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4 oqtomberi (kvira), 2015

0900_1000 registracia

1000_1015 konferenciis gaxsna. misalmebebi

1015_1100 plenaruli sxdoma

Tavmjdomare: TinaTin bolqvaZe

mowveuli momxsenebeli Tamaz gamyreliZe, lingvis turi paradigmebi

1100_1300

I sesia: ideologia da Zveli filologia

Tavmjdomare: TinaTin bolqvaZe

1. qamiel hamansi, ratom uyvarT adreul komparativistebsa da dialeq-

tologebs uZRebi Svili

2. ivona milevska, sanskritis gramatikebi polonurad

3. darejan TvalTvaZe, ratom gaxda saWiro Zveli Targmanebis „axlad Targmna“ 

meTerTmete saukuneSi

4. reuven enoxi (ruben enuqaSvili), Zvel qarTvel ebrael mTargmnelTa 

midgoma bibliuri teqstebis Targmnisadmi

5. nino doborjginiZe, Targmanis Teoriisa da Targmanis politikis zogierTi 

sakiTxi Zvel qarTul filologiaSi

1300_1400 xemsi

1400_1600

II sesia: ideologia, anbanebi da leqsikonebi

Tavmjdomare: ramaz qurdaZe

1. elena simonato, kareliuri anbanis ormocdaaTi elferi

2. naira bepievi, osuri damwerlobis ganviTarebis istoriisaTvis

3. ramaz qurdaZe, ideologizirebuli cxovreba, ideologizirebuli leqsikonebi

4. marine kobeSaviZe, nino WrikiSvili, espanuri leqsikografiis ganviTarebis 

ZiriTadi etapebi



6

1600_1630 xemsi

1630_1830

III sesia: enaTa genealogiebi da enobrivi kontaqtebi

Tavmjdomare: lali ezugbaia

1. lali ezugbaia, merab Cuxua, Wabuki qiria, „Wanuris gramatikuli 

analizidan“ „lazur-megrulis gramatikamde“: lazurisa da megrulis 

urTierTmimarTebis istoriisTvis

2. cira baramiZe, `bneli xana~ komparativistikaSi da qarTvelTa eTnogenezisi

3. ana mesxi, qarTveluri enebi, rogorc Zvel da Tanamedrove samyaroTa 

Semkvreli da gamaerTianebeli (qarTveluri, Sumeruli, egvipturi da 

baskuri masalis safuZvelze)

4. elene giunaSvili, babak rezvani, iranis fereidnel qarTvelTa politikuri 

eTnografia da zepiri tradiciebi

5 oqtomberi, 2015 (orSabaTi)

0900-1000 registracia

1000_1200

IV sesia: meTodebi da ideologia

Tavmjdomare: dodona kiziria

1. patrik serio, msgavsebaTa enigma: analogia _ rogorc kognituri meTodi 

rusul enaTmecnierebaSi

2. sebastian more, ̀ enis ganviTarebis Sinagani kanoni~ _ rogorc stalinisturi 

ruseTis ideologiuri manifestacia

3. grigol joxaZe, evraziuli ideokratia _ rogorc ideologiuri utopi-

urobis markeri

4. damana meliqiSvili, nino WiWikoSvili, tradicia da avtoritarizmi 

enaTmecnierebaSi

1200_1300 xemsi
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1300_1500

V sesia: lingvisturi koncefciebi

Tavmjdomare: giorgi yufaraZe

1. tatiania g. skrebcova, enis biologiuri da meqanikuri gageba Zvel da 

Tanamedrove lingvistur TeoriebSi

2. ekaterina velmazova, axali midgomebi niko maris `enis axali Teoriis~ 

kvlevaSi

3. TinaTin bolqvaZe, ideologiuri mtrebi enaTmecnierebaSi: sabWoTa da 

antisabWoTa enaTmecnieruli Teoriebi

4. ciuri axvlediani, giorgi yufaraZe, franguli da anglo-amerikuli 

pragmatuli lingvistikis istoria da perspeqtivebi

1500_1600 xemsi

1600_1800

VI sesia: ideologia da praqtika

Tavmjdomare: manana tabiZe 

1. manana tabiZe, ena da praqtika

2. naTia futkaraZe, religiis sakiTxebi n. trubeckois SromebSi

3. ekaterina aleqseeva, rusi religiuri moazrovneebis enis filosofia XX 

saukunis dasawyisSi

4. TinaTin bolqvaZe, maka TeTraZe, nino abesaZe, niko maris saxl-muzeumi dRes

1800_1900 xemsi

1900 plenaruli sxdoma
Tavmjdomare: TinaTin bolqvaZe

mowveuli momxsenebeli dodona kiziria, 

mmarTveli da lideri kinoekranze

6 oqtomberi, 2015 (samSabaTi)

eqskursia stalinis muzeumsa (gori) da mcxeTaSi;

banketi mcxeTaSi
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OCTOBER 4, 2015 (SUNDAY)

0900-1000 REGISTRATION

1000-1015 OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE - WELCOME ADDRESSES

1015-1100 PLENARY SESSION
Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze

Keynote speaker Thomas Gamkrelidze, Linguistic Paradigms

1100-1300

I SESSION: IDEOLOGY AND OLD PHILOLOGIES

Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze

1. Camiel Hamans, Why early comparatists and dialectologists like the Prodigal Son

2. Iwona Milewska, Sanskrit grammars in Polish

3. Darejan Tvaltvadze, Why did the “Retranslation” of old Georgian translations become 
necessary in the 11th century

4. Reuven Enoch, The early Georgian Jew translators’ approach to translating Biblical texts

5. Nino Doborjginidze, Some issues on the translation theory and translation politics in old 
Georgian philology

1300-1400 COFFEE BREAK

1400-1600

II SESSION: IDEOLOGY, ALPHABETS AND DICTIONARIES

Chair: Ramaz Kurdadze

1. Elena Simonato, Fifty shadows of Karelian alphabet

2. Naira Bepievi, On the development of Ossetian alphabet

3. Ramaz Kurdadze, Ideologized life, ideologized dictionaries 

4. Marine Kobeshavidze, Nino Chrikishvili, Main periods of the development of Spanish 
lexicography
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1600-1630 COFFEE BREAK

1630-1830

III SESSION: GENEALOGIES AND LANGUAGE CONTACTS

Chair: Lali Ezugbaia

1. Lali Ezugbaia, Chabuki Kiria, Merab Chukhua, From “Grammatical analysis of Chan” to 
“Laz-Megrelian Grammar”: towards the history of the relationship of Laz and Megrelian”

2. Tsira Baramidze,“Dark Ages” in comparative studies and ethnogenesis of Georgians

3. Ana Meskhi, Kartvelian Languages as connector of ancient and modern worlds (based on 
Kartvelian, Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque language evidence)

4. Helen Giunashvili, Babak Rezvan, Political ethnography and oral traditions of Fereydan 
Georgians of Iran

 

OCTOBER 5, 2015 (MONDAY)

0900-1000 REGISTRATION

1000-1200

IV SESSION: METHODS AND IDEOLOGY

Chair: Dodona Kiziria

1. Patrick Seriot, The enigma of the similarities: analogy as a cognitive method in linguistics 
in Russia

2. Sébastien Moret, The “internal laws of language development” as an ideological 
manifestation of Stalinist Russia

3. Grigol Jokhadze, Eurasian ideocracy as a marker of ideological utopianism

4. Damana Melikishvili, Nino Chichikoshvili, Tradition and autoritarism in linguistics

1200-1300 COFFEE BREAK
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1300-1500

V Session: Linguistic Conceptions

Chair: Giorgi Kuparadze

1. Tatyana G. Skrebtcova, Biological vs. mechanical conceptions of language in past and 
present linguistic theories

2. Ekaterina Velmezova, On new approaches to the study of Nikolaj Marr’s “New Theory 
of Language”

3. Tinatin Bolkvadze, Ideological enemies in linguistics: Soviet and Anti-Soviet linguistic 
Theories

4. Tsiuri Akhvlediani, Giorgi Kuparadze, History and Perspectives of French and Anglo-
American Pragmatic Linguistics

1500-1600 COFFEE BREAK

1600-1800

VI SESSION: IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICES

Chair: Manana Tabidze

1. Manana Tabidze, Language and Practice

2. Natia Putkaradze, The religion issues in N. Trubetzkoy’s works

3. Ekaterina Alexeeva, The philosophy of language of the Russian religious thinkers in the 
beginning of 20th century 

4. Tinatin Bolkvadze, Maka Tetradze, Nino Abesadze, The House-Museum of Nikolaj 
Marr Today

1800-1900 COFFEE BREAK

1900 PLENARY SESSION
Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze

Keynote speaker Dodona Kiziria, Ruler and Leader on Movie Screen

OCTOBER 6, 2015 (TUESDAY)

Excursion to Stalin’s Museum in Gori and Mtskheta (Old capital of Georgia);

Banquet in Mtskheta
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ekaterina aleqseeva,
lozanis universiteti, Sveicaria

rusi religiuri moazrovneebis enis filosofia XX saukunis dasawyisSi

EKATERINA ALEXEEVA,
University of Lausanne, Switzerland
ekaterina.alexeeva@unil.ch

The philosophy of language of the Russian religious thinkers in the beginning
of the 20th century

THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE OF THE RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS THINKERS IN 
THE BEGINNING OF THE 20TH CENTURY

Among the Russian religious thinkers of the beginning of XX century stands a group of 
philosophers whose Christian experience was closely linked to language. This is Serge Bulgak-
ov (1871-1944), Pavel Florenskij (1882-1937), Aleksej Losev (1893-1988). 

Their interest in the language is directly related to the events of Mount Athos in Greece 
in 1913 and their participation in the movement of the glorifi cation of the name. The imjaslavie 
term (in Russian, imja means name and slavia, the glorifi cation ) emerged in the early twentieth 
century to describe a movement of the Russian Orthodox Church who said that the name of God 
is God himself.

These authors focused on the key questions of philosophy of language, such as the divine 
birth of languages, the intrinsic relationship between the form and the content in word and the 
absence of arbitrariness of linguistic sign. All these problems are linked with the history of 
Linguistics and Semiotics. 
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ciuri axvlediani, giorgi yufaraZe
ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti, saqarTvelo

tsiuriakhvlediani@yahoo.com; gkuparadze@yahoo.com

franguli da anglo-amerikuli pragmatuli lingvistikis

istoria da perspeqtivebi

termini „pragmatika“ farTod gamoiyeneba literaturaSi, magram misi 

ganmarteba da xmareba sulac araa erTmniSvnelovani, piriqiT, xSirad winaaRm-

degobrivia. pragmatuli lingvistika Camoyalibda komunikaciur-funqcion-

aluri enaTmecnierebis CarCoebSi XX saukunis meore naxevarSi. igi Seiswav-

lis enobriv erTeulTa Soris urTierTobebsa da maTi gamoyenebis pirobebs 

gansazRvrul komunikaciur-pragmatikul sivrceSi. iyenebs ra rogorc eno-

brivi masalis analizis meTodTa da saSualebaTa farTo speqtrs, aseve sak-

maod mdidar, sakuTar cnebiT-terminologiur aparats, pragmatuli lingvis-

tika xasiaTdeba kvlevaTa gansakuTrebuli mravalaspeqturobiT, rac iwvevs 

am disciplinis damoukideblobis Temaze diskusias. misi warmoSobisTanave 

mimdinareobda kamaTi imis Sesaxeb, aris Tu ara pragmatika Sinaganad mTliani 

mecniereba _ igi erTiania, Tu ramdenime sxvadasxva nawilisagan Sedgeba, rom-

lebic aerTianeben sxvadasxva samecniero disciplinebs da moepovebaT kv-

levis sxvadasxva obieqti da meTodi. aqedan gamomdinare, dadga pragmatikis, 

misi Sinagani kavSirebis, misi arsebobis avtonomiurobis da statusis sakiTxi.

lingvisturi pragmatikis Tavdapirveli maxasiaTeblebi miznad isaxavd-

nen pragmatikis sferos minimalur gansazRvras. ar iyo gamovlenili obieq-

tis specifika da saWiro iyo Semdgomi dazustebani. pragmatikis gansazRvris 

erT-erTi klasikuri kriteriumi iyo gzavnili molaparakesTan. sxva, ufro 

gviani definiciebi pragmatikas aerTianeben enis Seswavlis an enis gagebis 

konteqstSi misi `gamoyenebis“ mixedviT.

pragmatikis farTo (maqsimalisturi) gageba xasiaTdeba pragmatuli sferos 

identifikaciis ganusazRvrelobiT: analizis safuZvels warmoadgens iseTi ab-

straqtuli da mravalfaqtoriani kriteriumebi, rogoricaa gzavnili molapa-

rakesTan da gamoyenebis konteqsti, romlebic moiTxoven mudmiv dazustebasa 

da konkretizacias. empiriuli masalis mniSvnelovani korpusis mizidvas, rac 

axdens enobrivi realobis mdgomareobaTa mravalferovnebis ilustrirebas da 

gamoyenebis praqtikul parametrTa inventarizacias, gansazRvruli xarisxiT, 

mihyavs es disciplina raRac saerTo mniSvnelamde, rac gulisxmobs kategori-

alur da konceptualur niSanTa erTobliobas. Tavisi sivrcis kategorizaci-

iTa da konceptualizaciiT, azustebs da akonkretebs ra am saerTo mniSvnels 

erTi saerTo saxelwodebis qveS, enis sxva Teoriul midgomebTan SefardebiT, 

pragmatika xasiaTdeba rogorc samecniero disciplinis empiriuli versia. misi 

kvlevis sagani vlindeba iseT disciplinaTa integraciaSi, rogorebicaa fsiqo-

logia, sociologia, socialuri fsiqologia, anTropologia, eTnomeTodolo-

gia, komunikaciisa da metyvelebis eTnografia da sxv., romlebic qmnian koncep-

tualur erTobas molaparake subieqtis lingvistur analizSi Seyvanis gziT, an, 

ufro farTod rom vTqvaT _ anTropocentruli principis safuZvelze.

amgvarad, franguli da anglo-amerikuli enaTmecnierebis pragmatuli 

lingvistikis mimarTulebebi eyrdnoba lingvisturi mecnierebis miRwevebs da 

Rrma fesvebis gamo lingvistikis istoriaSi sakuTar konceptualur-meTod-
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ologiur adgils ikavebs. unda aRiniSnos, rom franguli da anglo-amerikuli 

pragmatuli lingvistikis istoria sakmaod xanmoklea (iseve, rogorc TviT es 

mimarTuleba _ pragmatuli lingvistika), misi tendenciebi ganisazRvreba na-

cionaluri filosofiis, fsiqologiisa da sociologiis Teoriuli miRwevebiT.

TSIURI AKHVLEDIANI, GIORGI KUPARADZE
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia
tsiuriakhvlediani@yahoo.com; gkuparadze@yahoo.com

History and Perspectives of French and Anglo-American Pragmatic Linguistics

The term “Pragmatics” is widely used in the literature, but it is not often clear-cut and con-
tradictory explanations may turn up. Pragmatic Linguistics has been formed within the frame-
work of communicative - functional linguistics in the second half of XX century. It studies the 
relationship between linguistic units and their usage in the defi nite set of communicative - prag-
matic space. Using the wide range of methods and means for the analysis of linguistic material 
and quite rich conceptual - terminological apparatus, it (pragmatic linguistics) is characterized 
by exceptional multi-dimensional spheres of studies, provoking the discussion on the independ-
ence of this discipline. The debates whether pragmatics is a complete, united science, consist-
ing of several parts comprising various scientifi c disciplines, that apply to different objects and 
methods, has been argued for a long time since this branch was generated. That is why, the ques-
tion of defi niton of the status of pragmatics, its internal connections and autonomy was raised.

The fi rst trendsetters of linguistic pragmatics aimed at the minimal defi niton of the re-
search area of pragmatics. They did not identify the specifi city of the object and the further 
clarifi cations were needed. One of the classic criteria for determining the pragmatics was the 
message to the speaker. Other later defi nitions identify pragmatics with language aquisition or 
language understanding according to the context of its “usage”.

The wide (maximal) understending of pragmatics is characterized by the uncertainty of 
the identifi cation of the areas of pragmatic spheres. The basis of analysis are those abstract and 
multi-factoral criteria, as the message of the speaker and the context of the usage are which 
require constant clarifi cation and concretization. Only attraction of the signifi cant corpus of 
empirical material, that illustrates the diversity of the language reality sutuations and inventory 
parameters, to a certain extant, leads this dicipline to some quality and common denomination 
which, in itself, defi nitely implies categorical and conceptual unity of features. Categorising 
and conceptualising the areas of research and defi ning and specifying the common denomina-
tor under the name of other theoretical approaches, pragmatics is characterized as an empirical 
version of a scientifi c discipline. The subject for survey of pracmatics is revealed on the basis 
of integration of such interdisciplinary branches like psychology, sociology, social psychology, 
anthropology, ethnometodology, ethnography of communication and speech and others are. 
These disciplines form a conceptual unity of the linguistic analysis of the introduction of the 
subject through the way of speaking, or more broadly speaking – on the anthropocentric basis.

In conclusion, French and Anglo-American traditions of pragmatic linguistics are based 
on the scientifi c achievements of linguistics and because of the deep roots in the history of lin-
guistics they occupy their own conceptual-methodological position. It should also be noted that 
the French and Anglo-American pragmatic linguistic history is too short (as well as Pragmatic 
Linguistics itself). Its trendencies are determined by the national philosophical, psychological 
and sociological theoretical achievements.
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“Dark Ages” in comparative studies and ethnogenesis of Georgians

The comparative method of linguistics is universal and applicable to any language family. 
The method is exact and verifi able like the methods of natural sciences. 

At some stages of contemporary linguistics, a crisis emerged not because a method has 
some drawbacks, but because the method is point appeared to be useless to prove extralin-
guistic hypotheses by some linguists, and, as far as such extralinguistic hypotheses cannot be 
proven by the comparative method, their authors tend to purposefully discredit comparative 
studies: I. by way of degrading strictness of the method – language families are deliberately 
groups into phyla; for instance, Noetic, Nostratic, Boreic, Dene-Caucasian... Hence, members 
of the Ibero-Caucasian family appeared in different phyla: Kartvelian languages – in Nostratic, 
Abkhaz-Adyghe and Dagestanian – in Dene-Caucasian. II. by way of neglecting the method, 
linguistic items are qualifi ed as languages and dialects by means of non-immanent marking. 
III. The comparative method used to be declared as non-universal for the Ibero-Caucasian lan-
guages. IV. by way of considering the method as being unilateral, it was assumed that as if the 
method explained diverging process, however, could not explain outcomes of convergence. V. 
the strength and credibility of sound correspondences was questioned; on the other hand, the 
establishment of secondary sound correspondences was considered possible. By way of a priori 
acknowledging the above-said, the allogenetic hypothesis was posited paralleled with the the-
ory of linguistic affi nity. 

The paper analyzes the stages, having preceded the fi nal proving of the Ibero-Caucasian 
affi nity: it presents outcomes of the study of the empirical data of Ibero-Caucasian languages, 
the hologram principle of the refl ection (resp. occurrence) of synchronic sound correspond-
ences in diachrony, theoretical postulates determining the present-day level of the comparative 
study of Ibero-Caucasian languages, research achievements and challenges as well. 

The detection of regular sound correspondences in the establishment of language affi nity 
is one and not the only objective of comparative studies. 

Another signifi cant objective of comparative studies is the representation of the tempo-
ral-spatial model of the divergence of a root language of a family, the establishment of absolute 
chronology of the existence of a root language, the compilation of comparative phetics and 
grammars, of etymological dictionaries, the localization of the homeland of an ethnic group, 
who spoke the root language, and the reconstruction of protoculture. 

Attempts to establish “Dark Ages” in comparative studies periodically occur at various 
times and with various data and makes ‘obstacles’ to linguistics.

The paper provides answers to the challenges in the framework of the comparative meth-
od and the ethnogenesis of Georgians is determined with respect to its belonging to the Ibe-
ro-Caucasian family. 



19

naira bepievi
ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwofo universiteti, saqarTvelo

bepieva.naira@gmail.com

osuri damwerlobis ganviTarebis istoriisaTvis

osuri damwerlobis kvlevas mivyavarT osi xalxis istoriul, politi-

kur da socialur ganviTarebasTan. osuri damwerloba sxvadasxva etapze sx-

vadasxva enobrivi grafikis safuZvelze iqmneboda da viTardeboda. 

osebi damwerlobisTvis Tavdapirvelad berZnul grafikas iyenebdnen. 

amas mowmobs flamandieli beris, vilhelm de rubrukis (1215-1270) cnoba, 

rom `osebi qristianebi arian... isini iyeneben berZnul damwerlobas da hyavT 

berZeni wmindanebi.~ aRniSnuls adasturebs isic, rom 1888 wels d. m. struk-

ovma mdinare zelenCukis piras (yabardo-balyareTi) aRmoaCina Suasaukuneebis 

saflavis qvis warwera berZnuli asoebiT. teqsti gaSifra vsevolod milerma. 

man daaskvna, rom es warwera osurenovania. mogvianebiT es warwera Seiswavla 

v. abaevma da mcire koreqtivic Seitana. g. turCaninovma Zegli meaTe saukuniT 

(941 w) daaTariRa. 

pirveli wigni osur enaze daibeWda 1798 wels moskovis sinodalur stam-

baSi. es wigni gamocemuli iyo gai Tayaevisa da pavle gencaurovis (kesaevis) 

mier SemuSavebuli rusuli grafikis (kirilicas) safuZvelze.

osuri damwerlobis Semdgomi ganviTareba ukavSirdeba cnobili mwigno-

bris, ioane ialRuziZis (1775-1830) saxels. mas Seuqmnia osuri enis axali an-

bani qarTuli grafikis safuZvelze da uTargmnia sasuliero wignebi osur 

enaze. ioane ialRuziZes qarTuli grafikis safuZvelze osuri anbani 1802 

wels Seuqmnia.

XIX saukunis meore naxevarSi, qarTuli Srifti Segrenis mier rusuli 

Sriftis safuZvelze Sedgenilma, osurma anbanma Secvala. 

sabWoTa wyobilebis damyarebis pirvelive wlebSi osuri inteligenci-

is erTma nawilma daayena sakiTxi, rom maTi grafika laTinuris safuZvelze 

Sedgeniliyo. 1923 wels miiRes gadawyvetileba, rom es winadadeba daekmayo-

filebinaT. laTinurma, rogorc aRniSnavdnen, ver gaamarTla da CrdiloeT 

oseTSi 1938 wlidan kvlav rusuli grafikis safuZvelze Sedgenil anbans 

daubrundnen. aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom samxreT oseTSi 1938 wlidan 1954 

wlamde kvlav qarTuli grafikis safuZvelze Sedgenili anbaniT sargeblobd-

nen osebi. xolo 1954 wlidan maTi anbanic rusul grafikas emyareba.

unda aRiniSnos isic, rom osuri anbanis/anbanebis SeqmnaSi monawile-

obdnen osi, qarTveli, rusi da evropeli swavlulebi. moxsenebaSi SevexebiT 

osuri enis fonetikur da grafikul gamoxatulebebs, aseve, SevadarebT osuri 

anbanis qarTul da rusul grafikul Sesabamisobebs, gamovavlenT saerTo da 

ganmasxvavebel niSan-Tvisebebs.
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On the development of Ossetian Alphabet

Survey for the Ossetian brings us to the historical, political and social development of 
Ossetian people. Ossetian script was set up and developed in various stages and on the basis 
of different linguistic graphics. Originally Ossetians used Greek graphic for writing. This is 
confi rmed by Flemish monk, William of Rubruck’s notice (1215-1270), that “Ossetians are 
Christians. They use Greek script and they have Greek saints”. This is verifi ed by the fact that 
in 1888 D.M. Strukov by the river Zelenchuk (Kabardino-Balkaria) discovered a grave stone 
from the medieval era with Greek letters on it. The text was deciphered by Vsevolod Miller. He 
concluded that the inscription is in Ossetian language. Later on the inscription was studied by 
V. Abaev and made minor adjustments to it. G. Turchaninov dated the monument to the tenth 
century (941).

 The fi rst book on Ossetian language was published in 1798 in the synodal printing house 
of Moscow. The book was published on the basis to the Cyrillic alphabet, developed by Gai 
Takaev and Paul Gantsaurov (Kasaev). Further development of the Ossetian script is connected 
to the popular bibliophile, (1775-1830) Ioane Ialghuzidze’s name. He created a new alphabet 
based on Georgian script and translated the theological books in Ossetian language. Ioane Ial-
ghuzidze created Ossetian alphabet based on Georgian script in 1802. In the second half of 19th 
century, Georgian script was replaced by Cyrillicone created by Shegren. In the fi rst years of the 
establishment of the Soviet system, half of the Ossetian intellectuals raised the issue of having 
their own graphic system recreated based on Latin script. In 1923 it was decided to comply with 
the following proposal. In 1938 North Ossetia returned to the alphabet based onCyrillicscript. 

 It should also be noted that in South Ossetia they still used Georgian graphic based al-
phabet from 1938 to 1954. However, in 1954 their alphabet was also replaced byaCyrillic one.  
It is noteworthy, that in creation and development of the Ossetian alphabet(s) participated Os-
setian, Georgian, Russian and European scholars. In the report we will discuss the Ossetian lan-
guage’s phonetic and graphic expressions as well as Ossetian and Georgian alphabet’s graphic 
compliancewill be compared and revealed common and distinctive features.
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ideologiuri mtrebi enaTmecnierebaSi: sabWoTa da antisabWoTa

enaTmecnieruli Teoriebi

moxsnebaSi erTmaneTs udardeba iafetidologiis, rogorc oficialu-

rad aRiarebuli sabWoTa lingvisturi Teoriisa da evraziulobis Teoriis 

damokidebuleba indoevropuli enaTmecnierebisadmi. orive Teoria uaryof-

da istoriul-SedarebiT meTods da eZebda sxva safuZvlebs enaTa Soris ur-

TierTobebis sakvlevad. niko mars arasodes uxsenebia evraziulobis Teoriis 

mimdevari enaTmecnierebi, magram, magaliTad, nikoloz trubeckoi did sircx-

vilad Tvlida maris Teorias da awuxebda is ambavi, rom sabWoTa enaTmecnier-

eba ucxoeTSi sasacilod asagdebi gaxda niko maris `avadmyofuri nabodvaris” 

gamo. 

am fonze moxsenebaSi naCvenebi iqneba im enaTmecnierTa bedi sabWoTa 

kavSirSi, romlebic istorul-SedarebiT meTods aRiarebdnen da iyenebdnen 

enaTa naTesaobis samtkiceblad.

TINATIN BOLKVADZE
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia
tinatin.bolkvadze@hotmail.com; tinatin.bolkvadze@tsu.ge

Ideological Enemies in Linguistics: Soviet and Anti-Soviet Linguistic Theories

The paper deals with the attitude of the Japhethitology – as of an offi cially recognized 
Soviet linguistic theory – and of the Eurasian theory to the Indo-European linguistics. Both the 
theories denied the historical-comparative method and sought for other bases for the study of 
the relationships between the languages. Nikolaj Marr never made a mention of any linguists 
following the Eurasian theory, while Nikolaj Trubetzkoy, for instance, considered Marr’s theo-
ry a big shame and was worried by the fact that owing to Marr’s “ravings” the Soviet linguistics 
became the subject of mockery. 

The paper will reveal the destiny of the linguists in the Soviet Union who recognized and 
applied the historical-comparative method to prove the kinship of languages.
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niko maris saxl-muzeumi dRes

2015 wlis 21-26 ivliss giorgi axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis 

istoriis sazogadoebis SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier 

dafinansebuli samecniero proeqtis _ „sabWoTa utopiuri enobrivi Teoriebi 

da zogadi enaTmecnierebis pirveli qarTuli saxelmZRvaneloebi: 1918-1950 

wlebi“ _ monawileebma da Tsu humanitarul mecnierebaTa fakultetis ram-

denime studentma imuSaves Coxatauris municipalitetis sofel dablacixis 

niko maris saxl-muzeumSi saarqivo masalebsa da wignad fondze.

arqivis Seswavlis Sedegad aRmoCnda, rom a) niko maris saxl-muzeumSi 

daculia, magram saeqsopizicio nawilSi ar iyo gamotanili niko maris mier 

daarsebuli samecniero gamocemebi, misi raritetuli statiebi, romelTa kvle-

va jerac ainteresebT enaTmecnierebis istoriis specialistebs. calke unda 

aRiniSnos is gamocemebi, romlebic exeba iafetur Teorias; b) mniSvnelovania 

baraTebze anbanis rigiT gawyobili, niko maris mcired nakluli bibliogra-

fia; g) amas garda, saintereso aRmoCnda marebis ojaxis wevrTa (niko maris, 

iuri maris, sofia maris, larisa marisa da sxv.) Sinaarsobrivad mravalfer-

ovani epistolaruli memkvidreoba da fotoarqivi. 

amdeni xnis ganmavlobaSi zerele daTvalierebis safuZvelze iTvleboda, 

rom sxvadasxva enaze Cawerili didZali saleqsikono masala, romelic inaxeba 

saxl-muzeumSi, ekuTvnoda niko mars. baraTebis Seswavlam, maTi enobrivi prin-

cipiT daxarisxebam da TviT leqsikuri erTeulebis mniSvnelobebma da gan-

martebebma dagvarwmuna, rom es aris niko maris vaJis, iuri maris Segrovili 

masala sparsul-rusuli da rusul-sparsuli leqsikonisTvis. niko mari cno-

bili iranisti iyo. igi aris avtori wignisa „dokumentirebuli sparsul-rusu-

li leqsikoni“, romelic Seqmna Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetSi muSaobis 

dros. iuri mari gardaicvala axalgazrda da ver moaswro Cafiqrebuli didi 

sparsul-rusuli da rusul-sparsuli leqsikonis gamocema. 

niko maris saxl-muzeumSi mopovebuli saarqivo masalebi aisaxeba ivane 

javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetis humanitarul 

mecnierebaTa fakultetisa (https://www.tsu.ge/ge/faculties/humanities) da giorgi 

axvledianis saxelobis enaTmecnierebis istoriis sazogadoebis (www.gashol.
ge) vebgverdebze.
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The House-Museum of Nikolaj Marr Today

In July 21-26, 2015 a scientifi c expedition took place in the village Dablatsikhe, 
Chokhatauri municipality within the framework of the project “Soviet utopian theories and fi rst 
Georgian course-books of general linguistics: 1918-1950” implemented by Giorgi Akhvlediani 
society for the history of linguistics. The project is fi nanced by Shota Rustaveli National Sci-
ence Foundation. The research team consisted of the participants of the project and the students 
of the faculty of humanities, Tbilisi State University. The team worked on the archival data and 
book collections stored at the museum of Nikolaj Marr.

After studying the archive, we distinguished different types of the materials: a)  it turned 
out that there were particular scientifi c periodical journals  founded by  Nikolaj Marr, his rare 
articles, which  still remain their scientifi c interest of the specialists of the history of linguis-
tics. Though they were not the part of the museum exposition; Besides, we must underline the 
special publications concerning  the Japhetic theory; b) Alphabetically sorted cards contained 
almost the whole bibliography of Nikolaj Marr; c) it was also crucial to work on the epistolary 
heritage of the Marr family (personal letters of Nikolaj, Yuri, Sophia, Larisa and others) and 
family photo-archive. 

The dictionary data recorded in different languages stored at the museum has been con-
sidered as Nikolaj Marr’s belongings because of a superfi cial observation. By investigating the 
cards, classifying them according to language differences and analysing lexical meanings of 
the words, we ascertain that those cards belonged to Yuri Marr, a son of Nikolaj Marr, who was 
a famous orientalist. All the materials were for his unpublished big Persian-Russian and Rus-
sian-Persian dictionary. He published only the small dictionary with the anthology of Persian 
literature, when he was the professor of Tbilisi State University.

The digitalized archival data of the museum will be published both on the websites of the 
society for the history of linguistics (www.gashol.ge) and the faculty of humanities at Tbilisi 
State University (https://www.tsu.ge/ge/faculties/humanities).
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Political ethnography and oral traditions of Fereydan Georgians of Iran 

To the west and south-west of Isfahan lies a region named Fereydunshahr (Fereydan), 10 
to 12 villages if which are fully or partially populated by descendants of the Georgians deported 
in the fi rst quarter of the 17th century from Eastern Georgia by Shah Abbas I (1587-1629). Their 
general self-designation is Fereydanians. All of them are Shiite Muslims.

Notwithstanding such a long exposure to foreign environment, the Fereydanians have 
preserved through the centuries the Georgian language, self-awareness, geographical nomen-
clature and customs. 

The Iranian (Freydanian) Georgian community has become an object of intensive stud-
ies since the end of the 19th century. Many essential issues of the settlement, history, identity, 
demographic and ethnographic characteristics of the Fereydanins were dealt by Georgian and 
foreign scholars. 

Subsequent attention was drawn to the speech of Fereydanians, being one Eastern dialect 
of the literary Georgian, having preserved many distinctive features of 17-18 centuries offi cial 
language. Publication of Fereydanian texts carried out during the last two decades by Georgian 
scholars makes it possible to examine this dialect diachronically, offering new conceptions on 
its historical development. 

In this respect, Iranian-Fereydanian socio-linguistic interference is of a special impor-
tance. Persian infl uences on the Fereydanian belong to a multifarious interference type, cover-
ing almost all levels: phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexicological.

Modern stage of Fereydanian studies permits systematic investigations of Iranian (Per-
sian, Persian-Arabic, Kurdish and some of dialects - Bakhtiari, Lor) borrowings in this dialect, 
revealing dynamism of their penetration – morpho- phonological adaptations, grammatical 
shaping as well as semantic alternations.

The paper presents several Iranian interference types in Fereydanian speech with the con-
text of historical-linguistic prerequisites of the Fereydani Georgians’ ethnic identity.
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Some issues on the translation theory and translation politics
in Old Georgian philology

The paper analyzes textual and translating concepts that can be found in Georgian meta-
texts of the 10th-13th centuries and considers them on two different levels:

a) a technical level with its specifi c terminology; 
b) an implicit level on which concepts are expressed through metaphors. 
A number of lexemes are discussed that used to denote a function of text and translating 

activities in Old Georgian. It is noted that the Georgian words of oriental origin targmani (cf. 
targum) - Targmani (translation) and mtargmneli - mTargmneli (translator) were not estab-
lished as technical terms. Like Greek ερμηνεύειν, ερμηνεύς, the words denote both “explain” 
/ “explainer” and “translate” / “translator”. The paper discusses one particularly interesting 
example of metatexts by Arsen of Iqalto (the 12th -13th centuries). It implies an additional aspect 
of translation that cannot be found in well-known concepts for conveying (transporting) a lin-
guistic meaning from A to B available in the European tradition (“transferring”, “translating”, 
“transmitting”, “bringing across”): “Note that what is written as “but” in this place in our [Geor-
gian] Gospels – “neither the Son but the Father” – and we have written everywhere here as 
“apart from, except” instead of “but”, in Greek is ει’ μή, which denotes both “but” and “except”. 
It is not covered completely by any single Georgian word, so that if you choose [only] one di-
rection [in your translation], it will not provide a track to the other meaning” Ms. S.1463, 39r.

The source word is metaphorically conceptualized as a spatial notion with several mean-
ings (cf. the widespread metaphor of a text as a container of meanings). Each of the meanings 
to be translated follows its “track” to the target language. To this extent, it may not be possible 
for the target language to lead all the “tracks” to a single “container” to cover all of the mean-
ings present in the source language. If you follow one track, you convey one meaning, but the 
other meanings of the source language unit cannot be rendered by the same word in the target 
language. Such differences determined by the nature of source and target languages are limited 
in the translation of religious texts, especially the Bible, because of theological concepts of Late 
Antiquity and the Middle Ages prohibiting even the slightest changes in the translation of the 
Bible, the Word of the Lord. Cf. ‘[The translation] must refer to one the same and render the 
same in all languages’ (The Commentary on the Book of Psalms). The paper analyzes Old Geor-
gian metatexts in which translators convey their ideas on limitations and trends related to Bible 
translation both at technical and implicational levels. In this regards a network of metaphors is 
discussed: the metaphor of gold (extracting gold from an admixture, furnace, fi re, fi ring); the 
metaphor of harvest (an “ox-cart” used to carry crops home, “sheaf ”, “wheat”, “bread”), the 
metaphor of “virgin land” (working tools clearing the land of weeds) and the metaphor of honey 
(the text as a sweet meal). 
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„Wanuris gramatikuli analizidan“ „lazur-megrulis gramatikamde“: 

lazurisa da megrulis urTierTmimarTebis istoriisTvis

arn. Ciqobavas „Wanuris gramatikuli analizi“ (1936) pirveli naSromia, 

romelSic Sepirispirebulia lazur-megrul-qarTuli enobrivi sistemebi. am 

naSromiTa da „lazur-megrul-qarTuli SedarebiTi leqsikoniT“ (1938) safuZ-

veli Caeyara qarTveluri enebis kvlevis im mimarTulebas, romelic lazur-me-

gruls warmoadgens zanuri enis dialeqtebad. mas Semdeg am mimarTulebiT 

warimarTa muSaoba enaTmecnierebis institutSi, xolo paralelurad, dee-

tersis Tvalsazrisis Tanaxmad, qarTveli mecnierebis erTi nawili lazursa 

da megruls ikvlevda rogorc damoukidebel enebs. gansakuTrebiT nayofie-

ri iyo es muSaoba 60-iani wlebidan, roca T. gamyreliZisa da g. maWavarianis 

naSromi „sonantTa sistema da ablauti qarTulSi“ (1965) gamovida. mas Semdeg 

Seiqmna ara erTi fundamenturi naSromi, statia da dagrovda saintereso da 

didZali masala. amave dros enaTmecnieruli kvlevis dRevandeli done da 

mimarTuleba moiTxovda lazurisa da megrulis srul da amomwurav Sepirisp-

irebiT lingvistur analizs, rac mniSvnelovani etapi gaxdeboda qarTvelur 

enaTa SedarebiTi gramatikis Sesaqmnelad. es saWiro iyo imisTvisac, rom ax-

leburad gaanalizebuliyo mTeli rigi morfologiuri sakiTxebi, romlebic 

mkvlevarTa mier miiCneoda lazurisa da megrulis, rogorc damoukidebeli 

enebis, wyalgamyofad. 

Cveni jgufis mier momzadebuli da gamocemuli naSromi „lazur-megru-

lis gramatika. I. morfologia“ (2015) aris mcdeloba zemoT dasmuli amocaneb-

is gadaWrisa. Cveni mizani iyo morfologiuri sistemebis Sedareba. gaanalizda 

aseve Zireuli lazur-megruli leqsika, romelic Cvens monografias daerTvis 

Zir-fuZeTa indeqsis saxiT da sadac mxolod iseTma leqsikurma erTeulebma 

moiyara Tavi, romelic saerToa lazurisa da megrulisTvis. 

monografiaSi erTdroulad aris ganxiluli rogorc lazuris, ise me-

grulis monacemebi. rangobrivi analizis yvela doneze gamoCnda is saerTo 

da ganmasxvavebeli niSan-Tviseba, rac axasiaTebs lazursa da megruls. vrcel 

enobriv masalaze dayrdnobiT da sistemuri kvleviT warmoCinda is tenden-

ciebi, rac bolo ramdenime aTeuli wlis ganmavlobaSi gamoikveTa lazurisa 

da megrulis urTierTmimarTebis TvalsazrisiT. 

wignSi farTo morfologiuri kvlevis safuZvelze miRebulia daskvna, 

rom megruli da lazuri enobrivi ierarqiis yvela doneze aCvenebs erTian 
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sistemas, xasiaTdeba gamorCeuli monoliTurobiT, igi mTlianad qarTveluri 

tipis enaa da masSi ar ikiTxeba sxva wris enaTa adreuli gavlenis kvali. 

aRweril enobriv erTeulebs Soris warmoCenili sxvaobis zRvari TiToeul 

maTgans erTmaneTis mimarT dialeqturi diferencirebis xarisxTan aaxloebs 

da, Sesabamisad, lingvistur monacemebze dayrdnobiT, aRwerili qvesistemebi 

kvalificirdeba, rogorc erTi _ zanuri (kolxuri) enis ori dialeqti: lazuri 

da megruli.

aqedan gamomdinare, monografiaSi axleburadaa dasmuli qarTvelur ena-

Ta urTierTmimarTebis sakiTxic, kerZod, is Semdegi sqemiT unda gamoixatos:

saerToqarTveluri

zanuri                 qarTuli                 svanuri

anu, amosavalSi, diferenciaciis wina safexurze, saerToqarTvelur 

fuZe-enas hqonda sul mcire sami dialeqti – qarTuli, zanuri, svanuri, 

saidanac SemdgomSi, rodesac Tavi iCina Zireulma morfologiur-leqsikurma 

sxvaobebma (fonologiur transformaciasTan erTad), moxda am dialeqtTa da-

moukidebel (istoriulad fiqsirebul) enebad Camoyalibeba. 
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From “Grammatical analysis  of Chan” to “Laz-Megrelian Grammar”: towards the 
History of the  Relationship of Laz and Megrelian”

“Grammatical analysis  of Chan” (1936) by Arnold Chikobava is the fi rst monograph, 
where Laz-Megrelian-Georgian language systems are compared with one another. By this mon-
ograph and “Laz-Megrelian-Georgian comparative dictionary” (1938) were established a new 
direction of studies of Kartvelian languages, in which Laz and Megrelian are considered as dia-
lects of the Zan language. Since that, studying Laz-Megrelian in this way has been implemented 
at the institute of linguistics, at the same time, accordingly with Deeters viewpoint,  other group 
of Georgian scholars have researched Laz and Megrelian as separate languages. The work has 
become especially fruitful since 60s, when T. Gamkrelidze and G. Matchavariani published 
their monograph “the system of sonants and ablaut in Kartvelian” (1965). Since that a lot of 
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works, articles have been written, therefore a great number of interesting materials has built up. 
At the same time the level and direction of present day linguistic research  challenged us 

to get a full and  comprehensive comparative linguistic analysis of Laz and Megrelian, which 
would become a new stage of creating a comparative grammar of Kartvelian languages. It was 
necessary to investigate  a wide range of morphological issues in a new way. These issues were 
considered as a watershed of Laz and Megrelian as seperate (independent) languages. 

The work “the Laz-Megrelian Grammar. I. Morphology” prepared and published by our 
team is an attempt to solve above mentioned issues. Our aim was at comparing moprhological 
systems to one another. Basic Laz-Megrelian roots were analysed, which are attached to the 
monograph as an index of the roots and stems which are common both for Laz and Megrelian.

The monograph discusses the data of Laz, as well as Megrelian. All the Distinctive fea-
tures are shown at every  ranking level of analysis. on the basis of language material and by 
systematic investigation of the language the core tendencies have been revealed, which are 
outlined in last decades  from comparative standpoint of Laz and Megrelian. 

On the basis of profound morphological study the conclusion has been given: Laz and 
Megrelian show a common system at all levels of the language hierarchy; characterised by a 
distinctive monolithic feature;  belonged to the Kartvelian language, and the infl uence trace of 
other languages is not obvious. The difference between above described language units brings 
each of them close to dialectical differentiation and, therefore, based on the linguistic data, 
the subsystems are qualifi ed as two dialects of one - Zan (Colchian) language: Laz and 
Megrelian.

Therefore, the issue of the relation of Kartvelian languages discussed in the monograph 
could be  presented with this scheme:

Common Kartvelian

Zan                 Georgian                 Svan 

In this regard, in the previous step of the differentiation, Common Kartvelian language 
had three dialects - Georgian, Svan and Zan, from those, after emerging basic morphological 
and lexical differences (together with phonological transformation), the dialects were formed 
as independent  (historically fi xed) languages. 
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Zvel qarTvel ebrael mTargmnelTa midgoma bibliuri teqstebis Targmnisadmi

 

qarTvel ebraelTa Soris arsebobs bibliuri da sxva sarwmunoebrivi 

wignebis damoukidebeli Targmanebi qarTul enaze `Tavsilis~ saxelwodebiT, 

romelTa Targmnis procesi, Cveni varaudiT, daaxloebiT meTerTmete sauku-

nidan daiwyo. es Targmanebi arasodes yofila dawerili da zepirad gadaece-

moda Taobidan Taobas. Temis momaval msaxurebs maT specialurad aswavlid-

nen. xazgasasmelia, rom am Targmanebs waruvali mniSvneloba aqvT ara mxolod 

qarTvel ebraelTa istoriis, kulturisa da metyvelebis Sesaswavlad, ar-

amed zogadi TvalsazrisiTac _ ebraul TemTa istoriisa da egreT wodebul 

ebraelTa enebis kvlevis saqmeSi. amave dros es cocxali qarTuli metyveleb-

is adrindeli nimuSebia da didad sayuradReboa qarTuli enis istoriisa da 

dialeqtologiis mkvlevarTaTvis.

ukanasknel dromde, samwuxarod, Zvel qarTvel ebraelTa mwignobrobis 

es umniSvnelovanesi Zeglebi ar iyo cnobili mecnieruli wreebisaTvis. mxo-

lod bolo Svidi wlis ganmavlobaSi gamoqveynda ori wigni _ bereSiTi _ `Ses-

aqme~ da fesaxis (pasxis) agada (`legenda~), TiToeuli ramdenime variantiT. 

yuradRebas ipyrobs Zvel qarTvel ebrael mTargmnelTa midgoma Targ-

manisadmi. SeiZleba vimsjeloT maTi erTgvari Teoriuli wanamZRvrebis Ses-

axeb. cnobilia, rom gamoyofen Targmanis or ZiriTad saxeobas: Tavisufali 

Targmani da sityvasityviTi Targmani. bibliuri teqstebis mTargmnelTa didi 

nawili, septuagintadan da onkelosis Targmanidan moyolebuli, ZiriTadad 

zedmiwevniTi Targmanis principebs iyenebs, Tumca ki met-naklebi gadaxveve-

biT. savaraudebelia, rom Zveli qarTveli ebraeli mTargmnelebi icnobdnen 

am principebs da maT mimdevrebad gvevlinebian. Tumca maTi misamarTiTac ga-

saTvaliswinebelia fuZemdebluri xasiaTis SeniSvna, rom bibliuri teqstebis 

`mTargmnelis winaSe dgas dilema, rogor SeuTavsos erTmaneTs originali-

sadmi erTguleba da sakuTari enis kanonTa dacva~ (margolisi). 

Zveli qarTveli ebraeli mTargmnelebi ukiduresobamde midian origi-

nalisadmi erTgulebis dacvis TvalsazrisiT. `laparakia damxmare sityvebisa 

da TavsarT-bolosarTebisaTvis originaliseuli adgilis SenarCunebazec ki~ 

(g. ben-oreni). albaT, originalisadmi amgvari damokidebulebis yvelaze naTe-

li magaliTia nawevris gamoyeneba TargmanSi iseT SemTxvevebSic ki, sadac es 

Zveli qarTuliseuli wesebis mixedviT saerTod ar aris SesaZlebeli.

moxsenebaSi gaanalizebuli iqneba saTanado nimuSebi. aranakleb xSiria 

uSemasmenlo winadadebaTa xmareba TargmanSi. saqme isaa, rom ebraul origi-

nalSi Sedgenili Semasmenlis meSveli zmna xSirad ar aris warmodgenili da 

Sesatyvisad Targmaniseuli winadadebac uSemasmenlod aris datovebuli qar-

Tuli enis bunebis sawinaaRmdegod.

originalisadmi erTgulebis fuZemdebluri principis dacvasTan er-

Tad, mTargmnelebi mzad arian (ufro sworad, iZulebulni xdebian) garkveul 

SemTxvevebSi daTmobaze wavidnen, rom mkiTxvelisaTvis gasagebi gaxadon teqs-

ti. amisaTvis upirvelesi saSualebaa egreT wodebuli ormagi Targmanis prin-
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cipis gamoyeneba. moxsenebaSi Sesabamisi nimuSebis ganxilvis safuZvelze ganx-

iluli iqneba ormagi Targmanis ramdenime ZiriTadi SemTxveva (maTi ganStoe-

bebiTurT): a.) erTmaneTis gverdiT TargmanSi warmodgenilia ebrauli sityva 

an gamoTqma da misi qarTuli Sesatyvisi. b.) mTargmnelebi ar sjerdebian erT 

qarTul paralels da ramdenimes awvdian msmenels. es kargad gviCvenebs, Tu 

raodeni rudunebiT Sromobdnen isini rogorc originalisadmi zusti Sesaty-

visobis, ise gasagebadobis misaRwevad. 

cxadia, ar unda daviviwyoT, rom saqme gvaqvs teqstTan, romelmac sauku-

neebis siRrmidan zepirad moaRwia Cvenamde da, man, mTargmenlTa da teqstis 

gadmomcemTa survilis sawinaaRmdegod, albaT, ganicada cvlilebebi. gavaana-

lizebT am cvlilebaTa principebsa da SesaZlebel gzebsac.

REUVEN ENOCH (RUBEN ENUKASHVILI)
Ariel University, Israel 
reuvene@ariel.ac.il

The early Georgian Jew translators’ approach to translating Biblical texts

Some independent translations by early Georgian Jewish translators of Biblical and other 
sacred books are known by the name “Tavsili”. The fi rst such translations, we assume, must 
have emerged in the 11th century. These translations have never been written down and were 
passed on orally from one generation to the other. In particular they were taught to future reli-
gious ministers. It is worth emphasizing that these translations have an undeviating signifi cance 
for not only the history of the Georgian Jews, their culture and their spoken language, but also, 
in general terms, for the history of Jewish communities and the study of the Hebrew Languages. 
At the same time these are the earliest examples of the Georgian spoken language and it proves 
to be immensely important for scholars of the history of the Georgian Language and its dialec-
tology. 

These important examples of literary heritage were unfortunately unknown in scholarly 
circles until a short while ago. Only within the last 7 years were two books published – Bereshit 
(“Genesis”) and the Pesach (Passover) Haggadah (“legend”). Each of these books were present-
ed in several versions. 

The early Georgian Jewish translators’ approach to translation work is particularly re-
markable. We can discuss its certain theoretical precursors. It is widely known that two main 
types of translations are usually distinguished: Free (idiomatic) translation and literal transla-
tion. The majority of translators working on the Biblical texts mainly used the principles of 
literal translation starting from the translations of the Septuagint and Onkelos while allowing 
only slight deviations. It is possible that the early Georgian Jewish translators were well aware 
of these principles as they appear to be following the above mentioned practice. Yet even in this 
respect a fundamental remark should be made, acknowledging that a translator is left “face to 
face with the dilemma of how to combine fi delity to the original with due regard for the genius 
of his own language” (Margolis).

The old Georgian Jewish translators took fi delity to the original to the extreme. They 
applied it even to “the preservation of the original place of auxiliary words as well as prefi xes 
and suffi xes” (G. Ben-Oren). Probably the most vivid example of such an approach is the use 
of articles in their translations in spite of the fact that it is impossible in the old Georgian lan-
guage. The paper will discuss appropriate examples. The use of the predicate-less sentences 
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appear equally common in those translations. The problem is that in the original Hebrew text 
the auxiliary verb of complex predicate is often absent and therefore it is not translated in the 
Georgian translation as it contradicts the nature of the Georgian language. 

Together with the fundamental principle of fi delity to the original, the translators are pre-
pared (or obliged) to compromise in order to make the text understandable to the reader. The 
chief way of achieving this is the use of so called double principle. This paper will discuss sev-
eral basic cases of the double translation (including their branches): a) The Hebrew word or a 
phrase is presented side by side with its Georgian equivalent; b) The translators are not satisfi ed 
with only one Georgian parallel and offer several equivalents. This demonstrates how diligently 
they toiled in their search for accurate and comprehensive defi nitions. 

Obviously, we should never forget that we are dealing with the texts that were handed 
down to us orally throughout the centuries and they underwent certain changes against the 
wishes of the translators as well as the conveyors. We shall analyze further the principles and 
the possible ways of the above mentioned changes. 
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axali midgomebi niko maris `enis axali Teoriis~ kvlevaSi
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On new approaches to the study of Nikolaj Marr’s “New Theory of Language”

The “New Theory of Language” of the Soviet linguist Nikolaj Marr (1864-1934) has for a 
long time been an enigma for linguists and historians of linguistics, so that there exists already 
a great number of works on Marr and his doctrines. A new approach to the linguistics of Marr 
would consist in trying to understand his theories which at fi rst sight seem incomprehensi-
ble, odd and even contradictory. More precisely, it means the necessity to elaborate particular 
methods to fi nd out a specifi c point of view which would permit to consider his theories (or at 
least a part of them) illogical no longer. In our paper, we shall provide several examples of the 
application of such an approach, dweling in particular on

a) the very nature of linguistic signs (were they, according to Marr, arbitrary or not ?) ;
b) the distinction between (in Saussurean terms) the notions of langue(s) ([concrete] 

languages) and langage (human language in general), allowing to shed some new 
light on Marr’s evolutionary theories ;

c) the problem of development of linguistic forms as correlated to particular linguitsic 
meanings, supposing an “asymmetrical” character of language evolution (in con-
nection with the question of the so-called linguistic relics or vestiges : linguistic ele-
ments, the ancient form of which no longer correspond to their modern semantics) ;

d) the very correlation between proto-forms and proto-meanings in the prehistoric lan-
guages, according to Marr. 

The discovery of the corresponding major theoretical principles “between the lines” of 
Marr’s works permits to compare Marrism with other doctrines of the late 19th – early 20th 
century and thus to consider Marr “outsider” no longer, especially in the particular “ideologi-
cal” context of his time.
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ratom gaxda saWiro Zveli qarTuli Tarmanebis `axlad Targmna~ 

meTerTmete saukuneSi

Zvel qarTul mwerlobas arcerT literaturasTan ar hqonia iseTi xangr-

Zlivi urTierToba, rogorc berZnulTan. pirveli qarTuli Targmanebi berZnu-

li enidan unda iyos Sesrulebuli da qarTvelTa literaturuli urTierTo-

bani sxva xalxebTan ZiriTadad am enis saSualebiT, berZnulenovan bizantiur 
literaturasTan kontaqtebiT unda dawyebuliyo. am urTierTobam, romel-

ic saukuneTa manZilze intensiurad grZeldeboda da xels uwyobda qarTuli 
sulieri kulturis ganviTarebas, gansakuTrebuli xasiaTi X saukunidan miiRo. 
Tu adre, _ ukve IV-V saukuneebidan, _ qarTvelebi axlo aRmosavleTisaken iswr-

afodnen da nayofierad moRvaweobdnen iqaur samonastro centrebsa da samwer-

lobo kerebSi, X saukunidan maT dasavleTisaken aiRes gezi da TandaTan daiwyes 
bizantiis samonastro kolonizacia, rac pirdapiri Sedegi iyo saqarTvelo-bi-
zantiis saxelmwifoebriv-politikuri urTierTobis gaZlierebisa. am droid-

anve iwyeba qarTvel mwignobarTa intensiuri muSaobac, erTi mxriv, bizantiuri 
mwerlobis aqamde uTargmneli Zeglebis qarTulad gadmosaRebad da, meore mx-
riv, ukve Targmnili umniSvnelovanesi Txzulebebis berZnulTan Sedareba-Se-
jerebisa da am gziT maTi axali redaqciebis, an axali Targmanebis Sesaqmnelad.

„axlad (meored) Targmna ara jer-ars“, _ aseTi iyo Zvel qarTvel mTarg-

mnelTa etiketi, radgan miaCndaT, rom „meored Targmanebuli winaaRmdgomad 
pirvelisa gamoCndebis“. „axlad Targmnis“ yoveli SemTxveva safuZvlianad mo-

tivirebuli unda yofiliyo. miuxedvad amisa, Zveli qarTuli mwerlobis isto-

riaSi araerTi faqti dasturdeba erTi Txzulebis meored Taragmnisa. 
erTi Txzulebis ramdenjerme Targmnas mravali sxvadasxva mizezi gana-

pirobebda, magram saeklesio mwerlobis umniSvnelovanesi Zeglebis, upirvelesad 
ki bibliuri wignebis, „axlad Targmnis“ SemTxvevaSi mniSvnelovani faqtori aRmoCn-

da qveynis politikur cxovrebaSi momxdari cvlileba, roca X saukunis 80-ian wleb-

Si qarTulma saxelmwifom religiur-politikuri orientacia bizantiisaken aiRo, 
ramac Tavis mxriv warmoSva aRmosavleTis eklesiaTa liturgikul tradiciebze 
dafuZnebuli da dasavleTis eklesiebSi kanonizirebuli teqstisagan gansxvavebu-

li Zveli qarTuli Targmanebis reviziis saWiroebac. „yovelive berZulisagan da 
viTar igi berZulad ars“ _ amgvarma koncefciam aucilebeli gaxada qristianuli 
mwerlobis umniSvnelovanesi werilobiTi Zeglis saxareba-oTxTavis Zveli qarTu-

li Targmanebis berZnuli saxarebis e.w. bizantiur redaqciasTan Sedareba-Sejereba 
da misi „axlad Targmnac“. es sapasuxismgeblo saqme Tavs ido wm. giorgi aTonel-

ma (mTawmidelma), romlebmac qarTuli Targmanebis berZnulTan samjer Sedarebis 
Sedegad misi axali (aTonuri) redaqcia Camoayaliba. giorgi aTonelis mizani iyo 
zustad „viTar igi berZnulad ars“ gadmoeRo berZnuli dednis teqsti. sizustis 
dasacavad mas zogjer uxdeba qarTul teqstSi sityvaTa damateba an dakleba, le-

qsikisa da gramatikul formaTa Secvla, sityvaTa rigis Senacvleba, berZnuli da 
qarTul enebis gramatikul-stilistur TaviseburebaTa gaTvaliswinebac da, amis 
Sesabamisad, Targmanis enis daxvewa-ganaxleba. garda amisa, axdens oTxTavis ro-

gorc xelnaweri wignis „berZnulsa wessa zeda gamarTvas“, rac gulisxmobs misTvis 
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iseTive kritikuli aparatis darTvas (evsebi karpianes epistole, kanonebi, saxareb-

is TavTa CamonaTvali, saweliwdo saxareba...), rogoric Cveulebriv axlavs im peri-

odis saxarebis berZnul xelnawerebs da, faqtobrivad, qmnis bizantiuri xelnaweri 
oTxTavebis qarTul analogs, romelSic „yoveli sityua dasajerebel iyunes“. 

DAREJAN TVALTVADZE
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi state University, Georgia
darejan.tvaltvadze@tsu.ge

Why did the “Retranslation” of old Georgian Translations Become Necessary in the 11th Century

Old Georgian literary relationships with other cultures were never as extensive as those 
that existed between the Georgian and the Greek literary traditions. It is most likely that the fi rst 
Georgian translations were made from the Greek, and literary relations between Georgia and 
other nations were mostly initiated through the Greek Byzantine literary connections.

This relationship, which continued intensively throughout the centuries, and encouraged the 
promotion of Georgian spirituality, acquired a rather special character from the 10th century on. If, 
during the 4th-5th centuries, Georgians leaned towards the Middle East and actively participated in 
its monastic life and literary centers, from the 10th century on, they redirected their gaze towards 
the West, and started a monastic colonization of Byzantium, which was a direct result of the strong 
Georgian-Byzantine state/political relationship. Georgian bibliophiles worked intensely during 
this period – on the one hand they translated into Georgian those Greek texts that had never been 
translated, and on the other hand, they compared and adjusted some already translated texts with 
their Greek originals, producing through this method new editions and new Georgian translations. 

The ethical credo of the early Georgian translators prescribed that “No one should re-
translate”, since they believed that “the second translation will appear contradictory to the fi rst 
one”. Every case of retranslation had to be fundamentally motivated. In spite of this, there are 
numerous examples of retranslations of the same work throughout Georgian literary history. 

Translation of the same work more than once was conditioned by different reasons. Yet, 
in the case of ecclesiastical literature and biblical books, it was primarily conditioned by the 
political changes that took place in the 80s of the 10th century, when the Georgian religious-po-
litical orientation turned towards Byzantium. This in its turn gave rise to a need for revising the 
old Georgian translations based on Eastern liturgical traditions, these being quite different from 
the western church’s canonical texts. The very concept “All from Greek and like Greek” made 
it necessary to adjust and compare with the Greek text of the so called Byzantine edition of the 
most important Christian literary documents - the four Gospels, and then retranslate the existing 
Georgian translations. This great responsibility was taken up by St. Giorgi the Athonite (Mtats-
mindeli) who brought into being a new edition of the Georgian translations after comparing the 
earlier ones with their Greek originals up to three times. Giorgi of Mtatsminda aimed at making 
his text as close to the Greek version as possible. For increasing precision he sometimes needed 
to either add or remove words, make changes of lexis or grammatical order and word order, 
considering the grammatical and stylistic peculiarities of the Greek and Georgian languages and 
thereby renewing and refi ning the language of the translation. Besides this, he designed his man-
uscript of the four Gospels “according to the Greek rule”, which means attaching to it a critical 
apparatus (The Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus, Canons, Titloi, Menologium …), which usually 
accompanied the Greek Manuscripts of that period. By doing so, as a matter of fact, he created 
a Georgian analogue to the Byzantine Gospel Manuscripts, in which “every word is credible”. 
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beladi da lideri kinoekranze

moxsenebaSi ganixileba mixeil Wiaurelis mier `mosfilmSi” 1950 wels 

gadaRebuli ̀ berlinis dacema” da amerikuli filmi, roland emerliCis samec-

niero-fantastikuri drama `damoukideblobis dRe”, romelic gadaRebulia 

1996 wels kinokompania `Twentieth Century Fox-is” mier. erTmaneTs udardeba am 

filmebis damamTavrebeli, gamorCeulad simboluri scenebi.

`berlinis dacema~ STagonebuli iyo meore msoflio omis movlenebiT, 

xolo `damoukideblobis dRe~ dedamiwaze mosalodneli Tavdasxmis gamogo-

nili istoriaa. miuxedavad imisa, rom gansaxilveli filmebi sxvadasxva Janrs 

miekuTvneba da maTi gadaRebis TariRebs Sorisac TiTqmis 50-wliani sxvao-

baa, orive filmi mniSvnelovan msgavseba-gansxvavebebs avlens ssrk-sa da aSS-s 

socialur Rirebulebebisa da miswrafebebis TvalsazrisiT. orive qveyana 

Tavis Tavs aRiqvams msoflio liderad, magram maTi saxelisuflebo lider-

ebi Zireulad sxvaoben erTmaneTisagan. orive filmSi xazgasmulia eTnikuri 

da rasobrivi Tanasworoba, magram absoluturad gansxvavebulad afaseben 

calkeuli pirovnebis Rirebulebas. orive filmi miesalmeba patriotizms, 

magram didi sxvaobaa am cnebis gaazrebaSi.

moxsenebaSi agreTve ganxiluli iqneba film `berlinis dacemaSi” war-

modgenili zogierTi istoriuli, socialuri da kulturuli faseulobis 

Zveleburi da TvalsaCino simyare Tanamedrove ruseTsa da saqarTveloSi. 

DODONA KIZIRIA
Indiana University, USA
kiziria@indiana.edu

Ruler and Leader on Movie Screen

The paper will discuss and analyze the fi nal, highly symbolic scenes of two fi lms: The 
Fall of Berlin and Independence Day respectively. The former was a two part Soviet epic 
movie directed by Mikheil Chiaureli and released in 1950 by the Mosfi lm Studio. The latter 
was an American science fi ction drama directed by Roland Emmerlich and released in 1996 by 
Twentieth Century Fox Film Company.

The Fall of Berlin was inspired by the real events of the WWII, Independence Day is a 
fi ctional story about an impending attack of the aliens upon the Earth. In spite of the disparate 
genres and almost fi fty years long distance in their production time, the both fi lms reveal fas-
cinating similarities and differences in social values and political aspirations of the USA and 
the USSR. The both countries perceive themselves as the world leaders but present contrasting 
image of the heads of their respective governments. The both fi lms emphasize ethnic or racial 
equality but attach decidedly dissimilar value to an individual personality. They both applaud 
patriotism but have different understanding of it.

The paper will also touch upon the enduring power of certain historic, social and cultural 
values presented in The Fall of Berlin that are still apparent in Russia and Georgia.
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espanuri leqsikografiis ganviTarebis ZiriTadi etapebi

ramdenime saukunes iTvlis espanurenovani leqsikonebis istoria da igi 

warmodgenilia leqsikonebis sakmaod farTo speqtriT. pireneis naxevarkun-

Zulze leqsikonebis pirveli niSnebi jer kidev emilianur glosebTan Cndeba, 

xolo XV saukunis bolodan iwyeba mniSvnelovani leqsikonebis Seqmna. swored 

espanurenovani leqsikonebis Tematur mravalferovnebas exeba Cveni moxsen-

eba, romelSic qronologiurad ganvixilavT leqsikonebs da gavaanalizebT 

iseT mniSnelovan sakiTxebs, rogoricaa leqsikonis agebuleba, Sinaarsobrivi 

da vizualuri mxare da sxv. 

gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs oqros xana, radgan swored XVI-XVII sauku-

neebSi iqmneba rogorc bilingvuri, ise monolingvuri leqsikonebis didi naw-

ili. orenovani leqsikonebis istoria iwyeba antonio nebrixas cnobili le-

qsikoniT “Diccionarium latino-hispanicum” (1492 w.), Semdeg ki iqmneba arabul-es-

panuri (“Vocabulario arábigo en letra castellana”, Pedro de Alcalá, 1505 w.), toskanur-kas-

tiliuri (“Vocabulario de las dos lenguas, toscana y castellana”, Cristóbal de las Casas, 1570 
w.), espanur-inglisuri (“A dictionary in Spanish and English”, John Minshew, 1599 w.) 
da frangul-espanuri (“Tesoro de las lenguas francesa y española”, Cesar Oudin, 1607 w.) 
orenovani leqsikonebi. 

espanuri leqsikografiis fundamentur naSromad iTvleba sebastian de 

kobarubiasis pirveli erTenovani leqsikoni “Tesoro de la lengua española o cas-
tellana” (1611 w.). oqros xanis leqsikografias miekuTvneba andazebis pirveli 

leqsikonic (“Vocabulario de refranes”, Gonzalo Correas, 1627 w.).
aranakleb sainteresoa XVIII saukuniT daTariRebuli leqsikonebi, rom-

lebic or ZiriTad kategoriad iyofa: espaneTis samefo akademiis mier Seqm-

nili leqsikonebi (Diccionario de Autoridades, 1726-39 ww.) da akademiis monawileo-

bis gareSe Sedgenili leqsikonebi (“Diccionario castellano con las voces de ciencias y 
artes”, Esteban de Terreros, 1787 ww.). aRsaniSnavia, rom am ukanasknelSi ZiriTadad 

warmodgenili iyo teqnikuri terminologia, romelic RAE-s leqsikonSi ar 

iyo Setanili. 

arcTu ise nayofieri iyo espanuri enis leqsikografiisaTvis XIX saukune,
 

radgan am periodSi mxolod espaneTis samefo akademiis mier Sedgenili le-

qsikonebis redaqtireba xdeboda. rac Seexeba XX saukunes, Cndeba vizualuri 
(“Diccionario manual e ilustrado de la lengua española”, RAE, 1927 w.), etimologiuri 

(“Diccionario crítico etimológico castellano e hispánico”, Corominas, Pascual, 1954 ww.) le-

qsikonebi da iqmneba espanuri enis uaxlesi ganmartebiTi leqsikonebi (“Dic-
cionario de uso del español”, María Moliner, 1966-67 ww.).

gansakuTrebiT unda aRiniSnos, espanur-qarTuli leqsikonebis sakiTxi. 

am etapze mxolod erTi espanur-qarTuli (aseve, qarTul-espanuri) leqsikoni 

arsebobs („Diccionario español-georgiano“, irakli vaxvaxiSvili, 2002 w.), romelic 

ar SeiZleba CaiTvalos srulyofilad, radgan leqsikonSi Setanilia mxolod 

22 000 sityva da SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aris bevri uzustoba. 

amrigad, moxsenebaSi warmodgenili iqneba yvela zemoxsenebuli le-
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Main periods of development of Spanish lexicography

The history of Spanish-language dictionaries counts several centuries and it is repre-
sented by a broad spectrum of dictionaries. The fi rst signs of the vocabularies in the Pyrenees 
Peninsula come with Emilian Glosses, but the end of the XV century is the period when the 
signifi cant dictionaries were created. Thematic diversity of Spanish dictionaries is discussed in 
our article. We will try to analyze their structure, content and chronology.

The Golden Age is of the particular interest, as it was in 16th-17th centuries when the main 
part of bilingual and monolingual dictionaries was created. The history of bilingual dictionar-
ies begins with Antonio Nebrija’s famous dictionary named „Diccionarium latino-hispanicum“ 
(1492), then the Arab-Spanish dictionary (“Vocabulario arábigo en letra castellana”, Pedro de 
Alcalá, 1505), Toscan – Spanish dictionary (“Vocabulario de las dos lenguas, toscana y castel-
lana”, Cristóbal de las Casas, 1570), Spanish-English dictionary (“A dictionary in Spanish and 
English”, John Minshew, 1599) and French-Spanish dictionary (“Tesoro de las lenguas francesa 
y Española”, Cesar Oudin, 1607) appeared.

The fi rst fundamental work in Spanish lexicography was the monolingual dictionary by 
Sebastian de Cobarubias, “Tesoro de la lengua española o castellana”(1611). The fi rst diction-
ary of proverbs also belongs to the golden age of lexicography (“Vocabulario de refranes”, 
Gonzalo Correas, 1627).

18th century’s dictionaries are also the objects of our interest, which are divided into two 
main categories: dictionaries created by Spanish Royal Academy (Diccionario de Autoridades, 
1726-39) and the dictionaries without its participation (“Diccionario castellano con las voces de 
ciencias y artes”, Esteban de Terreros, 1787). The last one was represented mainly with techni-
cal terminology, which was not included in the RAE’s dictionary.

19th century was not very productive for Spanish language lexicography, during this peri-
od, the dictionaries of the Spanish Royal Academy were edited. As for 20th century, a visual dic-
tionary appeared (“Diccionario manual e ilustrado de la lengua Española”, RAE, 1927.), then 
etymological (“Diccionario crítico etimológico castellano e hispánico”, Corominas, Pascual, 
1954) and Spanish language explanatory dictionary (“Diccionario de uso del español”, María 
Moliner, 1966-67) was published.

The issue of the Spanish-Georgian dictionaries is a special topic in our paper. At this 
point, only one Spanish-Georgian (as well as, in the Georgian-Spanish) dictionary exists (“Dic-
cionario español-georgiano”, Irakli Vakhvakhishvili, 2002.), which cannot be regarded as com-
plete, because there are only 22 000 words in the dictionary and there are a lot of inaccuracies.

Thus, in the paper we will present the analysis to all above-listed dictionaries, which 
clearly shows the historical sketch of the Spanish language lexicography and presents the pres-
ent-day situation of the Castilian language lexicography.
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tradicia da avtoritarizmi enaTmecnierebaSi

logikis `eqspansiam” gramatikaSi, rac dionise Trakielis filologi-

uri gramatikidan moyolebuli, dRemde tradiciuladaa damkvidrebuli sas-

kolo-saswavlo da mecnierul gramatikebSic, am gramatikebis avtorTa didi 

avtoritetis gavlenis Sedegad, SeiZleba iTqvas, aTeuli wlebis ganmavlobaSi 

daabrkola enaTmecnieruli (gramatikuli) azris ganviTareba yofili „sabWo-

Ta kavSiris” sivrceSi, romelSic qarTuli enaTmecnieruli skolac moiaz-

reba, miuxedavad imisa, rom swored qarTvelma enaTmecnierma, kavkasiolo-

giuri enaTmecnierebis skolis fuZemdebelma, arnold Ciqobavam gailaSqra 

am `eqspansiis” winaaRmdeg jer kidev 1928 wels da Semdgom sxvadasxva wels 

qarTul da rusul enebze gamoqveynebul mTel rig meTodologiuri xasiaTis 

naSromebSi. 

enaTmecnierebis kvlevisa da Seswavlis sagani enaa. enas ori mxare aqvs: 

Sinaarsi (funqcia) da forma, romelic am Sinaarss (funqcias) gamoxatavs. enis 

Seswavla gulisxmobs rogorc funqciis (semantikis, mniSvnelobis), ise struq-

turis (formis) Seswavlas, magram “sruliad dauSvebelia, rom struqtura 

(struqturuli kategoriebi) aRiweros funqciis (funqcionalur kategoria-

Ta) mixedviT da piruku” (arn. Ciqobava, `martivi winadadebis problema qar-

TulSi”, 1928, 1968). arnold Ciqobavas „meTodologiuri imanentizmis” princi-

pi enaTmecnierebaSi, romelic wina saukunis 30-ian wlebSi iqna wamoyenebuli, 

moiTxovs enobrivi masalis kvlevasa da gramatikuli kategoriebis kvalifik-

acias gramatikis Sesaswavli sagnis (morfologiisa da sintaqsis) imanenturi 

specifikidan amosvliT. 

moxsenebaSi warmodgenili iqneba is meTodologiuri problemebi da 

pasuxgaucemeli kiTxvebi, romlebsac vxvdebiT qarTul (da ara mxolod qar-

Tul) gramatikul literaturaSi da, romlebic moiTxoven pasuxs, axsnasa da 

gadawyvetas. esenia:

 1) Sesaswavli masalis, kerZod, zmnis uRlebadi formebis klasifikaci-

isas xSirad ar aris daculi cnebis dayofis logikuri wesi, rac gulisxmobs 

gvareobiTi cnebis sworad gansazRvras da am klasifikaciis farglebSi miRe-

buli kriteriumis bolomde dacvas;

 2) kvlevisas gramatikuli kategoriebis gamovlena ar emyareba qarTuli 

enis specifikas, am enis sakvlevi masalis statistikuri da sistemuri ana-

lizis Sedegebs; qarTuli Sesityvebis struqtura gaanalizebulia evropuli 

enebis modelebis mixedviT. 

 3) saklasifikacio principi ar emyareba morfologiur da sintaqsur 

kriteriumebs, Sesabamisad, gramatikuli movlenebis kvlevisa da kvalifikaci-

isas gamoyenebulia qarTul gramatikul literaturaSi tradiciulad (Zveli 

qarTveli gramatikosebis Trakielidan da evropuli gramatikebidan gadmoRe-

buli logikuri (/semantikuri) terminologia: gramatikuli struqtura da 

konstruqcia aRwerilia logikur (/universalur) da ara gramatikul (mor-

fo-sintaqsur) cnebaTa aRmniSvneli terminebiT, rac xSirad gaugebrobas 
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iwvevs.

4) dasabuTebis safuZvlad aRebulia apriorulad, winasaswar miRebuli 

Seumowmebeli debuleba, maSin, rodesac daskvnebis siswore-mcdaroba damok-

idebulia 1) wanamZRvris, amosavali debulebis siswore-mcdarobaze (rasac 

empiria/statistika amowmebs da xSirad damokidebulia axali masalis mokvle-

vasa Tu aRmoCenebze), anda 2) logikuri argumentaciis simtkice-sisusteze. 

meore piroba xSirad daculia, magram, Tu empiriuli masala statistikurad 

sakmarisad ar aris Seswavlili da argumentacia eyrdnoba araswor, mcdar 

wanamZRvars, danaskvi mcdari iqneba. klasifikacia unda amodiodes da eyrd-

nobodes empiriul masalas (induqciidan>deduqciisken da ara piriqiT) da 

ara tradiciulad damkvidrebul apriorulad miRebul debulebas, romelic 

kvlevis procesSi SeiZleba mcdari aRmoCndes. amgvarad, gramatikuli kat-

egoriis, Tu misi markeris kvalifikaciisas aucilebelia sakvlevi masalis 

statistikuri (maT Soris monaTesave enebis) monacemebis gaTvaliswineba, rac 

xSirad ugulvebelyofilia. gaTvaliswinebuli ar aris empiriuli, statis-

tikuri monacemebi da gamonaklisad da anomaliebadaa CaTvlili sistemuri 

movlenebi. xSirad masalis kvlevas sistemuri xasiaTi ara aqvs, enobrivi 

movlenebis Seswavla erTmaneTisagan izolirebulad, `amoglejiT” xdeba da 

mxedvelobaSi ar aris miRebuli is, rom ena sistemaa, am sistemis rgolebi 

erTmaneTTan organuladaa dakavSirebuli da swored am organuli kavSirebis 

urTierTmimarTebaa aRmosaCeni da Sesaswavli.

5) dgas morfo-sintaqsuri faqtebisa da kategoriebis terminologiuri 

daxasiaTebis problema: mag. a) zogadad `mwkrivTa~ saxelwodebebis sakiTxi 

(kerZod, Zveli qarTuli enis gramatikaSi terminis `kavSirebiTis mwkriv/eb/i” 

gamoyenebis Seusabamoba, III seriis mwkrivTaTvis termin `TurmeobiTebis” mi-

zanSewonilobis sakiTxi rogorc Zvel, ise Tanamedrove qarTulSi da sxv.); 

g) terminis _ „gardamavloba” _ gamoyeneba, gramatikuli kategoriis aRsaniS-

navad “polipersonalur” qarTul zmnaSi; d) zmnis piris niSanTa „inversiis” 

problema da amasTan dakavSirebiT piris markerebis logikur-semantikuri da 

sakuTriv gramatikuli funqciebis gansazRvra da gamijvna diaqroniul da 

siqroniul WrilSi da sxva. 

amgvarad, gramatikuli movlenis kvalifikaciisas unda gaimijnos 

logikisa da gramatikis sferoebi: gramatikuli kategoriebis kvalifikacia 

unda xdebodes masalis morfo-sintaqsuri analizis safuZvelze, ris Sede-

gadac gairkveva gamovlenili formebis/struqturebis erTi mxriv _ grama-

tikuli da, meore mxriv _ logikur-semantikuri funqciebi, anu dadginde-

ba semantikuri markirebis mimarTebis tipi morfologiaSi; aseve, gairkveva, 

saerTod, markirebulia Tu ara gramatikulad (morfologiurad) esa Tu is 

universaluri semantikuri kategoria konretul enaSi. 

moxsenebaSi warmodgenilia qarTuli zmnis uRlebad formaTa klasifika-

cia gramatikuli _ morfosintaqsuri principiT: zmnur formaTa struqturi-

sa da konstruqciis mixedviT, ris safuZvelzec gamoyofilia qarTuli zmnis 

ZiriTadi gramatikuli kategoria „diaTeza”, romelic xasiaTdeba morfolo-

giuri struqturisa da sintaqsuri konstruqciis erTianobiT. 

„gvari~ (avtoaqtivi, aqtivi, pasivi) diaTezebis morfosintaqsur sistema-

Si (sqemaSi) „diaTezis” semantikurad gansxvavebuli qvesaxea, romelic grama-

tikulad ar aris markirebuli. diaTezis gramatikuli kategoria aris zm-

nuri Sesityvebis sintaqsuri struqtura-meqanizmis organizaciisa da zmnuri 
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aqtantebis sintaqsuri relaciis morfologiuri gamoxatvis wesebis erTo-

bliobis sistema, romelic gansxvavebulia sxvadasxva enaSi, maT Soris, qar-

Tulsa da evropul enebSi: kerZod, qarTuli enis zmnuri Sesityvebis sistema 

evropulisagan gansxvavebiT, rTulia, magram mkacrad organizebuli da logi-

kurad gamarTulia aqtantTa subordinacia-koordinaciis safuZvelze.

  zemoT CamoTvlili problemebis gadaWra SeuZlebelia tradiciuli 

gramatikis farglebSi, rac gaxda mizezi imisa, rom qarTuli enis gramatikis 

swavleba saerTod amoRebul iqna saskolo programebidan. yovelive amasTan, 

Tu imasac miviRebT mxedvelobaSi, rom qarTuli enis kompiuteruli mode-

lireba am problemebis daZlevisa da zemoT CamoTvlili principebis dacvis 

gareSe Sedegis momcemi ar iqneba, vfiqrobT, saWiro da aucilebelia qarTul 

saswavlo Tu samecniero gramatikul literaturaSi miRebuli dogmebis gad-

axedva da am sakiTxebTan dakavSirebiT saenaTmecniero diskusiis gamarTva. 
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Tradition and authoritarianism in linguistics

Since the period of “Art of Grammar” by Dionysius Thrax until today the expansion of 
logics is traditionally established in scientifi c grammars and school text-books. It could be said, 
that the huge authority of the authors and creators of these grammars has prevented developing 
of the linguistic (grammatical) ideas throughout the Former Soviet Union, in which Georgian 
linguistic school was also included. Unfortunately the abovementioned statement is true, in 
spite of the effort of Georgian linguist – Arnold Chikobava, who was the founder of the linguis-
tic school of Caucasiology: he declined the “expansion of logics” in linguistics as-yet in 1928 
and later in his number of methodological papers published in Georgian and Russian languages. 

The main subject of the linguistic research and linguistic study is the language. The lan-
guage has two sides: the content (function) and the form that expresses this content (function). 
To learn the language means to learn the both: its function (semantics, meaning) and the struc-
ture (the form); however “It is inadmissible to describe the structure (the structural categories) 
in the terms of function (the functional categories) and vice versa” (Arn. Chikobava, “The Prob-
lem of the Simple sentence in Georgian“, 1928, 1968). The principle of the “methodological 
immanence“, that was raised by Arnold Chikobava in the 30-s of the 20th century, requires to 
research the linguistic data and to study the grammatical categories in the frame of the specifi c, 
immanence principle of the main subjects of the grammar (morphology and syntax).

In our report we will present the methodological problems and unanswered questions, 
which exist in Georgian (and not only) linguistic literature; these questions insist on answers, 
explanations and the solutions. The questions are as follows: 

The logical rules of the separation of the concepts are not always taken into the considera-
tion during classifying the research data, particularly during classifying the conjugational forms 
of the verb. It means to defi ne correctly the generic concept and entirely defend the criteria that 
were obtained within this classifi cation. 

Researching the grammatical categories is not based on the specifi city of Georgian lan-
guage, on its statistical data and on the results of the systemic analysis. The structures of Geor-
gian collocations are analyzed according to the models of the European languages.

The classifi cation principle is not based on morphological and syntactic criteria; therefor, 
for researching and qualifi cation of grammatical issues in Georgian grammatical literature there 
is used traditional logical (semantic) terminology (it was borrowed from Dionisius Trax and 
European grammar textbooks by the old Georgian grammarians); The grammatical structure 
and construction is described in the terms of logical (//universal) and not grammatical (mor-
pho-syntactic) concepts. That fact often leads the scholars to confusion.

The Substantiation is based on a priori untested thesis, that was accepted preliminari-
ly; correctness or wrongness of the conclusions are depended on 1) correctness or wrongness 
of the premises. The correctness is verifi ed on the basis of the empirical data and often it de-
pends on researching and revealing of the new data; or 2) on the solidity or weakness of the 
logical argumentation. As a rule, the second condition is often upheld, but in case of insuffi -
cient study of the statistical data and also, if the argumentation is based on erroneous prerequi-
sites, the conclusions will be false. The classifi cation should be based on empirical data (from 
induction to deduction and not vice versa ), and not on traditionally established a priori thesis, 
which may be proven in the process of research. Thus, in order to qualify the grammatical cat-
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egory or its marker it is necessary to take into the consideration the statistical data (including 
the data of the kindred languages); unfortunately, this factor is often neglected. There is not 
foreseen the empirical statistical data and the systemic linguistic facts are considered to be the 
examples of exception and anomaly. Often times linguistic data research can not be character-
ized as systematic one; the linguistic processes are investigated separately, without context and 
there is not taken into account the fact that the language is a system, the circles of this system 
are organically connected; the relationship between these organic connections is exactly what 
we have to reveal and study. 

The terminological description of the morpho-syntactic facts and categories is also the 
problem nowadays: for example A) the names of Georgian screeves (Screeve is a term of gram-
matical description in traditional Georgian grammars that roughly corresponds to tense–as-
pect–mood marking in the Western grammatical tradition. It derives from the Georgian word 
mts’k’rivi (mwkrivi), which means “row”), (particularily, the irrelevance of usage of the term 
“conditional screeve(s)” in old Georgian Grammars, or B)the question of appropriateness of 
the usage of the term “turmeobiti” (the name of the screeve of Georgian perfect tense) for the 
3rd series in both – old and present-day Georgian, etc.). C) the usage of the term “transitivity” 
in order to mark the grammatical category of the polypersonal Georgian verb; D) The problem 
of “inversion” and in connection with “inversion” defi nition of the logical and semantical, and, 
particularly, the grammatical functions of the personal markers. Also, separation of logical and 
semantical approaches from the grammatical one on the diachronic and synchronic levels.

So, the levels of logics and grammar should be separated in the process of describing and 
qualifying the grammatical issues: the qualifi cation of the grammatical categories should be 
completed on the basis of the morpho-syntactic analysis of the linguistic data. As a result the 
grammatical and, on the other hand, the logical and semantical functions of the forms/structures 
of the particular obtained data will be elucidated. The type of the relation of the semantic mark-
ing in morphology will be also cleared up; and it also will be found out whether particular uni-
versal semantic category is morphologically marked or not in a particular language. All these 
problems will be solved in Georgian verb, if we use morpho-syntactic criteria for classifi cation.

The paper presents the morpho-syntactic principle of classifi cation of georgian conju-
gational verb forms: according to the structure and construction of verbal forms, on the basis 
of which is singled out the basic grammatical category of Georgian verb-“diathesis”which is 
characterized by unity of morphological structure and syntactic construction.

“Voice”(autoactive, active, passive) in the morpho-syntactic system(schem) of diathesis 
is only semantically different subspecies ,which is not grammatically marked. The grammatical 
category of diathesis is set in the system of syntactic structure organization of the verb colloca-
tions and morphological expression of syntactic relation between verbal actants, which is dif-
ferent in different languages, for example, the Georgian and European languages: in particular, 
the system of Georgian verb collocations is diffi cult (differently from European system), but 
strictly organized and logically confi gured on the basis of subordination-coordination of verbal 
actants.

It is impossible to solve the problems listed above under the traditional grammar. This 
was the reason that the teaching of Georgian language grammar was removed from school cur-
ricula. Finally, if we take into account that the computer modeling of Georgian language will 
not be successful without resolving above mentioned problems and without defending above 
mentioned morpho-syntactic classifi cation principles, we think, it is necessary to review the 
dogmas taken in Georgian educational or scientifi c grammatical literature and arrange discus-
sion concerning these matters.
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Sanskrit Grammars in Polish

The paper focuses on the information and analyse of content and structure of the gram-
mars of Sanskrit written by Polish authors and published in Poland. Three most important of 
them are presented and discussed. The fi rst Polish scholar who was interested in Sanskrit as 
a language of ancient India was Walenty Skorochód Majewski (1764-1835). He was the one 
who delivered lectures on Indian culture at the meetings of the Warsaw Royal Society of the 
Friends of Sciences. After that he published several works and among them two books con-
cerning Sanskrit and its grammar. The fi rst one, which appeared in 1816, was an introduction 
rather than a grammar. It was entitled “ O Sławianach i ich pobratymcach. Rozprawy o języ-
ku samskryckim…”. The more elaborate one “Gramatyka mowy starożytnych Skuthów czyli 
Skalnych Gorali, Indo-Skythów, Indyków, Budhynów Herodota Samskrytem czyli Dokładną 
Mową Zwaney” was edited in 1828. Even if Skorochód Majewski was not a professional indol-
ogist his grammar was based on some of the best European ones prepared by eminent scholars 
such as F. Bopp, H. Colebrooke, W. Carey , Ch. Wilkins, W. Yates and others. It shows that he 
was well acquainted with the scholarly grammar literature of his times. Fifty years must have 
passed before the next Sanskrit grammar in Polish was published as the date of its edition is 
1872. The author was Franciszek Ksawery Malinowski (1807-1881) and the book’s title was 
“Gramatyka sanskrytu porównanego z językiem starosłowieńskim i polskim”. It was based on 
Franz Bopp’s grammar and was much more professional than the former ones. Malinowski was 
also the author of several other works concerning Polish grammar. In his descriptions he used 
the comparative method and his interest was mainly in Slavic languages. However, the fi rst 
Sanskrit grammar to be a scholarly work of high quality was published in 1932. It was entitled 
“Podręcznik sanskrytu. Gramatyka. Wypisy. Objaśnienia. Słownik”. Its author was a famous 
Polish linguist Andrzej Gawroński (1885-1927). The grammar was edited posthumously by 
two famous Polish linguists Helena Willman-Grabowska and Jan Rozwadowski. Since its fi rst 
publication it has had three editions and till modern days it is widely used by all generations of 
Polish adepts of Sanskrit. The goal of the paper will be, but for the exact information on them, 
also the analyse of their structure. Their contents and structures will be shown in the compari-
son with the grammars of other European countries which were already published in Europe at 
these times.
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qarTveluri enebi, rogorc Zvel da Tanamedrove samyaroTa Semkvreli da 

gamaerTianebeli (qarTveluri, Sumeruli, egvipturi da baskuri masalis 

safuZvelze)

naSromi agrZelebs qarTveluri da uZvelesi civilizaciebis enebis ge-

netikuri kavSirebis kvlevas. kerZod, moxsenebaSi ganxilulia qarTveluri 

enobrivi masalis maorganizebeli da madekodirebeli funqcia Sumerul, eg-

viptur da baskur monacemebTan mimarTebiT. daavadebisa da sikvdilis Sum-

eruli (asaku/asagu) da egvipturi (tchahar) RvTaebebi, romlebic asakisa da 

WaRaras qarTveluri sinonimuri wyvilis meSveobiT ixsneba, emateba frangu-

li baskuris leqsema zahar (saar) da espanuri baskuris varianti zar (sar). 

naSromSi gaanalizebulia samive enis (Sumeruli, egvipturi, baskuri) onomas-

tikuri da zogadi leqsikis fonetikuri da semantikuri msgavsebani, gamov-

lenilia maTi qarTveluri arqetipi, romelic marTavs da erT mikro-siste-

mad kravs Tanamedrove da gardasuli msoflios enaTa sakvlev erTeulebs. 

naCvenebia Sumerulisa da egvipturis; egvipturisa da baskuris urTierToba, 

erTi mxriv, da qarTveluri masalis gamaerTianebeli, rTuli da dominanti 

funqcia, meore mxriv. arqetipuli statusis gamo, qarTveluri enebi Sum-

erul, egviptur da baskur leqsemebs ara mxolod erTmaneTTan akavSireben, 

aramed relatiuri qronologiis mixedviTac alageben. Sedegad viRebT enaTa 

oTxeuls, romlis ori wevri (Sumeruli, egvipturi) mkvdar enebs miekuTvneba, 

danarCeni ori ki (qarTveluri, baskuri) uZvelesi, dResac cocxali enaa. 
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Kartvelian languages as concenter of ancient and modern worlds (based on Kartvelian, 
Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque language evidence)

This paper continues the examination of genetic ties between Kartvelian and the lan-
guages of ancient civilizations. In particular, it discusses the decoding and organizing power 
of Kartvelian language evidence in relation to Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque material. The 
pair of Sumerian (asaku / asagu) and Egyptian (tchahar) gods of desease and death that are et-
ymologized through the Kartvelian synonimic pair of asak-i (‘age’) and tschagara (‘grey hair’) 
is increased by two lexemes: a) the earliest French Basque zahar /saar/ meaning ‘old’ and b) 
Spanish Basque zar /sar/. The linguistic analysis of Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque onomastic 
and general vocabulary items focuses on their phonetic and semantic similarities and uncovers 
their Kartvelian archetypes. Being the dominant member, the latter (Kartvelian archetypes) 
manage, orgnaize, and unite the language items of ancient and modern languages into a neat 
micro-system. In addition, the paper retrieves long-forgotten ties between Sumerian and Egyp-
tian and Egyptian and Basque on the one hand, and a complex, intricate, and unifying function 
of the Kartvelian material, on the other. Due to its archetypcial status, the Kartvelian languages 
not only connect Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque lexemes, but also order them according to 
relative chronology. As a rsult a quartet of languages is produced whose two members (Sumeri-
an and Egyptian) belong to dead languages, whilst the other two (Basque and Kartvelian) are 
ancient, but still living languages of the modern world.
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The “Internal Laws of Language Development” as an Ideological Manifestation of 
Stalinist Russia

In his 1950 Pravda article «Marxism and Problems of Linguistics», Stalin condemned 
and rejected Nikolaj Marr’s linguistic theories, that had been for more than 25 years the offi cial 
doctrine of Soviet linguistics. In this text Stalin did not only condemn and reject marrism, he 
also showed the way the new Soviet linguistics, expunched from Marr’s follies and mistakes, 
should follow, in order to become a real Marxist science. According to Stalin, Soviet linguistics 
should deal again with the history and development of languages, and especially with the «in-
ternal laws of language development» [vnutrennie zakony razvitija jazyka], the study of which 
appeared to be, in Stalin’s words, the «main task of linguistics». Immediately, Soviet linguists 
seized the topic, and from the beginning of the 1950s dozens of scientifi c articles, hundreds of 
pages, and several meetings and conferences (for example in Leningrad in January 1952 and in 
Moscow in February 1952) were devoted to these laws.

In my presentation, I won’t analyze the purely linguistic aspects of these laws, I won’t 
concentrate on the ways these laws manifest themselves in various languages (although several 
articles were devoted to such problems in the 1950s). What I will have in mind are the presup-
positions that lie behind this notion of «internal laws of language developments». Through the 
analysis of several texts from this period, I will point out the different hidden ideas that can 
be found in this notion, and will show that these hidden ideas can be considered as ideological 
manifestations of Stalinist Russia. For example, I will consider the «internal laws of language 
development» as the ideological counterpart of the «single glottogonic process» [edinyj glot-
togoničeskij process], one of the main ideas of Nikolaj Marr’s theory : if the «single glottogonic 
process», as an universal one, could be applied to every language of the world, the «internal 
laws of language development» were meant to be unique for each language. These two linguis-
tic ideas can therefore be considered as two opposite ideological manifestations, the former 
being characteristic of internationalist Soviet Union, the latter being specifi c to a closed off 
Stalinist Russia.
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The enigma of the similarities: analogy as a cognitive method in linguistics in Russia

The French intellectual world, stemming from the tradition of the Enlightenment, has a 
tradition to explain the evolution of the phenomena by the criterium of causation: what comes 
next is the consequence of what was before. In Russia, however, it is often in terms of “devel-
opment tendencies” (Trubetzkoy) or “goal orientation” (Jakobson) that the change in language 
is thought. 

But there is more: if for Meillet, an analogy of forms between unrelated languages is only 
a “plaything”, on the contrary, for Troubetzkoy and Jakobson, taking for granted that no resem-
blance can be due to chance, it is an evidence of “affi nity”, that is to say a tendency to attraction. 

This difference in approach as well of comparative diachrony pf language as of their 
geographical distribution resulted in a rich tradition of linguistic typology in Russia (cf. V. 
Khrakovskij school in Leningrad). But what is less known is the intellectual origin of the idea 
that any form of similarity is necessarily signifi cant.

This origin is twofold. On the one side it comes from the theology of the icon in the 
Eastern Church, in which the icon is not a sign of the divinity, but the effective presence of the 
divinity. This theology has found an extreme manifestation in hesychasm in the early twentieth 
century, a religious attitude whose principle is that “the name of God is God,” and that led to 
a philosophy of language stating that the name of the thing is the thing itself (S. Bulgakov, A. 
Losev).

The second source is the German Naturphilosophie of the Romantic era, which has blurred the 
border between natural sciences and sciences of culture (or of “spirit”). The Russian variant in the 
twentieth century links languages to a particular ground, refusing any randomness in their distribution.
 Finally, the third source is an amazing collusion between the Cratylism of the refusal of ar-
bitrariness and a virulent anti-Darwinism issued from from an orthogenetic biology in Russia 
named “nomogenesis” or development based on laws.

Those three intellectual streams, united by the refusal of chance and the passionate pur-
suit of “unitotality” (vseedinstvo) of the objects of research and of a synthesis of knowledge, 
are a key to understanding and explaining the peculiarities of the philosophy of language in 
Russia that make diffi cult to understand and particularly ambiguous many texts of Jakobson or 
Voloshinov, yet thoroughly read and commented in the “West”.

This paper aims to present some ways of access to these paradoxical aspects of linguistics 
and philosophy of language in Russia.
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Fifty shadows of Karelian alphabet

Our paper will focus on historical perspectives of linguistic politics in Soviet Union in the 
1920’s. We will explore ideological discourses surrounding the numerous script reforms on the 
base of one concrete example, the Karelian. From 1917 to 1933, Karelian changed its political 
and institutional status fi ve times: it was considered as a distinct language, then as a dialect of 
Finnish and so on. The script changed following it perception either closer to Finnish-speaking 
or to Russian-speaking community. Its changing status refl ected ontological and ideological 
preoccupations.

The fi rst part of our paper will examine Karelian language such as it was studied by So-
viet and Finnish scholars in the 1920’s so as their contradictory point of view on it: a dialect of 
Finnish language or a separate language? We will focus on political circumstances and politics 
in studying Karelian in Soviet linguistics, on how a dialect ‘becomes’ a language. In that period, 
the linguistics was regarded as a political debate, and a new script has to be created in order to 
distinguish between Karelian and Finnish to create a symbolic border between two communi-
ties.

The second part will focus on measures to create a Karelian language by creating a script, 
a grammar and a grammar to teach Karelian at school. Most of these initiatives are from one lin-
guist, Dmitri Bubrikh (1890-1949). But they are a part of a bigger project of promoting ‘small’ 
languages in the Soviet Union in the 1920’s.

The last part of the paper will focus on the changes in the status of Karelian language just 
during the Finnish war and on its implementations that we still can observe nowadays.
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Biological vs. mechanical conceptions of language in past and present linguistic theories

The emergence of linguistics as a scientifi c study of language is normally associated 
with the early works in comparative philology. Thus, the history of linguistics currently en-
compasses about two centuries. Throughout this period, linguists have used two basic kinds of 
metaphors to grasp the nature of the subject of their study (i.e. language). These are metaphors 
of organism and mechanism.

The concept of organism was introduced into linguistics by August Schleicher (1821-
1868) who is considered the founder of the so-called linguistic naturalism. Schleicher is com-
monly believed to have been under a strong infl uence of Charles Darwin’s evolutionary theory. 
His conception was also stimulated by his predecessors in comparative studies (Bopp, Grimm, 
etc.), who intended to model this freshly-born fi eld of knowledge on natural sciences. And of 
course there was a fundamental infl uence of the great German philosophers of that time, in par-
ticular Friedrich Schelling with his Naturphilosophie.

The opposite metaphor of language as mechanism is traced back to structuralism. Aiming 
to reveal the way language is made, structural linguistics took efforts to identify its units, con-
stituents, constructions, etc. It presented language as an hierarchy of levels, with lower-level 
units combining with one another to form a higher-level unit in accordance with a closed set of 
rules. It may be noted that the rise of structural approach to language took place amid signifi cant 
progress in hard science.

The structural model failed to account for all language facts, especially in the domain of 
meaning. Nevertheless, it is this view of language that Chomsky followed in devising his gen-
erative grammar. All subsequent formal theories of language have also been based on the idea 
of language as a generating device.

Recent decades have witnessed a rebirth of linguistic naturalism, triggered by the advent 
of anthropocentric paradigm and advances in cognitive studies. Parallels with biology are ex-
plicitly advanced by biolinguistics, a host of biological metaphors are used in ecolinguistics, 
and cognitivists argue that linguistics should make alliance with biology rather than formal 
sciences. Perhaps best of all this spirit is embodied in Ronald Langacker’s statement that “a 
language is more accurately likened to a biological organism”.

Thus, quite different ideas of what language really is co-exist in modern linguistics stud-
ies, and the notorious opposition of cognitive and generative theories basically comes down to 
the opposition of metaphors used to conceptualize language.
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ena da praqtika

enis bedis, funqcionirebis sivrcis, masze da misgan momdinare gavleneb-

is, enobrivi identobis Sefasebis garemoebebi da safuZvlebi xSirad icvleba, 

da am cvalebadobas enobrivi situaciis regulirebis RonisZiebaTa krizisebi 

mosdevs.

tradiciuli enaTmecnierebis gzaze enaTa statusis gansazRvrisa da 

enobrivi praqtikis axali tendenciebis gaCena-gaaqtiurebas, cxadia, zogi-

erTi sakiTxis axleburad gaazreba da Sefaseba dasWirda. zogjer klasikur 

enaTmecnierebaSi ukve mravalgzis aprobirebuli terminebis mravaldargovan 

sivrceebSi gadatanas dubleturi terminebis gaCena mohyva, zogjer ki am ter-

minTa viwro dargobrivi mniSvneloba dabrkolebad eqca saxelmwifoebrivi 

mowyobis sferoSi enobrivi politikis warmatebul realizacias. 

aRmoCnda, rom tradiciuli enaTmecniereba Tavisi terminologiiT sru-

lad ver gamoxatavs enobrivi variantebis socialur-politikur bunebas, 

Tumca ki mas ar eTmoba enasTan dakavSirebuli sakiTxebi sxva disciplineb-

isaTvis; es “sijiute” SesaZlebelia sabediswero aRmoCndes im saxelmwifo-

TaTvis, romelTa saenaTmecniero skolebi daagvianeben Tanamedrove sazoga-

doebriv-politikur procesebSi garkvevas da Zveli cnebebis axal realobaSi 

meqanikurad danergvas Seecdebian. es sakiTxebi uTuod “mSvidi” diskusiis 

farglebSi darCeboda, rom ara maTi mwvave politikuri datvirTva: mraval-

ricxovani saerTaSoriso normebi, qartiebi da deklaraciebi avaldebulebs 

saxelmwifoebs enobriv umciresobaTa uflebebis dacvis uzrunvelsayofad 

SeimuSaon saxelmwifoTa SigniT arsebuli enobrivi koleqtivebis zusti kval-

ifikacia da Sesabamisi enobrivi kanonmdebloba. 

swored amgvarma problemebma gamoiwvia saqarTveloSi arsebuli enobri-

vi situaciis Seswavla-SefasebasTan dakavSirebuli azrTa sxvadasxvaoba. 

politika, garegnulad mainc, Tavidan iridebs enebisa da enobrivi var-

iantebisaTvis kvalifikaciis micemis tvirTs da “TavganwirvisaTvis” mzad 

myof disciplinebs akisrebs pasuxismgeblobas. aseTi mzaoba saqarTveloSi 

enaTmecnierebam (saTanado institutebma) gamoxata. Tumca aRmoCnda, rom is-

torikosebis, eTnografebis, sociologebisa da politologebis CarTvis ga-

reSe es sakiTxebi ver gadawydeba. aRmoCnda isic, rom Tavad dargis SigniT 

enaTmecniereba jer ar aris saboloo daskvnebamde misuli. gasarkvevia, ra 

doziT da ra xarisxSi SeiZleba enaTmecnierebas mieces uflebamosileba, iyos 

erTaderTi arbitri enasTan dakavSirebul, magram politikasTan wilnayar, 

sakiTxebSi da moamzados niadagi politikuri gadawyvetilebebisaTvis.
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Language and Practice

The fate and operational space of the language, infl uences coming on and through it, 
evaluation circumstances and grounds for the linguistic identity change quite frequently, which 
is followed by crises of regulation of the linguistic situation.

Defi nition of the linguistic status and creation and activation of the new trends of lin-
guistic practice require consideration and evaluation of certain issues in a new way. Transfer of 
some repeatedly proven classic linguistic terms into the multidisciplinary space creates dupli-
cate terms. Sometimes, these terms with narrow, fi eld meanings prevent successful realization 
of language policy in the sphere of the state arrangement.

It turned out that traditional linguistics cannot express socio-political character of linguis-
tic varieties by its terminology. However, it does not compromise linguistic issues to other dis-
ciplines; this ‘stubborness‘ may turn out to be fatal for those states linguistic schools of which 
are late to understand modern socio-political processes and attempt to mechanically implement 
old concepts into the new reality. These issues would have remained within the framework of 
‘calm and quiet‘ discussion if not their acute political load: multiple international norms, char-
ters and declarations oblige states to develop procise qualifi cation of the linguistic communities 
and equivalent linguistic legislation. These very problems caused divergence concerning eval-
uation of the linguistic situation in Georgia.

Politics, outwardly at least, avoids the responsibility of linguistic qualifi cation of languag-
es and other linguistic varieties. Georgian linguistics (relevant institutions) expressed readiness 
to acquire this responsibility. However, it turned out that these kinds of issues cannot be solved 
without interference of historians, ethnographers, sociologists and politicians. It has also turned 
out that even linguistics has not come to a fi nal conclusion. It has to be found out how much 
authority should linguistics be given to be a sole arbiter in issues concerning language that also 
involve political characteristics and in preparing grounds for political decisions. 
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religiis sakiTxebi n. trubeckois SromaTa mixedviT

n. trubeckois SromebSi gansakuTrebuli adgili eTmoba religiuri sak-

iTxebis ganxilvas. moxseneba efuZneba SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecnie-

ro fondis mier dafinansebuli proeqtis _ „evraziulobis Teoria da saqarT-

velo“ _ farglebSi Targmnili statiebis analizs.

1921-1925 ww. gamoqveynebul Sromebs laitmotivad gasdevs n. trubeckois 

gansakuTrebuli damokidebuleba rusul kulturis CarCoebSi gamowrTobili 

marTlmadideblobisadmi. moxsenebaSi gamovyofT ramdenime aspeqts: aRmosav-

luri marTlmadidebloba; „marTlmadidebluri eklesiis didebul da yovlis-

SemZle gumbaTqveS~; evropeizaciisa da qristianul konfesiaTa gaerTianebis 

ideis kritika; qristianoba rogorc _ „fermenti“/„safuari“; saerTo saxalxo 

marTlmadidebloba; saerTo religiuri Zirebis lingvisturi Sedareba.
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THE RELIGION ISSUES IN N. TRUBETZKOY’S WORKS

Considerations of the religious issues play the important role in the works of Nikolaj 
Trubetzskoy. The presented paper is worked out on the basis of the articles translated into Geor-
gian within the project “The Theory of Eurasianism and Georgia” by the fi nancial support of  
Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation. 

Orthodoxy, that was steeled in the boundaries of Russian culture, is acknowledged to be 
the leitmotif of N. trubetskoy's thinking. There can be separated the several aspects of the role 
of orthodoxy according to N. Trubetskoy’s works (in 1921-1925): Eastern Christianity; “Under 
the almighty dome of the orthodox church”; Critics of Europeanization; Critics of the idea of 
unifi cation of various Christian confessions; Christianity – “ferment”/“yeast”; People’s com-
mon orthodoxy; Comparison of the common religious roots.



53

ramaz qurdaZe
ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti, saqarTvelo

ramaz.kurdadze@tsu.ge

ideologizirebuli cxovreba, ideologizirebuli leqsikonebi

nebismieri qveynis saxelmwifo ideologia aqtiurad vlindeba ama Tu im 

qvey nis cxovrebis saSinao da sagareo mxareebSi. am TvalsazrisiT gansayuTre-

bul yurad Re   bas iqcevs totalitaruli saxelmwifos ideologia, romelic 

mkac rad akon tro lebs qveynis cxovrebis yvela aspeqts da erTgvarad marwux-

ebSi aqcevs cxov rebasa da moRvaweobas. 

es viTareba uaRresad sainteresoa enaTmecnieruli TvalsazrisiTac. 

enaTmec ni   ere bis zogierTi dargi tota li ta  rul qveynebSi ara mxolod 

emorCileba ideo lo   gias, aramed uneblied amave ide  o  logiis erT  gvar po  pu-

larizaciasac axdens. mxe d  ve    lobaSi gvaqvs saleqsikono formebi, kerZod, 

zogi e r Ti politizirebuli ter mi  nis ganmartebani.

am TvalsazrisiT moxsenebaSi ganxiluli iqneba gasuli saukunis qar-

Tuli leq     sikologiis er Ti aspeqti. kerZod, sabWoTa periodSi gamocemuli 

qar Tuli enis rva    tomian gan  martebiT leqsikonSi warmodgenili saleqsikono 

for me bis ideo lo gi zi    rebuli gan mar tebebi. 

unda aRvniSnoT, rom „qarTuli enis ganmartebiTi leqsikoni“ (ar nold 

Ci  qo ba vas saerTo redaqciiT, Tb., 1950-1964 w.w.) qarTuli erovnuli kul-

turis um ni S vne lo   va nesi SenaZenia. masSi 112 949 sityvaa. mis SedgenaSi mona-

wi le ob dnen me-20 sau ku nis qar   Tuli mecnierebis korifeebi da gamoCenili qa-

rTveli mwerlebi. swored amitom es leqsikoni leqsikografiul-leqsikolo-

giuri TvalsazrisiT unikaluri gamo ce maa. magram, radgan leqsikoni sabWoTa 

periodSi gamoica, misi saleqsikono er Te  u le bis ganmartebaTa mniSvnelovani 

nawili politizirebulia. kerZod, am gan mar  te be bSi mkafiod Cans sabWoTa 

ideologia. 

moxsenebaSi moyvanili ideologizirebuli saleqsikono erTe ulebi jgu-

fe bis saxiTaa warmodgenili da naCvenebia, sabWoTa cxovrebis ra mxareebs 

asaxav dnen isini. aRniSnulia isic, rom aseTive viTarebaa „qarTuli enis gan-

martebiT leq si kon ze“ damyarebul sxva leqsikonebSic, romlebic aseve sabWo-

Ta periodSi gamoica.

moxsenebaSi ganxiluli sakiTxebi mniSvnelovania qarTuli leqsikologi-

isa da zo   gadad sazogadoebrivi azris formirebis istoriisaTvis saqarT-

veloSi. Tumca sa qar  Tvelo am SemTxvevaSi gamonakliss ar unda warmoadgendes, 

apriorulad mosa lod nelia msgavsi viTarebis dadastureba yofili sabWoTa 

kavSiris respublikebsa da eg reT wodebul yofil socialistur qveynebSic. 

bunebrivia, dReisaTvis gamomavli qarTuli enis ganmartebiTi leqsikonis 

axa
 
li redaqcia (tomi I, red. a. arabuli, „meridiani“, Tb., 2008 w. da tomi II, 

redaq
 
to re bi: a. arabuli, l. biniaSvili, m. kelenjeriZe, „meridiani“, Tb., 2010 

w.) da amave leq si ko nis eleqtronuli versiis nawili, rac axali re daq  ciiTaa 

atvirTuli (http://ena.ge/explanatory-online) ukve Tavi su  fa lia zemoxsenebuli 

ideologiuri gav le nisagan. 
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IDEOLOGIZED LIFE, IDEOLOGIZED DICTIONARIES

The ideology of any country is actively depicted in its domestic and foreign sides. From 
this point of view a special attention is attracted by the ideology of a totalitarian country, which 
severely controls every aspect of the country’s life and places life and work within the “frames”. 

This situation is especially interesting from the linguistic point of view as well. In the 
totalitarian countries some spheres of linguistics become subordinate to the ideology and at the 
same time, popularize it. We mean lexical forms and especially, the defi nitions of some politi-
cized terms.

The given paper discusses one aspect of the Georgian lexicology of the previous century 
– the ideologized defi nitions, which were presented in eight-volume explanatory dictionary of 
the Georgian language published during the Soviet era. 

It’s worth mentioning, that “The explanatory dictionary of the Georgian language” (edit-
ed by Arnold Chikobava, Tbilisi, 1950-1964) is the most signifi cant acquisition of the Georgian 
national culture. It comprises 112 949 words. The dictionary was compiled by coryphaei of the 
Georgian science and famous Georgian writers of the 20th century. From the lexicographic-lex-
icological point of view it was a unique edition. However, the dictionary was created during 
the Soviet era and a signifi cant part of the defi nitions of the lexical units was politicized. These 
defi nitions vividly revealed the Soviet ideology. 

The given paper presents the groups of ideologized lexical units and indicates to those 
parts of Soviet life, which were depicted by them. It is also worth mentioning, that the same 
situation appeared during the study of those dictionaries of the Soviet period, which were based 
on the explanatory dictionary. 

The given paper also discusses those issues, which are important for the Georgian lexicol-
ogy and for the history of the formation of the Georgian people’s viewpoint. However, Georgia 
cannot be an exception. The similar situation may be revealed in the so-called former Soviet 
countries and the republics of the former USSR. 

It’s natural, that contemporarily published new edition of “The explanatory dictionary of 
the Georgian language” (Volume I, ed. A. Arabuli, “Meridiani”, Tbilisi, 2008 and Volume II, ed. 
A. Arabuli, L. Biniashvili, M. Kelenjeridze, “Meridiani”, Tbilisi, 2010) and a part of the newly 
edited online version (http://ena.ge/explanatory-online) are free from the above mentioned ide-
ological infl uence. 
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Eurasian Ideocracy as a Marker of Ideological Utopianism

According to classic Eurasianists, orthodoxy as a paradigm of Eastern Slavs, culture and 
language, based on the principle of “locality”, “demotic” and “idiocratic” state, “autarchy” and 
“unity of diversity” are the fundamental markers of the ‘Eurasian Culture’.

The article discusses one of the most interesting phenomena such as “Ideocracy” as a 
term describing government or social management based on a monistic ideology. The article 
helps the reader to understand why and how ideocratic/totalitarian governments emerge, estab-
lish themselves, evolve, and eventually collapse, disintegrate, or transform themselves into new 
ideocracies. It helps comprehend past and present ideocratic governments and provides fi ne 
conceptual tools for identifying early signs of incipient ideocracies.
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Why early comparatists and dialectologists like the Prodigal Son

In 1555 a Swiss scholar and humanist Conrad Gessner (1516-1565) published a book 
called Mithridates de differentis linguis in which he described about 130 languages and in 
which he showed the differences between languages by producing 22 translations of the Lord’s 
Prayer (Colombat and Peeters 2009). This practice of using the Lord’s prayer as a sample text 
for comparative linguistics and for early dialectology remained the standard method till the 
beginning of the 19th century and culminated in a project started by the German traditional 
linguist Johann Christoph Adelung (1732-1806) and fi nished by the theologian and librarian 
Johann Severin Vater (1771-1826). Subsequently the result was published in 1812 under the 
title Mithridates oder allgemeine Sprachenkunde mit dem Vater Unser als Sprachprobe in bey-
nahe fünfhundert Sprachen und Mundarten [ Mithtridates or general linguistics with the Lord’s 
Prayer as a language example in about fi ve hundred languages]. 

A few years later linguists stopped using the Lord’s Prayer as their standard example. The 
Parable of the Prodigal Son became the new sample text. In this presentation it will be shown 
how the Parable of the Prodigal Son became so popular. In addition the history of the Parable 
as a sample text will be discussed. The quest for the origin of the parable as a comparative lin-
guistic text will lead us to the world of celtomania and to the Statistical Offi ce of the Ministry 
of the Interior of the First French Empire (1804-1814), to a survey of French dialects published 
in (1831) and to the infl uence of the new French method in Switzerland, Germany, Italy and 
the Low Countries, where as recent as 15 years ago still a survey of Dutch dialects has been 
published in which the parable of the Prodigal Son functions as the standard for comparison 
(The new Winkler).
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