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winasityvaoba

saqarTvelos saxelmwifo da saxelmwifo mniSvnelobis, aseve municipa-
luri simboloebi saTaves iReben istoriuli wyaroebidan; maT Sori-
saa istoriuli sazRvao rukebi - portolanebi, romelzec saqarTvelo, 
aseve misi istoriuli mxareebi, samTavroebi, sxvadasxva veqsilologi-
uri da heraldikuri simboloebiTaa gamosaxuli. 2023 wlis 15-17 se-
qtembers, konferencia krebs samamulo da saerTaSoriso  eqspertebs, 
raTa Cveni qveynisa Tu saerTaSoriso gamocdilebaze dayrdnobiT, vims-
jeloT istoriuli wyaroebis gavlenasa da mniSvnelobaze zogadad, 
heraldikasa da veqsilologiaze, da kerZod, Tanamedrove simboloebis 
SemuSavebis procesze. konferencia organizebulia heraldikis saxel-
mwifo sabWosa da  ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis Tbilisis saxelmwifo 
universitetis mier da mxardaWerilia „heraldikis, veqsilologiisa da 
simbolikis kvleviTi centris“ mier.

Introduction

The state symbols of Georgia, having them national or local self-government status, 
originate from historical sources; Among them are historical nautical charts – portolans, 
on which Georgia, as well as its historical parts, are depicted with various vexillo-
logical and heraldic symbols. On September 15-17, 2023, the conference will gather 
distinguished experts, Georgian and International, to discuss, based on Georgia’s and 
international experience, the influence and importance of historical sources on the de-
velopment of modern symbols, heraldry and vexillology. The conference is organized 
by the State Council of Heraldry and Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University and is 
supported by the Heraldry, Vexillology and Symbolism Research Center.



mamuka gongaZe 
saqarTvelos parlamentTan arsebuli 

heraldikis saxelmwifo sabWos Tavmjdomare

istoriuli wyaroebi (portolanebi) saxelmwifo simboloebis dadgenis 
procesSi

saqarTvelo magaliTia imisa Tu ramdenad mniSvnelovania Tanamedrove 
saxelmwifo simboloebis SemuSavebisaTvis istoriuli wyaroebis moZieba 
da kvleva. saqarTvelos saerTo saxelmwifoebrivi, saxelmwifo mniSvne-
lobisa da municipaluri simboloebis heraldikuri da veqsilologiuri 
safuZveli swored istoriul wyaroebs, maT kvlevasa da analizs eyrdno-
ba. es procesi ar dasrulebula da farTo samecniero-saeqsperto Car-
Tulobas moiTxovs.

1991 wlis 9 aprils gamocxadebuli saqarTvelos damoukideblobis 
aRdgenis kvaldakval aRdga pirveli respublikis (1918-21) konstitucia 
da  respublikis simboloebi: himni, droSa, gerbi (mcire saxecvlilebiT).  
maSin, sazogado survils, saxelmwifo simboloebSi asaxuliyo saqarTve-
los mravalsaukuniani saxelmwifoebrioba, zRudavda sakmarisi faqto-
brivi masalisa da kvlevebis ararseboba. sabWoTa reJimSi faqtobrivad 
akrZaluli iyo saqarTvelos istoriuli saxelmwifo simboloebis Zie-
ba-analizi. sabWoTa kavSirSi gavrcelebuli iyo sabWoTa simboloebis 
ierarqiuli sistema. teritoriebis mowyobis sxvadasxva doneze morge-
buli iyo erTiani sabWoTa simbolika: namgali da uro, mcire „erovnuli“ 
miniSnebebiT. akrZalvis mizanic es iyo, sabWoTa simboloebi sabWoTa mo-
qalaqis cnobierebaSi ualternativod unda darCeniliyo.

qarTuli saxelmwifo simbolika, heraldika da veqsilologia qveynis 
ganviTarebis etapebis Sesabamisad viTardeboda. am ganviTarebaSi gansa-
kuTrebuli etapi iyo  Cvens dasavlel partniorebTan TanamSromloba 
da iq dacul istoriul masalebze wvdomis SesaZlebloba. dRevandeli 
saxelmwifo droSis vizualuri masala swored sazRvao ruka - porto-
lania. moZiebuli da saqarTveloSi Camotanili iqna aTamde portolani, 
maT Soris 90-ian wlebSi slaidebis saxiT, xolo Semdgom maRali rezo-
luciebis failebi.

kvleva, werilobiTi da sxvadasxva vizualuri  wyaroebis moZieba gr-
Zeldeba. gamoCnda Tanamedrove xuTjvriani droSis winamorbedi Cveni 
Soreuli winaprebis xelSi. gasuli weli iyo umniSvnelovanesi radgan 
moZiebuli iqna daviT 
meoTxis moneta romelic 
manamde iTvleboda uni-
kumad (misi odnav gansx-
vavebul versia daculi 
iyo britaneTis erovnul 
muzeumSi). Cveni heral-
dikis, veqsilologiis, 
faleristikis, numizma-
tikisa da sxva Tanmdevi 
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dargebis ganviTareba pirdapir kavSirSia wyaroebis moZiebasTan, maT 
analizTan da Tanamedrove saxelmwifo mniSvnelobis simboloebad dad-
genasTan.

Mamuka Gongadze 
Chairperson of the State Council of Heraldry 

at the Parliament of Georgia 

Historical sources (Portolans) in the Process of State Symbols Determination

Georgia is an example of how important it is to develop modern state symbols and 
find and research historical sources. The heraldic and vexillological bases of Georgia’s na-
tional and municipal symbols are historical sources, their research, and analysis. Creating 
new symbols still needs to be completed and requires the active involvement of scholars.

Following the restoration of Georgia’s independence declared on April 9, 1991, the 
constitution of the first republic (1918-21) and the state symbols: anthem, flag, and coat of 
arms (in a slightly modified form) of the democratic republic were restored. At that time, 
the public desire to reflect the centuries-old statehood of Georgia in state symbols was 
limited by the lack of sufficient factual material and relevant research papers. 

The Soviet regime prohibited research of historical state symbols of Georgia. The 
hierarchical system of Soviet symbols was dominated throughout the Soviet Union; ev-
erywhere, at different levels of the territorial arrangement of the state, uniform Soviet 
symbols, the hammer and sickle, with minor “ethnic” shades, were imposed; this was 
the purpose of the ban, the Soviet symbols had to remain uncontested in the minds of the 
Soviet citizen.

State symbols, heraldry, and vexillology in Georgia are developed pro rata with the 
country’s development; a particular stage in this development was the cooperation with 
our partners from the west and the opportunity we gained to access the historical sources 
preserved. Nautical charts - portolans are the actual, visual basis and historical source for 
the modern state flag of Georgia. Ten portolans were discovered and brought to Georgia 
in the form of slides in the 90s and later in a format of high-resolution files.

Research and the process of discovering hitherto unknown historical visual sources 
are continuing; more and more sources are obtained and the predecessor of the modern 
five-cross state flag appeared in the hands of our distant ancestors. Last year was the most 
important due to the discovery of the coin of David IV, which until then was considered 
unique (a slightly different version of it is preserved in the British National Museum). 
The development of heraldry, vexillology, phaleristics, numismatics, and other branches 
of science in our country directly relates to the search for sources, their analysis, and their 
establishment as modern state symbols.
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elizabeT roudsi
heraldikis saerTaSoriso akademia

istoria da heraldika – istoriuli zegavlena Sotlandiis gerbebze

Sotlandiur heraldikaSi sagerbe figurebis SerCevisas odiTganve 
didi mniSvneloba eniWeboda gvars. winamdebare narkvevi ikvlevs Tu 
ra gavlena iqonia adreulma heraldikurma figurebma erTnairi gvaris 
mqone pirovnebebis gerbebze saukuneTa ganmavlobaSi, TviT XXI sauku-
neSic ki. adgilobrivi lordebis vasalebi xSirad iyenebdnen identur 
ZiriTad figurebs TavianTi gerbebisTvis, maSinac ki roca maTi gvare-

bi gansxvavdeboda. feodaluri urTierTobebidan 
momdinare sami sagerbe faria ganxiluli, raTa 
warmoCndes Tu ra gavlena gaaCnda figurebs su-
zerenis kuTvnili gerbidan. aseTi figurebis ni-
muSebia: samefo xelisuflebisgan boZebuli or-
magi arSia, anandales vasalebis wm. andrias jvari 
sartyeli da heraldikuri Tavi, dabolos, mora-
viidan Crdilo-aRmosavleT SotlandiaSi gad-
motanili varskvlavis gamosaxuleba. 

naSromis meore nawilSi ganvixilavT, Tu ro-
gor aris istoriuli artefaqtebi CarTuli Ta-
namedrove gerbebSi, banokburnis brZolaSi gam-
oyenebuli kaltropebidan Tu safosto markebis 
xazovani motivebidan dawyebuli, e.w. bedisweris 

qvis gamosaxulebamde.

Elizabeth Roads
LVO, AIH

History and Heraldry – historical influences on Scottish coats of arms

In Scots heraldry it has long been the case that surname is relevant to the choice 
of charge.  This paper will look at how the earliest known charges have influenced the 
arms of people of the same name over the succeeding centuries and still do in the 21st 
century.   The arms of vassals of territorial overlords frequently took the same basic 
charges even though the surname was different.  Three feudally derived shields will be 
examined to show how the devices influenced those dependent on the overlord – the 
double tressure awarded by the Crown, the saltire and chief of Annandale vassals and 
the stars found in coats stemming from Moravia in the north east of Scotland.

The second section of the paper will examine how historical artefacts have been 
incorporated into more modern coats of arms, from caltraps used at the Battle of Ban-
nockburn, line variation taken from postage stamps to a representation of the Stone of 
Destiny.
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luk duerlo 
antverpenis universiteti 

flandriuli heraldikuri sabWos prezidenti

portolanebi: karibWe heraldikursa da veqsilologiur warsulSi

rodesac vsaubrobT heraldikur da veqsilologiur cnobebze,  aucileb-
lad gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom portolani sulac ar aris unaklo wyaro. 
sivrcis nakleboba xSirad aiZulebda kartografebs, gamoesaxaT gerbi an 
droSa Sekvecilad. droTa ganmavlobaSi  pigmenti qreboda an icvlida Ta-
vdapirvel fers,  Sedegad ki rTuldeboda naxatis garCeva da zusti aRqma. 
garda materialuri faqtorebisa, iyo adamianuric: kartografebi xSirad 
ar flobdnen srul informacias an hqondaT subieqturi mizezebic  mimdin-
are movlenebis ugulebelsayofad. Sesabamisad, mizanSewonilia portola-
nidan  miRebuli cnobis gadamowmeba da Sedareba sxva  wyaroebTan.

xelmisawvdomi damxmare literatura zogadad kritikulad udgeba por-
tolanebidan momdinare heraldikursa da veqsilologiur informacias, 
radgan is xSirad ar Seesabameba molodins. vimedovnebT, portolanebze 
datanili markerebis (simboloebis) inventarizacia da maTi daTariReba 
dagvexmareba ama Tu im portolanis Seqmnis savaraudo TariRis dadgenaSi.  
Tumca, Sedegi xSirad urTierTgamomricxavia: zogierTi gerbi da droSa 
miekuTvneba drois sxvadasxva monakveTs, zogi asaxavs cvlilebebs poli-
tikur urTierTobebSi, zogic droSia gayinuli da realobasTan  kavSiri 
ar aqvs,  zogi ki ekuTvnis fantaziis samyaros da portolanze aRniSnavs 
Soreul qveynebs, romelTa Sesaxeb cotas Tu smenia. 

am naSromis mizania daamtkicos, rom Cven Tavidanve, SesaZloa, araswor 
kiTxvebs vsvamdiT. yvela portolani ar gvawvdis heraldikur an veqsi-
lologiur cnobas. varaudoben, rom mxolod mesamedia aseTi  da, rogorc 
wesi, asocirdeba portolanebis Seqmnis  im tradiciasTan, romelsac Tavda-
pirvelad kataloniuri, xolo SemdgomSi maiorkuli  skola uwodes. Tumca, 
ramdenime Zvel genuur rukazec aris aseTi droSebi. kartografebi, rom-
lebmac  daitanes es niSnebi TavianT portolanebze, ar cdilobdnen  den 
braunis stilSi portolanis Seqmnis TariRi  gamocanad eqciaT. miuxedavad 
imisa, rom zogjer silamazisTvis, xandaxan ki   Sua saukuneebis cnobili 
„carieli adgilis SiSis“ wyalobiT portolanebze dahqondaT araaqtua-

luri an ararsebuli simboloebi, kar-
tografebi  umTavresad cdilobdnen 
Rirebuli informacia miewodebinaT 
mezRvaurebisTvis. heraldikuri an 
veqsilologiuri niSnebi exmareboda maT 
zRvaze orientirebaSi da agreTve mego-
brebisa da mtrebis amocnobaSi. 

Tumca saqme ase martivadac ar aris. 
miuxedavad imisa, rom sazRvao navigacia 
mogzaurobis yvelaze swrafi saSuale-
ba iyo, kartografebi   yovelTvis ar 
flobdnen uaxles informacias. isi-
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ni xSirad iyenebdnen moZvelebul niSnebsa da simboloebs Zveli porto-
lanebidan. imis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom politikuri informacia  iyo kriti-
kulad mniSvnelovani, gerbi da droSa portolanebze xSirad miuTiTebda 
ama Tu im qveynis mmarTvel Zalaze  amave dros, gasaTvaliswinebeli iyo 
isic, Tu vin flobda sinamdvileSi  Zalauflebas da vin mxolod acxadebda 
pretenzias  masze. am TvalsazrisiT, portolanis wakiTxva Ramis cis yure-
bas gavs, rac ufro Sorsaa sagani mayureblisgan, miT ufro daSorebulia 
is droSic.

Luc Duerloo 
University of Antwerpen 

president of the Flemish Heraldic Council

Portolans: Portals to a Heraldic and Vexillological Past

Portolans do not have a flawless reputation when it comes to the heraldic and vex-
illological evidence that they provide. The constraints imposed by the available space 
often forced the cartographer to depict arms or flags in a curtailed way. Pigments may 
have faded or oxidated over time, rendering the image difficult to read or to interpret 
correctly. Apart from such material considerations, cartographers may not always have 
had access to the latest information or may even have had reasons for ignoring recent 
developments. It is therefore prudent to compare their evidence with that of other types 
of sources.

The available secondary literature is in general critical of the heraldic and vexillo-
logical evidence provided by portolans because it falls short of expectations. It is hoped 
that by making an inventory of these markers and assigning dates to them, it will be 
possible to work out a rough date of when the portolan was produced. The outcome, 
however, is often contradictory. Some of the arms or flags belong to earlier or later pe-
riods than others. Some are believed to indicate shifts in political relations. Some others 
seem to have been frozen in time, disregarding realities on the ground. Some even seem 
to belong to the realm of fantasy, made up in reference to tales about distant lands of 
which little was known.

This paper wants to argue that we may have been asking the wrong questions. Not 
all portolans provide heraldic or vexillological evidence. It is estimated that only about 
a third of them do. They are usually associated with what was originally called the 
Catalan and has since been renamed the Majorcan tradition of portolan-making. While 
this is generally the case, a few older examples from Genoa also bear such ensigns. The 
cartographers who added such markers to their portolans did not seek to encode some 
Dan Brown-like riddle that would reveal the date of their fabrication. While the ambi-
tion to embellish or the proverbial medieval horror vacui may have played a role, they 
chiefly did so to add information that they deemed valuable for those who were going 
to use the portolan. At sea heraldic or vexillological markers could serve as a means of 
orientation. They could also help to identify the other as a friend or a foe.
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Matters might be complicated, however, in several ways. Navigating the waters may 
have been the fasted means of travel during the period, but that did not mean that cartog-
raphers were always in possession of the latest information. They may also have been 
set in their ways out of convenience, reproducing obsolete markers from older models. 
Bearing in mind that information about power relations could be of critical importance, 
we tend to assume that the arms or flags on the portolans marked who was wielding 
power somewhere. Yet it may also have been prudent to know who was claiming power 
rather than actually exercising it. Considered from that perspective, deciphering the 
information of a portolan was comparable to looking at the night’s sky. The further an 
object was removed from the viewer, the further it may have been removed from him 
in time.
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iason  i ongepier i
antverpenis universiteti

belgiis saxelmwifo arqivi

portolanuri  rukebi  cifrul  epoqaSi

sazRvao rukebi - portolanebi odiTganve iwvevdnen aRfrTo-
vanebas TavianTi araCveulebrivi silamaziT. es rukebi gvian Sua-
saukuneebSi gamoCndnen; navigaciisTvisaa Seqmnilni, isini xas-
iaTdebodnen rumbebiT, CrdiloeTis mimarT gazomili mudmivi 
mimarTulebis svlageziT. rumbis xazebi warmodgeba qselis sakvan-
Zo wertilebidan da adgenen mdgenels qaris yvela mimarTulebas-
Tan (da danayofebTan), rac amartivebs kursis daWerasa da mudmivi 
mimarTulebiT navigacias. am rukebis mTavari mizani sanapiro xaze-
bis, portebis, qalaqebisa da kunZulebis zusti asaxva da Sesabamisi 
urTierTganlagebis Cveneba iyo. sadReisod, jer kidev SemorCenil-
ia 180-mde portolani, maTgan yvelaze Zvelia Carta Pisana, romelic 
zogadad XIII saukunis boloTi TariRdeba. iTvleba, rom es aris mx-
olod mcire nawili im rukebisa, romlebic realurad gamoiyenebo-
da warsulSi.

tradiciuli TvalTaxedviT, portolanuri rukebis warmoSobisa 
da Sinaarsis Sesaxeb bevria dawerili, magram maT mimarT ufro te-
qnikuri midgoma SedarebiT axalia. 

prof. doqt. iason iongepieris es prezentacia daiwyeba porto-
lanebis mokle wardgeniT, maTi ZiriTadi maxasiaTeblebis, Seqmnis 
xerxebisa da „saidumloebebis“ (mag. maTi warmomavlobis Sesaxeb), 
romliTac isini arian moculi, daxasiaTebiT. ar gpirdebiT xangr-
Zlivi debatebis dasrulebas, am prezentaciiT, ZiriTadad, gvsurs 
naTeli moefinos axal teqnologiebsa da SesaZleblobebs, rom-
lebic saSualebas mogvcems gadaWras am tipis sakiTxebi, an rom-
lebic SeiZleba gamoviyenoT, rogorc amgvar rukaTa koleqciebis 
damuSavebisa da „marTvis“ axali saSualeba.

am axali teqnikuri SesaZleblobebis saCveneblad, portolanis 
diagramebis nimuSi damuSavdeba geografiul sainformacio siste-
mebSi (GIS). am meTodologiis upiratesobebia is, rom (1) portola-
ni SeiZleba daedos dRevandel rukebsa da sxva istoriul rukebs 
georeferenciiT; (2) am procesis Sedegad SesaZlebelia aviRoT ru-
kis sizustis sxvadasxva anaTvali; (3) SesaZlebeli xdeba am rukebis, 
potenciurad didi raodenobis, geografiul sainformacio siste-
mebSi (GIS) Senaxva da vizualizacia; (4) amave rukebze SesaZlebelia 
moxdes iseTi obieqtebis digitalizacia, rogoricaa qalaqebi, 
aseve droSebi an heraldikuri niSnebi da (5) Teoriulad, SesaZlebe-
lia,  monacemTa usasrulo raodenoba, cxrilebis saxiT, miebas am 
cifrul maxasiaTeblebs.

GIS-is damuSavebis ganmartebis Semdeg warmodgenili iqneba sivr-
culi analizi Semdegi formiT (1) nimuSis droSi amonaridis saxiT; 
(2) rukis sizustis Sefaseba; (3) orientaciis analizi da (4) droSis ga-
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moCenis lokalizeba. es analizi mogawvdiT 
rukebs Soris gadafarvasa da gansxvavebaze 
informacias, aseve, nimuSis teqnikur da Si-
naarsobriv maxasiaTeblebze.

am prezentaciis ganmavlobaSi erTmaneTs 
Seenacvleba Teoria da praqtikuli magaliTe-
bi, romelTaTvisac es prezentacia, amavdrou-
lad sabaziso saxelmZRvanelocaa. am prezent-
aciis Semdeg, yvelas, vinc dainteresebulia 
portolanebis cifrul garemoSi SeswavliT, 
SeeZleba gamoiyenos warmodgenili monaceme-
bi da Secvalos da gaafarTovos portolanuri 
rukebis raodenoba sakuTari kvlevis saWiroe-
bisamebr.

Iason Jongepier 
University of Antwerp

State Archives of Belgium

Portolan Charts in a Digital Era

Portolan Charts have been admired for their extraordinary beauty for a long time. 
These maps appeared in the late Medieval and Early modern period and were made 
for navigational and are characterized by the presence of Rhumblines, paths with a 
constant bearing as measured relative to the North. These lines stem from a network 
of central points with lines in all wind directions (and subdivisions) making the task of 
setting course and navigating a constant direction easier. The focus of these maps lied 
in the accurate depiction and a proper relative positioning of coastlines and ports, towns 
and islands. Nowadays, ca. 180 portolan charts still survive, the oldest being the Carta 
Pisana that is generally dated at the end of the thirteenth century. This is believed to be 
only a small fraction of the number of maps that were actually circulating at the time. 

From a more traditional view, many words have been written on the emerging and 
contents of Portolan Charts, but only relatively recently a more technical approach to 
these maps came into play. 

This presentation by prof. dr. Iason Jongepier will start with a short introduction to 
Portolan Charts, their main characteristics, the way they are believed to be produced 
and the ‘mysteries’ - e.g. on their exact origins - they are surrounded by. Without prom-
ising to solve these long debates, the main part of this presentation wants to shed light 
on new technologies and possibilities that might allow to tackle this kind of questions 
or that simply can be used as a new way of processing and ‘managing’ collections of 
these maps. 

To demonstrate these new technical possibilities, a sample of Portolan Charts will 
be processed in Geographical Information Systems (GIS). Benefits of this methodology 
are that (1) Portolan Charts can be overlaid with present-day maps and with other his-
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torical maps through georeferencing; (2) Based on this process various map accuracy 
measurements can be taken; (3) A potentially large number of these maps can be stored 
and visualized within the GIS; (4) on top of these maps a digitalization of features likes 
cities, but also flags or heraldic signs, can be made and (5) An in theory infinite number 
of data in spreadsheet form can be linked to these digitized features. 

After an explanation of the GIS processing a spatial analysis will be presented in the 
form of (1) a timelapse of the sample; (2) a map accuracy assessment; (3) orientation 
analysis and (4) localized flag occurrence. This analysis will provide information on the 
overlaps and differences between the maps, as well as on the technical and content wise 
characteristics of the sample. 

Throughout this presentation, theory will be mixed with practical applications, for 
which this presentation forms a basic tutorial at the same time. After this presentation, 
anyone who is interested in exploring Portolan Charts in a digital (open source) envi-
ronment should be able to use the presented data and edit and extend the number of 
Portolan Charts to their own preferences.
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andrei greCilo 
ukrainis heraldikisa da veqsilologiis sazogadoeba

XVIII-XIX saukuneebis galiciis (haliCina)  sasoflo beWdebi, rogorc Ta-
namedrove municipaluri gerbebisa da droSebis wyaro

galiciaSi (haliCina; axla - dasavleT ukraina), XVIII saukunis dam-
levs avstriis xelisuflebis reformam miwebi dayo sabatono (memam-
ule) da sasoflo (glexTa) Temebad, ramac gamoiwvia saTemo beWdebis 
aucilebloba. im dros, sasoflo Temebi aqtiuri ar iyvnen; maTi be-
Wdebi ZiriTadad gamoiyeneboda sxvadasxva xelSekrulebaze merebisa 
da glexTa sxva warmomadgenlebis xelmoweris (an xelmoweris nacvlad 
dasmuli jvris) dasamowmeblad. beWdebze graviurebi da warwerebi 
(legendebi) reliefurad iyo amokveTili, raTa maT  cvilSi  amoburcu-
li anabeWdi daetovebinaT. Tumca, gaWvartluli beWdebis gamoyenebis 
praqtika ufro farTod iyo gavrcelebuli XVIII saukunis miwurulsa da 
XIX saukuneSi (sanTlis alze gaWvartlili beWediT qaRaldze anabeWds 
tovebdnen). beWdebs ZiriTadad qalaqeli xelosnebi amzadebdnen. erTsa 
da imave ostats SeeZlo Seeqmna beWedi ramdenime TemisTvis, rac das-
turdeba kompoziciuri dizainiT, legendis SinaarsiT da beWdis for-
miTa da zomiT.

iTvleba, rom beWedze gamosaxuli scena Tavad glexebi arCevdnen. 
Tumca gvxvdeba standartizebuli gadawyvetilebebis SemTxvevebic. 
magaliTad, XVIII saukunis miwuruls skoles raionis 20-ze meti sof-
lis beWedze gamosaxulia ori erTmaneTze gadajvaredinebuli totis 
erTnairi gamosaxuleba; amgvar beWdebs mxolod dasaxlebaTa saxelebis 
warwera ganasxvavebs. Sinaarsis mravalferovnebiT xasiaTdeba mezobe-
li drohobiCis raionis soflis Temebis beWdebi. TiToeul konkret-
ul SemTxvevaSi gamoiyeneboda individualuri gamosaxuleba, romel-
ic asaxavda florisa da faunis Taviseburebebs, yofiT scenas soflis 
cxovrebidan, an ZiriTad adgilobriv industrias. zogjer, Temi aso-
cirdeboda legendasTan an realur movlenasTan. simboloebs xSirad 
hqondaT asociaciuri mniSvneloba, rac mianiSnebda dasaxlebis saxel-
ze. Temebis umetesobam SeinarCuna tradiciuli gamosaxulebebi axali 
beWdebis Seqmnisac ki, amdenad zogi motivi SemorCenilia beWdebze XX 
saukunis damdegidan.

1997 wels miRebuli ukrainis adgilobrivi TviTmmarTvelobis Ses-
axeb kanoniT, 
t e r i t o r i u l 
Temebs (munic-
i p alitete b s ) 
ufleba aqvT ga-
moiyenon saku-
Tari simboloe-
bi - gerbi, droSa 
da a.S. bunebriv-
ia, soflis beWd-
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ebidan yvela motivi ver iqneba gamoyenebuli Temis gerbis Sesaqmne-
lad; zogierT SemTxvevaSi, isini saWiroeben specialur heraldikur 
damuSavebas. ukrainis heraldikurma sazogadoebam ukve SeimuSava Tana-
medrove municipaluri heraldikis ganviTarebis ZiriTadi principebi. 
amis safuZvelze Cven SevqmeniT da adgilobrivma sabWoebma daamtkices 
mravali axali gerbi da droSa uZvelesi beWdebis gaTvaliswinebiT. 

Andriy Grechylo 
Ukrainian Heraldry and Vexillology Society

Rural Seals of Galicia (Halychyna) from the XVIII-XIX centuries 
as a source for modern municipal coats of arms and flags

Introduced by the Austrian authorities in Galicia (Halychyna; now – Western 
Ukraine) at the end of the 18th century, land distribution reforms into dominial (mano-
rial) and rustic (peasant) communities led to the emergence of communal seals. Rural 
communities were not engaged in active business at that time; their seals were mainly 
used to authenticate the signatures (or crosses made in place of signatures) of mayors 
and other peasant representatives on various agreements. The engravings and inscrip-
tions (legends) on the seals were carved in relief so that they could leave a raised image 
when pressed into wax. Although the practice of using sooty impressions was more 
widespread in the late 18th and throughout the 19th century (the seal was blackened by 
candle flame and stamped on paper). Seals were mostly crafted by urban artisans. The 
same master could create seals for several communities, indicated by compositional 
design, legend content, and the shape and size of the seal.

It is believed that the depicted scene on the seal was chosen by the peasants them-
selves. However, there are also cases of standardized solutions. For instance, seals from 
over 20 villages in the Skole district from the late 18th century feature the same image 
of two intersecting branches, differing only in the names of the populated places above 
them. On the other hand, rural communities in the neighboring Drohobych district had 
much more diverse content. In each specific case, an individual image was used, repre-
senting flora and fauna peculiarities, domestic scenes from rural life, or characterizing 
the main local industries. Sometimes, the themes were associated with legendary or real 
events. Symbols often had associative meanings, indicating the name of the settlement. 
Most communities retained traditional images even in the creation of new seals, which 
is why some motifs have been preserved on seals from the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury.

In accordance with the Law of Ukraine on Local Self-Government adopted in 1997, 
territorial communities (municipalities) have the right to use their own symbols – coats 
of arms, flags, etc. It is evident that not all motifs from village seals can be used in cre-
ating coats of arms for rural communities; in some cases, they require special heraldic 
processing. The Ukrainian Heraldry Society has already developed the main principles 
for the development of modern municipal heraldry. Based on this, we have created and 
local councils have approved many new coats of arms and flags, taking into account 
ancient seals.
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manana gabaSvili
giorgi wereTlis 

aRmosavleTmcodneobis instituti

zRva da afriani xomaldebi qarTuli droSebiT 
sveticxovlis freskaze

zRvas yovelTvis udidesi mniSvneloba hqonda saqarTvelos isto-
riaSi. miuxedavad mdidari folkloruli, istoriuli, numizmatikuri, 
heraldikuri masalisa, Savi zRva saTanadod ar aris Seswavlili qa-
rTul istoriografiaSi, rasac aqvs politikuri safuZveli, kerZod 
ruseTis mcdeloba 1801 wlidan qarTuli sazogadoebisTvis zRvas 
daekarga kuTvnili mniSvneloba.

moxsenebaSi ganxilulia me-17 saukunis sveticxovlis freska, ro-
melic sruliad gansxvavdeba qarTuli kedlis mxatvrobisgan da Cveni 
varaudiT Seicavs ara mxolod religiur Sinaarss, aramed datvirTu-
lia simboloebiT da savaraudod gadmoscems aseve Tanadroul poli-
tikur movlenebs.

konstantinopolis dacema da Savi zRvis gadaqceva „osmaleTis 
tbad“, saqarTveloSi iseve rogorc danarCen msoflioSi aRqmuli iyo 
rogorc udidesi sulieri marcxi, rig SemTxvevebSi “meored mosvlis” 
uwyeba, ramac asaxva pova ro-
gorc istoriul movlenebSi, 
magaliTad lepantos sazRvao 
brZolaSi, ise anti-osmalur 
koaliciaSi, raSic CarTuli iyo 
saqarTveloc.  gansakuTrebiT 
yuradRebas ipyrobs freskaze 
gamosaxuli afriani xomaldebi 
droSebi, apokalifsuri mxeci 
da qaris personificirebuli 
gamosaxulebebi.

Manana Gabashvili 
Giorgi Tsereteli 

Institute of Oriental Studies

Sea and ships with Georgian flags on the fresco of 
the Svetitskhoveli Cathedral

The Black Sea has held a persistent and profound significance in Georgian history. 
Notwithstanding the wealth of indigenous folklore, historical sources, numismatic rel-
ics, and heraldic insignia, it is evident that the comprehensive exploration of the Black 
Sea remains an underdeveloped domain within the purview of Georgian historiography. 
This lacuna can be attributed to a discernible political underpinning, specifically, the 
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sustained efforts of Russia since 1801 to erode the maritime prominence of the Black 
Sea within Georgian societal consciousness.

The ensuing presentation centers its discourse on the Svetitskhoveli Fresco of the 
17th century, a remarkable artistic artifact that markedly deviates from the established 
conventions of Georgian wall painting. Notably, this fresco transcends its conventional 
role as a repository of religious iconography; it emerges as a repository laden with a 
profusion of allegorical symbols, conceivably serving as a conduit for disseminating 
contemporaneous political messages.

Constantinople’s fall and the Black Sea’s subsequent metamorphosis into an “Ot-
toman lake” within the territorial confines of Georgia and across the global milieu en-
gendered profound spiritual perturbation. This monumental transformation assumed, 
in certain instances, an eschatological character akin to the heralded “second coming.” 
The ubiquity of this eschatological sentiment found its manifestation not only within 
the annals of historiography but also in palpable historical occurrences. Of particular sa-
lience is the pivotal naval confrontation at Lepanto, alongside various instances of con-
certed anti-Ottoman coalition endeavors, within which Georgia actively participated.

It is noteworthy that within these historical narratives, emblematic maritime ves-
sels adorned with distinctive ensigns, evocative depictions of apocalyptic creatures, and 
personifications of prevailing winds emerge as salient motifs, underscoring the intricate 
tapestry of symbolism encapsulated within the Svetitskhoveli Fresco. These motifs col-
lectively stand as emblematic testaments to the multifaceted narratives interwoven with 
the annals of the Black Sea’s historical trajectory, emblematic of the enduring spirit of 
Georgian society.
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petr eqsneri
veqsilologiuri sainformacio 

centri (CexeTis respublika)

bohemiuri, moraviuli da sileziuri simboloebi istoriul wyaroebSi

Sua saukuneebSi centraluri evropis guls CexeTis samefo warmoad-
genda, mmarTveli przemislidebis ojaxiT. maTi miwebi, maTi mefobis 
dros Sematebul teritoriebianad baltiidan adriatikamde vrcelde-
boda. CexeTis samefom didi mniSvneloba SeiZina XIII da XIV saukuneebis 
mijnaze, rodesac CexeTis mefe, saRvTo romis imperiis Svidi kurfiurs-
tidan erT-erTi, venclav III CexeTis, poloneTisa da ungreTis gvirgvins 
flobda. Tumca, samefos guli yovelTvis iyo bohemiis, moraviisa da 
sileziis miwebi. maTi simboloebi dResacaa CexeTis gerbze.

przemislidebis dinastiis originaluri gerbi Savi cecxlovani ar-
wivi iyo. rodesac piomisl otakar II gaxda moraviis markgrafi, man 
rogorc samefos simbolo, arwivi Caanacvla wiTel farze vercxlis 
lomiT. 1307 wels przemislidebis ojaxis amowyvetis Semdeg, CexeTis 
mefem da romis imperatorma ioane luqsemburgelma, romlis coli iyo 
vaclav II-is asuli, przemislide eliSka cecxlovani arwivi mianiWa br-
nos princs nikolozs, trentis episkoposs (1027-1803). amgvarad, arwivi 
gaqra Cexuri heraldikidan. Tumca, is jer kidev gvxvdeba italiis amJa-
mindeli avtonomiuri regionis tridenti-zemo adijis emblemaSi.

vercxlisferi mewamuli arwivi XIII saukuneSi moraviis markgrafebis 
simbolod iqca. 1261 wels pioemisl otakar II-s mieniWa markgrafis ax-
ali gerbi vercxlis arwivi (Tavdapirvelad andexsebis gvaris kuTvnili) 
lurj velze. 1268 wels man arwivze ganaTavsa vercxlisfer-mewamuli 
sponheimis Wadrakuli dafa. gerbi gamoxatavda moraviis mmarTvelo-
bas da memkvidreobiT pretenzias sponheimis sahercogoze karintiasa 
da karniolaSi. uZvelesi feradi gamosaxuleba war-
modgenilia kremsSi (avstria) gozis sasaxlis ger-
bebis darbazSi.

oqros velze Sav arwivs XIII saukunidan gamosaxa-
vdnen poloneTis piastebis dinastiis warmomadgen-
lebi. mas iyenebda hainrix II sileziisa da misi gamo-
saxuleba gvxvdeba maneses kodeqsSi. mefe venclas 
II-is dros silezia gaxda CexeTis samefos nawili. 
1318 wlidan opavas (tropau) samTavros marTavda 
przemislidebis ojaxis umcrosi Sto. 1850 wlidan 
silezia bohemiis samefos gvirgvins miekuTvneboda.

iagelonebis mefobis Semdeg, CexeTis samefo,  
moraviis sagrafosa da sileziis sahercogosTan 
erTad, habsburgTa samefos mniSvnelovani nawili 
gaxda. maTi simboloebi saRvTo romis imperiis da 
mogvianebiT avstriis imperiis gerbis ganuyofeli 
nawili gaxda 1918 w. imperiis daSlamde. axlad da-
fuZnebulma Cexoslovakiam daibruna Tavisi isto-
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riuli simboloebi, slovakeTis simbolosTan - wiTel velze sami lur-
ji mTis Tavze gamosaxul ormag TeTr jvarTan - erTad. 1993 wels 
Cexoslovakiis gayofis Semdeg, CexeTis respublika kvlav daubrunda 
tradiciul simboloebs, romlebic Setanilia CexeTis did gerbSi.

Petr Exner
The Center for Vexillological 

Information (Czech Republic)

Bohemian, Moravian and Silesian Symbols in Historical Sources

The core of Central Europe in the High Middle Ages was the Czech kingdom with the 
ruling Przemyslides family. Territorial gains During their reign stretched from the Baltic 
to the Adriatic. The Czech kingdom gained its greatest importance at the turn of the 13th 
and 14th centuries, when the Czech king, one of the seven prince-electors of the Holy Ro-
man Empire – Wenceslaus III, bore the Czech, Polish and Hungarian crowns. However, 
the core of the Kingdom was always the lands of Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia. Their 
symbols are even today in the national coat of arms of the Czech Republic.

A black flaming eagle was the original coat of arms of the Przemyslide dynasty. At 
the time when Pøemysl Otakar II became the Moravian Margrave, he replaced an eagle 
with a silver lion in a red shield as the symbol of the kingdom. After the extinction of 
the Przemyslides family by the sword in 1307, the Czech king and Roman emperor John 
of Luxembourg, whose wife was Przemyslide Eliška – a daughter of Václav II, awarded 
the flaming eagle to Prince Nicholas of Brno, bishop of the Princely Bishopric of Trent 
(1027 – 1803). In this way an eagle disappeared from Czech heraldry. However, it is still 
in the emblem of the current Italian autonomous region Trident-Upper Adige.

The silver-red checkered eagle became a symbol of the Moravian Margraviate in the 
13th century. In 1261 Pøemysl Otakar II was granted a new margrave coat of arms of a 
silver eagle (originally Andechs) on a blue field. In 1268, he placed the silver-red Spon-
heim chessboard over the eagle. The coat of arms expressed the rule in Moravia and the 
hereditary claim to the Sponheim duchy in Carinthia and Carniola. The oldest colored 
depiction is shown in the coats of arms hall of the Gozzi Palace in Krems (Austria).

 The black eagle in a golden field - was used by representatives of the Polish Piast 
dynasty since the 13th century. It was used by Heinrich II of Silesia and its depiction 
is available in the Codex Manesse. Silesia became part of the Czech Kingdom under 
King Wenceslas II. The Opava (Troppau) principality was ruled by a minor branch of 
the Przemyslides family from 1318. Since 1850, Silesia had been a crown land of the 
Kingdom of Bohemia.

After the short reign of the Jagiellonians, the Czech Kingdom became - together 
with the Margraviate of Moravia and the Duchy of Silesia – an important part of the 
Habsburg Monarchy. Their symbols became an integral part of the coat of arms of the 
Holy Roman Empire and later of the Austrian Empire until 1918, when the empire dis-
integrated and the newly established Czechoslovakia returned it to its historical symbols 
supplemented by a white double cross on a blue three mountains peak in a red field 
symbolizing Slovakia.After the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993, the Czech Repub-
lic again applied to the traditional symbols and they are all contained in the great coat 
of arms of the Czech Republic.
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nikolas verno
heraldikis saerTaSoriso akademia

Tavsebadi Tu Seusabamo? aristokratuli emblemebi safrangeTis 
samoqalaqo heraldikaSi

samoqalaqo heraldikaSi aristokratuli gamoZaxilis aqtualoba 
ganxilvis Rirsia. centraluri da aRmosavleT evropis yofilma so-
cialisturma reJimebma, zogadad, uaryofiTad miiRes aseTi iniciativa, 
aSkara ideologiuri mizezebis gamo, rac proletariatis gamarjvebas-
Tan aris dakavSirebuli. meore mxriv, dasavleT evropis demokratiul 
qveynebSi, xSirad, misaRebad miiCneoda, istoriulad mniSvnelovani aris-
tokratuli ojaxis asaxva im teritoriis gerbSi, sadac is iyo fexmok-
idebuli. Tumca, respublikur konteqstSi, ramdenadaa mizanSewonili 
warmovaCinoT samoqalaqo Temi, odesRac hegemonuri, aristokratuli 
elitis emblemebiT? 

safrangeTSi, pasuxi SeiZleba mniSvnelovnad 
gansxvavdebodes qveynis kuTxeebis mixedviT. 
midgomaTa am mravalferovnebis asaxsnelad, 
romelic SeiZleba meryeobdes srul uaryofa-
sa da erTmniSvnelovan miRebas Soris, saWiroa 
adgilobrivi konteqstis detaluri codna. 
yvela is faqtori, rogoricaa istoriuli, 
sociologiuri, kulturuli da politikuri 
konteqsti, gasaTvaliswinebelia didgvarovnu-
li heraldikuri memkvidreobisadmi mraval-
ferovani damokidebulebis gansamartavad.

Nicolas Vernot
The International Academy of Heraldry

Relevant or Inappropriate? Aristocratic Emblems in French Civic Heraldry 

The relevance of aristocratic evocations in civic heraldry is a subject worthy of dis-
cussion. The former socialist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe generally took a 
dim view of such an initiative, for obvious ideological reasons linked to the celebration 
of the victory of the proletariat. In Western Europe democracies, on the other hand, it 
has often been considered acceptable for a historically important aristocratic family to 
be evoked in the coat of arms of the territory in which it was established. But in a repub-
lican context, is it really appropriate to represent a civic community with the emblems 
of a once hegemonic aristocratic elite? 

In France, the answer can differ significantly from one locality to another. To explain 
this variety of attitudes, which can oscillate between outright rejection and complete 
appropriation, a detailed knowledge of the terrain is needed. Historical, sociological, 
cultural and political contexts are all factors that need to be taken into account to explain 
the diversity of attitudes towards noble heraldic heritage.
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Tornike asaTiani
heraldikis, veqsilologiisa da 

simbolikis kvlevis centri

qarTuli heraldikis wyaroebi da 
Tanamedrove saqarTvelos simbolika

Tema ganixilavs ra saxis ZiriTad wyaroebs eyrdnoba heraldika saqa-
rTveloSi da ramdenad mniSvnelovania heraldikuri wyaroebis gavlena 
Tanamedrove saqarTvelos simbolikaze. 

qarTuli heraldika tradiciulad eyrdnoboda mravalferovan ma-
terialur, werilobiT Tu zepirsityvier wyaroebs, rogoric aris nu-
mizmatikuri, sfragistikuli da veqsilologiuri masala, heraldikuri 
monacemebis Semcveli werilobiTi, beWdviTi Tu saxviTi wyaroebi da 
zepirsityvieri gadmocemebi Tu Tqmulebebi.

sakiTxs heraldikis sxvadasxva dargebis mixedviT Tu ganvixilavT, 
saqarTvelos saxelmwifo gerbebis Seqmna tradiciulad efuZneboda 
werilobiT da materialur wyaroebs, Tumca, werilobiTi wyaroebis 
paralelurad, zogjer, gansakuTrebiT e.w. mikuTvnebuli an SeTxzuli 
gerbebis Seqmnis inspiracia momdinareobda im zogadi warmodgenebidan 
Tu Sexedulebebidan rac arsebobda imxanad saqarTvelos Sesaxeb qris-
tianul samyaroSi.

samxareo da saqalaqo anu samiwawylo gerbebis SemTxvevaSi mniS-
vnelovan rols TamaSobda totemuri da warmarTuli emblematika Ser-
wymuli qristianul simbolikasTan. Tumca, saqalaqo heraldika upirve-
les yovlisa emyareba konkretuli dasaxlebuli punqtis istorias anu 
werilobiT wyaroebs, mosaxleobis ZiriTad saqmianobas, xelqmnil Tu 
bunebriv RirSesaniSnaobebs da garSemo arealSi gavrcelebul faunas. 

yovelTvis, yvelaze ufro farTo wyaroebriv safuZvels iyenebda 
sagvareulo heraldika. am SemTxvevaSi aqtualuria sagvareulo ze-
pirsityvieri gadmocemebi, cnobebi gvaris saxelganTqmul warmomad-
genelTa Sesaxeb Tu sagvareuloTa istoriis elementebis Semcveli 
werilobiTi wyaroebi, simboluri gamosaxulebebi saflavis qvebze, sx-
vadasxvagvar damRebze, beWdebsa da saojaxo reliqviebze. 

rac Seexeba korporatiul heraldikas, istoriulad igi yvelaze 
sustad iyo saqarTveloSi ganviTarebuli da warsulSi metwil religi-
ur Tematikas da veqsolologiur masalas efuZneboda.  

Tanamedrove saqarTveloSi Seqmnili simboloebi pirobiTad Sesa-
Zloa daiyos saxelmwifo, korporatiul da kerZod. maTgan, wyaroe-
bis gamoyenebis TvalsazrisiT  saxelmwifo emblematika Tavdapirveli 
araorganizebuli ganviTarebis Semdgom, praqtikulad mTlianad eyrd-
noba istoriul werilobiT Tu materialur wyaroebs da saqalaqo ger-
bebis Seqmnis sayovelTaod miRebul heraldikur principebs. 

Tanamedrove korporatiuli heraldika saxelmwifosgan gansxvavebiT 
naklebad iTvaliswinebs adgilobriv heraldikur Tu zogadad simbo-
likur tradiciebs da wyaroebs. rac Seexeba kerZo gerbTSemoqmedebas, 
rogorc albaT yvelgan, sadac sfero ar kontroldeba raime central-
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izebuli samsaxuris mier, saqarTveloSic piradi gerbebis Seqmnisas ga-
moiyeneba nebismieri xelmisawvdomi wyaro. Tumca, vinaidan procesi ar 
aris regulirebadi, am wyaroTa sandoobisa da avTentikurobis sakiTxi 
zogjer saTuo SeiZleba iqnes.

rac Seexeba kerZod warmoebul simboloebs, maT Sesaqmnelad Sesa-
Zloa gamoyenebul iqnes avtorisTvis xelmisawvdomi nebismieri wyaro. 
magaliTad, Tanamedrove qarTul sagvareulo heraldikaSi gamoiyeneba 
rogorc werilobiTi da materialuri, iseve heraldikuri wyaroebic. 

daskvnis saxiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom is-
toriulad qarTuli heraldika eyrdnoboda 
sakmaod farTo da mravalferovan wyaroTa 
bazas, ris gamoyenebasac ganagrZobs parla-
mentTan arsebuli heraldikis sabWoc. miuxe-
davad amisa, sabWoTa okupaciis gamo, qarTul 
heraldikur praqtikaSi xangrZlivi pauzidan 
gamomdinare, Tanamedrove saqarTveloSi 
simboloebisa da emblemebis Seqmnisas sxva-
dasxvagvari istoriuli da maT Soris her-
aldikuri wyaroebi naklebad an qaoturad, 
usistemod gamoiyeneba. 

Tornike Asatiani
The Research Center of Heraldry, 

Vexillology and Symbolism

The Sources of Georgian Heraldry and 
the Symbolic Practices in Contemporary Georgia 

The main subject of the examination is what are the main sources of Georgian her-
aldry and to what extent they influence the process of creation of symbols and emblems 
in modern Georgia.

Georgian heraldry was traditionally based on various narrated and oral sources, 
such as numismatic, sphragistic and vexillological materials, written, printed or imag-
ery sources containing heraldic data and also oral transmissions or myths and legends.

Certain assumptions can be drawn while assessing the sources of different branches 
of heraldry, such as state, territorial, family, and corporate. Georgia’s state coats of 
arms were traditionally based on different material and narrated sources. However, at 
the same time, especially in the case of attributed coats of arms, inspiration for creation 
of heraldic devices was derived from the general ideas or views about Georgia in that 
time’s Christian world. 

For territorial and civic coats of arms, totemic and pagan emblems combined with 
Christian symbolism played an important role. Nevertheless, civic heraldry in Georgia, 
probably just as in any other country, is primarily based on the history and specific 
characteristics of a given city. Written sources, the main activities of the population, 
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man-made or natural landmarks, and the fauna spread throughout the surrounding area 
were actively used for the creation of civic coats of arms in Georgia.

The family heraldry always relied on the broadest source base. Legends and oral 
transmissions, written sources containing elements of the history of famous represen-
tatives of the families, symbolic images on tombstones, various types of seals, and 
emblems from family relics, all of these were relevant sources for Georgian family 
heraldry. As for corporate heraldry, which historically was underdeveloped in Georgia, 
it was based on religious symbolism and vexillological sources. 

Symbols created in modern Georgia can be divided into state, corporate and pri-
vate. Regarding the use of the sources, the state symbols after the initial unorganized 
development are practically entirely based on historical written sources and established 
principles of heraldry. 

Modern corporate Georgian symbols, in contrast to the state, are produced with little 
attention to heraldic rules, traditions, and sources. Instead, inspiration for creating of 
corporate emblems can be derived from any available sources. As for the adoption of 
the private coat of arms, though none of the state services control the sphere, the authors 
still generally try to adhere to the main heraldic rules and traditions. However, since the 
process is not regulated, the reliability and authenticity of these sources can sometimes 
be questionable.

In conclusion, it can be stated, that historically Georgian heraldry was founded on a 
considerably broad and diverse source base. The State Council of Heraldry follows this 
tradition while producing and regulating the state coats of arms, symbols, and emblems. 
Nonetheless, due to the decades-long pause in the Georgian heraldic practice during the 
Soviet period, heraldic sources are rarely used for production of symbols and emblems 
in contemporary Georgia. Instead, a wide range of sources are used somewhat chaoti-
cally and unsystematically. 
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patris de la kondamini 
safrangeTis veqsilologiis sazogadoeba

heraldikuri wyaroebi veqsilologiaSi

Sesavali
emblemaTa Semswavleli mecnierebis kvlevis sfero farToa. emblema 

iqceva simbolod, rodesac is datvirTulia SinaarsiT da gvawvdis in-
formacias rogorc Cveni, ise sxvaTa identobis Sesaxeb. istoriis msv-
lelobisas emblematika mniSvnelovnad ganviTarda gerbebisa da droSe-
bis gamoCeniT.

gerbebi Sua saukuneebis evropaSi ganviTarda. isini warmoadgendnen 
gabatonebul meTaurebs, ojaxebs, mTavrebsa da dinastiebs. mogvianebiT, 
isini logikurad ganviTardnen da saxelmwifoebis simboloebi gaxdnen. 
gerbebs heraldika Seiswavlis da mas didi xania hyavs mimdevrebi.

droSebi Tavdapirvelad heraldikis erTgvar gagrZelebas warmoad-
gendnen, ramdenadac isini zustad imeorebdnen saxelmwifo gerbebis 
dizainsa da fers. Tumca, droSebi aseve SeiZleba CaiTvalos heral-
dikis modernizaciad. marTlac, Tavad droSis buneba, tarze wamocmu-
li qsovilis zedapiri, qarSi mofriale, uciloblad ipyrobs mzerasa 
da yuradRebas. veqsilologia - mecniereba droSebis Sesaxeb, 1960-ian 
wlebSi ganviTarda anglo-saqsi specialistebis ZalisxmeviT, Tumca sa-
dReisod mas mravali ganStoeba da eqsperti hyavs mTel msoflioSi.

heraldika da veqsilologia
orive, heraldika da veqsilologia, adamianuri komunikaciis sferoa 

da am or disciplinas Soris kavSirebi logikuria. vizualuri komunik-
aciis es ori xelovneba, rogorc amaSi davrwmundebiT, erTmaneTs erwy-
mis, xSirad erTmaneTSi faravs da avsebs.

dRevandel msoflioSi saxelmwifo droSaTa umetesoba sxvadasxva 
ferTa SerwymiTaa Seqmnili. Tu maT ganvixilavT im qveynebis istoriaTa 
WrilSi, romelsac droSebi warmoadgenen, aRmovaCenT, rom xSir SemTx-
vevaSi, es feradi zolebi sxva araferia, Tu ara winamorbedi saxelmwi-
foebis gerbebis ferebi.

amdenad, Cveni mizania gamovikvlioT, Tu romel Tanamedrove droSe-
bze SeiZleba hqonoda  gavlena uZveles gerbebs da amiT davadginoT 
Tanamedrove droSebis heraldikuri warmomavloba.

heraldikuri droSebi
droSaTa nawilma zustad SeinarCuna Zveli heraldikuri dizaini. 

amgvari droSa SemorCenil zeda fenas mogvagonebs, Seicvala mxolod 
Ziri: guSindeli xis an liTonis fari, dRes marTkuTxedma qsovilma 
Caanacvla.

\amgvars, umeteswilad, vxvdebiT sxvadasxva qveynis, provinciis an 
regionis SemTxvevaSi, romelTac, Tavis droze, mniSvnelovani istori-
uli roli hqondaT da odesRac suverenuli saxelmwifoebic ki iyvnen: 
kastilia-leoni, navara, aragoni an katalonia (espaneTi), normandia, 
lotaringia an bearni (safrangeTi), brabanti, flandria (belgia), pru-
sia, bavaria (germania) da a.S. 
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roca droSa qmnis gerbs
zogjer sapirispiro fenomeni gvxvdeba, roca qveyanam simbolo-

Ta Seqmnis procesi daiwyo droSiT da Sesabamisad, swored droSa da 
misi ferebia STagoneba saxelmwifo gerbisTvis. es fenomeni arsebiTad 
exeba politikur subieqtebs, romelTa warmoqmna gareSe istoriuli 
procesebis Sedegia. aseTia afrikis kontinentze yofili koloniebi, 
romelTac damoukidebloba moulodnelad ewvia. axali saxelmwifos 
legitimaciis aucileblobiT iyo gamowveuli imgvari gerbebis Seqmna, 
romlebic sinamdvileSi damoukideblobis dRes aRmarTuli droSebis 
„heraldikuri aslebia“. am princips icaven gvinea, kameruni, centralu-
ri afrikis respublika, kongo.

heraldiko-veqsilologiuri saqorwino Serwyma
zogjer, heraldika da veqsilologia „daqorwinebulan“. gerbi an 

droSaze gamosaxuli gerbi erTiandeba da SeuZlebeli xdeba maTi gami-
jvna, vinaidan erovnuli droSa da saxelmwifo erTi mTliani xdeba. 
amdenad, emblemis amoReba mkrexelobad da eris uaryofad aRiqmeba. 
portugaliaa, udavod, yvelaze TvalsaCino SemTxveva, Tumca slovake-
Ti an sloveniac SesaniSnavi magaliTia.

dakvirvebebi da daskvnebi
Tanamedrove droSebi, maTi mniSvnelovnad gamartivebuli grafikiT, 

xSirad gvaZleven maTdami gulgrils gvtoveben. Cven vimaxsovrebT 
mxolod ferTa imgvar nakrebs, romelic met-naklebad mimzidvelad 
migvaCnia. Tumca, yvela maTganSi dafarulia mdidari istoriebi, rom-
lebic gaSifvras imsaxureben da sapasuxod gagvaocebs. isini gvaCvene-
ben, Tu ramdenad fundamenturia istoriuli gangrZobadoba adamianTa 
sazogadoebaSi da gansakuTrebiT saxelmwifoTa cxovrebaSi. isini war-
moadgenen ferebs, romlebic xSirad drois siRrmidan modis; emblemebs, 
romlebic jer beWdebze iyo amotvifruli, Semdeg ki heraldikaSi iqna 
gadatanili.

heraldika iyo da rCeba Tanamedrove droSebis Seqmnis fundamen-
tur wyarod. Tu droSa SesaZlebels xdis gacxaddes romelime adami-
anuri jgufis arseboba mocemul teritoriaze, heraldika ufro Sors 
midis da maT legitimacias aniWebs, im arsebiT legitimacias, romlis 
gareSec nebismier saxelmwifos ar eqneboda „istoriuli siRrme“, rome-
lic maT aucileblad sWirdebaT. heraldika iyo veqsilologiis wyaro 
da STagoneba.

magram veqsilologiis genialuroba swored imaSia, rom gardasaxos 
uZvelesi heraldikuri figurebis cnebebi, msgavsad imisa, rogorc 

qmedebs abstraqtuli xelovneba 
figuralurTan mimarTebaSi. amg-
varad, veqsilologiiT gardaqmnil-
ma heraldikam mogvca Tanamedrove 
droSebi, romlebiTac yoveldRi-
urad SegviZlia davtkbeT.

swored aq iCens Tavs simboloe-
bis genialuroba!
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Heraldic Sources in Vexillology

Introduction
The science of emblems covers a very vast field of research. Emblems become sym-

bols when they are charged with meaning and are able to give us information about 
our own group identity as well as that of others. The emblematic has found prodigious 
developments in the course of history with the appearance of coats of arms and flags.

Coats of arms developed a lot in the Middle Ages in Europe. They then represented 
chiefs, families, princes and dynasties reigning over the fiefdoms. Later and in a logical 
extension, they became the symbols of the States, in the form of coats of arms. The sci-
ence of coats of arms is called heraldry and it has had followers for a long time.

The flags were at first simple extensions of heraldry since they took up exactly the 
designs and colors of the Coat of Arms of the States in question. But the flags can also 
be considered as a modernization of the original heraldry: indeed, the very nature of 
the flag, surface of fabric hung at the top of a pole and fluttering in the wind, inevita-
bly attracts the gaze and the attention. The science of flags, called vexillology, really 
developed in the 1960s under the impetus of specialists, mainly Anglo-Saxons, but this 
science now has ramifications and specialists all over the world.

Heraldry and vexillology
Both heraldry and vexillology relate to human communication, it is logical to imag-

ine the very strong links between the two disciplines. In fact, these two arts of visual 
communication come together, often intertwine and complement each other, as we will 
see.

In today’s world, most national flags are made of graphics that combine various 
colors. But if we observe them and consider the history of the countries they represent, 
we find that, in many cases, these colored strips  are nothing other than the resumption 
of the colors of the Arms of former States whose they are mostly the moral heirs.

Our purpose will therefore be to try to discover which modern flags may have been 
influenced by ancient coats of arms, and thereby to understand the heraldic origins of 
many of our contemporary vexillaries.

Heraldic flags
A number of flags have retained the exact design of their old heraldry. These flags 

are like layers. Only the support has changed: yesterday a wooden or metal shield, today 
a square of fabric.

These are for the most part administrative subdivisions of various countries, prov-
inces or regions, but which often had an important historical role and which were once 
sovereign states: Castille-Leon, Navarre, Aragon or Catalonia (Spain), Normandy, Lor-
raine or Béarn (France), Brabant, Flanders (Belgium), Prussia, Bavaria (Germany), etc. 
In the United States, we note the exception with the flag of Maryland.

When the flag makes the coat of arms
But sometimes the opposite phenomenon occurs:  it means that some countries start-
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ed by creating their flag. And consequently, it is the flag and its colors that will inspire 
the coat of arms of the State. This phenomenon essentially concerns political entities 
whose reality results from external historical actors, such as the former colonies of 
black Africa for which independence came suddenly. The need to legitimize the new 
State forced the creation of coats of arms, which are in fact “heraldic copies” of the 
flags hoisted on Independence Day. Countries such as Guinea, Cameroon, the Central 
African Republic, Congo respond to this principle.

Heraldico-vexillological marriage fusions
Sometimes a marriage has taken place between heraldry and vexillology. The coat of 

arms or the arms grafted onto the flag become one with it, and it becomes impossible to 
separate them since the national flag and the state become one. To remove the emblem 
would amount to sacrilege and would be a negation of the nation. Portugal is undoubt-
edly the most illustrious case, but Slovakia or Slovenia are excellent examples as well.

Observations and Conclusion
With their very simplified graphics, contemporary flags often let us quite indifferent. 

We retain only sets of colors that we consider more or less attractive. However, they 
hide a wealth of history and as such they deserve a decryption from which we always 
come out amazed. They show us how fundamental the historical continuum is in the life 
of human communities, especially States. They represent colors that often come from 
the depths of time, emblems that were first engraved on seals, then carried by heraldic 
art.

Heraldry has been and continues to be a fundamental source for the creation of 
modern flags. If the flag makes it possible to proclaim the existence of any human group 
on a given territory, heraldry goes further, it gives legitimacy, this essential legitimacy 
without which it would lack this “historical depth” which any State imperatively needs. 
Heraldry has been a source and an inspiration for vexillology.

But the genius of vexillology is to have transformed these ancient heraldic figures 
concepts, exactly like abstract art in relation to the figurative. Heraldry, transformed by 
vexillology, has thus given the contemporary flags that we can admire every day.

There lies the genius of symbols!

26



daviT maisuraZe
Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti, 

TinaTin wereTlis saxelobis saxelmwifosa 
da samarTlis instituti

nestan bagauri
korneli kekeliZis saxelobis saqarTvelos 

xelnawerTa erovnuli centri

oTxwertiliani jvari qarTul istoriul sabuTebSi

oTxwertiliani jvris semantikas, mis funqciasa Tu simbolur mniS-
vnelobas araerTxel miupyria yuradReba qarTul istoriografiaSi. 
sakiTxs ikvlevdnen gliptikis, paleografiis, epigrafikisa Tu numizma-
tikis mimarTulebiT. saintereso  mignebebi gvaqvs qarTuli lapidaru-
li warwerebis kvlevis mxrivac. sakiTxisadmi didi interesisa da prob-
lemis aqtualurobis miuxedavad, sagangebo kvlevis sagani ar gamxdara 
istoriuli sabuTebis monacemebi. saistorio sabuTebis ganxilva, am 
masalis Sejereba mecnierebis momijnave dargebTan da bizantiur, somx-
ur da laTinurenovan masalasTan Sepirispireba uaRresad saintereso 
suraTs qmnis, naTels hfens araerT problemur sakiTxs:

1. oTxwertiliani jvari qarTuli sabuTebis dasawyisSi an xelrTve-
bis TavSi gvxvdeba XI saukunidan. pirveli sabuTi, romelic xelrTvis 
TavSi dasmul oTxwertilian jvars Seicavs, aris bagrat IV-is 1057-58 
wlis sigeli (Ad-14). xelrTva ekuTvnis qarTlis kaTalikos giorgis. es 
simbolo gvxvdeba erTiani saqarTvelos samefos yvela momdevno mefis 
xelrTvaSic, aseve sxva saero Tu sasuliero pirTa xelrTvebSi. xSir 
SemTxvevaSi oTxwertiliani jvari dasmulia sabuTis teqstis dasawy-
isSic. es tradicia grZeldeba axal droebamde (XVIII s. TiTqmis yvela 
sabuTi qanwiliT iwyeba), magram XIV saukunidan jvris formas TandaTan 
anacvlebs qanis forma da oTxi wertilic qreba. 

2. marTalia, oTxwertilian jvars iyenebs yvela fenis didebuli, 
magram sabuTebSi maTi sistematuri gamoyeneba unda iyos umaRlesi sae-
ro an sasuliero ierarqebis wabaZviT gamowveuli. iuridiul sabuTebSi 
es kanonzomieria: sabuTis yoveli gamomcemi baZavs da iTavisebs ufro 
didi Zalauflebis mqone piris mier sabuTis gaformebis wess. piriqiT 
warmoudgenelia.

3. oTxwertiliani jvris is saxe, romelic qarTul sabuTebSi gvxvde-
ba, funqciuradac da vizualuradac aris qanwili. teqstis dasawyisis 
maniSnebeli qanwili qarTul xelnawerebSi kargad cnobili simboloa, 
romelic pirvelad sinur mravalTavSi (864) gvxvdeba. xelnawerebSi 
gavrcelebuli qanwilis forma berZnuli qristogramaa, qi da ro asoe-
bis gadakveTiT miRebuli. Tumca sabuTebis qanwili arc jvris da arc 
berZnuli asos formas ar imeorebs zustad. sabuTebis qanwili saboloo 
jamSi gansxvavebuli, calke vizualuri formaa, magram is aSkarad mo-
dis qristogramis moxazulobidan. rogorc Cans, qi-ro-monogramis Ta-
vdapirvelma semantikam qarTuli sabuTebis konteqstSi sxva mniSvnelo-
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bac SeiZina: es ukve aris ara berZnuli asoebiT Sedgenili monograma, 
aramed qristes qarTuli iniciali q, romelic imavdroulad jvari-
caa. CvenTvis saintereso forma, rodesac qanwils aqvs oTxwertiliani 
jvris moxazuloba da aso qanze mxolod msubuqi miniSneba, ZiriTadad 
gvxvdeba XI-XIV saukuneebSi. 

4. erTian saqarTveloSi am simbolos aseTi popularuloba ver aix-
sneba (mxolod) jvarosnebTan urTierTobiT. ufro savaraudoa, rom es 
zogadqristianuli simbolo saqarTveloSi jvarosnebisgan damoukide-
blad gaxda popularuli. SemdegSi rom misi popularuloba (mag. davi-
Tis dros) SeiZleba gaaZliera jvarosnebTan kontaqtma, sifrTxiliT 
SeiZleba vivaraudoT. magram oTxwertiliani jvris saqarTveloSi ga-
moCena namdvilad ar unda iyos jvarosnebis gavlena.

5. oTxwertiliani jvari ikonografiulad aris qristes da oTxi mo-
ciqulis gamosaxuleba, anda qriste xuTi WrilobiT. qanwilis funqcia 
zogadad teqstis dasawyisis miniSnebaa (invocatio). magram iuridiul 
sabuTebSi maincadamainc am simbolos gamoyeneba teqstis dasawyisSi 
simboluri datvirTvisacaa, ra Tqma unda. sabuTi an misi damamtkice-
beli xelrTva rom „iwyeba qristeTi“, es niSnavs, rom sabuTi RvTis 
TanadaswrebiT, misi monawileobiT aris Sedgenili da damtkicebuli. 
amitom qanwils sabuTebis SemTxvevaSi aqvs ara mxolod teqstis da-
sawyisis mniSvneloba, aramed legitimaciis funqciac. legitimacia 
sabuTs yvelaze metad sWirdeba, sxva teqstebs naklebad. amiT aixsne-
ba, rom sxva qarTul teqstebSi es simbolo iseTi sixSiriT ar gvxvde-
ba, rogorc sabuTebSi. rogorc Cans, oTxwertiliani jvari IX-XIV ss. 
sabuTebis gaformebis wesis aucilebeli elementia. sxvagan es simbolo 
mxolod fakultatiuria.

7. SesaZlebelia am simbolos aseTi popularuloba erTiani samefos 
periodSi iyos dadastureba imisa, rom am periodSi namdvilad gamoi-
yeneboda xuTjvriani saxelmwifo droSa? ara! es amas ver daadasturebs. 
magram es zogadqristianuli forma rom namdvilad iqca sayovelTao ga-
moyenebis erovnul simbolodac, es faqtia. IX-XIV saukuneebis ucxour 
sabuTebze dakvirveba aCvenebs, rom amgvari niSani mezobel qristianul 
kulturebSic arsebobs, magram araa arc aseTi popularuli da arc 
sabuTis gaformebis aucilebel elementad gvevlineba. aseve faqtia, 
rom oTxwertiliani jvari asocirdeboda xelisuflebasTan, [sabuTebis 

gacemis] xelmwifebasTan, Zalaufle-
basTan da am yvelafris RvTaebriv le-
gitimaciasTan. amitom SeiZleba iTqvas, 
rom oTxwertiliani jvris erovnul/
saxelmwifo simbolod gamoyenebisT-
vis namdvilad kargi niadagi arsebobda 
XI-XIV saukuneebSi. Tumca kidev erTx-
el xazgasmiT: es mainc ar da ver amt-
kicebs, rom xuTjvriani gamosaxuleba 
saqarTvelos saxelmwifo droSas war-
moadgenda am droisTvis.
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Cross with four dots in Georgian historical documents

The semantics of the cross with four dots, its function, and symbolic meaning have 
repeatedly attracted attention in Georgian historiography. The issue has been investi-
gated through the fields of glyptics, paleography, epigraphy, and numismatics. There 
are also interesting findings in the realm of research on Georgian lapidary inscriptions. 
Despite the significant interest in the issue and the urgency of the problem, the data 
from historical documents did not become the subject of specialized research. The ex-
amination of historical documents, the comparison of this material with adjacent fields 
of science, and the comparison with Byzantine, Armenian, and Latin materials reveal 
an exceptionally interesting picture and shed light on a number of problematic issues:

1. The cross with four dots can be found at the outset of Georgian documents or pre-
ceding the signatures, dating back to the 11th century. The first document that encom-
passes the cross with four dots before a signature is the 1057-1058 deed of Bagrat IV 
(Ad-14). The signature belongs to Giorgi, Catholicos of Kartli. This symbol is present 
in the signatures of all ensuing kings of Georgia, as well as in signatures of other secular 
and clerical figures. In many instances, a cross with four dots is also positioned at the 
start of the document’s text. This tradition persists until the contemporary era (almost 
all documents from the 18th century commence with a kantsili, a technical symbol pri-
marily in the form of a cross or Christogram). However, starting from the 14th century, 
the configuration of the cross gradually shifts to resemble the Georgian letter kan, and 
the four dots fade away.

2. Indeed, the utilization of the cross with four dots is observed among nobles from 
various backgrounds, yet its methodical incorporation into documents is likely a result 
of emulating higher-ranking secular or clerical authorities. In legal documents, this pat-
tern is consistent: every issuer of the document emulates and adopts the signing style 
employed by individuals with greater authority. The contrary scenario is implausible.

3. The type of cross with four dots found in Georgian documents, both functionally 
and visually, is known as kantsili. The kantsili serves as an indicator for the beginning 
of the text and is a familiar symbol within Georgian manuscripts. Its earliest occurrence 
can be traced back to the Sinai polycephalion of 864. The typical shape of the kantsili 
in manuscripts resembles the Greek Christogram, created by intersecting the letters chi 
and rho. However, the kantsili found in documents doesn’t precisely replicate the form 
of either the cross or the Greek letter. Instead, the shape of the kantsili in documents 
possesses a distinct, separate visual form. Nevertheless, it undeniably derives from the 
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Christogram’s outline. It appears that the original significance of the chi-rho-monogram 
took on another meaning within the context of Georgian documents. It no longer solely 
represents a monogram formed by Greek letters but stands as the Georgian initials of 
Christ – kan, which simultaneously embodies a cross. The form that intrigues us, where-
in the kantsili bears the outline of a cross with four dots and only a subtle suggestion of 
the letter kan, is predominantly prevalent during the 11th to 14th centuries.

4. The widespread use of this symbol in unified Georgia cannot be (solely) attributed 
to its connection with the crusaders. It is more plausible that this universal Christian 
symbol gained popularity in Georgia autonomously, separate from the influence of the 
Crusaders. A tentative suggestion could be made that its subsequent popularity (for 
instance, during the time of David IV) might have been furthered through interactions 
with the Crusaders. However, the introduction of the cross with four dots in Georgia 
should not be primarily attributed to the influence of the Crusaders.

5. The cross with four dots iconographically represents an image of Christ and the 
four evangelists, or Christ with his five wounds. The role of the kantsili is generally to 
signify the commencement of the text (invocatio). However, in legal documents, the 
usage of this symbol at the text’s inception carries a significant symbolic weight. If a 
document’s text or its validating signature “commences with Christ”, it signifies that the 
document has been composed and ratified in the presence of God, with his involvement. 
Consequently, in the context of documents, the kantsili assumes not only the meaning 
of initiating the text but also the role of validation. While legitimacy is crucial for all 
forms of text, legal documents particularly require it. This explains why the kantsili is 
less frequently encountered in other Georgian texts compared to documents. It appears 
that the cross with four dots is an essential component of the conventions for designing 
documents from the 9th to the 14th centuries. In other contexts, this symbol remains 
merely optional.

7. Is it conceivable that the prevalence of this symbol during the unified monarchy 
confirms the historical usage of the five-cross state flag during this era? No, this alone 
cannot serve as proof. However, it remains an undeniable reality that this universally 
recognized Christian motif indeed transformed into a widely adopted national symbol. 
Analyzing foreign documents from the 9th to 14th centuries reveals the existence of 
a similar sign within neighbouring Christian cultures. Yet, its popularity is not as pro-
nounced, and it doesn’t appear to be an indispensable component of document design in 
those contexts. Another fact is that the cross with four dots became linked to authority, 
power, and the divine legitimacy encompassing all of these aspects. Hence, it’s reason-
able to suggest that employing the cross with four dots as a national or state symbol 
during the 11th to 14th centuries had a valid rationale. However, it’s crucial to reiterate: 
even with these considerations, this still does not and cannot definitively establish that 
the five-cross image exclusively represented Georgia’s state flag during that period.
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Temo jojua
ilias saxelmwifo universiteti

korneli kekeliZis saxelobis saqarTvelos 
xelnawerTa erovnuli centri

mefe giorgis xuTjvriani beWdis kidev erTi anabeWdi 
XIV saukunis I naxevarSi gadawerili 

hagiografiuli krebulis fragmentidan (A-382)

I. korneli kekeliZis saxelobis saqarTvelos xelnawerTa erovnul 
centrSi inaxeba krebuli (A-382), romelic ramdenime sxvadasxva xelnaw-
eris gansxvavebuli moculobis fragmentebis erTad akinZvis gziT aris 
Seqmnili. 

A-382 xelnawerSi gamovlenil fragmentebs Soris yvelaze didi moc-
ulobisaa XIV-XV saukuneebis xeliT dawerili, 200-ze meti furclisagan 
Semdgari fragmenti, romelic Tavis droze  hagiografiuli krebulis 
nawili iyo. qvemoT hagiografiul krebulze saubrisas swored A-382 
xelnaweris es fragmenti meqneba mxedvelobaSi.

II. hagiografiuli krebulis 357v-s marcxena arSiis qveda monakveTze 
mrgvali beWedia dasmuli. beWdis anabeWdis marcxena naxevari, furc-
lis marcxena arSiis CamoWris gamo, dakargulia. garda amisa, anabeWdis 
SemorCenili marjvena naxevari Txeli sarestavracio qaRaldis qveS 
aris moqceuli. am ori garemoebis miuxedavad, anabeWdis Tavdapirveli 
saxis rekonstruireba iolad xerxdeba.

anabeWdis SuaSi warmodgenilia didi zomis tolmklava jvari, rom-
lis mklavebic bolosaken ganivrdeba. TiToeuli mklavis boloebi 
wyvili burTuliT aris gamSvenebuli. mklavebis gaganivrebul areebze 
TiTo patara tolmklava jvaria gamosaxuli.

anabeWds ori asomTavruli legenda axlavs. amaTgan, pirveli leg-
enda anabeWds irgvliv Semouyveba. misma teqstma Cvenamde fragmentu-
li saxiT moaRwia: „[...] mefeTa mefe [...]“. meore legenda didi jvris 
mklavTaSoris areebzea warmodgenili. misma teqstma Cvenamde, agreTve, 
fragmentuli saxiT moaRwia: „[...] j(uar)i || q(ristჱs)i“.

III. hagiografiul krebulSi SemorCenili anabeWdis Seswavla aCven-
ebs, rom is absoluturad identuria mefe giorgis xuTjvriani beWdis 
im xuTi anabeWdisa, romlebic, Tavis mxriv, nikoloz nikrais mier 1160 
wels garejSi gadawerili krebul „sanatrelis“ (Vind.Georg.4) 56r-sa da 
105r-zea Semonaxuli.

amgvarad, irkveva, rom garejuli da hagiografiuli krebulebis 
furclebze erTi da igive - mefe giorgis xuTjvriani beWedia dasmuli. 
garda amisa, irkveva isic, rom hagiografiul krebulSi SemorCenili 
anabeWdis legendebis nakluli teqstebi, garejul krebulSi Semonax-
uli anabeWdebis legendebis srulad aRdgenili teqstebis gaTvalis-
winebiT, Semdegi saxiT unda iqnes wakiTxuli: 1. „[monaჲ] [R{mr}Tisaჲ] 
mefeTa mefe [g(ior)gi]“; da 2. „[j(uar)i] || [q(ristჱs)i]. | j(uar)i || 
q(ristჱs)i“.

IV. garejul da hagiografiul krebulebSi SemorCenil anabeWdebTan 
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dakavSirebiT, pirvel yovlisa, yuradRebas ipyrobs ori sakiTxi: 1. ra-
tom iyo dasmuli mefis beWedi am xelnawerebis furclebze; da 2. sad 
inaxeboda garejuli da hagiografiuli krebulebi maT furclebze me-
fis beWdis dasmis dros.

aRniSnuli sakiTxebis garkveva rTuli ar aris: 1. rogorc Cans, gare-
juli da hagiografiuli krebulebi xuTjvriani beWdis legendaSi mox-
seniebuli mefe giorgis sakuTrebas warmoadgenda da maT furclebze 
mefis beWedi erTi mizniT - mflobelobis dasadastureblad iyo dasmu-
li; da 2. safiqrebelia, rom garejuli da hagiografiuli krebulebi, 
maT furclebze mefis beWdis dasmis dros, mefe giorgis karze, sa-
varaudod, samefo biblioTekaSi inaxeboda.

V. garejul da hagiografiul krebulebSi Semonaxul anabeWdebTan 
dakavSirebul centralur sakiTxs xuTjvriani beWdis legendaSi moxse-
niebuli mefe giorgis vinaobis dadgena warmoadgens.

gansaxilveli sakiTxis gadawyvetaSi, pirvel yovlisa, garejuli 
krebulis Seswavlis Sedegebi gvexmareba. kvleva aCvenebs, rom xuTjvri-
ani beWdis legendaSi moxsenebulia saxeli giorgis matarebeli is qarT-
veli mefe, romelic garejul krebuls misi gadaweridan (1160 w.) wmida 
miwis erT-erTi qarTuli savanis sakuTrebaSi gadasvlamde (araugvianes 
1363 w-isa) anu 1160-1363 wlebSi flobda.

saqarTvelos istoria 1160-1363 wlebSi moRvawe sul oTx mefe gior-
gis icnobs. esenia arian: giorgi III, giorgi IV laSa, giorgi V brwyinvale 
da giorgi VI mcire. Sesabamisad, irkveva, rom xuTjvriani beWdis legen-
daSi erT-erTi maTgania moxseniebuli. 

miRebul daskvnas kidev ufro azustebs hagiografiuli krebulis 
Seswavlis Sedegebi. kvleva aCvenebs, rom xuTjvriani beWdis legendaSi 
moxseniebuli mefe giorgi hagiografiul krebuls, am xelnaweris gad-
aweris drois (XIV-XV ss.) gaTvaliswinebiT, yvelaze adre, XIV saukuneSi 
flobda.

aqedan, irkveva, rom xuTjvriani beWdis legendaSi moxseniebuli me-
feebis savaraudo nusxidan imTaviTve unda gamoiricxon mefeebi - gi-
orgi III da giorgi IV, romlebic XIV saukunisaTvis ukve gardacvlilebi 
iyvnen.

amgvarad, dgindeba, rom xuTjvriani beWdis legendaSi moxseniebu-
lia XIV saukuneSi, ufro zustad ki, XIV saukunis dasawyisidan 1363 
wlamde periodSi, moRvawe erT-erTi mefe giorgi - an giorgi V brwyin-
vale an kidev, giorgi VI mcire.

sakiTxis Seswavlis am etapze, 
ar SemiZlia gadaWriT vTqva, Tu 
dasaxelebuli ori mefidan ro-
meli ixsenieba xuTjvriani be-
Wdis legendaSi. miuxedavad amisa, 
ufro im azrisaken vixrebi, rom 
beWdis legendaSi mefe giorgi V-a 
moxseniebuli.
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Temo Jojua
Ilia State University

Korneli Kekelidze Georgian 
National Centre of Manuscripts

One More Impression of King Giorgi’s Seal Showing Five-Fold Cross Found in a 
Hagiographic Collection A-382 Copied in the First Half of the 14th Century

I. A collection (A-382) is preserved in the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National 
Centre of Manuscripts, which was created by binding fragments of several different 
manuscripts together. Among the fragments discovered in the A-382 manuscript, the 
largest one is a hadnwritten fragment of the 14th-15th centuries, consisting of more than 
200 pages, which was part of a hagiographical collection at the time. When consider-
ing the hagiographic collection below, I will namely have this fragment of manuscript 
A-382 in mind.

II. There is a round seal on the lower section of the left margin of the hagiographic 
collection 357v. The left half of the seal imprint is missing due to the cutting off of the 
left side of the margin. In addition, the surviving right half of the print is enclosed under 
a thin restoration paper. Despite these two circumstances, it is easy to reconstruct the 
original face of the imprint.

In the middle of the imprint there is a large equilateral cross, the arms of which 
widen towards the end. The ends of each arm are decorated with a pair of balls. A small 
equilateral cross is depicted on the widened areas of the arms.

The imprint is accompanied by two capital legends. Of these, the first legend sur-
rounds the imprint. Its text has reached us in a fragmentary form: „[...] მეფეთა მეფე 
[...]“ (“[...] the King of Kings [...]”). The second legend is presented on the areas be-
tween the arms of the large cross. Its text also reached us in a fragmentary form: „[...] 
ჯ(უარ)ი|| ქ(რისტჱს)ი“ (“[...] Cross of Christ”).

III. The study of the imprint preserved in the hagiographic collection reveals that 
it is absolutely identical to the five imprints of the five-fold cross seal of King Giorgi, 
which, in turn, are preserved on pages 56r and 105r of the collection “Sanatreli” (Vind.
Georg.4) transcribed by Nikoloz Nikrai in 1160 in Gareji.

Thus, it turns out that the same five-fold cross seal of King Giorgi is affixed on the 
pages of the Gareji and hagiographic collections. In addition, it is also clear that the 
incomplete texts of the legends of the imprints preserved in the hagiographic collection, 
taking into account the fully restored texts of the legends of the imprints preserved 
in the Gareji collection, should be read in the following way: 1. „[მონაჲ] [ღ{მრ}
თისაჲ] მეფეთა მეფე [გ(იორ)გი]“ (“[Servant of God], King of Kings [Giorgi]”); and 
2. „[ჯ(უარ)ი] || [ქ(რისტჱს)ი]. | ჯ(უარ)ი || ქ(რისტჱს)ი“ (“[The Cross of Christ]. 
The Cross of Christ“).

IV. In relation to the imprints preserved in the Gareji and hagiographical collections, 
first of all, two issues attract attention: 1. Why the King’s seal was placed on the pages 
of these manuscripts; and 2. Where the Gareji and hagiographic collections were kept at 
the time the King’s seal was affixed to their pages. It is not difficult to elucidate the men-
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tioned issues: 1. It seems that the Gareji and hagiographic collections were the property 
of King Giorgi mentioned in the legend of the five-fold cross seal, and the King’s seal 
was affixed on their pages for one purpose – to confirm ownership; and 2. It is conceiv-
able that the Gareji and hagiographical collections, at the time of affixing the King’s seal 
to their pages, were probably preserved in the royal library at the court of King Giorgi.

V. The central issue related to the imprints preserved in the Gareji and hagiograph-
ical collections is the determination of the identity of King Giorgi mentioned in the 
legend of the five-fold cross seal.

First of all, the results of the study of the Gareji collection help us clarify the dis-
cussed issue. The study shows that the legend of the five-fold cross seal mentions the 
name of the Georgian King – Giorgi, who owned the collection from the time it was 
copied (1160) until it became the property of one of the Georgian residences of the Holy 
Land (no later than 1363), i.e. in 1160-1363.

The history of Georgia knows a total of four kings named Giorgi who worked in 
1160-1363. These are: Giorgi III, Lasha Giorgi IV, Giorgi V the Brilliant and Giorgi VI 
the Minor. Accordingly, it turns out that one of them is mentioned in the legend of the 
five-fold cross seal. The results of the study of the hagiographic collection further clari-
fy the received conclusion. The study shows that King Giorgi, mentioned in the legend 
of the five-fold cross seal, owned the hagiographic collection, taking into account the 
time when this manuscript was copied (14th-15th centuries), at the earliest, in the 14th 
century. Thus, it is clear that from the probable list of kings mentioned in the legend 
of the five-fold cross seal, the kings – Giorgi III and Giorgi IV, who were already dead 
by the 14th century, should be excluded. Thus, it is established that in the legend of the 
five-fold cross seal, one of the kings Giorgi – either Giorgi V the Brilliant or Giorgi VI 
the Minor – is mentioned in the 14th century, more precisely, in the period from the 
beginning of the 14th century to 1363.

At this stage of the study of the issue, I cannot say with certainty which of the two 
kings named is mentioned in the legend of the five-fold cross seal. Nevertheless, I am 
more inclined to think that King Giorgi V is mentioned in the legend of the seal.
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Jerar mari bruli
barselonas universiteti

espanuri monarqiisa da misi qveynebis heraldika dekoratiul 
xelovnebaSi: XVII saukunis ori magidis heraldikuri gaformeba

Sua saukuneebSi iberiis naxevarkunZulis teritoriulma da poli-
tikurma ganviTarebam ganapiroba sxvadasxva samefoebis, teritoriebisa 
da samflobeloebis Seqmna (asturia, leoni, kastilia, portugalia, na-
vara, aragoni, kataloniuri sagrafoebi, valensia, maiorka, granada...), 
romlebic TandaTan gaerTiandnen dinastiurad an omiT da gavrceldnen 
xmelTaSua zRvaze, evropasa da sxva kontinentebze (sicilia, korsika, 
neapoli, burgundia, brabanti, flandria, kanaris kunZulebi, amerikis 
teritoriebi...), sanam kulminacias ar miaRwies XVI saukunis II naxevarSi, 
filipe II-is mefobis dros.

am teritoriebidan zogierTi samefo an politikuri da terito-
riuli erTeuli SenarCunda droTa ganmavlobaSi (kastilia, aragoni, 
ori sicilia, avstria, flandria, tiroli, barselona, rusilioni, ser-
dania...); zogi teritoria efemeruli warmonaqmni iyo (asturia, gali-
cia...), zogi samefosagan ki dapyrobis Semdeg (toledo, sevilia, kor-
doba, mursia, xaeni, algarve...) mxolod istoriuli mexsiereba SemorCa. 
sxvebi mxolod istoriuli pretenziaa teritoriebze, romlebsac aRar 
floben (ierusalimi, aTeni, neopatria...) an  mcire samflobeloebi, 
romlebic aneqsirebul iqna samefo xelisuflebis mier (biskai, molina, 
oristani, goCeano...).

sworad sawyisi istoriuli teritoriebis es mravalferovneba da 
sxva teritoriebis aneqsia dapyrobis da/an warmatebuli qorwinebis Se-
degad qmnis uzarmazar imperias, rac asaxulia grZel oficialur ti-
tulSi: don felipe, RvTis SewevniT kastiliis, leonis, aragonis, ori 
siciliis, ierusalimis, navaras, granadas, toledos, valensiis, gali-
ciis, maiorkas, menorkas, seviliis serdiniis, kordobas, korsikis, mur-
siis, xaenis, algarves, alxesirasis, gibraltaris, kanaris kunZulebis, 
aRmosavleT da dasavleT indoeTis, okeanis kontinentis kunZulebisa 
da miwis mefe, avstriis erchercogi, burgundiis, brabantis, aTenis, 
neopatriisa da milanis hercogi, absburgis, flandriis, tirolisa da 
barselonis grafi, vizkaiasa da molinas batoni, da sxv.

es aseve aisaxa monarqiul gerbze, romelic Zalian gadaitvirTa da 
gaxda Znelad aRsaweri.

dabolos, farebis es simravle, romelic warmoadgens monarqiasa da 
mis qveynebs, agreTve aisaxa sxvadasxva saxis heraldikur ornamentebze: 
Senobebze, dokumentebze, xelovnebis nimuSebze... am statiaSi ganvixi-
lavT XVII saukunis avejis ori sagnis heraldikur ornaments, romelT-
agan erTi daTariRebulia 1619 wliT (filipe III-is mefobis periodi), 
xolo meore 1623 wliT (filipe IV-is mefobis periodi).

es gaxlavT ori magida, damzadebuli neapolSi, palisandrisa da 
abanozis xisgan spilos Zvlis inkrustaciiT datanili heraldikuri 
ornamentiT. orive magida q. neapolma miarTva  mefisnacval antonio 
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alvares de toledos, hercog albas, romelic am 
Tanamdebobas ikavebda 1622-1629 wlebSi.

am heraldikuri ornamentidan naTlad Cans XVII 
saukunis mTavari heraldikuri principi, romlis 
Tanaxmad yvela samefos unda hqonoda heraldikuri 
emblema, maT Soris, teritoriebsac winare-heral-
dikuri xanidan  da teritoriebsac, romlebsac ar 
gaaCndaT sakuTari gerbi. 

am statiis mizania zemoaRniSnuli ornamentiT 
warmodgenili yvela gerbis (da teritoriis) iden-
tificireba, maTi dakavSireba istoriul sinamd-

vilesTan da imis dadgena, Tu romelia namdvili da romeli - istoriul 
safuZvels moklebuli heraldikosTa fantaziis nayofi.

 Gerard Mari Brull
Barcelona University

Heraldry of the Hispanic Monarchy and its States through the Decorative Arts: 
Heraldic Decoration of two 17th Century Desks

The territorial and political evolution of the Iberian Peninsula in medieval times led 
to the creation of different kingdoms, territories, and lordships (Asturias, León, Cas-
tile, Portugal, Navarra, Aragon, Catalan Counties, Valencia, Majorca, Granada...) which 
gradually joined dynastically or in warfare and they expanded throughout the Medi-
terranean, Europe and other continents (Sicily, Corsica, Naples, Burgundy, Brabant, 
Flanders, Canary Islands, American territories...) until culminating in the reign of Philip 
II in the second half of the 16th century.

Some of these territories are authentic kingdoms or political and territorial units that 
last over time (Castilla, Aragon, the Two Sicilies, Austria, Flanders, Tyrol, Barcelona, 
Roussillon, Cerdanya...); other territories were ephemeral precedents (Asturias, Gali-
cia...), or kingdoms assimilated by conquest (Toledo, Seville, Córdoba, Murcia, Jaén, 
Algarve...) with only historical memory remaining. Others are historical claims of ter-
ritories that they no longer dominate (Jerusalem, Athens, Neopatria...) and other small 
dominions that were annexed to royal power (Vizcaya, Molina, Oristán, Gocéano...)

This diversity of first historical territories and the annexation of others by conquest 
and/or successful marriage policies leads to the configuration of an extensive Empire 
that is reflected in a long official title: Don Felipe, por la gracia de Dios, Rey de Cas-
tilla, de León, de Aragón, de las dos Sicilias, de Jerusalén, de Navarra, de Granada, de 
Toledo, de Valencia, de Galicia, de Mallorca, de Menorca, de Sevilla, de Cerdeña, de 
Córdoba, de Córcega, de Murcia, de Jaén, del Algarve, de Algeciras, de Gibraltar, de 
las Islas Canarias, de las Indias Orientales y Occidentales, de las Islas y Terrafirme del 
Continente Oceánico, Archiduque de Austria, Duque de Borgoña, de Brabante, de At-
enas y Neopatria y de Milán, Conde de Absburg, de Flandes, del Tirol y de Barcelona, 
Señor de Vizcaya y de Molina, etc.
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It is also reflected in the coat of arms of the monarchy with abundant partitions and 
very and very difficult to describe.

Finally, this abundance of shields to represent the Monarchy and its States is also 
reflected in the heraldic decoration on a multitude of supports: buildings, documents, 
art objects... In this paper, we study the heraldic decoration on two pieces of furniture 
from the 17th century, one dated 1619 (reign of Felipe III) and the other in 1623 (reign 
of Felipe IV).

These are two desks made in Naples, made of ebony and rosewood and inlaid with 
ivory where heraldic decorations are represented. These two desks are donations from 
the city of Naples to Viceroy Antonio Álvarez de Toledo, Duke of Alba, who held office 
between 1622 and 1629.

This heraldic decoration shows us the heraldic mentality of the 17th century when 
each kingdom must necessarily have a heraldic emblem, even for those territories from 
pre-heraldic times or that do not have their own coat of arms.

The aim of this paper is to identify all the coats of arms (and territories) represented 
in the decoration and relate them to the historical authenticity of each one: which are 
real and which are heraldists’ inventions, with no historical basis.
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maia patariZe
ilias saxelmwifo universiteti

jvarosnuli kvali qarTul numizmatikaSi

jvarosnebis msoflio asparezze gamoCenasTan dakavSirebulma Rrma 
politikurma Zvrebma asaxva hpova monetaze - fulze, romelic yvelaze 
zustad ireklavs saxelmwifos mier arCeul sagareo politikur xazs. 

TiTqmis saukunenaxevaria, rac daviT aRmaSeneblis spilenZis  mone- 
ta, mefis gamosaxulebiT, erT egzemplarad iyo cnobili da inaxeboda 
britaneTis muzeumSi. 2022 wels saqarTvelos erovnul muzeumSi ori 
axali egzemplari Sevida, erTi - sruli, xolo meore  fragmentis saxiT.

daviTis gamosaxulebiani monetis ikonografiuli Seswavlisas Tval-
saCino xdeba is ZiriTadi politikuri gzavnilebi, risi gacxadebac emi-
tent mefes surda. monetis reversis centralur figuras warmoadgens 
jvari. paralelur numizmatikur masalasTan SedarebiT gamoikveTa, rom 
jvaric da reversis sruli siuJetic jvarosanTa fulis simbolikas uka-
vSirdeba. es mosazreba ufro damajerebeli gaxada axalma egzemplarma. 
erTi SexedviT mcire sxvaoba, rac gamoixata jvris mklavebs Soris wer-
tilebis  dasmiT, pirdapir kavSirs avlens jvarosanTa monetebTan.

  laTinTa simbolikis Semosvla aRmaSeneblis mier moWril ful-
ze, istoriuli wyaroebis simwiris SemTxvevaSic ki, mefis jvarosnebTan 
mokavSireobas Tu ara, maT mimarT garkveul keTilganwyobas mainc unda 
moaswavebdes. qarTveli mefis mier sakuTar monetaze laTinTa jvris 
dasma, savaraudod imaze migvaniSnebs, rom daviT IV-isa da jvarosnebis 
urTierToba  Sordeboda rigiT diplomatiur kavSirebs.

jvarosnul kvalze met-naklebi siZlieriT saqarTveloSi aRmoCeni-
li laTinTa imperiis monetebic metyveleben. saqarTvelos erovnul  da 
dmanisis muzeumis numizmatikur fondebSi daculia konstantinopolis 
laTinTa imperiis ramdenime moneta, romlebic dmanisSi warmoebuli 
arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad aRmoCnda. aRniSnuli numizmatikuri 
Zeglebis mimoqceva, pirdapir Tu iribad, jvarosnul saxelmwifoebTan 
urTierTobis mtkicebulebad SegviZlia CavTvaloT. 

jvarosnuli simbolikis kvlevis kuTxiT sainteresoa berlinSi, 
bodes muzeumis numizmatikur saganZurSi, kerZod, mixeil baraTaSvilis 
(baraTaevis) kerZo koleqciaSi daculia erTi da igive tipis ori mone-
ta, romlebic mecniers savaraudod, sxva qarTul monetebTan erTad, 
saqarTveloSi aqvs mopovebuli. monetebi ierusalimSi moWril jvaro-
sanTa numizmatikur memkvidreobas miekuTvneba. yuradRebas iqcevs  
monetis reversze arsebuli jvris ikonografia. jvris mklavebs Soris 
arsebuli detalebi arc wertilebia da arc warweris naSTad SeiZle-
ba CaiTvalos, Cemi dakvirvebiT, paralelur arqeologiur masalasTan 
SedarebiT, samsWvalebia (lursmnebi). samsWvalebiT warmodgenili 
jvari monetaze ierusalimTan da qristes vnebasTanaa dakavSirebuli 
da  vfiqrobT qristes xuTi Wrilobis simbolur gamosaxvasTan gvaqvs 
saqme. 

jvarosnuli simbolikis numizmatikur Zeglebze Semotana da saqa-
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rTveloSi jvarosnuli monetebis mimoqceva  
qveynis sagareo politikuri veqtoris maCven-
ebelia. 

Maia Pataridze
Ilia State University

The Crusader Traces in the Georgian 
Numismatics 

The profound political changes brought about by the emergence of the Crusaders on 
the world stage had a significant impact on money, which accurately reflects the state’s 
chosen foreign policy.

For nearly a century and a half, a copper coin of David IV (1089–1125), the Builder, 
depicting the king himself, was kept in the British Museum as a unique example. In 
2022, the National Museum of Georgia received two new examples, one in complete 
and the other in fragmentary form.

When examining the iconography of a coin bearing David’s image, the eminent 
king’s main political messages become evident. A cross is featured in the centre of the 
reverse of the coin. Comparison with parallel numismatic material revealed that both 
the cross and the entire plot of the coin’s reverse are associated with the symbolism of 
the crusader’s coins. The discovery of a new example affirmed the credibility of this ar-
gument. The placement of pellets in each quarter of the cross reveals a direct connection 
with the coins of the Crusaders.

The appearance of Latin symbols on the coins minted by David the Builder, even 
with the paucity of historical sources, should indicate at least some benevolence to-
wards the crusaders, if not the king’s alliance with them. The placing of the Latin cross 
on his own coin by the Georgian king presumably indicates that the relation between 
David IV and the Crusaders was something more than mere diplomatic ties. 

The discovery of coins from the Latin Empire of Constantinople in Georgia found 
during archaeological excavations in Dmanisi and kept in the numismatic collections 
of the Dmanisi and National Museum of Georgia, provides valuable evidence of con-
nections with the crusader states. These numismatic artifacts suggest a circulation of 
currency that directly or indirectly signifies interactions with the Crusades.

In the context of researching crusader symbolism, it’s worth noting that in the nu-
mismatic treasure of the Bode Museum in Berlin, namely in the private collection of 
Mikhail Baratashvili (Barataev), two coins of the same type are preserved. It’s likely 
that these coins were discovered in Georgia along with other Georgian coins. These 
coins are part of the numismatic heritage of the Crusaders and were minted in Jerusa-
lem. What’s particularly interesting about these coins is the iconography of the cross 
on the reverse side. The details positioned between the arms of the cross are not dots or 
remnants of an inscription but appear to be nails. This representation of the cross using 
nails is associated with Jerusalem and the Passion of Christ. I believe it symbolically 
represents the five wounds of Christ.

The introduction of Crusader symbols on numismatic artifacts and the circulation 
of Crusader coins in Georgia serve as indicators of the country’s foreign political ori-
entation.
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andrea babuini
ianinas universiteti, saberZneTi

gvian bizantiuri droSebi da heraldika

miuxedavad vrceli da kvalificiuri literaturis arsebobisa, bi-
zantiuri veqsilologiis sakiTxi kvlavac rCeba didwilad Seuswavlel 
da kvlevisaTvis perspeqtiul sferod, sadac mravali wyaro - rogorc 
literaturuli, aseve ikonografiuli - jer kidev aRmosaCeni da gasaan-
alizebelia.

jvris simbolos, macxovris, RvTismSoblisa da wmindanebis, aseve cx-
ovelTa, rogoricaa arwivebi/frinvelebi da lomebi, gamosaxulebaTa 
gamoyeneba farTodaa dadasturebuli X saukunidan bizantiur beWdeb-
ze, monetebsa da warwerebze. miuxedavad amisa, yvela es winare-heral-
dikuri motivi warmoadgens pirovnul da ara memkvidreobiT emblemas. 
heraldikuri praqtika bizantiaSi mxolod XIII saukunidan viTardeba, 
dasavleTTan SemxeblobiT, meoTxe jvarosnuli laSqrobis Semdeg impe-
riul teritoriebze daarsebuli frankTa samTavroebis gavleniT.

mTavari simbolo, romelic gviandel bizantiis imperias ukavSird-
eba, orTaviani arwivia. igi bizantielebs ar mougoniT, aramed tradi-
ciuli anatoliuri motivia, romelic TariRdeba qristianobamdeli 
xaniT; man bizantiamde miaRwia arab da Turq mezoblebTan kontaqtis 
gziT da Tavad bizantielebi mas mxolod TavianTi istoriis bolo sami 
saukunis ganmavlobaSi iyenebdnen. zogadad, orTaviani arwivs ukavSire-
ben paleologosTa ojaxs, Tumca 1301 wlamde es kavSiri sarwmunod ar 
dasturdeba. miuxedavad imisa, rom is xSirad Cndeba dasavlur armo-
rialebSi, rogorc konstantinopolis imperiis gerbi, savaraudod, mas 
arasdros iyenebda bizantielebi, romelnic, miuxedavad amisa, swrafad 
moergnen dasavlur heraldikur praqtikas da orTaviani arwivis gamo-
saxvis uflebas aniWebdnen TavianT dasavlel naTesavebs, vasalebsa da 
mokavSireebs. imperiis yofil sazRvrebSi, meoTxe jvarosnuli laSqro-
bis Semdeg bizantiuri arwivi aseve aiTvises epirosis damoukidebelma 
saxelmwifom, moreis naxevrad avtonomiurma despotebma da trapizonis 
imperiam. amdenad, orTaviani arwivi, savaraudod, ar iyo paleologebis 
prerogativa, aramed warmoadgenda, zogadad, romis imperiuli Zalau-
flebis simbolos da rogorc amgvari, maleve gamoiyenes albaneleb-
ma, bulgarelebma, rusebma da serbebma TavianT heraldikaSi. saRvTo 
romis imperiam aseve miiRo is XIII saukunis Sua xanebSi.

droSebi jvriT oTxad gayofil velze datanili sxvadasxva simbo-
loebiT, sakmaod gavrcelebulia bizantiur ikonografiul wyaroebSi, 
sul mcire, X saukunidan. jvari, gamoisaxeba is qristogramis saxiT 
Tu ara, dasawyisidanve iyo bizantiis yvelaze mniSvnelovani simbolo. 
XIV saukunidan moyolebuli, is xSirad Cndeba garSemortymuli oTxi B 
asoTi, rogorc bizantiur ikonografiul wyaroebSi, aseve dasavlur 
portolanebsa da sagerbo wignebSi. istoriuli wyaroebis mixedviT, 
tetragramatikuli jvris oTxi B SeiZleba orgvarad ganimartos, ro-
gorc devizis sawyisi asoebi - didi xnis ganmavlobaSi damkvidrebuli 
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bizantiuri praqtika, an rogorc kvesis 
gamosaxulebani.

heraldikuri praqtikis gavrcele-
ba berZnul aristokratul ojaxebSi 
daemTxva imperiuli xelisuflebis da-
nawevrebis moments. heraldikam daiwyo 
gavrceleba rogorc imperiis SigniT, ise 
dasavleTis kontrolis qveS myof teri-
toriebze, rogorebicaa dacemis perio-
dis kreta, kviprosi da peloponesi da 
verasodes miaRwia dasavluri analoge-
bis gaqvrcelebis an sistematizaciis 
dones. osmalTa mosvlam da xelovnebis 
maTma aRqmam daasrula heraldikis gan-
viTareba yofil bizantiur sivrceSi, 
Tumca zogi gvari gadasaxlda ucxoeTSi 

da gaiyola Zveli an SeiZina axali gerbi, amiT gaxsna ra kidev erTi 
mimzidveli Tavi kvlavac mniSvnelovanwilad Seuswavlel sferoSi.

Andrea Babuin
University of Ioannina, Greece

Late Byzantine Flags and Heraldry

Despite the extensive and qualified literature on the subject, the topic of Byzantine 
vexillology remains a largely unexplored and promising field of research, with many 
sources – both literary and iconographical – still to be discovered and analyzed.

The use of the symbol of the cross, of images of Christ, of the Virgin/Theotokos and 
the saints, as well as of animals like eagles/birds and lions, is widely attested already 
from the 10th century on Byzantine seals, coins and inscriptions. Nevertheless, all these 
pre-heraldic motifs constitute personal rather than hereditary emblems. Heraldic prac-
tices in Byzantium will develop only from the 13th century onwards, through contact 
with the West because of the establishment of Frankish principalities on imperial terri-
tories after the fourth crusade.

The device mostly associated with the late Byzantine Empire is the double-head-
ed eagle. It was not a Byzantine invention, but a traditional Anatolian motif dating to 
pre-Christian times that reached Byzantium through contacts with their Arab and Turk-
ish neighbors. The Byzantine themselves only used it in the last three centuries of their 
history. Although generally connected with the Palaiologos family, it is not securely 
attested in connection with it until 1301. Even though it often appears in Western armo-
rials as the coat of arms of the Empire of Constantinople, it was probably never used as 
such by the Byzantine, who nevertheless promptly adapted to Western heraldic practice 
bestowing the right to display the double-headed eagle to their Occidental relatives, 
vassals and allies. Within the former borders of the Empire, after the fourth crusade the 
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Byzantine eagle was also adopted by the independent state of Epiros, the semi-auton-
omous Despots of the Morea and by the Empire of Trebizond. So, the double-headed 
eagle was probably not a prerogative of the Palaiologans but rather a symbol of Roman 
imperial power in general and as such was soon put into use also by Albanians, Bulgar-
ians, Russian and Serbs in their heraldry. The Holy Roman Empire likewise adopted it 
in the middle 13th century. 

Flags with a cross in the field quartered with various symbols are quite common 
in Byzantine iconographic sources since the 10th century at least. The cross, be it in 
the form of the Christogram or not, was from the very beginning of its history the 
most important symbol of Byzantium. From the 14th century onwards, it often appears 
surrounded by four “B” letters both in Byzantine iconographic sources and in Western 
portolan maps and armorial books. According to period sources, the four “B”s of the 
tetragrammatic cross could both be interpreted as initial letters of a motto – a long-es-
tablished byzantine practice – or as the depictions of flintlocks.

The diffusion of heraldic practices amidst Greek aristocratic families coincided with 
a moment of fragmentation of imperial authority. Heraldry began to spread both inside 
the Empire and in the territories under Western control like Crete, Cyprus and the Pelo-
ponnese in a period of decline and never managed to achieve the diffusion or the level 
of systematization of its Western analogues. The coming of the Ottomans and their 
conception of art brought an abrupt end to its development in the former Byzantine area, 
but some families migrated abroad and took with them old or acquired new coats of 
arms, opening one more fascinating chapter in a still vastly unexplored field of research.
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mamuka wurwumia
ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis 

Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti

ierusalimis jvari

ierusalimis jvari warmoadgens centraluri jvris mklavebSi Cas-
mul oTx patara yviTel Tanabarmklavebian jvars, romlebic TeTr vel-
zea dadebuli, riTac gamiznulad darRveulia heraldikis ZiriTadi 
kanoni, romelic krZalavs liTonis liTonze moTavsebas. amiT misi gan-
sakuTrebulobaa xazgasmuli. 

ierusalimis aRmniSvneli xuTi jvari SedarebiT gviandeli movlenaa. 
is ar gvxvdeba jvarosnuli moZraobis dasawyisSi da sruliad ucno-
bia palestinaSi. arc ierusalimis samefos monetebzea aRbeWdili xuTi 
jvari. 

ierusalimis jvris sxvadasxva variantebi XIII saukunis SuaxanebisaT-
vis iCens Tavs. pirvelad is unda Candes 1228 wlis sabuTze, romelsac 
brienis grafis gotie IV-is (1205-46) beWedi azis. goties beWdis wina 
mxares sagvareulo lomia gamosaxuli, reversze ki ierusalimis jvari, 
romlis centraluri jvari mravali patara jvriTaa garemoculi. 

ierusalimis jvris saxecvlilebebi asaxulia meTiu parizelis 
SromebSi. Historia Anglorum-Si, romelic 1250-55/59 wlebiT TariRdeba, 
godfrua buionis gardacvalebisa (1100) da balduin I-is gamefebis am-
saxvel orive farze yviTel velze TeTri jvaria aRbeWdili. aseTive 
fari jvriT Cans fulk anJuelisa (1142) da henri Sampanelis (1197) gar-
dacvalebisas. Jan de brienis gardacvaleba (1237) imave TeTri jvriT 
yviTel farze aris naCvenebi, magram Semdeg miniaturaze, sadac gamo-
saxulia xuTi mefis gerbebi, romelTac jvari itvirTes, Jan de brienis 
fari mniSvnelovnadaa Secvlili da damatebuli aqvs patara vercxlis 
jvrebi.

Semdgom sagerbe wignebSi ierusalimis gerbze jvrebis ricxvi iklebs 
da is Cveul saxes iRebs. 1285 wlis sigaris gragnilSi ierusalimis me-
fis gerbze mxolod xuTi jvaria. XIV saukunis II naxevris belenvilis 
(bolenkuris) da gelres armorialebSi kviprosis mefis gerbze vxedavT 
ierusalimis aRmniSvnel oqros xuT jvars vercxlis farze.

amave xanebSi Cndeba ierusalimis jvari monetebzec. 1277 wels Sarl 
I anJueli (1266-85) ierusalimis mefed ekurTxa da am movlenis aRsaniS-
navad man moWra oqros fuli reversze Tavisi axali gerbiT, romelSic 
gaerTianebuli iyo ierusalimis jvari da anJuuri SroSanebi. 

am xuTfiguriani kompoziciis saTave, rogorc Cans, aRmosavleT 
romis imperiaSi unda veZeboT. 

XI saukunis II naxevarSi baios gobelenze gamosaxulia droSa, rom-
lis centraluri jvris kantonebSi bezantebia amoqarguli. jvari 
bezantebiT xSirad gvxvdeba rogorc kontinenturi evropis, ise bri-
taneTis kunZulebis numizmatikaSic. romis imperiis dacemis Semdeg 
warmoqmnil saxelmwifoebi bizantiuri fulis woniTi standartebisa 
da ikonografiis wabaZviT Wridnen monetebs. jer kidev merovingebma, 
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bizantiis mibaZviT, TavianT monetebze gamosaxuli jvris kantoneb-
Si daiwyes sxvadasxva aso-niSnebisa da geometriuli figurebis Casma. 
merovingebis oqros fulsa da vercxlis denariusze gvxvdeba jvris 
mklavebSi bezantebis gamosaxulebac. 

am tendenciam kidev ufro farTo gavrceleba hpova karolingur 
evropaSi. karolinguri monetebis reversze gamosaxuli jvris oTxive 
mklavSi zogjer burTulas vxedavT, zogjer ki naxevarmTvareebs an rva 
burTulas oTxis nacvlad, an or rgols maT nacvlad. 

sxvadasxva gamosaxulebebiT morTuli jvari kargad aris cnobili 
aRmosavleTis saqristianoSi. mas Semdeg, rac qristes labarumma 312 
wels gamarjveba moutana konstantine dids, jvris niSani xSirad gvx-
vdeba bizantiur droSebsa da fulze. oTxi aso-niSniT an oTxi figu-
riT (jvrebi, bezantebi, burTulebi, varskvlavebi) gaformebuli jvari 
bizantiur numizmatikaSi VI saukunidan gamoiyeneba.

bezantebiani jvris simbolika sakmaod farTod iyo gavrcelebuli 
bizantiur sinamdvileSi da droSebSic SeaRwia. metic, danamdvilebiT 
SeiZleba iTqvas, rom diskoebiani jvari saimperatoro xelisuflebis 
simbolodac iqca. vatikanis biblioTekaSi dacul XI saukunis Suax-
anebis berZnuli manuskriptis Vat. gr. 752 ilustraciebSi samjer vxvdeb-
iT droSas, romlis centraluri jvari bezantebiTaa gamSvenebuli da 
imperators axlavs Tan. 

rogor moxda xuTfiguriani geometriuli kompoziciis trans-
formireba xuTjvrian simbolod? 

meTiu parizelis Sromebidan irkveva, rom Jan de brienis farma (ver-
cxlis jvari oqros farze) cvlileba ganicada da mogvevlina rogorc 
oqros farze vercxlis jvari ToTxmeti patara jvriT. am farSi gaer-
Tianebuli unda iyos ierusalimisa da konstantinopolis gerbebi, mas 
Semdeg rac Jani konstantinopolis laTini imperatori gaxda. 

konstantinopolis laTinTa meore imperatorma henri flandriel-
ma (1206-16) adgilobrivi tradiciis zegavleniT Secvala sagvareulo 
gerbi.  misi wiTeli droSa, samosi da muzaradi dafaruli iyo patara 
oqros jvrebiT. henris beWedzec centraluri jvris kantonebSi wreSi 
(bezantSi) Casmuli oTxi patara jvaria. 

rogorc Cans, bizantiurma tradiciam, romelic XIII saukunis 10-ian 
wlebSi ukve aisaxa konstantinopolis laTini imperatorebis heraldi-
kaSi, amis Semdeg, ukve 20-ian wlebSi iqonia garkveuli gavlena ieru-

salimis samefos emblematikaze.
safiqrebelia, rom swored bizantiur mem-

kvidreobas miuZRvis didi wvlili xuTjvri-
ani simbolos CamoyalibebaSi. maTi gavleniT 
damkvidrda xuTfiguriani kompozicia evro-
pul numizmatikasa da heraldikaSi da, ro-
gorc Cans, konstantinopolis samefo karze 
damkvidrebulma tradiciam ubiZga jvaros-
nebs patara jvrebiT moerToT centraluri 
jvari, ramac sabolood xuTjvrian simbo-
lomde migviyvana.
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Jerusalem cross: Its History and Development

The Jerusalem cross is comprised of four small equilateral yellow crosses positioned 
within the branches of a central cross. This arrangement is set against a white field, de-
liberately defying the fundamental rule of heraldry that prohibits the placement of metal 
on metal. This deliberate violation underscores its distinctiveness. 

The adoption of the five-cross configuration, symbolizing Jerusalem, occurred rel-
atively later. It is absent from the early phases of the Crusades and remained entirely 
unfamiliar in Palestine. Furthermore, the coins minted in the Kingdom of Jerusalem do 
not showcase the presence of the five crosses. 

By the mid-13th century, various iterations of the Jerusalem cross began to emerge. 
Its initial documented appearance dates back to 1228, on a sealed document associated 
with Gauthier IV (1205-46), count of Brienne. Gauthier’s seal depicts the family lion 
on the obverse and the Jerusalem cross on the reverse, with the central cross surrounded 
by numerous smaller crosses. 

The evolution of the Jerusalem cross is illustrated in the works of Matthew Paris. 
Within the Historia Anglorum, dated between 1250 and 1255/59, depictions of shields 
portraying events such as the passing of Godfrey of Bouillon (1100) and the accession 
of Baldwin I reveal a white cross on a yellow field. A similar shield is evident in de-
pictions of the deaths of Fulk of Anjou (1142) and Henry of Champagne (1197). The 
passing of John of Brienne (1237) is also portrayed on a yellow shield featuring the 
same white cross. However, in a subsequent miniature illustrating the coats of arms of 
the five kings who took the cross, the shield of John of Brienne undergoes significant 
modification, with added silver crosses. 

In subsequent armorials, the number of crosses decreases, taking on a more recog-
nizable form. The Segar’s Roll of 1285 showcases only five crosses on the coat of arms 
of the King of Jerusalem. In armorials of Bellenville and Gelre from the latter half of 
the 14th century, the coat of arms of the king of Cyprus presents five golden crosses on 
a silver shield, symbolizing Jerusalem. 

At the same time, the Jerusalem cross appears on coins. In 1277, Charles I of Anjou 
(1266-85) was crowned King of Jerusalem, and to commemorate this occasion, he mint-
ed a gold coin featuring his new coat of arms on the reverse side, seamlessly blending 
the Jerusalem cross with the Angevin lilies.

The origin of this five-figure composition seems to be found in the Eastern Ro-
man Empire. In the second half of the 11th century, the Bayeux Tapestry portrays a 
flag adorned with bezants embroidered in the cantons of the central cross. The cross 
with bezants motif is recurrent in numismatics across both continental Europe and the 
British Isles. The states that emerged following the fall of the Roman Empire mint-
ed coins imitating the weight standards and iconography found in Byzantine currency. 
The Merovingians, in imitation of Byzantium, inserted diverse letters and geometric 
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patterns into the corners of the cross depicted on their coins. The depiction of bezants 
within the arms of the cross can also be observed on Merovingian gold coins and silver 
denarii. This trend gained further traction in Carolingian Europe. On the reverse side of 
Carolingian coins, we occasionally encounter pellet within each of the four arms of the 
cross. Alternatively, crescents or eight pellets sometimes replace the traditional four, or 
two annulets are depicted instead.

The cross adorned with various images is well known in Eastern Christianity. After 
Christ’s labarum brought victory to Constantine the Great in 312, the sign of the cross is 
often found on Byzantine flags and money. A cross decorated with four letter-marks or 
four figures (such as crosses, bezants, pellets, and stars) has been featured in Byzantine 
numismatics since the 6th century. 

The cross with bezants was widely present within the Byzantine context, reaching 
into the domain of flags. Furthermore, it can be asserted that the cross with bezants 
evolved into a symbol representing the imperial authority. A Greek manuscript from the 
11th century, preserved in the Vatican Library (Vat. gr. 752), portrays the flag on three 
occasions. In each case, the central cross is adorned with bezants, and in two instances, 
it accompanies the emperor. 

The transformation of the five-figure geometric composition into the five-cross sym-
bol is an intriguing evolution to consider.

From the works of Matthew Paris, it becomes evident that the shield of John of 
Brienne (featuring a silver cross on a gold shield) underwent a transformation, emerg-
ing as a silver cross on a gold background adorned with fourteen smaller crosses. This 
change likely resulted from the incorporation of the coats of arms of both Jerusalem and 
Constantinople, symbolizing John’s role as the Emperor of Constantinople. The second 
Latin emperor of Constantinople, Henry of Flanders (1206-16), altered his coat of arms 
under the influence of local tradition. His red flag, attire, and helmet became adorned 
with numerous small gold crosses. Henry’s seal also featured four small crosses in a 
circle (in bezants) within the quadrants of the central cross. 

It appears that the Byzantine tradition, which was already reflected in the heraldry 
of the Latin emperors of Constantinople during the 10s of the 13th century, exerted a 
certain influence on the emblematics of the Kingdom of Jerusalem in the 20s. 

It’s conceivable that the Byzantine legacy played a significant role in shaping the 
five-cross symbol. Their influence established the five-figure composition within Eu-
ropean numismatics and heraldry, and it seems that a tradition established at the royal 
court of Constantinople prompted the Crusaders to embellish the central cross with 
smaller crosses, which ultimately led to the formation of the five-cross symbol.
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Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti

‘ali al-Sarafis Savi zRvis portolani

XVI saukuneSi muslimuri kartografia xelaxali aRmavlobis gzas 
daadga, romelic upirveles yovlisa, osmaleTis imperiis aRzevebiT 
da misi evropasTan urTierTobiT iyo gamowveuli. iqneba es Tuniseli 
‘ali al-Sarafi Tu osmaleTis flotis admirali firi reisi. aRmavloba 
ki pirvel rigSi rukebis sizusteSi gamoixata, romelic Sua saukunee-
bis islamuri rukebisgan gansxvavebiT, mxolod simboluri, sqematuri 
aRar iyo da bevrad detalizebuli gaxda. es siaxle muslimur samyaro-
Si dasavleT evropidan gadaiRes da maleve iqna aTvisebuli.

‘ali al-Sarafis namuSevari warmoadgens erTgvar atlass, romelSic 
zRvebi cal-calkea mocemuli. gvaqvs misi ori - 1551 da 1571 wlebis 
- varianti. aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTTan da saqarTvelosTan kon-
teqstSi ramdenime faqtia CvenTvis sayuradRebo. pirvel rigSi, unda 
aRvniSnoT, rom Sua saukuneebis arabul geografiul Txzulebebsa Tu 
rukebze aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTi faqtobrivad ugulvebelyofili 
an SecdomiT daxasiaTebuli iyo. magaliTad, yvelaze gavrcelebuli 
Secdoma iyo is, rom im geografiul arealSi, sadac dasavleT saqa-
rTvelo mdebareobda, trapizonis CrdiloeTiT, umetesad al-lanad 
moixseniebdnen. ase iyo, magaliTad, al-mukaddasi al-baSaris rukaze 
(X s.) da al-idrisis rukazec (XI s.). Sesabamisad, es portolani, faq-
tobrivad pirveli SemTxvevaa, rodesac arabul-muslimur geografi-
ul rukaze dasavleT saqarTvelo saTanadod gamoCnda. amas garda, Savi 
zRvis CrdiloeT da samxreT sanapiroebze arsebul zogierT qalaqze 
mimagrebulia droSebi, rac dasavleT evropuli rukebisTvis iyo da-
maxasiaTebeli.

moxsenebis mizania XVI saukunis avtoris ‘ali al-Sarafis Savi zRvis 
portolanis ganxilva da misi SedarebiTi 
analizi firi reisis Tu zogierT im epoqis 
Tanamedrove evropul rukasTan mimarTe-
baSi; portolanze mocemuli aRmosavleT 
SavizRvispireTis toponimikis wakiTxva 
da dazusteba SesaZleblobis farglebSi. 
aseve, aRniSnuli ruka SegviZlia miviCnioT 
dasavleT saqarTveloSi da zogadad Savi 
zRvis arealSi osmaleTis imperiis inter-
esebis zrdis erT-erT  niSnad. 
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‘Ali al-Sharafi’s Black Sea portolan

In the 16th century, Muslim cartography once more began a resurgence, which was 
primarily caused by the rise of the Ottoman Empire and its relations with Europe. Be it 
the Tunisian ‘Ali al-Sharafi or the Ottoman fleet admiral Piri Reis. This resurgence was 
primarily expressed in the accuracy of the maps, which, unlike the Islamic maps before 
from the Middle Ages, were no longer only symbolic, and schematic, but became much 
more detailed. This innovation was adopted from Western Europe in the Muslim world 
and was soon used.

The work of ‘Ali al-Sharafi is a kind of atlas in which the seas are given separately. 
We have two versions of it - 1551 and 1571. In the context of the Eastern Black Sea 
coast and Georgia, there are several facts worth noting. First of all, the eastern Black Sea 
coast was actually neglected or wrongly characterized in medieval Arab geographical 
works and maps. For example, the most common mistake was that in the geographical 
area where West Georgia was located, north of Trabzon, it was mostly referred to as al-
Lan. This was the case, for example, with al-Muqaddasi al-Bashari’s map (10th century) 
and on al-Idrisi’s map (11th century). Therefore, this portolan is actually one of the first 
times when West Georgia was properly shown on the Arab-Muslim geographical map. 
In addition, some cities on the northern and southern shores of the Black Sea have flags 
attached to them, which were characteristic of Western European maps.

The purpose of the report is to discuss the Black Sea portolan of the 16th author ‘Ali 
al-Sharafi and its comparative analysis in relation to Piri Reis and some contemporary 
European maps of that era; reading and clarify the toponymy of the eastern Black Sea 
coast given on Portolan within the scope of possibility. Also, we can consider the men-
tioned map as one of the signs of the growth of the interests of the Ottoman Empire in 
Western Georgia and the Black Sea area in general.
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