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MODERN NATION WITH DEEP ETHNIC ROOTS:
GEORGIAN IDENTITY OVER THE LONGUE DURÉE

Mariam Chkhartishvili 

Introduction.
In the scholarly literature one might come upon the phrase like following: “identity is a narrative” or 

another formulation of the same idea: “Identity has a discursive structure”. 
Grasping the real meaning of these phrases is crucially important for the adequate understanding studies 

devoted to the collective cultural identities.1

The point is that from the very beginning the readers have to be informed about the constructed nature 
of identities. The awareness of this fact allows them get to know that human identities are situated in social 
practices and do not represent natural givens.

The members of the socially defined in-groups might be tied together through various bonds: the be-
lieve in existence of common ancestor, the shared spot of land referred as homeland, common language and 
religion, the similar economic interests etc., however, for shaping firm and continuous (like ethnic and nation-
al we-groups) entities, all these markers might be not sufficient. In addition, it is compulsory that we-group 
members were conscious about the peculiarities of the native community and importance (“special mission”) 
of the particular grouping. All of them have to feel solidarity towards co-members. The value system has to 
be shared by the majority and the interest in communal well-being should occupy the highest position in the 
hierarchy of the collective values. 

The chain of principal facts creates identity narrative in which the overall information about the we-
group (its past, present and future, its specialness and uniqueness) is represented. The discourse on common 
values, perceptions, collective memories serves as cement for the consolidation of we-groups based on collec-
tive cultural identities.

Some academics think that nations are distinguished from the ethnic communities by availability of own 
state; hence they consider territory and political institutions as main markers of the nations, while ethnic com-
munities are viewed as cultural entities. I cannot share above-mentioned opinion as it is not true for all cases. 
Nations may lose statehood for a while and this fact cannot entails their momentous destruction. As for the 
ethnic communities: they may have states, however, this fact automatically cannot ensure for them achieving 
the national level of development.2

The main distinguishing feature of national and ethnic communities is the intensity of a culture’s circula-
tion within the given we-group. In case of nations the culture is public, highly unified and easily accessible for 
the most members of the homogeneous community; in case of ethnic entities circulation of culture is limited to 
the part of the society: this is a narrow segment presented by politically dominant classes. The social stratum 
enjoying political power, monopolizes culture as well.

The Soviet historians often discussed the issues of national and ethnic communities; however, their 
practices were based exclusively upon Marxism as a social theory. According to Marxism not perceptions and 
memories, ethnic election myths etc., i.e. subjective factors make groups, but the objective ones play decisive 
role in formation of ethnic and national communities. In historiographies of post-Soviet space this situation 
has preserved by inertia and because of this the identity studies as an independent field of academic activities 
was defined relatively recently. This does not mean that nothing was done. Some aspects were profoundly in-
vestigated. The scientists received great stimulus when after the breakup of the Soviet Union they were given 
an opportunity to be acquainted with the western theories on nations and nationalisms.

In Georgian academic environment identity studies have not long history as well, however, the founda-
tion is already laid. Me also have contributed to this process and in this paper, I intend to familiarize the readers 
with my experience. 

Theory.
For representing the history of such a complex phenomenon as identity, necessary to find the relevant 

intellectual tool, i.e. social theory. Thus, before representation the history of Georgian national identity, a re-
searcher has to elaborate on theory. 
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The discussion on this subject I would like to begin with my personal story. As a scholar I began work 
in late twentieth century with rather narrowly defined tasks like comparing two redactions of hagiographical 
monuments in order to establish the original text; or investigating particular facts of Georgian history in Late 
Antiquity. The practice of this kind did not require much theory. It was possible to operate comfortably within 
the frames of Soviet historiography. However, by the end of the century it happened that I got involved in the 
research project focused on the self-awareness of Georgians. Just in the process of making this project, became 
clear for me that it would be impossible to represent the phenomenon like identity based on theory I have in my 
disposal by that time. I mean Marxian sociology. Thus, I was faced by the problem of obtaining the relevant 
one.

In those difficult time of Post-Soviet era by lucky accident I was able to find the book which contained 
the relevant information. This book was entitled as Nationalism. It was issued by the Oxford University Press 
(Hutchinson & A. D. Smith 1994). It was a reader and compilers and editors of this reader were two British 
scholars: Anthony David Smith and John Hutchinson. I have read this book with an animate interest and for 
my surprise found out that there were plenty of definitions of nation and nationalism. Before this I (as probably 
all historians of my generation having been educated in Soviet universities) was aware only Stalin’s definition 
of nation (Meissner 1976: 58-81). As for nationalism we all were taught that it was bourgeoise ideology, that 
by that time meant nothing but the false and definitely bad ideology associated with backwardness. In the 
above-mentioned book, these phenomena were conceptualized totally differently. 

After analyzing in detail all chapters of the above-mentioned reader, I was able to distinguish three3 
main positions: primordialist, modernist and ethno-symbolist approaches.

 Primordialists treated nations as natural givens, as entities with eternal, and unchangeable essence. In 
Soviet Union all historians actually were primoirdialists: Soviet social science was based on essentialist under-
standing of groups in general, and the ethnic communities and nations, in particular. I also shared this position. 
However, after being acquainted with all papers of the above-mentioned reader for me became clear that this 
was naïve understanding of social groups. As some scholars convincingly put it, actually, primordialism is not 
a theory at all, rather a part of nationalist ideology (Coakley 2018). The leaders of nationalist movements are 
adherents of this position as far as with primordialism which essentializes groups, it is easier to foster the sense 
of belonging, forge in-group solidarity and mobilize masses.4

The modernist understanding of nation was in diametrical opposition to primordialist approach. Accord-
ing to them, nations are modern phenomena, nothing like them existed in pre-modern times. They are imagined 
or constructed through deferent media by politically motivated intellectuals. According to modernism even 
ethnicity is totally imagined and constructed for the purposes of the modern processes of national consolida-
tions. 

This approach also was not “mine”. It could not help me to represent the history of nation with deep 
ethnic roots, i.e. history of Georgian nation. 

The last one i.e. ethno-symbolism (the editors of the volume were adherents of this position) was some-
how between these two. It also asserted the modern origin of nations and considered them as results of ac-
tivities of cultural elites, however, according to this approach, nations have real ethnic cores and even more: 
counterparts and pre-figurations in pre-modernity. Ethno-symbolism makes greatest accent on culture, presents 
nations as specific forms of culture, in particular, public culture. It distinguishes between ethnic and national 
levels of identity development just with support of culture, more precisely with intensity and limits of its cir-
culation.

I have decided right away that the last one was just that theory which I was looking for. The most at-
tractive feature of ethno-symbolist approach was its moderate character: it was not as naively essentialist as 
primordialism and not as entirely “fleshless” as modernism; it does not consider national culture as full scale 
coincidence with pre -existed ethnic culture, but as the selective reinterpretation of it. Thus, according to eth-
no-symbolism, the intellectuals do construct cultural identity for the native communities, however, they do 
not do this voluntary outside the frames of available ethnic basis. The nations are constructs and at the same 
time they are real (Smith 1996: 106-107). This assertion allows to trace the association and continuity between 
ethnic and national communities. 

One more feature which I liked in ethno-symbolist approach was its attitude to nationalism. According 
to ethno-symbolism, nationalism should not be placed solely in the political context; first and foremost, it 
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should be situated in the cultural one. And nationalist leaders are not always separatist politicians, but the em-
inent cultural and public workers, influencers of vernacular mobilizations and founding fathers of the nations.5

Gradually, I became familiar with more and more details about the ethno-symbolism. Under the terms 
of exchange agreement between British and Georgian Academies of Sciences I was able to visit twice (2001, 
2003) Great Britain, in particular, the London School of Economics and Political Science and meet one of the 
principal founders of ethno-symbolism Professor A.D. Smith who in those times worked at this institute. The 
exchanging ideas with Professor Smith, attending his seminars allowed me to enrich my research methods. 
From 2002 began using Smith’s theory for representing history of Georgian past. In 2004 I have published 
my translation of the one of Smith books into Georgian.6 This book was given to me by the eminent Professor 
just for this purpose. Georgian translation appeared to be one of the first translations of A.D. Smith’s creative 
legacy in all post-Soviet space.7

Main Facts.
As far as this paper spans long period of time I will be able to provide a limited number of facts. In 

this article I aim to present a general picture of the history of Georgian identity, and do not intend to elaborate 
on details. The individual phases of Georgian identity were already concerned and I will refer to the relevant 
contributions in case of necessity.

When historians are trying to represent historical processes, they respect chronology and display facts 
strictly according to the chronological order. This helps them to show dynamics of the historical occurrences’ 
developments. However, for the present paper I will not follow this widely accepted practice8 and begin the 
story from the final stages: at first I will give the readers an opportunity to look at the modern stage of Georgian 
identity development; I will continue with displaying facts up to present day and only afterwards give look 
back and consider premodern era: adoption of Christianity by Georgian Kingdom of Kartli and its aftermaths 
for Georgian community and then epoch of paganism until the very early stages of Georgian we-group’s ex-
istence. This way of designing the paper is explained by my intention from the very beginning to make the 
readers familiar with Georgian identity at the moment of its special saliency in the 19th century when premod-
ern ethnic community had been transformed into the modern nation on a ground of newly emerged Georgian 
nationalism.9

Georgian nation belongs to that type of nations which did not result directly from the process of modern-
ization, but emerged on a ground of nationalism being inspired by the European idea of nation. 

As it is widely accepted the nineteenth century was an epoch of birth of modern nations for European 
countries. The European idea of nation was taken by Georgian cultural elite for making national idea and mobi-
lizing the native community. The soil for mobilization of this kind has been prepared already in premodernity, 
however, this process had fully developed and came to the point in the 19th century.

Very often the above-mentioned date for the emergence of Georgian nation causes negative attitude of 
the common people and also some Georgian historians who know nothing about the modern social theories of 
nations or are not sufficiently informed about this issue. They think that the proposed date means the neglec-
tion of Georgia’s pre-modern past.10 This is of course misleading interpretation of the above-presented view. 
Georgian cultural elite has created national idea on a basis of selective reinterpretation of the ethnic culture and 
fill the available ethnic markers with national sense. When we speak about the emergence of Georgian modern 
nation in the 19th century, we imply creative use of the past and not its neglection.11

Understanding of the phenomenon of collective-cultural identity ahistorically and arguing that it re-
mains unchangeable from ancient times till nowadays, is not academic position. It is shared by common peo-
ple (and some academics) mostly in result of the nationalistic rhetoric. Nationalist leaders almost always are 
proponents of primordialist conceptualization of nations as far as this makes for them easier to foster the sense 
of belonging in the members of their native communities. 

Thus, I think that Georgian national identity is a historical phenomenon and the original given had gone 
through many transformations over the time. However, I find reasonable to retain the term “Georgian” for the 
whole history of Georgian identity, for example in phrases like the following: “Georgian ethnic identity”. The 
use one and same term (“Georgian”) for both (pre-modern and modern) cases helps to underline the continuity 
between ethnic and national levels of Georgian identity, its flexible stability: permanent changing alongside 
with retaining certain unchangeable core. However, some academics has different approach. For instance,  
S. Rapp uses “Kartvelian” for referring Georgians in period before the emergence united Georgian Kingdom 
ruled by Bagrations: “in this study, while referring to the political and social enterprises “Georgia” and “Geor-
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gian”are employed only for the eleventh century and after, while “Kart’li” and Kart’velian” are preferred for 
the preceding period“ (Rapp 1997: 3).

“Kartveli” is a self-name of Georgians. Using this term for designating for early period of Georgian 
ethnic identity might create an impression that there is no continuation between deferent stages of Georgian 
identity.

Georgian national consolidation in the nineteenth century begins with cultural mobilization. In making 
of Georgian national narrative was involved Georgian cultural elite. This movement was leaded by the eminent 
Georgian writer and public figure Ilia Tchavchavadze. As a vehicle for national idea’s dissemination served 
printed media,12 which was reaching the majority of Georgian we-group and through the readership fostered 
the sense of national belonging. The Georgian national identity narrative discussed the topics of existential 
importance. In particular, it provided answers on question like followings: “Who are we”?, “Who were we”?, 
“What is our future”?. It aimed at minimization discrepancies (real or imagined) within the we-group and 
maximization sense of Georgian exclusiveness (real or imagined) in face of others.

For the full picture it would be very important to mention how Ilia Tchavchavadze and his co-workers 
conceptualized phenomenon of “nation”. Tchavchavadze’s view was ambivalent regarding it: on the one hand, 
he considered nation in organicist way, as living being with characteristics of humans, on the other hand, he 
ascribed to this concept some civic features as well. 

In the 19th century for designating we-groups based on collective cultural identities Georgians began to 
use the old Georgian social term eri instead natesavi. The latter was in practice during the entire premodernity. 
E. Ranan’s famous essay “What is a Nation?” was translated into Georgian as “What is an Eri?” and not as 
“What is a Natesavi”? Both above-mentioned terms natesavi as well as eri designate the collectives, however, 
at least in one point they are different: in case of eri the kinship is not necessarily implied as a basic princi-
ple for shaping of group, while natesavi is an exclusively kinship-based community. The reconceptualization 
of the nature of in-group bonds indicates the crucial change in designing the national idea: Georgian nation-
al identity had been forging according to the European matrix of nation (Tchkhartishvili 2014: 286-292);  
(Chkhartishvili 2014: 202-213).

It would be not out of place to mention here that Tchavchvadze’s view on the essence of nation had 
many features in common with E.Renan’s definition of nation. However, Tchavchavadze had not borrowed 
ideas from E.Renan as might be supposed. He had published his views much earlier than Renan’s above-men-
tioned essay. Evidently, a common European context had served for both authors as a source. Tchavchavadze 
was proud of the fact that his ideas found confirmation in Renan’s work. Supposedly, Georgians were the 
first nation who had translated “What is a Nation?” into own language. The translation had been published in 
Georgian periodical “Iveria” already in 1882, i.e. very soon after French original’s publication. Later on, it was 
followed by another Georgian translations and discussions. In Georgian society interest to E.Renan’s essay 
and his conceptualization of “nation” has not faded for decades (Chkhartishvili & Mania 2011/2012: 72-89).

Tchavchavadze’s program of national consolidation implied cultural mobilization. Though from the 
very beginning he had articulated the ideal of Georgia’s political independence, afterwards he did not un-
dertake any measures to fulfill this ideal. He preferred to be cautious and not make steps against the imperial 
authorities before the time. As it seems to me, he thought that the cultural phase of national consolidation had 
not been driven to its end yet.

The confrontation concerning the future activities caused the tension between Tchavchavadze and the 
new generation of Georgian nationalists: they saw differently the steps had to be taken for emancipation of 
Georgia. Finally, in 1918 the fully consolidated Georgian nation created his own state (Democratic Republic 
of Georgia) and acquired political armor for the Georgian national identity. This state was based on democratic 
principles. In the declaration of independence several clauses were devoted to ethnic and religious minorities 
and for their rights in independent Georgia (Chkhartishvili at al. 2015: 75-86).

The importance of this state is enormous in the history of Georgian identity. It could help to develop 
its civic features; however, Democratic Republic of Georgia appeared to be very short-lived. It was ruined as 
a result of the intervention of Soviet Russia. After this Georgia became part of the Soviet Empire. Within the 
empire it is impossible to forge civic features of nation. Soviet national politics was characterized by great 
accent on ethnicity (Slezkine 1994: 414-452). This fact made great obstacles for developing civic solidarities 
within the “independent” Soviet republics. The above-mentioned policy was especially damaging for multi-
ethnic and multi confessional Georgia. In Georgia the minorities were privileged and encouraged by the Soviet 
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central government and infrequently they were the conductors of the policy of the Soviet center. They were not 
solidary to Georgians, quite on the contrary: they opposed to the consolidation of the society, demonstratively 
did not speak Georgian. Because of this in 1990s the main targets of the rhetoric of the dissident leaders were 
ethnic Georgians. Ethnic minorities were not enthusiastic towards the liberation struggle of the titular nation 
because they saw diminishing their privileges in emancipation of Georgia from Soviet burdens. In this very 
period the narrative was created aiming at discreditation of Gamsakhurdia (dissident leader and then the first 
president of − 1991-1992), allegedly he propagated to get rid of all minorities and retain the country exclusive-
ly for ethnic Georgians. This is not true. Gamsakhurdia’s aim was that titular nation i.e. Georgians enjoy equal 
rights with minorities and the ethnocratic practices in state affairs have to be stopped.13

The Rose Revolution of 2003 marked a new stage in Georgia’s identity development. A new generation 
of western-educated politicians came to power. They tried to lead the nation-building process in the framework 
of the civic conception of nation and refashion social interrelations according to the principles of open society. 
However, the third president of Georgia Michail Saakashvili (2004-2007 and 2008-2013) and his associates 
could not finish. Today the majority of the Georgian we-group still conceptualizes native community across the 
ethno-cultural lines. For Georgians the state matters, however, civic principle for the membership of Georgian 
we-group does not operates in full scale, despite the fact that Georgian self-same “Kartveli” morphologically 
is a word designating territorial belonging. Thus, alongside with ethnic Georgian it can be successfully used 
for ethnically non-Georgian citizens of Georgian state. Interestingly enough that in premodernity “Kartveli” 
was not used exclusively for denoting the members of we-group defined by collective-cultural identity, but by 
territorial identity as well. For example, Jews lived in Georgia were called as “Kartveli “while ethnic Geor-
gians alongside with “Kartveli” might be referred as “Kartlosiani”. “Kartlosiani” represents the derivate from 
“Kartlos” – the name of the ethnarch of Georgians. Thus, “Kartlosiani” means the progeny of Kartlos. Today 
the ethnic minorities who are citizens of Georgian state also find it difficult to distinguish between their ethnic 
and national identities and do not call themselves “Georgians” (Kartveli”) though many of them have rather 
developed loyalty to Georgian state. 

Now let us look at the Georgian premodernity and the most crucial fact of this epoch – adoption of 
Christianity by the Georgian kingdom of Kartli in early 330s. This very fact is described in the “Life of Saint 
Nino”. It is Georgian hagiographical monument of the fourth century devoted to the deed of the Illuminatrix of 
Georgians Saint Nino.14 It represents a collection of memories of the Saint Nino and her pupils and co-work-
ers. The collection was compiled by the Queen Salome of Ujarma − the daughter-in-law (the wife of son) of 
the first Georgian Christian King Mirian. According to the Georgian historian Leonti Mroveli (11th century) 
Salome was daughter of the first Christian King of Armenia Trdat. Armenian sources do not mention her. How-
ever, we have no reason not to trust Leonti Mroveli.

Christianity is a cosmopolitan religion. Its adoption by Georgians meant destruction of the original reli-
gious marker. Thus, conversion was challenging for Georgian identity. The answer to this challenge was given 
right away. This was the ideology of Georgian specialness created shortly after the conversion in the middle 
of the 4th century. Through this ideology the Georgian political and cultural elites tried to prove electivity of 
Georgians as Christians. This ideology is recorded in the above-mentioned hagiographical monument. The 
core idea of this ideology is a Robe of Christ. According to the text Georgian Jews had brought this precious 
contact relic to Georgia. It had been interred in the Royal garden in the capital city of Mtskheta (Чхартишвили 
2009: 131-150). The non-Georgian personages of the “Life of Saint Nino” narrate about it. Of course, it is 
not an accident. Evidently, the compilers15 intended to show that this fact had assumed the overall recognition 
among the other inhabitants of the Christian oikumene, in particular of Greeks and Armenians. The availability 
of the Robe in Mtskheta was considered as a sign of the Lord’s special attitude to Georgians. 

In the following centuries also Georgian political and cultural elites made great efforts to strengthen the 
cultural (imagined) boundaries of Georgianness. Above described ideology of Georgian ethnic specialness 
found the peculiar development in the eighth century, Georgian hagiographical monument the “Martyrdom 
of Saint Abo of Tiflis” by Ioane Sabanisdze, underlined the global mission of Georgians as the gate keepers 
of Christian oikumene and Georgia as the world’s sacral center. This ambitious claim was predated by some 
happenings important from the point of identity studies. I mean Georgian-Armenian ecclesiastical controversy 
at the first decades of the 7th century which ended with full scale separation of Georgians and Armenians in 
ecclesiastical matters. It is impossible for me now to go deeply in case study of this fact.16 Instead this I will 
articulate the main message which comes from this historical happening. Without any doubt the controversy 
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and polemics on the issues of faith was provoked by the identity making processes. Activities of Georgian and 
Armenian ecclesiastics as well as lay hierarchs were targeted at making bolder the cultural boundaries between 
these two neighboring peoples. 

The next epoch to be considered from the point of Georgian identity is 11th -12th centuries. In this period 
Georgian state becomes politically very strong: it covers vast territories in the Caucasus extending its frontiers 
far beyond the lands populated by ethnic Georgians. This epoch also is characterized by the flourishing of 
Georgian medieval culture. Georgian artists, architects, writers, scholars were able achieved the highest level 
of sophistication. Alongside with advancing culture the Georgian we-group solidarity sentiments become very 
salient. Taking into account these facts one can evaluate this period of Georgian identity development as na-
tional stage. We can speak about shaping of pre-modern Georgian nation in 11th-12th centuries (Chkhartishvili 
2016a).17

However, the political strength was not long-term. The permanent devastating invasions from outside, 
intensification of the inner centrifugal tendencies in the end caused breakup of the united Georgian Kingdom 
and instead emergence several political unites. However, political fragmentation did not have decisively nega-
tive effect on sense of belonging. Georgians lived in different kingdoms and principalities still believed in their 
common origin; they were involved shared culture and tied with collective memory. 

The next stage of Georgian identity development can be associated with 17th -18th cc. It is an epoch when 
modernity paves way in Georgian economic and culture. One important indicator of this is commencing print-
ing of books. Language again became important for Georgian identity forging. Georgian erudite Sulkhan-Saba 
Orbeliani’s (17th c) explanatory dictionary of the Georgian language is not accident at all, as well as the making 
the collections of hagiobiographies by Catholocos Anthon I (18th c). presenting Saints of Georgian Church as 
national heroes. The monumental historiographical work “The Description of Georgian Kingdom” by the emi-
nent historian and geographer Vakhushti Bagrationi (18th c) indicates to further developments: Vakhushti’s work 
helped to reconceptualize collective past, i.e. revitalize collective memory (Kadagishvili & Chkhartishvili 
2014: 413-421); (Targamadze 2018); (Chkhartishvili 2017: 217-252).

After this what happened I have already described at the very beginning. Now let us look again back, for 
this time in pre-Christian Georgia.

The roots of Georgian ethnic community are noticeable already in 15th-14th BC in ancient Colchis with 
political center in the western Georgia. Assyrian and Urartian sources of 12th-8th cc provide data on early phase 
of Georgian ethnic identity (Chkhartishvili 2013/2014: 207-221). This phase can be associated with later ones 
through the community’s self-name (Chkhartishvili 2009c: 61-65); (Chkhartishvili 2016b: 304-325) and language 
(Gamkrelidze 2003: 2-3). The Colchian stage of Georgian ethnic identity becomes part of Georgian collective 
memory only from 4th-3rd cc when further crystallization of Georgian identity had taken place. This was time 
of King Pharnavaz – the founder of the new Georgian state – Kingdom of Kartli with the political center in the 
eastern Georgia. The King Pharnavaz initiated a number of reforms favorable for forging Georgian identity. In 
particular, he established the new religion – cult of god Armazi intended exclusively for ethnic Georgians; gave 
official status to Georgian language and invented perfect alphabet with unique graphic – Georgian Asomtavruli. 
The first historical record about the new-born Georgian state also was made in this very epoch (Chkhartishvili 
2021: 101-113). Thus, the Georgian collective memory “switched on”. 

Taking into consideration all these facts one can say with confidence that at this point, the process of 
Georgian ethnicity formation becomes irreversible.

Concluding Remarks.
In this article my aim was to represent the history of Georgian national identity.
As I have already mentioned, I share the opinion that nations are modern constructs, but some of which 

have deep ethnic roots. On the basis of premodern cultural premises, the elite of the we-group creates a national 
narrative, i.e. the idea of ​​a nation around which members of a given ethnic community consolidate and through 
the process of cultural mobilization, ethnic identity turns into national.

The picture I have represented is as follows: the presence of a Georgian ethnic community can be seen 
already in the 15th-14th centuries BC in western Georgia. This community was politically represented by the 
ancient Colchian Kingdom. Assyrian and Urartian sources of the 12th and 8th cc BC also give very important 
information about the Colchian period of Georgian ethnicity. In the 4th-3rd cc BC, the political center of the 
Georgian ethnic community moved from western to eastern Georgia, when the Kingdom of Kartli was founded 
by King Pharnavaz. As a result of King Pharnavaz’s fundamental reforms, Georgian ethnicity had been crystalized.
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In the 11th-12th centuries, the development of Georgian identity reached such a level that one can speak 
of the formation of a pre-modern Georgian nation. Political fragmentation in subsequent centuries did not en-
tail the destruction of Georgian identity: the population of different Georgian political units was still bound by 
the consciousness of a common origin, common culture and strong sense of communal solidarity.

In the 17th-18th centuries the impulses of modernization from Europe reached Georgia and established 
an imprint on the development of Georgian identity. In the first half and in the middle of the 19th century, the 
ideology of Georgian nationalism emerged, and in the second half of the 19th century, as a result of an intensive 
ethno-cultural mobilization, a modern Georgian nation was formed. At the end of the second decade of the 20th 
century, Georgian identity takes on a political shell: Georgians manage to create a state of the modern type, the 
Democratic Republic of Georgia. The role of this state is enormous in the final crystallization of the Georgian 
national identity, despite the fact that it was soon destroyed as a result of the intervention by Soviet Russia. 

In the Soviet empire, Georgian identity almost completely lost the civic characteristics acquired during 
the period of the Democratic Republic of Georgia. The situation changed significantly after the 2003 Rose 
Revolution. Georgian national identity gradually becomes inclusive again. 

The development of Georgian national identity continues up to now. Maybe it is indeed “open ended 
process, never fully complete”’ (Suny 1993: 11).

Epilogue.
The paper is based on presentation made at the online international conference initiated by the Mat-

eradaran (Mesrop Mashots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts) on July 1, 2021 dedicated to the Professor Hakob 
Papazyan. The subject and chronological frames of the conference was not strictly defined by the organizers. 
Accordingly, the choice of the presentation’s topic was up to participant. I considered several themes. Finally, 
I have decided to present paper on history of Georgian identity over the long period of time (actually historical 
panorama) with the purpose to prepare soil for future collaboration with Armenian colleagues (and not only 
with them as the conference was international). I could well hope for cooperation, because National Identity 
Studies represent the most internationalized and interdisciplinary sphere of academic inquiries. 

In the present paper I was able to display limited number of facts and underline only the main stages 
of Georgian identity development. However, even this brief historical account can help pinning points for 
future comparative studies. As the readers might noticed in several times, I have made the references to the 
contributions devoted to the analogous facts of Armenian history. I am sure that finding the similarities (and 
discrepancies as well) and their close investigation would help to represent not only the particular cases with 
due insights, but go deeply in understanding of the phenomenon of national identity, in general. 

In my previous contributions I was able to identify a number of topics for comparisons like followings: 
perception of homeland, ideologies of ethnic election (Chkhartishvili 2009a: 386-391), terms used for desig-
nating a nation (“eri”, “azg”), conceptualizing others (Chkhartishvili 2009b: 107-125), conceptualizing the 
West (Chkhartishvili 2019a: 147-164) etc. These are universal markers of national collective-cultural identi-
ties. They (and also many others) have to be considered in the wider context. The joint efforts of Georgian and 
Armenian scientists in initiating comparative researches will ensure the best results.

P.S.
This paper was intended to be published in the above-mentioned international conference proceedings. 

However, it was rejected shortly after the submissions without any evaluation procedure. I have received the 
letter of Vahan Ter-Ghevondian − the director of Materadaran who in behalf of the editorial board explained 
non-acceptance of the article by its inconsistency with their subject area, i.e. middle ages. 

As I have mentioned above, the subject area and chronology of the presentations was not defined by the 
conference organizers; in addition, my paper covers not only modern period, but premodernity as well because 
it is about the pre-modern roots of the modern nation. Thus, the declared reason for rejection is not convincing 
at all. As I have already mentioned in some cases, I had referred to Armenian experience in order to widen the 
context of the representation. For me it is not easy to decide what kind of facts might be problematic for the 
editorial board: those reflecting history of Georgian identity or those reflecting Armenian one? I was specially 
invited to participate the conference, I was allowed to present this paper on this topic at the conference, I was 
asked to prepare presented paper for publication, even reminded not to miss deadline. After this the paper was 
rejected without any argumentation! I do not intend to evaluate the decision of the editorial board. Let’s the 
readers decide themselves if the act of this kind can be compatible with academic ethics.
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Notes
1	 The ethnic and national identities belong to this very type.
2	 For more details on the issue ethnic communities (ethnies) vs nations see (Smith 2001:10-15).	
3	 Actually, this is oversimplification as far as all these approaches are available in many sub-types. 
4	 On constructivist conceptualization of nations see (Hebling 2007). 
5	 For more details see (Smith 2009). The readers can consult many other publications as well, among them  

(Frödin 2003).
6	 e. d. smiTi. nacionalizmi. Teoria, ideologia, istoria. Targmani inglisuridan m. CxartiS-

vilisa. qarTuli teqstis redaqtori r. amirejebi-maleni ,qarTuli enis saerTaSoriso centri, 
2004 (Chkhartishvili 2004). 

7	 As far as I know, the publication of the first Russian translation of A. D. Smith’s book (though of the another one) 
is dated by the same year i.e. 2004. See (Смит 2004). 

8	 Some scholars solve the same task i.e. the problem representing history of a national identity in different way: they 
begin with early stages. See (Van Lint 2009: 251-278). 

9	 Nationalism is an ideology of in-group solidarity. The ideologies with similar functions were available in premo-
dernity as well (without solidarity ideologies it is impossible shaping we -groups. In premodernity also Georgians 
had solidarity ideologies, for example the ideology of ethnic specialness. However, the ideologies for the modern 
epoch are characterized by essentially new content and form of discourse. It is why they are referred by special 
term, i.e. “nationalism”.

10	 For the critical review of this kind of views see (Chkhartishvili 2020: 187-208). 
11	 It would be not out of place to mention here that by the analogous problem are confronted the researchers who 

share constructionist position while representing history of Armenian identity. For example, R.Panossian finds 
necessary to provide detail explanation for his constructivist position so that to justify view about the emergence 
of Armenian nation in the 19th century. He (as me for Georgian case) underlines deep ethnic roots and premodern 
religious-cultural identity of Armenians. The researcher considers the cases of essentialist, organicist conceptual-
ization of Armenian nation among the academics in post-Soviet Armenia as well. See (Panossian 2010: 122-123, 
141-142); (Panossian 2006: 13-18); R.G. Suny also is concerned by the primordialism and even gen nationalism 
among some Armenian scholars and common people. See (Suny); However, today as far as I was able to grasp the 
primordialist view on the emergence of Armenian nation is seriously challenged by new approaches. See (Harutyu-
nyan 2009). 

12	 See (Chkhartishvili 2012: 188-211); (Chkhartishvili 2012: 426-447); (Chkhartishvili & Mania 2011). In this work 
Georgian periodical ‘Iveria” which was issued since late 1870s during the three decades, is analyzed as a source for 
describing the history of Georgian national mobilization. The book represents the perceptions of Georgian national 
identity markers in all possible fulness. The analogous study though for the shorter period and with the relatively 
limited number of evidences was conducted for the Armenian case by M. Bazinyan in her paper “Constructing 
a Nation: Identity Markers of Armenians (According to the Mshak Periodical Published during 1872-1892)”,  
(Bazinyan 2015: 67-80). The author has investigated the Armenian language periodical “Mshak” issued in Georgia 
approximately in the same period as “Iveria”. Both these works (M. Bazinyan and mine) conceptualize nations as 
an “imagined communities”. This notion comes from the eminent scholar B.Anderson. It reflects the researcher’s 
constructivist view of the immanent nature of association between the print media and consolidation of nations in 
the modern era. See (Anderson 2006). 

	 For national consolidation very important is the unified system of education. It is why for representation history 
of national identity; history textbooks also can be used as historical sources. See. (Chkhartishvili at al. 2016) 
and compare it with the work which has an analogous focus, though based on Armenian case-study: (Zolyan &  
Zakaryan 2008: 785-795). 

13	 For more details concerning Z. Gamsakhurdia see (Chkhartishvili 2019b: 138-146). 
14	 On this monument see (Чхартишвили 1989).
15	 Salome should be backed by whole staff while compiling the text so important for the state ideology.
16	 It would entails displaying many facts for this there is no place in this paper, however, in case of special interest 

the readers can see the most recent publication on the subject: (Aleksidze 2018). 
17	 For more information about the Georgian history and culture of this period the readers can consult (Khintibidze 

2011); (Lordkipanidze 1987); (Raynfield 2010); (Raynfiled 2012).
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statia efuZneba 2021 wlis 1 ivliss mesrop maSTocis saxelobis Zveli xelnawerebis 
institutis _ matenadaranis mier organizebul profesor hakob papazianis xsovnisadmi 
miZRvnil onlain saerTaSoriso konferenciaze Cem mier wakiTxul moxsenebas. is gamiznu-
li iyo am konferenciis masalebis krebulisaTvis da gagzavnil iqna kidec konferenciis 
organizatorebisaTvis. Tumc maleve miviRe matenadaranis institutis direqtoris vahan 
ter-Revondianis werili, romelSic miTiTebuli iyo, rom statia ver daibeWdeba, radgan is 
ar Seesabameba maT Tematur fokuss anu ar Seexeba Sua saukuneebs. magram batoni ter-Revon-
dianis mier dasaxelebuli mizezi araa damajerebeli axsna statiis uaryofisaTvis: moxsene-
bebis Tematika da qronologia konferenciis organizatorebis mier ar yofila SezRuduli, 
prezentacia uproblemod iqna CarTuli kidec konferenciis programaSi da sakonferencio 
wardginebac Sedga. amas garda, winamdebare statia, romelic, rogorc iTqva, xsenebul mox-
senebas efuZneba, exeba ara marto saqarTvelos istoriis axal da uaxles periods, aramed 
Sua saukuneebsac da antikur xanasac, ramdenadac misi mizania modernuli qarTuli naciis 
Rrma eTnikuri fesvebis Cveneba. qarTul identobaze Cemi sxva naSromebisagan gansxvavebiT 
am statiaSi araerT SemTxvevaSi SedarebisaTvis moxmobilia somxuri identobis istoriis 
kvlevis gamocdileba. amitom CemTvis gamocanad rCeba realurad ra gaxda konferenciis 
organizatorebis mier statiis uaryofis mizezi: qarTuli identobis istoriis is reprez-
entacia, romelic warmodgenilia Cems naSromSi Tu SedarebisaTvis moxmobili magaliTebi 
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somxuri gamocdilebidan. iqneb statiis gacnobis Semdgom mkiTxvelma upasuxos am kiTxvas 
da mkiTxvelmave gansajos akademiuri eTikis TvalsazrisiT ramdenad marTebulia saerTaSo-
riso konferenciaze wakiTxul moxsenebaze dafuZnebuli samecniero statiis recenzirebis 
gareSe uaryofa.

rogorc saTauric aCvenebs am naSromis mizania warmoaCinos qarTuli erovnuli iden-
tobis formireba rogorc xangrZlivi procesi. avtori iziarebs da eyrdnoba mosazrebas, 
rom erebi Tanamedrove konstruqtebia, Tumc zogierT maTgans Rrma eTnikuri fesvebi aqvs. 
premodernul kulturul wanamZRvrebze dayrdnobiT mocemuli Cven-jgufis elita qmnis 
erovnul narativs, e. i. eris ideas, romlis irgvliv konsoliddebian mocemuli eTnikuri 
erTobis wevrebi da kulturuli mobilizaciis procesSi eTnikuri identoba gadaiqceva 
erovnulad.

qarTuli eTnikuri erTobis arseboba ukve Zv.w. XV-XIV saukuneebSi xdeba SesamCnevi am 
erTobas politikurad warmoadgenda Zveli kolxeTis samefo. qristes Sobamde XII da VIII 
saukuneebis asuruli da urartuli wyaroebi, agreTve, Zalian mniSvnelovan cnobebs gvawvdis 
qarTuli eTnikurobis kolxuri periodis Sesaxeb. Cvens welTaRricxvamde IV-III saukuneebSi, 
rodesac mefe farnavazma qarTlis samefo daaarsa, qarTuli eTnikuri erTobis politikuri 
centri gadmovida aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi. swored farnavaz mefis reformebi imis mauw-
yebeli iyo, rom qarTuli eTnosis Camoyalibebis procesi Seuqcevadi gaxda.

XI-XII saukuneebSi qarTuli identobis ganviTarebis done saSualebas iZleva visau-
broT winaremodernuli qarTveli eris Camoyalibebaze. Semdgom saukuneebSi politikur 
fragmentacias ar mohyolia qarTuli identobis ngreva: sxvadasxva qarTuli politikuri 
erTeulebis mosaxleoba kvlav SekavSirebuli iyo saerTo warmomavlobis rwmeniT, saerTo 
kulturisa da koleqtiuri solidarobis mZafri gancdiT

XVII-XVIII saukuneebSi modernizaciis impulsebi evropidan saqarTveloSi aRwevs da 
Tavis tvifars aWdevs qarTuli identobis ganviTarebas. XIX saukunis pirvel naxevarSi 
da Sua xanebSi gaCnda qarTuli nacionalizmis ideologia, xolo XIX saukunis meore nax-
evarSi sayovelTao eTnokulturuli mobilizaciis Sedegad, Camoyalibda Tanamedrove 
qarTveli eri. XX saukunis meore aTwleulis bolos qarTuli identoba politikur 
javSans iZens: qarTvelebi axerxeben Seqmnan Tanamedrove tipis saxelmwifo: saqarTvelos 
demokratiuli respublika. am saxelmwifos roli uzarmazaria qarTuli erovnuli iden-
tobis gamokristalebaSi, miuxedavad imisa, rom igi maleve ganadgurda sabWoTa ruseTis in-
tervenciis Sedegad. 

sabWoTa imperiaSi qarTulma identobam TiTqmis mTlianad dakarga is samoqalaqo max-
asiaTeblebi, rac man saqarTvelos demokratiuli respublikis periodSi SeiZina. viTare-
ba mniSvnelovnad Seicvala 2003 wlis vardebis revoluciis Semdeg. am droidan qarTuli 
erovnuli identoba TandaTan isev ibrunebs moqalaqeobrivi eris niSnebs. qarTuli erovnu-
li identobis ganviTareba dResac grZeldeba.


