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redaqciisagan

„Scripta manent~ saerTaSoriso recenzirebadi multilingvuri 

samecniero Jurnalia, romelic aqveynebs humanitarul da socia­

lur mecnierebaTa rogorc tradiciul, ise Tanamedroveobaze 

dafuZnebul Teoriul Tu praqtikul naSromebs. amas garda, igi 

adgils uTmobs recenziebs, Targmanebsa da sxvadasxva tipis 

SemoqmedebiT naSroms.

profesionalTa naSromebis gamoqveynebis garda Jurnali 

miznad isaxavs humanitarul da socialur mecnierebaTa po­

pularizacias momaval TaobebSi. Jurnalis redkolegia gansa­

kuTrebuli interesiTa da yuradRebiT ekideba doqtorantTa da 

axalgazrda mecnierTa naSromebs. 

Jurnali recenzirebadia, uaryofiTi recenziiT naSromi av­

tors ar ubrundeba. Jurnalis samuSao enebia: qarTuli, ru­

suli, inglisuri, germanuli, franguli, espanuri da italiuri.

saredaqcio kolegiis wevrebi moRvaweoben saqarTvelos 

(Tbilisi), germaniis (boxumi, berlini), ruseTis (moskovi), yaza­

xeTis (astana), bulgareTis (sofia) da italiis (tuscia) univer­

sitetebSi.
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reziume
cxovrebis nebismieri sferos yoveli 

axali movlena Tu gamogoneba iRebs 

Tavis saxelwodebas, risTvisac iqmneba 

axali sityvebi da sityvaTSeerTebebi, an 

gamoiyeneba Zveli sityvebi axali mniS­

vnelobebiT. axali leqsikuri erTeu­

lebi iqmneba enis yvela donis (fone­

tikuris, morfemulis, leqsikur-seman­

tikuris da sintaqsuris) saSualebebiT. 

zogjer erTdroulad gamoiyeneba ram­

denime sxvadasxva xerxic.

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
sityvawarmoeba, metafora, afereza, 

apokopa, metonimia.

Sesavali
sityvawarmoeba, rogorc enis sistemis 

erT-erTi komponenti, enis leqsikuri 

maragis Sevsebis erT-erT mniSvnelovan 

wyaros warmoadgens. enis leqsika uSua­

lod asaxavs realur sinamdviles. cnobi­

lia, rom leqsikuri erTeulis ZiriTadi 

daniSnuleba dasaxelebis (saxeldebis) 

funqciaa. cxovrebis nebismieri sferos 

yoveli axali movlena Tu gamogoneba 

iRebs Tavis saxelwodebas, risTvisac 

iqmneba axali sityvebi da sityvaTSe­

erTebebi, an gamoiyeneba Zveli sityve­

bi axali mniSvnelobebiT. mecnierebis 

axal dargTa warmoSobasa da ganviTare­

bas mosdevs axal terminTa gaCena; mrava­

li specialuri termini, TandaTanobiT, 

yoveldRiuri enis elementad iqceva da 

hpovebs farTo gavrcelebas.

ZiriTadi nawili
frangebis inglisuri sityvebiT gata­

cebis Sedegad gaCnda cneba franglais (fran-
çais –sa da anglais –sagan) – termini, ro­
melic aRniSnavs inglisuri enis gavle­

niT mniSvnelovnad Secvlil frangul 

enas, rogorc leqsikis, aseve sintaqsis 

planSi; aseve misi Sesabamisi zedsar­

Tavic: franglais (e); mag., tournures franglaises – 
‘amerikanizmebi, anglicizmebi’.

frangul enas aqvs sityvawarmoebiT 

saSualebaTa rTuli da mravalferovani 

sistema. enobriv doneTa mixedviT, 

romelTac miekuTvnebian sityvamawar­

moebeli saSualebebi, ganasxvaveben si­

tyvawarmoebis sam ZiriTad tips: foneti­

kurs, morfologiursa da semantikurs. 

axal sityvaTa warmoebis yvelaze metad 

produqtiul saSualebebs warmoadgenen 

sityvawarmoebis morfologiuri da se­

mantikuri tipebi.

fonetikuri sityvawarmoebis dros, 

axali sityvebi iqmneba xmabaZvis gziT 

(mag., “coucou”, “tchin-tchin”). fonetikuri si­
tyvawarmoeba gamoiyeneba agreTve Soris­

debulTa, anu iseTi sityvebis Sesaqmne­
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lad, romlebic gamoxataven sxvadasxva 

emociur mdgomareobas (mag., “chut”). 
semantikuri sityvawarmoebis dros, 

sityvis forma ar icvleba, icvleba mxo­

lod misi mniSvneloba an funqcia; mag., 

voler - ‘frena’, voler – ‘qurdoba’.
morfologiuri sityvawarmoeba gu­

lisxmobs axali sityvebis Seqmnas arse­

buli formebis cvlilebis gziT, sxva­

dasxva formalur saSualebaTa daxmare­

biT, gansazRvruli sityvawarmoebiTi 

modelebis mixedviT; mag., cendre – cendrier, 
voler – voleur, intoxiquer – un intoxiqué, porte da 
parole – porte-parole, porter bonheur – porte-bon-
heur, porter da voix – porte-voix.

sityvawarmoebis morfologiur tips 

ganekuTvneba sufiqsacia, prefiqsacia, 

sityvaTxzva da leqsikalizacia, aseve 

abrevizacia, konversia da nasesxobebi. 

metafora da metonimia stilistikuri 

xerxebia, Tumca Tanamedrove enaSi xels 

uwyoben axal sityvaTa Seqmnasac. 

metafora: bombax ‘Zalian lamazi go­

gona’, bounty ‘Savkaniani adamiani, romelic 

cdilobs daemsgavsos TeTrkanians’, fou-
etter ‘cudi sunis qona’, galère ‘mZime mate­
rialuri mdgomareoba’, arhnouch ‘poli­

cieli’.

metonimia: bleu ‘policieli’, casquette 
‘kontroleri (Semmowmebeli)’, minch 
‘megobari qali’, pélo ‘mamakaci’.

sityvamawarmoebel erT-erT xerxs 

warmoadgens “verlani” (verlan) – pirobiTi 

enis saxeoba, rac gulisxmobs zogierT 

sityvaSi marcvlebis inversias: laisse bé-
ton nacvlad laisse tomber –si, féca nacvlad 

café –si, tromé nacvlad métro –si, meuf nacv­
lad femme –sa, ripou nacvlad pourri –sa. 
Tanamedrove enaSi ganasxvaveben erTmar­

cvlian (monosyllabique) da orTografiul 

(orthographique) verlanebs; mag., aç – (ça), ainf 
– (faim), ap – (pas), auch – (chaud), ienb – (bien), 
iench – (chien), iep – (pied), ouam – (moi), ouat – 

(toi), ouf – (fou), oinj – (joint) – erTmarcvliani 

verlanebia; à donf – (à fond), zen – (nez) – or­
Tografiuli verlanebia. zogierTi si­

tyva iqmneba “ganmeorebiTi” verlanis 

saSualebiT: femme – meuf (I verlani) – 

feumeu (II verlani), mère - reum (I verlani) 

-- meureu (II verlani), comme ça – comme aç 
(I verlani) -- askeum (II verlani) – asmeuk 
(III verlani).

produqtiul sityvamawarmoebel xe­

rxebs ganekuTvneba:

1.	 apokopa (apocope) – fonemis, erTi an 

ramdenime marcvlis amovardna sityvis 

boloSi: artiche – artichaut (« argent »); assoc – 
association; basks – baskets (chaussures de sport); 
biz – bisness (ingl. business – « trafic, affaires illi-
cites”); manès – manéci (verlani cinéma –dan); 
tainp – tainpu (verlani putin – dan «  prosti-
tuée »); tasse – taspé (verlani pétasse –dan); téç 
– téci (verlani cité –dan); trom – tromé (ver­
lani métro [politain] –dan); turve – turvoi (ver­
lani voiture –dan).

2.	 afereza (aphérèse) – fonemis, erTi 

an ramdenime marcvlis amovardna sity­

vis TavSi: blème – problème; dwich – sandwich; 
leur – contrôleur; rien – algérien; vail – travail; zic 
– musique; wien – tunisien; zon – prison; dic – indi-
cateur de police; teur – inspecteur de police.

3.	 afereza + kninobiT-moferebiTi 

gaormageba (redoublement hypocoristique): dic – 
dicdic - indicateur de police; fan – fanfan – (enfant); 
gen – gengen (argent); leur – leurleur (contrôleur); 
zic – ziczic (musique); zon – zonzon (prison); keuf – 
keufkeuf (verlani flic –dan).

4.	 Sekvecil sityvaze sufiqsis da-

mateba (resuffixation après troncation): bombax 
– (bombe, «très belle fille»), chichon – (chicha – 
haschisch), clandos – (clandestin), pourav – (pour-
ri), taspèche – (taspé «pétasse»), reunous – (reunoi 
« noir »).

5.	 fleqsiur-zmnur niSanTa ararse-

boba (absence de marques désinentielles verbales): 
débar (voler, mentir), bédav (fumer), béflan (crâner, 
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frimer), marav (battre, tuer), pécho (an peucho, 
peuoch «  attraper, voler, draguer, frapper  »); péfli 
(péfly « avoir très peur »), pillav (boire), poucav (dé-
noncer, balancer), tèj (jeter), tirav (voler).

Tanamedrove leqsikis zogad Tvise­

bebTan dakavSirebiT aRsaniSnavia bolo 

wlebSi Semosuli cvlilebebi:

1.	 sityvebi, romlebic xSirad axali 

mniSvnelobiT ixmareba: terrible (extraordi-
naire), réaliser (se rendre compte de), être dégoûté 
(être très deçu), avatar (difficulté), risquer (avoir la 
chance de…), incroyable (extraordinaire);

farTodaa gavrcelebuli windebulis 

«sur» gamoyeneba windebulis “à mniSvne­
lobiT: Il habite et travaille “sur” Paris.

2.	 zogierTi sityva gamodis xmarebi­

dan da icvleba sxva sityvebiT: épouse, 
époux, épousailles (femme, mari, mariage); bar-
bons, vieillards, vieux (seniors, le quatrième âge); 
bicyclette (vélo), « à la mode » (« in », « branché », 
« tendance », « très tendance »).

3.	 aRdgenilia xmarebidan gamosuli 

zogi sityva: véhicule (auto, voiture), les jeunes 
(ados, adolescents), posture (attitude), citoyen (un 
comportement citoyen, une initiative citoyenne).

4.	 didi raodenobiTaa neologizme­

bi: positiver («il faut positiver» – maRaziaTa 

qselis «Carrefour» slogani); solutionner 
xSirad ixmareba résoudre (un problème) –is 
nacvlad.

5.	 SeiniSneba inglisurenovani si­

tyvebis borotad gamoyeneba: un speech 
nacvlad sityvisa un discours.

6.	 gaCnda didi raodenobiT « sityva-

parazitebi  » - Taviseburi sametyvelo 

Cvevebi: un peu, un petit peu, je veux dire, quelque 
part, comme ça, genre, faire genre, disons que, j’ai 
envie de dire, j’ai envie de vous demander, comment 
da a. S.

7.	 didi raodenobis sityvebi gamo­

dis xmarebidan, iZenen ra « arakoreqtu­

lobis » statuss: ouvrier – opérateur, chaîne – 
ligne, aveugle – mal voyant, sourd – mal entendant, 
handicapé physique – personne à mobilité réduite, 
noir – personne de couleur ou « black », vieux – per-
sonnes âgées ou seniors an quatrième âge da sxv.

8.	 presaSi Cndeba ama Tu im movlenis 

gamomxatveli, xSirad mkiTxvelTaTvis 

gaugebari, didi raodenobis abreviatu­

ra: RTF, RMI, ASSEDIC, VTT da a. S.
9.	 zogierTi teqnikuri termini icv­

leba axali terminiT: un poste de TSF – une 
radio – un tuner, un disque – un CD, une machine à 
laver – un VTT.

10.	 farTod gamoiyeneba damxmare eno­

brivi saSualebebi, rogoricaa: machin, 
truc, chose, bidule, zinzin, machiner da a. S.

daskvna
amrigad, frangul enaSi enobrivi sxva­

dasxva donisa da aseve damatebiTi sxva­

dasxva xerxebis gamoyenebiT iqmneboda 

sruliad axali enobrivi leqsikuri 

erTeulebi, romlebic maleve erwymian 

yoveldRiur enas. 

literatura

1. Lenôtre J. P. (2006): Le français en l’an 2006. 
Paris

2. Le Petit Robert (2004): Paris
3. www.languefrançaise.net



13

Словообразование в современном 
французском языке

Ахвледиани Циури Александровна
Тбилисский государственный университет
Факультет гуманитарных наук
Пр. И. Чавчавадзе №36, 0179, Тбилиси, Грузия
Тел.: 599 508 607
E-mail: tsiuriakhvlediani@yahoo.com

Абашидзе Нана Каихосровна
Тбилисский государственный университет 
Факулътет гуманитарных наук
Пр.И. Чавчавадзе №36, 0179, Тбилиси, Грузия 
Teл.: 599 484 304
E-mail: nabashidze555@gmail.com

Резюме
Каждое новое явление и научное изобретение 

получает свое наименование, и при этом, для 
них, либо создаются новые слова и словосочета-
ния, либо используются прежние слова с новым 
значением. Новые лексические единицы созда-
ются при помощи средств всех уровней языка 
– фонетического, морфемного, лексико-семанти-
ческого и синтаксического. Иногда используется 
несколько различных способов одновременно.

Ключевые слова:
словообразование, метафора, афереза, апоко-

па, метонимия.

Word Formation in Modern French 
Language

Tsiuri Akhvlediani
Tbilisi State University
Humanitarian science faculty
36, Chavchavadze ave., 0179, Tbilisi, Georgia
Tel.:599 508 607
E-mail: tsiuriakhvlediani@yahoo.com

Nana Abashidze
Tbilisi State University
Humanitarian science faculty
36, Chavchavadze ave., 0179, Tbilisi, Georgia
Tel.:599 484 304
E-mail: nabashidze555@gmail.com

Abstract 
Each new phenomenon or invention of any sphere 

of life is given its name. For this purpose new words 
or word combinations are created or old words are 
used in new meanings. New lexical units are created 
by the devices on every level of language (phonetic, 
morphemic, lexical-semantic and syntactic). Some-
times several different techniques are used simulta-
neously.

Keywords:
sematic derivation, semantic neologism, neolo-

gism, french language.
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reziume
cnobil stilistikur figurebs So­

ris litotas gansakuTrebuli adgi­

li uWiravs. litota farTod gamoiye­

neba frangul sasaubro metyvelebaSi 

rogorc urTierTobis gansazRvruli 

forma, «Tavazianobis» eTikuri normebis 

dacviT. litota mWidro kavSirSia sxva 

stilistikur figurebTan: hiperbolas­

Tan, evfemizmTan, ironiasTan. am bolo 

xans litota farTod gamoiyeneba poli­

tikuri cxovrebis sferoSi, politkoreq­

tulobis moTxovnebTan dakavSirebiT.

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
litota, hiperbola, evfemizmi, funq­

cionaluri maxasiaTeblebi.

Sesavali
enis xatovani saSualebebis funq­

cionireba ukavSirdeba komunikaciuri 

ganpirobebulobisa da/an komunikaciuri 

ganzraxvis cnebebs. sasaubro enaSi, enis 

xatovan saSualebaTa gaCenisa da funq­

cionirebis komunikaciuri ganpirobebu­

lobis Seswavla xels uwyobs kultura­

TaSorisi komunikaciis TaviseburebaTa 

Rrmad wvdomas. 

komunikaciuri ganzraxva (intencia) 

gamoxatavs mosaubris gamonaTqvamis 

konkretul mizans, anu SekiTxvas, mtkice­

bas, mowodebas, gansjas, rCevas, moTxovnas 

da a.S. komunikaciuri ganzraxva war­

moadgens mosaubreTa sametyvelo qcevis 

regulators. sametyvelo qmedebis nebis­

mieri calkeuli SemTxveva, dialogSic 

da monologSic, gamoiyeneba konkretuli 

komunikaciuri ganzraxvis (intenciis) 

Sesasruleblad. intencia mudam arse­

bobs mosaubris cnobierebaSi, magram yo­

velTvis ar aris eqspliciturad gamoxa­

tuli enobrivi saSualebebiT.

ZiriTadi nawili
enobrivi saSualebebi, romelTac Se­

uZliaT sxvadasxva komunikaciuri gan­

zraxvis gamoxatva, aseve molaparakis 

urTierTobis gamoxatva ara marto Se­

tyobinebasTan, aramed TanamosaubresTa­

nac, warmogvidgeba leqsikuri, grama­

tikuli da intonaciuri saSualebebis 

saxiT. Cven SevexebiT mxolod enis im 

gamomxatvelobiT leqsikur saSuale­

bebs, romlebic axorcieleben ama Tu im 

komunikaciur ganzraxvas. enis erT-erT 

aseT saSualebas warmoadgens litota. 

farTod cnobil stilistikur figurebs 

Soris litotas (da aseve hiperbola­

sac) gansakuTrebuli adgili uWiravs. am 

figuraTa denotatiuri Sinaarsi mudam 

ivseba subieqturi urTierTobiT, Sefa­

sebiT, rac azrs met emociur gamomxa­

tvelobas aniWebs. litota da hiperbo­

la mudam qmnian stilistikur efeqts 

da arasodes ar arian stilistikurad 
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neitralurni. frangi lingvistebi li­

totas moixsenieben rogorc «figuraTa 

dedofals» («La reine de toutes ces figures») 
da «klasikosTa umaRles xelovnebas» 

(«Art suprême des classiques»). litotis gan­

sazRvrisas gamoyofen mis Tvisebas, rac 

mdgomareobs imaSi, rom iTqmis naklebi 

da igulisxmeba meti, anu eqsplicitu­

ri formiT gamoixateba gamonaTqvamis 

WeSmariti azris winaswar ganzraxuli 

«Semcireba» (niSnisa, Tvisebisa, xarisxi­

sa, Sefasebisa). litota iZleva azris 

gamoxatvis Sesustebis SesaZleblobas, 

Tumca gulisxmobs warmoTqmulze mets.

litota farTod gamoiyeneba fran­

gul sasaubro metyvelebaSi rogorc ur­

TierTobis gansazRvruli forma, « Tava­

zianobis  » eTikuri normebis dacviT. 

litota xSirad efuZneba « sawinaaRmde­

gos » uaryofas. magaliTad, xSirad gais­

mis amgvari gamonaTqvamebi: 

Je ne suis pas très content ‘ara var Zalian 

kmayofili’, nacvlad je suis mécontent ‘uk­
mayofilo var’;

Ce n’est pas mal ‘es araa cudi’, nacvlad 

c’est bien ‘es kargia’;
Ce n’est pas l’idéal ‘es araa idealuri’, 

nacvlad c’est mauvais, mal fait  ‘es cudia, 

cudadaa gakeTebuli’; 

Ce n’est pas drôle ‘es ar aris gasarTobi, 

TavSesaqcevi’, nacvlad c’est très ennuyeux 
‘es Zalian mosawyenia, usiamovnoa’;

Il ne laissera pas que des regrets niSnavs On le 
déteste ‘is ezizRebaT’;

C’est pas très sympa (intelligent), ce que tu viens 
de faire niSnavs C’est moche…’es sisaZaglea’. 

aseTi gamonaTqvamebi, uaryofiTi for­

mis saSualebiT, arbileben sakuTar azrs 

mosaubris dandobis mizniT, anu xdeba 

sakuTari azris cru Serbileba.

aseTive efeqts axdens litotis for­

mirebis sxva saSualebac: uaryofa SeiZ­

leba miuerTdes uaryofiTi mniSvnelo­

bis mqone sityvebsa da gamoTqmebs, anu 

aseT SemTxvevebSi xdeba ormagi uaryo­

fa; magaliTad:

Tu ne peux pas dire que je ne t’aime pas ‘Sen ar 
SegiZlia Tqva, rom me ar miyvarxar’;

Ce peintre n’est pas dénué de talent ‘es mxatva­
ri ar aris niWs moklebuli’. 

gamonaTqvamSi uaryofis (semantikuris, 

sintaqsuris, an orivesi erTdroulad) 

arseboba aris swored “Tavazianobis” 

litotis Seqmnis wyaro, romelic gadmo­

scems mosaubris damokidebulebas aRniS­

nuli moqmedebis an Tvisebis mimarT, mis 

survils, rom xazi ar gausvas sakuTar 

Tavdajerebulobas qmedebis an Tvisebis 

srulyofilad gamovlenaSi. Aam SemTxve­

vaSic adgili aqvs azris « cru » Ser­

bilebas. Llitotis gamoyenebiT, avtori 

cdilobs Tavisi azris mokrZalebulad 

gamoxatvas.

Sinaarsis planiT litota mWidro 

kavSirSia sxva stilistikur figureb­

Tan: hiperbolasTan, evfemizmTan, iro­

niasTan. zogi lingvisti litotas ga­

nixilavs rogorc hiperbolis sawinaaR­

mdego figuras. litota gamoxatavs «nak­

lebs», mianiSnebs ra «bevrs»; hiperbola 

ki ufro mets ambobs, anu azviadebs 

realurze metad; magaliTad, gamonaTqva­

mi Cette robe est horrible unda gavigoT ise, 

rom «es kaba, ubralod, araa mosawoni» 

da ara ise, rom «es kaba marTlac saSi­

nelia». litotas gamoyenebiT, Cette robe 
n’est pas horrible, miviRebT aseve implicitu­

rad gamoxatul azrs, magram gacilebiT 

Serbilebuli formiT: ‘es kaba ar aris 

saSineli’, anu «me ar momwons es kaba». 

am magaliTebSi hiperbolac da lito­

tac erTsa da imave funqcias asruleben: 

gamoxataven sagnisadmi mosaubris damo­

kidebulebas; gansxvaveba mdgomareobs 

eqspresiulobis, emociurobis xarisxSi: 

litota, gvawvdis ra xarisxis Sefasebas, 
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gamoxatavs Tavazianobas Tanamosaubris 

mimarT da axdens azris cru Serbilebis 

efeqts. hiperbolis gamoyenebis mizania 

msmenelis an mkiTxvelis darwmuneba da 

gaoceba. komunikaciuri lingvistikis 

TvalsazrisiT, hiperbola mudam Sefase­

biTia, radgan gadmoscems mkveTrad da 

naTlad gamoxatul subieqtur azrs; 

magaliTad: Génial  ! ‘genialuria  !’ Plus 
vrai que le vrai  ! ‘ufro WeSmaritia, vidre 

TviT WeSmariteba  !’ La plus belle voiture du 
siècle  ! ‘saukunis yvelaze lamazi manqa­

na  !’ Je meurs de faim ! ‘vkvdebi SimSilisa­

gan  !’. rogorc stilistTa umravlesoba 

miiCnevs, hiperboluri sityvebi da ga­

moTqmebi, ZiriTadad, familaruli xasia­

Tisaa. Hhiperbola SeiZleba gamoixate­

bodes metaforiT, epiTetiT, perifraziTa 

da sakuTar saxel-simboloTi. Znelia 

hiperbolizaciis gancalkeveba stilis­

tikurad Seferil sxva sityvebisa da 

gamonaTqvamebisagan. nebismieri sityvisa 

da gamonaTqvamis hiperboluri elementi 

realizdeba mxolod konteqstSi. erTi 

da imave sityvis an gamonaTqvamis hiper­

bolizacia, komunikaciuri ganzraxvis 

mixedviT sxvadasxvanairad gamoiyeneba 

sxvadasxva azris gamosaxatavad, anu sxva­

dasxva konteqstSi erTsa da imave hiper­

bolas sxvadasxva azri aqvs: Il a dépensé 
tout cet argent, c’est formidable ! (guliswyroma, 

aRSfoTeba); Il a sauvé cet enfant malade, c’est 
formidable  ! (aRtaceba); C’est qu’il est brave, 
c’est formidable ! (ironia).

hiperbolis gamoyeneba saubrisas li­

totisagan gansxvavebiT xasiaTdeba ise­

Ti ganzraxvebiT, rogorebicaa: sakuTari 

dadebiTi an uaryofiTi emociebis gada­

cema TanamosaubreebisaTvis, sakuTari 

Tavis an vinme sxvis amaRleba garSemo­

myofTa TvalSi da a.S. amgvarad, hiperbo­

las da litotas, yoveldRiur sasaubro 

metyvelebaSi, gansxvavebuli komunika­

ciuri daniSnuleba aqvT.

litota rogorc gamoxatvis stilis­

tikuri xerxi, Zalian axlos dgas evfe­

mizmTan; Tumca maT Soris aris arsebiTi 

gansxvaveba, rac ganisazRvreba komunika­

ciur ganzraxvaTa sxvaobiT. litotisa 

da evfemizmis ZiriTadi mizania ama Tu 

im sityvisa Tu gamonaTqvamis mniSvnelo­

bis Serbileba. litotis SemTxvevaSi 

es aris obieqtis, procesis an movlenis 

TvisebaTa an zomaTa ganzrax Semcireba, 

rac emyareba Tanamosaubris azrisad­

mi pativiscemis gamoxatvas, evfemizmis 

SemTxvevaSi ki igrZnoba raimes xmamaR­

la warmoTqmis, crurwmenaze damyarebu­

li, gansazRvruli SiSi. 

evfemizmebi arbileben iseT sityvebsa 

da gamoTqmebs, romelTac realur cxo­

vrebaSi sakmaod mZime da uxeSi mniS­

vneloba aqvT; isini exebian ZiriTadad 

iseT Temebs, rogorebicaa: omi, sikvdili 

da sxv. magaliTad, litota Il est assez fati-
gué niSnavs Il est gravement malade; aq ixma­

reba gamonaTqvami «mas daRlili ieri 

aqvs» nacvlad gamonaTqvamisa – «igi 

seriozulad avadaa». am SemTxvevaSi ad­

gili aqvs «evfemistur litotas», rome­

lic arasrulad asaxavs realobas. 

daskvna
litotis funqcionirebis zogierTi 

SemTxveva da aseve masTan dakavSire­

buli stilistikuri figurebic qmnian 

stilistur efeqtebs (movlenaTa Sefa­

sebas, azris Tavisebur Serbilebas, saku­

Tari damokidebulebisa da Tavaziano­

bis gamoxatvas), rac farTod gamoiyeneba 

sazogadoebriv-politikur cxovrebaSi, 

gansakuTrebiT ki politkoreqtulobis 

kuTxiT.
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гур литоте принадлежит особое место. Исполь-
зование литоты характерно для разговорной речи 
французского языка, как определенная форма 
общения с соблюдением этических норм “вежли-
вости”. Литота тесно связана со стилистически-
ми фигурами гиперболы, эвфемизма, иронии. В 
последнее время, литота находит широкое при-
менение в сфере политической жизни в связи с 
требованиями политкорректности

Ключевые слова:
литота, гипербола, эвфемизм, функциональ-

ные харастеритики.
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Abstract 
Litotes occupies special place among the well-

known stylistic figures. Litotes as a definite form 
of relationship  by ensuring the adherence to ethi-
cal norms of « polite behaviour » is widely used in 
French spoken language. Litotes has close links with 
other stylistic figures : hyperbole, euphemism, irony. 
Nowadays litotes is widely used in the sphere of po-
litical life concerning the requirements of political 
correctness.
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reziume
statia ixilavs axali sferos kon­

ceptologiis Camoyalibebas, romelic 

miznad isaxavs lingvistikuri analizis 

saSualebebiT asaxuli konceptebis aR­

weras enaSi. individis sametyvelo aqti­

vobis Sedegad yalibdeba ena, rogorc 

funqcionaluri orientirebis safuZve­

li, xolo lingvistis metaenobrivi 

saqmianobisas logikur-analitikuri 

analizis Sedegad iqmneba ena, rogorc 

aRweriTi modeli, anu normatiuli 

preskrifciuli niSnebis sistema.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
ena, konceptologia, logikur-anal­

itikuri analizi, sakvanZo konceptebi, 

eTnokulturuli samyaro, transkodi­

reba, samyaros suraTi.

Sesavali
Cveni kvlevis centrSi moqceulia 

sazogadoebis ganviTarebis Tanamedrove 

etapi, romelsac `informaciis saukunes~ 

uwodeben. amasTanave, udidesi mniSvn­

eloba eniWeba informaciis Senaxvisa da 

gadacemis meqanizmebis Seswavlas.

sazogadoebis ganviTarebis Taname­

drove etaps, romelsac ,,informaciis 

saukunes~, xolo TviT sazogadoebas 

,,informaciul sazogadoebas’’ uwodeben, 

Tan axlavs samecniero-kulturuli re­

voluciiT gamowveuli mravali prob­

lema, romelTa Soris umniSvnelovane­

sia informaciis raodenobis mzardi 

siWarbe da adamianis SesaZleblobebis 

SezRudva. aman gamoiwvia informaciuli 

nakadebis regulirebis aucilebloba, 

ris Sedegadac warmoiSva iseTi mecni­

eruli disciplinebi, rogorebicaa in­

formatika, informologia, komunikaciis 

Teoria da a.S. 

.

ZiriTadi nawili
im faqtis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom in­

formatikis kvlevis ZiriTad mimarTule­

bas pirveladi teqstebis gadamuSavebis 

Sedegad iseTi meoradi teqstebis miReba 

warmoadgens, romlebic teqstebis uki­

degano sivrceSi Tavisebur kompasebad 

gvevlinebian da sainformacio-saZiebo 

sistemis (romelzec dafuZnebulia TviT 

internetic) bazas qmnian, udidesi mniSvne­

loba eniWeba informaciis Senaxvisa da 

gadacemis meqanizmebis Seswavlas. amas­

Tanave, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT im faqt­

sac, rom kultura pirvel rigSi daka­

vSirebulia seleqciis problemasTan 

da, rigi avtorebis azriT (i.lotmani, 

a. agranati da sxva), warmoadgens mas­

Si arsebuli verbaluri da araverbal­

uri teqstebis erTobliobas, uaRresad 

aqtualuria informaciis Senaxvisa da 

gadacemis, anu sazogadoebis infor­

maciuli momsaxurebis uzrunvelyofis 

amocana. ukanasknel xanebSi SeiniSneba 

konceptualizaciis problemebisadmi 

mkveTrad gamoxatuli interesi (ix. fo­

qsis, karasikis, cimermanis, sterninis, 
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demiankovis da sxvaTa Sromebi), rac 

aisaxa sxvadasxva empiriul masalaze 

dafuZnebul kvlevebSi. v. karasinisa da 

sterninis azriT, Cven SegviZlia Tvali 

mivadevnoT mecnierebis axali sferos 

_ konceptologiis Camoyalibebas, ro­

melic miznad isaxavs lingvistikuri 

analizis saSualebebiT konceptebis aR­

weras enaSi. [Карасик, Стернин. 2007: 5-6].
avtorebi aRniSnaven, rom miuxeda­

vad problemasTan dakavSirebul azrTa 

araerTgvarovnebisa da kvlevis gansx­

vavebuli meTodebisa, aRniSnuli mimar­

Tulebebis warmomadgenlebi erTxmad 

aRiareben, rom enobriv monacemebze da­

fuZnebuli konceptebis Sinaarsobrivi 

analizi sakmaod mdidarsa da sarwmuno 

masalas iZleva konceptebis aRwerisaT­

vis (ibid.).
amasTanave mkvlevarTa erTi jgufi 

savaldebulod miiCnevs, lingvisti­

kuri analizis Sedegad verifikaciis 

mizniT miRebuli monacemebis kvlevaSi 

konkretuli enis matareblebis CarTvas. 

[Попова, Стернин. 2001: 6; Фесенко. 1999: 191].
azrovnebis procesSi realuri sinamd­

vile adamianis cnobierebaSi airekleba 

rogorc dagrovili codna am sinamdvi­

lis Sesaxeb, romlis reprezentaciac 

xdeba enis materialur formebSi. ena 

uzrunvelyofs adamianis azrovnebis 

iseTi formebiT operirebas, romelTa 

eqspluatacia xdeba verbaluri formebis 

semantikaSi. amgvarad, azrovneba ara 

mxolod arsebobs misi reprezentaciis 

formebSi, aramed misi realizeba xdeba 

konkretul verbalur formebSi. gone­

brivi da enobrivi struqturebis Se­

fardebisa da maTi rolis Seswavlam 

sinamdvilis SemecnebaSi saSualeba 

misca t. a. fesenkos sxva mkvlevarebis 

msgavsad (n. i. Jinkini, i. s. stepanovi da 

sxva) moexdina „azris Sualeduri enis~ 

postulireba, romelic, rogorc „menta­

luri konstruqciebis ena~, gvevlineba 

„Sualeduri kodis~ saxiT universalur 

sagnobriv kodsa da realur metyvele­

bas Soris da axorcielebs verbalur 

niSnebSi azrobrivi kodis Sinaarsis 

„transkodirebas~. [Попова, Стернин. 2001: 
30].

mis erT-erT struqturul komponen­

tad t. a. fesenko Tvlis koncepts, ro­

melic arsebobs adamianis mentalur 

realobaSi rogorc codnisa da infor­

maciis erToba realur samyaroSi ar­

sebul aqtualur an saqmeTa savaraudo 

viTarebis, emociebis, gancdebis, aso­

ciaciebis da a.S. konteqstSi. misi, ro­

gorc mentaluri warmonaqmnis aRqma 

saSualebas gvaZlevs movaxdinoT kon­

ceptualuri sistemis matareblis men­

taluri samyaros rekonstruireba da 

gamovavlinoT misi eTnomentaluri maxa­

siaTeblebi. [Залевская. 1999: 12].
i. s. stepanovis msgavsad, vaxor­

cielebT konceptis, rogorc adamianis 

eTnokulturuli samyaros fragmentis 

interpretacias mis mentalur samyaro­

Si. interpretaciul reJimSi verbaluri 

mniSvnelobebis sistema Seefardeba enis 

matareblis socio- da eTnokulturul 

kompetencias, romlis konceptualuri 

SigTavsi warmoadgens eris mentalite­

tis erT-erT ganmsazRvrel Tvisebas. 

sinamdvilis fragmentis interpretacia 

konceptualur sistemaSi aris, upir­

veles yovlisa, garkveuli samyaros an 

„samyaros suraTis~ Sesaxeb informaciis 

konstruireba. udavoa, rom sabazo kon­

ceptebis Sinaarsi bevrad ufro mocu­

lobiTia, vidre erTgvarovani enobrivi 

arsebis Sinaarsi, vinaidan maTi gacno­

biereba moicavs mTel ideografiul 

sferos. ideografiulad organizebuli 

enobrivi gamonaTqvamebis konceptua­

lur sistemasTan udao kavSiris arse­

boba gvaZlevs saSualebas,ganvixiloT 
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verbaluri ideografiuli organizacia 

reprezentaciis konceptualuri mode­

lis saxiT, romelic moicavs samyaros 

Sesaxeb codnasa da im Rirebulebebs, 

romelic dagrovilia mocemuli sociu­

mis mier. [Степанов. 2001].

daskvna
lingvistikuri analizis Sedegad 

miRebuli monacemebis verifikaciisTvis 

aucilebelia mivmarToT enis matare­

bels. nebismier kulturaSi arsebul 

samyaros enobrivi xatis aRwera kon­

ceptebis kvlevasTanaa dakavSirebuli da 

erT-erT prioritetul mimarTulebadaa 

aRiarebuli Tanamedrove enaTmecniere­

baSi. samecniero literaturaSi arse­

bobs konceptebis tipologiuri inter­

pretaciisa da maTi klasifikaciis sxva­

dasxva mcdeloba.
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Резюме
Статья рассматривает формирование новой 

сферы концептологии, целью которой является 
описание понятий в языке посредством лингви-
стических возможностей. С помощью речевой 
активности индивида формируется язык, как ос-
нова функционального ориентирования, а при 
метаязыковой деятельности лингвиста, на осно-
ве логико-аналитического анализа формируется 
язык, как описательная модель или нормативно-
прескрипционная система оценок.

Ключевые слова:
язык, концептология, логико-аналитический 

анализ, ключевые понятия, мир этнокультуры, 
транскодирование, картина мира.
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Abstract
The paper views the forming of a new sphere of 

conceptology, the aim of which is to describe the 
concepts in language by linguistic abilities. The 
language -1,as a basis of functional orientation, is 
formed with the help of speech activity of the indi-
vidual. While language -2 i.e. a descriptive model 
or a normatively-prescriptive system of evaluation, 

is formed when a linguist performs metalanguage 
activity, on basis of the logical analytical analysis. 

Keywords:
language, conceptology, logicalanalytical analy-

sis, key concepts, world of ethnic culture,transcoding, 
picture of world.
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reziume
TiToeuli Cvengani iyenebs evfemizmebs 

metyvelebisas, zog SemTxvevaSi gaucno­
biereblad da zog SemTxvevaSi gamiznu­
lad, dadebiTi emociebis gamosawvevad. 
evfemizmebs didi zegavlenis moxdena Seu­
Zlia msmenelze, isini TiTqmis yvela sfe­
roSi gamoiyeneba da SeiZleba dadebiTi an 
uaryofiTi emociebi gamoiwvios an sulac 
mxiarul ganwyobaze dagvayenos. statiis 
mizanic swored is aris, rom ganvixiloT, 
Tu ra gavlenas axdens evfemizmebi mkiTx­

velsa da msmenelze.

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
evfemizmi, evfemizmis gavlena, mkiTx­

veli, msmeneli.

Sesavali
evfemizaciis procesSi sxvadasxva 

grZnobebi da emociebi arian CarTulni. 
evfemizmebi gamoiyeneba Cveni cxovrebis 
yvela sferoSi. misi daniSnulebaa Searbi­
los mosaubris zemoqmedeba msmenelze. ev­
femizmebis saSualebiT Cven vakavSirebT 
dadebiT emociebs, raTa gavxadoT Cveni 
cxovreba advili da misaRebi. yvelaze 
mniSvnelovani sfero qalisa da mamakacis 
cxovrebaSi aris emociebis sfero. ada­
mianis emociuri samyaro aris erT-erTi 

ZiriTadi msoflmxedveloba enis miRma. 
ama Tu im situaciis aRqma emociurad mra­
valferovania. emociebi faravs adamianis 
Semoqmedebis yvela sferos. isini Zalian 
mniSvnelovania, roca Cven vsaubrobT ada­
mianis faqtorze enaSi. 

ZiriTadi nawili
sxvadasxva mklevari Tu leqsikoni ev­

femizmebs ganmartavs sxvadasxvagvarad, 
Tumca ZiriTadi arsi yvelasTvis erTia. 
evfemizmi aris arasasiamovno sityvebis 
Canacvleba ufro misaRebi da uvnebeli 
formebiT, (online Merriam-Webster Dictionary).

evfemisturi sityva (an gamoTqma), vidre 
aseTad iqceodes, sruliad damoukide­

beli da gansxvavebuli mniSvnelobis mqo­
nea. evfemizmad gamoyenebis SemTxvevaSi 
ki axali Sinaarsi eniWeba, e. i. xdeba mni­
Svnelobis gadatana. am TvalsazrisiT 
evfemizmi sruliad Cveulebrivi tropia, 
rogorc, magaliTad, metafora, metono­
mia, hiperbola da sxva. miuxedavad imisa, 
rom erTi sityvis (an gamoTqmis) nacvlad 
vxmarobT meores da isic axali mniSvn­
elobiT, gagebineba mainc xdeba. amas uz­
runvelyofs Tavdapirvelad konteqsti 
da mxatvruli saxe, Tu igi Tan axlavs 
amgvar mniSvnelobis gadatanas. magram 
gagebineba xdeba ara uSualod, aramed 
SualobiT, SemovliTi gziT. msmenels 
TiTqos gamocana eZleva amosaxsnelad: 
unda mixvdes, saxeldobr, razea lapara­

ki, risi Tqma surT. esaa evfemizmis mTeli 
saidumloeba. ukve mxolod es garemoeba 
anelebs STabeWdilebas, radgan winaswar 
amzadebs msmenels usiamovno da uxerxul 
sinamdvilesTan Sesaxvedrad. magaliTad, 
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qarTul enaSi arsebobs gamoTqma: ,,aRar 
aris” (magaliTad, ,,ToneSi cecxli aRar 
aris”) da yvelam icis misi mniSvneloba, 
magram, rodesac igi pirvelad gamoiyenes 
,,mokvdas” evfemizmad, man, marTalia, axa­
li mniSvneloba SeiZina, magram konteqs­
tis SemweobiT es gamoTqma mainc gasagebi 
iyo, Tumca ara erTgvari dabrkolebis 
gareSe, mag.: ,,ivaniseli ori welia, rac 
aRar aris cocxalTa Soris”. am winadade­
bas msmeneli uTuod marTebulad gaigeb­
da, magram naTqvami SedarebiT naklebad 
mZafr reaqcias gamoiwvevda, vidre pirda­
pir Tqma: ,,ivaniseli ori welia, rac mokv­
da”. garda imisa, rom pirvel winadadebaSi 
azri gamoTqmulia arapirdapir, aq iseTi 
sityvebia naxmari (... ,,aRar aris cocxal­

Ta Soris”), romlebsac sul sxva emoci­
uri ieri aqvT, vidre uSualod gamoTqmas: 
,,mokvda”. [k. jorjaneli, 12:1977].

amitom evfemizmebi did zegavlenas ax­
dens rogorc msmenelze, ise mkiTxvelze. 
miuxedavad imisa, rom evfemizmi da is si­
tyva, romelsac igi enacvleba, erTsa da 
imave obieqtur monacemze miuTiTeben, ev­
femizmebs SeuZlia sxvadasxva emociuri 
efeqti moaxdinos mkiTxvelsa da msme­

nelze, zogierT SemTxvevaSi mxiarul gan­
wyobazec ki SeiZleba daayenon adamiani. 
aseTi iumoristuli evfemizmebi gvaqvs 
inglisurSi saabazanosTan dakavSirebiT:

He has to see a man about a dog.
He is in the bog.
The smallest room of the house.
qarTulSic gvaqvs am sityvis evfemizmi, 

romelic mxiarul ganwyobaze gvayenebs: 
sadac mefeni Tavisi fexiT midian.

miuxedavad imisa, rom sityvebis mimarT 
„suleli“ da „giJi“ sibraluliT unda 
viyoT gamsWvaluli, im realobas, ro­

melic arsebobs, versad gaveqceviT da maT 
mimarT gamoyenebuli zogierTi evfemizmi 
ironiis matarebelia. aseTebia: „TavSi Wi­

anWvelebi hyavs“; „Wkuis kolofi“; „zeda 
sarTulSi aklia“. 

„am vikipediis gamkeTebels namdvilad 
WianWvelebi hyavs TavSi“. (http://forum.ge/?f=
29&showtopic=34282731&st=150).

sityvaTa emociuri ieris roli kar­
gad Cans Semdeg magaliTze: Tu sityvebis 
– ,,sapyrobile”, ,,sapatimro”, ,,satusaRo” 
– gagonebis dros gvaxsendeba nacrisferi 
kedlebi, rkinis moajiriani viwro sark­
melebi, patimarTa Wleqiani saxeebi da a. S. 
am sityvebis evfemizmi - ,,viris abano“ mxia­
rul ganwyobilebaze gvayenebs. amaSi bra­
li swored am evfemisturi gamoTqmis emo­
ciur iers miuZRvis. es gamoTqma Sedare­
biT axalia da arcTu ise xSirad gvxvdeba, 
Tanac masSi xatovani Tqma dRemde cocxa­
lia – yvela es monacemi SesaZleblobas 
aZlevs am evfemizms Tavisi daniSnuleba 
dResac saukeTesod Seasrulos. [k. jor­

janeli. 1977: 12].

kidev erTi evfemizmi „cxaurebs miR­
ma“ niSnavs cixeSi yofnas. es evfemizmi 
SeiZleba mxiarul ganwyobaze ar gvay­

enebs, magram arc iseT uaryofiT gancdebs 
iwvevs, rogorc sityva ,,cixe’’.

rogorc j. bauersi da q. fleidel–
pirsi TavianT statiaSi amtkiceben, sity­
vis fonologiurma formam SeiZleba ga­
moaRviZos uaryofiTi emociebi, sityvis 
formulirebis mixedviT. magaliTad, ta­
buirebuli sityvebis gaJRerebam SeiZleba 
gamiwvios emociuri pasuxi, semantikuri 
Sinaarsisgan damoukideblad. 

naTelia, rom Cven motivirebulni varT 
Cveni emociebiT da Cvenve vaxdenT sakuTari 
qcevebis, fiqrebis da miznebis organizebas 
imisaTvis, rom Tavidan aviciloT emociuri 
diskomforti. Sesabamisad, Znelia visau­

broT raime sakiTxze emociurad ganpiro­
bebuli sityvebis gareSe, maSinac ki, roca 
Setyobinebis fuZe ar aris uaryofiTi. [j. 
bauersi da q. fleidel–pirsi. 3:2011].
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garda amisa es analizi gvTavazobs 
sityvaTa formirebis sxva damatebiT 
magaliTs, romelic gavlenas axdens az­
rovnebaze. Cven vambobT, rom evfemizmebi 
aris sasargeblo, radgan is saSualebas 
aZlevs mosaubres Secvalos Seuracx­

myofeli forma sxva sityvaTa formiT, 
romelic msgavs azrs gamoxatavs da ar 
aris dakavSirebuli pirobiT pasuxTan, 
es Tavis mxriv, saSualebas aZlevs mosau­
bres dafiqrdes im sakiTxze, romelsac 
SeiZleba Tavi aaridos.

is mosazreba, rom tabuirebuli sityve­
bi da evfemizmebi relevanturia lingvis­

tikuri Tanafardobis moTxovnebTan, ar 
aris Seswavlili detalurad. pinkeri 
evfemizmebs Slis, rogorc tyuilis for­
mas, is iZleva Semdeg magaliTs, „revenue 
enhancement” – am sityvas aqvs ufro farTo 
mniSvneloba, vidre „taxes” da amtkicebs, 
rom Tu politikosi gulisxmobs „taxes”, 
man unda gamoiyenos sityva „taxes”. rogorc 
pinkeri aRniSnavs “Once a euphemism is point-
ed out, people are not so brainwashed that they have 
trouble understanding the deception”. [j. bauersi, 
q. fleidel–pirsi. 2011:3].

rogorc j. bauersi da q. fleidel–pir­
si aRniSnaven, raSic Cvenc veTanxmebiT, 
arsebobs mizezebi vifiqroT imaze, rom 
pinkerma Zalian iCqara, roca uaryo evfem­
izmebis Tanafardoba enasTan, imis gaTval­

iswinebiT, rom evfemizmebi gamiznulia, 
raTa SecdomaSi Seiyvanos an moatyuos ms­
meneli. Tumca aris aseTi zogierTi evfem­
izmi, magram umravlesoba ar miekuTvneba 
am kategorias. sityvebi death, urine xSirad 
Canacvlebulia sityvebiT: passed away, number 
1, yovelgvari mcdelobis gareSe, rom Sec­
domaSi Seiyvanos an gamoiwvios orazrovne­
ba msmenelis Tu mosaubris gonebaSi. maTi 
azriT, evfemizmebis rolis srulyofili 
gageba enaSi moiTxovs verbaluri pirobi­
Tobis rolis ganxilvas.

ufro zustad rom vTqvaT, Tu rogor 
SeiZleba ganviTardes evfemizmebi ver­

baluri pirobiTobis sapasuxod da ro­
gor Seesabameba lingvistikuri Tanafar­

dobis moTxovnebs, ganvixiloT sqemaSi 
№1 a,b, romelic qvemoTaa warmodgenili. 
pirobiTi mosazreba, romlis mixedviTac 
evfemizmebi aris Seusabamo lingvisti­

kuri Tanafardobis moTxovnebTan, ganxi­
lulia gamosaxulebaSi 1a. aq, ZiriTadi 
varaudi aris is, rom sityvaTa formebi 
gavlenas axdens Cvens emociebze semanti­
kis meSveobiT (ganzraxvebiT). Cveni emo­
ciuri pasuxi lingvistikur formasTan 
aris mxolod aralingvistikuri semanti­
kuri Setyobinebis funqcia, sityvebiT da 
enis struqturuli TvisebebiT – rogorc 
sityvis leqsikur–fonologiuri for­

ma, romelic pasuxis Seusabamoa. aqedan 
gamomdinare, Seuracxmyofel sityvebs 
da evfemizmebs aqvT gansxvavebuli emoci­
uri gavlena ubralod imitom, rom isini 
gulisxmoben sxvadasxva raimes (es gan­
sxvaveba saSualebas aZlevs evfemizmebs 
zog SemTxvevaSi ganamtkicos tyuili, ro­
gorc aRniSnavda pinkeri. [j. bauersi da q. 
fleidel–pirsi. 2011: 3].

[j. bauersi da q. fleidel–pirsi, 2011: 4].
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sqemaSi 1 a-b, mocemulia ori hipoTe­

turi gza, romelSic Seuracxmyofeli 
sityvebi da evfemizmebi dakavSirebulia 
emociebTan. 

unda aRvniSnoT, rom sityvaTa formebi 
zegavlenas axdens Cvens emociebze seman­
tikis meSveobiT, rogorc es naCvenebia 
sqemaSi a. am TvalsazrisiT, evfemizmebi 
da Seuracxmyofeli sityvebi aRniSnaven 
sxvadasxva raimes, radganac isini aCvene­
ben did gamijvnas semantikur sferoSi 
da Sedegad iwveven sxvadasxva reaqciebs. 
SedarebisTvis, lingvistikuri Tana­

fardoba ganmtkicebuli iqneba, Tu enis 
struqturul Tvisebebs SeuZlia zegav­
lena moaxdinos Cvens ganzraxvebze, ver­
baluri pirobiTobis meSveobiT, rogorc 
sqema 1–b. am azris gaTvaliswinebiT, 
pirdapiri kavSiri myardeba sityvaTa 
formebsa da uaryofiT efeqts Soris. am 
TvalsazrisiT, evfemizmebi sasargebloa 
maSinac ki, roca maTi mniSvneloba Zalian 
axlosaa Seuracxmyofel sityvasTan – 
radganac isini aCveneben mcire gamijvnas 
semantikur sivrceSi – amitom isini cv­
lian Seuracxmyofeli sityvis zedapi­

rul formas, winaaRmdeg SemTxvevaSi is 
pirdapir aRviZebs uaryofiT gancdebs. 
[j. bauersi da q. fleidel–pirsi. 2011: 4]. 
zemoT aRniSnulidan Cans, rom sityvas 
udidesi Zala aqvs da did gavlenas axdens 
Cvens emociebze semantikis meSveobiT.

evfemizmebis erT-erTi funqcia Tava­

zianobaa. evfemizmebis TavazianobaSi 
igulisxmeba Tavi aaridos arasasiamovno 
da ulamazo formebs da Caanacvlos isini 
xalxisTvis ufro misaRebi formiT, raTa 
ar Seuracxyos maTi grZnobebi. qvemoT mo­
cemuli evfemizmi gamoyenebulia sityva 
„uRirsis“ nacvlad, rac marTlac Tava­

zianobis mizniTaa gamoyenebuli, Tanac 
gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom saubaria pro­
kurorze. magaliTi moyvanilia presidan.

„erTaderTi sanqcia, romelic mas 
karieris manZilze aqvs dakisrebuli, 1973 
wels moskovSi piradobis mowmobis da­
kargvas exeba da es nebismieri prokuro­
risTvis udier saqcielad iTvleba dRe­
sac“. (,,kviris palitra“, 2013)

realur cxovrebaSi, roca xalxi 
xvdeba arasasiamovno movlenebs an qce­
vis normebs, isini cdiloben gamoiyenon 
bundovani sityvebi, raTa ar daazianon 
msmenelis grZnobebi. ingliselebi gare­
gnobasTan mimarTebiT ar iyeneben si­

tyvebs ‘’ugly” an “awful”, romelTac Zlieri 
damamcirebeli datvirTva aqvT. maT nacv­
lad iyeneben „plain-looking” an “not pretty“. qa­
rTulSic gvaqvs am sityvis Sesabamisi ev­
femizmebi „ulamazo“ an „Seuxedavi“. moxu­
cebTan mimarTebaSi gamoyenebuli evfe­

mizmebic Tavazianobas gamoxataven, isini 
garkveulwilad umweoni arian da amitom 
maT mimarT evfemizmebi gamoiyeneba, raTa 
ar davazianoT maTi grZnobebi: “Senior 
citizens”an “Seasoned men”, nacvlad “Old men”. 
qarTulSi ,,xanSi Sesuli“, ,,xandazmuli“, 
,asakovani“.

daskvna
rogorc vxedavT, evfemizmebi mniSvne­

lovan rols TamaSoben adamianTa Soris 
urTierTobebSi. evfemizaciis procesSi 
sxvadasxva grZnobebi da emociebia Car­

Tuli da igi gamoiyeneba Cveni cxovrebis 

yvela sferoSi. misi daniSnulebaa Sear­
bilos mosaubris zemoqmedeba msmenel­

ze. evfemizmebis saSualebiT Cven vakav­
SirebT dadebiT emociebs, raTa gavxadoT 
Cveni cxovreba advili da ar SeuracxvyoT 
vinmes grZnobebi. evfemizmebi SeuZliaT 
sxvadasxva emociur elfers aZleven 
SesZinon gamonaTqvams da Sesabamisad, 
sxvadasxva grZnobebi iwvevs msmenelsa 
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da mkiTxvelSi. amitom maTi gamoyeneba 
aucilebelic kia metyvelebisas, raTa 
ar gavxdeT komunikaciuri konfliqtis 
monawileni.
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Abstract
TEach of us consciously or unconsciously uses 

euphemisms in speech, sometimes they are used en-
visaged to provoke positive emotions. Euphemisms 
can have great impact on a listener, they are used in 
almost every sphere and can provoke both positive 
and negative emotions or put us in good mood. The 
aim of the paper is to discuss the impact of euphe-
misms on readers and listeners.
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Резюме
Каждый из нас при разговоре употребляет 

эвфемизмы, в некоторых случаях несознательно, 
преднамеренно, а в других случаях, для вы
ражения положительных эмоций. Эвфемизмы 
могут производить большое влияние на слу
шателя, они употребляются во всех сферах 
жизни, могут вызввать положительные или 
отрицательные эмоции или же поставить нас на 
веселый лад. Целью статьи является показать, 
какое влияние оазывают эвфемизмы на читателя 
и слушателя.

Ключевые слова: 
Эвфемизмы, влияние эвфемизмов, читатель, 

слушатель.



27
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Abstract
Metaphor is not only a linguistic instrument, but 

also a cognitive one, which we must use to reveal 
how we conceptualize things. In fact, there are vari-
ous ways of realizing metaphorical concepts, among 
which the linguistic metaphor is one of the most 
popular ways to express how we experience the 
world. Metaphors, both visual and linguistic ones, 
are playing a vital role in our understanding comput-
ers and the Internet. 

Keywords: 
linguistic metaphor, cyberspace, global village, 

conceptual metaphor.

Introduction
Computers have come into existence in the last 

half century and have quickly become an important 
new industry and an everyday tool, affecting the 
lives of most people. During this time our languages 
have had to adapt to this new realm of experience. 
Rather than creating novel new words for every as-
pect of these discoveries various existing domains 
have been mapped onto computers and cyberspace. 
The adaptation of existing language to the cyber-
space domain reveals a great deal about the function 
of computers in our lives and our attitudes towards 
them. This mapping also reveals how language 
adapts to new experience.

Main Body
Internet metaphors  provide users and research-

ers of the Internet a structure for understanding and 
communicating its various functions, uses, and ex-
periences. An advantage of employing metaphors is 
that they permit individuals to visualize an abstract 
concept or phenomenon with which they have lim-
ited experience by comparing it with a concrete, 
well-understood concept such as physical movement 
through space.  Metaphors  to describe the Internet 
have been utilized since its creation and developed 
out of the need for the Internet to be understood by 
everyone when the goals and parameters of the Inter-
net were still unclear. Metaphors helped to overcome 
the problems of the invisibility and intangibility of 
the Internet’s infrastructure and to fill linguistic gaps 
where no literal expressions existed.

Highways, webs, clouds, matrices, frontiers, rail-
roads, tidal waves, libraries, shopping malls, and vil-
lage squares are all examples of metaphors that have 
been used in discussions of the Internet (S. Wyatt, 
2008). Overtime these metaphors have become em-
bedded in cultural communications, subconsciously 
shaping the cognitive frameworks and perceptions 
of users who guide the Internet’s future development 
(Dodge, M. 2008).  

Internet metaphors frequently arise from social 
exchanges and processes that occur online and in-
corporate common terms that describe offline social 
activities and realities. These metaphors often point 
to the fundamental elements that make up social in-
teractions even though online interactions differ in 
significant ways from face-to-face communication. 
Therefore, social metaphors tend to communicate 
more about the values of society rather than the tech-
nology of the Internet itself.

The Internet developed so quickly that a termi-
nological need was urgently felt, and quite naturally, 
people used a metaphorical denomination to refer to 
the Internet. The language of the Internet needs to 
be understood by everyone, even if the technical re-
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alities of the New Information and Communication 
Technologies are quite complex and technical. And it 
may be for this very reason that metaphors – instead 
of another word-formation process – have been cho-
sen, as they have permitted speakers to immediately 
visualize the concept. Metaphors have been chosen 
for the sake of clarity and popularization (Baym, N. 
K. 2010).

Metaphors such as the electronic neighborhood 
and virtual community point to ways in which indi-
viduals connect to others and build relationships by 
joining a social network.  Global village  is another 
metaphor that evokes the imagery of closeness and 
interconnectedness that might be found in a small 
village, but is applied to the world-wide community 
of Internet users. 

The electronic frontier metaphor conceptualizes 
the Internet as a vast unexplored territory, a source 
of new resources, and a place to forge new social 
and business connections. Similar to the American 
ideology of the Western Frontier, the electronic fron-
tier invokes the image of a better future to come 
through new opportunities afforded by the Internet 
(Tomaszewski, Zach, 2002). The Electronic Frontier 
Foundation  is a non-profit digital rights group that 
adopted the use of this metaphor to denote their ded-
ication to the protection of personal freedom and fair 
use within the digital landscape. Social metaphors 
and their pervasive influence indicate the increasing 
importance placed on social interaction on the In-
ternet.

There are different kinds of conceptual meta-
phors for the computer and the Internet. As Lakoff 
& Johnson (G. Lakoff and M. Johnson, 1980) ar-
gued, each of these metaphors highlights certain 
aspects of things, downplays others, and hides still 
others. i.e. each metaphor focuses on certain aspects 
of the computer or the Internet, while putting other 
aspects aside. The features that Lakoff & Johnson 
mentioned as being “downplayed” are those that are 
added to the metaphor, but are not highlighted, while 
the “hidden” aspects are those that are not consistent 
with the metaphor. The elements, which are hidden 

by one metaphor, can be highlighted by another. La-
koff & Johnson claim that, the use of many meta-
phors that are inconsistent with one another seems 
necessary for us if we are to comprehend the details 
of our daily existence.

Computer and Internet terms not only attach new 
meanings to existing words, but also provide us 
with a lot of new words which are widely accepted. 
Moreover, these new words are coming back to our 
daily life by means of metaphors again, the way our 
human beings cognize the world. They are having 
great impact on our daily language use, written or 
spoken. Some people are even prone to say “com-
puter jargons” in their daily life. If people now say 
that something was not saved on their “hard drive,” 
they might not literally mean in their computer, but 
rather in their own memories. 

Accordingly, people will accept and better under-
stand the terminology and make better use of com-
puter and the Internet with the help of the metaphors. 
However, as time goes, computer and the Internet 
have become part of people’s daily life. They are so 
familiar to people that they prefer to use these com-
puter and Internet metaphorical terminology to talk 
about some more abstract and newer things in their 
life. That is to say, people are mapping contrarily i.e. 
from computer or Internet to people or other things. 
The same metaphorical terminology in computer and 
the Internet may have different meanings in different 
situations of daily life. On the other hand, people al-
ways prefer novel expressions to cliché when they 
are using language. So some newly sprouted things 
like computer and the Internet and their terminology 
are always borrowed into the everyday life domains. 
In this way they can achieve some special rhetorical 
and social effects. 

Computer and Internet metaphors help us to un-
derstand an ever-changing and growing field by using 
words and phrases that relate to other more common 
objects and concepts. We conceptualize computer 
and the Internet through metaphors. A computer can 
be comprehended via a person, factory, office and 
container. While the Internet can be metaphorized 
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as the highway, person, cyberspace, community, li-
brary, market and sea. In fact, computer and the In-
ternet are penetrating everywhere in our study, work 
and life so that we cannot live without them. And 
it’s natural for us to bring about the computer and 
Internet terms into our daily language use. Conse-
quently, the new computer and Internet metaphorical 
terms have largely enriched people’s vocabulary and 
brought people a lot of fun and enjoyment.

We use these metaphors in a systematic way. 
When we uncover systematic metaphors, we gain 
insight into cultural practices and experiences. 
Metaphors are thus not only descriptive; they may 
provide clues to the design intentions of those who 
use them, and, as such, they many help to shape the 
cognitive framework within which such actors oper-
ate (Dodge, M. 2008). Social actors use metaphors 
for more than description or simple attempts to use 
imaginative language. Rather members of a com-
munity employ metaphors in norming ideas and in 
making the imaginary become real or true (Jamet, 
Denis L. 2010).

.

Conclusion
Considering the short few decades since the in-

vention of computers, and even shorter span since 
they have become an everyday tool, the range of 
metaphors we employ is striking. It points both to 
the importance of computers and to the fact that al-
most any aspect of human experience can be useful 
in adapting our language to one new area of expe-
rience and invention. It also illustrates the degree 
to which our cognitive processes rely on prior ex-
perience and language. Metaphor use may well be 
the greatest tool we have to facilitate understanding 
computers and cyberspace.
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reziume
metafora ara marto lingvistikuri, 
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Резюме
Метафора является не только лингвистиче-

ским, но и когнитивным инструментом, который 
мы должны использовать, чтобы обьяснить, ка-
ким образом мы совершаем концептуализацию 

существующих вещей. Существуют различные 
способы реализации метафорических концеп-
тов, среди которых языковая метафора является 
одним из самых популярных способов осмыс-
ления того, как мы воспринимаем мир. Как 
визуальные, так и лингвистические метафоры, 
играют важнейшую роль в понимании ком-
пьютеров и Интернета.
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reziume
ganviTarebuli teqnologiis, axali 

ekonomikuri realobisa da globaliza­

ciis pirobebSi didi yuradReba eTmo­

ba codnis praqtikaSi gamoyenebisa da 

damoukideblad swavlis unaris gamo­

muSavebis sakiTxs. moxda Zvrebi sxva­

dasxva Tvalsazrisis Sefasebis kuTxiT, 

rogorc xSirad amboben - paradigmis 

cvlileba, ramac Tavis mxriv, swav­

lis Teoriebis gadasinjva da Sejereba 

gamoiwvia. Yyovelive aman gavlena moax­

dina saswavlo procesis warmarTvis 

specifikaze da axali moTxovnebi wauye­

na ganaTlebis dargis specialistebisa 

da praqtikos maswavleblebs.

axleburma Sexedulebebma/aRniSnulma 

cvlilebebma gavlena moaxdina agreTve 

maswavleblisa da moswavlis rolis, 

swavlebis Sedegebis da maTi miRwevis 

gzebis axlebur gaazrebaze, swavlis 

konceptualur modelze. 
swavlebis yvela etapze wina planze 

wamoiwia iseTi unarebis SeZenis sa­

Wiroebam, rogoricaa kritikuli azrov­

neba, mudmivad axali codnis SeZenis, 

damoukideblad swavlis, problemis 

gadawyvetis, gadawyvetilebis miRebis 

unarebi. dRis wesrigSi dadga saswav­

lo procesSi Sesabamisi saswavlo mid­

gomebisa da meTodebis gamoyeneba. yove­

live aman ki ufro aqtualuri gaxada 

da gza gauxsna saswavlo procesSi in­

duqciuri midgomebis ufro farTo gamo­

yenebas. 

rodesac induqciuri meTodebis sarge­

blianobaze vsaubrobT, ar igulisxmeba, 

rom mxolod amgvari midgomebia efeq­

tiani, an rom es meTodebi srulad Cae­

nacvlebian/Secvlian, magaliTad, mo­

swavlis mier saswavlo programiT ga­

Tvaliswinebuli Teoriuli masalis 

Seswavla/aTvisebas, maswavleblis mier 

informaciis gadacemasa da axsna-gan­

martebas, saxelmZRvaneloze/wignze mu­

Saobas, saSinao davalebis Sesrulebas 

da a.S., imisaTvis, rom sasurveli sas­

wavlo Sedegebi miviRoT, swavlebisa da 

swavlis komponentebi urTierTgamom­

ricxavad ar unda aRviqvaT, isini erTo­

bliobaSi unda moviazroT da calmxriv 

midgomas moveridoT. Tumc erTi ram 

cxadia – Secvlili moTxovnebis piro­

bebSi induqciuri swavlebis meTodebis 

gamoyenebis roli izrdeba da mniS­

vnelovan adgils imkvidrebs swavlebis 

yvela safexurze.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
swavlebis induqciuri meTodebi, swav­

laSi CarTuloba, kvlevaze dafuZnebu­

li swavleba (Inquiry Learning,), prolemaze 

orientirebuli swavleba (Problem-Based 
Learning,), proeqtis meTodi (Project Meth-
od), SemTxvevis analizze dafuZnebuli 

swavleba (Case-Based Teaching), aRmoCeniT 

swavla (Discovery Learning).

Sesavali
ocdameerTe saukune swrafi cvlile­

bebis xanaa da am mxriv gamonakliss arc 
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ganaTlebis sfero warmoadgens. axali 

aTaswleulis specifikurma moTxovnebma 

kidev erTxel dasva sakiTxi imis Sesa­

xeb, Tu rogor swavloben bavSvebi Tu 

mozrdilebi ukeT, rogor gavlenas ax­

dens swavlebis sxvadasxva meTodebi da 

midgomebi swavlis Sedegebze, ra unar-

Cvevebi unda SeiZinon dRevandelma bavS­

vebma Tu axalgazrdebma, raTa warmate­

bul moqalaqeebad da specialistebad 

Camoyalibdnen da a.S. damkvidrda iseTi 

terminebi, rogoricaa uwyveti swavla, 

distanciuri swavla, sayovelTao gana­

Tleba, kompetenciebze dafuZnebuli 

swavla, swavla samuSaodan mouwyvetlad 
da a.S. sul ufro xSirad gvesmis iseTi 

terminebi Tu cnebebi, rogoricaa – aq­

tiuri CarTuloba swavlaSi, socialuri 

CarTuloba/monawileoba, TviTregula­

cia, moswavleebis motivireba, gamoc­

dilebiT swavla, refleqsia, metakogni­

cia da a.S.

rogorc profesori Seron frizeni 
aRniSnavs, dadga dro, `rodesac is, Tu 

ra viciT, imdenad mniSvnelovani ar aris, 

ramdenadac is, Tu rogor gamoviyenebT 

am codnas sxvadasxva konteqstSi.~ [1] 

rogorc ganaTlebis dargis Teore­

tikosebi aRniSnaven, aRmocenda swavlis 

Teoriis axali kategoria, romelsac pi­

robiTad “kognitur humanizms” uwodeben 

da romelic, ase vTqvaT, adaptirebulia 

kognituri, socialuri da humanisturi 

moZRvrebebidan da maT sinTezs war­

moadgens. axal midgomebs is kvlevebi 

asazrdoebs, romlebic gasuli saukunis 

80-iani wlebidan tardeboda kognitur 

fsiqologiaSi. [2]. aRniSnuli midgoma 

aerTianebs konstruqtivizmis, socia­

luri swavlis, transformaciuli swav­

lis da humanisturi Teoriebis princi­

pebs da TanamSromlobiTi swavlis mid­

gomebsa da strategiebs. 

ZiriTadi nawili
induqciuri swavlebis zogadi mimo

xilva

induqciuri swavleba warmoadgens 

zogad termins, romelic Tavis TavSi 

moiazrebs swavlebis sxvadasxva meTods, 

romelTa Sorisaa: kvlevaze dafuZnebu­

li swavleba (Inquiry learning,), proble­

maze orientirebuli swavleba (Problem-
based learning,), proeqtze dafuZnebuli 

swavleba, e.w. proeqtis meTodi (Project 
method), /SemTxvevis analizze (`qeisze~) 

dafuZnebuli swavleba (Case-based teaching) 
da aRmoCeniT swavla (Discovery Learning). 
induqciuri da deduqciuri meTodebis 

praqtikaSi gamoyenebis Tanmimdevrobis 

sqema pirobiTad Semdegnairad SeiZleba 

gamovsaxoT:

deduqciuri midgoma: zogadi wesi _ 

konkretuli magaliTebi – varjiSi.

induqciuri midgoma: konkretuli ma­

galiTebi -- varjiSi _ zogadi wesi.
mravali mkvlevarisa da praqtikosi 

maswavleblis azriT,Ninduqciuri swav­

lebis meTodebi saSualebas aZlevs mo­

swavleebs, siRrmiseulad CaerTon swav­

lis procesSi, gaaanalizon rogorc Ta­

vad procesi, aseve - Sedegebi. qmedebaze 

orientirebul gakveTilze YTu mecadi­

neobaze isini metad motivirebulebi da 

aqtiurebi arian da naklebad bezrdebaT 

swavla, radgan ar arian informaciis pa­

siuri mimRebebi. [3, 4, 21].

aRniSnuli meTodebis gamoyenebisas 

moswavleebi erTvebian diskusiaSi, mo­

nawileoben dasmuli problemis gada­

wyvetaSi, muSaoben jgufebSi, rac, Ta­

visTavad, swavlis process TanamSro­

mlobiT xasiaTs aniWebs.

m. prinsis da r. felderis azriT, 
induqciuri swavlebis meTodebi mo­

swavleze orientirebulad miiCneva, 

radgan moswavleebs met pasuxismge­
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blobas akisrebs sakuTar swavlaze. [3]. 
miCneulia, rom induqciuri meTodebis 

gamoyeneba moswavleebis motivirebis 

erT-erT saukeTeso gzas warmoadgens. 

[4]. maswavlebeli ayenebs konkretul 

problema/sakiTxs, romelic gadawyvetas 

moiTxovs, magaliTad, SemTxvevas, ro­

melic unda gaanalizdes, kompleqsur 

problemas, romelic arsebul realobas 

ukavSirdeba, eqsperimentul monacemebs, 

romelTa interpretirebac unda moxdes 

da a.S. moswavleebi, cdiloben ra prob­

lemis gadawyvetas, acnobiereben, rom 

amisaTvis esaWiroebaT garkveuli faqte­

bi Tu informacia, konceptualuri gaaz­

reba, gansazRvruli unarebi. Aaq erTveba 

maswavlebeli, awvdis saWiro informa­

cias da amavdroulad exmareba moswav­

leebs, rom Tavad gaiazron, gamoitanon 

daskvnebi da iswavlon.

swavlebis procesSi induqciuri me­

Todebis gamoyenebis mosalodneli Se­

degebi lakonurad SeiZleba konfucis 

(551–479) sityvebiT gamovxatoT: `me gavi­

gone da damaviwyda, me davinaxe da dama­

maxsovrda, me gavakeTe da gavige~.

edgar deilis `gamocdilebis konu­

sis~ (Edgar Dale’s Cone of Experience) mixed­
viT, adamianebi, zogadad, imaxsovreben 

wakiTxulis 10%-s, mosmenilis 20 %-s, 

– vizualurad aRqmulis 30%-s, _ mosme­

nilis da vizualurad aRqmulis 50%-s, 

maT mierve sityvierad Camoyalibebulis 

an dawerilis 70%-s da Tavad gakeTebu­

lis 90%-s. [Brudnik et al. 2000].
yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, 

met aqtualobas iZens `swavlaSi CarTu­

lobis~ faqtori, romlis mniSvneloba­

zec bolo xans mravali mkvlevari Se­

Tanxmda, rogorc ocdameerTe saukunis 

Secvlili moTxovnebis dasakmayofile­

blad erT-erT aucilebel saWiroebaze. 

SemuSavebul iqna agreTve `swavlaSi 

CarTulobis~ indikatorebi, romlebsac 

amgvari saswavlo procesis warmarTvis 

`kompasad~ moixsenieben. [5].

aRniSnuli indikatorebis avtorebi­

seuli ganmarteba SemdegSi mdgomareobs:

1. `swavlaSi CarTulobis~ xedva:

amgvari praqtikis ganxorcielebisas 

moswavleebi sakuTar swavlaze met pa­

suxismgeblobas iReben, saxaven swavlis 

miznebs da axdenen Sedegebis Sefasebas; 

swavla saxaliso xdeba, rac xels uw­

yobs siRrmiseul Seswavlas, problemis 

gadaWras, SemoqmedebiT midgomas, stim­

uli eZleva TanamSromlobiT swavlasa 

da mudmivad swavlis msurvelad Camoya­

libebas.

2. `swavlaSi CarTulobis~ amocanebi

imisaTvis, rom mivaRwioT swavlaSi 

CarTulobas, warmarTuli saswavlo saq­

mianoba da davalebebi unda iyos sain­

tereso, integrirebuli, rac Tavis mxriv 

gulisxmobs problemis gadaWraze da­

fuZnebul swavlasa da proeqtebis da­

muSavebas, romlebic SesabamisobaSia 

saswavlo programis (kurikulumis) mo­

TxovnebTan.

3. `swavlaSi CarTulobis~ Sefaseba

aucilebelia moswavleebma Seasru­

lon auTenturi amocanebi/davalebe­

bi – imuSaon proeqtze, ikvlion da a.S. 

SefasebisaTvis ki saWiroa dakvirveba, 

kiTxvebis dasma, maTi pasuxebisa da 

swavlis Sedegebis Tu praqtikuli namu­

Sevris analizi. Aamgvari Sefaseba mimdi­

nare xasiaTs atarebs da iTvaliswinebs 

kurikulumis moTxovnebs, iseve, rogorc 

moswrebis yvela aspeqts. ��������������SefasebaSi mo­

nawileoben Tavad moswavleebic. 

4. `swavlaSi CarTulobis~ saswavlo 

modelebi da strategiebi

swavlebis ZiriTadi modeli inte­

raqtiuria. Mmoswavleebi TanamSromlo­

ben rogorc sxva moswavleebTan, aseve 
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maswavlebelTan. es xels uwyobs codnis 

erTobliv Senebas da swavlaSi CarTu­

lobas, romelic, Tavis mxriv, mimarTu­

lia problemis gadaWrisaken, saswavlo 

miznis miRwevisaken da xSirad efuZne­

ba proeqtebis ganxorcielebas. xdeba 

individualuri da jgufuri Sejameba, 

sxvadasxva Tvalsazrisis gaziareba, ga­

moiyeneba azrovnebis Sturmi, sokratu­

li dialogi (Socratic dialogue) da a.S.
5. `swavlaSi CarTulobis~ saswavlo 

konteqsti

imisaTvis, rom mivaRwioT swavlaSi 

CarTulobas, saklaso oTaxi Tu jgufi 

unda gardaiqmnas SemswavlelTa erTo­

bad, romlis wevrebic TanamSromlo­

biT swavloben, erTmaneTs uziareben 

mosazrebebs da gamoaqvT daskvnebi. 

garda amisa, unda sufevdes emfatiuri 

saswavlo garemo, sadac pativiscemiTY 

ekidebian gansxvavebul xedvas. Ggamoyene­

bul unda iqnas strategiebi, romlebic 

iTvaliswinebs jgufis wevrebis Zlier 

mxareebs. 

6. jgufebSi muSaoba

TanamSromlobiTi swavlis procesi 

xSirad mcire an ori moswavlisagan Sem­

dgar jgufebSi xorcieldeba. Djgufebis 

Seqmnis dros moqnili midgoma unda 

iyos gamoyenebuli. SeiZleba Seiqmnas 

heterogenuli jgufebi, rac sakiTxis 

ganxilvisas gansxvavebul xedvas, una­

rebs, codnis dones warmogvidgens da 

swavlis gazrdil SesaZleblobas qmnis.
7. maswavleblis roli

maswavleblis roli icvleba da mxo­

lod informaciis mimwodeblis magi­

vrad, maswavlebeli iqceva damxmared, 

megzurad da Semswavleladac ki. maswav­

lebeli qmnis TanamSromlobiTi saswav­

lo gamocdilebisaTvis Sesaferis sas­

wavlo garemos.

8. moswavleebis roli 

moswavlis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani 

funqciaa kvleva. sxvebTan da fizikur 

samyarosTan urTierTobiT moswavle ec­

noba axal informacias, aRmoaCens axal 

movlenas, iZens unar-Cvevebs da a.S. mo­

swavleebi axdenen refleqsias, rac Za­

lze mniSvnelovania SemecnebiTi Tval­

sazrisiT. Semecnebis procesSi moswav­

leebi praqtikosebic arian. Aamgvari 

saswavlo procesis dros moswavleebi 

axdenen aTvisebuli masalis/informa­

ciis urTierTdakavSirebas, ase rom, isi­

ni didwilad Tavad warmoadgenen cod­

nis `Semqmnelebs~, romelTac momavalSi 

am mimarTulebiT mniSvnelovani wvli­

lis Setana SeeZlebaT. 

zemoTmoyvanil `swavlaSi CarTulo­

bis~ indikatorebs Tu gadavxedavT, 

SeiZleba gamovitanoT daskvna, rom 

amgvari saswavlo procesis warmarTvaSi 

mniSvnelovan rols swored swavlebis 

induqciuri meTodebi TamaSobs.

rodesac induqciuri meTodebis swav­

lebis procesSi gamoyenebaze saubro­

ben, xSirad exebian or ZiriTad sakiTxs: 

SesaZlebelia, rom swavleba iyos sru­

liad induqciuri? 

xarisxiani swavleba, ra Tqma unda, 

orive midgomis gamoyenebas gulisxmobs, 

rogorc induqciuris, aseve – dedu

qciuris. rodesac induqciuri swavlebis 

meTodebis gamoyenebaze vsaubrobT, ar 

gamoiricxeba mza informaciis miwo­

debis saWiroeba da mxolod `TviTaRmo­

Cenaze~ dayrdnoba. Mmaswavlebels mra­

vali mniSvnelovani roli akisria: axs­

na-ganmarteba, saswavlo aqtivobis gaZ­

Rola, daxmareba, informaciis miwodeba 

da a.S. rogorc brensfordi (Bransford) 
aRniSnavs, mas Semdeg, rac moswavleebi 

Tavad SeeWidebian ama Tu im problemis 

gadawyvetas, da garkveul doneze gaiTa­
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viseben mas, maswavleblis mier informa­

ciis miwodeba metad Rirebulia. [6].

meore kiTxva, romelic induqciuri 

swavlebis meTodebTan dakavSirebiT 

daismis, SemdegSi mdgomareobs: kerZod 

raze vsaubrobT – induqciur swavlaze 

Tu induqciur swavlebaze? xandaxan 

swored aq xdeba semantikuri aRreva. 

kerZod, literaturaSi xan gvxvdeba 

`problemaze orientirebuli swavle­

ba,~ xan ki `problemaze orientirebuli 

swavla~, `kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swav­

leba~ da `kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swav­

la~ da a.S. raRa Tqma unda, arsebobs 

gansxvaveba swavlasa (moswavleebis sa­

swavlo saqmianobas) da maswavleblis 

saqmianobas Soris, magram xSir SemTxve­

vaSi, sakiTxis ganxilvisas Tu kvlevi­

sas procesis orive mxare moiazreba, 

anu igulisxmeba rogorc is meTodebi/

midgomebi, romelsac maswavlebeli iye­

nebs, aseve is procesi, romelSic mo­

swavleebi arian CarTulni da is gamoc­

dileba, romelsac moswavleebi iZenen 

saswavlo procesSi. 

ZiriTadi induqciuri meTodebis zo

gadi daxasiaTeba

kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swavleba (In-
quiry Learning)

kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swavleba kom­

pleqsur midgomad miiCneva, romelic 

aqcents, garda codnis aTvisebisa da 

konkretuli unarebis SeZenisa, sakiTxis 

siRrmiseul Seswavlaze akeTebs da mo­

swavleebs swavlaSi aqtiuri CarTulo­

bis pirobebs uqmnis.

rogorc mkvlevarebi aRniSnaven, es 

aris `keTebiT, gonebiT da kvleviT 

swavla.~ [7]. kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swav­

leba moswavleebs sTavazobs auTentur 

sakiTxebze muSaobas, xels uwobs kiTx­

vebis generirebas, kvlevas, komunikaciu­

ri unarebis ganviTarebas, problemebis 

gadawyvetis mignebas.

imisaTvis, rom aseTi midgomiT ganx­

orcielebuli swavla efeqtiani iyos, 

maswavleblebis mxridan didi Zalisx­

mevaa saWiro, raTa iseTi saswavlo ̀ dava­

lebebi~ Seqmnas, romlebic rogorc sas­

wavlo programas, aseve realur cxovre­

bas ukavSirdeba. Ees ki maswavleblisgan 

mudmiv swavlasa da kvlevas moiTxovs.

rogorc harvardis universitetis ga­

naTlebis fakultetis profesori dei­

vid perkinsi aRniSnavs, kvlevaze da­

fuZnebuli swavleba kargad struqturi­

rebuli unda iyos. Mmas mohyavs jon sili 

braunis sityvebi, romelic paralels av­

lebs kvlevaze dafuZnebul swavlasa da 

TamaSs Soris da aRniSnavs, rom `TamaSi, 

rogorc SemoqmedebiTi saqmianoba, icavs 

balanss wesebsa da Tavisuflebas So­

ris, nacnobsa da ucnobs Soris. rogorc 

TamaSis dros unda davicvaT wesebi, 

aseve unda davicvaT sazRvrebi aRniS­

nuli midgomis ganxorcielebisas~ [8]. 

Ggarda amisa, aqcenti unda keTdebodes 

ukve arsebul codnaze _ fundamentur 

cnebebze da mTavar ideaze, arsze, mag­

ram unda davtovoT adgili Semoqmedebi­

Tobisa da interpretirebisaTvis. 
kvlevaze dafuZnebuli swavlebisas 

moswavleebs usvamen kiTxvebs, isini 

wyveten ama Tu im problemas, awarmoe­

ben dakvirvebas da uyalibdebaT mo­

sazrebebi. [9]. Tuki aRniSnuli midgoma 

xarisxianad xorcieldeba, moswavleebs 

Tavad ebadebaT kiTxvebi da eZieben pa­

suxebs, gamoaqvT daskvnebi, aanalizeben 

Sedegebs. [10].
zogadad igive SeiZleba iTqvas prob­

lemaze dafuZnebul (Problem-based learning), 
proeqtze dafuZnebul (Project-based learn-
ing), aRmoCenaze dafuZnebul swavlebaze 
(Discovery learning) da zogierTi saxis Sem­
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Txvevaze (case) dafuZnebul swavlebaze 

(Case based instruction). Aase rom, garkveuli 

TvalsazrisiT, kvlevaze dafuZnebuli 

swavleba sxva induqciuri meTodebis 

maxasiaTeblebs aerTianebs kidec, Tum­

ca, rogorc aRiniSna, TiToeul maTgans 

sakuTari specifika gaaCnia. rogorc li 

aRniSnavs, `erTaderTi strategia, rac 

Seusabamoa aseTi midgomisaTvis, aris 

mxolod informaciis pasiur gadacemaze 

dafuZnebuli praqtika~. [10].
garda imisa, rom aRniSnul midgomas 

saerTo aqvs sxva induqciur meTodebT­

an, is TviTonac iyenebs gansxvavebul 

teqnologias. magaliTad, staveri da bei 

[11] gamoyofen struqturirebul (moswav­

leebma garkveul miTiTebebze dayrdno­

biT unda gadaWran esa Tu is problema), 

gaZRoliT (Tavad unda moZebnon prob­

lemis gadaWris gza) da Ria kvlevas (Ta­

vad unda daayenon problema).

smiti [12] ganasxvavebs maswavleblis 

mier inicirebul kvlevas (teacher inquiry), 
sadac maswavlebeli svams kiTxvebs da 

moswavlis mier inicirebul kvlevas 

(learner inquiry), sadac kiTxvebs moswavlee­

bi ayalibeben.

procesze orientirebuli kvlevis 

dros (process-oriented-guided-inquiry-learning 
-POGIL) moswavleebi patara jgufebSi 

muSaoben. maT micemuli aqvT garkveuli 

informacia/masala da saorientacio 

kiTxvebi, romlebic daskvnebis gamota­

naSi exmarebaT. maswavlebeli damxmaris 

rolSia da saWiroebisamebr moqmedebs.

aRmoCeniT swavla (Discovery Learning)
aRmoCeniT swavlisas moswavleebs us­

vamen kiTxvas, romelzedac pasuxi unda 

gascen, uyeneben problemas, romelic 

unda gadaWran, xdeba maTi CarTva dak­

virvebis procesSi, ris Sedegadac unda 

gamoitanon daskvnebi – gaakeTon aRmoCe­

na da amgvarad SeiZinon axali codna 

Tu informacia ama Tu im movlenisa Tu 

faqtis Sesaxeb. [13]. aRniSnuli midgomis 

dros maswavlebeli amyarebs ukukavSirs 

moswavlesTan, Tumca ar aZlevs konkre­

tul miTiTebebs.

maswavleblebi ufro xSirad mimar­

Taven e.w. ̀ gaZRoliTi aRmoCenis~ meTods. 

(guided discovery), romlis procesSic mas­

wavlebeli mimarTulebas aZlevs mo­

swavleebs. [14]. aseT SemTxvevaSi zRva­

ri aRniSnul midgomasa da kvlevaze da 

problemaze dafuZnebul swavlebas So­

ris TiTqmis iSleba.

j. bruneri aRniSnavs,, rom codnis Se­
Zena procesia, romelSic mTavaria wvdo­

ma, gageba–gacnobiereba, aqtiuri swavla 

ki am miznis miRwevis winapirobas qmnis. 
Bbruneri Tvlis, rom ganaTlebis mizani 

inteleqtualuri ganviTareba unda iyos 

da saswavlo programam xeli unda Seu­

wyos problemis gadawyvetis unaris Ca­

moyalibebas kvlevasa da aRmoCenaze da­

fuZnebuli saswavlo saqmianobis xelSe­

wyobiTa da meSveobiT. Bbruneris azriT, 

aRmoCeniT swavla aviTarebs moswavle­

Ta intuicias, warmosaxvas da Semoqme­

debiTobas. 

aRmoCeniT swavlisas gasaqani eZleva 

induqciur azrovnebas, iwyebs ra kon­

kretuliT da midis zogadisken. [13]. ma­
galiTad, maswavlebeli uzrunvelyofs 

moswavleebs magaliTebiT, isini ki ad­

genen urTierTkavSirs. bruneri miiCnevs, 
rom saswavlo procesSi induqciuri 

midgomebi unda iyos gamoyenebuli da 

azrovnebisa da codnis SeZenis proce­

si konkretuli magaliTebidan zogadi 

principis formulirebisken unda iyos 

mimarTuli. Bigi Tvlis, rom saswavlo 

procesSi gza unda gaexsnas induqciur 

azrovnebas iseTi praqtikis meSveobiT, 

romlis ganxorcielebis drosac maswa­

vlebeli biZgs aZlevs moswavleebs, 
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sakiTxis Tu problemis Secnobisa da 

gadawyvetisaTvis, arasruli informa­

ciis Tu faqtebis miwodebiT, xolo Sem­

dgom kiTxvebis dasmiT exmareba maT aR­

moaCinon kavSirebi, Camoayalibon intui­

turi varaudebi da am procesSi miagnon 

pasuxs. 

aRmoCeniT swavlebis arsi lakonu­

rad SeiZleba Semdegnairad ganvsazRv­

roT: `codnis SeZena is ki ar aris, rom 

davimaxsovroT da gavimeoroT, aramed 

is, rom aRmovaCinoT da gamoviyenoT.~ 

(National Research Concil. 2007). aRniSnuli 

gamonaTqvami SesaZloa TiTqmis yvela 

induqciur midgomasTan mimarTebaSi 

gamoviyenoT.

imisaTvis, rom aRmoCeniT swavlis 

procesi saTanadod warimarTos, moswav­

leebs unda gaaCndeT sakiTxis sabazo 

codna da problemis gadawyvetis unari. 

kritikosebis azriT, amgvari saswavlo 

praqtikis proeqtireba Tu organizeba 

garkveul sirTuleebTanaa dakavSirebu­

li, moiTxovs resursebs da zedmiwevniT 

momzadebas, raTa saTanado Sedegebi 

iyos miRweuli.

problemaze orientirebuli swavleba 

( Problem Based Learning)
amgvari midgomis dros moswavleebis 

winaSe dgas `Ria daboloebiani~ auTen­

turi, realur situaciasTan dakavSire­

buli problema, romelsac gadawyveta 

esaWiroeba. maswavleblebi damxmareebis 

rolSi gamodian da ara informaciis 

ZiriTadi wyaros rolSi. moswavleebi 

jgufebad muSaoben. saTanadod dasmuli 

problema iZleva imis saSualebas, rom 

gamoyenebuli iyos rogorc ukve ar­

sebuli codna, aseve daisaxos axali 

saswavlo sakiTxebi da samuSao gegma. 

gamoiyeneba diskusia rogorc calke 

jgufebSi, aseve mTel jgufTan erTad. 

Aamgvari midgoma saSualebas aZlevs mo­

swavleebs, Tavad mividnen maTTvis mniS­

vnelovan daskvnebamde da yovelTvis ar 

miiRon mza pasuxebi. Mmoswavleebis Car­

Tuloba maRalia, rac dadebiTad moq­

medebs swavlebis Sedegebze. gamoiyeneba 

disciplinaTaSorisi midgomac. [4].

problemaze dafuZnebuli swavlebi­

sas didi mniSvneloba eniWeba swavlis 

TviTregulirebasa da sxvebisgan – Tana­

tolebisagan swavlas, rasac Sesaferisi 

saswavlo situaciis Seqmna sWirdeba, 

romelic gansxvavebuli iqneba moswav­

leTa jgufebis, maTi asakis, saswavlo 

sferos da sxva maxasiaTeblebis mixed­

viT. [Wee & Kek. 2002].
aRniSnuli midgomis gamoyenebisas yu­

radReba ufro metad moswavleebis mier 

`Secnobasa~ da `wvdomazea~ gamaxvile­

buli, vidre informaciis gadacemaze. 

problemaze dafuZnebuli midgomis 

gamoyenebisas moswavleebi umetesad 

jgufebad muSaoben, sadac xorcield­

eba `miznobrivi jgufuri dialogi~, ro­
melSic maswavlebelic erTveba, raTa 

saswavlo procesi xarisxianad warimar­

Tos. [27].Uunda aRiniSnos, rom amgvari 

midgoma rogorc moswavleebs akisrebs 

met pasuxismgeblobas sakuTar swav­

laze, aseve maswavleblisgan moiTxovs 

Sesabamis kvalifikaciasa da momzadebas.

SemTxvevis analizze (`qeisze~) da-

fuZnebuli swavleba (Case Based Teaching)
SemTxvevaze (qeisze) dafuZnebuli 

swavlebisas moswavleebi aanalizeben 

`qeisebs~, calkeul SemTxvevebs, romle­

bic gulisxmobs problemis gadawyve­

tas, gadawyvetilebis miRebas. Q`qeisebi~ 

xSirad Seicavs garkveul sirTules, 

dilemas, romelic ama Tu im TemasTan, 

konteqstTan, situaciasTanaa dakavSire­

buli. Q`qeisi~ auTenturi unda iyos da 

aRwerdes konkretul situacias, ro­

melic moiTxovs msjelobas da gada­
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wyetas, analizs. moswavleebi eCvevian 

logikur msjelobas, uviTardebaT kri­

tikuli azrovneba, gamoTqvamen sakuTar 

Sexedulebebs sakiTxTan mimarTebaSi. 

rogorc r.felderi (R. Felder) aRniSnavs, 
amgvari midgoma srulad jdeba kon­

struqtivizmis CarCoebSi.[ 15].
SemTxvevis analizze (`qeisze~ ) da­

fuZnebuli swavleba SeiZleba yovelTvis 

ar CaiTvalos induqciur midgomad. Ees 

imazea damokidebuli, Tu rogor ganva­

xorcielebT mas. rogorc lini aRniSnavs, 

rodesac `qeisi~ ubralod monaTxrobia 

ama Tu im Tundac prolematur situaci­

aze da moswavleebs igi winaswar eZl­

evaT, raTa SemdgomSi erToblivad im­

sjelon da ganixilon, is ufro sailus­

tracio magaliTad SeiZleba gamodges. 

magaliTad, gadawyvetilebis miRebisa 

Tu analitikuri azrovnebis da a.S kuT­

xiT, magram Tavad ar aviTarebs aRni­

Snul unarebs, radgan azri da daskvnebi 

ukve gamotanilia da mocemuli. Mmsgavsi 

qeisebis gamoyeneba induqciur midgomad 

ver CaiTvleba. induqciis dros moswav­

leebma Tavad unda gaakeTon analizi da 

miiRon gadawyvetileba. amitomac aseT 

`qeisebs~ lini `saswavlo qeisebs~ uwo­

debs. [16].

aseTi `qeisebi~ saswavlo miznebiT 

gamoyeneebas Tavisi fazebi/etapebi aqvs: 

1) Sinaarsis gacnoba; 2) relevantu­

ri moZieba;A3) alternativebis moZieba;  

4) alternativebis Sefaseba; 5) moqmedebis 

gezis arCeva; 6) miRweuli gadawyvetis 

Sefaseba da Sedegebis ganxilva. 
`qeisebiT~ swavlebas garkveuli sa­

erTo aqvs problemaze dafuZnebul 

swavlebasTan, magram `qeisebi~ metad 

struqturirebulia da konteqstualu­

rad mdidari. Ggarda amisa, moswavlee­

bi garkveulwilad maTTvis ukve nacnob 

masalasac iyeneben. `qeisebiT~ swavleba 

axali ar aris da XIX s-is 70-iani wle­

bidan iRebs saTaves, Tumca mas dResac 

mniSvnelovani wvlili miuZRvis anali­

tikuri azrovnebisa da problemis 

gadawyvetis unaris SeZenaSi [4].
proeqtze dafuZnebuli swavleba- 

proeqtis meTodi (Project Based Learning – 
Project Method) 

proeqtze dafuZnebul swavlebas 

(proeqtis meTodi) saerTo aqvs proble­

maze dafuZnebul swavlebasTan. Oorive 

midgoma moswavleebs miznad usaxavs ̀ Ria 

daboloebiani~ davalebis Sesrulebas, 

Tumc proeqtze muSaobis areali gac­

ilebiT farToa da ara erTi proble­

mis gadawyvetas SeiZleba gulisxmob­

des. Ggarda amisa, proeqtze muSaobisas 

moswavleebi iyeneben ukve aTvisebul 

saswavlo masalas da codnas. sxva si­

tyvebiT rom vTqvaT, proeqtze muSaobis 

dros moswavleebi eyrdnobian sakuTar 

codnas da axdenen mis integrirebas, ma­

Sin, rodesac problemaze dafuZnebuli 

swavlebis dros aqcenti ZiriTadad axa­

li codnis SeZenaze keTdeba. Tumca praq­

tikaSi xSirad xdeba, rom orive midgo­

mis principebi ereva erTmaneTs. amgvar 

midgomas hibriduls uwodeben.

maswavleblebi imgvarad arCeven pro­

eqtebs, rom isini saswavlo programis 

miznebs Seuxamon. amave dros, isini mo­

swavleebs garkveul avtonomiasac aZ­

leven proeqtis formulirebis, strate­

giebis SerCevis TvalsazrisiT, rac mo­

swavleTa motivacias zrdis. Ggraafi da 

kolmosi moswavleebisaTvis miniWebuli 

avtonomiis TvalsazrisiT sami saxis 

proeqts ganasxvaveben:

• samuSao proeqti (Task project)
moswavleTa jgufebi muSaoben mas­

wavleblis mier SerCeul proeqtze mis 

mierve miTiTebuli meTodebis gamo­

yenebiT. aseT SemTxvevaSi moswavleebi 

naklebad motivirebulebi arian.
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• sagnobrivi proeqti (Discipline project):
maswavlebeli gansazRvravs saswav­

lo sferos (sagans), romelSic unda 

Sesruldes proeqti da iZleva zogad 

miTiTebebs im midgomebis Sesaxeb, 

romelTa gamoyenebac moswavleebs Seu­

ZliaT, moswavleeebi ki irCeven proeqts 

da sasurvel midgomas. 

• problemuri proeqti (Problem project)
aRniSnul SemTxvevaSi moswavleebs 

eZlevaT sruli avtonomia, rom airCion 

da ganaxorcielon proeqti. Mmaswavle­

beli unda daexmaros moswavleebs adre 

da axlad ganxorcielebul proeqtebs 

Soris kavSirebis dadgenaSi da aseve 

imaSi, rom maT e.w. `codnis napalebi~ 

Seavson, radgan proeqtze muSaoba Semo­

qmedebiTi procesia da xSirad im cod­

nis/informaciis moZiebasac moiTxovs, 

romelic gavlili an mzad miwodebuli 

ar aris. Ggarda amisa, proeqtebze mu­

Saobisas xSirad ikveTeba interdisci­

plinaruli/saganTaSorisi kavSirebi, 

rac rogorc swavlebis, aseve codnis 

integrirebas uwyobs xels. [17].

proeqtze muSaobis dros (Tuki sas­

wavlo procesi saTanadodaa dagegmi­

li da warmarTuli) TiTqmis yvela ze­

moTCamoTvlili induqciuri midgomis 

principi xorcieldeba, radgan saxezea 

rogorc kvleva, aseve aRmoCena (axali 

faqtis, informaciis, kanonzomierebis da 

a.S.), problemis gadawyveta, daskvnebis 

gamotana, kiTxvebis dasma da maTze pa­

suxebis Zieba, SemoqmedebiTi midgoma, 

romlis drosac SesaZloa kidev ufro 

meti informacia iyos aTvisebuli, vidre 

gansazRvruli iyo. Ggarda amisa, xdeba 

unar-Cvevebis SeZena, saganTaSorisi kav­

Sirebis damyareba da maTi dakavSireba 

realur cxovrebasTan. 

ra Tqma unda, Cveulebriv, proeqtze 

muSaoba saswavlo programis nawilia, 

romelsac garkveuli dro eTmoba. isic 

unda aRiniSnos, rom aseTi midgomis gan­

xorcieleba sakmaod Sromatevadia da 

gamocdili, kvalificiuri maswavlebe­

li sWirdeba. proeqtebze muSaobis dros 

maswavleblis roli ara Tu dakninebu­

lia, aramed metad kompleqsuri da mniS­

vnelovani, raTa swavlis saTanado Sede­

gebi iqnes miRweuli.

daskvna
dasasrul, kidev erTxel unda gaesvas 

xazi, rom swavleba/swavla ar SeiZleba 

iyos mxolod induqciuri an deduqciuri. 

xarisxiani saswavlo procesi orive mid­

gomis elementebs unda iyenebdes. rode­

sac induqciur meTodebze vsaubrobT, 

ar igulisxmeba, rom mxolod amgvari 

midgomebia efeqtiani, an rom es meTo­

debi srulad Caenacvlebian/Secvlian, 

magaliTad, moswavlis mier saswavlo 

programiT gaTvaliswinebuli Teori­

uli masalis Seswavla/aTvisebas, maswav­

leblis mier informaciis gadacemasa da 

axsna-ganmartebas, saxelmZRvaneloze/

wignze muSaobas, saSinao davalebis Ses­

rulebas da a.S. 

rogorc analitikosi da akademiuri 

sferos eqperti martin SaTelvorsi 

aRniSnavs, induqciuri da deduqciuri 

midgomebi gadajaWvulia erTmaneTTan da 

isini erTi mTliani ciklis ganuyofel 

nawilebs warmoadgenen. [18].
imisaTvis, rom sasurveli saswavlo 

Sedegebi miviRoT, swavlebisa da swav­

lis komponentebi urTierTgamomricxa­

vad ar unda aRviqvaT, isini erToblio­

baSi unda gaviazroT da calmxriv mid­

gomas moveridoT. Tumca erTi ram cxa­

dia – Secvlili moTxovnebis pirobebSi 
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induqciuri swavlebis meTodebis gamo­

yenebis roli izrdeba da mniSvnelo­

van adgils imkvidrebs swavlebis yvela 

safexurze. Aamis erT-erTi mizezi isic 

SeiZleba iyos, rom rogorc saimoni 
aRniSnavs, `informacia da codna ise­

Ti siswrafiT grovdeba, rogorc aras­

dros kacobriobis istoriaSi. Aamitom, 

Tu adre `raimes codna~ ZiriTadad dam­

axsovrebasa da gameorebasTan asocird­

eboda, axla ufro metad moZiebasa da 

gamoyenebas gulisxmobs.~ [19].
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Abstract
In the era of rapid changes, advanced technology, 

new economic reality and globalization increased 
attention is paid to acquisition of such skills as ef-
fective application of the knowledge in practice and 
independent learning. The new reality significantly 
transformes the model of teaching and learning, as 
these changes represent a paradigm shift, which re-
quires to rethink and reconsider the existing learning 
theories. All the above mentioned influences teach-
ing and learning practices and sets new requirements 
for educationalists and classroom teachers.

Much more emphasis is made on the acquisition 
of such skills as critical thinking, problem solving, 
decision making, independent and lifelong learn-
ing, which entailes the demand for relevant teaching 
methods and approaches. These developments result 
in wider application of inductive methods in teach-
ing and learning practices.

When stating the benefits of using inductive ap-
proaches, it is not meant, that solely these methods 
are effective, and/or that they will fully substitute 
such components of teaching and learning as trans-
mission of the information by the teacher, home-
work assignments, acquiring theoretical knowledge 
by students, etc. In order to achieve desired learning 
outcomes, the teacher should successfully combine 
all the essential elements of the educational process. 
Nevertheless, the trend of the increasing the role of 
inductive methods at all stages of teaching and learn-
ing becomes more and more evident. 

Keywords:
Inductive teaching methods, Engaged Learning, 

Inquiry Learning, Problem-Based Learning, Proj-
ect Method, Case-Based Teaching, Discovery Lear
ning.
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Pезюме	
В условиях развитой технологии, новой 

экономической реальности и глобализации 
возрастающее внимание уделяется формированию 
таких навыков, как эффективное применение 
знаний в практике и их самостоятельное 
приобретение. Новая реальность трансформирует 
и модель обучения, так как имеет место изменение 
парадигмы, которое, в свою очередь, влечет за 
собой пересмотр соответствующих теорий. Все 
это влияет на учебный процесс и ставит новые 
требования перед педагогами. 

Все большее внимание уделяется выработке 
критического мышления, умению разрешения 
проблем, принятия решений, приобретения 
знаний на протяжении всей жизни. Все 
вышесказанное приводит к более широкому 
применению индуктивных методов в учебной 
практике.

Когда мы говорим о пользе применения 
индуктивных подходов, не имеется в виду, что 
такие методы эффективны обособленно, или 
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что они заменят такие компоненты обучения, 
как передача информации учителeм, домашние 
задания, теоретическое знание предмета, и т.д. 
Для того, чтобы достичь желаемых результатов, 
учитель должен скомбинировать все основные 
элементы учебного процесса. Однако, растущая 
роль применения индуктивных подходов 

в учебном процессе становится все более 
очевидным. 

Ключевые слова: 
индуктивные методы обучения, вовлечен-

ность в обучении, проблемно-ориентировочное 
обучение, проектный метод, эвристическое обу-
чение, обучение путем открытий, исследователь-
ское обучение, кейс-метод. 
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Abstract
The paper views contextual frame theory (CFT) 

as the theory of text processing. Introduced by Em-
mott, the theory is based on empirical studies in psy-
chology. It explores what happens cognitively to a 
reader who tries to understand what is described in a 
narrative, and stresses the dynamic relationship be-
tween the cognitive aspect of reader’s activity and 
what is written in the text. Contextual frame theory 
gives an explanation of how we keep track of the ele-
ments of a narrative as we read. It suggests that read-
ers make sense of narrative events by relating them 
to the contexts in which they occur in the text world. 
To do this readers construct contextual frames. 

Keywords: 
contextual frame, episodic information, non-

episodic information, frame modification, frame-
switch, overt reference, covert reference

Introduction
Contextual frame theory (CFT) is the theory of 

text processing. It was introduced by C. Emmott and 
discussed thoroughly in her book Narrative Com-
prehension (1997). Based on empirical studies in 
psychology, the theory explores what happens cog-
nitively to a reader who tries to understand what is 
described in a narrative, and stresses the dynamic 
relationship between the cognitive aspect of reader’s 
activity and what is written in the text.

Contextual frame theory gives an explanation 
of how we keep track of the elements of a narrative 
as we read. It suggests that readers make sense of 
narrative events by relating them to the contexts in 
which they occur in the text world. To do this read-
ers construct contextual frames. 

Main Body
C. Emmott [1997: 121] describes a contextual 

frame as “a mental store of information about the 
current context, built up from the text itself and from 
inferences made from the text”. Contextual frames 
“are not simply ’snapshots’ of successive moments 
across the narrative, however, but are a series of 
ongoing and shifting mental representations of the 
world of the literary work”. [Stockwell, 2002: 155]

Contextual frames contain information which 
may be episodic or non-episodic in nature. Episodic 
information is that which is true at a particular point 
in the narrative , but which is not necessarily rel-
evant beyond this point. Non-episodic information, 
conversely, is that which is true “beyond the imme-
diate context” [C. Emmott 1997: 122]. As an exam-
ple, in Jonathan Coe’s novel “The Rotters’ Club”, 
the fact that the main character, Benjamin Trotter, 
is a schoolboy, growing up in the 1970s constitutes 
non-episodic information i.e. it is information which 
remains true across the course of the narrative as 
a whole. We may compare this with an instance 
of episodic information. In Chapter 7 of the novel, 
Benjamin comes to school for a swimming lesson 
and finds that he has forgotten his swimming trunks. 
Since the punishment for this is to swim naked, Ben-
jamin is mortified and prays to God for an answer 
to his dilemma. As he does so, a locker door opens 
and Benjamin sees that inside the locker is a pair of 
swimming trunks. This is an episodic information: 
i.e. a one-off occurrence in the narrative. While Em-
mott (ibid.) notes that episodic information does not 
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have relevance beyond its immediate context, in this 
particular case it does, since the discovery of the 
swimming trunks leads Benjamin to believe that his 
prayer has been answered. As a result of this, Ben-
jamin becomes convinced of the existence of God 
and embraces Christianity, an action that is to have 
a significant impact on his behaviour throughout the 
remainder of the novel.

The process by which we are able to take stock of 
all the variations in frames is called contextual moni-
toring. Emmott [1997: 123] explains that contextual 
monitoring allows readers to create an overall con-
text for the narrative. However, while it is possible 
for readers to hold information about more than one 
context at any given time, we tend to focus our at-
tention on one particular context. The terms binding 
and priming explain the means by which we do this. 
Binding refers to the process of linking particular 
entities to particular contexts, while priming refers 
to the process by which particular contextual frames 
are brought to the forefront of the reader’s mind. Em-
mott (ibid.) treats the primed frame as the one that 
receives the ‘main focus of attention’, suggesting 
that there are other contextual frames which might 
draw a small amount of our attention and stay at the 
background of our mind. And these backgrounded 
frames are what Emmott [1997: 123] calls bound – 
they are not in the focus of our attention, but remain 
in our short-term memory and can be retrieved any-
time during the reading. Burke [2011: 2] notes that 
memory and cognition interact with emotion during 
the reading. When a reader finds a certain context 
emotionally provocative, it is likely that this particu-
lar context might still be in or come to the forefront 
of the reader’s mind several pages after its textual 
depiction (and hence be primed in Emmott’s terms).

A good example of binding and priming can 
serve Ian Fleming’s James Bond novel, Dr No. It 
begins with a scene in a Jamaican street in which 
three blind beggars make their way slowly along the 
road. These three characters are bound into this par-
ticular situational context. The scene then switches 
to a gentlemen’s club where Brigadier Bill Tem-

plar, John Strangways, a professor from Kingston 
University and a criminal lawyer are playing cards. 
These four characters are bound into this second 
situational context. At this point in the reading pro-
cess, the scene in the cardroom of the gentlemen’s 
club constitutes the primed context, since this is the 
context on which the reader’s attention is currently 
focused. The characters of Strangways, Templar and 
the two others are therefore primed as well as bound. 
However, the three beggars of the first scene remain 
bound into their own particular context, despite the 
fact that it is now unprimed.

Binding and priming are thus processes of moni-
toring that readers engage in. Characters that are 
primed will remain in a reader’s mind even if they are 
not referred to directly in the text. A primed charac-
ter that is referred to in a sentence is said to be overt. 
One that is present in the scene but not referred to is 
said to be covert. In the following paragraph from 
Dr No, Templar is the overt primed character, since 
he is referred to directly in the proper noun and its 
appositive noun phrase, and by the pronoun he:

Bill Templar, the Brigadier, laughed shortly. He 
pinged the bell by his side and raked the cards to-
wards him. He said, “Hurry up, blast you. You al-
ways let the cards go cold just as your partner’s in 
the money.” [Fleming, 1985 [1958]: 7]

The other characters (Strangways, the professor 
and the lawyer) are, at this point in the narrative, co-
vert, since they are not mentioned in the text but re-
main primed; i.e. we remain aware of their presence 
within the scene, despite the fact that the text does 
not refer to them. Only primed characters may be 
overt or covert. Unprimed characters – that is, char-
acters not present in the primed frame but bound into 
some other context – are neither overt nor covert, but 
simply bound into the reader’s main context.

Contexts described above are continually modi-
fied across the course of a whole narrative. The read-
er’s attention will shift to new contexts, and these 
new contexts will involve new entities and charac-
ters. The means by which readers track such context 
changes is also covered by contextual frame theory. 
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Emmott suggests, for instance, that frame modifica-
tion occurs when characters enter or leave a particu-
lar location. For example, the sentence that follows 
in example above describes Strangways leaving the 
club: “Strangways was already out of the door.” As 
a result of this, the reader modifies the contextual 
frame in which Strangways was previously bound. 
The other elements of the frame remain in place – 
we assume, for instance, that Templar, the professor 
and the lawyer remain in the cardroom – and so the 
frame is not radically altered but simply modified by 
Strangways becoming unbound from the frame.

This example is an instance of the modification 
of a primed frame, though unprimed frames may 
also be modified. However, this cannot be done via 
overt reference or it would prime the frame . The 
way in which unprimed frames can be modified 
without consequently priming them is via covert 
reference. E.g., in Chapter 2 of Dr No the charac-
ter of James Bond enters the narrative. Bond, at this 
point, is in London, hence he is bound into this con-
textual frame. At the beginning of Chapter 4, how-
ever, Bond is on board a plane to Jamaica. We as-
sume, therefore, that he has become unbound from 
the previous contextual frame (the London scene), 
despite the fact that there was no overt reference to 
this happening. 

Frame modification then refers to the adding or 
removing of a character from a particular frame. 
The notion of a frame-switch refers to the process 
by which a reader stops monitoring one frame and 
starts monitoring another. Frame-switches generate 
new frames, usually leaving the previously estab-
lished frames intact (although potentially modified). 
Frame-switches may be instantiated pragmatically 
or via adverbials of time or place. They may also be 
instantaneous or progressive.

Instantaneous frame-switches involve a sudden 
mental leap in space or time. A progressive frame-
switch is one which does not involve such a mental 
leap, but where the temporal or locative change is 
tracked explicitly.

Frame-switches do not discount the possibility 
that a previously primed frame may be re-primed. 

If characters remain bound into an unprimed frame, 
then the potential exists for frame recall. The po-
tential for frame recall diminishes over time. For 
instance, if a year passes within the text world we 
might assume that one set of characters are no lon-
ger bound into the same contextual frame in which 
we left them. Similarly, if we happen to be reading 
a particularly long text, the sheer length of time be-
tween one mention of a set of characters and another 
may reduce our capacity to re-prime the frame into 
which those characters were initially bound. The au-
thor is likely instead to be forced into re-establishing 
the triggers for the construction of a renewed frame.

Contextual frame theory, then, provides a num-
ber of hypotheses about the nature of reading and 
how readers monitor the progression of a narrative. 
The concepts described so far, refer to the activities 
of a reader who experiences no difficulties in pro-
cessing a narrative. Occasionally, though, a reader 
may make a mistake, or be intentionally misled by 
an author/narrator. When this happens, the reader 
makes a frame repair in order to receive the sense 
of the narrative. Writers often exploit both a reader’s 
capacity for making such misjudgments and their 
capacity for repairing them in order to generate par-
ticular stylistic effects. Emmott (2003), for example, 
shows how contextual frame theory can account for 
the way in which readers react to short stories that 
incorporate a “twist in the tale”. Examples of this 
kind of technique can be seen in science fiction nar-
ratives, ghost stories and fantasy novels. 

Conclusion
To sum up we can say that contextual frame the-

ory provides an explanation of how we keep track of 
the complex information that it is necessary to man-
age in order to achieve these rich representations of 
a narrative world. Readers make sense of narrative 
events by relating them to the contexts in which 
they occur in the text world. To do this they con-
struct contextual frames. Frame modification occurs 
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when characters enter or leave a particular location. 
The notion of a frame-switch refers to the process 
by which a reader stops monitoring one frame and 
starts monitoring another. Frame-switches generate 
new frames, usually leaving the previously estab-
lished frames intact.
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Контекстуальный фрейм как  
теория обработки текста
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Резюме
Статья рассматривает теорию контекстуаль-

ных фреймов (CFT) как теорию обработки тек-
ста. Представленная Катериной Эммотт, данная 
теория основана на эмпирических исследова
ниях в психологии и изучает, что когнитивно 
происходит с читателем, пытающимся понять то, 
что описано в повествовании.Она подчеркивает 
динамическиую связь между познавательным 
аспектом деятельности читателя и тем, что напи-
сано в тексте. Теория контекстуальных фреймов 
объясняет, как мы в процессе чтения отслежива-
ем элементы повествования. Она предполагает, 
что читатель постигает смысл повествуемых 
событий, связывая их с контекстами, в которых 
они встречаются в текстовом мире. Для этого он 
создает контекстуальные фреймы.

Ключевые слова: 
контекстуальный фрейм, эпизодическая ин-

формация, неэпизодическая информация, мо-
дификация фрейма, переключение с фрейма на 
фрейм, открытая ссылка, скрытая ссылка.
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reziume
statiaSi ganxilulia konteqstualu­

ri freimebis Teoria (CFT) rogorc teqs­
tis damuSavebis Teoria. igi Semotanil 

iqna katerina emotis mier da emyareba 
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empiriul kvlevebs fsiqologiis darg­

Si. aRniSnuli Teoria ikvlevs, Tu ra 

xdeba im mkiTxvelis gonebaSi kognitiu­

rad, romelic cdilobs gaigos, ra aris 

aRwerili TxrobaSi. Teoria amaxvilebs 

yuradRebas dinamikur urTierTobebze 

mkiTxvelis aqtivobas kognitur aspeqtsa 

da teqsts Soris. konteqstualuri fre­

imebis Teoria ganmartavs imas, Tu ro­

gor mivsdevT Cven Txrobis azrs kiTxvis 

procesSi. aRniSnuli Teoriis mixedviT, 

mkiTxvels azri gamoaqvs Txrobidan, 

roca is akavSirebs TxrobaSi momxdars 

im konteqstTan, romelic gvxvdeba teqs­

tis samyaroSi. 

sakvanZo sityvebi: 

konteqstualuri freimi, epizoduri 

informacia, araepizoduri informacia, 

freimis modificireba, freimidan fre­

imze gadarTva, Ria moxsenieba, faruli 

moxsenieba.
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reziume

ena, rogorc socialuri interaqciisa 

da kulturis ganmapirobebeli saSuale­

ba, rogorc winapiroba socialuri ur­

TierTobebisa da interkulturuli ko­

munikaciisa, pirvel rigSi socialuri 

da kulturis mecnirebebis interesTa 

sferoSi moeqca, sadac mniSvnelovani 

aqtanti adamiania, misi subieqtivizmia. 

Sesabamisad enasTan dakavSirebuli ne­

bismieri movlena, aRniSnulis gaTva­

liswinebiT, SesaZloa ganxilul iqnas 

mravali TvalsazrisiT. 

konotacia, rogorc enobrivi movlena, 

Zalze difuzuri da amorfulia. di­

di moculobisa da masStaburobis ga­

mo, aseve misi moqmedebis elastiuro­

bidan gamomdinare, mas ar gaaCnia mkve­

Tri sazRvrebi. Kkonotacia gulisxmobs 

subieqtisa da misi socialuri sta­

tusis dominirebas da am dominirebiT 

gamowveul pragmatul Sedegs garkveul 

sociokulturul garemoSi. Aamdenad, 

prioritetad miviCnevT konotaciis 

kvlevas antropocentristul da socio­

kulturul WrilSi. 

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
konotacia, uzualuri, okazional­

uri, antropocentrizmi, kulturuli 

konotacia, socialuri faqtorebi.

Sesavali
specialur literaturaSi konotacia 

ganmartebulia rogorc uzualuri an 

okazionaluri xasiaTis enobrivi erTeu­

lis SefasebiTi, emociur-stilistikuri 

Seferiloba. farTo gagebiT, konotacia 
– esaa nebismieri komponenti, romelic 

avsebs enobrivi erTeulis sagnobriv-

cnebiT Sinaarss da aniWebs mas eqspre­

siul funqcias. 

ZiriTadi nawili
semantikuri konotaciebis Sesaxeb 

pirvelad gvamcno blumfildma, romel­

mac isini uSualod Semecnebis sferos 

miakuTvna. …..„secondary associations which a 
word gives rise to“ [blumfildi, 1933]. misi 
ganmartebiT konotacia designatis dam­

atebiTi informaciaa, mniSvnelobis is­

eTi elementia, romelic damatebiT in­

formacias flobs obieqtis arsebiT 

Tvisebebsa da niSnebze. [blumfildi. 

2002:156]. semantikur konotaciebs mie­

kuTvneba konotaciebi, romlebic dakav­

Sirebulia sxvadasxva socialuri fenis 

mier sityvis gamoyenebasTan, sxvadasxva 

dialeqtebTan, slengSi konotacias xum­

robis datvirTva aqvs da mas ZiriTadad 

axalgazrdoba iyenebs. [iqve, 2002:160].

blumfildi Tvlis, rom nasesxeb si­

tyvebSi konotacia gamoxatavs Cvens 

damokidebulebas ucxoelebTan, xolo 

nasesxeb enobriv formaTa ganmasxvavebe­

li niSnebi enobriv Taviseburebebsa da 

fonetikur modelirebaSi unda veZeboT. 

teqnikur terminTa konotacia, mecnieris 

azriT, damokidebulia im profesiisa Tu 

xelobis poziciaze, an avtoritetsa Tu 

statusze, romelsac isini miekuTvnebi­

an. [iqve,  2002:158].
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amdenad, konotaciis saxesxvao­

bebisa da mravalferovnebis gamo igi, 

blumfildis azriT, ar eqvemdebareba 

ganmartebebs da mTlianobaSi rTulia 

misi gamijvna pirdapiri denotatiuri 

mniSvnelobisagan. sabolood, TiToeul 

enobriv formas aqvs sakuTari emociuri 

Seferiloba, romelic saerToa mTeli 

enobrivi koleqtivisaTvis, magram is, Ta­

vis mxriv, saxecvlilia TviToeuli ko­

munikatorisTvis. avtoris mosazrebiT, 

mniSvnelovania is garemoebac, rom xSir­

ad konotaciis esa Tu is forma nuls 

utoldeba, Tuki komunikators ara aqvs 

individualuri enobrivi gamocdileba 

an ama Tu im konteqstisaTvis Sesaferi­

si socialuri statusi. [iqve, 161].

konotaciis amgvari eqstralingvis­

tikuri ganmartebidan gamomdinare, zo­

gierTi lingvisti fiqrobs, rom kono­

tacia gadis lingvistikis CarCoebidan 

da integrirdeba sxva mecnierebebSi, mag­

aliTad, pragmatikaSi an semiotikaSi. 

brinkeri lingvistikuri semantikis 

CarCoebSi ganmartavs konotacias da mi­

iCnevs, rom Unter der «konnotativen Bedeutung» 
eines Wortes versteht man in der   linguistischen 
Semantik den Komplex von Begleit- und Neben-
vorstellungen   wertender und emotionaler Art, der 
zusammen mit dem begrifflichen Inhalt   (der sog. 
denotativen Bedeutung) die Gesamtbedeutung eines 
Wortes  ausmacht.“ [brinkeri, 1992:119]. 

hielmslevma konotaciis sistema 

moaqcia semiotikuri kvlevis CarCoe­

bSi da konotacia ganixila rogorc ni­

Sani, romlis mixedviTac komunikatori 

arCevs erT-erTs mraval stilTa da dia­

leqtTa Soris(sxvadasxva stilistikuri 

formebi, sxvadasxva SefasebiTi stilis 

formebi, sxvadasxva saSualebebi, sx­

vadasxva emociuri toni, sxvadasxva ki­

lokavi, Tqma, profesiuli Jargoni, sxva­

dasxva individualuri Taviseburebani.) 

[hielmslevi. 1960: 369-370]. amasTanave, av­

tori CamoTvlil klasTa da erTeulTa 

individualur wevrebs, romlebic indi­

vidualur wevrTa kombinaciiT iqmneba, 

uwodebs konotatorebs. [hielmslevi. 

1960: 369-371].
XIX saukunis dasawyisSi humboldti 

aRniSnavda, rom ena adamianis grZnobe-

biTaa gamsWvaluli da masTan gadajaWvu­

li. Tanamedrove lingvistikam isev mimar­

Ta humboldtis moZRvrebas, Seiswavlos 

ena adamianis faqtoris gaTvaliswinebiT 

da masTan mWidro kavSirSi. [humboldti. 

1985]. aucilebelia xazgasmiT aRiniSnos, 

rom lingistikis, rogorc im tipis mec­

nierebis ganviTareba, romelic myisierad 

aRwevs Semecnebis Teoriis ganviTarebis 

zogad tendenciebSi, eyrdnoba humanita­

rul Rirebulebebs. Aamitom araa SemTx­

veviTi, rom lingvistikaSi ase swrafad 

SemoiWra antropocentrizmi, romelic 

enobrivi meqanizmebis Seswavlas uka­

vSirebs adamians. Aantropocentrizmi, 

rogorc enis Semswavleli mecnierebis 

principi, ganimarteba rogorc enobrivi 

masalis kvleva da gaanalizeba `enaSi 

adamianuri faqtoris~ aspeqtis gaTval­

iswinebiT, enobrivi pirovnebis Teoriis 

prizmaSi.

miiRo ra dominanturi mniSvneloba 

lingvistikur kvlevebSi, antropocent-

rizmma gansazRvra problemaTa dasmi­

sa da maTi gadaWris meTodebis axali 

modeli codnis yvela sferoSi, maT So­

ris filologiaSic. Aantropocentruli 

midgomis gamoyenebam gamoiwvia disci­

plinaTaSorisi kvlevebis aucilebloba, 

maT Soris kognitiuri, komunikaciur-

funqcionaluri da sxva. XX saukunis 70-

ian wlebSi lingvistikaSi moxda `Teor­

iuli paradigmis Secvla~ – struqturu­

li paradigma Seicvala `komunikaciuri~ 

da ̀ kognitiuri~ paradigmiT. lingvistTa 

interesebi fokusirebul iqna ̀ adamianze 

enaSi~. aqedan gamomdinare, antropocen­



50

trizmi gaxda Tanamedrove lingvistikis 

erTerTi umTavresi parametri.

gansakuTrebiT TvalsaCinod es gamov­

linda kognitiur lingvistikaSi, rom­

lisTvisac relevanturia mniSvnelobasa 

da codnas Soris mimarTebebi. 

nebismier mniSvnelobas safuZvlad 

udevs gamocdileba, romelic adamians 

eZleva samyaros Semecnebisas da misi 

SegrZnebisas. swored aRqmis Tavisebu-

rebebiT ganimarteba enobrivi anTropo­

centrizmis movlena.

dRes anTropocentrizmi rogorc 

moZRvreba imis Sesaxeb, rom adamiani 

msoflmxedvelobis centria, sul ufro 

ipyrobs da myarad ikavebs wamyvani prin­

cipis poziciebs samecniero kvlevis 

sxvadasxva sferoSi. filologiasTan ka­

vSirSi es tendencia gamoixateba Taname­

drove mkvlevarTa interesebis sferos 

mimarTebiT enis konotaciurad markire­

buli leqsikisadmi, sadac eqspresi­

uloba, emociuroba, evaluacia, enis 

Semadgenlobis mobiluroba, socialuri 

kodireba – Tanamedrove emociurad Se­

ferili leqsikis yvela es Tviseba - mra­

vali mkvlevaris yuradRebas ipyrobs.

amasTan dakavSirebiT Zalian mniS­

vnelovania eqspresiul-emocionalur-

SefasebiTi saSualebebis sistemis lin­

gvistikuri gaazreba. vandriesi Tvlis, 

rom lingvistis funqciaa ikvlios mniS­

vnelobisa da gamoxatvis enobrivi meqa­

nizmebi, miT ufro, rom grZnobebi mxo­

lod maSinaa mniSvnelovani lingvisti­

saTvis, roca is gamoxatulia enobrivi 

saSualebebiT [vandriesi. 1937: 136].
am konteqstSi mniSvnelovania ada­

mianis emociebTan dakavSirebuli im 

meqanizmebis gamovlena, Tu romeli 

meqanizmebi monawileoben konotaciis 

movlenaSi. Aam amocanis gadaWra kav­

SirSia imasTan, rom konotacia gaigive­

bulia asociaciasTan, romelic asaxavs 

im `saxeobiT warmodgenebs, romlebic 

ukavSirdeba enis matareblis Semecne­

baSi obieqts~ da romelic aRniSnulia 

gansazRvruli leqsemiT. `konotaciebi 

…... asocirdeba realur saganTan ara 

pirdapir, uSualod, aramed misi eno­

brivi aRniSvnis saSualebiT~ [apresiani. 

2004: 32]. amasTanave leqsemis konotaci­

uri mniSvneloba ganimarteba rogorc 

`araarsebiTi, magram misiT gamoxatuli 

cnebisaTvis myari niSanTvisebebi, rom­

lebic asaxaven anu gamoxataven sinamd­

vilis Sesabamisi sagnis an faqtis mo­

cemul enobriv koleqtivSi miRebul 

Sefasebas. [iqve, 1995:159]. aqedan gamomdi­

nare, konotaciis ZiriTadi elementebia 

eqspresiuloba, emociuroba, Sefasebi­

Toba, romlebic integrirebulia sity­

vis asociaciur kavSirebSi.

arsebobs sxva Tvalsazrisic, romlis 

mixedviTac konotaciuri mniSvneloba 

aris informaciis mniSvnelovani tipi, 

romelic sityvis pragmatikas ekuTvnis. 

Aam SemTxvevaSi konotacia maSin gan­

xorcieldeba, Tu saxezea semantikuri 

xasiaTis asociacia an Tavad semanti­

kuri asociaciebi, romlebic Rirebulia 

sityvis semantikisaTvis. 

amdenad, semantikaSi konotacia da­

matebiTi azrobrivi struqturaa, rome-

lic denotatis ZiriTad mniSvnelobas 

axlavs Tan da sityvis mniSvnelobis 

stilistikur, emociur da afeqtur kom­

ponentebs Seicavs, romelsac komunika­

tori asociaciuri da SefasebiTi inten­

ciurobis safuZvelze iyenebs da ro­

melic ama Tu im cnebas – sagansa Tu 

xdomilebas sxva kuTxiT warmoaCens. 

Sipani aRniSnavs, rom konotaciebma, 

pirvel rigSi, unda daamyaron komuni­

kaciuri kontaqti. Aamas garda, igi ko­

notaciis funqciad miiCnevs damatebiTi 
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informaciis gadacemas komunikantis, 

komunikaciis socialuri pirobebis, ko­

munikaciis ganzraxvisa da misi sagnis 

Sesaxeb. Kkomunikaciisas konotaciebi 

aqtualizdeba konteqsiT. mniSvnelovani 

elementi konotaciisas emociis xari­

sxia. igi kontaqtSia sityvis gamoyenebis 

Semdeg sferoebTan: emociuri piro­

bebi, komunikaciis sfero, funqcia, so­

cialuri Rirebuleba, regionaluri da 

temporaluri kavSiri, komunikaciuri 

qmedebis modaloba da sityvis gamoyene­

ba. Kkonotaciebi gansazRvraven teqstis 

produqciis kanonzomierebebs. isini ara 

mxolod gansazRvraven teqstis mniSvne­

lobasa da arss, aramed leqsemis adgil­

sac enis sistemaSi. [Sipani. 1984:155-161].
rogorc ukve araerTxel aRiniSna, 

Tanamedrove mecnierebebi anTropocen­

tristulia da maT centrSi adamiani 

dgas. Aadamiani ki socialuri arsebaa 

da is garkveul sociumSi `moRvaweobs~. 

swored es socialuri garemo gansaz­

Rvravs misi metyvelebis specifikas da 

xasiaTs, Sesabamisad, igive vrceldeba 

iseT lingvistikur movlenaze, rogori­

caa konotacia. aqedan gamomdinare, Sei­

Zleba iTqvas, rom erTi da imave sityvis 

konotacia SeiZleba gansxvavebuli iyos 

komunikatoris asakis, socialuri sta­

tusis, sqesisa da kulturul-eTnikuri 

warmomavlobis mixedviT. 

gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa kul­

turuli konotaciis movlena. konotacia 

yovel kulturaSi sityvis azrobriv-

asociaciuri interpretaciaa, romelic 

kulturul-erovnul-eTnikur stereoti­

pebsa da prototipebs eyrdnoba. am kon­

teqstSi konotacia erTgvari ganmasx­

vavebeli kulturuli niSanicaa. 

pirvelad sociokulturuli kompo­

nenti konotaciaSi Semoitana blumfild­

ma, romelmac erTmaneTisagan gamijna 

wminda semantikuri konotacia, romelic 

uSualod Semecnebis sferos miekuTvneba 

da konotacia, romelsac aqvs emociuri 

bazisi. Ppirveli jgufis konotaciaSi 

blumfilds esmoda metyvelebis gansaz­

Rvruli done, romelic ganpirobebulia 

socialuri, regionaluri da kulturu­

li faqtorebiT, amave jgufs igi miakuT­

vnebda nasesxebi sityvebis konotacieb­

sac. Kkonotaciis cnebaSi eqstral­

ingvistikuri aspeqtebisa da faqtorebis 

integrirebam lingvistTa wreSi ganapi­

roba maTi motivacia, miakuTvnon kono­

tacia ara lingvistikis sferos, aramed 

pragmatikasa da semiotikas. [blumfil­

di. 2002:156-164].

daskvna

amdenad, konotacias, rogorc mra­

valmxriv, difuzursa da masStabur 

enobriv movlenas, Seiswavlis ara erTi 

romelime konkretuli disciplina, ara­

med misi kvleva misive kompleqsurobis 

gamo ramdenime disciplinis kveTaze 

xorcieldeba. gamomdinare iqedan, rom 

konotaciis cneba safuZvlad udevs ko­

munikaciis klimatis, misi landSaftis 

Seqmnas da es ki xelewifeba mxolod 

metyvel subieqts, romelic garkveuli 

socialuri klasisa da konkretuli 

kulturis warmomadgenelia, konotacia 

unda vikvlioT okazionalurad, komuni­

kaciis procesis Tanamdevi faqtorebis 

gaTvaliswinebiT.
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Abstract
As modern humanitarian investigations are be-

coming more complex, it becomes more difficult 
to indicate the boundaries between the fields whose 
prerogatives may become the subject of study. The 
interest of modern linguistic studies gets beyond 
language as a framework of structural system and 
widens its action area. Consequently, language as a 

means of social interaction and intercultural commu-
nication has become an interest of social and cultural 
sciences. Accordingly any language phenomenon 
can be discussed envisaging many standpoints. 

Connotation as a language phenomenon, it is dif-
fusive and amorphous. Due to its great scope and 
scale and resulting from the elasticity of its opera-
tion, it hasn’t got clear limits. Connotation as the 
basis of conveying the expressiveness of a speaking 
person, stimulator of the communication tonality, 
the guarantor of its coloring and evaluation, implies 
domination of a person and his/her social status and 
the pragmatic result caused by the above-mentioned 
domination in a certain socio-cultural environment. 
Consequently, the investigation of connotation in 
anthropocentrical and socio-cultural viewpoint is 
considered to be a priority. 

Keywords: 
connotation, usual, occasional, anthropocen-

trism, cultural connotation, social factors.

Понятие коннотации в 
антропоцентрическом и  

социокультурном разрезе
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Департамент либеральных наук
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Резюме
Язык как средство социальной интеракции 

и культуры, как предпосылок социальных 
отношений и интеркультурной коммуникации, 
в первую очередь, попал в сфере интересов 
социальных и культурных наук, где значительным 
актантом является человек, его субъективизм. В 
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связи с этим, всякое явление, связанное с языком, 
можно рассматривать с разных точек зрения.

Коннотация, как языковое явление, является 
аморфной и диффузной������������������  . Из-за ма��������сштабно-
сти и эластичности её действия, она не имеет 
четких границ. Коннотация подразумевает 
доминирование субъекта и его социального 
статуса, а так же прагматический результат, 
вызванный этим доминированием в той или иной 

социокультуре. Поэтому, приоритетным считаем 
рассмотреть коннотацию в антропоцентрической 
и социокультурной среде.

Ключевые слова:
Коннотация, узуальный, оказиональный, 

антропоцентризм, культурная коннотация, со
циальные факторы.
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reziume 
ioneskos lingvistikur interess 

komunikacia, ufro sworad misi Sefer­

xeba warmoadgens. mis adreul pieseb­

Si xSiria enobriv elementebs Soris 

mimarTebebisa da struqturebis rRveva. 

dramaturgi mimarTavs aRmniSvnelebis 

gadanacvlebas. xSiria lapsus linguae, rac 
TavisTavad erTi aRmniSvnelis sxva 

aRmniSvneliT Canacvlebas gulisxmobs. 

ionesko vokabulas Cveul mniSvnelo­

bas ucvlis, rac aRmniSvnelebsa da 

aRsaniSnebs Soris horizontaluri da 

vertikaluri mimarTebebis nacvlad di­

agonaluri mimarTebebis damyarebaSi 

vlindeba. dramaturgi am sakomunikacio 

xerxs upirates gamomsaxvelobiT saSua­

lebad aqcevs. 

sakvanZo sityvebi:
absurdi, `lafsus lingve,~ aRsaniSni-

aRmniSvneli, diagonaluri mimarTeba. 

Sesavali 
Znelia ipovno sfero, romelic ar 

dainteresebula adamianTaSoris ur­

TierTobisa da komunikaciis sakiTxiT. 

es aqtualuria dRes, XXI  saukuneSi, aq­
tualuri iyo gasul aswleulSic. gan­

sakuTrebulia interesi am Temisadmi 

meore msoflio omis Semdgom period­

Si. 50-ian wlebSi erTmaneTisagan da­

moukideblad ramdenime dramaturgi qm­

nis piesebs, romelTa cocxali intere­

sis sfero swored komunikacia da misi 

mTavari iaraRi _ sametyvelo ena gamx­

dara. samuel beketi, artur adamovi da 

eJen ionesko uneburad literaturuli 

mimarTulebis fuZemdeblebi xdebian. 

am mimdinareobas dRes axali an absur­

dis Teatris saxeliT vicnobT. ratomaa 
komunikaciis problema axal TeatrSi? 

ra siaxle Semoitana absurdma am Tval­

sazrisiT lingvistikaSi? ra damokide­

buleba aqvs mas saerTod enis, rogorc 

komunikaciis wamyvani instrumentisadmi? 

ZiriTadi nawili 
lingvistebi, sosiuridan moyolebuli, 

metyvelebas da enas misi komunikaciuri 

funqciidan gamomdinare Seiswavlian, vi­

naidan es maTi TvalTaxedviT mTavaria. 

absurdis Teatri sapirispiro process 

warmogvidgens.

ioneskos piesebSi vxvdebiT rogorc 

sintagmaturi, aseve paradigmatuli xa­

siaTis mimarTebaTa rRvevas. dramatur­

gisaTvis erT-erTi seriozuli samizne 

sityvis semantikuri aspeqtia: kavSiri 

sityvis formasa da mis mniSvnelobas 

Soris. es mimarTeba, pirvel rigSi, gu­

lisxmobs vertikalur damokidebule­

bas aRsaniSnsa (sosiuris terminolo­

giiT-signifie) da aRmniSvnels (sosiuris 

terminologiiT- signifiant) Soris. Tumca, 

aranakleb mniSvnelovania horizonta­

luri plani, sadac erTi mxriv, ganixile­

ba mimarTebebi aRsaniSnebs Soris (Si­

naarsis planSi) da meore mxriv, mimarTe­
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bebi Sesabamis aRmniSvnelebs Soris 

(gamoxatulebis planSi).

 pirvel rigSi, umTavresi saSualeba, 

rasac dramaturgi mimarTavs, aRmniS­

vnelebis gadanacvlebaa. xSiria lapsus 
linguae, rac TavisTavad gulisxmobs erTi 

aRmniSvnelis sxva aRmniSvneliT Secv­

las. am fenomens froidi Seumecnebels 

uwodebs, riTac mosaubre Tavisdaunebu­

rad sakuTar farul azrs amJRavnebs. 

amasve emsaxureba ioneskosTan perso­

naJebis metyveleba _ gamoaaSkaraos is, 

risi gadmocemac Cveul, daxvewil me­

tyvelebas uWirs _ gadmosces namdvili, 

Sefaruli azri aracnobieridan. iones­

kos dialogebis TeatrSi aRsaniSnisa 

da aRmniSvnelis gadanacvleba gansa­

kuTrebiT xSiria, sapirispirod tradici­

uli Teatrisa, sadac aRsaniSni win us­

wrebs aRmniSvnels. amis sailustraciod 

piesebis saTauric ki kmara. saTauri, 

romelsac mkiTxvelis informirebis, 

yuradRebis fokusirebis funqcia aqvs, 

ioneskosTan sxvagvarad warmogvidgeba. 

„meloti momRerali qali“ sxva arafe­

ria, Tu ara lapsus linguae, cru aRmniSvneli, 

msaxiobis mier repeticiaze SemTxveviT 

wamosrolili fraza, romelsac ionesko 

CaeWida da piesis saTaurad aqcia. sa­

Tauridan gamomdinare, mayurebeli elo­

deba meloti momRerlis gamoCenas. mas 

Teatraluri tradicia qvecnobierad 

karnaxobs, rom antikuri tragediebis 

msgavsad, saTaurSi dasaxelebuli piri 

erT-erTi mTavari personaJi unda iyos, 

sinamdvileSi ki imedgacruebuli rCeba. 

absurdis TeatrSi zogadad da kerZod, 

ionesko sityvis mniSvnelobis doneze 

ereva. sityvaforma, romelic TavisTavad 

or planSi moiazreba: bgeriTi anu mate­

rialuri mxare da Sinaarsi anu cneba, aq 

darRveulia. ucvlis ra ionesko vokabu­

las Cveul mniSvnelobas, am xerxs upi­

rates sakomunikacio saSualebad aqcevs. 

am meTods dResac xSirad mimarTaven 

poeziaSi, politikaSi da reklamirebisas.

dramaturgi enis teratologiur 

formebs iyenebs. teratologia, rogorc 

mecniereba Tandayolili naklis Sesaxeb, 

ioneskosTan vlindeba aRmniSvneleb­

sa da aRsaniSnebs Soris diagonalur 

mimarTebebSi. dramaturgi xSirad paTo­

logias mimarTavs da sityvebs Soris 

logika irRveva. aseT SemTxvevebSi aR­

saniSni tovebs Sesabamis aRmniSvnels 

da Seerwymis sxvas (sxva aRmniSvnels), 

romelic, Tavis mxriv, „moSorda“ Tavis 

Sesaferis aRsaniSns. 

paTologiaSi cnobilia, rom „norma­

luri“ horizontaluri mimarTebani niS­

nebs Soris SeiZleba dairRves da maT 

sanacvlod, vertikalur mimarTebaTa da­

kargviT, Camoyalibdes „diagonaluri“ 

mimarTebani. 

A niSani B niSani
aRmniSvneli ........................ aRmniSvneli

aRsaniSni ........................... aRsaniSni

an

A niSani B niSani
aRmniSvneli........................aRmniSvneli

aRsaniSni ........................aRsaniSni 1
(T. gamyreliZe)

aRsaniSnsa da aRmniSvnels Soris dia­

gonaluri mimarTeba myardeba, rodesac 

deda sacolis wardgenisas zrdasrul 

vaJs ase mimarTavs: 

`Mon chou, tu la vois, elle est à toi, ta petite ma-
riée…“ [Ionesco. 2008:57]. 

zrdasruli vaJi -- bavSvi

 Mon fils (Mon chou) 
Semdgomi magaliTi kidev ufro na­

Teli ilustraciaa ioneskos mignebisa. 

Jaki moiTxovs, sacole metad uSno iyos. 

rogorc wesi, sacoles, rogorc aRmniS­
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vnels, „lamazi“ ufro Seesabameba, vidre 

uSno. aq ki avtori arRvevs aRmniSvne­

lebsa da aRsaniSnebs Soris horizonta­

lur mimarTebas da kvlav diagonaluri 

mimarTebis xarjze efeqtur suraTs war­

mogvidgens.

lamazi uSno

sacole dedaberi

amave mizniT dramaturgi xSirad mi­

marTavs antifrazas, sadac sityvis sapi­

rispiro mniSvnelobiT gamoyeneba igu­

lisxmeba. mag. `mas SesaniSnavi Zrava 

aqvs“ (avtosaloni), _ ambobs aqtanti, 

dramaturgis miTiTebiT ki gafuWebuli 

Zravis xma ismis. dramaturgi aRmniS­

vnels sxva cru aRmniSvneliT Caanacv­

lebs. „me mxiaruli buneba maqvs“ [Ionesco. 
2008:63] _ ambobs sxva piesaSi personaJi. 

dramaturgi ki didaskaliT miuTiTebs, 

rom personaJma es sityvebi samgloviaro 

toniT unda warmoTqvas. es fraza, Tavis­

Tavad tonalobis doneze disociacia­

sac gulisxmobs. aq ionesko tonalobas 

iyenebs, raTa aRmniSvnels gansxvavebuli 

Rirebuleba mianiWos. am SemTxvevaSi 

niSani ucvlelia, mas sxva Rirebuleba 

aqvs miniWebuli. 

„Cveni qaliSvilis brali ar aris, Cve­

ni qaliSvilis brali ar aris. is uS­

vilo imitom ar aris, rom dediserTaa.“ 

[Ionesco. 2008:87]. 
aq ioneskos enobrivi receptis um­

Tavresi kanoni iCens Tavs: forma gande­

vnis Sinaarss. zemomoyvanili magaliTi 

sxva araferia, Tu ara enobrivi koSmari, 

romelsac efeqturad iyenebs ionesko 

Tavis dramaturgiaSi. 

dramaturgi mniSvnelobis mqone er­

Teulsa da mis denotats Soris kavSirs 

arRvevs da sxva denotatiT Caanacvlebs. 

denotati SeiZleba odnav saxecvlili 

iyos, rogoricaa, magaliTad: “Oh, père In-
digent!” [Ionesco. 2008:46] _ mimarTavs qal­

iSvili mamas. replikaSi sityvis indulgent 
(momTmeni, mimtevebeli) nacvlad, rac sru­

liad bunebrivi iyo, dramaturgi semanti­

kurad sxva aRsaniSns _ Indigent-s (Raribi, 
Rataki) iyenebs. es fonikuri Secdoma 

xazs usvams mamis gonebriv siRaribes. am 

sakomunikacio xerxiT qaliSvili mamas 

sulels uwodebs.

daskvna 
Secdoma, damaxinjeba Setyobinebis ga­

dacemisas, e. w. lingvistikuri xmauri 

xSiria ioneskos adreul piesebSi. io­

nesko am tipis enobriv anomaliebs wesis 

saxes aZlevs da igi ioneskoseuli sako­

munikacio modelis umTavres formulas 

warmoadgens. amasTan, am xerxis siste­

matizirebiT ioneskos enobrivi eqsperi­

menti mkiTxvelisaTvis TandaTan gasage­

bi da sabolood „dekodirebadi“ xdeba. 
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Резюме 
Лингвистическим интересом Ионеско являет-

ся коммуникация, точнее её препятствия. В его 
ранних пьесах часто встречаются нарушения об-
ращений и структур между языковыми элемен-
тами. Драматург использует перемещение озна-
чающих. Часто встречается lapsus linguae, что, в 
свою очередь, подразумевает замену одного оз-
начающего другим означающим. Ионеско меняет 
привычное значение вокабулы, что проявляется 
в установлении диагональных отношений вме-
сто горизонтальных и вертикальных отношений 
между означающими и означаемыми. Данный 
коммуникационный способ драматург превраща-
ет в приоритетное выразительное средство. 

Ключевые слова:
Абсурд, ляпсус лингве, означаемое-означаю-

щее, диагональное отношение. 

Communicative Aspect in the Works 
of Eugène Ionesco

Eka Tapladze
Tbilisi State University
Humanitarian science faculty
36, Chavchavadze ave., 0179, Tbilisi, Georgia
Tel.:599 728 945
E-mail: tapladzeeka@yahoo.com

Abstract
The linguistic interest of Ionesco is communica-

tion, to be more exact, hindering of communication. 
In his early plays breaking of structures and relation-
ships between language elements is rather frequent. 
The playwright uses the transferring of a denotation. 
Lapsus linguae, which means transferring of one de-
notation with the other is frequent. Ionesco changes 
the traditional definition of a vocabulary demonstrat-
ing it by diagonal relationship. This communicative 
technique is made a dominant expressive device by 
the playwright.

Keywords: 
absurd, lapsus linguae, denotation, diagonal 

relationshipю
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reziume
statia ganixilavs sirTuleTa ti­

pebs, romlebsac studentebi SeiZleba 

waawydnen leqsikis Seswavlisas. Yyovel 

sityvas gaaCnia mniSvnelobaTa garkveu­

li moculoba, forma da mniSvneloba. 

sityvis formas warmoadgens misi fo­

netika da sfelingi, misi struqtura da 

gramatikuli forma. Yyoveli enis le­

qsikas gaaCnia sirTuleebi, magaliTad, 

inglisuri enisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia 

polisemia da omonimia.

statiaSi SevecadeT dagveyo ingli­

suri enis leqsika jgufebad, romlebsac 

SeuZliaT erTnairi sirTuleebi Seuqm­

nan studentebs da romlebsac swavlis 

Sesaferisi meTodebi esaWiroebaT.

arsebobs sirTuleebi, romlebic dam­

axasiaTebelia garkveuli sityvebisaTvis 

da sirTuleebi, romlebic gamowveulia 

mSobliuri enis interferenciiT. inter­

ferencia aris seriozuli problema da 

xSirad SesaZloa migviyvanos araadekva­

tur Targmanamde.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
leqsika, tipi, sirTule, polisemia, 

struqtura.

Sesavali 
ucxo enaze sityvaTa warmoTqma da 

damwerloba ucxoa studentebisaTvis 

da amitomac maTi aTviseba sakmaod did 

siZneleebTanaa dakavSirebuli.

sityva TavisTavad metad rTuli da 

mravalferovani movlenaa. yovel sity­

vas aqvs mniSvnelobaTa garkveuli mo­

culoba, forma da gamoyeneba. sityvis 

formaSi igulisxmeba misi fonetikuri 

da orTografiuli mxare, misi struq­

tura da gramatikuli forma.Yyoveli 

Sesaswavli enis leqsikas iseve, rogorc 

mTlian enobriv masalas, misTvis damaxa­

siaTebeli Tvisebebi gaaCnia. inglisuri 

enis leqsikisaTvis, magaliTad, damaxa­

siaTebelia polisemia da omonimia.

ZiriTadi nawili
davuSvaT, rom programis moTxovnis 

Sesabamisad, studentebma unda SeiTvi­

son 1200 sityva da frazeologiuri Se­

naerTi. sityvaTa am moculobis realu­

rad aTvisebis gasaadvileblad aucile­

belia moswavleTa leqsikuri minimumis 

SigniT gamoiyos sityvebis is jgufebi, 

romelTa aTvisebac msgavs siZneleebTa­

naa dakavSirebuli da romelTaTvisac 

saWiro iqneba swavlebis erTiani siste­

mis damuSaveba.Lleqsikis siZneleTa da­

sadgenad amosavlad sityvis formas da 

mis mniSvnelobas miiCneven. 

r. lados azriT, magaliTad, formiTa 

da SinaarsiT msgavsi ucxouri sityve­

bi iol sityvaTa jgufs miekuTvnebian; 

formiT msgavsi da SinarsiT gansxvavebu­

lebi Zneli sityvebia; xolo SinaarsiT 

msgavsni da formiT gansxvavebulebi 

warmoadgenen normas.

zemoT aRniSnuli samive aspeqtidan 

(forma, mniSvneloba, gamoyeneba) TiTo­
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euls SeuZlia warmoqmnas sirTuleebi.

zogierTi sityva (daughter, busy, wo
man) formiT rTulia, gamosayeneblad 

ki advili; sxva sityvebi formiT ar 

qmnian sirTules (enter, get, happen), gamo­
yenebaSi ki mTel rig winaaRmdegobebs 

vawydebiT.Aaqedan gamomdinare, SeiZleba 

movaxdinoT sityvebis klasifikacia im 

sirTuleebis mixedviT, romlebsac enis 

Semswavlelebi xvdebian swavlebis pro­

cesSi.

arsebobs Sexeduleba, romlis mixedvi­

Tac leqsikis meTodologiuri tipolo­

giis dasadgenad mxedvelobaSi unda 

iqnas miRebuli sityvaTa metyvelebaSi 

gamoyenebis sakiTxTan dakavSirebuli 

iseTi siZneleebi, rogoricaa misi Sexame­

buloba da funqcionireba metyvelebaSi. 

magaliTad, C. rizi leqsikis funqcioni­

rebis poziciidan sityvaTa oTx jgufs 

gamoyofs. esenia: gramatikul struqtu­

raTa urTierTobis gamomxatveli damx­

mare sityvebi; Semcvleli sityvebi; Si­

naarsis mqone sityvebi. yvelaze rTul 

sityvebad frizi meore jgufis sityvebs 

miiCnevs. 

zogierTi mecnieris azriT, sityvebi 

siZnelis mixedviT sam klasad unda dai­

yos: abstraqtul, konkretul da stuq­

turul sityvebad.

sityvebi, romlebic konkretul sa­

gnebs (book, street, sky), moqmedebebs (walk, 
dance, read) da Tvisebebs (long, big, good) 
gamoxataven, saswavlad ufro advilia, 

vidre abstraqtuli cnebebis gamomxatve­

li sityvebi (world, home, honest).
struqturuli sityvebi gansakuTre­

bul sirTuleebs qmnian im moswavle­

TaTvis, romelTa enac sinTezur enaTa 

jgufs miekuTvneba.

sityvaTa tipologiis damuSavebisas 

saWiroa gaTvaliswinebul iqnas sityvaTa 

aTvisebasTan dakavSirebuli siZneleebi, 

romlebic ganpirobebulia TviTon si­

tyvaTa TaviseburebebiT da deda enis 

Sesaswavli enis leqsikis uaryofiTi 

gavleniT, rasac interferencia ewodeba. 

Ee.i. meToduri tipologiis dasadgenad 

saWiroa gamovlindes: 1) calkeuli si­

tyvebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli sirTu­

leebi; da 2) interferenciis Sedegad ga­

Cenili sirTuleebi.

ris safuZvelze xdeba sityvis for­

mis mixedviT gansazRvra-gamoyofa?

1. mocemuli sityvis formis cva­

lebadoba-ucvlelobis safuZvelze. 

Fformacvalebadi sityvebi ufro Zneli 

dasamaxsovrebelia, vidre formaucvle­

li;

2. sityvis marcvalTa raodenobis 

safuZvelze; 

3. zustad gamoxatavs Tu ara mocemu­

li sityvis grafikuli mxare mis bgeriT 

formas; 

4. sityvaTa struqturuli sxvaobis 

mixedviT _ amorfuli sityvebi da nawar­

moebi sityvebi.

aTvisebis mixedviT sityvebi iyofa aq­

tiur da pasiur asaTvisebel sityvebad. 

TiToeul am jgufs axasiaTebs aTvisebis 

sakuTari sirTuleebi.

formacvalebadi sityvebi iTvleba 

ufro Znel sityvebad aqtiuri leqsikis 

aTvisebaze muSaobis procesSi.

pasiuri leqsikis aTvisebaze muSao­

bisas sityvis formis damaxsovrebasTan 

dakavSirebuli sirTule ar ixsneba, ma­

gram sityvis formaze yuradRebis gamax­

vileba aadvilebs mis gamocnobas da 

gagebas konteqstSi.

erTmarcvliani sityvebi sirTules 

swored pasiur leqsikaze muSaobisas 

qmnian, radgan maT formaze yuradRebis 

gamaxvileba TiTqmis ar xdeba. Ppasiur 

leqsikaSi Semavali mravalmarcvliani 

sityvebi ki SedarebiT rTulia asaTvise­
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blad, radganac amgvar sityvebSi aris 

maTi formis analizis saSualeba. aqti­

ur leqsikaze muSaobisas ara aqvs mniS­

vneloba, Tu ramdenmarcvliania sityva.

mniSvnelobis mixedviT sirTuleTa 

dasadgenad Semdeg kriteriumebs gamo­

yofen:

1. sityvebis mravalmniSvnelianoba;

2. sityvebis ZiriTadi da damatebiTi 

anu pirdapiri da gadataniTi mniSvnelo­

biT gamoyenebis SesaZlebloba;

3. sityvis damoukidebeli an damxma­

re sityvis funqciiT gamoyenebis Se­

saZlebloba;

4. misi gramatikuli SezRudulobis 

xarisxi (magaliTad, arsebiTi saxeli 

ufro SezRudulia gramatikulad, vi­

dre zedsarTavi saxeli);

5. sityvis metyvelebaSi Tavisuflad 

gamoyenebis unari. 

leqsikis tipologiis axsnisadmi sxva­

dasxva midgomebi arsebobs. Seqmnilia 

leqsikis mTeli rigi principebi. aqedan 

yvelaze mniSvnelovania isini, romlebic 

gamomdinareoben swavlebis miznebisa da 

sityvis SeTvisebis sirTulisagan. im 

sirTuleebidan, romlebic ganapirobe­

ben sityvaTa aqtiur aTvisebas, SeiZleba 

gamovyoT Semdegi:

1. mSobliuri da ucxouri enebis si­

tyvebis mniSvnelobaTa moculobebis 

damTxveva an ar damTxveva. is sityvebi, 

romelTa mniSvnelobaTa moculoba ar 

emTxveva, warmoadgenen aqtiuri aTvisebi­

saTvis ufro did sirTules, vidre is 

sityvebi, romelTa mniSvnelobebis mo­

culobebic emTxveva.

2. sityvis Tavisuflebis anu sxva si­

tyvebze damokidebulebis xarisxi: Tavi­

sufali sityvaSeTanxmebebi, frazeolo­

gizmebi, idiomebi. sityvaTa Tavisufali 

SeTanxmebebi ucxour enaSi xSirad ar 

emTxveva maT Sesatyvisobebs mSobliur 

enaSi da kombinaciurad ufro mraval­

gvaria, amitom sityvaSeTanxmebis es tipi 

meTodologiuri TvalsazrisiT yvelaze 

rTulia.

myari anu frazeologiuri sityvaSe­

Tanxmebebi, romelTa komponentebic ar 

icvleba, aramed gamoiyeneba yovelTvis 

`mza saxiT”, qmnian siZneleebs imdenad, 

ramdenadac saWiroa maTi damaxsovreba 

rogorc erTi mTlianis, ucvleli saxiT 

garkveul konteqstSi.

3. sityvis struqturis xasiaTi: mar­

tivi, rTuli da Sedgenili sityvebi, ro­

gorc wesi, ufro advilad asaTvisebe­

lia, vidre rTuli da Sedgenili.

4. sityvis mniSvnelobis konkretulo­

ba da abstraqtuloba. konkretuli si­

tyvebis aTviseba ufro advilia, vidre 

abstraqtulis.

ucxouri enebis dauflebis proces­

Si enis Semswavleli ganicdis rogorc 

gramatikuli, aseve leqsikuri Cvevebis 

zegavlenas. imisaTvis, rom gavigoT am 

zegavlenis xasiaTi, saWiroa SevCerdeT 

sityvawarmoebisa da sityvaTgamoyenebis 

Taviseburebebze.

upirveles yovlisa, ganvixiloT sity­

vaTgamoyenebis sakiTxi. Uucxour enaze 

metyvelebis leqsikuri siswore, pirvel 

rigSi, gamoixateba swor sityvaTgam­

oyenebaSi, Ee.i. sityvaTa SeTanxmebebi 

Sesaswavl enaSi TavianTi normebiT xSi­

rad gansxvavdeba ekvivalentebisagan 

mSobliur enaSi. es Seusabamoba ga­

mowveulia ori enis leqsikuri siste­

mis gansxvavebiT, rogorc cnebasa da si­

tyvis mniSvnelobas Soris gansxvavebis 

gamovlineba.

cneba azrovnebis fsiqologiuri ka­

tegoriaa da gaaCnia `araenobrivi~, `ara­

racionaluri~ xasiaTi. mniSvneloba 

lingvistikuri kategoriaa da amitom 
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mas nacionaluri gamosaxuleba aqvs. 

mniSvnelobas warmoSobs enis sistema. 

is yovel enaSi iZens Tavisebur, ganu­

meorebel xasiaTs. cneba da mniSvneloba 

qmnian dialeqtikur erTianobas. mniSvne­

loba gamoxatavs raime cnebas mxolod 

nawilobriv. amitom erTi da igive cne­

ba sxvadasxva enebSi sxvadasxva sityve­

biT aris aRniSnuli, xolo erTidaigive 

aRmniSvneli sxvadasxva enis sityvebSi 

ar emTxveva erTmaneTs mniSvnelobaTa 

moculobiT. amaSi davrwmundebiT, Tu 

aviRebT nebismier Sesabamis sityvaTa 

wyvils orenovan leqsikonSi. 

lingvistikur da meTodologiur lit­

eraturaSi mSobliur da ucxour enaTa 

semantikuri struqturis Tanxvdomis an 

Ggansxvavebis mixedviT arCeven leqsikis 

Semdeg jgufebs:

1)	 leqsikuri Sesatyvisobebi, romel­

Ta mniSvnelobebic mTlianad Seesabameba 

erTmaneTs. aseTi Sesatyvisobebis ra­

odenoba Zalian cotaa or enaSi;

2)	 leqsikuri wyvilebi, romlebSic 

emTxveva ZiriTadi mniSvnelobebi da 

damatebiTi mniSvnelobebis nawili;

3)	 sityvebi, romlebSic ZiriTadi 

mniSvnelobebi ar emTxveva, magram emTxve­

va damatebiTi mniSvnelobebi.

mSobliuri da ucxouri enebis leqsi­

kur sistemaTa Soris rTul damokideb­

ulebaTa damadasturebeli es obieqturi 

faqtorebi SemecnebaSi, azrovnebasa da 

metyvelebaSi warmoSoben sxvadasxva sax­

is urTierTqmedebebs, romlebic, lingvis­

tikur da gansakuTrebiT ki fsiqolo­

giur literaturaSi gansazRvruli ari­

an an rogorc enaTSorisi leqsikuri in­

terferencia, an gadatana, rac damokide­

bulia imaze, dadebiTia Tu uaryofiTi 

mSobliuri enis, rogorc Zlieri le­

qsikuri sistemis gavlena formirebis 

procesSi myof ucxouri enis leqsikur 

sistemaze.

ucxour enaze metyvelebis leqsi­

kuri siswore damokidebulia leqsi­

kuri Cvevebis Camoyalibebis doneze, 

anu cnebasa da ucxo sityvebs Soris 

kavSiris ganmtkicebaze, amitom sityvis 

gamoyenebis gadamwyveti faqtoria im ka­

vSirebis simtkice, romlebzedac igeba 

enis codna.

rogorc eqsperimentebis monacemebi 

adasturebs, mSobliuri enis interfer­

enciuli zegavlena gardamavalia, vinai­

dan mSobliuri ena gvevlineba sayrde­

nad, magram es SeiZleba SevasustoT 

an gadavlaxoT orive enaSi sityvaTa 

gamoyenebis msgavsebisa da gansxvavebis 

gamomxatveli niSnebis CvenebiT. 

daskvna

rogorc aRvniSneT, interferenciis 

Sedegad gamowveuli sirTuleebis SigniT 

unda gavarCioT mSobliuri enis inter­

ferencia da ucxouri enis interferen­

cia. qarTuli enis sinamdvileSi aseve 

SesaZlebelia calkeul SemTxvevebSi in­

terferencia rusuli enis gavleniTac.

 interferencia ucxouri enis gavle­

niT SeiniSneba maSin, rodesac sityvebi 

formiT gvanan erTmaneTs, mniSvnelo­

bebis TvalsazrisiT ki sirTuleebs qm­

nian sinonimebi da antonimebi.

formis TvalsazrisiT interferen­

cias dedaenis gavleniT iwvevs gramati­

kuli formis warmoebis saSualebaTa ms­

gavseba Tu gansxvaveba, xolo Sinaarsis 

TvalsazrisiT ki sityvis mniSvneloba­

Ta damTxveva an ar damTxveva.

mSobliuri enis CvevaTa interfer­

enciis winaaRmdeg brZolis wamyvan 

faqtorad gvevlineba praqtika, romlis 

procesSic yalibdeba ucxour enaze me­
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tyvelebis mtkice Cvevebi. maT upiris­

pirdeba mSobliuri enis interferencia.

sityvawarmoqmna aris leqsikuri 

Cvevebis erT-erTi mTavari komponenti.

man agreTve SesaZloa ganicados mSob­

liuri enis interferencia, rac aucile­

blad unda miviRoT mxedvelobaSi. 
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reziume

TamaSi swavlebis erT-erT meTods war­

moadgenda saukuneebis manZilze. bolo 

xanebSi uamrav didaqtikur naSromSi ga­

maxvilebulia yuradReba ucxouri ene­

bis swavlebis dros swored TamaSis 

teqnikaze. statia miznad isaxavs gamoyos 

TamaSi rogorc ucxouri enis swavlebis 

erT-erTi efeqturi saSualeba, romelic 

SeiZleba sam ZiriTad nawilad davyoT: 

TamaSi, didaqtikuri masala da teqniku­

ri jgufi. meore mxriv, Cven SevecadeT 

gveCvenebina, Tu raoden mniSvnelovania 

TamaSisa da axali teqnologiebis gamo­

yeneba ucxouri enis swavlebisTvisa da 

meti SedegianobisaTvis.

sakvanZo sityvebi: 

swavla, swavleba, TamaSi, meTodi, kre­

atiuloba, strategia, TamaSze dafuZne­

buli swavleba, motivacia.

Sesavali 

metyveleba azrebis formirebisa da 

gamoxatvis saSualebaa. komunikacia 

urTierTobis aqtia, romelic or an ram­

denime individs Soris viTardeba da, ra 

Tqma unda, efuZneba urTierTgagebas, in­

formaciis miwodebasa da gaziarebas.

ucxouri enebi aucileblad unda 

iswavlebodes am enaze molaparake 

xalxis kulturasa da istoriasTan er­

TobliobaSi. 

ucxouri enis swavlebis meTodolo­

gia mudmivad icvleboda, gansakuTrebiT 

ki XIX saukunis meore naxevridan 

moyolebuli. es procesi ufro metad 

daCqarda bolo wlebSi swavlebis meTo­

dikis sxvadasxva SemoTavazebebTan er­

Tad, romlebic ZiriTadad komunikaciur 

midgomas gulisxmoben.

am wlebis ganmavlobaSi axali Teo­

riebis ganviTarebam (lingvistika, fsi­

qolingvistika da sxv.) cxadyo maTi 

SesaZlo gamoyeneba, praqtikuli efeq­

turoba da Teoriuli midgoma, rode­

sac saqme exeba swavlebas da im realur 

problemebs, romlebic Cndeba ucxouri 

enis swavlebis dros auditoriaSi.

ucxouri enis swavlebis SemTxvevaSi 

didi xnis ganmavlobaSi (da axlac maT 

Soris), mimarTavdnen swavlebis tradi­

ciul meTodologias, romelic efuZne­

boda gramatikis swavlebasa da Targ­

mans; amasTanave arsebobda kidev erTi 

damokidebuleba swavlebis meTodolo­

giisadmi sxva enebSi, rogoric iyo 

struqturuli meTodi, aseve komunikaci­

uri midgoma, gansakuTrebiT ki ingli­

suri enis swavlebis SemTxvevaSi. 

gasuli saukunis Sua wlebSi daiwyo 

msjeloba swored imis Sesaxeb, Tu ramde­
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nad efeqturia enis swavlebisas mxolod 

gramatikisa da Targmanis tradiciuli 

meTodebis gamoyeneba, romelic dRe­

sac aqtualuria, Tumca nawilobriv. 

es meTodi, romelic klasikuri enebis 

swavlebas efuZneba, yuradRebas amaxvi­

lebs werilobiT enaze, gansakuTrebiT 

ki literaturaze, sadac zepiri me­

tyveleba ar aris miRebuli mxedvelo­

baSi. metaenis Seswavla ki xdeba grama­

tikis eqsplicituri wesebis swavlebisa 

da damaxsovrebis Sedegad, organizebu­

lad da sistematurad. xdeba teqstebis 

komentari, Targmna da gramatikuli ana­

lizi, leqsikis dazepireba da Semdeg es 

codna gamoiyeneba Targmnis dros, iqne­

ba es zepiri Tu werilobiTi. amisaTvis 

sulac ar aris saWiro gakveTilze ze­

pirmetyvelebaSi gamoyenebul iqnas meta-

ena, radgan garkveuli sametyvelo situa­

ciebis axsna-ganmarteba moswavlisTvis 

mudmivad mis mSobliur enaze xdeba. 

nebismier adamians, romelsac surs 

ucxouri enis Seswavla, garkveuli 

mizani amoZravebs. viRacas sWirdeba sa­

baziso codnis miReba, zogs ki leqsiko­

nis daxmarebiT kiTxva da Targmna.

sxvadasxva miznebis misaRwevad ki 

gansxvavebuli meTodebis gamoyenebaa 

saWiro. enis xangrZlivi swavleba, ro­

gorc wesi, gaTvlilia iseT adamianebze, 

romelTac undaT ena srulyofilad 

Seiswavlon. dResdReobiT, yvelaze efeq­

tur meTodad ucxouri enis swavlebi­

sas miCneulia swavlebis komunikaciuri 

meTodi. es meTodi pirvelad 50 wlis 

win iyo gamoyenebuli da sakmaod kargi 

Sedegebic aCvena. aRniSnul meTods far­

Tod iyeneben msoflios uamrav enobriv 

skolebSi.

Tumca es ar aris erTaderTi efeqturi 

meTodi enis swavlebisas. dRes, ukve, te­

qnikis ganviTarebis eraSi, uamravi axali 

da efeqturi saSualeba gaCnda ucxouri 

enis Seswavlis gasamartiveblad, maT 

Sorisaa, ra Tqma unda, internetic. 

kompiuteris gamoyenebis sxva aspeqte­

bidan, Cven SemTxvevaSi kompiuteri da 

interneti warmoadgens SemecnebiT sa­

Sualebas. bavSvebsa da didebsac Seu­

ZliaT gamoiyenon multimedia rogorc 

swavlebis efeqturi saSualeba. es aris 

rogorc martivi programebi, romelTac 

SeuZliaT bavSvebs ferebis aRqma Seas­

wavlon, aseve ufro maRali inteleqtu­

aluri programebic, romelTa meSveo­

biTac isini Seiswavlian ucxour enas, 

an Tundac maTematikur kanonebs. amav­

droulad erT kompaqtdiskze SesaZle­

belia daetios enciklopediis ramden­

ime tomi. teqstis garda kompiuters da 

multimedias SeuZlia musikis CarTva, 

multfilmebis Tu romelime sxva ga­

dacemis miwodeba. sxvadasxva multime­

diuri xerxebi saSualebas aZlevs peda­

gogs organizeba gaukeTos gakveTils da 

studentebis jgufur muSobas Seuwyos 

xeli. garda amisa, ucxo enis kompiute­

riT swavlebas gaaCnia ramdenime upi­

ratesoba: studentebi didi interesiT 

ekidebian kompiuterul teqnologiebs, 

rac TavisTavad zrdis maTSi motivacias 

enis Seswavlisadmi; individualuri mu­

Saoba da swavla kompiuteris daxmare­

biT aZlevs students saSualebas ufro 

efeqturad Seasrulos micemuli dava­

leba. axali multimediuri saSualebe­

bi Zalian karg efeqts iZleva ucxouri 

enis swavlebis dros, Tuki es saSualeba 

aucileblad erToblivad gamoiyeneba 

sxva wamyvan meTodebTan erTad.

ZiriTadi nawili

dResdReobiT, roca gaCnda ucxouri 

enis swavlebis aucilebloba, misi Ses­
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wavlis survili ufro met adamians 

gauCnda. Sesabamisad, swavlis procesi 

unda gaxdes swrafi da nayofieri, rac 

Tavis mxriv, gamoricxavs gramatikis siR­

rmiseul Seswavlas. adamianTa am jgufs 

sWirdeba ucxouri enis swavla ara im­

isaTvis, rom literatura waikiTxon, 

aramed imisaTvis, rom daeuflon enas 

im elementarul sakomunikacio done­

ze, romlis meSveobiTac isini am enis 

matarebel qveyanaSi sakuTari azrebis 

gamoxatvas SeZleben. rig SemTxvevaSi, 

zogierTi dainteresebuli piri miznad 

isaxavs daeuflos ucxour enas da ga­

xdes profesionali filologi. aqedan 

gamomdinare, mkafiod unda gaimijnos 

erTmaneTisagan ucxouri enebis swav­

lebis meTodebi da Sesabamisad gaTval­

iswinebul unda iqnas SemswavlelTa 

miznebi/intencia.

ucxouri enebis Seswavlis uamravi 

axali meTodi arsebobs: multimedia, in­

ternet saSualebebi, filmis gamoyene­

ba ucxouri enis swavlebis dros, rac 

xSirad exmareba dainteresebul pirebs 

ukeTesad gaigon da aiTvison garkveu­

li sametyvelo situaciebi. aseve far­

Tod gamoiyeneba iseTi teqnologiebi, 

romlebsac TIC-teqnologiebs uwodeben, 

rac gulisxmobs komunikaciur-infor­

maciul teqnologiebs, sadac swavleba 

ZiriTadad koncentrirebulia studen­

tze, swavleba aris avtomatizirebuli, 

komunikaciuri midgoma iyofa davale­

bebis ganawilebis meSveobiT, jer xdeba 

aqtiuri masalis Seswavla misi Semdgom 

praqtikaSi gamoyenebiT, studentisTvis 

xelmisawvdomi unda iyos kompiuteri da 

interneti am teqnologiebis gamosayene­

blad (cifruli kamera, interaqtiuri 

cifruli dafa, CD ROM da sxv.) axali 

didaqtikuri informaciuli teqnolo­

giebis gamoyeneba (NTIC) mniSvnelovnad 

uwyobs xels ucxouri enis swavlebasa 

da mis ukeTes aTvisebas. Tumca am te­

qnologiebis gamoyeneba sulac ar niS­

navs imas, rom unda daviviwyoT tradi­

ciuli, ukve kargad nacnobi da efeqtu­

ri meTodebi.

amdenad, ucxouri enis swavlebis dros 

mkafiod unda gaimijnos, vis vaswavliT 

ucxour enas da ra mizniT iswavleba is. 

enis swavlebisas yvelaze metad yu­

radsaRebia leqsika. misi arCevisas 

mxedvelobaSi unda iyos miRebuli ro­

gorc is leqsika, romelsac virCevT 

leqciisaTvis, aseve konkretuli teqni­

ka da misi sakomunikacio xasiaTi. Tum­

ca pirveli etapis daZlevisas, xSirad 

gvxvdebian iseTi studentebic, romelT­

ac sakmaod didi leqsikuri maragi aqvT, 

magram es maragi maT pasivSi rCebaT, 

gansakuTrebiT es vlindeba werilobiT 

metyvelebaSi, rac aqtivSi ar gvxvdeba. 

es ki imas niSnavs, rom students ufro 

metis gageba SeuZlia, vidre warmoTqma. 

dRes uamravi axali media saSualebebi 

gaCnda, maT Soris interneti, romelic 

yvelaze aqtualuria da romlis meSveo­

biTac SesaZlebeli gaxda ufro metad 

gauadvildes students enis Seswavla, 

radganac mas erTdroulad miuwvdeba 

xeli rogorc sagazeTo statiebze, aseve 

telegadacemebze Tu sxva sasurvel 

ucxoenovan wyaroze.

ucxouri enis swavlebisas, upirveles 

yovlisa, mniSvnelovani iyo da dRe­

sac aseTad rCeba zepiri da weriTi me­

tyveleba, rasTanac aucileblad unda 

iqnas gamoyenebuli audiovizualuri 

saSualebebic. Temebi unda SeirCes im 

qveynis yvelaze aqtualuri sociokul­

turuli Tu politikuri sakiTxebis ir­

gvliv, romel enasac vaswavliT. dRes 

students ukve SeuZlia kompiuteris 

gamoyenebiT uamravi informaciis miReba 
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da mravali siZnelis daZleva, romelsac 

adre awydeboda. 

rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, ucxouri enis 

swavlebis tradiciul meTods gramati­

kis swavleba da Targmani warmoadgenda. 

raSi mdgomareobs tradiciuli meTo­

debis dadebiTi da uaryofiTi mxaree­

bi? ucxouri enis codna dRes gulisx­

mobs sxvadasxva enobriv aqtebs: saubars, 

ucxoenovani metyvelebis gagebas, audi­

rebas, weras, kiTxvasa da wakiTxulis 

gagebasa da gaazrebas. yvela es aqti 

gulisxmobs TavianTi meTodebis gamo­

yenebas. is meTodi, romelic gamodge­

ba weris swavlebisas, ra Tqma unda ar 

gamodgeba saubris swavlebisas. rasakvi­

rvelia, ar SeiZleba uaryofili iyos 

mTlianad tradiciuli meTodi, Tumca 

aseve unda iqnas damatebuli da danergi­

mas aucileblad daaviwydeba mTeli aT­

visebuli masala, romelic mas pasivSi 

darCeba.

rogorc cnobilia, evropuli CarCo 

moicavs swavleba-swavla-Sefasebas. ser­

vantesis centrma espanuri enis saerTa­

Soriso kurikulumi SeimuSava 2002 wels. 

es dokumenti 10 welze meti xnis dak­

virvebis Sedegia, raSic monawileobdnen 

lingvistikisa da pedagogikis warmomad­

genlebi da evropuli sabWos wevrebi. 

igi muSavdeboda Tanamedrove enebis yve­

la aspeqtis gaTvaliswinebiTa da swav­

lebis meTodologiebis Seswavla-dakvi­

rvebiT. Seiqmna saerTo kurikulumis Se­

muSavebisaTvis saWiro baza, programebi, 

gamocdebi da Sefasebis kriteriumebi. 

ganisazRvra enis codnis doneebi (A1, 
A2, B1, B2 da C1, C2).

li ucxouri enis swavlebis Tanamedrove 

meTodebic.

ar arsebobs iseTi meTodi, romelic 

imis garantias mogvcemda, rom SeZenili 

codna iqneba samudamo. Tuki enas da 

enobriv unarebs ar aviTarebs adamiani, 

is mas Zalian male aviwydeba, miuxe­

davad imisa, rom man Tavis droze esa 

Tu is ucxouri ena tradiciuli meTo­

diT iswavla. Tumca aseve aRsaniSnavia 

isic, rom aratradiciuli meTodebis 

gamoyenebis drosac, romelic ufro 

popularulia ucxouri enis kursebze, 

enis daviwyeba aseve ufro xSirad da 

ufro malec xdeba. ra Tqma unda, es 

gamowveulia imiT, rom enis kursebi, ro­

gorc wesi, orientirebulia yovelTvis 

saubris swavlebaze, swraf meTodze. 

Tuki adamiani, romelmac gaiara msgavsi 

kursebi, ver moxvdeba enobriv garemoSi, 

enis saerTo evropuli CarCodan 

gamomdinare naTelia, Tu rogori mniS­

vnelovania enis swavlebis procesSi 

sxvadasxva meTodebis gamoyeneba. ra 

aris meTodi? meTodi gansazRvrul miz­

namde misaRwevi gzaa. maswavlebeli ki 

fasilitatoria sagansa da mowafes So­

ris. maswavlebels aqvs Zalian didi Ses­

aZlebloba sainteresod da saxalisod 

waiyvanos swavlebis procesi swavlebis 

yvela etapze.

TamaSis meTodis gamoyeneba espanuri 

enis gakveTilze

ucxouri enis swavlebisas gamoiyene­

ba sxvadasxva meTodi, romelTa saSu­

alebiT swavlebis procesSi wamoWrili 

problemebisa da sirTuleebis daZlevaa 

SesaZlebeli. winamdebare naSromi ga­

nixileba TamaSis meTodi espanuri enis 

swavlebis procesSi. 
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ra aris TamaSi? 

holandieli istorikosis, iohan Hhai­

cingas wignSi `Homo ludens“ anu „Man the 
Player“ vxvdebiT wyaroebs imis Sesaxeb, 

rom TamaSi iseTive Zvelia, rogorc ka­

cobrioba da geografiulad misi warmo­

Sobis adgilad miCneulia irani, egvipte, 

indoeTi, erayi, sadac 5000 wlis winac 

arsebobda pirveli TamaSebi. rogorc 

Cans, TamaSi spontanurad warmoiqmne­

boda dedamiwis sxvadasxva wertilebSi, 

rac kidev erTxel amtkicebs imas, rom 

arc adamians da arc cxovels uswavlia 

TamaSi, aramed TamaSiT iswavles maT 

cxovreba.

TamaSi, swavla, swavleba: am sityvebis 

definicias Tu gavecnobiT, isini erTma­

neTTan Semdegi terminebiTaa dakavSire­

buli: wesebi-interesebi-codnis SeZena 

gamocdilebis Sesabamisad. 

aseve `skola~ - σχολή (skholḗ) aris ber­
Znuli sityva, rac niSnavs garTobas 

Tavisufal dros. romaul kultura­

Sic gvxvdeba termini ludí – TamaSebi da 

TamaSebis mmarTvelsa da wamyvans erqva 

Magister Ludí. 
`TamaSi kargia, tobias. me aravis vic­

nob, rom TamaSi ar moswondes. da es mixa­

ria: TamaSiT mas ukeT gaicnob ... miuxe­

davad imisa, rom yvela TamaSi erTmaneTs 

ar hgavs: zogisTvis gasarTobia, zogisT­

vis rTulad amosacnobi, miuxedavad am 

yvelafrisa, mgoni, yvela vTanxmdebiT 

imaze, rasac TviT nicSe – araoptimisti 

filosofosic ki eTanxmeboda, rom zr­

dasrul adamianSi yovelTvis imaleba 

bavSvi, romelsac survili aqvs TamaSis 

... da aseve SesaZlebelia is, rom rac ar 

keTdeba TamaSiT, arasdros gamova kar­

gad!~ [I. Huizinga. Homo ludens].
bevri avtori Tavis naSromsa Tu Teo­

riebSi aRniSnavs TamaSis upirateso­

basa da mniSvnelobas pirovnuli ganvi­

Tarebis ganaTlebis miRebis procesSi. 

`TamaSs Tan axlavs moTamaSis aqtiuri 

CarTuloba~ – aRniSnavs katerina garvei 

wignSi – sabavSvo TamaSi. igi aviTarebs 

adamianis kreatiulobas, problemis 

gadaWris gzebs aadvilebs, socialur 

`rols~ ayalibebs, rac mniSvnelovani 

`aqtivobaa~. da bolos, espanuri enis 

gakveTilze swavlebaSi CarTuli TamaSi 

Zalian didi upiratesobaa. 

ratom unda gamoviyenoT TamaSebi? 

TamaSi aRviZebs kreatiulobas da mo­

swavleebs/studentebs aviwydebaT, rom 

enis gakveTilze/leqciaze imyofebian. 

Mamavdroulad ufro metad erTobian, 

interaqtivi da komunikaciac izrdeba. 

TamaSis Tema enis swavlebaSi ukve aR­

araa axali. uamravi naSromia Seqmnili 

am problemis irgvliv. aseve Seqmnilia 

TamaSebi, rac SesaZlebelia gamoiyenos 

pedagogma swavlebisas. sanam TamaSebze 

gadavidodeT, gavecnoT TamaSis pro­

cesis Tanamdev upiratesobebsa Tu nak­

lovanebebs.

upiratesobebi:

o	 TamaSi qmnis pozitiur, damamS­

videbel, dasasvenebel da sandomian 

klimats azrebisa da codnis urTierT­

gacvlisas.

o	 aRvivebs monawileobis survils. 

TamaSis msvlelobisas yvela aqtiuradaa 

CarTuli procesSi. 

o	 aRvivebs kreatiulobas da swav­

lis procesis mniSvnelovan aRqmas.

o	  studentSi iwvevs aqtiurobis 

survils da uRvivebs pasuxismgeblobas 

Tavis codnaze.

naklovanebebi:

o	 zedmeti SejibrebiToba, romelic 

iwvevs konfliqts, xmaurs da stress mo­

gebis survilis gamo.

o	 zogi studenti TamaSs uyurebs 

rogorc drois kargvas.
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o	 zogma studentma SeiZleba Tavi 

igrZnos bavSvur situaciaSi an wagebis 

SemTxvevaSi - damcirebulad.

samwuxarod, `TamaSi~ ar niSnavs stu­

dentis warmatebul monawileobas (moge­

bas). TamaSis wamowyebisas unda gaviT­

valiswinoT bevri faqtori: 

-	 TamaSi unda iyos kargad SerCeuli, 

unda ifiqroT monawileTa jgufze da 

moargoT saWiroebebs.

-	 wesebi unda iyos naTeli da gaT­

valiswinebuli yvelas mier. TamaSi ar 

niSnavs wesebis ararsebobasa da brma 

aqtivobas. 

-	 TamaSs aqvs Tavisi komunikaciuri 

funqcia. gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania 

pirveli TamaSebis win naTlad iyos ax­

snili frazebi `visi jeria~, `gadmomeci 

kamaTeli~ da sxv. aseve arsebobs spe­

cialuri leqsika: ̀ CamorCena~, ̀ kamaTelis 

gagoreba~, `ganawileba~, `Sekreba~ da sxv. 

anu am frazebs Tu calkeul sityvebs 

winaswar amzadeben monawileebi, TamaSis 

procesSi gaugebrobebis Tavidan asac­

ileblad. 

-	 Secdomis daSvebis dros unda 

gamoviCinoT sifrTxile, TamaSis pro­

cesSi araa kargi Careva da aqtivobis 

SeCereba Sesworebis mizniT, radganac 

studentebi orientirebulni arian sis­

wrafesa da sizusteze. 

-	 TamaSis mizani unda iyos naTeli. 

studentebs winaswar unda avuxsnaT, esa 

Tu is TamaSi ra Sedegze gadis da enis 

romeli aspeqtis ganviTarebas uwyobs 

xels. 

TamaSis tipebi:

arsebobs TamaSis uamravi saxeoba da 

sxvadasxva klasebi. dakvirvebis, maxsov­

robis, deduqciuri da logikuri da sxv. 

es TamaSebi aris individebze, jgufebze, 

wyvilebze morgebuli. zogierTi maTgani 

aviTarebs warmosaxvas, zogi aris metad 

Tavisufali, zogic mkacrad gansazRvru­

li. saboloo jamSi aris usasrulo Se­

saZleblobebi da xerxebi TamaSis Se­

saqmnelad da Semdeg `gasaTamaSeblad~. 

onlain sivrceSi vxvdebiT uamrav ma­

salas, riTac SesaZlebelia ixelmZR­

vanelos maswavlebelma, Seqmnas Tavisi 

TamaSebi an ukve Seqmnilebi gamoiyenos 

swavlebis procesSi. 

espanelebi gvTavazoben Semdegi tipis 

TamaSebs enis swavlebis donis mixedviT; 

gasaTvaliswinebelia isic, rom TamaSs 

unda daeTmos gakveTilis maqsimum 10-15 

wuTi.

TamaSi 1: `rogor xedav?” – gamzade­

bulia A4 formatis furclebi, dabeWdi­

li sxvadasxva sityvebiT; es sityvebi 

ganTavsebulia, rogorc mxedvelobis 

Sesamowmebel baraTebze (okulistis), 

sxvadasxva zomis asoebiT. TamaSis arsi 

Semdegia: baraTze ganTavsebulia ganv­

lili masalidan sityvebi. yovel xazs 

mikuTvnebuli aqvs qula sirTulis 

mixedviT. yovel gamocnobil danaxul 

sityvaze jgufi iRebs qulebs. mocemu­

li sityvebis asoebi SegiZliaT aurioT 

da jgufma unda SeZlos asoebis sworad 

dalageba, rom miiRon sityva. magali­

Tad, 15 studentisgan Semdgari jgufi 

iyofa samad, erTmaneTs ejibreba sami 

xuTkaciani jgufi. 
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TamaSi 2: zmne­

bis uRleba `kama­

Telis~ meSveobiT. 

jgufSi warmodge­

nilia zmnebi jgu­

fis donis mixedviT. 

studentebs aqvT sa­

Sualeba gaagoron 

kamaTeli da `amo­

suli (miTiTebuli)~ 

piris nacvalsaxelis mixedviT Casvan zmna 

Sesabamis formaSi. es kamaTeli SeiZleba 

sxvadasxvanairad gamoiyenoT gakveTilze, 

anu SevamowmoT sxvadasxva gramatikul 

droSi zmnis uRleba studentis donis 

mixedviT. 

TamaSi 3: `ipoveT gansxvavebebi~. Tama­

Sis dros warmodgenilia ganvlili le­

qsikis mixedviT ori erTnairi suraTi 

mciredi gansxvavebebiT da studentma 

martivad unda ipovos gansxvavebebi da 

donis mixedviT moZebnos xerxi, Tu ro­

gor aRweros es gansxvaveba. magali­

dents mosafiqrebeli aqvs 5 zmna, riTac 

man unda gadmosces sxvadasxva aqtivoba.  

2. `arasdros damaviwydeba dRe~ da stu­

dentma unda Seavsos gvirilis furcle­

bi winadadebebiT, romelic gadmocemuli 

iqneba warsul dasrulebul droSi da 

sxv. 

es meTodi aseve saSualebas gvaZlevs 

Tavad movigonoT TamaSebi, Tavad dava­

dginoT wesebi da mimarTulebebi, rom­

lebic sxvadasxva unarebis ganviTarebas 

Seuwyobs xels. aseve SesaZloa ukve mo­

cemuli aprobirebuli TamaSebis modi­

ficireba da maTi morgeba jgufebTan 

swavlis donis mixediT. 

piradi praqtikidan gamomdinare 

vTli, rom e. w. TamaSis meTodi marT­

lac kargi saSualebaa, rom studentma 

sagani ufro xalisianad daZlios. sity­

va `TamaSi~ TiTqos bavSvTan asocirdeba, 

Tumca zrdasrul adamiansac warmatebu­

lad SeuZlia am gziT advilad daZlios 

siaxle da SeumCnevlad aiTvisos axali 

masala.

ucxouri enis maswavleblebs masalis 

Seqmnis didi areali aqvT. interneti 

iZleva usazRvro SesaZleblobebs, ro­

gorc beWduri, aseve video Tu audio 

masalis mosapoveblad, rac maT exmareba 

swavlebis procesSi.

aseve es TamaSebi SeiZleba gamoyeneb­

uli iqnas sxva enebis da aseve qarTuli 

enis rogorc ucxouri enis swavlebisas.

ucxouri enis swavlebisas gramati­

kis swavlebis gareSe SeuZlebelia enis 

Seswavla. sxva Tanamedrove meTodebis 

gamoyenebis drosac xom vawvdiT stu­

dentebs saWiro gramatikul masalas. 

TamaSebic swored ise unda iyos SerCeu­

li da adaptirebuli, rom xels uwyob­

des garkveuli masalis aTvisebas, iqneba 

es gramatikuli Tu leqsikuri.

warmovidginoT, rom yvelanairi 

saxelmZRvanelos gareSe davrCiT, arc 

Tad, A1 donis studenti enis Seswavlis 

pirvel etapze moaxerxebs daasaxelos 

is sityvebi, romelic gamoxatulia su­

raTze: am nimuSiT SesaZlebelia stu­

dentma gamoavlinos rogorc leqsikuri 

codna, aseve gramatikulic winadade­

bebis sworad Sedgenac.

TamaSi 4: `gvirila~. es 

TiTqosda Cveulebrivi yvavili 

SegviZlia sxvadasxvagvarad 

gamoviyenoT leqciaze. 1. 

centrSi CavweroT fraza: 

`Cemi Cveulebrivi dRe~. stu­
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aranairi damxmare masala ar gagvaCnia. 

am SemTxvevaSi ras gavakeTebT? audito­

riaSi uamravi studentia da yvelas sa­

gnis individuluri aRqma aqvs. sulac ar 

aris sakmarisi, rom leqtori iyos kargi 

filologi an kargad flobdes ucxour 

enas, an kargi saxelmZRvanelo hqondes 

xelT, Tuki maswavlebeli ar aris moti­

virebuli, rom studenti daainteresos. 

Cven mudmiv moZraobaSi unda vimyofebo­

deT, kargad unda gvesmodes, rom ar aris 

sakmarisi mxolod erTaderT meTods mi­

vmarToT da gamoviyenoT. ar SeiZleba 

uarvyoT romelime meTodi da mxolod 

Tanamedrove swavlebis meTodikas davey­

rdnoT, radgan kargad unda gvesmodes, 

rom nebismieri meTodi, romelsac Cven 

saukeTesod miviCnevT, SesaZloa sulac 

ar gamodges efeqturi. amitom, pirvel 

rigSi, unda gaviTvaliswinoT studen­

tis moTxovnilebebi da survilebi, 

risTvis unda iswavlos man ucxouri ena, 

isaris turizmis is fakultetis stu­

denti, filologi, Tu adamiani, romelic 

ucxoeTSi miemgzavreba saqmian Sexve­

draze. Cven unda gvesmodes, rom nebism­

ieri masala da meTodi unda iyos adap­

tirebuli im studentTa jgufze, ro­

melic enas swavlobs.

unda SevTavazoT studentebs sxva­

dasxva Temebi, gamoviyenoT Cveni kreati­

uloba, riTic ufro metad davaintere­

sebT students da gavuadvilebT rTuli 

gramatikuli masalis aRqmasa da leqsi­

kuri masalis aTvisebas.

daskvna

amgvarad, sxvadasxva meTodebis gamo­

yeneba, daxvewa da SemuSaveba dagvexmare­

ba imaSi, rom enis Seswavla gavxadoT 

ufro saintereso da iolad asaTvise­

beli. warmodgenli meTodebi, kerZod ki 

TamaSis gamoyeneba ucxouri enis swavle­

baSi da sworad SerCeuli strategiebi 

daexmareba studentebs, martivad daeu­

flon leqsikas, gramatikas, Tavisufal 

metyvelebasa da azrovnebas ucxour 

enaze.

dabolos, SegviZlia gamovyoT ramde­

nime ZiriTadi punqti TamaSis rolis Se­

saxeb swavlebis procesSi:

yvelaze mniSvnelovani isaa, rom yu­

radReba unda mivaqcioT studentTa 

jgufebs da calkeul students, Sevada­

roT isini, rac Cven dagvexmareba sworad 

SevarCioT esa Tu is aqtivoba da Ta­

vidan aviciloT gaugebroba; mxedvele­

baSi unda miviRoT, rom TamaSma, romel­

mac kargi Sedegi gamoiRo studentebis 

erT jgufTan, SesaZloa igive Sedegi 

ar mogvces sxva studentTa jgufTanac. 

movusminoT yuradRebiT, Tu ras fiqro­

ben studentebi yovel SeTavazebul aq­

tivobaze, ris meSveobiTac SevZlebT 

analizis gakeTebas, samomavlod cvli­

lebebs SevitanT da davxvewT ama Tu 

im meTods. unda gaviTvaliswinoT, rom 

TamaSi ar unda ikavebdes gakveTilis 

did nawils, miuxedavad imisa, rom gar­

Toba did siamovnebas aniWebs studen­

tebs, igi gantvirTvis da daZabulobis 

moxsnis erT-erTi saSualebaa. yovelT­

vis unda iyos gansazRvruli limiti, 

sad da ramdeni xani unda grZeldebodes 

TamaSi.
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Abstract 
Playing has been a common learning technique 

through the ages, but recently several studies on the 
teaching of foreign languages have focused on this 
component as one of the important methods of for-
eign languages teaching. This article highlights the 
three different, but overlapping, aspects that make 
up the true dimension of playing as a learning tool: 
games, didactic instruments and group techniques. 
Furthermore, it intends to show that besides a great 
variety of methods of teaching foreign language, the 
utilization of playing in the learning process opens 
new possibilities for their teaching.

Keywords: 
teaching-learning process; creativity; strategy; 

game-based learning, motivation, method.
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Резюме
Игра в течении многих веков представляла 

собой одну из методов обучения. В последнее 
время различные дидактические труды 
сконцентрировали свое внимание на технику 
игры. В статье обращено внимание на значение 
и роль игры в процессе обучения иностранным 
языкам, как одного из эффективных методов 
обучения наряду с другими методами, которую 
можно поделить на три основных момента: 
игра, дидактический материал и техническая 
группа. С другой стороны, мы постарались 
показать, насколько важно использование игры 
и в других новейших технологиях в процессе 
обучения иностранным языкам для получения 
положительного результата.

Ключевые слова: 
обучение, процесс обучения, метод, игра, 

стратегия, техника обучения, мотивация.
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reziume
somaturi komponentebis Semcveli 

frazeologiuri erTeulebi Taname­

drove franguli frazeologiis ga­

nuyofeli nawilia da gansakuTrebiT 

farTod gamoiyeneba frangul argoSi; 

isini gansakuTrebul gamomxatveloba­

sa da kolorits aniWeben metyvelebas. 

somatur argotikul frazeologiur 

erTeulTa mravali modeli exeba ada­

mianTa yoveldRiuri yofis sxvadasxva 

Temas; iTavseben ra Semfaseblur funq­

cias, isini warmoadgenen azris naTlad 

da lakonurad gamomxatvel leqsikur 

erTeulebs. 

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
somatizmebi, argotikuli frazeolo­

gia, konotacia, semantikuri veli.

Sesavali
Tanamedrove frangul argoSi far­

Tod gamoiyeneba somaturi komponentebis 

Semcveli frazeologiuri erTeulebi. 

isini gamoiyenebian metyvelebis gamomxa­

tvelobis Zlieri efeqtis Sesaqmnelad. 

amgvari tipis somaturi frazeologi­

zmebi, romlebic Seicaven semantikuri 

struqturisa da leqsikur-gramatikuli 

Semadgenlobis Tanafardobis mqone ara 

nakleb ori damoukidebeli mniSvnelo­

bis mqone sityvas, leqsikonebSi dafiq­

sirebulia miniSnebebiT “arg.”, “pop.” an 
“fam.”

ZiriTadi nawili
somatur frazeologiur erTeulTa 

komponentebis analizis Sedegad, ga­

moiyofa maTi warmoebis Semdegi Ziri­

Tadi modelebi:

1. frazeologiur erTeulSi Semavali 

somatizmi warmoadgens neitralur leq­

sikur erTeuls: se faire des cheveux (blancs 
an gris) – ‘sazrunavis (dardis) gaCena; 

gawvaleba’. Se casser les pieds – ‘Tavis mo­

bezreba’.

2. komponent-somatizms aqvs rogorc 

neitraluri, aseve argotikuli mniS­

vneloba gadaazrebis Sedegad: se sucer la 
pomme – ‘erTmaneTis kocna’ (la pomme – 
1). ‘vaSli’, 2). Aargo ‘Tavi, saxe’); avoir de 
beaux châsses – ‘lamazi Tvalebis qona’ (les 
châsses «Tvalebi» - argos enaze).

3. komponenti-somatizmi warmodgeni­

lia mxolod argotizmiT, anu mxolod 

argotikul leqsikonSi Semavali leq­

sikuri erTeuliT: faire suer le colas – ‘ye­
lis gamoWra’ (le colas «kiseri» - argos 
enaze).

4. frazeologiuri erTeuli Sedgeba 

neitralur komponent-somatizmisagan da 

argotikuli leqsikuri erTeulisagan: 

mettre son pied dans les couilles – ‘panRuris 

amortyma’ (le pied «fexi» _ neitraluri 

leqsikuri erTeuli, les couilles «testiku­
la», anat. ‘mamakacis kvercxi’ – argo­

tikuli leqsikuri erTeuli).
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5. somaturi frazeologiuri erTeu­

lis agebis safuZvelia neitraluri 

frazeologizmi, romelic struqturiTa 

da leqsikur-gramatikuli Semadgenlo­

bis mixedviT emTxveva mcire zomis soma­

tur frazeologizms, magram neitraluri 

frazeologizmis komponent-somatizmi 

Secvlilia misi argotikuli somatiz­

miT: avoir mal au cigare («avoir mal à la tête» 
-sagan) – ‘Tavis tkivili’ (leqsikuri er­

Teuli «le cigare» warmoadgens neitralu­

ri leqsikuri erTeulis - «la tête» mcire 
sinonims); donner un coup de pogne («donner un 
coup de main» _ sagan) _–‘daxmareba’ (leq­

sikuri erTeuli «la pogne» warmoadgens 
neitraluri leqsikuri erTeulis - «la 
main» mcire sinonims).

faqtiuri masalis analizi adas­

turebs, rom yvelaze met funqciur da­

tvirTvas floben is somaturi frazeo­

logiuri erTeulebi, romelTa komponen­

tebsac warmoadgens adamianis sxeulis 

Semdegi nawilebi: «bageebi, loyebi» - les 
babines (f. pl.), les babouines (f. pl.), les badigoinces 
(f. pl.), les bajoues da sxv.; «Tavi; saxe» - le 
citron, le chou, la façade, le tronc; le portrait, la bille 
da sxv.; «qalis, mamakacis sasqeso orga­

noebi» - l’abricot (m.), la bite, le bouton, le chat, 
la chatte, le chinois, le dard, le flageolet, le paf da 
sxv. 

somaturi frazeologiuri erTeule­

bi, romelTa komponentebia «bageebisa» 

da «loyebis» mniSvnelobis Semcveli 

argotizmebi, aseve gadmoscemen «Wamis», 

«ZRomis» mniSvnelobas: se caler les babines; 
s’en mettre plein les babines; se caler les babouines 
(les badigoinces); jouer des badigoinces; se lester 
les bajoues.

frazeologiuri erTeulebi kompo­

nent-somatizmebiT «Tavi, saxe», aseve gad­

moscemen: 

-	 «fiqrs; Tavis mtvrevas» - se creuser 
le citron; avoir le chou farci; se casser le tronc; 

-	 «vinmes cema, cxvir-piris Camtvre­

va» - démolir la façade à qn.; casser la margou-
lette à qn.; abîmer le portrait à qn.;

-	 «sicili; xarxari» - se payer la fiole (la 
bille) de qn.; se fendre la frite (la bille).

somatur frazeologiur erTeulTa 

didi raodenobis komponentia «sasqeso 

organoebis» aRmniSvneli leqsikuri er­

Teulebi: 
-	 «seqsualurad aRgznebuli mama­

kaci»: avoir le bambou; avoir le flageolet à la por-
tière; avoir le manche;

-	 «seqsualurad aRgznebuli qali»: 

avoir l’abricot en folie; avoir le bouton qui fait 
robe à queue; avoir la chatte à l’agonie; avoir la 
moule qui baille; avoir la praline en délire;

-	 «Tavis mobezreba, vinmes nerve­

bze TamaSi»: peler les balloches à qn.; casser les 
burnes à qn.; casser les couilles à qn.;

-	 «warumatebloba; Cavardna, CaWra; 

xelmocaruli dabruneba»: rentrer la bite 
sous le bras; tomber (tourner) en couilles; tomber 
sur un paf; revenir avec la pine sous le bras;

-	 «sasiyvarulo urTierToba; mofe­

reba»: laisser le chat aller au fromage; jouer un air 
de clarinette baveuse; se polir le chinois; caresser 
la chatte.

aseT somatur frazeologizmTa gark­

veuli raodenoba gamoxatavs dadebiT 

an uaryofiT Sefasebas: dégourdi comme un 
manche – ‘mouxerxebeli, mouqneli, uger­

gilo, Wkuasusti adamiani’; beau comme un 
paf – ‘lamazi, eleganturi’.

somaturi frazeologiuri erTeule­

bis klasifikacia SeiZleba gafarTovdes, 

Tu frazeologizmebs ganvixilavT ama 

Tu im frazeologiuri velisadmi ku­

Tvnilebis mixedviT; mag., somatur fra­

zeologizmTa erTi nawili Seicavs ada­

mianis gonebrivi moRvaweobis Sefasebas; 

aRsaniSnavia, rom aseT frazeologizmTa 

somaturi komponentebidan ZiriTadad 

gvxvdeba «Tavi» da «mamakacis sasqeso 
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organo»; am jgufidan nawili uaryofi­

Ti konotaciuri mniSvnelobis matarebe­

lia (dégourdi comme un manche ‘Wkuasusti 
adamiani’, nawili ki – dadebiTisa (en avoir 
dans le chou ‘Wkviani, gonieri’ – chou gamoye­
nebulia «Tavis» mniSvnelobiT).

somatur frazeologizmTa warmoebis 

erT-erTi produqtiuli xerxia Sedare­

biTi konstruqciis gamoyeneba, Sesada­

rebel obieqtebad ki umetesad gvxvdeba 

somatizmebi: «mamakacis sasqeso organo» 

da «ukanali»: beau comme une bite (en fleur) – 
‘Zalian lamazi’; ça saute aux yeux comme une 
bite au cul – ‘TvalSi sacemia’; filer comme 
un dard - ‘isariviT qrola’; partir comme un 
dard - ‘Tav-piris mtvreviT gaqceva’ da sxv.

aseve calke jgufad SeiZleba ga­

moiyos somaturi frazeologiuri er­

Teulebi, romlebic aRniSnaven adamianis 

fizikur naklovanebebs: boîter des calots 
- ‘daelmebulad cqera’; avoir les éponges 
bectées – ‘filtvebiT daavadebuli’; aller à 
pattes – ‘koWloba’; calke jgufad SeiZle­

ba gamoiyos «smenadaqveiTebulis, yrus» 

aRmniSvneli somaturi frazeologizme­

bi: être constipé des écoutilles (des feuilles); avoir 
la feuille dure; être dur de la feuille; avoir des boules 
de gommes dans les portugaises (dans les zozos); 
avoir les portugaises ensablées. aRsaniSnavia, 

rom yvela am frazeologiur erTeulSi 

erT-erTi komponentia somatizmi «yure­

bi». aseTi somaturi frazeologiuri 

erTeulebi agebulia im principiT, rom 

«raRac aris yurebSi, rac abrkolebs 

smeniTi aRqmis process». aseT somatur 

frazeologiur erTeulTa Seqmnis sa­

fuZveli metaforaa.

kvlevisas aseve gamovlinda, rom soma­

tizmma, romelic Sedis mcire frazeo­

logiuri erTeulis SemadgenlobaSi, 

SeiZleba SeiZinos sxva mniSvnelobac, ga­

moxatuli aseve adamianis sxeulis nawi­

liT: sucrer les fraises – ‘mTrToli xele­

bis qona’ (la fraise – «saxe; Tavi»); perdre les 
manettes – ‘Tavis dakargva; gadareva (les 
manettes – «yurebi»); bourrer le mou – ‘sisu­
leleebiT Tavis gamotena’ (le mou – «fil­

tvebi»); se sucer la pomme – ‘erTmaneTis 

kocna’ (la pomme – «Tavi»); en avoir plein le cul 
– ‘yelamde savsed yofna’ (le cul – «uka­
nali»); se lester les bajoues – ‘muclis gatena, 

amoyorva’ (les bajoues – «Camokidebuli, fo­

mfle loyebi». 

aseve didi raodenobiTaa somaturi 

frazeologiuri erTeulebi, romlebic 

aRniSnaven «fizikuri ZaliT sxva adamia­

nis sxeulis dazianebas»; aseTi frazeo­

logizmebis warmoqmnaSi monawileobs 

Semdegi komponent-somatizmebi:

-	 «kidurebi (xelebi, fexebi)»: numé-
roter les abattis de qn. – ‘neknebis Camtvreva, 
gverdebis amonayva vinmesTvis’;

-	 «Tavi; saxe; Tavis qala»: donner (an 
recevoir) un coup de boule – ‘miayeno an miiRo 
dartyma TaviT saxeSi an mucelSi’; se 
crêper le chignon – ‘TmebSi xelis tacebiT 

Cxubi (qalebis Sesaxeb)’; casser la gueule à 
qn. – ‘saxeSi dartyma’; défoncer le portrait 
à qn. – ‘muStebiT cema’; déguster un coup de 
tronche dans le buffet – ‘Tavis dartyma mu­

celSi’;

-	 «muceli»: enlever le ballon qn. – ‘fexis 
Cartyma; nawlavebis gadmoyra vinmesa­

Tvis’; avoir pris un coup dans le birlingue – ‘mu­
celSi dartyma’; 

-	 «ukanali»: cloquer le baigneur à qn. – 
‘panRuris amortyma’; faire fumer dargeot à qn. 
– ‘dasja, gawkepvla vinmesi’; 

-	 «fexebi»: faire qn aux béquilles - ‘fexe­
biT daWera vinmesi’; donner à qn. un coup de 
latte – ‘fexis Cartyma’;

-	 «kiseri»: serrer le kiki (quiqui) - ‘daxr­
Coba; yelis gamoWra’;

-	 «kani»: tanner la basane à qn. – ‘vinmes 
cema’.

-	
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 daskvna
somatur argotikul frazeologiur 

erTeulTa modelebi asaxaven adamianTa 

yofisa da qmedebis sxvadasxva aspeqts; 

isini logikurad, sxartad da TvalsaCi­

nod afaseben adamianTa qcevis nairfe­

rovnebas. 
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Резюме
Фразеологические единицы с компонентами-

соматизмами являются неотъемлемой частью 
фразеологии современного арго. Использование 
соматических фразеологизмов в речи придает 
ей особую выразительность и колорит. Большое 
количество моделей соматических фразеологиз-
мов затрагивают различные темы повседневной 
жизни людей, несут оценочную смысловую на-
грузку, что позволяет выразить мысли в яркой и 
лаконичной форме.

Ключевые слова: 
соматизмы, арготическая фразеология, кон-

нотация, семантическое поле.

Somatisms Containing Argotic 
Phraseologisms in Modern French 

Language

Marina Kuratashvili
Tbilisi State University
Humanitarian Science faculty
36 Chavchavadze av., 0179, Tbilisi, Georgia
Tel: 599 263 564
E-mail: kuratashvilimarina@yahoo.com

Abstract
Phraseological unit containing somatic compo-

nents is an inseparable part of French phraseology 
and is especially widely used in French argot. It pro-
vides the speech with particular expressiveness and 
local colour. Many models of somatic argotic pra-
seological units deal with different topics of people’s 
everyday life. Combining the evaluating function, 
they represent the lexical units that express the idea 
clearly and laconically.

Keywords: 
somatisms, argotic phraseology, connotation, 

semantic field.
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reziume
frangul emociur frazeologiur 

erTeulTa SemadgenlobaSi aqtiur, pro­

duqtiul komponentebs warmoadgenen 

somatizmebi, romelTa Soris didi six­

SiriT gamoirCeva somatizmi «guli». 

msoflios xalxTa yvela kulturaSi, 

«guli» warmoadgens grZnobaTa da emo­

ciaTa centrs; frangul enaSi ki «guli» 

_ fizikuri, fsiqikuri da sulieri cxo­

vrebis centria. adamianuri urTierTo­

bebis amsaxveli frazeologiuri erTeu­

lebis semantikis gaxsnas xels uwyobs 

komponent-somatizmebi, romlebic, Tavis 

mxriv, naTlad asaxaven frangi xalxis 

nacionalur-kulturul Taviseburebebs. 

sakvanZo sityvebi: 
frazeosemantikuri veli, somatizmi, 

frazeologiuri erTeuli, xatovani aso­

ciacia.

Sesavali
humanitarul mecnierebaTa gansaku­

Trebulma yuradRebam anTropocentriz­

mis mimarT warmoSva axali sakvlevi 

sferoebi, rac ukavSirdeba adamianisa 

da misi garemomcveli samyaros mraval­

ferovani urTierTobebis asaxvas. ling­

vistebic am TvalsazrisiT ganixilaven 

enobriv movlenebs, kerZod, frazeologi­

zmebs, rogorc adamianuri urTierTobis 

gamovlenasTan mWidrod dakavSirebul 

erTeulebs. frazeologiur erTeulTa 

SemadgenlobaSi xSirad gvxvdeba soma­

tizmebi, romlebic iwveven xatovan aso­

ciaciebs, dakavSirebuls adamianis inte­

leqtTan, fizikur SromasTan, cxovrebas­

Tan, grZnobebTan da aseve im asociaciebs, 

rac ukavSirdeba adamianis mier samya­

ros aRqmasa da Secnobas. 

ZiriTadi nawili
adamianTa Soris gansakuTrebuli ur­

TierTobis – «siyvarulis» amsaxveli 

frazeologiuri erTeulebidan, frangu­

li enis ocdaaTze meti frazeologiz­

mi Seicavs komponent-somatizms «guli» 

(«cœur»). komponentis «guli» («cœur») 
Semcveli frazeologizmebis saSuale­

biT, SesaZlebelia aRvweroT adamianis 

grZnobaTa da mdgomareobaTa mraval­

ricxovani niuansi:

-	 siyvaruli: n’avoir qu’un cœur, se ron-
ger le cœur, ne former qu’un cœur et qu’une âme, 
deux cœur dans la même culotte, avoir le cœur pris 
da sxv. 

-	 siZulvili: tourner sur le cœur à qn., 
affadir le cœur, avoir la rage au cœur, barbouiller le 
cœur da sxv. 

-	 gulgriloba: avoir le cœur léger, 
n’avoir rien sur le cœur contre qn., cœur (tout) neuf 
da sxv.

-	 adamianis urTierTobis gamoxatva 

samyarosadmi: avoir le cœur sur la main, parler 
le cœur sur la main, de tout mon cœur, de bon cœur 
da sxv.
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-	 adamianis daxasiaTeba, masTan ur-

TierTobis gamoxatva: avoir le cœur sec, être 
sans cœur, avoir le cœur dur, cœur d’acier, cœur 
d’airain (de bronze, de caillou), cœur de marbre, 
cœur de tigre, cœur de vipère, cœur de cristal, grand 
cœur, avoir le cœur en écharpe, cœur double.

-	 sazogadoebaSi adamianis qcevis 

daxasiaTeba: faire le joli cœur, y aller de bon 
cœur, rire de bon (an de tout son) cœur, blesser qn 
au cœur, faire gros cœur, faire vibrer les cordes du 
cœur, faire voir son cœur à nu, fendre le cœur à qn 
da sxv.

somatizmiT «guli» («cœur») formire­
bul frangul frazeologiur erTeu­

lebze gavlena iqonia bibliurma tra­

diciam. bibliaSi «guli» gaigivebulia 

«gonebasTan», enaSi ki «guli» asocir­

deba emociebTan, grZnobebTan, urTier­

TobebTan.  franguli kulturis isto­

riaSi, sityvasTan «cœur» dakavSirebuli 

asociaciebi icvleboda. Sua saukuneebSi, 

«cœur» iyo simbolo «sulisa», «gula­

dobisa, vaJkacobisa». es mniSvnelobebi 

SenarCunebulia zog frazeologiur 

erTeulSi: avoir du cœur»gambedaoba, gula­

doba», homme de cœur «gabeduli adamiani», 

haut les cœurs! «gabedulad!», avoir du cœur en 
ventre (sasaub.) «gambedavia, mamacia», donner 
(an mettre, remettre ) du cœur au ventre à qn (sa­
saub.) «gamxneveba», homme (an femme) de cœur 
«1). keTili adamiani, 2). gambedavi adamia­

ni», avoir le cœur bien accroché «mamacoba», avoir 
le cœur bien (mal) placé «gambedavi (mSiSara)», 
perdre cœur «gambedaobis dakargva».

XIV saukunidan moyolebuli iwyeba 

mniSvnelovani kulturuli cvlile­

bebi, sagmiro romanebis epopea icvleba 

lirikuli poeziiT da «guli» xdeba 

grZnobebis, siyvarulis simbolo, rac 

aseve aisaxa mraval frazeologiur er­

TeulSi.

somatizmis «cœur» Semcvel frangul 

frazeologiur erTeulTa naciona­

lur-kulturuli konotacia metyvelebs 

nacionaluri xasiaTis iseT saerTo 

Strixebzec, rogoricaa Wriloba (plaie 
du cœur – «gulis Wriloba»), gulwrfe-

loba, siwrfele (avoir le cœur sur les lèvres 
«gulwrfeloba», mettre la main sur son cœur 
- «sakuTari gulwrfelobis dadasture­

ba», avoir le cœur sur la bouche – «gulwrfelad, 

gulRiad laparaki»), sikeTe (avoir bon cœur 
– «sikeTe», n’avoir rien sur le cœur contre qn – 
«vinmes mimarT borotebis arqona», être 
plein de cœur – «sulgrZeli, didsulovani»), 

sibraluli da TanagrZnoba (avoir qch sur 
le cœur – «raimes sinanuli», avoir (an porter) 
un cœur d’homme – «adamianuroba, kacuro­

ba», prendre son cœur par autrui – «sxvis adgi­
las Tavis dayeneba»), gulSematkivroba, 

TanagrZnobis gamoCena (chauffer le cœur à qn 
– «vinmes gamxneveba», donner (an redonner) du 
cœur – «waxaliseba, gamxneveba», remettre (an 
remontrer) le cœur à qn – «gamxneveba vinmesi»), 
Sromismoyvareoba (mettre le cœur à… - «gul­

modgineobis gamoCena», y aller de bon cœur – 
«siamovnebiT raimes gakeTeba»), gambedao-

ba da uSiSroba (avoir du cœur – «keTilSo­

bili, vaJkacuri», faire contre (mauvaise) for-
tune bon cœur – «Segueba gardauvalobasTan, 

warumateblobis vaJkacurad gadatana»), 

gulaxdiloba da mimndobeloba (ouvrir 
son cœur à qn – «gulis gadaSla vinmesa­

Tvis», avoir le cœur sur la main (sasaub.) – «1). 
sulgrZeloba, didsulovneba; 2). gulwr­

feloba», faire voir son cœur à nu – «gulis 

gadaSla vinmesaTvis»), TavSekaveba, mokr-

Zaleba (mettre son cœur dans sa tête «sakuTari 

grZnobebisa da survilebis damorCile­

ba gonebisadmi»), mgrZnobiaroba (le cœur 
saigne – «gulze cecxli ekideba, guli 

uduRs»). nacionaluri xasiaTis iseTi 

Tvisebebi, rogoricaa gulgriloba (avoir 
le cœur de pierre – «qvis gulis qona», avoir le 
cœur sec – «uguloba, egoistoba», être sans 
cœur – «usulguloba», cœur d’acier – «ulmo­
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beli gulis qona»), fxukianoba (garder une 
injure sur le cœur – «wyenis gulSi Cadeba»), 

arakeTilmosurneoba (avoir la rage au cœur 
– «brazis, borotebis gulSi Cadeba») - 

frangi xalxisaTvis miuRebeli da gasa­

kicxia. 

 daskvna
adamianTa Soris komunikaciuri ur­

TierTobebis gamomxatvel frangul 

frazeologiur erTeulebSi arsebuli 

komponent-somatizmebi xels uwyoben 

frangi xalxis nacionalur-kulturul 

TaviseburebaTa naTlad asaxvasa da war­

moCenas. 
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Резюме
Во французских эмотивных фразеологизмах 

часто встречаются соматизмы, особенно сома-
тизм “сердце” (“coeur”). Во всех культурах мира 

“сердце” (“coeur”) является центром эмоций и 
чувств. Во французском языке сердце - это центр 
жизни вообще: физической, психической, духов-
ной и душевной. Раскрытию семантики части 
фразеологизмов, репрезентирующих “человече-
ские отношения”, способствуют компоненты-со-
матизмы, которые в свою очередь ярко отражают 
национально-культурные особенности француз-
ского народа.

Ключевые слова: 
фразеосемантическое поле, соматизмы, фра-

зеологическая единица, образная ассоциация.

French Phraseological Units with the 
Somatism «Heart»

Marina Kuratashvili
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Abstract
Active, productive components in the structure of 

French emotive phraseological units are the soma-
tisms, among which the somatism «heart» is very 
frequent. In every culture of the world communities 
«heart» is the centre of feelings and emotions. In 
French language «heart» is the centre of physical, 
psychic and spiritual life. The component somatisms 
clearly representing the national-cultural peculiari-
ties of the French, enables the understanding of the 
semantics of phraseological units representing the 
human relations.

Keywords: 
phraseo-semantic field, somatism, phraseological 

unit, figurative association. 
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reziume
50-iani wlebis ZiriTad mimarTulebas, 

romelic konkurencias uwevda faseulo­

baTa kvlevas, warmoadgens `msoflios 

suraTis~ Seswavla, saidanac ganviTar­

da SemdgomSi kognituri anTropolo­

gia. koncefcia `msoflios suraTi~ Ca­

moayaliba robert redfildma da aso­

cirdeba, upirveles yovlisa, swored 

mis saxelTan. redfildis ganmartebiT 

`msoflios suraTi~, es aris samyaros 

Seqmnis xedva, romelic axasiaTebs ama 

Tu im ers, es aris warmodgenebi sazoga­

doebis wevrebisa sakuTar Tavze da sa­

kuTar qmedebebze, sakuTar aqtiurobaze 

msoflioSi. `msoflios suraTi~ gan­

sxvavdeba iseTi kategoriebisagan, rog­

orebicaa kulturis eTosi, azrovnebis 

unari, nacionaluri xasiaTi. `msoflios 

suraTis~ koncefcia gulisxmobs, upirve­

les yovlisa kognitur Sinaarss-infor­

macias adamianebis mier gare samyaros 

Semecnebis saSualebaze. magram praq­

tikosi mkvlevarebi, romlebic aRweren 

ama Tu im xalxisaTvis, damaxasiaTebel 

samyaros suraTebs, swavloben upirates­

ad ara imas, Tu rogor Seimecnebs xalxi 

samyaros, aramed am Semecnebis Sedegebs; 

kosmologiurs, onTologiurs, esx­

atologiur sistemebs.  

sakvanZo sityvebi:  
`msoflios suraTi~, kulturis eTo­

si, kosmologia, onTologia, eTnofsi­

qologia, elementebi, eTnografiuli ab­

straqcia.

Sesavali
`msoflios suraTis~ Seswavla da­

kavSirebulia ruT benediqtis ideis 

aRorZinebasTan, kulturis eTosis Se­

saxeb. Tumca axla es koncefcia iZens 

axal JReradobas da faqtiurad mivya­

varT `msoflios suraTis~ koncefcias­

Tan. qcevis specifiuri Taviseburebebi 

yvela SemTxvevaSi miuTiTeben eTosze, 

isini arian emociuri normebis standar­

tizebuli sistemebis gamoxatuleba. am 

SemTxvevaSi adamianebi droebiT iReben 

grZnobaTa gansazRvrul kompleqss da­

narCeni samyaros mimarT, gansazRvrul 

wesebs realobasTan mimarTebaSi da isi­

ni xumroben sagnebze, romlebis Sesaxe­

bac sxva dros saubroben seriozulad... 

zogjer igive jgufma SeiZleba miiRos 

sxva eTosi... momenti, romelic minda xa­

zgasmiT aRvniSno am magaliTSi, aris 

is, rom nebismier jgufs SeuZlia daaar­

sos Tavisi wevrebis wreSi eTosi, ro­

melic rac ufro swrafad aRmocendeba, 

miT ufro realur faqtorad gvevlineba 

maTi qcevis determinirebaSi. es eTosi 

gamoixateba maTi qcevis xasiaTSi. 

grigori beitsoni varaudobda, rom 

amgvari msjeloba SeiZleba mivusadagoT 

mTlian sazogadoebas, gansakuTrebiT 

pataras da izolirebuls, ris gamoc 

gamoikvlia Temi iatmuli. Aaq man aRmo­

aCina ara erTi, aramed ori eTosi _ erTi 

mamakacebisaTvis da meore qalebisaTvis. 

am eTologiuri polarulobis asaxsne­

lad beitsoni gvTavazobs qcevas sxiz­

mogenezisi, romelsac igi gansazRvravs 

rogorc `individis qcevis normebis 
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diferenciaciis procesi, romelic xde­

ba individebs Soris kumulaciuri urT­

ierTqmedebiT~. 

am cnebis upiratesoba dinamiuri 

interpretaciis uzrunvelyofaSia, 

romelsac vpoulobT ruT benediqtis 

`kulturis modelebSi~. sxva cneba, ro­

melic gamoiyena  beitsonma, es aris 

eidosis cneba, romelsac igi ganmar­

tavs rogorc `individis pirovnulobis 

kognituri aspeqtebis standartizacia 

sazogadoebis SigniT~. 

analogiurad moris opleri amtkiceb­

da, rom iSviaTad SevxvdebiT kulturas, 

sadac upiratesoba erT integralur 

aspeqts eniWeba. Ooplerma SemogvTavaza 

cneba `kulturis Temebi~, romelic mas 

esmoda, rogorc dinamiuri mtkicebule­

bebi, romlebic SeiniSnebian SezRuduli 

raodenobiT yvela kulturaSi.

ZiriTadi nawili 
`msoflios suraTi~ swavlobs kultu­

ris Sexedulebas gare samyaroze. es erT­

gvari pasuxebis kompleqsia, romelsac 

iZleva esa Tu is kultura yofierebis 

maradiul kiTxvebze: vin var me? Dda vin 

varT Cven? sad varsebob? rogoria Cemi 

damokidebuleba ama Tu im saganTan? Dda 

Tuki faseulobiTi midgomis SemTxveva­

Si pasuxebi yvela am kiTxvaze gaicema 

raRac universalur enaze, an ufro zus­

tad, evropuli kulturis enaze, maSin 

koncefcia `msoflios suraTi~ gulisx­

mobs kulturis interpretacias,  Ta­

viseburebebis gamovlenas, kulturis kv­

levaSi empaTiis meTodis gamoyenebas. 

kultura redfildis koncefciaSi 

Sedgeba im yoveldRiuri cnebebisagan, 

romlebic damaxasiaTebelia sazogadoe­

bisaTvis. vinaidan es yoveldRiuri cne­

bebi moqmedebis winapirobaa, maSin isini, 

visac aqvs zogadi kultura, floben 

moqmedebis zogad modusebs. kultura 

ar aris statikuri arsi, igi gangrZo­

badi procesia; normebi Semoqmedebi­

Tad gadaixedeba dRiTi dRe socialu­

ri urTierTqmedebis procesSi. isini, 

vinc iRebs monawileobas koleqtiur 

urTierTqmedebaSi, erTmaneTs udgebian 

molodinis kompleqsiT da realizacia 

imisa, rac gvelis Tanamimdevrulad 

adasturebs da aZlierebs  maT wesebs. 

am kuTxiT adamianebi yvela kulturul 

jgufSi mudmivad uWeren mxars erTma­

neTis mier dadgenil normebs, yoveli 

maTgani pasuxobs meore molodinis Se­

sabamisad. amgvarad, kultura aris komu­

nikaciis produqti. 

redfildis azriT, aucilebelia da­

vinaxoT movlenebi upirvelesad Signi­

dan da mxolod amis Semdeg SeiZleba 

mivideT maT garedan gagebamde, anu gage­

bamde garegnul kulturul konteqst­

Si. moTxovna `dainaxo sagani Signidan~ 

ekuTvnis kulturasac, mis matarebleb­

sac, romelTa fsiqologiis gagebac 

mkvlevarma unda SeZlos ise, TiTqos 

igi maT adgilzea. Kkulturis wevrs 

xom SeuZlia gaigos nebismieri  mate­

rialuri an aramaterialuri element­

ebis mniSvneloba absoluturad sxva da 

xSirad sruliad moulodneli saxiT. 

Tuki ar gaviziarebT kulturis matareb­

lis azrs, Cven SevcdebiT rogorc kul­

turis elementebis CamoyalibebaSi, aseve 

kulturis sistemis mTlianobaSi. 

amgvarad, roca vswavlobT Tems, ro­

gorc ekologiur sistemas, Cven aRvwerT 

mas sruliad sxvagvarad, vidre amas gaa­

keTebdnen Tavad Temis wevrebi, romelTac 

ar aqvT saqme ekologiis mecnierebasTan. 

Cven, mkvlevarebs, SegviZlia visaubroT 

Temze, rogorc ekologiur sistemaze 
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an rogorc socialur sistemaze, maSin 

roca am Temis wevrisaTvis igi aris misi 

naTesauri kavSirebis sistema, xolo 

Taviseburebebi misi Temisa axsnilia, 

rogorc naTesauri urTierTobis Ta­

viseburebebi. am kavSirebidan SeiZleba 

gamomdinareobdes mTeli misi faseulo­

baTa sistema da sakuTar Tavze, garSe­

momyofebze da gare samyaroze Sexed­

uleba.  eTnologma aucileblad unda 

daiwyos imiT, rom gaiazros, sad aris is 

wertili, saidanac mocemuli kulturis 

matarebeli uyurebs samyaros. 

imisTvis, rom Seiswavlo kultura, 

unda SevxedoT mas misi matareblis Tva­

liT da davinaxoT sxvadasxva elemente­

bis misTvis naTeli mniSvnelobebi, davi­

naxoT kavSirebi mis elementebs Soris 

ise, rogorc amas xedavs Tavad am kul­

turis matarebeli individi. mkvlevari 

unda mieCvios isaubros kulturaze im 

kategoriebiT, im aqcentebiT, im Tanmim­

devrobiT, rogorc amas akeTebs Tavad 

kulturis matarebeli. 

redfildi amtkicebs, rom ar arsebobs 

erTiani zogadnacionaluri `msoflios 

suraTi~. erT kulturaSi arsebobs ram­

denime kulturuli tradicia; kerZod, 

kulturuli tradicia skolebisa da taZ­

rebisa da tradicia soflis Temisa. Ses­

abamisad, sxvadasxva Temis tradiciebic 

sxvadasxvagvaria. 

robert redfildi iyenebs termins 

_saxalxo sazogadoeba im sazogadoe­

bebTan, romlebic arsebobda qalaqebis 

gaCenamde da aseve dRevandel sazoga­

doebebTan, romlebmac naklebi zegav­

lena ganicades Zlieri civilizaciebis 

mxridan. glexuri sazogadoeba aris 

pirveli saxalxo sazogadoeba, romelic 

Sevida kontaqtSi qalaqTan. urTierT­

simbiozi arsebobs glexsa da qalaqs 

Soris. glexi uzrunvelyofs qalaqs 

marcvleuliT da sxva produqtebiT da 

samagierod SeiZens maT nakeTobebs. 

redfildi Tvlida, rom arsebobs 

gansakuTrebuli glexuri cxovrebis 

stili, romelic gamoirCeva faseuloba­

Ta da normaTa sistemiT, rac SeiZleba 

aRmovaCinoT glexur TemebSi, msofli­

os sxvadasxva nawilSi. redfildma aR­

moaCina mravali mtkicebuleba erTnai­

ri cxovrebis stilis arsebobisa po­

lonel, Cinel, qurT da gvatemalel 

glexebSi. Ees koncepti, romelic akav­

Sirebs normebisa da faseulobebis gan­

sakuTrebul kompleqss ekonomikisa da 

cxovrebis wesis gansakuTrebul tipTan, 

uflebas gvaZlevs CavataroT kroskul­

turuli testireba. amasTan, redfil­

di wers sxvadasxva xalxebis glexTa 

msoflmxedvelobis gansxvavebebis Sesa­

xeb. kerZod, man aCvena, rogor gansxva­

vdeba glexebis damokidebuleba miwis 

mimarT. 

kliford girtcis mier 70-ian wlebSi 

gakeTebuli ganmartebiT, `msoflios su­

raTi~ warmoadgens mocemuli kulturis 

matareblisTvis damaxasiaTebel `su­

raTs imisa, rogor arseboben sagnebi... 

misi koncefcia bunebisa, sakuTari Ta­

visa da sazogadoebisa~. 

daskvna
amgvarad, `msoflios suraTis~ aRwera 

metwilad aris kvlevis meTodi. Tavad 

redfildic ki, zogjer `msoflios su­

raTis~ aRweras eZaxda ileTs, romlis 

daxmarebiTac eTnologs SeuZlia Sexe­

dos samyaros ucxomiwelis TvalebiT da 

gadasces maTi wesrigi, kategoriebi, maTi 

aqcentebi, anu mivides ama Tu im kul­

turis auTentur gagebamde. Tavis naS­

romebSi igi iswrafvoda gadmoeca sura­
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Ti, romelSic gamoxatulia konkretuli 

kognituri normebi ama Tu im xalxisa, 

misi filosofiuri warmodgenebi, eTi­

kuri da esTetiuri normebi, religiuri 

da mecnieruli mrwamsi. 

faseulobiTi midgomisagan gansxva­

vebiT `msoflios suraTis~ Seswavla 

gulisxmobs gansakuTrebul yuradRe­

bas kategoriebisadmi, romlebSic misi 

matarebeli aRwers sakuTar kulturas. 

Ees gulisxmobs kulturuli sistemebis 

mravalferovnebis aRiarebas. `msoflio 

suraTis~ Seswavla gulisxmobs mkvleva­

ris mier struqturaSi Canergvis meTo­

dis gamoyenebas, masze dakvirvebas Sig­

nidan, rac xsnis axal SesaZleblobebs 

kulturis gasagebad, misi centraluri 

da periferiuli elementebis, kulturu­

li cvlilebebis meqanizmebis gasagebad. 
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Abstract
The main direction of the 50s, which competed 

with the investigation of the values is the study of 
the “world picture” which initiated the development 
of cognitive anthropology. The conception of the 
“world picture” was formulated by Robert Redfield.  
According to him the “world picture” is the sight of 
the world creation which is characteristic to any na-
tion and is the consideration of community members 
about themselves and their actions, their activity in 
the world. The “world picture” differs from the cat-
egories like culture ethnos, ability to think, national 
character. The conception of the “world picture” 
implies first of all cognitive content - information 
about the means of cognition of the world by men. 
But practitioner researchers study mostly the results 
of the cognition rather than how people get to know 
the world.

Keywords: 
„world picture“, culture ethos, cosmology, on-

thology, ethno psychology, ethnographic abstract. 
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Резюме
Основным направлением 50-х годов ХХ века 

является изучение „картины мира“, в свою 
очередб, породила когнитивную антрополо-
гию. Концепцию „картина мира“ создал Роберт 
Редфильд и ассоциируется, первым долгом, с его 
именем. По редфильдскому изложению, „картина 
мира“ – это взгляд создания мира, который свой-
ственен той или иной нации, это представление 
член общества о самих себе, о своих деяниях, о 
своих активностях в мире. „Картина мира“ отли-
чается от таких категорий, какими являются этос 
культуры, навык мышления, национальный ха-
рактер. Концепция „картины мира“ подразуме-
вает, первым долгом, когнитивное содержание 
– информацию индивида о способах сознания 
окружающего мира.Но исследователи-практики, 
которые описывают картину мира, свойствен-
ную тому или иному народу, изучают не то, как 
сознает мир народ, а результаты этого сознания: 
космологические, онтологические, есхатологи-
ческие системы.

Ключевые слова: 
„Картина мира“, этос культуры, космология, 

онтология, этнопсихология, этнографическая аб-
стракция.
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reziume
statia exeba media-diskursis Tavise­

burebs, lingvistikur orazrovnebas, 

rac maSin iCens Tavs, roca sityvas, an 

gamonaTqvams ramdenime interpretacia 

SeiZleba miesadagos. media-diskursis 

mniSvnelovan maxasiaTeblebSi Sedis po­

lifoniuroba da kulturis gamoxatvis 

unari. Orazrovneba ki ara marto sityvis 

polisemiurobidan, aramed kulturu­

li sxvaobidan SeiZleba aRmocendes. 

gamonaTqvamis interpretacia eyrdnoba 

agreTve komunikantis intencias. mosau­

bre moqmedebs garkveuli semantikur-

pragmatikuli gegmiT, xolo Tanamosau­

bre, Cven SemTxvevaSi mkiTxveli an msme­

neli, axdens gamonaTqvamis interpreta­

cias enonsiaciis garemoebebidan gamom­

dinare. maSasadame, arsebobs garkveuli 

kooperacia mosaubres-enonsiatorsa da 

Tanamosaubres Soris, magram, Tu Tana­

mosaubre temporaluri da lokalu­

ri mniSvnelobiT daSorebulia, maSin 

kooperacia SeiZleba ar iyos warmateb­

uli. media-diskursebSi da interaqciul 

komunikaciaSi orazrovneba sasurvelia 

aRmoifxvras, an minimumamde iqnas day­

vanili, rac bevrad iqneba damokidebuli 

Jurnalistis intenciaze da msmenelis 

an mkiTxvelis momzadebis doneze ama Tu 

im sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT.

sakvanZo sityvebi:  
orazrovneba, kalamburebi, omonimia, 

polisemia, diskursi, polifoniuroba, 

evfemizmebi, enonsiacia, interaqcia, me­

diatizacia.

Sesavali
cnobilia wminda avgustines sityvebi, 

romelic ambobda “orazrovneba yvela 

sityvaSiao”. es faqti gonebas ki ar 

amuxruWebs, aramed mis dinamiur qmede­

bas ganapirobebs da es asea yvela sfer­

oSi. Cveni interesis sagani lingvisti­

kaa da aqedan gamomdinare, kvlevis sa­

gani lingvistikuri orazrovneba iqneba. 

upirveles yovlisa, gavixsenoT oraz­

rovnebis definicia universaluri le­

qsikonis mixedviT-lingvistikuri oraz­

rovneba maSinaa, roca sityvas an gam­

onaTqvams ramdenime interpretacia Sei­

Zleba miesadagos. es intuitiuri defi­

nicia Zalian farTea, amitom cdiloben 

lingvistikaSi daazuston da Semofar­

glon es ganmarteba.

ZiriTadi nawili 
orazrovnebebi tradiciulad miCneu­

lia rogorc SemTxveviTi enobrivi aras­

rulyofileba, rac safrTxes uqmnis ko­

munikacias. gamonaklisad SeiZleba mi­

viCnioT sityvaTa TamaSi, kalamburebi, 

rac piriqiT, mosaubris gonebis sisx­

arteze metyvelebs. Kklasikuri gage­

biT, omonimias polisemia upirispird­

eba, sadac problemad dgas enobrivi 

erTeulis, an raime konstruqciis Ri­

rebulebis identifikacia. generatiuli 

gramatikis mimdevrebi cdiloben poli­

semia omonimiis modelamde daiyvanon, 
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ris gamoc orazrovan gamonaTqvams im­

deni qvestruqtura miewereba, ramdeni 

interpretaciac aris SesaZlebeli. sxve­

bi ki, evropuli struqturalizmis mim­

devrebi, sxvadasxva interpretacias meo­

rexarisxovnad miiCneven ZiriTad Rireb­

ulebasTan mimarTebiT, rac TiToeuli 

niSnis an struqturis Sinaarss gansaz­

Rvravs, rasac SeiZleba axldes gauge­

broba, rasac Tavis mxriv moxsnis, an ver 

moxsnis diskursi. maSasadame, dapirisp­

ireba orazrovansa da bundovans Soris, 

omonimiasa da polisemias Soris ufro 

zogadad ki, erTaderT mniSvnelobasa da 

mravalmniSvnelovnebas Soris ar aris 

absoluturi xasiaTis. amitom, oraz­

rovneba ver daiyvaneba marginalur Sem­

TxveviTobaTa simravled, is ufro enis 

sistemis Tanmdev Tvisebad warmoCndeba, 

rac ver vnebs adamianTa Soris komuni­

kacias, aramed am komunikacias aniWebs 

spontanurad fardobiT xasiaTs. 

marTalia es azri didad sayuradRe­

boa, mainc saWiroa diskurss moexsnas 

orazrovneba, raTa uproblemo komunika­

cia Sedges, rom Tavidan aviciloT yve­

la saxis gaugebroba, rasac marTla Seu­

Zlia diskursis zusti aRqma Seaferxos. 

problemis Tavidan asacileblad dis­

kursis farTo konteqsti unda miviRoT 

mxedvelobaSi.

fukos da adamis TvalsazrisiT dis­

kursuli materialobis cvlileba 

iwvevs azris ryevas. Tumca, aqve gvax­

sendeba matie gideris azri, romelic 

miiCnevs, rom aranairi midgoma sakiTx­

isadmi ar aris amomwuravi, rom amgvari 

damokidebulebebi erTmaneTs avseben. 

Jurnalisturi, anu media-diskursi gan­

sxvavdeba sxva tipis diskursebisagan, 

magram isic SeiZleba iyos orazrovani. 

erTi Jurnalisti werda inglisSi mim­

dinare erT-erT safexburTo Cempio­

natze, rom am qveyanaSi naxa `saocari 

Rrublebi~. am fraziT mas surda eTqva, 

rom inglisSi ar iyo mziani amindi, 

Tanac gagvaxsena bodleris saocari 

leqsi `saocari Rrublebi~. am fraziT 

Jurnalistma gamoxata Tavisi damokide­

buleba inglisuri amindis mimarT,  mas 

ar moewona Rrubliani amindi, an gamox­

ata ironia inglisuri amindis mimarT. 

albaT ufro ironiaa amiT gamoxatuli, 

radgan fexburTis matCis dros sasurve­

lia iyos mziani dRe da ara wvima da 

Rrublebi. anu orazrovneba SeiZleba 

figurirebdes ara mxolod literatu­

rul diskursSi, aramed Jurnalistur 

diskursSic. nebismier verbalur dis­

kursSi, zepiri iqneba Tu werilobiTi, 

SeiZleba iyos orazrovani elementebi. 

cxadia, orazrovneba mxolod poetur 

teqstSi ar moiZebneba. apriori SeiZleba 

iTqvas, rom mxolod maTematikur dis­

kursebSi ar aris orazrovneba. idea­

luri iqneboda iuridiuli Sinaarsis 

mqone diskursebSic rom ar yofiliyo 

orazrovneba, magram araerTxel gagvig­

ia, rom erTi da igive sakanonmdeblo 

teqsti ramdenime interpretaciis wyaro 

SeiZleba gaxdes. Cveni postulati iqneba 

is, rom TiTqmis yvela diskursi Seicavs 

orazrovnebis moments, ris gasafanta­

vadac msmenelis an mkiTxvelis mxri­

dan yuradRebis koncentraciaa saWiro, 

magram amasTanave teqstis da konteqs­

tis miRma, interaqciaSi myof pirs unda 

hqondes enciklopediuri codnac, rac 

aris damxmare saSualeba orazrovnebis 

aRmosafxvrelad. 

dRes mxatvrul literaturaze me­

tad gazeTebs kiTxuloben, xolo ze­

pir mediaSi ufro yoveldRiur ambebs 

gadmoscemen an aanalizeben. gamomdi­

nare sayovelTao didi interesidan, 

Cvens garkveul yuradRebas ipyrobs Ju­
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rnalisturi diskursi, romelsac media-

diskursi SeiZleba vuwdoT da romelic 

Tavis TavSi gaaerTianebs rogorc weri­

lobiT, ase zepir diskurss. Tumca, aqve 

aRvniSnavT, rom telediskursi sakmaod 

gansxvavdeba sagazeTo diskursisagan. 

Ppirveli ufro Tamami da gabedulia, 

xolo meore _ ufro TavSekavebuli. mar­

Talia sakmaod mkafioa gansxvaveba mx­

atvrul diskurssa da media diskurss 

Soris, magram ar unda dagvaviwydes, rom 

didi mwerlebi xSirad Jurnalistikidan 

modian, yvelam icis Tu rogor mniSvnelo­

van reportaJebs qmnidnen Jozef keseli 

da alber kamiu. cnobilia, rom balzaki 

da zolac muSaobdnen JurnalistikaSi. 

Mmagram ukve meoce saukunis meore naxev­

ridan Jurnalistika uars ambobs am mem­

kvidreobaze da ukve specializebuli 

diskursebis vulgarizacias eweva. 

Jurnalisturi diskursis mTavari 

maxasiaTebelia polifoniuroba da kul­

turis gamoxatvis unari. orazrovneba 

ki ara marto sityvis polisemiurob­

dan, aramed kulturuli sxvaobidan Sei­

Zleba aRmocendes. `saocari Rrublebi~ 

amis mkafio magaliTia. aRsaniSnavia, 

rom sxvadasxva qveyanaSi terorizmze da 

omze Seqmnili werilobiTi Tu zepiri 

diskursebi wylis ori wveTiviT hgvanan 

erTmaneTs, rac SeiZleba iTqvas, koleq­

tiuri mexsierebis damsaxurebaa, radgan 

terorizmisa da omis xati, romelic 

Seqmnilia mediis wyalobiT saerToa 

dasavluri samyarosaTvis da ara marto 

aq, rac iwvevs imas, rom misi amsaxveli 

mediadiskursebi erTmaneTs hgavs. magram, 

mniSvnelovania sxvadasxvaenovan medi­

adiskursebs Soris arsebuli gansxvave­

ba, rasac ganapirobebs gansxvaveba isto­

riebs, sociokulturul konteqstebsa 

da Jurnalistur saqmianobaTa Soris. 

albaT am gansxvavebis Sedegia is, rom 

erTi da igive movlena sxvadasxva me­

diadiskursSi sxvadasxvanairad SeiZle­

ba warmoCndes. TvalSisacemia teledis­

kursis gansxvaveba werilobiTi Jurnal­

isturi diskursisagan. telediskursi 

sadisturic kia zogjer, werilobiT 

diskursisgan gansxvavebiT, magaliTad, 

mTelma msofliom naxa pirdapir eTer­

Si sadam huseinis sikvdiliT dasja. es 

cota gaugebaria, radgan igive dasavlu­

ri presa, rogorc aRvniSneT, konkre­

tuli movlenis aRwerisas evfemizmebs 

iyenebda, rac albaT imiT SeiZleba aixs­

nas, rom dasavleTs arCeuli aqvs frTx­

ili politika. 

natali garikis azriT, gamonaTqvami 

gadmoscems zustad imas, rasac gamo­

xatavs an imaze mets, rasac gamoxatavs. 

aseT dros saqme exeba implicitur Si­

naarss. magaliTSi `fuls bedniereba 

aRar moaqvs~ _ ori implicituri Si­

naarsi fiqsirdeba: erTi savaraudo da 

erTic _ nagulisxmevi. savaraudo iqne­

ba-`iyo dro, roca fuls bedniereba mo­

hqonda~, xolo nagulisxmevi _ `Sen unda 

isiamovno~. gamonaTqvami interpretacia 

eyrdnoba intenciis cnebas. 

imisaTvis, rom enonsiatoris, anu mo­

saubris intencia naTeli gaxdes Tanamo­

saubrisaTvis, unda arsebobdes koopera­

cia maT Soris, rac warmatebuli iqneba 

maSin, Tu mosaubreebs daaxloebiT erT­

nairi kulturuli done eqnebaT.  

daskvna
Jurnalisturi diskursi interaqcia­

Sia im movlenasTan, romelic icvleba 

Zlieri mediatizaciis Sedegad da aqe­

dan gamomdinare, kargavs pirvelad Rire­

bulebas. ismis kiTxva, orazrovneba xom 

ar aris politikuri Sinaarsis Jurnal­

isturi diskursis sagani, imisTvis, rom 
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gamiznulad warmoiSvas orazrovneba, 

radgan SiSveli simarTle albaT saxi­

faToa? aqve Cndeba sruliad uCveulo 

kiTxva, xom ar aris Jurnalisturi dis­

kursi poeturi teqstis msgavsi, radgan 

orive savsea orazrovnebiT? aramc da 

aramc, radgan poeturi orazrovneba 

lamazia da sasiamovno, imitom,  rom is 

esTetur Rirebulebas warmoadgens, rac 

warmoudgenelia politikuri, Jurnal­

isturi diskursisaTvis. orazrovnebis 

Tavidan asacileblad unda vicodeT si­

tyvis polisemia, omonimia da unda vic­

nobdeT farTe konteqsts da gvqondes 

enciklopediuri ganaTleba, rom Ta­

vidan aviciloT is gaugebrobebi, rac 

orazrovnebas SeiZleba mohyves. 
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Abstract
The paper deals with the peculiarities of the me-

dia discourse, one of the most important characteris-
tics of which is linguistic ambiguity occurring when 
a word or a statement can have some relevant in-
terpretations. Important characteristics of the media 
discourse contain polyphony and the ability of ex-
pressing culture. Ambiguity can arise not only from 
the polysemy of a word but from cultural difference 
as well. An interpretation of a statement is also based 
on an intention of a communicant. A conversation-
alist comes to a certain final by his/her talk, i.e. s/
he acts according to a certain semantic-pragmatic 
plan. A co-conversationalist, in our case a reader or 
a listener interprets the statement according to what 
s/he thinks resulting from the circumstances of an-
nunciation. Consequently, there is a kind of coop-
eration between a conversationalist-annunciator and 
a co-conversationalist. But if a co-conversationalist 
is separated by time and space, cooperation can’t be 
successful.  Ambiguity is desired to be eradicated or 
minimized in media discourses and interactive com-
munication but it will depend on a journalist’s inten-
tion and the education level of a listener or a reader 
concerning the question being discussed.

Keywords: 
puns, homonymy, polysemy, discourse, media 

discourse, polyphony, euphemisms, штеукфсешщт, 
annunciation.
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Своеобразие медия дискурса
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Резюме
Статья касается своеобразия медия дискур-

са, одна из характеризующихся черт является 
лингвистическая  двусмысленность, которая 
проявляется в тех случаях, когда слову или вы-
ражению можно дать несколько интерпрета-
ций. Маркерами медия дискурса являются по-
лифоничность и навык выявления культуры. 
Двусмысленность исходит не только из поли
семии слова, а также из культурной разницы. 
Интерпретация выражения опирается также на 

интенцию коммуникации. Собеседник руковод-
ствуется т. н. семантико-прагматическим пла-
ном, а ответчик, в нашем случае читатель или 
слушатель, производит интепретацию сказан-
ного, исходя из обстоятельств энонсиации. Это 
означает, что существует кооперация между со-
беседником-энонсиатором и собеседником-слу-
шателем, но если один из собеседников вдали от 
другого, в темпоральном и локальном смысле, то 
кооперация может быть безуспешной. В медия 
дискурсах и в интерактивных коммуникациях 
двусмысленность должна быть доведена до ми-
нимума, что во многом связана с интенцией жур-
налиста и уровнем подготовки слушателя или 
читателя в связи с тем или иным вопросом.

Ключевые слова: 
двусмысленность, каламбуры, омонимия, по-

лисемия, дискурс, медия дискурс, полифонич-
ность, эвфемизмы, энонсиация, интеракция.
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Abstract
The need to demonstrate integral and differenti-

ating markers of mental structures (knowledge rep-
resentation structures) and the language structure is 
increasingly felt in the modern linguistic research. 
Cognitive linguistics still has a number of controver-
sial issues regarding the relation between the concept 
and means of its objectification in language. The ex-
istence of some kind of a link between the language 
system and the conceptual system is evident. Seman-
tics can best serve as such a link. A semantic item 
corresponding to a specific lexical item has two sets 
of references: one to the conceptual system and the 
other – to the lexical system. Semantic knowledge 
is a type of conceptual knowledge used to lexicalize 
various aspects of a concept. 

Keywords:
Semantic field, semantic frame, conceptual sys-

tem, semantic system

Introduction 
As a rule, any scientific problem in the process of 

analysis is considered within the relevant scientific 
paradigm. The history of linguistics proves that re-
search methods and paradigms shift.

In the history of linguistics occurred gradual shift 
of paradigms though “historical paradigm” called 
systemic structural paradigm, continues to function 
together with the dominant paradigm. Systemic-

structural paradigm coexists with cognitive para-
digm. Coexistence of the mentioned paradigms en-
sures effective decoding of the content encoded in 
the content-based unit. 

Every successive stage of linguistic thought is 
not a direct denial of the previous paradigm. It im-
plies this paradigm as its precursor. Anthropocentric 
principle has become dominant in linguistics. An-
thropocentrism has evolved into the core principle 
of humanitarian thought. However, all depends on 
how a human being views himself. History is a suc-
cession of world-views. The history of linguistics 
comprises historical, physiological, systematic and 
social paradigms. In the 20th century both system-
atic and social paradigms were based on the semiotic 
paradigm. The basic idea of the systematic paradigm 
is that a language is a system where all the elements 
are interrelated. The social paradigm focuses on the 
social nature of the language. For this reason Ferdi-
nand de Saussure excluded speech from his research 
as he believed it to be an individual act. This shows 
the importance of the idea defining the paradigm. 
The semiotic paradigm treats language as a sign sys-
tem to be learned as a unity of signs. 

Main body
Every system does not only comprise a number 

of elements but is also a part of a larger system or 
systems. Both these characteristics determine the es-
sence and structure of a system. Applying this gen-
eral postulate to the language we can conclude the 
following: the essence and structure of the language 
as a system are determined by both its elements and 
the fact that it is an integral part of human (anthro-
pologic) reality. 

The inner relation of cognitive linguistic para-
digm to the previous linguistic paradigms and spe-
cifically to the concept of energy shapes the modern 
linguistic thought. 

According to the concept of energy the language 
connects a man to the universe. Language is the syn-
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thesis of a human being and the universe. Therefore 
modern linguistics maintains its inner connection 
with the previous linguistic paradigms, specifically 
with systemic-semiotic paradigm, at the same time 
offering its new interpretation. 

The study of sign systems opens up plenty of op-
portunities to conceive hierarchy of systems as well 
as the social and historic roots of certain cultures. 
The language symbolically conveys subconscious 
intentions of national or individual mentality. There-
fore Semiotics includes in its research mental and 
cultural contexts in which the sign system originated 
and developed. 

The language contains the sense. The thesis that 
the language is a “communicabilization” of the real-
ity, comprises fundamental theses on culture, man 
and reality in general. 

Mental categories and forms of various nations 
require appropriate forms of linguistic represen-
tation. The semantic structure of the language is a 
linguistic representation of the universe, i.e. the spe-
cific – national perception of our physical and psy-
chological environment. 

Any system is determined by its elements. Isolat-
ing the word from the system implies the possibility 
of making the system of some elements. This ap-
proach to the language system implies the following 
point of view: any system represents the sum of ele-
ments. This approach differs from the true systemic 
approach. True systemic approach sounds absolutely 
different: 

The need for describing lexical-semantic phe-
nomena made obvious the necessity of developing 
the methods for analyzing content-sphere of the 
language. These methods should be developed con-
sidering the fact that content-sphere of the language 
represents the system of interconnected and interre-
lated elements. The method of constructing the lin-
gual field appeared to be the relevant one. The men-
tioned method meets all the requirements typical of 
the systemic approach to the language. 

All linguists recognize the fact that the structure 
of the lingual field is heterogeneous, in other words, 

gradual. Graduality of the filed structure reveals in 
the variety of semantic relation existing between ele-
ments, more precisely, graduality of the filed struc-
ture reveals in the existence of dominant segments 
(centre, transitional sphere and periphery) in the 
field structure.

While analyzing lexical-semantic system of the 
language it is sometimes possible to describe the 
system using different terms. One and the same phe-
nomenon is often described using different terms 
and rules. This fact doesn’t mean that one of the de-
scriptions is more correct, more relevant to the real-
ity than the other one. The thing is that if analysis 
is carried out in a proper way than all the descrip-
tion are correct and acceptable. While evaluating de-
scriptions we should define which of them is correct 
and acceptable, expedient to the existing intention. 
Different intentions require different descriptions. 

Any lexical unit can be viewed in two differ-
ent dimensions - conceptual and lexical systems. 
Semantic knowledge represents special type of the 
conceptual knowledge. Different aspects of any con-
cept are lexicalized by means of the mentioned type 
of the knowledge. 

The basic notion of the energetic conception is 
energy. Any language is the synthesis of the human 
and the universe. Thus, modern linguistics maintains 
the inner link with the previous linguistic paradigms, 
especially with the systemic-semiotic paradigm. 
It should be also mentioned that modern linguistic 
paradigm gives new interpretation of the mentioned 
paradigm. 

Semantics is not the mechanical agglomeration 
of semes. It is a complex system viewed as a net of 
interconnected and interdependent lexical units.

This type of interconnectedness and interdepen-
dence creates lexila-semantic field with its nuclear 
and peripheral segments (centre, transitional zone 
and periphery).

According to the systemic-semiotic approach to 
the language the universe is segmented by lingual 
fields. The character (graduality/non-graduality) of 
the structure of the lexical-semantic field is condi-
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tioned by the type of semantic relations between the 
field elements. These relations differ in the “power” 
of maintaining the content represented by the word-
identificator of the lexical-semantic field. The power 
of maintaining the content designs specific configu-
ration of the content-based unit.

The type of semantic relations between the ele-
ments of the center is considered to be the strongest 
connection between the elements. The type of se-
mantic relations between the elements of the tran-
sitional zone is considered to be weaker connection 
between the elements. Some types of semantic rela-
tions typical of the field periphery are not anamnes-
tic for the content-based unit.

Differentiating between conceptual and semantic 
spaces is of the actual problems of modern linguis-
tics. Concepts exist in the form of conceptual im-
ages, charts, notions, frames and scenarios. 

Semantic-cognitive approach to the language 
system implies �������������������������������������    identification of the relation exist-
ing between the language semantics and the nation’s 
concept-sphere. It should be mentioned that the con-
cept-sphere is variable in time and space.

Cognition is the power organizing the process of 
generating thoughts and regulationg the use of con-
crete meanings within the borders of the culture. Co-
gnition makes these meanings anamnestic for all re-
presentatives of the culture. Anamnesy results in the 
conventional nature of the language. The problem of 
knowledge represenatation is associated with the so-
cial and cultural experience of the human. 

The immense part of the nation’s conceptual 
spaces is manifested in the semantic space. This fact 
makes semantic space one of the fundamental issues 
of cognitive linguistic research. 

The concept is considered in the prism of lan-
guage meaning as its objectivation in the language 
is possible only by means of language meanings. In 
some sense, semantic space and concept-sphere are 
two identic phenomena - both of them are associa-
ted with the process of thinking. The main difference 
between the semantic space and concept-sphere lies 
in the following fact: language meaning (quantum of 
semantic space) is linked to the lingual sign, while 

the concept (element of the concept-sphere) is not 
linked to the lingual sign. Ddealing with the analysis 
of the concept-sphere the following regularity gives 
evidence: concept-sphere could be (or could not be) 
expressed by the lingual sign. 

Conclusion
Lexical-semantic field is an inventory of ele-

ments, connected through hierarchic semantic rela-
tions. This hierarchy results in the graduality of the 
field structure, more precisely, it results in the ex-
istence of dominant segments (with respect to one 
another and to the field word-identificator) – cen-
tre, transitional sphere and periphery - in the field 
structure. The lingual expression of graduality of 
the word-identificator’s content is its dynamism. We 
consider the word-identificator to be dynamic if it 
changes its value, i.e. the status of the main compo-
nent of meaning in the semantic structure of some 
field elements. Semantic frames are based on the 
individual, lingual, historical, cultural and social 
knowledge, in other words, frames are constructed 
on the basis of recurring experiences. The basic idea 
is that one cannot understand the meaning of a single 
word without access to all the essential knowledge 
that relates to that word. Thus, a word activates, or 
evokes, a frame of semantic knowledge relating to 
the specific concept it refers to.
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reziume
Tanamedrove lingvistikur kvleveb­

Si sul ufro sagrZnobi xdeba menta­

luri struqturebis (codnis reprezen­

taciis struqturebis) da enis struqtu­

ris integraluri da diferencialuri 

markerebis gamovlenis aucilebloba. 

kognitur lingvistikaSi dRemde arse­

bobs diskusiur sakiTxTa wyeba, romelic 

ukavSirdeba konceptsa da misi enobrivi 

gamoxatulebis obieqtivizacias Soris 

arsebul mimarTebas. aSkaraa, rom eno­

briv sistemasa da konceptualur siste­

mas Soris arsebobs kavSiri. aRniSnuli 

kavSiris funqciis Sesruleba yvelaze 

ukeT semantikas ZaluZs. semantikur er­

Teuls, romelic Seesabameba konkretul 

leqsikur erTeuls, gaaCnia mimarTebaTa 

ori sxvadasxva mimarTuleba, romelTa­

gan erTi konceptualuri sistemaa, meo­

re ki – leqsikuri sistema. semantikuri 

codna warmoadgens konceptualuri 

codnis saxeobas, ramdenadac swored 

misi meSveobiT leqsikalizdeba koncep­

tis sxvadasxva aspeqti.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
semantikuri veli, semantikuri fre­

imi, konceptualuri sistema, semantikuri 

sistema.

Проблемы дифференциации  
концептуального и семантического 

пространства языка
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E-mail: tamunakvernadze@yahoo.com

Резюме
В современных лингвистических исследо-

ваниях все более ощутима необходимость вы-
явления интегральных и дифференциальных 
маркеров ментальных структур (структур репре-
зентаций знания) и языковых структур.��������� ��������В когни-
тивной лингвистике существует ряд дискусси-
онных вопросов, которые связаны с проблемой 
объективных языковых манифестации концепта. 
Связь между языковой и концептуальной систе-
мами очевидна. Посредством этой связи может 
появиться семантическая единица, которая соот-
ветствует конкретной лексической единице, име-
ет два направления соотношения. Первая – это 
концептуальная система, а вторая – это лексиче-
ская система. Семантическое знание представля-
ет собой вид концептуального знания, поскольку 
именно при помощи этого знания лексикализу-
ются разные аспекты концепта.

Ключевые слова:
Семантическое поле, семантический фрейм, 

концептуальная система, семантическая система.
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reziume
yvelasaTvis cnobilia, rom diaqro­

niul kvlevas gansakuTrebuli mniSvne­

loba TanxmovnebTan eniWeba, radgan 

swored konsonantebi da konsonanturi 

kompleqsebi warmoadgenen sityvis xer­

xemals, rac aris sawindari imisa, rom 

saukuneebis Semdeg SevZloT sityvis 

etimonis povna da misi evoluciis sru­

li suraTis aRdgena.

TanxmovanTa kompleqsebis diaqro­

niuli kvleva CavatareT garsia de die­

gos, gomes de silvas da korominasis 

etimologiuri leqsikonebis monacemeb­

ze dayrdnobiT. naSromSi gamoyenebu­

li gvaqvs espaneTis samefo akademiis 

monacemebic. etimologiuri leqsikone­

bis garda, vixelmZRvaneleT cnobili 

espaneli Tu araespaneli lingvistebis 

naSromebiT, romlebic Seiqmna Zvel teq­

stebze ganxorcielebuli lingvistiku­

ri dakvirvebebis Sedegad. 

diaqroniuli kvlevis dros Seviswav­

leT rogorc Tavkiduri, ise Sualedu­

ri TanxmovanTjgufebi da davadgineT, 

Tu romeli fonetikuri transforma­

ciebi iyo damaxasiaTebeli ama Tu im 

kombinaciisaTvis.F

sakvanZo sityvebi:
Tavkiduri da Sualeduri konsonan­

turi kompleqsebi, binaruli da poli­

konsonanturi TanxmovanTjgufebi, pala­

talizacia, sonorizacia, vokalizacia, 

sinkopa, epenTezisi, metaTezisi.

Sesavali
espanuri ena, sxva romanuli enebis 

msgavsad, laTinuridan momdinareobs, 

rac ganapirobebs im faqts, rom kasti­

liuri enisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli kon­

sonanturi kompleqsebis etimoni la­

Tinuri enis leqsikaSi unda movZebnoT. 

Catarebulma kvlevam gvaCvena, rom la­

Tinuri enis konsonanturi kompleqsebis 

erTi nawili mdgradobis maRali maCve­

nebliT gamoirCeva, ris gamoc konsonan­

turi kombinaciebi varirebas ar eqvemde­

barebian arc etimoni da arc derivati 

enis doneze. Tumca, laTinuri enis kon­

sonanturi kompleqsebis meore nawili 

varirebisaken aris midrekili da cvli­

lebebs eqvemdebareba enis evoluciis sx­

vadasxva etapze (SesaZloa, dafiqsirdes 

igive kompleqsebis mdgradobac). swored 

varirebad kombinaciebs exeba statia, sa­

dac gaanalizebulia yvela is foneti­

kuri procesi, romelic TanxmovanTjgu­

febis varirebasTan aris dakavSirebuli.

ZiriTadi nawili

Tavkiduri laTinuri kompleqsebi es­

panur vokabulaSi ZiriTadad stabilu­

ria. Tumca, xSirad fiqsirdeba iseTi 

SemTxvevebi, roca erTi da igive komple­

qsi zog sityvaSi mdgradia, zog sityva­

Si ki varirebas eqvemdebareba. swored am 

tipis kombinaciebSi SeviyvaneT Semdegi 

konsonanturi jgufebi: /bl-/, /fl-/, /gl-/, /kl-/, 
/pl-/, /pr-/. 
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TavkiduriKkonsonanturi kompleqsebi­

dan or kombinacias stabilurobasTan 

erTad kompleqsis gamartiveba axasia­

Tebs. magaliTad, /bl-/ kompleqsi, rome­

lic gvxvdeba berZnuli Ziris laTinur 

blastimāre-Si, espanur enaSi gvaZlevs la-
stimar-s ‛zianis miyeneba’, laT. glatīre ki, 
sadac Tavkiduri binaruli kompleqsi 

/g/ da /l/ fonemebiT aris warmodgenili, 

transformirda rogorc esp. latir ʽgulis 

cemaʼ.
gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs Sem­

degi sami konsonanturi kompleqsi, ro­

melTa palatalizaciac espanuri enis 

istoriaSi dafiqsirebuli erT-erTi 

yvelaze mniSvnelovani fonetikuri va­

rirebaa. Tavkiduri /fl-/, /kl-/, /pl-/ kom­

pleqsebi araerTi mecnierisaTvis aris 

kvlevis obieqti. maT Sorisaa r. feni, 

romelic varaudobs, rom CamoTvlili 

konsonanturi kompleqsebis meore ele­

mentis palatalizaciisaken midrekileba 

jer kidev romis imperiis ramdenime regi­

onSi gavrcelebul xalxur laTinurSi 

dafiqsirda. Tumca, Tavkiduri /fl-/, /kl-/, /
pl-/ kompleqsebis evolucia pireneis naxe­

varkunZulze gavrcelebuli laTinuris 

kastiliur dialeqtSi dasrulebul sa­

xes mxolod mogvianebiT iRebs: flamma → 
/fʎama/ → /ʎama/ ʽaliʼ (grafikulad: lla-
ma), clamāre → /kʎamar/ → /ʎamar/ ʽdaZaxebaʼ 
(grafikulad: llamar), plorāre → /pʎorar/ → 
llorar ‛tirili’ (grafikulad: llorar) . aqve 
unda aRiniSnos, rom ramdenime sityvaSi /

pl-/ kompleqsma evoluciis gansxvavebuli 

gza ganvlo, rac kargad gamoCnda laT. 

pluteus-is espanuri ekvivalentis moZiebi­

sas: esp. choza ‛qoxi’. savaraudod, pireneis 
naxevarkunZulze gavrcelebuli enebidan 

igi pirvelad laTinuri enis galisiur 

dialeqtSi gadavida, sadac Cveuli mov­

lena iyo /pl/ kompleqsidan afrikatis mi­

Reba, galisiuridan ki damkvidrda kasti­

liur enaSi [6].

CamoTvlili konsonanuri kompleqse­

bi sainteresoa mdgradobis Tvalsazri­

siTac. TanxmovanTa jgufebis stabilu­

roba fiqsirdeba saliteraturo laTi­

nuridan gavrcelebul sityvebSi, espan­

urSi katalanuris gavliT damkvidre­

bul vokabulebsa (rogorc viciT, kata­

lanur enaSi ar dafiqsirda palatali­

zaciis movlena) da bolo saukuneSi mi­

Rebul anglicizmebsa da galicizmebSi: 

laT. flore → esp. flor ʽyvaviliʼ, laT. pla-
tea → katal. plaça → esp. plaza ʽmoedaniʼ, ing. 
club → esp. club ʽklubiʼ, fr. cliché → esp. cli-
sé ʽkliSeʼ da sxv. aRniSnuli kompleqsebi 

gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs leqsiku­

ri dubletebis SemTxvevaSi, rac kargad 

gamoCnda laT. plenus-is evoluciis kvlevi­

sas. Ees ukanaskneli espanur enaSi or vo­

kabulas warmoqmnis: xalxuri laTinuris 

gziT gavrcelebis SemTxvevaSi fiqsirde­

ba palatalizacia da viRebT esp. lleno-s 
ʽsavseʼ, saliteraturo gziT gavrcelebi­

sas ki viRebT esp. pleno-s ʽSuaʼ.
rac Seexeba /pr-/ konsonantur kom­

pleqss, varirebis SemTxvevaSi aRniS­

nuli kompleqsiT dawyebul sityvebSi, 

yru okluzivis gamJRereba fiqsirdeba: 

laT.  prunu(m) → esp.  bruno ‛Savi qliavi’. 
rogorc mkvlevarebi, maT Soris a. kilis 

moralesi, weren, sonorizaciis movlena 

keltur enasTan aris dakavSirebuli.Aam 

daskvnas isini akeTeben pireneis naxevar­

kunZulis (da ara marto) keltebiT da­

saxlebul regionebSi aRmoCenil warwe­

rebze dayrdnobiT, sadac laTinuri si­

tyvebi gamJRerebuli yru TanxmovnebiT 

gamoirCevian [4].

gacilebiT mravalferovania Suale­

duri kombinaciebis istoria, sadac gvx­

vdeba rogorc mxolod varirebuli kom­

binaciebi, ise iseTi jgufebic, romel­

Tac zog sityvaSi mdgradoba SeinarCu­

nes, zogSi ki varirebas daeqvemdebarnen. 
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varirebadi kombinaciebi, romlebic Zi­

riTadad geminatiT arian warmodgenil­

ni, espanur enaSi gamartivebuli formiT 

gadadian. aRsaniSnavia, rom geminatebi 

mdgradobas arc laTinuri enis doneze 

inarCunebdnen, radgan maTi ZiriTadi na­

wili miRebulia laTinur konsonantur 

kompleqsTan dafiqsirebuli regresuli 

asimilaciis Sedegad. swored am tipis 

evolucia dafiqsirda esp. siete-sa ‛Svidi’ 
da esp. oso-s ‛daTvi’ etimologiis kvle­

visas.Ppirveli vokabula momdinareobs 

laT. sĕtte-dan, romlis arqaul forma­

sac warmoadgens laT. sĕptem, xolo meore 
sityva miviReT laT. osso-dan, romlis ar­

qaul variantsac warmoadgens laT. ŭrsum.
Sualeduri konsonanturi kompleq­

sebis garkveuli nawili espanur enaSi 

gadasvlisas varirebas eqvemdebareba. 

Tumca, igive kombinaciebi rig sityvebSi 

mdgradobasac inarCuneben. varireba­

di kombinaciebi xSirad or sruliad 

gansxvavebul transformacias ganicdi­

an. varirebis araerTi magaliTi gvaqvs 

laTinur /-gr-/, /-kr-/, /-lb-/ kombinaciebTan. 

pirveli TanxmovanTjgufi martivde­

ba kompleqsis pirveli elementis da­

kargviT, meore kombinacia aseve pirve­

li Tanxmovnis sonorizacias ganicdis, 

mesame kompleqsTan ki konsonantis vo­

kalizacia da vokalizaciis Sedegad 

warmoqmnili difTongis monofTongi­

zacia fiqsirdeba. aRniSnuli foneti­

kuri transformaciebi kargad Cans Sem­

deg laTinur sityvebTan: laT. pigrĭtia → 

esp. pereza ʽsizarmaceʼ, laT. sacrātus → esp. 
sagrado ʽwmindaʼ, laT.  balbus → esp.  bobo 
(Sualeduri forma: baubo) ʽsuleliʼ. va­

rirebis TiTo-TiTo saxeoba dafiqsir­

da /-mp-/   da /-nd-/ kompleqsebTanac, sadac 

pirveli kombinacia Tanxmovnis metaTe­

zisis Sedegad xdeba samelementiani, /-nd-
/ kompleqsi ki konsonantis epenTezisis 

Sedegad transformirdeba samelementi­

an kompleqsad: laT.  sĕmper → esp. siemp-
re ‛yovelTvis’, laT. lĕndis → esp. liendre 
‛wili, tilis kvercxi’ da a.S.

varirebas ganicdian Semdegi konso­

nanturi kompleqsebic: /-gn-/, /-kl-/, /-kt-/, 
/-mb-/, /-nt-/. Tumca, CamoTvlil kombina­

ciebTan ori sxvadasxva saxis varire­

ba fiqsirdeba. pirveli kombinacia xan 

martivdeba da darCenili erTi fonema 

ucvleli formiT gadadis, xan ki mar­

tivdeba, magram nazaluri Tanxmovani pa­

latalizirebuli formiT mkvidrdeba 

espanur enaSi: laT.  cognōcĕre → esp.  co-
nocer ʽcnoba, codnaʼ, laT. lĭgna → esp. 
leña ʽSeSaʼ.  rogorc Cans, am ukanaskne­

lis evolucia winmswrebma palatalur­

ma xmovanma gamoiwvia: [ligna] → [lei̯na] → 

[leɲa]. 
meore kombinaciasTan ZiriTadad yru 

okluzivis sonorizacia fiqsirdeba: 

laT. (berZnuli ZiriT) eclŏga → esp. égloga 
ʽeklogaʼ. magram ramdenime sityvaSi Seg­
vxvda velaruli yru frikativis warmo­

qmnac, rac kargad gamoCnda esp. ojo-sTan, 

romelic miviReT laT. ŏc(ŭ)lu(m)-dan 
evoluciis sakmaod rTuli gzis gavlis 

Semdeg: [ɔkʹlu] → [ɔi̯lo] → [oʎo] → [oӡo] → [oʃo] 
→ [oxo]. 

rac Seexeba mesame kompleqss, /kt/ kom­
binacia xan martivdeba, xan ki sruliad 

gansxvavebul fonemas gvaZlevs. swored 

varirebis meore saxeoba dafiqsirda 

laT. lacte(m)-Si, romelmac evoluciis 

Semdegi gza ganvlo: pirveli marcvlis 

(romelic amavdroulad maxvilian mar­

cvals warmoadgens) bolo fonemam, ro­

melic velaruli yru okluziviT aris 

warmodgenili, ganicada vokalizacia da 

mogvca [ai̯] difTongi. warmoqmnilma iod­

ma ki gavlena moaxdina ara marto winms­

wreb xmovanze, romelic daxurulobis 

xarisxis gazrdis Sedegad e-d trans­

formirda, aramed momdevno konsonant­

zec da dentaluri yru okluzivi pala­
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talur yru afrikatad gadaaqcia: lacte(m) 
→ [lakte] → [lai̯te] → [leʧe] (esp. leche ̔ rZeʼ). kom­
pleqsi ar eqvemdebareba am tipis vari­

rebas maSin, roca mas i xmovani uswrebs 
win: laT. frictus → esp. frito ʽSemwvariʼ. 

erT-erTi yvelaze gavrcelebuli kom­

pleqsia /mb/   kombinacia, romelic es­

panur enaSi gadasvlisas xan martivde­

ba, xan ki polikonsonanturad trans­

formirdeba. binaruli konsonanturi 

kompleqsis monofonemurad gardaqmna 

dafiqsirda esp. palomo-s ‛mtredi’ eti­
mologiis kvlevisas (momdinareobs laT. 

palumbus-idan), orelementiani kompleq­

sis polikonsonanturad gardaqmna ki 

esp. ombligo-sTan ‛Wipi’ gvxvdeba (momdi­
nareobs laT. ŭmbilīcus-idan). rogorc 

vxedavT, samelementiani kompleqsi xmov­

nis sinkopis Sedegad warmoiqmna. 

igive fonetikuri transformacia 

dafiqsirda /nt/  konsonantur komple­

qsTan. swored xmovnis sinkopis Sedegad 

miviReT esp. entraña ‛Signeuloba’ laT. 

interanĕa-dan. aRniSnul TanxmovanTjguf­

Tan meore tipis varireba fiqsirdeba 

maSin, Tu /t/ fonemas difTongis iodi 

mohyveba: laT.  annuntiāre → esp.  anunciar 
‛gamocxadeba, gancxadebis gakeTeba’. es­
panur vokabulaSi interdentaluri /θ/ 
fonemis warmoqmna ZiriTadad miiReba /t/ 
+ [j] kombinaciis evoluciis Sedegad. 

espanur enaSi mravlad gvxvdeba po­

likonsonanturi kompleqsebic. samele­

mentian kombinaciebSi sainteresoa Semde­

gi ori fonetikuri transformacia: kom­

pleqsis gamartiveba erT-erTi elementis 

amovardnis xarjze da kompleqsis meore 

da mesame elementis palatalur fone­

mad gardaqmna. varirebis pirveli saxe­

oba dafiqsirda /-nst-/ kompleqsTan, ro­

melic espanur enaSi pirveli Tanmovnis 

amovardnis Sedegad gadadis. varirebis 

aRniSnuli saxeoba kargad gamoCnda esp. 

costar-is ʽRirebulebaʼ etimologiis kv­

levisas, romelic laT. constāre-dan momdi­
nareobs. rac Seexeba palataluri fonemis 

warmoqmnas, /ʧ/ fonema dafiqsirda /-mpl-/, 
/-nfl-/, /-nkl-/ kompleqsebis evoluciisas: 

laT. amplus → esp. ancho /anʧo/ ʽganieriʼ 
(amavdroulad dafiqsirda nazalebis mo­

nacvleoba), laT. inflāre → esp. hinchar /inʧar/ 
ʽdasieba, gasivebaʼ, laT. trunc(ŭ)lus → esp. 

troncho /tronʧo/ ʽReroʼ.

daskvna
amrigad, Catarebulma diaqroniulma 

kvlevam gvaCvena, rom binaruli konso­

nanturi kompleqsebi Tavkiduri pozi­

ciiT palatalizacias, yru okluzivis 

sonorizaciasa da kompleqsis kiduro­

vani elementis amovardnas ganicdis. 

Sualeduri orelementiani TanxmovanT­

jgufebi ki eqvemdebareba sonorizacias, 

vokalizacias, Tanxmovnis metaTezissa 

da konsonantis epenTeziss. Catarebul­

ma kvlevam gvaCvena isic, rom laTinuri 

samelementiani kompleqsebis didi na­

wili mdgradobas inarCunebs. Tumca, 

fiqsirdeba varirebis ramdenime SemTxve­

vac, rac ZiriTadad palataluri fone­

mis warmoqmnasTan an polikonsonanturi 

kompleqsis gamartivebasTan aris dakav­

Sirebuli.

literatura

1. García de Diego V. (1985): Diccionario eti-
mológico español e hispánico. Madrid

2. Gómez de Silva G. (2008): Breve diccionario 
etimológico de la lengua española. México

3. Coromines C. (2008): Breve diccionario eti-
mológico de la lengua española. Madrid

4. Quilis Morales A. (2005): Fonética histórica y 
fonología diacrónica. Madrid

5. Ariza M. (2012): Fonología y fonética históri-
cas del español



97

6. Penny R. (2008): Gramática histórica del espa-
ñol. Barcelona

7. Lloyd P. (1993): Del latín al español. Madrid
8. García Mouton P. (2007): Lenguas y dialectos 

de España. Madrid

Phonetic Transformations  
Characteristic of Consonant Clusters 

in Spanish Language

Nino Chrikishvili
Tbilisi State University
Humanitarian science faculty
36, Chavchavadze ave., 0179, Tbilisi, Georgia
Tel.: 598 165 756
E-mail: nchrikishvili@yahoo.com

Abstract
Everyone knows that diachronic study of conso-

nants is of particular significance, because conso-
nants and consonant clusters represent the backbone 
of a word enabling us to find the etymon of the word 
even centuries later and to restore full picture of its 
evolution.

We have conducted diachronic study of conso-
nant clusters based on etymological dictionaries by 
Garcia de Diego, Gomez de Silva and Corominas. 
This work also contains data from the Royal Spanish 
Academy. In addition to etymological dictionaries, 
we have used works by Spanish and non-Spanish 
linguists that have been created based on linguistic 
observations on old texts.

During diachronic study we have examined ini-
tial and interim consonant clusters and found out 
which phonetic transformations were characteristic 
of certain combinations.

Keywords:
Initial and interim consonant clusters, binary and 

polyconsonant consonant clusters, palatalization, 
sonorization, vocalization, syncope, epenthesis, me-
tathesis. 
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Резюме
Широко известно, что диахроническое иссле-

дование важно с точки зрения согласных, так как 
именно консонанты и консонантные комплексы 
представляют собой стержень слова, что являет-
ся предпосылкой того, что через несколько веков 
будет возможность найти этимон слова и восста-
новить полную картину его эволюции. 

Мы провели диахроническое исследование 
комплекса согласных, опираясь на данные эти-
мологических словарей Гарсия де Диего, Гомеса 
де Сильвы и Короминаса. В труде также исполь-
зованы данные Испанской Королевской Акаде-
мии. Кроме этимологических словарей, мы руко-
водствовались трудами известных испанских и 
не только испанских лингвистов, которые были 
созданы, опираясь на лингвистические наблюде-
ния над древними текстами. 

Во время диахронического исследования мы 
изучили как группы передних, так и промежу-
точных согласных, и установили, какие фонети-
ческие трансформации характерны для тех или 
иных комбинаций. 

Ключевые слова:
передние и промежуточные консонантные 

комплексы, бинарные и поликонсонантные 
группы согласных, палатизация, соноризация, 
вокализация, синкопа, метатезис.



98

 La propagation de l’esthétique symboliste française en Géorgie.
 L’importance des traductions

Bela Khabeishvili
Université d’Etat de Tbilissi
Faculté des Sciences Humanitaires
36 av. Chavchavadzé, 0179, Tbilissi, Géorgie 
Tel : 599 199 397
E- mail : belakhab@yahoo.com 
 bkhabeishvili@mes.gov.ge 

Résumé 
L’élaboration de la doctrine symboliste géor-

gienne a été précédée par l’étude profonde des bases 
théoriques françaises. Les Cornes Bleues se sont 
lancées dans l’exploration des univers poétiques 
de Baudelaire, Verlaine, Gautier, Mallarmé, Rim-
baud… 

Une des voies de s’initier aux mystères du lan-
gage symboliste français, exemplaire pour les poètes 
géorgiens, était la traduction ou l’interprétation des 
poèmes des  grands auteurs. La traduction a ouvert 
devant les artistes géorgiens la beauté et la difficulté 
du nouveau langage poétique. Les poèmes traduits 
ont approché les poètes de la technique de création 
des poètes français et ont facilité la reproduction du 
paysage symboliste français à leur manière. Il ne 
serait donc pas étonnant, qu’ils avaient sauvegardé 
dans son œuvre les caractéristiques du symbolisme 
français. De ce point de vue, l’étude des traductions 
ne serait pas sans intérêt.

Motsclés :
Symbolisme français, symbolisme géorgien, 

symbole, technique, traduction. 

Introduction
Depuis des siècle, la littérature originale et la lit-

térature traduite créaient côte à côte l’univers spi-
rituel de la Géorgie. Le classique est résistant dans 
toutes les époques, tandis que le modernisme trouve 
difficilement sa place en Géorgie. Mais le mouve-
ment symboliste, fortement influencé par les poètes 

français, découvre un terrain propice pour son déve-
loppement et devient un des piliers principaux de 
l’art poétique géorgien.

 En parlant de l’infiltration des pensées symbo-
listes en Géorgie, il faut indubitablement évoquer le 
rôle des œuvres traduites. L’histoire de leur appari-
tion, inspirée parfois des commentaires des poètes 
géorgiens, dessine la trajectoire de la propagations 
du symbolisme en Géorgie. A travers une poésie de 
dédicaces- des vers consacrés à leurs « idoles », de 
nombreux essais, des publications critiques et théo-
riques, des cours et des conférences sur les nouvelles 
tendances européennes les Cornes Bleues ont fait 
entrer les poètes français dans l’univers poétique 
géorgien. Il est à noter que, malgré leur si courte car-
rière , ils ont réussi à publier de nombreuses traduc-
tions très importantes.

 L’histoire de la traduction de la poésie moderne 
en Géorgie commence déjà à la fin du XIX siècle. 
Les chef-d’œuvre de la « pure poésie » et les vers des 
« poètes maudits » apparaissent successivement dans 
la réalité géorgienne. Une longue liste des œuvres 
traduites commence par la prise de conscience des 
idées novatrices de Stéphane Mallarmé, qui appa-
raissent plus tard sous la forme des « nouveautés sty-
listiques », aussitôt remarquables dans les vers géor-
giens. En 1918, l’édition de Sandro Tsirekidzé , « Le 
Cancer », publie le petit recueil de poésie de Mal-
larmé traduite par plusieurs membres du groupe. A 
partir de cette date, les traductions apparaissent suc-
cessivement. Les Cornes Bleues introduisaient dans 
la nouvelle réalité géorgienne, les chefs d’œuvres de 
la poésie française. De cette manière, ils s’empres-
saient de préparer le terraine pour l’émergence de 
la poésie de même aspiration. Ce terrain, prioritai-
rement français, a servi de base à l’émergence du 
symbolisme géorgien. 

 

Partie principale
Les premières traductions de la «Poésie sacrée 
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ou des Poètes maudits » (P.Iashvili) et les jugements 
portés sur l’esthétique moderne apparaissent vers la 
fin du XIX siècle En juillet de 1897, sort la traduc-
tion par Ivané Zourabishvili du poème de Charles 
Baudelaire «Le Voyage». On peut le considérer 
comme le premier poème traduit. A cette époque du 
grand quatuor symboliste seul Stéphane Mallarmé 
(1848-1898) est encore en vie. Paul Verlaine est 
mort l’année précédente (1896).

 En septembre de 1915, la traduction du poème 
sans titre de Verlaine par Kato Mikéladzé, voit le 
jour. La poétesse, qui a fait ses études à Paris, a 
considérablement contribué à la propagation de l’es-
thétique symboliste en Géorgie. Elle a accueilli en 
France le grand poète de l’époque-Akaki Tsérételi, 
mais envers les Cornes Bleues elle préférait garder 
une attitude un peu critique.

 En 1916, grâce à Alexandre Saradjishvili le pu-
blic géorgien connaît les vers de Baudelaire- « Eni-
vrons-nous ». L’année suivante on publie une autre 
version du même poème dont l’auteur est Guiorgui 
Léonidzé. Il est à remarquer que Léonidzé a proposé 
deux type de traductions : en vers et en prose. Les 
deux sont devenues populaires et appréciées des 
amateurs de la poésie. On lui doit également la tra-
duction du chef-d’œuvre de Stéphane Mallarmé- « 
Hérodiade ». 

En 1923 on publie la traduction de Khariton 
Vardoshvili de « Nevermore » de Paule Verlaine et 
ainsi de suite. La popularité des traductions attise le 
feu et intensifie le soif des cercles littéraires géor-
giens pour la nouvelle poésie «  pure et pleine de 
vivacité » (K.Nadiradzé). L’intérêt envers les poètes 
français est tellement vif,   que certains périodiques 
des Cornes Bleus consacrent des rubriques entières 
aux activités des symbolistes français. La rubrique 
la plus connue, intitulée « Les Ecrivains français » 
était destinée à la publication des traductions et des 
courtes informations, sous la forme des chroniques 
littéraires qui traitaient des événements culturels 
récents. Quelques informations de ce type : «Le cri-

tique littéraire français, Camille Mauclair, a publié 
le livre La gloire et la servitude littéraire  .Ce livre 
comprend en partie majeure les mémoires, décrit 
l’époques des peintres et des poètes symbolistes. 
L’auteur y parle des derniers jours de Paul Verlaine, 
des Mardis de Stéphane Mallarmé. Oscar Wilde à 
Paris. Le café des jeunes poètes. Le dîner chez Ma-
rais etc. L’auteur a particulièrement réussi le portrait 
de Stéphane Mallarmé. »*

 Dans les éditions différentes on lit :  « En 1921, 
à la centenaire de Charles Baudelaire, on a publié 
le livre d’Erneste Renault «  Charles Baudelaire  », 
« L’Histoire récente de la littérature française » ( de-
puis 1870 jusqu’à nos jours), auteur- René Lahlou. 
Il parle également sur Baudelaire, Rimbaud et Mal-
larmé ». Ou l’information de ce type : « A Paris on 
a commencé l’édition d’une revue « Le poème et la 
prose ». On a publié « Le livre à propos de la litté-
rature française  », «La découverte de la poésie de 
Charles Baudelaire » etc.

 En 1919, à Tbilissi les Cornes Bleues ont organi-
sé la présentation des traductions des chefs d’œuvres 
de la poésie française lors de la fête poétique -« La 
journée de l’écrivain - la journée de la poésie ». Les 
invités et les participants de la soirée lisaient les 
poèmes des symbolistes en une dizaine de langues. 
Les Cornes Bleues, eux-mêmes, ont lu les poèmes 
et les traductions de leurs auteurs français préférés : 
Baudelaire, Rimbaud, Mallarmé , Laforgue, Lautréa-
mont et d’autres. Les soirées ont tissé les liens entre 
deux univers symbolistes.

La même année, à Koutaïssi – berceau du sym-
bolisme géorgien, les membres du groupe ont édité 
en géorgien le recueil de Stéphane Mallarmé « La 
Poésie et la prose ». A l’époque, dans beaucoup de 
pays, même les plus avancés, il n’existait pas de tra-
duction de ce livre. Les découverte de l’univers de 
Mallarmé ont incité les poètes « des deux villes » à 
se réunir en un seul groupe. La discussion critique 
a eu lieu dans un moulin construit sur la rivière Ts-
kaltsitéla, aux alentours de Koutaïssi où les poètes 
* Les écrivains français, Chronique artistique, n.2, 
Tbilissi, 1919
Les citations traduites par l’auteur 
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douaisiens – V.Gaprindashvili, K.Nadiradzé, S. Tsi-
rékidzé, S.Apkhaidzé  , N. Shengélaya, C.Karmeli, 
R. gvetadzé et d’autres, ont invité leurs confrères 
de la capitale :P.Iashvili, T.Tabidzé et G.Leonidzé. 
«  Ces jeunes explorateurs de la nouvelles vie, ont 
trouvé abri dans ce coin, plein d’exotisme où ils on 
fêté la création de la poésie nationale-européenne »�. 
Cette rencontre a eu lieu à l’initiative de Sandro 
Tsirekidzé. Le poète a préparé une vraie surprise  : 
« Il a ouvert un petit colis et a distribué le recueil des 
poèmes de Stéphane Mallarmé, publié par lui-même. 
Dans l’imprimerie, a fait faire les premiers exem-
plaires exclusivement rédigés à ce propos et destines 
à être distribués à ses amis. 

-Oh, mon Dieu ! - feuillette le livre joliment pu-
blié Titsian Tabidzé et dit  à voix basse : - où le mou-
lin et où Mallarmé… Que vous a donné l’idée de 
publier Mallarmé à Koutaïssi ? »�. La réunion exo-
tique des Cornes Bleues au moulin a été suivie de la 
lecture des poésies et des toastes chaleureux.

Ses souvenir, Kolaou Nadiradzé les décrit dans 
son « tableau » « Koutaïssi sous la neige » : « A Kou-
taïssi, la neige est un invité rare de l’hiver….Il nei-
gea, il neigea toute la nuit….On arrêta le traineau…
On marcha dans la neige. Valérian s’arrêta et, la voix 
émue, lut la traduction libre du sonnet de Mallarmé 
« Le Cygne ». De mon côté, je lus la mienne. Sub-
jugués par la neige et par la poésie, nous entrâmes 
dans la ville  »*. Il est facile de remarquer quelle 
place tenait le symbolisme dans la vie des jeunes 
poètes épris du nouveau courant. La « musique des 
gammes des tons et des couleurs » (K.Nadiradzé), ils 
l’écoutaient tous les jours. La réalité irréelle du sym-
bolisme faisait partie de leur quotidien. Cet univers 
inventé, ils le vivaient tout réellement. L’influence 
française, qui se révélait dans l’extravagance des 
rencontres, les a réunis en un groupe devenu pour 
une part de la société, « le rassemblement  des mar-
ginaux » (K.Nadiradzé). 

L’aspiration de la littérature géorgienne vers la 
culture européenne est devenue tout a fait évidente. 
«  L’anthologie des poète français  » est déjà sous 

* K.Nadiradzé, Koutaïssi sous la neige, Mérani, 1919. 

presse dans l’imprimerie de la revue Cornes Bleues. 
Elle contient : Baudelaire, Laforgue, Mallarmé, Rol-
linat, ainsi que Gustave Flaubert et les frères Gon-
court. « Il est nécessaire que le monde littéraire fran-
çais connaisse également la littérature géorgienne. 
La patrie de Racine et de Corneille connaîtra Rous-
taveli, le lecteur de Ronsard et de Villon va lire les 
poèmes de Bessiki. Il faut mettre en place une agence 
des livres et des journaux français. Il faut également 
attribuer une place importante à ce type d’activités 
au sein de l’Université de Tbilissi, qui sera inaugu-
rée dans un avenir tout proche »�. Les institutions, 
dont on est question dans l’article, malgré leur exis-
tence très courte, ont largement influencé la vie 
culturelle du pays. Les poètes géorgiens ont réussi 
« à pêcher dans les eaux du symbolisme français, les 
perles, dont ils ont garni leurs poésie sans pareil, ce 
sont les perles «  réaliste » du courant symbolique. 
Ces perles ont établi la correspondance entre deux 
mondes parallèles »**.

Comme on a déjà remarqué, dans certains jour-
naux, les membres des « Cornes Bleues «   avaient 
une rubrique, « Les Poètes français », où il publiaient 
des traductions poétiques. Il y avait également des 
chroniques et de petites informations avec des ren-
seignements littéraires les plus récents.

En 1920, la presse a propagé une bonne nouvelle : 
« On prépare : « Les Poètes français »- l’anthologie 
de la poésie française avec des biographies et des 
portraits ». En quelque sorte on pourrait considérer 
cet événement comme un fait capital dans la nou-
velle vie poétique des poètes géorgiens. La tentative 
est restée irréalisable. La rédaction a été arrêté à 
cause de la maladie, très vite suivi de la mort pré-
maturée de Sandro Tsirekidzé. La situation politique 
suivie de l’instauration du régime, a reporté cette ini-
tiative pour une durée indéterminée. La lutte pour la 
conviction de la société littéraire dans l’utilité de la 
nouvelle réflexion artistique, a été très vite substituée 
par celle contre le régime politique russe, ce qui a 

** V. Gaprindashvili, Esthétique poétique, Merani, 1920, 
p. 54.
Les citations traduites par l’auteur du mémoire
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largement influencé la poésie postérieure des Cornes 
Bleues. La lutte pour l’incarnation du mouvement a 
terminé par le refus (involontaire et forcé) du sym-
bolisme. La première anthologie franco-géorgienne, 
dont on a déjà évoqué l’importance, projette plus 
de jour sur le processus de la traduction des œuvre 
originales française. Elle reflète assez bien l’essen-
tiel du symbolisme français, sa problématique spé-
cifique, les dimensions poétiques principales… La 
rédaction de cette anthologie a marqué une nouvelle 
étape dans les relations spirituelles et artistiques 
entre nos deux pays. 

L’anthologie contient 151 pièces de poésie fran-
çaise et leur 301 traductions en géorgien. Les quatre 
poètes présentés sont les frères spirituels les plus 
proches de la littérature géorgienne  : le prédéces-
seur du symbolisme Charles Baudelaire, « les poètes 
maudits » : Paul Verlaine, Stéphane Mallarmé, Ar-
thur Rimbaud. 

La structure du recueil est en quelque sorte inha-
bituelle :quelques originaux français sont présentés 
en plusieurs versions, tandis que quelques vers im-
portants sont traduits par un seul traducteur. Les di-
verses traductions des mêmes ouvrages démontrent 
plus complètement et plus profondément les qualités 
du texte original et les nuances poétiques et sym-
bolique les plus complexes. Les chroniques biogra-
phiques sont suivis des portraits des poètes français 
et des paragraphes poétiques la réflexion des poètes 
géorgiens. Les peintres sont aussi célèbres : l’auteur 
de l’esquisse de Baudelaire est Henri Matisse, celui 
de Verlaine est Perón, celui de Mallarmé est Pablo 
Picasso, et le portrait de Rimbaud est tracé par Ver-
laine. A coté des autoportraits et des esquisses des 
peintres français le lecteur retrouve les ébauches 
exécutées par les artistes géorgiens, par exemple les 
silhouettes de Verlaine et de Rimbaud crayonnées 
par Galaction Tabidzé. 

Le nombre des poèmes traduits est suivant  : 
Baudelaire :173, Verlaine :88, Mallarmé : 21, Rim-
baud  :19. Le choix des poèmes a mis l’accent sur 
le goût et les priorités des artistes géorgiens. L’ana-
lyse des traduction, structurale ou thématique, sur le 
fond de l’exploration de tendances symboliste dans 

la poésie originale, verse la lumière sur les questions 
les plus difficiles, restées sans réponse jusqu’à pré-
sent : la poésie symboliste française et l’univers ar-
tistique géorgien, les chefs-d’œuvre du modernisme 
et le phénomène géorgien de l’art de la traduction, 
les directions esthétiques mondiales et leurs ramifi-
cations nationales, les modèles, l’originalité du style. 
Le plus intéressant, c’est l’étude des thématiques des 
poèmes traduits et leur apparition successive dans 
l’œuvre des Cornes Bleues. 

 
Conclusion
De nombreuses traductions ont aidé le public 

géorgien à découvrir la poésie symboliste française. 
Outre la propagation de la culture française, les tra-
ductions ont habitué le lecteur au nouveau langage, à 
la nouvelle esthétique qui s’est fait jour dans la poé-
sie des Cornes Bleues. Les tendances, les techniques 
et les images, vues à travers les traductions ont trouvé 
leur réalisation dans la poésie des jeunes artistes. Les 
œuvres traduites ont préparé la plate-forme à l’appa-
rition de la poésie symboliste locale. Mais il est à 
signaler que, la création artistique allait toujours de 
paire avec la réflexion des poètes et des théoriciens 
français du mouvement. D’où proviennent de nom-
breuses ressemblances parues au niveau de la théori-
sation, ainsi qu’à la création artistique. 
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reziume
qarTuli simbolisturi doqtri­

nis SemuSavebas win uZRvoda franguli 

simbolizmis Teoriuli safuZvlebis 

Zireuli Seswavla. cisferyanwelebis 

saxelwodebis qveS gaerTianebuli qar­

Tveli poetebi bodleris, verlenis, go­

ties, malarmes, rembosa da sxva simbo­

listebis poeturi samyaros aRmoCenaSi 

CaerTvnen. cisferyanwelebma maTTvis 

esoden samagaliTo franguli simbo­

listuri enis idumalebiT mocul samya­

rosTan ziarebis erT-erT gzad diad Se­

moqmedTa leqsebis Targmna an stilis­

turi interpretacia miiCnies. Targmnam 

poetebs gauxsna gza axali poeturi enis 

mSvenierebisa da sirTulis wvdomisaken. 

Targmanebma isini frang TanamoazreTa 

SemoqmedebiT teqnikas dauaxlova, amas­

Tanave gaumartiva franguli simbolis­

turi peizaJebis reproduqciis procesi. 

aRniSnulidan gamomdinare, gasakviri 

ar aris qarTveli poetebis Semoqmede­

baSi franguli simbolizmisTvis Cveuli 

maxasiaTeblebis arseboba. am Tvalsa­

zrisiT Targmanebis Seswavla interess 

moklebuli ar unda iyos.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
franguli simbolizmi, qarTuli sim­

bolizmi, simbolo, teqnika, Targmani.

Распространение эстетики  
французского символизма  

в Грузии. Важность переводов
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Резюме
Процессу формирования грузинской симво-

листической доктрины предшествовало основа-
тельное изучение французских теоретических 
баз. Грузинская поэтическая группа под названи-
ем Голубой Рог принялась за изучение поэтиче-
ского мира французских символистов – Бодлера, 
Верлена, Готье, Малларме, Рембо и др. Одним 
из способов проникновения в мистический мир 



103

французского символизма, являющийся для них 
примерным, грузинские поэты сочли перевод 
или интерпретацию поэзии великих символи-
стов.

Перевод дал им возможность познать пре-
лесть и сложность нового поэтического языка. 
Способ сблизил их с техникой символистическо-
го творения великих поэтов, а так-же упростил 
процесс репродукции французских символисти-
ческих пейзажев в грузинской поэзии.

Наличие множества французских символи-
стических элементов в грузинской поэзии не вы-
зывает удивления. Исходя из сказанного, изуче-
ние переводов представляет огромный интересс. 

Ключевые слова:
французский символизм, грузинский симво-

лизм, символ, техника, перевод.
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Résumé 
Le premier mouvement littéraire, où les principes 

du modernisme ont réellement apparu, a indubita-
blement été le symbolisme. Ce courant littéraire a 
été à l’origine de tous les changements majeurs dans 
le cadre de tous les courants à l’époque moderne. Le 
renouveau artistique a touché de près la littérature 
géorgienne. Les jeunes poètes de l’époque ont déci-
dé de transformer la poésie en puisant des formes de 
la réalité française. 

En Géorgie ce renouveau artistique commence 
au début des années 1910 et renverse la vision de 
l’expression poétique traditionnelle. Les idées des 
symbolistes français les ensorcèlent. L’influence se 
projette de tous les côtés. Une simple sympathie se 
transforme en une véritable croyance. Le désir de 
remonter à la source  les pousse à la découverte par 
eux même des origines symbolistes françaises. Mais 
la volonté de transposer, sans copier, la réflexion 
française sur le terraine national devient leur objectif 
principal. 

Mots-clés:
symbolisme, mouvement, renouveau, similitude, 

tendance, comparaison.

Introduction
La comparaison du courant symboliste géorgien 

avec ses sources françaises, fournit plus d’informa-
tions sur les similitudes entre deux poésies. Sur le 
fond de l’extravagance artistique française, la com-

paraison rend également beaucoup plus perceptible 
la vraie nature de la poésie géorgienne. L’étude des 
tendances entre deux courants ou les écoles litté-
raires, prouve l’existence de points communs et 
souligne l’authenticité du courant géorgien, qui, 
loin d’être une pure imitation, a réussi à marquer le 
monde poétique de son empreinte.

Le dégagement des points communs devrait être 
précédé par la mise au point de certaines questions 
concernant l’entité du symbolisme lui-même, en tant 
qu’événement littéraire. Dans ce sens les Cornes 
Bleues exigeaient d’établir une claire distinction 
entre la méthode et l’école symbolistes, car le mé-
lange de ces deux notions devenait souvent source du 
malentendu. Ils considéraient la méthode symboliste 
comme partie inhérente de la littérature elle-même. 
La réflexion artistique sans symboles pour eux était 
inimaginable. Mais dans ce processus de réflexion, 
ils soulignaient l’importance de l’école symboliste 
française dont la manière de l’appréhension des 
symboles artistiques était totalement différente des 
écoles littéraires des époques précédentes. 

Partie principale
Dans son ouvrage- « Les Intégrales poétique », 

le grand critique littéraire Mikhail Kveselava déter-
mine le courant symboliste d’après les œuvres des 
poètes géorgiens de façon suivante : «Evidemment, 
le symbolisme possède des caractéristiques com-
munes à tous, mais sa manifestation dans l’œuvre 
de chaque artiste est marquée d’un individualisme 
incontestable. Cette tendance est si forte que chaque 
cas exige une étude à part  »�. Il en résulte que la 
détermination typologique du courant doit être réali-
sée à travers la prise en compte des particularités de 
chaque forme de manifestation ; car le symbolisme 
n’a jamais une forme stéréotypée, bien structurée 
une fois pour toute… nous parlons souvent du sym-
bolisme sans avoir jamais déterminer ce que nous 



105

sous-entendons sous cette notion : concept philoso-
phique, école littéraire, méthode artistique, style ou 
quelque chose d’autre. Comme on s’intéresse plu-
tôt à l’aspect littéraire du symbolisme, il faudrait le 
placer dans les cadres plus ou moins concrets. Le 
dégagement des similitudes à travers l’études des 
influences des poètes français, devrait être précédé 
par la précision des noms des artistes classé parmi 
les symbolistes.

Le symbolisme dans la littérature française, lui-
même, est une entité difficile à cerner. Comme on 
le sait, Baudelaire, Mallarmé, Verlaine et Rimbaud 
n’ont pas - ou à peu près pas pour certains - participé 
à une école ou à un mouvement symboliste. Quand 
un groupe de jeunes écrivains a adopté cette étiquette 
dans les années 1880, Baudelaire était mort depuis 
longtemps et Rimbaud restait loin des cercles pari-
siens; Mallarmé et Verlaine avaient déjà écrit la partie 
la plus intéressante de leurs œuvres symbolistes. Je 
reprendrai donc le cadre habituel des manuels de lit-
térature pour rassembler sous l’étiquette symboliste 
d’une part les «grands symbolistes» (Baudelaire, 
Mallarmé, Verlaine et Rimbaud) et d’autre part les 
«petits symbolistes», écrivains qui, dans les années 
1880 et 1890, ont plus ou moins participé au mou-
vement symboliste ou accepté le symbole comme 
emblème. Je n’entrerai pas dans le débat de savoir 
si Lautréamont, Proust, Claudel et Valéry, devraient 
être inclus: ils ne seront pas mentionnés ici.

Dans la réalité géorgienne, les poètes tels que 
Charles Baudelaire, Paul Verlaine, Arthur Rimbaud, 
Stéphane Mallarmé, qui sont largement présents 
dans l’œuvre poétique géorgienne du début du siècle 
passé, sont plutôt censés être les prédécesseurs du 
symbolisme. Les critiques français en parlant de 
leur œuvre, évoquent souvent la présence de l’esprit 
décadent dans leur poésie. Les poètes géorgiens les 
considèrent de grands novateurs, de «  révolution-
naires dans le lyrique » (T.Tabidzé,). Leur innova-
tion, selon eux, consiste en l’introduction dans la 
poésie des facteurs subjectifs, qui sont à la base de 
la perception originale. C’est juste ce goût pour le 
subjectivisme que les poètes géorgiens ont emprun-

té aux symbolistes français, lors de la création de 
l’image artistique. 

Avant de passer à l’analyse des tendances, 
quelque spécificités sont à remarquer :

Géorgiens et Français utilisent le vers libre et tra-
vaillent la langue, toutefois des nuances importantes 
peuvent être dégagées.

Les symbolistes géorgiens se distinguent par :
•	 un rapport concret au monde, un enracine-

ment profond dans la réalité de leur temps, 
•	 une sensibilité aux grands courants interna-

tionaux et particulièrement russe, 
•	 la conception du symbole: la réflexion sur 

celui-ci, la force qu’ils lui prêtent et l’usage qu’ils 
en font,

•	 des sources parfois extérieures à la tradition 
française. 

Malgré ses distinctions, ils ont en commun: 
•	 l’aspiration à la transcendance, à un élan 

vers la spiritualité, l’occulte, le mystère de l’être et 
du cosmos, 

•	 la recherche de garants dans la philosophie: 
philosophie allemande et doctrines ésotériques.

•	 Ils introduisent des modifications dans le 
système hiérarchisé des genres qui marque le début 
du siècle: Paolo Iashvili avec ses « Poèmes du cycle 
de Dariani  », Titcian Tabidzé, Grigol Robakhidzé 
avec ses poèmes en prose, et, bien sûr, Galaktion 
Tabidzé, avec l’originalité du style, s’appuyant sur 
le ver librisme européen. 

•	 Le symbolisme français est un mouvement 
intense mais aussi bref que son homologue géorgien 
qui a survécu jusqu’au début des années 30. 

•	 Le goût pour le subjectivisme. Pour les sym-
bolistes géorgiens, sans l’aspiration du moi vers l’in-
fini, il n’y a pas de poésie, c’est la recherche de cet 
infini dans les images du monde qui fonde la créa-
tion symboliste.

 L’influence des poètes français sur l’œuvre artis-
tique des Cornes Bleues est donc flagrante. La poé-
sie de dédicace, les poèmes consacrés aux auteurs 
français, en est également la preuve. Mais , outre 
ses  empreintes  directes, on voit apparaître des simi-
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litudes au niveau de la vision poétique très proche de 
celle des symbolistes français. 

La coïncidence des visions lors de la théorisa-
tion du mouvement est facile à constater. L’élabo-
ration des fondations artistiques traduit l’identité 
des deux systèmes. L’influence apparaît au niveau 
même de la théorisation du mouvement. En analy-
sant l’œuvre des symbolistes géorgiens, la présence 
de nombreuses citations des poètes français dans 
leurs articles critiques et surtout les textes servant 
de programme idéologique, est facile à remarquer. 
Les phrases des «grands penseurs de l’époque  » 

apparaissent régulièrement dans leurs publications, 
comme confirmation ou explication des leurs dé-
marches novatrices. Le fait que les poètes géorgiens 
se reportent souvent à leurs confrères français, est 
déjà révélateur de ce grand intérêt qu’ils portaient 
envers la poésie française.

La lettre de programme des symbolistes géor-
giens «  Aux Cornes Bleues  », rédigée par Titian 
Tabidzé, fourmille des citations des poètes français. 
Au cour de la détermination des principes du nou-
veau mouvement, l’auteur se reporte souvent aux 
idées de Stéphane Mallarmé, de Rémy de Gourmont 
et d’autres penseurs français. La lettre, que l’on peut 
considérer comme manifeste du symbolisme, porte 
la forme des  discours  parallèles entre deux système 
de pensée : presque régulièrement la description de 
telle ou telle tendance est immédiatement confirmée 
par le point de vue de quelques poètes français, sous 
la forme de citation ou un simple compte rendu, par-
fois commenté. 

 Par exemple, en parlant de la détermination de 
la notion du symbolisme géorgien, T  .Tabidzé se 
rapporte à Rémy de Gourmont. Il avoue l’existence 
de flagrant parallélisme dans la compréhension de 
cette tendance. Et au lecteur, il explique lui-même 
les nouveautés qui ont bouleversé la poésie française 
et qui sont à l’origine du renouveau en Géorgie. Il 
nous donne la citation où Rémy de Gourmont définit 
le symbolisme comme la liberté en création, l’indi-
vidualisme en littérature, le refus des clichés, des 
« prêts à porter », la négligence des facteurs sociaux, 

la volonté de description des traits principaux des 
objets et des événements. Sans doute la difficulté de 
la description de tout ce qui est opaque, irrationnel a 
poussé le jeune T.Tabidzé à choisir le style basé sur 
les citations des pensées des poètes français, servant 
de confirmation à son raisonnement. 

Les correspondances et les ouvrage critiques des 
poètes géorgiens portent évidemment des traits de 
l’expérience théorique de Rémy de Gourmont, dont 
les principes de l’école symboliste leur paraissaient 
intéressants. Rémy de Gourmont résumait le mouve-
ment en quelques notions-clé, démontrant de façon 
concise la spécificité de nouvelle école. La liste de 
caractéristiques loin d’être longue, se résumait en 
quelque points  : a) individualisme, b) liberté artis-
tique, c) refus des formules prêt-à-porter, d) anti-na-
turalisme, e) aspiration au étrange, inaccoutumé, f) 
idéalisme, g) négligence des faits sociaux, h) des-
cription des traits distinctifs spécifiques détachant 
les hommes les uns des autres, j) captage et démons-
tration du fondamentale dans des événements et des 
objets.

Les Cornes Bleues se servaient des précisions 
de Rémy de Gourmont. En mettant au point ou en 
développant ses thèses, ils essayaient de retrouver 
ou de créer même des nouvelles formes d’appréhen-
sion du monde. Titsian Tabidzé précisait   l’impor-
tance de la forme  : «  Le symbolisme en tant que 
primat du « comment sur quoi », reste la confusion. 
Cette manière de poser la question est inadmissible, 
car elle sous-entend en soi la rupture là, où il n’y 
a concrètement que l’unité. Mais il faut prêter une 
grande attention à la forme »�. Selon lui, il y avait 
longtemps que la parole avait perdu sa valeur, elle 
s’est profondément dévalorisée. Grigol robakidzé a 
été le premier à porter son attention sur ce type de 
crise et dans la foulée des artistes français, notam-
ment Mallarmé, a entrepris le long et dur travail sur 
la transformation et l’enrichissement des ressources 
formelles de l’art poétique.

Les préoccupations des symbolistes géorgiens 
tournaient autour des questions du moral, de l’art, de 
la religion. La vie politique du pays n’était pas sans 
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intérêt pour eux. Dans leurs lettres ou parfois dans 
les poèmes aussi, on voit apparaître les motivations 
politiques ce qui les distinguait des ses confrères 
idéologiques français. Une fois, quand on avait 
demandé à Mallarmé de fixer sa position à propos 
du rapprochement des peuples français et allemand, 
qui devait avoir lieu à l’époque, il s’était contenté de 
la réponse «apolitique»: «Pour moi il est tout à fait 
suffisant que Baudelaire a été traduit en allemand et 
qu’on applaudit Wagner à Paris »*.

Mais l’objectif principal des Cornes Bleues était 
toujours de forger, d’« abraser » la parole géorgienne 
en faisant renaître sa valeur esthétique. Bien qu’au 
moment de leur apparition sur la scène artistique, 
l’école française n’existât plus, ils ne cessaient de 
trouver une source d’inspiration dans l’esprit du 
siècle passé. Une des voies de l’initiation aux mys-
tères du langage symboliste français, exemplaire 
pour eux, était la traduction ou l’interprétation des 
poèmes des grands auteurs. Dans ce but les traduc-
tions de Baudelaire, de Mallarmé, de Paul Verlaine, 
d’Arthur Rimbaud ont successivement vu jour pen-
dant une période de courte durée. La traduction est 
restée la seul possibilité d’entendre la parole sym-
boliste, nécessaire pour sentir le langage spécifique 
dont la description ou la lecture ne traduisait pas les 
émotions cachées dans les profondeurs. Pour en-
tendre le chant organique dans l’univers chaotique 
en tempête, il fallait crier à haute voix. 

L’exploration du langage symboliste français 
les a aidés à forger leur propre langue. Parallèle-
ment de l’invention des symboles, des sujets, le 
travail sur la langue se poursuivait sans cesse. Les 
amateurs de Mallarmé savaient bien que calquer la 
langue, l’émotion dans la vraie poésie étaient tout à 
fait impossible. En partageant les goût et surtout les 
aspiration réformateurs de Mallarmé, ils ont joué la 
« même pièce sur la grande scène du théâtre natio-
nal  ». Au dire de Titsian Tabidzé  : « La nation ne 
s’approprie que ce qui lui est proche, habituel, ce 

* Correspondances Stéphane Mallarmé, recueillie par 
Henri Mondor et Lloyd James Austin, vol XI, p. 20, 20 
décembre, 1866.

qui peut être en lien de parenté avec son âme »�. En 
étudiant l’art de Mallarmé, il a tracé le projet de la 
« grandeur poétique » ayant pour base la parole bien 
travaillée. Sa recette de future gloire de la poésie 
nationale consistait au mariage de Roustaveli et du 
Mallarmé. T.Tabidzé considérait le premier comme 
le sommet de la culture géorgienne ; le second ,selon 
lui, était « le futur et le passé de l’Europe »**. La poé-
sie originale, née du résultat d’un double idéal fran-
co-géorgien, a imprégné du caractère national les 
vers symboliste. Le motif national dans la poésie des 
Cornes Bleues –résultat du mariage des expériences 
des époques classiques des deux pays, a dépassé 
l’esthétique purement française et a eu très vite la 
résonance plus vaste, ce qui a facilité sa propagation 
dans tout un pays. L’émotion a atteint son but. Les 
émotions floues se transmettaient via des chansons 
composées sur les poèmes des artistes « guérillas ». 
Le partage des émotions, la nécessité de rencontre 
des « patients atteints de la même maladie »*** a en-
trainé dans la réalité géorgienne un nouveau mode 
de vie, à la française. 

La mode des salons littéraire a envahi la capitale. 
Il est à noter que les salons existaient en Géorgie 
même avant les Cornes Bleues. C’étaient les salons 
destiné à la noblesse, très élégants, où les poètes pré-
sentaient au public restreint les nouveaux poèmes. 
Les rencontres de tel type auraient lieu dans la mai-
son des nobles. Par exemple la maison d’Alexandre 
Tchavtchavadzé servait du foyer à l’épanouissement 
de l’esprit romantique. Les symbolistes ont transpo-
sé ses lieux de rencontres aux petits cafés. Le nou-
veau style leur aidait à créer l’ambiance plus intime, 
plus mystérieuse favorisant l’appréhension de la 
folie magique.

 Le parallélisme dans la manière de vivre est à 
prendre en compte. Influencés par le dandysme de 
leurs confrères européens, ils ont encré dans leurs 
vie nombre de détails superflus, voire artificiels, 
mais selon eux nécessaires pour la propagation du 

** Ibid. p.40
***  Tsirekidzé Sandro, La Réflexion Critique, « Meotsnebe 
Niamorebi » n.14.Tbilissi 1918. p.12 
Les citations traduites par l’auteur 
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nouvel art. Même la création de l’école était déjà le 
fait de rassembler artificiellement des visions dispa-
rates et de les pousser dans le « lit symboliste ». Ce 
qui est primordial c’est ce que les Cornes, nourris 
de l’esthétique européenne, ont su trouver, choisir, 
deviner, créer, inventer leur propre style de vie et de 
réflexion originale et l’ont nommé « symbolisme ». 

 

 Conclusion
Le désir des symbolistes géorgien était de chan-

ger le monde et de l’asservir à une beauté artistique 
sans égal. A l’époque, la Géorgie traversait une pé-
riode tourmentée, comme le reste de l’Europe. Le 
monde flottait dans la terreur de la Première Guerre 
Mondiale mettant fin à la «Grande époqu ». La dé-
molition, l’effondrement, la destruction accompa-
gnaient la vague révolutionnaire. Pour le moment le 
résultat de la destruction avait moins d’importance . 
C’était le processus lui-même qui primait, en engen-
drant les secousses spirituelles et artistiques .  Le 
vent du modernisme européen  a apporté le souffle 
de la nouvelle poétiqu  ». Loin de se contenter de 
pure composition, les poètes géorgiens essayaient de 
vivre tous les moments présentés dans leurs poèmes. 
La multiplicité d’images et de couleurs artistiques 
les obligeait d’enfiler la manière artificielle de vie , 
de comportement, de composition. Ils faisaient tout 
leur possible pour s’habituer à la nouvelle vision , à 
la façon de décrire la beauté « laide », « morose », 
ressuscitée des « décombres du passé démoli » (V. 
Gaprindashvili, Le crépuscule, v.12).

Tous ces points de contigüités, dégagés au résul-
tat de la comparaison de tendances, ont revêtu des 
formes concrètes dans la poésie symboliste géor-
gienne. L’étude thématique et structurale à la base 
des poèmes français et géorgiens constitue la pro-
chaine étape de notre recherche. Le dégagement des 
formes, des images stylistiques à partir des exemples 
concrets, permettra d’établir les parallèles palpables 
entre ces deux mondes confus.
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Резюме
Первым литературным направлением, полно-

стью пропитанным всеми характеристиками эпо-
хи модернизма, без сомнения являлся символизм. 
Направление породило множество новшеств на 
протяжении эпохи модернизма. Перемены про-
исходившие в области искусства, коснулись и 
грузинской литературы. Поэты того времени ре-
шились преобразить грузинскую поэзию путём 
применения форм, характерных французской по-
эзии.

В Грузии этап обновления поэтического мыш-
ления, начавшийся с 1910-х годов, основательно 
меняет традиционное поэтическое мировозре-
ние. Идеи французских символистов магиче-
ски влияют на грузинских поэтов. Параллелизм 
мышления исходит отовсюду. Обычное влечение 
переростает в некую веру. Стремление к истокам 
заставляет грузинских поэтов изучать основы 
традиций французского символизма. Но всё-же, 
одной из главных задач для них остаётся пророж-
дение французского мышления на национальной 
почве.

Ключевые слова:
c����������������������������������������   имволизм, направление, обновление, сход-

ство, тенденция, форма, сопоставление.
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kulturis politikis arsi
werili mesame

(kulturis politikis ganviTarebis istoria  amerikis SeerTebuli Statebis,  

evropis qveynebis  da saqarTvelos magaliTze. SedarebiTi analizi)

qeTevan axobaZe

saqarTvelos teqnikuri universiteti

socialur mecnierebaTa departamenti

kostavas q.N #77, 0175, Tbilisi, 

saqarTvelo

tel.: 551 145 080
E-mail: ketevana@mail.ru

reziume
statiaSi ganxilulia is gansxvavebe­

bi, romlebic Cans aSS–s da evropuli 

qveynebis kulturis politikaSi. dasav­

leTSi dReisTvis, Camoyalibda kul­

turis politikis ori modeli, romle­

bic damokidebulni arian saxelmwifos 

da kulturis urTierTobis arsze da 

gamoirCevian urTierTsawinaaRmdego az­

riT.

pirveli modeli – franguli, saxelm

wifosTvis mTavari Zalaa, romelic 

maqsimalurad monawileobs qveynis kul­

turis politikis ganviTarebaSi;

meore modeli – amerikuli, sadac sa

xelmwifos da kulturis urTierToba 

minimumamdea dayvanili (gamonakliss 

warmoadgens sagareo politikis kursSi 

kulturis roli, misi monawileoba).

sxva dasavleTis qveynebi, Sualedur 

mdgomareobas  irCeven am or models 

Soris.

sakvanZo sityvebi:
kulturis politika, safrangeTis 

kulturis politika, italiis kultur­

is politika, amerikis kulturis poli­

tika, germaniis kulturis politika, 

saxelmwifo xelisufleba.

Sesavali
wina or statiaSi ganvixile  „kultu­

ris  politikis~ arsi, terminis warmo­

Sobis istoria da TviTon kulturis 

politika, rogorc saxelmwifo marTvis 

gansakuTrebuli  meTodi, istoriul–

Teoriuli da samarTlebrivi kuTxiT.

rogorc aRvniSnavdi, Cveni qveynis 

dRevandeli erovnuli kulturis poli­

tika, albaT, pirvel rigSi, modis qveynis 

politikuri ideologiidan, radganac  

saxelmwifo gansazRvravs kulturul 

procesebs da prioritetebs mxatvars, 

Semoqmedsa da sociums Soris. warmod­

genili gvqonda kulturis saxelmwifoe­

brivi ganviTarebis strategiis koncef­

cia da is gzebi, romlis gamoyenebiTac 

SeiZleba adamianebis cxovrebis donis 

amaRleba. SemoTavazebuli rekomenda­

ciebi realurad Sesrulebadia da su­

lac ar warmoadgens „rekomendacia _ 

rekomendaciisTvis“, aramed konkretul 

amocanebs saxavs miznis misaRwevad, 

kulturis ganviTarebis strategiis sa­

SualebiT.

sazogadoebis socialuri ganviTa­

reba TavisTavad iTxovs saxelmwifos­

gan garkveuli midgomebis gamomuSavebas 

kulturis sferoSi, romelic erT-erT 

mniSvnelovan socialur instituts war­

moadgens. dRes, Cveni mizania, davayenoT 

es sakiTxebi, rom  vinmem mainc ifiqros, 

dedaqalaqis da regionebis kulturis 

marTvaSi arsebuli winaaRmdegobebis, 

xarvezebis srul gamovlenaze.

.
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ZiriTadi nawili
rodesac masalas gavecaniT, gamoikve­

Ta ZiriTadi Sefaseba da is gansxvave­

bebi, romlebic arsebobs aSS-s da evro­

puli qveynebis kulturis politikaSi.

mkvlevarTa azriT, ganviTarebul 

qveynebSi, kulturis politikas nak­

lebi adgili uWiravs saxelmwifos 

moRvaweobaSi, radgan aq kulturaze 

mniSvnelovnad zemoqmedebs biznesis 

sfero, romlis xelSicaa mniSvnelovani 

Tanxebi. garda amisa, igi erTdroulad 

maregulirebelicaa damkveTic, gansx­

vavebiT ganviTarebadi qveynebisagan, sa­

dac izrdeba kulturuli TviTmyofado­

bisaTvis, kulturuli identobisaTvis 

swrafva da brZola. saqarTveloSi, iseve 

rogorc ganviTarebad qveynebSi, saxel­

mwifoa mTavari instituti, radganac is 

erTaderTia am etapze, visac SeuZlia 

kulturis ganviTareba uzrunvelyos, 

romelic aucileblad TanaxmierebaSi 

unda iyos qarTveli xalxis erovnul 

moTxovnebTan [1].

Cven, ZiriTadad, mainc aSS-s da sa­

frangeTis kulturis politika Seva­

darebT erTmaneTTan, radganac mkvle­

varebi Tvlian, rom evropul qveynebSi 

dominanti kulturis politikaSi safr­

angeTia da misi ganmsazRvreli veqtori 

gadisswored am qvenaze.

maTive azriT, amerikisa da safrange­

Tis kulturis politika TiTqos antipo­

debad gvevlineba, magram es ar SeiZleba 

Sefasdes rogorc winaswar gansazRvru­

li an SemTxveviTi.

rac dro gadis,  ufro mWidro xdeba 

kavSiri kulturas da politikas Soris, 

ise rogorc,  kulturas da ekonomi­

kas Soris. mravali qveynis mmarTvelni 

mixvdnen amas ukve didi xnis win; sam­

wuxarod, saqarTvelos politikur is­

toriaSi bolo sami aTeuli welia ver 

ganxorcielda raime RonisZieba qveynis 

masStabiT, saxelmwifoebriv doneze, 

rom kultura ganviTardes da Taobidan 

Taobas gadaeces. kulturas sWirdeba 

mxardaWera politikuri xelisuflebis 

da mTlianad, saqarTvelos saxelmwi­

fos mxridan. saxelmwifo xom mTavari 

instrumentia marTvis sistemaSi, maRal 

doneze qveynis kulturis politikis 

warmarTvisaTvis. dabal, qveda doneze, 

swori decentralizaciis pirobebSi es 

regionalur da municipalur donezec 

mogvardeba (asea aSS-Si). „kulturis 

politika“ aris  Tanamedrove formebiT 

saxelmwifos monawileoba kulturis 

ganviTarebaSi, romelic warmoadgens 

kulturuli moRvaweobis maregulire­

bel-makoordinirebel subieqts. is pir­

dapir ukavSirdeba kulturuli memkvi­

dreobis dacvas, funqcionirebas da 

swored man  unda uzrunvelyos sazoga­

doebis yvela fenisTvis misi xelmisawv­

domoba da ganaxorcielos yvela saxis 

Semoqmedebis mxardaWera. aseve, saxelm­

wifom unda uzrunvelyos kulturis 

gasvla sxva qveynebSi, maTTan urTier­

TobisTvis da urTierTgavlenisTvis; 

saxelmwifo, aseve,  afinansebs kultu­

ras da gamoxatavs moralur, iuridiul 

da administraciul mxardaWeras, praq­

tikulad, kulturis yvela sferoSi. 

kulturis politikis erT-erTi mTavari 

sakiTxia – vin iRebs gadawyvetilebas?!

saqarTvelos xelisuflebam verc 

erT etapze, ver gaiTavisa sxva qvey­

nebis magaliTebi da ver gaacnobiera is, 

rom TviTon politikur xelisuflebas 

sWirdeba kultura damkvidrebisTvis 

(gavixsenoT, meore msoflio omis Sem­

deg aSS-s mier danergili da ganxor­

cielebuli sagareo kulturis politi­

kis uWkvianesi svlebi, romlebic dResac 

muSaobs da moicva mTeli planeta). kul­

tura da politika urTierTmizidulo­

bas ganicdian. sworedac rom kulturis 
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umaRles gamovlinebad iTvleba, dRes, 

politikosebis mier ase Zlier gamoxat­

uli interesi kulturisadmi (ar vgu­

lisxmobT mxolod saxviTi xelovnebis 

nimuSebis SesyidviT Semofargvlas). 

gavixsenoT Zveli saberZneTis mmarT­

velni,  rogori didi kavSiri arsebobda 

kulturas da politikas Soris. an ale­

qsandre didi, makedoneli, romlis im­

droindeli msoflios dapyrobis poli­

tikam gvaCuqa elinisturi kultura. 

sakmarisia im uamravi Sedevris warmod­

genac, romlebic am dros Seiqmna. 

sazogadoebis moTxovnas saxelmwifo 

unda ismendes da pasuxobdes, radganac 

kulturuli moRvaweoba aris kulturis 

politikis Semadgeneli.

arc erTi meTodologia ar aris uni­

versaluri; isini warmoadgenen mxolod 

saSualebebs, ganvazogadoT da Seviswav­

loT esa Tu is sakiTxi. TiToeuli maT­

gani xels uwyobs mkvlevars axlis mi­

gnebaSi, an axleburad gaazrebasa da 

warmoCenaSi. amitom, Cvens kvlevaSi, Zi­

riTadad masalis moZiebas da maT Soris 

SedarebiT analizs vaniWebT upirateso­

bas. axla davubrundeT ZiriTad sakiTxs.

dasavleTSi, dReisTvis, rogorc cno­

bilia, Camoyalibda kulturis politi­

kis ori modeli, romlebic damokidebu­

lia saxelmwifosa da kulturis urT­

ierTobis arsze da gamoirCevian urT­

ierTsawinaaRmdego azriT.

pirveli modeli – franguli, rom­

lisTvisac saxelmwifo mTavari Zalaa, 

romelic maqsimalurad monawileobs 

qveynis kulturis politikis ganviTare­

baSi;

meore modeli – amerikuli, sadac sa

xelmwifos da kulturis urTierToba 

minimumamdea dayvanili (gamonakliss 

warmoadgens sagareo politikis kursSi 

kulturis roli, misi monawileoba).

amis mizezebi, am ori qveynis ganviTa­

rebis specifikaSi unda veZeboT.

sxva dasavleTis qveynebi Sualedur 

mdgomareobas irCeven am or models So­

ris.

ganvixiloT jer amerikuli modeli. 

amerika, aravisTvis axali ar aris, rom 

axalgazrda naciaa, amerika federa­

luri tipis saxelmwifos warmoadgens. 

amerikis xalxis identobis safuZvelSi 

devs – individualuri iniciativebis da 

pasuxismgeblobis faseulobebi, self made 
man (Cemi Tavi Tavad Sevqmeni). amerikis 

mosaxleoba eTnikurad mravalferovani 

da swrafad mzardia. magram amerikaSi 

Casuli emigrantebi xvdebian meltingpot -Si 
da iqcevian erT mTlianad. Tumca, ro­

gorc mkvlevarebi Tvlian, aman ar moi­

tana sasurveli Sedegi. Tavisi mraval­

ricxovani eTnikuri xasiaTiT, bolo 

dromde, ver xerxdeboda inglisuri enis 

oficialur, federalur  doneze dam­

kvidreba. ramdenadac gasakviri ar unda 

iyos, mxolod 1986 wels, kaliforniam 

misca inglisur enas oficialuri sta­

tusi da Semdeg 22 Statma dauWira mxari.

amerika, analitikosebis mtkicebiT, 

gansxvavebiT safrangeTisgan (Sedarebas 

am or qveyanaze vakeTebT, radgan isi­

ni arian dominantebi msoflioSi), ver 

Sedga  rogorc eri–saxelmwifo erTiani 

kulturiT.

mogexsenebaT, rom konkretuli sazo­

gadoeba qmnis Tavis kulturas saukunee­

bis ganmavlobaSi da gadascems mas Tao­

bebs. aseve iqmneba paralelurad sxva 

kulturebi. sociologiaSi kulturas 

ganixilaven rTul da dinamikur war­

monaqmnad, romelsac aqvs socialuri 

buneba da gamoixateba socialur urTi­

erTobebSi. igive sociologia ikvlevs 

kulturis ganviTarebis dinamikasac 

(progresi xdeba Tu regresi); 

frangi mkvlevari ogiust Jirari 

Tavis wignSi „Cultural Development: experi-
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ences and policies“ Tvlis,  rom kulturis 

politika maqsimaluri da praqtikuli 

miznebis sistemaa, romelsac miyveba so­

cialuri jgufi mis mier gamoyenebuli 

saSualebebiT da romelsac, agreTve, xe­

lisuflebac iyenebs (adamianuri resur­

si, saxsrebi, kanoni). isini mWidrod ari­

an dakavSirebuli erTmaneTTan da erT 

sistemaSi moiazrebian [2]. 

XX-XXI saukuneebis mijnaze, msoflio 

axali gamowvevebis winaSe aRmoCnda. 

msoflioSi mimdinare procesebma na­

cionaluri xasiaTidan globaluri 

datvirTva SeiZines. Cqari tempebiT vi­

Tardeba mecniereba da teqnika; miuxe­

davad araerTgvarovani procesebisa, 

es saqarTvelos magaliTzec SeiZleba 

davinaxoT, romelic pawawuna modelia 

msoflio procesebisa. bolo aTi welia,  

vuyurebT da Tvals vadevnebT, rogor 

mimdinareobs radikaluri cvlilebebi 

(araerTgvarovani, zogjer kuriozu­

lic) ara marto socialur–ekonomikur–

politikur doneze, aramed kulturaSic. 

TiTqos mcdelobaa sulieri aRorZinebi­

sadmi swrafvisa. yovel SemTxvevaSi, 

amis moTxovna namdvilad Cans. gai­

zarda pirovnebis, individis mniSvnelo­

ba Tanamedrove sazogadoebaSi. faqtia, 

rom am fonze, kulturis rolic izrde­

ba msoflio politikaSi. evropuli da 

ganviTarebuli qveynebis xelisuflebi 

sul ufro did rols aniWeben kultu­

ris politikis ganviTarebas. maT ukve 

didi xania gaiTavises, rom swori kul­

turis politika warmatebis sawindaria 

ara marto erovnuli Rirsebebis dasaca­

vad, aramed, qveynis gareT diplomati­

uri urTierTobebis dasaregulirebla­

dac. maT kargad esmiT, rom politikis 

swori kursi sakmaod didi ideologi­

uri iaraRia ara marto erovnuli in­

teresebis dasacavad Sin da gareT, ara 

marto saxelmwifo uSiSroebisaTvis, 

aramed mas SeuZlia zegavlena moaxdi­

nos msoflio procesebze. samwuxarod, 

saqarTvelo mxolod umniSvnelod aris 

CarTuli aseT kulturul programebSi, 

magram mcdeloba mainc aris.

amerikelma sociologma jorj mer­

dokma, 1959 wels Seiswavla ra kul­

turis universaliebi, gamoyo 70 aseTi 

universalia, romelic yvela kulturu­

li elementisTvis saerToa: asakobrivi 

gradacia, sporti, samkauli, kalendari, 

sisufTavis dacva, saWmlis momzadeba, 

mkiTxaoba, ganaTleba, ena, kanoni, naTe­

savebi, magia da sxv. is Tvlis, rom es 

universaliebi imitom Cndeba, rom yvela 

adamiani erTnairad agebulia, erTnairi 

problemebi da ideebi aqvT, sadac ar 

unda imyofebodnen [3].

amerikuli elita winaaRmdegia, qve­

ynis SigniT, kulturis marTvaSi saxelm­

wifos „SeWris“ an monawileobisa. is 

darwmunebulia, rom saxelmwifos Careva 

gamoiwvevs SemoqmedebiTi iniciativebis, 

mxatvruli STagonebis CaxSobas da Tavs 

moaxvevs „kargi gemovnebis raRac eta­

lons...“[4].

swored amitomac, amerikaSi ar aris 

kulturis saministro, arc sxva saxelm­

wifo uwyebebi federalur doneze (ga­

monaklisi arsebobs, radgan maszea 

qveynis imijis, sagareo diplomatiis, 

kulturis politikis sagareo kursis 

marTva). amas, damoukideblad, akeTebs – 

Stati da qalaqi. sociologebi weren, 

rom gamokiTxviT, amerikelebi Tvlian, 

TiTqos qveyanaSi saerTod ar aris kul­

turis politika, magram es ase ar aris.

aSS-s xelisufleba ki Tavis strate­

gias, kulturis sferoSi, sami mimar­

TulebiT axorcielebs:

pirveli – igi mTlianad moicavs kul­

turas (anTropologiuri gagebiT) Ta­

visi maxasiaTebeli dinamikiT, romelic 
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bunebrivad yalibdeba, viTardeba da ar 

sWirdeba garedan Careva. 

meore – is emTxveva kulturuli in­

dustriis produqts „maskulturas“, ro­

melic ekonomikis calke seqtors ayali­

bebs da sabazro kanonebs emorCileba. 

dRes iTvleba, rom amerikuli maskul­

tura aris dominanti msoflioSi da es 

batonoba sul ufro globaluri xdeba. 

maskulturis dominantobas iwvevs is 

udidesi faqtori, TiTqos am proces­

Si saxelmwifo Careva da miT umetess 

monawileoba arc aucilebelia da arc 

saWiro.

mesame – tradiciuli mxatvruli 

kultura, klasikuri xelovneba. aq ki 

saxelmwifos Careva an daxmareba, ukve 

aucilebeli xdeba.

am  midgomiT, 1887 wels, miiRes kanoni, 

rom xelisuflebam gamoyos Sesabamisi 

subsidiebi saxviTi xelovnebis da kul­

turisTvis. 1960–ian wlebSi farTovdeba 

dotaciebis praqtika.

amerikaSi sami saagentoa dakavebuli 

subsidiebiT:

1.	 xelovnebis da kulturis nacio­

naluri fondi;

2.	 humanitaruli mecnierebebis na­

cionaluri fondi;

3.	 muzeumebis da bibleoTekebis in­

stituti.

xelovnebas da kulturis sxvadasx­

va sferoebs, finansur daxmarebas uw­

even kerZo fondebi (gansakuTrebiT 

rokfeleris) da kerZo biznes seqtori.

oficialuri monacemebiT, amerikaSi 

xelovnebis da kulturis subsidireba 

2002–2003 ww. 60 mln. dolariT Seamcires; 

prezident buSis dros es monacemebi 

ufro gauaresda da 2004 wels Seadgina 

2002 wlis naxevari biujetis; 2000–2001 

wlebSi Semcirda kerZo dafinansebebic. 

yvelam Seamcira xarjebi xelovnebaze 

da kulturaze da daubrundnen 1990–ian 

wlebis dones. amas daemata isic, rom 

gauqmda sagadasaxado SeRavaTebi imaTT­

vis, vin qvelmoqmedebiT iyo dakavebuli 

[5].

amerika rom Tavisi multikulturu­

li sazogadoebiT unikaluria, es gas­

agebia; magram man moaxerxa am kulturis 

axleburi formireba. sociologi da 

Jurnalisti g. filimonovi Tvlis, rom 

amerikis maRali kultura didwilad 

aris “evropuli kulturis asli an 

gagrZeleba“. erTaderT  gamonaklisad 

SeiZleba  CavTvaloT saxviTi xelovne­

ba, masac kritikosebi „surogatul kul­

turas“ uwodeben.

samagierod, amerikeli sociolo­

gebi da analitikosebi, don adamsi da 

arlen goldbardi Tvlian, rom ameri­

kaSi saxelmwifo zrunavs kulturis 

Sida politikaze, romelic gamoixate­

ba evropidan mosuli tradiciebis Se­

narCunebaSi (opera, baleti, simfoniuri 

orkestri...). amerikelebs ainteresebT yve­

laferSi Sedegi. es ar niSnavs imas, rom 

amerikaSi mimdinare kulturis politi­

kis yvela procesi erTnairad sworad 

mimdinareobs da samagaliTod gamodgeba 

CvenTvis. amaze, TviTon amerikeli mkvle­

varebic fiqroben. isini Tvlian, rom 

arasakmarisi kvleva da reagireba xdeba 

qveynis SigniT arsebul eTnikur jgufeb­

Si, TemebSi, mimdinare kulturuli pro­

cesebis mimarT. samwuxarod, amerikaSic  

arsebobs istoriulad iseTi faqtebi, 

roca xdeboda adgilobrivi indielebis 

tradiciebze ara marto zemoqmedeba, 

aramed agresiuli da Zaladobrivi 

asimilacia dominirebul kulturasTan. 

es procesi odnav gamosworda XX s-is 

meore naxevarSi. aris meore aspeqtic, 

aranakleb mniSvnelovani, romelic Cveni 

kvlevis mizans ar warmoadgens, magram 

ar SeiZleba ar aRvniSnoT, es rasizmia, 

romelic Tu adre afroamerikelebze da 
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indielebze vrceldeboda, dRes aziis da 

laTinuri amerikis qveynebidan gamosul 

eTnikur jgufebze  gadavida – aRniSnavs 

g. filimonovi [6]. 

SegaxsenebT, rom dRes mTavari, cen­

traluri rgoli, vinc qveynis Sida kul­

turis politikas warmarTavs amerikaSi, 

am etapze kerZo da arasamTavrobo se­

qtorebia. magram garkveul istoriul 

periodSi (ruzveltis prezidentobis 

dros), saxelmwifo iyo wamyvani qveynis 

kulturis politikis. erT-erTi ZiriTa­

di dawesebuleba kulturis politikis 

realizaciisTvis aris kulturis da ga­

naTlebis biuro (Bureau of Educational and 
Cultural Affairs), romelic saxelmwifo de­

partamentis struqturaSia. araamerike­

li mkvlevarebi aqcents akeTeben im 

sakiTxze, rom amerikis kulturis poli­

tikaSi wina planzea sagareo politika 

da ara Sida politika. magram, gvinda 

aRvniSnoT, rom Tu dReisaTvis ameri­

kam Seamcira saxelmwifos roli qveynis 

SigniT kulturis politikaSi, samagi­

erod gaaZliera is Statis da adgilo­

briv doneze. 

 maSin, ra unda vTqvaT saqarTveloze, 

roca qvelmoqmedebaze sagadasaxado Se­

RavaTebic arsebobda da ganbaJebisTvis 

mxolod 3% iyo gadasaxadi, an saTanado 

dokumentebis wardgenis Semdeg, sul 

ganTavisuflebdnen; xolo nacionalu­

ri moZraobis xelisuflebaSi mosvlis 

Semdeg, saqvelmoqmedod gamogzavnili 

saqonlis ganbaJeba 18% gaxda, rogorc 

komerciuli tvirTi. amas xeli Seuwyo 

imanac, rom zogierTma arasamTavrobo 

organizaciam, amerikidan qvelmoqmedebi­

sTvis gamogzavnili sagnebi (higienis da  

yofiTi qimiis, kosmetikis saSualebebi, 

Casacmeli, fexsacmeli, samkaulebi da 

a.S. biznes–saSualebad aqcies da amiT 

saerTod gaafuWes sxva NGO-ebis imiji.

2008 wlidan dawyebulma finansur–

ekonomikurma krizisma, kultura da xe­

lovneba „arsebobis zRvarTan“ miiyvana. 

niu–iorkis kulturis komisiis  wevri 

k. levini kritikulad afasebs am Seqm­

nil situacias. gamoTqvams SiSs, rom, 

Tu ase gagrZelda, SesaZlebelia, sul 

Sewydes  xelovnebis da kulturis da­

finanseba. 

rogorc aRmoCnda, arc evropaSia 

saqme ukeTesad. usaxsrobis gamo, mnax­

velebisTvis daixura versalis Seno­

bis 1/5; iqve daixura versalis SesaniS­

navi Teatralur–sakoncerto darbazic, 

romelic Tavisi akustikiT, erT–erTi 

saukeTesoa msoflioSi [7].

albaT, ar aris imis mtkiceba saWiro, 

rom amerikis politikam, kulturis 

politikam, zogadad, didi zegavlena 

moaxdina sxvadasxva dros, msoflios 

sxvadasxva qveynis yofaze, mentalo­

baze, azrovnebaze... dRemde mecnierebi 

kamaToben terminis – „amerikuli kul­

tura“ Sesaxeb da araerTgvarovani, xan 

urTierTgamomricxavi mosazrebebi aqvT.

XX s-is meore naxevarSi, „civi omis“ 

periodSi, amerikis saxelmwifos „arao­

ficialuri“ ideologiuri iaraRia 

– kultura, Tavisi yvela mimarTule­

biT. iwyeba misi aRzeveba da kulmina­

cias saukunis bolos aRwevs, romelic 

mWidrod  „mikruli“ aRmoCnda glo­

balizaciis procesebTan da xSir Sem­

TxvevaSi, dominanti Zalac aris. amitom 

gauCnda msoflios amerikuli kulturis 

eqspansiis SiSi, rom amerikuli kultura 

gaanadgurebs istoriul–kulturul 

mravalferovnebas msoflioSi da Seqm­

nis erTiani „kulturul stereotipis 

universalur standarts“.  gvinda Tu 

ara, aRiareba mainc mogviwevs, rom   XX 

saukunis meore naxevari da XXI sauku­

nis dasawyisi am kulturuli eqspansiiT  

gaviareT (jinsebi, musika, saReWi rezina, 

kino...) es kidev erTi mtkicebulebaa da 
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metyvelebs kulturis faqtoris, misi 

rolis gazrdaze saxelmwifos sagareo 

politikaSi.

amerikis Sida saxelmwifo kulturis 

politika arsiT gansxvavdeba misi sa­

gareo kursisgan da funqciebisgan. 

mkvlevarebi Tvlian, rom amis mizezi 

unda veZeboT imaSi, rom is qveynis Sig­

niT arasrulyofiladaa gamyarebuli an, 

sulac ar aris gansazRvruli. 

magram, ram ganapiroba amerikis es 

kulturuli lideroba?! Tvlian, rom 

bevr sxva faqtorebTan erTad, erT-erTi 

upirvelesia udidesi finansuri kapi­

talis arseboba da mecnierul-teqnikuri 

potenciali.

Semoqmedis waxaliseba aris kultu­

ris politikis mniSvnelovani aspeqti. 

amerikaSi aseT dros saxelmwifos roli 

SezRudulia, radgan kerZo biznes seq­

tori gankargavs mas, xolo sssk-Si da 

postsabWour qveynebSi am rols saxelm­

wifo institutebi asrulebdnen. dRes, 

ukve, radgan saqarTveloSi darRveulia 

balansi Semoqmedsa da saxelmwifos So­

ris, Semoqmedis wamaxaliseblad, ZiriTa­

dad, kerZo seqtori gvevlineba.

am statiis formati saSualebas ver 

iZleva, srulad  warmogidginoT ameri­

kis kulturis politikis  roli. is 

ufro farTo kvlevis sagania.

–kultura ar aris sfero, romelzec 

unda daxarjo; kultura aris is resur­

si, romelmac SeiZleba gaaZlieros  qvey­

nis xvalindeli ekonomika;

–amerikis mizania, Tavisi qveynis kul­

turis maqsimaluri sagareo ganfena;

–Sida kulturaSi saxelmwifo TiTq­

mis ar ereva;

–mTavroba xelovans ki ar unda afi­

nansebdes, aramed unda Seqmnas bazari 

mxatvruli faseulobebis da misi momxma­

reblebisaTvis. 

„...Cven gvinda ara „axali naxatebi“, 

aramed axali mayurebeli, „...unda gava­

farTovoT xelovnebis moyvarulTa 

auditoria...“ is Tvlis, rom „... Cven 

veyrdnobiT kerZo seqtors; is myaria da 

es Semoqmedebis Tavisuflebis sawindar­

ia. Cveni sistema agebulia partnioro­

baze federalur, Statis xelisufle­

bas, saagentoebs, da kerZo sponsorebs 

Soris. es rTuli sistemaa, magram is kar­

gad muSaobs! Cven gvWirdeba xelovnebis 

momxmarebeli, radgan xelovanTa resur­

si sakmarisia qveyanaSi...“– ambobs deina 

joia, romelic nacionaluri fondis 

xelmZRvanelia.

axla ganvixiloT meore, franguli 

modeli.

2011 wels, safrangeTis presaSi Cndeba 

xmauriani werilebi amerikis „kultu­

ruli eqspansiis“ Sesaxeb. am procesSi 

mTavrobac CaerTo da daiwyo kampania 

amerikuli  „kulturuli eqspansiis“ wi­

naaRmdeg. 

ram SeaSina frangebi ase da ra iyo am 

kampaniis mTavari mesiji?!

ZiriTadi gzavnili iyo – „franguli 

identobis dacva“, romelsac globa­

lizacia emuqreba. am periodSi saxelm­

wifos mxridan gaizarda subsidiebi 

(gansakuTrebiT nacionalur kinoindus­

triaSi), municipalitetebma mkacri ga­

dawyvetilebebi da dadgenilebebi mii­

Res da didi jarima daaweses maTTvis, 

vinc reklamebSi arafrangul, ingli­

sur an sxva enebs gamoiyenebda. poli­

tologi s. kosenko, romelic safr­

angeTSi, lozanis sapatio konsulis 

moadgiled muSaobda da safrangeTis 

kulturis politikis fundamentaluri 

kvleva Caatara, Tvlis, rom safrangeTma 

gauZlo istoriul kataklizmebs,  dar­

Ca evropaSi sulierebis „Suqura“ da 

„versalis  sistemis“ SeqmniT, tradici­

uli da efeqturi saxelmwifo kultu­

ris politikiT miaRwia did Sedegebs 
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– Tavisi nacionaluri identobis Senar­

CunebisTvis da kulturaSi specifikuri 

nacionaluri interesebis dasacavad, ma­

Sin, roca, italiaSi da germaniaSi isini 

mSvidad „dauwvnen“ amerikul moedans [8].

vfiqrobT, aravis ar sWirdeba imis 

mtkiceba, rom safrangeTis kultura 

erT-erTi mdidaria evropaSi da sapatio 

adgili uWiravs msoflio sulierebis 

saganZurSi Tavisi faseulobebiT. zedme­

tad mimaCnia gvarebis CamoTvla imis ga­

moc, rom es formati amas ver gauZlebs, 

amitom moviyvan ramdenime faqts safran­

geTis istoriidan. daviwyoT franguli 

eniT:

safrangeTs aqvs kanoni nacionaluri 

enis dacvisTvis da  is erTaderTi qveya­

naa, romelSic moqmedebs es kanoni. na­

cionaluri franguli enis kanons, vid­

re dRevandel saxes miiRebda, Zalian 

saintereso istoria aqvs. mkvlevarebi 

Tvlian, rom kulturis politika, zoga­

dad, aqedan iwyebs Tavis arsebobas. saf­

rangeTis mefem fransua I (francisk I)  

1530 wels  daaarsa leqtorTa samefo 

kolegia, romelic iqca SemdgomSi „ko­

lej de frans“-ad. is ewinaaRmdegeboda 

laTinur enas. 

1539 weli – oficialur dokumenteb­

Si sabolood gaamyares franguli ena, 

laTinuris magivrad. imave dros Seiqmna 

saxelmwifo arqivis sammarTvelo, ro­

melic dRemde kulturis saministros 

daqvemdebarebaSia da mis istoriul sa­

fuZvels warmoadgens. 

1635 weli – kardinali riSelie qmnis 

frangul akademias.

1637 weli – akademiis wevri rene de

karti aqveynebs „msjeloba meTodze“, 

romelmac franguli ena filosofiis 

enad aqcia.

ludoviko XIII da ludoviko XIV dros 

yvelaze komfortulad da idealurad 

Tavs grZnoben xelovanebi; ase yalibde­

ba franguli kulturis politikis saxe.

saboloo institucionaluri forma 

safrangeTis kulturis politikam mii­

Ro prezident de golis dros, romel­

mac 1959 wels Seqmna saministro kultu­

ris sakiTxebze.

2010 wels safrangeTis kulturis mi­

nistrad iniSneba frederik miterani, 

romelic erT-erT uZlieres Cinovnikad 

iTvleba. man Caatara seriozuli re­

formebi (maT Soris, sakadroc) da gaa­

Zliera urTierToba sagareo saqmeTa 

saministrosTan, safrangeTis sagareo 

kulturis politikis gasaZliereblad.  

XX–XXI saukuneebis mijnaze, globa

lizaciis fonze aqtualuri xdeba kul­

turuli TviTmyofadobis SenarCuneba. 

sxva qveynebisTvis, romlebic zrunaven 

TavianTi nacionaluri TviTmyofadobis­

Tvis, safrangeTis kulturis politikis 

magaliTi, es aris efeqturi instrumen­

ti eris gaZlierebisTvis da faqtori, 

nacionaluri TviTmyofadobis da da­

moukideblobis SenarCunebisTvis. 

kulturis politika franguli feno­

menia, mas Rrma fesvebi aqvs gadgmuli 

safrangeTis istoriaSi da Tanmimdevru­

lad viTardeboda.

kultura, Tavisi mravalferovnebiT, 

aris frangebis nacionaluri TviTSeg­

nebis mTavari momenti.

safrangeTis udidesi damsaxureba ima­

Sicaa, rom yovelive sxvasTan erTad, 

is aris magaliTi, rogor SeuZlia pro­

gresul samamulo politikas, daicvas 

efeqturi instrumentebiT nacionaluri 

maxasiaTeblebi gare kulturuli eqspan­

siisagan da  sakuTari saxelmwifosgan 

mxardaWeris imedi hqondes. paradoqsia, 

Tan mware realobac, rom miuxedavad 

yvelafrisa, sul cota xnis win, uax­

loes warsulSi, safrangeTis mTavrobam 

kulturaze gamoyofili Tanxebi Seam­
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cira... [9].

Jurnalis „Власть“ eleqtronul ver­

siaSi aRmovaCineT monacemebi, rom jer 

kidev xuTi wlis win, safrangeTi pirvel 

adgilze iyo evropaSi. saxalxo diplo­

matiisa da kulturuli programebisT­

vis (17% modioda erT sul mosaxleze, 

amerikis 65 centTan upiratesobaSi erT 

mosaxleze), Tanxebis gamoyofiT, mas 

mosdevda kanada, didi britaneTi, Sve­

deTi. [10]

kulturuli cvlilebebi, mogexsene­

baT, gulisxmobs kulturis SigniT 

momxdar transformaciebs. Cven vcdi­

lobT, aRmovaCinoT saerTo da gansxva­

veba im kulturis politikis proce­

sebisa, romlebic dRes msoflioSi mim­

dinareobs da gaviazroT is saqarTve­

losTan mimarTebaSi. bolo aTi weli 

saqarTveloSi es procesebi urTierT 

sawinaaRmdegod viTardeboda. es imaSic 

gamovlinda, rom aSkarad iyo mcdelo­

ba (umniSvnelod), inovaciuri xasiaTis 

ganviTarebisaken. magram ufro didi 

procenti iyo araswori, ufro sworad 

ki, ararsebuli kulturis politikis 

gamo, romelmac degradireba gamoiwvia 

uamravi mimarTulebis, maTi funqciebis, 

vinaidan qveyanaSi daikarga socialuri 

aqtivoba. es, TavisTavad, mosaxleobis 

marginalizaciis Segnebulad gazrdil­

ma procesebma, faseulobaTa gadafasebis 

rTulma procesebma, zneobriobis orien­

tirebma, socializaciis da inkultur­

izaciis Sesustebam gamoiwvia.  

Cveni arsebobis bolo 25 welma dagva­

naxa, rom imZlavra sociokulturulma                 

destruqciam. amas xeli Seuwyo gare da 

Sida istoriulma pirobebma: sabWoTa 

kavSiris ngreva, afxazeTis da samaCab­

los teritoriebis aneqsia, samoqalaqo 

omi TbilisSi da bolos, ruseT-saqarT­

velos 2008 wlis omi...

es ar niSnavs, rom Cven erT adgilas 

videqiT. magram, umravles SemTxvevaSi, 

ver moxerxda qarTuli eTnokulturu­

li progresi im doneze, roca ers See­

Zlo, Tavisi inteleqtualur–kulturu

li resursis realizeba moexdina,  risi 

survilic gvaqvs (es ar exeba indivi­

debs, radgan, sabednierod, qarTvel 

erSi, yovelTvis gvxvdeboda da gvxvde­

ba calkeuli pirovnebebi, romlebic 

qarTuli genis genialobis matarebeli 

da gadamcemi xdebian). gagaxsenebT, 2008 

wlis ramdenime dRianma ruseT–saqarT­

velos omma gamoiwvia patriotizmis da 

nacionalizmis SegrZnebis gazrda. um­

niSvnelod, magram mainc gamoCnda ten­

dencia konservaciisa da TviTCaketilo­

bisken swrafvisa.

viciT, rom uamravi xelisSemSleli 

piroba, mizezi arsebobda. marTalia, 

amiT guls ver davimSvidebT, magram qa­

rTulma kulturam, sabednierod, SeZlo 

TiTo individis, jgufis da organiza­

ciis doneze gamosuliyo evoluciuri 

procesebis Tanamonawile da CarTuliyo 

msoflio kulturaTa dialogSi, gasac­

nobad warmoeCina qarTuli erovnuli 

kulturis maxasiaTeblebi da TviTonac 

Semoetana sxva kulturaTa faseulobebi. 

am kulturuli sinTeziT mivdivarT, 

zogjer, sinkretizmamde (sxva kultureb­

Tan kontaqtiT iseTi elementebis cvli­

leba, romelic axali struqturebis 

Casaxvas uwyobs xels). meore statiaSi, 

sadac kulturis politikis saxelmwifo 

strategias ganvixilavdiT, Cven gamovya­

viT migrantebis roli qveynis kulturul 

cvlilebebSi. maT pirdapir an iribad 

SeuZliaT zemoqmedeba iqonion, radgan 

isini gvevlinebian informaciis gadamce­

mebad sxvadasxva saSualebebiT [q. axo­

baZe. Scripta Manent, №4(2014):105–119]. Tu 

isini kulturul adaptacias moaxerxe­

ben qarTul (an nebismieri) kulturas­

Tan, maSin isini CarTulni aRmoCndebian 
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misi popularizaciis procesSi (vgu­

lisxmob satelevizio SouSi „niWieri“ 

maT monawileobas, sxvadasxva erovnebis 

musikaluri jgufebi Tbilisis metro 

sadgurebTan da miwisqveSa gadasasvle­

lebSi, roca qarTul simRerebs mRerian, 

Tavis erovnulTan erTad, rusTavelis 

metrosTan „momuSave“ qarTulad mola­

parake zangi maTxovari ...)

Cven, met-naklebad warmovadgineT kul­

turis politikis ori dominanti modeli.  

magram, sainteresoa,  rogor viTardeba es 

xazi evropis sxva qveynebSi?! SevecdebiT 

mokled warmogidginoT isini.

inglissa da germaniaSi, analiti­

kosebis azriT, muSaobs Sualeduri 

modeli frangul-amerikul modelebs 

Soris. inglisis saxelmwifo xelisu­

fleba uars arasodes ar ambobda Ca­

reuliyo qveynis kulturis ganviTareba­

Si, Tundac nawilobriv. magaliTad, bri­

taneTis muzeumi, pirveli saxelmwifo 

muzeumi, ikvlevs kulturul memkvidreo­

bas, kulturul faseulobebs, icavs da 

avrcelebs mas. igi daaarses 1759 wels, 

imaze adre, vidre luvri. britaneTis 

centraluri xelisufleba Tavs ika­

vebs kulturaSi pirdapir Careva-monawi­

leobisagan, urCevnia Suamavlis roli 

iTamaSos. aq subsidiebs anawilebs ara 

saxelmwifo. aramed kolegialuri orga­

noebi, romlebic Tavisuflebi arian Ta­

vianT qmedebebSi da gadawyvetilebebis 

miRebaSi. aseTebia: britanuli sabWo da 

didi britaneTis samxatvro sabWo. 1992 

wels Seiqmna nacionaluri memkvidreo­

bis departamenti, romelic monawileobs 

saxelmwifo sxdomebSi da daaxloebiT 

iseTi funqcia aqvs, rogoric kulturis 

saministros (ara iseTi, qarTuli gage­

biT, rogorc saqarTveloSi arsebobs 

da funqcionirebs). is axorcielebs bri­

tanul sagareo kulturis politikasac; 

misi zedamxedvelobis qveS aris yvela 

saWiro ofisi, `bi–bi–si~, TviT brita­

neTis biblioTeka ufro did yuradRe­

bas uTmobs kulturuli memkvidreo­

bis dacvas, vidre Tanamedrove saxviTi 

xelovnebis da kulturis sxvadasxva 

mimarTulebis mxardaWeras.

germania, amerikis msgavsad, federa­

luri mowyobisaa. arc aq aris kultu­

ris saministro federalur doneze. 

Sida kulturis politikis marTva da 

sxva funqciebi (kulturuli memkvidreo­

bis dacva,  mxatvruli sakuTrebis dac­

va, mxatvarTa socialuri daxmareba da 

sxv.) mikuTvnebuli ki aris federalu­

ri xelisuflebiis kompetenciisTvis, 

magram mainc ar muSaobs federalur 

doneze. kulturaze gamoyofili Tanxe­

bi gadadis qalaq-komunebSi, sadac am 

Tanxis  40% xmardeba mis ganviTarebas  

da miuxedavad, am mxridan arsebuli wi­

naaRmdegobisa,  xelisufleba cdilobs 

gazardos subsidiebi xelovnebasa da 

kulturaze.

ssrk-Si kulturis problemebi imaSi 

ki ar iyo, aRniSnaven rusi eqspertebi,  

Tu sad eSovaT fuli, aramed rogor 

„gaetanaT“ cenzurisgan, Torem mnaxveli 

sul iyo. wignis dabeWdva iyo mTavari, 

Torem wamkiTxvels ra gamolevda... axla 

ki ra xdeba?! fuli da bazari Sevida 

kulturaSi da man „saqonlis“ saxe mii­

Ro [11].

safrangeTSi ki es problemebi wydebo­

da nela da saxelmwifos daxmarebiT.

kulturuli urTierTobebi Zalian 

mniSvnelovania sazogadoebis cxovre­

baSi, oRond,  marto qveynis SigniT ara. 

sxva qveynebTan urTierTobebSi ikveTe­

ba Tanamedrove msoflios ganviTarebis 

tendenciebi. integrireba msoflio 

sivrceSi, rogorc sxvebisTvis, ise 

saqarTvelosTvisac mniSvnelovania; gan­

sakuTrebiT ki kulturiT, radgan qar­

Tuli kultura es Cveni eris anareklia. 
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Tanamedrove diplomatiaSi, ukve gamoi­

yeneba termini „sagareo kulturuli 

politika“, radgan miiCneva, rom es aris 

erT–erTi yvelaze efeqturi saSualeba,  

mTeli msoflios qveynebisaTvis, Tavisi 

erovnuli interesebis dasacavad. 

yvela qveyana cdilobs daicvas da 

gamoiyenos 1982 wels, mexikos kon­

ferenciaze, iuneskos mier miRebuli 

gadawyvetilebebi kulturis sferoSi 

urTierToba–TanamSromlobaze [12]. 

daskvna
kulturis politika yvela qveyanas 

Taviseburad esmis. ganviTarebuli qvey­

nebisTvis sagareo kulturis politi­

kaze saubari advilia, magram rodesac 

saqarTveloSi arc ki arsebobs kul­

turis politikis ganviTarebis konce­

fcia da arc saxelmwifoebriv donezea 

gaazrebuli kulturis roli qveynis 

ganviTarebaSi (rogorc lokalur, ise 

saerTaSoriso doneze). samwuxarod, am 

etapze saubari saqarTvelos sagareo 

kulturul politikaze zedmetia. saqar­

TveloSi, arsebuli realobidan gamom­

dinare Tu vimsjelebT, kultura da 

kerZod, xelovneba ubralod ver ico­

cxlebs finansuri da sxva mxardaWer­

is gareSe. samwuxarod, wlebis ganma­

vlobaSi, Cveni xelisuflebis da kul­

turis saministros arasworma Carevam 

gamoiwvia Semoqmedebis Tavisuflebis 

CaxSoba (ara marto) da aman migviyvana 

mdare xelovnebis Seqmnamde (aramc da 

aramc, me ar vgulisxmob dRevandel 

qarTul kulturas mTlianobaSi). damer­

wmuneT, bevrad ufro advilia ikvlio 

warsuli, Tavis faseulobebiT, vidre 

akeTo dRevandelobaSi mimdinare pro­

cesebis analizi. amas bevri mizezi aqvs 

(informaciuli, profesionaluri, adami­

anuri da a.S.). saqarTvelos saxelmwifo 

xelisuflebam unda Seqmnas Semoqmedebi­

sTvis  materialuri pirobebi. CvenTan 

ki, saxelmwifo ara Tu ar ereva, saer­

Tod ar ainteresebs arc kultura da 

arc xelovneba.
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Сущность политики культуры
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Резюме
В статье рассмотрены те разницы, которые 

видны в политике культуры США и евростран. 
На Западе, на сегодняшний день образовались 
две модели политики культуры, которые зависят 
от связи государства с культурой и выделяются 
взаимопротивоположными взглядами. Первая 
модель – французская, для государства она яв-
ляется главной силой, она максимальное участие 
проявляет в развитии политики культуры стра-
ны. Вторая модель – американская, где отноше-
ния государства и культуры доведены до мини-
мума (исключением является лишь роль культу-
ры, ее участие  в международной политике).

Все остальные западные страны выбирают из 
этих двух моделей состояние золотой середины.

Ключевые слова:
Политика культуры, политика культуры 

Франции, политика культуры Италии, политика 
культуры Германии, политика культуры Амери-
ки, государственная власть.
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Abstract
This article discusses the differences that are 

observed in the cultural policy of the USA and 
Europe. In the West, at present, are formed two 
models of cultural policy that depend on the essence 
of the relationship between the state and culture and 
are characterized by the opposite opinion. 

The first model - the French, for which the main 
source of strength is the state that is maximally 
involved in the development of cultural policy; 

The second model - the American, where the 
relationship between state and culture is minimized 
(the exception is the role of culture in the foreign 
policy). 

Other Western countries prefer the intermediate 
state between these two models.

Keywords:
Political culture, political culture of France, 

political culture of Italy, political culture of Germany, 
political culture of USA, the government.
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