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demur jalaRoniademur jalaRonia

konstantine kapanelis fenomeni

konstantine kapanelis biografia saTanadod Seswavlili ar aris. mis 

Sesaxeb Zalian mwiri cnobebi mogvepoveba. qarTul saazrovno sivrceSi igi 

ucnauri fenomenis moazrovned warmogvidgeba. misi biografiuli Tavga-

dasavali sofeli kapanadan (abaSa) iwyeba da gagrZelda grenoblis univer-

sitetSi. es konstantine kapanelis axalgazrdobis periodia, romelic siR-

rmiseul gaazrebas imsaxurebs. sakvirvelia, rogor SeZlo manam am `gzis~ 

gavla. 

konstantine kapaneli (Wanturaia) daibada 1889 wlis 5 maiss abaSis raion-

Si, sofel kapanaSi. (gardaicvala 1952 wlis dekemberSi, 63 wlis asakSi). man 

filosofiuri ganaTleba safrangeTis grenoblis universitetSi miiRo, 

daamTavra sityvierebis fakulteti. ismenda leqciebs nansisa da sorbonis 

universitetebSi. 

1917-1919 wlebSi quTaisSi qarTuli yoveldRiuri politikuri da lit-

eraturuli gazeTi ̀ Cveni qveyana~ gamodioda (gazeTi iyo erovnul-demokra-

tiuli partiis organo). gazeTis redaqtor-gamomcemeli iyo d. kvirkvelia. 

Tanaredaqtorebi iyvnen v. wereTeli da konstantine Wanturaia anu kons-

tantine kapaneli. swored am gazeTma gamoaqveyna cnoba, rom `qarTuli uni-

versiteti TbilisSi gaixsneba 1918 wlis ianvris Sua ricxvebSi”. gancxadebas 
xels awerdnen petre meliqiSvili da ivane javaxiSvili.

yoveldRiur gazeT `Cveni qveyanas~ redkolegiis SemadgenlobaSi Sedi-

odnen niko lorTqifaniZe da tite margvelaSvili (tite gaxldaT cnobili 

filosofosis giorgi margvelaSvilis mama). redaqcia maSindeli Tbilisis 
quCaze (axlandeli Tamar mefis quCa) mdebareobda. amavdroulad, quTaisSi 
leqciebs kiTxulobdnen grigol robaqiZe, Salva nucubiZe.

revoluciamde konstantine kapaneli quTaisSi statiebsa da sxvadasx-

va publicistur werilebs `kolxidelis~ fsevdonimiT aqveynebda, Semdgom 

`kapanelis~ fsevdonimiT moRvaweobda. 

misi mravalmxrivi moRvaweoba samecniero, literaturul, pedagogiur 
da saganmanaTleblo saqmianobas moicavda. kapaneli kiTxulobda leq ciebs 

Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetSi, Tbilisis saxelmwifo konserva-

toriaSi, Tbilisis Teatralur institutSi, goris, baTumisa da quTaisis 
pedagogiur institutebSi, moskovis samxatvro mecnierebaTa saxelmwifo 
akade miaSi. aqedan kargad Cans, rom mas stabiluri samsaxuri ar gaaCnda da, 

ase vTqvaT, mudmivi `xetialis~ pirobebSi eweoda samecniero saqmianobas. am 

`xeti alidan~ SeiZleba misi biografiis mSrali cnobebi amovkriboT, radgan, 

rogorc avRniSneT, konstantine kapanelis moRvaweobis amsaxveli dokumen-

tebi Sesaswavlia saarqivo masalebze dayrdnobiT. 
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1923 wlidan konstantine kapaneli Tbilisis konservatoriasa da amier-

kavkasiis komunistur universitetSi muSaobda. 1929 wlidan moskovis samx-

atvro akademiaSi kiTxulobda leqciebs qarTuli xelovnebis Sesaxeb. 1931 
wels daniSnes Tbilisis pedagogiuri institutis kaTedris gamged. 1931–
1933 wlebSi iyo mcenareTa dacvis institutis direqtoris moadgile. 

konstantine kapaneli qarTuli filosofiis da literaturis saintere-

so da originaluri warmomadgenelia. man Salva nucubiZis, mose gogiber-

iZis, sergi danelias, kote baqraZis gverdiT SeZlo evropuli filosofi-

uri ideebis gacnoba da qarTuli filosofiuri skolis Rirseulი saqmeebis 

gagrZeleba. 

misi farTo samecniero-kvleviTi interesebi moicavda filosofias, so-

ciologias, esTetikas, evropuli da qarTuli xelovnebisa da literaturis 
istorias. 

kapanelis msoflmxedvelobis CamoyalibebaSi gadamwyveti roli Seasru-

la nicSes, bergsonis, Spengleris, berdiaevis ideebma. es gansakuTrebiT 
iTqmis misi filosofiuri Semoqmedebis adreul periodze, rodesac iwere-

ba naSromebi: `nicSeanelobis laitmotivi~, `Semoqmedeba da tanjva~, `suli 
da idea~. 

konstantine kapaneli meoce saukunis meore naxevarSi qmnida sakuTar 

axalsa da originalur filosofiur azrs. misi azrebi sagulisxmo iyo, ro-

gorc filosofiaSi, aseve literaturis kvelevaSi. mis mier SemuSavebuli 

`organotropizmi~ filosofiur-socialuri Teoriaa, romelic gamoirCeva 

Tavisi originalobiT. 

man organotropizmis principebiT gamoikvlia qarTuli literatura, 

filosofia, xalxTa yofa da Seecada qarTuli kulturis adgilis gagebas 

msoflio kulturaSi. naSromis mizania organotropistuli filosofi-

is gaSuqeba, mis Sinaarsze saubari, organotropizmis CarCoebSi moqceuli 

cxo v rebis formebis kapaneliseuli garkveva da im istoriuli periodis mi-

moxilva, romel periodSic iqmneboda misi Sromebi.

naSromSi ̀ suli da idea~ (1923) kapaneli gvTavazobs sruliad axali tipis 

msoflmxedvelobas, romelsac igi uwodebs `organotropizms~. es termini 

samecniero sityvaTxmarebaSi man cnebebis – `organizmisa~ da `tropizmis~ 

– SeerTebiT SemoiRo. `tropizmi~ momdinareobs berZnuli sityvidan `tro-

pos~, rac qarTulad niSnavs mobrunebas, mimarTulebas, rogorc cneba aR-

niSnavs, raime gamRizianeblis, kerZod, garemos zemoqmedebis Sedegad mce-

naris organizmis, romelime nawilis zrdaSi mimarTulebis cvalebadobas.

organotropizmis cneba aris Taviseburi biosocialuri hipoTezis Se-

degi, amdenad, igi kapanelma filosofiuri kvlevis obieqtad aqcia.

kapanelma garemosa da mcenaris organoebs Soris urTierTobis ganmsaz-

Rvreli principi gadaitana da gaavrcela `mTels samyaroze, universumze, 

rogorc materialur, ise aramaterialur sinamdvileze~.
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kapaneli wers: `SemoqmedebiT urTierTobas mdgomareobasa da arss So-

ris, romelic samyaros yovel kuTxeSi Taviseburia, Cven veZaxiT `organo-

tropizms~. kapanelis termini `organotropizmi~ gamoxatavs aucilebel, 

universalur, korelaciur kavSirs samyaros, sazogadoebis movlenebs So-

ris, romlebic arsebobs, garkveul TanafardobaSi imyofeba, icvleba da 

gardaiqmneba erTmaneTTan mimarTebis safuZvelze.

unda iTqvas, rom kapaneli saqarTveloSi sicocxlis filosofi-

is erT-erTi yvelaze saintereso warmomadgenelia. qarTul kulturul 

tradiciasTan sicocxlis filosofiis ideebis morgebiT man sakuTari fi-

losofiuri Teoriis Seqmna scada. samwuxarod, totalitarulma reJimma 

mas saSualeba ar misca, ufro metad gaeRrmavebina da ganeviTarebina saku-

Tari originaluri filosofiuri Teoria.

kapaneli iZulebuli gaxda, sakuTar naSromebSi marqsistuli filo-

sofiuri ideebi SemoqmedebiTad gamoeyenebina, magram unda iTqvas, rom masSi 

xelovnuroba aSkarad igrZnoba. mis sulierebaSi yovelive es damTrgunvel 

zemoqmedebas axdenda, rac Cans kidevac mis SemoqmedebaSi. magram is didi 

brZolis fasad cdilobda, SesaZleblobis farglebSi, Rirseulad gaerT-

va Tavi yovelive amisaTvis. amis dasturia adreul wlebSi gamoqveynebu-

li Sromebi: `suli da idea~, `socialuri esTetikis safuZvlebi~, `organo-

tropizmi~.

kapanels mudmivi devnis pirobebSi uxdeboda moRvaweoba, ra ar xdebo-

da mis Tavs; saqarTveloSi misi moRvaweobis periodi SeiZleba daxasiaTdes, 

rogorc totaluri reJimis da marqsistuli ideologis batonobis epoqa. 

igi Seracxuli iqna antimarqsistad da kosmopolitad.

XX saukunis ormocian wlebSi kosmopolitizmis braldebis wayeneba sik-

vdilis tolfasi iyo. mas swored es braldeba wauyenes. sulis SemZvrelia 

misi werilebi, romlebic mis arqivSi inaxeba. profesionali filosofosi 

umuSevradaa darCenili, gamomcemlobebi axlos ar ikareben, raimes dabe-

Wdvaze laparakic zedmetia. igi Txovnis werils werilze ugzavnis saqarT-

velos komunisturi partiis centraluri komitetis maSindel mdivans kan-

did Carkvians. pasuxi arsaidan ar Cans. mas ar patioben 1924 wlis movleneb-

ze gamoTqmul azrebs, Sexedulebebs, Sefasebebs da pozicias. is cdilobs, 

raRacnairad, Serbilebulad Tavi imarTlos. uSedegod, totaluri reJimi 

Seubralebelia. tragikuli epoqa iyo, rodesac moazrone adamianebi uCinar-

debodnen da qarTveli inteleqtualebi tragikul yofaSi iyvnen. kapanelis 

arqivSi inaxeba am tragikulobis amsaxveli umZimesi dokumentebi. 

magram is mainc Seupovari pirovneba gaxldaT, euli, martodarCenili, 

magram didi SemoqmedebiTi pontencialis mqone. am gawamawiaSi is yovelTvis 

cdilobda, SeenarCunebina inteleqtualuri patiosneba.

unda aRiniSnos, rom gasuli saukunis 20-ian wlebSi, rodesac Segnebu-

lad ilaxeboda ilia WavWavaZis saxeli, konstantine kapanelma ideologiu-
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ri wnexis miuxedavad, moaxerxa ilias fenomenis siRrmiseuli gaazreba, misi 
naazrevis Rrma da obieqturi Sefaseba. aseTive obieqturobiT gamoirCeoda 
misi narkvevebi mixeil javaxiSvilis, galaktion tabiZis, terenti granelis 

Semoqmedebis kvlevisas. 
aRsaniSnavia kapanelis gansakuTrebuli mecnieruli interesi rusTve-

lis Semoqmedebisadmi. rusTvelis msoflmxedvelobas igi Sua saukuneebis 
qarTuli kulturisa da renesansis epoqis evropuli literaturis konte-

qstSi ikvlevda. am problemas mniSvnelovani adgili eTmoba kapanelis arqi-

vSi dacul, jerac gamouqveynebel naSromSi `renesansi literaturaSi~. aR-

saniSnavia, rom, misi Tanamedroveebis gadmocemiT, safrangeTSi, grenoblis 

universitetSi, konstantine kapanels mzad hqonda disertacia rusTavelis 

`vefxistyaosanze~. 

1921 wels konstantine kapaneli safrangeTidan saqarTveloSi dabrun-

da. mas keTilmosurneni urCevdnen, rom ar Camosuliyo. is safrangeTSi 14 

weli cxovrobda. metad sainteresoa is faqti, romelsac misi SviliSvilis 

– qalbaton rusudanis monaTxrobze dayrdnobiT vigebT: kapaneli muSaobda 

luvrSi. frangebi mas darCenas Txovdnen, pirdebodnen moqalaqeobis mice-

mas, samsaxursac, magram kapaneli mainc moiswrafvis samSoblosaken. auxsne-

lia, Tu ram ganapiroba aseTi gadawyvetilebis miReba; ucnobia, ra xdeboda 

mis cxovrebaSi, gaugebar viTarebaSi ratom datova safrangeTi maSin, rode-

sac, rogorc misi SviliSvili igonebs, disertaciac mzad hqonda (magram ar 

daucvia) da dabrunda samSobloSi. 

Semdgom Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis profesorTa sabWo kon-

stantine kapanelisTvis eqsternad apirebda xarisxis miniWebas. arqivSi in-

axeba kapanelis naSromebze Salva nucubiZis dadebiTi recenzia, ris safuZ-

velzec mas unda miniWeboda xarisxi, magram am process gaurkvevelma gare-

moebebma xeli SeuSales. mas aSkarad ebrZodnen sxvadasxva meTodiT.

kapanelis filosofiuri memkvidreobis popularizaciis saqmeSi gansa-

kuTrebuli wvlili miuZRvis mose gogiberiZes, bondo kartozias, edurd 

koduas, robert goleTians, irma bagrations, mamuka biWaSvils, igor keke-

lias da, mokrZalebiT, Tqvens mona-morCilsac.

profesorma eduard koduam, gasuli saukunis 90-ian wlebSi, kapanelis 

mier saukunis dasawyisSi gamocemul naSromebs redaqtireba gaukeTa da wi-

nasityvaobiT or tomad xelaxla gamosca. swored am gamocemebis wyalobiT, 
kapaneli qarTveli filosofosebis yuradRebis centrSi moeqca, magram ga-

sakeTebeli Zalian bevria... 
bolo wlebis manZilze ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxel-

mwifo universitetSi kapanelis filosofiuri msoflmxedvelobis Sesaxeb 
ramdenime disertacia da sabakalavro naSromi iqna daculi. axlaxan Tbili-

sis erT-erT quCas ewoda konstantine kapanelis saxeli. 

kapanelis gamouqveynebeli naSromi (`renesansi literaturaSi”), gamo-

qveynebuli Sromebis saavtoro egzemplarebis xelnawerebi, piradi doku-
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mentebi da misi arqivi (mTlianad) kapanelis SviliSvilis – qalbaton ru-

sudan kapanelis kuTvnilebaSi iyo. 2016 wels man babuis arqivi erovnul 

biblioTekas gadasca. amJamad konstantine kapanelis arqivi saqarTvelos 
parlamentis erovnuli biblioTekis da Tbilisis giorgi leoniZis saxelo-

bis literaturis muzeumis arqivebSi inaxeba. zogierTi egzemplari sergi 

danelias saxl-muzeumSia (martvili).

saqarTvelos parlamentis erovnuli biblioTekis direqtorma giorgi 

kekeliZem qalbaton rusudans SesTavaza kapanelis arqivis ganTavseba im 

adgilas, sadac ilia WavWavaZis da nikolaZis xelnawerebi inaxeba. qalbato-

ni rusudani hyveba, rom swored am `momxibvlelma winadadebam~ gadaawyvet-

ina, mTeli arqivi biblioTekisaTvis gadaeca. rusudanis qaliSvili naTia 

kapaneli profesiiT msaxiobi gaxlavT. 

cnobilia, rom kapanels 20-ian wlebSi dasabeWdad gamzadebuli hqonda 
naSromebi: ,,qarTuli literaturis sociologia~, `ideaTa genezisi evrop-

ul literaturaSi~ da ̀ WeSmariteba da mSveniereba~. samwuxarod, aRniSnuli 
naSromebi gaurkvevel viTarebaSi daikarga da maTi bedi dRemde ucnobia. 

sayuradReboa is faqti, rom es naSromebi gamomcemlobidan daikarga.

konstantine kapanels ori Svili hyavda: mari da rene. mari safrangeTSi 

daibada, saqarTveloSi mcirewlovan asakSi Camoiyvanes. komunistebis dros 

man umZimesi, tragikuli cxovreba gamoiara. garkveuli periodi is akade-

mikos paata guguSvilTan muSaobda. Semdeg is samsaxuridan gaanTavisufles 

da, rogorc represirebuli, sicocxlis bolomde, fizkulturis darbazSi 

didi gaWirvebiT cxovrobda. 

rene qirurgi gaxldaT. Tavdapirvelad is qobuleTSi hospitlis ufro-

si iyo. karga xans samxedro saavadmyofos ufrosi iyo germaniaSic. 1967 wels 

kirova ba dSi gadmoiyva nes, bo los sa qarTveloSi kuror te bis sa ma r Tvelos 

ufrosi iyo. 

konstantine kapanelis me-

uRle elene cxomeliZe gaxl-

daT. meuRlis mxri dan naTesav-

ebi TiTqmis yvelani cnobili 

eqimebi iyvnen. 

qalbatoni rusudanis ga d-

mocemiT, rodesac konstan ti-

nes kuWidan sis xl dena daemar-

Ta, igi arc erTma savadmyofom 

ar miiRo. sisxldena 12 saaTi 

grZeldeboda. bolos mas aka-

de  mikosma konstantine (kowia) 

erisTavma Tavis sawer magi-

daze operacia ga ukeTa. kowia 

kapanelis biZaSvili gaxldaT. kapanelis gansasvenebeli, vakis sasaflao
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SarSan ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universi-

tetma Rirseuli pativi miago didi pirovnebis – konstantine kapanelis 

xsovnas. 2019 wlis 21-22 noembers, ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis 

saxelmwifo universitetis humanitarul mecnierebaTa fakultetis filo-

sofiis saswavlo-samecniero institutma, iuneskos programis fargleb-

Si, filosofiis msoflio dRisadmi miZRvnili saerTaSoriso samecniero 

konfe rencia Caatara, xolo 25-26 noembers studentTa saaerTaSoriso sa-

mec ni ero konferencia gaimarTa (saorganizacio komiteti prof. d. ja la-

Ronia, a. zaqariaZe, m. doliZe). saerTaSoriso konferencia mieZRvna qarT-

veli filosofosis, konstantine kapanelis dabadebidan 130 wlisTavs. masSi 

monawileobdnen: maia kiule – latviis universitetis filosofiisa da so-

ciologiis institutis direqtori, profesori daniela verduCi – msoflio 

fenomenologiis institutis TanaTavmjdomare (maCeratas universiteti, 

italia), antonio dominges rei – filosofiisa da lingvistikis doqtori, 

madridis nacionaluri universitetis emeritus profesori (espaneTi). la-

tviis universitetidan konferenciaSi, aseve, monawileobda sami profeso-

ri da amave universitetis Svidi doqtoranti, xolo saqarTvelodan – ivane 

javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis (konferenci-

is organizatori), quTaisis akaki wereTelis saxelmwifo universitetis, ba-

Tumis SoTa rusTavelis saxelmwifo universitetis, goris saxelmwifo uni-

versitetis da Telavis gogebaSvilis saxelobis saxelmwifo universitetis 

profesor-maswavleblebi da studentebi.
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organotropizmis saTaveebTan

AT THE FOREFRONT OF ORGANOTROPISM

demur jalaRoniademur jalaRonia

organotropuli Teoria: 

qarTuli sulis metafizikuri gaazreba

qarTuli sazogadoebis ganviTarebis mocemuli etapi Cven winaSe ayenebs 

kardinaluri da fundamenturi xasiaTis arCevanisa da gadawyvetilebebis 

miRebis aucileblobas. qarTulma sazogadoebam erovnuli da saxelmwifoe-

brivi mentaliteti unda SeinarCunos da gaxdes Tanamedrove kacobriobis 

da masSi mimdinare procesebis srulyofili wevri. amisTvis aucilebelia, 

gaanalizdes qarTuli yofierebis wesi, erovnuli cnobierebisa da mso-

flmxedvelobis specifika.

erovnuli sulis, erovnuli energiis da erovnuli xasiaTis filo-

sofiur-sociologiurma gaazrebam gansakuTrebuli aqtualoba SeiZina 

Ta namedrove swrafcvalebad samyaroSi, globalizaciis procesSi. globa-

lizacia, Tanamedrove iaponeli moazrovnis – keniCi omaes1 sityvebiT, `usa-

z Rvro msoflios~ warmoSobaa. es tendencia gulisxmobs, rom tradiciuli 

politikuri sazRvrebi, romlebic erovnul da saxelmwifoebriv sazRvrebs 

emTxveva amJamad, SeRwevadi xdeba. globalizacia saxes ucvlis socialur 

sivrces.

globalizaciis erT-erT sakvanZo aspeqts adamianTa Soris `zeteri to -

ri uli~ kavSirebis zrda warmoadgens. fizikuri geografia naklebad mni S-

vnelovani xdeba urTierTkavSiris rTuli qselis ganviTarebis fonze, ro m-

lisTvisac tradiciul sazRvrebs didi mniSvneloba ara aqvs.

didia misi gavlena nacionalizmze, romlis balavars eri warmoadgens. 

xalxi cdilobs, Tavi daaRwios mis gavlenas. am dros erovnuli, religiuri 

da sxva niSniT garCevis politika, sakuTari identobis Ziebis survili sul 

ufro Zlierdeba.

aRsaniSnavia is garemoeba, rom Cven ukve geografiulad gancalkevebul 

sazogadoebaSi ki ar vcxovrobT, sadac SezRudulia piradi, socialuri da 

saqmiani urTierTobebis raodenoba, aramed globalur samyaroSi, sadac 

Cvens cxovrebaze sul ufro metad zemoqmedebs movlenebi, romlebic 

Cvengan Zalze Sors viTardeba, da gadawyvetilebebi, romlebsac msoflios 

sxva kuTxeSi iReben.

frensis fukuiama Tavis naSromSi ̀ istoriis dasasruli~ aRniSnavda, rom 

dasrulda `ideaTa istoria~ (liberaluri demokratia), rac Cven garSemo 

*  doqtori keniCi omae aris `heisis reformis~ damfuZnebeli, romelic 1992 wlis 
25 noembers Camoyalibda. am socialur-politikurma moZraobam xeli Seuwyo 
iaponiis politikur da administraciul sistemebze fundamentur reformebs. 
igi avtoria wignis `usazRvro msoflio~.

*
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xdeba, raRac uxilavi ZafebiTaa dakavSirebuli idumal istoriasTan, ro-

me lic aris Sinagani adamianis istoria, sulis istoria. unda SevZloT wa-

r  mosaxvis ZaliT gageba e. w. istoriis Sinagani msvlelobisa, romelic ar 

emTxveva qronologiur drosa da sivrceSi gaSlil xdomilebebs1.

xalxi TviTon avlens Zalisxmevas, iyos eri. yoveli eri movalea, flobdes 

sakuTar politikas, romlis mizansac Seadgens am eris Tu saxelmwifos 

gamorCeuli interesebi. amitom, TiTqmis yovel erSi arsebobs mesianisturi 

idea2. es idea eris TviTganmtkicebas, TviTrwmenas, Zlierebas uwyobs xels.

adamianis, pirovnebis Tu eris mentalitetebis kvleva, pirvel rig Si, 

mimarTulia konkretul istoriul situaciaSi gabatonebuli menta lu ri 

tendenciebis gamovlenaze. mentalitetebis hermenevtikuli da per so na-

listuri analitika udevs safuZvlad sazogadoebrivi da poli tikuri pro-

ce sebis kvlevas.

eqsistenciebs, rogoricaa – samSoblo, eri, erovnuli suli, erovnuli 

cnobiereba, Tanamedrove moazrovneebi – ixilaven sociologiuri (an so-

ci alur-fsiqologiuri), mistiuri (saidumlos eklesiuri, Teurgikuli 

si stema), Teosofiuri (ezoTeristuli) da metafizikuri (filosofiuri) 

kuTxiT. 

sociologistur midgomas pretenzia aqvs, Tavis TavSi gaaerTianos 

kvlevis mecnieruli, mistiur-miTosuri da filosofiuri doneebi.

am poziciaSi arsebobs sul orad ori sulieri (msoflmxedvelobrivi) 

fe nomeni, an eqsistencial-fenomenebi, e. i. konkretulad arsebuli suli e-

reba: `pirovneba da eri~. sxva sidideebi – kacobrioba, msoflio goni da a.S. 

– mxolod konkretul Sinaarss moklebuli fiqciebia.

arsebobs sapirispiro Tvalsazrisi, romelic yuradRebas amaxvilebs 

socialur-ekonomikuri formaciebis analizze. es Tezisebi sakmao reliefu-

robiTaa gaSlili XX saukunis qarTuli filosofiuri azrovnebis im nakadSi, 

romelic sociologizmis saxeliTaa cnobili. warmomadgenlebad SeiZleba 

moviazroT mixako wereTeli, konstantine kapaneli, arCil jorjaZe, 

sergi danelia da sxvebi. maTi Sromebis analizis sagans warmoadgens so ci-

ologiuri fenomenebi, rogoricaa kacobroba, sazogadoeba, xalxi, sam Sob-

lo, samarTali.

yvelaze maRalorganizebuli warmonaqmnebi – pirovneba da eri – yofi-

ere bis umaRlesi fenis socialuri yofierebaa, xolo socialuri yofierebis 

Zireuli realsubieqtebi, zogierTi sociologiuri skolis mixedviT, aris 

erebi da klasebi. 

yoveli istoriuli realia (konkretuli socialuri yofiereba) war ma-

valia da mxolod miTis formiT rCeba. socialuri sulierebis arsebobis 

arsebiTi modusi miTia. amdenad, sociologiuri midgoma msoflmxedvelobis 

problematikisa aucileblad iRebs sociomiTologiis saxeebs.

1 f. fukuiama, `istoriis dasasruli da ukanaskneli adamiani~, Tb., 1999, 5.

2 a. baqraZe, `daviwyebuli idea~, wgn.: `qarTuli mwerloba~, t.V, Tb., 1988, 6.
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qarTul suls, erovnul xasiaTs, erovnul cnobierebas tradiciulad 

ikvlevdnen im mimarTulebiT, Tu rogor aisaxa Cveni erovnuli xasiaTi 

mxatvrul SemoqmedebaSi (folklorsa da mwerlobaSi),1 ra cnobebi dagvi-

toves mis Sesaxeb JamTaaRmwerlebma. umTavresi mizani unda iyos kvleva 

imisa, Tu rogor gamovlinda es `suli~, `energia~, `xasiaTi~ esTetikurad, 

ro gori mxatvruli formebi miiRo man Cvens mwerlobaSi, musikaSi, xu ro-

TmoZRvrebaSi, qarTul cekvaSi, `xmlis moqnevis saidumloebaSi~ da, sa-

erTod, Cvens metyvelebaSi – enaSi, radgan, rogorc haidegeri brZanebs, `ena 

aris yofierebis saxli~. 

XIX saukunis danieli filosofosi kirkegori ambobda, rom miTosi aris 

iseTi raRac, rac Sinagans saSualebas aZlevs, `moxdes gareT~. imas, rac aris 

SigniT, CvenSi, miTosi saSualebas aZlevs, moxdes garegan sivrcesa da droSi.

merab mamardaSvili aRniSnavs: eri aris TviTqmedi, TviTSemqmneli 

arsi, romelic yovel wuTs ibadeba Cveni ZalisxmeviT. es niSnavs, rom am 

Zalisxmevis SigniT ibadeba raime arsi, romelic aris adamianTa garkveuli 

ricxvis erToba istoriuli bedisweris winaSe. es aris eri. eris gansazRvreba 

eTnikurad ar SeiZleba. eTnosis gansazRvra SeiZleba: eTnosi aris sagani, 

bunebrivi sagani, magram eri ar aris eTnosi. igi aris erToba garkveuli 

xalxisa, garkveul sivrceSi, istoriuli bedisweris winaSe2.

qarTveloba, rogorc bunebis elementi, rogorc mocemuli faqti, aris 

eTnosi. rac Seexeba ers, igi Sedgeba imisagan, Tu rogor muSaobs eTnosSi 

raRac sxva Zalebi. es Zala SeiZleba iyos religiuri, Cven SemTxvevaSi – 

qristianoba. is, rasac qarTvelis erovnuli TviTSegneba hqvia, Sedegia 

am Zalebis mier eTnikuri masalis damuSavebisa. es Zalebi gadaamuSaveben 

eTnoss, rogorc bunebriv monacemebs, da amis Semdeg ibadeba raRac, rasac 

Semdeg ers mivawerT, rogorc Tvisebas. maSasadame, eri da eTnosi erTmaneTs 

ar emTxveva. eri yalibdeba imis Sedegad, rom individebis garkveuli, 

eTnikurad mocemuli ricxvi aRmoCndeba erTi bedisweris winaSe, e. i. maT 

aerTianebT saerTo istoriuli gancda gamarjvebisa, da sikvdilis cno bi-

ereba, sakuTari Tavis realizaciis wesi, sicocxlis erT wertilSi Sekreba. 

jer bunebrivad ibadeba qarTvelobis eTnikuri monacemebi, eTnikuri qar T-

veli, Semdeg ki yalibdeba qarTveli, romelic ekuTvnis qarTvel ers.

ra aris qarTuli suli, erovnuli energia, xasiaTi, Tu qarTuli tipi? ase 

nacnobi, yoveldRiur xmarebaSi gamjdari eqsistenciebis raobaze pasuxi 

Wirs. TiTqos yvelam viciT, yvela gvetyvis gansazRvrebas, rom es aris qar-

Tuli suli, rom es ar aris qarTuli xasiaTi, magram sabolood kiTxva mainc 

kiTxvad rCeba. 

erovnuli xasiaTi ar aris martivi krebuli, romelic yvela fizikur 

da sulier Tvisebas aerTianebs, romelsac esa Tu is eri atarebs. erovnuli 

cnobiereba saukuneebis manZilze yalibdeba. igi ganpirobebulia eniT, is-

1 g. asaTiani, `saTaveebTan, saukunis poetebi~, Tb. 1988, 528.

2 m. mamardaSvili, `saubari filosofiaze~, Tb. 1992, gv.132.
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toriiT, religiiT, zne-CveulebebiT, fsiqikiT, teritoriiT, msofl aR  qmiT, 

msoflgancdiT da a. S. yovelive amas aerTianebs samSoblos cneba, romelic 

mas erT ganuyofel mTlianobad aqcevs. 

rogorc aRvniSneT, ers axasiaTebs teritoria, rasa, ena, zne-Cveuleba, 

istoria, religia, rac erTobliobaSi qmnis eris bunebas. magram amas emateba 

erTi umTavresi moqmedi elementi – TviT suli, romelic acxovelebs eris 

arsebobas; es aris erovnuli Segneba, grZnoba, romelic ers amoqmedebs 

cxovrebis Sinagan da garegan sferoSi.

erovnuli sulis damokidebuleba da realoba TiTqmis arsad ixateba enis 

gareSe ise aSkarad da TvalsaCinod, rogorc esTetikis sferoSi. rogorc 

geronti qiqoZe aRniSnavs, yoveli esTetikuri kultura nacionaluria da 

is xelovneba, romelic erovnuli sulidan ar Sobila, ar ekuTvnis namdvil 

esTetikur kulturas1.

erovnuli sulis, erovnuli energiis arseboba metafizikuri proble-

maa2. yovel universums, maT Soris, ers, miT umetes, `erovnul suls~, me ta-

fizika afuZnebs. adamianTa `sazogadoeba~ metafizikuri azriT sxva ara-

feri SeiZleba iyos, Tu ara transcendireba, Zireuli moZraoba tran s cen-

denturisken (saidumloebisaken). 

socialur filosofiaSi transcendenturisa da imanenturis urierTmi-

mar Tebis sakiTxi adamianis adamianTan urTierTobis, anu dialogis saxes 

iRebs. adamianis adamianTan `dialogi~ metafizikur fenaSi gulisxmobs 

jer am fenis amoZravebas, mis gacocxlebas adamianis SigniT, imanentSi, e. i. 

upirveles amosaval pirobad gulisxmobs `metafizikurTan dialogis~ Se-

saZleblobas. 

adamianis adamianTan `dialogi~ metafizikur doneze, anu `me~-`Sen~-

`Cven~ mimarTeba emyareba mis Zireul `intencialobas transcendentTan~, 

anu imas, rasac netari avgustine uwodebda `adamianis pirispir saubars 

RmerTTan~, xolo Tanamedrove TeologiaSi ewodeba `Taurdialogi Rmer T-

Tan~. grigol robaqiZe mas uwodebda `saubars kardusTan~.

saerTod, sad unda veZeboT `qarTuli suli~, romel dawesebulebaSi, 

romel istoriul ZeglSi, mxatvrul nawarmoebSi, musikaSi, Tu..? TiTqos 

cal-calke yvelgan arsebobs da TiTqosda – arsad. erTianobaSi ki vxedavT, 

vxvdebiT, Tu ra aris `qarTuli suli~. erTianobaSi aq vgulisxmobT im erT 

uxilav ZarRvs, romelic dasabamidan dRevandelobamde kravs yvela Cvengans. 

yovelive amis siRrmiseuli analizi SesaZlebelia vundtis `fsiqikuri 

rezultatis principis~** ganxilvis safuZvelze. am Teoriis mixedviT, 

rTuli fsiqikuri movlena aRWurvilia xSirad ara marto im TvisebebiT, 

1 g. qiqoZe, `erebi, ena da esTetikuri kultura: werilebi, esseebi, narkvevebi~, Tb., 
1985, 35.

2 iqve, gv. 16.

** geronti qiqoZe sainteresod iyenebs vundis dasaxelebul princips erobnuli 

sulis siRrmiseuli analizisaTvis.
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romelnic TiToeul mis Semadgenel elements ekuTvnian, aramed axali 

mxareebiTac, romelic arc erT elements cal-calke ar hqonia. rodesac 

gvesmis cal-calke bgerebi, mas aklia is gamouTqmeli raRac, rac melodias 

melodiad qmnis, risi Zebnac TiToeul tonSi amaoa. asea erovnuli suli, 

erovnuli energiac. 

qarTuli suli Tavisi arsebobis manZilze orientaciis ZiebaSi iyo 

– aRmosavleTi Tu dasavleTi? dasavleTSi organulad, TandaTanobiT, 

sistemurad istoria iZleva, rogorc socialuri struqturis damTavrebul 

formebs, romelTac ar akliaT Sinagani sisavse, Semoqmedebis potenciuri 

mZleoba. aRmosavleTSi ki xSiria ukiduresobebi. amitomac sistemuri 

da organuli xasiaTi ar hqonia arc ekonomikur-industriul viTarebas, 

arc kulturul-ideologiur formebs. rogorc k. kapaneli aRniSnavs, 

aRmosavleT-dasavleTis `dauZlevlobam~1, SeiZleba iTqvas, `SuaSi gaCxi ru-

lobam~ Seqmna qarTuli meryevi xasiaTi. qarTul sinamdvileSi iyo mcde lo-

bebi sinTezisa, magram uSedegod. saWiroa, moiZebnos ̀ oqros kveTi~ qarTuli 

sulis dasavleTTan SesworebiT, riskenac swrafva dRemde grZeldeba. 

eris Taursaidumlo swored sulia, rogorc k. kapaneli aRniSnavs, suli 

ki istoriaSi qmnis xasiaTs. Cveni ubralo xelis aweva, an fexis gadadgmis 

forma, esa Tu is epoqac ki, gansazRvrulia Cveni warsuliT, Cveni `Zvelebis~ 

organuli CveulebebiT. 

amis mkafio magaliTad SeiZleba waroCndes `amiranis miTis~ fenomenis 

analizi. umTavresi idea miTisa, Cveni azriT, aris qarTvelTa mijaWvulobis 

idea Tavis samSobloze, miwaze. albaT, didi `xetialis~ Semdeg kavkasionis 

ZirSi qarTveli damkvidrda. savaraudod, am periodSi iqmneba miTi ami-

ra nisa. mkvidroba da amiranis mijaWva erTian, konceptualur saazrovno 

sivrceSi unda movaqcioT. amirani, romelic verasodes ver aiwyvets – anu, 

qarTvelma, yovelma Cvenganma, sakuTari Tavi miajaWva am miwas, radgan 

umiwod, mijaWulobis gareSe, qarTveli ar arsebobs. amiranis miTSi Zalumad 

igrZnoba amiranis TviTneboba – esaa principi Cveni indviualizmisa. 

qarTveli individualistia, ganapirebis, gamijvnis motrfiale, Tumca 

pirovnebad qceva mainc uWirs. es kargad Cans mindias miTSi. mindia ganapirda 

sakuTari adamianobisagan. es ukanaskneli safexuria individualizmisa2.

ras niSnavs mindiad yofna? mindiad yofna aris dakarguli erTianobis 

aRdgena, `erTad gaxdoma~, `SemecnebiT, bavSvur samoTxeSi dabruneba~. es 

gan-farvad yofnaa, farulis saidumlos gaxsnaa, magram es ganfarva isev 

faruli iqneba. mindiaoba swrafvaa Taurisaken, ganSorebulis gageba anu 

gagneba, veneulis naxva, gadasvla amad yofnidan imad yofnaSi.

sergi danelias azriT, mindiad yofniT, Cven aRmosavleTis karibWes 

ver gavcdiT. amas Cveni geografiuli mdebareobac uwyobda xels (istorias 

1 k. kapaneli, qarTuli kulturis suli, wgn.: qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi, 
Tb., 1996, 31.

2 sergi danelia, vaJa-fSavela da qarTveli eri, Tb., 1927, 83.
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vqmnidiT aRmosavleTis uistorio xalxebis da dasavleTis istoriuli 

erebis mijnaze). magram aseve Cveneul Taur Zirebsac Zalumad vgrZnobdiT. 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom qarTuli sulis Taurmdgeni mTaSi ufro Cans, vidre 

barSi, radgan barSi aRmosavleTis sioc igrZnoba. swored am mijnaze unda 

moxdes kaTarzisi, `sulis bgeris~ harmoniaSi mosayvanad, refleqsiis mox-

de niT Cven TavTan, rom Cven varT matarebeli mTeli Cveni istoriisa1. ge-

netikuri kodis gaxsniT istorias gulisyuriT unda movusminoT. es ki iqneba 

Taursaidumlos wvdoma, anu uxilav ZarRvSi erTarsebad qceva.

arsebuli krizisis dasaZlevad unda gaanalizdes miTosuri struq-

tu rebi, radgan aSkarad ikveTeba `miTosis restavraciis tendencia~. ada-

mi anis sasicocxlo orientaciis mopovebaSi kidev ufro garTuldeba, 

anu iqmneba `mojadoebul wreSi~ trialis safrTxe. `safrTxe~ arsebiTad 

gacnobierebulia Tanamedrove moazrovnis mier. rodesac xdeba `racios~ 

moZuleba, iqmneba remiTologizaciis safrTxe. 

karl iaspersma specialurad gamoikvlia Tanamedrove epoqaSi adamianis 

remiTologizaciis tipologia: adamianis gaRmerTeba, demonologia, ni-

hi lizmi; adamianuri cxovreba ar SeiZleba bolomde mTlianad raci o na-

lizebuli iyos, radgan rCeba iracionaluri elementi. yovelTvis rCe ba 

saidumlo. racionalizacia, romelic umaRles sulier sawyiss ar eqvem de-

ba reba, warmoSobs iracionalur Sedegebs. 

SeiZleba adamianuri krizisi qristianuladac gaviazroT. rogorc 

nikolai berdiaevi miuTiTebs, Cveni dReebis mTavari problema RmerTi ki ar 

gaxlavT, umTavresi problema Cveni droisa – adamianis problemaa. RmerTis 

maradiuloba yvela drois problemaa. is yovelTvis pirvelsawyisia, magram 

Cveni drois problema, esaa problema adamianSi pirovnebis gadarCenisa, 

adamianis mowodebisa da daniSnulebisa, sazogadoebisa da kulturis mTavari 

sakiTxebis gadawyvetis problema qristianuli moZRvrebis saSualebiT.2 

adamianebma uaryves RmerTi, magram amiT RvTaebis RirsebaSi ki ar Seitanes 

eWvi, adamianis Rirseba daayenes eWvqveS. mxolod qristeSi gadarCeba 

adamianis xateba, mxolod qristianuli suliT iqmneba is sazogadoeba da 

kultura, romelSic adamiani ar nadgurdeba, magram WeSmariteba cxovrebaSi 

unda iqnas ganxorcielebuli. 

socialur erTobaTa arsis, erovnuli sulis, erovnuli energiis 

Tu xasiaTis filosofiuri gaazreba gansakuTrebul aqtualobas iZens 

krizisul situaciebSi. ase iyo saukunis dasawyisSi, asea dResac. 

XIX saukunis bolosa da XX saukunis dasawyisSi am sakiTxebis Teoriuli 

damuSavebis cda iyo mixako wereTlisa da arCil jorjaZis naazrevi eris 

yofierebisa da daniSnulebis Taobaze. qarTuli sulis metafizikuri 

gaazreba mogvca sergi daneliam Tavis originalur naSromSi `vaJa-fSavela 

1 k. kapaneli, qarTuli kulturis suli, wgn.: qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi, 
Tb., 1996, 323.

2 n. berdiaevi, adamianis bedi Tanamedrove samyaroSi, Tb., 2001, 52.
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da qarTveli eri~, xolo konstantine kapanelis sistemuri naSromebi – 

`organotropizmi~ da `qarTuli suli esTetiur saxeebSi~ – am Temis kri ti-

kuli daZlevis mcdelobaa. 

XX saukunis 20-ian wlebSi Jurnal `qarTul mwerlobaSi~ qarTuli su-

lis, qarTuli xasiaTis Sesaxeb wamoiWra diskusia, romelic gamoiwvia 

nikolo miwiSvilis nihilisturma werilma `fiqrebi saqarTveloze~. am 

diskusiaSi monawileobdnen maSindeli moazrovneebi. gamovyofdi zemoT 

dasaxelebul moazrovneebs da grigol robaqiZes, romelmac am diskusias 

miuZRvna SesaniSnavi werili `saqarTvelos xerxemali~.

es moazrovneebi, cnobierad Tu aracnobierad, ilia WavWavaZis gzis 

gam grZeleblebi iyvnen, romlebic moiTxovdnen, davfiqrebuliyaviT Cveni 

eris yofierebaze: agvexsna, rogor SevZeliT, gagveZlo istoriis qar te xi-

lebisTvis; gagvego dRevandeli viTareba, raTa dagvesaxa samoqmedo gegma. 

swored am periodSi gamovida konstantine kapanelis uaRresad sa in tereso 

naSromebi. 

konstantine kapanels bedi arc sicocxleSi swyalobda da, miT umetes, 

sikvdilis Semdgom. mravals ucdia kapanelis Semdgom qarTul xasiaTze 

iseTi naSromebis gamoqveyneba, romlebic Zireulad amodiodnen kapanelis 

naazrevidan, magram, samwuxarod, arc erT avtors ar aRuniSnavs misi 

damsaxureba. mis naSromebs arsad ar uTiTebdnen, mis xsenebas tabu edo. 

amitomac, mizanSewonilad miviCnieT misi saazrovno konceptebis met-nak-

lebad warmoCena. 

k. kapaneli wers: `naTeli msoflmxedveloba da miudgomeli msjeloba 

yvelaze ufro esaWiroeba saqarTvelos – afeqtebisa da uCemod vin im Re-

re Tobis qveyanas. Cveni mizania, rogorc am wignSi, ise sxvagan, esTetiur-

inteleqtualur problemaTa swori dawyoba da analizi garkveuli msof l-

mxedvelobis principuli gagebiT. is, visac aqvs azrovnebis da Semoqmedebis 

pativiscema, dainaxavs Cvens cdaSi siaxlesa da sistemas. xolo vinc SuriTa 

da mtrobiTaa daxunZluli, man daicados da daiwmindeba. rasac adamianis 

goneba ver gaakeTebs, mas dro gakeTebs~1.

sakmaod didi dro gavida da bevri ram daiwminda. k. kapanelze di ser ta-

ciebic iqna daculi, xolo miviwyebuli moazrovne gasuli saukunis 90-ian 

wlebSi qarTul saazrovno sivrceSi prof. eduard koduam Semoiyvana. 

konstantine kapanelis Txzulebebi – ̀ suli da idea~ da ̀ organotropizmi~ 

1989 wels gamovida, xolo 1996 wels gamovida `qarTuli suli esTetikur 

saxeebSi~, `qarTuli literaturis socialuri genezisi~ da `qarTuli ku-

l turis suli~. k. kapanelis moRvaweobas Cvenc mivuZRveniT mokrZalebuli 

statiebi.

k. kapanelis naSromi `qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi~ aris di di 

kre buli, sadac Sesulia qarTuli sulis Tematuri analizi esTe tikuri 

1 k. kapaneli, `qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi~, Tb., 1996, 29.
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saxeebisa, xolo `literaturuli genezisi~ gaxlavT qarTuli Semoq me de bi-

Tobis sistematizacia organotropuli sociologiis TvalTaxedviT.

konstantine kapanelze roca vsaubrobT, misi naazrevi, Semoqmedeba 

erTian sistemaSi unda warmovidginoT, radgan cal-calke maTi ganxilviT 

misi Semoqmedeba bevrs dakargavs. am SemTxvevaSi amosavali unda iyos misi 

umTavresi naSromi `organotropizmi~.

organotropuloba, pirvel rigSi, emyareba biologiur da sociologiur 

sawyisebs. is Taviseburi biosociologiuri hipoTezaa. 

Tamamad unda aRiniSnos, rom konstantine kapanelma Tavisi arCeuli 

filosofiur-msoflmxedvelobrivi, socialuri, esTetikuri naSromebiT 

moaxerxa qarTul sinadvileSi filosofiur-esTetikuri Teoriis Seqmna.

organotropizmSi k. kapaneli cdilobs, dasZlios subieqtur-idealis-

turi mxoflmxedveloba da am axali Teoriis SeqmniT esTetikuris ar sis 

gamokvleva, ris Sedegadac misi moZRvreba esTetikuris Sesaxeb soci olo-

giuri esTetikis saxes iRebs.

k. kapanelis mTeli naazrevi, gansakuTrebiT ki – `qarTuli kulturis 

suli~, sxva araferia, Tu ara dionisuri cxovrebis Teoriuli gamosaxva. 

saqarTvelos istoriuli Tvisebebi brZolaa. amdenad, brZola saqarTve-

losTvis sicocxlis esTetikuri principia. rogorc k. kapaneli aRniSnavs, 

brZola da uTanxmoeba Cveni religiaa1.

k. kapanelis filosofiuri koncefciis yovelmxrivi da obieqturi Se-

faseba, misi adgilisa da rolis safuZvlebis warmoCena jer kidev aqtualur 

amocanad rCeba. misi azriT, organotropizmi gamoavlens eris kulturis 

socialur gancdas, eris socialur fsiqologias, romelSic gansazRvrulia 

kulturis fenomenebis ukufeniTi xasiaTi socialuri sinamdvilis mimarT. 

e. i. ara marto socialuri sinamdvile gansazRvravs sulier fenomenebs, 

aramed sulieri fenomenic – socialur sinamdviles. amdenad, qarTuli 

literatura qarTuli kulturis refleqsologiaa. 

qarTuli kulturis wyoba, – aRniSnavs k. kapaneli, – rogorc qarTuli 

rasa, istoriulad momdinareobs sxvadasxva gziT, sxvadasxva wyarodan. 

qarTuli xasiaTis da temperamentis Zireuli Taviseburebebi fsiqologiuri 

gamonaJuria warsulisa, romelTac ganicdidnen Cveni winaprebi. saWiroa 

rusTavelis didi azris gamoyeneba da Cveni usistemo literaturuli 

sinamdvilis sazomad gadaqceva. 

yoveli eri Tavis kulturas aZlevs im miwa-wylisa da geografiuli 

mdgomareobis elfers, romelTa gavlenasac ganicdis.

rogorc uwmindesi da unetaresi ilia II brZanebs, Cven sisxlxorceuli 

nawili varT Cveni mamulisa. igi saunjea Cveni. Wirs garCeva, vcxovrobT masSi, 

Tu is saxlobs Cvens gulSi. samSoblo esaa ena qarTuli, esaa suli Cveni didi 

winaprebisa... mowameTa, mefeTa... esaa Cveni uTvalavi taZari da monasteri, 

1 k. kapaneli, `qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi~, 27.
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Cveni siwmindeebi, xelovneba, arqiteqtura, mwerloba. `esaa Cveni xasiaTi da 

azrovnebis wesi: esaa Cveni warsuli, awmyo da momavali~... `rogorc ufali, 

samSobloc, erTia qeyanazeda~. 

indoeTis didi moazrovne svami vivekananda sainteresod ayalibebs 

pirovnuli TviTmyofobis ideas: yovel ers, iseve, rogorc calkeul 

adamians, sasicocxlo safuZvlad udevs erTaderTi Tema, centraluri 

bgera, romlis garSemo harmoniis yvela danarCeni bgera ikribeba. Tuki eri 

mas ukuagdebs, Tuki igi ukuagdebs sakuTari cxovelmyofelobis princips, 

saukuneTa mier gadmocemul gezs, is eri kvdeba1. romen rolanma mis naazrevs 

`msoflio saxareba~ uwoda.

literaturuli procesis umTavres ganmapirobebel faqtorad iTvleba 

am istoriuli etapisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli ideologiuri Tu esTetikuri 

kriteriumi, romelmac warmoSva esa Tu is literaturuli skola an 

qmnileba. literaturul process verasodes SeviswavliT misi warmomSobi 

epoqisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli sazogadoebrivi cnobierebisagan mowyvetiT, 

misgan izolirebulad, vinaidan igi Tavad aris anarekli am cnobierebis 

ganviTarebisa, misi specifikis gansazRvra ki SeuZlebelia am Sinagani 

urTierTkavSiris gauTvaliswineblad. 

organotropizmis esTetikur filosofiaSi mocemulia urTierTobis 

problema mdgomareobasa da suls Soris. k. kapanelis azriT, grigol orbe-

liani, vaxtang orbeliani da nikoloz baraTaSvili dastirian istoriuli 

saqarTvelos nangrevebs, TiTqos erTnairi midgomiT, magram dakvirvebis 

Sedegad vnaxavT gansxvavebas. sxvadasxvaobaa ara marto stilisa da Tqmisa, 

aramed temperamentisa, sulieri azrovnebisa da grZnobiTi tonisa. `aq aris 

socialur-fsiqologiuri paTosis gadaadgileba, gankerZoeba, indi vi du-

ali zacia~.2

k. kapaneli wers: baraTaSvilma gaSala qarTuli suli, istoriuli xa-

si aTis msoflio sevda poeziad gadaaqcia. baraTaSvili iwyebs socialur-

istoriuli SegrZnebiT, magram aRrmavebs am SegrZnebebs Tavisi sulis 

Sinagan xilvaSi kacobriobis universalur sulamde. am sevdis SegrZnebis 

Semdeg baraTaSvilTan erTad ganicdiT, rom samyaroc Taviseburi kuTxea 

im usazRvroebisa, romelic erTsa da imave dros aSinebs da imedsac usaxavs 

adamians. 

organotropizmis Teoriis saSualebiT, xelovnebisa da literaturis 

problemaTa garkveva meTodologiuri xasiaTisaa. igi iRebs adamians, 

rogorc biologiur-fsiqologiur organizacias da amCnevs, rom yvela 

Tviseba tanisa da sulisa iqmneba socialur areSi memkvidreobiT (gene-

tikurad) da individualurad. aqve unda iTqvas, rom sityva `esTetikas~ 

avtori wyobisa da agebulebis ideis gamosaxatavad xmarobs. baumgarteni 

an kanti ki miiCnevdnen, rom esTetika agebulebis mecnierebaa. `agebuleba 

1 svami vivekananda, jnana ioga, Tb., 2015, 15. 
2 k. kapaneli, `qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi~, 30.
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cxovrebisa da kulturisa, mecnierebisa da xelovnebisa. ai, ra unda Seis-

wav los esTetikam, – aRniSnavs k. kapaneli. masTan xelovnebis soci ologiis 

da xelovnebis Teoriis, anu esTetikis erTgvari gaigiveba, tenisa da 

giuios saxelebTanaa dakavSirebuli. xelovnebis sociologia man odnav 

gaafarTova, magram, rogorc profesori eduard kodua aRniSnavs, `esec 

araa sakmarisi xelovnebis sociologiis pirvel safexurTan misaTiTeblad. 

misi mkvlevarebi xelovnebis sociologias eZeben XVIII saukuneSi, ufro 

adre, antikurobaSic ki~1.

wignSi avtori xelmZRvanelobs organotropuli sociologiis mTavari 

principiT, romlis safuZvelia mdgomareobasa da ideologias Soris Se moq-

medebiTi urTierToba. 

qarTuli suli romantizmis periodSi or moments Seicavs. es aris mo-

men ti agresiuli individualizmisa da mgrZnobelobisa (al. WavWavaZe da 

grigol orbeliani), meore – maradiuli qalurobisa da tragediis Seg-

rZnebisa (vaxtang orbeliani, nikoloz baraTaSvili), xolo ilia WavWavaZe 

ideologiurad iwyebs XIX saukunis II naxevars da man Tavisi titanuri energia 

da suli am saqmes sicocxlis bolomde miuZRvna. saqarTveloSi kapitalizmis 

SemosvliT iwyeba vaWrobis ganviTareba. feodalizmis adgils ikavebs vaWari 

da socialuri sulis organizacia sxva saxiT yalibdeba. giorgi erisTaviT, 

lavrenti ardazianiT, daniel WonqaZiT iwyeba axali, sul sxva epoqis asaxva. 

rogorc konstantine kapaneli aRniSnavs, qarTuli sulis evolucia XIX 

saukuneSi aseTi xveulebiT midis:
1. individualizmi da kosmiuri xedva;
2. feodalisa da glexis socialuri urTierToba;
3. glexi da saqarTvelos kapitalizacia2.

TiToeuli am ganzomilebis ukan dganan qarTuli literaturuli sko-

lebi Tu calke warmomadgenlebi. ilia WavWavaZe fsiqologiurad agrZelebs 

qarTuli sulis istoriul analizs. nikoloz baraTaSvilis ukanaskneli 

moTqmidan feodaluri aristokratiis sevdiani individualizmi Tan da Ta-

nobiT gadadis glexisa da feodalis socialur urTierTobaSi. 

k. kapaneli aRniSnavs, rom qarTuli sulis evolucia ori mimarTulebiT 

midis: erTi – vaWruli da burJuaziul-qalaquri, meore – siRaribis tra -

gediis gaazreba marqsizmisa da mesame dasis meTaurobiT. ar unda dag-

va viwydes meore, centridan istoriulad gaxiznuli, fsiqologiuri da 

intelqtualuri kulturis ukanaskneli mohikanebis – vaJa-fSavelasa da 

aleqsandre yazbegis mxatvrul-filosofiuri da simboluri saxeebis 

analizi3.

1 k. kapaneli, socialuri esTetikis safuZvlebi, Tb. 1996, e. kodua, konstantine 
kapaneli Sesavali werili, gv 9.

2 k. kapaneli, `qarTuli suli esTetikur saxeebSi~, 30. 
3 iqve, 31.
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konstantine kapanelis TqmiT, qarTuli kultura ideologiurad aer-

Tianebs aRmosavleTsa da dasavleTs, radganac igi istoriulad ikvebeboda 

aRmosavleTis SenakadebiT. qarTuli kulturis istoria civilizaciis 

sinTezuri formaa. es wignic erTgvari cdaa qarTuli literaturisa, 

qarTuli Semoqmedebis sistematizaciisa organotropuli sociologiis 

TvalsazrisiT, romelsac mkvlevarma sistemis saxe misca.

`qarTuli literaturis socialur genezisSi~ Rrmadaa gaanalizebuli 

socialuri are da ideologia, gansakuTrebiT ki, Temobriv-patriarqaluri 

da feodaluri kulturis rRvevis safexurebi saqarTveloSi. aq gaana-

li zebulia qarTuli kulturis istoriuli organizacia uxsovari dro-

idan XII saukunemde, sadac gamoCnda niSnebi feodaluri kulturis rRve-

visa da qalaquri, vaWruli civilizaciis ganviTarebisa. es yvelaferi ga-

ana lizebulia dasavleTevropuli savaWro kapitalis da qalaquri kul-

turis pirvandeli organizaciis formebis mixedviT. SoTa rusTavelis 

sociologiuri arec swored am fonzea ganxiluli. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 

es iyo pirveli gamokvleva, sadac `vefxistyaosani~ gaSuqda samoqalaqo 

sazogadoebis, savaWro kapitalisa da qalaquri kulturis problemaTa 

fonze.

avtori rusTavelis naazrevs ganixilavs socialuri principiT. `vef-

xistyaosnis~ teqstis msoflmxedvelobrivi Seswavla SeuZlebelia met y ve-

lebis fsiqologiuri da sociologiuri parametrebis gareSe.

konstantine kapanelis organotropistul TeoriaSi mniSvnelovani 

meToduri gamoyeneba hpova analizis klasobrivma principma. am principis 

Tanaxmad, azrovnebis kategoriebs safuZvlad udevs `klasobrivi~, anu 

socialur-fsiqologiuri winamZRvrebi. igi mocartis, beThovenis da vag ne-

ris Semoqmedebas swored am principiT aanalizebs. unda iTqvas, rom kapaneli 

aq nicSeanelia. beThovenis da, gansakuTrebiT, vagneris, musika, misTvis 

saganTa sulis mxileba da maTi uSualo eqspresiaa.

ratomaa ase axlobeli germaneli filosofosis – nicSes msoflgancda 

konstantine kapanelisaTvis? Tamaz buaCiZe amasTan dakavSirebiT aRniSnavs: 
`germaneli filosofosis msoflgancda naTesauria WeSmariti (da ar ga-

dagvarebuli) qarTveli adamianis msoflgancdisa. qarTul sulTan nicSes 

anaTesavebs gansakuTrebuli siZulvili joguri, monuri cxovrebis, masaSi 

gaTqvefili, sakuTar saxes moklebuli adamianis, mdore, uSualo arsebisa, 

`pawia~ bednierebisa da `pawia~ keTildReobisa. qarTuli sulis miswraf-

ebebTan axlosaa nicSe, roca eTayvaneba moZraobiT, brZoliT, xifaTiT da 

riskiT aRsavse dionisur cxovrebas, uSurvel, angariSis, gansjis moTxovna-

Ta uarmyofel, laR, guluxvad gamcem, mebrZol da mamac adamians1.

rogorc aRiniSna, saqarTvelos istoriuli Tviseba brZolaa. amdenad, 

brZola saqarTvelosTvis sicocxlis esTetikuri principia. rogorc k. ka-

paneli aRniSnavs, brZola da uTanxmoeba Cveni religiaa.

1 T. buaCiZe, filosofiuri anTropologia, Tb., 2005, 75.
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sabolood, unda iTqvas, rom qarTuli suli ver gadaaxteba Tavis Tavs, 

anu im `socialur klimats~, sadac cxovrobs, magram man moaxerxa drois 

garRveva, anu warsulisa da awmyos erTianobaSi moqceva. amiT napovni iqna 

ZarRvi `sulis erTianobisaTvis~, sadac, TiTqos, daZleulia aRmosavleTis 

fenomeni da xdeba mibruneba Taur ZirebTan – dasavlur RirebulebebTan. 

ufro swori iqneboda imis Tqma, rom es Sepirispireba moxda sinTezis saSu-

alebiT. 

Cvens kvlevaSi konstantine kapanelis naSromis Zireuli analizi ganapi-

roba Semdegma garemoebam: XIX saukuneSi qarTuli suli, xasiaTi mTlianad 

gamovlinda qarTul literaturaSi. swored kulturis am formaSi gamo-

ikveTa eris filosofiuri, msoflmxedvelobrivi da sociologiuri ori-

entiri. 

konstantine kapanelma scada, rom sociologiuri analiziT eCvenebina 

yvela epoqaSi erTiani qarTuli sulis arseboba da amiT SeZlo ̀ organotro-

pizmis~ saxiT axali sistemis Seqmna.

konstantine kapaneli masStaburi, mravalmxrivi interesebis mqone moaz-

rovnea. is Cveulebriv logikur CarCoebSi ver eteva. amitom igi `ucnauri~ 

pirovnebaa. am ucnaurobiT mas aqvs saintereso xedva da problemebisadmi 

axleburi midgomebi. misi damsaxureba XX saukunis qarTuli filosofiisa 

da kulturis winaSe udavod didia da momavalSic mis naazrevs siRrmiseuli 

analizi sWirdeba.
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Demur Jalaghonia 

ORGANOTROPIC THEORY: METAPHYSICAL RETHINKING 

OF GEORGIAN SOUL

The aim of the arƟ cle is to analyse K. Kapaneli’s GeorgIan soul represented In world outlook 
of KapanelI. In hIs aesthetIc herItage philosophical and sociological understanding ot the naƟ onal 
soul and character is given.

Organotropism is a specifi c biosocial hypothesis, based on the biological and sociological fun-
damentals. Kapaneli states that organotropism reveals the social percepƟ on of the naƟ onal culture 
and social psychology of the naƟ on. At the same Ɵ me, not only social reality defi nes spiritual phe-
nomenon, but spiritual phenomena themselves also defi ne social reality. So, Georgian literature 
refl exes Georgian culture.

Kapaneli managed to unite the past and the present into one whole. So, in this way he man-
aged to discover the “unity of soul“. The arƟ cle proves that in his analyƟ cal papers he created a kind 
of system, which he called organotropic theory.
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badri forCxiZebadri forCxiZe

 literaturuli renesansis socialur-filosofiuri, 

eTikuri da esTetikuri aspeqtebi 

konstantine kapanelTan

konstantine kapanelis uaRresad vrceli da mravalferovani litera-

turul-filosofiuri Tematika dRemde ar gaxlavT safuZvlianad Seswavli-

li da damuSavebuli, iseve, rogorc ara erTi sxva didi da Rirebuli qarT-

veli filosofosis miviwyebuli, uyuradRebod datovebuli, fasdaudebeli 

naSromi, romelTa damsaxureba da Rvawli, gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania 

ara mxolod qarTuli, aramed saerTaSoriso masStabis istoriulad dam-

kvidrebuli filosofiuri azris transformaciisa da araerTgvarovani in-

terpretaciis kuTxiT. garda imisa, rom kapaneli gaxlavT originaluri da 

aqtualuri problematikiT gajerebuli filosofiuri koncefciis – `or-

ganotropizmis~ avtori, romelmac SesaniSnavad gadmogvca qarTuli sazo-

gadoebis arsebobisa da funqcionirebis eTnogenetikuri, kulturul-is-

toriuli da fsiqosocialuri anatomia, manve, erT-erTma pirvelma, scada, 

msoflio xelovnebis klasikur SedevrTa rangSi, siRrmiseulad gaeanali-

zebina da ganezogadebina qarTuli literaturis ukvdavi saganZuris mar-

galitebi, romelSic farTo speqtriT gaSuqebulia zogadfilosofiuri, 

sociologiuri, fsiqoindividualuri, eTikuri da esTetikuri mxareebi.

kapanelis am vrcel da mravalwaxnagovan gamokvlevebSi erT-erTi cxo v-

e lmyofeli interesis obieqti gaxlavT msoflio literaturis gamorCeul 

klasikosTa mier Seqmnili umTavres nawarmoebTa filosofiuri analizi. am 

mizniT, man renesansis epoqas sagangebod miuZRvna didi xnis ganmavlobaSi 

mkiTxvelTa farTo wrisaTvis miuwvdomeli wigni `renesansi literatur-

aSi (narkvevebi evropuli literaturis istoriidan)~. evropuli renesan-

sis udides warmomadgenelTa mimoxilvas is iwyebs SoTa rusTaveliT, ro-

melic, misi azriT, aRmosavluri renesansis erT-erTi warmomadgeneli ki 

ar gaxlavT, aramed misi qarTuli winamorbedi, rogorc TviTon uwodebs, 

prerenesansis avtori: `...usamarTloba iqneboda, renesansis klasikosebis 

mimoxilva SoTa rusTavelis poemis analiziT ar dagvewyo, SoTa rusTave-

li xom qronologiuradac da ideologiuradac evropuli renesansis didi 

klasikosebis winamorbedia literaturaSi. qarTuli renesansi evropis pre-

renesansia didi humanuri ideebiT da mxatvruli saxeebiT~1. renesansi, misi 

ganmartebiT, ar aris erTgvarovani, radgan sxvadasxva qveynis istoriuli 

1 kapaneli k., `renesansi literaturaSi, narkvevebi evropuli literaturis is to-

ri idan~, gv. 7, Tb., 2014. 
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da kulturuli Taviseburebidan gamomdinare, mas aqvs Sesabamisad miRebu-

li Sinaarsi da Seferiloba. saerTod cnobilia, rom es termini uSualo kav-

SirSia antikuri epoqis azrovnebisa da kulturis sawyisebTan, am Tvalsaz-

risiT, qarTuli renesansi yvelaze ufro axlos dgas antikurobasTan. evro-

pis umetes qveyanaSi, misi TqmiT, renesansi, rogorc kulturuli procesi, 

bevrad ver gascilda saeklesio reformacias da Teologiur davas, rac 

istoriulad Zalian kargad vlindeba germaniis magaliTze. saqarTvelos 

SemTxvevaSi ki, renesansis suli gansaxierebulia rusTavelis gmirebisTvis 

damaxasiaTebeli naTeli gonebiT, mebrZoli nebiT da zneobrivi keTilSo-

bilebiT. aqve kapaneli yuradRebas amaxvilebs sabWoTa periodis mecniere-

bis Rvawlze renesansis istoriuli cnebis gafarToebis sakiTxSi, romelic 

erTianad gadawvda mxatvrul kritikas, esTetikas da filosofias; daisaxa 

axali perspeqtivebi, axali xedva da TviTSegneba, romelic ametyvelda xe-

lovnebaSi, literaturaSi, mecnierebasa da teqnikaSi.

kapanelisTvis renesansi iyo, misive epoqis ganzomilebasTan SedarebiT, 

bevrad ufro meti gavlenisa da grandiozuli Semoqmedebis Tvaluwvdene-

li rezervuari, romelic Tavis wiaRSi itevda im yvela grZnobasa da liri-

kul-melodiur gancdebs, riTic gansakuTrebul aRtacebas gvgvris mocar-

tis musika, Seqspiris sonetebi, viqtor hiugos romanebi, goeTe, baironi da 

sxvebi, romlebic uklebliv `Casaxulia renesansis msoflmxedvelobasa da 

esTetikur warmosaxvaSi. literaturaSi, raindul-eklesiuri da feodal-

uri epoqis gancdebis magier mtkicdeba realizmi, kriticizmi... renesansma 

warmoSva moZravi, anarqistul-meamboxe ganwyobis tipi; renesansis drois 

adamianisTvis damaxasiaTebelia: siTamame, gabeduli wamowyeba da saqmiano-

ba, atributebisa da emblemebis winaaRmdeg mousvenari brZola~.1

Sua saukuneobrivi da axali cxovrebis humanuri idealebis urTierTSeg-

uebis cdebi dante aligieris `RvTaebriv komediebSi~, romelic mogvevlina 

evropuli renesansis adreuli gazafxulis upirveles mercxlad, petrar-

kas poeziaSi, jovani bokaCios moTxrobebsa da novelebSi, ukve gadazrdilia 

Tavisufali msoflmxedvelobisa da qcevis mqone adamianis emansipaciisak-

en. Tu dantes nawarmoebSi kvlav SesamCnevad igrZnoba kaTolikuri cxovre-

bis wesisa da paTosis damTrgunveli zegavlena, bokaCiosTan gamoxatulia, 

yovelive amis mimarT, radikaluri Seurigebloba. bokaCiosTan, araCveule-

brivi mxatvrul-esTetikuri da fsiqologiuri gonWvretelobis Zalisx-

meviT, amqveyniuri adamianuri grZnobebi, erTTavad gaJRenTilia mraval-

saxovani survilebisa da xorcieli ltolvis Tavbrudamxvevi surneliT, 

sadac reliefurad warmoCindeba grZnobad-xiluli, sulieri, goniTi da 

mistiuri samyaros idumali labirinTebi; sixaruli icvleba mwuxarebiT da 

piruku, asevea siamovneba da tanjva, bedniereba da sasowarkveTileba, ra-

sac yvelafers Tan axlavs siyvarulis dauSreteli gancdis gamo gaRebuli 

1 iqve, gv. 12.



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #10, 2020

32

aunazRaurebeli msxverpli. swored am gzebiT da saSualebebiT upirispird-

eba is asketizms, Teologias, klerikalizmsa da saiqio cxonebis daxavsebul 

warmodgenebs. dantes, petrarkasa da bokaCios mier deklarirebul princi-

pebsa da idealebs eniWeba epoqaluri tradiciis Zala, romelsac warmatebiT 

agrZeleben miSel monteni da fransua rable. Tuki monteni, sakuTari Rrma 

relativizmiTa da kritikuli analitikis teqstiT axlo exmianeba antiku-

ri sofistebisa da skepticizmis meTodologiur kvanZebs, rable, Tavisi 

romaniT `gargantua da pantgrueli~ gvevlineba mTeli Suasaukuneobrivi 

dekadansis dogmaturi SezRudulobis ubadlo satirikosad, romelic aR-

Wurvilia pirbasri groteskulobiT, sarkazmiTa da ironiiT. am saocari mx-

atvruli gemovnebis ferTa gamaSi ikveTeba aRzrdis filosofiuri koncef-

cia – pedagogika da didaqtika, romelic mimarTulia swavlebis sqolasti-

kuri tradiciis winaaRmdeg; swored es sistema daedo SemdgomSi safuZvlad 

jon lokisa da Jan-Jak rusos pedagogiur moZRvrebebs.1

kapanelis TvalsazrisiT, uiliam Seqspiris eTikur-filosofiuri da 

mxatvrul esTetikuri doqtrina erTgvari mosamzadebel-sawvrTneli pro-

gramaa im diadi brZolisa, romelsac samoqmedo miznad isaxavda evropuli 

renesansi, dawyebuli italiis aRorZinebiT, TviT safrangeTis revolu-

ciis CaTvliT. Tumca iqve mkafiod aRniSnavs, rom kaTolikur garemocvaSi 

myofi Seqspiris hamletis moralur-fsiqologiuri satanjvelis zogadm-

soflmxedvelobrivi problematika bevrad ufro Tamamad, gabedulad da 

humanurad gadawyvita rusTavelma, avTandilis moraluri principebiT da 

cxovrebis sazrisiseul RirebulebaTa refleqsiiT, rac Tanmimdevrulad 

iqna dasabuTebuli mefe rostevanisadmi miZRvnil avTandilis anderZSi. re-

nesansis idealebis matarebelia, rogorc avTandili, aseve hamleti, oriveni 

sikeTisTvis ibrZvian, Tumca avtoris azriT, avTandili, Tavisi ingliseli 

prototipisgan gansxvavebiT, realistur safuZvlebze dgas, vinaidan is ac-

nobierebs wuTisoflis warmaval, muxTal xasiaTs da yovelive amis miuxe-

davad, irCevs aqtiuri cxovrebis mizans, romelic gamoixateba brZolis-

unarianobasa da optimizmSi. marTalia, amqveynad maradiuli araferia da 

uecari zmanebasaviT mouxelTebelia bednieri wuTebi, mainc sikeTis qmnas 

sxva alternativa ar gaaCnia, radganac sikeTe aZlevs adamianur moRvaweobas 

da yofa-cxovrebas erTaderT gamarTlebul azrs. rac Seexeba hamlets, igi 

erTianadaa ganmsWvaluli skepticizmiT, romelic mas mniSvnelovnad uz-

Rudavs nebisyofis Zalas da SemoqmedebiT saqmianobas, igi ver aRudga win 

bedisweris damTrgunvel zemoqmedebas da Tavi dauxara amaoebisa da sikv-

dilis meufebas, rac Seqspirma gamoxata uZlieresi mxatvruli eqspresiiT 

da sworupovari xelovnebis gansacvifrebeli saxismetyvelebiT, Tumca, 

rusTavelis gmirisagan gansxvavebiT, mas ar Seswevs saTanado Zala, ganica-

1  iqve, gv, 13.
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dos adamianuri idealebisa da umarlesi zneobrivi Rirebulebebis srul-

fa sovani triumfi, riTic esoden grandiozuli da didebulia qarTuli re-

nesansi.

renesansis saerTo profilis daxasiaTebisas, me-20 saukunis qarT-

vel filosofosTa umetesoba gverds ver uvlida fridrix engelsis mier 

gamoTqmul Sefasebas, romelic maTi gansxvavebuli gemovnebisa da mso-

flmxedvelobrivi gagebis pirobebSi, erTnairad iyo aRqmuli da gaziare-

buli, rogorc garkveuli ideologiuri doqtrina, romlis zogadmarTeb-

ulobaSi eWvis Setanac TiTqosda danaSaulad CaeTvlebodaT, amitomac 

erTgvari xarkismagvari raRac safasuri iqna gadaxdili, rogorc saerTo 

inteleqtualuri kontribucia, marqsistuli filosofiis mimarT. am fi-

losofosTa ricxvSi, mose gogiberiZesTan, kote baqraZesTan da kidev ram-

denime avtorTan erTad, aRmoCnda konstantine kapanelic, romelsac ideal-

istis imiji hqonda morgebuli, mTeli misi filosofiuri moRvaweobis man-

Zilze, Salva nucubiZisa da dimitri uznaZisgan gansxvavebiT, radgan xsen-

ebul moazrovneebs uwevdaT mniSvnelovan kompromisze wasvla, rodesac 

isini cvlidnen Sexedulebebs, an saerTod uars ambobdnen adrindeli nawar-

moebebis ZiriTad mizandasaxulobaze. mokled, SegviZlia, sityvasityviT 

warmovadginoT engelsis zemoaRniSnuli Tvalsazrisi, rogorc kapanelT-

an, aseve kote baqraZesTan da mose gogiberiZesTan, sadac isini axasiaTeben 

renesansis epoqis ZiriTad Taviseburebebs. konstantine kapaneli da kote 

baqraZe erTnairad miuTiTeben engelsis bunebis dialeqtikasa da anti-di-

uringis qarTul gamocemebs1, xolo mose gogiberiZe – rusul enaze, marqsisa 

da engelsis saarqivo Sromebze, romelic Targmanis identurobiTac umniS-

vnelod ganirCeva maTgan2. asea Tu ise, evropuli renesansi Sefasebulia, ro-

gorc udidesi progresuli gadatrialeba, romelic kacobriobas manamde ar 

ganucdia. am epoqas bumberazebi esaWiroeboda azris siZlieriT, gznebiT, 

xasiaTiT, mravalmxrivobiT da ganswavlulobiT, rogorc ambobs engelsi, 

`adamianebi, romlebic burJuaziis Tanamedrove batonobas amyarebdnen, 

yvelaferi iyvnen, magram burJuaziulad SezRudulni ar yofilan~.

kapaneli renesansis droul fenomens uwodebs Sua saukuneebiT daRlili 

adamianis ganTavisuflebis xanas, rodesac sazogadoebrivi fiqri, azrovne-

ba da cxovrebis stili uSualo kavSirSia didi qalaqebis saqmianobasTan, 

sadac gamomuSavda axali socialuri garemos Sesabamisi ganwyoba; umaRles 

safexurze iqna ayvanili `gonebis kulti, azris pativiscema, tanis, sxeulis, 

sivrcis, silamazis esTetikuri grZnoba. romantika eufleba suls. feodal-

uri karCaketiloba irRveva. eklesiuri ganwyobileba adgils uTmobs saero 

1 ix. f. engelsi, `bunebis dialeqtika~, gv. 7-10, Tb.,1954, aseve, anti-diuringi,                        
gv. 194, Tb., 1952.

2 ix. Архив Маркса и Энгельса., Т.II. Ленинград., 1939. ст. 155-156.
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xasiaTis grZnobebs. RvTismSobeli, eklesiur gamosaxulebaSi, emsgavseba ma-

donas. poetebi etrfian beatriCeebs, laurebs, fiametebs~.1

evropul renesansTan mimarTebiT, qarTuli prerenesansis iseTi didi 

warmomadgenlebi, rogoric rusTaveli, CaxruxaZe, SavTeli da sargis 

Tmogvelia, adamianuri gancdebis, emociebisa da humanuri idealebis umZa-

fresi ltolvis xarisxiT, gacilebiT ufro STambeWdav kvals toveben da 

srulyofili silamaziT elvareben. rusTavelis nawarmoebi, mxatvruli 

msoflSegrZnebiT da musikaluri orkestrirebiT, win uswrebs italiis 

adrindeli renesansis periods, amitomac, saqarTvelos mTeli istoriis 

manZilze, sakacobrio idealebis JReradoba ar Sewyvetila. rac Seexeba aR-

mosavlur renesansTan kavSirurTierTobas, am sakiTxs kapaneli ganixilavs 

negatiuri TvalsazrisiT – SeuZlebelia qarTuli renesansis dakavSireba 

aRmosavleTis romelime qveynis renesansTan, an Tundac, mTeli aRmosavle-

Tis renesansTan, aseTi raimes arsebobis SemTxvevaSico, ambobs is. amas is 

xsnis im ekonomikuri, politikuri, kulturuli da ideologiuri Tavise-

burebebiT, rac sruliad gansxvavebuli formiT da SinaarsiT gaaCnda saqa-

rTvelos, saxelmwifos marTva-gamgeobis, meurneobisa da yofa-cxovrebis 

originaluri da TviTmyofadi tradiciis mixedviT, rac arasodes ar axasi-

aTebda aRmosavleTis qveynebs.

marTalia, didi xnis manZilze, qarTveli xalxi imyofeboda muslimanur 

garemocvaSi, Tumca man ar gaiziara misi garemomcveli qveynebis Sexedule-

bebi, tradiciebi da adaT-wesebi. amis sailustraciod mas mohyavs musli-

manuri ojaxuri Tanacxovrebis haramxanuli wesi, romelic imTaviTve, qa-

lisaTvis damamcirebel formad iqna miCneuli da mas daupirispira qalis 

Rirsebisadmi Tayvaniscema da kulti, rac zeciur simaRleze aiyvana rus-

Tavelis geniam. is, riTic xoja-yaenTa haramxanebSi qalTa tanjva-wvalebasa 

da damcireba-Seuracxyofas qarTvelebma upasuxes, rusTavelTan umaRles 

safexurzea ayvanili, esTetikuri mSvenierebisa da moraluri keTilSo-

bilebis idealiT. swored amitom, raime mimsgavseba da SeTanxmeba aRmosav-

leTis qveynebis idealebTan da RirebulebebTan, prqtikulad, SeuZlebeli 

da logikurad umarTebuloa.

qalisadmi gamorCeuli Tayvaniscemis garda, kapaneli asaxelebs sxva 

saxis wanamZRvrebsac, romelic, misi TqmiT, naklebad SeiniSneba aRmosavlu-

ri kulturis materialur ZeglebSi. qarTuli xelovnebis nimuSebidan ki 

aSkarad ikveTeba maRali gemovnebis obieqtad xelqmnili esTetikur-moral-

uri xedva, rac gamoixateba sikeTisa da silamazis urTierTSerwymasa da 

SeTanxmebaSi. silamaziT gaciskrovnebuli suli bunebrivad miiswrafvis 

maradiuli sikeTisa da keTilSobilebis amaRlebuli idealebisaken. qar-

Tulisgan gansxvavebiT, arabebs ar hqoniaT sakuTari, istoriulad Seqmni-

li msoflmxedveloba, maTi kulturuli memkvidreoba warmoadgenda elin-

1 kapaneli k., „renesansi literaturaSi, narkvevebi evropuli literaturis is to-

ri idan~, gv. 20., Tb., 2014. 
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ur-ebraul-budistur elementTa nazavs. arabebi iTvisebdnen berZnul fi-

losofias, ebraul-religiur-mistikur Tqmulebebs, budistur legendebs, 

romlebsac isini daatarebdnen mTel msoflioSi – iranisa da arabeTis xrio-

ki kldeebidan kastilia-aragonis sanaxebamde. arabebis damsaxureba gansa-

kuTrebulia im mxriv, rom maT aziares evropa aristoteles filosofias, 

Tumca isini mainc gamavrceleblebi ufro metad iyvnen, vidre originalur 

nawarmoebTa Semoqmedni. 

rusTavelis mier sakuTari nawarmoebis fabulis arabeTSi gaSla, kapan-

elis mosazrebiT, nakarnaxevi iyo am qveynis politikuri Zlierebis istori-

uli motiviT. amitomac, aRmosavleTis grandiozuli moRvawisa da Semoqme-

dis – firdousis nawarmoebi, romelic asaxavs iqauri udabnoebiT SeSinebu-

li adamianis bnel da Wirveul xasiaTs, diametrulad gansxvavdeba, qarTuli 

bunebis mdidar da mravalferovan wiaRSi Sobili poeziis sworupovari mesi-

tyvis – SoTa rusTavelis gmirebis znekeTili da sul-xorcielad amaRlebu-

li saxeebisagan. swored amiT aixsneba, erTi mxriv, rusTavelis avTandilis 

erTguli megobroba da gulmxurvale Tanadgoma tarielisadmi, romelic 

aris yoveli diadi miswrafebisa da Canafiqris ganxorcielebis sawindari, 

xolo, meore mxriv, firdousis gmiris Zalisxmeva gasaqans ver poulobs da 

unugeSod qarwyldeba, radgan is iRupeba sakuTari Zmis RalatiT. aqedan 

gamomdinare, rusTavelis koncefcia erTianadaa gaJRenTili renesansu-

li humanizmiT, romlis msgavsi precendenti aRmosavlur kulturasa da 

xelovnebaSi ar moipoveba. kapanelis azriT, qarTuli saazrovno sivrcis 

amgvari transformacia ganpirobebuli gaxldaT qveynis SigniT dagrovi-

li savaWro kapitalis mkveTri aRmavlobiT, romelic zemoqmedebas axdenda 

xelovanTa, mecnierTa da mweralTa Sexedulebebze, romlebic adgilobriv 

feodalebTan mimarTebiT, aSkarad gamoxatavdnen mefis uzenaesi Zalau-

flebisadmi srul mxardaWeras, riTic isini progresis saqmes emsaxurebian. 

amis naTeli da cxadi dasturia, rom SavTeli, CaxruxaZe, xoneli da rus-

Taveli xotba-didebas asxamen mefis centralizebul erTmmarTvelobas. 

aqve avtori migvaniSnebs evropuli renesansis warmomadgenelTa im gansx-

vavebul poziciazec, romlis mixedviTac, italieli humanistebi axerxebd-

nen maT tiran mmarTvelebTan Seguebasac da, imavdroulad, eklesia-monas-

trebis avtoritetis winaaRmdeg brZolasac, xolo Tamaris dros qarTveli 

mwerlebi Riad upirispirdebodnen TavkerZa feodalebs. amis dasturia is, 

rom rusTavelma qajeTis saxiT, simbolurad daxata qarTvel feodalTa 

cixe-koSkebi da ar dagvimala maTi dangreva-gacamtverebis dauokebeli 

survili.

kapaneli kargad xedavs im didi msoflmxedvelobrivi zemoqmedebis 

waruSlel kvals, romelic aRmosavlur mwerlobas daatyo garkveulma 

religiur-filosofiurma mistikurma moZRvrebebma: maniqevelobam da su-

fizmma, romlebic qadageben asketobas, adamianuri survilebis TandaTano-

biT CaxSobasa da maT saboloo gaqrobas. misi azriT, msgavs ideologiebsa 
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da swavlebebs, ar SeeZloT gavlena moexdinaT rusTavelis esTetikur-fi-

losofiur ideebsa da principebze, rameTu am ukanasknelis mier inicire-

bul personaJTa maRalhumanuri miswrafebani sruliad SeuTavsebelia mis-

tikuri eqstazisa da Tilismuri uTavbolobis gaurkvevlobasTan. nacvlad 

amisa, poema gaSlilia naTeli, advilad warmosadgeni situaciebiT, adami-

anurad sasurveli da mimzidveli qcevebiT, xasiaTebiT da ganwyobileba-

Ta nairfera dovnebiT, rac warmoadgens zedmiwevniT misabaZ da sanatrel 

mdgo mareobas.1

konstantine kapanelis azriT, rusTavelma imitom ki ar daayena uf-

ro maRla qarTuli adaT-wesebi da xalxuri yofa-cxovrebis principe-

bi, arabulTan da sparsulTan SedarebiT, rom sakuTari qveynis mimarT 

garkveul mikerZoebas iCenda, aramed imitom, rom Tavisi esTetikur-moral-

uri filosofia man moitana ara elinTa, indoTa, iran-palestinidan da sxva 

qveynidan, aramed uSualod saqarTvelos yofierebis wiaRidan. is ambobs, 

rom Tavis poemaSi, rusTaveli sadac saWiroa iq imowmebs platonis, qristes 

mociqulTa gamonaTqvamebs, moixseniebs visramianis gmirebs, Tumca is arc 

platonis filosofiis, arc qristianobis, arc budizmis da arc islamis 

mimdevaria, radganac mas gaaCnia sakuTari cxovrebis filosofia, mdidari, 

zneobrivi da esTetikuri mosazrebebiT, savse qarTuli tradiciis si-

brZniT, gamocdilebiT, qarTveli xalxis istoriuli kulturiT. am sakiTxSi 

mas kategoriulad ver daveTanxmebiT, vinaidan rusTvelologiis mowinave 

mkvlevarTa mier moyvanili sabuTebi utyuarad adastureben `vefxistyaos-

nis~ qristianul msoflmxedvelobriv sawyisebze dafuZnebul mrwamssa da 

TviTcnobierebas. marTalia, es naSromi marqsistuli ideologiis gavlenas 

Tavs ver daaRwevda, iseve, rogorc sxva imdroindeli avtorebi, Tumca ver 

vityviT, rom qristianuli ideebi calsaxad miuRebeli gaxldaT da amito-

mac am damkvidrebul normas yvela avtori erTnairad uxdida xarks. ase ar 

iyo sinamdvileSi, Cven gvaqvs gansxvavebuli magaliTebic, mose gogiberiZ-

esTan, kote baqraZesTan da sxvebTan, rodesac isini ara Tu ar cdiloben, 

mkveTrad daupirispiron qristianobas renesansis udidesi warmomadgenle-

bi rusTavelis CaTvliT, aramed piriqiT, maT qristianuli msoflmxedvelo-

bis gamtareblebad moixsenieben, amasTan, imasac ganmartaven, Tu ratom iyo 

SeuZlebeli isini erTbaSad ganTavisuflebuliyvnen Teologiuri azris 

dominantobisagan; yvelafers rom Tavi davaneboT da mxolod erTi fraza 

gavixsenoT, sadac avTandili hyvedris am wuTisofels da ambobs: 

`va, sofelo ra Sigan xar, ras gvabrunveb, ra zne gWirsa! 
yovli Sengan mondobili, niadagmca Cemebr tirsa!
sad waiyvan sadaursa, sad aRufxvri sadiT Zirsa?
magra RmerTi ar gaswiravs kacsa, Sengan ganawirsa.~2

1 iqve, gv. 20

2 rusTaveli S., `vefxistyaosani~,951-e strofi, gv.194, Tb., 1951
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yvelaferi sruliad naTelia, rusTaveli aris uaRresad RvTismoSi-

Si da is eTayvaneba swored qristianul RmerTs da arc erT sxva RvTaebas. 

zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, migvaCnia, rom kapanelis aRniSnuli mosazre-

ba misi Tvalsazrisia, romelic man Tavisuflad gamoTqva, yovelgvari ide-

ologiuri zemoqmedebis gareSe. garda amisa, qarTuli kultura erTianad 

Seerwya qristianobas da zedmiwevniT gamoxatavs im suliskveTebas, rac sax-

arebaSia deklarirebuli. rasakvirvelia, es ar gaxlavT safuZveli imisa, 

rom qarTuli kulturis TviTmyofadobasa da originalurobaSi raime eWvi 

SeiZleba SevitanoT; piriqiT, qristianulma religiam dadebiTi zegavlena 

moaxdina qarTuli erovnuli cnobierebisa da sulierebis ganviTarebaze, 

qristianuli mrwamsis saSualebiT, saqarTvelom gaakeTa mtkice arCevani 

evropuli azrovnebisa da cxovrebis wesis danergvisaken, rasac amtkicebs 

konstantine kapaneli Semdegi debulebiT: `qarTuli kulturis gza – rus-

Tavelis gza – arasodes ar yofila aRmosavleTSi gaTqvefili. saqarTvelos 

istoria naTeli brZolebisa da ideebis gzaa, romelic aRmosavleTis udab-

noebiT ki ar midis, aramed dasavleTis midamoebiT miemarTeba adamianobi-

sa da sikeTis moelvare mwvervalebisaken. warsulSiac saqarTvelo dasav-

leTisken miimarTeboda. mowinave mwerlebi da moazrovneebi ocnebobdnen 

aziis qaosisa da politikurad moZvelebuli gzis daZlevaze. aqve gansa-

kuTrebulad usvams xazs avtori fsevdodionise areopagitis koncefciis 

rols rusTavelis ideebis Camoyalibebis saqmeSi, rac aris utyuari mowmo-

ba, ara mxolod sakuTriv, qarTul mecnierebaze, xelovnebasa da azrovneba-

ze misi gavlenisa, aramed mTel evropul filosofiaze da renesansul gage-

bazec.

sabolood SeiZleba iTqvas, rom konstantine kapanelis saxiT, qarTul 

filosofiur literaturaSi, erT-erTi gansakuTrebuli da mniSvnelovani 

adgili uWiravs metad originalur da STambeWdav moazrovnes, romelmac 

sxva mravali saintereso da aqtualuri filosofiuri problematikis Wril-

Si, siRrmiseulad gamoikvlia da Tanmimdevruli, SedarebiT istoriuli an-

alizisa da filologiuri kritikis meTodologiuri kvlevis mizandasaxu-

lobiT, ganixila iseTi sakiTxebi, romlebic damajereblad warmogvidgenen 

renesansis epoqis socialur-filosofiur, moralur-eTikur, esTetikur 

ideebsa da Sexedulebebs.
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Badri Porchxidze

THE SOCIOͳPHILOSOPHICAL, ETHICAL AND AESTHETIC ASPECTS OF LITERARY                  
RENAISSANCE IN KONSTANTINE KAPANELI’S HERITAGE

A highly extensive and varied literary-philosophical subject of KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli has not 
been thoroughly studied and elaborated, as well as many other invaluable works, of great and 
renowned Georgian philosophers, forgoƩ en and leŌ  unaƩ ended, the contribuƟ on of which is espe-
cially important, not only for Georgian, but also for the transformaƟ on and mulƟ faceted interpre-
taƟ ons of historically established philosophical thought of internaƟ onal scale. Apart from the fact 
that Kapaneli is author of philosophical concept “organotropism”, saturated with the original and 
actual problems, which has perfectly conveyed the ethno-geneƟ c, cultural-historical and psycho-
social anatomy of the existence and funcƟ oning of Georgian society, he was also one of the fi rst to 
try his hand as the vreator of classic masterpiece of world art, to deeply analyze and generalize the 
pearls of the immortal treasure of Georgian literature, it covers a wide range of general philosoph-
ical, sociological, psycho-individual, ethical and aestheƟ c aspects.

In this extensive and mulƟ -faceted study of Kapanelli, one of the objects of vital interest is 
philosophical analysis of major works created by world literature classics. For this purpose, he spe-
cially dedicated, for a long Ɵ me inaccessible book, to a wide circle of readers, to the Renaissance 
era -“Renaissance in Literature (Essays from the History of European Literature).” He begins his 
review with Shota Rustaveli, which is the greatest representaƟ ves of the European Renaissance, 
he is not one of the representaƟ ves of the Eastern Renaissance, but its Georgian predecessor, as 
he himself names it, the author of Pre-Renaissance. The Georgian Renaissance is European Pre-Re-
naissance with great humane ideas and arƟ sƟ c personaliƟ es. According to him, the Renaissance 
is not homogeneous because of the historical and cultural features of diff erent countries; it has a 
corresponding content and color. It is generally known that the term is directly related to the be-
ginnings of ancient thought and culture, in this sense, the Georgian Renaissance stands closest to 
anƟ quity. In most European countries, the Renaissance as a cultural process did not go far beyond 
church reformaƟ on and theological dispute, this is historically very well manifested on the example 
of Germany. In the case of Georgia, the spirit of the Renaissance is embodied in the vivid minds, 
warlike will and moral virtues of Rustaveli’s heroes. Here, Kapaneli emphasizes the contribuƟ on of 
Soviet science to expanding growth of the historic Renaissance concept, which combined arƟ sƟ c 
criƟ cism, aestheƟ cs and philosophy, new perspecƟ ves were set, a new vision and self-expression 
that refl ected in art, literature, science and technology.

For Kapaneli, the Renaissance was a reservoir of much greater infl uence and grand creaƟ vity 
than the dimension of his era, which in its bosom was overwhelmed with all the feelings and lyri-
cal-melodic emoƟ ons, which helps us to fi nd a special admiraƟ on for Mozart’s music, Shakespeare’s 
sonnets, novels of Victor Hugo, Goethe, Byron and others, which are “absolutely embedded in the 
Renaissance worldview and aestheƟ c imaginaƟ on. In literature, instead the feeling of the knight-
ly-ecclesiasƟ cal and feudal-era, realism, criƟ cism are approved … „The Renaissance produced a 
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type of moving, anarchist-rebel mood, it is characterisƟ c of the Renaissance: a bold undertaking 
and acƟ vity, a never-ending struggle against aƩ ributes and emblems.“ 

By Kapaneli’s point of view, William Shakespeare’s ethical-philosophical and arƟ sƟ c-aestheƟ c 
doctrine is a kind of training-preparaƟ on program, the glorious struggle for acƟ on aimed at the 
European Renaissance, beginning with the Italian revival, including the French RevoluƟ on. How-
ever he also emphasizes, that the general outlook on the moral and psychological suff ering of 
Shakespeare’s Hamlet in a Catholic environment Rustaveli decided much more boldly, courageous-
ly, and humanely, with the moral principles of Avtandil and the refi ned values of life, it has been 
consistently documented in Avtandil’s will to King Rostevan. Avtandil and Hamlet both carrying on 
Renaissance ideals, both fi ght for the good, however, according to the author, Avtandil, unlike his 
English prototype, stands on a realisƟ c basis, because he realizes the changing, unreliable nature 
of the world and yet, aŌ er all this, he chooses an acƟ ve goal of life that is expressed in his ability 
to fi ght and be opƟ misƟ c. In characterizing the general profi le of the Renaissance, most of the 
twenƟ eth-century Georgian philosophers could not bypass Friedrich Engels’s assessment, which, in 
terms of their diff erent tastes and outlooks, were perceived and shared alike, as some sort of ideo-
logical doctrine to get away with doubt in whose validity, would be regarded as a crime, that is why 
some kind of tribute has been paid as a common intellectual contribuƟ on to Marxist philosophy. 
Among these philosophers, also appeared KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli, along with Moses Gogiberidze, 
Kote Bakradze and several other authors, who had the image of an idealist tailored throughout his 
philosophical career, unlike Shalva Nutsubidze and Dimitri Uznadze, because these thinkers had to 
compromise signifi cantly, when they changed their views, or at least rejected the main purpose of 
earlier works.

Either way, the European Renaissance is regarded as the greatest progressive coup that hu-
manity has not experienced before. This era needed giants by strength, intelligence, character, ver-
saƟ lity, and learning, as Engels says __ “The people who upheld the modern rule of the bourgeoisie 
were all but not bourgeoisly restricted.” Kapaneli calls the Renaissance Ɵ mely phenomenon, the 
liberaƟ on of the Ɵ red man, for middle ages, when public sense, thinking and lifestyle are directly 
linked to the acƟ viƟ es of big ciƟ es, where the mood of the new social environment was generated. 
„The cult of the mind, respect for thought, the aestheƟ c sense of body, space, beauty was taken to 
the highest level Feudal seclusion collapses. The secular disposiƟ on gives way to secular feelings. 
Holy Virgin looks more like a Madonna. The poets admire Beatriches, Lauras, Phiametes.” “The 
poet’s love to Beatrices, Lauras, Fiamets. “With respect to the European Renaissance, such great 
representaƟ ves of Georgian Prerenesans, as Rustaveli, Chakhrukhadze, Shavteli and Sargis Tmogve-
lian, leave impressive footprints and are resplendent with perfect beauty. Rustaveli’s work, with its 
arƟ sƟ c outlook and musical orchestraƟ on, precedes the earlier Italian Renaissance. That is why, the 
sound of universal ideals has not stopped throughout the history of Georgia. As for the relaƟ onship 
with the Eastern Renaissance, this issue is discussed in a negaƟ ve light by Capanelli – it is impossi-
ble to relate the Georgian Renaissance to the Renaissance of any Eastern country, or even to the 
enƟ re Eastern Renaissance, even if such a phenomenon exists. It is explained by the economic, 
poliƟ cal, cultural and ideological features, with enƟ rely diff erent form and content, which Georgia 
possessed, according to the original tradiƟ on of governance, farming, and livelihoods that never 
characterized the eastern states. Although, for a long Ɵ me, Despite the fact that Georgian people 
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had endured the Muslim environment they never shared their views, tradiƟ ons and customs of 
theneighbouring states. To illustrate this, he cites the Haram rule of Muslim family coexistence, 
which in the beginning was regarded as a degraded form of aƫ  tude to the women and opposed 
the worship of women, which Rustaveli’s genius elevated to the heaven.

In the view of KonstanƟ ne Kapareli, Rustaveli set the Georgian customs and the principles of 
local mode of life above the Arabic and Persian, not because of the bias, but because he adopted 
his aestheƟ c – moral philosophy from the depths of the Georgian mode of life and not from the 
countries of Hellenes, Indians or Iran-PalesƟ ne or other countries. 

Finally, it can be said that KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli holds one of the most signifi cant and import-
ant places in Georgian philosophical literature, which brought to light many other interesƟ ng and 
relevant philosophical problems, has been studied in depth and consistent with the purpose of 
comparaƟ ve historical analysis and methodological research of philological criƟ cism, discussed is-
sues that persuasively represent the socio-philosophical, moral-ethical, aestheƟ c ideas and beliefs 
of the Renaissance.
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mamuka doliZemamuka doliZe

mxatvruli gancdis subieqturoba, organotropizmi da 
fenomenologiuri tendenciebi Tanamedrove prozaSi

XX saukunis qarTul filosofiur azrovnebaSi, romelic, ZiriTadad, 

Semecnebis Teoriazea orientirebuli, gansakuTrebiT gamoirCeva konstan-

tine kapanelis (konstantine Wanturaia) filosofia, romelic Tavisi Semoq-

medebiTi iracionalizmiT scildeba SemecnebiT problemaTa sferos. mxat-

vruli realobis orginalur kvlevebSi kapaneli gvesaxeba rogorc nicSes 

`sicocxlis filosofiis~ mimdevari da dilTais STawvdomiTi fsiqologiu-

ri koncefciis gamziarebeli. 

esTetikur moZRvrebaSi kapaneli yuradRebas amaxvilebs SemoqmedebiTi 

gancdis subieqturobaze. misi azriT, xelovnebis nawarmoebis Rirebule-

baa is, rom, upirvelesad, is avtoris subieqtur gancdaSia gansaxierebuli. 

meore mxriv, am Rrmad subieqtur da gaTavisebul mxatvrul fenomens unda 

gaaCndes socialuri masStabi, raTa is mniSvnelobdes sxvebisTvis, JRerdes 

rogorc xelovnebis qmnileba da damkvidrdes adamianis sulier faseuloba-

Ta samyaroSi. 

organotropizmis Teoria, romelsac kapaneli gvTavazobs, subieqtur- 

mxatvruli gancdis socialur gafarToebas isaxavs miznad. organotropu-

li gardasaxva xelovnebis nawarmoebs aqcevs sicocxlis esTetikur, inten-

cionalur formad da aniWebs mas fenomenologiur mniSvnelobas. 

samedicino laTinuri termini `organotropika~ kapanelis filosofiis 

konteqstSi SeiZleba iTargmnos rogorc `mimarTuleba (midrekileba) sico-

cxlisken~.

kapanelis organotropizmi edmund huserlis fenomenologiis proeq-

ciad gvesaxeba esTetikis sferoSi. iseve, rogorc huserlTan wminda cno-

biereba, viT intencionaluri aqti, mimarTulia saganze, aseve kapanelTan 

mxat vruli gancda swored Tavisi intencionalobis ZaliT aris subieqturi 

da mimarTulia sicocxlis materiaze. sicocxlis socialuri fenomeni aq 

gancdis subieqturobis, rogorc pirovnebis fsiqoemociuri intenciona-

lobis, mamoZravebel Zalad aris moazrebuli. 

kapanelis socialuri esTetikis aspeqtSi, vfiqrobT, sainteresoa Ta-

namedrove fenomenologiis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani moazrovnis, robert 

sokolovskis (aSS) Tvalsazrisi, romelic gadmocemulia mis axal wignSi 

`pirovnebis Ffenomenologia~ (1). aq igi Taviseburad ganaviTarebs huserl-

is mosazrebas, rom adamianis individualuri TviToba Tavis TavSi moicavs 

eideturi obieqtivaciis SesaZleblobas. 

sokolovskis azriT, es SesaZlebloba mxolod im SemTxvevaSia ganxor-

cielebadi, Tuki pirovnuli TviToba gaxsnilia da komunikaciaSi imyofeba 
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sxva pirovnebasTan, anu roca is SeiZens socialur masStabs. pirovnebis es 

fenomenologiuri `Riaoba` da misi cnobierebis intencionaloba Semoq-

medebiT xasiaTs iZens mxatvruli literaturis da poeziis sferoSi, sadac 

me-sa da sxvis komunikaciis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani saxea avtorisa da per-

sonaJis, meore mxriv ki, avtorisa da mkiTxvelis urTierTobis forma, rac 

Tanamedrove, e.w. `cnobierebis nakadis~ mwerlobis ZiriTadi problemaa. 

Cveni azriT, swored am aspeqtiT SeiZleba konstantine kapanelis subieq-

turi organotropizmis fenomenologiuri interpretacia da Tanamedrove 

gaazreba; misi ganxilva avtorisa da personaJis, rogorc mxatvruli subieq-

tisa da obieqtis da avtorisa da mkiTxvelis, rogorc SemoqmedebiT inter-

aqciaSi myofi pirebis socialur konteqstSi, rac Tanamedrove qarTuli da 

ucxouri literaturis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani Temaa. 

aRniSnul interpretaciaSi ZiriTadad vemyarebiT organotropizmis me-

tad saintereso saxeobas, romelsac kapanelis mkvlevari, profesori irma 

bagrationi `socialur organotropizms~ uwodebs. (2). mxatvruli Semoq-

medebis sferoSi es saxeoba warmoadgens `me-sa da sxvis~ komunikacias, ro-

melic Tavisi uRrmesi fesvebiT socialur garemos, sazogadoebis sicocx-

les, eris kulturul faseulobebs wvdeba, rac, Tavis mxriv, pirovnebis bio-

fizikur monacemebs, ufro metic, qveynis fizikur-geografiul Tavisebu-

rebebs iTvaliswinebs. 

aseTi urTulesi gadasvla Semoqmedis esTetikuri gancdis subieqturo-

bidan mis masazrdoebel fizikur, biologiur, socialur, kulturul Tu 

geografiul faqtorebze kapanelis esTetikuri koncefciis umTavresi mi-

zania.

Cveni mosazrebiT, aRniSnuli miznis miRweva metad rTuli da, iqneb, Seu-

Zlebelic aris. SeuZlebelia ara mxolod imitom, rom warmoudgenlad Zne-

lia, Tvali gaadevno, Tu rogor yalibdeba mxatvruli subieqturobis for-

ma, mis qvemdebare uamrav materialur faqtorTa mizezobrivi da miznobrivi 

zemoqmedebis Sedegad, aramed umTavresad imitom, rom aq xdeba xarisxobrivi 

naxtomi – subieqturobis idealuri fenomeni daiyvaneba mis masazrdoebel 

materialur faqtorTa urTules sasicocxlo moZraobaze. aseTi dayvana ki, 

sulisa da materiis dualizmis da fsiqofizikuri paralelizmis Tanaxmad, 

principulad SeuZlebelia. 

vfiqrobT, sabWoTa filosofiaSi swored am siZnelis gamo gavrcelda 

mcdari Tvalsazrisi, rom kapaneli `Caiketa~ subieqtur idealizmSi da rom 

man ver moaxerxa gancdis subieqturobidan sicocxlis obieqtur-material-

ur procesebze gadasvla. 

 am problemidan gamosavals vxedavT enis fenomenSi, vgulisxmobT ara 

mecnierebis enas, aramed cocxal sametyvelo enas, romelic Tavis TavSi 

sagnisa da sityvis (sagnis dasaxelebis) erTianobis saidumlos moicavs. am 

saidumloSia daunjebuli enis mTliani, Tavisufali da TviTmyofadi suli. 
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saxeli calsaxad ar gamomdinareobs sagnis materiidan; (winaaRmdeg 

SemTxvevaSi, erTi da igive sagani sxvadasxva enaSi erTi da igive sityviT 

aRiniSneboda). 

saxeli gamomdinareobs im Sualeduri rgolidan, romelic erovnul 

enaSi sityvasa da sagans Soris arsebobs. es gaxlavT eris kulturuli 

kodi, romelSic Cawerilia yvelaferi – pirovnebis biofizikac, misi me-

tyvelebis Taviseburebac, sasicocxlo garemo, socialuri foni, qveynis 

fizikur-geografiuli reliefi da mravali sxva. 

erovnuli sulis es genetikuri memkvidreoba gansakuTrebiT Tavs iCens 

mxatvrul-poetur enaSi, romelic, erTi mxriv, pirovnebis mier samyaros 

subieqtur gancdas gamoxatavs, meore mxriv ki, rogorc erovnuli fenomeni 

SexebaSia materialur sinamdvilesTan – samSoblo qveynis cocxal bunebas-

Tan. sayuradReboa, rom am or moments, Sinagansa da garegans, subieqtursa 

da obieqturs, ena SeiZleba erT ganuyofel mTlianobaSi moicavdes.

amgvar mTlianobas vawydebiT Tanamedrove `cnobierebis nakadis~ lit-

eraturaSi, sadac zRvari dakargulia avtorsa da personaJs (mxatvrul su-

bieqtsa da obieqts) Soris. swored aq SeiZleba veZeboT is iracionaluri 

pasaJi, romelic avtoris subieqturobas spontanurad da damoukideblad 

amoZravebul esTetikur obieqtTan akavSirebs. avtor-subieqti mxatvrul 

obieqtivacias ganicdis cnobierebis erTian intencionalur nakadSi, rome-

lic heraklites mdinaresaviT Seuqcevadia.

imisTvis, rom bolomde ganxorcieldes kapanelis principi da mxat-

vrulad obieqtivirebuli subieqti daeqvemdebaros socialuri organo-

tropizmis ideas, saWiroa, ganvixiloT kidev erTi mimarTeba – avtorisa da 

mkiTxvelis komunikacia.

klasikur, tradiciul literaturaSi mkiTxveli ufro pasiuria, vidre 

Tanamedrove prozaSi. avtori qmnis saerTo moralur-inteleqtualur fun-

daments, romelzec myarad aigeba da cxadad Camoyalibdeba misi nawarmoebi. 

yoveli konfliqti personaJebs Soris SeiZleba gadawydes saerTo avtor-

iseuli poziciis safuZvelze. mkiTxveli aRiqvams mxolod imas, rasac mas 

avtori awvdis ukve gadamuSavebuli da mowesrigebuli masalis saxiT, sadac 

cxadad ikveTeba mxatvruli teqstis zeamocana da misi umTavresi idea. 

Tumca literaturul SedevrebSi odiTganve irRveoda absoluturi da 

yovlisSemZle avtoris es klasikuri modeli, Tanamedrove, `cnobierebis 

nakadis~ literaturam Semoitana TamaSis axali wesi, romlis mixedviTac, 

mkiTxveli nawarmoebis Tanaavtorad gvevlineba. avtori aRar aris absolu-

turi subieqti. mas CamorTmeuli aqvs yovlisSemZle Semoqmedis gvirgvini. 

igi bolomde ar gveubneba Tavis saTqmels, Txrobis mimdinareobaSi gamiznu-

lad Tu qveSecneulad saxavs absurdis situacias, cariel sivrces, romel-

ic mkiTxvelis fantaziam Taviseburad SeiZleba Seavsos. 
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mwerlis Tu poetis mier bolomde vergamoTqmuli subieqturi ganwyoba 

sityvis wiaRSi qmnis ganuzRvrelobis bundovan sferos, sadac avtorisa da 

mkiTxvelis TanaSemoqmedebiT xdeba idealuri, mxatvruli fenomenis gasa-

gneba, misi sasicocxlo realizacia, misi gardasaxva fizikur, biologiur, 

fiziologiur, socialur movlenaTa materiaSi. 

rogorc vxedavT, saxezea avtorisa da mkiTxvelis fenomenologiuri ko-

munikaciis procesi, sadac orive mxare Tanamonawileobs mxatvruli formis 

Seqmnasa da dasrulebaSi.

msgavsi komunikaciis saSualebiT ixsneba gza `socialuri organo-

tropizmisken~, romelsac kapaneli winaswarmetyvelurad saxavs esTetiku-

ri Semoqmedebis perspeqtivaSi. pirovnebis subieqturi gancda mxatvruli 

obieqtivaciisa da mkiTxvelTan komunikaciis gziT iZens socialur statuss 

da mSobliuri enis poetur-metaforul sferoSi poulobs kavSirs gancdis 

subieqturobasa da mis masazrdoebel materialur faqtorebs Soris.

* * *

konstantine kapanelis moZRvrebam mniSvnelovani wvlili Seitana XX 

saukunis qarTul filosofiasa da mwerlobaSi. Tavisi nicSeanuri motive-

biT kapaneli, erTi mxriv, konstantine gamsaxurdias da grigol robaqiZis 

Semoqmedebas exmianeba, meore mxriv ki, organotropizmis esTetikis safuZ-

velze qmnis winamorbed fenomenologiur ganwyobas qarTuli `cnobierebis 

nakadis~ mwerlobisTvis. qarTuli fenomenologiuri skolis TvalsaCino 

warmomadgenlebTan erTad (kote baqraZe, angia boWoriSvili, Semdgom zu-

rab kakabaZe, Tamaz buaCiZe, merab mamardaSvili, givi margvelaSvili, nodar 

naTaZe, anzor bregaZe...), kapanelma Seamzada is niadagi, razedac ase nayof-

ierad aRmocenda oTar WilaZis, Tamaz WilaZis, oTar CxeiZis, guram doCa-

naSvilis, jemal qarCxaZis da sxva Tanamedrove avtorTa inteleqtualuri 

proza.

dasasruls, daskvnis saxiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom enis, rogorc erovnu-

li fenomenis safuZvelze SesaZlebelia konstantine kapanelis organo-

tropizmis fenomenologiuri interpretacia da misi esTetikuri koncef-

ciis damkvidreba msoflio filosofiis istoriis saganZurSi.
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1. robert sokolovski, ̀ adamianis pirovnebis fenomenologia~, gv. 126, kembri-

jis universiteti, 2008.

2. irma bagrationi, `konstantine kapanelis filosofia~, gv. 235, 238, 251-268, 

SoTa rusTavelis saxelobis universiteti, baTumi, 2008.



45

mamuka doliZe – mxatvruli gancdis subieqturoba, organotropizmi da fenomenologiuri...

  

Mamuka Dolidze

SUBJECTIVITY OF ARTISTIC SENSE, ORGANOTROPISM AND
PHENOMENOLOGICAL TENDENCY IN MODERN FICTION

Concept of “Organotropism” By KonstanƟ n Kapanelli appeared to be the outstanding aesthet-
ical theory in the rich heritage of XX century Georgian philosophy. 

Kapanelli was under the strong infl uence of Friedrich Nietzsche and developed the moƟ ves of 
life philosophy in the fi eld of arƟ sƟ c creaƟ on; but to our mind, his great achievement seemed to be 
the transformaƟ on of phenomenology by Edmund Husserl in the sphere of aestheƟ cs. 

In the presented arƟ cle we try to draw some analogy between Kapanelli and Husserl. Like the 
pure consciousness, which according to Husserl presented the intenƟ onality toward the object. 
Kapanelli argued that arƟ sƟ c emoƟ on, as the subjecƟ ve form of creaƟ ve acƟ vity had an intenƟ on-
ality toward the maƩ er of life. 

Husserl used the special method of phenomenological reducƟ on to arƟ culate the purposeful-
ness of pure consciousness toward the object.

Kapanelli off ered the theory of Organotropism to highlight the hidden link between intenƟ on-
al-subjecƟ ve feeling and organic factors of life; such as bio-physical points of character, psychology 
of person, human social acƟ vity and communicaƟ on of self with the other one. 

All these factors were derived from the state of individual, condiƟ ons of society, cultural code 
of naƟ on, even from the geographic-physical appearance of homeland in which the person unfold-
ed his creaƟ ve life.

We think that the phenomenological link between subjecƟ vity of arƟ sƟ c creaƟ vity and Or-
ganotropic points of personal life, which implied the state of society and other social factors, was 
possible on the basis of naƟ onal language. From the linguisƟ c point of view we would like to pres-
ent the phenomenological interpretaƟ on of Kapanelli’s aestheƟ cal theory. 

Especially, we have in mind the arƟ sƟ c-poeƟ c language of modern prose – the “ stream of 
consciousness “ literature. This phenomenological tendency of XX century fi cƟ on, off ers us the new 
form of communicaƟ on between author and reader. 

Unlike the tradiƟ onal classical novel, the author does not present the omniscient subject, who 
completely develops his text according to some idea. 

Author needs the collaboraƟ on with reader. They are two poles of one creaƟ ve process. With-
in the text, author unconsciously or by purpose makes some absurd situaƟ on, some unclear play 
on words, some indefi nite state of characters, so that the reader can complete and make clear the 
story by his own fantasy. 

Modern communicaƟ on between the author and reader helps us to reveal the hidden link 
between the subjecƟ vity of creaƟ ve emoƟ on and social state of arƟ sƟ c life. This hidden connecƟ on 
presents the cornerstone of social aestheƟ cs by KonstanƟ n Kapanelli. 

Finally we would like to emphasize that Kapanelli, thanks to his aestheƟ cal theory, made great 
contribuƟ on to the advancement of some phenomenological aƫ  tude, for arising the “stream of 
consciousness” literature in the sphere of Georgian intellectual fi cƟ on . 

Our phenomenological approach, especially from the hermeneuƟ c point of view, opens an 
opportunity and off ers new perspecƟ ve for modern interpretaƟ on of “Organotropism”, in the style 
of intenƟ onality of language, on the basis of the phenomenological philosophy by Edmund Husserl.
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filosofiis sami konturi1

 `ase martivi, mainc rTuli da ararTuli~...

 galaqtion tabiZe

SesavaliSesavali

winamdebare narkvevis amocanaa, ganixilos qarTuli filosofiuri az-

ris sami koncepti, ufro swored, maTi ramdenime konturi da gamoavlinos 
arsebiTi kavSirebi am konturebs Soris. esenia: Salva nucubiZis aleTeolo-

giuri realizmi, savle wereTlis usasrulo daskvnis Teoria da konstan-

tine kapanelis organotropizmi. 

WeSmaritebaTa rezonansiWeSmaritebaTa rezonansi

nucubiZis originaluri koncepciis mixedviT gamoiyofa WeSmaritebis 
sami saxeoba:
1. specialur adamianuri, anu Cemi WeSmariteba;
2. specifikur-adamianuri, anu WeSmariteba CvenTvis, adamianuri modgmis-

aTvis;
3. WeSmariteba TavisTavad anu arsebulze warmatebulis, winalogikuris 

sfero.

WeSmariteba TavisTavad TavisTavad arsebuli ki ar aris, aramed amg-

varad yofnaa, anu arsebulis garkveulad yofna. filosofiis amocanaa 
specifikur-adamianuri sferodan Tavisi Tavis miRma TavisTavadi WeS-

maritebis wvdoma. dilema SemdegSia: rogor SeiZleba adamianuris fargleb-

Si darCe da, amavdroulad, adamianis miRmurs wvde? es miRmuri logikuris 
(pozicia-negaciis, dapirispirebulobebis) da yovelgvari relaciis miRmaa, 
irrelacionaluria. Semecneba organzomilebiania – winsvlaa codnisaken da 
ukusvlaa sawyisisaken , safuZvlisaken.

S. nucubiZe wers: `imas, rac arsSi gaudiferenciebelia, azrovneba 

gaadiferencirebs da perfeqtisa da srulqmnilis momentebs awymos, `aris~ 

CarTvis saSualebiT cxadyofs~ (1.376). arsSi cnobierebis Carevam ramdenad-

ac moaxdina `WeSmariteba TavisTavadis~ eqsplikacia, gaadvila filosofiis 

gadasvla sibrZneSi. dapirispirebidan aleTeologiis sferos saSualebiT, 

romelsac avtori mosaSuale sferos uwodebs, moxda gadasxva samyaros 

1 publikacia momzadda SoTa rusTavelis sesf grantis – `anTimoz iverieli-ev ro-

pu li saazrovno sivrcis nawili~ – #FR-19-7625 farglebSi.
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srulqmnaze. `filosofia aris gza sibrZnisaken, iseve rogorc samyaros 

codna gzaa samyaros Secvlisaken~. (1.395)

am koncefciis fokusSia WeSmaritebaTa rezonansi, sadac filosofia 
iqceva sibrZned da uqmdeba, raTa kvlav aRsdges praqtikaSi.

usasrulo daskvnausasrulo daskvna

`dasabuTebis~ `dasawyisi~ aris martivi, `dasabuTebis~ `sawyisi~ ki `sas-

rulia~ (savle wereTeli).

usasrulo daskvnis Teoriis poziciebidan aleTeologiuri realizmis 

WeSmaritebaTa rezonansi igive mistiuri eqstazia da logikur naklsac Sei-

cavs (1.284), amgvarad, arsebuli gulisxmobs sxvagvarad arsebuls, radgan 

igi sworedac arasxvagvarad arsebulia. sruli garkveuloba dapirispire-

bulTa erTianobaa da ara mis Semdeg, misi winare an masze `meti~. WeSmariteba 

azris niSania da ara arsis garkveuloba. winaaRmdegoba mxolod formal-

ur-logikur kavSirebSi aris sasrulos niSani. „usasrulo logikurad aris 

is, risi uaryofac masve adasturebs... raimes uaryofiT misive dadasturebis 

aucilebloba, aris sruli daskvna da vlindeba yovel logikur-sinTezur 

kavSirSi~. (1.293) aseTi daskvna ar saWiroebs garegan wanamZRvrebs, amitom is 

dasabuTebacaa da sawyisic Tavisive TavSi. 

dasabuTeba raime debulebis gamarTlebaa misi wanamZRvrebiT, romelic, 
Tavis mxriv, Tavisi wanamZRvrebis gamarTlebas saWiroebs da ase usasru-

lod. esaa e.w. usasrulo regresi dasabuTebaSi, rac aristoteles droid-

anaa cnobili. usasrulo regresi dasabuTebaSi gonebis mankia, dasabuTebis 
SeuZleblobis aRiarebaa. rogor SevaCeroT usasrulo regresi dasabuTeba-

Si? dasabuTebis sawyisi da dasasruli erTi da igive ar aris. savle wereTlis 
mosazrebiT, dasabuTebis sawyisi, erTi mxriv, win uswrebs dasabuTebis da-

sawyiss, meore mxriv ki, piriqiT, dasawyisi win uswrebs sawyiss. dasabuTebis 
sawyisis bunebisa unda iyos dasabuTebis rTuli fenomenis yvela momenti 
Tavidan bolomde.

yovloba da myisierebayovloba da myisiereba

kapanelis organotropizmi nicSes sicocxlis filosofiisa da bergso-

nis intuitivizmis gavleniT Seqmnili konceftia. kapanelis azriT, logiku-

ri sistemebi `yovlobis stiqiuri denidan” amoWrili konstruqtebia. isini 
Cveulebad qceuli kulturul-tropuli tradiciis ZaliT yovladebuli 
inteleqtualuri produqtia”. 

avtori sicocxlis filosofiis mgznebare propagandistadac gvevline-

ba, roca wers: `sulSi daibada moTxovnileba siCqarisa, moZraobisa, cvli-

lebisa, dinamizmisa, sinaTlisa: mdgomareoba iZleva sulis wyobas da gasakvi-

ri ar aris, rom manqanisa da kapitalis mdgomareobam mogvca atortmanebuli 

suli, romelic organotropulad sruldeba xelovnebis sferoSi~. (3. 219)
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kapanelis organotropuli koncefciis amosavali princiti amgvarad 

aris Camoyalibebuli: `araferi ikargeba... uZiro sivrce, planeturi wviT 

gadaorTqlili, zRva da mdinareebi, cxovelTa da mcenareTa dauSreteli 

gzneba! yvelaferi saeTo wyarodan Cndeba da es wyaro yovlobisa, maradi-

ulad mdinare, rogorc didi okeane, arc iklebs da arc matulobs~. (3. 22).

kulturSemoqmedebis meSveobiT Cven viRebT yovladobis organotro-

pul koloraciebs. `im dros, rodesac faqtebi samyaroSi erTmaneTs ewi-

naaRmdegebian da erTmaneTTan Cxuboben, Cvens patara Tavis qalaSi ideebi da 
saxeebi faqtebTan da erTmaneTTan megobrulad binadroben”. (3.67). samyaro, 
rogorc yovlobis entelexia, gaSualebulad aisaxeba inteleqtSi. intele-

qti mxolod intuitur gaalebaSi Wvrets nivTebis kavSirs adamianebTan. 
yovlobis entelexiis garegnul formebs, materialur formebs amoZravebs 
Sinagani dinamika, yovlobis pulsaciis rezonansi Semoqmedebis qmnilebebSi, 
anu myisier yovlobebs. amrigad, xelovnebis qmnilebebi aris irracionalu-

ri yovlobis TviTgamorkvevis formebi. aq Cvens yuradRebas iqcevs myisieri 
yovloba, rogorc organotropizmis fokusi. es rezonireba aris wamiereba, 
myisiereba, usasrulod aCqarebuli gaelveba, drois usasrulod daSladi 
nawilaki, drois zRvruli qvaliteti, poetis TqmiT, `is usasrulo siCqarea, 
erTbaS-yoveli, miwivis swrafad Sida-wertil-gasaqrobelSi”.

 daskvna  daskvna 

(sawyisuri bunebis dasawyisebi)

zemoT ganxiluli sami filosofiuri konceftis ZiriTadi motive-

bi gansxvavebasTan erTad garkveul naTesaobas amJRavneben, ufro metic, 
garkveuli gadamuSavebisa da aqcentirebis Sedegad SeiZleba isini warmod-

genili iqnes, rogorc erTi azrobrivi figuris sami konturi. gansxvaveba, 

pirvel rigSi, gulisxmobs winalogikurTan damokidebulebas. araerTx-

el aris miTiTebuli, rom logikuri ar aris is instancia, rac yvelafers 

ganmsWvalavs da moicavs. `aleTeologia warmoiSva cnobierebis filosofi-

is hegelianuri formis winaaRdeg mimarTuli opoziciidan da igi sruliad 

gadaWriT ilaSqrebs arisis logizaciis winaaRmdeg~. (1. 361) usasrulo, anu 
sruli daskvnis yovel muxlSi warmodgenilia sawyisuri bunebis dasawy-

isebi. xolo myisieri yovloba SeiZleba interpretirebuli iqnes, rogorc 
WeSmaritebaTa rezonireba. terminologiuradac da Sinaarseuladac amis 
sakmarisi sabuTebi iZebneba organotropizmis teqstebSi. oRond, es WeS-

maritebaTa rezonansi ar unda gavigoT arc rogorc uecari gasxivosneba, 
mistiuri eqstazi, budisturi nirvana, an mxolod eqsistencionaluri ga-

naTebebi sazRvriT situaciebSi, aramed, rogorc yoveldRiurobaSi (adami-

anuri yofnis droul velSi) Camoyalibebuli Sinagani mzaoba, mdgradi, e.w. 
fiqsirebuli ganwyoba, anu filosofiuri diskursi. huserlis sityvebiT 
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rom vTqvaT, esaa azrovnebis wesi, romelic motivirebulia sawyisebis siax-

loves yofnis dauZleveli surviliTa da unariT.
cxadia, rom Cven mier miniSnebuli ramdenime saerTo konturi aleTe-

ologiur realizmsa da organotropul moZRrebas Soris ufro srul arti-

kulaciasa da wardgenas moiTxovs. 
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Irakli Brachuli

THREE OUTLINES OF PHILOSOPHY1

The present essay is a brief analyƟ cal overview of modern Georgian philosophical tradiƟ on 
and its roots. It addresses three Georgian philosophical landscapes, designed by Georgian philos-
ophers: 
1. Shavla Nutsubidze , the author of theory of aleteolygical realism;
2. Savle Tsereteli, the author of the theory of infi nite conclusion and dialecƟ cal logic;
3. KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli, the author and creater of original Theory of Organotropism.

1 PublicaƟ on is prepared in the frame of Shota Rustaveli NaƟ onal Science FoundaƟ on of Georgia gran-
ted project #FR-19-7625 “Anthim the Iberian –A part of European Space of Thinking”
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CRISTIAN THEOLOGY

Maxim Marian Vlad 

THE NATURE OF THEOLOGICAL LANGUAGE

Abstract: Over Ɵ me, there has been a historical relaƟ onship between philosophy and theology all 
over the world. In our days, the rise of analyƟ cal philosophy, which is best illustrated in the school 
of logical posiƟ vism, has created a close preoccupaƟ on with the meaning of language. This devel-
opment in philosophy inevitably calls for a criƟ cal re-examinaƟ on of the nature of theological lan-
guage. The problem is the meaning of words applied to God and to creatures. If our words mean ex-
actly the same thing when applied to God and to creatures, then God’s transcendence is eliminated: 
God ceases to be God in order to be a creature or vice versa. On the other hand, if our words bear 
an altogether diff erent meaning when applied to God, then God’s immanence is obscured: man is 
no longer in a posiƟ on to know God. We must emphasize from the outset that the theme is very 
diffi  cult, because theology and language are living realiƟ es, following a dynamic path, unsupported 
by methods. Moreover, we cannot elaborate methods, isolated from life, which we then apply to 
life. It does not always yield results to apply the methods related to a certain spiritual acƟ vity to 
another of this kind.

Keywords: philosophy of language, theological language, convenƟ onal language, adequate inter-
pretaƟ on, religious experience.

IntroducƟ on

Nowadays, the theme of “theology-language” relaƟ on is situated at the heart of the 
problems. The latest profound classifi caƟ ons in theology and even more in philosophy and 
linguisƟ cs have developed new ways of approaching the theme and have off ered some new 
methods, unexplored unƟ l now.

Mainly, existenƟ alism, structuralism and analyƟ c philosophy (linguisƟ c philosophy) have 
become an inexhausƟ ble source from which theologians extract the method and the means 
for explaining the current state of theology. And all of these happen in the hope that they will 
succeed to defi ne the manner of pracƟ cing theology nowadays.

From the very beginning, we have to emphasize the fact that the theme is a very complex 
one, since theology and language are vivid realiƟ es, following a dynamic path that is not sub-
ject to certain methods. One cannot elaborate methods isolated from life, that can aŌ erwards 
be applied to what life represents.

One of the greatest challenges addressed to the contemporary theology emanated 
from linguisƟ c philosophy, especially from the philosophy of Ludwig WiƩ genstein and of the 
Neo-posiƟ vism of Vienna Circle, represented by Carnap and Reichenbach. These two consid-
ered that the essence of philosophy does not consist in metaphysics or gnosiology, but in 
the logical analysis of the word meaning. According to this view, the thoughts expressed by 
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WiƩ genstein can be considered as basis of a programme consisƟ ng in a reconsideraƟ on of the 
nature and philosophy’s objecƟ ves:

Most of the proposiƟ ons and quesƟ ons to be found in philosophical works are not 
false but nonsensical. Consequently we cannot give any answer to quesƟ ons of this 
kind, but can only point out that they are nonsensical. Most of the proposiƟ ons 
and quesƟ ons of philosophers arise from our failure to understand the logic of our 
language. And it is not surprising that the deepest problems are in fact not prob-
lems at all (WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 95-96).

Therefore, “all philosophy is a criƟ que of language” (WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philo-
sophicus 96). For WiƩ genstein, philosophy does not represent science or doctrine, but mainly 
the acƟ vity through which the logic classifi caƟ on of thoughts is pursued, namely of proposi-
Ɵ ons. The infl uence of his Tractus Logico-Philosophicus work amongst the members of Vienna 
Circle was signifi cant, but they interpreted it in a neo-posiƟ vist manner, using the anƟ - meta-
physics concepƟ on, the theory of tautology of logic asserƟ ons and the theory of proposiƟ ons, 
but seƫ  ng aside ethics and its mysƟ c. However, WiƩ genstein was not a neo-posiƟ vist, even 
though he idenƟ fi ed the method of philosophy with “to say nothing except what can be said, 
i.e. proposiƟ ons of natural science” (WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 159) and 
gave his readers the following advice “what we cannot speak about (ethics and mysƟ c) we 
must pass over in silence” (WiƩ genstein WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 159).

WiƩ genstein believed in a God hidden in transcendence who cannot be described in hu-
man language. He explained this impotence of the language by the fact that religious, ethical 
and aestheƟ c values have to be necessary and immutable. However, the world, being made 
up of the totality of the conƟ ngent acts, may only have a meaning and a value outside itself 
(WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 156) and language cannot describe them, for its 
limits are our world’s limits. However, according to this, “god does not reveal Himself in the 
world” (WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 158).

Therefore, we can noƟ ce a diff erence between neo-posiƟ vism and WiƩ genstein’s think-
ing: while for neo-posiƟ vists only what can be said maƩ ers, namely what can be verifi ed, for 
WiƩ genstein what cannot be said has a greater value, whereas “even if all possible scienƟ fi c 
quesƟ ons have been answered, the problems of life have sƟ ll not been touched upon at all” 

(WiƩ genstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus 159).
The exegetes of WiƩ genstein’s work have easily spoƩ ed a change that happened in his 

thinking in Ɵ me: if in his fi rst period he pursued to create a logical, ideal language, in order to 
solve the problems, in his second period he looked at the common language, seeking an ade-
quate therapy for it in Philosophical InvesƟ gaƟ ons.

This is the moment when WiƩ genstein introduced the concept of the “language game” 

(WiƩ genstein, Cercetări fi lozofi ce 104): any language encompasses, in fact, a language game 
and therefore, religious asserƟ ons make some sense within their own language game. In other 
words, human being can have other experiences than the ones that can be expressed through 
logical-posiƟ vist language: “the honest religious thinker resembles the man dancing on wire. 
It seems as he is walking almost solely on air. The spot where he walks is the narrowest of the 
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ones that we can envision. And sƟ ll, he can really and truly walk on it” (WiƩ genstein, Însem-
nări postume 140).

WiƩ genstein thereby reopened the door to metaphysical and religious queries, showing 
that he was willing to admit their logical meaning in well determined condiƟ ons. In doing so, 
he had distanced himself from the neo-posiƟ vist circle. We have to point out the fact that his 
posiƟ on rather carried theology and metaphysics in an area of silence. Reducing his philosoph-
ical method to depicƟ on, WiƩ genstein also limited the object of philosophy to what can be 
depicted. 

Religion, with its supernatural contents, remains indefi nable by itself and only the exter-
nal and therefore secondary dimensions can be conceptualized. Therefore, WiƩ genstein does 
not deny reality and the possibility of religious experiences, but considered religious language 
impossible, namely their expression.

A.J Ayer was even more radical when he denied the possibility of religious language by 
the absolute applicaƟ on of the empiric verifi ability principle and Paul van Buren who was re-
nowned for semanƟ c atheism (Normann 316-318). Certainly, all these aƩ empts of clarifying 
the nature of language have a great importance. If Greek philosophy considered language to 
be an instrument of thinking and set defi nite rules to control it, contemporary philosophy has 
sought to analyse the language within itself, bringing to light the fact that it is more than a 
sonorous expression of a concept.

Theologians cannot conƟ nue to be impassable spectators of this process because the-
ology is, as well, uƩ erance about God and about the world from the perspecƟ ve of divine 
revelaƟ on. Theological language involves and claims a general theory of language, however, 
in reality such a unitary theory does not exist. The sine qua non condiƟ on of the possibility 
of the religious language and, parƟ cularly, of theological language, is the personal and prior 
experimentaƟ on of God as a living and personal existence. 

If, despite the progress of the biblical studies and of their proliferaƟ on in vast layers of 
ChrisƟ an populaƟ on, we are bound to confess a certain sterility of the Word today, this hap-
pens precisely because we are geƫ  ng closer to it intellectually rather than sapienƟ ally, specu-
laƟ vely rather than cogniƟ vely, meditaƟ vely rather than entreaƟ ngly. In our proximity to God’s 
word we do not have to actually seek the manifestaƟ on of a certain idea or a knowledge 
growth, but rather a commitment between us and God, between the One who speaks to us 
and us who listen to; therefore we have to draw close to Him in order to conclude an alliance 
or a covenant.

God’s word is a word of life, namely a means of life in God. Without Him we will never 
become bearers of Christ’s life within us, we will never live the divine life of the Trinity itself. 
The etymologic signifi caƟ on of “word” (dabar, in Hebrew) indicates the depth of things, what 
remains hidden within them. To speak means to express what is found within things, to make 
visible what transpires behind them as their dynamic and most profound reality, as their call-
ing. When God speaks, He creates things, makes them arise; when God gives a name to things 
(cf. Genesis 1,5.8), He contains them outspreading His power on them, He carries them to the 
achievement of their own calling, because His Word works and does not turn back without 
producing an eff ect. (Isaiah 55: 10-11 and Genesis 1: 1-31).
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In this Hebrew vision, so diff erent from our ordinary concepƟ on of Greek cultural origin, 
the word is always eff ecƟ ve, powerful and does not oppose acƟ on, on the contrary, it encom-
passes the acƟ on itself as a consƟ tuent of its own.

Here is what we fi nd in the Scripture: not a treaty about life, about man and its history, 
but the profound reality of all of them, the sovereign power of God exercised and found in this 
reality. The Word of God is not a book or a collecƟ on of wriƟ ngs, but a seed (MaƩ hew 13.19), 
something that contains life in itself (Deuteronomy 32.47) and develops this life in order to 
make the great tree of the kingdom grow. It therefore germinates in history as well as in the 
personal life of every man, grows by fi lling the reality with a new presence, sancƟ fi es because 
it gives food to those who receive it, and shines (Psalm 119.105), because it reveals the secret 
of things, giving wisdom to those unlearned (Psalm 119.130) and leading things to their own 
ulƟ mate perfecƟ on (Bianchi 23-24) (cf John 17.17; Acts 19.20; Hebrews 4.12; I Peter 1.23; Luke 
8.11; Mark 4.13-20, 26-32).

Therefore, before we ask what the value and meaning of the theological language are, we 
must invesƟ gate the possibility of the religious experience. It is confi rmed even by the univer-
sality of the religious phenomenon and implies both the divine revelaƟ on and the man’s ability 
to receive it. Once a religious experience has been experienced, the main way of expressing 
it and communicaƟ ng it to others is language. What are the possibiliƟ es and boundaries of 
language in expressing a religious experience? To what extent can fi nite concepts arƟ culated 
in language be applied to the infi nite God? How can we be sure that theologising does not 
make a linguisƟ c idol, an idol made up not of stone, wood or gold, but of our own words? It is 
therefore necessary for the theologian to ponder the nature of theological language in order 
to establish its foundaƟ ons, dynamics, value and boundaries (Evdokimov 26).

The characterisƟ cs of theological language

The Book of the Genesis explains the existence of man by the power of the Word of God, 
which created him in his image and likeness: “Let us make man in our image and likeness.” The 
Word of God not only designates the human being in this case, but also fulfi ls what this signi-
fi es, by giving existence. If the purpose of words is generally communicaƟ on, transmiƫ  ng in-
formaƟ on, establishing interpersonal relaƟ onships, from Genesis we understand that God, by 
saying the word man, creates the human being, communicaƟ ng all his/her specifi c elements 
among which the ability to know and love.

That is why man can be nothing but an open being, seeking fulfi lment through communi-
caƟ on. Since the Word of God is the basis of his genesis, the human person cannot be confi ned 
to interpersonal relaƟ ons with his peers and to the relaƟ ons with the universe surrounding 
him, but he has an ontological need for communicaƟ on with his creator. This is fulfi lled by 
virtue of the divine revelaƟ on, culminated and perfected in Jesus Christ, the Son of the living 
God.

The language is thus presented as the main way in which man expresses his feelings, ex-
periences, and experience, between which the religious ones occupy a central place, because 
they give meaning to the enƟ re human existence. Depending on what it expresses, language 
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can be religious, arƟ sƟ c, philosophical, technical-scienƟ fi c etc. Clarifying and specifying the 
terms of language is parƟ cularly important precisely because it helps to clarify concepts and 
leads to a fairer understanding of diff erent types of experiences.

Another aspect, which should be stressed, regards the report of the language, arƟ culated 
by the leƩ ers of a language in words, with the truth of reality. Man expresses reality through 
language, depicts it from diff erent perspecƟ ves, but he neither captures it nor deplete it, he 
cannot close it in words. In this respect, St. John Damascus clearly disƟ nguishes the process of 
knowledge from its way of expressing it:

The knowable is something and the explainable is something else, as the speech is 
something and the knowledge is something else. For this, there cannot be clearly 
expressed many of those that are understood about God in an obscure manner, 
but we are forced to express the things that are above us in our human way of 
speaking as we say that God sleeps, that he is angry (Sf. Ioan Damaschin 16).

The language uses concepts whereby the intellect approaches reality and knows it, the 
concepts consisƟ ng of a resemblance to reality –the analogue language. For this reason, no 
human language is the exclusive holder of truth, and many language formulas can be conver-
gent and complementary in expressing the profound truth of the human being or the universe.

Any aƩ empt to fully idenƟ fy the language with the truth of reality or with reality itself is 
exaggerated and mythologizes the language. In reality, something else happens: the experi-
ence of reality is much richer than expressing it through language.

Every man, in his own way, has faced at least once, with the inability to fully express the 
depth and complexity of some experiences. If this is the case with human language in general, 
the situaƟ on is all the more verifi ed for religious language, because “no one has ever seen 
God”. And yet, religious language/theological language is possible before all by the power of 
God.

The condiƟ on of the possibility of theological language is arƟ culaƟ ng in two moments 
Ɵ ghtly united by the Godly iconomy: the creaƟ on of man as an ontological being open to God 
and the eff ecƟ ve realizaƟ on of the divine RevelaƟ on. The Abyss between God and Man is over-
come by God Himself who spoke to man about Himself through creaƟ on, and then, in a more 
personal way, through the embodiment of His Son. The humanity he assumed was the fi rst re-
cipient of the Godly revelaƟ on and a unique religious experience (Coman 134-143). That is why 
the words of Jesus Christ, even if rendered by the intercession of God-inspired hagiographs, 
are of unique importance because they consƟ tute a religious language chosen by God himself. 
Therefore “this original language, consƟ tuted by the unity of the words and gestures of Jesus, 
but also by the language that intercedes it, is the primary and normaƟ ve source of any succes-
sive theological language” (Fisichella 641). Jesus Christ is the divine Logos, the Father’s logos, 
and thus the words He speaks in.

His human existences are the words of God, that is, the language of RevelaƟ on. However, 
it would be wrong to think that the words of the Redeemer would express the full richness of 
his religious experience produced by the divine RevelaƟ on. The Truth, being Jesus Christ Him-
self (In. 14.16), cannot be imprisoned even in the language He Himself chose. The concepts 
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with which he composed the language of RevelaƟ on were borrowed from the language of 
the people in which he was crowned, and subsequently, through the divine inspiraƟ on of the 
hagiographers, they received the garment of the Greek language. This does not mean, how-
ever, that the truth of RevelaƟ on would simply be revealed by the correct syntax of the New 
Testament phrases.

a) The language does not include and does not exhaust the Truth

As long as experience means life and dynamic reality, it does not fi t into linguisƟ c forms 
and structures, which are relaƟ ve.

As far as this subject is concerned, Saint Gregory the Theologian is explicit; his opinion is 
contrary to the one professed by Plato, who stated in Timaeus that when one gets to know 
God, it is completely impossible to express Him. This seemed strange to St. Gregory the Theo-
logian, for whom the diffi  culty resided in knowing the truth itself. He thought that if there were 
knowledge (communion or experience) of the truth, then surely a word/ formulaƟ on would be 
found, in order to express such knowledge. However, this word/ formulaƟ on would be a weak 
expression (not well clarifi ed, but somewhat obscured) of the experience (Sf. Grigorie de Na-
zianz 24). Truth cannot be explained in the proper sense. The exact meaning is not expressed, 
when we use, for example, the terms “birth” or “procession”. We arrive at these formulaƟ ons 
based on what happens to people, i.e. by analogy, as stated above by St. John of Damascus.

Under no circumstances does the word-formulaƟ on itself encompass reality. Moreover, 
we should bear in mind that the truth, the lived reality is uncreated and the word-formulaƟ on 
is an invenƟ on of the created man. There is no similarity between the created and the uncre-
ated. Therefore, the form, the image or the word, which may be like the truth and which may 
render it, at least parƟ ally, cannot be found (Papadopoulou 34). The word is convenƟ onal.

What we want to express and the expression form are quite diff erent, completely diff er-
ent from one another. Under certain circumstances, the man – who is a creature – knows the 
truth, knows God, acquires His experience, His life. Only at that moment, he feels supported 
and experiences a state of peace with the truth, within the truth. This is a habitual state pre-
ferred by all those who have experienced communion – an intense experience of the truth. 
This situaƟ on usually remains surrounded by silence. It remains unexpressed, unformulated; it 
does not become a word, i.e. theology. Then, there are no problems, i.e. neither the problem 
raised by the way of expression, nor the problem triggered by the authenƟ c expression of the 
experience of truth.

However, the communion-experience of the truth is oŌ en required because of wrong 
teachings. This experience must necessarily be shared and expressed. Nevertheless, what 
word, what “coat” will be chosen for this purpose? Since there is no analogy between the 
means of expression and the truth, the one who underwent this experience will necessarily 
use an expression form known at the respecƟ ve Ɵ me, i.e. a language, a term, a structure. 
However, we should emphasize that any theological formulaƟ on should be Ɵ ghtly connected, 
fi rst, to whatever the Church believes in and, second, to the spiritual climate of the Ɵ me. The 
linguisƟ c formulaƟ on of the authenƟ c experience of the truth is always confessed by – it never 
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contradicts – what consƟ tutes the Church TradiƟ on. Any new element clearly springs as a con-
sequence and as a conƟ nuaƟ on of those that have been already formulated.

In terms of form, the linguisƟ c formulaƟ on depends on the linguisƟ c forms known in each 
era, on the means whereby people have learned to reason and wherewith they interact from a 
philosophical, cosmological, moral perspecƟ ve. The use of such linguisƟ c forms is self-evident, 
not because a contact point with the people of the Ɵ me has to be found, but, in any case, 
because this language, these forms are known and available to the person formulaƟ ng the 
experience.

It has a genuine connecƟ on to the truth – hence its experience – but it is also part of the 
Ɵ me and culture of the respecƟ ve country. In addiƟ on, the form of theological expression will 
be acknowledged as authenƟ c by those who have acquired or who will acquire the experience 
of the theologian who used that expression form. Therefore, truth can be received by other 
persons mainly by the idenƟ ty of the experience (not by the idenƟ ty of the expression form).

Any means of expression/ words never refer to the divine nature, which is and remains 
undefi ned. If, of course, the language whereby truth is expressed had been a revelaƟ on, then 
we would surely have looked for the idenƟ ty between language and truth, or at least for the 
analogy between theology and language.

Some contemporary philosophers proceed in the same way, idenƟ fying what they mean 
by what is meant, the existence of things with the language used in order to express them. 
However, by limiƟ ng the existence to language measures for theology, they impoverish this 
existence and absoluƟ ze the language. God’s existence is not contained in words, nor is it 
idenƟ fi ed, of course, with them.

By its origin, knowledge – given by dogmas as raƟ onal and logical defi niƟ ons of divine 
truths – is divine, secret, hidden; the revealed item does not have a specifi c meaning for every-
body, it parƟ cipates in the inability to comprise its origin, which is God. Hence, the inability to 
be understood by all, and – ipso facto – the need to formulate it into concepts or noƟ ons that 
facilitate the knowledge of Truth (Chițescu 99).

However, by faith, one can understand it (Is 6, 10); aŌ er understanding it, one can pro-
ceed to its experimentaƟ on and thorough study, by conƟ nuously acquiring knowledge (1 Cor 
13:12), which begins on earth and perfects in heaven (Eph 4:13; Flp 3, 12-15), when we will see 
everything face to face (1 Cor 13:12; 2 Cor 5: 7).

Dogma is knowledge; however, it is not any kind of knowledge, but anƟ nomian knowl-
edge, over-knowledge. It formulates the truth revealed by reason, but its truths are suprana-
Ɵ onal and supra-logical (A Person in two natures, a Being in three hypostases, etc.).

Apparently, this can be understood only by reason; however, in reality, we fi nd that it can 
be understood only by reason illuminated by faith and heated by love: this is the nature of 
dogmaƟ c knowledge. Due to some of its aspects, it seems idenƟ cal to human knowledge; in 
other terms, it is essenƟ ally diff erent from this knowledge.

Orthodox theologians have specifi ed this anƟ nomy of dogmaƟ c knowledge, showing that 
the content of dogmas is divine, and their formulaƟ on is also achieved through human means, 
i.e. through language use.
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b) Theological language is not revealed, it is man’s work 

The fi rst element that we must emphasize when speaking about the act of theologizing – 
i.e. about formulaƟ ng the teaching of faith – is that existence, truth does not idenƟ fy with the 
linguisƟ c form used in order to express it. Truth is uncreated, while language is created. Truth 
is off ered, i.e. it is revealed by God – experimentally – to man, while language, which expresses 
the experience of truth, is invented and chosen by man. The fi rst theological problemaƟ zaƟ on 
of St. Basil the Great and St. Gregory of Nyssa was precisely focused on showing that the theo-
logical language (“designaƟ ons”) is the theologians’ creaƟ on and choice. God is the “Creator of 
things”, the One who shows the truth; He is not the Creator of “high words”, which are created 
by man and for the man, because God does not need them.

The theological language, which is a human creaƟ on, remains independent from the lim-
itaƟ ons that pertain to what is typical of or to what relates to a parƟ cular human race. The 
truth does not have an exclusive language. The language of truth can belong to any people and 
to any age. Hebrew – the fi rst wriƩ en linguisƟ c form of expression of the truth – should not be 
regarded by itself as God’s language. It was Moses’ language, whereby he expressed himself; it 
was the language of his cultural and spiritual environment; he was educated in this language. 
The same is true for all languages. They all can become means used in order to express the 
truth and none can become the “exclusive” language of truth (Papadopoulou 38).

The only limitaƟ on of the theological language is that we are forced to express things, 
which are above us, in our human way of speaking. The language must borrow words, forms, 
images, paƩ erns and schemes that pertain to the human fi eld of knowledge and structures 
to which it is addressed. The Scripture does exactly the same thing; it does not use a “super-
natural” and heavenly language, but unites and harmonizes its words with seen and sensiƟ ve 
things. Since he knows “God’s will”, the biblical writer expresses it as much as he can and as 
much as his readers can follow; he does this by using words “known” and “common” to the 
people of his Ɵ me.

Thus, the language is used and understood wherever there is truly a wide experience of 
the truth. However, we cannot state the opposite, i.e. we cannot say that we have a wider 
experience wherever an intelligible language is used.

c) Language shows the existence, not the nature of Truth

The characterizaƟ ons and words we use for God (the truth) refer to His existence, not to 
His nature. They refer to what we know about God, not to what we do not know. His nature 
remains unapproached and therefore unnamed, inexpressible. The man’s inability to know 
it fully triggers his total inability to name it in words that would characterize it. We cannot 
characterize what we do not know “because divinity is incomprehensible, it will be unmis-
takably nameless. Therefore, because we do not know its nature, let us not seek the name of 
its nature, for the name indicates things” (Sf. Ioan Damaschin 36). Language thus shows the 
existence and not the nature of truth.

d) Theological language is semanƟ c and indicaƟ ve

Theological language, as a tesƟ mony of man’s encounter with the Trinity God, cannot be 
univocal, because it cannot express the complexity of this spiritual experience as any other 
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human experience would express. In everyday or scienƟ fi c interpersonal communicaƟ on, we 
prefer the univocal language, and we believe that we can convey through it a certain piece of 
knowledge, in a clear and precise manner: the objecƟ ve knowledge. However, although the 
human being has the possibility to themaƟ ze, to objecƟ fy the reality based on reason, deter-
mining the characterisƟ cs and elements related to its nature, there are situaƟ ons where the 
univocal language is inappropriate:

A univocal statement about creature and God would place them on equal fooƟ ng. 
Either the Creator must be seen through the prism of fi nite conceptualizaƟ ons (i.e. 
purely anthropomorphic) or the creature must be viewed through the prism of 
infi nite concepts. The fi rst version involves skepƟ cism, the second one entails con-
ceptual deifi caƟ on (Gesler 260).

The profound dimension of human reality and experiences, in parƟ cular the experience 
of God’s presence in one’s personal life, is not confi ned to a unique concept, but prefers other 
types of language: analogical, allegorical, symbolic, expressive, dialogical or doxological.

The wise man does not discover, but neither does he hide the truth. What he does is 
to show, to signal, to underline the fact that, through divine hypostasis, one can fi nd out His 
qualiƟ es or the qualiƟ es of other Persons of the Holy Trinity. This does not mean that the gap 
between theological words, as a created reality, and the divine existence, as an uncreated re-
ality, is raised or covered. Divine existence does not dwell in the words that express it. Words 
do not encompass existence, they do not idenƟ fy with it. If they were to encompass it, it would 
mean that anyone who invented and used a characterizaƟ on of the divine existence would 
automaƟ cally become its equal, which is impossible to achieve; moreover, this is blasphemy.

No word, no image is suffi  cient; no word, no image is “enough for the truth”. Of course, 
the theologian is moved by the Holy Spirit, insofar as he is the bearer of the Church life and 
has the experience of truth; he becomes His fulfi lling raƟ onal body. The Holy Spirit moves the 
theologian’s mind, as he expresses logically and indicaƟ vely his experience-communion with 
the truth. However, the words chosen by the theologian as logical expressions of experience 
are only “signifi cant” or “declaraƟ ve” or “semioƟ c” of the truth. In theology, words only signify 
or express the truth; they do not encompass it, they do not idenƟ fy with it, parƟ ally or inte-
grally. The words and the images of our sensiƟ ve reality can only signal, declare, underline a 
fact, which represents the experience of truth.

e) Theological language is convenƟ onal, it is not symbolic and absolute

The choice of theological terms, which are necessarily semanƟ c and indicaƟ ve, or declar-
aƟ ve of the truth and not at all comprehensive, is made in a logical order. These words are 
loaded with a content of ideas and images of the natural reality, used to express the uncreated 
truth, without deparƟ ng from their iniƟ al meaning (Papadopoulou 47).

LinguisƟ c images and terms never render the truth in the proper sense. However, the 
powerlessness and poverty of the language do not betray the truth. It goes without saying 
that the poverty of the language should not be seen as absolute, but it should be understood 
in a godly way because the language cannot comprehend the measure of truth (Sf Chiril al 
Alexandriei 93).
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The acknowledgement that any characterizaƟ on of God and of His work is semanƟ c-in-
dicaƟ ve, and therefore that the language of theology, in general, is semanƟ c and indicaƟ ve, 
easily leads to the rejecƟ on of the dominant view that theology – like language – is symbolic.

Symbolism implies the analogy, to a less or greater extent, between a symbol and what 
it symbolizes. Thus, in all non-ChrisƟ an religions, the symbol acquires holiness, i.e. it is itself 
a bearer of divine power, or it is someƟ mes idenƟ fi ed, parƟ ally or totally, with the divine. 
Therefore, in this case, the symbol remains unchanged. Nevertheless, in the theological lan-
guage of the Church there is no analogy between truth and language. Language, by itself, does 
not become a holy symbol, a bearer of divine power, and therefore worthy to be honored by 
itself. If language were to serve as a symbol – bearer of divine power – it would represent by 
itself the salvaƟ on and the source of divine grace. However, this is not the case. The words of 
the Gospel only show the truth, for which the Holy Spirit enlightens the believer, so that he 
could to live and believe it. God’s words have no power in themselves. They are not magical. 
Thus, God’s words in the Gospel are not those that He had spoken; they are the Evangelists’ 
translaƟ on from Aramaic-Galilean. The same is valid for the word-terms “Symbol of faith” (of 
the “Creed”) and for the defi niƟ ons of the Ecumenical Councils. The symbols have undergone 
numerous linguisƟ c developments (i.e. changes), to which the holy men were led by the illu-
minaƟ on of the Holy Spirit.

CONCLUSIONS:

All the issues presented so far about language and about its connecƟ on with truth natu-
rally lead to the following fi ndings:
1) The experience of truth precedes theology, i.e. it precedes the expression or the revela-

Ɵ on of truth;
2) The theological language is a relaƟ ve factor, while truth is an absolute factor;
3) As a relaƟ ve factor, language depends on the place, culture, educaƟ on and Ɵ me that 

framed its development;
4) All languages (at least the relaƟ vely culƟ vated ones) can become “indicaƟ ve” of the truth, 

i.e. able to express God’s will or the experience of truth;
5) Neither the Hebrew language, wherewith God fi rst revealed the Old Testament, nor the 

Aramaic language, spoken by Jesus Christ, was sancƟ fi ed. These two languages were used 
for conjectural reasons;

6) Language and theological words are “semanƟ c” and “indicaƟ ve” of the truth, which they 
do not encompass; they do not delimit it. Language plays an “indicaƟ ve” and “semioƟ c” 
role, it has no analogy with the existence of truth;

7) The philosophical forms of the parƟ al or total idenƟ fi caƟ on of the elements defi ned by 
the terms “signifi er” and “signifi ed” have no applicability in theology, as long as there is 
no analogy between truth and language, as long as the two categories are disƟ nct, i.e. the 
uncreated truth and the created language;

8) The choice of language and words, in theology (in expressing the truth) is man’s exclusive 
responsibility;

9) The same truth can be expressed by diff erent words of the same language (e.g. Greek);
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10) The words used by God, the Apostles, the Church Fathers and the contemporary preach-
ers in order to preach do not lead to faith and truth, unless the one who listens to them is 
enlightened by the Holy Spirit and appropriates them.

The above fi ndings, which of course are not the only ones, facilitate the deeper clarifi -
caƟ on of the role and nature of the theological language. Thus, the convenƟ onality of the 
language emerges, as a basic feature and as a working procedure. The language of theology is 
convenƟ onal, i.e. it is the result of agreement and understanding.

As long as there is no analogy or opposiƟ on between truth and language, which may “a 
priori” require the use of one word or another, seen as a correspondent to a certain truth, then 
those who have an experience or connecƟ on with the truth, who believe something, agree, 
aŌ er much debate, to manifest it in a certain linguisƟ c form. The agreement of those who ex-
perienced and knew the same truth, using the same linguisƟ c form, came into the Church life 
aŌ er intense debate and unrest. Due to the convenƟ onality of the theological language, two 
or more ways of expressing the divine truth are appropriated in a certain era.

Looking briefl y at the background where today’s theological language and discourse 
evolve, as well as at the forms that aƩ empt to caricaturize it, we noƟ ce the need to dwell on 
this subject and grant it a wider and more well-founded range in the future.
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maqsim marian vladimaqsim marian vladi

Teologiuri enis buneba

mravali saukunea, mTel msoflioSi arsebobs istoriulad Camoyali be-

bu  li urTierTmimarTeba filosofiasa da Teologias Soris. dRevandelma 

ana  litikurma filosofiam, romelic yvelaze sruladaa warmodgenili lo-

gi   kuri pozitivizmis skolaSi, gamoxata gansakuTrebuli daintereseba enis 

saSualebiT am sakiTxis gadawyvetis mimarTulebiT. filosofiis in te re sis 

am kuTxiT ganviTarebam moiTxova Teologiuri enis bunebis kri tikuli ga da-

xedva. problemuria im sityvebis mniSvnelobis gaxsna, romel nic RmerTsa da 

arsebaTa mimarT gamoiyeneba. Tu Cveni sityvebi zustad imas niSnavs, rac Rmer-

Tis da arsebaTa mimarT gamoiyeneboda, maSin RmerTis transcendencia ga uq-

mebulia: RmerTi ukve ar aris RmerTi, raTa iyos ar seba, da, piriqiT, meore 

mxriv, Tu RmerTis mimarT misadagebuli Cveni sit y vebi atareben gansxvavebul 

mniSvnelobas, maSin RmerTis imanenturoba dafarulia: adamiani aRar aris 

Rmer TisaTvis cnobil poziciaSi. Cven unda xazi unda gavusvaT faqts, rom Tema 

metad rTulia, radganac Teologia da ena, dinamiur gzaze moZravi cocxali 

realiebia, isini ar arian meTodebiT gamagrebulni da mxardaWerilni. ufro 

metic, SeuZlebelia cxovrebiseuli movlenebisgan izolirebuli meTodebis 

SemuSaveba da Semdgom cxovre bisTvis misi misadageba. yovelTvis araa Sedegis 

momtani garkveul su lier aqtivobasTan dakavSirebuli meTodebis miyeneba sxva 

msgavsTan.
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metafizika
METAPHYSICS

Antonio Dominguez Rey 

THE POETIC OPENING OF BEING IN THE WORLD

Abstract In the ontological diff erence (being-enƟ ty) of Heidegger, the poeƟ c Logos is revealed 
as the transcendence of the abyss that cleaves the Being as an enƟ ty. Ontopoiesis synthesizes and 
responds to this mystery by quesƟ oning the fi nitude of Dasein and clarifying the fate of his perma-
nent restlessness. The Logos is also poeƟ c. We analyze the implicaƟ ons, on the one hand, of the 
Heideggerian concepts of being, truth, enƟ ty and statement (language), and on the other, its poeƟ c 
foundaƟ on. And we contrast them with homologous, but diff erenƟ ated, refl ecƟ ons by Eduard von 
Hartmann, Mark Richir, Gabriel Marcel, Emmanuel Levinas and Paul Claudel, highlighƟ ng in these 
authors the “idenƟ ty implosion”, the overabundance and exceeding of the Being when manifesƟ ng 
itself as an enƟ ty. In all of them the concept of word has a special funcƟ on as both naƟ ve origin 
and existenƟ al vibraƟ on of being. In the arƟ culaƟ on of the word the challenge of death is already 
announced, but at the same Ɵ me, the quesƟ on that, from existence and life, places us in the rhyth-
mic interval of a transcendent background resonance (ontopoiesis): the permanent reality being of 
everything that exists.

Being, enƟ ty, truth, thought, abyss, mystery, language, poetry, revelaƟ on, Dasein, History, Er-
eignis, God.

IntroducƟ on

The sway of prolaƟ ons and remissions makes explicit the onƟ c concreƟ on of beings or en-
Ɵ Ɵ es between the open or ontological realm of being. This area is ideal for Von Hartmann and 
a super-project (überwurf) for Heidegger, but with similar or equal ergaƟ ve funcƟ on. The po-
siƟ on of Dasein before the objecƟ ve reality that surrounds it and to which it belongs projects 
an original image on its opening (Heidegger 1976, 158). Such a project seƩ les “on itself” and 
thepronominal substanƟ ated “self” the onƟ c ground from which it emerges. It is an unseƩ led 
seƩ lement or “being oneself.” The spontaneous aƫ  tude, acƟ on and projecƟ ve funcƟ on make 
the integraƟ on of Dasein into the world revealed there: the intussuscepƟ on of the experi-
ence, the integrated knowledge. The being vibrates by essence (west), substanƟ aƟ ng: a fl avor 
emerges that is knowledge of the feeling or existence, that from which the erect or integrated 
(the being-thrown-there of Heidegger) is PRO, its ontopoeƟ c rear projecƟ on. The apophanƟ c 
funcƟ on of logical judgment reveals its latent poetry. In the oneselffold the resonance I or ac-
Ɵ ve pronoun of the energeia occurs. This special energy underlies latent in the simultaneous 
polarity of presence and absence of every word.

PoeƟ cs of existence

We confirm then a double effect. Being increases–it rises, it ascends, they are the words 
of Heidegger. It acquires intensity, more being, by entering the cave of the still unknown. This 
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growth is not something measurable. It occurs mainly backwards (Zurück). It happens when 
the essence of being is revealed (ἀλήθεια) (Heidegger 1988, 79). It is known in crescendo 
thanks to the halo of configuration and appropriation (Ereignis) that the ontological opening 
allows. It is irradiation of the unveiling of being, its truth understood as its possible always 
open. That is why Heidegger (1976, 198-199) defines the word as “the assured articulation of 
the truth of the entity as a whole.”

The possibility thus described recalls, in more than one aspect, the classic intelligibility 
of knowledge or radiance of the mentis form when being generated and agreed (come-with 
syncretic) really with an object in the common ontic medium: the being of every entity. 
Heidegger reverses this glow on the phantom of the noumenon or Kantian factor X always 
present in each concrete objectification. The determination of things is a reflection in the 
distance or listens in silence of the near-distant, of the remoteness that subtends the entity. 
In this distance, virtual and real at the same time, the temporalization of time occurs: “Only 
the power-hearing in the distance gives Dasein itself (Selbst) the awakening of the response 
of being-whith (Mit-Dasein) […] to gain itself as authentic self-sacrificing its selfhood (Ichheit) 
(Heidegger 1976, 175). This is what transcendence consists of: capturing the rhythm of the 
alternative but simultaneous blinking coming and goingof being as an entity, or vice versa. 
And this is also to oscillate between the world project and the super-project that configures 
it. The rhythm is the recurrence and resonance of the presence in all present. There is a high 
apex in it– Von Hartmann’sOrgelpunkt–of enter-Ɵ me or interval of presence-absence that per-
meates the “over-self” of the “being-oneself” being sustained, knowing. The interval vibrates 
and magneƟ zes, we could say. They are integraƟ ve vibraƟ ons, recurring frequencies that imply 
an overlapping projecƟ on always aƩ ached an apex beyond themselves. The “oneself” or res-
onant self of the “over-self” back-projecƟ ng itself acquires density of existence. The German 
root dicht means at the same Ɵ me density and poeƟ c composiƟ on.

The rhythmic sway also characterizes existence as income in the world (Welteingang). 
Not as the entrance of something of his own into something foreign, but as that which “with” 
the enƟ ty “happens”, existence, and, therefore, also happensto the being who assists him by 
introducing non-essence into essence (Heidegger 1976, 159). It is something diff erent and 
deeper than if it were the atomic contrast of parƟ cles, maƩ er and anƟ maƩ er. ExisƟ ng is the 
fl ickering vibraƟ on of being: that what is being in each case of its presence. Now, entering the 
world is a rhythmic way of happening. You enter where somehow you were. Upon entering the 
world, we acquire substanƟ al form: substanƟ aƟ ng. A form that retro-projects its background 
revealing and remaking itself in it conƟ nuously: the poetry of existence, its enƟ taƟ ve, ontopo-
eƟ c becoming.

Heidegger assumes the weight of thinking about the experience of being from his own 
state of being. It is a new Proteo of thought. The elevaƟ on of the enƟ ty decays in abandon-
ment and impotence when intuiƟ ng the totality of the enƟ ty and experiencing its limit. This 
abysses in its unknown depth. The clarity provided by the concealment (ἀλήθεια) of the enƟ ty 
“obscures the light of being,” says Heidegger (1977, 337), in a neo-baroque tone. Dasein lives 
the drama of that whichis absolute and conƟ ngent within the unity of being conƟ nually frag-
mented, transformed. The dash interspersed in the expression being-oneself indicates the in-
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tersƟ ce of sustained integraƟ on, the vibrated and resonant inƟ macy of existence is indicated. 
Proteus are joined by Sisyphus and Prometheus, the Greek myth, the scoop of the Logos. The 
restlessness generated by abandonment corrodes the desire for the intuited and, believing 
the Dasein in the direcƟ on of the light and vision of the photonic source, falls to the ground, 
but “with a duty to seek” in the oppressive embrace of reality – “avec un devoir à chercher, 
et la réalitérugueuse à etreindre!” –, like the fallen angel of Rimbaud at the end of the poem 
enƟ tled“Une saisonenenfer”(1972, 116).

Heidegger’s thought invesƟ gates the background of thepercepƟ blephantasma (Aristot-
le, Saint Thomas, Suárez, Husserl’s passive synthesis) and KanƟ an noumenon of acƟ ve un-
derstanding–nous poieƟ kós of Aristotle, agent understanding of scholasƟ c philosophy–in the 
course of becoming and concept’s becoming. The intuiƟ ve unity of the mulƟ ple, the One, 
refl ects and backsides the desire–impetus, insƟ nct, longing– that opens and does not saturate 
the intuited (Descartes, Spinoza, Husserl), but sees everything when it is seen, like Leibniz’s 
panopƟ c eye. Heidegger senses an onƟ c breath in the equaƟ on of logical judgment and a poet-
ic vibraƟ on in the bowels of its apophanƟ c manifestaƟ on. That is why a move or jump (Sprung) 
is imposed in the abyss there incurred, but only silence is heard when fl oaƟ ng suspended in 
the boƩ omless and enter-Ɵ meopened as a possibility of hooking, holding, something held out 
(Vorhande): fl eeƟ ng moment of vision in the light fl ickering or onƟ c patent of being. And this 
visibility illuminates in the passive synthesis of mood (SƟ mmung), with Husserl’s reminiscence.

Conformityoĩ eing, thinking and saying

The latent vibraƟ on of the poiesis in the manifestaƟ on or apophansis of the logical judg-
ment is revealed in the arƟ culaƟ on at the same Ɵ me simple and complex of the word, where 
the enƟ ty, the underlying being and the statement (language) are interrelated with fusion 
and fi ssion mutual from the mood, which is the experienƟ al tone of Dasein. The cohesion and 
coherence of being, enƟ ty and statement, never full, augur even “the assured arƟ culaƟ on of 
the truth of the enƟ ty as a whole”, its present parƟ ciple value: being. And since this parƟ ciple 
encrypts the openness of knowledge, the relaƟ onship of the ontological diff erence being-en-
Ɵ ty is its vibraƟ ng string. The reference of the opening originated there–being: Da-sein, das 
Seiende–“is put into vibraƟ on as behavior” and according to “the patent as such.” And this 
implies that “the re-presenƟ ng statement [...] is subject to the order to say the enƟ ty as it is” 
(Heidegger 1976, 184).

Let us note that Heidegger (1976, 116, 119, 121, 185, 189) infers in the scope and act of 
disclosure of the enƟ ty a measure (Mass) or paƩ ern (Richtmass) of its given presence–it is 
a previous giŌ  (Vorhabe)–in that happening and as your dowry (MitgiŌ ). This dowry “is the 
intrinsic indicaƟ on for the adequacy between the representaƟ ve and the respecƟ ve enƟ ty” 
(Heidegger 1977, 191). It also instructs and governs the saying of the statement (1976, 184). 
The presence of the enƟ ty indicates and compromises the behavior of Dasein by leƫ  ng it go 
unveiling in freedom. This commitment also acquires the necessary rank (Heidegger 1977, 190).

The iteraƟ on indicated by the prefi x re- of the re-presenƟ ng act also refers to the erg func-
Ɵ on present in the prefi x of the concept ofenergeia. The phonemic liquid value of the conso-
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nant r and the fricaƟ ve of the German v (Vorstellen) are valid here: opening of a fl owing phonic 
scope. It is semioƟ c-somaƟ c resonance (Leib or Husserl’s senƟ ent fl esh) of what happens. The 
enunciaƟ ve vibraƟ on of the body. It is true to say the same thing about the LaƟ n preposiƟ on 
preof the concept of presenƟ ng the presence. We sƟ ll move in the pre-predicaƟ ve scope, but 
at the apex in which “the enƟ ty itself becomes representable in the re-presenƟ ng statement” 
(Heidegger 1976, 184).

Heidegger notes the representability of the enƟ ty, homologous to its intelligible character 
in Aristotle and the scholasƟ c tradiƟ on, but does not say how to become representable, the 
turn of the turn. He fi nds it only in the special background of self-absorpƟ on or onƟ c synthesis 
of self-being, feeling. It is pure resonance of the enƟ ty upon itself becoming aware, the act of 
being the enƟ ty “purposely high and protected in its concealment.” Here the History really be-
gins, in the place and Ɵ me of the concealment of “being in its totality” (Heidegger 1976, 190). 
History (Geschichte) also has anontologicalbackground.

Without these implicaƟ ons of the “cellular” Ɵ ssue of the enunciaƟ on, specifi cally that of 
Heidegger, and that of its possible reader, the peak of the consƟ tuƟ ve, substanƟ ated moment 
is not understood. We are its part. The current act of thinking, saying and understanding be-
longs to the acƟ on involved in what was thought, said and understood. We resonate in it with 
background vibraƟ on. It is the unthinkable assumpƟ on of arƟ culated representaƟ on. Thinking, 
saying and understanding are fl ickering of the ontological unveiling already sensed onƟ cally. 
The representaƟ on subsumes and substanƟ ates the Ɵ me involved. And the wordsubstanƟ ate 
is to be understood as that fl avor of the onƟ c, existenƟ ally resonant knowledge of mood (SƟ m-
mung). The act of saying says its enƟ taƟ ve priority anƟ cipated immemorially in the Da (There) 
implicit existenƟ al relaƟ onship of the Dasein. It reveals the principle and foundaƟ on of any 
comparison or modality as (wie) of exisƟ ng and knowledge. The saying act says that priority as 
PRO project or trend of name and knowledge.

The adaptaƟ on of the intellect and the thing–classical formulaƟ on of the truth– processes 
a comparison whose noƟ onal assumpƟ on is the area in which intellect and thing are co-be-
longing in the world thus confi gured. Such scope does not precede either one or the other. 
It occurs, it happens in the encounter or existenƟ al vibraƟ on whose frequency, amplitude, 
tension and relaxaƟ on resonate as mood and way of being of the enƟ ty there and thus–as it 
is–presented. That is why Heidegger conceives the truth as an arƟ culaƟ on of this vibratory 
convenience (coming-with) or let-be-in-freedom to the enƟ ty that manifests itself by overcom-
ing itself as exisƟ ng. This mode of presentaƟ on is always the same despite the diff erence in 
content. Both the mode and the content patent the proper vibraƟ on of the intellect and the 
thing. The patent is the way of happening. It has the virtue of staying open, like the operaƟ ve 
and poeƟ c formof Von Hartmann, in the resonance that consƟ tutes it, enabling the energeia 
of its formaƟ on.

Theindicatedadequacythenbecomes mutual con-formaƟ on. From the assembly of vibra-
Ɵ ons, inƟ maƟ ons, glimpses, qualiƟ es and aƩ ributes of the perceived thing as it is presented, 
it is the exisƟ ng reality as we live and understand it. Theworldisthatconformedform.This form 
occurs in the prior objecƟ fi caƟ on or is the process of the event that takes place passing and 
remaining: keeping (Ereignis). It is the word fracƟ on of the product being-thinking-saying.
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The word against death

If we compile the notes aƩ ributed to Dasein’s behavior in the concordant scope of being 
and enƟ ty, which does not imply that they coincide or idenƟ fy, we observe that this way of 
thinking is also being verifi ed in word mode. The word is a vibrated and vibrant form, ac-
Ɵ ve and potenƟ al, dynamism, ergon and energeia (Humboldt), act and potenƟ a: the opening 
of the emerging possibility. The same thinking is possible because it conforms verbally. This 
conformity means essence (essence: Wesen; to essence: west) of the thought in the act of 
thinking. Heidegger frames the word in the freedom to leave-to the possible emergent: “The 
liberaƟ on of Dasein–which bases history–for the existence, comes to the word in the thought 
of being” (Heidegger 1976, 198).

The word also blinks. It has eyes, cracks. It breathes. It retains what is formed in conƟ nu-
ous training. It is the breath of Dasein. It contains, appropriates (Ereignis) and expands. Heide-
gger pauses and even delights thinking about it. His philosophy is the words he arƟ culates. 
It is not understood without the implicaƟ on of the verbal act that arƟ culates and enunciates 
it. Thought is verbalized form. The underlying problem is posed by the vibraƟ onal resonance 
contained in the word. It expands the meeƟ ng environment. It radiates it. It includes even the 
silence in which the form vibrates and allows Ɵ me for super-projecƟ ng and idealizing energeia 
that radiates stressing the present as a promise, expectaƟ on, confi dence and augury that the 
emergency does not cease, or vice versa, because the experience of the same develops–we 
can say–an ontological faith. PermutaƟ on and even iteraƟ ve metamorphosis of concept, idea 
and word resemble an ontologically quantum phenomenon. And autogenous, because we 
don’t really aƩ end the birth of the word, although we talk about it, as Serge Boulgakov (1991) 
warns. We verify, we experience it, but already done. Only the poem lives that birth from words 
already consƟ tuted, ut born again in its original formaƟ on. There is an emerging background 
constant or dissociated form of the bio-atomic compound according to the way in which the 
enƟ Ɵ es appear in the diff racƟ on Being of existence. The ontological background subtends the 
bioƟ c and physical-atomic, but its arƟ culaƟ on are concepts, words: the verbalized concept.

On the other hand, for Dasein, the energeia does cease. It apparently concludes with 
death. It would be impossible, however, to conceive a totally fi nite word while there is exis-
tence. From its resonance, death acquires, requests another meaning, at least another ques-
Ɵ on in the sphere of ontopoeƟ c encounter. A quesƟ on from the constant and temporary death 
of life. It sƟ ll belongs to existence as an inquiry, surprise at the being of the enƟ ty, and a deep 
entrance into its enigma and mystery. In fact, Heidegger thinks of death from an ontological 
posiƟ on to invesƟ gate and discover the truth of being, of Dasein. Death is not the denial of 
Being, but its highest and external tesƟ mony (1994, 284).

Heidegger presupposes an ideal emanaƟ on of being in the enƟ ty, as well as a principle 
of transcendent immanence. Every man is a blink of it even without knowing it. Also, a short 
breath. Thought is word breathed. Since it is formalized, the turn back (Kehre) or the jump 
(Spring) in the void are new transcendent conformaƟ ons of the being that essences (west) 
itself. The word challenges death. The mood echoing in the ever opened. Another opening of 
Dasein? Unanswered. The ontological diff erence is pure mirage, an epiphenomenon. If death 



67

Antonio Dominguez Rey – The PoeƟ c Opening of Being in the World
  

falls within the fi eld of the encounter as a horizon of the limit, of the fi nitude of Dasein, it re-
mains, transcending in some way. The present body is also a mode of presence if the horizon 
perspecƟ ve is projected back to the beginning and entry blink in existence. It is the same desƟ -
ny of the word between presence and absence of breathing in and breathing out of arƟ culated 
air, the brief but intense relaƟ onship between being and enƟ ty, being and not-being. Finitude 
is the integrated property of man. It is that which really asks for a leap into infi nity or makes all 
diff erences, unity and transcendence absurd. This includes, for example, the existenƟ al absur-
dity of man, or of existence itself. The quesƟ on for being, the truth and its foundaƟ on would 
be pure epiphenomenon.

Now, fi nitude does not exhaust the encounter in the realm of being. The opened does not 
stop. It conƟ nues to diff ract. The “over-self” of being ceases in a way of over-being itself by 
resonaƟ ng like the silence that leaves behind a symphony or the background resonance in the 
universe. It resonates in some range sƟ ll unknown, but latent. Another call or requirement of 
the enigma and mystery of Being? We are not aware that being, once revealed, is aff ected by 
the Dasein’s limit. This overlap is what precisely underliesas a whole theenƟ ty’s super-project, 
the a priori of departure. It is up to the desƟ ny of man as its part (Moira) to fi nd an answer–
the search for an existenƟ al “duty” for Rimbaud–in the limit of the circumscribing enƟ ty, or 
the own death of the man requested by Rilke (1998, 293) to God as something singular of 
each one: “O HERR, giebjedemseineneignenTod.” The quesƟ on is already here answer. There 
is no other. Why would nothing be imposed on the enƟ ty if the being absorbs and abducts 
the not-being in simultaneous unity of understanding and existence, prior to the principle of 
contradicƟ on or orienƟ ng it? The fi nitude of the enƟ ty comprises being such an enƟ ty in the 
immensity being of the Being that transcends it. Another assumpƟ on would be to renounce 
the a priori pre-predicaƟ ve of departure: the enƟ ty is only accessible “if its evidence is already 
enlightened and guided by an understanding of the enƟ ty’s being” (Heidegger 1976, 131). 
Death implies the bankruptcy of the experience as an absolute presupposiƟ on of all sensaƟ on 
and perceptual method. A request for principle regarding its mode of precedence and epis-
temological procedure. Experience is surprised that something quesƟ ons it and yet it tends 
tentacles in transcendence from its own emerging possibility. Who guarantees this emergen-
cy? Is iƟ tself guarantor of infi nity, division and synthesis, like the Greek ἄπειρον? Heidegger 
speaks in one of his poems–”Der Ring des Seyns”–of a memory far from experience, where the 
appropriated (Ereignis) splits itself (Heidegger 2007, 68). It is said in passing, that his poems 
are the heart of the thought developed in books and papers or thinking poeƟ zed as poetry of 
the poem of being: “Dichtung am Gedicht des Seyns”, he writes in another poem, “Der Frühe 
des Seyns,” (2007, 69).

The light glimpsed in the manifestaƟ on of the enƟ ty is hidden in some recess of the onƟ c 
environment, transcending the death of each moment abyssed in the diff erence of being. It 
resurfaces in the same word death when referring to the “sphere of relaƟ onship” or opening 
of the representaƟ on (Heidegger 1976, 184), and giving a twist to the thought of the German 
philosopher, with only the pole being rotaƟ ng immeasurable (Unmessbar) on itself with onƟ c 
priority in the empƟ ness of the enƟ ty. RotaƟ on or wandering bases the quesƟ on for nothing in 
life with no possible answer. Where there is nothing, it goes without saying anything. The man 
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is projected rather to be, to live and to die quesƟ oning, than to the silent and orphan speech-
lessness. One nothing, on the other hand, and interpreƟ ng “the being for death” (“das Sein 
zumTode”) of Heidegger (1986, 235-267), intersƟ ce, not even preamble, prelude or premo-
niƟ on arising from Being. Being happens being. A jump in the vacuum? According to Husserl 
(1984, 670), the being can only arise when “we are placed before the eyes, real or imagined, 
some being.” Heidegger conceals in the uncovering and the jump a revelaƟ on, or at least a 
subsƟ tute of its. It induces in man a thought “that has thought in advance the being” and only 
that makes it possible “to think as ἰδέα the presence of the present”, the “emerged in the light 
in the concealment.” It is revealed “coming out of itself, it is brought forward, that is, it produc-
es itself. It arises, to the extent that it is brought here or produced by man” (Heidegger 1977, 
370). In turn, “The relaƟ onship with the present that reigns in the very essence of presence is 
unique [...] It is a part of the uniqueness of one’s being” (Heidegger 1977, 366). And so should 
beits word, unique–Heidegger adds–, that is, singular, unequivocal. The other words would 
be granulaƟ ons of peduncles, its appendices. That relaƟ onship “remains unthinkable”, mired 
in oblivion (Heidegger 1977, 364), but leaves traces, signsthat dwell in language. They are the 
word. In the relaƟ on of presence to the present, the word “as this relaƟ on” comes to presence 
(Heidegger 1977, 365).

This ontological epiphrasis is, on the one hand, a metaphysical and theological subsƟ tute 
or Ersatz of divine creaƟ on and its inspiraƟ onal act in man; on the other, it remembers in sev-
eral aspects the scienƟ fi c background of atomic physics. Dasein conceives and understands for 
a moment the operaƟ onal relaƟ onship, in ThomisƟ c connotaƟ on, of beings with each other by 
virtue of the Being that subtends them ex nihilo. Although Heidegger dispenses with the intrin-
sic aƩ ribuƟ on analogy, the main analogued as an ontological diff erence persists in his thinking. 
And the ontological diff erence only shows its forgeƞ ulness, although we think its trace, but it 
does not remain “as that as”, as in the analogy. In this case, it would go through the mold of the 
enƟ ty and, on the other hand, the being withdraws with its essence. It is retractable.

Heidegger’s being never shows up. Peeks and hides. The homologated is diff racted and 
diff erenƟ ated, like the energy of the “being of the enƟ ty” (“Das Sein des seiendenist die 
ἐνέργεια”, says Heidegger (1977, 371) with Humboldt’s echo. It is the hidden god of knowl-
edge and negaƟ ve theology, at least from PloƟ nus and Nicholas of Cusa, but also the subatom-
ic background resonance.

PoeƟ c opening of thought
Thus, and in conclusion, Dasein’s life remains in a state of historical interrogaƟ on. Once 

the Dasein is coming into the energy fl ow of being or permanence of that which is being, its 
fi nitude is already History. Each enƟ ty reveals something of being and, man, by excellence. 
Its desƟ ny is to discover the manifestaƟ on of the truth of being and, in it, its own. Heideg-
ger (1977, 373) asks: “But what happens if the being uses in its essence the essence of man 
(Mensch)?” And he replies: “Then, thinking will have to speak poeƟ cally from the enigma of 
being. Thinking brings the dawn of thought to the proximity of what remains to be thought.” 
The connotaƟ on of this proximity with the poeƟ c form of Von Hartmann and its context is 
evident.
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Heidegger turns man into the original word of being. And this means that thought dia-
logues with its own dynamism and surroundings from the core of its foundaƟ on, which is the 
truth of being, its telling opening. “Thought tells the dictaƟ on of the truth of being” (Heide-
gger 1977, 328). On the other hand, “the thought of being is the original way of poetry.” And 
poetry is revealed, in turn, as the true saying of being and its grounding: “the poeƟ c essence of 
thought retains the rule of the truth of being” (Heidegger 1977, 329). Thus, the dawn of being 
that says and leaves the free giŌ  of itself that is also a measure and paƩ ern of dawn, is being 
the guide (das Walten) of its truth. This nascent glow is the open paƩ ern, therefore, of the 
freedom of the enƟ ty in its manifestaƟ on, ubiquitous and coeval of disclosure that announces 
and proclaims it.

Now, Heidegger speaks of the “leap of thought” (“Der Sprung des Denkens”) and his 
translaƟ on into word. The jump implies a version or transfer, a realizaƟ on or being done in 
the course of thinking as saying. And this is his poeƟ c scoop, prior to all poetry: “Das den-
kenist die Urdichtung, die allerPoesievoraufgeht” (1977, 328) ‘Thought is the original poetry 
that precedes all poeƟ cs.’ In thinking, then, there is a translaƟ onal poeƟ c process. It is that 
same thinking. The thought, a poem. The original word transduces the dialogue of thought 
beyond thought. It is that dialogue. It opensits horizon. Each word “speaks from the opening of 
whole being” (Heidegger 2001, 113). Such an opening is also his voice, says Daniel Sibony com-
menƟ ng on Psalm 29 and in line with the biblical echo that this author traces in Heidegger’s 
thought: “La voix de l’êtreestl’ouverture qui fait être la parole” (Sibony 2015, 265). Perhaps 
that is why Heidegger (1977, 328) also states that thinking is the original dictate: “Denkenist 
das ursprünlichedictare.” Being, truth and poetry form equaƟ on. They are fi nally equatorial 
concepts. Poetry induces and displays the truth of being or being in its truth. It clarifi es the 
knowledge operated in the transit of being towards the ground of its truth. Therefore, the 
jump of being translated into word must be understood rather as a leap of thought made 
word. And jump is also the phrase in German: Satz. The thought jumps displaying the energy 
of its dynamism as language.

The poeƟ c thought transpires the remaining and resonant halo of the being in the thought, 
that is,sucks in the luminous and fl ashing spring of the being or opening of “its iniƟ al essence.” 
And this happens only someƟ mes. It also predisposes us “towards mystery” and “on the way 
to error as such”, where “the quesƟ on about the being of the enƟ ty” arises (Heidegger 1976, 
198). Anotherenigma of the mystery. We recognize in some way the error and horror in which 
the errancy sinks us. Will death be the result of this wandering error? It delves into its enigma 
and mystery.

The poeƟ c dawn of thought traces the conclusion or scrapes, digs, pierces the intersƟ ces 
of the substanƟ al form of the enƟ ty, of the work, of life itself or is simply that original giving,the 
reign (Walten) of the being in the meditated intangibility of the original word (Heidegger 1998, 
170). There “the ground of the entanglement of the essence of truth with the truth of essence 
is discovered” (Heidegger, 1976, 198). These acƟ ons, acts, are the use or manipulaƟ on that 
the being makes of the enƟ ty, the sub-sumpƟ on of its enƟ ty. We would say rather: such use 
is the enƟ ty’sbecoming in its consƟ tuƟ on. BeƩ er yet: “what is present in the presentaƟ on of 
the present, that is, the relaƟ onship so obscurely expressed in the geniƟ ve” (Heidegger 1977, 
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337). And here we refer to the funcƟ onal and semanƟ c valuesfrom the LaƟ n preposiƟ on de 
(of).

The diff erenƟ ated value of the presence presenƟ ng itself muffl  ed in the enƟ Ɵ es includes 
the germinaƟ on is in turn diff racted in preposiƟ ons, adverbs, conjuncƟ ons, the environment 
and relaƟ onal context (the adverb Da of the Dasein or being-there), as also happens with 
the poeƟ c theory of Von Hartmann. The adverb Da is an opening and ferƟ le ground of being. 
Related to this adverb, the LaƟ n geniƟ ve case or Spanish preposiƟ on de, Greek ἐκ, German 
von(of) enters the germinal phenomenon of Ɵ me or makes essenƟ althe temporalizaƟ on of 
being. Heidegger highlights the geniƟ ve essence by introducing a deeper funcƟ on in it than 
the conjuncƟ ve, juxtaposed or inducƟ ve, if not abducƟ ve, of the phenomenological associa-
Ɵ on. The integraƟ on of being in the world is not its own inherent or truly intrinsic relaƟ onship 
of being in the enƟ ty, even if the experiences lived accumulate in the self (I) “inherently and 
intenƟ vely”, as Husserl says when analyzing the Erlebnisrefl exion (1976, 198). And this despite 
that dowry of the enƟ ty to be presented in the fi eld of being as “intrinsic indicaƟ on for the ad-
equacy” of the representaƟ ve intellect and the represented enƟ ty (Heidegger 1977, 191). The 
diff erence abyss. But to think or say the diff erence presupposes being immersed in its assump-
Ɵ on, the relaƟ onship involved being-enƟ ty. The word is that inherent: the poetry of thought. 
Heidegger (2001, 117) overlaps the common translaƟ on of the Greek verb ποιέω –to make– 
the fact of leƫ  ng go forward (Hervorgehenlassen). It is evident, however, that this output also 
becomes a language act. The presence of the enƟ ty compromises thought by implicaƟ ng it in 
the realm of being. The act of re-pre-siƫ  ng is no stranger to the enƟ ty that represents. There 
is an inherentness that overfl ows and transcends it. It is intrinsic. The quesƟ on reveals for itself 
an acƟ ve character (inständig) that concerns the one who asks as something proper of Dasein 
(Heidegger 1998, 167).

To the equaƟ ve phrase according to which the essence of the truth is the truth of the 
essence (“das Wesen der WahrheiƟ st die Wahrheit des Wesens”) (Heidegger 1976, 201), the 
geniƟ ve value of the grammaƟ cal case or preposiƟ on of must also be applied. The verbal form 
ispresids over and subtends the genesis of the essence,beingat all Ɵ mes its own truth, the true 
subjected in it. The subject of the equaƟ on proposiƟ on menƟ oned above, adds Heidegger 
(1976, 201), is “the truth of the essence” (SVF, 82). Then, thepreposiƟ onofacquiresverboid-
value.

Wild words

In the geniƟ ve equaƟ on of truth and essence, death is answered as the historical desƟ ny 
of Dasein. Finitude also happens as dying in the being (ἐόν) of being. The entrance into this 
enigma and mystery alters the words, concepts, works, with vibraƟ on and special resonance. 
The mystery of its presence disrupts its posiƟ on and value in the order of use. Words and 
thoughts become wild. We refer to the interpretaƟ on that Marc Richir makes of Husserl’s phe-
nomenal imaginaƟ on and the original dawn of Heidegger. The sound elaƟ on of breath explains 
the transpassibility–concept of Henri Maldiney glossed by Richir as a transcript of the associa-
Ɵ ve convecƟ on of elements and phenomena–both longitudinal and transversal of overlapping 
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associaƟ ons and levels. ElaƟ on adds to this, however, the volume of existence, its vibraƟ onal 
intensity. This volume is interpreted in phenomenological exegesis as empty, but it is resonant 
and expansive dimension. ReinterpretaƟ ve syntheses and dilaƟ ons resonate, when not glossy, 
of the imaginaƟ ve and architectural, structural levels of wild essences, language and langue, 
according to Richir (1992). The dysfuncƟ onal separaƟ on of language and langue through the 
sign considered as separaƟ on–écart–, but within a correlaƟ ve adaptaƟ on of asymmetric har-
mony, is an epistemological eff ect of poeƟ c and elasƟ c background resonance. The sound 
elaƟ on of language–silence included– maintains the fundamental resonance as a vibraƟ onal 
signifi er of what Richir (1992, 304) calls the “principle of idenƟ ty implosion” or the jump, from 
phenomenological signs to language signs. 

These diff erences are more propaedeuƟ c than essenƟ al. The internal separaƟ on of el-
ements, planes and components of the sign fi gures slots, fi lters, pores, vents of the sƟ ll un-
determined. The signs are also phenomena of the world that adhere and in which they are 
formed by establishing inherent and intrusive, pre-laƟ ve idenƟ ty and intususcepƟ on, which is 
remade permanently assimilaƟ ng, integraƟ ng the “wild” as a way of life’s world or Lebenswelt. 
ElaƟ on is irradiated by arƟ culaƟ ng knowledge, each enƟ ty with impulse–élan–proper to a dif-
ferenƟ ated encounter in the hidden or revealed presence of being thus discovered. This dis-
covery is the essenƟ al factor of hominizaƟ on. The glow of being, although fl eeƟ ng, precarious 
and fl ickering, shines on the nullifying denial of the sign (Richir1992, 310) interviewed in its 
internal diff erenƟ al according to the plurality of enƟ Ɵ es, without totalizing it. It is an integrat-
ed part of the HumboldƟ an, phenomenological and anthropological Weltansicht (world view).

The glow of the dawn of being reveals the authenƟ c background that consƟ tutes the 
words in the opening of thought. It is a unique revelaƟ on in every man. It asks for a unique 
answer in each one. The singularity belongs to it consƟ tuƟ vely. When dying, the authenƟ city 
of each enƟ ty conƟ nues in relaƟ on to the own of the other enƟ Ɵ es. However, this relaƟ onship 
is also lost in oblivion, according to Heidegger, if History does not protect or rescue it. Not 
so, however, if the being really transcends the enƟ Ɵ es once revealed, thenit would be the 
real foundaƟ on of history. That is why thinking is also “the poeƟ c talk of the truth of being in 
the historical dialogue of those who think” (Heidegger 1977, 372). This dialogue indicates the 
course of thinking through the onƟ c encounter of the being-in-the-world, where it is revealed, 
and the loophole of revelaƟ on is the mood(SƟ mmung), the disposiƟ ons of voice and the tone, 
the vibratory modulaƟ ons (Heidegger 1986, 162). TheinƟ midated as existenƟ alresonance. A 
wild forest

Therefore, each enƟ ty and word, also an onƟ c relaƟ onship, are historical beings. They 
contain life, essenƟ al existence. They treasure, they encircle truth. However, “the historical 
dialogue” thus exposed depends on the history of the Logos, its meaning, that is, the mean-
ing of History. All this presupposes, in turn, that there is and has, if not proper sense, but an 
orientaƟ on, vital tendency, a fi eld of   understanding. To that dialogue also belong the uneasi-
ness, anguish and fear of dying beyond the silence that surrounds it. If fi nitude exhausts the 
dialogue, man, world, sense, being and silence have disappeared, since this is only perceived 
in relaƟ on to some sound. We would develop only a tautology or live a conƟ nuous metamor-
phosis of energy transformaƟ on from the fi rst undulaƟ on and impercepƟ ble membrane of 
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energy. Energeia would be another name of the energy atomic principle, but meaningless to 
the human mind. An existenƟ al absurdity. The mysƟ fi caƟ on of cosmic silence and the auto-
genesis of energy presupposes a quantum of acƟ on, a perennial presence or deusabsconditus 
no maƩ er how much its name metamorphoses throughout history. It off ers, therefore has the 
substance and basis of an implicit comparison.

Once the being is revealed, it belongs to the desƟ ny (Moira) of Dasein to seek an answer 
to the precarious and conƟ ngent restlessness of its existence and of everything that surrounds 
it. We are, therefore, enƟ Ɵ es that invesƟ gate the foundaƟ on of their being. And this means 
being open even in the intersƟ ce of the LaƟ n preposiƟ on ex and the verbal noun *sistenƟ a 
(LaƟ n form sistens: seƫ  ng up), a present parƟ ciple. Past and present fused in life with fi ssion 
of space, Ɵ me, cause, maƩ er and according to a reference point (relaƟ on), semanƟ c values, all 
of them, of the LaƟ n preposiƟ on ex. The fusion of space and Ɵ me is fi ssion of the future in the 
expectaƟ on of Dasein. It opens gaps always unpublished.

Death condenses life. Life-death: blink fl icker of death opened in existence. The retro-pro-
jecƟ on of the poeƟ c form is superimposed on the linearity of language. It is the formaƟ ve 
form. In it, the word acquires new power and it vivifi es, as a poem, the death of the language 
itself, because the words of use live on the entropy that encircles them. But the poeƟ c vision 
of ontological death does not cover the factual and onƟ c of man. Does it rise and ascends, 
therefore, the being coming to word– the word Dasein–, as Heidegger proposes?

To resume this part, we would say, sƟ rring the poeƟ c background of the Heideggerian 
intuiƟ ons, that, if the quesƟ on for the essence of truth responds in its original scope to the 
human problem of non-truth (Heidegger 1977, 191), and if the essence of the truth “in itself” 
reigns beyond man, as Heidegger (1976, 187) seems to admit, but with another twist than that 
of metaphysics based on this, then death would sƟ ll depend, like a loophole, and paradoxically, 
of an ascent that dilates the place of existence. The poeƟ c eff ect of being conƟ nues to reso-
nate in the mysterious and enigmaƟ c rhythm of its unveiling. Once the rhythm of existence 
has been revealed, the fi nitude of the development may disappear. The energy that makes it 
possible and transcends persists. The mystery remains enigmaand vice versa.

OntopoeƟ ctranscendence

Death is the fall into the abyss of the segregated enƟ ty of being. This is how Sibony in-
terprets the Hebrew resonance of the word abyss in Heidegger. In Hebrew, “The abyss is not 
nothing, it is something more concrete, it is there (“c’estlà”) where one falls when one is re-
duced to oneself, when spliƫ  ng (“coupé”) of being” (Sibony 2015, 265). And Heidegger (1994, 
416) recognizes that, when the enƟ ty of the truth of being is torn apart, it falls into the abyss 
of indefi nite Ɵ me.

To the unfathomable strip of the veiled and unveiled belongs the temporal or reverse in-
defi niƟ on of the being in free decline as the other of itself, the autrementqu’êtreou au-delá de 
l’essence de Levinas (1986), another form of mysterious enigma. It would be an open dimen-
sion beyond the objecƟ ve conformaƟ on, of what was said, or of the “thinking thought,” which 
would also be, according to Gabriel Marcel (1940, 21; 1935, 43, 265), a separaƟ on, rather a cut 
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or disengagement of the being and the link of the “thinking thought,” in whose recollecƟ on 
and parƟ cipaƟ on the being surpasses itself mysteriously. 

For both Levinas and Marcel, the donaƟ on of being exceeds, with diff erent implicaƟ ons 
in each of them, the content of consciousness that registers it. The thought aff ected by the 
inconƟ nence of the intuited or of the content breaks the conceptual molds and discovers an 
immemorial signifi er that does not fi t in the themaƟ c signifi cance. It reveals the insuffi  ciency 
of the essence in the intrigue of the infi nite that it parades in an errancy of traces (traces) 
whose signifi cance is the conƟ nuous tension of another–autrui(Levinas 1986, 13, 16). It opens 
to an exteriority or outside–dehors –of his subjecƟ ve being–Hors subjet (Levinas 1987) also 
set to a height–hauteur–or dialecƟ cal rise of hope for Marcel (1933, 279, 292). We are already 
in the Enigma, outside the phenomenon (Levinas 1949, 209, 213, 216), and in the mystery, 
which undermines its own data, placing itself, without its own place, but beyond the ontolog-
ical problem (Marcel 1933, 267, 271). Now, the separaƟ on (écart) of the Good from the Being 
is for Levinas as for Heidegger the relaƟ on of the enƟ ty in the Being, unfathomable, abysmal, 
infi nite. However, Marcel (1933, 271, 274, 291) considers that the relaƟ  onship given in the 
encounter with the being–presence–includes the enƟ ty that experiences it as its own “inner 
principle,” on which it depends, and that it carries with it even dissociaƟ ng him of its own life. 
Marcel (1933, 292) refers to a relaƟ onship that is not of inherent, immanence or exteriority, 
but the creaƟ ve fi delity of being-with existenƟ al or “authenƟ c co-being” given in “a blind but 
eff ecƟ ve underlying intuiƟ on” and secretly magneƟ c.

We have referred to this subtly existenƟ al experience with the word fl avor. Both the co-be-
ing of Marcel and the co-birth of Paul Claudel (1967, 171, 173, 174), whose Art poeƟ quethe 
philosopher quotes, are tangencies or vibraƟ ons of being. For Claudel (1967, 140, 153), to be is 
to create and to know is to be, creaƟ on also, therefore. We would not, however, experience its 
creaƟ ve magneƟ sm outside the fi eld of vibraƟ on, that is, without an inherent, distant, close or 
inƟ mate relaƟ onship. “The essenƟ al creaƟ ve act is the emission of a wave”, whose expansive 
eff ect informs the area that determines between other simultaneous, previous or later vibra-
Ɵ ons, superimposed (Claudel 1967, 163: cf. 165). The existenƟ al being-with and being born-
with imply an in-esse or reality being of every enƟ ty. Therefore, the enƟ ty in its whole referred 
to by Heidegger is–the redundancy is valid–the being of the enƟ ty.

The onto-ontological cut of Heidegger (1986, 266) deepens the Da or There of Dasein as 
“ontological possibility of a ‘being able to be total’”, but without “the corresponding ‘being 
able to be’ based on the ‘same Dasein.’” In the light of this contrast we must to understand the 
depth of the Da of Dasein as an adverb that deepens the existence’sthere–it’s environment and 
root–in relaƟ on to death considered as existenƟ al reality. Heidegger(1986, 247) affi  rms in this 
sense that “the being-there ‘never ends.’” The fact of “ceasing to live” it is “empirically true”, 
but “does not decide the certainty of death” as it “is” (Heidegger 1986, 257). In the existenƟ al 
fi nitude of Dasein, then, there exists the irreferenƟ al, certain, but indeterminate, unsurpassed 
possibility of death (Heidegger 1986, 258-259). These qualifi ers are possible aƩ ributes of their 
reality. All this indicates as if the mere fact of considering this extreme reality of life wanted to 
deepen the existence and persisƟ n its provider character even if it were dying, because death 
aff ects life as existenƟ al or its mode of existence. This resistance and prolaƟ on comes from 
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the poeƟ c background of Dasein or rear-projecƟ on of the poeƟ c form of thought insƟ gated by 
inƟ midaƟ on. As such, the Being transcends the enƟ ty where it reveals itself beyond its fi nitude 
but starƟ ng from it. The scope of the Being remains open as a mysterious possibility of the 
impossibility of giving oneself totally, as announced by revealing itself. 

The possibility of death is sƟ ll, as existenƟ al, to be relaƟ vely to it as it presents itself-
precursoring. It patents and does not exhaust, at least, the relaƟ ve, rather relaƟ onal beingof 
enƟ ty. In this sense, the ontological persistence of being concerns the onƟ c background of 
the knowledge of the enƟ ty. The knowledge advances in the depth of the unknown insƟ gat-
ed by the various ways of presenƟ ng the reality to which it belongs, including that of death, 
perceived, glimpsed or factual. Between the onƟ c and the ontological dimension, the poeƟ c 
Logos is revealed as a common beat. Its transcendence already opens and belongs to the im-
plicit and dilated horizon of ontopoiesis.

The mood (SƟ mmung, GesƟ mmtheit) that characterizes existence makes one feel the ki-
nesis (κίνησις) of the dynamism (δύναμις) of Dasein noted in the impulse (Regung) and emo-
Ɵ on (Rührung) as energeia whose drive is potenƟ ally or eff ecƟ vely updated. There is an in-
Ɵ macy (Innigkeit) deeper than the aff ect objecƟ fi ed in acƟ ve synthesis. In the fondness, the 
origin of the being resonates with vibraƟ ons that transcend the internal space-Ɵ me as man 
experiences reality feeling and recognizing himself plunged into his background, which over-
fl ows and pierces him. Such feeling or state of encounter in the middle of the enƟ ty and on 
the rise founds the radiated basis of space and Ɵ me of its own in the movement and worldly 
orientaƟ on of the enƟ ty: moƟ on, modality, elaƟ on, metaphony, immanence, transcendence, 
etc. Finding oneself on the Da (There) of Dasein is the existenƟ al membrane of relevance or 
appropriaƟ on (Ereignis) of the menƟ onedcategories. This also results according to the telos 
(τέλος) or orientaƟ on (ἐντελέχεια) of the enƟ ty as itself (Selbst) in the world and each one’s 
own response to the call of being. Deployment is the essenƟ al moƟ on of being as dynamis, 
kinesis, energeia and entelechy (cf. González 2018) of Ereignis. This is how Heidegger summa-
rizes and resolves, in our opinion, the Platonic and Aristotelian tension of being, seeking an 
originaƟ ng synthesis from his impulse, synthesis in turn from Heraclitus and Parmenides. 

Ontopoiesis is then presented as an internal and inƟ midated germ, foundaƟ on and es-
sence of the truth of being. It is the becoming (Werden) prelaƟ ve and ante-predicaƟ ve of 
objecƟ vity: the latent or current presence of the present, its enƟ taƟ ve relaƟ onship. The un-
veiled presence of being funcƟ ons as a priori of the enƟ ty as Dasein. It is the essenƟ al Being 
(Seyn). That is why even the analogical concept of God, derived from an ontological aƩ ribuƟ ve 
relaƟ onship, internal or external, results in objecƟ fi ed reducƟ on of being. The idea and the es-
sence (οὐσία) on which it is based are already a delay (Heidegger 2007, 71). The origin remains 
abyss. It is revealed as a language in the midst (Zwischen) of ontological diff erence.

Imprint of light on the membrane of the enƟ ty. That is ontopoiesis. Heidegger’s interro-
gaƟ on about the essence of the enƟ ty and the germ of appropriaƟ on (Ereignis) fi nally looms 
over the shadow of the gods through the intersƟ ces opened in and by language as its calls that 
are internal cracks. SalvaƟ on of the abyss in the mountain and between the burning crackles 
and chinks of language, perhaps recalling of Abrahm’s vision before the Being or abysmal Ni-
etzsche’s supreme feat, between the humanizaƟ on and dehumanizaƟ on of language, its law 
orrule (grammar) and the struggle of world and earth (Heidegger 1994, 510).
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Origin creaƟ ve force

The decisiveissue is then the fi nal quesƟ on of why (Warung) of the Ereignis. Open ques-
Ɵ on that, if it does not think beyond the thought and the possible answer in advance, thinks 
short (Heidegger 1994, 349). Opening to the Being that disrupts, makes jump. The leap of light 
in the blackness of nothingness sƟ ll opaque? A light in which everything becomes intelligi-
ble, dominant (beherrschbar). Light more original than the “truth of the diff erence of being” 
(Heidegger 2007, 69). And if the essence of the truth is the luminous and at the same Ɵ me 
emboldened (lichtend-verbergend) concealment of being (1994, 348), and this same the one’s 
own (Ereignis), then–we conclude–man carries a candle inside, even if insecure, exposed to 
the winds of oblivion. This light is original jump (Ursprung). A kind of fi at lux?

Heidegger recalls, in short, the creaƟ ve force of the origin of the light, however dim may 
be its fl ickering, to turn it over, like Saint AugusƟ ne and Rilke, to the hope of a last god, or of 
a fi nal parousia, and direct it to his start. The last god is no end, says Heidegger as glossing 
the eschatology of the ChrisƟ an tradiƟ on, but that to which the primiƟ ve force and resonant 
vibraƟ on (das Insichinschwingen) tends to rise as the future.And this is also biblical origin. It 
is God–thisword takes a capital leƩ er, but we do not know if the word GoƩ , capitalized like all 
German nouns, refers to the biblical God– who expects the ground of the truth of being and 
of man in Dasein, and not backwards (Heidegger 1994, 416). In the beginning was the Verb, 
we read in the St. John Gospel (1, 1). And Heidegger (1994, 500) states that the essence of 
language is determined in the naming of its origin (Ursprung), and the original language is the 
language of poetry (Heidegger 1998, 170). The connotaƟ on is evident, although the ecphrase 
removes, perhaps for that reason, the historical background of the Philosophy.

 The strength of the unveiled origin removes quesƟ ons about the immanent transcen-
dence of the gods highlighƟ ng the pronominal value of preposiƟ ons and adverbs when as-
sembling lexical roots of nouns and verbs. The answers are not defi niƟ ve. They promote even 
more unknowns. The being is for Heidegger emerging producƟ on that, manifested, reveals an 
already inevitable demand and existenƟ al commitment, as its own desƟ ny. And the unveiled 
emergency, at the same Ɵ me creaƟ ve by what it reveals, moves the being to a meeƟ ng of itself 
in advance, always surpassing itself in the meanƟ me ascending and higher – “alsgleichwohl-
Höheren” – (Heidegger 1994, 508). It is also necessary producƟ on (Not-schaŌ ) of a god inter-
viewed almost as intermiƩ ency and unfathomable foundaƟ on of the abyss (Heidegger 1994, 
508). Its upward thrust recalls the divine forces of the classical Greek and Hindu world. The last 
word is, as in a theological cosmology, the vibraƟ on resonaƟ ng in silence, the internal listening 
exposed to the opening of the being in the intersƟ ce or between (Zwischen) of a latent back-
ground gravitaƟ on. And this prolaƟ on also exists in the biblical scripture when speaking of Be-
ing through Dasein, as Sibony recalls (2015, 26-28). The tradiƟ onal concept of Summum ens is 
now chasm of Being in the dialogue between God and Man. In this between-two (entre-deux) 
is the law, the previous giŌ , the paƩ ern, guide, the existenƟ al commitment to understand and 
say – poetry – what is being and how it is.

In the essenƟ al quesƟ on Heidegger synthesizes the ontological, anthropological, theolog-
ical and poeƟ c core of the thought and desƟ ny of Man. The forgeƞ ulness of the nucleus is the 
Nothing, the death of the Self. The poeƟ c thought responds essenƟ ally to the background of 
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this quesƟ on. It is the true topology or reason of Being: “Aber das denkendeDichtenist in der 
Wahrheit / die Topologie des Seyns.// Sie sagtdiesem die OrtschaŌ  seines Wesens” (Heideg-
ger 1983, 84). It, the topologie, tells him–the Being–the place of his essence. That place is the 
Poem. Not anyone, of course. One who vibrates existence or is the resonated Being: the latent 
actuality that is always being. The being is revealed in the foundaƟ on being of existence.

The Logos is then glimpsed as a word of thought that reasons it and is opened by it.
We refer to the act of permanent reality revealed in man as dense and acute intuiƟ on of 

a background that exceeds and integrates it as a vibraƟ on of a mulƟ ple resonance. The ele-
ments of reality claim and correlate each other in accordance with the creaƟ ve consciousness 
of man. They even impose their claim on us, notes Levinas (1948, 774) commenƟ ng on the 
aff ecƟ on of the poeƟ c order of rhythm, stronger than an “internal law”, an indicaƟ on that goes 
beyond, and in parallel, the imperaƟ ve saying of the donaƟ on or paƩ ern original, which would 
sƟ ll be, for Heidegger, the desƟ naƟ on part (Moira) that corresponds to each enƟ ty, especially 
Dasein. This rhythm responds to an ontopoeƟ c intuiƟ on. It exceeds the commitment of exis-
tence by empowering it beyond the ontological correlaƟ on by the fact that man is a vibraƟ ng 
string of reality resonaƟ ng in himself with himself. The vibraƟ on confi rms the existence of 
oneself and others, thinks Claudel (1967, 163, 165), who also defi nes knowledge as the vib-
raƟ onal and rhythmic relaƟ onship of things with each other. The ontopoeƟ c intuiƟ on never 
saturates the abyss of diff erence but guesses and predicts the rhythmic vortex that bases it, 
drives and transcends. And so also death. Dying is the maximum experience of the individual, 
his confi rmaƟ on, for nothing, not anyone–or nothing itself–can replace ones own death nor 
live it as it is. Iis presence confi rms the inalienable forƟ tude of life. Death and life are intervals 
of existence exceeding itself as a reality that is always new. Such an interval goes beyond the 
established present. It powers the rhythmic signifi er by opening the meanings and possible 
sense of existence to the sƟ ll unknown: something strangely internal, exoƟ c, however, inher-
ent. The being is always. What exists, can never cease to be, writes Claudel in his Art PoéƟ que 
(1967, 139). That’s why there is Poem.

In conclusion

The man intuits and discovers in his inƟ mate existence a presence–hopeful or fearful, 
tragic–that overwhelms him without specifi c determinaƟ on, but that overfl ows every interval 
of his moment assuming any concrete posiƟ on in a fl aƩ ened and runaway opening, including 
the tragic gesture of the Death, its fading. It is the ontopoeƟ c transcendence. The overfl ow of 
the concreƟ ons, meanings, concepts, categories, is refl ected by the exoƟ c, wild names, magic, 
mystery, the ontological rise of Heidegger, the “ascending dialecƟ c of hope” that springs up 
in Marcel’s self-conscious recollecƟ on (1933, 279). It is also the atomic fusion and the gravita-
Ɵ onal plasma of the signifi cant energy by diluƟ ng the meanings in the metaphor, as Ortega y 
Gasset(2006, 674, 675) explains and defi nes it: “the mental atomic bomb” (2009, 839). That 
feeling-growing overfl owing with itself acƟ ng, working, refl ecƟ ng, being, it has been expe-
rienced by other thinkers, poets, philosophers, scienƟ sts, as internal growth (Wachstum) of 
existence. There are even unique cultures, such as the Torajan one, of the Island of Celebes 
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(Sulawesi), that celebrate ferƟ lity rites walking their dead with those who live, for months and 
even years. Magical is, mysteriously, being himself, for its concept, reality? Resists the exhaus-
Ɵ ve analysis of experience (Marcel 1933, 262). Being is involved in all that which intends it. It 
is its own a priori. In the latent mystery of exoƟ c words, the energeƟ c signifi cance or rhythm 
of existence reverberates. The enƟ ty one day entered, inscribed–birth–in the world, leaves 
itself–dies–meaning the being that inhabits and transcends it.

This transcendence is the opening of the word. And so the Logos discovers its poeƟ c tran-
scendence. It is the supreme opening of being in the world.
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antonio dominges rei antonio dominges rei 

samyaroSi yofnis poeturi Riaoba

avtori ganixilavs haidegeris ontologiaSi arsebul sxvadasxvaobas yofi-

erebasa da mis mTlianobas Soris. misi naSromi eZRvneba logosis poetur suls, 

transcendentis saxiT rom vlindeba da avsebs ganxeTqilebis ufskruls, ar-

sebuls rom ganasxvavebs misi erTiani arsisgan. munyofierebis sasrulobis am 

idumalebas, misi bedis borblis ganuwyvetel trials exmaureba ontopoeziis 

sinTezi.

avtori fiqrobs, rom logosi poeturic SeiZleba iyos. igi aanalizebs ro-

gorc Semecnebis winamecnierul wanamZRvrebs, aseve Semoqmedebis prelingvis-

tur sawyisebs. erTi mxriv, exeba yofierebis, WeSmaritebis sicxadisa da eno-

brivi gansaxierebis fenomenebs haidegerTan, meore mxriv ki, sakuTriv ikvlevs 
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am fenomenTa gamTlianebis esTetikur safuZvlebs da cxadhyofs im fenome-

nologiur ganwyobas, poetur Semoqmedebas rom axlavs. 

mkvlevari ganasxvavebs Tavis filosofiur pozicias Heduard hartmanis, 

mark riCiris, Ggabriel marselis, emanuil levinasis da paul klaudelis kon-

cefciebisgan. igi gvesaubreba `Sinagani afeTqebis identurobis~ Sesaxeb, yo-

fierebis gadametebul siWarbeSi rom xdeba. am SemTxvevaSi sityvis poetur 

sazriss aqvs gansakuTrebuli funqcia, rogorc arsebulis bunebriv sawyisSi, 

aseve mis egzistencialur vibraciasa da majiscemaSi. sityvis es fenomeni ary-

ofnis ufskrulsac wvdeba da sikvdilis gamowvevas cxadhyofs, magram swored 

sicocxlis ZaliT da Semoqmedebis gziT xdeba misi ganTavseba poeturi tran-

scendentis ritmul intervalSi – samyaros qmnadobisa da misi maradCauqrobe-

li sicocxlis usasrulo perspeqtivaSi. 
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POSTͳLIBERAL FUTURE OF POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY
 

irakli baTiirakli baTiaSviliaSvili

dante aligieris `monarqia~

Cveni ganxilvis sagania dante aligieris (1265-1321 ww.) politikuri 

mso flmxedveloba. Tavis droze CemTvisac aRmoCena iyo, rom Turme dan-

te aligiers hqonda seriozuli memkvidreoba politikis filosofiis 

sfe roSi. es iyo aRmoCena CemTvisac da bevri sxva kompetenturi adamian-

isTvisac. yvela vicnobT mas, rogorc did mwerals, kerZod, `RvTaebrivi 

komediis~ avtors, magram, amavdroulad, igi xom aqtiurad iyo Cabmuli 

Tavisi epoqis (XIII-XIV ss.) politikur procesebSic. man dawera Zalze 

mniSvnelovani naSromi (traqtati) `monarqia~, romelic 1329 wels romis 

kaTolikurma eklesiam dagmo, xolo 1554 wels Seitana akrZalul wignTa 

siaSi. maSasadame, kaTolikuri eklesiisTvis dantes politikur-filo-

sofiuri azrovneba principulad miuRebeli aRmoCnda. 

winaswar aRvniSnav Semdegs: ganvixilavT ra dantes aRniSnul naSroms, 

sadac asaxulia gviandeli Suasaukuneobrivi politikur-filosofiuri 

azrovneba, kargad davinaxavT am ukanasknelis arsebiT gansxvavebas an-

tikuri politikur-filosofiuri azrovnebisgan da Semdgomi periodis 

(kerZod, aRorZinebis da axali drois) azrovnebisganac. Tumca, meore 

mxriv yovelTvis muSaobs memkvidreobiTobis principi azrovnebis is-

toriaSi da vnaxavT, rom am traqtatSic dante yovelTvis apelirebas 

akeTebs aristoteleze (kerZod, `nikomaqes eTikaze~), Tumca igi, rogorc 

gviandeli Sua saukuneobrivi moazrovne ukve ZiriTadad eyrdnoba wmin-

da werilebs da qristianul msoflmxedvelobas. Aamitomac misi politi-

kur-filosofiuri azrovnebis intencia mainc kardinalurad gansxvavde-

ba antikurisagan. ZiriTadi sakiTxi antikuri politikur-filosofiuri 

azrovnebisa xom mdgomareobs saukeTeso da samarTliani saxelmwifoe-

brivi wyobis ganmartebaSi. maSasadame, antikuri politikuri msoflmxed-

veloba gamsWvalulia eTikuri intenciiT da Tanac Tavisufalia reli-

giur avtoritetze damokidebulebisagan: leo Strausis mixedviT, poli-

tika am prizmaSi gagebulia, rogorc polisuri cxovrebis brZnuli da qve-

li mowyobis xelovneba – asea platonTanac da aristotelesTanac. xolo 

dantes mTeli azrovneba, rogorc gviandeli Suasaukuneobrivi fenome-

ni, gamsWvalulia religiuri intenciiT. Tavisi moZRvrebis dasabuTebis 

mTavar dasayrdens is xedavs bibliaSi anu qristianuli religiis prin-

cipebSi. Tavis argumentaciaSi is mudmiv apelirebas akeTebs bibliaze, 

mis sxvadasxva fragmentze. dantesTvis (da saerTod, Suasaukuneobrivi 

azrovnebisTvis) monarqiis instituti, upirvelesad, gamarTlebulia 
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re  ligiuri principebidan gamomdinare: sazogadoebac iseve unda iyos 

mowyobili erTpirovnuli uzenaesi mmarTvelobis modelze, rogorc mo-

w yobilia samyaro bibliis Tanaxmad! marTalia, am traqtatSi dantes amo-

canacaa gamoikvlios sakiTxi imis Taobaze, Tu ra aris saukeTeso saxel-

mwifoebrivi wyobileba, magram mTeli misi msjeloba mizanmimarTulad 

emsaxureba imas, rom gaamarTlos monarqiis instituti da aCvenos, rom 

swored igia saukeTeso da samarTliani politikuri sistema. ai, swored 

amaSi devs Suasaukuneobrivi politikuri msoflmxedvelobis erT-erTi 

specifika: igi warmoadgens monarqiis institutis Tavisebur apologias 

da, am mxriv, iZens ideologiur funqcias. dante cdilobs, gviCvenos, 

rom monarqis arseboba aris erTaderTi sawindari imisa, rom qveyanaSi 

iyos mSvidoba, samarTlianoba, Tavisufleba da, rac mTavaria, monarqia 

esabameba RvTaebriv paradigmas. 

dantes am naSromis amocanaa, ganixilos, Tu ra aris monarqia da 

raSi mdgomareobs misi arsi da mizani. dante aigivebs monarqiis da mso-

f lio imperiis cnebebs, vinaidan Tvlis, rom WeSmariti monarqia unda 

iyos globaluri anu moicavdes mTel kacobriobas. mogexsenebaT, rom 

im periodSi arsebobda wminda romis imperia da sxvadasxva epoqaSi mid-

ioda gauTavebeli brZola ZalauflebisaTvis papsa da imperators So-

ris. xolo wminda romis imperias pretenzia hqonda msoflio imperiis 

statusze. maSasadame, rodesac dante aligieri gvelaparakeba monarqiis 

Sesaxeb, igi, faqtobrivad, gulisxmobs msoflio masStabis pretenziis 

mqone wminda romis imperias. dante xazs usvams, rom es (e.i. monarqia-

impe ria) aris Zalauflebis forma (anu mmarTvelobis forma), romelic 

yvelaferze maRla dgas. dRes ki Cven migvaCnia, rom yvelaferze maRla 

dgas demokratia, xolo platons ki aseTad miaCnda aristokratia. rac 

Seexeba dantes am Sexedulebas, esaa nimuSi, saerTod, Suasaukuneobrivi 

evropuli (da ara mxolod evropuli) damokidebulebisa mmarTvelobis 

formisadmi. am nawarmoebSi igi miznad isaxavs, rom monarqiis ideisadmi 

kritikulad ganwyobil adamians daumtkicos sami ram: a) uzrunvelyofs 

Tu ara (da yvelaze ukeT) swored monarqia xalxis keTildReobas; b) ratom 

aqvs romael xalxs ufleba, rom isini iyvnen msoflio imperiis matare-

belni: am sakiTxs naklebad SevexebiT. magram vityviT, rom aRniSnuli 

Tezisi niSnavs Semdegs: swored, roms SeiZleba hqondes pretenzia msof-

lio imperiis statusze. wminda romis imperiis ideologia gulisxmobda, 

rom man Seanacvla israeli, e.i. qveyana, romlis xalxmac Tavis droze 

aRTqma dado ufalTan, ris gamoc isini iTvlebodnen RvTis rCeul erad, 

magram macxovris jvarcmis Semdgom qristianobam, rogorc axalma re-

ligiam, TandaTanobiT msoflio masStabebi miiRo, gascda ra israelis 

farglebs (rac upirvelesad, pavle mociqulis damsaxurebaa!) da, Sesabam-

isad, bibliurma msoflio centrmac israelidan gadainacvla da masze 

ukve pretenzias acxadebda romi. aqedan gamomdinare, Sua saukuneebSi 
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dRis wesrigSi idga aqtualuri sakiTxi, aqvT Tu ara romaelebs ufleba, 

iyvnen iseTive rCeulni, rogoradac Tavis droze bibliurad ebraeli 

eri iyo gamocxadebuli da, Sesabamisad, aqvT Tu ara ufleba, iyvnen 

msoflio imperiis matarebelni (aqve minda aRvniSno, rom msoflio impe-

riis statusze pretenzia hqonda, rogorc wminda romis imperias, aseve 

bizantiis imperias, vinaidan realurad orive antikuri romis imperiis 

memkvidreebi iyvnen da misi gayofis Sedegs warmoadgendnen. magram 1453 

wels daeca konstantinopoli da amitom am pretenziis mqoned dar-

Ca mxolod dasavleTis, e.i. wminda romis imperia. Tumca aq Tavi iCina 

axalma istoriulma realobam, kerZod, moskovis samTavrom da Semdgom 

ukve ruseTis samefom, romelmac sakuTar simbolod aiRo orTaviani 

arwivi da maSasadame, Tavi gamoacxada bizantiis imperiis memkvidred, 

sabolood ki, romis memkvidred: `ori romi daeca, mesame moskovi dgas, 

meoTxe aRar iqneba!~ _ aseTi gaxda am axlad formirebuli imperiis slo-

gani); g) da mesame, yvelaze ufro mniSvnelovani sakiTxi, vinaidan aqaa 

mTeli qvakuTxedi Suasaukunebrivi azrovnebis: kerZod, visgan iRebs Za-

lauflebas monarqi? Cven viciT, rom saqarTvelos mefeebi (bagratione-

bi) oficialurad gamocxadebulni iyvnen, rogorc RvTiT kurTxeulni. 

magram aRniSnuli epoqis italiaSi saxeze iyo mwvave disputi da azrTa 

sxvadasxvaoba imperatoris (monarqi) Zalauflebis wyarosTan dakavSire-

biT; saxeldobr, sakiTxi idga ase _ saidan modis imperatoris Zalaufle-

ba; RmerTisgan Tu romis papisgan? Sesabamisad, aq igulisxmeboda aseve 

sakiTxi eklesiasa da saero xelisuflebas Soris mimarTebisa.

dante Tavis msjelobebs iwyebs Semdegi debulebiT: RmerTma ise Se-

qmna adamiani da adamianuri modgma, rom yvelaferi eqvemdebareba raRac 

RvTaebriv mizans anu Canafiqrs. calkeuli adamiani cxovrobs raRac 

miznisTvis; adamianTa gaerTianeba ojaxis saxiT cxovrobs raRac ufro 

maRali donis miznisTvis; kidev ufro didi gaerTianeba, vTqvaT, qalaqi, 

kidev ufro maRali donis miznisTvis; xolo rac Seexeba monarqias da 

e.i. msoflio imperias, is arsebobs kacobriobis saboloo miznisTvis. 

xedavT, rogor radikalurad gansxvavdeba es Suasaukunoebrivi azrovne-

ba `axali drois~ politikuri cnobierebisgan, romelmac refleqturad 

Tavi iCina Tomas hobsis, jon lokis da sxvaTa moZRvrebebSi. am moaz-

rovneTa Tanaxmad, saxelmwifo aris Sedegi adamianTa SeTanxmebisa, rac 

nakarnaxevia saerTo safrTxeebis daZleviTa da TviTSenarCunebiT da, 

Sesabamisad, saxelmwifo, swored, am mTavar mizans emsaxureba. dantesTan 

ki, saxelmwifos genezisi da funqcionirebac religiuradaa ganpirobebu-

li, kerZod, arsebobs raRac RvTaebrivi Canafiqri, mizani da swored, mas 

emsaxureba msoflio imperiis Seqmnac, arsebobac da funqcionirebac.

upirvelesad, dante arkvevs, Tu ra aris es saboloo mizani kaco-

briobisa? misi analizi midis im daskvnamde, rom saboloo mizani mdgo-

mareobs adamianuri modgmis inteleqtualuri da sulieri potencial-
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is realizaciaSi. istoriis manZilze kacobriobam unda SeZlos Tavisi 

Sinagani potencialis aqtualizacia da realizacia, rasac aqvs Tavisi, 

rogorc Teoriuli, aseve praqtikuli daniSnuleba. maSasadame, adamiani, 

erTi mxriv, afarToebs Tavis codnas, srulyofs Tavis sulier unarebs 

da, meore mxriv, amis safuZvelze, praqtikulad, awesrigebs da moawyobs 

Tavis cxovrebas.

dante svams kiTxvas: ra pirobebia aucilebeli am saboloo miznis 

re alizaciisaTvis? igi, upirveles yovlisa, akeTebs aqcents mSvidobaze 

da ambobs, rom mSvidobis gareSe adamiani ver SeZlebs Tavisi Zalebis da 

unarebis ganviTarebas. mas mohyavs magaliTi bibliidan, saxeldobr, ro-

desac Cveni mxsneli (macxovari) mimarTavs mociqulebs, xalxs sityvebiT: 

mSvidoba Tqven! 

dantes amocanaa, aCvenos, rom mSvidoba aris aucilebeli piroba ada-

mianis TviTrealizaciisTvis da Semdgom ki daasabuTos, rom mSvidobis 

uzrunvelyofa SeuZlia mxolod monarqias. iq, sadac ar aris monarqia, 

ver iqneba uzrunvelyofili mSvidoba! maSasadame, unda arsebobdes erT-

pirovnuli mmarTveli, raTa man SeZlos Tanxmobisa da mSvidobis atmos-

feros damyareba. mas mohyavs magaliTi ojaxTan dakavSirebiT: kerZod, 

Tu ojaxs ar hyavs erTi ufrosi, iq mSvidoba da Tanxmoba ver dasadgur-

debao. igive iTqmis adamianTa ufro farTo gaerTianebazec: raRac dasax-

lebasac (vTqvaT, sofels, Tems) unda hyavdes Tavisi ufrosi, Tavkaci, 

raTa ukeT iyos uzrunvelyofili wesrigi da mSvidoba. da bolos, cxa-

dia, rodesac vlaparakobT kacobriobaze da imperiaze, mocemul SemTx-

vevaSi, mSvidobis garanti SeiZleba iyos mxolod erTpirovnuli mmarTve-

li, anu monarqi. saerTod, msurs, yuradReba gavamaxvilo im paradigmaze, 

romelic gamsWvalavs rogorc Suasaukuneobriv, aseve antikur azrovne-

bas, kerZod, esaa erTianobis primatis principi: anu erTianoba da erTi-

sadmi simravlis daqvemdebareba pirvelxarisxovania, prioritetulia da 

faseulobaTa ierarqiaSi aRmatebuli, xolo TavisTavad simravle ki _ 

ara. dRes Cven sxvanairad vazrovnebT, vinaidan pluralistebi varT da 

migvaCnia, rom simravles, diferenciacias da calkeul individualobas 

aranaklebi Rirebuleba aqvs (Tu meti ara), vidre erTianobas. Sesabam-

isad, erTianobis paradigmaze dafuZnebuli azrovneba logikurad mid-

is erTpirovnuli mmarTvelobis ideamde, vinaidan swored erTianobaSia 

sikeTe, Tanxmoba da yovelive kargi.

dante wers, rom erTianobis principze (anu piramidis principze) unda 

iyos agebuli ara mxolod mTeli imperia, aramed yvela misi Semadge neli 

nawilic, anu calkeuli samefoebic (samTavroebi). Tumca igi aqve aRniS-

navs, rom es ar gamoricxavs calkeuli samTavroebis da sxva Semadgeneli 

nawilebis avtonomias. piriqiT, monarqiis danteseuli gageba aris sakma-

od moqnili. mas miaCnia, rom monarqi (imperatori) ar unda ereodes misi 

calkeuli samflobeloebis yvela sakiTxSi: imperatori unda iyos mx-
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olod umaRlesi msajuli, arbitri. monarqi umaRlesi kanonmdebelia, ma-

gram imperiis calkeul Semadgenel nawilebsac, vTqvaT, municipalitets 

aqvs Tavisi kanonebis gamocemis ufleba da es yvelaferi erTmaneTTan 

ierarqiul TanxmobaSi unda iyos.

modiT, yuradReba mivaqcioT Tavad dantes politikuri azrovnebis 

stils da kerZod, imas, Tu raoden dominirebs masSi religiuri aspeqti. 

saxeldobr, mTavar argumentad monarqiis sasargeblod mas mainc mohyavs 

Semdegi logikuri sqema: yovelive is, rasac qmnian adamianebi TavianT 

sazogadoebriv cxovrebaSi anu, rac maTi socialuri kooperaciisa da 

aq tivobis produqtia, imdenad aris kargi da srulyofili, ramdenadac 

analogiuria samyaros RvTaebrivi mowyobisa da gangebulebis. biblia ki 

gvaswavlis, rom mravalferovani samyaro erTi RmerTis mier aris Seqm-

nili da, Sesabamisad, am erTian sawyiss eqvemdebareba.

analogiurad adamianTa socialur-politikuri cxovrebis organize-

bac am principis mixedviT unda moxdes, saxeldobr, erTpirovnuli uze-

naesi mmarTvelobis anu monarqiis safuZvelze. ai, xom xedavT dant-

esTvis yvelaze Zlier arguments politikuri sistemis avkargianobis 

dasabuTebisTvis warmoadgens religiur dogmebze da principebze da-

fuZnebuli argumenti. es aris Suasaukuneobrivi azrovnebis magaliTi! 

(Tumca xazs vusvam, rom dante ukve Sua saukuneebis daiss ganekuTvneba).

amasTan, didi italieli moRvawe cdilobs, dagvisabuTos, rom 

monarqiis arseboba gamarTlebulia marTlmsajulebis kuTxiTac. saxel-

dobr, rodesac saqme exeba imperias, sadac yovelTvis saxezea Sida kon-

fliqtebi, uTanxmoebebi, winaaRmdegobebi, rogorc moqalaqeTa Soris, 

aseve imperiis sxvadasxva Semadgenel nawilebs Soris (vTqvaT, samTav-

roebs Soris), unda arsebobdes erTi umaRlesi msajuli. aseTi subieqti 

ki aris monarqi.

dante aRniSnavs, rom monarqia yvelaze ukeT uzrunvelyofs samar-

Tlianobasac. ratom? imitom, rom yvelaze metad is mmarTvelia samar-

Tliani, romelic maqsimalurad Tavisufalia angarebisa da sixarbisgan, 

raTa ar iyos tendenciuri anu usamarTlo. swored aseTia monarqi anu 

imperatori, radgan mas araviTari safuZveli gaaCnia sixarbis, Surisa 

da angarebisTvis: imperators xom araferi aklia! amitom misi ganaCeni 

Tu nebismieri gadawyvetileba iqneba maqsimalurad obieqturi da samar-

Tliani.

dante ambobs, rom adamianuri modgma saukeTeso mdgomareobaSia ma-

Sin, rodesac igi Tavisufalia. ai, xedavT Tavisuflebis da mSvidobis 

rogor did ruporad gvevlineba dante! magram swored monarqis Zalau-

flebis qveS myofni arian yvelaze ufro Tavisufalni. ratom? imitom, 

rom adamianebi, romlebic monarqis qveSevrdomebi arian, cxovroben ara 

sxvisTvis, aramed Tavis TavisTvis. adamianis Tavisufleba ki niSnavs, rom 

igi unda cxovrobdes Tavisi arCevanis, Tavisi miznebis Sesabamisad anu 
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unda iyos Tavis Tavis ufali. monarqs ara aqvs egoisturi interesebi, 

vinaidan misi interesia xalxis da qveynis samsaxuri; mas ara aqvs safuZ-

veli angarebisTvis, momxveWelobisTvis da, Sesabamisad, misi qveSevr-

domebi ar arian iZulebulni, emsaxuron sxvis interesebs; piriqiT, maT 

SeuZliaT icxovron Tavis TavisTvis da Tavisi arCevanisa da miznebis 

mixedviT. zemoT TqmulTan dakavSirebiT dante ayalibebs uaRresad mniS-

vnelovan da sadReisodac aqtualur debulebas: monarqi, konsulebi, 

mTavrebi arseboben xalxisTvis da ara piriqiT. Tavad monarqi ki unda 

CaiTvalos yvelas mosamsaxured. 

kvlav xazs vusvamT, rom dantes politikuri azrovneba da saerTod 

evropuli Suasaukuneobrivi azrovneba efuZneba paradigmas, romelic 

gveubneba: is, rac gamomdinareobs erTidan, ukeTesia imaze, rac gamom-

dinareobs simravlidan. esaa samyaros gaazrebis Taviseburi vertikaluri 

anu piramiduli modeli. Sesabamisad, am azrovnebisTvis saxelmwifoc 

unda aigos am modelis Sesabamisad. 

dante miuTiTebs im viTarebaze, roca keTildReoba saxelmwifoSi 

damokidebulia individualur nebaTa Soris Tanxmobaze anu konsensusze. 

es debuleba aseve sakmaod aqtualuria sadReisod. cxadia, yvela indi-

vids sakuTari individualuri neba aqvs, xolo saerTo Tanxmobis miR-

weva ki metad rTuli procesia da es SesaZlebelia, dantes Tanaxmad, 

mxolod erTi uzenaesi nebis (anu monarqis nebis) arsebobis pirobebSi; 

sxva SemTxvevaSi ki miviRebT anarqias.

rogorc vxedavT, dantes politikur msoflmxedvelobaSi dRevandeli 

gadasaxedidan Cveni demokratiuli cnobierebisaTvis bevri ram aris mi-

uRebeli, magram garkveulwilad kvlavac mniSvnelovania da aqtualuri.

dante svams bolo umniSvnelovanes sakiTxs imis Taobaze, Tu saidan 

iRebs saTaves monarqis Zalaufleba: RmerTisgan Tu romis papisgan. mas 

jer mohyavs is fsevdoargumentebi, riTic mavanT surT, daasabuTon, rom 

monarqis Zalaufleba modis romis papisgan (e.i. eklesiisgan) da ara 

RvTi sgan; aqedan gamomdinare, ar SeiZleba, rom saero xelisufleba da 

sasuliero xelisufleba iyvnen Tanasworni. ZiriTadad es argumentebi 

eyrdnoba bibliis araswor interpretacias, rasac gviCvenebs dante. ai, 

magaliTad, erT-erTi `argumentis~ mixedviT, moyvanilia bibliis is adg-

ili, sadac naTqvamia, rom meoTxe dRes RmerTma Seqmna mze, mTvare da 

mnaTobebi: mze ki Seqmna, rogorc aRmatebuli mTvareze da es ukanaskne-

li brwyinvalebas iRebda mzisgan. am `argumentis~ mixedviT, bibliis es 

fragmenti alegoriulia: mzeSi igulisxmeba eklesia, xolo mTvareSi _ 

saero xelisufleba, da aqedan gamomdinare, bibliis es adgili alego-

riulad gulisxmobs, rom eklesia genezisuradac da mniSvnelobiTac 

aRmatebulia saero xelisuflebaze; ufro metic, rom es ukanaskneli 

Tavis Zalauflebas (sinaTles, brwyinvalebas) iRebs eklesiisgan. dante 

gviCvenebs, rom bibliis aseTi interpretacia absurdia; sinamdvileSi 
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ki, am fragmentSi igulisxmeba mxolod is, rac pirdapiraa miTiTebuli. 

amasTan erTad, saero xelisuflebac da eklesiac aris adamianuri yofi-

erebis aqcidenciebi (modusebi). isini Seiqmnen mxolod mas Semdgom, rac 

RmerTma Seqmna adamiani. Sesabamisad, bibliaSi maTze laparaki adamianis 

Seqmnamde yovlad SeuZlebelia. 

aseve, sxva fsevdoargumentis mixedviT, saxezea Semdegnairi inter-

pretacia; saxeldobr, saqme exeba iakobis istorias. mogexsenebaT, rom 

iakobis Svilebs Soris aRmatebulni iyvnen levi (ufrosi Ze) da iuda. 

levidan wamovida STamomavloba (levitelni), romlebmac xelSi aiRes 

samRvdelo xelisufleba, xolo iudas STamomavloba (iudevelni) aRmoCn-

da mTeli saero xelisuflebis mflobeli (am Stos ganekuTvneboda mefe 

daviTic). am fsevdoargumentis mixedviT, bibliis es adgilic niSnavs, 

rom samRvdelo xelisufleba upiratesia da uwinaresia saero xelisu-

flebaze, vinaidan levi iyo pirveli da ara iuda. (nuravis gaukvirdeba 

am polemikis xasiaTi, romelic mudmiv apelirebas akeTebs orive mxridan 

bibliaze, es dResaa CvenTvis ucnauri, vinaidan Cven apelirebas vakeTebT 

logikaze da mecnierul WeSmaritebebze, xolo maSin biblia yvelaze 

didi avtoriteti iyo argumentaciis procesSi). am SemTxvevaSic dante 

gviCvenebs, rom es fsevdoargumentacia axdens terminTa aRrevas: ker-

Zod, warmomavlobiT ufrosi ar niSnavs avtoritetiT upiratess. levi 

iyo warmomavlobiT (genetikurad) pirveli da ara Tavisi avtoritetiT 

da ZalauflebiT. bibliaSi aseT aRreva ar gvxvdeba.

kidev erTi fsevdoargumenti ukavSirdeba epizods axali aRTqmidan, 

rodesac ieso eubneba petres (anu pirvel romis paps): me Sen Cagabare 

zecis gasaRebi da Sen, rasac Sehkrav zecaSi, yvelaferi Sekruli iqneba 

da rasac gaxsni miwaze, yvelaferi gaxsnili iqneba! aqedan TiTqosda keT-

deba daskvna, rom Tavad macxovarma mTeli uzenaesi Zalaufleba misca 

pirvel umaRles mRvdelmTavars, kerZod, petres. 

dante am SemTxvevaSic gviCvenebs, rom saxareba gulisxmobs mxolod 

sasuliero Zalauflebas, romelic iesom mianiWa petres da romlis 

farglebSic mas yvelaferi SeeZlo gadaewyvita; Sesabamisad, es adgili 

srulebiTac ar niSnavs, rom macxovarma keisris Zalaufleba mianiWa Ta-

vis mociquls.

sabolood, dante ase agvirgvinebs Tavis msjelobebs: RvTaebrivma 

gangebam adamians dauwesa ornairi mizani: erTi mxriv, amqveyniuri bed-

nierebis da, meore mxriv, maradiuli netarebis mopoveba. am ori miznis 

misaRwevad adamians sWirdeba ornairi xelmZRvaneloba _ saero da sasu-

li ero. am ukanasknelis daniSnulebaa, rom adamiani Tanmimdevrulad 

waiyvanos zneobrivi srulyofisaken da TviTganwmendisaken da, saboloo 

jamSi, maradiuli netarebisken. rac Seexeba, saero xelisuflebas, misi 

daniSnulebaa adamianis miwieri keTildReobis uzrunvelyofa. saero xe-

lmZRvanelis (xelisufalis) e.i. monarqis yvela gadawyvetileba da qmede-
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ba unda iyos TanxmobaSi (SesabamisobaSi) RvTaebriv principebTan da 

kanonzomierebasTan, raTa es gadawyvetilebebi da qmedebebi iyos swori. 

amitom monarqi uSualod RvTaebrivi gangebisgan unda iRebdes `rCevebs~ 

swori gadawyvetilebebis misaRebad, radgan es gadawyvetilebebi ar Sei-

Zleba iyvnen voluntaristuli. Sesabamisad, monarqi ar SeiZleba raime 

sanqcias Tavis Zalauflebaze iRebdes vinme sxvisgan, garda RvTisa. am-

itom uSualod RvTisgan modis monarqis Zalaufleba da, maSasadame, ar 

SeiZleba igi modiodes eklesiisgan. diax, im periodSi es iyo Zalzed 

aqtualuri, amaRelvebeli sakiTxi, vinaidan mimdinareobda daundobeli 

brZola romis papebsa da imperatorebs Soris, da saerTod, mefis Rv-

Taebrivi kurTxeulobis sakiTxi Suasaukuneobrivi evropuli azrovnebi-

sTvis Zalze mniSvnelovani iyo. rac mTavaria, dantes am msjelobebidan 

isic gamomdinareobs, rom eklesia da saero xelisufleba aris sruli-

ad Tanaswori da erTmaneTisagan damoukidebeli. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 

dante, romlis azrovneba Zirfesvianad gamsWvalulia religiuri inten-

cionalobiT, ,,monarqiis` am centraluri daskvniT, paradoqsulad, ama-

vdroulad, gvevlineba eklesiis da saero xelisuflebis gancalkevebis 

istoriuli movlenis da Semdgom ukve sekularizmis procesis Soreul 

macned, swored romelmac nawilobriv gansazRvra dasavluri civiliza-

ciis bundovani bedi. 
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Irakli Batiashvili

”DE MONARCHIA” OF DANTE ALIGHIERI

The arƟ cle discusses Dante Alighieri’s poliƟ cal-philosophical concept, which is represented in 
his work – “De Monarchia”. In 1329 the Roman-Catholic Church condemned this work and then in 
1554 put it on the list of the prohibited books. Thus Dante’s poliƟ cal-philosophical thinking turned 
out fully unacceptable for the church. 

The goal of this treaƟ se is to prove the following items: 1. Monarchy is the best form of a rule; 
2. Only the roman people have full right to be the bearer of the world empire; 3. The power of a 
monarch originates from the God and not from a ponƟ ff . We must take into account, that these 
issues had the real signifi cance and poliƟ cal actuality in Dante’s epoch. In our analysis we accent 
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the fi rst and the third issues. 
Developing his logical judgments and relying upon the fundamental chrisƟ an-religous prin-

ciples, Dante step by step argues, that a monarchy at most insures the main divine purpose for the 
mankind, namely the realizaƟ on of a human potency. Therefore, we can duly conclude the superi-
ority of this form of a poliƟ cal rule. At the same Ɵ me in these judgments he affi  rms, that the true 
noƟ on of a monarchy is idenƟ cal with the noƟ on of the world empire=the Holy Roman Empire. And 
accordingly a true monarch may be only an emperor of the Holy Roman Empire.

Dante analyses the problem regarding the genesis of the monarch’s power. Indeed, this 
problem refl ected the importance and the agitaƟ ng character of the relaƟ ons between the insƟ tu-
tes of a ponƟ ff  and an emperor for the western consciousness in those Late Middle Ages. Constant-
ly referring to the Bible, Dante destroyes the main arguments of his ideological opponents and tries 
to logically bring us to the central idea of his treaƟ se: the emperor’s secular power equally derives 
directly from the God, as the ponƟ ff ’s mere clerical power. So the areas of their rules are absolutely 
divided; correspondingly a state and a church are equally indepedent insƟ tutes of each other.

“De Monarchia” must be very notable and interesƟ ng phenomenon for us, because it reveals 
the following paradoxical circumstance: Dante, whose philosophical thinking is pervaded by reli-
gious intenƟ onality, simultaneously appears for us as the distant ideological pioneer and the herald 
of the separaƟ on of a state from a church and then the process of a secularizaƟ on: namely this 
historical event parƟ ally datermined the very vague fate of the western civilizaƟ on. 
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Jānis Meļņikovs 

METAPHYSICAL POLITICS AS POST LIBERAL FUTURE

Abstract: Metaphysical poliƟ cs as post liberal future is an aƩ empt to look at one of the possibiliƟ es 
for the future. Liberalism has exhausted itself and has become unsustainable for radical transfor-
maƟ on. However, to achieve that point, it needs to re-evaluate its founding principles, concepts, 
and assumpƟ ons and hence resolve internal contradicƟ ons that are a main problemaƟ c quesƟ on. 
There is a common agreement about liberalism’s characterisƟ cs but not about its roots. I propose 
to look at the issues through the perspecƟ ve of John Milbank, a BriƟ sh theologian and poliƟ cal cri-
Ɵ que who suggests that theology can be a useful tool to see the reality of the current state of the 
world. Moreover, it is pointed out that corrupt ChrisƟ an theology is a cause of liberal development 
and yet suggesƟ ng that it needs to be fi xed and employed to move further. There is a suggesƟ on 
that theology as a metaphysical perspecƟ ve can provide future aŌ er liberalism without denying 
its achievements. It interjects missing dimension to liberalism, the one that metaphysics acquires 
through the explanaƟ on of the world’s fundamental structures. Metaphysical poliƟ cs is based upon 
someƟ mes indisƟ nguishable mutuality of theology and metaphysics proposing return to ChrisƟ an 
theology prior to Duns Scotus which was a breaking point in the theology that aggravated liberal 
development. The basic metaphysical assumpƟ ons in the metaphysical poliƟ cs should be posiƟ ve 
anthropology, as it is in the classical culture, and relaƟ onship or sociality which is characterised by 
the ChrisƟ an virtue of reciprocity, common good, and transpoliƟ cal community directed towards 
larger existence suggested in the ChrisƟ an theology.

Keywords: metaphysical poliƟ cs, post-liberalism, criƟ que of liberalism, theology, John Milbank. 

What is the future of the world’s poliƟ cs aŌ er liberalism? There are many diff erent guess-
es and suggesƟ ons. Two of them are in stark opposiƟ on. On the one hand, there are those that 
insist on even broader liberalisaƟ on, as F. Hayek, in order to fi x the problems that liberalism 
faces as if lack of the liberal role was the problem. On the other hand, there are those pro-
posing not a poliƟ cal model but what should be done to improve and restore the lost trust in 
exisƟ ng poliƟ cal state of aff airs. There are amongst people that are keen to see ethical, virtue 
and religious dimension to be restored as a valid player in the state of aff air.1 I suggest envi-
sioning the future aŌ er liberalism by construcƟ ng metaphysical poliƟ cs that consults Chris-
Ɵ an theological perspecƟ ve. Because of my proposiƟ on I will consider John Milbank my main 
theoreƟ cal perspecƟ ve and present it as a valid perspecƟ ve for poliƟ cs aŌ er liberalism. This 
metaphysical poliƟ cs is not a subsƟ tute for liberalism but rather as an improvement and/or 
transformaƟ on of exisƟ ng arrangement into a more sustainable order. 

In this essay I suggest metaphysical poliƟ cs as the future for post-liberal state. The meta-
physical foundaƟ on of the poliƟ cs is drawn from the ChrisƟ an theological perspecƟ ve devel-

1 Milbank and Pabst, The PoliƟ cs of Virtue, 2016.; MacIntyre, AŌ er Virtue. 2007.; Deneen, Why Liber-
alism Failed, 2019.; Taylor, A Secular Age, 2007.
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oped by John Milbank. In order to develop my suggesƟ on, I will defi ne metaphysics in the 
context of poliƟ cs fi rst. Secondly, I will outline liberalism and its failure. Thirdly, I will brief-
ly introduce J. Milbank’s ideas as the main theoreƟ cal perspecƟ ve employed in search for a 
post-liberal future. Fourthly, I will outline metaphysical and theological perspecƟ ve proposed 
by J. Milbank. Finally, this is a iniƟ al draŌ  in aƩ empt to rethink liberal future by sketching the 
metaphysical poliƟ cs approach. 

The place of metaphysics in poliƟ cs: defi ning metaphysics 

I will defi ne metaphysics in relaƟ on to poliƟ cs and suggest theology as complimentary to 
the construcƟ on of metaphysical poliƟ cs.

PoliƟ cal science studies things that can be quanƟ fi ed, measured and compared, for exam-
ple, poliƟ cal regimes, human beings, internaƟ onal organisaƟ ons. PoliƟ cal philosophy looks at 
things that are not empirically observable such as ideas of jusƟ ce, human nature, moral code. 
Metaphysics helps poliƟ cal philosophy to determine and outline what are a poliƟ cal issues in 
aƩ empt to explain and envision possibiliƟ es. Consequently, metaphysics is the method that 
enables us to transcend reality of a poliƟ cal situaƟ on while referring to it and fi nding ways to 
work on it. 

There have been heated polemics regarding metaphysics and poliƟ cs. Euro-American 
history of philosophy has experienced various aƩ empts to resolve the issue. Due to meta-
physical convicƟ ons, especially acceptaƟ on or rejecƟ on of God as the fundament of reality, 
tensions have been constantly present. Post-metaphysics evades metaphysical doctrines in 
poliƟ cal realm and to base all on shared cultural resources suggests J. Habermas. However, in 
this essay I am going to suggest that there is no poliƟ cs without metaphysics and that the best 
metaphysical stance is the one that consults theological perspecƟ ve. The only thing that we 
can do is to search for ways to bring together diverse metaphysical stances. 

There are several approaches to metaphysics. Transcendental metaphysics believes that 
deepest reality of things is not found in physical realm. Immanent metaphysics presumes that 
there is one reality but not fully graspable. Postmetsaphysics insists poliƟ cal theory must focus 
on real world issues without pondering possible other worlds. It rejects percepƟ on of meta-
physics as a relic of the past and develops its own scienƟ fi c perspecƟ ve of metaphysics as “the 
science of being, the invisible backdrop to physical things”.1 The theory of J. Habermas on the 
post-metaphysical is a criƟ cal tool as a means to criƟ que present day pracƟ ces that deforms 
lifeworld. He describes post-metaphysical approach as reliance upon “universal pragmaƟ c pre-
supposiƟ ons of communicaƟ ve acƟ on”. Post-metaphysical perspecƟ ve is a far cry from the 
basic “classical” defi niƟ on of metaphysics that it is “science of that which lies beyond physical 
things”.2 However, I would look at metaphysics as a methodological approach that draws from 
rather contemporary understanding of metaphysics defi ned by T. Sider that claims that task of 

1 Gibbons, Michael T. 2015. The Encyclopedia of PoliƟ cal Thought. Volume V. John Wiley & Sons, Tampo, 
Nicholas. Metaphysics and Postmetaphysics Ltd. UK: Wiley Blackwell. Pp.2358. 

2  ibid 2351.
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metaphysics is to “explain the world” in its fundamental structures.1 By structure Sider means 
uncovering paƩ erns and categories that describes the world at its joints. He says metaphysics 
can provide a view on a deeper, more fundamental level of reality and without it the reality 
simply not suffi  cient. 

Without developing a metaphysical discussion, I suggest Milbanks’ (a short introducƟ on 
will follow below) addiƟ on to Siders posiƟ on by drawing upon Milbank’s theoreƟ cal perspec-
Ɵ ve. Milbank primarily works in the fi eld of poliƟ cal theology, aiming to formulate a method-
ology that would give a “new understanding of the relaƟ onship among theology, society, and 
acƟ on that would render theology an eff ecƟ ve force for historical change without falling into 
ideology”.2 Milbank’s aliens with poliƟ cal theology in aƩ empt to “formulate the eschatological 
message of ChrisƟ anity in the condiƟ ons of present-day society”.3 Milbank suggests theology 
based on a metaphysical approach. I will explain his posiƟ on in greater detail further on. It 
suffi  ces here to delineate relaƟ onship between theology and metaphysics as it gives a space 
for my proposiƟ on to construct metaphysical poliƟ cs’ fundament on the Milbank’s theological 
outlook. 

The relaƟ onship between metaphysics and theology can be and is, as Paul Tillich suggests, 
complementary. Firstly, metaphysics looks at the being, its categories and structures while the-
ology explores symbolic expressions of the divine self-manifestaƟ on. Both use something from 
each other. Theology employs metaphysical terminology to interpret symbols of the divine 
self-manifestaƟ on, but metaphysics borrows ulƟ mate purposefulness or “existenƟ al roots” 
which is theological domain. Secondly, the aƫ  tudes of the two are diff erent. Metaphysical 
aƫ  tudes are that of methodological doubt while theology approaches things from the per-
specƟ ve of faith meaning statements without evidence. However, if one is redefi ning theology 
not as a belief in unsubstanƟ ated truth but as “the state of being ulƟ mately concerned” with 
symbols as its expression and with ontological implicaƟ on, then there is a space for a “de-
tached consideraƟ on”. In this case the diff erence between these two aƫ  tudes is eliminated.4 
Therefore, theology and metaphysics though diff erent sƟ ll rely on each other for their substan-
Ɵ aƟ on. Both incorporate opposite elements in their own approach yet not allow to impede 
on each other’s approaches. Subsequently, metaphysics maintains the experienƟ al basis and 
logical structures, but the direcƟ on and the scope of quesƟ ons asked are directed by the ulƟ -
mate concern or existenƟ al condiƟ ons provided by theology. While theology uses metaphysics 
in interpreƟ ng the symbols of revelatory experience of the ulƟ mate concern. 

Consequently, my suggesƟ on to use Milbank’s theological perspecƟ ve as metaphysical 
poliƟ cs is jusƟ fi ed by this mutual relaƟ onship between theology and metaphysics. Moreover, 

1 ibid.; Sider, Theodore. 2011. WriƟ ng the Book of the World. Oxford; Clarendon Press.
2 ScoƩ , Peter Manley, Cavanaugh, William T., 2006. The Blackwell Companion to PoliƟ cal Theology. 

Malden, Wiley-Blackwell. Pp. 457
3 ScoƩ , Peter Manley, Cavanaugh, William T., 2006. The Blackwell Companion to PoliƟ cal Theology. 

Malden, Wiley-Blackwell. Pp. 458
4 Tillich, Paul. 1956. ‘RelaƟ on of Metaphysics and Theology” The Review of Metaphysics. 10 (1): 

57-63. 
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it is a proposal to uncover poliƟ cs fundamental structures and its ulƟ mate perspecƟ ve that 
can be achieved with this double approach that Milbank uses. Eventually envisioning the post 
liberal future as metaphysical poliƟ cs. 

The problems of current liberal condiƟ ons: defi ning liberalism 

The liberalism opposes the metaphysical perspecƟ ve that I present. I will defi ne liberalism 
mainly focusing on Milbank’s criƟ que of liberalism. Before defi ning liberalism, I will shortly 
contextualise liberal criƟ que showing that Milbank takes part in much broader trend and yet 
proposes a specifi c approach. 

The discussion about liberalism is quite extensive and varied. There are aƩ empts to disƟ n-
guish the posiƟ ve or the negaƟ ve liberalism, the classical or the new liberalism. There are at-
tempts to grasp how the comprehensiveness of the liberalism. There are debates about what 
is more fundamental individualism or collecƟ vism. Therefore, there are quite oŌ en heated 
debates among those who stand on the extremes of these spectrums. However, the majority 
agrees that there is a presumpƟ on of liberty or a fundamental liberal principle and all other 
principles and values emanate from there. Liberalism grows out of proto liberalism that stood 
against the tyranny and absoluƟ sm of kings and gods. In the 17th century the theories about 
natural rights, the social contract and the emphasis on the voluntarism followed. Eventually 
liberalism became the doctrine with a focus on the emancipaƟ on of individual. However, there 
is a constant criƟ que of liberalism. It does not reject liberalism as such but contests diff erent 
elements or characterisƟ cs of liberalism or aƩ empt to reconcile tension between the individ-
ual and the social in addiƟ on to property rights and the market. These discussions rely on the 
great names of liberalism such as Hobhouse, Hobson, Mill, Dewey, Lock, Hobs etc. The circum-
stances aŌ er the WWII posed new threats to liberalism and needed to defend liberalism from 
totalitarian ideologies by claiming metaphysical assumpƟ on about liberalism above poliƟ cs 
because of human fl ourishing as the universal truth. At the same Ɵ me realising that its own 
ideological presupposiƟ ons are not reconcilable with lived experience. The last challenge and 
transformaƟ on for liberals is caused by the new Europe whose social life is mulƟ -cultural and 
mulƟ -religious. This is yet to be resolved. 

Internal problemaƟ c of liberalism is at the core of setback. For instance, Isaiah Berlin dis-
cussing liberty in Two Concepts of Liberty1 emphasises mulƟ tude of values as essenƟ ally liberal 
posiƟ on. Though Leo Straus challenges this posiƟ on on the grounds of moral absoluƟ sm stat-
ing that the crisis of liberalism consists in the fact that it gives up on establishing liberalism in 
absolutes. In other words, liberalism rejects the need for liberalism to be founded in eternally 
valid principles because it is against noƟ on of mulƟ plicity and incompaƟ bility of human ends.2 
However, this posiƟ on puts liberalism in the predicament that characterises the liberalism in 
general and pushes it to move beyond its own limitaƟ ons and that causes internal contradic-

1 Berlin, Isaiah. Ed. Hard, Henry. 2000.The Proper Study of Mankind: An Anthology of Essays. New York; 
Farrar, Strauss and Girou

2 Myers, Ella. 2010. ‘From Pluralism to Liberalism: Reading Isaiah Berlin’ The Review of PoliƟ cs 72 (4): 
599-625. 
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Ɵ on. This is just an example of a criƟ que and is the approach I have chosen: essenƟ ally empha-
sise these internal contradicƟ ons and the inability to overcome them if not rejecƟ ng its own 
dogmaƟ c assumpƟ ons. 

Recently we hear a strong call for a post-liberal future. And this term is as vague as liber-
alism itself. Liberalism is quesƟ oned on mulƟ ple posiƟ ons for example authority and tradiƟ on 
versus the supposed liberal defi ciency of it, more radical socialism versus welfare state, impe-
rialisƟ c dominaƟ on. There are also more ideological criƟ ques based upon the anthropological 
assumpƟ on and the conceptual commitments for instance. It considers liberalism as exclusion-
ary catering for rich and neglecƟ ng poor, or addressing special cultural needs as male, white, 
middle class. The quesƟ on of universal versus parƟ cular is the central tension that challenges 
liberalism and the soluƟ ons is yet to be found. It is recognised that liberalism is a cluster of 
mulƟ ple concepts such as liberty, individuality, progress, raƟ onality, constraint of power, and 
they interact with each other and propose a certain worldview.1

However, this criƟ que is part of a larger process confronƟ ng liberalism. Strong criƟ que 
comes either conservaƟ vely or religiously affi  liated. Fundamentalists are not a single group 
and yet they are intellectually powerfully addressing the quesƟ ons of liberalism, therefore it 
is worthwhile to consider their posiƟ on. The author I have chosen belongs to the list of the 
Catholic fundamentalists of the hard line insisƟ ng on a substanƟ al presence of religion and 
theology in the poliƟ cal and social sphere.

Now I will try to defi ne liberalism and it is not an easy task. Liberalism has become a me-
ta-category of the Western poliƟ cal discourse and an all-purpose term trying to encompass all 
of the contradictory traits.2 However, most of those who write about liberalism would point 
out a couple of characterisƟ cs that would be found in most types of liberalism and these would 
be: individualism and market-based relaƟ onship. Milbank describes these characterisƟ cs and 
their roots in great detail. According to Milbank, liberalism is an ideology and “modus vivendi”. 
It is a metaphysical reality that is centred on individualism.3 As an addiƟ on comes the asserƟ on 
that progress and good life as the driving force for that. Modernity’s creed of raƟ onality found-
ed upon uƟ litarian belief accompanies individualism that is proclaimed central to liberalism. 
Milbank analyses the liberalism and claims that liberal development is founded on a theolog-
ical misinterpretaƟ on originaƟ ng from the 16th century Duns Scotus’ theology (I will briefl y 
outline Scotus posiƟ on below). In short, liberalism is a project of modernity as a metaphysical 
category. Not only poliƟ cal but the whole social, cultural, and economic world is built on this 
presumpƟ on. 

Liberalism with its individualist and technocraƟ c perspecƟ ve is not able to support the 
liberal ideal of human development and progress. Liberalism redefi ned understanding and 
relaƟ onship of “human nature as fundamentally individual existence abstracted from social 

1 Freeden, Michael. Sarget, Lyman Tower. Stern, Marc. 2015. The Oxford Handbook of PoliƟ cal 
Ideologies. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

2 Bell, Duncan. 2014. ‘What Is Liberalism?’ PoliƟ cal Theory 42 (6) pp. 683 
3 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The PoliƟ cs of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human Future. 

Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. pp. 3
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embeddedness, so too liberal pracƟ ce has replaced the quest for reciprocal recogniƟ on and 
mutual fl ourishing with the pursuit of wealth, power, and pleasure”.1 Theological perspecƟ ve 
emphasising meta-crisis of liberalism claims that it is produced by abstracƟ on from reality 
and reducƟ on of all to materialism. In this way it is going against a much older tradiƟ on that 
is ChrisƟ anity. The gap between human will and arƟ fi cial law or, to put it diff erently, individual 
and social, requires coercive state control and market compeƟ Ɵ on. Here Milbank suggests 
that the whole liberal development has provoked the shiŌ  from the posiƟ ve understanding of 
reality and human nature to a violent ontology and a pessimisƟ c anthropology. 

Moreover, negaƟ ve liberalism which is defi ned as “unfeƩ ered personal choice and free-
dom from constrains except the law and private conscience”2 has forged a force that prioriƟ s-
es economics and poliƟ cs over society. Commodifi caƟ on of life, centralisaƟ on of power, and 
wealth in the hands of few results as a consequence to that. 

Furthermore, Milbank and Pabst emphasise that liberalism is anchored on legal and for-
mal foundaƟ on. On the one hand, it is “procedural, formalisƟ c concepƟ on of jusƟ ce” and on 
the other hand “instrumental noƟ on of reason”.3 Consequently, subjecƟ ve truth is replaced 
with “procedural fairness”. 

Is this fair descripƟ on of liberalism? One might object that it is obscured by religious per-
suasion and therefore inaccurate. Milbank certainly is making pervasive liberal criƟ que ad-
dressing diff erent layers and characterisƟ cs of liberalism whether it is property rights, social 
contract relaƟ ons, market economy, neo-liberalism, individuals’ emancipaƟ on and freedom 
to construct one’s own progress and development and so on. However, most of the criƟ ques 
of liberalism would agree at least to some degree about the characterisƟ cs or features point-
ed out as the defects of liberalism and subsequent breakdown of liberalism. There might be 
a variaƟ on to what is perceived as a problemaƟ c depending on interpretaƟ on of liberalism. 
Though, rather higher is the polemic over its origins or what is a culprit of the breakdown of 
liberalism.

Theological change 

My suggesƟ on is that liberalism’s predicament is theologically religious issue as it is pro-
posed by John Milbank. I will outline the theological shiŌ  that subsequently lead to a meta-
physical change and enabled liberalism as we know it now. 

The basic theological transformaƟ on has happened in the late medieval ages and ear-
ly modern Ɵ mes. Understanding of virtue as a grace that is given from Divine and virtue as 
a human achievement. TradiƟ onally, the grace was closely linked to human acƟ ons and life 
to complete the humanity making subtle synergy between human nature and divine grace.4 

1 Ibid. pp. 2
2 Ibid. pp. 15
3 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The Politics of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human 

Future. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. Pp. 18
4 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The Politics of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human 

Future. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. Pp. 21
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However, new outlook produced by Protestants and some Catholic theologians presented the 
human and the divine in opposiƟ on and compeƟ Ɵ on. Consequently, the human acƟ on was 
looked upon with suspicion and the true value was possible only through divine interven-
Ɵ on. This separaƟ on produced a double eff ect. On the one hand human life was organised by 
self-management and with no moral value to it. On the other hand, the ChrisƟ an values were 
rejected in favour of independent virtues without the divine. Milbank defi nes this new situa-
Ɵ on as “modern pessimism” or “modern apparent opƟ mism”. Subsequently, the outlook on 
humanity became doomed with a presumpƟ on of natural selfi shness and violence as well as a 
celebraƟ on of pride and self-asserƟ on. So, Milbank’s proposiƟ on is that the individualisƟ c lib-
eralism is not an outcome of a neutral humanisƟ c, secular, and opƟ misƟ c foundaƟ on. Rather 
it is a theological change which dismisses human virtue. Eventually, these subtle and profound 
theological changes enabled founding fathers of liberalism: John Locke, Thomas Hobbes, and 
Hugo GroƟ us, to make a shiŌ  from the inherent virtue and to talk about “self-possessed” indi-
viduals which are bound together by a mutual contract and arƟ fi cially defend and promote a 
sense of naturalness of self-possession. 

Alain de Benoist in the work CriƟ que of Liberal Ideology1 vehemently objected to this 
perspecƟ ve. Although the consequences of liberalism are perceived similarly individualism 
as detrimental to humanity the causes of it is diagnosed diff erently. De Benoist claims that it 
is because of the wrong anthropology formed by the ChrisƟ anity’s theology of individual and 
personal God, consequently excluding social dimension. Milbank agrees that the source of the 
liberal problem was ChrisƟ anity. However, exact theological misinterpretaƟ on at the base is 
diff erent. If for Milbank it is Catholic theology misinterpretaƟ on of the language that was used 
to talk about God and grace, then for De Benoist it is about the new understanding of relaƟ on-
ship between human being and God enabling more private relaƟ ons that inevitably caused in-
dividualism. ChrisƟ anity brought God closer to people. He was not a distant and terrible ruler 
anymore but rather a loving friend. However, it does not necessarily imply individualism. That 
is a wrong assumpƟ on because the whole teaching of the Bible and the Church is about social 
relaƟ onship and how to live properly these relaƟ onships. For example, Trinitarian theology is 
an example of the way the social relaƟ ons are perceived and constructed. I disagree with De 
Benoist claims because it is a misleading interpretaƟ on of the relaƟ onship by picking certain 
theological beliefs and overlooking a larger context. 

To sum up, metaphysical presupposiƟ on which grounds the theology 15-16th century is 
violence and selfi shness as opposed the virtue. Moreover, presumptuous neutrality cannot be 
dismissed. It is a rather signifi cant element in the liberal metaphysical construcƟ on. Milbank’s 
analyse shows that the alteraƟ on of ideas impacts human beings and social relaƟ ons on a 
much deeper level, that of the metaphysical meaning. It aff ects how we understand, interpret, 
and live our lives. 

Introducing John Milbank and his theoreƟ cal perspecƟ ve

A short introducƟ on to John Milbank on whose works I rely greatly when talking about 
metaphysical poliƟ cs as postliberal future. J. Milbank is a BriƟ sh theologian. He worked as a 

1 Benoist, Alain de. 2006. ’Reply to Milbank’ Telos: Critical Theory of the Contemporary (136):22-33.
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professor of theology, poliƟ cs, and ethics at the university of Noƫ  ngham unƟ l 2018. He is one 
of the most infl uenƟ al theologians nowadays. Achieved worldwide recogniƟ on by 1990 when 
published the book “Theology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular reason.” The work appeared 
at the Ɵ me when theology was struggling on the brink of irrelevance to modern world and sci-
ence. Milbank’s work is considered the inspiraƟ on for the movement of Radical Orthodoxy. RO 
is described as “theological sensiƟ vity”1 that rejects duality between nature and grace or ma-
teriality and spirit. It is an aƩ empt to restore theology back into the fi eld of science as a valid 
science that can analyse overall of human life and deeds. RO tries to give an alternaƟ ve version 
of modernity while criƟ cising liberalism and secularism. A prominent Milbank’s commentator 
Smith describes RO as “a call to look again at things one has too oŌ en assumed. As such, it is 
not a system, method, or formula but “a hermeneuƟ c disposiƟ on and a style of metaphysical 
vision”2. By employing genealogy and deconstrucƟ onist methodology Milbank is exposing the 
prejudice of modernity and liberalism and proposing diff erent perspecƟ ve which somewhere 
scales metaphysical. 

Milbank opposes secular power of social sciences as the only way to interpret society. He 
proposes a restoraƟ on of theology back to metanarraƟ ve posiƟ ons and desires to give it back 
the right of an overall explanaƟ on of humanity. Milbank supposes that by doing so the societ-
ies might be able to fi nd the way out of current crises of liberalism. 

Metaphysical/ Theological turn in poliƟ cs

I will present the theological/ metaphysical turn in poliƟ cs based on Milbank’s theory. 
Here I do not separate metaphysics form theology because I rely on Milbank’s approach that 
expresses my views. This can be a problemaƟ c approach and a yet valid one. Now I will de-
scribe it by exposing the essenƟ al metaphysical standing. 

All individual and social structures are based on concrete knowledge and beliefs. There-
fore, one needs to recognise the basic metaphysical stance of individuals and socieƟ es that is 
needed for an all-embracing worldview, according to Milbank. There is no neutral posiƟ on but 
the one chosen regardless secular or religious accordingly. Let’s take for example the issue of 
secularism, brought in as a part and parƟ al to development of liberalism. Milbank asserts that 
it is a myth to perceive secularism as clean of all the metaphysical categories. It stands against 
religion and strips itself of the religious but that does not mean that this aƫ  tude is based on a 
merely material worldview. Secular is a metaphysical category itself and Milbank goes further 
insinuaƟ ng that it is a religious category in disguise of neutrality and naturalness. According to 
modern philosophies, metaphysic has become an irrelevant discipline of the past. But by look-
ing at the current issues whether religious resurgence or poliƟ cal commoƟ ons it is compelling 
one to quesƟ on what is happening? And there is a sense of underlying metaphysical systems 
that are guiding these processes. 

1 Smith, James K. A. 2004. Introducing Radical Orthodoxy: Mapping a Post-Secular Theology. 
Grand Rapids, Mich: Baker Academic. Pp. 11

2 Ibid. pp. 65
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Milbank points out that modern drive of anƟ -metaphysical approach with phenomeno-
logical discourse, fi deism and analyƟ c philosophy, relegates religion to the subjecƟ ve, private 
sphere and denies the social, cosmic, and ethical all together. Modern poliƟ cs fi ghts against 
theological and religious poliƟ cs and yet not recognize that the foundaƟ on of its argumen-
taƟ on is religiously moƟ vated and hence metaphysical. Which means that soluƟ ons to the 
problems can be at the same place, be it religious or metaphysical. By rejecƟ ng the place of 
metaphysics and religion in current discussions one avoids addressing the issues. 

Religion gives reference to the primary reality and goes beyond theoreƟ cal refl ecƟ on to-
wards ideal, normaƟ ve and paradigmaƟ c instanƟ aƟ on of pracƟ ces. There is a suggesƟ on that 
the religious is the most fundamental human experience that is conceptualised in theology. 
Milbank insists that there was no disƟ ncƟ on between philosophy and theology unƟ l quite late 
when Aquinas separated the raƟ onal theology and the revealed theology of sacra doctrina.1 
In addiƟ on, theologians have never considered the issue of God as a metaphysical category. 
Considering the older tradiƟ on of philosophy, theology and metaphysics I would like to point 
out the place of metaphysics as a part to any worldview. 

Milbank describes theology as a method and an interpretaƟ ve tool of reality that can 
give comprehensive social, poliƟ cal and economic vision. It is a science that goes beyond the 
visible but not disposes of it, providing the content of the visible which otherwise is empƟ ed 
by liberal prospecƟ ve. Moreover, it helps to see poliƟ cal issues and endeavour to imagine and 
describe possibiliƟ es. Milbank considers CrisƟ an theology to be metaphysical poliƟ cs in a way 
of no other metaphysical doctrine because of its universal all-embracing theoreƟ cal and prac-
Ɵ cal consideraƟ on of the reality.2

AdmiƩ edly one of the most sensiƟ ve aspects of Milbank’s criƟ que that he does not make 
a clear delineaƟ on between various approaches to the reality be it metaphysics, theology, 
religion or ontology. It is a blunder on the part of Milbank indeed, yet it would be unfi ƫ  ng to 
make hard separaƟ on between these sciences because all of them draw upon each other to 
substanƟ ate themselves. I pointed this out wriƟ ng about P. Tillich’s interpretaƟ on of the rela-
Ɵ onship between metaphysics and theology. The need for more comprehensive worldview is 
something that can be given by this integrated approach. 

Metaphysical perspecƟ ve for post-liberal future

I suggest adopƟ ng Milbank’s metaphysical perspecƟ ve where post-liberalism is a noƟ on 
that enables the revision of the liberalism and reinterpretaƟ on of abstract norms as freedom 
and social jusƟ ce, providing substance. The metaphysical perspecƟ ve for post-liberal future 
contains two elements. First, return to classical interpretaƟ on of the term liberalism, stressing 
individual’s freedom as the consequence of trait of character or virtue of personality. Secondly, 

1 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The Politics of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human 
Future. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. Pp. 22

2 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The Politics of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human 
Future. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. Pp. 13
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virtues poliƟ c that is based on social reciprocity and “trans poliƟ cal community” in the sense 
of larger existence. However, I will consider the metaphysical structure of the future aŌ er or 
post-liberalism without going into detail. 

The development of liberalism can challenge assumpƟ ons about it. For example, protec-
Ɵ on of individual rights and interests is a result of Anglo-American fear of 20th century wars 
and totalitarianism. Going back in history, the term “liberals” was desƟ ned to civic-minded 
ciƟ zens who appreciated people’s mutual connecƟ ons, being virtuous, and considered the 
common good as the paramount social category.1 A conƟ nuous moral reform was central to 
liberalism and that is the fundament of religious concern in liberal discourse. That was the 
reason of religious controversies in liberal and not the absence of religion as desired state. 
However, now it is considered the reason for abolishing religion from public sphere. 

Origins of liberalism: fi rst element 

Liberalism as a term can be found in wriƟ ngs of Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 BC). Liber-
alism comes from the LaƟ n word liber – free and generous. In ancient Rome being free meant 
to be a ciƟ zen and not a slave. Subsequently, a free person was without any arbitrary other 
will or dominaƟ on. This model was possible only under the rule of law and the republican con-
sƟ tuƟ on. Moreover, poliƟ cal and legal arrangements were set in place in order to ensure the 
government is prioriƟ sing common good and, in these circumstances, people can be truly free.

AddiƟ onally, to the consƟ tuƟ on for ancient’s freedom meant pracƟ ce of liberalitas, gen-
erous and honourable way to treaƟ ng other ciƟ zens. In other words, the liberal aƫ  tude was 
a moral aƫ  tude. This posiƟ on was in opposiƟ on to the selfi shness of slave aƫ  tudes that fo-
cused on one’s own profi t and pleasures. Furthermore, liberalism, mutual helpfulness, accord-
ing to Cicero, was the bonding element of human society. Engagement in mutual relaƟ onship 
of giving and receiving was essenƟ al to the principle of common good. 

However, liberalism is not an easy task. It requires a self-discipline and command, moral 
forƟ tude and correct reasoning with aristocraƟ c ethos. In other words, liberalism was con-
ceived by free people and for free people and was considered a praiseworthy characterisƟ c 
for leaders or the society. This was an aƫ  tude insƟ lled in people via liberal arts educaƟ on, 
humaniƟ es. It shaped people for acƟ ve and virtuous membership in the society. It was not a 
way to acquire wealth and power. 

Consequently, the metaphysical category of freedom in liberalisms should be grounded in 
even deeper category of virtue that is acquired through upbringing, educaƟ on and intenƟ onal 
presence in the social relaƟ ons. 

PoliƟ cs of virtue: second element 

The proposed alternaƟ ve is a post-liberal poliƟ cs of virtue with social reciprocity at its 
core as the guiding force for poliƟ cal and economic realiƟ es. This alternaƟ ve reject impersonal 
commercial contract between a person and the bureaucraƟ c machinery. The new reciprocal 
model of social relaƟ onships is organised on the concept’s mutuality and associaƟ on.

1 RosenblaƩ , Helena. 2018. The Lost History of Liberalism: From Ancient Rome to the Twenty-First 
Century. Princeton University Press. Pp. 8



99

Jānis Meļņikovs – Metaphysical PoliƟ cs as Post Liberal Future
  

Common good is strongly suggested as a post-liberal dimension in poliƟ cal and economic 
relaƟ ons. The understanding of common good is characterized with several essenƟ al compo-
nents: “(a) a culture of honor; (b) community as the combinaƟ on of virtue with giŌ ; (c) true 
socialism; (d) poliƟ cal pluralism; (e) genuine corporaƟ sm”.1 

Moreover, a poliƟ cs of virtue in a sense enhances exisƟ ng polity by “transpoliƟ cal com-
munity”.2 Meaning, the community that is oriented towards a larger existence, eternity and 
idealism that exceeds mere community and sƟ ll guides it. In ancient Ɵ mes religions were strict-
ly civil with supplement of philosophers and mysƟ cs. ChrisƟ anity and Islam draw on a diff erent 
principle where communiƟ es of spirit were made to live in coexistence with poliƟ cal commu-
nity. The poliƟ cal community is subordinated to spiritual community in a way of infusing polit-
ical standards with” spiritual virtues and asceƟ c sub-corporaƟ on”. Therefore, universal ideals 
are made concrete and exceeds the bounds of a state. In the case of ChrisƟ anity, the symbiosis 
of poliƟ cal and ideal transcends the secular legal domain.

So, Milbank considers that poliƟ cs was founded on quadruple anthropology linked to a 
symbolically realist metaphysics. The anthropology Milbank talks about has four principles: 
animal raƟ onal, social, cultural and historical animal, and Pascal’s Bête-Ange noƟ on of people’s 
natural orientaƟ on towards supernatural.3 Furthermore, Milbank calls this person integral hy-
brid. Human being individually and socially is fully human only in alliance with all dimensions 
as raƟ onal, social, “making being” as well as, being that transcends oneself. Modern poliƟ cs is 
dismantling this integral human “trans-organism” and creates duality of reason vs. animality, 
culture and nature, facts and fi cƟ on, poliƟ cs and ecclesia. Eventually, human integral hybrid is 
dismantled into single totality without integraƟ on and raƟ onal. 

Conclusion 

The proposed metaphysics is a ChrisƟ an theology which gives the comprehensive under-
standing of reality with the blend of pracƟ cal and theoreƟ cal consideraƟ ons. I analysed the 
Milbank’s perspecƟ ve in order to fi nd a way out of the dead end in which liberalism has ended. 
In at fi rst Milbank uncovers implicit metaphysical underpinnings of the liberalism and then 
proposes new turn, that of theology providing explicit metaphysical posiƟ on. This suggesƟ on 
is in opposiƟ on to liberal metaphysics which is constructed upon ontology of violence, accord-
ing Milbank. There is a rejecƟ on of opinion that we can live in a metaphysically empty space, 
insisƟ ng that regardless of our convicƟ on, it is built upon metaphysical foundaƟ on. Hence, 
we should choose a foundaƟ on that can drive us out from liberal predicament. Although Mil-
bank’s posiƟ on is criƟ qued as fl awed, I consider it as currently the only viable. 

1 Milbank, John, and Adrian Pabst. 2016. The Politics of Virtue: Post-Liberalism and the Human 
Future. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & LiƩ lefi eld InternaƟ onal. Pp. 72

2 ibid:30
3 Milbank, John. 2014. Beyond Secular Order: The Representation of Being and the Representation 

of the People. 1 ediƟ on. Hoboken, NY: Wiley-Blackwell. Pp. 135
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janis melnikovsijanis melnikovsi

metafizikuri politika, rogorc postliberaluri mermisi

metafizikuri politika, rogorc postliberaluri mermisi, momavlis xe-

dvis erT-erTi SesaZleblobaa. liberalizmma amowura Tavisi Tavi da es moZ-

Rvreba radikaluri transformaciisaTvis uvargisi Seiqmna. statiis avtori em-

yareba britaneli Teologis, jon milbankis mosazrebas, rom Teologia mZlavri 

iaraRia, raTa ganvWvritoT awmyoSi mimdinare dRevandeli samyaro. Teologia 

gvaZlevs metafizikur perspeqtivas, romelic liberalizmis Semdgom ganvi-

Tarebas ganapirobebs misi miRwevebis SenarCunebis gziT. qristianuli Rire-

bulebebi – Tanadgoma, saTnoeba, zogadsakacobrio sikeTe, trans poli tikuri 

erToba – is arsebiTi momentebia, romlebic metafizikur politikaSi aRrmave-

ben da axali kuTxiT aCenen liberalizmis ideebs. 
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giorgi grigolaSviligiorgi grigolaSvili

samarTlianobis Teoria, rogorc politikuri 

liberalizmis dausrulebeli proeqti

(iurgen habermasis da jon roulzis diskusia                                                         

samarTlianobis Teoriis ZiriTad sakiTxebze)

jon roulzis samarTlianobis Teoriam Tanamedrove epoqaSi mniSvnelo-

vani roli Seasrula praqtikuli filosofiis SemobrunebaSi, kerZod, man 

moaxerxa xangrZlivi periodis ganmavlobaSi politikis filosofiis dRis 

wesrigSi moraluri kiTxvebis dabruneba da maTTvis seriozuli amocanebis 

dasaxva. Teoriiis centraluri sakiTxia, Tu ̀ rogor aris SesaZlebeli, arse-

bobdes Tavisufali da Tanaswori moqalaqeebis stabiluri da samarTliani 

sazogadoeba, romelsac mkveTrad yofs gonivruli, magram erTmaneTTan 

SeuTavsebeli doqtrinebi~.1

roulzis Teoriis fragmentuloba, terminebis bundovaneba Tu calkeu-

li nawilebis logikur mTlianobad Camoyalibeba liberaluri filosofi-

is araswori interpretaciis saSualebas iZleva. me-20 saukunis miwuruls 

roulzis Teoriis ZiriTadi ideebi aSS-Si bil klintonis, did britaneTSi 

ki toni bleris mTavrobebis samoqmedo gegmebSi aisaxa. aRniSnul faqts win 

uZRoda Tanamedroveobis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani filosofosis – iurgen 

habermasis da jon roulzis inteleqtualuri diskursi, romelic samar-

Tlianobis Teoriis ZiriTad aspeqtebs Seexeboda. pirvelad habermasis 

statia gamoqveynda 1995 wels `Jurnal filosofiis~ (The Jurnal Of Philosphy) 
martis nomerSi saTauriT “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks 
on John Rawls PoliƟ cal Liberalism“, romelsac mohyva jon roulzis pasuxi sajaro 

gamosvlebSi Tu `Jurnal filosofiis~ Semdeg nomrebSi.

statiaSi mokled mimoxilulia jon roulzis da iurgen habermasis di-

skusiis ZiriTadi sakiTxebi da gaanalizebulia roulzis samarTlianobis 

Teoriis fundamenturi aspeqtebi, rac, vfiqrobT, met sicxades SesZens 

naSroms, xolo mkiTxvels SesaZlebloba eqneba, sistemurad gaecnos samar-

Tlianobis Teoriis bazisur elementebs, maT urTierTkavSirsa da naSromis 

mizanTan mimarTebas.

habermasi statiis Sesaval nawilSi madlobas uxdis jon roulzs im 

wvlilisTvis, romelic samarTlianobis TeoriiT filosofiis da ufro 

konkretulad politikis filosofiis mimarTulebiT Seitana da gamokveTs 

im Rirsebas, rac samarTlianobis Teorias misi azriT gaaCnia. habermasis 

1 rolzi j. (2018), `politikuri liberalizmi~, გვ. 6, mTargmn. zurab WiaberaSvili, 

Copyright Columbia Univirsity Press, ilisas saxelobis universitetis gamomcemloba, 

Tbilisi.
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azriT, kantis transcendentuli filosofiuri msjelobis aRiarebis ga-

reSe, rouzlis Teoria mxolod praqtikuli daniSnulebiT sazogadoebis 

mowyobis msjelobisTvis gamodgeboda. utilitaruli Teoriis uaryofiT 

da skepticizmis mniSvnelobis gaTvaliswinebiT roulzi ayalibebs kantis 

avtonomiuri subieqtis intersubieqtur Teorias: Cven avtonomiurebi varT 

imdenad, ramdenadac valdebuli varT, SevasruloT yvela is wesi, romel-

ic ganxiluli, mowonebuli da aRiarebulia sawyis poziciaSi individebis 

mier gonebis sajaro gamoyenebiT. politikuri liberalizmis Teoriis xan-

grZlivi reviziis Semdeg roulzisTvis moralurad avtonomiuri subieqtis 

cneba gaxda demokratiul sazogadoebaSi pirovnebis politikuri avtonomi-

urobis ganmsazRvreli idea. `moqalaqeTa politikur ZalauflebaSi monaw-

ileoba jerovania maSin, roca maTi moqmedebebi Seesabameba konstitucias, 

rac gulisxmobs konstituciuri ideebis da principebis Tavisufali da Ta-

naswori moqalaqeebis mier gonivrulad miRebas, romelic SesabamisobaSia 

sajaro gonTan~. 1

habermasi aRfrTovanebulia roulzis samarTlianobis Teoriis ZiriTa-

di ideebiT, magram ZiriTadi uTanxmoebebi, romlis warmodgenasac vcdilob, 

isev rCeba xangrZlivi diskusiis sagnad. veWvob, Teoriis gasamyareblad da 

kritikis sawinaaRmdegod, roulzi TeoriaSi xom ar mimarTavs normatiul 

daSvebebs, romelTa logikuri gamarTlebebi xSir SemTxvevaSi bundovani an 

aramyaria?~2

a) fundamenturi gansxvavebebi iurgen habermasisa da                                           ) fundamenturi gansxvavebebi iurgen habermasisa da                                           

jon roulzis xedvebs Sorisjon roulzis xedvebs Soris

iurgen habermasis werilis mTavari mizania, gamokveTos jon roulzis 

politikuri liberalizmis ZiriTadi aspeqtebi da yuradReba gaamaxvilos 

im bundovanebaze, romelic Teoriis calkeul elementebze msjelobisas 

igrZnoba. habermasis kritika mniSvnelovania ori faqtis gaTvaliswinebiT: 
upirvelesad, igi cdilobs roulzis Teoria sistemurad, erTiani xedviT 

Camoayalibos, rac ase aklia politikuri liberalizmis koncefcias. igi, 

rogorc racionalizmis ukanaskneli mohikani, cdilobs, logikuri kon-

struqcia aagos roulzis Teoriis elementebis kavSiriT, rac, Tavis mxriv, 

saSualebas gvaZlevs, `samarTlianobis Teoriis~ gacnobis Semdeg arsebuli 

orazrovneba gaifantos da Teoriis samecniero sargebelze eWvi ar Sevita-

noT. meore mxriv, habermasi cdilobs, gamokveTos is bundovanebebi, romel-

ic roulzis TeoriaSi `sawyisi poziciis~ `pirovnebis koncefciis~ `samar-

Tlianobis, rogorc politikuri patiosnebis~ ideaSia gatarebuli. werilis 

1 Habermas J. (1995), “ReconciliaƟ on through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls PoliƟ cal 
Liberalism”, gv. 108 The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.
jstor.org/stable/2940842

2 iqve, gv. 109
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pasuxad1 roulzic gansakuTrebulad aRniSnavs im Rvawls, rac habermasma 

Seitana samarTlianobis TeoriaSi, kerZod, koncefciebSi meti sicxadis da 

logikurobis moTxovna roulzisTvis axali SesaZlebloba gaxda, sruly-

ofilad da Tanmimdevrulad Camoeyalibebina politikuri liberalizmis 

mniSvneloba da sazrisi, aseve, gamoeyo is mTavari gansxvavebebi, romelic 

habermasis da roulzis xedvaSi arsebobs.

roulzi miiCnevs, rom habermasis da sakuTar xedvas Soris ori funda-

menturi sxvaobaa: 1. habermasis Tvalsazrisi sistemuri, fundamenturi 

msje lobis obieqtis gareTaa dafuZnebuli anu, rogorc am mdgomareobis 

aRsawerad iyenebs termins, `yovlismomcvelia~, xolo misi Teoria Semofar-

glulia politikuri sferoTi; 2. gansxvavebaa Teoriis reprezentaciul 

elementebs Soris, Tu habermasi cdilobs, diskursis TeoriiT gamoxatos 

racionaluri komunikaciis idea, roulzi sawyis pozicias iyenebs samarT-

lianobis Teoriis reprezentaciisTvis.

pirveli sxvaobis dasadastureblad roulzi miiCnevs, rom gansxvave-

biT politikis filosofiis Sesaxeb arsebuli mosazrebebidan – `rom cne-

bebi, principebi, idealebi da sxva elementebi religiuri, metafizikuri da 

moraluri yovlismomcveli doqtrinebidan momdinareobs~2 – misi Teoria 

`TviTkmaria~ da politikuris gareT ar axdens pirovnebis uflebebis da 

samarTlianobis ideebis dafuZnebas. iseve, rogorc yvela sxva TeoriaSi, 

`samarTlianobis TeoriaSi~ koncefciis dafuZnebisas roulzis mier ga-

keTebuli daSvebebi da principebi gansazRvravs uflebebs, SesaZleblobebs 

da ZiriTad Tavisuflebebs, Tumca, roulzis azriT, erTi mniSvnelovani 

gansxvavebiT – ganmsazRvreli principebi politikuris SigniTaa, amdenad 

ar aris dafuZnebuli filosofiur, moralur Tu religiur msjelobebze 

da inarCunebs TviTkmarobas. marTalia, roulzi SeniSnavs, rom kantis an mi-

lis politikuri liberalizmi avtonomiis da pirovnebis imgvar xedvas emy-

areba, romelic gadis politikuris gareT, Tumca samarTlianobis TeoriaSi 

kantis moraluri konstruqtivizmis gavleniT Camoyalibebuli pirovnebis 

koncefciis da milis avtonomiuri subieqtis ideiT gamagrebuli ufle-

bebis Teoriis gamoyenebis miuxedavad, miiCnevs, rom samarTlianobis Teo-

ria politikurad aris gansazRvruli da ara romelime filosofiuri Tu 

moraluri ideiT. 

roulzis argumentacia samarTlianobis Teoriis politikurad gansaz-

Rvris da `TviTkmarobis~ Sesaxeb, sul mcire, sami mizeziT aris susti:
roulzi ganmartavs, rom samarTlianobis Teoria mieyeneba sazogadoe-

bis bazisur politikur, ekonomikur da socialur institutebs, romel-

1 Rawls J. (1995), “PoliƟ cal Liberalism: Reply to Habermas”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 
(Mar., 1995), pp. 132-180 /www.jstor.org/stable/2940843

2 Rawls J. (1995), “PoliƟ cal Liberalism: Reply to Habermas”, The Journal of Philosophy Vol. 92, No. 3 
(Mar., 1995), pp. 132-180 /www.jstor.org/stable/2940843
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Ta mizania socialuri TanamSromlobis erTiani sistemis Camoyalibeba. 

roulzis daSveba imis Sesaxeb, rom, sul mcire, sami damoukidebeli sfero 

(politika, ekonomika da socialuri institutebi) politikurad aris gan-

sazRvruli, moklebulia argumentacias da avtoris iracionalur survils 

ufro gamoxatavs, vidre msjelobas. meore mxriv, politikis, ekonomikis 

Tu socialuri institutebis bazisuri elementebi yovelTvis am disci-

plinebis gareTaa gansazRvruli. magaliTad, politikis bazisuri element 

Zalauflebaze refleqsia yovelTvis cdeba wminda politikuris sferos da 

pirovnebis Sesaxeb filosofiur koncefciebSi cdilobs Tavis dafuZnebas. 

socialuri TanamSromlobis idea, sul mcire, pirovnebis Sesaxeb msjelo-

bebs iTvaliswinebs, amitom samarTlianobis Teoriis bazisuri elementebis 

politikurad gansazRvra aradamajerebelia.

politikuri liberalizmis Teoriis formulireba, roulzis azriT, 

SesaZlebelia yvela filosofiuri, moraluri Tu religiuri Teoriisgan 

damoukideblad, rac, rogorc zemoT vaCveneT, racionalur msjelobas mok-

lebulia. sainteresoa is faqti, rom samarTlianobis Teoriis calkeuli 

nawilebis konstruirebisas roulzi ara marto kargad icnobs kantis, milis, 

sazogadoebrivi kontraqtis Teoretikosebis Teoriebs Tu isaia berlinis 

Sexedulebas Tavisuflebis TeoriaSi avtonomiurobis ideis Sesaxeb, aramed 

iribad iyenebs misi Teoriis fundamentur elementebad. amdenad, Teoriis 

`TviTkmarobis~ idea racionaluri iqneboda, Tu politikuris sfero ga-

farTovdeboda ise, rom filosofiuri, moraluri da religiuri msjelobe-

bi mis sazrRvebSi moeqceoda. Tu roulzi amgvar daSvebas gaakeTebda, rasac 

yvela mis naSromSi emijneba, maSin samarTlianobis Teoriisadmi habermasis 

mier gamoTqmuli yvela kritika azrs dakargavda.

roulzis azriT, sazogadoeba, rogorc socialuri samarTlianobis 

sistema da moqalaqe, rogorc gonivruli da racionaluri, Tavisufali 

da Tanaswori arseba politikuradaa gansazRvruli. Tumca, samarTliano-

bis TeoriaSi pirovnebis da samarTlianobis idea zemoT ganxiluli moaz-

rovneebis mkveTr gavlenas ganicdis. amdenad, roulzs unda gaefarTove-

bina `politikuris~ sfero da masSi `Seeyvana~ yvela filosofiuri, moral-

uri da religiuri msjelobebi, risi meSveobiTac politikur filosofias 

daubrunebda im antikur mniSvnelobas, romelic hana arendtis naSromSi 

`adamianuri mdgomareoba~1 aris gatarebuli. samarTlianobis Teoriis mi-

xed viT, bazisuri Tavisuflebebis CamoyalibebisaTvis aucilebelia, ar-

sebobdes sazogadoebis ganviTarebis pirobebi da politikuri neba, rac 

konstituciuri reJimiT garantirebuli politikuri siqveleebis uzrun-

velsayofad moqalaqeTa aqtiur CarTulobas gulisxmobs2. roulzi am xed-

1 Arendt H. (1959 ), “The Human CondiƟ on”, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
2 rolzi j. (2018), `politikuri liberalizmi~, mTargmn. zurab WiaberaSvili, Copy-

right Columbia Univirsity Press, Tb., gv 304. 
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vas samoqalaqo humanizms uwodebs, rac axlos dgas aristoteles politi-

kur filosofiasTan, romelic srulfasovnad hana arendtma warmoadgina. 

naSromSi `adamianuri mdgomareoba~ Tavisufleba da adamianis cxovrebis 

sazrisi politikaSi sazogadoebriv sferoSi CarTulobiT realizdeba, sa-

dac individi axerxebs cxovrebis dausrulebeli ciklurobis gawyvetas da 

ukvdavebis miRwevas1. aRniSnuli kavSiriT aSkara xdeba roulzis dafaru-

li survili, gafarTovdes politikuris sfero da gaxdes igi, antikuris 

msgavsad, adamianuri cxovrebis yovlismomcveli. roulzi kargad acnobi-

erebs `antikuri da modernuli Tavisuflebebis~ miznebs. pirvelis mizani 

absoluturi, roulzis terminiT rom gadmovceT, yovlismomcveli iyo, meo-

ris – instrumentaluri da politikis viwro sferoTi Semoifargleba, Tum-

ca bazisuri Tavisuflebebis uzrunvelsayofad moqalaqeTa CarTulobis 

moTxovna roulzis mier Sefaruli mcdelobaa, arendtis xazi gaagrZelos 

da politikur filosofias Tanamedrove instrumentalizmis miuxedavad, 

antikuri suliskveTebiT ganmsWvalos. amdenad, erTaderTi racionaluri 

gamarTleba debulebisa, samarTlianobis Teoriis `TviTkmarobis~ Sesaxeb 

mxolod im daSvebiT SeiZleba, Tu `politikuri~ sfero antikuri politiku-

ri filosofiis sazRvrebSi gafarTovdeba.

roulzi samarTlianobis moralur idead politikur miukerZoeblobas 

ganixilavs, romelic gonivruli pluralizmis pirobebSi mxolod liberal-

izmis pirobebSia SesaZlebeli. liberalizmi yvela ideas aZlevs ganviTare-

bis SesaZleblobas, magram Tu romelime maTgani gascda racionalizmis far-

glebs, SeiZleba ganadgurdes. liberalizmi ar aris romelime ideis mimarT 

mikerZoebuli.2 `ar arsebobs socialuri samyaro Rirebulebebis danakli-

sis gareSe... Tumca liberaluri filosofia yvelaze metad uzrunvelyofs 

maTTvis arsebobis arealis gafarToebas da maT socialur da politikur 

institutebSi warmodgenas~.3 liberalizmis politikuri filosofiis saz-

Rvrebis gafarToebis mcdeloba kidev ufro amyarebs zemoT moyvanil msje-

lobas roulzis mier politikuri sferos sazRvrebis gafarToebis laten-

turi survilis Sesaxeb.

habermasis kritika, roulzis azriT, gamomdinareobs misi filosofiu-

ri Tvalsazrisidan, romelic metafizikuria da msjelobis dafuZnebas yov-

elTvis Teoriis gareT cdilobs, amitom racionaluri da gonieri adamianis 

pirovnebis ideis araswori aRqma habermasis azrovnebis stils miewereba. 

roulzs sakuTari argumentaciis dasadastureblad mohyavs habermasis naS-

1 Arendt H. (1959), “The Human CondiƟ on“, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. gv.9-27.
2 Rawls J., Fairness to Goodnes, “Philosophical Review“, (April 1975)gv. 548-51.
3 Berlin I. (1969), “Two Consepts Of Liberty. Four Essays on Liberty“, New York: Oxford University Press, 

pp. 118-172. hƩ ps://cactus.dixie.edu/green/B_Readings/I_Berlin%20Two%20Concpets%20of%20
Liberty.pdf
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romidan1 citata: `da mainc, modernuloba, axla ukve Tavisi SezRudulobis 

gacnobierebiTve, ufro metad aris damokidebuli procedurul gonebaze, 

romelic sakuTar Tavs gansacdlis skamze svams. gonebis kritika gonebi-

save samuSaoa~. am gagebiT habermasi emijneba platonis filosofiur xedvas 

ideebis, rogorc yvelaze maRalis da miRmiuri substanciis, Sesaxeb, radgan 

maT argumentacias aklia logikurobis Zala. kantianuri gonebis ormagi 

TviTrefleqsia habermasisTvis logikurobis met Zalas iZens. roulzis az-

riT, es bunebrivia da Cans habermasis Teoriul msjelobebSi, misi logika 

metafizikuria, radgan `igi aRwers imas, rac aris~2 , magram im gansxvavebiT, 

rom sakuTar msjelobas da moqmedebis sayrdens afuZnebs imis gareT, rasac 

aRwers.

roulzs habermasis metafizikuri azrovnebis Cveneba ori azriT surs: 
erTi mxriv, igi cdilobs, moigerios habermasis kritika im argumentiT, rom 

samarTlianobis TeoriaSi ideebis saxiT garkveuli daSvebebia gakeTebuli 

yvela im elementis konstruirebisas, rasac, habermasis azrovnebidan gamom-

dinare, logikuri argumentaciis Zala aklia. roulzis xedviT, samarTlia-

nobis Teoriis bundovaneba ar aris koncefciis nakli. problema Teoriis-

gan gansxvavebul adgilze, Semfaseblis azrovnebis stilSi unda veZeboT. 

habermasisTvis damaxasiaTebeli racionalizmisTvis yovelTvis bundovani 

gaxdeba is daSvebebi, romelsac ideebis doneze sistematurad axorcielebs 

roulzi samarTlianobis TeoriaSi, radgan habermasisiTvis goneba TviT-

refleqsiiT – sakuTari Tavis gacnobierebiT – afuZnebs sakuTar Tavs da 

socialur struqturebSi komunikaciur moqmedebebs. habermasisTvis rou-

lzis ideebi iseTive bundovani da logikurad sustia, rogorc platonis 

ideebi.

mniSvnelovani gansxvavebaa sawyis mdomareobaSi myofi subieqtebis Ses-

axeb msjelobisas. habermasis azriT, racionaluri diskursis pirobebSi 

normebisa da Rirebulebebis Sesaxeb msjeloba mimdinareobs intersubieq-

turi (universaluri) `Cven~ kategoriiT. `Cven~ kategoria SeiZleba ganvm-

artoT, rogorc universaluri metafizikuri da moraluri kategoriebi, 

romlebic sublimirebulia, daleqilia sazogadoebis socialur da poli-

tikur struqturebSi.3 roulzTan sawyis mdgomareobaSi myofi racional-

uri da gonieri pirovnebebi erTmaneTTan samarTliani wesebiT TanamSrom-

lobis survils gamoTqvamen, Tumca maTi msoflmxedvelobiTi, moraluri 

da religiuri Sexedulebebi gansxvavebulia, habermasTan komunikaciur 

TeoriaSi arsebobs intersubieqturi `Cven~, universaluri msoflmxedve-

1 `faqtebsa da normebs Soris~, gv. 510.

2 rolzi j. (2018), `politikuri liberalizmi~, mTargmn. zurab WiaberaSvili, Copy-
right Columbia Univirsity Press, ilias saxelobis universitetis gamomcemloba, Tb.,               
gv. 513.

3 iqve, gv. 518.
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lobiTi da moraluri kategoriiT, rac, marTalia, sayrdens msjelobis ga-

reT afuZnebs, Tumca argumentaciis ufro myar safuZvels uzrunvelyofs, 

vidre roulzTan. habermasis erT-erTi kritika sawyis mdgomareobaSi myofi 

individis Sesaxeb koncefciis argumentaciis simyifeSi mdgomareobs. ma-

Sin, roca roulzi cdilobs, samarTlianobis Teoria `TviTkmari~ gaxados 

da ar gamoiyenos argumentaciis `gareT~ dafuZneba, aRniSnuli bundovans 

xdis sawyis poziciaSi individis Sesaxeb koncefcias. habermasi, iseve, ro-

gorc roulzi, miiCnevs, rom mxolod konstituciur-samarTlebriv siste-

maSia SesaZlebeli individis stabiluri ganviTareba. gansxvaveba haber-

masis da roulzis azrovnebidan gamomdinareobs: pirveli cdilobs, myari 

wanamZRvrebis msjelobis gareT dafuZnebiT uSualod substanciis sakiTx-

is gadawyveta Tavisufal da racionalur komunikacias dauqvemdebaros, 

meore ki – sawyisi poziciis xelovnurobiT cdilobs, substanciis sakiTxi 

individebis samarTlian TanamSromlobamde gadawyvitos. roulzi miznad 

isaxavs demokratiuli bazisuri struqturebisTvis samarTlianobis Teo-

ria Camoayalibos, ris gamoc gverds ver uvlis substanciur msjelobebs, 

habermasi ki cdilobs im mraval kiTxvas, romelsac substanciaze msjelo-

bamde mivyavarT, pasuxi realurma adamianebma gascen.

habermasisTvis gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania, roulzis Teorias le-

gitimuri safuZvlebi gaaCndes, amitom, misi mizania ara sakuTari Tvalsaz-

risis upiratesobis dadastureba, aramed roulzis Teoriis myari argu-

mentaciis SeqmniT sakuTaris gadarCena. 

habermasis da roulzis Tvalsazrisis meore mniSvnelovani ganmasxvave-

beli niSani, rogorc zemoT avRniSneT, filosofiuri xedvis instrumen-

tebTan aris dakavSirebuli, ufro konkretulad, xedvis im elementebTan, 

romelsac habermasis da rouzlis Teoria moqmedebaSi mohyavs. igi habermas-

Tan warmodgenilia idealuri diskursis, xolo roulzTan sawyisi poziciis 

saxiT. 

sawyisi pozicia analitikuri instrumentia, romelsac roulzi va ra-

udis gamosaTqmelad da dasadastureblad iyenebs. sawyis poziciaSi unda 

damtkicdes, Tu rogor aris SesaZlebeli samarTliani konstituciiT gan-

sazRvrul demokratiul sazogadoebaSi Tavisufali da Tanaswori adami-

anebis TanamSromloba. am debulebis dasamtkiceblad roulzi xelovnurad 

konstruirebul sawyis poziciaSi akeTebs daSvebebs, romelic, erTi mxriv, 

bazisuri Tavisuflebebis da maTi prioritetulobis principis saxiT aris 

warmodgenili, meore mxriv ki, individis racionaluri da gonieri koncef-

ciiT yalibdeba. samarTlianobis Teoriis mixedviT, Tu daSvebebis logi-

kuri argumentaciiT samarTlianobis roulziseuli varaudi gamarTlda, 

maSin bazisuri struqturebi racionalurad aris mowyobili. sawyis pozi-

ciaSi moqalaqeebi ara mxolod formaluri, aramed gonebrivi Tanasworobis 

mdgomareobaSi imyofebian. `samoqalaqo poziciis gamomuSavebaSi yvela mo-

qalaqe aris CarTuli... filosofoss danarCen moqalaqeebze meti avtorite-
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ti ar aqvs~1. sawyis poziciaSi gakeTebuli SemTxveviTi daSvebebis Sedegad 

gamarTlebuli varaudebi samarTlian da legitimur konstituciur norme-

bad transformirdebian. legitimaciis procesi dakavSirebulia, Tu ram-

denad aris SesaZlebeli mxareebs Soris SeTanxmeba da rogori politikuri 

tradicia umyarebs SeTanxmebas zurgs.

habermasi racionaluri da Tavisufali diskursis konstruirebamde 

akeTebs winare logikur-racionalur daSvebebs. sajaro sferoSi subi-

eqtebi komunikaciis procesSi winaswar gansazRvruli logikurad wonadi 

argumentebiT arian SeiaraRebuli da Tu komunikaciis procesi `daumaxin-

jeblad~ warimarTa, maSin konsensusi gardauvalad miiRweva. faqtobrivad, 

habermasis filosofia, hegelianuri gavleniT, warmoadgens mkacr logikas, 

romelic winare daSvebad udevs safuZvlad racionalur diskurss. haber-

masis Teoriis mixedviT, gansxvvebiT roulzisgan, bazisuri struqturebi 

myaria da komunikaciis pricesSi misi simyare kidev ufro dasturdeba, rac 

sajaro sferos legitimaciis xarisxs maRla wevs. habermasis Teoriis mixed-

viT, gonebrivi ierarqia bunebrivia da filosofosebs ekisrebaT samar-

Tlianobis zogadi bazisuri struqturebis winaswari gansazRvra. amdenad, 

roulzi SeniSnavs, rom sazogadoebis bazisuri struqturebi habermasTan 

metafizikurad aris dafZnebuli, rac moicavs filosofiur, moralur da 

religiur msjelobebs, xolo samarTlianobis TeoriaSi bazisuri struq-

turebis sajari-politikuri ganxilvebis Sedegad dadastureba koncefci-

is politikur gansazRvras uzrunvelyofs.

roulzis xedvaSi ori principuli Seusabamobaa; WeSmaritebis absolu-

turi mniSvnelobis dakargviT, rac sawyis poziciaSi winaswari myari argu-

mentebis ararsebobidan gamomdinareobs, survili aqvs, Camoayalibos gans-

xvavebulTa iseTi SeTanxmeba, romelic racionaluri iZulebiT iqneba uz-

runvelyofili. anu, roulzi cdilobs intersubieqturobis iseTi univer-

saluri Teoriis Camoyalibebas, sadac individi sxvadasxva WeSmaritebas 

Soris Tavisuflad `dacuravs~ da samarTlianobis Teoriis mizans, uzrun-

velyos individis stabiluri ganviTareba myari substanciebis ararsebobis 

gamo, ver uzrunvelyofs. habermass surs, swored es bundovaneba gafantos 

roulzis TeoriaSi, roca mianiSnebs bazisuri elementebis hipoTeturi 

bunebis naklovanebaze2. habermasi Teoriis konstruirebis dawyebamde wi-

naswar qmnis myar sayrdenebs, ris gamoc legitimaciis procesi ufro sta-

bilurad mimdinareobs da komunikaciuri TeoriiT gansazRvruli konsti-

tuciur-samarTlebrivi sistema ufro myaria, vidre roulzis samarTlia-

1 Rawls J. (1995), “PoliƟ cal Liberalism: Reply to Habermas”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 
(Mar., 1995), pp. 132-180 /www.jstor.org/stable/2940843, gv.142-157.

2 Habermas J. (1995), “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls 
PoliƟ cal Liberalism”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.
jstor.org/ stable/2940842
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nobis Teoriis SemTxvevaSi. aRniSnuli msjelobiT meore Seusabamobis 

gansazRvramde mivdivarT, rac sawyis poziciaSi miznebis da amocanebis ar-

amarTebul gansazRvraSi vlindeba. amocanebis da miznebis vertikalSi rou-

lzi adgils ucvlis pirvels da meoris adgilze ayenebs, rac Teoriis mimarT 

kritikas zrdis. roulzis argumentaciis sawinaaRmdegod, damatebiT unda 

aRiniSnos isic, rom, miuxedavad Teoriis ̀ TviTkmarobis~ dasabuTebis mcde-

lobisa, daSvebebi da varaudebi metafizikuria da wminda politikuris vel-

idan gareT gadis, Tu am SemTxvevaSic roulzis farul survils ar gaviT-

valiswinebT, gafarTovdes politikuris sfero da moicvas metafizikuri, 

moraluri da religiuri sferoebi.

b)b) pro tanto  pro tanto da da modus VIVendI modus VIVendI politikur koncefciebSipolitikur koncefciebSi

habermasis kritikis Semdegi samizne samarTlianobis TeoriaSi konsen-

susis ideis dasabuTeba da legitimaciis procesis bundovanebaa. haberma-

sis azriT, roulzis mcdelobebis miuxedavad, politikuri liberalizmis 

Teoria gverds ver auvlis WeSmaritebisa da pirovnebis filosofiuri kon-

cefciebis ganmartebas1, amitom cdilobs konsensusis da legitimurobis 

sakiTxze aqcentirebiT, roulzma axleburad moaxdinos Teoriaze refle-

qsia. habermasi svams kiTxvas, Tu ra funqcia aqvs samarTlianobis TTeoriis 

dasabuTebisas gonivruli konsensusis sayovelTao ideas? aqvs Tu ara Zala 

varaudis dasabuTebaSi konsensusis ideas, Tu mxolod socialur stabi-

lurobas uzrunvelyofs? konsensusis idea roulzis logikur-struqturu-

li CarCos erT-erTi bazisuri elementia, Tu mxolod proceduruli dan-

iSnuleba aqvs? kiTxvebze pasuxi dakavSirebulia habermasis Semdeg kiTxvas-

Tan – ras niSnavs gonivruli?2

`politikur sazogadoebaSi politikuri koncefciis sajaro dasabuTe-

ba gonivrul yovlismomcvel doqtrinebzea damokidebuli, es dasabuTeba 

arapirdapir xdeba. anu am doqtrinebis Ria Sinaarss aranairi normatiuli 

roli ar aqvs sajaro dasabuTebaSi~3, amdenad, habermasis kiTxvaze pasuxi 

– Tu ras niSnavs gonivruli, xom ar aRniSnavs igi moraluri msjelobebis 

WeSmaritebas Tu Semwynareblobis ideis gaazrebuli xedvaa4 – rouzlisT-

1 iqve, gv. 131. 
2 Habermas J. (1995), “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls Poli Ɵ -

cal Liberalism”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.jstor.
org/stable/2940842

3 rolzi j., `politikuri liberalizmi~, Targm. zurab WiaberaSvili, CopyrIght 
ColumbIa UnIVIrsIty Press. ilias saxelobis universitetis gamomcemloba, Tb., 2018, 
gv. 523.

4 Habermas J. (1995), “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls Poli Ɵ -
cal Liberalism”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.jstor.
org/stable/2940842
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vis pasuxi calsaxaa, misTvis gonivruloba Semwynareblobis ideis gaazre-

ba ufroa, roca sawyis poziciaSi myofi mxareebi acnobiereben da aRiareben 

gansxvavebul msoflmxedvelobiT moralur da religiur xedvebs, vidre 

romelime am xedviT gansazRvruli WeSmariteba. rogorc zemoT avRniSneT 

habermasi socialuri stabilurobis da samarTlebriv-konstituciuri re-

Jimis legitimaciisTvis gadamwyvet mniSvnelobas aniWebs myari metafiziku-

ri sayrdenebis Seqmnas, romelic politikuris gareTaa da komunikaciur 

subieqtebs myari mocemulobis saxiT aqvT miRebuli. habermasisTvis poli-

tikuri koncefcia ganisazRvreba, rogorc modus VIVendI, sadac moqalaqeebi 

dajgufebuli arian winaswari dasabuTebis bazisebis mixedviT, rac sistemis 

stabilurobas da legitimurobas uzrunvelyofs. konsensusi aris legit-

imaciis mudmivi procesi, roca sazogadoebis wevrebi winaswari sqemebis 

mixedviT adastureben sazogadoebis bazisuri elementebis sandoobas.

habermasisgan gansxvavebiT, roulzi sayovelTao konsensusis da le-

gitimaciis ideas sawyisi poziciis SigniT agebs ukve kargad cnobili 

logikur-konstruqciuli CarCos gamoyenebiT deduqciurad, roca zoga-

di debulebidan cdilobs kerZo wanamZRvebis dasabuTebas. igi iyenebs sam-

safexuriani dasabuTebis meTods, sadac pirveli safexuri wminda poli-

tikur sferoSi daSvebas efuZneba, xolo yoveli momdevno – winas sinTezs. 

pirvel etapze roulzi cdilobs konsensusis ideis politikuri koncef-

ciis pro tanto (Sesatyvisad) dasabuTebas. meore etapze pro tanto-s integrire-

bas individebis gansxvavebul msoflmxedvelobiT, moralur da religiur 

SexedulebebTan, rasac gonivruli pluralizmis terminebiT gamoxatavs, 

mesame etapze ki, sadac sayovelTao konsensusis dasabuTebiT legitimaciis 

procesi mimdinareobs, warmoadgens pirveli da meore etapis sinTezs, roca 

msjelobis tvirTiT da gonebis sajaro gamoyenebiT konsensusis ideas adas-

turebs.

pirvel etapze sajaro gonebaSi konsensusis ideis daSveba politi-

kuris sferodan xdeba.es niSnavs, rom, Tu moxda wanamZRvrebis WeSmaritebis 

dadgena, maSin daSvebac WeSmaritia da, amdenad, politikuri koncefciac 

sruli. misi mizania, sayovelTao konsensusiT da legitimaciis procesiT 

politikurad WeSmariti fardobiToba sayovelTao WeSmaritebad daadg-

inos, risi meSveobiTac filosofiur, religiur da moralur msjelobebs 

sayrdens gamoaclis. Tumca sayovelTao konsensusis meore etapi qmnis mis 

TeoriaSi winaaaRmdegobas, radgan politikuri doqtrinebi individualu-

ri dasabuTebis etaps gadian, raSic, upirvelesad, CarTulia adamianis 

metafizikuri gamocdileba. aRniSnul etapze metafizikuri da politiku-

ri msjelobebi gonivrulobis farglebSi Tavsdebian. am procesis aRsaw-

erad roulzs Semoaqvs racionalobis da gonivrulobis ganmarteba, Tumca 

Tavs ver aRwevs im winaaRmdegobas, romlis mixedviT individi politikur 

koncefcias yovlismomcveli doqtrinebis Suqze ganixilavs. sayovelTao 

konsensusis meore etapze moqalaqe politikur koncefcias yovlismomc-
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veli doqtrinis mixedviT alagebs cnobierebaSi, rac gonis sajaro gamoy-

enebisas msjelobis tvirTis simyares uzrunvelyofs. sajaro dasabuTeba 

da konsensusis mesame etapi mimdinareobs maSin, roca pirveli ori etapis 

sinTezireba xdeba. miuxedavad fundamenturi gansxvavebebisa, meore etapze 

politikuris yovlismomcvel doqtrinebTan `Sewyoba~ uzrunvelyofs me-

same etapze yvelas mier sajaro aRiarebas. legitimacis fuqnciaa sakuTriv 

procesis sandoobis SeZena da ara bazisuri elementebisadmi ndobis gamo-

xatva.1

roulzis politikuri koncefcia TviTkmarobis SenarCunebis mizniT 

aqsiomaturia. msjelobis mizania ara sawyisi daSvebebis WeSmaritebis dad-

genis auxilebloba, rasac mudmivad xazs usvams habermasi, aramed sakuTriv 

procesis sandoobis dasabuTeba. sayovelTao konsensusis meore etapze 

arsebuli gaugebrobis erTdaderTi mizezi SeiZleba iyos roulzis logi-

kur-struqrurul CarCoSi msoflmxedvelobiTi, moraluri da religiuri 

xedvebis funqcia. yovlismomcveli doqtrinebis mravalferovneba rou-

lzisTvis saSualebaa, hqondes daSvebebis mravalferovneba, romelic, jam-

Si, samarTlianobis Teorias gaamarTlebs. faqtobrivad, sayovelTao kon-

sensusi da legitimacia, rogorc wminda politikuri filosofiis instru-

menti, roulzTan sqematurad ase lagdeba: pro tanto warmoadgens bazisuri 

struqturis logikuri moqmedebis CarCos, mravalferovani fundamenturi 

doqtrinebi iZleva wanamZRvrebis arCevanis SesaZleblobas, xolo sayovel-

Tao konsensusiT xdeba wanamZRvrebis Semowmeba da varaudis gamarTleba.2

g) rouzlis Teoria, rogorc dausrulebeli liberaluri                       g) rouzlis Teoria, rogorc dausrulebeli liberaluri                       

filosofiis proeqtifilosofiis proeqti

roulzis kritikosebi, maT Soris, habermasi, kritikaSi aRniSnavs, rom 

roulzis samarTlianobis Teoria liberaluri filosofiis Sinaarsobriv 

nawils ayalibebs da procedurul ganxorcielebaSi bundovanebebi SeiniS-

neba3. Teoria ramdenime mimarTulebiT avlens sistemurobis deficits da 

es bunebrivicaa, Tu roulzis logikur-struqturul CarCos ganvixilavT. 

STabeWdileba iqmneba, rom koncefciis samecniero sivrceSi gamoCenis 

pirvel etapze avtoris mizani iyo proeqtis Sinaarsobrivi gamarTleba da 

1 Rawls J. (1995), “PoliƟ cal Liberalism: Reply to Habermas“, The Journal of Philosophy Vol. 92, No. 3 
(Mar., 1995), pp. 132-180 /www.jstor.org/stable/2940843

2 rolzi j. (2018), `politikuri liberalizmi~, Targmn. zurab WiaberaSvili, Copy-
right Columbia Univirsity Press, ilias saxelobis universitetis gamomcemloba, Tb., 
2018. gv. 528

3 Habermas J.(1995), “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls PoliƟ -
cal Liberalism”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.jstor.
org/stable/2940842
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logikuri struqturis daxvewas mxolod kritikis Semdeg cdilobs ise, rom 

proeqtis ZiriTad azrs ar gadauxvios. Teoriis bundovaneba gamowveulia 

kritikis procesSi wanamZRvrebis mudmivi gadafasebiT an mniSvnelobis 

SecvliT ise, rom ZiriTadi mizani SenarCundes.

habermasis kritikis mesame Semajamebeli nawili yvelaze naTlad ga-

mokveTs zemoT gavniTarebul msjelobas. bazisuri Tavisuflebebis ganx-

ilvisas liberaluri filosofiis proeqtis fragmentuloba Cans. habermasi 

cdilobs, bazisuri Tavisuflebebis mimarTeba daadginos antikur da mod-

ernul TavisuflebebTan mimarTebiT im gagebiT, rom Tu orive Tavisufle-

bas saerTo Ziri aqvs, ar SeiZleba maT hqondeT gansxvavebuli funqciebi. 

Tu wanamZRvrebi saerToa, maSin warmoudgenelia gansxvavebuli daskvnebis 

miReba. roulzis TeoriaSi antikuri Tavisuflebebis uzrunvelyofas `ew-

ireba~ modernuli Tavisuflebebi, roca pirveli ganixileba kerZo sferos 

Semadgenel nawilad, meore ki – politikuri struqturis instituciona-

lur formad. erTi Tavisuflebis meoreTi SezRudva roulzis logikuri 

struqturis xasiaTidan gamomdinareobs. Tu bazisuri Tavisuflebebi wana-

mZRvrebia, romelmac garkveul periodSi samarTlianobis ganxorcielebis 

mizans xeli SeuSala, maSin maTi Canacvleba SesaZlebeli gaxdeba sxva Tav-

isuflebebiT. habermasis politikuri koncefcia, sadac bazisuri elemen-

tebi metafizikurad, garedan aris gansazRvruli, amgvar Canacvlebas gam-

oricxavs da metnaklebad agvarebs liberaluri demokratiisTvis damaxas-

iaTebel dilemas uflebebisa da valdebulebebis Sesaxeb. bazisuri Tavisu-

flebebis Canacvlebis SesaZlebloba gamomdinareobs roulzis mosazrebiT 

samoqalaqo aqtivobis Taobidan Taobaze politikuri kulturis formiT 

gadasvlis imediT.

habermasi miiCnevs, rom sawyis poziciaSi, rogorc ki fundamentur sa-

kiTxebze suverenuli moqalaqeebis SeTanxmeba moxdeba, `samarTliani kons-

tituciis srulad realizeba ver xerxdeba~1. am gagebiT samoqalaqo aqti-

viz mi mudam dausrulebeli da gansaxorcielebeli proeqtia. roulzTan 

samoqalaqo aqtivizmi samarTlian wesebze SeTanxmebiT droebiT wydeba, 

radgan socialur da politikur struqturebSi samarTliani normebis dad-

gena politikur institutebze gadadis, amdenad moqalaqeebis politikuri 

avtonomia imTaviTve SezRuduli SeiZleba aRmoCndes, roca gansazRvrulia 

substanciuri mizani. es warmoSobs risks, rom moqalaqeebi `veRar gaaRvive-

ben sawyisi poziciis demokratiul nakverCxals maTi sazogadoebis samo-

qalaqo cxovrebaSi, radgan moqalaqeebi konstitucias ver aRiqvamen pro-

eqtad, amitom gonebis sajaro gamoyenebas ar aqvs politikuri avtonomiis 

funqcia da is araZaladobrivi gziT politikuri stabilurobis SenarCu-

1 rolzi j. (2018), `politikuri liberalizmi~, Targmn. zurab WiaberaSvili, Copy-
right Columbia Univirsity Press, ilisas saxelobis universitetis gamomcemloba, Tb., 
2018, gv. 536.



113

giorgi grigolaSvili – samarTlianobis Teoria, rogorc politikuri liberalizmis...

  

nebas exmareba~1. habermasi yvelaze aSkarad aq gamoxatavs mis SeSfoTebas, 

rac gamowveulia roulzis TeoriaSi substanciuri azris winaswar gansaz-

RvriT. habermasTan konstitucia racionaluri gonisTvis dausrulebe-

li proeqtia, roulzTan ki, `arcodnis saburvelis~ daxmarebiT, mxareebi 

cdiloben, rom gansxvavebebis miuxedavad, SeTanxmebas sawyis etapzeve mi-

aRwion, rac Semdgom samoqalaqo aqtivobas politikuri filosofiis Tval-

sazrisiT azrs ukargavs. moqalaqis yoveli Semdgomi aqtivoba mimarTulia 

platonis politikuri filosofiis msgavsad winaswargansazRvruli ideis 

gansamtkiceblad. `arcodnis saburveliT~ moqalaqeebi sul ufro metad 

eqvemdebarebian sistemis principebs da maTi Teoriuli CarCo imdenad in-

stitucionalizebulia socialur da politikur struqturebSi, rom moqa-

laqeebis Tavisufal nebas iqvemdebareben2. amitom warmoadgens erTi bazi-

suri uflebis meoriT Canacvleba problemas, romelic emsaxureba saboloo 

miznis gamarTlebas da amdenad mniSvnelovania habermasis kritika roulzis 

mier Tavisuflebebis erTi gagebis meore gagebasTan upiratesobis miniWebis 

gamo.

amdenad, mniSvnelovania, samarTlianobis Teoria ar Caiketos politi-

kur sferoSi da ar gaxdes `TviTkmari~, radgan am SemTxvevaSi libera luri 

filosofiis proeqti dausrulebeli rCeba, romelic samoqalaqo dau-

morCleblobas konstituciis mudmivi ganaxlebis motiviT xsnis. moqa-

laqes SeuZlia Secvalos, Tu samarTlianoba dairRva bazisur uflebebTan 

mimarTebiT, rac habermasTan winaswargansazRvruli da myaria. gansxvavebiT 

am xedvisgan, roulzi gvTavazobs saboloo miznis gamarTlebis motiviT 

bazisur elementebs adgili da prioritetuloba SeucvaloT. `esaa moqa-

laqeTa perspeqtiva, romlebic aqtiurad arian Cabmuli uflebaTa sistemis 

realizebaSi da surT, gadalaxon socialur normebsa da realobas Soris 

daZabuloba~.3

amdenad, habermasis da roulzis inteleqtualuri diskusia, erTi mxriv, 

saSualebas gvaZlevs, gamovkveToT orive moazrovnis azrovnebis ZiriTa-

di aspeqtebi, meore mxriv ki, saSualebas gvaZlevs, sistemurad davinaxoT 

jon roulzis politikuri filosofiis sakiTxebi. is fragmentuloba da 

usistemo msjeloba, romelic axasiaTebs roulzs samarTlianobis Teoriis 

Camoyalibebis procesSi, erTiani sistemis saxiT warmoadgina habermasma da 

kritikiT im aspeqtebs gausva xazi, romelzec roulzic refleqsia Teorias 

erTian logikur struqturad Camoayalibebs. naTelia da am faqts sakuTriv 

1 Habermas J. (1995), “ReconciliaƟ on Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls 
PoliƟ cal Liberalism”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995), pp. 109-131. hƩ ps://www.
jstor.org/stable/2940842

2 iqve, gv. 128

3 Rawls J. (1995), “PoliƟ cal Liberalism: Reply to Habermas”, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 92, No. 3 
(Mar., 1995), pp. 132-180 /www.jstor.org/stable/2940843
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roulzic xSirad axsenebs sxvadasxva samecniero naSromebSi, kritikam ufro 

srulyofili gaxada misi Teoria, moaxdina avtoris Sexedulebebis gada-

faseba Tu Tanmimdevrulad dalageba, rac ase aklda `samarTlianobis Te-

oriis~ pirvel gamocemas. roulzis politikuri filosofiis bundovaneba 

mniSvnelovnad aris dakavSirebuli mis araTanmimdevrobasTan. 

Teoriis gaazrebisTvis ramdenime mniSvnelovani faqtis gaTvaliswineba 

da kiTxvaze pasuxis gacema mogviwevs:
 aqvs Tu ara avtors realuri dRis wesrigiT gansazRvruli miznebi;

 rogoria avtoris filosofiuri xedva;

 ra mimarTebaa Teoriis elementebsa da mizans Soris;

 ra aris avtoris faruli mizani;

 rogori mimarTebaa naSromSi filosofias, moralsa da politikas Soris;

 aris Tu ara roulzis liberaluri filosofia samoqalaqo aqtivizmis 

proeqti.

aRniSnuli sakiTxebi kvlevis gafarToebis da Semdgomi gaazrebis sa Su-

alebas iZleva ise, rom calkeuli sakiTxs gaaCnia sxva sakiTxebTan mimarTebiT 

damoukidebloba da Tanabari wona. roulzma ver moaxerxa, samarTlianobis 

TeoriaSi es bundovaneba gaefanta, amis gamo SeiZleba vifiqroT, rom 

roulzis koncefcia liberaluri Teoriis dausrulebeli proeqtia. Znelia, 

ganvsazRvroT, roulzis realuri Canafiqri iyo samarTlianoba, rogorc 

politikuri Tavisufleba, warmoedgina aseT dausrulebel koncefciad 

Semdgomi msjelobebis molodiniT, Tu pirvelad naSromis Seqmnis gansxva-

vebuli, arasamecniero miznebis mudmivi koreqtirebis gamo rCeba Teoriis 

calkeul nawilebs Soris bundovani urTierTmimarTeba, Tumca, faqtia, 

rom roulzis samarTlianobis Teoriam praqtikul filosofiaSi kvlav 

daabruna moralis da politikis filosofiuri gaazrebis saWiroeba, rac 

naSromis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi samecniero Rirebulebaa.
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Giorgi Grigolashvili

THEORY OF JUSTICE AS THE UNFINISHED PROJECT OF POLITICAL LIBERALISM

(According to discussion of Jurgen Habermas and John Rawls 
on the key aspects of Theory of JusƟ ce)

John Rawls’s Theory of JusƟ ce plays signifi cant role in modern era in terms of reversing Prac-
Ɵ cal Philosophy. In parƟ cular, it provided returning of moral issues in PracƟ cal Philosophy agenda 
and managed to set consequenƟ al objecƟ ves. 

At the end of 20th century the major ideas of Jon Rawls’s theory were incorporated into Bill 
Clinton’s (the US) and Tony Blair’s (the UK) governmental strategies and acƟ on plans. Before the 
fact there was an intellectual discussion of Jurgen Habermas and John Rawls conducted about the 
key aspects of Theory of JusƟ ce. The very fi rst Habermas’s arƟ cle named “ReconciliaƟ on Through 
the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls PoliƟ cal Liberalism” was published in March, 
1995 in The Jurnal Of Philosphy, which was followed by John Rawls’s acknowledgements in public 
speaking and in later ediƟ ons of The Jurnal Of Philosphy. (Rawls J. (1995) – PoliƟ cal Liberalism: 
Reply to Habermas. The Journal of Philosophy Vol. 92, No. 3 (Mar., 1995)

The arƟ cle briefl y reviews the major issues of John Rawls and Jurgen Habermas’s discussion 
and analyzes the fundamental aspects of Rawls’s Theory of JusƟ ce. We aim to provide the readers 
with systemic analysis of the basic elements of Theory of JusƟ ce, moreover, their interdependence 
and connecƟ on to the aim of the arƟ cle. 

Habermas’s criƟ cism is crucially important considering two facts: fi rstly, he aƩ empts to estab-
lish Rawl’s theory maintained by a whole view that is lacking most in the Theory of JusƟ ce. Second-
ly, Habermans aƩ empts to emphasize the vagueness of the following ideas given in Rawls’s theory: 
“original posiƟ on’’, “the concept of the person’’, “jusƟ ce as fairness”. 

The paper comprises 3 secƟ ons. The fi rst secƟ on focuses on the diff erences between Haber-
mans and Rawls’s philosophical viewpoints that are mainly demonstrated by the metaphysical basis 
of Habermans’s theory, on the contrary of Rowls’s aƩ empt, to establish his theory in PoliƟ cs and 
to make it “self-sustaining”. The second disƟ ncƟ on between the fundamental elements of two 
scholars is indicated by the fact that Habermans manifests the ideas through using discourse theory 
while Rawls considers them as “original posiƟ ons”. 

Taking the philosophical viewpoints into consideraƟ on we would argue that the basic ele-
ments of Habermans’s theory are metaphysically defi ned, whereas Rawls does not aƩ empt to de-
fi ne the basic elements logically and instead he uses consistent probabiliƟ es, which, according to 
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Habermas, cause the vagueness and obscurity of his theory. The second secƟ on outlines construc-
Ɵ on of poliƟ cal ideas in the process of their representaƟ on and legislaƟ on. 

The diff erences largely cover the gap between pro tanto and modus vivendi concepts. Haber-
mans emphasizes the circumstance under which in behalf of its logical structure, legislaƟ on pro-
cess, instead of fundamental elements, embeds the process that accordingly sets restricƟ on for 
defi ning the theory by poliƟ cal context. The third secƟ on analyzes ancient and modern characteris-
Ɵ cs in relaƟ on to the idea of basic freedom that is eventually linked to the idea of civil acƟ vism. As 
a result of Rawls’s prior defi niƟ on of substanƟ al idea, in philosophy the unfi nished project of civil 
acƟ vism is at risk. 

Summarizing the criƟ cal perspecƟ ves presented in the arƟ cle enables us outline, on the one 
hand, the vague features of the theory and, on the other hand, remodel the theory from fragmen-
taƟ on into sequenƟ al discussion. The present paper also summarizes the fundamental elements of 
Theory of JusƟ ce and the correspondence between them and the theory. At last, the arƟ cle reviews 
the major direcƟ ons needed to be considered for complete comprehension of Rawls’s theory. 
 Whether the Author sets relevant goals dictated by daily agenda
 What the Author’s philosophical viewpoint is 
 What the relaƟ on between the elements and aim of the theory is
 What the Author’s obscure aim is
 How the link between philosophy, moral and poliƟ cs is presented in an arƟ cle
 Whether Rawls’s liberal philosophy is the project of civil acƟ vism 

Above menƟ oned quesƟ ons provide us with new opportuniƟ es for further discussion and 
conveyance of future studies. 
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Valters Zariņš 

“RIDING THE TIGER” AT THE TIME OF THE DECLINE OF THE WEST

Abstract: There are also various ways of dealing or posiƟ oning oneself against the decline of the 
West – fi ghƟ ng against, submiƫ  ng, paƟ ently waiƟ ng and rising above and others. One of the most 
interesƟ ng ways of dealing is proposed by the 20th century Italian thinker – Julius Evola, who off ers 
his views on modernity, tradiƟ on and decline by arguing that one must “ride the Ɵ ger”, in order to 
not be destroyed by it. Fundamentally pessimisƟ c outlook which is one of the unifying features of 
thought of the so-called Philosophers of Crisis, thinkers like Friedrich Nietzsche, Giambaƫ  sta Vico, 
José Ortega y Gasset, is a fundamentally pessimisƟ c outlook, which fi nds its most notable expres-
sion in Spengler. AŌ er reading him Evola was convinced that Western civilizaƟ on in it’s current state 
was doomed to failure. The commodifi caƟ on and devaluaƟ on of everything to economic terms is 
one of the most important issues in Evola’s criƟ cism of the state of Western civilizaƟ on and it Ɵ es in 
with Spengler’s work, most prominently in the diff erence between the deed and the work, i.e. what 
has occurred in the recent millennia is that the religious concept of the deed has been supplanted by 
the irreligious concept of work. Evola is a complex thinker, because of his posiƟ on as a tradiƟ onalist 
and a proponent of true right, he oŌ en comes into confl ict with other currents of the right side of 
the poliƟ cal spectrum. Nonetheless, his thoughts have a quality of Ɵ melessness and apply as well 
in the present Ɵ me as in his own. 

Key words: Decline, the West, Oswald Spengler, Julius Evola, tradiƟ onalism.

Among the many poliƟ cal, social and economic circumstances and ideas permeaƟ ng the 
modern world, there is one that has been starƟ ng to stand out in the laƩ er decade – the no-
Ɵ on(s) on decline. Most of the previous century was spent in a progressive modality of think-
ing and acƟ ng. Not only the technological improvement, but subsequently also the econom-
ic, social and poliƟ cal progress was prevalent through most of the modern world. Nowadays 
though, with a seeming swing of the poliƟ cal pendulum from leŌ  and center-leŌ  wing poliƟ cs 
to further and further right wing, there seems to be more and more a sense of decline. The 
noƟ ons are varied, but most oŌ en it deals with the decline of tradiƟ on, of the social bonds that 
have kept the society and been harnessed through the forces of tradiƟ on. These bonds and 
these tradiƟ ons stand progressively more in confl ict with the evolving (post)modernity. Not 
only thinkers, but even more the regular people are growing disenchanted with the modern 
world, and its progressive forces and ideas. NoƟ ons of decline, however, aren’t a new phe-
nomenon, characterisƟ c to this day and age. One might argue that it, just like tradiƟ on and 
modernity, is Ɵ meless. There are also various ways of dealing or posiƟ oning oneself against 
the decline – fi ghƟ ng against, submiƫ  ng, paƟ ently waiƟ ng and rising above and others. One 
of the most interesƟ ng ways of dealing is proposed by the 20th century Italian thinker – Julius 
Evola, who off ers his views on modernity, tradiƟ on and decline by arguing that one must “ride 
the Ɵ ger”, in order to not be destroyed by it.
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Timeless or not, noƟ ons of decline have been a recurring feature and paƩ ern of thought 
throughout Western philosophy. One of the most prominent proponents of this noƟ on is Os-
wald Spengler1 – who delves in great detail about it in one of his main works – Der Untergang 
des Abendlandes or the TheDecline of the West.

Spengler’s ideas of history (the book being of philosophy of history) aren’t very complex, 
but they diff er from what is usually taught at school or heard in the media. Spengler rejects the 
tradiƟ onal, eurocentric view of history and the linear, progressive movement of history from 
ancient through medieval and on to modern Ɵ mes or epochs. His view on history is more Ɵ me-
less – he aims to construe a view, or a theory that would (drawing an analogy from the natural 
or exact sciences, for example, Newtonian physics) work and apply everywhere, anyƟ me, and 
on any civilizaƟ on. Consequently, this leads to a cyclical instead of a linear view of history – 
Spengler puts it in seasonal terms: spring, summer, fall and winter. In this cyclical view cultures 
evolve as organisms throughout these seasons. 

He recognizes eight high cultures or civilizaƟ ons – Babylonian, EgypƟ an, Chinese, Indian, 
Mesoamerican (Mayan/Aztec), Classical (Greek/Roman), Arabian, and Western or European. 
For Spengler, cultures evolve and revolve around values important to them, blooming into 
civilizaƟ ons. For example, he calls the Western civilizaƟ on FausƟ an, referring to its emphasis 
on the Ego conquering and mastering the world – the story of Doctor Faust’s selling his soul to 
the devil to gain worldly knowledge. 

One might argue, as indeed some folklorists do, that this myth of the smith and the devil 
dates back to the Bronze Age. Similarly he hails gunpowder and prinƟ ng press as very Western 
invenƟ ons. Of course, gunpowder was invented in China and the early woodblock prinƟ ng 
also dates back to the 8th century Tang Dynasty in China. The reason why he calls them very 
Western is because Western civilizaƟ on did very diff erent things with these raw materials – 
Chinese used gunpowder for fi reworks, while the West made it into cannons, being obsessed 
with doing things across a distance, the same goes for prinƟ ng press.

This fundamentally pessimisƟ c outlook which is one of the unifying features of thought of 
the so-called Philosophers of Crisis, thinkers like Friedrich Nietzsche, Giambaƫ  sta Vico, José 
Ortega y Gasset, is a fundamentally pessimisƟ c outlook, which fi nds its most notable expres-
sion in Spengler. AŌ er reading him “Evola was convinced that Western civilizaƟ on in it’s current 
state was doomed to failure”2. Important in this is Spengler’s view that it is a sure sign of dec-
adence when the economy wins the upper hand in a culture. The commodifi caƟ on and deval-
uaƟ on of everything to economic terms is one of the most important issues in Evola’s criƟ cism 

1 As Irma BagraƟ oni points out in the paper “KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli and Wilhem Dilthey about philo so-
phycal-aestheƟ c principles of arƟ sƟ c creaƟ vity”, Oswald Spengler is one of the infl uences to Kapaneli’s 
thought, “there being many parallels between Kapanelian concepƟ on of concepƟ on of culture and 
Spenglerian doctrine of historical relaƟ vism” 

BagraƟ oni, I. “KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli and Wilhem Dilthey about philosophical-aestheƟ c principles 
of arƟ sƟ c creaƟ vity” Philosophical-Theological Review, Nr. 9, Tbilisi, 2019, P.154

2 Hansen, D.T. “Julius Evola’s poliƟ cal endeavors” in Evola, J. Men Among the Ruins, Rochester, Vermont, 
Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 2002, P.15
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of the state of Western civilizaƟ on and it Ɵ es in with Spengler’s work, most prominently in the 
diff erence between the deed and the work, i.e. what has occurred in the recent millennia is 
that the religious concept of the deed has been supplanted by the irreligious concept of work.1

Julius Evola was also the one who translated Spengler’s “Decline of the West” in Italian, 
and was signifi cantly infl uenced by his thought, although Evola also criƟ cised Spengler for the 
lack of transcendent and tradiƟ onal reference points and the failure to recognize the meta-
physical nature of the cyclical laws.

While the posiƟ ons from which the criƟ que is carried out may diff er, a unifying and com-
mon theme is the focus on liberalism as either the root, the symptom or the consequence of 
the decline. To Evola, liberalism is both a symptom and consequence of the malaise of the 
age. In his case the root is quite clear, even if he does not necessarily speak of it as such, and 
it can even be pinpointed to a specifi c year – the year of 1789, the beginning of the French 
RevoluƟ on, the point of genesis of basically all the Western modern poliƟ cal thought. In the 
turmoil of the revoluƟ on the strains of liberalism, socialism and naƟ onalism are born. Those 
are accompanied by the ideas of individualism, egalitarianism, democracy, calls for increasing 
suff rage and reconstrucƟ on of the poliƟ cal, social and economical dimensions of existence. 
Usually the aforemenƟ oned concepts and their evoluƟ on are viewed as a sign of progress or 
evoluƟ on, but for Evola they represent the ongoing decline of the Western civilizaƟ on. It is not 
evoluƟ on or upward development, but downward disintegraƟ on, the idea of involuƟ on that 
characterizes Evolas picture of history. 

We, as a civilizaƟ on, are not engaged in climbing, but in sliding. For Evola all of human 
history for the last two and a half millennia can be read as the process of involuƟ on, extremely 
slow at the beginning and then increasingly accelerated, culminaƟ ng in modernity. The West-
ern civilizaƟ on is currently in the highest stage of involuƟ on so far. The term can be related to 
the medical defi niƟ on of the term,which has to do with the decline of physiological funcƟ on 
as a result of ageing. Here though it’s applied to culture and civilizaƟ on instead of an organism.

The French revoluƟ on, however, is not the beginning of the end. The aforemenƟ oned pin-
poinƟ ng only pertains in discussing the malaises of the modern world. The decline has been 
going on for far longer, importance lies in the fact that at it becomes much more accelerated 

1 “And there is the same relaƟ on between the ethical passion of the great Baroque masters – 
Shakespeare, Bach, Kant, Goethe – the manly will to inward mastery of natural things that are felt to 
be far below oneself, and modern Europe’s will to outwardly clear them out of the way (in the form of 
state-provisions, humanitarian ideals, world peace, happiness of the majority) because one perceives 
one-self to be on the same level as they. (..) The FausƟ an universal feeling of the deed, which ... had 
been acƟ ve in every great man, was reduced to a philosophy of work. Whether such a philosophy 
aƩ acks or defends work does not aff ect its inward value. The cultural concept of the deed and the 
civilized concept of work stand in similar relaƟ on as Aeschylus’s Prometheus to Diogenes. The one 
suff ers and endures, the other is lazy. Galileo, Kepler, and Newton performed deeds of science; the 
modern physicist carries out scienƟ fi c work. And in spite of all the great words from Schopenhauer 
to Shaw, it is the plebeian morals of everyday life and “sound human reason” that are the basis for all 
percepƟ ons and discussions of life.” Spengler, O. The Decline of the West, New York, 1934, p. 355.
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and pronounced in the past few centuries, due to technological and industrial advancements 
and their subsequent consequences on ideas and people carrying out those ideas. Evola fol-
lows Spengler in viewing history as a cycle, but he does not necessarily view it in the seasonal 
sense of Spengler’s – for Spengler the evoluƟ on of culture to a civilizaƟ on was characterized 
by the four seasons from spring to winter and usually lasted around thousand to two thousand 
years. Evola’s case is more complex and the cycles are infl uenced by a variety of forces.

For Evola the start of the decline, can be traced back to the Roman empire and from here 
also stems his criƟ que of ChrisƟ anity as one of the driving factors of the ongoing decline. Rome 
deserves a great praise in Evola’s thought, Rome was one of the prime examples of a power 
or a state that has successfully “made diff erent people one naƟ on”, the fabled “pax romana, 
seemed to stretch as far as the limits of the known world. It was as if TradiƟ on were desƟ ned 
to rise again in the forms proper to a “heroic cycle” (..)”. Roman impact and lingering presence, 
“feeling was so strong that later on it reaffi  rmed itself and turned Rome into a superhistorical 
symbol”1

ChrisƟ anity was one the force that contributed greatly to the dissoluƟ on and subsequent 
fall of the Roman empire. Before the adopƟ on of ChrisƟ anity as the offi  cial state religion, 
Rome was the embodiment of the ideal of Empire to which Evola aspires – it was highly plural-
isƟ c and polyteisƟ c. One of the keys of Roman success was their lenient and tolerant aƫ  tude 
to conquered or annexed territories – apart from seƫ  ng a few examples of those who choose 
to oppose Rome, it was quite a sweet deal. The only thing the Romans demanded as a sign of 
obedience and loyalty was that the subjected territories pay taxes and honour the emperor as 
a divine fi gure, an “act consisƟ ng of a ritual and sacrifi cial off ering made before the imperial 
symbol”. In the pagan polytheisƟ c world that wasn’t much of an issue in terms of religion, the 
fact that a parƟ cular territory adhered to a specifi c god or gods, did not mean that other gods 
couldn’t exist and be acknowledged as such. Roman pantheon was very fl exible and embodied 
the imperial, universalisƟ c principle – “to exercise a higher unifying and organizing funcƟ on 
over and above any parƟ cular cult, which it did not need to deny or to oppose”2

However, Judaism and subsequently ChrisƟ anity as its off shoot poised a problem for 
Rome. What started as revolts and crackdowns in Judea, conƟ nued on as the persecuƟ on of 
ChrisƟ ans, resulted in the adopƟ on of it by the masses in the end led to the adopƟ on of ChrisƟ -
anity as the state religion. Rome did not fall because of its enemies, Rome fell because Romans 
forgot what it is to be like the Romans, they lost their connecƟ on to the tradiƟ on, their “heroic 
cycle” was “exhausted” and “the imperial symbol” was “contaminated and reduced to merely 
surviving in a world of ruins”.3

ChrisƟ anity has its role further on as well – ChrisƟ anity keeps on further acceleraƟ ng the 
downfall by enabling the currents of individualism and egalitarianism. Throughout the history 

1 Evola, J. Revolt Against the Modern World, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 
P. 277.

2 Evola, J. Revolt Against the Modern World, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 
1995, P. 285.

3 Ibid, P. 286.



121

Valters Zariņš – “Riding the Tiger” at the Time of the Decline of the West
  

of Europe, ChrisƟ anity can be seen as the force that disassembles the social bonds of the com-
munal, since the only signifi cant relaƟ on is that of the individual and God. For Evola that may 
not be a problem in itself, since he aƩ ributes very liƩ le importance to the social and the social 
bonds of the regular people, but in shiŌ ing the focus to the relaƟ on to the divine, ChrisƟ anity 
also oŌ en devalues the relaƟ on of the people versus the regal rulers and aristocracy, while at 
the same Ɵ me laying basis for the later ideas of egalitarianism, of everyone being equal in the 
eyes of God. There’s a certain ambiguity though, because oŌ en the power of the ruler stems 
from the concept of sacred kingship and in this funcƟ on ChrisƟ anity, parƟ cularly Catholicism 
works for the current of tradiƟ on, not against it. For example, the medieval empire of the Ho-
henstaufen with its asceƟ cism, knighthood and the strict feudal division of society, could be 
seen as a last grandiose gesture against the decline and sliding downward.

Evolas noƟ ons of tradiƟ on and tradiƟ onalism is quite strongly connected to René Guénon’s 
central idea of TradiƟ on – Evola was introduced to it by Arturo Reghini, follower of the esoteric 
Italian TradiƟ on. Guenon doesn’t understand tradiƟ on just as the taking over a set of rules or 
behaviours as tradiƟ ons of the past, but instead holds it to be a metaphysical reality standing 
above Ɵ me: “a totality of principles and transcendental and therefore eternal, unchanging val-
ues that are completely anchored in Being, i.e. transcendence and which appear in the histori-
cal world in a more or less materialized form. This tradiƟ on forms forms an organic whole that 
is hierarchically structured which strives to overcome nature bound element to form a higher 
metaphysical principle”1. For Evola, these higher metaphysical, or as Evola puts it “super-tem-
poral” principles are one of the things characterizing a “civilizaƟ on of being”, among other 
features such as “stability, form and adherence” to the aforemenƟ oned principles. This is put 
in contrast to the “civilizaƟ ons of becoming (characterized by change, fl ux and conƟ ngency)”.2

For Evola, in a way modernity is as old as tradiƟ on, they both are Ɵ meless and absolute, 
since modernity cannot exist on it’s own, without tradiƟ on to be opposed to. One can even 
fi nd these in anƟ quity ,according to Evola, republics of anƟ quity were not greater than aris-
tocracies and oligarchies, because these forms of thought come below, because they are a 
product of modernity, of the driving, involuƟ ng force that causes it. The noƟ on of fall is prev-
alent throughout history, but for Evola history is a fall that accelerates the further it gets, like 
an avalanche, that starts with a few rocks and ends with the mountain tumbling down. Thus 
from liberalism to Bolshevism there is only a degree of diff erence – “Liberalism, then democ-
racy, then subsequently socialism, radicalism and fi nally, Communism and Bolshevism appear 
in history as no more than degrees of the same evil, stages in which each prepares the next 
in the totality of the process of downfall”3. One might think that being so criƟ cal of the liberal 
and social strains of thought, that Evola fi nds solace and hope in the 20th century ideologies 
of fascism and naƟ onal socialism, but his relaƟ ons with these are quite complicated and more 
criƟ cal than sympatheƟ c. 

1 Hansen, D.T. “Julius Evola’s poliƟ cal endeavors” in Evola, J. Men Among the Ruins, Rochester, Vermont, 
Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 2002, P. 33.

2 Evola, J. Men Among the Ruins, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 2002, P. 178.
3 Evola, J. Orientations, Pardès, 2011, P. 5.
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In the face of this decline and negaƟ ve evoluƟ on, Evola placed his hopes in a strong and 
ideal state. But since for Evola, the “lower” must always be derived from the “higher”, and not 
the reverse. The state cannot proceed from an inferior, mass element. IniƟ ally, he laid some 
hopes in fascism and naƟ onal socialism,as possible restorators of classical values and tradi-
Ɵ ons that Evola aspires to, but there are fundamental problems in them. The main problem 
is that they derive from a lower phenomenon, the mass and the peoples. Evola rejects the 
doctrines which see the state as an organized form of the naƟ on, a product of the society, or a 
creaƟ on of the people. The state needs to be founded on superior, spiritual and metaphysical 
principles and from then on the state needs to give the form to the people and create society.

Regarding fascism and naƟ onal socialism, for Evola both of them are mass ideologies, 
meant to appeal to the masses and stem their power from it. Both of them are also products 
modernity and inherently modern, being a descendent of the revoluƟ onary idea of naƟ on-
alism, even though they see themselves as a conƟ nuaƟ on of a classical or romanƟ c vision 
of the past and the actualizaƟ on of those mythos. “Regardless of its myths, the substance of 
modern naƟ onalism is not an ethnos, but a demos, and its prototype always remains the ple-
beian one produced by the French RevoluƟ on”1 While the state almost always has a posiƟ ve 
connotaƟ on for Evola, those of people and naƟ on are almost always of a negaƟ ve value, as 
well as fatherland and demos; the use of ethnos is somewhat more ambiguous. He also oŌ en 
uses them interchangeably. The same applies to social relaƟ ons,which he oŌ en merges in the 
social-economic. 

In short, Evola is hosƟ le to any form of democracy and socialism, even if it is naƟ onal 
in character – for Evola, as Alain de Benoist puts it in his treaƟ se on fascism and the views 
of the right – “Socialism is socialism and adding to it the adjecƟ ve naƟ onal is no more than 
to disguise it in the form of a Trojan horse”2. Evola sees himself as the proponent of the true 
Right, and in this context NaƟ onalism is seen as being on the LeŌ  of the poliƟ cal spectrum. 
NaƟ onalism is a very plasƟ c concept, and although nowadays it’s quite strongly entrenched on 
the Right side of the spectrum, it did start out as being on the LeŌ . As menƟ oned before, it’s 
a product of modernity and the child3 of the French RevoluƟ on. During the French RevoluƟ on 
and the century aŌ er it, it was a current on the revoluƟ onary leŌ , a means of liberaƟ on for the 
various naƟ ons and ethniciƟ es under the rules of monarchs and emperors. Even Evola’s home-
land, Italy, was forged in the revoluƟ onary turmoil of the 19th century, liberaƟ ng itself from 

1 Evola, J. Revolt Against the Modern World, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 
1995, P. 338.

2 Benoist, A. Le fascisme vu de droite. Suivi de: Notes sur le Troisième Reich, Puiseaux, Pardès, 
1993, P. 102.

3 In his criƟ que to Napoleon, BonaparƟ sm and NaƟ onalism in general, he notes that even though 
Na poleon “revived the imperial symbol and yearned for a Roman consecraƟ on, sƟ ll remained “the 
son of the Great RevoluƟ on,” the virus of which he helped to spread into the remaining states of 
tradiƟ onal and aristocraƟ c Europe as a result of the upheavals brought by his victorious campaigns.” 
Evola, J. Revolt Against the Modern World, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 1995, 
P. 341.
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the imperial Austrian rule. The Right in this context were those who stood for the maintaining 
of the status quo, for monarchism, royalism, absoluƟ sm and tradiƟ on.

Evola is strong adherent to the model of Empire, with the Roman heathen or pagan em-
pire being the ideal. Though, we must note that he underlines that the idea of Empire has 
nothing to do with modern imperialisms, which in general are only aggravated naƟ onalisms. 
He cites and agrees with James Burnham’s defi niƟ on and treaƟ se of BonaparƟ sm – “the ex-
treme consequence, rather than the anƟ thesis of democracy. BonaparƟ sm represents a des-
poƟ sm based on a democraƟ c view, which it denies de facto while fulfi lling it in theory.”1 The 
name BonaparƟ sm may at fi rst give the impression that it is something confi ned and bound to 
modernity, and the past centuries, but the force and current that is behind it is (as in the case 
of modernity and tradiƟ on) Ɵ meless and one can fi nd historical antecedents in the popular 
tyrannies that of ancient Greece, tribunes of the people in ancient Rome, various princes and 
leaders of mercenaries in Renaissance. The same applies to the noƟ ons of the poliƟ cal Right 
and LeŌ , which even though the terms stem from the specifi c, anecdotal circumstances of the 
French RevoluƟ on, are in truth forces and currents that are also Ɵ meless and can be found in 
various Ɵ mes and epochs of the human civilizaƟ ons.

 Evola is a complex thinker, because of his posiƟ on as a tradiƟ onalist and a proponent of 
true right, he oŌ en comes into confl ict with other currents of the right side of the poliƟ cal 
spectrum. Nonetheless, his thoughts have a quality of Ɵ melessness and apply as well in the 
present Ɵ me as in his own. 

 Of his three major works – Revolt Against the Modern World, Men among the Ruins and 
Ride the Tiger, it would be best to menƟ on the Ride the Tiger as an ending for this paper. 
WriƩ en well aŌ er the war, it is a manual (subƟ tled as A survival guide for the Aristocrats of the 
Soul) of sorts for someone aware of the decadence and the ongoing decline of the modern 
world, a guide on how to endure these end of Ɵ mes, this end of the cycle, in Evola’s terms – 
“When a cycle of civilizaƟ on is reaching its end, it is diffi  cult to achieve anything by resisƟ ng it 
and by directly opposing the forces in moƟ on. The current is too strong; one would be over-
whelmed”. This does not mean surrender or retreat however, the Ɵ tle of the book and the idea 
of riding the Ɵ ger comes from a Far Eastern saying, “expressing the idea that if one suceeds in 
riding a Ɵ ger, not only does one avoid having it leap on one, but if one can keep one’s seat and 
not fall off , one may eventually get the beƩ er of it.”2

 Evola Ɵ es it in and applies to the modern world, arguing that “one should not become 
fi xated on the present and on things at hand,but keep in view the condiƟ ons that may come 
about in the future, (..) while keeping oneself fi rm and ready to intervene when “the Ɵ ger, 
which cannot leap on the person riding it, is Ɵ red of running.”3 In order to survive and simul-

1 Evola, J. Men Among the Ruins, Rochester, Vermont, Inner TradiƟ ons InternaƟ onal, 2002, P. 156.
2 Evola, J. Ride the Tiger. Simon and Schuster, 2018, P. 8.
3 “We shall now examine the principle of “riding the Ɵ ger” as applied to the external world and the 

total environment. Its signifi cance can be stated as follows: When a cycle of civilizaƟ on is reaching 
its end, it is diffi  cult to achieve anything by resisƟ ng it and by directly opposing the forces in moƟ on. 
The current is too strong; one would be overwhelmed. The essenƟ al thing is not to let oneself be 
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taneously strengthen oneself, one must ride the Ɵ ger, for only on its back is one safe from its 
claws and teeth – and the moment when the Ɵ ger is Ɵ red of running is the Ɵ me to strike and 
build the world anew. Modernity and TradiƟ on are Ɵ meless and cyclical, and the end of one, 
signals the start of another.

valter zarinisivalter zarinisi

„vefxvis gaxedvna~ dasavleTis daisis Jams

imisTvis, rom vefxvma ar SegWamos, is unda gaxedno da moaSinauro. ase 

fiqrobda italieli moazrovne iulius evola, romlis optimistur pozi-

cias iziarebs statiis avtori. misi azriT, Spengleris mier atexili gangaSi 

mis cnobil wignSi „dasavleTis daisi~ Tavisi fesvebiT frid rix nicSesa 

da XX saukunis sxva did moazrovneTa pesimizmidan gamomdinareobs. viz-

iarebT evolas pozicias da vTvliT, rom RvTiuri cnebis „saqmis~ Canacvle-

ba arareligiuri terminiT „samuSao~ ukve niS navs adamianis sulier Rire-

bulebaTa msxvrevas da maT Canacvlebas materialisturi faseulobebiT. Tu 

am faseulobebs daupirispirdi, is vefxviviT SegebrZoleba da mogspobs, ma-

gram Tuki mtacebeli moiSinaure da misi Zliereba gaiTavise, isev SegiZlia 

moixveWo dakarguli sulierebis aRdgenis Zala.

 

impressed by the omnipotence and apparent triumph of the forces of the epoch. These forces, devoid 
of connecƟ on with any higher principle, are in fact on a short chain. One should not become fi xated 
on the present and on the things at hand, but keep in view the condiƟ ons that may come about in the 
future. Thus the principle to follow could be that of leƫ  ng the forces and processes of this epoch take 
their own course, while keeping oneself fi rm and ready to intervene when “the Ɵ ger, which cannot 
leap on the person riding it, is Ɵ red of running” The ChrisƟ an injuncƟ on “Resist not evil” may have a 
similar meaning, if taken in a very parƟ cular way. One abandons direct acƟ on and retreats to a more 
internal posiƟ on.” Evola, J. Ride the Tiger. Simon and Schuster, 2018, P. 10.
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profanacia, rogorc gaTavisuflebis aqti

me-20 saukunis pirvel naxevarSi valter beniamini werda, rom `kapital-

izmSi SesaZlebelia religiis danaxva~ da rom nebismieri movlena, romelic 

Cvens Tavs xdeba, mxolod am kultTan (kapitalizmTan) mimarTebiT arsebobs. 

kapitalizmi, albaT, yvelaze mZlavri religiacaa im kuTxiT, rom is yvelgan 

da yovelTvis aris. amaze beniamini ambobs, rom `ar arsebobs kviris arc erTi 

dRe, romelic yvelanairi sakraluri pompezurobis Semzaravi azriT dRe-

saswauli, Tayvanismcemlis ukiduresi mobilizebulobis dRe ar iqneboda~, 

metic, Cven arc gvWirdeba sagangebo dReebis gamoyofa imisaTvis, rom Tavi 

kults vuZRvnaT, Cveni yoveldRiuri saqmianoba swored kultmsaxurebaa. 

beniaminamde ufro adre, karl marqsma SeniSna, rom kapitalistur sistemaSi 

Sromis produqtma mistikuri, zegrZnobadi xasiaTi SeiZina da rom misi es 

mistikuroba sulac ar gamomdinareobs saqonlis saxmari Rirebulebidan. 

aseve niSandoblivia is faqti, rom marqsi saqonlis fetiSuri xasiaTis 

sailustraciod `religiuri samyaros bundovan sferos mimarTavs~. kapi-

talizmSi qurumi sworedac rom saqonelia da adamianTa urTierToba nivT-

Ta sazogadoebriv urTierTobadaa gardaqmnili.1

am mcire monaxazis Semdeg, romlis mixedviTac, kapitalizmi eqstremal-

uri religiis saxeobad Seiracxa, SesaZlebelia, TviTon religiuris feno-

1 marqsis daskvnebi sasaqonlo fetiSizmTan dakavSirebiT, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 
kapitalisturi warmoebis wesisaTvis niSandoblivi simptomia. erTi SexedviT, 
marqss surs, dagvanaxvos, Tu ra gavlena aqvs Rirebulebis mqone saqonels sa zo-

gadoebriv mimarTebebze, mas surs, saburveli axados im faqts, rom rac adamianebs 
maT Soris urTierTobis sakiTxi hgoniaT, is sinamdvileSi saqonlis urTierT-

mimarTebaa. socialuri mimarTebebi gamoixateba saqonlis gacvlis wesSi, rome-

lic sawarmoo ZaliTa da sawarmoo urTierTobebiTaa ganpirobebuli. rogorc 
marqsi ambobs, fetiSizmis saidumloeba is iyo, rom aravis ar ucdia misi axsna 
war moebiTi urTierTobebidan. sinamdvileSi adamianebi saqonels mxolod da mxo-

lod bazarze gamoCenis Semdeg aweren im zegrZnobad Tvisebebs, romlebic, maTi 
azriT, swored amave saqonlis bunebisgan gamomdinareobs, „rogorc fetiSisti 
miawers garkveul Tvisebebs Tavis fetiSs, romelic misi bunebidan sulac ar 
gamom dinareobs, aseve, burJua ekonomists esmis saqoneli, rogorc grZnobadi sa-

gani, romelic zegrZnobad kuTvnilebas flobs“. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom erT-erTi 
interpretacia sasaqonlo fetiSizmisa adamianuri urTierTobebis sasaqonlo 
urTierTmimarTebiT Seburvaa, Tumca es azri ar amowuravs fetiSizmis mTel 
sirTules. amas garda, marqss surda imis Cveneba, rom warmoebis socialuri 
urTierTobani gardauvlad iRebs saganTa formas da SeuZlebelia, gamoixatos 
sagnis gareSe. saqonlis ekonomiis is wesi, romelic kapitalistur warmoebaSia, 
gardauvlad iwvevs im faqts, rom saqoneli iyos yvelaze mniSvnelovani socialuri 
rolis rangSi. marqsma aRmoaCina obieqturi bazisi imisa, razec fetiSizmia 
dafuZnebuli. „Secdoma“ da iluzia adamianis gonebaSi ganivTebul ekonomikur 
kategoriebs warmoebis obieqtur formebad gardaqmnis.
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me nis ganvrcoba. jorjo agambeni Tavis erT-erT eseis `profanaciis qe-

bas~ swored xsenebul sakiTxze saubriT iwyebs. is wers, rom religiuri an 

sakraluri1 raime sagnis saerTo gamoyenebidan gamocalkevebaa, romlis 

arc komerciuli da arc sxva mizniT gamoyenebaa nebadarTuli. religiu-

ri an sakraluri mxolod da mxolod zeciur mizans SeiZleba mieZRvnas, is 

RmerTis kuTvnilebaa. im naprals, romelsac saerTo gamoyenebidan raimis 

gamoricxva iwvevs, profanaciis procesi avsebs. agambeni iurist tribeti-

uss citirebs, romelic wers: ̀ profanuli aris cneba, im raRacis aRsaniSnad, 

romelic erT dros sakraluri an religiuri iyo da isev adamianTa gamoye-

nebasa da mflobelobaSi dabrunda~. sagani, romelic saerTo gamoyeneba-

1 sakraluris mniSvnelobis ukeT wvdomaSi SesaZloa TviT jorjo agambenis wignis 
homo sakeris personaJis homo sakeris (laTinurSi zmna sacrare aRniSnavs msxverplis 
RmerTebisadmi miZRvnis process, xolo misi monawile aris sacer, romelic aRniS-

navs wmindas, RmerTis kuTvnilebas, romelic amoricxulia yoveldRiuri 
rutinidan) daxasiaTeba dagvexmaros: `wminda adamiani aris is, vinc gansjilia 
danaSaulis safuZvelze. misi msxverplad Sewirva nebadarTuli ar aris, is, vinc 
mas moklavs, ar daisjeba adamianis mkvlelobisaTvis“ (Agamben, G., Homo Sacer, 
Stanford University Press, 1998. P. 71.), magram Tuki `saker~ RmerTis sakuTrebaa, maSin 
ratom ar SeiZleba, rom is msxverplSewirvis procesis nawili iyos? `saker~-is es 
orazrovani mniSvneloba froidma SeniSna, `saker~ aRniSnavda rogorc wmindas da 
RmerTis sakuTrebas, aseve dawyevlils da sazogadoebisgan gandevnils. swored 
am ukanasknel mniSvnelobas miesadageba agambenis mier moxmobili arqauli 
figura, romelic italieli moazrovnisaTvis suverenulobis paradoqss avlens. 
homo sakeris am eqstremalur mdgomareobas isic gansazRvravs, rom, miuxedavad 
misi SiSveli sicocxlisa, masSi kvlav aris sakralurobis naSTi. agambeni wers, 
rom erTi sivrcidan meoreSi gadasvlisas (profanulidan sakralurSi an piriqiT) 
rCeba naSTi, romelic homo sakeris SemTxvevaSi mas nomosidan amoricxavs 
da SesaZlo Zaladobrivi sikvdilisaTvis gaimetebs, ris Semdegac is RmerTs 
daubrundeba, visi kuTvnileba isedac aris. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom suverenuloba 
mTeli istoriis ganmavlobaSi saWiroebda iseT figuras, romelic sazRvris rols 
Seasrulebda, romelic miuxedavad imisa, rom kanonis miRmaa, masve gansazRvravs. 
homo sakeri sazogadoebisgan gancalkevebulia, Tumca mas mainc miemarTeba da, 
ufro metic, is suverenis Sinagani logikidan gamomdinareobs. homo sakeri kanons 
swored imiT miemarTeba, rom is misgan gamoricxulia. aseve, sagulisxmoa homo 
sakerisa da suverenis msgavsebis sakiTxi. iseve, rogorc homo sakeri ar daiyvaneba 
kanonze, agreTve, suverenic (suvereni aris is, vinc sagangebo mdgomareobaze 
iRebs gadawyvetilebas) (SchmiƩ , C., PoliƟ cal Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of 
Sovereignty, University of Chicago Press, 2006. P.5) mis (kanonis) miRmaa. agambeni homo sakeris 
germanul-skandinaviuri analogis mgelkacis analiziT cdilobs, or samyaros 
Soris dayofis mniSvneloba dagvanaxvos. mgelkaca an adamiani-mxeci sinamdvileSi 
ban-ditia, akrZaluli, amoricxuli piri. adamiani da cxoveli, tye da qalaqi, xolo 
adamiani-mxeci (akrZaluli) figura, romelic gamoricxulia qalaqidan. agambeni 
wers, rom adamiani-mxeci arc erT sferos ar ekuTvnis da, amavdroulad, orives 
miemarTeba, is raRac mijnaa, zRvari, dayofis Sedegad arsebuli veli. agambeni 
imisaTvis, rom akrZalul figurasa da suverens Soris kavSiri dagvanaxvos 
exeba, platonis `saxelmwifos~, romelSic aRwerilia suverenis `damcvelidan 
tiranamde~ dacemis procesi da am SemTxvevaSi tirani SegviZlia swored adamian-

mxecs SevadaroT, romelic aRar warmoadgens nomoss. aSkara xdeba, rom dayofa da 
mis Sedegad warmoqmnili sazRvari, mijna suverenulobis centraluri arealia 
da nomosi swored misiT ganisazRvreba.
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Si dabrunda ganZarcvulia yovelgvari trascendenturi sazrisisagan da 

radgan religia nebismieri sagnisa da Tu organizmis erTi sivrcidan meore 

sivrceSi gadatanaa, SegviZlia, vTqvaT, rom kapitalizmi sworedac rom day-

ofis eqstremaluri mdgomareobaa, romelSic nebismieri raime saerTo gam-

oyenebidan amoricxulia. 

jorjo agambeni Tvlis, rom cneba religiuris etimologia ar gamomdin-

areobs laTinuri zmnidan religio (religare)-dan, romelic adamianurisa da RvTi-

uris gaerTianebas aRniSnavs, aramed religiuris cneba momdinareobs zmna 

relIgere-dan, romelic `skurpulozurobisa da yuradRebis im pozas acxadebs, 

rac RmerTebTan urTierTobisas aris misaRebi.~1 agambeni, gansxvavebiT ma-

gistraluri xedvisagan, iJinebs, rom religia uzrunvelyofs adamianebsa da 

RmerTebs Soris siSores. religiis, rogorc dayofis etimologiuri safuZ-

vlis Semzadebis Semdeg, SeiZleba Tamamad iTqvas, rom profanacia is pro-

cesia, romelic dayofas ugulebelyofs da im religiur normebs auqmebs, 

romelic ama Tu im sagansa Tu sxeulze vrceldeba. dayofa da sagnebis erTi 

sivrcidan meoreSi gadanacvleba religiuri normis Sedegi ki ara, aramed 

misi Sinaganobaa: `ara mxolod religia ar arsebobs dayofis gareSe, ar-

amed yvela dayofa Tavis TavSi agreTve Seicavs da inarCunebs WeSmaritad 

religiur arss~. ukve aRvniSneT, rom raimes sakralurad qceva imTaviTve 

misi sazogado gamoyenebidan amorTvas niSnavs, Sesabamisad, raime sivrcis 

totalur sakralizacias mxolod profanaciis aqti Tu daupirispirdeba. 

agambeni miiCnevs, rom am totaluri sakralurobis deaqtivacia TamaSis sa-

SualebiTaa SesaZlebeli. TamaSi da sakraluri sfero erTmaneTTan mWidro 

kavSirSia. ̀ umetesi TamaSebi, romlebic Cven viciT, antikuri wminda ceremo-

niebidan momdinareoben~,2 emili benvenistis azriT, TamaSi ara marto gamom-

dinareobs sakraluri sferodan, aramed mis amotrialebasac warmoadgens. 

sakraluri aqtis Zalaufleba imaSia, rom is miTSi sityvis, xolo ritual-

Si moqmedebis saxiT gansxeuldeba, TamaSi ki am kavSiris gawyvetaa: `TamaSi 

wyvets am mTlianobas: rogorc ludus, an fizikuri TamaSi, is amsxvrevs miTs da 

inarCunebs rituals, rogorc Iocus, an sityvaTa TamaSi amoSlis rituals da 

miTs gadaarCens.~3 sxva sityvebiT, TamaSisas sakraluri moqmedebis nawilis 

xorcSesxma xdeba, rac kacobriobis sakraluri sferodan gaTavisuflebas 

niSnavs, Tumca ara mis bolomde amoZirkvas. TamaSisas ara marto religiuri 

an sakraluri sferos deaqtivacia xdeba, aramed nebismieri nomosis. TamaSi 

nebismieri procesis neitralizebaa. agambens Tavis teqstSi bavSvi da mis xe-

lSi arsebuli saTamaSo mohyavs magaliTad. es saTamaSo SeiZleba nebismieri 

ram iyos: samxedro manqana, iaraRi an raime dawesebulebis maketi, romelTa 

TamaSis mizniT gamoyeneba axal ganzomilebas xsnis. rogorc msxverplSewir-

vis dros sakraluris profanacia SexebiT xdeba, aseve SeiZleba iTqvas bavS-

1 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 75.
2 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 75.
3 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 76
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visa da saTamaSos SemTxvevaSi. rogorc frangi filosofosi Jak ransieri 

erT-erT interviuSi ambobs, karnavalebi da masobrivi zeimebi emansipire-

buli sazogadeobis Canasaxia, romelic myisve wydeba, rodesac daTqmuli 

vada amoiwureba xolme, Sesabamisad, aseT xdomilebebs ar SeuZliaT raime 

politikuri daniSnuleba hqondeT, Tu isini wesad ar damkvidrdebian. imaves 

Tqma SeiZleba TamaSzec, Tuki mas pretenzia aqvs winaaRmdegobis praqtikad 

iqces, maSin is bavSvis gulis moyirWebis miRma unda gavides. agambeni Tvlis, 

rom TamaSi, rogorc profanaciis iaraRi, yvelgan mcirdeba, es SesaZloa, 

Tanamedrove adamianis zedmet seriozulobas davabraloT, magram ufro 

samarTliani iqneba Tu amis mizezad sakraluri sferos ubralo sekular-

izacias miviCnevdiT. sinamdvileSi sekularizacia represiuli formaa, is, 

ubralod, raimes erTi sferodan meoreSi gadmonacvlebaa, romlis drosac 

yvelaferi xeluxleblad rCeba. profanacia ki mTeli Tavisi arsiT neitral-

izaciaa, Zalauflebis velis deaqtivacia. agambeni miiCnevs, rom sekulari-

zebac da profanaciac orive politikuri moqmedebaa, mxolod pirveli maT-

gani status-kvos ganmapirobebelia, gansxvavebiT profanaciisagan. aqedan 

gamomdinare, SemTxveviTi sulac araa is faqti, rom Tanamedrove liberal-

ur diskursSi sekularizacia erT-erTi yvelaze gavrcelebuli da sasurve-

li cnebaa. 

garda imisa, rom kapitalizmi, rogorc religia, dayofis (separaciis) 

wminda formaa, is, agreTve, mTeli misi SinaarsiT destruqciulia. beniami-

ni gamWriaxad SeniSnavs, rom kapitalizmi aris erTaderTi religia, rome-

lic ara xsnas, aramed davalianebas emsaxureba, is ara samyaros gardaqmnas, 

aramed mis STanTqvas isaxavs miznad. mTel am procesSi dayofa mniSvnelovan 

rols asrulebs, kapitalizmi aris danawilebisa da dayofis manqana, romlis 

Zalaufleba vrceldeba adamianis sxeulze, seqsualobaze, enaze da a.S. agam-

beni wers: ̀ axla isini (ena, sxeuli (...)) gamoyofilni arian TavianT Tavs da gad-

anacvlebulni arian sxva sferoSi (...), sadac yvela gamoyeneba xdeba da rCeba 

SeuZlebeli. es sfero aris moxmareba.~1 rogorc ukve iTqva, sakralizacia 

raimes saerTo gamoyenebidan amorTvaa, Tumca mxolod gamoyenebidan misi 

moxmareba da STanTqva ki isev SesaZlebelia. Sesabamisad, kapitalizmi aris 

moxmarebis religia da profanaciis SeuZlebloba: `kapitalisturi religia 

Tavis eqstremalur fazaSi miznad isaxavs Seqmnas raRac, rac profanacias ar 

eqvemdebareba.~2 rac Seexeba gamoyenebasa da moxmarebas Soris gansxvavebas, 

agambeni mas me-13 saukuneSi arsebuli Teologiuri debatebis safuZvelze 

xsnis. misi azriT, moxmareba aucileblad ganapirobebs sagnis destruqciasa 

da STanTqmas, gansxvavebiT gamoyenebisgan (bavSvi TamaSisas saTamaSos iyenebs, 

mis formas ucvlelad tovebs da sxva funqciasa da datvirTvas aZlevs, mox-

marebis SemTxvevaSi ki axali funqciis gamoZebna SeuZlebelia, radgan am 

SemTxvevaSi saqme sagnis destruqciasTan gvaqvs), romelic sagnis subtancias 

1 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 81.
2 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 82.
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ucvlelad tovebs1: `gamoyeneba aris yovelTvis urTierToba masTan, rac 

SeuZlebelia, rom miiTviso; is miemarTeba sagans imdenad, ramdenadac maTi 

floba SeuZlebelia. magram am gziT gamoyeneba aseve aSiSvlebs mflobelobis 

WeSmarit bunebas, romelic araferia, garda meqanizmisa, romelic adamianis 

Tavisufali gamoyenebis aqts gancalkevebul sferoSi waanacvlebs, romel-

Sic is uflebad gardaqmnilia.~2 gamoyenebasa da moxmarebas Soris kidev erTi 

ufskrulia. sagnis moxmareba SeuZlebelia, Tuki mas ar flob, gansxvavebiT 

gamoyenebisagan, romelic koleqtiuria da gamoricxavs flobis kategorias. 

am viTarebas kargad miemarTeba fromiseuli yofnisa da flobis kategorie-

bi, germaneli moazrovnis azriT, dRes yofna Canacvlebulia flobiT. Tana-

medrove adamians nivTebis flobis ufleba kanonmdeblobiT aqvs garantire-

buli, Tumca paradoqsi is aris, rom maT ar SeuZliaT am nivTebisa Tu sagnebis 

gamoyeneba, Sesabamisad, maTi profanacia. Tanamedrove adamians ar ZaluZs 

garkveuli sagnebis meSveobiT Zalauflebis velis miRma gasvla, misi mopyro-

ba sagnebTan am ukanasknelis STanTqmis tolfasia, Tanamedrove adamiani mefe 

midasia, romlis saganze Sexebis Semdegac misi substancia ueWvelad icvleba 

(sagulisxmoa is faqti, msxverplSewirvisas mxolod raRacis STanTqma, de-

struqciaa SesaZlebeli, romlis merec msxverpli STanTqmulia). agambens ga-

moyenebis SeuZleblobis sailustraciod muzeumis magaliTi mohyavs, is miiC-

nevs, rom samyaros muzeumad qceva ukve dasrulebuli procesia, xolo Tana-

medrove turistebi, gansxvavebiT adreuli xanis qristiani momlocvelebisa-

gan, romelTa saxlic zecaSi iyo, usaxlkaro moxetialeebi arian, romlebsac 

ar SeuZliaT, ganicadon binadrobis grZnoba ucxo qalaqebsa da qveynebSi, 

romlebsac sakuTar saxlebSi grZnobdnen. gamoyenebis uunarobis igive ganc-

da gveufleba supermarketebsa da molebSi, satelevizio SouebSi. muzeumi 

zustad acxadebs gamoyenebis SeuZleblobas.

da mainc, aris Tu ara SesaZlebeli profanacia? da risTvis SeiZleboda 

gvewodebina profanaciis procesi? iqneb, saqsovi gorgaliT moTamaSe kata 

swored am procesis nawilia, misi mtacebluri instiqtebi gorgaliT Tama-

Sisas kvlav aqtiur fazaSia, Tumca ar viRebT im fatalur Sedegs, romelic 

gorgalis TagviT Canacvlebis SemTxvevaSi moxdeboda. Sesabamisad, katis 

mtacebluri unari, rogorc wminda saSualeba, gamoyenebis axal gzas xsnis. 

sxva sityvebiT, Tagvis gorgaliT Canacvleba ramdenime rames ganapirobebs, 

pirvel rigSi, Tagvi aRar gvesaxeba msxverplad da arc katis mtacebluri 

instiqtebia maincdamainc Tagvis daWerasa da sikvdilTan mibmuli: `moq-

medeba, romelic aqedan gamomdinareobs, xdeba wminda saSualeba, praqsisi, 

romelic miuxedavad misi arsis, rogorc saSualebis, mtkiced SenarCunebi-

sa, emansipirdeba misi mizanTan mimarTebidan; katas aviwydeba misi mizani 

da SeuZlia sakuTari Tavis, rogorc saSualeba miznis gareSed warmoCena. 

1 aris SemTxvevebi, rodesac moxmareba da gamoyeneba erTmaneTs emTxveva, maga li-

Tad, sakvebi, tansacmeli da a.S.

2 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 83.
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axali gamoyenebis Seqmna SesaZlebelia Zvelis deaqtivaciiT.~ radgan miza-

ni, rogorc wesi, Zalauflebis uxilavi qselis mieraa gansazRvruli, Segvi-

Zlia, vivaraudoT, rom nebismieri organizmisa Tu sagnis, rogorc wminda 

saSualebad gamoyeneba, winaaRmdegobis praqtikaa. Zalauflebrivi aparatis 

moxerxebuloba isaa, rom isini swored wminda saSualebebis CaWeras cdilo-

ben, kapitalizmi profanaciis ganmaxorcielebeli praqtikis CamWeri da ma-

disciplinirebelia. swored esaa mizezi imisa, rom yoveldRiuri, Tundac 

Zalauflebisadmi safrTxisagan ganZarcvuli verbaluri komunikaciebic 

ki, mis sakuTriv ideologiasTanaa Sezavebuli. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom yvelaze 

ufro metad TvalsaCino wminda saSualeba enobriv komunikaciaSi `uqme~ 

saubaria, romlis neitralizeba mediis mTavari amocanaa. Zalauflebrivi 

aparati swored im arealSi axSobs gaTavisuflebis potencials, romelic 

yvelaze ufro ususuri gvgonia. agambenis azriT, wminda saSualebebis mo-

spoba yvelaze metad pornografiaSi xdeba. misi azriT, Tuki pornos isto-

rias gadavxedavT, aRmovaCenT, rom adreulisagan gansxvavebiT, Tanamedrove 

filmebSi msaxiobebi ukve aRar malaven imas, rom maT ician kameris arsebobis 

Sesaxeb, piriqiT, isini sworedac, mayureblisaTvis pozireben, maT iwveven. 

beniaminma amasTan dakavSirebiT Seqmna cneba sagamofeno Rirebuleba (Auss-
tellungwert), rac kapitalizmSi arsebul adamianis sxeulsa Tu sxva obieqtebs 

Zalian zustad axasiaTebs da ar daiyvaneba marqsiseul sacvleli-sax-

mari Rirebulebis opoziciaze. agambenis azriT, sagamofeno Rirebuleba 

yvelaze kargad adamianis saxeSi vlindeba. porno varskvlavebis gardaqmnac 

swored maTi saxis gamometyvelebidan gamomdinareobs, Zalaufleba swored 

adamianis saxis gamometyvelebas CaiWers, Tumca swored saxea is areali, 

romelmac gamoyenebis axali gzebi unda gaxsnas. am azris sailustraciod 

agambens erTi porno varskvlavis magaliTi mohyavs, romelic seqsualuri 

aqtisas emocias ar gamoxatavs da wminda saSualebas (saxis gamometyvelebas) 

miznisagan wyvets, swored es aris TamaSis daniSnuleba, gawyvitos miznisa 

da saSualebis erTianoba da gaxsnas axali horizonti, Secvlili mizniTa da 

mdgomareobiT. rasac porno industriaSi Zalaufleba mieltvis, es profa-

naciis aqtis potencialis CaxSobaa, romelic (profanacia) erotikuli qcev-

is uqmad (emociis argamoxatva) gardaqmnas eswrafvis, `magram ra drosac 

es qceva gamoyenebis axal gzas xsnis, romelic ara partnioris mimarT sia-

movnebis miniWebas, aramed seqsualobas, rogorc koleqtiur gamoyenebas, 

exeba, pornoindustria zustad am monakveTSi iWreba da sxva mimarTulebiT 

warmarTavs profanaciul ganzraxulobas~. profanacia wminda saSualebisa 

da miznis erTianobis wyvetis procesia, is politikuri aqtia, romliTac 

SesaZlebelia Zalauflebis arsebuli konfiguracia Canacvldes. profa-

nacia mkacrad gansazRvruli da dogmatizirebuli kultmsaxurebis nive-

lirebaa, Zalauflebis mier gawyvetili Zafebis gamTlianeba da im mTlia-

nobebis rRveva, romliTac is ikvebeba, `araprofanulis profanacia momava-

li Taobebis politikuri amocanaa~.1

1 Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005. P. 92.



131

daviT galaSvili – profanacia, rogorc gaTavisuflebis aqti

  

gamoyenebuli literatura:

1. marqsi, k., kapitali (I tomi), Tb., 1954.

2. Agamben, G., ProfanaƟ ons, Zone Books, 2005.
3. Agamben, G., Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life, Stanford University Press, 1998.
4. Ayerza, J., lacanian ink 27: The-Names-of-the-Father, The Wooster Press, 2006. 
5. Benjamin, W., Capitalism as Religion, 1921. https://cominsitu. wordpress.com/2018/06/08/

capitalism-as-religion-benjamin-1921/ 
6. Plato, Republic, HackeƩ  Publishing Company, 1992.
7. SchmiƩ , C., PoliƟ cal Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, University of 

Chicago Press, 2006.

David Galashvili

PROFANATION AS AN ACT OF LIBERATION

Walter Benjamin in his 1921 wriƩ en essay, Capitalism as Religion, tried to express an opinion 
that Capitalism was a culƟ c religion without mercy or truce and its immanent principle is to create 
a “house of despair.” Benjamin directly asserts the view that capitalism is the most omnipotent 
religious cult of all Ɵ me and there is not exist any space beyond it. In other words, the uƟ litarian 
pracƟ ces of capitalism have the meaning of a religious cult. Capitalism does not require the ac-
ceptance of a creed, a doctrine or a theology. What counts are the acƟ ons, which take the form, 
in terms of their social dynamics, of cult pracƟ ces. AŌ er several decades infl uenƟ al Italian philos-
opher Giorgio Agamben shared the somewhat same view about Capitalism. Agamben argues that 
people who belong to the religious cult of capitalism sacrifi ce every facet of life and end up in a 
supremely frustraƟ ng environment where everything is sacred, hence off -limits to personal use. 
It must be emphasized that both of these thinkers related capitalism to sacred space in which, in 
Agamben’s opinion, everything is beyond of communal or cooperaƟ ve use. To put this opinion in 
other words, sacred space and pracƟ ce of sacrifi ce displaces something from the domain of human 
use to the domain of exclusively divine use, thus making it sacred and thus, in this case, the divine 
is capital and the sacred is anything required by the apparatus of capitalism. Agamben thinks that 
against the abovemenƟ oned process we should appeal an act of profanaƟ on which the opposite of 
and anƟ dote to sacrifi ce. AŌ er the act of profanaƟ on, everything which was sacred now becomes 
restored to communal use. Agamben diff erenƟ ates an act of profanaƟ on from secularizaƟ on. He 
fi rmly asserts that secularizaƟ on leaves the status-quo without any revoluƟ onary change while 
profanaƟ on is intended as modes of resisƟ ng the universal absorpƟ on into capitalist producƟ on 
and consumpƟ on. Profaning the unprofanable as an exit strategy, a way to escape a religious cult 
that off ers no hope of redempƟ on. Agamben tells us: “The profanaƟ on of the unprofaniable is the 
poliƟ cal task of the coming generaƟ on.” 
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Contemporary Issues of Logics and Philosophy of Language 
 

nino TomaSvilinino TomaSvili

i. van bentemi dinamiuri logikis                    

TaviseburebaTa Sesaxeb

dinamiuri logika epistemikuri logikis gafarToebas warmoadgens. is 

dRes logikis erT-erT aqtualur dargad miiCneva da Seiswavlis cvalebadi 

codnis logikur kanonebs. dinamiuri logika gamoiyeneba Semecnebis Teori-

aSi, xelovnuri inteleqtis kvlevebSi, kompiuterul mecnierebebSi. 

samyaros moZravi da procesualuri xasiaTi uZvelesi droidan ipyrob-

da filosofosTa yuradRebas. codnis sxvadasxva sferos dinamiuri kon-

teqstebi yovelTvis iyo aqtiuri filosofiuri kvlevis obieqti da warmo-

Sobda sinamdvilis SemecnebisaTvis Sesabamisi mecnieruli meTodologiis 

Seqmnis moTxovnilebas Sesabamisi konceptualuri aparatiT. am viTarebaSi 

Teoriul aucileblobad iqca dinamiur konteqstebze logikuri analizis 

gavrceleba, rac Teoriuli da praqtikuli TvalsazrisiT gansakuTrebiT 

mniSvnelovania. 

Tanamedrove holandieli filosofosis, maTematikosis da logikosis 

iohan van bentemis mecnieruli interesis sagans warmoadgens logikis, 

mecnierebis filosofiis da enis filosofiis problemebi. misi kvlevebi 

sakmaod originaluri da siaxlis Semcvelia da, amavdroulad, mecnieruli 

TvalsazrisiT, Sedegianic. is cdilobs, moZebnos logikis, filosofiis, 

TamaSis Teoriisa da kompiuterul mecnierebaTa sxvadasxva ideis Se sa ba -

misobis axleburi meTodi. bentemis azriT, logikuri gamokvlevebis ga-

n sakuTrebul obieqtad unda iqces komunikaciisa da informirebulobis 

cnebebi, risTvisac saWiroa am mimarTulebiT ganxorcieldes erTgvari 

`dinamiuri Semobruneba~. igi miiCnevs, rom dasabuTeba tradiciulad logi-

ka Si gagebulia rogorc msjelobaTa kavSiri, romelic safuZvlianadaa ga-

w  mendili yovelgvari saazrovno `WuWyis~, SegrZnebebisa da damabneveli 

viTarebebisagan, rac SesaZloa, Segvxvdes daskvnebSi. bentemi aqve svams 

kiTxvas: aqvs ki logikisaTvis raime mniSvneloba faqtebs adamianuri gansjis 

procesSi, Tu Cven unda SeviswavloT mxolod sqemebi dasabuTebaTa Soris da 

im simravleTa Soris, romelTac logikosebi formalur sistemebs uwodeben 

da romlebic arseboben `im maradiul samefoSi, sadac wminda gonebis mze 

arasodes Cadis?~

bentemi miiCnevs, rom Tu klasikuri logika swavlobda msjelobebs 

da maT Soris arsebul ucvlel gamomdinareobas, dRes gamomdinareoba, 

rogorc aseTi, unda ganvixiloT erTgvar moRvaweobad, sadac propoziciebi 

moZraobaSi ganixileba. TandaTanobiT ganmtkicda azri, rom moRvaweobis 
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sxvadasxva forma, rogoricaa bWoba, Sefaseba, mtkicebulebaTa revizia da 

komunikacia, Tavad warmoadgens logikis kvlevis obieqtebs da rom maTi 

dinamiuri struqtura Seswavlili unda iqnes wminda logikuri saSualebebiT. 

sainteresoa bentemis mosazreba, magaliTad, `codnis~, rogorc cnebisa 

da procesis Sesaxeb. ucnauri iqneba, garkveuli gansjis dros, `codnis~ 

sakiTxis ganxilva statikuri TvalsazrisiT, vinaidan `codna~, Cveulebriv, 

warmoadgens im sxvadasxva SemecnebiTi procesis rezultats, romelTanac 

adamiani mudmiv kavSirSia, Tundac imiT, rom regularulad vsvamT kiTxvebs 

da viRebT pasuxebs. bentemi aseT kiTxva-pasuxs miiCnevs moRvaweobis iseTive 

logikur formebad, rogoricaa Sedegebis gamoyvana (gamomdinareoba). 

statikuri epistemikuri logikis bunebriv dinamiur damatebad bentemi 

miiCnevs swavlebis individualuri da socialuri meqanizmebis Teorias. 

statikidan dinamikamde misvlis analogiuri traeqtoriaa, bentemis azriT, 

gamomdinareobis ideis ganxilva Semdegi saxiT: Tavidan mas unda SevxedoT 

rogorc ̀ u-agento~ maTematikur damokidebulebas statikur propoziciebs 

Soris, Semdeg rogorc erTagentian moRvaweobis formas, romelic ga-

miznulia danaskvis gamoyvanaze, da Semdeg, rogorc multiagentis pro cess 

argumentaciaSi. bentemi logikuri kvlevis am gafarToebul perspeqtivas 

uwodebs `dinamiur Semobrunebas~, romelic gasuli saukunis 80-iani wle-

bidan daiwyo bunebriv enaSi interpretaciis procedurebis Seswavlisa 

da xelovnuri inteleqtis kvlevebSi darwmunebis reviziis problemis da-

yenebiT. 

bentemi svams kiTxvas: mainc rogor unda dadges moqmedebis cneba logikis 

kompetenciis farglebSi? igi am miznis misaRwevad kvlevebis warmarTvis 

Sesabamis sferoebad miiCnevs drois logikas, moqmedebis filosofiasa da 

dinamiur logikas. 

 bentemi logikis dinamifikaciaze akeTebs aqcents, rogorc misi me c-

nieruli interesebis Sesabamis Teoriaze. dinamiuri Semobrunebis de mo n s-

trirebas bentemi epistemikur logikaSi xedavs. im tradiciuli kiTxvebis 

nacvlad, romlebic logikis am dargis mkvlevrebs gaaCndaT (mag., kiTxva: 
`aris Tu ara codna WeSmariti verificirebuli mtkiceba?~ an `romeli mo da-

luri aqsiomebi unda SevarCioT epistemikur modaloba К-sTan samuSaod?~), 

bentemi svams kiTxvas, rogorc ambobs, yvelaze gavrcelebuli komunikaciu-

ri situaciebisTvis: `imyofeba Tu ara amsterdami igive ganedze, romelzec 

pekini?~ da akeTebs daSvebas, rom kiTxvis adresatisgan miiRo swori pasuxi 

(ara). bentemis azriT, am kiTxvis dasmas Tavisi sirTuleebi axlavs. kerZod, 

is unda akmayofilebdes garkveul pirobebs (Semavali mocemuloba): kiTxvis 

dasmisas igulisxmeba, rom avtorma pasuxi ar icis da is uSvebs, rom pasuxi 

icis adresatma. pasuxis gacemisas ki kiTxvis avtors eZleva informacia Р 

faqtis Sesaxeb. amasTanave, adresatma ukve icis, rom kiTxvis avtorma icis 

Р xolo, kiTxvis damsmelma icis, rom mopasuxem icis, rom kiTxvis avtorma 
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icis Р da a.S. amiT, bentemis azriT, miiRweva `saerTo codna~. es `gamomava-

li mocemulobaa~, romelic miiReba swori pasuxis SemTxvevaSi. amdenad, ben-

temis azriT, `Semavali da gamomavali~ mocemulobebi Seicaven codnas sxva 

adamianebis codnis Sesaxeb, rac SesaZloa, aris kidec komunikaciis erTg-

varad iribi socialuri efeqti. Tumca sinamdvileSi codna codnis Sesaxeb 

zogjer dagegmili moqmedebebis warmatebiT CatarebaSi gadamwyvet rols 

asrulebs.

bentems moaqvs aseTi magaliTi. davuSvaT, rom me vici, rom Tqven mompa-

reT saaTi da atarebT mas da me isic vici, rom Tqven ar iciT, me rom vici es. 

aseT SemTxvevaSi me SemiZlia, Tqven wagarTvaT saaTi, oRond amis gakeTeba 

SemiZlia maSin, Tu Tqven Riad atarebT am saaTs, riTic me mimaniSnebT, rom 

me vici, rom igi TqvenTanaa. (aq sami iteraciaa – ganmeorebiTi procesi). am 

dros me viwyeb fiqrs saaTis dabrunebis strategiaze. e.i. warmatebuli ko-

munikacia da adekvaturi praqtikuli moqmedebebi uSualod damokidebulia 

`codnis~ cnebis arsis analizze. 

bentemi cdilobs, ganxiluli epizodis Semavali da gamavali mocemu-

lobebi (kompiuterul programaTa terminebia) Caweros epistemikuri lo-

gikis terminebiT, konkretulad. `icis, rom . . .~ – `К“-Ti da `SesaZleblad 

miaCnia, rom . . .~ – `<>~-Ti. zemoT aRwerili situacia Caiwereba ase: 

¬KI P & ¬KI ¬P
<I>(KyouP V Kyou¬P),

xolo pasuxis miRebis SemTxvevaSi WeSmariti xdeba Semdegi debulebebic: 

KyouP, KIP, KyouKIP da a.S., vidre ar mivalT CvenTvis saerTo codnamde. (common 
knowledge) C{you, I}P.

aseTi formalizaciiT SesaZlebelia im informaciis kodireba, romel-

Tac sxva adamianebi floben. anu, epistemikuri logikis modalobebis sa-

SualebiT Caiwereba adamianTa Soris arsebuli komunikacia. aseT epistemi-

kur formulebs mivyavarT tipur semantikur modelebTan, mag.: 

M = (W, {~j}j, V),

sadac W aris SesaZlo samyaroTa simravle, romelic aRwers sinamdvilis 

SesaZlo viTarebebs, ~j niSnavs TiToeuli j აგენტის miwvdomadobis mimarTe-

bas, xolo V Semafasebeli funqciaa, romelic TiToeul propozicias ani-

Webs WeSmaritebis fass, SesaZlo samyaroTagan romelimeSi. aseT SemTxvevaSi 

formula KjP WeSmaritia yvela t samyaroSi, iseTebSi s ~j t. 
gacilebiT Zlieri formulaa CG P (romelic gamoxatavs saerTo cod-

nas). is WeSmaritia maSin, roca P WeSmaritia s-dan miRwevad yvela samyaroSi 

s-is nebismieri sasrulo nabijebiT ~j t ~j k ... agentebis Tavisufali SerCeviT. 

bentemi miiCnevs, rom zogjer `miRwevadobis mimarTeba~ ~j SeiZleba ga-

vaigivoT ekvivalenturobis mimarTebasTan, rac gadaaqcevs Cvens logi-

kas poli-modalur S5 sistemad saerTo codnis operatoriT. bentemi Sesa-
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Zleblad miiCnevs analogiuri ideebis gamoyenebas ufro sust logikebSi, 

romlebic modelirebulia agentebis ara codnis, aramed rwmenis aRmweri 

propoziciebiT. 

dinamiuri logika, rogorc modaluri logikis gafarToeba, aqtiurad 

iyenebs drois modalobebsac. misi modalobebi, semantikuri TvalsazrisiT, 

faqtobrivad, aleTikuri da drois modalobebis xasiaTis matarebelia. ise-

Ti operatorebi, rogoricaa `amis Semdeg~, `manamde~, `imave dros~ sinamdvi-

lis procesualuri xasiaTis aRmweria. 

bentemi miiCnevs, rom dinamiuri logikis specifikiT unda gadaixedos 

Zveli filosofiuri problemebic. mag., sametyvelo aqtebis Teoriis sru-

li epistemikuri specifika. ra xdeba CvenTvis cnobili ф winadadebiT ga-

keTebuli gancxadebidan? SeiZleba iTqvas, rom Sedegad Cven gvaqvs raRac 

sayovelTao codna ф. magram es, cxadia, ar aris swori. davuSvaT, rom ro-

melime kiTxvaze mopasuxem (О) ase upasuxa: ф `marTalia, Tqven ar iciT, ma-

gram sinamdvileSi aris Р~. es mtkiceba, bentemis azriT, iqneboda WeSmariti 

mxolod misi warmoTqmis momentSi, ramdenadac informaciuli zemoqmedeba, 

romelsac flobs ф msjelobis mtkicebis aqti, momentalurad migviyvanda 

ф-is WeSmaritebis mniSvnelobis cvlilebamde, imitom rom kiTxvis dams-

melma С-m ukve icis, rom aris Р.
amdenad, bentemis azriT, is logikebi, romlebic damuSavda dinamikuri 

Semobrunebis CarCoSi, SesaZleblobas iZleva, Zvel problemebs mivudgeT 

axali teqnikuri saSualebebiT iseT umartives formulaSic ki, rogoricaa 

[A!]Kj ф SeiZleba Caidos kodirebuli ideebi filosofiuri epistemologi-

idan, sametyvelo aqtebis Teoriidan, kompiuteruli mecnierebebidan pro-

gramirebis logikis Sesaxeb. 

dinamiur-epistemikuri logikis ganviTarebis paralelurad Taname d-

rove mecnierebaSi gaCnda Tvalsazrisi, rom logikam, rogorc mecnieruli 

codnis mkacrad gansazRvrulma Teoriulma nawilma, dakarga kavSiri msje-

lobaTa praqtikasTan, ramac mkvlevrebi aqtualuri kognituri da komu-

nikaciuri praqtikis efeqturi modelebis Ziebisas miiyvana ara logikamde, 

aramed kognitur fsiqologiamde, kompiuterul lingvistikamde, ekono-

mikamde, gadawyvetilebis miRebis Teoriamde. anu, Tavad logika mowyda 

praqtikas. amitom unda daiwyos logikaSi `praqtikuli Semobruneba~. per-

speqtivaSi `praqtikul SemobrunebaSi~ igulisxmeba bWobaSi formaluri da 

araformaluri stilis dixotomia. ukve aRvniSneT, rom `dinamiurma Semo-

brunebam~ kvlevis interesi gadarTo racionaluri agentebis kognituri 

interaqciebis dinamikaze, rasac mohyva logikis pereorientacia statikur 

msjelobaTa sisworis Sesaxeb. am procesSi warmoSobil sirTuleebze yur-

adReba gaamaxviles filosofosebma. aRiniSna, rom logika gadaiqca rTul 

teqnikur disciplinad, romelic orentirebulia potenciurad usasrulo 

formaluri sistemebis simravleTa Sida amocanebis konstruirebasa da 
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katalogizaciaze. mecnierebi miiCneven, rom aseTi saxis logika garkveul 

krizisSia, Tumca misi Semobruneba praqtikisken anu deformalizacia, 

SesaZloa, gadaiqces logikis kidev erT, Tumca gansxvavebul krizisad – 

logikis fsiqologizaciis dasawyisad, roca logikuri Secdomebis axsna 

xdeba ara logikuri, aramed sociologiuri da fsiqologiuri midgomebiT 

(mag. roca bWoba xangrZlivia, wanamZRvarTa Sinaarsi uCveuloa, bWobaSi gam-

ovlenilia uyuradReboba, zedmeti emociuroba da a.S.). aseT tipis kriziss 

logikam triumfiT daaRwia Tavi me-20 saukunis dasawyisSi da savaraudoa, 

rom `praqtikuli Semobruneba~ am safrTxes aRar Seuqmnis. vitgenSteini 

werda: `varaudebis yvelanairi gamocda, yvelanairi dadastureba an uary-

ofa mimdinareobs garkveuli sistemis SigniT, romelic ar warmoadgens Cve-

ni dasabuTebebis met-naklebad Tavisufal da saeWvo gamSveb punqts, magram 

Tavad CarTulia dasabuTebis arsSi. da es sistema imdenad gamSvebi punqtic 

ar aris, ramdenadac dasabuTebaTa cxovrebiseuli stiqia~.

bentemi wers, rom freges mkacri `barieruli Tezisi~ antifsiqolo-

gizmis Sesaxeb, raRac drois manZilze aqtualuri iyo, magram ukve moZvele-

bulia. logika da empiriuli kognituri mecnierebebi dRes bevr saintereso 

mimarTulebaSi sasargeblod ikveTebian. abstraqtuli Teoria, rogorc axa-

li inteleqtualuri praqtikis amgebi, yovelTvis moqmedebs realur qcev-

aze, radgan is yuradRebas aqcevs adamianis qcevis warmatebul modelebs. 

misi azriT, logikisa da adamianis SemecnebiTi praqtikis urTierTqmedeba 

gacilebiT ufro mravalferovania, vidre Cveulebrivi normatiul-aRwer-

iTi gansxvavebebi. swored amitom, bentemis azriT, logika SeiZleba iyos 

imaze bevrad meti, vidre is, rac Seqmnes winamorbedebma. aseT warmodgenas 

qmnis, magaliTad, gamomdinareobis cnebis Sinaarsis bentemiseuli gafar-

Toebuli gageba. rogorc Tavad uwodebs, statikuri xasiaTis logikaSi ga-

momdinareoba ucvleli sqemebis saxiT warmogvidgeba, maSin, roca dinamiu-

ri logika mis cvalebadobas ar gamoricxavs.

sakiTxebi, romelTa mimarTac bentemi azrovnebis gansxvavebul midgo-

mebs moiTxovs, tradiciul logikaSic problemurad iTvleboda da lo gi-

kosTa mudmivi interesisa da kvlevis sagani iyo. bentemis aqcenti epistemi-

kur logikazea. epistemikuri modalobebiT agebuli winadadebebis kavSiri 

adamianTa komunikaciis procesTan da mxolod am procesSi maTi logikuri 

analizi, sayuradReboa da ufro Rrmad Seswavlas moiTxovs. 

vfiqrob, logikaSi ̀ dinamiuri~ da ̀ praqtikuli~ Semobrunebis es proce-

sebi araurTierTgamomricxavi paralelizmia. Tanamedrove logikam ukve 

SeZlo kacobriobisaTvis SeeTavazebina logikis axali mimarTulebebi ma-

Tematikuri, modaluri, paraTavsebadi da sxv. logikebis saxiT. dinamiuri 

logikac filosofiis am dargis Semdgomi ganviTarebis safexuria.
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Nino Tomashvili

J. VAN BENTEM ON PECULIARITIES OF DYNAMIC LOGIC

A new method of compliance of diff erent ideas of logic, philosophy, theory of game and comput-
ing sciences is formulated in works by a contemporary Dutch philosopher, mathemaƟ cian and logi-
cian J. van Bentem. According to Bentem concepts of communicaƟ on and awareness should become 
special objects of logical research and therefore it is necessary to perform a certain “dynamic turn” 
in this direcƟ on. He thinks that reasoning in logic is tradiƟ onally understood as connecƟ on of judge-
ments which is thoroughly cleared of psychological pressure that cab be met in conclusions. Bentem 
puts a quesƟ on: do facts have any importance for logic in the process of human judging or do we 
have to study only schemes between reasonings and those sets which logicians call formal systems?

Bentem thinks that if classic logic studies judgements and unchangeable ensuing exisƟ ng be-
tween them, nowadays ensuing as such should be interpreted as a certain acƟ vity within which 
proposiƟ ons are discussed in moƟ on. The idea that various forms of acƟ vity such as reasoning, 
appraisal, revision of proofs and communicaƟ on themselves are objects of logical research and 
that their dynamic structure should be studied by means of pure logical means becomes even-
tually stronger. For example, it will be strange to discuss, during certain reasoning, the issue of 
“knowledge” from the staƟ c viewpoint, because “knowledge” as a rule is a result of those various 
cogniƟ ve processes with which man has constant relaƟ on since we ask quesƟ ons and receive an-
swers regularly. Bentem considers that these quesƟ ons and answers are just such logical forms as 
receiving results (ensuing). According to Bentem theory of individual and social mechanisms of 
teaching are natural dynamic addiƟ ons to staƟ c epistemic logic.

“Dynamic turn” was followed by change of logic in relaƟ on to correctness of staƟ c judge-
ments. Philosophers stressed the diffi  culƟ es arising in this process. It was noted that logic turned 
into a diffi  cult technical discipline which is oriented to construing and cataloguing of internal tasks 
of sets of potenƟ ally infi nite formal systems. ScienƟ sts think that such logic is facing a crisis, but its 
turning to pracƟ ce or de-formalizaƟ on can provoke one more though diff erent crisis of logic – the 
beginning of psychologizaƟ on of logic when logical mistakes are explained not by means of logical 
aƫ  tude but through sociological and psychological aƫ  tudes (e.g. when reasoning is long, content 
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of premises is strange, reasoning reveals carelessness, unnecessary emoƟ onality, etc.). Logic es-
caped triumphantly such type of crisis at the beginning of the 20th century and probably “pracƟ cal 
turn” will not endanger it once more.

In answer to such assumpƟ ons, Bentem writes that Frege’s strict “barrier thesis” on anƟ -psy-
chologism was actual during a certain period of Ɵ me though it is out of date at present. Nowadays 
logic and empirical cogniƟ ve science intersect benefi cially in many interesƟ ng direcƟ ons. Abstract 
theory which constructs a new intellectual pracƟ ce always aff ects real behavior since it focusses 
aƩ enƟ on on successful models of human behavior. He thinks that interrelaƟ on of logic and man’s 
cogniƟ ve pracƟ ce is much more diverse than usual normaƟ ve-descripƟ ve diff erences. That is just 
why, according to Bentem, logic can be far more than that which was created by the predecessors.

These processes of “dynamic” and “pracƟ cal” turn are non-mutually exclusive parallelisms. 
Modern logic has already suggested new direcƟ ons of logic – mathemaƟ cal, modal, para-compat-
ible, etc. – logics. Dynamic logic is the next stage in the development of this branch of philosophy. 
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WITTGENSTEIN’S CRITIQUE OF SCIENTISM

Abstract: The aim of this paper is to show that the criƟ que of scienƟ sm is a constant theme through-
out Ludwig WiƩ genstein’s philosophical wriƟ ngs and other remarks. ScienƟ sm can be defi ned both 
in a narrow and in a broad sense. In the narrower sense scienƟ sm is ‘the belief that the methods 
of natural science, or the categories and things recognized in natural science, form the only proper 
elements in any philosophical or other enquiry’1; or, as Hayek puts it, ‘we shall, wherever we are 
concerned, not with the general spirit of disinterested inquiry but with that slavish imitaƟ on of the 
method and language of Science, speak of “scienƟ sm” or the “scienƟ sƟ c” prejudice’2. In the broader 
sense scienƟ sm is the belief that the whole of culture should be led by science. Although WiƩ gen-
stein himself never uses the term, scienƟ sm in both of these senses is an important theme through-
out his works. Not only does WiƩ genstein famously blame many of the shortcomings of philosophy 
on ‘our pre-occupaƟ on with the method of science’3, but he also criƟ cizes scienƟ sƟ c tendencies 
in other branches of learning, such as mathemaƟ cs, aestheƟ cs, psychology, psychoanalysis, and 
anthropology. He criƟ cizes both the trend of emulaƟ ng the methods of natural science in various 
intellectual disciplines, and the tendency to interpret and evaluate various pracƟ ces and belief sys-
tems as if they were a primiƟ ve form of science. However, WiƩ genstein’s criƟ que of scienƟ sm goes 
beyond the confi nes of the methodology of parƟ cular intellectual disciplines, also targeƟ ng a more 
general worldview led by science.

WiƩ genstein contrasts his own Weltanschauung to what he perceives as the scienƟ sƟ c ‘main 
current of European and American civilizaƟ ons’4, which is expressed both in his philosophical work 
as well as in his observaƟ ons on cultural them.

IntroducƟ on

The aim of this paper is to show that criƟ que of scienƟ sm is a constant theme through-
out Ludwig WiƩ genstein’s philosophical wriƟ ngs and other remarks, and to defend the thesis 
that WiƩ genstein’s criƟ que of scienƟ sm in philosophy and other intellectual disciplines, such 
as psychology, aestheƟ cs, anthropology, and others, is structurally similar to his criƟ que of 
scienƟ sƟ c tendencies in culture in general.5The paper focuses on so-called later WiƩ genstein, 

1 Blackburn, S. The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy. OUP, 2008 [1994]. P. 330.
2 Hayek, F. A. von. ScienƟ sm and the Study of Society // Economica. Vol. 9, No. 35 (August), 1942. P. 269.
3 WiƩ genstein L. Preliminary studies for “Philosophical Investigations”: Generally Known as the Blue 

and Brown books. Oxford: Blackwell, 1972. P. 18.
4 WiƩ genstein, L. Culture and Value. Tr. By P. Winch. Ed. by G. H. von Wright in collaboraƟ on with H. 

Nyman. Chicago: UCP, 1980. P. 6.
5 A version of this paper was read at the conference ‘KonstanƟ ne Kapaneli – 130’, at the Ivane 

Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Faculty of HumaniƟ es, Teaching-Research InsƟ tute of Philosophy, 
22.11.2019.
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brackeƟ ng early WiƩ genstein’s well known criƟ que of scienƟ sm in ethics, aestheƟ cs, and phi-
losophy.It should be emphasized that the aim of this paper is not to defend any of WiƩ gen-
stein’s claims but rather to show the pervasiveness of anƟ -scienƟ sƟ c themes throughout his 
wriƟ ngs.

The concept of scienƟ sm

Friedrich Hayek, the famous Austrian-BriƟ sh economist, philosopher, and, incidentally, 
WiƩ genstein’s second cousin, was among the fi rst to popularize the concept of scienƟ sm, 
when he wrote that ‘we shall, wherever we are concerned, not with the general spirit of dis-
interested inquiry but with slavish imitaƟ on of the method and language of Science, speak of 
“scienƟ sm” or the “scienƟ sƟ c” prejudice’.1

In his monograph ScienƟ sm: Philosophy and the InfatuaƟ on with Science (1991) philoso-
pher Tom Sorell describes scienƟ sm as ‘a maƩ er of puƫ  ng too high a value on science in com-
parison with other branches of learning or culture’.2 Sorell claims that scienƟ sm ‘isthe belief 
that science, especially natural science, is much the most valuable part of human learning 
– much the most valuable part because it is much the most authoritaƟ ve, or serious, or bene-
fi cial.’He goes on to disƟ nguish what he terms the new and the old scienƟ sm.

Sorell claims that the new scienƟ sm‘is a reacƟ on against those who write philosophy in 
ignorance of science, and who defer too much to prescienƟ fi c intuiƟ on or common sense. (..) 
Philosophy in keeping with the new scienƟ sm only recognizes the existence of objects that sci-
ence is already commiƩ ed to, and it conveys a familiarity with the fi ndings and habits of mind 
of pracƟ cing physicists, biologists and psychologists.’3The old scienƟ sm is a view that not only 
philosophy, but the whole culture should be led by science.4

It must be noted that what these authors mean when they use the word science is natural 
science, especially physics, and mathemaƟ cal sciences, and not science in its broader sense 
which includes humaniƟ es as well.

So scienƟ sm in a narrow sense is primarily a methodological and epistemological posiƟ on 
– a belief that the methods of natural science, especially physics, are the only legiƟ mate means 
of acquiring knowledge and understanding, and, accordingly, that the respecƟ ve knowledge 
and understanding is the only legiƟ mate form of knowledge.

ScienƟ sm in a broader sense is primarily an aƫ  tude towards culture, namely, a belief that 
the whole of culture should be led by science.

CriƟ que of scienƟ sm in both of these senses, I claim, is an important leitmoƟ v in WiƩ gen-
stein’s philosophy. First,we look at some examples of WiƩ genstein’s criƟ que of methodological 
and epistemological scienƟ sm in various intellectual disciplines, such as philosophy, psycholo-
gy, anthropology, then turning to his criƟ que of scienƟ sm in the broader sense.

1 Hayek, F. A. von. ScienƟ sm and the Study of Society // Economica. Vol. 9, No. 35 (August), 1942. P. 269.
2 Sorell, T. Scientism: Philosophy and the Infatuation with Science. London: Routledge, 1991. P. x.
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid.
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WiƩ genstein’s criƟ que of scienƟ sm in various intellectual disciplines

WiƩ genstein’s criƟ cism of emulaƟ ng the methods of natural science in philosophy are 
fairly well known. In the Blue Book he writes:

Our craving for generality has another main source: our preoccupaƟ on with the 
method of science. I mean the method of reducing the explanaƟ on of natural phe-
nomena to the smallest possible number of primiƟ ve natural laws; and, in mathe-
maƟ cs, of unifying the treatment of diff erent topics by using generalizaƟ on. Philos-
ophers constantly see the method of science before their eyes, and are irresisƟ bly 
tempted to ask and answer quesƟ ons in the way science does. This tendency is the 
real source of metaphysics, and leads the philosopher into complete darkness. I 
want to say here that it can never be our job to reduce anything to anything, or to 
explain anything. Philosophy really is ‘purely descripƟ ve’.1

What WiƩ genstein seems to mean by the method of science is a set of assumpƟ ons, 
among them, that the causal explanaƟ on is the best or only valid kind of explanaƟ on and form 
of understanding; the method that reduces the explanaƟ on to the smallest possible number of 
laws, being in that sense reducƟ onist; the use of language as a “calculus proceeding according 
to exact rules”.2 Or rather, he doesn’t at all claim that we could reduce natural science to such 
procedures, but that this is a kind of oversimplifi ed picture which exercises its charm over us 
and funcƟ ons as a pervasive paradigm.

WiƩ genstein claims, rather, that tradiƟ onal problems of theoreƟ cal philosophy are sol-
vable by perspicuous representaƟ on of the rules of grammar for the problemaƟ c concepts, 
that is, by descripƟ ve approach instead of construcƟ ng new quasi-scienƟ fi c theories. In short,      
we need conceptual clarity of the exisƟ ng structures instead of construcƟ ng new structures 
  –  a theme that will reappear in his cultural criƟ que.

However, philosophy is not the only discipline he thinks should be wary of the threats 
of scienƟ sm. He also criƟ cizes scienƟ sm in psychology, anthropology, psychoanalysis, history, 
aestheƟ cs, mathemaƟ cs, and other branches of learning.

Science: enrichment and impoverishment. One parƟ cular method elbows all the 
others aside. They all seem paltry by comparison, preliminary stages at best.3

So now we turn to his criƟ que of scienƟ sm in some of the other fi elds. In a famous passage 
from Philosophical InvesƟ gaƟ ons WiƩ genstein comments on the predicament of psychology:

The confusion and bareness of psychology is not to be explained by its being a 
“young science”; its state is not comparable with that of physics, for instance, in 

1 WiƩ genstein L. Preliminary studies for “Philosophical Investigations”: Generally Known as the Blue 
and Brown books. Oxford: Blackwell,1972. P. 18.

2 Ibid. P. 25.
3 WiƩ genstein, L. Culture and Value. Tr. by P. Winch. Ed. by G. H. von Wright in collaboraƟ on with H. 

Nyman. Chicago: UCP, 1980. P. 60e.
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its beginnings. (Rather, with that of certain branches of mathemaƟ cs. Set theory.) 
For in psychology, there are experimental methods and conceptual confusion. (As 
in other case, conceptual confusion and methods of proof.)
The existence of the experimental method makes us think that we have the means 
of geƫ  ng rid of the problems which trouble us; but problem and method pass one 
another by.1

According to WiƩ genstein many of the problems in psychology arise out of conceptu-
al confusions, by a confused understanding of how the psychological concepts work,and he 
claims that these confusions are not solvable by empirical, experimental means, but rather by 
a descripƟ on of the rules for the meaningful use of those concepts. This very assumpƟ on is 
what he thinks to be on obstacle to a progress in the psychological understanding.

AnƟ -scienƟ sm is also a central theme in WiƩ genstein’s Remarks of Frazer’s Golden Bough. 
There are at least two central scienƟ sƟ c assumpƟ ons that the famous Scoƫ  sh anthropologist 
James Frazer makes in his anthropological invesƟ gaƟ on, as has already been pointed out by 
William Child. Firstly, Frazer strives to understand diff erent pracƟ ces and rituals by providing a 
causal explanaƟ on, assuming, for example, that we can explain the meaning of modern effi  gy 
burning fi re-fesƟ vals by tracing their causal origins to the ancient custom where people where 
in fact being sacrifi ced.2 However, WiƩ genstein denies that such an explanaƟ on is illuminaƟ ng 
as regards the actual meaning of such pracƟ ce at any specifi c point in Ɵ me for the people 
involved.

Secondly, Frazer treats magic, rituals, and religion, as forms of primiƟ ve science, that is, as 
‘systems of beliefs about the causes and eff ects of natural phenomena,’3 where the respecƟ ve 
pracƟ ces are interpreted as means of controlling these phenomena.WiƩ genstein explicitly de-
nies this assumpƟ on that ‘magic is essenƟ ally false physics’.4

WiƩ genstein alsoshows his disdain for the kind of study of history which off ers its expla-
naƟ ons in the idiom of cause and eff ect:

[T]here is nothing more stupid than the chaƩ er about cause and eff ect in history 
books; nothing is more wrong-headed, more half-baked. – But what hope could 
anyone have of puƫ  ng a stop to it just by saying that? (It would be like my trying 
to change the way women and men dress by talking.)5

He also considers it to be an obstacle for an understanding in aestheƟ c quesƟ ons if we try 
to answer them by means of some quasi-scienƟ fi c theory:

1 WiƩ genstein, L. Philosophical Investigations. 4th ed. Wiley-Blackwell, 2009. II, xiv, §371.
2 Child, W. WiƩ genstein, scienƟ sm, and anƟ -scienƟ sm in the philosophy of mind // Beale, J., Kidd, I. J. 

(eds.) Wittgenstein and Scientism. Routledge, 2017. P. 82.
3 Ibid. P. 83
4 WiƩ genstein, L. Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough // WiƩ genstein, L. Philosophical Occasions 1912–

1951. Ed. by James C. Klagge and A. Nordmann. Indianapolis, IN: HackeƩ  Publishing Co., 1993. P. 129.
5 WiƩ genstein, L. Culture and Value. Tr. by P. Winch. Ed. by G. H. von Wright in collaboraƟ on with H. 

Nyman. Chicago: UCP, 1980. P. 62e.
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One interesƟ ng thing is the idea that people have of a kind of science of AestheƟ cs. 
(..) You might think AestheƟ cs is a science telling us what’s beauƟ ful–almost too ri-
diculous for words. I suppose it ought to include also what sort of coff ee tastes well.1

You could say: “An aestheƟ c explanaƟ on is not a causal explanaƟ on.”2

We fi nd similar criƟ cism of the scienƟ sƟ c picture in other intellectual domains such as 
Freudian psychoanalysis and mathemaƟ cs. It’s not that WiƩ genstein thinks there’s something 
intrinsically wrong with science per se, but rather he fi nds the tendency to treat the scienƟ fi c 
method as the only legiƟ mate method of inquiry and scienƟ fi c knowledge as the only legiƟ -
mate one as narrow-minded and harmful for other branches of learning.

WiƩ genstein’s criƟ que of the scienƟ sƟ c spirit of modern civilizaƟ on

In one of his lectures WiƩ genstein says that he is ‘in a sense making propaganda for one 
style of thinking as opposed to another,’claiminghe is‘honestly disgusted with the other.’3 The 
other is the scienƟ sƟ c one. A lengthy quotaƟ on expresses his aƫ  tude in an unambiguous man-
ner, which deserves a full citaƟ on:

It is all one to me whether or not the typical western scienƟ st understands or ap-
preciates my work, since he will not in any case understand the spirit in which I 
write. Our civilizaƟ on is characterized by the word „progress“. Progress is its form 
rather than making progress being one of its features. Typically it constructs. It is 
occupied with building an ever more complicated structure. And even clarity is 
sought only as a means to this end, and not as an end in itself. For me on the con-
trary clarity, perspicuity are valuable in themselves.

I am not interested in construcƟ ng a building, so much as in having a perspicuous 
view of the foundaƟ ons of possible buildings.

So I am not aiming at the same target as the scienƟ sts and my way of thinking is 
diff erent from theirs.4

WiƩ genstein is again not criƟ cizing science in itself but is rather suggesƟ ng that there is 
something wrong with the spirit with which it is carried out. He seems to be advocaƟ ng for 
a less instrumentalist aƫ  tude, againstmerely formal progress, construcƟ on without under-
standing of the foundaƟ ons.

He’s also wary of homogenizaƟ on and a consequent loss of the possibility for diff erent 
relaƟ ons to the world:

1 WiƩ genstein L. Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology and Religious Belief. Ed. by C. 
BarreƩ . Oxford: Blackwell, 1966. P. 11.

2 Ibid. P. 18.
3 Ibid. P. 28.
4  WiƩ genstein, L. Culture and Value. Tr. by P. Winch. Ed. by G. H. von Wright in collaboraƟ on with H. 

Nyman. Chicago: UCP, 1980. P. 7e.
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Science and industry, and their progress, might turn out to be the most enduring 
thing in the modern world. Perhaps any speculaƟ on about a c oming collapse of 
science and industry is, for the present and for a long Ɵ me to come, nothing but a 
dream; perhaps science and industry, having caused infi nite misery in the process, 
will unite the world – I mean condense it into a single unit, though one in which 
peace is the last thing that will fi nd a home.

Because science and industry do decide wars, or so it seems.1

Man has to awaken to wonder – and so perhaps do peoples. Science is a way of 
sending him to sleep again.2

This also leads, according to WiƩ genstein, to a distorted view of the role of science and 
scienƟ sts in relaƟ on to other forms of expression:

People nowadays think that scienƟ sts exist to instruct them, poets, musicians, etc. 
to give them pleasure. The idea that these have something to teach them – that 
does not occur to them.3

WiƩ genstein, no doubt, respected science in itself, but despised the funcƟ on most of its 
forms had taken up in culture and its characterisƟ c forms of expression in popular-scienƟ fi c 
works, for example, Sir James Jeans’ The Mysterious Universe:

Jeans has wriƩ en a book called The Mysterious Universe and I loathe it and call 
it misleading. Take the Ɵ tle. … Was Jeans deluded when he said it was mys-
terious? I might say the Ɵ tle The Mysterious Universe includes a kind of idol 
worship, the idol being Science and the ScienƟ st.4

The book contains chapters such as ‘The Dying Sun’, ‘The New World of Modern Physics’, 
‘Into the Deep Waters’. One might venture a guess that WiƩ gensteinfound such an idiom mis-
leading and tasteless.

The popular scienƟ fi c books by our scienƟ sts aren’t the outcome of hard work, but are 
wriƩ en when they are resƟ ng on their laurels.5

When touching upon the topic of atomic bomb, a kind of epitome of science of his day, 
he claims that:

the bomb off ers a prospect of the end, the destrucƟ on, of an evil, – our disgusƟ ng 
soapy water science. And certainly that’s not an unpleasant thought.6

1 Ibid. P. 63e.
2 Ibid. P. 5e.
3 Ibid. P. 36e.
4 WiƩ genstein L. Lectures and ConversaƟ ons on AestheƟ cs, Psychology and Religious Belief. Ed. by C. 

BarreƩ . Oxford: Blackwell, 1966. P. 27.
5 WiƩ genstein, L. Culture and Value. Tr. by P. Winch. Ed. by G. H. von Wright in collaboraƟ on with H. 

Nyman. Chicago: UCP, 1980. P. 42e.
6 Ibid. P. 49e. 
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This leaves liƩ le doubt about his discontent with the scienƟ sƟ c features of the culture of 
his Ɵ me, and that the criƟ que of scienƟ sm was indeed one of the enduring leitmoƟ vs of his 
philosophy and his more general aƫ  tude towards culture.

Conclusion

WiƩ genstein’s criƟ cism of scienƟ sm in both narrow and broad sense shares some sig-
nifi cant similariƟ es. Much like WiƩ genstein is emphasizing the need of clarity of the exisƟ ng 
conceptual structures for dissoluƟ on of philosophical perplexiƟ es, he is wary of the tendency 
to build ever new structures in culture in general before reaching perspicuous view of the 
exisƟ ng structures.

This theme is another side of his disdain for merely formal progress. The moƩ o of WiƩ -
genstein’s Philosophical InvesƟ gaƟ ons is a quote by Johann Nestroy: ‘The trouble about prog-
ress is that it always looks much greater than it really is’. This echoes both his philosophical po-
siƟ on that what is needed for (dis)solving philosophical problems is not a new theory (seeming 
progress) but the aforemenƟ oned clarity about rules for meaningful use of our concepts, and 
his more cultural outlook on what he calls ‘main current of European and American civiliza-
Ɵ ons’. As regards this civilizaƟ on, according to WiƩ genstein, progress ‘is its form rather than 
making progress being one of its features’.

HomogenizaƟ on can be a part of this kind of progress. WiƩ genstein worries both about 
methodological homogenizaƟ on in various intellectual disciplines (‘one method elbows all 
other aside’), and a culture where science and industry ‘will unite the world’, by which he 
means – ‘condense it into a single unit’. 

 reinis vilcinsi reinis vilcinsi 

scientizmis kritika vitgenSteinis mier

naSromSi ganxilulia ludvig vitgenSteinis opoziciuri ganwyoba scien-

tizmis (mecnieruli midgomis) mimarT. aRniSnuli cneba SeiZleba ori mniSvne-

lobiT iyos mocemuli: 

1. scientizmi viwro gagebiT, sadac mecnieruli midgoma meTodologiur fun-

q cias asrulebs enobrivi warmonaqmnis struqturaSi, xolo racio naluri 

determinizmi gansazRvravs sityvisa da sagnis mimarTebis logikas; 

2. scientizmi farTo gagebiT, roca samyaros mecnieruli suraTi mniSvnelobs, 

rogorc enis msoflmxedvelobrivi safuZveli.

vitgenSteini gadaWriT ewinaaRmdegeba mecnierulobis rogorc viwro, 

aseve farTo gagebis damkvidrebas enis samyaroSi, mecnierebasTan Seurigebeli 

poziciiT igi xazs usvams enis, rogorc iracionaluri fenomenis SemoqmedebiT 

bunebas. sagnobrivi viTarebis deskrifciidan sityvisa da moqmedebis erTianobis 

principze gadasvliT, vitgenSteins metyvelebis xelovneba gamohyavs enobrivi 

TamaSis scenaze. 
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THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PERSPECTIVE TAKEN WHEN THINKING 
ABOUT IMAGINARY SCENARIOS

AƩ empts to explain the concept of consciousness in modern philosophy of mind is ridden 
with aƩ empts to construct diff erent imaginary scenarios with the hope that they will elicit 
certain intuiƟ ve grounds for further argumentaƟ on. This methodology – i.e., the thought ex-
periment and the use of intuiƟ ve judgments – has become a commonplace in modern analyƟ c 
philosophy and in recent years, quite rightly, raised some pressing quesƟ ons about its nature 
and reliability. Some of the most interesƟ ng aƩ acks on the trustworthiness of this methodol-
ogy come from the recent fi eld of experimental philosophy. PracƟ Ɵ oners of experimental phi-
losophy – philosophers, sociologists and psychologists – have been trying to determine, with 
the help of empirical data gathered through surveys, whether certain thought experiments 
elicit the same kinds of intuiƟ ons in people with diff erent academic, cultural and linguisƟ c 
backgrounds, and thereby whether they can be regarded as reliable tools for thinking.

The task of this inquiry is twofold. It will be argued, fi rst of all, that the methods used by 
experimental philosophers imply a misunderstanding about – not what thought experiments 
are but rather – how thought experiments should be used and what makes them an import-
ant source of insights about philosophic problems. This normaƟ ve account of thought exper-
iments will introduce, alongside the concept of the stability of intuiƟ ons that is being used by 
experimental philosophers, also the concept the stability of thought experiments per se. And, 
second of all, it will be shown that thought experiments in philosophy of mind tend to be un-
stable – in the sense introduced here – in a special and predictable way, i.e., by changing the 
perspecƟ ve taken when thinking about these imaginary scenarios, the relevant intuiƟ ons will 
also have a tendency change, someƟ mes even dramaƟ cally.

One of the most controversial conclusions drawn from the empirical results of experi-
mental philosophy is the so called instability of intuiƟ ons1. The term “intuiƟ on” here is used 
in a Chomskyan sense and refers to a snap judgment (i.e., claim that is arrived at quickly and 
without prior contemplaƟ on) about certain hypotheƟ cal scenarios, e.g., the judgment that it 
would be unethical to cause the death of fi ve people, rather than one, in Thompson’s trolley 
case; the judgment that Smith does not know a certain proposiƟ on to be true in a Geƫ  er’s 
case; or the judgment that it cannot be known whether a zombie has conscious mental states 
or not in Chalmers’s zombie case. The instability of such intuiƟ ons manifests, as suggested by 
the data, as a variaƟ on in the content of these intuiƟ ons that is caused by variaƟ on in suppos-

1 Cohnitz D., Häggqvist S., 2018, Thought Experiments in Current Metaphilosophical Debates, In: Stuart 
T. M., Fehige Y., Brown J. R. (Eds.) Routledge Companion to Thought Experiments, London: Routledge, 
pp. 406-424.
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edly irrelevant factors, such as diff erences in subject’s academic background1 or cultural back-
ground2, or trivial diff erences in the scenario itself, e.g., order of presentaƟ on3 or phrasing4, 
or – even more scandalous – diff erences in the surroundings of a subject when performing the 
though experiment, e.g., background music5. 

If intuiƟ ons, understood as snap judgments about fi xed imaginary scenarios are indeed 
what we’re interested in, and if these intuiƟ ons can change due to irrelevant factors when the 
scenario itself stays constant, then it must be admiƩ ed: experimental philosophy has succeed-
ed in demonstraƟ ng that thought experiments are not reliable intellectual tools and should be 
abandoned by philosophers altogether6. 

But there is a misunderstanding here – although thought experiments can be consid-
ered as fi xed hypotheƟ cal scenarios followed by snap judgments about them, this is not what 
makes thought experimentaƟ on a philosophically illuminaƟ ng intellectual process. The actual 
use of thought experiments in philosophical discussions shows that the most relevant con-
clusions have been drawn, not from considering fi xed, readymade and immutable scenarios, 
but from gradually exploring their logical space, i.e., from introducing small changes in iniƟ al 
condiƟ ons, adding new elements to scenarios or even eliminaƟ ng old ones, at the same Ɵ me 
carefully observing whether the relevant intuiƟ ons stay the same or not. This is what Douglas 
Hofstadter calls “playing with the various knob seƫ  ngs on the thought-experiment genera-
tor”7 and what Daniel DenneƩ  dubs “intuiƟ on pumping”8. This methodic approach to thought 
experimentaƟ on, i.e., the introducƟ on of small changes in the condiƟ ons of the hypotheƟ cal 
scenario under consideraƟ on, can lead to changes in our intuiƟ ons about it. Examples of this 

1 Starmans C., Friedman O., 2013, Taking ‘Know’ for an Answer: A Reply to Nagel, San Juan and Mar // 
Cognition 129, pp. 662–665.

2 Weinberg J. M., Nichols S., SƟ ch S., 2001, NormaƟ vity and Epistemic IntuiƟ ons // Philosophical 
Topics 29, pp. 429-460; Ahlenius H., Tännsjö T., 2012, Chinese and Westerners Respond Diff erently to 
the Trolley Dilemmas // Journal of Cognition and Culture 12, pp. 195–201.

3 Petrinovich L., O’Neill P., 1996, Infl uence of Wording and Framing Eff ects on Moral IntuiƟ ons // 
Ethology and Sociobiology 17, pp. 145–171.

4 Tversky A., Kahneman D., 1981, The Framing of Decisions and the Psychology of Choice // Science 
211, pp. 453–458.

5 Schnall S., Haidt J., Clore G., Jordan A., 2008, Disgust as Embodied Moral Judgment // Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin 34, pp. 1069–1109.

6 For an anƟ cipaƟ on of similar arguments see Knobe J., Nichols S., 2008, An Experimental Philosophy 
Manifesto. In: Knobe J., Nichols S. (Eds.) Experimental Philosophy, New York: Oxford University 
Press, pp. 3-14; for a review see SƟ ch S., Tobia K., 2018, Intuition and Its Critics, In: Stuart T. M., 
Fehige Y., Brown J. R. (Eds.) Routledge Companion to Thought Experiments, London: Routledge, , 
pp. 369-384.

7 Hofstadter D., DenneƩ  D., 1981, The Mind’s I: Fantasies and Refl ections on Self and Soul. New 
York: Basic Books.

8 DenneƩ  D. C., 2013, Intuition Pumps and Other Tools for Thinking. New York / London: W. W. 
Norton & Co.
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can be seen in the case of John Searle’s famous Chinese room argument and the numerous 
variaƟ ons of it that have appeared as a comment, criƟ que or revision of it9, also in the case 
of Sydney Shoemaker’s inverted spectrum scenario and its several variaƟ ons produced in the 
discussion10, and, more recently, in the case of David Chalmers’s conceivability argument or, 
simply, philosophical zombies11.

The importance of this gradual exploraƟ on of the logical space of thought experiments 
allows us to talk, in addiƟ on to the concept of stability of intuiƟ ons, also about the stability of 
thought experiments themselves. The stability of intuiƟ ons, as defi ned in experimental phi-
losophy, is, simply, the relaƟ onship between a fi xed hypotheƟ cal scenario and the intuiƟ ons it 
elicits (where the intuiƟ ons of a given thought experiment are stable if changes in external fac-
tors are not correlated with changes in the intuiƟ ons it elicits), while the stability of a thought 
experiment is, as I defi ne it, the relaƟ onship between internal changes in a hypotheƟ cal sce-
nario and changes in the intuiƟ ons they elicit (where a given thought experiment is stable if 
changes in its scenario does not produce changes in the intuiƟ ons it elicits). 

Some thought experiments, especially ones in physics, are parƟ cularly stable, e.g., Gali-
leo’s famous tower case that demonstrates, contrary to Aristotelian physics, that Ɵ me of de-
scent for free falling bodies is independent of their mass, can be considered a stable thought 
experiment – changes in its scenario, such as the assumed composiƟ on of the bodies or their 
rotaƟ on, or the composiƟ on of air they’re falling through, or height of the tower, are chang-
es that do not have a relevant impact on the basic intuiƟ on it elicits. However most of the 
thought experiments in philosophy are considerably more unstable, e.g., the aforemenƟ oned 
Chinese room argument can be said to elicit diff erent intuiƟ ons with diff erent renderings of 
the experiment12.

This point can be illustrated with an actual aƩ empt to explore the logical space of a cer-
tain thought experiment, in this case – the imaginary scenario of philosophical zombies, as 
proposed by David Chalmers. In his book “The Conscious Mind”13 Chalmers, in an aƩ empt to 

9 See, e.g., Searle J., 1980, Minds, Brains and Programs // The Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 3 (3), pp. 417-457; Hofstadter D., DenneƩ  D., 1981, The Mind’s 
I: Fantasies and Refl ections on Self and Soul; Cole D., 1984, Thought and Thought Experiments // 
Philosophical Studies 45 (3), pp. 431-444.

10 See, e.g., Shoemaker S., 1982, The Inverted Spectrum // The Journal of Philosophy 79 (7), pp. 357-
381; Block N., 1990, Inverted Earth // Philosophical Perspectives, 4, pp. 53-79; DenneƩ  D. C., 1991, 
Consciousness Explained, New York: Back Bay Books/LiƩ le, Brown & Company, 1991.

11 See, e.g., Chalmers D., 1996, The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press; DenneƩ  D. C., 2002, Quining Qualia. In: Chalmers D. (Ed.) Philosophy of Mind: 
Classical and Contemporary Readings. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 226-247; Marcus E., 
2004, Why Zombies are Inconceivable // Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 82 (3), pp. 477-490.

12 See Searle J., 1980, Minds, Brains and Programs // The Behavioral and Brain Sciences; Hofstadter 
D., DenneƩ  D., 1981, The Mind’s I: Fantasies and Refl ections on Self and Soul; Cole D., 1984, 
Thought and Thought Experiments // Philosophical Studies.

13 Chalmers D., 1996, The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory, 84-85.
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criƟ cize physically and funcƟ onally reducƟ ve explanaƟ ons of consciousness, invites us to imag-
ine a perfect physical copy of ourselves – perfect in the sense that it is idenƟ cal to us all of the 
fundamental properƟ es postulated by a complete physics. Further we can imagine that this 
being – this newly made copy of ourselves – is doing the same things we are: it’s looking out 
of the window, thinking about the disƟ ncƟ ve redness of the falling leaves and having a taste of 
dark chocolate. This being, due to its physical idenƟ ty to us, given in addiƟ on an idenƟ cal en-
vironment will, it seems, also be funcƟ onally and behaviorally idenƟ cal to us – it will have the 
same reacƟ ons, the same tastes and interests, and the same beliefs. But – and this seems to 
be intuiƟ ve – we can conceive of this being as lacking any phenomenal consciousness; we can 
imagine that there is nothing it is like, to use Thomas Nagel’s famous phrase, to be this being.

Chalmers uses this imaginary scenario and the intuiƟ ve reacƟ on it has evoked as a prem-
ise in an argument against the possibility of an exhausƟ ve physical and funcƟ onal explanaƟ on 
of consciousness. If we can – in a logically coherent manner – conceive of an individual X that 
is physically and funcƟ onally idenƟ cal to another individual Y, and at the same Ɵ me, while Y 
is fully conscious, X lacks all phenomenal consciousness, then it follows that no physical or 
funcƟ onal explanaƟ on can fully account for the conscious states that accompany the physical 
makeup or funcƟ onal organizaƟ on of either X or Y. Simply put, for all physical and funcƟ onal 
explanaƟ ons we can imagine (à la zombie scenario) that the explained system lacks proper 
phenomenal consciousness.

But what happens when we explore the implicaƟ ons of this thought experiment a bit fur-
ther? A commentator of Chalmers, Allen CoƩ rell, invites us to slightly modify the aforemen-
Ɵ oned scenario: let’s imagine an individual that has suff ered from a parƟ al zombie syndrome 
or super- blindsight – a fi cƟ Ɵ ous cogniƟ ve impairment that denies the person all visual phe-
nomenal consciousness while at the same Ɵ me allowing to make correct judgments about the 
content of visual percepƟ on1. If someone was struck by this condiƟ on, while looking out of the 
window, he would sƟ ll know and be able to say that there are autumn leaves falling from threes 
and that their coloring shiŌ s from a light mahogany, to a nice rust, to a full crimson, if the light 
strikes them right, but there would be absolutely nothing it is like for him to see all this.

If these moves in the logical space of the zombie scenario have not undermined the ini-
Ɵ al intuiƟ on that it is possible to conceive of an individual with full cogniƟ ve and perceptual 
capaciƟ es, as implied by the physical and funcƟ onal idenƟ ty condiƟ on, then there is an even 
further move. Let’s conceive a parƟ al intrasubjecƟ ve zombie. Imagine that you wake up one 
morning and fi nd yourself in a troubling condiƟ on: you are informed about the warm rays of 
sunlight coming from the open curtains, but there is nothing it is like to feel them on your skin; 
when you look at the alarm clock beside your bed you know that the bright yellow numbers on 
its display show “09:06”, but there is nothing it is like to see them; you get out of the bed and 
look outside the window and register the colors of the falling leaves, the light mahoganies, the 
nice rusts, and the full crimsons, but it is nothing it is like to see them. A troubling condiƟ on 
indeed, you think. But does this descripƟ on even make sense from a fi rst person perspecƟ ve? 

1 CoƩ rell A., 1999, Sniffi  ng the Camembert: On the Conceivability of Zombies // Journal of Con-
sciousness Studies 6 (1), p. 7.
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Can we really imagine from the fi rst person perspecƟ ve the realizaƟ on of our cogniƟ ve or per-
ceptual funcƟ ons, e.g. the funcƟ on to discern colors in the way we are capable of, without the 
accompanying phenomenal consciousness of these colors? If there are problems doing this, 
then the strength of the iniƟ al intuiƟ on seems to fade.

Eric Marcus aptly comments the zombie scenario poinƟ ng out that the iniƟ al intuiƟ on, 
embraced by Chalmers, is caused by the false belief that the condiƟ ons or the thought exper-
iment have been fulfi lled (i.e., everything that has been asked of our imaginaƟ on has been 
indeed imagined), while in reality some of the condiƟ ons have simply been ignored.1. The 
original intuiƟ on is based not on our posiƟ ve ability to conceive a zombie but rather on our 
ability to imagine a physical and funcƟ onal copy of ourselves and at the same Ɵ me refrain from 
imagining its phenomenal consciousness. I need not menƟ on that the refrain from conceiving 
is not the same as conceiving an absence of something (the refrain to conceive water in a glass, 
is not the same as conceiving an empty glass). And this circumstance could only be noƟ ced by 
exploring the logical space of the hypotheƟ cal scenario, and not by looking at just the piece of 
narraƟ ve that Chalmers originally off ers.

This, fi rst of all, illustrates the misconcepƟ on implied in the methodology of experimental 
philosophy: a thought experiment can indeed be considered as a fi xed chunk of imaginary sce-
nario that can be contemplated determining the intuiƟ on it elicits. However such an approach, 
as shown by the actual lively philosophic discussions and the just now explored example, can 
be misleading. Thought experimentaƟ on at its best can lead to important insights about phil-
osophical problems and this happens through a process of gradual and careful exploraƟ on of 
the logical space of a given imaginary scenario – by bringing forth the implicaƟ ons of it, by 
tracking the consequences of the narraƟ ve, by introducing slight modifi caƟ ons, and at the 
same Ɵ me observing how these variaƟ ons aff ect the iniƟ al intuiƟ ons. Now, this doesn’t mean 
that the methodology of experimental philosophy is fundamentally fl awed; it just shows that 
it needs to be adjusted by implemenƟ ng not only methods for determining the stability of 
intuiƟ ons, but also the stability of thought experiments per se (although this might be diffi  -
cult in pracƟ ce). Secondly, granted that the single example given is not suffi  cient evidence, it 
can be argued that thought experiments in philosophy of mind are unstable in a very specifi c 
way. There is a certain type of element in the descripƟ ons of hypotheƟ cal scenarios about 
mind, namely, the perspecƟ ve from which the scenario is imagined, where diff erences in the 
perspecƟ ve taken are prone to cause diff erences in the intuiƟ ve response of the subject. Per-
specƟ ve change can, as we saw, have an impact in the case of philosophical zombies and their 
mulƟ ple variaƟ ons, e.g., the diff erent blindsight cases, (belonging to the category absent qual-
ia cases), but also in other paradigm cases of thought experiments, such as Searle’s Chinese 
Room argument and Shoemaker’s or Block’s inverted spectrum scenarios.

I have argued here that thought experiments should be regarded – both by experimental 
philosophers and regular philosophers – as an acƟ ve process of exploraƟ on, and also that 
some thought experiments can be especially sensiƟ ve to certain elements of the imaginary 
scenario, such as the perspecƟ ve taken by the subject, but, again, these sensiƟ ve elements 

1 Marcus E., 2004, Why Zombies are Inconceivable // Australasian Journal of Philosophy, pp. 482-483.
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can only be determined by the acƟ ve exploraƟ on of the logical space of a given thought ex-
periments.
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toms stepinsitoms stepinsi

perspeqtivis arsebiTi mniSvneloba warmosaxviT 
SinaarsTa gaazrebaSi

naSromi eZRvneba gonebis filosofiis umniSvnelovanes Temas – azrobriv 

eqsperiments. filosofiaSic, fizikaSic da sxva specialur mecnierebebSi is 

moiTxovs inteleqtualur intuicias, rac qmnis am eqsperimentis logikur 

sivrces da aniWebs mas sicxadesa da damajereblobas. rogorc praqtikul, aseve 

Teoriul filosofiaSi aseTi azrobrivi cda swored gonebrivi intuiciis gamo 

SeiZleba aRmoCndes mgrZnobiare garkveul, warmosaxviT SinaarsTa mimarT. 

avtoris mosazrebiT, swored es warmosaxviTi Sinaarsebi, sadac SeiZleba gaiS-

alos da ganviTardes azrobrivi eqsperimenti, warmoadgenen perspeqtivas, 

romelsac qmnis subieqti da romlis ZaliTac gonebis filosofiaSi SeiZleba 

SemoviyvanoT subieqturobis cneba. 
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moralur-esTetikuri modelebi

MORALͳAESTHETIC MODELS
 

Tamar gogolaZeTamar gogolaZe

siyvarulis zneobriv-esTetikuri modeli sxvadasxva 

epoqis mkvlevarTa naazrevSi

siyvarulis Tema urTulesia, Tavis specifikidan gamomdinare, amitom 

igi erTnairad ipyrobda civilizaciis ganviTarebis manZilze rogorc 

filosofosTa, ise literaturisa da xelovnebis moRvaweTa yuradRebas. 

Tumca XX saukuneSi xose ortega i. gaseti Tavis traqtatSi „siyvarulisTvis~ 

xazgasmiT SeniSnavs, rom „Cvens droSi~ sayvarlebze bevri iwereba, xolo 

siyvarulze – TiTqmis araferio~ da daiwunebs yvela Zvel Sexedulebasa 

Tu Teorias maSin, rodesac winamorbed da Tanamedrove epoqaSi sakiTxis 

kvlevis procesi siyvarulis WeSmarit gagebasTan seriozul miaxlovebad 

warmogvidgeba, rasac cxadyofs misi Seswavlis istoriisTvis seriozuli 

Tvalis midevneba. magram bolo ori saukunis manZilze msgavsi ram araferi 

Seqmnila. am TvalsazrisiT, mTavari avtoriteti platoni iyo, xolo 

mogvianebiT – stoikosebi. Sua saukuneebSi grZnobaTa Teoriis burjebi Toma 

aqvineli da arabi filosofosebi iyvnen. XVII s-Si grZnobaTa sinamdvileze 

dekartisa da spinozas moZRvrebiT iyvnen gatacebulni. yoveli didi fi-

losofosi Tavs valdebulad Tvlida, Camoeyalibebina sakuTari Tval saz-

risi grZnobaTa Sesaxeb.

siyvarulis grZnoba dasabamiTve adamianis evoluciis Tanmxleb gancdad 

unda Camoyalibebuliyo, romelic ukve pirovnebis doneze mowodebulia, 

Seasrulos analizisa da sinTezis umaRlesi funqciebi, inteleqtualuri 

emociebi aqtebis saxiT rom amoqmeddeba. `...emociuri grZnobis Tavise bu-

rebas ori urTierTsawinaaRmdego veqtoris, ori antinomiuri mdgo ma reobis 

arseboba warmoadgens (sasiamovno-arasasiamovno, siyvaruli, si Zul vili, 

moswons-ar moswons). inteleqtualuri grZnobisaTvis ki dama xa siaTebelia 

erTveqtoruli gancda (damSvideba, amaRleba, siyvarulis ma Rali emociebi~. 

(a. zurabaSvili, 1969:28). calkeuli fsiqikuri sferoebi pirovnebis stru q-

turaSi, fsiqologTa azriT, gadairTveba ufro maRal specifikur adamianur 

funqciebze, rodesac Cndeba warmodgena moralsa da movaleobaze, Tavs iCens 

abstrahirebisa da WeSmaritebis Ziebis tendencia da sxva.

ase rom, siyvarulis gancda inteleqtualuri grZnobis gamoxatulebaa 

da, amdenad, dakavSirebulia adamianis maRal specifikur funqciebTan. TviT 

bibliuri legenda „adamisa da evas Sesaxeb~ xsnis adamianur faqtors: rac 

adamma da evam igemes akrZaluli nayofi da amiT ganarisxes ufali RmerTi, 

isini iqcnen adamianebad da dakarges Tavdapirveli harmonia bunebasTan. 

swored maSin dainaxes maT, rom SiSvlebi arian da SercxvaT. erix fromi 

am legendas ase ganmartavs: mas Semdeg, rac Seicnes, rom arian sxvadasxva 
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arsebani – qali da mamakaci – maT Soris moxda gaucxoeba, ramdenadac ar 

icodnen erTi meoris siyvaruli, ramac dabada martoobis SiSi, siyvarulis 

moTxovnileba SeerTebisaTvis da erTgvari sircxvilic~. (Э. Фромм, 1990:9 – 

aqac da qvemoTac Targmani Cvenia-T.g.).

amieridan WeSmariti adamianis yvela cda, daZlios ganmartoebis SiSi, 

moyvasis siyvarulis gareSe SeuZlebelia. TviT siyvarulma ganapiroba 

nebismieri maRali kulturis Seqmna da Tavad siyvaruli iqca xelovnebad, 

radgan misi yvela Teoria adamianiT iwyeba da masTan midgomac mxolod ise 

SeiZleba, rogorc SemoqmedebiTi procesisadmi.

ramdenad mSvenieria siyvaruli da ramdenad zneobrivia igi, – ai, kiTx-

ve  bi, romlebic, antikuri periodidan moyolebuli, ainteresebs mso f -

li  os moazrovneT, magram aqve unda gaTvaliswinebuli iqnes misi ga ge bis 

spe cifikac sazogadoebriv-politikuri movlenebis fonze. am Tva l saz  -

ri siT, pirobiTad, mkvlevarTa naazrevze dayrdnobiT, gamov yof diT ram-

de nime etaps siyvarulis eTikur-esTetikuri mrwamsis Camoyalibebis pro-

cesisaTvis uZvelesi droidan XIX saukunis bolomde: antikuri, „kur tu-

aziuli~, axali netari stilis~ (ZiriTadad, italiaSi), galanturobis da 

„axali epoqis~ (sakuTriv XIX saukunis) periodebi. evropis qveynebisaTvis 

da, Tavis mxriv, gansxvavebuli, religiuri Tu adaT-wesebrivi faqtorebiT 

gapirobebuli aRmosavluri (muslimanauri qveynebis, budisturi, iaponuri 

da induri qveynebis samyaroebisaTvis), swored saqarTvelo aRmoCnda Tavisi 

geografiuli mdebareobiTa Tu kavSirebiT mezobel qveynebTan erTgvari 

Sualeduri saxelmwifo, romelmac yovelive zemoT xsenebulis gavlenis mi-

uxedavad, Camoayaliba Zalze originaluri erovnulobis niSnebiT aR be Wdili 

siyvarulis modeli, rac gansakuTrebuli saxiT warmoCinda XIX sa ukuneSi.

mokled mimovixilavT siyvarulis eTikur-esTetikuri faseulobis Se s-

wav lis process.

aucilebelia, aRiniSnos, rom siyvarlis cnebam Tavidanve silamazesTan 

asocireba gamoiwvia. „Zebna silamazisa mis Sesaxeb swavlaze udiadesia. 

igi adamianTan erTad aris dabadebuli, xolo esTetika axali ambavia da 

igi mxolod uaRresi silamazis SegrZnebas ganixilavda da mis mizezebs 

ikvlevda. silamazis SegrZneba, – rogorc Sarl lenormani ambobs, – adamianSi 

warmoiSva siyvarulTan erTad, xolo evropaSi misi gansaxiereba xelovnebaSi 

XIX saukunidan iwyeba~. (v. nozaZe, 2001:3). marTlac, Zvel saberZneTSi uma-

Rles xarisxSi, umaRles donemde avida adamianis, gansakuTrebiT qalis, 

silamazis gamoxatuleba. amis magaliTia TviT siyvarulis qalRmerTis – 

afrodites mSveniereba da berZnuli xelovnebis nimuSebi, qalis ulamazesi, 

srulyofili gamosaxulebiT. rusi mwerali evgeni bogati ver faravs 

gaocebas imis gamo, rom swored saberZneTSi, sadac qals ar hqonda mamakacis 

Tanaswori uflebrivi mdgomareoba, iqmneboda usiyvarulod qalis qan da -

kebani, amis klasikur nimuSad ki warmoidgens pigmalions, romelmac Ses -

Txova afrodites, misi qandakeba – srulyofili silamazis nimuSi – gae-

cocxlebina. ufro qvemoT ki e. bogati gvTavazobs aseT Sedarebas; katu-



155

Tamar gogolaZe – siyvarulis zneobriv-esTetikuri modeli sxvadasxva epoqis mkvlevarTa naazrevSi

  

lusis epoqis romaelebs rom enaxaT modilianis mier daxatuli qa lebi, maT 

CaTvlidnen maxinjebad, Cven ki usulgulod gveCveneba didi sizustiTa da 

srulyofilebisaken swrafviT Sesrulebuli romaeli qalebis qandakebani. 

erT-erT maTganSi xom TviT poeti katulusi iyo Seyvarebuli da uZRvnida 

maT ukvdavebis leqsebs, romelTa gaxsenebac gaacoclxebs, suls Caudgams 

qandakebas. aseve mouvida romaelsac, Tu poeziis TvaliT Sexedavda modi-

lianis naxatso. (Е. Богат, 1986:21).
swored rom antikur epoqaSi Camoyalibda umniSvnelovanesi filoso-

fiuri Teoriebi (platoni, aristotele, plutarqe) siyvarulis esTetizmsa 

da eTikurobaze. idealurisaken swrafva, masTan miaxloveba, xSirad Cai T-

vleba siyvarulis WeSmarit gamoxatulebad.

Sua saukuneebSi kurtuaziuli siyvaruli kvlav idealTan miaxloebis 

gancdiTaa aRbeWdili da igrZnoba, qristianuli religiidan gamomdinare, 

madonas kultTan gaigivebac. aq raindis siyvaruli gaTxovili qalba to-

nisadmi iZens maradiuli trfobis, uimedo, magram mZafri, marad cocxali 

gancdis saxes, romelic misTvis amamaRlebelia, Rirsebis saqmea da amiT araa 

akrZaluli. mSveniereba qalisa kvlav idealizebulia, magram miuRweveli. 

ibadeba uamravi mxatvruli qmnileba (trubadurTa poeziis saxiT), romelSic 

es gancda gamoixateba. rogorc deni de ruJmoni Tavis naSromSi „siyvaruli 

da dasavleTi~ aRniSnavs, kurtuazuli siyvaruli warmoadgens xorcieli 

siyvarulis idealizacias, xolo mas safuZvlad udevs, erTi mxriv, qa li-

sadmi Tayvaniscemis lirikuli gamoxatuleba – trubadurTa poeziis sa-

xiT, meore mxriv, imdroisaTvis gavrcelebuli eretikuli mimarTuleba 

re ligiaSi – katarizmi. am ukanasknelis wyaroebi saZiebelia mcire aziis 

mani qevelTa da dalmacia – bulgareTis RvTismoyvarulTa eklesiebSi, rac, 

Tavis mxriv, Tavisi fesvebiT iranis dualizmidan unda gamomdinareobdeso. 

(Дени де Ружмон, 1992:54-56). aucilebelia im alegorizmis gaTvaliswinebac, 

rac damaxasiaTebeli iyo trubadurTa poeziisTvisac.

trubadurTa poeziam Tavisi gavlena iqonia italiur literaturazec, 

magram male mas mieca gansxvavebuli forma „axali netari stilis saxiT~ 

(„Dolce stil nuovo’’) XIII-XIV saukuneebSi (gvido gviniceli, gvido kavalkanti, 

lapo jani, dante aligieri da sxv.). italielma poetebma dRis wesrigSi 

daayenes gulis saqmis mogvarebis amocana („coeur gentlie“) – maT miwieri 

gancda adamianisaTvis misawvdomi RvTaebrivobiT warmosaxes. zeciurisa 

da miwieris Serwyma unda yofiliyo keTilSobili da wminda mokrZalebiT 

da didebulebiT, poetisaTvis, saTayvano arsebisadmi, grZnobis da Zlieri 

vnebebis gamoxatulebiT, morCilebiT imis mimarT, rac gamoixateba kanco-

nasa da sonetSi, am TvalsazrisiT, sainteresoa gvido kavalkanti (daaxl. 

1269-1300 w.) – florencieli filosofosi da poeti, megobari dantesi 

da mimdevari „axali netari stilisa~, romlis sonetebSic moCans miwieri 

arsebisadmi RvTaebrivi sawyisiT ganaTebuli grZnobebi. idealuri satr-

fo sadmi miaxloebis gancdiTaa aRbeWdili misi kancona „qalma mkiTxa...~ – 



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #10, 2020

156

(„Donna mi prega“), romelSic, amavdroulad, mocemulia poetis siyvarulis 

filosofia.

ase iyo antikuri epoqidan dRemde, rasac msoflios mkvlevarni, fi lo-

sofosni Tu mweralni aZlevdnen mravalwaxnagovan ganmartebas, aSkarad 

Tu qveteqstebSi gamoyofdnen mis eTikur-esTetikur bunebas. am kuTxiT 

friad sayuradReboa XV saukunis italieli filosofosis marisilio 

fiCinos Sroma „platonis nadimis komentarebi~. naSromis avtori cdilobs, 

qristianuli msoflmxedvelobisa da Tanamedrove SexedulebaTa fonze 

axleburad gaiazros platonis memkvidreoba.

komentarebis XII Tavi mogviTxrobs siyvarulisa da veneras or saxeobaze. 

ramdenadac platonis „nadimSi~, pavsaniusis mtkicebiT, erosi veneras 

Tanamgzavria, xolo venera oria, amis Sesabamisad, unda arsebobdes ori 

erosi, erTi venera zeciuria, meore – xorcieli, vulgaruli. pirveli zecaSi 

iSva udedod, meore ki aris iupitersa da dionas asuli. zeca, uzenaesi RmerTi 

sulierebisa, umaRlesi gonia, romelsac ramdenime saxeli aqvs: saturni anu 

misi arsi iupiteri – sicocxle, venera – azrovneba. amis mixedviT, fiCino 

samyaros suls warmoadgens, ramdenadac umaRlesi gonia, iupiters, imitom, 

rom mis moZraobaSi mohyavs mnaTobebi, veneras, ramdenadac is badebs mdabal 

materias.

fiCino „komentarebSi~ mxolod sakuTari analiziT ar ifargleba. igi 

emyareba da imowmebs dionise areopagelsac da qmnis siyvarulis si la ma-

zes Tan, sikeTesTan, RvTiurTan mimarTebis iseT dasabuTebul si stemas, 

rac tipologiurad SeiZleba damowmebuli iqnes sxvadasxva wi namorbed 

Tu momdevno epoqis ucxoel da qarTvel moazrovneTa filosofiur, 

Te ologiur Tu mxatvrul memkvidreobaSi. amitom swored am aspeqtSi 

warvmarTavdi Cvens msjelobas.

amqveynad arsebuli ori venera da ori erosi Sesabamisad, fiCinos gan-

martebiT, niSnavs Semdegs: erTia angelozuri gonis azrovneba, meore – mso-

f lio gonis Semqmneli Zali; erTi Tandayolili siyvaruliT miemarTeba 

RvTa ebrivi mSvenierebisaken, meore – Tavisive siyvaruliT am silamazis 

Sesaqmnelad sxeulebSi. erTi Tavis Tavze iRebs RvTaebriv naTebas da ga-

dascems Semdgom meores. am ukanasknels ki gadaaqvs es RvTaebrivi naperwkali 

materiaSi, ris wyalobiTac samyaros zogierTi elementi, maTi bunebrivi 

SesaZleblobis Sesabamisad, warmogvidgeba mSvenierebad. adamianis TvalSi 

gardaitexeba is saxeebi, romelic, Tavis mxriv, aseve ormagi bunebisaa: ga-

ge bisa da qmnadobis ZaliT, amitom, roca Tavdapirvelad Cveni TvaliT aR-

viqvamT adamanis sxeuls, Cveni goneba, romelic pirveli veneras saxiT 

SemecnebaSi Semodis, Tayvans scems da iyvarebs RvTaebrivi mSenierebis saxiT 

da misi meSveobiT miiswrafvis kidec misken. misi warmomSobi Zala, anu meore 

venera miiswrafvis, Svas misive msgavsi forma. erTsac Tan axlavs erosi da 

meoresac, pirvel SemTxvevaSi ki, rogorc survili mSvenierqmnadobisa. orive 

erosi keTilSobilia da saqebi; erTic da meorec Tanamdevi RvTaebrivisa~. 

(М. Фичино, т.1, 1981:157-158).
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rogorc ibn-sina (avicena) Tavis „traqtatSi siyvarulze – umaRlesi 

Seixisa, misi suli ganaTldes~ aRniSnavs.
avicenasTvisac gonieri arsebis siyvarulis gancda bunebaze maRla 

mdgomi ideis STagonebiT aris gamowveuli da, amdenad, rac mas mosdevs 

uSualod, harmoniasa da urTierTSewyobas gulisxmobs (Tumca gamokveTili 

ar aris ori veneras orsaxeobrioba).

siyvarulis Temis Seswavla sxvadasxva epoqaSi dasavlur-aRmosavlur 

samyaroebSi mimdinareobda mweralTa, moazrovneTa mier. aRniSnul sakiTxs 

yuradReba miaqcia qarTvelma mkvlevarmac, konstantine kapanelma (1889-

1952), jer kidev 1924 wels Jurnal „leilas~ furclebze gamoqveynebul 

esseSi „sevda da trfialebis idea~, romelSic Camoyalibebulia zogadad 

qalisadmi mamakacis gancdis aRZvris mizezi. „kaci qalSi eZebs im arsebas, 

romelic naxevrad qalia da naxevrad mamakacis ocneba~. am ocnebaSi 

Caqsovilia tradiciulad momdinare maradqalurobis ideac, romelmac 

Tavis zenits prerenesansis qmnilebaSi, „vefxistyaosanSi~, miaRwia zenits. 

amazea gamaxvilebuli Cveni yuradRebac k. kapanelis 2014 wels xelaxla 

gamocemuli wignis – „renesansi literaturaSi~ – I Tavis (romelsac avtori 

„Taur pirvels~ uwodebs) qveTavSi „siyvaruli rusTavelis gagebiT~.

avtori yuradRebas amaxvilebs faqtze, rom rusTaveli swored aq ga-

moyofs ZiriTad gansxvavebas siZvasa da mijnurobas Soris (tarieli, av Tan-

dili ar Takiloben urTierTobas sxva qalebTan, magram mTavari – mijnuroba, 

siyvaruli, mxolod erTis mimarT aqvT). k. kapaneli rusTavelis siyvaruls 

eqstazis erT formad miiCnevs. amavdroulad, yvelas ar ZaluZs iyos mijnuri, 

mas unda hqondes aucilebeli Tvisebebi: silamaze, siuxve, sibrZne, simdidre, 

siyrme, mWevrmetyveleba, damTmobi buneba. kapanelis azriT, am erTgvar 

samijnuro kodeqsSi warmosaxulia saukuneTa esTetikuri ideali, rodesac 

„feodaluri kultura da raindebis kasta, uzrunvelyofili uricxvi monebis 

SromiT, nadavli simdidriT, memkvidreobiT, ganviTarebuli fsiqikur-

inteleqtualuri TaviseburebebiT, hqmnidnen cxovrebis erTgvar azrsa da 

stils~. amitom qarTuli ideologia iyo rTuli socialuri fsiqologiis 

gamosaxuleba, rac erTgvarad gamoxatavs saqarTvelos grZeli istoriis 

pulsacias. amitomac, mijnuroba k. kapanels miaCnda qarTuli socialuri 

gancdis eqspresiad. 

rodesac adamiani mxolod erTs etrfis, igi eqtazSia, rac moiTxovs 

Soreul trfialebasac. Tumca k. kapaneli realistad miiCnevs S. rusTavels, 

romelmac icis, rom cxovreba ara moraluri kodeqsiT yofnaa, Tumca 

si lamaze da gafaqizebuli eqstazi siyvarulisa aZlevs azrs yofnas. 

amavdroulad, qalTa tipebic Taviseburi esTetikuri meTodologiis 

mixedviT daxasiaTebeli, antikuri sisruliTaa warmodgenili gonebis, 

grZnobisa da nebisyofis esTetikuri gansaxiereba. kapanelis azriT, poemaSi 

araa warmodgeneli aRmosavleTisadmi damaxasiaTebelia col-qmrobis da-

ma mcirebeli ojaxuri organizacia (mravalcolianoba), siyvaruli mSve ni-
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eria, siyvaruli eqstazia, qalisadmi Tayvaniscema da kulti ayvanili, (rus-

Ta velis geniis wyalobiT) istoriulad uCveulo simaRlemde. swored amaSia 

kapanelis siRrmiseuli wvdomis arsic siyvarulis zneobriv-esTetikuri 

modelis ganviTarebis genezisis fonze.

„wuTisofeli sisxliT aferadebuli da ZvlebiT mokenWili sasaflaoa 

mSvenierebisa da didebis, qveyana imedebis da RmerTebis, didi paTosis 

qveyana aRqmaTa da ZiebaTa, dacarielda...

vin mova? vin daamSvenebs adamianis mRelvare suls wuTisoflad? visi 

Tvalebidanaa, rom iyurebian saxeebi savse maradiuli mSvenierebiT? vin aris 

imedis gansaxiereba cremlebisa da sevdis udabnoSi? vis SeuZlia SekumSos 

maradisoba wuTisoflur gancdaSi – mxolod qals, romeli naxevrad 

qalia da naxevrad kacis ocneba. swored amitom, yvela drois keTilSobil 

vizionerebTan erTad, Cven vetrfiT maradiuli qalurobis ideas – sinazisa 

da sisaTuTis gansaxierebas: fiametas, lauras, beatriCes, leilas; Cven 

vetrfiT gulis damas – iakob boemes iungfraus da ara aldonsas da Taraqmas~, 

– wers konstantine kapaneli erT Tavis werilSi „sevda da trfialebis idea~. 
„kacobriobis gadarCenis gzas~ igi xedavs swrafas sapirispiros sqesi-

sadmi da romantikul siyvarulSi.
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Tamar Gogoladze

THE MORALͳAESTHETIC MODEL OF LOVE BY VARIOUSTHINKERS
OF DIFFERENT EPOCHS

The sense of love was shaped by a sense of human evoluƟ on from the very beginning that, 
at the individual level, is commiƩ ed to fulfi l the highest funcƟ ons of analysis and synthesis in the 
form of intellectual-emoƟ onal acts. “ “.... The peculiarity of the emoƟ onal feeling is the existence of 
two contradictory vectors, two anƟ nomy states (pleasant-unpleasant, love, hatred, likes-dislikes). 
Intellectual feeling is characterized by one-sided feeling (calm, upliŌ ing, high emoƟ ons of love.”) (A. 
Zurabashvili). According to psychologists, certain mental areas in personality structure are shiŌ ed 



159

Tamar gogolaZe – siyvarulis zneobriv-esTetikuri modeli sxvadasxva epoqis mkvlevarTa naazrevSi

  

to higher specifi c human funcƟ ons when it comes to morality and duty, and the tendency of search-
ing abstracƟ ng and the truth.

So, the feeling of love is the expression of an intellectual feeling and is linked to the highly 
specifi c funcƟ ons of a human. The biblical legend of Adam and Eve itself explains the human fac-
tor: As Adam and Eve ate the forbidden fruit and angered the Lord God, they became human and 
lost their original harmony with nature. Just then, they saw themselves naked and got ashamed. 
Erich Fromm explains this legend: AŌ er learning that there are diff erent beings – male and female 
– alienaƟ on took place between them, as they did not know one another’s love, which gave rise to 
a fear of loneliness, a desire for unity, and a fear of loneliness.

From now on, all the eff orts of a true man to overcome the fear of isolaƟ on are impossible 
without the love of a neighbor. Love itself has led to the creaƟ on of any high culture, and love itself 
has become an art, as all its theories start with the human being and can only be approached as a 
creaƟ ve process.

How beauƟ ful is love and how moral it is – these are the quesƟ ons that, since the ancient 
Ɵ mes, have interested the minds of the world, but here the specifi city of their understanding must 
be taken into consideraƟ on in light of social and poliƟ cal events.

Writers and thinkers carried out the study of the subject of love in various eras in the West-
ern-Eastern world. This issue also aƩ racted the aƩ enƟ on of a Georgian scholar, KonstanƟ ne Kapan-
elli (1889-1952) in the essay “The Idea of   Melancholy and Truffl  es,” published in the Journal “Leila” 
in 1924. Here he elaborated the reason that men were generally aƩ racted to women. “A man 
searches in a woman the creature that is half-woman and half-man’s dream.” In this dream comes 
the idea of   a tradiƟ onally evergreen woman that has reached its zenith in the pre-renaissance 
creaƟ on “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin”. Our aƩ enƟ on is focused on this too in the sub-chapter 
enƟ tled “Love in the Sense of Rustaveli” of the Chapter I (which the author calls “The First,”) of the 
book “Renaissance in Literature” by Kapaneli republished in 2014.

The author focuses on the fact that here Rustaveli highlights the main diff erence between 
love and adultery (Tariel, Avtandil do not diminish their relaƟ onship with other women), but the 
main thing – adolescence, love, they only have one. Kapaneli considers Rustaveli’s love as one form 
of ecstasy. At the same Ɵ me, not everyone can be lovelorn, but they must possess the following 
essenƟ al qualiƟ es: beauty, abundance, wisdom, wealth, acuity, ingenuity, warmth. According to 
Kapanelli, this kind of noble code of lovelorn the aestheƟ c ideal of the centuries, when “feudal cul-
ture and a knight’s caste, maintained by the immense wealth of slave labor, inherited, developed 
psycho-intellectual peculiariƟ es, formed a kind of thought and style of life.” Therefore, Georgian 
ideology was an image of complex social psychology, which in a way refl ects the pulse of Georgia’s 
long history. That is why Kapanelli considered lovelorn as an expression of Georgian social feeling.

When a person has only passions: he is in an ecstasy, which also requires distant yearning. 
However, Kapanelli considers Sh. Rustaveli as a realist, who knows that life is not a moral code, 
though the beauty and exaggerated ecstasy of love give meaning to existence. At the same Ɵ me, 
the types of women, according to the peculiar aestheƟ c methodology, are characterized by an 
aestheƟ c embodiment of mind, emoƟ on and willpower, characterized by anƟ que completeness. 
According to Kapanelli, the poem does not present characterized to Orient a humiliaƟ ng family or-
ganizaƟ on (polygamy), love is beauƟ ful, love is ecstasy, worship of a woman and a cult is brought up 
(thanks to Rustaveli’s genius) to a historically unusual height. This is the very essence of Kapaneli’s 
deeper insight into the genesis of the development of the moral-aestheƟ c model of love.
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Gita Leitlande 

STOICISM IN THE 21ST CENTURY

Abstract: Stoicism currently experiences a wave of revival. The core quesƟ on posed for this arƟ cle 
is whether tenets of Stoicism could be applied in response to the ethical challenges we face in the 
21st century, or – in other words – could Stoicism be sƟ ll valid and usable today? The phenomenon 
of Stoicism is explored through a historic perspecƟ ve; its diverse forms of applicability today; as well 
as a discussion of what elements from ancient Stoicism are to be preserved or updated in the frame-
work of Modern Stoicism. This arƟ cle concludes that ethics’ part of Stoicism is sƟ ll viable, however, 
some parts of ancient Stoicism requires adaptaƟ on to be applicable today (especially, regarding the 
“physics” part of Stoicism). 

1. IntroducƟ on

Stoicism as a school of philosophy is more than two thousand years old. Not a lot of an-
cient Greek and Roman thinkers’ original texts have survived. Seemingly – what new could be 
found there, everything is already well read, analyzed, discussed and cross-discussed again. 
Moreover, the world is moving on.

However, while thinking how to deal on a personal level with the challenges we face to-
day, it strikes that qualiƟ es like self-control and integrity plays an important role in it. These 
are ethical challenges like all kinds of tolerance to those who think or are diff erent to a person 
(be it a skin color, gender or ideology), or an environmental policy, where – to preserve the 
nature – one should limit herself/ himself by wasƟ ng less water, recycling plasƟ c, and so on. To 
respond to these ethical challenges, one needs qualiƟ es similar to those, which were taught 
by ancient Stoics (they called them “virtues”): integrity, jusƟ ce, self-control. 

Clearly, virtues formed only a part (though an important part) in the enƟ re philosophical 
thought of the Stoics. Stoicism contains complete worldview, including theology, metaphysics 
and logic, but – above all – it is about ethics, how we approach life and the challenges we 
face in our life. Thus, this arƟ cle is exploring whether tenets of Stoicism could be applied in 
response to the ethical challenges we face in the 21st century, or – in other words – could Sto-
icism be sƟ ll valid and usable today.

To address this, the phenomenon of Stoicism is explored through a historic perspecƟ ve; 
its diverse forms of applicability today; as well as a discussion of what elements from ancient 
Stoicism are to be preserved or updated in the framework of Modern Stoicism. 

2. Stoicism Through Centuries

The origins of Stoicism are dated around 300 B.C.E., by its founder, Zeno of CiƟ um. Clas-
sically (1, p. 7), ancient Stoicism is being divided into 3 periods. First, the early Stoa – the fi rst 
three heads of the school, is characterized by laying philosophical foundaƟ ons of the school. 
Second, the middle Stoa around late 2nd and 1st century B.C.E., elaborated on some aspects of 
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the Stoicism. The fi rst two periods of Stoicism where based in Athens, while the third period, 
the late Stoa, is the Roman Imperial period around 1st and 2nd century C.E. Best known Stoics 
(in order of their birth dates – Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius) come exactly from the 
Roman period of Stoicism.

In order to beƩ er understand this arƟ cle’s discussion of applicability of Stoicism today, 
a brief look into Stoicism’s main tenets is required. Stoicism has three main fi elds of study: 
physics, logic and ethics. For the Stoics, God (Logos) rules the world, and ensures the order and 
structure of the world. Everything exists for the Whole. And the Whole is an absolute harmony 
of its (diff erent) parts. That is why desƟ ny is not idenƟ cal for all humans. And there comes 
ethics, a teaching of what humans can do in these circumstances to achieve the highest goal, 
which is happiness. First, live according to nature (by studying and understanding the world, 
its laws, necessiƟ es and desƟ ny) and, second, by observing the four core virtues: temperance 
(self-control), courage, jusƟ ce and pracƟ cal wisdom. “Temperance and courage are required to 
pursue our goals, jusƟ ce is a natural extension of our concern for an ever-increasing circle of 
people, and pracƟ cal wisdom is what best allows us to deal with whatever happens” (2). That 
is not an easy task, and that is why some people choose not to pursue this road to happiness 
(and self-suffi  ciency, becoming a sage or the wise one), focusing on bodily or external goods 
instead (like careers, money, etc.). 

Of course, Stoicism developed being informed and in dialogue with other Greek philo-
sophical schools. The elements of its teaching could be referred to other thinkers of a Ɵ me, 
for example, core virtues could be found already in SocraƟ c tradiƟ on. Overall, in accordance 
to Pierre Hadot, “in the HellenisƟ c and Roman eras [..] philosophy was a way of life.” For phi-
losophers of the Ɵ me, “it means that philosophy was a mode of exisƟ ng-in-the-world, which 
had to be pracƟ ced at each instant, and the goal of which was to transform the whole of the 
individual’s life” (3, p. 265.). This pracƟ cal orientaƟ on of the ancient philosophical schools, in-
cluding Stoic, with elaborated “implementaƟ on” part, i.e., living by the principles one teaches, 
plays an important role in their viability beyond the ancient era.

In accordance to Anthony Long (4, p. 115), we can only enjoy original texts from the Ro-
man period of Stoicism, as a lot has not survived through the two thousand plus years since 
the origins of Stoicism. That is why the approach of Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius, and Seneca 
prevails in today’s reading of Stoicism. “Once we get to the Imperial period, we see a decid-
ed shiŌ  away from the more theoreƟ cal aspects of Stoicism (the “physics” and “logic”) and 
toward more pracƟ cal treatments of the ethics” (2). InteresƟ ngly, we can observe the same 
tendency today, by willingness to focus primarily (in some cases exclusively) on ethics part of 
Stoicism. 

When ChrisƟ anity began to dominate Western philosophical thought, Stoicism stepped 
back. However its infl uence conƟ nued. It is assessed (2; 5) that directly or indirectly Stoicism 
has infl uenced thinking of Church Farthers, St.AugusƟ ne, Thomas Aquinas, Thomas More, 
Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, Rousseau, Adam Smith, Kant, and David Hume, stretching from 
Middle Ages, Renaissance and into modern Ɵ mes. In case of those philosophers, Stoicism was 
to a greater or lesser extent used by a “pick and choose” method, or – in other words – only 
parts of Stoic philosophy that “fi t” to the respecƟ ve theory were applied.
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The fi rst aƩ empt to revive Stoicism in a systemaƟ c way is now known as Neo-stoicism. 
Neo-stoicism was formulated by the work of Belgian humanist Justus Lipsius “On Constancy” 
of 1584. Neo-stoicism was an intellectual movement, as opposed to pracƟ cal implementaƟ on 
emphasis in the late Stoa. In Neo-stoicism, “Stoic moral ideas were taken out of the broader 
context of the Stoic philosophical system and placed with a ChrisƟ an context” (6). To simplify, 
Neo-stoics replaced original cosmology of Stoicism to ChrisƟ an one, which was the way at a 
Ɵ me how they could promote Stoic ethics. Because Neo-stoics found Stoic ethics appealing to 
ChrisƟ ans, but needed to replace Logos by God due to historic circumstances at a Ɵ me. With 
this, we can consider the fi rst aƩ empt to disentangle Stoic ethics from other two fi elds of Stoic 
study – physics and logic – was made.

From the late 20th century to this day, Stoicism is enjoying its second wave of revival. Most 
commonly known as Modern Stoicism, which is an aƩ empt to adapt Stoicism to the realiƟ es 
and requirements of the 21st century. However, it is more than that, as renewed interest to 
Stoicism is part of revival of virtue ethics in general. Alasdair MacIntyre’s, among others, with 
his comprehensive discussion on moral philosophy “AŌ er Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory”, 
fi rst published in 1981, has contributed signifi cantly to the interest in virtue ethics. His thesis 
that “the problems of modern moral theory emerge clearly as the product of the failure of 
the Enlightenment project” (7, p. 62.) has provoked further discussions and research on the 
subject. That is why in addiƟ on to the aƩ empt of adapƟ ng Stoicism, scholarly works to explain 
ancient Stoicism itself, translaƟ ons of classics, as well as biographies of prominent Stoics keep 
appearing (2). The next secƟ on addresses various ways Stoicism appear today, in the early 21st 
century.

3. Applicability of Stoicism in the 21st Century

Stoicism today has mulƟ ple interpretaƟ ons and usages. This secƟ on gives an overview 
of its modes of expression beyond scholarly philosophy proper. Already in ancient world Sto-
icism contributed more than to discipline of ethics, but also, for example, epistemology, logic, 
and rhetoric. Today we see aƩ empts to apply Stoicism beyond philosophy, most notably, in 
psychology. In psychology, the best-known infl uence by Stoicism is on cogniƟ ve-behavioral 
therapy, which derives strategies and techniques from Stoic teaching, in order to develop psy-
chological resilience (8). Direct quotes like Epictetus’s: “it’s not the events that upset us, but 
our judgments about the events” (9, V), are frequently used. 

Late Stoa was a pracƟ cally oriented school of philosophy. These pracƟ cal guides could and 
are used today in our “how to do it yourself” socieƟ es. One can get an online course “Stoic 
Philosophy for Modern Living” or pracƟ cal workshops like “How Seneca Can Help you Manage 
Anger and FrustraƟ on” and “Marcus Aurelius: How to Think Like a Roman Emperor”. Some call 
it “popular” movement of a contemporary Stoicism. In a sense that it has spilled over from the 
scholarly approach into “easy-to-digest” form of self-help advises. There are spiritual exercises 
(mostly based upon Marcus Aurelius’ “MeditaƟ ons”), or rituals (like “6 Stoic Rituals That Will 
Make You Happy”), which in most cases use direct or simplifi ed quotes from original Epicte-
tus’s, Marcus Aurelius’, and Seneca’s texts like “Events don’t upset you. Beliefs do” and “Con-
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trol what you can. Ignore the rest” (10), which are easily recognizable from Epictetus’s tenets. 
These are rather convincing advises, which invite to refl ect, put everyday events and emoƟ ons 
into a broader perspecƟ ve, and work on personal development. This could be considered as a 
new and interesƟ ng branch of interpretaƟ on of ancient Stoicism, where its approach as guid-
ance for everyday life is being explored. That is rather unique for a philosophical school to get 
not only a scholarly, but also a “popular” interest two thousand years aŌ er its incepƟ on. 

“We live in strange Ɵ mes. But few people could have expected today’s rise of global move-
ment of self-describing Stoic online communiƟ es numbering over 100,000 parƟ cipants” (11). 
A huge part of contemporary Stoicism acƟ viƟ es, discussions and arguments are happening 
online (websites like “Daily Stoic”, “Modern Stoicism”, “Stoicism Today”, “How to be a Stoic”, 
etc.). Of course, that is a refl ecƟ on of the early 21st century realiƟ es, and quality of it diff ers. 
Though some blogs and Facebook groups are run by Stoic scholars. As for geography, it is inter-
esƟ ng to see that Stoicism – being a product of Western philosophical thought – has reached 
audiences beyond strictly “Western” world like India, Brazil and Philippines (12). Online com-
muniƟ es allow to discuss issues in a less academic form, but also encourages sub-groups, in-
terest groups on diverse aspects of Stoicism. This allows to argue Stoicism’s (ethical) tenets 
also in a cross-discipline environment, applying it to, for example, parenƟ ng and educaƟ on, 
consumerism, military service, sustainable development, vegetarianism, and others. However, 
these branches of Stoic interest groups have seen also movement into direcƟ ons, where an-
cient Stoics themselves would not approve, i.e. quite contrary goals to concentraƟ ng on inner 
development and not aƩ aching a signifi cance to things one can’t control. Here important is 
“disƟ ncƟ on between a philosophy of life and a bag of tricks” (13). For advising how to improve 
one’s career, or how a sports’ team can win a championship is not in a “spirit” of the ancient 
Stoic teaching. In sum, online life of Stoicism allows for the intense dialogue, which would not 
be possible otherwise, while arguments used are somewhat loosely formulated, and allows for 
wild interpretaƟ ons of Stoicism. 

As we saw in this secƟ on, all diverse forms of Stoicism beyond academic environment 
while acƟ ve and widespread, focus on some parƟ cular points of Stoic philosophy, but not the 
philosophy as a system, by singling out only one or few aspects without a broader context and 
understanding. Next secƟ on explores what is going on in Modern Stoicism as development of 
philosophical thought and how it diff ers from ancient Stoicism. 

4. Modern Stoicism

Modern Stoicism in this arƟ cle is understood as a philosophical aƩ empt to adapt or up-
date ancient Stoicism, in order to bring it closer to the worldview and understanding of the 21st 
century. To make it “modern”, so to say. The aim of this secƟ on is to give an insight into philo-
sophical discussion of adapƟ ng Stoicism, and some examples of its applicability in response to 
ethical challenges we face today. 

To be sure, Modern Stoicism itself is not a unifi ed, single interpretaƟ on (or update in a 
single way) of ancient Stoicism. Views on the issues discussed below diff er and discussions are 
ongoing. 
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Modern Stoicism began to take shape somewhere in the last decades of the 20th century, 
but was formulated in more certain ways around the turn of centuries, and especially ener-
gized around 2013 with a burst of online acƟ viƟ es. One early comprehensive work towards 
updaƟ ng Stoicism is by Lawrence C. Becker “A New Stoicism” in 1997. The fi rst thing that 
needed an update in Becker’s view is cosmology. “Becker does away with the ancient Stoic 
teleonomic view of the cosmos, precisely because it is no longer supported by our best sci-
enƟ fi c understanding of things” (2). However, because this is too Ɵ ghtly bound with the Stoic 
ethics, Becker invites to reinterpret Stoic physics in accordance with the facts about universe 
scienƟ sts recognize today. In Becker’s own words: “The “old” stoicism as a system has been 
scorned” (14). With this Becker points to the major obstacle Stoicism has been struggling with 
to aƩ ract followers beyond ancient world. Stoic’s physics was informed by other Greek philo-
sophical schools and developed in accordance to best tradiƟ ons at a Ɵ me. Nevertheless, today 
it sounds like anƟ quity. Already Neo-stoicism, for their own reasons, thought to replace Stoic’s 
physics. Here again we see willingness to disentangle Stoic’s ethics from other two fi elds of 
Stoic study – physics and logic. Meanwhile, there is also a branch of philosophy in contempo-
rary Stoicism, called TradiƟ onal Stoicism, which insists that ancient Stoic’s physics and logic are 
integral part of Stoicism, which could not be “done away”. “Stoicism proper is about aligning 
your life to the Logos. The all-powerful God has its way anyway. Only the divine knows the 
best. So give up your desire and desire what God determines” (15). That is an important point, 
since not all aspects of physics and logic could be disentangled from Stoic worldview, in order 
to preserve the “why” one should behave or perceive events in a certain way. 

In addiƟ on to updaƟ ng views on what Stoics called “physics”, Becker also emphasizes 
that Modern Stoics do not have to sacrifi ce joy. This is another topic of ongoing broader dis-
cussions: about Modern Stoicism and asceƟ cism. For Becker, Stoic ideal is not contradictory 
to ordinary pleasures. And he is not alone: “Stoicism is not asceƟ cism and a Stoic is not a 
monk. [..] Unlike a monk, a Stoic doesn’t dodge the myriad of diff erent aspects of the earthly 
and sensual life” (16, p. 253). This discussion and interpretaƟ ons would not be as important, 
if people would not actually try to live by the standards of Stoicism. Apparently, they do. And 
they try to adapt Stoicism to what is reasonably acƟ onable and sustainable to a “modern” 
Stoic. That is clearly in line with how late Stoa approached their teaching – ulƟ mate goal is not 
a theoreƟ cal discussion, but living by the principles’ one teaches, in order to achieve pracƟ cal 
goal of happiness. 

William B. Irvine in his book “A Guide to the Good Life: The Ancient Art of Stoic Joy” of 
2008 off ers to shiŌ  famous Epictetus’s dichotomy of control (Enchidrion, I: “Some things are 
in our control and others not”) to a trichotomy, to avoid original black-and-white disƟ ncƟ on: 
“some things are up to us (chiefl y, our judgments and acƟ ons), some things are not up to us 
(major historical events, natural phenomena), but on a number of other things we have par-
Ɵ al control” (2). This noƟ on helps us to try our best, even though the ulƟ mate result itself is 
beyond our control (like caring for one’s family). In a way, this makes sense even within the 
context of ancient Stoicism itself, as they did not deny the value of family, for example, but 
only up to a point. 
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 To illustrate applicability of Stoicism in the 21st century in response to ethical challenges 
we face today, the following two examples are discussed: Stoicism and military service, and 
Stoicism and sustainable food policy. 

The most notable book on Stoicism in military service wriƩ en from the perspecƟ ve of a 
soldier, arguably is James B. Stockdale’s book “Courage Under Fire: TesƟ ng Epictetus’s Doc-
trines in a Laboratory of Human Behavior” of 1993. By pracƟ cing Stoicism himself, both during 
deployments abroad and later in a capƟ vity in Vietnam, he realized that he has “found the 
proper philosophy for the military arts” (17). Indeed, Epictetus’s approach to one’s role with 
regards to desƟ ny closely resembles military service: “Remember, you are an actor in a drama 
of such sort as the Author chooses [..] For this is your business – to act well the given part, but 
to choose it belongs to Another” (9, XVII). This is exactly how appointments are being assigned 
to all soldiers (from privates to generals and admirals) up to this day. In the context of discus-
sion of preserving original cosmology of ancient Stoics, this parƟ cular tenet of roles humans 
play within the larger picture is sƟ ll of utmost importance today with regard to the military 
service. Other authors, like Nancy Sherman in her book “Stoic Warriors: The Ancient Philoso-
phy behind the Military Mind” of 2007, notes other qualiƟ es which could be directly applied 
from Stoicism to military service: military leadership and character, anger and its control, fear 
and resilience, grief and mourning, and value of camaraderie and brotherhood. Above all, 
these are based on ancient Stoic’s four core virtues: courage, jusƟ ce, pracƟ cal wisdom, and 
self-control.

Those who argue for sustainable policies and pracƟ ces, including food policy, usually start 
their argumentaƟ on with “live according to nature” tenet, and the need to understand na-
ture’s rules. As in Modern Stoicism, where “live according to nature” is being interpreted as 
taking into account the facts scienƟ sts recognize today, “we must consider the environmental 
facts regarding what and how we eat” (18). “What is necessary, if we are to survive and thrive, 
is not to use the world and its inhabitants in ways that degrade or exhaust the sources of our 
sustenance” (19, p. 58.). Thus sustainability, though not a topic for ancient Stoics, founds its 
way in the context of Modern Stoicism. Also, Stoic understanding of co-existence (Stoic cosmo-
politanism), and Stoic virtues are at play in arguments for sustainable food policy (20).

Having discussed dynamics between Modern Stoicism and ancient Stoicism, which is fl u-
id, and as we saw – both are used in various confi guraƟ ons today – the next step is to address 
the issue of why Stoicism has been able to revive again, aŌ er two thousand years, what is so 
aƩ racƟ ve about it.

5. The Phenomenon of Stoicism

That is an interesƟ ng phenomenon – for the ancient philosophy to be contemporary 
again. So how Stoicism made it?

Firstly, “while most of us will fi nd many aspects of the Stoic physics and theology foreign, 
there seems liƩ le in this ethics which has or could ever age” (11). Yes, when reading late Stoa 
works, it is easy to relate to the tenets of their ethics as they address issues of human nature, 
ethics and social interacƟ ons, which will remain topical as long as humans exist. However, Sto-
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icism is not unique in this. The same could be said, for example, about Aristotle’s “Nichoma-
chean Ethics” as well. So enduring relevance of their ethical tenets is only part of the answer.

Secondly, Stoic ethics is not only in history books, but being discussed and applied exactly 
because it is organized as a way of life. It helps you excel as a human being. Therefore, it is not 
only good quality advice, but also pracƟ cally oriented.

Now, thirdly, philosophy has a patchy track record of pracƟ cal applicability. More precise-
ly, that is a huge gamble to take a philosophical teaching and try to literally live by its tenets. 
Many philosophers and thinkers’ teachings have not survived the exam of reality. Plato’s “The 
Republic” comes to mind as a source of theory, which beƩ er stays in a book, not undergo re-
al-life experiments. In the case of contemporary Stoicism – one could guess – nobody is living 
by the tenets of ancient Stoicism as a system, i.e. applying the teaching in its enƟ rety. Howev-
er, seemingly there are number of people who really fi nd it useful when applying parts of it. 
It is re-packaging into easier-to-digest system, or individual aspects, which seems to improve 
people’s “quality of life”, as we say it today.

Fourthly, Stoicism as a philosophical school emerged within the parƟ cular historical con-
text. It was a turbulent Ɵ me for the Greek poliƟ cal system. Tightly knit city-states were giving 
way to the larger formaƟ ons, which later became the Roman Empire. For individuals it was 
not easy to associate themselves with familiar poliƟ cal and social structures anymore. Thus, 
Stoicism emerged and fl ourished as a response to the needs of society in transiƟ on, with its 
parƟ cular historical context. So why did Stoicism revive today? “One old criƟ cism of the Stoics, 
from the German philosopher Hegel, is that Stoicism is a philosophy for Ɵ mes of de-democ-
raƟ saƟ on”, for “the philosophy re-empowers people individually, in a world where everything 
else is at the disposal of powers” (11). Well, as MaƩ hew Sharpe points out, “we are entering 
into a period in which postwar liberal-democraƟ c consensus is straining” (11), and that is why 
our Ɵ me might resemble Hegelian criƟ que. Nevertheless, that is only one aspect or interpre-
taƟ on. Stoicism is individualisƟ c, yes. However, democracy goes well together with individual-
ism. Therefore, that could not be the whole answer. Greeks were turning to this individualisƟ c 
approach when they lost social structure they could relate to. But in a secular, democraƟ c 
socieƟ es individualism is quite natural. Yes, maybe we are in Ɵ mes of transiƟ on, but it is not 
losing democracy the answer to why revival of Stoicism now. It is a combinaƟ on of two factors 
– individualisƟ c socieƟ es (democraƟ c and secular), plus Ɵ mes of turbulence. This argument is 
also supported by the historic circumstances during Neo-stoicism, where we can note turbu-
lence, but not de-democraƟ zaƟ on in Europe. 

In sum, it’s some push by historical context and a good material, which makes revival of 
ancient philosophical school in the 21st century possible. 

6. Conclusions

Let us turn back to the quesƟ ons posed in the beginning of the arƟ cle: whether tenets 
of Stoicism could be applied in response to the ethical challenges we face in the 21st century, 
or – in other words – could Stoicism be sƟ ll valid and usable today? The short answer is “yes”, 
ethics’ part of Stoicism is sƟ ll viable; and “no” for an un-adapted or original form of ancient 



167

Gita Leitlande – Stoicism in the 21st Century
  

Stoicism. In a way of conclusion, three major prerequisites how to apply Stoicism in the 21st 
century in response to the ethical challenges are:

1. Ancient Stoicism could not be leŌ  unchanged, in order to be usable today. If we want to 
preserve the enƟ re system comprising of physics, logic, and ethics as it was seen and explained 
two thousand years ago, then it will remain only of an interest for those researching history 
of thought.

2. AƩ empts to get rid of Stoic’s physics (cosmology) were carried out in diff erent Ɵ mes 
and shapes throughout history. However, as this arƟ cle argues, it is impossible to grant “clean” 
disentanglement of Stoic’s ethics from the rest of the teaching, without losing important con-
text. The soluƟ on is “re-packaging” and updaƟ ng, primarily the cosmology part of Stoicism.

3. Clearly, pracƟ cal orientaƟ on of the teaching is its strongest card. As a way of life, Sto-
icism (both ancient, modern, and the mix) is sƟ ll aƩ racƟ ve, even if the aim is no longer to 
become sage. It is useful to put oneself into perspecƟ ve with higher goals – like preserving na-
ture – and to derive subsequent courses and models of acƟ on. However, disƟ ncƟ on between 
a philosophy of life and a “bag of tricks” is important. There is a temptaƟ on to over-simplify it, 
to go to a “pick and choose” mode. Then, this is not Stoicism anymore. 

Those who try to live by Stoicism’s tenets today fi nd it diffi  cult at Ɵ mes. However, it was 
known from the outset that Stoics are not seeking the easiest way, but the right one. One 
should be under no illusion that even with all the updaƟ ng and the re-packaging Stoicism will 
remain above all rigorous work with self.
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stoicizmi XXI saukuneSi

aris Tu ara dRes, XXI saukuneSi, stoicizmi sicocxlisunariani filosofi-

uri moZRvreba? ai, ZiriTadi problema, romelic ainteresebs warmodgenili 

statiis avtors. igi stoicizmis istoriul mimoxilvasac gvTavazobs, magram mas 

gansakuTrebiT ainteresebs, Zveli moZRvrebis TuU romeli aspeqtia aqtualuri 

swored dRes, Tanamedrove viTarebaSi. sabolood mkvlevari midis daskvnamde, 

rom stoicizmis eTikuri mxare savsebiT misaRebia Cvens droSic, adamianis Ri-

rebulebaTa cvalebad samyaroSi, maSin, roca sxva ideebi da mosazrebebi, mag-

aliTad, stoicizmis Sexeduleba fizikis Sesaxeb, dRes, ra Tqma unda moZvele-

buli Tvalsazrisia.
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ganaTlebis filosofiis antipaternaluri paradigmebi

(dimitri uznaZe)

dimitri uznaZe Tavis fsiqo-filosofiuri naSromSi `saskolo asakis 

fsiqologia~ xazgasmiT aRniSnavda, rom qceva Semecnebis Seswavlis umniS-

vnelovanesi sagania (Tumca, ara erTaderTi). unda aRiniSnos, rom adamian-

is fsiqikuri kvlevis procesi, cxadia, realuri, empiriuli gamocdilebis 

safuZvelzea damyarebuli. Sesabamisad, qcevis fsiqologiuri Ziebebic 

SeuZlebelia, am fundamentur gamocdilebas ar uwevdes angariSs. uznaZe 

kritikulad mimoixilavs `abstraqtuli~ da `metafizikuri~ doqtrinebis 

sqematizmsa da dogmatizms fsiqologiaSi. mokled, `qceva~, rogorc filo-

sofiur-fsiqologiuri kategoria, umniSvnelovanesi kvlevis sagania da 

misi fsiqikuri da motoruli kavSirebis `mizezobriv kavSirs~ ikvlevs. per-

sonis, erTi mxriv, fsiqikuri da, meore mxriv, motoruli qcevis diqotomia 

gansazRvravs mis zogad saxes da, Sesabamisad, mis personalur obieqtiva-

ciasac.

bihevioristuli Teoriis sawinaaRmdegod, uznaZe amtkicebda, rom Seu-

Zlebelia, namdvil qcevad mxolod molekuluri qceva miviCnioT. zemoT 

xsenebuli Teoriis mixedviT ki, adamianis yofiereba im SemTxvevaSi SeiZle-

ba mecnierulad Seswavlilad CaiTvalos, Tu igi mTlianad molekuluri 

qcevis aqtebze iqneba dayvanili. 

bihevioristuli Teoriisgan gansxvavebiT, mis sapirispirod geS talT-

Teoriis principis Tanaxmad, fiziologiur areSi mimdinare procesebi 

mxo lod molekulurni rodi arian, aramed calsaxad moralud fenomenebs 

warmoadgenen. moraluri aRzrda, moraluri ganaTleba, epistemologiuri 

ganaTlebis kvaldakval centralur adgils ikavebs dimitri uznaZis sa-

ganmanaTleblo filosofiaSi. martivad SeiZleba davinaxoT, rom `rogorc 

biheviorizmi, agreTve geSTalT-Teoria, `uSualobis poziciaze~ ganagr-

Zobs dgomas. amitomaa, rom subieqtis cneba misi moZRvrebis gareT rCeba da 

qcevis azrisa da mniSvnelobis dasabuTeba egoden arabunebrivi gzT xde-

ba~.1 Sesabamisad, uznaZe miiCnevs: rogorc bihevioristul, aseve geSTalT-

Teoriis wiaRSic `qceva~ wminda meqanikuri procesia. cxadia, problema isaa, 

rom aqtiuri subieqtis gareSe, yoveli qceva, mxolod mizez-Sedegobrivad, 

fiziologiurad, an molekulur doneze SeiZleba iqnes gagebuli. uznaZes 

miaCnia, rom `qcevis uSualobis Teoriis~ niadagze ver xerxdeba qcevis im 

SemoqmedebiTi aqtivobisa da misi kvlevis ganxorcieleba da wvdoma su-

bieqtis anu individis arsebiTi mniSvnelobisa da Sinaarsis gareSe. 

1 d. uznaZe, 1998, saskolo asakis fsiqologia, gamomc. `nekeri~, Tb., gv. 4.
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yoveli moqmedeba, nebismieri qmediTi aqtivoba gare samyarosTan ga re-

momcvel empiriul garemosTan uSualo interaqcias gulisxmobs. qcevebic, 

cxadia, `miwyiv xelaxla dabadebadi~, sruliad orginalur moralur 

dilemebze damyarebuli aqtebia. Tavisi survilebisa da moTxovnilebebis 

dakmayofilebis mizniT, subieqti obieqtur sinamdvileze iwyebs moqmedebas. 

individi iwyebs moqmedebas sakuTar moTxovnilebaTa dasakmayofileblad, 

sakuTari Zalebis gaTvaliswiebiT, xolo meore mxriv, is iTvaliswinebs 

sagans, romelmac igi unda daakmayofilos. uznaZe miiCnevs, rom `qceva~, 

rogorc aseTi, swored am Sinagani Zalebis amoqmedebaa. qcevis aqtis 

refleqsirebulad gansazRvra sagans ar SeuZlia. radgan es SesaZlebeli 

mxolod im SemTxvevaSi iqneboda, sagnebs rom damoukidebeli arseboba 

gaaCndeT. saqme isaa, rom, uznaZis mixedviT, calkeuli sagnebi personalur 

mTlianobas, cocxal arsebas, anu individs gulisxmoben. adamiani, subieqti, 

persona, cxadia, win uswrebs Tavis Semadgenel nawilebs. es ki imas niSnavs, rom 

mTeli subieqti anu pirovneba nawilebze ki ar aris damokidebuli, aramed, 

piriqiT, nawilebi eqvemdebarebian da emorCilebian mTels. e. i. mTeli, 

rogorc mocemulobaTa da saganTa konsegencia, gansazRvravs TavisTvis 

garkveul gansazRvrul, misTvis Sesabamis mdgomareobas, anu ganwyobas. is 

unda ganewyos moqmedebisaTvis, garkveuli qcevisaTvis. aqedan iRebs saTaves 

uznaZis `ganwyobis Teoria~, romelic rogorc wmindad fsiqologiuri, ise 

filosofiuri TvalsazrisiT, udides samecniero aRmoCenad unda CaiTvalos. 

erTi mxriv, fsiqologiis problemebisa da, meore mxriv, ganaTlebis fi-

lo sofiis kvlevam, didi mecnieri genialur aRmoCenamde miiyvana. swored 

`ganwyobis Teoria~ edeba safuZvlad d. uznaZis saganmanaTleblo, filo-

so fiur Teorias, romelic ZirSive antipaternaluria da arsebul, gaba to-

nebul pedagogiur meTodebsa da meTodologiebs upirispirdeba. rogorc 

zrdasrul adamians, aseve mozards skolis asakSic uCndeba Zireuli mo-

T xo vnileba, romlis dasakmayofilebladac sruliad konkretuli empi-

ri uli Sinaarsi aris saWiro. magaliTad, SimSilis, wyurvilis survilis 

mosaklavad adamiani iZulebuli xdeba, garkveul xdomilebaSi ganwyobaTa 

regulacia aamoqmedos, mis xelT arsebuli Zalebi gamoiyenos, romlis 

meSveobiTac dasaxul mizans miaRwevs, anu moTxovnilebas daikmayofilebs. 

aseT viTarebaSi, cxadia, personis qcevis ganwyobas, garedan Semosuli 

sagnis impulsi gansazRvravs da, Sesabamisad, warmarTuli qcevac garedan 

ganisazRvreba. am tipis moqmedebas uznaZe eqsterogenurs uwodebs. magram 

gvaqvs sxva SemTxvevebic, rodesac adamiani ar ganicdis garkveul, konkretul 

sagnobriv moTxovnilebas. sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, adamianuri survilebi 

yovelTvis gare sinamdvileze zemoqmedebis praqtikul-teleologiur 

miz nebze ar aris damyarebuli. adamians aqtivobis imanenturi uSinaganesi 

moTxovnilebebic uCndeba, romelic Sorsaa praqtikuli merkantiluri 

moTxovnilebebisagan. misi Sinagani SemoqmedebiTi Tvisebaa, Tu SeiZleba ase 

iTqvas, uangaro aqtivoba, rasac d. uznaZe funqcionalur tendencias uwo-
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debs. es is mdgomareobaa, rodesac subieqti ar aris orientirebuli uSu-

alod praqtikuli, saarsebod aucilebeli moTxovnilebis dasakmayofi-

leb lad da, miuxedavad amisa, mainc raRacnairad aris momarTuli, raTa 

imoqmedos. es garkveuli Sinagani SemoqmedebiTi impulsia, romelic per-

sonis imanentur wiaRSia warmoSobili da is sruliad Tavisufalia garegani 

empiriul-logikuri moTxovnilebebisa da impulsebisagan. qmedebis es 

sur vili sruliad uSinaganesia da amgvar aqtivobas uznaZe introgenurs 

uwodebs. Tavis movlis fizikur-fiziologiuri moTxovnilebis garda, ro-

melic organizmis fizikur moTxovnilebas warmoadgens da, Sesabamisad, 

uznaZe moxmarebisa da Tavis movlis saxeliT gvacnobs, Tavis organul da 

periferiul movlenebad gamoyofs. aseve, aRsaniSnavia sxvisi movlisa da 

sxvisi momsaxurebis qmediTi moTxovnilebanic. yvela am zemoT xsenebuli 

dakvirvebis kvaldakval, cxadia, uznaZe ara mxolod sxeulidan, fizikuri 

Tu instinqturi moTxovnilebidan gamomdinare, aramed fsiqofilosofiur 

miswrafebamde midis. personis mTavari da misTvis yvelaze gansakuTrebulad 

damaxasiaTebeli niSania inteleqtualuri moTxovnileba, Semecnebis wyu-

r vili, e. i. cnobismoyvareoba; qcevis formebis eqsterogenur formebSi 

uz naZes momsaxureba, moxmareba, movla, Sroma, cnobismoyvareoba da saq-

me Seyavs, xolo introgenuri qcevis formebSi – esTetikuri tkboba, xe-

lov  neba, Semoqmedeba, sporti da garToba. Tumca, am formatTa Soris saz-

Rvrebis gavleba araseriozulad eCveneba im sruliad martvad gasagebi 

mi zezis gamo, rom adamianis yoveldRiur cxovrebaSi isini Zalze mWidrod 

arian erTmaneTTan dakavSirebuli da, Sesabamisad, erTobliv, saintereso 

sinTezur qsovils qmnian. 

ra adgils da ragvar definicias aZlevs uznaZe Semecnebas, swavlas. 

cxadia, azri, rom swavla, sakuTriv ̀ saskolo swavla~, gonebrivi Sromis erT-

erTi saxeobis mets arafers warmoadgens, veraviTar refleqsur kritikas 

ver uZlebs. aq yuradReba maxvildeba imaze, Tu ras viRebT fizikuri 

Sromis nayofisa da Semecnebis epistemologiuri Sromis Sedegad. SromiT 

process, SromiT qmedebas sruliad gansazRvruli, konkretuli Sedegis 

Cvenebis meti, sxva araferi evaleba. gvaqvs Tu ara analogiuri mdgomareoba 

Semecnebis, swavlis msvlelobisas? cxadia, ara, radgan Semecneba, swavla, 

orientirebulia individis zogad pirovnul, rogorc inteleqtualur, aseve 

moralur srulyofasa da ganviTarebaze. ganaTlebis procesi meqanikuri 

SromiTi procesi rodia, romelic eqsterogenuli, garegani impulsiT aris 

aRZruli, aramed adamianis uSinaganesi introgenuri ltolvaa, rogorc misi 

SemoqmedebiTi da egzistencialuri yofierebis mTavari piroba da niSanic. 

dimitri uznaZe Tavis dialeqtikuri msjelobis meTodSi xSirad iyenebs 

terminebs ̀ ZalTa ganviTareba~/ ̀ ZalTa ganviTarebis intencia~... ganaTlebis 

filosofiisa da swavlebis TeoriebSi mniSvnelovan adgils ikavebs TamaSi, 

rogorc qcevis generaluri forma. SesaZloa Tu ara, rom swavla da TamaSi 

qcevis erTi da igive formas warmoadgendes. cnobilia, rom Jan Jak rusodan 
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moyolebuli `Tavisufali skolis~ idea swavlisa da TamaSis ideis igiveobas 

emyarebodes. ra saerTo SeiZleba iyos TamaSsa da swavlas Soris? swored is, 

rom orive `Sinagan ZalTa~ ganviTarebaSi mdgomareobs, magram TamaSisagan 

gansxvavebiT, swavla-Semecneba yovelTvis gulisxmobs mozardisTvis axali 

codnis informaciis miwodebas, romlis Sesaxebac ganviTarebis garkveul 

etapze ganyenebuli Teoriuli codnis miwodeba xdeba aucilebeli. ma-

Sa  sadame, e.w. Tavisufali skolis pedagogika, cxadia, cdeboda, roca Ta-

maSsa da swavlas erTmaneTs uTanabrebda. anu swavlas TamaSis donemde aq-

ve iTebda, xolo sqolastur paternaluri swavleba ki amis sapirispirod 

mxolod mentorul-didaqtikur meTodologias eyrdnoboda, mxolod `did 

metrze~ maswavlebelsa da Teoriul ganaTlebaze iyo orientirebuli da 

srulad ar iTvaliswinebda moswavlis Sinagani ganviTarebis safexurebs, 

mis SemoqmedebiT unarebs, azrebs, miswrafebebsa da survilebs. 

`skola ar aris saTamaSo moedani, magram igi arc qaranaa, sadac adamianis 

Zalebs gansazRvruli produqtebis momzadebas avaleben da, maSasadame, 

samuSaod mxolod mas iReben, visac ukve aqvs amisaTvis saWiro Zalebi 

ganviTarebuli.~1 Sesabamisad, ganaTlebis miReba, uznaZis mixedviT, rogorc 

introgenuri, aseve, eqstrogenuri moqmedebis formad SeiZleba CaiTvalos 

da, albaT, ufro metad maT Serwymad, anu gardamaval qmedebad, ase vTqvaT, 

etapad, Tu safexurad, romelic TamaSis Semdeg unda ganvlos adamianma, 

vidre Sromas iswavlides, vidre Sromis unariT aRWurvili `arsis donemde 

amaRldebodes~. Sesabamisad, swavla, Semecneba im qcevis aqtia, romelic 

introgenur da eqstrogenur mocemulobaTa harmonizebas gulisxmobs da 

Seicavs raRac gamorCeulsa da gansakuTrebuls, romelic Cveulebrivi 

mizez-Sedegobrivi kavSirebiT ver aixsneba. 

amis Semdeg mecnieri gviCvenebs sakuTar Teoriul Ziebebsa da praqtikul 

gamocdilebaze dayrdnobiT SemuSavebul swavlebis originalur models, 

romelic detalurad ganixilavs mozardTa interesebs sxvadasxva asakSi, 

inteleqtualuri ganviTarebis, SemoqmedebiTi, eTikuri da esTetikuri 

miswrafebebis, sportuli aqtivobisa da sqesis gaTvaliswinebiTac. anu 

imas, Tu rogori unda iyos yovel mocemul momentSi ganaTlebis kontenti 

da meTodebi, rogor unda moxdes saswavlo, saganmanaTleblo procesis 

daorganizeba gamonaklisi individualuri SemTxvevebis gaTvaliswinebiTac 

ki. maS, calsaxad mivdivarT daskvnamde, rom `ganwyobis Teooriis~ avtoris 

saganmanaTleblo, rogorc fsiqologiuri, aseve filosofiuri paradigma 

antipaternaluria. ras gulisxmobs paternaluri midgoma ganaTlebis 

velze? paternaluri ganaTlebis meTodologia calsaxad aRiarebs ̀ metris~, 

`mentoris~, maswavleblis uSecdomobas. es is midgomaa, roca maswavlebelma 

icis `yvelaferi~, xolo moswavlem araferi. ganaTlebis zemoT xsenebuli 

koncefcia saTaves sqolasturi epoqidan iRebs. metad sayuradRebo da 

1 d. uznaZe, 1998, saskolo asakis fsiqologia, gamomcemloba `nekeri~, Tb., gv, 24.
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mniSvnelovania, rom antikuri filosofiuri skolebisaTvis amgvari midgoma 

arsebiTad miuRebeli iyo. sokrate, platoni, aristotele, moswavleTaTvis 

sulac ar iTvlebodnen Seumcdar kerpebad, uryev avtritetebad. isini 

moswavleebTan gaTanabrebulad aRiqvamdnen Tavs, yuradRebiT ugdebdnen 

yurs da xSirad iTvaliswinebdnen kidec. swavlebis antikuri modeli 

antipaternaluri modeli iyo, romlis mTavar ideasac sibrZnis maZiebloba, 

sibrZnis moyvareoba, sibrZnis megobroba erqva. anu ̀ gzadmyofoba~ da Ziebis 

procesSi yofna, yovelgvari winapirobebisa da winadasazRvrulobaTa 

gareSe. sokrate platonis maswavlebelicaa da misi megobaric, iseve, rogorc 

platoni – aristotelesi. jansaR, cenzurisagan Tavisufal, dialeqtikur 

kamaTSi, azrTa WidilSi unda dabadebuliyo WeSmariteba. ise ar unda 

warmovidginoT, rom antikuri samyaros mkveTrad tradicionalisturi 

sazogadoeba ar cnobda avtoritetebs, an pativs ar scemda istoriul 

tradicias, magram reducirebisa da filosofiuri daeWvebis Semowmebisa 

da refleqsirebis, e. i. Tavisufali azrovnebis aucilebloba gaxldaT did 

berZen klasikosTa mTavari migneba da miswrafebac. mxolod Tavisufal 

adamians, stereotipTagan Tavisufal, dogmaturi azrovnebisagan Tavisu-

fal individs SeeZlo qceuliyo WeSmarit filosofosad.

filosofias, Cveulebriv, sam periodad yofen: antikuri klasika (Zveli 

berZuli filosofia), rogorc wesi, `genialuri bavSvebis xanad~ iwodeba, 

momdevno periodi gaxlavT sqolastika: didi sqolarebis epoqa, roca 

gaqristianebuli filosofosebi garkveuli TvalsazrisiT dogmatur 

az rovnebaSi Sedian, qristianoba saxelmwifo religiad cxaddeba da ga-

naT lebis sistemis calsaxad klerikalizeba xdeba, swored aqedan iRebs 

saTaves swavlebis paternaluri modeli. rogorc dasavleTis, ise aRmo-

sav leTis wminda mamebi aRiarebdnen antikuri kulturis universalur da 

genialur memkvidreobas, gnoseologiur-epistemologiur danatovarsa 

da berZnul sibrZnes, xolo, meore mxriv, am memkvidreobis qristianul 

sar wmunoebasTan harmonizebas, urTierTSeTavsebas cdilobdnen, ramac, 

agreTve, unikaluri filosofiuri da mxatvruli Sedevrebi Seqmna. magram 

paternaluri sqolasturi meTodologia sul ufro kargavda Zalas da 

dgeboda aRorZinebis jeri, rasac mohyva ganmanaTleblobis epoqa, romelmac 

daundobeli brZola gamoucxada ganaTlebisa da Semecebis velze uwin 

gamefebul paternalur doqtrinas. am brZolam, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom me-20 

saukunis dasawyisamde gastana da sxvadasxva gamoxatulebisa da Teoriebis 

forma mxolod am epoqaSi SeiZina. 

cxadia, SeuZlebelia, maswavlebelma icodes `yvelaferi~ da moswavlem 

`araferi~. amgari midgoma ara mxolod kategoriulad arafilosofiuria, 

amavdroulad, araqristianulic. me-20 saukunis dasawyisidanve, ganaTlebis 

filosofiis Zireuli rekonstruqciis mZlavri tendenciebi iwyeben 

gavrcelebas, rogorc amerikis SeerTebul StatebSi, aseve evropaSi da 

saqarTveloSic. ganaTlebis axali epistemologiuri paradigma pragmatul 
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filosofias emyareba da misi avtorebi amerikeli pragmatistebi arian. maT 

Soris gansakuTrebulad unda gamovyoT am sferoSi fundamenturi Sromis 

`demokratia da ganaTleba~ avtori jon diui. amerikeli pragmatistebi 

ganaTlebis sistemaSi rekonstruqciasTan filosofiis fundamentaluri 

rekonstruqciis gziT mividnen, kerZod, empiristuli klasikuri mid  go   -

mebisa, Sexedulebebis gadaxedvisa da Semdgomi refleqsirebis nia dagze 

gamocdilebis filosofiuri cnebis rekonstruqciiT. dimitri uznaZe 

ki ganaTlebis filosofiis ganwyobis TeoriiT rekonstruqcias Seecada. 

orive es moazrovne erT fundamentur sakiTxSi Tanxmdeba, rom pater-

naluri `tradiciuli~ skola uTuod unda Seicvalos da moswavleze, 

studentze orientirebuli gaxdes. codnis SeZenis epistemologiuri 

procesi SemqmedebiTi procesia, filosofiuri procesi, romelic mudam 

xelaxla dabadebadi da unikaluria, radgan TiToeuli personaa unikaluri. 

erT SemTxvevaSi gamocdilebis, xolo meore SemTxvevaSi ganwyobis 

SesaZleblobaze dayrdnobiT, xolo mis mTavar teleologiur swrafvas 

pirovnebis ganaTleba da ganviTareba warmoadgens. gamocdilebis Sinaarsi, 

rogorc davinaxeT, arc uznaZisTvis aris gaugebari. weris an kiTxvis swavla, 

sxva SemoqmedebiT-SemecnebiTi aqtivobisaTvis gvamzadebs. Tu amerikul 

TeoriaSi am tipis saswavlo dawesebulebas gamocdilebis skola, xolo 

skolas ki erTgvari komuna hqvia, uznaZis mier SemoTavazebul models 

`moqmedebis skola~ ewoda. aRsaniSnavia, rom qarTveli mecnieris fsiqo-

filosofiur Teorias praqtikuli ganxorcielebis SesaZlebloba 1900-ian 

wlebSi quTaisSi qalTa skolaSi mieca. d. uznaZe swored aq axorcielebda 

Tavisi saganmanaTleblo Teoriis praqtikas. am skolam sul ramdenime weli 

iarseba, radgan, cxadia, 1917 wlis bolSevikuri revoluciis, xolo Semdgom 

1921 wlis saqarTvelos bolSevikuri ruseTis mier okupacia-aneqsiisa 

da sabolood gasabWoebis Semdeg, am tipis Tavisufali, inovaciuri, eq-

s perimentuli skolis arsebobasa da ganviTarebas sruliad aranairi 

perspeqtiva hqonda.

uznaZis saganmanaTleblo Teoria, romelic zedmiwevniT fsiqologiur 

cdaze dayrdnobil inovaciur eqsperimentsa da avantiuras Seicavda, 

gajerebuli iyo Tavisufali azrovnebis da, Sesabamisad, Tavisuflad 

moazrovne moqalaqis aRzrdis suliskveTebiT, rasac amerikul sina m d-

vi leSi cIVIl duty-s eZaxian. swored Tavisufali demokratiuli Ri re bu-

lebebis damcveli, maRali samoqalaqo kulturis mqone moqalaqis aRzrdas 

isaxavs miznad axali amerikuli saganmanaTleblo paradigmac, romelic 

arRvevs paternaluri modelis sazRvrebs da adamianis Semecnebisa da 

SemoqmedebiTi azrovnebis axal velze gadahyavs. mniSvnelovanwilad, swo-

red cenzuradaudebeli axali Tavisufali skolis Seqmnis ideiT gaxldaT 

moculi didi qarTveli mecnieri d. uznaZec, romlis xorcSesxmasac gasagebi 

mizezebis, istoriuli bedukuRmarTobis gamo perspeqtiva ar aRmoaCnda. 
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`nebisyofis aRzrda~, rogorc aqtivobis anu qmedebis principisa, rac 

mTlianobaSi SemoqmedebiTi swrafviT cxovrebis azrs amkvidrebs. mas mi-

aCnda, rom zrdasruli cxovrebisaTvis adamianis momzadebis mizani ne-

bisyofis ganviTarebaSi xorcieldeba. `grZnobis aRzrdis~ Sesaxeb igi fi-

q robda, rom grZnoba da ara mxolod gonebaa adamianis yvela qcevis Ta-

namgzavri, rom sakmarisia grZnobaTa sferoSi gansakuTrebuli mRelvarebis 

gamowveva, rom nebac Sesaferisi gziT amoZravdes. grZnobas SeuZlia nebas 

mimarTuleba misces da nebisyofa socialur miznebs dauqvemdebaros. ada-

mianis moqmedebasa da qcevas zneobrivi safuZvlebi normebi da Rirebulebebi 

gaumyaros. moraluri safuZvlis, Sinagani zneobis gareSe nebisyofas da 

saerTod pirovnebis aRzrdas (codnas, erudicias) yovelgvari mniSvneloba 

ekargeba. uznaZis am sentenciebis gamoZaxils aSkarad vawydebiT me-20 sa-

ukunis ukve miwuruls, 90-ian wlebSi warmoqmnil axali ganaTlebis fi lo-

sofiis mZlavr mimdinareobebSi, romlebic ukve ara moraluri, an epi s-

temologiuri aRzrdis, aramed moraluri ganaTlebis saxeliT gaxda Cven-

Tvis cnobili. 

Ketevan Tskhvariashvili

ANTIͳPATERNAL PARADIGMS OF PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION
(Dimitri Uznadze)

The prominent Georgian philosopher and psychologist Dimitri Uznadze, author of “theory of 
set” is known as an author of the original theory of educaƟ on as well. In 1905 he leŌ  Georgia and 
entered Leipzig University becoming the student of Wilhelm Wundt. He devoted his study to phi-
losophy and metaphysics. AŌ er a successful graduaƟ on, in 1910, he received his PHD degree at 
the university of WiƩ enberg (Halle, Germany) for his work “Vladimer Soloviov: “Epistemology and 
Metaphysics”. Then he entered Kharkov University and graduated it in 1913. Returning home, he 
taught history at Kutaisi Georgian Gymnasium unƟ l 1917 and gathered a wide experience teaching 
at school, being the headmaster of a specialized school for girls “Sinatle”.

In the beginning of 20 the century Uznadze argued, that people see deliverance in educaƟ on 
and they pounce on it, but nevertheless deliverance is invisible. As we see that modern society 
thought the same way. The paternal methodology of teaching does not pay aƩ enƟ on to living con-
diƟ ons; they are not capable of bringing up people who are ready for living.

Uznadze brings new noƟ ons and paradigms into the fi eld of educaƟ on, sƟ ll unknown for pa-
ternal methodology of teaching. Those are: “the upbringing of will”, the new modern model of 
“self-government”, “upbringing of feeling”, “transforming ideas into power” and etc.

The period of thinking by abstracts, he conjoins with thinking by illustraƟ ve thinking.
It is to be noted, that Uznadze’s established “school of acƟ on” is so akin to new epistemolog-

ical paradigm of educaƟ on of pragmaƟ sts. Which also is anƟ -paternal and implies democraƟ zaƟ on 
of educaƟ on.
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Psychological and Philosophical researches of Uznadze are focused on human acƟ vity. Ac-
cording to his own observaƟ on and perceiving, he assumed that there are two kinds of human 
acƟ viƟ es: commanded, forced or inner, genuine. The process of educaƟ on includes both of this 
form of segments. Therefore, based on his “Theory of Set” he gives us a new theory of educa-
Ɵ on, which is anƟ -paternal and rejects behavioral and gestalt theories. He called his experimental 
school, “School of AcƟ on”. Unfortunately, his experimental methods did not have a chance to be 
pracƟ ced, more than a few years. As a result of the 1917 Bolshevik revoluƟ on and 1921 occupaƟ on 
and annexaƟ on of Georgia, school such as had no future. Dimitri Uznadze was a man of honor and 
full of dignity. He was dedicated to his work. Uznadze was one of the founders of TSU (Tbilisi State 
University), the fi rst University in south Caucasus.
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axali Targmanebi
NEW TRANSLATIONS 

kaliste ueari kaliste ueari 

beri da daqorwinebuli qristiani: Sedarebebi adreul 

samonastro wyaroebSi

statia pirvelad gamoqveynda oqsfordSi, 1974 wels: Kallistos Ware, “The Monk and 
the Married ChrisƟ an: Some Comparisons in Early MonasƟ c Sources”, in George Every, Robert Mur-
ray, Kallistos Timothy Ware (eds.), Eastern Churches Review, Vol 6, N1, (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 
Spring 1974).

`nurasdros ifiqreb, rom erSi myofi adamiani (kosmikos) – is, visac coli 

da Svilebi hyavs da gancxromiT cxovrobs – ufro metad dalocvilia, 

radgan mas sikeTis qmna da mowyalebis guluxvad gaReba SeuZlia... 

marTalia, SeiZleba berobaSi didi codvili iyo, magram iq gancdili 

sulieri tanjva da SeWirveba ufro Zvirfasia RvTisaTvis, vidre is 

upiratesi saTnoebebi, romliTac erSi mcxovrebi adamiania Semkuli~. ase 

wers wm. ioane karpateli (daaxl. VII saukune)1 da berisa da daqorwinebuli 

qristianis Rirsebebis Sesaxeb es Sexeduleba Cveulebriv mosazrebad 

qceula mTel samonastro literaturaSi, iqneba es dasavluri Tu aR-

mo savluri, Zveli Tu Tanamedrove. Apophthegmata Patrum ([`wminda ma ma Ta 

swavlebani~, `apofTegmata~– mTargmnelis SeniSvna]) calsaxad acxa debs: 
`beris cxovrebis gza ama sofelSi mcxovreb piris cxovrebaze upi ra-

tesiao~.2

amgvari mtkiceba uneblied iwvevs mRelvarebas mravali Tanamedrove 

mkiTxvelis gonebaSi. maT uCndebaT SekiTxva: `mainc ra igulisxmeba sa-

monastro cxovrebis am `upiratesobaSi~? nuTu `apofTegmata~ da sxva 

adreuli samonastro wyaroebi usityvod axveven Tavs ̀ ormag stan darts~ 

qristianTa Tems, romelic or gansxvavebul klasad iyofa: `srul yo-

filad~ da ̀ alal-marTlad~? da gana SeiZleba qristes swavlebam asketur 

elitasa da danaarCen monaTlulTa Tems Soris aseTi mkveTri gaxleCa 

Searigos? 

problemis ilustracia SegviZlia veZeboT im oTx adreul monaTx-

robSi, Tu rogor Seudgeba kaci an qali samonastro cxovrebis gzas. upi-

r velesad, vnaxoT wminda aTanases aRwera wm. anton egviptelis mo wode  bis 

Sesaxeb. erT kvira dRes, saRmrTo liturgiisas Tavis soflis eklesi aSi, 

antonze Zlierad imoqmeda saxarebis dRis sakiTxavis sityvebma: `uku-

eTu gnebavs, raჲTa srul iyo, warved da ganyide monagebi Seni da miec 

1 asketuri homilia (MPG lxxxv, col. 1857, 1858).
2 F. Nau (ed.), ‘Histoires des solitaires égypƟ ens’, §250, in Revue de l’Orient chréƟ en xiv (1909), p. 365.
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glaxakTa da gaqundes saunje caTa Sina da moved da Semomideg me~ (maTe 

19:21). am teqstma mas myisierad STaagona, rom asketuri cxovrebis gzas 

Sesdgomoda.1 `ukueTu gnebavs, raჲTa srul iyo…~ calsaxad miuTiTebs 

srulyofilebaze da nuTu es miuRwevelia maTTvis, vinc sazogadoebaSi 

ganagrZobs cxovrebas, qonebas flobs, qorwindeba da Svilebs aRzrdis? 

igive SekiTxva wamoWra wm. arseni didma samonastro gzaze Sedgomisas, 

rogorc es `apofTegmataSia~ moTxrobili. `maSin, rodesac abba arseni 

jer kidev sasaxleSi cxovrobda, RvTisadmi loculobda da ambobda: 
`ufalo, gamomiCine gza, romliTac vcxondebio~, mas xma moesma, romelmac 

auwya: `arseni, dauteve adamianebi da cxondebi~.2 TumcaRa, gana es imas 

niSnavs, rom arseni ver cxondeboda, Tuki is sasaxleSi darCeboda da 

saimperatoro yrmebs aRzrdida? maS, ra mniSvnelobiT aris ama qveynidan 

gansvla cxonebisaTvis aucilebeli winapiroba? 

Cveni mesame magaliTia wminda paxumis berZnuli Vita Prima, sadac 

aR werilia Teodores dedis momlocveloba monasterSi, rodesac is 

Tavis SvilTan Sexvedras iTxovs, Svili ki uarzea. amis Semdeg deda 

gadaifiqrebs Sin dabrunebas da monasterTan arsebul qalTa saerTo 

sacxovrebelSi darCeba. is ambobs: `ase ara marto Cems Svils movkrav 

Tvals ZmaTa Soris, aramed Cems sulsac vixsnio~.3 rogorc manamde, aqac 

Cndeba SekiTxva: gana is monasterSi cxovrebis gareSe suls ver ixsnida? 

nuTu es imas niSnavs, rom monasteri xsnis erTaderTi sarwmuno gza aris?
es sirTule wm. ioane kasianem gansakuTrebuli simwvaviT wamoWra 

Teonas amaRelvebel istoriaSi.4 mosmenili qadagebiT STagonebuli 

Teona cdilobs, coli ganSorebis Tanxmobaze daiyolios, raTa or-

Tavem SeZlos samonastro cxovreba, romelsac is terminiT melior viita 

`umjobesi cxovrebiT~ moixseniebs. coli uarzea, magram Teona mainc 

daJinebiT moiTxovs: `modi, ufals vemsaxuroT da erTad davaRwioT 

Tavi jojoxeTis satanjvels~ (gana isini ufals qorwinebaSi ver 

moemsaxurebodnen da nuTu jojoxeTis satanjvels, rogorc coli 

da qmari, ise ver daaRwevdnen Tavs?) bolosdabolos, winaaRmdegobis 

miuxedavad, Teona tovebs cols da misi Tanxmobis gareSe beri xdeba. 

wasvlisas ki am sityvebs ambobs: `Tu me Sen sikvdils xelidan ver ga-

mogtaceb, maSin Senc ver ganmaSoreb me qristesagan. umjobesia, adamians 

ganveSoro, vidre RmerTs~. kasiane am SemTxveviT bolomde kmayofili ar 

aris da maSinve dasZens: nuravin ifiqrebs, rom es ambavi ganqorwinebebs 

amxnevebdes, piriqiT, Cven araTu aranairad ar vgmobT qorwinebas, aramed 

1 Athanasius, Vita Antonii 2 (MPG xxvi, col. 841c).
2 `apoTegmata~ (wminda mamaTa moZRvrebani) anbanuri koleqcia, arseni I (MPG lxv, col. 

88B).
3 Vita Prima 37 (ed. Halkin, p. 23, lines 15-16).
4 Coll. xxi, 1-10.
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mociqulTa sityvisamebr, vamtkicebT, rom `patiosan ars qorwili yov-

liTave da sawoli Seuginebel~ (ebr. 13:4). Tumca kasiane aRniSnavs, 

rom Teona sadac iyo, iq mamebma araTu uaryves misi moqmedeba, aramed 

mowyalebis Zmad daadgines da signa apostolicarum virtutum mianiWes, rogorc 

RvTaebrivi xeldasxmis niSani. 

ra daskvna SegviZlia gamovitanoT am oTxi SemTxvevidan? TviT ne bu-

robaSi da usamarTlobaSi CamogverTmeoda garkveuli gancxadebebis 

kon teqstidan amogleja da maTi imgvarad ganmarteba, TiTqosda isini 

qorwinebas gmobdnen. unda iTqvas, rom ramdenime adreuli beri qor-

wi nebas TavisTavad codvil cxovrebad miiCnevda da rogorc faqts, 

cxonebisaTvis xelisSemSlelad moiazrebda.1 Tumca kasiane ganzrax 

gmobs aseT Sexedulebas da mas antonic, aTanasec, arsenica da paxumic 

daeTanxmebodnen. yvela maTgani mzad iqneboda, grigol nazianzelis 

sityvebiT daemowmebina, rom `qalwulebisaTvis umetesi pativis migeba 

ar niSnavs imas, rom qorwineba samarcxvinoa~.2 

TumcaRa sirTuleebi kvlav gvxvdeba. modiT, gverdze gadavdoT is 

ukiduresi Sexeduleba, romelic qorwinebas erTi xelis mosmiT gmobs 

da problema ufro kvalificiurad ganvixiloT. kerZod ki, ganvixiloT, 

Tu ras niSnavs is, rom qalwulebas ̀ met pativs mivagebT~? srulyofileba 

am sityvis sruli mniSvnelobiT – ganuwyveteli locva, dayudeba, 

RmerTis Wvreta – saero cxovrebaSi daqorwinebuli qristianisaTvisac 

xelmisawvdomia, romelic bavSvebis aRzrdiT da normaluri saero 

cxo  vrebiT aris dakavebuli? am sakiTxze samonastro mmarTvelni xSi -

rad ver Tanxmdebian erTmaneTSi. wm. isaak asuri da wm. Teodore stu-

dieli eWvis TvaliT uyureben imas, rom dayudebis madli da RvTis 

Wvreta SeiZleba SeZlon maT, vinc erSi – ama sofelSi cxovroben.3 sxva 

mxriv, wm. griigol dids miaCnda, rom lumen contemplationis yvelasaTvis 

SesaZlebeli iyo, ganurCevlad maTi cxovrebiseuli garemoebebisa.4 wm. 

maqsime aRmsarebelma Teosisis da RmerTTan kavSiris Sesaxeb ramdenime 

yvelaze siRrmiseuli swavleba Tavis meore werilSi gamoTqva, romelic 

eriskacisadmi – samoqalaqo pirisadmia miwerili.5 wm. grigol palamas 

1 mag., evstaTe sebastieli, gangras saeklesio krebam (341 w.) amxila amgvari azrebis 
gamo, magram, savaraudod, ganaCeni usamarTlo iyo. ix. krebis kanonebi 1, 4, 9, 10 
da 14 (Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des Conciles, i, 2 [Paris 1907], pp. 1032-8). Sesadareblad ix. 
J. Gribomont, ‘Le monachisme au IVe s. en Asie Mineure: de Gangres au Messalianisme’, in Studia, 
PatrisƟ ca ii (Texte und Untersuchungen lxix: Berlin 1957), pp. 400-15.

2 Orat., xl, 18 (MPG xxxvi, col. 381B).
3 MysƟ c TreaƟ ses by Isaac of Niniveh, ingl. Targmani ix. A. J. Wensinck (Amsterdam 1923), 

p. 102; Theodore the Studite, Ep. ii 43 (MPG xcix, col. 1245AB).
4 Hom. in Ezech. II, v, 19 (MPL lxxvi, col. 996A).
5 MPG xci, col. 391-408.
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miaCnda, rom ganuwyveteli locva isevea eriskacTaTvis mizanSewonili, 

rogorc berebisaTvis da rom gulis srulad ganwmenda daqorwinebul 

qristianebsac SeuZliaT, `Tumca mxolod didi sirTuliT~.1 Tavad es 

xuTive avtoriteti berebi gaxldaT. maS, romeli maTgani gamoTqvams 

ufro sarwmuno Sexedulebas?
am kiTxvis nawilobrivi pasuxisaTvis kvlav `wminda mamaTa moZRv re-

bebs~ unda mivubrundeT. aq da sxva wyaroebSic ambis garkveuli Janri 

arsebobs, uSualod Cveni TemisaTvis aqtualuri, romelSic bers euwyeba, 

rom erSi mcxovrebi viRac kaci an qali siwmindiT misi Tanasworia. is 

cnobismoyvareobiT inTeba da myisve gamosakvlevad gaeSureba.2 ra ur-

Ti erTobaa miniSnebuli am teqstebSi udabnosa da qalaqs Soris?
apofTegmataSi konkretul incidentTa garda, gvaqvs amgvari zogadi 

Sedarebebic:
erTxel abba silvanusi Zmebs Soris ijda, rodesac man eqstazis 

mdgo mareoba ganicada da piriT Zirs daemxo. didi xnis Semdeg 

wamodga da tirili daiwyo. Zmebma hkiTxes: `ra moxda mamao?~ is 

dumda da tiroda. Tumca gauTavebeli SekiTxvebis Semdeg, man mi-

ugo: `gankiTxvis dRe vixile da vnaxe satanjvelisaken mimaval gza-

ze bevri Cvennairi midioda, bevri maTgani ki, vinc erSi cxovrobs, 

caTa sasufevelSi Sediodnen~.3

1 Encomium S. Gregorii Thessalonicensis (MPG cli, col. 573B-574B); De passionibus et virtuƟ bus 
(MPG cl, col. 1056A).

2 es ambebi Streitnovellen anu „metoqeobis istoriebis“ zogad kategorias ganekuTvne-

ba. aseT istoriebSi pirovneba, romelic bers ecileba, SeiZleba sxva asketi iyos, 
an ki „erSi“ mcxovrebi qristiani. am statiis mizania meore SemTxvevis Seswavla. 
pirvel SemTxvevaSi, metoqeoba or bers moicavs, an bersa da monazons, magaliTad, 
ix. Jerome, Vita Pauli 7 (MPL xxiii, col. 22A: wm. pavle pirveli gandegili da wm. antoni); 
Palladius, Historia Lausiaca 17 (ed. Butler, 52, 1-53, 13: makari aleqsandrieli da tabenesi-

sis berebi); HL 34 (98, 16-99, 19; pitirimi da salosi); HL 37 (113, 16-116, 2; serapioni da 
romaeli qalwuli); Historia Monachorum in Aegypto 11 (ed. Festugiere, 89 1-92, 37: saurusi 
da anufi); Apoph,, alphabeƟ cal collecƟ on. Ammoun of Nitria I (MPG Ixv, col. 128B); da 12 mamis 
istoria edited by J.-C. Guy, ‘La CollaƟ on des douze anachoretes’, in Analecta Bollandiana lxxvi 
(1958), pp. 419-27 (cf. Vitae Patrum vii: MPL lxxiii, col. 1062D-1064C).

Streitnovellen-is Tanamedrove diskusiisaTvis citatebiTa da paralelebiT del-

fosis legendebze, ix. Semdegi naSromebi: R. Reitzenstein, HellenisƟ sche Wundererzählun-
gen (Leipzig 1906), pp 75-76, and Historia Monachorum und Historia Lausiaca (Göƫ  ngen 1916), pp. 
34-49, 67-69, 90-93; momdevno sami naSromi A.-J. Festugière: ‘Le problème liƩ éraire de l’Historia 
Monachorum’, Hermes lxxxiii (1955), pp. 272-7; ‘Lieux communs liƩ eéraires et thèmes de folklore 
dans l’hagiographie primiƟ ve’, Wiener Studien lxxiii (1960), pp. 142-5; and Les moines d’orient, IV/1. 
Enquête sur tes moines d’Egypte (Historia Monachorum in Aegypto) (Paris 1964), pp. 78, 90-91.

3 Apoph., alphabeƟ cal collecƟ on, Silvanus 2 (MPG lxv, col. 408c).
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jojoxeTisaTvis ganwiruli beris Tema maSin, rodesac eriskaci 

samoTxeSi Sedis, udavod standartuli Temaa samonastro literaturaSi.1 

rac ar unda TavisTavad hqondes monazvnobas aRmatebuli xarisxi, 

bolo Jams beri monazvnobis upiratesobiT ar ganisjeba, mas cxonebis 

avtomaturi garantia ar gaaCnia. Tumca, abba silvanusiis gancxadebas 

Zalian Sors ar mivyavarT, radgan detalebi ar gvaqvs mocemuli. ar 

viciT, eriskacis (kosmikos) romel konkretul maxasiaTeblebSi xedavs is 

berze upiratesobas. amisaTvis individualur pirTa SemTxvevebi unda 

ganvixiloT. 

am istoriebis umravlesobaSi eriskaci anonimuri rCeba. modiT, 

da   viwyoT mTel am JanrSi udavod im erT-erTi yvelaze SesaniSnavi 

narativiT, sadac kosmikosi saxeldebulia, beri ki – ara.2 rogorc ambavSi 

vkiTxulobT, vinme beri ormoci weli iordaniis udabnoSi daexeteboda. 

am xnis ganmavlobaSi mas sxva adamiani arasdros Sexvedria da gareul 

mxecebs Soris cxovrobda SiSveli, rogorc βασκός, anu mwyemsi beri. 

erT dRes is RmerTs sTxovs: `mauwye vis mivemsgavseo~. misda gasaocrad, 

pasuxad esmis: `imperator Teodosis~. amis gagonebaze damwuxrebulma 

moxucma Cailaparaka: `amdeni welia, udabnoSi davexetebi, sicxisgan 

viwvi, SiSveli vitan Ramis yinvas, adamianis saxec ki ar minaxavs. ormoci 

welia, puri ar miWamia, SimSilsa da wyurvilSi vcxovrob, Rames Ria cis 

qveS vaTev. da mTeli am tanjvisa da Rvawlis Semdeg erT doneze mayeneben 

pirovnebasTan, romelic daqorwinebulia, coli hyavs da fufunebaSi 

cxovrobs~. 

beri labadas moisxams da konstantinopolisaken gaemarTeba impe ra-

toris sanaxavad. Teodosi mas keTilad da didi pativiT miiRebs, radgan 

is `berebis didi megobari gaxldaT~. moxuci imperators sTxovs, Tavisi 

cxovreba aRuweros. pirvelad Teodosi Tavs ikavebs, aprotestebs, 

radgan is Tavs eriskacad da codvilad miiCnevs, romelic Rirsi ar aris 

did asketebs antonisa da makaris, paxumisa da pimens Seadaron. Tumca, 

iZulebis Semdeg, Teodosi aRiarebs: ̀ ocdacxrameti welia, imperatorad 

vmbrZaneblob da maTgan ocdaaTi wlis ganmavlobaSi saimperatoro 

mewamuli samosis qveS bewvis perangi macvia~. ̀ eg araferia~, – Cailaparaka 

moxucma. imperatorma ganagrZo: `ocdaTormeti welia, Cems cols ar 

miv karebivar da Tavs wmindad vinaxavT~. `eg araferia~, – kvlav miugo 

moxucma. Semdeg imperatori bers aRuwers, rogor marxulobs da da-

banisagan Tavs ikavebs. `eg araferia~, – imeorebs moxuci. 

Tavisi asketuri gamocdilebis aRweris Semdeg, Teodosi axla Tavis 

mowyalebis saqmeebs CamoTvlis: rogor swyalobs usamarTlod devnilebs 

da icavs qvriv-oblebs, rogor Camoivlis yovel RamiT quCebsa da cixeebs 

1 tipuri magaliTisTvis ix. Symeon the New Theologian, Catechesis V (ed. Krivocheine, Sources 
chraƟ ennes 96, pp. 434-8).

2 redaqtirebuli teqsti ix. F. Nau in Patrologia Orientalis viii (1912), pp. 171-4. es istoria 
Teodose II mefobis ocdamecxramete welze miuTiTebs (A.D. 447).
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da gaWirvebulebs exmareba. rogor hbans Tavisi xelebiT avadmyofebs 

Wrilobebs da xeibrebs gamxmar kidurebs. `es keTili saqmeebia da qebas 

imsaxurebs~, – ambobs moxuci, – `magram isini araferia im SeWirvebasTan 

SedarebiT, rasac Cven vitanT~.

bolos, imperatori aRwers, rogor zis Tavis saimperatoro taxt re-

vanze ipodromze doRis dros, Semkuli da Semosili mewamuli samosiT, 

xelnawerebs gadawers da araviTar yuradRebas ar aqcevs imas, Tu ra xdeba 

mis garSemo. rodesac xalxi mas xotbas asxams, is guls saSualebas ar 

aZlevs, rom siamayiT aivsos da TavauReblad weras ganagrZobs. rogorc 

iqna, aman moxucze STabeWdileba moaxdina: `netar xar Sen, Svilo Cemo~, 

– SesZaxa man, – `... me saTnoebis am safexurs jer ver mivaRwie, iloce 

CemTvis uflisa mimarT~. Teodosimac, Tavis mxriv, berisagan kurTxeva 

gamoiTxova da moxuci Tavis gzaze gaeSura.

es SesaniSnavi istoria samonastro wreebSi Teodosis xsovnisadmi 

pativis migebasTan erTad saocrad dadebiT ganwyobas gamoxatavs ara-

sa monastro siwmindis dafasebisadmi. saero saqmeebSi CarTulobisa 

da Tavisi garegnuli brwyinvalebis garemoebaTa miuxedavad, qris tian 

imperators SeuZlia aRematebodes gandegils, romelic srul gan-

mar toebasa da upovarebaSi cxovrobs. es ambavi gviCvenebs, Tu rogor 

SeiZleba eriskaci farulad misdevdes fizikur asketizms da rogor Se-

iZleba rom daqorwinebulma wyvilebma col-qmruli urTierTobisagan 

Tav Sekaveba moaxerxon. Tumca, aRsaniSnavia, rom am aspeqtTagan arc er-

Ti ar aris gansakuTrebulad gamoyofili. ambavi imazec miuTiTebs, Tu 

rogor emsaxureba eriskaci RmerTs mowyalebis saqmeebiT, Tumca, kvla-

vac, arc es aris Teodosis aseTi guluxvi qebis mizezi. misi xotba mis Ta-

vis uaryofas ki ar exeba an sustisa da glaxakTadmi msaxurebas, aramed 

uv nebelobis gamovlinebasa da Tavmdablobas. garegnuli didebis maxeSi, 

man SeZlo da gulis Sinagani ubraloeba SeinarCuna. es aris aq mTavari. 

aseve, aRsaniSnavia, rom am ambavSi arsadaa miniSneba imaze, rom Teodosi 

ufro met siwmindes moipovebda, Tuki is samonastro cxovrebis gzas 

Seudgeboda. 

arc isaa sadme naTqvami, rom imperatori xelnawerebis gadawerisas 

Tavis saimperatoro taxtrevanze loculobda. Tumca, faqtia, rom So ris 

ar varT im idealuri eriskacis xilvisagan, romelic amqveyniuri amao-

ebiT garemoculi ganuwyvetlad RmerTze fiqrobs. Teodosi ipodromze 

im `RmerTis wmindanebs~ ganasaxierebs, romlebzec makariseuli homi li-

ebi saubroben: `zogjer isec SeiZleba moxdes, rom RmerTis wmindanebi 

SeiZleba TeatrSi isxdnen, amqveyniur amaoebas Sescqerodnen, TumcaRa 

maTi Sinagani `kaci~ RmerTs esaubrebodes, miuxedavad imisa, rom ga re -

g nuli kaci, romliTc sxvebs warmoudgebian, imas ucqeren, rac am qve ya-

naze xdeba~.1 

1 Hom, xv, 8 (MPG xxxiv, col. 581A). Sed. kalistos uearTan ix. T. Ware, “Pray Without Ceasing”: 
The Ideal of ConƟ nual Prayer in Eastern MonasƟ cism’, ECR ii (1969), pp. 253-61.
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`apofTegmataSi~ kidev erTi ambavia moTxrobili, romelSic kosmi-

ko si saxeldebulia da beri ki – ara.1 Tumca, aq Sexeduleba eriskacis 

siw mindeze nakleb damajerebelia. ori meudabnoe mama kiTxulobs, Tu 

ra sulier simaRles miaRwies maT da pasuxad iReben, rom jer kidev ar 

miuRweviaT iseTi simaRlisaTvis, rogorsac miaRwia sofelSi mcxovrebma 

evqaristem. rogorc gairkveva, is daqorwinebuli mwyemsia. daJinebuli 

gamokiTxvis Semdeg is berebs eubneba, rom is Tavis Semosavals sam 

nawilad hyofs: erTi glaxakTaTvis, erTi stumarTmoyvareobisaTvis da 

erTic meuRlisa da sakuTari saWiroebebisaTvis. Semdeg dasZens: `me da 

Cemi coli rom davqorwindiT, qalwulebi viyaviT da dRemde cal-calke 

gvZinavs~. orive beri saxlSi dabrunda da RmerTs adidebdnen. 

rogorc Teodosis ambavSi, aqac ar aris miniSneba imaze, rom evqariste 

beri gaxdeba. piriqiT, monaTxrobis saTauria `kosmikos evqaristes 

Sesaxeb~. saero RvTismoSiSobis formebi, romlisTvis evqaristes xotba 

gvesmis, imperatoris ambavSic aris naxsenebi, gansakuTrebiT mowyaleba, 

glaxakTa mokiTxva da qorwinebaSi TavSekaveba, Tumca aq xazgasma 

sxvagvaria. rodesac Teodosi aseT sakiTxebs exeba, moxuci maT gverdze 

gadasdebs, rogorc aramniSvnelovans da ambobs, `eg araferiao~, magram 

evqaristes SemTxvevaSi es sakiTxebi misi sulieri miRwevis mwvervalad 

moiazreba. aq araferia naTqvami sulier uvnebelobasa/Sinagan dayudebasa 

da keTilgonierebaze, ramac Teodosis SemTxvevaSi esoden aRafrTovana 

iordaniis gaRmidan mosuli moxuci. evqaristosi, miuxedavad imisa, rom 

kosmikosad moixsenieba, erSi mcxovrebi daqorwinebuli qristianis 

mowodebas srulad ver aRasrulebs, radgan misi qorwineba srulfasovani 

arasdros yofila.2 albaT, amitomaa, rom ori meudabnoe mama mas berobas 

ar uqadagebs, mas es arc sWirdeba, radgan is ukve faruli monazvnobis gzas 

Sesdgomia. Teodosis istoriasTan SedarebiT, apofTegmatas SemTxveva 

ufro naklebad mgrZnobiarea eriskacis sulieri SesaZleblobebis mimarT 

da nakleb sifaqizes iCens qristianuli mowodebebis mravalferovnebis 

gagebaSi. Teodosisa da evqaristes istoriaTa paralelurad, modiT, 

sami magaliTi ganvixiloT, sadac beri saxeliT aris moxseniebuli. es 

magaliTebi mogviTxroben pafnutize, antonisa da makari megviptelze. 

1 Apoph., AlphabeƟ cal collecƟ on, Eucharistus (MPG Ixvm col. 168D-169B); agreTve ix. The Paradise 
or Garden of the Holy Fathers, ed. E. A. Wallis Budge (London 1907), vol. ii p. 149.

2 qorwinebaSi daculi qalwulebis sxva magaliTebisaTvis ix. Palladius, HL 8 (27, 5-21: 
Ammoun of Nitria) da Cassian, Coll. Xiv, 7. „TeTri qorwinebis“ erT-erTi yvelaze ucnauri 
istoria aris aRwerili naSromSi Vertus de Saint Macaire (ed. E. Amelineau, Histoire des 
Monasteres de la Basse-Egypte [Annales du Musee Guimet, vol. xxv: Paris 1894], pp. 178-80). aq 
SvidSviliani daqorwinebuli mamakaci eubneba makaris: „dRemde Cemi colis sa-

wols ar Sevxebivar da is me ar Semxebia, ar vici, es bavSvebi vis ekuTvnian, arc is 
vi ci, rogor Sva man isini. da RvTis madliT, me misTvis uxerxuli sityva arasdros 
mi kadrebia“. 
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pafnutis istoria moTxrobilia naSromSi Historia Monachorum in Aegypto.1 

mravalwliani asketuri cxovrebis Semdeg is RmerTs sTxovs, ganucxados, 

Tu romel wmindans miemsgavseba is saTnoebis saqmeebSi. angelozi mas au-

wyebs, rom is maxlobel qalaqSi mcxovreb fleitaze damkvrels hgavs. is 

myisve gaemarTeba qalaqSi im adamianis sanaxavad, romelic arc ki malavs 

sakuTar codvilobas. is memTvrale da memruSea da jer kidev cota xnis 

win avazakic iyo. pafnuti mas ekiTxeba: odesme raime sikeTe Cagidenia? 

fleitisti uambobs, rom orjer daexmara mwuxarebaSi myof qalebs maSin, 

rodesac jer kidev avazaki iyo.2 pafnuti myisve aRiarebs: `ar maxsende-

ba, rom raime am donis saTnoeba aRmesrulebinos~. aRsaniSnavia, rom aq 

aqcenti gakeTebulia saTnoebaze (κατορθώματα), TanagrZnobis garegan 

gamovlinebaze: pafnuti ar ambobs, rom fleitisti masze upiratesia 

Sinagan locvaSi, aramed mxolod garegan qmedebaSi. gagrZeleba Zalian 

mniSvnelovania: pafnuti mouwodebs fleitists, rom ar ugulvebelyos 

Tavisi cxoneba da am qadagebis Sedegad is pafnutis udabnoSi miyveba da 

beri xdeba. 

amis Semdgom pafnutis euwyeba, rom is agreTve maxlobel sofelSi mcxov-

reb municipalur mrCevels (πρωτοκωμήτης) miemsgavseba. is umal gaeSureba              

sof lis mosaxlis mosanaxuleblad, sadac mas gulTbilad iReben. Tavdapir-

ve lad, Cveulebriv, kaci amtkicebs, rom is erTi codvilia, romelic sru-

lebiT ar imsaxurebs berebTan Sedarebas. Tumca, bolosdabolos, pafnutis 

gaumxels, rom is ocdacameti welia, daqorwinebulia: pirveli sami wlis 

ganmavlobaSi misma colma sami Ze Sva, Tumca mas Semdeg isini da-ZmasaviT 

cxovroben. is agreTve saubrobs Tavis sazogadoebriv da mowyalebis saq-

meebze, ucxoTa Semwynareblobaze, glaxakTa daxmarebaze, samarTlianobis 

aRsrulebisas miukerZoeblobaze, Semrigeblobaze. (aqac, evqaristes ambis 

msgavsad, ori ram aris gamoyofili, rogorc eriskacisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli 

saTnoeba: col-qmruli urTierTobisagan TavSekaveba da glaxakTa da 

upovarTa mimarT didsulovneba). rogorc manamde, pafnuti aqac eriskacs 

mouwodebs monazvnobisaken. `es yvelaferi saTnoebis brwyinvale saqmeebia~, 

– ambobs is, – ̀ Tumca, arsebobs raRac, rac Sen gaklia da rac yvela saTnoebaze 

uzenaesia, es aris RmerTis zesibrZniseuli Semecneba. es sirTulis gareSe 

ar moixveWeba, Tu ama sofels ar dauteveb, ar aRiReb jvars da macxovars ar 

Seudgebi~. amis gagonebaze soflis macxovrebeli maSinve dgeba da pafnutis 

udabnoSi ise miyveba, rom ojaxis wevrebsac ki ar emSvidobeba. rogorc 

SevniSneT, pafnuti ambobs, `sirTulis gareSeo~ (ἀτόνως). is ar amtkicebs, rom 

`RmerTis Semecneba~ srulebiT SeuZlebelia maTTvis, vinc erSi cxovrobs, 

aramed ambobs, rom es berisaTvis ufro ad vilia. 

1 Hist. Mon. 14 (Ed. Festugière, 102, 1-109, 121).
2 wm. Teodulos mesvetisa da msaxiob korneliusis xatovani istoriis Sedarebi saT-

vis ix. H. Delehaye, Les saints sƟ jlites (Bruxelles/Paris 1923), pp. cxviii-cxix; Festugière, Us moines 
d’orient, IV/1, p. 90, n. 1.
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amis Semdeg, pafnuti kidev ar kmayofildeba da kvlav sTxovs RmerTs 

gamoucxados mesame adamiani, visac is miemsgavseba. amjerad is umdidres 

aleqsandriel vaWarTan igzavneba. pafnuti mas im dros miuswrebs, rodesac 

is Tavis qonebas glaxakebs da asketebs urigebs. pafnuti mas afrTxilebs, 

rom didi xnis sicocxle ar darCenia da urCevs, qonebis darigeba sxvas 

miandos da Tavad ki, sanam jer kidev dro aqvs, samonastro cxovrebas 

Seudges. danarCeni oriviT, pafnutis vaWaric udabnoSi miyveba. 

Historia Monachorum-is laTinur versiaSi am istoriidan aseTi daskvnaa 

gamotanili: 

am sofelSi aravin ar unda gZuldes, arc avazaki an scenaze mo-

muSave, arc qorwinebis uRlis qveS myofi miwis muSa, arc ko mer-

ciaSi Cabmuli vaWari... Cveni cxovrebis profesia an garegnuli Se-

saxedaoba an samosi ki ar saTnoeyofa RmerTs, aramed Cveni gul w r-

fe loba, gonebiT erTguleba da saqmeTa siwrfele.3

Tumca es im faqtis ugulvebelyofa iqneboda, rom samive eriskacs aq 

mouwodeben, rom monazvnobas Seudgnen. aSkaraa, rom `cxovrebis profesia~ 

yvelafers cvlis! rac ar unda didi yofiliyo am sam eriskacTa saTnoeba, 

rodesac isini erSi cxovrobdnen – rasac pafnutis ambavi aSkarad mowmobs 

– maTi siwminde kidev ufro didi iqneba, Tu isini berebi gaxdebian. aq 

pafnutiseuli monaTxrobi namdvilad nakleb didsulovnebas avlens, vidre 

Teodosis SemTxvevaSi iyo. amave dros, is cotaTi kidev agrZelebs im xazs, 

rac kosmikos evqaristes istoriaSi iribad iyo miniSnebuli. evqariste Tavis 

gulSi ukve faruli monazonia, magram mas ar sTxoven, rom misi mowodeba 

gamoaaSkaraos. aseve, is mzaoba, romliTac sami eriskaci pafnutis rCevas 

iRebs, imaze miuTiTebs, rom isini gulSi ukve gaucnobiereblad monazvnebi 

arian. Tumca, pafnuti ar sjerdeba am farul mowodebas da daJinebiT 

moiTxovs, rom es gza gamoxatuli da gancxadebuli iyos. 

Cveni sami ambidan meore, romelSic beri saxeliT moixsenieba, aris makari 

megviptelisa da ori qalis istoria.4 mas gamafrTxilebeli mniSvneloba 

aqvs, raTa ukiduresad frTxilad movekidoT doqtrinuli an moraluri 

daskvnebis gamotanas iseTi teqstebidan, rogoricaa ̀ apofTegmata~. yvelaze 

3  Hist. Mon. 16 (MPL xxi, 439B).
4 es ambavi sxvadasxva versiad arsebobs: 

(i)  laTinuri: Vitae Patrum iii, 97 and VI, iii, 17 (MPL lxxiii, col. 778c, 1013D-1014B). 
(ii)  kopturi: Apophthegmss sur Saint Macaire (ed. Amelineau, Histoire des Monasteres de la 

Basse-Egypte, pp. 228-30). 
(iii) siriuli: Wallis Budge, The Paradise or Garden of the Holy Fathers, vol. ii, pp. 150-1. 

jerjerobiT gamouqveynebeli berZnuli teqsti, ramdenadac CemTvis cnobilia, 
Cndeba xelnawerebis nawilSi MS. Coislin. 126, rac ar Sesula naus daumTavrebel 
redaqciaSi da CamonaTvalSi, miTiTebulia, rogorc §489 wignSi J.-C. Guy, Recherches 
sur la tradiƟ on grecque des Apophthegmata Patrum (Bruxelles 1962), p. 67.
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cnobil laTinur versiaSi1 makaris euwyeba, rom mas jer kidev ar miuRwevia 

im sulieri simaRlisaTvis, romelsac romeliRac qalaqSi mcxovrebma orma 

qalma miaRwia. makari iRebs Tavis palmis kverTxs da maT sanaxavad miiCqaris. 

daJinebuli gamokiTxvis Semdeg, isini pasuxoben, rom araferi maT cxovrebaSi 

gansakuTrebuli ar xdeba. isini daqorwinebulni arian da Cveulebriv 

qmrebTan ZinavT.2 makari ganagrZobs maT gamokiTxvas da bolobolo isini 

mas srul simarTles gaumxelen. es qalebi `erTmaneTisaTvis ucxoni~ arian, 

ar arian xorcieli naTesavebi da daqorwinebulni arian or Zmaze, `Cven 

orni~, – amboben isini, – `bolo 15 welia, erT saxlSi vcxovrobT da am xnis 

manZilze sruli mSvidoba da harmonia gvaqvs~. dasZenen, rom orives surda, 

monazvnebi gamxdariyvnen, magram qmrebi ar dasTanxmdnen. ̀ da radgan es gegma 

ver ganvaxorcieleT, Cvensa da RmerTs Soris aseTi aRTqma davdeT, rom 

sikvdilamde Cvens bageTagan amqveyniuri saubari ar gamovidoda~. makari, 

imiT gaognebuli, rom maT amdeni xani SeZles Cxubisa da uTanxmoebis gareSe 

cxovreba, SesZaxebs: ̀ WeSmaritad arca qalwuli ars da arca daqorwinebuli, 

arca beri da arca eriskaci, aramed RmerTi Tavis suliwmidas aZlevs yvelas 

Tavisi ganzraxvisamebr (secundum uniuscuiusque proposiitum).3

aq, erTi SexedviT, im daskvnas vxvdebiT, romelic Tanamedrove mkiTx-

vels gaaxarebda. suliwmindis sisavse, rogorc makari warmoaCens, yvelasaT-

vis xelmisawvdomia ganurCevlad imisa, beria is Tu daqorwinebuli, an udab-

noSi cxovrobs Tu qalaqSi. wm. svimeon RvTismetyveli rom moviSvelioT:

bevrs hgonia, rom anaqoriuli ([gandegiluri]) cxovreba yvelaze 

dalocvilia, sxvebi Tvlian, rom kinoviur monasterSi cxovrebaa 

yvelaze aRmatebuli da sxvebs ki eklesiis mmarTveloba, swavle-

ba, damoZRvra da gankarguleba miaCnia yvelaze maRal msaxurebad, 

radgan es mravalTaTvis xorcieli da sulieri sazrdos momniWebe-

lia. Cemi azriT ki, aqedan arc erTi mimaCnia meoreze maRla mdgo-

mad, arc romelimes Sevasxavdi xotbas meoris dasaknineblad, ar-

amed yvela situaciaSi, visac ra saqme da amocana aqvs Sesasrulebe-

li, is aris is cxovreba, romelic RmerTisTvis da RmerTismierad 

unda icxovros da swored is aris srulad dalocvili.4

XIV saukunis dasavluri naSromis The Book of the Poor in Spirit ([`wigni suliT 

glaxakisa~]) sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, `yvela adamians saukeTeso ergeba da 

RmerTi mas Seni garemoebebis miuxedavad moganiWebs, Tuki Sen mas miiReb~.5 

1 Vitae Patrum VI, iii, 17 (MPL lxxiii, col. 1013D-1014B).
2 koptur versiaSi maTi pasuxi cota ar iyos uaryofiT damokidebulebaze mi-

uTiTebs qristianuli qorwinebisadmi: ‘Que desires-tu [savoir] un oeuvre de celles qui sont 
souillées?’ (Amélineau, loc. cit.).

3 MPL, Ixxiii, 1014B.
4 Theological and PracƟ cal Chapters, iii, 65 (ed. Darrouzs).
5 inglisuri TargmanisaTvis ix. Tr. C.F. Kelley (London 1954), p. 107.
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mTavaria, TiToeulma guli gauRos suliwmidis madls, srulad misdios im 

konkretul mowodebas, romelic RmerTma misTvis ganizraxa. arc erTi mow-

odeba ar aris TavisTavad meoreze aRmatebuli. TiToeuli adamianisaTvis 

saukeTeso is aris, risTvisac RmerTma swored mas piradad mouxmo. 

Tumca unda vurTxildeT makaris daskvniTi sityvebisaTvis gadaWar-

bebuli mniSvnelobis miniWebasac.1 vinaidan alternatiul laTinur versia-

Si, romelic SesaZloa, ufro zustic ki iyos am etapze, makari ambobs: `WeS-

maritad arca qalwulia da arca daqorwinebuli, arca beri da arca eriska-

ci, aramed RmerTi TiToeulis gulisTqmas eZiebs (Deus tantum propositum quaer-
it) da sicocxlis suls yvelas STaberavs~.2 am SemTxvevaSi makaris SeniSvnis 

azri is aris, rom or qals surda monazvnoba, maTi survili ver ganxorciel-

da maTgan damoukidebel garemoebaTa gamo, Tumca RmerTma maTi ganzraxva 

qmedebad Seiwira. makarisa da ori qalis istoria, maSasadame, evqaristesa da 

pafnutis istoriebze mets arc ki gulisxmobs: imisaTvis, rom RmerTs saTno 

eyos, eriskaci guliT monazoni unda iyos. 

Cveni sami ambidan bolo, romelSic beri saxeliTaa moxseniebuli, exeba 

wm. anton egviptelsa da dabaRs.3 ambavi, Cveulebriv, iseve iwyeba. antons euw-

yeba, rom man aleqsandrieli koriariusis ([igive dabaRi – tyavis damamuSave-

beli ostati, – mTargmnelis SeniSvna]) sulier simaRles ver miaRwia. is 

myisve miiCqaris dabaRis sanaxavad. is ki miugebs: `ar vici, Tu rame sikeTe 

maqvs odesme Cadenili. diliT rom vdgebi, sanam samuSaod davjdebode, Ce-

mTvis ase vambob: `mTeli qalaqi didian patarianad RvTis sasufevelSi Seva 

1 es marTebulad aris miTiTebuli wignSi Pere Bruno de Jesus-Marie, in MysƟ que et conƟ nence 
(Etudes carmèlitaines, 31e anèe: Bruges 1952), p. 12. 

2 MPL lxxiii, col. 778c. msgavsad aris Targmnili siriuli versiac, redaqtirebuli uolis 
bajis mier: „WeSmaritad, qalwuleba TavisTavad ara ars ra, arca qorwineba, arca 
beroba, arca erSi cxovreba, radgan RmerTi TiToeulis [adamianis] gulisTqmas 
eZiebs da yovel adamians suls STaberavs“ (Wallis Budge, The Paradise or Garden of the 
Holy Fathers, vol. ii, p. 151). 

3 es ambavic, iseve, rogorc makarisa da ori qalis istoria, ramdenime versiis saxiT 
arsebobs:
laTinuri: Vitae Patrum iii, 130 and VII, xv, 2 (MPL lxxiii, col. 785CD and 1038BC). 
(ii) siriuli: Wallis Budge, The Paradise or Garden of the Holy Fathers, vol. ii, pp. 149-50: aq 

eriskaci mkeravia da „mowyalebisa da keTili saqmeebiis“ aluzias vxvdebiT, 
romelic laTinur teqstSi ar moiZebneba. 

(iii) berZnuli: (a) Apoph,, alphabeƟ cal collecƟ on, Antony 24 (MPG lxv, 84B). aq eriskaci eqimia, 
antons euwyeba, rom eqimi „misnairia“, magram amas ganviTareba ar mohyveba da 
antoni ar midis mis mosanaxuleblad. (b) Nau, ‘Histoires des solitaires ègypƟ ens’, §67, 
in Revue de l’Orient chrèƟ en xii (1907), pp. 394-5. aq beri anonimuri rCeba. eriskaci ki 
bostneulis gamyidvelia da am istorias gagrZeleba aqvs, romelic laTinur 
versiaSi ar gvxvdeba. 
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maTi alalmarTlobis wyalobiT, mxolod me ki, Cemi codvebis gamo, saukuno 

satanjvelSi Cavvardebi~. yovel saRamosac igives imeorebs. antoni myisve 

aRiarebs, rom amdeni weli udabnoSi ganmartoebis miuxedavad, mas aseTi `si-

maRlisaTvis~ ar miuRwevia. 

laTinur versiaSi ambavi ase mTavrdeba. erT-erT berZnul paralelur 

versiaSi1 ki saintereso gagrZelebas vawydebiT. am versiaSi beri saxeldebu-

li ar aris, eriskaci ki xil-bostneulis gamyidvelia. eriskaci bers eubneba 

im sityvebs, romelsac dila-saRamos imeorebs zustad ise, rogorc es laT-

inur versiaSia. amaze beri pasuxobs, rom TumcaRa es sityvebi saqebaria, ma-

gram misi asketuri Rvawlis sadari masSi mainc araferia. mosaRamovdeba da 

rodesac orni erTad sxedan bostneulis daxlTan, maT gamvlelTa simRera 

esmiT. beri eubneba: `Zmao, Sen siwmindiT cxovreba Tu ginda, aseT adgilas 

rogor rCebi? nuTu ar gawuxebs aseTi simRerebis gagoneba?~ kaci ki pasux-

obs: `aba, simarTle isaa, rom arasdros Sevwuxebulvar an SevSfoTebulvar 

amiT~. `aba, maSin gulSi ras fiqrob xolme~, – ganagrZobs beri, – `rodesac 

aseTi xmebi gesmis?~ bostneulis gamyidveli pasuxobs: `vfiqrob, rom isini 

aucileblad moxvdebian sasufevelSi~. maSin beri gaognebuli pasuxobs: `am 

simaRlisTvis namdvilad ar mimiRweviao~.

aq igive azria, rac pirvelad movyeviT imperator Teodosis Sesaxeb. 

dabaRs/bostneulis gamyidvels ar aiZuleben berad Sedgomas. ufro metic, 

araferia naTqvami arc mowyalebaze da arc qorwinebaSi dacul qalwuleba-

ze. ipodromze gamarTuli sanaxaobisas saimperatoro taxtrevanze mjdomi 

imperatoris msgavsad, aleqsandriaSi mcxovrebi eriskaci Seqebulia misi Si-

nagani uvnebelobis gamo, riTic is Tavisi gulis ubraloebiTa da siwmindiT 

amqveyniur amaoebas emijneba. adamiani, romelsac erSi cxovreba SeuZlia ise, 

rom misi garSemomyofebi ar gansajos, romelic Tavis Tavs gamudmebiT eubne-

ba: ̀ yvela cxondeba, mxolod me davisjebio~, sulierad Tanabaria an aRemate-

ba kidec udabnoSi mcxovreb askets. is, visac SeuZlia memTvraleTa simReras 

usminos da am dros gulSi ar aRSfoTdes da ar ganikiTxos, ufro maRla dgas, 

vidre martomyofi mTeli Tavisi locvebiT, marxviTa da Ramis Te viT. 

bostneulis gamyidvelis uvnebloba memTvraleTa simRerisadmi ioane 

mosxis `limonarSi~ moTxrobil erT incidents Segvaxsenebs. moxuci beri 

xedavs, rom tavernidan axalgazrda beri gamodis. am ambiT SeZrwunebuli, is 

gareT elodeba mas da gamosvlisTanave mkacrad datuqsavs. Seaxsenebs, rom 

is safrTxeSi igdebs Tavs: `Sen tavernaSi uSiSrad Sedixar da bevri iseTi 

ram gesmis da xedav, rac ar ginda, da sruliad aRmaSfoTeblad dro qaleb-

is garemocvaSi gagyavs. gevedrebi, ase nu icxovreb, aramed wadi udabnoSi, 

sadac cxonebas moipoveb, romelsac eSurebi~. axalgazrda beri mokled 

pasuxobs: `RmerTs mxolod wminda guli unda~. es pasuxi uceb gamocxadeba-

saviT esmis moxuc bers: `Semdeg moxuci beri xelebs zecad aRapyrobs da am-

bobs: `dideba Senda, RmerTo! radgan ormocdaaTi weli skitSi vicxovre da 

1 Nau, §67.
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guli mainc ver ganviwminde, am axalgazrdas ki, romelic tavernebSi atarebs 

dros, gulis siwminde mouxveWia~.1

Cven mier ganxiluli istoriebi abstraqtulia da Teoriuli princi-

pebiT ar gvamarageben daqorwinebuli qristianis statusis sakiTxTan mi-

marTebiT. ufro metic, abstraqtuli Teoriebis Ziebas arc ki unda Sevec-

adoT iseT wyaroSi, rogoricaa `apofTegmata~, aramed masSi Sesuli swav-

lebebis mier SemoTavazebuli cocxali da specifiuri magaliTebi aSkarad 

mianiSneben, rom erSi mcxovrebi eriskaci SeiZleba Tanaswori da aRmatebu-

lic ki iyos romelime udabnoSi mcxovreb did gandegilze an asketze. monaz-

vnobis, rogorc mowodebis TavisTavadi mniSvneloba, arsadaa uaryofili, 

Tumca xazgasmulia, rom RmerTi adamianis suls xedavs da ara mis garegan 

situacias. rogorc `limonari~ mowmobs, garegani garemoebebis miuxedavad, 

Sinagani siwminde mainc miiRweva. WeSmariti gansvla geografiuli ki ar aris, 

aramed sulieria, WeSmariti udabno gulSi mdebareobs.

unda vaRiaroT, rom moyvanil istoriaTagan ramdenime am daskvnis mTel 

siZlieres akninebs kidec. zogjer eriskacs sabolood monastrisken mimaval 

gzaze miuTiTeben (pafnutis istoria), raTa man im sulier gamocdilebas mi-

aRwios, rac sxvagvarad misTvis xelmisawvdomi ar yofila. 

zogjer xazi esmeba im faqts, rom eriskaci, Tumca daqorwinebuli, qa-

lwulebaSi cxovrobs (evqaristesa da pafnutis cxovreba da cotaTi Teo-

dosisTanac), anu garegnulad erSi cxovrobs, magram is gulSi ukve beria. 

msgavsadve, SeiZleba imis xazgasmac, rom eris adamians monazvnoba surda, ma-

gram garemoebebma xeli SeuSala (makarisa da ori qalis ambavi). sxva sityve-

biT rom vTqvaT, is gulSi ukve farulad an uxilavad monazonia. xSirad mon-

aTxrobi Cvens yuradRebas eriskacis mier aRsrulebul mowyalebis saqmeeb-

ze mimarTavs (evqaristes, pafnutis da a.S. istoriebi). amgvarad miniSneba 

xdeba imaze, rom maSin, rodesac eriskacs berisagan gansxvavebiT garegnuli 

saTnoebebis aRsruleba SeuZlia, mas ar unda hqondes imis imedi, rom bers 

locvaSi an dayudebaSi Seecileba. 

Tumca, am monaTxrobTagan Tundac ori amaze ufro Rrmad udgeba am sak-

iTxs. Teodosisa da bostneulis gamyidvelis ambebi qalaqSi mcxovreb qris-

tians aRweren, romelsac Tavisi amqveyniuri saqmeebSi CarTulobiT SeuZlia 

siwmindis gansakuTrebuli tipi gansazRvros – uvnebloba, simdable da Si-

nagani ubraloeba – is, rac meudabnoe berisaTvis ar aris xelmisawvdomi. es 

idea romc ar ganviTardes, aq mainc Canasaxis saxiT vxedavT eriskacis mow-

odebis Teologias. ipodromze taxtrevanze aRsaydrebuli imperatori is-

mens ra qeba-didebas, xelnawerebs Tvals ar acilebs. RamiT oTaxSi mjdomi 

bostneulis gamyidveli memTvraleTa simReras ismens da am dros mxolod 

maT cxonebaze fiqrobs – es ori yvelaze STambeWdavi figuraa apofTegmata-

Si. maTi daviwyeba advili ar aris. 

inglisuridan Targmna da komentarebi daurTo Tamar goguaZem. 

1  Pratum Spirituae 194 (MPG lxxxvii, col. -3076C-3077A).
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siwminde monazvnobasa da qorwinebaSi: 

xorcieli Tu sulieri?

mitropoliti kaliste ueari (erSi timoTe, riCard ueari) Tanamed rove 

marTlmadidebel RvTismetyvelebaSi erT-erT gamorCeul da wamyvan figu-

rad moiazreba, rogorc mecnieri, aseve, rogorc sasuliero piri. 1982 wli-

dan moyolebuli is frigiis diokliis saepiskoposos xelmZRvanelis ti-

tuls flobda, sanam 2007 wels saepiskoposos konstantinopolis msoflio 

sapatriarqom mitropoliis tituli uboZa. 

timoTe uearma ganaTleba londoniis vestminsteris skolasa da oqs-

fordis universitetis magdalenis kolejSi miiRo (klasikur filolos-

ofiasa da Teologias swavlobda). 1958 wels, 24 wlis asakSi is marTlmadi-

deblobas eziara. mogvianebiT, 1966 wels, is msoflio patriarqma mRvdlad 

akurTxa da ̀ kalistes~ saxeliT berad aRikveca patmosis kunZulze arsebul 

wm. ioane RvTismetyvelis monasterSi. periodulad miemgzavreboda ieru-

salimsa da aTonis mTaze. 

1996-2001 wlebSi is oqsfordis universitetis spoldingis leqtori iyo 

aRmosavlur marTlmadidebel RvTismetyvelebaSi. amave periodSi mRvdlad 

msaxurobda oqsfordis berZnul samrevloSic. 2001 wels pensiaze gasvlis 

Semdeg is ganagrZobs statiebis gamoqveynebas, leqciebis kiTxvas marTlma-

didebel RvTismetyvelebaSi. aris mravali marTlmadidebluri sazogadoe-

bis sabWos wevri da Tavmjdomare. 

kaliste uearis ganuzomeli aRiareba marTlmadidebel Tems scdeba da 

mTel saqristianos moicavs misi mravalricxovani wignebisa da publika-

ciebis meSveobiT. 

statia `beri da daqorwinebuli qristiani: Sedarebebi adreul samonas-

tro wyaroebSi~ pirvelad 1974 wels gamoqveynda oqsfordSi. statiaSi av-

to ri ganixi lavs mo na-

z    v    nobasa da qorwi ne bas 

So     ris patristikul wya-

ro    ebSi arsebul ur Ti  er-

T   mi marTebis magali Tebs. 

rig SemTxvevebSi uda b noSi 

mcxo  vreb asket be rebs 

RvTa  ebrivi gamo c xadebiT 

euwy ebaT, rom maT erSi 

mcxo  vrebi adamianebi siw-

mindiT aRema te bian, rac 
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maT sur vils uRvivebs, rom wavidnen da maT cxovrebaze dakvirvebiT Seimec-

non WeSmariti siwmindis arsi da mniSvneloba. arsebobs iseTi magaliTebic, 

sa dac berebi qorwinebis mimarT garkveul siZulvils ganicdian. sagulisx-

moa, rom kaliste uaris es statia avtoris berad aRkvecidan 8 wlis Semdeg 

aris dawerili, rac imaze mianiSnebs, rom is, rogorc beri da rogorc su-

lieri moZRvari, emijneba im gavrcelebul Sexedulebas, TiTqos beris cx-

ovreba siwmindiT TavisTavad aRemateba erSi mcxovreb daqorwinebul qris-

tianTa cxovrebas. avtori cdilobs, warmoaCinos is azri, rom monazvnoba 

mxolod konkretuli mowodebaa da ara siwmindis raimenairad aRmatebuli 

gza, rogorc es xSirad mcdarad iqadageba. qorwineba statiaSi moiazreba, 

rogorc RvTis mier kurTxeuli saidumlo, siwminde ki, mxolod xorcieli 

vnebebisagan Tavis aridebiT ki ara, aramed gonebis da sulis uvneblobiT 

ganisazRvreba, rac qorwinebaSi myof qristiansac iseve SeuZlia, rogorc 

mkacri asketizmis pirobebSi mcxovreb meudabnoe bersa Tu monazons. ka-

liste ueari siwmindis fenomens ufro farTod warmoaCens, vidre is xor-

cieli vnebebisa da gulisTqmebis farglebSi SeiZleba ganvixiloT. 

im garemoebaTa gaTvaliswinebiT, rodesac saeklesio cxovrebis mcdari 

Sexeduleba samonazvno cxovrebas TavisTavad ufro aRmatebulad da ufro 

wmindad warmoaCens, vidre qorwinebaSi myof qristianTa cxovrebas, kaliste 

ueari gvTavazobs siwmindis, rogorc gonis uvnebelobis fenomens, romelic 

erTnairad xelmisawvdomia yvela qristianisaTvis, romlebic im konkretul 

gzas Sedgomian, razec ufalma maT piradad mouwoda. 

Tamar Goguadze

SANCTITY IN MONASTICISM AND IN MARRIAGE: CARNAL OR SPIRITUAL?

Metropolitan Kallistos (Timothy Richard) Ware is duly recognized as one of the key and leading 
fi gures in contemporary Orthodox ChrisƟ an Theology, both as a scholar and a spiritual leader. He 
has held, since 1982, the Ɵ tular bishopric of Diokleia in Phrygia, subsequently made a Ɵ tular met-
ropolitan bishopric in 2007, under the Ecumenical Patriarchate of ConstanƟ nople. 

Timothy Ware was educated at Westminster School in London (to which he had won a King’s 
Scholarship) and Magdalen College, Oxford, where he took a double fi rst in classics as well as read-
ing theology. In 1958, at the age of 24, he embraced the Orthodox ChrisƟ an faith. Ware became 
an Orthodox monk at the Monastery of Saint John the Theologian in Patmos, Greece. He also fre-
quented other major centers of Orthodoxy such as Jerusalem and Mount Athos. In 1966 he was or-
dained to the priesthood within the Ecumenical Patriarchate and was tonsured as a monk, receiving 
the name “Kallistos”. 

From 1966 to 2001, he was Spalding Lecturer of Eastern Orthodox Studies at the University of 
Oxford. Following his consecraƟ on, Ware conƟ nued to teach at the University of Oxford and served 
in the Greek Orthodox parish in Oxford. Since his reƟ rement in 2001, Ware has conƟ nued to pub-



filosofiur-Teologiuri mimomxilveli, #10, 2020

192

lish and to give lectures on Orthodox ChrisƟ anity. He serves as either chairman or member of the 
boards of various Orthodox socieƟ es and insƟ tuƟ ons. 

AdmiraƟ on for Kallistos Ware extends beyond the boundaries of Orthodox communiƟ es and 
embraces the whole ChrisƟ an world, for his numerous books and publicaƟ ons. 

The arƟ cle The Monk and the Married ChrisƟ an: Some Comparisons in Early MonasƟ c Sources 
was fi rst published in Oxford in 1974. The author discusses diff erent examples from the lives of 
the desert fathers concerning the parallel between monasƟ cism and marriage. In some cases the 
desert fathers are told through divine revelaƟ on that some people living in the world exceed them 
in sancƟ ty. The fathers are subsequently moved to go and explore the meaning of sancƟ ty by ob-
serving their lives in the world. In certain cases some monks fear and despise the idea of marriage 
and consider it to be somewhat impure. It is noteworthy that Kallistos Ware wrote this arƟ cle eight 
years aŌ er he embraced monasƟ cism, which implies that he, as a monk and a spiritual leader, does 
not share the widespread view that places monasƟ c life on a higher level of sancƟ ty than married 
life. The point that the author emphasizes is that monasƟ cism is only a parƟ cular calling and not a 
higher way, as is oŌ en falsely asserted. Marriage in this arƟ cle is presented as a mystery blessed by 
God, and sancƟ ty here is considered as not simply a freedom from carnal desires but as a detached 
state of the mind and soul, which can be achieved by a married ChrisƟ an as much as by a desert 
asceƟ c. Kallistos Ware presents the concept of sancƟ ty in a much broader context than simply lo-
caƟ ng it within the context of carnal desires. 

Considering the contemporary circumstances, when a misguided view of the life of the Church 
oŌ en presents monasƟ cism as a priori standing above ChrisƟ an marriage, Metropolitan Kallistos 
Ware off ers us the phenomenon of sancƟ ty as a mental detachment that is equally accessible to all 
ChrisƟ ans who follow those parƟ cular ways of life to which the Lord called them personally. 
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Carlz sanders pirsiCarlz sanders pirsi

ra aris pragmatizmii

safuZvliansa da xangrZliv gamocdilebaze dayrdnobiT, am statiis 

avtori mivida daskvnamde, rom daxelovnebis umaRles safexurze myofi 

nebismieri mimarTulebis eqsperimentuli mecnieris – iqneba es, fizikosis, 

qimikosisa Tu sxva – goneba, mTlianad ganpirobebulia cxovrebiT, ro-

melic mas aqvs gatarebuli laboratoriaSi, Tanac im xangrZlivobiTa da 

intensivobiT, rom saeWvoa, Tavad eqsperimentatori acnobierebdes am 

garemoebas, im martivi mizezis gamo, rom Tanam S romelTa inteleqti,  romel-

sac igi sinamdvileSi Zalze kargad ic nobs, srulad da mTlianad misi msgav-

sia. megobruli urTierTobebis miuxedavad, siRrmiseulad gansxvavebuli 

wvrTnis mqone inteleqtis matarebelTan, romelTa ganaTleba upiratesad 

mxolod wignebSi amo kiTxuls emyareba, igi verasdros gaxdeba Sinaganad 

axlobeli; msgavsad karaqisa da wylisa, romlebic, rac ar unda didxans 

anjRrio, erTmaneTs ver Seereva. saocaria, ramdenad swrafad ipovnian 

es gonebani sakuTar gansxvavebul gzebs da mxolod warsuli nacnobobis    

mqrqali mogonebebiRa darCebaT. es sxvebi, rom SeeZloT eqperimentatoris 

gonebis gazomva, rac TavisTavad maTTvis aravis uswavlebia, maleve 

aRmoaCendnen, rom garkveuli sakiTxebis garda, sadac, rogorc xelSemS le-

li faqtori, Tavs iCens piraduli grZnobebi an aRzrda, igi midrekilia ise 

iazrovnos, rogorc laboratoriaSi, saxeldobr, rogorc saeqsperimento 

saqmianobisas fiqroben. rasakvirvelia, ar arsebobs iseTi adamiani, rome-

lic misi ti pi saTvis damaxasiaTebeli yvela Tvisebebis matarebeli iqneba. 

gana tipur eqims vxvdebiT yoveldRe etlSi, an vagonis kupeSi, an tipur 

maswavlebels – saklaso oTaxSi? magram Tuki amisTanas ipoviT, an dakvirve-

bis safuZvelze aagebT tipuri eqsperimentatoris idealur models, daina-

xavT, rom misi TandaswrebiT gamoTqmuli nebismieri saxis mtkicebulebas 

igi gaigebs, an rogorc eqsperimentisaTvis gamosayenebel SesaZleblobas, 

romlis Se   degi iqneba mocemul aRwerasTan srul SesabamisobaSi myofi cda, 

an, ra zec saubrobT, misTvis saerTod moklebuli iqneba azrs. Tu masTan im 

pa TosiT ilaparakebT, rogorc amaswinaT b-ma balfurmaii britanul aso ci-

aciaSi ilaparaka, rom viTomcda `fizikosi... eZebs gacilebiT mets, vidre 

cdis SesaZlo obieqtebis SemaerTebeli kanonebia~, aqaoda, `misi mi zani 

fi zikuri sinamdvilea~, romelic eqsperimentebSi ixsneba, da amgvari ara-

eqsperimentuli, aracdismieri sinamdvilis arseboba `warmoadgens mec-

nierebis uryev rwmenas~,1 aRmoaCenT, rom eqsperimentatori da l to ni kia 

1 Refl ecƟ ons Suggested by the New Theory of MaƩ er, saprezidento sityva warmoTqmuli 
mec nierebis winsvlis britanuli asociaciis Sekrebaze, 17 agvisto, 1904 weli.
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mTeli am ontologiuri mravalferovnebis pirispir. zemoT q mulis nam d-

vi lobaSi avtori eqsperimentatorebTan piradma saubrebma daarwmuna; es 

ukanaskneli ganmtkicebulia kidev im viTarebiT, rom Ta vad avtori, eqvsi 

wlis asakidan, vidre didi xnis winaT Cavlil mo wifulobamde, SeiZleba 

iTqvas, rom cxovrobda laboratoriaSi; imis ga TvaliswinebiT, rom TiTqmis 

mTeli cxovreba dakavSirebuli iyo eqs perimentatorebTan, srulad 

gamsWvalulia maTi gagebis grZnobiT da maTi mxridanac sargeblobda sruli 

gagebiT.

laboratoriaSi cxovrebam avtors (romelsac aq da qvemoTac ubra-

lod mohyavs gonebis eqsperimentatoruli tipis magaliTebi) sruliadac 

ar SeuSala xeli, dainteresebuliyo azrovnebis meTodebiT; metafizikis 

Studirebisas mas moeCvena, rom iq bevri ram aris sakmaod sustad da sa-

buTebeli da SemTxveviTi winaswarakviatebuli TvalsazrisebiT gansazR-

v ruli, magram zogi filosofosis SromebSi, gansakuTrebiT kantTan, ber-

klTan da spinozasTan, igi drodadro awydeboda azrTa imgvar svlebs, 

romelnic axsenebda laboratoriaSi miRebuli azrovnebis gzebs, ra-

mac maTdami ndobiT aRWurva; es yovelive sxva `laboratoriuli~ adami-

a ne  bisTvisac sando aRmoCnda. avtori, nebismieri am tipis sxva adamianis 

msgavsad, bunebrivad cdilobda imis formulirebas, Tu mainc ras eTanxmeba 

igi siRrmiseulad da gamoimuSava Teoria, romlis mixedviT cneba (conception), 
anu sityvis, an sxva gamonaTqvamis racionaluri mizani, gamonaklisis gareSe, 

Zevs cxovrebiseuli qcevis mimarT (conduct of life) mis azrobriv gavlenaSi; da 

radganac cxadia, rom arafers, garda eqsperimentis Sedegad miRebulisa, ar 

SeuZlia ramenairi zegavlenis moxdena cxovrebiseul qcevaze, Tu SevZlebT 

zustad ganvsazRvroT yvela moazrebadi eqsperimenturi fenomeni, romelic 

miiCneva rogorc mocemuli cnebis miReba, an uaryofa, Cven miviRebT cnebis 

srulsa da saboloo gansazRvrebas, da masSi ukve absoluturad aRaraferi 

iqneba sxva. am swavlebisaTvis avtorma gamoigona sityva `pragmatizmi~. misi 

megobrebis nawils miaCnda, rom umjobesi iqneboda, Tuki igi gamoiyenebda 

sityvas praqticizmi (practicism) an praqtikalizmi (practicalis) (savaraudod, imis 

gamo, rom berZnulad npaKiiKoq ukeTesia, vidre npaji^aiiKoq). magram maTTvis, 

vinc filosofia kantTan iswavla, – rogorc amas am striqonebis avtori 

akeTebda ocidan im cxrameti eqsperimentatorTa erTad, romelebmac, 

rogorc man, mimarTes filosofias, – da dRemde kantianuri terminebiT 

msjelobas aniWeben upiratesobas, praktisch da pragmatisch imgvaradaa daci-

lebuli erTmaneTisagan, rogorc ori polusi: pirveli ekuTvnis azris 

im dargs, sadac arasdros arc erTi eqsperimentaluri tipis goneba 

araa darwmunebuli, rom myarad dgas miwaze, meore gamoxatavs garkveul 

adamianur mizanTan mimarTebas. xolo axali Teoriis yvelaze aSkara si-

axled aRiarebul iqna racionalur Semecnebasa da racionalur mizans 

Soris arsebuli uwyveti kavSiri, am mosazrebam, sabolood, ganapiroba 

upiratesoba saxelisa pragmatizmi. 
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* * *

rac Seexeba filosofiuri terminologiis sakiTxs, arsebobs ramdenime 

martivi mosazreba, romelTa wardgenas avtori ukve mravali welia, cdilobs 

im mcirericxovani kolega-filosofosebis mkacr samsjavroze, romlebic 

aRSfoTebulni arian am tipis kvlevis Tanamedrove mdgomareobiT. maT 

dasaxuli aqvT misi gadarCena da miyvana bunebismecnierebis sferos msgavs 

mdgomareobamde, sadac mkvlevrebi, nacvlad imisa, rom aZagon umravlesobis 

mier warmoebuli samuSao, rogorc Tavidan bolomde mcdar gzaze mdgomi, 

erTiandebian da erTmaneTis mxardamxar amravleben utyuari Sedegebis 

ricxvs, sadac nebismieri dakvirveba meordeba, xolo calkeuli dakvirveba 

cota rames Tu niSnavs; sadac yoveli hipoTeza, romelic yuradRebis Rirsia, 

mkacr, magram samarTlian analizs eqvemdebareba da mxolod imis Semdeg, 

rac winaswarmetyvelebebi, romliskenac mas mivyavarT, damarwmuneblad 

damtkicdeba cdiT, igi imsaxurebs ndobas, isic mxolod droebiT; sadac 

radikalurad mcdari nabiji ukiduresad iSviaTia da TviT yvelaze mcdari 

Teoriebi, romelnic farTo gavrcelebas pouloben, Tavis ZiriTad 

cdiseul winaswarmetyvelebebSi WeSmaritni arian. am mkvlevrebisaTvis 

gansaxilvelad Semdegi Tvalsazrisi iqneba SeTavazebuli: arc erTi kvleva 

ar SeiZleba CaiTvalos mecnierulad, zemoT moyvanili azriT, manam, vidre 

igi ar uzrunvelyofs sakuTar Tavs Sesaferisi teqnikuri terminologiiT. 

mocemuli sagnis mkvlevrebs Soris yovel termins eqneba sayovelTaod 

miRebuli erTi gansazRvruli mniSvneloba, vokabulebi (vocabulum – ucxo 

sityvebi) Tavdaxsnilni iqnebian im tkbili xiblisgan, romelTac Za-

luZT, yvelaze TavaSvebuli avtorebi maTi borotad gamoyenebisaTvis 

Se agulianon – sxvaTa Soris, es mecnieruli terminologiis arcTu ise 

da fasebuli Rirsebaa. gansaxilvelad, aseve, iqneba SemoTavazebuli is 

Tvalsazrisi, rom mecnierebaTa cda (ueWvelia, rom maT ganekuTvnebian 

taqsonomiuri mecnierebebi: qimia, fizika, mineralogia, botanika, zoolo-

gia), romlebmac dasZlia urTulesi terminologiuri siZneleebi, dama je-

reb lad amtkicebs: individualur CvevebTan da simpaTiebTan ucilobeli 

erTianoba da maTgan aucilebeli gayra SesaZlebeli iqneba mxolod maSin, 

rodesac terminologiuri kanonebi gaformebdeba moraluri principebisa 

da yvela adamianisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli sakuTari Rirsebis grZnobis mxa-

r daWeriT; yvelasaTvis gamaerTianebeli (zemoT aRniSnuli SezRudvebis 

gaTvaliswinebiT) unda iyos Semdegi: visac filosofiaSi axali cneba Se-

mohyavs, valdebulia, gamoigonos imgvari terminebi, romlebic misaRebi 

iqneba misi gamoxatvisaTvis; amis Semdeg, kvlevaSi CarTuli misi megobrebis 

movaleobaa am terminebis miReba; isini win unda aRudgnen Tavdapirveli 

mniSvnelobiT gamouyeneblobis yovelgvar mcdelobas; es iqneba uzarmazari 

upativcemulobis gamoxatva imaT mimarT, vis winaSec filosofia madlieria 

yoveli axali cnebis damkvidrebis gamo, aseve, da ufro metadac, Tavad fi-
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losofiis mimarT. rogorc ki cneba aRiWurveba misi gamoxatvisaTvis Se-

saferisi sityvebiT, dauSvebelia igives aRsaniSnad sxva teqnikuri ter-

mi nebis gamoyeneba. mocemuli winadadebis gaziarebis SemTxvevaSi, maTi 

gamowvlilviTi ganxilvisa da am principis gamoyenebis moxazvis Semdeg, 

SesaZloa gardauvali gaxdes filosofosebis gaerTianebul yrilobaze 

saTanado kanonebis miReba; ase rom, SesaZlebelia, gonivruli aRmoCndes 

garkveuli mniSvnelobebis damagreba zogierTi prefiqsisa da sufiqsisaTvis, 

ise, rogorc es qimiaSi xdeba. magaliTad, SeiZleba SevTanxmdeT, rom vTqvaT, 

prefiqsma (propre-) unda aRniSnos ganusazRvrelad gafarToebuli mniS-

v neloba im terminisa, romlis winac mas davsvavT; swavlebis, doqtrinis 

saxeli bunebrivad unda dasruldes -izmi-iT (-ism), maSin rodesac -icizmma 

(icism) SesaZloa, miuTiTos ufro mkacrad gansazRvruli mniSvneloba imave 

doqtrinisa da a.S. Semdgom amisa, rogorc es xdeba biologiaSi, sa  dac li-

neamdeliiii terminebi ar gamoiyeneba da arc arasdros iqneba ga moyene buli, 

umjobesia, davrCeT sqolastikuri terminologiis farglebSi. kidev erTi 

magaliTi sxva tipis dasazRvris sailustraciod, savaraudod, arasdros 

momxdara sxvagvarad, rom filosofoss sakuTari swavlebisaTvis daerqmia 

zogadi saxeli da is maleve ar gavrcelebuliyo Cveul filosofiur 

sityvaTxmarebaSi gacilebiT ufro farTo sazrisiT, vidre Tavdapirvelad 

iyo Cafiqrebuli, amitomac konkretuli sistemebi arian cnobilni kan ti-

anizmis, benTamizmis, kontianizmis, spenserizmisa da a.S. saxelebiT, xo-

lo transcendentalizmi, utilitarizmi, pozitivizmi, evolucionizmi, 

sin Tezuri filosofia (synthetic philosophy) da sxv., upirobod da sruliad 

gamarTlebuladac, gacilebiT maRal safexurze arian amaRlebulni. 

* * *

avtori amaod da uqmad eloda terminologiis eTikis mimarTulebiT im 

gansakuTrebulad bednier movlenebs, romlebic misi ideebis win wawevas 

xels Seuwyobda. sabolood, rodesac mocemul sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT 

ukve ar arsebobda aranairi axali SemoTavazeba da arc sxva grZnoba 

eufleboda, garda kmayofilebisa, rom filosofosTa yrilobis kanonebisa 

da rezoluciebis gareSe, am mimarTulebiT misi terminebi ukve farTod 

gamoiyeneboda, man Tavad mouyara maT (am ideebs – mTarg.) Tavi da aawyo 

isini erTmaneTze. misma sityvam `pragmatizmi~ farTo aRiareba moipova im 

ganzogadebuli azriT, romelic meCveneba, rom asabuTebs misi Zalmosilebis 

zrdasa da cxovelsmyofelobas. cnobilma fsiqologma jemzmaiv isesxa es 

sityva, dainaxa ra, rom sakuTriv misi `radikaluri empirizmi~ ZiriTadSi 

kargad ergeboda `pragmatizmis~ im gansazRvrebas, romelic am striqonebis 

avtors ekuTvnis, Tumca mis sazrisTan dakavSirebiT igi garkveulwilad 

gansxvavebul Tvalsazriszea.V mogvianebiT, mwvaved da brwyinvaled mo-

az rovne b-ni ferdinand C.s. Sileri wignSi `sfinqsis saidumlo~, Tavisi 
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`anTropomorfizmisaTvis~ ufro momxiblavi aRmniSvnelis Ziebisas, Se sa-

niSnav naSromSi `aqsiomebi da postulatebi~ waawyda aRmniSvnels `prag ma-

tizmi~. am ukanasknels, Tavisi sawyisi mniSvnelobiT, bevri saerTo hqonda im 

swavlebasTan, romlisTvisac SemdgomSi moiZebna ufro zusti saxelwodeba 

`humanizmi~Vi, xolo `pragmatizms~, garkveulwilad, ufro farTo sazrisi 

SeunarCunda.Vii aqamomde yvelaferi kargad ewyoboda. dRes es sityva iwyebs 

gamoCenas literaturul JurnalebSi, sadac sruliad umowyalod xdeba misi 

borotad gamoyeneba, rac, sxvaTa Soris, yvela sityvas elis literatorTa 

brWyalebSi aRmoCenis SemTxvevaSi; drodadro britanelTa kargi qcevis 

yvela wesi TiTqosda qars miaqvs da isini Tavs esxmian am sityvas, rogorc 

mniSvnelobis gamoxatvisaTvis `warumatebelad arCeuls~, arada is swored 

am ukanasknelis gamosaricxad iyo Seqmnili. amgvarad, xedavs ra, Tu ra Sors 

wavida misi ukanonod Sobili balRi `pragmatizmi~, am striqonebis avtori 

grZnobs, rom dadga dro sakuTar Svils eamboros da neba darTos sakuTari, 

ueWvelad ufro maRali gziT iaros; raTa im Tavdapirveli gansazRvrebis 

zusti definicia gamoxatos, mas surs, ganacxados sityva `pragmaticizmis~ 
(`pragmaticism») dabadeba, sakmaod ugvanosa, rom Tavidan acilebul iqnes 

sxvadasxva juris bacacebis Tavdasxma.1 
sxva pragmatistebis yvela naSromis guldasmiT wakiTxvisa da maTgan 

SesaZlo bevri ramis miRebisa da gaziarebis miuxedavad, avtori Tvlis, rom 

am doqtrinis miseuli, sawyisi koncefcia gadamwyveti upiratesobis mqonea. 

am sawyisi formidan SesaZloa nebismieri WeSmaritebis gamoyvana, romelic 

nebismieri sxva formidan gamodis; is gvaZlevs SesaZleblobas, aviciloT 

garkveuli Secdomebi, romlebsac sxva pragmatistebi uSveben. migvaCnia, 

rom sawyisi Tvalsazrisi ufro SekumSuli da martivia, vidre sxvebi. Tumca 

avtoris gadmosaxedidan, misi mTavari Rirseba mainc isaa, rom igi gacilebiT 

martivad eZleva sakuTari WeSmaritebis kritikul dasabuTebas. xSirad kv-

levis logikur TanamimdevrobasTan srul TanxmobaSi myofi hipoTeza, ro-

melic miT ufro safuZvliani Cans, rac ufro vuRrmavdebiT mas, Tavidan 

Cven mier iqmneba da mxolod gacilebiT gvian gvirgvindeba misTvis adekva-

turi mtkicebulebiT. am striqonTa avtorma, romelic gacilebiT didxans 

fiqrobda pragmatul Teoriaze, vidre misi mimdevrebis umravlesoba, bune-

brivia, mniSvnelovnad meti yuradReba dauTmo mis dasabuTebas. nebismier 

SemTxvevaSi, pragmatizmis ganmartebis mcdelobisas, avtors epatieba, rom 

1 sityva ̀ pragmatizmis~ arcTu ise didi xnidan sayovelTao gamoyenebis saCveneblad, 
avtori Tavs movaled miiCnevs, aRniSnos, rom ramdenadac misTvis cnobilia, 
aqamde, mas arsad arasdros uxsenebia is publikaciebSi, garda erTaderTi – 
`bolduinis leqsikonis~ SemTxvevisa da esec mavanTa daJinebuli TxovniT moxda. 
1890 wlis bolos, `aswleulis leqsikonis~ am nawilis gamosvlisas, avtors jer 
kidev ar miaCnda, rom am sityvas mopovebuli hqonda sakmarisad myari mdgomareoba 
imisaTvis, rom gamoCeniliyo. magram, albaT, 70-iani wlebis dasawyisidan igi 
filosofiur saubrebSi mudmivad iyenebda mas (pirsis komentari).
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igi ifargleba mxolod misi im saxesxvaobiT, romelsac ukeT icnobs. winam-

debare statiaSi adgili mxolod imisaTvisaa, rom avxsnaT, Tu realurad 

ras warmoadgens es swavleba (romelzec isini zrunaven, visac dRes igi xel-

Si Cauvarda da romelmac SesaZlebelia, uaxloesi wlebis filosofiur di-

skusiebSi sakmaod mniSvnelovani roli Seasrulos). Tu es ganmarteba sain-

tereso aRmoCndeba `monistis~Viii mkiTxvelisaTvis, maSin igi danamdvilebiT 

ufro metad dainteresdeba meore statiiTix, iq moyvanil magaliTebSi aR-

werilia, Tu rogoraa SesaZlebeli sxvadasxva saxis problemis gadawyveta 

pragmaticizmis mravalferovani gamoyenebiT. amis Semdeg mkiTxveli ukve 

mzad iqneba, rom dainteresdesx am swavlebis WeSmaritebis dasabuTebiT. 

avtoris azriT, am dasabuTebis Semdeg ar darCeba aranairi eWvi mocemuli 

sagnis WeSmaritebaSi; igi misi erTaderTi Rirebuli Senatania filosofi-

aSi, radganac arsebiTad xels uwyobs sinerqizmisxi WeSmaritebis dadgenas. 

pragmaticizmis martivma ganmartebam SesaZloa ar damakmayofilos TviT 

Rrmad moazrovne gonebac ki, swored amis gamo, igi saWiroebs ganmartebebs, 

romelTac qvemoT SemogTavazebT. ufro metic, es sulac ar gulisxmobs, 

rom sxva swavlebebis winaswari aTvisebis (ufro zustad, faqtobrivad aT-

visebis) gareSe, Tavad pragmaticizmi araferi iqneboda. isini Sileris prag-

matizmis nawilad arian CarTulni, magram avtors urCevnia, Tavi Seikavos 

sxvadasxva saxis propoziciebis aRrevisagan. umjobesi iqneba, Tuki mosamza-

debel (preliminary) propoziciebs igi Tavidanve miawodebs. 

am SemTxvevaSi siZneles Segviqmnis formaluri CamonaTvalis ararse-

boba. SesaZlebelia yvela bundovani maqsimis – `uari TqviT TvalTmaqco-

baze~ morCilebis qveS moaqcioT. sruliad gansxvavebuli temperamentis 

filosofosebi varaudobdnen, rom filosofia unda daiwyos gonebis ama 

Tu im mdgomareobidan, sadac arc erTi adamiani, da miT ufro damwyebi fi-

losofosi, sinamdvileSi arasdrosaa namyofi. erTi Tvlis, rom yvelaferSi 

eWvis SetaniT unda daviwyoT, Tan dasZens, rom arsebobs mxolod erTi ram, 

ris mimarTac ar SeiZleba gvqondes eWvi, TiTqosda eWvi `iseTive advilia, 

rogorc sicrue~ (“as easy as lying.”).xii meore gvTavazobs, daviwyoT `pirveladi 

grZnobadi STabeWdilebebiT~ da aviwydeba, rom Cveni aRqmis obieqtebi ukve 

Cveni kognituri gadamuSavebis Sedegebia. WeSmaritad arsebobs gonebis mxo-

lod erTi mdgomareoba, romelic SesaZloa `aTvlis wertilad~ CaiTvalos, 

saxeldobr, is, rac ukve gaformebuli codnis grandiozuli masiT aris ga-

datvirTuli da romlidanac Tavdaxsna, Tqveni survilis SemTxvevaSic ki, 

SeuZlebelia; magram, vaiTu, misi CamocilebiT TviT Semecnebac SeuZlebeli 

gaxdes TqvenTvis? gana qaRaldze dawerili `veWvob~ eWvs niSnavs TqvenTvis? 

Tu asea, eWvi sruliad araseriozuli saqmea. ar iTvalTmaqcoT, Tuki Tqven-

Si pedantizmma jerac ar amoWama sinamdvilis SegrZneba da aRiareT, rom ar-

sebobs Zalian bevri ram, raSic aranairad ar geparebaT eWvi, radganac asea 

saWiro. is ki, raSic Tqven sruliad ar geparebaT eWvi, unda CaTvaloT, da 

TvliT kidec, ueWvel absolutur WeSmaritebad. da, ai, aq myisierad Semoi-
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Wreba b-ni TvalTmaqcoba: `rao! Tqven gindaT, TqvaT, rom Cven unda virwmu-

noT is, rac araa WeSmariteba, an is, raSic adamians ar epareba eWvi, ipso facto 
WeSmaritia?~ ara, magram iqamde, vidre adamiani ver SesZlebs erTi sagnidan 

erTdroulad Savic gaakeTos da TeTric, is valdebulia, absoluturad 

WeSmaritad CaTvalos is, raSic eWvi ar epareba. axla per hypothesis warmov-

idginoT, rom Tqven xarT swored is adamiani. `magram Tqven meubnebiT, rom 

arsebobs uamravi sagani, romelSic eWvi ar mepareba. me ki sinamdvileSi ar 

SemiZlia, davarwmuno sakuTari Tavi, rom ar arsebobs Tundac erTi ram, ra-

Sic ar vcdebode~. Tqven mogyavT im saeWvo faqtebidan erT-erTi, romelic 

im SemTxvevaSic ki, Tu dadgenili iqneboda, mxolod saCveneblad ivargeb-

da: saeWvoobas axasiaTebs sazRvari, anu igi warmoiSoba mxolod raRaca sab-

oloo stimulis wyalobiT. Tqven mxolod abnevT sakuTar Tavs, rodesac 

ambobT, rom araferi iciT metafizikuri `WeSmaritebisa~ da metafizikuri 

`cdomilebis~ Sesaxeb. yvelaferi, rasTanac Tqven sinamdvileSi gaqvT saqme, 

Tqveni eWvebi da rwmenebia; cxovrebis svla, romelic Tavs gaxvevT axal rw-

menebs1 da Zalas, gvaZlevs, daveWvdeT ZvelSi. magram Tu sicruesa da WeS-

maritebaSi moiazrebT imas, risi gansazRvreba eWvisa da ndobis terminebiT 

SeuZlebelia, anu Tqven saubrobT arsebaze, romelTa arsebobis Sesaxeb 

araferi ar SegiZliaT, icodeT, da romelnic swrafad da sufTad gagpar-

saven `okamis samarTleb liT~.xiii zogadad, es imas niSnavs, rom movlenis aRw-

erisas umjobesia, dav jerdeT yve laze martiv ganmartebas. Tqveni proble-

mebi mniSvnelovanwilad gamartiv deba, Tu imis nacvlad, rom ilaparakoT, 

ramdenad gsurT, icodeT `WeSmariteba~, ubralod, ityviT, rom gindaT, mi-

aRwioT rwmenis im mdgomareobas, sadac eWvi ver abijebs.

rwmena (belIef) cnobierebis wuTieri mdgomareoba ar aris; is gonebis 

Cvevaa, romelic garkveuli drois ganmavlobaSi grZeldeba da (mainc) 

aracnobieria; da iseve, rogorc nebismieri sxva Cveva, sruliad TviTkmaria 

(vidre ar Sexvdeba moulodnelobas, romelic daiwyebs misi daSlis 

(dissolution) process. eWvi sruliad sxva wyarodan iRebs saTaves. es Cveva ki 

ara, aramed misi dakargvaa; raRacad yofna cvlad (erratic) mdgomareobaSi 

myofobaa, romelic CveviT unda Seicvalos.

saganTa im CamonaTvalSi, raSic mkiTxveli (rogorc yoveli racionaluri 

adamiani) ar eWvobs, aris isic, ris mimarTac mas, ubralod, Cvevebi (habits) 

Camouyalibda, aseve isic, rom mas SeuZlia momavalSi ganaxorcielos 

qmedebebis TviTkontroli; rac sxvaTa Soris, sruliadac ar niSnavs, rom 

mas SeuZlia ganurCevlad miaweros maT nebismieri ram, TviTmomzadebis 

procesi Tavad miiswrafvis, rom Seatyobinos qmedebas (rogorc ki amis 

1 aucilebelia, aRiniSnos, rom sityva `rwmena~ sayovelTaod gamoiyeneba mxolod 
daeWvebis sapirispiro mdgomareobis gamosaxatad, amasTan, gaTvaliswinebuli ar 
aris darwmunebis xarisxi da arc `sarwmunod~/ (believed) miCneuli propoziciaTa 
buneba (pirsis komentari). 
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SesaZlebloba iqneba) fiqsirebuli (fixed) xasiaTis Taobaze. es miuTiTebs – 

da es SesaZloa miaxloebiT gaizomos kidec – Sesrulebul qmedebaze fiqris 

dros TviTgakicxvis grZnobis sisusteze an ararsebobaze. es momdevno sja 

warmoadgens imave qmedebis TviTmosamzadebel nawils, romelic sruldeba 

yovel Sesaferis SemTxvevaSi. Sesabamisad, radganac qmedeba isev da isev 

meordeba, warmoiSoba qmedebis srulyofilad fiqsirebul xasiaTTan 

ganusazRvrelad miaxloebis tendencia. amaze miuTiTebs TviTgakicxvis 

grZnobis sruli ararseboba. rac ufro metad vuaxlovdebiT mas, miT 

naklebi adgili darCeba TviTkontrolisaTvis; xolo iq, sadac SeuZlebelia 

TviTkontroli, ar arsebobs TviTgakicxva.

es fenomenebi warmoadgenen nebismieri racionaluri arsebis fun da-

mentur ganmasxvavebel maxasiaTebelebs. danaSaulis grZnoba, yvela Sem-

TxvevaSi, warmoiSoba, rogorc modifikacia, romelic upiratesad xor-

cieldeba TviTgakicxvis pirveladi grZnobis gadataniT, an `proeqciiT~. 

Se  sabamisad, Cven arasdros da aravis davadanaSaulebT warsulSi TviT-

kontrolis SesaZlebeli gazviadebis gamo. azrovneba aris qcevis ti pi, 

romelic mniSvnelovanwiladaa damorCilebuli TviTkontrols. yve la 

Ta visi niSniT (romelTa aRweris adgili aq ar gvaqvs) logikuri TviT ko n-

troli warmoadgens eTikuri TviTkontrolis SesaniSnav asaxvas, garda im 

SemTxvevisa, Tu igi, igive gvaris saxeobisa araa. Sesabamisad, is, risic ar 

SegiZliaT, ar gwamdeT, samarTlianad ar SeiZleba iyos araswori rwmena. 

sxva sityviT, es TqvenTvis absoluturi WeSmaritebaa. WeSmaritia, isic, rom 

SeuZlebelia gamoiricxos is, risic ar SegiZliaT, ar gwamdeT da miiCnevdeT 

sruliad warmoudgenlad dRes, xval; Tu es asea, maSin unda arsebobdes 

gansxvaveba maT Soris, risi gakeTeba ar SegiZliaT, ubralod, imis gamo, 

rom misi ganxorcielebisTvis araferi gaiZulebT, gaiRoT Zalisxmeva da 

Sroma da risi gakeTebac ar SegiZliaT, radganac, praqtikulad, is ga nu-

xorcielebelia. am saxis ganazrebis nebismier stadiaze arsebobs is, ris 

Sesaxebac SegiZliaT TqvaT: `sxvagarad azrovneba ar ZalmiZs, `Tqveni eq s-

perimentulad dadasturebuli hipoTeza swored is iqneba, rom es Se uZ leb-

loba meore rigisaa.

ar arsebobs mizezi, ris gamoc yovelive zemoTqmulSi ̀ azri~ unda gavigoT 

im viwro mniSvnelobiT, sadac misi xelSemwyobi dumili da wyvdiadi iqneba. 

umal masSi unda gavigoT is, rac vrceldeba mTel racionalur cxovrebaze; 
maSin eqsperimenti misi erT-erTi qmedebaTagani iqneba. cxadia, Cvevis is 

bolovadi mdgomareoba, riskenac sabolood iswrafvis TviTkontrolis 

yoveli qmedeba da romelic adgils ar utovebs TviTkontrols, azris 

SemTxvevaSi aris fiqsirebuli rwmenis mdgomareoba anu srulyofili codna.

arsebobs ori mniSvnelovani ram: is, risi rwmenac unda gvqondes da is, rac 

unda gvaxsovdes. pirveli – adamiani ar aris absoluturad individualuri. 

misi azrebi aris is, rasac ̀ igi eubneba sakuTar Tavs~, anu meore mes, imas, vinc 
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mxolod drois mdinarebaSi miyveba sicocxles. rodesac vmsjelobT, Cven 

vcdilobT, davarwmunoT swored es kritikuli me. nebismieri azri, rogoric 

ar unda iyos is, warmoadgens niSans da, ZiriTadSi, aris enobrivi bunebis 

matarebeli. meore ram, rac unda gvaxsovdes, aris is, rom sazogadoebrivi 

wris adamiani (circle of society) (gnebavT, viwro an farTo gagebiT) aris srulad 

dasazRvruli pirovneba (loosely compacted person), raRaca mimarTebiT ufro 

maRali donis, vidre individualuri organizmis matarebeli persona. sa-

xeldobr, es ori ram SesaZlebels xdis – SenTvis, mxolod abstraqtuli 

da pikvikiseuli gagebiTxiv – gansxvavebas absolutur WeSmaritebasa da imas 

Soris, raSic eWvi ar Segaqvs.

axla viCqaroT Tavad pragmaticizmis ganmarteba. meti sicxadisaTvis 

mosaxerxebeli iqneba, warmovidginoT, rom viRac, visTvisac es swav leba 

sruliad axalia, magram amasTan, zebunebrivi gamWriaxobiTaa dajil do-

vebuli, kiTxvebs usvavs pragmaticists. Cven uarvyofT yvelafers, rac 

xels Seuwyobs dramatul iluzias, ase rom, sabolood, miviRebT raRaca 

saSualos dialogsa da katexizmosxv Soris, amasTan, gacilebiT axlos mdgoms 

am ukanasknelTan, romelic usiamod gvagonebs magnaliseul istoriul 

SekiTxvebs.xvi 

kiTxva: gaocebuli var pragmatizmis Tqveneuli ganmartebiT, jer ki-

dev SarSan erTi adamiani, Tavad pragmatisti, romelsac verafriT dava-

da naSauleb WeSmaritebis SeryvnaSi, marwmunebda, rom Tqveni swavlebis 

mi xedviT, `cneba unda Semowmdes Tavisi praqtikuli SedegebiT~. Tqven, sa-

varaudod, sul axlaxan SecvaleT Tqveni ganmarteba. 

pragmaticisti: Tu CaxedavT `filosofiuri mimomxilvelis~ (the Revue 
Philosophique) VI da VII wignebs1 da (Jurnal) `popularuli mecnierebis yove l-

Tviuris~ (the Popular Science Monthly) 1877 wlis noembrisa da 1878 wlis ianvris 

nomrebs, Tavad naxavT, ramdenad aris Tqven mier xsenebuli interpretacia 

sruliad da erTmniSvnelovnad gamoricxuli. inglisuri formurileba 

Semdegnairad JRerda (Cven mxolod pirveli piri meoreTi CavanacvleT): 
`ganixileT, Tqveni azriT, ra praqtikul mniSvnelobas SeiZleba, flobdes 

Sedegebi (effects), romlebic Tqveni gagebis (conception) obieqts aqvs. maSin 

am Sedegebis Sesaxeb Tqveneuli gageba aris am obieqtis Sesaxeb Tqveni 

srulyofili (the WHOLE) gageba. 

kiTxva: da ra safuZveli gaqvT msgavsi mtkicebulebisaTvis? 

pragmaticisti: es swored isaa, ris Sesaxebac msurs, mogiTxroT. magram 

es SekiTxva umjobesia, gadavdoT im dromde, vidre cxadad ar warmoidgenT 

imas, Tu zustad ris dasabuTebas gvpirdebian es safuZvlebi.

1 citireba avtors mohyavs rogorc inglisurenovani, ise frangulenovani teqste-

bi dan: EP1:109-41 (gv. 132), or W3:242-76 (gv. 266) da 3 3 8-74 (franguli teqstidan).
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kiTxva: maS, raSia am swavlebis raison d’etre? ra sargebels unda velodoT 

misgan? 

pragmaticisti: is dagvexmareba, davasabuToT, rom ontologiuri me-

ta fizikis TiTqmis yvela propozicia an gaugebari luRluRia (gibberish), 

roca erTi sityvis ganmarteba xdeba meoreTi, misi, Tavis mxriv, sxviT, re-

alur cnebamde ki, verc erTxel ver mivaRwieT, an aSkara absurdi; rodesac 

es nagavi mTlianad gaixveteba, filosofiisagan problemebis is rigi darCe-

ba, rac WeSmariti mecnierebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli dakvirvebis meTodeb-

iT iqneba kvlevisaTvis gamosayenebeli; am SemTxvevaSi maTi WeSmaritebis 

miRweva SeiZleba im usasrulo disputebisa da bolomde gaurkvevlobis ga-

reSe, romelTac pozitiuri mecnierebebic ki, uqm gonebaTaTvis Wadrakis 

TamaSis msgavs cariel garTobad aqcies. maTi mizani amao garTobaa, meTod 

– wignebidan amokiTxva. am mimarTebiT pragmaticizmi Taur-pozitivizmis 

(prope-posiƟ vism) saxeobaa. magram is, rac mas sxva saxeebidan ganasxvavebs, up-

irvelesad, aris filosofiis gawmendili formiT SenarCuneba, meore – Cveni 

instinqturi rwmenebis ZiriTadi korpusis sruli miReba, mesame – sqolasti-

kuri realizmis (an masTan uaxloes msgavsebaSi myof doq. frensis elingvud 

ebotisxvii mier `mecnierul Teizmis~ SesavalSi mSvenivrad formulirebuli 

poziciis mier WeSmaritebis daJinebuli mtkiceba. ase rom, sxva danarCeni 

Taur-pozitivistebis msgavsad, xan usasrulod gawelili parodirebiT, 

xanac sxva meTodebiT metafizikis abuCad agdebis nacvlad, pragmaticisti 

metafizikidan iRebs mis yvelaze Zvirfas sazriss, romelsac iyenebs kosmo-

logiasa da fizikisaTvis sicocxlisa da naTelis STabervisaTvis. amavdrou-

lad, am swavlebis moraluri Sedegebi Zalian pozitiuri da mravalferova-

nia; arsebobs sxva Sedegebis usazRvro raodenoba, romelTa klasifikacia 

arcTu ise advilia. sxva dros SesaZlebeli iqneba magaliTebis moyvana da 

Cveneba imisa, rom swavleba ueWvelad msgavsad zemoqmedebs. 

kiTxva: amaod daSvrebiT, damarwmunoT, rom Tqveni swavleba ugulve-

belyofs nebismier metafizikas. gana aseve cxadi araa, rom man unda ugul-

vebelyos nebismieri mecnieruli propozicia da aseve yvelaferi, rac Ses-

aZlebelia dakavSirebuli iyos cxovrebiseul qcevasTan? radganac Tqven 

ambobT, rom nebismieri mtkicebulebis (asserƟ on) mier motanili erTader-

Ti mniSvneloba isaa, rom garkveuli eqsperimenti garkveulad sruldeba: 
arafers, eqsperimentis garda, ar mivyavarT mniSvnelobamde. axla miTxariT, 

rogor SeuZlia mxolod eqsperiments Tavis TavSi aRmoaCinos imaze meti, 

rac erTxel gadaxda Tavs indiviadualur obieqts da rasac mohyva meore in-

dividualuri movlena? 

pragmaticisti: Tqveni kiTxva saukeTesod daexmareba Cems mizans. es mi-

zani ki pragmaticizmis nebismieri gaugebrobis aRmofxvraa. Tqven saubrobT 

mxolod eqsperimentze Tavis TavSi, yuradRebas amaxvilebT `Tavis Tavze~. 
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cxadia, rom Tqven yoveli eqsperimenti sruliad izolirebulad warmogid-

geniaT sxvebisagan. rogorc vxvdebi, magaliTad, arasdros mogsvliaT TavSi, 

rom yoveli erTmaneTTan dakavSirebuli eqsperimentTa seria, warmoadgens 

erTian koleqtiur eqsperiments? ra warmoadgens eqsperimentis ZiriTadi 

Semadgenlebs? upirvelesad, cxadia, Tavad eqsperimentatori, meore rig-

Si, verificirebadi hipoTeza. es aris propozicia1, romelic eqsperimen-

tatorsa da mis garemomcvel universums, an mis kargad Seswavlil nawils 

akavSirebs; adasturebs an uaryofs mis eqsperimentul SesaZleblobas an 

SeuZleblobas. mesame ganuyofeli ingredienti aris eqsperimentalistis 

gulwrfeli eWvi sakuTari hipoTezis WeSmaritebaSi. gamovtovoT ramdenime 

Semadgeneli, romelzec ar Rirs SeCereba, mizani, gegma, da gadawyveta, ga-

davinacvloT arCevanis aqtze, romliTac eqsperimentatori saoperaciod 

gamoyofs ramdenime advilad identificirebad obieqts. mas mosdevs eqsten-

cionaluri (an kvazi-eqstencionaluri) aqti, romlis daxmarebiT igi cv-

lis am obieqtebs. Semdegia samyaros Sesabamisi reaqcia eqsperimentatoris 

percepciaSi asaxuli; da bolos, mis mier mocemuli eqsperimentis gakveTi-

lis gageba. amasobaSi Tavad movlenis ori mTavari nawili aqti da reaqcia, 

eqsperimentis arsis erTianoba mis mizansa da planSia, im ingredientebSi, 

romelic gamovtoveT CamonaTvalSi. kidev erTi: gansacvifrebelia, magram 

asea, Tqven pragmaticistis poziciis sazriss ugulvebelyofT imiT, rom 

warmogidgeniaT igi imad, visTvisac racionaluri mniSvneloba eqsperimen-

tSia (romlis Sesaxebac laparakobT, rogorc warsulis movlenaze). sinam-

dvileSi rodesac eqsperimentalisti laparakobs imgvar fenomenebze, ro-

goricaa `qolis fenomeni~, `ziminis fenomeni~ an misi saxesxvaoba, `maikel-

sonis fenomeni~, an `Wadrakis dafis fenomeni~, da ambobs, rom racionaluri 

mniSvneloba ar aqvs eqsperiments, aramed eqsperimentul fenomenebs, igi ar 

gulisxmobs aranair gansakuTrebul movlenas, romelic Soreul warsulSi 

vinmes gadaxda, aramed imas, rac uaxloes momavalSi udaod gadaxdeba imas, 

vinc Seasrulebs garkveul pirobebs. fenomeni im faqtSia, rom, rodesac 

eqsperimentalisti daiwyebs gonebaSi Senaxuli garkveuli sqemiT moqmede-

bas, moxdeba kidev raRaca, rac skeptikosebis eWvebs gaacamtverebs msgavsad 

cecxlisa ilias sakurTxevelze. da ar Rirs im faqtis ugulvebelyofa, rom 

pragmaticistuli maqsima arafers ambobs erTeuli eqsperimentebis Tao-

baze an erT eqsperimentul fenomenze (radganac is, rac WeSmaritia futuro, 

1 avtori, inglisel logikosTa umravlesobis msgavsad, sityvas `propozicia~ iye-

nebs ucvlelad, gansxvavebiT misi germanuli ekvivalentisa Satz, masSi igulisxme-

ba msjelobis enobrivi gamoxatva (Urtheil); imgvari gamoxatva, rac dakavSirebulia 
mentalurTan da sakuTar TavTan, an gareT mimarTul nebismieri saxis mtkice-

bulebasTan, iseve, rogorc nebismieri SesaZlebloba aris dakavSirebuli mis 
aqtualizaciasTan. propoziciis arsobriv bunebasTan dakavSirebuli problemis 
sirTule, germanelTaTvis maTi Urtheil-is gamoisobiT, gacilebiT garTulebulia 
(avtoris SeniSvna).
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saeWvoa, iyos erTeuli), igi eqsperimentaluri fenomenebis mxolod zogad 

saxeobebze laparakobs. misi momxre ar SiSobs, ilaparakos zogad obieqteb-

ze (general objects), rogorc realurze, radganac is, rac WeSmaritia, warmoad-

gens realurs, xolo bunebis kanonebi WeSmaritia. nebismieri propoziciis 

racionaluri mniSvneloba momavalSia. es rogor? propoziciis mniSvneloba 

Tavad propoziciaa. marTlac, igi sxva araferia, Tu ara igive propozicia, 

risi mniSvnelobac igi aris: igi misi Targmania. magram formaTa im mraval-

ferovnebidan, riTic SesaZlebelia, iTargmnos propozicia, saxeldobr, 

romelsac SesaZlebelia vuwodoT sakuTriv misi mniSvneloba? pragmati-

cistis mixedviT, es is formaa, romelSic propozicia gadaiqceva adamianis 

qcevaze miyenebad ramed; es xdeba ara raRac gansakuTrebul viTarebebSi, 

da arc maSin, rodesac viwyebT raRaca Canafiqris gaazrebas, am formis uSu-

lo gamoyeneba TviTkontrolisaTvis nebismier viTarebasa da nebismieri 

miznisTvisaa SesaZlebeli. swored amis gamo igi mniSvnelobis lokali-

zacias momaval droSi axdens; radganac momavali qceva is erTaderTi qcev-

aa, romelic TviTkontrols emorCileba. imisaTvis, rom yvela situaciaSi 

da yovelgvari miznisaTvis gamoyenebuli propoziciis forma mis mniSvne-

lobad iqnes miCneuli, igi ubralod unda warmoadgendes ganzogadebul aR-

weras yvela eqsperimentuli fenomenisa, romelzedac migvaniSnebs am moce-

muli propoziciis mtkicebuleba. eqsperimentuli fenomeni propoziciiT 

dasabuTebuli is faqtia, romliTac garkveuli aRweris mqone qmedebas eqne-

ba garkveuli eqsperimentuli Sedegi; eqsperimentuli Sedegebi ki, adamianis 

qcevaze SesaZlo gavlenis mqone erTaderTi rezultatebia. ueWvelia, rom 

romeliRaca ucvlelma ideam SesaZlebelia moulodnelad adamianze uwin-

delze ufro meti gavlena iqonios; magram es mxolod imitom, rom eqsperi-

mentis ekvivalenturma cdam (experience) ufro uSualod da intimurad miaax-

lova WeSmaritebasTan. mizanmimarTulad moqmedi adamiani iqceva eqsperi-

mentuli qcevisadmi rwmenis safuZvelze. Sesabamisad, im eqsperimentalur 

fenomenTa jami, romelsac gulisxmobs mocemuli propozicia, moicavs ada-

mianur qcevasTan dakavSirebul yvela SesaZlebel gavlenas da mimarTebas. 

maSin Tqvens kiTxvas imis Sesaxeb, Tu rogor aniWebs pragmaticisti nebismi-

er mtkicebulebas sxva mniSvnelobas, garda calkeuli SemTxvevis mniSvne-

lobisa, amomwuravi pasuxi gaeca. 

kiTxva: vxedav, rom pragmaticizmi radikaluri fenomenalizmia. Tumca 

ratom ifarglebiT eqsperimentaluri mecnierebis fenomenebiT da ar cdi-

lobT, mTlianad moicvaT empiriuli mecnierebani (observaƟ onal science)? eqs-

perimenti, sabolood, informatoria, romelic arafersac ar gvatyobinebs 

(uncommunicaƟ ve informant). igi arasdros ar ambobs vrclad, detalurad, igi 

mxolod gvpasuxobs `diax~ an `ara~, ukeTes SemTxvevaSi sakuTari `aras~ uar-

sayofad daunawevreblad bubunebs. tipuri eqsperimentalisti araa dam-

kvirvebeli. swored rom bunebis istoriis mkvlevris winaSe Slis buneba 
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sakuTari ndobis saganZurs, xolo eqsperimentalistis mimarT, vinc mis da-

kiTxvas awarmoebs, damsaxurebulad TavSekavebulia. Tqveni fenomenalizmi 

eqsperimentisaTvis JRers rogorc ubadruki harpis wripini da ara dakvir-

vebis didebuli organo. ratom? 

pragmaticisti: radganac pragmaticizmi SeuZlebelia, ganimartos ro-

gorc `radikaluri fenomenalizmi~, Tumca es ukanaskneli SesaZlebelia, 

Taviseburad iyos pragmatizmi. fenomenTa simdidre maT grZobismier Tvise-

baSi Zevs. pragmaticizmi ki ar miiswrafvis, gansazRvros sityvebisa da zog-

adi ideebis fenomenaluri mimarTeba, amis sapirispirod, igi aSorebs maTgan 

grZnobad elements da cdilobs, gansazRvros racionaluri mizani, romel-

sac poulobs sityvisa da propoziciis mizanmimarTul mimarTebaSi. 

kiTxva: Tuki qmedeba (Doing ) TqvenTvis mTeli adamianuri cxovrebis sawy-

isi da dasasrulicaa (the Be-all and the Endall), maSin mniSvneloba ratom ar unda 

iyos ubralod qmedebisgan Semdgari? raRac qmedeba unda Sedges garkveul 

momentSi, garkveul obieqtze. individualuri obieqtebi da calkeuli mov-

lenebi gviCveneben mTel realobas imgvarad, rogorc es yvelam icis; pir-

velma swored pragmaticistma unda moiTxovos es. magram mniSvneloba, ro-

gorc Tqven is aRwereT, aris zogadi. amgvarad, igi mxolod sityvis bunebas 

ganekuTvneba, vidre realobas. Tqven Tavad ambobT, rom TqvenTvis mniSvne-

loba mxolod igive propoziciaa, oRondac sxva samosSi gamowyobili. praq-

tikalistisaTvis anu praqtikosisTvis ki mniSvneloba Tavad sagania, ro-

melsac igi aRniSnavs. rogor fiqrobT, ras niSnavs jorj vaSingtoni? 

pragmaticisti: kargi naTqvamia! unda vaRiaroT, rom Tqveni SeniSvnebis 

didi umravlesoba udavod samarTliania. upirvelesad, unda davuSvaT, rom 

Tu pragmaticizmi qmedebas adamianuri cxovrebis sawyisad da dasasrulad 

dasaxavs, es misi gardacvalebis mauwyebeli iqneba, radganac imis Tqma, rom 

mxolod erTi qmedebisaTvis vcocxlobT, miuxedavad imisa, Tu ra azris 

matarebelia igi, niSnavs racionaluri miznis ararsebobis daSvebas; meore – 

unda davuSvaT, rom yoveli propozicia pretenzias acxadebs, iyos WeSmari-

ti garkveuli, realuri, individualuri obieqtis mimarT, romelic Cveule-

briv garemomcveli universumis kuTvnilebaa; mesame – unda davuSvaT, rom 

pragmaticizms ar ZaluZs arsebiTi saxeli, an individualuri obieqtis sxva 

aRniSvna TargmaniT uzrunvelyos; meoTxe – pragmaticistuli mniSvnelo-

ba, yovelgvari eWvis gareSe, zogadia; da aseve ueWvelia, rom zogads aqvs 

sityvis, an niSnis buneba; mexuTe – unda davuSvaT, rom mxolod individebi 

arseboben; da meeqvse – SesaZlebelia, davuSvaT, rom sityvis an mniSnelo-

bis matarebeli obieqtis mniSvneloba Tavad im realobis arsi (essence) unda 

iyos, romelsac igi aRniSnavs. rodesac es daSvebani upirobod gacxaddebian 

da dainaxavT, rom pragmaticisti isev da isev iZulebulia, uaryos Tqveni 

Sepasuxeba, Tqven mogixdebaT, daaskvnaT, rom arsebobs kidev sxva mosaz-
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reba, rac Tqveni yuradRebis miRma darCa. yvela daSvebis erTad Sekvris 

Semdeg SeamCnevT, rom pragmaticistis daSvebiT, sakuTari saxeli (Tumca, 

Cveulebriv, ar xdeba imis mtkiceba, rom igi mniSvnelobis matarebelia) yov-

el calkeul SemTxvevaSi aris am saxelisaTvis da misi ekvivalentebisaTvis 

gansakuTrebuli aRmniSvneli funqciis matarebeli, Tvlis, rom yvela mtki-

cebuleba moicavs aRmniSvnel (denotatIVe) an miTiTebel funqcias; mis indi-

vidualur TaviseburebaSi moxelTebuli es funqcia pragmaticistis mier 

gamoiricxeba mtkicebulebis racionaluri miznidan, magram misi msgavsi, 

is, rac saerToa yvela mtkicebulebisaTvis da, gamomdinare aqedan, zogadi 

da ara individualuria, SesaZlebelia iqces pragmaticistul miznad. yve-

laferi, rac arsebobs, arsebiTia (ex-sists), anu gancalkevebulad zemoqmedebs 

sxva arsebulze, igi amgvarad iZens TviTidentifikacias da warmoadgens 

garkveulad individualurs. rac Seexeba zogads, aq Cveni azris dasaxmare-

blad moiswrafvis Sexeduleba, rom aris zogadis arsebobis ori saSualeba. 

soflis monumenti, xelSi muSketiTa da SinelSi gamowyobili jariskaciT, 

adgilobrivi ojaxebis umravlesobisaTvis sakuTari biZis, erTianobisaT-

vis maTi msxverplis saxed aRiqmeba. Zegli, miuxedavad imisa, rom TavisTavad 

erTeulia, warmoadgens nebismier kacs, romlis mimarTac gansazRvruli 

predikati SesaZlebelia iyos WeSmariti. igi aris obieqturad zogadi (gene-
ral). amgvarad, warmoTqmuli, an dawerili sityva `jariskaci~ warmoadgens 

zogads, maSin, rodesac saxels `jorj vaSingtoni~ amgvarad ver CavTvliT, 

magram yoveli am sityvaTagani rCeba igive arsebiT saxelad, miuxedavad imi-

sa, davwerT mas Tu warmovTqvavT nebismier dros, rogorc ki maT davwerT 

an warmovTqvamT. es arsebiTi (saxeli) ar arsebobs: igi aris tipi an forma, 

romelsac Seesabameba obieqtebi, rogorc gareSe arsebulni, aseve warmo-

saxviTni, magram maTgan arc erTi ar iqneba srulad. igi subieqtiuri er-

Tianobaa. pragmaticistuli mizani, orive am azriT, saerToa. rac Seexeba 

realobas, is gvxvdeba sxavasxvagvarad gansazRvrulad; magram Tu miviRebT 

terminologiuri eTikis mier SemoTavazebul princips, Zalian male gaqre-

ba enobrivi orazrovneba. rameTu realis da realitas uZvelesi sityvebi ar aris, 

isini moigones filosofiuri terminebis aRsaniSnad me-13 saukuneSi.xviii is 

mniSvneloba, romelic maT unda aReniSnaT, sruliad martivi da naTelia. 

realuria is, rasac aqvs garkveuli maxasiaTeblebi da rac araa damokidebu-

li imaze, Tu ras vfiqrobT mavanis azrze. swored am mniSvnelobiT iyenebs 

am sityvas pragmaticisti. zustad iseve, rogorc eTikuri principiT kon-

trolirebadi qceva iswrafvis, im qcevis garkveuli Cvevebi daafiqsiros (fi x-
ing), romelTa buneba (aq vgulisxmobT mSvidobian da ara av Cvevebs) ar aris 

damokidebuli SemTxveviT viTarebebze da am gagebiT, aseve, SesaZlebelia 

windawin mowodebulad (to be desƟ ned) CaiTvalos; racionaluri eqsperimen-

tuli logikiT kontrolirebadi azri (thought) iswrafvis garkveuli amgvar-

adve windawin mowodebuli saboloo TvalsazrisTa dafiqsirebas, romelTa 

buneba, sabolood, darCeba igived, Tundac saboloo dafiqsirebas win mTe-
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li Taoba aRudges; Tu sagnis realobis seriozuli ganxilvis nebismieri 

monawile, faqtobrivad, Tvlis, rom es asea, maSin `realuris~ miRebuli 

ganmartebis mixedviT, saganTa is mdgomareoba, romelsac amgvari saboloo 

Tvalsazrisis gamotanisas irwmuneben (believed), iqneba realuri. magram 

umeteswilad amgvari Tvalsazrisebi zogadi iqneba. Sesabamisad, am zogad 

saganTa nawili realuria. (rasakvirvelia, aravis arsad ar gaugia, rom yvela 

zogadi (generals) realuria; magram sqolastikosebi Tvlidnen, rom zogadi 

sagnebi realurni arian maSinac, roca maT an TiTqmis sruliad ar hqondaT, 

an mciredad hqondaT sakuTari mosazrebis damadasturebeli eqsperimentu-

li dasabuTeba; maTi Secdoma sworedac rom esaa da ara is, rom, maTi azriT, 

zogadi realuria. gansacvifrebelia yvelaze gavleniani analitikosebis 

azris uzustoba, rodesac isini exebian arsebobis modusebs (modes of being). 

magaliTad, SeiZleba SevxvdeT iseT fantastikur daSvebas, rom is, rac azrs 

ganekuTvneba, ar SeiZleba iyos realuri. magram ratomac ara? wiTeli gane-

kuTvneba mxedvelobas, magram is faqti, rom is raRac, rac mxedvelobasTan 

amgvar mimarTebaSia, rasac wiTels vuwodebT, TavisTavad mxedvelobas ar 

ganekuTvneba; es realuri faqtia.

zogadi cnebebi SesaZlebelia, iyvnen ara oden realurni, aramed fiziku-

rad qmediTnic, oRondac ara metafizikuri, aramed sazogadod miRebuli 

saRi azriT, romlis Tanaxmadac adamianuri miznebi fizikurad qmediTni 

arian. gonieri adamiani, metafizikuri abdaubdis gareSe, daufiqreblad 

dagveTanxmeba, rom Tu oTaxSi haeri CaixuTeba, aman SesaZlebelia, gamoiwvi-

os CemSi fanjris gaRebis azri. davuSvaT, rom Cemi azri individualuri mov-

lenaa. magram is, ramac ganapiroba es gadawyvetileba, nawilobrivad iyo zo-

gadi faqti, rom CaxuTuli haeri janmrTelobisaTvis mavnebelia, aseve, nawi-

lo briv gansazRvruli iyo sxva formebiTac, razec saubrobs b-ni karusi.xix 

ufro konkretulad rom vTqvaT, doq. karusma gansazRvra mravali adamia-

nis azri, aseve, im zogadi WeSmaritebisa, romlis Taobazec man gadawyvita, 

gvamcnos amdeni WeSmariteba, radganac sazogadod WeSmaritebebs meti Sansi 

aqvT, ndoba gamoiwvion, vidre Secdomebs. sxva SemTxvevaSi, imis gaTvalis-

winebiT, rom arsebobs mcdar TeoriaTa miriadebi, romelnic yvela fenomens 

xsnian erTi WeSmaritis sapirwoned, WeSmariti codnisaken gadadgmuli pir-

veli nabiji saswauls miuaxlovdeboda. amgvarad, rodesac Cemi fanjara 

gaiRo im martivi WeSmaritebis gamoisobiT, rom CaxuTuli haeri aris ara-

jansaRi1, fizikuri Zalisxmeva aRsrulda zogadi da ararsebuli (nonexis-
tent) WeSmaritebis qmediTobis wyalobiT. es sulelurad JRers, radganac 

uCveuloa; magram sworedac mis mxaresaa da ara mis sawinaaRmdegod zusti 

analizi; amas garda, misi uzarmazari upiratesoba vlindeba imaSi, rom igi 

enis yuradRebis gareT ar tovebs did da mniSvnelovan faqtebs, magaliT-

ad, imas, rom `samarTlisa~ da `WeSmaritebis~ ideebi, miuxedavad samyaros 

1 teqstSi pirsi iyenebs frangul sityvas malsain. (mTargmnelis SeniSvna).
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usamarTlobisa (iniquity), mis uZlieres mamoZravebel Zalebs warmoadgenen. 

zogadoba marTlac rom relobis ganuyofeli ingredientia; radganac mxo-

lod individualuri arseboba an aqtualoba regularulobis gareSe aris 

nulovanoba (nullity). qaosi wminda araraa (pure nothing). is, rasac amtkicebs 

nebismieri WeSmariti propozicia, realuria im azriT, rom igi ubralod 

aseTia da srulebiTac araa damokidenuli Cvens azrze. im SemTxvevaSic ki, 

Tu es zogadi pirobiTi propozicia momavlis kuTvnilebaa, igi mainc iqneba 

realuri zogadi, radgan masSi imTaviTvea kalkulirebuli adamianis qcev-

aze realuri zemoqmedeba; pragmaticisti amgvar [propozicias] nebismieri 

cnebis racionalur miznad Tvlis. Sesabamisad, pragmaticisti ar uSvebs, 

rom summum bonnumxx qmedebaSia, Tumca uSvebs, rom is Sedis im evoluciur 

procesSi, romlis Sedegadac arsebuli sul ufro metad moicavs im zogad 

cnebebs, romelTac sul axlaxan vuwodeT winaswargansazRvruli (be desƟ ned) 

da romelTa gamoxatvasac vcdilobT saxeldebiT gonieri (reasonable). evo-

lucia, ganviTarebis ufro maRal safexurebze ufro metad da metad vlin-

deba TviTkontroliT, da es garkveulwilad amarTlebs pragmaticists, ro-

melic qmnis racionaluri miznis sayovelTaobas.xxi

pragmaticizmis ganmartebis procesSi kidev bevri ram SegveZlo gveTqva 

mis sasargeblod, magram vSiSobT, ar gadavtvirToT mkiTxveli. kargi iqne-

boda, magaliTad, ufro naTlad gveCvenebina, rom pragmaticistisTvis ar-

sebobis modusiT movlena momavalSi arsebiTad aranairad ar gansxvavdeba 

warsulSi igive movlenisgan. gansxvaveba aris mxolod maTdami moazrovnis 

praqtikul mimarTebaSi. aseve, kargi iqneboda gveCvenebina, rom pragmati-

cisti formebs ar Tvlis samyaroSi erTaderT realobebad, iseve, rogorc 

sityvis gonier miznad ar miiCnevs mis erTaderT mniSvnelobas. es sagne-

bi impliciturad ukve naTqvamSia mocemuli. rCeba, mxolod erTi SeniSvna, 

romelic exeba pragmaticistuli formulis logikis pirvel principebTan 

mimarTebas; kidev mcire xniT unda SevaCeroT masze mkiTxveli. 

universaluri predikaciis aristoteseuli ganmartebaxxii, romelic, 

Cveulebriv, aRiniSneba (papis bulis anda sasamarTlos rwmunebis pirveli 

bwkarebis msgavsad) rogorc Dictum de omni, SesaZlebelia, iTargmnos Semde-

gnairad: `Cven universalurs vuwodebT predikacias (dadebiTi iqneba is, Tu 

negatiuri /affi  rmaƟ ve or negaƟ ve) maSin da mxolod maSin, rodesac arsebul in-

dividTa (existent individuals) Soris araferia iseTi, rasac subieqti miekuTvne-

bodes dadebiTi saxiT da rasTanac predikati zustad aseTive mimarTebaSi ar 

iyos (dadebiTad an negatiurad, imis mixedviT, dadebiTia Tu negatiuri pre-

dikacia)...xxiii mniSvnelovani sityvebi `arsebuli individebi~ Cvens TargmanSi 

Targmnilia (miuxedavad imisa, rom inglisuri idioma krZalavs msgavs sity-

va sityviT Targmans); cxadia, rom `arsebuli individebi~ zustad is iyo, rac 

mxedvelobaSi hqonda aristoteles. sityva sityviT Targmanidan sxva gadax-

rebi emsaxureba mxolod imas, rom Tanamedrove inglisurs misces gamoxat-

vis axali formebi. vagrZelebT: kargadaa cnobili, rom formalur logikaSi 
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propoziciebi wyvilebad lagdebian, oris erTi wyvilidan gadayvana meoreSi 

xdeba antecedentisa da konsekventis (antecedent and consequent), subieqtisa 

da predikatis da a.S. ideaTa cvlilebiT. paralelizmi Sors vrceldeba, rom 

Cveulebriv dasrulebulad iTvleba; magram es sul mTlad ase araa. Dictum 
de omni-isaTvis am saxis namdvil wyvilad iTvleba mtkicebiTi predikaciis 

Semdegi ganmarteba: predikacias vuwodebT mtkicebiTs (universalurs an 

partikularuls) mxolod maSin, rodesac grZnobad STabeWdilebaTa Soris, 

romlebic universalurad ekuTvnian predikats, araferia iseTi, razec ar 

SeiZleba iTqvas (universalursad, an partikularulad, imis mixedviT, uni-

versaluria, Tu partikularuli mtkicebiTi predikacia), rom igi subieqts 

ganekuTvneba. es arsebiTad aris kidec pragmaticizmis mTavari propozicia. 

cxadia, rom mis paralelizms Dictum de omni-Tan mxolod isini miiReben, vinc 

aRiarebs pragmaticizmis WeSmaritebas.

neba miboZeT, kidev ramdenime sityva davamato zemoT Tqmuls.xxiv Tuki 

vinmes saerTod aqvs survili, icodes, ra aris pragmaticizmis Teoria, mas 

unda esmodes, rom pragmaticisti arc erT mis nawils ar aniWebs upirateso-

bas, garda imisa, sadac mis swavlebas saaSkaraoze gamohyavs, rom pirobiTi 

miznis an pirobiTi miznis cnebis amgeb masalad sruliad fuWia moqmedebisa 

da nebis, an sulac gadawyvetilebisa da namdvili miznis miCneva. Tu odesme 

daiwereboda iseTi gonivrulad Cafiqrebuli statia, romelic gaaerTianeb-

da uwyvetobis principis swavlebasa da `monistis~ adreul tomebSixxv gamo-

qveynebul statiebSi gamoTqmuli ideebis sinTezs, masSi naTlad iqneboda 

naCvenebi, rogor da rogori myari TanamimdevrobiT efuZneba es Teoria im 

faqtis aRiarebas, rom uwyvetoba aris sinamdvilis ganuyofeli elementi, 

rom uwyvetoba ubralod aris is, radac iqceva zogadoba mimarTebaTa logi-

kaSi (the logic of relaƟ ves) da, aqedan gamomdinare, iseve, rogorc zogadoba da 

masze ufro metadac, igi iqceva azris saqmed, arsebiTad – azrad. gamWriax 

mkiTxvels Sekvecili saxiT warmodgenilSic SeeZlo aRmoeCina, rom am kos-

mologiuri statiebis Teoria sinamdviles gacilebiT ufro rTulad war-

moaCens, vidre grZnobasa da moqmedebas SeeZlo warmoedgina, radganac [am 

statiebSi] TvalnaTliv aris naCvenebi Tavdapirveli qaosi, rogorc wminda 

arara, sadac es orive elementi arsebobs, am Teorias amJamad imis gamo mi-

vmarTeT, rom amgvarad SesaZlebelia, kargad gaSuqdes pozicia, romelsac 

emxroba an unda miemxros pragmacitisti damoukideblad imisa, mocemuli 

kosmololgiuri Teoria sabolood dasabuTdeba Tu uariyofa, saxeldobr, 

mesame kategoria – azris warmosaxvis, triaduli mimarTebis, gaSualebis, 

WeSmariti mesameobis, mesameobis rogorc aseTis kategoria- sinamdvilis ar-

sebiT komponents warmoadgens, Tumca, igi Tavad ar aris sinamdvilis Semad-

geneli nawili, radganac am kategorias (kosmologiaSi is Cvevis elementis 

saxiT Cndeba) ar SeiZleba hqondes konkretuli arseboba, garda mis mierve 

marTuli calkeul obieqtad yofnisa, zustad iseve, rogorc moqmedeba ar 

arsebobs grZnobis uSualo arsebobis gareSe, romelzedac igi imoqmedebda. 
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WeSmariteba isaa, rom pragmaticizmi mWidro kavSirSia hegelianur abso-

lutur idealizmTan, Tumca mtkiced emijneba Tvalsazriss, romlis mixed-

viTac mesame kategoria (hegeli mas ubralo azrovnebis doneze akninebs) 

sakmarisia samyaros asagebad, ufro metic, rom igi raRaca doziT, mainc 

aris TviTkmari. sinTezis pirveli ori stadiis dakninebis nacvlad hegels, 

rom isini triaduli sinamdvilis damoukidebel da gansxvavebul elemen-

tebad mieCnia, pragmaticistebisaTvis pativiscem da maTi saqmisaTvis diad 

mebrZolad iqceoda (Tumca aqve unda vaRiaroT, rom misi swavlebis gareg-

nuli atributebi mniSvnelovania mxolod calkeul SemTxvevebSi), radga-

nac pragmaticizmi Tavisi arsiT filosofiuri swavlebebis triadul klass 

gacilebiT metad ganekuTvneba, vidre hegelianeloba (marTlac, sul mcire, 

erT-erT nawyvetSi, hegeli sakuTari gadmocemis triadul formaze ise sau-

brobs, TiTqos, ubralod, tansacmlis stilze saubrobso). 

postkriptumi xxvi

ukanaskneli xuTi Tvis ganmavlobaSi me vxvdebodi zemoT moyvanil 

TvalsazrisTan dakavSirebiT gamoTqmul sawinaaRmdego azrebs, magram ara-

nairad ar momeca saSualeba menaxa teqsti, romelSic kritikulad iqneboda 

asaxuli es azrebi, amdenad, Tavs ar vTvli valdebulad, pasuxi gavce maT. 

jentlmenebs, romelnic Tavs esxmian, zogadad, pragmatizms an im formas, 

romelsac me vemxrobi, TavianTi naweris kopioebi rom gadmoegzavnaT, Ses-

aZloa, advilad epovaT Cemze mniSvnelovani mkiTxvelebi, magram, ver ipo-

vidnen Cemze ukeTess, mas vinc WeSmaritebis wvdomis gansakuTrebuli mow-

adinebiT gamoikvlevda maT argumentebs da vinc metad daafasebda maT Tav-

azianobas.

inglisuridan Targmna, SeniSvnebi da 

komentarebi daurTo anastasia zaqariaZem.
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da inglisis delegacias vaSingtonis konferenciaze. Refl ecƟ ons Suggested by the New 
Theory of MaƩ er PresidenƟ al Address, BriƟ sh AssociaƟ on for the Advancement of Science, 17 Au-
gust 1904 (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1904).
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iii karl line (1707-1778), cnobili Svedi bunebismetyveli da eqimi. man safuZveli 
Cauyara mcenareTa da cxovelTa mecnierul sistematikas, Semoitana axali ter-

mi nologia. 
iv uiliam jemzma termini `pragmatizmi~ pirvelad gamoiyena 1896 wels Txzulebis 

`rwmenis neba~ winasityvaobaSi (me-10 nawilis SeniSvna). TxzulebaSi `pragma-

tizmi~ igi afrTxilebs mkiTxvels, `Tavidan rom aviciloT gaugebroba, neba mib-

oZeT, mogaxsenoT, rom ar arsebobs logikuri kavSiri pragmatizmsa, rogorc me 
is mesmis, da im doqtrinas Soris, romelic axlaxan warmovadgine, rogorc `ra-

dikaluri empirizmi~. es ukanaskneli sakuTar fesvebze dgas. SesaZloa, vinmem 
mTlianad uaryos igi da mainc pragmatistad darCes~. 

v am konteqstSi sainteresoa Sileris 1903 wels dabeWdili kvleva `humanizmi: 
filosofiuri eseebi~. pirveli gamocemis winasityvaobaSi Sileri wers: `prag-

matizmi erT rigSia personul idealizmTan, radikalur empirizmTan da plu-

ralizmTan. igi realurad mxolod codnis Teoriaze humanizmis aplikaciaa... Tu 
meTodi diadi Rirebulebaa, maSin unda vamtkicoT, rom pragmatizmi meTodia; mi-

uxedavad amisa, unda SevTanxmdeT, rom adamiani ufro diadi Rirebulebaa, vidre 
mis mier odesme Seqmnili meTodi, Cvens humanizms misi intepretacia evaleba~( 
Schiller’s Humanism,: Philosophical Essays (London: Macmillan, 1903, 1912; second ediƟ on reprint-
ed by Greenwood Press, 1970. gv. Xxv). 

vi pirsis zemoT moyvanili statiis gamoqveynebas droSi daemTxva Jurnal `maind-

Si~ Sileris mokle statiis – `pragmatizmisa da humanizmis ganmarteba~ – dabeWd-

va (Schiller, “The Defi niƟ on of * PragmaƟ sm’ and ‘Humanism,’” Mind 14 (April 1905):235-40). am 
statiis asli Silerma gamosvlisTanave gadaugzavna pirss.

vii Sileris statia `aqsiomebi da postulatebi~ meore esea, romelic gamoqveynda 
krebulSi `personul idealizmSi: filosofiuri eseebi oqsfordis universite-

tis rva wevris filosofiuri eseebi~, ix. `Philosophical Essays by Eight Members of the 
University of Oxford, ed. by Henry Cecil Sturt (New York: Macmillan, 1902).

viii monisti (The Monist: An InternaƟ onal Quarterly Journal of General Philosophical Inquiry) 
– msoflioSi erT-erTi uZvelesi da prestiJuli, filosofiur kvlevaTa saer-

TaSoriso maRalreitinguli recenzirebadi, referirebadi akademiuri Jurna-

li. is 1890 wels daarsda da miznad isaxavda aSS-Si filosofiis, rogorc akademi-

uri disciplinis donis amaRlebas. Jurnali kvartalurad gamoicema oqsfordis 
universitetis gamomcemlobaSi. Jurnalis yoveli nomeri Tematuria da eZRvneba 
erT konkretul topiks, romelsac redaqtorobs Sesabamisi dargis cnobili fi-

losofosi.

ix miTiTebul meore statiaSi unda igulisxmebodes `pragmaticizmis Sedegebi~ 
(The Consequences of PragmaƟ cism), aseve, SesaZlebelia kidev `pragmaticizmis zogi-

erTi gamoyeneba~ “Some ApplicaƟ ons of PragmaƟ cism.” ix. (MSS 288-89) da MS 326. 
x aRsaniSnavia, rom pirss ar dauweria mesame statia, romelzedac aq miuTiTebs da 

romlis dawerasac igi gegmavda saxelwodebiT `pragmaticizmis damamtkicebeli 
sabuTebi”(The Evidences for PragmaƟ cism”), amis Sesaxeb igi wers uiliam jemzs 1904 
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wlis 28 seqtembriT daTariRebul werilSi, ix. gv. 323-335 I 539.

xi sineqizmi (synechism) pirsis mier Semotanili terminia. sineqizmis principiis 
Tanaxmad, arsebobs uwyvetobis xarisxis erTgvari gradacia. pirss miaCnda, rom 
filosofiuri TvalsazrisiT, WeSmariti uwyvetoba axasiaTebs mxolod sivrc-

es, оmnе ens est unum. sineqizmis cneba pirss dasWirda im ideis gadmosacemad, 
rom drois, sivrcis da kanonebis (`Zlieri~) uwyvetoba upirobod upiratesia 
sxva (`sust~) uwyvetobaze: yvelafer sxvas (filosofiuri, maTematikuri da 
sxv.) spekulaciebis sazRvrebSi myofT, aseve SeiZleba vuwodoT uwyveti, magram 
mxolod pirobiTad, gamartivebis mizniT. pirsTan uwyvetobis gradaciulobas 
Teologiuri aspeqtic aqvs. 1893 wlis CanawerebSi `ukvdaveba sineqizmis SuqSi~ 
pirsi sineqizmis poziciidan dadebiTad wyvets sulis ukvdavebis sakiTxs. pir-

sis azriT, suli ar qreba, ar wyvets arsebobas sikvdilis Semdeg da agrZelebs 
arsebobas kacobriobis sulier da sazogadoebriv cnobierebaSi, da rac mTa-

varia, is wilnayaria fundamentur, `arqetipur~ ideebTan, WeSmaritebebTan da 
samyarouli mowyobis kanonebTan, romelTac umaRlesi xarisxis uwyvetoba axa-

siaTebT. msgavsi formulirebebi gvxvdeba Toma aqvinelTan, romelic amtkiceb-

da, rom yvela arsebuli erTiania, erTianobis xarisxi (gradusi) izrdeba, rac 
ufro uaxlovdeba yofierebis erTian wyaros, anu RmerTs.

xii brWyalebSi moyvanili citata Seqspiris tragediidan ̀ hamletia~ (aqti 3, scena 2). 
am epizodSi hamleti mimarTavs gildensterns: `es ise advilia, rogorc sicruis 
Tqma. ai, am Tvlebzed TiTebi aaTamaSe, piriT suli Cahbere da esec saamod-
sasmenel samusiko xmas gamoscems. ai, xom xedav, rogor unda mohkido xeli. ( `Tis 
as easy as lying. Govern these ventages with your fi ngers and thumb, give it breath with 
your mouth, and it will discourse most eloquent music. Look you, these are the stops~). es 
monakveTi kantis pirdapiri reminiscenciisaken gvibiZgebs. kantis mcire zomis 
TxzulebaSi ̀ Immanuel Kant, Über ein vermeintliches Recht aus Menschenliebe zu lügen~ 
(kacTmoyvareobis momizezebiT tyuilis Tqmis moCvenebiTi uflebis Sesaxeb), 
romlis Targmani mogvawoda axalgazrda filosofosma levan SatberaSvilma, 
sakuTari azris xatovnad dasasabuTeblad Seqspiris igive citatas iSveliebs. 
savaraudod, pirsi, romelic kargad icnobs kants, misi gavleniT iyenebs igive 
magaliTs.

xiii pirss moyavs uiliam okamis cnobili universaluri principi, romelic mimar-

Tulia crumecnieruli daskvnebis Tavidan asacileblad. igi srulad amgvarad 
JRers: „nu amravleb arsTa raodenobas aucileblobis gareSe /nu dauSveb simrav-

les aucileblobis gareSe.“ 
xiv Carlz dikensis `pikvikis Canawerebis~ reminiscencia. pirsi am frazas xSirad 

iyenebs sxva naSromebSic. pikvikuri gageba gamoxatavs ironiul, araseriozul 
midgomas, romelic yvela SemTxvevaSi araefeqturia.

xv pirsi simbolur datvirTvas aniWebs am sityvas, romliTac aRiniSneba Sesavali 
swavleba qristianuli sarwmunoebis Sesaxeb, es dogmaturi sagani savaldebulo 
statusis matarebeli iyo yvela saswavlebelSi.
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xvi riCmal mangnali (Richmal Mangnall 1769-1820) – ingliseli mwerali da pedagogi 
qali, cnobilia me-19 saukunis pirvel naxevarSi farTod gavrcelebuli da po pu-

laruli saxelmZRvaneloTi ingliseli gogonebisaTvis `mangnalis SekiTxvebi~. 
xvii frensis eboti (Francis Ellingwood Abbot 1836-1903) – amerikeli filosofosi, mwera-

li da RvTismetyveli. igi momxre iyo TeologiaSi mecnieruli meTodebis gamoy-

enebis, icavda e.w. `Tavisufal religias~, uaryofda dogmatizms qristianobaSi. 
misi ZiriTadi naSromebia `mecnieruli Teizmi~ (ScienƟ fi c Theism.1885) da `agnosti-

cizmidan gamosvla~ (The Way Out of AgnosƟ cism.1890). mTeli cxovrebis manZilze mas 
pirsTan akavSirebda axlo megobroba.

xviii ix. Prantl, Gechihtc der Logik, III, 91, Anm. 362.
xix Carus, Paul «The Foundations of Geometry», pol karusi, ̀ geometriis safuZvlebi~, Jurn. 

`monisti~, #13; 1903, gv. 370.

xx laTinuri fraza, romelic niSnavs `uzenaes sikeTes~. romaeli filosofosis 
senekas mier Semotanili es cneba antikuri berZnuli `sikeTis ideis~ romauli 
analogia. Sua saukuneebis filosofiaSi, kerZod, TomizmSi moxda aristotel-

izmisa da qristianobis sinTezi – uzenaesi sikeTe, rogorc RvTis kanonebiT cx-

ovrebis wesi. pirsi am cnebas kantianuri interpretaciiT iyenebs. am pasaJSic 
vpoulobT kantis eTikasTan bmas. 

xxi aq sruldeba interviuerisa da pragmaticistis saubari.

xxii aristotele. pirveli analitika, Ь 24, 28-30. Ι 
xxiii Semdgomi teqsti pirss moyavs berZnulad /leyojusv 8e 16 Kara navwq xairiyopeioQai orav 

Sev r\ hafi eiv r&v TOV vnoKeijjiEvov KO$ ‘ ov Odrepov ov As^creTar xai w Kara ijr\8evoq oxjavrcog. 
xxiv es paragrafi statias mogvianebiT daemata.

xxv 1891-93 wlebis `monistis~ metafizikuri seriaSi pirsis pirveli xuTi werili 
daibeWda. igi iZebneba- EP 1:285-371, xolo meeqvse saTauriT `pasuxi aucileblo-

bis momTxovniT~ “Reply to the Necessitarians,” ix. CP 6.588-618. es winadadeba pirsis mier 
gadaiwera pol karusis SemoTavazebis Sedegad.

xxvi statiis pirvel versiaSi poskriptumi ar arsebobda. igi statias daemata 1905 
wlis TebervalSi.
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azrovnebis pragmatuli dizaini – 

rogor esmis Carlz sanders pirss pragmatizmi

winamdebare Targmani warmoadgens pragmatizmis fuZemdeblis, cnobili 
amerikeli filosofosis Carlz sanders pirsis naazrevis gadmoqarTulebis 
pirvel mcdelobas.

 Carlz sanders pirsis (Charles Sanders Pierce 1839-1914) roli TviTmyo-

fadi amerikuli filosofiis formirebaSi ganuzomlad didia. mas uwode-

ben amerikuli oqros xanis filosofiis burjs, yvelaze originalursa da 
mravalmxrivs amerikel filosofosTa Soris, amerikis udides logikos, 
amerikuli pragmatizmis fuZemdebels. yvela es epiTeti damsaxurebulad 
ekuTvnis Tanamedroveobis erT-erT yvelaze mniSvnelovan filosofoss. 
pirsi aseve gaxldaT semiotikis – niSan-mniSvnelobis zogadi Teoriis – ro-

gorc damoukidebeli mecnierebis damfuZnebeli da semiotikuri fenome-

nologizmis avtori. mis Teorias, mis calkeul filosofiur ideebs dResac 
xSirad mimarTaven ara mxolod filosofosebi, aramed mecnierebis meTod-

ologiuri problemebiTa da semiologiuri kvlevebiT dakavebuli mecnier-

ebi. Tanamedrove filosofia da konkretulad amerikuli pragmatizmi war-

moudgenelia pirsis gaTvaliswinebis gareSe- misi gaziarebis an kritikuli 
daZlevis gareSe. 

ukideganod farToa pirsis samecniero interesi. igi moicavs filoso-

fias, maTematikas, logikas, semiotikas, statistikas, mecnierebis meTod-

ologias. pirsis sicocxleSi sxvadasxva JurnalSi naSromTa mcire nawili 
statiebis saxiT daibeWda. naSromTa pirveli anTologia gamovida misi gar-

dacvalebis Semdeg, 1923 wels, saxeliT `Sansi, siyvaruli da logika: filo-

sofiuri eseebi~ (Chance, Love and Logic: Philosophical Essays), masSi Sevida misi Zir-

iTadi Sromebi: ̀ rwmenis mopoveba~ (The FixaƟ on of Belief; 1877), ̀ rogor gavxadoT 
Cveni ideebi naTeli~ (How to make our ideas clear; 1878), ̀ leqciebi pragmatizmSi~ 
(Lectures on PragmaƟ sm; 1902) da sxv. misi memkvidreobis udidesi nawili, daax-

loebiT 100 000 gverdis moculobis 1650 naSromi, dRemde ar aris gamoce-

muli. misi Tanamedrove, cnobili amerikeli filosofosi uiliam jemzi 
pirsis am kvlevebs miiCnevda pragmatizmisaTvis fundamentur naSromebad. 
am azrs iziarebdnen sxva filosofosebic. vebsteris biografiuli leqsi-

konis aRiarebiT pirsi Tanamedroveobis yvelaze originaluri moazrovne 
da udidesi logikosia. 

gzis dasawyisSi pirsis filosofia sazrdoobs kantis filosofiuri 
sistemis cnebiTi da bazisuri komponentebiT. sxvaTa Soris es kargad Cans 
winamdebare naSromSic. pirsis mTavar damsaxurebad unda miviCnioT ori 
ram: pirveli – azrovnebis vargisianobis principis dafuZneba, romelsac 
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daemyara amerikuli pragmatizmi; meore – ganviTarebis metafizikuri Teo-

riis pozitivizmTan dakavSirebis mcdeloba.

pragmatizmi, misi mtkice azriT, upirvelesad, aris meTodi, romelic 
arc erT Tvalsazriss, arc erT moZRvrebas ar icavs, igi ar kmayofildeba 
metafizikuri principebiT, litoni sityvebiT; misTvis mTavaria, praqtiku-

li anu naRdi Rirebulebis dadgena. pirsi Tvlis, rom azrovnebis ZiriTa-

di funqciaa Cveni moqmedebis imgvari Cvevebis Seqmna, romelTac praqtiku-

li Sedegebi mosdevs. ideas sinaTles praqtikuli Sedegebi aniWebs, Cveni 
ndobac amas emyareba. Cven vendobiT im ideas, romelsac praqtikuli Sedegi 
mosdevs. is, rac iqmneba Cvens azrovnebaSi, mis miRma, araarsebiTia. pirsis 
pragmatizmi moqmedebis paradigmaa, romelSic ukugdebulia mzamzareuli 
universaluri principebi; romlebic problebis gadawyvetis saSualebad 
ar gamodgeba. principi carieli sityvaa, Sedegia saqme. qmedebis Sedegis, 
miRebuli nayofis mixedviT unda Sefasdes yovelive. amdenad, pragmatizm-

Si winaswar arc erTi sakiTxi araa gadawyvetili. pragmatizmis farglebSi 
adamians eniWeba Tavisufleba, aagos sakuTari xedva, airCios samyaros ise-

Ti suraTi, romelic mas akmayofilebs. 
pirsma statia `ra aris pragmatizmi~ Tavdapirvelad Caifiqra, rogorc 

recenzia herbert nikolsis naSromze `kosmologiis kvleva~ (Herbert Nichols 
`A TreaƟ se on Cosmology~). es statia 1904 wlis Sua zafxulSi daiwera da maSinve 
daibeWda Jurnal `monistSi~; mas unda moyoloda kidev ori statia, magram 
momdevno or wlis ganmavlobaSi pirsis Canafiqrma ganicada metamorfoza 
da damatebiT kidev ori statia gaCnda. Seiqmna Taviseburi statiebis seria, 
riTic pirsi daubrunda me-20 saukunis dasawyisSi Cafiqrebul proeqts, 
romlis mizani iyo, ganemarta misganve gamogonili da samecniero brunva-

Si Semotanili termini `pragmatizmi~, gaexsna is sazrisi, romelic masSi 
Cado da rac mTavaria, gaegebinebina, rom `pragmatizmis~ Tavdapirveli ga-

geba sxva sibrtyeSia, moewodebina pragmatizmis popularul variantebTan 
miseuli konceptis gansxvavebis maCvenebeli argumentebi. pirsi ver malavs 
sakuTar ganawyenebas da gvTavazobs axal termins `pragmaticizmi~. ironi-

ulad SeniSnavs, rom Segnebulad gvTavazobs am maxinj dasaxelebas `qurdo-

bisagan dacvis mizniT~. Tumca, avRniSnavT, rom am terminma ver moipova po-

pularoba da ver daimkvidra adgili filosofiur diskursSi.

pirsi sakuTari azris gadmosacemad mimarTavs platonuri dialogis 
stils da statiis nawils agebs am xerxiT. warmosaxviT dialogSi pirsi na-

bij-nabij ganmartavs pragmaticizmis/pragmatizmis mizansa da Sedegebs, 
yuradRebas amaxvilebs eqsperimentis mniSvnelobaze da gvixsnis, Tu rogor 
vlindeba yoveli propoziciis mniSvneloba momavalSi. pirsi Tvlis, rom Se-

mecneba Tavisi bunebiT ar aris intuiciuri, masSi ver SevxvdebiT aprioru-

lad sinTezur msjelobebs. Semecneba aris kvleva. Zieba ki iwyeba eWviT. eWvi 
xels uwyobs brZolas imisaTvis, rom movipovoT simyaris gancda, darwmu-

nebuloba. adamiani eswrafvis, moipovos rwmena, romelic misi moqmedebe-
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bis ganmapirobebeli iqneba. ra gzas da proceduraTa ra sistemas mivyavarT 
daeWvebidan rwmenamde? pirsi SekiTxvebis dasmiT cdilobs, aagos imgvari 
modeli, romelic pasuxs gascems am SekiTxvas.

sawyisi rwmena (key belief) aris swavla anu yvela saxis mentaluri zrda, 
romelic unda daiwyos ukve gaformebuli Semecnebuli masalidan (immense 
mass of cogniƟ on). damkvirvebelTa TanxmobiT miRweuli rwmenebiT dafuZnebu-

li verifikacia ganapirobebs realobasa da WeSmaritebas.

pirsis mixedviT, pragmaticisti mesames realobis arsebiTi Semadgene-

lad miiCneva, amitom mxolod aqtis meoxebiT xorcieldeba, aqti ki mxolod 
grZobebSi amoizrdeba. 

swored es mesames damokidebuleba aqtze (meoradoba) da grZnobaze (pi r-

veladoba) ganasxvavebs pragmaticizms hegelis absoluturi idealizmisagan. 
 pirss miaCnia, rom mecniereba unda gaTavisufldes nominalizmis, mate-

rializmisa da individualizmis senisagan. misi restavracia SesaZlebelia 
maTematikuri logikisa da realizmis daxmarebiT. igi fiqrobs, rom pragma-

tulad ganmartebuli gnoseologiuri dualizmi ver xsnis subieqt-obieq-

tis dualizms, amitom igi ubrundeba metafizikur ganzomilebas da gvTava-

zobs sineqizmis, kosmiuri grZlivobisa da uwyvetobis, anu universaluri 
`cnobierebis~ moqmedebis Teorias. 

pragmatizmi, rogoradac igi Carlz sanders pirss esmis, ar warmoadgens 
metafizikur doqtrinas; is arc saganTa Sesaxeb WeSmaritebis dasabuTebis 
mcdelobad unda miviCnioT. pirsis mtkicebiT, pragmatizmi abstraqtuli 
kategoriebisa da rTuli cnebebis cxadyofis meTodia, romelsac induq-

ciis gziT Semecnebis marTebulobis sakiTxis gadawyveta evaleba. 

Anastasia Zakariadze

PRAGMATIC DESIGN OF THINKINGͳ
HOW DOES CHARLES SANDERS PIERCE UNDERSTAND PRAGMATISM

Above presented publicaƟ on is the fi rst aƩ empt to translate into Georgian an essay of ex-
tremely important American philosopher, the founder of American pragmaƟ sm Charles Sand-
ers Pierce. He may have been the fi rst to use the word “pragmaƟ sm” to designate a specifi c 
philosophical doctrine. But Peirce had Immanuel Kant’s German term rather than the Greek 
word in mind. PragmaƟ sch refers to experimental, empirical, and purposive thought “based 
on and applying to experience.” 

 This essay, which was iniƟ ally planned as a part of a review of Herbert Nichols’s “A Trea-
Ɵ se on Cosmology”, was composed in the middle of the summer 1904. When it appeared in 
The Monist, it was supposed to be followed by two addiƟ onal papers: “The Consequences of 
PragmaƟ cism” and “The Evidences for PragmaƟ cism”, but this plan metamorphosed over the 
following two years, and even though two more papers appeared, the series was never con-
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cluded. With this series, Peirce returns to his 1903 project to explain his pragmaƟ sm in a way 
that would disƟ nguish it from popular variants and facilitate the exposiƟ on of its proof. Peirce 
had deep sympathies for both transcendental idealism and absolute idealism. His KanƟ an af-
fi niƟ es are simpler and easier to understand than his Hegelian leanings.. His specifi caƟ ons of 
the nature of pragmaƟ sm are to be understood in this light. It is also in this light that his later 
calling of his views “pragmaƟ cism,” in order to disƟ nguish his own scienƟ fi c philosophy from 
other concepƟ ons and theories that were traffi  cked under the Ɵ tle “pragmaƟ sm,” is to be 
understood.

A key belief is that learning, or mental development of any kind, has to begin with the 
“immense mass of cogniƟ on already formed.” In an imagined dialog between a pragmaƟ cist 
and a criƟ c, Peirce addresses concerns about the purpose and consequences of pragmaƟ cism, 
emphasizing the importance of experimentaƟ on and explaining how the meaning of every 
proposiƟ on lies in the future. When he said that the whole meaning of a concepƟ on consists in 
the enƟ re set of its pracƟ cal consequences, he had in mind that a meaningful concepƟ on must 
have some sort of experienƟ al “cash value,” must somehow be capable of being related to 
some sort of collecƟ on of possible empirical observaƟ ons under specifi able condiƟ ons. Peirce 
insisted that the enƟ re meaning of a meaningful concepƟ on consisted in the totality of such 
specifi caƟ ons of possible observaƟ ons.

Nevertheless, despite his metaphysical leanings, Peirce’s views bear a strong family re-
semblance to operaƟ onalism and verifi caƟ onism. Peirce’s enƟ re thinking, early on and later, is 
permeated with the evoluƟ onary idea, which he extended generally, that is to say, beyond the 
confi nes of any parƟ cular subject maƩ er. For Peirce, the enƟ re universe and everything in it is 
an evoluƟ onary product. 

We can conclude that Peirce made canonical statement of his PragmaƟ c Maxim. Pragma-
Ɵ sm, described by Peirce as a ‘laboratory philosophy’, shows us how we test theories by carry-
ing out experiments in the expectaƟ on that if the hypothesis is not true, then the experiment 
will fail to have some predetermined sensible eff ect.
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