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ʀʉʉʃɽɼʆɺɸʅʀʗ 
D. D. Galtsin 

 

WOUTER J. HANEGRAAFF AND PAGANISM  

 

Professor Wouter Jacobus Hanegraaff (b. 1961) is one of the founding figures 

of Western Esotericism studies in Europe, having held the post of first President of 

the European Society for the Study of Western Esotericism (2005ï2013) and being 

made professor of History of Hermetic Philosophy and related currents (at Amster-

dam University). His mapping of Western Esotericism as the field of academic 

studies includes the notion of ñpaganò as the key component which came to shape 

the range of phenomena that field comprises. The present article focuses on three 

of Hanegraaffôs texts ï a monograph ñNew Age Religion and Western Culture: 

Esotericism in the Mirror of Secular Thoughtò (1996), which includes a section on 

Neopaganism, a programmatic article ñThe Trouble with Images: Anti-Image Po-

lemics and Western Esotericismò (published in Polemical Encounters: Esoteric 

Discourse and Its Others, 2007) and ñEsotericism and the Academy: Rejected 

Knowledge in Western Cultureò (2012), which summarizes his view on how West-

ern Esotericism was born and what it generally constitutes. I will try to trace how 

notions of pagan/paganism develop in these texts and the role these notions play in 

Hanegraaffôs thought concerning Western Esotericism.  

 

ñNew Age Religion and Western Culture: Esotericism in the Mirror of Secu-

lar Thoughtò (1996) 

 

This monograph was the first comprehensive study of a range of religious and 

parareligious phenomena that Hanegraaff called New Age sensu lato, as well as an 

in-depth study of New Age sensu stricto ï that is, a group of related systems, tech-

niques and groups which self-identify as New Age. A chapter in Part I (ñOrienta-

tion: Major Trends in New Age Religionò) is dedicated to discussion of Neopagan-

ism as a phenomenon of New Age sensu lato. Hanegraaff pays special attention to 

Wicca and related currents, as they bear more resemblance to what he is studying 

in the first place ï Western Esotericism and its 20th century offshoots.  

The definition of Neopaganism runs as follows: ñAs a general term, ñneopa-

ganismò covers all those modern movements which are, firstly, based on the con-

viction that what Christianity has traditionally denounced as idolatry and supersti-

tion actually represents/ represented a profound and meaningful religious 

worldview and, secondly, that a religious practice based on this worldview can and 

should be revitalized in our modern worldò. The very fact that modern Pagans call 

themselves Pagans is, according to Hanegraaff, ña polemical thrust towards institu-

tionalized Christianityò1. Hanegraaff notes, that post-World War II Neopaganism is 

                                                      

É D. D. Galtsin 
1 Hanegraaff W. J. New Age Religion and Western Culture: Esotericism in the Mirror of 

Secular Thought. Leiden, New York, Kºln: Brill, 1996. P. 77. 
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a new phenomenon in comparison with its pre-war counterparts in Germany, 

Northern Europe and elsewhere. According to the Introduction to Hanegraaffôs 

study, I think, he consigns this Neopaganism under his New Age umbrella because 

it is: 

 

¶  ñrooted in the counterculture of the sixtiesò; 

¶  a Western European phenomenon; 

¶  based rather on ñcultic milieuò than a ñsectò or church structure1. 

 

These criteria limit Hanegraaffôs handling of Neopaganism to phenomena 

which now form only a part of the academic field of Pagan Studies, but such use of 

the term is justified by the aims of his study. Hanegraaffôs Neopaganism here may 

be roughly compared to Michael Strmiskaôs ñEclecticò Paganism, which contrasts 

with ñEthnicò or ñReconstructionistò Paganism ï the divisions now widely accept-

ed by Pagans and Heathens themselves2. 

Further in his book Hanegraaff cites leaders of Wiccan, Goddess-centered and 

nature-oriented groups when discussing such issues of New Age spirituality as the 

divinity of self, reincarnation, spirituality of ecology, holistic worldview and histo-

riosophy. ñéit can be saidò, writes Hanegraaff, ñthat the special character of con-

temporary neopaganism in relation to neopaganism in general is precisely its use of 

New Age concepts, while its special position within the New Age movement de-

rives from the fact that the specifically neopagan perspectiveéis not particularly 

prominent in the rest of the New Ageò3. 

So, for Hanegraaff, the significance of Neopaganism is that it is oriented to-

wards legacy of the past, somewhat nostalgically, while ñthe rest of New Ageò is 

more oriented towards the future or present. While Neopaganism is culturally spe-

cific in that it seeks to legitimize itself through an appeal to non-Christian and pre-

Christian cultural contents, other strands of New Age may turn to different cultural 

contexts, including those of Christianity.  

Next, Hanegraaff deals with the concept of magic which is so important in 

Neopaganism. Hanegraaff quotes a theory of magic by Dutch scholar Jan Van 

Baal, which sees magic, first of all, not as a means of getting some ñtechnical re-

sultsò, but rather as a practice that is centered on experiencing mystery. According 

                                                      
1 Ibid. P. 10, 12, 14ï16. 
2 Iconic examples of ñEclecticò Paganism being, of course, British-born Wicca and Ameri-

can-born Goddess spirituality: ñEclectics do not, as a general rule, dedicate themselves to an in-

tensive study or reconstruction of the past Pagan religion of a particular region or peopleé Ec-

lectics are more inclined to freely select religious ideas, practices, and even deities from a wide 

variety of sources, both European and non-European, and to combine them based on what they 

take to be their similarity or complementarity <...> The farther the Eclectic form of modern Pa-

ganism distances itself from any particular geographic or ethnic origin, the closer it comes to 

New Age religion, with its ideology of cosmic harmony and human perfectibility conspicuously 

devoid of any particular ethnic identity or marked sense of place or historyò (Strmiska M. Mod-

ern Paganism in World Cultures: Comparative Perspectives. P. 20). 
3 Hanegraaff W. J. Op. cit. P. 79. 
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to Van Baal, ñIt permits people to live not in a cold world of cause and effect but in 

a world which, for all its faults, is one of which one may expect anything. <...> It is 

a world full of intimacy and, for all its terrors, it is nevertheless familiar and de-

pendable too. The mystery of such a world is not only threatening, but also full of 

promise. Anyone who knows that mystery and is a party to the weird words that 

express and influence it holds the key to all kinds of possibilitiesò1. 

ñWe can concludeò, says Hanegraaff, ñthat neopaganism may legitimately be 

regarded as a religious movement based on magic in the sense of a certain ritual 

practiceéwhich expresses a comprehensive worldview <...> However, it should 

be added immediately that neopaganism is a special case of magic in at least one 

crucial respect. Neopagan magic is different from traditional magic in that the 

magical worldview is purposely adopted as a reaction to the ñdisenchantedò world 

of modern western society. It is not just the case that the characteristics which ena-

ble neopaganism to be identified as ñmagicò can be discerned analytically from a 

comparison with the ñscientificò worldview; rather, neopaganism is based on a 

conscious rejection of that worldview. There is a certain irony in the fact that the 

scientific study of religion ï with its frequent descriptions of magic as opposed to 

science ï has itself significantly contributed to this phenomenon. By confirming 

the popular view that magic is the natural alternative for the modern western 

worldview, scholarship has made itself into a powerful factor in the very emer-

gence and persistence of neopaganism as a new religious movementò2. 

So, Neopaganism, as well as New Age sensu lato, is a counter-cultural prac-

tice based on questioning basic assumptions of a secular world and those grand re-

ligious narratives which dominate this world. It is also important that for both Ne-

opagan traditions, which are of special interest for Hanegraaff, certain historio-

graphical models have a spiritual value. In case of Wicca it is the narrative of the 

ñOld Religionò, which according to ñMurray thesisò survived as a ñwitch cultò, 

and in case of womenôs spirituality or Goddess movement, it is the ñGolden Age of 

matriarchyò3. Both are portrayed as polemical opposites to ñChristianò or ñpatriar-

chalò world of today, and both traditions seek to bring back the values which are 

associated with their favoured historiographical models. Thus, they are both nos-

talgic and futuristic, and the latter place them among other variants of New Age, 

which are centered on the expected advent of a better, more spiritual ñage of the 

worldò. 

Hanegraaff wrote his ñNew Age Religion and Western Cultureò in the 1990s 

when Modern Paganism was undergoing dramatic changes. His book saw the light 

                                                      
1 Quote in: Ibid. P. 83. 
2 Ibid. P. 84. 
3 For the influence of Margaret Murray see: Simpson J. Margaret Murray: who believed 

her, and why? // Folklore. 1994. Vol. 105. P. 89ï96, and Hutton R. Paganism and Polemics: the 

Debate over the Origins of Modern Pagan Witchcraft // Folklore. 2000. Vol. 111. N. 1. P. 110ï

112; for the matriarchy historiography of the Goddess movement see: Ruether R. R. Goddesses 

and the Divine Feminine: A Western Religious History. P. 274ï298 (Chapter 10. The Return of 

the Goddess). 
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right before Ronald Huttonôs ñThe Triumph of the Moonò (1999)1, which seriously 

undermined the significance of factual ñwitch-cultò along Murrayôs and Gardnerôs 

lines as a means of legitimating Wicca, among its followers. Another book which 

deconstructed the claims of a single Goddess worship in a remote ñmatriarchyò 

was ñThe Faces of the Goddessò by Lotte Motz (1997), where Motz suggested that 

while ancient Goddess worship along feminist lines cannot be proved as a histori-

cal fact, modern spirituality of the Goddess deserved respect as a legitimate spir-

itual path of modernity2. Scholarly endevours, such as these two, were accepted by 

a large number of Wiccans and Goddess-worshippers as valid myth-busting in-

sights into the story of their own respective traditions, which didnôt serve to decon-

struct, but rather to appreciate them. It turned out that in spite of ña conscious re-

jectionò of ñthe ñscientificò worldviewò, a significant number of modern Pagans 

chose instead to integrate at least some of its results into their own history.   

At the same time, modern Paganism was becoming much more open and 

more integrated in the cultures of Western nations than before. Moreover, since 

1990s it has been becoming more diverse, and certain issues, which were consid-

ered central to its practice, were more and more often questioned or negotiated by 

Pagans and Heathens themselves. Recent debates about ñWiccanate privilegeò, 

ñhard polytheismò and ecology, show that it is extremely difficult to make broad 

statements concerning the ñnature of Paganismò, be it ñmagicò or anything else. 

However, it was not the study of Neopaganism which interested Hanegraaff 

the most, but the study of Western Esotericism, and Modern Paganism became an 

issue for him only insofar as it stood in some relation to Western Esotericism. Next 

we shall see how the (mnemo)historical concept ñpaganismò gained even more im-

portance in Hanegraaffôs mapping the field of Western Esotericism. 

 

ñThe Trouble with Images: Anti-Image Polemics and Western Esotericismò 

in: Polemical Encounters: Esoteric Discourse and Its Others (2007) 

 

Now we jump a period in time of 11 years, which in Hanegraaffôs career were 

filled with a prolific work in the field of Western Esotericism studies and dozens of 

publications on related topics. We focus on an article ñThe Trouble with Images: 

Anti-Image Polemics and Western Esotericismò (2007). 

Hanegraaffôs article is published in a collection devoted to mapping Western 

Esotericism within Western culture from the Renaissance until now. Hanegraaffôs 

critique is pitted against two ways of defining Western Esotericism: the ñYates 

thesisò, which sees all things esoteric or occult as springing from a single cultural 

tradition, that is, Hermeticism of late antiquity, which was developed in the Re-

naissance; and the ñFaivre thesisò, which sees Esotericism as a ñform of thoughtò 

which can theoretically be used as an etic category in cross-cultural research.  

                                                      
1 Hutton R. The Triumph of the Moon: A History of Modern Pagan Witchcraft. Oxford, 

New York: Oxford University Press, 1999. 
2 Motz L. The Faces of the Goddess. P. 36ï39.  
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Instead, Hanegraaff proposes a new way of looking at Western Esotericism. 

Hanegraaff claims that there exists a ñGrand Polemical Narrativeò in Western 

thought, which since early modern period questioned and rejected different tradi-

tions and practices as contrary to reason or detrimental to well-being of humans 

and the ordered society.  

Hanegraaff argues that this Grand Polemical Narrative has formed ña domain 

in the collective imagination that contained everything we nowadays associate with 

the field of ñwestern esotericismò. This is where modernity vaguely but consistent-

ly locates a variety of ñpagan superstitionsò and their continuation in Christian 

contexts; heresies like Gnosticism; occult sciences like astrology, alchemy, and 

magic; the mystical speculations of theosophical and kabbalistic hermeneutics; the 

ñenthusiasmò of irrational sects; and various real or imagined ñhidden traditionsò 

or secret societies inspired by and connected with such ideas. Moreover, after the 

eighteen century this entire domain of the ñotherò came to be interpreted in a posi-

tive sense as well, by various groups and individuals whoédefined their own iden-

tity by inventing a ñmagicalò, ñoccultistò or ñesotericò tradition as alternative to 

their ñotherò: what they perceived as the mainstream traditions of the establish-

ment, such as the churches, rational philosophy, and materialistic science. The per-

ception of western esotericism as a ñtraditionò is, I submit, essentially based upon 

these nineteen-century esoteric appropriations of the Enlightenment ñoccultòò.  

This domain only could be fashioned into a single broad field, because the 

abovementioned phenomena ñtogetherérepresent the reservoir of what modernity 

rejectsò.  

Therefore, ñThe mission of the study of western esotericisméis to analyze 

and deconstruct the various strategies of exclusion and ñotheringò basic to the 

Grand Polemical Narrative, seek to correct the historical pictures of western cul-

ture that were built on it, and attempt to replace them by others that more adequate-

ly reflect the historical evidence and are less dependent on hegemonic claims and 

ideologiesò1.  

There are two questions arising from this perspective: 1. what is the Grand 

Polemical Narrative and where we can locate it? 2. why were these practices and 

disciplines ñotheredò? In his article Hanegraaff suggests an answer to the 2nd ques-

tion. The first one, I think, he answered in his 2012 monograph ñEsotericism and 

the Academyò.    

Hanegraaff deals with the recurrent concern for idolatry, which appeared now 

and then in Western thought since the times of early Christianity. The advent of 

biblical monotheism, he argues, was also the advent of a new multi-level approach 

in religion and culture, to reality and what lied beyond ï he expresses this new vi-

sion in a phrase: ñGod is an alienò. ñThe One God is pitted against many gods of 

the pagans, his invisibility against their visibility as statues and images, and his 

omnipresence and limitlessness against the fact that they are tied to and limited to 

specific bodily forms and locations. In short: God cannot be imagined by the lim-

                                                      
1 Hanegraaff W. The Trouble with Images: Anti-Image Polemics and Western Esotericism. 

P. 110ï111. 
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ited human mind and any attempt to imagine him ï to make him fit some human 

image ï is therefore fundamentally misguidedò1. The ñotherò of monotheism, 

though, is not polytheism but rather ñcosmotheismò ï an attempt to do just that: 

imagine God as permeating the world, veiling himself with it and the same time 

revealing himself through it, by ñthousand imagesò (the term and definition is due 

to German Egyptologist Jan Assmann2). ñVery interestingly, howeverò, says 

Hanegraaff, ñby becoming the normative basis for religion in western culture, this 

alien God has been ñdomesticatedò and has paradoxically come to be imagined as 

belonging ñon our sideò; and although radical alterity is precisely not characteristic 

of the pagan gods, they are the ones who have come to be imagined as the demonic 

ñothersò par excellenceò. The conflict between monotheism and cosmotheism is 

thus a ñdeep structure of the history of religion in the westò. But Hanegraaff 

strongly warns against a simplistic identification of Western Esotericism with 

cosmotheism and all its opponents ï with monotheism, as to do so would be exact-

ly to fall prey to ñGrand Polemical Narrativeò: ñPro-esoteric versions may tell us 

how the light of esoteric truth has managed to survive through the ages, against the 

dark forces of ignorance and oppression, or how the ñreligion of the worldò always 

makes its comeback in spite of the sinister asceticism and world-denial of the es-

tablished priesthood, and so on. Anti-esoteric versions may tell us how true reli-

gion has always been threatened by the demonic and heretical temptations of pa-

ganism and idolatry, or narrate the gradual triumph of rationality and science over 

occult and irrational superstitions, and so on. The crucial weakness of all such nar-

ratives is that they fail to critically differentiate between mnemohistory and histo-

riography, that is to say: between how ñpaganismò and all that it implies has been 

imagined (mnemohistorically) within the context of anti-pagan polemics, and how 

it has actually functioned (historically) in the history of western thoughtò. The viv-

id example is Platonism and Neo-Platonism, which in different contexts could 

serve both the cause of anti-image and monotheistic agenda, or inspire Neopagan 

and esoteric movements. ñéin actual history we do not find any simple distinction 

between a cosmotheistic esotericism and a monotheistic exotericism. What we find 

instead is an extremely complex pattern of cultural and religious interactions based 

upon a ñdeep structureò of conflict between the dynamics of two mutually exclu-

sive systems: monotheism and cosmotheism <é> The logical incompatibility of 

the two systems has led to an endless series of creative attempts to overcome itò3.  

From an early point in time monotheism claimed that true reality may be con-

tacted only through a radical break with what is seen and perceived with senses, 

and for that reason, philosophical rationalism has frequently ñjoined forcesò with 

monotheism. ñPagansò are stereotypically imagined as engaged in ñirrationalò 

rites, and monotheists as having a ñrationalò faith. Image in this context poses a 

danger to the ñrationalò and monotheistic mind, just because it is semiotically am-

                                                      
1 Ibid. P. 114.  
2 Ibid. P. 115; for the definition Hanegraaffôs works with, see Assman J. The Price of 

Monotheism. P. 43. 
3 Hanegraaff W. The Trouble with Images. P. 116ï117, 118ï119, 120. 
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biguous ï it is not a plain sign with a fixed meaning, that simply conveys a clear 

rational concept to others, but is always a mystery, because even after one of its 

ñsecret meaningsò had been explained, there still remains the mystery of how this 

meaning relates to the image itself. There is always a danger to ñlose clarityò and 

thus digress from rationalistic mode of understanding reality, when dealing with 

images. At the same time, if one just claimed (as did Renaissance Neo-Platonists) 

that the semiotic ñresidueò, which the image possess, is indicative of the ñhigher 

truthò, which cannot be grasped by reason, but only through contemplation, then 

the image became a privileged way of obtaining knowledge, while conventional 

signs used in reading and writing were only inferior, lower means preparing the 

soul for the contemplation of images. 

But maybe the central ñtrouble with imagesò is that ñthey may somehow be 

animatedò1. The instinctive feeling that an image of somebody or something is not 

a symbol, but an actual presence of what it represents (or hints at, as in aniconic 

representations) is in itself enough to cause anxiety among those who wish to ab-

stain from idolatry ï to the point of wishing to destroy images in order to get rid of 

the temptation they cause. The distinctive feature of ñpagan idolatryò is the anima-

tion of objects ï from Augustineôs famous passage condemning Hermetic Asclepi-

us for his approval of animating Egyptian idols to Edward B. Tylor with his rage 

against the irrationality of the ñsavageò whose religion is ñanimismò, and who talks 

to the ñinanimate worldò, which cannot and shouldnôt be talked to. In this respect 

the ñoccultò, the ñmagicalò and ñpaganò totally overlapped as ñotherò in the sight 

of anti-idolatry partisans: while amulets and talismans, ñchargedò with powers of 

angelic or demonic forces, or even of the Names of God were condemned as just 

another sort of ñidolsò, the same charges were made against the use of Christian 

icons and statues by Protestant reformers.  

Hanegraaff writes in conclusion: ñIf I am correct that the category ñwestern 

esotericismò is at bottom an imaginal construct, developed by the Grand Polemical 

Narrative of western culture as the ñotherò against which it defines its own ideal 

identity; if, furthermore, monotheism and rationalism are accepted as the major pil-

lars of this identity; and if, finally, both are characterized by the trouble they have 

with images; then it may not be too far-fetched to see a positive secondary re-

sponse to the power of images (that is, decide that we ñshouldéuse their power to 

our advantageò ï D. G.) as a major characteristic of western esotericismò2. The 

reasons for placing this or that phenomenon in this realm of the ñotherò, could 

vary, but the underlying favour towards images remained the same in all such phe-

nomena. There is no doubt, although Hanegraaff doesnôt articulate this, that his 

categorization mirrors polemical accusations of all things ñoccultò, ñmagicalò, ñsu-

perstitiousò or ñesotericò, that they in fact constitute ñpaganismò, that is a ñfalseò 

religion worshipping the creation rather than the Creator.  

So, ñpaganismò is central to Hanegraaffôs Western Esotericism as such. It is a 

ñbattling conceptò devised by opponents of images and cosmotheism (in any of its 

                                                      
1 Ibid. P. 127.  
2 Ibid. P. 131. 
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disguises, even Christian ones) in order to ñotherò undesirable elements of culture. 

The story of how it came to form the field of Western Esotericism, is sketched by 

Hanegraaff in his monograph ñEsotericism and the Academyò.     
 

ñEsotericism and the Academy:  

Rejected Knowledge in Western Cultureò (2012) 

 

The story Hanegraaff tells in ñEsotericism and the Academyò is exactly the 

story of othering and construction: as certain cultural phenomena were first em-

braced and developed, and then rejected by intellectual elites of the Western world 

from 15th to 20th century, a new field of Western Esotericism came into being. It is 

both a field of academic study (and in that capacity it interests Hanegraaff the 

most) and a partially self-conscious field of pursuit ñout thereò.  

The story begins, predictably, in the 15th century Italy, where Renaissance 

humanists started to translate and comment on a corpus of ancient literature, 

which, as they thought, contained prisca theologia ï an exposition of perennial re-

ligious truth which corroborated Christian doctrine, but at the same time legiti-

mized some elements of imagined pagan worship, including magic, different sorts 

of astrology, theurgy and a limited reverence for pagan gods, now understood as 

aspects of nature. ñCorpus Heremeticumò, Orphic hymns, Chaldean Oracles and 

writings of Plato and Neo-Platonists were of a special significance in this ñAncient 

Wisdom Narrativeò. While most of the proponents of this Narrative self-identified 

as Christians, one of their inspirers, who is largely responsible for bringing Classi-

cal learning to the West was George Gemistus Plethon (1355ï1452/1454), who 

wrote a work favouring a return to a sort of reformed Hellenic polytheism. Though 

Hanegraaff doesnôt make a big deal of it, Pletho is actually the starting point both 

for his ñhistoriography of Western Esotericismò and modern Paganism, or Neo-

Paganism: ñéone might say that with Plethon, the pagan cat was out of the bag. 

His case shows that once the basic textual sources of the platonic tradition became 

available to a Christian culture where the need for religious reform was widely felt, 

paganism became a religious option in theory at leastò1. 

Moreover, the focus on pagan literature also defined the obsession of Esoteri-

cism with secrecy and hidden message: ñSuch concerns were already implied by 

the very concept that Christian truths lay concealed under the surface of ancient 

pagan myths and philosophies, but could be uncovered by means of allegorical or 

symbolical exegesisò, though they were also energized with Pico introducing Kab-

bala to the ñancient wisdom narrativeò2. 

Hanegraaff then quotes the famous fragment from Mutianus Rufus, first sin-

gled out as significant by philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey and found in a notable 

Wiccan author Vivianne Crowley (as a passage legitimizing duotheism of Wicca)3: 
                                                      
1 Hanegraaff W. J. Esotericism and the Academy: Rejected Knowledge in Western Cul-

ture. P. 39. 
2 Ibid. P. 69. 
3 Quoted in Dilthey (Dilthey W. Weltanschauung und Analyse des Menschen seit Renais-

sance und Reformation. S. 47ï48), as a specimen of a ñreligious universalist theismò, and in 
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ñThere is one God and one Goddess. But as there are many divinities [numina] 

there are likewise many names [nomina]: Jupiter, Sol, Apollo, Moses, Christus, 

Luna, Ceres, Proserpina, Tellus, Maria. But take care not to say that out loud. Such 

things must be kept hidden in silence like the mysteries of the Eleusinian goddess-

esò. Hanegraaff further remarks: ñReading such a passage, one realizes that the 

Pandoraôs box of paganism was now wide openò1. 

Considering the role of Renaissance ñPlatonic Orientalismò as basis of West-

ern Esotericism, Hanegraaff emphasizes that ñWestern esotericism is ultimately 

grounded in a historiographical concept, rather than in a common philosophical or 

religious worldview, a specific approach to knowledge, or a ñform of thoughtòò2. 

This historiography comprises such pre-Classical authorities as Zoroaster and 

Hermes Trismegist, which are (naturally, as traditions attributed to them are late 

antique constructs) viewed through the eyes of pagan Greeks, and and pagan Greek 

and Roman literature forms the main referential body of prisca theologia.  

If the ñpiousò paganism of the ancients re-imagined as prisca theologia was 

essential for the apologetic narrative of Renaissance which gave rise to Western 

esotericism, the anti-pagan polemics was crucial in the formation of the antagonist 

narrative. The Christian ñanti-apologeticò reaction of the 17th century wished to 

cast into the ñsea of oblivionò such phenomena as Platonism, Kabbala, Hermeti-

cism, alchemy, astrology, divination and magic, problematic both for Christian or-

thodoxy and that strand of scientific rationalism which backed it. Hanegraaff 

shows that the center of rationalist polemics which led to the ñotheringò of these 

phenomena lay in the circles of German Lutheran writers of late 17th ï mid 18th 

century (Daniel Ehregott Cohlberg, Jacob Thomasius, Friedrich Christoph Bucher, 

August Heumann, Jacob Brucker), who sought to cleanse Christianity of pagan 

survivals and heretic accretions which were seen as threatening it. It was the Evan-

gelical  fight against ñthe so-called ñPlatonism of the Fathersòò which ñhad been 

slumbering in Christian theology from its very beginning, almost like a kind of la-

tent diseaseò, a fight which, according to Hanegraaff, ñmust be counted among the 

most important factors in the historical process leading towards ñmodernizationòò. 

It was crucial for establishing historical criticism as a method to approach the past, 

and to construe the rational Christian ñweò as opposite to irrational Pagan/Platonic 

ñotherò, which became the repository of all error and damnation. This other, to the 

ñanti-apologistsôò minds, was usually based on some basic philosophical or meta-

physical flaw: an inability to imagine a creatio ex nihilo, and therefore, the heresy 

of eternity of the world (J. Thomasius); a belief in ñspirit of the worldò and inner 

illumination (D. Cohlberg), or emanationism (F. Bucher). Further into the Enlight-

enment, this polemical ñotherò was not only deconstructed as false philosophy, but 

also ridiculed (A. Heumann) and became totally identified with the polemical 
                                                                                                                                                                           

Crowley (Crowley V. Wicca: A Comprehensive Guide to the Old Religion in the Modern World. 

P. 25), where it is part of Wiccan pre-history and ña losing battleò the Church ñwas fightingò 

against the advancement of both science and magic. Both authors see the fragment as evidence 

of Renaissance human liberation. 
1 Hanegraaff W. J. Esotericism and the Academy. P. 68.  
2 Ibid. P. 73. 
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realm of ñsuperstitionò. The Enlightenment ñeclectic methodò of writing history of 

philosophy ñchanged the rules of the game entirely: it denied any established tradi-

tion the right to decide what was and what was not to be considered ñphilosophyò 

in the first place, and handed that authority over to the human faculty of rational 

judgment. Strongly amplified by two centuries of Protestant opposition against the 

Roman Catholic claim of representing ñtheò only universal tradition of wisdom, 

Enlightenment historiography specifically targeted the ancient wisdom narrative 

and everything that had come to be associated with it, such as the appeal to ancient 

oriental paganisms and initiatory schools, divinatory systems, demonologies, the 

kabbalah, the ñoccult mysteriesò claimed by symbolic theology, and the ñenthusi-

astic philosophyò known as theosophyò1. Interestingly, even Jewish Kabbala came 

to be understood as paganism, from its close association, in its adopted Christian 

form with ñancient wisdom narrativeò.  

Hanegraaff emphasizes that, ñAs a result of the radical anti-apologetic separa-

tion between revelation and reason, late seventeenth-century historiography found 

itself left with a very large domain of currents and ideas that belonged to neither of 

the two camps, because they were characterized precisely by syncretic mixtures 

between the two. Essentially, this third domain represented the continuation of pa-

gan religion concealed as Christianity. With philosophy it shared its pagan foun-

dations, but it differed from philosophy in not being based on reason. With Christi-

anity it shared its religious nature, but it differed from Christianity in that it was 

false religion, not based on Revelation. In short, it was the non-rational ñnatural 

religionò of humanity. It is in this late seventeenth-century, Protestant, anti-

apologetic concept of pagan religion concealed as Christianity that we find both 

the historical origin and the theoretical core of our current concept of ñWestern es-

otericismò as a specific domain of researchéthe very nature of their theoretical 

concept implied that its representatives were the negative counterpart of both rea-

son and faith, and therefore could not claim to remain a legitimate part of the histo-

ry of eitherò2. 

So this crypto-paganism, which was shown in its dependence on non-biblical 

sources, became the flesh and bone of the future Western Esotericism.  

In the end of the book, Hanegraaff asks, whether Western Esotericism exists 

ñout thereò or is just a ñsocial construct reflective of more fundamental discursive 

processesò, and, answering it takes the middle ground. Western Esotericism did 

appear as a product of ñotheringò a number of phenomena of western culture, but 

they were ñotheredò for a reason. And that reason was paganism. The historical 

fact beyond the polemics around Esotericism is that ñan intellectual culture 

grounded in biblical monotheism and Greek rationality was forced to come to 

terms with paganismò3. Then Hanegraaff reiterates what he had already said 5 

years before in ñTrouble with Imagesò about cosmotheism. Another ñdeep struc-

tureò of western thought that shaped Western Esotericism, Hanegraaff argues, is 

                                                      
1 Ibid. P. 94, 95, 105, 111ï112, 115, 136.  
2 Ibid. P. 147.  
3 Ibid. P. 368, 369. 
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gnosis ï a direct experiencial knowledge through exstatic states of mind (which in 

ñTrouble with Imagesò he links especially with contempltation of images). And 

while ñcosmotheism and gnosisò provide only theoretical limits of Western Esoter-

icism as a field of historical research and do not point to a special tradition of 

ñcosmotheism and gnosisò out there, they can explain a variety of phenomena 

within different cultural contexts. The history of ñotheringò started from an attempt 

to ñencompassò a pagan other within an ancient wisdom narrative; anti-apologists 

of the 17th century on the contrary, ñorientalizedò this narrative in their quest to rid 

Christianity of pagan contamination; as ñotherò it became an ñalternative optionò 

in the Enlightenment, and the Romantic reaction against Enlightenment saw a mas-

sive interest in esotericism as ñnight side of natureò. Later voices in favour of ñre-

enchanting the worldò, including those of Carl Jung and Mircea Eliade, turned 

Esotericism ñinto a positive category that enabled a variety of ñinventions of eso-

teric traditionò during the nineteenth and twentieth centuriesò. These develop-

ments, ñare grounded in the dynamics of monotheistic religion and the appeal to 

faith and reason: in a few words, cosmotheism and gnosis emerge as alternatives 

because the divine is held to be separate from the world and inaccessible to human 

knowledgeò1 ï thus, paganism qua constituting part of Esotericism is a fact of 

mnemohistory of monotheism, and not the historical reality ñout thereò.  

 

Conclusions 

 

Hanegraaffôs cosmotheism and gnosis, will be, perhaps, be easily recognized 

by many modern Pagan theologians as ñimmanenceò and ñmagicò. Indeed, I be-

lieve that Hanegraaffôs mapping of Western Esotericism can tell us as much about 

the development of those trends, which produced modern Paganism in the last 150 

years.    

ñPaganismò of which Hanegraaff writes is both a mnemohoistorical and histo-

riographical unit. On one hand, it is a polemical construct created by Christian 

zealots, eager to purge Christianity of error and heresy, which were seen as sprout-

ing from pagan, non-revelatory ñnatural religionò of the gentiles. In this sense, it 

doesnôt exist apart from the zealot discourse and those discourses that accepted 

their mnemohistorical perspective. Some of these are, remarkably, discourses of 

certain strands of Neopaganism, notably 19th century Druidry with its heavy bor-

rowings from polemical literature (the writings of Edward ñCelticò Davies being a 

good example2), which ñreconstructedò paganism with an object of condemning it, 

or 20th century Wicca which modeled itself along the polemical narratives of witch 

hunt. It is especially important that a number of groups which figure in Enlighten-

ment ñhistory of follyò, such as Magi, Egyptian priests, Greek and Roman mystery 

                                                      
1 Ibid. P. 372, 374, 377. 
2 Davies E. The Mythology and Rites of the British Druids, ascertained by National Docu-

ments, and compared with General Traditions and Customs of Heathenismé London: J. Booth, 

1809; for the role of E. Davies in the history of Druidism, see Hutton R. Blood and Mistletoe: 

The History of the Druids in Britain. P. 176ï179.  
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cults, Gnostics, Cathars and Templars became incorporated into many ñsacred his-

toriesò of 20th century Pagan traditions, which strongly ties them to the mnemohis-

tory of Western Esotericism. However, their mnemohistory also goes other direc-

tions, beyond the historiographic traditions associated with ñancient wisdom narra-

tiveò, into ñpaganismò of a different sort, discovered in 19 ï 20th centuries. 

On the other hand, Hanegraaffôs paganism is also a historical reality out there. 

It is those practices, beliefs, presuppositions, approaches and texts that were delib-

erately or indeliberately adopted by self-professed Christians from their ñgentileò 

environment and thus preserved for future generations and even developed. The 

quest of modern Pagans, especially of their Reconstructionist denominations, for 

seeking ñthings paganò in the past, and yearning for ñpagan authenticityò is very 

problematic due to the very spectacles through which ñpaganismò is seen ï specta-

cles borrowed from the Church Fathers and Christian apologists. The drive to find 

out an unblemished paganism ñunder Christian disguiseò is the trait of the Grand 

Polemical Narrative with its naturalizing zeal.    

Whether we view modern Paganism as just another variant of Western Esoter-

icism, or existing wholly apart of it, or partially belonging to it, we canôt deny, that 

it was formed much in the same way as Western Esotericism was, if Hanegraaff is 

right. Though ñmodern Paganismò is a field with boundaries as mobile as those of 

ñWestern Esotericismò, their histories and mnemohistories are largely much the 

same ï from that point in time, when Plethon, the first Neo-Pagan, landed in Flor-

ence to take part in the Oecumenical Synod and bring Platonism to Italy. 
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ʉ. ʆ. ɿʦʪʦʚ  

 

ʇʆɼʍʆɼʓ ʂ ʀʅʊɽʈʇʈɽʊɸʎʀʀ ʏʀʉʃʆɺʓʍ ʉʋɽɺɽʈʀʁ 

 

ɺʚʝʜʝʥʠʝ 

 

ɺ ʜʘʞʝ ʩʘʤʳʭ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʳʭ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʘʭ ʥʘʡʜʝʪʩʷ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʜʣʷ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʡ. ʂʘʢ ʙʳ 

ʥʠ ʫʙʝʞʜʘʣʘ ʈʇʎ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʳʭ ʧʨʠʭʦʞʘʥ ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ ʥʝ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʙʳʪʴ 

ʩʦʚʤʝʩʪʠʤʳ ʩ ʧʨʘʚʦʩʣʘʚʥʦʡ ʚʝʨʦʡ, ʪʝ ʫʧʦʨʥʦ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʘʶʪ ʛʘʜʘʪʴ, ʩʤʦʪʨʝʪʴʩʷ 

ʚ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʘ ʠ ʩʧʣʝʚʳʚʘʪʴ ʯʝʨʝʟ ʧʣʝʯʦ. ʅʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ ʠ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʳʝ ʩ ʥʠʤʠ 

ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ ʧʨʠ ʵʪʦʤ ʫʢʦʨʝʥʷʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʝ ʠ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʷʪʩʷ ʚ ʦʜʠʥ ʨʷʜ ʩ ʙʘʟʦʚʳ-

ʤʠ ʤʘʪʨʠʮʘʤʠ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʷʪʠʷ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ. ʊʘʢ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʦ ʠ ʩ ʧʝʨʮʝʧʮʠʝʡ ʥʝʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʳʭ ʯʠʩʝʣ, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʤʳʝ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʠʤʝʝʪ ʦʛʨʦʤʥʦʝ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ ʩʝʤʘʥʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ 

ʦʪʪʝʥʢʦʚ. ɻʦʚʦʨʷ, ʢ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʫ, ʦ ʯʠʩʣʝ 25, ʤʳ ʝʜʚʘ ʣʠ ʤʦʞʝʤ ʚʳʟʚʘʪʴ ʢʘʢʠʝ-

ʣʠʙʦ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʝ ʢʦʥʥʦʪʘʮʠʠ ʫ ʩʦʙʝʩʝʜʥʠʢʘ, ʥʦ ʩʪʦʠʪ ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʴ ï ʜʘʞʝ 

ʚʩʢʦʣʴʟʴ ï ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʯʠʩʣʦ 13, ʢʘʢ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʚʥʫʪʨʝʥʥʠʤ ʝʛʦ ʚʟʦʨʦʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʫʝʪʩʷ 

ʤʥʦʞʝʩʪʚʦ ʘʩʩʦʮʠʘʮʠʡ. ʂʘʢ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦ, ʦʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʩʘʤʳʭ ʨʘʩʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʝʥʥʳʭ ʚ 

ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʤ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʤ ʤʠʨʝ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʡ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʙʦʷʟʥʴ ʯʠʩʣʘ 

çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʛʦè ʯʠʩʣʘ 13. ʅʘ ʨʫʙʝʞʝ XIXïXX ʚʚ. ʚ ʉʐɸ ʜʘʞʝ ʙʳʣ ʩʦʟʜʘʥ 

ʦʩʦʙʳʡ çʂʣʫʙ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʠè, ʧʦʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʳʡ ʙʦʨʴʙʝ ʩ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷʤʠ ï ʠ ʩ ʵʪʠʤ ʚ 

ʯʘʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ. ɺ ʥʝʛʦ ʚʭʦʜʠʣʠ ʪʘʢʠʝ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʝ ʣʶʜʠ, ʢʘʢ ʊʝʦʜʦʨ ʈʫʟʚʝʣʴʪ, ʏʝ-

ʩʪʝʨ ɸʣʘʥ ɸʨʪʫʨ ʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʳ ʉʐɸ. ɺʦʪ ʯʪʦ ʧʠʰʝʪ ʦʜʠʥ 

ʠʟ ʫʯʘʩʪʥʠʢʦʚ ʢʣʫʙʘ ʈʦʙʝʨʪ ɻʨʠʥ ʀʥʛʝʨʩʦʣʣ: çʉʘʤʘʷ ʛʣʘʚʥʘʷ ʚʝʱʴ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ ï 

ʵʪʦ ʙʦʨʴʙʘ ʩ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʝʤ. ʉʫʝʚʝʨʠʝ ʧʨʝʧʷʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʩʯʘʩʪʴʶ ʣʶʜʝʡè1. ʀʥʛʝʨʩʦʣʣ 

ʚʳʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʣ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʝ ʦʧʘʩʝʥʠʷ ʥʝ ʟʨʷ: ʚ ʥʘʯʘʣʝ XX ʚ. ʩʨʝʜʠ ʧʨʦʯʠʭ ʧʩʠʭʠ-

ʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʟʘʙʦʣʝʚʘʥʠʡ ʧʦʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʪʨʠʩʢʘʠʜʝʢʘʬʦʙʠʷ2, ʙʦʷʟʥʴ ʯʠʩʣʘ 13. ʌʦʙʠʷ 

ʵʪʘ ʧʝʨʝʩʪʘʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʩʪʨʘʭʦʤ ʠ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʳʤ ʫʜʘʨʦʤ ʧʦ ʙʶʜʞʝ-

ʪʫ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʛʦʩʫʜʘʨʩʪʚ, ʛʜʝ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʝ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʯʠʩʣʘ 13 ʰʠʨʦʢʦ ʨʘʩʧʨʦ-

ʩʪʨʘʥʝʥʦ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʦ ʣʶʜʝʡ ʦʪʢʘʟʳʚʘʣʦʩʴ (ʠ ʦʪʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʜʦ ʩʠʭ 

ʧʦʨ) ʝʟʜʠʪʴ ʥʘ ʧʦʝʟʜʘʭ, ʘʚʪʦʤʦʙʠʣʷʭ, ʩʘʤʦʣʝʪʘʭ ʩ ʥʦʤʝʨʦʤ 13, ʞʠʪʴ ʥʘ 13 

ʵʪʘʞʝ ʠʣʠ ʚ 13 ʢʦʤʥʘʪʝ, ʜʘʞʝ ʩʠʜʝʪʴ ʥʘ 13 ʤʝʩʪʝ ʚ ʪʝʘʪʨʝ, ʠ ʪ. ʧ. ʇʨʦʠʩʭʦʞ-

ʜʝʥʠʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ ʢʨʦʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʩʶʞʝʪʝ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʊʘʡʥʦʡ ʚʝʯʝʨʠ. ʉʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ 

ʧʦʚʝʨʴʶ, ʝʩʣʠ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʦʢʘʞʫʪʩʷ ʟʘ ʦʜʥʠʤ ʩʪʦʣʦʤ, ʦʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʥʠʭ ʚ 

ʪɻʦʤ ʛʦʜʫ ʫʤʨʝʪ. ʉʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ ʜʘʞʝ ʧʨʦʬʝʩʩʠʷ çʯʝʪʳʨʥʘʜʮʘʪʦʛʦ ʛʦʩʪʷè, ʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʳʡ ʙʳʣ ʧʨʠʟʚʘʥ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʠʪʴ ʧʨʦʢʣʷʪʴʝ ʪʝʭ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʥʳʭ 13, ʯʪʦ ʚʩʝ-ʪʘʢʠ 

ʥʝʧʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ ʨʝʰʠʣʠ ʩʦʙʨʘʪʴʩʷ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ. ʇʳʪʘʚʰʠʝʩʷ ʨʘʟʦʙʣʘʯʠʪʴ ʵʪʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʝ 

ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʠʪʝʣʠ çʂʣʫʙʘ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʠè ʩʦʙʠʨʘʣʠʩʴ ʚʦʧʨʝʢʠ ʝʤʫ ʥʘ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʚʩʪʨʝ-

ʯʘʭ ʨʦʚʥʦ ʧʦ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʫʞʝ ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʦʡ ʪʨʠʩʢʘʠʜʝʢʘʬʦʙʠʠ, 

ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʙʦʣʝʟʥʴ ʧʦʜ ʥʘʟʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʛʝʢʩʘʢʦʩʠʦʡʛʝʢʩʝʢʦʥʪʘʛʝʢʩʘʬʦʙʠʷ, 

                                                      
  É C. ʆ. ɿʦʪʦʚ 

1 Ingersoll R. G. The Superstitions of Public Men // [URL]: 

http://infidels.org/library/historical/robert_ingersoll/thirteen_club.html. 
2 Coriat I. H. Abnormal Psychology. P. 319. 
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ʯʪʦ ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʪ ʙʦʷʟʥʴ ʯʠʩʣʘ 666. ʋʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʦʝ ʚ ʆʪʢʨʦʚʝʥʠʠ ʀʦʘʥʥʘ ɹʦʛʦʩʣʦʚʘ1 

ʠ ʨʘʩʪʠʨʘʞʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʝ ʚ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ (ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʠ ʧʦʩʪʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʡ) 

ʤʘʩʩʦʚʦʡ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʝ ʧʨʠ ʧʦʤʦʱʠ ʤʦʣʦʜʝʞʥʳʭ ʩʫʙʢʫʣʴʪʫʨ ʠ (ʧʩʝʚ-

ʜʦ)ʩʘʪʘʥʠʥʩʢʠʭ ʩʦʦʙʱʝʩʪʚ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʧʘʥʠʢʫ ʫ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʘ 

ʥʘʩʝʣʝʥʠʷ ɽʚʨʦʧʳ ï ʠ ʈʦʩʩʠʠ ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ. ɼʣʷ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʘ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʟʷʪʴ ʥʝ-

ʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʛʨʦʤʢʠʭ ʠʥʮʠʜʝʥʪʦʚ ʨʦʩʩʠʡʩʢʦʡ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ. ʆʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʥʠʭ ï 

ʧʝʨʝʠʤʝʥʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʘʚʪʦʙʫʩʘ, ʧʨʦʭʦʜʷʱʝʛʦ ʢ ʭʨʘʤʫ ʊʨʦʠʮʳ ɾʠʚʦʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʚ 

ɺʦʨʦʥʮʦʚʝ (ʄʦʩʢʚʘ), ʩ 666-ʛʦ ʥʦʤʝʨʘ ʥʘ 616-ʡ2. ɺ ʜʘʥʥʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʝʥ 

ʪʦʪ ʬʘʢʪ, ʯʪʦ 616 ʪʘʢʞʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʦʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʳʭ ʚʘʨʠʘʥʪʦʚ çʯʠʩʣʘ ʟʚʝ-

ʨʷè, ʦ ʯʝʤ ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʝʪ ʚ ʠʥʪʝʨʚʴʶ ʀʥʥʦʢʝʥʪʠʡ ʇʘʚʣʦʚ3. ɼʨʫʛʦʡ ʩʣʫʯʘʡ ï ʵʪʦ 

ʤʥʦʛʦʯʠʩʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʩʫʜʝʙʥʳʝ ʪʷʞʙʳ, ʚʦʟʥʠʢʰʠʝ ʚ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʝ ʥʝʞʝʣʘʥʠʷ ʤʥʦ-

ʛʠʭ ʛʨʘʞʜʘʥ, ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʧʨʘʚʦʩʣʘʚʥʳʭ ʘʢʪʠʚʠʩʪʦʚ, ʧʦʣʫʯʘʪʴ ʧʘʩʧʦʨʪ ʈʌ ʥʦ-

ʚʦʛʦ ʦʙʨʘʟʮʘ, ʚ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘ ʢʘʞʜʦʡ ʝʛʦ ʩʪʨʘʥʠʮʝ ʧʨʠʩʫʪʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʠ ʮʠʬ-

ʨʳ 666, ʷʢʦʙʳ ʟʘʰʠʬʨʦʚʘʥʥʳʝ ʚ ʚʷʟʠ ʛʝʨʙʦʚʦʡ ʙʫʤʘʛʠ ʜʦʢʫʤʝʥʪʘ4 (ʀʣʣ. 1). 

 

 
ʀʣʣ. 1. ʉʪʨʘʥʠʮʘ ʧʘʩʧʦʨʪʘ ʩ çʜʴʷʚʦʣʴʩʢʠʤ ʯʠʩʣʦʤè 

 

ʇʨʠʤʝʨʦʚ ʙʝʩʯʠʩʣʝʥʥʦʝ ʤʥʦʞʝʩʪʚʦ, ʚʥʦʚʴ ʠ ʚʥʦʚʴ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʘʶʪ ʢʦʥʩʧʠʨʦ-

ʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ ʪʝʦʨʠʠ, ʫʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʶʱʠʝ ʜʴʷʚʦʣʴʩʢʦʝ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʚ ʰʪʨʠʭ-ʢʦʜʘʭ, ʠʥ-

ʪʝʨʥʝʪʝ (www ʚ ʛʝʤʘʪʨʠʠ ï 6665) ʠ ʜʘʞʝ ʚ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʘʭ ʦʬʠʮʠʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʚʣʘʩʪʠ 

                                                      
1 çʂʪʦ ʠʤʝʝʪ ʫʤ, ʪʦʪ ʩʦʯʪʠ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʟʚʝʨʷ, ʠʙʦ ʵʪʦ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʝ; ʯʠʩʣʦ ʝʛʦ 

ʰʝʩʪʴʩʦʪ ʰʝʩʪʴʜʝʩʷʪ ʰʝʩʪʴè (ʆʪʢʨ. 13:18). 
2 çʅʝʩʣʫʯʘʡʥʦ ʩʝʡʯʘʩ, ʥʘ 10-ʤ ʛʦʜʫ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʩʚʦʙʦʜʳ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʧʨʘʚʦʩʣʘʚʠʝ ʟʘʥʷʣʦ 

ʩʚʦʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʚ ʨʦʩʩʠʡʩʢʦʡ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʝ, ʚʜʨʫʛ ʚ ʄʦʩʢʚʝ ʧʝʨʝʠʤʝʥʦʚʘʣʠ ʘʚʪʦʙʫʩ 666 ʚ 616, ʧʦ-

ʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʣʶʜʠ ʚʝʨʷʪ: ʪʨʠ ʰʝʩʪʝʨʢʠ ï ʵʪʦ ʟʥʘʢ ʧʨʠʩʫʪʩʪʚʠʷ ʘʥʪʠʭʨʠʩʪʘ, ʪʝʤʥʦʡ ʠ ʚʨʘʞʝ-

ʩʢʦʡ ʩʠʣʳè. ï [ʈʘʜʠʦʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤʘ] çʉ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʪʦʯʢʠ ʟʨʝʥʠʷè // [URL]: 

http://www.svoboda.org/content/transcript/24196264.html. 
3 çʊʘʢ ʚʦʪ ʯʪʦ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʥʦ: ʚ ʜʨʝʚʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʦʪʮʳ ʮʝʨʢʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʣʠ, ʯʪʦ ʟʜʝʩʴ 

ʦʰʠʙʢʘ, ʠ ʯʪʦ ʵʪʘ ʮʠʬʨʘ ʜʦʣʞʥʘ ʙʳʪʴ ʥʝ 666, ʘ 616, ʥʫ, ʪʦʛʜʘ ʧʦʣʫʯʠʪʩʷ nero caesar (ʅʝʨʦʥ 

ʎʝʟʘʨʴ ï ʉ. ʆ.). ʊʘʢ ʚʦʪ, ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʘʚʪʦʙʫʩ 666 ʟʘʤʝʥʠʣʠ ʥʘ ʘʚʪʦʙʫʩ 616, ʠ ʪʘʢʠʤ ʦʙ-

ʨʘʟʦʤ ʤʳ ʧʦʣʫʯʠʣʠ ʚʦʪ ʪʘʢʦʝ ʪʘʚʪʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʨʘʟʥʦʯʪʝʥʠʝ ʘʧʦʢʘʣʠʧʩʠʩʘè (ʊʘʤ ʞʝ). 
4 ʏʪʦ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʥʦ ï ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʥʘ 13-ʡ ʩʪʨʘʥʠʮʝ ʧʘʩʧʦʨʪʘ ʚʝʜʝʪʩʷ ʫʯʝʪ ʚʦʠʥʩʢʦʡ ʦʙʷʟʘʥ-

ʥʦʩʪʠ, ʠʤʝʶʱʝʡ ʚ ʈʦʩʩʠʠ ʩʪʦʣʴ ʜʫʨʥʫʶ ʩʣʘʚʫ. 
5 666 ʚ ʛʝʤʘʪʨʠʠ ʪʘʢʞʝ ˧˷˧˷ ˫x  ˧(ʡʦʤ ʰʠʰʠ), ʧʷʪʥʠʮʘ, ʯʪʦ ʦʪʩʳʣʘʝʪ ʥʘʩ ʢ ʧʷʪʥʠʮʝ 13-

ʛʦ ʠ ʝʱʝ ʦʜʥʦʡ ʙʦʣʝʟʥʠ ï ʧʘʨʘʩʢʘʚʝʜʝʢʘʪʨʠʘʬʦʙʠʠ, ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʦʡ ʩ ʙʦʷʟʥʴʶ ʧʷʪʥʠʮʳ, 



 

18 

 

(çʇʘʨʪʠʷ ɽʜʠʥʘʷ ʈʦʩʩʠʷè: ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ ʙʫʢʚ ʚ ʢʘʞʜʦʤ ʩʣʦʚʝ ï ʰʝʩʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʚʦ-

ʝʜʠʥʦ ʩʢʣʘʜʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʯʠʩʣʦ 666). ʉʚʷʟʴ ʯʠʩʣʘ 666 ʩ ʜʴʷʚʦʣʦʤ ʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʪʩʷ 

ʦʙʳʯʥʦ ʩ ʧʦʤʦʱʴʶ ʩʣʦʞʥʳʭ ʥʫʤʝʨʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʚʳʯʠʩʣʝʥʠʡ, ʦʪʩʳʣʘʶʱʠʭ 

ʢʘʢ ʢ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʳʤ ʵʢʚʠʚʘʣʝʥʪʘʤ ʠʤʝʥ ʨʠʤʩʢʠʭ ʠʤʧʝʨʘʪʦʨʦʚ, ʚʳʩʪʫʧʘʚʰʠʭ ʧʨʦ-

ʪʠʚ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʢ ʠʤʝʥʘʤ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʝʡʰʠʭ ʜʝʷʪʝʣʝʡ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʠʭ ʞʝ ʮʝʨʢ-

ʚʝʡ, ʢʘʪʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʠʣʠ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʘʥʪʩʢʦʡ: çʀʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʠ ʜʚʫʭ ʚʝʜʫʱʠʭ ʥʫʤʝ-

ʨʦʣʦʛʦʚ XVI  ʚ., ʄʠʭʘʵʣʷ ʐʪʠʬʝʣʷ ʠ ʇʝʪʨʫʩʘ ɹʫʥʛʫʩʘ ʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ ʪʠʧʠʯʥʳ: 

ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʘʥʪ-ʐʪʠʬʝʣʴ ʚʠʜʠʪ ʚ ʯʠʩʣʝ 666 ʫʢʘʟʘʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʇʘʧʫ ʃʴʚʘ X, ʘ ʢʘʪʦʣʠʢ-

ɹʫʥʛʫʩ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʪ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʢʘʢ ʥʘʤʝʢ ʥʘ ʃʶʪʝʨʘè1. ɹʦʷʟʥʴ çʟʚʝʨʷè, ʘ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ 

ʩ ʥʠʤ ʠ çʯʠʩʣʘ ʟʚʝʨʷè ʤʦʞʥʦ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʩʚʷʟʳʚʘʪʴ ʩ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʠʥʜʦʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʤ 

ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʤ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʠ ʦʥʪʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʷ çʟʚʝʨʴè ʥʘʧʨʷʤʫʶ ʢʦʨʨʝ-

ʣʠʨʦʚʘʣʘ ʩ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʝʡ çʩʤʝʨʪʠè: çʉʤʝʨʪʴ ʧʨʝʚʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʦʢʦʥʯʘʪʝʣʴʥʦʝ ʚʦ-

ʧʣʦʱʝʥʠʝ, ʚ ʩʫʪʴ ʠ ʠʪʦʛ çʟʚʝʨʷè ʢʘʢ ʪʘʢʦʚʦʛʦè2. 

ɸʟʠʘʪʩʢʠʤ ʚʘʨʠʘʥʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʦʡ ʙʦʷʟʥʠ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʪʝʪʨʘʬʦʙʠʷ ï ʚʝʩʴʤʘ 

ʨʘʩʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʝʥʥʳʡ ʚ ʂʠʪʘʝ ʠ ʗʧʦʥʠʠ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ɻʦʥʢʦʥʛʝ ʠ ʦʙʝʠʭ ʂʦʨʝʷʭ (ʦʪ-

ʛʦʣʦʩʢʠ ʪʝʪʨʘʬʦʙʠʠ, ʠʥʘʯʝ, ʥʦ ʩʭʦʞʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʤʦʪʠʚʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʡ, ʠʤʝʶʪʩʷ 

ʜʘʞʝ ʚ ʀʪʘʣʠʠ) ʩʪʨʘʭ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʯʠʩʣʦʤ 4 ʟʘʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʥʳʭ ʧʦʚʩʝʤʝʩʪʥʦ ʠʟ-

ʙʝʛʘʪʴ ʝʛʦ. ɺʦ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʘʟʠʘʪʩʢʠʭ ʛʦʩʪʠʥʠʮʘʭ ʥʝʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ ʥʘʡʪʠ 4-ʡ ʵʪʘʞ, ʪʘʢ 

ʢʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʧʨʦʧʫʩʢʘʶʪ ʠʣʠ ʧʝʨʝʠʤʝʥʦʚʳʚʘʶʪ ʚʦ ʚʩʝʭ ʣʠʬʪʘʭ ʠ ʧʝʨʝʯʥʷʭ; ʪʦ ʞʝ 

ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʠ ʜʣʷ ʥʦʤʝʨʦʚ ʪʝʣʝʬʦʥʦʚ, ʢʦʥʯʘʶʱʠʭʩʷ ʥʘ 4 ʠʣʠ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʱʠʝ 

ʤʥʦʛʦ ʯʝʪʚʝʨʦʢ: ʩʪʦʷʪ ʦʥʠ ʛʦʨʘʟʜʦ ʜʝʰʝʚʣʝ. ʂʦʤʧʘʥʠʷ çNokiaè ʦʩʪʝʨʝʛʘʝʪʩʷ 

ʚʳʧʫʩʢʘʪʴ ʚ ɸʟʠʠ ʪʝʣʝʬʦʥʳ, ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʱʠʝ ʚ ʥʘʟʚʘʥʠʠ ʤʦʜʝʣʠ ʵʪʫ ʮʠʬʨʫ. ʇʨʠ-

ʯʠʥʦʡ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʬʦʥʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʦʤʦʬʦʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʜʚʫʭ ʠʝʨʦʛʣʠʬʦʚ ʢʠʪʘʡ-

ʩʢʦʛʦ ʠ ʷʧʦʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʷʟʳʢʦʚ ï ʦʙʦʟʥʘʯʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʯʠʩʣʦ ç4è ʠ, ʦʜʥʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ, ʩʣʦ-

ʚʦ çʩʤʝʨʪʴè. 

 

ʏʠʩʣʦ ʠ ʪʘʙʫ 

 

ʏʪʦ ʞʝ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʦʡ ʪʘʙʫʘʮʠʠ ʜʚʫʭ ʯʠʩʝʣ ï 13 ʠ 666 ʚ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥ-

ʩʢʦʡ, ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʠ, ʠ ʮʠʬʨʳ 4 ʚ ʘʟʠʘʪʩʢʦʡ? ʄʳ ʚʠʜʠʤ, ʯʪʦ ʠʩʪʦʢʠ 

ʙʦʷʟʥʠ ʚ ʜʚʫʭ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʷʭ ʩʠʣʴʥʦ ʨʘʟʥʷʪʩʷ. ɺ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝ ɽʚʨʦ-

ʧʳ ʵʪʦ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʘʷ ʤʦʪʠʚʘʮʠʷ, ʪʘʢ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʘʯʝ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʘʷ ʚ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʯʠʩʣʘ 13 ʩ 

ʤʝʪʘʬʦʨʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʧʝʨʝʥʦʩʦʤ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʍʨʠʩʪʘ ʦʪ ʀʫʜʳ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʚʝʯʝʨʠ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʠ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʥʘ ʨʝʮʠʧʠʝʥʪʘ, ʧʦʧʘʜʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʚ ʩʭʦʞʫʶ ʩʠʪʫʘʮʠʶ, ʨʝʜʫʮʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʫʶ, 

ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, ʣʠʰʴ ʜʦ ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʥʠʷ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ʯʠʩʣʘ. ɺ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʩ ʯʠʩʣʦʤ 666, ʦʙʦʟʥʘ-

ʯʘʶʱʠʤ ʟʚʝʨʷ, ʜʴʷʚʦʣʘ, ʘʥʪʠʭʨʠʩʪʘ, ʚʣʘʩʪʠʪʝʣʷ ʘʜʘ, ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʧʨʝʜʦ-

ʩʪʝʨʝʞʝʥʠʝ ʦʪ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʦʡ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ. ʏʠʩʣʦ 4, ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʝ ʩʪʦʣʴ 

ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʝ ʵʤʦʮʠʠ ʘʟʠʘʪʦʚ, ʠʤʝʝʪ ʩʫʛʫʙʦ ʬʦʥʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʦʙʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʩʚʦʝʡ 

çʥʝʯʠʩʪʦʪʳè ʠ ʥʝ ʚʦʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʢ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʫ, ʫʢʦʨʝʥʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʚ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠ-
                                                                                                                                                                           

ʚʳʧʘʜʘʶʱʝʡ ʥʘ 13-ʝ ʯʠʩʣʦ. ɺʧʨʦʯʝʤ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʝʤ ʠ ʠʜʠʦʤʘʪʠʯʥʦʩʪʴʶ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʷʷ 

ʦʙ̫ʟʘʥʘ ʨʦʤʘʥʫ ʧʝʨʘ ʧʠʩʘʪʝʣʷ ʊʦʤʘʩʘ ʃʦʫʩʦʥʘ. ʉʤ.: Lawson T. W. Friday, the thirteenth. 

London: William Heinemann, 1907. 
1 Schimmel A. The mystery of numbers. P. 277. 
2 ʄʠʭʘʡʣʠʥ ɺ. ʖ. ɿʚʝʨʴ ʢʘʢ ʩʤʝʨʪʴ // [URL]: http://www.strana-oz.ru/2013/5/zver-kak-

smert#_ftnref27.  
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ʮʠʠ. ʂʘʟʘʣʦʩʴ ʙʳ, 13, 666 ʠ 4 ʥʝ ʠʤʝʶʪ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʥʠʯʝʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʛʦ, ʢʨʦʤʝ 

ʩʚʦʝʡ ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʢ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʝ ʠʭ ʘʙʩʦʣʶʪʥʦ 

ʨʘʟʥʦʝ ʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʚʦʟʚʦʜʠʪʴʩʷ ʢ ʢʘʢʦʤʫ-ʣʠʙʦ ʦʙʱʝʤʫ ʟʥʘʤʝʥʘʪʝʣʶ; ʦʜʥʘʢʦ 

ʤʳ ʧʦʩʪʘʨʘʝʤʩʷ ʚ ʭʦʜʝ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʧʦʯʝʤʫ ʵʪʠ ʯʠʩʣʘ ʩʭʦʞʠ 

ʠ ʢʘʢ ʵʪʦ, ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, ʩʦʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʩʷ ʩ ʙʘʟʦʚʳʤʠ ʢʦʥʮʝʧʮʠʷʤʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ 

ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ. 

ɼʣʷ ʢʘʞʜʦʛʦ ʠʟ ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʳʭ ʯʠʩʝʣ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʘ ʚʳʩʦʢʦʡ ʩʪʝʧʝʥʠ ʪʘʙʫʠ-

ʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʚ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝ. ɼʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ ʯʪʦʙʳ ʧʨʦʣʠʪʴ ʩʚʝʪ ʥʘ 

ʯʘʩʪʥʳʝ ʩʣʫʯʘʠ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʪʘʙʫʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʯʠʩʝʣ, ʤʳ ʦʙʨʘʪʠʤʩʷ ʢ 

ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʥʠʶ ɿ. ʌʨʝʡʜʘ, ʧʦʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʪʝʤʝ ʟʘʧʨʝʪʘ, ʘ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʢ ʝʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʝ 

çʊʦʪʝʤ ʠ ʪʘʙʫè. çɼʫʰʝʚʥʦ ʙʦʣʴʥʦʡ ʠ ʥʝʚʨʦʪʠʢ ʩʙʣʠʞʘʶʪʩʷ ʩ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʳʤ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ, ʩ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ ʦʪʜʘʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʜʦʠʩʪʦʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, ʠ, ʝʩʣʠ ʧʩʠ-

ʭʦʘʥʘʣʠʟ ʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʠʟ ʚʝʨʥʳʭ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʦʞʝʥʠʡ, ʪʦ ʜʦʣʞʥʘ ʦʪʢʨʳʪʴʩʷ ʚʦʟʤʦʞ-

ʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʚʝʩʪʠ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʠʤʝʝʪʩʷ ʫ ʥʠʭ ʦʙʱʝʛʦ, ʢ ʪʠʧʫ ʠʥʬʘʥʪʠʣʴʥʦʡ ʜʫʰʝʚʥʦʡ 

ʞʠʟʥʠè1, ʧʠʰʝʪ ʌʨʝʡʜ, ʮʠʪʠʨʫʷ ʂ. ɻ. ʖʥʛʘ, ʪʝʤ ʩʘʤʳʤ ʜʘʚʘʷ ʥʘʤ ʚʦʟʤʦʞ-

ʥʦʩʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʦʞʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʯʘʩʪʥʦʝ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ çʥʝʚʨʦʟʘè ï ʬʦʙʠʠ ʯʠʩʝʣ, ʤʦ-

ʞʝʪ ʠʤʝʪʴ ʩʚʦʠʤʠ ʢʦʨʥʷʤʠ ʤʘʪʨʠʮʫ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ. ʉʪʨʝʤʷʩʴ ʫʧʦ-

ʨʷʜʦʯʠʪʴ ʤʠʨ ʚʦʢʨʫʛ ʩʝʙʷ, ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʧʳʪʘʣʩʷ ʩʦʟʜʘʚʘʪʴ ʚʦʢʨʫʛ ʩʝ-

ʙʷ ʩʣʦʞʥʳʝ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʳ, ʚ ʪ. ʯ. ʧʦʩʪʨʦʝʥʥʳʝ ʠ ʥʘ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʳʭ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʷʭ. 

ʕ. ɼʶʨʢʛʝʡʤ ʠ ʄ. ʄʦʩʩ ʚ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʪʘʪʴʝ çʆ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʳʭ ʬʦʨʤʘʭ 

ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʠ. ʂ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʥʠʶ ʢʦʣʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʳʭ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʡè ʟʘʤʝʯʘʪʝʣʴ-

ʥʦ ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʫʶʪ ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʝ ʧʨʠʤʠʪʠʚʥʳʭ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʡ ʘʚʩʪʨʘʣʠʡʩʢʠʭ 

ʧʣʝʤʝʥ, ʨʘʟʜʝʣʷʶʱʠʭ ʩʚʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ʥʘ ʬʨʘʪʨʠʠ ʠ ʢʣʘʥʳ, ʩʦʦʪʥʦʩʷʱʠʝ ʩʝʙʷ 

ʩ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʤʠ ʪʦʪʝʤʘʤʠ ʠʣʠ ʩʫʙʪʦʪʝʤʘʤʠ, ʢʘʢ çʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢè ʧʦ-

ʩʪʝʧʝʥʥʦ ʚʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪ ʩʝʙʷ ʚʦ ʚʩʝ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʩʣʦʞʥʫʶ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʠ ʟʥʘʯʠʤʫʶ ʩʠ-

ʩʪʝʤʫ, ʩʪʨʝʤʠʪʩʷ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘʪʠʟʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʦʢʨʫʞʘʶʱʫʶ ʝʛʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʴ ʠ 

ʪʝʤ ʩʘʤʳʤ ʦʙʝʟʦʧʘʩʠʪʴ ʩʝʙʷ ʚ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʤ, ʩʦʮʠʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʠ ʧʩʠʭʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʤ 

ʩʤʳʩʣʘʭ. ʇʨʦʩʪʝʡʰʘʷ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʷ ʘʚʩʪʨʘʣʠʡʩʢʠʭ ʘʙʦʨʠʛʝʥʦʚ ʧʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʫ-

ʪʠ ʜʚʦʠʯʥʘ, ʘ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʩʣʦʞʥʳʝ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʳ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʜʝʣʠʪʴʩʷ, ʢ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʫ, ʥʘ çʯʝʪʳʨʝ 

ʤʘʪʨʠʤʦʥʠʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʢʣʘʩʩʘè2. ʊʘ ʞʝ ʦʜʝʨʞʠʤʦʩʪʴ ʢ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘʪʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚʝʥ-

ʥʘ ʩʝʚʝʨʦ-ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʠʤ ʠʥʜʝʡʮʘʤ ʟʫʥʴʠ: çʋ ʟʫʥʴʠ ʤʳ ʦʙʥʘʨʫʞʠʚʘʝʤ ʧʦʜ-

ʣʠʥʥʳʡ ʚʩʝʣʝʥʩʢʠʡ ʧʦʨʷʜʦʢ. ɺʩʝ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʥʳʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ, ʩʦʣʥʮʝ, ʣʫ-

ʥʘ, ʟʚʝʟʜʳ, ʥʝʙʦ, ʟʝʤʣʷ ʠ ʤʦʨʝ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ ʩʦ ʚʩʝʤʠ ʠʭ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷʤʠ ʠ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪʘʤʠ, 

ʥʝʞʠʚʳʝ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʳ, ʪʘʢ ʞʝ ʢʘʢ ʠ ʨʘʩʪʝʥʠʷ, ʞʠʚʦʪʥʳʝ ʠ ʣʶʜʠ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʮʠʨʦ-

ʚʘʥʳ3è. 

ɺ ʣʶʙʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ, ʢʘʢʦʡ ʙʳ ʩʣʦʞʥʦʡ ʥʠ ʙʳʣʘ ʪʘʢʘʷ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʢʣʘʩʩʠ-

ʬʠʢʘʮʠʷ, ʝʝ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʳʤ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʤ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʧʦ ʧʨʠʥʮʠʧʫ çʩʚʦʡè Í 

çʯʫʞʦʡè, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʙʠʥʘʨʥʫʶ ʦʧʧʦʟʠʮʠʶ. ɸʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʭʘʨʘʢ-

ʪʝʨ ʙʠʥʘʨʥʳʭ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʡ ɼʶʨʢʛʝʡʤ ʠ ʄʦʩʩ ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʞʜʘʶʪ ʧʦʟʜʥʠʤ ʚʦʟ-

ʥʠʢʥʦʚʝʥʠʝʤ ʧʦʥʷʪʠʷ çʩʝʨʝʜʠʥʳè, ʘ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʪʨʦʠʯʥʦʛʦ ʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ: 

                                                      
1 ʌʨʝʡʜ ɿ. ʊʦʪʝʤ ʠ ʪʘʙʫ. ʉ. 10. 
2 ɼʶʨʢʛʝʡʤ ʕ., ʄʦʩʩ ʄ. ʆ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʳʭ ʬʦʨʤʘʭ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʠ. ʂ ʠʩʩʣʝ-

ʜʦʚʘʥʠʶ ʢʦʣʣʝʢʪʠʚʥʳʭ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʡ. ʉ. 63. 
3 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 88. 
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çʅʘʤ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʧʦʥʷʪʠʝ çʩʝʨʝʜʠʥʘè ʠʤʝʝʪ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʧʦʟʜʥʝʝ ʧʨʦʠʩ-

ʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʝè1. ʆʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʭ ʧʨʠʟʥʘʢʦʚ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʠ 

ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʦʦʪʥʝʩʝʥʠʝ ʢʘʢʦʛʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʧʨʠʟʥʘʢʘ ʩ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʠ ʠʭ ʦʙʱʘʷ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʷ 

ʚ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝ: çʞʠʚʦʪʥʦʝ ʩʣʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʩʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʴʶ: ʩʠʥʠʡ ʜʨʘʢʦʥ ï ʵʪʦ 

ɺʦʩʪʦʢ, ʢʨʘʩʥʘʷ ʧʪʠʮʘ ï ʖʛ, ʙʝʣʳʡ ʪʠʛʨ ï ɿʘʧʘʜ, ʯʝʨʥʘʷ ʯʝʨʝʧʘʭʘ ï ʉʝʚʝʨè2. 

çʆʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʝ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʨʦʜʘ ʩʦʙʳʪʠʷʤʠ ʠ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʤʠ ʧʣʘʥʝ-

ʪʘʤʠ, ʫʚʷʟʳʚʘʥʠʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚ ʠ ʚʨʝʤʝʥ, ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʩʚʦʝʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʛʦ ʩʦʦʪ-

ʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʷ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʪʘʢʦʡ-ʪʦ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʴʶ ʠ ʪʘʢʠʤ-ʪʦ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʦʤ ʛʦʜʘ, ʥʘʯʘʣʦʤ ʪʘ-

ʢʠʭ-ʪʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʡ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʚʩʪʨʝʯʘʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʘʭ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʂʠʪʘʷ ʠ ɻʨʝ-

ʮʠʠè3, ʧʠʰʫʪ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʠ, ʢʘʩʘʷʩʴ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʘ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩʠʩʪʝʤ ʧʨʦʨʠʮʘʥʠʷ ʩ ʨʘʩ-

ʩʤʦʪʨʝʥʥʳʤʠ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʠʤʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʘʤʠ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘʪʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʤʠʨʘ.  

ʂʘʢ ʤʳ ʤʦʞʝʤ ʪʝʧʝʨʴ ʚʠʜʝʪʴ, ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ ʯʠʩʣʘ, ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠ-

ʚʘʝʤʳʝ ʥʘʤʠ 13, 666 ʠ 4, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʣʠ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʝ ʩʦ-

ʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʷ, ʘ ʠʥʳʝ ʩʝʤʘʥʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ ʥʘʩʣʦʝʥʠʷ ʥʘ ʠʭ ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʤʳʝ ï ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʙʦ-

ʣʝʝ ʧʦʟʜʥʠʝ. ʈʘʟʨʘʙʘʪʳʚʘʷ ʠ ʚʩʝ ʙʦʣʴʰʝ ʫʩʣʦʞʥʷʷ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʫ ʩʣʦʞʥʳʭ ʩʝʤʘʥ-

ʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʡ ʯʠʩʝʣ ʩ ʜʨʫʛʠʤʠ ʦʟʥʘʯʘʶʱʠʤʠ, ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʥʘʫʯʠʣʩʷ 

ʧʨʠʤʝʥʷʪʴ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʥʫʶ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʫ ʜʣʷ ʧʨʦʨʠʮʘʥʠʡ, ʪ. ʝ. ʧʨʝʜʝʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʫʧʦʨʷʜʦ-

ʯʠʚʘʥʠʷ, ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʷ ʢʦʩʤʦʩʘ ʠʟ ʭʘʦʩʘ, ʨʘʟʛʘʜʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʤʠʨʘ ʚʦʢʨʫʛ ʩʝʙʷ. ʉʫʝʚʝ-

ʨʠʝ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʦʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʨʘʟʥʦʚʠʜʥʦʩʪʝʡ ʧʨʝʜʩʢʘʟʘʥʠʷ: ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʚʩʪʨʝ-

ʪʠʚ ʯʠʩʣʦ 13 ʚ ʥʦʤʝʨʝ ʙʠʣʝʪʘ ʥʘ ʵʢʟʘʤʝʥʝ, ʩʫʝʚʝʨʥʳʡ ʩʪʫʜʝʥʪ ʩʨʘʟʫ ʞʝ ʩʦʯʪʝʪ 

ʵʪʦ ʟʘ ʧʣʦʭʦʡ ʟʥʘʢ, ʪʝʤ ʩʘʤʳʤ ʚʤʝʥʷʷ ʩʝʙʝ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʪʴ ʙʫʜʫ-

ʱʝʝ ʧʫʪʝʤ ʩʯʠʪʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʥʝʢʦʝʛʦ ʢʦʜʘ. ʊʘʢʦʡ ʩʧʦʩʦʙ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʤʘʛʠ-

ʯʝʩʢʠʤ, ʧʨʝʜʝʣʴʥʦ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʥʳʤ, ʠ, ʩʣʝʜʫʷ ʚʳʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʥʠʶ ʖʥʛʘ ʦ ʩʭʦʜʩʪʚʝ 

ʥʝʚʨʦʪʠʢʦʚ ʩ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʳʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ, ʤʳ ʤʦʞʝʤ ʩʨʘʚʥʠʪʴ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʠʡ ʪʠʧ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʪʠʧʦʤ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʩʪʨʘʜʘʶʱʝʛʦ, ʩʢʘʞʝʤ, ʪʝʪ-

ʨʘʬʦʙʠʝʡ, ʠʣʠ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʥʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. ʉʫʝʚʝʨʠʝ ʝʩʪʴ ʧʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʫʪʠ ʘʨ-

ʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘ ʫʧʦʨʷʜʦʯʠʚʘʥʠʷ ʤʠʨʘ, ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʱʘʷ ʚ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ ʜʝʡ-

ʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʘʨʷʜʫ ʩ ʜʨʫʛʠʤʠ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʤʠ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘʤʠ ï ʥʘʫʢʦʡ, ʨʝʣʠʛʠʝʡ 

ʠʣʠ ʠʩʢʫʩʩʪʚʦʤ. ʇʦʵʪʦʤʫ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʖʥʛʫ, ʥʝʫʜʠʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ ʯʘʩʪʦ 

ʩʪʘʥʦʚʷʪʩʷ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʦʡ ʧʩʠʭʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤ: ʦʥʠ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʘʶʪ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʢ 

ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʤʫ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʫ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʧʦʩʪʠʞʝʥʠʷ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʥʝ ʚʩʝ-

ʛʜʘ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʝʪ ʚ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ çʫʩʣʦʞʥʝʥʥʦʡè, çʨʘʩʢʦʣʜʦʚʘʥʥʦʡè ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴ-

ʥʦʩʪʠ. 

 

ʆ ʩʤʳʩʣʝ ʩʦʩʝʜʩʪʚʘ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʭè ʠ çʭʦʨʦʰʠʭè ʯʠʩʝʣ 

 

ʈʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʠʤ ʞʝ, ʥʘʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʩʭʦʞʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ çʯʠʩʣʦʚʳʝè ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ ʩ 

ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʷʤʠ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. ʌʨʝʡʜ ʧʠʰʝʪ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʟʥʘʯʝʥʠʝ 

ʩʣʦʚʘ çʪʘʙʫè ʘʤʙʠʚʘʣʝʥʪʥʦ: ʩ ʦʜʥʦʡ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʳ, ʵʪʦ ʯʪʦ-ʪʦ ʞʫʪʢʦʝ, ʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʦʝ, 

                                                      
1 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 92. 
2 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 108. 
3 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 115. 
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ʥʝʯʠʩʪʦʝ; ʩ ʜʨʫʛʦʡ ï ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʝ1. ʊʦ ʞʝ ʤʳ ʤʦʞʝʤ ʥʘʙʣʶʜʘʪʴ ʠ ʩ ʩʝʤʘʥʪʠʢʦʡ 

çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʭ ʯʠʩʝʣè: ʤʥʦʛʠʝ ʣʶʜʠ, ʚ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʣʦʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʦʩʪʘʣʴʥʳʤ, 

ʩʢʣʦʥʥʳ ʩʯʠʪʘʪʴ 13 ʩʚʦʠʤ ʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʤ ʯʠʩʣʦʤ2; ʧʣʦʭʦʝ ʯʠʩʣʦ 13 ʨʘʩʧʦʣʦʞʝ-

ʥʦ ʦʪ ʭʦʨʦʰʝʛʦ 12 ʪʘʢ ʞʝ ʥʝʜʘʣʝʢʦ, ʢʘʢ ʙʣʠʟʢʠ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʘʷ ʠ ʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʘʷ ʬʫʥʢ-

ʮʠʠ ʚʦʞʜʷ ʧʣʝʤʝʥʠ. ɺʩʧʦʤʥʠʤ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʦʜʥʦ ʠʟ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚ ʪʘʙʫ ʧʦ ʌʨʝʡʜʫ: ʩʠʤ-

ʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʟʘʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʧʨʝʩʪʫʧʠʚʰʝʛʦ ʪʘʙʫ, ʢʦʩʥʫʚʰʝʛʦʩʷ ʪʘʙʫʠʨʦ-

ʚʘʥʥʦʛʦ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʘ (ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʤʠʩʢʠ ʩ ʝʜʦʡ ʚʦʞʜʷ): çʟʘʧʨʝʱʝʥʠʷ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʳ 

ʧʦʪʦʤʫ, ʯʪʦ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʣʠʮʘʤ ʠ ʚʝʱʘʤ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʘ ʦʧʘʩʥʘʷ ʩʠʣʘ, ʧʝʨʝʜʘʶ-

ʱʘʷʩʷ ʧʨʠ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʠ ʢ ʟʘʨʷʞʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʝʶ ʦʙʲʝʢʪʫ ʧʦʯʪʠ ʢʘʢ ʟʘʨʘʟʘè3. ɺ 

ʩʚʝʪʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʘ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʩʧʦʤʥʠʪʴ ʫʞʝ ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʥʥʳʝ ʥʘʤʠ ʜʘʥʥʳʝ ʦʙ ʦʪ-

ʢʘʟʝ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʣʶʜʝʡ ʧʦʣʫʯʠʪʴ ʧʘʩʧʦʨʪ, ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʱʠʡ ʷʢʦʙʳ ʜʴʷʚʦʣʴʩʢʠʝ ʯʠʩʣʘ: 

ʥʘʙʣʶʜʘʝʪʩʷ ʪʦ ʞʝ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʧʘʨʪʠʮʠʧʘʮʠʠ, ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʩʝʙʷ ʩʦʦʪʥʝ-

ʩʝʥʥʳʤ ʩ ʥʝʢʠʤ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʦʤ. ʃʶʜʠ, ʥʝʯʘʷʥʥʦ ʜʦʪʨʦʥʫʚʰʠʝʩʷ ʜʦ ʝʜʳ ʚʦʞʜʷ, 

ʫʤʝʨʣʠ ʦʪ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ, ʥʦ ʥʝ ʦʪ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ ʙʳʪʴ ʢʘʟʥʝʥʥʳʤʠ ʟʘ ʵʪʦ, ʘ ʦʪ ʩʪʨʘʭʘ ʪʦʛʦ, 

ʯʪʦ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʝ ʜʳʭʘʥʠʝ ʚʦʞʜʷ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʝʛʦ ʥʝʜʦʝʜʝʥʥʘʷ ʧʠʱʘ ï ʪʘʙʫ, ʪ. ʝ. ʩʚʷʪʦ. 

ʇʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʣʦʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʥʝʯʠʩʪʦʛʦ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʌʨʝʡʜʦʤ ʢʘʢ 

çʦʙʱʠʡ ʟʘʢʦʥ, ʧʨʝʜʫʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʶʱʠʡ, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʝʜʳʜʫʱʘʷ ʩʪʫʧʝʥʴ (ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʧʦʪʦ-

ʤʫ, ʯʪʦ ʦʥʘ ʧʨʝʦʜʦʣʝʥʘ ʠ ʦʪʪʝʩʥʝʥʘ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʚʳʩʦʢʦʡ) ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʥʘʨʷʜʫ ʩ ʥʝʡ 

ʚ ʫʥʠʞʝʥʥʦʡ ʬʦʨʤʝ, ʪʘʢ ʯʪʦ ʦʙʲʝʢʪʳ ʝʝ ʧʦʯʠʪʘʥʠʷ ʧʨʝʚʨʘʱʘʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʦʙʲʝʢʪʳ 

ʦʪʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʷ4è. ʅʝʣʴʟʷ ʣʠ ʧʨʠʤʝʥʠʪʴ ʜʘʥʥʳʡ ʟʘʢʦʥ ʠ ʢ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʤ ʯʠʩ-

ʣʘʤè? ʅʘʤʠ ʫʞʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʟʘʤʝʯʝʥʦ, ʯʪʦ 12 ʠ 13 ʩʪʦʷʪ ʚʧʣʦʪʥʫʶ ʜʨʫʛ ʢ ʜʨʫʛʫ, 

ʠʤʝʷ ʧʨʠ ʵʪʦʤ ʘʙʩʦʣʶʪʥʦ ʘʥʪʦʥʠʤʠʯʝʩʢʫʶ ʩʝʤʘʥʪʠʢʫ: 12 ï ʯʠʩʣʦ ʜʣʷ ʭʨʠ-

ʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ çʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè, çʯʠʩʣʦ ʙʨʘʪʩʪʚʘ: 12 ʩʳʥʦʚʝʡ ʀʘʢʦʚʘ, 12 ʘʧʦ-

ʩʪʦʣʦʚè5, 13 ï ʯʠʩʣʦ, ʦʙʦʟʥʘʯʘʶʱʝʝ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʴʝ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʝʝ ʦʪ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʴʷ, 

ʩʣʫʯʠʚʰʝʛʦʩʷ ʩ ʍʨʠʩʪʦʤ. ɺ ʈʦʩʩʠʠ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʯʠʩʣʦ 13 ʥʘʟʳʚʘʶʪ ʯʝʨʪʦʚʦʡ 

ʜʶʞʠʥʦʡ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘʧʨʷʤʫʶ ʩʦʦʙʱʘʝʪ ʦ ʝʛʦ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦʡ ʠ ʤʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʢʦʥʥʦʪʘ-

ʮʠʠ.  

 çʉʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè ʯʠʩʣʦ 7 ʪʘʢʞʝ ʥʘʧʨʷʤʫʶ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʦ ʩ çʜʴʷʚʦʣʴʩʢʠʤè 666. çɺ 

ɹʠʙʣʠʠ ï 7 ʜʥʝʡ ʪʚʦʨʝʥʠʷ; ʟʘ 7 ʜʥʝʡ ʜʦ ʧʦʪʦʧʘ ɹʦʛ ʩʦʦʙʱʘʝʪ ʦ ʧʦʪʦʧʝ ʀʦʥʝ, 7 

ʜʥʝʡ ʦʞʠʜʘʝʪ ʅʦʡ, ʚʳʧʫʩʢʘʷ ʧʪʠʮ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʧʦʪʦʧʘè6.  

666 ʞʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʫʪʨʦʝʥʥʳʤ ʦʪʨʠʮʘʥʠʝʤ ʯʠʩʣʘ 7 ʧʫʪʝʤ ʦʪʲʷʪʠʷ ʦʪ ʥʝʛʦ 

ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ; ʫʪʨʦʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʦʪʨʠʮʘʥʠʷ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʘʩʩʦʮʠʘʪʠʚʥʦ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʦ ʩ ʧʨʦ-

ʢʣʷʪʠʝʤ ʩʚʷʪʦʡ ʊʨʦʠʮʳ. ʉʤʝʝʤ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʦʞʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè 

ʯʠʩʣʦ ʘʟʠʘʪʦʚ 4 ʠ çʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè 5, ʩʯʠʪʘʶʱʝʝʩʷ ʚ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʝ ʂʠʪʘʷ ʧʦʟʠʪʠʚ-

ʥʳʤ (çʘʩʩʦʮʠʘʪʠʚʥʳʡ ʨʷʜ ʜʣʷ ʯʠʩʣʘ 5 ï ʵʪʦ ʧʷʪʴ ʩʪʠʭʠʡ, ʯʝʪʳʨʝ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʳ 

                                                      
1 çʋʧʦʪʨʝʙʣʷʝʤʦʝ ʥʘʤʠ ʩʦʯʝʪʘʥʠʝ çʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʳʡ ʪʨʝʧʝʪè ʯʘʩʪʦ ʩʦʚʧʘʜʘʝʪ ʩʦ ʩʤʳʩʣʦʤ 

ʪʘʙʫè. ï ʌʨʝʡʜ ɿ. ʊʦʪʝʤ ʠ ʪʘʙʫ. ʉ. 38.  
2 çʂʦʥʝʯʥʦ, ʜʣʷ ʙʘʣʘʥʩʘ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʣʘ ʠ ʪʨʠʩʢʘʠʜʝʢʘʤʘʥʠʷ, ʚʳʨʘʞʘʶɦ ʘʷ ʯʨʝʟʤʝʨʥʦʝ 

ʫʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʯʠʩʣʦʤ 13è. ï Havil J. Nonplussed! Mathematical Proof of Implausible Ideas. 

P. 152. 
3 ʌʨʝʡʜ ɿ. ʋʢʘʟ. ʩʦʯ. ʉ. 44. 
4 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 50. 
5 ʄʘʭʣʠʥʘ ʉ. ʊ. ʄʠʩʪʠʢʘ ʯʠʩʝʣ ʚ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʳʭ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʷʭ. ʉ. 32. 
6 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. 
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ʩʚʝʪʘ ʧʣʶʩ ʮʝʥʪʨè1), ʪʦʞʝ, ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, ʩʦʧʨʷʞʝʥʳ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʩʦʙʦʡ. ʉʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʝ 5 

ʣɻʝʤʝʥʪʦʚ (ʫ-ʩʠʥ) ʧʦʣʫʯʘʶʪ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʝʥʠʝ, ʚʦʧʣʦʱʝʥʥʦʝ ʚ 

çʧʣʦʭʦʤè ʯʠʩʣʝ 4, ʵʪʦ ʦʜʥʘ ʙʠʥʘʨʥʘʷ ʦʧʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʶʱʘʷ ʥʝʯʪʦ ʭʦʨʦʰʝʝ 

ʠ ʧʨʷʤʦ ʝʤʫ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʣʦʞʥʦʝ, ʪʘʙʫʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʝ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʚ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʦʪʲ̫ ʪʠʷ ʦʪ 7 

ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ, ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʝ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʛʦè ʯʠʩʣʘ ʠ ʫʪʨʦʝʥʠʝ ʝʛʦ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦ-

ʩʪʠè, ʚʦʧʣʦʱʝʥʥʦʝ ʚ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʟʚʝʨʷ. ʇʨʠʙʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʣʠʰʥʝʡ, ʘ ʧʦʪʦʤʫ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪ-

ʣʠʚʦʡè, ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ ʢ 12 (ʪ. ʝ. ʧʨʝʙʳʚʘʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʊʘʡʥʦʡ ʚʝʯʝʨʝ ʣʠʰʥʝʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ï 

ʀʫʜʳ) ʠ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʝ ʯʝʨʪʦʚʦʡ ʜʶʞʠʥʳ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʥʘʤ ʩʭʦʞʠʤ ʩ ʚʳʰʝ-

ʫʢʘʟʘʥʥʤrʠ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʘʤʠ. ɺ ʢʦʥʝʯʥʦʤ ʠʪʦʛʝ, ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʡ ʢʦʥʥʦʪʘʪ ʦʤʦʬʦʥʘ 

ʥʝ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʦʡ ʪʘʙʫʠʨʦʚʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʣʦʚʘ2. ʊʘʢ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʘʯʝ, ʜʘʥ-

ʥʳʡ ʤʦʤʝʥʪ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʠ ʤʳ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʤ ʩʧʦʨʥʳʤ ʠ ʥʠ ʚ ʢʦʝʡ ʤʝʨʝ ʥʝ ʫʤʘʣʷ-

ʝʤ ʟʥʘʯʝʥʠʷ ʦʤʦʬʦʥʘ ʯʠʩʣʘ 4 ï ʩʣʦʚʘ çʩʤʝʨʪʴè ï ʜʣʷ ʜʘʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ. 

 

ʏʠʩʣʦ ʢʘʢ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʴ 

 

ʉʣʝʜʫʷ ʨʘʩʩʫʞʜʝʥʠʷʤ ʌʨʝʡʜʘ, ɼʶʨʢʛʝʡʤʘ ʠ ʄʦʩʩʘ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʘʨʭʘʠ-

ʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚ, ʤʳ ʠʤʝʝʤ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʡ ʚʘʨʠʘʥʪ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʠ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʳ 

ʧʨʝʜʝʣʴʥʦ ʙʣʠʟʢʦʛʦ ʩʦʩʝʜʩʪʚʘ çʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʭè ʠ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʭè ʯʠʩʝʣ. 

çʉʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè ʯʠʩʣʦ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, 12, ʦʙʣʘʜʘʝʪ ʥʝʨʫʰʠʤʦʡ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʴʶ 

(ʙʨʘʪʩʪʚʦ ʘʧʦʩʪʦʣʦʚ, 12 ʤʝʩʷʮʝʚ, 12 ʟʥʘʢʦʚ ʟʦʜʠʘʢʘ), ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʠ ʩʦʦʙʱʘʝʪ 

ʯʠʩʣʫ ʝʛʦ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʫʶ ʧʨʠʯʘʩʪʥʦʩʪʴ ʢ çʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʩʪʠè. ʉʘʤʳʤ ʩʪʨʘʰʥʳʤ 

ʠʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʝʤ çʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʩʪʠè ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʥʝ ʧʨʠʥʮʠʧ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʦʪʨʘʞʝ-

ʥʠʷ3 çʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʛʦ ʯʠʩʣʘè, ʥʦ ʧʨʠʥʮʠʧ ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʷ ʝʛʦ ʝʜʠʥʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦ-

ʩʪʠ ʧʫʪʝʤ ʦʪʲ̫ ʪʠʷ ʦʪ ʥʝʛʦ ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ ʠʣʠ ʧʨʠʙʘʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʢ ʥʝʤʫ ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ. ʇʫʩʪʘʷ 

ʩʦʣʦʥʢʘ ʧʨʠ ʧʨʦʩʳʧʘʥʠʠ ʩʦʣʠ, ʧʫʩʪʳʝ ʚʝʜʨʘ ʫ ʙʘʙʳ, ʠʜʫʱʝʡ ʧʦ ʫʣʠʮʫ, ʟʘʧʨʝʪ 

ʚʳʥʦʩʠʪʴ ʯʪʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʥʘ ʥʦʯʴ ʠʟ ʜʦʤʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʷ ʚ ʢʘʢʦʤ-ʪʦ ʩʤʳʩʣʝ 

ʨʦʜʩʪʚʝʥʥʳ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʤʦʤʫ ʥʘʤʠ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʶ ʦʪʲʷʪʠʷ ʢʦʤʧʦʥʝʥʪʘ (ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ) 

ʦʪ ʮʝʣʦʛʦ ï 7-1=6 (666); ʧʨʠʤʝʪʳ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʝ çʜʚʦʠʤ ʚ ʦʜʥʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʚ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʦ 

ʩʤʦʪʨʝʪʴ ʥʝʣʴʟʷè ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʫʶʪ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦʝ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʝ ʢ ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʶ ʮʝ-

ʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʧʫʪʝʤ ʧʨʠʙʘʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʣʠʰʥʝʛʦ ʢʦʤʧʦʥʝʥʪʘ (ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ) ï 12+1=13. 

çʍʦʨʦʰʝʝè ʯʠʩʣʦ, ʝʛʦ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʴ ʥʝʣʴʟʷ ʠʩʢʘʞʘʪʴ: ʩʘʤʳʤ ʧʣʦʭʠʤ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʛʦ 

ʙʫʜʝʪ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʥʝʟʥʘʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʝ ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʝ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ. ʇʦʯʝʤʫ ʚʘʞʥʦ ʠʤʝʥ-

ʥʦ ʙʣʠʟʢʦʝ ʩʦʩʝʜʩʪʚʦ ʵʪʠʭ ʯʠʩʝʣ? ɺ ʯʠʩʣʝ 9 ʤʳ ʫʞʝ ʥʝ ʫʚʠʜʠʤ ʦʨʝʦʣʘ çʩʚʷ-

ʪʦʩʪʠè ʩʝʤʝʨʢʠ. ɺ ʯʝʪʳʨʥʘʜʮʘʪʠ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ çʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʩʪʴè ʜʚʝʥʘʜʮʘʪʠ, ʢʦ-

ʛʜʘ ʢʘʢ ʧʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʥʳʤ ʵʪʠʤ çʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʤè ʯʠʩʣʘʤ 666 ʠ 13 ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʘ ʩʦʦʪ-

ʥʝʩʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʩ çʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʳʤè, ʙʣʠʟʦʩʪʴ ʢ çʩʚʷʪʦʤʫè. ɻʦʚʦʨʷ ʦʙʨʘʟʥʦ, ʦʪʛʦʣʦ-

ʩʦʢ 12 ʩʣʳʰʠʪʩʷ ʠ ʚ 13, ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʧʦʵʪʦʤʫ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʝʝ ʯʠʩʣʦ ʪʘʢ ʧʣʦʪʥʦ ʢʦʥʮʝʥ-

                                                      
1 ɸʥʪʦʥʦʚʘ ʖ. ɸ. ʉʠʤʚʦʣʠʢʘ ʢʠʪʘʡʩʢʠʭ ʯʠʩʝʣ ʚ ʨʘʤʢʘʭ ʪʝʦʨʠʠ ʠ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʠ ʤʝʞʢʫʣʴ-

ʪʫʨʥʦʡ ʢʦʤʤʫʥʠʢʘʮʠʠ. ʉ. 201. 
2 ʂʠʪʘʡʮʳ ʧʦ-ʧʨʝʞʥʝʤʫ ʥʦʩʷʪ ʯʘʩʳ ʠ ʟʦʥʪʳ (çʧʦʜʘʨʠʪʴ ʯʘʩʳè, s¸ng zhǾng, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʪ 

çʧʦʜʘʨʠʪʴ ʩʤʝʨʪʴè ï s¸ng zhǾng; ʘ ʦʤʦʬʦʥʦʤ ʩʣʦʚʘ çʟʦʥʪè ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ çʨʘʟʦʡʪʠʩʴè). 
3 ɺʩʧʦʤʥʠʪʴ ʭʦʪʷ ʙʳ ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʳʝ ɹʘʭʪʠʥʳʤ ʧʨʦʯʠʪʘʥʥʳʝ ʥʘ ʢʘʨʥʘʚʘʣʝ ʟʘʜʦʤ ʥʘʧʝ-

ʨʝʜ ʤʦʣʠʪʚʳ: ʠʭ ʯʠʪʘʶʪ ʩʘʤʠ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʠʢʠ. ɿʝʨʢʘʣʴʥʦʝ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʛʨʝʰʥʦ, ʥʦ 

ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʦ ʚ ʨʘʤʢʘʭ ʜʦʟʚʦʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʤʘʨʛʠʥʘʣʠʠ. 
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ʪʨʠʨʫʝʪ ʚ ʩʝʙʝ ʨʘʟʥʦʦʙʨʘʟʥʳʝ ʩʤʳʩʣʳ1. ɽʱʝ ʦʜʥʘ ʘʥʘʣʦʛʠʷ ï ʜʶʞʠʥʘ ʠ ʝʝ 

ʩʝʩʪʨʘ-ʙʣʠʟʥʝʮ ʯʝʨʪʦʚʘ ʜʶʞʠʥʘ (ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʩʪʘʣʦ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʯʠʩʣʦ 13, ʘ ʥʝ 14 ʠʣʠ 

10). ʇʦʭʦʞʘʷ ʣʦʛʠʢʘ ʧʨʠʩʫʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʫ ʌʨʝʡʜʘ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥ ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ çʜʚʫʭ ʤʠʬʦ-

ʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʩʪʫʧʝʥʝʡ, ʠʟ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʧʨʝʞʥʷʷ ʥʝ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʠʩʯʝʟʣʘ ʢ ʪʦʤʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, 

ʢʦʛʜʘ ʜʦʩʪʠʛʥʫʪʘ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʘʷ, ʘ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʘʝʪ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʬʦʨʤʝ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʥʠʟ-

ʢʦʡ ʦʮʝʥʢʠè2. ʉʭʦʞʫʶ ʤʳʩʣʴ ʚʳʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʠ ʦʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʫʯʘʩʪʥʠʢʦʚ ʠʥʪʝʨʚʴʶ, 

ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʳʤ ʩ ʧʝʨʝʠʤʝʥʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʘʚʪʦʙʫʩʘ, ʭʦʜʷʱʝʛʦ ʢ ʭʨʘʤʫ: çʀ ʯʠʩʣʦ 666 

ʙʳʣʦ ʢʘʢ ʩʠʤʚʦʣ ʥʝʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʘ. ʉʝʤʴ ï ʵʪʦ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʦ, ʘ ʰʝʩʪʴ ï ʥʝʩʦ-

ʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʦ, ʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʝʤʫ ʯʝʛʦ-ʪʦ ʥʝ ʭʚʘʪʘʝʪè3, ʯʪʦ ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʫʝʪ ʥʘʤ ʛʣʫʙʦ-

ʢʫʶ ʫʢʦʨʝʥʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ʪʠʧʘ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʚ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʠ ʜʘʞʝ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʛʦ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. çɼʚʝʥʘʜʮʘʪʠ ʢʘʢ ʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʤʫ ʯʠʩʣʫ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʩʪʦʠʪ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʥʦʝ ʯʠʩ-

ʣʦ 13 (12+1)è4, ʧʠʰʝʪ ɺ. ʅ. ʊʦʧʦʨʦʚ. ʀʜʝʶ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʫʶ ʥʘʰʝʡ, ʚʳʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ 

ʄ. ʇʘʩʪʫʨʦ ʚ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʝ ʥʫʤʝʨʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʤʘʪʨʠʮ ʤʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʨʝʜʥʝʚʝʢʦ-

ʚʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ: çʅʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʪʨʠ, ʯʝʪʳʨʝ ʠ ʩʝʤʴ ï ʦʩʥʦʚʥʳʝ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ 

ʯʠʩʣʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʟʥʘʯʘʪ ʙʦʣʴʰʝ, ʯʝʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ, ʨʘʚʥʦʝ ʪʨʝʤ, 

ʯʝʪʳʨʝʤ ʠʣʠ ʩʝʤʠ. ɼʚʝʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʪ ʥʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʜʶʞʠʥʫ ʝʜʠʥʠʮ, ʥʦ ʝʱʝ ʠ 

ʠʜʝʶ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ, ʧʦʣʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʝʜʠʥʩʪʚʘ; ʧʦʵʪʦʤʫ ʦʜʠʥʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ 

ï ʵʪʦ ʥʝʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ, ʘ ʪʨʠʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ ï ʯʨʝʟʤʝʨʥʦʝ, ʥʝʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦʝ ʠ ʟʣʦʚʝʱʝʝ 

ʯʠʩʣʦè5. 

 

ʉʪʨʘʭ ʯʠʩʣʘ 

 

ɿʥʘʯʠʤʳʤʠ ʜʣʷ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʡ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʯʠʩʝʣ 666 ʠ 13, ʙʝʟʫʩʣʦʚʥʦ, ʷʚ-

ʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʠ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ ʢʦʤʧʦʥʝʥʪʳ, ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʳʝ ʩ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʝʡ. ʆʜ-

ʥʘʢʦ ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʴ ʧʝʨʚʠʯʥʦʩʪʴ ʪʦʛʦ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʦʛʦ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʷ ʥʘ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʷʪʠʝ ʵʪʠʭ ʯʠ-

ʩʝʣ ʚ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʠ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʝʜʚʘ ʣʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʳʤ. 

ʂʫʜʘ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʚʝʨʦʷʪʥʘ ʢʦʥʪʘʤʠʥʘʮʠʷ ʜʚʫʭ ʧʦʭʦʞʠʭ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʡ ʚ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʠ ʯʝʣʦ-

ʚʝʢʘ (ʧʦ ʧʨʠʥʮʠʧʫ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʥʘʨʦʜʥʦʡ ʵʪʠʤʦʣʦʛʠʠ): ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʙʦʷʟʥʴ 

ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʷ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʘʢʣʘʜʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʘ ʟʘʚʠʩʷʱʫʶ ʦʪ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʧʦʟʜʥʠʭ ʢʫʣʴ-

ʪʫʨʥʳʭ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʡ ʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʩʪʴ. ʉʨʝʜʠ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʝʡ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʤʥʝ-

ʥʠʝ, ʯʪʦ çʚʩʝ ʩʘʢʨʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʢʣʘʩʩʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʠ ʪʝʩʥʦ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʳ ʩ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʦʡ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠ-

ʢʦʡ ʠ ʜʘʞʝ çʧʦʜʛʦʥʷʶʪʩʷè ʧʦʜ ʥʝʝ (ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʯʠʩʣʦ ʢʥʠʛ ʚ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʦʤ ʢʘ-

ʥʦʥʝ). ʇʦʤʠʤʦ ʚʳʩʦʢʦʛʦ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʩʤʳʩʣʘ, ʯʠʩʣʦʚʳʝ ʢʦʜʳ çʞʠʚʫʪè 

ʚʥʫʪʨʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘè6. ɺ ʩʦʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʩʪʠ ʩ ʵʪʠʤ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʪʠʧʦʚ 

                                                      
1 ʉʧʨʘʚʝʜʣʠʚʦ ʟʘʤʝʪʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʯʠʩʣʦ 11, ʥʘʧʨʦʪʠʚ, ʥʝ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʧʦʯʪʠ ʥʠʢʘʢʠʭ ʘʩʩʦʮʠ-

ʘʮʠʡ ï ʵʪʦ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʠʪʴ ʣʠʰʴ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʘʷ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʦʧʠʨʘʣʘʩʴ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʥʘ ʪʝ 

ʤʦʜʝʣʠ, ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʝ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʤʳ ʧʳʪʘʝʤʩʷ ʦʧʠʩʘʪʴ. 
2 ʌʨʝʡʜ ɿ. ʋʢʘʟ. ʩʦʯ. ʉ. 50. 
3 [ʈʘʜʠʦʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤʘ] çʉ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʪʦʯʢʠ ʟʨʝʥʠʷè // [URL]: 

http://www.svoboda.org/content/transcript/24196264.html. 
4 ʊʦʧʦʨʦʚ ɺ. ʅ. ʏʠʩʣʘ. ʉ. 630. 
5 ʇʘʩʪʫʨʦ ʄ. ʉʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʛʦ ʉʨʝʜʥʝʚʝʢʦʚʴʷ. ʉ. 22. 
6 ʀʨʭʠʥ ɺ. ʖ. ɼʠʥʘʤʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ ʘʨʭʝʪʠʧʳ ʠ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʘʷ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʢʘ ʚ ʟʘʧʘʜʥʦʡ ʠ ʚʦʩʪʦʯ-

ʥʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʷʭ. ʉ. 586. 
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ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝʤ çʯʠʩʣʦʚʳʭ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʡè (ʥʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʠʚʘʷ ʥʘ ʧʝʨʚʠʯʥʦʩʪʠ 

ʵʪʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ) ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʥʘʤ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʡ ʠ ʜʠʩʢʫʩʩʠʦʥʥʦʡ.  

ʉʠʥʪʝʟ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʙʦʷʟʥʠ ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʷ ʮʝʣʦʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʯʠʩʣʘ ʠ ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʦʡ 

çʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦʡè ʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʩʪʠ ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʫʝʪ ʥʘʤ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʱʠʝʩʷ ʚ ʯʠʩʣʘʭ 13, 666 

ʠ 4 ʢʦʥʥʦʪʘʮʠʠ ʫʞʘʩʘ ʠ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʴʷ. ʃʦʛʠʢʘ ʧʘʨʪʠʮʠʧʘʮʠʠ, ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʱʘʷʩʷ ʚ 

ʨʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʝʥʥʦʡ ʥʘʤʠ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ, ʘ ʰʠʨʝ, ʧʦʣʴʟʫʷʩʴ ʪʝʨʤʠʥʦʣʦʛʠʝʡ ʌʨʝʡʜʘ 

ï çʠʥʬʘʥʪʠʣʴʥʦʡè, (ʪ. ʝ. ʥʘʭʦʜʷʱʝʡʩʷ ʥʘ ʨʘʥʥʝʡ ʩʪʘʜʠʠ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʷ) ʙʦʷʟʥʠ 

çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʭè ʯʠʩʝʣ, ʧʦʭʦʞʘ ʥʘ ʪʝ ʚʠʜʳ ʤʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʧʘʨʪʠʮʠʧʘʮʠʠ, ʩʚʦʡ-

ʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʦʤʫ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʶ, ʯʪʦ ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪ ʃ. ʃʝʚʠ-ɹʨʶʣʴ ʚ ʢʥʠʛʝ 

çʉʚʝʨʭʲʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʚ ʧʝʨʚʦʙʳʪʥʦʤ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʠè1. ʊʘʢ, çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʦʝè ʯʠʩ-

ʣʦ, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʷ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʦʝ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʝ, ʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʪ ʦʜʥʦʚʨʝʤʝʥ-

ʥʦ ʝʱʝ ʠ ʥʝʯʪʦ ʜʨʫʛʦʝ. ʆʪʲʷʪʠʝ ʯʠʩʣʘ ʦʪ ʩʘʢʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ çʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʘè ʩʝʤʝʨ-

ʢʠ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʤʝʪʘʬʦʨʦʡ, ʧʝʨʝʥʦʩʷʱʝʡʩʷ ʥʘ ʙʦʷʟʥʴ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʧʦʪʝʨʷʪʴ ʯʘʩʪʴ 

ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ, ʢ ʧʝʨʝʞʠʚʘʥʠʶ ʧʦʪʝʨʠ ʚʦʦʙʱʝ; ʧʨʠʙʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ çʣʠʰʥʝʡè 

ʝʜʠʥʠʮʳ ʢ 12 ʠʣʠ 4 ʤʦʞʝʪ ʦʪʩʳʣʘʪʴ ʥʘʩ ʢ ʩʪʝʨʝʦʪʠʧʘʤ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʳʰʣʝ-

ʥʠʷ, ʜʣʷ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʥʘʣʠʯʠʝ ʣʠʰʥʝʛʦ ʠʥʛʨʝʜʠʝʥʪʘ ʠʣʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ ʨʘʚʥʦʟʥʘʯʥʦ 

ʧʨʦʚʘʣʫ ʚʩʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʠ. 

ʂʘʢ ʙʳ ʪʦ ʥʠ ʙʳʣʦ, ʧʫʪʴ, ʧʨʦʡʜʝʥʥʳʡ çʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʣʠʚʳʤè ʯʠʩʣʦʤ ʦʪ ʧʘʨʪʠ-

ʮʠʧʘʮʠʦʥʥʦʛʦ ʘʨʭʘʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʷ ʜʦ ʚʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʷ ʚ ʢʨʫʛ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʠ 

ʘʣʣʝʛʦʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʩʪʠ ʚ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʠ ʘʟʠʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʷʭ, ʩʪʘʣ ʧʨʦʯ-

ʥʳʤ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʜʣʷ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʥʦʚʝʥʠʷ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʫʩʪʦʡʯʠʚʦʡ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʳ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʡ 

ʠ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʶʱʠʭ ʝʝ ʥʫʤʝʨʦʣʦʛʠʠ, ʛʝʤʘʪʨʠʠ, ʪʝʦʤʘʪʠʢʠ ʠ ʠʟʦʧʩʝʬʠʠ, ʥʦ ʠ 

ʪʝʥʜʝʥʮʠʠ, ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʝ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʩʪʘʣʦ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦ ʪʨʘʥʩʬʦʨʤʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʵʪʦ ʩʫʝʚʝʨʠʝ 

ʚ ʧʩʠʭʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʥʝʜʫʛ. ʄʳ ʥʘʜʝʝʤʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʜʘʣʴʥʝʡʰʝʤ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʥʠʶ ʨʦ-

ʣʠ ʯʠʩʝʣ ʚ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʝ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʶ ʯʠʩʣʦʚʦʛʦ ʢʦʜʘ ʥʘ ʯʝʣʦ-

ʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʝ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʧʦʩʚʷʱʝʥʦ ʙʦʣʴʰʝ ʩʧʝʮʠʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʨʘʙʦʪ, ʘʧʝʣʣʠʨʫʶ-

ʱʠʭ ʥʝ ʢ ʥʫʤʝʨʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʠʣʠ ʧʩʝʚʜʦʢʦʥʩʧʠʨʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘʤ, ʥʦ 

ʢ ʪʝʭʥʠʢʘʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʷʪʠʷ ʠ ʢʫʣʴʪʫʨʥʳʤ ʢʦʥʪʝʢʩʪʘʤ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ 

ʦʥʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʪ. 
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ɸ. ɸ. ʅʦʚʠʢʦʚʘ  

 

ʅɽʂʈʆʄɸʅʊʀʗ ɺ ʈɸɹʆʊɸʍ ʕʃʀʌɸʉɸ ʃɽɺʀ 

 

ɺʚʝʜʝʥʠʝ 

 

ʕʣʠʬʘʩ ʃʝʚʠ ɿʘʭʝʜ1 (ʬʨ. £liphas L®vi Zahed, 1810ï1875) ʦʩʪʘʚʠʣ ʷʨʢʠʡ 

ʩʣʝʜ ʚ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʠ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʠʟʤʘ, ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʠ ʤʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʡ ʠ ʦʙ-

ʱʝʩʪʚ. ɽʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʳ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʦʥ ʧʳʪʘʝʪʩʷ ʩʦʝʜʠʥʠʪʴ ʤʘʛʠʶ ʩ ʜʦʩʪʠʞʝʥʠʷʤʠ 

ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ ʝʤʫ ʥʘʫʢʠ, ʧʝʨʝʚʝʩʪʠ ʝʝ ʚ ʬʦʨʤʫ, ʜʦʩʪʫʧʥʫʶ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʠʢʘʤ, ʘ 

ʪʘʢʞʝ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʠʪʴ ʝʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʩʨʝʜʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ (ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʳʭ) ʫʯʝʥʠʡ, ʙʳʣʠ ʥʦʚʘ-

ʪʦʨʩʢʠʤʠ ʜʣʷ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ. ɼʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʤʘʛʠʷ ï ʵʪʦ ʥʘʫʢʘ, ʪʦʯʥʘʷ ʠ ʘʙʩʦ-

ʣʶʪʥʘʷ, ʦʥʘ ʧʦʣʥʦʩʪʴʶ ʩʘʤʦʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʘ (ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʤʘʪʝʤʘʪʠʢʝ) ʠ ʧʦʜʯʠʥʝʥʘ 

ɹʦʛʫ, ʘ ʥʝ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʩʪʦʠʪ ʝʤʫ2. ʆʥʘ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʦʤ çʦʪʢʨʳʪʴè ɹʦʛʘ, ʧʦ-

ʩʪʠʛʥʫʪʴ ʠ ʜʦʩʪʠʛʥʫʪʴ ʝʛʦ, ʧʦʩʪʨʦʠʪʴ ʩʚʦʶ ʞʠʟʥʴ ʠ ʩʬʦʨʤʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʝ ʩʫʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʦ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦ, ʚ ʩʦʛʣʘʩʠʠ ʩ ʝʛʦ ʚʦʣʝʡ, ʯʝʨʝʟ ʠʟʫʯʝʥʠʝ ʟʘʢʦʥʦʚ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ. 

ɺ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ ʃʝʚʠ ʧʦʜʥʠʤʘʝʪ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʧʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʥʳʭ ʜʣʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ ʠ ʨʝʣʠ-

ʛʠʠ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʦʚ. ʅʝʣʴʟʷ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʦʥ ʫʜʝʣʷʝʪ ʙʦʣʴʰʦʝ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥ-

ʪʠʠ, ʥʦ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʘ ʚʟʘʠʤʦʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ ʩ ʜʫʭʘʤʠ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʦʥ ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʝʦʜʥʦʢʨʘʪ-

ʥʦ. ʕʪʦ ʦʙʫʩʣʦʚʣʝʥʦ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʤʠ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʘʤʠ. ɺʦ-ʧʝʨʚʳʭ, ʚ ʵʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʘʢʪʠʚ-

ʥʦ ʥʘʙʠʨʘʝʪ ʧʦʧʫʣʷʨʥʦʩʪʴ ʪʘʢʦʝ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ, ʢʘʢ ʩʧʠʨʠʪʫʘʣʠʟʤ. ɺʦ-ʚʪʦʨʳʭ, 

ʧʦʩʤʝʨʪʥʦʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʜʫʰʠ ï ʦʩʥʦʚʥʦʡ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʯʝʩʢʠ ʣʶʙʦʡ ʨʝ-

ʣʠʛʠʠ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʚ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʝ (ʘ ʃʝʚʠ ʠʩʢʨʝʥʥʝ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ ʩʝʙʷ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʠ-

ʥʦʤ, ʢʘʪʦʣʠʢʦʤ, ʭʦʪʴ ʠ ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷʝʪ ʩʝʙʝ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʦʚʘʪʴ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʜʦʛʤʘʪʳ ʢʘʪʦ-

ʣʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʫʯʝʥʠʷ) ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʢ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʠ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʥʠʤʠ 

ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʚʘʞʝʥ. ʉʶʞʝʪ I ʢʥʠʛʠ ʎʘʨʩʪʚ (28:8ï14), ʨʘʩʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʦ ʚʦʣʰʝʙ-

ʥʠʮʝ ʠʟ ɸʵʥʜʦʨʘ, ʥʝ ʨʘʟ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʣ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʳ ʠ ʦʙʨʦʩ ʤʘʩʰʪʘʙʥʳʤʠ ʢʦʤʤʝʥʪʘ-

ʨʠʷʤʠ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʘʚʪʦʨʦʚ3, ʩʦʟʜʘʚʘʚʰʠʭ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʦʝ ʫʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʦʢʘʟʘʚʰʠʭ 

ʤʦʱʥʦʝ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʚʩʶ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʶ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ, ʘ ʯʝʨʝʟ ʥʝʛʦ ʠ ʥʘ ʤʠʨʦʚʫʶ 

ʠʩʪʦʨʠʶ. ɺʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʀʠʩʫʩʦʤ ʍʨʠʩʪʦʤ4 ʠ ʝʛʦ ʘʧʦʩʪʦʣʘʤʠ5, ʢʘʢ ʠ 

ʚʦʩʢʨʝʩʝʥʠʝ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʍʨʠʩʪʘ6, ʪʘʢʞʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʟʥʘʯʠʤʳʤ ʩʶʞʝʪʦʤ ʚ 

ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʝ, ʨʘʚʥʦ ʢʘʢ ʠ ʦʪʣʠʯʠʝ ʯʫʜʘ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʝʛʦ ʦʪ ɹʦʛʘ, ʦʪ ʤʘʛʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʦʛʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʝʛʦ, ʩ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ, ʦʪ ʜʴʷʚʦʣʘ ʠ ʯʝʣʦ-

ʚʝʢʘ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʧʦʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʠ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ ʦʞʠʜʘʶʪ çʚʦʩʢʨʝʩʝʥʠʷ ʚʦ 

                                                      

É ɸ. ɸ. ʅʦʚʠʢʦʚʘ 
1 ʃʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʥʳʡ ʧʩʝʚʜʦʥʠʤ ɸʣʴʬʦʥʩʘ-ʃʫʠ ʂʦʥʩʪʘʥʘ (ʬʨ. Alphonse-Louis Constant). 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 175. 
3 ʉʤ., ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ: ʊʝʨʪʫʣʣʠʘʥ ʂʚʠʥʪ ʉʝʧʪʠʤʠʡ ʌʣʦʨʝʥʩ. ʆ ʜʫʰʝ. ʉ. 136; ɻʨʠʛʦʨʠʡ 

ʅʠʩʩʢʠʡ. ʆ ʯʨʝʚʦʚʝʱʘʪʝʣʴʥʠʮʝ. ʉ. 94; ʀʦʘʥʥ ɿʣʘʪʦʫʩʪ. ʊʦʣʢʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʨʦʢʘ ʀʩʘʡʶ.  

ʉ. 64, 110; ɸʚʛʫʩʪʠʥ. ʆ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʘʭ ʢ ʉʠʤʧʣʠʮʠʘʥʫ. ʉ. 275ï278, ʠ ʜʨ. 
4 ʄʬ. 9:18; ʄʢ. 5:22; ʃʢ. 7:11ï16, 8:41; ʀʥ. 11:41ï43. 
5 ɼʝʷʥ. 9:40, 20:9, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʮʝʨʢʦʚʥʦʝ ʧʨʝʜʘʥʠʝ. 
6 ʄʬ. 28; ʄʢ. 16; ʃʢ. 24; ʀʥ. 20. 
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ʧʣʦʪʠè1, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ, ʧʦ ʠʭ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ, ʥʘʩʪʫʧʠʪ ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ. ɺʩʸ ʵʪʦ ʟʘʩʪʘʚʣʷ-

ʝʪ ʃʝʚʠ ʙʳʪʴ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦ ʦʩʪʦʨʦʞʥʳʤ ʚ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʩʫʞʜʝʥʠʷʭ ʠ ʚʳʚʦʜʘʭ ʦʪʥʦʩʠ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʦʩʪʠ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʠ ʩʫʪʠ ʝʝ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʚ. 

ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʧʨʠʩʫʱʠʡ ʃʝʚʠ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʚʠʪʠʝʚʘʪʳʡ ʩʪʠʣʴ, ï ʝʛʦ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷ 

ʤʦʛʫʪ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴʩʷ ʥʘ ʧʝʨʚʳʡ ʚʟʛʣʷʜ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʨʝʯʠʚʳʤʠ, ʘ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʝʥʠʷ ï ʚʳʟʳ-

ʚʘʶʱʠʤʠ ʩʦʤʥʝʥʠʷ ʫ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʘʚʪʦʨʘ, ï ʦʥ ʨʘʟʨʘʙʘʪʳʚʘʝʪ ʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ ʯʝʪʢʫʶ, 

ʦʙʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʫʶ ʠ ʧʦ-ʩʚʦʝʤʫ ʣʦʛʠʯʥʫʶ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʫ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʝʥʠʡ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʦʥ-

ʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʜʫʭʦʤ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ, ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʜʫʭʘ ʠ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʦʚ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʠʭ ʩ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ. ɺ ʜʘʥʥʦʤ ʦʯʝʨʢʝ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʦʝ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʫʜʝʣʝʥʦ 

ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʶ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʳ ʃʝʚʠ, ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʚ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʝʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ. ʄʳ 

ʨʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʠʤ ʦʙʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʘʚʪʦʨʦʤ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ, ʪʦ, ʢʘ-

ʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʵʪʦʪ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʠ ʩ ʯʝʤ (ʢʝʤ) ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʦʥ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ. ɺ 

ʨʘʙʦʪʝ ʤʳ ʙʫʜʝʤ (ʚ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʦʤ) ʦʧʠʨʘʪʴʩʷ ʥʘ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʠʝ ʪʨʫʜʳ ʕ. ʃʝʚʠ: 

çʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè (ʪʦʤ 1), çʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥ-

ʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè (ʪʦʤ 2) (ʬʨ. Dogme et Rituel de la Haute Magie, 1854ï1856); 

çʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠè (ʬʨ. Histoire de la Magie, 1860); çʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤè 

(ʬʨ. La Clef des Grands Myst̄ res, 1861). ɺ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʩʪʘʪʴʷʭ ʠ ʦʯʝʨʢʘʭ ʃʝ-

ʚʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʝʥ, ʠ ʝʛʦ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʧʦ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʶ ʢ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʤʦʤʫ ʚʦʧʨʦ-

ʩʫ ʥʝ ʠʟʤʝʥʷʝʪʩʷ. 

 

ʆʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʫ ʃʝʚʠ 

 

ʆʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʳʚʝʩʪʠ ʠʟ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʭ ʨʘʙʦʪ ʃʝʚʠ. 

ɺ çʋʯʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè ʚ ʛʣ. 13 çʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷè ʃʝʚʠ ʦʧʨʝ-

ʜʝʣʷʝʪ ʝʝ ʢʘʢ çʉʧʦʩʦʙ (ʠʣʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʳ) ʚʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʚʦʟʜʫʰʥʳʭ (ʟʚʝʟʜʥʳʭ) ʪʝʣ 

ʣʶʜʝʡè2. 

ɺ çʋʯʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè ʚ ʛʣ. 13 çʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥ-

ʪʠʷè ʦʥ ʜʦʧʦʣʥʷʝʪ ʜʘʥʥʦʝ ʨʘʥʝʝ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ: çʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷ ï ʧʨʠʤʝʥʝʥʠʝ 

ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʠʣʳ ʜʣʷ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʜʫʭʘʤʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʤʳ ʧʨʦʙʫʞʜʘʝʤè3. 

ʊʘʤ ʞʝ ʦʥʘ ʜʝʣʠʪʩʷ ʥʘ ʜʚʘ ʪʠʧʘ: 

1) çʦʪ ʩʚʝʪʘè ï ʟʘʢʣʠʥʘʥʠʝ ʜʫʭʦʚ ʤʦʣʠʪʚʦʡ, ʧʝʥʪʘʢʣʝʤ ʠ ʙʣʘʛʦʚʦʥʠʷʤʠ; 

2) çʦʪ ʪʴʤʳè ï ʟʘʢʣʠʥʘʥʠʝ ʢʨʦʚʴʶ, ʧʨʦʢʣʷʪʠʷʤʠ ʠ ʩʚʷʪʦʪʘʪʩʪʚʦʤ. 

ɸʚʪʦʨ ʦʩʦʙʦ ʧʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʵʪʦ çʥʝ ʠʤʝʝʪ ʥʠʯʝʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʛʦ ʩ ʚʦʩʢʨʝ-

ʰʝʥʠʝʤ ʠʣʠ, ʧʦ ʤʝʥʴʰʝʡ ʤʝʨʝ, ʵʪʘ ʩʚʷʟʴ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʩʦʤʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʘè4. 

ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʫ ʃʝʚʠ ʥʝ ʠʜʝʪ ʨʝʯʠ ʦ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʤ (ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʤ ʠʣʠ ʜʣʠ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʦʤ) çʦʞʠʚʣʝʥʠʠè ʪʨʫʧʦʚ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʤ ʪʦʤʫ, ʯʪʦ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʦ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʚ ʥʝ-

ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʜʨʝʚʥʝʛʨʝʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʠ ʨʠʤʩʢʠʭ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʘʭ5, ʠ ʯʪʦ ʤʦʛʣʦ ʙʳ ʧʦʥʠʤʘʪʴʩʷ 

ʧʦʜ çʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʝʡè. ʇʦʜ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʝʤ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʩ 

ʥʝʢʦʝʡ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʦʡ, ʘ ʥʝ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʦʡ, ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʝʡ. 
                                                      
1 ʄʬ. 22:30ï32, 24:30ï31; ʀʥ. 6:39ï44; ʈʠʤ. 8:9ï11; ɼʝʷʥ. 4:1ï2 ʠ ʜʨ. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 119. 
3 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 175. 
4 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 619. 
5 ʉʤ., ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ: ɸʧʫʣʝʡ. ɿʦʣʦʪʦʡ ʦʩʝʣ. ʉ. 90ï91; ʃʫʢʘʥ ʄʘʨʢ ɸʥʥʝʡ. ʌʘʨʩʘʣʠʷ, ʠʣʠ 

ʇʦʵʤʘ ʦ ʛʨʘʞʜʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʚʦʡʥʝ. ʉ. 136ï143; ɻʝʣʠʦʜʦʨ. ʕʬʠʦʧʠʢʘ. ʉ. 215ï217, ʠ ʜʨ. 
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ʆʙʲʝʢʪ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʶʪ ʪʝ, ʢʪʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ 

 

ʏʪʦʙʳ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʠʪʴ ʦʙʲʝʢʪ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʨʘʙʦʪʘʝʪ ʥʝʢʨʦ-

ʤʘʥʪʠʷ, ʢʨʘʪʢʦ ʨʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʠʤ, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʩ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ.  

ʃʝʚʠ ʚʳʜʝʣʷʝʪ ʪʨʠ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʠʝ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ çʨʘʟʜʝʣʷʝʪʩʷè ʝʜʠʥʦʝ ʩʫ-

ʱʝʩʪʚʦ ï ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ï ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ: 

 
ʉʭʝʤʘ. 1. ʈʘʟʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʝʜʠʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʘ (ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ) ʥʘ ʦʪʜʝʣʴʥʳʝ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʠʝ (ʪʝʣʘ), ʩʦ-

ʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʤ ʕ. ʃʝʚʠ, ʩ ʫʢʘʟʘʥʠʝʤ ʤʠʨʦʚ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʦʥʠ ʧʨʝʙʳʚʘʶʪ. 

 

1) ɼʫʭ ï ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʘʷ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʘ, ʦʞʠʚʣʷʶʱʘʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. ʂʘʢ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦʥʘ 

ʧʦʢʠʜʘʝʪ ʪʝʣʦ, ʧʨʝʢʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʞʠʟʥʴ ʠ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. ʕʪʘ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʘ ʧʨʦʠʩ-

ʭʦʜʠʪ ʦʪ ɹʦʛʘ ʠ ʩʪʨʝʤʠʪʩʷ ʚʝʨʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʢ ʩʚʦʝʤʫ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʫ, ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʠʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʦʢʝ-

ʘʥʝ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ, ʪ. ʝ. ʚʥʦʚʴ ʦʙʨʝʩʪʠ ʩʚʦʝ ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ. ɺ çʀʩʪʦ-

ʨʠʠ ʤʘʛʠʠè1 ʃʝʚʠ ʩʨʘʚʥʠʚʘʝʪ ʝʝ ʩ ʢʘʧʣʝʡ ʚʦʜʳ, ʧʦʤʝʱʝʥʥʦʡ ʚ ʦʢʝʘʥ. ʆʥʘ 

ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʢʘʢ ʦʪʜʝʣʴʥʳʡ ʦʙʲʝʢʪ ʣʠʰʴ ʜʦ ʪʝʭ ʧʦʨ, ʧʦʢʘ ʦʙʦʣʦʯʢʘ, ʦʪʜʝʣʷʶ-

ʱʘʷ ʝʝ ʦʪ ʚʥʝʰʥʝʡ ʩʨʝʜʳ, ʥʝ ʧʦʚʨʝʞʜʝʥʘ. ʊʘʢʘʷ ʦʙʦʣʦʯʢʘ ʜʘʥʘ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ (ʯʘ-

ʩʪʠʮʝ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʚ ʥʝʤ, çʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʠʩʢʨʝè) ʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʦʪʜʝʣʠʪʴ 

ʝʛʦ, ʦʙʝʩʧʝʯʠʪʴ ʠʥʜʠʚʠʜʫʘʣʴʥʦʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ: çɼʫʭ ʦʙʣʘʯʘʝʪʩʷ, ʯʪʦʙʳ 

ʦʧʫʩʪʠʪʴʩʷ, ʠ ʦʙʥʘʞʘʝʪʩʷ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʧʦʜʥʷʪʴʩʷè2. ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʫʰʣʦ ʚ 

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 249. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤ. ʉ. 109. 
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ʤʠʨ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ, ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʫʞʝ ʚʝʨʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʤʠʨ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʠʣʠ ʢʦʥʪʘʢ-

ʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʩ ʥʠʤ1. 

ɺ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʠʣʣʶʩʪʨʘʮʠʠ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʘ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʧʨʠʚʝʩʪʠ ʩʣʦʚʘ ʠʟ ʜʠʘʣʦ-

ʛʘ ʃʝʚʠ ʩ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʤ ʘʥʛʣʠʡʩʢʠʤ ʧʠʩʘʪʝʣʝʤ, ʬʠʣʦʣʦʛʦʤ, ʚʦʩʪʦʢʦʚʝʜʦʤ, ʦʢ-

ʢʫʣʴʪʠʩʪʦʤ ʂʝʥʥʝʪʦʤ ʈʦʙʝʨʪʦʤ ʍʝʥʜʝʨʩʦʥʦʤ ʄʘʢʢʝʥʟʠ (1833ï1886), ʟʘʧʠ-

ʩʘʥʥʳʝ ʩʦ ʩʣʦʚ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʝʛʦ ʘʥʛʣʠʡʩʢʠʤ ʩʦʙʠʨʘʪʝʣʝʤ ʨʫʢʦʧʠʩʝʡ ʧʦ ʦʢʢʫʣʴ-

ʪʠʟʤʫ, ʯʣʝʥʦʤ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʨʦʟʝʥʢʨʝʡʮʝʨʦʚ ɸʥʛʣʠʠ ʌʨʝʜʝʨʠʢʦʤ ʍʦʢʣʠ (1808ï

1885)2: çʈʘʟʙʝʡʪʝ ʙʫʪʳʣʢʫ ʩ ʤʘʩʣʦʤ ʧʦʜ ʚʦʜʦʡ. ʅʘ ʢʘʢʦʡ ʙʳ ʛʣʫʙʠʥʝ ʵʪʦ ʥʝ 

ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʦ, ʤʘʩʣʦ ʧʦʜʥʠʤʝʪʩʷ ʥʘ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʴ, ʪʦʛʜʘ ʢʘʢ ʦʩʢʦʣʢʠ ʙʫʪʳʣʢʠ 

ʫʧʘʜʫʪ ʥʘ ʜʥʦ. ʊʦʯʥʦ ʪʘʢ ʞʝ ʷ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʶ ʩʝʙʝ, ʢʘʢ ʜʫʰʘ, ʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʷ ʪʝʣʦ, 

ʙʣʘʛʦʜʘʨʷ ʧʨʠʩʫʱʝʡ ʝʡ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʦʡ ʛʨʘʚʠʪʘʮʠʠ, ʧʦʜʥʠʤʘʝʪʩʷ ʢ ʧʨʝʜʥʘʟʥʘʯʝʥ-

ʥʦʡ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʝ ʩʬʝʨʝ. ʀ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʤʘʩʣʦ, ʦʥʘ ʦʩʪʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʘʚʝʨʭʫ ʠ ʥʝ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʘ 

ɿʝʤʣʶè3. 

2) ʊʝʣʦ ʟʝʤʥʦʝ ʠ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪʘʨʥʦʝ ï ʦʙʲʝʢʪ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ. ʊʨʫʧ ï ʧʦʢʠ-

ʥʫʪʘʷ ʦʙʦʣʦʯʢʘ, ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪʘʤʠ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ (ʚʝʱʝʩʪʚʘʤʠ). ʕʣʝʤʝʥ-

ʪʳ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʫʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʶʪʩʷ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ ʚ ʛʘʨʤʦʥʠʠ, ʧʦʢʘ ʜʫʭ ʧʨʠʩʫʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ 

ʚ ʪʝʣʝ, ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʯʝʛʦ ʦʥʦ ʠ ʞʠʚʦ. ʇʦʩʣʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʘʢ ʜʫʭ ʧʦʢʠʜʘʝʪ ʪʝʣʦ, ʵʣʝ-

ʤʝʥʪʳ, ʟʘʠʤʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʥʳʝ ʠʟ ʤʠʨʘ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʳʚʘʶʱʠʝ ʵʪʦ ʪʝʣʦ, 

ʩʪʨʝʤʷʪʩʷ ʚʝʨʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʩʚʦʝ ʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʨʘʟʨʦʟʥʝʥʥʦʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ. ʕʪʠʤ ʦʙʲ-

ʷʩʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩ ʨʘʟʣʦʞʝʥʠʷ: ʪʝʣʦ ʨʘʩʧʘʜʘʝʪʩʷ, ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʷʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʦʢʨʫʞʘʶʱʝʡ 

ʩʨʝʜʝ, ʩʣʠʚʘʷʩʴ ʩ ʥʝʡ. 

ʊʝʣʦ ʟʝʤʥʦʝ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʯʝʤ-ʪʦ ʧʣʦʭʠʤ, ʢʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʧʨʠʥʷʪʦ ʦʮʝ-

ʥʠʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʷʭ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ, ʧʨʦʧʦʚʝʜʫʶʱʠʭ ʦʪʨʝʯʝʥʠʝ 

ʦʪ ʧʣʦʪʠ ʠ ʝʝ ʫʩʤʠʨʝʥʠʝ. ʆʥʦ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʳʡ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪ, 

ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷʶʱʠʡ ʜʫʭʫ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʦʪʜʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʪ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʠʩʪʦʯ-

ʥʠʢʘ ʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ: çʇʦʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʦʥʠ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʙʳʪʴ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʝʥʳ, ʯʪʦ-

ʙʳ ʠʤʝʪʴ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ. ʆʙʥʘʞʝʥʥʳʝ, ʣʠʰʝʥʥʳʝ ʢʘʢʦʛʦ-ʣʠʙʦ 

ʪʝʣʘ ʠ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʩʪʘʚʰʠʝ ʙʝʟʛʨʘʥʠʯʥʳʤʠ, ʩʦʪʚʦʨʝʥʥʳʝ ʜʫʭʠ ʟʘʪʝʨʷʶʪ-

ʩʷ ʚ ʙʝʩʢʦʥʝʯʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ, ʥʝ ʠʤʝʷ ʩʠʣʳ ʩʦʩʨʝʜʦʪʦʯʠʪʴʩʷ ʛʜʝ-ʥʠʙʫʜʴ, ʦʥʠ ʙʳʣʠ 

ʙʳ ʤʝʨʪʚʳʤʠ ʠ ʙʝʩʧʦʤʦʱʥʳʤʠ ʚʝʟʜʝ, ʧʦʪʝʨʷʥʥʳʤʠ ʚ ʙʝʟʤʝʨʥʦʩʪʠ ɹʦʛʘè4. 

ʆʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʬʫʥʢʮʠʠ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ (ʠ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ) ʪʝʣʘ ʫ ʃʝʚʠ ʥʘʧʦʤʠʥʘʝʪ 

ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʩʢʘʬʘʥʜʨʘ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʦʛʦ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʛʦ ʧʨʠʩʧʦʩʦʙʣʝʥʠʷ, ʧʨʠʟʚʘʥʥʦʛʦ 

ʦʙʝʩʧʝʯʠʪʴ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ ʚ ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ ʥʝʧʨʠʛʦʜʥʦʡ ʠ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʠʪʝʣʴ-

ʥʦ ʚʦʟʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʶʱʝʡ ʚʥʝʰʥʝʡ ʩʨʝʜʝ5. ʉʣʝʜʫʝʪ ʦʪʤʝʪʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʜʫʭʠ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ 

                                                      
1 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 109. 
2 ɼʘʞʝ ʝʩʣʠ ʧʨʠ ʟʘʧʠʩʠ ʙʳʣʠ ʜʦʧʫʱʝʥʳ ʠʩʢʘʞʝʥʠʷ, ʵʪʘ ʮʠʪʘʪʘ ʥʠʢʘʢ ʥʝ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʨʝ-

ʯʠʪ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ ʃʝʚʠ, ʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʫʝʤʦʡ ʠʤ ʚ ʝʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ, ʘ ʣʠʰʴ ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʞʜʘʝʪ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʟʥʦ ʠʣ-

ʣʶʩʪʨʠʨʫʝʪ ʝʝ. 
3 ʂʠʥʛ ʌ. ʉʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʘʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʴʥʘʷ ʤʘʛʠʷ. ʉ. 46. 
4 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤ. ʉ. 109. 
5 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 109. ʀʥʪʝʨʝʩʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʝ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʚʦʟʜʫʭ ʤʠʨʘ ʞʠʚʳʭ ʥʝʧʨʠʛʦʜʝʥ 

ʜʣʷ ʤʝʨʪʚʳʭ ʚʩʪʨʝʯʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʤ ʩʨʝʜʥʝʚʝʢʦʚʦʤ ʬʦʣʴʢʣʦʨʝ. ʊʘʢ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʘʥʛʣʦ-

ʘʥʛʣʦ-ʣʘʪʠʥʩʢʠʡ ʧʠʩʘʪʝʣʴ XIII ʚ. ɻʝʨʚʘʩʠʡ ʊʠʣʴʙʝʨʠʡʩʢʠʡ (ʦʢ. 1150ï1228 ʠʣʠ 1235) ʨʘʩ-

ʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʢʘʢ ʩ ʢʦʨʘʙʣʷ ʤʝʨʪʚʝʮʦʚ, ʧʣʳʚʰʝʛʦ ʧʦ ʥʝʙʫ ʠ ʟʘʮʝʧʠʚʰʝʛʦʩʷ ʷʢʦʨʝʤ ʟʘ 

ʤʦʛʠʣʴʥʫʶ ʧʣʠʪʫ ʫ ʮʝʨʢʚʠ, ʩʧʫʩʪʠʣʩʷ ʤʘʪʨʦʩ, ʯʪʦʙ ʦʪʮʝʧʠʪʴ ʷʢʦʨʴ ʠ çʟʘʭʣʝʙʥʫʣʩʷ ʦʪ 
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ʃʝʚʠ, ʤʦʛʫʪ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʚ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʪʝʣʘʭ. ʊʝʣʦ, ʢʘʢ çʦʜʝʞʜʘè 

ʜʫʭʘ, ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʤʝʩʪʫ, ʛʜʝ ʦʥ ʦʙʠʪʘʝʪ. ʅʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʥʳʝ ʜʫʭʠ ʥʝ 

ʠʤʝʶʪ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ (ʟʝʤʥʦʛʦ) ʪʝʣʘ, ʥʦ ʠʤʝʶʪ ʪʝʣʦ ʚʦʟʜʫʰʥʦʝ (ʟʚʝʟʜʥʦʝ) ʠ 

ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʪ ʝʛʦ ʜʣʷ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʡ ʚ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʝʤ ʤʠʨʝ ï ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʝ. 

3) ʊʝʣʦ ʚʦʟʜʫʰʥʦʝ ʠ ʟʚʝʟʜʥʦʝ (ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʝ) ï ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝ-

ʪʝ, ʦʙʨʘʟʫʶʱʠʡʩʷ ʚ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʝ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʪʝʣʘ ʟʝʤʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʜʫʭʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʩʫʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʚ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʝ. ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʵʪʘ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʘʷ-ʧʦʩʨʝʜʥʠʢ, ʢʘʟʘ-

ʣʦʩʴ ʙʳ, çʧʝʨʝʞʠʚʘʝʪè ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʦʥʘ, ʚ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʣʦʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʜʫʭʫ, ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ 

ʙʝʩʩʤʝʨʪʥʦʡ ʠʣʠ ʚʝʯʥʦʡ. ɺʦʟʜʫʰʥʦʝ ʪʝʣʦ ʧʦʩʪʝʧʝʥʥʦ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʘʝʪʩʷ, ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʷ-

ʷʩʴ ʚ ʧʦʨʦʜʠʚʰʝʤ ʝʛʦ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ (ʢʘʢ ʪʨʫʧ ʨʘʩʧʘʜʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʤ 

ʤʠʨʝ). ʉʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʩʦʝʜʠʥʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʥʠʤ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʳ ï ʜʫʭʘ ï ʪʘʢʞʝ 

ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ, ʢʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʩʦʝʜʠʥʝʥʠʝ ʩ ʪʝʣʦʤ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʳʤ. ʉʣʠʰʢʦʤ ʜʦʣʛʦʝ ʧʨʝ-

ʙʳʚʘʥʠʝ ʜʫʭʘ ʚ ʵʪʦʤ ʪʝʣʝ ʥʝʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦ ʠ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʣʠʰʴ ʚ ʪʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʦʧʨʝ-

ʜʝʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʨʦʢʘ. 

ʀʤʝʥʥʦ ʩ ʪʝʣʦʤ ʟʚʝʟʜʥʳʤ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʠʨʫʝʪ ʪʦʪ, ʢʪʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘ-

ʝʪ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ: çʄʳ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤ ʚʦʩʧʦʤʠʥʘʥʠʷ, ʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʠʤʠ (ʜʫʭʘʤʠ ï 

ɸ. ʅ.) ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ, ʦʙʱʝʤ ʨʝʟʝʨʚʫʘʨʝ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʩʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʤʘʛʥʝʪʠʟʤʘè1. ɺ 

ʜʨʫʛʦʡ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʨʘʙʦʪʝ ʃʝʚʠ ʧʠʰʝʪ: çɺʩʸ, ʯʪʦ ʤʳ ʤʦʞʝʤ ʚʠʜʝʪʴ ʚ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ, ʵʪʦ 

ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʦʥʠ ʦʩʪʘʚʠʣʠ ʚ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ, ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʢʠ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ 

ʤʳ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʝʡ ʥʘʰʠʭ ʚʦʩʧʦʤʠʥʘʥʠʡè2. 

ʊʝʤ ʥʝ ʤʝʥʝʝ ʃʝʚʠ ʫʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʜʫʭ, ʢʘʢ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʦ, ʥʝ ʩʨʘʟʫ ʧʦʢʠ-

ʜʘʝʪ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʫ ʠ ʧʝʨʝʭʦʜʠʪ ʚ ʤʠʨ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ, ʥʝʙʝʩʥʳʡ. ɿʚʝʟʜʥʦʝ ʪʝʣʦ, 

çʝʩʣʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʞʠʣ ʭʦʨʦʰʦ <é> ʠʩʧʘʨʷʝʪʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʯʠʩʪʳʡ ʬʠʤʠʘʤ, ʚʦʩʭʦʜʷ ʢ 

ʚʳʩʰʠʤ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʷʤè3, ʥʦ ʝʩʣʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʚʝʣ ʞʠʟʥʴ ʧʨʝʩʪʫʧʥʫʶ, ʦʥʦ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʘʝʪ 

ʩʪʨʝʤʠʪʴʩʷ ʢ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʦʤʫ, çʫʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʶʱʝʤʫ ʝʛʦ ʚ ʧʣʝʥʫè. ʕʪʦ çʥʘʢʘʟʘ-

ʥʠʝè ʚʳʟʚʘʥʦ ʥʝ ʢʘʢʦʡ-ʪʦ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʣʝʡ: ʝʛʦ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʦʡ ʠ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʦʤ 

ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʘʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥ ʠʟ-ʟʘ ʠʟʣʠʰʥʝʡ ʧʨʠʚʷʟʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʥʝ ʞʝʣʘʝʪ ʨʘʟ-

ʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʝʥʠʷ, ʥʝ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ. ɿʜʝʩʴ ʨʘʩʢʨʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʚʘʞʥʘʷ 

ʤʳʩʣʴ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʩʪʨʦʠʪʩʷ ʚʩʷ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʘ ʤʘʛʠʠ ʃʝʚʠ: ɹʦʛ ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ ʙʣʘʛ ʠ 

ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʝʥ, ʘ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʘ ʣʶʙʳʭ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤ ʠ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʭ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʡ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʚ 

ʩʘʤʦʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʝ, ʝʛʦ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʠ ʩʝʙʷ ɹʦʛʫ ʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʠ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʝʛʦ 

ʟʘʤʳʩʣʘ. ʃʶʙʦʝ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʝ ʜʦʣʞʥʦ ʧʨʦʭʦʜʠʪʴ ʚ ʩʚʦʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʠ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʝʜʝ-

ʥʦ ʚ ʩʦʛʣʘʩʠʠ ʩ ʚʥʝʰʥʠʤʠ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʘʤʠ, ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʥʳʤʠ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦ-

ʣʝʡ. ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʝ ʪʝʣʦ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʜʫʭʫ, ʠ ʝʛʦ ʥʝ ʩʣʝʜʫʝʪ 

ʦʪʪʦʨʛʘʪʴ ʣʠʙʦ ʩʯʠʪʘʪʴ ʥʝʟʥʘʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ, ʧʦʩʣʝ ʦʢʦʥʯʘʥʠʷ ʞʠʟʥʠ, ʪ. ʝ. ʧʝʨʠʦ-

ʜʘ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʜʫʭʘ ʚ ʪʝʣʝ, ʧʨʠʚʷʟʘʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʢ ʵʪʦʤʫ ʪʝʣʫ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʛʦ ʥʝʝʩʪʝ-

ʩʪʚʝʥʥʘ, ʧʦʨʦʯʥʘ ʠ ʢʨʘʡʥʝ ʚʨʝʜʥʘ. ʊʘʢʦʝ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦ ʦʪʨʘʞʘ-

ʝʪʩʷ ʥʘ ʜʫʭʝ, ʧʨʠʯʠʥʷʷ ʝʤʫ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʥʠʷ: çʅʦ ʟʚʝʟʜʳ ʚʜʳʭʘʶʪ ʠ ʧʴʶʪ ʝʛʦ; ʦʥ 

ʯʫʚʩʪʚʫʝʪ, ʢʘʢ ʩʣʘʙʝʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʨʘʟʫʤ, ʢʘʢ ʤʝʜʣʝʥʥʦ ʛʘʩʥʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʧʘʤʷʪʴ, ʢʘʢ ʫʥʠ-

                                                                                                                                                                           

ʩʣʠʰʢʦʤ ʚʣʘʞʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʪʷʞʝʣʦʛʦ ʚʦʟʜʫʭʘè. ï ɺʦʣʢʦʚ ɸ. ɺ. ʋʞʘʩʳ ʬʨʘʥʮʫʟʩʢʦʡ ɹʨʝʪʘʥʠ.      

ʉ. 255. 
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 125. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤ. ʉ. 109. 
3 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 120. 
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ʯʪʦʞʘʝʪʩʷ ʚʩʸ ʝʛʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦè1. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʜʫʭ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʨʘʩʩʪʘʪʴʩʷ 

ʩ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʳʤ, ʤʦʛʫʪ çʧʦʞʠʨʘʪʴ ʯʫʜʦʚʠʱʘè, ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʠʝ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʝʛʦ ʞʝ 

ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʝ ʧʦʨʦʢʠ, ʤʳʩʣʠ ʠ ʧʨʠʚʷʟʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ. 

ʕʪʠ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʥʠʷ ʦʯʠʱʘʶʪ ʜʫʭ, ʥʦ ʣʠʰʴ ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥ ʩʘʤ ʞʝʣʘʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʦʯʠʱʝʥ-

ʥʳʤ ʠ ʚʝʨʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʢ ʩʚʦʝʤʫ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʫ, ʪ. ʝ. ʦʩʦʟʥʘʸʪ ʥʝʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʧʦ-

ʟʠʮʠʠ ʠ ʜʦʩʪʠʛʘʝʪ ʨʘʩʢʘʷʥʠʷ. ʉʪʨʘʜʘʥʠʷ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʥʘʢʘʟʘʥʠʝʤ, ʥʦ ʧʨʝʜ-

ʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʪ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʯʘʩʪʴ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʘ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʷ ʥʘ ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʳʡ ʚʝʨʥʳʡ ʧʫʪʴ. 

ʋʧʦʨʩʪʚʫʶʱʠʡ ʚ ʩʚʦʝʤ ʟʘʙʣʫʞʜʝʥʠʠ (ʪʷʛʝ ʢ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʦʤʫ) ʜʫʭ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʧʦ-

ʛʠʙʥʫʪʴ. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʧʦʛʠʙʘʝʪ ʣʠ, ʧʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ ʃʝʚʠ, ʵʪʘ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʘʷ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʘ 

ʦʢʦʥʯʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʥʝ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʷʩʥʦ. ʇʨʷʤʦʛʦ ʦʪʚʝʪʘ ʥʘ ʵʪʦʪ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʦʥ ʠʟʙʝʛʘʝʪ, 

ʧʦʵʪʦʤʫ, ʚʝʨʦʷʪʥʝʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ, ʃʝʚʠ ʧʦʣʘʛʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʜʫʰʠ ʥʝ ʠʩʯʝʟʘʶʪ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦ, 

ʚʝʜʴ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʘ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ, ʪ. ʝ. ʚʝʯʥʦʛʦ, ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʫʥʠʯʪʦʞʝʥʘ, ʦʥʘ 

ʣʠʰʴ ʦʞʠʜʘʝʪ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʫʯʘʩʪʠ. çɼʫʭʠ, ʦʯʠʱʝʥʥʳʝ ʠʩʧʳʪʘʥʠʝʤ, ʦʩʚʦʙʦʞʜʘʶʪʩʷ 

ʦʪ ʟʘʢʦʥʦʚ ʪʷʞʝʩʪʠ ʠ ʚʠʪʘʶʪ ʥʘʜ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʦʡ ʩʣʝʟ; ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʧʨʝʩʤʳʢʘʶʪʩʷ ʚʦ 

ʪʴʤʝ ʠ ʷʚʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʪʝʤʠ, ʢʪʦ ʦʙʥʘʨʫʞʠʣ ʩʣʘʙʦʩʪʴ ʠʣʠ ʧʨʝʩʪʫʧʥʦʩʪʴè2. 

 

ʗʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʠ ʠʭ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʷ 

 

ɺ ʩʘʤʦʤ ʥʘʯʘʣʝ ʛʣ. 13 çʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷè çʋʯʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘ-

ʛʠʠè ʯʠʪʘʝʤ: çʕʣʠʬʘʩ ʃʝʚʠ ɿʘʛʝʜ, ʧʠʰʫʱʠʡ ʵʪʫ ʢʥʠʛʫ, ʚʳʟʳʚʘʣ ʠ ʚʠʜʝʣè3. 

ɽʩʣʠ ʦʙʨʘʪʠʪʴ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʦʚ ʩ ʜʫʭʘʤʠ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʚ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ 

ʝʛʦ ʢʥʠʛʘʭ, ʪʦ ʣʝʛʢʦ ʫʙʝʜʠʪʴʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʥʝ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʘʚʪʦʨ ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʜʫʭʦʚ, 

ʷʚʠʚʰʠʭʩʷ ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ, ʠʥʦʛʜʘ ʦʥʠ ʧʨʠʭʦʜʷʪ ʠ ʧʦ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʣʝ. 

ʊʘʢʦʝ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʃʝʚʠ ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪ ʩʦ ʩʣʦʚ ɹʝʟʝʣʷ, ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʠʢʘ ʠʟ ɺʘ-

ʣʦʥʴʝ, ʚ çʀʩʪʦʨʠʠ ʤʘʛʠʠè. ʂ ʥʝʤʫ ʥʝʦʞʠʜʘʥʥʦ (ʝʩʣʠ ʥʝ ʩʯʠʪʘʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʚʘʨʠ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʦʡ ʜʦʛʦʚʦʨʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ, ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʤʦʜʥʦʡ ʚ ʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ) ʷʚʠʣʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʜʨʫʛʘ 

ï ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ4. ɺ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʠ ʢ ʷʚʠʚʰʝʤʫʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ ɹʝʟʝʣʴ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʢ 

ʧʦʣʥʦʮʝʥʥʦʤʫ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʦʜʫʰʝʚʣʝʥʥʦʤʫ (ʥʝʩʫʱʝʤʫ çʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʫʶ 

ʠʩʢʨʫè, ʜʫʭ) ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫ, ʘ ʥʝ ʢʘʢ ʢ çʛʦʣʦʛʨʘʤʤʝè ï ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʢʫ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ 

ʩʚʝʪʝ. ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʜʫʭ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʧʝʨʝʭʦʜʠʪʴ ʚ ʚʳʩʰʠʝ 

ʩʬʝʨʳ ʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ ʙʳʩʪʨʦ, ʵʪʦ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʥʝ ʤʛʥʦʚʝʥʥʦ, ʢʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʜʨʫʛ 

ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʠʢʘ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʳʤ ʧʨʘʚʝʜʥʠʢʦʤ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʤʦʛ ʙʳ ʧʨʝʪʝʥ-

ʜʦʚʘʪʴ ʥʘ ʚʦʟʥʝʩʝʥʠʝ çʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʬʠʤʠʘʤʫè. ʕʪʦ ʚʠʜʥʦ ʠʟ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ 

ʪʦʪ ʟʘʜʘʝʪ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ ʚ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʝ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʷ: çʩʧʘʩʝʥ ʣʠ ʦʥ ʠʣʠ ʧʨʦʢʣʷʪ, ʙʳʣ ʣʠ 

ʦʥ ʚ ʯʠʩʪʠʣʠʱʝè5. ɺʧʨʦʯʝʤ, ʧʦʣʫʯʠʪʴ ʦʪʚʝʪ ʥʘ ʥʝʛʦ ɹʝʟʝʣʴ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ 

ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ ʟʘʧʨʝʱʝʥʦ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ ʦʙ ʵʪʦʤ6. ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʠʜʝʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʫ 

ʃʝʚʠ ʝʩʪʴ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʴʩʷ ʢ ʷʚʠʚʰʝʤʫʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ ʢʘʢ ʢ ʧʦʣʥʦʮʝʥʥʦʤʫ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʣʠʰʝʥ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ (ʟʝʤʥʦʛʦ) ʪʝʣʘ, ʫʯʠʪʳʚʘʷ, ʯʪʦ 

ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ ʩ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʘ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʝʛʦ ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ ʧʨʦʰʣʦ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʥʝʤʥʦʛʦ (ʪʨʠ ʜʥʷ). 
                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 120. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 276. 
3 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 119. 
4 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 443ï445. 
5 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 444. 
6 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 619. 
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ʕʪʦʪ ʞʝ ʬʨʘʛʤʝʥʪ (ʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʠʝ ʫʟʥʘʪʴ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʟʘ ʧʨʝʜʝʣʘʤʠ 

ʟʝʤʥʦʡ ʞʠʟʥʠ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ, ʠʟ ʧʝʨʚʳʭ ʫʩʪ) ʧʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʩʦʤʥʝ-

ʥʠʝ, ʠʤʝʶʱʝʝʩʷ ʫ ʘʚʪʦʨʘ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʠ ʠ ʫ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʃʝʚʠ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʭ 

ʫʤʦʟʘʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʡ ʦ ʧʦʩʤʝʨʪʥʦʤ ʧʫʪʠ ʜʫʰʠ. 

ɼʨʫʛʦʡ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ, ʦʧʠʩʘʥʥʳʡ ʫ ʃʝʚʠ, ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝʤ 

ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ ï ʧʨʦʚʝʜʝʥʥʦʡ ʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʠ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ ʛʨʝʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʬʠʣʦʩʦʬʘ 

ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ (I ʚ. ʥ. ʵ.), ʦʧʠʩʘʥʥʦʡ ʚ çʋʯʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘ-

ʛʠʠè1. ɿʜʝʩʴ ʦʥ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʩʷ ʢ ʚʳʟʚʘʥʥʦʤʫ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʶ (ʟʚʝʟʜʥʦʤʫ ʪʝʣʫ) ʩ ʜʦʣʝʡ 

ʫʚʘʞʝʥʠʷ, ʥʦ ʥʝ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʧʦʣʥʦʮʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʦʙʣʘ-

ʜʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʜʫʭʦʤ. ʊʘʢʦʝ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʩʣʫʞʠʪ ʣʠʰʴ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʦʤ ʧʨʠʦʙʱʝ-

ʥʠʷ, çʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʷè ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʦʡ ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪʠ. ɸʚʪʦʨ ʧʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʷʚʠʚ-

ʰʠʡʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʧʦʚʪʦʨʷʝʪ ʚʠʜ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ, ʢʦʧʠʨʫʷ ʝʛʦ ʪʘ-

ʢʠʤ, ʢʘʢʠʤ ʦʥʦ (ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʦʞʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʚʝʜʴ ʠʭ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʷʝʪ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʪʳʩʷʯʠ ʩʝʤʠʩʦʪ 

ʣʝʪ) ʙʳʣʦ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʩʤʝʨʪʴʶ, ʪ. ʝ. ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʯʝʤ-ʪʦ ʚʨʦʜʝ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʘ ʠ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʷ ʚ 

ʥʝʤ ʦʜʥʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ, ʥʦ ʥʝ ʩʘʤʠʤ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ (ʝʛʦ ʩʫʪʴʶ ï ʜʫʭʦʤ). ʊʘʢʠʝ ʘʢʮʝʥ-

ʪʳ ʦʥ ʩʪʘʚʠʪ ʝʱʝ ʚ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʭ ʤʝʩʪʘʭ, ʫʢʘʟʳʚʘʷ, ʯʪʦ ʚʠʜʝʣ ʥʝ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ 

ʚʠʜʝʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʘʛʘʣ, ʥʦ ʵʪʠ ʥʝʦʞʠʜʘʥʥʳʝ ʯʝʨʪʳ, ʠʭ çʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʴè ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨ-

ʞʜʘʣʠʩʴ ʚ ʜʘʣʴʥʝʡʰʝʤ. ʕʪʦʪ ʧʨʠʝʤ ʥʝʨʝʜʢʦ ʧʨʠʤʝʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʜʦʧʦʣ-

ʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʛʦ çʜʦʢʘʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʘè ʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʦʧʳʪʘ ʫ ʨʘʟʥʳʭ ʘʚʪʦʨʦʚ. 

ʆʧʠʩʳʚʘʷ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ, ʃʝʚʠ ʩʦʦʙʱʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ɹʝʟʝʣʴ ʚʠ-

ʜʝʣ ʝʛʦ ʢʘʢ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʳʡ ʦʙʲʝʢʪ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ ʠ ʜʘʞʝ ʧʨʠʥʷʣ ʟʘ ʞʠʚʦʛʦ ʯʝ-

ʣʦʚʝʢʘ. ʃʠʰʴ ʧʦʟʜʥʝʝ ʦʥ ʚʳʷʩʥʷʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʷʚʠʚʰʠʡʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʥʝ ʙʳʣ ʚʠʜʠʤ ʠ 

ʩʣʳʰʠʤ ʜʣʷ ʦʢʨʫʞʘʶʱʠʭ. 

ɺ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʠ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʝʪ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʚʳ-

ʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʤ ʢʘʢ ʨʘʩʧʘʜʘʶʱʘʷʩʷ ʠ ʠʩʯʝʟʘʶʱʘʷ ʬʠʛʫʨʘ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, çʙʝʣʦʚʘʪʘʷ 

ʬʦʨʤʘè, ʦʙʨʠʩʦʚʘʚʰʘʷʩʷ ʚ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʝ. ʇʦʩʣʝ ʪʨʝʪʴʝʡ ʧʦʧʳʪʢʠ ʦʥ ʦʙʨʝʪʘʝʪ ʚʠʜ 

ʯʝʪʢʦʡ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʬʠʛʫʨʳ, ʟʘʢʫʪʘʥʥʦʡ çʚ ʥʝʯʪʦ ʚʨʦʜʝ ʩʘʚʘʥʘè2. ʆʙʲʷʩʥʷʷ 

ʚʥʝʰʥʠʡ ʚʠʜ ʷʚʠʚʰʝʛʦʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʢʦʤ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ ʬʠʟʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ ʚ ʤʦʤʝʥʪ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ, ʃʝʚʠ ʦʙʨʘʱʘʝʪ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘ ʝʛʦ ʦʙʨʘʟ 

ʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʝ ʦʞʠʜʘʥʠʝ (ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ) ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʪʦ ʚʩʪʫʧʘʝʪ ʚ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ, ʘ 

ʪʘʢʞʝ ʪʦ, ʢʘʢʠʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʟʘʧʦʤʥʠʣʠ ʙʣʠʟʢʠʝ ʣʶʜʠ. ʊʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʚʠʜ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ 

ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʦʣʥʦʡ ʠʣʠ ʯʘʩʪʠʯʥʦʡ ʠʣʣʶʟʠʝʡ, ʨʦʞʜʝʥʥʦʡ ʨʘʟʫʤʦʤ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶ-

ʱʝʛʦ. ʕʪʦʪ çʧʨʦʤʝʞʫʪʦʯʥʳʡ ʦʙʨʘʟè, ʩʦʟʜʘʚʘʝʤʳʡ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʝʤ ʢʘʢ çʩʚʝʨʭʫè (ʦʪ 

ʦʙʨʘʟʘ ʜʫʭʘ, ʚʠʜʘ ʪʝʣʘ ʚ ʤʦʤʝʥʪ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ), ʪʘʢ ʠ çʩʥʠʟʫè (ʦʪ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʚʳ-

ʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ), ʭʦʨʦʰʦ ʚʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝʧʮʠʶ ʧʨʦʤʝʞʫʪʦʯʥʦʛʦ ʘʛʝʥʪʘ ʤʝʞ-

ʜʫ ʚʳʩʰʠʤ ʠ ʥʠʟʰʠʤ (ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʳ, ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʧʣʘʥʘ), ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʨʘʟʚʠʚʘʝʪ 

ʃʝʚʠ ʚ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ. 

ɸʚʪʦʨ ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʝʪ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦ ʚʠʟʫʘʣʴʥʦʤ, ʥʦ ʠ ʦ ʪʘʢʪʠʣʴʥʦʤ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʝ ʩ 

ʷʚʣʷʚʰʠʤʠʩʷ ʢ ʥʝʤʫ ʧʦ ʟʦʚʫ ʠʣʠ ʧʦ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʣʝ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘʤʠ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ. 

ʅʝʦʜʥʦʢʨʘʪʥʦ ʧʳʪʘʷʩʴ ʦʙʥʷʪʴ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʜʨʫʛʘ ʣʠʙʦ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʢ 

ʥʝʤʫ, ʦʥ ʥʘʪʳʢʘʣʩʷ ʣʠʰʴ ʥʘ ʧʫʩʪʦʪʫ. ʅʦ ʩʘʤ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʧʨʠʢʘʩʘʪʴʩʷ ʢ 

ʃʝʚʠ ʪʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʵʪʦ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ ʦʱʫʪʠʤʦ. ʃʝʚʠ 

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 120. 
2 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ.  
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(ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʚ ʜʫʭʝ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ ʠ ʚ ʨʘʤʢʘʭ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʥʳʭ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʟʘʜʘʯ ʧʦ 

ʦʙʲʝʜʠʥʝʥʠʶ ʤʘʛʠʠ ʠ ʥʘʫʢʠ) ʦʙʲʷʩʥʷʝʪ ʵʪʦ ʵʣʝʢʪʨʠʯʝʩʢʠʤʠ ʟʘʨʷʜʘʤʠ, ʠʩʭʦ-

ʜʷʱʠʤʠ ʦʪ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ. ʇʨʠ ʵʪʦʤ ʦʥ ʦʪʤʝʯʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʘ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʢʨʦ-

ʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʚʦʦʙʨʘʞʝʥʠʠ1 ʚʦʩʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʶʱʝʛʦ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʠ ʘʛʝʥʪʘ-ʧʦʩʨʝʜʥʠʢʘ 

ï ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʩʚʝʪʘ2. 

ʇʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʷ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʤʦʛʫʪ ʠʩʭʦʜʠʪʴ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦʪ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʚ. 

ɺ çʂʣʶʯʝ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤè, ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʫʷ ʵʬʬʝʢʪʳ, ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʳʝ ʰʠʨʦʢʦ 

ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʤ ʠ ʧʦʧʫʣʷʨʥʳʤ ʚ ʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ, ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʠ ʚ ʈʦʩʩʠʠ, ʰʦʪʣʘʥʜʩʢʠʤ 

ʤʝʜʠʫʤʦʤ-ʩʧʠʨʠʪʫʘʣʠʩʪʦʤ ɼʘʥʠʵʣʝʤ ɼʘʥʛʣʘʩʦʤ ʍʴʶʤʦʤ (1833ï1886), ʚ ʩʝ-

ʘʥʩʘʭ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʣʠ ʫʯʘʩʪʠʝ ʯʣʝʥʳ ʮʘʨʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʤʴʠ, ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʩʘʤ 

ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨ II, ʦʥ ʧʠʰʝʪ: çʈʫʢʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʟʘʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʧʦʷʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʛ-ʥ ʍʦʫʤ3, ʷʚ-

ʣʷʶʪʩʷ, ʪʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʚʦʟʜʫʭʦʤ, ʦʢʨʘʰʝʥʥʳʤ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʷʤʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʧʨʠ-

ʪʷʛʠʚʘʝʪ ʠ ʧʨʦʝʮʠʨʫʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʙʦʣʴʥʦʝ ʚʦʦʙʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ. ʀʭ ʦʩʷʟʘʶʪ ʪʘʢ ʞʝ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʠʭ 

ʚʠʜʷʪ: ʥʘʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʫ ʠʣʣʶʟʦʨʥʳʤʠ, ʥʘʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʫ ʩ ʤʘʛʥʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʠ ʥʝʨʚʥʦʡ 

ʩʠʣʦʡ. ɺʦʪ, ʥʘʤ ʢʘʞʝʪʩʷ, ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʪʦʯʥʦʝ ʠ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʷʩʥʦʝ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʝʥʠʝ. <é> 

ʊʘʢ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʥʘ ʤʘʛʥʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʚʝʯʝʨʘʭ ʛ-ʥʘ ʍʦʫʤʘ ʠʟ ʩʪʦʣʦʚ ʚʳʭʦʜʷʪ ʨʝ-

ʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʠ ʞʠʚʳʝ ʨʫʢʠ, ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʠʝ ʨʫʢʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʦʜʥʠ ʚʠʜʷʪ, ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʢʘʩʘʶʪʩʷ, 

ʠ ʝʱʝ ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʫʶʪ ʦʪ ʥʠʭ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʝ, ʥʝ ʚʠʜʷ ʠʭ; ʥʦ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ 

ʵʪʠ ʨʫʢʠ ʧʦ-ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʝʤʫ ʪʝʣʝʩʥʳ, ʯʪʦ ʵʪʦ ʨʫʢʠ ʜʫʭʦʚ, ʵʪʦ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ ʢʘʢ ʜʝʪʠ 

ʠʣʠ ʢʘʢ ʙʝʟʫʤʮʳè4. ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʷ ʤʦʛʫʪ 

ʙʳʪʴ ʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝʤ ʜʝʷʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʧʩʠʭʠʢʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʠʣʠ ʛʨʫʧʧʳ ʣʶʜʝʡ, ʪ. ʝ. 

ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪʴ ʙʝʟ ʢʘʢʦʛʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʫʯʘʩʪʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʝʛʦ ʜʫʭʘ ʠʣʠ 

ʟʚʝʟʜʥʦʛʦ (ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ) ʪʝʣʘ. ʃʝʚʠ ʥʝ ʩʪʘʚʠʪ ʧʦʜ ʩʦʤʥʝʥʠʝ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʴ ʵʬ-

ʬʝʢʪʦʚ, ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʳʭ çʙʝʩʢʦʨʳʩʪʥʳʤ ʤʝʜʠʫʤʦʤè5, ʦʥ ʣʠʰʴ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʪ 

ʠʭ ʢʘʢ ʥʝʜʦʩʪʦʡʥʦʝ ʟʘʥʷʪʠʝ, ʠʛʨʳ ʩ ʪʦʥʢʠʤ ʤʠʨʦʤ, ʩʣʫʞʘʱʠʝ ʥʝ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʶ, 

ʥʦ ʨʘʟʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʶ6. ʊʘʢʠʝ çʬʦʢʫʩʳè, ʧʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ ʃʝʚʠ, ʙʝʩʩʤʳʩʣʝʥʥʳ ʠ ʦʧʘʩ-

                                                      
1 ɼʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʚʦʦʙʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ ï ʥʝ ʢʘʢʘʷ-ʪʦ ʘʙʩʪʨʘʢʪʥʘʷ ʬʘʥʪʘʟʠʷ, ʘ ʨʝʘʣʴʥʘʷ ʠ ʚʣʠʷʪʝʣʴ-

ʥʘʷ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʶʱʘʷ ʩʠʣʘ. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 619. 
3 ɺ ʪʘʢʦʤ ʚʠʜʝ ʬʘʤʠʣʠʷ Home ʪʨʘʥʩʣʠʪʝʨʠʨʦʚʘʥʘ ʠʟʜʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʦʤ çʕʢʩʤʦè, ʚʳʧʫ-

ʩʪʠʚʰʠʤ ʩʙʦʨʥʠʢ ʨʘʙʦʪ ʕ. ʃʝʚʠ ʚ 2002 ʛ. ʀʥʦʛʜʘ ʚʩʪʨʝʯʘʝʪʩʷ ʚʘʨʠʘʥʪ ʪʨʘʥʩʣʠʪʝʨʘʮʠʠ 

ʵʪʦʡ ʬʘʤʠʣʠʠ ʥʘ ʨʫʩʩʢʠʡ ʚ ʚʠʜʝ çʖʤè (ʩʤ., ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ: ʋʢʦʨʩʢʠʡ ʀ. ɸ. ʄʦʞʥʦ ʣʠ ʚʳʟʳ-

ʚʘʪʴ ʜʫʭʦʚ? ʄ.: ɹʝʟʙʦʞʥʠʢ, 1931). 
4 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤ. ʉ. 109ï111. 
5 ʍʴʶʤ, ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʩʚʦʶ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦʩʪʴ ʠ ʧʦʧʫʣʷʨʥʦʩʪʴ, ʚ ʦʪʣʠʯʠʝ ʦʪ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʘ 

ʤʝʜʠʫʤʦʚ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, ʥʝ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʣ ʜʝʥʝʛ ʟʘ ʧʨʦʚʝʜʝʥʥʳʝ ʩʝʘʥʩʳ. 
6 ʀ ʃʝʚʠ, ʠ ʍʴʶʤ ʧʨʝʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʣʠ ʝʜʠʥʫʶ ʮʝʣʴ ï ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʠ ʜʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʙʝʩʩʤʝʨʪʠʝ ʜʫʰʠ 

ʠ ʫʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʧʫʪʴ ʢ ɹʦʛʫ, ʥʦ ʠʭ ʧʦʜʭʦʜʳ ʙʳʣʠ ʚ ʢʦʨʥʝ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳ. ʍʴʶʤ ʧʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʣ ʵʪʦʪ ʧʫʪʴ 

ʧʦʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʳʭ ʵʬʬʝʢʪʦʚ, ʯʫʜʝʩ, ʢ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʤʦʛ ʙʳ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʢʘʞʜʳʡ, 

ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʷ ʩʝʙʷ ʣʠʰʴ ʢʘʢ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪ ʚʳʩʰʠʭ ʩʠʣ. ʃʝʚʠ ʞʝ ʥʘʩʪʘʠʚʘʝʪ ʥʘ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ 

ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ ʢ ɹʦʛʫ ʜʦʣʞʥʦ ʠʜʪʠ ʯʝʨʝʟ ʝʛʦ ʧʦʟʥʘʥʠʝ, ʘ ʢʘʢʠʝ-ʣʠʙʦ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʳʝ ʥʘ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʫ 

ʵʬʬʝʢʪʳ ʠ ʯʫʜʝʩʘ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʜʦʩʪʦʡʥʳʤ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʤ ʫʙʝʞʜʝʥʠʷ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʥʝ ʚʧʨʘʚʝ 

ʪʨʝʙʦʚʘʪʴ ʦʪ ɹʦʛʘ ʢʘʢʠʭ-ʣʠʙʦ ʜʦʢʘʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚ, ʧʦʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʚʝʨʘ ʜʦʣʞʥʘ ʚʳʨʘʩʪʘʪʴ ʥʘ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ 

ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʷʭ. ʕʪʠ ʧʦʜʭʦʜʳ ʧʦʟʜʥʝʝ ʙʫʜʫʪ ʦʙʲʝʜʠʥʝʥʳ ɽʣʝʥʦʡ ʇʝʪʨʦʚʥʦʡ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ 

(1831ï1891), ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʣʘ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʳʝ ʵʬʬʝʢʪʳ (ʯʫʜʝʩʘ) ʢʘʢ ʩʧʦʩʦʙ ʧʨʠʚʣʝ-

ʯʝʥʠʷ ʣʶʜʝʡ ʢ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʠ ï ʚʥʫʪʨʝʥʥʝʤʫ ʫʯʝʥʠʶ, çʨʝʣʠʛʠʠ ʠʩʪʠʥʳè. 
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ʥʳ, ʥʦ ʝʱʝ ʦʧʘʩʥʝʝ ʧʦʧʳʪʢʘ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʩ ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʠʤ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ, ʘ ʥʝ ʩ 

ʝʛʦ çʠʤʠʪʘʮʠʝʡè. 

ʆʧʠʩʳʚʘʷ çʚʩʪʨʝʯʫè ʩ ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ, ʃʝʚʠ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʜʫʭ ʜʝʨʞʘʣ 

ʝʛʦ ʟʘ ʨʫʢʫ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʝʤʫ ʩʣʦʞʥʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʩʤʦʪʨʝʪʴ ʥʘ ʥʝʛʦ (ʚ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʘʤʠ, 

ʠʩʧʳʪʳʚʘʝʤʳʤʠ ʢ ʜʨʫʛʫ, ʘ ʥʝ ʠʟ-ʟʘ ʢʘʢʠʭ-ʣʠʙʦ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ ʠʣʠ ʦʩʦʙʝʥ-

ʥʦʩʪʝʡ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʥʠʤ). ʇʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʝ ʵʪʦ ʥʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʥʝʧʨʠʷʪʥʳʤ ʠ ʥʝ ʧʦ-

ʚʣʝʢʣʦ ʢʘʢʠʭ-ʣʠʙʦ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʡ. ɺʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʤ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ, 

ʩʪʘʚʰʝʛʦ ʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝʤ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ, ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʝ ʢ ʷʚʠʚʰʝʤʫʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ 

ʧʨʠʚʝʣʦ ʢ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʤ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʷʤ. ʂʦʛʜʘ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʢʦʩʥʫʣʩʷ ʨʫʢʠ ʃʝʚʠ, ʪʘ 

ʦʥʝʤʝʣʘ, ʠ ɻʪʦ ʦʥʝʤʝʥʠʝ ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʣʦʩʴ, ʧʦ ʩʣʦʚʘʤ ʃʝʚʠ, ʚ ʪʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʭ 

ʜʥʝʡ. ʇʨʠʯʠʥʘ çʚʨʝʜʦʥʦʩʥʦʩʪʠè ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ʧʨʠʢʦʩʥʦʚʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʦʧʘʩʥʦʩʪʠ ʷʚʠʚʰʝ-

ʛʦʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ ʢʨʳʣʘʩʴ ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʚʳʟʦʚ ʙʳʣ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʝʜʝʥ ʠʩʢʫʩʩʪʚʝʥʥʦ, ʘ, ʩʣʝ-

ʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʙʳʣ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝʤ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʚ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʝ ʧʦʨʷʜʢʘ. ʊʘ-

ʢʦʝ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʥʘ ʛʨʘʥʠ ʜʦʟʚʦʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ, ʘ ʟʘʯʘʩʪʫʶ ʠ 

ʧʝʨʝʩʝʢʘʝʪ ʵʪʫ ʛʨʘʥʴ, ʪ. ʝ. ʠʜʝʪ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ɹʦʛʘ, ʘ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʠ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʩʘʤʦ-

ʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʷʩʴ ʩʘʤʦʨʘʟʨʫʰʝʥʠʝʤ. 

ʆʙʱʝʥʠʝ (ʨʘʟʛʦʚʦʨ) ʩ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʤ ʚ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷʭ ʃʝʚʠ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʠʤʝʝʪ ʨʷʜ ʦʩʦ-

ʙʝʥʥʦʩʪʝʡ. ʇʨʠʟʨʘʢ ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ ʩʥʘʯʘʣʘ ʦʙʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʧʨʠ ʧʦʤʦʱʠ ʟʥʘʢʦʚ ʠ ʪʦʣʴ-

ʢʦ ʧʦʪʦʤ ʥʘʯʠʥʘʝʪ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ. ʃʝʚʠ ʜʘʞʝ ʜʘʝʪ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʝʛʦ ʛʦʣʦʩʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ 

çʟʚʫʯʠʪ ʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯʥʦ ʙʝʩʩʪʨʘʩʪʥʦè. ʇʨʠ ʜʚʫʭ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʠʭ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷʭ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ 

ɼʝʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ ʦʙʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʩ ʧʦʤʦʱʴ  ʁʩʣʦʚ, ʠ ʃʝʚʠ ʦʪʚʝʯʘʝʪ ʝʤʫ ʠ ʩʧʨʘʰʠʚʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ 

ʪʘʢʠʤ ʞʝ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ. ʆʥ ʦʩʦʙʦ ʦʪʤʝʯʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʩʦʦʙʱʝʥʥʳʝ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʤ ʧʦʜʨʦʙʥʦ-

ʩʪʠ ʙʳʣʠ ʧʨʦʚʝʨʝʥʳ ʠ ʧʦʣʥʦʩʪʴʶ ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʜʠʣʠʩʴ. ʌʦʨʤʘ ʠ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ 

ʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ ʚʦʦʙʱʝ ʚʳʛʣʷʜʷʪ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʪʠʧʠʯʥʳʤʠ ʜʣʷ ʨʘʙʦʪ ʪʦʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝ-

ʥʠ, ʪʘʢʠʝ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʫʶʪʩʷ ʥʝʙʦʣʴʰʠʤʠ ʧʦʜʙʦʨʢʘʤʠ ʠʣʠ ʮʝʣʳʤʠ ʩʙʦʨ-

ʥʠʢʘʤʠ (ʢʦʣʣʝʢʮʠʷʤʠ ʦʪʜʝʣʴʥʳʭ ʣʠʮ-ʩʦʙʠʨʘʪʝʣʝʡ) ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʃʝʚʠ ʠ ʚ 

ʙʦʣʝʝ ʧʦʟʜʥʝʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ1. 

ɺ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʠ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʃʝʚʠ ʩ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʤ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʝ 

ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʧʦ-ʜʨʫʛʦʤʫ. ʉʘʤ ʃʝʚʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ (ʭʦʪʷ ʜʦ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʫʚʝʨʝʥ-

ʥʦ ʧʨʦʠʟʥʦʩʠʪ ʥʫʞʥʳʝ ʟʘʢʣʠʥʘʥʠʷ ʠ ʤʦʣʠʪʚʳ): çʂʦʛʜʘ ʷ ʦʪʢʨʳʣ ʨʦʪ, ʯʪʦʙʳ 

ʦʙʨʘʪʠʪʴʩʷ ʩ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʦʤ ʢ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ, ʥʝ ʙʳʣ ʚ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʠ ʧʨʦʠʟʥʝʩʪʠ ʥʠ ʝʜʠʥʦ-

ʛʦ ʟʚʫʢʘè2. ʅʝ ʧʨʦʠʟʥʦʩʷ ʩʣʦʚ ʚʩʣʫʭ, ʦʥ ʦʪʜʘʝʪ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʳ ʠ ʟʘʜʘʝʪ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʳ 

ʤʳʩʣʝʥʥʦ, ʟʘʨʫʯʠʚʰʠʩʴ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʢʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʟʥʘʢʦʚ ʠ ʘʪʨʠʙʫʪʦʚ. ʆʪʚʝʪʳ 

ʧʨʠʭʦʜʷʪ ʚ ʪʘʢʦʡ ʞʝ ʤʳʩʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʬʦʨʤʝ: çéʙʳʣʠ ʨʝʰʝʥʳ ʚ ʤʦʝʤ ʜʫʭʝè, ʘ ʥʝ 

ʧʨʦʠʟʥʦʩʷʪʩʷ ʚʩʣʫʭ3. ɸʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʫʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʜʫʭʦʤ, ʃʝʚʠ ʧʠʰʝʪ ʦ 

ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʷʚʠʚʰʠʝʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʠ ʥʝ ʛʦʚʦʨʷʪ ʦʪ ʩʝʙʷ, ʥʦ ʛʦʚʦʨʷʪ çʧʦʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʦʤ 

ʰʫʤʘ ʚ ʥʘʰʠʭ ʫʰʘʭ, ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʠʤʦʛʦ ʥʝʨʚʥʳʤ ʧʦʪʨʷʩʝʥʠʝʤ, ʠ, ʨʘʩʩʫʞʜʘʷ, 

ʦʙʳʢʥʦʚʝʥʥʦ ʚʳʨʘʞʘʶʪ ʥʘʰʠ ʤʳʩʣʠè4. ʕʪʠʤ ʦʥ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʷʝʪ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʩʣʦʚʘ ɼʝ-

ʬʦʥʪʝʥʝ ʙʳʣʠ ʥʝ ʩʣʳʰʥʳ ʦʢʨʫʞʘʶʱʠʤ, ʢʘʢ ʥʝ ʚʠʜʝʥ ʠ ʝʛʦ ʦʙʨʘʟ. ɺ çʋʯʝʥʠʠ 

                                                      
1 ʉʤ., ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ: ɼʝʥʠʩʦʚ ʃ., ɼʴʷʯʝʥʢʦ ɻ. ʗʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʞʠʚʳʤ ʠʟ ʤʠʨʘ ʟʘʛʨʦʙ-

ʥʦʛʦ (1861ï1901). ʉʇʙ.: ʉʘʪʠʩʲ, 1994. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 123. 
3 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 123. 
4 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 120. 
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ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè, ʘʥʘʣʠʟʠʨʫʷ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʢʦʤʤʫʥʠʢʘʮʠʠ ʩ 

ʜʫʭʘʤʠ, ʃʝʚʠ ʧʨʠʭʦʜʠʪ ʢ ʚʳʚʦʜʫ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʜʫʭʠ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʦʙʱʘʪʴʩʷ ʣʠʰʴ ʟʥʘ-

ʢʘʤʠ, ʣʠʙʦ ʧʦʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʚʥʫʪʨʝʥʥʠʭ, ʚʦʦʙʨʘʞʘʝʤʳʭ ʚʧʝʯʘʪʣʝʥʠʡ. ʊʦ ʝʩʪʴ 

ʦʥʠ ʥʝ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʷʪ ʟʚʫʢʘ, ʛʦʣʦʩʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʚʦʟʜʝʡʩʪʚʦʚʘʣ ʙʳ ʥʘ ʫʭʦ ʜʨʫʛʦʛʦ 

ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠ: çʂʘʢ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ ʪʝʥʴ?è1. ʃʝʚʠ ʥʝ ʜʝʣʘʝʪ ʦʢʦʥʯʘ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʳʭ ʚʳʚʦʜʦʚ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʢʘʢ ʧʦʨʦʞʜʝʥʠʝ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʩʚʝʪʘ (ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʫʤʝʨ-

ʰʝʛʦ) ʚʟʘʠʤʦʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʩ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʤʠʨʦʤ ʠ ʚʣʠʷʝʪ ʥʘ ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʪʦ ʝʛʦ ʚʦʩ-

ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪ: çʗ ʥʝ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʷʶ, ʚ ʩʠʣʫ ʢʘʢʠʭ ʬʠʟʠʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʟʘʢʦʥʦʚ ʷ ʚʠʜʝʣ ʠ 

ʦʩʷʟʘʣ; ʷ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʘʶ, ʯʪʦ ʷ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʚʠʜʝʣ ʠ ʦʩʷʟʘʣ, ʯʪʦ ʷ ʚʠʜʝʣ 

ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦ ʷʩʥʦ, ʙʝʟ ʩʥʦʚʠʜʝʥʠʡè2.  

ʆʯʝʚʠʜʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʤʳ ʩʥʦʚʘ ʩʪʘʣʢʠʚʘʝʤʩʷ ʩ ʯʘʩʪʥʳʤ ʚʳʨʘʞʝʥʠʝʤ ʠʜʝʠ ʦ 

çʧʨʦʤʝʞʫʪʦʯʥʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝè, ʦ ʩʚʷʟʠ, ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʡ ʜʣʷ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʚʳʩʰʝʛʦ 

ʠ ʥʠʟʰʝʛʦ, ʠ ʦ ʩʨʝʜʝ, ʛʜʝ ʵʪʦʪ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ. ɺ ʬʦʨʤʠʨʦʚʘʥʠʠ ʵʪʦʡ 

ʩʨʝʜʳ ʫʯʘʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʢʘʢ ʷʚʠʚʰʠʡʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʶʱʠʡ ʝʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ. 

ʂʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʢʘʢ ʙʳ ʚ ʟʘʢʨʳʪʦʡ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʝ çʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤʳʡ (ʷʚʠʚʰʠʡʩʷ) ï 

ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ (ʚʦʩʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʶʱʠʡ)è, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʚ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ 

ʜʦʧʦʣʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʠʟʦʣʠʨʦʚʘʥʘ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʴʥʳʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦʤ. ʇʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʪʝʥʠ ʠʣʠ 

ʟʝʨʢʘʣʫ, ʷʚʠʚʰʠʡʩʷ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ ʢʦʧʠʨʫʝʪ ʤʠʤʠʢʫ, ʤʳʩʣʠ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ, ʧʨʠʥʠ-

ʤʘʝʪ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʠʡ ʦʙʨʘʟ. ʆʥ ʚʦʟʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʥʘ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʘ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʥʝ-

ʪʠʧʠʯʥʳʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ (ʦʪʣʠʯʥʳʤ ʦʪ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʦʚ ʢʦʤʤʫʥʠʢʘʮʠʠ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʞʠʚʳʤʠ 

ʣʶʜʴʤʠ), ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʷ ʝʛʦ (ʝʩʣʠ ʪʘʢ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʳʨʘʟʠʪʴʩʷ) ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʧʦʩʨʝʜʥʠʢʘ 

ʜʣʷ ʧʝʨʝʜʘʯʠ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʠ ʚ ʤʠʨ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ, ʛʜʝ ʩʘʤ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʥʝ 

ʤʦʞʝʪ. ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʧʘʨʘ, ʥʘʭʦʜʷʱʘʷʩʷ ʚ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʝ, ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʚʟʘʠʤʥʦ ʦʪ-

ʨʘʞʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ, ʥʦ ʠ ʢʘʢ ʙʳ ʦʪʨʘʞʘʝʪʩʷ ʜʨʫʛ ʚ ʜʨʫʛʝ. ʕʪʦ ʦʙʲ-

ʷʩʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʦʤ ʚʟʘʠʤʦʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʳʤ, ï ʩʦ-

ʟʜʘʥʠʝʤ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʪʝʤ, ʢʪʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʠ ʪʝʤ, ʯʝʡ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ 

ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʪ. ɼʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʚʳʟʦʚ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ï ʵʪʦ ʥʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʝʛʦ ʚ ʢʘʢʫʶ-ʪʦ 

ʢʦʥʢʨʝʪʥʫʶ ʪʦʯʢʫ ʥʘ ʧʣʦʩʢʦʩʪʠ, ʛʜʝ ʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ: ʚ ʝʛʦ çʤʥʦʛʦʩʣʦʡ-

ʥʦʤè ʤʠʨʝ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʠ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤʳʡ ʜʚʠʞʫʪʩʷ ʥʘʚʩʪʨʝʯʫ ʜʨʫʛ ʜʨʫʛʫ. ʇʨʠ-

ʟʨʘʢ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʴʩʷ ʚʥʝ ʩʨʝʜʳ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʦʙʠʪʘʥʠʷ (ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʳ), ʧʦʣʥʦ-

ʮʝʥʥʦ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʷʪʴʩʷ ʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʤ (ʟʝʤʥʦʤ) ʤʠʨʝ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʣʠʰʝʥ 

ʪʝʣʘ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ3. ɺ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩ ʵʪʠʤ ʤʝʩʪʦ, ʛʜʝ ʧʣʘʥʠʨʫʝʪʩʷ ʝʛʦ ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ, ʜʦʣʞ-

ʥʦ ʧʨʠʦʙʨʝʩʪʠ ʥʝʦʙʳʯʥʳʝ, ʩʘʢʨʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʩʚʦʡʩʪʚʘ. ɸ ʪʦʪ, ʢʪʦ ʜʦʙʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʦʥ-

ʪʘʢʪʘ, ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʚʦʡʪʠ ʚ ʦʩʦʙʦʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʜʫʭʘ ʠ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʷ. ʃʝʚʠ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʠʟʫʝʪ 

ʵʪʦ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʢʘʢ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʝ ʩʥʫ ʠʣʠ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ. ʕʪʦ ʩʦʥ ʚ ʙʦʜʨʩʪʚʫʶʱʝʤ ʩʦʩʪʦ-

ʷʥʠʠ. 

ɺ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʠ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʦʚ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʦʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʠʣ ʃʝʚʠ, ʦʪʤʝʯʘ-

ʝʪʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʠ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʮʝʣʝʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ, ʠ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʥʝʦʞʠʜʘʥʥʦʛʦ ʷʚ-

ʣʝʥʠʷ ʜʫʭʘ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʦʥ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʣʩʷ ʚ ʪʘʢʠʭ ʦʩʦʙʳʭ ʧʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʥʳʭ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʷʭ: 

ʦʙʤʦʨʦʢ, ʧʨʝʜʦʙʤʦʨʦʯʥʦʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʠ ʩʣʘʙʦʩʪʴ, ʩʠʣʴʥʘʷ ʫʩʪʘʣʦʩʪʴ. ɺ ʬʠʥʘʣʝ 

ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʜʫʭʦʤ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʃʝʚʠ ʨʝʟʶʤʠʨʫʝʪ: 

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 619. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 125. 
3 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 248. 
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çʩʘʤʦʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʣʴʥʦʝ ʚʠʜʝʥʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʥʘʭʦʜʷʱʝʛʦʩʷ ʚ ʙʦʜʨʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʤ ʩʦʩʪʦʷ-

ʥʠʠè1, çʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʣʠ ʷ ʟʘʢʣʶʯʠʪʴ ʠʟ ʵʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦ ʷ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʚʠʜʝʣ ʠ ʦʩʷʟʘʣ 

ʚʝʣʠʢʦʛʦ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ? ʗ ʥʝ ʥʘʩʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʧʦʜʚʝʨʞʝʥ ʛʘʣʣʶʮʠʥʘʮʠʷʤ, 

ʯʪʦʙʳ ʚʝʨʠʪʴ ʚ ʵʪʦè2. 

ʆʯʝʚʠʜʥʘ ʫʙʝʞʜʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʃʝʚʠ ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʯʝʤ ʙʦʣʴʰʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ ʧʨʦʰʣʦ ʩ 

ʤʦʤʝʥʪʘ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʪʝʤ ʩʣʦʞʥʝʝ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʝʛʦ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢ. ʀʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ 

ʠʟ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʘ, ʝʩʣʠ ʦʥʠ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʨʝʜʯʘʡʰʠʤ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʦʤ ʥʝʢʦʝʡ ʙʦ-

ʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʣʠ, ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳ. ʇʦ ʝʛʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ, ʦʥʠ ʚʳʟʚʘ-

ʥʳ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ, ʧʦʪʘʢʘʷ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʣʘʙʦʩʪʠ, ʘ 

ʥʝ ʠʩʧʨʘʚʣʷʷ ʝʝ, ʥʘʰʝʣ ʢʘʢʦʡ-ʣʠʙʦ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʢʠ, çʧʠʪʘʥʠʷè, ʩʦʟʜʘʣ 

çʵʤʙʨʠʦʥʘʪè3 ʩ ʢʝʤ-ʪʦ ʠʟ ʞʠʚʳʭ ʣʶʜʝʡ. ʊʘʢʠʭ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚ, ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʳʭ ʧʠʪʘʪʴʩʷ 

ʟʘ ʩʯʝʪ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʠʭ çʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʢʨʦʚʴʶ ʠ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʜʫʰʦʡè4, ʃʝʚʠ ʚʦʩ-

ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪ ʨʝʟʢʦ ʦʪʨʠʮʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʥʘʟʳʚʘʷ ʚʘʤʧʠʨʘʤʠ. ʕʪʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʚʨʝʜʷʪ ʥʝ 

ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʩʝʙʝ ʩʘʤʠʤ, ʥʦ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʣʶʜʷʤ. ʀʥʪʝʨʝʩʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʦʜʥʦʡ ʠʟ ʛʣʘʚ çʀʩ-

ʪʦʨʠʠ ʤʘʛʠʠè5 ʃʝʚʠ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪ ʜʘʞʝ ʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʠ ʚʘʤʧʠʨʦʚ, ʦʙʣʘʜʘʶʱʠʭ 

ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʪʝʣʦʤ ʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʳʭ ʦʞʠʚʘʪʴ ʠ ʩʥʦʚʘ ʫʤʠʨʘʪʴ (ʚʧʘʜʘʪʴ ʚ ʧʦʜʦʙʠʝ 

ʘʥʘʙʠʦʟʘ) ʧʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʚʦʣʝ, ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʷ ʞʠʟʥʴ ʟʘ ʩʯʝʪ ʢʨʦʚʠ ʠ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ 

ʣʶʜʝʡ. ɺʧʨʦʯʝʤ, ʢ ʪʦʤʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʧʠʩʘʣʘʩʴ ʵʪʘ ʢʥʠʛʘ, ʨʘʙʦʪ, ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘ-

ʶʱʠʭ ʩʪʨʘʥʥʳʝ ʪʨʫʧʳ, ʥʝ ʧʦʜʚʝʨʛʘʚʰʠʝʩʷ ʨʘʟʣʦʞʝʥʠʶ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʩʯʠʪʘʣʠ ʪʝ-

ʣʘʤʠ ʚʘʤʧʠʨʦʚ, ʙʳʣʦ ʥʝʤʘʣʦ6. 

 

ʆʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ 

 

ʅʝʦʜʥʦʢʨʘʪʥʦ ʧʨʝʜʦʩʪʝʨʝʛʘʷ ʦʪ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʃʝʚʠ, ʪʝʤ ʥʝ ʤʝʥʝʝ, ʜʘʝʪ 

ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʭ ʝʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ. ʈʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʝʚ ʤʝʪʦʜʳ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʦʥ ʨʝʢʦʤʝʥ-

ʜʫʝʪ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʫʚʠʜʝʪʴ, ʢʘʢ ʥʘ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʝ ʨʝʘʣʠʟʫʝʪʩʷ ʟʘʜʘʯʘ ʚʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʷ ʚ çʧʨʦ-

ʤʝʞʫʪʦʯʥʦʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦè ʠ ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʷ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ, ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʡ 

ʜʣʷ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ. ʆʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʥʥʳʭ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ ï ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʚʳʟʳʚʘ-

ʥʠʷ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ, ʜʚʘ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ï ʨʝʢʦʤʝʥʜʘʮʠʠ ʧʦ ʧʨʦʚʝʜʝʥʠʶ ʚʳʟʦ-

ʚʘ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʠʟ ʣʶʙʚʠ ʠ ʜʣʷ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʷ ʟʥʘʥʠʷ. ʃʝʚʠ ʫʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʠ 

ʠʥʳʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʳ ʜʣʷ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ. ɺ 

çʋʯʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè ʛʣʘʚʫ, ʧʦʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʫʶ ʥʝʢʨʦ-

ʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʦʥ ʟʘʚʝʨʰʘʝʪ ʦʪʩʳʣʢʦʡ ʢ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʘʤ, ʛʜʝ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʳ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ, 

ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʳʝ ʥʘ ʧʨʠʥʫʞʜʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʥʘʩʠʣʠʠ ʥʘʜ ʚʦʣʝʡ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʥʘʜ ʩʘ-

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 125. 
2 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 124. 
3 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 120. 
4 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 277. 
5 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 508. 
6 ʅʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, çɼʠʩʩʝʨʪʘʮʠʷ ʦ ʧʦʷʚʣʝʥʠʷʭ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʦʚ, ʚʘʤʧʠʨʦʚ ʠ ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʥʠʡè 

(çDissertation sur les apparitions des esprits et sur les vampires et revenantsè, 1749) ʘʙʙʘʪʘ ɸʚ-

ʛʫʩʪʠʥʘ ʂʘʣʴʤʝ, ʩʪʘʪʴʷ ɺʦʣʴʪʝʨʘ çɺʘʤʧʠʨʳè ʚ ʌʠʣʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʩʣʦʚʘʨʝ (1764), ʦʪʨʳʚʦʢ ʨʘ-

ʙʦʪʳ ʧʘʧʳ ʨʠʤʩʢʦʛʦ ɹʝʥʝʜʠʢʪʘ XIV çʆ ʙʝʘʪʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʠ ʩʣʫʛ ɹʦʞʠʠʭ ʠ ʢʘʥʦʥʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʙʣʘ-

ʞʝʥʥʳʭè (çDe Servorum Dei Beatification et de Beatorum Canonizationè, 1749) çɺʘʤʧʠʨʳ ʚ 

ʩʚʝʪʝ ʥʘʫʢʠè (ʚ ʧʝʨʚʦʤ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʠ, ʚʳʰʝʜʰʝʤ ʚ 1734, ʵʪʦʪ ʬʨʘʛʤʝʥʪ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʫʝʪ) ʠ ʜʨ.  
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ʤʦʡ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʦʡ. ʋʢʘʟʳʚʘʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʠʤʝʥʝʥʠʝ ʪʘʢʠʭ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʚ ʥʝʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʦ ʠ 

ʟʘʧʨʝʱʝʥʦ, ʃʝʚʠ ʚʩʸ ʞʝ ʥʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʵʪʦʪ ʪʠʧ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ ʩʘʤʳʤ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ1, 

ʭʦʪʴ ʠ ʩʘʤʳʤ ʛʫʙʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ. 

ʈʠʪʫʘʣʳ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ, ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʝʤʳʝ ʫ ʃʝʚʠ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʠʪʴ ʥʘ ʜʚʝ 

ʦʩʥʦʚʥʳʝ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʠ, ʠʤʝʶʱʠʝ ʩʚʦʠ ʧʦʜʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʠ ʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʶʱʠʝ ʟʘ ʩʯʸʪ 

ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʩʠʣ ʠ ʤʝʭʘʥʠʟʤʦʚ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʷ (ʩʤ. ʉʭʝʤʫ 2). 

 

 
ʉʭʝʤʘ 2. ɺʠʜʳ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʝʤʳʭ ʫ ʕ. ʃʝʚʠ 

 

ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ ʥʝʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʳʤʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʳʝ ʥʘ 

ʧʨʠʥʫʞʜʝʥʠʠ ʠ ʧʦʜʯʠʥʝʥʠʠ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʥʘ ʧʨʠʤʝʥʝʥʠʠ ʥʝʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʳʭ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʚ, 

ʪʘʢʠʭ ʢʘʢ ʢʨʦʚʘʚʘʷ ʞʝʨʪʚʘ. ʆʪʨʠʮʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʮʝʥʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʘʛʨʝʩʩʠʚʥʦʝ ʦʪʥʦʰʝ-

ʥʠʝ ʢ ʚʳʟʚʘʥʥʦʤʫ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ, ʜʘʞʝ ʝʩʣʠ ʜʫʭ ʜʘʚʥʦ ʧʦʢʠʥʫʣ ʵʪʫ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʫʶ 

ʦʙʦʣʦʯʢʫ. ɺʳʟʳʚʘʷ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ, ʦʥ ʫʙʠʨʘʝʪ ʰʧʘʛʫ, ʚ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʠ ʜʨʫʛʦʛʦ ʨʠʪʫʘ-

ʣʘ ʧʨʠʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʧʨʠʥʝʩʪʠ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ ʠʟʚʠʥʝʥʠʷ ʟʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʦʥ ʙʳʣ ʧʦʙʝʩʧʦʢʦʝʥ 

ʚʳʟʦʚʦʤ, ʠ ʢʦʤʧʝʥʩʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʚʳʟʚʘʥʥʦʤʫ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʤʫ ʜʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʥʝʫʜʦʙʩʪʚʘ 

çʜʦʙʨʦʚʦʣʴʥʦʡ ʞʝʨʪʚʦʡè, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʚ ʚʠʜʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʦʪʢʘʟʘ ʦʪ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥ-

ʥʳʭ ʫʙʝʞʜʝʥʠʡ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʝʛʦ ʦʩʢʦʨʙʠʪʴ. ɺ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷʭ ʃʝʚʠ ʥʘʩʪʘʠʚʘʝʪ 

ʥʘ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʤʦʣʠʪʚʳ 

ʠʟ ʪʦʡ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʠ, ʢ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʘʣ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʡ. ʊʘʢʠʝ 

çʫʣʦʚʢʠè ʩ ʜʦʛʤʘʪʠʢʦʡ, ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʩʘʤʦʠʜʝʥʪʠʬʠʢʘʮʠʝʡ ʤʦʛʣʠ ʙʳ ʧʦʢʘ-

ʟʘʪʴʩʷ ʩʪʨʘʥʥʳʤʠ, ʝʩʣʠ ʥʝ ʫʯʠʪʳʚʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʩʫʪʴ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʠ ʚʘʞʥʝʝ ʝʝ 

ʬʦʨʤʳ. ʅʦ ʝʱʝ ʚʘʞʥʝʝ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʪʘʢʘʷ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʧʦ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʶ ʢ 

ʪʦʤʫ, ʢʦʛʦ ʦʥ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʘ ʥʘ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʩʘʤ ʚʳʟʦʚ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʩʪʘ-

ʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʳʤ ʣʠʰʴ ʟʘ ʩʯʝʪ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʩʚʷʟʠ (ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʠ) ʤʝʞʜʫ ʥʠʤʠ. 

ʅʘ ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʝ ʠ ʫʢʨʝʧʣʝʥʠʝ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʳ ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʝ ʜʝʡ-

ʩʪʚʠʷ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʪʩʷ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʝ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʳ, ʩʚʷʟʘʥʥʳʝ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ. 

ɺr ʟʦʚ ʠʟ ʣʶʙʚʠ ʨʝʢʦʤʝʥʜʫʝʪʩʷ ʜʝʣʘʪʴ ʚ ʪʦʤ ʤʝʩʪʝ, ʛʜʝ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʡ ʞʠʣ ʠʣʠ 

ʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʣ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, ʚ ʜʝʥʴ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʛʦ ʟʥʘʯʠʤ, ʩ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ 

ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʘʚʰʠʭ ʝʤʫ ʚʝʱʝʡ; ʧʨʠ ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʢʝ ʢ ʚʳʟʦʚʫ ʜʣʷ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʷ ʟʥʘʥʠʷ 

ʨʝʢʦʤʝʥʜʫʝʪʩʷ ʥʦʩʠʪʴ ʩ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʧʦʨʪʨʝʪ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ, ʜʫʤʘʪʴ ʦ ʝʛʦ ʪʚʦʨʝʥʠʷʭ, ʩʦ-

ʯʠʥʝʥʠʷʭ, ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ ʠ ʪ. ʜ. 

ʇʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʧʣʘʥʠʨʫʝʪʩʷ ʚʳʟʦʚ, ʧʦʜʛʦʪʘʚʣʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʦʧʨʝʜʝ-

ʣʝʥʥʳʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʯʝʛʦ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʩʚʦʝʦʙʨʘʟʥʳʤ ʭʨʘʤʦʤ, ʧʦʩʚʷ-

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 626. 
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ʝɦʥʥʳʤ ʦʜʥʦʤʫ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ (ʪʦʤʫ, ʢʦʛʦ ʭʦʪʷʪ ʚʳʟʚʘʪʴ) ʠ ʦʜʥʦʡ ʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʠ (ʢʦʥ-

ʢʨʝʪʥʦʤʫ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʫ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ) ï ʩʘʢʨʘʣʴʥʳʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦʤ, ʥʘʭʦʜʷʱʠʤʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʙʳ 

ʤʝʞʜʫ ʤʠʨʦʤ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʠ ʤʠʨʦʤ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʳʤ. ʊʝʤ ʥʝ ʤʝʥʝʝ ʦʥʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʠʩ-

ʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʥʝʦʜʥʦʢʨʘʪʥʦ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʚ ʵʪʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝ ʧʨʝʜʫʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʶʪʩʷ 

ʦʩʦʙʳʝ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪʳ ʠʣʠ ʫʩʪʨʦʡʩʪʚʘ, ʩʣʫʞʘʱʠʝ ʜʣʷ ʢʦʥʮʝʥʪʨʘʮʠʠ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴ-

ʥʦʛʦ ʩʚʝʪʘ ʠ ʤʘʛʥʝʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʬʣʶʠʜʘ. ɺ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʠ ʚʳʟʦʚʘ ʜʫʭʘ ɸʧʦʣ-

ʣʦʥʠʷ ʵʪʦ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʦʩʦʙʳʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʘ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʚʦ ʚʩʝʭ ʦʧʝʨʘ-

ʮʠʷʭ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʪʩʷ ʢʫʨʝʥʠʷ, ʧʦʤʦʛʘʶʱʠʝ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʫ ʧʨʦʷʚʠʪʴʩʷ, ʩʦʟʜʘʶʱʠʝ 

ʤʘʪʝʨʠʶ ʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʦʥ çʧʦʩʪʨʦʠʣè ʩʚʦʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʝ ʪʝʣʦ. ʉʚʝʪ (ʩʦʣʥʝʯ-

ʥʳʡ ʠʣʠ ʩʧʝʮʠʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʣʘʤʧʳ) ʧʨʠʟʚʘʥ ʧʦʤʦʯʴ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʝʥʠʶ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʧʨʠ-

ʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʦʩʪʠ, ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʱʠʝʩʷ ʚ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʝ, ʧʨʠʟʚʘʥʳ ʦʙʣʝʛʯʠʪʴ ʨʘʙʦʪʫ ʚʦʦʙ-

ʨʘʞʝʥʠʷ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʠʟʙʳʪʦʯʥʦʝ ʥʘʧʨʷʞʝʥʠʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʫʚʝʩʪʠ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʚ 

ʠʣʣʶʟʠʶ, ʩʦʥ, ʪ. ʝ. ʧʝʨʝʥʝʩʪʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʤʝʞʫʪʦʯʥʦʛʦ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʘ, ʛʜʝ 

ʤʦʞʝʪ ʧʨʦʷʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤʳʡ, ʚʦ ʚʥʫʪʨʝʥʥʝʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ, 

ʛʜʝ ʧʨʦʷʚʠʪʩʷ ʣʠʰʴ ʝʛʦ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʢʦʛʦ ʦʥ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʣ1.  

ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ (ʢʘʢ ʠ ʩʘʤ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ), ʩ ʦʜʥʦʡ ʩʪʦʨʦ-

ʥ ,r ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʥʝʢʠʡ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʩʘʣʴʥʳʡ ʤʝʭʘʥʠʟʤ, ʫʩʪʨʦʡʩʪʚʦ, ʩʧʦʩʦʙ-

ʥʦʝ ʧʦʤʦʛʘʪʴ ʨʝʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʟʘʜʘʯʠ (ʟʝʨʢʘʣʘ, ʢʫʨʝʥʠʷ, ʧʝʥʪʘʢʣʠ ʠ 

ʜʨ.), ʩ ʜʨʫʛʦʡ, ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʘʛʘʝʪ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʫʶ ʠʥʜʠʚʠʜʫʘʣʴʥʫʶ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤʫ, ʩʧʦ-

ʩʦʙʩʪʚʫʶʱʫʶ ʚʳʟʦʚʫ ʢʦʥʢʨʝʪʥʦʛʦ ʣʠʮʘ (ʧʦʨʪʨʝʪ, ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʘʚʰʠʝ ʝʤʫ 

ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʳ, ʩʦʯʠʥʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʧʨ.). ʕʪʦ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʙʳ ʩʨʘʚʥʠʪʴ ʩ ʢʦʤʧʴʶʪʝʨʦʤ 

ʢʘʢ ʫʥʠʚʝʨʩʘʣʴʥʳʤ ʫʩʪʨʦʡʩʪʚʦʤ, ʙʘʟʦʡ ʜʣʷ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤ, ʠ ʫʩʪʘ-

ʥʦʚʣʝʥʥʳʤ ʥʘ ʥʝʤ ʧʨʦʛʨʘʤʤʥʳʤ ʦʙʝʩʧʝʯʝʥʠʝʤ, ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷʶʱʠʤ ʨʝʰʘʪʴ ʢʦʥ-

ʢʨʝʪʥʳʝ ʟʘʜʘʯʠ, ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʳʝ ʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʝʣʶ, ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʪʴ ʦʩʦʙʳʝ ʠʥʜʠʚʠʜʫ-

ʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʜʘʥʥʳʝ. 

ʂʨʦʤʝ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʘ, ʧʨʠʛʦʜʥʦʛʦ ʜʣʷ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʝʥʠʷ, ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ 

ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʠʪʴ ʠ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʩʝʙʷ ʧʦʩʪʦʤ, ʤʦʣʠʪʚʦʡ, ʦʯʠʱʝʥʠʝʤ. ʆʯʠʱʝʥʠʝ ʜʦʣʞʥʦ 

ʙʳʪʴ ʢʘʢ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʳʤ (ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʴ ʤʳʩʣʝʡ, ʤʦʣʠʪʚʘ), ʪʘʢ ʠ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ (ʧʦʩʪ, 

ʦʤʦʚʝʥʠʝ). ʇʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʚʘʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʯʠʩʪʦʪʳ ʧʦʤʳʩʣʦʚ, ʯʝʪʢʦʛʦ ʦʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʷ 

ʮʝʣʠ ʠ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʦʡ ʜʠʩʮʠʧʣʠʥʳ. ɺʥʝʰʥʝ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʦʙʣʘʯʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʦʩʦʙʫʶ 

ʦʜʝʞʜʫ ï ʰʠʨʦʢʦʝ ʙʝʣʦʝ ʦʜʝʷʥʠʝ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʚʦʟʣʘʛʘʝʪ ʥʘ ʛʦʣʦʚʫ ʚʝʥʦʢ ʠʟ ʟʦʣʦ-

ʪʘ ʠ ʚʝʨʙʝʥʳ. ʕʪʠ ʘʪʨʠʙʫʪʳ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʦʥʥʦ ʘʩʩʦʮʠʠʨʫʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʪʨʘ-

ʜʠʮʠʠ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʩ ʯʠʩʪʦʪʦʡ, ʥʦ ʠ ʩ ʩʦʣʥʮʝʤ. ʄʦʞʝʪ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʪʘʢʦʝ ʦʙ-

ʣʘʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʘʪʨʠʙʫʪʠʢʘ ʥʝ ʩʦʯʝʪʘʶʪʩʷ ʩ ʟʘʜʘʯʝʡ ʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʠ. ʂʘʢ ʫʞʝ ʥʝʦʜʥʦ-

ʢʨʘʪʥʦ ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʣʦʩʴ, ʚ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ ʃʝʚʠ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʤʥʦʛʦʝ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʦ ʥʘ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʠ: 

ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʝ ʧʨʠʪʷʛʠʚʘʝʪ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʝ ï ʪʘʢʦʚ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʦʡ çʟʘʢʦʥè, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜ-

ʩʪʚʫʝʪʩʷ ʘʚʪʦʨ ʠ ʚ ʜʫʭʦʚʥʦʡ ʨʘʙʦʪʝ, ʠ ʚ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ (ʨʠʪʫʘʣʴʥʦʡ) ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʝ. 

ʀʩʭʦʜʷ ʠʟ ʵʪʦʛʦ, ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʛʦ ʰʘʛʘ ʧʦ ʫʢʨʝʧʣʝʥʠʶ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʤʝʞʜʫ 

ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʤʳʤ ʠ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʤ ʤʳ ʤʦʛʣʠ ʙʳ ʦʞʠʜʘʪʴ ʧʦʧʳʪʢʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʝʛʦ ʫʧʦ-

ʜʦʙʠʪʴʩʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʤʫ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʚ ʚʠʜʝ ʦʙʣʘʯʝʥʠʷ ʚ ʪʨʘʫʨʥʫʶ ʠʣʠ ʧʦʛʨʝʙʘʣʴ-

ʥʫʶ ʦʜʝʞʜʫ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʩʪʘʨʮʫ, ʦʧʠʩʘʥʥʦʤʫ ʉʝʥʝʢʦʡ2. ʅʦ ʃʝʚʠ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʚ 

ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʠ ʦʙʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʦʡ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʝ: ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʚʘʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʠ, ʦʧʠ-

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʚʳʩʰʝʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 124. 
2 ʉʝʥʝʢʘ ʃʫʮʠʡ ɸʥʥʝʡ. ʕʜʠʧ. ʉ. 363ï366. 
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ʩʳʚʘʝʤʦʡ ʚ ʝʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʭ, ʝʛʦ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ ʥʘʚʩʪʨʝʯʫ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʤʫ ʚ ʩʘʢʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ 

ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʝ ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʦʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʛʦ çʭʨʘʤʘè ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʪ ʥʝ ʟʘ ʩʯʝʪ 

ʫʧʦʜʦʙʣʝʥʠʷ ʪʨʫʧʫ, ʘ ʯʝʨʝʟ ʩʘʤʦʦʯʠʱʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʥʠʝ ʩʝʙʷ ʚ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʝ 

ʩ ʯʠʩʪʦʪʦʡ ʚʳʩʰʠʭ ʩʬʝʨ. ɽʛʦ ʮʝʣʴʶ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʥʝ ʦʪʞʠʚʰʝʝ ʠ ʟʝʤʥʦʝ ʪʝʣʦ, ʘʩ-

ʩʦʮʠʠʨʫʶʱʝʝʩʷ ʩ ʧʘʜʝʥʠʝʤ ʠ ʪʴʤʦʡ, ʘ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦʝ ʠ ʚʦʟʚʳʰʝʥʥʦʝ 

ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʩʪʚʦ, ʛʜʝ ʧʨʝʙʳʚʘʶʪ ʜʫʭʠ. ʋʧʦʜʦʙʣʝʥʠʝ ʤʝʨʪʚʦʤʫ ʪʝʣʫ, ʦʩʢʚʝʨʥʝʥ-

ʥʦʡ ʠ ʥʠʟʤʝʥʥʦʡ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʠ ʩʪʘʣʦ ʙʳ ʜʣʷ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʛʫʙʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ, ʢ ʥʝʤʫ, 

ʢʘʢ ʧʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪ ʃʝʚʠ, ʧʨʠʙʝʛʘʶʪ ʣʠʰʴ ʪʝ, ʢʪʦ ʥʝ ʟʘʙʦʪʠʪʩʷ ʦ ʯʠʩʪʦʪʝ ʩʚʦʝ-

ʛʦ ʜʫʭʘ. ʉʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʝ ʃʝʚʠ, ʝʩʣʠ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʥʝ ʙʫ-

ʜʝʪ ʯʠʩʪ, ʙʝʩʢʦʨʳʩʪʝʥ ʠ ʚʦʟʚʳʰʝʥ, ʦʥ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʪ ʢ ʩʝʙʝ ʪʘʢʠʝ ʞʝ ʥʝʯʠʩʪʳʝ, 

ʢʦʨʳʩʪʥʳʝ ʠ ʥʠʟʤʝʥʥʳʝ ʚʨʝʜʦʥʦʩʥʳʝ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʷ, ʦʙʠʪʘʶʱʠʝ ʚ ʘʪʤʦʩʬʝʨʝ, 

ʠʩʢʘʞʝʥʠʷ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʩʚʝʪʘ. ʉʚʝʪ ʩʦʣʥʮʘ ʠ ʝʛʦ ʩʠʤʚʦʣʠʢʘ ʚʳʩʪʫʧʘʶʪ ʟʝʤ-

ʥʳʤ (ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʳʤ) ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʘ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ, ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʘʱʝʛʦ ʢ ʯʠʩʪʳʤ 

ʚʳʩʰʠʤ ʩʬʝʨʘʤ ʚ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʚʝʩ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʠ ʠʩʢʘʞʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʩʚʝʪʫ ʣʫʥʳ (ʟʨʠ-

ʤʦʤʫ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʶ ʠʩʢʘʞʝʥʠʡ ʚ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ), ʧʨʠ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʷʪʩʷ 

ʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʳʝ ʠ ʥʝʯʠʩʪʳʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ. 

ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʚ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘʭ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʧʦ ʃʝʚʠ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʚʳʜʝ-

ʣʠʪʴ ʜʚʝ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʳʭ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʠʭ: ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʛʦ ʠʟ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ 

ʤʠʨʘ ʧʦʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʷ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ (ʢʘʢ ʧʨʠ ʧʦʤʦʱʠ ʬʠʟʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʦʚ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʩ ʧʦʤʦʱʴʶ ʩʧʝʮʠʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʡ ʤʘʛʘ) ʠ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ 

ʤʘʛʘ ʥʘʚʩʪʨʝʯʫ ʦʙʲʝʢʪʫ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʦʥ ʩʦʙʠʨʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ. ɺʩʪʨʝʯʥʦʝ 

ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ ʜʦʩʪʠʛʘʝʪʩʷ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʜʚʫʤʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʘʤʠ: ʯʝʨʝʟ ʦʯʠʱʝʥʠʝ ï ʜʣʷ ʫʧʦ-

ʜʦʙʣʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʷ ʩʨʝʜʝ, ʠ ʯʝʨʝʟ ʧʦʜʦʙʠʝ ï ʧʨʠʥʷʪʠʝ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚ ʪʦʛʦ, 

ʢʦʛʦ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʚʳʟʚʘʪʴ, ʝʛʦ ʚʝʨʳ, ʠʜʝʡ ʠ ʧʨ. 

ɺ ʜʘʣʴʥʝʡʰʝʤ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ, ʦʧʠʩʘʥʥʳʝ ʃʝʚʠ, ʚ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʬʦʨʤʘʭ, ʜʦʧʦʣʥʷ-

ʝʤʳʝ ʪʝʤʠ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʳʤʠ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪʘʤʠ ʠʣʠ, ʥʘʧʨʦʪʠʚ, ʫʧʨʦʱʝʥʥʳʝ, ʙʫʜʫʪ ʧʦʷʚ-

ʣʷʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʷʭ ʠ ʫ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʘʚʪʦʨʦʚ ʚʧʣʦʪʴ ʜʦ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ 

ʵʧʦʭʠ1. 

 

ɺʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ 

 

ʂʘʢ ʫʞʝ ʦʪʤʝʯʘʣʦʩʴ ʚʳʰʝ, ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʷ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ 

ʢʨʘʡʥʝ ʚʘʞʝʥ. ʕʪʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʝ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʨʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʝʥʦ ʢʘʢ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʘ ʥʝʢʨʦ-

ʤʘʥʪʠʠ2. ɼʣʷ ʥʝʛʦ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ï ʯʫʜʦ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʩʦʪʚʦʨʝʥʦ ʀʠʩʫʩʦʤ 

ʍʨʠʩʪʦʤ ʠ ʚʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʠ ï ʝʛʦ ʘʧʦʩʪʦʣʘʤʠ. ʕʪʘ ʯʘʩʪʴ ʨʘʙʦʪʳ ʠʟʦʙʠʣʫʝʪ ʙʠʙ-

ʣʝʡʩʢʠʤʠ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʘʤʠ. ʊʘʢʦʝ ʞʝ ʯʫʜʦ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʩʦʪʚʦʨʠʣ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʡ 

ʊʠʘʥʩʢʠʡ3. ʀʤ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʧʦʜʨʘʞʘʪʝʣʴʥʘʷ ʣʦʞʥʘʷ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʥʘ 

ʣʠʯʥʦʤ ʵʛʦʠʟʤʝ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʘ çʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʷè, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʧʨʦʜʝʤʦʥʩʪʨʠʨʦʚʘʣ ʧʫʙ-

                                                      
1 ʉʤ., ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ: ʀʣʴʯʝʥʢʦ ʈ. ʉ. (Riond). Lamagienoire. ʏʝʨʥʘʷ ʤʘʛʠʷ. ʇʨʘʢʪʠʢʫʤ.     

ʉ. 45ï52. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 619. 
3 ʌʠʣʦʩʪʨʘʪ ʌʣʘʚʠʡ. ɾʠʟʥʴ ɸʧʦʣʣʦʥʠʷ ʊʠʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ. ʉ. 95. 
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ʣʠʢʝ ʉʠʤʦʥ ʄʘʛ, ʜʚʠʞʠʤʳʡ ʣʠʰʴ ʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʠʝʤ ʜʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʠ ʦʩʦʙʳʝ ʩʧʦ-

ʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʦʩʦʙʳʡ ʩʪʘʪʫʩ1.  

ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʩʘʢʨʘʣʠʟʘʮʠʶ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʘ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʷ, ʃʝʚʠ ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘʝʪ ʩʧʦ-

ʩʦʙ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʡ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥ ʢ ʞʠʟʥʠ. ʆʥ ʧʨʝʜ-

ʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʩʤʝʩʴ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʟʥʘʢʦʤʳʭ ʥʘʤ ʨʝʘʥʠʤʘʮʠʦʥʥʳʭ ʧʨʦʮʝʜʫʨ (ʠʩ-

ʢʫʩʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʜʳʭʘʥʠʝ, ʨʘʩʪʠʨʘʥʠʝ ʢʦʥʝʯʥʦʩʪʝʡ) ʠ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʝ (ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʝ) 

ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʯʪʦ ʦʪʜʝʣʠʚʰʝʡʩʷ ʜʫʰʠ ʟʘ ʩʯʝʪ ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʷ ʧʨʦʯʥʦʡ ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʚʷ-

ʟʠ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʥʝʡ ʠ ʤʘʛʦʤ, ʠ ʫʢʨʝʧʣʝʥʠʷ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʠʤ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ2. 

ʉʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʃʝʚʠ, ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ, ʢʘʢ ʘʢʪ ʚʳʩʰʝʛʦ ʧʦʨʷʜʢʘ, ʥʝʜʦʩʪʫʧʥʦ ʪʝʤ, 

ʢʪʦ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʫʝʪ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʶ ʚ ʦʪʨʠʮʘʪʝʣʴʥʦʡ ʝʝ ʬʦʨʤʝ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʝ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʝ 

ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ. ʇʦ ʝʛʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ, ʦʥʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʳ ʩʦʪʚʦʨʠʪʴ ʣʠʰʴ ʧʦʜʦʙʠʝ ʞʠʟʥʠ ï 

çʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ʤʝʨʪʚʦʡ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʠ, ʥʘʜʝʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʦʙʨʘʞʘʝʤʦʡ ʞʠʟʥʴʶè3. ɸʧʦʣ-

ʣʦʥʠʡ ʚ ʩʠʣʘʭ ʧʨʦʚʝʩʪʠ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ, ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʧʨʠʙʝʛʘʣ ʢ ʥʝʢʨʦ-

ʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʝʛʦ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʷ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ ʙʳʣ ʧʦʩʪʨʦʝʥ ʥʝ ʥʘ ʢʨʦʚʘʚʳʭ 

ʞʝʨʪʚʘʭ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʫ ʆʜʠʩʩʝʷ4, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤʫ ʦʥ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ, ʘ ʥʘ 

ʦʩʦʙʦʡ ʤʦʣʠʪʚʝ5, ʪ. ʝ. ʙʳʣ ʯʠʩʪ ʠ ʚʦʟʚʳʰʝʥ. 

ʂʨʦʤʝ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʠʷ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʷ ʢʘʢ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʘ ʩʦʟʥʘʪʝʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʷ 

ʩʪʦʨʦʥʥʝʛʦ ʣʠʮʘ, ʦʙʣʘʜʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʜʦʣʞʥʳʤʠ ʟʥʘʥʠʷʤʠ ʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʷʤʠ (ʥʘʭʦ-

ʜʷʱʝʛʦʩʷ ʚ ʦʩʦʙʦʤ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʠ), ʃʝʚʠ ʧʨʠʚʦʜʠʪ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʦʚ, ʢʦʛʜʘ 

ʜʫʰʘ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʪʝʣʦ ʧʦ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʚʦʣʝ. ʕʪʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʡʪʠ ʚ ʩʚʷʟʠ 

ʩ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʴʶ ʟʘʱʠʪʠʪʴ ʦʙʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʭ, ʠʩʧʨʘʚʠʪʴ ʢʘʢʫʶ-ʣʠʙʦ ʥʝʩʧʨʘʚʝʜ-

ʣʠʚʦʩʪʴ ʠʣʠ ʠʟ ʠʥʳʭ ʙʣʘʛʦʨʦʜʥʳʭ ʧʦʙʫʞʜʝʥʠʡ6. ʀʥʦʛʜʘ ʜʘʞʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʠʩʧʨʘʚ-

ʣʝʥʠʷ ʵʪʦʡ ʥʝʩʧʨʘʚʝʜʣʠʚʦʩʪʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ, ʢʘʟʘʣʦʩʴ ʙʳ, ʫʤʝʨ, ʧʨʦʜʦʣ-

ʞʘʝʪ ʞʠʪʴ ʜʘʣʝʝ. ʕʪʠʤ ʘʚʪʦʨ ʝʱʝ ʨʘʟ ʧʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʚʦʟ-

ʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʢ ʞʠʟʥʠ, ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ï ʵʪʦ ʥʝ ʢʘʢʦʡ-ʪʦ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʪʨʶʢ, 

ʘ ʧʨʠʩʫʱʘʷ ʝʤʫ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʥʘ ʚʦʣʝ. ʈʘʟ ʪʘʢʘʷ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ ʠʟ-

ʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ ʧʨʠʩʫʱʘ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ, ʪʦ ʝʝ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʜʝʡ-

ʩʪʚʠʝʤ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʧʦʨʷʜʢʫ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʚʦʩʢʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ʜʣʷ ʃʝʚʠ ʚʦʟ-

ʤʦʞʥʦ ʠ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦ ʧʨʠ ʥʘʣʠʯʠʠ ʜʦʣʞʥʳʭ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʡ. 

 

ɼʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʦʩʪʴ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ 

 

ʇʨʠʯʠʥ, ʧʦ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʶ ʦʧʘʩʥʳʤ ʠʩʢʫʩʩʪʚʦʤ, 

ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ. 1) ɺʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʝ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ ʤʝʰʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʜʫʭʫ ʜʚʠʛʘʪʴʩʷ ʜʘʣʴʰʝ ʠ ʤʦ-

ʞʝʪ ʥʘʚʨʝʜʠʪʴ ʝʤʫ. 2) ʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷ ʩʣʫʞʠʪ ʠʩʢʫʰʝʥʠʝʤ ʜʣʷ ʜʫʭʘ, ʧʦʪʘʢʘʷ 

ʝʛʦ ʥʠʟʤʝʥʥʳʤ ʠ ʥʝʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʞʝʣʘʥʠʷʤ, ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦ ʥʝʞʝʣʘʥʠʶ ʨʘʩʩʪʘ-

ʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʩ ʟʝʤʥʳʤ. 3) ʇʨʠʚʣʝʢʘʷ ʠ ʫʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʷ ʜʫʭ, ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʳ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʩʪʚʫʶʪ 

ʫʩʠʣʝʥʠʶ ʝʛʦ ʩʪʨʘʜʘʥʠʡ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʚʷʟʴʶ ʜʫʭ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʘʝʪ ʩʝʙʷ. 4) ʏʪʦʙʳ 

                                                      
1 ɿʜʝʩʴ ʚʥʦʚʴ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʃʝʚʠ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʙʳʣʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʘ ʝʛʦ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʘ 

ʍʴʶʤʘ ʠ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʤʝʜʠʫʤʦʚ. 
2 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 618ï619. 
3 ʂʠʥʛ ʌ. ʉʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʘʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʴʥʘʷ ʤʘʛʠʷ. 
4 ɻʦʤʝʨ. ʆʜʠʩʩʝʷ. ʉ. 123ï140. 
5 ʌʠʣʦʩʪʨʘʪ ʌʣʘʚʠʡ. ʋʢʘʟ. ʩʦʯ. ʉ. 79ï80. 
6 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʋʯʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʨʠʪʫʘʣ ʪʨʘʥʩʮʝʥʜʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 617. 
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ʫʜʝʨʞʘʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ, ʢʫʜʘ ʦʥ ʙʳʣ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥ, ʜʫʭ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʩʷ ʦʧʘʩʥʳʤ ʧʘʨʘʟʠ-

ʪʦʤ ï ʚʘʤʧʠʨʦʤ.  

ʕʪʦ ʟʥʘʥʠʝ ʃʝʚʠ ʧʨʝʧʦʜʥʦʩʠʪ ʢʘʢ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ ʩ ʛʣʫʙʦʢʦʡ ʜʨʝʚ-

ʥʦʩʪʠ, ʘ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʷʚʣʷʶʱʝʝʩʷ ʯʘʩʪʴʶ ʝʛʦ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ, ʪ. ʝ. ʢʘʢ ʠʩʪʠʥʫ, 

ʟʘʣʦʞʝʥʥʫʶ ʠʟʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ, ʥʦ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʤʠ çʥʘʨʫʰʠʪʝʣʷʤʠè ʟʘʙʳʪʫʶ ʠʣʠ ʩʦ-

ʟʥʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʠʛʥʦʨʠʨʫʝʤʫʶ: çɿʘʙʦʪʘ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʜʨʝʚʥʠʝ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʣʠʩʴ ʢ ʧʦʛʨʝʙʝ-

ʥʠʶ ʤʝʨʪʚʳʭ, ʚʳʟʳʚʘʣʘ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʠ ʥʘʨʫʰʠʚʰʠʝ ʩʦʥ ʤʦ-

ʛʠʣʳ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʩʯʠʪʘʣʠʩʴ ʥʝʯʝʩʪʠʚʮʘʤʠ. ɺʳʟʦʚ ʤʝʨʪʚʳʭ ʧʨʠʩʫʞʜʘʣ ʠʭ ʢʦ ʚʪʦ-

ʨʦʡ ʩʤʝʨʪʠè1. 

ʊʚʦʨʷ ʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʳʝ ʠ ʥʝʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʳʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʳ, ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪ çʢʨʘʜʝʪ ʫ ʥʝʙʘè, 

ʨʘʟʨʫʰʘʷ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʜʫʭ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʠʤ ʧʨʠʟʨʘʢʘ, ʥʦ ʠ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ ʜʫʭ ï 

ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʫʶ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʫ. ʇʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʥʳʝ ʜʫʭʠ, ʩʪʘʨʘʷʩʴ ʫʜʝʨʞʘʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʵʪʦʤ ʤʠ-

ʨʝ, ʧʦʝʜʘʶʪ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʝʛʦ ʩʠʣʳ, ʥʦ ʠ ʩʘʤʫ ʜʫʰʫ. ʃʝʚʠ ʥʝʦʜʥʦʢʨʘʪʥʦ ʧʦʜʯʝʨ-

ʢʠʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʜʘʞʝ ʢʨʘʪʢʠʡ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ ʪʨʝʙʫʝʪ ʙʦʣʴ-

ʰʦʛʦ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʘ ʩʠʣ. ʆʥ ʦʪʥʠʤʘʝʪ ʤʥʦʛʦ ʞʠʟʥʝʥʥʦʡ ʵʥʝʨʛʠʠ ʠʣʠ ʵʥʝʨʛʠʠ 

ʜʫʰʠ ʠ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʦʧʘʩʝʥ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʫʚʝʩʪʠ ʨʘʟʫʤ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʚ ʛʘʣʣʶʮʠ-

ʥʘʮʠʠ ʠ ʧʦʚʨʝʜʠʪʴ ʝʛʦ. 

ʆʧʠʩʳʚʘʷ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʷ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʷ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʱʠʡ ʚʦ 

ʚʨʝʤʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʘ, ʃʝʚʠ ʩʝʨʴʝʟʥʦ ʧʨʝʜʦʩʪʝʨʝʛʘʝʪ ʦʪ ʫʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʵʪʠʤʠ çʧʦʛʨʘʥʠʯ-

ʥʳʤʠè ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʷʤʠ, ʫʢʘʟʳʚʘʷ ʥʘ ʦʧʘʩʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʪʦʣʢʥʫʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʦʩʦʙʦʤ ʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥ-

ʩʪʚʝ, ʢʫʜʘ ʧʦʧʘʜʘʝʪ ʩʦʟʥʘʥʠʝ ʚ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩʝ çʩʥʘ ʚʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʙʦʜʨʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʷè, ʩ ʦʪ-

ʨʘʞʝʥʥʳʤʠ, ʘ ʥʝ ʧʨʷʤʳʤʠ, ʣʫʯʘʤʠ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʩʚʝʪʘ. ʕʪʠ ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʷ ʤʦʛʫʪ 

ʙʳʪʴ ʚʨʝʜʥʳ ʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʚʠʜʝ ʦʪʚʨʘʪʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʭ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚ ʠ ʚʠʜʝʥʠʡ, 

ʧʦʨʦʞʜʝʥʥʳʭ ʟʣʳʤ, ʧʦʨʦʯʥʳʤ ʨʘʟʫʤʦʤ. ɺʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʝ ʜʫʭʦʚ ʚʨʝʜʥʦ, ʦʥʦ çʚʦʟ-

ʙʫʞʜʘʝʪ ʥʝʨʚʥʫʶ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʫ ʠ ʦʪʨʘʚʣʷʝʪ ʨʘʩʩʫʜʦʢ. ʀʩʧʦʣʥʠʪʝʣʠ ʢʫʨʴʝʟʥʳʭ 

ʵʢʩʧʝʨʠʤʝʥʪʦʚ ʚ ʦʙʣʘʩʪʠ ʩʚʝʨʭʲʝʩʪʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʥʝ ʣʫʯʰʝ, ʯʝʤ ʧʦʞʠʨʘʪʝʣʠ 

ʦʧʠʫʤʘ ʠ ʛʘʰʠʰʘè2. ʀʜʪʠ ʥʘ ʪʘʢʦʡ ʨʠʩʢ ʠʟ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʛʦ ʣʶʙʦʧʳʪʩʪʚʘ ʠʣʠ ʨʘʜʠ 

ʟʘʙʘʚʳ ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ ʙʝʟʫʤʠʝʤ. ʆʥ ʧʨʠʚʦʜʠʪ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʝ ʧʨʠʤʝʨʳ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʳʭ 

ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʡ, ʥʘʩʪʫʧʠʚʰʠʭ ʜʣʷ ʪʝʭ, ʢʪʦ, ʧʦ ʝʛʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ, ʦʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʣʷʣ ʢʦʥʪʘʢ-

ʪʳ ʩ ʜʫʭʘʤʠ ʥʝʦʩʪʦʨʦʞʥʦ ʠ ʟʣʦʫʧʦʪʨʝʙʣʷʣ ʠʤʠ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ 

ʢʨʘʡʥʝ ʚʨʝʜʥʳʤ ʜʘʞʝ ʠʤʠʪʘʮʠʶ ʪʘʢʠʭ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʦʚ, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ, ʧʦ ʝʛʦ ʤʥʝʥʠʶ, 

ʦʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʣʷʶʪ ʤʝʜʠʫʤʳ: çɺʩʝ ʙʦʣʴʥʳʝ ʩʚʝʪʦʠʟʣʠʷʥʠʝʤ ʠʣʠ ʟʘʨʘʟʥʳʤ ʩʦʤ-

ʥʘʤʙʫʣʠʟʤʦʤ ʧʦʛʠʙʘʶʪ ʥʘʩʠʣʴʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ, ʠʣʠ, ʧʦ ʢʨʘʡʥʝʡ ʤʝʨʝ, ʚʥʝʟʘʧʥʦʡ 

ʩʤʝʨʪʴʶ. <...> ɺ ʯʝʨʪʦʛ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ ʙʝʟʥʘʢʘʟʘʥʥʦ ʥʝ ʚʪʦʨʛʘʶʪʩʷè3. 

ɺʨʝʜ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʥʠʡ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʭ, ʢʘʢ ʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʦʛʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʶʪ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʜʣʷ ʪʦʛʦ, 

ʢʪʦ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʦʙʲʷʩʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ʩʘʤʦ ʪʘʢʦʝ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠʝ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʨʝʯʠʪ ʤʠʨʫ, 

ʫʩʪʨʦʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʚ ʥʝʤ ʧʦʨʷʜʢʫ ʠ, ʢʘʢ ʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ, ʚʦʣʝ ʩʦʪʚʦʨʠʚʰʝʛʦ ʝʛʦ ɹʦʛʘ: 

çʉʚʦʙʦʜʘ, ʷʚʣʷʶʱʘʷʩʷ ʞʠʟʥʴʶ ʜʫʰʠ, ʤʦʞʝʪ ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʪʴʩʷ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʚ ʧʦʨʷʜʢʝ 

ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ. ʃʶʙʦʡ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʣʴʥʳʡ ʙʝʩʧʦʨʷʜʦʢ ʝʝ ʨʘʥʠʪ, ʜʣʠʪʝʣʴʥʘʷ ʯʨʝʟʤʝʨ-

ʥʦʩʪʴ ʝʝ ʫʙʠʚʘʝʪè4. 

                                                      
1 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʀʩʪʦʨʠʷ ʤʘʛʠʠ. ʉ. 277. 
2 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 248. 
3 ʃʝʚʠ ʕ. ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʤ ʪʘʡʥʘʤ. ʉ. 110. 
4 ʊʘʤ ʞʝ. ʉ. 110. 
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ʅʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʫ ʠ ʤʥʦʞʝʩʪʚʦ ʧʨʝʜʦʩʪʝʨʝʞʝʥʠʡ, ʃʝʚʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ ʚ 

ʫʤʝʣʳʭ ʨʫʢʘʭ ʠ ʩ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʴʥʦʡ ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʢʦʡ, ʠʤʝʷ ʙʣʘʛʫʶ ʠ ʯʝʪʢʫʶ ʮʝʣʴ, ʨʠ-

ʪʫʘʣʳ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʳ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥʠ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʪ ʜʦʟʚʦʣʝʥʥʳʝ 

ʤʝʪʦʜʳ: ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʳ ʥʘ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʝ ʣʶʙʚʠ ʠʣʠ ʩʣʫʞʘʪ ʜʣʷ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʷ ʟʥʘʥʠʡ. ʕʪʦʡ 

ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ, ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʘʥʥʦʡ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʠʢʘʤʠ, ʟʘʪʝʤ ʙʫʜʫʪ ʧʨʠʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʤʥʦ-

ʛʠʝ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʠʪʝʣʠ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʭ, ʤʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʠ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʡ. ɼʘ-

ʞʝ ʪʘʢʦʡ ʩʢʘʥʜʘʣʴʥʦ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʡ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʠʩʪ XX ʚ., ʢʘʢ ɸʣʠʩʪʝʨ ʂʨʦʫʣʠ1 

(1875ï1947), ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʧʦʩʪʦʷʥʥʦʝ ʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʠʝ ʵʧʘʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʫ, ʦʙ-

ʨʘʱʘʷʩʴ ʢ ʩʘʤʳʤ çʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʳʤè ʦʙʣʘʩʪʷʤ ʤʘʛʠʠ, ʨʘʟʜʝʣʷʣ ʠ ʧʦʚʪʦʨʷʣ ʤʥʝʥʠʝ 

ʃʝʚʠ, ʩʯʠʪʘʷ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʶ ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʦʡ ʣʠʰʴ ʚ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʭ ʩʣʫʯʘʷʭ, ʜʣʷ 

ʧʝʨʝʯʠʩʣʝʥʥʳʭ ʨʘʥʝʝ ʃʝʚʠ ʮʝʣʝʡ2. ʆʧʠʩʘʥʠʷ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ, ʦʙʦʟʥʘ-

ʯʝʥʥʳʭ ʃʝʚʠ ʢʘʢ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷ çʦʪ ʪʴʤʳè, ʚ ʚʠʜʝ ʦʞʠʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʪʨʫʧʘ, ʂʨʦʫʣʠ 

ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʣ ʚ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʭʫʜʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʭ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʝʜʝʥʠʷʭ ʜʣʷ ʩʦʟʜʘʥʠʷ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚ-

ʥʦʛʦ ʦʙʨʘʟʘ ʩʦʧʝʨʥʠʢʦʚ3. 

 

ɿʘʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʝ 

 

ʇʨʦʙʣʝʤʘ ʪʦʛʦ, ʩ ʯʝʤ (ʢʝʤ) ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʦʙʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʪʦʪ, ʢʪʦ ʨʝʰʘʝʪʩʷ ʚʳʟʚʘʪʴ 

ʜʫʭ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ, ʘʢʪʫʘʣʴʥʘ ʜʣʷ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʠʪʝʣʝʡ ʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʝʡ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ 

ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʡ ʢʘʢ ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʪʦʣʢʘ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʳʭ, ʠʤʝʶʱʠʭ ʯʝʪʢʫʶ 

ʩʣʦʞʠʚʰʫʶʩʷ ʜʦʛʤʘʪʠʢʫ. ɹʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʦ ʣʶʜʝʡ, ʜʦʧʫʩʢʘʶʱʠʭ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ 

ʜʫʰʠ4 ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ, ʠʤʝʶʪ ʚ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʡ ʠʣʠ ʤʝʥʴʰʝʡ ʩʪʝʧʝ-

ʥʠ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʞʜʝʪ ʵʪʫ ʙʝʩʪʝʣʝʩʥʫʶ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʫʶ ʟʘ ʛʨʘʥʴʶ 

ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ. ʂʪʦ-ʪʦ ʫʚʝʨʝʥ ʚ ʧʦʩʪʦʷʥʥʦʤ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʠ ʝʝ ʦʙʨʘʪʥʦ, ʚ 

ʵʪʦʪ ʤʠʨ ʚ ʨʘʟʥʳʭ ʪʝʣʘʭ (ʧʝʨʝʨʦʞʜʝʥʠʝ, ʨʝʠʥʢʘʨʥʘʮʠʷ), ʢʪʦ-ʪʦ ʚ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʝ-

ʥʠʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ ʟʘʛʨʦʙʥʦʤ (ʨʘʡ, ʘʜ, ʦʞʠʜʘʥʠʝ ʚ ʤʦʛʠʣʝ ʩʫʜʘ ʧʦ 

ʦʢʦʥʯʘʥʠʠ ʚʨʝʤʝʥ ʠ ʧʨ.), ʢʪʦ-ʪʦ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʣʘʛʘʝʪ ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʝʥʠʝ ʜʫʰʠ ʚ ʥʝʢʦʝʤ ʠʩ-

ʪʦʯʥʠʢʝ, ʦʪ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʦʥʘ ʙʝʨʝʪ ʩʚʦʝ ʥʘʯʘʣʦ, ʥʦ ʚʩʝ ʵʪʠ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ ʦʙʲʝʜʠʥʷʝʪ 

ʦʜʠʥ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ: ʢʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʜʫʰʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʫʞʝ ʧʝʨʝʨʦʜʠʣʘʩʴ, ʨʘʩʪʚʦʨʠʣʘʩʴ, 

ʣʠʙʦ ʟʘʥʷʣʘ ʩʚʦʝ ʤʝʩʪʦ ʚ ʠʥʦʤ ʤʠʨʝ, ʤʦʞʝʪ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʪʠʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʤʠʨ ʟʝʤʥʦʡ ʠ ʢʦʥ-

ʪʘʢʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ ʩ ʪʝʤ, ʢʪʦ ʝʝ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ. ʊʦʯʥʝʝ ï ʯʪʦ (ʢʪʦ) ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʠ ʢʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘ-

ʟʦʤ ʚʳʭʦʜʠʪ ʥʘ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪ? ʃʝʚʠ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪ ʦʪʚʝʪ ʥʘ ʵʪʦʪ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ, ʚʚʦʜʷ ʜʦʧʦʣʥʠ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʳʡ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪ ï çʛʦʣʦʛʨʘʤʤʫè ï ʦʪʨʘʞʝʥʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʝʛʦ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʚ ʘʩʪ-

ʨʘʣʴʥʦʤ ʩʚʝʪʝ. ʕʪʦʪ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ, ʘ ʥʝ ʠʩʪʠʥʥʘʷ ʩʫʱʥʦʩʪʴ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʝʛʦ ʜʫʭ, 

ʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʜʦʩʪʫʧʥʳʤ ʜʣʷ ʦʙʱʝʥʠʷ. ʕʪʦ ʥʝ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ, ʥʦ ʠ ʥʝ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ 

ʠʣʣʶʟʠʷ. ɽʛʦ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʩʨʘʚʥʠʪʴ ʩ ʢʦʧʠʝʡ ʜʘʥʥʳʭ, ʩʦʭʨʘʥʝʥʥʦʡ ʥʘ ʢʘʢʦʤ-ʣʠʙʦ 

ʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʝ, ʥʦ ʢʦʧʠʷ ʵʪʘ ʥʝ ʥʝʠʟʤʝʥʥʘ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʦʥʘ ʟʘʚʠʩʠʪ ʦʪ 

ʫʩʪʨʦʡʩʪʚʘ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʜʘʥʥʳʝ ʚʦʩʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʜʷʪʩʷ. ɺ ʪʦ ʞʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʪʘʢʦʡ ʦʪʧʝ-

ʯʘʪʦʢ ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʦʜʥʦ ʠʟ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʳʭ ʪʝʣ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʭ ʪʝʣʫ ʬʠʟʠʯʝ-
                                                      
1 ʃʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʥʳʡ ʧʩʝʚʜʦʥʠʤ ʕʜʚʘʨʜʘ ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʘ ʂʨʦʫʣʠ. 
2 ʂʨʦʫʣʠ ɸ. ʄʘʛʠʷ ʚ ʪʝʦʨʠʠ ʠ ʥʘ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʝ. ʉ. 272. 
3 ʂʨʦʫʣʠ ɸ. ʃʫʥʥʦʝ ʜʠʪʷ. ʄ.: ɸʣʤʘʟʥʦʝ ʩʝʨʜʮʝ, ɿʦʣʦʪʦʝ ʉʝʯʝʥʠʝ, 2005. 
4 ʊʝʨʤʠʥ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥ ʢʘʢ ʥʘʠʙʦʣʝʝ ʨʘʩʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʝʥʥʳʡ ʠ ʧʦʥʷʪʥʳʡ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʫ. 

ɿʜʝʩʴ ʠʤʝʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʚʠʜʫ ʙʝʩʪʝʣʝʩʥʘʷ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʘʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʧʝʨʝʞʠʚʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ, ʩʫʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʫʷ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʬʠʟʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ. 



 

43 

 

ʩʢʦʤʫ, ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʠʭ ʩʨʝʜʝ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʧʨʝʙʳʚʘʥʠʷ ʠ ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷʶʱʠʭ ʩʫ-

ʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʥʝʡ. ʀʜʝʷ ʤʝʜʠʘʪʦʨʘ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʚʳʩʰʠʤ ʠ ʤʘʪʝʨʠʘʣʴʥʳʤ, ʪʨʝʪʴʝʡ 

ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʱʝʡ ï çʜʦʧʦʣʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʡ ʜʫʰʠè ï ʤʝʞʜʫ ʜʫʭʦʤ ʠ ʪʝʣʦʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, 

ʦʪʥʶʜʴ ʥʝ ʥʦʚʘ1, ʥʦ ʫ ʃʝʚʠ ʦʥʘ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦ ʚʳʜʝʣʷʝʪʩʷ, ʩʪʘʥʦʚʷʩʴ ʦʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʦʩ-

ʥʦʚʥʳʭ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪʦʚ ʝʛʦ ʢʘʨʪʠʥʳ ʤʠʨʘ ʠ ʫʩʪʨʦʡʩʪʚʘ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ. 

ɺʚʦʜʷ ʵʪʦʪ ʪʨʝʪʠʡ ʵʣʝʤʝʥʪ, ʃʝʚʠ ʧʦʜʯʝʨʢʠʚʘʝʪ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʠʝ ʚʩʷʯʝʩʢʦʡ 

ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʜʣʷ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʚʣʘʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʥʘʜ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʠ ʧʦʜʯʠʥʷʪʴ ʝʛʦ 

ʩʚʦʝʡ ʚʦʣʝ, ʧʫʩʪʴ ʜʘʞʝ ʵʪʦ ʣʠʰʴ ʤʘʣʘʷ ʯʘʩʪʠʮʘ ʙʦʛʘ (ʜʫʭ), ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ ʦʪʜʝ-

ʣʝʥʥʘʷ ʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʱʘʷ ʚ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʝ. ʊʘʢ ʦʥ (ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʷ ʤʠʨ ʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘ-

ʥʠʝ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʚ ʥʝʤ ʩ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ) ʨʝʰʘʝʪ ʜʣʷ ʩʝʙʷ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʫ, ʥʘʜ 

ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʙʠʣʠʩʴ ʦʪʮʳ ʮʝʨʢʚʠ ʠ ʭʨʠʩʪʠʘʥʩʢʠʝ ʘʚʪʦʨʳ ʚ ʨʘʟʥʦʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʚ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩ 

ʙʠʙʣʝʡʩʢʠʤ ʩʶʞʝʪʦʤ ʦʙ ɸʵʥʜʦʨʩʢʦʡ ʚʦʣʰʝʙʥʠʮʝ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʫʜʘʣʦʩʴ ʟʘʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ 

ʷʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʠʟ ʟʘʛʨʦʙʥʦʛʦ ʤʠʨʘ ʜʫʭ ʧʨʘʚʝʜʥʠʢʘ. ɼʫʭ ʜʨʫʛʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ 

ʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʧʨʠʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʃʝʚʠ, ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʦʜʯʠʥʝʥ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʫ, 

ʝʩʣʠ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʪʦʪ ʥʝ ʫʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʦʚʘʣ ʩʚʦʡ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ ʜʫʭ ʥʘʩʪʦʣʴʢʦ, ʯʪʦ 

ʦʙʨʝʣ ʪʘʢʫʶ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ. ʉʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʞʝ ʜʫʭʘ ʚʳʨʘʞʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʧʨʠʚʝ-

ʜʝʥʠʠ ʝʛʦ ʚ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʝ ʙʦʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʤʫ ʟʘʤʳʩʣʫ. ʊʝʤ ʥʝ ʤʝʥʝʝ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʜʫ-

ʭʘʤʠ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʩʚʷʟʴ (ʩʠʤʧʘʪʠʷ), ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʢʘʢ ʥʘ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʷʭ 

ʤʝʞʜʫ ʣʶʜʴʤʠ ʧʨʠ ʞʠʟʥʠ, ʪʘʢ ʠ ʥʘ ʠʜʝʝ ʚʩʝʦʙʱʝʡ ʩʚʷʟʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʧʨʦʥʠʟʘʥ 

ʚʝʩʴ ʤʠʨ, ʩʦʪʚʦʨʝʥʥʳʡ ɹʦʛʦʤ ʠ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʠʡ ʠʟ ʥʝʛʦ. 

ʅʝʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʜʚʦʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʘʝʪ ʣʠʰʴ ʚ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʝ ʧʣʝʥʝʥʠʷ ʜʫʭʘ 

ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ ʦʙʦʣʦʯʢʦʡ (ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʳʤ ʪʝʣʦʤ). ʉʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴ ʫʜʝʨʞʠʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʧʣʝʥʫ 

ʯʘʩʪʠʮʫ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ɹʦʛʘ ʥʘ ʧʝʨʚʳʡ ʚʟʛʣʷʜ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʨʝʯʠʪ ʦʙʱʝʡ ʢʘʨ-

ʪʠʥʝ. ʅʦ ʵʪʦ ʥʝʧʦʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʣʝʛʢʦ ʨʘʟʨʝʰʘʝʪʩʷ. ʇʣʝʥʝʥʠʝ ʠ ʫʜʝʨʞʘʥʠʝ ʧʨʦʠʩ-

ʭʦʜʠʪ ʥʝ ʧʦ ʚʦʣʝ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ, ʘ ʧʦ ʚʦʣʝ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʜʫʭʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʥʝ ʦʯʠ-

ʩʪʠʣʩʷ ʦʪ ʧʦʨʦʯʥʦʛʦ ʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʣʠʰʴ ʧʦʪʦʤʫ ʠ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʢʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʠʟʰʠʤ, ʙʫʜʴ 

ʪʦ ʪʝʣʦ ʟʝʤʥʦʝ ʠʣʠ ʟʚʝʟʜʥʦʝ, ʩʘʤ ʜʝʨʞʠʪʩʷ ʟʘ ʥʝʛʦ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ ʪʦʤʫ ʢʘʢ ʫʪʦʧʘ-

ʶʱʠʡ ʥʝ ʭʦʯʝʪ ʦʪʧʫʩʪʠʪʴ ʢʘʤʝʥʴ, ʪʷʥʫʱʠʡ ʝʛʦ ʚʥʠʟ. ʅʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷ ʨʘʩʮʝʥʠ-

ʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʝʛʘʪʠʚʥʦ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʧʦʪʘʢʘʝʪ ʵʪʦʤʫ ʞʝʣʘʥʠʶ ʠ ʚʚʦʜʠʪ ʜʫʭ ʚ ʟʘʙʣʫʞʜʝ-

ʥʠʝ, ʫʢʘʟʳʚʘʷ ʝʤʫ ʣʦʞʥʳʡ ʧʫʪʴ, ʠʜʷ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʳ, ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʧʦʨʷʜ-

ʢʘ. ɽʱʝ ʙʦʣʴʝh ʢʨʠʪʠʢʠ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʨʘʟʨʫʰʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʛʦ 

ʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʠʷ ʜʫʭʘ ʚ ʢʦʨʳʩʪʥʳʭ ʠ ʵʛʦʠʩʪʠʯʥʳʭ ʮʝʣʷʭ, ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʠʥʩʪʨʫʤʝʥʪʘ 

ʜʣʷ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʷ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʠ. ʅʘ ʵʪʦʤ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʘ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʘ ʩʧʠʨʠʪʠʟʤʘ: 

çʉʧʠʨʠʪʳ ï ʩʢʦʨʧʠʦʥʳ, ʚʳʩʘʩʳʚʘʶʱʠʝ ʤʝʨʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ ʷʜ ʧʦʜ ʥʘʜʛʨʦʙʥʳʤʠ 

ʧʣʠʪʘʤʠ. ʆʥʠ ʧʨʠʪʷʛʠʚʘʶʪ ʢ ʩʝʙʝ ʤʝʨʪʚʳʭ, ʥʦ ʚʦʩʢʨʝʩʠʪʴ ʠʭ ʥʝ ʚ ʩʠʣʘʭè2.  

ɺʦʩʧʨʠʷʪʠʝ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʃʝʚʠ ʧʦʚʣʠʷʣʦ ʥʘ ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʚʳʜʘʶʱʠʭʩʷ ʘʚʪʦ-

ʨʦʚ, ʧʠʰʫʱʠʭ ʥʘ ʪʝʤʫ ʤʘʛʠʠ ʠ ʦʩʪʘʚʠʚʰʠʭ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʩʘʤ ʃʝʚʠ, ʟʘʤʝʪʥʳʡ ʩʣʝʜ ʚ 

ʠʩʪʦʨʠʠ ʤʘʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ, ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʭ, ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʡ3. ɽʛʦ ʨʘʙʦʪʳ 

ʧʦʢʘʟʘʣʠ, ʯʪʦ ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʤʳʝ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʠ ʠ ʤʝʪʦʜʳ, ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷʶʱʠʝ ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ 
                                                      
1 ʌʠʘʣʢʦ ʄ. ʄ. Tria Prima ʚ ʥʦʚʦʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʢʦ-ʘʣʭʠʤʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʪʨʘʜʠʮʠʠ. ʉ. 16ï23. 
2 ʐʘʢʦʨʥʘʢ ʇ. ʕʣʠʬʘʩ ʃʝʚʠ. ʈʝʬʦʨʤʘʪʦʨ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʠʟʤʘ ʚʦ ʌʨʘʥʮʠʠ (1810ï1875). ʉ. 341. 
3 ʉʤ. ʥʘʧʨ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ɽ. ʇ. ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʠʡ ʩʣʦʚʘʨʴ. ʄ.: ʉʬʝʨʘ, 2009; ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ɽ. ʇ. 

ʂʣʶʯ ʢ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʠʠ. ʀʟʙʨʘʥʥʳʝ ʩʪʘʪʴʠ. ʄ.: ʕʢʩʤʦ, 2009; ʂʨʦʫʣʠ ɸ. ʄʘʛʠʷ ʚ ʪʝʦʨʠʠ ʠ ʥʘ 

ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʝ. ʄ.: ɻʘʥʛʘ, 2009; ʂʨʦʫʣʠ ɸ. ʃʫʥʥʦʝ ʜʠʪʷ. ʄ.: ɸʣʤʘʟʥʦʝ ʩʝʨʜʮʝ, ɿʦʣʦʪʦʝ ʩʝʯʝʥʠʝ, 

2005 ʠ ʜʨ. 
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ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤʠ, ʚʩʝ-ʪʘʢʠ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʪ. ʅʘ ʬʦʥʝ ʚʦʩʧʨʠʷʪʠʷ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʠ ʢʘʢ 

ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʦʜʥʦʟʥʘʯʥʦ ʟʘʧʨʝʪʥʦʛʦ, çʯʝʨʥʦʡ ʤʘʛʠʠè, ʪʘʢʦʝ ʠʟʤʝʥʝʥʠʝ ʠʤʝʝʪ 

ʦʯʝʥʴ ʙʦʣʴʰʦʝ ʟʥʘʯʝʥʠʝ. 

ʂ ʩʦʞʘʣʝʥʠʶ, ʠ ʚ ʥʘʰʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʚ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʩʢʠʭ ʢʨʫʛʘʭ ʥʝʢʨʦʤʘʥʪʠʷ 

ʢʘʢ ʙʳ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʘʝʪ ʦʩʪʘʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʧʦʜ ʟʘʧʨʝʪʦʤ1, ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʝʝ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʠ 

ʚʢʣʶʯʝʥʳ ʚ ʙʦʣʴʰʦʝ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʳʭ ʠ ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ 

ʪʝʯʝʥʠʡ. ʅʝʟʘʚʠʩʠʤʦ ʦʪ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʠʣʠ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʠʷ ʪʘʢʦ-

ʚʦʡ, ʪʝʤʘ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʜʣʷ ʣʶʙʦʛʦ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʘʢʪʫʘʣʴʥʦʡ. ʇʦʠʩʢʠ ʦʪʚʝʪʦʚ 

ʥʘ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʳ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʦʞʠʜʘʝʪ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʞʠʟʥʠ, ʟʘʯʘʩʪʫʶ ʧʨʠʚʦʜʷʪ 

ʣʶʜʝʡ ʚ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʝ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʳʝ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʠʣʠ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʝ ʛʨʫʧʧʳ. ʆʩʥʦ-

ʚʦʡ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʯʝʩʢʠ ʣʶʙʦʡ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʠ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʚʝʨʘ ʚ ʚʳʩʰʠʝ, ʜʫʭʦʚʥʳʝ, ʪʦʥʢʠʝ, 

ʟʘʛʨʦʙʥʳʝ ʤʠʨʳ, ʚʝʨʘ ʚ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʥʝ ʧʨʝʢʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ, ʘ, ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʠʤʝʝʪ ʩʤʳʩʣ ʠ ʵʪʦʪ ʩʤʳʩʣ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʧʦʩʪʠʯʴ, ʚ ʪʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝ ʤʝʪʦʜʘʤʠ 

ʢʦʥʪʘʢʪʘ ʩ ʫʤʝʨʰʠʤʠ. ʇʦ ʵʪʦʡ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʝ ʟʘʜʘʯʝʡ ʜʘʥʥʦʡ ʨʘʙʦʪʳ ʙʳʣʦ ʥʝ ʪʦʣʴ-

ʢʦ ʧʦʟʥʘʢʦʤʠʪʴ ʯʠʪʘʪʝʣʷ ʩ ʚʟʛʣʷʜʘʤʠ ʕʣʠʬʘʩʘ ʃʝʚʠ ʥʘ ʵʪʦ ʥʘʧʨʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ, ʥʦ ʠ 

ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʴ ʢ ʥʝʤʫ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʠʩʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʪʝʣʝʡ.  
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MYSTICISM: REALITY OR DELUSION?  

 

Problem of Definition and Diversity 

 

When digging deeper into lots of works about religious and mystical experi-

ences, one is instantly faced with a huge and confusing body of information. It is 

hard to free from those persisting confusions. For instance, are the terms and defi-

nitions of religious and mystical experience different names for one and same ex-

perience? Is there a unique and universal kind of mystical experience (common 

core mysticism) or do we see a plurality and diversity of mystical experiences, 

which cannot be reduced to each other? Is there any common and universal nucleus 

within different mystical experiences varied by different interpretations? Can we 

qualify the experience of divine revelation, prophetic and esoteric experiences or 

the experiences containing sensorial and hyperemotional forms and elements as au-

thentic mystical experiences? Is there any objective ground for religious and mys-

tical experiences? Are those experiences only subjective and emotional, or are they 

capable of possessing a noetical quality, a supernatural insight and capacity? Many 

more questions are likely to be asked. 

It should be initially pointed out that it is really hard to get an exact and well-

accepted definition of religious and mystical experience. When many works are 

examined concerning the matter, a substantial fact draws our attention that the def-

inition and conception of mystical experience as ñundifferentiated unityò or ñpure 

consciousnessò is seen to be the most predominant approach and view in mystical 

literature. Accordingly, mystical experience is nothing other than pure conscious-

ness in which all content is emptied from consciousness, dichotomy of subject and 

object is obliterated, and union with Ultimate Reality is experienced. But if it is to 

be accepted as a correct and valid definition of mystical experience, some similar 

experiences such as the experience of divine revelation, miracle and wonder, and 

the experience of perceiving God directly or by means of a sensory object, and the 

experiences within such religious traditions as Buddhism, Jainism and Samkhya-

Yoga in which no place is given to belief in Absolute Being and no reference to 

union with It, and the experiences of some atheist mystics who have no interest 

with God or any Ultimate Being, and the religious kind of experiences containing 

certain ingredients of concept, sound and sight, and the shamanic and paranormal 

experiences will be excluded from the class of authentic mystical experiences. 

Though the description of ñundifferentiated unityò or ñpure consciousnessò 

may be acceptable and illustrative for such inherently mystical traditions as Hindu-

ism, Taoism and Buddhism, it is not convenient, inclusive and valid for theistic re-

ligions which never accept to bridge the gap between God and man. Thus, assert-

ing that theistic experiences are certainly not interpretations but pure and authentic 
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experiences that can be tasted, such theistic thinkers as R. Zaehner, M. Buber,      

R. Swinburne, W. Alston and A. Plantinga have challenged the perennialist think-

ers like W. Stace and R. Otto on the weakness of their view that theistic experienc-

es are, in reality, strictly and solely rational interpretations inserted, after the expe-

rience, into the experience of unity. For theistic thinkers, God presents himself to 

human consciousness as a Divine Being transcending human being, independent 

from human being, and man perceives Him as a separate and independent Being. 

So they never allow man to obliterate the duality of God and man in seeking for 

the union. In a theistic framework, reports of mystics as the union with God are ei-

ther regarded as products of spiritual drunkenness, paradoxical words which are 

uttered in an ecstatic mood and imply only an emotional union rather than an actu-

al ontological unity, or as a more distinctive and superior form of religious experi-

ence, which is described as spiritual marriage. 

When considered the views mentioned above about the nature of mystical and 

religious experiences, it can be said that we have roughly two forms of experience: 

Experience of unity and theistic experience. In Ninian Smartôs words, these two 

experiences can be termed as mystical and numinous experiences1. By saying 

ñroughlyò, it is intended that some authors have referred to very different kinds of 

religious and mystical experience in their works. For instance, Walter Stace, the 

prominent spokesman of the experience of undifferentiated unity, points outs two 

different kinds of the experience of unity, introversive and extroversive (nature 

mysticism). William James describes religious experience as a relationship with 

unseen order, and then counts the experience of unity as the highest form of reli-

gious experience.  Zaehner refers to three kinds of mystical experience, named as 

panenhenic, monistic and theistic. Keith Yandell mentions the numinous (theistic), 

nirvanic (Buddhist), kevalic (Jainist), moksha (Hindu) and nature mysticism as the 

sorts of religious experiences. It is seen three kinds of religious experience in Jona-

than Webberôs work as conversion, mysticism and prayer. Peter Donovan exam-

ines four sorts of religious experience; the mystical, paranormal, charismatic and 

transformative2. It is possible to add more examples to that list of different kinds of 

religious or mystical experience. But it suffices to say that it is seen, in scientific 

and philosophical works dedicated to religious experience and mysticism, two 

kinds of religious and mystical experience, as a common, prevailing and dominant 

forms of the experience: Experience of unity and theistic experience. 

Thinkers in pursuit of a universal definition and form of mystical and reli-

gious experience were severely challenged by such contextualist thinkers as Steven 

Katz, Wayne Proudfoot, Joseph Runzo, Bruce Garside, Hans Penner and Robert 

Gimello. For contextualists, it is methodologically and epistemologically impossi-

                                                      
1 Smart N. Understanding Religious Experience. P. 13; Smart N. The Yogi and Devotee.  

P. 42. 
2 Stace W. T. Mysticism and Philosophy. P. 61 ff .; Zaehner R. C. Mysticism Sacred and 

Profane: An Inquiry into Some Pra-eternatural Experience. P. 168; James W. The Varieties of 

Religious Experience: A Study in Human Nature. P. 53, 410; Yandell K. E. The Epistemology of 

Religious Experience. P. 15, 19 ff .; Donovan P. Interpreting Religious Experience. P. 4 ff .; Web-

ber J. Revelation and Religious Experience.  P. 12ï16. 
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ble to make a distinction between experience and interpretation, and so there is, 

without doubt, no experience without interpretation. As Kant said, perception 

without conception is blind. Forms or categories of consciousness, concepts, be-

liefs, expectations we have, certainly predetermine the experiences called religious 

or mystical in shape and content. If any experience is a by-product of conceptual 

context, it follows that there will be various and many kinds of religious and mys-

tical experience, not reducible to each other, depending on different religious tradi-

tions, cultures and linguistic, historical and socio-cultural contexts. 

Consequently, in case the contextualist approach may be taken for granted, it 

will not be possible for us to define the religious and mystical experience in a uni-

versal and commonly accepted way. For those who define mystical experience as 

the experience of unity, contentless ñpure consciousnessò which is also called void 

and nothingness by some mystical traditions should provide the demanded univer-

sality, that is the pure experience containing no interpretation, by which various 

mystical experiences of different traditions become phenomenologically identical. 

Since those who insist on the unity have mostly ignored the examples of theistic 

religious experiences produced powerful religious traditions, their approach re-

mained not comprehensive and satisfactory with respect to the relevant studies. 

This, in a sense, leads us to the justification of the assertion by theistic thinkers that 

theistic religious experiences are as of great importance and authentic as the expe-

riences of undifferentiated unity. 

While mystical and numinous experiences are accepted as the two main forms 

of religious or mystical experience in the studies of mysticism and religious expe-

rience, we believe that contextualist approach is the only one that can do justice to 

the issue of definition and diversity. If so, it seems that we will have to use a defi-

nition which can do justice to the pluralism rather than being inclined to make an 

exact, definite and universal definition of religious and mystical experience. From 

that approach, religious or mystical experience can be defined as 1) Religious and 

mystical experiences are ones that cannot be explained through natural ways and 

terms; 2) Religious and mystical experiences are only ones which are generally in-

terpreted as religious or mystical by those who have enjoyed them; 3) Religious or 

mystical experiences have an aspect of profundity. In other words, they are of deep 

meaning and importance regarding the Ultimate Reality, salvation and enlighten-

ment. 

In the following pages, our analyses and criticisms will be directed toward 

two main forms of religious or mystical experience we have already mentioned 

above. Let us attempt to show the characteristics of both forms as compared with 

each other (see Table 1): 
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Experience of Unity Theistic Experience 

Manôs union with an Ultimate Reality or 

Being, Man-God identity  

Manôs separateness from God, and duality 

Not intentional and not in the form of 

perceiver/perceived/perception, identity and 

oneness of subject and object 

Intentional and in the form of 

perceiver/perceived/perception, dichotomy of 

subject and object 

No ego or personal identity Ego and personal identity 

Non-personal Universal Self or Ultimate 

Reality 

Personal God 

Through mostly individual effort Through mostly divine grace 

No individual immortality Individual immortality 

Contentless; no sensorial thing, no 

imaginative, visual, auditory or conceptual 

thing; Consciousness is pure and empty. 

With content; sensorial things, auditory, 

imaginative, visual or conceptual things. A 

God presenting Himself to man is in manôs 

consciousness and so consciousness is not 

empty. 

Non temporal and spatial Temporal and spatial 

Generally ineffable  Generally expressible 
Table 1. Kinds of Experience 

 

Religious or Mystical? 

 

You may well be struck by the fact that we have been talking of not only reli-

gious or only mystical but religious and mystical experience separately as if they 

do not express the same thing, maintaining this distinction. Unfortunately, in most 

of the works concerning mysticism or religious experience, it is not exactly deter-

mined what kind of experiences can be called as mystical or religious. They often 

use the term mystical and religious as synonymous with each other. Some thinkers 

tend to use the title ñreligious experienceò and others the title ñmysticismò for their 

works while they deal with the same issue and talk about the same experience. 

Thus, this ambiguity has naturally confused us. The thinkers who stressed specifi-

cally the experience of undifferentiated unity have substituted, as a rule, one term 

for the other. For them, mystical experiences of different cultures are, phenomeno-

logically, all the same and identical as they all express the same phenomenon of 

pure consciousness or undifferentiated unity. In that case, any experience, which is 

intentional and has a content, is hard to be included in the class of mystical experi-

ence. Such experiences are at best the distorted or misinterpreted version of mysti-

cal experience. Since the experiences of unity receiving a confirmation from al-

most universal unanimity are seen to be appeared within religious traditions, many 

advocates of unity find their own description of mysticism as religious so inappro-

priate. Especially to that approach do thinkers like Walter Stace, William James, 

Rudolf Otto, Evelyn Underhill and Abraham Maslow incline. Indeed, mystical ex-

perience, the experience of unity is thought to be an essential and universal catego-

ry of experience by them. Thus, the institutionalized religions are but rationalized 

or conceptualized  interpretations of mystical experiences. It follows from here that 

not every mystical experience is religious. What is the most striking and crucial 

example for the point mentioned here is that in the history of Islam in private, 
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spokesmen and adherents of the teaching ñWahdat al-Wujudò (Unity of Being or, 

in Western terms, while not exactly in the same meaning, pantheism) were subject-

ed to exile, persecution and execution. So it means that there are many different 

kinds of religious experience which are diversified by various reports of the expe-

rience within especially theistic traditions and are differentiated, in structure and 

contents, from the experience of unity. In addition, we should keep in mind the re-

ports of agnostic and atheistic mystics who do not refer to any notion of God, and 

also the reports of those who, though not followers of any religion, regard their 

mystical experience as religious. Also we should not ignore the natural mystics 

who never refer to any institutional religions. Here we have, as antitheistical ex-

amples, Buddhist, Jainist and Samkhya-Yoga experiences. 

The approach stated above takes religious experience as an essential and uni-

versal category comprising even mystical experience and hence considers religious 

and mystical experience as one and the same phenomenon except for differences in 

rank.1 Another approach should then be counted as defective for the same reasons. 

It assumes that every mystical experience contains something religious. We argue, 

however, that no matter what it is called religious or mystical and no matter which 

form of the experience is considered to be essential and universal, not every mysti-

cal experience is religious and vice versa. 

 

Objectivity of Religious and Mystical Experiences and Their Evidential Value 

 

Lots of works dealing with mysticism and religious experience draw our at-

tention to the fact that those experiences are certainly not fictitious or merely emo-

tional and psychological. As a matter of fact, mystics have an intense sense of ob-

jectivity and reality. In Staceôs words, ñHe (mystic ï A. T.) feels that it transcends 

his own petty personality, that it is vastly greater than himself, that it in some sense 

passes out beyond his individuality into the infinite <é> We cannot doubt that the 

mystic experiences a nonsubjective reality for the same reason that we cannot 

doubt a manôs experience of a certain colorò2. William James also shares the same 

conviction: ñWe may now lay it down as certain that in the distinctively religious 

sphere of experience, many persons (how many we cannot tell) possess the objects 

of their belief, not in the form of mere conceptions which their intellect accepts as 

true, but rather in the form of quasi-sensible realities directly apprehendedò3. Both 

thinkers actually stress that the sense of reality mystics have is not a rational and 

inferential thing added to pure emotional experience. It is the perceived and expe-

rienced element in the experience, and so it is included in the experience. There-

fore, religious and mystical experiences are noetic or cognitive experiences includ-

                                                      
1 As the examples of this approach, see Brainard F. S. Defining Mystical Experience // 

Journal of the American Academy of Religion. P. 371; Poloma M. The Sociological Context of 

Religious Experience. P. 166ï167; Parrinder G. Mysticism in World Religions. P. 191; Hughes 

T. H. The Philosophic Basis of Mysticism. P. 25, 90; Waterhouse E. S. The Philosophy of Reli-

gious Experience. P. 78.  
2 Stace W. Mysticism and Philosophy. P. 147, 154.  
3 James W. The Varieties of Religious Experience. P. 62, 63. 
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ing intuitionally perception of a reality transcending human being, not a psycho-

logical state alone. So the evidence of a God or Ultimate Reality is immanent in 

the experience itself. In another words, those experiences are thought to be, in a 

sense, self-guaranteeing and self-justifying ones. 

Here is the most critical and vital point in the studies of religious and mystical 

experiences: Are they real or fictitious? 

The phenomenological similarity or sameness between mystical experiences 

and psychedelic experiences caused by such narcotics or drugs as LSD, Mescaline, 

Psilocybin, DMT producing a kind of altered states of consciousness seems to 

make us skeptical about the truth of mystical experience, and hence probably justi-

fies the presumption that either what we are likely to experience through using 

drugs is an authentic mystical experience, or authentic mystical experience is actu-

ally a fantasy itself, a result of pathological abnormalities meaning disturbances in 

thinking and perception or a by-product of purely intra-brain processes and chang-

es in chemical states of brain, and consequently an illusion. Considered that in clin-

ical psychiatry, narcotics and drugs are normally used in order to induce a kind of 

state that resembles schizophrenia, and furthermore the loss of self-consciousness 

and sense of time may come true with psychosis, just as with mystical experiences, 

then does it mean that psychotics are closely related to mystics? If that is the case, 

it follows from here that we can legitimately explain religious and mystical experi-

ence by reducing it to the changes in intra-brain processes or through subcon-

sciousness. 

William James believes that consciousness enjoyed drunkenness in conse-

quence of using alcohol bears a bit of mystical experience, and what is more, he 

had perceived, he said, the unity of opposites by an experience of nitrous oxide he 

himself tried1. In his work ñThe Doors of Perceptionò, Aldous Huxley reports in 

detail what he experienced after using mescaline. What happened in his experience 

is that the sense of space was weakened, an eternal time perceived, an extraordi-

nary world in which everything shines out of its inner light manifested, the ego 

weakened and disappeared and finally the unity of all things was perceived. Hux-

ley, as he himself stated, saw everything as it is. In addition, what he experienced 

by using mescaline bears a strong resemblance to the enlightenment Christian, 

Hindu and Buddhist mystics have virtually experienced. And the conclusion he 

made is beyond dispute for him: ñBut, one way or another, all our experiences are 

chemically conditioned and if we imagined that some of them are purely óspiritu-

alô, purely óintellectual, purely óaestheticô, it is merely because we have never trou-

bled to investigate the internal chemical environment at the moment of their occur-

renceò2. 

Psychiatrist Walter Norman Pahnkeôs experiment of Good Friday was one of 

the most sensational events of 1960s for understanding the psychology of mysti-

cism. The purpose of the experiment was to test whether psilocybin, as having the 

same effect with LSD, could give rise to experiences similar to what mystics re-

                                                      
1 James W. Op. cit. P. 378ï379. 
2 Huxley A. The Doors of Perception. P. 155. 
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ported. Those who took psilocybin in this experiment reported their experience by 

using characterizations such as a sense of unity, sacredness, ineffability and tran-

scendence of time and space1. Later on, Timothy Leary who supervised Pahnke in 

the experiment dared to assert that LSD is of a great latent power to bring man up 

to God. Indeed, he actually saw the experience of LSD as a religious experience. 

For him, in the experience of LSD, as in religious experience, anyone can easily 

witness a sense of awe, profundity, inspiration, enlightenment, revelation trans-

cending the ordinary consciousness2. According to the German Anthropologist 

Christian Ratsch, the psychiatrists Rick Strasman and Stanislav Grof, the neurolo-

gist James Austin, the anthropologists E. L. Master and Jean Houston, and Huston 

Smith, psychedelic experiences also have a great potential for producing authentic 

mystical experiences3. For Grof, ñthe spectrum of possible reactions to LSD is very 

broad and includes episodes of mystical raptures, feelings of cosmic unity, sense of 

oneness with God, and past-life memories, as well as paranoid states, manic epi-

sodes, apocalyptic visions, exclusively psychosomatic responses and, many oth-

ersò4. 

In consequence, it can be reasonably said that the changes within intra-brain 

processes caused by psychedelic drugs are capable of producing genuine religious 

or mystical experiences. If we refuse to accept the perennialist definition of reli-

gious and mystical experience as union, it is likely to be faced with a huge number 

of drug-induced religious and mystical experiences. In that case, how is it possible 

to provide objectivity to genuine mystical experiences? Because, it seems quite dif-

ficult to demonstrate that genuine mystical experiences are not merely subjective 

and psychological experiences but are also verifiable ones of an objective reality 

transcending human being. It is questionable how one can distinguish genuine 

mystical experience from a drug-induced one. 

Thus, contemporary psychiatrists have mostly seen mystical and religious ex-

periences as having symptoms of psychoses or mental illnesses so that it is almost 

impossible to distinguish between a mystic and a psychotic person. In fact, psychi-

atric literature is full of articles and studies discussing what diagnosis is to be made 

(hereditary degeneration, epileptic seizures, psychotic, schizophrenia, hysterical 

psychotic, artificial catatonia, paranoid, etc.)  for the experiences and personalities 

of great mystics. For instance, two Canadian psychiatrists draw our attention to the 

fact that many psychotics have described their own experiences by such characteri-

zations as trance, positive insight and union with ñworld soulò that are similar to 

                                                      
1 For more detailed knowledge, see Zaehner R. C. Zen, Drugs and Mysticism. P. 88ï111; 

Austin J. H. Zen and the Brain: Toward an Understanding of Meditation and Consciousness.       

P. 436 ff.; Horgan J. Rational Mysticism: Dispatches From the Border Between Science and 

Spirituality. P. 25ï29.  
2 Leary T. The Politics of Ecstasy. P. 107 ff.  
3 Horgan J. Rational Mysticism. P. 150, 174ï175; Masters R. E. L., Houston J. The Varie-

ties of Psychedelic Experience. P. 302ï312; Smith H. Do Drugs Have Religious Import?            

P. 326ï328. 
4 Grof S. Psychology of the Future. P. 141. 
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the mystical experience1. Again for Leuba, mystical experiences can never be dif-

ferentiated from some unusual syndromes before epileptic seizures, non-religious 

trances and hypnosis. The only difference between them is that mystics tend to in-

terpret their own experiences in a different way and context2. 

Thus, Leuba has made a direct challenge to the claim that mystical experience 

contains a sense of reality and objectivity transcending human being, which was 

put forth by William James and Walter Stace. He regards the perception of an un-

seen being which seems to underlie all religious and mystical experiences as simp-

ly an illusion, and hence states that all religious and mystical experiences are but 

hallucinations. ñOur theory of the Sense of Presence is then, in brief, that the cause 

of strange impressions (sensations, feelings, emotions) whose origin is not per-

ceived, is, according to a deeply ingrained habit of the human mind, automatically 

personified, or at least externalized in an Agent, and that the idea of this Agent sets 

off in the subject reactions which themselves contribute to the formation of the 

idea of the nature of the Agent and to the certainty of his presenceò3. In his work, 

Leuba tries to show that ñthe Sense of Presenceò lacked the testimony of senses but 

possessed the perceptional certitude has been frequently found in many persons 

from non-religious setting. Such a sense of reality or Presence is able to manifest 

itself in many non-religious kinds of ecstatic trances, in some mental diseases and 

even in ordinary states of consciousness. Indeed, the sense or thought of Presence 

produced by psycho-physiological processes is virtually capable of engendering 

various reactions to which a real being may give rise. So the sense of Presence 

seems to anyone as if it is an experience of an objective being and then immediate-

ly turns into an experience of a real and objective being. For instance, it is occa-

sionally reported that some novelists like Balzac and Flaubert were totally lost in 

their characters as if they were in a mutual conversation with them or they them-

selves turned into the character4. 

Freud has seen God as a pathological illusion caused by subconscious desire 

and also religion as a universal obsessional neurosis under which lie suppressed 

wishes and desires, and feelings of guilt and sinfulness. He has identified religious 

and mystical experience particularly as an oceanic feeling, that is to say, a sense of 

an infinite and eternal thing. That feeling, which is also the source of religious en-

ergy, he sees as a projection of infantile desire to protection and security. Since, to 

melt into the ocean means entering into a boundless, quiet and safe harbour by be-

ing released from all limitations, sufferings and despair. In other words, mystical 

experience virtually signifies only a craving for an unshaped consciousness in 

which a child has not yet been able to separate itself from its life-giving and caring 

mother, that is, the subject-object duality has not yet grown up. Mystical experi-

ence symbolized as the melting of a drop of water into a river or ocean by various 

                                                      
1 Horne J. R. Which Mystic Has the Revelation? P. 284. 
2 Leuba J. H. Psychology of Religious Mysticism. P. 293. 
3 Ibid.  
4 Ibid. P. 282ï290. 
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mystical traditions is originally the sign of being infantile observed in adults, who 

wish to be unconscious again inside the safe harbour of their motherôs womb1. 

Now, who can refute the claim that perceptions of an extraordinary realm into 

which only mystics can penetrate and mystical visions are nothing but purely hal-

lucinations, and by which means? Surely no other than only he who has a psycho-

logical and subjective certainty with his mystical experience. If we are to ask a 

mystic how to know whether his perception is an illusion or not, we will probably 

see that he refers to nothing but his subjective experience. Since the demarcation 

line between what is real and imaginary has disappeared by the time those experi-

ences have taken place, and mystical experiences are likely to include visions for 

which it is much more probable to be an illusion, and more importantly, a mystic 

generally inclines to take these visions as more real and true than usual or regular 

things, it is impossible to verify the authenticity of mystical experience solely by a 

reference to subjective experience itself. For instance, John Nash, winner of Nobel 

Prize in 1994 with his ñgame theoryò, was a schizophrenic patient and perceiving 

imaginary human beings or happenings other people could not do. What was criti-

cal in his case is that he had a strong belief in the truth of what he had experienced, 

i. e. his hallucinations, so he did not have the least of doubt about what he had ex-

perienced might be a delusion. He was living in an imaginary world. There are cer-

tain ways or means, in our everyday life, to understand and identify whether any 

perception is a hallucination or not. We have at least objective criteria and tests 

that enable us to decide what perception is to be counted as accurate or false, and 

to distinguish the genuine and verifiable experiences from hallucinations. But in a 

case of a mystical experience, in which there is nothing temporal and spatial and 

the Kantian criterion of objectivity is violated, it will not be easy for us to find ob-

jective criteria at all. The issue is more complicated and harder when it is consid-

ered that many different mystical ontologies and hence mystical claims are con-

flicting with each other. 

As Wayne Proudfoot indicated, the cognitive value of an experience can only 

be demonstrated by formulating the best theory which can explain the experience. 

Then, the sense of reality or objectivity regarded as the essential part of mystical 

experiences is merely an opinion or a supposition in need of verification by means 

of independent tests2. To make psychological certainty identical with epistemolog-

ical certainty is a logical and methodological fallacy. In Peirceôs words, sometimes 

it seems to us that a moment of consciousness is unmediated and hence not infer-

ential. But only that feeling does not warrant that it is not inferential or it does not 

contain any concept. The only evidence for the claim that a moment of conscious-

ness is unmediated would be someoneôs feeling it so. But mere feeling is insuffi-

cient as an evidence. A person may have a feeling of certainty in his intuition. For 

all that, intuition is not infallible. Intuition is a belief, a hypothesis, which is ad-

justable and improvable in the lights of fresh knowledge3. 

                                                      
1 Shafranske E. P. Freudian Theory and Religious Experience P. 214 ff.  
2 Proudfoot W. Religious Experience. P. 63, 163. 
3 Peirce C. S. Some Consequences of Four Incapacities. P. 235 ff. 
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It must be added that contextualist thinkers never accept the idea of self-

guaranteeing experience or intuitional perception of reality. For them, there is no 

experience without interpretation. And socio-cultural context strictly predetermines 

the way consciousness has a perception, an experience, a thought or a feeling. So, 

direct or unmediated perception of reality is not possible. This also means that real-

ity is completely relative to language. Thus, it is not possible for mystical experi-

ences to convey fresh insights from a sphere into where our reason cannot pene-

trate and where there is nothing corporeal and human. It follows from here that 

truth and validity of religious and mystical experiences must be based on the truth 

and validity of a belief system out of which it is emerged. But once it is accepted 

as true, we immediately find ourselves in a vicious circle. Clearly speaking, the 

truth and validity of a religious experience presupposes the confirmation of certain 

beliefs and essentially religious doctrine in advance. In that case, unless we can 

prove without resorting to religious experience that God or an Ultimate Being ex-

ists and religious teaching is true, and moreover we can give a rational explanation 

of Godôs nature and His relationship with the world, religious and mystical experi-

ence will never possess cognitive validity.  

Does not the agreement of mystics from different traditions on the same reali-

ty and their unanimity in objective reference of experience and its content establish 

the objectivity for religious and mystical experience? It can scarcely be said ñyesò. 

Since contextualist analysis of religious and mystical experience shows that the 

claim that all mystics are unanimous lacks empirical support and rests on a meth-

odological fallacy as to the relation between experience and interpretation. Accord-

ingly, the defenders of the argument of unanimity should prove from the outset, 

without adding or imposing their own perennialist interpretations (how possible is 

this? Especially when Gadamerôs and Derridaôs view of understanding and inter-

pretation is considered!), that Jesus, Allah, Nirvana, Tao and Brahman are all iden-

tical and refer to the same reality reached through the medium of various experi-

ences, and hence they are named differently. 

On the other hand, it is not plausible that mystics can get away from ineradi-

cable disagreements and conflicts among themselves about the nature of their ex-

perience. It is almost impossible for various traditions such as nature mysticism, 

Theravada Buddhism, Islam, Samkhya-Yoga, Jainism, Taoism, Zen Buddhism, 

Christianity, Judaism, Shamanism and Hinduism to be in full agreement or una-

nimity with each other about the nature of Ultimate Reality, the existence of God, 

whether God is personal or non-personal, whether individuality or self dissolves or 

survives by the moment mystical experience has occurred, whether there is a uni-

versal and infinite self or soul etc. 

In addition, even if all mystics can reach an agreement about what they have 

experienced, this alone never suffices to provide the experience with objectivity. 

For, an experience is likely to be unreal while it is universal. For instance, the fact 

that those who have seen a mirage could describe with one voice what they have 

seen as water does only indicate that they do not misdescribe their visual experi-

ence. This one voice, however, does not guarantee that some water exists objec-

tively right there. Even if all human beings might have enjoyed mystical experi-
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ence and their experiences were all the same with one another, this indicates noth-

ing more than that there is something either physical or mental in human beingôs 

nature that enables them to enjoy those similar experiences1. Therefore, unanimity 

among those who has a certain experience does not satisfy the demand of objectivi-

ty. Proper criterion for objectivity is Kantian: an experience is objective only pro-

vided that its contents can be placed in a spatio-temporal order with other experi-

ences in accordance with scientific laws2. 

Are there any other ways of satisfying the need for objectivity of religious and 

mystical experience? The way which is much insisted on and frequently used in 

philosophical studies of mystical experience is the argument of analogy between 

sense experience and religious or mystical experience. Does it really prove that re-

ligious and mystical experience is objective and cognitive? Advocates of both ex-

perience of unity and theistic experience, like James, Stace, Swinburne, Alston and 

Wainwright have favoured this analogy in order to give a rational explanation of 

objectivity and authenticity of religious or mystical experience. According to this 

analogy, religious experience, just as sensual experience, is an experience of some-

thing. Religious or mystical experiences, as reported and alleged by mystics, in-

clude the perception of an Ultimate Reality or a God beyond their mundane being. 

Therefore, those who have a religious or mystical experience strongly feel that the 

perceived thing exists in mind as well as in reality. In addition, both religious expe-

riences and sense experiences are direct and unmediated; both are also basic or 

foundational perceptions that do not depend on another belief or experience. In 

both experiences, there is something, as independent of the perceiver, like a table 

or a God, which is directly given, appeared or presented to the perceiver. The per-

ceiver is, in his turn, aware of the thing which presents itself to the consciousness. 

Relying on both kinds of experience, we can easily make certain assertions about 

something external to the experience itself, which are adjustable and independently 

checkable; we have some tests in both sense experience and religious experience 

for the veridicality of what is perceived. Consequently, just as our ordinary percep-

tual experiences provide a warrant for our beliefs about phenomenal world, so does 

religious experience about divine world3. 

Before seeing whether that analogy works or not, it should be noted that there 

are considerable differences between the experience of unity and theistic experi-

ence. Firstly, in theistic experiences, God and man are ontologically independent 

of each other and thus, there is the perceiver in one side and the perceived as inde-

pendent of the perceiver in another side, just as in the sense experience. Whereas 

the separation of the perceiver ï perception ï the thing perceived is not found in 

                                                      
1 Stace W. Mysticism and Philosophy. P. 136. 
2 Gale R. M. Mysticism and Philosophy. P. 311ï312. 
3 Davis C. F. The Evidential Force of Religious Experience. P. 19ï28, 77; Yandell K. E. 

The Epistemology of Religious Experience. P. 33ï57; Alston W. P. Perceiving God: The Episte-

mology of Religious Experience. P. 9 ff., and Alston W. P. Religious Experience and Religious 

Belief. P. 296ï303; Attfield D. G. The Argument From Religious Experience // Religious Stud-

ies. 1975. Vol. 11. N. 3. P. 337ï339; Wall G. Religious Experience and Religious Belief. P. 1 ff.; 

Wainwright W. J. Mysticism and Sense Perception. P. 125ï128, 134 ff. 
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the experience of unity. Since those experiences are not intentional, a distinction 

between the perceiver and the thing perceived cannot be made. Secondly, theistic 

experience is not contentless. It is a fact that in theistic experiences man is aware 

of such things as Godôs love, grace, address or might, and possesses a knowledge 

or insight as a result of his encounter with God. But the experience of unity is con-

tentless because consciousness is emptied of all its content. Since it is contentless, 

it is not a state which may be aware by man, and does not contain anything as true 

knowledge. 

Now, with respect to the experience of unity, it cannot be plausibly said, as 

contextualist thinkers insist that those experiences are unmediated and without 

concept or interpretation, and the reality called as religious or mystical can be ex-

perienced as it actually is. Therefore, it is not empirically possible to find a reli-

gious or mystical experience which does not contain any concept. Even though it is 

assumed to be possible, it would be inappropriate to identify or qualify it as an ex-

perience. The possibility of any experience depends on the existence of an individ-

ual who has enjoyed that experience. If personality or ego is dissolved in the expe-

rience of unity, then it is not possible to speak of a personality or ego whom we re-

gard as the possessor of that experience. At the same time, it is by no means rea-

sonable, because of the annihilation of self, to even imply that a mystic has ability 

to recall and talk about his own mystical experience. As a matter of fact, to experi-

ence something is equal to be conscious of it. Accordingly, consciousness is al-

ways intentional; it may be a thought, a sense, an emotion or an image and so on. 

Consequently, it is not empirically possible that consciousness is emptied of all its 

content and so it becomes entirely empty, and it is not intentional by the time mys-

tical experience has occurred. For, granted that consciousness is likely to be emp-

tied of all its content, it will be unconceivable to speak of an individual with cer-

tain peculiarities, attributes, thoughts, concepts, senses and predispositions. Above 

all, to be an individual means to have an individual consciousness. Moreover, if 

any possibility as the emptiness or purity of consciousness was accepted, it would 

be improper to go on to take step into and build a metaphysical world. We have no 

reason other than the reports of mystics for the fact that we are allowed to move 

from pure consciousness to such a concept as absolute and eternal being. Even if it 

might be, how can we justify that an empty and contentless consciousness is or re-

fers to Brahman of Hinduism or Allah of Islam or Nirvana of Buddhism? 

In consequence, the experience of unity is not essentially a perceptual experi-

ence in the same way as an experience of senses. The primary condition for any 

experience to be considered as perceptual is that the object or referent of the expe-

rience should be temporarily or spatially related to the subject of the experience. 

This also entails something perceived as independent from the perceiver. The sec-

ond condition is that experience should be verifiable. But the experience of unity is 

not verifiable because the One of that experience is non-temporal, non-spatial, 

eternal, infinite and absolute; the One is, at the same time, non-sensorial, attribute-

less, unidentifiable, inexpressible and irrational. It is actually nonsense and para-

doxical even to speak of something verifiable for that experience. For, it has no 

content to be verified. Besides, who will perform the verification? Man or God? If 
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All is One and He is the only real and actual being, then is there any point in veri-

fication of the experience? 

Theistic experience, just as the experience of unity, is not a member of the 

class of perceptual experiences. Theistic experience may be perceptual provided 

that God is to be in a temporal and spatial relationship with something He caused 

and the causal relation should be proved. Since the causal agent of theistic experi-

ence is God who is non-temporal and non-spatial and also wholly other, it is almost 

impossible to show His causal relationship with religious experience. Moreover, 

God is not a physical and observable sensate being. Therefore, we have no inde-

pendent tests and standard ways of checking for the reliability and validity of theis-

tic experience. Again for the same reason, we are not able to predict what is going 

to happen in the future or make successful predictions and inferences on the basis 

of that experience. Hence, theistic experience is fully devoid of regularity. More 

importantly, supposing the possibility of theistic experience is accepted, if man did 

not formerly possess a concept called God whom he has identified by certain prop-

erties or had been described by religious teaching, he would not be sure about 

which properties or appearances in the realm of perceptual experience are from 

God or peculiar to God. It follows from here that theistic experience, whether it be 

possible or not, has no evidential value. Since, here is a God whose existence has 

been previously accepted. So, truth of theistic experience depends on the verifiabil-

ity of religious belief or teaching on which it is based. However, it is quite difficult 

to find plausible or rational explanations and solutions for such metaphysical prob-

lems as the existence and nature of God, His relationship with the universe, free-

dom of human being and evil. In that case, we necessarily incline to resort to natu-

ral reasons, which are more simple, understandable and economical in order to ex-

plain religious experience. 

Consequently, theistic experiences are not cognitive or noetic, because: 1) We 

have no independent tests and standard ways of checking the verifiability and reli-

ability of any religious perception; 2) Since God is not a physical and sensate be-

ing, it is nonsense to speak of sense organs in religious experience; 3)  We are not 

able to predict what is going to happen in the future or make successful predictions 

and inferences on the basis of that experience, i. e. there are no predictable regular-

ities within the realm of religious experience because only God knows when, 

where and to whom He will present or reveal Himself; 4) It is possible to show the 

cause of experience and also the causal relation between subject and object of ex-

perience in sense experience, whereas the causal relation between subject and ob-

ject of religious experience is highly obscure; 5) We have no universal and com-

patible tests for religious experience. Since there are many religious traditions 

which are different from each other in their ontologies, it is almost impossible to 

find a universally accepted or commonly agreed test; 6) The verification of reli-

gious experience presupposes the acceptance of the truth of religious teaching in 

advance, and in addition, it ignores two conditions which are seen as necessary and 

important for sense perception, namely the confirmation of the experience through 

the experiences of others, other senses and certain instruments, and the ability of 

making successful predictions and inferences on the basis of the experience. In re-
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ligious experience, all things that can be observed and determined is the slowdown 

of heart rate and breathing, reduction of stress and some changes in the chemical 

structure of brain in meditation or yoga. Unfortunately, from that observation, we 

cannot legally go on to infer that there is an agent transcending and independent 

from man. If socio-cultural context which predetermines religious experience is not 

ignored, and reports of many mystics are not put aside as misinterpretations or not 

equated with each other thanks to an imposed interpretation from outside, it is real-

ly difficult to claim that mystics are unanimous. Actually, religious and mystical 

experiences are in conflict with each other and hence cannot be used for checking 

each other; 7) Religious experiences are not as universally accepted as sense expe-

rience, and in another words,  religious and mystical experience is not available to 

everyone; 8) The eternal attributes of God are problematical from perceptual as-

pect. Because, we can never project divine intelligence, might and good in our per-

ceptual experience; 9) Rather than theological or metaphysical explanations, natu-

ral ones should be preferred in understanding and explaining religious experience 

if one cannot prove the existence of God and give rational explanation of His na-

ture and His relation to universe; 10) Perceptual experiences including religious 

ones are not free from concepts and beliefs, and thus not unmediated1. 

As a result, it is very hard to make a decision about whether religious or mys-

tical experiences are real or delusion. Though religious or mystical experience and 

altered states of consciousness involved in it do not necessitate the existence of an 

external or transcendental agent which is assumed to be the cause of it or a Divine 

Being, it is real in its positive effects and transformative force. It can be said that 

there is a state of consciousness, a different kind of experience or unusual experi-

ence, no matter whether it is called subconsciousness or supraconsciousness,  

which may inspire mystics and reveal such positive qualities as creativity, univer-

sal love and compassion, optimism, happiness, harmony, individualisation and in-

tegration, artistic and intellectual genius, leadership, etc. And religious or mystical 

experience nourishes not only mystics, saints and prophets but also scientists, art-

ists, philosophers, poets and etc.2  

No matter how often mystics were called psychotic, schizophrenic or paranoi-

ac and how their experiences were equated with psychoses; it does not warrant that 

all mystical experiences are delusions. It is well-known that behind great inven-

tions, brilliant art works and literature, architectural monuments and epoch-making 

social and political changes lay some agents or actors who were extraordinary, ab-

                                                      
1 See Martin C. B. Seeing God. P. 173ï188; McIntyre A. C. Difficulties in Christian Belief. 

P. 67ï73; Zangwill N. The Myth of Religious Experience. P. 1ï22; OôHear A. Experience, Ex-

planation and Faith: An Introduction to Philosophy of Religion. P. 25ï54: Kenny A. What is 

Faith? P. 41ï42; Oakes R. Religious Experience, Sense-Perception and Godôs Essential Unob-

servability. P. 357 ff.; Ayer A. J. Language, Truth and Logic. P. 114ï120; Katz S. T. Language, 

Epistemology and Mysticism. P. 22; Flew A. Theology and Falsification. P. 96ï99; Flew A. God 

and Philosophy. P. 133. 
2 See Einstein A. Einsteinôs Credo // [URL]: http://www.einstein-

website.de/z_biography/credo.html; Maslow A. Religions, Values and Peak-Experiences. 

Newyork: Penguin Books, 1976; Russell B. Mysticism and Logic and Other Essays. P. 1. 
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normal, mostly suffered from psychological disorders and were on the verge of be-

ing psychotic. More interestingly, do we ever evaluate, as a rule, any famous work 

which belongs to an epileptic, schizophrenic or psychotic artist or scientist only by 

considering the personality disorder of its creator or some defect in the creatorôs 

character, and consequently regard his work as insane or delusion? Probably, no. It 

is evident that mystics have made considerable contributions, especially by their 

works, views and traditions peculiar to them, to the earthly experience of mankind. 

And their mystical consciousness is not disordered, incoherent, pessimistic, anx-

ious and incompatible with everyday life, as it is in the case of psychotics, schizo-

phrenics, etc.; mystical consciousness bears a transformative power in positive 

sense which allows man to see, understand and interpret the world in a more holis-

tic, optimistic, friendly, loving and compassionate way. 
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ʇɽʈɺʆʀʉʊʆʏʅʀʂʀ 
 

ʈɽʅɽ ɻɽʅʆʅ 
  

ʊɽʆʉʆʌʀɿʄ: ʀʉʊʆʈʀʗ ʆɼʅʆʁ ʇʉɽɺɼʆʈɽʃʀɻʀʀ (ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʝʥʠʝ1). 

ɻʣ. XIVïXX 

 

ʇʝʨʝʚʦʜ ʩ ʬʨʘʥʮʫʟʩʢʦʛʦ ɸ. ɸ. ʀʛʥʘʪʴʝʚʘ 

 

ɻʣʘʚʘ XIV 

 

ʊɽʆʉʆʌʀʉʊʉʂʀʁ ʆɹɽʊ 

 

ʊʘʡʥʳʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʠ ʚ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʬʨʘʥʢʤʘʩʦʥʩʪʚʦ, ʯʘʱʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʦʙʚʠʥʷ-

ʶʪ ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʦʥʠ ʩʚʷʟʳʚʘʶʪ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ ʦʙʝʪʦʤ, ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʙʳʚʘʝʪ 

ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʤ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʥʠʝ ʥʘʣʘʛʘʝʤʳʭ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚ: ʚ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʝ ʩʣʫ-

ʯʘʝʚ ʵʪʦ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ, ʢ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤʫ ʠʥʦʛʜʘ ʜʦʙʘʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʦʙʝʪ ʧʦʜʯʠʥʝʥʠʷ 

ʧʨʠʢʘʟʘʤ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʭ ʠ ʥʝʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʳʭ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʠʪʝʣʝʡ. ʉʘʤ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ ʤʦ-

ʞʝʪ ʢʘʩʘʪʴʩʷ ʣʠʙʦ ʟʥʘʢʦʚ ʦʪʣʠʯʠʷ ʠ ʦʩʦʙʳʭ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʦʚ, ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʫʝʤʳʭ ʚ ʦʙʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʝ, ʣʠʙʦ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʝʛʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʷ, ʣʠʙʦ ʝʛʦ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʦʥʥʦʡ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʳ, 

ʣʠʙʦ ʠʤʝʥ ʝʛʦ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ. ʏʘʱʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʦʥ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʩʷ ʚʦʦʙʱʝ ʢʦ ʚʩʝʤʫ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʵʪʦʤ 

ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝ ʜʝʣʘʝʪʩʷ ʠ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʩʷ, ʢ ʝʛʦ ʜʝʷʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʢ ʧʝʨʝʜʘʚʘʝʤʦʤʫ ʚ ʥʝʤ ʚ 

ʪʦʡ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʦʡ ʬʦʨʤʝ ʫʯʝʥʠʶ. ʀʥʦʛʜʘ ʝʩʪʴ ʝʱʝ ʠ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʘ ʠʥʦʛʦ ʨʦʜʘ, 

ʢʘʢ, ʥʘʧʨʠʤʝʨ, ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʦ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʤ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʘʤ ʧʦʚʝ-

ʜʝʥʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴʩʷ ʦʙʨʝʤʝʥʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤʠ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʘʢ 

ʦʥʠ ʦʙʣʝʢʘʶʪʩʷ ʚ ʬʦʨʤʫ ʪʦʨʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʦʙʝʪʘ. ʋ ʥʘʩ ʥʝʪ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʷ ʚʩʪʫ-

ʧʘʪʴ ʟʜʝʩʴ ʚ ʢʘʢʫʶ-ʣʠʙʦ ʜʠʩʢʫʩʩʠʶ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʩʢʘʟʘʥʦ çʟʘè ʠ 

çʧʨʦʪʠʚè ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʦʙʝʪʘ, ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʙʝʪʘ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ. 

ɽʜʠʥʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘʩ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʫʝʪ ʩʝʡʯʘʩ, ʵʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʣʠ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʷ ʚʳʜʚʠʛʘʪʴ 

ʪʘʢʠʝ ʞʝ ʦʙʚʠʥʝʥʠʷ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʢʘʢ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʤʘʩʦʥʩʪʚʘ ʠ 

ʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚ, ʠʤʝʶʱʠʭ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʠʣʠ ʤʝʥʝʝ ʪʘʡʥʳʡ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨ, ʝʩʣʠ ʥʝ 

ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ʚʩʝʭ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʛʦ ʪʠʧʘ. ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʧʦ ʧʨʘʚʜʝ ʛʦʚʦ-

ʨʷ, ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʪʘʡʥʳʤ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦʤ ʚ ʪʦʯʥʦʤ ʩʤʳʩʣʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʩʣʦʚʘ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʦʥʦ 

ʥʠʢʦʛʜʘ ʥʝ ʜʝʣʘʣʦ ʪʘʡʥʳ ʠʟ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʷ, ʠ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʥʩʪʚʦ ʝʛʦ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ 

ʥʝ ʩʪʨʝʤʷʪʩʷ ʩʢʨʳʚʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʶ ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʢ ʥʝʤʫ. ʅʦ ʵʪʦ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʦʜʥʘ ʩʪʦ-

ʨʦʥʘ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʘ, ʠ ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʣʦ ʙʳ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʥʘʩʯʝʪ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ 

ʧʦʜʭʦʜʦʚ ʢ ʠʥʪʝʨʧʨʝʪʘʮʠʠ ʧʦʥʷʪʠʷ çʪʘʡʥʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦè, ʘ ʵʪʦ ʩʦʚʩʝʤ ʥʝʣʝʛʢʦ, 

ʝʩʣʠ ʩʫʜʠʪʴ ʧʦ ʚʩʝʤ ʩʧʦʨʘʤ, ʨʘʟʚʦʨʘʯʠʚʘʶʱʠʤʩʷ ʚʦʢʨʫʛ ʧʨʦʩʪʦʡ ʟʘʜʘʯʠ 

ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʪʝʨʤʠʥʘ. ʏʘʱʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʥʝʚʝʨʥʦ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʠʚʘʶʪʩʷ ʩʣʠʰʢʦʤ 

                                                      
  É ɸ. ʀʛʥʘʪʴʝʚ (ʧʝʨʝʚʦʜ) 

1 ʅʘʯʘʣʦ ʠ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʝʥʠʝ ʚ ʧʨʝʜʳʜʫʱʠʭ ʥʦʤʝʨʘʭ ʞʫʨʥʘʣʘ çAliterè (2013. ˉ 3. ʉ. 57ï

94; 2014. ˉ 4. ʉ. 59ï80. 2015. ˉ 5. ʉ. 43ï83). ʉʠʩʪʝʤʘ ʩʩʳʣʦʢ, ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ 

ʈ. ɻʝʥʦʥʦʤ, ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʥʘ ʚ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʠʝ ʩ ʬʦʨʤʘʣʴʥʳʤʠ ʥʦʨʤʘʤʠ ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʝʛʦ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʷ. ï 

ʇʨʠʤ. ʨʝʜ. 
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ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʥʳʤ ʚʟʛʣʷʜʦʤ ʥʘ ʚʝʱʠ. ʉʤʦʪʨʷʪ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʥʘ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʥʳʝ 

ʯʝʨʪʳ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʠ ʧʦʣʴʟʫʶʪʩʷ ʵʪʠʤ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʚʳʚʝʩʪʠ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ, ʘ ʟʘʪʝʤ 

ʭʦʪʷʪ ʧʨʠʣʦʞʠʪʴ ʵʪʦ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʢ ʜʨʫʛʠʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʷʤ, ʠʤʝʶʱʠʤ ʩʦʚʝʨ-

ʰʝʥʥʦ ʠʥʫʶ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʫ. ʂʘʢ ʙʳ ʪʘʤ ʥʠ ʙʳʣʦ, ʤʳ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʤ ʟʜʝʩʴ, ʢʘʢ ʧʦʜʭʦ-

ʜʷʝɦʝ, ʧʦ ʢʨʘʡʥʝʡ ʤʝʨʝ, ʜʣʷ ʟʘʥʠʤʘʶʱʝʛʦ ʥʘʩ ʩʣʫʯʘʷ, ʤʥʝʥʠʝ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʦʤʫ ʪʘʡʥʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ï ʵʪʦ ʥʝ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʩʢʨʳʚʘʝʪ 

ʩʚʦʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʠʣʠ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ, ʥʦ ʵʪʦ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʚʣʘʜʝ-

ʶʱʝʝ ʪʝʤʠ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʳʤʠ ʪʘʡʥʘʤʠ. ɺ ʪʘʢʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ 

ʨʘʩʩʤʘʪʨʠʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʪʘʡʥʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʠ ʝʛʦ ʝʜʠʥʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʝʥʠʝ ʥʘ 

çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʫʶè ʠ çʵʢʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʫʶè ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ʤʦʛʣʦ ʙʳ ʧʦʩʣʫʞʠʪʴ ʜʦʩʪʘʪʦʯ-

ʥʳʤ ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʞʜʝʥʠʝʤ ʵʪʦʤʫ. ʂʦʥʝʯʥʦ, ʛʦʚʦʨʷ ʟʜʝʩʴ ʦ ʪʘʡʥʘʭ, ʤʳ ʥʝ ʭʦʪʠʤ 

ʦʙʦʟʥʘʯʠʪʴ ʵʪʠʤ ʩʣʦʚʦʤ çʟʥʘʢʠ ʦʪʣʠʯʠʷè, ʚ ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʝʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʦʪʤʝʥʝʥʥʳʝ1, 

ʢʘʢ ʤʳ ʫʞʝ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʣʠ, ʥʦ ʫʯʝʥʠʝ, ʧʨʝʜʥʘʟʥʘʯʝʥʥʦʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʜʣʷ ʪʝʭ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ 

(ʠʣʠ ʜʘʞʝ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʤʥʦʛʠʭ ʠʟ ʥʠʭ), ʦʪ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʪʨʝʙʫʝʪʩʷ ʩʦʙʣʶʜʘʪʴ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣ-

ʯʘʥʠʷ. ʋ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʦʚ ʵʪʦ ʫʯʝʥʠʝ, ʧʦ-ʚʠʜʠʤʦʤʫ, ʦʪʥʦʩʠʪʩʷ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʢ 

çʧʩʠʭʠʯʝʩʢʦʤʫ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʶè2, ʧʦʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʦʥʦ ʠ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʦʩʥʦʚʥʦʡ ʮʝʣʴʶ çʵʟʦ-

ʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠè.  

ʅʝʩʦʤʥʝʥʥʦ, ʚ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʪ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʝ ʦʙʝʪʳ 

ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʳʭ ʥʘʤʠ ʚʠʜʦʚ, ʧʦʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʬʦʨʤʘʣʴʥʦʝ ʢʘʪʝʛʦʨʠʯʥʦʝ ʩʚʠʜʝ-

ʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʦ ʩʘʤʦʡ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʛʣʘʩʠʪ: çʄʳ, ʦʪʢʨʦʚʝʥʥʦ ʛʦʚʦʨʷ, ʥʝ 

ʠʤʝʝʤ ʧʨʘʚʘ ʦʪʢʘʟʳʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʧʨʠʥʷʪʠʠ ʚ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦ ʚ ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʫʶ 

ʩʝʢʮʠʶ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʩʢʘʟʘʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ñʚʭʦʜʷʱʠʡ ʚ ʥʝʝ ʨʦʞʜʘʝʪʩʷ ʟʘʥʦʚʦò. ʅʦ ʝʩʣʠ 

ʢʪʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʠʟ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʘ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʳʡ ʦʙʝʪ, ʜʘʥʥʳʡ ʩ ʯʝʩʪ-

ʥʳʤ ʩʣʦʚʦʤ ʠ ʚʦ ʠʤʷ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʙʝʩʩʤʝʨʪʥʦʛʦ ʗ, ʧʦʩʣʝ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ñʥʦʚʦʛʦ ʨʦʞʜʝ-

ʥʠò̫ ʧʨʝʜʧʦʯʪʝʪ ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʪʴ ʧʦʨʦʢʠ ʠ ʥʝʜʦʩʪʘʪʢʠ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʧʨʝʞʥʝʡ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʠ ʜʘʞʝ 

ʙʫʜʝʪ ʧʦʪʚʦʨʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʠʤ ʚ ʩʨʝʜʝ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʪʦʛʜʘ, ʢʦʥʝʯʥʦ, ʝʛʦ ʩʢʦʨʝʝ 

ʚʩʝʛʦ ʧʦʧʨʦʩʷʪ ʦʪʢʘʟʘʪʴʩʷ ʦʪ ʟʚʘʥʠʷ ʯʣʝʥʘ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʫʜʘʣʠʪʴʩʷ; ʠʣʠ ʞʝ, ʚ 

ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʝʛʦ ʦʪʢʘʟʘ, ʦʥ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥè3. ɿʜʝʩʴ ʠʜʝʪ ʨʝʯʴ ʦʙ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʝ 

ʧʨʠʥʷʪʴ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʘ ʧʦʚʝʜʝʥʠʷ, ʠ ʵʪʦ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʦ ʪʨʝʙʫʝʪʩʷ ʥʝ 

ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʚ çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠè: çɼʘʞʝ ʚ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʵʢʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʦʙʱʝ-

ʜʦʩʪʫʧʥʳʭ ʩʝʢʮʠʷʭ ʯʣʝʥʳ ʜʘʶʪ ʦʙʝʪ ʧʝʨʝʜ ʩʚʦʠʤ ñʚʳʩʰʠʤ ʗò ʚʝʩʪʠ ʞʠʟʥʴ, 

ʧʨʝʜʧʠʩʘʥʥʫʶ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʝʡè4. ɺ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʭ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʷʭ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, 

ʢʦʛʜʘ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʥʝʪ ʞʝʣʘʥʠʝ ʠʟʙʘʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʦʪ ʢʘʢʦʛʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʥʝʫʜʦʙʥʦʛʦ ʯʣʝʥʘ, ʦʙʲ-

ʷʚʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʝʛʦ ʧʦʚʝʜʝʥʠʝ ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ çʪʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʠʤè. ɺʧʨʦʯʝʤ, ʢ ʛʨʝʭʘʤ ʵʪʦʛʦ 

ʨʦʜʘ ʨʝʰʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ ʧʨʠʯʠʩʣʷʶʪ ʣʶʙʫʶ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʫ, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʯʣʝʥ ʧʦʟ-

ʚʦʣʷʝʪ ʩʝʙʝ ʚ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʠ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʝʛʦ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʠʪʝʣʝʡ. ʂʨʦʤʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʦʢʘʟʳ-

                                                      
1 ʇʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʧʦ ʠʥʠʮʠʘʪʠʚʝ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʠ ʏ. ʃʝʜʙʠʪʝʨʘ ʚ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʫ 

ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʚʦʰʣʦ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʨʠʪʫʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʦʜʝʞʜ ʠ ʨʝʛʘʣʠʡ, ʯʪʦ ʟʘʯʘʩʪʫʶ 

ʚʳʟʳʚʘʣʦ ʥʘʩʤʝʰʢʠ ʩʦ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʳ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ. ɼʘʥʥʘʷ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʢʘ, ʚʦʧʨʝʢʠ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʝʥʠʶ 

ʈ. ɻʝʥʦʥʘ, ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʣʘʩʴ ʜʦ ʩʘʤʦʡ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ (ɺʘʰʠʥʛʪʦʥ ʇ. ɹʘʙʫʠʥ ʤʘʜʘʤ ɹʣʘʚʘʪ-

ʩʢʦʡ. ʄ.: ʂʨʦʥ-ʇʨʝʩʩ, 1997. ʉ. 152). ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
2 ʇʦʜ çʧʩʠʭʠʯʝʩʢʠʤ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʝʤè ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʳ ʧʦʜʨʘʟʫʤʝʚʘʣʠ ʨʘʟʚʠʪʠʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦ ʚ 

ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʝʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʥʘʟʳʚʘʶʪ ʧʘʨʘʧʩʠʭʦʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʤʠ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʷʤʠ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
3 Blavatsky H. P. La Clef de la Th®osophie. ʈ. 71ï72. 
4 Ibid. P. 75ï76. 
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ʚʘʝʪʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʷ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʙʳʪʴ ʦʩʦʙʝʥʥʦ ʫʞʘʩʥʳʤʠ ʜʣʷ ʧʦʩʣʝ-

ʜʫʶʱʠʭ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʡ: çʗ ʟʘʤʝʪʠʣ, ï ʧʠʰʝʪ ʤ-ʨ ʃʝʜʙʠʪʝʨ, ï ʯʪʦ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ 

ʣʶʜʠ, ʟʘʩʚʠʜʝʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʦʚʘʚ ʨʘʥʝʝ ʩʘʤʫʶ ʧʳʣʢʫʶ ʧʨʝʜʘʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʥʘʰʝʤʫ ʧʨʝʟʠ-

ʜʝʥʪʫ (ʛ-ʞʝ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ), ʥʳʥʯʝ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦ ʧʦʤʝʥʷʣʠ ʩʚʦʶ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʶ ʠ ʩʪʘʣʠ ʢʨʠ-

ʪʠʢʦʚʘʪʴ ʝʝ ʠ ʢʣʝʚʝʪʘʪʴ ʥʘ ʥʝʝ. ʕʪʦ ʦʪʚʨʘʪʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʝ ʜʝʣʦ, ʠ ʠʭ ʢʘʨʤʘ ʙʫʜʝʪ 

ʭʫʞʝ, ʯʝʤ ʝʩʣʠ ʙʳ ʦʥʠ ʢʨʠʪʠʢʦʚʘʣʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤʫ ʦʥʠ ʥʠʯʝʛʦ ʥʝ ʦʙʷʟʘ-

ʥʳ. ʗ ʥʝ ʭʦʯʫ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʥʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʧʨʘʚʘ ʤʝʥʷʪʴ ʩʚʦʝ ʤʥʝʥʠʝ <é> ʅʦ 

ʝʩʣʠ, ʧʦʨʚʘʚ ʩ ʥʘʰʠʤ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʦʤ, ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʘʧʘʜʘʪʴ ʥʘ ʥʝʝ ʠ 

ʣʠʪʴ ʥʘ ʥʝʝ ʚʦʟʤʫʪʠʪʝʣʴʥʫʶ ʢʣʝʚʝʪʫ, ʢʘʢ ʵʪʦ ʜʝʣʘʣʦ ʩʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʣʶʜʝʡ, ʦʥ ʩʦ-

ʚʝʨʰʘʝʪ ʚ ʪʘʢʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʩʝʨʴʝʟʥʳʡ ʧʨʦʩʪʫʧʦʢ, ʠ ʢʘʨʤʘ ʝʛʦ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʯʨʝʟ-

ʚʳʯʘʡʥʦ ʪʷʞʝʣʦʡ. ɺʩʝʛʜʘ ʥʝʭʦʨʦʰʦ ʙʳʪʴ ʤʩʪʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ ʠ ʣʞʠʚʳʤ, ʥʦ ʝʩʣʠ 

ʚʝʩʪʠ ʩʝʙʷ ʪʘʢ ʧʦ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʶ ʢ ʪʦʤʫ, ʢʪʦ ʧʝʨʝʚʝʨʥʫʣ ʚʘʰʫ ʞʠʟʥʴ (sic), ʵʪʠ 

ʧʨʦʩʪʫʧʢʠ ʩʪʘʥʦʚʷʪʩʷ ʧʨʝʩʪʫʧʣʝʥʠʝʤ, ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʷ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʫʞʘʩʥʳè1. ʏʪʦ-

ʙʳ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʦʙ ʵʪʠʭ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʷʭ, ʥʘʜʦ ʧʝʨʝʥʝʩʪʠʩʴ ʥʘ ʜʚʝ 

ʩʪʨʘʥʠʮʳ ʚʳʰʝ, ʛʜʝ ʤʳ ʯʠʪʘʝʤ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʝ: çʄʳ ʤʦʛʣʠ ʢʦʥʩʪʘʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ 

ʥʝʚʝʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʝ ʣʶʜʠ, ʟʘʤʫʯʠʚʰʠʝ ʀʧʘʪʠʶ ʚ ɸʣʝʢʩʘʥʜʨʠʠ, ʧʝʨʝʚʦʧʣʦʪʠ-

ʣʠʩʴ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʡ ʯʘʩʪʴʶ ʚ ɸʨʤʝʥʠʠ, ʛʜʝ ʪʫʨʢʠ ʠʩʪʷʟʘʣʠ ʠʭ, ʢʘʢ ʤʦʛʣʠè2. ʊʘʢ ʢʘʢ 

ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʨʝʪʝʥʜʫʝʪ ʢʘʢ ʨʘʟ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʝʨʝʚʦʧʣʦʱʝʥʠʝʤ ʀʧʘʪʠʠ3, 

ʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʫʶʱʘʷ ʘʥʘʣʦʛʠʷ, ʠ, ʫʯʠʪʳʚʘʷ ʦʙʨʘʟ ʤʳʰʣʝʥʠʷ ʪʝʦʩʦ-

ʬʠʩʪʦʚ, ʥʝ ʪʨʫʜʥʦ ʧʦʥʷʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʝ ʫʛʨʦʟʳ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʦʙʣʘʜʘʪʴ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ 

ʜʝʡʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʴʶ. ʅʦ ʜʦʡʜʷ ʜʦ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ, ʧʦ ʧʨʘʚʜʝ ʛʦʚʦʨʷ, ʝʜʚʘ ʣʠ ʩʪʦʠʣʦ 

ʷʨʦʩʪʥʦ ʦʙʣʠʯʘʪʴ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʠ, ʜʣʷ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ, çʩ ʪʦʯʢʠ ʟʨʝʥʠʷ ʠʭ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚ, ʥʝʪ 

ʥʠʯʝʛʦ ʚʘʞʥʝʝ ʠ ʧʨʘʢʪʠʯʥʝʝ, ʥʝʞʝʣʠ ʨʘʩʩʫʞʜʘʪʴ ʦ ʛʨʦʟʥʦʤ ʥʘʩʪʘʚʥʠʢʝ, 

ʥʝʫʤʦʣʠʤʦʤ ʩʫʜʠʠ, ʣʠʯʥʦʩʪʥʦʤ ʠ ʚʩʝʤʦʛʫʱʝʤ ʀʝʛʦʚʝ, ʧʨʝʜ ʦʯʘʤʠ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ 

ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʝʪ ʜʫʰʘ ʫʤʝʨʰʝʛʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʚʳʩʣʫʰʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʡ ʧʨʠʛʦʚʦʨè4. ɽʩʣʠ ʵʪʦ ʥʝ 

çʣʠʯʥʳʡ ɹʦʛè, ʪʦ ʢʘʨʤʘ ʙʝʨʝʪ ʥʘ ʩʝʙʷ ʟʘʱʠʪʫ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʤʱʝʥʠʝ ʟʘ ʦʙʠʜʳ, ʥʘʥʝʩʝʥʥʳʝ ʝʛʦ ʛʣʘʚʘʤ!  

ɼʘʚʘʡʪʝ ʚʝʨʥʝʤʩʷ ʢ ʟʘʷʚʣʝʥʠʷʤ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʠ ʧʦʩʤʦʪʨʠʤ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ 

ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ ʦʙʝʪʘ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ: çʆʪʥʦʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʞʝ ʚʥʫʪʨʝʥʥʝʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, 

ʥʘʟʳʚʘʝʤʦʡ ʪʝʧʝʨʴ ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ, ʝʱʝ ʚ 1880 ʛ. ʙʳʣʠ ʚʚʝʜʝʥʦ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʝ 

ʧʨʘʚʠʣʦ: ñʅʠ ʦʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ ʥʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʚ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʢʦʨʳʩʪʥʳʭ ʮʝ-

ʣʷʭ ʢʘʢʠʝ-ʣʠʙʦ ʟʥʘʥʠʷ, ʩʦʦʙʱʝʥʥʳʝ ʝʤʫ ʣʶʙʳʤ ʯʣʝʥʦʤ ʧʝʨʚʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ (ʪʝ-

ʧʝʨʴ ʦʙʦʟʥʘʯʘʝʤʦʡ ʢʘʢ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʚʳʩʦʢʘʷ ñʩʪʝʧʝʥʴò); ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʧʨʘʚʠʣʘ 

ʥʘʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʝʤò. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʪʝʧʝʨʴ, ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʯʝʤ ʪʘʢʦʛʦ ʨʦʜʘ ʟʥʘʥʠʷ 

ʤʦʛʫʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʩʦʦʙʱʝʥʳ ʢʦʤʫ-ʣʠʙʦ, ʢʘʥʜʠʜʘʪ ʥʘ ʠʭ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʠʝ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʩʚʷʟʘʪʴ 

ʩʝʙʷ ʪʦʨʞʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʦʙʝʪʦʤ ʥʝ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʵʪʠ ʟʥʘʥʠʷ ʚ ʩʚʦʝʢʦʨʳʩʪʥʳʭ ʮʝ-

ʣʷʭ ʠ ʥʝ ʨʘʩʢʨʳʚʘʪʴ ʯʪʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʝʤʫ ʩʦʦʙʱʝʥʥʦʝ, ʢʨʦʤʝ ʢʘʢ ʩ ʦʩʦʙʦʛʦ ʨʘʟʨʝʰʝ-

                                                      
1 Leadbeater ʉ. W. LôOccultisme dans la Nature. ʈ. 367ï368. 
2 Ibid. P. 365ï366. 
3 ɺ ʜʥʝʚʥʠʢʝ ɽʣʝʥʳ ʈʝʨʠʭ ʤʘʭʘʪʤʘ ʄʦʨʠʷ çʦʧʨʦʚʝʨʛʘʝʪè ʵʪʦ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʝʥʠʝ, ʨʘʩʧʨʦ-

ʩʪʨʘʥʷʝʤʦʝ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʠ ʏ. ʃʝʜʙʠʪʝʨʦʤ (ʈʝʨʠʭ ɽ. ʀ. ʃʠʩʪʳ ʜʥʝʚʥʠʢʘ. ʊ. II: 1924ï1925. ʄ.: 

ʈɸʉʉɸʅʊɸ; ɻʦʩʫʜʘʨʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʡ ʤʫʟʝʡ ɺʦʩʪʦʢʘ, 2011. ʉ. 227. ɿʘʧʠʩʴ ʦʪ 20 ʜʝʢʘʙʨʷ 1924). ï 

ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
4 Sinnett A. P. Le Bouddhisme Esot®rique. ʈ. 264. 
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ʥʠʷè1. ɺ ʜʨʫʛʦʤ ʤʝʩʪʝ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʠʜʝʪ ʨʝʯʴ ʦʙ ʵʪʠʭ ʫʯʝʥʠʷʭ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʜʦʣʞʥʳ ʩʦ-

ʭʨʘʥʷʪʴʩʷ ʚ ʪʘʡʥʝ: çʅʦ ʭʦʪʷ ʤʳ ʚʳʜʘʝʤ ʤʠʨʫ ʩʪʦʣʴʢʦ, ʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʤʦʞʥʦ, ʤʳ 

ʪʝʤ ʥʝ ʤʝʥʝʝ ʚʳʥʫʞʜʝʥʳ ʧʨʦʧʫʩʢʘʪʴ ʤʥʦʛʠʝ ʚʘʞʥʳʝ ʧʦʜʨʦʙʥʦʩʪʠ, ʠ ʣʠʰʴ 

ʪʝʤ, ʢʪʦ ʠʟʫʯʘʝʪ ʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʫʶ ʬʠʣʦʩʦʬʠʶ ʠ ʜʘʣ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ, ʧʦʟʚʦʣʷ-

ʝʪʩʷ ʟʥʘʪʴ ʵʪʠ ʧʦʜʨʦʙʥʦʩʪʠè2 (ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʩʘʤʘ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʚʳʜʝʣʠʣʘ ʧʦ-

ʩʣʝʜʥʠʝ ʩʣʦʚʘ), ʠ ʚ ʜʨʫʛʦʤ ʤʝʩʪʝ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʠʪʩʷ ʥʘʤʝʢ ʥʘ çʪʘʡʥʫ, ʧʨʷʤʦ ʩʚʷʟʘʥ-

ʥʫʶ ʩʦ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʴʶ ʦʩʦʟʥʘʥʥʦʛʦ ʠ ʧʨʦʠʟʚʦʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʦʪʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ñʜʚʦʡʥʠʢʘò 

(ʠʣʠ ʘʩʪʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʪʝʣʘ), ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʥʠʢʦʛʜʘ ʥʠʢʦʤʫ ʥʝ ʚʳʜʘʝʪʩʷ, ʟʘ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʠ-

ʝʤ ʯʝʣ (ʫʯʝʥʠʢʦʚ), ʜʘʚʰʠʭ ʥʝʦʪʤʝʥʠʤʳʡ ʦʙʝʪ, ʠʣʠ, ʚʦ ʚʩʷʢʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ, ʪʝʭ, 

ʢʦʤʫ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʧʦʣʥʦʩʪʴʶ ʜʦʚʝʨʷʪʴè3. ɻ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʥʘʩʪʘʠʚʘʝʪ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ 

ʥʘ ʦʙʷʟʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʩʦʙʣʶʜʘʪʴ ʵʪʦʪ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ, ʦʙʷʟʘʥʥʦʩʪʠ, ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷ-

ʶʱʝʡʩʷ ʜʘʞʝ ʜʣʷ ʪʝʭ, ʢʪʦ, ʜʦʙʨʦʚʦʣʴʥʦ ʠʣʠ ʥʝʪ, ʚʳʰʝʣ ʠʟ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ. ʆʥʘ 

ʩʪʘʚʠʪ ʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ: çʅʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʣʠ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ, ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʥʳʡ ʠʣʠ 

ʚʳʰʝʜʰʠʡ ʠʟ ʵʪʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ, ʨʘʩʢʨʳʪʴ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦ ʝʤʫ ʙʳʣʦ ʧʨʝʧʦʜʘʥʦ, ʠ ʥʘʨʫʰʠʪʴ 

ʪʦ ʠʣʠ ʠʥʦʝ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʝ ʧʨʠʥʷʪʦʛʦ ʠʤ ʦʙʝʪʘ?è ʀ ʩʘʤʘ ʞʝ ʥʘ ʥʝʛʦ ʦʪʚʝʯʘʝʪ: çʌʘʢʪ 

ʫʭʦʜʘ ʠʣʠ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ʦʩʚʦʙʦʞʜʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʣʠʰʴ ʦʪ ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʘ ʧʦʩʣʫʰʘʥʠʷ 

ʩʚʦʝʤʫ ʥʘʩʪʘʚʥʠʢʫ ʠ ʦʪ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʠ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʪʴ ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʝ ʫʯʘʩʪʠʝ ʚ ʨʘʙʦʪʝ 

ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʥʦ, ʢʦʥʝʯʥʦ ʞʝ, ʥʝ ʦʪ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʦʡ ʢʣʷʪʚʳ ʩʦʭʨʘʥʷʪʴ ʜʦʚʝʨʝʥʥʳʝ 

ʝʤʫ ʪʘʡʥʳ <é> ɺʩʷʢʠʡ ʤʫʞʯʠʥʘ ʠ ʚʩʷʢʘʷ ʞʝʥʱʠʥʘ, ʫ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʝʩʪʴ ʭʦʪʴ ʤʘ-

ʣʝʡʰʝʝ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʦ ʯʝʩʪʠ, ʧʦʡʤʫʪ, ʯʪʦ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ, ʜʘʥʥʳʡ ʥʘ ʯʝʩʪʥʦʤ ʩʣʦʚʝ 

ʠ ʚʦ ʠʤʷ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ñʚʳʩʰʝʛʦ ʗò, ɹʦʛʘ, ʩʦʢʨʳʪʦʛʦ ʚ ʥʘʩ, ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʩʦʙʣʶʜʘʪʴʩʷ ʜʦ 

ʩʤʝʨʪʠ, ʠ ʯʪʦ, ʧʦʢʠʥʫʚ ʩʝʢʮʠʶ ʠ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʥʠ ʦʜʠʥ ʯʝʩʪʥʳʡ ʤʫʞʯʠʥʘ ʠʣʠ 

ʯʝʩʪʥʘʷ ʞʝʥʱʠʥʘ ʜʘʞʝ ʠ ʧʦʜʫʤʘʪʴ ʥʝ ʧʦʩʤʝʶʪ ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʦʙʨʫʰʠʪʴʩʷ ʥʘ 

ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʶ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʦʥ ʠʣʠ ʦʥʘ ʩʚʷʟʘʥʳ ʪʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤè4.  

ʆʥʘ ʟʘʢʘʥʯʠʚʘʝʪ ʮʠʪʘʪʦʡ ʠʟ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʩʢʦʛʦ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʷ, ʛʜʝ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʠʪʩʷ 

ʫʛʨʦʟʘ ʚʦʟʤʝʟʜʠʷ ʩʦ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʳ ʢʘʨʤʳ: çʅʠ ʩ ʪʦʯʢʠ ʟʨʝʥʠʷ ʥʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ, ʥʠ 

ʩ ʪʦʯʢʠ ʟʨʝʥʠʷ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʠʟʤʘ ʧʨʦʠʟʥʝʩʝʥʥʫʶ ʢʣʷʪʚʫ ʥʝʣʴʟʷ ʦʪʤʝʥʠʪʴ. ʆʜʥʘ-

ʞʜʳ ʥʘʨʫʰʠʚ ʠ ʧʦʥʝʩʷ ʥʘʢʘʟʘʥʠʝ, ʤʳ, ʦʜʥʘʢʦ, ʥʝ ʚʧʨʘʚʝ ʥʘʨʫʰʘʪʴ ʚʥʦʚʴ: ʠ 

ʢʘʢ ʜʦʣʛʦ ʤʳ ʙʫʜʝʤ ʥʘʨʫʰʘʪʴ ʝʛʦ, ʟʘʢʦʥ (ʢʘʨʤʳ) ʩʚʦʝʡ ʪʷʞʝʩʪʴʶ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʦʙ-

ʨʫʰʠʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʥʘ ʥʘʩè5.  

ʀʟ ʵʪʠʭ ʪʝʢʩʪʦʚ ʚʠʜʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʦʙʝʪ ʤʦʣʯʘʥʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʜʘʶʪ ʚ çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠè, ʜʫʙʣʠʨʫʝʪʩʷ ʦʙʝʪʦʤ ʧʦʩʣʫʰʘʥʠʷ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʩʢʠʤ çʥʘʩʪʘʚʥʠ-

ʢʘʤè: ʥʘʜʦ ʧʦʣʘʛʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʵʪʦ ʧʦʩʣʫʰʘʥʠʝ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʟʘʭʦʜʠʪʴ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʜʘʣʝʢʦ, ʪʘʢ 

ʢʘʢ ʙʳʣʠ ʩʣʫʯʘʠ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʯʣʝʥʳ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʚʳʥʫʞʜʝʥʥʳʝ ʞʝʨʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ ʝʤʫ ʜʦʙ-

ʨʫʶ ʯʘʩʪʴ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʠʤʫʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʜʝʣʘʣʠ ʵʪʦ ʙʝʟ ʢʦʣʝʙʘʥʠʡ. ʆʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʘ, ʦ ʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʳʭ ʤʳ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʯʪʦ ʚʝʣʠ ʨʝʯʴ, ʚʩʝ ʝʱʝ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʪ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʩʘʤʘ çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝ-

ʩʢʘʷ ʩʝʢʮʠʷè, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ, ʢʘʢ ʤʳ ʫʞʝ ʛʦʚʦʨʠʣʠ, ʧʦʣʫʯʠʣʘ ʥʘʟʚʘʥʠʝ çɺʦʩʪʦʯʥʦʡ 

ʪʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʡ ʰʢʦʣʳè ʠ ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʚ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ ʫʩʣʦʚʠʷʭ ʥʝ ʩʤʦʛʣʘ ʙʳ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʪʴ. 

ɻʦʚʦʨʷʪ ʜʘʞʝ, ʯʪʦ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ, ʞʝʣʘʶʱʠʭ ʧʝʨʝʡʪʠ ʥʘ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʚʳʩʦʢʠʝ ʩʪʝʧʝʥʠ, ʦʙʷ-

                                                      
1 Blavatsky H. P. La Clef de la Th®osophie. ʈ. 73. 
2 Ibid. P. 137. 
3 Ibid. P. 169. 
4 Blavatsky H. P. La Clef de la Th®osophie. ʈ. 73ï74. 
5 The Path (New York). 1889, June.  
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ʟʫʶʪ ʢ ʯʝʤʫ-ʪʦ ʚʨʦʜʝ ʦʙʱʝʡ ʠʩʧʦʚʝʜʠ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʦʥʠ ʚ ʧʠʩʴʤʝʥʥʦʤ ʚʠʜʝ 

ʦʧʠʩʳʚʘʶʪ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʩʚʦʝʡ çʢʘʨʤʳè, ʪ. ʝ. ʧʦʜʚʦʜʷʪ ʠʪʦʛ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʦʪʥʦ-

ʩʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʥʝʡ ʙʳʣʦ ʧʣʦʭʦʛʦ ʠ ʭʦʨʦʰʝʛʦ. ʇʦʩʨʝʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʠʭ ʭʦ-

ʪʷʪ ʫʜʝʨʞʘʪʴ ʧʦʜ ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʝʤ, ʪʘʢʞʝ ʢʘʢ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʜʫʤʘʣʘ ʫʜʝʨʞʘʪʴ ʠʭ 

ʙʣʘʛʦʜʘʨʷ ʧʦʜʧʠʩʷʤ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʧʦʙʫʞʜʘʣʘ ʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ ʧʦʜ ʧʨʦʪʦʢʦʣʘʤʠ ʩʚʦʠʭ 

çʬʝʥʦʤʝʥʦʚè. ɺʧʨʦʯʝʤ, ʧʨʠʚʳʯʢʘ ʥʝʠʟʤʝʥʥʦ ʧʨʠʥʠʤʘʪʴ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʳ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜ-

ʩʪʚʘ ʙʝʟ ʢʘʢʦʛʦ-ʣʠʙʦ ʦʙʩʫʞʜʝʥʠʷ ʧʨʠʚʦʜʠʪ ʠʥʦʛʜʘ ʢ ʧʦʠʩʪʠʥʝ ʵʢʩʪʨʘʦʨʜʠ-

ʥʘʨʥʳʤ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʘʤ. ɺʦʪ ʪʠʧʠʯʥʳʡ ʩʣʫʯʘʡ ʵʪʦʛʦ: ʚ 1911 ʛ. ʚ ɾʝʥʝʚʝ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ 

ʙʳʣ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʪʴʩʷ ʢʦʥʛʨʝʩʩ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʩʲʝʭʘʣʦʩʴ ʚʝʣʠʢʦʝ ʤʥʦʞʝʩʪʚʦ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠ-

ʩʪʦʚ, ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʠʟ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʧʨʠʙʳʣʠ ʠʟ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʦʪʜʘʣʝʥʥʳʭ ʩʪʨʘʥ. ʄʝʞʜʫ ʪʝʤ 

ʥʘʢʘʥʫʥʝ ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʥʦʡ ʜʘʪʳ ʦʪʢʨʳʪʠʷ ʧʦ ʥʝʦʙʲʷʩʥʠʤʳʤ ʧʨʠʯʠʥʘʤ ʚʩʝ ʙʳ-

ʣʦ ʦʪʤʝʥʝʥʦ, ʠ ʢʘʞʜʳʡ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʪʠʣʩʷ ʪʘʢ ʞʝ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʧʨʠʝʭʘʣ, ʥʝ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʫʷ ʠ ʥʝ 

ʪʨʝʙʫʷ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʝʥʠʡ, ʧʦʩʢʦʣʴʢʫ ʚʝʨʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʭ ʢʨʫʛʘʭ ʥʝʪ ʠ ʥʘʤʝʢʘ ʥʘ 

ʢʘʢʫʶ-ʣʠʙʦ ʩʚʦʙʦʜʫ.  

 

ɻʣʘʚʘ XV 

 

ʄʆʃʆɼʓɽ ɻʆɼʓ ɻ-ɾʀ ɹɽɿɸʅʊ 

 

ɸʥʥʠ ɺʫʜ ʨʦʜʠʣʘʩʴ ʚ 1847 ʛ. ʚ ʩʝʤʴʝ ʠʨʣʘʥʜʩʢʠʭ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʘʥʪʦʚ1. ɼʝʚʫʰ-

ʢʘ ʚʳʨʦʩʣʘ ʥʘ ʤʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʣʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʝ. ʂ ʪʦʤʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʝʡ ʠʩʧʦʣʥʠ-

ʣʦʩʴ ʧʷʪʥʘʜʮʘʪʴ, ʦʥʘ ʧʨʦʞʠʚʘʣʘ ʚ ʇʘʨʠʞʝ, ʠ, ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʘʣʠ, ʯʪʦ ʚ 

ʵʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʦʥʘ ʦʙʨʘʪʠʣʘʩʴ ʚ ʢʘʪʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ, ʯʪʦ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʤʘʣʦʧʨʘʚʜʦʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ. 

ɺʦʟʚʨʘʪʠʚʰʠʩʴ ʚ ɸʥʛʣʠʶ ʚ ʚʦʟʨʘʩʪʝ ʩʝʤʥʘʜʮʘʪʠ ʣʝʪ, ʯʝʨʝʟ ʯʝʪʳʨʝ ʛʦʜʘ ʦʥʘ 

ʚʳʰʣʘ ʟʘʤʫʞ ʟʘ ʧʨʝʧʦʜʦʙʥʦʛʦ ʌʨʵʥʢʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪʘ, ʘʥʛʣʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʩʚʷʱʝʥʥʠʢʘ, 

ʦʪ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʛʦ ʨʦʜʠʣʘ ʩʳʥʘ ʠ ʜʦʯʴ. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʝʝ ʧʳʣʢʠʡ ʪʝʤʧʝʨʘʤʝʥʪ ʚʩʢʦʨʝ ʩʜʝ-

ʣʘʣ ʠʭ ʩʦʚʤʝʩʪʥʫʶ ʞʠʟʥʴ ʥʝʚʳʥʦʩʠʤʦʡ: ʝʝ ʤʫʞ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ, ʧʦ ʚʩʝʡ ʚʠʜʠʤʦ-

ʩʪʠ, ʙʳʣ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʭʦʨʦʰʠʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ, ʠʤʝʣ ʙʦʣʴʰʦʝ ʪʝʨʧʝʥʠʝ, ʧʦʵʪʦʤʫ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ 

ʦʥʘ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝ ʢʦʥʮʦʚ ʠʥʠʮʠʘʪʦʨʦʤ ʨʘʟʨʳʚʘ, ʟʘʙʨʘʚ ʩ ʩʦʙʦʡ ʜʚʦʠʭ ʜʝʪʝʡ. 

ʕʪʦ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʦ ʚ 1872 ʛ., ʠ, ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, ʚʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʩʦʰʣʘʩʴ ʩ 

ʚʦʣʴʥʦʜʫʤʮʝʤ ʏʘʨʣʴʟʦʤ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʚʝʣ ʷʨʦʩʪʥʫʶ ʘʥʪʠʨʝʣʠʛʠʦʟʥʫʶ 

ʢʘʤʧʘʥʠʶ ʚ çNational Reformerè2 ʠ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʝʡ, ʫʚʣʝʯʝʥʥʦʡ ʤʠʩʪʠʢʦʡ ʜʦ ʪʝʭ 

ʧʦʨ, ʩʫʤʝʣ ʧʨʠʚʠʪʴ ʩʚʦʠ ʚʟʛʣʷʜʳ. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ, ʝʩʣʠ ʚʝʨʠʪʴ ʝʝ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʩʣʦ-

ʚʘʤ, ʦʥʘ ʧʦʟʥʘʢʦʤʠʣʘʩʴ ʩ ʵʪʠʤ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʦʤ ʣʠʰʴ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʩʧʫʩʪʷ, ʢʦ-

ʛʜʘ ʜʝʣʘʣʘ ʢʦʧʠʠ ʢʥʠʛ ʚ ʙʠʙʣʠʦʪʝʢʘʭ, ʟʘʨʘʙʘʪʳʚʘʷ ʩʝʙʝ ʥʘ ʞʠʟʥʴ. ɺ ʣʶʙʦʤ 

ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʝʝ ʤʫʞ ʪʘʢ ʠ ʥʝ ʩʤʦʛ ʜʦʙʠʪʴʩʷ ʝʝ ʦʩʫʞʜʝʥʠʷ ʟʘ ʩʫʧʨʫʞʝʩʢʫʶ ʠʟʤʝʥʫ. 

ɺ ʵʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʨʘʙʦʪʘʣʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʩ ʜ-ʨʦʤ ʕʚʝʣʠʥʛʦʤ, ʟʷʪʝʤ ʂʘʨʣʘ 

ʄʘʨʢʩʘ; ʦʥʘ ʠʟʫʯʘʣʘ ʘʥʘʪʦʤʠʶ ʠ ʭʠʤʠʶ ʠ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʪʨʝʭ ʥʝʫʜʘʯ ʧʦʣʫʯʠʣʘ ʜʠ-

ʧʣʦʤ ʙʘʢʘʣʘʚʨʘ ʥʘʫʢ. ʅʘʢʦʥʝʮ, ʦʥʘ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʨʝʜʘʢʪʦʨʦʤ çNational Reformerè, ʛʜʝ 

                                                      
1 ʈʦʜʠʚʰʠʩʴ ʚ ʜʦʚʦʣʴʥʦ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦʡ ʩʝʤʴʝ ʠʟ ʣʦʥʜʦʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʉʠʪʠ, ʦʥʘ ʠʤʝʣʘ ʩʤʝʰʘʥʥʦʝ 

ï ʘʥʛʣʦ-ʠʨʣʘʥʜʩʢʦʝ ï ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʞʜʝʥʠʝ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
2 ɺʳʭʦʜʠʚʰʝʝ ʚ ɺʝʣʠʢʦʙʨʠʪʘʥʠʠ ʚ XIX ʚ. ʝʞʝʥʝʜʝʣʴʥʦʝ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʝ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʚʳʩʪʫʧʘʣʦ 

ʩ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʡ ʘʪʝʠʟʤʘ ʠ ʩʝʢʫʣʷʨʠʟʤʘ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
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ʧʦʜʧʠʩʳʚʘʣʘ ʩʚʦʠ ʩʪʘʪʴʠ ʧʩʝʚʜʦʥʠʤʦʤ çɸʷʢʩè1. ʀʤʝʥʥʦ ʪʦʛʜʘ, ʢ 1874 ʛ., ʛ-ʞʘ 

ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʦʚʩʶʜʫ ʥʘʯʘʣʘ ʯʠʪʘʪʴ ʣʝʢʮʠʠ, ʧʨʦʧʦʚʝʜʫʷ ʘʪʝʠʟʤ ʠ ʤʘʣʴʪʫʟʠʘʥʩʪʚʦ2 

ʠ ʩʚʷʟʳʚʘʷ ʩʦ ʩʚʦʠʤʠ ʘʣʴʪʨʫʠʩʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʤʠ ʪʝʦʨʠʷʤʠ ʠʤʝʥʘ ʪʨʝʭ ʚʝʣʠʢʠʭ ʙʣʘ-

ʛʦʜʝʪʝʣʝʡ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʪʚʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤʠ ʜʣʷ ʥʝʝ ʷʚʣʷʣʠʩʴ ʀʠʩʫʩ, ɹʫʜʜʘ ʠ ʄʘʣʴʪʫʩ. 

ɺ 1876 ʛ. ʤʘʣʴʪʫʟʠʘʥʩʢʘʷ ʙʨʦʰʶʨʘ ʅʦʣʪʦʥʘ ʧʦʜ ʟʘʛʣʘʚʠʝʤ çʇʣʦʜʳ ʬʠ-

ʣʦʩʦʬʠʠè ʙʳʣʘ ʟʘʧʨʝʱʝʥʘ ʟʘ ʙʝʟʥʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʥʠʝ3. ʂʥʠʛʦʪʦʨʛʦʚʝʮ 

ʠʟ ɹʨʠʩʪʦʣʷ ʙʳʣ ʦʩʫʞʜʝʥ ʥʘ ʜʚʘ ʛʦʜʘ ʪʶʨʝʤʥʦʛʦ ʟʘʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ʟʘ ʝʝ ʧʨʦʜʘʞʫ, ʚ 

ʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʢʘʢ ʠʟʜʘʪʝʣʴ ʦʪʜʝʣʘʣʩʷ ʢʨʫʧʥʳʤ ʰʪʨʘʬʦʤ. ʊʦʪʯʘʩ ʞʝ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʠ     

ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʩʥʷʣʠ ʤʝʩʪʦ, ʛʜʝ ʩʪʘʣʠ ʧʨʦʜʘʚʘʪʴ ʟʘʧʨʝʱʝʥʥʫʶ ʢʥʠʛʫ ʠ ʜʘʞʝ 

ʠʤʝʣʠ ʩʤʝʣʦʩʪʴ ʚʳʩʣʘʪʴ ʝʝ ʵʢʟʝʤʧʣʷʨʳ ʚʣʘʩʪʷʤ. ɺ ʠʶʥʝ 1877 ʛ. ʦʥʠ, ʚ ʩʚʦʶ 

ʦʯʝʨʝʜʴ, ʙʳʣʠ ʧʨʠʚʣʝʯʝʥʳ ʢ ʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ. ʉʫʜ ʧʨʠʩʷʞʥʳʭ ʢʦʥʩʪʘʪʠʨʦ-

ʚʘʣ, ʯʪʦ çʜʘʥʥʘʷ ʢʥʠʛʘ ʠʤʝʣʘ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʮʝʣʴʶ ʥʘʥʝʩʪʠ ʚʨʝʜ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʥʨʘʚ-

ʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠè, ʠ, ʪʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʦʙʚʠʥʷʝʤʳʝ ʧʨʦʷʚʣʷʣʠ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʝ ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʠʪʴ ʝʝ 

ʨʘʩʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʝʥʠʝ ʥʝʩʤʦʪʨʷ ʥʠ ʥʘ ʯʪʦ, ʦʥʠ ʙʳʣʠ ʧʨʠʛʦʚʦʨʝʥʳ ʢ ʩʫʨʦʚʦʤʫ 

ʥʘʢʘʟʘʥʠʶ ʚ ʚʠʜʝ ʪʶʨʴʤʳ ʠ ʰʪʨʘʬʘ. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʵʪʦʪ ʧʨʠʛʦʚʦʨ ʙʳʣ ʦʙʞʘʣʦʚʘʥ 

ʠʟ-ʟʘ ʬʦʨʤʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʥʘʨʫʰʝʥʠʡ, ʠ ʚʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʦʥʠ ʙʳʣʠ ʚʳʧʫʱʝʥʳ ʥʘ 

ʩʚʦʙʦʜʫ. ʊʦʛʜʘ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʠ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʣʠ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ, ʥʘʟʳʚʘʝʤʦʝ 

çʄʘʣʴʪʫʟʠʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʣʠʛʦʡè ʠ ʩʪʘʚʠʚʰʝʝ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʟʘʜʘʯʝʡ çʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʦʚʘʪʴ ʘʢʪʠʚʥʦʝ 

ʠ ʧʘʩʩʠʚʥʦʝ ʩʦʧʨʦʪʠʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʣʶʙʦʡ ʧʦʧʳʪʢʝ ʦʩʪʘʥʦʚʠʪʴ ʜʠʩʢʫʩʩʠʶ ʧʦ ʜʝʤʦ-

ʛʨʘʬʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʝè. 6 ʠʶʥʷ 1878 ʛ., ʧʦʩʣʝ ʪʦʛʦ ʢʘʢ ʝʱʝ ʦʜʠʥ ʢʥʠʛʦʪʦʨʛʦ-

ʚʝʮ ʙʳʣ ʦʩʫʞʜʝʥ ʟʘ ʪʫ ʞʝ ʩʘʤʫʶ ʜʝʷʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʴ, ʵʪʘ ʃʠʛʘ ʧʨʦʚʝʣʘ ʚ ʉʝʥʪ-

ɼʞʝʡʤʩ-ʭʦʣʣʝ4 ʤʠʪʠʥʛ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʘ, ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʠ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʨʦʠʟ-

ʥʝʩʣʠ ʧʳʣʢʠʝ ʨʝʯʠ5. ʀ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʥʘ ʬʘʢʪ ʥʘʣʠʯʠʷ ʩʫʜʠʤʦʩʪʠ ʵʪʦʡ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʝʡ 

ʇʘʧʶʩ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʚʧʦʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʠ ʥʘʤʝʢʘʪʴ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥ ʥʘʧʠʰʝʪ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʫ 23 ʘʚʛʫʩʪʘ 

1890 ʛ., ʯʪʦ ʦʥ çʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʯʪʦ ʧʦʣʫʯʠʣ ʜʦʢʘʟʘʪʝʣʴʩʪʚʘ, ʯʪʦ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʚʳʩʰʠʝ 

ʜʦʣʞʥʦʩʪʠ ʚ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʤ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝ ʜʦʚʝʨʝʥʳ ʯʣʝʥʘʤ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ, ʦʩʫʞʜʝʥʥrʝ 

ʥʘ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʣʝʪ ʟʘ ʦʩʢʦʨʙʣʝʥʠʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʥʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠè, ʠʟʙʝʞʘʣʠ 

ʪʶʨʝʤʥʦʛʦ ʟʘʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ, ʧʦʩʢʦʣʴʢʫ, ʢ ʥʝʩʯʘʩʪʴʶ, ʦʙʚʠʥʝʥʠʝ ʩʦʜʝʨʞʘʣʦ ʥʝ-

ʪʦʯʥʦʩʪʠ, ʧʦʟʚʦʣʠʚʰʠʝ ʦʙʲʷʚʠʪʴ ʝʛʦ çʣʞʠʚʳʤ ʠ ʢʣʝʚʝʪʥʠʯʝʩʢʠʤè.  

                                                      
1 ʀʤʷ ʜʚʫʭ ʣʝʛʝʥʜʘʨʥʳʭ ʜʨʝʚʥʝʛʨʝʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʛʝʨʦʝʚ (ɸʢ̫ʩ ʊʝʣʘʤʦʥʠʜ ʠ ɸʷʢʩ ʆʠʣʠʜ), 

ʫʯʘʩʪʚʦʚʘʚʰʠʭ ʚ ʦʩʘʜʝ ʊʨʦʠ, ʦ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʨʘʩʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪʩʷ ʚ çʀʣʠʘʜʝè ʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʜʨʫʛʠʭ 

ʘʥʪʠʯʥʳʭ ʠʩʪʦʯʥʠʢʘʭ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
2 ʄʘʣʴʪʫʟʠʘʥʩʪʚʦ ï ʪʝʦʨʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝ XVIII  ʚ. ʨʘʟʨʘʙʦʪʘʣ ʘʥʛʣʠʡʩʢʠʡ ʫʯʝʥʳʡ 

ʊʦʤʘʩ ʄʘʣʴʪʫʩ. ʉʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʵʪʦʡ ʪʝʦʨʠʠ, ʨʦʩʪ ʥʘʩʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʟʥʘʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʧʨʝʚʳʰʘʝʪ ʨʦʩʪ ʧʨʦ-

ʠʟʚʦʜʩʪʚʘ ʧʨʦʜʫʢʪʦʚ ʧʠʪʘʥʠʷ, ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʯʝʛʦ ʥʝʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʠʨʫʝʤʳʡ ʨʦʩʪ ʥʘʩʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʥʝʤʠ-

ʥʫʝʤʦ ʧʨʠʚʝʜʝʪ ʢ ʛʦʣʦʜʫ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
3 ʉʘʤʘ ʵʪʘ ʙʨʦʰʶʨʘ, ʧʨʠʥʘʜʣʝʞʘʚʰʘʷ ʧʝʨʫ ʚʨʘʯʘ ʏʘʨʣʴʟʘ ʅʦʣʪʦʥʘ, ʫʚʠʜʝʣʘ ʩʚʝʪ ʝʱʝ 

ʚ 1832 ʛ., ʝʝ ʧʦʣʥʦʝ ʥʘʟʚʘʥʠʝ ï çʇʣʦʜʳ ʬʠʣʦʩʦʬʠʠ. ʀʥʪʠʤʥʳʝ ʩʦʚʝʪʳ ʚʨʘʯʘ ʤʦʣʦʜʳʤ ʞʝ-

ʥʘʪʳʤ ʧʘʨʘʤè (çThe Fruits of Philosophy, or the Private Companion of Young Married Peo-

pleè). ɺ ʜʘʥʥʦʡ ʙʨʦʰʶʨʝ ʘʚʪʦʨ ʧʨʦʧʦʚʝʜʫʝʪ ʠʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʦʟʘʯʘʪʦʯʥʳʭ ʩʨʝʜʩʪʚ 

ʜʣʷ ʦʛʨʘʥʠʯʝʥʠʷ ʨʦʞʜʘʝʤʦʩʪʠ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
4 ʉʝʥʪ-ɼʞʝʡʤʩ-ʭʦʣʣ (St. Jamesôs Hall) ï ʢʦʥʮʝʨʪʥʳʡ ʟʘʣ ʚ ʃʦʥʜʦʥʝ, ʦʪʢʨʳʪʳʡ 25 

ʤʘʨʪʘ 1858 ʛ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
5 ʄʳ ʚʟʷʣʠ ʵʪʠ ʧʦʜʨʦʙʥʦʩʪʠ ʠʟ ʩʪʘʪʴʠ, ʦʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʥʥʦʡ ʚ çJournal des Economistesè ʚ 

ʘʚʛʫʩʪʝ 1880 ʛ. ʈʦʣʴ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʚ ʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʝ ʥʝʦʤʘʣʴʪʫʟʠʘʥʩʪʚʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʥʘʰʣʘ ʩʚʦʝ ʦʪʨʘ-

ʞʝʥʠʝ, ʥʦ ʚ ʢʨʘʪʢʦʡ ʬʦʨʤʝ, ʚ ʢʥʠʛʝ: Leroy-Beaulieu P. La Question de la Population. P. 299. 
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ʇʦ-ʚʠʜʠʤʦʤʫ, ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ ʜʝʪʝʡ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ, ʤʝʞʜʫ ʥʝʡ ʠ ʝʝ 

ʤʫʞʝʤ ʧʦʥʘʯʘʣʫ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʦ ʩʦʛʣʘʰʝʥʠʝ, ʥʦ ʦʥ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʯʪʦ ʦʧʠʩʘʥʥʳʭ 

ʩʦʙʳʪʠʡ ʟʘʪʝʷʣ ʧʨʦʮʝʩʩ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʟʘʙʨʘʪʴ ʧʨʘʚʦ ʦʧʝʢʠ ʫ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʞʝʥʳ. ɼʝʣʦ ʙʳʣʦ 

ʨʘʩʩʤʦʪʨʝʥʦ ʠ ʧʝʨʝʥʝʩʝʥʦ ʚ ʘʧʝʣʣʷʮʠʦʥʥʳʡ ʩʫʜ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ 9 ʘʧʨʝʣʷ 1879 ʛ. 

ʧʦʜʪʚʝʨʜʠʣ ʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ ʩʫʜʘ ʧʝʨʚʦʡ ʠʥʩʪʘʥʮʠʠ, ʠ ʫ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʟʘʙʨʘʣʠ ʜʦʯʴ. 

ʇʨʠ ʚʳʥʝʩʝʥʠʠ ʨʝʰʝʥʠʷ ʩʫʜ ʦʩʥʦʚʳʚʘʣʩʷ ʥʘ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʚʳʩʪʘʚʣʷʣʘ 

ʥʘʧʦʢʘʟ ʩʚʦʠ ʧʘʛʫʙʥʳʝ ʚʦʟʟʨʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʠʨʦʚʘʣʘ çʢʥʠʛʫ, ʧʨʠʟʥʘʥʥʫʶ 

ʙʝʟʥʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʩʫʜʦʤ ʧʨʠʩʷʞʥʳʭè. ɺ ʩʝʥʪʷʙʨʝ 1894 ʛ., ʚ ʭʦʜʝ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʣʝʢ-

ʮʠʦʥʥʦʛʦ ʪʫʨʘ ʧʦ ɸʚʩʪʨʘʣʠʠ, ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʥʘʡʜʝʪ ʚ ʄʝʣʴʙʫʨʥʝ ʩʚʦʶ ʜʦʯʴ 

ʄʵʡʙʣ, ʢ ʪʦʤʫ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ ʩʪʘʚʰʫʶ ʤʠʩʩʠʩ ʉʢʦʪʪ1. ʆʥʘ ʩʫʤʝʣʘ ʫʚʣʝʯʴ ʝʝ ʚ ʪʝʦ-

ʩʦʬʠʟʤ, ʥʦ ʚ 1910 ʛ. ʪʘ ʧʦʨʚʘʣʘ ʩ ʥʝʡ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʪʠʣʘʩʴ ʚ ʢʘʪʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ. 

ɺ ʩʝʥʪʷʙʨʝ 1880 ʛ. ʚ ɹʨʶʩʩʝʣʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʣʩʷ ʂʦʥʛʨʝʩʩ ʩʚʦʙʦʜʦʤʳʩʣʷʱʠʭ (un 

Congr¯s des libres penseurs), ʥʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʟʘʷʚʠʣʘ, ʯʪʦ ʝʝ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘ-

ʮʠʷ ʚ ɸʥʛʣʠʠ ʩʪʘʚʠʪ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʮʝʣʴ ʁçʧʨʦʧʘʛʘʥʜʫ ʘʪʝʠʟʤʘ, ʨʝʩʧʫʙʣʠʢʘʥʠʟʤʘ, 

ʛʨʘʞʜʘʥʩʢʦʛʦ ʧʦʛʨʝʙʝʥʠʷ, ʣʠʢʚʠʜʘʮʠʶ ʇʘʣʘʪʳ ʣʦʨʜʦʚ ʠ ʜʦ ʩʠʭ ʧʦʨ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʫ-

ʶʱʝʡ ʩʠʩʪʝʤʳ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʩʪʠè2. ʀ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʝʡ ʚʳʧʘʣʘ ʯʝʩʪʴ ʧʨʦʠʟʥʝʩʪʠ ʟʘ-

ʢʣʶʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʫʶ ʨʝʯʴ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʦʥʘ ʷʨʦʩʪʥʦ ʦʙʨʫʰʠʣʘʩʴ ʥʘ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʶ, ʠ ʵʪʠ ʝʝ 

ʩʣʦʚʘ ʤʳ ʧʨʠʚʝʣʠ ʚ ʥʘʯʘʣʝ ʢʥʠʛʠ3. 

ɺ ʪʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʪɻʦʛʦ ʞʝ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʘ ʦʥʘ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʫʝʪ ʤʥʦʞʝʩʪʚʦ ʨʘʙʦʪ, ʩʨʝʜʠ ʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʳʭ çʈʫʢʦʚʦʜʩʪʚʦ ʩʚʦʙʦʜʦʤʳʩʣʷʱʝʛʦè ʚ ʜʚʫʭ ʪʦʤʘʭ, ʠ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʝ çʦʯʝʨ-

ʢʠè, ʯʴʠ ʟʘʛʣʘʚʠʷ ʷʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʠʟʫʶʪ ʫʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʠʷ ʠ ʤʥʝʥʠʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ 

ʦʥʘ ʪʦʛʜʘ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʷʣʘ4. ɺ ʥʦʷʙʨʝ 1884 ʛ. ʦʥʘ ʧʨʠʚʝʪʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʘ ʧʨʠʝʤ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʚ 

çɺʝʣʠʢʠʡ ɺʦʩʪʦʢ ʌʨʘʥʮʠʠè5; ʥʦ ʚʩʢʦʨʝ ʜʝʣʘ ʧʨʠʥʷʣʠ ʜʨʫʛʦʡ ʦʙʦʨʦʪ: ʠʟ-

ʙʨʘʥʥʳʡ ʝʱʝ ʚ 1880 ʛ. ʚ ʙʨʠʪʘʥʩʢʠʡ ʧʘʨʣʘʤʝʥʪ6, ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʜʫʤʘʣ ʪʝʧʝʨʴ ʣʠʰʴ 

ʦ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʠʟʙʘʚʠʪʴʩʷ ʦʪ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ. ʄʝʞʜʫ ʥʠʤʠ ʧʨʦʙʝʞʘʣʘ ʯʝʨʥʘʷ ʢʦʰ-

ʢʘ, ʠ ʦʥ ʟʘʙʨʘʣ ʫ ʥʝʝ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʩʪʚʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʛʘʟʝʪʦʡ. ʇʦʜʦʙʥʘʷ ʥʝʙʣʘʛʦʜʘʨʥʦʩʪʴ ʢ 

ʪʦʡ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʙʳʣʘ çʧʦʜʨʫʛʦʡ ʩʫʨʦʚʳʭ ʜʥʝʡè, ʢʘʢ ʦʥʘ ʩʘʤʘ ʩʝʙʷ ʥʘʟʳʚʘʣʘ, 

ʫʜʠʚʠʣʘ ʠ ʚʦʟʤʫʪʠʣʘ ʝʝ. ʋʙʝʞʜʝʥʠʷ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʙʳʣʠ ʧʦʢʦʣʝʙʣʝʥʳ, ʠ ʵʪʦ 

ʜʦʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ, ʯʪʦ, ʚ ʩʫʱʥʦʩʪʠ, ʦʥʠ ʙʳʣʠ ʩʢʦʨʝʝ ʵʤʦʮʠʦʥʘʣʴʥʳʤʠ, ʯʝʤ ʥʘ ʩʘ-

ʤʦʤ ʜʝʣʝ ʦʩʦʟʥʘʥʥʳʤʠ. ʇʦʟʞʝ ʦʥʘ ʜʘʩʪ ʩʚʦʝʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʝ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʝʥʠʝ ʩʚʦʠʤ 

ʧʨʦʰʣʳʤ ʦʰʠʙʢʘʤ: ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʫʪʚʝʨʞʜʘʣʘ, ʯʪʦ ʧʦʣʫʯʘʣʘ ʧʨʠʢʘʟʳ ʦʪ çʤʘ-

ʭʘʪʤè ʩ ʪʦʛʦ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʠ (ʧʨʝʜʰʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʚʰʝʛʦ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʶ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝ-

ʩʪʚʘ), ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥʘ ʙʳʣʘ ʟʘʤʫʞʝʤ ʟʘ ʧʨʝʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʤ ɹʝʟʘʥʪʦʤ, ʠ ʦʥʠ ʧʦʙʫʜʠʣʠ ʝʝ 

                                                      
1 Lotus Bleu. 1894, 27 d®cembre.  
2 Le Fran­ais. 1880, 14 septembre. 
3 ʉʤ.: ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2013. ˉ 3. ʉ. 61. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʨʝʜ. 
4 çʄʠʨ ʙʝʟ ɹʦʛʘè, çɽʚʘʥʛʝʣʠʝ ʘʪʝʠʟʤʘè, çʇʦʯʝʤʫ ʷ ʩʦʮʠʘʣʠʩʪʢʘè, çɸʪʝʠʟʤ ʠ ʝʛʦ 

ʥʨʘʚʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʝ ʟʥʘʯʝʥʠʝè ʠ ʪ. ʜ. 
5 ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʫʞʝ ʨʘʥʝʝ, 15 ʤʘʷ 1862 ʛ., ʧʨʦʩʠʣ ʧʨʠʥʷʪʴ ʝʛʦ ʚ ʣʦʞʫ çʂʨʝʧʢʘʷ ʜʨʫʞʙʘè 

(çPers®v®rante Amiti®è), ʥʦ ʝʤʫ ʙʳʣʦ ʦʪʢʘʟʘʥʦ; ʝʛʦ ʧʨʠʥʷʣʠ ʚ ʣʦʞʫ çɽʜʠʥʩʪʚʦ ʠ ʫʧʦʨʩʪʚʦè 

(çUnion et Pers®v®ranceè) 14 ʥʦʷʙʨʷ 1884 ʛ. (çɺʝʣʠʢʠʡ ɺʦʩʪʦʢ ʌʨʘʥʮʠʠè ï ʤʘʩʦʥʩʢʘʷ ʦʨ-

ʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʷ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʚ 1738 ʛ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.) 
6 ɺ 1880 ʛ. ʥʘ ʦʙʱʠʭ ʧʘʨʣʘʤʝʥʪʩʢʠʭ ʚʳʙʦʨʘʭ ɹʨʵʜʣʦʫ ʙʳʣ ʠʟʙʨʘʥ ʯʣʝʥʦʤ ʙʨʠʪʘʥʩʢʦ-

ʛʦ ʧʘʨʣʘʤʝʥʪʘ ʦʪ ʅʦʨʪʛʝʤʧʪʦʥʘ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
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ʦʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ ʝʛʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ çʞʠʪʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʞʠʟʥʴʶè: ʩʣʠʰʢʦʤ ʩʣʘʙʦʝ ʦʧʨʘʚʜʘʥʠʝ ʜʣʷ 

ʩʪʦʣʴ ʫʧʦʨʥʳʭ ʟʘʙʣʫʞʜʝʥʠʡ. 

ʀʤʝʥʥʦ ʪʦʛʜʘ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʨʘʩʪʝʨʷʣʘʩʴ, ʥʝ ʟʥʘʷ, ʢʫʜʘ ʧʨʠʢʣʦʥʠʪʴ 

ʛʦʣʦʚʫ, ʦʥʘ ʧʨʦʯʠʪʘʣʘ ʚ 1886 ʛ. çʆʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʡ ʤʠʨè ʉʠʥʥʝʪʪʘ. ʆʥʘ ʧʨʠʥʷʣʘʩʴ 

ʠʟʫʯʘʪʴ ʛʠʧʥʦʪʠʟʤ ʠ ʩʧʠʨʠʪʠʟʤ ʠ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ ʩ ɻʝʨʙʝʨʪʦʤ ɹʝʨʨʦʫʟʦʤ1 ʧʦʟʥʘʢʦ-

ʤʠʣʘʩʴ ʩ ʧʩʠʭʠʯʝʩʢʠʤʠ ʬʝʥʦʤʝʥʘʤʠ. ɿʘʪʝʤ, ʧʦ ʩʦʚʝʪʫ ʋ. ʊ. ʉʪʝʜʘ2, ʚ ʪʫ ʧʦʨʫ 

ʨʝʜʘʢʪʦʨʘ çʇʵʣʣ-ʤɻ ʣʣ ʛʘʟʝʪʪè (çPall Mall Gazetteè)3, ʠʟʜʘʥʠʷ, ʩ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʤ ʦʥʘ 

ʩʦʪʨʫʜʥʠʯʘʣʘ, ʦʥʘ ʧʨʠʥʷʣʘʩʴ ʟʘ ʯʪʝʥʠʝ çʊʘʡʥʦʡ ʜʦʢʪʨʠʥʳè, ʧʨʠ ʵʪʦʤ ʥʘʚʩʝ-

ʛʜʘ ʨʘʩʧʨʦʱʘʚʰʠʩʴ ʩ ʘʩʩʦʮʠʘʮʠʷʤʠ ʩʚʦʙʦʜʦʤʳʩʣʷʱʠʭ. ɽʝ ʧʝʨʚʦʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʘʷ 

ʯʨʝʟʤʝʨʥʘʷ ʩʢʣʦʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʢ ʤʠʩʪʠʮʠʟʤʫ ʚʝʨʥʫʣʦʩʴ ʢ ʥʝʡ, ʠ ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʥʘʯʘʣʘ 

ʟʘʥʠʤʘʪʴʩʷ ʩʘʤʦʚʥʫʰʝʥʠʝʤ ʠ ʠʩʧʳʪʳʚʘʪʴ ʚʠʜʝʥʠʷ. ʀʤʝʥʥʦ ʩ ʪʘʢʠʤ ʙʘʛʘʞʦʤ 

ʦʥʘ ʚʩʪʨʝʪʠʪʩʷ ʩ ʛ-ʞʦʡ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ, ʛʠʧʥʦʪʠʯʝʩʢʘʷ ʩʠʣʘ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʩʜʝʣʘʝʪ ʚʩʝ 

ʦʩʪʘʣʴʥʦʝ, ʢʘʢ ʤʳ ʫʞʝ ʨʘʩʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʣʠ ʦʙ ʵʪʦʤ4, ʠ ʚʩʢʦʨʝ, ʦ ʯʝʤ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʨʘʥʝʝ 

ʙʳʣʦ ʫʧʦʤʷʥʫʪʦ5, ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʩʪʘʥʝʪ ʦʜʥʠʤ ʠʟ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʠʪʝʣʝʡ ʙʨʠʪʘʥʩʢʦʡ 

ʩʝʢʮʠʠ (ʵʪʦ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʦ ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝ ʪʦʛʦ ʞʝ ʩʘʤʦʛʦ 1889 ʛ., ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥʘ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʠ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʧʨʠʚʝʨʞʝʥʮʝʤ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʟʤʘ), ʘ ʟʘʪʝʤ ʠ ʘʚʪʦʥʦʤʥʦʡ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ 

ʩʝʢʮʠʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʙʳʣʘ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʘ ʚ 1890 ʛ. ʧʦʜ ʧʨʷʤʳʤ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʛ-ʞʠ 

ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʩ ɼʞ. ʈ. ʉ. ʄʠʜʦʤ ʚ ʢʘʯʝʩʪʚʝ ʛʝʥʝʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʩʝʢʨʝʪʘʨʷ. 

 

ɻʣʘʚʘ XVI 

 

ʅɸʏɸʃʆ ʇʈɽɿʀɼɽʅʊʉʊɺɸ ɻ-ɾʀ ɹɽɿɸʅʊ 

 

ɺʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ, ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ ʠ       

ʛ-ʞʦʡ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ, ʢʘʞʜʳʡ ʠʟ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʧʨʝʪʝʥʜʦʚʘʣ ʥʘ ʪʦ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʩʪʘʪʴ ʝʝ ʧʨʝʝʤ-

ʥʠʢʦʤ, ʨʘʟʛʦʨʝʣʩʷ ʷʨʦʩʪʥʳʡ ʩʧʦʨ, ʢʘʞʜʳʡ ʟʘʷʚʣʷʣ, ʯʪʦ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʚ ʧʨʷʤʦʡ 

ʩʚʷʟʠ ʩ çʤʘʭʘʪʤʘʤʠè, ʧʦʧʫʪʥʦ ʦʙʚʠʥʷʷ ʦʩʪʘʣʴʥʳʭ ʚʦ ʣʞʠ. ʂ ʪʦʤʫ ʞʝ ʪʨʠ ʵʪʠʭ 

ʜʝʷʪʝʣʷ ʭʦʪʝʣʠ ʚʦʩʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʩʦʧʝʨʥʠʯʝʩʪʚʦʤ ʪʨʝʭ ʩʝʢʮʠʡ ï ʘʟʠʘʪʩʢʦʡ, 

ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʠ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ, ʚʦ ʛʣʘʚʝ ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʦʥʠ, ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʝʥʥʦ, ʩʪʦʷʣʠ. 

ɺ ʩʘʤʦʤ ʥʘʯʘʣʝ, ʢʦʥʝʯʥʦ, ʵʪʠ ʨʘʩʧʨʠ ʩʪʨʝʤʠʣʠʩʴ ʩʢʨʳʪʴ. ɻ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ 

ʫʤʝʨʣʘ 8 ʤʘʷ 1891 ʛ., ʠ ʫʞʝ 19 ʤʘʷ ʚ ʃʦʥʜʦʥʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʦʙʥʘʨʦʜʦʚʘʥʦ ʟʘʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ, 

ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʧʨʦʪʝʩʪʘ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ çʢʣʝʚʝʪʳè, ʦʙʲʝʢʪʦʤ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʙʳʣʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʘ-

ʪʝʣʴʥʠʮʘ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʤʦʞʥʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʧʨʦʯʝʩʪʴ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʝ: çʏʪʦ ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ ʥʝʣʝ-

ʧʦʡ ʠʜʝʠ, ʙʫʜʪʦ ʙʳ ʢʦʥʯʠʥʘ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʚʳʟʚʘʣʘ ʙʦʨʴʙʫ ʟʘ ñʦʩʚʦʙʦʜʠʚ-

ʰʝʝʩʷ ʤʝʩʪʦò, ʧʦʟʚʦʣʴʪʝ ʥʘʤ ʩʦʦʙʱʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʦʥʥʘʷ ʩʪʨʫʢʪʫʨʘ ʊʝʦ-

ʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʥʝ ʧʦʜʚʝʨʛʘʣʘʩʴ ʠ ʥʝ ʧʦʜʚʝʨʛʥʝʪʩʷ ʥʠʢʘʢʠʤ ʠʟʤʝʥʝʥʠʷʤ 

ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʝʝ ʫʭʦʜʘ. ɺʤʝʩʪʝ ʩ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢʦʤ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ, ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʦʤ ʆʙʱʝ-

                                                      
1 ʉʤ. ʛʣ. VII çʉʠʣʘ ʚʥʫʰʝʥʠʷ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2014. ˉ 4. ʉ. 71ï74. ï 

ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
2 ʉʤ. ʪʘʤ ʞʝ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
3 ʕʪʘ ʙʨʠʪʘʥʩʢʘʷ ʛʘʟʝʪʘ ʚʳʭʦʜʠʣʘ ʚ 1865ï1923 ʛʛ. ɺ ʥʝʡ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʣʠʩʴ ʪʘʢʠʝ ʘʚʪʦ-

ʨʳ, ʢʘʢ ʌʨʠʜʨʠʭ ʕʥʛʝʣʴʩ, ʆʩʢʘʨ ʋʘʡʣʴʜ, ʈʦʙʝʨʪ ʃʴʶʠʩ ʉʪʠʚʝʥʩʦʥ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
4 ʉʤ. ʛʣ. VII çʉʠʣʘ ʚʥʫʰʝʥʠʷ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2014. ˉ 4. ʉ. 71ï74. ï 

ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
5 ʉʤ. ʪʘʤ ʞʝ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
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ʩʪʚʘ, ʠ ʋʠʣʴʷʤʦʤ ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ, ʢʨʫʧʥʳʤ ʘʜʚʦʢʘʪʦʤ ʠʟ ʅʴʶ-ʁʦʨʢʘ, ʚʠʮʝ-

ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʦʤ ʠ ʛʣʘʚʦʡ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʷ ʚ ɸʤʝʨʠʢʝ, ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʷʚ-

ʣʷʣʘʩʴ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʪʝʣʴʥʠʮʝʡ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʠ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʵʪʦ ʧʦʣʦʞʝʥʠʝ ʥʝ 

ʤʦʞʝʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʚʳʟʚʘʥʦ ñʛʦʩʫʜʘʨʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʤ ʧʝʨʝʚʦʨʦʪʦʤò ʠʣʠ ʯʝʤ-ʣʠʙʦ ʝʱʝ. ɹʦ-

ʣʝʝ ʪʦʛʦ, ʛ-ʞʘ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʟʘʥʠʤʘʣʘ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʧʦʯʝʪʥʫʶ ʜʦʣʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʝʢʨʝʪʘʨʷ-

ʢʦʨʨʝʩʧʦʥʜʝʥʪʘ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ, ʩʦʛʣʘʩʥʦ ʥʘʰʝʤʫ ʋʩʪʘʚʫ, ʥʝ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ 

ʦʙʷʟʘʪʝʣʴʥʦʡ. ʅʘ ʧʨʦʪʷʞʝʥʠʠ ʰʝʩʪʠ ʤʝʩʷʮʝʚ, ʚʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʝ ʨʦʩʪʘ ʥʘʰʝʛʦ ʆʙ-

ʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʦʥʘ ʧʦ ʧʦʨʫʯʝʥʠʶ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢʘ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʘ ʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦ ʚʳʧʦʣʥʷʣʘ ʦʙʷʟʘʥ-

ʥʦʩʪʠ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʘ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ʩ ʮʝʣʴʶ ʥʘʣʘʜʠʪʴ ʚʝʜʝʥʠʝ ʜʝʣ, ʠ ʧʦʩʣʝ 

ʝʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʝʝ ʜʦʣʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʚʘʢʘʥʪʥʦʡ. ʉʚʦʠʤ ʚʳʩʦʢʠʤ ʧʦʣʦʞʝʥʠʝʤ ʛ-ʞʘ 

ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʦʙʷʟʘʥʘ ʩʚʦʠʤ ʟʥʘʥʠʷʤ, ʩʚʦʝʤʫ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʶ, ʩʚʦʝʡ ʢʨʠʩʪʘʣʴʥʦʡ 

ʯʝʩʪʥʦʩʪʠ, ʘ ʚʦʚʩʝ ʥʝ ʦʬʠʮʠʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʜʦʣʞʥʦʩʪʠ, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʦʥʘ ʟʘʥʠʤʘʣʘ. ʀʪʘʢ, 

ʥʘʰʘ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʷ ʦʩʪʘʥʝʪʩʷ ʙʝʟ ʢʘʢʠʭ-ʣʠʙʦ ʧʝʨʝʤʝʥ. ɻʣʘʚʥʘʷ ʨʦʣʴ 

ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʣʘ ʚ ʧʨʦʩʚʝʱʝʥʠʠ, ʠ ʪʦʪ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʟʘʭʦʯʝʪ 

ʩʪʘʪʴ ʝʝ ʧʨʝʝʤʥʠʢʦʤ, ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʦʙʣʘʜʘʪʴ ʝʝ ʟʥʘʥʠʷʤʠè. ʇʦʜ ʵʪʠʤ ʟʘʷʚʣʝʥʠʝʤ 

ʩʪʦʷʣʠ ʧʦʜʧʠʩʠ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʷʱʝʡ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ: ʛ-ʞʠ ɸʥʥʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ, 

ʂ. ʂʘʨʪʝʨʘ ɹʣʝʡʢʘ, ɻʝʨʙʝʨʪʘ ɹʝʨʨʦʫʟʘ, ʤʠʩʩ ʃʘʫʨʳ ʄ. ʂʫʧʝʨ, ɸʨʯʠʙʘʣʴ-

ʜʘ ʂʝʡʪʣʠ1, ɼʞ. ʈ. ʉ. ʄʠʜʘ, ʩʝʢʨʝʪʘʨʷ ʘʥʛʣʠʡʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ɺʘʣʴʪʝʨʘ ʈ. ʆʣʜʘ, 

ʛʨʘʬʠʥʠ ɺʘʭʪʤʘʡʩʪʝʨ2 ʠ ʜ-ʨʘ ʋ. ʋʠʥʥʘ ʋʵʩʪʢʦʪʪʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʚ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʤ ʛʦ-

ʜʫ ʩʤʝʥʠʪ ʜʦʢʪʦʨʘ ʈʦʙʝʨʪʘ ɺʫʜʤʘʥʘ ʥʘ ʧʦʩʪʫ çʚʝʨʭʦʚʥʦʛʦ ʤʘʛʘè çSocietas 

Rosicruciana in Angliaè3. 

ʊʘʢʦʝ ʦʧʨʦʚʝʨʞʝʥʠʝ ʥʘʯʘʚʰʠʭʩʷ ʩʣʫʭʦʚ ʥʝ ʩʦʦʪʚʝʪʩʪʚʦʚʘʣʦ ʠʩʪʠʥʝ. ʕʪʦ 

ʩʪʘʣʦ ʧʦʥʷʪʥʦ, ʢʦʛʜʘ 1 ʷʥʚʘʨʷ 1892 ʛ. ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʦʩʪʘʚʠʣ ʜʦʣʞʥʦʩʪʴ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʘ. 

ʆʥ ʟʘʷʚʠʣ ʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʝ ʚ ʧʠʩʴʤʝ, ʘʜʨʝʩʦʚʘʥʥʦʤ ɼʞʘʜʞʫ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʩʩʳ-

ʣʘʣʩʷ ʧʨʝʞʜʝ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʥʘ ʩʚʦʝ ʧʣʦʭʦʝ ʟʜʦʨʦʚʴʝ ʠ ʩʤʠʨʝʥʥʦ ʧʨʦʩʠʣ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʢʦʣʣʝʛ 

çʥʝ ʩʤʦʪʨʝʪʴ ʥʘ ʥʝʛʦ ʢʘʢ ʥʘ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʢʘ, ʜʦʩʪʦʡʥʦʛʦ ʧʦʯʝʩʪʝʡ, ʘ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʢʘʢ ʥʘ 

ʛʨʝʰʥʠʢʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʯʘʩʪʦ ʦʰʠʙʘʣʩʷ, ʥʦ ʩʪʨʝʤʠʣʩʷ ʨʘʟʚʠʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʠ ʧʦʤʦʯʴ ʩʝʙʝ 

ʧʦʜʦʙʥʳʤè. ʆʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʚ ʵʪʦ ʧʠʩʴʤʦ 1 ʬʝʚʨʘʣʷ, ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʩʦʧʨʦʚʦʜʠʣ ʝʛʦ 

ʢʦʤʤʝʥʪʘʨʠʝʤ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʤ ʧʦʩʪʘʨʘʣʩʷ ʥʠʯʝʤ ʥʝ ʦʙʠʜʝʪʴ ʜʚʫʭ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʦʩʪʘʣʴʥʳʭ 

ʢʦʥʢʫʨʝʥʪʦʚ: çɺ ʭʦʜʝ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʚʠʟʠʪʦʚ ʚ ɽʚʨʦʧʫ ʠ ɸʤʝʨʠʢʫ ʷ ʫʜʦʩʪʦʚʝʨʠʣʩʷ, ï 

ʧʠʩʘʣ ʦʥ, ï ʯʪʦ ʥʳʥʝʰʥʝʝ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʷ ʚʧʦʣʥʝ ʫʜʦʚʣʝʪʚʦʨʠʪʝʣʴʥʦʝ. 

ʇʦ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʝʥʠʠ ʚ ʀʥʜʠʶ ʷ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʤʦʛ ʢʦʥʩʪʘʪʠʨʦʚʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʚʥʦʚʴ ʩʬʦʨʤʠʨʦ-

ʚʘʥʥʘʷ ʠʥʜʠʡʩʢʘʷ ʩʝʢʮʠʷ ʥʘʭʦʜʠʪʩʷ ʚ ʥʘʜʝʞʥʳʭ ʨʫʢʘʭ ʠ ʪʚʝʨʜʦ ʩʪʦʠʪ ʥʘ ʥʦ-

ʛʘʭ. ɺ ɽʚʨʦʧʝ ʚʘʞʥʝʡʰʝʡ ʬʠʛʫʨʦʡ ʩʪʘʣʘ ʮʝʣʝʫʩʪʨʝʤʣʝʥʥʘʷ ʛ-ʞʘ ɸʥʥʠ      

ɹʝʟʘʥʪ. ɹʣʘʛʦʜʘʨʷ ʭʦʨʦʰʦ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦʡ ʮʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʭʘʨʘʢʪʝʨʘ ʠ ʧʦʚʝʜʝ-

ʥʠʷ, ʩʘʤʦʦʪʚʝʨʞʝʥʥʦʩʪʠ, ʵʥʪʫʟʠʘʟʤʫ ʠ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʤ ʩʧʦʩʦʙʥʦʩʪʷʤ ʦʥʘ 

ʧʨʝʚʟʦʰʣʘ ʚʩʝʭ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʢʦʣʣʝʛ ʠ ʦʢʘʟʘʣʘ ʛʣʫʙʦʢʦʝ ʚʣʠʷʥʠʝ ʥʘ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʝ ʫʤʦʚ ʚ 

ʘʥʛʣʦʷʟʳʯʥʳʭ ʩʪʨʘʥʘʭ. ʗ ʟʥʘʢʦʤ ʩ ʥʝʡ ʣʠʯʥʦ ʠ ʫʚʝʨʝʥ, ʯʪʦ ʚ ʀʥʜʠʠ ʦʥʘ ʙʫ-

ʜʝʪ ʩʪʦʣʴ ʞʝ ʣʶʙʝʟʥʘ ʠ ʩʪʦʣʴ ʞʝ ʧʦʣʥʘ ʙʨʘʪʩʢʠʭ ʯʫʚʩʪʚ ʧʦ ʦʪʥʦʰʝʥʠʶ ʢ ʘʟʠ-

                                                      
1 ʉʤ. ʛʣ. VIII  çʇʦʩʣʝʜʥʠʝ ʛʦʜʳ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2014. ˉ 4. ʉ. 75. ï  

ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
2 ʉʤ. ʛʣ. I çʄʦʣʦʜʳʝ ʛʦʜʳ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2013. ˉ 3. ʉ. 64. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
3 ʉʤ. ʛʣ. III  çʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ʠ ʨʦʟʝʥʢʨʝʡʮʝʨʩʪʚʦè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2013. ˉ 3. ʉ. 76. 

ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 



 

71 

 

ʘʪʘʤ, ʢʘʢ ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʘʷ ʠ ʷ ʩʘʤ. ɺ ɸʤʝʨʠʢʝ ʧʦʜ ʪʚʝʨʜʳʤ ʠ ʫʤʝʣʳʤ ʨʫʢʦ-

ʚʦʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʤ-ʨʘ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ʨʦʩʣʦ ʠ ʰʠʨʠʣʦʩʴ, ʠ ʤʦʛʫʱʝʩʪʚʦ ʠ ʧʨʦʯ-

ʥʦʩʪʴ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʠ ʚʦʟʨʘʩʪʘʣʠ ʝʞʝʯʘʩʥʦ1. ʀʪʘʢ, ʪʨʠ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʥʘʭʦ-

ʜʷʪʩʷ ʚ ʚʝʩʴʤʘ ʥʘʜʝʞʥʳʭ ʨʫʢʘʭ, ʠ ʚ ʤʦʝʤ ʣʠʯʥʦʤ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʩʪʚʝ ʙʦʣʝʝ ʥʝʪ 

ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʠè. ɼʘʣʝʝ ʦʥ ʨʘʩʩʢʘʟʘʣ ʦ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʷʭ: çʗ ʚʦʟʚʨʘʱʫʩʴ ʚ 

ʩʚʦʡ ʤʘʣʝʥʴʢʠʡ ʜʦʤʠʢ ʚ ʋʪʘʢʘʤʫʥʜʝ2 ʠ ʙʫʜʫ ʞʠʪʴ ʧʠʩʘʪʝʣʴʩʢʠʤ ʪʨʫʜʦʤ ʠ ʥʘ 

ʯʘʩʪʴ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʜʦʭʦʜʦʚ ʦʪ ʠʟʜʘʥʠʷ ñʊʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʘò. ʋ ʤʝʥʷ ʝʩʪʴ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʝ ʟʘʚʝʨ-

ʰʠʪʴ ʦʜʥʫ ʥʝʟʘʢʦʥʯʝʥʥʫʶ, ʥʦ ʚʘʞʥʫʶ ʟʘʜʘʯʫ, ʘ ʠʤʝʥʥʦ ʥʘʧʠʩʘʥʠʝ ʠʩʪʦʨʠʠ 

ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʢʥʠʛ ʧʦ ʨʝʣʠʛʠʠ, ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʤ ʥʘʫʢʘʤ ʠ ʧʩʠʭʦʣʦʛʠʠ 

<é> ʗ ʚʩʝʛʜʘ ʙʫʜʫ ʛʦʪʦʚ ʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʤʦʝʤʫ ʧʨʝʝʤʥʠʢʫ ʧʦʤʦʱʴ, ʚ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʦʥ 

ʙʫʜʝʪ ʥʫʞʜʘʪʴʩʷ, ʠ ʧʨʝʜʦʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ ʚ ʨʘʩʧʦʨʷʞʝʥʠʝ ʝʛʦ ʢʦʤʠʪʝʪʘ ʣʫʯʰʠʝ ʩʦʚʝ-

ʪʳ, ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʥʳʝ ʥʘ ʦʧʳʪʝ ʩʦʨʦʢʘ ʣʝʪ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʦʡ ʜʝʷʪʝʣʴʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʩʝʤʥʘʜʮʘ-

ʪʠ ʣʝʪ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʩʪʚʘ ʚ ʥʘʰʝʤ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʝè. ʊʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʥʝ ʥʘʟʥʘʯʠʣ ʩʝʙʝ 

ʧʨʝʝʤʥʠʢʘ, ʥʦʚʦʛʦ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʘ ʩʣʝʜʦʚʘʣʦ ʠʟʙʨʘʪʴ ʧʫʪʝʤ ʛʦʣʦʩʦʚʘʥʠʷ. ʄʝʞʜʫ 

ʪʝʤ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʥʠʢ, ʝʱʝ ʟʘʥʠʤʘʚʰʠʡ ʩʚʦʝ ʢʨʝʩʣʦ, ʧʨʠʥʷʣ ʨʝʰʝʥʠʝ, ʯʪʦ 8 ʤʘʷ, ʛʦ-

ʜʦʚʱʠʥʘ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ, ʙʫʜʝʪ ʦʪʥʳʥʝ ʠʤʝʥʦʚʘʪʴʩʷ çɼʥʝʤ ʙʝʣʦʛʦ ʣʦʪʦ-

ʩʘè ʠ ʦʪʤʝʯʘʪʴʩʷ ʚʩʝʤʠ ʬʠʣʠʘʣʘʤʠ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʶʱʠʤʠ ʚ ʤʠʨʝ, çʧʨʦ-

ʩʪʳʤ ʠ ʜʦʩʪʦʡʥʳʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʠʟʙʝʛʘʷ ʣʶʙʦʛʦ ʩʝʢʪʘʥʪʩʪʚʘ, ʣʶʙʦʡ ʙʘʥʘʣʴʥʦʡ 

ʣʝʩʪʠ, ʣʶʙʳʭ ʧʫʩʪʳʭ ʢʦʤʧʣʠʤʝʥʪʦʚ, ʠ ʚʳʨʘʞʘʷ ʦʙʱʝʝ ʯʫʚʩʪʚʦ ʥʝʞʥʦʡ ʙʣʘ-

ʛʦʜʘʨʥʦʩʪʠ ʪʦʡ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʥʘʩʪʘʚʠʣʘ ʥʘʩ ʥʘ ʪʨʫʜʥʳʡ ʧʫʪʴ, ʚʝʜʫʱʠʡ ʢ ʚʝʨʰʠ-

ʥʘʤ ʥʘʫʢʠè. ʇʨʝʞʜʝ ʤʳ ʫʞʝ ʫʧʦʤʠʥʘʣʠ ʩʣʫʯʘʡ, ʧʦʢʘʟʘʚʰʠʡ, ʢʘʢ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʳ 

ʩʣʝʜʫʶʪ ʧʨʝʜʧʠʩʘʥʠʶ çʠʟʙʝʛʘʪʴ ʣʶʙʦʡ ʙʘʥʘʣʴʥʦʡ ʣʝʩʪʠè! 

24 ʠ 25 ʘʧʨʝʣʷ ʚ ʏʠʢʘʛʦ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʣʩʷ ʝʞʝʛʦʜʥʳʡ ʩʲʝʟʜ ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢ-

ʮʠʠ. ɽʛʦ ʫʯʘʩʪʥʠʢʠ ʥʝ ʧʦʞʝʣʘʣʠ ʧʨʠʥʷʪʴ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʠ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʘ ʠ ʧʨʦʩʠʣʠ ʝʛʦ 

ʧʨʦʜʦʣʞʘʪʴ ʠʩʧʦʣʥʷʪʴ ʩʚʦʠ ʧʦʣʥʦʤʦʯʠʷ (ʙʝʟ ʩʦʤʥʝʥʠʷ, ʦʧʘʩʘʷʩʴ ʠʟʙʨʘʥʠʷ   

ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ), ʠ ʦʥʠ ʚʳʨʘʟʠʣʠ ʧʦʞʝʣʘʥʠʝ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʙʳʣ ʠʟʙʨʘʥ ʟʘʨʘʥʝʝ 

ʢʘʢ ʧʦʞʠʟʥʝʥʥʳʡ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪ, ʝʱʝ ʜʦ ʪʦʛʦ, ʢʘʢ ʧʦʩʪ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʘ ʩʪʘʥʝʪ ʚʘʢʘʥʪ-

ʥʳʤ3. ɺʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʩʪʘʣʦ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦ, ʯʪʦ, çʫʩʪʫʧʘʷ ʧʦʞʝʣʘʥʠʷʤ ʩʚʦʠʭ 

ʜʨʫʟʝʡ ʠ ʩʲʝʟʜʘ ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ, ʢʘʢ ʠ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʠ ʟʘʢʦʥʯʠʪʴ ʥʝ-

ʩʢʦʣʴʢʦ ʶʨʠʜʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʜʝʣ, ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʦʪʩʨʦʯʠʣ ʩʚʦʶ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʫ ʥʘ ʥʝ-

ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʳʡ ʩʨʦʢ (sic)è4. ɿʘʪʝʤ 21 ʘʚʛʫʩʪʘ ʦʥ ʦʢʦʥʯʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʪʦʟʚʘʣ ʩʚʦʝ ʟʘ-

ʷʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʦʙ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʝ, ʫʢʘʟʘʚ ʥʘ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ ʢʘʢ ʥʘ ʩʚʦʝʛʦ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦʛʦ ʧʨʝʝʤʥʠ-

ʢʘ5. 
                                                      
1 ɼʘʥʥʘʷ ʦʮʝʥʢʘ, ʜʘʥʥʘʷ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ ʩʦʩʪʦʷʥʠʶ ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ, ʚʝʨʥʘ, ʧʦʪʦʤʫ 

ʯʪʦ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʦʢʘʟʘʣʩʷ ʫʤʝʣʳʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʪʦʨʦʤ, ʠ ʧʦʜ ʝʛʦ ʨʫʢʦʚʦʜʩʪʚʦʤ ʯʠʩʣʝʥʥʦʩʪʴ ʪʝʦʩʦ-

ʬʠʩʪʦʚ ʚ ʉʐɸ ʥʝʧʨʝʨʳʚʥʦ ʨʦʩʣʘ (ʢ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʫ ʝʛʦ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʚ 1896 ʛ. ʚ ʥʝʡ ʥʘʩʯʠʪʳʚʘʣʦʩʴ 

ʦʢʦʣʦ 6 ʪʳʩ. ʯʝʣ.). ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
2 ʋʪʘʢʘʤʫʥʜ (Ootacamund) ï ʛʦʨʦʜ ʚ ʀʥʜʠʠ ʥʘ ʪʝʨʨʠʪʦʨʠʠ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʰʪʘʪʘ ʊʘ-

ʤʠʣʥʘʜ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
3 ʀʤʝʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʚʠʜʫ, ʯʪʦ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʙʳʪʴ ʠʟʙʨʘʥ ʟʘʨʘʥʝʝ ʧʨʝʝʤʥʠʢʦʤ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʘ, ʯʪʦ-

ʙʳ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʝʛʦ ʦʥ ʘʚʪʦʤʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʠ, ʙʝʟ ʚʳʙʦʨʦʚ, ʩʪʘʣ ʙʳ ʧʨʝʟʠʜʝʥʪʦʤ ï  

ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
4 Lotus Bleu. 1892, 27 juin. 
5 ʇʝʨʚʦʥʘʯʘʣʴʥʦ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʤʝʞʜʫ ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ ʠ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʨʦ-

ʠʟʦʰʣʦ ʩʙʣʠʞʝʥʠʝ, ʠ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʜʘʞʝ ʫʙʝʜʠʣ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ, ʯʪʦ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥ ʦʪʨʘʚʠʪʴ ʝʝ. ʊʦʛʜʘ ʚ 

ʷʥʚʘʨʝ 1892 ʛ. ɼʞʘʜʞ ʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʦʧʳʪʘʣʠʩʴ ʫʛʦʚʦʨʠʪʴ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʘ ʫʡʪʠ ʚ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʫ. ʊʦʪ ʧʦʥʘ-
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ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʯʫʪʴ ʧʦʟʞʝ, ʧʦʩʣʝ ʨʘʟʣʠʯʥʳʭ ʥʝʧʨʠʷʪʥʳʭ ʠʥʮʠʜʝʥʪʦʚ ʠ ʦʩʦʙʝʥ-

ʥʦ ʩʘʤʦʫʙʠʡʩʪʚʘ ʘʜʤʠʥʠʩʪʨʘʪʦʨʘ ʰʪʘʙ-ʢʚʘʨʪʠʨʳ ʚ ɸʜʴʷʨʝ, 

ʉ. ɽ. ɻʦʧʘʣʘʯʘʨʣʫ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʡ ʥʘ ʧʨʦʪʷʞʝʥʠʠ ʥʝʩʢʦʣʴʢʠʭ ʣʝʪ ʢʨʘʣ ʟʥʘʯʠʪʝʣʴ-

ʥʳʝ ʩʫʤʤʳ ʠʟ ʢʘʩʩʳ ʆʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʯʝʛʦ ʥʠʢʪʦ ʥʝ ʟʘʤʝʯʘʣ, ʤʝʞʜʫ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ ʠ     

ʛ-ʞʦʡ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʨʦʠʟʦʰʣʦ ʩʙʣʠʞʝʥʠʝ. ɺ ʷʥʚʘʨʝ 1894 ʛ. ʧʦʩʣʝʜʥʷʷ ʚʤʝʩʪʝ ʩ 

ʛʨʘʬʠʥʝʡ ɺʘʭʪʤʘʡʩʪʝʨ ʦʪʧʨʘʚʠʣʘʩʴ ʚ ʪʫʨʥʝ ʧʦ ʀʥʜʠʠ, ʠ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʠʭ ʧʦʚʩʶʜʫ 

ʩʦʧʨʦʚʦʞʜʘʣ. ɺ ʤʘʨʪʝ, ʢʦʛʜʘ ʦʥʘ ʧʦʝʭʘʣʘ ʚ ɽʚʨʦʧʫ, ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʜʦʚʝʨʠʣ ʝʡ ʨʫʢʦ-

ʚʦʜʩʪʚʦ çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʝʡè, ʟʘ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʝʤ ʦʪʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʚ ɸʤʝʨʠʢʝ, ʢʦ-

ʪʦʨʦʝ ʦʩʪʘʣʦʩʴ ʟʘ ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ. ɺ ʥʦʷʙʨʝ ʪʦʛʦ ʞʝ ʛʦʜʘ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʟʘʭʦʪʝʣ ʩʤʝʩʪʠʪʴ 

ʛ-ʞʫ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ, ʥʦ ʝʛʦ ʧʦʜʜʝʨʞʘʣʘ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʯʘʩʪʴ ʯʣʝʥʦʚ ʘʤʝʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ1. ɺ 

ʦʪʚʝʪ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʥʠʢʠ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʩ ʝʱʝ ʙʦʣʴʰʠʤ ʨʚʝʥʠʝʤ ʩʪʘʣʠ ʦʙʚʠʥʷʪʴ ʝʛʦ ʚ 

ʦʙʤʘʥʝ. ɺ ʵʪʦ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʚ ʧʝʯʘʪʥʦʤ ʦʨʛʘʥʝ ʬʨʘʥʮʫʟʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ ʥʝʢʠʡ ʤʘʡʦʨ 

ɼ. ɸ. ʂʫʨʤ ʦʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʣ ʩʪʘʪʴʶ, ʛʜʝ ʤʦʞʥʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʧʨʦʯʠʪʘʪʴ ʩʣʝʜʫʶʱʝʝ: 

çʉʧʨʘʚʝʜʣʠʚʦ ʠʣʠ ʥʝʪ, ʦʜʠʥ ʠʟ ʣʠʜʝʨʦʚ ʥʳʥʝʰʥʝʛʦ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʩʢʦʛʦ ʜʚʠʞʝ-

ʥʠʷ ʋʠʣʴʷʤ ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞ ʦʙʚʠʥʷʝʪʩʷ ʚ ʪʦʤ, ʯʪʦ ʚʳʜʘʚʘʣ ʟʘ ʧʦʣʫʯʝʥʥʳʝ ʧʨʷʤʦ ʦʪ 

ñʋʯʠʪʝʣʷò ʥʝʢʠʝ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ, ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʦ, ʠ ʠʤʝʶʱʠʝ ʵʪʦ ʤʝʥʪʘʣʴʥʦʝ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʞ-

ʜʝʥʠʝ, ʥʦ ʧʝʨʝʥʝʩʝʥʥʳʝ ʥʘ ʙʫʤʘʛʫ ʠʩʢʣʶʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʋ. ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ2 <é> 

ʅʝʡʪʨʘʣʴʥʘʷ ʧʦʟʠʮʠʷ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʘʷ ʧʨʠʨʦʜʘ ʵʪʠʭ ʩʦ-

ʦʙʱʝʥʠʡ, ʠʤʝʥʫʝʤʳʭ ñʦʩʘʞʜʝʥʥʳʤʠò3, ʙʫʜʪʦ ʙʳ ʧʦʤʝʰʘʣʠ ʋ. ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞʫ 

ʜʘʪʴ ʠʩʯʝʨʧʳʚʘʶʱʝʝ ʦʙʲʷʩʥʝʥʠʝ ʬʘʢʪʘʤ, ʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʝʤʫ ʩʪʘʚʷʪ ʚ ʫʧʨʝʢ. ɹʦʣʝʝ 

ʪʦʛʦ, ʥʝʙʣʘʛʦʨʘʟʫʤʠʝ, ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʝʝ ʠʟ ʯʝʣʦʚʝʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʥʝʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʩʪʚʘ, ʝʱʝ 

ʙʦʣʴʰʝ ʫʩʫʛʫʙʠʣʦ ʵʪʦ ʧʨʦʠʩʰʝʩʪʚʠʝ <é> ʤʦʞʥʦ ʩʢʘʟʘʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʳ ʚ 

ʘʥʛʣʦʷʟʳʯʥʳʭ ʩʪʨʘʥʘʭ ʚ ʥʘʩʪʦʷʱʝʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʨʘʟʜʝʣʠʣʠʩʴ ʥʘ ʜʚʘ ʣʘʛʝʨʷ: ñʟʘò ʠ 

ñʧʨʦʪʠʚò ʋ. ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞʘè4. ʅʝʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʚʨʝʤʷ ʩʧʫʩʪʷ çPathè ʧʨʝʜʫʧʨʝʞʜʘʣ ʯʣʝ-

ʥʦʚ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʘ, ʯʪʦ çʣʶʙʠʪʝʣʠ ʛʣʫʧʳʭ ʰʫʪʦʢ ʠ ʠʩʧʦʣʥʝʥʥʳʝ ʥʝ-

ʜʦʙʨʳʭ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʠʡ ʣʶʜʠ ʦʪʧʨʘʚʣʷʶʪ ʤʥʠʤʳʝ ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʝ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ ʪʝʤ, ʢʦʛʦ 

ʦʥʠ ʩʯʠʪʘʶʪ ʧʨʦʩʪʘʢʘʤʠè5. ʅʠʢʦʛʜʘ ʝʱʝ ʥʝ ʚʠʜʝʣʠ ʩʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʪʘʢ ʥʘʟʳʚʘʝʤʳʭ 

ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʡ ʦʪ çʋʯʠʪʝʣʝʡè, ʜʘʞʝ ʧʨʠ ʞʠʟʥʠ ʛ-ʞʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ. ʅʘʢʦʥʝʮ, 27 ʘʧ-

ʨʝʣʷ 1895 ʛ. ʩʪʦʨʦʥʥʠʢʠ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ ʮʝʣʠʢʦʤ ʦʪʤʝʞʝʚʘʣʠʩʴ ʦʪ ʘʜʴʷʨʩʢʦʡ ʰʪʘʙ-

ʢʚʘʨʪʠʨʳ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʩʦʟʜʘʪʴ ʥʝʟʘʚʠʩʠʤʫʶ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʶ ʧʦʜ ʥʘʟʚʘʥʠʝʤ çʊʝʦʩʦʬ-

                                                                                                                                                                           

ʯʘʣʫ ʩʦʛʣʘʩʠʣʩʷ, ʥʦ ʟʘʪʝʤ ʘʥʥʫʣʠʨʦʚʘʣ ʩʚʦʶ ʦʪʩʪʘʚʢʫ. ʅʦ ʚ ʥʦʷʙʨʝ 1893 ʛ. ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʧʦ-

ʨʚʘʣʘ ʩ ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ ʠ ʚʩʪʘʣʘ ʥʘ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʫ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʘ, ʦ ʯʝʤ ʥʠʞʝ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
1 ɺ ʠʪʦʛʝ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʠ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ ʩʤʝʩʪʠʣʠ ʜʨʫʛ ʜʨʫʛʘ ʩ ʧʦʩʪʘ ʛʣʘʚʳ çʵʟʦʪʝʨʠʯʝʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢ-

ʮʠʠè. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
2 ʅʘ ʵʪʦʤ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʥʠʠ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʦʙʨʘʪʠʣʩʷ ʢ ʶʨʠʜʠʯʝʩʢʦʤʫ ʢʦʤʠʪʝʪʫ ʊʝʦʩʦʬʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʙ-

ʱʝʩʪʚʘ ʠ ʧʦʪʨʝʙʦʚʘʣ ʚʦʟʙʫʜʠʪʴ ʜʝʣʦ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ. ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʯʣʝʥʳ ʢʦʤʠʪʝʪʘ ʦʪʢʘʟʘʣʠʩʴ, 

ʤʦʪʠʚʠʨʦʚʘʚ ʵʪʦ ʪʝʤ, ʯʪʦ ɼʞʘʜʞ ʜʝʡʩʪʚʦʚʘʣ ʢʘʢ ʯʘʩʪʥʦʝ ʣʠʮʦ (ʪ. ʝ. ʥʝ ʦʪ ʣʠʮʘ ʛʣʘʚʳ ʘʤʝ-

ʨʠʢʘʥʩʢʦʡ ʩʝʢʮʠʠ), ʠ ʯʪʦ ʚʝʨʘ ʚ ʤʘʭʘʪʤ ʠ ʠʭ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ ʷʚʣʷʝʪʩʷ ʣʠʯʥʳʤ ʜʝʣʦʤ ʢʘʞʜʦʛʦ 

ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʘ. ʊʘʢʠʤ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʤ, ʙʳʣʦ ʧʦʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʦ ʧʦʜ ʩʦʤʥʝʥʠʝ ʩʘʤʦ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʤʘʭʘʪʤ, 

ʥʘ çʦʪʢʨʦʚʝʥʠʷʭè ʢʦʪʦʨʳʭ ʦʩʥʦʚʳʚʘʣʘʩʴ ʠʜʝʦʣʦʛʠʷ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʟʤʘ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
3 ʆ çʪʝʭʥʠʢʝ ʦʩʘʞʜʝʥʠʷè ʩʤ. ʛʣ. IV çɺʦʧʨʦʩ ʦ ʤʘʭʘʪʤʘʭè // ɸʣʠʪʝʨ. 2013. ˉ 3. ʉ. 82. 

ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
4 Lotus Bleu. 1894, 27 d®cembre. 
5 ʎʠʪ. ʧʦ: Lotus Bleu. 1895, 27 mars. 
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ʩʢʦʝ ʦʙʱʝʩʪʚʦ ɸʤʝʨʠʢʠè1. ʕʪʫ ʦʨʛʘʥʠʟʘʮʠʶ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʩʫʱʝʩʪʚʫʝʪ ʜʦ ʩʠʭ ʧʦʨ, 

ʚʦʟʛʣʘʚʣʷʣʠ ʕʨʥʝʩʪ ʊ. ʍʘʨʛʨʦʫʚ, ʘ ʟʘʪʝʤ ʤʠʩʩʠʩ ʂʵʪʨʠʥ ʊʠʥʛʣʠ. ʇʨʠ ʧʦʩʣʝʜ-

ʥʝʡ ʝʝ ʰʪʘʙ-ʢʚʘʨʪʠʨʘ ʙʳʣʘ ʧʝʨʝʥʝʩʝʥʘ ʠʟ ʅʴʶ-ʁʦʨʢʘ ʚ ʇʦʡʥʪ-ʃʦʤʫ (ʂʘʣʠ-

ʬʦʨʥʠʷ)2; ʫ ʥʝʝ ʝʩʪʴ ʦʪʜʝʣʝʥʠʷ ʚ ʐʚʝʮʠʠ ʠ ɻʦʣʣʘʥʜʠʠ. 

ʂʘʩʘʪʝʣʴʥʦ ʦʙʚʠʥʝʥʠʡ, ʚʳʜʚʠʥʫʪʳʭ ʧʨʦʪʠʚ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ, ʚʦʪ ʧʦʫʯʠʪʝʣʴʥʳʝ 

ʧʦʷʩʥʝʥʠʷ, ʜʘʥʥʳʝ ʚʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʨʘʩʢʦʣʘ ʚ ʩʪʘʪʴʝ, ʢʦʪʦʨʫʶ ʜ-ʨ ʇʘʩʢʘʣʴ ʦʧʫʙ-

ʣʠʢʦʚʘʣ ʚ çLotus Bleuè: çɺʩʢʦʨʝ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʋ. ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞ 

ʩʪʘʣ ʨʘʩʧʨʦʩʪʨʘʥʷʪʴ ʤʥʦʛʦʯʠʩʣʝʥʥʳʝ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ, ʙʫʜʪʦ ʙʳ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʷʱʠʝ ʦʪ 

ʠʥʜʫʩʩʢʦʛʦ ñʋʯʠʪʝʣʷò. ʕʪʠ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ ʙʳʣʠ ʷʢʦʙʳ ñʦʩʘʞʜʝʥʳò ʧʨʠ ʧʦʤʦʱʠ 

ʦʢʢʫʣʴʪʥʳʭ ʤʝʪʦʜʦʚ ʠ ʥʝʩʣʠ ʥʘ ʩʝʙʝ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʢʨʠʧʪʦʛʨʘʤʤʳ ʪʦʛʦ ʞʝ ʋʯʠ-

ʪʝʣʷ. ɺʩʢʦʨʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʫʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʦ, ʯʪʦ ʵʪʦʪ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʧʨʦʠʩʭʦʜʠʣ ʦʪ ʬʘʢʩʠʤʠʣʝ 

ʧʝʯʘʪʠ ʋʯʠʪʝʣʷ, ʢʦʪʦʨʦʝ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʠʟʛʦʪʦʚʠʣ ʚ ɼʝʣʠ, ʚ ʇʝʥʜʞʘʙʝ3. 

ʀʟ-ʟʘ ʦʰʠʙʢʠ ʚ ʨʠʩʫʥʢʝ ʥʘ ʧʝʯʘʪʠ, ʩʦʚʝʨʰʝʥʥʦʡ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢʦʤ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ, ʵʪʦ 

ʬʘʢʩʠʤʠʣʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʣʝʛʢʦ ʫʟʥʘʪʴ. ʉʭʦʜʥʳʡ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʦʢ ʦʥ ʧʨʝʜʦʩʪʘʚʠʣ W., 

ʢʦʛʜʘ ʪʦʪ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʙʳʣ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʷʪʴ ʄ.4 ʕʪʘ ʢʦʧʠʷ ʧʝʯʘʪʠ ʙʳʣʘ ʧʦʜʘʨʝʥʘ 

ɽ. ʇ. ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢʦʤ ʆʣʢʦʪʪʦʤ, ʠ ʦʧʨʝʜʝʣʝʥʥʦʝ ʢʦʣʠʯʝʩʪʚʦ ʪʝʦʩʦ-

ʬʦʚ ʚʠʜʝʣʠ ʝʝ ʧʨʠ ʞʠʟʥʠ ɹʣʘʚʘʪʩʢʦʡ, ʘ ʧʦʩʣʝ ʝʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ʦʥʘ ʠʩʯʝʟʣʘ <é> ʂʦ-

ʛʜʘ ʧʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʫʚʠʜʝʣ ʚ ʧʝʨʚʳʡ ʨʘʟ ʦʪʪʠʩʢ, ʩʢʨʝʧʣʷʚʰʠʡ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷ 

ʋ. ʂ. ɼʞʘʜʞʘ, ʦʥ ʫʟʥʘʣ ʚ ʥʝʤ ʧʝʯʘʪʴ, ʠʟʛʦʪʦʚʣʝʥʥʫʶ ʠʤ ʚ ʇʝʥʜʞʘʙʝ, ʠ ʚʧʦ-

ʩʣʝʜʩʪʚʠʠ ʠʩʯʝʟʥʫʚʰʫʶ. ʇʦʣʢʦʚʥʠʢ ʜʦʙʘʚʠʣ, ʯʪʦ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʥʘʜʝʝʪʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʪʦʪ, 

ʢʪʦ ʫʢʨʘʣ ʝʝ, ʥʝ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʪʴʩʷ ʝʡ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʦʙʤʘʥʳʚʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʙʨʘʪʴʝʚ, ʥʦ ʚ 

ʣʶʙʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ, ʦʥ ʫʟʥʘʣ ʙʳ ʵʪʦʪ ʦʪʪʠʩʢ ʩʨʝʜʠ ʪʳʩʷʯ. ʉ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʘ ʥʘ ʥʦ-

ʚʳʭ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʷʭ ʥʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʦʪʧʝʯʘʪʢʘ ʢʨʠʧʪʦʛʨʘʤʤʳ, ʠ ʵʪʦʪ ʦʪʪʠʩʢ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʙʳʣ 

ʫʙʨʘʥ ʩ ʧʨʝʞʥʠʭ ʦʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʥʥʳʭ ɼʞʘʜʞʝʤ ʧʦʩʣʘʥʠʡ ʧʫʪʝʤ ʩʢʦʙʣʝʥʠʷè5. 

ʉʣʝʜʫʝʪ ʜʦʙʘʚʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʥʝʢʠʡ ʙʝʣʴʛʠʡʩʢʠʡ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪ ʧʦ ʬʘʤʠʣʠʠ ʆʧʧʝʨʤʘʥ, 

ʷʨʳʡ ʩʪʦʨʦʥʥʠʢ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ, ʦʪʧʨʘʚʠʣ ʩʚʦʡ ʦʪʚʝʪ ʥʘ ʵʪʫ ʩʪʘʪʴʶ, ʥʦ ʨʝʜʘʢʮʠʷ 

çLotus Bleuè, ʩʥʘʯʘʣʘ ʜʘʚ ʘʥʦʥʩ ʧʫʙʣʠʢʘʮʠʠ, ʚʥʝʟʘʧʥʦ ʧʝʨʝʜʫʤʘʣʘ ʠ ʢʘʪʝʛʦ-

ʨʠʯʝʩʢʠ ʦʪʢʘʟʘʣʘʩʴ ʩʪʘʚʠʪʴ ʵʪʫ ʩʪʘʪʴʶ ʧʦʜ ʧʨʝʜʣʦʛʦʤ, ʯʪʦ çʚʦʧʨʦʩ ʫʞʝ ʙʳʣ 

ʨʘʟʨʝʰʝʥè ʚ ʠʶʣʝ ʥʘ ʩʲʝʟʜʝ ʚ ʃʦʥʜʦʥʝ6. ʅʘ ʵʪʦʤ ʩʲʝʟʜʝ ʆʣʢʦʪʪ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʧʨʠ-

ʥʷʣ ʢ ʩʚʝʜʝʥʠʶ ʬʘʢʪ çʩʝʮʝʩʩʠʠè7 ʠ ʘʥʥʫʣʠʨʦʚʘʣ ʫʩʪʘʚ ʨʘʩʢʦʣʴʥʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʦʪ-

                                                      
1 ʅʳʥʝ ʠʟʚʝʩʪʥʦ ʧʨʦʩʪʦ ʢʘʢ çThe Theosophical Societyè, ʥʦ ʜʣʷ ʷʩʥʦʩʪʠ ʯʘʩʪʦ ʜʦʙʘʚ-

ʣʷʶʪ çinternational headquarters, Pasadena, Californiaè (ʘʜʨʝʩ ʰʪʘʙ-ʢʚʘʨʪʠʨʳ ʚ ʇʘʩʘʜʝʥʝ, 

ʂʘʣʠʬʦʨʥʠʷ). ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 
2 ʇʦʩʣʝ ʩʤʝʨʪʠ ɼʞʘʜʞʘ ʕʨʥʝʩʪ ʊ. ʍʘʨʛʨʦʫʚ ʠ ʂʵʪʨʠʥ ʊʠʥʛʣʠ ʚʝʣʠ ʤʝʞʜʫ ʩʦʙʦʡ 

ʙʦʨʴʙʫ ʟʘ ʚʣʘʩʪʴ, ʧʦʙʝʜʠʪʝʣʴʥʠʮʝʡ ʠʟ ʢʦʪʦʨʦʡ ʚʳʰʣʘ ʊʠʥʛʣʠ. ɺ ʇʦʡʥʪ-ʃʦʤʘ ʦʥʘ ʦʩʥʦʚʘʣʘ 

ʧʨʦʮʚʝʪʘʶʱʫʶ ʧʦʥʘʯʘʣʫ ʪʝʦʩʦʬʠʩʪʩʢʫʶ ʢʦʤʤʫʥʫ ʠ ʜʦʣʛʠʝ ʛʦʜʳ ʩʦʧʝʨʥʠʯʘʣʘ ʩ ɸ. ɹʝʟʘʥʪ. 

ʆʜʥʘʢʦ ʜʚʠʞʝʥʠʝ, ʚʦʟʛʣʘʚʣʷʝʤʦʝ ʊʠʥʛʣʠ, ʧʨʠʰʣʦ ʚ ʫʧʘʜʦʢ ʢ ʥʘʯʘʣʫ ʇʝʨʚʦʡ ʤʠʨʦʚʦʡ 

ʚʦʡʥʳ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.  
3 ʉ ʢʘʢʦʡ ʮʝʣʴʶ? ʕʪʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʙʳ ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʥʦ ʫʟʥʘʪʴ. (ʅʝ ʧʦʥʷʪʥʦ, ʦ ʢʘʢʦʤ ɼʝʣʠ ʠʜʝʪ 

ʨʝʯʴ, ʧʦʪʦʤʫ ʯʪʦ ʵʪʦʪ ʛʦʨʦʜ ʨʘʩʧʦʣʦʞʝʥ ʥʝ ʚ ʇʝʥʜʞʘʙʝ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ.) 
4 ʀʥʠʮʠʘʣʳ ʄʦʨʠʠ; ʥʦ ʧʦʯʝʤʫ ʧʝʯʘʪʴ ʵʪʦʛʦ çʠʥʜʫʩʩʢʦʛʦ ʫʯʠʪʝʣʷè ʙʳʣʘ ʝʚʨʦʧʝʡʩʢʦ-

ʛʦ ʪʠʧʘ? 
5 Lotus Bleu. 1895, 27 juin. 
6 Ibid. 1895, 27 septembre. 
7 ʉʝʮʝʩʩʠʷ (ʣʘʪ. secessio) ï ʚʳʭʦʜ ʠʟ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʘ ʛʦʩʫʜʘʨʩʪʚʘ ʢʘʢʦʡ-ʣʠʙʦ ʝʛʦ ʯʘʩʪʠ, ʨʘʩ-

ʢʦʣ. ï ʇʨʠʤ. ʧʝʨ. 




