliq ti nor ma a? ivan ili Cis sik vdi-

li da de duq ci u ri das kvna. ax sna- gan mar te ba ar gu men tis nac vlad. az rov ne-

bis mo na wi le o ba gan wyo ba Si. hu ma niz mis kri zi si da a. S. 

vin me ity vis, sad aris kri ti ku li Se fa se ba o. wa i kiTx eT es wig ni da na-

xavT, rom is, rac me vTqvi, swo red rom kri ti ka a. da rac Se e xe ba Se niS vnebs, 

isi ni yo vel Tvis su bi eq tu ria da cal ke un da g a ac no av to rebs, rad gan ar mi-

maC ni a, rom au ci leb lad un da ga i zi a ron.

es pir ve li wig ni a. nav si ga te xi li a. ax la ase Ti sa xel mZRva ne los Seq mna 

uk ve Se iZ le ba sxva das xva asa ki sa da in te re se bis so ci a lu ri jgu fe bi saT vis 

sa gan ma naT leb lo sis te ma Si. amis mi xed viT ga da na wil de ba sa mo mav lod aq-

cen te bi, gaC nde ba axa li ma ga li Te bi da ilus tra ci e bi, gan mar te be bi imaT-

Tvis, vinc mzad araa am arcTu mTlad mar ti vad ga sa ge bi ma sa lis aT vi se bi-

saT vis; uke Tes qa Ral dzec da i beW de ba, si fe ra dec ga moC nde ba Si ga da Sig da 

di daq ti ku ri pe da go gi ku ri ma sa lac uf ro mra val fe ro va ni gax de ba.

er Tsac vity vi, al baT, kar gi iq ne ba, Tu er T-erT va ri an tad ko leq ti u-

ri sa xel mZRva ne loc iq ne ba gan xi lu li. am ko leq tiv Si ki fi lo so fo seb Tan 

er Tad sxva spe ci a lis te bic Sev len: ma ga li Tad, lin gvo kul tu ro lo gi, ga-

naT le bis mec ni e re bis spe ci a lis ti, fsi qo lo gi.

ma ra di ul kiTx vas me-20 sa u ku nis me o re na xev ris qar Tu li sam ya ro si 

– ra tom iyo re vo lu ci am de li bav Svi go ne baC lun gi, Cven pir vel etap ze Ca-

vu nac vlebT axal kiTx vas – ra tom iyo dRe van dlam de –  2015 wlis 19 Te ber-

vlam de –  da we ri li ara er Ti naS ro mi, wig ni, di ser ta ci a, leq si, traq ta ti da 

a. S. ara kon ku ren tu na ri a ni msof lio in te leq tu a lur ba zar ze? xo lo me o re 

etap ze, Cve ni uni ka lu ri az rov ne bis wya lo biT, vu pa su xebT am kiTx vas – anu 

ga va ke TebT da naskvs – imi tom, rom maT ar hqon daT bra Wu li-za qa ri a Ze- ra-

miS vi lis wig ni „a na li ti ku ri az rov ne bis Se sa va li“.

filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #4, 2014
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platonis axali Targmanebi                                           

pla to nis Se moq me de ba yve la dro Si aq tu a lu ri a. arcTu usa fuZ vlod, 

igi da sav lu ri fi lo so fi u ri az rov ne bis tra di ci is fu Zem deb la daa miC ne-

u li. qar Tul ena ze pla to nu ri fi lo so fi is ana liz sa da teq ste bis gad mo-

ta nas ase ve di di xnis is to ria aqvs. qar Tul aka de mi u ri siv rce Si dRe sac aq-

ti u rad mim di na re obs am mi mar Tu le biT mu Sa o ba. am mxriv gan sa kuT re bu li 

aR niS vnis Rir sia sa ga mom cem lo prog ra ma „lo go sis“ Se na ta ni. am we ril Si 

mkiTx ve lis yu radR e bas Se va Ce rebT or, Cve ni mo saz re biT, mniS vne lo van pub-

li ka ci a ze.

pir ve li gax lavT pla to nis meS vi de we ri li, rom lis Tar gma ni Zve li 

ber Znu li eni dan, Se sa va li, gan mar te be bi da da nar Ti ekuT vnis pro fe sor 

le la aleq si Zes.1

pla to nis meS vi de we rils mkvle v re bi „Ria we rils“ uwo de ben imis xaz-

ga sas me lad, rom we ri lis uSu a lo ad re sa te bis – pla to nis si ra ku ze li me-

gob ris di o nis ax lob le bis – mi u xe da vad, igi far To sa zo ga do e bi saT vi saa 

gan kuT vni li. pla to nis we ri li mra val Te mi a ni da mra val pla ni a ni a. igi mas Si 

exe ba sa kuT riv me ta fi zi kur sa kiTx ebs ise Tebs ro go ri caa epis te mo lo gi-

is, on to lo gi i sa da Se mec ne bis sa kiTx e bi, me ta da nor ma tu li eTi kis sfe-

ros sa kiTx ebs, kon kre tu lad, si ke Ti sa da swo ri qce vis ra o bas, cod ni sa da 

zne o bis ur Ti er Tmi mar Te bis, sa zo ga do eb riv Tu pi rad cxov re ba Si qce vis 

rag va ro bis sa kiTx ebs, we ri li sa in te re soa av to bi og ra fi u li wi aR vsvle bi-

Tac. mi u xe da vad ze moT T qmu li sa, meS vi de we ri li ma inc, umal, po li ti ku ri 

fi lo so fi is um niS vne lo va ne si teq sti a. igi pla to nis po pu la ru li „sa xel-

mwi fo sa“ da „kak no ne bis“ er Tgvar sin Te za dac Se iZ le ba war movid gi noT. sa-

xel mwi fos mowy o bis geg ma, ka no ne bis mniS vne lo ba, mmar Tve lis sa xe da sxv. im 

sa kiTx Ta wre a, ro mel Tac Cven aq Sev xvde biT.

pla to nis meS vi de we ri li di di ber Ze ni fi lo so fo sis er Ter Ti yve-

la ze mniS vne lo va ni teq sti a. igi pla to nis Se moq me de bis apo lo gi a dac ki 

Se iZ le ba Ca iT va los. am de nad, mi si Tar gma ni qar Tul ena ze, udav od, Za li an 

mniS vne lo va ni mov le naa qar Tul sa mec ni e ro siv rci saT vis. ga mo ce ma da sav-

lu ri aka de mi u ri sfe ro saT vis da ma xa si a Te be li sti li Taa Sed ge ni li. mTar-

gmne lis mi er Sed ge nil Se sa vals mohy ve ba Tar gma ni, ro mel sac Tan sdevs in-

for ma ci u lad dat vir Tu li vrce li sqo li o e bi; ga mo ce ma aR Wur vi lia meTo-

1 `pla to nis meS vi de we ri li~, Tar gma ni Zve li ber Znu li eni dan, Se sa va li, gan mar-

te be bi da da nar Ti ekuT vnis pro fe sor le la aleq si Zes .sa ga mom cem lo prog ra ma 

„lo go sis“Tb; 2013.
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do lo gi u rad ga mar Tu li apa ra tu riT  – geg ma-sar Ce viT, rac mniS vne lov nad 

aad vi lebs we ri lis Si na ar si sa da struq tu ris ga ge ba sa da aT vi se bas.

aR sa niS na vi a, rom, mkvle var Ta mo saz re biT, pla to nis meS vi de we ri li 

dro Si da ax lo e biT em Txve va di a log „so fists“, rom lis Zve li ber Znu li 

eni dan pir vel qar Tul Tar gmans gvTa va zobs fi lo lo gi is doq to ri maia Su-

xoS vi li.1  ga mo ce mas Tan er Tvis ga mok vle va da ko men ta re bi. pa ra le lu rad 

war mod ge ni lia Zve li ber Znu li teq sti.

sa mec ni e ro li te ra tu ra, ro me lic pla to nis „so fists“ eZR vne ba, mdi-

da ri da mra val fe ro va ni a. „so fis tze“ wer dnen yve la epo qa Si, sxva das xvag-

va rad, gan sxva ve bu li po zi ci i dan da gan sxva ve bu li miz ne bi dan ga mom di na re. 

ar se bobs fun da men tu ri kvle ve bi, rom le bic uSu a lod di a lo gis ana lizs 

eZR vne ba. maT So ris ga mor Ce u lia mar tin ha i de ge ris „pla to ni: `so fis ti“, 

p.kol bas „pla to nis so fis ti“, h.dg. ga da me ris „di a leq ti ka araa so fis ti ka“, 

di a lo gis in ter pre ta ci a ze ori en ti re bu li kvle ve bi, rom le bic eZe ben da 

aa na li ze ben an ti ku ri fi lo so fi is is to ri a sa da/ an pla to nis Se moq me de ba-

Si mis qro no lo gi ur da kon cep tu a lur ad gils; e. dod si sa da s.blek ber nis 

cno bi li kvle ve bi, rom le bic pla to nis „ so ci o lo giz mis“ far gleb Si moq-

ce vas cdi lo ben. ase ve kvle ve bi, sa dac cal ke sa kiTx is sa xi Taa Se su li „so-

fis tis“ teq stis ana li zi, ma ga li Tis sa xiT mo viy vanT pol ri ke ris mo nog ra-

fi as `mex si e re ba, is to ri a, da viwy e ba“, sa dac „so fis tis~ ana lizs daT mo bi li 

aqvs cal ke pa rag ra fi – `mex si e re ba da war mo sax va“; ana li zi, ro me lic exe ba 

di a lo gis cal ke u li as peq te bis gan xil vas, ma ga li Tad, imi ta ci is cne bis ana-

lizs m. le sa Je sa da n. stro ba xis kvle veb Si. 

so fis te bi sok ra tu li frTis yve la ze Rrma ide ur -msof lmxed ve lo-

bi Ti opo nen te bi ari an. ma Ti ka ma Ti wi Tel xa zad gas devs mTels da sav lur 

kul tu ras da mi s ar sob ri v gan msazR vre la daa qce u li. prob le ma Ta wre: ada-

mi a ni- sa zo ga do e ba, cod na dRe sac aq tu a lu ri a. es ka ma Ti Tavs iy ris Se kiTx-

va Si  – on to lo giz mi Tu re la ti viz mi? es ka ma Ti gan sa kuT re bu lad kon cen-

tri re bu li sa xiT Tavs iy ris so fiz msa da an ti so fizms So ris. 

„so fis tSi“  pla to nis mi er for mu li re bu lia yo fi e re bis prob le ma, 

anu eq spli ci re bu lia yo fi e re bis saz ri si, ro gorc az rov ne bis Zi re u li sa-

kiTx i  – e saa Ta na med ro ve fi lo so fi is er Ti um niS vne lo va ne si sa kiTx Ta ga ni, 

ro me lic da sav lur fi lo so fi a Si umar Te bu lod iq na mi viwy e bu li. yo fi e re-

bis prob le ma mo iTx ovs dro i sa da mety ve le bis sa kiTx e bis im per speq ti va Si 

gan mar te bas, ro me lic pla to nis „so fis tSi a“ gax sni li. ha i de ge ris mi xed-

viT, pla to nis „so fis ti“ az rov ne bis axa li ori en ta ci is wya ro a; axa li bru-

ni pla to ni sa ken „yo fi e re ba sa da dro Si“ gan xor ci el da. 

ga da me ris „her me nev ti ku li wre“ war mo ud ge ne lia pla to nis „so fis-

tSi“ de mon stri re bu li az rov ne bis pos tu la te bi sa da dra mis ga re Se.  `so-

1  `so fis ti~, Tar gma ni Zve li ber Znu li eni dan, ko men ta re bi da gan mar te be bi. da-

nar Ti ekuT vnis maia Su xoS vils. sa ga mom cem lo prog ra ma „lo go si“Tb; 2013.

platonis axali Targmanebi Tanamedrove qarTul filosofiur diskursSi
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fis ti“. is teq sti a, sa dac az rov ne ba iS le ba kon cep t-gmi re bis qmna do ba Si. 

es ki Ta na med ro ve her me nev ti kis, fi lo so fi u ri da mxat vru li Se moq me de bis 

erT-er Ti mTa va ri me To di a.

  al baT un da aRi niS nos Te ma, ro me lic gan sa kuT re bu lad ax loa pla-

to ni saT vis da ro mel sac igi meS vi de we ril Sic exe ba. vgu lis xmobT pla-

to ni se ul mid go mas ga naT le bi sad mi. es Te ma gan sa kuT re bu lad sa in te re-

soa im as peq tiT, rom mi si gax sna Ta na med ro ve her me nev ti ku l va ri a ceb Si 

xorcieldeba. ker Zod, her me nev ti kul mid go ma Si ga zi a re bu lia tki vi li sa 

da tan jvis saz ri sis pla ton se uli ga ge ba da am cne ba Ta mniS vne lo ba Ta na-

med ro ve ga naT le bis sis te ma Si. 

pla to nis „so fis ti“ di di ber Ze ni fi lo so fo sis er T-er Ti yve la ze 

mniS vne lo va ni teq sti a. am de nad, mi si Tar gma ni qar Tul ena ze, uda vod, Za li-

an mniS vne lo va ni mov le naa qar Tul sa mec ni e ro siv rce Si.

Tar gma ni Ses ru le bu lia ma Ral pro fe si ul do ne ze. pub li ka ci as Rir-

se bas sZens Tan dar Tu li Zvel ber Znu li teq sti. mkiTx vels eZ le va sa Su a le-

ba, pa ra le lu rad, bwka red -bwka red mis di os qar Tul da ber Znul teq stebs, 

da a zus tos, Tu ro gor „ga mo i yu re ba“ ori gi nal Si mis Tvis sa in te re so fra za, 

cne ba, si u Je tu ri xa zi. gan sa kuT re bu li aR niS vnis Rir sia ga mar Tu li sa mec-

ni e ro apa ra tu ra –  saq mis cod niT Sed ge ni li Se sa va li, ro me lic pla to nis 

fi lo so fi u ri teq stis sa fuZ vli a n ana lizs eT mo ba; sqo li o e bi, Se niS vne bi, 

glo sa ri u mi, ro me lic ga u ad vi lebs pla to niT da in te re se bul mkiTx vel sa 

da, rac mTa va ri a, stu den tebs, am ur Tu le si teq stis siR rmi se ul ga ge ba sa 

da Ses wav las. 

red ko le gia
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av to re bi:av to re bi:

le la aleq si Ze  – i va ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo uni-

ver si te tis pro fe so ri.

ar qi man dri ti ada mi (a xa la Ze) – pro fe so ri, wm. Ta ma ris sa xe lo bis uni ver-

si te tis req to ri.

ar qi man dri ti po li kar pe Ci tu les ku – Te o lo gi is doq to ri, ru mi ne Tis 

sa pat ri ar qos wmin da si no dis bib li o Te kis di req to ri.

va le ria tri gu e i ro san tos adi nol fi – san -pa u los uni ver si te tis fi lo-

so fi is da eTi kis de par ta men tis pro fe so ri (bra zi li a).

ma mu ka  bi WaS vi li – i va ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo uni-

ver si te tis aso ci re bu li pro fe so ri.

irak li  bra Wu li – i va ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo uni-

ver si te tis aso ci re bu li pro fe so ri.

ni ko lae v. du ra –qa laq kon stan cis ̀ o vi di u sis~ uni ver si te tis pro fe so ri, 

ru mi ne Tis aka de mi is nam dvi li wev ri, (ru mi ne Ti).

pi er io va no vi Ci – so ci a lur mec ni e re ba Ta doq to ri, Jur na lis ti (saf ran-

ge Ti).

anas ta si a  za qa ri a Ze – i va ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo 

uni ver si te tis aso ci re bu li pro fe so ri.

sa lo me ken WoS vi li – i va ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo 

uni ver si te tis asis tent-pro fe so ri.

ba si li lu rie – pro fe so ri, pat ro lo gi is, ha gi og ra fi i sa da ek le si is is-

to ri is sa mec ni e ro Jur na l “Scri ni um“-is re daq to ri. san kt-pe ter bur gi.

ka ta li na mi ti te lu – kon stan cas ovi di u sis uni ver si te tis asis tent-pro-

fe so ri (ru mi ne Ti).

mRvde li aleq si (qSu taS vi li)  – Te o lo gi is doq to ri sa ek le sio sa mar Tal-

Si, iva ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo uni ver si te tis 

mow ve u li pro fe so ri.

ni no tar ta raS vi li – iva ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi fo 

uni ver si te tis doq to ran ti.

qe Te van cxva ri aS vi li – iva ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel mwi-

fo uni ver si te tis doq to ran ti.

Tor ni ke qo roR liS vi li – iva ne ja va xiS vi lis sa xe lo bis Tbi li sis sa xel-

mwi fo uni ver si te tis doq to ran ti.
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