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 „qveynis igavi“ da „saqarTvelo“: 

bagrationTa ori alegoriuli naxati 

cira kilanava

werilSi ganxilulia saqarTvelos samefo xelisuflebis ori war­

momadgenlis (konstantine da ioane bagrationebis) mier XVIII da XIX 

s.s.-Si qveynis politikuri mdgomareobis amsaxveli alegoriuli xasi­

aTis naxatebi; erTi maTganis arsebobis Sesaxeb cnoba daculia daviT 

guramiSvilis `daviTianSi~. dasaxelebul wyaroze dayrdnobiT, Ziri­

Tad StrixebSi aRdgenilia verbalurad aRwerili vizualuri mode­

li. pirvelisgan gansxvavebiT, meore naxatma moaRwia Cvenamde, Tumca 

aqamde arsad gamoqveynebula.

istoriuli konteqstis gaTvaliswinebiT, gamovlenilia orive na­

xatis saerTo fundamenturi semiotikuri kodebi da diaqronul as­

peqtSi naCvenebia saqarTvelos istoriis erT-erTi umZimesi periodis 

sawyisi etapi.

sakvanZo sityvebi:  postmedievaluri diskursi, bagrationebi, ver­

baluri/vizualuri narativi,  alegoria

I

postmedievaluri saqarTvelos politikur da kulturul cxovre­

baSi Tavisi sirTuliTa da winaaRmdegobrivi xasiaTiT gamoirCeva 

XVIII saukune.1 am dros samefo-samTavroebad daSlili qveyana fizi­

kuri ganadgurebis realuri safrTxis winaSe idga. iranisa da os­

maleTis agresiisgan Tavdasacavad mas sabolood unda ganesazRvra 

Tavisi geopolitikuri (da Sesabamisad, kulturuli) orientacia. ma­

gram Tu politikuri veqtori dasavleTisken ixreboda,2 kulturaSi 

kvlavac mZlavrobda aRmosavluri xazi.

1	 qarTul istoriografiaSi miRebuli Sexedulebis Tanaxmad, „saqarTvelos da qa­

rTveli eris cxovrebaSi erovnuli TvalsazrisiT uaRres gaWirvebisa da gansacdelis 

xanad me-XVIII-e [sic!] saukune unda CaiTvalos“ [javaxiSvili 1989: 67]. sayuradReboa, rom 

dasavleT evropis istoriaSi swored am droidan iwyeba nacionalizmis, rogorc ide­

ologiis, Camoyalibeba  [smiTi 2008: 88-123], Tumca nacionalizmi, Tanamedrove gagebiT, 

XIX saukunis movlenaa. amave  periodSi mieqca gansakuTrebuli yuradReba sicocxlisa 
da istoriis cnebebis axlebur gaazrebas [fuko 2004: 168-171; 183]. 

2	 saukunis dasawyisSi qarTlis mmarTvelma vaxtang VI-m (1675-1737) daxmarebis TxovniT 

mimarTa ludoviko XIV-sa da romis pap klimenti XI-s, saukunis dasasruls ki qarTl-

kaxeTis mefe erekle II-m (1729-1798) romis saRvTo imperiis meTaur ioseb II-sTan scada 

urTierTobis damyareba, magram evropasTan dakavSirebis yvela mcdeloba warumate­

blad dasrulda.
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am periodis qarTul literaturaSi erTaderTi avtori, romlis 

Semoqmedebac mTlianad Tavisufalia sparsofiluri tendenciisagan 

da erovnul samwerlobo tradiciebzea dafuZnebuli, aris daviT 

guramiSvili (1705-1792). Tavisi poeturi krebulis _ „daviTianis“ _ 

pirvel wignSi man miukerZoeblad aRwera XVIII saukunis dasawyisis 

aRmosavleTi saqarTvelos sociopolitikuri viTareba da vrclad 

isaubra qarTvelTa Soris dapirispirebaze. am TvalsazrisiT, gansa­

kuTrebiT mniSvnelovania poemis (pirobiTi saxelwodebiT, „qarTlis 

Wiris“) ramdenime Tavi, romlebSic moTxrobilia kaxeTis mmarTvel 

konstantinesa (gard. 1729) da qarTlis mmarTvel vaxtang VI-is urTi­

erTobis Sesaxeb.

gamahmadianebulma konstantinem (mahmad-yuli xans) 1723 wels ira­

nisgan qarTli da kaxeTi „miiRo saCuqrad“.3 es iyo pirdapiri anga­

riSsworeba vaxtangis mimarT, romelmac petre I-Tan samxedro-poli­

tikuri kavSiri daamyara.

daviT guramiSvili wers, rom amis mere konstantinem werilobiT 

mimarTa vaxtangs, raTa Tavidan aecilebinaT Sida dapirispireba da 

gaerTianebuliyvnen. es Setyobineba vizualuri da verbaluri nawi­

lebisgan Sedgeboda:

mosTxova gurgens mdivansa qaRaldi, sawer-kalami;

daxata cecxli galavnad, Suva erT gorad walami,

zed oris qveynis igavi, maze TavdaxriT alami,

erTzed ewera „feSqaS-dur“, da meoreze „sal[a]mi“.

miswera vaxtangs: „Sen mama, Cven viyvneT Seni Svilebi;

Tumca miboZa yeenma, me qarTlsa ar gecilebi.

gars mterTgan cecxli gvedebis, Suva Cven vsdnebiT vcilebi,

Sjobs, rom Cven erTni SeviqnaT, ageb gveRirsos Zilebi.4

[guramiSvili 1955: 60; 239-240]

wigni miarTves vaxtangs, romelic qarTl-kaxeTis gaerTianebis 

ideam didad gaaxara da vezirTa krebas warudgina naxati. SuriT 

aRvsili vezirebi gangeb amaxinjebdnen ganmartebadarTuli alego­

riuli Setyobinebis Sinaarss da mefes arwmunebdnen: cecxlSemovle­

buli walmebi (vazis nasxlavebi) mterTagan alyaSemortymul qarTl-

kaxeTs ki ar aRniSnavs, aramed _ mxolod kaxeTs, romelsac qarTli 

3	 am periodSi qarTlisa da kaxeTis xelisufalT samefo taxtze amtkicebda iranis Sahi, 

romlis vasalebadac isini iTvlebodnen.

4	 rogorc vxedavT, aRweriTi teqsti (ekfrasisi) iZleva imis saSualebas, rom met-naklebi 

sisruliT warmovidgonoT konstantines naxati (ix. danarTi 1). imis gaTvaliswinebiT, 

rom naxati asrulebs sakomunikacio-informaciul funqcias da Tan axlavs sityvieri 

ganmartebac, is atarebs ara simbolur, aramed alegoriul xasiaTs.
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damonebas upirebso. am interpretaciis sawinaaRmdegod, vaxtang VI-m 

sworad axsna „qveynis igavi“:5

mefe brZanebda: magaSi ara aris ra flidoba,

feSqaS-dur qarTlis moZRvna ars: salam-alami mSvidoba;

gars galavani cecxlisa gareSe mterTa didoba;

walamni Cven varT ornive, gvxams erTmaneTis mindoba.

[guramiSvili 1955: 61; 246]

naxatze, vizualuri kodebis gverdiT, verbalur kodebad war­

modgenili iyo ucxoenovani leqsikuri erTeulebi („feSqaS-dur“ 

da „salami“, romlebic gamoyenebuli iyo saCuqrisa da mSvidobis 

mniSvnelobiT)6 da qarTulenovani teqsti (avtoriseuli egzegeza). 

mas erToda werili, rogorc naxatis erTaderTi swori ganmarteba, 

Targmaneba.

amis Semdeg, guramiSvilis mixedviT, konstantinem vaxtangs moci­

qulebis piriT SeuTvala, ar SewinaaRmdegeboda iranis Sahs, Torem 

dakargavda Zalauflebas da ruseTSi mouwevda gaxizvna:

nu eSuRlebi yeensa, Torem mogiSlis jiRebsa;

ruseTisake gagzavnis, imokleb grZelTa biRebsa.7

[guramiSvili 1955: 67; 288]

rogorc davinaxeT, Tavis alegoriul naxatSi (romelsac pirobi­

Tad SegviZlia `qveynis igavi“ vuwodoT) konstantinem ori dapirispi­

rebuli mxare asaxa: qarTl-kaxeTi da sparseT-osmaleTi (romelTac 

igi pirdapir mtrad saxeldebs), zepir SenaTvalSi ki axsena ruseTic 

rogorc aRmosavleTis alternatiuli sivrce.8

aqedan gamomdinare, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom XVIII saukunis postme­

dievalur diskursSi urTierTdapirispirebul sivrceebad aRiqme­

boda araqristianuli dampyrobeli aRmosavleTi da qristianuli 

qarTl-kaxeTis samefoebi. amis fonze ikveTeboda sxva, mesame sivrce 

5	 igavi ZvelqarTulad araksac niSnavs da magaliTsac [orbeliani 1991: 322]. mocemul 

SemTxvevaSi, igi gamoyenebulia meore mniSvnelobiT: alegoriuli xasiaTis nimuSi.

6	 vfiqrob, rom mocemul SemTxvevaSi, naxatis adresantma Seqmnili politikuri situa­

cia enobriv donezec Taviseburad gamoxata: konstantinem verbalur kodebad spar­

sulisa da Turqulis (romelSic sityva „salami“ arabulidan Sevida) leqsikuri er­

Teulebi gamoiyena.

7	 daviT guramiSvili Tavis wignSi erTmaneTs upirispirebs biRs (ulvaSs), rogorc isla­

mis simbolur gamoxatulebas, da jvars _ umTavres qristianul simbolos. jiRa (Tavsa­

buravSi CasarWobi Zvirfasi TvlebiT morTuli frTa) aq gvirgvinosnobis, samefo xe­

lisuflebis simboloa.

8	 Tavad konstantine droisa da viTarebis Sesabamisad icvlida pozicias. igi, iranis Sa­

his erTguli, bolos osmalebs miekedla, 1729 wels ki tragikulad daasrula sicocxle 

_ Turqebma sikvdiliT dasajes [dondua 1985: 8].
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_ ruseTi,9 romelmac Semdeg ara mxolod moSala es dapirispireba, 

aramed XIX saukunis dasawyisidan, faqtobrivad, Caenacvla binarul 

opoziciaSi warmodgenil pirvel wevrs.

II

XVIII saukunis bolos (1783 w.) saqarTvelo-ruseTs Soris ratifici­

rebuli xelSekrulebiT (georgievskis traqtatiT), TiTqos moixsna 

aRmosavleTis problema (realurad ki man mxolod ukana planze 

gadaiwia). magram XIX saukunis dasawyisSive (1801 w.-is manifestiT) 

gaCnda axali binaruli opozicia: dampyrobeli (ara mfarveli) ru­

seTi da aneqsirebuli saqarTvelo. sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, fizi­

kur ganadgurebas gadarCenili qveyana erovnuli identobis waSlis 

realuri safrTxis winaSe aRmoCnda.

TavianTi kanonieri uflebebis aRsadgenad saqarTvelos samefo 

xelisuflebis warmomadgenlebi radikalurad gansxvavebuli gzebiT 

ibrZodnen (maT Soris, ajanyebebiT, sparseTis xelisuflebasTan daka­

vSirebis gziT, ruseTis imperiis farglebSi saqarTvelos avtonomi­

is proeqtis SemuSavebiT...), magram yvela mcdeloba warumateblad 

dasrulda: bagrationTa dinastiam sabolood dakarga saqarTvelos 

samefo taxti.

amis Semdeg saqarTveloSi daiwyo erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli 

moZraobis xangrZlivi da mZime istoria. am istoriaSi ajanyebebisa 

da ideologiuri brZolis etapebs Soris gardamaval safexurs qmnis 

1832 wlis SeTqmuleba. misi iniciatorebi bagrationTa samefo dinas­

tiisa da inteligenciis warmomadgenlebi iyvnen. SeTqmulebaSi sasu­

liero pirebic aqtiurad monawileobdnen.10

dapatimrebul SeTqmulTa dakiTxvis oqmebSi daculia mRvdel-

monazon tarasis (1793-1874)11 ramdenime Cveneba, romelTagan CvenTvis 

mniSvnelovania 1833 wlis 6 aprilis dakiTxvis aqti. am dokumentSi 

beri tarasi wers ioane batoniSvilis (1768-1830)12 mier Sesrulebuli 

alegoriuli naxatis Sesaxeb:

9	 aRsaniSnavia, rom ruseTi am periodSi aqtiurad cdilobda, gadaqceuliyo dasavluri 

yaidis saxelmwifod, radgan misTvis evropuli sivrce ganixileboda ara rogorc 

politikur-geografiuli zona, aramed rogorc kulturuli orientiri da etaloni 

[lotmani 2002: 86].

10	 cnobilia, rom saidumlo wesdeba _ „akti goniuri“, romelic yvela SeTqmuls zedmi­

wevniT unda scodnoda, Seadgina berma filadelfos kiknaZem (1793-1833).

11	 1832 wlis SeTqmulebis aqtiurma monawileebma, berebma _ filadelfos kiknaZem da 

tarasi aleqsi-mesxiSvilma _ pokrovis yazarmaSi yofnisas cixis administraciisagan 

xmamaRla locvis ufleba iTxoves. nebarTvis miRebis Semdeg ki isini saeklesio galo­

bis kiloTi xmamaRla atyobinebdnen cixeSi msxdom TanaSeTqmulebs saqmis viTarebas 

[RaRaniZe 2010: 99].

12	 frang ganmanaTlebelTa erT-erT pirvel qarTvel mimdevars, cnobil enciklope­

dists, leqsikografsa da mwerals _ mefe giorgi XII-is vaJ ioanes _ Tavad mama da sxva­

dasxva qveynis elCebi batoniSvilTa Soris yvelaze ufro ganaTlebul da keTilgoni­
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upativcemulesi komisia mkiTxavs kartinisa, da daTvis zRapris 

ambavs, romlisTvisaca maqvs pativi raTa upativcemlod [sic!] 
movaxseno pasuxi ori punqtis amis.

ras niSnavs es gaxatuli qaRaldi da anu mas Sina gveli Sua kaci 

(zmei posredniki) visgan ars gakeTebul da visTvis da sidam 

CagivardaT, an ramdeni xani aris SenTan.

[...]

q. es gaxatuli suraTi, romelic Cems qaRaldebSi gipovniaT, 

niSnavs saqarTvelos magaliTs, lomi niSnavs sparseTs, daT­

vi osmaleTs, mgeli lekebs da mela mTis xalxs, da cxvrebi 

saqarTvelos, romelic momca ioane careviCma sxvaTa karti­

nebTa Soris, da misganve aris gakeTebuli da xeliTa misiTave 

daxatuli: 1817 welsa rodesac me peterburgSi mivedi maSin 

momca, radgan me mxatvrobas vswavlobdi da is maZlevda xol­

me samxatvro magaliTebs TxoebiT, da im magaliTebsa, Tu 

oriRinalebTa Soris, es kartinac ipovna da miTxra, ai ucxo 

magaliTi gavakeTe saqarTvelosi da xelmwifes mivarTvi amis 

pirobiT amasac Sen gaCuqebo, egeca da sxvebic bevri kartinebi 

momca, mas aqeT meTerTmete weliwadia, da amis uwin, vgoneb 

Svidis da rvis wlis uwin hqonda gakeTebuli eg kartina da 

TviTonve ganmimarta, Tu ras niSnavs mxeci, isre rogorc 

zemoT davwere: gvelebisa swored ar maxsovs, da vgoneb ase 

miTxra gvelebi paslanikebsa niSnavs saSualo matareblebsa 

sparseTsa osmalTa da lekTa Soriso, romelnica orisave 

mxrisgan sargeblobdeno, romelTaganac Seviwroebuli iyo 

saqarTvelo da es zeciT movlinebuli Rrubelzed mjdomare 

ruseTis imperatori ariso, romelic mouvlina RmerTman sa­

qarTvelosa Semwed da safarvelad, romelmanca mexis cemiTa da 

elviTa, ese igi risxviTa da ZlierebiTa TvisiTa ganabnivna da 

SeaZrwunna zemoxsenebuli mterni saqarTvelosani da hfaravs 

safarveliTa TvisiTao, ase ganmimarta careviCma ioanem mag 

kartinis ambavi da namdvil misi gakeTebulic aris da missive 

xeliT daxatuli [...]

welsa 1833 aprilis 6. mRudel monazoni  t a r a s i

[tarasi XIII, 2332:  528-529]

rogorc Cvenebidan Cans, ioane batoniSvilis naxats13 alegori­

uli xasiaTi hqonda (ufliswuls TviTonve aRuniSnavs: esaao „ucxo 

magaliTi14 saqarTvelosi“) da masze gamosaxuli cxovelTa figure­

bic Tavad „careviC ioanes“ Semdegi SesabamisobebiT ganumartavs: 

lomi _ sparseTi, daTvi _ osmaleTi, mgeli _ lekebi, mela _ mTis 

xalxi, cxvrebi _ saqarTvelo, qvewarmavlebi _ Suakacebi.

er pirovnebad Tvlidnen [qiqoZe 1963:61]

13	 ioane batoniSvils es naxati Seuqmnia aleqsandre I-isTvis, rogorc es irkveva ruse­

Tis Sinagan saqmeTa ministr osip kozodavlevis weriliT nikoloz tolstoisadmi [ 

quTaTelaZe 1960:60]. am imperatorisadmi batoniSvilis damokidebulebaze is faqtic 

miuTiTebs, rom erT Tavis Targmanze ioanes aRuniSnavs, aleqsandre I-ma moiwonao 

[ruxaZe 1939:10].

14	 mocemul SemTxvevaSi, magaliTi ekvivalenturia „daviTianis“ igavisa da mianiSnebs nax­

atis alegoriul xasiaTze, mis kodurobaze.  
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ioane batoniSvilis naxatSi (ix. danarTi 2), romelsac qvemoT, cen­

tralur adgilas rusuli asoebiT aweria „gruzia“ („saqarTvelo“)15, 

gansakuTrebiT TvalSisacemia zeciT movlinebuli Rrubelzed mjdo­

mare ruseTis imperatoris saxe _  erTaderTi araalegoriuli figu­

ra or ganzomilebaSi (zeciur da miwier doneebze) warmodgenili 

alegoriuli naxatisa. igi simboluri mniSvnelobiTaa datvirTuli 

_ isaa „mxsneli“, romelic mouvlina RmerTman saqarTvelosa Semwed 

da mfarvelad.16

III

miuxedavad imisa, rom arsebiTad gansxvavebulia rogorc Tavad 

naxatebis, ise maT Sesaxeb daculi teqstebis Seqmnis politikuri kon­

teqstebi, bagrationTa naxatebis sociokulturuli kodebi homoge­

nuria. es ki, upirveles yovlisa, ganpirobebulia imiT, rom orive vi­

zualuri narativi exeba erovnul problemas. aqedan gamomdinareobs 

maTi alegoriuli xasiaTic. garda amisa, orive naxats hyavs konkre­

tuli adresati (pirvel SemTxvevaSi, qarTlis mmarTveli, meore Sem­

TxvevaSi ki _ ruseTis xelmwife), orivegan TandarTuli mikrote­

qstebi ucxo enis leqsikuri erTeulebia.

homogenuria orive vizualuri narativis fundamenturi kodebi: 

erTgan is vazis nasxlavebis saxiTaa warmodgenili, xolo meoregan 

_ cxvrebisa (Sesabamisad, mtrebi gamoxatulia cecxlisa da nadirTa 

saxiT). naTelia, rom problema danaxulia religiur konteqstSi (va­

zisa da cxvris qristianuli simbolika).

am fonze kidev ufro ikveTeba mTavari sxvaoba: konstantines mier 

warmodgenili saqarTvelos mdgomareoba ioane batoniSvilis mier 

daxatuli „kartinisgan“ arsebiTad erTaderTi niSniT gansxvavdeba: 

Tu XVIII saukunis dasawyisSi aqcentirebulia erTianobis idea (amas 

niSnavs erTmaneTze gadaWdobili walmebi), XIX saukunis damdegs yu­

radReba „gareSe“, „zecidan movlenil“ („mxsnel“) Zalazea gadatanili.

aseT Zalad, ioane batoniSvilis naxatis mixedviT, miCneulia ruse­

Tis imperatori, romelmac „RvTaebrivi gangebulebiT“ unda gadaWras 

aRmosavleT-dasavleT-CrdiloeT-samxreTis (oTxive mxridan wamo­

suli mtrebis) problema. aqedan gamomdinare, logikuria saubari me­

sianistur ideazec, romelic aSkarad ikiTxeba meore naxatSi.

am TvalsazrisiT, pirveli (konstantineseuli) naxati jojoxeTuri 

15	 konstantines alegoriuli naxatis msgavsad, am SemTxvevaSic politikuri situacia 

verbalur donezecaa gamoxatuli. 

16	 ioane batoniSvilis naxatze, imperatoris gverdiT, gamosaxuli orTaviani arwivis­

gan gamomavali elva da mexi daucvel cxvrebsac miemarTeba. savaraudod, swored „es 

gaumJRavnebeli, gonebamaxviluri da niSanSi moxvedrili alegoria unda gamxdariyo 

ioanesaTvis mizezica da mizanic, Seeqmna suraTi [...]“ [quTaTelaZe 1960:62]. 
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momavlis momaswavebelia (garSemortymuli cecxli, rogorc geenis

ekvivalenti), xolo meore _ mesianisturi ideis gamomxatveli (cxvre­

bis dacva da gadarCena maTi mtrebis ganadgurebis gziT).17

verbalur da vizualur narativebze dakvirveba gviCvenebs, Tu ra 

ganwyoba sufevda saqarTvelos samefo ojaxis calkeul wevrTa Soris 

postmedievalur da premodernul periodebSi; rogori iyo qveyanaSi 

mimdinare politikur procesebTan dakavSirebiT maTi xedva da pozi­

cia. es ki, Tavis mxriv, saSualebas iZleva, axali rakursiT davinaxoT 

is istoriuli pirebi, romlebic monarqiuli saqarTvelos umaR­

lesi fenis warmomadgenlebi iyvnen; amasTan, met-naklebi sisruliT 

warmovidginoT daZabuli atmosferoc, romelSic maT uxdebodaT 

pirovnuli (magram ara kerZoobiTi xasiaTis) arCevanis gakeTeba.

bagrationTa naxatebis analizma cxadyo, rom isini adekvaturad 

afasebdnen Seqmnil politikur viTarebas, romlis Sesaxebac Riad 

saubari maT ar SeeZloT. swored amitom mimarTavdnen samefo ojaxis 

wevrebi alegoriis18 gzas.
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 “The Parable of the Country” and “Georgia”:   
Bagrations’ Allegoryc Paintings                                                                    

Tsira Kilanava

The present document studies the paintings of allegorical nature, reflecting the 
state of the country in XVIII-XIX centuries, created by two Georgian Royal family 
representatives; both of the paintings are analyzed in the context of the contemporary 
historical background, and the common fundamental semiotic codes are revealed. 

Key words: Postmedieval discource, Bagrations, verbal/vizual narrative, allegory

I

 XVIII century is remarkable for the adversity and controversial characteristics 
in political and cultural life of post medieval Georgia1. The country fractured into 
kingdoms and principalities faced an almost inevitable danger of being physically 
distracted. In order to defend itself from Ottoman and Persian aggression, Georgia was 
obliged to ultimately determine its geopolitical (and respectively cultural) orientation. 
Whereas the political vector deviated towards the West2, its culture remained deeply 
rooted in the Oriental grounds. 

The only author in the Georgian literature of that period, the creative writing 
of which is free from Persian trend and is entirely based on national literary work 
traditions, is Davit Guramishvili (1705 – 1792). In the first book of his poetical 
collection “Davitiani” he gives an objective description of the social-political situation 
in early XVIII century East Georgia and gives a lengthy chronicle of divisions among 
the Georgians. Some chapters of the poem are significant from this point of view; the 
chapters that relate the relations between Constantine, the ruler of Kakheti (died in 
1729) and Vakhtang VI, the ruler of Kartli. 

The ruler of Kakheti, who had converted to Islam – Constantine (Mohammad Quli 
Khan) – was given Kartli and Kakheti as a “present” by Iran in 1723.3 This was the act 

1	 According to the concept accepted in Georgian historiography, XVIII century should be  considered as a 
period of extreme destitution and wretchedness from the national point of view in the history of Georgia 
and Georgian nation [Javakhishvili 1989: 67]. It is significant that in the history of West Europe this is the 
period when nationalism started to emerge as an ideology [Smith  2008: 88-123], though nationalism in the 
modern sense is a XIX century phenomenon. 

2	 In the early XVIII century, Vakhtang VI - king of Kartli appealed to Lodovico XIV and Pope Clement XI for 
help; at the end of the century Erekle II (1720-1798), king of Kartli and Kakheti tried to establish relations 
with Joseph II, Holy Roman Emperor, but all the efforts to build ties with Europe failed. 

3	 This was a period when the ascent to the throne of rulers of Kartli and Kakheti had to be authorised by 
Shah of Iran, and the rulers were considered to be the vassals of the Shah. 
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of retaliation towards Vakhtang Vl, who had been engaged in military and political 
alliance with the Emperor Peter I of Russia.

Davit Guramishvili relates that Constantine, in an attempt to avoid the contradiction 
within the country and to achieve consolidation between the two rulers, sent a letter, 
comprised of visual and verbal parts, to Vakhtang Vl:

           He ordered his aide Gurgen to bring him a piece of paper and a pen:
Painted fire as a fence, branches of the vine in the middle – as a pile,
And a parable of two countries, and above two lowered flags,
The script on one said: “peshkash-dur” on the other – “salaam.” 

And wrote to Vakhtang: “be our father, we will be your sons,
I’ve no claim on Kartli, though I was given it by Khan,
The fire of foes is burning us; we are in the middle melting fast’
Let’s stay together to regain sleep in the hope to remain calm.4

	 [Guramishvili 1955: 60; 239-240]

The letter was given to Vakhtang Vl, who felt delighted on the idea of reunification 
of the territories of Kartli and Kakheti and referred the painting to the meeting of 
viziers. The envious viziers tried to deliberately misinterpret the meaning of the 
allegorical message and make the king believe that burning branches of the vine 
denoted not besieged Kartli and Kakheti together but could be interpreted as only 
Kakheti, being the target of Constantine’s treacherous plan while Kartli intended 
to occupy and enslave Kakheti. Though the correct counter-interpretation of “The 
Parable of the Country”5 was pronounced by the king:

The king was saying: I see no evil in this masterpiece, 
“Peshkash-dur” is the present from Kartli and “salaam” is the peace; 
 And the fire surrounding the vine shows our foes reaching a zenith;
 The branches of the vine show us, and the need for the trust to be built.

	 [Guramishvili 1955: 61; 246]

As it is clear, besides the visual codes the painting contained verbal codes of two 
types: the lexical units of a foreign language (“Peshkash-dur” and “salaam”, which 
were used to mean “present” and “peace”)6 and a Georgian text (the author’s exegesis, 
as a single correct definition or interpretation of these words).

After that, according to Guramishvili, Constantine sent middle-men to Vakhtang 
Vl to tell him not to resist the Shah of Iran, otherwise he risked losing the power and 
being sent to Russia:

4	 As it is clear, the description of a visual work of art (ekphrasis) enables us to build a more or less complete 
image of the painting by Constantine (see the appendix №1). Considering the communicative and infor-
mational functions of the painting together with the verbal explanation, the painting should be considered 
as having not symbolic but allegorical character. 

5	  A parable in old Georgian meant a fable as well as an example, a paradigm [Orbeliani 1991: 322], in the 
given case the word is used in its second meaning: a paradigm of an allegorical nature.

6	 It can be considered that the author of the painting (the addresser) explained the existing political situation 
in his own way in the verbal elements: Constantine used the lexical units of Persian and Turkish languages 
(the word “salaam” is borrowed from Arabic language) as verbal codes.
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Don’t strive with Khan, or else he will deprive you of feathers;
Thus you risk being exiled to Russia, and having your moustache cut.7

	 [Guramishvili 1955: 67; 288]

As we saw, Constantine depicted two opposing parties: Kartli and Kakheti, on the 
one hand, and Ottoman State and Persia, on the other hand (latter is directly named as 
enemy of Georgia), and in his verbal message he mentioned Russia as an alternative 
to the Orient.8 

Given the abovementioned, we can deduce that in the post-medieval discourse the 
non-Christian eastern conqueror and the Christian kingdoms of Kartli and Kakheti 
were regarded as the parties opposing each other. In this context, Russia is presented 
as the third party9, which not only served to manage the rivalry but also replaced the 
first party represented in the binal rivalry beginning from the early XIX century.

II

At the end of XVIII century, the treaty ratified by Georgia and Russia (Treaty 
of Georgievsk) in 1783 theoretically put an end to the aggression coming from the 
Oriental space (reputedly, the problem was moved to backstage). Though in the early 
XIX century, the 1801 manifesto of Russia laid the ground for a new binal rivalry: 
Russia – a conqueror (not a patron) and Georgia – annexed by Russia. The situation 
can be interpreted as follows: the country that survived the physical destruction faced 
an inevitable danger of losing its national identity. 

Striving to restore their legitimate rights, the representatives of Georgian Royal 
authorities used diverse means in the fight to regain the lost power (including 
insurrections, attempts to establish diplomatic relations with Persia, searching for 
prospects to establish Georgian autonomy within the Russian Empire etc.). Though 
neither of the attempts proved to be successful and the Bagrationi dynasty ultimately 
lost the right to the Georgian throne.

The period was followed by a long and calamitous history of Georgian National-
liberation Movement. A bridging stage between the insurrections and ideological 
straggle is the 1832 conspiracy, the initiators of which were the representatives of 
Georgian Royal dynasty and Georgian nobles. Georgian clergy actively participated 
in this conspiracy.10

7	 Davit Guramishvili juxtaposes the moustache – a symbol of Islam and the Cross – the main religious sym-
bol of Christianity. Feathers (an attribute of a crown embellished with jewellery) is a symbol of Throne and 
Royal authority.

8	 It should be mentioned that Constantine kept on changing position according to the time and situation. 
First he was devoted to the Shah of Iran, then he aligned himself with the Ottoman. Constantine died tragi-
cally in 1729, he was executed by the Turks [Dondua 1985: 8].

9	 It should be mentioned that during this period Russia was striving to become a western country. It’s inter-
est towards the West was based not on the perception of Europe as a political-geographic zone, but as a 
milestone and standard of culture [Lottman 2002: 86].

10	 The secret charter, known as “Aqti Goniuri” that all the conspirators should know by heart, was drawn up 
by the monk Philadelphos Kiknadze.
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The protocols of interrogatories of arrested conspirators keep the record of several 
testimony evidences given by the clergy Tarassi,11 the most important of which is the 
interrogatory report drawn up on 6th April 1833. In the document the clergy Tarassi 
gives the description of an allegorical painting by Ioane Batonishvili (1768 -1830)12:

The commission asks me about the painting. I will give the answer 
in two parts [...] what the meaning of the painting is, what the snakes 
depicted in the painting denote, who the author of the painting is 
and how I acquired the painting [...]
The painting, which you found in my documents, depicts Georgia, 
the lion stands for Persia, the bear - for Ottoman, the wolf – for the 
Laks, the fox – for highlanders and the sheep – for the Georgians. It 
was painted by Ioane Batonishvili and he handed it to me, together 
with other paintings, when I was studying Art in Petersburg. He 
told me: I painted a miraculous paradigm of Georgia and gave it to 
the king and I would like to give you a copy of it [...]. He explained 
the meanings of the animals himself, exactly as I have written 
above, but I do not remember literal meaning of the snakes, I think 
he told me that they represent the mediators between the Persians, 
the Ottomans and the Laks, who benefit from both sides, and who 
imposed a hardship on Georgia; and the person sitting in the clouds 
is the Russian Emperor sent from the heavens by the God as a saver 
and a patron of Georgia, sending thunder and lightning as well as 
his wrath and power to dispel and intimidate the aforementioned 
foes of Georgia and protect Georgia. This is how Ioane Batonishvili 
explained to me the meaning of the painting and it is genuinely the 
work of his hands [...].

	 April, 6, 1833. Clergy T a r a s s
	 [Tarass XIII, 2332: 528-529]

As the testimony evidence makes it clear, the painting by Ioane Batonishvili (see 
Appendix № 2) bears allegorical character (Ioane Batonishvili pointed out that it is 
“a miraculous paradigm13 of Georgia”). Ioane Batonishvili explained the meanings of 
following animals as follows: The lion – Persia; The bear – Ottoman; The wolf – the 

11	 When the monks, main active members of 1832 th conspiracy _ Filadelfos Kiknadze and Tarassi _ were in 
Pokrov barracks, asked the permission from the administration of the prison, to prey in a load voice. After 
getting the permission, they used to chant loudly and bu this way, they reported the case condiotions to 
the other cinspirators [Ghaghanidze 2010: 99].

12	 One of the first Georgian followers of French enlighteners a prominent encyclopaedist, lexicographer and 
author, the sun of the King George XII – Ioane Batonishvili – was considered as the most educated and 
intelligent among the Royal family members by his own father as well as by ambassadors of different 
countries [Kikodze 1963: 61].

13	 In the given case the paradigm is equivalent to a parable mentioned in Davit Guramishvili’s “Davitiani” 
and indicates to the allegorical nature of the painting and that its meaning is implied in codes.
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Laks; The fox – highlanders; The sheep – the Georgians. As for the reptiles, they might 
stand for mediators.14

Though, the most significant element in the painting of Ioane Batonishvili is not an 
allegorical depiction of the situation in Georgia, but the figure of the Russian Emperor, 
sent from the heavens and sitting in the clouds, as it represents the central figure of the 
whole visual narrative.

In other words, the painting created in the early XIX century is represented in two 
dimensions: so called terrestrial dimension shows rival parties (depicted in the form 
of sheep and wild animals), whereas, so called celestial dimension shows a single non-
allegorical figure, the personification of Russian Emperor.

The figure bears a symbolical character – it is a “saver” “sent from the heavens by 
the God as a savior and a patron of Georgia, sending thunder and lightning as well as 
his wrath and power to dispel and intimidate the aforementioned foes of Georgia and protect 
Georgia.

III

The study of the verbal narratives discloses the disposition towards one another 
among the members of Georgian Royal family in the post-medieval and pre-modern 
periods; their outlook and viewpoint on ongoing political processes in the country. 
This in its turn enables us to take a fresh look at historic figures, which represented the 
highest stratum of Georgian monarchy; and besides, it enables us to have a more or 
less precise understanding of the unfavourable circumstances under which they had 
to make personal (but not selfish) decisions. 

In spite of the political contexts of the creation of the paintings, as well as the 
survived texts explaining them being so different, the socio-cultural codes of the 
paintings created by the Bagrationi are homogenous. The foremost reason for their 
homogeneousness lies in the fact that both of the visual narratives have reference 
to the matter of national concern; and their allegorical nature stems from this very 
fact. Besides, both paintings have their addressees (in the first case the addressee is 
the ruler of Kartli and in the second case – Emperor of Russia). Respectively, free 
interpretations of the paintings are inadmissible, especially while the authors offered 
their own interpretations of the paintings.

The fundamental codes of both paintings are homogenous: in the first painting 
Georgia is pictured in the form of the branches of vine, and in the second painting 
– in the form of the sheep (the enemies of Georgia are pictured in the forms of fire 
and animals, respectively). It is clear that the problem is highlighted in the religious 
context (vine and sheep – symbolism of Christianity).

On this background, the major difference is made more distinct: the single essential 

14	 Ioane Batonishvili created this painting for Alexander I and the fact is confirmed through the letter sent by 
interior minister of Russia Osip Kozodavlev to Nikoloz Tolstoy [Kutateladze 1960:60]. Ioane Batonishvili 
considered the preferences of  Alexander I while translating books [Rukhadze 1939:10].
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difference between the situation in Georgia, presented by Constantine and of that 
inferred in the painting by Ioane Batonishvili is that: while in XVIII century the focus 
is on the territorial integrity of the country (the twisted branches of vine speak of the 
fact), in the early XIX century limelight falls upon an alien power (saver) sent from the 
heavens. 

According to the painting by Ioane Batonishvili, the North is considered to rep
resent this power which “solved” the problem coming from the East with the help of 
“divine forces”. The Image of the Emperor sitting in the clouds is presented as such a 
power. Considering the abovementioned, it can be concluded that the assumption that 
the paintings bear messianic idea is logical and it is absolutely obvious according to 
the second painting.

From this point of view, the first painting by Constantine anticipates a dire future 
for Georgia (fire engulfing the country – an equivalent of Gehenna), whereas the 
second bears messianic idea (protection of the sheep through slaughtering their foes).15

The analysis of Bagrations’ paintings has proved, that they valued the political 
conditions, but they could not speak about this. Because of this Bagrations  preferred 
the way of allegory.

Bibliography

Sources

Guramishvili 1955: David Guramishvili. Davitiani. Full selection of works, Tbilisi, Sakhelgami, 
1955 (in Georgian).

Tarassi XIII, 2332: Giorgi Gozalishvili. Conspiracy of 1832 (Foreword, materials, comments), 
Volume II, Tbilisi, Merani, 1970 (in Georgian).

Literature (in Georgian)

Bendianishvili... 2008: A. Bendianishvili, A. Daushvili, M. Samsonadze, KH. Kokrashvili. 
D. Chumburidze, O. Janelidze. Russian Collonialism in Georgia, Tbilisi, Universal, 
2008.

Dondua 1985: Varlam Dondua, “Georgia at the begining of XVIII century”, Historical 
research papers, III, Tbilisi. Science, 1985.

Ghaghanidze 2010: “Conspirator Archimandrite Tarass Alexi-Meskhishvili”, On the 
Boundary of Old and New Georgia Tbilisi, Memkvidreoba, 2010.

Javakhishvili 1989: Ivane Javakhishvili. “The relationships of Georgia and Russia in the 
XVIII century”, Historical rarities (second edition), Tbilisi, 1989.  

15	 History relates that messianic idea was a powerful tool in the hands of Russia as a concept of the con-
quest policy of Russia since the period of Ivan III (XV century) [Bendianishvili... 2008: 486].



63

 “The Parable of the Country” and “Georgia”:  Bagrations’ Allegoryc Paintings                                                                     

kadmosi  2.2010

Kikodze 1963: Geronti Kikodze. “Ioane Batonishvili”, Selected stories, volume I, literary letters 
and portraits, Tbilisi, Soviet Georgia, 1963.

Kutateladze 1959: Lili Kutateladze. “Ioane Bagrationi _ the painter”, Sabchota Khelovneba, 
1960, №12.

Lottman 2002: Yuri Lottman, History and Typology of Russian Literature, St.Peterburg, 
Isskusstvo, 2002 (in Russian).

Orbeliani 1991: Sulkhan-Saba Orbeliani. Georgian dictionary, Volume I (prepared 
according to the autographic list, researched and a dictionary of definitions attached 
by Ilia Abuladze), Tbilisi, Merani, 1991.

Rukhadze 1939: Triphon Rukhadze. Georgian Epos in Transitional Period at Literature 
(Red. By K. Kekelidze), Publishing House of Tbilisi State University, 1939.

Smith 2008: Antony David Smith, National Identity (translated from English by L. Pa
taridze), Tbilisi, Logos Press, 2008.


