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vefxistyaosnis qronotopi 

liminalobis Teoriis konteqstSi 

maka elbaqiZe

statiis mizania vefxistyaosnis rogorc rainduli romanis analizi 

liminalobis anTropologiuri Teoriis konteqstSi. am TvalsazrisiT 

sainteresoa vefxistyaosnis qronotopze dakvirveba, romelSic mkafi­

od ikveTeba liminalurobisTvis damaxasiaTebeli alternatiulo­

ba (realuri/avantiuruli dro; `sakuTari~, mowesrigebuli sivrce/ 

`sxvisi~, qaosuri sivrce). rogorc vefxistyaosanSi, ise evropuli 

rainduli romanebis avtorebTan, Janris specifikidan gamomdinare, 

dro-sivrculi paradigma mWidrod ukavSirdeba calkeul personaJs 

da mis qcevasa da xasiaTzea damokidebuli. amave problemis ganuyo­

feli nawilia personaJTa mxatvruli saxeebis kvleva maTi xasiaTis 

fsiqikur-emociuri kuTxiT warmoCenis TvalsazrisiT. xetialis, Ziebis 

motivi, mWidrod gadajaWvuli velad gaWris konvenciasTan, personaJs 

moaqcevs samyaroebs Soris napralSi, ̀ aq~ da ̀ iq~ arsebul alternatiul 

struqturebs Soris. personaJTa individualizacia swored am `misti­

kuri mogzaurobis~, `tranzitulobis~, alternatiul dro-sivrceTa 

diqotomiis fonze ikveTeba.

sakvanZo sityvebi: Sua saukuneebis romani; vefxistyaosani, anTro­

pologia, liminalobis Teoria, qronotopi. 

 meoce saukunis dasawyisSi franguli pozitiuri anTropologiis 

TvalsaCino warmomadgeneli arnold van genepi wes-Cveulebebsa da 

ritualebSi mudmivad mimdinare cvlilebebze dakvirvebam1 miiyvana 

e.w. socialuri tranzitulobis aRmoCenamde, romelsac Rites de Passage 
(qarTulad gadanacvlebis ritualebi)  uwoda. genepis Teoriis Tanax­

mad, yovel konkretul sistemaSi arsebuli energia adre Tu gvian 

ikargeba, magram drois garkveul monakveTSi xelaxla aRdgeba da ga­

naxldeba. Sesabamisad, gadaadgileba anu tranzituloba, igive Rites 
de Passage, Tanamdevia nebismieri tipis cvalebadobisa, iqneba es teri­

toriuli, socialuri, asakobrivi Tu sxva. van genepma Rites de Passage-
is struqturis gansazRvris mizniT Semoitana terminebi `prelimi­

naluri~, da `post-liminaluri~2, romelTagan pirveli gulisxmobs 

1	 es cvlilebebi ki, rogorc wesi, nebismieri epoqisa Tu xalxebis kulturisTvis damaxa­

siaTebeli tranzitulobis Sedegia da mza formulaTa saxiT aris warmodgenili am 

ritualebSi. 

2	 termini liminaluri momdinareobs laTinuri sityvidan limen (zRurbli), romelic 
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winare samyarodan gamoyofa-izolacias (tranzitulobis periodi), 

meore ki _ axal samyaroSi Sesvlasa da masTan Serwymas [karsoni 1997: 

1-2]. Sesabamisad, mTeli es procesi sami faziT xasiaTdeba: 1. gamo­

calkeveba, gamoyofa, anu separacia; 2. marginaloba, anu liminaloba; 

3. gaerTianeba, anu inkorporacia. pirveli gulisxmobs individis 

izolirebas fiqsirebuli socialuri an kulturuli struqturi­

sgan, anu mis mowyvetas realuri dro-sivrculi garemodan; meore 

gamoxatavs mis gadanacvlebas Sualedur, ambivalentur socialur 

zonaSi, mesame ki Seesatyviseba iniciantis dabrunebas sazogadoebaSi, 

oRond ganaxlebuli socialuri statusiT [ratiani 2005:162].

TiTqmis naxevari saukunis Semdeg van genepis Teoria struqtura­

listuri anTropologiis sibrtyeze gadaitana viqtor ternerma, 

romlis SexedulebiTac, liminaluroba gulisxmobs tranzitulo­

bas, anu, sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, is aris gardamavali, Sualeduri 

safexuri or gansxvavebul (socialuri statusiT Tu socialur-eko­

nomikuri pirobebiT, fizikuri, gonebrivi Tu sulieri mdgomareo­

biT, omiT Tu mSvidobiT da a.S gansazRvrul) mdgomareobas Soris. 

Tu tranzitulobis pirveli faza _ separacia _ aris gamoyofa wina­

re drois, adgilisa Tu  mdgomareobidan kulturul an socialur 

konteqstSi, am procesis bolo faza _ gaerTianeba _ gulisxmobs 

dabrunebas stabilur mdgomareobaSi, Tumca es ukanaskneli, miuxe­

davad imisa, rom socialurad gansazRvrulia, gansxvavdeba winare 

fazisgan da warmoadgens mis transformirebul, Secvlil mdgo­

mareobas. liminaluri faza moqceulia sawyis, separaciisa, da fina­

lur, gamaerTianebel fazebs Soris. drois es monakveTi, romelsac 

pirobiTad `arc is, arc es~ dro SeiZleba ewodos, bundovania da ga­

urkveveli. Sesabamisad, individze (e.w. liminalur personaze, ro­

melic gaivlis Rites de Passage-s) warmodgena gveqmneba saxelisa da mTel 

rig simboloTa  meSveobiT [terneri 1967:97]. 

bolodroindelma gamokvlevebma cxadyo, rom liminalobis anT­

ropologiuri Teoria SesaZloa miesadagos literaturul mod­

elebsac. irma ratianis mosazrebiT (qarTul literaturaTmcod­

neobiT sivrceSi swored mas ekuTvnis pirveli cda liminalobis 

Teoriis Sejerebisa esqatologiuri antiutopiis modelTan [rati­

ani:2005]), literatura Tavisi arsiTa da daniSnulebiT liminal­

uri fenomenia, radgan asrulebs gardamavali fazis funqcias ZaliT 

marTul destruqciul realobasa da warmosaxviT gamomuSavebul 

miRmier kosmoss Soris; literatura asrulebs satranzito etlis 

rols Zalismier, qronologiurad mowesrigebul, teqnologiur-bi­

urokratiuli realobiT SezRudul samyarosa da rwmeniT, Tavisu­

aRniSnavs sazRvars, mijnas or izolirebul, erTmaneTs daSorebul adgils Soris 

[terneri 1967: 93].
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fali ideebiTa da fantaziebiT gaJRenTil samyaros Soris [ratiani 

2005: 166-167]. Sesabamisad, Tu realuri samyaro fizikuri samyaroa, 

obieqturi sistema, romelsac axasiaTebs samganzomilebiani sivrce, 

dro, rogorc sivrcis meoTxe koordinati, da moZraoba, warmosaxu­

li samyaro arafizikuri samyaroa, subieqturi sistema, romelic 

upirispirdeba obieqtur sistemas maradisobis ontologiurad al­

ternatiuli principis safuZvelze. aqedan gamomdinare, literatu­

ra, rogorc liminaluri faza, anu Sualeduri derefani realursa 

da warmosaxuls Soris, cxadia, zedmiwevniT aireklavs am winaaRmde­

gobas. literaturis, rogorc liminaluri movlenis umTavres amo­

canas warmoadgens axali realobis, axali samyaros, axali kosmo­

sis Seqmna. es procesi gulisxmobs ara oden TvalsaCino gansxvavebis 

aqcentirebas realur da warmosaxul samyaroebs Soris, aramed im 

logikuri da ontologiuri winaaRmdegobebis warmoCenas, romlebic 

aucileblobasa da SesaZleblobas Soris arsebobs. am TvalsazrisiT, 

warmosaxuli, anu gamonagoni samyaro aRiqmeba ara rogorc `ararse­

buli obieqti~, aramed rogorc alternatiul ontologiur princi­

pebze dafuZnebuli `arsebiToba~, romelic tranzituli fazis miRma 

yalibdeba. tranzitulobis umTavres da ganmsazRvrel kategoriebs 

droisa da sivrcis kategoriebi warmoadgenen. realobisTvis niSan­

doblivi dro-sivrculi paradigma araTu ewinaaRmdegeba, aramed 

idealurad Seesatyviseba arsebul socialur struqturebs. gadana­

cvlebis rituali warmoadgens sxva, opoziciuri relobisken gade­

bul xids, romelic dro-sivrcul ganzomilebaTa sruliad sxvagvar 

interpretacias iTxovs [ratiani 2005:173-174].

antiutopiuri romanis, kerZod, vladimer nabokovisa da mixeil 

javaxiSvilis TxzulebaTa magaliTze irma ratiani aRniSnavs, rom 

liminaluri faza warmoadgens Sualedur, gardamaval, ambivalen­

tur, `arc aqeT, arc iqeT~ kondicias, romlis wiaRSic individi emi­

jneba normatiul konteqsts da, transformaciis gziT, awarmoebs 

opoziciurad sapirispiro samyaros. Sesabamisad, liminaluri faza 

specialuri, erTgvarad sakraluri dro-sivrculi zonis datvirT­

vas iZens. `mistikuri mogzaurobis~, `tranzitulobis~, `idumali ga­

daadgilebis~ procesi sikvdilisa da dabadebis, dacemisa da aRzevebis 

simbolikas efuZneba. gadanacvlebis rituali warmoadgens gadanacv­

lebas arsebobis erTi modelidan meoreSi [ratiani 2005:176-177]. 

 liminalobis Teoria, rogorc erT-erTi mniSvnelovani Taname­

drove teqnologia warmatebiT SeiZleba dainergos rusTvelis vefx­

istyaosnis, rogorc Suasaukuneebis rainduli romanis, kvlevisas. 

Tumca, Tu modernizmis epoqis teqstebSi liminalobis anTropolo­

giuri Teoria zedmiwevniTi sisruliT realizdeba, Sua saukuneebis 
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teqstSi is specifikur saxes iZens da gansxvavebuli daskvnebisken gvi­

biZgebs.

vidre konkretulad am problemis ZiriTad aspeqtebs SevexebodeT, 

upriania, davsvaT kiTxva: ra kuTxiT unda warimarTos kvleva, rom 

aRniSnuli meTodologiuri koncefciis misadageba gviandeli Sua­

saukuneebis ZeglTan xelovnuri da naZaladevi ar aRmoCndes. 

dasmuli sakiTxis arsi Sua saukuneebis romanis qronotopis spe­

cifikurobas ukavSirdeba, romelic metwilad ganmsazRvrelia Jan­

ris mxatvrul-esTetikuri mxarisa. unda iTqvas, rom Sua saukuneebis 

avtorebs Taviseburi damokidebuleba hqondaT sivrcisa da drois 

cnebaTa mimarT. sivrce maTTvis `oriarusovan~ kategorias (saaqao/

saiqio) warmoadgenda. vinaidan  uzenaes realobad imqveyniuri, zeci­

uri sauflo iyo miCneuli, amqveyniuri  cxovreba ki _ `droebiTad~ 

da `moCvenebiTad~, avtoris mier garemomcveli samyaro mxolod `si­

brtyulad~ aRiqmeboda da amgvaradve aRiwereboda [Jirmunski 1971: 

34-35]. bunebis peizaJi da gmiris irgvliv arsebuli realoba ara­

sodes iyo avtorisTvis TviTmiznuri aRweris obieqti. amitom sivr­

cul momentze miniSneba xdeboda moqmedebis ganviTarebasTan erTad 

da ama Tu im personaJTan urTierTkavSirSi [averincevi 1977:90]. 

specifikuri iyo Sua saukuneebis avtorTa warmodgena drozec, ro­

melic eyrdnoboda sam arsebiT moments _ adamianTa modgmis dasaw­

yiss, kulminaciasa da dasasruls. Sesabamisad, dro iyo veqtoruli, 

sworxazobrivi, daubrunebeli da gamijnuli maradiulobis cnebi­

sagan. am binarulobis safuZveli, cxadia, dro-sivrcis cnebebisadmi 

Teologiur midgomaSi unda veZioT. qristianuli msoflmxedvelo­

bidan gamomdinare, maradiuloba ganuzomelia drois monakveTebiT. 

maradiuloba atributia RmerTisa, romelic dgas yovelgvar droze 

maRla, ufro sworad, uswrebs kidec dros, rogorc misi mizezi,  dro 

ki Seqmnilia da mas aqvs dasawyisi da dasasruli; Sesabamisad, dro 

gansazRvravs da garkveul farglebSi aqcevs kacobriobis istorias. 

`amqveyniuri dro~ TanafardobaSia maradiulobasTan, vinaidan gar­

kveul (gadamwyvet) momentSi is arRvevs Tavis SemomsazRvrel Car­

Coebs da maradisobaSi iWreba [gureviCi 1984:95-100]. ase magaliTad, 

rodesac WeSmariti qristiani iswrafvis, amqveyniur (`borot~) yofas 

ganeSoros da zeciuri sasufevlis netarebas eziaros, mis ltolva­

Si, garkveulwilad, swored `miwieri~ drois farglebis garRvevisa 

da maradiulobasTan Serwymis survilia nagulisxmevi.

qronotopis aRniSnuli modeli (binaruli sivrce/binaruli dro) 

sasuliero mwerlobidan ucvlelad gadmovida raindul romanSi, 

romlis mxatvrul-esTetikur qsovils metwilad avantiuruli moti­

vi (igive mogzaurobis romantika) gansazRvravs. swored es faqtori 
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gvevlineba amosavlad Sua saukuneebis romanis qronotopis limina­

lobis konteqstSi kvlevisas.  

sivrce da dro rogorc liminaluri fenomeni

yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, bunebrivia, wamoiWreba 

kiTxva: ra fsiqiker-emociuri safuZveli aqvs liminalobis umTavres 

maxasiaTebels, tranzitulobas, zogadad, raindul romanSi da konk­

retulad vefxistyaosanSi da rogor ukavSirdeba is Sua saukuneebis 

rainduli romanis dro-sivrcul models?

rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, am romanebis siuJetur-kompoziciur 

Taviseburebas Ziebis (`Zebnis~) motivi gansazRvravs; protagonisti 

drodadro arsebobis erTi modelidan meoreSi _ yofiTi sivrcidan 

avantiurul sivrceSi _ gadainacvlebs, rac gamomxatvelia im mxat­

vrul-struqturuli opoziciisa, romelic arsebobs sakaro civi­

lizacias (cixe-simagre) da e.w. `velur bunebas~ (cixe-simagris miRma 

arsebuli samyaro) Soris. aqedan gamomdinare, romanis siuJeti erT­

gvari sivrculi diqotomiis _ sasaxlis kari/tye _ fonze viTardeba, 

romelTagan pirvels pirobiTad sakuTari sivrce SeiZleba vuwodoT, 

meores ki _ sxvisi sivrce3. raindul romanebSi diferenciulia dro­

is cnebac, radgan realuri drois paralelurad aq moqmedebs e.w. 

avantiuruli dro, daSlili da danawevrebuli drois calkeul mo­

nakveTebad, romlebic, Tavis mxriv, Tanadrouli da araTanadrouli 

movlenebis gansaviTareblad, daSorebuli da axlomdebare sivrcee­

bis dasakavSireblad aris gamoyenebuli [baxtini 2000:80]. protagonis­

tis ucxo, abstraqtul samyaroSi gadaadgilebis Sesabamisad, droc 

sxvadasxvagvari aspeqtiT aris warmodgenili: is xan statikuria, xan 

ki _ dinamikuri. saerTo dro ar arsebobs _ yoveli personaJisT­

vis is gansxvavebulad gadis, ufro konkretulad ki, drois aRqma da 

misi mdinareba personaJTa cxovrebis weszea damokidebuli [gureviCi 

1984:101]. aqedan gamomdinare, liminalurobisTvis damaxasiaTebeli 

alternatiuloba raindul romanSi swored im binarul opoziciaSi 

mJRavndeba, romelic arsebobs, erTi mxriv, sakuTar, mowesrigebul 

sivrcesa da sxvis, qaosur sivrces, meore mxriv ki, realursa da e.w. 

avantiurul dros Soris. ori gansxvavebuli sqemiT xorcieldeba 

Rites de Passage, anu gadanacvlebis ritualic. is ukavSirdeba:

 xetiali/Ziebis motivs (`moxetiale raindi~ Tavgadasavlis ZiebaSi  

`ucxo~, `ucnob~, gzas daadgeba, romelic misi sociumis alternatiul 

sivrces warmoadgens);

3	  dawvrilebiT ix. [elbaqiZe 2009:105-116].
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personaJis ̀ gaWras~ (am SemTxvevaSi aRmosavluri kulturidan aRe­

buli konvencia _ siSmage/sixele/velad gaWra _ pirdapir esadageba 

qronotopis liminalur models).  

aRniSnul sqemas efuZneba opoziciuri dro-sivrculi modelebi, 

romlebic personaJTa or gansxvavebul tips _ dinamikurs, anu  ̀ moxeti­

ales~ (avTandili) da `statikurs~ (tarieli) gulisxmobs. e.w. `moxeti­

ale personaJebis~ dro mkacrad aris gansazRvruli (teqstSi am per­

sonaJebTan mimarTebiT yovelTvis zustad aris miTiTebuli drois 

konkretuli monakveTi _ mag., sami weli, Svidi dRis savali mindori 

da a.S.)  da organizebuli. amgvar maorganizebel funqcias rainduli 

romanebis umravlesobaSi gmiris winaSe aRmarTuli barieri _ mou­

lodnelad wamoWrili gansacdeli (umravles SemTxvevaSi faTeraki) 

_ asrulebs. aRsaniSnavia, rom es gansacdeli mxolod fizikuri dab­

rkolebis saxiT rodi Cndeba. umravles SemTxvevaSi is ukavSirdeba Sem­

Txvevis, bedisweris, RmerTisa da gangebis Carevas, vinaidan TavisTavad 

es dro dgeba mas Semdeg, rac normaluri, realuri, kanonzomieri 

drois mdinarebaSi xdeba uecari garRveva da sruliad bunebrivi mov­

lenebi moulodnel da gauTvaliswinebel saxes iRebs [baxtini 2000:80]. 

meore mxriv,  gmiris garemomcveli sivrce iseT uCveulo samyarod gar­

daiqmneba,  romelSic zebunebrivic ki Cveulebrivad da kanonzomierad 

aRiqmeba. protagonisti droebiT eTiSeba realobaSi mimdinare mov­

lenebs da droebiT miRma samyaroSi gadainacvlebs.  amieridan axal, 

e.w. liminalur realobaSi personaJis moqmedeba erTgvari `gaorebis~ 

niSniT aris aRbeWdili, rac, bunebrivia, drois `axlebur aTvlas~ ukav­

Sirdeba. gmiri uecrad aRmoCndeba garkveuli arCevanis winaSe (arabeT­

Si dabruneba/gzis gagrZeleba; foranSi Cajdoma/ jujas SemoTavazebaze 

uaris Tqma), romlis motivaciac Zalze waagavs zRapris siuJets. isic 

unda aRiniSnos, rom avantiurul droSi `SemTxveva~ personificirebu­

lia an meorexarisxovani personaJebis, an keTili da boroti Zalebis 

(feriebis, jadoqrebis, jujebis, devebis) saxeebSi, romlebic `Casafrebu­

lia~ devTa gamoqvabulSi, uRran tyeebsa Tu mojadoebul cixe-simagree­

bSi. umravles SemTxvevaSi es gansacdeli gmiris mier ubedurebad an 

katastrofad ki ar aRiqmeba, aramed uCveulo  Tavgadasavlad, rome­

lic sainteresoa ara marto mkiTxvelis, aramed Tavad gmirisTvisac. 

ase rom, avantiura, iseve rogorc avantiuruli dro, sruliad axle­

buri interpretaciiT (jadosnuri uceb niSniT aRbeWdili) warmogvidge­

ba, romelic savsebiT Seesabameba im samyaros, romlis farglebSic igi 

miedineba [baxtini 2000: 81].

`statikuri personaJebi~ drois sapirispiro, e.w. `statikur mo­

delSi~ eqcevian, romelTaTvisac dro (iseve rogorc sivrce) eta­
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pobrivad icvleba, vinaidan maTi Tavgadasavlis yovel konkretul 

safexurs  mocemuli momentisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli drois modeli 

gansazRvravs. droiT manipulireba xorcieldeba mwerlis fanta­

ziisa da unaris Sesabamisad, nawarmoebis kompoziciuri da mxatvru­

li qsovilis TaviseburebaTa gaTvaliswinebiT. imavdroulad, rain­

duli romanebis dro hiperbolizebulia: iweleba saaTebi, ikumSeba 

dReebi da wamebi, TiTqos ucxo, momajadoebeli  atmosfero, romli­

Tac gaJRenTilia am romanebis sivrce, literaturul drozec axdens 

gavlenas [baxtini 200:83]. Tu erT SemTxvevaSi dro `SekumSulia~ da 

Zalze swrafi tempiT miedineba (rasac ganapirobebs protagonistis 

Cveul garemoSi, anu sakuTar sivrceSi yofna), sazogadoebidan gamo­

yofisa (separaciis faza) da liminalur fazaSi gadanacvlebis Semdeg 

dro TiTqos iyineba, JamTa svla saerTod kargavs azrs, avantiuruli 

drois wamzomic Cerdeba.

moqmedebis ganviTarebasTan erTad rogorc erTi, ise meore tipis 

personaJebi eqcevian samyaroebs Soris napralSi, aq da iq arsebul 

alternatiul struqturebs Soris, Sesabamisad, maTi  individualu­

roba swored am `mistikuri mogzaurobis~, `tranzitulobis~ fonze 

ikveTeba4. vidre orive mocemul SemTxvevas calk-calke ganvixilav­

deT, upriani iqneba SevexoT kidev erT mniSvnelovan sakiTxs: rogo­

ria is opoziciuri realoba (aq/iq), romelic dro-sivrcul ganzo­

milebaTa sruliad sxvagvar interpretacias iTxovs? 

aq, anu senioris karze, gamefebulia samarTlianoba da kurtua­

zuli morali, Sesabamisad, am sivrciT garemoculi individis qceva 

da cxovrebis wesi mkacrad aris mowesrigebuli rainduli keTil­

Sobilebis kodeqsiT. etiketuroba, sakaro cxovrebis umTavresi at­

ributi, romelic Tanamedrove mkiTxvelma SesaZloa formalobad 

da gadaWarbebad miiCnios, Sua saukuneebis adamianis (am SemTxvevaSi 

personaJis) daculobisa da komfortulobis safuZvelia. aqedan ga­

momdinare, sociumi, romelic efuZneba iseT cnebebs, rogorebicaa 

moyvasis siyvaruli, samarTlianoba, erTguleba, Tavdadeba, siqvele 

da siuxve, personaJis harmoniuli arsebobis mtkice garantiaa. Sesa­

bamisad, am sociumis SemomsazRvreli sivrculi arealic poziti­

uri da keTilganwyobilia individisadmi, gansxvavebiT sxvisi sivr­

cisgan (iq), tyis gauvali gzisgan, romelic neitraluria da gmiris 

mimarT yovelTvis mtrulad ganwyobili. rogorc vxedavT, sivrce 

am romanebSi ara marto topografiul, aramed moralur cnebadac 

gvevlineba da savsebiT bunebrivia, rom es faqtori individs Tavisi 

sociumis mimarT garkveul moralur valdebulebebs akisrebs (rain­

4	 medievistikaSi SeniSnulia, rom rainduli romanis mTavar gmirTa individualuri 

mxatvruli saxeebis konstruirebisTvis umTavresi komponentebia swored subieqti­

vizirebuli mxatvruli dro da mxatvruli sivrce.
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duli kodeqsi, siuzerenisaTvis gaweuli samsaxuris aucilebloba, 

samijnuro davalebis Sesruleba da a.S.), aiZulebs mas, drodadro da­

tovos Tavisi, komfortuli sivrce da sxvis sivrceSi gadainacvlos, 

an sasowarkveTili da gaxelebuli gaecalos kacTa samyofels da ve­

lad gaiWras. 

narativis am monakveTSi, romelic romanis mTavari sivrculi 

diqotomiis _ sasaxlis kari/tye _ fonze viTardeba, SegviZlia Tva­

li vadevnoT Rites de Passage-is, anu tranzitulobis samive fazas. 

gamocalkeveba, gamoyofa, anu separacia

Tavgadasavlis maZiebeli raindi tovebs sakuTar sivrces, anu 

Cveul, misTvis maxlobel sociums da ucnob, neitralur, uCveulo 

sivrceSi gadainacvlebs. avTandilis SemTxvevaSi am gadanacvlebas, 

erTi SexedviT, konkretuli da mkafiod Camoyalibebuli motivacia 

gansazRvravs: `cotasa xansa varCive gaWra smasa da mRerasa, / purad 

da saWmlad mivendev Cemsa mSvildsa da cerasa~ (167)5, Tumca teqst­

Si mkafiodaa xazgasmuli gamgzavrebis WeSmariti mizani _ mijnuris 

davalebis Sesruleba6 samomavlo perspeqtivis gaTvaliswinebiT 

(`merme modi, lomo, mzesa Segeyrebi Semeyare~, 132). am pirobiT tovebs 

avTandili sakuTar sivrces, misTvis maxlobel, Cveul sociums da 

ucxo moymis saZebrad gamgzavrebuli gadalaxavs sazRvars am da sxva 

realobas Soris.  teqstis am monakveTSi kargad ikveTeba ori al­

ternatiuli sivrcisTvis damaxasiaTebeli diqotomia: arabeTi (sa­

kuTari sivrce) / sazRvrisiqiTa are (sxvisi sivrce)7; sasaxlis karis 

garToba-siameni (sma da mRera) / ucxo garemoSi xetiali (gaWra); sa­

saxlis karis nugbari / nadirobiT, anu mSvildiT mopovebuli sarCo-

sabadebeli. individis am mdgomareobas, romelsac sityva Rariboba 

Seesabameba, Tan sdevs miusafrobis (`saqme rame mic Tavisa ze sadme 

gardsaxveweli~, 168), martoobisa (`davyo martod da Raribad… ese 

wleuli me weli~, 168) da ganwirulobis (`Raribi movkvde Raribad, ver 

damitiros mSobelman~, 804) gancda.8                

5	 teqsts yvela SemTxvevaSi vimowmebT: rusTaveli SoTa. vefxis tyaosani, teqsti Zi­

riTadi variantebiT, komentarebiTa da leqsikoniTurT or tomad, a. SaniZisa da a. 

baramiZis redaqciiT, Tbilisi, `mecniereba~, 1966.

6	 `pirvel, yma var, waslva minda patronisa samsaxurad, _ /xams mefeTa erTguloba, yofa 

gvmarTebs ymasa ymurad~ (155). 

7	 `daagdo zRvari arabTa, sxvaT zRvarTa are iara~ (179).

8	 Sdr. anonimi ingliseli avtoris romanSi ser goveni da mwvane raindi zemoT moyvani­

li kontrasti mJRavndeba Sida da gare samyaroTa dapirispirebiT. arturis kars, 

sadac yovelwliuri zamTris dResaswaulisTvis emzadebian, enacvleba Tovliani da 

yinviani gza, romelsac ser goveni martodmarto miuyveba. moulodneli araa, rom xe­

tialiT moRlils, miusafrobis, gardauvali sikvdilis mware molodiniT Sepyrobils 

ucnobi cixe-simagris danaxva, sadac didi pativiT miiReben da komfortulad moasvene­

ben,  rainds kamelotis  iluzias aRuZravs.
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b) satrfos dakargviT sasowarkveTili, gaSmagebuli da gaxelebu­

li tarieli velad gaiWreba, raTa `kacrielTa TemTagan~ ganSorebu­

li ganmartovdes, sakuTar fiqrebSi CaiZiros da tiriliT da `TavTa 

cemiT~ daelodos sikvdils. sayuradReboa, rom tarielis sityvebSi 

_ `magra davyaren areni me kacrielTa TemTani; / saxlad sayofni mi­

maCndes TxaTa da mTaT iremTani. / gaviWer, srulad davtkepnen qve 

mindorni da ze mTani~ (656) _ igive sivrculi diqotomia Cans, rac 

avTandiliseul definiciaSi: adamianTa samyofeli / cxovelTa `sayo­

fni~, sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, civilizebuli garemo/veluri tye. 

aqac, iseve rogorc pirvel SemTxvevaSi, individi martodmarto dgas 

moaxloebuli gansacdelis (sikvdilis) winaSe: `sikvdili maxlavs 

xel-qmnilsa, sicocxle aris wamisad~ (886). 

kretien de truas romanSi `iveni, anu lomis raindi~, ufro swo­

rad, mis pirvel nawilSi, romelsac pirobiTad `mcire romani~ Segvi­

Zlia vuwodoT, sakuTar sivrces _ arturis kars _ Caenacvleba axali 

sivrce _ ivenis momavali meuRlis, lodinas, cixesimagre.  miuxedavad 

imisa, rom es aris erTgvari gayofili samyaro9, is personaJisTvis al­

ternatiuli sivrce mainc ver gaxdeba. lodinas koSki tyis SuagulSi 

dgas da damuSavebuli mindvrebiT aris  garSemortymuli; iq daxvewil 

kerZebs miirTmeven da sakaro etikets ganuxrelad icaven. ase rom, es 

sivrce, marTalia, ivenisTvis axali da ucxoa, magram mainc sakuTaria 

ori aspeqtis gaTvaliswinebiT: a) arturis karis msgavsad, aq gamefe­

buli socialuri wesrigi emyareba sam ZiriTad princips: simkacres, 

kulturas, kurtuazulobas; b) lodinaze daqorwinebis Semdeg iveni 

xdeba wyaros mcveli, Sesabamisad ki, cixesimagris patroni da lodi­

nas vasalebis uzenaesi siuzereni. 

mas Semdeg, rac iveni ar Seasrulebs colisTvis micemul pirobas 

da misi dakargviT sasowarkveTili da gaxelebuli uRran tyeSi gai­

Wreba, raindis iersaxis dakargvasTan erTad is wyvets yovelgvar da­

makavSirebel Zafs Tavis sociumTan, Sesabamisad ki, Tavis sivrcesTan. 

im garemoSi, romelSic gavelurebul ivens (tyis kacs) uwevs yofna, 

mTlianad ugulebelyofilia sakaro civilizaciisTvis damaxasia­

Tebeli principebi. teqstis am monakveTSi opozicia Cans ramdenime 

mimarTulebiT: sakaro civilizacia / buneba; cixesimagris mimdebare 

tye (Cveni warmodgeniT parki) / ukacrieli, veluri tye; siSiSvle/ 

tanisamosi; umi sakvebi/ momzadebuli kerZi; etiketuroba/ impulsuri 

qceva10. iveni tovebs organizebul sazogadoebas Tavisi ekonomikuri 

sistemiT (RobiT SemosazRvruli mindvrebi da baRebi), uars ambobs 

9	 peizaJis umTavresi atributi, jadosnuri wyaro, medievistikaSi erTdroulad ori 

aspeqtiT _ samoTxebriviT da jojoxeTuriT ganixileba [le gofi 1992:122].

10	  Sesabamisad, cneba kultura aq Canacvlebulia sapirispiro cnebiT _ veluri. 
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didi xnis win arCeul cxovrebis wesze (karvebi, saxlebi, samxedro 

banakebi) da miwaTmoqmedebis sanacvlod upiratesobas mSvild-isriT 

nadirobas aniWebs.

marginaloba, anu liminaloba:

individis droebiTi gamoyofa gamyarebuli sazogadoebrivi stru-

qturisgan aniWebs mas ara mxolod ambivalentur socialur statuss, 

aramed aTavisuflebs nebismieri kanonis, qcevis normisa Tu wesisgan. 

liminaluri fazis pirobebSi, _ wers terneri, _ individi arc `aqeT~ 

aris da aRarc `iqiT~. is imyofeba iuridiulad, tradiciulad, konven­

ciurad da ceremoniulad dadgenil poziciebs `Soris~. Sesabamisad, 

SeCerebulia individis rogorc `winare~, ise `momdevno~ statusis moq­

medeba; individi gariyulis, ganusazRvrelis poziciaSia, rekonstru­

irebuli da ganaxlebuli kulturuli modelebisa da paradigmebis 

ganxorcielebis molodinis kondiciaSi. Sesabamisad, Tu realurad 

arsebuli samyaro preliminaluri kondiciis mocemul pirobas war­

moadgens, anu iwvevs individis gamocalkevebas misi gamyarebuli 

struqturebisgan, alternatiuli samyaro postliminaluri kondi­

ciis rezultatia, struqtura, romelic transformaciis Sedegad ya­

libdeba. rac Seexeba liminalur fazas, igi konceptualuradac da 

struqturuladac Seesabameba tanjvis, rwmenisa da sikvdilis im siRrm­

iseul fazebs, romlebic erTgvari satranzito derefnis, makavSirebe­

li rgolis, faseuli mijnis rols asruleben `am~ da `sxva~ samyaroebs 

Soris [ratiani 2005:164-165].

a) rodesac Tavgadasavlis maZiebeli raindi gadalaxavs sazRvars 

am da sxva realobas Soris da Sualedur, ambivalentur socialur 

zonaSi (Jak le gofis terminologiiT, aravis miwaze) aRmoCndeba, igi 

mTeli simZafriT SeigrZnobs im `siameTa~ danakliss, romlebic Ta­

vis sivrceSi datova. avTandilis SemTxvevaSi esenia: satrfo (mze) da 

wuTisoflis `lxini,~ metaforulad gamoxatuli CangiT, barbiTiTa 

da naTi. teqstSi xazgasmiTaa Tqmuli, rom, rogorc avTandilisTvisaa 

ucxo is adgilebi, romelTa fonzec misi Tavgadasavali iSleba, iseve 

avTandilia ucxo am garemosTvis (`ucxo ucxoTa adgilTa saZebrad 

iareboda~, 181), arabeTis alternatiuli samyarosTvis, romelic aris 

`ugemuri, mqisi~, ukacrieli (`Tve erTsa kacsa ver naxavs, veras Svil­

sa adamissa~, 184) da veluri (`mxecni iyvnes saSinelni~, 195). alter­

natiuli realobis perspeqtiva damTrgunvelad moqmedebs raindze, 

sagonebelsa da eWvebSi agdebs mas11. igi ar miiswrafvis alternati­

11	 `va Tu saqme gamimJRavndes! _ kvla amisTvis gul-moSiSobs~ (186); `sagonebeli Seeqmna, 

dadga saqmisa mrCevelad~ (187).
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uli dro-sivrculi garemosken, rogorc amas moiTxovs liminalo­

bis Teoriis literaturuli konotaciebi, radgan es axali realoba 

miTvis Tavsmoxveulia da ara piradi arCevaniT ganpirobebuli. misi 

ltolvis proeqcia mimarTulia dro-sivrcis adaptirebuli modeli­

sken, Sesabamisad, is etapebi, romlebic unda dasZlios liminalur fa­

zaSi uneblieT gadanacvlebulma personaJma, ukiduresad mwvavdeba. 

esenia: tanjva (`...cremli mtiralsa sdis zRvaTa SesarTavisad~, 182), 

sikvdilis natvra (`moundis gulsa dacema, zogjer mihmarTis danasa~, 

56) da rwmenis meSveobiT `survilebze~ gamarjveba (`kvlaca ityvis: `daT­

moba sjobs~, da Tavsave eubnebis: / dReTa metad nu mohkvdebi, guli Cemi 

nu dadnebis,/ uRmrTod veras ver movawev, cremli cudad medinebis, / 

gangebasa vervin Sescvlis, ar-saqmneli ar iqmnebis~, 191). 

b) sakuTari sivrcidan sxvis sivrceSi gadanacvleba (gamocalke­

veba-separacia) tarielis SemTxvevaSi gaxelebasa da `velad gaWras~, 

anu personaJis mZime sulier mdgomareobas ukavSirdeba. mijnuris 

dakargvis Semdeg gaSmagebuli raindi  binas devTa gamoqvabulSi dai­

debs da erTgvarad erwymis bunebas (`saxlad sayofni mimaCndes Txa­

Ta da mTaT iremTani~, 656; `mas aqaT vaxlav nadirTa, Tavsa maTebrve 

mxsenebi~, 660). `cnobis gaSmagebasTan~ erTad sruldeba tarielis 

xetiali linearul, SemosazRvrul sivrceSi da gmiri gaugebrobis, 

bundovanebis, molodinis fazaSi gadainacvlebs. tarielis SemTx­

vevaSi alternatiuli garemo _ devTa gamoqvabuli _ misi piradi 

arCevaniT ganpirobebuli liminaluri kondiciis materialuri ga­

moxatulebaa. bunebrivia, sazRvari am da sxva realobaTa Soris 

ar aris oden topografiuli. es, pirvel yovlisa, alternatiuli 

fsiqikuri-mentaluri mdgomareobaa, romelic individs sruliad 

sxva ganzomilebaSi aqcevs. vefxistyaosanSi am axal realobas, gad­

mocemuls sityvaTSexamebiT sofliT gaRma12, upirispirdeba sofeli  

_ realuri samyaros modeli. tarieli, romelsac nestan-darejanis 

dakargvis Semdgom mosZulda cru da muxTali wuTisofeli, Cqarobs 

mis datovebas, radgan mijnuris (idealis) `mixvdoma~, rac aq (qvena 

sofelSi) warmoudgenlad eCveneba, iq (mun, anu zena samyofelSi) 

aris SesaZlebeli. bunebrivia, rom moaxloebul sikvdils tarieli 

lxenad miiCnevs, radgan `gaarmebul sicocxleze~ metad saiqioSi nes­

tanTan Seyris perspeqtiva ufro izidavs _ `aqa gayrilni mijnurni 

munamca SeviyareniT, / mun erTmaneTi kvla vnaxeT, kvla rame gavixa­

reniT~, 88313. Sesabamisad, gardamavali zona, romelSic tarieli ve­

12	 `sayeloni gardexivnes, Tavi srulad gaeglija, / mas aRara Seesmoda, sofliT gaRma gae­

bija~ (285). 

13	 Sdr. nestan darejanis sityvebi: `muna gnaxo, madve gsaxo, gaminaTlo guli Crdili, / Tu 

sicocxle mware mqonda, sikvdilimca mqonda tkbili!~ (1305)
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lad gaWris Semdeg eqceva da romelic sakmaod pirquSi da usixarulo 

dekoris (xevi, Sambnari, tye, veli) fonze iSleba, erTgvari damakav­

Sirebeli derefania, mijnaa amqveyniurobasa da miRma samyaros, ada­

mianis Tavisuflebis damTrgunvel sofelsa da netarebis mimniWebel 

maradiul samyofels Soris. sayuradReboa is faqtic, rom `xel-qmni­

li~ tarieli, romelic ukve SeigrZnobs sikvdilis siaxloves (`sikvdi­

li maxlavs~), sakuTar Tavs miRmier samyaroSi ufro aRiqvams, vidre 

amqveyniur realobaSi (`damSlian Cemni kavSirni, SevhrTvivar sulTa 

sirasa~, 885; Sdr. nestan-darejanis sityvebi: `RmerTsa Semvedre, nuTu 

kvla damxsnas soflisa Sromasa,/ cecxlsa, wyalsa da miwasa, haerTa 

Tana Zromasa;/ momces frTeni da avfrinde, mivxvde mas Cemsa ndo­

masa...~ 1304), magram es jer kidev ar aris is samyaro (mun), romelSic 

tarieli `aqa gayril mijnurTan~ Seyras lamobs.14

liminaluri realobis imave models vawydebiT frangul raindul 

romanSic, konkretulad, kretien de truas ivenSi, romlis yvelaze 

mniSvnelovani epizodi mTavari personaJis gaxelebaa. mas Semdeg, 

rac sasowarkveTili da gaSmagebuli iveni gadakveTs damuSavebul 

mindvrebs da arturis samflobelos sazRvrebs gascdeba, misi sixe­

le lokalizdeba tyeSi, romelic gacilebiT ufro kompleqsuri ar­

ealia (TavSesafari, Tavgadasavlebis Ziebis, sinanulis adgili da 

a.S.), vidre es erTi SexedviT SeiZleba mogveCvenos. ivenis raindoba 

aq droebiT ukan ixevs da asparezs `velur kacs~, monadires uTmobs. 

tansacmelSemoZarculi gmiri kargavs mexsierebas, Rames SiSvel mi­

waze aTevs, umi nanadireviT ikvebeba da cxovelTa tyaviT imoseba. aq, 

iseve rogorc tarielis SemTxvevaSi, ikvreba erTgvari wre `adamian­

Ta samyarosa~ da `cxovelTa samyaros~ Soris [le gofi 1992:110-111]. 

struqturuli analizis termins Tu gamoviyenebT, individis limina­

luri kondiciis fonad gamoyenebulia lokali, romelic ar aris 

tye tradiciuli gagebiT, vinaidan am erTi konkretuli teqstis far­

glebSic ki tye arsebobs mxolod imasTan mimarTebiT, rac realoba­

Si tye ar aris.15 aq ar moqmedebs sakaro civilizaciisTvis damaxasi­

aTebeli arc erTi kanoni, miT ufro arc rainduli keTilSobilebis 

kodeqsi. ivens, romelmac gawyvita yovelgvari kavSiri Tavis warsul­

Tan, dakarguli aqvs civilizebuli adamianisTvis aucilebeli yvela 

14	 Sdr. antiutopiuri romani: `aq ara! _ fiqrobs cincinati _ uniWo `aq~, bijgSeyenebuli 

da Caketili miWers da suls mixuTavs... iq igavmiuwvdomeli sixaruliT anaTebs ada­

mianis mzeras; iq Tavisuflad dadian aq nawamebi axirebulni; iq dro survilisamebr 

aewyoba, rogorc saxiani xaliCa... iq yvelaferi gaocebs Tavisi momxibvleli Tvalsa­

CinoebiT, srulyofili madliT~ [ratiani 2005:203].

15	 Sdr. rogorc ki iveni ganikurneba da raindis iers daibrunebs, igi gaixedavs tyisken, 

raTa darwmundes, rom ukan aravin mohyveba, e.i. tye tranzitulobis momdevno fazaSi 

dasaxlebli adgili xdeba. `qalis danaxva afiqrebinebs rainds, rom sadRac axlos 

cixesimagre unda iyos. e.i. tye, xexilis baRi, cixesimagre da jadosnuri wyaro ar arian 

izolirebulni erTmaneTisgan~ [le gofi 1992:121-123].   



37

vefxistyaosnis qronotopi liminalobis Teoriis konteqstSi  

kadmosi  2.2010

atributi _ socialuri statusi, saxli, qoneba,  saxeli, tanisamosi, 

iaraR-saWurveli, cxeni da a.S., Tumca civilizebulidan  garemodan 

velur adgilebSi  misi nebayoflobiTi gadaadgilebis miuxedavad, 

iveni mainc tyis stumaria. gavelurebulic ki, igi ukmayofilebas ga­

moTqvams imis gamo, rom iZulebulia, SimSili veluri cxovelebis umi 

xorciT moiklas da im faqts Seeguos, rom tyeSi gaWrils ar eqneba 

arc puri, arc Rvino, arc marili, arc magidis xelsaxoci da a.S. (Sdr. 

tarielis sityvebi: `vWam, glax, marto nadirisa misgan xorcsa mo­

natansa~, 258). Sesabamisad, ganusazRvrelobaSi myof protagonists, 

romlis `winare~ statusis moqmedeba SeCerebulia, `momdevno~ ki jer 

ar Cans, `gadaadgilebis~ kidev erTi faza elis _ dabruneba. 

       3. gaerTianeba, anu inkorporacia  

a) rodesac raindis faTerakebiT aRsavse gza dasasruls uaxlovde­

ba, igi Tavis sivrces da Tavis sociums ubrundeba. vefxistyaosanSi av­

Tandilis Cveul socialur-kulturul garemosTan gaerTianeba gu­

lisxmobs im Caketili wris sawyis wertilSi dabrunebas, romelSic mas 

mTeli romanis manZilze uwevs gadaadgileba. miuxedavad imisa, rom 

avTandili yvelaze dinamikuria vefxistyaosnis personaJebs Soris, 

is mainc Caketil wreSi moqmedebs, vinaidan konkretuli miznis arse­

boba ganmapirobebelia avTandilis sivrcis SezRudulobisa da sasru­

lobisa. Sesabamisad, rac ar unda daSordes igi Tavisi sivrcis sawyis 

wertils, mas arc surs da arc xelewifeba am zRudeebis garRveva da 

usasrulo sivrceSi gaWra. sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, avTandilis gza 

garkveulwilad linearulia _ TinaTinidan TinaTinisken _ Sesabami­

sad, gzis dasasruli Cveul garemosTan gaerTianebas, anu inkorpora­

cias moaswavebs, romelic sruli antipodia `mqisi, ugemuri~ samyaro­

si. arabeTSi Semoqceul avTandils yvelaferi uwindeliviT xvdeba _ 

`uxvze uxvi~ puroba, `ZRvenis ZRvnoba~, iagundis jamebi da lalis Wiqebi, 

mutribni da oqrosa da Tlili balaxSis gorebi, gansxvaveba mxolod 

mis moralur-eTikur da socialur statusSia. Tavisi xangrZlivi xe­

tialiT man aRasrula adamianuri vali, rasac raindul kodeqsTan 

erTad adamians sakuTari sindisic karnaxobs da, rac mTavaria, ewia 

Tavis sawadels _ rogorc rusTveli ambobs, `igi mze da xelmwifoba 

asre mihxvda, viTa Rirs-a~, 153216.

b) miuxedavad imisa, rom avTandilis msgavsad tarielic xangrZli­

vi drois ganmavlobaSi mogzaurobs dakarguli mijnuris saZebrad, 

16	 Sdr. antiutopiuri romani, sadac sivrcis wriulobas gansxvavebuli funqciuri dat­

virTva aqvs _ ̀ wreSi Caketili personaJi-wre cdilobs daixsnas Tavi, gaeqces realobas, 

gadainacvlos im sxva, Tavisufal sivrceSi, romelic wris miRmaa darCenili~ [ratiani 

2005:249].
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`cnobis gaSmagebasTan~ erTad sruldeba misi xetiali sworxazo­

briv, SemosazRvrul sivrceSi, meyseulad ingreva am sivrcis Semom­

sazRvreli zRudeebi da tarielic usazRvro, usasrulo samyaros 

Seerwymeba (`gaviWer, srulad davtkepnen qve mindorni da ze mTani~, 

656).17 tarielis statikuroba, Sesabamisad, misi sixele da `cnoba-

Smagoba~ sruldeba mas Semdeg, rac igi ibrunebs imeds da mizans 

(`merme tariel ambavsa hkiTxavs, aRara bndeboda~, 1352), ufro konk­

retulad rom vTqvaT, idealis `mixvdomisa~ da garemos Secvlis per­

speqtivas. miuxedavad imisa, rom teqstis am monakveTSi Cven SegviZlia 

Tvali vadevnoT tarielis sivrcis TandaTanobiT daviwroebisa da 

mkacrad gansazRvrul CarCoebSi moqcevis mcdelobas18, tarielis 

inkorporacia, romelic sikvdilisa da xelaxla dabadebis, dacemi­

sa da aRzevebis fazaTa monacvleobis fonze mimdinareobs, qajeTis 

cixis aRebisas ar sruldeba da oden gmiris eTikur gardaqmnas ar 

gulisxmobs. miuxedavad imisa, rom samTa TaTbirisa da bataluri 

scenebis aRweriT xdeba aqcentireba tarielis fizikuri, mentaluri, 

sulieri da moraluri ganaxlebisa, tariels dabruneba, anu sakuTar 

sociumTan gaerTianeba, upirveles yovlisa, garemos sruli gar­

dasaxvis ideas ukavSirdeba. tarielis `gza~ axali wesrigis Seqmnazea 

orientirebuli. misi `dabruneba~ moaswavebs misi qveynis (indoeTis) 

cxovrebis wesis Zireul eTikur da struqturul transformacias _ 

usamarTlo saxelmwifodan samarTlian saxelmwifod gardaqmnas19. 

gmiris inkorporaciis procesi xorcieldeba imave sqemiT, rogori­

Tac misi gamoyofa (separacia), oRond, rasakvirvelia, sapirispiro  

mimarTulebiT: devTa qvabi _ zRva _ arabeTis kari _ indoeTi _ ro­

melic Tavis logikur dasasruls qorwilis scenaSi aRwevs  _ `tari­

els da colsa missa mihxvda maTi sawadeli~ (1578). 

inkorporaciis fazis gansxvavebul modelebze dakvirvebiT cxadi 

xdeba, rom tarielis ltolvis proeqcia mimarTulia alternatiu­

li dro-sivrculi garemosken, rogorc amas moiTxovs liminalobis 

Teoriis literaturuli konotaciebi, dro-sivrcis adaptirebuli 

modeli (avTandilis `gza~) ki misTvis sruliad ucxoa. 

rogorc vxedavT, vefxistyaosanSi, gansxvavebiT evropuli rain­

duli romanebisgan, erTi konkretuli movlenis _ socialuri tran­

17	  Sdr. iveni, romelic meuRlis siyvarulis dakargvasTan erTad kargavs mizans, ̀ gzas~  da 

amieridan sworxazobrivad ki ar moZraobs, aramed daxetialobs umiznod da umimar­

Tulebod, TiTqos erwymis bunebas. misi sivrce xdeba Ria da sibrtyuli [mixailovi 

1976:179].

18	 Sdr. kretien de truas ivenSi dawvrilebiT aris aRwerili gmiris Cveul samyaroSi da­

bruneba: gankurneba sigiJisgan, colis siyvarulis xelaxla mopoveba da mamulis flo­

bis legitimacia.

19	  Teza _ `xelmwife xams mqmneli samarTalisa~ (566) _ tarielTan mimarTebiT uxeSad 

irRveva (`iciT, indoTa samefo razomi sra-sajdomia ! / erTiRa me var memkvidre, _ yve­

lai Tqven mogxdomia... ~ (567)).
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zitulobis _ farglebSi SeiZleba Tvali vadevnoT am procesis gan­

sxvavebul variaciebs. am faqts ramdenime axsna SeiZleba moeZebnos: 

1. romanis centrSi erTis nacvlad ori mTavari gmiri dgas; 2. per­

sonaJTa ori alternatiuli tipis (dinamikuri/statikuri) arseboba 

ganapirobebs gadanacvlebis ritualis, Rites de Passage, mimdinareobas 

gansazRvruli dro-sivrculi modelebis fonze da gansxvavebuli 

specifikiT.
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The Chronotope of Shota Rustaveli’s Romance  
“The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” in the Context  

of Theory of Liminality

Maka Elbakidze

The Knight in the Panther’s Skin, the most significant text of Georgian Literature, 
written by Shota Rustaveli in the late Middle Ages, belongs to a chivalry romance 
from the standpoint of genre. Conceptually it represents the worthy reintegration 
of Medieval Georgian literary processes in European literary traditions. Within 
the scope of comparative analysis, the Georgian author, in general, reveals various 
interesting reference to the European authors of chivalry romances (Chrétien de 
Troyes, Wolfram Von Eschenbach, anonymous authors of English Gawain and 
he Green Knight, and Spanish El Cantar de Mio Cid (The Lay of The Cid), etc). 
However, at present the subject of our interest is the analysis of the texts of  The 
Knight in the Panther’s Skin alongside the European chivalry romance in the 
context of anthropological theory of liminality. From this viewpoint, it is crucial to 
observe the chronotope of  The Knight in the Panther’s Skin, where an alternative 
characteristic of liminality is clearly pointed out (real/ adventurous time; “self”, 
well-organized space/ “others”, chaotic space). Similar alternatives are singled out 
in European chivalry romances – due to the specificity of the genre, time-spatial 
paradigm is strongly connected with the individual paradigm of a character. An 
inseparable part of the above mentioned problem is the study of personages’ images 
in order to explain their psycho-emotional side: the motif of wandering, questing, 
intermingled with the convention of roaming captures the personage in the gap 
existing between the worlds, the alternative structures to be found “here” and 
“there”. The individualization of personages is pointed out against the background 
of “mystical travels”, “transitivity” and alternative time-space dichotomy.

Key words: Medieval romance, “The Knight in the Panther’s Skin”, anthropology, theory 
of liminality, chronotope

It was at the turn of the twentieth century that the anthropologist Arnold van Gen
nep, from his observation of the cultural transitions of renewal which are given form 
through rites and ritual, came to understand a particular genre of social transition 
that he named the Rites of Passage. According to his theory the energy found in any 
system eventually dissipates and must be renewed at crucial intervals. Accordingly, 
this renewal transition is accomplished in the social milieu by various rites of passage 
which held a great importance in the change of social status, movement between tribes 
and castes and the progression of age.
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Van Gennep defined the structure of the Rites of Passage in terms of the “preliminal” 
which includes separation from a previous world, a transitional period, and the 
“postliminal”, distinguished by “ceremonies of incorporation into the new world” 
(Carson 1997: 1-2).  Thus the whole process of passage or transition is characterized by 
three phases: 1. isolation or separation; 2. marginality or liminality; 3. incorporation 
or re-aggregation. Separation implies the isolation of a chosen individual, so-called 
“initiand”, from fixed social or cultural structure. Liminality expresses the initiand’s 
ambivalent state, its passage to the intermediate ambivalent social zone, the so-called 
“limbo”; and the final phase of incorporation corresponds to the initiand’s return to 
the society with renovated social status or “re-aggregation” (Ratiani 2005: 162).

Almost half a century later Gennep’s theory was re-evaluated in the light 
of structural anthropology by Victor Turner who defined the liminal phase as 
“interstructural situation” existing among different positional structures. According 
to Turner, the liminal state is a transitional one; in other words it is a threshold 
passageway between states determined by social place, status, maturity, socio-
economic position, physical location, mental and emotional condition, war and peace, 
etc.  Whereas in the first state of transition in the Rites of Passage , that of separation, 
there is a time of detachment and detaching from the earlier period, place or state in 
the cultural or social context, in the last phase of this process, the time of aggregation, 
there is a return to a stable position; one that is socially located but different from 
the former phase - a transformed, altered condition. Between the beginning phase of 
separation and the concluding phase of aggregation, there is a liminal. This betwixt 
and between time is filled with ambiguity. So the person who is moving through the 
rites of passage, the “transitional being” or “liminal personae”, is defined by a name 
and by a set of symbols (Turner 1967: 97). 

According to Turner, an individual’s temporary disunion from fixed social 
structures grants the individual not only an ambivalent social status but frees him/
her from any law, norm or rule of social conduct, resulting in a status which is by 
nature ambivalent and obscure.  In liminal state, Turner claims, a person is neither 
“here” nor “there” but “in-between” the juridically, traditionally, conventionally and 
ceremonially established positions (“betwixt and between”). Thus, the individual is 
no more under the influence of the effects of “preceding” and “future” statuses and 
finds himself in an undefined position, awaiting the realization of reconstructed and 
renewed cultural models and paradigms. The individual occupies a gap between the 
worlds and becomes a sort of conceptual medium between alternative structures of 
“here” and “there”. 

The main purpose and aim of liminal theory by Turner is the creation of a positive 
“alternative” as valuable opposition to the objective reality. Positive alternative 
represents the consequence of the creative will, a valuable synthesis of creative 
imagination and acting potential, which abandons the existing, solidly established 
historical and cultural structures and, through the most intense experiences, attains 
the desired state of transformation. 

Turner’s studies have shown that the anthropological theory of liminality may be 



42

Maka Elbakidze

adapted to literary models as well: with a view to vividly demonstrate liminal process, 
Turner considers works of dramatic genre, though he believes that they may be equally 
reflected in any genre of literature. 

According to Irma Ratiani (who is credited with the first attempt to compare the 
liminality theory with the eschatological anti-utopia model1), literature by its essence 
and destination is a liminal phenomenon which fulfills the function of transition phase 
or, one may say, a “transit carriage”  between the reality ruled by force and distant 
cosmos elaborated by imagination. 

A literary work is an intermediate liminal occurrence, not only drawing a 
distinction between isolating dissimilar worlds but also, based on a particular model 
of the world, generating a subjective alternative, new model of the “other world”. The 
basic angle of transformation is the liminal phase, transit space, which separates two 
different worlds. 

The axes of this high-cost transitoriness in literature are the time-space categories: 
rites of literary transformations are reachable through special forms of artistic time 
and space, invented and developed by the author. In this case, Rites of passage or 
ritual of passage becomes a bridge to another, oppositional reality and requires an 
entirely different interpretation of time and space (Ratiani 2005: 173-174).

On the basis of the anti-utopian novel, in particular the works of V. Nabokov and M. 
Javakhishvili, Irma Ratiani notes that the liminal phase is an intermediate, transitory 
and ambivalent condition in which the individual dissociates from the normative 
context and creates the oppositional antipode of the world through the process of 
valuable transformation. Thus, the liminal state is a place of special, mostly sacred 
time and space, set apart and separated. The mythic journey and the corresponding 
rites usually rely on the symbol of death and rebirth, corruption and rising. The rite of 
transition is transition from one model of existence to another (Ratiani 2005: 176-177). 

We believe that the theory of liminality, as one of the significant modern 
technologies, may be successfully applied to the research into “The Knight in the 
Panther’s Skin”2* a medieval chivalrous romance by the Georgian classic Shota 
Rustaveli. However, whereas in the age of modernism, the anthropological theory of 
liminality is realized with great precision, in medieval texts it acquires a specific shape, 
prompting one to differing conclusions.

Before we concretely touch upon the principal aspects of this issue, it is apt to ask 
the question as to the angle at which research should be carried out so that adaptation 
of the above methodological conception to a late medieval text may not prove artificial 
and forced.

The essence of the question asked is related to the specificity of the chronotope of the 
medieval romance (we ascribe KPS precisely to this genre), which largely determines 
the artistic-aesthetic side of the genre. In texts of this type the basic part of the narrative 
is devoted to travel and “quest”; the character moves from time to time from one model 
of existence to another – from the space of everyday life to that of adventure, which 

1	 See Irma Ratiani:2005
2	 *Hereafter abbreviated to KPS.
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is expressive of the artistic-structural opposition that exists between court civilization 
(castle) and the so-called “wild nature” (the world existing beyond the castle). Hence 
the plot of the romance is enacted against the backdrop of a certain spatial dichotomy: 
the royal court/forest; we may call the former conditionally own space, and the latter 
other’s space.  In these romances the concept of time is also differential, for in parallel to 
real time the so-called time of adventure “acts” here – broken up into separate sections 
of time which, for their part, are used to develop concurrent and non-concurrent events 
and to link distant and nearby spaces (Bakhtin 2000: 80). As the motif of “quest” or 
adventure implies the movement of the protagonist to an alien, abstract world, time is 
accordingly represented in different aspects; at times it is static and at others dynamic. 
Common time does not exist - for each character it flows differently; more precisely, 
the perception of time and its flow depend on the way of life of the characters. In our 
view, the alternativeness, characteristic of liminality, is related to the specificity of the 
chronotope of the medieval chivalrous romance and is revealed in binary opposition -  
on the one hand, one’s own ordered space, and other’s chaotic space, and on the other 
hand between real and the so-called adventure time.

Accordingly, the Rites of Passage in the chivalrous romance is implemented in 
two different schemes: it is linked to a) the motif of roaming/search or b) the motif of 
“ranging”. On this basis we obtain oppositional temporal-spatial models, connected 
to two different character types: the so-called “roaming characters” and “static 
characters”. Both character types are represented in the system of characters of KPS. 
The former is represented by Avtandil, and the latter by Tariel. Before we get down to 
analyzing the question, I shall introduce the plot of KPS very briefly. 

Unlike European chivalrous romances, here two principal characters are central: 
the Arabian military commander Avtandil and the commander-in-chief of India 
Tariel. The Arabian royal court is the opening point of the plot of the romance, whose 
harmony is broken by the appearance and sudden disappearance of a stranger knight 
(later it transpires that it was Tariel). Subsequently, the narrative develops against 
the background of loss-quest-discovery – the basic motif of the medieval chivalrous 
romance. At the request of his beloved lady, Avtandil sets out in quest of the stranger 
knight and, after three years of roaming traces his abode in a thick forest, in the cave 
of giants (devis). He learns from the stranger knight’s story that the knight had lost his 
love, he had looked for her on sea and land and upon losing all hope of finding her, 
he left the human abode and, desperate and enraged, set up his abode among wild 
beasts. Avtandil promises him help, and renews a long quest of Tariel’s love Nestan-
Darejan. As we see, analogously to European chivalrous romances, minor conflicts 
(the appearance of a strange knight, causing the departure of Avtandil from his love) 
and major ones (the loss of Nestan-Darejan and Tariel’s ranging) are identifiable in 
KPS; these conflicts are resolved in the finale of the work: following the rescue of 
Nestan-Darejan from her captivity with the kajis by the knight and their return to 
Arabia, where Avtandil too marries his love. The plot of the romance returns to its 
starting-point and the circle is closed.
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To return to the question asked above:
1.The time and space of the so-called “roaming characters” (Avtandil or Lancelot) 

are strictly set (in regard to these characters a concrete span of time is always indicated 
in the text, e.g. three years, a field to be crossed in seven days, etc. and organized). 
In the majority of chivalrous romances such organizing function is performed by a 
barrier set up on the path of the character: an unexpected trial – mostly dangerous. It 
should be noted that this trial emerges not only in the shape of the physical obstacle. 
In the majority of cases it is connected with the intervention of a happening, fate, God 
and Providence.  Accordingly, the adventure time sets in following a sudden break in 
the course of real, regular time and absolutely natural phenomena assume unexpected, 
non-envisaged shape (Bakhtin 2000: 80). On the other hand, the space surrounding the 
character is transformed into such an unusual world in which even the supernatural 
is perceived as regular. The protagonist temporarily gets detached from the events 
taking place in reality, leading him to a different reality.

The following should be noted at this point: although Avtandil voluntarily takes on 
the “roaming” function, his travel is dictated by his beloved lady (Tinatin), which makes 
us think that Avtandil’s decision in this case is not a personal choice of the character but 
execution of the duty of a lover and vassal, bearing in mind the future prospect (proving 
the love of a lady with whom one is in love). It is on this condition that Avtandil leaves 
his own space and a socium that is close and habitual to him (phase of separation), 
where he feels comfortable, and departing in quest of the stranger knight, he crosses 
his boundary between this and other reality. As a result, Avtandil finds himself in an 
intermediate, ambivalent social zone (according to Jaques le Goff’s terminology, in no 
man’s land), where he feels most acutely the lack of the material or immaterial values 
that he left in his own space. In Avtandil’s case these are: love (sun) and the world and 
its pleasures, expressed metaphorically by harp, lyre and pipe. It is stressed in the text 
in the same way as the places against whose background his adventure unfolds is alien 
to Avtandil, he is also alien to this environment (“Passing through strange habitations 
unknown to the hardiest traveler”), that are dreadful, rough, uninhabited and wild. 
In this section of the text the dichotomies characteristic of native and other alternative 
spaces are highlighted well: homeland (own space) / the area beyond the boundary; 
the entertainment and pleasures of the palace (drinking and singing)/ roaming in the 
strange setting (ranging); delicacy partaken of at a feast / sustenance gained by hunting 
or with a bow; genuine love/casual liaisons); this state of an individual to which the 
Georgian ghariboba-travelling, wandering corresponds, is attended by the experience 
of homelessness, solitude and doom. A character, transferred to the intermediate, 
liminal zone, logically faces the choice of either returning or continuing his way, which 
is naturally linked to a “novel countdown” of time (“three years save three months 
had passed”; “he has two months left”). But the prospect of alternative reality acts 
oppressively on the knight, throwing him into thought and doubts: Avtandil does not 
strive towards an alternative that for him is identified with discomfort. Why? Because he 
finds himself in this situation owing to a task set him by another person (his love), rather 
than his own wish! Accordingly, the stages that an involuntarily displaced character must 



45

The Chronotope of Shota Rustaveli’s Romance 

kadmosi  2.2010

overcome in the liminal phase become extremely acute: suffering (“the shedder of tears 
flowed to increase the sea”), wishing to die (“He wished to strike his heart; sometimes 
he uplifted his knife”) and triumph over his “wishes” through faith (“Without God I can 
do nothing, my tears flow in vain. No one can change that which is decreed, that which 
is not to be will not be”). The projection of Avtandil’s aspiration is directed not to an 
alternative temporal-spatial environment, as demanded by the literary connotations of 
the liminality theory, but backward, to a real, adapted model of time and space. Then, 
what function may the liminal phase perform in relation to the “wandering character” of 
the medieval Georgian romance? It is quite clearly charged only with an ethical function, 
implying the incorporation of the character in the native model with renovated ethical 
norms and social status: when the knight’s road full of hazards comes to an end, he 
returns to his space and socium. In KPS Avtandil’s incorporation in his usual socio-
cultural setting implies returning to the initial point of the closed circle, in which he 
happens to move throughout the novel. Although Avtandil is topographically most 
dynamic among the characters of KPS, he still acts in a closed circle, for the existence of 
a concrete goal makes for the restriction and finiteness of Avtandil’s space. Accordingly, 
no matter how far he goes from his initial point of his space, he neither wishes, nor is 
capable of breaking this barrier and going into infinite space. To put it in a different way, 
Avtandil’s path is linear to a certain extent: from Tinatin to Tinatin; accordingly, the 
end of the road envisages return to a habitual setting, or incorporation, which is a full 
antipodes of the dreadful, rough world. Avtandil, returned home, finds everything as 
he had left it: “a sumptuous and magnificent banquet”, “gifts were bestowed”, jacinth 
goblets and ruby bowls, and heaps of rare gems. The difference lies only in his moral-
ethical and social status. By his long roaming he did his human duty, which is dictated, 
along with chivalrous code, by man’s own conscience, and which is the main thing, he 
attained his desire, as Rustaveli puts it, “The sun so met royalty as he was worthy of it”.

2. The so-called “static characters” fall into the so-called “static model” (e.g. Tariel 
or Iven, for whom time (as well as space) alters stadially, for each concrete stage of 
their adventure is determined by a temporal-spatial model characteristic of a given 
moment. Manipulation with a chronotope takes place according to the writer’s fantasy 
and skill, with account of the compositional and artistic fabric of the work.

In Tariel’s case, transfer (separation) from one’s own space to other space is connected 
with “madness” or grave mental condition of the character. Following the loss of his 
beloved, the ranging, raving knight sets up his abode in a cave deserted by giants 
(devis), becoming fused in a way with nature (cf. Iven). Tariel wanders in  a rectilinear, 
restricted space, the walls bounding this space fall momentarily and Tariel moves to the 
phase of dull-wittedness, haziness and expectation. Tariel’s cave, in this case, reflects 
his personal choice and material expression of his liminal condition. But naturally, the 
boundary between this and other realities is not only topographical. It is, in the first 
place, an alternative mental condition, placing the individual in an absolutely different 
dimension. This new reality in KPS, conveyed through the phrase forth from the world, 
is opposed by the world- a model of the real world. Tariel, who has come to hate this 
false and perfidious fleeting world following the loss of his beloved Nestan-Darejan, is 
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in a hurry to leave it, to reach his love (his ideal), which seems to  be inconceivable here 
(in the lower world), is possible there (or in the upper abode). It is natural that Tariel 
considers the approaching death to be a feast, for the possibility of meeting Nestan in the 
nether world is more attractive than “irksome life”. Accordingly, the transitional zone, 
where Tariel finds himself after his ranging, and which develops against the background 
of a rather gloomy and joyless décor (ravine, bullrushes, forest, field), is a kind of linking 
corridor, landmark between this world and the other world, the world oppressive of 
human freedom and the eternal abode granting bliss: a classic example of liminal phase 
is in evidence. The fact is also noteworthy that Tariel feels death is approaching. But this 
is so far not the world (there) where Tariel intends to meet his love. Accordingly, for the 
hero whose “earlier” status is suspended, while the “next” is so far not to be seen, time 
freezes, as  it were, the course of time in general loses sense, and the  “stopwatch” of 
adventure time also stops.

Unlike Avtandil, the projection of Tariel’s aspiration is directed to an alternative 
temporal-spatial setting, as required by the literary conceptions of the theory of 
liminality. As a real, adapted model of time-space is absolutely alien to him, at least, 
alien in its existing form. Then what function does the liminal phase perform in 
relation to the “static character” of the medieval Georgian romance? It is charged not 
only with an ethical but structural function as well, being related to the idea of full 
transformation of the environment. Accordingly, although Tariel is topographically a 
relatively static character, he is imprinted with active inner dynamism.

Tariel’s spatial staticalness – accordingly, his madness – ends only when he regains 
hope and purpose, i.e. the prospect of regaining love and altering the setting. Although 
in this section of the text we can observe gradual shrinkage of space and an attempt 
to place it within rigidly confined boundaries, Tariel’s path is oriented to creating a 
new order: his “return” presupposes basic ethical and structural transformation of the 
way of life of his homeland – transformation of an unjust state to a just one. Tariel is 
precisely the character that has suffered not only ethical transformations but who has 
altered the environment of living. The incorporation of the character, that took place 
against the background of alternation of phases of death and rebirth, fall and rise, does 
not end with the taking of the Kajeti fortress, although the description of the council 
of the three and the battle scenes stresses Tariel’s physical, mental, spiritual and moral 
revival. Tariel’s return, or union with his own socium is effected by the same scheme 
by which his separation took place, but, of course, in the opposite direction: the cave 
of the devis (giants) – the sea - the royal palace, which reaches its logical end in the 
wedding scene.

As we can see, unlike European chivalrous romances, in KPS we can observe 
differing variations with a single concrete phenomenon, i.e. social transitiveness. This 
fact may have several explanations:

1.In the place of one hero, there are two main characters at the centre of the romance; 
2) The presence of the two alternative types (dynamic/static) of characters conditions 
the course of the ritual of transition, or rites of passage against the background of 
differing temporal-spatial models and differing specificity.
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