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In a broad sense Kartvelology embraces study of Georgian culture, history and
all fields of the humanities:linguistics, literary criticism, art, archaeology, folklore,
ethnography, source study.

Georgia, Sakartvelo, successor to ancient Colchis and Iberia, lies ar the
boundary of Eurape and Asia, east of the Black Sea, in the south-western part of the
Cuaucasus.

The Kingdom of Kartli — referred to in Classical sources as Iberia — emerged at
the turn of the 4th-3rd cent. B.C., approximately on the territory of modern Georgia. The
recorded Ristory of the country dates from that time.

Anterest in Kartvelian problems commenced in Europe in the 17th cemtury. In
the 19th century the French scholar Marie Brosset, the German scholar Arthur Leist, the
English brother and sister Wardrops, and others laid the scholarly foundation for thiv
activity, contributing to the West’s broader familiarity with Kartvelology,

Over the last decades the interest of the humanities in the key points of
Kartvelology has been increasing, viz. in the problems of Georgian ethnogenesis, medieval
Georgia in the comtext of cultural and political relations with Western and Eastern
countries; the originality of the Georgian parent language and its relation to the families
of Indo-European and Semitic languages; Georgian mythos and the Georgian-Caucasian
warld in Classical mythology; direct or typological relations of the rich Georgian literary
culture to Byzantine and Eastern literature, to the European Renaissance thought, and
Modern European literature, eic.
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GEORGIAN LITERATURE IN ENGLISH TRANSLATION

THE LIFE OF KING GIORGI BM@H30 B0BOL ULIIIAIBY

“The life of King Giorgi” is a short subsection of the Kartlis Tskhovreba, the
latter being the oldest source of Georgian history or collection of chronicles written
by different authors at various times. “The Life of King Giorgi”, appeannﬁ in this
issue, is a section of the Chronicle of the period of Lasha Giorgi (13" cent.),
entered in Kartlis Tskhovreba, Its author is unknown. According to the traditional
historical nomenclature of the Georgian kings., Giorgi 111 was grandson of David
the Builder, son of King Demetre and father of Queen Tamar.

The present Georgian text is taken from Simon Qaukhchishvili’s edition of
Kartlis Tskhovreba (1, 1955, Thilisi, p.367). The parallel English text was
translated by the well-known English Kartvelologist Katharine Vivian, translator of
The Man in Panther-skin into English, Honorary Doctor of Thilisi State University,
and awardee of the Marjory Wardrop Prize of the Georgian Centre for Kartvelian
Studies (“The Georgian Chronicle. The Period of Giorgi Lasha". Translated by
Katharine Vivian. Adolf M. Hakkert, Amsterdam, 1991, pp. 53-54).

The Editor
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GEORGIAN LITERATURE IN ENGLISH TRANSLATION

Life of King Giorgi

Giorgi', mightiest of all monarchs, came to the throne,
victorious and powerful over enemies and evildoers, a pious servant
of God. He was a benefactor of cathedrals, of bishops, anchorites and
priests, intolerant of wrongdoing by anyone great or humble, gracious
to the poor and bereaved and generous in bestowing presents on those
who were loyal.

The sultans of Persia, both near and far, gave him presents
and paid him tribute, and he kept all the borderlands of his kingdom
safe” and free from fear.

He recovered the city of Ani, which was held by the Turks®,
in the year three hundred and eighty of the Koronikon. He took
Saldukh prisoner and destroyed his whole army, and had countless
presents and valuables appropriated. His kingdom was replenished
with these. and his soldiers satisfied.

He went in no fear of the sultans of Gandza and Khlat*. He

put the sultans of Shami and Jazir to flight, as well as Ardokh’s son

~Saldukh, and slew them. Ildeghuz arrived with a great host of men
from Persia and overran Shavsheti and Klarjeti, and they cut down

the army on their passage so that not one man survived to tell the tale.

It was in the year three hundred and ninety-seven of the
Koronikon® that the Orbelis rose against him.

! Giorgi 111, 1156-1184, son of Demetre and grandson of David.
* Probably, safe for travellers rather than from invasion.

¥ Seljuks.

* Khilat, Akhlat.

¥ “This was in 1174; but the Koronikon date works out as 1177-8.
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GEORGIAN LITERATURE IN ENGLISH TRANSLATION

And he kept the peace in Abkhazia and Svaneti and in
Lower Imereti. And however many thousand men of the Ovseti and
Qipchags he summoned, they came, also men of the house of
Sharvan.

God had granted him a child by his legal wife Burdukhan
which was born, as Samuel was to Hannah', in accordance with His
promise of offspring, a child from whom justice and peace in many
forms were to shine forth all her days. And he reigned for twenty-
eight years and died at Stagiri in Kakheti on Shrove Tuesday, the
twenty-seventh of March. Because of the exigencies of the season he
was buried at Mtskheta, and that year his body was conveyed to
Gelati.

' I Samuel I, 20.
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TOWARDS DISSEMINATING
KARTVELOLOGY IN FOREIGN SCHOLARLY
CIRCLES

The Center for Kartvelian (Georgian) Studies has functioned
for over 15 years at Thilisi State University, continuously serving the
spread of Kartvelological activity abroad and getting young foreign
specialists interested in Georgian Studies,

The Centre for Kartvelian Studies is basically financed by the
Fund for Kartvelian Studies, which exists on charity and donations.
Both The Centre for Kartvelian Studies, as well as the Fund were
founded by Prof. E. Khintibidze and have functioned under his
direction.

The Centre implements significant programmes: various
research projects, organizing international symposia and issuing their
materials, holding the Summer School in Kartvelian Studies,
publication of a bilingual Kartvelological journal.

10
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Two of the scholarly projects merit special mention:

a) By a 1994-1996 NATO Grant a unique bibliographic
moenograph, “Georgian Literature in European Scholarship”™
was compiled (published in English in Europe — Amsterdam
2001). and in Georgian by the Fund for Kartvelian Studies in
2003. On the basis of this research an annual Masters Course,
“Old Georgian Literature in Foreign Kartvelology™ was
introduced at TSU.

b) Under a joint project with Humboldt University of Berlin, the
German translation of The Man in Panther-skin by Marie
Prittwitz was published in 2005 according to the author’s
manuscript, which had been considered lost.

At present work is under way on a new project: “The Great
Culture of Small Nations”, within whose framework a monograph.
“Display of Rustaveli”.. is being prepared for publication in Britain.

The annual Journal “The Kartvelologist” was founded in 1993
at the Centre for Kartvelian Studies. It is issued in English and
Georgian, and is sent to foreign Kartvelolgists and to major libraries
abroad: the Library of Congress (USA), the Bodleian Library at
Oxford (England). the Vatican Apostolic Library.

The Centre has initiated international Kartvelological
symposia (in the line of Kartvelian Studies), which are held
systematically and regularly. Five such symposia have been held, and
the Proceedings of four of them have been issued (on the level of
modern European standards).

The International Kartvelological Summer School, held
uninterruptedly since 1995, is in one of the most important
programmes in Kartvelology, offerred annually.

The significance of this programme is growing and expanding
yearly. To date up to 160 foreign youths have participated in it (since
its foundation) —from the USA, Britain, Germany, France. ltaly,
Spain, Greece, Norway, Sweden, Russia, Poland, Israel, Japan, India,
Australia, Turkey, Ireland, and Iran. Some of them have continued
studies, specializing in Kartvelology, and today they are well-known
Kartvelologists. Many of them work as researcher-Kartvelologists
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abroad (in Japan, Britain, Spain, Italy: lasuhiro Kojima, Anthony
Eastmond, Antony Stobart, Jose Ignatio Martinez, Maria Sauna), as
Kartvelologists-political analysts (the US, Sweden, Greece, Italy:
Kelly Hush, Robert Lasson, Hellen Sider, Eletra Ercolino).

Many of those whose interest was aroused by the Summer
School, were sent by their universities to Tbilisi State University
(Ttaly, Russia: Maria Sauna, Anna Raskina, Vasilisa Krylova, Anna
Chugunova, Evgeniya Zakharova). Some were engaged by the
European Commission for work in Georgia, as an expert on this
country (Britain: John Wright). The first Lady of the country Sandra
Roelofs took her first steps in Kartvelology in the Summer School.

The Curriculum of the International Summer School in
Kartvelology is unique. The School’s purpose is not only to teach the
Georgian language to foreigners but to give comprehensive
information on Kartvelological disciplines and train them as future
workers in Kartvelology. This is served by the programme of the
School, namely, the number of the participants of the School is
limited to at least 8-10 students, The duration of the Summer School
is 5 weeks. Georgian is taught by two teachers and several assistants.

Another line of the academic programme of the Summer
School is lectures in diverse spheres of Kartvelology. The lectures are
of review and introductory type. The lectures are delivered by well-
known Georgian scholars in English or with simultaneous translation
in English.

One of the principal lines of work of the School is the cultural
programme: the foreign members of the Summer School acquaint
themselves with the old and present-day cultural life of Georgia; at
each week-end excursions are made to various regions of the country.

One specificity of the (Kartvelology) Summer School should
be noted specially: during the entire period of the School the foreign
students and the Georgian collaborators of the School spend the time
together — both on workdays and resting-days: classes, breakfast and
dinner, concerts and plays, expeditions, travels, The Georgian setting
facilitates the study of the language and establishing friendship with
the people of the country.
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The number of the (International Kartvelological) Summer
School in 2009 totaled 8 students. These were: Thomas Dunning,
Yasuno Takemura, Przemyslaw Nocun, Russell Travenmen Jones,
Alper Saglam, Mahmet Nadir Acet, Sema Bilgic, Erdogan Karasah. It
should be noted that part of the students of the last Summer School (3
students and 1 academic) were from the Kafkas University of Kars,
where the Department of Georgian Language and Literature was set
up only a few years ago. The fact is worth nothing that this is not the
first occasion of groups of foreign students arriving to study
Georgian from other universities. Such groups arrived from Germany
several times, namely from Jena University, where a Kartvelological
Department functioned on the initiative of Professor Hainz Foenrich.
This was also the case in 2004 and 2007, when students of the
Kartvelological Department of Petersburg University arrived and
took part in the Kartvelological Summer School.

It would not seem amiss to adduce several excerpts from

interviews with participants of the Summer School held this year.
Alper Saglam: [ have taken great pleasure in Georgian literature,
hospitality and Georgian dishes. I am very pleased that I have been
able to visit many interesting places. Georgia is a beautiful country.
And I particularly liked Thilisi. There are many historical places
here. I am happy to find out that Georgian and Turkish cultures have
lots of things in common. [ will surely tell my Turk friends that they
should take interest in The Summer School of Kartvelian Studies.
Mahmet Nadir Acet: Georgia is a small country but the people's
hearts are very big. I would live in Georgia in the future, particularly
in Ananuri. I shall advise fellow Turk friends to visit Georgia. I shall
continue learning Georgian for sure.
Sema Bilgic: [ admire Georgians. They are hardworking, sincere
and devoted people. Everybody respecis each other. I like Georgian
nature so much. One can see trees all around, wherever you look and
I think that wine is the most special in Georgia! I would advise others
as well to visit Georgia and study at The Summer School. I will not
stop learning the language.
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Przemyslaw Nocun: The most important reason is that Georgian
culture, particlularly Georgian historical monuments, have always
attracted me. : that Georgia is a great country, that the people are very
hospitable, culture is very rich. I think Georgia has everything to attract
tourists. The country could benefit from more visitors. I would advise my
compatriots to visit Georgia. But if they are interested in Georgian
history, culture, language etc. then attending the Summer School in
Kartvelian Studies is a great idea.

Russell Travenen Jones: [t is extremely difficult to sum up in a
handful of words my feelings about Georgia and the Georgians. The
only way to understand this deeply cultured, educated, rich, and
vibrant nation is to experience it for yourself. It exudes history from
every pore.  Mediaeval churches and ancient fortresses can be
glimpsed on virtually every hillside. Georgians are fiercely proud —
and justly so — of their heritage, which, of course, includes their
language; it has survived despite centuries of occupation, and will
doubtless prosper for centuries to come.

Thomas Dunning: [ would advise anyone to visit Georgia! It is truly
a remarkable country and I cannot wait to come back for another
visit! I 'would recommend the summer school for anyone looking to
get a deeper understanding of Georgia, its people and its language. 1
thought I ‘knew’ Georgia from my own independent study from afar,
but you really have to come here to experience for yourself and the
Summer School gave me the perfect opportunity to do so.

Yasuno Takemura: If | was asked to describe Georgia, then what first
springs to my mind is hospitable people, beautiful nature and delicious
Jood. The most characteristic feature of Georgian people is that they are
always eager to help. -

Finally, it should be noted that the Fund of the
Kartvelological Summer School is periodically financed at times by
Thilisi State University, at others by the Georgian Ministry of
Education and Science. This year the Rustaveli Fund attached to the
Ministry of Education and Science announced a grant competition,
for which the Kartvelological Summer School submitted its own
project and won the grant. Thus, the contribution of the special grant
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project of the Rustaveli Fund was very important in this year’s great
success of the organizers, teachers and collaborators in holding the
Summer School, as is made clear from the enthusiastic words of

foreign students.

Nino Chakunashvili
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THE MAN IN PANTHER-SKIN AND PHILASTER BY BEAUMONT AND
FLETCHER*

This paper is a direct continuation of my study appearing in
“The Kartvelologist™ N 14, in which an entirely new fact is brought
to light in Rustaveli Studies, namely that The Man in Panther-skin
first appeared in the European literary arena not early in the 19"
century in Russia, as was believed earlier, but in England in the early
17" century; furthermore, the MPS served as the hitherto unknown
subject source of 4 King and No King, a major play by Shakespeare’s
contemporaries Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher.

I published the study of this unique fact of Georgian-English
literary contacts with the proviso that the discovery was in the nature
of stating the problem, and that I planned to continue research in this
direction. My subsequent research along these lines largely dealt with
the study of the available rich literary-critical legacy on the subject —
since the 17" century to the present day. To this end | worked at
major British centres — the British Library (London), the Bodleian
Library (Oxford), and Shakespeare’s archive and library (Stratford-
upon-Avon).

First I should like to stress that to the present day English
literary criticism considers the principal source of the plot of 4 King
and No King to be unknown. Remote and approximate parallels of
separate situations of the play are pointed out (e.g. the love of the
prince and princess of the play are believed to parallel the love of the
step-mother and the prince of the Classical sources) at the same
time it is emphasized that “no single source for the plot has been

* Rustaveli's Vepkhistg iis tr d variously into English: The Man in the
Panther s Skin (M. Wardrop), The Knight in the Panther's Skin (V. Urushadze),
The Knight in Panther's Skin (K. Vivian), The Lord of the Panther-skin (R.
Stevenson). 1 prefer to render the Georgian vepkhistgaosani, which in English
literally means Wearer of a panther's skin, The Man in Panther-skin. However, as
editor, 1 do not consider it necessary to correct the title of Rustaveli’s Poem in all
the papers appearing in the present issue of the journal.
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discovered ...".!

Again about my research method. I begin to assert the
derivation of the plot of 4 King and No King from the MPS not by
my direct observation of the literary style and peculiarities of the
English play but by an analysis of the facts and specificity brought to
light in English literary criticism as a result of centuries-old research
into this plot, and by interpreting the possible relation of this
specificity to the MPS. The following is the rationale for the choice
of this method: as I assert the dependence of the plot of 4 King and
Ne King on the MPS, in order to maximally exclude subjectivism in
my further research, I prefer to look at the details of the literary style
of the play in question that are alrcady considered to be specific in
English literary criticism.

Large-scale literary polemic around 4 King and No King
commenced in English literary criticism prior to the 17" century,
launched by the renowned literary critic Thomas Rymer®. In 1678
Rymer published a critical article on two tragedies of Beaumont and
Fletcher and one by Shakespeare, attacking them basically from the
ethical position. (“The Tragedies of the Last Age Consider’d and
Examin'd by the Practice of the Antients, and by the Common Sense
of All Ages”).The principal among them is 4 King and No King.
Rymer, for whom the love of the prince and princess of the play by
Beaumont and Fletcher is unacceptable, sees in their marriage a very
important and useful resolution of the intrigue of the royal court from
the position of the state.® Indeed resolution of the rivalry between the

" Philip J. Finkelpearl, Court and Politics in the Plays of Beaumont and Fletcher,
Princeton Univ. Press, Oxford 1990, p. 168.

* Rymer’s contemporary major literary critics, considered him a brilliant eritie:
“Thomas Rymer, in Dryden's opinion, wrote the best piece of criticism in English
or perhaps in any of the modern languages: Pope spoke of him as one of the best
critics we ever had. Later Macaulay mentioned him as the worst critic that ever
lived, while kinder writers called him a literary Don Quixote tilting at windmills”
(“The Critical Works of Thomas Rymer”, Edited by Curt A. Zimansky. London.
Oxford, Yale University Press 1956, p. iii).

¥ This marriage ... by manifest reasons of state appear’d absolutely necessary for
the good of the Kingdom ..." (“The Critical Works of Thomas Rymer”, p. 41).
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two successors to the throne (the heiress and the son reared as
successor) through their marriage was doubtless very important for a
medieval monarchic state. Interestingly enough, this specific finale of
the play claimed the attention of English literary criticism from the
start. A solution of this kind regarding the succession to the royal
throne is the basic implication of the MPS, the latter being the plot
source of 4 King and No King. This implication is so obvious and
essential in Rustaveli's poem that the historical memory of the
Georgian people reconceptualized this political implication of the
MPS into historical reality, creating legends on Rustaveli’s descent
from the royal dynasty and his love for Queen Tamar,

Rymer is the first researcher to give thought to the astonishing
contrastiveness of the main character of 4 King and No King.' He
notes that the authors of the play themselves stress this specificity of
the character of Arbaces, voiced by General Mardonius, a friend of
Arbaces and a character of the play: (I, i): “He is vainglorious and
humble, and angry and patient, and merry and dull, and joyful and
sorrowful, in extremities, in an hour”? Almost all principal
researchers pay attention to this specificity of depicting the main
character of 4 King and No King. According to E. Waith, a twentieth-
century researcher, this peculiarity of the character of Arbaces
distinguishes it from other plays of Beaumont and Fletcher. He notes
that there is so much contrastive in the character of Arbaces as is not
to be found in mutually contrastive characters in another play by the
same authors (“Faithful Shepitrdess").3 It has also been noted that
such contrastivity is not only a specificity of the character of the main
hero: it is generally the style of 4 King and No King: parallel and
symmetrical contrasts in the characters of the personages with respect
to each other.”

" “The Critical Works of Thomas Rymer”, p. 42.

* Beaumont and Fletcher, A King and No King. Edited by Robert K. Turner, p.
8.

* Waith E. The Pattern of Tragicomedy in Beaumont and Fletcher, p. 30-31.

* Ibid, p. 37
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The MPS may be a source of this specificity of 4 King and No
King. At any rate, conceptualization of contrastive qualities as a
single whole is a characteristic feature of Rustaveli’s literary style. It
is seen nonfragmentally both in the portrait of a character (Rostevan
was “exalted, generous, modest” — 22.), and in the depiction of the
emotion of the character, e.g. Tariel’s first encounter with Pridon is
seeing a knight on the verge of madness: “a knight cried out
haughtily ... he threatened his foes. was wrathful, cursed,
complained™ (576). Following the exchange of a few words with
Pridon, Tariel views him as sweet father and tender man: “I led him
with me; we went away fonder than father and son. 1 marvelled at the
tender beauty of the knight” (580). The same contrastive style is
visible in the action of the characters of Rustaveli’s poem: the hero,
blacked out by sentimental mood and shedding tears, comes to his
mind instantly, relentlessly slaying the twelve men sent to capture
him. There are many other examples.

This style of Rustaveli of depicting the characters is based in
medieval mystic theology. | mean the single naming of the positive
and negative characteristics of the Supreme being, i.e. cataphatics-
apophatics, which also is Rustaveli's style in referring to the Supreme
being: “Sunny night”, “Being and Everlasting” (816). In Beaumont
and Fletcher's A King and No King this has no world view basis. It is
taken over ready made, serving the alternation of the tragic and
comiic.

English critics, astonished at the combination of extreme
oppositions in the character of Arbaces, subject his first entry into the
play to repeated analysis. It is pointed out that the victorious Iberian
king introduces the defeated Armenian King Tigranes “... with the
utmost politeness and at the same time with insufferable arrogance.”
Another researcher, namely P. Finkelpearl, is puzzled at such
inordinate mercy and respect for the captive king, and he looks for
the images of merciful kings in Classical sources. He draws attention

'E. Waith, The Pattern of Tragicomedy ... p.31.
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to traditions of Cyrus® mercifulness in Xenophon’s Cyopaedia.]
Indeed, images of merciful kings are not rare in Classical historical
and literary sources, but in this case I want to pay attention to the
main hero of the MPS, Tariel — a prototype of the main hero, Arbaces
of 4 King and No King. In particular, the similarity of the reception at
the royal court of a neighbouring king, defeated by Arbaces, and the
reception at the royal court accorded to the neighbouring king
defeated by Tariel. A famous theologian, Father Genadi Ekalovich,
when asked to comment on a mystic concept in Rustaveli, recalled
this scene, adding that such philanthropy was amazing: a defeated
king is received at the royal court with great respect and suavity and
is sent back to his own country with lavish 1::rescms,2 Thus, in this
case too an immediate parallel of this specific scene in 4 King and
No King is found in the MPS.

The contrastive character of a hero is not the only specificity
in the literary structure of A King and Ne King that points to the
MPS. The most debatable issue around this play is its ethical world.
As noted above, the play was attacked from this point of view by the
first critic, Thomas Rymer, triggering a century-old polemic, which
has diverse continuations and resolutions in English literary
criticism” I wish to draw attention to the generally accepted
assessment of the moral position of the play, which was clearly
expressed by Robert K. Tumner, the editor of the critical text of 4
King and No King in his introductory study: the moral world of 4

' P. J. Finkelpearl, Court and Country Politics in the Plays of Beaumont and
Fletcher, p. 172.

V. Nozadee, The lmagery of the Sun in The Man in Panther- skin. Santiago de
Chile 1957, p. 194 (in Georgian)

* Even the view has been put forward that the play is inspired by an extremely high
moral position (it is not essential that, according to the play, brother and sister are
in love, but that the couple madly in love are morally tormented because they
believe that they are brother and sister) and its appearance and popularity under this
guise in the intellectual circles of England is in some way linked to the Puritan
movement (see W.C. Woodson, The Casuistry of Innocence in A King and No
King and Its Implications for Tragicomedy: “English Literary Renaissance”, vol. 8
Ne3, Autumn 1978, pp. 312-328,

26



SCHOLARSHIP

King and No King is rather relaxed than the standards of Christian
humanism.' For those foreign literary critics who are less acquainted
with Rustaveli Studies I should like to point out that the MPS stands
out with its non-dogmatic religious position — with a much freer, yet
profound, religious outlook, formed on the basis of highly developed
Christian theology, feeling constrained in the confessional frame
prescribed by dogmatics.

Love is one of the basic themes by which the MPS fails to fit
in the medieval prescribed moral. The worldly, human love of the
MPS is devoid of the allegorical elements of mystic reinterpretation
into divine love: However, through deep theological interpretation, it
is a reconceptualization of man’s free emotional world into the
highest, hence divine, manifestation; it is based on deep theological
inter];retation of the love of Christian neighbour through courtly
love,” as such love is an inordinately great, hurricane-like feeling,
elevating one to divinity. This is considered to be the specificity of
the love of the MPS by those researchers of world literature, who
have included the MPS in their discussion of this process. The
expression of feeling, namely love, by the characters of 4 King and
No King in extremely vivid manner and at the same time exaggerated
form is one more specificity of the literary structure of this Elay. The
well-known dramatist and major representative of 17 -century
English literary criticism John Dryden (1631-1700), who
immediately came out against Rymer’s criticism, was the first to note
this specificity of the demonstration of this feeling. Dryden’s
discovery was subsequently elaborated by other literary critics. The
feeling of love in the characters of Beaumont and Fletcher was
claimed to be greater and possess more real solidity than the
characters themselves.”

' R. K. Turner, Introduction — Beaumont and Fletcher, A King and No King, pp.
XXV - XXVL

* See E. Khintibidze, Love of The Man in the Panther’s Skin, Tb. 2005 (in
Georgian); E. Khintibidze, Rustaveli, Dante, Petrarca: The Kartvelologist N 11,
Tb. 2004, pp. 78-79.

7 E. Waith, The Pattern of Tragicomedy ..., p. 39.
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Another specificity pointing to the vivid reality of the feeling
of love in 4 King and No King is its ideal: marriage. The aspiration
driving the pair in love in 4 King and No King is marriage. In this,
too, the play echoes its plot prototype — the MPS. Marriage, as the
goal and ideal of man and woman is one of the most important
specificities of the love in the MPS. In this it differs not only from the
divine love of Rustaveli’s day, but also from worldly love - both of
oriental Sufism and Western courtly love.

I want to end the parallels between 4 King and No King and
the MPS in the peripeteias of the pairs in love with one more detail:
the woman’s initiative prevails in the relationship of woman and
man, namely in making the decision. This is manifested before the
unravelling of the amorous knot by the woman’s letter to her love. In
the MPS this letter is of plot purpose, while in 4 King and No King it
is a functionless component, as it were: it seems to be forced, as
though a simple etiquette or imitation. This imitation (the woman’s
letter to her future beloved) by Beaumont and Fletcher of the MPS
will become clearer on another occasion, which will be shown below.

Imitation per se of separate components of the subject frame
of the MPS is felt also in other details of the love intrigue of 4 King
and No King. That these details are an imitation is seen from the fact
that they are largely functionless for the plot of the play, being
brought in artificially, as it were. Thus, for example, Arbaces has his
love Panthea locked up in prison. Let me remind, or inform, the
reader that Panthea's prototype Nestan of the MPS is also in prison.
However, this is not a custody for an offender: Nestan is locked up in
an inaccessible tower of a city-fortress, so that she might not escape
or get lost, awaiting marriage to the prince who must return from a
campaign. To Tariel she has been lost for a long time. After a futile
search for her, Tariel has ground to consider her dead, which is
naturally followed by his meditation on his reunion with his beloved
in the other world. With its world view significance, this meditation
is a new word in the reconceptualization of love in the space from the
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Middle Ages to the Renaisance:' “Lovers here parted, there indeed
may we be united, there again see each other, again find some joy”
(862). “How shall the lover not see his love, how forsake her! Gladly
I go to her; then will she wend to me. I shall meet her, she shall meet
me; she shall weep for me and make me weep” (863).

This plot episode of the MPS does not work in 4 King and No
King, but its main components are visible. Panthea — the double of
Nestan — is put in prison; however, the necessity of this act is not
strictly motivated by the plot of the play. More important is Arbaces’
imagining Panthea to be dead in the scene of his suddenly falling in
love with her. This is so unexpected and unexplained that researchers
persistently look for the cause (or example) by the dictation or
influence of which Beaumont and Fletcher played this scene
“detached from its context” And which is more important, the
development of this scene — imagining his beloved to be dead by the
hero — in 4 King and No King follows in the wake of the MPS: it
develops into the hero’s meditation. Furthermore. the philosophical
context of Arbaces’ meditation would seem to be a reminiscence of
Tariel's respective meditation in the MPS: the Iberian Prince
philosophises on moving from this world to the other (I11, 1):

“My sister! - is she dead? ...

... She died
A virgin though more innocent than sleep,
As clear as her own eyes, and blessedness
Eternal waits upon her where she is.
I know she could not make a wish to change
Her state for new, and you shall see me bear
My crosses like a man, We all must die,

" E. Khintibidze, Reinterpretation of Love (Troubadours and Dante; Rustaveli):
Love of The Man in the Panther 's Skin, pp. 63-73; E. Khintibidze, Rustaveli,
Dante, Petrarca: The Kartvelologist, Ne11, p.83

* T. S. Eliot, Selected Essays, 1917-1932, p. 135. See: A. Mizener, The High
Design of 4 King and No King. “Modem Philology”, v. 38, 1940-41. The
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Hlinois, pp. 141-144.
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And she hath taught us how.”'

This “skilfully devised trick”,” as noted by English literary criticism,
clearly preserves an “ elegant and controlled exaggeration which is
almost never found in Shakespeare’s verse™.

Thus, the relationship of 4 King and No King to the MPS
appears to be more than the relation of the work’s plot to a definite
subject source, as | had earlier assumed. On the whole, we are
dealing with a literary creation occupying a significant place in the
dramaturgy of Shakespeare’s epoch. This accounts for the fact that
Thomas Rymer’s attack on 4 King and No King was immediately
followed by John Dryden’s analysis of the literary art of this play in
the general context of the works of Shakespeare and Fletcher (“The
Grounds of Criticism in Tragedy™, 1679). unhesitatingly pronouncing
A King and No King as the best in design. It was Dryden who ranked
A King and No King among the inferior sort of tragedies which have
a happy end.* Dryden’s assessment did not remain a vox clamantis in
deserto, being recalled by twentieth-century literary criticism, In his
special study “The High Design of A King and No King” Arthur
Mizener sought to account for the fact that throughout the
seventeenth century was extremely popular and that the re-evaluation
of this play, as well as the entire work of Beaumont and Fletcher
began in the nineteenth century, and for our contemporaries they
found themselves in the group of fourth-rate writers, The style
established by Beaumont and Fletcher suffered reappraisal — a style
that was so popular at its initial stage that even Shakespeare wrote his

' “A King and No King” (R. Turner’s edition), p. 54,

? A. Mizener, The High Design, p. 144,

* A. Mizener ..., p. 142.

* “The best of their designs, the most approaching to antiquity, and the most
conducing 1o move pity, is the “King and No King"; which, if the force of Bessus
were thrown away, is of that inferior sort of tragedies, which end with a prosperous
event” (“The Works of John Dryden™. In Eighteen Volumes, Edited by Walter
Scott. v. VI, London 1808. p. 248).
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last plays in this style (“Winter’s Tale™, “Tempest”, “Cymbeline”).
This testifies to the triumph of tragicomedy — a drama of a new style
— on the English stage in the second decade of the seventeenth
century.'

A King and No King is a best specimen of this style whose
link with Rustaveli's MPS can now hardly be questioned. This once
again raises with more intensity the question of what I have called “a
mystery of the forgotten past.” From where, through what medium
might Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher have gained knowledge
of the MPS. This question makes almost all intellectuals familiar with
Georgian literature to think whether Rustaveli at the end of the
twelfth century and the English playwrights at the end of the
sixteenth century might not have had one and the same plot source at
hand. Indeed, Rustaveli students differ today too in the interpretation
of the poet’s words: “This Persian tale, now done into Georgian ... I
have found it and mounted it in a setting of verse” (16). Although
taking these words for a direct indication of the source of the plot has
been repeatedly rejected in scholarship, debate continues to the
present day on the admissibility or inadmissibility of the existence of
a plot source of Rustaveli’s poem. May we assume that the MPS and

! “Whether Shakspeare was led to adopt the tragicomic method in his last plays by
the example of Beaumont and Fletcher, who probably at this time surpassed him in
popular favor, or by his own initiative, is a guestion of no especial importance here.
The fact remains that ‘Cymbeline’, ‘Winter's Tale’, ‘Tempest’, whatever the
inspiration, are closely identified with the new drama of tragicomic romance,
which at least testifies to the success that the new form was winning by the time
Shakspeare and Beaumont were quitting the stage about 1612 (F. H. Ristine,
English Tragicomedy. Its Origin and History. The Columbia University Press,
1910, p. 114).

The later generation of Shakesy 1 students abstains from acknowledging
the influence of Beaumont and Fletcher on the last period of Shakespeare’s work,
by transferring the accent to the ideal uniqueness in place of formal resemblance
(A. Anikst. Beaumont and Fletcher: Plays, p. 14 - in Russian). The influence of
Beaumont and Fletcher on Shakespeare was the subject of a special monographic
study (A.H. Thorndike, The Influence of Beaumont and Fletcher on Shakspere,
Worcester, Mass. 1901).
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A King and No King have a common subject source? My answer is
negative, for my research gives no ground for such an assumption.
The point is that 4 King and No King evinces clear plot relationship
with Rustaveli’'s MPS: firstly, the story of 4 King and No King
unfolds at the royal court of Iberia or Georgia. Thereby the authors
intimate the Georgian provenance of the story (or some link with
Georgia); indication of this in the supposed plot source of the MPS
could not have existed. (I assume the reader is aware that the main
story of the plot of the MPS takes place not in Georgia but in India
and Arabia); secondly, the name of the princess of 4 King and No
King, Panthea points to her MPS prototype, Nestan's symbolic name
‘panther’. By this, too, the English authors overtly point to
Rustaveli's MPS rather than to its conjectural plot source.
Furthermore, I personally am inclined — though documents are not
available to prove it — to believe that Beaumont and Fletcher had a
Georgian consultant. They presented the story of Tariel and Nestan, a
pair in love at the MPS’s Indian royal court as the story of an
enamoured pair of the Iberian (Georgian) royal court. This is how the
India of the MPS was understood in old Georgia. Sources of the
nineteenth, and even eighteenth, century Georgian society believed
the plot of the MPS to be an allegorical reflection of Georgia's story.

When I thought of the penetration of Rustaveli’s poem into
England early in the seventeenth century, I tried to indicate the path
along which Georgian literature might have entered Europe, citing
the contacts of the Georgian royal court with the Spanish royal court
in fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Now [ think of adding more
casual paths. in particular, a Georgian consultant who, by chance or
on some mission, found himself in England. These are the
circumstances that prompt me to make this assumption.

As it transpires from European sources, earlier indications by
European intellectuals of facts of Georgian literature or culture are
made through Georgian consultants . Direct pointers to this are found
in books published by German scholars in the eighteenth century (G.
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1. Adler, Museum cuficum Borgianum Velitris, Romae 1782:; F.K.
Alter, Uber georgianische Literatur, Wien I798}.’

European diplomats, travellers, merchants and intellectual
circles interested in the East in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries had frequent and close contacts with the royal courts of
Persia and Turkey. where the permanent presence of numerous
Georgian women in the harems of the shahs and sultans claims the
attention of Europeans — not only for the beauty and cleverness of
these women but also for their constant thought and worry for their
homeland. This is clearly reflected in European literature of the
seventeenth-eighteenth centuries.” Attention should also be given to
the fact that the earliest evidence — not very meagre - on the Georgian
language, alphabet, script, ecclesiastical writings was first published
in Europe on the basis of material nbtamcd by a German traveller
during his journey in Turkey in 1579.% Information reaching Europe
in this way merits attention.

Confirmation of such an essential relationship of Beaumont
and Fletcher's 4 King and No King and Rustaveli’s MPS will raise
one more important question for the researcher to tackle: if Beaumont
and Fletcher were so well familiar with and used Rustaveli’s MPS -
at the early stage of their maturity, at that — it is conceivable for a
trace of this work to appear not only in one play but in some other as
well. | directed my research along this line too. The result proved
positive, and quite new to English literary criticism. The MPS served
as an important source for one more play of Beaumont and Fletcher,
namely Philaster.

To begin with, Philaster is Beaumont and Fletcher’s play
written in collaboration, in the same way as 4 King and No King,
both plays having been created approximately at the same time. 4
King and No King was licensed for production in 1611, while

' E. Khintibidze, Georgian Literature in European Scholarship, Amsterdam 2001,
. 27.

'Plbid. pp- 25-26.

* Salomon Schweigger, Eine neue Reisebeschreibung auss Teutschland nach

Constantinopel und Jerusalem, Nirberg 1608, pp. 5.85.
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Philaster is assumed to have been written in 1608-1610. It is also
believed that these two plays, which won Beaumont and Fletcher the
highest fame and were staged in England to the close of the century,
differ in something from their other plays." And this resemblance, as
well as difference from others is not due only to the happy end of the
tragedy of 4 King and No King, as singled out by Dryden. At the
very first stage of a monographic study of English tragicomedy in a
single context it was noted that precisely these two plays were the
first specimens of a new type of tragicomedy that brought the
romantic-heroic theme back into English literature.?

It has also been noticed that Shakespeare’s influence (namely
of “Hamlet”) is seen in Philuster, more than in 4 King and No King.
However, the direct source of the main plot of Philaster is not
evident: it is believed to derive from pastoral love story chivalrous
romance: “Although no one source for the play can be proved beyond
doubt, the material of Philaster certainly derives from pastoral
romance” This conclusion is largely based on the study of the
conjectural historical sources of Phiaister. The point is that the
tragicomedy of love is played out in Philaster — against the
background of a conflict of the royal courts of two neighbouring
kingdoms: Sicily and Calabria (similarly to the military confrontation
between [beria and Armenia of 4 King and No King). Hence the
eager search by researchers for a similar story in historical and
literary sources in these two countries of South Italy. The outcome is
clearly negative: the stories described in Philaster fail to correspond
to any situation in the history of Sicily: the work constitutes “a
combination of pseudo-history and romance™ The area of

"Ibid. pp. 113, 114, 179

2 40f Fletcher’s actual collaboration with Beaumont ... which resulted in the group
of dramas whose great success signalized the return to romantic and heroic themes,
two plays, “Philaster” and “ A King and No King”, stand forth as the forerunners
of the new type of English tragicomedy™ (F. H. Ristine, English Tragicomedy, p.
111.)

* E. M. Waith, The Pattern ..., p. 15.

* Ibid. pp. 15-16.
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combination is even broader: a romantic and hardly credible story is
put into the intrigue of the royal court whose kings' behaviour is
questionable from positions of justice or ethics. And this is a
common characteristic of Philaster and A King and No King."

Furthermore. the common characteristic of the basic plot of
Philaster and A King and No King is broader. which was
immediately noticed by English literary criticism, namely “The scene
is always located far enough away in foreign realms to allow the
imagination to wander at will, unhampered by the restrictions of
reality; and melodramatic actions, warring passions and marvelous
events are right in keeping with the romantic atmosphere and heroic
protagonist to which we are introduced”?

All these common characteristics link Philaster and 4 King
and No King with their common plot source: the pseudo-historical
story of the love of Nestan and Tariel played out at the Indian royal
court of the MPS.

It has also been pointed out that these two plays of Beaumont
and Fletcher have basic common features by which they differ from
tragic romances: “It is chiefly by the character of the denouement that
“Philaster” and “A King and No King” are to be distinguished from
the tragic romances with which they are so closely identified in all
¢lse. Both follow the essentials of the Beaumont-Fletcher innovation:
distant setting, royal persons, complicated plot, balance and contrast
in character and emotion: and both end happily. Yet the two plays are
anything but repetitions.™

Summing up the foregoing, I should like to add that all the
common characteristics of Philaster and 4 King and No King,
identified in English literary criticism, as well as the common
distinguishing feature of the literary style of these two plays from the
common style of English tragedy, genetically relates them to the MPS
— the common plot source of these two tragicomedies. The MPS is a

! Ibid, pp. 132-133.
* Ristine, English Tragicomedy, p. 111.
" Ibid., pp. 111-112.
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heroic romance of a plot thought up on a pseudo-historical story of
distant foreign countries. The main protagonists are the highest
persons of the royal house hierarchy. The plot of the poem - the main
story - is complex, and involved and hardly credible; the emotions of
the characters are at the same contrastive and balanced. The plot is
melodramatic and the ending happy.

The argumentation of my assertion that the MPS is the
common source of Philaster and 4 King and No King, must primarily
start with an outline of the love story of Nestan and Tariel (with an
eye on the reader who has scanty familiarity with the MPS).

India was comprised of seven kingdoms. Of these six were
united under King Parsadan, The seventh was ruled by King Saridan,
who voluntarily joined his kingdom to the united India. Parsadan
repaid this loyalty by befriending and making Saridan Grand Marshal
of the court and Commander-in-Chief of India. King Parsadan was
childless. Soon a sun, Tariel, was born to Saridan. Parsadan adopted
the child immediately, Tariel was of his royal house and Parsadan
began to rear him as successor to the royal house and the throne. The
boy, adopted as successor, was five years old when the queen
conceived and gave birth to a girl, Nestan. For a long time, the
brother and sister were reared together, the parents bestowing equal
love on both. When Nestan reached the age of seven, and showed
proper qualities for becoming queen, Tariel was returned to his
father. However, Parsadan still treated him as his own son. Before
long Tariel’s father died. After deep and long mourning, the king
fully bestowed on Tariel his father’s office of Grand Marshal and
Commander-in-Chief. Once the king took the young Tariel to see his
daughter who had long since been brought up in a specially built,
detached palace. Tariel had not seen Nestan since they parted in
childhood, Viewing Nestan from afar was followed by Tariel
suddenly falling in love inordinately. He hardly had time to give his
maidservant the game for Nestan, when he fell and lost
consciousness. When he came to, he found himself lying in the royal
palace and the king and queen tending him. All were amazed at
Tariel’s malady: he acted inappropriately and occasionally his speech
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was confused. Feeling the need to conceal his love, he expressed his
wish to have a walk in the fields: so he went back to his own house.
After some time, he was brought an amorous letter written by
Nestan's maid-servant Asmat. Tariel replied. In the next letter the
woman desired to meet him. Tariel again responded positively. Soon
these exchanges resulted in Asmat's visit to him; the maid handed
him Nestan’s letter. The princess revealed her love for the Grand
Marshal and, as her first task, she asked him to reduce a province that
had seceded from the kingdom. The peripeteias of chivalrous love
began: meetings on the initiative of the woman, a magnificent war
fought by the Commander-in-Chief and his bringing the king of the
neighbouring country as captive, then his release with great honour
and return home. Noticing the secret love of their daughter and
adopted son, the king and the queen took an urgent decision of
inviting the son of another country as their son-in-law. Tariel was
asked to receive the would-be bridegroom. On Nestan’s initiative,
another meeting of the lovers took place, which began with the
woman giving vent to her anger. When Tariel succeeded in
convineing Nestan of his innocence and loyalty. both held a strategic
council. The final decision was again taken on the woman’s
initiative: to save their love and to preserve full sovereignty of India’s
royal house it was decided to secretly do away with the bridegroom.
Tariel took upon himself the shedding of innocent blood, followed by
his secession from King Parsadan. The peace of the palace was
broken. Nestan was punished cruelly: being put in a wooden chest,
she was cast into the boundless ocean. Tariel looked for his love fora
long time, but in vain: all who attended him in his quest perished and
as a comfortless, madman in love. he roamed in boundless forests and
deserts, living in the dens of beasts. A happy end of the dramatic
story was due to the arrival and friendly devotion of Avtandil —
another knight sent by the latter’s beloved to find and help him.
Avtandil fell upon the trace of the captured Nestan and she was
rescued in an unequal battle from an inaccessible fortified city with
the aid of Tariel and his friends. This was soon followed by the
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wedding of Tariel and Nestan, together with the wedding of
Avthandil and his love.

From this story, Beaumont and Fletcher take only the
adventure of Nestan and Tariel in the setting of the Indian royal
court: in 4 King and No King the childless king and queen adopt the
newly-born son of a close noble; about six years later a daughter is
born to them; the boy and girl are separated from childhood and,
later, the young man faints at the first meeting with the girl; action is
taken to remove the prince invited from a neighbouring country as a
would be son-in-law; happy end — wedding. In Philaster: the king of
one country abolishes a neighbouring one, annexing it; the prince is
deprived of succession to the throne, and a prince of another kingdom
is invited as bridegroom for the king’s single daughter; the latter
invites the prince deprived of royal succession to visit her; their love
is disclosed. The invited son-in-law is removed. The issue of
succession to the throne is resolved through the marriage of these two
successors, with a happy end — wedding. In both cases, the
resemblance of the basic contours is attended by a coincidence of
essential details as well, of which I spoke in a special study of 4 King
and No King, This time [ shall discuss Philaster alone.

1. The proposition 1 have formulated regarding the main
source of the basic subject of Philaster being the love story of Tariel
and Nestan of the MPS, as seen from the above-cited details of
content, is based on the clear relation of the basic facts of the plot
story of Philaster, or the framework of the play, to the MPS. The
conclusion of English literary critics that the confrontation of the
kingdoms of Sicily and Calabria was a pseudo-history proved right;
the source of this subject is some unknown medieval love or
chivalrous romantic story. The love of Nestan and Tariel of the MPS
is precisely such a story. To add credibility to this statement here
follows a brief outline of the main subject line of Philaster.

Philaster is the only legal successor to the throne of the
Sicilian kingdom. His father was deposed by the king of Calabria,
annexing the kingdom. Philaster enjoyed the people’s great love and
support, hence he was released from prison. In order to hand both

i8
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kingdoms to his only daughter Arethusa, the king invites the Spanish
Prince Pharamond as his son-in-law, secking to strengthen his
country by marrying his daughter to him. Arethusa sends her maid to
Philaster, at the same time inviting the prince to visit her. The latter is
already secretly in love with Arethusa. The girl confesses to the
prince her deep love for him. Many dramatic and comic scenes are
played out at the royal court, involving Pharamond and women of the
palace, on the one hand, and Philaster and Arethusa and their
confidante maid, on the other. Driven mad by love and confused with
jealousy, Philaster roams in a dense forest. Ultimately, all the
intrigues are unfolded: the Spanish prince is sent home, the king
welcomes the wedding of Philaster and Arethusa, blessing Philaster
as his heir.

Against the background of the essential resemblance of the
temporal and spatial coordinates of the basic outline of the Philaster
story with the MPS (the joining of two kingdoms, the problem of
succession — the rivalry between the single daughter of the king of
the united kingdom and the heir apparent of the incorporated
kingdom; the invitation of a prince of another country as son-in-law
to solve the issue of succession; the love story between the heir and
heiress: happy ending by their wedding) one cannot overlook a
striking difference: according to the MPS, Saridan joined his own
part of India to the united India voluntarily. According to Philaster
the king of Sicily was deposed illegally and deprived of kingship. 1
want to turn this private question into a more theoretical general
problem on the relation to the primary source of each play in the
genre of tragicomedy. As a rule, the author of a tragicomedy takes
some framework from his source, or one section of the frame. He
alters separate components of the framework taken to adapt it to the
purpose of his own play and conception. His relation to the primary
source does not entail his responsibility for conveying the facts of the
source more or less precisely. The author of a tragicomedy receives
only an intimation from the source, which may be in the shape of an
idea, yet oftener it is narrative. The development and altering of the
story create a new work with a new artistic and ideal conception.
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Thus, Beaumont and Fletcher’s stand on one kingdom incorporating
another through conquest, in contrast to MPS's private initiative of
the king of a united kingdom (similarly to the removal of the prince
invited as son-in-law by returning him home, unlike murdering, him
in the MPS) remains within full right of relationship with the source
of a tragicomedy. The MPS’s version of joining kingdoms is a
regular component of Rustaveli's world view credo. He is a
protagonist of the state system of a centralized monarchy; he dreams
of a social mode of life based on harmonious, tolerant life and love of
human beings. The ideal person of King Saridan is an element of
such dream world. Beaumont and Fletcher have no relation to such a
conception. They need a story likened to history in which there is an
interesting resolution of a burning question facing their contemporary
society - establishment of love between heirs in place of enmity.
(They inherited interest in this theme from their great predecessor
Shakespeare — “Romeo and Juliet™). They were furnished with this by
the source plot, namely the love story of Tariel and Nestan of the
MPS.

Even if we overlook this literary license, we may assume that
Beaumont and Fletcher might have perceived the MPS relationship of
Parsadan and Saridan as the conquest of one kingdom by another.
One example will suffice to prove this. It was in this way that one
modern Georgian student of Rustaveli conceived the MPS’s story of
the unification of India: “Has it ever happened that anybody has
exchanged his own hereditary kingship voluntarily for the service of
another king?” Saridan “was made to yield his kingdom”, probably
against his will.!

We may conclude that Philaster's plot framework derives
from the story of the MPS's Indian royal court.

2. The love story plot of the MPS in Philaster evinces certain
characteristic features of the MPS love:

a) In Rustaveli Studies attention has repeatedly been drawn to the
inordinate hypebolization of the love of Nestan and Tariel, as if it

' Z. Kiknadze, Aviandil’s Testament, Tbilisi 2001, pp. 6-7 (in Georgian)
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were greater than life, and so on. This amazing grandeur — feeling
brought to insanity — has found its way from the MPS to 4 King and
No King as well as Philaster. English literary critics have noted this
peculiar specificity of love in both plays.

b) The love of Nestan and Tariel is somehow intertwined with their
desire to inherit the throne. To avoid a long excursus in support of
this statement it will suffice to quote Nestan’s words addressed to
Tariel: “I and thou shall be sovereigns - that is the best of all
matches!”(521).

The same is noticeable in Philaster too — rather categorically
at that. Note the scene in which Arethusa discloses her love for
Philaster (1.2)'

“Arethusa: Philaster, know,
I must enjoy these kingdoms.
Philaster;: Madam, both?

Arethusa: Then know, | must have them and thee.

Philaster: And me?

Arethusa: Thy love; without which, all the land
Discovered yet will serve me for no use
But to be buried in.

Arethusa: With it, it were too little to bestow
On thee. Now, though thy breath do strike me dead.
{Which know it may,) [ have unripped my breast.”
¢)The disclosure of love with the pair of the MPS — in the context
analysed above — comes from the woman. The same is the case with
Philaster. The woman’s initiative in tying the knot of love is
noticeable in 4 King and No King too.
d) In the MPS the one in love but frustrated or left hopeless seeks
refuge in uninhabited forests and caves. This is a specificity of

! All excerpts from Philaster are made from the edition: F. Beaumont and J.
Fletcher, Philaster or, Love Lies A-bleeding. Edited by Andrew Gurr, Manchester
and New York, 2003,
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oriental lyrics and legitimate for the MPS. The same happens in
Philaster. Bound by love and blinded by jealousy, Philaster finds
refuge in a dense forest. His maid Euphrasia (the same Bellario) does
the same.

e) The love plot of Nestan and Tariel from the MPS inherits in
Philaster specific details of weaving a love intrigue. This is primarily
the woman’s letters to her love, which is a specific style of the love
story of Nestan and Tariel in the MPS. lis trace is perceivable in A
King and No King, but resemblance with the MPS is more
pronounced in Philaster.

The love relations between Nestan and Tariel begin through
the intermediary of Nestan’s maid sent by her. In order for Nestan’s
secret not become known in the palace, Asmat visits Tariel under the
guise of his mistress. This motif — Asmat acting as a pseudo-mistress
— is interpreted from many angles in Rustaveli’s poem. Arethusa too
begins her love story with her future love by sending her maid to
him. In composing this scene by the English playwrights the
reminiscence of the respective scene of the MPS seems to be evident.
Arethusa asks the maid back from her visit to Philaster (1,2):

“Did you deliver those plain words I sent,
With such a winning gesture and quick look
That you have caught him?”

Here is a summary of the principal conclusions. The main
source of the plot of Beaumont and Fletcher’s tragicomedy Philaster
is the love story of Nestan and Tariel of the MPS. The same story of
the MPS is a direct subject source of Beaumont and Fletcher's
tragicomedy A King and No King, written in the same period (1608-
1611). Philaster and A King and No King are the most popular plays
of Beaumont and Fletcher, considered by English literary criticism to
be the principal works in the establishment of the dramatic style of
English tragicomedy.
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* 4=

From the viewpoint of the future study of the subject I shall
like to make a few methodological observations.

The establishment of such an active involvement of the MPS
in early-seventeenth-century English literary life (bearing in mind
that hitherto the MPS was believed to have become known in Europe
only early in the nineteenth century) opens up new prospects for
future Rustaveli Studies.

Rustaveli’s work calls for a study in the developmental
process of medieval and Renaissance literary-philosophical and
social thought — both in the area of oriental and Western cultural
relations, as well as in the European proper intellectual life
peripeteias — not only from the typological angle but along the line of
direct contacts as well. This unexpected emergence of the MPS in the
centre of Europe’s social and literary life may not have been an
entirely accidental and isolated development. Long-term research is
needed in this direction.

It cannot be ruled out that the MPS came out of Beaumont
and Fletcher's library and became independently known to European
literary circles, or a vagrant story of the MPS, current among
Europe’s intellectuals, reached Beaumont and Fletcher’s library
rather than through a Georgian commentator of the MPS. |
considered the latier possibility more probable. This suspicion is
prompted in me by the fact that Beaumont and Fletcher make use of
only one — though principal — story of the MPS, namely that of the
love of Nestan and Tariel, with no evidence of relation to the other
sections of the poem. This last statement stands in need of further
study: are Philaster and 4 King and No King the only two plays of
Beaumont and Fletcher in which a trace of the MPS is clearly seen?

Does the change that these two works made in the literary
style of Beaumont and Fletcher’s tragicomedy, and categorically
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pointed out by English literary critics,' evince any relation to the
literary system of the MPS?

Let me repeat in summary that Beaumont and Fletcher were
the most popular playwrights of seventeenth century English
literature, being direct successors to the great English literature of
the end of the Renaissance period (William Shakespeare, Ben
Johnson ...) and giving great creative impulse to the seventeenth-
century English — and hence European — dramaturgy. Aren’t we
justified in looking for the links — not only typological — of
Rustaveli’s MPS in this broad area of European civilization?

Elguja Khintibidze

! “The historical position of “Philaster” and “A King and No King" as the first two
tragicomedies of the young collaborators ... somewhat separates them from the
whole series of similar plays that came from the pen of Fletcher either writing
alone or in collaboration with others during the next dozen years in which he
continued to produce for the theater” (F. H. Ristine, English Tragicomedy, p. 114).
“Surprisingly enough, the pattern which brought them to the pinnacle of their
popularity is prefigured in the unsuccessful The Faitiiful Shepherdess. In Philaster
it is partly achieved, but it appears for the first time in its full development in 4
King and No King.” (E. Waith, The Pattern of Tragicomedy ..., p.3).
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THE EXPEDITION OF THE ARGONAUTS TO COLCHIS IN THE LIGHT
OF MODERN STUDIES

One of the central cycles of Greek mythology — the story of
the voyage of the crew of the legendary ship Argo to the land of the
Golden Fleece — has enjoyed special interest in all spheres of the
world’s artistic culture since antiquity to modern times. To prove the
historical realness of this expedition, first the well-known traveller
Tim Severin in the past century carried out an international campaign
from Volos (anc. Iolkos) on a vessel built with special Mycenaean
“technology” to Western Georgia (1), while in July 2009 the ship
“Argo”, built in Greece by precisely following the principles of
Mycenaean shipbuilding and equipped with a Greek crew visited
Batumi and Poti. Today too mankind is stirred by the enthusiasm
caused by the friendly voyage of the Greek Argonauts of the 21%
century to the land of Colchis, showing the Argonautic cycle to be a
symbol of the need of contacts between peoples. Great is the interest
in the cycle of the Argonauts both in society at large and in
representatives of many spheres of human creativity. Among these
are scholars too, for the legend is linked with many problems
important for the study of the ancient world (2). I shall venture to
focus on some of them. The localization of Aeaea in the land of the
Golden Fleece in the oldest versions is the most controversial
question in modern scholarship. As is known, the Classical sources,
following the commencement of the so-called Greek colonization,
unanimously identified Aeaea with Colchis or with Colchis lying in
western Georgia. But in this case the question arises as to whether
Colchis was indeed the destination of the expedition of the Argo in
the oldest versions of the tradition of the Argonauts, or its
identification with the fabulous land of the Golden Fleece took place
only later. The main argument of the skeptics is that Homer, who
reflects the situation in the pre-colonization Black Sea area, is in
general unaware of the designation of Colchis and that in the lines
connected with Argonauts he speaks only of the dominion of Aecetes
which, owing to the king’s name, must have been called Aeaea, for
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the Greek Aeetes should be taken to mean “from Aeaea” The name
of the island of Circe deaea must also be indicative of the priority of
this name. This shows us that the fact of the transformation of Aeaea
into Colchis must so far not been known to Homer. Some draw
attention to the fact also that in the Mycenaean period the Greeks
were not in possession of ships that could have penetrated into the
Bleack Sea, to say nothing of reaching Colchis. There is no
consensus among the skeptics as to what was implied by Homer or in
his period under the land of Aeetes. Some believe that the land of
Aeetes, like Circe’s island Aeaea, in Homer's tradition was believed
to have been somewhere in the East, but not in the Black Sea area.
According to A. Lesky, in the oldest versions of the myth, Aeaeca was
thought to be in the East — not in Colchis, however (3). In the view of
M.C. Astour, supporter of relating the facts of Greek myths and
culture to the Semitic world, “the land of Aeaea never had real
geographical spread”, its identification with Colchis must have taken
place only in the 5" century BC (4). P. Draeger places Acaea
somewhere within Ethiopia, considering all attempts, to identify
Aeaea with Colchis a manifestation of local Georgian patriotism (5).
There are also scholars who do not rule out the location of Aeaea in
the Black Sea region, but not in Colchis. According to V. Haas, in the
oldest tradition dea had nothing to do with Colchis, although it was
believed to lie in the coastal zone of the Black Sea (6). In A.
Ivantchik’s opinion, in ancient sources, though Aeaea was thought to
be situated in the Black Sea region, its identification with the Colchis
of the Greek sources and the Qulha of the Urartian sources must have
occurred only after the 7" century BC (7). M. West considers the
localization of Aeaea to be a process of various stages: between 1150
and 1000, when the surviving legend was taking shape, Jason's
expedition was thought to have occurred beyond the Bosphorus,
though not where it had been placed beginning with the Classical
period. At the second stage its place in the Black Sea region is further
specified, being localized in the northern zone of the extreme east,
while Phasis is identified with Tanais — the modern Don. Its
identification with Colchis takes place in the 6" century BC, as
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shown by a fragment of pseudo-Eumelus, i.e. after this region came
under Greek colonization (8). In my view, the problem calls for a
differentiated study. In the first place it is advisable to ascertain
whether Homer indicated the direction of the expedition of the
Argonauts and, in general whether the Black Sea region comes within
his range of view. In this case one may focus on several points: a)
Homer has information about the Lemnian episode of the legend of
the Argonauts. The fliad mentions Euneus, the son of Jason and
Hypsipilus (5, 467-475; 21, 34-36; 23, 747). Accordingly, in the
version of the legend that must have been known to Homer the land
of the Golden Fleece lay somewhere in the north-eastern direction,
for only in this case could the Argonauts have sailed to Aecaca via
lolkos; b)Homer names the the Hellespont, the old designation of the
Dardanelles, the universally accepted etymology of Hellespont being
the “Sea of Helle”. Thus, reflected in Homer is the version according
to which the Hellespont lay between Greece and the land of Aeetes.In
the epic tradition the passage from the Aegean to the Black Sea could
have been designated through the name of Helle, if the wonderful
golden ram moved in the direction of the Black Sea; c) the southern
or Anatolian shore of the Black Sea region comes within Homer’s
range of view, which is represented by Paphlagonia or the Alybe of
the Halizones, which the ancients identified with the land of the
Chalybes. Unlike the coast involved in the southern, Black Sea
Trojan coalition or the Anatolian cultural space. in the northern Black
Sea region Homer was aware only of the land of the Cimmerians,
which had no contact with the civilized world. As to the domain of
Aeetes, if it was meant by Homer as lying in the Black Sea region,
here one should think, only the eastern Black Sea area may be
implied (8).

As it has become more or less clear that Homer or the
tradition he takes into account relates — consciously or unconsciously
~ the land of Aeetes to the Black Sea basin, one must go further from
standpoints of its conjectural localization. In this case light should be
shed on several questions: first let us touch upon the interrelationship
of the legendary Aewea and Kody/. Some scholars believe that
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these terms became intersynonymous in Greek tradition not earlier
than the 6" century BC. They adduce as arguments the formulations
attested in Herodotus: és Alav Te Tiv Kolxlba, €5 Atav Thv
Kohyxiba, e€ Ains tfis KoAxibos, Here, Colchis is an appositional
noun and is used in the function of an adjective — Aeaea — Colchis,
which, in their opinion, suggests that in the age of Herodotus various
theories existed on the location of the legendary Aecaea and that here
the historian - bearing in mind the new realities — seeks to unite the
two terms, It seems difficult to share this view. Had there been a
difference of opinions in Herodotus® time, the historian would
himself speak of it directly, according to his principle of conveying
historical facts, On the contrary, Herodotus’ formulation must be
indicative of an organic interrelationship of these two terms. In this
case, interest naturally arises as to the function of Aecaea as a
geographical term. Mimnermus, the first among the extant authors to
specify the purpose of the expedition of the Argo. namely ueya
wias - “grand fleece™, which they €& Aips, carried away “from
Aeaea”, in his fragment mentions A{rfrao modiy, which of course
must imply the residential city of King Aeaea, and hence it became
generalized as the name of the country. Interestingly, in designating
the ethnonym or the people of the land of Aeetes the Greek tradition
is aware only of the ethnonym Kdlyor, derived from the root Colch,
and is not familiar with its synonym derived from Acaea. If we add to
this that in later sources Aeaea was used to designate not only the
land of Aeetes, but also to denote his residential city, we may assume
that, from a definite point of view, Aeaea was also a synonym of
Kvraia, the city of Aectes. In my view, in Greek tradition the name
Acaea itself is the result of the break-up of Kirata into two
components. Its Georgian equivalent Kutaisi is one of the few
toponyms whose etymology goes back to the common Kartvelian or
at the latest, first half of the second millennium BC. As to the
ethnonym denoting the association existing in Western Georgia, |
think, the term Colch was used for this purpose, which is confirmed —
along with Ancient Eastern sources — by Mycenaean documents as
well (9). To this we may also add that a) of the regions of the period
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preceding Greek colonization of the Black Sea area it is Western
Georgia that most corresponds to the description of the legendary
country of Aeetes given in the early mythological tradition.
Obviously enough, this could not be the western and northern regions
of the Black Sea area, for no trace is found here of civilized
settlements prior to the 8™-7" cent BC or the Greek colonization.
Only the Colchian littoral is densely populated; here continue the
traditions of the brilliant Colchian culture of the Bronze Age (10): b)
according to the classical sources the Colchian territory of the Black
Sea area is such that, by the unanimous acknowledgement of Greek
and local tradition, it is linked to the land of Aecetes and the
happenings in that country. All sources that contain concrete
information in this respect relate the Argonautic expedition to the
territory of Colchis (11). Irrespective of whether the Greek tradition
reflects the possible Mycenaean expedition to the Black Sea area,
there is no doubt that the Argonautic cycle of legends took shape
precisely in Greek mythopoetic tradition. It may be conjectured that
the principal geographical indicators that became linked to the land
of the Golden Fleece figured in the earlier versions of the legend.
According to the Classical sources it was Colchian population that
identified itself with the descendants of the land of Aeetes. This
process must have commenced in Colchis prior to the Greek
colonization; as far back as the 8" century BC Colchis had contacts
with the Aegean and Western Anatolia, which is attested by the
discovery in the Aegean of statuettes characteristic of the Colchian
cultural circle, on the one hand, and the trace of Greek influence of
the geometric epoch in pre-colonization Colchian plastic art (12). It is
especially noteworthy that in Colchian artistic culture such motifs are
manifested prior to the Greek colonization that point to the popularity
of the Argonautic legend here (13); ¢) of course it is very important
to analyse those lexical formatives that were apparently related to the
land of Aeetes in the earliest versions of the legend and that cannot
be assigned to the category of expressive nouns — they do not show
Greek etymology. Their absolute majority show Kartvelian
etymology (@dots, [loda, pdlvy, etc.); lately, attention has been
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focused on this in quite a few studies (14). Thus, almost all key terms
or formatives, connected with the legend of the Argonauts, seem to
have been borrowed by the Greek language from outside, evincing
relationship with the Kartvelian linguistic world. Adoption of a large
part of these terms by Greek tradition must have taken place in the
Mycenaean period.

The excavation carried out in Troy in the recent period have
shown that navigation between the Aegean and the Black Sea must
have been fairly intensive, allowing to assume the existence of
contacts between Colchis and Greece in the Bronze Age (5).

It is up to new archaeological discoveries to prove whether
there existed an association in Bronze Age Georgia with which
Mycenaean Greeks themselves reckoned.

As is known, Heinrich Schliemann dreamed of conducting
archeological excavations in Colchis. He believed that he would
surprise the world with one more discovery of the scale of Troy here.
Unfortunately, because of frictions with the Russian authorities this
dream failed to come true (16). Tt is to be hoped that the latest
expedition of the modern Argonauts and the joint effort of Greek and
Georgian archeologists will serve as a strong stimulus in unraveling
the mystery of Aeaca-Colchis.
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ARISTOTLE'S CONCEPTION OF THE ARTISTIC UNITY OF HOMER'S
EPIC AND RUSTAVELI'S THE MAN IN THE PANTHER'S SKIN

Research into the relationship of Aristotle's Poetics with the
Man in the Panther's Skin (the MPS ) of Rustaveli was commenced
by Georgian philologists quite some time ago (see 1). The same may
be said in connection with the lliad and the Odyssey (for details see
2). In recent times comparative-structural analysis of Rustaveli’s
poem and Homer’s epic has also been carried out (see 3; 4; 5). The
purpose of the present paper is to continue research in the above
direction.

According to the view current in Rustaveli Studies,
Rustaveli’s awareness of the Poetics of Aristotle is seen in the
Prologue of his poem, specifically — in the statement about the
philosophicalness of poetry (“minstrelsy is, from the first, a branch of
wisdom”,! = 12, 1)%. But, as I became convinced in the course of
further analysis of the Prologue of the MPS, in it — and especially in
the stanzas conveying the theory of minstrelsy (12-17) — along with
the foregoing, the knowledge of and concurrence with Aristotle’s
view on the artistic unity® of the lliad and the Odyssey, and in general

! In reference to the text of the Man in the Panther s Skin use is made of the
1988 Georgian edition of the poem (see 6).

* M. Gogiberidze was the first to focus attention on the obvious
resemblance between Chapter 1X of the Poetics (1451b5-6: “poetry is a
more philosophical and a higher thing than history™) and the first line of the
12" stanza of the Prologue of the MPS (see 1, 115...). Here and Further for
the English translation of separate passages of the Poetics of Aristotle see:
the Poetics of Aristotle, translated by S H  Butcher,
http://gradesaver.com/etext/titles/poetics/section... . In the case of my
differing interpretation of individual words or specification of their
meaning, my initials [Z K#] are placed in square brackets.

" The author of the Poetics discusses the artistic unity — or in Aristotelian
terms, the unity of the action — of the poetic work in several chapters of his
treatise, but in relation to epic, namely Homeric poems, especially
important are Chapters VIII and XXIII.
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on the need for dramaticalness of epic px’alrI is reflected.” From this
point of view most important are such key stanzas as 7.4; 16,2 (for
details see 3, 79); 12,4: “a long word (i.e. story) is told briefly,’

" In the present translation the Russian terms fabula, sujet (or sjuzhet) and
line of sujet (i.e. plot line), originally proposed by the Russian Formalists,
according to modern narratological researches, are rendered in English as,
respectively, narative story, plot and storyline, whereas in the previous
tranlations of my articles (e.g. see 3) the terms fabula and sujer (or sjuzher)
are rendered in English otherwise, namely, as plot and subject. Over and
above, the words story (merely, — in contrast with narative story) and events
of the present translation are used not as narratological terms but in their
literal sense, respectively, as a tale, adventure of characters (e.g. the story
of Avtandil) and happenings (e.g. the events connected with Arabia)
ZKh].

£ According to Aristotle, “the [epic, - Z.Kh.] plot manifestly ought, as in a
tragedy, to be constructed on dramatic principles. It should have for its
subject a single action, whole and complete, with a beginning, a middle,
and an end” (Poetics, XXIII: 1459a18-20). In discussing the plot of a
tragedy Aristotle uses the same definition, but leaves out the word single,
for it is self-evident — unlike an epic — a tragedy is ordinarily built around a
single action: “tragedy is an imitation of an action that is complete, and
whole, ... a whole is that which has a beginning, a middle, and an end”
(Poetics, VII: 1450b23...27).

* In my view, a long (or epic) word (i.e. story, tale) told briefly means
artistic unity of well-ordered composition, or according to Aristotle — the
plot, constructed on dramatic principles. 1 have in mind the argument
presented by Aristotle in the completing and summarizing Chapter 26 of the
Poetics. Comparing epic and tragedy in favour of the latter, he says:
“moreover, it [Le. tragedy, - Z. Kh.] attains its end within narrower limits;
.. What, for example, would be the effect of the Oedipus of Sophocles, if it
were cast into a form as long as the Hiad?’ (Poetics, XXVI: 1462al8-
1462b1 ... 1462b2-3). In other places of the Poetics too Aristotle focuses
attention on the circumstance that the considerable length or measure,
characteristic of an epic, is not a factor facilitating the dramaticalness of
composition. Here | quote one such passage by way of example: “as regards
scale or length [of epic - Z Kh.], ... the beginning and the end must be
capable of being brought within a single view. This condition will be
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herein lies the goodness of minstrelsy,” and 17.3: “we are also
pleased by their (i.e. — of those poets”) [poetic works]. which are fold
exclusively clearly”.! But theoretical knowledge of Aristotle's
Poetics is implemented artistically as well by Rustaveli. [ mean the
circumstance that the MPS, though it is an organic part of medieval —
based on the chronological principle — Georgian Christian literature,
by its essence is an example of poetic work constructed according to
dramatic, nonchronographic, and therefore precisely the Aristotelian
conception of artistic unity, this being indicated by several
circumnstances identified in the process of observation of its narrative
story, plot, structure and composition from the same standpoint by
which Homeric poems are analyzed in the Poetics.

a) The narrative story of the lliad, as well as of the Odyssey, is
based on closely linked, uniform mythological events (respectively,
the Trojan War and the return home of the Greek heroes). Hence to
achieve the dramatic unity of his poems, Homer needed to
“concentrate” only on constituent parts, i.e. single episodes of these
mythological events (such episodes are respectively, the wrath of
Achilles and the final happenings of Odysseus’ return). Rustaveli
faced a much more difficult architectonic task to solve. In particular,
he had to unite in a single plot non-uniform events of narrative story
which were mostly unconnected in time and space, on the one hand,

satisfied by poems on a smaller scale than the old [i.e. Homeric, - Z Kh.]
epics” (The Poetics, XXIV: 1459b18.21).

' Of course clearly fold means saying in such a way as to be easily
understood. According to the MPS, a long story or word is boring, for it is
hard to understand (“I'll not bore you, a long story is hard for us to
understand,” 1516.4). Therefore, for it not to be boring and hence hard to
undersicmd (or for it to be easy to understand, i.e. clearly 1old), it should be
said briefly (“long word (i.e. story) is tedious, so I'll speak shortly to you,”
234,3). To sum it up, according to Rustaveli, to say something clearly
means saying it briefly. For its part, the latter, as already noted [see
previous reference], is tantamount to conveying a vast plot, i.e. “long story”
(1516,4) or “long word” (12,4: 234,3) without violation of the dramaric,
and in the final analysis, of the artistic unity of a whole poetic work.
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and largely unconnected in terms of cause and effect, on the other; at
the same time. in order to turn such a multiple plot into a dramatic
composition, he had to assign to only one of these events the function
of a compositionally basic or key part, i.e. story of the whole poem. 1
think it is clear without special discourse that among numerous
events of the MPS's narrative story, connected with the various
characters of the poem, namely, with Pridon, Patman, the Kajis and
others, there are actually only two events which are used by Rustaveli
for the development of the whole work’s main storyline. These are
the love-stories of Tariel / Nestan and Avtandil / Tinatin. But it is
necessary for dramatic plot to be constructed on a single action. Thus,
Rustaveli had to assign the compositionally basic or key function to
only one of the above two stories. For obvious reasons (the events
connected with the love-story of Tariel and Nestan chronologically
precede those of Avtandil and Tinatin, and simultaneously they cover
a much longer span of time) in order to attain a greater degree of
dramatic unity Rustaveli reflected directly and to the end (though in
maximally brief manner; for details, see below) only events
connected with Arabia (not the whole story of the kingdom, but that
of Avtandil and Tinatin), while the stories of the other kingdoms (of
India, i.e. of Tariel and Nestan: of Mulghazanzar, i.e. of Pridon; of
the Kingdom of the Seas, where Patman lives and of the Kajis’
Kingdom) are composed although in detail, yet mainly indirecily,
namely in the shape of reminiscences, i.e. of recallings — without
ending, at that (with the partial exception of the story of Tariel and
Nestan per se, — for details, see below).

b) Thus, in the process of reshaping the narrative story into an
organic plot, and in the final analysis into a dramatic composition,
Rustaveli, as well as Homer, maximally disregard the principle of
chronographic narrating. 1 mean that the plot of the poem begins not
by telling the chronologically earliest story of the Indian kingdom
(which would be followed by the later story of Mulghazanzar and
finally, that of Arabia), but with the latest, according to the narrative
story, one, i.e. with the narration of events taken place in the Arabian
kingdom. At the same time, the first episode of the poem (the
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enthroning of Tinatin by King Rostevan) directly paves the way for
the subsequent episode (the secing by chance of a foreign knight or
Tariel while Rostevan and Avtandil were hunting), at which begins
the uniting of the stories of the two protagonists of the poem —
Avtandil and Tariel — into a single story or in Aristotelian terms, a
single action,

¢) Thus, if we use Aristotle’s terminology, Rustaveli turned
Avtandil's story into the compositionally main, key story or part of
his poem, which, therefore, is based on the dramatic principle of
constructing the action. But how did the poet manage to implement
practically such an artistic conception, if we take into consideration
the fact that there are two protagonists in the poem (Avtandil and
Tariel) and accordingly, in terms of plor and hence naturally
structurally too, the second or Tariel’s story emerges as the principal
one as well? 1 think the following answer must be given to this
question: the poet always narrates the events conveyed by the MPS
up to the place Avtandil is their participant (i.e. witness or hearer),
therefore Avtandil drives the evolvement of the storyline in the poem,
which points to the fact that, from the standpoint of the so-called
modal narratology, in other words, of the compositional organization
of the plot, the basic story of the poem is actually Avtandil’s story —
not of the second protagonist, i.e. Tariel.

d) Naturally enough, the compositionally basic or Avtandil’s
story is conveyed without violation of the chronological sequence.
The case is the same in the Odyssey and the Iliad, considered by
Aristotle as exemplary for an epic, from the standpoint of dramatic
unity. I imply, respectively, the chronographic principle of narration
by Homer of the final episodes of Odysseus’s return home and the
wrath of Achilles. But unlike Homer’s epic, the compositionally
basic story of Rustaveli’s poem covers a much larger span of time;'

' As is known, the wrath of Achilles in the liad continues for more than
Sifty days, but actually events of only /2 days are narrated. Of the ten-year
return voyage of Odysseus, in the Odyssey only the final events of forty
days are described, of which the so-called action time span, deseribed



SCHOLARSHIP

in other words, it is not concentrated in time.' To overcome such
architectonic difficulty Rustaveli makes systematic use of the
principle of compositional organization of the plot which in Homer’s
cpic is attested only in separate, exceptional cases, while it is quite
alien to other works created within the epic tradition. Thus, 1 think
that it should be considered an innovation introduced by Rustaveli
himself. This is a maximally brief reflection of the digressions,
hindering the poem’s artistic unity, i.e. of those events which are
linked only through cause and effect to the composmonal]} basic
{and hence main for the MPS’s plot and structure too’) story of

directly totals /6 days and 8 nights. Avtandil’s compositionally basic story
in the MPS lasts for vears, namely more than 3 years.

! In the concluding. 26" Chapter of his treatise Aristotle stresses specially
that it is necessary for a dramatic plot to be concentrated in time: “for the
concentrated effect is more pleasurable than one which is spread over a
long time and so diluted.” (Poetics, XXVI: 1462b1-2).

* But vice versa, the story being basic in terms of plot and hence,
structurally as well, does not mean that from the compositional standpoint
too it will be always and necessarily basic. Thus, e.g. Tariel’s adventure, as
noted above, s one of those two stories, which are main for the plot and
structure of the MPS, though compositionally it is non-basic. But Avtandil’s
adventure is compositionally basic and hence main for the poem’s plot and
structure as well, The point is that it is impossible for a compositionally
basic story of an epic work of dramatic structure (1 mean the MPS), created
with account of Aristotle’s principle of the unity of action not to be at the
same time basic in terms of plot and structure, for a compositionally basic
story, according to Aristotle’s conception, is implicitly one of the most
important parts of the narrative story and hence, of the plot. Otherwise the
function of the compositionally basic part of the entire work cannot be
assigned to it. Bearing in mind this circumstance, in my view, it is obvious
that without being a basic part — first of all - for the plot and structure of the
MPS, it would be even theoretically inconceivable for Avtandil’s story to be
only the compositionally basic part of the entire poem. (I mean
“compositionally principal” in Aristotelian terms). Otherwise it (i.e.
Avtandil's story) would be, from the compositional standpoint, a basic
element of a different type, namely the so-called frame story which

65



KARTVELOLOGIST 15 AUTUMN 2009

Avtandil, but not being its constituent, i.e. organic parts and therefore
structurally non-essential for the plot of the entire poetic work (“a
long word (i.e. story) is told briefly, herein lies the goodness of
minstrelsy,” 12.4). Thus, for example, the one-year futile search for
the foreign knight by King Rostevan’s slaves on his order (being
connected with the compositionally principal story of Avtandil, but
structurally not an indispensable part of it and the entire poem) is
described in brief — only with 5 stanzas (115-119). But the previous
cvents happening only over three days. also connected with
Avtandil’s story, and being, in addition, an indispensable part of the
poem’s plot and structure (King Rostevan’s council with his viziers,
the enthronement of Tinatin and the seeing of a foreign knight while
hunting) are conveyed extensively, namely through 81 stanzas (34,3-
42; 44-114). This compositional peculiarity is attested on the scale of
the entire poem and causes a regular alternation of the parts of the
text told briefly and extensively. In particular, the parts told briefly,
usually, convey long periods of time (ordinarily lasting for several
months or, in rare cases, from one to three years), while extensively
told parts cover brief spans of time, depicting events that last for one,
two or three days, which, in the view of the author of the Poerr'c.s',' is
appropriate precisely for a tragedy and hence generally for a work
with dramatic plot.

medievalists call the narrative model of story within a story, or its
simplified form, the so-called framing device. Such a compositional
technique, the earliest cases of which are found in the Indic epic, as is
known, is generally characteristic of oriental epic tradition (e.g. the Arabian
Nights) and in European literature it became established relatively later,
namely from the second half of the 14" century (Boccacio’s Decameron
and Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales). However, individual cases of its use are
already noticeable in classical literature (Ovid’'s Metamorphoses). One of
the results of close contacts of Georgian epic tradition with oriental, namely
Persian literature, must have been the use by the author of the
Amirandarejaniani of this compositional device, however apparently
without much success.

! See Poetics, Chapter V:1449b12-13.
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As noted above, according to Aristotle, dramaticalness of plot is
necessary not only for tragedy but for epic as well. But in the view of
Aristotle, unlike drama, epic poems have an additional capability of
“imitating” many simultaneously occurring events that are different
parts of one action, i.e. story. It is through such capacity that an epic
acquires magnificence (Megaloprepem) and diversity (Epeisodioun
anomaoiois epe:.sodw:s) However, in the same passage (1459b27-28)
Aristotle notes that due to this the length (i.e. size) of an epic grows,
which in his view, is a factor diminishing the dramatic unity of an
epic work.” Thus, according to Aristotle, although the greater length
of an epic, in comparison to tragedy, should be considered a
shortcoming of an epic, it is still necessary for an epic poem.
Aristotle focuses attention on the same compositional “paradox™ once
more in the final, 26" Chapter of the Poetics. In his view, an epic
cannot restrict itself by conveying only one story (myth), for owing
to its small size it will become either shortened or colourless and
watery. Thus, Aristotle arrives at the final conclusion that best for an
epic is the case of the /liad and the Odyssey which consist of many
parts, on the one hand, yet imitating @ single action, on the other.?

I think that the term structural unity, in addition to the term
dramatic unity. gained a footing in recent Homemlogy‘ due to the
taking into consideration of precisely the above-discussed passages
of the Poetics. In particular, Homerologists focus attention on the
circumstance that the artistic unity of the Homeric poems is due to
their structural unity too, along with dramatic’. According to the
observations of researchers, Homer achieves such compositional aim
in the Odyssey through the speeches made by the characters, which

f See Poetics, Chapter XXIV: 1459b22-31.

* See Poetics, Chapter XXVI: 1462a18-1462b3; Chapter XXIV: 1459b18-
21.

* See Poetics, Chapter XXVI: 1462b5-11.

‘ For an example see 7. 56..., 62... .

" See: 8, 98-114, with References.
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recall the events passed long ago,' while the narrative techmquc of
the so-called soothsaying® and intensification of motifs® is mostly
attested in the Hiad

In the case of the MPS too, I think it is beyond doubt that rhe
artistic unity, obviously characteristic of the poem, is caused, along
with dramatic, by its structural unity as well. To demonstrate this [
shall try to focus attention on several additional circumstances,

a) In the first place it should be noted that Rustaveli shares
Aristotle’s view on the necessity of considerable length of an cpiu:f1
Along with other passages, the same is indicated by stanza 14 of the
Prologue, according to which “the poet will show great virtue by not
reducing Georgian (i.e. poetic speech) and word (i.e. story he has to
tell)”.

b) In order to determine whether the MPS is really characterized
by structural unity, I think, it is necessary to answer one major

" In particular, in the Odyssey, while visiting the Phaeacians, Odysseus
recalls the greatest part of his adventure, while the happy or tragic
returnings of the other Greek heroes become known from the narrations of
Menelaus, Nestor, Demodocus and the souls of the dead heroes.

? In particular, the two major events of the Trojan War, not reflected in the
Hliad, become known in the form of soothsaying: the death of Achilles and
the destruction of Ilium by the Achaeans.

* In parallel to this term, “the structural technigue of creating an illusion” is
used in recent Homerology (9. 41-43): Homer creates an illusion that the
events described by him convey the whole ten-year war rather than one
episode of it. Thus e. g. the Catalogue af Ships creates an association of the
arrival of the Achaeans at Troy. Helen’s description to Priam of the
Achaean leaders and the single combat of Menelaus and Paris suggests the
beginning of the war. Numerous battles, which start in song V and end with
the death of Patroclus, create the effect of the progress of the ten-year war.
The defeat of Hector, the mainstay of the defence of Troy, by Achilles,
foretells the final destruction of the city, thereby creating the illusion of the
ending of the war, and so on.

* And simultaneously, like the author of the Poerics, he believes that not all
poets are capable of creating a poetic work characterized by a long plot and,
at the same time, by an artistic unity as well (16,2, — see above).
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question: from the point of view of the artistic reflection of
information are the poem’s compositionally non-basic but principal,
in terms of plot, parts rendered by Rustaveli in such a way that,
similarly to Homer's epic, the MPS may be considered a structural
entirety, along with dramatic? Whereas separate events connected
with Avtandil’s story, though not its constituent, organic parts and
hence structurally not indispensable to the artistic unity of the poem,
for its entire plot, are told by Rustaveli maximally briefly (12,4, - see
above), the poet uses a different principle of compositional
organization of plot in the case of the so-called tributary stories, i.e.
digressions connected with the story of Tariel, the second protagonist
of the poem. This is the incompleteness of episodic stories (i.e. thelr
representation without ending), despite being narrated in detail." But
apart from Tariel’s adventure, all compositionally non-basic stories
(Pridon’s, Patman’s, and others) are nonbasic from the standpoint of
plot as well and, consequently, their incompleteness or
fragmentariness does not cause a breakdown of the structural unity of
the poem. In this regard, the situation in the case of the Indian
kingdom, and hence of Tariel differs: the adventure of Tariel, as well
as of Avtandil, is in terms of plot, the principal, organic part of the
MPS. But by the incompleteness of the story of India in general, one
expression of which is the non-return of Tariel to India, at first sight,
it (i.e. Tariel’s adventure) too, similarly to tributary stories, appears
to be incomplete as it were.” And indeed, Rustaveli says nothing
about the developments in India following the departure of Tariel and
Nestan, and hence neither is the return of the pair in love to India and
their enthronement conveyed in the poem.® But, in my view, to gain

' Thus, e.g. we have no knowledge of the further developments in the
Kingdom of the Seas after Nestan fled from there, i.e. we do not know what
happened to Patman, etc.

® The incompleteness of the principal, in terms of plot, story is
impermissible for an epic, for it causes a breakdown of the structural unity
of the entire poem.

? This is why a large part of the students of the MPS considers the so-called
first sequel to the poem — the Story of the Indians and Khatavians, in which
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an insight into the essence of this question it is necessary to separate
the love-story of Tariel and Nestan, on the one hand, and in general,
the story of the Indian kingdom, on the other. Obviously, the former
is fully reflected in the poem (contrary to their will, Tariel and
Nestan, separated for a long time, ultimately do get married), for in
terms of plot it is the basic story, and hence its narration to the end is
necessary for the structural wholeness of the poem. The story of the
entire Indian kingdom (and not of the love of Nestan and Tariel per
se) is not only non-basic compositionally but, in terms of plot as well,
hence structurally too.

Along with the foregoing, attention should be given to the
circumstance that, in the same way as Homer creates in the Mliad an
illusion of the beginning, course and end of a ten-year war, I think,
Rustaveli, too, rouses in the reader the feeling of Tariel’s final
inevitable return to India and enthronement.! Such an effect of
structural unity in the MPS, in my view, is achieved by the gradual
intensification of Tariel’s motif as King of India. I have in mind the
fact that from the middle of the poem Tariel is ever more frequently
mentioned as “King of the Indians™ (notwithstanding the fact that his
accession to the Indian throne is not really reflected in the poem),
while towards the end of the MPS the Arabian King Rostevan
receives him with royal honour (1508,4; 1509,2-1510.2: 1514.1;
1519-1523) and even enthrones symbolically the newly wed couple.

¢) In Aristotle’s view, in the [liad, as well as in the Odyssey
Homer elaborates artistically only a single part of the whole story and

the history of the Indian kingdom is conveyed “to the end” — an
indispensable part of the MPS, rather than a later addition, written by an
anonymous poet. Bearing in mind the regularities of the compositional
organization of the plot of the MPS, as well as the artistic unity,
characteristic of the poem, the above consideration seems to me
unacceptable (see below).

! Thus, Rustaveli creates an illusion of narration to the end, not of the story
of the entire Indian kingdom (i.e. of King Parsadan, his wife, King Ramaz
and probable revenge of the Khvarazmians) but of the love-story of Nestan
and Tariel per se.
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divides and diversifies it by inserting other constituent parts of the
same story, nevertheless being episodes of different content.! In the
MPS too the compositionally basic story of Avtandil’s and Tinatin’s
love, as noted above, is only one part of the whole narrative story,
and it is divided by inserting various episodes of the love-story and
attendant adventure of Tariel and Nestan, in other words, by inserting
the remaining parts of the narrative story. It is through the artistic
implementation of exactly this architectonic principle that the unity
of the poem’s plot and structure is achieved without breakdown of its
dramatic-compositional unity. In particular, against the background
of Avtandil's and Tinatin’s love-story, which is rendered briefly,
Rustaveli tells at length, i.e. in detail, not only the structurally basic
love-adventure of Tariel and Nestan, but also the so-called tributary
stories of the Khatavian brothers, of the Kings of India Saridan and
Parsadan, the traitor King Ramaz, Pridon and his cousins, the
merchants and the pirates, Patman, Chashnagir and the Kajis
(however, the digressions differ from the stories of the protagonists,
because they are represented fragmentarily, and hence not to the
end); thereby the plot of the entire poem is diversified. As repeatedly
noted in the present paper, this most important artistic-architectonic
peculiarity of the MPS may be analyzed by the same logic of
aesthetic thought on which Aristotle’s view on Homeric unity — set
forth in the Poetics — is based as well. I think, this circumstance is
indicated once more by the fact that knowledge and acceptance in

! Namely, according to Aristotle: “Homer never attempts to make the whole
war of Troy the subject of his poem. though that war had a beginning and
an end. ... He detaches a single portion (the wrath of Achilles, — Z. Kh) and
admits as episodes many events from the general story of the war — such as
the Catalogue of the ships and others — thus dividing and diversifving
(dialambanein, — Z. Kh.) the poem™ (Poerics, XXI1I: 1459a31-32 ... 35-37).
Aristotle discusses the artistic unity of the Odyssey analogously (see
Poetics, Chapter VIII, 1451a22-30 and Chapter XVII, 1455b16-23). The
Modern Homerology analyses the artistic unity of Homer’s epic taking into
consideration mainly this view of the author of the Poerics (for details, see
above).
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principle by Rustaveli of the above-discussed key passage of the
Poetics (Chapter XXIII: 1459a31-32 ... 35-37) is attested at
theoretical level too. In particular, Aristotle’s conception on Homeric
unity, along with line 4 of stanza 12 of the Prologue (*a long word
(i.e. story) is told briefly, herein lies the goodness of minstrelsy”),
appears to be reflected in lines 1 and 3 of stanza 13 as well: “the poet
reveals himself ... / ... by telling long verses and tearing (them, — in
Georgian: kheva)” (13, 1/3). The line 3 of stanza 13 remains to the
present day the most vague passage of the entire theory of minstrelsy,
especially, the word kheva ( “to tear off”).' In the course of
discussion” below 1 shall try to present a novel definition of the line
under discussion, partly based on my earlier interpretations.

In my opinion, long verses should be understood as separate
constituent parts or episodes of a briefly told long word (i.e. story, -
[12,4]). 1 believe, such a conclusion corresponds well to Rustaveli’s
words — “cannot tell (i.e. compose) anything [in Georgian: veras] at
length” — conveyed in line 4 of stanza 17: “he is not called a poet
who cannot tell anything [i.e. any part or episode of his poetic
creation] at length” and not, according to the traditional
interpretation, any entire work.

The question is naturally raised whether the Prologue’s theory of
minstrelsy is of stylistic-rhetorical character or compositional, i.e. in
stanzas 12-17 while discussing the peculiar principles of artistic
speech Rustaveli attempts to deal with the problem of language and
style or composition, i.e. compositional organisation of a plot? |
think he largely deals with the latter.

In the context of the current reasoning and bearing in mind that
long verses must imply not the entire poem but its constituent
extended episodes, in my view, one more question must be answered:

! For details on the history of the question, see 10, 94-98. For my earlier
conjectural interpretations of the word kheva, see 5, 134.

? The size of the paper precludes an extensive discussion of the topic, hence
I shall limit myself to general conclusions, this time abstaining from their
detailed argumentation.
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on the one hand, the telling of long verses of the line in question
(13.3) and on the other fearing (kheva) of the same line (13,3) is used
by Rustaveli in mutually synonymous meaning or antonymous? I
think in antonymous.

At the next stage of reasoning, taking into account the meanings
of kheva in Old Georgian', it should be determined by means of this
word what type of compositional (i.e. structural) technique Rustaveli
speaks about, concerning the extended episodes of his poem? In other
words it should be ascertained which principle(s) of compositional
organisation. characteristic of the MPS’s extended episodes might be
expressed in Old Georgian by the word kheva? To answer this
question all the above circumstances should be taken into
consideration: the word kheva of 13,3 refers not to the entire poetic
work but to its single parts, i.e. extended episodes, and. for that
matter, not to the peculiarities of their language and style, but to the
technique of compositional organisation and, at the same. not by
means of extention and continuation of narration but, on the contrary,
through its (well-timed) shortening and reduction. Which
compositional principle, what type of architectonic peculiarity,
unquestionably characteristic of the MPS, combine all the above
identified features? I believe this is the unfinished state of the so-
called digressions, i.e. tributary stories, composed in the shape of
extended episodes and hence, the unfinished state of these episodes
themselves (see above), i.e. in Rustaveli’s words, — “telling long
verses and [their] tearing off”, as it takes place in the stories of the
younger Khatavian brother, seriously wounded by Tariel. Patman
who “ordered” the killing of Chashnagir, Pridon’s warriors remaining
in Kajeti fortress, and finally, King Parsadan who found himself in an
extremely difficult position, and other similar cases.

! These meanings are: first and basic. which for their part denoted two
similar but not completely identical actions: 1. to tear off, to cut off; 2. to
rear to bits, to tear into pieces; and the second, narrow sense of the word
was treatment, dressing [of leather] (for details, see 10, 94...).
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The verb dialambanein is one of the key words of the passage
(Chapter XXIII: 1459a31-32 ... 35-37) of the Poetics under
consideration. In the Greek of Aristotle’s time it had two basic
meanings: 1. fo divide; and 2. fo diversify.' Thereby, from the
standpoint of the possible relations of the above passage of the
Paetics 1o the telling long verses and [their] tearing [line 13.3] of the
MPS's Prologue, my attention was drawn by two more
circumstances.

1. As | noted above, the infinitive form of verb “kheva™ in Old
Georgian expressed another action also, slightly differing from
Modern Georgian mokheva (tearing off., used by Rustaveli,
conjecturally, as leaving unfinished, — see above), in particular,
tearing into pieces, — Modern Georgian dakheva. 1 think this
connotation too fully corresponds to one more highly important
architectonic peculiarity of the MPS: the division-diversification (see
above), i.e. dakheva (tearing into pieces) of the compositionally
basic, briefly told part of the poem by means of the extended episodes
inserted into it.

2. 1 think the above assumption is strengthened, along with
others, by the circumstance that the basic meanings of the key word
dialambanein — used by Aristotle in the Poetics’s above discussed,
one of the most important passages (Chapter XXIII, 1459a31-
32...35-37) —correspond, to a certain extent, exactly to those
connotations that kheva had in Old Georgian: 1. rearing into pieces,
i.e. division; and 2. treatment, dressing [of leather) through tearing
into pieces, which in my view, corresponds precisely to the second

' Accordingly, the commentators of the Poetics translate this word in two
ways: some as divide and others as diversify. Inasmuch as these meanings
derive from each other, while division of a poetic work by means of the
extended episodes inserted into it causes its diversification, and vice versa —
diversification of the plot is feasible precisely with inserted episodes, in
translating this passage (see above), I bore in mind both connotations of the
verb dialambanein.
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meaning of the Poetics’s dialambanein, ie. to the diversification
through division.

Thus, it transpires that the word kheva, because of its meaning, at
first sight completely fallen out of the general context of stanza 13, in
fact renders precisely those basic compositional peculiarities
characteristic of the MPS (see above) by means of which without the
violation of the dramatic unity of the poem — (“a long word [i.e.
story| is told briefly, herein lies the goodness of minstrelsy,” 12.4;
“telling long verses [i.e. episodes] and rearing [them]”, 13,3; “to
attain perfection of words [i.e. stories]”, 16,2; “told exclusively
clearly”, 17,3) — the structural unity of the same poetic work is also
reached (“telling long verses [i.c. episodes] and tearing [them]”, 13.3;
“not reducing Georgian and word [i.e. story]”, 14,3; “he is not called
a poet who cannot fell anything [i.e. episodes] at length”, 17.4). Thus,
[ think that, in discussing the essence of poetry, Rustaveli, through
the word kheva (ro tear), must be pointing to the compositional
technique' based on the principle of the so-called mokheva
(“tearaing off”'), by means of which single extended episodes of the
MPS are composed; as well as referring to the most important
principle of the artistic organisation of the entire plot of his poem ~
tearing into pieces or dividing and thus, thematically diversifying the
compositionally main (based on a single, i.e. united action) textual
part of the poem, by means of inserting into it extended parts,
episodes which are constituents of the same action or closely related
to L

Thus, as it transpires from the discussion carried on in the present
study. on the whole, Rustaveli shares Aristotle’s conception — mainly

' By means of which, according to Aristotle, a kind of shortcoming is
neutralized, which is generally characteristic of an epic, namely, excessive
length of epic poems, in contrast to tragedies, caused by excessive
extension of epic poems’ single episodes (see Poetics, Chapter XVII:
1455b1-2 ... 1455b15-16). 1 mean the unfinished state of the single.
extended episodes in the MPS (for details, see above) and hence, their
relative conciseness.
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his view on the artistic or, as referred to in modern scholarly studies,
Homeric unity of an epic poetic work — set forth in the Poetics. Pt the
same time, Rustaveli makes it more precise and refines it.' It is
exactly through this knowledge of philosophers’ wisdom that ia the
process of creating the MPS Rustaveli attains his main poetic pupose
— (o be united with supreme, heavenly perfection: “what avails e the
knowledge of philosophers’ wisdom, if I do not act according te it! /
we are taught with the purpose of being united with the supreme
perfection of heavens” (788, 3-4).
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Aopmdatigedl, [sofagb] bogemgdo  bogddol batig by, (. gameoobbdmd
adali, @mid ranHuh limvgymgemgl momadmbe agrospebbgans gimbag gdigos)”
(1462a18-1462b1 .. 1462b2-3). s@ob@m@gany Jmgdogeb bhgs spaomgddog
sdobgogmadl  gacspmgdal 08 gadgdmgdeby,  @md  gdmbolsmgob
mpatsbobosmygdgene mopo Logdy sby Bbeds o6 stol jed3mbogook
phsdagypeemdobamgol  byenBydfymdo  god@mdo. babodydop  Jagdoem
gam—gthm sdaget spaopl Bmgodeh: “Gag Ynabyde [pimlob] LopGdyh
sby bedal [BafamBmpinl] wabafyobobs e mabalifigerobamgol
gampenygmsp  bps  Agodangdoegl ogemol Bggroagds. gl go o
Hgdmbgggado  dmbrgdoes, oggo [dolo] Ygmpgbommds  dggero  (aby
Amigéimbol, — Bb) 3mgdgdobaby pude oy ofbpdmwa’ (Jmgdae,
XXIV: 1459b18..21)

P tojgeb  Bomgmer” sby “bempse ofds”, Me odas 96w, Gadbagh
“amgommae dobabggeen ofdsl”. gombolsgombbol dobgegon go afdgema
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stanligmi gl Jmghogel oyodogmo geowbs Ggboggmel Gog@
Fbo@am e omaas Gaomabgdyena, goamolbimd od
pofgdmgdal, God geeboldgombobo, madis ol ‘dyabsynbggdols
wa adpgbaw, Jambmgrmgond 3Gobindty palgetgdamo  Jod-
mgEn  Jhobiosbgmo  modg@e@ygeob  measbygmo  Bsfomos,
magolio séliom @@sdsdgann, stoddmbopdagommo ws sdpgbagw,
dbagg@geo gémosbmdol bfmage sdolhmdgeyd 3dobaodby
wadygagdyeo  gmddmbogool bodyBos, Gobygs doli gadgmathy,
Lboggad by, baOddatels s goddmbogoshy  odsgy  mge-
mlisbdobon s jgotggdol 36megbo gadmgmybomo @adogbody
aotgdemgds  dogmomgdl,  Gedmomag  dedg@mnbol  gdmbos
aovobomobgdumo degha o do.

8)  ogroswobs s mpebyol  gedmegdo  g@odshymmsh
ddomamp  pogegdogdam, gGopgstmgsh  Bnommmgoy@
dmgeogbpdbys walyedigdymo (Bgbsdsdobsw, HAmol wie w©s dg-
@dgh pdodims LadTmdmendo wsddybydabo) ws sdpbaw, magobo
Jrgidgdol e@sdafgeoe  gemosbmdol  dolispfager  dmdgHoll
dbrmop dsmo Agdsppgbgmo g@o—gtima b oo, j3nbmwals,
demmgdymoe  dgobggs  glododmgdmps (adggsto  gdnbmpgdos,
dglisdadolog: sdognggbol Gobbgs ©s mpolggbol wsd@abydols
gobagmydn  dmgengbgdo). Gylimggerol Tobady jo  pagompdom
Anen  Gogmep  gapsbadtgme  s@jofgdhebagme  sdmgsbs
0ao. Jaddeowe, 35l gemosh bogggdom bws pagdomoshydobs,
aemo dbdog, panbs ws Log@iggdo, bogm, dgmay dhdog, dotb-
b=Tgegamdcogew A6 fognaw warag dodgdgemo,
sts@mygetogsbo  dmgemgbpgdo s ofagdemap,  gbowgh

sdboge oby bogygs dmbsfygbos, Gowasbay dhgarse dobobggotios ("sm
Aofab, pOdgemo s8dago o6Bb hggbyeb dogdbgmergdon, 15164). sdegbse,
odobamgol, God ol 86 oyel  dmbsfygbo s Bgbadsbobsm, dhgeram
dolabggema (aby oymb sggocpae  debobggedie go. Bamooeg ofigoo),
dmgezge ybes oodgeb  ("pAdgmmo Logyge  bofyobems, sliey  Jmpemae

Hi'lahbl!“ﬂtl‘r"‘ 234.3). orgge dngepsdydo, le‘ gaenol b "Bnn:, B
mijda dmpenge ofiab BaBbagh. gb pgabalgbgmn jo, magal bfag, Goamey
Bgdmm g3a0 seebodbs, o Logaadol go. “pedgon sddob" (1516,4)

ahty “afdgmon Logygel” (124; 234.3) edslsggeo @ badmememem xaddn,
hapgemo gfmosbmbol gagfoggqomae seedmpgdol gmergalios.
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Ao gognignsbosbo Loggadob @sdod g Jmdimbogoso
powadaoaol  dobbowm,  dbmgrow  gmmo dsmgsbolbsmgol  pbws
dogbodadabs  gedimbogoghom doGomapo oby lLsydwabo  baf-
ageol,  oddol,  ggbgos. ggodemd,  bogabagdm Bl gemdol
pofgdgs bampgemos, Gl gdowembol, ge@Bsbol s Joxgdals
sfdgdabispab  psblibgagndom gaabolygsmbbol  gpsdmens do,
gademdhngew, dbmeaw mfo boggadatee dofomsmo  sBdsgo
0Jaamabs o mogy Bampsbo, Grpmég Gafogmobs s bgbge-
bob,  oby  sgmobmogobs  ws  mobsoobol  Bgdmbgggso,
badoxbgam bolinsmobss. sdpgbsw, Gubmggmb ymdimbogogdsw
dofomamn addob gablcos Wfmege g@o—ghmo dempsbolismyols
by dngbodgdobs. bemmosp aalbisggde dabgbgdol padm (Hako-
greo=bglidobol  boggetpmmsb s jagdodgdagmo  Bmgengbgdo
Jombmmopon@ap  Fob qL{@EdL sgmsbpom-nobsmobolisl ms
mabsz Emol gogomgdon gen wow dnbsgganl Gmogegl)
whsdafyyeo  gemosbmdol  gho  badobbol  SolseTggew
@gbmggends mogol dmgdaBo  gdgogrme ws  dmermdpy Slishs
(mgdge, —  Gojbodopmy@op  Bogmagm.  ©afgd. ob.  Jggdmm)
dbomwop  mobsmob-sgmobpognols  sby  s@adgmesb  ©sgegTo-
Gadgenn  degaabgon (@ o@s  odsdgmol  badgegmb  dmgero
abdmdos),  bome  wsbodhgh  3g@lbmboggdls  ws  sdpgbsw,
Ladggmgdmeb (sby obpmgmol, Fxeosbabbsmol, bmgems  ©a
Josegmal Lasdggmgdmab) wagsgTomgdamo 333960 4o Jadomamos,
= wofgdogmgdom, dop@ad, dotomopap, -  dbommp oM
ofi@sdnd,  gatdmp,  doambgdsms  goadon, s msbag, -
woybimangderspw (mobsmob—sgmabpomol s830b  dhgaglom 3
Jg@limbagmapeb degmmdipy) popdmgydnmo dbm@me
Bgb@ab—fatogmoli s8dsg0s, — wafgdm. ob. Jggdmm).

3)  sdwybow, bypdmbedomgmomo  Ladggmgdols wa
Bgbadadobow, bhgowolbbgs  dg@bmbogms  oagaamslisgengdols
podmmosbgool sby gedyaol g@Hmosh Logggdor s bodmgnmm
waddo,  wasdsdger  gmddmbogosw  petiwajibol  d@mgghido
anlboggenol, olggg Gopmég  dodg@obol, Jogd Foflodsgns-
Famas ogbmdofgdaemo dmgmogbgdols  Jfdmbrg@seomamo
powdmgdol 3@obgodo.  gapeolbimd ol padgdmgdsl, @md
dmgdol Logggpo  ofggds o6 Jembommpendep  gepdglo,
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obwmgmol Ladggmlinsh ©sgegndgdgmo sdbgdol gowdmggdom
(FAmdgenbag dedygadmms g goabgdon dmdbwsto
dyemmabsbbatoll o domel,  sfedgool  Ledggmbosb
Eagogdntigdamo Bogaegbgdols obdmds), séslge — gedymals
dobgogon  ygqemaby  pgoshpgmo,  stadgmol  badggobosk
oo dofigdgmo  o83930L  sbobgom.  slsbmsbagy  dmydols
Jodggeeogy  gdobowe  (dggg  Gobdggebol  doghm mobsmobol
aodgepgds)  yimemep  s@bepgdl  dmidpggbm  gdobopl
(Aol ggobolbs oo sgmsbgogrol  dog bawordmdobsl
dgdmbgggom meber dmygdol sby Gofngaol bobgsl), Gmdgendog
ofggds dmgdols méo  dGmAspmbol@ol, sgmsbgommobs s Fo-
fingenol, magpspalisgengdols sby oo doGomapo  boggadgeo
bsbol g s8dsw, g6mosh  bogpador  (e@aldmdgerglgaeo
daddobmgnmgnom) geam dmfdaogdspe By a6,

a) slagatap,  stobodgmglggmoe  Fgadobommpgonls
fodmygbgdom oy godbygegdo, doddgogdol spgdol waEsdadyan
Jhobzoity  Eadgatigdgmo  magobo  dmgdol jmddmbogondap
lisyyAmah, dofomap sddsp sy bsfogem Gaboggmds sgmsbpo-
ol osgasmabsgemmo  sjgoe. Bap@iad  Gopmoms  dmaby@bs
dmghds  sdpgamo  Bbs@agdgmo  hsbagoddol  3@addognmse
dgommahgds of gemgdmgdol pomgsemolifobgdom, Gmd  dmgdsdo,
BmymoE Y490 oodge, Moo damgsambolgos (sgmsbpogre @s
Aomogemo) s Bgbsdsdobsw, BalBo bozgadmdse ws sdwgbsp,
bdbgderngos, blhmmddnmgersms doomowo dgmeg, Hatogenol
sidego godlodpgde? alidyne  Jombgel, ggmoleemd, dydwegao
dabygbo  gbps  pogeal:  gggboldgombobdn  pamdmgdyen
dmgergbgdl dmgdo ymggemmgol gggde 08 spgogrsdog, Gmd;-
madpgg  dobo  AmbBafomngs  (go.  ogomibomggmae  ob
dLdgbgmos) oogom  sgmoebpogmo.  bbgepgetom o9 godyggo.
Losgadn@o babob asbgomamgdol 3mgdato sgmsbwomo pobsd-
0Gmdgdl, @y odsby  dogoompdl,  Gmd  Dogggdolb
Jmdies boggomdo  magabobsgool mgsgnbs baobom  smgdnl do-
domagon  oby  boydipgho  sddogo,  bsfogre  dsdmgnsg
sgmabagrol s gaows bsgsenos s RIGHY dgmemy
dtm@Eagmbolgol, Gadogmob.
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) dygbgd@ogos, gaebolbdysrbbol jodinbogoy@sp dofomswpo
aby ogmabwogmal  s8dogo  Fhmboarmgogdo  msbdodpgarimdol
woghegiaroe  atol powdoggiygmme.  odpgefisegge  ae-
obgmEaegl  Bogd gdmlolemgel  wAsls@ygane  g@Amosbmdals
mgembab@obon  babodgdmo  dohbgym mwoligals s
ogros@s dogy. gamerolibbmd, dgladadobsw, meolggbol Lsddmdm-
oo EsddAgbgdol  gobsgmydo  globeegdobs ws  sjomggliols
@Aobbgol  dedg@mbol  dogd  Jembmadagonmo  dhobgedon
aoedmggdal.  dop@sd  dmdg@mbol  gdmbobagsb  asblbgsggdom
agboggeol  dmgdob  jmddmbogon@se  dodomswo  s8dsgn
doogagl womol aogogmgdon 996m ©op dmbsgggol! by o6
st waede  gobagbGoagdgmae? sdagemo o6 jofgldmnbyme
Lodbgenols  pomabsmobagae  éybogymo  dmgero  deagdols
dsbdogn'by  dobobdadodmmyarop  oggbgdl  Lomgadol  jedde-
hogog@o méasbobagaol 08 3GobEedl, @mdgmon JndgGmbol
gamldn  dbegren gorggme,.  godmbogrmol  Hyderbggaad do
goflodpgds, boge giogato GHapagool godamadto dnddba-
o bhgs  BofodBmgdgdolismgol g0 bAgerose  mpebms, Gag
dagoddgdobgol, @ml ol magep  Aylmggenolynmo  sbmgagos
abwo ogeb. gbos gedie bogogdoe ws dgbododnbop, bomggdmei-

1 ogeas@olggeno sdomggbol @obbgs, Gmgmén Gbmdogos, Lgm  ban
soggenhy  Agde  meed pebligmedsdn  a@dgmopads,  Ggamifsn o
powdmggdgmos oby gTgemme sofyhomos dbomme 2 meob doge by
b, mpebgs @ go mpolggbol se Ymosbn peddigbgbol dbmmemp meb sm-
guenty  dghe ool dbdogrty  SmBbpsdo  gobsmydo  dmgagbgdos
popdmggdgmme,  Aodgrogeb  9lgemere  sefifome 9§ badmidgme
wimol Imbagggme  Hgampgbl 6 poghs oa 8 odyh
aaebobdgsmbbolymea gmdimhogon®ee dofomsen sgmsbpogmols s83sg0
g0 Fermdoom pidgempgds, gofdow go, 5 Faeeby dgde () bbob Sabdoge by
© afobgmggegb meboblae go, sypomadgmos, Gmd emsdsggemo Longgae
whmdn ogmb gmbjgbgHofgbeo, Galgy Jmggogel sgaméo bapabpgdme
atabgoengdl  ygGoemogial magobe  ghodpogol  madabidipengdge, XXVI
mago: “bmene [ymggenoggl ob, [Gag] dggoe [sob] magdoyom— jombgby o
fgbyeno,  guGe Labosdmgbe[s],  gomfy  womoe  w@hool  Bsbdocmiy
andosbn@aden—psa@dgegdyema” (1462b1-2).
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Ue§@mes sy genose dofinmoe sgmobgogmols s8dsgoab! Abmmme
by b—Tgogamddogeae  Esgagdodgdgea,  dap@ol ok dolio

L lagmol, JoGodom, sdbol Logggaaden @s sbegbse, Lafygdangmse
dofomammbs  of  bBadbagh, Gmd Gl ymddmBopog@o  mgoebsbmabomay
gmggemgol sgyecgdersg bayfagbo gabiyes 9dbgds @sgabiydyeme. sby
Dagsemomae, gofogeals mogasmabisgocna  ggmbolgysmbbol oo boggns-
AE=batndaaGymoe  dofomsma  adbomsh  gfor—gfons,  dap@ad
gmddmbojoyfer ol sfadofomages. sgmsbgomol mogaswabisgseo o
gmBdmBogonfan ws sbegbse, Loggganf-bamydanfameesy dofamsmos,
Lagdy olss, Hmd dmddgegdol gfonsbobol sMaligmgger o JEobjodols
somgamabfobgdom  dgddbome  e@sdsggee  sagdgergdel  gdogncio
B fomdmgdal (Hmambamay dg dogobbyy sogbolgysmbabl) jeoddoBogoyfoe
Lagtiomagbn  s8bage  Hypdergdgenos, Gl Logaaénﬁ—béﬁgjﬁgﬁnqaqo“
dofnmamo af aymb, Fampabay  geldemBogonfon  bayfegt aﬂbo—in,
atoligmggengh dmﬁuagum]h msbablae, msgobmsmsger opjeobbigbs, Gmd
mabemobs we sdegbse, apfigoyg bogggeel Ggdseagbaeo jFHo—gmoe Hik-
aidgbgemgabybo  Bafomopas. fobssgBmgs Agdmbgggede dali g9f way-
gobdgds  Bogee  Bafsmdmglobamgols geddmbopogfee  dofomago,
LayFegbo bafocol Bﬂﬁdl]"" bﬁ'mﬁg{a ad 5aﬁ*|ﬂmahnl~ 5.sm:]anqnhﬁ'nl'ﬂbum.
@740 3gemab aambebsy ol bogyr
aﬁnﬁ—l)ﬁﬁnjﬁjﬁnqaga{\ dnﬁnmb:go bﬂan_\n A n:lﬁdbmqo,
mgmEoeamsy 4o Fafdmgeagbyeoes, God sds oy od Labol Jeggnio
P}abatﬁn;jtﬁnh dhaggtigoo ﬁ;]aqnﬂnbnl} dgegase ob powadyymeoym dmgeo
&1 Mg ymddmBogan® bayfegbse (ganemobbimbd sfoligmggegl
dmﬁua{;unnh Agbadadols  gmddmbogogm  baymegbl), Gomasbag  a8agem
Bgdmbgggato ol adbgdmes JmddmBogeyfo megabodajpenl mgscbabfobom
bbgs godol Loytenbo gegdngbae, gn@doe go, oF. Bodhie sdduge (frame
story), fsbagy dgeoggebagde afmegagh edbsge sdbagdo—b (story within a
story) Bamsgogen  dmagenb, ob dobo  padaBgogadgee  gecds — 4§
Bmfambmgdol byfbo (framing device). sdggafo gmddmdopog®o gadbo s,
Gndenols gadeygbgdol yggenaly gu6io sefgpome Bndmbggggdoy dyge obe-
A gdmbde godbofimgds, Gopmey ghobomos, sodmbsgeafo gde gyeo
gfswagonbmgobas,  Labmpseme,  mafabsbosmpdgenn  (Bspsemomsm, —
asmoaligfmmo gadly) ws gafmdge moggfagfaido sepoeo Ggeafigbom agoab,
Jofdee  go, XIV O beals 11 th-]riﬁquﬁ waod ggomtia  (x.  degafiol
@y odgmmbo @y x. hobyGol jabsadidgmogeo dmabmmdgdo). mylys dulo
podegabadol o gymeoe  dgBmbgggabo  mgan sbpogn®  moggfagnfiade
Bgobodbgbs  (mgomogbol  dggedmeigmdgde).  solmbagoy®,  jgfdma,
Liamlmen eoggfagyfabmaeb Jafmgee gdogyco afamajool BoohHo o
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ﬂ;,ﬂogauﬁa;{:’n (o aﬂgglzjﬁag\l, .?{"!;]Bllh Hh.\ﬁ;jﬁl“aﬁ{'n 3("10!-'
osbmbobamgol,  dogeo  boggghobsmgol  ba@mds adgeew
stisdofomagpo,  ofasuommgdgame s gy degamabgdol
doJbodsgmyo  dmgerge sbabgs (Yp@dgare bofygge 8mgerge
omddol, Bantos slaw  gotipo”, 124) sby dspamomaem, dggg
Gobiggebols d@dabgdom  dnlio  dmbgdol dogd aibo Amydol
gomfaosbo  ggegae  dgdbs  (juddmbogoydsp  dofomam
sgmabpogool 83sgmab  @sgagTodgdamn, dapdad  bddmds -
agars@  dobo s slggy  dogero Jmgdelb  s@szioergdgamo
Gafomo) s@fgdomos dmjmawp, dbmmeop 5 bidmgen (115-119).
daboby sbisbgeno Lsfompy weob peblagemmdsdo dodpobady,
sgmabpomoli sddagmeb s jagdodgdamo,  Gop@ed sy gGaw
dmgeo Jmgdolimgolisgy bogeged o= b ms g gemsw
angoergdgaro dogeabado (Aggg Gmlggasbol memdodo megol
arbodgdoab,  mobsoobol psfgends s Bapodmdolsl  giabeo
dogdol Babga)  go  popdmaydgmos  gocmsw,  ggddmw, &7
l@mgeo (34342, 44-114).  odpgefo  goddobogeyto
magobgdag@gds  dogmo  dmgdol BabBgsdon  gofbodpgds  ws
Aadb@ol dogege ©s g@dmop mdgeo bafomgdoli Gopmma-
o s gebembbmdogd  g@mog@odmbsggemgmdal  af gl
Jafdome go,  Gmgmge oddgeeo Befomgdo,  mdsdglFoemom,
powdmggdgh  wemol  babp@dmog  (Aggpmgdtiog,  Gadpgbody
mgoah ob, gomggae Bgdmbgggaddo, g@mowsb bad {mmadwg) dm-
bogggmadl, bome aidmep oddhmoe Gofomgdo g0 — pamols
bobm jeog 8mbojgamadl, G@dmagdog, oo blodow, dhmmme
g@m peoah ob gBm  pmgby mpbsy 836, oo-bal pEosh
dmganghgdls  sboboggh,  @a@,  dmgdogel  sgimtoeb  obeoen,!
Lfmege Gesggeoolsmgol s s8rpgbsp, Lsbmpspop wasdsd-
Ao gtmosbodol 3dmby boggaGobmgolss Fgbsggmobo.
Gogmig bydmm 9439 s@obodbs, stoligm@gmgl msbabdsw,
Loggadol  ésdsgmmmds oy dbmmop  Gosggeonbogoliss

ool jfo—gGoo dgegee, Gogeéy Babl, obog 3bes yogoeogm, Gmd gl
gmiddmiogen@o  bgfbo  aslegygbgbos  sdemsbpamigxabiosbol  agamibag,
ovgdgs, Bmpmyg habl, bs jame Fafgbaggberoe.

! ab Jemgga s, mago V: 1449b12-13.
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ayjaoegdgmo, stadge  gdmbobogobag. dog@ad, Jmghogol of-
Gmoob sbhdom, pEadolispab  goblibgsggdom  giogam  dmgigdl
wado@ndom  sfgm  sp@gmgy  odob  pbsdmgdemmdag,  @md
“Bodadeb” 9@sgem gAmpomymse dmibpom Jrogmgbsl, GHmdwm-
gboz gfmo doddgogdob (sby 2830l) dgdowgnbgmo bhgsesbbgs
bafomgbos. bfmege 8ag0m0 gbodoli (hyommmdom odgbhl gimbo
wopgdamgdsl (megaloprepeia) s dMagomagmeghgdal
(epeisodioun anomoiois epeisodiois).! oyiGs s@obpmdaery olan
(1459b27-28) swboBbogh, @md ool godm obmwpgds gdognto
Jmgdol Logdy (sby bmds), @sg, degdogel  sgim@nbsgy
shéhom, gingn@o  bafsddmgdol  pd@sdsfmmo  g@mosbmdol
Wgdsdgodngdgee  goddm@os?  sdpgbom,  sMobEmAgmyl
mabsbda, dogbgoege  odobs, @md  Foopgoosbimeb  ‘dgos-
fgoom  gg@m wopo  bop@dy  gdmbolb bsgmep  gbms
fisnmgagmb, ol dsobg sqpomgdgemos gingg@o dmgdolismgols.
sdagy gmddmbogon® “Ie@epmiliby” gopgg ptobger sdsbgoan-
7ol gp@spegdsl s@olgm@gmy  Jmgdeyol  gobsmyg, 26-9
magdo dolio sh@om, gdmbo ggd ‘dgdmogampmgds dhmmmo
ghma  domol by 880l papdmggdom, Gapasbag By
bodols godm ol ob Wgdmgmgdgmo podmgs obms ygg@ymo
wa  dmbafygbo  oby  YygomFyomos. ofpgbsw, stoligmGgey
bsdmgonme  waslygbol, @md  gimbobsegol  bsyggogbons
ogras@alis s mpolgol Bydnbgggs, Gmdmados, gGoo dbéog,
diasgognn  bofogrolsgeb  dgoagdoab, dop@ad, dgmey  dbdog,
Booby gie defdgogdel dadsggh’?

ago]amd, amd dmgdogel Lfmége bydmpsbbomygemo span-
adols pomgagolifobgdom agobalibgemo babgbols
dmdgGommgnado  “edsdsfmmo  geonsbmdol”  agafmon
wadggowmps Hodobo “Laegleadame gomosbmds™d jgGdmm
g0, dmdgfmempggdo ga@spmgdal sdsbgomagdagh of padgdmgdaty,
Aod dmdg@mbol  demgdgdol dbodgrimera  gEmosbmds

' ob.: Jdmggage, mage XXIV: 1459b22-31,

*ab. Jmgaogs, mago XXV 1462a18-1462b3; mago XXIV: 1459b18-21,
* ol dmggage, maga XXVI: 1462b5-11

* Bagowamabismgals, aboway 7, 56..., 62.. .
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aabdo@mdgdgmos  @msdsd maresb gtmsp dsma bl@mgds aomero
gamasbodomsg! slaget gmdimbogon® dobabl, 833mggetios
wa  godggdom, dmdgambo meelgedn 3§, adodms dogmbgdgdol
Ladmamadom?  spbagh, emesesde  go gdgdabiVomome
aodlodogds af.  Fobslbfemdgdyggeadobs’ s Bm@ogms
b abbogngagonl? Badagogmo @adbogs.

gaetbobigombbol  ‘dgdmbgggsdon,  guod@md  @md,  SJmgdol
Absgtigero  ghonsbmdol  godmdfggge dobgbo wEsdsd ganomsb
gemew  dobogol  gwomw wodsbsbnsmgdgane b o meno
gamosbmdagg o@ob, Aol bamgeygmeasbag Godpgbody wadsggbom
astgdmgdsby ga@epmgdol godebgomgdom gggaegdn.
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aobadfgoadl ol pe@gdmgdsn, Gmd Jmgdool aoblisbognggm,
wdbodgbgeamgobgl  dsbsgBo  (mago XXII, 145923132 .. 35-37)
atolifmfgengl  dogd  podmygbydamo  g@o—g@one s ggebde
bodyggol — “posmsddabgol” dodomapo d60dgbgmmdgbo Lfméyw
od  méo  86oBghgmmdal,  podgggnmfomsw,  Yglisdygolios,
Aembdmado “bggs"—b Jjmbps dggm JedmpmUo: 1 “pobgga” by
fwaymgs s 2. “pabggol LaTmemgdoo [ d@eggble [Gyegel]
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dbogagemn  oby, Gopmeg dob osbadgedmgy  Ladyabogam
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398mygbgd e @oggHagms:

L 8. gogodgdody, @gbosggme, dgd@ofo, dtgmamogdo, mdnmolo,
1961.

2. Der Neue Pauly, Enzyklopidie der Antike. Rezeptions- und
Wissenschafisgeschichte, Hrsg, H.

Schneider, Stuttgart, Weimar, 1996, &mdo 14, bgago 133134 (R, Gordesiani,
bgagos: Georgien).

3. Z. Khintibidze, Homer, Aristotle and the Compositional Peculiarity of the
Development of the Subject in The Man in the Panther's Skin, The
Kartvelologist (The Journal of Georgian Studies), v. 10, Tbilisi, 2003, p. 78-88.

4. 8, Chintibidse, Ein Fall der Rezeption von Homers Odyssee in Rustavelis
Vepxistgaosani, Georgica, 28, 2005, Shaker Verlag, Aachen, ag. 167-182.

5. b bobmodody, dmdgambo s dgbogyee.  geddnbogoydo
megabobogool  dedg@obobygme  dtobgodgde e glogndo
Gfspoggns, gresgeabo, mdognobo, 2005. = Short version in English: Homer
and Rustaveli. Homeric Principles of Compositional Organization and the Epic
Tradition, Phasis (Greek and Roman Studies), volume 9, 2006, Thilisi State
University, pp. 233-256.

'Lgn‘;n'aﬁuuy;]anm spmho'dbygeme bsgombol ‘Bylobyd ob. 5, 158-160.
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6 Homs  Ggbogyeo,  ggboldgombsbe,  mdogmabo,  dygbogdbgds,
1988.

7. @, pmépgbosbo, dg6dbgmo mofadsfats, L geobyéo gdedol
gdmlio, goofoge, @ads, @mgmlo, mdogmolio, 2002,

8. R. Gordesiani, Kriterien der Schriftlichkeit und Miindlichkeit in
homerischen Epos, Studien zur klassischen Philologie (Herausgegeben von
Prof. Dr. M. von Albrecht), Band 19, Verlag Peter Lang, Frankfurt am Main,
Bern, New York, 1986

9. M.S. Silk, Landmarks of World Literature. Homer, The lliad, Cambridge,
1987.

10. 0. dmandgady, degdao  dedagngenobdo  gaebolidgorbabdn,
mbognalsn, 1997
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LORD BYRON’S GEORGIAN ATTACHMENT

Thyrza is Lord Byron's lyrical character which has caused so
much controversy upon its archetype. A poem composed on 11
October, 1811 and entitled “Thyrza” became an object of discussion
and research alongside a series of poems also dedicated to Thyrza
and composed later than October 1811: “Away, Away, ye Notes of
Woe!™, “One Struggle More, and 1 am Free”, “Euthanasia™, “And
thou art Dead, as Young and Fair”, “If Sometimes in the Haunts of
Men™.

Lord Byron
To Thyrza

Without a stone to mark the spot,

And say, what Truth might well have said,
By all, save one, perchance forgot,

Ah! wherefore art thou lowly laid?

By many a shore and many a sea
Divided, yet beloved in vain;

The past, the future fled to thee,
To bid us meet — no — ne’er again!

Could this have been —a word, a look,
That softly said, “We part in peace”,
Had taught my bosom how to brook,
With fainter sighs, thy soul’s release,

And didst thou not, since Death for thee
Prepared a light and pangless dart.
Once long for him thou ne’er shalt see,
Who held, and holds thee in his heart?
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Oh! who like him had watch’d thee here?
Or sadly mark’d thy glazing eye,

In that dread hour ere death appear,
When silent sorrow fears to sigh.

Till all was past? But when no more
“T was thine to reck of human woe,
Affection’s heart-drops, gushing o’er,
Had flow’d as fast — as now they flow.

Shall they not flow, when many a day
In these, to me, deserted towers,

Ere call'd but for a time away,
Affection’s mingling tears were ours?

Ours too the glance none saw beside:
"The smile none else might understand:
The whisper’d thought of hearts allied,
The pressure of the thrilling hand.

The kiss, so guiltless and refined,

That Love each warmer wish forbore;
Those eyes proclaim’d so pure a mind,
Even Passion blush’d to plead for more.

The tone, that taught me to rejoice,
When prone, unlike thee. to repine;
The song, celestial from thy voice,
But sweet to me from none but thine;

The pledge we wore — I wear it still,

But where is thine? — Ah! where art thou?
Oft have I borne the weight of ill,

But never bent beneath till now!
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Well hast thou left in life’s best bloom
The cup of woe for me to drain.

If rest alone be in the tomb,

I would not wish thee here again.

But if in worlds more blest than this
Thy virtues seek a fitter sphere,
Impart some portion of thy bliss,

To wean me from mine anguish here,

\Teach me — too early taught by thee!
To bear, forgiving and forgiven:

On earth thy love was such to me;

It fain would form my hope in heaven!

11 October, 1811

Ambiguity is characteristic of poetry but entropy is to be
removed through correct interpretation to avoid misunderstandings.

Thyrza became a matter of concern not only due to the nature of
this mystical poetic image, but mainly due to the identity of a real
prototype. English or oriental? — this was the question that puzzled
Byron’s biographers and scholars of the XIX century.

There can be no doubt that Lord Byron referred to Thyrza in
conversation with his wife, Lady Byron, and probably also with his
half-sister. Mrs. Leigh, as a young girl who had existed, and the date
of whose death almost coincided with Lord Byron’s landing in
England in 1811. On one occasion he showed Lady Byron a beautiful
tress of hair, which she understood to be Thyrza’s. He said he had
never mentioned her name, and that now she was gone his breast was
the sole depository of that secret. T took the name of Thyrza from
Gesner. She was Abel’s wife.”

Later, in the twentieth century, the same literary phenomenon
became a target of an absolutely new and unusual approach. The
question of “eastern or western?”, “English or oriental?” was
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substituted by a dilemma “male or female?” The latter has been
established mainly due to the opinion expressed by Professor L. A.
Marchand who identified the prototype of the poem and the whole
serics as appertaining to John Edleston, the Cambridge choirboy’,

This opinion has been acknowledged by many Byron scholars
and authors and has been widely reflected in various books on Lord
Byron or his circle?,

In the beginning of the XXI century Thyrza as a female person
is again a scholarly version broadly inviting deeper study”,

The present work argues that Byron’s poems to Thyrza are
addressed to a female person and are likely to be inspired by the
tragic fate of a Georgian slave girl, the poet could have bought in
Alexandria of Troas during his first travels in Asia Minor and whom
he unsuccessfully attempted to save from disgrace.

The story of a Georgian slave girl is described in the third
volume of “The Life, Writings, Opinions and Times of the Right
Hon. George Gordon, Lord Byron™, anonymously published by
Matthew Iley in London in 1825, as a copious recollection of the
poet’s destroyed manuscripts originally intended for posthumous
publication.

In literary sources the three volumes of “The Life, Writings and
Opinions of Lord Byron” were not always considered truly authentic,
especially when compared to the unrivalled power and impression,
created by Thomas Moore’s version of Lord Byron's biography

' Leslie Marchand, Byron, A Portrait, p. 107; Byron’s Letters and Journals, volume
2.p. 116,
* Martin Garrett, George Gordon Lord Byron, The British Library, London, 2000,
See e, g. Susan Normington, Byron and his Children, Allan Sutton, 1993;
Paul Douglas, Lady Caroline Lamb, A Biography, Palgrave Macmillan, 2004,
* Bernard Beatty, “Accomplished verse” and “awakened hearts™ Byron's “Thyrza”
Poems, The Byron Journal, Volume 33, No.2, London, 2005, pages 79-91.
* The Life, Writings, Opinions and Times of the Right Hon. George Gordon, Lord
Byron, in three volumes, Mathew lley, London, 1825,
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“Letters and Journals™', first published by John Murray in the years
1830-31.

The publication of “Letters and Journals™ by Thomas Moore,
with its tremendous success and convincing way of presenting the
poet’s life through correspondence, actually meant oblivion to other
biographies for a long period. In spite of the fact that the latter
resonates to this day. we have enough grounds to doubt its
superiority. We are aware of the fact that “the originals of the
hundred and fifty-eight letters which Byron wrote to Moore himself,
and which Moore published in his biography of Lord Byron, have
never been found. After Moore’s death his papers passed to Lord
John Russell, but Bertrand Russell, who inherited from him, found
nolhing,"z

This statement confirms the opinion expressed by Rowland E.
Prothero in the Preface to the second volume of Byron's works edited
by him.?

As it seems evident today, Moore did not reproduce Byron's
letters exactly as written but considerably altered them in order to
emphasize his role and not to show Byron in a particularly favourable
light. As William St. Clair notes, “He may have deliberately
destroyed the original letters to cover his traces and avoid being
fuund4out,,, Byron's letters to Moore imply that Moore saw him as a
rival™.

Thomas Moore considered “Thyrza” to be “a mere creature of
the poet’s brain”, though in many editions this comment of Thomas
Moore is followed by the letter of Byron to Dallas composed on 1 ke

' Thomas Moore, Letters and Journals of the Lord Byron: With Notices of his Life,
2 vols. London, John Murray, 1830-31,

* William St. Clair. The Temptation of a Biographer: Thomas Moore and Byron,
Byron Journal, 1989, London, p.51.

" The Works of Lord Byron, Letters and Journals, 6 vols. Edited by Rowland E.
Prothero, London, 1898-1901.

‘ William St. Clair. The Temptation of a Biographer: Thomas Moore and Byron,
p.55.

13



KARTVELOLOGIST 15 AUTUMN 2009

October, 1811', the very day he composed “To Thyrza™, This letter
speaks of a different source of inspiration for Byron and we will refer
to it later.

Thus Byron’s letters to Moore shared the same fate of being
destroyed as were the Memoirs presented and entrusted to him., The
absence of the latter deepens not only interest but also the importance
of its copious recollections.

The new light shed upon the authenticity of Moore’s
publications attracts attention to other sources among which we note
the above-mentioned volumes by Matthew Iley. According to the Iley
book, Byron bought a girl with the intention of restoring her to her
parents in Tifflis, but in vain. “His Lordship deeply deplored that all
his efforts...should have been so fruitless.”

The story and its link with Thyrza truly confirm what mental,
spiritual and bodily toil and sufferings Byron experienced when on
his travels.

It is universally acknowledged that in the case of Lord Byron
most of the poetic pieces refer to real episodes of his life. Therefore
we had the belief that, if true, this tragic story would certainly cause
emotive lines. Before analyzing the story of the Georgian girl in
connection with the poems dedicated to Thyrza or Byron’s works in
general, we had to refer to the historical accuracy of the supposed
episode.

We also have to note that the three volumes of Matthew lley
were published as early as in 1825, a year after Lord Byron's death.
This creates the possibility of mistakes of haste as well. In spite of
this there are many facts in the story that agree with historically
acknowledged events.

According to the story in Matthew lley’s book, Byron when in
Asia Minor bought the Georgian girl at a slave market in Alexandria.

! See, e. g. The Complete Works of Lord Byron, Galignani, Paris, 1837, comments
for p. 175; The Poetical Works of Lord Byron, Complete in one volume, New
York, 1869, comment for p. 559.
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Sources confirm that Byron visited Alexa.ndna of Troas, the day after
embarking at Smyrna on the 11th April 1810."
Thus, we conclude that Byron could have met the girl on 12%
April, 1810, or ﬁe\'eral days later as the salsette remained nearby for
“about a tortmght’

I. The situation described in connection with Tifflis or Georgia,
or the interest shown mainly through the mention of silk and shawls,
slow caravans and couriers, precise distances, etc.. confirm the
authenticity of the story.

II. According to the story, the Georgian girl died at Candia and
was buried “in the Eastern Greek burying-ground, about a mile from
the city of Candia”. Byron “ordered a monument of stone to be
placed over her remains, with the inscription describing her name and
sufferings”.

We asked Professor Marios Byron Raizis, President of the
Hellenic Byron Society. to help us in our research. In his letter of 12"
June, 2000 he wrote the following: “There were several small
cemeteries around Candia (now Iraklion) at that time, one for the
Orthodox, one for the Jews, one for the Muslims and one for the
Catholics that had remained in Crete after the evacuation by the
Venetians in 1769. Today the buildings of Iraklion, the capital,
extend much further than one mile in every direction from the city
centre. The old cemeteries were transferred elsewhere, and their
tombstones were used for new burials or as building materials for
houses and other buildings, as it usually happens, As for the
tombstone of the Georgian protégée of Byron, it does not exist today.
Today’s municipal authority that is in charge of cemeteries gave this
information. ”

! “The life of Lord Byron™ in “The Complete Works of Lord Byron”, Galignani,
Paris, 1837, chapter 21, p.37.
? Ibid.; See also Leslie Marchand, Byron, A Portrait, p. 82.
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According to the lley story, it took Byron more than a year to
find the girl. It means that Byron could have discovered the girl after
her disappearance, approximately in the spring of 1811. Byron sailed
from Malta to England on gnd June, 1811. We conclude that the girl
must have died either shortly before Lord Byron's departure from
Malta and Byron did not learn about her death then, or soon after he
had left. As for the tombstone, it is not indicated in the story that
Byron caused it to be erected during his stay in the East. He could
have ordered it later from England.

Taking into consideration that when on his travels, Byron used
to get letters either in Malta or in Patras, in the Morea, the news of
the girl’s death could reach him in England not earlier than in late
August or September. The news of Byron's death at Missolonghi
reached Douglas Kinnaird almost a month later, on 14™ May 1824.

We believe Byron composed his poem “To Thyrza™ on the spot
when accepting the news of her death. Therefore here stands the first
line: “Without a stone to mark the spot.”

Now we apply to Byron’s letters and his poetry, as the most
trustworthy source for further investigation. especially when his
writings are echoes of his actions and emotions rather than products
of an imaginary life.

Byron lost his mother on the return from his first journey.
Before Mrs. Byron was buried, news had come of his Cambridge
friend, Charles Skinner Matthews™ death. This was followed by a
third shock — the death of his Harrow friend, John Wingfield. Soon
after this Byron heard again about the death of one more Harrow
friend, Hargreaves Hanson, who died at the age of 23.

Near the end of September 1811 Byron left Newstead, his
ancestral home, for Lancashire and came back on October 9. News
had come in his absence of the death of John Edleston, the choirboy
of Trinity Chapel at Cambridge, his “adopted brother”, as Thomas
Moore would say. The choirboy had died the previous May while
Byron was abroad. With his thoughts so closely upon death, Byron
composed the draft of a will.
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On 10" October, 1811 Byron wrote to Francis Hodgson, his
Cambridge friend: “I heard of a death the other day that shocked me
more than any of the preceding, of one whom I once loved more than
ever loved a living thing, & one who [ believe loved me to the last,
vet I had not a tear left for an event which five years ago would have
bowed me to the dust; still it sits heavy on my heart & calls back
what [ wish to forget, in many a feverish dream.”"

Byron’s letter to Dallas dated October 11, 1811 comprises the
famous lines: “I have been again shocked with a death, and have lost
one very dear to me in happier times; but I have almost forgot the
taste of grief and supped full of horrors, till I have become callous:
nor have I a tear left for an event which, five years ago, would have
bowed down my head to the earth. It seems as though [ were to
experience in my youth, the great misery of age. My friends fall
around me, and I shall be left a lonely tree before | am withered.”

It was really a period of disaster for Byron.

The aforementioned letter to Dallas dated 11™ October 1811 is
writlen in that very context. Though Byron mentioned a new shock,
he did not reveal the name of the loss.

On 28 October, 1811 Byron wrote to Mrs. Pigot of Southwell:

“Dear Madam, — | am about to write to you on a silly subject &
yet I cannot well do otherwise. — You may remember a cornelian
which some years ago I consigned to Miss Pigot, indeed gave to her,
& now I am going to make the most selfish & rude of requests, — —
The person who gave it to me, when | was very young, is dead, &
though a long time has elapsed since we ever met, as it was the only
memorial <almost>" I possessed of that person (in whom I was once
much interested) it has acquired a value by this event, I could have
wished it never to have borne in my eyes. — If therefore Miss P[igot]
should have preserved it, I must under these circumstances beg her to

' Byron's Letters and Journals, volume 2, p. 110.

* Byron's Letters and Journals, volume 2, p. 110,

* According to the editor “the crossed out words of any significance to the meaning
or emphasis are enclosed in angled brackets <> (see Byron’s Letters and Journals,
volume 1, p. 27).
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excuse my requesting it to be transmitted to me at No. 8 St, James's
Street London & I will replace it by something she may remember
me by equally well. — — As she was always so kind as to feel
interested in the fate of [those?] that formed the subject of our
conversations, you may tell her, that the Giver of that Cornelian died
in May last of a consumption at the age of twenty one, making the
sixth within four months of friends & relatives that I have lost
between May & the end of August!”

In his notes for Thyrza, Ernest Hartley Coleridge refers to a line
from the poem “To Thyrza™: “The pledge we wore — I wear it still.”

If Thyrza is Edleston, why does Byron say in the poem
composed on 11 October, 1811 that the pledge is with him when we
know the contents of the letter sent to Mrs. Pigot on 28 October, 1811
where Byron refers to the cornelian from Edleston as “the only
memorial” he possessed of that person? The word “almost” as taken
by the editor in the angled brackets had been crossed out by Byron
but it could mean Edleston’s lock of hair that is in John Murray’s
collection.

We also have to note that Byron's “Letters and Journals™ do not
comprise a single letter ever sent by Byron to John Edleston. If
Edleston’s death caused exceptional emotions to be compared with
all other losses of that period and produced the most mystical
character Byron so deeply deplored, the question arises: why did he
never send a single line to him to express his anxiety and care?

The cornelian heart was returned accordingly: and indeed, Miss
Pigot reminded Lord Byron, that he had left it with her as a deposit,
not a gifi.

Byron's early poem, “The Cornelian” in Fugitive Pieces, was
composed after John Edleston had given Byron the Cornelian, and
later, on March 16, 1812 Byron composed a poem “On a Cornelian
Heart which was Broken™.

On 14 of October, 1811, Byron sent off to Dallas a stanza to be
added to *“Childe Harold™:

There! Thou! — what love and life together fled,

108



SCHOLARSHIP

Have left me here to love and live in vain —
Twined with my heart, and can | deem thee dead
When busy memory flashes on my brain?
Well — I will dream that we may meet again,
And woo the vision to my vacant breast:
If aught of young Remembrance then remain,
Be as it may Futurity's behest,
For me ’twere bliss enough to know thy spirit
blest!

(Stanza [X, Canto II)

Here is what Byron wrote to Dallas concerning these lines in
the same letter: “I think it proper to state to you, that this stanza
alludes to an event which has taken place since my arrival here, and
not the death of any male friends™, to which Dallas replied: “I thank
vou for your confidential communication. How truly do I wish that
being had lived, and lived yours: What Jour obligation to her would
have been in that case is inconceivable™.

In our opinion, Byron wrote to Dallas to assure him that the
lines really belonged to a lady and that they were caused by the death
of a female creature “and not the death of any male friends”. Most
probably he needed it, due to the fact that the new loss was preceded
by a number of losses of his male friends and he would never want to
be misinterpreted.

Here is what we find as a comment to this in “Byron’s Letters
and Journals™ edited by Leslie A. Marchand and published by John
Murray: “Five of these were his mother, Matthews, Wingfield,
Hargrea,\;es Hanson, and Edleston. Byron did not elsewhere mention
a sixth.”

Of course, he did! The sixth was the female person on whose
death he informed Dallas on 14" of October 1811. Actually she was
the fifth in as far as he wrote to Mrs. Pigot about Edleston as the

' Byron’s Letters and Journals, volume 2, p.116.
* The Complete Works of Lord Byron, Paris, Galignani, 1837, p. 175.
¥ Byron's Letters and Journals, volume 2, p.120.
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sixth. Now the number is correct and we have no doubt that Byron
wrote whatever he meant.

Dallas’s letter to Byron makes it absolutely clear that his friend
believed him. Besides the aforementioned lines from “Childe
Harold”, on 11 October Byron composes his famous poem “To
Thyrza” — mournful lines caused by the death of a young lady.

In Galignani's edition of Byron's Works (1837), the
aforementioned letter to Dallas serves as one of the comments to a
poem “To Thyrza” —a poem written on 11 October 1811.

In 1998 among the papers of the Bankes family at Kingston
Lacy House in Dorset, Byron's letter to R. C. Dallas, dated 31
October, 1811 was discovered.

This letter of three pages is printed by Leslie A. Marchand in
Byron's Letters and Journals, Volume Two'. Marchand appears not
to have had access to the manuscript original and the printed text
differs in small ways from the text of Byron’s letter in the manuseript
that was published in the Byron Journal in 2000, where we read:

“I have already taken up so much of your time that there needs
no excuse on your part (but a great many on mine) for the present
interruption. — I have altered the passages according to your wish. —
With this note 1 send a few stanzas on a subject, which has lately
occupied much of my thoughts. — They refer to the death of one to
whose name you are a stranger & consequently cannot be interested.
— I mean them to complete the present volume. — They relate to the
same whom [ have mentioned in Canto 2nd & ye conclusion.”?

In this letter to Dallas, composed on 31" October, Byron
referred to the same loss, as in previous letters to him: “They refer to
the death of one to whose name you are a stranger & consequently
cannot be interested.”

' Byron's Letters and Journals, volume 2, p. 121-122.
* Michael Warren, Two Byron Documents at Kingston Lacy, The Byron Journal,
London, 2000, p. 89.
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What did Byron mean under the word “stranger” when he
referred to the death of one to whose name Dallas was a stranger and
consequently could not be interested?

In Byron's times besides “the person one does not know™ this
word meant a “foreigner”.

It obviously also adds to our side of the argument.

In spite of this, it happened that Leslie Marchand associated the
mysterious lady with John Edleston'. The same methods were
applied to Stanza IX from “Childe Harold”, II Canto, also Stanzas
95-96, as the concluding lines of the same canto and all six poems of
the series of “To Thyrza™.

As for Byron’s letter of 14" October where he shared his
sorrow with Dallas on the loss of a female person to whom he
dedicated the 9™ stanza of the second Canto, Professor Leslie
Marchand commented as follows: “This of course was not true,
Having already told Dallas of the death of Edleston, Byron was
trying to cover his tracks. This stanza and 95 and 96 of the second
canto of Childe Harold were addressed to the Cambridge choirboy. In
other poems to him, he gave the name of Thyrza, to encourage the
public to think they were addressed to a girl.”

Shall we trust Lord Byron when discussing his own writings or
the well-known Byron biographer Professor Leslie Marchand?

Dallas trusted Byron! I myself would also rather trust Byron!

It is very important for a scholar not to invent his own
hypothesis by ignoring existing sources — in Byron’s case his poetic
lines and letters. It would be more appropriate to leave the way open
and the task unsolved rather than to invent inadequate explanations.

What is the point of collecting and publishing Byron's letters, if
we misinterpret his writings on such a plain and important scale as a
matter of numbers or sexes? I think that Byron was good enough at
sums especially within the limit of six, and of course at
distinguishing females from males.

' Leslie A. Marchand, Byron, A Portrait, p.107.
* Byron’s Letters and Journals, volume 2, p. 116.
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If we follow the comments of Professor Leslie Marchand on
this point, we may come to the conclusion that Byron was constantly
lying. But this is so far from the image of a man who stood so
bravely on the side of truth in general as well as in the case of his
writings: “But I hate things all fiction... and pure invention is but the
talent of a liar"i, wrote Byron.

But when writing his Memoirs, Byron could feel the inner
demand to describe the tragic story which was the main cause of the
mournful lines for the series of poems composed in October 1811 and
later.

The Memoirs were unfairly destroyed but “Don Juan™ escaped
as a treasure of poetic genius and emotive experience. As Professor
John Clubbe observed, Byron started both his Memoirs and “Don
Juan” together and “if the Memoirs represented his literal biography,
“Don Juan” was his imaginative one.”” As Jerome J. McGann points
out, “Don Juan™ “might better be compared to the lost Memoirs,
which were also anecdotal, digressive and full of personal
discursiveness.™

Can we really find any echoes of Iley’s story concerning the
Georgian slave girl in the imaginary reflection of the Memoirs,
i.e. in “Don Juan"?

The answer is positive. Cantos 8-12 of “Don Juan” reflect
those emotions through a moving story of how Don Juan saved a ten-
year-old Turkish girl named Leila and whom he finally brought to
England and committed her to the charge of an English lady. The
purity of feelings Don Juan has towards Leila absolutely corresponds
to the purity of attitude with which Lord Byron treated the Georgian
girl as an object of his care.

In Matthew Iley’s story we read: “The girl was very pretty, and
only thirteen years old. But in the East they are marriageable at

' Byron's Letters and Journals, volume I, p. 13.

? John Clubbe, Napoleon's Last Campaign and the Origins of “Don Juan™, Byron
Journal, 1997, p. 12.

" Lord Byron: The Complete Poetical Works, edited by Jerome J. McGann, in 7
volumes, volume 5, Oxford, Clarendon, 1980-1993, p. 668,
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twelve, and frequently become mothers before that age. Lord Byron,
however, looked upon her as a mere child, and anxiously made every
inquiry for some person going to Georgia to whom he might safely
confide her”,'
Here are the lines from “Don Juan” with which we may
compare Iley’s account:
Just now there was no peril for temptation.
He loved the orphan he had saved,
As patriots (now and then) may love a nation;
His pride, too, felt that she was not enslaved
Owing to him; also her salvation.

And Thyrza remained as mysterious and fashionable for all
periods as was the description of Leila in “Don Juan™:

Her charming figure and romantic history
Became a kind of fashionable mystery.

But Lord Byron’s words also from “Don Juan” could better
express our attitude to the problem we have touched upon:

By those who love to say that white is black,

So much the better! I may stand alone,

But would not change my free thoughts for a
throne.

Innes Merabishvili

! The Life, Writings, Opinions and Times of the Right Hon. George Gordon, Lord
Byron, in three volumes, Matthew lley, London, 1825, volume 111, p. 124,
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