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moqcevaÁ qarTlisaÁ

 teqsti Zveli qarTulidan polonur enaze Targmna 

da komentarebi daurTo daviT yolbaiam

[qronika]

[Tavi 1]

pirvel,  odes aleqsandre mefeman naTesavni igi loTis SvilTani 

wariqcina da SeÃadna igini kedarsa mas queyanasa,  ixilna naTesavni sastik-

ni bun-Turqni,  msxdomareni mdinaresa zeda mtkuarsa mixueviT,  oTx qala-

qad,  dabnebi maTi: sarkine-qalaqi,  kaspi,   urbnisi da oZraÃe,   da cixeni 

maTni: cixÀ didi sarkinisaÁ,  ufliscixÀ kaspisa,  urbnisisa da oZraÃisaÁ.

daukÂrda aleqsandres da cna,  rameTu ieboselTa naTesavni iyvnes,  

yovelsa Ãorcielsa Wamdes da samare maTi ara iyo,  mkudarsa SeSWamdes. 

da ver eZlo brZolaÁ maTi mefesa da warvida.

maSin movides naTesavni mbrZolni,  qaldevelTagan gamosxmulni,  honni,  

da iTxoves bun-TurqTa uflisagan queyanaÁ xarkiTa da dasxdes igini zanavs.

da epyra igi,  romel xarkiTa aqunda,  hrqÂan mas xerki.

da Semdgomad raodenisame Jamisa movida aleqsandre,  mefÀ yovlisa 

queyanisaÁ,  da dalewna samni ese qalaqni da cixeni,  da honTa dasca 

maxÂli.

xolo sarkinesa qalaqsa ebrZola aTerTmet TTue da daga sarkine-

sa da dadga sarkinesa dasavaliT kerZo da daasxa (216r) venaÃi da ruÁ 

gamoiRo qsniT,  da dasxna kacni meruveni dastagiTa ruÁsaÁTa;  da hrqÂan 

adgilsa mas nastagisi.

da merme gamoiRo sarkine. TÂT dayares da meot iqmnnes. da Tana 

hyavnda aleqsandres mefesa azoÁ,  ZÀ arian qarTlisa mefisaÁ,  da mas 

miuboZa mcxeTaÁ sajdomad da sazRvari daudva mas hereTi,  da egris 

wyali,  da somxiTi da mTaÁ crolisa[Á] da warvida.

xolo ese azoÁ warvida ar[i] an- qarTlad,  mamisa TÂsisa da warmoiy-

vana rvaÁ saxli da aTni saxlni mama-mZuZeTani,  da dajda Zuel mcxeTas 

da Tana-hyvandes kerpni RmrTad – gaci da ga.
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NAWRÓCENIE KARTLII(1) 

Z języka starogruzińskiego przełożył i komentarzem 
opatrzył David Kolbaia, Uniwersytet Warszawski 

[Kronika]

 [Rozdział 1]

Kiedy (cesarz) Aleksander(2) zmusił do ucieczki potomków Lota (3) 
i wyparł ich do kraju północnego, wtedy po raz pierwszy ujrzał okrutne ple-
miona Bunturków,(4) żyjące wzdłuż biegu Mtkwari, w czterech miastach 
wraz z przedmieściami. (Były to miasta) Sarkine(5), Kaspi(6), Urbnisi(7) 
i Odzrache oraz ich twierdze: Ciche-Didi w Sarkine, Uplisciche(8) w Kaspi, 
Urbnisi, Odzrache. 

Zdumiał się Aleksander, dowiedziawszy się, że byli oni potomkami 
Jebuzytów(9). Jedli wszystko, co żywe, i nie mieli grobów, bo martwych 
pożerali. Nie czując się na siłach walczyć z nimi, cesarz oddalił się.

Wtedy przybyło wojownicze plemię Honów(10), które oddzieliło się 
od Chaldejczyków(11), i poprosiło władcę Bunturków o (nadanie im) ziemi 
za (płacenie) daniny, i osiedli oni w Zanawi. 

I posiadali to (miejsce), za które płacili daninę nazywaną cherki.
Po pewnym czasie powrócił Aleksander, cesarz wszystkich ziem, zbu-

rzył te trzy miasta i twierdze, i zwyciężył Honów.
Zaś z miastem Sarkine wojował jedenaście miesięcy; zajął je od strony 

zachodniej, (216r) posadził winorośl, przeprowadził kanał nawadniający 
z Ksani, a u źródła kanału postawił ludzi i miejsce to nazywa się Nastagisi(12).

Potem zaś zdobył Sarkine. Sami (Bunturkowie) porzucili je i opuścili (te 
ziemie). Cesarz Aleksander zatrzymał przy sobie syna króla Arian-Kartlii(13), 
Azo(14), i dał mu za rezydencję Mcchetę(15), wyznaczywszy jako granice 
Hereti, Egis-ckali, Armenię oraz górę Crolską, i odszedł stamtąd.

Azo wyruszył zatem do Arian-Kartlii, do swego ojca, i sprowadził (stam-
tąd) osiem rodów (współplemieńców) oraz dziesięć rodów krewnych(16), 
i osiedlił się w starożytnej Mcchecie mając za bogów bożki – Gaci i Gaim(17). 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 8-87

ARTICLES AND STUDIES



10 moqcevaÁ qarTlisaÁ

a˜. da ese iyo pirveli mefÀ mcxeTas Sina azoÁ,  ZÀ arian-qarTvelTa 

mefisaÁ,  da mokuda.

b˜. da Semdgomad misa dadga farnavaz. aman aRmarTa kerpi didi cxÂ 

[r] sa zeda,  da dasdva saxeli misi armazi. da moqmna zRude wyliT kerZo,  

da hrqÂan armaz.

g˜. da Semdgomad misa dadga mefed saurmag. aman aRmarTa kerpi aÁni-

na gzasa zeda. da iwyo armazs SÀnebad. 

d˜. da misa Semdgomad mefobda mirvan. da aRmarTa danina gzasa zeda 

winare da aRaSena armazi.

e˜. da mefobda farnajob da aRmarTa kerpi zaden mTasa zeda da aRa-

Sena [cixÀ].

v˜. da mefobda ars(ok) [da] (216v)qalaqsa zRudeni moaqmnna.

z˜. da mefobda arik,  romelman Sidacixe aRaSena armazsa.

À˜. da mefobda bratman,  romelsa ze mcxeTas qalaqi daewyo.

T˜. da mefobda mirean. da man aRaSena mcxeTaÁ qalaqi.

i˜. da mefobda arsuk,  romelman kaspi Seipyra da ufliscixe 

ganago.

i˜a. da mefobda rok,  romelman raÁTurTiT mcxeTaÁ gaiSora. da me-

foba orad gaiyo,  orni mefeni dasxdes imier da amier.

i˜b. da mefobda qarZam armazs da mcxeTas - bratman. da amaTTa JamTa 

huriani movides mcxeTas da dasxdes.

i˜g. da mefobda imier farsman da amier -kaoz.

i˜d. da mefobda imier arsok da amier-amazaer. 

i˜e. da mefobda imier amazasp da amier - deruk. 

i˜v. da mefobda imier farsman qveli da amier - farsman avaz. 

i˜z. da mefobda imier rok da amier - mirdat. da amisa ze moaklda 

armazi sameufoÁ da mcxeTas oden iyo mefobaÁ.

À˜. da mefobda Radami da[!] dRe k.

i˜T. da farsman,

k˜. da amazasp,

k˜a. da rev marTali.

k˜b. vaCe.
k˜g. bakur.

k˜d. mirdat.

k˜e. asfagur.

k˜v. rev,  mamÁ mireanisi. 

k˜v. [mirean]

ese ocdarvani (!) mefeni qarTls Sina warmarTni.

da iyo dReTa kostantine mefisaTa,  qristes amaRlebiTgan samas da 

meaTesa welsa,  iyo Ruawli brZolisaÁ mterTagan da friad ereodes 

mefesa kostantines,  (217r) Zesa kostaÁssa. da gul-gdebul iyo urvaTagan 

kostanti keisari.
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A ów Azo, syn króla Arian-Kartlii, był pierwszym królem Mcchety, 
i zmarł.

Zaś po nim królem został Parnawaz. Wzniósł on na wysokim (miej-
scu) duży posąg bożka i nazwał go imieniem Armaz, i otoczył (świąty-
nię) ścianą od strony rzeki, (stąd miejsce to) nazywa się Armaz.

A po nim królem został Saurmag. Ten wzniósł przy drodze 
(posąg) bożka Ainina(18) i zaczął budować Armazi(19).

A po nim panował Mirwan. Ten wzniósł na początku swego panowa-
nia (posąg) bożka Dainina(20) i dokończył Armazi.

Potem panował Parnadżob i wzniósł on posąg bożka Zadena na górze 
i zbudował (twierdzę).

Potem panował Arsok, który otoczył (216v)miasto murem.
Potem panował Arik, który zbudował w Armazie wewnętrzną twierdzę.
Potem panował Bratman, za czasów którego w Mcchecie założono 

miasto.
Potem panował Mirean, który zbudował miasto Mccheta.
Potem panował Arsuk, który zdobył Kaspi i zawładnął Uplisciche.
Potem panował Rok, który dokończył budowę Mcchety i podzielił 

władzę: dwaj królowie osiedli po tej i po tamtej stronie rzeki.
I (odtąd) władał w Armazi Kardzam, a w Mcchecie władał Bratman. 

To za ich panowania przybyli Żydzi i osiedli w Mcchecie.
Potem panował po tej stronie Parsman, a po tamtej – Kaoz.
Potem panował po tej stronie Arsok, a po tamtej – Amazaer. 
Potem panował po tej stronie Amazasp, a po tamtej – Deruk.
Potem panował po tej stronie Parsman Dzielny, a po tamtej – Parsman 

Lampart.
Potem panował po tej stronie Rok, a po tamtej – Mirdat. Za niego wła-

dza królewska skończyła się w Armazi, a pozostała jedynie w Mcchecie.
Potem panował Gadam i dwadzieścia dni…
Potem Parsman.
Potem Amazasp.
Potem Rew Sprawiedliwy.
Wacze.
Bakur.
Mirdat.
Aspagur.
Lew, ojciec Mireana.
(Mirean). 
Tych dwudziestu ośmiu (!) królów w Kartlii było poganami.
A było to w czasach cesarza Konstantyna(21), w trzysta dziesiątym roku 

po Wniebowstąpieniu Chrystusa. Były potyczki z wrogami i (wrogowie) 
zwyciężali cesarza Konstantyna, (217r) syna Kostaja. I cesarz rozpaczał.

NAWRÓCENIE KARTLII 
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iyo vinme erTi kaci efeseli da warmoTqua winaSe mefisa,  viTarmed: 

`qristeaneni igi hromni da yovelni hindoni da visca vis aqus Sjuli 

igi axali qristes wmidisaÁ,  ZeliTa juarisaÁTa da misiTa sasovebiTa 

sZleven mterTa Zlierad”.

mas Jamsa aRiZra mefÀ gundebiTa,  da waravlina moyvanebad ebiskopo-

sTa ierusa-lÀmiT,  antioqiaÁT,  hromiT da aleqsandr-iaÁT. da naTel-

iRo man Tavadman da dedaman misman banakiTurT.

miT JamiTgan meaTesa welsa warvida helene ierusalÀmd Ziebad patio-

snisa juarisa.  da meaToTxmetesa welsa ivltoda dedakaci vinme mefeTa 

evadagi,  saxeliT rifsime,  romlisame mizezisaTÂs deda-mZuZiTurT. 

da iyo mis Tana tyue erTi dedakaci Suenieri,  saxeliT nino,  romli-

sa saqmÀ misi gamoiZia helene dedofalman. da iyo igi hromi mTavari,  da 

TÂsi da eqmnnes kurnebani. da mowevnul iyo saberZneTa da hmoZRurida 

mTavarsa mas rifsimes.

da viTarca warmoivltoda ri[f]sime zRuad,  gaÁ[a]ne da nino da sxu-

ani vinme maT Tana gamovides areTa somxiT[i]saTa,   sayofelsa Trdat 

mefisasa. da igini imartÂlnes mun. 

xolo nino daSTa da warmoemarTa mTaTa kerZo (217v) CrdiloÁsaTa 

da movida mdinaresa mtkuarsa,  mohyva da movida mcxeTad,  qalaqsa didsa 

mefeTa sajdomelsa. da iyo sam wel egreT. ilocvida farulad adgilsa 

erTsa Seburvilsa brZamliTa mayulisaÁTa.

da Seqmna saxÀ juarisaÁ,  nasxlevisaÁ da mun daadgra da ilocvida. 

da adgili igi iyo zRudesa garegan. xolo maT mayualTa adgili ars ze-

moÁsa eklesiisa sakurTxevlisa adgili. [d]a meoTxesa welsa iwyo Tqmu-

ad qriste RmerTi da Sjuli: `da [me]vpove cTomasa Sina CrdiloÁsa ese 

queyanaÁ”. da meequesesa welsa arwmuna [colsa] mefisasa nanas sensa Sina 

missa da meSÂdesa welsa mefesa arwmuna sa[s]wauliTa qristesmieriTa. 

da mswrafl aRaSena eklesiaÁ quemo[Á] samoTxesa Sina. da sueti igi iyo 

ZelisaÁ,  romeli TÂT aRemarTa.

da viTarca aRaSenes eklesiaÁ,  waravlina mociquli da wigni ninoÁsi sa-

berZneTa,   mefisa kostantinesa Txovad mRdelTa. xolo igini mwrafl miiwines. 

da mosca mefeman iovane episkoposi da orni mRdelni da erTi dia-

koni da wigni elene dedoflisaÁ da xati macxovrisaÁ da Zeli cxovre-

bisaÁ ninoÁsTÂs.

da viTarca movides,  naTeli miiRo mirean mefeman da dedofalman da 

yovelman saxlman maTman. iTxoves xÀ,  raÁTa Seqmnan juari.

[H—600,   2v) da Zieba-yves xuroTa da poves xe erTi,  mdgomare bor-

c[u]sa zeda kldisasa,  roelsa furceli misi ara[ode]s dascuioda. da 

sul-hamoÁ iyo xe igi da Suenieri friad,  viTarca madliTa qriste Se-

mosili. da adgili igi borcÂ Zeuvali iyo kldisagan. da uTxres mefesa 

da episkopossa. xolo mefeman wargzavna Ze TÂsi rev da mTava rdiakoni,  

ixiles Suenierad dgomaÁ xisa mis,  xolo furclooda JamTA arisaTa. 
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I pewien człowiek z Efezu wyjaśnił cesarzowi, że rzymscy i wszyscy 
indyjscy chrześcijanie i każdy wyznający nową wiarę w Świętego Chry-
stusa, zwyciężają wrogów drzewem krzyża i ufnością (w jego imię). 

Wtedy cesarz z dworem, zamierzając (przyjąć nową wiarę), polecił 
sprowadzić biskupów z Jerozolimy, Antiochii, Rzymu i Aleksandrii, po 
czym monarcha i jego matka wraz ze świtą przyjęli chrzest.

Po upływie dziesięciu lat od tego czasu cesarzowa Helena udała się 
do Jerozolimy na poszukiwanie świętego krzyża, zaś w czternastym roku 
wybrała się z jakiegoś powodu (na wschód) pewna niewiasta pochodze-
nia krolewskiego, o imieniu Ripsime, ze (swoją) opiekunką.

A była z nią pewna piękna cudzoziemka o imieniu Nino, o poczy-
naniach której dowiedziała się cesarzowa Helena(22). Była ona możną 
Rzymianką, podróżowała z własnej woli, dokonując cudów, przebywała 
w Grecji i nauczała Ripsime, władczynię.

Odpłynąwszy morzem, Ripsime, Gajane i Nino, a wraz z nimi niektó-
re inne niewiasty, przekroczyły granice Armenii, miejsca pobytu króla 
Trdata(23), i przyjęły wieniec męczeństwa.

Jedynie Nino ocalała i poszła w kierunku gór północnych, dotarła 
do rzeki Mtkwari, a idąc (z jej biegiem) przybyła do Mcchety – duże-
go królewskiego miasta. I spędziła (tam) trzy lata tak oto: Wykonała 
wizerunek krzyża z gałązek winnej latorośli, postawiła tam i modliła się. 
A było to miejsce poza murami (miasta, w krzewach jeżyn). Zaś (obec-
nie) miejsce tych krzewów jeżyn zajęte jest przez ołtarz kościoła Górne-
go(24). I w czwartym roku (Nino) zaczęła nauczać o Chrystusie Bogu 
i wierze, (mówiąc): „(Ja) znalazłam ten północny kraj pogrążony w błędach”. 
Zatem w szóstym roku nawróciła (małżonkę) króla, Nanę(25), podczas jej 
choroby, zaś w siódmym roku cudem dokonanym przez Chrystusa nawró-
ciła króla(26). I (król) pośpiesznie wybudował kościół Dolny(27). A słup ten 
(podtrzymujący sklepienie kościoła), który sam się umocował, był z drzewa.

Gdy tylko zbudowano kościół, król odprawił posłów z listem Nino 
do Grecji, do cesarza Konstantyna, z prośbą o kapłanów. Posłowie zaś 
prędko (tam) dotarli.

Wówczas cesarz (Konstantyn) dał biskupa Jan, dwóch kapłanów, jed-
nego diakona i list cesarzowej Heleny, ikonę Zbawiciela i drzewo życia 
dla Nino.

I gdy tylko ci ostatni powrócili, król Mirian, królowa i cały dom ich 
przyjęli chrzest. I wyprosili drzewo, by zrobić krzyż.

[H—600, 2r: Cieśle zaczęli szukać i znaleźli pewne drzewo na wystę-
pie skały wiecznie zielone. A było bardzo wonne i bardzo piękne to drze-
wo, jak Chrystus, błogosławione. Ale wzniesienie to było niedostępne 
z powodu skały, więc doniesiono (o tym) królowi i biskupowi. A król po-
słał syna swego Rewa i archidiakona, (którzy) zobaczyli rosnące potężne 
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da ityoda mTavardiakoni igi muÃlsa daviTissa,  viTarmed: `ese xe ars 

danerguli Tana wars[a]v[a]lsa kldis[a]sa zegardamo[Á] Ta cuariTa 

morwyuli da furcelni misni ara dascÂven ukunisamde.

da ubrZana xuroTa mokueTaÁ xisa mis. da Seqmnes saxe patiosnisa 

jarisa,  viTarca aswava mTav[a]rdiakonman,  sam guamad Seqmnes xisa mis 

tanis[a]gan samni juarni da aRmarTnes mcxeTas,  viTarca sweria mcire-

sa mas mokled aRwerilsa mas wignsa qarTlisa moqcevis[a]sa,  grig[o]

li diakonisa mier aRwerilsa. da erTi juari aRmarTa mirian mefeman 

mTasa zeda maRnaris[a]sa,  romelsa h[r]qvan TxoTisa da erTi igi – 

maxlobelad patiosnisa juarisave.

da waravlinna mirian mefeman da iTxovna saberZneTiT qvisa mTlelni 

da kiriT xuroni. da moscna mefeman da warmovides eruSeTs. da dadves 

saZirkueli eklesiisa [Á] da dautev [n] es ferÃTa  ficarni macxovrisa 

uflisa Cuenisa iesu qristesni da warmovides  mangliss da dadves saZir-

kueli eklesiisa [Á] da dautevnes samsWualni da esreT movides mcxeTad.

da iwyo mefeman Senebad qviTa eklesiasa gareubnisasa da viTarca cna me-

feman rameTu dadves saZirkueli pirvel eruSeTs da mangliss da dautevnes 

mun sasurvelni igi ficarni (3r) da samsWualni. aRivso urviTa da daayena sa-

qme moswrafebisa. vidre ara isw[a]va mTavarepiskoposisagan,  viTarmed: `Sen 

Tana ars am[a]s qalaqsa Sina samos[e]li qristessi yovlad zegard[a]mo qso-

ili,  romeli juaris-mcumelTa maT ganiyves da kuarTi igi amaT ixuedres,  

Crdilosa am[a]s qalaqsa Sina dafares,  da aw Svilni maTni arian,   vin uwyis,   

Tu adgilica icoden. xolo Jami misi merme ars odes gamoCndes didebiT 

queyanasa zeda. egr[e]Tve xaleni elia[Á]si aqve damarxul ars”.

da aRivso sixaruliTa mefe da mis moxadn(a) yovelTa huriaTa da 

hkiTxa,  Tu: `namdÂlve?” da maT auares marT[a]li da rar uar-yv[e]s. 

da Tques,  viTarmed: `aqeT warvides elioz mcxeT[e]li da longinoz 

kaniseli daTalenav da misael”. da kuarTisa mis Tques wiliT-xuedre-

baÁ amaTi,  xolo adgili igi uar-yves. maSin ganmxiar[u]lda mirian mefe,  

raJams euwya,  viTarmed `pirvel mowevn[u]l iyo kuarTi igi qristesi 

erusalÀmiT mcxeTad,  [h]madlobda RmerTsa da ityoda `kurTxeul xar 

Sen,  ufalo iesu qriste,  Zeo RmrTisa cxovelisao,  rameTu Sen pirve-

lve] (218r) ginda cxorebaÁ Cueni da Ãsnai Cueni eSmakisagan da adgilsa 

bnelisa,  ode-igi samoseli Seni ebraelTa maT warmoec wmidiT qalaqiT 

erusalÀmiT ucxoTa amaT naTesavTa qalaqad,  rameTu juar-cumasa Sensa 

amas qalaqsa mefobdes mamani Cuenni”.

da waremarTa mefÀ da yoveli qarTli qristeanobasa mowrafebiTa di-

diTa. maSin netarman man dedakacman nino Tqua: ̀ kurTxeul ars RmerTi da 

mamaÁ uflisa Cuenisa iesu qristÀsi,  romelman moavlina sityuaÁ wmidaÁ 

misi caTa maRlTaÁT TÂT Zlierisagan saydrisa gardamosruli queyanad 

mdablad ueWuelad Sobad Ãorcielad Teslisgan daviTisa dedakacisagan 

martod Sobilisa qmidisagan da ubiwoÁsa,  romeli saTno-eyo mas da amiT 
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drzewa, była to pora rozwijania się liści. Przeto archidiakon wygłosił 
psalm Dawida: „Oto drzewo posadzone na krańcu skały i nawadniane 
niebiańską rosą, jego liście nie odpadają na wieki wieków”.

Więc rozkazał (Rew) cieślom ściąć drzewo. I zrobili wizerunek świę-
tego krzyża, jak nakazał archidiakon. Zrobili trzy krzyże z tego drzewa 
i jeden wznieśli w Mcchecie, jak to przedstawiono w krótkiej książce 
Mokcewaj Kartlisaj, spisanej przez diakona Grzegorza. Zaś drugi krzyż 
był wzniesiony przez króla Miriana na leśnej górze, nazwanej Tchoti, 
a inny znów w pobliżu świętego krzyża.

Potem król Mirian wyprawił posłów, prosząc Greków o kamieniarzy 
i cieśli. Dał mu ich cesarz (Konstantyn), więc przybyli do Eruszetii, gdzie 
położyli fundamenty kościoła. (Tu) zostawili deski (pod) nogi Zbawi-
ciela naszego Jezusa Chrystusa. I wyruszyli do Manglisi, gdzie położyli 
fundamenty kościoła i zostawili gwoździe, i tak doszli do Mcchety. 

Potem król zaczął budować na przedmieściu kościół z kamienia. 
A kiedy dowiedział się, że najpierw położyli fundamenty kościoła Eru-
szeti i Manglisi, i pozostawili w Mcchecie oczekiwane deski i gwoździe, 
dowiedział się od arcybiskupa, że także w tym miejscu znajduje się Suknia 
Chrystusa, niebiańska tkanina, którą podzielili się ci, (którzy) ukrzyżowa-
li Chrystusa, a suknia, o którą ciagnęli losy, dostała się owym (Żydom 
z Kartlii). Schowali ją w północnym mieście, żyją i po dziś dzień ich po-
tomkowie, być może nawet znają to miejsce. A czas jego nastanie, kiedy 
zstąpi On na ziemię. Także płaszcz Eliasza(28) jest tutaj schowany”.

Uradowany król, nie zwlekając, zapytał Zydów: „Czy to prawda?” Ci 
potwierdzili i powiedzieli: „Stąd byli posłami Elioz z Mcchety, Longinoz 
Kaniski, Talenaw i Misael”. Wiedzieli, że suknia przypadła im według losu, 
ale miejsca (gdzie się znajdowała) nie mogli wskazać. Wtedy ucieszył się król 
Mirian, dowiedziawszy się, że z Jerozolimy suknia Chrystusa dostała się do 
Mcchety. Dziękował Bogu i mówił: „Błogosławiony jesteś, Boże Jezu Chry-
ste, albowiem Ty zawsze (pragnąłeś)] (218r) naszego zbawienia i wyzwolenia 
naszego od szatana, od miejsca tego ciemnego, gdyż suknię Swoją przesła-
łeś przez Żydów ze świętego miasta Jerozolimy do tego miasta obcego, gdyż 
ojcowie nasi panowali w tym miejscu do czasu Twego ukrzyżowania”. 

Wtedy król i cała Kartlia wstąpili na drogę wiary chrześcijańskiej z wielką 
gorliwością. Zaś owa błogosławiona niewiasta Nino rzekła: „Błogosławiony 
Bóg i Ojciec Pana naszego Jezusa Chrystusa, który z wysokości niebios i swego 
tronu zesłał światu swoje święte słowa, narodził się w ciele z nasienia Dawi-
da, z umiłowanej przez niego dziewicy jednorodzonej, świętej i niepokalanej, 
tak też pojawiło się zbawienie nasze i oświecił (Chrystus) wszystkich żyjących 
pod niebem, dając życie tym, którzy uwierzyli w Niego, choć urodził się jako 
człowiek, był czczony jak Bóg, chrzcił wodą i ziemią, jak zwykły sługa wiary; 
tylko z woli Ojca i świętego Ducha był zamęczony, a wywyższył się, był ukrzy-
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mizeziTa cxorebaÁ Cueni Seqmna da yoveli casa queSe myofi gananaTla da 

umetes misa mimarT morwmuneni acxovnna,  rameTu iSva viTarca kaci,  pativ-

-eca viTarca RmerTsa,  naTel-iRo viTarca msaxurman vinme Sjulisaman 

wylisa da miwisagan,  xolo mamiT da suliT wmidiT zegardmo iwama da 

idida,  juars-ecua,  daefla da aRdga,  aÃda maTve simaRleTa mamisa Tana 

da momaval ars didebiTa,  romelsa Suenis galobaÁ ameniTa”.

da viTarca ese Tqua,  wariyvana iakob mRdeli,  saberZneTiT mosruli,  

da erisTavi erTi,  warvida da dadga wobens. da mouwoda mTeulTa,  War-

TalelTa (218v)da fxoelTa,   da wilkanelTa da uqadaga sarwmunoebaÁ 

qristÀsi. xolo maT ganuyares Tavi. da erisTavman mcired warmarTa 

maxÂli da SiSiT moscnes kerpni maTni dalewad. da gardavida erwud da 

dadga JaleTs,  dabasa edems,  da naTel-sca erwu-TianelTa. da yuarelTa 

esma ese da gardakrbes ToSeTa. romelni ukanaÁsknel ipovnes,   Trdat 

mefeman moiyvanna da monaTlna.

da nino STavida kxoeTa(!) da dadga kawareTs da monaTlna kxoel-

ni(!) da sojni eriTurT maTiT.

da gardavida kaxeTa da dadga qcel-dabas. da moiyvanna kaxni mTa-

varni da monaTlna.

da dasneulda da warmoemarTa mcxeTad da viTarca moiwia kxoeTas(!) 

dabasa,   romelsa hrqÂan bodini,  verRara eZlo slvad. da mo-xolo-vi-

des uJarmiT qalaqiT rev,  ZÀ mefisaÁ,  da salome,  coli misi,  da asuli 

misi da zeda-adges mourned. da miuvlines mcxeTiT mefeman da colman 

misman nana iovane mTavarebiskoposi xilvad da waryvanebad. xolo man 

ara ineba,  aramed dahvedra iakob mRdeli: `raÁTa Semdgomad Sensa man 

daipyras saydari”.

da mis winaSe misca wigni igi helene dedoflisa mowerili,  romeli 

moewera ninoÁsa,  dedoflobiT da mociqulad da maxareblad Seemko 

(219r) da Zeli cxorebisaÁ warmoeca dedoflisa nanaÁsa. da Sewira Jami 

iovane,  da aziara nino Ãorcsa da sisxlsa qristÀssa. da 

wariRo ese sagzlad sulisa.

da Sehvedra suli TÂsi ÃelTa RmrTisaTa qarTlad moslviTgan 

meaTxuTmetesa welsa da qristes aRmaRlebiTgan tˆlÀ welsa,  dasaba-

miTgan Wyˆ lÀ welsa.

maSin SeiZrnes orni ese qalaqni – mcxeTaÁ da uJarmaÁ – da yoveli 

qarTli sikudilisa misisaTÂs. da movides da dahmarxes ZleviT Semosi-

li guami misi,  adgilsave zeda buds,  dabasa kxoeTisasa(!)

da warvida mirean mefÀ da yoveli eri,  rameTu iqmodes zemosa ekle-

siasa qviTa. da ganiSores meoTxesa welsa. da mokuda mirean mefÀ da 

daefla saSuvalsa suetsa samxriTsa CrdiloÁT kesrZo. da mas suet-

sa Sina ars nawili suetisa mis cxovelisaÁ. da meoresa welsa mokuda 

coli misi nana da daefla dasavaliT kerZo masve suetsa,  sada mirean 

mefÀ damarxul iyo.
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żowany, pogrzebany a zmartwychwstał, wstąpił na wysokości Ojca swojego 
i powróci w chwale; gdyż jemu należna jest chwała. Amen”.

Powiedziawszy to Nino wyruszyła, wziąwszy ze sobą kapłana Jaku-
ba, (który) przybył z Grecji, oraz pewnego eristawa(29) i zatrzymała się 
w Cobeni. Tam wezwała górali (mieszkanców) Czartali, (218v) Pchowi i Cil-
kani, aby głosić wiarę Chrystusa, oni zaś nie zechcieli (jej przyjąć). Wtedy eri-
staw wyciągnął miecz, a (ci) ze strachu oddali na zgubę swoje bożki. (Wówczas 
Nino) przeszła do Erco i zatrzymała się w Żaleti, w miasteczku Edemi, tam 
nawróciła Erco-Tianeti, zaś Kwarelowie usłyszawszy o tym, uciekli do Toszeti, 
(a gdy) znaleziono (ich) z trudem, król Trdat zabrał ich i ochrzcił.

Potem Nino doszła do Kchoeti (!) i zatrzymała się w Kacareti i chrzci-
ła książąt kchoetyjskich oraz sodżskich wraz z nich ludem.

Potem przeniosła się do Kacheti, tam zatrzymała się w miasteczku 
Keli, i zebrawszy kachetyjskich książąt, ochrzciła ich.

Tam zachorowała i skierowała się z powrotem do Mcchety. A gdy tyl-
ko przybyła do Kchoeti(!), do miasteczka, ktore nazywa się Bodini, już 
nie mogła iść dalej. (Wtedy) z miasta Udżarma przybyli Rew, syn króla, 
z Salome małżonką jego, i córką jego, i zaczęli pielęgnować (Nino). Wte-
dy król i małżonka jego Nana posłali z Mcchety arcybiskupa Jan, by 
odwiedził i zabrał (Nino), ale Ona nie zechciała, i poprosiła (arcybiskupa) 
o kapłana Jakuba: „Niech po tobie on przewodzi kościołowi”.

W obecności (Jana arcybiskupa Nino) oddała (Salome) list królowej 
Heleny, który ta napisała do Nino, nazywając Ją królową, apostołem 
i ewangelistą (219r) oraz drzewem życia dla królowej Nany. Jan odprawił 
mszę świętą i udzielił Nino komunii z Ciała i Krwi Chrystusa. I przyjęła 
Nino (komunię) jak strawę duchową. 

Wtedy oddała ducha swego w ręce Boga, w piętnastym roku po przy-
biciu do Kartlii, w trzysta trzydziesty ósmym roku od narodzenia Chry-
stusa, w 5838 roku od stworzenia świata.

Wówczas z jej powodu poruszyły się dwa miasta: Mccheta i Udżarma 
oraz cała Kartlia, więc przybyli i pochowali Jej bohaterskie ciało w miej-
scowości Budi, owej osadzie kchoetyjskiej (!).

Po czym król Mirian z całym ludem powrócili, gdyż budowali kościół 
Górny z kamienia i skończyli go w czwartym roku. A gdy zmarł król 
Mirian, został pochowany na północ od środkowego słupa południowe-
go. W tym to słupie znajduje się część słupa życiodajnego. Zaś w następ-
nym roku umarła małżonka jego Nana i została pochowana na zachód 
od tego samego słupa, gdzie był pochowany król Mirian.

A królem został Bakur, syn Rewa. Zmarł arcybiskup Jan i arcybiskupem 
został Jakub kapłan, przybyły również stamtąd. Rew po upływie dwudziestu 
trzech lat po wyniesieniu go na tę godność sporządził świętemu krzyżowi osło-
nę, a dla siebie przygotował grób w kościele Dolnym.
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da dajda mefed bakur,  ZÀ revisi. da mokuda iovane ebiskoposi 

da dajda iakob,  mRdeli igi muniTve mosruli,  mTavarepiskoposad. 

da ocdamesamesa welsa aRmarTebiTgan patiosnisa juarisa Seuqmna 

kubaÁ rev da Seiqmna saflavi (219v) quemosa eklesiasa.

da mokud[a] rev da daemarxa coliTurT. da Semdgomad misa,  

meaTesa welsa,  aman bakur daiwyo wilknisa eklesiasa da ganiSora 

ocdameaTxuTmetesa welsa. da mokuda da daefla quemosa eklesiasa. 

da dajda mefed ZmaÁ misi Trdat. da mTavarebiskoposi iyo nerse 

somexTa kaTalikozisa diakoni iob. da mefeman ruÁsTvisa ruÁ ga-

moiRo da eklesiisa safuZveli dadva. da mis zeve nekress kaxeTisa-

sa eklesiaÁ aRiSena gansrulebiT.

da Semdgomad misa dadga varaz-bakur mefed. da misa zeve spar-

sTa mefisa marzpanni Semovides sivnieTa da igi Ãidarad ukujda. da 

mTavarebiskoposi iyo igive iob.

da maSin movida qram xuarborzard,  sparsTa mefisa pitiaxSi,  

tfilisad qalaqad,  cixed. da qarTli missa xarksa Sedga,  da so-

mxiTi da sivnieTia da guaspuragani. da misa ze aRaSenes aznaurTa 

wmidaÁ igi eklesiaÁ mcxeTas da daamoTaules didsa mas eklesiasa 

soflebiTa da qardagebiTa qarTls Sina.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda bakur,  ZÀ Trdatisi. da mTavarebi-

skoposi iyo elia. da aman aRaSena eklesiaÁ bolnis[s]. da imier 

ganvida da (220r). ganaaxlna armazni sparsTa SiSisaTÂs..

da misa Semdgomad mefobda farsman,  diswuli Trdatisi. da mTa-

varebiskoposi iyo sÂmeon.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda mirdat. da ese wariyvana pitiaxSman 

varaS baRdads da mun mokuda.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda arCil,  da mTavarebiskoposi iyo 

iona. da maSin daeca quemoÁ eklesiaÁ. da iona moicvala gareubnisa 

eklesiasa da sueti igi cxoveli Tana-warmoiRo.

da misa ze aznaurTa stefane-wmidaÁ aRaSenes aragusa zeda. da 

moguni mogueTas mogobdes cecxlisa msaxurebasa zeda. da misve 

arCilis ze oTxni mTavarebiskoposni gardaicvalnes.

da merme mefobda mirdat. da mTavarebiskoposi iyo glonoqor. 

da ese mTavarebiskoposi erisTvadca iyo barazbod pitiaxSisagan 

qarTls da hereTs.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda didi vaxtang golgasari,  da mTava-

rebiskoposi iyo miqael. da man miamTxÂa ferÃi pirsa mefisasa va-

xtangs. xolo mefeman waravlinna mociqulni saberZneTa da iTxova 

mefisagan da patreaqisagan kaTalikozi. (220v). xolo man mosca pe-

tre kaTalikozi. da Tana  hyvanda mas samovel monazoni,  wmidaÁ da 

Rirsi. da aRaSena quemoÁ eklesiaÁ vaxtang mefeman da dasua petre 

kaTalikozi. da ese iyo qarTlis moqceviTgan rˆo welsa. mefeni 
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I zmarł Rew i pochowano go wraz z małżonką. Po dziesięciu latach Ba-
kur zaczął budować kościół w Cilkani, a skończył po trzydziestu pięciu latach. 
Zmarł Bakur i został pochowany w kościele Dolnym. A królem został brat jego 
Trdat, a arcybiskupiem był Job, (były) diakon ormiańskieo katolikosa Nerse(30). 
Król ten przeprowadził kanał nawadniający i położył fundamenty kościoła. 
Za jego czasów w Nekresi kachetyjskim kościół został zbudowany w całości.

A królem został Waraz-Bakur. Za jego panowania wojska marzpani(31) 
króla perskiego wstąpiły do Siwnieti i on odstąpił za Chidari. Arcybiskupem 
był tenże Iob.

Wtedy Kram Chuarborzard, pitiachsz(32) króla perskiego, wkroczył do miasta 
Tbilisi, do twierdzy i Kartlia stała się jego wasalem, a także Armenia oraz Siwnieti 
i Guaspuragan. I za niego aznaurowie(33) wybudowali w Mcchecie ten święty kościół 
i wraz ze wsiami i osadami w Kartlii podporzadkowali go Wielkiemu Kościołowi.

Po nim panował Bakur, syn Trdata, zaś arcybiskupem był Elia. I zbudował 
on kościół Bolnisi i przeszedł na tamtą stronę, (220r) odnowił Armaz z powodu 
bojaźni przed Persami.

Po nim panował Parsman, syn siostry Trdata, zaś arcybiskupem był Swimeon.
Po nim panował Mirdat, którego pitiachsz Warasz zabrał do Bagdadu(34), 

a tam (Mirdat) zmarł.
Po nim panował Arczil, a arcybiskupem był Iona. Wtedy kościół Dolny zawa-

lił się, zaś Iona przeniósł kościół na przedmieście i wziął ze sobą życiodajny słup.
Za jego czasów aznaurowie wybudowali nad Aragwi (kościół) święte-

go Stefana. A kapłani (czciciele ognia) w Mogueti oddawali cześć ogniowi. 
Za czasów Arczila zmarło czterech arcybiskupów.

Potem panował Mirdat, a arcybiskupem był Glonokor. Ten arcybiskup 
przez pitiachsza Barazboda i eristawa był ustanowiony w Kartlii i Hereti.

Po nim panował wielki Wachtang Gorgasali, a arcybiskupem był Iowel. 
Pewnego razu Persowie uprowadzili Wachtanga, ale ten po pewnym czasie 
powrócił. Arcybiskupem był (wówczas) Mikael i on to kopnął króla Wachtanga 
w twarz. Wtedy król wyprawił posłów do Grecji z prośbą do cesarza i patriarchy 
(o wyznaczenie) katolikosa. (220v) A ten przysłał katolikosa Piotra, z którym 
był mnich Samowel, szlachetny i święty. Król Wachtang odbudował (bo się 
ów wcześniej zawalił) Dolny kościół i przeznaczył (go dla) katolikosa Piotra. 
A było to po 170 latach od nawrócenia Kartlii. Królów (od tego czasu) zmieniło 
się dziesięciu, arcybiskupów trzynastu. A pierwszym katolikosem był Piotr.

Po nim panował Daczi Udżarmeli, a katolikosem był Samowel. Za jego 
czasów ludzie zaczęli osiedlać się w Tbilisi i wybudowali (kościół) świętej 
Marii, a katolikosem był Piotr.

Po nim panował Bakur, syn Daczi, a katolikosem był Samowel.
Po nim panował Parsman, a katolikosem był Tawpaczag, i za jego też pano-

wania był Czymaga, szósty (katolikos). W jego (Parsmana) czasach do Mcche-
ty przyszli Persowie, niepokoili Kartlię i miasta, i odeszli.

NAWRÓCENIE KARTLII 
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gardacvalebl iyvnes aTni,  da mTavarebiskoposni aTcametni. xolo 

pirveli kaTalikozi iyo petre.

da amisa Semdgomad mefobda daCi uJarmeli,  da kaTalikozi iyo 

samovel. da misa ze tfiliss kacni dasxdebodes,  da [mariam]-wmidaÁ 

eklesiaÁ aRaSenes. da kaTalikozi iyo petre.

da amisa Semdgomad mefobda (221r). bakur,   ZÀ daCisi,  da kaTalikozi 

iyo samovel.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda farsman,  da kaTalikozi iyo TavfaCag. da 

misa zeve Comaga v˜. da misa zeve sparsTa mefobaÁ mcxeTad movida da SeaSfo-

Ta qarTli da qalaqni da warvida.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda farsman sxuaÁ,  da kaTalikozi iyo dasabia,  

mkÂdri mcxeTeli. da aqaÁTgan orTa saxlTa aRiRes kaTalikozobaÁ mcxe-

TelTa mkÂdrTa. da misve mefisa ze kaTalikozi iyo evlale.

maSin movida netari iovane zedazadeneli SuvamdinariT asureTisaÁT 

igi da aTormetni mowafeni mis Tana movides.

da misa Semdgomad mefobda bakur,  da kaTalikozi iyo makari. da misa 

zeve varsqen pitiaxSi iyo. da SuSanik iwama curtavs.

da misa Semdgomad kaTalikozi iyo samovel,  da merme – simon-petre. da 

mis bakuris zeve daesrula mefobaÁ qarTlisaÁ.

maSin mcxeTaÁ aTxeldeboda da tfilisi eSeneboda,  armazni Semcirdebo-

des da kalaÁ gandidneboda.

sparsni uflebdes qarTls da somxiTs da sivnieTs da guaspurangs; da 

kaTalikozi iyo samovel da nelad-re Sekrba qarTli. da ganaCines erisTa-

vad guaram da merme – kurapalatadca. aman dadva safuZvli patiosnisa ju-

arisaÁ da amas zeve iyo kaTalikozi samoelve sxuaÁ. da tfilisisa mkÂdrTa 

didsa eklesiasa daiwyes: naxevarsa iqmoda yoveli eri da naxevarsa erisTa-

vni; da kaTalikozi iyo barTlome.

da misa Semdgomad erisTvobda stefanoz,  ZÀ misi,  ZmaÁ demetresi,  da 

iqmoda eklesiasa juarisasa.

maSin Camovlo herakle mefeman berZenTaman. da uÃmo cixisTavman kala-

ÁT tfilisisaÁT mefesa herakles vac-botobiT.

xolo man ferÃi daapyra da danieli moiRo da moiZia (sityuaÁ) ese: 

`movides vaci igi mzis dasavalisaÁ da Semusrnes rqani verZisa mis mzis 

aRmosavlisani”. da mefeman rqua: ̀ (ukueTu CemTÂs) (221v). esreT iyos sityuaÁ,  

me migago misagebeli Seni”. da dauteva jibRo erisTavi brZolad. da TÂT 

warvida baRdads brZolad xuasro mefisa.

xolo aman jibRo mcireTa dReTa Semdgomad kalaÁ gamoiRo da cixisTa-

vi igi Seipyra da piri drahkniTa aRuvso. da merme mrTelsa tyavi gahÃada 

da mefesa ukana miswia gardabans varaz grigolissa Sina.

warvida herakle da Semusra baRdadi da Seipyra xuasro mefÀ. da mo-

Rebad sca Zeli cxorebisaÁ. da iwyo brZanebiT SÀnebad ierusalÀmsa da mo-

disTos dasua patreaqad. da warmovida aqaÁTve meSÂdesa welsa. da vidre 
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Potem panował drugi Parsman, a katolikosem był Dasabia, pocho-
dzący z Mcchety. Od tego czasu dwie rodziny pochodzące z Mcchety 
zapewniły sobie tytuł katolikosa. Za tego króla katolikosem był Ewlale.

Wtedy przybył z Mezopotamii asyryjskiej błogosławiony Jan Zeda-
zadeneli, a razem z nim przybyło dwunastu jego uczniów.

Potem panował (221r) Bakur, a katolikosem był Makari. W jego czasach 
żył pitiachsz Warsken i Szuszanik została zamęczona w Curtawi(35).

Po (Makarim) katolikosem był Samowel, a później Szymon-Piotr. 
I za panowania Bakura skończyło sie panowanie królów w Kartlii.

Wtedy Mccheta zaczęła pustoszeć, a Tbilisi – rozbudowywać się, 
Armazi zaczęło podupadać, Kala(36) – rozkwitać.

Persowie władali Kartlią, Armenią, Siwnieti i Guaspuraganem. Katoli-
kosem był Samowel. Stopniowo zaczęła jednoczyć się Kartlia i wyznaczono 
Guarama eristawem, a potem – kuropałatem (37). Guaram wzniósł (kościół) 
Świętego Krzyża, za jego panowania katolikosem był drugi Samowel. Wte-
dy mieszkańcy Tbilisi zaczęli (budować) Wielki kościół. Połowę wykonał 
cały lud, połowę eristawowie, a katolikosem był Bartlome.

Potem eristawem był syn jego Stepanoz, brat Demetre, i (on to) 
budował kościół Dżwari(38).

Wtedy przeszedł (przez Kartlię) Herakliusz, cesarz Greków(39). 
I dowódca twierdzy w Tbilisi Kala nazwał cesarza Herakliusza kozłem. 

On (Herakliusz) zastanowił się, wziął (księgę) Daniela i znalazł tam 
następujące słowa: „Przyszedł kozioł z zachodu i skruszył rogi wschod-
niego barana”. I cesarz rzekł: „(Niech spełni) (221v) się to słowo, więc 
odpłacę tobie pięknym za nadobne”. I pozostawił eristawa Dzibgo dla 
prowadzenia oblężenia, sam zaś wyruszył do Bagdadu, by walczyć 
z królem Chuasro.

A tego Dzibgo po kilku dniach zdobył Kalę, wziął do niewoli wspomnia-
nego dowódcę twierdzy, napełnił mu usta drakanami(40), potem obdarł żyw-
cem ze skóry i posłał do króla w Gardabanie, do domu Waraza Grzegorza.

Herakliusz wyruszył, zburzył Bagdad, wziął do niewoli króla Chu-
asro i zmusił go do oddania drzewa życia. Cesarz rozkazał budować 
w Jerozolimie, patriarchą wyznaczył Modesta i powrócił tu, do Kartlii, 
w siódmym roku. Na jego przybycie (kościół) Sioni w Tbilisi był ukoń-
czony przez mieszkańców, a (do ukończenia) kościoła Dzwari niewiele 
brakowało. Ów Herakliusz posłał gońców do Tbilisi, Mcchety i Udżar-
my (z rozkazem), by wszyscy chrześcijanie zebrali się w kościołach 
miejskich, a wszyscy magowie i czciciele ognia albo mają się ochrzcić, 
albo będą wyniszczeni.

Ale (magowie) nie chcieli przyjąć chrztu, podstępnie zmieszali się 
z chrześcijanami, dopóki Herakliusz nie podniósł na (nich) wszystkich 
miecza, i potoki krwi popłynęły w kościołach.
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mosvlamde misa tfiliss sioni ganeSora mkÂdrTa,  xolo juarisa eklesiasa 

aklda-Ra. aman herakle tfiliss da mcxeTas da uJarmas ganavlinna qada-

gni,  raÁTa yovelni qristeaneni qalaqTa Sina eklesiTa Sina Semokrben da 

yovelni moguni da cecxlisa msaxurni anu moinaTlnen,  anu moisrnen.

xolo maT naTlis-RebaÁ ara inebes,  zakuviT Tana-aRerines qristianeTa,  

vidremdis yovelTa zeda warhmarTa maxÂli da eklesiaTa Sina mdinareni 

sisxlisani diodes.

xolo herakle gawmida Sjuli qristesi da warvida da erisTvobda igi-

ve didi stepanoz,  da kaTalikozi iyo barTlome meored.

da Semdgomad erisTvobda (222v). adrnese,  da misa ze samni kaTalikozni 

icvalnes: iovane,  babila,  Tabor.

da Semdgomad erisTvobda stefanoz,  ZÀ misi da aman ganiSora juarisa 

eklesiaÁ da dadva krebaÁ juars juarobasa erT TTue. da tfiliss dajda 

stefanoz,   da kaTalikozi iyo samovel. da misa zeve – evnon.

da hambavi moÃda,  viTarmed baRdaTi agareanTa daipyreso da amisTÂs 

berZenTa queyanaÁ jorsa ahkides da wariRes saberZneTa.

da mis Semdgomad erisTvobda guaram kurapalati v˜,  da guaram yrmaÁ z˜,  
da merme arSuSa kurapalati À˜,  da varaz-bakur apaÁ patrikiozi,   romelman 

garbanelni moaqcina T˜,  da mereme nerse [i˜],  da Zeni misni: filipe i˜a,  ste-

fanozi i˜b,  adrnese i˜g,  guaram i˜d,  da bakureani ZÀ baldadisi i˜e; da Zeni 

adrnesesni: stefanoz i˜v,  da aSot kurapalati i˜z,   da guaram [i˜À]. didni 

erisTavni esTen iyvnes.

xolo kaTalikozni,  romel evnonisiTgan momarT iyvnes: TavfaCag a˜,  
evlale b˜,  iovel g˜,  samovel d˜,  georgi e˜  kÂrion v˜,  izid-bozid z˜,  Teo-

dore À˜,  petre T˜. ese cxrani colosanni iyvnes. 

merme: mama a˜,  iovane b˜,  grigol g˜,  klemntos d˜,  sarmean e˜,  Talele v˜,  
samovel z˜,  kÂrile À˜,  grigol T˜,  samovel i˜,  georgi i˜a,  gabriel i˜b,  il-

arion i˜g,  arseni i˜d,  evsuqi i˜e,  basili i˜v,  miqael i˜z,  daviT i˜À,  arseni i˜T. 

 [Tavi 2]

(222v). xolo [odes daa] srula srbaÁ [TÂsi] sarwmunovebasa zeda wmi-

disa samebisasa wmidaman da sanatrelman dedofalman nino,  romeligu-

eqmna maxarebel gulTa CuenTa da mlxinebel sulTa da ÃorcTa CuenTa,  

viTar ganiSora erTi ese sameufoÁ,  queyanaÁ CrdiloÁsaÁ,    mcxeTisa 

mefeTa samefoÁ,  arwmuna yovelTa aRsaareba[Á] mamisa da Zisa da wmidi-

sa sulisaÁ,   naTlis-RebiTa moslvaÁ qristesi da SobaÁ wmidisagan qal-

wulisa,  naTlis-RebaÁ da sikudili qristesi da aRdgoa[Á] mkudreTiT,  

Semdgomad sikudilisa ukudavebaÁ da cxovrebaÁ,   meored moslvaÁ Zisa 

RmrTisaÁ queyanad,   marTalTa cxovreba[Á] da codvilTa SurisgebaÁ,  

rameTu misa ars sufevaÁ ukuniTi ukunisamde da mermeca,   amen,  viTarc 
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Oczyściwszy wiarę Chrystusa, Herakliusz odszedł. Eristawem był 
tenże Stepanoz Wielki, a katolikosem Bartlome po raz drugi.

Potem eristawem był (222r) Adrnese, a za jego czasów byli trzej 
katolikosi: Jan, Babila, Tabor.

Potem eristawem był Stepanoz, syn Adrnese. On to dokończył 
(budować) kościół Dżwari i ustalił przy nim zebranie na miesiąc, do cza-
su święta Dżwari. Stepanoz panował w Tbilisi, a katolikosem był Samo-
wel, (następnie, także) za jego czasów – Ewnon.

Zaś dotarła wiadomość, że Agarianie(41) zdobyli Bagdad. Z tego po-
wodu Grecy całym swoim dobytkiem objuczyli muły i wyruszyli do Grecji. 

Po nim eristawem był Guaram kuropałat (6), Guaram Młody (7), 
potem Arszusza kuropałat (8) i Waraz Bakur apai patrikioz(42) (9), który 
nawrócił na (chrześcijaństwo) Garbańczyków, potem Nerse (10) i jego 
synowie: Pilip (11), Stepanoz (12), Adrnese (13), Guaram (14) i Bakure-
an, syn Baldada (15), i synowie Adrnese: Stepanoz (16), Aszot kuropałat 
(17) i Guaram (18), tylu było wielkich eristawów.

A katalikosami po Ewnonie byli (tylu oto): Tawpaczag (1), Ewlale 
(2), Iowel (3), Samowel (4), Jerzy (5), Kwirion (6), Izid-Bozid (7), Teo-
dor (8), Piotr (9). Tych dziewięciu było żonatych.

Potem (byli): Mama (1) Jan (2), Grzegorz (3), Klementos (4), Sar-
mean (5), Talele (6), Samowel (7), Kwirile (8), Grzegorz (9), Samowel 
(10), Jerzy (11), Gabriel (12), Ilarion (13), Arsen (14), Ewsuki (15), 
Basili (16), Mikael (17), Dawid (18), Arsen (19).

[Rozdział 2]

(222v) Święta i błogosławiona Nino, która stała się zwiastunką rado-
ści serc naszych i dusz, ciał naszych, po tym, jak odbyła pielgrzymkę dla 
wiary w Świętą Trójcę, kiedy zakończyła swą działalność w tym jednym 
północnym królestwie pod panowaniem mcchetyjskich królów, nawró-
ciwszy wszystkich na wiarę w Ojca i Syna i Świętego Ducha i chrzest 
święty; w przyjście Chrystusa na ziemię i narodzenie ze świętej Panny, 
chrzest i śmierć i zmartwychwstanie, nieśmiertelność i życie po śmierci, 
w powtórne przyjście Syna Bożego, życie dla sprawiedliwych i karę dla 
grzesznych, gdyż w nim jest szczęście na wieki wieków i później, amen, 
i kiedy doszła do ziemi kchoetyjskiej miasteczka Budi, zachorowała na 
chorobę, z powodu, której to (choroby) zmarła.
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moiwia queyanasa kxoeTisasa(!),   dabasa buds,  dasneulda sneulebiTa miT,   

romliTaca mo-ca-kuda.

maSin Seukrbes mefeni queyanisni da mTavarni dedebiTurT da 

simravlÀ erTa ZlierTaÁ,  rameTu hxedvida yoveli kaci pirsa ninoÁssa,  

viTarca zecisa angelozisasa. ascueTdes mciresa mas da Zuelsa samosel-

sa missa mTxueviTa sarwmunovebiT da iZulebiT,  evedrebodes yovelni 

igi dedofalni garemo msxdomareni,  romelTa damosdiodes nakadulni 

cremlTani TualTagan maTTa ganSovrebisaTÂs moZRurisa,  moRu[a]wisa 

da sneulTa mkurnalisa Ãelovnisa.

etyodes dedofali salome uJarmeli da peroJavri sivnieli da maT Tana 

yovelni mTavarni hkiTxvides (223r). mas da etyodes: `vinaÁ anu viTar moSuer 

Sen queyanasa Cuensa macxovrad Cuenda,  anu sada-me iyo aRzrdaÁ Seni,  dedofa-

lo? mauwye Cuen saqmÀ Seni! raÁsa ityÂ tyueobasa,  tyueTa mÃsnelo,  sanatrelo! 

rameTu esera gviswavies Sen mier,  viTarmed yofil arian winaÁswarmetyuel-

ni pirvel moslvadmdÀ Zisa RmrTisa queyanad da merme mociqulni aTormetni,  

da kualad sameocdaaTormetni da Cuenda aravin moavlina RmerTman,  garna 

Sen. da viTar ityÂ,  viTarmed: `tyue vari me,  anu viTarca hindoeTs Tu?”.

maSin iwyo sityuad nino da Tqua: ̀ asulno sarwmunovebisano,  maxlo-

belno RmrTisano,  dedofalno Cemno,  gxedav Tquen,  viTarca pirvelTa 

maT wmidaTa dedaTa yovelsa mas sarwmunovebasa da siyuarulsa RmrTi-

sasa. da ginebs gzaTa CemTa cnobaÁ,  glaxakisa mÃevlisa TquenisaTa[Á] da 

gauwyo-ca. esera mosrula suli Cemi ÃorÃad Cemda,  dameZinebin ZiliTa 

miT dedisa CemisaÁTa saukunod.

aramed moixueniT aRsawerelni wignisani da dawereT siglaxakÀ Cemi 

da udebi cxorebaÁ Cemi,  raÁTa uwyodian SvilTaca TquenTa sarwmuno-

vebaÁ Tqueni da SewynarebaÁ Cemi,  da saswaulni RmrTisani,  romelni gi-

xilvan mciredni mTaTa maT zeda,   da vidre aqa moslvadmde Cemda. TÂT 

ufalman icis da sulman Cemman,  romeli uxilavs TualTa CemTa zeciT 

gardamo queyanasa zeda”. (223v) maSin mo-xolo-ixunes sawerelni salome 

uJarmelman da sivnielman peroJavri. da iwyo sityuad wmidaman nino da 

igini werdes. wina Sobisa misisa mSobelTa misTa saqmed iwyo.

[Tavi 3 ]

cxovrebaÁ wmidisa ninoÁsi

iyo maT JamTa oden georgi kabadukieli iwama qristÀsTvs,  maT dRe-

Ta kabadukiaÁT qalaqiT kaci vinme mTavarTa Sesabami,  monaÁ RmrTisaÁ,  

warvida hromed mefeTa winaSe msaxurebad da niWisa moRebad. da maTve 

dReTa kaci vinme iyo kolastas Sina da esxnes or Svil: ZÀ da asuli. 

saxeli Zisa misisaÁ iobenali,  xolo asulisaÁ – susana. 
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Wtedy (zanim zmarła) zebrali się wszyscy królowie i książęta z całego 
kraju z małżonkami oraz wielka liczba znamienitych ludzi. Ponieważ każ-
demu oblicze Nino wydawał się jak (oblicze) anioła niebiańskiego, (każdy) 
pokłonił się Jej dotykając ustami, (od czego) Jej prosta i stara odzież się 
niszczyła. Wszystkie otaczające (Ją) znamienite damy, którym potoki łez 
płynęły z oczu z powodu odejścia od nich nauczycielki, pokutnicy i sku-
tecznej uzdrowicielki chorych, przekonująco i wytrwale błagały Ją.

Prosili królowa Salome Udżarmeli i Perożawr Siwnieli, a razem z nimi 
wszyscy książęta pytali (223r) i prosili: „Kim jesteś i jak przyszłaś do kraju 
naszego dla zbawienia naszego, i gdzie Ty wychowałaś się królowo? Odkryj 
nam sprawy swoje, dlaczego nazywasz się sługą, miła wyzwolicielko nie-
wolników! Bo oto my dowiedzieliśmy się od Ciebie, że byli prorocy przed 
przyjściem Syna Bożego na ziemię, a potem dwunastu apostołów i jeszcze 
siedemdziesięciu (świętych i błogosławionych), zaś do nas nikogo nie przysłał 
Bóg, oprócz Ciebie, i dlaczego mówisz: Ja sługa, lub – jak w Indiach było?”.

Wówczas Nino przemówiła i wyznała: „Małżonki wierzące, miłe 
Bogu, królowe moje, widzę was wszystkie, jako pierwsze święte małżonki 
(przeniknięte) wiarą i miłością do Boga. Oto chcecie poznać drogi moje, 
ubogiej sługi waszej, przeto powiadam wam, że już dusza moja podeszła 
mi do gardła, zasypiam snem matki mojej na wieczność.

Ale przygotujcie wszystko, co potrzebne do pisania i opiszcie całe ubó-
stwo moje i żałosne życie moje, żeby również potomkowie wasi wiarę wa-
szą, życzliwe przyjęcie mnie i cuda Boże, te nieliczne, które widzieliście 
na tych górach, w tych krzewach jeżyn, przy wznoszeniu słupa, i (o tych 
cudach, które dokonały się) po znaku nad źródłem i przed moim przyj-
ściem tutaj, które to (cuda) posłane z nieba na ziemię, oczy moje (zaledwie) 
widziały, (co) wie sam Bóg i dusza moja”. (223v) Wtedy Salome Udżar-
meli i Perożawr Siwnieli przygotowały wszystko, co było potrzebne 
do pisania, i święta Nino przystąpiła do opowieści, a oni zapisywali. Zaczęła 
od (wydarzeń) poprzedzających jej urodzenie, od życia swoich rodziców.

[Rozdział 3]

Żywot Świętej Nino

W tym czasie, gdy Jerzy z Kapadocji(43) został zamęczony za Chrystu-
sa, w tych dniach pewien znamienity człowiek, sługa Boży z (pewnego) 
miasta Kapadocji udał się do Rzymu, do cesarzy, by służyć i zyskać nagro-
dę. I w tym samym czasie w Kolaste żył pewien człowiek, który miał dwo-
je dzieci: syna i córkę. Imię jego syna było Juwenalis, a córki – Zuzanna. 

NAWRÓCENIE KARTLII 



26

da viTar aResrulnes mSobelni igi,  daSTes Svilni maTni oblad. 

aRdges da warvides wmidad qalaqad ierusalÀmd,  imed-yves sasovebaÁ 

igi yovelTa qristianeTaÁ-wmidaÁ adgomaÁ da mievedrnes mun.

ese ZmaÁ susanaÁsi miemTxÂa devtalarobasa,  xolo susana hmsaxureb-

da miaforsa,  saras beTlemelsa.

xolo ese Wabuki kabadukieli miiwia winaSe mefisa hromed. da ewy-

vnes branji hromTa brZolad velsa zeda pitalanisasa. da mosca RmerT-

man Wabuksa mas kabadukielsa Zali uZleveli da qmna wina-aRdgomaÁ 

mterTaÁ Zlierad,  vidremdis wariqcina sivltolad. da Seipyra mefÀ 

branjTaÁ da mis Tana mTavarni mravalni. da Seiyvanna winaSe mefisa 

mefÀ branjTaÁ yovelni mTavarni. xolo mefeman ganawesa (224r). siku-

dili maTi. maSin iwyes tirilad branjTa maT evedrebodes zabilovns: 

„moguec pirvelad Sjuli Seni da SegÂyvanen Cuen taZarsa mas RmrTisa 

Tquenisasa,  da maSin iyavn sikudili Cueni,  rameTu Se-ca-Senve-gÂpyren,   

da Senve yav ese Cuen zeda,  da ubralo iyo sisxlTa CuenTagan”.

xolo zabilovnsRa esma,  mwrafl auwya ese mefesa da patreaqsa sityuaÁ 

maTi. da mosces maT naTeli Ãelsa queSe zabilovnissa da Seiyvannes taZar-

sa RmrTisasa,  wmidasa eklesiasa,  da aziarnes saidumloTa qristesTa. da 

uCuennes maT didebani igi wmidaTa mociqulTani. da dilaÁT adre aRdges 

branjni igi da samoseli samkudroÁ Seimoses da ganvides adgilsa mas kac-

Ta saklavsa,  ilocvides da hmadlobdes RmerTsa naTlis-Rebasa mas zeda da 

ziarebasa da ityodes: „Cuen sikudilsa Sina ukudav varT,  rameTu Rirs-myvna 

Cuen RmerTman eseviTarsa didebasa xilvad da sagzalsa mas daulevnelsa,  

Ãorcsa da sisxlsa qristÀs,  Zisa RmrTisa ukudavisa mis meufisasa,  romeli 

ars ufroÁs umaRles yovelta maRalTa da uquesknels yovelTa quesknelTa,  

rameTu igi ars kurTxeul ukuniTi ukunisamde,  amen. xolo vaÁ naSobTa Cu-

enTa,  nayofTa simwarisaTa,  mkÂdrTa bnelisaTa”. da Ãmobdes igini: „movedin 

meÃrmlÀ ege da aRixueniT Tavni Cuenni Cuengan”. amas raÁ hxedvida (224v) 
zabilovn,  aRiZra gonebiTa da tiroda,  rameTu viTarca cxovarTa Tavni 

TÂsni klvad warepyrnes da viTarca kravTa SvilTa maTTa swyalobdes. 

maSin Sevida zabilovn winaSe mefisa da gamoiTxovna,  da niWiTa ganutevna. 

xolo igini evedrebodes zabilovns,  raÁTa warhyves queynad maT da misces 

Sjuli qristesi da naTlis-RebaÁ wyliTa yovelsa ersa maTsa. 

xolo ismina maTi zabilovn da mosTxovna mRdelni patreaqsa. da 

brZanebaÁ moiRo mefisagan. da warvides sixaruliT. da viTarca mie-

axlnes viTar erT dRisa savalsa,  miÃda hambavi,  viTarmed mefÀ movals 

cocxali da yovelni mTavarni mis Tana. maSin SeiZrnes aTni igi saeri-

sTvoni: xolamaÁ da xozabaÁ,  xlaWaÁ,  xeneSagi,  timgaragi,  zaqaÁ,  gzaÁ,  

zargaÁ,  zardaÁ,  zarmaÁ da Tmonigoni sameufoÁ da moegebvodes mdina-

resa zeda didsa Rdamarasa

da ganhyo mefeman eri igi da daadgina wyalsa mas imier da amier. 

da akurTxes mRdelTa mdinarÀ igi. da STaÃda yoveli eri mdinaresa 
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Gdy rodzicie ich umarli, dzieci zostały sierotami. Udały się do świę-
tego miasta Jerozolimy, pokładając nadzieję w (świątyni) Zmartwych-
wstania – nadziei wszystkich chrześcijan, i tam zwrócili się z prośbą.

Wspomniany brat Zuzanny otrzymał (stanowisko) dewtelara(44), 
a Zuzanna służyła jako miafore(45) Sarze z Betlejem. 

Wówczas młody mieszkaniec Kapadocji przybył do Rzymu, do ce-
sarza. W tym czasie Brandżowie napadli na Rzymian (i walczyli z nimi) 
na polu Pitalońskim. Bóg dał młodemu kapadotczykowi siłę niezłomną, 
a on wytrwale bił się z nieprzyjaciółmi dopóty, dopóki nie zmusił ich do 
ucieczki. Wziął do niewoli króla i wszystkich książąt Brandżów i pokazał 
(rzymskiemu) cesarzowi króla i książąt Brandżów. A cesarz rozkazał ich 
(224r) uśmiercić. Wtedy Brandżowie zaczęli płakać i prosić Zabulona: 
„Daj nam najpierw wiarę swoją, wprowadziłeś nas do niewoli, więc zrób 
to dla nas, i będziesz wówczas niewinny krwi naszej”.

A Zabulon usłyszawszy to, zaraz przekazał ich słowa cesarzowi i pa-
triarsze, oni ochrzcili ich, a ojcem chrzestnym był Zabulon, wprowadzili 
ich do domu Bożego, świętego kościoła oraz dopuścili do udziału w ta-
jemnicy Chrystusa i pokazali im majestat świętych apostołów. Wcześnie 
rano Brandżowie wstali, ubrali się w żałobne stroje i wyszli na miejsce 
straceń, modlili się i dziękowali Bogu za chrzest i za komunię świętą 
mówiąc: „Jesteśmy w śmierci – nieśmiertelni, gdyż pozwolił nam Bóg 
dostąpić majestatu i (dał nam) nieubywający pokarm na drogę, Ciało 
i Krew Chrystusa, Syna Boga nieśmiertelnego, tego władcy, który jest 
ponad wszystko i głębiej od każdego piekła, gdyż błogosławiony jest 
na wieki wieków, amen. Lecz biada dzieciom naszym, płodom goryczy, 
mieszkańcom ciemności!”. I wołali: „Przyjdź kacie i odrąb głowy na-
sze!”. Widząc to (224v) Zabulon zatrwożył się w duchu i płakał, gdy 
oni, podobni owcom, wystawili głowy swoje na stracenie i jako owce o 
jagnięta swoje troszczyli się o dzieci swoje. Wtedy Zabulon wszedł do 
cesarza, wyprosił (łaskę) dla nich i uwolnił (ich) z darami, ale oni błagali 
Zabulona, by wyruszył razem z nimi do ich kraju, żeby przekazać wiarę 
Chrystusa i ochrzcić wodą cały ich naród.

Zabulon wysłuchał ich (prośby), poprosił patriarchę o kapłanów i otrzy-
mał pozwolenie od króla. I wyruszyli z radością. Gdy tylko zbliżyli się na 
odległość jednego dnia marszu, dotarła (do nich) wiadomość (z kraju Bran-
dżów), że król żyje i jedzie na spotkanie, a z nim wszyscy książęta. Wte-
dy wyruszyły (rody) dziesięciu następujących księstw: Cholamaj i Choza-
baj, Chlaczaj, Cheneszagi, Timgaragi, Zakaj, Czaj, Zargaj, Zardaj, Zarmaj 
i Tmonigoni królewskie, i powitały ich nad wielką rzeką Gdamara.

Wtedy król podzielił naród i postawił po obu stronach wody. Kapłani 
poświęcili rzekę. I cały lud wszedł tam, obmywszy się, zaczął wychodzić 
w jednym miejscu. Zabulon nakładał na wszystkich ręce przez dziesięć 
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mas da ganibanebodes,  da aRmovidodes gamosavalsa erTsa. da dasdebda 

zabilovn Ãelsa yovelsa ersa aT dRe. da aRhmarTnes karavni da Sewi-

res mRdelTa jami,  da aziarnes qristÀs saidumloTa.

da ganutevna mRdelni da ganhkarga yoveli wesi qristianeobisaÁ. da 

dauteva kurTxevaÁ da warvida (225r) niWiTa didiTa hromed.

da ganizraxa gulsa TÂssa da Tqua: „warvide ierusalÀmd”. da misca 

glaxakTa yoveli igi monagebi. da devtalari igi patreaq-qmnul iyo. da 

friad daimegobrnes urTierTas zabilovn da pa[t]reaqi.

hrqua sara miaforaman patreaqsa: „ese zabilovn–mamaÁ da embazi 

branjTaÁ,  kaci sruli sibrZniTa da RmrTis moSiSebiTa. amas miec daÁ 

Seni susana colad”. da sTnda wmidasa patreaqsa sityuaÁ misi da misces 

susana colad misa. da warvides TÂsa qalaqad kolased. da me oden viSev 

maTgan. da igi[ni] arian mSoblni Cemni. da aRmzarda me dedaman Cemman 

wiaRTa Sina TÂsTa,  msaxurebasa Sina glaxakTa dRe da Rame daucade-

blad.

da viTarca viqmen me aTormetis wlis,  mSobelTa CemTa ganyides 

yoveli,  raÁca aqunda,  da warvides ierusalÀmd. maSin maman Cemman 

daiwera juari patriaqisgan da ganijmna dedisagan Cemisa. da Semitybo 

me mkerdsa missa da damaRuarna,  viTarca Ruarni,  crem[l]ni TÂsni Tual-

Ta da pirsa Cemsa. da mrqua: „Sen mxolovo asulo Cemo,  esera dagiteveb 

Sen oblad Cemgan da migiTualav Sen RmerTsa caTasa,  mamasa yovelTa 

mzrdelsa da ufalsa,  rameTu igi ars mamaÁ obolTaÁ da msajuli qu-

rivTaÁ. nu geSinin,  Svilo Cemo! xolo Sen magdanelisa mariamis suri 

aRiRe siyuarulisaTÂs qristesisa da daTa maT (225v)  lazaresTa. da Tu 

Sen esrÀT geSinodis misa,  viTarca maT,  man egrÀT mogces yoveli,  raÁca 

sTxovo mas,  odes raÁ gindes misgan”. da momca amborebaÁ saukunoÁ da 

warvida wiaR iordanesa kacTa maT Tana velurTa,  romel-raÁ yofaÁ 

misi icis misman ufalman iesu.

xolo dedaÁ Cemi misca patriarqman msaxurad glaxkTa,  dedaTa 

uZlurTa. xolo me vhmsaxurebad miaforsa somexsa dvinelsa or wel. 

da vkiTxevdi vnebaTa maTTÂs qristesTa,  juar-cumisa,  daflvisa da 

aRdgomisaTÂs misisa,  da samoslisa misisa da juarTa da tiloTasa da 

sudarisasa yovelsa miWyebiT,  rameTu aravin yofil iyo,  arca iyo So-

ris ierusalÀmsa zomi misi mecnierebita Sjulisa gzasa Zuelsa da axal-

sa yovelsave.

iwyo uwyebad Cemda da Tqua: ̀ vxedav,  Svilo Cemo,  Zalsa Sensa,  viTar-

ca Zalsa lomisa Zuvisasa,  romeli izaxebn yovelsave zeda oTxferÃsa,  

gina viTarca orbi dedali,   romeli aRvidis simaRlesa aerTasa ufro-

Ás mamlisa da yoveli queyanaÁ gugasa Tualisa misisasa,  mciresa marga-

litis sworsa,  Seayenis da ganixilis,  ganicadis saWmeli misi,  cecxlebr 

dainaxis,  moutevnis frTeni Srialebad da miimarTis mis zeda. egreT 

iyos cxorebaÁ Seni winamZRurebiTa sulisa wmidisaÁTa”.
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dni. W rozbitych tu namiotach kapłani odprawiali mszę i wprowadzili lud 
w święte tajemnice Chrystusowe.

Odprawił (Zabulon) kapłanów i wykonał wszystkie prace dla chrze-
ścijaństwa i pobłogosławiwszy ich, powrócił (225r) z wielkimi darami 
do Rzymu.

Powziął zamiar w sercu swoim i powiedział: „Udam się do Jerozolimy”. 
I rozdał ubogim wszystko, co posiadał. (W tym czasie) wspomniany dewte-
lari został patriarchą, i bardzo zaprzyjaźnili się Zabulon i patriarcha.

Miafore Sara rzekła do patriarchy: „Ten Zabulon, ojciec chrzestny 
Brandżów, to człowiek pełen mądrości i strachu Bożego, daj mu za żonę 
siostrę swoją Zuzannę”. Słowa te podobały się świętemu patriarsze. 
Wydał Zuzannę za mąż za Zabulona, który wyruszył do swego miasta 
Kolasy. I tylko ja jedna urodziłam się z nich, oni są rodzicami moimi. 
I wychowała mnie matka moja pod dachem swoim w nieustannej służbie 
ubogim i dniem, i nocą. 

I gdy skończyłam dwanaście lat, rodzice moi sprzedali wszystko, co 
mieli, i wyruszyli do Jerozolimy. Wtedy ojciec mój, otrzymawszy błogo-
sławieństwo od patriarchy, rozstał się z matką moją, przycisnął mnie do 
piersi swojej, i potokami wylewając łzy na oczy i twarz moją, rzekł do 
mnie: „Tyś jedna, córko moja, a ja oto pozostawiam cię sierotą, bo oddaję 
(w opiekę) Bogu niebieskiemu, Ojcu wychowawcy i Panu wszystkich, 
gdyż on jest ojcem sierot i sędzią wdów. Nie bój się córko moja! Ty tylko 
wyraź żarliwość Marii Magdaleny i sióstr (225v) Łazarza w miłości do 
Boga i, jeśli ty tak samo, jak one będziesz bać się Jego, Bóg da wszystko, 
o co poprosisz i czego kiedykolwiek będziesz potrzebować od niego”. 
I pocałowawszy mnie pocałunkiem wieczystym, wyruszył za Jordan do 
dzikich plemion. O jego pobycie tam wie Pan jego, Jezus.

Co się zaś tyczy mojej matki, to patriarcha oddał ją na służbę ubogim, 
chorym kobietom, a ja byłam na służbie u miafore, Ormianki z Dwinu, 
dwa lata.

Pytałam ją o mękę Chrystusową, o ukrzyżowanie, pogrzebanie, 
zmartwychwstanie, o szaty, o krzyż, o tkaniny, o jego całun grzebalny 
i o wszystko stopniowo, gdyż ani wcześniej, ani wówczas nie było niko-
go w Jerozolimie równego jej wiedzą o wydarzeniach Starego i Nowego 
Testamentu. 

Ona zaczęła opowiadać mi i rzekła: „Widzę, dziecko moje, moc two-
ją, podobną mocy lwicy, która wznosi swój głos nad wszystkimi czwo-
ronogami; lub podobna jesteś do orlicy, która unosi się wyżej niż orzeł, 
na wysokości niewielkiej perły, obejmuje całą ziemię, tropi i chwyta swą 
zdobycz i, upatrzywszy cel wzrokiem, (podobnym) do ognia, z hałasem 
podciąga skrzydła i kieruje się ku niej. Niech będzie takim życie twoje, 
pod opieką Ducha Świętego”.
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Tavi 4

aRwerili mis[i]ve salome uJarmelisaÁ

(226r) aw viwyo da giTxra yoveli. odes-igi ixiles RmerTi ukudavi 

kacTa mokudavTa queyanasa zeda,  romeli mosrul iyo misgan,  israÀli 

ukun-dga. da mowodebaÁ yovelTa ucxoTa naTesavTaÁ,  ucxoTa RmerTTa 

monebulTaÁ,  viTarca TÂT unda ÃsnaÁ soflisaÁ,  romeli dahbada.

iwyo keTilis-yofad huri[a]Ta: mkudarTa aRdginebad,  brmaTa aRxi-

lvad,  yovelTa sneulTa gankurnebad. ese SeiSurves,  Seizraxnes da 

waravlines strationi yovelsa queyanasa swrafiT mosvlad. da ityodes,  

rameTu: aha esera warvwymdebiTo.

maSin moiwines yovliT sofliT kacni huriani,  mecnierni Sjulsa moses-

sa,   romelni antakrad aRudges sulsa wmidasasa da raÁ-igi unda qristesa 

maTgan,  maT aRasrules: juars acues da samoselsa missa zeda wil-iTxines. 

da wiliT hxuda CrdiloTa,  mcxeTelTa,  kuarTi igi uflisa iesuÁsi,  da 

dafles maT dambadebeli TÂsi da dahkrZales saflavi. xolo igi aRdga,  vi-

Tarca Tqua pirvel,  da tiloni igi,  odes ganTena,  isxnes saflavsa Sina. da 

ese yoveli warmoicada pilate da movida saflavad igi da coli misi. da 

tiloni igi povnes,  da moixuna igini colman pilatesman. da warvida wra-

fiTa didiTa pontod,  saxed TÂsa,  romeli iqmna morwmune qristesa. xolo 

Semdgomad JamTa mravalTa movides igini ÃelTa luka (226v) maxarebelsa-

Ta da dasxna igini man,  sadaca TÂT icis. xolo sudari ara ipova,   viTarca 

Ãorcni qristesn. Tques vieTme petresTÂs,  viTarmed Ãel-iwifa axumado da 

aqundes,   garna gancxadebulad araÁ miuTxres,  viTar sxuaÁ yoveli.

xolo juarni amas qalaqsa Sina damarxul arian,  xolo adgili maTi 

vervin icis,  odes inebos RmerTman,  gamoCnden.

maSin mivec krTxevaÁ ufalsa RmerTsa da madli dedofalsa mas Cem-

sa amas yovelsa zeda Tx[r]obasa. da kualad vkiTxe,  viTarmed: „sada 

ars CrdiloÁsa queyanaÁ,  anu sada ars samoseli igi uflisa CuenisaÁ?” 

mrqua me: CrdiloÁsa queyanaÁ somxiTisa mTeul ars,     sawarmarToÁ 

queyanaÁ,  saÃelmwifoÁ berZenTaÁ da uJikTaÁ”.

maT dReTa Sina mo-vinme-vida dedakaci efeseli Tayuanis-cemad wmi-

dasa adgomasa da hkiTxvida miafori dedakacsa mas,  Tu: „helene dedo-

fali egeTseave bnelsa Sina arsa da mefobaÁ maTi TÂnier RmrTisa?” 

xolo man hrqua: `me var mÃevali maTi da maxlobeli ganzraxvasa maTsa 

yovelsa,  da didi wadierebaÁ aqus hromTa qristÀs mimarT SjulisaTÂs 

da naTlis-Rebisa”.

xolo me varqu miaforsa: „warmavline da warvide winaSe helene de-

doflisa,  nuukue mimiaxlos sityÂs-gebad mis winaSe qristÀsTÂs”. da man 

auwya patreaqsa. xolo man miwoda,  wmidaman maman Cemman patreaqman,  Zma-

man dedisa Cemisaman,  da damadgina aRsavalsa sakurTxevelisasa (227r) da 
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Rozdział 4

Zapisane również przez Salome Udżarmeli

(226r) Teraz rozpocznę i opowiem wszystko. Kiedy ludzie śmiertel-
ni zobaczyli Boga nieśmiertelnego, który pojawił się dla nich na ziemi, 
Izrael wyrzekł się go. Wzywał on wszystkie obce narody, czczące obcych 
bogów, gdyż pragnął zbawić świat przez niego samego stworzony.

I zaczął dobrze czynić Żydom: wskrzeszać umarłych, przywracać 
wzrok ślepym oraz leczyć ze wszystkich chorób. To zrodziło w nich za-
wiść i oni, zmówiwszy się, rozesłali posłańców po wszystkich krajach, 
żeby (Żydzi) szybko przybyli, gdyż mówili: Oto my giniemy.

Wówczas zebrali się Żydzi ze wszystkich krajów, znawcy prawa Moj-
żeszowego, którzy wystapili przeciwko Duchowi Swiętemu, i spełnili to, 
co przeznaczone było od nich Chrystusowi: ukrzyżowali i rzucili losy 
o szaty, i chiton Pana Jezusa przypadł według losu ludziom z północy, 
mieszkańcom Mcchety. Żydzi pogrzebali Stwórcę swego i zapieczętowa-
li grób. Ale On zmartwychwstał, jak przepowiedział, a całun rankiem był 
jeszcze w grobie. Przeczekawszy to wszystko, małżonka Piłata wzięła 
go i pospiesznie udała się do Pontu do swego domu i stała się wierzącą 
w Chrystusa. Po wielu latach całun trafi ł do rąk Łukasza (226v) Ewange-
listy, i on schował go. Koszula śmiertelna, tak jak i ciało Chrystusa, nie 
została odnaleziona. Niektórzy wskazywali na Piotra, jakoby jemu udało 
się zabrać ją i posiadać, ale dokładnie o tym, jak i o niczym innym, nie 
opowiadali.

A krzyże w tym mieście są zakopane, ale miejsce to nikomu nie jest 
znane, (lecz) gdy Bóg zachce, odsłonią się.

Wówczas oddałam cześć Panu Bogu i podziękowałam królowej mo-
jej za całe to opowiadanie i ponownie zapytałam ją: „Gdzie jest ów kraj 
północny i gdzie znajdują się owe szaty Pana naszego?” Ona rzekła mi: 
„Kraj ten północny graniczy z górami Armenii, to kraj pogański, podle-
gły Grekom i Uzykom”.

W tych dniach przybyła z Efezu pewna kobieta, by oddać cześć (świą-
tyni) Zmartwychwstania. I miafore rzekła jej: „Czy tak jak poprzednio 
cesarzowa Helena pogrążona jest w ciemnościach, i królowanie ich (jak 
dawnej) nie pochodzi od Boga?”. A ona rzekła: „Jestem ich sługą i wspól-
niczką wszystkich ich poczynań i Rzymianie mocno pragną (przyjścia) 
wiary Chrystusa i ochrzczenia się”.

A ja rzekłam miafore: „Poszli (inni), i ja pójdę do cesarzowej Heleny, 
być może ona zezwoli mi na głoszenie Chrystusa”. I ona opowiedziała 
(o tym) patriarsze. A święty ojciec mój patriarcha, brat matki mojej, we-
zwał mnie, postawił na stopniach ołtarza i, położywszy ręce swoje na (227r) 
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damasxna Ãelni misni mÃarTa CemTa. da sulT-iTquna cad mimarT da Tqua: 

„ufalo RmerTo mamaTao da saukuneTao,  ÃelTa Sina Sevhvedreb obol-

sa amas,  Svilsa disa Cemisasa da warvavlineb qadagebad Senisas RmrTe-

ebisa da raÁTa axaros aRdgomaÁ Seni,  sadaca Sen saTno-iyo srbaÁ misi. 

eqmen qriste amas gza,  mogzaur,  navT-sadgur,   moZRuar,  ena mecnierebis,  

viTarca-igi winaT maT moSiSTa saxelisa SenisaTa”.

da mijmna dedisagan Cemisa da momca me juari da kurTxevaÁ sagzlad. 

da warvemarTe dedakacisa mis Tana. da odes mivediT saxid misa,  mun vpo-

veT dedufali vinme mefeTa [e]vadagi,  saxeliT rifsime,  romeli eloda 

ierusalÀmiT naTlis-Rebasa da qristes aRsaarebisaTÂs suroda. maSin 

mimca me ÃelTa misTa dedakacman man,  da mivec mas naTeli Ãelsa queSe 

Cemsa,  mas da ormeocsa sulsa mis Tana saxlisa misisaTa. da warvediT 

saxid misa da viyveniT mun or wel.

maSin moxeda ufalman saberZneTsa da hrwmena mefesa kostantines,   

da qriste aRiara man da dedaman misman da yovelman palatman maTman 

dasabamiTgan wlTa xuT aTas oTxas ormeocdaoTxsa,  xolo qristes aR-

maRlebiTgan samas da aTerTmtsa. da waremarTa yoveli saberZneTi qri-

steanobasa. meSÂdesa welsa iyo wmidaÁ krebaÁ nikeas,   da mervesa welsa 

iyo sivltolaÁ Cueni (227v) saberZneTiT. rifsime dedofali da gaÁ[a]ne,  

dedamZuZÀ,  da ormeocdaaTi suli warmovemarTeniT TTuesa pirvelsa 

aTxuTmetsa da gamovediT areTa somxiTisaTa,  samoTxesa mas Trdat me-

fisasa. igini moiklnes mun Tuesa pirvelsa,  ocdaaTsa,  dResa paraskevsa.

xolo me davSTi ekalTa Sina vardisaTa,  rameTu vardi da nuSi yuavo-

da mas Jamsa. da odes-igi aRmohvidodes sulni wmidaTa maT,  vixile zeciT 

samoslis msgavsad Camomavali diakoni olariTa naTlisaÁTa. ÃelTa mi-

sTa aqunda sasakumevlÀ,  romlisagan gamovidoda kuamli sulnelebisaÁ,  

romeli caTa dahfaravida,  da mis Tana simralÀ erTa cisaTaÁ.

da SeirTnes wmidani igi sulni erTa maT zecisaTa da didebiT 

aRmaRldes cad. 

xolo me vRaRadyav: `ufalo,  ufalo,  rad damiteve me Soris aspitTa 

da iqedneTa?” 

ÃmaÁ mesma me muniT,  romeli metyoda me: `esrÀTve iyos waryvanebaÁ 

Seni,  odes ege ekali,  romeli Sensa garemoÁs ars,  yovelive iqmnes vard 

mewamul,  sulnel Sen mier. xolo Sen aRdeg da vidode aRmosavaliT,  

sad-igi ars samkali friad da muSakni yovladve ara arian. xolo me wa-

moved da moved uloporeTa da davizamTre WirTa Sina didTa. da TTu-

esa meoTxesa warved mTaTa zeda javaxeTisasa,  raÁTa vcna,  Tu sadaÁT 

ars mcxeTaÁ. da mivemTxÂe mTasa zeda… 

[H—600,  17v: tbasa gardamdinaresa,  romelsa erqua faravnaÁ,  da da-

vdeg mun or dRe. vTxove sazrd[e]li meTevzurTagan da ganvZlierdi Za-

liTa miT sazrd[e]lisa[aÁ]Ta,   da madli Sevswire RmerTsa. da mwyemsni 

iyvnes masve adg[i]lsa da Ãumilvides saÃ[u]milavsa Ramis[a]sa samwysoTa 
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moich ramionach, zwrócił się ku niebu, westchnął i rzekł: „Panie, Boże 
ojców i wieków, w ręce twoje oddaję tę sierotę, córkę siostry mojej 
i wysyłam ją, żeby tam, dokąd skieruje ją Twoja wola, rozgłaszała zmar-
twychwstanie Twoje. Chryste bądź dla niej drogą, towarzyszem podróży, 
schronieniem, nauczycielem wymowy, tak jak dla tych poprzednich, bo-
jących się Imienia Twego”.

I (patriarcha) oddalił mnie od matki mojej, dał mi krzyż i błogosła-
wieństwo, jako pokarm na drogę, a ja wyruszyłam razem z tą kobietą. 
Kiedy przyszłyśmy do jej domu, zastałyśmy tam pewną królową, z rodu 
królewskiego, o imieniu Ripsime, która oczekiwała chrztu z Jerozolimy 
i mocno pragnęła wyznawać Chrystusa. Wtedy kobieta ta oddała mnie w 
ręce Ripsime, i przyjęła ona chrzest wraz z czterdziestoma domownikami 
przy mojej pomocy. Udałyśmy się do jej domu i pozostałyśmy tam dwa 
lata.

Wtedy Pan wziął w opiekę Grecję, i uwierzył cesarz Konstantyn. 
I głosili Chrystusa – on, matka jego i cały dwór ich w pięć tysięcy czte-
rysta czwartym roku od stworzenia świata, w trzysta jedenastym roku od 
Wniebowstapienia Chrystusa. W siódmym roku odbył się sobór w Nicei, 
a w ósmym wyjście nasze (227v) z Grecji. Ja, królowa Ripsime, jej pia-
stunka Gajane i pięćdziesiąt dusz wyruszyliśmy piętnastego dnia pierw-
szego miesiąca i weszliśmy w granice Armenii do ogrodu króla Trda-
ta. Oni zostali tam zamęczeni trzydziestego dnia pierwszego miesiąca, 
w piątek.

A ja pozostałam w krzewach różanych, gdyż kwitły wówczas róże 
i migdały. Gdy dusze tych świętych uniosły się, zobaczyłam diakona 
z jasną stułą na podobieństwo odzienia, opadającego z nieba. Trzymał 
w ręku kadzielnicę, z której wznosił się dym wonności, zasnuwający nie-
bo. I (było) razem z nim wielu niebian.

Połączyli się ci niebianie z duszami owych świętych i w majestacie 
unieśli się do nieba.A ja zawołałam: „Boże mój, Boże mój, czemuś opu-
ścił mnie wśród wężów i żmij?”

Usłyszałam głos z góry, który mówił do mnie: „Tak i ty zostaniesz 
wzięta do nieba, gdy tylko te ciernie, które cię otaczają, zamienią się 
wszystkie w piękne wonne róże. Powstań i udaj się na wschód, gdzie żni-
wo wprawdzie wielkie, ale robotników wcale nie ma”. A ja wyruszyłam 
i przybyłam do Uloporeti. W czwartym miesiącu wyruszyłam w góry 
Dżawachetyjskie, by dowiedzieć się, w którym kierunku znajduje się 
Mccheta, I podeszłam do góry... 

[H—600, 17r: do wilekiego, wypływającego ze źródła, jeziora, 
nazywanego Parawani. I zatrzymałam się tam dwa dni. Poprosiłam 
o żywność rybaków. I nabrawszy sił dzięki temu pokarmowi, dzięko-
wałam Bogu. I byli tam również pasterze, którzy strzegli nocą swych 
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Sina maTTa. da xadodes RmerTTa maTTa dawyeulTa armazs da zadens 

da uTqumides SesawiravTa,  raJams movideTo. dil[a]sa adre mive[d] da 

vkiTxe erTsa maTgansa,  Tu: `romlisa soflis[a]ni xarT Tquen?,  xolo 

man momigo me: `zogni dabiT da zogni safurcliT da zogni qinjarelni 

da rabatelni didisa qalaqisa mcxeTisani,  sada RmerTni RmerToben da 

mefeni mefoben”. mivxeden mTaTa Crdilo[Á]s[a]Ta,  rameTu dReTa zafxu-

lis[a] Ta savseni Cndes hiririTa da TovliTa sastikiTa. da SevZrwundi 

friad da vTqu: `ufalo,  ufalo,  mimiRe suli Cemi Cemgan”. da moviRe 

lodi erTi da davidev sasTunalad Tavsa,  da gardas[a]din[e]lsa mis 

tbis[a]sa daviZine. da movida CuenebiT kaci erTi haskiTa zomieri,  TmiTa 

naxevar[a]r-Tmosani,  da momca me wigni dabeWduli da rqua me: `aRdeg 

da swrafiT miarTu ese mcxeT[a]s mefesa warmarTT[a]sa”. da viwye tir[i]

liT vedrebad missa da varqu: `ufalo,  dedak[a]ci var ucxoÁ da um[e]

cari,  viTar mivide me,  arca enaÁ vici,  Tu raÁ vTqua ucxoTa naTes[a]

vTa Tana”. maSin ganÃsna wigni igi da momca me kiTxvad: dawerili iyo 

hromaelebr da dabeWduli iyo iesuÁsi. 

dawerilni iy[v]nes aTni sityuani,  viTarca-igi pirvel fic[a]rTa qvi-

s[a]Ta.

pirveli sityuaÁ: sadaca iqadagos saxarebaÁ ese,  munca iTqumodis 

dedakaci ese.

b. `arca mamakacebaÁ,  arca dedakacebaÁ,  aramed Tquen yovelni erT 

xarT

g. `warvediT da moimowafeniT yovelni warmarTni da naTel-sc[e]

mdiT saxeliTa mamisa[Á]Ta da Zisa[Á]Ta da sulisa wmidadisaÁTa.

d. `naTeli gamobrwyinvebad warmarTTa didebad erisa Senisa 

israÀlisa.

e. „sadaca iqad[a]gos saxarebaÁ ese sasufevelsa,  yovelsa sofelsa 

iTqumodes”.

v. `romelman Tquen S[e]giwynarnes,  me Semiwynarebs,  da romelman me 

Semiwynaros,  Seiwynarebs,  mom[a]vl[i]neb[e]lsa Cemsa”.

z. friad uyuarda mariam ufalsa,  rameTu maradis ismens missa sibrZ-

nesa WeSmaritsa.

À. „nu geSinin maTgan,  romelTa moswyÂdnen Ãorcni Tquenni,  xolo 

sulisa ver SemZlebel ar[i]an mowyuedad”.

T. hrqua mariam magdalenelsa iesu: „warved,  dedakaco,  da axare 

Zm[a]Ta CemTa.

i. sadaca hqadagebdeT saxeliTa mamisa[Á]Ta da Zisa[Á]Ta da sulisa 

wmidisa[Á]Ta. 

da viTarca ese wavikiTxe,  viwye vedrebaÁ RmrTisa mimarT. d[a] 

gulsÃma-vyav,  viTarmed zecit iyo CunebaÁ ese. da aRvixilen Tualni Cem-

ni zecad da maR[a]li igi vakurTxe da misgan vTxove SewevnaÁ Cemi WirTa 

Sina. da gardamosadin[e]lsa mis tbisasa movhyve da warmovemarTe].
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stad i modlili się do swoich przeklętych bogów, Armaza i Zadena, 
obiecując im ofiary, gdy staną przed nimi (szczęśliwe). Wcześnie rano 
podeszłam (do nich) i spytałam jednego z nich: „Skąd jesteście?” Oni 
odrzekli: „Z Dabi, Sapurcle, Kindżari, z wielkiego miasta Mccheta, 
gdzie bogowie panują i królowie królują”. Popatrzyłam (w stronę) pół-
nocnych gór. Ponieważ i w letnie dni były one pokryte mgłą i wyso-
kim śniegiem, przestraszyłam się bardzo i rzekłam: „Boże, weź duszę 
moją”. I położyłam sobie pod głowę kamień zamiast podgłówka i za-
snęłam nad jeziorem u źródła. I przyszedł do mnie we śnie człowiek w 
średnim wieku, z włosami w połowie przykrywającymi głowę, i dał mi 
zapieczętowany list i rzekł do mnie: „Wstań i zaraz wręcz to królowi 
poganinowi w Mcchecie”. Zaczęłam błagać płacząc i rzekłam: „Boże 
mój, ja kobieta nietutejsza, nieświadoma, jak pójdę, i języka nie znam, 
co powiem temu obcemu narodowi?” Wtedy on otworzył list i dał mi 
do przeczytania. Był (on) napisany po łacinie i zapeczętowany przez 
Chrystusa.

Napisane było dziesięć maksym, jak wcześniej na kamiennych tabli-
cach.

Pierwsze słowa: Gdziekolwiek po całym świecie głosić będą tę Ewan-
gelię, będzie powiedziane również o tej kobiecie na pamiatkę tego, co 
uczyniła.

1. „Nie ma już mężczyzny ani kobiety, wszyscy bowiem jesteście 
kimś jednym”.

2. „Idźcie więc i nauczajcie wszystkie narody, udzielając im chrztu 
w imię Ojca i Syna i Ducha Świętego”.

3. „Światło na oświecenie pogan i chwałę ludu Twego, Izraela”.
4. „Ta Ewangelia Królestwa Niebieskiego będzie głoszona po całym 

świecie”.
5. „Kto was przyjmuje, Mnie przyjmuje, a kto Mnie przyjmuje, przyj-

muje Tego, który Mnie posłał”.
6. „Maria została bardzo umiłowana przez Boga, gdyż ona zawsze 

rozumiała prawdy słów Jego”.
7. „Nie bójcie się tych, którzy zabijają ciało, gdyż duszy zabić nie 

mogą”.
8. „Jezus rzekł Marii Magdalenie: Udaj się do moich braci i powiedz 

im”.
9. „Dokądkolwiek przyjedziecie, tam nauczajcie w imię Ojca i Syna 

i Ducha Świętego”.
10. I gdy tylko przeczytałam to, zaczęłam modlić się do Boga; a że 

było to widzenie z nieba, uniosłam oczy moje ku niebu i błogosławiłam 
Najwyższego i poprosiłam go o pomoc w moich nieszczęściach. I wyru-
szyłam i poszłam]. 
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(228r) da iyo dinebaÁ misi dasavliT kerZo. da miudge gzasa Znelsa da 

ficxelsa,  da vixilen didni Wirni gzaTagan da SiSni mÃecTagan,  vidrem-

de moviwie aqa,  vinaÁ-igi wyalman aRmosavaliT iwyo dinebad. mieriTgan 

iyo lxinebaÁ Cemi. da vpoven mogzaurni da miviwie sanaxebsa qarTlisasa,  

qalaqsa urbnisasa da vixile eri ucxoÁ,  ucxoTa RmerTTa masaxuri: ce-

cxlsa da qvaTa da ZelTa Tayuanis-scemdes. Seeurva sulsa Cemsa qarqy-

medasa maTsa zeda da moved baginsa huriaTasa enisaTÂs ebraelebrisa 

da viyav mun erT TTue da ganvicdid Zalsa amis queyanisasa.

da iyo,  dResa erTsa aRiZrnes erni Zlierni da uricxuni simravli-

Ta miT qalaqiT warmavalni didad qalaqiT warmavalni didad qalaqad 

mcxeTad,  romeli iyo sajdomeli didTa mefeTaÁ,   vaWrobad da locvad 

armaz RmrTisa maTisa.

xolo me warvhyve maT Tana da miviwieniT qalaqad mcxeTad,  wiaRiT 

moguTas,  Ãidsa zeda davdegiT mun da vxedevdiT cecxlis msaxursa mas 

ersa. da moguebasa da cTomasa maTsa zeda vtirode warwymedisa maTisa-

TÂs da ucxovebasaca Cemsa veglovdi.

 Tavi 6

mowevnaÁ wmidisa ninoÁsi mcxeTad,  aRwerili misive

salome uJarmelisaÁ

xvalisagan iyo ÃmaÁ oxrisaÁ da sayÂrisaÁ. da gamovidoda eri uri-

cxÂ; viTarca yuavilosanni,  zarni da smaSinelni (228v) gamovidodes. 

xolo mefÀ arRasada SeZrul iyo. da viTarca Jam-sca Jamman,  sivltolaÁ 

da mi-da-mo malvaÁ iyo yovlisa kacisaÁ da Seivltoda yoveli kaci 

safarvelsa queSe,  rameTu gamo-sadme-vidoda nana deufali.

da viTarca ganvlo nana dedofalman,  maSinRa neliad-neliad 

gamovidoda yoveli eri. da Seamkves foloci yoveli samoliTa TiTo-

-piriTa da furcliTa. da iwyo yovelman erman qebad mefisa. da maSin 

gamovida mirean mefÀ TualTSeudgamiTa xilviTa. da vhkiTxe huriasa 

dedakacsa,  Tu: `raÁ ars ese?” da man mrqua: `RmerTi RmerTTa maTTaÁ 

uwess mas,  armaz,  romel ara ars sxuaÁ gareSÀ kerpi”.

xolo me warved xilvad armazisa. da aRivsnes mTani igi droSaÁTa 

da eriTa,  viTarca yuaviliTa. xolo me Seuswrve cixed armazd da da-

vdeg axlos kerpisa mis,  napralsa zRudisasa da vxedevdi sakÂrvele-

baTa da smaSinelsa,  romeli Tqumad eniTa ver egebis,  viTar-igi iyo 

zaris aRsaÃdeli SiSiT da ZrwoliT mefeTa maT da yovlisa erisa. 

da sazaro dgomaÁ vixile: da aha,  dga kaci erTi spilenZisaÁ da tan-

sa missa ecua jaWÂ oqroÁsaÁ,  da Cafxuti oqroÁsaÁ,  samÃarni esxnes 
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(228r) Z biegiem rzeki, która wypływa z jeziora i płynie na zachód. 
Szłam trudną i niebezpieczną drogą, przeżywając największe nieszczę-
ścia z powodu dróg i strach przed dzikimi zwierzętami, dopóki nie do-
tarłam do miejsca, skąd rzeka zaczyna płynąć na wschód. Od tego czasu 
zaczęły się radości moje: znalazłam towarzyszy podróży i osiągnęłam 
granice Kartlii, miasto Urbnisi. I zobaczyłam nieznany lud, oddający 
cześć nieznanym bogom i ubóstwiający ogień, kamień i drzewo. Mar-
twiąc się w duchu z powodu ich zatracenia, przyszłam do osady żydow-
skiej z powodu języka żydowskiego, gdzie pozostałam przez miesiąc, 
obserwując zwyczaje tego kraju.

Pewnego dnia wielki i niezliczony tłum wyruszył z tego miasta i udał 
się do wielkiego miasta Mcchety, do siedziby potężnych królów, mając 
za cele handel i oddanie czci bogu Armazowi.

A ja towarzyszyłam im i przyszliśmy do miasta Mcchety, od strony 
Mogwta, i tam zatrzymaliśmy się na moście i widzieliśmy lud oddający 
cześć ogniowi. I płakałam z powodu ich przywiązania do magów, błędów 
i zatracenia i bolałam nad samotnością swoją.

Rozdział 6

Przybycie świętej Nino do Mcchety. Spisane również przez 
Salome Udżarmeli

Następnego dnia rozległy się krzyki i dźwięki trąb i wystąpił lud nie-
przeliczony, wystąpił przyozdobiony jak kwiaty, straszny (228v) i prze-
rażający (z wyglądu), a króla jeszcze nigdzie nie było widać. Kiedy na-
stał czas, zaczęli kryć się i każdy chował się pod dachem, z tej przyczyny, 
że gdzieś ukazała się królowa Nana.

Kiedy królowa Nana przeszła, dopiero wtedy pomału zaczął wycho-
dzić lud, przyozdabiając wszystkie ulice różnokolorową odzieżą i liść-
mi. I zaczął cały lud wysławiać króla. Wówczas ukazał się król Mirian 
o wyglądzie niezwykłym dla oczu. I spytałam pewną kobietę Żydówkę: 
„Co to?”, a ona odrzekła mi: „Bóg bogów, a Armazi daje to jemu, który 
jest tylko bożkiem”.

Również i ja udałam się zobaczyć Armaza. I góry te zapełniły się cho-
rągwiami i ludem jak kwiatami. A ja zdążyłam przejść do twierdzy arma-
skiej i stałam w załomie muru (twierdzy) niedaleko od bożka, i wdziałam 
zadziwiający i przerażający (widok), którego nie można wyrazić słowami, 
z jakim lękiem i strachem, prowadzącym do przerażenia, stali królowie i cały 
lud. I widziałam: oto stał człowiek z miedzi. Na nim nałożona złota zbroja 
i złoty hełm i naramienniki, ozdobiona agatami i berylami. I w ręce trzymał 
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frcxili da bivriti,  da Ãelsa missa aqunda Ãrmali lesuli,  romeli 

brwyinavida da iqcevoda Ãelsa Sina,  reca Tu romeli Seexebian,  Tavi 

TÂsi sikudid ganiwiris (229r) da ityÂn: „vaÁ Tu da-sada-vklo raÁ 

didebasa didisa RmrTisa armazissa da Se-ras-me-vscTe sityuasa ebra-

elTa Tana,  gina moguta smenasa ods daxudomil viyo mzis msaxurTa. 

da romelnime ityÂan ucebni didsa visme RmerTsa caTasa,  da nuukue 

povos raÁme Cem Tana biwi,  da mces maxÂli igi misi,   romlisagan eSi-

nis yovelsa queyanasa”. da SiSiT Tayuanis-scemdes yovelni.

da marjul misa dga kerpi oqroÁsaÁ da saxeli misi gaci. da marcxl 

misa-kerpi vercxlisaÁ da saxeli misi ga,  romelni – igi RmrTad hqon-

des mamaTa TquenTa arian-qarTliT.

maSin vtirode da sulT-viTqumed RmrTisa mimarT cTomaTa maTTÂs 

queyanasa CrdiloÁsaTa,  dafarvasa naTlisasa da dapyrobasa bnelisasa.

vxedevdi mefeTa maT Zal-didTa da yovelTa mTavarTa,  rameTu co-

cxliv STaenTqnes eSmaksa,  viTarca mkudarni jojoxeTsa. da ityodes 

dambadeblad qvaTa da ZelTa,  da spilenZsa da rkinasa da rvalsa ga-

moberviT ganWedilsa,  RmrTad Tayuanis-scemdes. eseni icodes cisa da 

queyanisa Semoqmedad.

maSin moviÃsene sityuaÁ igi,  romeli mamcno iobenali patreaqman,  

wmidaman maman Cemman,  viTarmed: `viTarca mamakacsa srulsa wargavli-

neb da miwevnad xar queyanasa ucxosa,  naTesavTa dgevel,  zefel,  narka-

dovel,  romel ars kacni RmrTis mÃdomni,  mbrZolni da winaaRmdgomni.

maSin avixilen zecad da vTqu: „ufalo,  ufalo,  mravaliTa ZaliTa 

SeniTa (229v) gecruvnes Sen mterni ese. da ese ars didiTa sulgrZelebi-

Ta SeniTa,  da iqman,  rasaca igoneben mtuerni ese da nacarni queyanisani,  

aramed nu ugulebels-hyof,  rameTu xati Seni ars kaci,   romlisaTÂs 

erTi samebisagani kac iqmen da acxovne yoveli sofeli. maTca naTesavTa 

moxeden da Sehrisxen sulTa amaT uCinoTa,  soflis mpyrobelTa,  mTa-

varTa amis bnelisaTa. da miCuene me,  RmerTo mamisa da dedisa Cemisao,  

mÃevalsa amas,  naSobsa monisa Senisasa,  raÁTa CrdiloÁ bRuarsa Tana 

ixarebdes da yovelman enaman Sen mxolosa RmerTsa Tayuanis-gces qri-

ste iesuÁs mier uflisa Cuenisa,  romelsa Suenis madlobiT didebisa 

SewirvaÁ aw da maradis da mermeTa maT saukuneTa,  amen”. 

da viTarca wamis-yofaÁ TualisaÁ iyo,  dasavaliT haerni da qarni 

SeiZrnes da Ãma-sces quxilTa ÃmiTa sazareliTa. da aCnda Rrubeli 

mowrafÀ,  niSansmaSineli. da moiRo setyuaÁ litrisa swori mas ad-

gilsa oden da dalewna kerpni igi,  da dafqvna da daawulilna. da 

daarRÂna zRudeni igi qarman sastikman da STayar[n]a igi[ni] klde-

sa,   romelsa-igi Tquenca hxedevdiT anu ara... (230r) …da Tqua mefeman 

cremliT: „hÀ,   hÀ,   raÁTmeboÁ xojaT sTabanub rasul fsarzad”. 

xolo TargmanebaÁ ese ars: „marTalsa ityÂ,  bedniero dedofalo da 

mociqulo Zisa RmrTisao”. da viTarca dascxra risxvaÁ igi,  gamoved 
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ostry miecz, który błyszczał i obracał się w ręce, jakby (pokazując), że jeśli 
ktoś dotknie go, to skarze się na śmierć. (229r) I (każdy) mówił: „Biada 
mi, jeśli opuściłem cokolwiek w wychwalaniu wielkiego boga Armazi, jeśli 
pozwoliłem sobie na powiedzenie czegoś zbędnego w rozmowie z Żyda-
mi lub zgrzeszyłem słuchając magów, kiedy spotkałem wyznawców słońca, 
którzy mówią z ciemnoty swej, że jest jakiś potężny Bóg niebieski. Żeby 
(Armaz) nie znalazł we mnie jakiejś wady i nie uderzył mnie mieczem, któ-
rego boi się cały Świat”. Z przerażeniem wszyscy padali przed nim na twarz.

Na prawo od niego stał jeden bożek ze złota, a imię jego było Gaci, 
(zaś) na lewo stał bożek ze srebra, a imię jego było Ga, byli oni bogami 
ojców waszych z Arian-Kartlii.

Wtedy (ja), zwróciwszy się do Boga, płakałam i jęczałam z powodu po-
błądzenia tego północnego kraju, zakrycia światła i panowania ciemności.

Wiedziałam, jak potężni królowie i wszyscy książęta, niby umarli, 
żywcem byli chwytani przez diabła i uważali za (stwórców) kamienie 
i drzewa; z miedzi, i żelaza, i brązu wykute w płaskorzeźbę, (i) oddawali 
(im) cześć jak Bogu. Im przypisywali stworzenie nieba i ziemi.

Wówczas wspomniałam słowa powiedziane mi przez świętego ojca 
mojego, patriarchę Juwenalisa: Posyłam ciebie jako równą mężczyźnie, 
i ty przyjdziesz do obcego kraju do ludu dgewel, zepel, narkadobel, co 
znaczy: ludzie nieprzyjaźni Bogu, wojowniczy i niepokorni.

Wtedy ja podniosłam oczy ku niebu i rzekłam: „Panie, Panie, mimo Two-
jej (229v) potęgi wrogowie ci grzeszą przeciwko Tobie. To dzieje się od cza-
su Twojego wielkiego cierpienia, i niech czynią, co wymyślą, ten pył i popiół 
ziemski, Ty jednak nie pozostaw ich bez swojej cząstki, gdyż człowiek to 
obraz Twój, z powodu którego Ty jeden z Trójcy stałeś się człowiekiem i da-
łeś życie całemu Światu. Ześlij swą łaskę na ten lud i obróć swój gniew prze-
ciw duchom – niewidzialnym władcom kraju, panom tego mroku! Boże ojca 
mojego i matki mojej, pozwól mi, słudze, urodzonej ze sługi Twojego ujrzeć, 
jak wszystkie krańce ziemi dowiedziały się, że Ty jesteś Zbawcą, żeby pół-
noc radowała się z południem, i żeby każdy lud pokłonił się Tobie Jednemu 
przez Jezusa Chrystusa, Pana naszego, któremu należne jest wywyższenie 
i dziękczynienie, teraz, i zawsze, i na wieki wieków, amen”.

Nie upłynęło i mgnienie oka, gdy zerwała się z zachodu burza i wiatr, 
zagrzmiał grom z przerażającym łoskotem, pojawił się szybki obłok ze 
straszną wróżbą, i zachodni wiatr przyniósł zapach gorzki i smród. Wte-
dy wszyscy zaczęli uciekać do wiosek i miast, a czas pozwolił, żeby lu-
dzie skryli się pod dachami. Wkrótce straszny obłok zbliżył się i zamie-
nił je w drobne okruchy, a silny wiatr zniszczył ogrodzenie i powrzucał 
(kamienie) do wąwozu, co wy sami widzieliście lub nie... (230v) i król 
ze łzami powiedział: „Da, da, rajtmeboj chodżat stabanub rasul psarzad”, 
a tłumaczenie jest takie: „Prawdę ty mówisz, szczęśliwa królowo i wysłan-
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kldisa misgan napralisa da vpove Tuali igi bivriti,  aRviRe da war-

moved wina kerZo dasasrulsa mis kldisasa,  sada Zuel qalaqi yofil 

iyo,   da mas adgilsa yofil ars cixÀ.

da mun dga xÀ Suenieri brinjisaÁ,  maRali da rtomravali. moved 

queSe xesa mas da gamoviniSe niSi igi qristes juarisaÁ. da viloce-

vdi mun equs dRe. odes-igi gamoxuediT simravlÀ erisaÁ da eZiebdiT 

RmerTTa maT,  romelTa vnebaÁ dahbades,  da ara hpoveT,  maSin me mun 

viyav,  rameTu dRÀ iyo meequsÀ TTÂsaÁ mis,  odes-igi evmanuvel Tabors 

mamisa xati aCuena TavTa maT cxovelTa da TavTa maT micvalebulTa. 

maSin movida daÁ ese Cemi SroSana,  sefeqali,  mixila da moiyvana 

berZlmetyueli dedakaci da mkiTxa yoveli gzaÁ Cemi. maSin vxedevd me 

TualTa misTa cremlTa dinebasa ucxovebisa CemisaTvÂs. odes cna yove-

li saqmÀ Cemi,  maiZula waryvanebaÁ Cemi sefed,  xolo me ara vinebe,  da 

igi warvida. da mesamesa dResa Camoved qalaqad mcxeTad da mivimarTe 

samoTxesa mas mefisasa. da mi-raÁ-ved sina,  jda ese dedakaci anastos. 

da viTarca mixila,  aRdga da Semitkbo (230v) me viTarca mecnierman da 

megobarman da dambanna ferÃni Cemni da mcxo zeTi da damigo trapezi 

da RÂnoi da maiZula me Wamad da sumad. da davyav mis Tana cxra TTue. 

ese iyo uSviloÁ,  da zrunvida ege qmari magisi. CuenebiT vxedevd,  mo-

vida kaci naTlisa feri da mrqua me: „samoTxesa Seved,  naZuTa queSe babi-

loTa adgili ars mcirÀ,  sayuarelad Semzadebuli,  miwaÁ aRiRe adgilsa 

misgan da SeaWame kacTa magaT,  da esuas Svili”. xolo me vyav egrÀT. da 

esxnes Zeeb da asuleb mravlad,  romelsa-ese TÂT hxedavT. da maTve dRe-

Ta Sina orgzis da samgzis vixile Cuenebasa Sina mciredsa mas miruleba-

sa Cemsa muÃxlTa zeda: movidian mfrinvelni cisani,  STavidian mdinaresa,  

daibannian da movidian samoTxesa mas,  da babilosa mas moisTulebdian 

da yuavilsa mas Zovdian,  da mowled Cemdamo RaRadebed,  reca Cemi ars 

samoTxÀ igi,  gare momadgian JraviliT da Ãmobed Cemda momarT; mraval-

ferad da Suenierad iyo xilvaÁ igi maTi. da mravalgzis iyo ese. da uTxar 

ese dasa Cemsa,  asulsa abiaTarissa. momigo da mrqua me man: „ucxovo da aqa 

Sobilo,  tyueo da tyueTa mÃsnelo,   uwyi,  rameT Sen ze moiwia axali igi 

Jami da Sen mier ismes hambavi igi Zueli,  mamaTa CuenTa naqmari,  zecisa mis 

kacisa ubraloÁsa sisxlisa usamarTlod daTxevisaÁ,  romeliTaca (231r) 
qmna RmerTman huriaTa sircxÂli,  cis kideTa ganbnevaÁ,  mefobisa dacemaÁ 

da taZrisa mis wmidisa moRebaÁ,   erisa mis ucxoÁsa mogebaÁ da TÂsad wo-

debaÁ,  da didebaÁ maTa micemad”. da kualad Tqua: „ierusalÀm,  ierusalÀm,  

viTar gangimartvan Svilni Senni da Seikreb yovelTa cis kidisa naTesa-

vTa frTeTa queSe SenTa”. aha esera aqaca mosrul ars dedakaci ese da 

Secvalos yoveli wesi queyanisaÁ amis”. da momeqca da mrqua: „CuenebaÁ 

Seni ars ese,  rameTu adgili ese samoTxisaÁ Sen mier iqmnes samoTxÀ sa-

dideblad RmrTisa,  romlisaÁ ars didebaÁ aw da maradis da ukuniTi 

ukunisamde,  amen”.
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niczko Syna Bożego”. Kiedy skończyła się burza, wyszłam zza załomu 
tamtej skały, znalazłam tamten kamień beryl, wzięłam go i skierowałam 
się naprzód, na skraj tej skały, na to miejsce, gdzie wcześniej było staro-
żytne miasto, i gdzie (obecnie) jest twierdza.

Rosło tam jedno piękne, wysokie i rozłożyste drzewo akacji. Pode-
szłam pod to drzewo, uczyniłam znak krzyża Chrystusa i modliłam się 
tam sześć dni. Gdy wy, mnóstwo ludzi, przyszliście i szukaliście swych 
bogów, którzy wywołali nieszczęście, i nie znaleźliście ich, ja tam 
byłam, gdyż był szósty dzień tego miesiąca, kiedy Emanuel na górze 
Tabor pokazał wizerunek Ojca swego i żywym i umarłym. Wtedy przy-
szła do mnie siostra moja Szroszana, dwórka, odwiedziła mnie i przy-
prowadziła ze sobą kobietę, mówiącą po grecku i wypytała o całą drogę 
moją. Widziałam łzy w jej oczach z powodu mej samotności. Poznaw-
szy wszystkie sprawy moje, zachęciła mnie, by udać się do niej do pa-
łacu, ale ja nie zgodziłam się i ona odeszła. Trzeciego dnia zeszłam do 
miasta Mccheta i podeszłam do królewskiego ogrodu. U wejścia do ogro-
du zobaczyłam mały domek dozorcy sadu i po wejściu do niego zastałam 
tam siedzącą kobietę imieniem Anastos. Zobaczy mnie, wstała i przyjęła 
uprzejmie, (230v) jak znajoma i przyjaciółka moja; umyła mi nogi i nama-
ściła olejkiem i przeżyłam u niej dziewięć miesięcy.

Była ona bezdzietna i z mężem martwili się (z tego powodu). I miałam 
widzenie: zjawił się jaśniejący człowiek i rzekł do mnie: „Wejdę do ogrodu, 
(tam) pod gałęziami cedrów jest niewielkie a urocze miejsce, weź z niego zie-
mię i daj ją do zjedzenia tym ludziom, a będą mieć dziecko”. I tak postąpi-
łam i urodziło się im wiele synów i córek, jak sami widzicie. W tych dniach, 
w czasie lekkiego snu mojego na kolanach, dwu-trzykrotnie miałam to samo 
widzenie: nadlatują ptaki niebieskie, zlatują nad rzekę, kąpią się i przylatują 
do ogrodu, obdziobują liście, jedzą kwiaty i przyjaźnie ze mną rozmawiają, 
jakby ten ogród był mój, okrążają mnie ze szczebiotem i wołają mnie róż-
nogłośnie. I było piękne widzenie ich i wielokrotnie ono się powtarzało. 
O tym powiedziałam siostrze mojej, córce Abiatara. Ona odpowiadając rzekła do 
mnie: „Cudzoziemko i tu urodzona, sługo i wybawicielko niewolników, wiem, 
że od ciebie zaczyna się nowy czas, dzięki tobie stały się znane dawne czyny, 
dokonane przez ojców naszych, niesprawiedliwe przelanie krwi niewinnej tego 
niebiańskiego człowieka, (231r) przez które Bóg napiętnował Żydów, rozsiał 
ich po całym świecie, zniszczył ich królestwo, pohańbił ich świątynię, znalazł 
i przywołał do siebie obcy lud i wywyższył go”. Później rzekła: „Jeruzalem, 
Jeruzalem, jakżeś się rozpostarło i zbierasz pod swe skrzydła wszystkie ludy 
ze wszystkich krańców świata! Oto i tutaj przyszła ta kobieta, i niech zmieni 
ona wszystkie prawa kraju tego!” I ona zwróciła się do mnie i rzekła: „Widzenie 
twoje oznacza, że ten ogród (kraj) zmieni się dzięki tobie w ogród (kraj) czci 
Boga, któremu niech będzie chwała teraz i zawsze, i na wieki wieków, amen”.
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Tavi 7

romeli aRwera dedakacman huriaman,  saxeliT sidonia,

asulman abiaTar mRdelisaman

da iyos odes moxeda RmerTman wyalobiT queyanasa amas daviwyebul-

sa CrdiloÁsasa –kavkasiaTa,  somxiTisa mTeulsa,  romlisa mTani da-

efarnes nislsa,  da velni-armursa cTomisa da umecrebisasa,  da iyo 

queyanaÁ ese Crdilo mzisagan simarTlisa,  Zisa RmrTisa mosvlisaTÂs 

da cnobisa,  viTarca saxeli erqua samarTlad CrdiloÁ. ara Tu amis 

mzisa naTlisagan daklebul iyo,   anu aw ars daklebul misgan,  yoveli 

casa queSe myofi ixilavs da yovelsa hxedavs igi,  da romelsa sicxiTa 

mihridis,   naTliTa yovelsa adgilsa mixedis. ese ara Tu amisTÂs erqua 

queyanasa amas Crdilo,   aramed iyvnes esodenni welni da esTenni na-

Tesavni novesiTgan da eberisiTgan da abrahamisiTgan. da (231v) mun Sina 

iyo iob aznauri,   gancdili ganmcdelisagan viTarca ioseb,  mose,  iesu,  

mRdelni da msajulni da emdgomiTi-Semdgomad,  romel-igi viciT smeni-

li wignTagan saRmrToTa.

gardaÃdes qristÀs mosvlamde welni W~f,  SobiTgan qristÀsiT vi-

dre juar-cumamde l~g,  da juar-cumiTgan qristÀsiT vidre kostantine 

berZenTa mefisa monaTvlamde t~ia;  da aToTxmetisa wlisa Semdgomad 

moivlina queyanasa Cuensa qadagi WeSmaritebisaÁ nino,  dedofali Cueni,  

viTarca bnelsa Sina mTiebi raÁ aRmohÃdis da ciskari aRiRis,  da misa 

Semdgomad aRmovaln didi igi mflobeli dRisaÁ. egreT iyo cxorebaÁ 

Cueni,  qarTvelno,  rameTu viqceodeT naTelsa da mkÂdr viyveniT bnelsa,  

vixarebdiT SuebiTa da viunjebdiT glovasa,  romlisa nugesinis-mce-

meli ara iyo. vhmsaxurebdiT same dabadebulTa da ara dambadebelsa,  

qerobinTa etlTa zeda mjdomarisa will mTaTa maRalTa Tavyuanis-

-scemdes mamani Cuenni,  gebalsa da garizinsa,  da mas zeda ara iyo arca 

RmerTi,  arca mose,   arca niSi maTi,  aramed kerpni qvisani usuloni. 

xolo amas queyanasa qarTlisasa iyvnes orni mTani da maT zeda orni 

kerpni: armaz da zaden,  romelni iynosdes sulmyralobiT aTassa sulsa 

yrmisa pirmSoÁsasa,  armaz da zaden,  da Seswiravad uCndes mSobelTa 

maTTa msxuerplad,  viTarmca ukunisamde ara iyo sikudili. da ese iyo 

moaqamde. 

xolo iyvnes kerpni sxianica (232r) samefoni: gaci da ga. da Sewirvoda 

maTa erTi sefewuli cecxliTa dawuvad da mtueri gardabnevad Tavsa 

kerpisasa.

da amis yovlisa Semdgomad Txrobasa giTxrob mamisa Cemisasa,  rome-

li wignTagan vici kiTxviT,  da miamisa Cemisagan Txrobilsa.

odes-igi mefobda herode da mogesma aqa,  viTarmed sparsTa ierusalÀmi 

daipyreso,  glovisa wigni moewera yovelTa huriaTa momarT qarTli-
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Rozdział 7

Opisane przez kobietę Żydówkę o imieniu Sydonia,
córkę duchowego Abiatara

W tym czasie, gdy Bóg z łaski swojej wziął w opiekę ten zapo-
mniany (graniczący) z płaskowyżem armeńskim kraj północny, które-
go góry okryte były mgłą, a doliny dymem błędów i ciemnoty, kraj 
ten był pozbawiony słońca prawdy i wiedzy o przyjściu Syna Bożego, 
więc zgodnie z prawdą nazywany był północnym. Nie światła słońca 
był pozbawiony ani teraz jest (go) pozbawiony. Światło słońca widzą 
wszyscy żyjący pod niebiosami, i wszystkich ono oświetla, a chociaż 
niektóre (kraje) pozbawione są gorącą, światło dochodzi do każdego 
miejsca. Nie, nie z tego powodu kraj ten nazywany jest północnym. 
Minęło tyle lat i było tyle ludów od czasów Noego i Ebera i Abrahama. 
I wśród nich byli szlachetny Hiob, poddany próbie jak Józef, Mojżesz, 
Jezus, najwyżsi kapłani i sędziowie, a później, zgodnie z kolejnością, 
ci, o których wiedziano ze świętych ksiąg.

Do narodzenia Chrystusa (od stworzenia świata) minęło 5500 lat, od 
narodzenia Chrystusa do (Jego) ukrzyżowania 33 lata i od ukrzyżowa-
nia Chrystusa do chrztu cesarza Greków, Konstantyna 311 lat i (dopiero) 
po upływie (dalszych) 14 lat pojawiła się w naszym kraju wysłannicz-
ka prawdy Nino, królowa nasza, podobnie, jak we mgle pojawia się ów 
wielki władca dnia. Takie było życie nasze w Kartlii: żyliśmy w świetle 
i przebywaliśmy w mroku, służyliśmy więc stworzeniu, a nie Stwórcy. 
Zamiast temu, który siedzi w powozie cherubinów, ojcowie nasi odda-
wali cześć wysokim górom Gebal i Garizin, i nie uznawali ani Boga, ani 
Mojżesza, ani ich cudów, ale bezduszne bożki z kamienia. A w Kartlii 
były dwie góry i na nich dwa bożki, Armaz i Zaden. Stamtąd rozchodziła 
się woń smrodu tysięcy pierworodnych, których rodzicie przeznaczyli 
na ofi arę Armazowi i Zadenowi, żeby nie nastała śmierć na wieki. Tak 
trwało aż do owego czasu.

Były i inne bożki (232r) królewskie – Gaci i Ga. Im przynoszono 
w ofi erze kogoś z rodu królewskiego, palono go i popiół sypano na głowę 
bożka.

I po tym wszystkim opowiem to, co powiedziane przez ojca mojego, 
(to znaczy) to, co wiem z czytania ksiąg i z opowiadania ojca mojego.

Kiedy panował Herod, doszła do nas wiadomość, że Persowie zdo-
byli Jerozolimę i odebrali posłanie żałobne wszystkich kartlijskich Ży-
dów: mieszkańców Mcchety, kapłanów bodijskich, kodis-ckarońskich 
uczonych, sobiskanańskich tłumaczy: „Dwunastu królów przybyło opa-
nować nasz kraj”. (Wtedy) wszyscy byli głęboko poruszeni i chcieli im 
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saTa,  mcxeTelTa mkÂdrTa,   bodelTa mRdelTa,  kodis-wyarovelTa mwi-

gnobarTa,  da sobis-kananelTa TargmanTa,  viTarmed: `aTormetni mefeni 

movideso dapyrobad queyanisa Cuenisa”. da yovelni SeiZrnes sivltoliT 

Sewevnad maTa. xolo Semdgomad mcired-re moiwia sxuaÁ RaRadisi igi ara 

dapyobad queyanisa movides,  aramed abjrisa da saWurvelisa will da 

sagzlisa aqunda oqroÁ yÂTeli,  muri mwrafl mkurnali wylulisaÁ,  da 

gundruki sul-hamoi,  ese yovelsa mÃedarsa maTsa. da TÂT mefeTa TiTo 

satÂrTi aqunda,  da eZiebdes yrmasa visme axlad Sobilsa,  Zesa daviTissa,  

romelica poves mwiri erTi,  mwirisa dedakacisa ZÀ,  uJamod Sobili uad-

gilosa adgilsa,  viTarca aqus CueulebaÁ garemdgomTa”.

eseni mis yrmisa movides da Tavyuanis-sces,  da ese yoveli Zrueni 

misa Sewires. da mTaÁ gardavles da warvides MmSÂdobiT. aw nu geSinin,  

huriano,  (232v) me,  herode veZiebd da ara vpove yrmaÁ igi da arca dedaÁ 

misi,  aramed aw warvhmarTo maxÂli yovelsa wulsa zeda oriT wliTgan 

da udaressa,  da mowydes igica maT Tana. aw gul-debul iyveniT,  rameTu 

ucnebiT iyo ese yoveli“. amisa Semdgomad gardaÃdes welni oc da aTni,  

mowera ana mRdelman ierusalÀmiT mamis-mmisa Cemisa oziaÁsa,  viTarmed: 

„igive yrmaÁ,  romlisa sparsTa mefeni mosrul iyvnes ZruniTa,   igi yrmaÁ 

gan-same-zrdil ars,  sazomsa hasakisasa mowevnul ars. wyalsa mas iorda-

nisasa zaqariaÁs Zisa ganvidodes yovelni naTesavi israÀlisani,  da Seni 

mamis dedis ZmaÁ elios Tanave iyo. da aha esera caÁ quxda da queyanaÁ 

iZrvoda,  mTani hkrTebodes,  borcuni imRerdes,  zRuaÁ dga,  wyalni aR-

marT diodes,  zaqaraÁs ZÀ ivltoda da Cuen yovelTa zari SeZrwunebisaÁ 

dagueca. da erisa simravlisaTÂs davidumeT saqmÀ ese,  romeli iyo same 

cxad saukuniTgan RmrTisa Tana“. da meoTxesa welsa gamoÃda brzanebaÁ 

ierusalÀmiT herode mefisagan,   viTarmed: „yovelTa ZeTa israÀlisaTa,  

ganbneulTa yovelsa queyanasa ixileT erTi RmerTi da iguleT da ismi-

neT erTi Sjuli. da iswaveT erTi sityuaÁ mosesi,  romeli Tqua: „romel-

man queyanasa zeda Tquas RmrTad Tavi TÂsi,  Zelsa damoekiden”. da merme 

Tqua: „wyeul iyavn yoveli,  romeli damokidebul iyos Zelsa”.

aw esera aRdga kaci erTi,  da saxeli misi iesu,   TaviT TÂsiT hxadis 

(233r) RmerTsa mamad da reca Tu ars igi TÂT viTarca RmerTi,  movediT 

yovelni sikudilsa missa da aRvasruloT mcnebaÁ RmrTisaÁ da mosÀsi”.

da warvida aqaÁT mamis dedis ZmaÁ Cemi elios,  kaci moxucebuli. da 

esua mas dedaÁ tomisagan eli mRdelisa,   da esua erTi xolo daÁ eliozs. 

evedreboda dedaÁ Zesa TÂssa da etyoda: „warved,   Svilo,  wodeba-

sa mefisasa da wessa Sjulisasa,  xolo romelsa igini ganizraxven,   nu 

SeerTvin cnobaÁ Seni mas yovladve,  nu,    Svilo Cemo,  rameTu sityuaÁ 

ars winaswarmetyuelTaÁ da igavi brZenTaÁ,  saidumloÁ ars dafaruli 

furiaTagan,   xolo warmarTTa naTel da cxoreba saukuno”.

da warvida elioz da yovelni huriani qarTliT. da aResrula yove-

live,  romeli aw viciT ninoÁs mier,   evangeleTagan qristÀs mier.
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pomóc. A po niedługim czasie z Jerozolimy dotarła wszędzie inna, rado-
sna wieść: „Persowie przyszli nie po to, by zdobyć kraj: zamiast zbroi, 
broni i żywności na drogę mieli oni żółte złoto, mirrę, szybko gojącą 
rany, i wonne kadzidło. Każdy rycerz i nawet każdy król mieli po jednym 
ładunku (tego towaru). Szukali oni jakiegoś noworodka, syna Dawida, 
i znaleźli jedno ubogie niemowlę, syna ubogiej niewiasty, narodzonego 
w niewłaściwym czasie i w nieodpowiednim miejscu, jak to się dzieje 
u żyjących poza domem.

Przyszli do tego chłopca, pokłonili mu się, wręczyli wszystkie te dary 
i po przejściu gór oddalili się w pokoju. Teraz nie obawiajcie się, Żydzi, 
(232v) ja Herod szukałem i nie znalazłem ani Jego, ani jego Matki, ale 
teraz ugodzę mieczem wszystkie niemowlęta, poczynając od dwuletnich 
i młodszych, a zginie i ten razem z nimi. Teraz bądźcie spokojni, gdyż 
wszystko to zdarzyło się z powodu nieporozumienia”. Minęło trzydzieści 
lat. Duchowny Ana napisał z Jerozolimy do ojca mojego ojca Ozja: „To 
niemowlę, do którego przyszli królowie perscy z darami, osiągnęło odpo-
wiedni wiek. Nad rzekę Jordan do syna Zachariasza udały się wszystkie 
narody Izraela i w ich liczbie brat matki twojego ojca, Elioz. I oto niebo 
grzmiało, ziemia kołysała się, góry drgały, wzgórza podskakiwały, morze 
stało i rzeki płynęły w górę, syn Zachariasza uciekł. I czwartego roku 
otrzymano z Jerozolimy rozkaz króla Heroda: „Do wszystkich synów 
Izraela, rozsianych po całym świecie! Czcijcie słowa powiedziane przez 
Mojżesza: „Kto na ziemi ogłosi się Bogiem, ten niech będzie przeklęty 
na krzyżu”.

Oto teraz zbuntował się pewien człowiek, a imię jego – Jezus. Ów 
nazwał się synem (233r) Boga, i jakoby on sam też był Bogiem. Przy-
chodźcie wszyscy (ujrzeć) śmierć Jego, wypełnimy przykazanie Boga 
i Mojżesza”.

I wyruszył stąd brat matki ojca mojego Elioz, człowiek stary. Miał 
matkę z rodu kapłana Elioza i jedyną siostrę.

Matka błagała swojego syna i mówiła: „Idź dziecko moje na wezwa-
nie króla i religii, niech tylko rozum twój, mój synu, nie przyłączy się 
zupełnie do ich zamysłu, albowiem On jest słowem proroków i  przypo-
wieścią mędrców; tajemnicą skrytą przed Żydami, a dla pogan światłem 
i życiem wiecznym”.

Elioz i wszyscy Żydzi wyruszyli z Kartlii, i dokonało się wszystko to, 
co teraz wiemy dzięki Nino, głosicielce ewangelii.

A szata ta (Chrystusa) przypadła według losu temu krajowi i Elioz 
wziął ją. I kiedy kat uderzył w Jerozolimie młotem kowala, przybijając 
Chrystusa do krzyża, matka Elioza usłyszała stuk tutaj; gorzko krzyknąw-
szy, rzekła: „Żegnaj panowanie Żydów, albowiem wy zabiliście Zbawcę 
i Wybawiciela i staliście się odtąd nieprzyjaciółmi Stwórcy. Biada mi, 
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xolo samoseli igi hxuda amas queyanasa wiliT da warmoiRo elioz. 

xolo dedasa missa,  viTarca esma Ãmai,   odes pasanikman juarsa zeda sam-

SWualsa dasca kueri mWedlisaÁ ierusalÀms,  aqa esma Ãmai da ikrCxialna 

mwared dedakacman man da Tqua: „mSÂdobiT,  mefobao huriaTao,  rameTu 

moFklaT Tavisa macxovari da mÃsneli da iqmneniT amieriTgan mter Semo-

qmedisa. vaÁ Tavsa Cemsa,  romel ara winare movkued,  romelmca ese arRa-

ra smenil iyo,  da rca knin ukuanaÁ-re davrCi,  romelmca mexilva naTeli 

gamobrwyinvebuli warmarTTa zeda da didebaÁ erisa israÀlisaÁ” (233v)  
da amas sityuasa zeda Seisuena dedakacman man,  dedaman eliosisman.

xolo aman elioz moiRo kuarTi igi macxovrisa iesu qristÀsi mcxe-

Tad,  saxlad Cuenda,  da ixila,  rameTu momkudar iyo dedaÁ misi amas 

sityuasa zeda. xolo daÁ misi miegebvoda Sesuaruli cremliTa,  viTarca 

sisxliTa,  da moexÂa yelsa Zmisa TÂsisasa da mouRo samoseli igi iesu-

Ási da Seitkbo mkerdsa TÂssa zeda. da mwrafl sulni warhÃdes samita 

amiT simwariTa: sikudiliTa dedisaÁTa,  da umetÀs tkivilTa sikudilsa 

zeda qristÀssa da suviliTa mis samoslisaÁTa.

maSin iyo SfoTi didi mcxeTas Sina mefeTaÁ da mTavarTaÁ da yovlisa 

erisaÁ. da ixila mefeman amazaer samoseli igi iesuÁsi da unda warRebaÁ 

misi,  xolo zarsa mas Zeda dedakacisa mkudrisa ÃelT-gdebasa,  SeSinda 

da ver ikadra. xolo elioz daFmarxa daÁ igi TÂsi,  da ÃelTa misTa 

aqunda samoseli igi. da ars adgili igi,  romeli RmerTman icis,  da icis 

dedaman Cemman nino da ara ityÂs,  rameTu ara jer-ars sityuad aw. aramed 

ese xolo kma-iyavn ninoÁs mowafeTaTÂs da qristÀs morwmuneTa,  rameTu 

maxlobel ars adgili igi naZusa mas libaniT mosrulsa da mcxeTas da-

nergulsa. TÂnier ese mesma mamisa Cemisagan: „ars sxuaÁca ZaliTa Semosi-

li,  mrCobili igica,  xaleni eliaÁsi amas qalaqsa Sina ÃelTa CuenTa,  sa-

kurTxevelisa simtkicesa queSe,  qvaTa Sina ulpolvelad vidre Jamadmde 

misa”,  rameTu mravalgzis ma (234r) bira me dedaman Cemman nino mamisa Cemisa 

mimarT,  raÁTa gamovswulilo adgil igi samoslisaÁ mis guliTad. xolo 

man esTen dadva nawili Cem Tana da mrqua: „aqa arso adgili samarxvoÁ 

misio,  romelsa enani kacTani ara dadumnen galobad RmrTisa mimarT,  mas 

zeda ars adgili igi,  viTarca adgili iakobisi,  kibed xiluli da zecad 

aRwevnuli amieriTgan da ukunisamde,  dideba da qeba mouklebel”. 

Tavi 8

Tqumuli sidoniaÁsive dedakacisaÁ

odes vixile asulman abiaTarisman sidonia wmidaÁ ninoÁ Tavsa cixi-

sasa pirvel mcxeTisasa,  koSksa mas maRalsa brinjTa maT queSe,  bratman 

mefisa sagrilTa da sasuenebelTa jda,  odes-igi Semusrna ufalman ar-
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że nie umarłam wcześniej, żeby nie słyszeć tego, i że mi nie pozostało 
jeszcze trochę życia, żeby zobaczyć światło spływające na pogan, i sławę 
ludu Izraela” (233v). I z tymi słowami spoczęła na zawsze ta kobieta, 
matka Elioza.

A Elioz przyniósł szatę Zbawiciela Jezusa Chrystusa do Mcchety, 
do domu naszego, i dowiedział się, że matka jego umarła z pamiętnymi 
słowami. Wyszła mu naprzeciw siostra jego, a była jak krew czerwona 
od łez. Objęła brata swojego, wzięła od niego ową szatę Jezusa, i przy-
cisnąwszy do piersi swojej, zaraz wyzionęła ducha z przyczyny owych 
trzech trosk: z przyczyny śmierci matki, jeszcze bardziej ze smutku po 
śmierci matki, jeszcze bardziej ze smutku po śmierci Chrystusa oraz ze 
wzruszenia w związku z ową szatą. 

Wtedy w Mcchecie zaczęło się wielkie poruszenie wśród królów, 
książąt i całego ludu. A król Amazaer widząc ową szatę Jezusa, zapragnął 
odebrać ją, ale groza tego, jak weszła w jej posiadanie zmarła kobieta, 
przestraszyła go, więc poniechał (swego zamiaru). A Elioz pochował sio-
strę, która w swoich rękach miała tę szatę. A miejsce jej pogrzebania zna 
Bóg i matka moja Nino, ale nie mówi (o tym), dlatego że teraz (jeszcze) 
nie należy mówić. Ale uczniom Nino i wierzącym w Chrystusa wystar-
czy wiedza, że miejsce to znajduje się w pobliżu cedru, przywiezionego 
z Libanu i posadzonego w Mcchecie. Poza tym (ja też) słyszałam od 
ojca swego, że miejsce to znajduje się w pobliżu cedru, przywiezionego 
z Libanu i posadzonego w Mcchecie. Poza tym słyszałam od ojca swego, 
że w naszych posiadłościach w tym mieście, w kamieniach pod osłoną 
ołtarza, znajduje się do tej pory, nie gnijąc, także inna (relikwia) obdarzo-
na siłą wyjątkową – płaszcz Eliasza. Matka moja Nino wiele razy (234r) 
polecała mi dowiedzieć się dokładnie od ojca mojego, gdzie jest miejsce 
(ukrycia) tych szat. Ojciec następująco uświadomił mnie i powiedział: 
„Miejsce pogrzebania ich, to jest to miejsce, na którym języki ludzkie 
nie milkną w wysławianiu Boga, jest to jakby miejsce widzialnej drabiny 
Jakuba, wznoszącej się do nieba, teraz i na wieki wieków nie pozbawio-
nej wielkości i chwały!”.

Rozdział 8

Opowiedziane przez tę samą niewiastę Sydonię

Ja, córka Abiatara, (po raz pierwszy) zobaczyłam Świętą Nino, gdy 
Ona, po tym jak Pan przerażającym gniewem ust swoich zniszczył 
Armaza i inne bożki (o czym zapisane zostało powyżej w przedśmiert-
nym opowiadaniu Nino), siedziała na szczycie starożytnej twierdzy 
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maz da sxuani igi kerpni sazareliTa risxviTa pirisa misisaÁTa,  rmeli-

-igi wina weril ars anderZsa mas missa Sina,  xolo vidre rwmunebde 

dedoflisa nanaÁsa qriste RmerTi Zed RmrTisa.

sanatrelman wmidman nino dayo equsi weli,  viTar-igi TÂT ityvs 

yofasa Sina missa,   da odesme SÂdni dedani dagÂmowafna Sjulsa missa,  

rameTu hyofda farulad kurnebaTa mavalTa,  vidremdis nebsiT iwyo 

kurnebaÁ gangebiTa RmrTisaÁTa. dedoflisa nanaÁs zeda aCuena RmerT-

man pirvelad Zali misi mis mier mayulovansa mas Sina,  gankurna lo-

cviTa misiTa senisa misgan mZimisa,  romlisa Ãelovnebaman kacTaman ver 

SeuZlo gankurnebaÁ misi.

da Semdgomad misa mogÂ mTavari sparsi (234v) xuara snul iyo,  su-

liTa ukeTuriTa ficxlad iguemeboda,  sikudid miwevnul iyo. da iyo 

mTavari igi dedis ZmaÁ nanaÁsi,  dedolisaÁ. maSin evedrnes dedasa Cemsa 

ninos nana dedofali; da mefeca ixilvida mcire-mcired saqmesa mas da 

orgulebiT etyoda ninos: „romlisa RmrTisa ZaliTa iqm saqmesa amas 

kurnebisasa? anu xar Sen asuli armazisi,  anu Svili zadenisi,   ucxovebiT 

moxued da Seu[v]rdi,  xolo mas zeda-ac mowyalebaÁ,  da miganiWes Zeli 

kurnebisaÁ,  raÁTa miT scxovndebodi ucxosa amas queyanasa. da didebulm-

ca arian ukunisamde! xolo Sen winaSe Cemsa iyav maradis,  viTarca erTi ma-

wovnbelTagani,  pativcemul qveyanasa amas,  aramed ucxosa mas sityuasa nu 

ityÂ,   hromTa maT SecTomilTa Sjulsa,  da nu gnebavn yovladve aqa Tqu-

mad,  rameTu aha esera RmerTni,  didTa nayofTa momcemelni da soflis 

mpyrobelni,  mzis momfenelni da wÂmisa momcemelni. queyaniT nayofTa 

ganmzrdelni,  qarTlisani-armaz da zaden,  yovlisa dafarulisa gamome-

Ziebelni. da Zuelni RmerTni mamaTa CuenTani-gac da ga,  da Tavi Seni igi 

iyavn dasarwmunovebad kacTa mimarT. da aw,  ukueTu ganhkurno mTavar ese,   

gangamdidro da gyo mkÂdr mcxeTas Sina msaxurad armazisa,  daRacaTu 

haerisa mis sificxliTa Seimusra,   aramed misi adgili SeuZrav ars. ege 

armaz da qaldevelTa RmerTi iTruSana yovladve mter arian. (235r) aman 
mis zeda zRuaÁ moadginis da man amis Zeda erTi nu raÁme moawiis,  viTarca 

aqus CueulebaÁ soflis mpyrobelTa,  da kma-geyavn Cemgan brZanebad ese”.

miugo netarman nino mefesa da hrqua: `mefe,  Sen ukunisamde cxovndi 

saxeliTa qristesiTa da vedrebiTa wmidisa dedisa misisaÁTa da mis Tana 

yovelTa wmidaTaÁTa. moavlinen Sen zeda RmerTman,  cisa da queynisa Semo-

qmedman,  dambadebelman yovlisa dabadebulisaman,  didisa didebisa misisagan 

da auracxelisa mowyalebisa misisagan,   viTarca saÃumilisagan naberwyali 

er[T]i madlisa misisaÁ,  raÁTa scna da gulisxmo-hyo simarTlÀ cisaÁ da 

sinaTlÀ mzisaÁ,  siRrmÀ zRÂsaÁ da saZirkuelni misni,  sivrcÀ queyanisaÁda 

safuZvelni mini,  da raÁTa uwyebul iyo Sen,  mefe,  Tu vin semosna cani Rru-

bliTa da quxilni ÃmiTa haerisaÁTa,  da iZrvin queyanaÁ simZafriTa misiTa 

da rbiodian mexis-texani,  kualsa missa egzebin cecxli guliswyromiTa misi-

Ta,  anu odes SeiZris veSapi igi didi,  romel ars Zruasa Sina,   da SeiZris 
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Mccheta, przy wieży pod akacjami w miejscu osłony i wypoczynku 
króla Bratmana, aż do uznania Chrystusa za Syna Bożego przez królo-
wą Nanę. 

Błogosławiona święta Nino przeżyła (tu) sześć lat, jak to sama 
mówi w opisie (żywota). I w tym czasie uczyniła nas, siedem niewiast, 
wyznawczyniami swojej wiary, albowiem dokonywała wielu uleczeń 
(pozostających) w tajemnicy do tej pory, dopóki dzięki Opatrzności 
Bożej nie zaczęła uzdrawiać jawnie. Bóg siłę swoją przez Nino objawił 
najpierw w miejscu tych krzewów jeżyn. Modlitwą swoją uzdrowiła 
Ona królową Nanę z ciężkiej choroby, której uzdrowić nie mogła ludz-
ka sztuka. 

I później: był chory pewien Pers, (234v) sławny mag Chuara, został 
(on) silnie opętany przez siły nieczyste i groziła mu śmierć. Ten dostoj-
nik był bratem matki królowej Nany. Wtedy z prośbą do matki mojej 
Nino zwrócili się królowa Nana, a także król, który z trudem pojmował 
czyny Nino i nieszczerze mówił do niej: „Mocą jakiego boga dokonu-
jesz uzdrowień? Czy nie jesteś córką Armaza lub dzieckiem Zadena? 
Przyszłaś jako cudzoziemka, pokłoniwszy się, poprosiłaś ich o pomoc, 
i oto dali ci moc uzdrawiania, żebyś mogła mieszkać w tym obcym kra-
ju. Niech oni będą wywyższeni na wieki! A ty bądź zawsze przy mnie, 
jako jedna z karmicielek, szanowana w tym kraju, ale nie głoś obcych 
słów, tej fałszywej wiary Rzymian, i nie zechciej mówić o tym tutaj; 
albowiem, oto są bogowie dający wszelkie urodzaje i władający świa-
tłem, rozścielający promienie słońca i zsyłający deszcz, pielęgnujący 
płody ziemi (bogowie) Kartlii – Armaz i Zaden, posiadacze wszyst-
kich tajemnic, i starożytni bogowie ojców naszych, Gaci i Ga. Niech 
oni będą najważniejszymi bogami dla ciebie! Teraz zaś, jeśli uleczysz 
tego dostojnika, wzbogacę cię i osiedlę w Mcchecie w służbie Arma-
za. On wprawdzie został zniszczony przez ostre powietrze, ale miejsce 
jego jest nieporuszone. Armaz i bóg Chaldejczyków Itruszan są stale 
w nieprzyjaźni. (235r) Ten nasłał morze na niego, a tamten tym jednym 
(czynem) zaszkodził mu, jak to jest w zwyczaju władających światłem. 
Niech ci wystarczy to moje polecenie”.

Błogosławiona Nino w odpowiedzi rzekła: „Królu, obyś żył wiecz-
nie! W imię Chrystusa i dzięki modlitwom świętej Matki jego, a razem 
z Nią wszystkich świętych, Bóg, stwórca nieba i ziemi, Ojciec wszyst-
kich narodzonych, wyjawił ci w wielkiej dobroci swojej i w niezmie-
rzonej łasce swojej jak iskrę z pieca gorącego jeden ze skarbów swo-
ich, żebyś ty poznał i zrozumiał prawdę nieba i światło słońca, głębię 
morza i dno jego, szerokość wszechświata i jego podstawy, i żebyś, 
ty królu, wiedział, kto ubiera niebo w obłoki, (daje) gromowi łoskot po-
wietrza, od ostrości którego drży ziemia i huki grzmotu idą jego śladem 
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yoveli queyanaÁ,  vidremdis dairRÂan mTani myarni da kldeni; da mecnier 

gyavn Sen amas yovelsa zeda-miwevniT,  rameTu RmerTi RmerTi ars caTa Sina 

da uxilav ars tavadi igi didi,  romel ars Zruasa Sina,  da SeZris yoveli 

queyanaÁ,  vidremdis dairRÂan mTani myarni da kldeni; da mecnier gyavn Sen 

amas yovelsa zeda-miwevniT,  rameTu RmerTi ars caTa Sina da uxilav ars 

Tavadi igi yovlisagan dabadebulisa,  TÂnier misa,  romel-igi misgan gamovi-

da. ese moivlina queyanasa zeda viTarca kaci,  romelman yovelive aRasrula,   

romlisaTÂsca mosrul iyo,  da aRÃda maTve simaRleTa mamisa Tana. (235v) 
man mxoloman ixila dausabamoÁ igi,  da igi mxoloÁ mis Tana ars,  romeli-

-igi mdabalTa hxedavs da maRalni igi SoriT inis. xolo aw,   mefe,   axlos 

ars miaxlebaÁ Seni RmrTisaÁ,  da xalenisa mis eliaÁsisa yofaÁ vieTme aqa 

Tques,  da mravalni saswaulni arian aqa,  romelni RmerTman guwynes. xolo 

me ese mTavari ganvkurno ZaliTa qrise[s] CemisaÁTa da juariTa vnebisa mi-

sisaÁTa,  viTarca-igi dedofali nana gankurna RmerTman senisa misgan misgan 

ficxlisa da raÁ-igi vauwye mas,  hyofs mas igi,  raÁTa sulica TÂsi ganabr-

wyinvos da rica TÂsi miaaxlos RmerTsa”. maSin mofuguares mTavari igi,  da 

qariyvana wmidaman nino da me nana dedofali samoTxesa mas Sina,  naZuTa maT 

queSe,  daadgina igi da aRmosavaliT aRpyrobad-scna Ãelni misni. da aTqumia 

samgzis: `vijmni Sengan,  eSmako,  da Seudgebi qristesa,  Zesa RmrTisaÁTa wmi-

daÁ nino da iTxovda rmrTisagan Sewevnasa kacsa mas zeda,  da Cuen mis Tana,  

erT dRe. da mwrafl ganvida suli igi boroti. daemowafa wmidasa ninos 

igi da yoveli saxli misi,  da adidebda RmerTsa,   mamasa da Zesa da wmidasa 

sulsa,   romlisaÁ ars didebaÁ ukuniTi ukunisamde,  amen.

 Tavi 9

Tqumuli misive

da iyo dResa erTsa,  zafxulis pirsa,  Tuesa ivlissa ocsa,  dResa.

[H—600,   26v: SafaTsa,  aRÃda mefe da ganvida nadirobad muxraniT 

kerZo,  da movlo cixeTa maT didTa aspad da kaspad da uflicixe,  da 

ganviTa Txemsa mis MmTis[a]sa. da Sua samxaroden dab[n]elda mis zeda mze,  

da iqmna Rame ukuni,  bneli friad. daf[a]rna bn[e]lman areni da adg[i]

lni igini. da ganibnivnes urvisa misgan da Wirisa urTierTars yovelni 

erni misni,  da darCa mefe martoÁ da iareboda mTaTa zeda da maRnarTa 

Sina SeSineb[u]li da SeZrwunebuli. da dadga erTsa adgilsa da warewira 

sasoebaÁ cxorebisa misisa[Á]. xolo keTilismyofelman RmerTman aqcia 

gonebaÁ misi ucnobelobisagan cnobad da mecrebis[a]g[a]n mecnierebad,  da 

moego cnobasa da ganizr[a]xvida gulsa TÂssa da Tqua: „aha es[e]ra,  vxedav,  

rameTu vxadi ÃmiTa maRliTa armazs da zadens da ara vpove lxinebaÁ Cemi 

zeda. aw ukue vxado,  romelsa-igi nino qadagebs juarsa da juarcmul-
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i zapalają się z wściekłości swojej; żebyś ty wiedział, że kiedy ten wielki 
wieloryb, który znajduje się w morzu poruszy się, to cała ziemia zaczyna 
kołysać się, tak że padają twardo stojące góry i skały. Nauczę cię tego 
wszystkiego dokładnie: gdyż jest Bóg w niebiosach, ale on sam nie jest 
widoczny dla nikogo z urodzonych z wyjątkiem Tego, który pochodzi 
od Niego. Był On posłany na ziemię jako człowiek, wykonał wszystko, 
po co przyszedł, i powtórnie wstąpił na wysokości Ojca swojego. (235v) 
On jeden widział go i On jeden jest razem z Nim, który widzi łagodnych 
i dumnych poznaje z daleka. Teraz, o królu, bliskie jest twoje zbliżenie 
z Bogiem. Wiem, że w tym mieście jest jeden znak, suknia Syna Boga, 
a niektórzy mówią, że i płaszcz Eliasza znajduje się tutaj, i wiele tu jest 
cudów, o których sam Bóg opowie tobie. A uleczę tego dostojnika mocą 
Chrystusa mojego i krzyżem cierpienia jego tak, jak królową Nanę ule-
czył Bóg z ciężkiej choroby. I to, co wyjawiłam jej, ona uczyni, żeby 
oświecić i duszę swoją, i przybliżyć lud swój do Boga”. Wtedy przypro-
wadzono dostojnika i Nino wzięła jego, mnie i królową Nanę do ogrodu. 
Postawiła pod cedrami, twarzą ku wschodowi i nakazała, podniósłszy 
ręce, powtórzyć trzykrotnie: „Wyrzekam się ciebie, szatanie, i oddaję się 
Chrystusowi, synowi Boga!” I święta Nino płakała dzień cały, wzdycha-
jąc z (głębi) duszy swojej i prosiła i my z nią, Boga. Zły duch wówczas 
zniknął, a ten dostojnik i cały dom jego stali się uczniami świętej Nino 
i wychwalali Boga Ojca i Syna, i Ducha Świętego, któremu niech będzie 
chwała na wieki wieków, amen.

Rozdział 9

Opowiedziane przez nią

Zdarzyło się (to) pewnego letniego dwudziestego dnia miesiąca lipca, 
w dzień… 

[H—600, 26v: sobotni, gdy król udał się na polowanie w stronę Mu-
chrani. Objechał on okolice Muchrani i wszedł na góry Tchoti, żeby po-
patrzeć na Kaspi i Uplisciche. I gdy tylko nastało południe, słońce zaćmi-
ło się i stało się ciemno, jakby nastała noc. Ciemności pokryły wszystkie 
miejsca. Wtedy świta królewska, strwożona tym nieszczęściem i dopu-
stem, rozpierzchła się w różne strony, zaś król pozostał sam i błądził po 
górach i lasach, przejęty strachem i przerażeniem. I straciwszy nadzieję 
na uratowanie, zatrzymał się. A Bóg, dobroczyńca, przemienił nieświa-
domego w świadomego, niewiedzącego w wiedzącego, aż doszedł (on) 
do siebie i, rozważając (to) w umyśle swoim, rzekł: „Oto widzę, że przy-
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sa da hyofs kurnebaTa mravalTa misiTa sasoebiTa. aw aramca Zal-idva 

ÃsnaÁ Cemi amis Wirisag[a]n. rameTu var me cocxliv jojoxeTs Sina,  da 

ara uwyi ese,  Tu y[ov]lisa queyanisaTÂs iqmna daqcevaÁ da naTeli bnelad 

gardaiqca,  anu CemTÂs oden ars Wiri ese”. me [e]ys[e]ul[a]d Ãma-yo da Tqua: 

`RmerTo nino[Á]so,  gnminaTle bn[e]li ese da miC[ue]ne sayof[e]li Cemi,  da 

aRviaro saxeli Seni,  da aRvmarTo Zeli juarisa Senisa[Á] da Tayuanis-

-vsce mas,  da aRviS[e]no saxli saxlad Senda da s[a]locv[e]lad Cemda,  da 

viyo morCil nino[Á]ssa da sjulsa zeda hromTasa”. da ese raÁ Tqua da 

warmoTq[u]a,  maSin ganTena da mswraf gamobrwyinda mze.

maSin gardamovida mefe cxenisagan da dav[a]rda pirdaqceviT queyanasa 

zeda sulTqumiT da tir[i]liT. da aRdga da ganipyrna Ãelni aRmosavle-

TiT da Tqua: „Sen xar RmerTi yovelTa zeda RmerTTa da ufali yovelTa 

zeda ufalTa,  RmerTi,  romelsa nino qadagebs,  da saqeb[e]l saxeli Seni 

yovlisagan dabadebulisa casa queSe da queyanasa zeda. Sen miÃsen Wirisa-

gan da s[a]xelis-debiTa SeniTa mswrafl ganminaTle bneli Cemi. aha es[e]

ra micnobies,   rameTu ginda ÃsnaÁ Cemi da miaxlebaÁ Cemi Senda,  da aq 

am[a]s adgilsa aRvmarTo Zeli juarisa Senisa[Á],  romliTa ididebod[i]s 

saxeli wmidaÁ Seni da iÃsenebodis saqme ese saswaulTa amaT ukunisamde”. 

da iswavla adg[i]li igi,  da warmoemarTa da gamovida. da viTarca ixiles 

naTeli erman misman,  myovar Jam SeirTnes ganbneulni ese da Sewuxebulni. 

da mefe RaRadebda da etyoda yovelsa mas ersa missa,  viTarmed: „mieciT 

didebaÁ RmerTsa ninoÁssa yovelman erman. rameTu igi ars RmerTi sauku-

noÁ da mas mxolosa Suenis qebai ukunisamde,  amen”.

xolo nana dedofali da yoveli] (236r) igi qalaqi ganvidodes migebe-

bad mefisa,  rameTu pirvel esmina warwymedaÁ da merme moqcevaÁ mSÂdo-

biT. da miegebvodes qinZars da RarTs. da iyo sixaruli didi mSÂdobiT 

moqcevisaTÂs. xolo netari nino dadgromil iyo locvasa mwuxrisasa 

Cveulebisaebr maylovansa mas Sina,  da Cuen mis Tana ormeoc da aTi 

suli. da iyo,  viTarca Semovida mefÀ,  iZrrvoda yoveli igi qalaqi,  da 

ÃmiTa maRliTa RaRadebda mefÀ da ityoda: „sad ukue ars dedakaci igi 

ucxoÁ,  romel ars dedaÁ Cemi,  da RmerTi igi misi mÃsneli Cemi?”.

da viTarca esma,  viTarmed aqa maylovansa Sina ars da ilocavs,  mo-

drka mefÀ da yoveli igi laSqari,  movida da gardamovarda saÃedrisagan 

da etyoda ninos: „aw Rirs vara xadid saxelsa RmrTisa Senisasa da 

mÃsnelisa Cemisasa?” xolo wmidaÁ igi aswavebda da awuevda mwrafl 

Tavyuanis-cemasa aRmosavliT qristÀsa,  Zisa RmrTisa[Á]sa.

maSin igi grgÂnvaÁ da tirili yovlisa mis erisaÁ,  rameTu fxedvides 

mefisa da dedoflisa cremlTa dinebasa sixarulisa misgan da sakÂrve-

lebisa didisa,  romeli iqmna.

da xvalisa dRe waravlinna mociqulni saberZneTa. xolo netari 

nino aswavebda dRe da Rame yovelsa kacsa WeSmaritsa mas gzasa sarw-

munnovebisasa.
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wołuję na cały głos bogów swoich, Armaza i Zadena, a nie znajduję po-
cieszenia. A co, jeśli teraz zwrócę się do rozpiętego na krzyżu, o którym 
naucza Nino i dokonuje wielu uleczeń wiarą w niego. Czy nie zdoła on 
uratować mnie od tego nieszczęścia, bo żywy znajduję się w piekle i nie 
wiem, czy dla całego wszechświata nastąpiło to zniszczenie i przemiana 
świata w mrok, czy tylko dla mnie jednego to nieszczęście”. Nie czekając 
(król) głośno powiedział: „Boże (którego wyznaje) Nino, rozświetl dla 
mnie ten mrok i pokaż dom mój! Wyznawać będę imię Twoje, wzniosę 
drzewo krzyża i pokłonię się jemu, zbuduję świątynię ku twojej chwale 
i dla mojej modlitwy i będę zawdzięczał Nino wiarę Rzymian”. I gdy 
tylko to powiedział, pojaśniało i od razu zabłysło słońce.

Wtedy król zsiadł z konia, upadł twarzą na ziemię z jękiem i płaczem. 
I wzniósłszy ręce ku wschodowi rzekł: „Ty jesteś Bogiem nad wszystki-
mi bogami i Panem nad wszystkimi panami. Bogiem, którego głosi Nino. 
Twoje imię powinno być wysławiane przez wszystkich urodzonych pod 
niebiosami i na ziemi. Ty uratowałeś mnie przed nieszczęściem i oświe-
tliłeś Imieniem swoim mrok mój. I oto zrozumiałem, że Ty chcesz ura-
tować mnie i przybliżyć ku sobie. Przeto teraz na tym miejscu wzniosę 
drzewo krzyża Twojego, żeby tak wywyższone było święte imię Twoje 
i przypominało wydarzenie to i znak na wieki wieków”. I zapamiętawszy 
to miejsce (król) wyruszył z powrotem, a rozproszona świta jego, ujrzaw-
szy światło, zebrała się, a król głośno wzywał i przemówił do całej swej 
świty: „Oddajcie wszyscy chwałę Bogu (którego wyznaje) Nino, gdyż on 
jeden jest Bogiem wiecznym i Jemu Jedynemu będzie chwała na wieki 
wieków, amen”.

Tymczasem królowa Nana i mieszkańcy całego] (236r) miasta wyszli 
na spotkanie królowi, gdyż słyszeli o zaginięciu, a później o szczęśliwym 
powrocie (króla) i spotkali go w Kindzare i Garte, i była wielka radość 
z powodu jego szczęśliwego powrotu. A błogosławiona Nino zgodnie ze 
zwyczajem odmawiała modlitwę w zaroślach jeżyn, i my pięćdziesiąt 
dusz, razem z nią. Przed przybyciem króla całe miasto było pełne niepo-
koju, zaś król zawołał głośno i rzekł: „Gdzie jest ta niewiasta cudzoziem-
ka, matka moja, której Bóg został wybawcą moim?” 

A gdy usłyszał, że ona jest tutaj w zaroślach jeżyn i modli się, zawró-
cił z całą świtą, podjechał (do niej), pospiesznie zsiadł z konia i rzekł do 
Nino: „Czy godny jestem teraz zwracać się do Boga twojego i wybawi-
ciela mojego?” A święta Nino pouczyła go i nakazała zaraz pokłonić się 
w stronę wschodu Chrystusowi, Synowi Boga.

Wówczas było słychać zgiełk i płacz całego ludu, gdyż zobaczyli kró-
la i królową płaczących z radości i z powodu tego wielkiego cudu, który 
się wydarzył.

Następnego dnia król odprawił posłów do Grecji, a błogosławiona 
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 [Tavi 10

misive aRwerili aRSenebisaTÂs eklesiaTaÁsa]

xolo mefÀ etyoda ninos aRSenebisaTÂs eklesiisa,  odes-igi waremarTa 

mefÀ da yoveli eri mowrafebiT qristeanobasa,  vidre mRdelTa maT mo-

slvadmde saberZneTiT. hrqua mefeman morwmuneman wmidasa ninos: „sada uSe-

no saxli RmerTsa?” xolo netarman man hrqua: (236v) „sadaca mefeTa gonebaÁ 

mtkice ars”. xolo mefeman hrqua: „miyuaran mayualni ege Senni da mun minebs 

gonebiTa,  aramed ara esrÀT,  aramed ara vhrido samoTxesa mas sameufo-

sa da naZuTa simaRlesa da babiloTa maT nayofierebasa da yuavilTa maT 

sulnelebasa,  aramed mas Sina aRvaSeno taZari salocvelad Cemda,  romeli 

egos ukunisadme”. 

da meyseulad moiRes Zeli da iwyes Senebad. da mohkueTes naZÂ igi da 

Semzades suetad da ZirTa misTa zeda dadves safuZveli eklesiisaÁ. da iyo 

suetisa mis smaSinel xilvaÁ da saZirkkueli,  romeli zemo weril ars.

xolo odes moiwia Jami aRmarTebad sueti igi pirvel moÃsenebuli,  iwy-

es xuroTa maT aRmarTebad da ver uZles. maSin Sekrba simravlÀ uricxÂ 

da mefÀ maT Tana. iwyes ferad-feradTa RoneTa da manqanaTa mzadebad. ara 

Tu aRmarTebad oden ver SeuZles,  aramed SeZrvadca. da uqm iqmna yoveli 

sibrZnÀ da Ronis-ZiebaÁ kacTaÁ,  raÁT suetisa mis aRmarTebiTa sakÂrÂelad 

RmerTi ididos da kacni umetesad daemtkicnen sarwmunovebasa.

da viTar ver SeuZles aRmarTebad da umarju iqmna saqmÀ igi,  warvi-

da mefÀ da yoveli eri gul-[g]debuli urvisagan da mwuxare iyvnes amas 

zeda. xolo netari nino daSTa adgilsave,  da aTormetni dedani sxuani. 

xolo sanatreli igi godebda da daadenda cremlTa suetsa mas zeda da 

viTarca SuvaRame oden iyo,  warmoiqceodes orni ese mTani-armaz da zaden,  

(237r) reca Tu esrÀT CamoirRuevodes,  da daayennes orTave wyalni igi. da 

mtkuarman gardamoxeTqa da warhqonda smaSinelad qalaqi. da mier Seiqmn-

nes Ãmani smaSineli da sazarelni tyebisa da sivltolisani. egreve aragÂ 

gardamoÃda cixesa zemoÁT da iqmnebodes smaSinelni grgÂnvani. da SeSindes 

dedani igi da ivltodes,   da meca maT Tanave,  xolo netari wmidaÁ nino 

RaRadebda: „nu geSinin,   dano Cemno,   mTani igi munve hgian da wyalni igi 

munve dian da ersa yovelsa sZinavs. xolo ese,  romel reca mTani dairRues,  

samarTlad guaCuenebs,  rameTu urwmunovebisa mTani dairRues,   samarTlad 

guaCuenebs,  rameTu urwmunovebisa mTani dairRues qarTls Sina. da wyalni 

romel daeyennes,  daeyena sisxli igi yrmaTaÁ eSmakTa SewirvisaÁ. xolo 

Ãmani ese tyebisani arian eSmakTa simravlisani,  rameTu eglovian TavTa 

maTTa oÃrebasa,  rameTu arian igini meot amiT adgiliT ZaliTa maRli-

saÁTa da juariTa qristÀsiTa. moiqeciT da ilocevdiT RmrTisa mimarT,  

Svilno!” da meyseulad dascxres Ãmani igi,  da iyo araraÁ. da dadga wmidaÁ 

nino ganipyrna Ãelni TÂsni cad mimarT,  da Tualni RmrTisa mimarT,   ilo-
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Nino dniem i nocą głosiła wszystkim ludziom prawdziwą wiarę.
[Rozdział 10 

O budowaniu kościoła, opisane również przez nią]

Przed przyjazdem kapłanów z Grecji, gdy król i cały lud z gorli-
wością wstąpili już na drogę chrześcijaństwa, król odbył rozmowę 
z Nino o budowie kościoła. Nawrócony król zapytał świętą Nino: 
„Gdzie mam zbudować dom Bogu?”, a błogosławiona odpowiedział: 
„Gdzie zechce rozum królów”. Król rzekł: „Ja lubię owe twoje zaro-
śla jeżyn i chcę tam (zbudować kościół) zgodnie z moją myślą. Ale 
nie, nie oszczędzę ogrodu królewskiego i wysokości cedrów, obfi tości 
liści i wonnych kwiatów, w nim zbuduję świątynię modlitwy dla sie-
bie, która stać będzie wiecznie”.

Wtedy wzięli ludzie narzędzia i zaczęli budować, ścieli ów cedr, 
wykonali z niego słup, i wokół niego założyli fundamenty kościoła. 
Porażający był widok i podstawa tego słupa, o czym zapisano wyżej.

Kiedy nadszedł czas podnoszenia słupa wcześniej wspomnianego, 
cieśle zaczęli dźwigać go, ale nie zdołali. Wtedy zebrał się nieprzeli-
czony tłum. Z nim również król. Zaczęli próbować różnych sposobów 
i środków, ale nie tylko postawić, ale i poruszyć go z miejsca nie mo-
gli. I każda mądrość i staranie ludzkie było daremne, żeby cudownym 
podniesieniem tego słupa został wysławiony Bóg, i ludzie bardziej 
umocnili się w wierze.

I gdy nie zdołali podnieść i nie udała się ta praca, król i cały lud, 
zafrasowani i smutni, rozeszli się. Tylko błogosławiona Nino szlocha-
ła i wylewała łzy na ów słup. Gdy tylko nastała północ, te dwie góry, 
Armaz i Zaden, (237r) runęły, jak gdyby zawaliły się, i zatamowały 
obie rzeki. Mtkwari wystąpiła z brzegów i porywała zalewane miasto, 
stamtąd rozległy się okropne i rozdzierające okrzyki, płacz i (wrza-
wa) ucieczki. Także i Aragwi wystąpiła z brzegów powyżej twierdzy, 
zaczęły rozlegać się silne wstrząsy. I niewiasty te, razem z nimi i ja, 
przestraszyłyśmy się i uciekły. A błogosławiona święta Nino wołała: 
„Nie bójcie się, siostry moje, góry te stoją na swoich miejscach, rzeki 
te płyną w swoich korytach, a lud cały śpi. A to pozorne zniszcze-
nie gór naprawdę wskazuje, że góry niewiary rozpadły się w Kar-
tlii i zatrzymanie rzek oznacza, że powstrzymana została krew dzie-
ci, przynoszona na ofi ary diabłom, a odgłosy płaczu to zawodzenie 
wielu diabłów, które opłakują swój upadek, gdyż one będą wygnane 
z tej ziemi mocą Najwyższego i krzyżem Chrystusa. Wracajcie córki 
(moje) i módlcie się do Boga!” I nagle ucichły głosy i nic się (więcej) 
nie działo. A święta Nino, wzniósłszy ręce swoje ku niebu i oczy ku 
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cvida da evedreboda,  raÁTa ara daabrkolos saqmÀ ese sarwmunovebisaÁ 

mterman,  romelsa wadierebiT warmarTebul ars saqmÀ ese sarwmonovebisaÁ 

mterman,  romelsa wadierebiT warmarTebul ars mefÀ da yoveli eri. da 

vidre arRa eyivna qaTamsa,  samTave karTa sca zarsa laSqarman Zlierman 

da dalewnes karni qalaqisani. da aRivso qalaqi sparsTa laSqriTa da mey-

seulad (237v) Seiqmnnes zaris aRsaÃdelni zrinvani,   da yivilni da klvaÁ 

erisaÁ,  viTarmca sisxli dioda. da aRivso yoveli adgili,  da movida Cuen 

zeda simravlÀ zaxilTaÁ da maxÂlTaÁ,  da dadnes Ãorcni Cuenni da ganilia 

sulni Cueni. xolo me vtirode mamisaTÂs da naTesavTa CemTaTÂs,  da mwrafl 

mesma,  Ãmobdes Zlierad: „amas brZanebs mefÀ sparsTaÁ xuara da mefeTmefÀ 

xuaran xuara,  yoveli huriaÁ ganarineT pirisagan maxÂlisa”. viTarca ese 

mesma,  movege gonebasa,  Seorguldi me da aTni igi Cem Tana. da moaxlebul 

iyvnes maxÂlosanni da Cuensa garemos scemdes da klvides.  

da isma Ãmai Zlierad,  mirean mefÀ Seipyreso. da gare-moixila mÃned 

moRuaweman man da Tqua: „kualad yvesa? vici,  rameTu didad Swirs”. da hma-

dlobda RmerTsa,  rameTu ese miSani maTisa warwymedisaÁ ars,  da qarTli-

sa cxovrebisaÁ da amis adgilsa didebisaÁ. da nugeSinis-gucemda,  viTarca 

moZRuari Ãelovani,  nandÂlve WeSmaritad moZRuari da mociquli qristesi 

wmidaÁ nino. da nugeSinis-gucemda,  viTarca moZRuari Ãelovani,  nandÂlve 

WeSmaritad moZRuari da mociquli qristesi wmidaÁ nino. da moeqca ersa 

mas momavalsa Cuen zeda da hrqua: „sad arian mefeni sparsTani xuara da 

xuan xuara? sabastaniT guSin warmoxuediTa? male moxuediT. da didad same 

ars laSqari,  uzomo vidremde xarT,   da Zlierad dafleweT qalaqi ese,  

maÃÂli daeciT. [ubrZaneb] qarTa da niavTa: warvediT bnelTa CrdiloÁsaTa,  

mTaTa maT (238r) kedarisaTa. aqa movidoda igi,  romelsa Tquen evltodeT”. 

da ganZra marjuene TÂsi da daswera ÃeliTa saxÀ juarisaÁ. da meyseulad 

uCino iqmna yovelive igi simravlÀ erisaÁ,  da iqmna dayudeba did. da Cuen 

vadidebdiT RmerTsa,  da vhnatridiT wmidasa da sanatrelsa ninos. 

da viTarca ciskari aReReboda mcired,  mierula daTa maT CemTa,  xolo 

me mRÂZare viyav. da wmidaÁ nino dga Ãel-aRpyrobil. da aha esera zeda-mo-

adga Wabuki erTi yovladve naTliTa Semosili,  da moeblardna cecxlis-sa-

xed zewari,  da arquna samni raÁme sityuani netarsa ninos. xolo igi daeca 

pirsa zeda TÂssa. xolo Wabukman man miyo Ãeli suetsa mas da upyra Tavi 

da aRamaRla da wariRo simaRlesa caTasa. da me gankÂrÂebuli miveaxle da 

varqu netarsa dedofalsa: „raÁ ars ese?” xolo man momidrika Tavi Cemi 

queynad. da me tirld viwye zarsa mas zeda. da mciredisa Jamisa Semdgomad 

aRdga netari igi da meca aRmadgina da gnveSoreniT mas,  adgilsa mas.

xolo dedani igi iyvnesve kide. da aha vixile sueti igi cecxlissaxed Ca-

movidoda da moeaxla xarisxsa mas TÂssa. da viTar daemarTa,  da dadga zeda 

xarisxsa mas queyaniT aRSorebulad viTar aTormet wyrTa da neliad Ca-

moicvalebda Tvssave mas zeda nakueTsa,  rameTu xarisxad iyo Ziri igi misi,  

romlisagan mokueTil iyo (238v) sueti igi cxoveli. da viTar riJuraJu 
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Bogu, modliła się i prosiła, żeby wróg nie przeszkodził sprawie wiary, 
do której gorliwie przystąpił król i cały lud. Nie zdążył jeszcze zapiać 
kogut, gdy potężne wojsko zabiło na alarm u wszystkich trzech bram. 
Bramy miejskie zostały zniszczone i miasto wypełniło się wojskiem 
perskim. (237v) Nagle zaczęła się rzeź ludu przy krzykach i przeraź-
liwym hałasie, krew lała się i zapełniła wszystko. Mnóstwo rycerzy 
z krzykiem skierowało się na nas. I ciała nasze rozmiękły, a dusze 
nasze wyschły. Zaś ja płakałam z powodu ojca i krewnych swoich 
i nagle usłyszałam rozlegający się donośny głos: „Tak nakazuje król 
perski Chuara, król królów Chuaran Chuara, wybawcie każdego Żyda 
od ostrza miecza”. Kiedy to usłyszałam, doszłam do siebie. Ja i dzie-
sięć tych (małżonek) ze mną nabrałyśmy otuchy. Rycerze zbliżyli się 
rażąc i zabijając wszystkich wokół nas.

I rozległ się silny głos, że króla Miriana wzięto do niewoli. Nie-
strudzona ta bojowniczka (Nino) rozejrzała się wokół i rzekła: „Wiem, 
że skazany jest na śmierć (ten, kto krzyczy), gdyż jest on w trudnej 
sytuacji”. I dziękowała Bogu za to, że był to znak dla nich uratowania 
Kartlii i wywyższenia tego miejsca. I święta Nino pocieszała nas jako 
dobra nauczycielka, nauczycielka prawdziwa, posłanniczka Chrystu-
sa. Zwróciwszy się do ludu, który szedł na nas, rzekła: „Gdzie król 
Persów Chuara i Chuaran Chuara, (czyżby dopiero) wczoraj wyruszy-
li z Sebastanu? Wcześnie przyszli! Bodaj gdzieś w pobliżu znajduje 
się ogromne wojsko, liczniejsze niż wy. Rozgromili to miasto, porazili 
mieczem wiatr i wietrzyk! Oddalcie się w ciemności północy, w góry 
mroku, (238r) skąd przyszedł ten, od którego uciekacie! I poruszyła 
dłonią swoją i wykonała ręką znak krzyża. I nagle zniknęło całe to 
mnóstwo ludzi i stało się bardzo cicho. A my wysławialiśmy Boga 
i garnęliśmy się do świętej i błogosławionej Nino.

Przed wschodem jutrzenki siostry moje chwilę zdrzemnęły się, 
a ja czuwałam. I stała święta Nino z wzniesionymi rękoma. I oto sta-
nął przed nią młodzieniec, cały przyobleczony w światło, w ognistym 
płaszczu, i powiedział błogosławionej Nino jakieś trzy słowa. Ona zaś 
upadła twarzą na ziemię, a młodzieniec schwycił ręką ten słup, ujął 
za koniec, dźwignął i wzniósł ku przestworzom. Ja zdziwiona pode-
szłam i rzekłam błogosławionej królowej: „Co to?”, a ona zaś skłoniła 
moją głowę ku ziemi. I zaczęłam płakać z przerażenia. I po niedługim 
czasie owa błogosławiona wstała, podniosła mnie i odeszłyśmy z tego 
miejsca.

A niewiasty te znów były oddalone, i oto ujrzałam, że słup ten 
jak ogień opada i zbliża się do podstawy swojej, i opadłszy, stanął 
nad podstawą w odległości dwunastu łokci od ziemi, powoli opadając 
na własny pień, gdyż ten służył za podstawę, od której życiodajny 
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oden iyo,  aRdgomil iyo mefÀ,  gul-gdebuli urvaTagan,  da mixeda samoxesa 

mas,  dawyebulsa mas missa eklesiasa,  rameTu mun mtkice iyo gonebaÁ misi. 

da ixila mun naTeli,  viTarca elvaÁ zecmde aRwevnuli samoTxesa mas Sina.

iwyo srbad,  mkÂrcxl moslvad,  da yovlisa erisa simravlÀ mis Tana. da 

viTarca movides da ixiles sakÂrveli igi,  naTliTa mbrwyinvalÀ sueti igi 

Camovidoda adgilad TÂsa,  reca Tu dadga xarisxsa TÂssa zeda da daemyara 

ÃelTSeuxebelad kacTagan.

netar mas Jamsa,  raÁ igi iqmneboda! 

SiSiTa da sixaruliTa aRivso mcxeTaÁ qalaqi,  da damosdiodes mdina-

reni cremlTani mefesa da mTavarTa da yovelsa ersa sul-TqumiTa sulisa 

maTisaÁTa,  da adidebdes RmerTsa da hnatrides netarsa ninos. da iqmnebo-

des mas dResa Sina saswaulni mravalni. 

Tavi 11

Tqumuli misive

pirveli saswauli. mo-vinme-vida huriaÁ,  brmaÁ SobiTgani da mie-

axla suetsa mas cxovelsa,  da munquesve iqmna igi mxedvel da adidebda 

RmerTsa.

[b.] yrmaÁ vinme sefewuli idva rva wlisa sneuli,  warmarTi,  moiRo 

igi dedaman misman sarwmunovebiT,  dadva igi cxedarsa zeda winaSe 

suetisa mis naTlisaÁsa da nandÂlve naTliT Semosilisa. da evedre-

boda netarsa ninos (239r) da etyoda: „moxede,  dedofalo,  Zesa amas 

Cemsa,  miaxlebulsa sikudid,  rameTu vici,  viTarmed igi ars RmerTi 

RmerTTaÁ,  romelsa Sen hmsaxureb da Cuen gÂqadageb”. maSin Seaxo ne-

tarman nino Ãeli TÂsi suetsa mas cxovelsa da dasdva yrmasa mas zeda 

da hrqua: „grwamsa iesu qriste,  Ze RmrTisa cxovelisaÁ,   ÃorciTa mo-

sruli cxorebisaTÂs yovlisa soflisa?” da hrqua yrmaman man: „he,  de-

dofalo,  mrwams iesu qriste,  mÃsneli dabadebulTaÁ”. maSin hrqua mas 

wmidaman nino: „ganikurne amieriTgan da adidebdi mas,  visman Zalman 

gankurna”. da mwrafl aRdga yrmaÁ igi viTarca utkivneli. 

da daeca SiSi didi mefesa da yovelsa simravlesa erisasa. da Ti-

Tosaxeni sneulni movidodes da ganikurnebodes,  vidremdis mefeman 

Seqmna saburveli ZelisaÁ garemoÁs suetsa mas da dafara xedvisagan 

da egreT Seexebodes erni sarTulsa mas da ganikurnebodes mwrafl 

da adidebdes RmeRtsa sakÂrvelT-moqmedsa.

da iwyo mefeman aRSenebad samoTxesa mas Sina eklesiasa gulsmod-

ginebiTa da sixaruliTa didiTa

maSin movides mociqulni saberZneTiT,  mRdelTmoZRuari,  mRdelni da 

diakonni da iwyes naTlis-cemad,  viTarca Zemoweril ars,  yovlisa erisa. 
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ten (238v) słup był odcięty. I gdy tylko trochę pojaśniało, król wstał 
zatroskany i spojrzał na ogród, na rozpoczęty przezeń kościół, gdyż 
tam były skupione myśli jego. Ujrzał w ogrodzie światło podobne do 
błyskawicy, wznoszące się ku niebiosom.

Zaczął biec, żeby jak najprędzej dojść, a z nim (pośpieszyła) wiel-
ka liczba ludu. Kiedy przyszli, zobaczyli niezwykłe to zjawisko, roz-
jaśniony światłem słup opadał na swoje miejsce, na podstawę swoją, 
i wbił się bez dotknięcia rąk ludzkich.

Błogosławiony ten czas, gdy to się stało!
Miasto Mccheta napełniło się niepokojem i radością, płynęły 

potoki łez króla, książąt i całego ludu z powodu roztkliwienia ich 
dusz. (Tak) wysławiali oni Boga i garnęli się do świętej Nino. I doko-
nały się w owe dni liczne cuda.

Rozdział 11 

Opowiedziany również przez nią

Cud pierwszy. Przyszedł pewien Żyd, ślepy od urodzenia, zbliżył się 
do życiodajnego słupa i zaraz przejrzał, i błogosławił Boga.

(Cud drugi). Jedno pacholę z dworu, poganin, było chore od ośmiu 
lat. Matka, która uwierzyła, przyniosła go i położyła przed słupem 
światła, naprawdę przyobleczonym w światłość, i błagając błogosła-
wioną Nino (239r) mówiła: „Weź w opiekę, królowo, syna mojego, bli-
skiego śmierci, gdyż wiem, że Ten, któremu Ty służysz i (którego) nam 
głosisz, jest Bogiem bogów”. Wtedy błogosławiona Nino przyłożyła 
ręce swoje do życiodajnego słupa i (później) położyła je na to pacholę 
i rzekła: „Czy wierzysz w Jezusa Chrystusa, Syna Boga żywego, który 
przyjął ciało dla zbawienia całego świata?” Wtedy święta Nino rzekła: 
„Wyzdrowiej więc i wychwalaj tego, mocą którego jesteś uleczony”. 
I nagle pacholę to wstało, jakby nie było chore.

A król i cały lud byli ogarnięci wielkim lękiem. Przychodzili cier-
piący na różne choroby i byli uleczeni, dopóki król nie wykonał wo-
kół słupa drewnianego ogrodzenia i nie zakrył go przed spojrzeniami. 
(Następnie) ludzie dotykali tego daszka i natychmiast byli uleczani 
i wysławiali Boga, który czynił znaki.

A król przystąpił do budowy kościoła w tym ogrodzie gorliwie 
i z wielką radością.

Wówczas przybyli z Grecji posłowie, najwyższy kapłan, kapłani, 
diakoni i zaczęli chrzcić, jak (o tym) napisano wyżej.
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Tavi 12 

romeli Tqua abiaTar,  romeli iyo pirvel mRdeli baginsa 

Sina huriaTasa mcxeTas da naTel-iRo Ãelsa Sina ninoÁssa

me,  abiaTar,  mRdeli viyav wiliT xuedrebuli samRdelosa zeda mis 

weliwdisa,   (239v) odes ese netari dedakaci nino movida mcxeTad. mas Jam-

sa Cem Tana wignebi mosrul iyo hromiT da egÂptiT da babilovniT huria-

TaÁ,  mRdelTaÁ da mwignobarTaÁ,  romelsa weril iyo esreT,  viTarmed: 

„ganxeTqa RmerTman mefobaÁ huriaTaÁ,  aha esera winaÁswarmetyuelni 

dascxres,  rameTu romelsa suli awuevda,  yoveli aResrula,  da ganvib-

nieniT Cuen yovelsa queyanasa,  da hromTa daipyres mefobiT queyanaÁ 

Cueni,  rameTu vcodeT yovliTurT da ganvarisxeT Semoqmedi RmerTi. 

aw ixilen wignni mosesni,  romelman damiwera Cuen ese yoveli: „romeli 

ityÂs queyanasa zeda RmrTad Tavsa TÂssa,  Zelsa damoekidos”. anu ukue 

Se-vidreme-vsceTiT nazarevelisa mis iesuÁs sikudilisa,  rameTu hxedav 

pirvel,  odes mamaTa CuenTa Sescodian RmerTsa da yovladve daiviwyian 

igi,   miscnis Ãelmwifesa Zliersa da tyueobasa. xolo odes moiqcian da 

RaRad-yvian,   mwraflganarinnis igini Wirisagan,  da ese SÂdgzis viciT we-

riliTgan. xolo vinaÁTgan Ãelni Seasxnes Zesa mas dedakacisa mwirisasa 

da mokles,  aRiRo RmerTman Ãeli misi Cuen zeda,  ganxeTqa mefobaÁ da gan-

guaSorna taZarsa RmrTisasa,  da ugulebels-yo naTesavi Cueni srulad.   

xolo aw ars samasi weli,  vinaÁTgan arcaRa yovladve ismina vedre-

baÁ Cueni,   arca yo lxinebaÁ. Sagonebel miCs,  viTarmed zeciT iyo kaci 

igi”. da ese ganemravla mowerili. xolo me,  viTarca mesma ese,  viwye 

kiTxvad dedakacisa mis ninoÁsa qristesTÂs,  Tu vinaÁ iyo igi,  anu ro-

melisa mizezi saTÂs iqmna RmerTi kac. maSin netarman man aRaRo piri 

TÂsi,  viTarca jurRumulman aRmomdinareman da viTarca wyaroman dau-

wyuedelman. iwyo saukuniTganTa,  CemTa wignTa zepiriT warmoityoda 

da ganmimartebda da mamaTa CemTa Semawyalebda da Sjulisa cvalebasa 

Semajerebda,  vidremdis mrwmena sityÂTa misiTa qriste,  ZÀ RmrTisaÁ,  da 

vnebaÁ misi da aRdgomaÁ didebiT,  da meored moslvaÁ misi smaSinelebiT,  

da WeSmaritad igi ars molodebaÁ warmarTTaÁ.

mas Jamsa me [da] asuli Cemi Rirs viqmneniT sapkurebelsa da gansaw-

medelsa codvaTasa,  embazsa,  wyalsa mas wmidasa,  romelsaca inatrida 

daviT winaÁswarmetyueli da ver ewifa. da kualad mesma me ÃmaÁ axlisa 

Sjulisa mgalobelTaÁ,  romelsa inatrida igive daviT da ver miemTxÂa.

da Rirs viqmen ziarebad WeSmaritsa Ãorcsa da sisxlsa kravisa mis 

RmrTisasa soflisa codvaTaTÂs Sewirulisa,  romlisa tkbil ars misi 

gemoÁs-xilvaÁ. da amas zeda yavn ufalman ganslvaÁ Cemi ÃorcTagan,  ra-

meTu mravalni saswaulni ixilnes TualTa CemTa ninoÁs mier mcxeTas 

Sina dReTa CemTa.
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Rozdział 12 

Opowiedziany przez Abiatara, który najpierw był kapłanem żydowskim 
w Mcchecie, a (później) przyjął chrzest przy współudziale Nino

Ja, Abiatar, w owym roku, (239v) kiedy błogosławiona niewia-
sta Nino przyszła do Mcchety, z wyboru losu byłem wśród wiernych 
kapłanem. W tym czasie otrzymałem już listy z Rzymu, Egiptu i Babi-
lonu od duchownych i od uczonych żydowskich, w których napisane 
było tak: „Bóg zburzył królestwo Żydów. Oto umilkli prorocy, gdyż 
ci, których wzywał duch, wszyscy umarli, my rozproszyliśmy się po 
całym świecie, a Rzymianie opanowali nasz kraj, dlatego że zgrzeszy-
liśmy we wszystkim i rozgniewaliśmy Boga Stwórcę. Teraz ty przej-
rzyj księgi Mojżesza, który przepowiedział, co następuje: „Ten, kto 
ogłosi się na ziemi Bogiem, niech będzie ukrzyżowany”. Być może, 
my już zgrzeszyliśmy, zabijając Jezusa Nazarejczyka? Czy wiesz, że 
gdy wcześniej ojcowie nasi grzeszyli przed Bogiem i zupełnie zapomi-
nali o Nim, On oddawał (ich) potężnemu królowi w niewolę. A kiedy 
nawracali się i wzywali (Boga), on zaraz odwracał od nich nieszczę-
ścia. I wiemy z Pisma, że tak zdarzyło się siedem razy. A (od tego cza-
su, gdy ojcowie nasi) położyli rękę na synu ubogiej niewiasty i zabili 
go, Bóg oddalił rękę od nas od świątyni Bożej i całkowicie wzgardził 
naszym rodem.

Oto (minęło) już trzysta lat, ponieważ On przestał słuchać modlitw 
naszych, nie zsyłał pociechy, sądzę, że Człowiek ten był z nieba”. 
I wiele w tym rodzaju było napisane. Gdy dowiedziałem się o tym 
wszystkim, zacząłem pytać ową niewiastę o Chrystusa, kim On był, 
i dlaczego Bóg (240r) stał się człowiekiem. Wtedy błogosławiona 
Nino otworzyła usta swoje na podobieństwo źródła nieustającego. Ona 
rozpoczęła od początku wieków, z pamięci cytując, objaśniając księ-
gi moje, jak śpiącego (mnie) budziła, oświecała mnie nierozumnego, 
wzbudzała we mnie litość dla ojców naszych i przekonywała mnie, 
by zmienić wiarę, dopóki sam nie uwierzyłem dzięki Jej słowom 
w Chrystusa, Syna Bożego, w mękę Jego, w zmartwychwstanie 
w chwale, powtórne przyjście w bojaźni (przejmującej potędze), 
i (że) zaprawdę On jest nadzieją pogan.

W tym czasie ja [i] córka moja zostaliśmy ochrzczeni wodą święconą, 
dostąpiliśmy pokropienia i oczyszczenia z grzechów, czego pragnął pro-
rok Dawid, ale nie dostąpił tego, i usłyszałem jeszcze głos wyznawców 
nowej wiary, czego pragnął tenże Dawid, ale nie dostąpił.

Ja (natomiast) dostąpiłem komunii z prawdziwego Ciała i Krwi Baranka 
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xolo saxli eliozisi iyo qalaqsa Sina dasavaliTsa,  iyo karsa mogu-

eTisasa,   mtkuarsa zeda. da iyo mcirÀ bagini,   samarxvoÁ maTi,  romelsa 

zeda aRhmarTa wmidaman nino juari qristesi. da erTi erTsa naTel-scem-

da mun Sina ÃeliTa iakob mRdelisaÁTa da prosila mTavardiakonisa-

ÁTa,  mTavarTa (240v) Svilebsa,  wiaRTa qalaqisaTa. da erqua adgilsa mas 

mTavarTa sanaTloÁ. da friad didebul iyo adgili igi dReTa CuenTa,  

rameTu dga igi velsa TÂnier naSenebisa. da maT dReTa SemeSurvnes friad 

huriani mcxeTelni Cem zeda da dasces xÀ igi kilomaÁ,  romeli dga karsa 

zeda baginisasa,  romeli ganaSuenebda adgilsa mas,  rameTu gardaerTxnes 

rtoni misni yovelsa mas stovasa baginisasa. da iwyes sadaÁTve warslvad 

TÂnier xolo barabeanTasa,  romelnica moinaTlnes ormeoc da aTi suli 

saxlisa maTisaÁ. da mkÂdr iqmnes mcxeTas Sina. da miuboZa mirean mefeman 

dabaÁ erTi,  romelsa hrqvian cixedidi,  da iyvnes did winaSe mefisa da 

qristeaneTasa madliTa netarisa ninoÁsiTa da moZRurebiTa misiTa.

da maT dReTa Sina moiwia wignebi hromiT wmidisa patreaqisaÁ 

netarisa ninoÁsa da mirean mefisa da yovelisa erisa qarTvelisa. da 

moevlina braji mTavardiakoni qebisa Sesxmad da kurTxevisa mocemad,  da 

wmidisa da netarisa ninoÁs locvisa warRebad da madlisa ziarebad. da 

hqonda wigni brajTa mefisaÁ netarisa ninoÁsa,   rameTu moenaTlnes igi-

ni mamisa missa zabilovns. da ese yoveli mismenil iyo maTa ierusalÀmiT,  

hromiT,  kostantinepoliT,  viTarmed queyanasa mas CrdiloÁsasa mifenil 

ars mzÀ igi simarTlisaÁ,  naTeli,  mamisa mier mosruli-qriste da ami-

sTÂs sanatreli wigni moewera,  raÁTamca euwynes saqmeni igi da sawaulni 

da suetisaÁ (241r) mis da mayulovanisaÁ mis sakÂrvelebani da Zali igi 

kurnebaTaÁ,  romeli ixila mTavardiakonman da gankÂrvebiT adidebda 

RmerTsa. da wariRo wignebi da warvida.

Tavi 13

patiosnisa juarisaTÂs,  romeli aRwera iakob

da iyo raJams moekueTa xÀ igi patiosnisa da Zlevis-myofelisa patio-

snisa juarisaÁ,  da moaquanda igi aTsa aTeulsa kacsa ze-ze rtoÁTurT da 

furcliT Semoaqunda qalaqad. da mistydeboda erTi igi mwuanisferobasa 

mas da furclianobasa dReTa Zafxulis pirisaTa,  odes sxuaÁ yoveli 

xÀ Ãmel iyo,  xolo igi yovladve furcel-daucÂvnebel da sulfamo da 

xedvad Suenier iyo. maSin Zirsa zeda aRhmarTes,  karsa eklesiasa sa-

mxriTsa. da hbervida wyalTagan niavi da Salvida furcelsa xisa misgan 

da aZrevda rtoTa misTa. da iyo xilvaÁ misi Suenier,   viTarca smeniT 

viciT xisa misTÂs alvisa. da eses movhkueTeT Tuesa marTsa k~e-sa,  dResa 

paraskevsa. da daadgra xÀ igi oc da aTCÂdmet dRedmde,  da ra Seicvala 
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Bożego, przyniesionego na ofi arę za grzechy świata, spożycie którego jest 
rozkoszą. I z tym niech Pan pozwoli mi opuścić ciało, gdyż za dni swoich 
wiele cudów Nino widziały oczy moje w Mcchecie.

Co się tyczy domu Elioza, znajdował się on w zachodniej części mia-
sta, u bram Mogueta (nad brzegiem) Mtkwari. Był (tam) niewielki przy-
bytek – cmentarz ich, na którym święta Nino wzniosła krzyż Chrystusa. 
I chrzciła tam (240v) za pośrednictwem kapłana Jakuba i archidiakona 
Prosila. Miejsce to nazywało się Książęca Chrzcielnica. I było bardzo 
wspaniałe to miejsce za naszych dni, ponieważ znajdowało się w polu, 
z daleka od wszelkich budowli. W tych dniach Żydzi z Mcchety zaczęli 
mścić się na mnie: ścięli to drzewo o słodkiej korze, które stało u bram 
przybytku i ozdabiało to miejsce, gdyż gałęzie jego przykrywały otwory 
świątyni. I zaczęli odchodzić, z wyjątkiem domu Baraby, pięćdziesięciu 
członków którego ochrzciło się, a który nazywa się Cichedidi, i oni byli 
wywyższeni przed królem i wszystkimi chrześcijanami błogosławień-
stwem błogosławionej Nino i jej nauką.

W tym czasie przyszły listy z Rzymu od świętego patriarchy do bło-
gosławionej Nino, do króla Miriana i całego ludu kartlijskiego. I przybył 
archidiakon Brandżów, by sławić i wywyższać (Boga) i aby otrzymać od 
Nino błogosławieństwo i uczestniczyć (w Jej) łasce. Miał on list od króla 
Brandżów do błogosławionej Nino, gdyż Brandżowie zostali ochrzczeni 
przez jej ojca Zabulona, i o wszystkim tym wieści dotarły do nich z Jero-
zolimy, Rzymu i Konstantynopola. Z tego powodu (król Brandżów) na-
pisał list z prośbą, by powiadomić go o czynach, znakach i cudach słupa, 
(241r) zaroślach jeżyn i mocy uleczenia, którego świadkiem był (sam) 
archidiakon, i zadziwiony chwalił Boga. Wziął listy i odjechał.

Rozdział 13

O świętym krzyżu, opisane przez Jakuba

Gdy zostało ścięte to drzewo świętego i zwycięskiego krzyża, zanio-
sło je na rękach gałęziami i liśćmi do góry dziesięć dziesiątków ludzi 
i wniosło do miasta. I zadziwił się lud nad zieleniącymi się jego liśćmi 
zimą. Kiedy każde inne drzewo było wyschnięte, ono było z nieopadły-
mi liśćmi, wonne i piękne z wyglądu. Wtedy postawiono je u południo-
wego wejścia do świątyni i wiaterek, wiejący od rzeki, szeleścił liśćmi 
i poruszał gałęzie jego, i widok jego był piękny i przyjemny, jak tego 
cyprysu, o którym wiemy z legendy. I ścięliśmy je dwudziestego piątego 
dnia miesiąca marca w piątek. I przez trzydzieści siedem dni, dopóki 
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furceli misi,  viTarca Zirsa zeda mdgomarisaÁ Tavsa wyaroÁsasa,   vi-

dremdis yoveli xeni maRnarisani Seimosnes furcliTa da xeni nayofier-

ni Seimkvnes yuavilTa. maSin TTuesa maissa erTsa Seiqmnnes juarni ese 

da SÂdsa mis TÂsasa aRemarTnes Ãelis dadebiTa mefisaÁTa,  sixaruliTa 

da didiTa wadierebiTa yovlisa qalaqisaÁTa,   iyvnes raÁ yovelni igi 

eklesiasa Sina. da ixiles simravlesaman qalaqisaman bnelTa (241v) maT 

RameTa,  da aha Camovidis juari cecxlisaÁ dagÂrgÂnebuli varskluaviTa 

da daadgris zeda eklesiasa vidre ganTiadmde,  da yovelni adidebdes 

RmerTsa amas zeda eklesiasa vidre ganTiadamde,  da yovlni adidebdes 

RmerTsa amas zeda. da ganTiad,  riJu-raJus oden,  gamovidis misgan ori 

varsukulavi: erTi igi warvidis aRmosavliT,  da erTi dasavaliT,  da igi 

Tavadi egreve dgan mbrwyinvaled,  da neliad-neliad gadgis mier kerZo 

aragusa da dgan mbrwyinvaled,  da dadgis borcusa zeda kldisasa,  zemo 

kerZo,  axlos wyarosa mas,  romeli-igi aRmoadines cremlTa wmidisa 

ninoÁsTa,  da muniT aRmaRldis zecad. ese mravalgzis ixila yovelman 

simravleman erisaman macxovrebaÁ RmrTisa CuenisaÁ.

maSinRa viwyeT netarisa ninoÁsa kiTxvad,   viTarmed: „raÁ-me ars,   

rameTu gamovidis naberwyali da warvidis aRmosavaliT da dasavaliT?”

xolo wmidaman man hrqua mefesa da yovelsa ersa: `ganavlineniT 

kacni mTaTa zeda maRalTa aRmsavalad vidre kaxeTisa mTadmde,   da 

dasavaliT,  vidre miawevdes sameufoÁ Seni. da odes mTiebni igi gamobr-

wyinden,  ixilon,  Tu sada dadgen da minca aRhmarTenin orni ese juarni 

sacod yovelTa qristianeTa da dasamÃobelad mterisa”.

xolo mefeman yo egreT da Seicvna Tavni mTaTani miwyebiT aT dRe,  

ese iyo paraskevsa,  SabaTad-ra ganTeneboda,  da iyo saswauli igive,  

iqmna egreTve,  viTarca yovladve iqmnis.

xvalis dRe movides dasavalitni igi,  romelni-igi dges mTaTa zeda,   

romel ars mTaÁ quabTa-TavisaÁ,  da uTxres mefesa,  viTarmed dadgra 

varskulavi igi mTaTa TxoTisaTa da STavida (242r) ergÂs[!] kaspisasa da 

daadgra adgilsa erTsa da nelad uCono iqmna.

egreve movides aRmosavaliT da Tques: `vixileT varskulavi igi 

aqaÁ momavalai da daadgra dabasa bods kaxeTisa queyanasa”. maSin brZa-

na netraman nino,  raÁTa warixunen orni ese juarni da aRhmarTnen 

erTi TxoTs,  sada-igi amxila RmerTman mefesa Zali TÂsi,  `da erTi igi 

miec salomes uJarmelsa,  WeSmaritsa mÃevalsa qristessa,  da aRhmarTos 

igi uJarmas qalaqsa. da dabaÁ bodisi ara winaaRudges qalaqsa mefeTa-

sa,  rameTu erisa simravlÀ ars min. dabaÁ kula bodisi TÂT vixiloT 

saTnoÁ igi adgili RmrTisaÁ”. da vyavT egreT,   viTarca gÂbrZana Cuen 

wmidaman nino.

xolo ese saswaulTagan zecisaTa Cuenebuli patiosani juari mcxe-

TisaÁ aRvipyraT ÃeliTa kacobriviTa da mivediT borcusa mas queSe,  

wyaosa mas zeda da vaTieT RamÀ da vilocevdiT RmrTisa mimarT. xolo 
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wszystkie drzewa w lesie nie przyodziały się w liście i drzewa owocowe 
nie upiększyły się kwiatami, liście jego wcale się nie zmieniły, jak u sto-
jącego u źródła na swych korzeniach. Wtedy to dnia pierwszego miesiąca 
maja zostały przygotowane te krzyże, a dnia siódmego tegoż miesiąca 
ustawione przy pomocy króla i z radością, i wielkim pragnieniem wszyst-
kich mieszkańców miasta obecnych w kościele. I widziała wielka liczba 
mieszkańców w te ciemne noce, (241v) jak opadł krzyż ognisty zwień-
czony gwiazdą i zatrzymał się nad świątynią do świtu i widząc to, wszy-
scy wychwalali Boga. Nad ranem, po rozjarzeniu się jutrzenki, oddzieliły 
się od niego dwie gwiazdy. Jedna z nich oddalała się na wchód, druga na 
zachód. A ta najważniejsza, jak wcześniej wspaniała, powoli oddalała 
się na drugą stronę Aragwi i zatrzymała się nad skalistym wzgórzem, 
w pobliżu tego źródła, które zostało wywołane przez łzy świętej Nino, 
i stamtąd uniosła się ku niebu. Tak wielokrotnie zobaczyło mnóstwo 
ludzi moc Zbawiciela Boga naszego.

Wówczas zaczęliśmy wypytywać błogosławioną Nino: „Dlaczego 
gwiazdy oddzielają się i odchodzą na wschód i na zachód?”

A święta rzekła królowi i całemu ludowi: „Roześlijcie ludzi po 
Górach Kachetyjskich, a na zachód do granic twego państwa, kiedy 
gwiazdy te zapłoną, niech mają baczenie, gdzie się zatrzymają. I tam 
postawcie te dwa krzyże dla ochrony wszystkich chrześcijan i pokona-
nia wroga”.

Tak też król uczynił i zajął szczyty gór w ciągu dziesięciu dni. I w noc 
z piątku na sobotę pojawił się ten sam znak; zdarzyło się tak, jak zawsze 
miało to miejsce.

Następnego dnia przyszli posłani na zachód, którzy stali na górze 
Kwabtawi, i rzekli, że gwiazda ta zatrzymała się nad górami Tchoti, opa-
dła ku Przełęczy (242r) Kaspijskiej, zatrzymała się i powoli stała się nie-
widoczna.

Przyszli także wysłani na wschód i powiedzieli: „Zobaczyliśmy 
gwiazdę, która skierowała się tam i zatrzymała się nad miasteczkiem 
Bodi, na ziemi kachetyjskiej”. Wtedy błogosławiona Nino rozkazała, 
żeby wzięto dwa krzyże i wzniesiono jeden na Tchoti, gdzie Bóg objawił 
swoją moc, a drugi oddano Salome Udżarmeli, wiernej słudze bożej, by 
postawiła go w mieście Udżarma. I niech miasteczko Bodi (tym) nie ry-
walizuje z ludnym miastem królów. Miasteczko Bodi, jako miejsce umi-
łowane przez Boga, jeszcze stanie się sławne”. Przeto zrobiliśmy tak, jak 
nam nakazała święta Nino.

A objawiony nam przez znaki niebieskie święty krzyż mcchetyjski 
ponieśliśmy rękami ludzkimi i przyszliśmy do podnóża tego pagórka, 
do tego źródła i spędziliśmy noc na czuwaniu i modliliśmy się do Boga. 
A łzy błogosławionej Nino zlewały się ze źródłem i nastąpiły wielkie 
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netari wmidaÁ nino cremliTa gahzavebda wyarosa mas da iqmnebodes 

kurnebani da saswaulni did-didni.

da xvalis dRe aRvediT kldesa mas zeda. da mivida netari nino da 

davarda qvaTa maT zeda borcÂsaTa,  da tiroda igi da mefe da yovelni 

mTavarni da yovelni igi simravlÀ erisaÁ,  mamaTaÁ da dedaTaÁ,  da 

[iyo] yrmaTa CCÂlTa Jivili,  vidremdis mTanica Ãma-scemdes. da dasdva 

Ãeli wmidaman nino erTsa qvasa amas”. da me vyav egreT. da mun aRhmar-

Tes juari igi didebuli mefeTa. da modrka mefÀ muÃlTa TÂsTa zeda da 

yovelni mTavarni,  da (242v) yoveli simravlÀ erisaÁ da Tayvanis-sces 

ZleviT Semosilsa juarsa,  da aRiares juarcmuli iesu qriste weSmari-

tad RmrTad da Zed RmrTisa cxovelisad da rwmena samebiT didebuli 

RmerTi yovelTa,  romelsa Suenis didebaÁ ukuniTi ukunisamde,  amen.

xolo dedani igi mTavarni arsada ganeSorebodes wmidasa eklesiasa 

da suetsa naTlisasa da juarsa cxovelsa,  rameTu hxedvides saswaulTa 

maT uzomoTa da kurnebaTa miuTxrobelTa.

maSin dauteva wmidaman nino mcxeTaÁ qalaqi da warvida mTeulTa 

xarebad pirutyuT-saxeTa maT kacTa da Semusrvad kerpTa ma[T].

xolo aqa Sina dauteva abiaTar,  huriaTa-yofili igi mRdeli,  rome-

li iyo meorÀ pavle. romeli ara dascxreboda Rame da dRe qadagebasa 

qristessa,  didebasa missa,  vidremdis sivltolad iwyes huriaTa. xolo 

baginisaTÂs [a]iZulebda mefesa,  raÁTa ara SeZran naSenebi igi misi,  ara-

med raÁTa SesZinos aRSenebaÁ. rameTu vidre arRa gamoCinebul iyo 

axali madli queyanasa amas,  mun Sina iyo didebyli saxeli saukunoÁsaÁ 

mis RmrTisaÁ. da erCda mefÀ misTa dReTa,  da iyvnes mun Sina eliozis 

naTesavni mRdelad huriaTa zeda.

Tavi 14

aRmarTebaÁ patiosnisa juarisa mcxeTisaÁ da merme 

kualad gamoCinebaÁ

da iyo raJams moiqca yoveli qarTli,  zraxva-yves mRdelTa maT,  

romelni mosrul iyvnes saberZneTiT,  aRmarTebad niSi juarisaÁ.

hrques mRdelTa maT mirean mefesa: `jer da wes ars aRmarTebad 

saufloÁ niSi juarisaÁ~. da saTno uCnda mefesa da yovelsa ersa. da si-

xaruliT Seiwynares sityuaÁ igi mRdelTaÁ maT da swavlaÁ. da ubrZana 

mirian mefeman Zeli sajuared. warvides xuroni (243r) da mohkueTes xÀ 

erTi haerovani. da ubrZana mefeman Sesaqmed juari. xolo mRdelni igi 

aswavebdes saxesa mas juarisasa,  da raJams Seqmnes juari igi,  movides 

da uTxres mirean mefesa xuroTa maT,  viTarmed: „SevqmeniT Cuen juari 

igi,  viTarca mRdelTa maT guaswaves”.
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uleczenia i znaki z nieba.
Zaś następnego dnia wspięliśmy się na tę skałę. Błogosławiona Nino 

weszła, upadła na kamienne wzgórze i płakała, (a razem z nią) król 
i wszyscy książęta i mnóstwo ludzi, zgiełk mężów i niewiast i niemow-
ląt odbijał się echem w górach. I święta Nino położyła rękę na jeden 
kamień i rzekła do mnie: „Podejdź, to przystoi tobie, pobłogosław zna-
kiem krzyża ten kamień!” Tak też uczyniłem. I królowie wznieśli tam 
ten wspaniały krzyż. A król i wszyscy książęta i (242v) cały lud padli 
na kolana i pokłonili się cudownemu krzyżowi i uznali ukrzyżowanego 
Jezusa Chrystusa za prawdziwego Boga i Syna Boga żywego, i wszyscy 
uwierzyli w Boga w Trójcy wysławianego, któremu niech będzie chwała 
na wieki wieków, amen.

A szacowne te niewiasty nigdzie nie odchodziły od świętego kościoła, 
słupa światła i krzyża życiodajnego, gdyż widziały one niezliczone cuda 
i uzdrowienia niewypowiedziane.

Wówczas święta Nino opuściła miasto Mccheta i wyruszyła do górali, 
by głosić prawdę tym ludziom podobnym zwierzętom i by zniszczyć ich 
bożki.

A (w Mcchecie) pozostawiła Ona byłego kapłana żydowskie-
go Abiatara, który stał się drugim Pawłem, ten zaś przed odejściem 
Żydów nieustannie dniem i nocą głosił (chwałę) Chrystusa i jego potęgę. 
A w sprawie kościoła (Abiatar) zachęcał króla, by nie przeszkadzał 
w budowie (świątyni), przeciwnie – by sprzyjał jej rozbudowie, jako 
że przedtem, gdy na tę ziemię zesłano tę nową łaskę, tam wychwalane 
było imię Boga wiecznego. I słuchał go król za jego życia i byli tam 
krewni Elioza kapłanami u Żydów. 

Rozdział 14

Wzniesienie i odsłonięcie świętego krzyża 
mcchetyjskiego

I było tak, że gdy cała Kartlia została nawrócona na chrześcijaństwo, 
kapłani, którzy przybyli z Grecji, postanowili wznieść znak krzyża.

Kapłani ci powiedzieli królowi Mirianowi: „Trzeba i należy wznieść 
znak krzyża Pana”. Król i cały lud odnieśli się życzliwie (do ich pro-
pozycji). Z radością przyjęli słowa i radę kapłanów. I rozkazał król 
Mirian przygotować drzewo na krzyż. Cieśle wyruszyli (243r) i ścięli 
jedno kształtne drzewo. I król rozkazał wykonać z niego krzyż. A kapłani 
objaśnili (cieślom) kształt krzyża. Kiedy krzyż był gotów, cieśle przy-
szli i powiedzieli królowi Mirianowi: „Wykonaliśmy krzyż tak, jak nas 
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da meysArdga mefÀ igi sixaruliT da yovelman erman ixiles saxÀ igi 

juarisaÁ mis. da daukÂrda friad da adidebdes RerTsa. 

mas Jamsa,  giulisxma-yo da moeÃsena mefesa,  odes – igi dRÀ daubnelda 

mTasa zeda,  viTar-igi naTeli mbrqyinvalebisa didisaÁ ixila msgavsad ju-

arisa,  da viTar ixila,   icna. maSin uTxrobda mRdelTa maT da yovelsa 

ersa xolvasa mas da viTar gannaTla bneli igi niSman juarisaman winaSe 

TualTa misTa. maSin,  viTarca esma ersa mas sityuaÁ igi mefisaÁ,  umetesadRa 

da ufroÁs hrwmena iesu qriste da niSi igi juarisa misisaÁ,  da yovelTa 

erTobiT sixaruliT Tatyuanis-sces mas da adidebdes RmerTsa.

maSin ganazraxvida mefÀ yovelsa mas ersa,  viTarmed romelsame adgol-

sa aRhmarTon saxÀ igi juarisaÁ. xolo kacad-kacadi ityoda,  sada vis mar-

jue uCnda,  aramed ver sada gamoirCies. mas Jamsa mirean mefÀ ilocvida da 

ityoda: `ufalo iesu qriste,  romeli gurwam tyÂsa amis mier da guaswaves 

mRdelTa amaT SenTa,  Sen,  iesu qriste,   romelman Tavi TÂsi daimdable da 

xati monebisaÁ Staicu simdabliTa SeniTa,  romeli gardamohÃed kurTxeul-

Tagan wiaRTa mamisaTa,  romelman dauteven CuenTÂs saydarni,   uflebani 

da zalni da daemkÂdre saSosa wmidisa qalwulisasa,  da merme juars-ecu 

pontovelisa pilates ze,  daefal (243v) gulsa queyanisasa da mesamesa dResa 

asdeg da aRasrule yovelive Tqmuli winaÁswarmetyuelTaÁ,  aRhmaRldi 

zecad da daSjed marjueniT mamisa,   da mereme mosvlad xar ganSjad cxove-

;lTa da mkudarTa,  da dagÂteve Cven niSi juarisa SenisaÁ dasarRuevelad 

uxilavTa manqanebaTa mterisaTa; xolo Cuen,  mosiSTa SenTa,   mogÂRebies 

saswaulad,   raÁTa ganverneT pirsa eSmakisasa,  romlisaganca wartyuenul 

viyveniT. xolo aw Sen,  ufalo RmerTo macxovaro Cueno,  inebe gamocxade-

baÁ adgilisaÁ,  romelsa aRvhmarToT niSi juarisa SenisaÁ,  raÁTa ixilon 

moZuleTa CuenTa da hrcxuenodis,  rameTu Sen,  ufali,  Semewie Cuen da nu-

geSinis-mec Cuen”. da viTarca Semwuxrda,  mas Ramesa CuenebiT daadgra ange-

lozi uflisaÁ mirean mefesa da uCuena mas borcÂ erTi aragusa wiaR kerZo,  

maxlobelad  mcxeTasa da hrqua mas: `ese adgili gamourCevies RmerTsa. 

amas zeda aRhmarTe niSi juarisaÁ”. da viTarca ganTena,  uTxra mirean mefe-

man mRdelTa maT CuenebaÁ igi angelozisaÁ da sityuaÁca igi,   romel hrqua,  

da borcÂca igi,   romeli uCuena. viTarca esma CuenebaÁ igi da adgilica 

igi ixiles,  saTno uCnda yovelsa ersa borcÂ igi da adgilica igi ixiles,  

saTno uCnda yovelsa ersa borcÂ igi,  da sixaruliTa da galobiTa didiTa 

yovelTa erTbamad aRiRes juari igi da aRhmarTes borcusa mas zeda mZlÀ 

niSi juarisaÁ mcxeTasa maxlobelad,  marTal winaSe aRmosavaliT,  dResa 

kÂriakesa,  aRvsebisa zatikis zatiksa.

da viTarca aRemarTa niSi juarisaÁ queyanasa mas qarTlisasa,   meyseu-

lad mas Jamsa daecnes yovelni kerpni,  romelni (244r) iyvnes sazRuarTa 

qarTlisaTa,  da Seimusrnes,  da sakerponi dairRues. viTarca ixiles ese 

sakÂrveli saqmÀ da saswauli,  romeli qmna Zlevis-myofelman man niSman 

juarisaman kerpTa zeda,  ufroÁs ganukÂrdeboda saqmÀ ese da adidebdes 
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nauczyli ci kapłani”.
Król zaraz wstał z radością. Wszyscy zobaczyli kształt krzyża. 

Dokładnie oglądając (krzyż), wszyscy wysławiali Boga. 
Wtedy pomyślał król i przypominał sobie, że gdy zaćmiło się 

słońce na górze, on zobaczył światło wielce promieniste w posta-
ci krzyża. I (teraz) zobaczywszy, poznał (krzyż). Wtedy król zaczął 
opowiadać kapłanom i całemu ludowi o tym widzeniu, gdy kształt 
krzyża rozjaśnił mrok przed jego oczami. Wówczas lud, usłyszawszy 
słowa króla, jeszcze głębiej uwierzył w Chrystusa i w znak krzyża 
Jego, i wszyscy razem pokłonili się mu z radością i wychwalali Boga.

W ten czas król zwrócił się o radę do narodu, na jakim by miej-
scu wznieść krzyż. Każdy proponował tam, gdzie znajdował miejsce 
dogodniejsze, ale dostatecznie pięknego nie mogli wybrać. Przez ten 
czas król Mirian modlił się i mówił: „Panie, Jezu Chryste, w któ-
rego wierzymy dzięki twej słudze i zgodnie z nauką Twych kapła-
nów! Ty, Jezu Chryste, który pomnożyłeś samego siebie i z pokory 
swej przyjąłeś postać sługi, który pochodzisz z błogosławionego łona 
Ojca, który dla nas pozostawiłeś tron, prawa i moc i wszedłeś w czy-
ste łono dziewicy, potem zostałeś rozpięty na krzyżu za Poncjusza 
Piłata, byłeś pogrzebany (243v) we wnętrzu ziemi i zmartwychwsta-
łeś trzeciego dnia, wypełniłeś wszystko, co przepowiedzieli prorocy, 
wstąpiłeś do nieba i siadłeś po prawicy Ojca i zamierzasz przyjść 
powtórnie, sądzić żywych i umarłych, i pozostawiłeś nam znak 
krzyża Swojego, by zniszczyć skryte knowania nieprzyjaciół, więc 
my, bojąc się Ciebie, przyjęliśmy krzyż na sztandar, by uwolnił nas 
od szatana, w którego mocy byliśmy. Teraz więc Ty, Panie Boże i Zba-
wicielu nasz, zechciej wskazać miejsce, na którym wznieślibyśmy 
krzyż Twój, żeby nienawidzący nas, widząc go, wstydzili się, że Ty, 
Panie, pomogłeś i pocieszyłeś nas!” Tej nocy, gdy tylko nastał zmrok, 
Anioł Pański stanął przed królem Mirianem w widzeniu i wskazując 
mu jedno wzgórze za Aragwi, w pobliżu Mcchety, rzekł: „To miej-
sce wybrane jest przez Boga, na nim utwierdź znak krzyża”. Gdy 
tylko rozjaśniło się, król Mirian opowiedział duchownym o swym 
widzeniu i o słowach anioła, i o wzgórzu, które wskazał. Usłyszawszy 
o widzeniu i zbadawszy (wskazane) miejsce, cały lud uznał wzgórze 
za godne i wszyscy razem z wielką radością oraz śpiewem wzięli ów 
krzyż i utwierdzili zwycięski znak krzyża na tym wzgórzu na wschód 
od Mcchety. A była to niedziela,  tydzień po Wielkanocy.

A gdy tylko krzyż został zatknięty w Kartlii, zaraz wszystkie 
bożki znajdujące się w jej granicach upadły (244r) i wykruszyły się, 
a świątynie ich się rozpadły. Gdy zobaczyli (ludzie) ten niezwykły 
cud, którego dokonał zwycięski krzyż nad bożkami, jeszcze bardziej 
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RmerTsa da sixaruliT Tavyuanis-scemdes patiosansa juarsa. da yo mire-

an mefeman da yovelman erman mcxeTisaman Sesawiravi didi mas dResa Sina 

patiosnisa juarisa. da daaweses dResaswauli ZleviT Semosilisa juari-

saÁ aRvsebisa zatikis zatiksa,  dResa kÂriakesa,  yovelman qarTlman,  vidre 

DdRendelad dRemde da vidre ukunisamde. 

da iyo raodenisame Jamisa Semdgomad,  martÂliisa ukuana,  ixiles 

saswauli didi da smaSineli dResa oTxSabaTsa. aha esera sueti naTlisaÁ 

saxed juarisa dga zeda juarsa mas da aTormetni angelozni dagÂrgÂne-

bul iyvnes garemoÁs misa,  egreve saxed aTormetni varskulavni dagÂr-

gÂnebul iyvnes. xolo borcÂ igi juarisaÁ erT-saxed kumoda sulnelad. 

da viTar hxedvides saswaulsa mas,  mravalni uRmrToTaganni moiqcevodes 

da naTels-iRebdes da aRaSenebdes eklesiaTa. xolo morwmuneni ufroÁs 

ganmtkinebodes da adidebdes RmerTsa. 

da mereme kualad ixiles sxuaÁ saswauli patiosanisa juarisaÁ: viTarca 

cecxli dga da viTarca ali egzeboda zeda Tavsa juarisasa samgzis mzisa 

ubrWyinvalesi,  da viTarca saÃumilisa raÁ naberwyali aRvaln Zlierad,  egre 

saxed iyo: aRvidiodes angelozni da gardamovidodes zeda (244v) patiosansa 

juarsa. xolo borcÂ igi juarisaÁ ixarebda Zlierad da yoveli queyanaÁ 

iZrvoda,  da mTaTa da borcuTa da ReleTa armuri sulnelebisaÁ aRvidoda 

camde,  da kldeni Seimusrvodes,  da sulnelebaÁ didZali miefineboda yovel-

sa queyanasa. da ese ara zedamoÁT iyo da raca Tana-warsvliT,  aramed myovar 

jam. da Ãmani didni ismodes. da yoveli igi eri fxedvida mas da esmoda oxraÁ 

igi galobisaÁ;  SeSindes da daukÂrda friad,   SiSiT da ZrwoliT Tavyuani-

scemdes patiosansa juarsa da sixaruliTa didiTa adidebdes RmerTsa.

da iyo raodenisame Jamisa Semdgomad,  viTarca saswaulni da xilvani 

dascxrebodes,   egreve Zrvani igi did-didni da smaSinelni da-ve-scxres. 

da Semdgomad amisa sxuani mravalni saswaulni da niSni iqmnebodes zeda 

patiosansa jaursa zeciT gardamo.

da hxedvida yoveli eri da SiSiT da ZrwoliT mivlened Tavyuanis-

-cemad gulsmodgined patiosansa juarsa da sixaruliT adidebed RmerTsa.

mas Jamsa iyo kaci erTi moSiSi RmrTisaÁ,  romelsa erqua rev,  ZÀ mefi-

saÁ. da iyo ZÀ revisi sneul da miwevnul sikudid. rameTu igi xolo mar-

toÁ esua,   moiRo igi da daagdo winaSe patiosnisa juarisa da cremliT 

iTxovda misgan: `ukeTu momiboZo yrmaÁ ese,  gumbadi aRvaSeno sayoflad 

Senda”. da viTarca igi mwared da uwyinod tiroda winaSe patiosnisa ju-

arisa,  munquesve ganikurna yrmaÁ igi,  da (245r) sixaruliTa didiTa wariy-

vana da adidebda RmerTsa da patiosansa juarsa. merme movida aRnaTquemisa 

aRsrulebad da yo madlisa micemaÁ da didi sixaruli,  da guls-modgined 

gumbadi aRaSena mcxeTisaÁ revis Zeman,  da wliTi–wlad movidis da aRasru-

lis msaxurebaÁ igi patiosnisa juarisaÁ. da mieriTgan ufroÁsRa da umetes 

movidodes sneuli mravalni da uZlurni da ganikurnebodes da sixaruliT 

adidebdes RmerTsa da patiosansa juarsa.
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zaczęli się dziwić tej sprawie, wychwalali Boga i z radością pokłonili 
się świętemu krzyżowi, a cała Kartlia ustanowiła święto zwycięskie-
go krzyża w niedzielę po Wielkanocy, aż do dnia dzisiejszego i na 
wieki wieków.

Po niedługim czasie, po Pięćdziesiątnicy w środę, ujrzeli wielki 
i budzący bojaźń cud: oto stoi słup światła w postaci krzyża nad tym 
krzyżem i dwanaście aniołów wokół wieńczy (go). A wzgórze krzyża 
całe płonie wonnością. A widząc ten cud, wielu bezbożników nawra-
cało się, przyjmowało chrzest i budowało kościół. A wierzący silniej 
umacniali się w swej wierze i wysławiali Boga.

Później ujrzano drugi cud świętego krzyża; nad górną częścią jego 
płonął jakby ogień i jakby pałał płomień trzykrotnie jaśniejszy (od) 
słońca, i podobnie jak od ognia rozlatują się iskry, aniołowie unosi-
li się i opadali ku temu (244v) świętemu krzyżowi. Wzgórze (pod) 
krzyżem silnie drżało, ziemia cała kołysała się, dym kadzidła unosił 
się ku niebu z gór, wzgórz i wąwozów; skały rozpadły się i kraj cały 
napełnił się zapachem kadzidła. I nie było to chwilowe i przemijają-
ce, lecz długotrwałe. I słychać było donośne głosy, cały lud przysłu-
chiwał się śpiewom, bał się i w wielkim zdziwieniu i strachu oddawał 
cześć świętemu krzyżowi, w ekstazie wychwalając Boga.

Po pewnym czasie, gdy znaki te i widzenia ustały, również i to wiel-
kie i przerażające kołysanie (ziemi) ustało. Później liczne znaki i cuda, 
przychodzące z gór, dokonały się nad świętym krzyżem. 

Cały lud widział to, ze strachem i przerażeniem przychodził gor-
liwie pokłonić się świętemu krzyżowi i z wielką radością wychwalał 
Boga.

W tym czasie żył pewien bogobojny człowiek, syn króla, któ-
rego nazywano Rew. Syn Rewa był chory i bliski śmierci. Był on 
jedynakiem u ojca. Ojciec wziął go i położył przed świętym krzy-
żem i ze łzami rzekł: „Jeśli Ty zwrócisz mi syna, ja zbuduję kaplicę 
dla Ciebie”. Ponieważ gorzko i nieustannie płakał on przed świę-
tym krzyżem, pacholę to szybko wyzdrowiało. I zabrał go (ojciec) 
z (245r) wielką radością, wysławiając Boga i święty krzyż. Później 
powrócił wypełnić przyrzeczenie i dziękował (świętemu krzyżowi) 
z wielką radością. Z zapałem mcchetyjską sklepioną budowlę wzniósł 
syn Rewa, (który) przychodził co roku i odbywał nabożeństwo przed 
świętym krzyżem. Od tej pory przychodziło coraz więcej chorych 
i słabych uzyskując uzdrowienia, z radością wychwalając Boga 
i święty Krzyż.

Był pewien młodzieniec ślepy na oboje oczu. Przyszedł on i po-
kłonił się przed świętym krzyżem, żarliwie modląc się. Po siedmiu 
dniach otworzyły się jego oczy, przeto z radością wychwalał Boga 
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iyo vinme Wabuki erTi da ornive Tualni dadgomil iyvnes. movida da 

Seuvrda patiosansa juarsa da evedreboda igi guls-modgined. da Semdgo-

mad SÂdisa dRisa aRexilnes Tualni misni da sixaruliT adidebda RmerTsa 

da patiosansa juarsa. 

dedakaci vinme iyo maradis guemuli suliTa ukeTuriTa,  da egoden 

guemaÁ moiRo,   raJams patisansa juarsa SeamTxueved,  samoselsa juarisasa 

moapeben. da iyo meaToTxmetisa dRisa Semdgomad ganikurna dedakaci igi 

da warvida igi ferÃiTa TÂsiTa sixaruliT,  adidebda RmerTsa da patio-

sansa juarsa.

kualad iyo vinme dedakaci sxuaÁ,  da esua mas ZÀ da meyseulad daswyÂd-

na yrmasa mas;  da aRiqua igi dedaman misman,  moiRo igi da daagdo winaSe 

patiosansa juarsa,  da idva yrmaÁ igi mwydari winaSe wmidisa juarsa di-

leuliTgan vidre mwuxradmde,  xolo dedaÁ yrmisaÁ mis tiriliT ilo-

cvida wianSe patiosnisa juarisa. da etyodes (245v) mas mun mdgomareni: 

`mokkudar ars ege. wariRe da dahmarxe da nuRara awyineb! `xolo man ara 

warikueTa sasovebaÁ,  aramed ufroÁsadRa sawyalobelad cremlooda da 

iTxovda Sewevnasa. da mwuxrisa oden Jamsa sulni ukun-ixuna yrmamn man da 

Tualni aRixilna. da Semdgomad samisa dRisa gankurnebuli wariyvana igi 

dedaman TÂsman da adidebda RmerTsa da patiosansa juarsa. da viTarca 

ixil[n]s yovelTa saswaulni ese didebulni patiosansa juarsa. da viTarca 

ixil[n]s yovelTa saswaulni ese didebulni patiosanisa juarisani,  mra-

valni uSviloni movlened da ilocvides misgan Svilierebasa da SvilTa 

ganmaZRarni adidebed RmerTsa da SesawiravTa da madlTa miscemed patio-

sansa juarsa. ara xolo Tu romelni mun mivlened da maT oden mihmadle-

ben saTxovelsa,  aramed maTca,  romelni Sors aried,  ginaTu brZolasa,  

Ruawlsa Sina xadied patiosansa juarsa mcxeTisasa,   mu[n]Tquesve mZle-

-eqmn[n]ian mterTa,  SewevniTa patiosnisa juarisaÁTa,  da didiTa sixaruli-

Ta movidian madlisa micemad patiosnisa juarisa. mravalni uRrmTonica 

Wirsa SecÂes,  xolo raJams sarwmunovebiT hxadodes patiosansa juarsa 

mcxeTisasa,  munquesve ganernian,  da sixaruliTa didiTa movidian Tayuanis-

-cemad patiosansa juarsa,  da naTeli moiRian,  da sixaruliT adidebed 

RmerTsa da patiosansa juarsa. xolo sxuani mravalni mravalsa Wirsa Se-

cÂes da vedrebiTa patiosnisa juarisaÁTa ganernian,  da mravalni sneulni 

pirad-piradiTa seniTa movlened vedrebad (246r) patiosnisa juarisa da 

ganikurnebied vidre dRendelad dRemde. da sxuanica sawaulni iqmnebodes 

winase patiosnisa juarisa zeciT gardamo RmrTisa mier,  romelni ara 

daweril arian wignsa amas. xolo ese oden daiwernes saqebelad RmrTisa 

da sadideblad patiosanisa juarisa da raÁTa Cuen yovelni vadidebdeT 

mamasa da Zesa da wmidasa sulsa,  romlisaÁ ars didebaÁ aw da maradis da 

ukuniTi ukunisamde,  amen.
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i święty krzyż.
Była pewna kobieta, opętana przez siły nieczyste, tak oszalała, 

że kiedy zmuszali ją, by dotknęła świętego krzyża, zdzierała szatę 
z niego. Po czternastu dniach kobieta została uleczona i odeszła (bez 
cudzej pomocy), z radością wychwalając Boga i święty krzyż.

Była jeszcze pewna inna kobieta, która miała syna. Pacholę to 
nagle straciło przytomność. Matka wzięła je i położyła pod świę-
tym krzyżem. Półmartwe pacholę przeleżało przed świętym krzyżem 
od rana do wieczora. W tym czasie matka tego pacholęcia ze łzami 
w oczach modliła się przed świętym krzyżem. Otaczający (245v) 
ją mówili: „Martwy jest, weź go i pochowaj, i przestań narzekać”. 
A ona, nie tracąc nadziei, coraz żałośniej płakała i prosiła o pomoc. 
Z nastaniem zmroku pacholę zaczęło znów oddychać i otworzy-
ło oczy. Po trzech dniach matka zabrała go zdrowego, wysławia-
jąc Boga i święty krzyż. I gdy wszyscy zobaczyli te wielkie cuda 
świętego krzyża, wielu bezdzietnych przychodziło, prosiło o dzieci, 
i (później) ciesząc się dziećmi wysławiali Boga, przynosili dary 
i dzięki składali świętemu krzyżowi. Ów (krzyż) obdarzał łaskami 
nie tylko tych, którzy znajdowali się daleko. Jeśli ktoś w ogniu wal-
ki przyzywał święty krzyż mcchetyjski, zaraz zwyciężał wrogów 
z pomocą świętego krzyża i z wielką radością przychodził dziękować 
świętemu krzyżowi. Wielu bezbożników, popadłszy w biedę, gdy tylko 
z wiarą przyzywali święty krzyż mcchetyjski, natychmiast zostawali 
wybawieni i z wielką radością przychodzili pokłonić się świętemu 
krzyżowi, przyjmowali chrzest i z radością wychwalali Boga i świę-
ty krzyż. Ale i wielu innych, popadłszy w nieszczęścia, uratowało 
się po modlitwie przed świętym krzyżem. I wielu cierpiących, opa-
nowanych przez różne choroby, przychodziło z modlitwą do (246r) 
świętego krzyża i uleczeni są aż do dziś. Miały miejsce i inne cuda, 
dane przez Boga z nieba, przed świętym Krzyżem, które nie zostały 
opisane w tej księdze. Zapisane zostało tylko tak niewiele ku chwale 
Boga i wysławieniu świętego Krzyża, byśmy wszyscy wychwalali 
Ojca i Syna i Ducha świętego, któremu niech będzie chwała i teraz, 
i zawsze, i na wieki wieków, amen. 
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[Tavi 15]

wigni,  romeli dawera mirean mefeman qarTlisaman 

Jamsa sikudilisasa,

aRwera ÃeliTa iakob mTavarepiskoposisaÁTa da misca salomes

uJarmelsa,  Zis colsa TÂssa,  romeli mecnier iyo yovelsave

WeSmaritad

da iyo Jamsa mas,  romelsa moiÃsena ufalman queyanaÁ ese Crdilo-

ÁsaÁ,  dabnelebuli codviTa da saves cTomiTa eSmakisaÁTa,  viyveniT 

Cuen viTarca cxovarni klvadni,  rameTu var me oc da meaTequsmetÀ mefÀ,  

vinaÁTgan mamani msxuerplad kerpTaTÂs sazagelTa da ubraloÁ igi eri 

queyanisaÁ mis,  da romelni SvilTa maTTa,  viTarca Tivasa,  Tibdes mamani 

Cuenni,  raÁTa saTno-eyvnen kerpTa,  da ufroÁs xolo orTa maT mTaTa,  

armazisa da zadenisa,  romelTa qvanica maTni daulTvan sisxliTa CCÂl-

TaÁTa. da Rirsca arian mTani igi aspolvad cecxliTa,  risxviTa RmrTi-

samieriTa.

xolo odes moiwia Jami da movida netari ese dedakaci,   mociquli 

da maxarebeli Zisa RmrTisaÁ,  wmidaÁ nino,  pirvel viTarca tyue,  vi-

Tarca ucxoi da viTarca mwiri,  viTarca Seuwevneli (246v),  viTarca 

usmi da utyÂ,  romelica aw meqmna Cuen tyue igi dedofal,  ucxoÁ igi-

-deda,  Seuwevneli-Sesavedrebel yovelTa,  da utyv ig-qadag Zlier da 

mecnier dafarulTa CemTa gulis sityuaTa,   aman wmidaman aRanTo gulsa 

Cemsa sanTeli naTlisaÁ da SuvaRames oden meCuena me mzÀ mbrwyinvalÀ,  

qriste RmerTi Cueni,  romlisa naTeli misi ara moakldes ukunisam-

de. da meqmna Cuen moZRuar da SemrTna Cuen ersa qristessa naTlis-

-RebiTa wmidiTa da patiosnisa Zelisa Tavyuanis-cemiTa. da momca Cuen 

Sjuli axali cxorebisaÁ da sixarulisaÁ da Rirs-myvna gemoÁs-xilvad 

saidumloTa uxrwnelTa zecisaTa. me viqmen morCil brZanebaTa misTa,  

romelica maswava da aRvaSene eklesiaÁ salocvelad samoTxesa mas ma-

maTa CemTasa,  da mas Sina sueti ese naTlisaÁ,  romelica me yovlad 

ver SeuZle yovliTa ZaliTa da cnobiTa kacobriviTa,  xolo RmerTman 

maRalman moavlina erTi msaxurTa misTagani da wamis-yofiTa misiTa 

queyaniT cad aRiwia. da TÂT Tualni Tquenni xedven smaSinelebasa da 

sakÂrvelebasa missa da merme kurnebaTa maT misTa. da odes mauwya aR-

marTebaÁ,  warvavlinen xuroni Ziebad xesa. da viTa rpoves xÀ erTi mar-

toÁ mdgomarÀ kldesa zeda,  romlisada ara mixebuli xisaÁ mis,  rameTu 

odes iremsaRa ecis isari,   miivltin borcusa mas queSe,  romelsa zeda 

dga xÀ igi,  da swrafiT Wamn Teslsa mas mis xisasa CamocÂvnebulsa da 

siku (247r)dilisagan ganeris.

ese miTxrian da viyav dakÂrvebul amisTÂs. movhkueTe me xÀ igi da 

Sevqmnen misgan samni juarni: erTi ese,  romel zeciT iyo saswauli misi 
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[Rozdział 15]

List, który napisał przed śmiercią 
król Kartlii Mirian

ręką arcybiskupa Jakuba i oddał Salome Udżarmeli,
małżonce syna swojego, która zaprawdę wiedziała 

o wszystkim

W tym czasie, gdy Pan spojrzał na ten kraj północny, zaćmiony 
przez grzechy i pełen pokus szatana, byliśmy podobni owcom, skaza-
nym na rzeź, bo ja jestem trzydziestym szóstym królem, od tego czasu 
gdy pojawili się ojcowie nasi i skazywali swoje dzieci i niewinny lud 
tego kraju na ofiarę wstrętnym bożkom. Ojcowie nasi kosili jak trawę 
dzieci swoje, żeby dogodzić bałwanom i przede wszystkim tym dwóm 
górom – Armazi i Zaden, których nawet kamienie nasiąknięte są krwią 
niemowląt. Góry te zasłużyły na zniszczenie ogniem gniewu Bożego.

A kiedy nastał czas, przyszła owa błogosławiona niewiasta, posłan-
ka i zwiastunka Boga, święta Nino, najpierw jako niewolnica, jako 
cudzoziemka, jako bezradna, jako niesłysząca i niemówiąca. Teraz nie-
wolnica ta stała się dla nas królową, cudzoziemka – matką, bezradna 
– obrończynią wszystkich, (246v) a niema – wspaniałą kaznodziejką. 
Święta ta zapaliła w moim sercu kaganek prawdy i o północy oświe-
ciło mnie promienne słońce – Chrystus, Bóg nasz, którego światło nie 
wyczerpie się na wieki. Ona to została moją nauczycielką, wprowadziła 
mnie przez pośrednictwo świętego chrztu i pokłonienie się świętemu 
krzyżowi do grona Chrystusowego, dała mi nową wiarę życia i radości 
i zaszczyciła mnie zakosztowaniem nieprzemijających tajemnic nieba. 
Wypełniając jej nakazy, wykonałem (wszystko), czego mnie nauczyła: 
zbudowałem kościół do modlitwy w ogrodzie ojców moich, (postawi-
łem) w nim ten słup światła, którego nie zdołałem podnieść żadną siłą 
i wiedzą ludzką, ale Bóg najwyższy zesłał jednego ze swych sług, który 
natychmiast uniósł go z ziemi do nieba. Widzicie na własne oczy nie-
zwykłe i zadziwiające znaki Jego, a więc i uleczenia dokonane przez 
Niego. Kiedy ona rzekła mi o wzniesieniu (krzyża), posłałem cieśli, by 
poszukali drzewa. Znaleźli pewne drzewo, stojące samotnie na skale, 
którego nie dotknęła ręka ludzka, ale my wiedzieliśmy z opowiadań 
myśliwych o jego niezwykłości, gdyż jeleń zraniony strzałą podcho-
dził pod skałę, na której rosło to drzewo, pośpiesznie jadł owoce, które 
odpadły z tego drzewa, i (247r) unikał śmierci.

Tak mi opowiadano, a ja dziwiłem się temu. Ściąłem to drzewo 
i zrobiłem z niego trzy krzyże: jeden ten, mcchetyjski, nad którym 
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da erTi aRvhmarTe adgilsa mas,   sada-igi qalaqsa uJarmas,  romeli wa-

riRo salome. da aRvaSene eklesiaÁ mayilovansa mas Sina ninoÁssa,  da 

vqmen mas Sina saqmÀ,   qmnuli uCinoÁ da cxadi,   didebaÁ mayulovanTa 

maT,  rameTu ara gamovaÃu furceli erTica maTgan,  aramed xarisxita 

gareSevicven,   rameTu mexilvnes mravalni saswaulni mas Sina ninoÁssa,  

da vqmen mas Sina saqmÀ,  qmnuli uCinoÁ da cxadi,  didebaÁ mayulovanTa 

maT,  rameTu ara gamovaÃu furceli erTica maTgan,  aramed xarisxiTa 

gare - Sevicnen,  rameTu mexilvnes mravalni saswaulni mas Sina da kur-

nebani didni. da aRvaSene zemoÁ eklesiaÁ Tavisa CemisaTÂs qviTa da 

erisa simravliTa,  rameTu quemosa eklesiasa erqua `wmidaÁ wmidaTaÁ” 

da yovladve ver vikadrebdi karTa misTa ganxumad TÂnier mRdelTasa,  

romelni galobed mas Sina,  rameTu SiSi didi dacemul iyo yovelsa 

zeda kacsa suetisa misgan cxovelisa. da hxedvida yoveli kaci suetsa 

mas viTarca zalsa RmrTisasa. da mixedvadca ver eZlo kacTa sarTulsa 

missa,  romelsa TÂT vxedavT. da ver vikadre winaSe,  rameTu meSinoda 

misgan codvisa oden moqmedsa. da Sevimzade zemo saflavi Cemi,  raÁTu 

Tualsa missa mivhrido da wyalobasa missa mivemTxÂo aRdgomasa. (247v) 
da viTarca Sevimzade keTilTa RmrTisaTa gansrulebasa Cem zeda da 

vityode,  viTarmed: `Sevhvedro suli Cemi dedasa Cemsa wmidasa ninos”,  

xolo wmidaman man Sehvedra suli TÂsi ubiwoÁ ÃelTa dambadebelisa 

TÂsisaTa,  rameTu aRasrula yovelive mcnebaÁ RmrTisaÁ da swavlaÁ 

wmidisa mis dedis Zmisa misisa,  mamisa Cuenisa patriaqisaÁ da daguaobl-

na Cuen axladSobilni CCÂlni umecarni. da friad SevZrwundi suliTa 

CemiTa da yovelni naTesavi CrdiloÁsaÁ aRivso mwuxarebiTa,  rameTu 

aRmo-oden-srul iyo mzÀ simarTlisaÁ da mo-oden-fenil iyo WeSmariti. 

da dafara Rrubelman wmidaÁ nino. xolo wmidaÁ igi yovladve naTelsa 

Sina ars da yovelTa ganguanaTlebs. xolo me ganvizraxe wmidaÁ igi 

guami misi raÁTamca warmoviRe guls-modginebiTa didiTa aqa,  winaSe 

suetsa naTliT Semosilsa da ara vpove Rone yovladve,  rameTu ver gan-

Zres orasTa kacTa mcire igi cxedari,  romelsa zeda Seisuena wmidaman 

da sanatrelman nino. maSin davmarxeT wmidaÁ igi guami misi yovladve 

didebulisaÁ bods,  dabasa kaxeTisasa. da veglovdiT sioblesa Cuensa 

oc da aT dRe yovliTurT sameufoÁT CemiT. da aRvaSene mas zeda ekle-

siaÁ da ganvadide friad,  da misiTa meoxebiTa maqus sasovebaÁ Zisa 

RmrTisagan da sarwmunovebasa zeda dausabamoÁsa RmrTisa mamisasa da 

yovlad Zlierisa Zisasa da cxovels-myofelisa sulisa wmidisa ukvda-

visasa. da veZieb da moveli aRdgomasa mkudreTiT da Sevhvedreb sulsa 

Cemsa (248r) qristes meufisada,  romlisaÁ ars didebaÁ,  simtkice da Zlie-

rebaÁ aw da maradis da ukuniTi ukunisamde,  amen~.
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dokonał się znak niebios, drugi wzniosłem na tym miejscu, gdzie 
przejrzałem dzięki Panu – na górze Tchoti, a trzeci, który wzięła 
Salome, (został postawiony) w mieście Udżarma. I zbudowałem kościół 
w jeżynowych zaroślach Nino i wykonałem tam pracę dokończoną: 
niewidoczna i jawna jest wielkość tych krzewów jeżyn, gdyż nie do-
tknąłem ani jednego ich listka, otoczyłem budowlą, by zobaczyć w niej 
wiele cudów i wielkie uleczenia. I wzniosłem dla siebie Górny kościół 
z kamienia i (przy udziale) wielu ludzi, gdy kościół Dolny nazywał się 
świętym świętych, i ja ośmielam się zawsze otwierać jego drzwi tylko 
w niedzielę, i nikt nie odważył się wchodzić (doń), poza duchownymi, 
którzy śpiewali w nim, gdyż wielki strach zapanował przez życiodajny 
słup wśród wszystkich ludzi, i każdy widział w tym słupie moc Boga. 
Ludzie nie mogli na niego nawet spojrzeć, czego świadkami jesteśmy 
my sami. Nie ośmieliłem się przed nim wyryć ziemi na swoją mogiłę, 
żeby ciało moje było pochowane przed nim, gdyż ja grzeszny bałem 
się go; (dlatego) przygotowałem dla siebie grób w Górnym (kościele), 
by był z daleka od jego oczu, ale bym dostąpił udziału w jego dobrach 
(w dniu) Zmartwychwstania. (247v) Przygotowany na śmierć, zapra-
gnąłem oddać swoją duszę (duchowej) matce mojej, świętej Nino. Ale 
święta oddała niewinną duszę Panu swemu, bo wypełniła wszystkie 
przykazania Boże i nauki świętego wuja swego, ojca naszego patriar-
chy. I pozostawiła nas nowonarodzonych, nieświadome niemowlęta, 
sierotami. Ja bardzo upadłem na duchu i cały północny lud napełnił 
się smutkiem, gdyż zaledwie wzeszło słońce prawdy i prawda rozpo-
wszechniła się, a (zaraz) chmury skryły przed nami Nino. Ale święta 
ta stale przebywa w świetle i oświeca nas wszystkich! Przeto posta-
nowiłem zanieść z wielką czcią ciało jej tu, przed święty krzyż, ale 
nie zdołałem znaleźć sposobu, gdyż dwustu ludzi nie mogło poruszyć 
błogosławionego jej łoża, na którym spoczęła święta i błogosławiona 
Nino. Wówczas my pochowaliśmy święte jej ciało, wiecznie wysławia-
nej, w Bodi, w miasteczku kachetyjskim i razem z całym królestwem 
naszym opłakiwaliśmy opuszczenie, sieroctwo nasze przez trzydzie-
ści dni. I zbudowałem kościół nad jej grobem, bogato go ozdobiłem, 
i w ufności swej pokładam nadzieję w Synu Bożym i wierze w nie-
skończonego Boga Ojca Wszechmogącego. I szukam, i oczekuję 
powstania z martwych, i polecam duszę swoją (248r) Chrystusowi 
królowi, któremu niech będzie chwała, moc i siła, i teraz, i zawsze, 
i na wieki wieków, amen”.
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anderZi mirean mefisaÁ Zisa TÂsisa mimarT revisa da

colisa TÂsisa nanaÁsa

aha esera me warval,  vinaÁca moved,  xolo Sen,  nana,  ukueTu ge-

ces mocalebaÁ cxorebisaÁ Semdgomad Cemsa,  ganyav sameufoÁ Cemi orad 

da miiRe samarxvosa wmidisa ninoÁssa JamTa SecvalebisaTÂs,  raÁTa 

ara Seiryios ukunisamde adgili igi,   rameTu ara mefeTa sajdomi ars,  

mwir ars adgili igi. egreve vhvedreb mTavarebiskopossa,  raÁTa dadvas 

didebaÁ mis adgilsaÁ,  rameTu Rirs ars pativis-cemisa. xolo Zesa TÂssa 

aswavebda: aha esera Seicvala bneli Cueni naTlad da sikudili Cueni 

– cxorebad. aw sadaca hpovne queyanasa Sina Sensa vneba(ni) igi qarTli-

sani,   macTurni kerpni,  cecxliTa dawuen da vacari maTi Seasu maT,  vin 

maT eglovdes! da ese amcen SvilTa SenTa,  rameTu me vici igi,  mwrafl 

kavkasiaTa Sina ver dailevian. xolo Sen esre hyofd: Tavi Seni Sehve-

dre suetsa mas zegardmo-didebulsa da patiosansa juarsa caTa Sina 

Cinebulsa da iyavn Seni mislvaÁ miwad Zilad saukunod sarwmunovebasa 

zeda wmidisa samebisasa,  amen.

wigni qarTlisa moqcevisaÁ,  romliTa RmerTman naTeli gamoabr-

wyinva,  dasabami wmidaTa eklesiaTa gambrwyinvebisaÁ,  ZalTa zecisa 

mga……: [aRy]uavilda ubiwoÁ sarwmunovebaÁ SeuZravi ked…… qristessa. ese 

Cuenisa…(248v) sulisaÁ,  viTarca talanti winamZRuarTagan dafaruli,  

Semdgomad mravalTa JamTa da welTa vpoveT.
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Testament króla Miriana dla syna jego Rewa 
i małżonki jego Nany

Oto odchodzę ja, który przyszedłem! A ty, Nano, jeśli przyjdzie ci 
żyć po mnie, podziel na pół królestwo moje i oddziel połowę, w której 
leży mogiła świętej Nino, żeby na wieki wieków miejsce to było niena-
ruszone, przecież ono nie jest miastem królewskim, ale miejscem mało 
znaczącym (w kategoriach świeckich). Proszę również arcybiskupa, by 
wywyższył to miejsce godne chwały (w kategoriach boskich). Zaś syna 
swego pouczał (tak): Oto ciemności nasze zastąpiło światło, a śmierć – 
życie. W przyszłości, gdzie tylko znajdziesz w kraju twoim zdradzieckie 
bożki, szkodzące Kartlii, spal je ogniem i zmuś, by popiół ich jedli ci, 
którzy będą wyznawać ich kult. To samo przekaż potomkom swoim, gdyż 
ja wiem, że bożki wśród mieszkańców Kaukazu nie szybko wytępione 
będą. Sam zaś postępuj tak: oddaj ich w opiekę słupowi, wywyższonemu 
z góry, i świętemu krzyżowi, wysławianemu w niebiosach, i powrót twój 
do ziemi, w sen wieczny, niech będzie w wierze Świętej Trójcy. Amen!

Księgę Mokcewaj Kartlisaj, w której Bóg objawił światło – podsta-
wę rozkwitu świętych kościołów... (248r) duszy, jak skarb, skryty przez 
poprzedników, znaleźliśmy po upływie długiego czasu i wielu lat.
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KOMENTARZE:
1. Mokcewaj Kartlisaj (Nawrócenie Kartlii) na chrześcijaństwo to 

najstarszy z zachowanych zabytków historiografii gruzińskiej 
anonimowego autora. Istnieją jego dwa rękopisy: 1) Szatberdski 
zawarty w tzw. Zbiorze Szatberdskim, który powstał prawdopo-
dobnie w wieku X w klasztorze w Szatberdi (obecnie na terenie 
Turcji). 2) Rękopis z XIV-XV wieku odnaleziony w klasztorze 
Czeliszi (Racza). Profesor Zaza Aleksidze odnalazł w jednym 
z klasztorów na Górze Synaj dwa nowe rękopisy Mokcewaj 
Kartlisaj, które datuje wstępnie na wiek X. (R a p p, Stephen H.: 
Studies In Medieval Georgian Historiography: Early Texts And 
Eurasian Contexts, 2003). Rozbieżności tekstowe redakcji szat-
berdskiej i czeliskiej są znaczne. Świadczą o tym ślady opracowa-
nia i przeróbki znacznie wcześniejszego rękopisu szatberdskiego 
i przede wszystkim charakterystyczny podział materiału na roz-
działy. Można zaobserwować opuszczenie tytułów rozdziałów, 
a także brak pewnych fragmentów tekstu, znajdujących się w innym 
wariancie (czeliskim) tego utworu. Nic więc dziwnego, że zaraz 
po zapoznaniu się naukowców ze Zbiorem Szatberdskim właśnie 
Mokcewaj Kartlisaj wzbudziło wielkie zainteresowanie. Jego 
oddzielne części zostały opublikowane już w końcu dziewięt-
nastego wieku. Następnie ukazał się rosyjski przekład Ekwtime 
Takaiszwili i wydanie gruzińskiego tekstu obu wariantów tego 
samego autora. (T a k a i s z w i l i E., Obraszczenije Gruzii (w chri-
stianstvo), Istoczniki gruzinskich letopisiej, Tri chroniki, „Sbor-
nik materijalow dla opisanija mestnostej i plemen Kawkaza” 
n. 28, 1900; i d e m, sami istoriuli xronika (sami istoriuli kroni-
ka), Tyflis 1890; i d e m, axali varianti ninos cxovrebisa, 
(achali warianti ninos cchowrebisa), Tyflis 1891). Wyliczenie 
wszystkich prac dotyczących Mokcewaj Kartlisaj nie jest tutaj 
możliwe. Wymienimy więc tylko wydanie tekstu I. A b u l a d z e, 
Zveli qarTuli agiografiis literarturuli Zegle-

bi,  I, (dzweli kartuli agiograpiis literarturuli dzeglebi), Tbilisi 
1963, s. 81-163, niemiecki przekład G. Pätsch (P ä t s c h G., 
Die Bekehrung Georgiens Mockevay Kartlisay (Verfasser unbe-
kannt) “Bedi Kartlisa; Revue de kartvelologie”, v. XXXIII, Paris 
1975, s. 288-337) oraz wydanie Żywota Świętej Nino w języku angiel-
skim przez M. i O. Wardropów (Wa r d r o p  M. and Wa r d r o p  O., 
Life of St. Nino, “Studia Biblica and Ecclesiastica”, v. V part I, 
Oxford 1900). Dzieło to składa się z dwóch zasadniczych części 
pod wspólnym tytułem Mokcewaj Kartlisaj. Część druga nosi ty-
tuł Żywot Świętej Nino. W części pierwszej nazywanej w litera-
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turze naukowej (Kroniki nawrócenia Kartlii) przedstawiona jest 
krótka historia Kartlii od czasów wypraw wojennych Aleksandra 
Macedońskiego oraz wykaz wszystkich królów pogańskich aż do 
okresu panowania pierwszego chrześcijańskiego władcy – Miria-
na (początek IV w.), z uwzględnieniem najważniejszych wyda-
rzeń historycznych. Stosunkowo obszernie opisane jest przybycie 
świętej Nino do stolicy Iberii i jej działalność związana z nawró-
ceniem królowej, króla i ludu. Jest to najkrótsza i prawdopodob-
nie najstarsza redakcja Żywota Świętej Nino. Dalej następuje lista 
władców i hierarchów kościelnych wraz z krótkimi informacjami 
o faktach historycznych od lat czterdziestych VII w., (stosunko-
wo dokładnie opisano działalność króla Wachtanga Gorgasali – 
drugą połowę V wieku i wyprawy cesarza Herakliusza w latach 
dwudziestych VII w.); wreszcie mamy listę władców świeckich 
(erystawów) i hierarchów kościelnych (katolikosów) w Kartlii. 
Część druga to obszerny wariant Żywota Świętej Nino. Nawró-
cenie Kartlii przez Nino było najważniejszym wydarzeniem 
w dziejach Kartlii (325 r.). Centralną postacią tego wydarzenia jest 
święta Nino. Kartlię nawróciła ona. Prehistoria nawrócenia Kartlii 
zaczyna się od ukrzyżowania Chrystusa, kiedy Żydzi – zamieszku-
jący w Kartlii, przywieźli do Mcchety fragment chitonu Chrystu-
sa. Ważną rolę w nawróceniu Kartlii odegrał Abiatar – mieszka-
niec Mcchety, któremu poświęcono odrębny rozdział w dziele. 
W Żywocie Świętej Nino podkreślono działalność uczniów świę-
tej Nino, a mianowicie córki Abiatara – Sydonii, i jeszcze innej 
kobiety – Salome Udżarmeli. One wraz z Jakubem opowiadają 
czytelnikom o różnych okresach z życia świętej Nino. Central-
ną postacią w królestwie Kartlii jest król, którego nawrócenie 
symbolizuje chrzest całego kraju. Temu wydarzeniu poświę-
cono osobny rozdział w Mokcewaj Kartlisaj. Kwestia, czy jest 
to ten sam utwór, składający się z dwóch części, czy też dwa 
różne dzieła, pozostaje sporna. Pewne jest tylko to, że został on 
zamieszczony w Zbiorze Szatberdskim jako jeden utwór, skła-
dający się z dwóch części. Różnica zdań dotyczy również daty 
powstania dzieła: IX, VII lub V wiek. Jest zupełnie prawdopo-
dobne, że tak ważnemu wydarzeniu, jak ogłoszenie chrześcijań-
stwa religią państwową (IV w.), został wkrótce poświęcony spe-
cjalny utwór. Dla autora najważniejszym wydarzeniem jest nauka 
Nino i ogłoszenie chrześcijaństwa religią oficjalną, jako wstęp do 
nowego etapu w historii Kartlii (Iberii). Przedstawia on tu krótką 
kronikę wydarzeń wcześniejszych. Przy tym narrację rozpoczy-
na od czasów Aleksandra Macedońskiego. Powstanie królestwa 
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Kartlii wiąże się z wyprawą Aleksandra Macedońskiego do Kar-
tlii (Aleksander Macedoński, według badań uczonych gruziń-
skich, nigdy nie odbył wyprawy do Iberii). Autor Nawrócenia jest 
wykształconym historykiem, znającym system periodyzacji histo-
rii powszechnej, obowiązujący w historiografii średniowiecznej 
Europy, zgodnie z którym w historii świata istniały cztery monar-
chie: asyryjsko-babilońska, medyjsko-perska, Aleksandra Mace-
dońskiego i rzymska. Autor doskonale znał życie narodu Kartlii 
(Iberii) również przed panowaniem Aleksandra Macedońskiego, 
o czym jest wzmianka w utworze; ale ponieważ powstanie króle-
stwa Kartlii (Iberii) przypada na czasy panowania tego wielkiego 
monarchy, autor tworzy swoją własną periodyzację. Kwestią spor-
ną pozostaje określenie gatunku literackiego omawianego utwo-
ru. Czy należy on do historiografii religijnej czy też świeckiej? 
Wątpliwe, czy można nakreślić takie ramy. Jak już wspomniano 
wyżej, część pierwsza, wstępna, to typowa kronika. W ogóle część 
kronikarska jest jakby tłem dla najważniejszego wydarzenia. Nie 
jest wykluczone, że krótka Kronika nawrócenia Kartlii powsta-
ła najprawdopodobniej zaraz po chrystianizacji Kartlii. W VII w. 
powstał nowy, obszerniejszy wariant Żywota Świętej Nino, któ-
ry został połączony przez redaktora z istniejącym Nawróceniem 
i w tej postaci zawarty w Zbiorze Szatberdskim. Pewne jest, 
że utwory nie powstały w tym samym czasie. Po napisaniu pierw-
szego cyklu (wliczając okres panowania Wachtanga Gorgasali 
(458-502) w VII wieku został on uzupełniony o kronikę wydarzeń 
z V-VII w. (do lat czterdziestych), kiedy to powstała nowa, rozsze-
rzona wersja Żywota Świętej Nino.

2. Aleksander Wielki, syn Filipa Macedońskiego, król Macedonii 
w latach 336-323 p.n.e. Podbił Anatolię, Fenicję i Egipt, opano-
wał Mezopotamię i Persje, Baktrię, Sogdanię. Prowadził kampa-
nie w Indiach. Rozpowszechnił kulturę helleńską na ogromnych 
obszarach, co spowodowało powstanie kultury hellenistycznej.

3. Lot, postać biblijna.
4. Bunturk, wyraz bun łączy się z językiem tureckim i etnonim 

w całości tłumaczy się jako plemiona tureckie.
5. Sarkine – po gruzińsku oznacza miasto żelaza.
6. Kaspi, miasto królestwa Kartlii, leżące na lewym brzegu Mtkwari.
7. Urbnisi, jedno z miast królestwa Kartlii w okresie antycznym, 

znajdujące się na wielkim szlaku handlowym.
8. Uplisciche, dosłownie twierdza władcy, jeden z ośrodków poli-

tycznych wschodniej Gruzji w okresie antycznym, największe 
miasto skalne zachowane w Gruzji.
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9. Jebuzyci (w Starym Testamencie – Jebusi). Należeli oni do przed-
izraelskiej ludności Kanaanu i zamieszkiwali miasto-państwo Jero-
zolimę oraz jej okolice. „W okresie przed zajęciem Kanaanu przez 
Izraelitów miasto to nosiło nazwę Jebus (amoryckie Urusalim), acz-
kolwiek nazwa Jerozolima jest prawdopodobnie starsza. Po zdoby-
ciu miasta przez Dawida, w dalszym ciągu Jebuz było zamieszkałe 
przez Jebuzytów. Według Tablicy Narodów Jebuzyci byli synami 
Kanaana, natomiast księga Ezechiela wyprowadza ich pochodzenie 
od Amorytów i Hetytów” (T s c h i r s c h n i t z  A., Dzieje Ludów 
Biblijnych, Warszawa 1994, s.163).

10. E. Takaiszwili pod nazwą Honni-Hunów rozumiał Huriani (staro-
gruzińska nazwa Żydów).

11. Chaldejczycy – lud pochodzenia semickiego.
12. Nastagisi, po gruzińsku oznacza miejsce, gdzie wcześniej znajdo-

wało się źródło (stagi) kanału.
13. Według G. Melikiszwili Arian-Kartlii to Kartlia Perska – połu-

dniowogruzińskie państwo, wchodzące w skład państwa Ache-
menidów. 

14. Azo, badacze uważają, że imię to powstało pod wpływem imienia 
Jazon – bohatera starogreckiej legendy o Argonautach. Historyk 
ormiański Mowses Chorenac nazywa go Michrdat. Prawdopo-
dobnie Michrdat to Mitridate, który po rozgromieniu przez Alek-
sandra Macedońskiego Iranu Achemenidów stał się faktycznym 
założycielem królestwa Pontu. 

15. Mccheta, pierwsza stolica starożytnej Kartlii – Iberii, leżąca na 
północ od Tbilisi. Tradycja przypisuje założenie Mcchety Mcche-
towi, synowi Kartlosa, jednego z potomków Noego. Zbudował on 
miasto u zbiegu rzek Mtkwari i Aragwi i nadal mu własne imię 
Mccheta. Badania archeologiczne potwierdzają istnienie osady 
w Mcchecie i okolicach miedzy III i II tys. p.n.e. W połowie pierw-
szego tysiąclecia p.n.e. osobne obszary zasiedlenia połączyły się 
w jedno większe miasto - „Wielką Mcchetę”. Położona wzdłuż 
rzek Mtkwari i Aragwi i otoczona górami „Wielka Mccheta” 
leżała na skrzyżowaniu dróg z Kolchidy, Północnego Kaukazu, 
Armenii i Albanii. Od IV wieku p.n.e. do VI wieku n.e. Mcche-
ta była centrum Kartlii (Iberii), siedzibą królów. Miasto rozro-
sło się w dwóch kierunkach na obydwu brzegach rzeki Mtkwari: 
w „kierunku Armazi” oraz „kierunku Muchnari”. Główne dziel-
nice stolicy były usytuowane na prawej brzegu Mtkwari, wraz 
z królewską rezydencją w Armazciche i rezydencją Pitiachszów 
– Sapitiachszo. Na początku III wieku p.n.e pierwszy król Kar-
tlii (Iberii), Parnawaz, wybudował potężne mury wokół miasta, 
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wzniósł posąg bóstwa Armazi na miejscu pochówki Kartlosa oraz 
zaczął budować twierdzę. Populacja „Wielkiej Mcchety” była jak 
na ten czas duża i kosmopolityczna. Grecy, Asyryjczycy, Perso-
wie i Chazarowie mieszkali wśród Iberów. Największa jednak 
była kolonia Żydów, którzy według kronik znaleźli schronienie w 
Mcchecie po tym jak Nabuchodonozor II (606-562 p.n.e) wygnał 
ich z Jerozolimy w 586 p.n.e. W Mcchecie mówiono sześcioma 
językami, do pisania zaś używano dwóch języków – aramejskie-
go i greckiego.

16. Według tekstu Mokcewaj Kartlisaj, założycielem królestwa 
Mcchety był Azo, a przodkami w linii prostej Kartwelów były 
sprowadzone przez niego z Arian-Kartlii rody – sachli Arian 
– Kartwelów. W naszym tekście było ich osiemnaście, jednak 
w innych wersjach tego dzieła prawdopodobnie znajdowały się 
inne liczby. Autor nowej redakcji Żywota Świętej Nino Arsen Beri 
(XII wiek) twierdzi, że Azo (według niego Azowe) przeprowadził 
z Arian-Kartlii tysiąc domów mdabioni uplisaj – prostych ludzi 
i dziesięć domów książęcych. Jest tu powiedziane wprost, że my Kar-
twelowie jesteśmy potomkami tych pochodzących z Arian-Kartlii.

17. Zgodnie z historyczną tradycją starogruzińską najważniejszymi 
bożkami w królestwie Kartlii były Armaz i Zaden, były również 
bożki Gaci i Ga, które już w Mokcewaj Kartlisaj zostały okre-
ślone jako najstarsze idole ojców. Kartlis Cchowreba potwierdza 
te słowa. W obu zabytkach Gaci i Ga przedstawione są jako idole 
przesiedlonych z Arian-Kartlii. 

18. Ainina, według Mokcewaj Kartlisaj posąg bożka wzniesiony 
przez króla Saurmaga. 

19. Armazi, jeden z ośrodków kultu pogańskiej Kartlii, wymieniony 
jest w Geografii Strabona jako Harmozika (Armazciche – twier-
dza Armaza). Strabon pisał o niej jako o warownym grodzie. 
Fragmentaryczne informacje o Armazciche zawarte są w pracach 
Pliniusza (I wiek n.e.) i Ptolemeusza (II wiek n.e.) Armazi znaj-
dowało się w miejscu współczesnego Bagineti, na prawym brze-
gu Mtkwari.

20. Dainina, posąg wzniesiony przez króla Mirwana. Natomiast 
według Leonti Mroweli król Saurmag wzniósł dwa posągi Ainini 
i Dainini i umieścił przy drodze w Mcchecie. Jak widać trady-
cja uznawała je za najważniejsze bóstwa pogańskiego panteonu. 
Badania porównawcze materiałów archeologicznych potwierdza-
ją ich pokrewieństwo z bóstwami starożytnego Wschodu.

21. Konstantyn Wielki (285-337 r.), pierwszy chrześcijański władca 
Bizancjum, syn Konstancjusza I Chlorusa, cesarz rzymski od 306 r., 
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od 324 r. rządził samodzielnie. W 313 r. w Mediolanie wydał edykt 
mediolański dający swobodę wyznania chrześcijanom. Na kilka dni 
przed śmiercią przyjął chrzest z rąk ariańskiego biskupa Euzebiusza 
z Nikomedii (zm. 341). Konstantyn na bazie dawnej greckiej kolo-
nii Bizancjum wybudował wspaniałe miasto, które nazwał Miastem 
Konstantyna (Konstantinopolis), przyszłą stolicę cesarstwa bizan-
tyjskiego. Matką Konstantyna Wielkiego była św. Helena.

22. Św. Helena (ok. 255-328), cesarzowa. Była córką właściciela 
oberży i żoną lub konkubiną cesarza Konstancjusza I Chlorusa, 
który porzucił ją (ok. 292), zmuszony względami politycznymi 
do poślubienia Teodory, córki Maksymiana. Gdy Konstantyn, syn 
Heleny, został cesarzem, wprowadził matkę na dwór, nadając jej 
tytuł Augusty (306 r.). Helena przyjęła chrzest i podjęła działal-
ność, której owocem były liczne ufundowane przez nią bazyli-
ki w Ziemi Świętej. Odbyła pielgrzymkę do Palestyny i innych 
wschodnich prowincji. Helena zasłynęła także z hojności dla 
ubogich. Tradycja przypisuje jej odnalezienie Krzyża Pańskiego.

23. Trdat III (298-330 r.), pierwszy chrześcijański władca Armenii.
24. Tak określa się obecny klasztor żeński w Mcchecie, bardziej zna-

ny jako Samtawro. Na miejscu, gdzie według podania w krzewach 
jeżyn żyła i modliła się Nino, znajduje się teraz niewielka kaplica, 
cała pokryta malowidłami przedstawiającymi sceny z jej życia. 

25. Św. królowa Nana (ok. 285-335), królowa Kartlii, żona Miriana III. 
Według Żywotów królów gruzińskich król Mirian wziął sobie żonę 
z Grecji, z Pontu, córkę Oligotosa Pontusa. Natomiast, według Mok-
cewaj Kartlisaj matka królowej Nany pochodziła z Persji. Według 
Mokcewaj Kartlisaj św. Nino wyleczyła z nieuleczalnych chorób 
królową Nanę i głównego Maga, który był bratem matki królowej 
Nany. W szóstym roku swego pobytu (około 322) Nino nawróciła 
Nanę, zaś w siódmym roku pod wpływem dokonanego cudu nawró-
ciła króla. Po dwóch latach od śmierci króla zmarła królowa Nana 
i została pochowana przy tym samym słupie, co król Mirian, z jego 
zachodniej strony.

24. Tak określa się obecny klasztor żeński w Mcchecie, bardziej zna-
ny jako Samtawro. Na miejscu, gdzie według podania w krzewach 
jeżyn żyła i modliła się Nino, znajduje się teraz niewielka kaplica, 
cała pokryta malowidłami przedstawiającymi sceny z jej życia. 

26. Św. Krol Mirian (III/IV w.), król Kartlii. W 325 r. przyjął, wraz 
z całym swoim państwem, chrzest i ustanowił chrześcijaństwo reli-
gią państwową. Wydarzenie to, powszechnie uważa się za faktycz-
ną chrystianizację Gruzji. Fundator kościoła w Mcchecie, stojącego 
w miejscu, gdzie obecnie wznosi się katedra Sweticchoweli.
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27. Ogród dolny znajduje się tam, gdzie obecna główna świątynia 
Mcchety. Początkowo Mirian wzniósł tutaj kościół drewniany, 
który ze względu na swe położenie otrzymał nazwę kościół Dol-
ny, w odróżnieniu od Górnego czyli Samtawro. 

28. Eliasz (hebr. והילא Eliyyahu, gr., Hλίας), jeden z proroków Sta-
rego Testamentu. Imię tłumaczone jako: „Bogiem jest Jahwe”, 
„moim Bogiem jest Jahwe”; zob. 1 i 2 Krl.

29. Erystawi, to zestawienie dwóch wyrazów eri – naród i tawi – głowa. 
Erystawami nazywano przywódców jednostek terytorialno-admi-
nistracyjnych.

30. „Ormiański katolikos Nerse” – to najprawdopodobniej Nerse Wiel-
ki (329-373 r.), postać znajdująca się na czele kościoła prawosław-
nego w Armenii od 325 r., wielki działacz kościelny i polityczny. 

31. Marzpan, dostojnik kierujący jednostką administracyjną w Iranie 
Sasanidów.

32. Pitiachsz, tytuł władcy kartlijskiego, namiestnika królewskiego 
(dostojnik królewski w Iranie za panowania Sasanidów).

33. Aznaurowie, przedstawiciele klasy feudalnej, szlachta.
34. Miasto Bagdad, jak wiadomo, powstało dopiero w VIII wieku. Tu 

nazwa Bagdad, według M. Czchartiszwili, pojawiła się prawdo-
podobnie na skutek redagowania Mokcewaj Kartlisaj w IX w. 

35. Św. Szuszanik żyła za czasów Wachtanga Gorgasali, a nie króla 
Bakura. J a k u b  C u r t a w e l i, Męczeństwa świętej Szuszanik, 
przeł. E. B i e d k a, Kraków 1991. Przekład łaciński: Šoušanik 
martyre en Armeno-Georgie, przeł. P. P e e t e r s, ABol, 53(1935), 
s. 5-48, 245-307. 

36. Kala, nazwa twierdzy tbiliskiej.
37. Kuropalat, marszałek dworu.
38. Monaster Dżwari (VI w.) jeden z najważniejszych zabytków budow-

nictwa sakralnego w Gruzji.
39. Herakliusz, cesarz Greków (575-641r.)
40. Drakan, złota moneta.
41. Pod terminem Agarianie w źródłach starogruzińskich rozumie się 

Arabów.
42. Patrikioz – tytuł bizantyjski.
43. Georgi z Kapadocji – to święty Wielki Męczennik Jerzy Zwy-

cięzca (zm. 23 kwietnia ok. 303 r. w Liddi), męczennik z czasów 
prześladowań Dioklecjana.

44. Dewtelar, funkcja sługi kościelnego.
45. Według M. Czchartwiszwili miafore nie jest terminem oznaczają-

cym stanowisko, a po prostu atrybut – nowo nawrócona. 
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The Conversion of Kartli: Translated and with a commentary 
by David Kolbaia

 The Conversion of Kartli is the earliest surviving medieval Georgian his-
torical compendium, independent from The Georgian Chronicles, the major cor-
pus historicum of medieval Georgia. Written in the 10th century, this chronicle 
follows the history of Kartli (Iberia) from the earliest times to the 7th century, 
a particular focus on the Christianization of Georgians by Saint Nino in the early 
4th century.
 The autograph of The Conversion of Kartli has not survived and until recently 
there were only two manuscripts which have been extensively studied. These are 
the codices of Shatberdi and Chelishi. The Shatberdi Codex, the oldest of the 
extant Conversion of Kartli manuscripts, was copied in 973 under the supervi-
sion of the monk John at the Georgian monastery of Shatberdi in what is now 
northeastern Turkey. The second variant, the Chelishi Codex, so named after the 
monastery in Georgia where it was found in 1903, was copied in the 14th or 15th 
century.
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Mcchetska Antiochia – świątynia św. Szczepana z IV-V w.
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DMANISI - THE HOMELAND OF THE MOST 
ANCIENT EURASIANS

by Tea Shelia
Georgian National Museum, Tbilisi

 The Dmanisi site is the fi rst evidence for one of the most signifi cant 
events in human evolution: the dispersal of early Homo from Africa 
to Eurasia. That the Homo erectus was the fi rst hominin to leave Afri-
ca and colonize Eurasia has been accepted by paleoanthropologists for 
over a century. However, the early date (1.8 Million Years) and models 
that linked the fi rst African exodus to increases in stature, encephaliza-
tion, and technological advances have been challenged by discoveries at 
Dmanisi.1 
 Since 1991, the year of the discovery of the fi rst Dmanisi hominin 
fossil remain, an interdisciplinary and international team of The Georgian 
National Museum is working at the archaeological site. The research pro-
ject is led by the Paleoanthropologist David Lordkipanidze. All the scien-
tifi c information provided in this article based on the work of archaeolo-
gists, geologists, geophysics, paleontologists, paleoanthropologists and 
paleobotanists involved in the Dmanisi Site investigation.  Leading mu-
seums of the globe present copies of Dmanisi’s hominin and animals’ fos-
sils, as well as copies of the stone tools used by them. The highest rated 
scientifi c journals regularly publish the fi ndings of The Dmanisi Team.  
 Dmanisi is not a “one-time” fi nding spot, the sensational discover-
ies made there for the last 27 years have been periodically turning the 
existing scientifi c theories and models upside down, constantly creating 
new interrogations. What is more, the area this archaeological site could 
potentially cover is so large (at least 40 000 square meters) that its study 
could take generations.

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 89-98

1 R. F e r r i n g, O. O m s, J. A u g u s t i, F. B e r n a, M. N i o r a d z e, T. S h e l i a, A. Ve k u a, 
D. Z h v a n i a and D. L o r d k i p a n i d z e, “Earliest Human Occupation at Dmanisi (Georgian 
Caucasus) dated to 1.85– 1.78 Ma,” PNAS  vol.108 no. 26, pp. 10432-10436, 2011.
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Today, the Dmanisi Archaeological Site and its surrounding territory 
is a museum-reserve that is institutional part of the Georgian National 
Museum. Also, on the territory of ongoing excavations the “fi eld mu-
seum” is located and its architecture takes into account the protection of 
archaeological layers, the creation of advanced modern working condi-
tions for the scientists, as well as the welcoming of visitors. Dmanisi es-
tablished itself as an important educational center. With the aim to pop-
ularize the scientifi c knowledge in Archaeology and Prehistory Dmanisi 
Team runs several educational programs. Dmanisi Paleoanthropologi-
cal Field School is among them. Students attending the Dmanisi Paleo-
anthropological Field School are given the unique opportunity to learn 
and work at one of the world’s most important prehistoric sites in beau-
tiful settings of Georgia.

Dmanisi’s Diversity
 The Dmanisi Archaeological Site is located in Kvemo Kartli region 
of Georgia (Southern Caucasus Range) nearby the village Patara Dman-
isi. It is situated on a promontory overlooking the confl uence of two 
rivers - Mashavera and Pinezauri. The Dmanisi site represents three 
epoques’ archaeological settings: Stone Age, Bronze Age and Medie-
val time. The Late Bronze Age archaeology is fragmentary represented 
by the agricultural storage pits and artifacts dated back to the end of the 
II millennium and beginning of the I millennium BC. 
 The medieval period of the site is represented by wonderful ar-
chaeology and architecture. During the feudal period, Dmanisi, and 
more generally, the entire Georgia, were one of the strong political, 
economic and cultural centers of the Caucasus. Dmanisi became a city 
in the 9th-10th centuries, then evolved as a royal fortress city and as 
a strategic center of the country’s southern border’s defensive system, 
through which one of the roads of Transcaucasia’s most important 
trading routes (branching from the The Silk Road) was passing. Dur-
ing the 12th-13th centuries, the cultural and economic life of Dmanisi 
as well as the entire Georgia was fl ourishing. In the end of the 14th 
century, the city was destroyed as a result of Tamerlane’s invasions, 
though its fortress stood until the end of the 18th century. 
 It’s because of those later ruins that we know anything about the 
Dmanisi hominines. In the 1980s, archaeologists digging in the medi-
eval storage pits started fi nding animal fossils that had no business be-
ing in a medieval cellar: they had gone extinct at least one million year 
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earlier. Dmanisi is an ancient bridge between Asia and Europe and has 
been for millennia. And there have been migration routes through here 
going back into prehistoric times.

What We Know About the First Eurasians
 The terrain of Dmanisi area has not changed much since the times 
when this place was inhabited by early humans and prehistoric ani-
mals. The Dmanisi Site preserves an exceptional record of human ac-
tivities over a series of occupations and it is one of the few opportuni-
ties in any paleolithic settings. It took less than 10000 years for all of 
the deposits and fossils to accumulate within the period from ~1.85 
Ma to ~1.75Ma.2 
 The Dmanisi site has yielded the fossil remains of at least 5 individ-
uals including five sculls, four of them with maxillas, four mandibles 
and 36 postcranial bones. This is the most reach and best preserved 
collection of early Homo from this time period around the globe. 
The Dmanisi hominins belong to different age groups and exhibit 
a morphological diversity within the population; in other words, they 
differ from each other, which is a unique occurrence when dealing 
with remains that old. The anatomical range evident in the Dmanisi  
hominins indicate to the variability within the Early Homo popula-
tion.3  
 The Dmanisi hominin belongs to the Homo erectus species but dif-
fer from the classic late Homo erectus, as Dmanisi’s hominins’ brain 
volume (from 600 to 700 cubic centimeters) and height (1.5 meters) 
are signifi cantly smaller.4 They look more like early African fossils 
with their brain volume and projecting lower part of the face. There-
fore, the Dmanisi discoveries have changed not only the period dur-

2 L. G a b u n i a, A. Ve k u a,  D. L o r d k i p a n i d z e,  C. C. III. S w i s h e r, R. F e r r i n g, 
A. J u s t u s, M. N i o r a d z e, M. T v a l c h r e l i d z e, S. A n t ó n, G. B o s i n s k i, O. J o r i s, 
M. A. d e L u m l e y, G. M a j s u r a d z e, A. M o u s k h e l i s h v i l i, “Early Pleistocene Hominid 
Cranial Remains from Dmanisi, Republic of Georgia: Taxonomy, Geological Setting and Age,” 
Science 288, 1019-1025, 2000.
3 D. L o r d k i p a n i d z e, M. S. P o n c e  d e  L e o n, i A. M a r g v e l a s h v i l, Y. R a k, G. Ph.R i -
g h t m i r e, A. Ve k u a, Ch. P. E. Z o l l i k o f e r, “Complete skull from Dmanisi, Georgia, reveals 
evolutionary biology of early Homo”. Science Magazine Vol. 342, 326-331, 2013.
4 D. L o r d k i p a n i d z e, T. J a s h a s h v i l i, A. Ve k u a, M. S. P o n c e  d e  L e o n, Ch. P. E. Z o l -
l i k o f e r, G. Ph. R i g h t m i r e, H. P o n t z e r, R. F e r r i n g, O. O m s, M. T a p p e n, M. B u k h -
s i a n i d z e, J. A g u s t i, R. K a h l k e, G. Kiladze, B. M a r t i n e z-N a v a r r o, A. M o u s k h e -
l i s h v i l i, M. N i o r a d z e, L. R o o k, Postcranial evidence from early Homo from Dmanisi, 
Georgia. Nature 449, 305-310, 2007.
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ing which humans left Africa, but also the whole representation about 
humans’ physical capacity, because they managed to carry out the 
long journey. 
 Dmanisi hominins had well developed lower limb and foot that 
revealed their capability to move easily on two legs. Their upper limbs 
retained primitive features adapted to different movements, such as 
upward rotation of the arm. They were also skillful in stone tool use, 
which probably eased their access to meat, thus enriching the dietary 
spectrum. Surrounded by dangerous predators, living in the temperate 
climate with cold winters and scarce food during winter times intensi-
fi ed the survival strategies of the hominines. 

Dmanisi  and the animal world
 According to the conventional timeline for the rise of genus Homo, 
H. erectus was just getting its act in Africa, where it evolved, at about 
the same time hominines were already in Dmanisi, trying to survive 
and not get eaten by the various predators around. 
 The animals excavated in Dmanisi radically differ from the current 
Caucasian fauna. During the time of Dmanisi hominins, there was an 
exceptional biodiversity: 45 species of vertebrates have been discov-
ered. Deer and horses are in particular abundance. There are also a lot 
of bovines – including antelopes, aurochs, sheep, and bulls. Rhinocer-
os remains have also been found. Some of the 14 species of predators 
are now extinct: saber-tooth and dirk-toothed cats - Homotherium and 
Meganthereon, giant hyena, European jaguar, giant cheetah, Etruscan 
wolf (ancestor of gray wolf), Etruscan bear (ancestor of brown bear), 
diverse mustelids and others. We also cannot fi nd the following ani-
mals on the Eurasian continent nowdays: short-necked giraffes, giant 
camels, southern elephants, and giant cheetahs. 
 The Dmanisi fossils were buried within a series of open air ash fall 
as well as portions were deposited in hydraulic pipes and gullies that 
formed over collapsed pipes. Along with the rain streams and aro-
sional events, carnivores, mainly hyenas have to be important agents 
for bone accumulation. But some cut marks made with stone tools 
indicate on Hominin activities at the site.5

5 M. Ta p p e n, D. L o r d k i p a n i d z e, R. F e r r i n g, M. B u k h s i a n i d z e, A. Ve k u a, Are you 
in or out (of Africa) site formation at Dmanisi and Actualistic Studies in Africa in Breathing life 
in Fossils.  Taphonomic Studies in Honor of C.K.(Bob) Brain, Editors: T. P i c k e r i n g, N. T o t h, 
K. S c h i c k, Stone Age Institute press, 119-137, 2007.
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Dmanisi Hominin’s Behavior
 Dmanisi’s lithic industry collection consists of thousands of arti-
facts which share similarities with the industries found in Africa and 
Eurasia   at the Oldowan sites  with the Mode 1 technologies. These 
artifacts simply consist of broken stones, and the goal of breaking 
them was to get a sharp edge for cutting, which was achieved by 
knocking off flakes (sharp, thin pieces of stone) from the stone core 
with a hammer stone. This was the most primitive so-called core-
flake industry.  Before the Dmanisi discoveries, the scientific com-
munity considered that one of the main factors of humans going out of 
Africa and colonize new territories was appearance of new technolo-
gies and namely the invention of hand axes – Dmanisi has showed 
that the reality is completely different. Information about Dmanisi 
hominis relation with nature, as well as about their behavior and sur-
vival strategies, is found through taphonomic data. The cut marks of 
stone tools on animal bones show that they used to eat meat. They 
probably used to hunt small game and also benefit from the remains 
of predators’ preys. Simple chopping and scraping tools have been 
used for scavenging, to cut the meet from the carcasses and pound 
marrow from bone. In relatively cold winter conditions, there was not 
enough edible vegetation in high mountainous regions. Therefore, the 
increase of the use of meat in alimentation has played an important 
role in the migration process of from Africa to the Dmanisi region.
 The stone tools help early humans to adapt and survive; it gave 
them new ways to defend themselves and obtain and process food. 
While plant resources were important, they scavenged large animal 
carcasses and probably hunted smaller game. Their carnivore com-
petitors had sharp teeth and tusks, strong jaws, claws and were fast 
runners.  Hominins had to recognize and learn to locate not only 
edible foods, but also raw materials for the stone tools. Most rocks are 
not suitable for stone tools, so they  had to fi nd the sources of premium 
raw material in their habitats and choose the rocks suitable for the tool 
making – easy to hold, break and produce sharp cutting edges.  In the 
archaeological record of Dmanisi many natural cobbles are preserved, 
which probably were transported to the site for defense or/and offense 
purposes. Dmanisi  stone-tools are manufactured from the pebbles and 
cobbles available in the valleys of the Mashavera and Pinezauri rivers 
as well as blocky pieces from nearby bedrock. 

DMANISI – THE HOMELAND OF THE MOST ANCIENT EURASIANS
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Dmanisi - the homeland of the most ancient Eurasians 

 The Plio-Pleistocene hominin site Dmanisi is one of the most ancient 
human habitation sites anywhere in Eurasia, approximately equivalent in age 
to the oldest H. erectus localities in eastern Africa, which makes the Dmanisi 
remains crucial in the study of human evolution.
 Dmanisi’s strategic geographical setting at the crossroads of Europe and Asia 
and its earliest (1.85-1.76 Ma) chronometric position among all Eurasian homi-
nin-artifact bearing localities explain its already prominent role in the modeling 
of dispersals to Eurasia. This broader signifi cance is matched by its extensive 
stratigraphic and spatial record of reoccupation events, providing a unique oppor-
tunity to document patterns of occupation, resource procurement and processing 
by early Homo. 
 Dmanisi attracts scientifi c attention at present mainly for its signifi cant num-
ber of well-preserved hominin fossils. The large sample of cranial and post-
cranial specimens provide paleoanthropologists with an exceptional opportunity 
to assess variation within this early population, its affi nities with populations in 
Africa and the rest of Eurasia, and to develop models for the colonization and 
dispersal of hominins across the Eurasia. 
 During the last decade, archaeological excavations at several different loca-
tions at Dmanisi revealed important new data about the human activities held 
at the site. The testing around the main excavation area show that the Pleistocene 
bone and artifact bearing sediments deposited cover at least 40 000 m2, which 
makes Dmanisi the largest site of this time period. 
 Overall, Dmanisi is a remarkable site, preserving not only one of the most 
important Paleolithic occupations of Eurasia, but also a rich archaeological 
record of Georgia’s Medieval period.
.
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Dmanisi reserve-museum – medieval fortress, cathedral and fi eld museum. 
© Georgian National Museum/Fernando Javier Urquijo 
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Archaeological excavations at Dmanisi - Paleolithic deposits preserved around 
of the medieval cellar pits. © Georgian National Museum

Faunal remains and cranium D4500 in situ - represents the fi fth individual 
(referred as Skull 5) found at Dmanisi - world’s fi rst completely preserved adult 
hominid skull from the early Pleistocene. © Georgian National Museum
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Dmanisi Field School students fi rst day at the excavations. 
© Georgian National Museum
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BEFORE THERE WERE THE THERMAE. A FEW WORDS 
ON THE REMAINS OF THE EARLIEST BUILDINGS 

IN THE APSAROS FORT (GONIO, GEORGIA)1

by Radosław Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski, University of Warsaw
with a contribution by Sulkhan Mamuladze, University of Batumi

 The Polish-Georgian Archaeological Expedition to Gonio-Apsaros has 
been conducting fi eldwork there since 2014.2 Excavations began with the 
verifi cation of the geophysical survey taken two years earlier.3 Excavation 
sites were selected based on the results. During the fi rst season, the research 
team led by the present author encountered the remains of three rooms, 
including a room with a mosaic fl oor.4 Further research confi rmed that the 
discovered architectural relics are the remains of thermae from the second 
half of the 1st century AD, and that it remained in use in the fi rst half of the 
2nd century AD. The building was reconstructed once during this period.5 
 In the 2016 season, it was possible to observe the fi rst traces of the build-
ings which must have functioned in this spot before the thermae were erect-
ed.6 Secondarily-used stone blocks and architectural details were discovered 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 99-108

1 The present author would like to thank Geoffroy Hreblay without whose support the Polish-Georgian 
excavations in Gonio in 2017 would not have been possible.
2 The expedition formed based on the provisions of the agreement reached between the University of 
Warsaw and the Cultural Heritage Preservation Agency of Ajara. In 2017, researchers from the Institute 
of Archaeology at the University of Warsaw and the Gonio-Apsarus Museum and Sanctuary cooperated 
within the frameworks of this agreement. Dr hab. Radosław Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski and Prof. Shota 
Mamuladze are the expedition’s supervisors.
3 K. M i s i e w i c z, R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Gonio (Georgia). Non-invasive surveys 
of the Roman fort of Apsaros – 2012 Season, “Światowit” X(LI)/A 2013 (2012), 117–122.
4 R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i  and S. M a m u l a d z e  with P. J a w o r s k i  and 
M. Wa g n e r, Gonio (Apsaros) in Adjara: Excavation of a Roman Fort. Interim Report on the fi rst 
Season of the Polish-Georgian Archaeological Expedition, “Polish Archaeology in the Mediterranean” 
XXV: Research, 521–532.
5 R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, S. M a m u l a d z e, Early Roman Baths in Apsaros (Gonio, 
Ajara), (in.) E. K h i n t i b i d z e, I. M a k a r a d z e, T. M e l i k i d z e, S. G u l i a s h v i l i (eds.), Pro-
ceedings of the Seventh International Symposium on Kartvelian Studies, Tbilisi 2016, 404–406.
6 R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Apsaros. Early Headquarters Building (principia). New 
location?, “Pro Georgia“ 26-2016, 53–63.
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within the oven that served to heat the rooms in the baths (the praefurnium). 
Very deep-set foundations were uncovered by means of the sondage con-
ducted in the southern wall of the room with the mosaic. With a few rows of 
exposed stones clearly visible, the remains of the walls of an earlier building 
have been preserved in these foundations. 
 The construction and utility levels next to the unidentifi ed building from 
an earlier period were located ca. 1 m below the level of the mosaic fl oor. 
However, insuffi cient amounts of information were collected to determine 
what kind of building had been replaced by the thermae. 

Fig. 1A and 1B. Go-
nio (Sector NO 11, 
Square 93). Stone 
stairs by the southern 
wall of the room with 
the fl oor mosaic.
© A. Trzop-Szczypiorska

 In the 2017 season, the above-mentioned sondage south of the room 
with the mosaic fl oor was expanded. As a result, stairs consisting of three 
stone block steps were discovered (Fig. 1A and 1B). The steps led from 
the above-mentioned lowest utility level to a level slightly lower than the 
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Fig. 2.  Gonio (Sec-
tor NO 11, Square 93). 
A cross section of the 
stairs next to the room 
with the mosaic fl oor 
(drawing K. Nowicki, 
Z. Lachowicz; digitiz-
ing: M. Marciniak): 1 – 
humus; 2 – substratum 
layer, similar in terms 
of its properties to layer 
1; 3 – foundation of a 
Late Roman/Byzantine 
wall; 4 – layer linked 
to Phases 1 and 2 of the 
neighbouring building 
(the thermae); 5 – lev-
elling layer, probably 
linked to the destruc-
tion/reconstruction 
of the building from 
“Phase 0”; 6 – layer of 
gravel – utility surface; 
7 – layer with clay ad-
mixture – levelling lay-
er; 8 – layer of gravel 
– utility surface; 9 – layer with clay admixture – levelling layer; 10 – stone blocks forming 
part of the stairs’ structure; 11 – layer of packed clay – construction layer and fi rst utility 
level next to the building from “Phase 0”; 12 – layer of sand – levelling layer preceding 
the construction of the building from “Phase 0”; 13 – layer formed before the construction 
of the building from “Phase O”; 14 – sand – barren soil; W16 – wall of the building from 
“Phase 0”, which was later restructured in its upper parts (Phases 1 and 2).

mosaic fl oor situated on the other side of the wall. The preserved remains of 
the wall indicate that in the time that the room with the mosaic fl oor was in 
use it was not possible to enter the room by these stairs. Additionally, strati-
graphic observations indicate that the stairs had at that time been backfi lled 
as a result of two subsequent acts that raised the fl oors of the building higher 
and hardened the surface with fi ne gravel (Fig. 2). Thus, the steps were not 
in use when the mosaic fl oor came into being just beyond the wall! 

 It has been confi rmed that the (above-mentioned) fragment of very 
deep-set foundations discovered a year earlier situated to the left of the 
stairs was a buttress added at the junction of the walls of the room with the 
mosaic (Fig. 3: 1). During the previous season, a similar buttress was also 
found to the north of the thermae rooms. 
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 The described fi ndings led to the conducting of a series of architectural 
sondages along the western wall of the room with the mosaic and the room 
with a pool (Fig. 3: 2). On the external side of the just-mentioned wall, the 
remains of yet another four buttresses were found built onto the junctions of 

RADOSŁAW KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI

Fig. 3. Gonio. Part of the excavations in Sectors NO 01 and NO 11 (M. Mar-
ciniak). Elements of the building from Phase 2 (the thermae): 1 – pool (frigidar-
ium); 2 – mosaic fl oor (apoditerium?). Remains of the oldest architectural phase 
– “Phase 0” (in black): 3–8 – external buttresses attached to the walls W2, W4 
and W16; 9 – wall W2. 
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the wall front (Fig. 3: 3-6). The two outermost abutments (Fig. 3: 3, 6; 4; 7) 
were 1.65 m and 1.50 m long. The two in-between buttresses (Fig. 3: 4, 5; 5; 
6) were somewhat shorter: 1.4 m and 1.0 m (if measuring from the aforemen-
tioned western wall). They were all 0.8-0.9 m wide; thus, this was the same 
width as the buttress found a year earlier next to the stone steps (Fig. 3: 8). 
Layers of exposed blocks from an older building, the remains of which had 
been backfi lled, were also found in the uncovered fragments of the excavated 
wall’s foundations (Fig. 4-7). Additionally, in the northern part of the wall, 
between the buttresses, a small hole was found that originally must have 
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Fig. 4. Gonio (Sector No. 01, Square 98). Buttress by the northern edge of wall 
W2. View from the south. © A. Trzop-Szczypiorska 

Fig. 5. Gonio (Sector NO. 01, Square 96). Buttress by wall W2. Second - count-
ing from the north, view from the north. © A. Trzop-Szczypiorska
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extended into the room on the other side and was later plugged up using an 
irregularly-shaped stone (Fig. 8). 
 The collected data enable determining the function of the building con-
structed in the excavated area in the initial period after the arrival of the 
earliest garrison to Apsaros. It should be assumed that this occurred more 
or less in the mid-1st century AD, perhaps even while Nero was still in pow-
er.7 The presence of a number of buttresses next to the above-mentioned 
western wall and the discovery of similar abutments by the northern and 
southern walls (Fig. 3: 1, 8) has enabled establishing an analogy for the 
discussed structure. Granaries erected inside forts during the Principate 
period are buildings similar in plan and construction.8 This hypothesis is 
supported by the fi nding of the hole (an air outlet) in the western wall, as 
well as by the discovery of the above-described steps. Both these elements 
are also characteristic for the horreum as its fl oor had to be raised above the 
ground to allow for the air circulation needed to dry the seeds.9 
 The length of the discovered granary would have been the same as 
the joint length of the room with the mosaic fl oor and the room with 
a pool located further to the north, i.e. 18.4 m. Its width would have 
been equal to that of the room with the mosaic, i.e. 7.5 m (Fig. 3). Such 
dimensions allow for the presumption that another identical granary was 

7 cf. R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Apsaros. Early Headquarters Building (principia). New 
location?, “Pro Georgia“ 26-2016, 62. 
8 A. J o h n s o n, Römische Kastelle, Mainz 1987, fi g. 106.
9 A. J o h n s o n, Römische Kastelle, Mainz 1987, fi gs. 111–114.

Fig. 6. Gonio (Sector NO 01, Square 94). Buttress by wall W2. Third - counting 
from the north, view from the south. © A. Trzop-Szczypiorska
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located within the limits of the later bathing complex, directly to the east 
of the studied granary (Fig. 9: 1, 2).
 The direction in which the described storage building was oriented is 
yet another interesting issue, especially if we assume that we are dealing 
here with an element of the construction of a typical fort built on the plan 
of a playing card. The localisation of the stairs to the south allows for the 
assumption that the via principalis was situated south of the granary (or gra-
naries) (Fig. 9: 3). If so, the main gate (porta praetoria) could be also oriented 
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Fig. 7. Gonio (Sector NO 01, Square 93). Buttress by the southern edge of wall 
W2. View from the north. © A. Trzop-Szczypiorska

Fig. 8. Gonio (Sector NO 01, Square 97). The face of wall W2 (view from the 
west). Visible ventilation hole secondarily blinded with an additional stone.
© A. Trzop-Szczypiorska
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towards the south in its earliest phase. It should be assumed that the horrea 
was situated in the direct vicinity of the gate through which supplies were 
delivered. 
 The described discoveries shed some new light on the earliest stage of 
Roman army presence in Apsaros. There can be no doubt that the horreum 
constituted an element of the oldest construction phase (out of those observed 
thus far) within the fort. However, the conclusions resulting from this discov-
ery concerning the plan and the orientation of the early fortifi cations should 
be treated with a great deal of caution, especially as they can be inconsist-

Fig. 9. Gonio. An attempt at reconstructing part of the fort from “Phase 0” 
(M. Marciniak): 1 – granary (horreum); 2 – the twin granary?; 3 – via principalis. 
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10 A. G e y e r (ed.), Neue Forschungen in Apsaros (2000–2002), Tbilisi 2003, Tafel 2; cf. R. K a -
r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Apsaros. Early Headquarters Building (principia). New location?, 
“Pro Georgia“ 26-2016, fi g. 2.

ent with the results of the geodetic measurements and surveys conducted 
at the beginning of the 21st century by the Georgian-German expedition 
(Fig. 10).10 Of course, the traces of the fortifi cations observed at that time may 
have belonged to the fort’s next construction phase. These would have been 
completely different fortifi cations contemporary to the thermae constructed 
after the destruction of the discussed granary. The upcoming excavation sea-
sons should make it possible to verify the hypothesis presented in this text. 

Fig. 10. Gonio (Apsaros). Site plan (after Geyer 2003, adapted by R. Karasie-
wicz-Szczypiorski, drawing O. Kubrak): 1 – settlement beyond the defensive 
walls (the vicus) – probable location; 2 – outline of early fortifi cations at the 
Apsaros fort; 3 – “western trench” (Sectors NO 01 and NO 11); 4 – supposed 
course of the western line of the early fortifi cations (new proposal, cf. Karsie-
wicz-Szczypiorski, Kakhidze 2015); 5 – Georgian-German “principia” trench.

BEFORE THERE WERE THE THERMAE
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Before there were the thermae. A few words on the remains of 
the earliest buildings in the Apsaros fort (Gonio, Georgia)

 In the 2017 season, the Polish-Georgian Archaeological Expedition to Gonio-Apsa-
ros continued to conduct its excavations within the Roman fort in the vicinity of the ther-
mae dated to the second half of the 1st and the fi rst half of the 2nd centuries. South of the 
room with the mosaic fl oor, stone stairs consisting of three steps were discovered, leading 
more or less to the level of the mosaic fl oor from a much lower utility level. A series of 
sondages done near the wall west of the aforementioned room have confi rmed that origi-
nally the wall was fortifi ed with four external buttresses. In addition, a ventilation hole 
has been preserved in the wall, which had been secondarily blinded using an irregularly-
shaped stone. In various parts of the wall at the same height of the just mentioned hole, 
it is possible to observe stones that are the remains of the face of the earlier wall. A few 
preserved rows of such stones became part of the later foundations of the thermae. The 
listed details indicate that another building had previously occupied the spot later taken 
up by the baths. Based on the discovered architectural remains, it can be determined that 
this structure was a granary (horreum). The building was used for storing grain; thus, 
it must have had a fl oor located above ground level and well-ventilated from below. 
As a result, it was necessary for there to be stairs and ventilation holes. The buttresses for-
tifi ed the walls of the storage facility, adapted for the purposes of keeping large amounts 
of grain.

RADOSŁAW KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI
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THROWING ARTILLERY FROM APSAROS 
ROMAN FORTRESS. ANALYZE AND INTERPRETATION 

OF STONE PROJECTILES FOR BALLISTA1

by Oskar Kubrak, University of Warsaw, with a contribution 
by Lasha Aslanishvili, Cultural Heritage Preservation Agency of Ajara

 Stone projectiles are commonly found at archaeological sites associ-
ated with the Roman army. Random-sized stone balls, sling projectiles, 
as well as big iron arrowheads have been encountered at these sites. The 
above-mentioned types of ammunition were used in siege machines. Typ-
ical sling projectiles had an ovoid profi le, while ballistic balls were round. 
Both Vegetius (Veg. Mil. IV.8) and Vitruvius (Vit. De Arch. X,11.3) men-
tioned such kinds of projectiles. 
 In this article, the stone projectile from the Roman fort Apsaros collec-
tion have been selected and grouped together according to their diameter 
and weight. The applied division is based on the information contained in 
Vitruvius (Vit. De Arch. X,11.3; Tab. 1). In his text, the Roman architect 
focused on the weight of the projectile and the width of the hole in the 
ballistic frame through which the ball was shot.
 Unfortunately, this topic has so far not been discussed in any of the 
available publications. Such fi ndings are often mentioned in general 
articles describing Roman army strongholds. One such example could be 
the collection of stone projectiles from the Roman fortress on Ai-Todor 
Cape (Crimea). In the 1970s and 1980s, over 1200 balls with different 
weights and diameters were discovered during excavation. They were 
found mainly in the rooms on the inside of the fortress wall.2 Only part 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 109-127

1 The author would like to thank Assoc. Prof. Radosław Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski for his support and 
advice during my studies of stone projectiles and in the writing of this text. Thanks are also due to 
Dr. Lasha Aslanishvili, the author of the fi rst two articles about stone projectiles from the Roman fort Apsa-
ros. I also want to thank the people involved in the research: Prof. Shota Mamuladze, Dr. Emzar Kakhidze, 
Darejan Qarcivadze, Lana Burkadze, Dr. Piotr Jaworski, Maciej Czapski and Agnieszka Makowska.
2 V.N. D’ â k o v, Drevnosti Aj-Todora, Âlta 1930: 23; K.K. O r l o v, Issledovaniâ Haraksa, AO za 1977 g., 
1978: 366.; K.K. O r l o v Arhitekturnye kompleksy Haraksa, (in:) Arhitekturno-arheologičeskie issledo-
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of the above-mentioned collection was published in 2015.3 However, 
only 179 artifacts were studied out of the 200 stone projectiles stored in 
Moscow’s museums. In their article, the Russian researchers only studied 
the fully preserved stone balls, rejecting any halves and smaller shrap-
nel.4 Determining the weight for partly preserved stone balls is possible 
through making the appropriate calculations. A similar study was devel-
oped with the projectiles discovered in Qasr Ibrim (Egypt).5 That study 
had an epigraphic character as it was concentrated on the inscriptions 
on the balls’ surface. Another such publication about stone projectiles 
worth mentioning is an article written by M. Lemke, who discussed the 
stone ammunition from the Novae legionary camp (northern Bulgaria). 
However, the researcher only presented the fi ndings from sector II6 and 

vaniâ v Krymu, Kiev 1988: 26–27.; D.V. Z h u r a v l e w, G.A. K a m e l i n a, Kamennye jadra iz Harak-
sa, (in:) D.V. Z h u r a v l e w, O.L. G a b e l k o (eds), S Mitridata Duet Weter. Bospor I Priczernomore 
w Anticznosti, K 70-letijo W.P.Talstukowa, Moskwa 2015: 189.; R. K a r a s i e w i c z-Sz c z y p i o r s k i, 
Forty i posterunki rzymskie w Scytii i Taurydzie w okresie pryncypatu, Warszawa 2015: 88, 94.
3 Zhuravlew, Kamelina, 2015: 189-210.
4 Ibid., 190.
5 A. W i l k i n s, H. B a r n a r d, P.J. R o s e, Roman Artillery Balls from Qasr Ibrim, Egypt, Sudan 
& Nubia 10, 2006: 61–72.
6 M. L e m k e, Stone Projectiles Discovered in the Castra Legiones Novae Near Svishtov (BG), (in:) 
ROMEC XVII. Proceedings, Zagreb 2010: 357.

Table 1. Diameter and weight of stone projectiles as distinguished by Vitruvius 
(Vit. De Arch. X,11.3)

Ancient 
projectile 

weight 

Modern pro-
jectile weight 

Ancient measure 
of the ballistic 
aperture hole 

Modern 
measure of the 
ballistic aper-

ture hole 
2 pounds 654.9 g 5 digits 9.25 cm
4 pounds 1 kg 309.8 g 6 digits 11.1 cm

7 digits 12.95 cm
10 pounds 3 kg 274.5 g 8 digits 14.8 cm
20 pounds 6 kg 549 g 10 digits 18.5 cm
40 pounds 13 kg 098 g 12.5 digits 23.12 cm
60 pounds 19 kg 647 g 13 1/8 digits 24.28 cm
80 pounds 26 kg 196 g 15 digits 27.75 cm
120 pounds 39 kg 294 g 1 foot 1.5 digits 32.37 cm
160 pounds 52 kg 392 g 1 foot 4 digits 37 cm
170 pounds 55 kg 666.5 g 1 foot 5 digits 38.85 cm
200 pounds 65 kg 490 g 1 foot 6 digits 40.7 cm
240 pounds 78 kg 588 g 1 foot 7 digits 42.55 cm
360 pounds 117 kg 882 g 1.5 feet 44.4 cm



111THROWING ARTILLERY FROM APSAROS ROMAN FORTRESS

the headquarters building.7 One hundred similar artifacts were also found 
in Artaxata, one of the ancient capitals of Armenia.8 Most of them were 
found on the fi rst and eighth hill of the fourteen on which the ancient city 
was located.9 A weapons workshop was discovered on the fi rst hill.10  
The Armenian researcher divided the stone projectiles from Artaxata into 
fi ve groups in terms of their weight and size.11 The fi ndings from Artax-
ata and their interpretation are helpful in discussing the collection from 
the Roman fort Apsaros. Stone projectiles were also discovered in other 
locations around the Black Sea area; however, it is diffi cult to prove any 
link with the Roman army presence. Examples of such sites include Pan-

7 Ibid.: 359
8 M. A k o p j a n, Kamennye jdra iz Artašata, Problemy antichnoy kul’tury, Moskwa 1986: 232.
9 Ibid.: 232; B.N. A r a k l â n, Artašat. Osnovnye rezul’taty raskopok 1970-1977 gg., T.1, Erevan 
1982: 29.
10 Araklân 1982: 24.
11 Akopjan 1986: 232-236.

Table 2. Attempt to assign the stone projectiles from the Roman fort Apsaros to 
the weight groups distinguished by Vitruvius (see Tab. 1). The bold font shows 
the balls which were in the group selected according to diameter and weight as 
distinguished by Vitruvius (see Tab. 3).

Table 3. Attempt to assign the stone projectiles from the Roman fort Apsaros to 
the groups distinguished by Vitruvius (see Tab. 1). The bold font shows the balls 
which were in the same group selected according to diameter and weight as dis-
tinguished by Vitruvius (see Tab. 2)

Weight as 
distinguished 
by Vitruvius 

Amount Projectile number

2 pounds 21 MAG 3, 4, 5, 11, 12, 17; MG 13, 14, 15, 
16, 17, 28, 33, 34, 46, 64; MAB 1; WG 5; 
WP 2, 3, 10

4 pounds 4 MG 2, 44, 45; MAG 22
10 pounds 1 MG 73
20 pounds 1 MG 72

Diameter as 
distinguished 
by Vitruvius 

Amount Projectile number

5 digits 7 MAG 7; WP 6; MG 6, 34, 42, 49, 61
6 digits 2 MG 66; MAG 9
7 digits 2 MG 56, 65
8 digits 2 MG 73; MAB 2
10 digits 0
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12 Zhuravlew, Kamelina, 2015: 203.
13 R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, The Roman Army in Tauric Chersonesos. City and Burial 
Areas, Światowit Vol. X (LI) 2012, fasc. A, Warszawa 2013: 79-80; R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski 
2015: 21–55.

ticapaeum, Phanagoria, Iluration, Tauric Chersonese, Tasunovo, Artesian, 
Uzunlarskoe Gorodiŝe, Kepoi, and other smaller sites on the Taman Pen-
insula.12 Tauric Chersonese is certainly an exception within this group, 
as we can be sure of the presence of a Roman garrison there in the fi rst 
centuries of our era.13

Apsaros
 The Roman fort Apsaros is located on the N-E coast of the Black 
Sea, south of the mouth of the Tchorokhi River. The main duties of 
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Table 4. Selected stone balls in terms of their weight. The bold font shows the 
artefacts which were in the same size group (see Tab. 5). 

Table 5. Selected stone balls in terms of their diameter. The bold font shows the 
artefacts which were in the same weight group (see Tab. 4) 

Weight 
category 

Amount Projectile number

Light 
(max. 1 kg)

85 MG 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 37, 
38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, 
55, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 68, 69, 71; MAG 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20; 
WP 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11; WG 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6; MAB 1 (x4)

Medium 
(1-3 kg) 

21 MG 2, 41, 44, 51, 54, 56, 57, 67, 65, 70; MAG 
6, 8, 21, 22, 23; MAB 1 (x3),  2 (x2); WG 1

Heavy 
(min. 3 kg) 

6 MG 72, 73; MAB 2 (x4)

Diameter 
category  

Amount Projectile number

Light 
(max. 1 kg)

85 MG 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 37, 
38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, 
55, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 68, 69, 71; MAG 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20; 
WP 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11; WG 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6; MAB 1 (x4)

Medium 
(1-3 kg) 

21 MG 2, 41, 44, 51, 54, 56, 57, 67, 65, 70; MAG 
6, 8, 21, 22, 23; MAB 1 (x3),  2 (x2); WG 1

Heavy 
(min. 3 kg) 

6 MG 72, 73; MAB 2 (x4)
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Table 6. Inventory of stone projectiles found in the Roman fort Apsaros. The fol-
lowing abbreviations were used in the table: MAB – the Archaeological Museum 
in Batumi, MAG – the Gonio-Apsaros Archaeological Museum, MG – Ware-
house of the Gonio-Apsaros Archaeological Museum, WG – Georgian excava-
tion in the southern part of the fortress, WP – Polish excavation, H – A half or 
a smaller part of a stone projectile

Inventory Number Collection
Number 

in the 
collection 

Weight 
[kg] 

Dimensions 
[cm] 

Stone 
type 

8.0.09 3n3.1 8-09:1  MAG 1 0.316 6.1–6.2 Limestone

284D 6.96.91 MAG 2 0.406 6.7–6.5
Sed. rock 
[sedimentary 
rock]

G.A.98.1302.SW.IX MAG 3 0.700 7.1–8.1 Sed. rock 
G.A.95.2758 696:806 MAG 4 0.656 6.8–7.9 Sed. rock
696:840 G.A.95 3756 MAG 5 0.626 7.8–7.4 Sed. rock
G.A. without a number MAG 6 1.978 11.3–12.1 Limestone
2814 6-96:88 MAG 7 0.982 7.8–9 Sed. rock
GA95 2715 6-96:979 MAG 8 2.164 12–10.6 Granite
1 MAG 9 1.592 11–11.2 Limestone
GA09.3.SN3 3-09:3 MAG 10 0.448 7.4–7.65 Limestone
6-96:97 MAG 11 0.590 7.3–7.9 Limestone
9-09:4 MAG 12 0.666 7.9–7.9 Limestone
2755 6-96:83 MAG 13 0.786 7.7–8.5 Limestone
GA.0958S3 8.09.59 MAG 14 1.766 11.4–11.8 Sed. rock 
11 MAG 15 0.450 7–7.3 Sed. rock 
SW-XIaK II GA.96.2 MAG 16 0.232 5.5–6 Sed. rock 
GA SE-22.2 VOII812 MAG 17 0.634 7.7–7.7 Light sed. 

rock 
GA 99.5340 MAG 18 0.928 8.1–10.6 Sed. rock 
Illegible number MAG 19 1.674 11.2–11.4 Sed. rock 
GA 95.2843 6:96:93 MAG 20 0.110 4.05–4.9 Sed. rock 
6:6:97 MAG 21 1.078 10.1–10 Sed. rock 
4 MAG 22 1.368 11.5–7.9 Sed. rock 
7 MAG 23 1.932 11.7–10.9 Sed. rock 
Without a number MAG 24 1.988 8.3–8.4 Metal
GA 95 2759 MG 1 0.372 7.1–6.5 Sed. rock 
1274 MG 2 1.350 9.6–9.4 Sed. rock 
13 MG 3 0.411 7.5–5.4 Sed. rock 
14 MG 4 0.670 8.6–5.7 H Sed. rock 
15 MG 5 0.404 8.2–8.4 H Granite
16 MG 6 0.386 9.3 H Granite
GA 95 2841 6-96:92 MG 7 0.294 5.9–5.4 Limestone
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GA 2000.95 SN – III MG 8 0.244 5.6–4.5–6.4 Sed. rock 
2818 MG 9 0.748 8.3–7.1 Sed. rock 
8 MG 10 0.668 10.2–10.1 H Granite
6 MG 11 1.200 10.6–7.1 H Sed. rock 
17 MG 12 0.380 8.9–8.5 Sed. rock 
2815 6:96:89 MG 13 0.718 7.2–7.5 Sed. rock 
2754 6-96:82 MG 14 0.664 7.9–7.3 Sed. rock 
2...9.. 32 8-09:2 MG 15 0.599 7.2–8.1 Sed. rock 
2757 6-96:85 MG 16 0.732 7.9–7.8 Sed. rock 
2817 6:96:90 MG 17 0.598 7.2–6.1 Sed. rock 
23 MG 18 0.264 5.2–6.5 Sed. rock 
24 MG 19 0.170 4.5–5.6 Sed. rock 
18 MG 20 0.190 6.8–6.9 H Sed. rock 
20 MG 21 0.144 5.7–5.7 H Sed. rock 
22 MG 22 0.244 5.7–5.9 Limestone
12 MG 23 0.476 7.2–7.1 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 24 0.986 7.8–8.7 Sed. rock 
10 MG 25 0.820 8.6–7.8 Sed. rock 
GA 09:5 8-09:5 MG 26 0.370 5.3–7.5 Granite
GA 95 2753 6-96:86 MG 27 0.438 6.4–7.0 Sed. rock 
GA 95 2867 6-96:94 MG 28 0.578 8.0–7.1 Sed. rock 
26 MG 29 0.090 4.1–4.3 Sed. rock 
25 MG 30 0.150 4.7–5.2 Sed. rock 
GA-04-SW-V 123 MG 31 0.332 6.0–7.0 Sed. rock 
GA 2011 37 SW VIII MG 32 0.358 6.0–6.8 Sed. rock 
GA 2015. 5.3.10 MG 33 0.570 7.6–7.7 Sed. rock 
19 MG 34 0.738 9.1–8.3 Granite
6 MG 35 0.614 10.6 H Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 36 1.226 11.1–11.4 H Sed. rock 
GA 2012.45/SW IX MG 37 0.354 5.8–6.7 Sed. rock 
GA 2011.81 MG 38 0.852 8.3–6.0 Sed. rock 
GA 95 2863 6-96:95 MG 39 0.356 6.4–5.4 Sed. rock 
GA 07.257 SW V MG 40 0.400 6.9–5.4 Sed. rock 
GA 2011 336.SW VIII MG 41 1.164 10.0–9.1 Sed. rock 
GA 2013.673 SW VIII MG 42 0.878 9.2–7.1 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 43 0.520 7.3–7.6 Sed. rock 
GA 2011.79 SW VIII MG 44 1.344 7.5–10.1 Sed. rock 
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Without a number MG 45 0.384 6.6–5.7 Sed. rock 
GA 2011:70 SW VIII MG 46 0.618 8.2–7.8 Sed. rock 
82-2011:97 MG 47 0.090 3.8–4.4 Sed. rock 
Illegible number MG 48 0.452 7.2–6.4 Sed. rock 
GA 07.361 SW V MG 49 0.992 9.4–7.6 Sed. rock 
GA.07.390 SW V MG 50 0.288 6.4–5.4 Sed. rock 
GA 2011.78 SW VIII MG 51 1.458 10.8–8.2 Sed. rock 
GA 50.22.2001/231 MG 52 0.540 8.6 –7.3–5.6 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 53 0.320 6.2–5.7 Sed. rock 
GA 2011.12.SW-VIII MG 54 1.232 9.9–8.0 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 55 0.538 8.6–7.2 Limestone
Without a number MG 56 2.240 11.2–13.1 Sed. rock 
GA 2011.157 SW VIII MG 57 2.416 15.1–8.9 Granite
GA 2011.337 SW VIII MG 58 1.572 11.6–8.9 Sed. rock 
Illegible number MG 59 0.438 5.8–7.9 Granite
5778 ... MG 60 0.334 6.2–6.4 Sed. rock 
GA 07.263. SW V MG 61 0.844 9.3–8.2 Sed. rock 
GA.2011.31.SW VIII MG 62 0.124 5.2–4.3 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 63 0.494 7.5–7.4 Sed. rock 
Without a number MG 64 0.638 7.7–7.9 Sed. rock 
32-2011:100 158 SW VIII MG 65 2.466 13.9–10.6 Granite
GA 2011.293.SW VIII MG 66 0.860 11.1–8.9 H Sed. rock 
GA 2011.335.SW VIII MG 67 1.014 10.3–8.9 Granite
... 68:1102-23 MG 68 0.372 6.5–5.9 Sed. rock 
... 12.2011:98 MG 69 0.506 7.8–6.5 Granite
GA.2011.334. SW VIII MG 70 2.042 12.1–9.5 Sed. rock 
GA 2013.754.SW VIII MG 71 0.446 7.7–6.8 Granite
Without a number MG 72 6.488 17.2–17.0 Sed. rock 
GA.07.334.SW IX C³ MG 73 3.308 14.7–13.0 Sed. rock 
GA.2012.598. SW IX MG 74 3.114 12.9–12.5 H Limestone
GA 03 SW3281 MAB 1 2.956 14.6–12.1 Granite
31 MAB 1 0.482 7.8–7.6 Sed. rock 
30 MAB 1 0.838 7.8–8.4 Sed. rock 
32 MAB 1 0.594 8.5–7.1 Granite
35 MAB 1 0.436 7.1–6.2 Limestone
GA 45 963 MAB 1 1.918 11.0–11.6 Sed. rock 
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GA 05 5205 MAB 1 2.282 12.1–11.5 Granite
Without a number MAB 2 8.042 18.5–18.9 Sed. rock 
GA 699.07 249 MAB 2 3.702 16.6–12.7 Sed. rock 
1 MAB 2 2.980 13.9–14.6 Sed. rock 
GA 93 575 MAB 2 2.582 15.0–14.6 Sed. rock 
Without a number MAB 2 5.022 16.1–15.6 Sed. rock 
GA 95 2894 MAB 2 7.506 19.6–16.5 Granite
Without a number WG 1 2.995 10.4–11.5 Granite
Without a number WG 2 0.284 4.9–4.1 Sed. rock 
Without a number WG 3 0.938 9.7–7.6 Sed. rock 
Without a number WG 4 0.234 4.0–4.2 Sed. rock 
Without a number WG 5 0.660 6.4–6.5 Limestone
Without a number WG 6 0.254 5.5–2.5–4.4 Sed. rock 
59/2015 WP 1 0.312 6.1–6.5 Granite
Without a number WP 2 0.560 7.6–8.1 Granite
Without a number WP 3 0.735 8.0–8.7 Sed. rock 
Without a number WP 4 0.500 8.3–7.5 Sed. rock 
114/2015 WP 5 0.866 9.7–8.7 Sed. rock 
63/2015 WP 6 0.836 8.9–9.0 Sed. rock 
GA 2014.S15 SW VIII WP 7 0.492 7.3–8.3–5.4 Sed. rock 
GA 16/14w WP 8 0.160 5.1–4.8–3.9 Sed. rock 
GA16/74W WP 9 0.082 4.0–4.2–3.3 Sed. rock 
GA16/111W WP 10 0.642 6.9–8.3–7.9 Sed. rock 
GA16/173W WP 11 0.902 9.6–8.6–9.9 Sed. rock 

the Roman garrison included controlling the river pass, as well as the 
land and sea route connecting Colchis with the Asia Minor Roman 
province.14 The vexillationes soldiers from legio I Italica and XVI 
Gemina may have been stationed there.15 However, it is more likely 
that auxiliary Roman army units were the permanent troops based at 
the fort. Traces of their presence include a few stamped tiles, as well 
as some inscriptions and various historic sources.16 Polish-Georgian 

14 E. K a k h i d z e, Apsaros: A Roman Fort in Southwestern Georgia, Meetings of Cultures in the 
Black Sea Region: Between Confl ict and Coexistence, “Black Sea Studies” VIII, Aarhus 2008: 303.
15 Ibid., 307.; M. C z a p s k i, O. K u b r a k, Na wschodnich rubieżach Imperium Romanum: polsko-
gruzińska ekspedycja archeologiczna w forcie Gonio-Apsaros w Gruzji, ArcheoUW 3, Warszawa 
2015: 57.
16 Kakhidze 2008: 313.
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Table 7. Diagram presenting the relation between the weight and diameter of fully 
preserved stone projectiles found in the Roman fort Apsaros.

THROWING ARTILLERY FROM APSAROS ROMAN FORTRESS
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Fig. 1. Plan of the Roman fort Apsaros with a selection of the sector and the 
squares with the spots in which stone projectiles were found (after Aslanish-
vili 2009: 177–179): 1 – Early Roman fortress (after Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski, 
Apsaros. 2016: fi g. 2); 2 – Turret No. 1; 3 – The Baths; 4 – Polish excavation 
trenches; 5 – Georgian excavation trenches in the southern part of the fort.

archaeological research in the fortress began in 2012 with geodetic 
and geophysical studies.17 The expedition has been conducting exca-
vations there since 2014 and it has discovered Roman baths dated to 
the 1st and 2nd centuries AD.18

 Similarly as in the case of the stone projectiles from the Novae 
legionary camp, only part of the archaeological material from the 
Roman fort Apsaros has been published. Georgian archaeologist Lasha 

17 K. M i s i e w i c z, R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Gonio (Georgia). Non-invasive 
Surveys of the Roman Fort of Apsaros – 2012 Season, Światowit Vol. X (LI) 2012, fasc. A, Warszawa 
2013: 117–122.
18 R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, E. K a k h i d z e, The Roman Fort “Apsaros” in the 
Gonio – Early Phase. New Discoveries and Perspectives for Investigations, Pro Georgia Journal of 
Kartvelological Studies 25, Warszawa 2015: 194; R. K a r a s i e w i c z-S z c z y p i o r s k i, Apsaros. 
Early Headquarters Building (Principia). New Localization?, Pro Georgia Journal of Kartvelological 
Studies 26, Warszawa 2016, 54.; Czapski, Kubrak 2015: 61.

OSKAR KUBRAK



119THROWING ARTILLERY FROM APSAROS ROMAN FORTRESS

Fig. 2. Stone projectiles from the warehouse of the Gonio-Apsaros Archaeologi-
cal Museum (O. Kubrak).
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Fig. 3. Stone projectiles from the warehouse (MG) and exposition (MGA) of the 
Gonio-Apsaros Archaeological Museum (O. Kubrak).
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Aslanishvili has written two papers about the balls found there. Firstly, 
the researcher distinguishes three types of stone projectiles depend-
ing on their diameter and weight.19 In the second paper, two subtypes 
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Fig. 4. Stone projectiles from the exposition of the Gonio-Apsaros Archaeologi-
cal Museum (MGA), Georgian excavation in the southern part of the fortress 
(fi g. 1.4; WG) and Polish excavation of the Roman baths (fi g. 1.3; WP; O. Kubrak, 
A. Makowska).

19 L. A s l a n i s h v i l i, Kvis Birtvebi, (in:) A. K a k h i d z e, G. L o r d k i p a n i d z e, G. G r i g o -
l i a, V. J a p a r i d z e, G. KIpiani, S. M a m u l a d z e, D. M i n d o r a s h v i l i, M. K h a l v a s h i, 
T. L o m t a t i d z e, E. K a k h i d z e (eds.), Gonio-Apsarus IV, Batumi 2004: 152–154.
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(A and B) are distinguished, weighing from between 100 to 900 grams, 
which have different diameters from the remaining balls but the same 
weight. The fi rst type (according to the fi rst selection) encompasses the 
largest projectiles with a diameter of 9.6-11 cm and weighing 2-3 kg, 
found in cultural layers dated to the 1st-2nd centuries AD.20 The author 
suggests that they were shot from ballista or onagres, and their kill-
ing power had a reach of 300 to 350 meters.21 Aslanishvili includes 
stone projectiles with a weight of 440-1500 g and a diameter of 7.5-9.3 
cm in the second group, which is the most numerous. The Georgian 
archaeologist speculates that they were thrown by hand.22 The third 
group applies to stone balls with a weight of 50-370 g and a diameter 
of 3-6 cm.23 As Aslanishvili points out, this group has a characteristic 
ovoid shape.24 The second and third groups occur in Roman, Byzan-
tine, and Ottoman cultural layers, while the fi rst group is characteristic 
for the Roman period.25 The author of this typology indicates that the 
stone projectiles were most likely handmade by the soldiers, and they 
were produced using stone from the area of the present-day Kvariati 
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Fig. 5. Stone projectiles from the Archaeological Museum in Batumi (O. Kubrak).

20 Aslanishvili 2004: 153.
21 Ibid., 153.
22 Ibid., 153-154.
23 Ibid., 154.
24 Ibid., 154.; Aslanishvili 2009: 178.
25 Aslanishvili 2004: 152-154.
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village26. Aslanishvili mentioned that most of the stone projectiles were 
found in the southern part of the late Roman fort27 (Fig. 1). In the fi rst 
centuries of our era, the Roman fort was oriented N-S along its longer 
axis. At the beginning of our era, a raetentura dated to the 1st-3rd centu-
ries AD was located in the above-mentioned southern part of the Roman 
fort, and this is where the barracks were also situated.28 In this case, 
the stone projectiles found near the southern defensive wall and turret 
No. 1 (Fig. 1.2) should be linked to the period in which this part of the 
fort was in use. Aslanishvili points out that the stone balls found in the 
Roman fort Apsaros may have belonged to attacking armies. This is 
evidenced by a fi nding from square 78 of sector NW 01, where the pro-
jectiles were found under a layer of broken tiles and ash, while a similar 
caliber of stone balls were also found outside the fort walls.29 Analo-
gies for the stone projectiles from Apsaros are observables among those 
from Panticapaeum, Artaxata, Wani, Carthage, Sablonetum (Ellingen), 
York, Nokalakevi and Anakofi a.30

26 Ibid., 154.
27 Aslanishvili 2009: 177-179.
28 See Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski 2016: 60, Fig. 2.
29 Aslanishvili 2009: 177.
30 Aslanishvili 2004: 154; 2009: 179-182.
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Fig. 6. Stone projectiles from the Archaeological Museum in Batumi (O. Kubrak).
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 The collection of stone balls from the Roman fort Apsaros is stored 
at the Archaeological Museum in Batumi and at the Gonio-Apsaros 
Archaeological Museum. Most of the projectiles are stored in the 
warehouses of the Gonio-Apsaros Archaeological Museum. The pre-
sented analysis also includes balls from the excavations conducted in 
2014-2016 by the Polish-Georgian expedition.
 Projectiles belonging to the presented collection are well preserved. 
Only a few of them are in the form of halves or smaller parts. The large 
number of balls (a total of 128) enables an analysis of the collection 
from different perspectives and making comparisons and combinations. 
Ball fragments were included in the inventory, but – so as not to falsify 
the results – they were omitted in the analysis showing the relation be-
tween the diameter and the weight of the stone projectiles.
 Elements of the analyzed set were selected as recommended by Vitru-
vius (Vit. De Arch. X,11.3). This selection indicates that only two bullets 
from Apsaros (MG 34 and 73; Tab. 2, 3) could be included in the group 
established by the Roman architect.
 In the current author’s opinion, the stone projectiles from Apsa-
ros can also be divided into three groups in terms of their diameter, 
i.e. small, medium, large, as well as into three groups in terms of their 
weight: light, medium and heavy (Tab. 4, 5). Such a simple division 
was used in the preliminary analysis of this collection. In contrast to 
attempts to adapt the projectiles to the scheme proposed by Vitruvius, 
my own compilation enables establishing many more similarities in the 
analysis, presenting the relation between the weight and diameter within 
a single group and differences between neighboring groups (Tab. 4, 5). 
One successive method involved the creation of a diagram presenting 
the relation between the mass and the diameter of the balls (Tab. 7). The 
values adopted on the axes of the coordinate system include the weight 
(to a hundredth of a kilogram) and the diameter (the arithmetic mean 
of the balls’ dimensions in at least two axes). This compilation includes 
only fully preserved projectiles, i.e. 116 artifacts. Based on the obtained 
results, the ammunition was divided into fi ve types numbered 1 to 5.
 Type No. 1 – consisting of 11 balls (9.5% of the collection). These 
are stone projectiles with a diameter of up to 5 cm and a weight of up to 
0.28 kg. The smallest stone ball is WP9 and the largest is MG19.31 The 

31 The MAG, MG, MAB, WP, and WG abbreviations provide information about the places where 
the stone projectiles were stored or found. The abbreviations are explained in the inventory descrip-
tion (see Tab. 6).
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projectiles classifi ed to this type were made of sedimentary rocks. At this 
phase of research, it is not possible to specify the type of rock material 
used to make them.
 Type No. 2 – consisting of 58 balls (49.93% of the collection) with 
a diameter amounting to between 5.5 and 8 cm and a weight from 0.24 to 
0.75 kg. This is the most numerous type of balls found in the Roman fort 
Apsaros. Part of the second group and the whole third group as distin-
guished by Aslanishvili could be included in type No. 2.32 The smallest 
projectile is MG8 and the largest is MG16. The stone balls No. MG38, 
MG17 and WG5 were classifi ed to type No. 2, even though their weight is 
greater than that of the other balls, but their diameter corresponds to type 
No 2. Most of the projectiles were made of sedimentary rocks (51 stone 
balls), while in eight cases the material was defi ned as limestone, and the 
seven remaining balls as made of granite.
 Type No. 3 – consisting of 23 balls (19.83% of the collection) with 
a diameter of between 8.1 and 10 cm and a weight of between 0.74 and 
1.46 kg. The stone projectiles included in the second group as estab-
lished by the Georgian scholar have been categorized as belonging to this 
group.33 The smallest ball in the type No. 3 group is MAG13, while the 
heaviest ones would be MG51, MAG21, and MAG22. Most of the bul-
lets were made of sedimentary rocks (21 stone balls). In one case, it was 
limestone, while the other two projectiles were made of granite.
 Type No. 4 – consisting of 15 balls (12.95% of the collection) with 
a diameter of between 10.2 and 12.2 cm and a weight of between 1.57 and 
2.42 kg. The fi rst group as selected by Aslanishvili could be included in 
type No. 4.34 The smallest ball of this type is MG58, while the largest one 
is MG65. The projectile WG1 is heavier than the adopted weight limit for 
type No 4. Despite the diameter norm for type No. 4, its weight is simi-
lar as for type No. 5. Ten balls of this type were made from sedimentary 
rocks, while three projectiles – from limestone and fi ve – from granite.
 Type No. 5 – consisting of 9 balls (7.79% of the collection) with 
a diameter of over 13.35 cm and weight of over 2.58 kg. The lightest 
projectiles of type 5 balls could correspond to the fi rst group as proposed 
by Aslanishvili.35 The smallest ball of this type is MAB1 and the larg-
est is MAB2. In this type, it is hard to distinguish a norm in the relation 

32 Aslanishvili 2004: 153-154.
33 Ibid., 153.
34 Ibid., 153.
35 Ibid., 153.
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between the weight and the diameter, because only a few projectiles have 
been found matching the presented type. Seven balls were made from 
sedimentary rock and two – from granite.

Summary
 The paper presents the results of the study of a collection of 128 stone 
projectiles found in the Roman fort Apsaros. 116 fully preserved exam-
ples were used in the material analyzed. In the presented study, the dia-
gram presenting the relation between the diameter and the weight of the 
projectiles provided the most fruitful analysis results. It has been estab-
lished that the weight of the stone balls was dependent on the type of raw 
material used for their production.36

 Based on this statement, the author has distinguished fi ve types of 
stone projectiles among the balls that are similar in diameter and weight. 
The most numerously represented are type No. 2. In this case, it can be as-
sumed that this caliber of ammunition was used by the Roman garrisons 
in Apsaros. In the case of lighter and heavier projectiles with the same 
diameter (matching the hole in the frame of the same ballista), the lighter 
ones could have been shot longer distances and the heavier ones were 
certainly shot shorter lengths.

36 See M. K a m i e ń s k i, W. S k a l m o w s k i, Kamienie budowlane i drogowe, Warszawa 1957.
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Throwing Artillery from Apsaros Roman Fortress. 
Analyze and Interpretation of Stone Projectiles for Ballista

 Stone balls are commonly found at archaeological sites associated with the Roman 
army. They represent a great variety of sizes and were used for siege engines, as projec-
tiles for slingshots and large metal arrowheads. 
 During the archaeological research conducted in the Roman fort of Apsaros 115 
stone balls of a variety of sizes and weights were found. This collection has been ana-
lyzed and organized according to their diameter and weight. The results were compared 
with the published research of stone balls from other places where the Roman army had 
been stationed. The stone balls from Apsaros were compared to the information about the 
ballista and their projectiles contained in Vitruvius’s text (Vit. De Arch. X,11.3). 
 All the stone balls found in Apsaros have been arranged in a chart. The coordinate 
system shows the relation between the mass and the diameter of the individual bullets. 
By using this method, we have established a better distribution of the collection of stone 
balls, dividing them into fi ve groups as opposed to the three groups previously intro-
duced. In all cases for which it was possible, the place where the projectiles in the fortress 
were found has also been provided. The localization of the fi ndings was compared with 
the probable localization of the Roman fort of Apsaros from the fi rst centuries of our era. 
 The research of stone balls from the Roman fort Apsaros was possible thanks to 
the cooperation between Polish and Georgians archaeologists during the Gonio-Apsaros 
expedition. The joint expedition consists of researchers from the Institute of Archaeol-
ogy of the University of Warsaw, the Polish Center of Mediterranean Archaeology of the 
University of Warsaw and the Cultural Heritage Preservation Agency of Adjara.
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THE SAMPLES OF ROMAN AND BYZANTINE 
MOSAICS DISCOVERED IN GEORGIA

by Lana Burkadze
University of Warsaw/Batumi

 During the archaeological excavation in Georgia was created some 
examples of mosaic fl oors, which are dated late Antique and early Byz-
antine time (1st-5th centuries AD). The samples of mosaics of this period 
are found in churches and Roman baths on the territory of Georgia. 
In our article we discuss example of mosaic fl oors from: Bichvinta, 
Dzalisa, Shukhuti, Tsikhisdziri and Gonio. 

Mosaic of Bichvinta
 Pavement was found in semicircular apse of Basilica. Pavement belong 
not to this Basilica, it belonged to older Basilica, On the area of earlier 
church. Part of mosaic are destroyed, according to remnant part, mosaic 
fl oor was divided in part. Mosaic was made by local stones (white, light-
red, yellow, black) with quadrangular pieces, crumbled brick and lime 
solution. Each sectors had own borders. In Centre of alter apse, raised up 
platform of form of trapezium are depicted medallion with monogram of 
Christ Pantokrator, the so called ,,qrizmiT’’ in the corner enclose fi rst 
and last letter of Greek alphabet- the alpha and omega, which corresponds 
famous phrase, -,,I am alpha and omega-says Lord..’’ in corner of panel 
are represented pheasants on branch of pomegranate. Whole composition 
are embossed with wide border of achanthus. Middle of twist are par-
enthetic khtitonic (qtitonuri) Greek inscription- ,,prey for Orell and 
pre-eminently his household’’ (salocavad orelisa da yovlisa 

saxlisa misisa). Inner of acanthus leaves, both side of inscription are 
placed, located, warbles (pigeons), fl owers of pomegranate and depiction 
of caw and calf. East side of wall of alter are located another important 
composition-fount with cervine, or fount of life. Panel are embosomed 
with line of wives ornaments. In centre are depicted kenaf type of ves-
sel from which are reared pinecone, from which, both side water over-

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 129-136
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fl ows. Both side of fountain are depiction cervines and pigeons, which are 
directed to water. On right are deer with roe, on left side- buck, at its 
back is warble. Empty area is fi lled in by warbles and blossoming branch-
es. Mosaic fl oor from (narTeqsSi) of church are survived better than 
another, earlier in this place was baptistery. This mosaic was embosomed 
with while mosaic line. Its area are divided by sectors, in sectors are 
image of  warbles, fi shes, lamb and geometrical traits. South side of 
baptistery located arc. In this place by tow elongated octagons crossing 
created carpet ornament. In centre of crossing are written cross. At the 
sides, in circular areas are decorated with small birds, or fi shes. Geo-
metrical pictures and ropes wattled are created with rainbow stile. Next, 
lateral composition still represent ,,fountain of life’’ –elinisturi kan-

faris msgavsi larnakis saxiT. Vessel has high, widened bottom, 
at which are placed ambazi with full of water. From this are rising red 
trunk crowned with cone. From fountain fall in dawn water, in which falls 
upon pigeons which are sits on the edge of vessel. On base of fountain 
are standing big warbles (peacocks). At vessel are presented lineament of 
human. Upper line is decorated by red balls. Thus, we have depicted gold 
kantharos with relief and precious stones and cone of gold. Vessel is yel-
low colour too. Water is blue, lineament of warbles are painted in yellow 
and pink colours. It’s foots and beaks are painted with bright red.1.
 As well, we should to note mosaic from Roman bath, where are deco-
rated geometrical ornaments. Mosaics of Bichvinta are dated by 6th cen-
tury AD. 

Mosaic of Dzalisa 
 Territory of Iberia, in village of Dzalisa, (Claudius Ptolemy 
(2nd century AD) mentions Zalissa in his ,,Geographic Manual’’ (φήγησις 
Γεωγραφικ). The ancient city with architectural complex was founddur-
ing the archaeological excavation in 1973-1976. Mosaic was in bed con-
dition, with difference depiction and representation of Charyta Aglaja 
(qariti aglaias) and inscription2.
 A. Bokhochadze  dates the mosaic 2nd century AD. Art critic thinks 
that mosaic was dated by part of III century AD and belongs to East side 
of Roman empire, particularly, school of Antioch3. What about master of 

1 I. T s i t s i s h v i l i, Kartuli khelovnebis istoria, Tbilisi 1995, pp. 41-43.
2 I. T s i t s i s h v i l i, Kartuli khelovnebis istoria, Tbilisi 1995, pp. 33-34.
3 A. B o k h o c h a d z e, Arkeologiuri gatkhrebi Akhiansa da Dzalishi, Tbilisi 1981, p. 83.
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this mosaic? Of course he was local or foreigner, who lived in Georgia, 
or local artist who studied in school of Antioch. Inscription from mosaic 
are made clear, literate in Greek. According to T. Kaukhchishvili mosaic 
of Dzalisa dates to 3th century AD4.
 A mosaic fl oor at Dzalisa city side came to light in one of the Roman-
type bath excavated in 1972 (Fig.1,2,3). 
 In the apoditerium a mosaic fl oor survives, with an ornament of 
,,eight rhomb star’’, characteristic of the period. 
 The badly-damaged mosaic of the frigidarium must have feature 
Oceanus and thetys, surrounded with fi shing erotes, mounted on dol-
phins. Representation of shell, dolphin and fi shes had survived. Ana-
logues of this mosaic are found among the familiar specimens of Anti-
och, Cilicia and Gari, depicting like them, a sea-scape theme. 
 Fragments of a peacock and geometric ornament survive in the tepi-
darium. The differing manner of execution warrant to assume that it be-
longed to another master. 
 The feasting hall or the so-called tricinium of the one of the palaces 
of Dzalisa had a monumental mosaic fl oor, surviving in a much-dam-
aged state5.

Mosaic of Tsikhisdziri
 In addition to the Bichvinta churches of this period are revealed in 
a number of places in Lazika: Tsikhisdziri, Nokalakevi, Sepiti, Gantiadi. 
Tsihidziri three-nave basilica dates from the VI century by all research-
ers, and they believe that it was Petra Cathedral. In their opinion, it ex-
plains its’ especially large sizes, thus it is distinguished from the basili-
cas, of those times, of Western Georgia (Bichvinta, Vashnari). 
 Fragments of a mosaic fl oor depicting a tree of life - vines are found 
in the altar of a small size church of the hall type located in the center 
of the internal fortress. Datd to 4th century6. Petra-Tsikhisdziri mosaic 
stands beside the modern samples of Georgian monastery of Bichvinta, 
Shukhuti, Bir-el-kuti (possibly even erlier) and along with them repre-
sents one of the oldest artistic architectural masterpiece of Georgia7. 

4 T. K a u k h c h i s h v i l i, Sakartvelos berdznuli epigrapikuli tsartserebis korpusi, Tbilisi 2009, 
p. 215.
5 I. T s i t s i s h v i l i, Kartuli khelovnebis istoria,. Tbilisi 1995, pp. 33-34.
6 N. I n a i s h v i l i, Tsikhisdziri. Batumi 1993, p. 44.
7 Z. K v i t s i a n i, Lazikis adrekristianuli khanis tadzrebis kvlevistvis. ,,Christian Researches‘‘, III. 
Tbilisi 2009.
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Petra was built by the Byzantine emperor Justinian (AD fi rst half of the 
VI century). As a result of archaeological research conducted in recent 
years, it can be confi dently said about the fact that was noted by the Pro-
copius of Caesarea, that Justinian expanded the old city-castle and made 
it look more beautiful. One interesting notice is preserved at Procopius 
of Caesarea, namely, it is said that the King Justinian made certain con-
struction works at various points in Chaneti and Lazeti, among them it is 
mentioned that: “Furthermore, the Church of Christians was renewed in 
Lazika - It was old and the structure was damaged’’8.

Mosaic of Shukhuti
 During archaeological excavation in 1961 was uncovered-,,Villa rus-
tica’’ with three fl oor, but only  fi rst fl oor of villa was covered by mosaic. 
Mosaic of Shukhuti is made technique of Opus Tesselatum. For this 
technique similar size of cubes are typical. Size and shape of cubes is 
1 cm. Mosaic is made the following materials: black sandstone, white, 
yellow, green limestone, dark-red andesite, sometimes are used brown 
and light red clay. 
 In whole area of the apoditerium was covered by mosaic with de-
sign of quadrates and eight pointes stars. The main fi gure of mosaic is 
geometrical shape: big quadrants, which had main place in mosaic than 
stars. Mosaic of Shukhuti dates to 4th century9.

Mosaic of Gonio
 Polish-Georgian archaeological relationship started from 2002. Pol-
ish archaeologists made geophysical survey in Gonio. After that was 
chosen most perspective square in which place in 2014 was found 
remains of Roman bath. During excavation was uncovered mosaic fl oor, 
with geometrical fi gures. Mosaic was made of irregular tesserae, mainly 
grey, yellow and brown.
 A lot of mosaic was found in area of Roman cultural spread but 
mosaic type from Gonio is most important. Other mosaics known Trans-
caucasus were made later and mostly for the local elite. Meanwhile, the 
mosaic in Gonio was made for the needs of Roman garrison in one of the 
farther corner of the Roman Empire. Archaeologists were also surprised 

8 Georgika, Tbilisi 1965, p. 34.
9 P. Z a k h a r a i a, Kartuli tsikhe-simagreebis istoria udzvlesi droidan XVIII saukunis bolomde, 
Tbilisi 2002, pp. 284-285.
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by very early dating of the fi nd-the mosaic come from the second half of 
the 1st century AD. The bath house was built shortly after the arrival of 
the fi rst Roman garrison, probably during the region of Emperor Vespa-
sian (AD 69-79)10. 
 
Summary
 During the archaeological excavation in Georgia was founded some 
examples of mosaic fl oors, which are dated by ate Antique and early 
Byzantine time (I-VI century AD). Mosaics present us inscriptions, 
ornaments, animals and warbles.most part of mosaics comes from 
churches and Roman baths. In previous article we discuss mosaic exam-
ples from: Bichvinta, Dzalisa, Shukhuti, Tsikhisdziri and Gonio. 
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The samples of Roman and Byzantine 
mosaics discovered in Georgia 

 During the archaeological excavation in Georgia was founded some exam-
ples of mosaic fl oors, which are dated by ate Antique and early Byzantine time 
(I-VI century AD). Mosaics present us inscriptions, ornaments, animals and war-
bles.most part of mosaics comes from churches and Roman baths. In previous 
article we discuss mosaic examples from: Bichvinta, Dzalisa, Shukhuti, Tsikhisdziri 
and Gonio. 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT OF 2017 POLISH-GEORGIAN 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXPEDITION 

AT GABASHVILI HILL AND ITS SURROUNDING AREA 
(KUTAISI, WESTERN GEORGIA)

by Jacek Hamburg, University of Warsaw
Roland Isakadze, State Historical Museum, Kutaisi  

 The paper presents the results of two short seasons (July and Octo-
ber 2017) of archaeological research conducted by the Polish-Georgian 
Archaeological Expedition on Gabashvili Hill and its surrounding area. 
This territory is initially dated to the Late Bronze / Early Iron Age (Col-
chian Culture), Antique and Medieval periods. Excavation in the terri-
tory of the town of Kutaisi in Western Georgia was started in the mid 
1960’s and is carried until today, although with big hiatus.
 In the present paper the author gives a brief archaeological back-
ground of the investigated territory, including a short description of old 
and recent expeditions and preliminary chronology of the site. Next the 
author describes the results of  2017 double excavation season in all 
sectors covered by archaeological research and concludes with observa-
tions after the investigation of the surrounding area (hereinafter referred 
to as Kutaisi Archaeological Landscape) made by the archaeologists.

Site, history of excavation and chronology
 The main site of Gabashvili Hill (Fig. 1) is located in western part 
of Georgia (ancient Colchis) on the left bank of the Rioni River1, which 
runs through a centre of modern city. The archaeological site lies almost 
in the middle of Kutaisi (Fig. 2) – the capital city of Imereti region - and 
has the form of a high rocky mound (Fig. 3).

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 137-155

1 Most probably ancient Phasis River according to data from Pseudo-Scylax (4th century BC, 
periplus Asia 81) and Strabo (1st century AD, Geography), see also G. Gamkrelidze, Researches 
In Iberia-Colchology (History and Archaeology of Ancient Georgia), Tbilisi 2012, 38–75.
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 At this point it should be noted that the possibilities of investiga-
tion on top of the hill are limited. The hill is almost entirely covered by 
buildings and equipment associated with the amusement park, restau-
rants, small local beer gardens and a lot of asphalt roads.
 The interest in the history and archeology of Kutaisi and its sur-
roundings began already in the 1830s and was associated with the Swiss 
traveler F. Dubois de Montpé reux, who presented a rather extensive and 
interesting description of the monuments of Kutaisi. His observations  
were confi rmed by the latest discoveries in the capital of the Imereti 
region.2
 The need for archaeological study of Kutaisi is indicated in A. Ber-
gier’s report at the opening of the Caucasian Archaeological  Sympa-
thizers Society in 1873.3 
 In year 1923 on so-called Bishop’s Hill, quite rich tombs from early 
Antique period were found during the local earthworks.4
 First regular archaeological research was began in the 1960’s. 
Between 1963 and 1965 the whole area of Kutaisi and the nearest vil-

2 F. Dubois de Montpé reux, Voyage autour du Caucase, chez les Tcherkesses et les Abkhases, 
en Colchide, en Gé orgie, en Armé nie et en Crimé e, vol. I, Paris 1839, 346–432.
3 A. Bergier, Kavkaz v arheologičeskm otnošeniib - zapiski obšestva lûbitelej Kavkazkoj arheologii, 
Tbilisi 1879, 17.
4 M. M. Ivašenko, Materialy k izučeniû kulturiy kolhov, Materialy dlâ Gruzii i istorii Kavkaza 
2 (1943), 38–52.

Fig. 1. Gabashvili Hill contour map and locations of equipment associated with the 
amusement park and tower (Source Kutaisi State Historical Museum Archives).
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lages was excavated by joint expedition of the Institute of History, 
Archaeology and Ethnography of the Georgian Academy of Science 
and Tbilisi State University. The project was led by O. Lordkipanidze.5 
The site was investigated again in 1984-1990 by the Archaeological 
Research Centre of the Georgian Academy of Science. The work was led by 
O.  Lanchava. Then the expedition was divided into a couple of teams. 
Some archaeologists worked on the territory of Kutaisi, others around 
the city. Guram Kvirkvelia with D. Berdzenishvili focused their work 
directly on Gabashvili Hill and the nearest area. They found there Late 
Bronze / Early Iron Age and Antique levels and, based on Georgian 
reports, clear visible signs of former settlement from the beginning of 
1st Millennium BC.6
 The next Georgian expeditions conducting excavation on the Gabash-
vili Hill site and in the surrounding territory (e.g. Bagrati Cathedral area, 
Fig. 4) was working, with brakes, from the early 1990s to 2014. 

Fig. 2. Location of the Kutaisi – capital city of Imereti region, Georgia (Processing 
J. Hamburg).

5 O. Lordkipanidze, Drevnij mir i staryj Kolhida, Tbilisi 1966, 41–44.
6 O. Lordkipanidze, O. Lanchava, M. Lordkipanidze, Kutaisi Since Ancient Times Till the XIII Cen-
tury, Tbilisi and Kutaisi 1994, 27–34.
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Fig. 3. Good visible, at the time non-forested rocky mound (Gabashvili Hill) in the 
1st half of 20th century (Source Kutaisi State Historical Museum Archives). 
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 In years 2003-2012 archaeological works related to restoration of 
Bagrati Cathedral were conducted by the local archaeologists from the 
Kutaisi State Historical Museum.7 Head of the expedition was O. Lan-
chava. His team included archaeologists who work here until today: 
R. Isakadze and Sh. Buadze. The Georgian team revealed remnants of 
15th – 14th century BC settlement (e.g. stone foundations of the house), 
Late Bronze / Early Iron Age thick layer (up to 2 m) with Colchian type 
pottery and several medieval levels associated with Cathedral building 
(dated to 4th – 18th century AD). 
 Furthermore, as part of the same expedition, in year 2006 a few 
trenches were opened on the territory of Gabashvili Garden (part of 
Gabashvili Hill) related to its revitalisation  works. There layers with 
Late Bronze / Early Iron Age pottery were found.
 During construction works for the sewage and water system in 2013 
and 2014 on Vazha-Pshavela Str., Georgian archaeologists conducted res-
cue excavation and found a very interesting 10 to 12 m wide and almost 
6 m deep defensive moat related to the possible Gabashvili Hill settle-
ment mentioned above. In the moat various parts of pottery, well preserved 
wooden plough and also dendrological materials were found (Fig. 5).
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7 Reports of Kutaisi State Historical Museum Expeditions: 2004; 2005; 2006; 2007; 2010; 2012; 
2014; 2017.

Fig. 4. Location of all trenches opened in 2017 (Processing J. Hamburg).
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Fig. 5. Wood fragments, grape seeds and the plough sent to the radiocarbon dating 
(Photo Sh. Buadze).
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 After a short brake, in 2017 archaeological research was conducted 
by the joint Polish–Georgian Archaeological Expedition within the frame 
of an offi cial agreement signed between the National Agency of Cultural 
Heritage Preservation of Georgia and the University of Warsaw and in 
cooperation with members of Kutaisi State Historical Museum. Excava-
tion is led now by J. Hamburg in consultation with the coordinator 
 R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski (Polish side) and R. Isakadze (Geor-
gian side). The main part of the research focused on the Gabashvili Hill 
area, which may hide potentially a Late Bronze / Early Iron Age and 
Antique levels and to the north of the hill, where accidental fi nds from 
20s of the 20th century to early 2000s like e.g. bronze hoes, bronze Col-
chian type axes, buckles, decorated belts and pottery lead to the conclu-
sion that there may be a cemetery dated to the Late Bronze/ Early Iron 
Age period.
 The archaeological site of Gabashvili Hill was preliminary dated 
to the end of the 2nd Millennium BC and the beginning of the 1st Mil-
lennium BC based on the analysis of the pottery material coming from 
former excavation. There are also remnants of Antique  pottery and ce-
ramic slabs (dated to 4th-3rd century BC). The Late Bronze/ Early Iron 
Age archaeological fi nds, such as pottery, can be dated only on typo-
logical grounds. 
 The Polish-Georgian team verifi ed these assumptions by a few 
radiocarbon dates on wood fragments (also from the plough) and grape 
seeds (see Fig. 5), which still need to be confi rmed by more specimens 
(samples under verifi cation and yet unpublished). However, the fi rst 
radiocarbon results obtained at Weismann’s Laboratory in Israel and 
Gliwice Absolut Dating Methods Centre in Poland clearly indicate that 
all archaeological material from the moat and its surrounding territory 
acquired during the season 2014 are dated to 10th and 9th century BC.

Results of double 2017 season 
 In 2017 the Polish-Georgian Archaeological Expedition organized 
two short seasons (July and October) of preliminary archaeological 
research. The areas of work were divided  into sectors (see Fig. 4). Sec-
tor GG (Gabashvilis Gora) covers the whole territory of the main hill. 
Sector SS in an area of the local school. No. 20 situated on 12, Vazha 
Pashavela Str., just west from the main site. Sector TS24 occupies the 
property and garden at the address 24, Tsatskvebi Str., and analogously 
sector TS39 corresponds to address 39, Tsatskhvebi Str. Sectors GG 
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and SS were documented by Polish team using aerial photographs from 
a drone.

Sector GG. Trench 1 (GPS coordinates  N: 42.27010 E: 42.69590).l
 Trench 1 (see Fig. 4; GG/1) was opened just near the south slope 
of the hill. In 2006 the Georgian expedition had done some fi eldwork 
at this location. Among the fi nds were large amounts of cobble-stones 
and burned plaster, even on the ground level. Unfortunately, the new 
trench opened by Polish-Georgian Expedition nearby was not as suc-
cessful. It turned out that the area near the 2006 excavation was large-
ly disturbed in the fi rst half of the 20th century by foundations for the 
constructions of a restaurant, now no longer existing. The foundations 
mentioned above completely destroyed original archaeological layers 
in this place.

JACEK HAMBURG & ROLAND ISAKADZE

Fig. 6. Distribution of stratigraphic layers in sector GG, trench 2; east, north and west 
profi les (Drawing A. Słabońska and K. Pawłowska; Processing J. Hamburg).
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Fig. 7. Final photography of sector GG, trench 2 (top) and examples of pottery from 
layers 8-16 (bottom) (Photo K. Pawłowska, Drawing K. Pawłowska, A. Słabońska, 
P. Siuda and A. Gruszecka, Processing K. Pawłowska).
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Sector GG. Trench 2 (GPS coordinates  N: 42.27087 E: 42.69589).
 A trench was opened in the central part of the mound, on a small hill-
ock with a high tower for paratroopers from the late 40s of 20th century 
(see Fig. 4; GG/2). The trench was 5 m long and 1.5 m wide. During the 
course of excavation it was separated into 17 stratigraphic layers and yel-
lowish undisturbed soil which was reached after 6.60 m, from the ground 
level (Figs 6 and 7a). However, after the preliminary analysis, it should 
be recognized that the fi rst 5 layers (around 2 m below top soil level) are 
associated with the construction of the tower, they contained e.g. sand 
and earth priming, electrical wires, etc. The layer 6 is connected with lev-
eling the ground, which – in the author’s opinion - disturbed the original 
shape of the hummock and is also related to the tower construction.
 In layers from 7 to 14 sherds were found, coming from late 2nd and 
early 1st Millennium BC, but contrary to our predictions they were in scars. 
Most varied types of pottery come from layers: 8, 10, 12, 13 and 14 (Fig. 
7b). There are fragments of bowls, small jugs with characteristic Colchian 
type handle decorated by sheep or bull horns or double volute and simple 
undecorated “kitchen ware” vessels (some with black burned traces of use).   
 The archaeological material mentioned above is very similar to the 
material found by Georgian team in 2014, in the area near the school 
and located just west from the Gabashvili Hill (now called as sector SS). 
At the depth of 4 m they found wood fragments and several grape seeds, 
which is dated to 9th century BC by radiocarbon method. 

JACEK HAMBURG & ROLAND ISAKADZE

Fig. 8. Negatives of wooden beams found in sector GG, trench 2 (Photo J. Hamburg).
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 The layer 8 is of signifi cant as it is composed of solid black soil and 
a thin layer of coal (around 6 cm) and it was rich in pottery sherds. The 
layer 8 was surrounded by two, also very thin, grayish and ashy layers 
without any archaeological material inside (7 and 9). Our team had tak-
en some samples for dating, but the results are not yet known. Similar 
coal layer was found by Georgians in 2006, less than 100 m west from 
the hillock with the tower.
 Last layers, 15 and 16, were almost empty. Only a few small sherds, 
a fl int and one almost complete bowl were found. It should be noted that 
the bowl is made of high quality clay, well burnt and has a part of handle 
preserved. The bowl is decorated by grooved strips and rhomboid pat-
tern and is defi nitely dated to the second part of the 2nd Millennium BC. 
However, in layer 15 our team found two fragments of burnt wooden 
beams intersecting each other. Both beams were in very bad condition, 
so they were immediately taken for analysis, and their negatives were 
documented by photographs (Fig. 8).

Sector GG. Trench 3 (GPS coordinates N: 42.27160 E: 42.69803)
 A trench was opened in eastern part of Gabashvili Hill (see Fig. 4; 
GG/3). In this area Georgian archaeologists worked already  in 2006. 
They found a lot of cobble-stones and burned plaster, also fragments of 
wood. Georgian scientists thought these were part of an inner defensive 
wall, which would be built with cobble-stones, wood and earth. A new 

Fig. 9. Cross-section of the moat found in 2014 in sector SS1 near the School No. 20 
(Processing Sh. Buadze and J. Hamburg).
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trench opened in 2017 was located directly on the slope and was 6.5 m 
long and 1.5 m wide. 
 In this trench two interesting concentrations of stones mixed by 
burned tight orange earth and boulders were found. The boulders prob-
ably came from the river, which means that they have been intentionally 
moved there by humans. Both concentrations were  cut through the mid-
dle to get a profi le. In the obtained profi le two post-poles were found- 
vertical footprints of wooden pillars (?) - and a lot of completely burned 
stones and boulders. The diameter of each footprint are ca. 20 cm. The 
distance between both of them is around 4.5 m. 
 This construction might be a fragment of inner defensive wall men-
tioned by Georgian scientists. According to earlier excavation reports it 
seems that Gabashvili Hill was protected from south and east only by 
natural high slope. From  the west side there was a  moat (see chapter 
above and fi nds from sector SS, trench 2) and the inner part would have 
been protected by another wall in a form of box construction made from 
wood and fi lled with cobble-stones, boulders and earth. It should be 
noted that it is only a preliminary interpretation of these fi nds and has to 
be confi rmed by future excavation and  a team of geologists. 

Sector GG. Trench 4 (GPS coordinates  N: 42.27070 E: 42.69523)
 Trench 4 was opened in the western side of Gabashvili Hill (see 
Fig. 4; GG/4). It was 2.5 m long and 2 m wide. A larger trench was not 
possible due to the various obstacles. Unfortunately, trench 4 was yield 
little evidence, which confi rms the diffi culty of the area. Nearby, around 
20 m to the north from this location Georgian archaeologists opened big 
trench and worked there in 1984-1990. They found foundations of one 
house made of boulders and cobble-stones, a lot of Late Bronze / Early 
Iron Age pottery and burned plaster. In trench 4, which was a continu-
ation of old trench mentioned above our team found only mixed levels 
of Late Bronze Age, Antique, Early Medieval and completely modern 
pottery, glass and metal inventory (e.g.  iron and bronze nails, bronze 
parts of buckles etc.). Probably this part of the hill has been deeply 
transformed before.

Sector SS. Trench 1
 In this sector trench 1 (see Fig. 4; SS/1) was laid out in the west-
central part of the school’s courtyard based on previous accidental fi nds 
localization from 1960s (Late Bronze/ Early Iron Age and Antique pot-
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tery, one Colchian type axe). However, further works were abandoned 
after an on-site verifi cation, which showed that the area was destroyed 
during the construction of the gym in the middle of 1970s.

Sector SS. Trench 2
 A small test trench 2 (2 m long and 1.5 wide) was opened on the 
other side of the school No. 20 (see Fig. 4; SS/2). An interesting area 
was appointed between the gym and the derelict pool. The localization 
of the trench is based on previous fi nds made by Georgian archaeologists 
since 2006 (mainly rescue excavation in 2014, see chapter 2 of the paper). 
In the trench undisturbed soil was reached on almost 6.50 m. The top 
layer was removed using an excavator. Under the top soil 3 layers were 
distinguished, which were very well visible and clearly separated from 
each other. Surprisingly, layers associated with the Middle Ages were not 
discovered in this area.  In layer 1 (light brown) only   Antique  pottery 
(4th-3rd century BC) was found. In layer 2 (dark brown with small pieces 
of charcoal)  Late Bronze/ Early Iron Age sherds (e.g. fragments of bowls 
and jugs with Colchian type handle) began to appear. Layer 3, about 5 m 
(!) in thickness, was a very dark, almost black, extremely muddy layer 
with very high humidity and unusual dark green and dark blue intrusions. 
Most probably it was a  further part of a moat, discovered by Georgian 
scientists in 2014 around 100 m north from the location of trench 2 (Fig. 
9). The trench will be expanded and verifi ed in the next season because 
the boundaries of the moat were not found within the limits of the trench. 
In layer 3 Late Bronze Age and Antique period pottery and a few pieces 
of unidentifi ed and very eroded bronze items were found (Fig. 10).     
 
Sector SS. Trench 3
 Another test trench (3 m long and 1.5 wide) was opened just 50 m 
south from the trench 2 (see Fig. 4; SS/3) described above and based on 
2017 ground level fi nds (a wide array of sherds from the Late Bronze 
Age to Antique period mixed with modern pottery and other items). 
The top layer was removed using an excavator. Under the top soil level 
3 layers were separated. Layer 1 yield parts of Antique period vessels 
(e.g. jug with horn handle) mixed with some modern items and roots. In 
layer 2 several pieces of the Early Iron pottery sherds were found. Layer 
3 was rich in black polished and black burnished Late Bronze Age pot-
tery with typical Colchian decorations. It was almost 2.5 m thick. Yel-
lowish undisturbed soil was reached 5.10 m below surface.
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8 It should be noted that medieval material from season 2017 is currently being analyzed and is being 
prepared to publishing. Dating may still change slightly.

Fig. 10. Pottery set from Kutaisi and its surrounding area found in 2014 and 2017 
(Photo Sh. Buadze).

Sector TS24. Trench 1  (GPS coordinates N: 42.27412 E: 42.69722)
 Sector TS24 is located just 500 m to the north from the Gabashvili Hill 
(see Fig. 4; TS24/1). Trench 1 in this area was opened on the backside of gar-
den near house located on 24, Tsatskhvebi Str. The remainder of the property 
is unfortunately not available for archaeologists. The importance of sector 
TS24 lies in the some accidental fi nds that came to light in 1942 and 1943 
and took place just on the other side of the street. It was the bronze Colchian 
type axe, interesting electrum bead and a lot of pottery ranging from the Late 
Bronze Age through the Early Iron Age, Antique and Medieval period. This 
so-called test trench had a square form with a side length of 1.5 m and was 
excavated by mechanical levels due to very limited workspace. 
 After removing the humus, Late Medieval layers were appeared. 
In next levels our team discovered Early Medieval pottery and some 
glass fragments. These fi nds are initially dated to 13th–18th century AD8. 
Between the regular pottery from this period, there are individual 
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Fig. 11. Cist found in sector TS24, trench 1 (Photo K. Pawłowska).
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examples of interesting imported glazed and painted pottery of Byzan-
tine and Iranian origin, mainly plate and bowl fragments. 
 Level 3 showed continuation of Early Medieval archaeological ma-
terial and outline of cist (cavity pit?) from the same period (Fig. 11).  
Unfortunately, just after exploring the cist characteristic light yellowish 
undisturbed soil appeared immediately. 

Sector TS39. Trench 1 (GPS coordinates  N: 42.27535 E: 42.69819)
 Sector TS39 is situated around 700 m to the north from Gabashvili Hill 
and 150 m to the north-east from the sector TS24 (Fig. 4; TS39/1). Trench 
1 was opened in  a garden near a house located on the corner of two streets: 
Tsatskhvebi and Anton Katholikosi. Expedition already found a lot of clay 
material just on the ground. This set is dated to Medieval and more surpris-
ingly  to the Antique period. Just under the top soil were many pottery frag-
ments (e.g bowls, jugs) dated to Late Medieval period.
 Trench 1 was located in the location where numerous accidental fi nds 
came to light in the 1920’s and just below the area where a hoard of 30 
bronze axes, typical fi nd from Colchian graves, was found. Through 
the excavation of trench 1 in this sector Polish-Georgian team hoped to 
establish if there actually was a cemetery in the area. The new trench 
was 5 m long and 4 m wide.

Fig. 12. Top of the cist found in sector TS39, trench 1 (Photo J. Hamburg).
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 During the excavation Medieval layers appeared under the top soil 
and were followed by a 1.15 m almost empty layer with several frag-
ments of modern pottery, roof tiles, animal bones and metal equipment 
(e.g. nails). In north-east corner of the trench a concentration of me-
dieval pottery and some sherds from bowls and jugs was found. After 
cleaning of the area it turned out that we were dealing with one more cist 
(cavity pit?), similar to that one from sector TS24, but bigger (Fig. 12). 
It should be noted, that after fi rst cleaning the concentration resulted as 
divided into two parts, which were explored separately. Archaeological 
material came from the both parts of the cist was preliminary dated to 
16th–18th century AD. The set also included several almost entirely pre-
served vessels (mainly jugs with simple handle). 
 On the same level in north-west corner poorly preserved bedrock was 
uncovered, mixed with orange/light brown and later yellowish undisturbed 
soil. It occurred also in other parts of the trench and just under the cist, it was 
clearly separated from this layer by dark brown and reddish soil. Unfortu-
nately, this meant that no layer related to earlier periods was found in the area.

Preliminary identifi cation of sites in the Kutaisi Archaeological Land-
scape
 Kutaisi Archaeological Landscape is a huge territory stretching ca. 
35-40 km around Kutaisi and his peripheral area (agglomeration in-
cluded). It consists of plains, small towns and villages located in a quite 
fl at and green Colchis valley cut by various types of wetlands, rivers 
(also Rioni river) and slowly fl owing streams. There is a numbers of 
hills among this landscape. Each hill –In the author’s opinion - clearly 
resembles Middle Eastern Tell.
 These round or square mounds are encircled by one or two lines of 
“reinforcements” in the form of a fairly broad and deep moats, some-
times together with high earth embankment (Fig. 13). This example of 
archaeological sites are called as Colchian-type settlements and dat-
ed them to the end of the 2nd Millennium BC and the beginning of the 
1st Millennium BC. Some of them were also inhabited in Antique period. 
 Often, in the vicinity of the mounds the remains of the cemetery 
dated to Late Bronze Age / Early Iron Age (regular pit graves) can be 
found or equally often Antique period (the deceased was buried in two 
connected pithoi). 
 During the double 2017 season the Polish-Georgian Expedition  vis-
ited and created preliminary documentation for three mounds (Meskheti, 
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Patriketi and Partskhanakanevi). The documentation included aerial 
photographs from the drone, a short description of the archaeological 
site and a surface prospection in the available area.9 After the prelimi-
nary recognition and identifi cation, all sites meet the above conditions 
for a Colchian type settlement. 
 Meskheti is an archaeological site that is divided into the main hill 
and the area resembling a “lower city”. The hill is protected by a wide 
and deep moat and the part located south at the foot of the hill has 
separate “fortifi cations” in the form of earth embankments (now eroded 

9 very often the area was heavily forested or located just above wetlands.

Fig. 13. Aerial photography of the Meshketi site (top) and Google photography of the 
Meskheti, Patriketi and Partskhanakanevi  sites (bottom) (Photo R. Bieńkowski).
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but clearly visible from the aerial photographs). Accidental fi nds that 
came from fi elds laying south and east of the site indicate that in these 
areas there might be a cemetery from the Middle and/or Late Bronze 
Age. Also a few typical pithoi burials dated to the Antique period were 
found.
 Patriketi is a small round mound surrounded by a well visible, 
wide moat and earth embankment. In the centre of the hill a test trench 
was opened with the aim to determine the stratigraphy of the site. The 
expedition was led by V. Dzaparidze. Based on results from the old test 
trench10 and preliminary surface prospection in 2017 it can be assumed 
that the site was used from the Middle Bronze Age to the beginning of 
the 1st Millennium BC. In addition to pottery found during archaeologi-
cal survey, a saddle type quern-stone and a single ceramic spindle whorl 
were retrieved.
 Partskhanakanevi is a very similar site to the Patriketi. It is sur-
rounded by a very wide moat. The site is located on a wetland which 
makes access diffi cult. Prospection was possible only on the hill. The 
surroundings of the hill as well as the moat were inaccessible. The pot-
tery found there is very characteristic for the Late Bronze Age / Early 
Iron Age period. 
 The analysis of all archaeological material came from the surface 
prospection on all three sites clearly indicates that there are Middle, 
Late Bronze / Early Iron Age and Antique layers. Defi nitely, archaeo-
logical research will be needed on some of these mounds in the future. 
 

Preliminary Report of 2017 Polish-Georgian 
Archaeological Expedition at Gabashvili Hill 

and its surrounding area (Kutaisi, Western Georgia)

 The authors want to thank the whole team for cooperation: Dr Radosław 
Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski, Agnieszka Kaliszewska, Katarzyna Pawłowska, Rafał 
Bieńkowski, Shalva Buadze, all Georgian workers, Polish and Georgian students 
participating in the project and for Agnieszka Kaliszewska and Teona Bokhua for 
proofreading the present paper.

10 V. Dzaparidze, Zv. Vardigora, Zeglis Megobari 46 (1977),  43–50. 
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PECULIARITIES OF THE TAO-KLARJETI ARTISTIC 
SCHOOL OF THE MINIATURES FROM TSAISHI GOSPEL

by Darejan Gogashvili
Georgian National Museum, Tbilisi

Nino Kavtaria
K. Kekelidze Georgian National Center of Manuscripts

Tbilisi

 The Tsaishi Gospel, preserved at Dadiani Palaces History and 
Architectural Museum in Zugdidi, earned its name according to its re-
cent place of survival. Before moving to Zugdidi Museum, it was kept 
at Tsaishi Dormition Cathedral which served as cathedral church of 
Zugdidi and Tsaishi Eparchy and represented one of the oldest epis-
copal seats of Georgia. Tsaishi Dormition Cathedral is located 10 km, 
south-west of Zugdidi.
 The only catalogued data of the manuscript along with colophons 
was done by E.Takaishvili in the summer of 1913 while travelling 
under the aegis of Historic-Ethnographic Society of Georgia; the 
scholar catalogued and described the antiquities preserved at Tsaishi 
and among them this manuscript.1 He dated the manuscript back to 
the 17th century. E. Taqaishvili was accompanied by expressly invited 
photographer Theodor Kühne, who captured gilded and chased silver 
cover of MS for the fi rst time. The cover was decorated with composi-
tions of Descent into the Hell, on the front, and the Crucifi xion on the 
back cover. Corresponding Georgian inscriptions serve as the part of 
the decoration (fi g.1)2.
 According to the colophons the Gospels was written under the or-
der of Archbishop of Tsaishi Maxime: “… and was written this Holy 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 157-174

1 E. T a q a i s h v i l i, Zveli saqarTvelo,  saqarTvelos saistorio da saeT-

nografio sazogadoebis krebuli, III, Tifl is, 1913-1914, pp.187-189.
2 Photo preserved at the archive of K. Kekelidze Georgian National Center of Manuscripts, 
E. Taqaishvili’s private archive, №417.
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Gospels under the order of Archbishop of Tsaishi Maxime. … Lord and 
Virgin of Tsaishi, give long life and glorify him in both lives and in fur-
ther centuries and may Maxime of Tsaishi, Your slave and glorifi er rest 
in Abraham’s bosom.”3 On several pages of the manuscript the name of 
Anika, “the daughter of the lord the Great Rostom Kortodze” is men-
tioned. “And this Holy Gospels from Tsaishi is of the Virgin of Tsaishi 
and is restored by me, the daughter of Kortodze the Great lady Anika.”4 
Today it is impossible to fi nd these colophons in the manuscripts. The 
scholar did not indicated the exact pages, causing diffi culty in fi nding 
them because of the unfair condition of the manuscript itself.
 Until 2007 the manuscript was not explored and studied. Only after 
the partial separation of the book and applying the special conservation 
treatment, the study of the gospel became possible. The pages glued to 
each other were separated, treated and consolidated, and only after this 
procedure the miniatures and small sized fragments were depicted, the 
degree of damage of the parchment and painted layer were determined, 
the conservation method and materials were worked out and selected. 
Distorted and damaged pieces were fl attened and temporarily fi xed. The 
place of each fragment in the common frame was defi ned by the com-
parative analysis of miniature paintings inserted in illuminated Geor-
gian Gospels.5 
 Based on the textual, iconographic and artistic analysis the studied 
material revealed that:
 1. Gospel’s text is written on paper in calligraphic Nuskhuri script, 
in two columns, accompanied by the annual readings of the Gospel 
and edited by George the Hagiorite. Paleographic analysis has proved 
that the book is a compilation of two different manuscripts, suppos-
edly dated between the 13th and 17th centuries (paper size 22x17,5 cm). 
 2. Two out of three miniatures inserted in the text represent the 
portraits of seating Evangelists, St. Mark and St. Luke. The earliest 
chronological date of creation may be the second half of the 11th cen-
tury, and the possible time of completion - 11th-12th centuries. 
 3. According to the painting technique, artistic level and style, the 
miniatures should belong to a richly decorated manuscript executed 
on parchment.

3 E. T a q a i s h v i l i, Zveli saqarTvelo, III, 1913-1914, p. 188.
4 E. T a q a i s h v i l i, p.188.
5 D. G o g a s h v i l i, Unknown miniatures from Tsaishi Gospels (conservation, identifi cation), 
Proceedings of the International Conference “Tao-Klarjeti”, Tbilisi, 2010, pp.87-90,101.
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 4. On the basis of artistic-stylistic analysis it is evident, that the 
painter of the miniatures accompanying the Tsaishi Gospel used the 
illustrations from the Mestia Gospels as an authentic model.6 
 From four portraits of the Evangelists listed in E. Taqaish-
vili’s catalogue nowadays only two exist. It is unknown whether 
the scholar wrote about these miniatures or there existed original 
authentic series of the Evangelists in the manuscript. The point is 
that, the portraits of the Evangelists are made on parchment, differ-
ent from the Gospels material. Moreover, a third miniature made on 
paper was discovered. After a comparative iconographic analysis of 
the reconstructed scheme of preserved, small-sized fragments it was 
determined that the person depicted is John Chrysostom.7 
 One of the miniatures executed on parchment is severely damaged 
and distorted by microorganisms; the other was completely covered 
by small-size paper fragments glued to each other. From cleaned 
seven fragments three were determined to be from the portraits of 
St. Mark (fi g.2), and the remaining four – from the portraits of 
St. Luke (fi g. 6)8 
 On one of  the fragments from St. Luke’s miniature (1.3x1cm) the 
detail of the Evangelist’s chair leg and piece of the frame was drawn in 
cinnabar, so it was placed in left bottom corner; the second (2.9x9.1 cm) 
and the third (3x3.8 cm) fragments are without a painted layer and thus, 
represent parts of the parchment page. The shapes of the fragments deter-
mine their original place (fi g. 2,3,4,5).9
 From St. Luke’s miniature only the Evangelist’s table leg and 
the details of frame lines in cinnabar, along with stylized leaves are 
preserved, therefore it was placed in right bottom corner. The sec-
ond (0.7x2.1 cm) and the third (0.5x0.9 cm) fragments represent the 
details of the Evangelist’s foot rest; one is covered with gold, another 
imitates the footrest decorated with precious stones. On the fourth 
(1.2x2.2 cm) fragment, though damaged severely, the horizontal line 

6 D. G o g a s h v i l i, Unknown miniatures from Tsaishi Gospels (conservation, identifi cation), 
pp.89-92.
7 D. G o g a s h v i l i, Unknown miniature of John the Chrysostom (conservation, identifi cation, 
reconstruction), 2nd International Symposium “Georgian Manuscript,” Abstracts of Papers, Tbilisi, 
2013, pp.154-155, 308-309.
8 D. G o g a s h v i l i, Unknown miniatures from Tsaishi Gospels (conservation, identifi cation), 
p.90.
9 The third fragment (3x3.8 cm) could serve as a part of the bottom of the miniature (Gogashvili 
2010: fi g.9, fi g.10). though we support the above mentioned place.
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of the frame is vivid, the upper part of which is covered with green 
paint (fi g. 6,7,8,9).
 After reconstruction10 the similarity of the Tsaishi Gospel to other 
Georgian illuminated books of the 11th century was evident.11 These 
are: the portraits of the Evangelists inserted in Mestia Gospels and 
the miniatures of the Evangelists from the different manuscript of the 
Black Mountain Georgian scriptoria (H-2806, K 76).12 Here should 
also be mentioned that the sizes of the illustrated pages of the minia-
tures (of St. Mark and St. Luke) are almost the same of the Evange-
lists’ portraits from H-2806.13

Dimension Tsaishi Gospels H-2806 Four Gospels 
I St. Matthew the Evangelist St. Matthew the  Evangelist 

Folia size 20x15cm
Miniature size 13.8x10.3 cm
Margins: top, 
bottom, right, left

3.5 cm; 4 cm; 2.2 cm; 2.5 
cm

II St. Mark the Evangelist St. Mark the Evangelist 
Folia size 19.4 (19.2)x14.1 (14.3) cm 20.2x16 cm
Miniature size 14.2x 10.3 (10.4) cm 14.2x10 cm
Margins: top, 
bottom, right, left

2 (1.8) cm; 3.2 cm; 0.7 cm; 
3.1 (3.2) cm

2.5 cm; 3.5 cm; 2.2 cm; 3.5 
cm

III St. Luke the Evangelist St. Luke the Evangelist 

Folia size 18.6 (18.8) x 14.3 (14.5) 
cm 20x16.5 cm

Miniature size 14.4 (14.5) x 10.3 (10.4) 
cm 14 x 10 cm

Margins: top, 
bottom, right, left 1.5 cm; 2.7 (2.8) cm;

10 Reconstruction and relative schematic drawings is done by Darejan Gogashvili (fi g. 3,4,5,7,8,9)
11 Tsaishi Gospel (№14) survived at Dadiani Palaces Historical and Architectural Museum in 
Zugdidi; Mestia 1(კ-70) preserved at Svaneti Museum of History and Ethnography in Mestia (Geo-
rgian National Museum), H-2806  kept at K.Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts, 
K-76 at Kutaisi Historical Museum.
12 D. G o g a s h v i l i,  Unknown miniatures from Tsaishi Gospels (conservation, identifi cation), 
pp. 92, 93, 96.
13 The left edges of Tsaishi miniatures are a bit cut off, presumably slightly, but (of St. Mark) 
it still gives the difference in folia sizes from the following table.

DAREJAN  GOGASHVILI  &  NINO  KAVTARIA



161

0.7 (0.8) cm; 
3.3 cm

2.5 cm; 4 cm;2.2 cm; 
4.5 cm

IV St. John and Prochorus St. John and Prochorus
Folia size 20 x 16.5 cm
Miniature size 14 x 10 cm
Margins: upper, 
bottom, right, left 2.5 cm; 4 cm; 2.4 cm; 4 cm

 It is accepted that among decorated manuscripts the Gospel is 
distinguished for its principles and specifi c character of illumination 
that evolved and from the 11th century has adopted a well developed 
artistic pattern. According to this pattern Eusebius’s Letter and Canon 
Tables are inserted on the opening pages of the manuscript, while the 
text of the Gospel itself is divided into four volumes and each volume 
is opened with a portrait of the corresponding author – the Evangelist. 
Each Evangelist is placed on verso page and boarders the beginning 
of the text.14 
 The place of the portraits of the authors from Tsaishi Gospel does 
not correspond to the text from the codex (e.g.: St. Luke’s portrait was 
placed at the beginning of St. Mark’s Gospel, and the correspondence 
between the Evangelist’s portrait and the text was violated). Even the 
writing material and sizes are different. This leads us to conclude that 
the given miniatures are not the part of the Tsaishi Gospel illumina-
tion, but were placed between the pages in order to save and preserve 
them. This idea is further supported by the fact that St. John Chrys-
ostom’s portrait belonged to a completely different genre from the 
Gospel context – Liturgy.15

 The portraits of the Evangelists on the title page of the correspond-
ing gospel are an essential and widely accepted pattern, and often the 
only one for the given epoch. 
 Inserting the miniatures in the décor of the Gospel-manuscripts 
was aimed to present the portraits of the authors. As a result all four 

14 Р. Ш м е р л и н г, Художественное оформление грузинской рукописной книги IX-XI 
столетии, кн.I, Тб., 1967, p.189, E. M a c h a v a r i a n i, gadamwersa da mxatvars 

Soris Sromis ganawilebis sakiTxisaTvis xelnaweri wignis mxatvruli 

kompoziciis Seqmnis dros,  mravalTavi, IV, Tbilisi, 1975, p.16.
15 D. G o g a s h v i l i, Unknown miniature of John the Chrysostom (conservation, identifi cation, 
reconstruction), pp. 154-155, 308-309.
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portraits of the Evangelists were inserted in the text. These fi gures 
created a more or less well-developed, stable cycle and more or less 
precisely were copied from one manuscript into another.
 The Tsaishi Gospel miniatures offer traditional approach to an old 
theme: St. Mark is a middle-aged man who is represented thought-
ful. With his right hand he holds a paper on his knee, while his left 
hand is directed to his face. Dark hair and beard, face with a bit added 
tone, expressive eyes give individuality to the Evangelist. Blue chi-
ton and rosy himation fl ows down in triangle folds. On the low table 
writing equipment is placed, on the book stand a quite large codex in 
Asomtavruli script lies open.
 St. Luke is the youngest among the Evangelists. He is portrayed 
while writing. On the high lectern Codex is opened and writing equip-
ment is placed on arch shaped writing table. He wears purple chiton 
and blue himation. We face an individual portrait of the Evangelist 
with mustache and live eyes (for detailed description of the portraits 
of the Evangelists see Gogashvili 2010: 90-91). 
 The portraits of Evangelists from the Tsaishi Gospel follow the es-
tablished patterns of Georgian-Byzantine art, though an already devel-
oped or accepted tradition did not exist. Georgian manuscripts offer 
a very specifi c realization of the theme and details differ from Byz-
antine “classical” portraits. Some of the details are brand new along 
with old ones.
 The fi rst Georgian illuminated manuscripts belong to Tao-Klarjeti 
artistic school. If the artistic pattern of the 9th-10th centuries reveals 
the infl uence of different traditions (Hellenistic, late antique), the 
11th century samples of this school, with specifi c characteristics of 
the scriptoria developed under the Byzantine infl uence become distin-
guished. Most vividly this process is observed in the illumination of 
Mestia Four Gospels (1033) written and illustrated at Oshki Monas-
tery scriptorium.16 
 While comparing the Tsaishi and Mestia Gospel common artistic 
tendencies were revealed. On the basis of artistic-stylistic analysis 
it is determined that the illuminator of the Tsaishi Gospel was well 
aware of the Mestia Gospel miniatures and treated it as a manual. 

16 Р. Ш м е р л и н г, Художественное оформление грузинской рукописной книги IX-XI 
столетии, кн.II, Тб., 1979, pp.133-139, A. S a m i n s k y, A Reference to Jerusalem in a Georgian 
Gospel Book, The Real and Ideal Jerusalem in Jewish, Christian and Islamic Art, Jewish Art 23/24, 
1997/98, pp.354-369 (Saminsky dated the manuscript by the end of the XII century). 
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According to another opinion, it is quite possible that the manuscript 
to which these miniatures belonged was produced in Oshki or in any 
other scriptorium of Tao-Klarjeti.17 
 As mentioned above the portraits of the Evangelists (fi g. 5, 9) 
from The Tsaishi Gospel along with the Mestia manuscript written in 
Oshki reveal characteristic similarities to the Evangelists’ portraits 
from Black Mountain manuscripts (K-76, H-2806).
 According to the colophon on K-76, the manuscript presents the 
sample of Black Mountain School18, as for H-2806 until recently it 
was dated back by the 16th century19 and only comparing and studying 
its artistic characteristics gave the scholars the opportunity to date it 
precisely to the second half of the 11th century.20

 Among the miniature schools of the 11th century the scriptoria of 
Tao-Klarjeti and Black Mountain were closely connected. It is well 
known that the monks from Tao-Klarjeti established the fi rst Georgian 
monasteries on Black Mount.21

 In the décor of these manuscripts the types of the Evangelists cre-
ate the following patterns (in codices the complete series of the Evan-
gelists are survived and we catered all of them): St. Matthew in all of 
manuscripts (Mestia Gospels -სიემ Mestia I (კ-70), K-76, H-2806) is 
portrayed thoughtful, with his left hand on the book rack; with right 
hand holding a paper in his lap (fi g. 10, 14, 18); St. Mark  in the 
pose of a philosopher is seated thoughtful in K-76, H-2806 and in 
Tsaishi Gospel miniature (fi g. 5, 15, 19); but in Mestia Gospels he is 
writing and  iconographically repeats the characteristics of St. Luke 

17  D. G o g a s h v i l i,  Unknown miniatures from Tsaishi Gospels, pp.91-92.
18  I. C h i c h i n a d z e, 1060 wlis qarTuli saxareba (The Georgian Gospels of 1060), 
Zeglis megobari, v..84,№ 2, Tbilisi, 1989, p.29-33,  N. K a v t a r i a, Georgian Scriptorium 
of Kalipos Monastery in the 11th century: Illuminations of Gospel-Books, abstract of PhD thesis, 
Tbilisi, 2004, pp.50-53, N. K a w t a r i a, Die künstlerische Gestaltung der im Skriptorium des Klo-
sters Kalipos bebilderten Evangelienhandschriften, GEORGICA, № 28, Aachen, 2005, pp.197-200. 
19  Description of H collection, manuscripts from State Museum of Georgia, manuscripts from 
former museum of Georgian Historical and Ethnographical Society, v.IV, Tbilisi, 1950, p.218.
20  A. S a m i n s k y, Georgian and Greek Illuminated Manuscripts from Antioch, East and West 
in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean, I, Antioch from the Byzantine Reconquest until the End of 
the Crusader Principality, Leuven-Paris-Dudley, MA, 2006, pp.28-29, N. K a v t a r i a, From Tao-
-Klarjeti to Antioch: Traditions of Decoration of the Georgian Manuscript Book in the 11th century, 
Proceedings of the International Conference “Tao- Klarjeti”, Tbilisi, 2010 pp.43-45.
21 L. M e n a b d e, Centers of Ancient Georgian Literature, Tbilisi, 1980, p.283, W. D j o b a-
d z e, Materials for the study of Georgian monasteries in the Western environs of Antioch-on-the 
Orontes, Louvain, 1976, W. D j o b a d z e, Archaeological Investigations in the Region West of 
Antioch on-the-Orontes, Stuttgart, 1986.
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(fi g. 11, 9, 16, 20). The common iconographic model distinguishes 
St.Luke in all three manuscripts: the Evangelist is writing (fi g 9, 16, 
20), but in Mestia Gospel St. Luke repeats St. Mark’s iconographic 
patterns. He is presented thoughtful (fi g. 12, 5, 15, 19). Posed writing 
St. Luke is presented in the décor of Alaverdi Gospels (A-484). As for 
St.John (siem Mestia I (k-70), K-76, H-2806) he is portrayed in the 
most commonly adopted pattern – an inspired elderly person dictating 
St.Prochorus (fi g. 13,17, 21).
 Looking through the Georgian manuscripts of the 11th century cre-
ates an interesting picture. Special attention should be paid to the tra-
dition that existed before in the décor of the Georgian manuscripts. 
The iconographic types of manuscript illustration of previous epochs 
(9th-10th cc.) – standing Evangelists, mixed and in some codices (Adi-
shi Gospels, A-98, S-391)22 organizing them at the beginning of the 
manuscript – from the 11th century being replaced by the portraits of 
seated Evangelists, working. This tradition became the ultimate model 
for presenting the Evangelists in Georgian manuscripts, except in defi  
nitely rare examples. 
 Iconographic analysis of the Evangelists’ portraits provide lots 
of materials for further study. The fact that their fi gures are inserted 
in gospel decoration proves their extension and existence of various 
traditions. 
 The iconographic type of the Evangelists in Christian art under-
went a long process of evolution and established its refi ned form in 
the 11th century. The Mestia Gospel is the fi rst from Georgian tradition 
where we meet the Evangelists in “classical” (seated) poses, with fi g-
ures turned from left to the right side.
 The Evangelists’ fi gures from the Tsaishi Gospel create another 
seated group of Ephesus. The iconographic pattern is quite diverse, 
though based on common features they are refi ned to the thoughtful 
face or writing pose. The fi rst explorer of the Evangelists’ iconography 
A. Friend distinguishes so called “classical” demonstrative group, that 
is headed by Stavronikita Cod.43, the best example of the Constantino-
politan school of the 10th c.; it is followed by the manuscripts Coislin 
195 (National Library of Paris), Cod.Gr.364 (Vatican Library), греч. 
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22 Adishi Gospels – siem  Mestia 478 (კ-82) preserved at Svaneti Museum of History and Ethno-
graphy in Mestia (Georgian National Museum), A-98 kept and S-391 kept at K.Kekelidze Geor-
gian National Center of Manuscripts.
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21 (S.-Petersbourg National Library). Based on these manuscripts six 
iconographic groups are distinguished and all of them are somehow 
connected with the sculptural portraits and reliefs of a philosopher or 
a poet from the ancient world.23 
 So portraits of thoughtful or of the Evangelists in writing pose are 
developed from the ancient sources. Christian aesthetics borrowed 
the characteristics of the Hellenistic world and adopted them. Icono-
graphic novelty was the idea of transforming the ancient philosopher 
into “the writer” of the Middle Ages, with opened Codex and writing 
accessories. This process started in artistic thought in the 9th century 
and ended in the 11th century. Classical architectural background with 
elements of scenery was replaced by neutral golden background.
 The artist of the Tsaishi miniatures strictly follows the characteris-
tics, writing manner, and tendencies of shaping faces and forms, col-
ourly details, framing the miniatures, decorating the corners with pal-
metts accepted in the epoch. He never forgets to draw characterizing 
physiognomy for each Evangelist.
 The scholars have collated the statistics of the Evangelist types 
survived in Byzantine manuscripts. It appeared that in 47 out of 50 
manuscripts St. Luke is writing or dips his pen ink; in 15 out of 40 
manuscripts St. Mark is writing; in 15 out of 26, St. John imitates the 
replicas of an ancient philosopher; only a small percent show St. John 
dictating.24

 Similar statistic research based on Georgian manuscripts has not yet 
been held. From known samples of the 11th century we can say that 
(we enrolled Mestia Gospel, Tsaishi miniatures, Evangelists from Black 
Mount), in all cases except Mestia Gospel, St. Luke is always portrayed 
writing, St. Matthew is thoughtful, St. Mark is presented as a thoughtful 
philosopher and St. John is always dictating.  As for the Mestia Gospel 
St. Mark is writing and St. Luke is thoughtful (fi g. 11, 12).
 While studying the iconography of the Evangelists we face the issue 
of how the forms of depicting the Evangelists in the beginning of their 
volume are connected to the gospel text. Only after comparing gospel 
text with iconographic types of the Evangelists we can judge the text’s 

23 A. F r i e n d, The Portraits of the Evangelists in Greek and Latin Manuscripts, part I, Art 
Studies 5, 1927, p.137.
24 W. L o e r k e, Incipits and Author Portraits in Greek Gospel Books: Some observation, Byzantine 
East, Latin West, Art-historian Studies in honor of K. Weitzmann, Princeton, 1996, p.379.
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infl uence on the depicted forms. The most pervasive infl uence of the 
text on the portrait is observed on St. Luke and St. John’s portraits. At 
the beginning of St. Luke’s text it is mentioned that He is writing to 
Theophilus (Luke I, 14) and that is why He is painted always writing.25

 Here should be mentioned, that this group of manuscripts, along 
with iconographic similarities reveal the common features of stylistic 
resemblance. For them Mestia Gospel serves as a model. It is presented 
in refi ned, perfectly-shaped forms and well-realized artistic patterns. 
Written and decorated in the scriptorium of Oshki Monastery the manu-
script is the recorder of the advanced artistic traditions of the epoch.
 The artist of Tsaishi Gospels follows these traditions; though he is 
less skilled than the artists of Mestia Gospels, K-76 and H-2806. Hid-
den inner expression is strengthened by the peculiarities of painting the 
garment patterns. Streaming drawing freely contour the fi gures, though 
in K-76 and H-2806 relatively more schematized and dry context is felt. 
Slightly visible contour lines are lost in the main tone. Except of light 
whitening the effect of the shapes and drapes is achieved by the various 
gradation of the primary color. One more detail unites the miniatures in 
one system: for the Evangelists from these series shirred/goffered folds, 
collected in the folds of the short sleeves of himation and in the folds of 
cloth between the knees are characteristic.
 So based on iconographic analysis of these manuscripts (Mestia 
MS I (კ-70) - 1033, K-76 – 1060, H-2806 – the second half of the 11th  

century, Tsaishi Gospels miniatures -  turn of 11th -12th cc.) poses that 
the Evangelists are portrayed, gests, garment draping, working envi-
ronment, writing accessories allow us to assume that: a) Mestia Four 
Gospel, written at Oshki, serves as an undoubtful iconographic source 
for Tsaishi miniatures; b) the artist of H-2806 uses not only K-76 artis-
tic forms but those of Tsaishi as well;  c) after reconstruction it became 
obvious that the illuminated pages from the Tsaishi Gospel miniatures 
(of St. Mark and St. Luke) coincide in size, illustration details, orna-
mental décor with the Evangelists’ portraits from H-2806. All these 
give us the opportunity to conclude that the manuscript to which the 
miniatures of the Tsaishi Gospel belonged to and manuscript H-2806, 
should be identical in size and as for the date of execution should be 
considered from the turn of  the 11th-12th centuries.

25  N. K a v t a r i a, Portraits of Evangelists of Georgian Gospels from Kalipos (Black  Mountain) 
Monastery, In: Study of Art, Collected Paper of the Chair of Art History and  Theory of Tbilisi 
Ivane Javakhishvili State University, N4, p.125. (in Georgian, summary in English).
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Fig.1.  The upper and lower part of Tsaishi Gospel silver cover 
© K.Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts.

Fig. 2. Fragments from St. Mark’s miniature: fragment 1. Size 1.3 x 1 cm; fragment 2. 
Size: 2.9 x 9.1 cm;  fragment 3. Size: 3 x 3.8 cm. © Darejan Gogashvili

Fig. 2. Fragment 1 Fig. 2. Fragment 3

Fig. 2. Fragment 2
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Fig.3. St. Mark the Evangelist. Schematic 
drawing of the miniature and its fragments.
© Darejan Gogashvili

Fig. 4. St. Mark the Evangelist. 
Drawing, reconstruction. 
© Darejan Gogashvili

Fig. 5. St.Mark  the Evangelist. Miniature with 
fragments, reconstruction. © Darejan Gogashvili
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Fig. 6. Fragment 1

Fig. 6. Fragment 2
Fig. 6. Fragment 3

Fig. 6. Fragment 4
Fig. 6. Fragments from St. Luke’s miniature: fragment 1. Size:5.6 x 3.2 cm; fragment 
2. Size: 0.7 x 2.1cm; fragment 3. Size: 0.5 x 0.9 cm; fragment: 4. Size: 1.2 x 2.2 cm. 
© Darejan Gogashvili

Fig. 7. St. Luke the Evangelist. 
Schematic drawing of the miniature 
and its fragments. © Darejan Gogashvili 

Fig.8. St.Luke the Evangelist. Drawing, 
reconstruction 
© Darejan Gogashvili 
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Fig. 9. St. Luke the Evangelist. Miniature with 
fragments, reconstruction. © Darejan Gogashvili

Fig. 10. Mestia Four Gospels.
St. Matthew the Evangelist.
© Georgian National Museum

Fig. 11. Mestia Four Gospels.
St. Mark the Evangelist.
© Georgian National Museum
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Fig. 12. Mestia Four Gospels.
St. Luke the Evangelist.
© Georgian National Museum

Fig. 13. Mestia Four Gospels.
St John the Evangelistand St. Prochorus.
© Georgian National Museum

Fig. 14. K-76. St. Matthew the Evangelist.  
©Kutaisi State Historical Museum

Fig. 15. K-76. St. Mark the Evangelist. 
© Kutaisi State Historical Museum
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Fig. 16. K-76. St. Luke the Evangelist.
© Kutaisi State Historical Museum

Fig. 17. K-76. St. John the Evangelist 
and St. Prochorus.
© Kutaisi State Historical Museum

Fig. 18. H-2806. St. Matthew the Evangelist.
© K.Kekelidze Georgian National Centre 
of Manuscripts

Fig. 19.H-2806. St. Mark the Evangelist.
© K.Kekelidze Georgian National Centre 
of Manuscripts
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Fig. 20. H-2806. St. Luke the Evangelist.
© K. Kekelidze Georgian National Centre 
of Manuscripts

Fig. 21. H-2806. St. John the Evangelist  
and St.Prochorus.
© K. Kekelidze Georgian National Centre 
of Manuscripts

. 
 

Peculiarities of the Tao-Klarjeti Artistic School of Miniatures 
from the Tsaishi Gospel

 The Tsaishi Gospels, preserved at Dadiani Palaces History and Architectural 
Museum in Zugdidi, gained its name according to its resent place of survival. 
Before moving to Zugdidi Museum, it was kept at Tsaishi Dormition Cathedral.
 The only one catalogued data of the manuscript, along with colophons was 
done by E. Takaishvili in summer 1913 while travelling under the aegis of His-
toric-Ethnographic Society of Georgia; the scholar catalogued and described the 
antiquities survived at Tsaishi and among them this manuscript. He dated the 
manuscript back to the 17th century.
 Until 2007 the manuscript did not construe exploration and study. Only after 
taking the book partially apart and special conservation treatment was held the 
study of the gospel became possible. After reconstruction the similarity of the 
Tsaishi Gospel with other Georgian illuminated books of the 11th century was 
evident. They are: the portraits of the Evangelists inserted in the Mestia Gospel 
and the miniatures of the Evangelists from the different manuscript of the Black 
Mountain Georgian scriptoria (H-2806, K 76). Here should also be mentioned 
that the sizes of the illustrated pages of the miniatures (of St. Mark and St. Luke) 
are almost the same of the Evangelists’ portraits from H-2806. 
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 So based on iconographic analysis of these manuscripts (Mestia MS I (k-70) 
- 1033, K-76 – 1060, H-2806 – the second half of the 11th century, the Tsaishi 
Gospel miniatures - turn of 11th -12th cc.) poses that the Evangelists are portrayed, 
gests, garment draping, working environment, writing accessories help us to as-
sume that: a) Mestia Four Gospels, written at Oshki, serves as an undoubtful 
iconographic source for Tsaishi miniatures; b) the artist of H-2806 uses not only 
K-76 artistic forms but of Tsaishi as well; c) after reconstruction it became obvi-
ous that illuminated pages from the Tsaishi Gospel miniatures (of St. Mark and 
St. Luke) coincide in size, illustration details, ornamental décor with the Evan-
gelists’ portraits from H-2806. All these gives us the right to conclude, that the 
manuscript to which the  miniatures from the Tsaishi Gospel belonged to and the 
manuscript H-2806, should be identical in size and as for the date of execution 
should be considered the turn of  the 11th-12th centuries.
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TERRITORIES OWNED IN GEORGIA 
BY THE MOUNT ATHOS (VATOPEDI) MONASTERY 

(IN THE RUSSIAN OCCUPIED TERRITORIES, 
IN LIAKHVI GORGE)

by Giorgi Sosiashvili
Gori State Teaching University 

 Mount Athos Vatopedi Greek Monastery owned a church in Patara 
Liakhvi Gorge.* Vatopedi Monastery is one of the largest monasterys 
on Mount Athos. One of the oldest ecclesiastical centers is located on 
the North-Eastern part of Mount Athos. As according to the information 
provided by Gerasime Smyrnak there were 966 monks serving at Mount 
Athos Vatopedi (Vatopedion). Among the monks serving at Mount Athos 
Vatopedi there were 570 ethnic Russian Monks and 366 ethnic Greek 
Monks.1 
 By the time approximately 456 monks served at Mount Athos Iviron 
monastery.2 Vatopedi Monastery, as an operational ecclesiastical center 
is known to exist in 985 as according to the historical sources.3 How-
ever, it is belived that the establishment of the monastery is linked to 
the miraculous survival of Emperor Arkadi. As according to the ancient 
narration, his ship was wrecked, but he was casyed ashore, where he was 
sheltered under the nearby bushes. The name of the Monastery, “Vato-
pedi” (a boy under the bushes) derives from the abovementioned story.4 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 175-188

* It is worth noting that Mounth Athos Georgian Monastery (Iviron Monastery) owned lands thro-
ughout Georgia: Kutaisi, Askana, Gori, Tskhinvali, Didi and Patara Sakobia, Nukriani and etc., The-
se were mainly agricultural lands, vineyards, orchards. Approximately 200 peasants were donated 
to Iviron monastery. K a n d e l a k i B., Mount Athos Iviron Monastery, „Dzeglis Megobari”, N 22, 
1970, pp.55-56.
1 K a u g h c h i s h v i l i S., Georgika, Part VIII, Tbilisi, 1970,128.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid, p.128.
4 K o n t c h o s h v i l i Petre, Travels in Jerusalem and Mount Athos, commentated edition by Vazha 
Kiknadze, Tbilisi, 2016, pp.208-290.
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The trace of the Georgians is visible from the 6th century on Mount Athos. 
Taking into consideration the hierarchy, Vatopedi monastery takes a sec-
ond place among the monasteries. Many Georgian ecclesiastics traveled 
to Vatopedi Monastery. As according to the information, in 13th century 
and in particular in the Autumn of 1229, one of the Georgian monks, Saba 
traveling from Acra St. Ioane Monastery, stopped in Anatolia, where he 
had a meeting with the John III Dukas Vatatzes, whom he got a promise 
from to get help for the monks residing at Mount Athos.
 It is known that the monks residing at Athos laura were being op-
pressed until Emperor Henry did not stop the acts of Latins. The Geor-
gian monks of Mount Athis Iviron Monastery had been denounced to 
Arch episcope of Ohrid by Grigol Ikodomopulous blaming them being 
faithful towards the Latins, that they went to Thessaloniki and declared 
their support towards the Pope.5 It is rather interesting that a letter 
from the monk, Grigol to the Arch Episcope of Ohrid, was addressed 
to Khomatianos. As Jacque Lefevre notes: “The monk named Grigol of 
Mount Athos Iviron Monastery was the head, therefore his visit to the 
arch episcope of Ohrid meant that it could have been a threat towards 
the Georgians residing at the same monastery.”6 
 After this, Saint Saba travelled to Mount Athos, whereas he went 
to the Iviron monastery fi rst, where he had been previously in 1197 
and after that he went to Vatopedi monastery, later on to Hilandar and 
to Thessaloniki, where he met with the Despot of Epirus – Theodore 
Angelos.7 It is interesting how the hierarchy the both monasteries, Ivi-
ron and Vatopedi were presented. Deriving the Monomakh typikon, Ivi-
ron monastery held an important place.8 It is worth noting that the docu-
ments produce by the Mount Athos council were signed by the head of 
the Iviron monastery, after the representatives of the Laura and Proti. 
This practice was changed in 1366, when the signature of the Iviron 
monastery appears after the signature of the Vatopedi monastery.9

5 Acts of Iviron, from 1204-1328, Diplomatic Issue, Jacque L e f e v r e, Nicholaos I k o m a n i d i s, 
Deniz P a p a k h r i s a n t u, Vasiliki K r v a r i with the co-authoring of El. M e t r e v e l i, Part III, 
Tbilisi, 2008, p. 6.
6 Ibid, 6-7.
7 Ibid, 7.
8 Acts of Iviron, from the foundation to the middle of the XI century, Diplomatic Issue, Jacque 
L e f e v r e, Nicholaos I k o m a n i d i s, Deniz P a p a k h r i s a n t u, with the co-authoring of El. M e -
t r e v e l i, Part I, Tbilisi, 2008, p.69.
9 Acts of Iviron, from 1204-1328, Diplomatic Issue, Jacque L e f e v r e, Nicholaos I k o m a n i d i s, 
Deniz P a p a k h r i s a n t u, Vasiliki K r v a r i with the co-authoring of El. M e t r e v e l i, Part IV, 
Tbilisi, 2008, p. 9.
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 The disputes among Iviron monastery and other Greek monaster-
ies was seldom, as on the fi rst occasion there was a dispute against the 
Hilandar Monastery (16th c)10, and later on against Vatopedi monastery 
(during the fi rst half of the 18th c)11. As according to the boundary act of 
1101, it was called: “a boundary act of Intendant Sguros regarding the 
lands of Sevastocrator Isaac”, is stated that the lands of Vatopedi mon-
astery bordered the lands of the Iviron monastery.12 Timothy Gabash-
vili had visited Vatopedi Monastery during the II half of the 18th century, 
whereas he describes other monasteries of Mount athos along with the 
Vatopedi monastery: Laura, Hilandar, etc.,13 Timothy Gabashvili de-
scribes Vatopedi Monastery as being the grand monastery among all of 
them: “... and we saw the monastery at the saint mount and kneeled.”14 
Timothy also had a chance to see the holy parts of Saint Gregory.15 
Timothy Gabashvili, along with other Georgian travelers named the 
Greek Prince Arkadius as the founder of the Vatopedi Monastery.16

 According the fi rst publisher of his works - Platon Ioseliani, the 
part of the circle of Virgin Saint Mary was kept at Vatopedi Monastery, 
which at the time had been a present of the Duke of Samegrelo, Grigol 
Dadiani to the Emperor Alexander the I, and it seems that it was later 
donated to the Vatopedi Monastery.17 Mroveli Episcope Iona Gedevan-
ishvili had also had a pilgrimage to Vatopedi monastery and as accord-
ing to him: “from Iviron monastery (G.S.) I left to Vatopedi monastery, 
where I was greeted by the head of the monastery, Shteofi lates and the 
other residents of the monastery. The monastery itself was beautiful and 
rather different. I kneeled to the holy parts of the saints, buried at the 
monastery. The monastery which was founded by Arcadius and Onori 
at the seaside, approximately 200 monks resided there”.18 Archpriest 
Petre Kontchoshvili also visited the monastery, when he travelled to 
Mount Athos in 1899 and also had a chance to meet with the Greek 

10 Ibid, p.35. 
11 Ibid, p.298.
12 Acts of Iviron, from the middle of the XI century to 1204, Diplomatic Issue, Jacque L e f e v r e, 
Nicholaos I k o m a n i d i s, Deniz P a p a k h r i s a n t u,Vasiliki K r v a r i with the co-authoring of 
El. M e t r e v e l i, Part II, Tbilisi, 2008, p. 241.
13 G a b a s h v i l i Timothy, About the Visit, the text was prepared by E. M e t r e v e l i, Tbilisi, 1956, 
pp.331-332.
14 Ibid, p. 331.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid.
17 G a b a s h v i l i Timothy, Description of the Holy places and all the eastern places, Tyfl is, 1852, 
p. 61.
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archimandrite of the monastery.19 
 Vatopedi monastery and Iviron monastery of Mount Athos had close rela-
tions. As according to the saying, along with the Georgian monk the residents 
of Vatopedi monastery were also able to see the icon of Virgin Saint Mary 
at the sea: “and this wonder was visible not only during the day, but during 
the night also, so the monks at the monastery were all surprised and gath-
ered at Iviron monastery from all other places.“20 Both monasteries, Vatopedi 
and Iviron experienced the harshness from the actions of the crusaders. It is 
known that the Latins destroyed Athos Island in 1259.21  As we mentioned 
earlier, Vatopedi monastery owned lands in Patara Liakhvi Gorge.22

 We have rather limited information from the Central Historical 
Archives of Georgia, in particular the document of Petre Karbelashvili 
personal archives of the 30th of August 1779:” the resolution of the Dis-
castery of the Vatopedi Monastery lands”. In the document we read that: 
“the resolution of the Saint Discastery. His highness the King Erekle 
of Georgia addressed to the Discastery23 to decide the matter of lands 
owned by the Vatopedi monastery, in particular Potori Saint Georgia 
church and bordering lands. After several attempts of investigation, we 
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18 K h a r a d z e. K., 10 years in the Travels, Iona Gedevanishvili, Tbilisi, 2013, p. 70.
19 It is worth noting that Petre Kontchoshvili was not allowed to the depository of the monastery. 
Despite the fact that he asked for the permission for several times, the Greek monks did not allow him 
to see the Georgian manuscripts. He later on complained about this to the head of the monastery, who 
himself gave a tour of the depository. Kontchoshvili Petre, Travels in Jerusalem and Mount Athos, 
commentated edition by Vazha Kiknadze, Tbilisi, 2016, pp.211-212.
20  K a u g h c h i s h v i l i  S., Georgika, Part VIII, Tbilisi, 1970, p. 264.
21 This date is proposed by L. M e n a b d e (Menabde L., Sites of Old Georgia Writings, Tbilisi, 
1980, p. 222) based on the works of P. Uspensky. E. Mamistvalishvili refers to one Slavic source, as 
according to which the Latin’s destroyed Mount Athos in 1276. As the researcher notes, there are dif-
ferent opinions regarding the date, in particular, according to one of the Greek sources the conquest 
took place in 1280. (M a m i s t a v l i s h v i l i E., Relations between Georgia and Rome in the II half 
of the XIII century, Iv. Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Institute of Georgian History, Collection 
of Works, Shota Meskhia - 100, Tbilisi, 2016. pp. 306-307).
22 It is rather interesting that in Patara Liakhvi Gorge; in particular in village Tergvisi the Holy grave 
of the Christ owned lands. (K h u t s i s h v i l i N., Land ownership in Georgia of Jerusalem Monaste-
ry of the Cross, Tbilisi, 2006, p. 41) In village Megvrekisi, located in Didi Liakhvi gorge there were 
lands owned by the Saint Ekaterine monastery. (Z h o r d a n i a T., Chronicles, Part II, Tyfl is, 1897, 
p.  483], whereas the archimandrites had been sent to village Megvrekisi. The Jerusalem monastery 
of the Cross also owned lands in Nikozi. (K h u t s i s h v i l i N., Land ownership in Georgia of Jeru-
salem Monastery of the Cross, Tbilisi, 2006, p. 41), etc., We cannot exclude a case, that monastery 
located in village Khviti in Didi Liakvhi gorge could have been owned by the monastery of Saint 
Saba. (M e g r e l i d z e I., Antiquities in Liakhvi gorge, I, Tbilisi, 1984.p. 59).
23 Discastery is fi rst defi ned by Ioane Bagration, as being a Greek word, which meant a place, where 
all the disputed cases were resolved, whereas during earlier period, such places existed in Russian and 
Greece and were called Saeparsio, and the judges, were called discasters, who were mainly dealing with 
the church-related matters. (B a t o n i s h v i l i Ioane, Khumarstavla, Book II, Tbilisi, 1991.p. 377).
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came to a conclusion that the church and its bordering lands, which was 
owned by the Vatopedi monastery was destroyed by the fl ood; therefore 
Queen Mariam gave an order to build a new church on the other side 
of the river and the icons placed in the fl ooded church was placed in 
a new church. They were initially kept by Makhniashvili, who resided in 
Krtskhinvali. Later on Makhniashvili gave back the icons, after which 
he had been given a position of an archpriest by the catholicos of Geor-
gia Ioane. Also his highness gave the position of archpriest to Makhni-
ashvili. With this document we certify that the church, which existed if 
Potori, now operates as a new church and is build by the Queen Mariam, 
who also donated lands to the church, such as: half of the lands of Eli-
asshvili, land of Maisuradze near the church, land of Basila of Mujari, 
land of the step-son of Gula, or his house is the property of the Vatopedi 
monastery. Representative of the Vatopedi monastery priest Iosaf is the 
sole administrator of the property.
 If, after this there will be revealed that there are additional lands, 
that should be the property of the Vatopedi monastery, it should also 
be deemed as a sole property of the monastery. This letter is sent to 
the Discastery on August 30, 1779. Metropolitan of Tbilisi, Mikhail, 
Archimandrite Stepane, archpriest Nikoloz, head chanceller Davit: We 
hereby take into consideration the decision of the Discastery on August 
31st 1779. Anton Catolicos.”24 As, we see from the document the lands 
owned by Vatopedi monastery was located near one of the branches of 
the river Patara Liakhvi, river Potori. It seems that this place should be 
the mouth of the river Patara Liakhvi and river Potori. Vakhushti Baton-
ishvili attests the existence of the toponym “Potori” in the Patara liakhvi 
gorge: “the river Patara Liakhvi passes a small lake from Knogho to the 
south of Potori, later to the west of Satskhene and to the south.”25 
 Vakhushti Batonishvili does not give us information, whether 
“Potori”26 was populated or not. The estimated location of this terri-
tory should have been from village Satskheneti to village Beloti on the 
northern side of river Patara Liakhvi. At this exact place, one of the trib-
utary of the river is called “Potrisis Khevi”, whereas Vakhushti Baton-
ishvili writes about the place: “whereas Vanati, Satskhenisi and Beloti 
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24 Georgian Legal Sites, texts published by Prof. I. D o l i d z e, Part V, 1970, p. 128.
25 B a t o n i s h v i l i  Va k h u s h t i, Description of the Georgian Kingdom, Kartlis Tskhovreba, the 
text is attested by S. Kaugchishvili, P. IV, Tbilisi, 1973, p. 362.
26 As according to the defi nition of Sulkhan Saba Orbeliani:”Potoro, a large precipice”. O r b e l i a -
n i  S u l k h a n-S a b a, Georgian Lexicon, Part II, Tbilisi, 1993, p. 197.
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are connected by the Potrisi Khevi, which is near Geri and Shuatskhviri 
Mountains”.27 “Potori” - such a toponym is not mentioned by Vakhusti 
Bagrationi; he refers to the village named after village Satskhenisi as an 
“Eden City”, and after that village Beloti.28 
 As it was mentioned earlier the Potori church located near Beloti, 
which was owned by the Vatopedi monastery was ruined by the riv-
er Patar Liakhvi to an extent that Queen Mariam of Kartli ordered to 
build a new church of Saint Giorgi on the other bank of the river. As it 
is attested in the above mentioned document, the icons located in the 
Potori church were initially given to Makhniashvili and later on trans-
ferred to the church of Saint Giorgi. According to the initiative of Queen 
Mariam, Makhniashvili was appointed as an archpriest of the church. 
Makhniashvili was had been appointed as an archpriest as according 
to the order of Catolicos Ioane (1688-1692; 1695-1700), and later on 
his title was renewed by catolicos Domenti (1705-1741) and Antoni I 
(1744-1755; 1764-1788). It is worth noting that Queen Mariam’s name 
is related to many churches built throughout the parts of Georgia.29 
 In the Didi Liakhvi Gorge, near Tskhinvali, Queen Mariam’s name 
is related to the renovation of the church in Zguderi. There is an inscrip-
tion on the stone on the southern entrance, which relates to the renova-
tion of the church by Queen Mariam. There is also one more inscription, 
whereas according to I. Megrelidze: “the inscriptions are made in the 
part of the church, which were later on renovated. It seems that the in-
scriptions were made on the church during a period when the builders 
heightened the church.”30 
 However, there is also additional opinion stated by A. Tugushi, 
according to which the church in Zguderi was not renovated by Queen 
Mariam, rather it was built by her order.31 It seems that, Queen Mariam 
cared not only about the church located in Georgia, rather she took care 
for the church abroad, whereas her will to build a new church for the 
Vatopedi monastery is a testament to that. It is worth noting that took 
special care towards the Georgian monasteries in Jerusalem. As of her 
initiative, a church owned by the Jerusalem monastery of the Cross in 
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27 B a t o n i s h v i l i  Va k h u s h t i, Description of the Georgian Kingdom, Kartlis Tskhovreba, the 
text is attested by S. Kaugchishvili, P. IV, Tbilisi, 1973, p. 362.
28 B a g r a t i o n i  I o a n e, Description of Kartl-Kakheti, the text was prepared for publication by 
Tina Enukidze and Guram Bedoshvili, Tbilisi, 1986, p. 38.
29 T u g u s h i  A., Life and dedication of Queen Mariam Dadiani, Tbilisi, 1992, p. 32.
30 M e g r e l i d z e  I., Antiquities in Liakhvi gorge, I, Tbilisi, 1984, p. 53.
31 T u g u s h i  A., Life and dedication of Queen Mariam Dadiani, Tbilisi, 1992, p. 34.
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village Dirbi was exempted from paying the taxes by the King Rostom’s 
decision. Dirbi had to pay a tax for Jerusalem in the amount of 6000 
Tetri annually.32 
 During the period, when this document was made, in the Patara 
Liakhvi Gorge, there were two churches owned by Vatopedi monas-
tery. One, on “Potora”, destroyed by river Patara Liakhvi and the other 
one, on the right bank of river Liakhvi built by Queen Mariam. Both 
churches, as according to the order by the King Erekle II were given 
to the Vatopedi monastery, according to the discastery decision. It is 
noted in the document that Vatopedi monastery owned a church, which 
was destroyed by the river and also a church, built by queen Mariam. 
It is hard to determine the exact date, when the lands in Patara Liakhvi 
gorge had been donated to Vatopedi monastery, or when the Saint Giorgi 
church had been built on “Potori” due to the inexistence of the sources, 
however, there is a writing in the document:”during the old times or 
nowadays”, should mean that the Greeks owned lands in Patara Liakhvi 
gorge at least several centuries ago. 
 It is possible that Iviron monastery and Vatopedi monastery 
exchanged lands.33 In the sources, we encounter the exchange of the 
lands on several occasions. For example, according to the chrysobul 
of 980, Basile II donated Leontia monastery in Thessaloniki to Iviron 
monastery, St. Ioane monastery in Koloku, near Jeriso, also church of 
St. Clemente. For his donations, Basile II received two monasteries, one 
in the ruling city of Iberia and the second one In Trabzon.34 It could also 
be a case several representatives of the noble houses in Patara Liakh-
vi served in Vatopedi monastery and the lands in Patara Liakhvi were 
donated to the Vatopedi monastery on that basis.
 In the documents, we encounter several facts, when Georgian noble 
houses made donations to the Greek Vatopedi monastery. Nun Mariam’s 
will is of great importance in this regard. The document is dated to 
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32 Ibid, 32.
33 Mount Athos Iviron monastery had been a recipient of donations from the Georgian Royal house 
on several occasions. This signifi cant place for Georgians had been supported by David the Buil-
der, King Tamar. (M e n a b d e  L., Sites of Old Georgia Writings, Tbilisi, 1980,pp: 217, 220) Kind 
Aleksandre I Didi (1412-1442) also showed signifi cant attention to the Georgian monastery. (Ibid, 
p.  225). Apart from the Georgian Royal house, other noble houses also showed support towards the 
Iviron monastery. (Ibid) It could be the case that the lands in Patara Liakhvi gorge had been donated 
to the Iviron monastery by one of the Georgian noble houses, and later on it could have been given to 
Vatopedi monastery in exchange to some other lands.
34 K a u g h c h i s h v i l i S., Georgika, Part VIII, Tbilisi, 1970, p. 170.
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1098. Mariam donated the wealth of his husband, Sumbat Bakuriani to 
the Mount Athos Iviron Monastery. She had her domain in Radovilis. 
We encounter in this large document that, Mariam, whose earlier name 
was Kali, had been widowed and that his name was a noble man of that 
time, Kurapalat, Sumbat Bakuriani. The family of Bakuriani’s resided 
in Constantinople. Her whole wealth, Mariam donated to either her rela-
tives or to the churches and monasteries. As according to the document: 
“(Sumbat) in his will wanted to be buried in the Iviron monastery, and 
the costs for that matter, should have been covered by his wife, in agree-
ment with the monks residing there; she donated 7 liters of Khikhata to 
the monastery and according to the will of Sumbat, his body had been 
buried at the Iviron monastery.”35 
 Sumbat’s desire, to have been buried at Iviron monastery had its 
explanation; it was his Georgian ancestry and the donation he gave to-
wards the monastery. Sumbat also had a brother, Magistros Sergi, who 
along with Mariam owned Sumbat’s property. Mariam also made a sig-
nifi cant donation to the Vatopedi monastery. To her brother-in-law’s son 
(son of the Magistros Sergi -G.S.) Velkonas she gives (armor), to her 
lord and religious father, monk Toma she gave (cash), other two monks 
she gave, the head of the Osios Ravula, Tevdore, to the apprentice of her 
lord and religious father she gave (books). To Vatopedi monastery she 
gave (two icons and her remaining books).”36 We cannot fully under-
stand the relations between the Sumbat Bakuriani’s family towards the 
Iviron monastery, or Mariam made certain donation to Vatopedi Monas-
tery, when she brought into light her husband’s will. There was a funeral 
repast after the names of Sumbat Bakurianisdze and his wife.37 
 The relations of Bakuriani family towards the Iviron monastery 
could not be incidental. It could be the case that during the time, several 
Georgian monks resided there and that was the sole reason, why Mari-
am made donation. It could also be the case that Bakuriani’s, who held 
high ranking positions among Byzantine offi cials, had donated lands to 
Vatopedi Monastery not only abroad, but also in Georgia. What could 
be the connection between Sumbat Bakuriani and the founder of Petrit-
soni monastery, Grigol Bakurinisdze? It is known that, Grigol was the 
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35 Acts of Iviron, from the middle of the XI century to 1204, Diplomatic Issue, Jacque Lefevre, 
Nicholaos Ikomanidis, Deniz Papakhrisantu,Vasiliki Krvari with the co-authoring of El. M e t r e v e -
l i, Part II, Tbilisi, 2008, p. 214.
36 Ibid, p. 215.
37 Funeral repasts of 1074 of Mount Athos Iviron Monastery, Tbilisi, 1901, p. 246.
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son of Bakurian, a duke of dukes from Tao.
 He had a younger brother Abaza. Grigol became famous during 
his service in Byzantine Empire. As according to the defi nition of 
A. Shanidze: “he resided in Armenia, Georgia, Syria, was the head of 
the Karnu town (Theodosiople), in Nis, In Kar (nowadays Kars), later 
on he moved from the eastern part of Byzantine Empire to the western 
part and lastly, during the times of Alex Komnenos in 1081 became 
a “Great Domesticos of the West”.38 Many great deeds are related to 
his name, among which was the foundation of Petritsoni monastery, 
for which he made a typikon.39 Grigol Bakurinisdze died in 1086 dur-
ing the fi ght with Patchanics and the abovementioned Sumab Bakuriani 
should have died approximately in 1093. It could be the case that, both 
Bakuriani’s resided in the same epoch. Sumbat Bakuriani, who resided 
in Constantinople, owned lands, should have known a famous Kura-
palat. It could have been a case that they were related. Grigol and Abaza 
Bakurianisdze’s are mentioned in the funeral repasts at Mount Athos 
monastery, it seems they had been also helping Iviron monastery.40 
 Several members of Bakuriani family were related to Athos Laura. One, 
Saba Sumbatkopili, who due to his services had been buried at Iviron mon-
astery. As we mentioned, Sumbat Bakuriani had also been connected with 
Vatopedi monastery. It could be the case that this was the starting point 
in terms of the relations with Georgia; however, this is a subject for the 
future research. From our point of view, during the 17th century, Vatopedi 
monastery ceased its relationship with Georgia after the church had been 
destroyed in Patara Liakhvi gorge. In case the Greeks had infl uence over 
St. Giorgi Church, Queen Mariam would not have been able to appoint 
Makhniashvili, as an archpriest at the church. As it is shown in the above-
mentioned document, Queen Mariam’s decision to appoint Makhniashvi-
li41 as an archpriest was attested by three Catolicos’s.
 During the II half of the 18th century, Mount Athos Vatopedi Mon-
astery tried to claim its rights in Georgia, therefore the King of Kartl-
Kakheti, King Erekle II ordered a special commission to issue a decision 
regarding the matter. After the fl ood and the lost connection to the Mount 
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38 S h a n i d z e  A., Works in 12 parts, Part IX, Georgian Monastery in Bulgaria and its Typikon, 
Tbilisi, 1986, pp. 9-10.
39 Ibid, p. 11.
40 S o s i a s h v i l i G., From the history of Vanati, Tbilisi, 2005, p. 155.
41 Makhniashvili’s resided in village Vanati, located in the Patara Liakhvi Gorge. There was a place 
called Makhniaantubani in Vanati. Sosiashvili G., From the history of Vanati, Tbilisi, 2005, p.40.
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Athos, the “Potori” St. Giorgi church lost its lands.42  However, the 
exact information regarding the lands owned by Vatopedi monastery is 
not given neither in the Royal decrees and nor in the information provided 
by archpriest Iosaf.
 This exact supposition should be attested in writing of the docu-
ment: “If after this, there will be any other lands not being a property 
of the monastery by fault, should be immediately been given to Vato-
pedi monastery.” The Royal house of Georgia and the Catolicos had 
only partial information regaridng the property, which Queen Mariam 
had donated to the monastery: half of the lands of Eliasshvili, land of 
Maisuradze near the church,(perhaps it is the church built by Queen 
Mariam) land of Basila of Mujari43, land of the step-son of Gula44, we 
can make assumption from the document that Vatopedi monastery took 
back the lands in Patara Liakhvi Gorge, whereas they sent arch priest 
Iosaf, who supposedly should be the head of the church built by Queen 
Mariam and also dispose the property of the monastery; however, the 
Greek Monastery soon lost connection with St. Giorgi church in Patara 
Liakhvi gorge, as we do not encounter any information during the end 
of 18th and the beginning of 19th centuries, as according to the Georgian 
travelers, who had visited the holy lands.
 Timothy Gabashvili travelled to Mount athos until 1779 and during 
that time Discatery, had not made a decision yet, concerning the lands 
in Patara Liakhvi gorge. Despite the decision regarding the lands was 
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42 Mount Sinai St. Ekaterine monastery also lost its lands in Megvrekisi, as of Vakhtang V (Shahna-
vaz) favor to Arch Episcope Anania, the lands were bought and given to the Georgian side.
43 It is diffi cult to determine the word „Mujari”; it could be the case that it is variation of the pro-
fession „Mujiri”. Sulhan-Saba defi nes „Mujiri”as: „Mujiri, the manager of wheat”. (O r b e l i a n i 
S u l k h a n-S a b a, Georgian Lexicon, Part I, Tbilisi, 1991, pp. 532-533) „Mujiroba”, we encounter 
this word in reference to agriculture, in the 1412 document:”written Shota, Siaosh and Mirian Zedge-
nidze’s towards Giorgi Dedabrishvili”. (Collection of Georgian Historical Documents, II, composed 
and prepared for publication by Tinatin Enukidze, Nino Tarkhnishvili, Babilina Lominadze, Tbilisi, 
2013, p. 105) „Mujiri”, is also encountered in a 1660-1676 document: „the line and beginning the 
assistant to the Catolicos”. Term „Mujiri” is also seldom encounter with a word „Memarne” (Georgian 
Legal Sites, texts published by Prof. I. Dolidze, Part III, 1970.p. 572) as according to the document of 
XVIII century, we encounter „Mujiri” as a surname. (Annotated Lexicon, Part III, Tbilisi, 2004, p. 231).
44 „Gula” mentioned in the document, from our point of view, could be a name, as we encounter sur-
name „Gulashvili” in Georgian onomasticon (Annotated Lexicon, Part I, Tbilisi, 1991, p. 731), also, 
name „Gula” should be related to one more name - „Gulita”, (Ibid, p.735). It could be the case that 
this vineyard was donated to Vatopedi monastery initially, however later on; Queen Mariam re-do-
nated it to Geri St. Giorgi church. (S o s i a s h v i l i  G., Studies from the History of Liakhvi Gorge, 
Tbilisi, 2011, p. 83). It could also be the case that Gula’s vineyard, which Queen Mariam donated to 
Vatopedi monastery, was close to Geri and this is the reason, why it was called „Geri’s Vineyard”. 
Geri and Potrisi River have territorial closeness. 
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made soon, Vatopedi monastery ceased relation with Georgia. In other 
case, Metropolitan Iona Gedevanishvili should have made notes about 
the decision of the discastery. Arch priest Petre Kontchoshvili had not 
made any reference regarding this matter either; as we mentioned ear-
lier, he even had a meeting with the head of the monastery.
 The Georgian Metropolitan should have received information 
regarding the lands from the head of the monastery. A church founded 
by Queen mariam, named Kashueti (in the above mentioned document, 
we mentioned that Vatopedi monastery was being called as “Kasheti” 
during earlier times) still exists. It is located about 1.5 km-s from vil-
lage Beloti. The abovementioned site was being described by the mem-
bers of the 1982 expedition of the Georgian Cultural Site Preservation 
Organization. During the period, the church was in a rather bad condi-
tion; only the part of the southern part of the fence had remained ina good 
condition, whereas the eastern, western and norther parts of the church 
included only partial ruins. The church was built by ragged stone.45 
This important hearth of the Christianity nowadays remains on the 
occupied by Russia and Georgian scientists do not get a chance to conduct 
research on those territories.
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Territories owned in Georgia by the Mount Athos 
(Vatopedi) Monastery (In the Russian occupied territories, 

in Liakhvi Gorge)

 Mount Athos Vatopedi Greek Monastery owned a church in Patara Liakhvi 
Gorge. Vatopedi Monastery is one of the largest monasterys on Mount Athos. One 
of the oldest ecclesiastical centers is located on the North-Eastern part of Mount 
Athos. As according to the information provided by Gerasime Smyrnak there were 
966 monks serving at Mount Athos Vatopedi (Vatopedion). Among the monks serv-
ing at Mount Athos Vatopedi there were 570 ethnic Russian Monks and 366 ethnic 
Greek Monks. By the time approximately 456 monks served at Mount Athos Iviron 
monastery. Vatopedi Monastery, as an operational ecclesiastical center is known to 
exist in 985 as according to the historical sources. However, it is belived that the 
establishment of the monastery is linked to the miraculous survival of Emperor 
Arkadi. As according to the ancient narration, his ship was wrecked, but he was 
casyed ashore, where he was sheltered under the nearby bushes. The name of the 
Monastery, “Vatopedi” (a boy under the bushes) derives from the abovementioned 
story. As according to the historical source of the 2nd part of the 18th century, 
Mount Athos Batopedi monastery owned a church in Patara Liakhvi Gorge, in par-
ticular, near the shores of river Potori. Supposedly, this place should be a merging 
point of River Potrisi and River Patara Liakhvi. From our point of view, in 17th the 
ecclesiastic center of Mount Athos Vatopedi monastery lost control of the church 
and the lands owned in Patara Liakhvi Gorge. The church owned by the center had 
been damaged by river Patara Liakhvi. With the help and fi nancial contribution of 
Queen Mariam of Kartli there was established a new church on the shores of rover 
Patara Liakhvi. However, in the 2nd half of the 17th century Vatopedi Monastery 
ceased any connections with the church. In case the greeks had any infl uence on 
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the Potori Saint George Church, Queen Mariam would not have a chance to apoint 
a archpriest there. Makhniashvili, an archpriest selected by Queen Mariam at the 
church owned by Vatopedi Monastery was appointed by the catholicos, whereas 
the following catholicos renewed his terms to archpriest. In the 2nd half of the 18th 
Mount Athos Vatopedi Monastery decided to claim its rights to the church located 
in Patara Liakhvi Gorge, therefore King Erekle II ordered a special commission 
to investigate the case. It seems that after Potori Saint George church ceased any 
relations with Mount Athos monastery, they lost all the lands previosly owned by 
the church. The exact information about the lands owned by the church was known 
nor to the rulling Royal house and nor to the Abbot Ioasaf, who had been sent by 
Vatopedi monastery for the investigation. This is attested in the document: “and 
in case if afterwards we fi nd any lands or any other property, which will be under 
false ownership, should be returned to the wonership of Mount Athos Vatopedi 
Monastery.” The rulling Roayal house and the Patriarchate had information about 
Queen Mariam’s donation to the Mount Athos Vatopedi monastery. As according 
to the document of the 18th century, we can presume that Mount Athos Vatopedi 
monastery regained its lands in Patara Liakhvi Gorge. They had sent an emissary 
in the face of abbot Ioasaf, who was supposed to serve in the church built with 
the support of Queen Mariam and also, manage the property of the Mount Athos 
Vatopedi Monastery, however, the Mount Athos Vatopedi Monastery lost its ties to 
Saint George church once again. We do not encounter any sources provided by the 
Georgian travellers regarding the Mount Athos Vatopedi Monastery’s ownership 
of lands on Georgian soil during the end of 18th century and the beginning of 19th 
century. The “Kashueti” church (In the document mentioned above, we encoun-
ter the name “Kasheti” rgarding the name of church owned by the Mount Athos 
Vatopedi monastery) built by Queen Mariam is still preserved. It is located east 
of village Beloti, approximately 1.5 km-s away. The mentioned cultural site was 
described during the expedition in 1982 by the Department of the Preservation 
of Cultural Sites of Georgia. By the time, the church vastly damaged. The frag-
ments of the southern wall were preserved, whereas there were semi-demolished 
parts of the eastern and western walls and remainings of the fence on the north-
ern and western parts. The church is built with the ragged stones. The important 
hearth of the Christian religion is nowadays on the territory occupied by Russia and 
unfortuantely Georgian scholars do not have an ooportunity to conduct any kind of 
examination of the cultural site.
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GEORGIAN RULER OF THE OTTOMAN ALGIERS 
HASSAN IBN YUSUF AHISKALI

by Konstantine Peradze
Tbilisi State University

 The Ottoman Empire, the cradle for most of the modern states in the 
Middle East and North Africa, remains subject of great interest, its legacy 
still playing an important role in shaping modern political, economic and 
social lives of more than twenty states. At its height, the Ottoman Em-
pire stretched from Morocco to the Caucasus and included some parts 
of the present-day Georgia. Generations of Ottoman statesmen of the 
Georgian descent made important and thrilling careers in the Ottoman 
administration and military.1 Georgia, especially its western regions, was 
part of the thriving Ottoman slave trade, with Georgian youth kidnapped 
(or sold by local authorities) and transported to the Ottoman slave mar-
kets, where males were sold as servants and mamluks (slave soldiers), 
while many  females ended up in Ottoman harems in Istanbul and other 
parts of the Ottoman sultanate. The scale of this slave trade was enormous 
and had devastating demographic effects on a small Georgian state. Ac-
cording to the French traveler Jean (John) Chardin, during the fi rst half of 
the 17th century about twelve thousand individuals were kidnapped and 
sold yearly just from one western Georgian principalities of –Samegrelo 
(Mingrelia),2 three thousand of these slaves were destined for the Istanbul 
slave market while the rest were sold throughout the Ottoman and Persian 
slave markets. Yet, slavery was not the sole source of Georgians in the 
Ottoman lands - some Georgians voluntarily migrated towards the Otto-
man center or wealthier provinces of the empire. This was the case for the 
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1 C r e c e l i u s, Daniel and Gotcha D j a p a r i d z e, “Relations of the Georgian Mamluks of Egypt 
with Their Homeland in the Last Decades of the Eighteenth Century,” Journal of the Economic and 
Social History of the Orient, Vol. 45, No. 3 (2002), 320-341.
2 C h a r d i n , Jean. The Travels of Sir John Chardin into Persia and the East-Indies (London: Printed 
for Moses Pitt, 1686), 90.
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youth living in Samtskhe-Saatabago (Meskheti), the historical province 
of south-western Georgia that came to be known as Çıldır Eyaleti (Ahıska 
Paşalığı) which was under the direct Ottoman rule from mid-16th to mid-
19th centuries. Majority of the population in this province were Muslim 
Georgians who sought and found various employment opportunities in 
the rest of the Ottoman Empire. Georgians, together with other slaves or 
renegades from the Mediterranean, Caucasian and Balkan lands, made 
successful careers and became prime ministers of the empire, rulers of 
provinces or high ranking offi cials of Ottoman administration and mili-
tary establishment3.
 One of these men was Hassan ibn Yusuf who ruled the stronghold 
and the center of the Mediterranean piracy, the city and regency of 
Algiers from 1791 to 1798. Unlike many of his countrymen, he migrated 
to distant Algiers during his youth years through Yeniçeri4 recruitment, 
but continued to identify himself as “Ahiska” or a person from Ahiska5 
(a town and vicinity of modern day Akhaltiskhe in southern part of Geor-
gia). According to a prominent scholar on Ottoman Algeria “Hassan was 
a Georgian by birth, who had come to Algiers as a very young man.”6 
Young Hassan began his service in the Ottoman army as a regular soldier 
stationed in Algiers but went on to become a ruler of the entire Algerian 
province. The most infl uential pirates of the Mediterranean Sea obeyed 
his orders, European monarchs and diplomats as well as fi rst two Presi-
dents of the United States exchanged letters with him and sought his fa-
vors. Yet, despite his prominent career, the life and exploits of Hassan ibn 
Yusuf remain largely obscured, with details scattered throughout writings 
of contemporary diplomats, travelers and former captives or slaves.  This 
paper is an attempt to address exiting gap and recall the most remarkable 
events in the life of Algerian ruler Hassan from Akhaltsikhe, Georgia. 
 Until the 16th century, Algiers was under the infl uence of the neighbor-
ing Morocco and Tunis and lacked centralized or capable government. 
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3 A biographical dictionary of Ottoman statesmen with Georgian origin was assembled and published 
by Murat K a s a p, Gürcüleri, Gürcistan Dosyluk Der. – Tika. İstanbul, 2012.
4 The “new army”, a Janissary, salaried soldier in the standing infantry corps. By the 18th century 
they had additional civilian occupations and used their offi cial commissions as supplements to their 
earnings from other sources (Bayerle, p. 168). 
5 Hassan produced a report on political and military situation of Algiers for Sultan Abdülhamid I 
(1774-1789) and signed it as Hassan ibn Yusuf Ahiskali, the copy of this manuscript is located in 
Topkapi museum archives.
6 B a r n b y, p. 76, the original source in his book is cited incorrectly, although, considering the know-
ledge and the reputation of Barnby we can assume that the information on Hassan’s ethnic origin is 
mentioned elsewhere in British diplomatic correspondence.
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After the arrival of thousands of Muslim refugees from the Iberian Pen-
insula at the turn of the 15th century, Algiers became a target for Spain, 
although Spanish ambitions had been countered by the growing power of 
the Ottomans. By 1525, the Algerian corsair leaders Aruj and Hayreddin 
Barbarossa established their base of operations in Algiers and acknowl-
edged Sultan’s authority in exchange for the Ottoman assistance against 
Christian powers. The Algerian corsair warships were incorporated into 
the western division of the Ottoman navy and Hayreddin Barbarossa was 
appointed as a Qapudan Pasha or High Admiral of the entire Ottoman 
navy forces. By the end of the 16th century, the Ottomans consolidated 
their authority not only in Algiers but also in the neighbouring Tunis and 
Tripoli. Yeniçeris recruited from various parts of the Ottoman Empire 
became a backbone of the Ottoman rule in North Africa. The sultan’s 
authority was represented by a pasha who was frequently given the title 
of beylerbey and was assisted by a local council, diwan, comprising of 
members of the local elite and Yeniçeris stationed in particular province. 
However, the rai’s, captains of Algerian corsair vessels, formed a power-
ful corporation (taifa) that often wielded effective authority. It is note-
worthy that many of these captains, in many cases their entire crews, 
originated from Europe.  
 During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the city of Algiers 
prospered through Mediterranean piracy and trade, its ruling elite be-
come affl uent. As the power of the Ottoman sultans diminished, diwans 
began to elect deys7, who enjoyed the same powers as Ottoman pashas 
and could exercise absolute power in internal affairs and partial in foreign 
affairs. Algiers continued to accept Ottoman suzerainty (even if nomi-
nally) and provided naval and military help to Ottoman sultans when re-
quired. Algerian corsairs continued to terrorize the Mediterranean trade 
and commerce, demanding tributes in exchange for safe navigation and 
seeking large ransoms for hundreds of the kidnapped Christians. Euro-
pean powers struggled to contain the threat of the Algerian corsairs but 
also used the piracy for their own trade advantages. England, France and 
Spain used a combination of diplomacy, military power and occasional 
bribery to safeguard their own maritime commerce while encouraging 
attacks on their rival merchant marines. King Louis XIV of France had 
once observed that “if there were no Algiers, he would have to build one 
as it would be the cheapest way of depriving the Italian States of their 
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natural right of navigating their own seas.”8 Newly established United 
States of America expressed considerable interest in Transatlantic and 
Mediterranean commerce in the 1780s, but absence of treaties with the 
pirate states left its commerce vulnerable to piracy. Hassan ibn Yusuf was 
destined to rule the Algerian province at a most vulnerable time for the 
United States in the region, he pursued a career in the navy and, like many 
young recruits, served on one of the Algerian corsair warships. He was 
a man of talent and his superior seamanship was soon noticed. Hassan 
was not only entrusted command of a cruiser but by 1770, was placed in 
charge of an entire squadron of Algerian warships that sailed to the Black 
Sea and fought alongside the Ottoman navy against the Russians. It was 
about this time that he gained a favourable notice of the Algerian Dey 
Muhammad ben Othman (1766-1791)9 who would have known Hassan 
from his prior employment as “casnador10 or the Dey’s confi dential serv-
ant.”11 In 1775, King Charles III of Spain ordered a major amphibious 
assault on Algiers in an effort to suppress corsair operations. Led by Al-
exander O’Reilly, the Spanish expedition involved 50 warships and some 
230 transports carrying over 20,000 soldiers. The Spaniards attempted to 
land near Algiers in early July 1775 but mistakenly chose a rather diffi -
cult landing area and were subsequently trapped, surrounded and attacked 
by Algerians during a disastrous retreat, over 3000 Spanish troops were 
killed and many more captured. 
 Muhammad Dey informed the new Ottoman Sultan Abdülhamid I 
(1774-1789) of this military triumph and offered him rich offering that 
included fi fteen lions and dozens of Black and Christian slaves. In ear-
ly November 1775 (check the date), the honor of delivering the news 
was entrusted to the “nephew and adopted son” of the dey, Hassan. The 
Sultan was extremely pleased to hear of the Algerian victory over Spain 
and received the Algerian envoy with great honours. While in Istanbul, 
Hassan produced for the sultan a special report entitled “Tarih-i Cezayir 
Veya Tehzibü’t-Tevarih”12. The report has detailed description of Spanish 

8 Naval documents related to the United States wars with the Barbary powers ... Naval operations 
including diplomatic background ... Published under direction of the ... Secretary of the Navy. Prepa-
red by the Offi ce of Naval Records and Library, Navy Department, under the supervision of Captain 
Dudley W. Knox, U.S. Navy (ret.). Washington, U.S. Government print offi ce, 1939, p.149.
9 B a r n b y, p 76.
10 Casnador refers to a guardian of Khasne or Algerian ruler’s treasury.
11 The Captives, p. 134.
12 S a v a s  Ö z d e m i r, “Yârihçe-yi Cezâyir” (Hicrî 1189, Miladi 1775 – 1776), (Hasan bin Yusuf 
Ahıskavî)”, University of Marmara, Istanbul, 2006.
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attack and Algerian resistance, it also narrates the history of Algerian, 
Ottoman and Islamic navy and focuses on few distinguished sailors. It is 
noteworthy that Hassan signed this report as “Hassan ibn Yusuf Ahiska-
li,”13 indicating that he continued to identify himself with the land of 
his origin. During this trip Hassan was also charged with an additional 
task of recruiting troops and, according to French sources, he managed 
to enlist 1,800 soldiers.14 On his way back to Algiers, Hassan travelled 
on a French ship “La Septimane,” carrying lavish gifts from the sultan, 
including an honorary robe and a ceremonial sword for the victorious 
Dey of Algiers15. Just before the ship entered the Algerian waters, it was 
intercepted by a Spanish patrolling cruise that declared “La Septimane” 
a lawful prize and escorted it to the Spanish port of Cartagena. As the 
news reached Algiers, the Dey remonstrated to a French ambassador - 
under contemporary rules of war because “La Septimane,” along with its 
cargo, crew and passengers, was under the French protection, release of 
the cargo and passengers had to be secured by the French Royal Court. 
Hassan was well-received in Spain where there was a growing interest 
in negotiating a long-lasting peace with Algiers, and was shown “every 
mark of distinction requisite to show a person of his rank”16. He received 
gifts from King Charles of Spain17 and, according to Joel Barlow, Amer-
ican agent in Algiers, gained about one million dollars by negotiating 
a treaty of peace with the Spain18. While in Cartagena Hassan held sever-
al meetings with diplomats and merchants and made a very good impres-
sion on American merchant John Montgomery, who later reported that 
Hassan was “a man of uncommon abilities and a wise politician, he has 
also during his administration shewn as much partiality to the people of 
the United States as was in his power to do”19. Despite benevolent treat-
ment he had received in Spain, Hassan did later complain about “coldness 
and lack of attention” from the French consul in Spain, adding that the 
French “are friends of the Algerians…but only in Algiers”20. Upon his 

13 F e h m i  E d h e m  K a r a t a y, Topkapı Sarayı Mü zesi Kü tü phanesi tü rkç e yazmalar kataloğ u, 
Vol.1 (İ stanbul: Topkapı Sarayı Mü zesi, 1961), p. 306; Ismail Özen, Osmanli müellifl eri. Vol. 3, 
(Istanbul, Meral Yayinevi, 1975), p. 63.
14 E s t e r h a z y, p. 190-191. 
15 P l a n t e t, p. 325.
16 The Captives, p. 135.
17 G r a m m o n t, p. 330.
18 Naval, p. 141 (letter of Joel Barlow to the U.S. Secretary of State, March 18, 1776).
19 Naval, p.32.
20 P l a n t e t, p. 330.
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return in April of 1776, Hassan sent a letter to Louis XVI detailing his 
fate in Spain and thanking his majesty in getting him released21. The let-
ter was signed as “Vekilhardji de la Marine D’Alger” or the chief admin-
istrator of harbor and the navy of Algiers. In 1783 he signs his letters to 
a French counterpart as “Intendant de la Régence d’Alger”22. Wealthy 
and successful, Hassan could afford marrying the daughter of the Alge-
rian Prime Minister or Haznagi and had excellent relations with the ruler 
Dey Mohammad. His power, infl uence and wealth tempted some diplo-
mats to think that Hassan was the “nephew and adopted son” of the Alge-
rian ruler23, with some even suggesting that he was Dey’s cousin24. Has-
san’s close relations with the ruling Algerian elite meant that he had good 
chances to become, in due time, designated successor to the Dey. In the 
meantime, Hassan’s efforts to arrange a peace treaty with Spain proved 
to be successful and, in 1785, the “Hundred Years Truce” between Spain 
and Algiers proclaimed free navigation through the strait of Gibraltar for 
the Algerian corsairs. Just weeks after the truce was announced, Algerian 
pirates, already operating in the Atlantic waters, captured two American 
vessels, brought them into Algiers and imprisoned twenty-one Ameri-
cans on board25. The United States dealt with this crisis from as a weak 
a position as could be, for the American government was still in throes of 
a constitutional debate, lacked naval power to defend its interests on the 
other side of the Atlantic and had limited sway with its few allies; France 
and Spain helped negotiate with the Algerians and their remonstrance did 
help improve conditions for the prisoners, but Algiers refused to release 
them until a large ransom had not been paid. As negotiations continued, 
some American captives were ransomed through private channels and 
a few died from disease, but the majority continued to suffer in inhu-
mane conditions. Unable to reach a compromise with Dey Muhammad, 

21 P l a n t e t, p. 228-230.
22 Correspondance, vol 2, p. 375. 
23 Vo u l x, A. de .  T a c h r i f a t, recueil de notes historiques sur l’administration de l’ancienne 
régence d’Alger, [Edition de 1852], p. 40.
24 Esterhazy p. 190.
25 The „Maria”, sailing from Boston, was captured on July 24 while the „Dauphin” (from Philadel-
phia) on July 30 near Portugal. United States Department of States, The diplomatic correspondence 
of the United States of America: from the signing of the defi nitive treaty of peace, September 10, 
1783 to the adoption of the constitution, March 4, 1789. Washington, 1837, Vol II, p.411, (a letter of 
Richard O’Brien to Jefferson, Aug. 24, 1785). Also see Osman Benchérif, The Image of Algiers in 
Anglo-American Writings, 1785-1962 (Washington: University Press of America, 1997); Christine 
E. S e a r s, American Slaves and African Masters: Algiers and the Western Sahara, 1776-1820 (New 
York: Springer, 2012)., 7-88.
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the U.S. diplomats hoped that his eventual successor Hassan, who had 
expressed sympathy for the Americans, would be more willing to negoti-
ate and compromise. As one American prisoner in Algiers noted, Hassan 
“has very great infl uence and no man can fi ll [Dey’s] offi ce better than he 
does, it is he who directs the cruisers where to cruise, and I believe that 
anything he mentions or advises the Dey has much weight… [Hassan] 
is most in favour of the Americans”26. 
 As predicted, Hassan received further promotions when his father-in-
law, also named Hassan, who held the post of hasnagi or prime minister 
of Algiers, was executed in mid-May of 1788. It was customary for the 
entire property of the executed offi cial to be confi scated and his relatives 
to be punished and expelled. Yet, this was not the case with Hassan ibn 
Yusuf, who, despite his father-in-law’s transgressions, faced no repercus-
sions. To the contrary, he was in fact promoted and nominated for the 
post of a prime minister and treasurer of Algiers on May 26, 178827. 
The executed prime minister’s house and property was not confi scated 
and was transferred to Hassan through his marriage.28 A French diplomat 
Venture de Paradis, who visited Algiers just one year later, met with the 
Prime Minister Hassan, who, in light of Mohammed Dey’s advanced age 
and chronic illness, emerged as the most powerful and wealthiest offi cial 
in Algeria. According to de Paradis, the walls of Hassan’s reception room 
were covered in gold and silver yataghans (short sabres), rifl es, pistols, 
swords and other weapons ornamented with precious jewels29. He found 
Hassan to be “frank, loyal, a man who would not disguise what was on 
his mind and would hold no grudges either.”30 At the same time another 
French diplomat Kercy thought that Hassan was just a bitter man with 
weak personality, who will soon be overpowered by the minister of navy, 
Ali the Georgian.31

 On 12 July 1791 Mohammed Dey, weakened by age and dysentery, 
had passed away, handing over all state affairs to his “adopted son” Has-
san. The election of a new Dey was held among “Turkish soldiers” and 
the members of Diwan, which comprised of forty-two senior military 
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26 Naval I, p. 16, (A letter from Richard O’Brien from April 28, 1787).
27 The Captives, pp. 134-135.
28 Venture de Paradis, Jean-Michel, Alger au XVIIIe siècle, édité par E. Fagnan, 1898, p. 115.
29 Venture de Paradis, p. 121.
30 P l a n t e t, p. 111.
31 K e r c y, p. 93. There was indeed an ongoing rivalry among Hassan and Ali. The latter was even-
tually sent to Istanbul where he was appointed to various senior governmental posts. 
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offi cials stationed in Algiers32. According to the same source, at this 
occasion Hassan simply “procured his nomination, or rather proclamation” 
through a generous distribution of large sums of money among Yeniçeris. 
News of Hassan’s election as a new Dey of Algiers brought a renewed 
hope for the peace treaty and ransom of American captives. Optimism 
over the new appointment is obvious in a letter from the U.S. diplomat in 
France to the Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson: “I have reason to think 
that U.S. will more easily obtain a peace with the present Dey. I hope his 
present exalted station will not erase from his memory his former friendly 
sentiments toward the Americans… and perhaps the present Dey will be 
more favourable towards the ransom of captives…he was the only one 
of the Ministry that was in favour of the Americans.”33 While assuming 
absolute power, Hassan continued the long-standing tradition of being 
a responsible and generous head of Turkish soldiers, corsair crews and 
military establishment at large. This also meant that, despite his opinion 
of the United States, he had to consider the fi nancial interest of corsairs 
and owners of the captives. As Hassan once told a French diplomat “we, 
the high-ranking offi cials, cannot always do what we think is good. We 
live in a country of bandits who’s votes prevail”34. This is one of the 
reasons why American captives could not be ransomed and freed at once. 
Hassan was well aware that a lower or unsatisfactory ransom price could 
easily result in a revolt of Algerian pirates and slave-owners. Asking for 
bribes and ransom money was not just a capricious act but an established 
practice that brought the larger share of income for the Algerian political 
and military establishment, corsair crews and businesses engaged in the 
piracy and slavery. Previously made generous monetary gift to Hassan 
encouraged Spain to insist on full implementation of the 1785 peace trea-
ty. The Spanish court congratulated Hassan on his accession to power and 
send a master shipbuilder as a token of its good will35. Shortly thereafter, 
Spanish troops departed from the occupied western provinces of Oran 
and Mers El-Kebir. Hassan celebrated the recovery of these territories 
and dispatched an envoy to the Ottoman capital to deliver the golden keys 
of Oran and inform the sultan of the great news. He soon received third 

32 Naval I, p. 141.
33 “Enclosure: Algier’s Affairs. To Thos. Jefferson Esqr. Secretary of State. Marseilles the 4th. 
September [1791]”, The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, vol. 22, 6 August 1791 – 31 December 1791, 
ed. Charles T. Cullen. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986, pp. 123–125.
34 Ventude De Paradis, p. 111.
35 B a r n b y, p. 109.
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tuğra36 from Sultan Selim III, a rather special honor for any Ottoman 
governor.37 New treaty with Spain, was followed by another temporary 
peace treaty between Algiers and Portugal, which allowed Algerian cor-
sairs to pass through the Strait of Gibraltar once again. As a result, eleven 
U.S. vessels, with over 105 sailors, regular passengers and a commercial 
cargo, had been captured during the fall of 179338. The very fi rst seri-
ous attempt to negotiate peace and ransom American captives had failed. 
In 1793, US President George Washington sent a letter and his personal 
envoy to Hassan Dey. In a letter dated March 21, 1793, the President 
asked the ruler of Algiers to accept his personal envoy and negotiate the 
terms for a peace treaty and release of American captives.39 As expected, 
Hassan Dey refused to negotiate, he simply couldn’t and wouldn’t forbid 
Algerian pirates to hunt for American vessels at a time when pass way to 
the Atlantic Ocean was open. 
 American diplomats involved in the negotiations had discovered that 
Hassan, who had been earlier praised as sympathetic for the American 
cause, had become “a man of unpredictable moods and ungovernable 
passions, a ruler whom the most experienced of diplomats would have 
found diffi cult… [During the negotiations] he blustered, sulked, stalked 
the fl oor, grew violent and enraged”40. In his private correspondence, the 
U.S. negotiator Joel Barlow described him as a man “full of whims and 
fancies as a sick child, as diffi cult to amuse and keep in a treaty-making 
mood as a cross bear”41. The French diplomats also observed that Has-
san, who had been earlier known for his benevolent character, to the point 
of having abolished death penalty for most of the crimes and improving 
harsh conditions for Christian slaves in Algiers, had turned into a distrust-
ful and suspicious ruler, just like his predecessors.42 The fi nal terms of the 

36 Tuğra means “horse-tail” attached to the standard of military commanders as a sign of rank; the 
sultan had six-horse-tail standard, the grand vizier had fi ve, viziers were entitled to have three, pashas 
two and begs one. Beyerle, Gustav, Pashas, Begs and Effendis. The Isis Press, Istanbul, 1997. p. 159.
37 L e  C l e r c q, M a u r i c e. Le tombeau des cinq deys d’Alger : légende algérienne, Imp. Daix, 
1888, p. 48.
38 Barnby, p. 111.
39 “From George Washington to the Dey of Algiers, 21 March 1793”. The Papers of George 
Washington, Presidential Series, vol. 12, 16 January 1793 – 31 May 1793, ed. Christine Sternberg 
Patrick and John C. Pinheiro. Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2005, p. 356.
40 C a n t o r, Milton, Joel Barlow’s Mission to Algiers, Historian, 25:2 (1963: Feb.), p. 176.
41 T o d d, C h a r l e s  B u r r, Life and letters of Joel Barlow, LL.D., poet, statesman, philosopher, 
with extracts from his works and hitherto unpublished poems, New York, London, G.P. Putnam’s 
Sons, p. 124.
42 G r a m m o n t, H.-D.  Histoire d’Alger sous la domination turque (1515-1830), E. Leroux (Paris) 
1887, p. 346.
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43 Letter from Abigail Adams to John Adams, 22 February 1796 [electronic edition]. Adams Family 
Papers: An Electronic Archive. Massachusetts Historical Society. http://www.masshist.org/digitala-
dams/ [Checked on 11/10/2016].
44 “To George Washington from Dey Hassan Bashaw, 5 May 1796,” Founders Online, National 
Archives (http://founders.archives.gov/documents/Washington/99-01-02-00488 [last update: 2015-
12-30]), Naval I, p. 155.
45 “From George Washington to Dey Hassan Bashaw, 13 June 1796,” Founders Online, National 
Archives (http://founders.archives.gov/documents/Washington/99-01-02-00619 [last update: 2015-
12-30]).
46 “From George Washington to Dey Hassan Bashaw, 3 December 1796,” Founders Online, National 
Archives (http://founders.archives.gov/documents/Washington/99-01-02-00053 [last update: 2015-
12-30]).
47 Naval I, p. 230-231.
48 Naval I, p. 239-240.

Algerian-American peace treaty was negotiated and signed on September 
5, 1795. Americans were obliged to pay a huge sum of 585.000 Mexi-
can Dollars to Algiers for the ransom of over 100 American captives. To 
commemorate this “treaty of friendship” with America, Hassan Dey sent 
a special present - “an elegant gold mounted sword” - to George Wash-
ington43. Yet, despite this agreement, the U.S. had failed to collect and 
transmit the ransom and treaty funds within a timeframe set by the treaty. 
The payment was postponed several times, partially due to the delayed 
ratifi cation of the treaty by the U.S. Senate and diffi culties with transfer of 
funds. To secure the timely receipt of the monies, Hassan sent his Chris-
tian secretary, who was also a captured American sailor, to America, with 
a letter of reminder (dated May 5, 1796) to George Washington demand-
ing fulfi llment of the terms of the treaty without any further delays.44 In 
his lengthy reply of June 13, 1796, Washington explained various rea-
sons for the delay of treaty and ransom payments. As a compensation, 
the American president offered “to have built, & equipped, with as much 
expedition as the case will admit of, such a frigate” as the Algerian Dey 
desired45. In early December 1797, Washington sent another reminder 
letter yet again promising  “that the payments will shortly be completed: 
for I have nothing more at heart than to fulfi l with perfectly good faith 
the engagements made to you in my name in behalf of the United States 
of America.”46 A further letter of apology for the delay was sent by the 
second president John Adams on December 25, 179747 and a special gift 
for the continued delay - the schooner “Hamdullah” - was delivered to 
Hassan Dey in February of 179848. 
 Hassan helped American diplomats to conclude the peace treaties with 
neighboring Ottoman provinces of Tunis and Tripoli (Libya). The U.S. 
treaty with Tripoli was signed and guaranteed by Hassan Dey on January 
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49 Naval I, p. 178-179.
50 Naval I, p. 122.
51 Naval I, p.176.
52 L a w r e n c e  A. P e s k i n, Captives and Countrymen: Barbary Slavery and the American Public, 
1785–1816, (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2009) pp. 74-76, 85.
53 T y l e r, R o y a l l, The Algerine Captive; or, The life and adventures of Doctor Updike Underhill 
[pseud.] six years a prisoner among the Algerines. (Hartford, 1816), pp. 115.

3, 1797.49 His signature is also featured on the truce that United States 
had signed with the ruler of Tunis; it is noteworthy that Hassan acted not 
just as a witness but as guarantor that Tunisian vessels would not dam-
age, plunder or impede any American vessels50. This, further underscores 
the infl uence and prestige that Hassan ibn Yusuf enjoyed across much of 
North Africa. As one American diplomat noted, the navigation passport 
documents that were issued by Algerian Dey “was looked upon as being 
absolutely sacred with all the Barbary Powers.”51 Hassan Dey died of old 
age on May 14, 1798 and was succeeded by wife and a daughter who was 
married to the last Ottoman ruler of Algiers Hussein ben Hassan (1818-
1830). 
 For the fi rst time in the history of the U.S. the abilities of the po-
litical establishment to negotiate with completely unknown, unfamiliar 
and ruthless enemy was tested. Relations with Algiers and other Otto-
man piratical regencies of North Africa had a great impact on establish-
ment and the course of the U.S. foreign policy. The tragic enslavement 
of the American captives in Algiers contributed to the heated debates in 
the U.S. government as well as in the society at large. To free American 
hostages and to secure the safety of the American navigation allowed 
George Washington to adopt the Naval Act of 1794 leading to the creation 
of permanent U.S. Navy. Relations with Algiers and ransom of captive 
Americans made signifi cant impact on the debate on abolition of slavery 
in the United States. The Pennsylvania Abolition Society and its president 
Benjamin Franklin linked the discussions on the fate of Algerian held 
American captives with Africans slaves in the Western Hemisphere. A pe-
tition to abolish the slavery was fi led with the U.S. congress in 1790 and 
caused heated debates, especially from the representatives of the south-
ern States.52 A topic of Algerian slavery was so popular that a novel by 
Royall Tyler “The Algerine Captive” originally published in 1797 was 
re-printed many times, the novel described fate of American captives and 
included description and relations with Hassan Dey53. 
 While only random events from the life of Hassan ibn Yusuf Ahiskali 
have been documented, his career and deeds played a signifi cant role 
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54 See Crecelius Daniel and Djaparidze Gotcha, Georgians in the Military Establishment in Egypt in 
the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, Annales Islamologiques, 42 (2008), pp. 313-337.

in the development and shaping of the modern history of North Africa 
and of the United States. Just like several of his fellow countryman54, 
a remarkable young man from Akhaltsikhe, Georgia made a thrilling 
career and left his footprint on the history. 
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Georgian ruler of the Ottoman Algiers 
Hassan Ibn Yusuf Ahiskali

 Thousands of enslaved Georgian youth were sold in Ottoman slave markets 
throughout 17th and 18th centuries, however, some of them managed to voluntarily 
migrate towards Ottoman capital and major provinces in search for employment 
and better career opportunities. Hassan ibn Yusuf Ahiskali or Hassan Dey of Algeria 
(1791-1798) was one such young Georgians, born in historical province of Meskheti 
(or as Ottoman administration called it Ahiska). The article focuses on major events 
in life of Hassan Dey of Algeria, starting from his early career in navy, where he 
skillfully managed Ottoman navy operations as a head of Algerian corsair warships 
in Black Sea. Hassan was promoted to various elite Ottoman administrative posi-
tions in Algeria. At one point he delivered victorious message to the Sultan and 
was captured by Spanish navy on the way back. Hassan was released with the help 
of King of France and was promoted to highest positions before he was appointed 
to be the ruler of the city and regency of Algeria. He was destined to rule Algeria 
at a most vulnerable time for the United States in the region. The article discusses 
important role that Hassan Dey played in negotiating peace treaty between the USA 
and Algeria as well as release of American prisoners in Algeria that followed years 
of negotiations as well as personal involvement of the fi rst president of the United 
States of America George Washington. 
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GEORGIAN-ARABIC CHRONICLE 
OF A JERUSALEMITE FAMILY

by Besik Khurtsilava
Georgian National Youth Palace, Tbilisi

 The diary of St. Grigol Peradze “Roses of Jericho” was written in 
Polish and it became available to Georgian readers rather late. The 
diary partial parts was published in various newspapers and magazines 
in the late 1930s; Several chapters were printed in Poland, continued 
to be published in Germany, and then again in Poland, in a very small 
circulation in the parish newspapers. All of these have been searched 
and handed out by Henryk Paprocki. He published the fi rst full version 
of the diary with the comments in “Pro Georgia. Journal of Kartvelo-
logical Studies” University of Warsaw in 2006 (Ed. David Kolbaia)1. 
In 2012, the full text of the diary was included in Volume 3 of St. Grigol 
Peradze’s works (Ed. Henryk Paprocki)2. The extracts of the diary were 
translated from Polish to Georgian by Ambrosi Grishikashvili and pub-
lished in the Collelction “A Saint and a Scientist”. The full text of the 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 205-217

1 G. P e r a d z e, Róże jerychońskie. Dziennik podróży po Ziemi Świętej i Syrii (5. VII.– 28. IX. 1936), 
“Pro Georgia. Journal of Kartvelological Studies, Centre for East European Studies, Faculty of Ori-
ental Studies, University of Warsaw”, 13(2006), 7-112.
2 G. P e r a d z e, Z dziennika podróży po Ziemi Świętej i Syrii (5. VII.-28. IX. 1936), “Polska Stronica 
Słowa”, 3:1938, numbers 5-6 of 30 January 1938, 6-7; numbers 7-8 of 13 February 1938, 4-6; num-
ber 9 of 27 February 1938, 6-7; numbers 12-13 of 27 March 1938, 5-7; numbers 14-15 of 10 April 
1938, p 5-6; numbers 16-17 of 24 April 1938, 7-8; numbers 18-19 of 8 May 1938, 6-8; Wiadomości 
Metropolii Prawosławnej w Polsce, 2:1939, number 10 of 5 March 1939, 2-3; number 11 of 12 March 
1939, 2-3; number 13 of 26 March 1939, 2-3; number 14 of 2 April 1939, 3; number 15 of 8 April 
1939, 5; number 18 of 30 April 1939, 3; number 19 of 7 May 1939, 3; number 21 of 21 May 1939, 3; 
number 22 of 28 May 1939, 3; number 24 of 11 June 1939, 3; number 25 of 18 June 1939, 3; number 
26 of 25 June 1939, 3; number 27 of 2 July 1939, 3; numbers 28-29 of 9 July 1939, 2-4; numbers 
30-31 of 23 July 1939, 3-4; number 33 of 13 August 1939, 4-5; Erlebnisse in und um Kaja Punar, 
“Orient im Bild”, 11:1937, number 9, 33-34 (translated by Grażyna Bakota); Betlejem. Wrażenia 
z pobytu osobistego, „Polska Stronica Słowa, 2:1937, number 1 of 3 January 1937, 3; and Uroczystości 
niepodległościowe w Aleppo. Wrażenia z podróży, “Wschód-Orient”, 7:1936, number 4, 43-50. 
Św. Grzegorz P e r a d z e, Dzieła zebrane, Dzienniki, Kazania, pod red. ks. Henryka P a p r o c k i e -
g o, t. III, Uniwersytet Warszawski, Warszawa 2012, 31-132. 
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diary was translated to English as well and then to Georgian from Eng-
lish (Ed. Tamila Mgaloblishvili)3.
 The diary describes St. Grigol Peradze’s travels in the Holy Land in the 
period of July 5-September 28, 1936. Along with the other interesting epi-
sodes it tells us of Grigol Peradze’s meeting with a Christian Jerusalemite. 
The fi rst meeting was in the morning of July 28, 1936. Grigol Peradze writes, 
“An Arab came to me and told me his name was Siksek and he was Georgian 
by origin. His ancestor came to Jerusalem fi ve or six hundred years ago as 
a secretary in the Georgian king’s suite. His name was Simon but his family 
name was unknown and he was called Siksek (the word describing his posi-
tion, i.e. a secretary) . . . The Arab’s father had a rich library, including the 
documents dated back to the afore-mentioned period, but his mother sold 
it after her husband’s death. However, he still had an Arabic manuscript 
describing the locations of the Georgian monasteries in the Holy Land”4. 
Father Grigol met the Arab twice after that. The second time he saw the man 
with Archimandrite Narcissus that evening. St. Grigol Peradze calls him the 
inspector of Orthodox Christian schools in Transjordan5. The third and last 
meeting happened on August 26. Father Grigol writes, “On my way home 
I met Mr. Siksek, who I had not seen for a while. He told me that a stone with 
the Georgian inscription was discovered during the construction of a villa in 
the vicinity of the Monastery of Cross. He promised to tell about this discov-
ery in detail and then asked me something . . .  He told me that his Georgian 
ancestor was buried in the Georgian cemetery in Katamon and the grave 
had an inscription with his name and family name”6. The next day Father 
Grigol really visited Katamon but could not fi nd the tombstone described by 
Mr. Siksek. The diary does not tell us if they met again. On August 29, 1936 
father Grigol left Palestine and headed for Syria. 

Who was “Mr. Siksek” from Jerusalem
 The diary of St. Grigol Peradze does not mention the fi rst name 
or age of Mr. Siksek. The fact that father Grigol refers to him as 
“Mr. Siksek” probably means that he was a middle-aged man or quite 

3 G. P e r a d z e, The Roses of Jericho: Diary of a Journey through the Holy Land and Syria, 5 July-
28 September, 1936, (ieriqonis vardebi. wminda miwasa da siriaSi mogzaurobis 

dRiuri,  5 ivlisi-28 seqtemberi,  1936), (Georgian Translation by K. Gurchiani and 
S. Rezrichenko, ed. T. M g a l o b l i s h v i l i), Tbilisi 2016.
4 G. P e r a d z e. The Roses of Jericho: Diary of a Journey through the Holy Land and Syria, 5 July-
28 September, 1936, ed. T. M g a l o b l i s h v i l i,Tbilisi 2016.
5 Ibid., 122. 
6 Ibid., 122. 
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well-known locally. The diary also shows that Mr. Siksek was con-
nected with the Orthodox Christian Patriarchate of Jerusalem and its 
educational facilities in Palestine and Jordan. Another useful detail for 
identifying the person is the name of his ancestor “Simon”. Some of his 
descendants were most likely given this name. During father Grigol’s 
trip Palestine was under the British Mandate. Therefore, we started the 
search in the photo archives of the British Mandate period and we were 
lucky. 
 In view of the details mentioned above we established that 
Mr. Siksek, the acquaintance of father Grigol was George Siksek 
from Jerusalem. With the help of an old friend of the Siksek family, 
Mrs. Mona Hajjar Halaby, we soon got in touch with the granddaugh-
ter of George Siksek, Mrs. Randa Siksek living in Greece. The Siksek 
family members knew nothing about St. Grigol Peradze. However, 
the granddaughter easily identifi ed her grandfather, George Siksek, 
in Grigol Peradze’s diary. The very fi rst letter of this lady shows her 
excitement about our interest. “My grandfather was so keen on 
researching his Georgian roots, he was so enthusiastic about this 
issue that he would have certainly met you if he were alive today”, she 
wrote to us from Athens. Based on the data she provided we would like 
to present the biography of Mr. George Siksek. 
 George Siksek was born on July 12, 1887 in his ancestors’ house 
in the Christian Quarter of the old city of Jerusalem. His father died 
when he was not yet three years old. George had a sister Hilaneh. 
George went to the Greek Orthodox Christian primary school and 
then to St. Demetrius School which he fi nished with distinction in 
1905. The same year he started working in the Orthodox Christian 
school of Ramle. Then he taught Arabic in the secondary school of 
the Patriarchate in Jerusalem. In 1909-1914 George worked in the 
Printing House of the Holy Sepulchre Church as an inspector of the 
Arabic prints. On November 7, 1910, 23 year old George married 
a sixteen-year-old Katherine, the daughter of George Hanania, owner 
of the Al-Quds Newspaper and Printing House. They had three chil-
dren Hanna (John), Henriette and Simon. In 1919, George became 
a member of the Higher Educational Govermental Committee in Jeru-
salem. In 1921 he was a Consulting Member at the Inspecting Com-

7 G. P e r a d z e. The Roses of Jericho: Diary of a Journey through the Holy Land and Syria, 5 July-
28 September, 1936, 161. 
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mittee that was created and presided over by the Head of the Ceylon 
Judges, Sir Anton Biram.  The next year he was appointed as General 
Inspector for the Greek Orthodox Schools of the Greek Patriarchate, 
in Palestine and Jordan. They were a total of 32 schools. In 1926, 
George became as member of the Electoral Committee in the Munici-
pality of Jerusalem. In 1931 he was elected an honorable Judge at the 
Municipal Court in Jerusalem. He was appointed to this post by the 
resolution of the British High Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel. He 
remained in this position for eight years, until the courts were closed 
down. In November of 1948, George Siksek was appointed as Arab 
Secretary to His Beatitude the Patriarch of Jerusalem. 
 George Siksek wrote mostly in Arabic and had quite a large num-
ber of readers. He translated the Byzantine family law from the old 
Greek to Arabic. Since 1930 this translation has been published fi ve 
times. He also translated 695-page book of Greek Orthodox prayers, 
which was published twice in 1914 and 1940. In addition to his native 
Arabic, George Siksek also knew Greek, English, French and Turkish. 
He was awarded the Cross of the Holy Sepulchre, in recognition of his 
dedicating fi fty years to the fi eld of education; tow badges of recogni-
tion from the Patriarchate of Jerusalem, as well as honor awards by  the 
governments of Lebanon and Greece. The walls of the Sikseks’ cosy 
house in Jerusalem are covered with George’s paintings. As a book lov-
er he also had a rich library. George Siksek died at the age of 84 on the 
18 June, 1971. He was buried in the Greek orthodox cemetery in Jeru-
salem, where his father and grandfather, as well as his wife, elder son 
and daughter are also buried. 
 George Siksek’s wife Katherine Hanania (1894-1973) establishing 
of the fi rst nursing home in Palestine, maternity hospital, orphanages, 
shelters for the sick, young and unwed mothers’ homes in Jerusalem, 
Bethlehem, Beit Sahur and Beit Jala. In 1961 she established “Four 
Homes of Mercy” (FHOM) in Bethany. Her daughter Henriette Sik-
sek headed these charities after her death. The elder son of George 
and Katherine Siksek John (1913-1986) was a lawyer and a younger 
son Simon (1923-1989) – a law and economics expert.  Their sister 
Henrietta Siksek-Farraj (1918-2014) in addition to charity was also 
involved in teaching, journalism, writing. She was a children’s’ writer 
and an author of radio programs. All three children of George Siksek 
were educated in the leading universities of West Europe (USA, Great 
Britain). 
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8 Nea Zion, Jerusalem, 1905, 653.
9 Nea Zion, vol. XI, Jerusalem, 1910. 132-134; Gr. P e r a d z e. An account of the Georgian monks 
and monasteries in Palestine, Georgica, a journal of Georgian and Caucasian studies, 1937, № 4-5, 
188.

The Labyrinth of the Siksek’s Family Traditions 
 Why did “Mr. Siskek” so persistently search for the Georgian roots of 
his family? What information did he have about the Georgian origin of 
his distant ancestor? Only George Siksek himself could have given us the 
accurate answers to these questions. It seems that Mrs. Henrietta Siksek-
Farraj who died in 2014 at the age of 96 knew a lot about this. 
 The Siksek family had a long line  of clerics. The family tradition 
has it that in 1643 one of their ancestors was a priest in Jvari Monas-
tery. George’s father Hanna Il Khuri Siksek (1834-1889) and grandfa-
ther Jirji Il Khuri Siksek were also priests. George never met his grand-
father and was very young when his father died. However, according 
to his ancestors George learned about his Georgian origin form his 
father’s and grandfather’s writings. We do not know what documents 
were kept in the family before George’s father died. After his death, 
George’s mother Latifeh Hanna Nakhle’ had to sell the family library 
to make ends meet. 
 George Siksek told Grigol Peradze about an Arabic manuscript kept 
in his family. According to his words, the manuscript described the Geor-
gian monasteries in Jerusalem. First of all, we asked about this document. 
Randa Siksek gave us her grandfather’s manuscript in addition to the 
other data. The title of the document is “A Word about the Siksek family”. 
The text says that this story was recorded in late April in 1912 in Jerusa-
lem by George Siksek, the only son of Priest Hanna Il Khuri Siksek. The 
text shows that George Siksek also used some documents in researching 
his Georgian ancestry. According to Randa Siksek one of the sources he 
used was the data published in the Patriarchate’s newspaper Nea Zion in 
19058. It is noteworthy that St. Grigol Peradze also used one of the issues 
of this newspaper9. After separating this data from the text, we get the 
original information kept in the family. The extract below is the transla-
tion of George Siksek’s manuscript.  
 “The Sikseks are descendants of a Georgian nobleman who settled 
in Jerusalem 600 years ago around the 1300s. He was a “sekretarios” 
(secretary), which also means a writer. The natives could not pronounce 
such a long word and they changed and repeated the fi rst sounds “Sek”. 
That is how the word “Siksek” was derived. The name of this sekre-
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tarios was Simon (Samaan in Arabic). He was the founder of the family. 
He arrived in Jerusalem from Georgia. He was the Georgian King’s 
secretary and an authorized person. The Georgians owned a lot of mon-
asteries around Jerusalem, including Golgotha Monastery as well as 
Cross Monastery (Al Musallabe), St. Jacob’s Monastery, which is now 
the Armenian Patriarchate, St. John’s Monastery (now the Franciscan 
Monastery), St. Demetrious’ Monastery and St. Catherine’s   Monastery. 
During the reign of Mameluke Sultan Al-Nasir ibn Qalawun (1293-
1341) the villagers occupied the Cross monastery and wanted to convert 
it into a mosque.  They drove the Georgian monks out of the Monastery. 
The Georgian king and the Byzantine Emperor Andronicus II Palaeo-
logus (1281-1333) sent a joint mission headed by Simon Sekretarios to 
Sultan Al-Nasir to ask him to return the monastery to the Georgians. In 
1305, Simon with his wife Tamar and their two sons Joseph and John 
arrived in Jerusalem from the north of Georgia. He had the documents 
and was instructed by the Georgian king to return it to the Georgians. 
After getting the Cross Monastery back Simon stayed there with his wife 
and sons. He helped the abbot with the administrative affairs and took 
care of the Georgian peasants living around the monastery. There were 
about 1000 Georgian peasants in the villages of Malha and Katamon. 
The descendants of Simon stayed in the Monastery, north of St.  Bar-
bara’s Church for about a century”. 
 The Georgian chronicler Zhamtaaghmcereli, the Chronicles “Dzegli 
Eristavta”, Vakhushti Bagrationi and Arabic sources (Al-Qalqashandi, 
Al-Muḥibbī, Al-Maqrizi, Badr al-Din Al-Ayni, Mujir al-Din al-’Ulaymi, 
Abu’l-Faḍl)  tell us about the occupation of the Cross Monastery by the 
muslims, turning it into a mosque and the struggle of the Georgians 
to take it back. According to the Arab chroniclers the Muslims took 
the Cross Monastery away from the Georgians under Sultan Baybars 
al-Bunduqdārī/Abu al-Futuh (1260-1277) and the Georgians took 
it back under Sultan Al-Nasir ibn Qalawun (1293-1294, 1299-1309, 
1310-1341). There are no doubts about the identity of the Byzantine 
Emperor, he is Andronicus II Palaeologus (1282-1328).
 There were several negotiations with the sultan of Egypt and the 
return of the Cross monastery took quite a long time10. In addition to 
missions sent in 1305 and 1310, George VI the Minor and George V the 
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Brilliant of Georgia later sent missions in 1316 and 1320. Jvari Monas-
tery was captured and returned several times11. According to Al-Maqri-
zi in 1305 “The envoys from the Emperor of Constantinople together 
with the Georgian king’s envoys arrived with gifts and a letter asking 
to open the Cross Monastery for the Georgians to see it. The Georgians 
promised to obey the Sultan and help him if necessary. An order was is-
sued to open the monastery and it was opened. The envoys left with the 
appropriate answer”12. According to Al-Mufad-Dal in 1310, the am-
bassadors of Al Lashkar (Laskar) accompanied by the Georgian envoys 
visited the court of the Sultan to ask him to return the Cross Monastery. 
The Monastery was turned into a mosque by Sheikh Khidr al-Futuh13. 
According to Agape (love feast) No 295/288 King David VIII (1293-
1311) saved the monastery. In Agape he is called the second builder 
of the monastery who returned the monastery and the church that was 
turned into a mosque to the Georgians14. Some scholars date this event 
to 130515 and some – to 131016.  
 It seems that the documents used by George Siksek date the mission 
(or the return of the Cross Monastery) to 1305. This date is  found only 
in the works of Al-Maqrizi (1364-1442) and Mujir al-Din al-’Ulaymi 
(1456-1522). George Siksek determined the date of his ancestors’ 
arrival in Jerusalem to the best of his abilities and he was quite accurate 
as we can see below. 

Original Sources of the Siksek Family Tradition 
 Whether or not George Siksek used the afore-mentioned data on the 
Georgian envoys, his family tradition includes some details, which were 
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never described by the Arab chroniclers mentioned above. These details 
are as follows: 1. The names of the Georgian king’s envoy and his family 
members (Simon, Tamar, Joseph and John); 2. Simon’s origin from north-
ern Georgia; 3. Simon’s settling in Jerusalem with his family; 4. Simon’s 
support to the abbot of the Cross Monastery; 5. Simon’s assistance to the 
Georgian peasants living around the Cross Monastery; 6. The data about 
St. Barbara’s church in the Cross Monastery. George Siksek could not just 
make up these details. They were part of his family’s narrative. 
 Although there is no St. Barbara’s church in Jerusalem, but St. Bar-
bara’s Chapel is in the former Georgian Monastery of St. Nicholas. Be-
sides, in 1483-1484, the Dominican theologian Felix Fabri and Count 
Philipp Ludwig von Hanik saw the Saint’s relics there. In von Hanik’s 
words “the Monastery belongs to the Georgians. You can see St. Bar-
bara’s hand here”17. Therefore, the Siksek family tradition was probably 
right and there was St. Barbara’s Chapel in the Monastery area. 
 The Sikseks remember the exact time their family settled in the Chris-
tian neighborhood of Jerusalem. According to the researcher Mona Hajjar 
Halaby Henrietta Siksek often mentioned 1432 as the date when the Sik-
seks settled in their house in Jerusalem. According to the family tradition 
the descendants of Simon Sekretarios lived in the Cross Monastery for 
a century. Felix Fabri mentioned that the Georgian monks lived with their 
wives in Cross monastery and this data leads us to believe George Siksek. 
The ancestor of the Sikseks arrived in Jerusalem at the time when the 
Cross Monastery was in the Muslims’ hands. After the return of the mon-
astery, he stayed there and actively assisted the Abbot in the Monastery 
management. The Georgian kings sent several missions to the Sultan of 
Egypt in the fi rst twenty years of the 14th century but we only know the 
names of Pipa Kvenipneveli, who headed the mission in 1320 and Priest 
Ioane Bandaisdze accompanying him. Before that at least three other mis-
sions had been sent, but we do not know the names. 
 The register of Agapes of the Cross Monastery shows the great 
efforts of the Georgian kings and noblemen to free this Monastery. 
George Siksek did not know Georgian and could not use these documents 
in his research. However, the stories passed down in the Siksek family 
about Simon’s ancestors living in the monastery and one of the ancestors 
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serving as a priest in 1643, prove that the Sikseks preserved their native 
language for quite a long time. They could even have written the stories 
down. When the following generations forgot Georgian these stories were 
passed down as an oral tradition. By the way, Timote Gabashvili who vis-
ited Jerusalem in 1758 mentioned that among the local Arabs there were 
a lot of Georgians who had forgotten their language18.  

The Identity of Simon “sekretarios” in the Context of Cross Monastery 
Agapes
 According to the Siksek family tradition their ancestor arrived in 
Jerusalem in connection with the return of the Cross Monastery to the 
Georgians. The register of Agapes includes the events from the capture 
of the Cross Monastery to its return to the Georgians. It shows that in 
the period from 1273 to 1320 all the Georgian kings strove to free the 
Monastery. The Agapes mention the kings of Georgia, namely Demetri-
us II the Devoted (1259-1289), David VIII (1293-1311), Vakhtang III 
(1298/99 and 1302-1308), George V the Brilliant (1299-1302 and 1318-
1346), George VI the Minor (1308-1313 and 1314-1318), Constantine 
I (1293-1327). It is a well-known fact that due to the intrigues of the 
Mongols the descendants of King Demetrius II sometimes reigned si-
multaneously in East Georgia. 
 According to the Agapes of the Cross Monastery the identities 
and sequence of the Monastery abbots was determined19. There are 
only two people named Simon (Svimeon, Svimon) among the “Jvaris 
mama” (the Monastery Abbot) in the period under discussion. They 
are Svimon (or Svimeon) Elmelikisdze and Simona Tsidashvili. The 
former can be the ancestor of the Sikseks. According to the family tra-
dition he was a nobleman from the north of Georgia and stayed in Je-
rusalem before and after the return of the Monastery to the Georgians. 
The tradition also mentions that Simon was an assistant of the Monas-
tery Abbot. The period of Svimon Elmelikisdze’s stay in Jerusalem in 
the fi rst quarter of the 14th century20. His name is mentioned in Agapes 

18 Timote Gabashvili. Travels. “Georgian Prose”, (mimosvla. „qarTuli proza“), Book V, 
Tbilisi 1983, 539. 
19 E. M e t r e v e l i. Materials for the History of the Georgian Colony in Jerusalem, (masalebi 

ierusalimis qarTuli koloniis istoriisaTvis), Tbilisi 1962, 51; P. I n g o r o -
q v a. Collection of works, 702.
20 E. M e t r e v e l i. Materials for the History of the Georgian Colony in Jerusalem, 51; P. I n g o -
r o q v a. Collection of works, 702.
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No 84/81, 65/63, 206/203. All three of these Agapes contain important 
information on the issue. 
 Agape No 84/81 was established after Svimon’s death. Svimon 
Elmelikisdze was “Jvaris mama” in the fi rst period of George V-s reign 
when the Monastery reclaimed its status as the center of the Georgian 
colony in Jerusalem. Svimon was respected by the heads of the Monas-
tery as he is called “Saint Father” in the Agape. The word “Saint” is only 
used for Prokhore Shavteli (the founder of the Monastery) and Luka 
Mukhaisdze (a martyr killed when the Monastery was occupied)21. 
 Agape no 65/63 was jointly established by Svimon Elmelikisdze, 
who was the abbot of the Cross Monastery (“Jvaris mama”), a priest of 
the church of Resurrection, the archpriest and the order of the Georgian 
monks in Jerusalem to commemorate the generous support provided to 
the monastery by Rusudan daughter of Demetrius II and her husband 
Taqa Fanaskerteli. It seems that Svimon Elmelikisdze was the head of the 
Georgian colony (he is the only one whose name the Agape mentions). 
Although the Agape was entered in the register after freeing the Monas-
tery, but the facts it mentions happened when the Monastery was in the 
Muslims’ hands and the Georgian monks took refuge in a town church22.   
 Agape No 206/203 mentions king Vakhtang III (1297-1299 and 1302-
1308) and his wife, who became a nun. The Agape was written after the 
death of Vakhtang and the freeing of the Cross Monastery, but it tells 
a story of capturing the Monastery and helps us to identify the ancestor 
of the Siksek family. The Agape says that 26 years passed after captur-
ing the Monastery. This is probably 1299/1300. In exactly that period 
from November 1299 to March 1300 Vakhtang was in the army of Mah-
mud Ghazan (Ghazan Khan, Mongol ruler of Persia in 1295-1304) and 
participated in the battles against the Egyptian Mamelukes in Syria and 
Palestine. The army of Mahmud Ghazan took both Damascus and Jeru-
salem23. According to one of the assumptions the Cross monastery was 
temporarily returned to the Georgians and Vakhtang made a donation to 
the Monastery24. This may be true. However, we can also assume that 

21 Ibid., 767.  
22 Ibid., 753.
23 А. Ц а г а р е л и. Памятники грузинской старины в Святой Земле и на Синае. Православный 
Палестинский сборникю Выпуск 10. (Т. 4. Вып. 1). Санкт-Петербург, 1888, 53-54; Z h a m t a a -
g h m t s e r e l i. The Chronicle of One Hundred Years, (J a m T a a R m w e r e l i. aswlova-

ni matiane), Tbilisi 1987, 210. 
24 E. M e t r e v e l i. Materials for the History of the Georgian Colony in Jerusalem, 42; P. I n g o -
r o q v a. Collection of works, 750.
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in 1298 during Vakhtang’s reign a mission was sent from Georgia to the 
Sultan. Mahmud Ghazan put Vakhtang III on the throne in November of 
1297 instead of his deposed elder brother David VIII25. The following 
year Vakhtang had his coins minted26. According to the Agape Svimon 
Elmelikisdze was in Jerusalem at the end of the 13th and the beginning of 
the 14th centuries. He was in the town church and assisted Solomon, the 
Abbot of the Cross Monastery who took refuge in the town church. The 
agape also mentions that these two people used Vakhtang’s donation for 
the Monastery. It is interesting that Svimon is mentioned in the Agape 
without any clerical rank. There is a surprising similarity between the 
data in the Agape and the Siksek family’s narrative. In short, the ancestor 
of the Sikseks “Simon Secretarios” is most likely Svimon Elmelikisdze. 
 The surname Elmelikisdze is not mentioned in the Georgian chroni-
cles. If it is not a surname but a patronymic then we should pay atten-
tion to the inscription made in the 15th century on Largvisi Gospel (13th 
century). The inscription says, “God intercede for Elmelik and Dedopali 
(Queen?) and their sons Giorgi and Datuna”. The inscription belongs 
to the dynasty of Ksani Eristavi (Dukes). Elmeliki mentioned in the in-
scription (the last quarter of the 14th century) can be even a descendant 
of Svimon’s father. If Svimon belonged to the dynasty of Ksani Eristavi, 
it explains why the Siksek family tradition says that he was from the 
north of Georgia and a nobleman. The chronicles of the Ksani Eristavi 
“Dzegli Eristavta” gives us the names of direct heirs, e.g. out of Shal-
va Kvenifneveli’s 14 children only two are mentioned by name27. If we 
accept the assumption that Svimon Elmelikisdze was sent to Jerusalem by 
Vakhtang III, we should also mention that Shalva Kvenifneveli was one 
of the closest and most loyal companions of Vakhtang. It sounds logical 
that the king would send one of the representatives of Kvenifnevelis with 
an important mission to Jerusalem. Svimon must have been a close rela-
tive of Shalva Kvenifneveli. Later in 1320 King George V the Brilliant 
sent Pipa Kvenifneveli (son of Shalva) and the priest Ioane Bandaisdze as 
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envoys to the Sultan of Egypt. We can assume that he took into consid-
eration the previous experience of the Kvenifnevelis in this matter. It is 
also noteworthy that St. Barbara’s church was built in Kvenifnevi in the 
former residence site of the Eristavi. Grigol Peradze and George Siksek 
never met after 1936. George Siksek did not know about the martyrdom 
of Grigol Peradze and Father Grigol never found out whose descendant 
he met in Jerusalem. 

Georgian-Arabic Chronicle of a Jerusalemite Family

 The present paper explores the identity and ancestry of Mr. Siksek, a resident 
of Jerusalem mentioned in the diary of St. Grigol Peradze “Roses of Jericho”. In 
1936 when Grigol Peradze was in Jerusalem he met this men three times. How-
ever, he did not mention the man’s first name, his age or his occupation in the 
diary. Nevertheless, we managed to identify the person. He was George Siksek, 
a well-known person in the Christian community of Palestine who held various 
positions in the period of the British Mandate.  The paper presents a detailed 
biography of George Siksek and information about his family members. 
 The paper also explores the oral tradition of the Siksek family. George 
Siksek told this story Grigol Peradze this narrative to Grigol Peradze as well. 
According to the narrative the ancestor of the Sikseks was Simon, an envoy and 
a secretary sent by the Georgian king to Jerusalem to help the Cross Monastery 
in the 14th century. In 1912 George Siksek wrote this narrative in Arabic. Along 
with the influence of various chronicles and historic sources this story also con-
tains some original data from the family tradition. These details were separated 
and thoroughly analyzed in the paper and cross-checked with the other data. As 
many members of the Siksek family were clerics and some of them served in 
Cross Monastery in Jerusalem, the author of the paper concludes that the fam-
ily tradition was originally in writing. At the end of the 17th century when the 
Georgians lost the Cross Monastery and the Georgian community in Jerusalem 
was destroyed the Siksek family’s narrative was preserved as an oral tradition. 
 The paper also analyzes the data of the Cross Monastery Agapes. Agapes 
No 84/81, 65/63, 206/203 dating back to the 14th century mention Svimon Elme-
likisdze. In two cases he is mentioned as the abbot of the Cross Monastery and 
in one case as a secular assistant of the abbot. Based on the chronology and 
other crucial details the author concludes that Simon, the ancestor of the Sikseks 
is the same person as Svimon Elmelikisdze mentioned in the Agapes. By order 
of King Vakhtang III Svimon travelled to Jerusalem with his family at the end 
of the 13th century (when the Cross Monastery was in the hands of the Mus-
lims). He actively participated in freeing the Monastery and its restoration. After 
freeing of the Cross Monastery (1305 or 1310) Svimon’s descendants lived in 
the Monastery for a century and in 1432 they moved to the Christian Quarter 
of Jerusalem. 
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 The author assumes that Svimon Elmelikisdze belonged to the dynasty of 
Kvenifneveli (Ksani) Dukes. His argument is based on the mentioning of a man 
named Elmelik in one of the manuscripts of Ksani Dukes. The author believes 
that the Sikseks’ narrative is true and verifies it with the data of historic sources. 
 The paper shows that Grogol Peradze and George Siksek never met after 
1936. George Siksek did not know about the martyrdom of Grigol Peradze.
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A REPRESSED POLISH PAINTER IN SOVIET GEORGIA 
DURING STALIN’S TERROR KIRILL ZDANEVICH

 
by Maka Khutsishvili

University of Warsaw/Tbilisi

Introduction
 This article presents a case of Soviet repressions on the example of 
a Polish origin painter living in soviet Georgia in the late 1940s. 
 It is well known, that “Great Purge” during the years 1937-1938 
was a peak of Stalin’s terror, but throughout the history of the Soviet 
Union there had always been political repressions against the “anti-
Soviet elements” and “enemies of the people”. 
 There are some works about Kirill Zdanevich in Georgian historiog-
raphy, but from the perspective of his activities, details are not known 
about his repressions. The article is based on the primary sources, aim-
ing to fi ll this gap in this regard and enter the academic circulation for 
the fi rst time ever. 
 Kirill Zdanevich was repressed at the end of the 1940s charged with 
spying just for the reason, that he befriended a Scottish journalist visit-
ing Moscow.  
 Kirill Zdanevich is known to the Georgian society for his artistic 
activity, but there is little known about the painter’s biography. I tried 
to reconstruct details of his life through the use of oral history narra-
tives alongside periodical sources. Karaman Kutateladze1, the paint-
er’s grandson told me about the artist.

Early life and activity
 Throughout the 19th century several national uprising occurred in 
Poland, which were led by the Polish nobility (Shlakhta). Their goal 
was regaining independence and liberate from Russia’s domination. 

1 Karaman Kutateladze – grandson of Kirill Zdanevich, lives in Tbilisi at the age of 59.  
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All uprising had ended in failure of the national forces. The Metropolis 
used loyal methods against the losers because the case concerned with 
the aristocracy. They were exiled to the Caucasus and into Siberia. 
Deported people called the Caucasus Warm Siberia.
 Kirill Zdanevich’s ancestor was also a military insurgent of the 
Polish national uprising in 1863 and deported to the Caucasus. 
 Karaman Kutateladze: “Military personals were not settled in cities, 
thus ancestor of Kirill Zdanevich lived in one of the villages of the Kutais 
Governorate. His parents inhabited in Tifl is2 and they had a villa in Kojori, 
wherein Kirill was born in 1892. Father Michail was a french language 
teacher at the fi rst gymnasium in Tifl is. His mother was Georgian origin, 
Valentina Gamkrelidze. She was a pianist. Unfortunately, I don’t know 
from which city of Poland ancestor of Kirill was originated”3.
 Kirill Zdanevich received elementary art education in Tifl is. He also 
took classes of a very famous painter by that time Nikolay Sklifas-
ovsky4 and then continued his studies at St. Petersburg Academy of 
Art, but he didn’t complete the course. The fi rst personal exhibition of 
Kirill Zdanevich opened in Moscow and Tbilisi in 1911.
 In 1913 Kirill Zdanevich headed to Paris to study fi ne art. In Paris 
he was working in the workshop of the sculptor Alexander Archipen-
ko5 and opened his solo exhibition. His works had been so much ap-
preciated, that collectors purchased some of them. Even Pablo Picasso 
visited the exhibition and wrote on the wall “5+Picasso”.
 After the outbreak of World War I, Kirill Zdanevich was called on the 
North-West front. Fearless fi ghter was awarded several medals, which he 
sold during times of hardship. The war stopped his creative life, but after 
returning from the front he started painting over again. Kirill Zdanevich 
became a member of “Futurist Syndicate”. Later, he joined the “leftists” 
among them were representatives of various fi elds of art.
 Kirill Zdanevich was making intellectual-cultural life of the then 
Tifl is varied. He was a theater designer and working with Kote Mar-
janishvili6, designing very beautiful scenic decorations in Tifl is 

2 Capital city of Georgia was called as Tifl is until 1936.
3 K. Kutateladze, oral history interview was submitted by Maka Khutsishvili, Georgia, Tbilisi 2014.
4 Nikolay Sklifasovsky was a Russian origin painter and teacher. He moved to Georgia in 1895. 
Sklifasovsky opened courses in drawing and painting in his house.       
5 Alexander Archipenko was a Ukrainian-born American avant-garde artist, sculptor, and graphic 
artist. He lived in Paris during the years from 1908 to 1914.
6 Kote Marjanishvili was a Georgian theater director (1872-1933). 
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Opera House. Alongside the local artists Sergei Sudeikin7, Lado 
Gudiashvili8, and others Kirill Zdanevich also painted the Tifl is artistic 
café “Kimerioni” (currently Rustaveli Theater), decorated Art-cafes – 
“Argonavtebis Navi” and “Fantastiuri Dukani” with murals.
 Karaman Kutateladze: “Kirill referred to himself as Polish and 
a Georgian too. He was very appreciated in Poland. After returning 
from fi fteen years of exile in the late 1960s, when he visited Warsaw 
was accepted as a national hero. His book about Pirosmani was trans-
lated into Polish language.
 Valeria, fi rst wife of Kirill was Polish origin, sister of painter Zyg-
munt Valishevski9. He had a son from the fi rst marriage. For the second 
time he got married a Georgian lady. From the second marriage he 
had two daughters – my mother and my aunt. He made a friend with 
the Georgian artists, writers: Elene Akhvlediani10, Lado Gudiashvili, 
Paolo Iashvili11, Titsian Tabidze12, Grigol Robakidze13, generally he 
had friendly relations with Blue Horn Modernists14. Kirill has written 
notable memories about them”15.

The discovery of Pirosmani
 Georgian fi ne arts are enriched by unique works by Kirill Zdanev-
ich. Except that Kirill Zdanevich created the original masterpieces 
along with his brother Ilya and their friend, artist Mikhail Le Dantiu 
completely unexpectedly discovered remarkable paintings by an un-
known and untrained artist in a wine cellar in Tifl is in 1912. Up to this 
moment he had also noticed on the store banners and signboards such 
kinds of paintings. Actually, brothers Ilya and Kirill Zdanevich discov-
ered Georgian painter Pirosmani and promoted his works in Georgia 
and to the then European art society.    
 Karaman Kutateladze: “discovery of Pirosmani was related to futur-
istic theories. Kirill and Ilya saw inside him a Georgian genetic remem-
brance, immediacy, which was exactly compatible with these theories. 

7 Sergei Sudeikin was a Russian painter. He arrived to Tifl is in 1919.  
8 Lado Gudiashvili was a Georgian painter (1896-1980). 
9 Zigmunt Valishevski was a Polish origin painter (1897-1936).   
10 Elene Akhvlediani was a Georgian painter (1898-1975).
11 Paolo Iashvili was a Georgian poet (1894-1937). 
12 Titsian Tabidze was a Georgian poet (1895-1937).
13 Grigol Robakidze was a Georgian writer, publicist (1880-1962). 
14 “Tsisferkantselebi” a literary movement of Georgian symbolist poets and writers founded in 1916. 
15 K. Kutateladze, oral history interview was submitted by Maka Khutsishvili, Georgia, Tbilisi 2014. 



222

Pirosmani was a gift for them. Ilya writes: “this was my dream, which 
came true”. The brothers Zdanevich spent a lot of energy to popular-
ize Pirosmani, made the European art public sure to recognize Piro-
smani as a great artist. They organized Pirosmani works’ exhibition at 
the Louvre. Kirill wrote a book about Pirosmani, which published in 
1926”16.
 Kirill Zdanevich started collecting his paintings, was looking for 
them everywhere, he also found their author and decided to organize an 
exhibition dedicated to these works. In 1916 the Georgian newspaper 
“Sakhalkho Furceli” reported the following information: “The exhi-
bition of Niko Pirosmanashvili’s drawings. Tomorrow, Thursday, on 
5 May at the atelier of K. M. Zdanevich will take place an exhibition 
of paintings (collected by K. M. Zdanevich) of People’s artist Niko 
Pirosmanashvili during only one day, you can see the exhibition from 
12:00 p.m. to 16:00 p.m. Free entrance. Sviatopolk-Mirski street № 6, 
Gubini street corner. House of Prince Andronikashvili. In the yard sec-
ond fl oor”17.

Piece of the Georgian newspaper: “Sakhalkho Furtseli” in original 
(Public sheet). 

16 K. Kutateladze, oral history interview was submitted by Maka Khutsishvili, Georgia, Tbilisi 2014. 
17 Sakhalkho Furceli, 1916 May 4, N566, p. 2.
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 Exactly on that day the then Tifl is society saw for the fi rst time 
absolute genial paintings of an unknown artist. Actually, Pirosmani is 
a present of the Polish origin brothers to the Georgian people.

***
 It is well known, that the Soviet system demanded strict obedience in all 
areas of life, free thinking was unacceptable. During the “Great Terror” many 
intellectuals were executed or deported to Siberia. Repressions continued in 
1940s not on a large scale, but in this period also were persecuted “unsustain-
able” and “harmful” elements, which were called “enemies of people”.
 Karaman Kutateladze: “Kirill was an artist, futurist, they also were called 
as formalists, which was in contradiction with the framework of socialist art 
and as “unsustainable” person he was arrested in 1947. He was sentenced to 
ten years, sent to the Gulag (Inta Komi ASSR). Legends had been walking of 
how Kirill deeply loved Tbilisi’s “Dinamo”18. 40 degrees of frost he used to 
go out to the plac (only there was a radio) and listened to during two hours, 
how “Dinamo” was winning or losing. If “Dinamo” lost when entered inside, 
prisoners did on his shoulder a black ribbon. 
 Kirill painted even during his stay in exile. After ten years of imprison-
ment he had been in exile for fi ve years near Moscow and had not right to 
live in Moscow or in Tbilisi.
 As I know from my mother they came in and looked for something 
(for a certain period of time Kirill lived in Moscow, cooperated with 
the Foreger theater, publishing houses, in Moscow he had an apartment 
and he was arrested in Moscow) in searching the empty whiskey bottle 
fell out of the window. Kirill had a Scottish friend writer, journalist. He 
brought this whiskey and friends drank together. That was the reason 
for the arrest as a spy, which drinks whiskey with the West agent.
 When he was released from prison demanded the case, which turned out 
to be completely empty. There is no real charge of why he was arrested.
 He was released a year earlier, than he had given. Overall, he spent 
14 years in custody. After release he lived for ten years. When he arrived 
had nothing. As my mother told me, friends gave him clothes”19.
 Kirill Zdanevich passed away in 1969. He is interred in Didube 
Pantheon in Tbilisi. 
 It should be noted that Kirill’s brother Ilya was also artist and 
a representative of Georgian avant-garde. Ilya Zdanevich left the Soviet 
Union in 1930s and moved to Paris, there continued his activity.

18 Dinamo Tbilisi is a Georgian professional football club. It is founded in 1925. 
19 K. Kutateladze, oral history interview was submitted by Maka Khutsishvili, Georgia, Tbilisi 2014. 
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Kirill Zdanevich, volunteer during World War I

Photograph from the Archives of Georgian State Museum 
of Theatre, Music, Cinema and Choreography



225

Conclusion
 Kirill Zdanevich along with his brother Ilya brought to Georgia the 
modernist avant-garde, which is called contemporary art today. Actu-
ally by this means Kirill Zdanevich was establishing European values 
in Georgia and by popularizing of Pirosmani promoting Georgian cul-
ture in the West, which was isolated in the Soviet space at that time. 
On the initiative of Kirill Zdanevich’s grandson, Karaman Kutateladze 
founded an annual international festival of modern art named after the 
Brothers Zdaneviche in Georgia.
 Kirill Zdanevich was educated in Europe (In France); befriended 
Pablo Picasso and other European artists; had organized some exhibi-
tions in Europe; and was Polish origin. For the above-listed reasons 
Kirill Zdanevich was completely unacceptable to the Soviet ideology.
 Georgian-Polish relations are various. These are not only cultural 
connections; it is a sharing history of the people having a great culture, 
who had to live under the same system for a certain period.

A repressed Polish painter in Soviet Georgia 
during Stalin’s terror Kirill Zdanevich

 Kirill Zdanevich was a polish origin painter, graphic artist, and scene
-designer. He was born in 1892 near Tiflis. 
 Kirill Zdanevich got education in Russia and Europe. In 1912 moved to 
St. Petersburg, where he entered the Higher Art Institute of Painting, Sculpture 
and Architecture under the Imperial Academy of Arts. One year later (1913) he 
headed to Paris to continue studying and actively involved in the European artis-
tic society. After the First World War started he was called up for military service.
Together with his brother Ilya Zdanevich he brought avant-garde art in Georgia 
for the first time and discovered a uniqueness of the works of the Georgian 
painter Niko Pirosmani. After this unexpected discovery Kirill Zdanevich organ-
ized the first exhibition of Niko Pirosmani’s works at his home for the Georgian 
public. He did not spare his efforts to popularize Pirosmani’s output in Georgia 
and Europe as well.
 In 1947 he was arrested as a spy and deported to Siberia. Being into exile 
slowed his activity, where had been about for 10 years.  
 The article is based largely on the oral history interview recorded with 
Karaman Kutateladze, grandson of Kirill Zdanevich in Tbilisi in 2014. 

A  REPRESSED  POLISH  PAINTER  IN  SOVIET  GEORGIA



226

Ilya Zdanevich (left), Tyfl is, 1919

Photograph from the Karaman Kutateladze family archive
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FORMS OF GEORGIAN LITERATURE 
RECEPTION IN 20TH CENTURY. 

UKRAINIAN LITERARY DISCOURSE IN EMIGRATION

by Ivane Mtchedeladze
Tbilisi State University

 The exploration of Georgian-Foreign Literary Relations in the era of Cul-
tural Globalization remains one of the dominant directions of Comparative 
Literary Studies. A cultural dialogue determines how and to what extent small 
national cultures can involve their own heritage in the treasury of mankind 
and how they can share and learn the experience of local cultures.
 Contemporary cultural studies are developing border studies inten-
sively. In this regard, special attention is paid to diaspora and migrants’ 
lives (ethnic and cultural memory, hybridization and multiculturalism, 
problems of liminality) as well as to a study of alternate culture and inter-
disciplinary connections from the multidisciplinary perspective. Although 
a number of works have been dedicated to the history of literary and cul-
tural relations between Georgia and Ukraine, the anti-Soviet emigration 
materials still remain unexplored. The historical events of the twentieth 
century also had a signifi cant impact on the development of literary pro-
cesses. The cultural history of the Soviet Union, which was created based 
on violence, can be divided into two major, opposing models - Soviet and 
anti-Soviet. Immigration was one of the biggest forms of anti-Soviet pro-
test narrative. At the end of the twentieth century, the interest in colonial 
and post-colonial studios increased in both comparative literary studies 
and cultural studies. In the early 1990s, Susan Bassnett suggested that 
“the arrival of the term ‘post-colonial’ on the critical scene must surely 
be one of the most signifi cant developments in comparative literature in 
the twentieth century”1. Post-colonial criticism expands its geographical 
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1 M. A l b r e c h t, Comparative Literature and Postcolonial Studies Revisited. Refl ections in Light 
of Recent Transitions in the Fields of Postcolonial Studies// Comparative Critical Studies, 2013, 
Volume 10, N 1, p. 47.
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area of research, and migrates it into the research of Sovietology experi-
ences. Most contemporary researchers believe that post-colonial studies 
are dominant in researching Soviet and post-Soviet history and cultural-
literary processes. 
 Having studied colonial and anti-imperial discourses in classical and 
contemporary Ukrainian literature, Ukrainian researchers Budny and 
V. Ilnitsky draw their classifi cation: “post-colonial studies can be 
divided into either colonial and neocolonial, imperial (dominated) or 
colonized “post-colonized (subordinated), anti-colonial and post-colo-
nial categories”2. In the same work the authors pay special attention 
to the emigration materials in the anti-colonial category. The historical 
and cultural situation has also changed as a result of the falling and 
sovietization of the People’s Republic of Ukraine. The marginalized/
peripheral Ukrainian literature presented as part of the Russian imperial 
model, seeks to overcome the colonial status by employing modernist 
/avant-garde trends from the beginning of the twentieth century. 
 The adoption of a global, modernist cultural style was the expression 
of synchronous integration with world cultural processes. As is known, 
the formation of the only movement of the Soviet culture, the so-called 
Social realism, was found in principle antagonism with free creative 
processes. This led to the forced stopping of the avant-garde in a num-
ber of Soviet republics. Evolutionary development of literary processes 
was replaced with the revolution, which led to deformation of processes 
and created two models: in Soviet Ukraine and beyond its borders. 
 Jean-Marc Moura, a researcher of the Francophone Literature and 
Postcolonial Theory, shares J. McCloud and other scholars’ ideas that 
post-colonial studies should focus on “reading the works of emigrating 
writers from the countries rich with the history of colonialism”3. 
 The imagological model - The Georgian theme in Ukrainian emi-
grants poetry - can be considered to be the fi rst form of the Georgian-
Ukrainian literary reconciliation. Professor of Comparative Literature, 
Ukrainian Kartvelologist Liudmila Hrytsyk, focused on this very rare 
event. This was Vyacheslav Lashchenko’s poem called “Sakartvelo”. 
Vyacheslav Lashchenko was a writer and teacher who emigrated to Eu-
rope and America in 1920. In 1927, in Podêbrady, Czechoslovakia, he 

2 Людмила Гр и ц и к, Українська компаративістика: концептуальні проекції, Донецк «Юго-
Восток», 2012, pp. 191-192.
3 Jean-Marc M o u r a, Francophonic Literature and Postcolonial Theory. Translated from French 
by Rusudan Turnava. Tbilisi: Publishing House “Mtsignobari”, 2013, pp. 28-29.
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published a collection of his works on the “River of Babylon”. The 
poem “Sakartvelo”4, in the opinion of L. Hrytsyk, is dedicated to the 
revolt of 1924 against the Soviet rule in Georgia, which, in fact, envel-
oped the whole country. Despite its scale, the rebels were defeated. The 
Bolsheviks shot many of them and others became victims of repres-
sion. Vyacheslav Leshchenko, as an active participant of the cultural 
processes of the twentieth century, had intensive ties with Kharkov 
where modern Ukrainian culture was being created. During this period, 
a Georgian student, M. Kintsurashvili was studying at Kharkov Univer-
sity. He was friends with young F. Zgoralsky and Oleksandr Oles (later 
a victim of the communist repression, a representative of the “Executed 
Renaissance”). With their help, the young Georgian student studied the 
Ukrainian language and even translated Olse’s poem into Georgian. Lit-
erary critic L. Hrytsyk proposes the following assumption according to 
which Vyacheslav Vashenko, through his friends, got acquainted with 
Kintsurashvili. It was Kintsurashvili who told him about the history 
of Georgia. During this period only the emigrants, within their circles, 
could talk and write openly about the anti-Soviet problems. In the con-
text of Georgian-Ukrainian relations, such materials were also unknown 
for a long time.
 The second model of the perception of Georgian literature in the 
Ukrainian emigrant literature is a critical reception. As is known, in the 
20s of the twentieth century, the fi rst wave of Ukrainian intelligentsia 
was localized in Czechoslovakia - Podêbrady and Prague. In literary 
studies this group is known under the name of the “Prague School”. 
According to the established opinion, the poet and culturologist Evhen 
Malaniuk became the leader of the Ukrainian emigration. Since 1929, 
Evhen Malaniuk and several representatives of the Prague School (Na-
talia Livitska-Kholodna, Olena Teliga) have left Czechoslovakia and 
moved to Poland, where creative activity develops at a new pace. In 
1929, a well-known public fi gure, emigrant Yuri Lipa, with the support 
of Evhen Malaniuk, and the literary group in Warsaw, founds another 
literary group, called “Tank”. Apparently, the group “Tank” was one 
of infl uential groups in the Ukrainian emigration of the fi rst wave, be-
cause it had its branches in Paris, Krakow, Uzzhorod and Podêbrady. In 
1933, the literary group with the new name “Us” and with new mem-

4 Л. Гр и ц и к, Українська компаративістика: концептуальні проекції, Донецк «Юго-Восток», 
2012, pp. 191-192.
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bers founded the famous publishing house “Variag” in Warsaw. Since 
then, members of the Polish “Tank” have been considered together with 
the group “Us” and “Variag”. The leader and organizer of all these pro-
cesses was Evhen Malaniuk.
 During one of my scientifi c trips to Kiev, with the help of the famous 
Kartvelologist, Honorary Doctor of Tbilisi State University, Professor 
Liudmila Hrytsyk, I received 4 - 5 issues of the Polish magazine “East” 
(Wschód/Orient 1933, Rok IV.Nr), which published the Polish transla-
tion of “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” and a four-page publication 
“Ten, co nosi skórę barsa”. At the end of the review, there was written 
a cryptonym ‘EM’. After the consultations with Professor L. Hrytsyk, 
when working on the above- mentioned publication, it became neces-
sary to work on extensive literary materials by the Georgian as well as 
Ukrainian emigrants. As a result of the special investigation by Geor-
gian and Ukrainian Kartvelologists (whose results were refl ected in the 
publications5) it was revealed that the publication was written by Evhen 
Malaniuk. For the Ukrainian poet, Georgia / Caucasus is associated 
with the archetype of mythical and ancient culture, which somewhat 
shares the perception of the Caucasus and Georgia in the Slavic liter-
ary tradition. “Caucasus, the heroic and mythical place full of legends, 
where legends, sayings and myths starting from the Golden Fleece to 
romantic Bironism, live and transform-revived myths known from the 
ancient Colchis about the liberation of Georgia by the Caucasian high-
landers. The voice of those turbulent years is still heard in the valley 
between lofty mountains scorched by the southern sun and against this 
remarkable background, legends about the courage and perseverance 
of these proud and devoted people have become the sources of many 
songs. Georgia is in the heart of the Caucasus, together with tragic and 
heroic histories refl ected in the people of the country, which has been 
the muse of many a poet6”.
 Malaniuk actively cooperated with the well-known Polish edition 
“Marcholt`a” which, based on authoritative scientifi c sources, was 
one of the most important quarterly publications of Warsaw in litera-
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5 Л. Гр и ц и к, Руставелі в комунікативних моделях Євгена Маланюка In: Теорія літератури: 
концепції, інтерпретації, Науковий збірник, Київ – Логос – 2014, p. 86-92. http://philology.knu.
ua/fi les/library/Teoria_Liter_ 2012-2015/Teor_lit_2014.pdf; Mchedeladze, I. Ukrainian Anti-Soviet 
Emigration and Reception of “The Man in the Panther’s kin” in the Context of New Materials. 
In: Literary Researches N# 2, Tbilisi 2017, pp. 225-251; http://press.tsu.edu.ge/data/fi le_db/elzhurn 
alebi/journ.pdf 
6 E.M. „Ten, co nosi skórę barsa“// Wschód/Orient IV. Nr 5-4 Warszawa: 1933 Rok, p. 78.
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ture and culture about Georgia in 1934-1938. Works of various public 
fi gures namely R. Ingarden, M. Dabrovska and others were published 
here at various times and the aesthetics of formalism was discussed7. 
Malianiuk published his project “Drafts on the Typology of Culture” 
in this very edition. In this essay, he developed the theoretical concepts 
of interaction between Eastern and Western cultures and intercultural 
communication. Malianiuk develops the idea that the cultural-literary 
synthesis is more organic and more productive in the places “where 
cultural processes exist in a synthetic and fermenting form and continue 
for centuries”. In “Drafts” Malaniuk expresses the following opinion 
about the East: “We are interested in how the ‘Eurasian’ is called the 
East; there are two expressions of the East, southern – the Black Sea 
coast and Iranian cultures, essentially educated by the infl uence of the 
Asia Minor Hellenism and Mediterranean cultures, and the second East 
is – Mongolian - Altaic”8. 
 This opinion by Malianiuk expressed in 1935 may be considered as 
another argument if we compare to it the opinion about the Georgian 
culture expressed in the  magazine “The East”, expressed slightly ear-
lier: “A country which is encircled by two major cultures Iran -Arabian 
and Greek (Asia Minor), formed as a statehood much earlier than Euro-
pean ones did. In the beginning of European history, Georgian culture 
has already had its distinctive form, which was based on the Byzantine 
and rich Arabic-Persian cultures9”. He also writes that “when the his-
tory of Europe was threatened by various invaders, the role of Georgia 
and Georgian culture was immeasurably great for them”10.
 When writing about the Georgian Renaissance and Humanism, 
Malianiuk relies on I. Kavtaradze’s work well-known in Poland in the 
20s, which he also cites in the publication (J. Kawtaradze “Gruzja”, 
p. 52), “The epoch of the Renaissance in the XII century was expressed 
in the original Georgian Humanism, which was the result of a vivid 
blend of a healthy and intelligent West and passionate and fantastic 
East”. Only on the basis of a developed and mature culture (from such 
writers as  Khoneli, Shavteli, Chakhrukhadze and a cohort of writers of 
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7 A. B i e r n a c k i, Marchołt in: Literatura polska XX wieku. Przewodnik encyklopedyczny. 
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo naukowe PWN, 2000, p.411.
8 Є. М а л а н ю к, Шкіці до типології культур//Вісниківство. Літературна традиція та ідеї. 
Дрогобич, 2009, p. 321.
9 E.M. „Ten, co nosi skórę barsa“, in: Wschód/Orient IV. Nr 5-4 Warszawa: 1933 Rok, p. 78.
10 ibid.
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similar standards) could the eternal poem “Man in the Panther Skin”11 
have been born from the pen of the ‘King of Literature’, Shota Rustave-
li.
 According to the established consideration in Literary Theory, “the 
task of the cross-cultural communication is to explore the problems of 
mutual understanding of the representatives of different national cul-
tures in today’s politico-cultural space. The scope of this science also 
includes the study of the relationships between different cultures and 
ethnos12”. In the process of intercultural contacts it is important to un-
derstand the ethno-cultural expression of “the stranger” / “Other”. 
 In the Ukrainian scientifi c discourse the perception of the Georgian 
literary canon was established in the context of the Christian culture 
of the East, which led to the study of its literature in Oriental studios. 
The perception of Georgia in the context of the Oriental countries had 
a geopolitical signifi cance: such an approach, according to the Russian 
tradition, served to promote the Orientalization of the Georgian culture, 
which is similar to the model of Culture and Imperialism suggested by 
E. Said13.
 Professor of Comparative Literature, I. Ratiani’s reasoning “The re-
alization of the Georgian literary canon must be strictly carried out with 
respect to Western and Eastern models of the universal canon14”. The 
researcher also notes that the Universal Model from the perspective of 
the Georgian National canon reads as predominantly western / Chris-
tian, which also expresses the state of Georgian literature, but due to 
various factors, it is tolerant towards oriental culture15. It may be pos-
sible to argue that the perception of the Georgian culture by Malaniuk is 
such a trans-civilized approach in the context of a dialogue of Western 
and Eastern cultures. 
 Literary translation has become an important form of Georgian 
- Ukrainian literary interpretation in emigration. In this respect the 

11 E.M. „Ten, co nosi skórę barsa“, in: Wschód/Orient IV. Nr 5-4 Warszawa: 1933 Rok, p. 78.
12 I. M o d e b a d z e, „Long Live Understanding!“ Interpretations on the Themes: Linguo-Culturol-
ogy, Inter-Cultural Communication, Cross-Cultural Linguistics, Cross-Cultural Dialogue // Sjani An-
nual Scientifi c Journal of Literary Theory and Comparative Literature, Volume 11, Tbilisi, 2010, 
pp. 128-134.
13 М. К а р б е л а ш в и л и, Проблема сюжета поэмы Руставели «Витязь в тигровой шкуре» 
в контексте геополитики: Грузия – Европа или Азия? // Сджани (Размышления). 15. Журнал 
теорий литературы и сравнительного литературоведения. Тбилиси: Издательство Института 
Литературы, 2014, pp. 126-144. 
14 I. R a t i a n i, Georgian Literature and the World Literary Process, Tbilisi, 2015, p.47.
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translation work of the famous culturologist, translator and oriental-
ist Vladimir Derzhavin stands out distinctively. It is well known that 
he was fl uent in Oriental languages and studied classical philology at 
St. Petersburg and Kharkov University. Derzhavin has important 
research in the theory of literature and translation. Since 1944, Derzhav-
in is in immigration in Europe. He is an active member of the Ukrainian 
art movement in Munich, Germany.
 The public-political and literary journal published by the Ukrainian 
emigrants “Liberation Road” was founded in London in 1948. It was 
this journal which published V. Dzerhavin’s translations of classical and 
modernist Georgian poetry. V. Derzhavin translated the 19th century 
Georgian poems by Orbeliani “Queen Tamar’s Face in the Church of 
Bethania”, and “Horn” by R. Eristavi. As well as this, he translated 
Georgian modernist poetry. The main principle of the material selection 
was based on the idea of making the Georgian national culture known 
to the Ukrainian reader. Derzhavin translated the poems dedicated to the 
legendary Georgian queen - Tamar (Важа-Пшавела «Велика Тамара», 
Ал. Шаншіяшвілі «Тамара»), Georgian mythology dedicated to the 
famous hero Amiran (Коте Макашвілі «Амірані», Акакі Церетелі 
«Амерані»), Ilia Chavchavadze (Ти, прегарний краю мій) and Aka-
ki’s Khandzhali (Кинджал). To explain Georgian cultural realities, 
Derzhavin, as a translator, uses the commentary method and explains 
the role of Queen Tamar in the history of Georgia. As for Amiran, he 
considers him as a hero in Georgian mythology, which is similar to the 
Greek Prometheus. At this stage, with the help of Professor L. Hrytsyk 
(which is why the author of this article is very grateful to her) this 
material has been made available to us to refl ect on Georgian-Ukrain-
ian literary relations in emigration. However, it may be reasonable to 
assume that there are still many undisturbed materials in both Ukrainian 
and Georgian archives.
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Forms of Georgian Literature reception in 20th century. 
Ukrainian Literary Discourse in Emigration

 This article discusses the cases of Georgian-Ukrainian literary relationships in 
the fi rst part of the 20th century. The empirical material is based on the newly found 
materials about the Ukrainian  anti-Soviet intellectual emigration, which refl ect 
the forms of reception of Georgian literature represented in various forms; namely, 
the Georgian theme in Ukrainian emigrant literature (the poem “Sakartvelo” by 
Vyacheslav Lashchenko); critical reception (the publication by  Evgeni Malaniuk 
“the Knight in the Panther’s Skin”, based on the author’s theoretical reasoning of 
intercultural communication (“Drafts on the Typology of Culture”)). The third mod-
el of perception singled out in the article refers to translation. The history of the 
Georgian poetry is analyzed based on the data from the Ukrainian diaspora circles. 
The article also discusses translations of the Georgian poetry by the Ukrainian trans-
lator, theorist and famous Orientalist V. Derzhavin.
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LOST TRIBE OF ISRAEL: THE JEWS OF DAGESTAN  

by Varvara Krasutskaya
University of Warsaw

Introduction to the terminology: Ashkenazim, Sephardim and Mizrahim. 
 “Who is a Jew?” is the ultimate dilemma being discussed probably 
since the beginning of Judaism and the Jewish nation. It is not only 
a question posed from the outside, but also an issue of internal self-iden-
tifi cation coming from inside Jewish communities. “To be a Jew” may 
contain multiple  religious, cultural, ethnic and genealogical components 
depending on the approach one chooses. 
 Judaism can be primarily divided into Ultra-Orthodox - the most 
dogmatic branch, Orthodox and Conservative (the most adhered to) and 
Reform - the most liberal1.  Each denomination has its own norms and 
expectations. In Orthodox and Conservative Judaism a Jew is a person 
born by a Jewish mother or a Convert who underwent orthodox giyur - 
the process of conversion to Judaism2. According to halacha - the Jew-
ish law3, once one has fi nished the conversion process, no Jew is allowed 
to remind that person4 about it (Talmud (Bava Metzia 58b-59b)). The 
type of conversion is also very important, since not all conversions are 
recognised by all branches of Judaism. 
 However, two opinion polls (Pew Research Center 2013 survey of 
U.S. Jews5 and Pew Research Center 2016 survey of Israeli Jews6) have 
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1 W. H a z e n, (2002, September 1), Inside Judaism, Milliken Publishing Company.
2 M. D i e m l i n g, L. R a y, (2015, September 7), Boundaries, Identity and Belonging in Modern 
Judaism, Routledge.
3 The Editors of Encyclopædia Britannica, Halakhah, Retrieved from: https://www.britannica.com/
topic/Halakhah
4 Rabbi Dr. Gidon R o t h s t e i n, Treating Converts Well and Carefully, Retrieved from: https://
www.ou.org/torah/ machshava/change-your-pesach-change-your-life/treating-converts-well-and-
carefully/
5 PEW Research Center (2013, October 1), A Portrait of Jewish Americans, Retrieved from: http://
www.pewforum.org/ 2013/10/01/chapter-3-jewish-identity/
6 PEW Research Center (2016, March 8), Israel’s Religiously Divided society, Retrieved from:  
http://www.pewforum.org/ 2016/03/08 /identity/
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7 M. L i p k a, (2016, March 16), A closer look at Jewish identity in Israel and the U.S., Retrieved 
from: http:// www.pewresearch.org/ fact-tank/2016/03/16 /a-closer-look-at-jewish-identity-in-israel-
and-the-u-s/
8 A. J. H e s c h e l, (1948, May 1), The Two Great Traditions: The Sephardim and the Ashkenazim, 
Retrieved from: https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-two-great-traditionsthe-sephar-
dim-and-the-ashkenazim/
9 M. Rabbi R a c h e l  S o l o m i n, Sephardic, Ashkenazic, Mizrahi and Ethiopian Jews, Retrieved from: 
https:// www.myjewishlearning.com/article/sephardic-ashkenazic-mizrahi-jews-jewish-ethnic-diversity/
10 C. M o s k, (2013). Nationalism and economic development in modern Eurasia. New York: Rout-
ledge. p. 143.
11 D. S h a s h a (2010, June 20), Understanding the Sephardi-Ashkenazi Split, Retrieved from: 
https:/ /www. huffi ngtonpost.com/david-shasha/understanding-the-sephard_b_541033.html
12 M. L i p k a (2016, March 16), A closer look at Jewish identity in Israel and the U.S., 
Retrieved from: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/03/16/a-closer-look-at-jewish-identi-
ty-in-israel-and-the-u-s/
13 D. T o b i n (2012, June 7), Are All Jews White? The Woody Allen Syndrome, Retrieved from: https://
www.huffi ngtonpost.com/diane-tobin/are-all-jews-white-the-woody-allen-syndrome_b_1577788.html

shown that vast majority of Jews in America and Israel primarily identi-
fi ed with ancestry, Jewish culture and tradition, while religion was less 
valuable to them7. Mountain Jews however have their own historical and 
cultural path, which shaped their identity and defi ned their unique place 
within the Jewish world. 
 Of course, Jewish identity can also be understood through ethnicity. 
The most distinct, homogeneous and well-known ethnic group is Ashke-
nazi Jews, who are indeed the most numerous Jewish ethnic division8. 
 In sensu largo Jews can be separated into three main ethnic groups 
according to their historical migration patterns: Mizrahim - Eastern or 
oriental, Sephardim - Jews of Spain and Portugal and Ashkenazim9, who 
emerged from the Holy Roman Empire10 in the middle ages. 
 This primordial split’s infl uence is not limited to simple physical ap-
pearance, but also deeper, more “fl uid” concepts, such as spirituality, 
values and the interpretation of the Jewish law - halacha. The term Ash-
kenazim refers to Jews from Central and Eastern Europe or, so-called, 
“white Jews”, those whose voices are heard loudly11. Ashkenazim are 
the people responsible for matzo-balls, Hasidism, Yiddish and Woody 
Allen. They are the people, whom most would describe, if ask to imag-
ine a Jew. However, Jewish identity and its characteristics among cul-
tures will differ. For example, in the poll mentioned above American 
Jews were more likely than Israelis “to see intellectual curiosity and 
a good sense of humor as key parts of their Jewish identity”12. Diane 
Tobin called the limited understanding of diversity, race and Judaism the 
“Woody Allen syndrome”13, according to which Jews are presented as 
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14 Ibidem.
15 M. L i p k a (2016, March 16), A closer look at Jewish identity in Israel and the U.S., Retrieved 
from: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/03/16/a-closer-look-at-jewish-identity-in-israel-and-
the-u-s/
16 A. M c C l i n t o c k (1997), Dangerous Liaisons: Gender, Nation, and Postcolonial Perspectives, 
University of Minnesota Press, p. 45.
17 Ibidem.
18 A. J a c o b s o n (2001), The Sephardi Jewish Community in Pre-World War, Journal of Palestine 
Studies p. 24, Retrieved from:http://www.palestine-studies.org/sites/default/fi les/jq-articles/14_
Sephardi_2.pdf
19 A. J. H e s c h e l, (1948, May 1), The Two Great Traditions: The Sephardim and the Ashkenazim, 
Retrieved from: https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-two-great-traditionsthe-sephar-
dim-and-the-ashkenazim/
20  Ibidem.
21 D. S h a s h a (2010, June 20), Understanding the Sephardi-Ashkenazi Split, Retrieved from: 
https://www. huffi ngtonpost. com/david-shasha/understanding-the-sephard_b_541033.html

quick, funny and most importantly - white. Such a stereotype is widely 
presented both inside and outside the international Jewish community14.
 In Israel and the USA, majorities said that remembering the Holo-
caust is essential to their Jewish identities (73% in U.S., 65% in Israel15). 
But what about those who don’t feel that way? Jewish history is thought 
of mainly as European, Sephardi and Mizrahi students studying in Israel 
and interacting daily with state institutions and the larger society are not 
taught about their heritage and history as Jews in the Orient. This has 
lead to Ashkenazi culture dominating Jewish culture to the point of it 
becoming ashke-normative. Anne McClintock in her book “Dangerous 
Liaisons: Gender, Nation, and Postcolonial Perspectives” mentions that 
during the educational process non Ashkenazi children are automatically 
included into Ashkenazic historical memory of “our ancestors, the resi-
dents of the shtetls (small Jewish towns) of Poland and Russia16”. Jews 
from Muslim and Arabic countries only feature in this history timeline 
at the beginning of the many aliyoth - Jewish migrations to Israel, when 
the two groups literally appeared on the map of a Jewish state: in British 
Mandate Palestine, now known as Israel.17 In reality, the “story” of the 
Sephardim and Mizrahim starts much earlier. 
 Before contemporary Zionism, during the Ottoman Empire, Ori-
ental Jews represented the majority of the entire Jewish population of 
Palestine (Jewish population was around 80-90.000 - 14% of the total 
population18). They were the biggest and wealthiest group with sophis-
ticated manners19 and prestigious education. These Mizrahi Jews came 
to Palestine much earlier than the others and saw themselves as a type 
of Jewish nobility20,21. The strong social and economical position of 
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https://www. dailysabah. com/ feature/2017/10/13/jewish-community-in-ottoman-empire
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Studies p. 24, Retrieved from:http://www.palestine-studies.org/sites/default/fi les/jq-articles/14_Se-
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24 З. Ге й з е л ь (2000), Разные евреи Израиля, Retrieved from: http://www.berkovich-zametki.
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25 M. P. R a p h a e l (2017, August 7), THE MEANING OF SOME COMMON SEPHARDIC LAST 
NAMES, Retrieved from: http://esefarad.com/?p=79424
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Retrieved from: https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-two-great-traditionsthe-sephar-
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Eastern Jews was based on their knowledge of the Muslim culture and 
traditions of their overlords22. The mentality of the Ottoman functionar-
ies was much more familiar and approachable to the Jews from Muslim 
countries rather than to the Ashkenazim23. The majority of Sephardim 
were not just Sephardic, but called themselves “Sephardi Tagor” - pure 
sephard24. Many of them were able to trace their heritage back to the 
time of Columbus or even earlier. They had distinctive Spanish last 
names25, such as: Calderon, Rubio, Toledano, Castro, Franco et cetera. 
All of which was well-received by the Ottoman leaders. However, the 
domination of the Eastern-Jewish culture failed with the start of the Brit-
ish Mandate, as Ashkenazim adapted to the cooperation with the new au-
thorities much better. Since then Ashkenazic culture started to be treated 
as the higher class culture, repatriates from Casablanca or Baghdad were 
treated as second class citizens, even if they had been better educated 
or had their own businesses. New immigrants from Arab countries were 
settled in barracks and were not offered the same jobs as their Ashkenazi 
neighbours. In schools Mizrahi and Sephardic children were asked to 
forget their “primitive culture” and take an example from the “white” 
Israelis26. 
 Sephardim, ethnically, are ancestors of Jews which coalesced on the 
Iberian Peninsula  during the Middle Ages and those, who had lived in 
Northern Africa: Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco27. Nowa-
days, the term “Sephardim” is used to refer to Eastern and West Asian 
Jewish communities, to those who are non ashkenazi. Even though 
genealogically not rooted to the Iberian Jewish Tribes of modern Spain 
and Portugal, they have adopted a Sephardic style of liturgy and cus-
toms. This could be a result of Sephardim joining Mizrahi communities 
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29 The Editors of Encyclopædia Britannica, Mizrahi Jews, Retrieved from: https://www.britannica.
com/topic/Oriental-Jews
30 J. B. M i n a h a n (2014, February 10), Ethnic Groups of North, East, and Central Asia: An Ency-
clopedia, ABC-CLIO.
31 R. M o r d e c h a i (2014, April 17), The Community That Dwells In Remote Mountains: The 
History And Culture Of Gorsky Jews, Retrieved from: www.jewishpress.com/sections/features/
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after the 1492 Alhambra Decree, which expelled Jews from Spain and 
Portugal28. This is emphasized further today in Israel as all Mizrahi Rab-
bies are under the jurisdiction of the Sephardi Chief Rabbi of Israel.
 For the purpose of the article I would suggest to use stricter but a less 
common defi nition of “Mizrahi” which literally means “eastern Jews”29. 
The term covers descendants of Babylon, local middle-eastern commu-
nities and Mountain Jews, who call themselves Juhuro30, Gorsky Jews, 
Kavkazi Jews and sometimes referred as Tats, living mainly in Dagestan, 
Azerbaijan, Chechnya and Ingushetia. 
 Juhuro of Dagestan are the main subject of my research and are clas-
sifi ed as representatives of the Mizrahi Jewry, however, I suspect that the 
identity of Mountain Jews is in fact much more complex. The lifestyle, 
physical appearance and traditions of Juhuro are directly affected by their 
Muslim neighbours. Gorsky Jews have two mother tongues: Russian and 
Juhuri - a Judeo-persian dialect, the equivalent of Yiddish in Europe or 
Ladino spoken in the Ottoman Empire. Since all Northern Caucasus Jews 
also speak Russian, they are often mistaken as members of the Russian 
Ashkenazi Jewry, even though they differ greatly from European Jews. 
 The multiple factors that constitute Mountain Jewish identity are am-
biguous, malleable but essential. This identity is not exactly coherent 
with the simplistic distinction of Mizrahi, Sephardi and Ashkenazi. 
 For example, the Mountain Jews I met see nothing heterogeneous to 
be Jewish, Russian, Sephardic, Mizrahi and Caucasians observing some 
Muslim traditions, all the while, nurturing their Jewish heritage. Dur-
ing my pilot research, I realized that they could be easily mistaken for 
Caucasians while in Moscow, Russian Ashkenazim in Israel or Muslim 
Caucasians in America. Trying to clarify who they really are, Juhuro 
introduce themselves as Caucasian Jews from Russia31. 
 I aim to show that Mountain Jews are a separate Jewish cultural and 
religious group, which could be understood and reviewed from vari-
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32 CHIEF RABBINATE OF ISRAEL LAW, 5740-1980, Retrieved from: https://web.archive.org/ 
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rael.htm
33 Z.  B e n - D o r  B e n i t e (2009, September 4), The Ten Lost Tribes: A World History, Oxford 
University Press.
34 Ibidem.
35 R. C l a y t o n  B r o u g h (1979), The Lost Tribes: History, Doctrine, Prophecies, and Theories 
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36 S. We i l (1991), Beyond the Sambatyon: the Myth of the Ten Lost Tribes, Tel-Aviv: Beth Hatefut-
soth, the Nahum Goldmann Museum of the Jewish Diaspora.

ous perspectives. As Russian speakers they can be viewed as part of 
the Russian Ashkenazim. According to Israeli law32 all Mountain Jew-
ish Rabies function under the auspices of the Chief Sephardic Rabbi of 
Israel. Culturally the Mountain Jewish community is very close to the 
rest of the Caucasian nations, however being one of the peoples who 
received Torah in Sinai is essential for the Caucasian Jews I met. However, 
I perceive Juhuro as an absolutely unique, separate group with its own 
culture, rite, traditions and identity, different from the rest of Jewry, but 
at the same time - an important part of it.    
 After conducting initial source study into Jewish communities I came 
to the conclusion that an imaginary congeneric Jewish world does not 
exist in the meaning I imagined. It was almost impossible for me to come 
up with a “common denominator” in order to defi ne central aspects of 
Jewish identity. 

The place of Mountain Jews among the Lost Tribes of Israel
 According to the Torah the Twelve Tribes of Israel are the descend-
ants of the twelve sons of the patriarch Jacob by his wives Leah and Ra-
chel and concubines Zilpah and Bilhah (Deuteronomy 33:6–25 / Judges 
5:14–18). Even though the term “ten lost tribes” does not appear in the 
Torah per se, the discourse was shaped in both the Jewish and Christian 
communities33: in the New Testament it is stated that ten out of twelve 
tribes of Israel are missing. In the Tanach - the old testament - Isaiah was 
the fi rst Prophet who described the loss of the tribes in Assyria34: the 
tribes of Reuben, Simeon, Dan, Naphtali, Gad, Asher, Issachar, Zebulun, 
Manasseh and Ephraim35. 
 A major theme of various messianic visions is the return of the lost 
tribes to reunite with the rest of Israel. Anthropologist Shalva Weil has 
examined various tribes and peoples claiming to be part of the Lost 
Tribes across the world36.
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 For example, in 1605, Jesuit missionary, Matteo Ricci, found a com-
munity of ten or twelve families of Chinese Jews in China, the Kaifeng 
Jews37. We can also consider contemporary communities such as: Bnei 
Menashe located in the North-Eastern Indian states of Mizoram and Ma-
nipur, who have been studying Hebrew and observing Halacha38. The 
representatives of Bnei Menashe regularly migrate to Israel, where they 
continue their Jewish learning and deepen their Jewish tradition39. 
 Beta Israel - Jews of Ethiopia, who are according to some scholars 
descended from the lost Tribe of Dan. Despite their own folklore claim-
ing that they in fact derived from the Queen of Sheba40. At the moment  
there are about 130,000 Ethiopian Israeli citizens and their descendants 
who came from Ethiopia to Israel41. Notable other examples of possible 
lost tribes are: the Igbo Jews of Nigeria42, the Pashtun43 of Afghanistan 
and Pakistan, Native American44 and Japanese Jews45, the list goes on.
 Mountain Jews are one more curious example of a group of people which 
appears on the same list as the lost tribes of Israel46. The origins of Juhuro, 
who are located in the Northern Caucasus currently part of the Russian Fed-
eration, have always been a topic of a certain doubt and suspense47. 
 This small ethnic group thought to have derived from Persian Jews48, 
but greatly affected by the surrounding groups in the Caucasus49, became 
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the object of historical and anthropological research only in the second 
part of the nineteenth century, when primarily russian scientists started 
traveling to the Caucasus50. The fi rst attempts to defi ne the ethnicity of 
the nation were based solely on biblical study and religious texts. The 
earliest evidence of these people are the matzevot - tomb steles, in and 
around the Madzhalis area of Dagestan. These monuments only date as 
far back as the XVI century51. There are several interesting hypothesis 
regarding the origins of the Northern Caucasian Jews:

(a) One of these states that Juhuro are there because the western 
shores of the Caspian Sea had once been part of the territory 
occupied by the Khazar Khaganate -  the Asiatic “Jewish 
Empire” that had been converted and accepted Judaism as the 
offi cial religion in the early Middle Ages52.

(b) Armenian and Georgian chronicles report the fi rst Jewish move-
ments into the Caucasus at the beginning of the 6th century 
BCE53. Many of the fi rst arrivals were probably captives sent 
as gifts to friendly rulers by Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon in 586 
BC54. After the Persians captured the Babylonian possessions in 
539 BC,  Emperor Cyrus, the great founder of the Achaemenid 
Empire (580-529 BC), decreed the return of the Jews to Jerusa-
lem, but a sizable community of Jewish settlers remained55. Fol-
lowing on from that a Jewish Diaspora formed inside the Persian 
Empire.

(c) Another hypothesis describes the Jewish refugees accessing the 
Caucasus—probably via Mesopotamia and Persia—after the 
destruction of the Second Temple56.

50 В. Ю. Ко в а л е н к о (2009), Евреи в хозяйственной, политической и социальной жизни 
российской провинции в конце XIX - первой трети XX веков :на материалах Ставрополья 
и Кубани.
51 Г. Н. С о с у н о в (2009), Еврейские памятники Восточного Кавказа, Букинистическое 
издание.
52 J. L. E p s t e i n (2015, January 14), Converts to Judaism: Stories from Biblical Times to Today, 
Rowman & Littlefi eld.
53 F. C o e n e (2009, October 16), The Caucasus - An Introduction, Routledge.
54 F. W. H a l l e (1946, October 1), The Caucasian Mountain Jews, Retrieved from: https://www.
commentarymagazine. com/articles/the-caucasian-mountain-jews/
55 A. M u r i n s o n (2008), Jews in Azerbaijan: a History Spanning Three Millennia, Retrieved from: 
http://www.visions.az/ en/news/ 112/504c92fb/
56 Halle, F. W. (1946, October 1), The Caucasian Mountain Jews, Retrieved from: https://www.com-
mentarymagazine.com/articles/the-caucasian-mountain-jews/
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 It is extremely diffi cult to determine which of these hypotheses is more 
likely let alone true, and if the understanding of Juhuro as the lost tribe has 
a historical ground. In my opinion the reason the Mountain Jews appear in 
the Northern Caucasus and if they are the descendants of the Lost Tribes is 
not vital. Clearly they could be considered “lost” due to the lack of proper 
research and the possibility that they were simply overlooked, “lost” in the 
more dominant, traditional ashkenazi-sephardic narrative.

Northern Caucasian Jews during the Russian Empire and the WWII
 From  the early 16th century until the 19th century, the territories of the 
Caucasus were under Persian rule57 until Russian forces claimed it in the 
Russo-Persian wars of 1804-181358.
 Dagestani Jews have been living in isolation from the Southern Cau-
casian Jews in Georgia and Ashkenazim in “European” Russia, west of 
the Ural mountains. Juhuro primarily settled in auls along the western 
shores of the Caspian Sea59. The Jews of Derbent - the most “Jewish” 
city in Dagestan are even mentioned in the Talmud. In ancient times 
when the great Talmudic schools were centered in Babylon, many out-
standing Talmudists lived in Derbent. 
 The fi rst stated contact between Russian Ashkenazim and Mountain 
and Georgian Jews was when the “Statute of the Jews” (rus: “Положение 
о евреях”) of 1804 allowed Jews of the Pale of Settlement to move to 
the Caucasusian Guberniya. Many ashkenazi craftsmen took residence 
in Tifl is, present day Tbilisi, Georgia and began forming their own com-
munities60.  
 I was told in Derbent, that in the 1820’s, many Ashkenazim spread 
to Dagestan and Azerbaijan following the need for laborers created 
by construction of the “Baku Oil and Gas Region” (rus: Бакинский 
нефтегазоносный район). At the end of the nineteenth century Juhuro 
emigration to Palestine started61. The term “Mountain Jews” as a sepa-

57 (2010, May 1), Caucasus: Oxford Bibliographies Online Research Guide, Oxford University 
Press, USA.
58 N. E. S a u l (2014, December 16), Historical Dictionary of Russian and Soviet Foreign Policy, 
Rowman & Littlefi eld.
59 F. W. H a l l e (1946, October 1), The Caucasian Mountain Jews, Retrieved from: https://www.
commentarymagazine. com/articles/the-caucasian-mountain-jews/
60 F. K a n d e l, История Российских Евреев, до 1881 года, Retrieved from: http://felixkandel.org/
index.php/books/269.html
61 istok.ru, Горские евреи и страна Израиль, Связи Страны Израиля и Кавказа в ХIХ в., 
Retrieved from: http://www.istok.ru/library/199-gorskie-evrei-19-gorskie-evrei-i-strana-izrail.html
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rate ethnic group was offi cially used for the fi rst time in the 1897 cen-
sus and counted 152,000 Mountain and Georgian Jews in the Russian 
Empire (1.6% of the Russian population)62. However it is almost impos-
sible to calculate the number of Juhuro, since some of them converted to 
Islam or, as in the Southern Caucasus, to Christianity
 Absorption of the Northern Caucasus by the Russian empire gave the 
Mountain Jews Russian protectorate from Muslim pogroms of Shamil’s 
gangs and forced conversions to Islam63 .
 Imam Shamil was a Caucasian spiritual leader, who promised to 
cleanse Dagestan and Chechnya of “religious impurities”64 and fought 
for Caucasian autonomy from the Russian Empire in the second half of 
the 19th century65.
 Jews already looked and behaved like their neighbour nations, they 
knew local languages and were almost indistinguishable from other cau-
casian groups. Their main occupation was farming small plots of land 
and selling their goods at local markets66, despite some muslims regu-
larly robbing them67.
 These same muslims were also frequently using the services of Jewish 
doctors and their medication. Even Imam Shamil had, of his two doctors, 
one Jewish doctor Sultan Gorichiev (rus: Султан Горичиев)68. Before the 
Caucasian War (1817—1864)69 there were cases where Jews who were 
being forced to convert to Islam escaped to Russians asking for their pro-
tection, as shown when vassal Udi-Mulla (rus: Уди-Мулла Гордалинский) 
gave an ultimatum to the Jews of Doykur-Aule (rus: Дойкур-аул)70. 

62 Р. Г у с е й н о в (2008), Иудаизм на Кавказе, Retrieved from: https://cyberleninka.ru/article/n/
iudaizm-na-kavkaze
63 В. Ды мш и ц (1999), Горские евреи, История горских евреев в XIX — начале XX вв., 
ДААТ/Знание ИЕРУСАЛИМ. МОСКВА, Retrieved from: http://www.istok.ru/library/199-gorsk-
ie-evrei-2-istoriya-gorskih-evreev-v-xix-nachale-xx-vv.html
64 S. M. N o r r i s, W. S u n d e r l a n d, (2012, November 11), Russia’s People of Empire: Life Sto-
ries from Eurasia, 1500 to the Present, Indiana University Press.
65 Ibidem.
66 J. B. M i n a h a n (2014, February 10), Ethnic Groups of North, East, and Central Asia: An Ency-
clopedia, ABC-CLIO.
67 В. И. Н е м и р о в и ч-Д а н ч е н ко (2017), «Кавказские евреи-горцы. Сборник», Retrieved 
from: https://www.litmir. me/br/?b=576325&p=2
68 Л. В и л е н с к и й (2015, September 13), Евреи в папахах, Retrieved from: http://www.isrageo.
com/2015/09/13/kavkazim/
69 M. G a m m e r (2007, October 22), Ethno-Nationalism, Islam and the State in the Caucasus: Post-
Soviet Disorder, Routledge.
70 Н. Шв а р ц (2007), Густо заваренный кисель сочувствия, Retrieved from: http://www.jerusa-
lem-korczak-home.com/np/ war/np143.html
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 During the war, Caucasian Jews were frequently robbed, repressed 
and attacked by Shamil’s gangs71. Throughout that period and particu-
larly when trying to save themselves from Shamil’s attacks, Mountain 
Jews moved closer to Russian settlements and nearer to the towers 
of the Northern Caucasus72. The number of members of the Jewish 
community of Derbent raised signifi cantly73. That is when Caucasian 
Jews started expanding their area of settlement from their ethnic ter-
ritory: spreading into Buynaksk, Makhachkala, Endirey, Khasavyurt, 
Grozny, Mozdok, Nalchik, Dzhegonas etc74.
 As a result, in 1840 the chief Rabbi of the Derbent wrote in hebrew 
a petition to Nikolay I of Russia seeking his protection against Mus-
lims75. In 1851 Aleksandr Bariatinski (rus: Александр Иванович 
Барятинский) was selected as a commander of the left flank during 
the Caucasian War. He began meeting the Rabbis and asking them 
to try to convince their community-members to join the Russian 
Army76. Those who agreed and their families received Russian citi-
zenships and subsistence77. According to the law, after the end of the 
Caucasian War all Mountain Jews fighting for the Empire were freed 
from taxation for the next twenty years and received the right to trav-
el unencumbered throughout the Russian Empire78. During the attack 
on Derbent in August 1831, Jews were fighting shoulder-to-shoul-
der with Russians against Muslims79. One Russian officer described 
Mountain Jews as “brave, when they have a weapon, braver than 
their fellow-Jews in the civilized countries. Despite being peaceful 

71 В. Ды мш и ц (1999), Горские евреи, История горских евреев в XIX — начале XX вв., 
ДААТ/Знание ИЕРУСАЛИМ. МОСКВА, Retrieved from: http://www.istok.ru/library/199-gorsk-
ie-evrei-2-istoriya-gorskih-evreev-v-xix-nachale-xx-vv.html
72 В. И. Н е м и р о в и ч-Д а н ч е н ко (2017), «Кавказские евреи-горцы. Сборник», Retrieved 
from: https://www.litmir. me/br/?b=576325&p=2
73 gorskie.ru, (2015, March 1), Горские евреи в период присоединения Кавказа к России 
и восстания Шамиля, Retrieved from: https://gorskie.ru/juhuro/history/item/6344-gorskie-evrei-
v-period-prisoedineniya-kavkaza-k-rossii-i-vosstaniya-shamilya
74 В. И. Н е м и р о в и ч-Д а н ч е н ко (2017), «Кавказские евреи-горцы. Сборник», Retrieved 
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75 Н. Шв а р ц (2007), Густо заваренный кисель сочувствия, Retrieved from: http://www.jerusa-
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76 gorskie.ru, (2011, January 14), Горские евреи в кавказской войне, Retrieved from: https://gor-
skie.ru /juhuro/history/ item.
77 Ibidem.
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79 В. Ды мш и ц (1999), Горские евреи, История горских евреев в XIX — начале XX вв., 
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merchants, they are not used to handling a weapon and have never 
attacked anybody80.”
 The laws discriminating against Russian ashkenazim during the Rus-
sian Empire never applied to the Mountain Jews81. Many Jews, as like 
Armenians were happy to remain under the Russian Protectorate when 
they “didn’t have to pay for worshiping their G-d” any longer82.
 Certainly, not all Caucasian Jews supported the Russian Empire and 
many Jews from Chechnya and Dagestan, especially those who converted 
to Islam, were fi ghting for Caucasian independence. Jewish cantonists -  
whom were taken to military service as children and placed for six-year in 
military cantonist schools, who already served in the russian army did not 
see any sense in fi ghting for the Russian Empire were escaping to Shamil, 
who gave them a separate aule - Vedeno in contemporary Chechnya.
 Interestingly, after the Caucasian war Ashkenazim, who served in 
the Russian Army in the Caucasus, brought back a nigun - a Jewish 
religious tune with no words - called “Nigun Shamil”83, which became 
one of the most popular niguns of Lubavitch Hasidim - mainly ash-
kenazi ultra-orthodox religious group. The melody inspired by Shamil 
is supposed to represent suffering of the soul in the material world84. 
And vice versa, Ashkenazi Jews affected Caucasian traditions by popu-
larizing the holiday of Hanukkah, which was not as signifi cant among 
Mountain and Bukhar Jews85.
 In contemporary Jewish academia the “history of pain” of the Jewish 
nation is almost exclusively presented through the Ashkenazi experience, 
the central aspect of which is the Holocaust86. Since the this perspective 
is the best-known, the typical depiction of pogroms is primarily related 

80 gorskie.ru, (2015, March 1), Горские евреи в период присоединения Кавказа к России 
и восстания Шамиля, Retrieved from: https://gorskie.ru/juhuro/history/item/6344-gorskie-evrei-
v-period-prisoedineniya-kavkaza-k-rossii-i-vosstaniya-shamilya
81 В. Ды мш и ц (1999), Горские евреи, История горских евреев в XIX — начале XX вв., 
ДААТ/Знание ИЕРУСАЛИМ. МОСКВА, Retrieved from: http://www.istok.ru/library/199-gorsk-
ie-evrei-2-istoriya-gorskih-evreev-v-xix-nachale-xx-vv.html
82 В. И. Н е м и р о в и ч-Д а н ч е н ко (2017), «Кавказские евреи-горцы. Сборник», Retrieved 
from: https://www. litmir.me/br/?b=576325&p=2
83 T. Z i g m a n (2017, September 11), The Sufi  Freedom Fighter Who Inspired the Lubavitcher 
Rebbe, Retrieved from: http://blog.nli.org.il/en/mendel_schneerson/
84 E. K o s k o f f (2000, November 6), Music in Lubavitcher Life, University of Illinois Press.
85 В. Ды мш и ц (2010, December 13), Традиции Хануки у ашкеназских евреев, Retrieved from: 
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to those of Eastern Europe, however that’s not particularly accurate and  
Mountain Jews have their own story of anguish. 
 Hatred towards the Jewish population was shown during the last 
anti-Russian strike in Dagestan in 1877, during the Russian-Turkish 
war. The leaders of the uprising were striving to create a government 
according to Imam Shamil’s ideas. Many followers were taking Jewish 
houses and property under the guise of shariah. According to testimo-
nies, after the strike Jews were left with almost no synagogues or pray-
ing houses. They had to resort to gathering for Shabbat in somebody’s 
big shed, where they were praying quietly. If Muslims noticed any Jew-
ish assembly they collectively barraged into the building and beat and 
humiliated worshippers87. 
 During WWI and the Russian Civil War the Jewish population 
increased sharply due to the migration of Jews from the front-line88.  
Local Jews were collectively moving from aules to the cities89.  
Religious immigration to Palestine which had started around the end 
of the 19th century had stopped due to the forced closure of Caucasian 
Zionist organizations by Soviets90. 
 In 1918-20, now Soviet Russians were behaving very aggressively 
towards Mountain Jews, arranging pogroms in Kizlar and Grozny, 
despite the fact that institutional antisemitism was not present in the 
Northern Caucasus as it was in Russia and Ukraine. Since the ques-
tion of Caucasian independence was off the table, locals were treat-
ing both Ashkenazi Jews who stayed and Mountain Jews positively. 
In Dagestan and other republics Ashkenazi synagogues and cemeter-
ies functioned as normal. Jews were able to access universities and 
executive positions despite their nationality. Double standards 
in terms of the treatment of Ashkenazi and Mountain Jews benefi ted 
the latter during the Second World War91.

87 gorskie.ru, (2015, March 1), Горские евреи в период присоединения Кавказа к России 
и восстания Шамиля, Retrieved from: https://gorskie.ru/juhuro/history/item/6344-gorskie-evrei-
v-period-prisoedineniya-kavkaza-k-rossii-i-vosstaniya-shamilya
88 gorskie.ru (2015, July 10), Горские евреи во время революции и гражданской войны на 
Кавказе, Retrieved from: https://gorskie.ru/juhuro/history/item/8738-gorskie-evrei-vo-vremya-
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90 istok.ru, Горские евреи и страна Израиль, Связи Страны Израиля и Кавказа в ХIХ в., 
Retrieved from: http://www.istok.ru/library/199-gorskie-evrei-19-gorskie-evrei-i-strana-izrail.html
91 K. F e f e r m a n “Nazi Germany and the Mountain Jews: Was There a Policy”, Holocaust and 
Genocide Studies 21, no. 1 (Spring 2007): 96–114.
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 Kiril Feferman in his research “Nazi Germany and the Mountain 
Jews: Was There a Policy” writes that the Nazi authorities were not sure, 
if Mountain Jews were “racially”Jewish, and became involved in a dis-
cussion trying to verify the origin of Mountain Jews even before the war. 
The status of “special” Jewish groups had been discussed in advance, 
as in the case of the Karaites (in Lithuania, France and Crimea), the 
Krymchaks, Georgian Jews in France and others.
 According to Wehrmacht reports, local Mountain Jews were per-
ceived as one of the ethnic Caucasian groups, contrary to Nazi policy 
regarding the Ashkenazim as a foreign body in Europe. Unlike the Ash-
kenazim in Caucasus, local Jews adapted to the Caucasian rules and 
social norms and succeed to develop functioning and open relationships 
with their neighbours. Suddenly, from just Jews they became “our Jews.” 
 The Wehrmacht’s conclusion was that “discrimination against or partial-
ity toward any one of the many ethnic groups in the Caucasus could destroy 
the delicate fabric of the relationships with the local population, and thus pull 
into question their positive attitude toward the Germans.”92 Despite the Nazi 
policy forbidding the showing of favoritism towards any single nation, Ger-
mans were inclined to the opinion that Mountain Jews were not really Jew-
ish, since physically they did not have a Jewish “appearance” and because 
they practiced polygamy so unusual in the European Jewish tradition93.  

The faith of Juhuro in the postwar Soviet period
 Fannina W. Halle in her article94 published on October 1st, 1946 
writes that Mountain Jews started coming to northern Dagestan in about 
the 6th century. She writes that in 1946 there were about 40 000 of them 
in Dagestan95. 
 The news about establishment of the state of Israel supported by USSR 
raised hopes for the aliyah among Juhuro. A Jew from Nalchik - Bentzion 
Shabtay (rus: Бенцион Шабтай) started preparing a list of families will-
ing to immigrate. However, the list was confi scated by Ministry of State 
Security. Those who were mentioned there were interrogated96.

92 Ibidem.
93 Ibidem.
94 F. W. H a l l e (1946, October 1), The Caucasian Mountain Jews, Retrieved from: https://www.
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 During my pilot research I noticed that the Jews of Dagestan did not 
want to be perceived as a “Jewish diaspora” since they lived in their land 
for centuries and view it as home. 
 In contrast, the Ashkenazim lived their lives in galut - the state of 
exile from the homeland of Israel, the feeling of being disconnected 
from one’s roots. The defi nition is commonly used to defi ne the period 
between the destruction of the Second Holy Temple and the establish-
ment of the modern state of Israel, where the law of return was specifi -
cally designed to bring all the Jews back from galut, back to their home-
land, but Mountain Jews, as they said, are home already. Dagestani Jews 
kept correcting me, when I, by mistake, called them a “Jewish diaspora”. 
Instead they were referring to their friends and relatives who immigrated 
to Israel as “Gorsky Diaspora” in Israel. There is an ancient Jewish cus-
tom of burying loved ones in the Holy land, many Transatlantic Jews fl y 
the bodies of theirs relatives to Israel or people go there when they are 
about to die97. According to the Talmud it brings a certain measure of 
atonement for sins98. In Dagestan, conversely, Mountain Jews prefer to 
be buried in Dagestan, with their families. Some Jews who made aliyah 
in the 1970’s come back to the Caucasus specifi cally for that purpose. 
 The land in the Caucasus plays an important role in the lives of the 
people that live in it, its effects are refl ected in Caucasian folklore99 and 
the morals of each community. It could be compared to the role of the 
land of Israel for the majority of Ashkenazim. The law of the land - adats 
(rus: адаты) - describes common morals and customs which should be 
observed. These often confl ict with and in certain cases supersede the 
religious laws of halacha and sharia100. This has resulted in the evolu-
tion of types of Judaism and Islam that differ signifi cantly from that of 
the Middle East101. Mountain Jews  underwent a process of adapting 
and even assimilating with their Muslim neighbors the result of which 
produced a culture similar to but not exactly Sephardic.

97 Y. Z u r (2017, February 5), Jews Abroad Are Just Dying to Be Buried in Israel, Retrieved from: 
https://www.haaretz. com/israel-news/.premium.MAGAZINE-jews-abroad-are-just-dying-to-be-
buried-in-israel-1.5494322
98 Rabbi Joseph T e l u s h k i n (2009, Februaty 10), A Code of Jewish Ethics, Volume 2: Love Your 
Neighbor as Yourself, Potter/TenSpeed/Harmony. 
99 D. H u n t (2012, May 28), Legends of the Caucasus, Saqi.
100 Коллектив авторов (2017, September 5), Обычай и закон в письменных памятниках 
Дагестана V – начала XX в. Том II. В царской и ранней советской России, Litres.
101 M. Ay o o b, M. I s m a y i l o v (2015, February 20), Identity and Politics in Central Asia and the 
Caucasus, Routledge.
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 During the soviet era, starting in the 1930’s, northern caucasian Jews 
were subjected to a process of Tatisation102, during which Juhuro were 
forced to be registered as Tats instead of Mountain Jews103. The word Tat 
has Persian origins104, in Dagestan I heard several explanations of the 
meaning of the word. Some local Jews said “tat” means a slave, others 
claimed it means a thief. 
 Anisimov writes that contemporary Tats originally were Jews who 
embraced Islam only when the Arabs conquered the country105. The major-
ity of contemporary scholars see Tats and Juhuro as one nation, dividing 
them on the basis of the religion onto: Muslims and Jews106, even so Dag-
estani Jews do not refer to themselves as “Tats”, do not want to be identifi ed 
with them and found the tag “Tat” offensive107. It is important to highlight 
that Tats and Mountain Jews are not the same nation. The Tats are Muslims 
of Iranian origin, who only intermarried with Jews and who spoke juhuri 
- a dialect of Tat language mixed with Hebrew.
 The territory of the republic of Dagestan is offi cially inhabited by more 
than 30 nationalities108, who speak over 50 languages109, 14 of which have 
offi cial status110 and the Tat language (of the Southwestern group of the 
Iranian branch111) is one of them112. 
 Soviet authorities claimed that the process of replacing jewish identity 
with tat identity was necessary in order to decrease antisemitism. At the mo-
ment, the majority of scholars explain the process of tatisation as an attempt 
to stop the spread of zionism and “Jewish bourgeois nationalism”. According 
to the 1989 Soviet census, 30,000 Tats lived in the Soviet Union, even after 
the massive migration of Russian Jewry in 1970’s to Israel113 and USA114. 

102 Y. R o ’ i, A.  B e k e r (1992), Jewish Culture and Identity in the Soviet Union, NYU Press.
103 Ibidem.
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112 Л. В и л е н с к и й (2015, September 13), Евреи в папахах, Retrieved from: http://www.isrageo.
com/2015/09/13/kavkazim/
113  Y. R o ’ i,  A. B e k e r (1992), Jewish Culture and Identity in the Soviet Union, NYU Press.
114 J. M. C l i f t o n, G. D e c k i n g a,  L. L u c h t, C. T i e s s e n (2005), Sociolinguistic Situation 
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 In 1956 Nikita Khrushchev, First Secretary of the Soviet Commu-
nist Party, introduced the theory of peaceful coexistence115. The concept 
of peaceful coexistence (rus: Мирное сосуществование) allowed for the 
possibility of a political compromise between the socialist and capitalist 
countries. Inside the Soviet Union this concept was presented as “Friend-
ship of Nations”, which implied Mountain Jews were not Jewish any-
more, but fi rst of all - Soviet, the same as Caucasian Muslim identity was 
put aside and the Soviet one started to dominate. The approach was espe-
cially handy in the Caucasus, where ethnic russians were just a minority. 
During my pilot studies, I noticed that this principle still actively operates 
in Dagestan, where posters with the slogan “Friendship of Nations” are 
found on almost every street.
 Since the idea of Caucasian independence started to fade, Jews and 
Muslims integrated and cooperated with each other even more. One of 
my interlocutors said that in Soviet schools nobody knew and nobody 
cared for nationality, the issue appeared only after school, when young 
men had to fi nd wives. Only then, suddenly, they discovered that one of 
them is Jewish, one is Tabasarani, another one is Lezgin etc. 
 The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 catalyzed a mass migration 
to Israel, the USA and Central Europe (primarily Germany and Austria). 
I noticed more and more Dagestani Jews stay in Russia, but move to 
Moscow. Currently, there are only two synagogues in Dagestan, con-
trary to Moscow which has about a dozen Mountain Jewish, Bukhari 
and Georgian synagogues. In the beginning of the 90’s The Moscow 
Religious Community of Sephardic Jews (MEROS) was opened. On 
September 12th, 1996 the chairman of the organization Shalom Siman-
duev sent a letter to the Sephardi American Federation asking for help in 
regards to the discrimination towards Sephardic Jews in Moscow by the 
Ashkenazic administration116. 
 Many made aliyah due to economical reasons, unlike British and 
American Jews, who moved to Israel mainly because of their ideological 
or zionist views. 

115 A. M. W i t t m a n n (2016, December 5), Talking Confl ict: The Loaded Language of Genocide, 
Political Violence, Terrorism, and Warfare, ABC-CLIO.
116 S. L. G o l u b o f f (2012, March 6), Jewish Russians: Upheavals in a Moscow Synagogue, 
University of Pennsylvania Press.
117 A. A. A b b a s o v (2001, April 26), Materialy Mezhdunarodnogo nauchnogo simpoziuma 
“Gorskie evrei Kavkaza”, World Sephardi Federation, Federat︠ s︡ii︠ a︡ evreĭskikh organizat︠ s︡iĭ i obshchin 
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 In Derbent, Dagestan I discovered that in the beginning of the 20th 
century Azerbaijanis, who could not afford to propose to an Azerbaijani 
women, were kidnapping young Jewish women at the watering well. 
They took them to their villages and consumated the marriage. Normally, 
Jewish families did not agree to welcome back such a daughter and she 
was forced to go back to her new home, where she learned Azerbaijani 
and had to follow a Muslim lifestyle. Those “brides” usually took new 
Azerbaijani names and their husband’s surname. Now many Azerbaija-
nis in Derbent have Jewish grandmothers, which was normally hushed 
up, until the 90s, when the grandchildren started searching for Jewish 
documents, preparing their application for aliyah. As far as I understood, 
those people do not emigrate to Israel permanently, but go there for 
a couple of months per year to make money and come back. 
 The second wave of the emigration in the 90’s was caused by the 
Chechen Wars117. The confl icts in the region shook the already fragile 
stability in the Northern Caucasus, what inclined many Jews to change 
their nationality from “Tat” back to “Mountain Jew” and go to Israel. 
Those who were not able or did not want to leave, because of their al-
ready comfortable position in Dagestan, were sending their parents, 
wives or children to Israel or to relatives in other countries.    
 Since the end of the 20th century about 40,000 Caucasian Jews had 
left for Israel118. The Jewish Agency for Israel “Sochnut”119, which 
helps Jews make aliyah from almost all over the world, in 2003 esti-
mated that 10 percent of Dagestan’s 10,000 scattered Juhuro will leave 
by the end of the year120. 
 In Israel the majority of Juhuro had to undergo a painful transforma-
tion striving to preserve their mentality and traditions. Unfortunately, 
deep misunderstanding between primarily western-centristic Israel and 
eastern culture of Caucasian Jews, the latter appeared in an uncomfort-
able position. One Israeli Ashkenazi interlocutor I was speaking with 
described the attitude towards Mountain Jews as “far from positive”, 
however I did not succeed to understand what could be a possible reason. 
For example, Russian Jews in Israel are often called “not really Jew-

118 P. Г у с е й н о в (2008, March 3), Иудаизм на Кавказе, Кавказ & ГлобализацияКавказ 
& Глобализация.
119 Jewish Agency for Israel - offi cial website: http://www.jewishagency.org/aliyah
120 T. P a r f i t t (2003, April 23), Life drains away from lost tribe of Mountain Jews, Retrieved from: 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/azerbaijan/1428516/Life-drains-away-
from-lost-tribe-of-Mountain-Jews.html

VARVARA  KRASUTSKAYA



253

ish”, since the majority of post-Soviet Jews come from mixed, Russian-
Orthodox families, raised very far from any kind of Jewish tradition. 
On the contrary, since the religion ban of the USSR barely affected the 
Caucasus, the majority of Mountain Jews are “pure-blood” Jewish, with 
strong Jewish identity and knowledge of their ancestry. 
 Mountains Jews have had problems adjusting to life in Israel, try-
ing to fi t Caucasian traditional culture and family structure to the Israeli 
society, where Ashkenazi lifestyle still dominates. For example, Kavka-
zim, as they are called in Israel, do not allow their daughters to serve in 
the gender equal conscripted IDF. One Rabbi told me that in the Israeli 
army Mountain Jews were offi cially exempt from doing dishes or wip-
ing fl oors. Both of these cases can be explained by the traditional dis-
tribution of duties in Caucasian families, in which domestic activities 
are “a woman’s responsibility”. The majority of Israeli ashke-normative 
stereotypes towards the Sephardic population also affect the Mountain 
Jewish diaspora. As a result, several Juhuro I know, male and female, 
were asked by Israeli Ashkenazim not to admit that they are Caucasian 
Jews, while talking to Ashkenazim. Some of them were told that being 
a Mountain Jew is not something to be proud of.       
 Even religiously many Ashkenazim do not want to go to the same 
religious schools as their fellow Jews from Muslim countries121. The 
concern is based on different approaches towards the halacha among 
Jews. When in 18th century, despite being rather traditional, Mountain 
Jews and the rest of the Sephardic world had moderate and even posi-
tive attitude towards modernity and secular education122. On the other 
hand, the Jewish enlightenment of the 18th century123 pushed some Ash-
kenazim to emerge more strict and dogmatic “Orthodox Judaism”124.  
At present Orthodox Judaism is the most common form of the religion 
and is taken as the “proper” Judaism, even though Orthodox Judaism is 
the newest125. The older Sephardic traditions correspond closer to those 

121 D. S h a s h a (2010, June 21), Sephardim, Ashkenazim, and Ultra-Orthodox Racism in Israel, 
Retrieved from: https://www.huffi ngtonpost.com/david-shasha/sephardim-ashkenazim-and_b_615692.html
122 A. S h a r a b i (2014), Religion and Modernity: Religious Revival Movement in Israel, Journal of 
Contemporary Ethnography 1–26, Retrieved from: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download? 
doi=10.1.1.842.9254 &rep=rep1&type =pdf
123 A. P. S o c h e r (2006),The Radical Enlightenment of Solomon Maimon: Judaism, Heresy, and 
Philosophy, Stanford University Press.
124 M. K. S i l b e r, Orthodoxy, The YIVO Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe, Retrieved from: 
http://www.yivoencyclopedia.org/article.aspx/Orthodoxy
125 Ibidem.
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126  A. J. H e s c h e l (1948, May 1), The Two Great Traditions: The Sephardim and the Ashkenazim, 
Retrieved from: https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-two-great-traditionsthe-sephar-
dim-and-the-ashkenazim/.
127 М. P. Ку р б а н о в  (2006), Религии в истории народов Дагестана, Изд. дом “Народы 
Дагестана”.

of the ancient times126. Despite that, many Ashkenazim feel like they 
“own” Judaism, the same way as many westerners have a tendency to 
perceive western culture as the better of them all.  
 After such a massive immigration from all over the Northern Cauca-
sus, the Jewish community in Dagestan remains. The most active Jewish 
centers in Dagestan are the communities of Derbent and Makhachkala. 
All main holidays are observed in synagogues of these cities. As I was 
pleased to see, the representatives of local Muslim organizations and 
Muftiat are invited and come to the synagogue to celebrate major holi-
days127. In Derbent there is a functioning Jewish kindergarten located 
in the building of the synagogue. Children are taught Jewish culture 
and traditions on a daily basis. There also is a Jewish sunday school 
for older children. In the same building there is a Museum of Mountain 
Jews organized by Irina Michailova, presenting history and customs of 
Juhuro. The synagogue in Derbent is always full of children, as opposed 
to Makhachkala where the average age of community-members is much 
higher. Many of them hope that their children will come back to Dag-
estan from abroad, but almost no one does. If those who emigrated visit 
their families frequently, their children visit even more rarely. 
 
Conclusion
 Since the 19th century anthropological and historical researchers have 
investigated the question of the identity and origins of Juhuro. The ma-
jority of scholars have pointed out similarities in culture, traditions, eth-
ics, norms between the Mountain Jewish and that of Muslim Caucasian 
nations. 
 In this article I focused on the structure of the Jewish world and its 
tendencies towards ashkenormativity and western-centrism. I hope to 
present an alternative narrative in which we can clarify and value the 
experience of Juhuro. I hope this account can show the strengths of-
fered to the wider jewish community that are currently lacking in the 
ashkenormative world that dismisses the oriental jews as somehow less-
er. Source study showed the ancient history and tradition of the subject 
as well as its cultural characteristics: connection to the land, strong fam-
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ily structure, ability to cooperate and adapt, while preserving its Jewish 
heritage. In the literature, the Jewish community of Dagestan faces po-
litical, ethnic and religious challenges defi ning their role among Cauca-
sian nations and within the Jewish civilization. While the ethnic status 
of Mountain Jews remains uncertain. Several labels, such as Mountain 
Jews, Kavkazim and Tats, were placed upon them from external sources 
in order to categorise Juhuro at least on the semantic level.
 I have attempted to portray Juhuro as a separate cultural group which 
needs to be understood on its own terms and not through the ashkenazic 
paradigm. This article presents the differences and similarities between 
Gorsky Jews and groups such as Russian Ashkenazim, Caucasian Mus-
lims, Israelis and the rest of Sephardim. 
 The literature study brought us to certain theoretical ramifi cations. 
 First, Mountain Jews cannot be perceived through the same prism 
as Russian ashkenazim, since: a.) Caucasian Jews appeared under the 
Russian rule much later and developed in a different historical context; 
b.) they operated within absolutely different laws and conditions than 
Ashkenazim; c.) they were infl uenced by Caucasian norms and ethics.
 Second, Juhuro do indeed hold a place among Caucasian nations, 
however they differ on the basis of Religious law: a.) For centuries Jews 
held subordinate position compared to Muslim ethnicities, had to pay 
tax for worshiping their G-d without the right to defend themselves; b.) 
Lived in a state of animosity with Muslims due to their cooperation with 
Russians during the Caucasian war; c.) they did, however, develop their 
appearance and behaviors based on the Caucasian adats.
 Third, Juhuro do not conform with the stereotypical role-model of an 
Israeli: a.) Kavkazim experienced a cultural shock after they did aliyah 
and had to undergo an adaptation process; b.) They are often perceived 
as second class citizens, while their heritage and traditions are devalued; 
c.) The idea of zionism and a Jewish state is foreign for Mountain Jews, 
who perceive Caucasus, and not Israel, as their homeland.
 Forth, Caucasian Jews can be only partly treated as Sephardim, 
because: a.) According to the law, Juhuro Rabbis are under the jurisdic-
tion of the Sephardic Chief Rabbi; b.) Mountain Jewish rite and approach 
to the halacha is close to Sephardic, but c.) Mountain Jewish culture was 
not accepted by arabic culture and norms as experienced by the Sephar-
dim of the Middle East and North Africa. Additionally, Dagestani Jewish 
tradition is affected by Caucasian adats, but not Sharia.
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 These fi ndings confi rm that Juhuro of Dagestan have a special place 
among Jewish groups, which cannot be expressed by a single label. The 
research gave me an insight into the full extent of the illusion of jewish 
homogeneity presented by the ashkenazic narrative as well as western-
centrism of a contemporary Jewish academia. 
 The proposed paradigm of Jewish pluralism and multiculturalism 
seems to be not only the best suited, but also the most realistic and 
approachable, because it draws on the strength of a diverse Jewish 
nation.  
 

Lost tribe of Israel: the Jews of Dagestan 

 This article investigates a little known ethnic group known as Mountain Jews 
located in the Republic of Dagestan. In particular the following aspects of the mat-
ter will be considered: (1) the traditional division of world Jewry; (2) the theory of 
the lost tribes within the diverse Jewish civilization; (3) the origins and historical 
background of the Mountain Jews during the Russian Empire, WWII and the Soviet 
Era; (4) Cultural aspects of Jewish emigration from the Caucasus.
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ETHNO-POLITICAL ASPECTS 
OF THE GEORGIAN-OSSETIAN

RELATIONS IN KAZBEGI REGION1

 
by Natia Jalabadze

Tbilisi State University

 The necessity of scientifi c study of the Georgian-Ossetian relations 
in Kazbegi region was conditioned by the recent events developed in 
our country, when after the occupation of Georgia’s Tskhinvali and 
Akhalgori regions by Russia in 2008, Kazbegi region appeared in the 
area of political interests of Russia/Ossetia, claiming on the territories 
of Ossetian settlements in the region - the Kobi basin and the Truso 
gorge2. They are located next to the Georgian Military Road (a ma-
jor route through the Caucasus from Georgia to Russia) which passes 
through Kazbegi municipality and is only 15 km away from the Roki 
tunnel. This is the only motorway linking Russia to Armenia and Iran 
from where cargo goes via the shortest route to both points.  Accord-
ing to experts, since possessing the Truso Gorge will give Russia the 
opportunity to control the strategically important section of Georgia’s 
military road, this territory has become a new target for Russia. Conse-
quently, after that period the campaign for accession of Kazbegi region 
to North Ossetia started in the Republic of North Ossetia-Alania3. It 
was assumed that in the struggle for this territory, Russia, relying on 
the fact of living of Ossetians in these territories, was creating a new 
scenario for this region manipulating the Ossetian factor. The question 
arises: what will be the role of the Georgian-Ossetian relations in this 

1 The article is written within the framework of the project: Perspectives of Georgian-Ossetian rela-
tions in Kazbegi region, Financed by the Rustaveli National Science Foundation.
2 Today Ossetian villages are actually empty and most of the Osetians of Kazbegi region resettled 
in North Ossetia.
3 M. A r e s h i d z e, saqarTvelo-ruseTis sazRvari,  arsebuli mdgomareoba 

da safrTxeebi,  wignSi: omisSemdgomi gamowvevebi da perspeqtivebi,  Tbilisi 
2009. 
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scenario? What markers of culture will Russia manipulate to achieve 
its far-reaching political objectives? 
 The article focuses on the relations between Georgians (Mokheves) 
and Ossetians from Kazbegi region and their perspectives through the 
prism of Russia-Georgian relations; it will try to fi nd out those aspects 
that might form potential threats for the development of positive intercul-
tural communication between these peoples.
 Kazbegi Municipality is bounded by Dusheti municipality to the south-
east, by the current de facto South Ossetian districts - Akhalgory to the 
south and Java to the west, and to the north by the Republic of North Osse-
tia-Alania (the subject of the Russian Federation). This region was mostly 
inhabited by Georgians (Mokheves) and Ossetians. Before the collapse of 
the Soviet Union Ossetians had their compact settlements in the Kobi basin 
and the Truso gorge. Historically the Truso gorge was inhabited by Kartve-
lian tribes - fi rst by Tsanars and then by Dvals and was under the Georgian 
Kingdom. Due to the pressure of Ossetian tribes from the North, one part of 
Dvals migrated to the south and the remaining Dval population was gradu-
ally assimilated by Ossetians who consequently occupied their dwelling 
territories. Georgian historians ascribe the appearance of Ossetian settle-
ments in the Truso Gorge to the 17th-18th centuries and some later in the 
Kobi Basin4. Based on the falsifi ed history Russia is trying to present this 
territory as a historical homeland of Ossetians, annex it to Ossetia (South/
North) and thus, control a geostrategically important area. 
 Actually Georgian-Ossetian relations in Kazbegi region have a long his-
tory. Although, the Ossetian settlements were mono-ethnic and compact 
here, social and economic relations between Georgians and Ossetians, es-
pecially in the Soviet period, linked them very tightly. They not only coop-
erated and had friendly relations, but got married, had baptismal ties which 
passed over generations. Existence of ethnically mixed families furthered 
integration of these ethnic groups and correspondingly engendered mutual 
respect and love. The fact, that many Georgian families had Ossetian son-
in-laws or daughter-in-laws and vice versa, promoted positive intercultur-
al communication and inter-ethnic attitudes. Generally, in case of mixed 
marriages, when diffusion of cultural elements is unavoidable, both sides 
get to know better  each other’s traditions, values, behavioral norms and 
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learn each other’s languages. This happens with their children, too, who as 
a rule are bilinguals and are both culture carriers. The kinship context sets 
up relationship between the relatives of a couple; they meet each other at 
a family gatherings (wedding, baptism, religious holidays, birthday, fu-
neral, commemorations, etc.), where the reprsentatives of different ethnic 
groups interact already as kinsmen. This is a direct way to ethnic toler-
ance.5 Such relations continued to maintain even when Kazbegi Ossetians 
massively migrated to North Ossetia after the 1990s.
 Intensive intercultural communication of Georgians and Ossetians pro-
moted existence of common religious cults and sanctuaries and many simi-
lar elements of culture (family life, religion, traditional law, cuisine, etc.). 
For example, they had common sanctuaries in the village of Toti in Khevi, 
where Georgians and Ossetians lived together until the migration of the 
latter to North Ossetia. The same was the situation in Kazbegi’s Ossetian 
village Kobi where Ossetians and Georgians celebrated festivals togeth-
er at the shrine of St. George. Georgians and Ossetians from both sides 
of the border attended one of the biggest holidays of all-Khevi on the feast 
of Dormition of Virgin (Mariamoba) at the Gergeti Trinity Church.
 The migration of Ossetian population from Kazbegi region to North 
Ossetia, mainly Ordzhonikidze (present Vladikavkaz) started from the 
1970s; it was easier to get work, trade, receive education etc., there. Thus, 
the purpose of their migration was to arrange a better life. This process in-
itially had a seasonal character. In winter they stayed in North Ossetia and 
spent summer in Kazbegi region. However, profi table living conditions 
of Ordzhonikidze attracted not only Ossetians, but the Georgian popula-
tion too and Mokheves also migrated to North Ossetia. Many Georgians 
of Kazbegi region received education at schools and higher institutions 
in Ordzhonikidze and part of them even worked there. The majority 
of Ossetians and also Mokheves of Kazbegi region possessed houses 
in Ordzhonikidze, as they had to live and work on both sides of the bor-
der. Opportunity to freely pass the border in Soviet period created particu-
larly favorable conditions for the intensive social-economic and cultural 
communication between Georgians and Ossetians. Intensity of ethnically 
mixed families maintained the tendency of positive intercultural commu-
nication. The Georgian and North Ossetian population depended on each 
other.  They were closely related not only due to the territorial factor but 
by socio-economic proximity as well. North Ossetia was supplied from 
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Georgia with agricultural products (Livestock, greenhouse), and multi-
ple goods were imported from there to Kazbegi. In addition to economic 
profi ts, Mokheves’ interest in North Ossetia was also caused by medical 
needs.Respondents from Khazbegi region claim: “Georgians of Kazbegi 
went shopping to Orjonikidze. The distance from Kazbegi to Orjonikidze 
was short, much closer than to Tbilisi, it was 40 minutes drive. Russian 
goods were cheaper and even better.Georgians went there to buy some 
products in the morning and returned back by the evening. Besides, in 
winter the pass was closed and the only possibility to contact with the 
civilized world was Orjonikidze. Because of the absence of a modern 
hospital in the region, those who fell ill or were in need of surgery were 
taken to North Ossetia”. (Author’s fi eld material, Kazbegi 2017).
 From the early 1990s, after the break down of the Soviet Union, 
migration from Kazbegi to the north acquired intensive character, which was 
accelerated by the Georgian-Ossetian confl ict in 1991-1992 (it is worth not-
ing, that their migration was not ethnically motivated). After the confl ict 
of 1991-1992 the Georgian population of North Ossetia became the sub-
ject of aggression of Ossetians moved from the former autonomous region 
of South Ossetia to Orjonikidze. They directly forced Georgians of Orjoni-
kidze to leave and as a result many Mokheves abandoned North Ossetia. 
Georgians from North Ossetia and Ossetians from Georgia massively ex-
changed houses. But in that confrontation, Ossetians of Orjonikidze always 
managed to protect their Georgian neighbors. Local Ossetians perceived 
as a personal insult the fact that their Georgian neighbors were forced by 
newcomers from South Ossetia to abandon their houses in North Ossetia.
 In 2000, Russia introduced visas for Georgian citizens; however, 
Mokheves and Kazbegi Ossetians still freely moved across the Georgia-
Russia border and continued their activities in both states. For example, 
Ossetians visited their villages in Kazbegi region and stayed in their 
abandoned houses in summer or brought cattle in the Truso gorge on pas-
tures. For Kazbegi population the movement across the border was not 
restricted and they could cross it using a special document certifi ed only 
to the citizens of the border area. The economic and other relations were 
supported and the life was more or less going on as usual. For that period 
in Ossetian villages in the Truso gorge and the Kobi basin, there were 
only a few elderly people left.
 The situation complicated since 2006 when Russia imposed food 
embargo on Georgia and closed the only legal border check-point Larsi 
between Georgia and Russia. This situation considerably changed the tradi-
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tional form of Georgian-North Ossetian communication. Above all, it kept 
relatives on both sides of the border apart. According to the Kazbegi resi-
dents: “The loss of the Russian market caused the loss of the main source of 
income for the Georgian farmer who previously traveled to Russia without 
a visa, brought his own harvest for realization and supported his family 
with the earned money in winter” (Author’s fi eld material, Kazbegi 2016). 
 The situation remained the same after the 2008 August war. According 
to experts: “notwithstanding the stream of reports on the deterioration of 
Georgian-Ossetian relations after the Russian-Georgian war of 2008, no 
cases of mass outfl ow of Ossetians from Georgia or specifi c incidences of 
oppression in the aftermath of the confl ict have been observed, though there 
have been several cases of resettlement to North Ossetia unconnected to the 
hostilities. Outside the former autonomous region of South Ossetia, there 
has been no souring of Georgian-Ossetian relations since the war”6. 
 Though, in 2010 the Larsi check-point was opened, the restrictions on 
border crossing for the Georgian population still remains in force until 
today. Ossetians (and also the citizens of Russia) have the right of free 
movement across the border, while Georgians cannot go to North Os-
setia/Russia without a visa. This creates some problems to the popula-
tion of Kazbegi region, because due to territorial proximity Vladikavkaz 
traditionally remains a quick way to receive rapid medical care, develop 
favorable trade relations and easily get a job. Kazbegi population is dis-
couraged by today’s situation: “While the Russian border is closed for us, 
Ossetians of Russia come and make money here. They carry people on 
their cars, take the goods and lots of other things from Kazbegi and sell 
there! People from Khevi want to go freely to North Ossetia, as before” 
(Author’s fi eld material, Kazbegi 2017). 
 Kazbegi Georgians fi nd a way out from the current situation in dual 
citizenship; to cross the Georgia-Russia border freely, some Kazbegi 
Georgians prefer to have passports of both states and use them in case 
of necessity. According to my fi eld materials, about 30 % (if not more) 
of average age Mokheves has Russian passports. The possibility 
of holding double citizenship was given to Kazbegi population in times 
of Saakashvili’s presidency. The citizenship of Georgia was admitted 
to Kazbegians living in Vladikavkaz, to allow them cross the border and 
return to their homeland. Besides crossing the border, the dual citizen-
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ship has one more advantage for them, which lies in getting the Russian 
pension. The elderly people who have offi cial dual citizenship get their 
pension in one of the states. They prefer to get Russian pension in Vladi-
kavkaz, because it is higher than in Georgia. For the sake of the Rus-
sian pension, Georgian citizens of retirement age move to Vladikavkaz 
and register on the place of residence. Russia, having its own far-going 
plans, easily allows such individuals to get passports there. Presumably, 
these people receive pensions in Russia and illegally in Georgia, too. As 
some of my respondents from Kazbegi say: “Although the situation is not 
a secret to the offi cials, they turn a blind eye to it: Georgians, because they 
could not offer economically better conditions and Russians, because they 
want to use it to their advantage”. For Russia, it is very advantageous to 
have its own citizens in the territory which is in the focus of its political 
interests and seeks to control. This could be assessed as a kind of annexa-
tion and one of the strategies of the Russian hybrid war. 
 Concerning the issue of double citizenship, alarming information was 
published in one of the Georgian newspapers recently, that the Russian 
State Duma was preparing a bill on mass distribution of Russian passports 
to the citizens of the former Soviet republics, who more or less know the 
Russian language. They even do not hide in Russia that it will be a sort 
of annexation, and this method has already been proved in Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia. 
 Limitation of free communication to the north and correspondingly re-
striction of trading activities for Kazbegi population, which was the main 
business of Ossetians and Georgians living in both sides of the border, is 
a kind of economic lever of the offi cial Moscow against Georgia. Un-
der the limited conditions, Georgians still manage to enter Vladikavkaz 
and purchase goods and products for provision of markets in Kazbegi 
region. 100 kg of goods are not the subject to formal customs clearance; 
Mokheves even cross the border 2 or 3 times a day and supply their shops 
in Kazbegi district. Double citizenship is one way to solve this problem.
 As one of the levers of hybrid war Russia increasingly uses the informa-
tion war and propaganda as a tool to undermine the traditional Georgian-
Ossetian relations. The question of territories of the Truso gorge and the 
Kobi basin (also Khevi-Kazbegi), as the original Ossetian possessions, is 
being the current topic of Ossetian/Russian mass media and propaganda. 
The demands of “returning” these territories to Ossetia, which has been 
gradually increasing since 2008, is directly linked with the activities of sev-
eral anti-Georgian social organizations, namely “Dariali”, “For united Os-
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setia” and “Kazbegi”, established in Vladikavkaz;7 their program envisages 
annexation of “Central Ossetia” i.e. Kazbegi region to Ossetia (North/
South). It is obvious that their advocacy is based on falsifi ed history, 
anti-Georgian rhetoric and desire to demarcate new borders. On the basis 
of falsifi ed history and apocryphal facts the Ossetian/Russian media launch-
es territorial claims to the Georgian party and thus paves the way for Rus-
sia’s future plans. The representatives of Georgian media less likely bring 
historically proved counterarguments, they usually cite facts. Information 
announced in the Georgian language by the Georgian media is not acces-
sible for Russian-speaking audience. It is seldom translated into Russian 
and English; the same is the situation with scientifi c articles. Discussion of 
problems by the Georgian side proceeds mainly in the Georgian language 
while the Ossetian side basically spreads information in Russian. Therefore, 
they have much wider Russian-speaking audience and have a better perspec-
tive to win the information war8. Furthermore, Russia engages provocateurs 
mainly of Ossetian ethnic origin for achieving its goals. Their main activities 
imply inspiration of confrontation between Georgian and Ossetian popula-
tion. 
 Under hybrid war conditions, when Ossetians/Russians claim for the 
territories of Ossetian settlements in Kazbegi region, the strategy of devel-
opment9 of touristic infrastructure and Kazbegi branding can evoke defi nite 
problems. These problems are directly linked with the issue of land own-
ership in Ossetian settlements. Considerable part of land in Ossetian set-
tlements is not registered on the name of their owners who live in North 
Ossetia at present. Majority of them left Georgia in the Soviet period when 
no land was privatized. The lands of Kobi village that were not shown on 
the cadastral map have been taken by the state on its balance. So today they 
cannot legalize their lands and houses unless disputed at a court. In gen-
eral, the question of land registration remains to be a problem in Kazbegi 
municipality, like in whole Georgia and is connected not only with Ossetian 
settlements; the similar situation is in Georgian villages, too. 
 Branding strategy of Kazbegi municipality has been elaborated in 
2017. The list of local services, products and sightseeing was composed in 
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order to accomplish commercialization and unifi cation of concrete trends, 
by maintaining their authenticity under the same brand. The whole specif-
ics of the region with cultural elements associated with Ossetian ethnos 
and Ossetian spaces are the parts of the mentioned strategy, for example: 
Cheese of Kobi, less developed several unique routs of the Truso gorge, 
villages, ruined dwellings, the Kobi mineral resort, Kobi mountain-skiing 
touristic town, etc. It is planned to create the single Kazbegi-Kobi-Gu-
dauri skiing space through constructing a 7 km long cable car connect-
ing the village of Kobi with Gudauri ski resort. Some of the Kobi vil-
lage lands, as mentioned above, are the unregistered areas the ownership 
of which is unclear. The prospect of transforming the Kobi village into 
a mountain touristic town and the desire to get profi t (sell the land or build 
a hotel), may encourage Ossetian migrants from Kobi, who could meet 
the controversy regarding land ownership, to take some measures. In the 
politically tense present day situation, when the Ossetians/Russians have 
the interest in appropriation of Kazbegi region, the land problem in Kobi 
and Truso may evoke signifi cant problems in future.
 Some Russian experts believe that the Georgian-South Ossetian con-
fl icts of the early 1990s and the 2008 August War could have strongly pre-
vented neighbors from having friendly and business contacts. But still it 
is not quite so. North Ossetia continues to be linked with the neighbor-
ing country actively developing tourism, trade and uninterrupted family 
ties. Georgia dominates in the list of the countries with which North Os-
setia conducts foreign trade. Today North Ossetians (included those South 
Ossetians who migrated there after the fi rst confl ict) are involved in trade 
with or through Georgia. It is easier for them to go to their native places 
where they still retain both relationship and friendly ties. These contacts in 
many ways help to lead a joint business. According to the view of the direc-
tor of a Vladikavkaz Touristic fi rm, “a lot of our local people buy real estate 
in Georgia, in the resort area. This speaks of a recovering relationship.”10 
 It is apparent that Georgian-Ossetian relations in Kazbegi region has 
become the target of the Russian hybrid war since 2008. For realization 
of its far-reaching goals Russia applies all the possible methods: the 
information war which is oriented on: deliberately fabricated stories; 
disfi guring the history and real facts, provocations, passportization, 
economic levers etc.

NATIA  JALABADZE

10 Ж. Т а р х а н о в а, Шевелев Михаил. Грузия – Северная Осетия: невидимые связи; https://
jam-news.net/?p=35045&lang=ru/.
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 Though Russia deliberately tries to create environment to hot up 
hostility between Georgians and Ossetians, ethnic hetero stereotypes 
are mostly positive and there is a positive social attitude between them. 
Field research makes us suppose that ethnic opposition in the region, 
due to the absence of ethno-psychological basis and traditionally posi-
tive intercultural communication could not be triggered. North Osse-
tians and Georgians still maintain positive relations as in old times.
     

Ethno-political aspects of the Georgian-Ossetian
relations in Kazbegi region

 This paper examines the Ethno-political Aspects of the Georgian-Ossetian rela-
tions in Kazbegi Region against the backdrop of recent events developed in our 
country; after the occupation of Georgia’s Tskhinvali and Akhalgori territories by 
Russia in 2008, Kazbegi region appeared in the area of political interests of Rus-
sia/Ossetia, who claim on the territories of Ossetian settlements in the region – the 
Kobi basin and the Truso gorge.. Based on the falsifi ed history Russia is trying 
to present this territory as a historical homeland of Ossetians, annex it to Ossetia 
(South/North) and thus, control a geostrategically important area. 
 Both Georgians (Mokheves) and Ossetians lived in this region almost in full 
harmony until the migration of Ossetians to North Ossetia. Social and econom-
ic relations between Georgians and Ossetians linked them very tightly. They not 
only cooperated and had friendly relations, but got married and had baptismal 
ties; ethnically mixed families furthered integration of these groups. However, the 
migration of Ossetians to the north considerably changed the traditional form of 
Georgian-Ossetian communication. The situation was aggravated due to the Geor-
gian–Ossetian confl ict (1991-1992), Visa regime with Russia since 2000, the 2006 
food embargo, closure of the Georgia - Russia border and   the 2008 August war.  
Althogh today Ossetian population has actually abandoned Kazbegi region, the 
topic of Ossetian villages bear potential threats for maintaining positive intercul-
tural communication between Georgians and Ossetians.
 It is apparent that Georgian-Ossetian relations in Kazbegi region have 
become the target of the Russian hybrid war against Georgia. Offi cial Moscow 
applies all the possible methods: the information war oriented on deliberately 
fabricated stories, disfi guring the history and real facts, provocations, passporti-
zation, economic levers etc. 
 Relying on the ethnographic materials and specialist literature I try to show the 
real picture of intercultural relations in Kazbegi region and how they could be used 
as a tool for undermining the traditional Georgian-Ossetian relations.  

GEORGIAN-OSSETIAN RELATIONS IN KAZBEGI REGION
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OSSETIANS AND GEORGIANS IN KAZBEGI REGION
HISTORIAL AND CULTURAL ISSUES1

by Lavrenti Janiashvili
Tbilisi State University

 According to a modern administrative-territorial division Kazbegi 
municipality unites historical Khevi, Truso (located in the upper reach of 
the Tergi Valley; nowadays a depopulated ethnographic region) and a small 
part of Mtiuleti to the south of the Jvari Pass (Gudauri resort and nearby set-
tlements). The main part of the region (Khevi and Truso) is situated beyond 
the Watershed Ridge of the Caucasus and is bordered by Russian Federa-
tion (Ingusheti and North Ossetia) to the north of the Dariel Pass; It borders 
on the historical Dvaleti with the Truso gorge in the west, the so-called 
South Ossetia in the southwest, Mtiuleti and Gudamakari in the south and 
Khevsureti with the Sno gorge in the east.
 Ossetians lived together with Georgians in Kazbegi region until the end 
of the last century. Nowadays this region is almost empty from the Ossetian 
population due to their migration. The present ethno-demographic situation 
is tightly linked to the strict natural environment, diffi cult economic situ-
ation and its location in the border area.  Relatively easy communication 
with North Ossetia, economic benefi ts, comparatively accessible education 
and intensity of relative and friendly ties conditioned migration not only of 
Ossetians but also of Mokheves (autochthon Georgians of Kazbegi region) 
to the north.
 Over the last years, the keen interest of the Russian/Ossetian and Geor-
gian media was focused on the Ossetians, migrated in the last century from 
Kazbegi region to North Ossetia (the Russian Federation) and their aban-
doned villages. On the one hand, the Ossetian side, mainly the representa-
tives of the de facto government, several researchers and journalists declare, 

Pro Georgia, 2018, t. 28, s. 267-279

1 The article is written within the framework of the project: Perspectives of Georgian-Ossetian 
relations in Kazbegi region, Financed by the Rustaveli National Science Foundation.
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that “The territory, adjacent to Tskhinvali region is the Ossetian property 
and it will also be freed from Georgians”2; on the other hand, the Georgian 
media and some experts consider that Kazbegi region has become a poten-
tially dangerous place where new Russian aggression is expected under the 
pretext of the return of the Ossetian “refugees” from Kazbegi region. This 
situation inspired a group of researchers to accomplish the scientifi c project 
“The perspectives of Georgian-Ossetian relations in Kazbegi region”.
 According to historical sources, Tsanars were aboriginal inhabitants of 
the region in the second century, who lately plaid an important role in the 
struggle against Arab invaders and in formation of Kakhetian Principality.3 
There are different suppositions about Tsanars’ ethnic origin in scientifi c lit-
erature. Part of researchers consider them of Svan (N. Mari, S. Kakabadze, 
J. Gvasalia) or Chaldean-Chan (T. Papuashvili) origin, and part regard them 
as the North Caucasian-Vainakh (V. Minorskiy, A. Genko, A. Novoseltsev, 
A. Mkrtumian) or Dagestanian (V. Bartold) origin.
 In the early feudal epoch Tsanars defended Georgian Kingdom from the 
North Caucasian nomad invaders and acted as organizers of the Georgian 
political unit - The Kakhetian Diocese. Architectural monuments preserved 
in the territory of their settlement are by all signs similar to the Kakhetian 
monuments of the same period. As for the epigraphic materials, they are 
totally Georgian.4 All these evidence that Tsanars, by the time of Arabic 
invasions, completely and inseparably belonged to the Georgian ethno-
cultural world.
 Since the 13th-14th centuries, Dvals (an ethnographic group of Georgian 
origin) penetrated near the source of the Tergi River - the present day Truso 
gorge. Initially it could have been a natural migration, when excess popu-
lation started reclaiming the upper reaches of the Terek River. From the 
16th century this process intensifi ed. Ossetians driven out from the North 
Caucasian valleys by Mongol invaders, settled in the Caucasian highlands 
including Dvaleti and oppressed the native population, who moved to other 
parts of Georgia and preferably to the neighboring Truso gorge. The fi rst 

2 С. Ко з а е в, Вопрос Восточной Осетии не снимается с повестки дня, http://osradio.ru/
obshestvo/91476-obshestvo.htmlж; М. Ч е р н о в, Границы Осетии должны быть пересмотрены, 
http://expert.ru/2013/08/21/granitsyi-osetii-dolzhnyi-byit-peresmotrenyi/ voskanapat.info; А. Ту а е в а, 
Трусовское ущелье. почему оно за границей?- http://iratta.com/materials/ sovremennost/ 48-trus-
ovskoe_ ushhele_pochemu_ono_za_granicejj.html/.
3 M. L o r t k i p a n i d z e, feodaluri saqarTvelos politikuri gaerTianeba, 
Tbilisi 1963, pp. 139-150; T. P a p u a s h v i l i, ranTa da kaxTa samefo (VIII-XI ss.), 
Tbilisi 1982, pp. 26-53.
4 T. P a p u a s h v i l i, ranTa da kaxTa samefo (VIII-XI ss.), pp. 50-53.
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contingent, driven from Maghran-Dvaleti seems to have occupied initially 
the area before Kasara. Lately, oppressed by Ossetians, they moved even 
more to the east, along the Tergi Valley5.
 In the 17th century Ossetians came to the source of the Tergi River and 
the process of assimilation of the Dvals began. More lately they occupied 
the territory to the east before the village of Kobi. Simultaneously, Osetians 
settled in several villages of Khevi (Kobi, Achkhoti, Ukhati, Toti). The 
initiators of their settlement are often considered the promoted Georgian 
families of Ghudushauri and lately Kazbegi.6 By some Ossetian specialists, 
Dvals which were completely assimilated by Ossetians are considered to be 
a tribe of Ossetian origin7.
 The royal court could not pay proper attention to mountainous 
regions after dissolution of the united Georgian kingdom.  Political 
disintegration, economic isolation and limited communication char-
acteristic of the feudal epoch, created an opportunity to strengthen 
the local community governance. Ossetians gained ethnic dominance 
in Truso and even formed a separate territorial community8; though, 
politically the Truso gorge stayed within the space of the Georgian state. 
Lately, the region of contemporary Kazbegi municipality was joined 
to the principality of the Aragvi Eristavs, and in 1743 the Georgian Roy-
al court directly subordinated it.9
 By the time of the Russian supremacy in Georgia, the Ossetians, living in 
the upper reach of the Tergi River were totally integrated into the Georgian 
social-political milieu and actively participated in the ongoing processes. 
The situation defi nitely changed from the 19th century after the Russian 
dominance in Georgia. Initially, the uprisings of Ossetians against Russian 
dominance were systematic and irreconcilable. They fought against Rus-
sian Rule side by side with Georgian insurgents. Later Russia managed to 

5 Va k h u s h t i  B a t o n i s h v i l i, aRwera samefosa saqarTvelosa, qarTlis 

cxovreba,  IV, Tbilisi 1973, p. 647; R. T o p c h i s h v i l i, dvaleTi da dvalebi, Tbilisi 
2016, p. 50; V. I t o n i s h v i l i, dvalebi da dvaleTi, II, Tbilisi 2016, p. 86; I t o n i s h v i l i, 
Temi da Temobrioba saqarTveloSi, Tbilisi 2017, p. 43.
6 V. I t o n i s h v i l i, moxeveebis yofa-cxovreba, Tbilisi 2016, pp. 40-50.
7 З.Н. В а н е т и, К вопросу времени заселения Юго-Осетии, Изв. Юго-Осет. НИИ АН Грузии, 
1936, вып 3, pp. 270-278; Ю. А. Д з и ц ц о й т ы, Диалектология и древная история Южных 
Осетин, Ю. С. Г а г л о и т и, Сарматы и Центральный Кавказ, Тезиси докладов на конферен-
цию по осетиноведению, под редакции А.А. М а г о м е д о в а, Владикавказ 1994, pp. 58-59.
8 A. K a z b e g i, xevisberi goCa, Txzulebani, Tbilisi 1985, pp. 619-622; V. I t o n i s h v i l i, 
Temi da Temobrioba saqarTveloSi, p. 45.
9 G. T o g o s h v i l i, saqarTvelo-oseTis uerTierToba XV-XVIII ss., p. 195; 
I. B a g r a t i o n i, qarTl-kaxeTis aRwera, Tbilisi 1986, p. 35.
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entice hostile Ossetians and used them as a political weapon in the great 
Caucasian confrontation10.
 There are different suppositions in the Georgian and Russian/Ossetian 
historical societies concerning the question of ethnogenesis of Ossetians, 
their political history and settlement in Georgia. Migration of Ossetians to 
Georgia and the stages of their settlement are the subjects of bitter debates. 
In the 20th century a part of Ossetian specialists considered the 3rd-4th or 
6th-7th centuries the oldest periods of Ossetian migration11; others supposed 
that the fi rst period of their infi ltration in Georgia was connected to Mongol 
dominance in the North Caucasus. There were attempts, based on genealo-
gies of Ossetian family names, to attribute their migration to the 15th -16th 

centuries. The results of investigations of some Georgian and Russian re-
searchers corroborate that the settlement of Ossetians in the mountainous 
part of Kartli occurred in the 17th century and their migration to western 
Georgia – in the 18th century.12 Compact settlements appeared gradually 
in the northern part of Shida Kartli, in the valleys of the rivers Liakhvi and 
Ksani, though the majority of Ossetians dispersed throughout Georgia. 
 For the whole period of the 18th century, Ossetians actually didn’t live 
in the villages of Kartlian foothills. Migration of Ossetian there (mainly 
in destroyed villages) began in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. In 
this period Ossetians occupied considerable part of the foothills of the 
Patara Liakhvi valley. Since that period and especially in the fi rst decade 
of the 19th century, there was an individual migration of Ossetians from 
the mountainous part of Shida Kartli to the villages of its foothills and 

10 Kh. K o k r a s h v i l i, ruseTis politika Sida qarTlis mTianeTSi,  saqarT-

velo-ruseTis urTierToba XVIII-XXI saukuneebSi, II, Tbilisi 2016, p. 10; 
М. Т к а в а ш в и л и, Русско-осетинское противостояние в грузии в начале XIX века, Некото-
рые вопросы истории осетин Шида картли, Tbilisi 2010, pp. 218-251.
11 М. Б л и е в, Южная Осетия в колизиях Росийско-Грузинских отношений, Москва 2006, 
p. 11; Ю.С. Г а г л о и т и, Сарматы и Центральный Кавказ, pp .44-46; Б .В. Т е х о в, этнической 
принадлежности создателей кобанской культуры Центрального Кавказа, от скифов до 
осетин, Материалы по осетиноведению, Москва 1994, pp. 44-46
12 Е.Г. П ч е л и н а, Краткый историко-археологический очерк страны Ирон-Хусар, 
Материалы по изучению Грузии: Юго-Осетия, Tifl is 1925; В.И. Аб а е в, Осетинский язык 
и фольклор, Москва 1959; B. G a m k r e l i d z e, kudaros xeoba, VIII, 2003; G a m k r e -
l i d z e, osTa gansaxlebis sakiTxisaTvis saqarTveloSi,  osTa sakiTxi, Tbilisi 
1996; G. C h i k o v a n i, dasavleT saqarTveloSi osTa Casaxlebis sakiTxisaT-

vis (raWa), 2003; N. A b k h a z a v a, kulturul-eTnikuri procesebi Sida qarT-

lis Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi uZvelesi droidan gvian Sua saukunee-

bamde (arqeologiuri masalebis mixedviT),  osTa sakiTxi, Tbilisi 1995. 
13 R. T o p c h i s h v i l i, saqarTveloSi osTa Camosaxlebisa da Sida qarTlis 

eTno istoriis sakiTxebi, Tbilisi, 1997, pp. 21-23; B. G a m k r e l i d z e, kudaros xeo-

ba, VIII, 2003,  p. 155.
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plains.13 There are different opinions on the history of creation of South 
Ossetian administrative unit in Georgia. It’s worth mentioning, that the 
terms South and North Ossetia are not stated in written sources until the 
19th century. This term appears only after Georgia annexed to Russia. In 
their reports to the emperor the Russian military offi cers refer the terri-
tory inhabited by Ossetians in Liakhvi mountainous regions as Ossetia”, 
“Georgian Ossetia” or “Kartlian Ossetia” (1812-1837). Then a binary 
opposition “South Ossetia –North Ossetia” appeared. In the 1840s the 
“Ossetian district” was established in Georgia. This served as the basis 
for naming the territorial-administrative unit created by the Bolsheviks in 
Shida Kartli as the South Ossetian autonomous district.
 It should be mentioned that the fi eld ethnographic materials of the 
ethnographers: B. Kaloev, Z. Vaneev, L. Chibirov and others, give defi -
nite information to specify the period of resettlement of Ossetians in the 
upper reach of the Tergi Valley. However, when interpreting the material 
the same authors are usually tendentious which is refl ected in their con-
clusions. These conclusions formed the basis for new false ethno-genetic 
conceptions. 
 Georgian and Ossetian authors come to radically different conclu-
sions owing to diverse interpretation of one and the same archeological 
data, written sources and ethnographic materials. In order to corroborate 
statements about Ossetians indigenousness the most Ossetian authors 
are compelled to search for new conceptual basis for argumentation and 
comprehend distinctively the archeological material due to scarcity of 
written sources. The process of creating new Ossetian mythologemas is 
noticeable. Even comparatively moderate historians (for example Mark 
Bliev) avoid exact quoting, fearing that Georgians will destroy the his-
torical sources stored in Georgia14. However, these publications are cit-
ed already by other authors. Thus, it seems as though the work is based 
on a solid scientifi c sources. Such publications are apprehended nega-
tively by the Georgian society aggravating negative attitudes, whereas 
in Ossetians it strengthens the feeling of national pride and sense of 
historic distinctiveness and makes them lose the desire to compromise. 
In this situation, the idea of restoration of “historical Ossetia” and re-
turning “old lands”, primarily Kazbegi region and the Ghuda gorge be-
came popular, which signifi cantly reduces the perspectives of resolution 
of the Ossetian question. 

14 М. Б л и е в, Южная Осетия в колизиях Росийско-Грузинских отношений, Москва 2006, p. 9.
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 In the 20th century, intensive migration proceeded in present day Kazbe-
gi municipality. On the basis of scientifi c literature and fi eld ethnographic 
material obtained in the targeted region, the economic, political and ethno-
cultural factors determining the Ossetian migration can be identifi ed.
 Animal husbandry (mostly sheep breeding) and agriculture with prefer-
ence of cattle breeding were traditionally the main fi elds of farming in this 
region. Alternation of winter and summer pastures is not proved before 
Russian dominance in Georgia. The main reason was the diffi cult acces-
sibility of winter pastures. In the Kakheti valley Kazbegians failed to com-
pete with Tushs, who had tight economic contacts with Kakhetians, and 
the population of the foothill zone in winter pastures of Kartli. Keeping 
of many sheep in cattle shed was almost impossible. If a family possessed 
more than two tens of sheep they had to care about contacts with the low-
lands15.
 The potential of sheep breeding enhanced signifi cantly when after the 
Russian rule the use of the winter pastures of the North Caucasus became 
possible. Since the 1870s -1880s, the population of Khevi and Truso exten-
sively used the winter pastures of Chechnya and Kizlyar, where they kept 
their sheep from October till the end of April. The share of cattle breeding 
was enhanced in the Soviet period. Sheep fl ocks of collective and private 
farms were pastured intensively in mountains in summer and in northern 
valleys in winter. In the 1930s the economic environment of the region was 
changed drastically due to collectivization. Livestock which was mainly 
in private ownership before, was nationalized and became the property of 
collective farms. As a result the profi tability of this economic fi eld was 
enhanced. Herewith transformation of symbiotic forms of farming pro-
ceeded systematically, which reduced the share of agriculture in the moun-
tainous zone and limited the usage of arable lands for individual farmers. 
Under the Soviet labor organization the forms of mutual aid that have exist-
ed for centuries were forgotten gradually. As a result of increasing the share 
of mechanization, the use of old agricultural tools in the fi eld was limited.16

 Notwithstanding the defi nite raise of income, the harsh climate of Kaz-
begi region, bad communal conditions and less available education condi-
tioned high intensity of Ossetian migration to North Ossetia. The migrants 
were Mainly Ossetians, because there already existed a springboard of 

15 V. I t o n i s h v i l i, moxveebis yofa-cxovreba, Tbilisi 2015, pp. 43-44.
16 G. J a l a b a d z e, miwaTmoqmedeba Tergis xeobaSi, saqarTvelos saxelmwi-

fo muzeumis moambe, 22-II, Tbilisi 1961, pp. 201-202; V. I t o n i s h v i l i, centraluri 

kavkasiis mTielebis saojaxo yofa, Tbilisi 1969, p. 224.
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Ossetians immigrated in 1944, they had tight relative ties with. The Osse-
tian settlements of the region gradually got emptied.
 This process was especially evident in Truso. Hard living conditions and 
less perspective of social-economical development made people search for 
labor and housing in North Ossetia. Massive constructions of new types of 
houses started in the 1960s along the Military road; but this did not happen 
in the Truso gorge. The Living, farming, defensive and religious buildings 
in Truso, which is nowadays totally depopulated, evidence that since the 
1960s nothing has been built there. Unlike the Khevi villages, gasifi cation 
of the Truso gorge was not accomplished.17 This increased the desire of 
population to improve their living conditions and leave the woodless area. 
It could be said that the possibility of comfortable housing in Orjonikidze 
served for population of the Truso gorge as an important motivation.
 The change of ethno-cultural vector, implying replacement of Georgian 
orientation with Russian, promoted migrational aspirations of Ossetians. 
Prior to Russian hegemony the integration of Ossetians  into the Georgian 
world occurred naturally, which implied gradual assimilation of compo-
nents of the Georgian material and spiritual culture. Until the 1970s, the 
family names of the majority of Truso and Kobi population ended in suf-
fi x -shvili as in Georgian surnames. Lately the tendency of replacement 
of the Georgian anthroponomical model with the Russian one was notice-
able. The number of family names with Russian endings (suffi xes -ov -ev) 
increased.18 Since 1905 the liturgy and church registers were conducted 
in Russian. It was planned to replace the Georgian language by Russian as 
Lingua Franca  and change the political, economic and religious vectors 
focused on Georgia in favor of Russia.
 After the collapse of the Soviet regime, on the background of the radical 
political, economic and demographic transformations, the scale of sheep 
breeding was reduced signifi cantly. The winter pastures of the North Cau-
casus, due to the locked borders with the Russian Federation, were inac-
cessible. The economically unproductive Truso gorge was totally depopu-
lated; but in turn Mokheves, who were oppressed by Ossetian refugees - the 
migrants from Tskhinvali region, started massive immigration from North 
Ossetia.
 In the 1990s diminishing of animal husbandry made the local popula-
tion of the region to seek alternative sources of income. As Khevi vil-

17 V. I t o n i s h v i l i,  xevi Zvelad da axla, Tbilisi 1967, pp. 66-75.
18 saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivi,  f. 254, p. 436; saqarTvelos erovnuli 

arqivi,  f. 489, p. 46.
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lages were provided with free natural gas, the locals started development 
of private greenhouses, where cucumbers and tomatoes were grown. 
Mokheves were basically occupied with this business, though Ossetians, 
migrated from Georgia to North Ossetia were actively occupied in trading 
relations and became the main distributors of production into Russia.
 Soon appointing the limits on free gas by the state, greenhouses lost 
their actuality, but as my respondents notice, Ossetians have maintained 
friendly and business relations with Mokheves until today. The change 
of the economic profi le of the region was painful for all social layers of 
the population. Animal husbandry and agriculture is unable to provide 
perfectly the life of local population. Tourism remains to be the only 
prospective sector in the region, though the number of people occupied 
in tourist business is not large. In such conditions most people believe 
that the prospect of returning Ossetians in the Truso gorge is doubtful. 
Moreover, the new direction of agricultural contacts is evident, which is 
linked to seasonal transhumance from Kazbegi region to the lowlands 
of Eastern Georgia. For the last period, besides Mokheves Azeri herd-
ers from Iormughanlo also use the summer pastures, and the most sheep 
fl ocks of Kazbegi region are moved to the winter pastures in Kvemo 
Kartli valleys. And the Ossetians themselves, the former residents of 
Truso, rarely visit their dwellings, places of worship and ancestors 
graves even in summer.
 The Georgians and Ossetians of the region were involved in long-term 
mutually benefi cial cultural and economic relations. Usually in ethnically 
mixed villages Ossetians and Georgians had common shrines and sanctu-
aries, they celebrated their religious festivals together and performed cult 
practices within the same space and at the same time. In mono-ethnic vil-
lages Georgians came to visit their Ossetian friends and relatives and vice 
versa at each other’s religious festivals. The infl uences of confessional, 
ethnic, social-economic factors and state institutions determined the char-
acter (syncretism, unifi cation, nationalization etc.) and dynamics of these 
rituals. The study of mutual sacred places is important for determination 
of direction of their migration, since the Georgian highlanders, wherever 
they migrated, almost universally retained the habit of visiting the sacred 
places of their ancestors at festivals of their pagan shrines and participate 
in religious rituals.
 Field materials evidence that the number of Ossetian visitors to tradi-
tional festivals is decreasing for the last period. Presumably, most of them 
replaced old festivals with rituals typical of the new environment. Trans-
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formation of political, economic and ethnic environment has been clearly 
refl ected on traditional rituals.“Vachiloba”, which used to be the festival 
of Ossetians, living in Toti, nowadays is celebrated by Georgians, settled 
in neighboring village, they are the main actors (Dekanoz - priest at pagan 
shrine, fl ag bearer, feast leader etc.) and Ossetians have the guest status. 
The individual elements of the ritual have been modifi ed (for example to 
the sacred place they bring the state fl ag of Georgia, instead of a specially 
designed traditional fl ag), women sit with men at the table and etc. It could 
be said, that the nature of transformation of the above mentioned traditional 
rituals, is closely linked to the concrete local socio-economic and political 
changes on the one hand and the general socio-cultural tendencies in the 
world on the other.19 
 Defi nite developments were peculiarly depicted on the Georgian-Osse-
tian relations in Kazbegi region: massive migration of Ossetians to the North 
Caucasus from the 1940s to former settlements of the Ingush people, deport-
ed from their homeland in 1944; the Georgian-Ossetian confl ict in Tskhinvali 
region; declaration of a visa regime by Russia and giving defi nite privileges 
to the population of border region; the Russian - Georgian war in August, 
2008; transformation of Russian policy after this war etc.
Mokheves distinguish between North Ossetians,the so-called “Irons” and 
“Kudatses”, those migrated from Tskhinvali region and other territories of 
Georgia  to North Ossetia. Interviews manifested the negative attitude of 
majority of Mokheves towards the last group. They consider Ossetians of 
Tskhinvali region to be aggressive and unfair. It’s worth mentioning, that 
according to Mokheves, North Ossetians have a similar attitude towards 
“Kudartses” and the relations between them are not so good.
 Integration of individuals and ethnic groups under the conditions of 
prolonged relations is accompanied by their cultural modifi cation i.e. 
acculturation, when the primary cultural paradigm of both groups more or 
less change and in the result defi nite cultural unifi cation occurs. Usually 
this process goes independently and is characterized by transformation of 
orientations in values, role behavior and social attitudes. Therefore, it’s not 
surprising that in the opinion of some interviewees Kudartses are on much 
higher cultural level then North Ossetians, as they underwent infl uence 
of Georgian culture and adopted many cultural elements. They think that 
after migration of Ossetians of Tskhinvali to the north, the culture of North 
Ossetians, which was far behind and pagan, “upraised”.

19 L. J a n i a s h v i l i, osTa sakiTxi yazbegis regionSi, Tbilisi 2017, pp. 66-80.
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 Personal assessment of Ossetians revealed that they are regarded main-
ly as tradition followers, friendly, hospitable and respectful for the elderly 
people, though comparatively minor part considers them to be untrustwor-
thy, less cultural and aggressive.
 The following picture was depicted concerning the perspectives of Geor-
gian-Ossetian coexistence in Kazbegi region: a 46% of interviewed popula-
tion consider impossible returning of migrated Ossetians to their dwellings; 
a 27% think about their partial return (e.g. in summer), though according to 
the majority, it can occur only if political circumstances change (free will of 
the government, allowing them to transfer their cattle etc.) or improvement 
of the housing conditions. According to the absolute majority of respond-
ents (Georgians and Ossetians) geostrategic interest of Russia is the core 
reason inducing the Georgian-Ossetian confl ict, which by encouraging the 
separatist processes, hinders the formation of a strong, independent Geor-
gian state  in Transcaucasia. They often bring positive examples (David 
Soslan was ethnic Ossetian, Georgian Kings used to involve Ossetians in 
their troops etc.) from the history of Georgian-Ossetian interrelations, in 
order to show the perspective of coexistence of the two people, though op-
posite tendencies are also met (e.g. Georgians remember Ossetian betrayal 
during the Mongol period  and the fi rst independent Republic of Georgia; 
Ossetians recollect punishing expedition against Ossetians, carried out by 
Valiko Jugheli in the period of fi rst Republic of Georgia, events developed 
in the 1990s, etc.).
 There are sharply negative estimations concerning Ossetians and nuanc-
es of their life and culture. Ossetian respondents are more reserved, though 
their narratives also contain negative connotation.  Many of them believe 
that territorial claims of Ossetians in Georgia are fair. 
 Most respondents are convinced that repatriation of immigrated from 
Georgia Ossetians is not expected because they are well able to integrate in 
their new places of residence (basically in Russia).
 The talks on the annexation of the territory of Kazbegi and Kvemo Kartli 
(the so-called “Trialetian Ossetia”) to the Ossetian state are inspired by the 
Russian political circles and activities of separate organizations like “Dari-
ali” that serves only the fi nancial interests of its leaders. 
 As a result of the aforementioned processes, the number of Mokheves hav-
ing intensive contacts with Ossetians has been halved. The economic ties 
and the practice of joint participation in religious rituals have been lost. In-
tercultural sensitivity is directed from ethno relative to ethnocentrist. Ethno 
political processes which started from the 1980s obliged people to make 
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distinctive ethnic identifi cation; this resulted in full integration not at the 
group but at the individual level (expressed by Georgianization or Osse-
tianization). According to the survey, the majority considers it impossible 
to return the Ossetians to the Kazbegi region and considers this issue as 
another provocation of Russia. 
 The Russian-Georgian war of 2008 and the Russian-Ukrainian con-
fronting made actual the model of hybrid future war, elaborated by mili-
tary theoreticians of Kremlin. Theory of a hybrid war was elaborated for 
achievement of military and political goals and implies multilateral, com-
plex attack on the antagonist party. All kinds of methods are applied openly 
and secretly, like: diplomatic, military, economic, informational and con-
ventional, irregular (partisan and asymmetric), terrorist, criminal and cyber 
methods.
 The imperial strategy of Kremlin, in relation with Georgia historically 
is characterized by considerable diversity. In the end of the 20th cen-
tury the change of geopolitical realities made Kremlin to apply different 
methods. Simultaneously, a new national politics of Moscow, ensuring 
the nationalist (state) interests of the Russian state and society on internal 
and external arenas, actually represents the transformed version of the 
Tsarist policy. The Soviet state originated from the ruins of Tsarist Russia 
and its main legal successor, the Russian Federation, inherited the task 
of full assimilation of the Empire peoples. However, the delicacy of the 
situation is that without the obvious violations of universally recognized 
general principles, the Georgian state should be represented as an unsuc-
cessful project, in order to convince Georgians of their helplessness and 
refuse political independence. By Kremlin calculations, in perspective, it 
will provide staying of Georgia on the Russian orbit at the initial stage 
and total assimilation in future. For such a purpose it was considered the 
most appropriate to provoke internal confl icts and use compactly dwell-
ing “minorities” in Georgia to incite the confl ict. It goes without saying 
that Russia intended to undertake monitoring and control of this confron-
tation as a peacekeeper.
 Separatist regions play a decisive role in achieving the strategic goals. 
In the 1990s Russia managed to practically separate these regions from the 
Georgian political and economic space, which after the war of 2008 ended 
by open occupation and annexing. Moscow for embellishing the situation 
recognized Abkhazia and the so-called South Ossetia as independent states, 
and explained its own action as an act of support of Abkhazian and Ossetian 
people living in these territories.
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 Kremlin tries to restrict the historical territorial possessions of Georgia 
and extend frontiers to the south as much as possible primarily to broaden 
the territory of favorable for them Ossetians. Corroboration of century old 
dwelling of Ossetian ethnos and proving ethnic hegemony of Ossetians on 
the territory of upper reach of the Tergi River would be the best opportunity 
to legitimize pretensions of the so-called south Ossetian State.
Pseudo historical works could be applied especially effectively for the above 
mentioned purposes. The infl uence of historical literature on interethnic 
relations naturally evokes temptation to veil ethnocentric aspirations with 
“Patriotic feelings”. Scientists against their will are exposed to the open or 
hidden infl uence of society, which, naturally, affects their creativity. This 
was well known to the Soviet authorities, who very effectively controlled 
historical literature to manage the processes in the desired direction.
 The Georgian-Ossetian/Russian confl ict is a multifaceted phenomenon. 
Beside political, economic, social and ethno cultural aspects each Party’s 
claim to get back the historically granted place has a great infl uence on in-
spiration of this confl ict. Thus, a part of scientists have possibilities to fulfi ll 
the geopolitical order of conjuncture and by exaggerating the historical role 
of this or that people, infl uence ethnocentric sentiments.
 According to the recently published scientifi c literature, the conception 
of the Ossetian side about the perspectives of Georgian-Ossetian relations 
is the following: the Georgian government imposes a despotic princely ide-
ology on the population and on the establishment – an orientation towards 
NATO (Western Europe, USA) and military support for the current govern-
ment. Ossetians are oriented to absolutely different values. This plan con-
tains the following objectives: the unifi cation of Ossetians with the support 
of Russia; modernization, carried out by Russia, and participation in the 
global processes.
 The conception of Georgian side on this issue is different. Euro-Atlantic 
choice is primarily related to the establishment of democratic values and 
consolidation of human rights. The essence of the national policy is as fol-
lows: consolidation of the Georgian society and integration of different 
groups into the single state organism.
.
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Ossetians and Georgians in Kazbegi region
historial and cultural issues 

 The article presents historical and ethno-cultural issues related to Georgian-
Ossetian relations of Kazbegi Region. According to historical sources, Kazbegi 
region was originally inhabited by Georgian tribes - the Tsanars some of whom 
migrated to the eastern Georgian lowlands in the Principality of Kakheti. Later (the 
13th -14th centuries) Tsanars were replaced by the ethnographic group of Georgian 
origin - Dvals; in the 17th century Ossetians penetrated to the source of the Tergi 
River and began to assimilate the Dvals who had migrated there. In the 19th century, 
as a result of ethnic processes, the area close to the upper reaches of the Tergi River 
(now Truso) were completely inhabited by Ossetians; below, the settlements from 
the village of Kobi to the village of Jaryah, were mostly inhabited by the Georgian 
Mountaineers,  Mokheves.
 Ossetians were fully integrated in the Georgian social-political space and 
actively participated in the ongoing processes. Integration of Ossetians into the 
Georgian world occurred naturally, which implied gradual assimilation of com-
ponents of the Georgian material and spiritual culture.
 Later the Russian Empire managed to entice hostile Ossetians and use them 
as a political weapon against Georgia’s interests. In the second half of the 20th 
century, Ossetian population almost completely moved to North Ossetia from 
today’s Kazbegi region due to the ecological, socio-political and economic fac-
tors. However, some of the Ossetian organizations and political circles instigated 
by the Russian propaganda consider Kazbegi region as their historical homeland 
and declare political claims on the territory. 
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Mariam Chkhartishvili, saqarTvelo III-V saukuneebSi. xosrovanTa 

samefo saxlis istoria (Georgia in 3rd – 5th Centuries. History of the Royal 
Family of Chosroids), Nekresi Publishing, Tbilisi 2018, pp. 303; ISBN 978-
9941-457-96-8

 A famous researcher, the author of more than 200 scholarly works (among 
them 11 books), the editor and publisher of a number of collections and books, 
a teacher with a longstanding experience, the supervisor of many doctoral dis-
sertations, the organizer and participant of many scientifi c conferences is be-
fore us.
 The scientifi c works by Mariam Chkhartishvili always draw attention with 
their original issues, along with her special style of writing, which is typical 
just of her, her high academic level. The author never avoids obstacles; on the 
contrary, for her research she selects the tasks which are diffi cult to overcome, 
and addresses the most complicated questions.
 This time, the reviewed book researches one of the most complicated ep-
ochs in the Georgian history, which is studied not so well. The author realized 
the problem and responsibility set before her. Many years had passed since the 
time when the author started to think of the questions which are included and 
studied in the book and began to make related publications. Thus, the present 
book is the result of a long- standing research.
 The main complicacy of the study of the history of Georgia of the 3rd-5th 
cc. is determined by the lack of sources which have, as a rule, reached up the 
present not as authentic, intact manuscripts, but as versions distorted by later 
copyists. Absence of chronology for the related times is also a problem for 
the scholars studying the epoch. Although the same two main written monu-
ments are before the researchers – “Conversion of Kartli” (“moqcevaÁ qarT-

lisaÁ”) and “The History of Kartli” (“qarTlis cxovreba”) and the same 
parallel foreign sources – Armenian, Latin, Greek, which are not rich with the 
needed evidence, the different reading and interpretation of the sources give 
the possibility to restore frequently a completely different historic picture.
 One of the advantages of the present work is that it refl ects all achievements 
of the scholarly literature. The author doesn’t miss any research concerning the 
surveyed issues whether of Georgian or of foreign historiography. The author 
avoids polemic with the opponents, with the authors who have different opin-
ions and tries to focus on her own perceptions or assumptions bringing the 
related convincing arguments. 
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 A greater part of the book is given to the analysis of the used sources, mostly of 
“Conversion of Kartli” and “History of Kartli (“qarTlis cxovreba”). Here are 
offered speculations concerning the time of their creation and editing, struc-
ture, signifi cance of the “Conversion of Kartli” for “The History of Kartli”, the 
level of reliability of each evidence from both monuments. The comparative 
study of these two monuments reveals in some cases the advantage of one, and 
in others - of the other. Such a work leads the author to the conclusion that the 
husband of the daughter of Ayet – Azo was put on the throne of Kartli by Alex-
ander the Great and they jointly ruled the state for a while. The author shares 
the opinion that the king of Kartli Mirian, in whose reign Christianity was 
proclaimed as the state religion in Kartli, didn’t belong to the Pharnavazid dy-
nasty. According to her assumption, he was the illegitimate son of the Persian 
Shah (probably Hormizd-Ardashir’s 272-273). He was the founder of Chosroid 
dynasty. A special place is given in the book to the life and activities of Mirian, 
to his family members, descendants. The author thinks that Bakur/Bakar was 
the grandson of Mirian and not his son. Meriban of the 4th century, in her opin-
ion, was the same Trdat. Trying to fi nd out who Varaz-Bakur was, the author 
comes to the conclusion that he was the son-in law of Trdat, the husband of his 
daughter Bakurdukhtya. The scholar broadly argues about the Great Bakur and 
comes to the conclusion that he was the brother of Trdat - Peter the Iberian’s 
grandfather. The author determines the identity of Ultra. In her opinion, he was 
the son of Aspagur and his mother was the daughter of Mirian’s daughter’s son.
 The author presumes that the father of Vakhtang Gorgasali was Mirdat/Ul-
tra, the son of Varaz-Bakur from the fi rst marriage, who was adopted by Archil. 
Along with that the author dates their activities.  
 The author offers an extensive review of the creation of the Georgian script, 
which is not her fi rst attempt in this regard, either. The creation of the Georgian 
alphabet belongs to eternal issues. As it’s known, the issue has been consid-
ered in scholarly literature many times. Nevertheless, one cannot consider the 
issue as resolved. Research in this direction is under way. Unlike some other 
researchers, the author attributes the creation of the Georgian alphabet to the 
Pharnavaz epoch (4th-3rd cc. BC). The author considers the evidence of Le-
onti Mroveli’s chronicle as convincing. However, she notes that alphabet has 
passed different stages and its development and survival are the merit of differ-
ent fi gures. 
 The present book is one more attempt to restore the Georgian history of the 
3rdc-5th cc. Some conclusions made in the book will be the subject of debate 
and speculations in the future. Nevertheless, I think that it deserves attention 
not just of narrow scholarly circles, but of broader readers interested in the 
Georgian history.

Giuli Alasania
University of Georgia, Tbilisi
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ZE WSPOMNIEŃ 
O PROFESORZE TEJMURAZIE CZIKOWANIM 

(1924-2007)
napisał Andrzej Woźniak

 W tym roku1, w czerwcu minęła dziesiąta rocznica śmierci mojego wieloletnie-
go przyjaciela, wybitnego uczonego gruzińskiego, etnografa, archeologa i jednego 
z twórców gruzińskiej etnoarcheologii, profesora Tejmuraza Czikowaniego. Przez 
długie lata był przewodnikiem i doradcą w moich gruzińskich poszukiwaniach.
 Tejmuraz Czikowani urodził się 3 października 1924 r. w Meschetii, w miej-
scowości Ackuri, położonej kilkanaście kilometrów na północny wschód od 
głównego miasta regionu Achalciche. W przeszłości Ackuri było ważnym ośrod-
kiem strategicznym w systemie obronnym południowej Gruzji, czego świadec-
twem są położone tam na skale ruiny twierdzy Ackuris-ciche. Na południe od 
Ackuri położony jest jeden z najwspanialszych zabytków architektury gruziń-
skiej, wielki klasztorny, wykuty w skale w XII w. – Wardzia.
 Prawdopodobnie na przełomie lat dwudziestych i trzydziestych ubiegłego 
wieku rodzina Czikowanich przeniosła się czy też raczej wróciła do Tbilisi, 

Pro Georgia, 2017, t. 27, s. 283-295

CHRONICLE

1 Tekst był pisany w 2017 roku.

Tejmuraz Czikowani z żoną Lią Czlaidze w Polsce, 1975 r.
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gdzie w 1943 r. Tejmuraz Czikowani ukończył szkołę średnią. Piszę – prawdopo-
dobnie – gdyż losy rodziny Czikowanich w pierwszych latach władzy sowieckiej 
w Gruzji nie są mi znane, zaś w ofi cjalnej, bardzo zwięzłej Autobiografi i, której 
kopię przysłał mi T. Czikowani przed ponad 20 laty, pisał o „starej tbiliskiej 
rodzinie”, w której się urodził. Czikowani nie byli jednak rodziną mieszczańską. 
M. Wadbolski w swojej pracy o heraldycznej symbolice Gruzji pisał: „174. Herb 
nowej gałęzi Dadianich – Czikowanich (emblemat – wyobrażenie smoka strze-
gącego złotego runa”2, a stronę wcześniej: „160. Herb starej (dawnej) dynastii 
Dadiani (emblemat – baran, św. Jerzy, sztandar bojowy, szabla, strzały, płynący 
statek, a w środku umieszczony krzyż”.3
 Udzielni książęta Megrelii (Samegrelo, Odiszi), ród Dadianich, a szczegól-
nie Lewan II Dadiani w XVII w. odgrywali istotną  rolę w życiu politycznym, 
żegludze i handlu (zwłaszcza jedwabiem) na wschodnim wybrzeżu Morza Czar-
nego. Siedemnastowieczny historyk ormiański, Arakel z Tebrizu, wspominając 
o poszukiwaniach żony dla króla Kartli, Luarsaba II, pisał nawet: „Książęta wy-
słali ludzi do krainy książąt Dadianich i wyswatali Luarsabowi za żonę córkę 
króla (podkr.-AW) Dadianiego”.4 W XIX wieku niezależne księstwo Megrelii, 
pod protektoratem Rosji, rządzone przez Dadianich utrzymało się do 1855 roku. 
 W rodzinie Czikowanich, jak mogłem zauważyć, do rodzinnych tradycji 
największą uwagę przywiązywał ojciec Tejmuraza – Anton (Antoni), które-
go zdążyłem poznać w czasie mojego pierwszego pobytu w Gruzji w 1971 r. 
O przeszłości swojej rodziny nie zapominał też sam Tejmuraz, zwłaszcza po 
śmierci ojca. W liście do mnie z września 1976 r. pisał: ”U nas wydarzyło się 
wielkie nieszczęście, 2 sierpnia umarł mój ojciec, teraz więc w naszej rodzinie 
ja jestem najstarszy”5, a po kolejnym pobycie w sanatorium, gdzie leczył się 
na nerki, w liście z października 1986 pisał do mnie: „dwa tygodnie byłem na 
badaniach terenowych w Zachodniej Gruzji, w prowincji Samegrelo (Megre-
lia). Mieszkaliśmy tam we wsi Salochino, co w tłumaczeniu znaczy „miejsce dla 
spędzania czasu”. Z tej wsi pochodzili moi dalecy przodkowie. Stoi tam jeszcze 
w pięknym parku na pół zrujnowany pałac. W tym właśnie parku była nasza 
baza, gdzie dwa tygodnie mieszkał twój przyjaciel”.6
 Po ukończeniu szkoły średniej Tejmuraz Czikowani rozpoczął studia na wy-
dziale Orientalistyki Uniwersytetu Tbiliskiego, które ukończył w 1951 r. W tym 
samym roku został aspirantem w Gruzińskiej Akademii Nauk obierając jako kie-

2 M. Wa d b o l s k i, Sakatrwelos heraldikuri simbolika. Geraldiczieskajasimwolika 
Gruzii, Tbilisi 1980, s.104.
3 Tamże, s. 103.
4 A r a k e l  z  T e b r i z u, Księga dziejów, Z rosyjskiego przełożyli W. D ą b r o w s k i 
i A. M a n d a l i a n, wstęp - W. H e n s e l, Warszawa 1981, s.103. Nieco wcześniej Arakel 
z Tebrizu, pisząc o poszukiwaniach żony dla Luarsaba II, zauważa, że wyniosłe i dumne 
plemię gruzińskie /…/ „nade wszystko ceni sobie drzewa genealogiczne i pochodzenie 
przodków, i pilnie je bada”, tamże.
5 Listy T, Czikowaniego, I-14 z 26.09.1976.
6 Listy T. Cz. I-38, 27.10.1986.
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runek etnografi ę Kaukazu. W 1954 r. skończył aspiranturę i obronił pracę kan-
dydacką o budownictwie mieszkalnym i gospodarczym w Trialeti. Od 1955 do 
1961 r. pracował w Państwowym Muzeum im. Simona Dżanaszia w Tbilisi jako 
młodszy, a następnie jako starszy pracownik naukowy. W 1961 r. przeniesiony 
został do Działu Etnografi i Kaukazu Instytutu Historii, Archeologii i Etnografi i 
im. J. Dżawachiszwili Gruzińskiej Akademii Nauk, gdzie w 1967 r. obronił 
pracę doktorską na temat ludowego budownictwa mieszkalnego Zakaukazia. 
Od 1978 r. pracował w Centrum Badań Archeologicznych Akademii, kierując 
tam Sekcją Badań Terminologii Archeologicznej i Etnoarcheologicznej.7
 Krąg zainteresowań badawczych T. Czikowaniego – ludowa kultura mate-
rialna, życie społeczne i gospodarcze, zarysował się już na początku jego drogi 
naukowej. Znacznie późniejszym, specjalistycznym ukierunkowaniem jednego 
z głównych nurtów jego zainteresowań jest etnoarcheologia.
 Jako badacz terenowy przemierzył całą Gruzję, Armenię, Azerbejdżan, 
Inguszetie i Północna Osetię. Uczestniczył w badaniach etnografi cznych 
w Polsce (1968) i Bułgarii (1971, 1972). Wieloletnie badania prowadził 
m.in. nad genezą i rozprzestrzenianiem domu mieszkalnego typu darbazi 
(glchatun, karadam), zagadnieniu temu poświęcił kilka prac, w tym obszerne 
studium porównawcze pt. Amierkawkazis chalchur sacchowrebel nagebobata 
istoriidan (Tbilisi 1967). Praca ta była jego rozprawą doktorską.
  W latach 1990-1992 wykładał etnografi ę Gruzji na Uniwersytecie 
A. Cereteli w Kutaisi. Od 1991 r. prowadził kurs etnografi i ogólnej w Insty-
tucie Azji i Afryki w Tbilisi.8 Był autorem licznych prac naukowych i popu-
larnonaukowych, w tym 12 osobnych pozycji.9
 Kontakty T. Czikowaniego z Polską trwały blisko czterdzieści lat i wspo-
mnienia o jego pierwszej wizycie w naszym kraju na zaproszenie profesora 
Witolda Dynowskiego, wówczas kierownika Katedry Etnografi i UW i Zakładu 
Etnografi i Instytutu Historii Kultury Materialnej PAN, nieco zatarły się w mojej 
pamięci. Latem 1968 r. byłem po rocznym stażu świeżo upieczonym asysten-
tem Katedry Etnografi i UW. W czasie jednego z moich dyżurów w sekretariacie 
katedry, prof. Dynowski poprosił mnie do swojego, sąsiadującego z sekretaria-
tem gabinetu i przedstawił gościowi z Gruzji – dr. Tejmurazowi Czikowaniemu, 
mówiąc, że od dawna interesuję się Gruzją, jej kulturą i historią. Pamiętam, że 
w pierwszej chwili powiedziałem tylko gamardżoba batono, a kiedy gość pro-
fesora się przedstawił, wspomniałem cos o królach Gruzji noszących to samo, 
co on imię – Tejmuraz. Jak mi się zdaje, te parę pierwszych słów utrwaliło chy-
ba w pamięci gruzińskiego gościa prof. Dynowskiego wspomnienie o naszym 
spotkaniu, bo pisał o nim później w wydanej po powrocie do Gruzji popularnej 
książeczce o podróży po Polsce, noszącej tytuł W gościnie u górali (Guralebtan, 
Tbilisi 1969).  

7 A. Wo ź n i a k, Profesor Tejmuraz Czikowani, „Pro Georgia”, t.III: 1993, s. 42.
8 Tamże.
9 W końcu lat 90. ubiegłego wieku było tych prac ponad 80.
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 Do dziś nie wiem, jak od strony formalnej wyglądało zaproszenie dr. T. Cziko-
waniego do Warszawy, bo nasza katedra nie miała wtedy żadnych ofi cjalnych kon-
taktów z Gruzją. Był on chyba zatem na wpół prywatnym gościem prof. Witolda 
Dynowskiego, który ogólnie znany był z tego, że potrafi ł załatwiać sprawy, wówczas 
formalnie nie do załatwienia.10 Jego trochę staroświecka uprzejmość i galanteria 
zjednywały mu sympatię rozmówców, zwłaszcza zaś szerokiego grona pań urzęd-
niczek, które obdarowywał licznymi komplementami, kwiatami i drobnymi prezen-
tami. Pamiętam jednak, że profesor Dynowski starannie unikał wszelkich ukłonów 
w stronę ówczesnej władzy. Nie chodził np. na obowiązkowe wtedy pierwszomajo-
we pochody. Zastępowali go w tym „dyżurni” współpracownicy z katedry.
 Gruziński gość prof. Dynowskiego nie mieszkał w hotelu; w czasie poby-
tu w Warszawie nocował w katedrze, w gabinecie profesora, wyposażonym 
w jego prywatne meble, z obszerna otomaną i wiszącym nad nią dużym olej-
nym pejzażem, biurkiem i półkami z książkami. Większość czasu T. Czikowa-
ni spędził jednak poza Warszawą. Polecony przez prof. Dynowskiego opiece 
pracowników Państwowego Muzeum Etnografi cznego odbył z nimi podróż 
naukową na południe Polski. Podróż swojego gościa prof. Dynowski, o ile 
wiem, dyskretnie dofi nansował, bo od Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego żadnych 
diet gość z Gruzji nie dostał.  Zespół pracowników Państwowego Muzeum 
Etnografi cznego, z którym T. Czikowani wyruszył w podróż na tę wypra-
wę składał się z kilku osób i kierowcy muzealnej nysy.  Kierował nim Piotr 
Szacki, kurator Działu Kultury Materialnej PME. Nad dokumentacją fi lmową 
badań czuwał jego współpracownik, Juliusz Dominowski.11 Przez Baranów, 
Sandomierz, Rzeszów, zespół zmierzał ku Beskidowi Niskiemu i Sądeckiemu, 
w okolice Gorlic, Grybowa, Krynicy, Starego i Nowego Sącza, a później przez 
Kraków z powrotem do Warszawy. Podróż muzealną nysa przez miasteczka 
i wsie południowej Polski; etnografi czne poszukiwania w najodleglejszych 
zakątkach polskiej prowincji, pełne wiernych kościoły w niedzielne przedpo-
łudnia, małomiasteczkowe targi, noclegi po campingach; spotkanie ze sztuką 
Nikifora; później spotkania i rozmowy w Warszawie…Szybko zmieniające 
się krajobrazy i rozmówcy, niekiedy nakładają się na siebie, czasem mylą się 
nazwy zwiedzanych miejscowości.12

 W Muzeum Okręgowym w Nowych Sączu Tejmuraz Czikowani mógł obej-
rzeć liczne prace Nikifora Krynickiego, których największą kolekcję tam właśnie 
zgromadzono. W swojej książeczce o podróży po Polsce (Guralebtan) sztuce 
Nikifora, którego nazywa „sonczeli Pirosmani” tj. Pirosmani z Sącza, poświę-
ca sporo miejsca. Do tekstu o Nikiforze wkradło się jednak nieco nieścisłości 
i omyłek.13 

10 Być może zresztą, że wizyta T. Czikowaniego w Polsce była całkowicie prywatnym 
przedsięwzięciem Profesora.
11 T. C z i k o w a n i, Guralebtan, Tbilisi, 1969, s. 23-29.
12 A. Woźniak, op. cit, s. 42-43.
13 Nikifor Krynicki, a właściwie Epifaniusz Drowniak – malarz prymitywista pocho-
dzenia łemkowskiego – urodził się w 1895 r. w Krynicy (a nie w Nowym Sączu), zmarł 
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 Następny rozdział tej książeczki o Polsce, obszerniejszy niż poprzedni, 
poświęcił autor śladom Gruzinów w różnych okresach przebywających na pol-
skiej ziemi (Kartweli kacis nakwalewze). Opowiada tu m.in. jak zwiedzając 
stary rzeszowski cmentarz dokonał małego odkrycia; odnalazł mianowicie 
nagrobek z 1741 r. z nazwiskiem Gurżicki, a więc Gruzina, którego niezna-
ne losy niegdyś tam przywiodły. Nieco dalej, niejako w nawiązaniu do tego 
odkrycia wspomina T. Czikowani o dość dobrze historykom gruzińskim i pol-
skim znanej postaci Gruzina na służbie Rzeczypospolitej, królewskiego rotmi-
strza i posła do Iranu – Bogdana Gurdzieckiego, który w połowie XVII wieku 
osiadł w Polsce, otrzymał indygenat i dobra ziemskie.14

 Ten krótki, dwutygodniowy pobyt Tejmuraza Czikowaniego w naszym 
kraju, zaowocował wielorako. Nasunął mnóstwo tematów do przemyśleń. 
Pozwolił też nawiązać znajomości i przyjaźni, trwające wiele lat. Stał się 
tematem niewielkiej popularnonaukowej książeczki o Polsce, parokrotnie 
tu cytowanej – Guralebtan (W gościnie u górali), wydanej w 1969 roku przez 
tbiliskie wydawnictwo „Nakaduli”. Była ona pierwszą z serii popularnonauko-
wych książek T. Czikowaniego. Druga, skierowana do tego samego czytelnika, 
ale znacznie obszerniejsza i staranniej przez to samo wydawnictwo wydana – 
Idumela (1975), poświęconą była osobliwościom gruzińskiej ludowej kultury 
materialnej, zwłaszcza budownictwa. Krótka jej recenzja ukazała się w 1977 r. 
w czasopiśmie „Etnografi a Polska”.15 W tym okresie idea popularyzacji kultu-
ry ludowej i treści, które ona w sobie zawierała stawała się autorowi Idumali 
coraz bliższa, ale ulegała dalszym przekształceniom. Narodził się pomysł serii 
niedużych, skierowanych do szerokiego kręgu czytelników, popularnonauko-
wych monografi i historyczno-etnografi cznych regionów południowo-wschod-
niej Gruzji, mniej od innych znanych. Jako pierwsza ukazała się nieduża praca 
poświęcona jednemu z regionów Gruzji południowej – Trialeti (Tbilisi 1976), 
później kolejno wychodziły: Mescheti, Samcche, Istoriul-etnografi uli nar-
kwewi (1979), Dżawacheti (1982), Zemo Kartli, Samcharetmcodneo istoriul
-etnografi uli narkwewi (1987).
 W latach siedemdziesiątych i osiemdziesiątych popularyzacja kultury ludo-
wej stała się dla prof. T. Czikowaniego zadaniem pierwszoplanowym. Rezultaty 
swoich badań naukowych publikuje w specjalistycznych periodykach etnogra-
fi cznych i historycznych, zaś niemal wszystkie osobne jego prace oprócz wyda-

w 1968 r. w domu pomocy społecznej w Foluszu koło Jasła, pochowany w Krynicy. Był 
artystą bardzo płodnym – stworzył około 40 tysięcy dzieł. Ich największy zbiór znajduje 
się w muzeum w Nowym Sączu. Muzeum Nikifora o charakterze biografi cznym powstało 
w zabytkowej willi w Krynicy, z którą artysta był najbardziej związany. 
14 T. C z i k o w a n i, Guralebtan, op.cit., s. 33. Do tej tematyki wrócił jeszcze T. Cziko-
wani po kilkunastu latach w artykule Czweni poloneli megoban, który napisał z zaprzy-
jaźnionym historykiem Tamazem Natroszwili i opublikowanym w czasopiśmie „Literatu-
ruli Sakartwelo” (z. 10.08.1984 r, s. 11).
15 A. Wo ź n i a k, T. C z i k o w a n i, Idumala, Tbilisi 1975, „Etnografi a Polska” 
t,XXI:1977, z. 1, s. 230.
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nych przez Akademię Nauk w 1989 r. Studiów etnoarcheologicznych (Etnoar-
cheologiuri etiudebi), to książki o charakterze popularnonaukowym.
 Meschetia (Samcche), to kraina, w której, jak wiemy, T. Czikowani się uro-
dził i spędził pierwsze lata dzieciństwa. Monografi a tego regionu to najobszer-
niejsze, bo liczące ponad 150 stron, z popularnych opracowań autora.16 Opa-
trzona też została aparatem naukowym w postaci przypisów i bibliografi i. Na jej 
okładce i w tekście znalazła się fotografi a ruin twierdzy Ackuris-ciche, we wsi 
Ackuri, miejscu urodzenia autora.
 Po raz pierwszy Gruzję odwiedziłem na prywatne zaproszenie dr. Tejmuraza 
Czikowaniego na przełomie sierpnia i września 1971 roku. Przez dwa tygodnie 
byłem wtedy gościem państwa Lii i Tejmuraza Czikowanich.  T. Czikowanie-
go poznałem, jak już wcześniej pisałem, latem 1968 r.. Później nawiązała się 
między nami korespondencja, ale listy z lat 1968-1971, dotyczące zresztą prze-
ważnie kwestii związanych z moim zaproszeniem do Gruzji, nie zachowały się. 
Tylko dedykacja w przesłanej mi w 1969 r. książeczce o podróży po Polsce z datą 
22.08.1969, o tej korespondencji przypomina.
 Podczas mojego krótkiego pobytu w Gruzji, trochę po kraju podróżowałem. 
Oprócz samego Tbilisi, którego zwiedzanie, przeważnie w towarzystwie młod-
szego kolegi T. Czikowaniego z Akademii Nauk, Bachwy Gamkrelidze, zajęło 
mi parę dni, odbyłem z gruzińskimi przyjaciółmi wycieczkę terenowym gazi-
kiem Instytutu, w którym pracował T. Czikowani, Drogą Wojenno-Gruzińską, 
z paroma wypadami do przyległych wąwozów. 
 Na początku września, kiedy w Gruzji rozpoczyna się rtweli – zbiór wino-
gron, spędziłem z państwem L i T. Czikowanimi dwa czy trzy dni w Kacheti, 
w okolicach słynącej z białych win miejscowości Gurdżaani. Znajomi państwa 
Czikowanich, którzy nas gościli, mieszkali w tradycyjnym wiejskim domu, gdzie 
po raz pierwszy widziałem marani, miejsce w piwnicy domu, gdzie w wielkich, 
wkopanych w ziemię dzbanach kwewri, przechowywało się wino. W podwórku 
niedaleko domu znajdował się piec do pieczenia gruzińskiego chleba – tone.
 Mimo że, o ile pamiętam, pojawiliśmy się w domu znajomych państwa 
Czikowanich pod wieczór, gospodarze, którzy nas oczekiwali, zaprosili nas do 
stołu, przy którym siedziało już grono krewnych i sąsiadów. 
 Każdy, kto kiedykolwiek odwiedził Gruzję, bez wątpienia doświadczył gru-
zińskiej gościnności (purmarili). Gość jest dla Gruzinów wysłannikiem Pana 
Boga. Trzeba zatem go odpowiednio podjąć, a jeśli możliwe - zorganizować bie-
siadę – suprę). Dla Gruzinów biesiada (stół - supra) jest niezmiernie ważnym 
składnikiem życia społecznego i jednym z najpowszechniejszych sposobów spę-
dzania wolnego czasu17. 
 Przyjęcie przeciągnęło się do dość późnych godzin. Rano odwiedziliśmy 
niewielką winnicę gospodarzy, a później zasiedliśmy do biesiady na świeżym 

16 T. C z i k o w a n i, Mescheti, Samcche, Istoriul-etnografi uli narkwewi, Tbilisi 1979.
17 A. Wo ź n i a k, Dobry Europejczyk w Tyfl isie. Śladami Artura Leista, Warszawa 2017, 
s.68.
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powietrzu, obok świątyni z VIII wieku, najcenniejszego zabytku architektury 
w okolicach Gurdżani.18 Po powrocie do Tbilisi ostatnie dni mojego pobytu 
w Gruzji upłynęły już pod znakiem przygotowań do wyjazdu do Polski, około 
połowy września.
 W czasie dwutygodniowej gościny u państwa Czikowanich mogłem poznać 
ich najbliższych: ojca T. Czikowaniego – Antoniego, córkę z pierwszego mał-
żeństwa – Mananę oraz braci Lii Czlaidze Czikowani – Badriego i Mamukę, 
a także liczne grono przyjaciół i kolegów z pracy profesora.
 Pierwszy okres po powrocie do Warszawy wypełniły sprawy rodzinne. 
Wkrótce na świat przyszła nasza córka Zofi a, później oczekiwaliśmy na prze-
prowadzkę do nowego, większego mieszkania, co pozwoliło na planowanie ter-
minu zaproszenia naszych gruzińskich przyjaciół do Polski. Okazało się jednak, 
że ustalenie tego terminu jest znacznie trudniejsze, niż mogliśmy przewidzieć. 
Wizyta, z różnych powodów, niekiedy w ostatniej chwili była parokrotnie prze-
kładana. Raz była to parotygodniowa delegacja pani Lii do Turcji, a później do 
Moskwy, innym razem jej choroba. Naszych przyjaciół mogliśmy zatem przywi-
tać na warszawskim Dworcu Gdańskim dopiero latem 1975 r.
 Pierwsze dni ich pobytu w Warszawie poświęcone były zwiedzaniu miast, 
a przy okazji zaglądaniu do różnego rodzaju sklepów, łącznie ze spożywczy-
mi, bo goście chcieli wiedzieć, co można w nich kupić. Również w pierw-
szych dniach pobytu gruzińskich gości w Warszawie wybrałem się z nimi na 
jednodniowa wycieczkę nocnym pociągiem do Krakowa, który pani Lia bardzo 
chciała zobaczyć. Przyjechaliśmy tam wczesnym rankiem. Już wtedy alergicy 
mieli przed południem w Krakowie kłopoty z oddychaniem i pani Lia też tego 
doświadczyła. Dopiero, gdy słońce nagrzało powietrze, sytuacja się poprawiła. 
Te chwilowe przykrości wynagrodziło jej jednak piękno miasta i jego zabyt-
ków. Późnym wieczorem, również pociągiem, wróciliśmy do Warszawy. Dla 
T. Czikowaniego Kraków nie był taką atrakcją, jak dla jego żony, bo widział już 
to miasto kilka lat wcześniej. 
 Po paru dniach, dzięki mojemu wujowi – Jerzemu Zabierzowskiemu, udało 
się zorganizować podróż jego samochodem na Wybrzeże, gdzie mieszkali przy-
jaciele wujostwa, państwo Poznańscy, którzy gościli nas w swoim domu. Po 
obejrzeniu Gdańska, pojechaliśmy samochodem pana Piotra Poznańskiego na 
wycieczkę po miasteczkach i wsiach Szwajcarii Kaszubskiej, zakończoną poby-
tem nad jednym z jezior, gdzie państwo Poznańscy mieli letni domek. W drodze 
powrotnej pojechaliśmy inną niż na Wybrzeże trasą i zwiedziliśmy po drodze 
skansen w Olsztynku, który szczególnie zainteresował profesora Czikowaniego, 
od lat zajmującego się budownictwem ludowym.
 Olsztynek, pisze M. Pokropek w swoim Atlasie… – Park Etnografi czny, zało-
żony w 1940 r. po przeniesieniu z Królewca obiektów budownictwa drewniane-
go, gromadzonych tam od 1909 r. Po zniszczeniach w czasie II wojny światowej 
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18 Świątynia, jedyny tego rodzaju zabytek w Gruzji, wyróżnia się dwoma wieżami 
umieszczonymi jedna za druga wzdłuż linii szczytu dachu.
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udostępniono na nowo muzeum w 1953 r. jako oddział Muzeum Mazurskiego 
w Olsztynie. Od 1969 r. samodzielne Muzeum Budownictwa Ludowego, sta-
le rozbudowywane. Zgromadzono kopie i oryginały budownictwa XVIII-XX 
wiecznego z terenu Warmii, Mazur, Powiśla i Litwy. Są to: wieża przy kościółku 
i kościółek drewniany ośmioboczny, karczma z okolic Pasłęka, chałupy, kleta 
rybacka, stodoła, kuźnia, spichrze, wiatraki i inne obiekty. Budynki wyposażono 
w meble, sprzęty domowe i gospodarskie, narzędzia, środki transportu.19 
 W następnym, 1976 r. Warszawę odwiedzili: brat żony profesora Cziko-
waniego – Badri Czlaidze z żoną Tamilą (Tamarą). Przyjechali na zaproszenie 
moich wujostwa, wspomnianych już Lucyny i Jerzego Zabierzowskich. Wuj 
Jerzy, człowiek bardzo towarzyski i przyjacielski, z naturą rzec można – gru-
zińską, szybko się z gośćmi zaprzyjaźnił i zapewne zadbał, aby w czasie pobytu 
w Polsce się nie nudzili, ale szczegółów już sobie nie przypominam. Wiem tylko 
z listu T. Czikowaniego, że byli bardzo ze swojej podróży zadowoleni i wdzięcz-
ni wujostwu Zabierzowskim.20 Wujostwo umawiali się wprawdzie z młodymi 
Czlaidze na rewizytę w Gruzji, ale z powodu stanu zdrowia mojej ciotki, nie 
udało się tego planu zrealizować. 
 W 1977 r. do Gruzji została zaproszona przez prof. Czikowaniego cała nasza 
rodzina. Podróż z Warszawy do Moskwy w trzyosobowym przedziale sypialnym 
przebiegła wygodnie i bez żadnych niespodzianek. Problemy zaczęły się dopiero 
na Dworcu Kurskim w Moskwie, gdzie okazało się, że nasza warszawska rezer-
wacja miejsc w pociągu do Tbilisi niewiele tam znaczyła. Dopiero po burzliwej 
interwencji u wicedyrektorki dworca udało się nam dostać miejsca w pociągu do 
Erywania. Podróż w biezkupiejnym wagonie przyniosła nam sporo nie zawsze 
przyjemnych niespodzianek. W końcu jednak po trwającej półtorej doby podró-
ży, dotarliśmy w środku nocy do Tbilisi, gdzie nikt się nas jeszcze nie spodziewał 
(zmiana czasu). Miasto mimo późnej godziny zrobiło na nas - zwłaszcza w po-
równaniu z Moskwą – miłe wrażenie, a serdeczne powitanie przez zaskoczonych 
gospodarzy przeszło nasze oczekiwania.21

 Dwa pierwsze dni po przyjeździe do Tbilisi wypełnił nam wypoczynek po 
męczącej podróży z Moskwy, powitalne przyjęcie z krewnymi i znajomymi 
naszych gospodarzy oraz krótki spacer po mieście. Na zwiedzanie Tbilisi prze-
znaczyliśmy parę następnych dni. Mogliśmy wówczas odwiedzić najciekaw-
sze rejony starszej części miasta i zobaczyć najciekawsze zabytki. Wybrali-
śmy się też ze znajomymi państwa Czikowanich na jednodniową wycieczkę 
do ich letniego domku w górach. Później czekała nas zaplanowana przez prof. 
Czikowaniego dwu czy trzydniowa wycieczka samochodem brata jego żony – 
Badriego Czlaidze, do wschodniej części Gruzji, słynącej z win Kachetii. Po 
drodze zwiedzaliśmy najsłynniejsze zabytki tego regionu, a m.in. kościół Ala-
werdi czy pozostałości zespołu architektonicznego średniowiecznej akademii 

19 M. P o k r o p e k, Atlas sztuki ludowej i folkloru w Polsce, Warszawa 1978, s. 254.
20 List T. Czikowaniego z października 1976.
21 M. Wo ź n i a k, Zapiski z podróży do Gruzji w 1977 roku, (15 lipca).
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gruzińskiej – Ikalto, monastery Dzweli i Achali Szuamta. Po drodze zatrzyma-
liśmy się w położonym już przy granicy z Dagestanem miasteczku z ruinami 
dawnej twierdzy Sighnaghi.
 Program naszego pobytu w Kachetii nie ograniczał się do zwiedzania 
zabytków, choć poświęciliśmy im sporo czasu. Kachetyjscy znajomi profesora 
nie omieszkali podjąć go wraz z nami, jego gośćmi, biesiadą. Odbywała się ona 
na obszernej werandzie wiejskiego domu, z udziałem około dwudziestu osób. 
Biesiada przeciągnęła się do późnych godzin nocnych, ale my z profesorem 
Czikowanim wyjechaliśmy wcześniej do Telawi, gdzie nocowaliśmy w hotelu. 
Następnego dnia zwiedzaliśmy miasto, niegdyś stolicę królestwa Kacheti i jego 
liczne zabytki. W drodze powrotnej do Tbilisi, znajomi profesora zorganizowali 
pożegnalne przyjęcie w przydrożnym lesie nad strumieniem.22

 Do Tbilisi dotarliśmy w nocy. Parę następnych dni spędziliśmy mniej 
aktywnie – zwiedzaliśmy tbiliskie stare miasto i dzielnicę Sololaki. Odwiedzi-
liśmy dawną stolicę Gruzji – Mcchetę, a po drodze wczesnośredniowieczną 
świątynię Dżwari. Przyjaciele profesora zabrali nas na obiad do restauracji, 
której specjalnością było lobio – fasola po gruzińsku. Wieczorem stosunkowo 
kameralna wizyta w miłym domu przyjaciela prof. Czikowaniego – historyka 
interesującego się również Polską – Tamaza Natroszwili.
 Na przełomie lipca i sierpnia wyjechaliśmy nocnym pociągiem z naszymi 
gospodarzami i ich znajomą na tygodniowy wypoczynek we wsi nad Morzem 
Czarnym, gdzie mieliśmy zarezerwowane wcześniej przez T. Czikowaniego 
kwatery prywatne. Mieszkaliśmy w dosyć spartańskich warunkach, we wsi 
niedaleko Biczwinty (Picundy). Posesję naszych gospodarzy dzieliła od morza 
jedynie szosa i kamienista plaża, po której nie sposób było chodzić bez klapek, 
bo rozgrzane słońcem kamienie parzyły stopy.
 Organizacja tego wyjazdu do Abchazji musiała być dla T. Czikowaniego 
niełatwym zadaniem, zwłaszcza w kwestii zaopatrzenia w żywność, bo w naszej 
kwaterze mieliśmy tylko noclegi. W miejscowych sklepach dosłownie nicze-
go nie było, niewiele lepiej na bazarze, gdzie w dodatku ceny były zawrotne. 
O kupieniu mąki lub oleju trudno było nawet marzyć. Część produktów na po-
siłki przywieliśmy w słoikach z Tbilisi. W dużym uniwersamie (uniwermagu) 
w stolicy Abchazji- Suchumi, na półkach pustki. Stały tam niemal wyłącznie 
paczki z makaronem (wermiszelem). 
 W ciągu dnia większość czasu upływała na kąpielach w morzu i dość 
oszczędnym opalaniu się, bo żar lał się z nieba. T. Czikowani pływał jak delfi n 
- wypływał tak daleko w morze, że niekiedy traciliśmy go z oczu i trochę się 
niepokoiliśmy. Największą atrakcją tego tygodniowego pobytu w Abchazji była 
jednodniowa wycieczka autobusem nad słynne jezioro Rica, a po drodze wie-
le wspaniałych, niezapomnianych widoków. Nad samym jeziorem koczowały 
tłumy turystów, ale była też restauracja, gdzie zjedliśmy szaszłyki.23 

22 M. Wo ź n i a k, Zapiski…, op. cit. 
23 J.w. 
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 Po raz drugi mogliśmy gościć naszych gruzińskich przyjaciół w Warszawie 
w 1980 roku. Tym razem sprawy związane z ich zaproszeniem oraz terminem 
przyjazdu udało się załatwić stosunkowo sprawnie i bez kłopotów. Przyjechali 
latem, kiedy właśnie zaczynał się wielki ruch strajkowy poprzedzający powsta-
nie Solidarności. Parę dni po ich przyjeździe w Warszawie strajkowali śmiecia-
rze – zamiast normalnych śmieciarek na miasto wyjechały zastępcze samochody, 
z dość przypadkowo skompletowaną obsługą, która nie bardzo dawała sobie radę 
z niecodzienną dla nich pracą. Oboje z żoną pamiętamy jak batoni Tejmuraz 
z naszego balkonu oglądał te niesprawne działania „zastępczych” śmieciarzy. 
Kiedy mu wyjaśniliśmy, co się dzieje, skomentował to bodajże stwierdzeniem, 
że u nich byłoby to niemożliwe. Należy tu jednak chyba dodać, że w tamtych 
czasach w Tbilisi normalne wywożenie śmieci niewiele różniło się od tego 
naszego awaryjnego.
 Dziś nie pamiętam już szczegółów tego drugiego, i jak się okazało później, 
ostatniego pobytu w Warszawie. W programie była m.in. wycieczka do Wila-
nowa, spacery po Warszawie. Wtedy też chyba wybraliśmy się z nimi na Saską 
Kępę, która bardzo im się podobała, a profesor porównywał ją z tbiliską dzielni-
cą Sololaki. Odwiedziliśmy też krewnych i znajomych. Zwiedzanie obcego kra-
ju, to także poznawanie jego smaków, kuchni i tradycyjnych potraw. Nie mam 
tu na myśli posiłków w restauracjach w różnych miejscowościach podczas obu 
podróży z naszymi przyjaciółmi po Polsce. Zresztą poza jednym obiadem na 
Starym Mieście w Warszawie i jedynej, jak się wydaje, restauracji w Ciechanow-
cu, gdzie jadaliśmy podczas pobytu w tym miasteczku, niewiele innych takich 
okazji pamiętam.
 Nasi goście mieli możliwość poznać nie tylko kuchnię mojej żony z jej ro-
dzinnymi tradycjami, lecz również bardzo dobrą kuchnię mojej ciotki Lucyny 
Zabierzowskiej czy znajomych wujostwa z Wybrzeża – państwa Poznańskich. 
Wspomnieć też można obiad u naszych przyjaciół, państwa Młyników, gdzie 
podano tradycyjne polskie dania – schabowy z kapustą i mizerię. Szczególnie 
smakowała gościom mizeria, która postanowili zrobić w domu.
 Jednym z głównych punktów programu tego drugiego pobytu Lii i Tejmu-
raza Czikowanich w Polsce była parodniowa wyprawa do Muzeum Rolnictwa 
w Ciechanowcu. Już sama podróż jadącym z Warszawy do Brańska przez 
Ciechanowiec autobusem pozwoliła T. Czikowaniemu na obserwacje z okien 
autobusu miasteczek i wsi wschodniej Polski, której dotąd nie znał. 
 Społeczne Muzeum Rolnictwa w Ciechanowcu im. Krzysztofa Kluka 
powstało na przełomie 1962 i 1963 roku z inicjatywy Towarzystwa Miłośników 
Miasta Ciechanowca24. Profesor Czikowani z dużym zainteresowaniem oglą-

24 Ciechanowiec był wówczas małym miasteczkiem w pow. siemiatyckim, pograniczu 
Podlasia i Mazowsza, Przed II wojną rozwijał się tu przemysł włókienniczy, liczne były 
warsztaty rzemieślnicze i sklepy. W czasie okupacji niemieckiej, po eksterminacji lud-
ności żydowskiej Ciechanowiec stracił większość mieszkańców, upadło rzemiosło, prze-
mysł i handel. Znaczna część zabudowy została zniszczona. Po wojnie odbudowa miasta 
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dał zbiory Muzeum, przede wszystkim zaś zabytki drewnianego budownictwa 
z tych okolic w stale rozbudowywanym skansenie w pałacowym parku.
 Kiedy żegnaliśmy naszych przyjaciół wyjeżdżających z Warszawy do Tbi-
lisi, nie przypuszczaliśmy, że jest to ich ostatni pobyt w Polsce. Wydaje mi się 
nawet, że snuliśmy plany następnych wzajemnych odwiedzin. Wydarzenia póź-
niejszych lat w Polsce i w Gruzji nie pozwoliły jednak na ich realizację. W latach 
osiemdziesiątych, po moim przejściu z Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego do Polskiej 
Akademii Nauk byłem jeszcze w Gruzji dwukrotnie, w roku 1984 i 1987. Były 
to wyjazdy naukowe w ramach planów badawczych PAN, realizowane w drodze 
wymiany pracowników między pokrewnymi instytutami obu akademii. W czasie 
tych wyjazdów z moimi gruzińskimi przyjaciółmi spotykałem się tylko w chwi-
lach wolnych od pracy naukowej.
 Mój pierwszy wyjazd do Gruzji w roku 1984 trwał dwa tygodnie i miał dość 
rozległy program badawczy, na kontakty towarzyskie pozostawało mi zatem nie-
wiele czasu, ale w domy Lii i Tejmuraza Czikowanich bywałem po pracy często. 
 Wspominając o moich kontaktach z prof. Czikowanim i jego żoną, nie spo-
sób nie wspomnieć o formalnej ich stronie. Mimo wielu lat naszej znajomości, 
która z biegiem czasu przekształciła się w głęboką przyjaźń, nigdy nie przesze-
dłem z Profesorem na „ty”. Prawdopodobnie przede wszystkim z powodu dużej 
różnicy wieku między nami, wynoszącej ponad 15 lat. W pierwszym okresie na-
szej znajomości Tejmuraz Czikowani zwracał się do mnie (w języku rosyjskim) 
per „wy”, a więc pan, później zwracał się do mnie po imieniu lub przyjacielu 
(drużiszcze), a w ostatnich latach często nazywał mnie „młodszym bratem”. Ja 
przez wszystkie lata naszej znajomości zwracałem się do niego, używając gru-
zińskiego słowa batono (panie) lub batono Tejmuraz, a do jego żony kalbatono 
Lija. Chyba nigdy nie przyszło mi do głowy, aby te formy uprościć.
 Profesor Czikowani od dawna miał kłopoty ze zdrowiem. Choroba nerek, 
o której dowiedziałem się po kilku latach naszej znajomości, z biegiem lat pogłę-
biała się. Profesor często jeździł do sanatoriów. Wspominał o tym w listach. Były 
to nie tylko sanatoria gruzińskie, ale i sanatoria w innych republikach byłego 
ZSRR. Leczył się w krajach nadbałtyckich, trafi ł również do Truskawca, przed 
1939 r. naszej polskiej miejscowości kuracyjnej. Pisał o tym w jednym ze swoich 
listów, wspominając, że Truskawiec znajduje się blisko polskiej granicy.
 W czasie gruzińskiego kryzysu politycznego i ekonomicznego w latach 90. 
XX w. stan służby zdrowia w Gruzji był dosyć opłakany, a stan zdrowia Profeso-
ra pogarszał się… […].

 Profesor Andrzej Woźniak przygotowywał wspomnienie o Tejmurazie Cziko-
wanim w 10 rocznicę jego śmierci. Niestety sam nie mógł dokończyć i oddać do 
druku artykułu. Zmarł w dniu 13 stycznia 2018 r.25  

przebiegała powoli i nie odzyskało ono dawnego znaczenia gospodarczego ani wcześniej-
szej liczby ludności. 
25 Ostatnie fragmenty jego tekstu odnalazła w rękopisie Pani Maria Woźniak, małżonka 
Profesora i przekazała do druku redakcji (uwagi redaktora).
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IN MEMORIAM

A N D R Z E J   W O ŹN I A K  (1939-2018) 

 13 stycznia 2018 roku odszedł od nas prof. dr hab. Andrzej Woźniak – etno-
graf, blisko związany z Katedrą Etnografi i UW, której był absolwentem i Zakła-
dem Etnografi i Polski Instytutu Historii Kultury Materialnej Polskiej Akademii 
Nauk. Kiedy podjąłem studia etnografi czne w 1964 roku, gdy Katedrą kierował 
prof. Witold Dynowski, Andrzej był studentem IV roku. Był opiekunem Koła 
Naukowego i z niezwykłym darem łagodnej perswazji pokazywał nam najcie-
kawsze sfery społecznej i gospodarczej mazowieckiej kultury ludowej. Później 
zajmował się rodziną chłopską i mechanizmami samorządu wsi mazowieckiej 
XVIII i XIX wieku. Przygotował do druku rozproszone prace A. Chętnika, 
zebrane w tomie Życie Puszczańskie Kurpiów.  Od końca lat 70-tych fascyno-
wała go kultura robotnicza; był, jak mawialiśmy „ojcem żyrardyzmu polskiego” 
– kierował zespołem, który badał te zagadnienia w Żyrardowie, czego plonem, 
oprócz kilkudziesięciu artykułów, była wydana pod Jego redakcją książka Kul-
tura robotnicza Żyrardowa. Problematykę badania procesów urbanistycznych 
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kontynuował w odniesieniu do rodzinnego Grochowa: mieszkając na Zatrasiu 
prowadził badania w całej dzielnicy, czego efektem jest m. in. ostatnie opraco-
wanie O zróżnicowaniu etnicznym i wyznaniowym międzywojennego Grochowa. 
Interesował się cudzoziemcami na Mazowszu, szczególnie losami starowierów 
osadzonych za czasów paskiewiczowskich w okolicach Modlina. Pod koniec 
lat 80-tych, powołał wraz z Davidem Kolbaią czasopismo „Pro Georgia. Prace 
i materiały do dziejów stosunków gruzińsko-polskich”. Dzisiaj „Pro Georgia. 
Journal of Kartvelological Studies” jest liczącym się w świecie naukowym 
kwartalnikiem wydawanym przez Studium Europy Wschodniej Uniwersytetu 
Warszawskiego. Problematyka kartwelologiczna pochłonęła go całkowicie: jeź-
dził na Kaukaz, napisał wiele artykułów naukowych – w ubiegłym roku opubli-
kował swoją ostatnią książkę: Dobry Europejczyk w Tyfl isie. Szlakiem Artura 
Leista. Społeczność etnografi czna utraciła Wspaniałego Człowieka: mądrego, 
kryształowo uczciwego, dobrego.

Krzysztof Braun
Warszawa
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M A R E K  MĄD Z I K  (1946-2016) 

 Profesor Marek Mądzik urodził się 19 IV 1946 r. w Zaklikowie. Jego, 
trwająca ponad pół wieku, przygoda z historią rozpoczęła się podczas studiów 
historycznych w Instytucie Historii Uniwersytetu Marii Curie-Skłodowskiej 
w Lublinie, które ukończył z wyróżnieniem w 1969 r. obroną pracy magi-
sterskiej pt. Polityka wewnętrzna Kazimierza Jagiellończyka w czasie Wojny 
Trzynastoletniej. Jego zaangażowanie oraz badawcza dociekliwość skłoni-
ły profesora Juliusza Willaume, kierownika Katedry Historii Powszechnej 
Nowożytnej, do zatrudnienia Marka Mądzika na stanowisku stażysty. Rok 
później,  1 V 1970 r. Marek Mądzik został asystentem w Katedrze Historii 
Narodów Związku Radzieckiego kierowanej przez doc. dr hab. Mirosławę 
Zakrzewską-Dubasową.
 Magister Marek  Mądzik zainteresował się wówczas kwestią aktywności 
handlowej Polaków w Rosji u schyłku Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodów oraz 
w pierwszych dekadach rozbiorów. Badania te po kilku latach zaowocowa-
ły dysertacją doktorską pt. Polskie inicjatywy handlowe w rosyjskich portach 
czarnomorskich w końcu XVIII i na początku XIX w. (Lublin 1976), napisaną 
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pod kierunkiem docent Zakrzewskiej-Dubasowej. Stopień doktora nauk huma-
nistycznych w zakresie historii nowożytnej Marek Mądzik uzyskał 30 VI 1976 r.
 Po uzyskaniu doktoratu Marek Mądzik, który awansował na stanowisko 
adiunkta, zmienił pole swoich badań naukowych. Postanowił zająć się proble-
mem aktywności Polaków na Kaukazie na przełomie XIX i XX w. Aby dotrzeć 
do źródeł, które pozwoliłyby zrekonstruować rolę Polaków na tym terenie, 
podjął się kwerend archiwalnych w Tbilisi i Erewaniu. Owocem jego wielo-
letnich poszukiwań stała się rozprawa habilitacyjna pt. Działalność społeczno-
kulturalna i polityczna Polaków w Gruzji na przełomie XIX i XX wieku, wydana 
w 1987 r. Na jej podstawie Marek Mądzik 24 X 1988 r. uzyskał stopień doktora 
habilitowanego. Samodzielny naukowo badacz w 1990 roku objął funkcję kie-
rownika Zakładu Historii Krajów Europy Wschodniej Instytutu Historii UMCS, 
a trzy lata później  (1 XII 1993 r.) został zatrudniony na stanowisku profesora 
nadzwyczajnego.
 W następnych latach Profesor skupił swoją uwagę badawczą na mało 
wówczas znanych w historiografi i losach uchodźców z Królestwa Polskiego 
w Rosji w latach 1915–1918, koncentrując się zwłaszcza na działalności Pol-
skiego Towarzystwa Pomocy Ofi arom Wojny w Rosji. Dzięki wieloletnim 
kwerendom w archiwach Moskwy, Petersburga, Kijowa, Charkowa i Warsza-
wy powstała monografi a  Polskie Towarzystwo Pomocy Ofi arom wojny w Rosji 
w latach I wojny światowej (Lublin 2011), która wraz z pozostałym dorobkiem 
naukowym stanowiła podstawę do uzyskania przez Marka Mądzika tytułu pro-
fesora. Akt nominacyjny, z rąk Prezydenta Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej, odebrał 
Profesor 18 IV 2013 r.
 Po uzyskaniu tytułu profesora Marek Mądzik wywodzący się z Zaklikowa 
badacz powrócił do fascynacji z czasów szkolnych i rozpoczął gromadzenie 
materiałów dotyczących historii rodzinnego miasta oraz regionu, z którego 
się wywodził.
 Prowadzący rozległe badania Profesor, chętnie służył radą i pomocą dzie-
lącym jego pasję wychowankom. Stworzył wraz ze swoimi uczniami zespół 
badawczy, który skutecznie pozyskiwał środki fi nansowe na badania w archiwach 
Rosji, Białorusi, Litwy i Ukrainy. Zaowocowało to powstaniem współautor-
skich monografi i – Tułaczy los. Uchodźcy polscy w imperium rosyjskim w latach 
pierwszej wojny światowej (Lublin 2007) oraz Polacy na wschodniej Ukrainie 
w latach 1832–1921 (Lublin 2012).
 Marek Mądzik przez wiele lat udzielał się również na niwie dydaktycznej. 
Był wykładowcą darzonym przez studentów szacunkiem i sympatią. Otwierane 
przez niego seminaria magisterskie zawsze cieszyły się dużym zainteresowa-
niem. Profesor Mądzik potrafi ł bowiem zainspirować studentów do podejmowa-
nia tematów trudnych i niezbadanych, zachęcić do badawczej samodzielności, 
rozbudzić badawczą pasję. Zawodowa rzetelność z jednej strony, z drugiej zaś 
bardzo dobry kontakt ze studentami sprawiły, iż z powodzeniem przez wiele lat 
pełnił funkcję Prodziekana ds. Studenckich Wydziału Humanistycznego UMCS 
(1996–2002 i 2005–2012), również w ten sposób wpływając na wychowanie 
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kolejnych pokoleń humanistów. Skromny i bezinteresowny Profesor Marek 
Mądzik cieszył się z zawodowych sukcesów swoich wychowanków i współpra-
cowników, dumny z ich osiągnięć nieustannie zachęcał do dalszej pracy.
 Do ważnych dokonań Profesora należy zaliczyć także wypromowanie ośmiu 
doktorów, którzy zawsze mogli liczyć na wsparcie i dobrą radę swojego Mistrza. 
Przez wiele lat służył radą i wsparciem współpracującym z nim habilitantom, 
stając się ich mentorem w drodze do naukowej samodzielności. Jego doświad-
czenie i wiedza wykorzystywane były w przewodach doktorskich i habilitacyj-
nych, w których uczestniczył  w charakterze recenzenta.
 Profesor angażował się również w działalność różnych gremiów naukowych. 
Był członkiem Polskiego Towarzystwa Historycznego (od 1970 r.) i Lubelskiego 
Towarzystwa Naukowego (od 1987 r.). Należał do Komitetu Słowianoznawstwa 
Polskiej Akademii Nauk (1993–1999), Komitetu Badania Polonii PAN (od 1999 
r.), Komitetu Redakcyjnego czasopisma „Pro Georgia” (od 1991 r.) i Komitetu 
Redakcyjnego czasopisma „Res Historica” (od 1996 r.). Za swoje osiągnięcia 
naukowe i dydaktyczne otrzymał Złoty Krzyż Zasługi (2004) oraz kilkakrotnie 
Nagrodę Rektora UMCS.
 28 XII 2016 r. odszedł nie tylko zasłużony historyk i mądry, dobry człowiek, 
ale również  szanowany i ceniony nauczyciel, wychowawca, przyjaciel.
.

 Krzysztof Latawiec, Mariusz Korzeniowski, Dariusz Tarasiuk
UMCS Lublin

Marcin Kruszyński, Tomasz Osiński 
Oddział IPN w Lublinie

CHRONICLE



299




