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Georgian Palaeography Revisited: Dating Undated Manuscripts
Jost Gippert (Hamburg)

DOI: https://doi.org/10.62235/dk.4.2025.10506
jost.gippert@uni-hamburg.de || ORCID: 0000-0002-2954-340X

Abstract: The present article summarises the results of the first radiocarbon (or **C) analysis of Old
Georgian manuscripts, undertaken in 2024-2025 on behalf of the DeLiCaTe project (“The
Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories”) at the Federal Institute of Technology (ETH)
in Zurich, with support by Graz University Library and the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National
Centre of Manuscripts, Thilisi. Samples from a total of 20 manuscripts of their collections, mostly
of palimpsests and other undated manuscripts from the first millennium of our era, have yielded
decisive insights into the early centuries of Georgian literacy, especially with respect to the
distinction of khanmeti and haemeti layers: the analyses clearly show that this distinction was not
chronologically determined but must have been regional or dialectal, thus supporting the view first
expressed by Akaki Shanidze in 1923. Other important insights concern the transition period
between khanmetoba and haemetoba on the one hand and the emergence of sannarevi forms; this
can now be safely assigned to the 8" century. For the collective volume of Shatberdi, MS S-1141 of
the National Centre of Manuscripts, the analyses have proven that a time span of more than 100
years must have passed between its two units (one in asomtavruli majuscules and one in nuskhuri
minuscules).

Keywords: Georgian manuscripts, palimpsests, khanmeti, haemeti, sannarevi, Shatberdi collection,
radiocarbon analysis, *4C analysis

The detection of remnants of a psalter with khanmeti and haemeti forms in the lowest layer of
the fragmentary palimpsest MSS Sin. georg. 84 and 90 in St Catherine’s Monastery on Mt
Sinai' has proven that the translation of the psalms had a much longer history in Georgian than
what the bulk of manuscripts preserving it suggests, and that the redactor of Mzekala
Shanidze’s epochal edition of 1960, her father Akaki, was probably right in assuming that the
chants of David “must have been translated if not in the 4" century, then at least in the 5%
century”.2 Unfortunately, the newly found Sinai palimpsests are not dated explicitly, in a
colophon or the like, so that their age can only roughly be guessed at by way of palaeographical
features, especially the existence of khanmeti and haemeti forms in them; a disposition that
they share, among others, with the famous Sinai Lectionary, today preserved in the University
Library of Graz (MS 2058/1),% which is the only non-palimpsested manuscript with these
features.

For a project that is devoted to the “Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories”,*
the fact that the oldest Georgian manuscript with an explicit dating is the so-called Sinai
Mravaltavi, MS Sin. georg. 32-57-33 + NF 89 of 864 CE, and that none of those with khanmeti
and/or haemeti features is dated, is mischievous indeed, given that it impedes more exact
chronological assignments. This is all the more regrettable as the coexistence of khanmeti and
haemeti forms in one and the same document leaves room for several interpretations, thus re-

! Gippert & Outtier 2021: 42-43.

2 Akaki Shanidze, Preface (fobolo@gomds) to Mzekala Shanidze 1960, [009]: “g3liogdnbo Jo@manmom IV
Loy 39969do 099 os, V-3o 35063 9b00s 04l bomoddbo”.

3 See Gippert 2025: 23-26 for details as to the collection and MS 2058/1.

4 Project “DeLiCaTe”, ERC grant agreement no. 101019006, running at the Centre for the Study of Manuscript
Cultures, University Hamburg (2022-2027).
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opening a discussion that was held by Ivane Javakhishvili and Akaki Shanidze more than a
hundred years ago: do khanmetoba and haemetoba represent two chronologically distinct
periods, the first one covering the 576" and the latter, the 7!"-8™ centuries as Javakhishvili
suggested?® Or are they indications of dialectal rather than chronological differences, as
Shanidze argued?®

To overcome this debate, we have initiated in our project a first scientific approach to the dating
of undated Georgian manuscripts, applying the so-called radiocarbon (or *C) analysis to them.
In close cooperation with the University Library of Graz (hereafter: UBG) and the Korneli
Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts (hereafter: NCM), we have chosen
specimens from 20 manuscripts of their collections for being analysed at the Federal Institute
of Technology (ETH) in Zurich,” including nearly all codices that are known to include
khanmeti and/or haemeti forms.® In the following pages, | will present the results of these
analyses and discuss their impact on Kartvelology.

1. The Graz collection

The collection of Georgian manuscripts in the University Library of Graz consists of seven
items (MSS 2058/1-7), all from the inheritance of Hugo Schuchardt and probably all stemming
from Mt Sinai, with one of them (MS 2058/6) consisting of three independent fragments and
another one (MS 2058/4), of two different units produced by different scribes.® Specimens for
a 1%C analysis were taken from all of these items in April-May 2024 at the Centre for the Study
of Manuscript Cultures (hereafter: CSMC), University Hamburg, by the restaurator of UBG,
Theresa Zammit Lupi.!® The sample also included the only Armenian fragment of the
collection (MS 2058/7).1* Among the Georgian items, one is dated explicitly in the colophon
of its scribe, loane Zosime; this is the first unit of MS 2058/4, written by him in the year 985
CE.*2 For two of the fragments (MS 2058/6B and 6C), the actual date can be determined
implicitly, given that they have been identified as belonging to the manuscript Sin. georg. 35;3
the colophon of this codex, which has been preserved as the back flyleaf of another Sinai codex,
Sin. georg. 67, provides the year 907 CE.* The three “dated” items were nevertheless
submitted to a '*C analysis in order to check the reliability of both the assignment and the
scientific method. The following summary of the results proceeds along the shelf-marks
applied to the different items in the Graz collection.

5 Javakhishvili 1922-23: 367-368.

6 Shanidze 1923: 359-361.

" The 1C analysis of manuscripts requires a minimal piece (c. 5-10 mg) each of the writing support, in our case,
parchment; the necessary specimens were kindly provided by the restaurators of UBG and NCM. For the
background and methodological implications of radiocarbon dating see Hajdas et al. 2021.

8 From the NCM collections, no analysis was possible yet for the palimpsests A-737 (1), H-1445 (2), Svan-4 and
Svan-23 (3); they will hopefully be treated in a next round.

® See Gippert forthcoming for a survey.

10 See https://www.csmc.uni-hamburg.de/25360848/image-31-large-15697e4e3fdcbd7986364517daefa63ba06
b3ac5.jpg for Zammit Lupi’s work at the CSMC (2 May 2024). All URLs quoted in the present article were last
accessed on 29 December, 2025.

% In a former description, this was treated as MS 2058/6D (Kern, Marold & Zotter 2023 s.n. 2058).

12 See Gippert forthcoming: 29-30 for details.

13 See Gippert forthcoming: 31-34 for details.

14 For details see 1.7 below.
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1.1 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/1

For the famous Sinai Lectionary, still described as no. 9 of the collection of St Catherine’s
Monastery in 1888 in the catalogue of Aleksandre Tsagareli,®> Akaki Shanidze argued for a
dating before the second half of the 7" century on the basis of its palaeographical appearance
and its linguistic similarity with the inscriptions of Bolnisi, Mtskheta, and Tskisi.*® Bernard
Outtier, who detected one additional folio of the Lectionary in Paris, proposed the beginning
of the 7™ century,’” probably based upon Shanidze’s views. Considering the existence of
haemeti forms in the codex,'® a dating to the 78" century was envisaged in comparison with
“pure” khanmeti manuscripts,’® in agreement with Javakhishvili’s periodisation. These
proposals must now be given up: according to the *C analysis undertaken in 2024, the
manuscript can be dated to the 56" centuries instead. The result is illustrated in Fig. 1, with
indication of the radiocarbon date (in red, 1553 + 21 BP),! the calibration curve for the period
in question (in blue) and the calibrated date range (in grey, 433-574 calCE, with a major peak
at 545 calCE and two minor peaks at 440 and 480 calCE).?

Ll v4.4 4 Broch Ramoey 20211 1 Awncagheric cam from Hermer o1 (2020) nCal vd 4 4 Broak 02 tirgasnesi data fron Reimes ot a1 (20203
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Fig. 1: Result of *C analysis of Graz, UBG, 2058/1 Fig. 2: Result of 1*C analysis of Graz, UBG, 2058/2

15 Tsagareli 1888: 199-200; for a thorough codicological description see Zammit Lupi 2023. See https:/titus.uni-
frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/xanmeti/grlekt/grlek.htm for an online edition of the complete codex with colour
images kindly provided by UBG.

16 Shanidze (1944: 021): “Bo3 dggbgos 9bmdmog dmgagbgol, 3 dbcog jo bobdgdo @gjiombsdo
99%g9e0o0  dmebol-3gbgms-Fyobol {od{g@hgdol gggtwomn ©asl. sdodmd dgydengdgemos dobo
305§ 900l wam VI Loy 96gL aodmgscogme’”; (ib. 027): “Tlo sS3bIKOBBIM JaHHBIM, TAMATHHK BBISABIISET
OmKaiiiiee cpocTBO ¢ HaanucsiMu bomHucckaro xpama (Had. VII B.), a o naneorpaguyeckum rnpu3HaKaMm OH
MOT TOSIBUTHCS HE MO3AHee BTOPoi nmonoBuHH VII Beka”.

17 Quttier (1972: 399): “début du VII®s.”

18 The codex comprises the following seven haemeti forms: Jobogomo “you will see (him)” (Mk. 16:7; Mt. 24:33;
vs khanmeti bobogome in Mt. 28:7); Jogogrmdm “you exchange with each other” (Lk. 24:17); ‘dg30d@byg6 “they
will be moved” (Mt. 24:29); 30&ggd©gb “they will mourn” (Mt. 24:30); dodgbgdols “he approaches” (Lk. 12:33),
doymb “it will be” (Lk. 12:34, vs bogml in Mt. 24:35).

19 Gippert, Sarjveladze & Kajaia 2007: xxvi; Gippert forthcoming: 25.

20 The specimen for the analysis was taken from fol. 1 of MS 2058/1 (ETH no. 145598). A second specimen was
taken from a small strip that was inserted into the binding; this turned out to be of paper, not parchment, dated to
the 16"-17" centuries CE, so without any internal relation to the codex.

2L The radiocarbon date (“BP” = “before present”) indicates the time that elapsed between the death of the animal
yielding the parchment sheet and the year 1950, assuming a linear decay in its skin of the radioactive carbon
isotope 4C and its ratio to the 12C / 13C isotopes.

22 The calibrated year range (“calCE”) indicates time spans that meet the given radiocarbon concentration
accounting for deviations from the linear decay of *C that were caused by changing atmospheric influences,
detected via external dating methods such as dendrochronology and displayed in a curve based on known-age
samples. See Hajdas et al. 2021: 5-10 for details as to the calibration curves and the precision of calendar ages to
be achieved.
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1.2 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/2

In contrast to the Sinai Lectionary, which is thus likely to be the oldest non-palimpsested
Georgian manuscript that has been preserved, MS 2058/2 of Graz University Library is a
palimpsest, with a Georgian psalter written in asomtavruli majuscules® above an Armenian
undertext. Even though the latter was heavily erased, its contents have been established with
certainty; it is a so-called “Divining Gospel”, comprising the Gospel of John combined with
oracles.?* For this codex, several datings have been proposed. Aleksandre Tsagareli, who
described it when it was still on Mt Sinai, assumed the Georgian upper text to belong to the
89" centuries “on the basis of its palacographical traits”;?® taking this dating as a basis,
Jacobus Dashian, who had been asked by Hugo Schuchardt to analyse the Armenian
undertext,?® arrived at the “6""—7", if not even the 5™ century” for the manuscript, which thus
represented for him “a monument from the first period of the emergence of Armenian
literacy”.?” In a second description, Hamazasp Oskian came to the less optimistic conclusion
“that the Armenian text was not written much earlier than the Georgian, probably in the 8"-9™"
centuries”.?® The 8" century was also envisaged by Bernard Outtier, who was the first to
determine the “divining” genre of the sentences accompanying the Gospel in the Armenian
undertext.?® The results of our radiocarbon analysis now clearly endorse the estimation by
Jacobus Dashian: with the calibrated dating of the parchment between 482 and 605 calCE and
a clear peak at 565 calCE (see Fig. 2),%° the Armenian layer of the codex can confidently be
assigned to the second half or the 6™ century, thus being one of the oldest specimens of written
Armenian known so far.3! For the Georgian overtext, this simply means a terminus post quem,
and we are left with the usual palaeographical indications: given that it is written in majuscules
but contains no khanmeti or haemeti forms, it can reasonably be assigned to the 9"-10%
centuries, in accordance with Akaki Shanidze’s view.%

23 See https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/at/psgraz/psgra.htm for an online edition (based upon
Imnaishvili 2004: 70-220) with colour images Kindly provided by UBG.

24 See Renhart 2015 and 2022 for details.

% Tsagareli (1888: 196, no 2): “Ha ocHoBaHiu naneorpa@uyeckuxb HPM3HAKOBL IlcanTeiph 3Ty ciabayersb
otHectH Kb VIII-IX B.”. Mzekala Shanidze, who included the psalter text as “E” in her edition, provided no dating
of her own (1960: 021-022).

% See Renhart 2015: 43 for the correspondence between Schuchardt and Dashian.

2" Dashian (1898: 4b): “Gpl umnight Ypugtiptip C—3 nuptipka k, Ypyhwghpp wkwp £ np gnbk 2-F nuptpkh
i, Ynbwy dhivte twti 6 nupnih pug, ntunh oy hu hwy dwntibugpniptiui Swqiwb wnweht
dudwbwyitipkh... Jhyumwupub dp”.

28 Oskian (1976: 312): “Yp dhwnhd bgpulughtini np hwytipkh phwghpp ypughpkh zunn junwe gpniwsd ok
L<wiwboptt gpniwd whwh ppuyp £°-3° nuptipne dke”. Oskian’s description is by no means a reprint
(“Nachdruck”) of Dashian’s as stated by Renhart (2015: 43 n. 8) but his own work; correspondingly, Renhart’s
quotation (ib.) is not from Dashian’s description as indicated but from Oskian’s.

2 QOuttier (1993: 182): “La couche inférieure est en arménien et pourrait remonter au VI111¢ siécle”.

30 For the analysis, fol. 274 was chosen.

3L In parallel to the radiocarbon analysis of the Georgian samples, a set of undated Armenian manuscripts
(palimpsests and others) of the Matenadaran, Yerevan, were analysed, too; only one of them reveals an earlier
date. The results of this investigation will be published soon.

32 Shanidze (1929: 344): “89 3o I3mbos, ™I 005 osbEMggdom Jgomy w60l SoMggao bobgg@ols”.
Unfortunately, the scribe’s colophon on fols 258v—259r mentions neither a place nor a location (see Gippert
forthcoming: 2.).
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1.3 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/3

The small codex comprising the Georgian version of the Life of St Simeon the Holy Fool
(Symeon Salos; BHG 1677, CPG 7883), written in a bold nuskhuri minuscule,®® is defective at
the end, breaking off within the colophon of the scribe, a certain Teodore of Tskudeli (Cqudeli),
on the badly damaged fol. 172r (Fig. 3). This page may have contained an indication of the
time and place introduced by oo gés “it was written”, of which the first four letters have
remained at the bottom, followed by enm3gs yogm “pray (for us)” in the last line; however,
Aleksandre Tsagareli, who mentions the colophon in his description®* and may still have seen
the folio complete (at least he provides the first two lines as @mdgandsb 3Jgan-dgm sdobo
‘3943650, of which only @6 3 and ‘dgJdb have survived), does not provide a date. On the
backside of the folio (Fig. 4), we see the remnants of the colophon of the binder, loane Zosime,
of which Tsagareli also noted some more elements than are visible today (“dgodmUs {dows
9Ly Foabo... Lobs (dosls Zgmoms o0mgsby 6 ©-3mgoaobsms, d@dsbgdoms
©9356mbols Lobs {dowols.... Fganls bydg (981 1.), J 3L Lo (981 r.)”; at least the latter
dating (“chronicon 201”) has been preserved, which yields 981 CE as the year in which loane
Zosime bound the codex. Ioane Zosime’s hand is also discernible on the scrap remaining of
one more folio (fol. *173) between the colophon and the pastedown; distributed over three
lines, we here see a large letter , the sequence s and another instance of gomgs goiEm

(a0 3"y, Fig. 4).

uf‘f»j‘ _5, ¥4
i 1.f-"!; Yy it ; , .
é'//t‘ .-“,rr.uéd g}

Fig. 3: Graz, UBG, 2058/3, end of scribe’s Fig. 4: Graz, UBG, 2058/3, beginning of binder’s
colophon on fol. 172r and Greek pastedown colophon on fol. 172v and Greek pastedown

33 See https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/tmin/symsal/symsa.htm for an online edition (based upon
Imnaishvili 2004: 228-258) with colour images kindly provided by UBG. See Renhart & Zammit Lupi
forthcoming for a thorough codicological analysis of the codex.

34 Tsagareli 1888: 226, no. 69.
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It has hitherto remained unnoticed that the remainder of fol. *173 has been preserved as a
fragment in another collection in Europe, namely, as MS Georgian 8 in the Mingana Collection
of the Cadbury Research Library (formerly Selly Oak) in Birmingham, which also hosts loane
Zosime’s colophon of MS Graz, UBG, 2058/1 (as MS Georgian 7).%° Mingana’s MS Georgian
8 was described by Gérard Garitte, who attributed it to Ioane Zosime, styled it the “end of a
colophon” and provided a complete transcript of the 15 lines of its recto (Fig. 5) and the eight
lines of its verso, plus the Arabic note at the bottom (Fig. 6).2° In his transcript, the first
characters of the last three lines of Mingana Georgian 8 are only reconstructed, as “ ,”,
“[e0s]”, and “[@n39n]”, thus exactly matching the remnants we see in the Graz codex. In
Garitte’s transcript, the three lines in question run:

191> 0J(99)bo J(G0bBgdo)b Fga(0bw)3(0)b

[r00] Fg2,(0) Feg(>)e(9)60b y(mzga)bo >(dg)b -

[0 B)6 0(5)b §(Bogs)ber @()3(30) g(og)o 5(3g)6 =
This colophon must be later than that on fol. 172v, given that loane Zosime himself refers to
his “second” binding here: ‘dgodmbs dgmd g §(dows)e glig Foao [sic] Lobs §(Jows)ls, with
dgm@go “a second time” being added over the first line of fol. *173v (Fig. 6). As the first
colophon is dated 981 CE, this binding cannot have been much later, because loane Zosime
must have died before the end of the 10" century.

Fig. 5: Birmingham, Cadbury Research Library, Fig. 6: Birmingham, Cadbury Research

Mingana collection, Georgian 8, recto, with Graz, Library, Mingana collection, Georgian 8, verso:
UBG, 2058/3, fol. *173 inserted: Ioane Zosime’s Toane Zosime’s additional colophon, end, and
additional colophon, beginning Arabic note at the bottom

3 See Gippert forthcoming: 1.

3 Garitte 1960: 258-259: “Fin d’un colophon [...] Le scribe ne se nomme pas [...] mais ’écriture et les formules
employées indiquent, sans aucun doute possible, que 1’auteur du colophon est Jean Zosime [...]. Nous n’avons pu
identifier le manuscrit dont provient ce feuillet”. The identification is corroborated by the fact that loane Zosime
refers to himself as “bAmbsgsio”, i.e. “cow-man” in it (verso, 1. 4); the same self-designation, probably
reflecting his use of cow-skin for binding, also appears in his colophon of the Sinai Mravaltavi (MS Sin. georg.
32-57-33, fol. 274v; see Gippert 2015: 102 with n. 6 and 2016: 64 with n. 48).

10



J. Gippert, Georgian Palaeography Revisited: Dating Undated Manuscripts

The assumption that the Mingana fragment is the missing part of fol. *173 of MS 2058/3 is
further corroborated by the fact that it is a palimpsest, with an undertext in Greek majuscules,
of a similar hand like that of the Greek pastedown of the Graz codex. Garitte, who could only
make out the three words 6é&at t0¢ denoelc on the verso of Mingana Georgian 8 (Fig. 8),
supposed this to be a “liturgical” text;®’ indeed, it can be identified with a text that appears in
the Greek Euchologion edited by Jacques Goar as the eighth prayer of the Laudes. The passage
in question here runs: pocdesor T0g deNoelc UMV, TG EVIEVEEIC, TOC EEOLOAOYNOELS, TAG
voktepvag Aatpeioc: kai ydpioor v 6 Oeoc...® The elements mpo[s], ta[c] and [A],
highlighted in the passage, are clearly discernible in the UV image of fol. *173v of MS 2058/3
(Fig. 7). The beginning of the same prayer is preserved on the Greek pastedown (lines 8-13;
Figs 3 and 4), reading Kvpie 6 ®goc udv, 6 v tod Hmvov pabupiov drockeddcos e’ nuav,
Kol ovyKoAéoag MUAG KANoel ayig, Tod kol €v vuktl €mdpal Tag YeEpog MUAOV, Kol
g€opoloyeicbai oot €mi ta, with only four words (kpipata tig dikaocvvng cov), 1.e. one line
missing before the continuation on Mingana Georgian 8. The text on the upper half of the
pastedown has not yet been identified.3®

Fig. 7: Graz, UBG, 2058/3, fols *173v and Fig. 8: Birmingham, Cadbury Research Library,
pastedown, inverted, UV image Mingana collection, Georgian 8, verso, inverted

All in all, it is likely that the present binding of Graz, MS 2058/3 is still loane Zosime’s second
binding: as a pastedown for the back cover but also for his additional colophon, he used a
fragment of a Greek euchologion manuscript, which he palimpsested. There are two more
traces of Ioane Zosime’s work in the codex: in the fold between fols 8v and 9r, there is a
parchment stripe with Georgian (nuskhuri) letters inserted as a binding aid, possibly written in
Ioane Zosime’s own hand, which can be made out to read omgbgdols 3(5)@(0o39)bs

37 Garitte (1960: 259): “I’écriture sous-jacente est une petite onciale grecque tardive, accentuée ; le texte grec
semble étre liturgique”.

38 Goar 1647: 51, Il. 4-6 / 1730: 41, Il. 4-6; see also Parenti & Velkovska 1995, 71-72 (morning prayer no. 77).
3% My thanks are due to Sandro Tskhvedadze who supported me searching for this text.
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3obg(>@b)s o, (Fig. 9); and as a pastedown for the front cover, he used a Christian Palestinian
Aramaic fragment, which contains part of the 11™" catechesis of Cyril of Jerusalem (Fig. 10).%°

As was stated above, for the dating of the original codex, loane Zosime’s bindings can only
provide a terminus ante quem. The radiocarbon analysis undertaken now*! clearly confirms
this, with a calibrated date range between 772 and 891 calCE and peaks at 785, 845 and 885
calCE (Fig. 11); an early range indeed for a manuscript written in nuskhuri minuscules. For the
Greek pastedown (and the palimpsest folio containing loane Zosime’s second colophon) as
well as the pastedown with Christian Palestinian Aramaic text, individual datings would be
required; for them too, loane Zosime’s second binding provides a terminus ante quem.

OaCa vd.4.4 Bronh Rarrsay (2021); 1:5; gty from Rebmec &1 31 (2020}

ETH-145601 R_Date(1188,21)
= 1400 95.4% probability
a 772 (95.4%) 891calCE
:é 1300+
g
E  1200F
§ 3
3
§  1100F
.E 2
g
k<] 1000
]
o
900 E 1 1 ' L
700 800 900 1000
Calibrated date (calCE)
Fig. 10: Graz, UBG, 2058/3, front pastedown, Fig. 11: Result of “C analysis of Graz, UBG, 2058/3

UV image

1.4 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/4

Manuscript no. 4 of the Graz collection consists of two units, one containing the Liturgy of
James and the other, the Missa praesanctificatorum by Gregory the Great, both written in
asomtavruli majuscules. The scribe of the first unit (fols 1-95) is clearly loane Zosime, who
provided a colophon dated to the year 985 (fols 94v—95r). The second unit was also written by

40 |dentified by Christa Miiller-Kessler, e-mail of 4 August 2025; see Renhart & Zammit Lupi forthcoming: 7.1—
2 for further details.
4L The specimen was taken from fol. 2 of the codex.
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a person named John (omg~6g), whose colophon is undated though (fol. 110v); it reads: g @7y
39 530L Fogbols dmdygdgmo ©s 0mg by @y ™o i 3megomo.*? Comparing the
hands of the two units,* we can exclude that they were written by the same person;* the
commissioner named Kvirike (or Kirile: ;7g) who is mentioned in the second colophon is
unidentified. We have therefore applied a radiocarbon analysis to both units separately;* they
do reveal a difference which, however, is not spectacular with respect to the dating arrived at:
the radiocarbon dates are 1156 and 1122 BP (each + 21), thus suggesting a difference of 34
years between the two units with a chronological priority of the second one. In contrast to this,
the calibrated date ranges are harder to account for. For both units, they end around 980 (975 /
990) calCE, which would match loane Zosime’s dating by and large (see Figs 12 and 13). What
is astonishing in the result is the extreme extension of the time range for the first specimen,
which extends from 773 to 975 calCE with the last peak at 940 calCE; we must take into
account here that the parchment was not necessarily used immediately after its production
(which is the event reflected by the radiocarbon analysis) and that the Sinaitic environment
may have had special conditions influencing the calibration.

QuCal 448 Bronk Rameey (0215 1.5, Atmeschierss data rom Reimer ot of (20201 OxCal v 4.4 Beonk Ramaey (20011 1:5: Atmosphenc dats ftom Relmer et al (2020)

ETH-145602 R_Date(1156,21) 1300 ETH-145603 R_Date(1122,21)
_ 1400F 95.4% probability "~ 95.4% probability
g 773 (10.2%) 789calCE ™ 887 (95.4%) 990calCE
T 825 (45.3%) 903calCE S 1200
[ -4
2 914 (39.9%) 975calCE 8
g T
£ 1200 £
: > § =
8 =
T 1100 ;
8 g 1000
1000 8
: g
900 -
“  ooof L by -
1 L . L
700 800 900 1000 7RG B00 B 900 8010007050
Calibrated date (calCE) Calibrated date (calCE)
Fig. 12: Result of “C analysis of Graz, UBG, Fig. 13: Result of 1“C analysis of Graz, UBG,
2058/4a 2058/4b

1.5 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/5

MS 2058/5, the only scroll in the Graz collection, contains the Liturgy attributed to John
Chrysostom (CPG 4686); it is written in a nuskhuri minuscule with large asomtavruli initials*
but includes no colophon. Aleksandre Tsagareli, who provided the first description, regarded
it as a “monument of the 11"-12" centuries”*’ while Michael Tarchni§vili argued for the 10—

42 The reading provided by Tsagareli (1888: 210, no. 31) is incorrect. A second note appearing below the colophon,
also beginning with J™g @~ 9, remains for most parts illegible even with multispectral imaging.

43 See https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etca/cauc/ageo/liturg/litjak/litja.nhtm for an online edition (based upon
Imnaishvili 2004: 265-294) with colour images kindly provided by UBG.

44 Pace Tsagareli (1888: 210, no. 31, referring to the second colophon): “ITuceus loanus, BbpoSTHO TOTH camblii,
KoTOpBIi Hammcans Ha Cunare Takb MHOTO KHHTH Bb X B”; see also Tarchnisvili (1950: IV): “indoles enim
scriptionis et orthographia omnino discedunt ab iis quas exhibet liturgia S. Tacobi”.

45 From fol. 89 for the first unit (2058/4a), fol. 110 for the second unit (2058/4b).

46 See https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/johchrys/chryslit/chrys.htm for an online edition (based
upon Imnaishvili 2004: 300-313) with colour images kindly provided by UBG.

47 Tsagareli (1888: 209, no. 29): “namatauxb XI-XII B.”.
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11" centuries on the basis of palacographical and textual features.*® Tsagareli’s estimation is
now confirmed by the radiocarbon analysis, which offers a calibrated date range between 1041
and 1210 calCE with two major peaks at 1050 and 1160 calCE (Fig. 14).

1.6 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/6A

The first of the three fragments kept under the shelf mark MS 2058/6, containing John 15:8—
19 written in asomtavruli characters, has been identified as belonging to the Gospel lectionary
Sin. georg. 63, which was described as no. 13 in Tsagareli’s catalogue; * according to the latter,
this is a manuscript “not later than the 10" century”.%° This vague assumption is again
confirmed by the radiocarbon analysis, which yields a radiocarbon date of 1253 (+ 21) BP and
the long timespan between 675 and 871 calCE as the calibrated date range, with a major peak
at 720 calCE (Fig. 15). As the manuscript includes no khanmeti or haemeti features, thus
pointing to a later time, the minor peaks at 800 and 820 calCE must also be taken into account.

OxCal vd 4 4 Bronk Ramesy (0211 16 Almospherie data fiom Heimer ef al (2020 12 Cal v 4.4 Sronk Ramsey (20215 18: Amossheric data fom Remer of al (2020
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.% 1188 (7.5%) 1210calCE 2 1300 857 (2.0%) 871calCE
~ ©
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Fig. 14: Result of *C analysis of Graz, UBG, Fig. 15: Result of *C analysis of Graz, UBG,
2058/5 2058/6A

1.7 Graz, UBG, MS 2058/6B and 2058/6C

Although written by different hands, the two single-folio fragments containing parts of the
Epistles of St Antony®! and other ascetic matter®? have both been shown to belong to the same
codex of St Catherine’s Monastery, Sin. georg. 35.% In his catalogue, Aleksandre Tsagareli
dated this “interesting collective volume” to the 10""-11" centuries;>* Akaki Shanidze preferred
a dating to the early 12™" century,>® whereas Gérard Garitte proposed the 10" century.5® In 1978,

48 Tarchnisvili (1950: III): “consideratis tum indole paleographica rotuli tum statu evolutionis liturgiae quem
exhibet, videtur exarata esse saec. X—XI”.

49 Tsagareli 1888: 204; for the identification see Shanidze 1929: 349-350.

%0 Tsagareli (1888: 204, no. 13): “pyxonuck 3Ta He H03xke X B.”

51 The Graz fragment was included in the edition by Gérard Garitte (1955: 41-43); see https:/titus.fkidgl.uni-
frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/ascetica/antepist/antep.htm for an online edition based on it.

52 See https://titus.fkidgl.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/tmin/2058C/2058¢c.htm for an online edition
(based upon Imnaishvili 2004: 320—-322) with colour images kindly provided by UBG.

53 See Gippert forthcoming: 31-34 for details.

5 Tsagareli (1888: 232-233, no. 80): “unrepecHsrii coopanks X—XI B.”

% Shanidze (1929: 353): “39 3o I3mbos, B®I Moo Fgodem gds Jolo Jgom®dIgd g Loy 960l sls§yolido
dowdmfgge”.

%6 Garitte 1956: 97.
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Manana Dvali and Lali Jghamaia detected the colophons of Sin. georg. 35 on the back flyleaf
of another manuscript of the monastery, Sin. georg. 67 (Fig. 16); according to these colophons,
Sin. georg. 35 was written in the Lavra of St Sabas as early as 907 (Fig. 17) and bound by loane
Zosime on Mt Sinai in 973 (Fig. 18).%’

In spite of the different hands, the radiocarbon analyses of the two fragments 2058/6B and 6C
yielded nearly equal results, with radiocarbon dates of 1198 and 1190 BP (£ 21) and calibrated
dates ranging between 774 and 885 calCE (6B) and 773 and 890 calCE (6C). Both ranges are
also fairly close to the date provided by the scribe’s colophon (907 CE), at least with their last
peaks at 885 and 880 calCE. Taking this together with the result of the analysis of MS 2058/4a
(see 1.4 above), we may conclude that the actual dates of manuscripts from Mt Sinai (or
Palestine) can be assumed to be 20 years later than the end of the time range of the calibrated
radiocarbon datings; a conclusion that needs be verified with further specimens.
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Fig. 16: Sin. georg. 67, fol. 330v (right, turned by 90°) and back flyleaf (left)

5" Dvali & Jghamaia 1978: 74-75. The transcript of the binder’s colophon given there is misleading: the chronicon
(“35” = 81) does not relate to the Georgian date (“begmb” = 6577 ~ 973) but to the Greek date, which is lost with
the margin of the leaf, as is the Georgian chronicon date; what has remained of lines 8-11 of the colophon is
Vomos Jotmgg<@mobs> | bgmb ©s J@A(m60)3(mbB)<ls ***> | ©s 39@d(g)emse Fg<enmos ****> |
J(060) 3(m)bo ogm = 35 1 (a correct transcript is found in Marr 1940: 170). The Greek year indicated cannot have
been the Byzantine annus mundi (6480-81) but only the year of the Alexandrian era, which would have been 6465
for 973; this would coincide with a 81% chronicon assuming a cycle of 532 years as in the Georgian tradition. The
Georgian chronicon itself would have been 193 (“®2”). This proposal agrees with several other “double” datings
preserved in manuscripts of the Sinai collection.
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Fig. 19: Result of “C analysis of Graz, UBG, Fig. 20: Result of “C analysis of Graz, UBG,
2058/6B 2058/6C

1.8 Graz, UBG, 2058/7

For the only Armenian fragment of the Schuchardt collection in Graz, consisting of three
quarters of a folio that was obviously once used as a flyleaf and contained Mt. 8:28-32 and
9:2-6,% the radiocarbon dating is 1146 + 21 BP and the calibrated date ranges from 773-979
calCE, with major peaks at 890 and 940 calCE.

%8 Not “Marcus II 10ff.” as indicated in (Kern, Marold & Zotter 2023 s.n. 2058).
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2. The NCM collections

From the manuscript collections of the NCM, a total of 13 specimens were chosen for a first
radiocarbon analysis; they comprised 11 specimens of palimpsests with khanmeti and/or
haemeti features and two from the krebuli (‘collective volume”) of Shatberdi (S-1141). The
datings achieved range from the 5" to the 11" century, with no chronological difference
between khanmeti and haemeti manuscripts discernible; nevertheless, there are a few
astonishing aspects. In the following Sections, | will discuss the results codex by codex,
proceeding from the oldest to the youngest.

2.1 NCM, H-999

From the 26 lower layer units of this palimpsested codex,>® two have been analysed because
they contain khanmeti features; these are unit (1), comprising fols 85-87 and 140-145 with
remnants of a lectionary in their lower text, and unit (2) with fragments from the Four Gospels
on fols 121-123, 128-131, 135, 136, 138, 139, 153, and 154. From H-999 (1), a specimen was
taken from fol. 87, and from H-999 (2), from fol. 135. In the *C analysis, the specimen from
H-999 (2) turned out to be the oldest one in the NCM sample, exceeding even the age of the
Sinai Lectionary, with a radiocarbon date of 1620 + 23 BP and a calibrated date range between
411 and 538 calCE, and with three peaks at 425, 465, and 525 calCE (Fig. 21). In contrast,
H-999 (1) is considerably younger, with a radiocarbon date of 1367 + 23 BP and a calibrated
date range between 609 and 759 calCE, and with but one peak at 660 calCE (Fig. 22); this is
an important result for a lectionary of the Jerusalem rite covering both Old and New Testament
lections.®°
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Fig. 21: Result of **C analysis of NCM, H-999 (2)  Fig. 22: Result of *C analysis of NCM, H-999 (1)

2.2 NCM, Q-333 and H-1329

With a total of 104 (7 + 97) folios plus one fragment,®* the two palimpsest codices are the only
representatives of a haemeti lectionary that have been preserved; they are generally assumed
to stem from the same original manuscript.8? This assumption, which is corroborated by some

% Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 72-97, with specimens ib. 388-436.

80 See Kvirkvelia forthcoming: 4.2.4 as to the content of the lectionary. Instead of “Wisdom of Solomon 9:1-4”
(Kajaia et al. 2017: 72 n. 4) read Proverbs 9:1-4.

61 Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 100 and 214-215, with specimens ib. 442—443 and 654—655.

62 See Shanidze 1923: 354 with n. 3; Kajaia et al. 2017: 215.
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transitions from a folio of one codex to a folio of the other one within a given verse or even
word,® seems not to be supported by the radiocarbon analysis, which has yielded two clearly
distinct datings for the specimens taken,% with that of Q-333 anteceding that of H-1329 by
more than 150 years and no overlap in the calibrated time ranges (1464 + 23 BP corresponding
to 569-645 calCE, with two peaks at 600 and 630 calCE, vs 1295 + 23 BP corresponding to
664—774 calCE, with two major peaks at 680 and 770 calCE; see Figs 23 and 24), This
astonishing result needs further validation, best to be undertaken in form of a second sampling.
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Fig. 23: Result of *C analysis of NCM, Q-333 Fig. 24: Result of *C analysis of NCM, H-1329

2.3NCM, A-89 and A-844

In a similar way as Q-333 and H-1329, the palimpsest codex A-89 (443 folios)® and the first
of the three units with khanmeti features of A-844 (107 folios)®® are regarded as remnants of
one and the same original,®” a manuscript containing the Four Gospels; here, too, there are clear
transitions from one to the other codex within a given verse or word.% Again, the radiocarbon
results are not exactly the same, but they show a minor difference: whereas A-844 (1) is dated
to 1400 + 23 BP corresponding to 605-662 calCE (Fig. 25), A-89 is dated to 1340 + 23 BP
corresponding to 648-774 calCE (Fig. 26),% thus sharing an overlap between 648 and 662
calCE, exactly at the major peaks of both ranges (660 / 650 calCE).

Of the two other units of A-844 with khanmeti features, A-844 (2) with its 59 folios containing
remnants of the book of Isaiah® fits into the same time frame as A-89 and A-844 (1), with a
radiocarbon dating of 1417 + 23 BP (corresponding to 601-657 calCE, with two major peaks
at 615 and 645 calCE; Fig. 27). For the third unit, A-844 (3) with its Gospel fragments (8
folios),”* a slightly later dating has been achieved, interestingly coinciding with that of H-1329

83 E.g., from H-1329, fol. 10v to Q-333, fol. 3b within the haemeti word form o339l in Mt. 14:11; see Kvirkvelia
forthcoming (b): Table VI.

8 From fol. 3 of Q-333 and fol. 24 of H-1329.

% Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 20-21, with a specimen ib. 292-293.

% Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 43-44, with a specimen ib. 334-335.

57 Kajaia et al. 2017: 21 and 44. Both manuscripts are treated together in the edition by Lamara Kajaia (1984).

8 E.g., from A-844, fol. 92r to A-89, fol. 16r within jy@molimsgmegsb in Mt. 7:17.

8 The specimens were taken from fol. 55 of A-89 and fol. 48 of A-844 (1).

0 Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 45, with a specimen ib. 336-337. In the lower layer of A-844 (2), about 20
further passages from Isaiah have been identified in the course of the DeLiCaTe project; see the poster at
https://doi.org/10.25592/uhhfdm.16955. The specimen was taken from fol. 39.

"L Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 46, with a specimen ib. 338-339. The lower layer of A-844 (3) has been
determined in the DeLiCaTe project as being part of a Gospel lectionary with lections for Maundy Thursday (Jo.
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(1295 = 23 BP, corresponding to 664—774 calCE, with major peaks at 680, 700, 750 and 770
calCE; Fig. 28).
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Fig. 27: Result of 1*C analysis of NCM, A-844 (2)  Fig. 28: Result of 4C analysis of NCM, A-844 (3)

2.4 NCM, H-1442

The radiocarbon dating of A-844 (3) and H-1329 (1295 BP, 664774 calCE; Fig. 29) is shared
by one more palimpsest with khanmeti features, namely, the first unit of H-1442 consisting of
fols 13 and 14 with a passage from the beginning of Gospel of Mark in its undertext.”? The
second khanmeti unit of the same codex is H-1442 (4), represented by fol. 25, which also
contains a passage from the beginning of Mark;"® it appears to be considerably later though,
with a radiocarbon date of 1236 + 23 BP and a calibrated time span of 684-880 calCE, with
peaks at 715, 795, and 820 calCE (Fig. 30). As there is no clear overlap between the two
datings, the assumption that the two fragments do not stem from the same original seems
corroborated. Of the other ten palimpsest units of H-1442, none carries khanmeti or haemeti
features.

17:20 — 18:1; Mk. 14:41-42; Mt. 26:36-51 and 26:71 — 27:2; Jo. 18:28-31). The specimen was taken from fol.
151.

2 Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 120, with a specimen ib. 482-483; the identified passage is Mk. 1:45 — 2:3. The
specimen was taken from fol. 14.

73 Described in Kajaia et al. 2017: 123, with a specimen ib. 488-489; the identified passage is Mk. 1:24-27.
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Fig. 29: Result of *C analysis of NCM, H-1442 (1)  Fig. 30: Result of **C analysis of NCM, H-1442 (4)

2.5 NCM, S-3902 (1)

With its radiocarbon dating of 1236 + 23 BP, H-1442 (4) appears to be posterior not only to
H-1442 (1) but also to the Graz fragment MS 2058/6A (1253 + 21 BP, see 1.6 above), which
reveals no khanmeti or haemeti features; this seems to indicate a transitional period during
which khanmeti manuscripts were still produced alongside sannarevi manuscripts. As a crucial
witness to this we may regard the palimpsested khanmeti mravaltavi in S-3902 (1), which
contains sannarevi forms such as s 9@ “he writes (down)” (instead of @ob{g@U; fol. 7vb,
[. 14), doL§gms “he wrote” instead of dob{g@s (I. 10), and s ge “write!” instead of
wob{g® (1. 19).”* With a radiocarbon date of 1268 + 23 BP and a calibrated time range btween
670 and 820 calCE including major peaks at 705 and 730 calCE,”® it seems to indicate that the
decline of khanmetoba began in the first half of the 8™ century; differences in the application
of the “new” sannarevi orthography may be due to local preferences. Determining the actual
provenance of the manuscripts dealt with here is therefore a task of utmost urgence; it requires
a different scientic approach based on the chemical analysis of inks’® and, possibly, DNS
analyses of the parchment material itself.

2.6 NCM, S-1141

The collective volume of Shatberdi, MS S-1141 of the NCM, contains no khanmeti or haemeti
forms but is peculiar because it consists of two clearly differentiated units, one written in
asomtavruli majuscules and one, in nuskhuri minuscules, with the latter succeeding the former
on fol. 126. Two colophons at the end of the second unit, both written in the nuskhuri hand,
provide the names of the translator of the last text of the collection (the Commentary on the
Psalms by Theodoret of Cyrrhus), a certain Dachi, and of the scribe, Beray; both are not dated
but the mention of King Bagrat (1) yields a time frame of between 937 and 994. The first unit
ends with the section on the Byzantine emperors of the Chronicle attributed to St Hippolytus;
as Fig. 32 shows, there are at least three different writing styles involved, first an asomtavruli

4 See Gippert 2017: 911 and 926-927. Cf. Kvirkvelia (forthcoming b: 6.) for “contaminated” haemeti and
sannarevi prefixes in forms like do3lzs in the palimpsest H-1329.

5 The folio analysed was fol. 18.

76 See Bosch & Kuvirkvelia, this volume, as to first steps undertaken towards a database of inks used in Georgian
manuscripts.
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Fig. 31: Result of 1*C analysis of NCM, S-3902 (1)  Fig. 32: S-1141, fol. 126rb, end of the Chronicle

hand using a brownish ink (with elements in red) that is likely to be the same for all preceding
folios, then an asomtavruli hand writing with a blackish ink, and lastly, a nuskhuri hand also
applying a blackish ink. The part written in the first style ends with emperor Theodosius (111
Adramytinos), who reigned from 715-717 CE; the second part, with Michael (Il the Amorian),
820-829; and the third, with John (I Tzimiskes), 969-976, thus providing a terminus post quem
for the finalisation of the Chronicle. On the verso of the same page, the second unit begins with
a text on the Benediction of Moses, one of a series of seven texts attributed, like the Chronicle,
to Hippolytus (Romanus), and all written in the nuskhuri hand of the second unit. Regardless
of whether or not the four-and-a-half last lines of the Chronicle were written by the same scribe
as the Hippolytica following them, all this suggests that the two units belong to two different
chronological strata. In order to reassess this, one specimen each from both units was submitted
to a radiocarbon analysis (from fols 38 and 221). The result clearly supports the assumption of
two strata, with the two 4C datings differing by c. 100 years: for S-1141 (1), the asomtavruli
unit, the radiocarbon date is 1190 + 22 BP and the calibrated dates range from 772 to 892
calCE, with peaks at 785, 850 and 880 (Fig. 33); for S-1141 (2), the nuskhuri unit, we have
received a radiocarbon date of 1093 + 22 BP, with a calibrated date range between 892 and
1013 and two major peaks at 920 and 980 calCE (Fig. 34). The latter clearly matches the
terminus post quem indicated by the mention of John Tzimiskes by the “third” hand in the
Chronicle and of King Bagrat II in Beray’s colophon. For the first one, the peak of 845 calCE
seems to agree with the mention of Michael I1; however, if the four lines after Theodosius 11
are a later addition, too, as suggested by the different ink, the first peak of 785 can also be taken
into account. In any case, it remains remarkable that the part of fol. 126 which was left over
when the first unit was finished was not only used for the continuation of the Chronicle but
also, on its verso, for a completely different sequence of texts more than 100 years later, the
only connecting link between the two parts being the alleged author of both the Chronicle and
the texts following it, Hippolytus.
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Fig. 33: Result of “C analysis of NCM, S-1141 (1)  Fig. 34: Result of *C analysis of NCM, S-1141 (2)

3. Summary

As illustrated in Table | below, the results achieved by the radiocarbon analysis of the
specimens from UBG and NCM cover a time span of more than 600 years. All manuscripts
with khanmeti and haemeti features fall into the first five centuries (between 400 and 900),
with no clearcut chronological distinction between them. As a transition period towards the
sannarevi type, we may take the 8" century, with the first example of a sannarevi manuscript
being the Graz fragment 2058/6A, stemming from Sin. georg. 63. The first example of a
manuscript written all in nuskhuri minuscules is Graz MS 2058/3 with a dating that may be
earlier than the nuskhuri colophon of the Sinai Mravaltavi dated 864 CE (Sin. georg. 32-57-33
+ NF 89).

4. Outlook

It is clear that the results of the first campaign of radiocarbon dating whatsoever are not yet
sufficient to clarify the development of Georgian literacy in the first millennium in all its facets.
In order to proceed further, we not only have to verify seemingly contradictory datings such as
those of NCM Q-333 and H-1329 (see 2.2 above) but also to widen our sample by including
palimpsests with khanmeti and haemeti features of other collections such as those of Mt Sinai
(e.g., Sin. georg. 84+90), Vienna (Austrian National Library, georg. 2), lviron Monastery (lvir.
georg. 86), England (Oxford, Bodleian Libraries, MS Georg. C 1 = MS Heb. 2672; Cambridge,
University Library, Taylor-Schechter MS 12,183 and 12,741; London, British Library, MS Or.
6581), and Makhachkala (Daghestan Scientific Centre of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
Institute of History, Archeology and Ethnography, Fund of Oriental Manuscripts). A first step
towards this has recently been undertaken by the National Archives of Georgia who sent
specimens of two palimpsests together with one of the undated “Anbandidi” Gospels to Zurich;
for this, we have just received the first result: with a radiocarbon date of 1181 + 22 BP, a
calibrated date range between 772 and 945 and peaks at 785, 840 and 885 calCE, the Gospel
codex can safely be attributed to the 8"-9™ centuries.

Considering that the amount of material needed for these analyses does not exceed 10 mg per
specimen, the damage caused to the codices by the extraction of such specimens can be
regarded as much lower than the gain of knowledge this can produce. Still in 2015, Erich
Renhart wrote on behalf of Graz, UBG, 2058/2: “Es wurde verschiedentlich angeregt, eine
C14-Untersuchung des Pergaments machen zu lassen, um die Datierung der Handschrift zu
vergewissern. Dazu haben wir uns bis dato nicht entschlieen kénnen, zum einen wegen des
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damit einhergehenden Materialverlustes, zum anderen wegen der Varianz der zu erwartenden
Ergebnisse”.”” | am all the more grateful to him, Theresa Zammit Lupi and the staff of Graz
University Library that they finally paved the way for us towards a thorough scientific analysis
of ancient Georgian manuscripts, and to the members of the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian
National Centre of Manuscripts and the National Archives of Georgia for joining these efforts.
| do hope that the addressee of this volume will live on for many years to see as many results
of this as possible.

Table I: Georgian manuscripts submitted to *C analyses (arranged by radiocarbon dates)

Shelf no. ETHID C Date calCE Date Major Content Type™
(BP)  from to peak(s)™

H-999 (2): fol. 135 150481 1620+23 411 538 425,465,525 Gospels (Mt., Lk.) X
2058/1: fol. 1 145598 1553 +21 433 574 440,480, 545 Lectionary X(H)
2058/2: fol. 274r 145600 1517+21 482 605 565 Arm. Divining Gospel —
Q-333:fol. 3 150486 1464 +23 569 645 600, 630 Gospels Lectionary H(X)
A-844 (2): fol. 39 150478 1417+23 601 657 615, 645 Isaiah X
A-844 (1): fol. 48 150477 1400+23 605 662 615, 655 Gospels X
H-999 (1): fol. 87 150480 1367 +23 609 759 620 Lectionary (OT, Gospels) X
A-89: fol. 55 150476 1340+23 648 774 660, 755 Gospels X
A-844 (3): fol. 151 150479 1295+23 664 774 680,755,770 Gospels Lectionary X
H-1442 (1): fol. 14 150482 1295+23 664 774 680, 755,770 Gospels X
H-1329: fol. 24 150484 1295+23 664 774 680,755,770 Gospels Lectionary H(XA)
S-3902 (1): fol. 18 150485 1268+23 670 820 705, 730 Mravaltavi X(A)
2058/6A 145605 1253+21 675 871 720, 800 Gospels A
H-1442 (4): fol. 25 150483 1236+23 684 880 715,795,820 Gospels X
2058/6B 145606 1198+21 774 885 785,855, 885 Letters of Antony A
2058/6C 145607 1190+21 773 890 785, 845, 880 Ascetica A
S-1141 (1): fol. 38 150487 1190+22 772 892 785,845,880 Shatberdi, 1% unit A
2058/3: fol. 2 145601 1188+21 772 891 785,845,885 Hagiography N
2058/4a: fol. 89v 145602 1156+21 773 975 780,890, 940 Liturgy of James A
2058/7 145608 1146+21 773 979 890, 940 Arm. Gospel (Mt.) —
2058/4b: fol. 110v 145603 1122 +21 887 990 895,920,970 Missa praesanctificatorum A
S-1141 (2): fol. 221 150488 1093+22 892 1013 920, 980 Shatberdi, 2" unit N
2058/5 (scroll) 145604 913+21 1041 1210 1050, 1160 Liturgy of Chrysostom N
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Abstract: This article presents the results of an ink analysis conducted on the collections of
Georgian manuscripts preserved at the Universities of Graz (Austria) and Leipzig (Germany).
Notably, this study represents the first systematic ink analysis ever carried out on Georgian
manuscripts. It focuses on identifying the composition of red and black inks using a range of
analytical methods, including X-ray fluorescence (XRF), Raman spectroscopy, ultraviolet (UV),
visible (VIS), and near-infrared (NIR) microscopy. The research was carried out within the
framework of the project “The Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories” (“DeLiCaTe”)
by the laboratory of the Centre for the Study of Manuscript Cultures (CSMC) at the University of
Hamburg. The primary aim of the study is to analyze inks from as many manuscripts as possible in
order to establish a unified database identifying metals characteristic of specific regions and periods
over time. Manuscripts whose date and place of origin are securely identified through colophons
play a crucial role in building this database. Identifying inks of the same composition in manuscripts
lacking such historical information can provide valuable evidence for determining their origin and,
potentially, their date of production.

Keywords: Georgian manuscripts, Graz collection, Leipzig collection; ink analysis, XRF imaging,
Raman spectroscopy, UV/VIS/NIR microscopy.

1. Introduction

The Georgian manuscript collections of the University Libraries of Graz (Austria) and Leipzig
(Germany) are among the most significant collections outside of Georgia, due to the
importance of the manuscripts they preserve. These collections, which contain both complete
and fragmentary manuscripts, have repeatedly been the subject of research by Georgian and
foreign scholars. They have been studied and described,! and in the case of the Graz collection,
even published.? For the fragments, it has largely been established to which manuscript
collections they originally belonged.® This information is particularly valuable for our research,
as the original manuscripts sometimes provide clues regarding the provenance of the fragments,
including their place and time of copying. However, for certain manuscripts or fragments, these
questions remain unresolved.

In order to determine the origin and, if possible, the age of the manuscripts, the project “The
Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories” (“DeLiCaTe”), carried out at the Centre
for the Study of Manuscript Cultures (hereafter CSMC) at the University of Hamburg under
the leadership of Jost Gippert, initiated the study of the chemical composition of various inks
used in Georgian manuscripts to identify metals characteristic of specific regions as well as
plant-based components. A key goal of this approach is the creation of a database
encompassing as many manuscripts as possible, for the accurate compilation of which

! For the Graz collection, see Tsagareli 1888; Schuchardt 1928; Garitte 1960; Outtier 1972; Kern et al. 2023;
Zammit Lupi 2023. For the Leipzig collection, see Tischendorf 1855; Vollers 1906; Assfalg 1963.

2 Shanidze 1929; Shanidze 1944; Tarchnisvili 1950; Garitte 1955; Shanidze 1960; Imnaishvili 2004.

3 For the most recent comprehensive material on this, see Gippert forthcoming (a); Gippert forthcoming (b).
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manuscripts with securely dated colophons indicating their place of origin play an essential
role.

The first stage of the study was conducted on the Georgian collection of Graz between 22 April
and 3 May 2024, followed by an examination of the Leipzig collection between 21 October
and 1 November 2024. The manuscripts were investigated by the CSMC laboratory staff using
several multi-analytical material characterization methods.* In the current article, we focus on
the results of the ink analysis, carried out using XRF imaging, Raman spectroscopy, ultraviolet
(UV), visible (VIS), and near-infrared (NIR) microscopy. For a detailed description of the
methodology, see Section 3. The preliminary results were presented in March 2025 at the
CSMC.®

2. Place of Origin and Date of the Manuscripts

It has already been established that the Georgian manuscripts of Graz University Library all
stem from the Georgian collection of St Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai. All of them
were still described by Aleksandre Tsagareli as being part of that collection in his catalogue
published in 1888.% However, this does not necessarily imply that they were copied at Sinai. It
is possible that they were produced at another scriptorium and subsequently brought to Sinai.

Regarding the Leipzig collection, with two exceptions — which also stem from the Sinai
collection — the manuscripts derive from the Jerusalem collection of Georgian manuscripts,
today kept in the Library of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate.” Some of these manuscripts were
also described by Aleksandre Tsagareli.®

Our task is to examine these manuscripts and fragments individually, either directly or through
the colophons of their original manuscripts, and to classify them into two groups: those with a
known place and date of copying, and those without. This classification will then allow us to
compare the historical information with the laboratory data on the composition of the red and
black inks used.

2.1 The Graz Collection

The Georgian manuscripts in the Graz collection comprise four nearly complete codices (MSS
2058/1, 2058/2, 2058/3, 2058/4), one scroll (2058/5), and three fragments (2058/6a, 2058/6b,
2058/6¢). Of these, the place of origin (St Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai and the Holy
Lavra of St. Sabas) and the date are known for one manuscript, 2058/4, and two fragments:
2058/6b and 2058/6c¢.

2.1.1 MS 2058/4 contains the Liturgy of James (fols 1r—94v) and the Missa praesanctificatorum
by Gregory the Great (fols 96r—110v).® The manuscript was copied by two scribes. Following
the first part is the colophon as shown in Fig. 1: “When this Liturgy was written on Holy Sinai

4We would like to express our special gratitude to the laboratory members for their contribution: Olivier Bonnerot,
Claudia Colini, Katerina Grigoriadou, Matgorzata Grzelec, Kyle Ann Huskin, Giuseppe Marotta, Greg Nehring,
Sowmeya Sathiyamani, Ivan Shevchuk, Chen Yu.

5 Bosch & Kvirkvelia 2025.

6 Tsagareli 1888, mpunoxenie II: 193-240.

7 For a summary see Gippert forthcoming (b), 2.1.6.

8 Tsagareli 1888, mpunoxenie I: 143-192.

® In Tsagareli’s catalogue, this manuscript is described under number 31 (1888: 210). The first quire of the
manuscript has been preserved in the National Museum Library in Prague (DJ VI 1); see Jedlicka 1961a and
1961b.
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by the hand of John, the very sinful Zosimus, in the days of my wretched old age, for prayers
on my behalf and for all my relatives, the year after Creation in Georgian was b¢3"30 (6589),
and the chronicon was "9 (205)” (MS 2058/4, 95r, see Fig. 1).1° This indicates that the first
part was written by John Zosimus on Mt Sinai in the year 985 CE.

= 'v’y R = "’—-—— st

CLB""‘ ?l"'r L{orbs s

Flg 1: Graz, UBG, MS 2058/4, fol. 95r (excerpt scribe’ scolophon)

Since the place and date of copying of the first part of MS 2058/4 are beyond doubt, identifying
the composition of the inks used in both parts may help clarify its relation to the second part.!
Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fols 1v, 5r, 31r, 43v, 49v, 60v, 70r,
93v, 95r (part 1), and folios 96r, 100r, 110v (part I1). In addition, ink samples were taken from
fols 5r and 60v: the former contains the marginal note 3Jlo (for 3590 9JLo “prayer litany”)
and the monogram for Jesus Christ () written in a different ink, while the latter bears another
inscription, presumably in Syriac (see Figs 2 and 3).

S u,l,j Q. l)ﬂ ('};i'l:f -~
s IR > ]
b Lergdmmnad

Flg. 2: Graz, UBG, MS 2058/4, fol. 5r (excerpt showing marginal note)

e i)
s = et

10 vvakhtang Imnaishvili published the full text of the colophon with abbreviations resolved (2004: 311): mwgls
9bg godoliFodgoo @sofg@s Lobs Fdowsl Jgmoms omsby g@ose 3megomols bebodBloms, mgms
mEgh dm@m@Gse Jnbyigools hgdobsms, Losmmaggmse hgdps ©s ymggmmsgg hgdggmmsmyls,
obsdsdomysbo §genbo 0g3bgl Jodm s beyy"3m (6589) wos J@mbojmbo ogm L™y (205).

11 A radiocarbon analysis taken of both parts has revealed that the second part is probably 30 years older than the
first; see Gippert, this volume, 1.4.
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Fig. 3: Graz, UBG, MS 2058/4, fol. 60v (excerpt showing marginal note)

2.1.2 It has for long been established that the Graz fragments MS 2058/6b and MS 2058/6¢
belong to another manuscript from Mount Sinai, namely, Sin. georg. 35,2 which contains a
large collection of Ascetica. Fragment 2058/6b is the last folio of its quire 3 and fits perfectly
after fol. 22v of Sin. georg. 35. Fragment 2058/6¢ is considered a continuation of the last folio
(320v) of the same codex.’® In an article published in 1978, Manana Dvali and Lali Jghamaia
argued that the flyleaf of another Sinai manuscript, Sin. georg. 67, represents the last folio of
Sin. georg. 35 and, most importantly, its colophon indicating the date and place of origin.* The
text of the colophon reads as follows (Fig. 4): “And you who read this book, remember me,
sinful and the least (of all), in your prayers, as well as all those who were the reason for this
book to be begun: the monk Arsen and his spiritual children. I have written it with my own
hand, I, the unworthy one, in (the Lavra of) St Sabas, under the patriarchate of Elia (111) from
Damascus, son of Manstr, and during the abbotship of Symeon of the Holy Laura, in the year
beg"0s (6511) after Creation. And Elia the Patriarch died in the same year, on 4 October, a
Saturday, before sunrise. After him, on the 7" of the same month, Sergius from Ramallah was
instated as the patriarch” (Sin. georg. 67, back flyleaf, “recto”).’® This means that the
corresponding part of the manuscript was copied in 907 CE at the Lavra of St Sabas. As the
Graz fragments (as well as Sin. georg. 35) were written by different hands, non-destructive ink
measurements were conducted from the recto and verso sides of both sheets.®

12 For the first description of the Sinai codex see Tsagareli (1888: 232—233, no. 80); for the identification of the
Graz fragments, see Shanidze 1929: 349-350.

13 See Gippert forthcoming (a): 7.

14 Dvali & Jghamaia (1978).

15 boam Gmdgabo ogombgoogm Fogbls 535l g, 3m@goeo s badhggo, grmigels dmdo3lgbgm ws
4m39e0bo 30bgbbo 5dol Fopbols wsfygosls, s@ligbo dg®o s Lyeogdbo dgoerbo dolbo. ogfgmy
Sgeeoms hgdoms 89 LoFysmmdgadsh Lods{dowsl Jobs, 3o@@Mosdmdsls ganos ©sdsdzgmols 8sbliyg@ols
dolols s bsosfdowsl ydombol F0bs8d@@®bsls olsdsdomysb Fgemms beg os (6511). s s@glidyges
900 30G®M0sJo Islgg Fambs, mggbs m3ombdg@ls gg) (4), @egls Dsdsmbs asbmosw. ©s ox©s Lghxo
@53 gano b-Ls (7), dsligg magbs.

16 A radiocarbon analysis of the two fragments has revealed nearly the same dates; see Gippert, this volume, 1.8.
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Fig. 4: Sin. georg. 67, scribe’s colophon on back flyleaf (excerpt)

2.1.3 As for the remaining manuscripts in the Graz collection, neither their dates nor their
places of copying are indicated in colophons or the like. The most important one among them
is the Sinai Lectionary (MS 2058/1), also known as the Khanmeti Lectionary, which represents,
within the Georgian tradition, the earliest form of the Jerusalem Lectionary;!’ it was first
described by Aleksandre Tsagareli as no. 9 of the collection of St Catherine’s Monastery'® and
edited by Akaki Shanidze in 1944. Notably, it is the only source from the khanmeti-haemeti

17 Kvirkvelia forthcoming, 3.1.
18 Tsagareli 1888: 199-200, no. 9.
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period that has survived in a non-palimpsested form. A single leaf belonging to this manuscript
is preserved today in Paris (Bibliothéque nationale de France, géorg. 30),'° and another one in
Birmingham (Cadbury Research Library, Mingana Collection, Georg. 7).2° The Birmingham
leaf contains the colophon of loane Zosime, which Aleksandre Tsagareli transcribed in his
description of his no. 9 of the Sinai collection.?! This colophon provides the date (983 CE) and
the place (Mount Sinai) of the third binding undertaken by John Zosimus;?* however, the
manuscript itself is much older, as confirmed by a radiocarbon (}4C) analysis, which dates it to
between 433 and 574.2% Before the *C analysis, it had been dated to the 7*" century from both
paleographical and linguistic perspectives. As the provenance of this manuscript is still
unknown, non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fols. 1r, 1v, 5r, 5v, 7v, 23v,
26r, and 27r.

2.1.4 The next codex of the Graz collection (MS 2058/2), desribed by Tsagareli under no. 2,2
is a palimpsest with an Armenian undertext; its Georgian layer contains the Psalter (fols 1r—
258v) and the nine biblical Odes (fols 259r-282v), with the latter being incomplete.?® Between
these two sections there is a colophon (folios 258v—259r) that mentions only the scribe,
Serapion (Lg@s30mb), and his brother Peter (39 @), without specifying the place or date of
the manuscript’s copying.?® Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fols 42v,
57v, 83v, 136r, 136v, 137r, 166r, 137r, 166r, 234v, 236r, 243r, and 259r (colophon).

2.1.5 Graz 2058/3, described by Tsagareli as no. 69 of the Sinai collection,?’ preserves the
Georgian version of the Life of Symeon Salos by Leontius of Naples (BHG 1677, CPG 7883).
The colophon, which starts on fol. 171v, mentions the name of the scribe, Teodore Cqudeleli
(mgmpmag Fygoge geno), who wrote this manuscript for Mt Sinai. Unfortunately, the major
part of the last folio of the colophon (fol. 172), which might have contained the date and place
of origin, is lost. Tsagareli did not provide a transcription of this part, but he recorded the note
of John Zosimus on folio 172v, which states that he bound the manuscript in the year 981 on
Mount Sinai: “This holy book was bound on Holy Sinai by the hand of John, the very sinful
one, by order of the sacristan of Mt Sinai, in the year after Creation b¢3"39 (6585, i.e. 981), the
chronicon was 155 (201, i.e. 981).”28 The number 1" (201) is still visible on the remnants of
the verso of fol. 172 (see Fig. 5). Jost Gippert has distingushed three different hands in the
manuscript (fols 2r-88v, 89r—168v, and 169r-172r).?° Non-destructive ink measurements were
conducted from fols 2r, 82r (hand 1), and 89r, 96v (hand 2); due to time constraints, the ink of
hand 3 could not be analyzed.

2.1.6 The only scroll of the Graz collection (MS 2058/5), first described by Aleksandre
Tsagareli as no. 29,%° comprises the Liturgy of John Chrysostom (CPG 4686). It does not

19 |dentified and edited by Outtier (1972).

20 |dentified and edited by Garitte (1960).

2L Tsagareli 1888: 200.

22 See Tsagareli 1888: 200 and Garitte 1960: 254—257.

2 See Gippert, this volume, 1.1.

24 Tsagareli 1888: 196, no. 2.

%5 For the missing parts, see Gippert forthcoming (a): 26-27.

%6 For the proposed dating of the undertext by different scholars as well as the results of a “C analysis, see Gippert,
this volume, 1.2.

27 Tsagareli 1888: 226, no. 69.

% Tsagareli (1888:226): “dgodmbls (dows glyg Fopbo.. Lobs Fdopsls Jgmoms omgoby ¢ w©-
3ME30e0bsms, d3Adsbgdoms ©giobmbols Lobs Fdowols... §gabs bey™3g (981 1.), 3L Lo (981 1.).”

2 Gippert forthcoming (a): 3.

30 Tsagareli 1888: 209, no. 29.
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Fig. 5: Graz, UBG, MS 2058/3, fol. 172v, remnants of back flyleaf and Greek pastedown

include a colophon indicating the date or place of origin.3! Non-destructive ink measurements
were conducted from the drawing and text in the first two lines (I. 1, I. 2).

31 Scholars have proposed different datings: Aleksandre Tsagareli suggested the 11112 centuries (1888: 209),
Michael Tarchnigvili the 10"-11™ centuries (1950: 111), while André Jacob dated it to after the 12" century (1964:
65-66). A radiocarbon analysis has now confirmed Tsagareli’s dating; see Gippert, this volume, 1.5.
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2.1.7 The final fragment from the Graz collection, MS 2058/6a, contains a passage from the
Gospel of John (15:8-19). Akaki Shanidze identified it as a continuation of the text broken off
on fol. 57v of Sin. georg. 63, which had first been described by Aleksandre Tsagareli under no.
13.32 No colophon is preserved for the Sinai codex. Non-destructive ink measurements were
conducted from both the recto and verso of the fragment.

2.2 The Leipzig Collection

The Leipzig collection of Georgian manuscripts contains five objects (V 1094 —V 1098). Only
one of them, V 1094, derives from a single original codex, preserving nine folios of it; the
others consist of fragments from different codices bound together. As noted above, the
provenance of the collection is Jerusalem, with two exceptions, V 1096-2 and V 1096-5, which
have been identified as originating from the Sinai collection.

The place of origin is known for only four fragments from the Georgian manuscripts in the
Leipzig collection: V 1094 (the Monastery of the Holy Cross, Jerusalem), V 1096-2 (the Lavra
of St Sabas), V 1096-5 (Mount Sinai), and V 1097-3 (probably the monastery of Ss Cosmas
and Damian on Mount Olympus in Bithynia). For all other fragments, the place of origin
remains unknown.

2.2.1 The nine folios of V 1094, which contain a hagiographical collection for the month of
October, together with an additional fragment preserved in the University Library of
Cambridge (MS Add. 1890.3 / Georgian Ms. 5),3 derive from a sister manuscript of Oxford,
Bodleian Libraries, Georg. 1.3 The latter preserves a colophon indicating its place of origin:
“... God made me, poor Prokhore, worthy to write this soul-enlightening (book) of holy
martyrs. And | have completed it and placed it, by the will of God and with the help of all the
saints, in the Church of the Holy Cross, built up by me” (Oxford, Georg. b1, fol. 501v).%®
According to Enriko Gabidzashvili, who published the synaxarian version of the Life of
Prokhore,* the saint completed the construction of the Church of the Holy Cross in 1057—
1058 CE. In 1061, he withdrew to the desert of Arnon. This allows the manuscripts to be dated
between 1058 and 1061.% Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 1v.

2.2.2 Fragment V 1096-2 (fols. 4-7) preserves material from a hymnary (ladgari). As
determined by Lili Khevsuriani, it belongs to the well-known liturgical codex compiled and
written by John Zosimus, Sin. georg. 34.%° Additional fragments of this manuscript are
preserved in the National Library of Russia in St Petersburg under the shelfmarks ®. Ne 906
(I'peu.) VI (fols. 1-3), VII (fols. 1-8), XLI (fols. 1 and 3), and Cup. H. C. 16/1 (fols. 11-21,
24-29, 56, 57) and 16/3 (fols. 1-6).%° These fragments preserve a colophon that provides both

32 Tsagareli 1888: 204; Shanidze 1929: 349.

33 Gippert forthcoming (b), 2.1.6.

34 Assfalg 1963: 35-39.

% Blake 1932: 216.

% . 006 L-39m Ig@ndshb 3 yasbsgo 3GMbm®y sf Mo 530l bymms 3o6dsbsnmgdgaols Fdo@sms
dmfsdgms Fogbolio. o gogobdyemg ©s ogwgg bgooms @ddmobsams s dgFggboms ymggmms
{3o@smsams hgd dog@ smTgbgdymls gaegbosls §dowobs xgs@obsbes.

37 The publication of the text was prepared on the basis of the manuscripts Jer. georg. 24 and four codices of the
Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts: NCM H-1661, H-886, Q-105a, and Q-75; see
Gabidzashvili 1968: 345-346.

% Gabidzashvili 1968: 110-111.

39 Khevsuriani 1978: 88-122. The codex was first described by Tsagareli (1888: 206) under no. 19.

0 Metreveli et al. 1978: 131-143.
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the date and the place of origin; according to it, the manuscript was written by John Zosimus
in the Lavra of St Sabas in the year after Creation (Georgian style) bo3"by (6569) and the
chronicon &34 (185), both corresponding to the year 965 CE (Cup. H. C. 16/1, 17rv).** Non-
destructive ink measurements were conducted from fols 4r, 4v, 5v, and 7r.

2.2.3 Fragment V 1096-5, represented by a single folio (12), contains 1 Peter 1:11-22; it stems
from a Sinai Apostolos codex that has been preserved in three parts: Sin. georg. 58, 31, and
60.2 At its end, Sin. georg. 60 provides a colophon mentioning the scribe Kvirike Soxastreli
(35™039 LmbsbBmgero), who came to Mt Sinai and wrote this manuscript for the
commissioner Kvirike Miznazoroeli (350039 30dbsdm@mgano) and his priest, who served as
sacristan at Mt Sinai at that time. The colophon further reads: “The year after Creation was
boy™3s (6581) and the chronicon was &% (197)”,*2 both indicating that the manuscript was
copied on Mt Sinai in 977 CE. Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol.
12r.

2.2.4 Jost Gippert determined that the four folios of V 1097-3 (fols 5-8), containing Romans
2:5 — 5:13, derive from the Praxapostolos codex today stored in the Greek Patriarchate of
Jerusalem as Jer. georg. 94 and 82. He also identified the same scribe’s hand in three
manuscripts of the Athonite collection preserved at Iviron Monastery on Mount Athos. These
are lvir. georg. 11, a homiliary (mravaltavi) codex; Ivir. georg. 25, a hagiographical-homiletic
collection; and lvir. georg. 42, another Praxapostolos codex (Fig. 7).** Among these
manuscripts, only Ivir. georg. 42 contains a colophon: “It was written on Mt. Olympus, in the
abode of Ss. Cosmas and Damian, during the patriarchate of Polyeuctus in Constantinople (and)
the reign of Nikephoros” (Ivir. georg. 42, fol. 236r).*® This indicates that the manuscript was
copied between 963 and 969 CE. The colophon also records the commissioner, Mikael Zekepe
(Bogdoge bgg939), and his supporter lovane Kaxi (omgobg gobo), who might have been the
scribe.*® Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 6v.

2.2.5 Fragments V 1095-1 (fols 1-4, 6, and 9-11) and V 1097-1 (fols 1-2) originate from the
triodion—pentecostarion preserved in the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem as Jer.
georg. 101.%7 Neither the original codex nor any one of the fragments contains a colophon
indicating the place or date of their production. Non-destructive ink measurements were
conducted from fol. 2v of VV 1095.

2.2.6 Fragment V 1095-2 (fols 5, 7, and 8), which contains a menaion of September, derives
from Jer. georg. 110, a codex that likewise preserves no indication of its date or place of origin.
Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 5v.

2.2.7 Fragment V 1095-3 (fols 12r-15v) contains agapebi (sws39d0), i.e. commemorative
notes, for the Georgian community in Jerusalem, written by different hands over an extended
period (13" —17" centuries). Their content is primarily devoted to the remembrance of deceased
persons. These notes belong to the synaxary of the same community, which is preserved in the

41 Metreveli et al. 1978: 142.

42 First described by Tsagareli (1888: 205-206) under no. 16.

2 0olisdodomgsbo Fgmbo 0ggbgl bey™3s o JHmbogmbo ogm G5b.

44 Cf. Gippert forthcoming (b), 2.1.4, figs 28-31.

45 s0fg@s  Fdowols  dosls  m@obdmeabsls, Logmygabs  §Flowsms  jmbdsh  @sdosbgmsbs,
353 ®05Jmdsbs 3mbEsbH03mgm gl SmaomyGmals, dggmdsbs bogogm@gls.

46 For the full text of the colophon, see Gippert et al. (2022: 399).

47 Assfalg 1963: 55-59; Gippert forthcoming (b): 2.1.2.
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two codices Jer. georg. 24 and Jer. georg. 25.% Non-destructive ink measurements were
conducted from fols 12r-15r.
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8 See Gippert forthcoming (b): 2.1.2.
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2.2.8 Fragment V 1096-3 (fols 8r—10v) preserves theological Questions and Answers. A
similar fragment, housed in the Schgyen Collection in Oslo as MS 1600, derives from the same
original manuscript, which has not yet been identified. The authorship of the text has been
attributed by Jost Gippert to (Pseudo-)Athanasius of Alexandria. The questions numbered 109,
110, and 113 attested in the Leipzig fragment are part of the Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem
(CPG 2257), corresponding to numbers 113, 114, and 117 in the Greek tradition, while
questions 96-98 (corresponding to numbers 100-102 in the Greek) are preserved in the Oslo
fragment.*® No further information regarding the provenance or date of these fragments is
provided. Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fols 8r and 11r.

2.2.9 Fragment V 1097-2 (fols 3—4) preserves Apostolos lections for 7-9 September and 3-14
October. The original manuscript from which this fragment derives has not yet been identified.
Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 3v.

2.2.10 Fragment V 1097-4 consists of four folios (fols 9-12) and derives from a menaion for
February today preserved in the Austrian National Library in Vienna (Vienna, ONB, georg. 3).
The provenance of the Vienna codex is again Jerusalem, as it was described by Aleksandre
Tsagareli among the manuscripts of the Monastery of the Holy Cross.*° This is confirmed by
the scribe’s colophon on fol. 258v, also cited by Tsagareli: “I, poor and unworthy John of
Khakhuli (0ms6g bobegangano), have written this menaion” (Vienna, ONB, georg. 3, fol.
258v).%! No further information concerning the date or place of copying is provided. Non-
destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 12v.

2.2.11 Fifty-six folios of V 1098-1 contain a menaion for July. Jost Gippert assumes that this
fragment might derive from one of several parchment menaia of the Jerusalem collection

49 Gippert forthcoming (b): 2.1.3.
50 Tsagareli 1888: 164, no. 35.

1 39 2e0obogdsh s 9@oddsh 0569 babemgadsh gl g glig mmsgbo. See Gippert forthcoming (b):
2.1.4 for further details.
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described by Aleksandre Tsagareli (nos. 31 and 40),>? which were no longer present or
identifiable when Robert P. Blake compiled his catalogue in the 1920s.>® Non-destructive ink
measurements were conducted from fol. 4r.

2.2.12 The last folio of VV 1098-2 has been identified as containing a hymn for the Resurrection
in the 3" mode plagal composed by Mikael Modrekili. A possible candidate for the source
might be Jer. georg. 123.5* Non-destructive ink measurements were conducted from fol. 57r.

To summarize the information collected above regarding the dates and places of origin of the
Georgian manuscripts from the Graz and Leipzig collections, we present it in Table | below.
The Table first lists the manuscripts whose place of origin and date are known, then those
whose origin and date remain unknown.

3. Analytical Methods

The inks of the manuscripts were analyzed according to a standard protocol, developed and
improved in our laboratory.* It is best suited for the analysis and comparison of historic inks
using exclusively non-destructive and non-invasive techniques, which are essential to prevent
damage to the objects. In a first step, a preliminary screening to determine the ink typology is
conducted with a digital USB microscope (Dino-Lite AD413T-12 V) equipped with built-in
near infrared (NIR) and ultraviolet (UV) lights at 940 nm and 395 nm, respectively, to which
we added an external LED white light source (VIS). The principle of differentiation between
the three main kinds of ink (carbon-based, plant, and iron-gall) is based on the comparison of
the ink’s opacity in visible and NIR light.%® In contrast to the constant black colour of carbon
ink, plant inks become transparent at the red end of the visible light region, c. 750 nm, while
iron-gall inks only start losing opacity at this wavelength, turning totally transparent at much
longer wavelengths (c. > 1400 nm).

The elemental composition of the inks was analysed by X-ray fluorescence (XRF) imaging
using a Bruker M6 Jetstream high-speed scanning micro-XRF spectrometer featuring focusing
polycapillary optics and a variable-sized X-ray spot. The instrument was equipped with a
mobile XRF probe that moved over the manuscript at a distance of 5 to 10 mm. The areas of
investigation and the scanning parameters (X-ray spot, Xy resolution, and acquisition time)
were determined before each scan. For the measurements presented here, the probe was
operated under the following conditions: Rh X-ray tube at 50 kV, 600 pA, and X-ray spot size
of 50 um. The acquisition time for each scan ranged from 50 to 600 ms/pixel, with a pixel
(step) size of 30 to 100 um. The X-ray emission peaks were fitted based on Gaussian
deconvolution using the Bruker M6 Jetstream software. The abundances of the elements are
depicted in the resulting XRF maps. Net intensity values for the detected elements were further
subtracted by measured areas from the writing support.

52 Tsagareli (1988:163, 165).

53 Blake 1922-26: [1V], 155; Gippert forthcoming (b): 2.1.5.
5 Gippert forthcoming (b): 2.1.5.

%5 Colini et al. 2021.

%6 Mrusek et al. 1995.
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Table I: Content, Provenance, and Dating of the Manuscripts in the Graz and Leipzig Collections

Collaction, no.

Graz 2058/4,
1%t part (1r-94v)

Leipzig V 1096-5

Graz 2058/6b,
2058/6¢

Leipzig V 1096-2

Leipzig V 1094

Leipzig V 1097-3

Graz 2058/4,
2" part (96r—
110v)

Graz 2058/1

Graz 2058/2

Graz 2058/3
Graz 2058/5

Graz 2058/6a

Leipzig V 1095-1,
V 1097-1

Leipzig V 1095-2
Leipzig V 1095-3
Leipzig V 1096-3
Leipzig V 1097-2
Leipzig V 1097-4

Leipzig V 1098-1
Leipzig V 1098-2

Content

Date, Place

Manuscripts with Known Origin and Date

Liturgy (James)

Catholic Epistles

7t Letter of St Antony
Evagrius Ponticus,
Martyrius Monachus
Hymnary (ladgari)

Hagiography

Pauline Epistles

Missa praesanctificatorum

Jerusalem Lectionary

Psalter / Gospel of John

Life of Symeon Salos
Liturgy (John
Chrysostom)

Gospel of John

Triodion-Pentecostarion

Menaion, September
Commemorative Notes
Erotapokriseis
Apostolos
Menaion (February)

Menaion (July)
Hymn (Mikael Modrekili)

985 CE, Mt Sinai

977 CE, Mt Sinai

907 CE, St. Sabas

965 CE, St. Sabas

1058-1061 CE, Holy Cross,
Jerusalem

between 963 and 969 CE,
Ss Cosmas and Damian on

Relations Analyzed
< Tsagareli 31; 1v, 5r, 31r,
+ Prague, National 43v, 49v,

Museum Library, DJVI1 60v, 70r, 93v

< Tsagareli 16 12r
> Sin. georg. (58-)31(-60)
< Tsagareli 80 r,v
> Sin. georg. 35 + Sin. r,v
georg. 67 (flyleaf)
< Tsagareli 19 4r, 4v, 5v, 7r
> Sin. georg. 34
+ St Petersh. @. Ne 906
+ Cambridge, UL, 1v
georg. 5,
Oxford, BL, georg.1
< Jer. georg. 94(+82) 6v

Mt Olympus (Bithynia)
Manuscripts with Unknown Origin and Date

(VI1?)

(VII-VIIY)

(before 981 CE)
XI-X11?

IX-X
XI-X111

XI-X111
XHI-XVII
IX-X
XI-X111
Xl

XH-XI
XH-XI

< Tsagareli 31;

+ National Museum Library in

Prague (DJ VI 1)
= Tsagareli 9;
+ Paris, BnF, géorg. 30;

+ Birmingham, CRL, Mingana

Coll., Georg. 7
= Tsagareli 2

= Tsagareli 69
= Tsagareli 29

< Tsagareli 13
> Sin. georg. 63
<Jer. georg. 101

<Jer. georg. 110

< Jer. georg. 24-25

+ Oslo, Schgyen MS 1600
?

< Tsagareli 35 (Jer.)
> Vienna, ONB, georg. 3
< Tsagareli 31?7 40? (Jer.)

< Tsagareli 123? (Jer.)

96r, 100r, 110v

1r, 1v, 5r, 5v,
7v, 23v, 26r,
27r

42v, 57v, 83v,
136r, 136v,
137r, 166r,
137r, 166r,
234v, 236r,
243r, 259r
2r, 82r, 89r, 96v
drawing, I. 1,
.2
r, v

2v

5v
12r-15v
8r
3v
12v

ar
57r

Raman spectroscopy was performed on selected inks to verify the presence of specific materials
that cannot be conclusively identified by XRF alone. For this study a Renishaw inVia Raman
spectrometer with an infrared laser (300 mW, 785 nm) was used for the acquisition of the
spectra, recorded under a microscope with a 100x long distance objective, at laser power 2%
(~2.2 mW), with an accumulation of 20 scans of 2 s each.

The complete data set with raw files and images and their further step-by-step evaluation can
be retrieved from the repository of the University of Hamburg.>’

57 For the step-by-step strategy of data evaluation, see Bosch (2025)
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4. Results

An initial microscopic examination was carried out using a Dino-L.ite digital microscope under
ultraviolet (UV), near infrared (NIR) and visible (VIS) light source to discriminate between the
general black ink types, namely, plant, iron-gall, and carbon ink. Most inks in the Graz and
Leipzig collections showed changes in opacity under NIR illumination, suggesting the use of
iron-gall inks. Only some texts (e.g., marginal notes) exhibited no loss of opacity under NIR
light and appeared very dark black to the naked eye. This is shown in Fig. 8 for three different
inks of MS Graz, UBG, 2058/4. The main text and the marginal note on fol. 60v were written
in iron-gall ink, whereas the marginal note on fol. 5r is clearly carbon ink.

f5r
main text

or
marginal
note

f60v
marginal
note

Fig. 8: Digital microscope images under UV (left), visible (centre), and NIR
(right) light of the main ink and two marginal notes of MS Graz, UBG, 2058/4.

Microscopic screening revealed that manuscripts from both collections contain a variety of
inks, ranging in color from pale brown to deep black, with some inks already faded or
undergoing degradation. Fig. 9 shows the results of XRF imaging of a scanned area on fol. 13v
of fragment Leipzig, UL, V 1095-3. The element maps clearly reveal different iron-gall inks
with varying ratios of iron (Fe), copper (Cu), zinc (Zn), manganese (Mn), calcium (Ca), and
potassium (K). Note that, due to the XRF penetration depth, signals from the verso (rear) side
can also be detected. This phenomenon posed challenges in sampling exact areas for the
quantitative comparison of intensities and elemental ratios across inks throughout both
collections. To mitigate these effects, the scanned areas were chosen with particular care.

XRF imaging also revealed pronounced differences among the red inks used. In most
manuscripts, the red inks exhibited mercury (Hg) and sulfur (S) signals, indicating the use of
the pigment vermilion derived from the mineral cinnabar (HgS). This is illustrated in Fig. 10a
for the red ink used in Leipzig, UL, V 1095-3. On the same folio, one red letter (at the bottom
of the scan) shows no Hg or S signals but instead strong lead (Pb) signals, indicating the use of
the lead oxide pigment minium (PbsO4). Mixtures of both pigments were also detected,
predominantly in manuscripts from the Graz collection; an example from MS 2058/1, fol. 5v,
is shown in Fig. 10b. However, Pb signals alone do not conclusively prove the presence of
minium, as lead may also originate from the basic lead carbonate pigment lead white
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(2PbCOs-Pb(OH)2), which could have been used in mixtures to brighten the red colour. Raman
spectroscopy was used to verify these findings and showed that, in red inks containing Hg and
Pb, characteristic Raman bands of both pigments could be detected at 231, 252, and 320 cm™
for cinnabar, and at 122, 152, 392, and 551 cm™ for minium (Fig 10c).
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Fig. 9: XRF element maps of iron (Fe), copper (Zn), manganese (Mn), calcium (Ca), and potassium (K)
for a scanned area on Leipzig, UL, V 1095-3, fol. 3v.
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:% tt‘ 1ulll((;',~w,hg
e Sl 'illl‘lll&[u’l

. i
]‘]cht-nbr .’,ﬁ;,l-—.: P
s sy,

3 oot les sl
“?‘4"{7-: vt ee o

MS 2058/1, fol. 5v Pb

(o MS 2058/1, fol. 5v

Intensity (a.u.)

160 260 360 460 5(‘JO 660 7(I)0 8(l)0
Raman Shift (cm™)
Fig. 10: XRF element maps of mercury (Hg), sulfur (S), and lead (Pb) for a scanned area on Leipzig, UL,
V 1095-3, fol. 12v (a), and on Graz, UBG, MS 2058/1, fol. 5v (b), together with the corresponding Raman
spectrum (785 nm) of the red ink (c).
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In very rare cases of red ink, neither Hg nor Pb was detected; instead, low iron (Fe) signals
were observed, indicating the use of red ochre (iron oxide mineral). This is illustrated in Fig.
11 for a red letter in Leipzig, UL, V 1097-3, fol. 6v. Because much stronger Fe signals were
detected from the black/brown ink, the Fe elemental map required filtering by pixel averaging
(3 x 3), conversion to a black-and-white scale, and reduction of the number of bins from 256
to 20.

V 1097-3, fol. 6v Fe (0-19 bins)

Fig. 11. XRF element map of iron (Fe) in standard visualisation (centre), and
filtered by pixel averaging, black-and-white scale, and reduction to 20 bins
(right) in order to highlight the weak iron signal of the red letter.

The XRF results of the black and red inks measured on all the investigated manuscripts of both
the Graz and Leipzig collections are summarized in specific scatter plots to facilitate
visualization of the large number of measurements.*® Fig. 12 shows the combined results for
the brown/black inks measured on selected folios of the investigated manuscripts, following
detailed evaluation of the raw XRF imaging scans and principal component analysis (PCA) of
the signal intensities of the relevant detected elements. For clarity, the results are further
separated into individual plots for each manuscript (Fig. 13). It can be seen that most inks
cluster in area A with an elemental profile of mainly Fe, and only traces of other elements,
indicating the presence of non-vitriolic iron-gall inks,® whereas area B highlights inks with
varying amounts of Cu and Zn, a very common profile of iron-gall inks. Area C shows a small
cluster of iron-gall inks with a relative high amount of Pb, and only the inks of V 1097-3 are
highly heterogeneous spread in areas D and E with high amounts of sulfur and potassium. The
evaluated results are further summarized in Table I1.

In contrast to the complex elemental profiles of the brown/black inks, the red inks can be
distinguished by the presence of Hg and S (vermillion), Pb (minium), Fe (red ochre), or
mixtures of these pigments. For this reason, their signal intensities are plotted as the ratios
Pb/(Hg+S) and Fe/(Hg+S) in scatter plots for each manuscript (Fig. 14). Most red inks are
composed of vermilion, as indicated by the clustering in area a, characterized by high signal
intensities for Hg and S and low or no detection of Fe and Pb. For one red ink in Leipzig, UL,
V 1095-3, fol. 12v (Fig. 10a), only Pb was detected as a prominent signal, with only trace
amounts of other elements, resulting in very high intensity ratios (Fig. 14, data point d),
consistent with the presence of vermilion. Areas b and c indicate red ink mixtures with varying
amounts of vermillion and minium, e.g. Graz, UBG, MS 2058/1, fol. 5v (Fig. 10b). Data point
f marks the red ink on V 1097-3, fol. 6v (Fig. 11) with the complete absence of Hg and Pb
signals but low Fe signals observed, indicating the use of red ochre. For the drawing at the
beginning of the scroll (MS 2058/5, data points €), high signals of Hg and Fe could be detected
assuming the use of vermillion either mixed with red ochre or contaminated by other iron
containing materials. The evaluated results are further summarized in Table I1.

%8 For the step-by-step strategy of data evaluation, see Bosch (2025).
59 Ghigo et al. 2020.
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Fig. 12. Biplot showing the PCA results of elements detected from brown/black inks with XRF imaging
with the loading plot (blue) and the scores plot of all measurements (black).

12 1 Graz 2058/4 (1) Leipzig \V 1096-5 Graz 2058/6b Leipzig V 1096-2
10 Graz 2058/6¢

8

6

4 A A A A’

2 ( B ¢ B

° e > e
2 3
-4
12 | Leipzig V1094 Leipzig V 10973 Graz 2058/4 (1l) Graz 20581
10 .

8 D

8 E

- -

4 A : A A

2
: - >
-4 c
12 1 Graz 2058/2 Graz 2058/3 (hand 1) Graz 2058/5 Graz 2058/6a
10 Graz 2058/3 (hand 2)

8

6

4 A A A A

2 o

v G
-2
-4
12 1 Leipzig V 1095-1 Leipzig V 10952 Leipzig V 10953 Leipzig V 1096-3
10

8

6

4 A A A A

2

D ok B

0 é it
-2
-4 -
12 1 Leipzig V 1097-2 Leipzig V 10974 Leipzig V 10981 Leipzig V 10982
10

8

6

4 A

2

0

5
O
o

I
S
s

]

0 2 4 G -2 0 2 4 6 -
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D of clusters indicating the same or a similar ink.
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Fig. 14. Individual scatter plots with XRF intensity ratios of the detected elements from the measured

red inks of each manuscript

The analytical results of this study are summarized in Table I, sorted by the cluster types of

brown/black inks (BI) and red inks (RI).

5. Summary

The existing database of analysed manuscripts provides a basis for adding new material and
thereby strengthening its reliability. The apparent exception, i.e. the case of the two parts of a
manuscript presumed to have been copied at Sinai (2058/4, part | and 2058/4, part Il), which
show differences in ink composition from each other, can be explained; however, this is not
our focus here. For ink analysis to be reliable as a research method, it is necessary to examine
as many manuscripts as possible, so that a large body of data can accommodate occasional
exceptions, which may have their own logical explanations.
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Table 11 also shows that the manuscript copied at the monastery of Saints Cosmas and Damian
on Mount Olympus (V 1097-3) stands out as distinct, which is likewise a significant result. In
the future, as the range of scriptoria and the number of analysed manuscripts increase, we will
gain a clearer picture of the inks used in different places, enabling us to determine the origin
of Georgian manuscripts more accurately.

Table I1: Summary of the analytical results of the Manuscripts in the Graz and Leipzig Collections
Collection | Shelf no. Date Place of Origin BI RI
Graz 2058/3 (before 981) A a
Graz 2058/6a IX-X A a
Leipzig V 1095-1 XI1-X111 A a
V 1097-1 — —
Leipzig V 1095-2 X1-XI11 A a
Leipzig V 1096-3 IX-X A a
Leipzig V 1097-2 X1-XI11 A a
Leipzig V 1097-4 Xl A a
Graz 2058/6b 907 CE Lavra of St. Sabas A a
2058/6¢ A b
Leipzig V 1094 1058-1061 Holy Cross, Jerusalem A a, b
Graz 2058/4, part 11 A b
Leipzig V 1096-5 977 CE Mt Sinai A b
Graz 2058/5 XI1-XI11? A a, e
Graz 2058/2 (VIH-V1I?) A c
Graz 2058/4, part | 985 CE Mt Sinai A B a
Leipzig V 1098-2 X1-XI111 A B a
Leipzig V 1095-3 XIHI-XVII A, B a, d
Leipzig V 1096-2 965 CE Lavra of St. Sabas A B b
Leipzig V 1098-1 XI1-XI AC| a
Graz 2058/1 (VII?) A C | ab
Leipzig V 1097-3 963-969 CE Ss Cosmas and Damian on Mt Olympus D, E f
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Abstract: The literary heritage of the first millennium produced by Armenians and Georgians offers
clear evidence of interactions between two nations that developed in constant contact with one
another. While research on Armeno-Georgian palimpsests is still ongoing, current available data
show that there are more Georgian manuscripts with Armenian lower texts than contrariwise. The
chronological distribution of these palimpsests suggests that Armenians reused Georgian
manuscripts only in modern times (16"/17" centuries), while Georgian palimpsestation of Armenian
manuscripts took place already from the 9" century through the 14" century. In order to answer key
questions such as the whereabouts, motivations, and circumstances of palimpsestation of Armenian
or Georgian manuscripts, further research based on C analysis in combination with parchment and
ink analysis will be necessary to ascertain both the chronology and the geographical origin of the
lower layers of the manuscripts under examination.

Keywords: Armenian manuscripts, Georgian manuscripts, palimpsests; Graz, Sinai, Tbilisi,
Yerevan; '“C/Radiocarbon analysis

1. Introduction

The literary heritage of the first millennium produced by Armenians and Georgians offers clear
evidence of interactions between two nations that developed in constant contact with one
another, sometimes in imitation or derivation, sometimes in competition, sometimes in
independent ways.! Material evidence too—and in particular archaeology—witnesses to the
remarkable ways in which Armenians and Georgians imprinted the gradual particularism of
their architecture and culture in their surrounding landscape.? While significant advances have
been made in the fields of literary studies and archaeology, however less attention has been
paid to sources that fall both within the realms of material and literary culture. Filling this gap,
this article explores the reality of Armeno-Georgian relations by focusing solely on manuscripts
evidence or, more specifically, on Armeno-Georgian palimpsests that contain either an
Armenian lower layer and a Georgian overtext or, conversely, a Georgian lower layer and an
Armenian upper text. The primary aim of the article is to provide an easily accessible survey
of all known extant Armeno-Georgian palimpsests for the benefits of both philologists and
cultural historians working on Armeno-Georgian relations. This material is of particular
importance when considering that before the end of the first millennium only very few
complete manuscripts are extant in both Armenian and Georgian written culture, while for the
early centuries of the two respective literacies all we are left with is parchment fragments, many
of which are palimpsested.

! The problem of the complexity of Armeno-Georgian literary and historical relations, including the invention of
the national alphabets for the Armenians, the Georgians, and the Albanians is already present in the earliest
original Armenian writing, i.e. Koriwn’s Life of Mastoc°, written as early as the 440s. For Koriwn’s text and its
context, see Terian (2023).

2 See, for instance, at least Tchekhanovets (2018).
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The list of palimpsested manuscripts discussed in this article has been compiled over the years
and already published in a series of posters dedicated to Armenian and Georgian palimpsests
prepared by Jost Gippert within the scope of the ERC project “DeLiCaTe”.2 The article presents
first Georgian manuscripts with an Armenian lower layer (2.1) and then Armenian manuscripts
with a Georgian undertext (2.2). The inequality apparent in the more or less detailed
information provided for each item discussed in this article reflects the current state of the art
on this ensemble of items. Although it is not likely that the number of Armeno-Georgian
manuscripts may sensibly alter in the future, nevertheless the findings presented in this article
are to be taken as provisional, for in the field of manuscript studies—and especially of
palimpsested manuscripts—new finds are more the norm than the exception.

2. The Extant Palimpsests

Lists of Armeno-Georgian palimpsests have been compiled over the years by Jost Gippert and
are currently available online in a series of posters dedicated to manuscripts with either
Armenian or Georgian lower layers.* Due to the fact that not every manuscript depository
around the world has yet been fully described, it is possible that new items may be added to
these lists. For the time being, the currently available data point at the existence of eight
Georgian manuscripts with Armenian lower writing and three Armenian manuscripts with
Georgian undertext. Being palimpsested, these manuscripts—or, at any rate, those folios
actually palimpsested that belong to them—are, naturally, all in parchment. Table I gives a
preliminary overview.

Table I: Current list of Armeno-Georgian palimpsests

Manuscripts with Armenian Lower Layer and Georgian Upper Layer

Location Institution Shelfmark Nr of Palimpsested Pages/Folios

Graz Universitétsbibliothek MS 2058/2 556 pp /278 ff

Sinai St Catherine’s Monastery Sin. georg. NF 13 46 pp /23 ff

Sinai St Catherine’s Monastery Sin. georg. NF 55 42pp/21ff

Thilisi National Centre of Manuscripts A-491 70 pp /35 ff

Thilisi National Centre of Manuscripts A-495 24pp/ 12 ff

Thilisi National Archives 1446/322 82 pp /4l ff

Thilisi National Archives 1448/1976 4 pp? /2 f?

Thilisi National Archives 1446/5016 14 pp? /7 ff?
Manuscripts with Georgian Lower Layer and Armenian Upper Layer

Location Institution Shelfmark Nr of Palimpsested Pages/Folios

Yerevan Matenadaran M 6141 109 pp / 55 ff

Yerevan Matenadaran M 6705 4pp/2ff

Yerevan Matenadaran M 8624 334 pp/ 167 ff

3 On this project (PI: Jost Gippert) see https:/www.csme.uni-hamburg.de/delicate/about/project.html; for the
posters see https://www.csmc.uni-hamburg.de/delicate/materials/posters.html. These and all other URLs quoted
in this article were last accessed on 29 December, 2025.

4 “Armenian Palimpsests”: https://www.fdr.uni-hamburg.de/record/16949; “Georgian Palimpsests of the Korneli
Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts”: https://www.fdr.uni-hamburg.de/record/16951; “Georgian
Palimpsests Outside of the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts™: https://www.fdr.uni-
hamburg.de/record/16953.
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2.1 Armenian Palimpsested Manuscripts with Georgian Upper Layer
2.1.1 Graz, Universititsbibliothek, MS 2058/2

The Universititsbibliothek in Graz holds a small collection of Armenian and Georgian
manuscripts that includes four codices, one scroll, three Georgian fragments, and one Armenian
folio.> Within this collection is the Armeno-Georgian palimpsest Graz, Universititsbibliothek,
MS 2058/2, which is, to date, one of the best known and most studied codices among those
comprising an Armenian undertext and a Georgian overtext.® This latter transmits a Georgian
Psalter and part of the Biblical Odes,” while the Armenian lower layer witnesses to the
Armenian version of the Gospel of John together with a collection of 279 extant “oracle
sayings” (or puhunugnipwly), out of the original 318 oracles.® The codicological structure of
the codex has already been thoroughly described by Erich Renhart,’ who also published the
text of the whole set of oracles that he was able to read without multispectral images.°

The codex at present consists of 283 leaves measuring ¢. 135 x 100 mm. The folios are all
palimpsested, except for fols 1-4. These latter show a different script, hand, and ink from the
rest of the Georgian text—they are written in nuskhuri minuscule and, for the headings and the
beginnings of verses, in asomtavruli majuscule—, suggesting that the first quire of the
palimpsested Georgian book was replaced at a later stage with a new one, perhaps by the
famous scribe and bookbinder Ioane Zosime.'* The Georgian Psalter was probably written in
the 9" or 10" century and appears in full page, with 12 or 16 lines per page. The original
Armenian codex was thought to have been copied in the 8" century. A recent '*C (or
radiocarbon) analysis of the manuscript undertaken in 2024/2025 on behalf of the “DeLiCaTe”
project and conducted at the Federal Institute for Technology (ETH) in Ziirich indicates that
the parchment dates to a period comprised in between the years 482 and 605, most probably
around the year 565.12 The lower layer is also written in full page, in a slightly slanted
erkat ‘agir (Armenian majuscule; see Fig. 1). Sometimes in the 9™ or 10" century the
manuscript was palimpsested, rotated by 90°, and lightly trimmed, before accommodating a
copy of the Georgian Psalter. While this latter only reused material from the Armenian
palimpsested codex, some twenty folios of the original codex are now missing.

5 For details, see Renhart (2022: 50).

b See the groundbreaking study by Renhart (2015), which supersedes Renhart (2009), and the most recent Renhart
(2025), all with further references.

" For the Georgian text see Imnaishvili (2004).

8 According to Renhart, the only other known Armenian manuscript witnessing to the same textual content, i.e.
the combination of the Gospel of John and the oracle sayings, sometimes called “Divining Gospel Book”, is the
codex Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 9640; see Renhart (2024).

% Renhart (2015: 14-38, 48-58) for, respectively, the Georgian upper layer and the Armenian lower layer.

10 Renhart (2015: 115-143). In 2024 the manuscript has been object of an multispectral imaging campaign that
took place at the Centre for the Study of Manuscript Cultures of the University of Hamburg within the scope of
the “DeLiCaTe” project. Renhart is currently studying anew the Armenian undertext and preparing an edition of
the Gospel of John contained in this manuscript based on the newly available images.

11 Renhart (2022: 52).

12 On the difficulty of dating the Armenian layer of this codex on palaeographical ground, see Renhart (2025:
236-239); on the definitive radiocarbon dating of this manuscript, see Gippert, this volume, who also provides a
conveniently quick overview of all previous dating hypotheses. Gippert states that this is, to date, the second
oldest securely dated Armenian manuscript (the oldest one is housed in the Matenadaran).
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Fig 1: Graz, Universititsbibliothek, MS 2058/2, fol. 92r (pseudo-colour rendering of multispectral image)

The modern history of this codex has been reconstructed in considerable detail and scholars
have ascertained its Sinaitic provenance.!® In spite of that, Renhart has often stressed that a
Sinaitic origin does not warrant also a Sinaitic origin. Indeed, while the palimpsestation of the
original Armenian codex may have occurred at St Catherine’s Monastery, it is very unlikely
that the origin of the early Armenian layer is also to be sought on Mount Sinai, for the
monastery “has never had a tradition as being the place where a great number of Armenian
manuscripts were kept”.'* This methodological point of separating the provenance of a
palimpsested manuscript from the origin of the pre-palimpsested codex should be kept in mind
when discussing any palimpsested manuscript and applies to all other items discussed below
in this article.

While the Armenian version of the Gospel of John transmitted in the lower layer of this codex
is not, in itself, a rare text, Renhart has showed not only that the text of this manuscript
witnesses to interesting variant readings and that its pericopation of the Biblical text differs
from what is generally known, but that the combination of the Gospel of John with a set of
Armenian oracles makes this an exemplar of considerable significance. Indeed, this palimpsest
represents the oldest Armenian witness to a kind of divinatory Biblical books which, while
developed from earlier pre-Christian practices and once widespread also in other medieval
language traditions (such as, for instance, Greek, Latin, Coptic, and Syriac), were at some point

13 On the history of this manuscript, see Imnaishvili (2008a and 2008b), Renhart (2022: 51), and the resumé in
Renhart (2015: 14). On the collections of Georgian manuscripts in Austria, see Imnaishvili (1977).
14 Renhart (2022: 51).
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shun by the official Church.’®> When hypothesising the reasons laying behind the
palimpsestation of the original Armenian manuscript, Renhart consequently considers the fact
that divinatory Biblical books were forbidden by the official Church as one of three possible
explanations. The other two would be the fact that in each page only ca. half of the parchment
was covered by writing, an economic condition that would make the text to erase relatively
little, and the fact that the Armenian manuscript might have ended up in the hands of a non-
Armenian community (and therefore be useless).®

2.1.2 Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, Sin. georg. NF 13 and 55

Next to the Graz palimpsest just discussed, the other best known and studied Armeno-Georgian
palimpsests are two items preserved in the library of St Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai,
in Egypt. After the Vatican, this library houses one of the largest monastic collections of
manuscripts in the world. Standing as the oldest Christian library continually in use, this
institution and its heritage of multilingual books are living witnesses to the various
communities of monks that at specific points in the history of the monastery worshipped within
its walls.'” Indeed, the number of manuscripts contained in this library amounts to more than
4,500 codices.'® Of these, ca. 1,200 belong to the so-called New Finds,'® a heterogenous
collection of manuscript fragments, of which at least 170 are palimpsested, that were
discovered by chance after a fire destroyed a room located against the northern wall of the
compound in 1975.2° The two Armeno-Georgian palimpsests housed in St Catherine’s
Monastery belong to these New Finds and undoubtedly represent two of its most celebrated
manuscripts: these are MSS Sin. georg. NF 13 and 55.

Although nowadays they represent two separate items, these two palimpsests are often
presented together because it has been proved that Sin. georg. NF 55 was once part of NF 13,2
but also because in parts of their lower writings they preserve the only known extant manuscript
texts in Caucasian Albanian.??

Manuscript Sin. georg. NF 13 consists of 107 folios measuring ca. 220 x 150 mm. The overtext
contains Georgian ascetical and hagiographical material written in nuskhuri by a certain Mikael
sometimes in the 10" or 11 century. The lower text transmits texts in Armenian, Caucasian
Albanian (Gospel of John and parts of a Jerusalem-rite Lectionary), as well as a hagiographical
Georgian text penned in asomtavruli.>® The Armenian lower text is in erkat ‘agir majuscules
and occupies two blocks. The first is at folios 52-53, 62-63, 71-72, which transmit fragments

15 Renhart (2024: 77); see also Outtier (1993).

16 Renhart (2022: 56).

17 On the history of St Catherine’s Monastery and its library see, among others, Forsyth & Weitzmann (1973),
Mango (2011), Justin Sinaites (2017), and Rossetto (2023).

18 Although more than half are in Greek, the monastery also houses codices in all the most known languages of
the Christian Orient, as well as in Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Persian, and Polish.

% For more details, see Rossetto (2023: 14).

20 While the discovery was first announced in 1978, the palimpsests of St Catherine’s collections have since been
at the centre of an international research project led by Michael Phelps and Claudia Rapp that run from 2012 to
2017. For a history of the project and a selection of the first outcomes see Rapp et al. (2023). Multispectral images
of the palimpsests from Sinai are available at https://sinaipalimpsests.org/.

2 Information on both items is taken from Gippert et al. (2008), Gippert (2010), and https://sinai.library.ucla.edu/.
22 For an overview on the state of the art on these texts see Gippert (2023a). For the history, contexts, and culture
of the Caucasia Albanians, see the updated handbook Gippert & Dum-Tragut (2023).

2 For the identification of the Georgian undertext see Gippert (2022b); for details on the codicological structure
of Sin. georg. NF 13 in general see the dedicated entry at https://sinai.library.ucla.edu/.
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of Pauline Epistles with the Euthalian apparatus (see Fig. 2). The second, also in erkat ‘agir, is
located at folios 79-95 and contains fragments from the Works of Solomon (or Puwip
Unyniinfifr).?* Both texts have provisionally been dated on palaeographical grounds to the 8™
or 9™ centuries.

W i 2> ¢ Y
Fig 2: Sin. georg. NF 13, fol. 52v (pseudo-colour rendering of multispectral image)

Manuscript Sin. georg. NF 55 consists of 78 folios measuring ca. 220 x 150 mm. The overtext
transmits a copy of the Apophtegmata Patrum in Georgian, also written by the same Mikael of
Sin. georg. NF 13. The lower layers of this codex include texts in Armenian, Caucasian
Albanian (other parts of the same texts of NF 13), and Christian Palestinian Aramaic (Gospel
of Matthew).?® The Armenian lower layer is entirely in erkat ‘agir and consists of fragments of
three texts. Folio 64 contains fragments of the Epistle to the Hebrews dated to the 9" or 10™
centuries (see Fig. 3);?® folios 28—29 and 37-38 transmit other fragments of the same Pauline
epistles with Euthalian apparatus dated to the 8™ or 9" centuries as Sin. georg. NF 13; and
folios 43-61 contain other parts of the same Works of Solomon as found in NF 13 and,
therefore, also date to the 8 or 9" centuries.?’

24 For the Armenian texts of this manuscript, see Gippert (2010).

2 For the identification of the Christian Palestinian Aramaic text see Miiller-Kessler (2025: 148-149); for details
on the codicological structure of Sin. georg. NF 55 in general see the dedicated entry at
https://sinai.library.ucla.edu/.

% See Gippert (2023b).

27 See the edition in Gippert (2010).
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Fig 3: Sin. georg. NF 55, fol. 64v (iiseudo-colour rendering of multispectrial image)

2.1.3 Thilisi, Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts

Located in Thilisi, the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts (hereafter:
NCM) is the largest depository of Georgian manuscripts in the world and, therefore, also in the
land. It houses ca. 9,000 Georgian codices and 309 Armenian manuscripts, among several other
smaller collections of manuscripts written in other languages.?® Differently from other
manuscripts collections that are still (even if at times only partially) hosted in the same location
where they were first assembled or created—as, for instance, the manuscript collections
preserved in the Monastery of St Catherine on Mount Sinai, Iviron Monastery on Mount Athos,
or the Monastery of the Holy Cross in Jerusalem?—, the manuscripts currently housed in

2 For a general introduction to libraries and depositories containing collections of Georgian manuscripts and,
more specifically, to this centre see Gippert (2015). For the Armenian manuscripts preserved in this institution,
see Coulie (2020: 335-336) and also Gaprindashvili, Chitunashvili & Khositashvili (2025).

2 The manuscripts once housed in this latter are, however, now kept in the Greek Patriarchate of Jerusalem.
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Thilisi entered this depository from both Georgia (in its current borders) and elsewhere, e.g.
Anatolia. Within the walls of the NCM, two Georgian manuscripts belonging to the ‘A’
collection, i.e. the collection once housed in the former Ecclesiastical Museum, contain
Armenian texts in their lower layers: NCM A-491 and A-495.

2.1.3.1 NCM A-491

Manuscript NCM A-491 is an important Armeno-Georgian palimpsest, whose special
significance lies in being one of the earliest, if fragmentary, witnesses to the Armenian version
of Agathangelos’ History of the Armenians.*® The Armenian lower layer of this codex has
already been the object of a thorough study by Zaza Aleksidze and Dali Chitunashvili who, in
addition to providing a detailed codicological description which I follow below, also published
those parts of the text that they were able to read with the naked eye or with the sole help of a
lamp of Wood.3!

In its current state, this manuscript, which was once housed in Svetitskhoveli Cathedral
(Mtskheta), consists of 108 folios, measuring 234 x 180 mm, 35 of which are palimpsested.*
The codex is in poor conditions today, being without a cover, unbound, and showing lacunae
in its quire structure. The Georgian upper layer lacks its colophon, due to mutilation, and has
therefore been dated only paleographically to the 13%/14% century. The Georgian text, which
was written rotating the palimpsest by 90°, transmits a copy of the Festal Menaion and was
written by an otherwise unknown Lat’avri.>®

Aleksidze and Chitunashvili have calculated that the original Armenian manuscript should
have measured approximately 460 x 240 mm (two pages of the Georgian text representing one
page of the original Armenian manuscript).3* This original codex was written in two columns
of 21/22 lines in a large and round erkat‘agir majuscule.®® The text presents characteristic
punctuation signs and palaeographical features—including, among others, smaller letter-size
for text subtitles and parallel citation marks—which the two scholars believe to be a sign of its
old age, presumably the 9™ century. The identified text, which includes portions of
Agathangelos comprised between §§ 781-874 of the 1909 Thilisi edition of the History of the
Armenians,®® aligns on the whole with the text of manuscripts o, B, b, U, 2 of the Tbilisi edition,

%0 I.e. the version usually known as “Aa”. For an overview of the various versions of Agathangelos’ History in
both Armenian and other medieval languages, see the synthesis in Winkler (1980).

311 received this information orally by Dali Chitunashvili—whom I thank here—during my stay at the NCM in
Thilisi in Summer 2025. A palaeographical analysis of the earliest surviving witnesses to Agathangelos’ History
(including—in addition to MS A-491—the famous “Vienna Agathangelos”, i.e. the palimpsested codex Vienna,
Mekhitarist Library, MS 56; Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 1235; Tbilisi, NCM, Arm. 18; and other early fragments
in erkat ‘agir) is currently being prepared jointly by the author of these pages and Dali Chitunashvili. For the
description of the lower layer and partial edition of the Armenian text see Aleksidze & Chitunashvili (2020).

32 According to Aleksidze & Chitunashvili (2020: 199) these are: fols 5, 6, 38, 40-41, 45, 48-50, 55, 57-58, 60,
63, 65, 66, 68, 71, 73-74, 7677, 79, 81-82, 85-86, 89-90, 9697, 100-101, 107-108.

33 See Metreveli (1986: 232-235).

3 Further details concerning other codicological and palacographical measurements of the lower layer are
provided in Aleksidze & Chitunashvili (2020: 200).

35 A pseudo-colour photograph of this codex has recently been published in Gaprindashvili, Chitunashvili &
Khositashvili (2025: 18-19), where the Armenian undertext is dated to the 8%/9" century. I thank Khatuna
Gaprindashvili for providing me with a fresh copy of the book.

3% Agathangelos (1909). Interestingly, the extant text contained in the palimpsest known as the “Vienna
Agathangelos” extends only from §§ 3 to 341. Although no final conclusion has yet been reached, a first
palaeographical inspection of MS A-491 (conducted in sifu in June 2015 by me and Dali Chitunashvili) seems to
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though at times it also contains readings that are absent from both the main text and the
apparatus of that edition.

2.1.3.2 NCM A-495

Manuscript NCM A-495 is a palimpsested codex consisting of 198 folios measuring 120 x
95 mm and wrapped by a brown leather cover.3” The Georgian upper layer contains a copy of
the Gospels of Matthew and John and, the colophon being lost, is dated on palaeographical
grounds to the 12%/13™ centuries. According to Metreveli’s catalogue, twelve folios of this
codex, namely fols 186—197, are palimpsested and contain, in the Armenian lower writing, a
copy of the Armenian version of the Jerusalem Lectionary, which has been dated to the 9/10™
centuries, perhaps on the ground that it is written in a large erkat‘agir.® The text so far
identified consists of pericopes to be read during the Great Lent, which include at least Exodus
2:21-22 and Joel 2:1-11.%

2.1.4 Thilisi, National Archives of Georgia, MSS 1446/322, 1448/1976, and 1448/5016

After the NCM, the National Archives of Georgia represent the second largest depository of
manuscripts in the city of Tbilisi. Originally established in 1920, this institution hosts a
heterogenous collection of items, including archival written documents (charters, letters, legal
and official documents), films, photographs, as well as sound records, ranging from medieval
to modern times.** Among their written records, the National Archives also house a collection
of almost one thousand Georgian manuscripts, dating from the 9" to the 19 century. Of this
collection—which, besides, includes some fifty Armenian codices too—,*! there figure three
palimpsested manuscripts containing an Armenian lower layer and a Georgian overtext, namely
MSS 1446/322, 1448/1976, and 1448/5016. None of these three items has yet been the object
of a detailed study nor of a multispectral imaging campaign.*?

MS 1446/322 is a rather damaged manuscript of 41 folios measuring 200 x 130 mm, which
was brought to Tbilisi from Tsalka in Kvemo-Kartli.*® The Georgian upper layer consists of a
13%/14™" century copy of Bible readings for the Lenten time, while the lower Armenian layer

rule out the possibility of considering this Tbilisi witness as the same manuscript (i.e. the final part) of the “Vienna
Agathangelos”. Further study is, however, necessary before confirming or refuting this hypothesis. A new study
on the “Vienna Agathangelos” based on a set of multispectral images is currently being prepared by the author of
these pages. For a preliminary overview, see Bonfiglio (2025).

37 Metreveli (1986: 239). Gaprindashvili, Chitunashvili & Khositashvili (2025: 20) give a different size for this
manuscript (namely 200 x 195 mm).

3 See Gaprindashvili, Chitunashvili, and Khositashvili (2025: 20-21), who also provide two colour photographs
of the codex.

39 See Gaprindashvili & Khositashvili (2013: 28 and 207), who inadvertently note Job instead of Joel.

40 See https://archive.gov.ge/.

1 See Melikset-Bek (1958).

42 Furthermore, none of these manuscripts is described in the 3-vols catalogue by Asatiani, Kavtaria &
Chitunashvili (vol. 1, 2016), Abralava ef al. (vol. 2, 2018), and Asatiani & Chitunashvili (vol. 3, 2019).

43 This is the number of folios according to UNESCO (2018: 52); however, the description provided by Kakabadze
& Gagoshidze (1949: 292—-293) names only 40 folios.
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witnesses to one form of the many stages of the Armenian version of the Jerusalem
Lectionary.**

As for MSS 1448/1976 and 1448/5016, these items have not yet been the object of a detailed
codicological description. However, according to the published images, MS 1448/1976 seems
to contain two palimpsested folios, and MS 1448/5016 perhaps seven.*® In both cases, the
Armenian undertext still remains unidentified.*® Finally, a short note found in Bernard Coulie’s
Armenian Manuscripts simply states that these two items are ‘2 palimpsest mss with lower text

in Armenian writing”.*’

2.2 Georgian Palimpsested Manuscripts with Armenian Upper Layer

Compared to the (so far) known eight Armeno-Georgian palimpsests with an Armenian lower
and a Georgian upper text which today are found in institutions scattered among Georgia,
Austria, and Mount Sinai, those containing a Georgian lower and an Armenian upper text
amount to only three and are all housed in the same country and depository: the Matenadaran
of Yerevan. Although the total number of items equals to eight for the first group of manuscripts
and three for the latter, a better indication of the quantity of material palimpsested within each
language tradition can be better appreciated when looking not at the number of codices but at
the total number of folios that are actually palimpsested. According to the published data,*® this
gives a total of 419 Armenian folios palimpsested with a Georgian overtext vs 227 Georgian
folios palimpsested with an Armenian overtext. Differently from the first group of palimpsests,
those comprising a Georgian undertext and an Armenian upper layer are currently much less
studied.

2.2.1 Yerevan, Matenadaran, MMS 6141, 6705, and 8624

Of the ca. 31,000 extant Armenian manuscripts worldwide, one third, i.e. about 11,000, are
housed in the largest and most prominent depository of Armenian manuscripts: the
Matenadaran of Yerevan, whose official name is actually the Mesrop Mashtots Institute of
Ancient Manuscripts.*® Indeed, this library is unique in the world, for in addition to being a
depository of manuscripts, it is also a centre for the preservation and restauration of books, a
museum, a research centre, and a learning institution. In addition to its well-known collection
of Armenian manuscripts,>® the Matenadaran contains as well relatively minor, but important
collections of manuscripts in other languages, including Georgian.

4 Information from https://www.fdr.uni-hamburg.de/record/16949. For an overview of the early stages of the
development of Armenian lectionaries, see Gippert & Sargsyan (forthcoming).

%5 See the short descriptions with images in UNESCO (2018: 48-49 and 50-51). The catalogues by Kakabadze &
Gagoshidze (1949-1950) and Asatiani, Kavtaria & Chitunashvili (2016), Abralava et al. (2018), and Asatiani &
Chitunashvili (2019) do not mention these two items.

46 See https://www.fdr.uni-hamburg.de/record/16949.

47 Coulie (2020: 329), where the author acknowledges Dali Chitunashvili for having passed him this information
in June 2018.

“8 See note 4 above.

“9 For an overview of all the Armenian collections around the world, including the Matenadaran, see Kouymjian
(2015); for references to the catalogues and specific studies of this latter and other depositories of Armenian
manuscripts, see Coulie (2020: 388—402).

%0 For research on the Armenian palimpsests preserved in the Matenadaran see Gippert (2022a) and Gippert
(2024).
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For the manuscripts discussed in this paragraph that contain a Georgian lower layer and an
Armenian uppertext, no detailed description has yet been published, for the 11" volume of the
ongoing General Catalogue (Uwyp Snigwly) of the Matenadaran has reached only manuscript
number 3,700.°! All descriptions provided below are based on the second volume of the older
Manuscripts Catalogue (Snigwly dlpugpug) of the Matenadaran, which was published in
1970.52 As it is well known, the entries of this catalogue can be extremely short as succinct, at
times even cryptic, and often occupy just a few lines. The information that follows therefore
reflects this state of affairs.

According to the catalogue of 1970, MS 6141 is a 16"-century Armenian Horologion
(dunfwighpp) and Missal (funphpnunntinp) consisting of 141 folios of 110 x 80 mm.*® The
Armenian overtext is written in bolorgir and occupies full pages of 17 lines each. The catalogue
does mention that this codex is a Georgian palimpsest but does not provide its content. Thanks
to multispectral imaging, it is now known that 55 folios of this codex (namely folios 80—106,
112-117a, and 120-141) are palimpsested and that the text transmitted in their lower writing
(or at least part of it) contains Georgian hymnographic material (see Fig. 4).>*

Manuscript M 6705 is catalogued as an Armenian Gospel book and dates to the year 1679.%
The codex, whose provenance is Verin Zakam in Artsakh, is in paper and consists of 264 folios
measuring 207 x 150 mm. The text, in bolorgir, is written in two columns of 21 lines each. The
decoration includes miniatures of the evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke, and, in addition
to half-arcs illustrations, also a number of marginal ornaments. The flyleaves of this manuscript
are in parchment and palimpsested (pp. 1—4). The Armenian upper layer of the flyleaves is in
notrgir and contains at least a prayer, while the Georgian lower text witnesses to a fragment of
the Georgian Euchologion (see Fig. 5).%

As for Manuscript M 8624, this has been described as a Festal Book (Sofuugnjg) and
Horologion (dulugphpp).®’ It was written in the year 1663 by a priest called Abraham in
Verngiwl (dbphighin), 1.e. in the Tortum region (/dnpenid), which today corresponds to a
district of Erzurum. The codex consists of 167 folios, entirely palimpsested, measuring 93 X
70 mm. The writing is a bolorgir written in full page, with 16 lines per page. The codex contains
three flyleaves (pp. 1-6), which are not palimpsested (see Fig. 6). The lower Georgian text of
the core of the codex transmits a copy of the Gospels in Georgian written in asomtavruli
majuscules (see Fig. 7), while the flyleaves contain fragments of the first homily /n
exaltationem sanctae crucis by Andrew of Crete written in nuskhuri (d. 740).%8

%1 See Ter-Vardanean & Gasparyan (2024).

%2 Eganyan, Zeytownyan & Antabyan (1970).

%8 Eganyan, Zeytownyan & Antabyan (1970: 258).

° See note 4 above.

% Eganyan, Zeytownyan & Antabyan (1970: 376).

% See note 4 above.

5" Eganyan, Zeytownyan & Antabyan (1970: 783).

%8 The original Greek text of this homily is printed in Patrologia Graeca 97: 1017-1036. The analysis of the
multispectral images of this manuscript has not yet been completed. As a consequence, only parts of the Georgian
lower writings have been identified and transcribed or edited.

63



Digital Kartvelology, Vol. 4, 2025

Fig 4: Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 6141, fol. 82r (pseudo-colour rendering of multispectral image)
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Fig 5: Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 6705, p. 3 (PCA rendering of multispectral image)
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Fig 6: Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 8624, flyleaf p. 2 (colour image)
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3. Summary and Avenues for Future Research

The survey of Armeno-Georgian manuscripts presented and discussed in this article clearly
shows that historically reused manuscripts in both Armenian and Georgian belong to either
manuscript tradition. From a chronological point of view, although for certain manuscripts we
still lack vital data (namely for the three manuscripts Tbilisi, National Archives of Georgia,
MSS 1446/322, 1448/1976, and 1448/5016), the available evidence shows that while
Armenians reused earlier Georgian codices in either the 16" (Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 6141)
or the 17" centuries (Yerevan, Matenadaran, M 6705 and M 8624), Georgians palimpsested
Armenian manuscripts centuries earlier, either in the 9" or 10" centuries (this is the case of all
Sinaitic manuscripts, including the Graz palimpsest), or in the 12" to 14" centuries (as it is the
case of the two manuscripts preserved in the Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of
Manuscripts).

While historians would be tempted to use such data to hypothesize on the nature of Armeno-
Georgian relations throughout history, any working hypothesis should be weary of some
methodological caveats. First of all, as already pointed out by Erich Renhart, one should
distinguish between provenance and origin of a manuscript.”® Indeed, while a manuscript may
have been found and preserved in, for instance, St Catherine’s Monastery, there is no guarantee
that the manuscript was written there, unless the colophon says so. If we consider palimpsests
as complex objects, the sole presence of two texts involves investigating not only the
provenance and origin of the upper layer of the manuscript—which is sometimes, though not
always, possible, thanks to colophons—but also those of the lower writing, which is at present
impossible because, to my knowledge, none of the Armeno-Georgian palimpsests discussed
above preserves any colophon in the lower writing of either languages.

Next to the geographical information and in the absence of internal data concerning the origin
or provenance of the lower writing, all we are left with is to at least try to figure out the
chronological sequence of each palimpsest. This investigation involves finding out the date or
time of writing of the lower writing, the whereabouts of the manuscript between the time it was
written and the time in which it was bought, taken, or acquired by another language community,
the moment of its palimpsestation and rewriting of the upper layer, and, as in the case of the
lower layer, the travels or usage of the newly reconstituted manuscript between its rewriting
and the moment of the “last” travel, the one occurring between its “location of provenance”
and its “definitive”, or better current, “storage”.

In order to answer important historical questions such as the reasons and circumstances laying
behind the palimpsestation of manuscripts by their new owners, be they Armenians or
Georgians, the crucial steps to tackle are to find out first the approximate time of writing of the
lower layer, which is now possible by means of '*C analysis, and then to try to localise the
possible geographical origin of the lower layer by means of a combination of philological data
together with parchment and ink analyses. Only then the full potential of Armeno-Georgian
palimpsests for the study of the relations between these two Christian nations will be fully
exploited.

%9 See 2.1.1 above.
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Abstract: This study demonstrates a non-destructive approach to investigating the structure of
bookbindings in historical manuscripts using high-resolution X-ray computed tomography (CT). We
applied the portable CT scanner ENCI to a Georgian codex from the Graz University Library, MS
2058/1, the famous Sinai Lectionary. Three-dimensional reconstructions reveal the complex
arrangement of the spine, cords, threads, and gatherings of folios. Individual characters written in
vermilion and iron gall ink can be digitally segmented and distinguished. These results highlight the
potential of X-ray tomography as a powerful, non-invasive tool for the structural and textual analysis
of delicate manuscripts, offering new opportunities to study fragile or partially damaged books while
preserving their physical integrity.

Keywords: Computed Tomography, Bookbinding, Georgian manuscripts, Graz collection, Digital
humanities, ENCI

1. Introduction

For many centuries, books have served as one of the most important media for recording and
transmitting information across generations. By writing down knowledge, people have been
able to preserve it from antiquity to the present day. However, beyond the written content itself,
the materials used in book production, as well as the techniques employed in their manufacture,
can offer rich insights into the history of these artefacts.

Since the beginning of the first millennium, the codex has become the dominant form of the
book. Codices consist of folded sheets bound together along a spine, which serves as the
structural backbone of the volume. This spine, typically composed of organic material, tends
to degrade over time, eventually compromising the structural integrity of the book and leading
to its gradual deterioration. To counteract this decay, books were often rebound throughout
history, a task typically undertaken in monasteries. In many cases, fragments of older
manuscripts were repurposed during the rebinding process. As a result, not just the textual
content, but the bindings themselves, can reveal valuable and sometimes hidden clues about a
book’s provenance and history.
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There are several ways to access this embedded historical information. One conventional
method involves the careful disassembly of the spine to examine its structure and materials.
However, this approach is inherently invasive and destructive, posing the risk of losing critical
information that cannot be recovered or visualized through physical means alone. In recent
years, numerous non-destructive analytical techniques rooted in physics and chemistry have
been developed to study cultural heritage objects. These include active and passive infrared
thermography (IRT) and X-ray fluorescence (XRF) spectroscopy.! While such techniques offer
the advantage of portability and in situ applicability, they are often limited in the depth of
information they can provide, for instance, in cases where thick leather bindings are involved.
In the case of XRF, large-area scans with high spatial resolution can also require prohibitively
long acquisition times.

More recently, researchers have explored the use of X-ray computed tomography (XCT) to
investigate book structures non-destructively.? XCT provides volumetric datasets that reveal
both surface and internal features of a sample in three dimensions. However, traditional CT
systems are typically located in research institutions or medical facilities, and transporting
fragile, historically significant books to such locations is often not feasible due to conservation
regulations that prohibit the removal of artefacts from museums or archives.

This study presents a non-destructive approach to examining the structural features of a
historical Georgian codex from the Graz collection (University Library, MS 2058/1) using a
portable, high-resolution X-ray computed tomography scanner known as ENCI (Extracting
Non-destructively Cuneiform Inscriptions). Originally developed for on-site analysis of
encased clay tablets, ENCI is the product of a collaboration between the Cluster of Excellence
“Understanding Written Artefacts” at the University of Hamburg (UHH) and the Deutsches
Elektronen-Synchrotron (DESY). Here, we demonstrate how ENCI enables detailed structural
analysis and virtual exploration of historical bookbindings in situ. This approach opens up
significant new possibilities for cultural heritage research by making advanced volumetric
imaging accessible within the secure environments of museums and archives, without
compromising the integrity of the artefacts themselves.

2. Methods

Unlike conventional X-ray radiography, computed tomography collects multiple projections
from different angles. These data are reconstructed into a three-dimensional volume that
reveals internal structures through cross-sectional views.

Commercial CT scanners, such as those used in hospitals or industrial settings, typically weigh
several tons and are thus immobile and unsuitable for on-site cultural heritage analysis.
Transporting delicate artefacts to such stationary scanners is often not feasible due to
conservation constraints. To address this challenge, ENCI was developed as a portable, high-
resolution X-ray CT system specifically designed for use in museums, libraries, and archives.
Weighing 420 kg in total, ENCI is composed of eight modular units, enabling rapid deployment
in sensitive heritage environments. It features an integrated shielding system, eliminating the
need for additional radiation protection infrastructure at the scanning site. The device includes
an X-ray source with adjustable accelerating voltage ranging from 30 to 180 kV and a
maximum power of 80 W, allowing for the examination of even dense inorganic materials.

! See Mercuri ef al. 2011 and 2013 for IRT and Duivenvoorden et al. 2017 for XRF spectroscopy.
2 See Seales et al. 2016; Stromer ef al. 2018; Kumpova, Vaviik & Vopalensky 2018; Dilley et al. 2022; Ensley et
al. 2023; Sargan et al. 2022; Vaviik et al. 2024.
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ENCI has already been successfully deployed at major institutions, including the Louvre in
Paris and the Museum of Anatolian Civilizations in Ankara, where it has been used to
investigate encased cuneiform tablets in situ.

This study explores whether the ENCI scanner is also suitable for the analysis of other types
of written artefacts beyond its original application. As a case study, we selected a Georgian
codex from the Graz University Library, catalogued as MS 2058/1. This manuscript has been
proven to be the oldest known linguistic and literary monument in the Georgian language and
originates from the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai, dating to the 5th or 6th century
CE. Recently, a radiocarbon analysis has yielded a dating between 433 and 574 CE for the
codex. Historical evidence indicates that the book was rebound at least three times, with the
third binding, carried out in 983 CE, attributed to the Georgian Christian monk loane Zosime.
Notably, a previous investigation revealed the presence of parchment fragments from a Greek
majuscule manuscript used in the binding. Further details on the manuscript and its history can
be found in the work of Zammit Lupi.®

For the analysis, the codex was gently curved and mounted in ENCI’s sample holder to
accommodate the limited space within the scanner. X-rays were applied using a tube voltage
of 60 kV and a current of 200 pA. A 0.2 mm aluminium foil between source and sample was
used to filter the lower part of the X-ray spectrum and reduce beam hardening artefacts. A total
of 720 radiographs (also referred to as projections) were acquired over a full 360° rotation,
with an exposure time of 0.5 seconds per projection. Including both acquisition and motor
movement, the full scan duration was roughly 15 minutes.

Fig 1: X-ray transmission projection of MS 2058/1 with spine on
the left side and folios with letters on the right side.

3. Results and Discussion

The X-ray projection (Fig. 1) already provides valuable insight into the internal structure of the
codex. On the left side, the complex bookbinding is clearly visible, consisting of several distinct
structural elements. Moving toward the right, the individual pages become apparent, and even

3 See Zammit Lupi 2023: 124-125; see also Gippert forthcoming: 24-26 and in this volume.
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separate lines of text can be distinguished. At the right edge, some pages appear slightly curved,
a result of adjusting the book’s dimensions to fit inside ENCI’s sample chamber.

To gain a clearer understanding of the book’s structure, and particularly the configuration of
its spine, it becomes evident that the reconstructed volume must be examined in detail. While
features overlap in a single projection, a full three-dimensional reconstruction obtained through
XCT provides cross-sectional images of the sample. In the following, these tomograms are
used to explore the internal architecture of the book in greater detail. From left to right, the
individual structural components are examined and described more closely.

Fig 2: (a) Linen cloth lining of the cover. (b) Different slice revealing the three-layer structure of the
linen. (c¢) yz-slice highlighting the characteristic texture and appearance of the linen lining.

For the protection and stability of the binding, the outermost component is the spine cover,
which is made of linen. This cover is preserved only along the spine, while the front and back
boards are missing. In the tomogram (Fig. 2), the cover can be readily identified by its
characteristic appearance. Figures 2a and b show the axial plane according to the nomenclature
of Sargan et al.,* while Fig. 2c presents the spinal plane through the entire cover, where the
texture of the linen fabric is particularly visible. Furthermore, Fig. 2b reveals that the linen
cover consists of three layers, designed to provide maximum robustness. This observation is
consistent with the findings reported by Zammit Lupi.®

Fig 3: Manually highlighted: (a) single and bifolio units attached to the spine, (b) folios arranged in
three main groups, and (c) removed pages and stays located at the front of the book.

4 See Sargan et al. 2022: Fig. 3.
° See Zammit Lupi 2023: 131 and Gippert forthcoming: 25.
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Additional information can also be derived from the analysis of the folios within the book.
Owing to the high spatial resolution of less than 50 um achieved with ENCI, the individual
pages can be clearly resolved. As shown in Fig. 3a, most of the pages were bound as bifolios,
meaning that a larger piece of parchment was folded in the middle and then sewn into the
binding. Fig. 3b presents a cross-sectional slice taken at a different height of the volume,
revealing that the folios were bound in three distinct gatherings. In addition, several single
leaves can be observed outside these main stacks (Fig. 3¢). At the front and back of the book,
as well as in its central part, truncated pages referred to as stays are visible. At least two single
folios were removed from the codex before it arrived in Graz. They later reappeared in Paris
(National Library of France, géorgien 30) and Birmingham (Cadbury Research Library,
Mingana Collection, Georg. 7). The tomograms reveal further truncated pages, which may
indicate the loss of additional folios. However, there appears to be no missing textual content.
It is therefore likely that these stays were intentionally integrated into the spine to reinforce the
binding structure.

Although the individual pages can be well separated in most areas, there are regions where the
pages are very closely packed, making separation more challenging. Moreover, streaking
artifacts notably reduce the quality of the tomographic reconstruction, as is particularly evident
in Fig. 3c. These artifacts arise from an insufficient number of projections, which leads to
streaks and noise because the reconstruction algorithm lacks enough information to accurately
represent the object. This phenomenon, often referred to as angular undersampling, results in
fine streaks. This indicates that 720 projections are not sufficient, and future scans should
include a higher number of projections to improve the reconstruction quality.

Of particular interest is how the pages are held together and connected to the spine. To
investigate this, the highly complex structure of the spine must be analyzed. Due to the intricate
arrangement and the interaction of numerous components, it is necessary to examine the cross-
sectional images from the paginal plane, axial plane (Fig. 4a and 4b), and spinal plane (Fig.
4c). This analysis reveals a variety of structural elements.

One especially prominent feature is a cord composed of three threads, which can be readily
identified in many of the tomograms (Fig. 4a). To trace its exact course, the reconstructed
volume was visualized in three dimensions using the Python program napari.® The napari
plugin nnlnteractive was then employed to segment the cord.’ nnInteractive is a state-of-the-
art, promptable deep learning-based framework for three-dimensional image segmentation,
providing an intuitive human-computer interface. A core principle of nnlnteractive is
enhancing usability by bridging the gap between intuitive two-dimensional annotation and full
three-dimensional segmentation: a feature of interest can be manually marked using points,
scribbles, boxes, or lasso prompt, and nnlnteractive then automatically generates the
corresponding three-dimensional segmentation. The three-dimensional visualization reveals
that the cord extends along the entire length of the scanned region and is attached to the spine
at two distinct points.

At the upper end, four additional cords composed of two threads each are visible, three of which
were semi-automatically highlighted using nnlnteractive (Fig. 4b). In the reconstructed volume
alone, these cords can only be followed to a limited extent. However, segmentation provides

6 Software and documentation can be found at https://napari.org/. This and all other URLs quoted in this article
were last accessed on 29 December 2025.

7 See Isensee, Rokuss, Krimer et al. 2025; the project page can be found at https:/github.com/MIC-
DKFZ/nnInteractive.
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an excellent insight, revealing that the cords converge at a single point in the spine, where they
are knotted.

Fig 4: (a) Prominent cord extending along the entire length of the book. (b) Four cords originating at
the top of the book and converging in a single knot. (¢) Threads running perpendicular to the spine,
showing the sewing of the folios.

Furthermore, several threads running perpendicular to the spine can be observed at different
heights within the binding (Fig. 4c). These are likely part of the sewing that holds the pages
together. A precise classification as components of stab sewing, overcast sewing, or supported
sewing on hemp cords is, however, difficult for us to determine.

Another important insight can be gained from examining the folios. The tomograms reveal
variations in gray values, which correspond to differences in density and thus indicate different
materials (Fig. 5a). Three distinct gray levels can be identified. First, the parchment itself,
which constitutes the support material. Second, very bright regions correspond to ink, which is
highly absorbing (Fig. 5, marked in red by nnInteractive). In this scaling, these inked areas may
appear thicker than the page itself due to beam hardening artifacts from the polychromatic X-
ray source. Applying appropriate X-ray filtering could reduce these artifacts in future analyses.
A third intermediate gray value can also be observed, which likely represents a second type of
ink (Fig. 5, marked in blue by nnlnteractive). This interpretation aligns with Zammit Lupi’s
observation that both a red ink made from vermilion, which is powdered cinnabar and therefore
mercury-based, and a reddish-brown iron gall ink were used.® It is important to note that
mercury has an atomic number of 80 and therefore absorbs X-rays much more strongly than
iron, which has an atomic number of 26. A third, carbon-based ink applied later cannot be
detected with the ENCI setup, as the contrast between carbon-based parchment and carbon-
based ink is insufficient.

In addition, individual characters on the folios were segmented. The segmentation of characters
written in vermilion is much easier due to the higher contrast. Letters written in iron gall ink
can also be segmented, although with greater effort, provided that the pages are not too closely
spaced. The results demonstrate that the text from different pages can be segmented and

8 See Zammit Lupi 2023: 128 and Bosch & Kvirkvelia, this volume.
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visualized separately. In the given case, the book can still be opened and read without
tomography. In other cases, where manuscripts are poorly preserved or have deteriorated over
time, this method allows the text to be made visible and readable.

Fig 5: (a) Axial tomographic slice showing pages with variations in gray values corresponding to
different inks, with blue indicating iron gall ink and red representing vermilion. (b) Segmented
individual characters from two different pages.

4. Conclusion

In conclusion, XCT provides unprecedented insight into the construction and organization of
the Graz codex. The three-dimensional analysis reveals a sophisticated spine and binding
system, with cords, threads, and stays interacting to support complex gatherings of folios. High-
resolution imaging resolves individual pages and enables the digital separation of closely
packed text, making it readable without physically opening the book.

These results demonstrate that X-ray tomography is a powerful, non-invasive tool for studying
historical manuscripts. It allows detailed investigation of structure and text, offering new
possibilities for examining fragile or partially lost books and providing a deeper understanding
of historical bookbinding practices.
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& Thomas 1983: 32-45.
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The writing material for Svan historical documents was mainly the margins of manuscripts
kept in the churches of Svaneti. These documents possess no connection to the text of the
manuscript itself; they exist independently and are known as marginal historical documents.
Documents written on wood are rare.

Wood was not used as a writing material in Georgia in general. It appears only in Svaneti,
specifically within the Kala community. The documents of this community are written
exclusively on wood cut into three-, four-, five-, or seven-sided pieces; they date back to the
14"-15" centuries and contain community decrees and resolutions, as well as agreements
concluded between communities and private individuals. The documents on wood are
distinguished by specific peculiarities, conditioned primarily by the writing material and its
form.

The study of Svan historical documents began in the1830s. Numerous publications have been
dedicated to their research; however, wood as a writing material has not been the subject of
research or study: Svan historical documents were published merely as written historical
sources. Consequently, there is no publication that presents the rules regarding the making of
and usage of this rare writing material, which is completely unique within Georgian manuscript
practice.

This paper discusses two such documents preserved at the National Centre of Manuscripts.
Their codicological characteristics are presented, with a focus on their form, the number of
faces, and the organization of the text. Wood, as a rare writing material in the 14"-15" centuries
in Georgia, specifically in Svaneti, one of the most high-altitude historical-geographic regions,
is discussed within the unified historical context of the medieval Georgian manuscript tradition.
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Abstract: The article provides an edition of five pages of the Old Georgian Psalter on papyrus (MSS
Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, Georgian 98 and Saint Petersburg, National Library of Russia,
Georgian N.S. 10), comprising Psalms 64:11 — 65:11, 111:1 — 112:6 and 118:68-81, and of two
palimpsests containing other passages of the translation of the psalms (MSS Cambridge, University
Library, Tailor-Schechter AS 124.1 with Psalms 3:4-8 and 4:3-6, transcribed from ultraviolet
images, and Yerevan, Matenadaran, Georgian fragment 37 with Psalms 43:6 — 44:10, transcribed
from multispectral images by Sandro Tskhvedadze). Variants important for the history of the
Georgian translation are indicated throughout by reference to the major Psalter versions as edited by
Mzekala Shanidze.

Keywords: Old Georgian Psalter; psalm titles; MS Sin. georg. 98; MS Saint Petersburg, National
Library of Russia, Georgian N.S. 10; MS Cambridge, University Library, Tailor-Schechter AS
124.1; MS Yerevan, Matenadaran, Georgian fragment 37.

In a common article dedicated to Mzekala Shanidze on her 95™ bithday, we wrote in 2021 that
she is the one “who paved the way for all investigations into the history” of the Psalter in
Georgian.! As early as in 1960, she had edited for the first time the two older redactions (C and
4.);? a detailed study of these redactions appeared nearly 20 years later.> Mzekala Shanidze
also studied the titles of the psalms* and compiled a concordance, unfortunately with a very
small print run of only 70 copies.® In our article of 2021, we underlined the importance of the
manuscript Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, Georgian 98 (hereafter: Sin. georg. 98);° for the
100" birthday of the great scholar and friend of old, I would like to present what may be known
today of that manuscript, and of two palimpsested ones that were not yet described.

1. Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, Georgian 98

Within the Georgian tradition, Sin. georg. 98 is a very peculiar manuscript indeed, since it is
written on papyrus. It was first noticed by the archimandrite Porphyrius Uspensky in 1850,
who took two folios of it and handed them over in 1883 to the Imperial Public Library in Saint
Petersburg, where they are kept until now. The first description of Sin. georg. 98 was published
by Aleksandre Tsagareli in 1888, as manuscript no. 1 of the Georgian collection of St
Catherine’s Monastery.” At his time, it comprised 70 folios preserved in full, and 15 in a
damaged or fragmentary state.

! Gippert and Outtier 2021: 43.

2 Shanidze 1960.

3 Shanidze 1979.

4 Shanidze 2012.

5 Shanidze 2010.

6 Gippert and Outtier 2021: 41-42 with fn. 4.
" Tsagareli 1888: 193-196.
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Later, in 1950, Gérard Garitte saw the manuscript but only very shortly. In his catalogue of the
Georgian manuscripts of Mt Sinai, he writes:® “Il faut ajouter a ces 84 manuscrits un psautier
en papyrus, qui est conservé a part, en dehors des rayons de la bibliotheque ; je ne peux en
donner une description compléte parce que je n’ai pu le voir que quelques instants et qu’il n’a
pu étre microfilmé, étant donné son état fort délabré (85 feuillets de papyrus, plus quelques
fragments non numéroteés ; environ 200 mm. x 140 ; 1 colonne, 22 lignes ; surface écrite 170
x 120 mm. ; fol. 1 Ps | ; sur un feuillet détache, sans numéro, Ps CXLIII ; fol. 81v, partie
inférieure, note de la main de Jean Zosime, scribe sinaite du X® siécle”. During our common
stay in the Monastery, in May 2009, the librarian, hieromonk Justin of Sinai, showed us some
of the folios, meanwhile kept under glass, and took a photograph of one recto for us, which
contains part of Psalms 64-65. Together with the determination of the text passage covered
(Ps. 64:11 — 65:11), the photograph, processed to show the original structure of the page, was
first published by Jost Gippert in 2018;° the original image and its processed version are
reproduced below as Figs 1a and 1b.

Recently, Olga Vasilieva, the keeper of the Oriental manuscripts in the National Library of
Russia (hereafter: NLR) in Saint Petersburg published a beautiful book with good
reproductions of two pages of the papyrus Psalter.X® When | asked Basil Lourie how I could
obtain reproductions of the other two pages of the folios, he was pleased, as a former student
of Mzekala Shanidze, to help me; so was Olga Vasilieva, who kindly sent me the images,
wanting to contribute in this way to the present festschrift; | convey my sincere thanks to both
of them.

1.1 After this short survey of the state of the art concerning the papyrus Psalter, let us come
back to Aleksandre Tsagareli (hereafter: Ts.).

In his description, Ts. provides the beginning of the Psalter manuscript (sometimes with the
words spelt in a more modern form), which at his time was lacunose at the beginning and at
the end. In contrast to Garitte, Ts. did not identify Ps. 1; in his description, Sin. georg. 98 begins
on its first page with Ps. 3:2. From Ts.’s description, I quote the four first verses printed, adding
the variants according to the redactions C and 9. of Mzekala Shanidze’s critical edition but
leaving the abbreviations unresolved.?

Ps. 3:2: 7 (o obddogemogl dodomggdgenbo hgdbo s {ABDE} d@sgsabo
spagls hgd b7 —

Ps. 3:3: d@ogoembo @356 {®9ob B, 30506 A cet.} bLyyanls hgdls @™s {@™ BCEa, <
Acet.} oo (?) {ods + os@l omnes} 3bmgdgdse dobs {lege: dols omnes} oojmobss
{@dOmolis omnes} dols {lege: dogd omnes} dobols: — {add. gsbliygbgose T}

Ps.3:4: b~ d9b @ {lege: » m BEa; ggoao A cet.} (g hgdos bod ©owgdswe
{ABCD, wopgodse Ea} hgdes {+ @s BCEa} sbods@en gdgensw msgobs hgdols: —

8 Garitte 1956: 6-7.

% Gippert 2018: 68-69 with Abb. 64.

10 Vasilieva 2009: 52-53.

11 Shanidze 1960: 4. The sigla A-H used in Shanidze’s edition stand for the following manuscripts: A = MS
Thilisi, Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts [hereafter: NCM], A-38); B = Sin. georg. 42;
C = Sin. georg. 29; D = Sin. georg. 22; E = Graz, University Library, MS 2058/2; F = NCM, H-1798; G =
Jerusalem, Greek Patriarchate, Georgian (hereafter: Jer. georg.) 161; H = Jer. georg. 133.
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Ps. 3:5: bdoms {330ms omnes} hgdoms @ ols {m ols omnes} dodsGm @oms©-gysg
s> dg9Lds hgdo dmom (dowom dJolom: —

After this, Ts. provides the following text from “p. 4”: gsbbmgbgose (gsbligBbgdoo)
dofmegdse bygaobs (dowolbs. This is the Georgian translation of the term diapsalma and
the title: “Appeal to the Holy Spirit”. This title does not appear elsewhere, so it is really a great
loss that a full edition of the papyrus Psalter has not yet been possible. As Mzekala Shanidze
rightly underlined, the “variety in the titles indicates that... one has to do with different textual
and dogmatic traditions. However, at the present stage of investigation it is hardly possible to
draw definite conclusions as to the history and provenance of the titles”.*2

For “p. 5” of the manuscript, Ts. notes:

360 0! ... @LsLO Y ls {BCDE}: 5760: 6: (A) ... J7@L (JHobgl): Loggoomolse
095b ©o ... Logaosgols {sic Ts.; lege: Lobiyyggggeobo} @odg@dmdols mygl ©s
9goms {sic Ts.; lege: 3@ gmms} g ms @adydmmdobs mygl =, i.e. “Psalm 9... at the end:
canon 2: about the death of Christ and... about the conquest of the reign and about the
conquest of all enemies”.

Only the three first words of this are to be found introducing Ps. 9 in other manuscripts (BDE),
but one of the appendixes of manuscript A has the complete wording of the title; it runs:

Fobo{s@dg@yngemsdse JOolEBL Lojggoomolomygl s smeamdols, Loligygggemobs
©534M 30> ©s Ymggmms Igems ©sd3mdobomg L.t

From “p. 77, Ts. provides the following title, not to be found in other manuscripts:
Jmemegoso Lyemols (dowoliso: — “Expectation of the Holy Spirit”.

From “p. 9™

3" Lo {sic Ts.; lege: 3760} @ogomolio o@: gls dob MMIgenls ogo 03bs 376
3gms Logemoloms s ymggammspgsb d@gams dJobms s o™ ds gg3egbosms
2>dm@bggoe s wamdso {sic Ts.; lege: sy mdsc}: — “Psalm of David, 14. On the day
when the Lord saved him from the hands of Saul and from all his enemies and he
pronounced the choice of the churches and the Resurrection”.

This is the title for Ps. 17 (with parts of it also appearing in A and BD),™ so Tsagareli’s o =
“14” must be erroneous.

From “p. 15”:

9V 9360Ls 095l {dgFg3b0bomgl A} 63760 @ mbo: go! Fobsl{ORy mdse J @b
36900L50 s hobgdse [oMmds@mmso: @ s 9 m @ ™ Km dmdbgrog {A, dmdbgogb
BCDE} 39 Gow wodogogd 39 35630dm@gd {BCD(E), 35630 dmmg A} 3bmgdgdols
gdologob Lodggomo.... {Logygemsmngls TL} ....d0Ls {sic Ts.; lege: ...mmolyo;
d@omols CA} hgdolomos: — “About succour. Psalm of David, 21. Prophecy of Christ’s
passion and summoning the nations. Gloria! ‘Lord my God, look at me, why do you leave
me? You recluse me from my life because of the words of my guilt.””

For Ps. 21, no comparable subtitle is found in the other manuscripts.

Without indication of the manuscript page, Ts. then gives the beginning of Ps. 139 (3760
O @m):

12 Shanidze 2012: 21.
13 Shanidze 1960: 471, II. 15-16.
14 The appendix of A notes the last four words as the title for Ps. 15 (Shanidze 1960: 471, Il. 26-27).
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aobdomoby dg @™ {m m omnes} Jogls 9390 gals  goaobs dgebs s
dboggoMologsb {dbs 3 ygomolisgsb omnes} do3Lgb dg: —“Ps. 139: ‘Deliver me, God,
from the evil man, from the bad and treacherous man release me’”, and the title of Ps.
140: .... @olol"@bs {aloldgenls A, om. cet.} ¢37bo: ggrodgdse @ l-Iboby@dmse
{sic Ts.; @ olo dog® LOgammse A, @ ols dogd O gamse BE} 37bo @3: 37 3o {sic
Ts.; lege: 3" 30} og: — “At the end, Psalm: imprecation of those serving God. Psalm 140,
16 verses”.

Ts. continues with the first four verses of the same psalm (140:1-4):

9 e {0 omnes} mowsw-gygog dgbrsdo olidobg hgdo dmdbgwgb {BE, dmdbgrogcet.}
bdsls {3dsL> omnes} ecomzgols hgdobsbis: {2} (o gdodmgb @migoe hgdo g7s
Us3d939e00 {Logdgggero omnes} dgb Fobsdg o3ydmdso {BE, s@3ydmdso cet.}
3gems hgdmso dbygmdemo {Abbyg@m3en omnes} Lod(ybome: {3} wobiwygg 9 ™
Loigo {Lbogmo omnes} 3o@lo hgdls s go®o dbgemo dsggms hgdms {4} Goms
{@s0ms omnes} s@o @™ 39l {oe@ g9l omnes} gueno hgdo Lodygems dodsGm
939090 gd0bsms: — “Lord, I call upon you, listen to me, look at me in the voice of my
prayer! {2} May my prayer work out like incense before you (and) the lifting up of my
hands (be) an evening sacrifice! {3} Set, Lord, a guard over my mouth and a strong door
on my lips {4} lest my heart incline to words of evil”.

Finally, Ts. remarks that there are many indications in red ink, such as:

3" 30 {3930 B A, <cet.}, » ybzde: {moygyoboli-39350 AB, wowgdse CE}, o adso
S ldgoeman s @mzgse dnfsdgmso: Gen:

®dom >@dm gooswgd dgbosdo @ m {m m omnes} {2} @ m {m ™ B, ygomls
cet.} ‘dgoldobg {'dgb g9Lgdob C, dgagligdob cet.} 3dols hgdobso:

093696 {B, 0g3bgw cet.} yyu@bo dgb6bo dm@hoe 3dobs {3dsb> omnes} comigols
hgdolbs:

The indications represent the end of Ps. 128 and the title and beginning of Ps. 129 (not 130 as
indicated in Ts.):

“Verse(s): {8}. Worship. Chant of the ascents and prayer of the martyrs. 130. ‘Up from
the depth I cry to you, God; God, hear my voice! May your ears be attentive to the voice
of my prayer!””

After these examples, Tsagareli tells us that manuscript had been seen before him by E. Henry
Palmer (in 1869)*° and by Georg Ebers, the detector of the famous medical Papyrus Ebers (in
1871),® and that Porphyrius Uspensky had left a note in the manuscript according to which he
had seen the Psalter in 1850. In his catalogue, Tsagareli also provided the reproduction (in
colours) of one page (between pp 192 and 193); it is one of those that were taken by Uspensky
to Saint Petersburg.'’

1.2 1 now give the text of the page whose image was produced for us in 2009 (Fig. 1a). The
upper part of the folio is severely damaged; the readable part as transcribed in Table | begins
within Ps. 64:11.

15 See Palmer 1871: 69: “There are other very interesting volumes in the collection; among them an ancient copy
of the Psalms in Georgian, written on papyrus.”

16 See Ebers 1872: 300 / 1881: 311.

17 See Vasileva 2009: 53.
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Fig. 1a: Sin. georg. 98, unnumbered folio, recto (page containing Ps. 64:11 — 65:11). Photograph
taken by Father Justin Sinaites, 15 May 2009, © St Catherine’s Monastery, Mt Sinai.
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Fig. 1b: Same, processed version with page structure reestablished
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Table I: Sin. georg. 98, unnumbered folio, recto, transcript with variants indicated

Line Ps. Text
1 64:11 {Q36 bsbo TLY} [olibo wosmmggb] <gaoboddsgang bagmezo dobo gotoms {CL}>

2 [39]60ms Fbos@ge ogm[l xgxer]o <dobo {TL}>

3 64:12 Cy®obm 6 a90@a9060 §glaro]Fo[wobso] <+ Lodgomgdoms dgboms TA>
4 s ggerbo T76o 50gL696 {s@[0]glibgb A, soglibgb BD} Losdmblo]m<s>
5

64:13 Tob3mbe T6 {yobddmbm CE, 2563mbbgls ABD} dy9bogdigdoe [goss]bml[s w©s
Lo]bs[@aao dm@Hms] <Tg0dmlmb {TUA}>

6 64:14 9908mUbgb 3g@mdbo 3bmgs@mabo mga<gms aosd@sgenmb {TL}>
/ 08 @omorargdrgh {Sic; @oeargdrgh TL} o gommdegh : — " Jo ofj]
8 65 P 60 @ molio {C} spgmdobsm[gol] {AE} [hobgdse Fo@ds@mmse] {BD}
9 65:1-2 Nogopgdeom @ mols g o Jyggsbse {2} glase]md[wom Lsbgan]-
10 bs Jolbs dogEom @ do Jgoymgdsls Jol[Ls]
11 653 Cagy {sic, CaOJyom TA} @75 Godsdow Lsdobgen s@0s6 L[] Jdgbo 6o ddsgmoms
12 dognoms I boms g93093b9L Tb IBg®mbo T 6o : -
13 65:4 @0 Jyg95650 mogysbol-a 3 0wl T6 {< A} goaomdwgb 976 {< CE} [goas]-
14 @mo©9gb 6 {<< TA} o gaommdrgb (G) babgaolbs 6Ly @ —
15 655 dmggeom ©s oboagboon {ABDE} Logdgbo @ molisbo 7@ Lodobgen s@ls
16 050 {ABDE} b@sbboms gg@moals dgms gogmsls 1 — 3og {BDEG}
17 656 J7b 20005500 beaso 33gens® ©s {< E} dpobscdgls {ABDE} fosm3ws [@]-
18 65:6-7 T 96 gobo@mgowgm B76 Bols Jods@m {7} @ @0 0go ggmgdl dsgoms
19 ongoloms ™ 39—
20 Egoembo dolbo FoMmdo@mmms bgwggh G @ms yobsdfs[@gl 0go]
21 699 sdo@egd0sb {A} msgom mgolom : — 370 Jgdolis dobol[se]
22 658 Ca00bygeomn Fomds@mbo o7s AL ©s bslid[gbgen gogn}
oo h6[mo]
23 65:9 J7b @opgs byemo 6o bm®gos® ©s s@s ligs dd[glse [196 3]-
24 65:10 {+ ©5BCDE} Tob335096 A6 @ m ©s {< C} 9538539396 576 [37> g08{mo 3@}
25 30l g93beo 1 —

26  65:11 99doygobgb b6 Logg@3gls wadz@odg] o@o [ddgms] <Bbms>
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1.3 The two folios of the Sinai Psalter brought to Russia by Porphyrius Uspensky are today
kept in Saint Petersburg under the shelfmark I'py3. HC 10; they cover Ps. 111:1 — 112:5 and
118:68-81. All four pages are transcribed in Tables 11-V below facing the corresponding
images (Figs 2-5), which I publish here with kind permission of Olga Vasileva.

A

e

Fig. 2: Saint Petersburg, NLR, I'py3. HC 10, fol. 1r
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Fol. 1r is incomplete on its right side and at its bottom. It begins with two lines in red ink in
asomtavruli majuscules, representing the title of Ps. 111, partly corresponding to the title in
manuscript B. Fol. 1v is incomplete on its left side; the title of Ps. 112 is akin to the titles of B
and E, the two closest manuscripts to the papyrus Psalter.

Table Il: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 1r: transcript with variants

Line Ps. Text
1 111 sen”0s dmJig30Lommgols 1 sba glio- {B}
2 o o {<< B} bogodosolo {B} ¢3760 Gos® i i

3 1111 Fg@et o6l goo @ @ls g8obols m obs : s d369<dobo>
4 olibo 3693536 & : —

5 111:2  Femog® gob {C} J9ggobobs b7s : bomglogo dobo & s m<gl>-
6 @o YOGgens 05900beol : — ab{C} o739 -

7 111:3 S0 s Lodwowdge {bodwop®g AE, Lodwop®t BCD, + s@l E}
Lobaols {BCDE} dolls @ s bodwo®t {1} dolo 3<p0>-

8 11114  Tsdeoudafyobos {AD} 3bgmls 1 bomgmo Phagmms dn<i>

9 oy o mdggm s {BCDE} ds@[o]og m™0 {BCE} : -

10 11155 Pgdogobs goibs gfysmmob ol {BCDE} sgolbols : oo pobopbol {E}
11 Bodyzobo dolibo ba@hgmls : —

12 11116 F oo 0739 990<@>goml : bo3Lgbgdgms[s]<w Low>-

13 39b6m 0gmb do@mogo @ —

14 1117  C[A]ds30bog56 dera@m@ols : sl 5@ gobm@o<ls>

15 <3ob3bo>gd e 5O 3o dobo @ Lobmgdsbs

16 111:7-8 <m obo>Ls {ACDE} @ {8} 90b3@ 303909 oG 1 ygemo dolo ©s
<>GS>

17 <99090>bml : 37 obogmls <dGgems> [d]<olmsoo>

18 Under the line, with ornamental sign above.
19 Added above the line.
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Fig. 3: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 1v
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Table I11: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 1v: transcript with variants

Line Ps.
1 111:9
2
3
4
5
6 112
7 1121
8 112:2
9 112:3
10
11 1124
12
13 1125
14

15

Text

Tobodbos o doligs opo geosbsgms {BCE} s Lods@<meango
{LodsBmmeng AE, Lods@ment C} dolio>

9200 (ABD) 93960530y : ©s 256Mobb[w]gl {A}:
F[Jloe Jolbo smdsmeogl @ @ 8 ms {10} 3megoedsh obognmls

<g>[dlognms mgobms : 0@®d 96wyl {ABCD} wowbgls {ABDE} : o
age[ol]

nJygdse gowgogms Fod§ydogls : — " 3o o7y -
ST s s shanolis g@olis hobgdsa : ¢37bo Moo

C;];]?)gpom 4@3sbo @ m7s 5 Jgoom Lobganls ™ obobs :

Tgogb  Ubgeo o obs  gy@obgye  {+ sdog@omgsb omnes}
939b0lodwey :
dbols >@dmbogo@omgsb : Ibols wslogsensdoy

Jgoga s@l {ABCD} Lobgaro m olso & —
<Tos@o>@ 5AOU g ems mg<Lgn>ms b7 070 ©s 3oms
‘d<0b>s 5@ ogdse dobo 1 —

Fob 5@b 76 070 © 0 76007 @ @o Jows<mms Vobo>

112:5-6 3ymy odb {6} wo {AE} psdomms 3bgosgl {sic, bywosgl cet.}

by<io>-

<b>omos s Jygyoboloms

20 Sjc? The character might also be a w of ©s “and”, erroenously added but not erased.
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Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 2r
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Table 1V: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 2r: transcript with variants
Line Ps. Text

118:68 [P]gd0e bo® 6 0 m . @s Lo@dgomgdoms T boms
dol{ o396 39 1 Lodsdmengbo T bo @ —
118:69 [Ts]6d@sgews hgd b™s Lo®gge Sd3sGFsgsbmso

b™ 39 4 ms gyeoms hgdoms : asdmgodogb

1

2

3

4

5 d3690560 9660 1 — TbLs godymwo {C}:
6  118:70 [I]gogm g7s bdge agero dsmo @ b~ dg Ghyenlss {BE}

7 11871 [Q]gmog 5@ hgdws & @odsdoodeng dg: @S gob-

8 {oge0bg {AC} 89 {BCE} Lodommengbo 9760 : —

9 11872 QO.gdxmdg {BCE} ocl : hgdos @hyao 3o®obs T boboo
10 379 505gd0 00 MJOMals s ggbmoliso : B[] {73
11 118:73 Ygaoms dgbms dg3Jabgl 3y : s woddswgl 39 {ABCD}

12 ageolbds-dogsg {BE, + 39 C} o gol{sgenbg {ACD} 39 {ACDE}
33690560 T 6% <: —>

13 118:74 Td™Podbo T bo [Ib]ge[g00]gb g ©s obodg[d]wgls . &~

14 dg {ABCD} Lo@gyggoms T bms ggllislg : —

15 11875 Tyeolbds-dogsg {E, -g3go3 ABCD} o cm @ Lods@ogom s@[o]sb
[a]<sb>

16 30mbgsbo Tbo s {BCE} 4933[5]GH0@gdom ©0sds<d>-

17 b g 3<g> 1 —

2L Uncertain; capital letter written over the preceding colon, with two marks in red before and possibly an
abbreviation mark above; A has omg for the Hebrew letter but this does not help.
22 Added above the line.
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Fig. 5: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 2v
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Table V: Saint Petersburg, NLR, Georgian NS 10, fol. 2v: transcript with variants
Line Ps. Text

1 118:76 '1;1036 Vygommbso dgbo beyagdobol-d(3<g>-

2 d9a0 {ACD} hgds LoGgoms T 6oms dmbols []<6o>s? < —>

3 118:77 Fmgowgh hgd b o2 dmFysmgdsbo (BCE) T 60 o m {+ ws g3bmgboy @
omnes}

4 Obyao {BE} 9760 o0l bdobgso {AD} hgdgws & —

5 118:78 TLobygbmwgb {ABD} 53350 sg56ms [07]

6 Lo®ygom {ADE} g@bygamgdogl {BE} opobo {ABCD}
7 hgdws dmdo@m b~ dg e l-39BHgm-
8 g d3bgdoms dgbms 1 —

9 11879 TFLfogmmb 9 30Fodos Thoms s @ -
10 Mo 53036056 {SiC; so36056 BCE, 036056 AD} §odgdsbo @660 : —
11 118:80 Tgog6 a0 [hgdo] 9d0fe LodsGosog-

12 0o Ths Thors @ st B 3begbal 9y 1 —

13 118:81 <T3>4s {ABD} l"els hgdli[s] doisbmls]@gdolisgsh

14 <3>bolos 1 @™ 39 {ACDE} Lo@gyggoms < bm>[s] ggbog:

In minor orthographical or textual variants, the papyrus Psalter agrees 38 times with B, 33
times with E, 32 times with A, 29 times with C, and 28 times with D. It is a pity that the
manuscript has been damaged so much, especially concerning the titles of the psalms, which
are its most original contribution.

% Ending added above the line.
24 Corrected from b g?
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2. Cambridge, University Library, Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1 and 79.31

It was the Georgian palimpsest of Jeremiah from the Cairo genizah (MS Cambridge, University
Library, Taylor-Schechter ms. 12,183 and 12,741) that provided the proof for Mzekala
Shanidze’s father Akaki that his assumption about the former existence of khanmetoba in the
Georgian language was right.*® Some decades ago, an article was published with a survey of
the palimpsest fragments from the Cairo genizah with Christian content and with the indication
of the language of the underlying texts.® Among them, there was one more Georgian fragment
kept in the Library of Cambridge University, with hitherto unidentified content, namely, MS
Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1. Another fragment, Taylor-Schechter 79.31, was indicated as
having an Arabic undertext, likewise unidentified. In 1982, | asked for a UV reproduction of
both fragments and received the photographs of two folios. The upper text of them, both badly
damaged, was written by two different hands in Hebrew. Taylor-Schechter 79.31 remained
impossible to decipher, but Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1 was partly legible: it revealed Ps. 3:4 —
4:7 in Georgian, with the lines usually covered by the upper layer in Hebrew. The text is written
in nuskhuri minuscules, with the initials of verses in asomtavruli; on the basis of its
palaeographic appearance, it can be dated to the tenth century. In Tables VI-VII, | provide a
transcript of both pages of Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1, facing the photographs that were kindly
provided by the University Library of Cambridge in 1982 (Figs 6 and 8-9).

Of course, nowadays, with multispectral imaging technology, one should be able to decipher
the text entirely, which has unknown variants in Ps 4:4 while usually representing the text of
the old manuscripts. And of course, | hope that the Arabic palimpsest will also be deciphered.

4 -y
ﬁ USRS 2t ™0
WETL R UMY ool A, 7 A

b A = A a by -
“." Vo L whhan i fe ik
g A 3449 v 4 .

=
“ 5 A 5

Fig. 6: Cambridge, UL, Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1, recto and verso (original UV image)

% See Gippert 2019 for the relation of the Cambridge fragment to that of London, British Library, ms. Or. 6581,
and Gippert forthcoming for new readings of the Jeremiah palimpsest based on multispectral images.
% Sokoloff & Yahalom 1979, 126, rearranged in Vollandt 2023, 245.
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3. Yerevan, Matenadaran, Georgian fragment 37

While preparing a description — which will eventually be published by a team from Thilisi — |
could decipher with the naked eye part of the inferior text of the two-folio Georgian fragment
37 kept in the Matenadaran in Erevan. The deciphered text is enough to state that this is another
witness of the Georgian Psalter according to the old redaction. The asomtavruli initials of the
verses were the easiest to read. Meanwhile, the multispectral technology has helped to decipher
the underlying text (see Figs 7 and 10-13), and a complete transcript was provided by Sandro
Tskhvedadze in March—April 2024, which | am happy to present here in his name.

The text is entirely written in asomtavruli as in manuscripts ABCE. 1 think it was not copied
after the tenth century. The ink is brown, there are rubricated parts such as titles and the
indication of a diapsalma (sbmggbgdoe). The text is generally covered by the upper layer,
line on line, but on fols 1r and 2r, the first line of the psalter was not overwritten; the big initials
of verses are in the margin and are usually quite legible. The undertext must be read in the
order 2rv — 1rv as arranged in Tables VIII — XI.

Fig. 7: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fols 2v, 1r, 1v, and 2r (colour images)
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Fig. 8: Cambridge, UL, Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1, recto (transcribed part highlighted)

Table VI: Cambridge, UL, Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1, recto, partial transcript

Ps. Transcript with variants indicated
34 hgds o {BCEa}
3:5 Ydoms hgdoms ™ obs {dods@m ws@sw omnes}
[5]gog o gglids hgdo dmom Fdowom dolom?’
3.6 [T 9] @wo3¥ 93 o {1, om. TL} wsgodoby asblo]<@ego>-
[d]g @ 70 8§ g 3gym 3y
3.7 <C>[@]s 99dg[Do]6s {BCEa} dg] 930 99erolsy™ gl@]<o
3:8 doibmgbyg 8y

27 Last three characters added above the line.
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Fig. 9: same, verso (transcribed part highlighted)

Table VII: Cambridge, UL, Taylor-Schechter AS 124.1, verso, partial transcript
Ps. Transcript with variants indicated
4:3 dame-goglbl<gm>
blo®m] <Go@ 20g9s@l 53>omgds[e ws]
gdlogom] <Loi@ggls>

4:4 T[geolbds-gogm @~ bsggl@ggen-99m
[76] 939L9906 @s@owgdols hgdolso Jolss Jods@mn?
4:5 <Ty@o>b-Fyamdsbs o bls by Lzmpagm [Mo]<o>
<n95>[6] aums o bms Lodgigmms o6
<ms b7>[d90]656[gm] [@oom o7 Ls]
4:6 <gg>[{lodgm Lbyyg@d[ano Lo]dsGmeols[e s gl]<gg>

28 Last four letters added above the line; homoioteleuton from o> to =~ 6?

119



Digital Kartvelology, Vol. 4, 2025

Fig. 10: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 2r (multispectral image,?® processed)

2 This and the following multispectral images were taken in May 2018 at the Matenadaran, Yerevan, in the course
of the project “Palimpsest Manuscripts of the Matenadaran”, kindly supported by the Volkswagen Foundation
(grant no. 93304), and further processed with the HOKU software developed by Keith T. Knox (see
<http://www.cis.rit.edu/~ktkpci/Hoku.html>) in the course of the DeLiCaTe project (“The Development of
Literatcy in the Caucasian Territories” (ERC grant no. 101019006, see https://www.csmc.uni-
hamburg.de/delicate.html) between 2022 and 2025. All URLs quoted in this article were last accessed on 30
December 2025.
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Table VIII: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 2r: transcript Sandro Tskhvedadze

Line Ps. Text

1 43:6  gbgo 0gobo @ @bo samdoa 5@05b HTb b 30

2 437 F oo 350l hydls gglog o@zs do-

3 bga0dsb hgdd™b do3bemgbmls g -

4 43:8 T 6 do53bmgbgb H76 dododgdgemms

5 B~ 6[ors ©]53 dmdm[gan]gos [ Bm]s sdbsbg -

6 43:9 M mobs [d0]gé godgldmw]om B T Owmyg oo

7 [Lo]bgenls dgb[ls {BCDE} smyggs]®gdogm ™ 39—
aoblmyggbgdoo :

8 43:10 B~ sF 996 30630dmm g6 [A76] ws {CE} dom3by-

69 {5ic?} B76 s 0G5 podm[bmg]go © 0 dsgmsw b bws 32
10 43:11 Fodmemgglmgb] 303096 h(mgg)b mgandmals

11 g @ns 3§90 ms Hb[msls] s dmdmgen-

12 960 7660 Bodms[do@oigldogl A6 :—

13 43:12 TF03396 b6 37> 3bmgs®<60> Lodkdenolisbo

14 s Jomdodms {sic} Il [356]dod6096 H76 —

15  43:13 Joyi g®o 9gbo mzglslgopmmme ©s 5@

16 040 Gobeyg mos@sgdols hbols -

17 43:14 Jyg96 b6 Logmggomgen dmddgms B7b-

18 0o bogobgen s Lo[go]lgbge go®gdm-

19 aboms heoggboms -

20 43:15 F Oy gogdmgamgdse hgdo 6 g s@ s

21 s Lo@Ebyed™b 3o@ols T bolod™b sd-
Godos g -3

%0 |ast two words added above the line.

31 Uncertain; corrected from £ 6o s?

32 |_ast word added above the line.

33 Last six characters and punctuation marks added below the line.
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Fig. 11: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 2v (multispectral image, processed)
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Table IX: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 2v: transcript Sandro Tskhvedadze

Line Ps. Text

1 43:17  Ydobogob dogmyggodgdgemols s dgo-

2 ol 3gdygmggeobs [3JoMmobogsb 3¢ ge-

3 ols s dggo®obs i—

4 43:18  TDg g 0 dmoFos H7b B> s ATb 5@o op-

5 0g0{ygom dgb i~

6 Coo 3939m[58]9[b60]o 76 sm Jmgdsms

7 43:19 dgbmos sAOi[> mgglmlgb]l godgcom 76 {BCDE} [g¢]-
8 3000 ho[ggbloms -

9 43:20  J ©0595[0058@0g6] B76 [salogls dm-

10 [®E]bs ©o ©sdgs@bs Bb shOwo-

11 @36 [Logmgooe]olsdsh -

12 4321 Qyggmglgmlmgdas wsgogofygm A6 Lob-

13 9200 @ 00ls Hb<ol>[s0 go]6-mmgd3s-gos-
14 40 9boom 39e0bo Hbbo 3g@3ms Jododro -

15 43:22 176 Lsdgds 0dos gbg @™ 3ob mzFgol bo-

16 0Mgdenmo amgaobso —

17 43:23 I "hogl dmg{gogdom A6 IO ooy ©o

18 ‘dgg0053bgdom K76 g7s 3bmgodbo gergowbo -
19  43:24 T howpgdg ®ow [3doblogh e m segy ©o

20 by @odoggd h76 e i—

21 43125  Fow gomgdoodzgg 300bs TbLs hba™6

34 ast five characters and punctuation marks added above the line.
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Fig. 12: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 1r (multispectral image, processed)
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Table X: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 1r: transcript Sandro Tskhvedadze

Line Ps. Text

1 5 ©530(9gd aemobs3gosbs hBLS

2 ©s 0> HbLs -

3 43:26  JF wodps[d]ws d0§s[dw]g [Leogao hyl-
4 do s I ybw doofos Imggero hg[do]

5 43:27 Cepgy @ o [393]gFog B76 s Jo3Ubgb A6
6 44 Lobgeolis® Thobomgl - @olsl®mygenls
7 (335 g Mz msmzgl dgms ge@BLms -

8 44:2 Codmmmgb ymgedsh hyddsb Lody o

9 Jlalwogo s mgmnb@bg [g bloJdgbo hgd-
10 bo dgmgagls i—

11 Thoso bgdo g7s bo§g@glero d]Foabmdmolss
12 44:3 Jgemgboboo dmggblo]<g>[@] 5@l ogo my-

13 Q@mals dgms goEmsbs -

14 T"hgg0bs ds@o doggmoash Tbms

15 3oLzl gogmg@mbml Tb @b ™ 39—

16 444 9g0d dobgeoo 6o §geoms Tbms denog-

17 M doggbog@gdoms T boms s Lo-

18 3gmoms dgboms i—

19 Tods[s]gmyg {BCD} 3d5eols Tbls (om-
20 33o0mg s bLmgzxggwo —

21 445 S9ddo@0@ gdolomgl ddzemdols bo-

% Above the word the number of the following psalm (: e : = “44”) and in the left margin, a dotted cross and a
kanc’ili, all in red ink.
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Fig. 13: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 1v (multispectral image, processed)
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Table XI: Yerevan, Matenadaran, VP 37, fol. 1v: transcript Sandro Tskhvedadze

Line Ps.
1

2

3 44:6
4

5

6 44:7
7

8

9 44:8
10

11

12

13 44:9
14

15

16

17

18

19  44:10
20

21

4. Dedication

Text
dodmaols godomogl 6 bsgg®-
39e0o domxmyg9b8 dgbo -

TOs®bo gbbo e glmgen s[@]osb dgog@m
[9©6]o b Jos99g ©og360b o pmgm-
0ms 3B gHbo dgmzxobsbo i—

Dogwo®o dgbo @ m 0739 303g0nbo go-
by gdoloo s@b s 3mggdmbo bLmga-
930L> dgbol[so]

Jgogmgoc g LodsGmeb s dmodmgmg mg@hmgmmggd o =

Cl[dobmgl albml T76 ™6 ™6 Dg6dsb Lo-
bgdgeo Lo[bo®]mgaolise mydg@BL
dogmgo[L]<ms> [ gbms —

dmg®o Bobdo {sic} [3ol]os bodomgemolso
Aodo@map[sb] 3o@mls {sic} dmgsm goms
[@ @] oo gobyobomgl dgb -

Clmgabo dgmgxnolsbo 3sGogoms dg-
boms {BCDE} 0996 {roog gl BCDE} wo {< AC} wgomggsabo {C}
dodxmzggboom dgbls -

Lodmbgroms mJemgsboms dgdgemge
5O s dgdmbogn 3oGow 30Mo-

> dmggbog®o i—

Dear Mzekala, the fragments dealt with here reinforce the value of your critical edition of the
Psalter and the accuracy of your judgment on the titles. Please accept my deep respect for this
wonderful work and my best wishes for many years to come!

3 ast word and punctuation marks added in the line above.
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Picture credits

Fig. 1: Justin Sinaites; St Catherine’s Monastery, Mt Sinai.

Fig. 2: Justin Sinaites; Jost Gippert; St Catherine’s Monastery, Mt Sinai.
Figs 3-5, 14: Olga Vasileva, National Library of Russia, St Petersburg
Figs 6, 8-9: University Library, Cambridge

Fig. 7: Matenadaran, Yerevan

Figs 10-13: Matenadaran, Yerevan / DeLiCaTe project, Hamburg
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Abstract: In the intellectual tradition of the Middle Ages, translation was often conceived as an
exegetical process rather than a purely linguistic operation. This article examines such an
interpretive approach through the Georgian translations of Gregory the Theologian produced by the
11"-century Georgian translator Davit Tbeli. Although Davit does not provide explicit
commentaries, his translations reveal a consistent interpretive stance expressed through additions,
omissions, paraphrases, and lexical choices. These interventions reflect his understanding of the
theological content of the source texts and their intended reception by a Georgian audience.

The study reconstructs Davit Tbeli’s activity on the basis of manuscript evidence and situates his
work within the broader context of Georgian translation practices, particularly in relation to
Euthymius the Hagiorite. While sharing the general aim of making complex texts accessible, Davit
adopts a more restrained method, remaining closer to the Greek original. His consistent handling of
theological terminology and biblical quotations positions him as a transitional figure between the
Athonite and later Hellenophile translation traditions, and as an important stage in the development
of Georgian theological-philosophical vocabulary.

Keywords: Byzantine—Georgian literary relations; Gregory of Nazianzus; interpretive translation;
theological terminology.

In the intellectual framework of the Middle Ages, translation was not simply a linguistic
operation but was often understood as a form of exegesis — a process through which a learned
mediator interpreted an authoritative source text and rearticulated it in a way appropriate to a
new linguistic, cultural, and theological setting. This understanding of translation as
interpretation — or even transformation — was especially prevalent in the transmission of
patristic and other doctrinal writings, where fidelity to the text often coexisted with, or even
demanded, an active hermeneutic engagement.

The seminal voice in shaping this conception was St Jerome. In his Letter to Pammachius
(Ep. 57), Jerome distinguished between verbum e verbo (“word-for-word”) and sensum de
sensu (“sense-for-sense”) translations, explicitly favoring the latter, especially in rendering
sacred or rhetorical texts. His defense of a freer translation strategy, grounded in the translator’s
discernment of the intentio auctoris, would resonate profoundly throughout the medieval
period. Jerome’s vision situated the translator not simply as a linguistic technician but as an
exegete — one who reads and interprets through the very act of rewriting.*

This model of translation as a commentary-in-action gained particular traction in monastic and
theological contexts, where the boundaries between reading, translating and teaching were
fluid.

In the Christian East, where patristic texts were not only preserved but also mediated through
layered traditions of commentaries, the translator’s freedom to paraphrase, reframe, or
interpolate could be understood as a form of implicit commentary.

L Hritzu 1965: 114-138 (Letter 57).

131


https://doi.org/10.62235/dk.4.2025.10519
mailto:matchavarianimn@yahoo.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-7155-1068

Digital Kartvelology, Vol. 4, 2025

In the Georgian ecclesiastical tradition, this approach is also evident. In many cases, especially
in the 11" century, the translator’s interpretive stance is embedded in the very fabric of the
translation itself. Choices of omission, addition, paraphrase, or lexical nuance may reflect more
than stylistic variation; they offer insight into how the translator understood the source text, its
theological emphases, and its proper reception by the targeted readers. In such cases, the
translation is the commentary.

This view aligns with a broader medieval understanding of translation as an interpretive act —
a process in which the translator assumes an exegetical role without explicitly presenting it as
such. In this model, translation is not limited to reproducing the form of the original; rather, it
involves re-creating its meaning in a manner appropriate to a new audience and context. The
translator becomes both mediator and teacher, guiding readers through the theological,
rhetorical, and emotional layers of the text, and shaping their reception of its message. Within
this context, the 11"-century Georgian translator Davit Tbeli, through his renderings of
Gregory the Theologian, offers a thoughtful example of how the theological meaning and
rhetorical artistry of patristic speech could be carried into another language. Although Davit
does not provide any overt commentary on the homilies he renders, the nature of his
interventions — lexical variations, shifts in register, omissions, or elaborations — invite us to
consider his work as a kind of embedded exegesis, where translation becomes a theological
reading.

But before approaching Davit Tbeli’s translations, it is important to outline what we know
about his life and the context in which he worked.

In fact, almost nothing is known about him. In the Ordinance of the Church Council (Synod)
of Ruisi-Urbnisi in 1104,% Davit is named together with another Georgian ecclesiastic figure,
Stepane Sananoisdze: @o®lLms dsdoms Bygbms ©sgom  Bdgmobs ©s LEggysby
Lobsbmolidobs Lawggnbmdis s@b Jlghgdoo s jg@mnbggso dsmo® (“The memory of our
venerable fathers, Davit Tbeli and Stepane Sananoisdze, is everlasting, and their blessing
endures”). Stepane’s name, in turn, appears in the hymnographic collection of Mikael
Modrekili, the iadgari compiled between 978 and 988, where several hymns of his composition
are preserved.* On the basis of these references, scholars have concluded that Davit Theli and
Stepane lived and worked in the same period, namely, the second half of the 10" century.®

The earliest independent mention of Davit, apart from Stepane, occurs in a manuscript copied
in 1030 (MS Thilisi, Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts [hereafter:
NCM], A-1), which preserves Euthymius the Hagiorite’s Georgian translations of Gregory the
Theologian’s homilies. In the colophon to Or. 24 (on St Cyprian), Davit is named as the
translator: glig bsgombsgo §o@ols 3g3M0obg dwgwgendm{sdolse wogom Gdgaols dobs
05033600 5Ob. gobs 03ombgogm, @mzgs gogom dobmgl (“This reading for [lit. of]
St. Cyprian the Hieromartyr was translated by Davit son of Tbeli. Whoever [of you] reads it,
pray for him!”).% The analysis of Georgian manuscripts containing Euthymius’ translations
shows that Davit’s contributions were incorporated into these collections gradually, thus
documenting the ongoing process of his work. Most likely, Or. 24 was the first piece of

2 Text published in Gabidzashvili 1978: 176-196.

% Gabidzashvili 1978: 196.

4 Zhordania 1892: 113.

5 Kekelidze 1980: 179-180.

6 MS Thilisi, NCM, A-1, fol. 438r (see Fig. 2); Bregadze 1988: 68.
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Gregory’s writings that Davit translated.” His project, begun in the 1020s, was completed in
the 1040s; all in all, Davit translated ten homilies.®

Davit’s choice of texts was far from random. Of Gregory’s sixteen liturgical homilies, Davit
translated Or. 24; a text that Euthymius had reworked for another purpose, namely, to create
the praise of St Demetrius of Thessaloniki.® He also retranslated Or. 2, whose earlier rendering
by Euthymius diverged considerably from the Greek.!® While Euthymius translated three of
the Theological Orations, Davit translated the remaining second Theological Oration (Or. 28),
which Euthymius left untranslated for reasons unknown (the first theological homily, Or. 27,
had been translated earlier by Grigol of Oshki).** This pattern strongly suggests that Davit
selected his material in consultation with Euthymius’ circle: his translations did not duplicate
what had already been done, but rather complemented Euthymius’ corpus. One might therefore
suppose that Davit himself worked on Mount Athos. Yet neither in the Life of John and
Euthymius2 nor in any other source connected with Iviron Monastery does his name appear. It
is thus more likely that Davit never resided on Athos at all.

After the death of Euthymius (who passed away in 1028, while Davit’s first translation appears
already in a manuscript copied in 1030-1031), Davit Theli took up the major task his
predecessor had begun — the creation of a Georgian corpus of Gregory’s writings.!® This is an
important point: by the 1020s Davit must already have been a well-known and acknowledged
translator, and it is plausible that he was chosen to carry on Euthymius’ work precisely because
his approach was closely aligned with that of Euthymius, sharing the same translational
principles.

Euthymius the Hagiorite lived and worked at a decisive turning point, when the cultural and
political orientation of the Georgians had taken a clear direction toward Byzantium. In this
context, the concern expressed by his father, loane the Georgian, that “the land of Kartli was
lacking in books™!* reflects the new demands that arose from this epochal shift and the fact that
Georgian literature was poor in comparison with what Constantinople had by then achieved. It
was precisely Euthymius’ task to remedy this deficiency: to provide Georgian literature with
new works hitherto untranslated, and to accomplish this within a short span of time. The sheer
volume of material to be translated, together with the brevity of a single human life, was one
of the factors that to some extent shaped Euthymius’ method of translation.

Equally decisive, however, was the condition of Georgian society itself. Deprived of new
books, it was, in the words of Ephrem Mitsire, “a simple and infant people”,*® neither mature
enough nor prepared to grasp such texts in their full depth. With this in mind, Euthymius sought
to make his translations as clear as possible: he simplified the originals, expanded or condensed
them, added insertions and explanations, and in more than a few cases went well beyond
paraphrasing to assume the role of author himself, producing compilations that amounted to
new interpretations of the sources. Such is the case, for instance, with Gregory of Nazianzus’

" Matchavariani 2003: 114.

8 Matchavariani 2005: 95-103.

® Matchavariani 2004-2005: 165-176.

10 Matchavariani 1995: 201-225.

11 Regarding the Georgian translations of Gregory’s Or. 27 see Raphava 2015: 294-332.

12 For an English translation see Grdzelidze 2009: 53-96.

13 Matchavariani 2005:; 95-103.

14 MS Iviron Monastery, georg. 10, 334v: &(m3g)a gliGgm bogaramggsb ogm J(99)9(s)6(s)o Jos@meolso
Fogbmog(o)6... (Gippert et al. 2022: 120; English translation by Grdzelidze 2009: 67).

15 MS Jerusalem, Greek Patriarchate, georg. 43, fol. 2v: 85306 hB60 bomglisgo o@mb oym s hhygm; see
Bregadze 1988: 149.
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second and third homilies. In short, Euthymius’ translations are prime examples of the above
mentioned method of “interpretive translation”.

Davit Theli, as Euthymius’ younger contemporary, faced similar challenges. His translations,
too, had to be fully accessible to readers and listeners alike. A close study of his renderings of
the works of Gregory the Theologian reveals similar types of intervention: expansion,
interpolation, abridgment, condensation, paraphrase. Like Euthymius, Davit produced
translations that interpret the original. Yet unlike Euthymius, he remained consistently close to
the Greek source. To see more clearly how Davit’s interpretive approach takes shape, it is
useful to examine the specific kinds of changes introduced into the texts he translated.

I. Expansion

1. In Davit’s translations, the most common phenomenon is the expansion resulting from the
differences between Georgian and Greek grammatical structures; for example, restoring
omitted sentence elements, rendering Greek passive and participial constructions with active
verbal forms, and similar adjustments.

2. In many cases, Davit renders a single Greek word by means of two or more Georgian
equivalents. Such examples are also fairly common in Euthymius’ translations, but in Davit’s
work they are especially abundant, appearing in virtually every sentence of his translations as
well as in his interpolations:

a) synonyms

OV Ppoyd pév 1o tiig {wfic Tadtng Aetyavov (Or. 8, § 5; PG 35,793 C 16 — 796 A 1)
“whose remnant of this life is but brief”

Mg 0s0 3300900 5O 3bmMAgdols 5dols wsbs@hmdo ws bgd@o (MS NCM A-
87, fol. 364v)'®
“those for whom the remaining portion and residue of this life is very small”

b) hendiadyses

[Tétpov Hotepov, 10 Tiig ExxkAnociog Epewopa (Or. 9, 8 1; PG 35, 820 B 2)
“Peter, later the pillar of the Church”

390®9L, Logydgganls o Lod@lozgl gzergbools (MS NCM A-87, fol. 228v)
“Peter, the foundation and steadfast support of the Church”

c) compounds and derivatives

Sometimes, when translating compounds and derivatives, Davit divides the meaning of the
word: with one equivalent he renders only the sense of the stem or one component of the
compound, and with the other, the meaning of the affix or the remaining part of the compound.

10 TG Yoyl evyeveg drapbeipetv T mept Tadta pikponpeneia (Or. 24, 8 3; PG 35, 1173
B 1-2)
“to corrupt the nobility of the soul through a petty-minded concern with such things”

bganols Loggmgbs s sbbon@gdobs s @oEgdsbs gobb®@{bosb ¢dgg@gdoms
(MS NCM A-87, fol. 341r)
“they debase the soul’s goodness, nobility, and honor by their depravity”

16 Since the Old Georgian texts cited here have not been published, all quotations are taken directly from the
manuscripts as indicated.
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3. In certain instances, the expansion in the translation arises from the translator’s attempt to
clarify this or that specific word, e.g. a Graecism. In the given example, the part enclosed in
brackets is an interpolation by the translator, illustrated with examples, meant to explain his
choice of a particular Greek word.

£t 0¢ kotaydya Ty&acbon kai Eevavag (Or. 4, § 111; PG 35, 648 C 7-8)
“and moreover, to establish inns and xenones for guests”

Ms0ms 0949696 Lodoemyammbo s Jlgbmbbo, [glg 0p0 oL aasbsgms ©s

L0G399emms gbofybstrgdganbo] (MS NCM A-292, fol. 192v)

“so that there may be houses for virgins and xenones [that is, dwellings for the reception
of the poor and the afflicted]”

4. Expansion may also occur as a reflection of the translator’s attitude toward the text or as a
means of intensifying its emotional register. For example, in Or. 12, where Gregory speaks of
the Holy Spirit, Davit develops Gregory’s thought by expressing, in the author’s voice, his own
devotion to the Spirit and his submission to Its will, since the Spirit is part of the Lord and
represents Him:

oMb oo Lobog®gdsdsb 3sbgg o Loggedydsh Lymols §dowolisdsb
dmdoyggebs g IOsgomms gdxmdglolomygl s dgdmdoygsbs dm@ols, goms@(3e-
030 5L Lombm-9hbs s s goms@d-oyo dg dgbgds. s dgd gbo@s ogo s@s
hgdo bgdoo, mdgano-ogo dols L;obwgl, 5dob 9319 XgO0Lomgl 3obygdoya gdom
dmdodweys 39 (MS St Petersburg, Russian Academy of Sciences, Institute of Oriental
Manuscripts [hereafter: IOM], P-3, fol. 263r).

“But again, it was that same goodness, that same love of the Holy Spirit which led me
toward what is greater and set me in the midst, as it pleased Him, and not as | desired.
And above all, it is my will only when it accords with His will; for on this occasion, He
has guided me by His own providence (Or. 12, § 4; cf. PG 35, 848 A 13).

Davit also uses such insertions to enhance the vividness and expressiveness of individual
passages. In the examples shown, you can see how he underscores, in one case, the
repulsiveness of pagan sacrifice, and in another, the mercy of the Lord toward humankind.

I1. Davit as a Commentator

Another method of translation is set apart here, for it reveals the translator’s position in a
particularly noteworthy way. Technically, these cases may also be regarded as expansions;
however, in such instances, Davit brings into sharper focus certain themes or issues in
Gregory’s homilies which, in his judgment, required especially clear and emphatic exposition
in order to prevent his Georgian readers or hearers from falling into error.

One example comes from Or. 36. Here Gregory states that the true believer must avoid all
those who corrupt the Lord’s true teachers and who preach a hierarchy within the Godhead.
Such people, Gregory says, must be cut off from the faithful as incurable wounds of the Church
— yet not out of hatred but out of pity for their delusion (Or. 36, § 10; PG 36, 277 B 6 — C 3).
Davit, however, renders this passage in a markedly uncompromising way, stressing the
destructive role of heretics in the Church:

boaem @mdganbo bbyggd® @sldg Ig@yygegdogb oo Lbygd® 0®(dybgdogb
o0 9a5b dJolls, @mIgano-ogo mJygb golifsgogl, dom ggeFmEgm, goms® (3o
d@oba Lo Aol gobddyybgenrls o agbenls ggerglboolsls dom gmgenswgy
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aobom@gdwom. byis db@sbogm, by dobanmdgammsw  dombs  ymgeowgy
dobgogm,  s@odge  LOYmos  aobgdm@gbomn  domyob,  goms®d(3o
Fobssmdpamdmogsh 9ddomo@gdolsms (MS IOM P-3, fol. 270r).

“As for those who speak otherwise and believe otherwise concerning Him whom you
were taught, flee from them as from the mind-corrupting beast and from the poison of
the Church. Avoid them altogether; do not think of them, do not draw near to them in
any way but withdraw entirely, as from those who oppose the truth.”

This is followed by a long insertion, in which Davit develops the theme still further, reinforcing
his position with biblical citations:

®53909 0493L bygano {dowso wogom obsl{omdgByyggaobls s dggols dog®:
“oo dmdyergbo d9bbo Jmgodymbg-s s IGgOms Tgbms bgws obgdzonwom,
Lodygaomomns bOygmomns dmgodygemgbm” (Ps. 138:21-22) s 9gs@o 0dygl
oo “@mdgen s ggnomgl 3sdse, obs pgwse hgdls ga@mals, 0go s@s 5@
hgds wo@lm” (Mt. 10:37) ws dgdoamdo. glig ogo s@O, 0 dsdse, 3obs @gsoe
Lod@mmbs 043bgb, 35699969 domgobm, goms@zs 3@gamsasb. 9399mey dsdols
5 gEoliogsb 35b94gbgdolis 5d®dobgdl sdols x g@olomygl, omwgb Lbygsmapsb
XgO-50L Loge@Ameaso, Gmdgabo gabmbs s gobddyybgenrls gmbgdoms
2obb@bognoms bAsbzowgh dmdmy@gdslis dg3y@mdoabo s ¢dgHgbow xg@-
SO 0 Jydon, @sdbgen gdyanbo 53350 F>36900Loa5b s 3Ys© Ibyosmddmdbobs,
Omdgemomzl 53360l Fdowse dmiodyero dOmdsgmms s g@yzl: “agerm3og,
ddsbm, 3569996960m g g30ms@ms Jomasbm” (Rom. 16:17). beeom gobgy9bgbom
gbOgm, 53 gVgomwgbis dgEmmdoabo ogo s Aobgdomdognbo
@dAmobsgsb bgdlon mgloo (MS IOM P-3, fol. 270r).

“For the Holy Spirit says through David, the prophet and king: ‘Do not | hate them, that
hate thee? and am not | grieved with those that rise up against thee? | hate them with
perfect hatred” (Ps. 138[139]:21-22).1" And the Lord likewise says: “He that loveth
father or mother more than me is not worthy of me” (Mt. 10:37), and so on. This means
that, if a father or mother should stand against the divine, you must withdraw from them
as from enemies. If He commands us, for the sake of this matter, to separate even from
father and mother, how much more fitting is flight from others — those who, being
corrupt in mind, devise doctrines that are strange and misleading, ensnared — and, one
should rather say, darkened — by pride and vain self-exaltation. Concerning such people
the holy Apostle admonishes the Romans, saying: ‘I beseech you, brethren, withdraw
from such as these’ (Rom. 16:17). Yet withdraw in such a way as to show compassion
for those who have gone astray and become alienated from God through their own
folly.”

A similar kind of interpretive intervention is found in Or. 2 § 38, where Gregory begins to
discuss the doctrine of the Trinity and explains its essence (PG 35, 445 B 12 — C 8). Here Davit
does not translate Gregory’s exposition at all but instead inserts his own creed-like declaration:
sentence by sentence he stresses the unbegottenness of the Father and the tri-hypostatic unity
of God. What he provides is not so much an explanation of the Trinity as a series of assertive,
dogmatic statements. The categorical tone of these affirmations leaves no room for hesitation
or doubt, and effectively prevents the faithful from straying from the true path. Such
interventions clearly responded to the needs of the time and to the intellectual capacities of the

17 All English biblical quotations are cited from the King James Version (KJV).
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intended audience, which required the translator to offer additional clarification of theological
dogmas.

gbOgm 9399 XgO >OL yy@ol-3dobymazse s Lo®[dgbmgdse (dowolis dobs
bodgdobise:  dsdse  gdmdgaro, ddmdgamo dobse s dolgg Ydmdgeols
sbadsdmals dodologeb godmdsgsgno Lo (dowso. @s3dgmey goms@I3s o
04 ©>  moyysbol boEgdgm  gmggmms  adsgdbygamms, bogrygmms  ©s
gboanogmopsh  Loowydamme  ogo  ymgmowe  {dowols  dol  Lodgdols
9O Lgdolso, oMo mydizs wogbsdsdma ogo s Ydmdgeno dsdso oym Jobgb
Lobog®ms dom, dobse s byeols (dowobise, ghmabise dols, goms®s dobs ©s
Lodyggloo, bomgrm dgm@oloo dob, goms®ds Lygmols @oygldygemgdganols ©
aobgmggbganolioe, dg 9399 dmbdogro dodobogob 9dmdganobs, ¢fobsdgls
4mggeoms Loy 3gbgms, s bygao (dowaso godmbigngom oglsdsdmalis dolpsbgy
s dmdgamolis 0dAmols s d5dols. s@gosMgh s gowapbgm Jdsdsmensw,
53907 3gmoen 5O s PMosw Lodo®m, @sems gOmo ©sgozgem hygb
©dOmggdoo s dygbgdse bodmsegg, s Lodbo smgos®bgm g9sdmgbgdsbo s
00700 mgmgdoms Jols mgloms (MS NCM A-87, fol. 199v).

“This, then, is the proper understanding and the true faith concerning the Holy Trinity:
the Father is unbegotten, the begetter of the Son; and the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
same unbegotten and unoriginate Father. For the mystery of the all-holy Trinity and Its
consubstantial unity is great and worthy of veneration by all created beings, both visible
and invisible. Although the unoriginate and unbegotten Father is the cause of the two
Persons — the Son and the Holy Spirit — of the one, as Son and Word, and of the other,
as the Spirit which is unfailing and inexhaustible, nevertheless the Son is begotten from
the unbegotten Father before all ages, and the Holy Spirit proceeds from that same
unoriginate and unbegotten God and Father. We confess and proclaim this openly, for
it is good and greatly necessary: that we may preserve the one Godhead and the single
nature of the Three, while also confessing the Three Persons, each in His own proper
and distinctive property.

I11. Omission (Abridgement)

In addition to omitting individual words, Davit systematically leaves out passages of the
original text in which:

a) the argumentation is overly rhetorical and might have been less accessible to a Georgian
audience,

or
b) the text contains reminiscences of the ancient world or references to specific heresies. In
such cases Davit is remarkably consistent: he either omits the passage altogether or reduces it
to the briefest possible summary.

This tendency is especially evident in his translation of Gregory’s Or. 4, Against Julian the
Apostate. The original contains a wealth of allusions to the classical world, which Davit either
abridges or excises. Thus, in 8§ 94-95 Gregory compares Julian to the mythological monsters
Scylla and Charybdis, equating the emperor’s actions with theirs. In place of these long
paragraphs, Davit offers only a few sentences that summarize their essential point:

@5dgmg...  aobgbopgdgmo  s@>  d@dobgdes  0po  0ggbyagdsls
JOolBosbgmslis. bogm dmdganbo 03mgbosk 4ddgbgemgl JOolEosbgms bgws,
dom >0 des s 35@03b39dws JolfMoggdom. s sdgmy Ixgmms s
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solifgdws, @530 LoBobxggemms  momnm-Labgms s  obow-golbopns
09mbgd©s dsmmyls (MS NCM A-87, fol. 307v).

“For he did not openly proclaim persecution against the Christians; but when he found
others more violent against them, he honored and commended such men eagerly. And
although he did not record formal laws, he devised for their sake various kinds and
degrees of torments.”

At the end of the same homily, in 88 102-106, Gregory devotes five extended paragraphs to
the question of Hellenic education. He reports that according to Julian, the art of rhetoric and
Hellenic learning are inseparably linked with pagan religion, while ignorance must remain the
lot of Christians, for all higher, divine wisdom is, for them, contained in a single word:
“believe” (ITlioctevoov, Or. 4; PG 35, 637 A 2-3). Gregory then turns to reflect on the relation
between language and faith. The term éAAnvilewv here does not merely denote pagan or ancient
culture; Gregory consciously frees it from a strictly religious connotation. He argues that
language, like every art or useful institution, belongs not to its inventor alone but to all who
make use of it (PG 35, 641 B 5-7). If rhetorical eloquence were the exclusive property of pagan
Greeks, and Christians were forbidden to approach it, then by the same logic Romans should
also be denied the use of writing (a Phoenician invention), military tactics (ascribed to the
Euboeans), weaponry (to the Cyclopes), chess, and countless other arts whose origins lay
outside their own people. Gregory thus concludes that Greek Christians — despite their faith —
remain Greeks and the descendants of Greeks, and therefore the rightful heirs of Greek rhetoric
and of Greek culture as a whole.

Gregory’s discussion, which stretches across 88102-106, is in fact the climax and most
important section of Or. 4. Yet in Davit’s translation, this entire passage is reduced to only a
few sentences:

b9 9399 G ©s ddom sOL s gg® Fgddggdger bo® dgb 5ol dgFodgew
93353ms, O5dgmyy sMs gbgsg, goms®Iize gbse ws Ixymo gangbms dm@ols

bempo© dm3mgbgdage ogm ©s 9399mYdae dxgeobsbo 04gbgl LFsgensbo ogo,
b9y9399 ©o Lads@mmomdizs w©sggygbgbom domols Lfsganoliogsb, @sdgmey
49330 gdom x geols dgbols boJdgbo goblisygbgdgar(zs s@0sb goims dogd
> bodopgan g3@os, @odgmy bodgdgerbo dxygaobs dgbols Jowopgdsbo s
dodego®ms dgbmsbo 5@0sb d5domdogenmdsbo s Lodgsbo ©s gmggerbogy
b bogngdsbo (MS NCM S-383, fol. 180v).

“This is vain and futile, and you cannot offer it as a sacrifice to demons. For | do not see
that language and religion were found exclusively among the Greeks. Even if their
religion contained learning, we ought not therefore to be bound to their teaching; for in
truth the works of their religion are abominable before men, and most shameful. For the
things they proclaim as praiseworthy in their religion, and the teachings of their
instructors, are sodomy, fornication, and every form of corruption” (Or. 4, §103).

As we can see, Davit renders the above passage of the homily in a highly simplified form,
effectively summarizing Gregory’s lengthy discussion into a concise conclusion: pagan belief
is unacceptable and reprehensible, but language and learning are not inherently tied to religion.

Another feature that stands out in Davit’s translations of Gregory’s works is the use of
hagiographic topoi.

One of the central functions of hagiographic literature in Byzantium was its didactic purpose:
the instruction of the faithful and the presentation of exemplary models of Christian conduct.
The Vitae and Passiones of saints offered readers or listeners patterns of behavior to be
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imitated. For this reason, hagiography was conceived from the outset not merely as a record of
historical facts but as a spiritual and moral guide.*®

This didactic aim was served by hagiographic topoi — recurring narrative schemes and clichés
that transformed the saint’s life into a shared “rhetorical language”. Examples include the
martyr’s unshakable endurance under torture, the ascetic’s withdrawal into the desert,
miraculous healings, or angelic visitations. Such topoi ensured both the recognizability of the
text and its didactic value. As Martin Hinterberger observes, the repetitiveness of hagiographic
texts should not be dismissed as mere formula, but rather understood as a deliberate strategy
aimed at foregrounding Christian virtue and at “teaching” the reader or listener.*®

The use of topoi was not confined to Vitae and Passiones alone. They permeated homiletics,
where sermons invoked saintly examples to illustrate truth; liturgical hymnography, where
short formulas symbolically expressed the saint’s virtues; and other spheres. Thus,
hagiographic topoi became a universal didactic and spiritual instrument across multiple
Byzantine literary genres, presenting not only the saint’s sanctity but also a clear model of how
the faithful should live.

It must be noted that both the didactic impulse and the use of topoi are already visible in
Gregory’s works; for example, in his depiction of the Maccabean martyrs (Or. 15), in the praise
of his sister Gorgonia (Or. 8), in his encomium of the priest-martyr Cyprian (Or. 24), and even
in his invective against Julian (Or. 4), which is interesting from many points of view.

Emperor Flavius Claudius Julian? ruled the Byzantine Empire for only two years (361-363),
but this short period was sufficient for him to leave his mark on Byzantine history as a gifted
and progressive ruler, attentive to the interests of the state.

For Christians, however, Julian’s brief reign was remembered as one of the most difficult times.
The reason lay in his reforms — above all, in his well-known edict against the Christians,
which forbade them access to pagan education.?? In itself, this decision was entirely logical:
those who reject paganism, and with it the entire pagan cultural tradition, should not be
entrusted with the teaching of youth in matters they themselves do not believe.

This edict provoked considerable unrest and became one of the principal reasons for Gregory’s
invective against Julian. In Gregory’s account, every action of the emperor is to be condemned,
to him are ascribed all types of sins and vile crimes. In fact, this portrayal closely resembles
the hagiographic topos of the wicked persecutor. Yet, despite such a relentlessly negative
characterization, the attentive reader will notice that Gregory’s depiction of Julian is not
entirely consistent in its negative characterization. Whether consciously or not, Gregory’s
polemical homily contains details of the emperor’s activity that could be judged positively; in
several instances Gregory even appears, in a way, to justify some of Julian’s actions. This is
true, for example, of chapter 75 of Or. 4, where Gregory lists Julian’s reforms: the reduction
of state taxes, the improvement of communications, and the severe punishment of theft (PG
35, 600 B 13 — C 5). These measures were unquestionably beneficial to the state. Gregory
attempts to nullify their value with the remark that “the health of one or two limbs does not
mean the health of the whole body” (PG 35, 600 C 12 — 601 A 2). Yet this observation, instead
of cancelling the reforms, actually underscores the impression that they were, in fact,
advantageous for the empire.

18 Delehaye 1907: 62-68; 1962: 50-54.

1% Hinterberger 2014: 161-181.

20 OCD 1996: 800.

21 Athanassiadi-Fowden 1981: 176-184; Bowersock 1978: 83-88.
22 Julian 1913: Letter 36, 117-123.
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Similarly, in chapter 111 of the same Oratio Gregory notes that Julian transplanted certain
institutions associated with Christianity (such as hostels, houses for the poor, and the like) into
a pagan environment (PG 35, 648 C 7-13). Although in chapter 112 Gregory goes on to provide
a lengthy explanation of what he sees as the “true” meaning of Julian’s initiatives (PG 35, 648
D 2 - 649 A 9), this does not erase the fundamentally positive character of the measures
themselves.

In this sense, one might even say that Gregory’s portrayal of Julian is, at points, ambivalent:
lacking complete coherence and not being entirely or consistently negative. This may be
explained by two factors. First, Gregory was a contemporary of Julian and knew him
personally. Second, Gregory’s period coincided with the early stages of the development of
Christian hagiography, at a time when the stereotypical narrative patterns had not yet become
fully fixed or obligatory. Gregory was, in effect, describing a living person whom he knew
well, and under such circumstances it would have been difficult to reject all positive qualities
outright, especially since doing so was not yet demanded by a firmly codified literary scheme.

From this perspective, Davit Tbeli’s translation is of particular interest. In Davit’s rendering,
Julian’s figure is presented in a strictly negative light, fully conforming to the codified image
of the tyrant-emperor that dominates contemporary hagiographic literature. This is only
natural: Davit was writing almost six centuries after Julian’s reign. Unlike Gregory, he had no
personal or emotional connection to the emperor. For Davit, Julian is simply a destructive
figure, equal to Diocletian and other persecutors of Christianity. Moreover, by Davit’s time,
the literary conventions of hagiography had become firmly defined. Accordingly, he reworked
Gregory’s homily in strict accordance with these established patterns. What follows examines
how this transformation takes place.

In hagiographic literature, the heretical emperor or the wicked judge is set in stark opposition
to the martyr and is typically constructed as his complete antithesis: evil, demonic, destructive
and malign in every action, with no possibility that any good could proceed from his hand. In
short, he is the embodiment of Satan. Davit applies this very scheme to his characterization of
Julian, and accordingly omits entirely all those passages in his translation of Gregory’s homily
which might, even to the slightest degree, cast the emperor in a favorable light.

Thus, for example, Davit does not include the passages describing Julian’s reforms. As already
noted, in chapter 111 of Or. 4 Gregory briefly recounts Julian’s attempts to graft onto pagan
soil certain institutions borrowed from Christianity, which, however reluctantly, invite
approval: Julian imposed penances upon sinners, introduced special prayers, required training
before priestly ordination, and founded schools, hospices for the poor, hostels, and the like (PG
35,648 B 11 — C 7). Indeed, Gregory uses all this primarily as material for rhetorical antithesis
and ultimately dismisses the significance of these initiatives by listing the revolts and other
calamities that occurred during Julian’s reign. But for Davit, even in this context, any positive
action traceable to Julian is unacceptable, especially when it derives from Christian liturgical
practice. Accordingly, these passages are omitted from his translation, and only a brief mention
remains. After this, Davit offers a summation of Julian’s activities which has no parallel in
Gregory’s text:

5 M530960 @ 5OL hyygbols §glog@gdols bsddy, glg ymggeno boggm gobsfgls
dob o Mg 5h7gbgods Lombmgdoms Lodwo@gls s 3oEmdmygge®gdobsmngl
beO9bgols (MS NCM S-383, fol. 182v).

“And as many of our ecclesiastical institutions as there were, all these he deceitfully
established; and as it were, he displayed a wealth of virtues and concern for works of
charity” (Or. 4, 8111).
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Even more striking is Davit’s treatment of Gregory’s Or. 36, where he again intervenes actively
and reshapes a text that, at first glance, seems far removed from the hagiographic genre. This
homily is apologetic in character: Gregory defends himself before bishops and members of the
congregation who believed that he had “usurped” the see of Constantinople. Here Gregory
speaks of himself as an ordinary man, marked by weaknesses and failings; these passages
contain the intimate, confessional tone so characteristic of his poetry. In Davit’s translation,
such sections are either omitted altogether or substantially reworked. The reason is clear: the
person of a great Christian theologian must be presented to the reader or listener as the ideal
figure of a holy father. Any hint of doubt, weakness, or frailty in the historical person could
mislead the audience. Davit therefore strips Gregory’s figure of every detail that might lend
itself to misinterpretation, and instead constructs the sufficiently schematic image of an ideal
pastor — an image that is unmistakably shaped by the conventions of hagiographic literature.

Summary

As we have seen, Davit displays a marked tendency toward literary schematization. This is
evident not only in his characterization of figures within the works he translates but also in
other features of his translations, which cannot be examined in detail here. Naturally, this
inclination toward schematization simplifies and impoverishes Davit’s renderings to some
extent, since the subtle nuances of the original are lost. Yet this feature must also be recognized
as a characteristic element of his translation method. Davit’s translations are reader-oriented:
like Euthymius the Hagiorite, he strives to bring the original closer to the reader (rather than
bringing the reader closer to the original — a goal more typical of later, literal translations,
especially those of the Hellenophile school). His aim is to make the text as accessible as
possible, removing any passages that might prove puzzling or misleading to an inexperienced
audience. The reworking of Gregory’s homilies according to hagiographic clichés serves
precisely this purpose: the stereotyped figures shaped by hagiographic conventions were
familiar and intelligible to readers, whereas preserving their original individuality, in Davit’s
view, might give rise to misunderstanding.

Thus, the features of Davit’s translations discussed above highlight the closeness of his method
to the translational conception of Euthymius the Athonite. As noted, both translators share the
same aim: to adapt the original to the reader, to simplify complex texts, and to render them
comprehensible to the contemporary Georgian audience. But a shared aim does not necessarily
imply identical methods. Euthymius reoriented the original entirely toward the reader,
occasionally modifying the Greek text to such an extent that the result can be regarded as a
new work. His conflation of Gregory’s Or. 2 and 3, together with a radical shift in their
rhetorical purpose, produced two compositions that differ substantially from the original
homilies. Other comparable examples of this practice have also been documented.

Davit’s reconfiguration of the denunciation of Julian according to hagiographic conventions
may be seen as a parallel to Euthymius’ translation of Gregory’s funeral speech for Basil (Or.
43). Both Davit and Euthymius pursued the same aim: to recast homiletic works into hagiog-
raphic compositions. Yet they implemented this aim in different ways. In Davit’s version of
the invective against Julian, as we have seen, the changes are confined to individual sentences
or short passages; these alterations are moderate, and the translation remains close to the orig-
inal. By contrast, Euthymius’ version of the funeral speech departs much further from Gre-
gory’s text: lengthy rhetorical sections and mythological allusions are omitted, while extended
miracle stories are inserted. As a result, Euthymius’ version diverges radically from the Greek
original.2® In short, his modifications are far more substantial and wide-ranging than Davit’s.

2 Kurtsikidze 1995: 62.
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Fig. 1: MS Thilisi, NCM, A-1 (11t ¢.), fol. 277v: collection of Georgian translations of the works of
Gregory the Theologian, Or. 34, translation of Davit Theli
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Fig. 2: MS Thilisi, NCM, A-1 (1030 CE), fol. 438r: collection of Georgian translations of the works of
Gregory the Theologian, end of Or. 24. Colophon inserted by the scribe himself at the end of the
homily, indicating that the text is a translation by Davit. Below, a second colophon written in a
different hand, dating from a later period.
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Davit, being a contemporary of Euthymius, naturally faced similar challenges. His translations
of Gregory’s works reveal that, like Euthymius, he modified the text, adding expansions,
interpolations, omissions, or paraphrases. Yet in no case are Davit’s alterations as extensive as
those of Euthymius. For Davit, the author’s rights remain paramount: in none of his translations
does he transform the original such that the work ceases to resemble its source or becomes a
new composition loosely based on it. It is therefore misguided to expect in Davit — or in any
other translator of the same period — the creative freedom and boldness characteristic of
Euthymius. Euthymius was an exceptional figure, above all a great original writer, whose
genius enabled him to recast translated texts into entirely new works — an extraordinary
phenomenon in Georgian literature. His method was unique, as was his talent. Davit, by
contrast, shares only the general aim with Euthymius: to render the Greek texts accessible. He
therefore alters his originals, but always with moderation.

At the same time, Davit’s translations of Gregory’s works show that, despite this relative
freedom in handling the text, he is remarkably consistent in one crucial respect: the rendering
of theological terminology. It is precisely this consistency that distinguishes him from
Euthymius and makes him the direct precursor of Ephrem Mtsire in the development of
Georgian theological vocabulary. Davit’s translations of Gregory can thus be regarded as
representing an important stage in the evolution of Georgian theological and philosophical
terminology. His practice also aligns him with Ephrem in his handling of biblical citations.

In conclusion, Davit Theli stands as a continuator of the tradition of the early Georgian
translators and the Athonite school. Yet his translations generally remain closer to the Greek
originals (especially in their treatment of terminology) than do those of Euthymius. In this
respect Davit anticipates the approach of later translators such as Ephrem, and his work may
thus be understood as a transitional stage between the Athonite and Hellenophile schools of
translation.

Picture credits

Figs 1-2: Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts, Thilisi it
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Abstract: The article examines how the Commentaries of the 10th-century Byzantine scholar
Basilius Minimus on the sermons of Gregory the Theologian influenced the medieval Georgian
translations of Gregory’s sermons produced in the 10M-11%" centuries. A comparative analysis of the
Georgian translations and Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries demonstrates that, although the famous
Georgian translator Euthymios the Hagiorite did not translate Basilius’ work, he was familiar with
it and drew upon it when rendering Gregory’s sermons into Georgian. Euthymios’ use of the
Commentaries served the purpose of making Gregory’s complex theological and stylistically
sophisticated passages more understandable and accessible to Georgian readers with limited
experience. Gregory’s texts contain intricate artistic devices — allegories, euphemisms, analogies,
metaphors, etc., the meanings of which are clarified in Basilius’ Commentaries. In Euthymios’
translations, these artistic features are not reproduced literally but conveyed semantically, in
accordance with Basilius’ explanations. Ephrem Mtsire, the Hellenophile translator of Basilius
Minimus’ Commentaries, attached particular importance to reproducing Gregory the Theologian’s
literary style in his Georgian translations. He characterized Gregory’s style as “laconic, deep and
shrouded”. In preserving these stylistic qualities, Ephrem relied extensively on those sections of
Basilius” Commentaries that explicitly discuss the nature of Gregory’s style. As a result, in Ephrem’s
highly literal translations, the nuances of tone and rhythm characteristic of Gregory are rendered
with remarkable precision, thanks to the guidance provided by Basilius Minimus.

Keywords: Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries, Gregory the Theologian, Georgian manuscripts,
Georgian translations, Euthymios the Hagiorite, Ephrem Mtsire.

Of the medieval commentaries on the works of the Church Fathers, though not very numerous,
almost all were translated into Georgian during the 1112 centuries. These include:

e John of Sinai’s Ladder and its scholia, translated from Greek into Georgian twice:
first by Euthymios the Hagiorite, abbot of the Iviron Monastery, in the last quarter
of the 10™ century, and later, in the 12% century, by the Hellenophile translator Petre
Gelateli of the Gelati literary school (a monastic centre in western Georgia)®

e the Corpus Dionysiacum and its commentaries composed by John of Scythopolis,
translated from Greek into Georgian by Ephrem Mtsire of the Black Mountain by
the end of the 11 century?

o Maximus the Confessor’s works and their commentaries, rendered from Greek into
Georgian in the 12" century by a Hellenophile translator of the Gelati literary
school.®

! For the edition see Tsintsadze (2024). Altogether, six Georgian versions of The Ladder are known ranging in
date from the 10™ to the 19™ century; scholia are found only in the two translations mentioned above. See
Otkhmezuri (2025), 115-135.

2 Alexidze (2009), 113-131. For a general overview of this subject see Otkhmezuri (2024), 568-569.

% The Commentaries are attested in the margins of MS Kutaisi, State Historical Museum, 14 (13" ¢.).
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A special place in the Georgian literary tradition is held by the translations of commentaries on
the works of the Cappadocian Father, Gregory the Theologian. Among the numerous
commentaries on Gregory’s works, the following were translated into Georgian:

e Pseudo-Nonnos’ Mythological Commentaries (6" c.), rendered into Georgian twice
within a single century: first by Euthymios the Hagiorite in the early 11" century
and later by Ephrem Mtsire at the end of the 11" century*

o the Commentary on Gregory’s Oratio 38, a composite text incorporating excerpts
from Maximus Confessor’s Ambigua ad Iloannem along with traces of
Commentaries by Basilius Minimus translated by Euthymios the Hagiorite®

e Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries on Gregory the Theologian’s sixteen liturgical
sermons (10" ¢.), translated from Greek by Ephrem Mitsire.®

Several short excerpts of the Commentaries, whose Greek originals have not been identified —
each comprising about one or two manuscript pages —, are appended to the translations of
Gregory’s sermons (Or. 44, 9, 27)" in Georgian manuscripts.

All these translations are closely connected to the rendering into Georgian of Gregory the
Theologian’s works and are included in the Georgian corpora of Gregory’s works. Briefly
about the translation process of Gregory the Theologian’s works: in the pre-Athonite period,
two sermons — 38 and 39 — were translated by anonymous translators and incorporated into the
Georgian homiletic and hagiographic collection (mravaltavi). During the same period two
sermons (7, 27) were also translated from Armenian into Georgian by the Georgian translator
from Tao-Klarjeti, Grigol Oshkeli. At the turn of the 10"-11" centuries, Euthymios the
Hagiorite produced translations of several liturgical and non-liturgical sermons employing
what Ephrem Mtsire described as the method of “reduction and expansion”, i.e. a free, reader-
oriented, expositional translation technique. Shortly after Euthymios, the Tao-Klarjeti
translator David Theli also rendered several sermons into Georgian.® Finally, the translation of
Gregory’s works into Georgian was completed by Ephrem Mitsire at the end of the 11™ century.

The aim of our present paper is to provide a brief overview of the Georgian version of Basilius
Minimus’ Commentaries, with a particular focus on their influence on the Georgian translations
of Gregory the Theologian’s sermons.

As already mentioned, Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries on Gregory the Theologian’s sixteen
liturgical sermons were translated into Georgian by Ephrem Mtsire, founder of the
Hellenophile tendency in Georgian translation practice, in the late 11" century — perhaps
alongside the translation of Gregory the Theologian’s works. The Georgian version of Basilius’
Commentaries is preserved in four 12""-13"M-century manuscripts of Gregory’s Corpus of
sixteen liturgical sermons: MSS Jerusalem, Greek Patriarchate, Georgian (hereafter: Jer.
georg.) 43 (12" ¢.), Jer. georg. 15 (12"-13" cc.), Jer. georg. 13 (12"-13" cc.), and Thilisi,
Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts (hereafter: NCM), A-109

4 Otkhmezuri (2002).

5 Otkhmezuri (2016b).

6 The Georgian translation of Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries has been published in Georgia only in part,
encompassing Commentaries on just two of Gregory the Theologian’s sermons (1 and 39); see Otkhmezuri (2011),
229-268.

" Raphava (2020), 127-151.

8 See Maia Matchavariani, this volume.
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(13" ¢.).° In one case (Jer. georg. 13), it appears following the sermons, and in three cases (Jer.
georg. 43, Jer. georg. 15, NCM A-109), it is preserved in the margins of the manuscripts (see
Figs 1 and 2). The order of the sermons in the Corpus is as follows: Orationes and
Commentaries 19, 38, 43, 39, 40, 11, 21, 42, 14, 16, 1, 45, 44, 41, 15, 24; in certain cases, the
manuscripts lack some sermons at their beginning or end. It cannot be entirely ruled out that
Ephrem translated the whole of Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries on Gregory’s forty-two
sermons, since traces of these Commentaries, including several explanations on Or. 7, are
attested in the Georgian Corpus of Gregory’s sermons of the later period.*°

Ephrem’s translation of this work combines literal and free methods of translation, in contrast
to the consistently Hellenophile style of his translation of Gregory the Theologian’s sixteen
liturgical sermons. A comparison between the Georgian translation and the Greek text™! reveals
that Ephrem’s choice of translation method varies according to the content of the individual
explanations. Thomas Schmidt, editor of the Commentary of Basilius on Gregory’s Oratio 38,
has grouped the explanations as follows:

(a) explanations of various lexical units and Gregory’s allusive phrases
(b) explanations on the syntactical structure of Gregory’s texts

(c) explanations of Gregory’s theological thoughts (Basilius Minimus used earlier
theological commentaries to Gregory’s writings)

(d) explanations of the style and rhetorical art of Gregory (in these explanations
Basilius mostly used Classical manuals of rhetoric namely, the writings of
Hermogenes)2

(¢) explanations of punctuation.™

Basilius’ explanations of theological character are translated by Ephrem with close fidelity,
while his notes on Gregory’s lexis, syntactical structure and allusive phrases, as well as
rhetorical observations (because of the abundance of this kind of explanations, Basilius’
Commentaries have been termed “rhetorical” in scholarly literature) are treated more freely,
often with expansion or reduction. Basilius’ discussion of Nicanor’s eight-sign punctuation
system, which he attempts to apply to Gregory’s sermons, is also rendered freely, at times
diverging substantially from the Greek or omitted altogether. The composition of each
Commentary is reshaped: some explanations are merged or divided, others omitted, and a few
appear to have been composed and added to Basilius’ explanations by Ephrem himself.}*

% Bregadze (1988), 133-138, 144158, 159-167.

10 Otkhmezuri (2011), 174-178.

11 As only one Greek text of the Commentaries on Gregory’s liturgical sermons (Oratio 38) has been published
(Schmidt 2001), the Georgian version of the Commentaries was compared with this edition of Comm. 38, as well
as with MS Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (hereafter: BnF), Coislin 240 (11%" ¢.). On Basilius Minimus’
Commentaries of Gregory the Theologian’s non-liturgical sermons see Rioual (2019), Rioual (2020); see also
Rioual (2024); Schmidt (2024).

2 Schmidt (2001), xx.

13 Schmidt (2001), xvi-xxiv.

14 Otkhmezuri (2016a), 141.

151



Digital Kartvelology, Vol. 4, 2025

Fig. 1: MS Thilisi, NCM A-109, fol. 211r: Or. 41 (beginning) with Basilius’ commentary
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Fig. 2: MS Thilisi, NCM A-109, fol. 212v: Or. 41 (continuation) with Basilius’ commentary
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The comparative analysis of the 10"-11" century Georgian translations of Gregory the
Theologian’s sermons and Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries reveals that (a) although there is
no evidence that Euthymios translated Basilius’ Commentaries, he was obviously familiar with
them and drew on them in his translation of Gregory’s sermons; (b) as the translator of Basilius’
Commentaries, Ephrem’s translation of Gregory’s sermons was decisively shaped by Basilius’
work.

a. The Influence of Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries on Euthymios the Hagiorite’s translation

The fact that Euthymios used Basilius’ Commentaries in translating Gregory’s sermons is
documented in Ephrem Mitsire’s Preface to the Corpus of Gregory the Theologian’s liturgical
sermons, which takes the form of a letter entitled To Kvirike the Monk from Ephrem Mtsire.™®
The aim of Ephrem’s Letter is to explain to the monk Kvirike (of Alexandretta) why he had
decided to produce a new translation of Gregory’s sixteen liturgical sermons, despite the
existence of an earlier translation by a highly respected authority, Euthymios the Hagiorite. In
this context, while discussing the peculiarities of Euthymios’ and his own translation
techniques, he observes:

[Euthymios] blended the undiluted, strong wine of Theologian’s book with life-
giving water, expanding the Teacher’s brief words for commoners, since our people
were still ignorant and infant. This was the reason why he blended some of the
commentaries into the holy Father’s sermons.*®

In another part of the same Letter Ephrem writes:

[Euthymios] modified the shrouded meaning of Theologian’s words, as he did not
trust his people [to grasp it].’

Thus, Euthymios aimed to simplify Gregory’s texts for his audience, making effective use of
Basilius’ Commentaries in the process. In doing so, he enabled Georgian readers to achieve a
deeper understanding and assimilation of Gregory’s works.

Many of Basilius’ explanations focus on Gregory’s allusive expressions, in which he hints at a
subject without naming it directly. These artistic images (tropes) include periphrasis,
metonyms, euphemisms, allusions, and similar devices. Euthymios’ simplification concerns
these very literary figures. He does not translate them literally; rather, he conveys their original
meaning, the sense in which Gregory employs them.

At the end of Oratio 42, composed by Gregory the Theologian upon his departure from
Constantinople after the Second Ecumenical Council and the resignation from his ecclesiastical
office, he bids farewell to Constantinople, to his beloved and cherished church Anastasia, and
to the other local churches, also to his flock. In this context, he uses the following phrase:

Xaipete, Nalapaiov yopootacion!® — “Farewell, choirs of Nazarites!”

15 For the publication of the letter and its French translation see Metreveli et al. (1998), xxxii-xxxi; Gippert (2024),
585-597.

16 “aaynmmdsls danog@ols sdol wddmolidg@yyBaols Fopbols mgbolsols gobdboggdws Fysemmapsb
byyanog@ms, @ogodl Lo@yyse-bodmgang dmdpy@obse aobsg®iol @o@mbols g@olomygl, Gsdgmy
3590b hyBbo bomgliogo ero@mb oym s hhge Jobwswdo, sdobongl Gmdgerbody Mmemadsbmspsbboczs
Fdowolis Lodggoms Dobs gobgbogs”, Metreveli et al. (1998), xxxiv.

7 “wddmolidgdyyggeobs Lodyysms dogs@dygmgds, Mmdgao Isls byyz9gos ghobs o@ dJobpmdolismzgls
bbygod dggigoens”, Metreveli et al. (1998), Xxxv.

180r. 42,26. PG 36, 489 C 8.
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The Hebrew word nazirite literally means “one who separates oneself”. This designation
appears in the book of Judges, when the Angel tells Samson’s mother that her son will be a
Nazirite of God (Ju. 13:5). Basilius explains this biblical allusion in the following way:

Noalpaiovg (v.I. Nalapaiovg) To¢ fylacpévong Kol Apmpiopévong EKaiovy. A€yet
d& VOV TOVC HovayoLs, 0O Kol GopmTATOV £V AALOLG Kol EyKprtov T EKKANGiog
népog dvopacev® — “They called the consecrated and set-apart ones Nazirites. But
now he refers to the monks, whom he also named in other (writings) ‘the wisest
among others’ and ‘a chosen part of the Church’.”

Based on this explanation Euthymios renders Nazirites as “monks” in his Georgian translation:
20bs®MEY6, Jbsbmbms 3B gdeumbm!?? — “Farewell, choirs of monks!”

Ephrem Mtsire’s translation of the explanation attracts special attention:

dyggeols dobs bobodggger 9fmeogl @ddmoloe aobsymbgomms ©s
2ob{dgoamms, goms®-0q0 Ladbmbologl sbygambdsb, goms®Igw: ‘oymls

030  bdbodggger  @dGmols’.  boam  bydas  gob  dLyoglLgbobomyls
Lobgamools ‘bsbomgggen’ dgd@oibl odom, @sdgmyy bobo@gmo Joens o
SOl gogogngsalise, bomam baboMgggamdse go@symswe ‘Fdoosls’ ©s
‘Lodmamogob  @ddmobo  gobyymbgoenls’  gfmegdol.  bomenm  ofs
dbsbmbmomgl 0@yzl, @mIganms bbysbszs sgoals “9d@ddbgl bofog
930 gboobow’ bobge-Logdl?! — “In the Old Testament, Nazirites were called
those consecrated and purified for God, as the Angel said about Samson: ‘He shall
be a Nazirite of God’. However, do not confuse this with the similar-sounding word
Nazarene; Nazareth is a city in Galilee. Nazirite means ‘holy’ in Hebrew and refers
to ‘one dedicated to God from birth’. Here, he calls the monks Nazirites, and
elsewhere he refers to them as ‘the wisest part of the Church’.”

Ephrem’s explanation is more developed and detailed than Basilius’. It explicitly cites the
biblical source of the allusion and explains why a reader might misinterpret Gregory’s artistic
expression. Ephrem’s translation of Gregory’s passage mentioning the Nazirites is:

20bo®MEh, bsboMgggmms ITYmdGIwamdmdsm!?? — “Farewell, choirs of
Nazirites.”

In Oratio 14, 40, Gregory mentions Nicodemus, a Pharisee who is traditionally understood to
have been a secret disciple of Jesus, based on the narratives in the Gospel of John (chapters 3,
7 and 19). According to one of these accounts, he visits Jesus at night, in secret, to discuss his
teachings. Gregory refers to him with the epithet €€ oeiog eloyxproTog:

Nucodnpog 6 &€ fuosiog piloypiotoc? — “Nicodemus, the half-devoted-to-Christ.”
Basilius explains the meaning of this epithet:

Nvokteptvog yap dv Loévov kol Kpumtog, GAL™ ovyl eavepdg kol UEPVOC, T® Nuicet
¢ T NuUéEpac Aéyel T vokti; Kal gik@dv kai Evivyydvov Xpiotd. "Huuev 8¢ tig
OANC UEPAC T VOE elkdTmG EENIICEING PILOYPLOTOG Kod AeAOYIGTOL Kol MVOpGTO

19 MS Paris, BnF, Coislin 240, fol. 99r; see https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10038116t/f106.item.
2 Coulie et al. (2013), 352.

2L MS Jer. georg. 15, fol. 163r.

2 Coulie et al. (2013), 353.

2 PG 35,909 C 3-4.

24 MS Paris, BnF, Coislin 240, fol. 134r; see https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10038116t/f141.item.
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— “[Nicodemus] was only nocturnal and hidden, and not manifest and of the day;
how can [Gregory] ascribe half of the day to the night? [Nicodemus] loved and met
Christ. And since night is half of the whole day, he has rightly been reckoned and
called half-devoted-to-Christ.”

Euthymios overlooks Gregory’s allusion and translates this passage based on Basilius’
interpretation:

6040©gdml, Gmdgao @sdom Jogowes JHoliEglis® — “Nicodemus, who came to
Christ by night.”

In Ephrem Mtsire’s translation of Gregory’s Oratio 14, the same passage is rendered literally:

6030003mb, jgHdne IGMolILsby®mdsb 2° — “Nicodemus, the half-devoted-
to-Christ.”

There is another way in which Euthymios employs Basilius® Commentaries: in certain
instances, he incorporates factual information drawn from them into his translation. In Oratio
15, 2, Gregory discusses the Maccabees:

Ovtot Tiveg pgv dvteg, kod 80sv, 1| tepi avtdv PiProg Snhdoet Toic prhopadéct?’ —
“Who these men are, and from where, the book about them will make (this) clear
to those who love learning...”

In Basilius’ Commentary, there is an explanation of this passage:

Tiveg odv ovtol kai S18 Tl obTe Tetipmvrar; Snhdost, enoi, 1§ BiProg Tochmov. .. 28

— “Who, then, these men are, and why they have been thus honored, he says, the
book of Josephus... will make clear.”

The same information can be found in Euthymios’ translation of Gregory’s Oratio 15:

5 535 ymggenls dommzl o@gdoeo ogo Fopabo godmsiboogdls ws dols
dog® ol{omb ymggamsgg LYsgeroldmyys@gms, Gmdgao-oqo ombodml
ALY G0539956 5§ g@%° — “All this is set forth in the book composed about them
by the tireless Josephus, and from it the lovers of learning will learn everything.”

The reference here is to Flavius Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae, Book 12.

There are additional instances in which Euthymios inserts the names of specific historical
figures (especially, in Orationes 21 and 43) and identifies the sources from which Gregory
cites certain passages, and in many cases, the source of the information is Basilius’
Commentaries. Such expansions serve an educational purpose, being directed toward lovers of
learning. It is not without reason that Euthymios is mentioned in the colophons of his
contemporaries as the enlightener of his own people, which implies not only spiritual elevation
and strengthening in the Christian faith but also the intellectual development of his people.*

Of course, it is not impossible that such an erudite translator with a Byzantine education as
Euthymios might have expanded and interpreted Gregory’s sermons based on his own
knowledge and that the examples cited above are merely coincidental with the explanations

% Coulie et al. (2017), 284.

% Coulie et al. (2017), 285.

27 PG 35,913 B 3-4.

28 MS Paris, BnF, Coislin 240, fol. 188r; see https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10038116t/f195.item.
2 Metreveli et al. (2000), 6.

30 MS NCM A-1103, f. 117v; see also Otkhmezuri & Raphava (2022), 184, 194, 203.
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found in Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries. However, Ephrem Mtsire’s testimony regarding
Euthymios’ use of the Commentaries when translating, as well as the traces of Basilius
Minimus’ Commentaries found in one of Euthymios’ translations,®! confirm that Euthymios
had access to and did, in fact, make use of Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries when translating
Gregory’s sermons.

b. The Influence of Basilius Minimus’ Commentaries on Ephrem Mtsire’s translation

Ephrem Mtsire’s Letter to Kvirike offers valuable information indicating that when translating
the sermons of Gregory the Theologian, Ephrem’s main goal was to preserve their distinctive
stylistic features. Ephrem gives a very precise characterization of Gregory’s literary style: for
him, it is “brief-worded, i.e. laconic, deep, and shrouded” (Lo@dygys-Lodmgag, Lo@®dg ©s
Jogomomgds).32 According to Ephrem, this style is reflected in his own translation,
contributing to the “uniqueness” (yhyg3geomds) and “distinctiveness” (Lbygommaos) of his
rendition.® This description of Gregory’s style closely aligns with the assessments of medieval
commentators and scholiasts, including Basilius Minimus and Michael Psellos, as well as with
modern scholars of medieval rhetoric.3*

It is generally held that in Gregory’s sermons, stylistic effects, together with artistic imagery,
are generated through the very syntactic structure of the text — the interplay of short and long
sentences (cola and commata), the alternation of narrative and interrogative phrases, etc.
Explanations of these stylistic devices occupy a significant place in Basilius> Commentaries
and serve as a guide for Ephrem in translating Gregory’s texts.

In this context, Ephrem’s translation of the beginning of Gregory the Theologian’s Oratio 38,
1 is noteworthy. Gregory’s text runs:

Xp1o10g €€ ovpavdv, avioote, Xplotog £l i, VWOONTE ... Xp1oT1og v copki ...
Xp1o10g €k mopHEvon.

The effect of the laconic style in Gregory’s prose here is created by omitting the verbs in four
instances. In scholarly literature, this passage is described by as “a boundless dance of cola and
commata”.® Ephrem followed this manner in detail and translated the Greek text without
verbs:

Joolgg— bggom, dogygdgmwon! Jaolidg— Jgggobols bgws, sdsmawon! ...
JOobEg— 0B GE0ms! ... JHolEg— Jom{mmolopsbl®” —“Christ — from heaven,

go out to meet Him! Christ on earth, be exalted! Christ in the flesh!... Christ from a
Virgin!”

Ephrem’s version of Basilius’ explanation on this passage, which differs from the Greek
original, is noteworthy:

@5953L m gl ‘JHobEg bgEom’, bsgmagmsm ©oy@dg3gol sdsol, goms®dgw
‘dmgoes’. s ggomse: ‘Jaoligg Ju9ggobolis bgws’, sdolis bsganygangdslss

31 See n. 5 above.

32 Metreveli et al. (1998), Xxxv.

3 Ibid.

34 Bezarashvili (2004), 260-292; Mayer (1911), 27-100.

% PG36,312A3-313A1.

36 Guignet (1911), 85: “une « danse éperdue » de kola et de kommata”.
37 Metreveli et al. (2001), 51, 53.
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039000330 3900005 S@IMYygdl... @sdgmy glggoms®bo bsganyyanbo
Qogrmbogmbos 39emgbgdolsbo 5®0sb ©s oMo gomo® gob 3ambml,
L@ gEemdolsbo® — “When he says, ‘Christ from heaven’, he omits ‘came’, and
in ‘Christ on earth’, he compensates for the missing [word] with a pause. To omit
words is an art of philosophers, and nobody should assume that they are left
incomplete.”

According to the explanation of this passage, the missing verbs, which are implied in each
colon, are replaced with a pause; due to Basilius’ Commentary, the dynamics of the original
text are preserved in the Georgian translation. In Euthymios’ translation, the verbs are added
as required by the rules of Georgian grammar, resulting in the loss of the laconic effect of the
original, but perfectly suiting the norms of Georgian and thus, being more acceptable and
comprehensible for the Georgian reader:

Joolpg bggom dmgoenls, dJogagdbgmwom! JOolEg Juggsbobs bgws s@U,
sdopmeon! ... JOoldg JomdOgogee ofdbs! . Jooleyg Joeyemobogsb
0dgo!3 — “Christ comes from heaven, go out to meet Him! Christ is on earth, be
exalted! Christ is in the flesh!... Christ is born of a Virgin!”

As Ephrem paid particular attention to preserving Gregory’s characteristic laconism in his
translation, numerous explanations in his version of Basilius’ Commentaries address this very
feature of Gregory’s style. There are instances where such explanations have no counterpart in
the Greek manuscripts known to us. We do not exclude the possibility that their author is
Ephrem himself, who, drawing on his profound knowledge of Gregory the Theologian’s style
and modeling himself on Basilius’ Commentaries, composed these explanations on his own.

For example, in Oratio 21, 25 dedicated to Athanasios the Great, there is a phrase commented
by Basilius:

Tobto ’Abavaciog Muiv?® — glg hygb smabslio™ — “This [is what] Athanasios
[did] for us.”

Basilius starts his explanation with the question regarding the first word of this phrase: Tobto
— notov; (“This — what?”) and then elaborates at length on what Athanasios taught his flock.
Ephrem renders this explanation with a free method of translation introducing it by the
following remark:

oge0ls, gomo®dge “dgddobs” ambgdom mwgh dglowaobgdgmom ©s s@o
Lo@Byz0 2065 Tglom seleglgdgmaw bsgaomggebolis® — ““Taught’ is absent
and is to be supplied mentally, rather than verbally inserted into the lacuna.”

Ephrem Mtsire also relied on the Commentaries of Basilius when selecting the most
appropriate lexical units for translating Gregory’s more artistic passages. Ephrem himself
refers to this practice in his Letter to Kvirike:

38 MS Jer. georg. 13, fol. 286r.
39 Metreveli et al. (2001), 50, 52.
“pPG 35,26,1112B 1.

4l Coulie et al. (2013), 167.

42 MS Jer. georg. 13, fol. 345r.
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@539y Gogodl (3goegdoe dobwol Lodygzbso, 30@ggmsw mo®adboms
a53d3ds®@mo® — “For when | want to change a certain word [in my translation], |
use the commentary first.”

By “changing a word”, Ephrem refers to modifying the vocabulary employed by Euthymios in
his translations. As mentioned in the Letter, Ephrem knew Euthymios’ translations by heart.**
Consequently, in his own work, he occasionally replaced certain words used by Euthymios
with alternative lexical choices, and in some cases, these substitutions were directly informed
by the Commentaries.

For example, in Gregory’s Oratio 15, 3 the author mentions Eliazar’s martyrdom as mpooipiov
abMoswg dekiov.* Euthymios rendered this phrase in the following way: ©sfygds0
{odgdoboo ggmognse — “the nice beginning of a martyrdom”. In contrast, Ephrem replaced
all lexical units of this sentence: §0653glLogomo @ysfaoliso Jodygbg*® — “the fortunate
prologue of deeds”. Basilius’ explanation, commenting on two out of these three words,
presumably served as a source for Ephrem’s translation:

dodx99bgmdoe  ggmoemols @  Lobogdolbs  Foao  godygedl, boem
“065TgLogommds0” — Gadgoe Sodgge yHdsmsals 0fsds? — “By “fortunate’
[the author] means ‘nice’ and ‘good’, while [he] uses the word ‘prologue’ because
[Eliazar] became the martyr before the young fellows.”

Basing himself on Basilius’ Explanation, Ephrem replaces Euthymios’ expositional translation
with a closer equivalent of the underlying Greek text.

The usage of the Commentaries to convey the exact meaning of Greek lexical units is one more
interesting method employed by Ephrem Mtsire.  In his Letter to Kvirike Ephrem writes:

030 4Ymg9e0ms bgos gaegbosms gobggboao d@fgobsogl, boam glig 0dgm
309005Ldg 0©gel gm0l 3doldgmggemmsmygls — “That one (i.e. Euthymios’

translation) is shining spread all over the churches, while this one (i.e. Ephrem’s
own translation) is designed for curious people.”*

Basilius Minimus” Commentaries played a crucial role in forming, on the one hand, Euthymios’
expositional translation for commoners, i.e. for his flock, and on the other hand, for Ephrem’s
word-for-word translation which reproduced in Georgian the very tone, timbre, and rhythm of
Gregory’s sermons and which was intended for experienced readers. In this way, Basilius’
Commentaries supported both translators, though in different ways.

Picture credits

Figs 1-2: Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts, Thilisi - 6

43 Metreveli et al. (1998), xxxiii. See also Otkhmezuri (2016a), 145.
4 Metreveli et al. (1998), xxxiv.

4 PG 35,c0l. 913 C 7.

46 Metreveli et al. (2000), 8-9.

47 MS Jer. georg. 15, fol. 235v.

48 Metreveli et al. (1998), xxxiv.
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Abstract: This paper explores the role and function of Georgian function words from a corpus-
linguistic perspective, focusing on their morphosyntactic as well as syntactic and typological
qualities. Particular attention is paid to the formal and functional properties of prepositions,
postpositions, particles, conjunctions, and other elements and their usage in both the nominal and
verbal domain. The study is grounded on evidence from a representative Georgian corpus, the GNC,
which facilitates the empirical investigation of syntactic environments and distributional patterns.
In addressing the challenge of function word classification in a morphologically complex language
such as Georgian, the study confronts several theoretical models of classification of synsemantics
and autosemantics. To support this analysis and enable further empirical exploration, a lightweight
Java tool has been developed as part of the study. The tool allows users to supply a predefined list
of Georgian function words and analyse their occurrence within any given input text. It
automatically identifies which function words are present, counts their frequency, and optionally
visualises the results. This practical component demonstrates how computational methods can
complement theoretical linguistic investigation and highlights the importance of corpus-based, tool-
supported methodologies in advancing our understanding of function word systems in typologically
complex languages such as Georgian.

Keywords: Functional Grammar; corpus linguistics; computational tools; Georgian language; Java

1. Introduction

Function words (also known as synsemantic elements) are words that are largely devoid of
independent semantic content, serving only to express grammatical relationships between
words in a sentence. They include articles (the, a), adpositions (in, on), conjunctions (and, but),
auxiliary verbs (to be, to have), modal verbs (can, must), and others. Unlike content (or
autosemantic) words, which carry clear, independent meaning (e.g., nouns and full verbs),
function words primarily fulfil grammatical, structural, and interactional roles. They are
characterised by a high frequency in discourse and play a strategic role in communication.
Coherence and cohesion in discourse are largely supported by function words, which help
signal logical relationships between ideas, establish connections between sentences, organise
arguments, moderate interaction, and enable speakers and listeners to express and interpret
complex ideas effectively. Function words are essential for indicating cause and effect,
contrast, conditions, and overall coherence. Beyond structuring grammar, function words are
also crucial in conveying tone and first speaker intention. For example, a function word such
as a negation particle can completely alter the meaning of a sentence. These words can also
soften statements, add emphasis, or qualify meaning. Shifts in meaning are particularly
significant in spoken discourse, where intonation and delivery often carry as much interpretive
weight as the lexical content. In addition to individual function words, function phrases are
frequently used to convey a speaker’s stance or attitude (e.g., it seems, of course, by the way, I
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think). These expressions help speakers e.g. assert their position, express uncertainty or
confidence, or transition between topics. In conclusion, function words are far more than mere
“fillers” in texts. They are powerful tools for rhetorical strategy and interpersonal
communication. Mastery of their use is essential for expressing ideas clearly, accurately, and
persuasively.

In Georgian linguistic literature, function words have typically been studied from a purely
formal perspective, often neglecting their functional and semantic roles. Compared to
autosemantic words, function elements have received limited attention in lexicography; they
are underrepresented as independent units in most dictionaries. The only dictionary that
includes functional elements more comprehensively is the Dictionary of Morphemes and
Modal Elements of the Georgian Language by Jorbenadze et al., published in 1988. However,
this resource no longer meets contemporary needs due to the following limitations:

a) its content was processed manually and lacks systematic organisation

b) it exists solely in printed form and is incompatible with digital research tools

c) it reflects theoretical frameworks that were current only until the early 1990s

d) the functional analysis it offers requires revision and clarification based on more recent
theoretical advancements.

2. Theoretical Framework

Linguistic theory has traditionally placed a strong emphasis on the difference between
autosemantic (content) and synsemantic (function) words. This contrast, which has historically
been presented as a binary opposition or dichotomy, has influenced how we understand
morphosyntactic organisation, lexical structure, and grammar in various languages. But as time
has gone on, researchers have come to see the relationship as a continuum that is impacted by
both the structural characteristics of individual languages and diachronic processes like
grammaticalisation.

In the upcoming part, several theories are introduced which concern the distinction and/or
entanglement of autosemantics and synsemantics. It offers a comparative overview and
introduces analytical tools for modelling the continuum between lexical and grammatical
elements, drawing on ideas from structuralism, generative grammar, functional-typological
models, cognitive-constructional and pragmatic approaches.

2.1 Foundations in Early Linguistic Thought

The roots of this distinction can be traced back to the early 20" century, when linguistic and
philosophical grammar (as introduced by Wittgenstein) began to take shape. Otto Jespersen
was among the pioneers to define this concept, making a clear distinction between “notional
words”, which carry their own meaning, and “form words”, which mainly serve to express
grammatical relationships. Jespersen pointed out that content words stand on their own in terms
of meaning, while function words depend heavily on their syntactic context for understanding.*
In 1934, Karl Buhler, in his significant work Sprachtheorie, proposed the so-called “organon
model” that connected autosemantic words to a “representation function” and synsemantic

! Jespersen 1924: 73-75.
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words to an “expressive function” and a “conative function”. According to Buhler, function
words play a crucial role in organising discourse, rather than just acting as syntactic fillers.?

2.2 Structuralist and Distributional Approaches

Within American structuralism, Leonard Bloomfield (1933) placed significant emphasis on the
distributional behaviour of words. He categorised “full words” — typically nouns, verbs, and
adjectives — as autosemantic due to their ability to stand alone and contribute referential
meaning. In contrast, “function words” were seen as dependent items that appeared in limited
syntactic slots.® Zellig Harris extended this distributional approach by proposing formal
methods to categorise words based on their positional behaviour and frequency within corpora.
For Harris, function words are characterised by high frequency, syntactic dependency, and
constrained positional freedom.* In the European dependency tradition, Lucien Tesniére’s
Eléments de syntaxe structurale likewise opposed “mots pleins” and “mots vides”:® in his
stemma diagrams, content words form the nuclei of constructions, while function words serve
as relational connectors, anticipating later structural and functional treatments of the
autosemantic—synsemantic divide.

The core distinctions between autosemantic and synsemantic words can be summarised as
illustrated in Table I.

Table I: Core distinctions between autosemantic and synsemantic words

Property Autosemantic Words Synsemantic Words
Semantic Autonomy High Low
Grammatical Function Minimal Central
Distributional Flexibility Broad Restricted
Phonological Independence Often independent Often clitic or bound
Frequency Typically lower Generally higher

2.3 Generative Grammar and Formal Syntactic Categories

The generative grammar framework brought a fresh, more abstract way of looking at how we
categorise words. In his books, Syntactic Structures (1957) and Aspects of the Theory of Syntax
(1965), Noam Chomsky made a clear distinction between lexical and functional categories.
Lexical items, which are usually autosemantic, are kept in the lexicon and carry semantic
meaning (e.g. run, house, child). On the other hand, functional elements (e.g. the, will, of) act
as the structural heads of phrases, such as Determiner Phrases (DPs), Tense Phrases (TP), and
Complementiser Phrases (CPs).® This distinction became even more significant in The
Minimalist Program (1995), where the syntactic spine is often made up entirely of functional
projections. Components like T (Tense), C (Complementiser), and D (Determiner) illustrate
synsemantic elements that, whereas they may not contribute much to meaning, play a vital role
in the process of syntactic derivation.’

2 Biihler 1934: 28-34.

3 Bloomfield 1933: 178-180.
4 Harris 1951: 122—126.

5 Tesniére 1959: 53-55.

6 Chomsky 1965: 68—77.

" Chomsky 1995: 177-184.
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2.4 Functional Grammar and Diachronic Change

Functionalist approaches offer a new perspective, highlighting the communicative and
historical aspects of word categories. Simon Dik (1978, 1997) introduced the autosemantic-
synsemantic division within a larger functional grammar framework. For Dik, content words
are all about encoding new, referential information, while function words help organise that
information within discourse.® Talmy Givon (1979, 1984) took this concept even further by
emphasising grammaticalisation as the main process that drives the transformation of
autosemantic items into synsemantic ones. His famous saying, “Today’s morphology is
yesterday’s syntax” captures the essence of how grammatical markers often evolve from
complete lexical items over time.®

Syntactic reanalysis,'® semantic bleaching,'! and phonological reduction'? have been
pinpointed as crucial mechanisms that turn autosemantic roots into grammatical elements.
Building on these earlier insights, Bernd Heine and his colleagues explored this historical
development in their research on grammaticalisation pathways.*3

Example:
Latin habere (“to have”) —  French future tense auxiliary -ai in chanterai “(1) will sing”

2.5 Typological and Cognitive-Constructional Models

From a typological perspective, Martin Haspelmath (2000, 2011) suggests that we should view
the autosemantic-synsemantic contrast as a scale rather than a strictly binary opposition. He
presents a variety of diagnostic criteria like obligatoriness, semantic generality, and
phonological integration to determine where a particular item fits in the lexical-grammatical
spectrum.'* In cognitive linguistics, Ronald Langacker (1987, 2008) also breaks away from
rigid categorisations. He analyses all linguistic expressions as meaningful, even the most
grammaticalised elements, though these are regarded in more schematic and abstract ways.*®

Adele Goldberg’s Construction Grammar (1995, 2006) provides yet another viewpoint. In this
framework, meaning doesn’t just lie in individual words but in constructions, i.e. combinations
of form and function. Function words are essential within these constructions, as they help
shape argument patterns and discourse routines.*® Fig. 1 illustrates the lexical-grammatical
continuum in English, showing how items range from fully lexical words like run to highly
grammatical elements such as the plural suffix -s.

Lexical < » Grammatical
run must to the -S
(verb) (modal) (preposition) (article) (plural marker)

Fig. 1: Continuum Representation

8 Dik 1997: 120—124.

9 Givon 1971: 413.

0 E.g. Langacker 1977: 59.

1E.g. Givén 1981: 51.

12E.g. Bybee & Pagliuca 1985: 76.
13 Heine et al. 1991: 17-36.

4 Haspelmath 2011: 41—44.

15 Langacker 1987: 58—64.

16 Goldberg 1995: 9-12.
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2.6 Gradient Classification Models

The idea of a lexical-grammatical continuum has inspired some researchers to suggest
classifications that go beyond a simple two-way split, proposing instead three-way or even
multi-dimensional frameworks. A notable model comes from Haspelmath (2011), who
advocates for a graded typology, while Lehmann (1982) introduces scalar parameters in the
process of grammaticalisation. These frameworks often identify an “intermediate” category
that encompasses auxiliaries, modals, or aspectual markers — elements that sit somewhere
between being fully lexical and fully grammatical. A summary is provided in Table II.

Table 11: Expanded Diagnostic Table (based on Lehmann 1982; Haspelmath 2011)

Property Autosemantic Intermediate Synsemantic
Semantic specificity high moderate low
Syntactic obligatoriness optional variable required
Phonological independence full partial reduced/clitic
Frequency in discourse low—moderate moderate—high high
Position in clause flexible mid-clause fixed/pre/postposed
Diachronic stability high moderate low

2.7 Pragmatic Approaches to Function Words

Beyond their grammatical behaviour, function words are also essential for structuring discourse
and directing interpretation in context. Pragmatically, they can be used as discourse markers,
modal particles, and focus or topic indicators. Deborah Schiffrin (1987) suggested the concept
of discourse markers as items that structure spoken language, marking coherence and speaker
intention. Words such as well, so, you know, and but serve not grammatical but interpersonal
and organisational functions in conversation.” Similarly, Fraser (1999) categorises discourse
markers as lexical items used to signal a relationship between the discourse segment they
precede and the prior discourse. These words do not contribute propositional meaning but are
crucial to the pragmatic interpretation of speech.®

In Germanic languages, modal particles like doch, ja, and mal convey speaker attitude or
epistemic certainty. Diewald (2006) views these as grammatical elements with pragmatic
functions, specifically in dialogic contexts.*® Topic and focus markers are likewise pragmatic
function words. Lambrecht (1994) describes how topic-comment structures in languages like
Hungarian or Japanese are encoded by way of particles like wa or ga.?

Searle in his theory of Speech Acts (1969) highlights the function of words like please, let’s,
and modal auxiliaries to create performative functions. These words are very important in
projecting illocutionary force, enabling utterances to have commanding, requesting, or
declarative power.?! Levinson (1983) extends this within pragmatics, noting that function
words often communicate the speaker’s implicatures of mutual knowledge and discourse
relevance. For example, the use of focus-sensitive particles such as even or only demonstrates

17 Schiffrin 1987: 31-40.

18 Fraser 1999: 931.

19 Diewald 2006: 407—410.
20 Lambrecht 1994: 117-124.
21 Searle 1969: 63-70.
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pragmatic scope and presuppositional structure.?? Table 111 presents cross-linguistic examples
of major types of pragmatic function markers — discourse markers, modal particles, focus/topic
markers, and speech act markers — along with illustrative items, together with the languages in
which they occur and key references.

Table I11: Pragmatic Functions of Function Words

Function Type Examples Languages Key References
Discourse Markers well, so, anyway English, Spanish Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1999)
Modal Particles doch, ja, mal German Diewald (2006), Abraham (1991)
Focus/Topic Markers wa, ga, mo Japanese, Hungarian Lambrecht (1994), Givén (1983)
Speech Act Markers please, let’s, sorry English, Korean Searle (1969), Levinson (1983)

According to these pragmatic approaches, functional elements ought to be categorised
according to their function in discourse and communicative intent as well as their involvement
in syntax or morphology. By including a dimension that represents speaker-hearer interaction,
they enhance the conventional autosemantic-synsemantic split.

3. Function words in Georgian

In Georgian, syntactic and pragmatic functions can manifest themselves in function words or
function constructions. The latter consist of a function word combined either with other
function words or with different elements. Function words are quite versatile: depending on
the element they determine, their function changes. A good example is the grading adjective
upro ‘more’, which can be used to construct the 1 and 3™ stage comparatives in the analytic
gradation of descriptive adjectives.?®> Examples (1-3) show the different use, function and
possible combination of upro with other elements.

(1) Leo-s ak upro  zvel-i 3makac-eb-i hgavs
Leo-DAT.SG here more old-NoM.sG  male friend-PL-NOM  have.S3SG.PRES
‘Leo has older (male) friends here [...]” (Revaz MisSveladze, Rcéeuli txzulebani IV - novelebi)

(2) brzol-is survil-i agaravis agmoacnda
fight-GEN.SG Wish-NOM.SG No ONe.FOC.GEN.SG  discover.S3SG.AOR
upro  imitom rom  brzola uazroba igo

more because that  fightNOM.SG  meaninglessness.NOM.SG  be.S3SG.AOR

‘No one wanted to fight anymore, mostly because fighting was pointless.” (Journal Axali
taoba, 2000)

3) ar Seizleba gacereba mit upro axla
NEG  be possible.s3sG.PRES  stop.INF that.INST.SG  more now
‘It must not stop, especially now.” (Journal Axali epoka, 2003)

2 Levinson 1983:204-211.

2 Georgian can differentiate between three levels of comparatives: 1% level comparatives are built with the adverb
upro ‘more’ (e.g. upro lamazi ‘more beautiful’), 2" level comparatives are constructed with bevrad ‘much (more)’
(e.g. bevrad lamazi ‘much more beautiful’), and 3 level comparatives with both bevrad ‘much (more)’ and upro
‘more’ (e.g. bevrad upro lamazi ‘by far more beautiful’; Kamarauli 2022: 113.
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In example (1), the adverb upro ‘more’ is paired with a lexical adjective 3veli ‘old’ and
functions as a comparative grading adverb (‘friends older than others’); in (2), upro is
combined with another function word, namely the causal subordinator imitom ‘because’, which
is intensified through this combination and triggers the following argumentative structure; and
lastly, in (3), upro is part of a lexicalised phrase, which has focusing function (mit upro
‘especially’).

Another good example is ra ‘what’, which is quite diverse in its meaning and function;
examples (4-6) showcase ra ‘what’ in combination with different auto- and synsemantics.

(4) s ra gaakete rom icode

this.NOM.SG what.NOM.SG ~ d0.S2SG.AOR that Know.s2SG.CONJ
‘[1f] you [only] knew what you did with this.” (Revaz Misveladze, Réeuli txzulebani IV -
novelebi)

(5) karg-i ra gexvecebi sxva  rame-ze
good-NOM.sG ~ what.NOM.SG beg.S1SG.PRES other  something.DAT.SG-ON

vilaparakot
speak.S2PL.OPT
‘Okay, I beg you... let’s talk about something else.” (Revaz Misveladze, Rceuli txzulebani

| - novelebi)
6) ra tkma unda cud-ad igo
what.NOM.SG  say.INF MOD bad-ADV.SG be.s3sG.AOR

‘Of course, he was feeling unwell.” (Revaz Misveladze, Réeuli txzulebani I - novelebi)

In (4), ra has a referencing function: it refers to an action prior to the utterance and the speaker
evaluates the action of the hearer. In (5), ra is paired with the adjective kargi ‘good’ and has a
convincing, admitting function; lastly, in (6), ra is part of the grammaticalised function phrase
ra tkma unda ‘of course’ (lit. ‘what talk does it need’), today written as one word; syntactically,
it functions as a clausal adverb (modifying the whole clause) and adopts the meaning of an
obvious conclusion (presupposing the previous expectation/knowledge of the speaker about
the state of the referred person).

Another illustration of the multifunctionality of function words — and thus the need for a multi-
layered approach — is provided by erti ‘one’; cf. examples (7-10).

7y [...] Sevedi da ert-i cal-i vigide
[...] goin.slsG.AOR and one-NOM.SG  piece-NOM.SG buy.s1SG.AOR
arada saxl-si ukve oc-amde mkonda
even though house.DAT.SG-in  already  twenty-until have.s1SG.IMPF

‘[...] I went in and bought one piece, even though I already had about twenty at home.’
(Journal 11x11, 2010)

(8) ert dge-s movedi saxl-si da
ONne.DAT.SG day-DAT.SG  COmMe.S1SG.AOR house.DAT.SG-in  and
iatak-ze goraobda tika-s-tan ertad

floor.DAT.sG-on roll around.s1sG.IMPF  Tika-DAT.SG-with  together
‘One day I came home and he was rolling around on the floor with Tika.” (Journal Axali

taoba, 2006)
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(9) Fererti uxerxul-i ikneboda morcxv-ad
first of all awkward-NOM.SG be.s3SG.COND shy-ADV.SG
stkva Andriko-m [...]
say.S3sG.AOR Andriko-ERG.SG [...]

““First of all, it would be awkward” Andriko said shily [...]” (Guram Dog&anasvili, Cvens
ezoSi ¢vima modis)

(10) ert-i es-e-C mitxari bazar-si rogor
one-NOM.SG  this-EMPH.V-FOC  say.S2SG.IMP  bazaar.DAT.SG-in how

moxvdi
turn up.s2sG.AOR
‘Now tell me this, how did you turn up at the bazaar?’ (Journal Sakartvelos respublika, 2005)

In (7), erti functions as a numeral, and together with the numeral classifier cali ‘piece’, the
phrase denotes a definite quantity. The opposite happens in example (8), where ert is paired
with dges ‘day’, which entails the meaning of ‘one day’ and functions as an unspecific and
indefinite temporal phrase. In contrast, examples (9) and (10) demonstrate more multi-layered
functions of erti: in (9), together with ser, erti triggers an argumentative structure and
introduces a listing (first of all x and secondly, Y), which carries a focusing function, whereas
in (10), erti can be considered to have an adhortative function, changing the topic and
intensifying the focus given by esec ‘this’.

All these examples demonstrate the urgency of introducing a multi-layered approach that
includes not only syntax but also semantics and pragmatics. This will be discussed in the
following Chapter.

4. Analysis

4.1 Linguistic approach
For the present paper, the linguistic approach includes several subfields of linguistics:

e syntax, in particular syntactic roles, e.g. what grammatical function does the word fulfil
(connector, modifier, etc.)?

e semantics, in particular semantic autonomy, e.g. does the word carry standalone
meaning, or is it dependent?

e pragmatics, in particular pragmatic function, e.g. does it manage discourse, express
stance, or organise information?

For this analysis, we have chosen 100 of the most frequent function words found in the
Georgian National Corpus (hereafter: GNC),?* more precisely in the subcorpus of Modern
Georgian (GNC-NG). The following Tables are a first attempt at classifying and explaining
function words according to their syntactic (Table IV), pragmatic (Table V), and semantic
(Table VI) functions. In Table IV, the roles and grammatical functions of these 100 most
frequent function words are given.

24 http://gnc.gov.ge/. This and all other URLs quoted in this article were last accessed on 30 December 2025.
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Table IV: Classification of the 100 most frequent function words in GNC-NG

Word Translation Role Grammatical function

da and connector coordinating conjunction

ar not negation negative adverb

rom that, if subordinator complementiser/subordinating
conjunction

magram but connector coordinating conjunction

tu if conditional/subordinator conjunction

ki yes, well contrastive/affirmative affirmative word

ar not negation negative adverb

rom that, if subordinator complementiser/subordinating
conjunction

magram but connector coordinating conjunction

tu if conditional/subordinator conjunction

ki yes, well contrastive/affirmative affirmative word

ra what interrogative pronoun/ WH-word

unda must modal verb auxiliary

ara no negation negative word

erti one quantifier/numeral indefinite numeral

ver not (potential) inability marker negative auxiliary

arc not even negative coordination negative conjunction

axla now time adverb temporal adverb

mere then, after time adverb temporal adverb

mainc however concessive marker particle

ase this way manner adverb modal adverb

ise that way manner adverb modal adverb

rogorc as comparison/subordination comparative conjunction

xom after all, well question tag/emphasis particle

upro more comparative degree adverb/ degree modifier

kidev again additive/focus focus particle/adverb

rac what relative pronoun WH-word/relativiser

tavi head reflexive noun grammaticalised noun

isev as before repetition/focus adverb

kaci man (general subject, generic subject grammaticalised noun

expletive)

agar not anymore temporal/negative negative particle

ser first temporal adverb temporal adverb

rogor how interrogative adverb WH-word (manner)

roca when temporal subordinator subordinating conjunction

titkos asif hypothetical/evidential/ modal particle

modal

ras what interrogative object WH-pronoun

mxolod only focus marker focus particle

an or alternative connector coordinating conjunction

Semdeg after time adverb/postposition temporal adverb

Ukve already perfectivity marker aspectual adverb

tavs head reflexive form grammaticalised noun

ak here locative adverb spatial adverb

nu not (prohibitive) prohibitive particle negation/imperative particle

masin then temporal adverb temporal adverb

masinve instantly temporal adverb temporal adverb

sul always emphasis/frequency intensifier/adverb

radgan because causal subordinator conjunction

marto alone focus/quantification adverb/focus marker

éin before direction/postposition adverb/postposition

ert one indefinite numeral quantifier

xolme sometimes habitual marker aspectual particle
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Table IV: Classification of the 100 most frequent function words in GNC-NG

Word Translation Role Grammatical function

aba well then turn-taking/irony marker discourse particle
albat probably epistemic modality modal particle

cota few quantity quantifier

ratom why interrogative reason WH-word
meti more comparative degree quantifier

3alian very adverb degree modifier
martla truly particle/adverb emphatic

ertxel once adverb temporal adverb

sad where interrogative WH-locative

ik there adverb locative adverb
vidre than conjunction comparative subordinator
tviton self pronoun/focus reflexive/emphatic
scored truly focus marker emphatic particle
ertad together adverb manner/coordination
tumca but conjunction adversative subordinator
kargad well adverb manner adverb

ai after all, well particle demonstrative/emphatic
ukan back adverb locative/directional
Sina in postposition/locative locative adverb
romelic which relative pronoun WH-word
saertod generally adverb scope/generalisation
imitom because subordinator (causal) subordinating conjunction
xolo but conjunction contrastive

iseti that kind of pronoun/adjective descriptive/demonstrative degree
aseti this kind of pronoun/adjective descriptive/demonstrative degree
ragac anything pronoun/indefinite thing/something
kidec yet again particle additive particle
sanam until conjunction temporal subordinator
uceb suddenly adverb temporal/manner
xan sometimes particle/temporal iteration

rame something indefinite pronoun something

ram something indefinite pronoun variant of above
gvelas all pronoun/quantifier universal

verc not even (potential) negative auxiliary verb-related negation
vegar not anymore negative auxiliary inability marker
govel every quantifier universal

torem or else conjunction conditional/contrastive
Soris between postposition locative (between)
ertmanets each other pronoun reciprocal

vitom as if particle hypothetical

bevri much guantifier lexical

ikneb maybe modal particle possibility
aravin no one pronoun indefinite negative
xans time noun (temporal use) temporal

tan at the same time particle/adverb accompaniment
sakutari own adjective/pronoun reflexive possessive
kai good, okay adjective (colloquial) description of quality
gvelaze most quantifier (superlative) degree

goveli every guantifier universal

gamo because of postposition/causal marker causal adverb
turme apparently modal particle evidential
martalia it is true concessive marker modal/contrastive conjunction
romelsac which relative pronoun WH-relative
sadac where relative pronoun WH-locative
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The analysis of syntactic functions and roles maps structural dependency. Function words
cluster around clausal structure, e.g.:

e conjunctions (da ‘and’, rom ‘that’, radgan ‘because’, tumca ‘but’) mark syntactic
linking

e sentence particles (ki ‘yes’, aba ‘well’) operate at sentence or discourse level, often
outside argument structure

e adverbs and pronouns (ak ‘here’, ik ‘there’, ase ‘in this way’, romelic ‘which’) serve as
intermediate links — they connect content to structure.

Syntactic functions constitute the formal backbone of Georgian syntax. Function words are
crucial scaffolding elements that carry syntactic but no propositional meaning — they structure
grammar rather than content.

As for the pragmatic aspect of function words, several aspects need to be considered:

e discourse markers: do these words organise a turn or indicate how the discourse is
structured (e.g., aba ‘well’, xom ‘after all’)?

e modal particles; do these words express speaker stance or attitude (e.g., albat ‘maybe’,
titkos “as if”)?

o focus/emphasis markers: do these words highlight or limit scope (e.g., mxolod ‘only’,
kidev ‘again’)?

e topic/frame markers: do these words set up contrasts or frame shifts (e.g., ise ‘like that’,
aba ‘well then’)?

e illocutionary markers: do these words indicate a speech act type (e.g., nu ‘well’, ki
‘yes’)?

o rhetorical markers: are these words used in argumentation, irony, questioning (e.g.,
rarom ‘why’, kaci ‘one’ (generic subject))?

Not all 100 words have pragmatic functions. The 23 that do are explained in Table V according
to their pragmatic function.

For the analysis of the pragmatic function of some function words, the implementation of
interpersonal and discourse layers is needed. Words like xom, ki, aba, tumca, albat show that
many function words serve pragmatic rather than purely grammatical purposes, such as guiding
the listener’s interpretation:

« modal particles: albat ‘probably’, turme ‘apparently’ (speaker stance)
« discourse markers: xom, aba, ai (interactional control)
o focus particles: mxolod ‘only’, scored ‘truly’, kidec ‘yet again’ (information structure).

This confirms that functionality in language is not purely syntactic — it can extend into discourse
management and intersubjective meaning, implying that function words may be procedural
rather than conceptual.?®

Lastly, semantics needs to be included to the analysis of function words, to be more precise,
the level of their semantic autonomy:

¢ high (autosemantic): the word has a referential or lexical meaning; it is interpretable in
isolation

% Cf. Blakemore 1987: 75.
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Table V: Classification of the 23 function words with pragmatic function

Word Translation Pragmatic function Notes
ki yes, well illocutionary/emphatic/ contrastive used for contrast, affirmation
xolme sometimes aspectual/framing indicates habitual action
aba well then discourse marker/framing turn-taking, irony, emphasis
mainc however concessive marker implies contrast or unexpectedness
mxolod only focus marker restricts the scope of assertion
albat maybe modal particle expresses epistemic
uncertainty/probability
cota few quantitative emphasis often mitigates or softens assertions
ratom why rhetorical/interrogative signals justification or challenges
rogor how interrogative (pragmatic) also used rhetorically, not just for inquiry
ar not illocutionary marker negates propositions, can mark prohibitive
tone
titkos as if modal particle used in hedging, hypothetical framing
nu not (prohibitive) illocutionary/directive used in prohibitions, soft commands
xom after all, well discourse/tag particle used to confirm shared knowledge or
expectation
ai after all, well discourse marker introduces examples or emphasis
martla truly emphatic marker speaker stance
ikneb maybe modal particle possibility
tumca but concessive marker/ discourse-level often rhetorical, same as ‘but’ in
adversative argumentation

imitom because rhetorical/causal explains cause
vitom as if hypothetical/ironic hedging function
torem or else rhetorical connector expresses warning or contrast
scored truly focus particle highlights specific constituent
kidec yet again additive particle reinforces previous constituent
sanam until temporal discourse marker frames time of main action

e medium (intermediate): the word has a limited standalone meaning; it is sometimes

interpretable without context
e |low (synsemantic): the word lacks a standalone meaning; it functions only in relation

to other elements.

Table VI shows the 100 most frequent function words, categorised according to their semantic
autonomy (from low to high) and relevant notes.

The semantic autonomy criterion thus reveals a continuum, not a binary opposition. Many
words in Georgian do not fit cleanly into the categories autosemantic (content) or synsemantic
(function), instead, they form a gradient:

high autonomy: lexical or quasi-lexical items (erti ‘one’, bevri ‘many’, sakutari ‘own’,
kargad ‘well”)
medium autonomy: adverbs and pronouns (ase ‘in this way’, ise ‘in that way’, ik ‘there’,
Isev ‘again’)
low autonomy: particles, conjunctions, and negators (da ‘and’, ar ‘not’, ki ‘yes’, tu ‘if”,
radgan ‘because’, tumca ‘but’).

The semantic continuum which Georgian function words show supports the theories by
Haspelmath (2011) and Lehmann (1982): grammatical and lexical elements form a scalar
hierarchy, not a dichotomy.
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Table VI: Classification of the function words according to their semantic autonomy

Word Translation Autonomy Notes

da and low has no meaning without linking two elements

ar not low pure negation, context-bound

rom that, if low grammatical subordinator

magram but low logical connector, not lexical

tu if low conditional/focus, highly context-dependent

unda must low modal auxiliary without independent meaning

ara no low pure negation

ver not (potential) low grammaticalised inability marker

arc not even low coordinated negation

rogorc as low comparative marker, dependent on clause

xom after all, well low discourse particle, context-driven

agar not anymore low composite negation and aspect marker

roca when low subordinator

an or low logical disjunction, purely structural

nu not (prohibitive) low directive/prohibitive, lacks standalone meaning

radgan because low subordinator, non-lexical

aba well then low discourse-only use

vidre than low subordinator; purely comparative in function

tumca but low adversative conjunction; has little lexical content

ai after all, well low emphatic/discourse function; no lexical reference

Sina in low postpositional; cannot appear in isolation

xolo but low logical connector; no semantic autonomy

kidec yet again low additive/focus particle; not interpretable alone

sanam until low subordinator; only meaningful with full clause

verc not even (potential) low negative clitic; syntactically and semantically dependent

vegar not anymore low composite negation + aspect; non-autonomous

torem or else low discourse connective; only meaningful in clause structure

Soris between low postposition; semantically empty without complement

vitom as if low hypothetical/discourse use; no stable referent

ikneb maybe low modal particle; epistemic, speaker-oriented

gamo because of low postpositional causal; semantically empty alone

turme apparently low evidential particle; relies entirely on speaker stance

ki yes, well low-medium affirmative or contrastive; may carry stance

mainc however low-medium pragmatic concession, vague semantics

upro more low-medium comparative degree, no standalone referent

titkos as if low-medium modal/hypothetical frame, no concrete referent

mxolod only low—medium focus marker, vague semantics

Ukve already low—medium perfectivity marker, aspectual nuance

xolme sometimes low-medium aspectual particle, pragmatically loaded

albat probably low-medium modal, speaker-oriented; interpretable in vague sense

martalia it is true low-medium fixed concessive form; modal-discourse with partial
meaning

ra what medium WH-word with referential potential

axla now medium temporal adverb, somewhat interpretable alone

mere then, after medium time-related, needs discourse anchor

ase this way medium modal adverb, deictic, partially interpretable

ise that way medium similar to ase

kidev again medium additive, context-enhanced meaning

rac what medium relative pronoun, semantically active

isev as before medium temporal iteration, moderately autonomous

Ser first medium temporal nuance, vague alone

rogor how medium WH-adverb, interpretable in questions

ras what medium interrogative pronoun, referential

Semdeg after medium adverbial/postpositional, partially lexical

ak here medium spatial deictic, interpretable alone
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Table VI: Classification of the function words according to their sesmantic autonomy

Word Translation Autonomy Notes
masin then medium temporal reference, discourse-anchored
masinve instantly medium temporal adverb; semantically specific in discourse
sul always medium adverbial, quantifying, vague stand-alone
éin before medium adverb/postposition, spatial reference
martla truly medium emphatic stance marker; vague without context
cota few medium quantifier, meaning is scalar
ratom why medium interrogative, semantically oriented
meti more medium quantifier, relational but partly referential
sad where medium WH-word with referential potential
ik there medium deictic; interpretable but needs discourse anchor
tviton self medium reflexive pronoun; requires antecedent
scored truly medium focus marker; semantically weak but locatable
ertad together medium manner adverb; dependent but partly interpretable
Ukan back medium spatial adverb; interpretable with spatial context
romelic which medium WH-relative; needs antecedent for full interpretation
sadac where medium WH-locative, needs antecedent for full interpretation
saertod generally medium generalising adverb; vague alone, clear in context
imitom because medium causal phrase; compositional meaning with imis gamo,
rom ‘because of this’

iseti that kind of medium degree expression; requires comparative reference
aseti this kind of medium demonstrative; needs a referent to specify
ragac anything medium indefinite pronoun; referential but vague
xan sometimes medium temporal/discourse use; vague and context-sensitive
rame something medium indefinite pronoun; weak referential value
ram something medium variant of rame; also vague but referential
gvelas all medium quantifier/pronoun; requires context for scope
govel every medium quantifier; needs noun to specify scope
ertmanets each other medium reciprocal pronoun; contextually anchored
aravin no one medium negative pronoun; referential but polarity-bound
xans time medium noun of time; vague without construction
tan at the same time medium focus/discourse marker; context-dependent
gvelaze most medium superlative adverb; dependent on comparative frame
goveli every medium quantifier; general scope without specific referent
romelsac which medium relative pronoun; dependent on antecedent
marto alone medium-high adverb/quantifier, semantically rich
erti one high lexical numeral
tavi head high lexical noun, even when grammaticalised
kaci man (general high lexical noun, semantically full

subject, expletive)
tavs head high lexical noun inflected
ert one high numeral, lexical
3alian very high lexical adverb; expresses intensity independently
ertxel once high temporal adverb; specific lexical meaning (“once”
kargad well high lexical adverb (manner); semantically rich
uceb suddenly high temporal/manner adverb; interpretable in isolation
bevri much high guantifier/lexical; has referential content
sakutari own high possessive adjective; strong lexical meaning
kai good, okay high adjective (colloquial); referential

How the three introduced dimensions (semantic autonomy, syntactic role, and pragmatic
function) interact, can be summarised as shown in Table VII and visualised as in Fig. 2.

178




M. & A. Kamarauli, A Corpus-Based Exploration of Georgian Function Words

Table VII: Interaction of the three dimensions

Dimension
Semantic autonomy
Syntactic role
Pragmatic function

Level of Description
lexical-grammatical
structural
communicative

Role in Functional System
degree of meaning dependency
position and combinatorial function

interpretation and discourse management

Pragmatic Load

(Discourse, Interaction)

e «— upper layer: particles, discourse markers

e «— middle layer: adverbs, focus markers

e — lower layer: conjunctions, negators, auxiliaries

A 4

Semantic Autonomy Syntactic Fixation

(Lexical Content) (Structural Boundness)

Fig. 2: The three-dimensional model of Georgian function words

The model shown in Fig. 2 visualises the interplay between semantic autonomy, syntactic
fixation, and pragmatic load as a dynamic continuum rather than a categorical split. Function
words are distributed within a conceptual space in which semantic autonomy decreases as
syntactic fixation increases, while pragmatic load rises orthogonally, reflecting discourse-level
functions. Elements such as da (‘and’) and ar (‘not’) cluster in the grammatical core,
characterised by low semantic autonomy and high syntactic dependency. By contrast, discourse
particles like ki ‘well, yes’, xom “after all’, and albat ‘probably’ occupy the upper pragmatic
layer, where speaker stance and interactional meaning dominate. Adverbs and focus markers,
including kargad, upro, and marto, lie between these poles, mediating between lexical content
and structural function. The model thus captures the continuum nature of Georgian function
words as multi-dimensional operators balancing meaning, structure, and discourse.

4.2 Computational Approach: Functional Elements Analyser

4.2.1 Development and application of an analysis tool

To automate the identification of functional elements in Georgian and to visualise the results
in an intuitive format, an analysis tool was developed. The software is implemented as a lean,
standalone Java program with a clear separation of data management (1/O), logical processing,
and presentation.

4.2.2 System architecture and implementation

The system follows a classic three-tier application pattern adapted to a desktop tool (Fig. 3):
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1) data access (1/0)

FileLoader reads input texts and function-word metadata. ResultStorage serialises analysis
results in machine-readable JSON to ensure reusability and long-term archiving.

2) analysis logic

Implemented in TextAnalyzer and AnalysisController. This layer performs tokenisation,
comparison against the metadata base, and statistical evaluation.

3) presentation/visualisation

User interaction is handled via simple Swing® dialogs. ResultVisualizer generates an
interactive, platform-independent HTML file that opens automatically in the default browser.

Java provides high portability and robust error handling. The Jackson library?’ is used for
efficient JSON serialisation and deserialisation.

The structure of the Functional Elements Analyser and the relationship between the individual
classes can be seen in the UML diagram?® (Fig. 4).

4.2.3 The metadata base (function-word corpus)

The analysis relies on a function-word metadata base that translates the theoretical
classification into a processable data model. Each function word is represented by the
FunctionWord data model with the following attributes:

« word: the function word itself (primary key for matching)

« role and pragmaticFunction: linguistic categorisation for contextualisation

« semanticAutonomy: central classification level (e.g., LOW, MEDIUM_HIGH, HIGH)

e pragmaticFunctionNote/semanticAutonomyNote: optional explanatory notes
Semantic autonomy is the central feature. The model differentiates words along a spectrum
rather than a binary functional/lexical split, from LOW (purely grammatical or discourse-

structuring, no independent meaning) to HIGH (a function word with notable lexical
colouring).

The metadata are stored in JSON and loaded at start-up into a Map<String, FunctionWord>.?°
This enables O(1) retrieval® of metadata for tokens found in the text.

% Swing is a Java-based GUI toolkit that provides lightweight, platform-independent components for building
desktop applications. For the documentation see https://docs.oracle.com/en/java/javase/21/docs/api/java.desktop/
javax/swing/package-summary.html.

2" The Jackson library (FasterXML/Jackson) is the de facto standard in Java for processing JSON data. For the
documentation see https://github.com/FasterXML/jackson.

8 Unified Modeling Language (UML) is a standardised graphical modeling language for the specification,
construction, and documentation of software systems.

2 A Map is a collection type that stores key—value pairs and allows efficient lookup of values based on their
associated keys.

30 0(1) retrieval refers to constant-time access in algorithmic complexity, meaning that the lookup time remains
the same regardless of the size of the dataset.
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Fig. 4: UML Model

4.2.4 Analysis workflow

The workflow is organised into three steps coordinated by TextAnalyzer. The goal is to produce
a token list enriched with function-word metadata and to compute summary statistics.

The autonomy levels (LOW, LOW_MEDIUM, MEDIUM, MEDIUM_HIGH, HIGH,
UNKNOWN, FULL) are defined as an Enum3! (SemanticAutonomy) to ensure consistency
and prevent assignment errors.

4.2.5 Text processing and simplified tokenisation

Processing begins with simplified tokenisation. Regular expressions replace all characters that
are neither letters nor spaces (e.g., commas, periods, parentheses) with spaces. The cleaned
string is then split on one or more spaces.

This simplified tokenisation deliberately ignores more complex phenomena such as
compounds, clitics/apostrophes, or word-internal punctuation. It was chosen for the prototype
stage.

31 An Enumeration (Enum) defines a fixed set of named constant values. It is used to create a type-safe collection
of constants that prevents the use of invalid input values.
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4.2.6 Metadata assignment and counting
After tokenisation, each token is matched against the FunctionWord map:

1) matching: for each token, the tool checks whether it appears as a key in the metadata
map

2) classification:

o functional: if found, the token is marked isFunctionalElement = true. The
corresponding metadata (role, pragmaticFunction, semanticAutonomy) are
copied into the token object, and the counter for that function word is incremented
in functionWordCounts.

o lexical: if not found, the token is marked isFunctionalElement = false and assigned
FULL semantic autonomy as a default (potentially lexical with independent
meaning).

3) statistical analysis: in parallel, occurrences per autonomy level are aggregated in
semanticAutonomysStatistic. Regardless of type frequency, the total number of tokens
assigned to each autonomy level (e.g., LOW or MEDIUM_HIGH) is recorded, enabling
percentage distributions across the text.

4.2.7 Data model and result storage
After processing, a comprehensive AnalysisResult object is created and stored:

1) AnalysisResult encapsulates:
o tokenList — the complete sequential list of tokens with metadata
o tokenCount — the total number of tokens

o functionWordCounts — frequency distribution for each function word in the
metadata base

o semanticAutonomysStatistic — aggregated counts per autonomy level

2) persistent storage: ResultStorage writes the AnalysisResult to JSON. Filenames are
generated from the original input name plus a timestamp. JSON preserves the structure
and classifications for later reuse (e.g., additional visualisations, cross-text
comparisons, or external analyses).

4.2.8 Interactive data visualisation

Visualisation is essential for making the classification interpretable. ResultVisualizer
deserialises the JSON output and generates a self-contained, interactive HTML page.

4.2.9 Technical concept (HTML generation)

Instead of a native Java GUI, the visualisation is produced as a complete HTML file, which
offers:

1) platform independence: viewable in any modern browser without additional
dependencies

2) interactivity: HTML/CSS allow tooltips and flexible layouts that are cumbersome in
basic Java Ul components

3) archiving: a static document that preserves results independently of the analysis tool.
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The method saveHtmlIFile reads the JSON results and builds a full HTML string with inline
CSS and the token grid.

4.2.10 The colour-coded token grid

The central element is a colour-coded token grid (Fig. 5) that supports rapid, holistic
assessment:

« each word is rendered as a <span>.?

« only tokens classified as functional elements receive a coloured background; lexical
tokens (autonomy FULL) remain uncoloured

« background colours map to autonomy levels, increasing in intensity from grammatical
to lexically stronger functions:

o blue (LOW): purely structural/grammatical

o green (LOW_MEDIUM): weak lexical/modal function

o yellow (MEDIUM): low autonomy, context-dependent interpretation
o orange (MEDIUM_HIGH): pronounced lexical or pragmatic role

o red (HIGH): significant independent lexical colouring

o grey (UNKNOWN): in metadata but autonomy unresolved

Text Visualization (Token Map)

306m0  3mdm3bo M35 osdmsdzoml gl @3 6oL s3LGHos  NbaGymob
Lodogml  Bmbgemgd gor8gbagmerds  bds gbgoGosbse 33y Robmgbozds  doBom
w36 osobos mobds  a035633>  Bbads  LLLfmEBy  bgbjdoo>  gB8emcopd
mMdgamadgero  L3ommgbdol  3mdm  3vdmy  @odowoo  dovjgm  GX3YD  msysdzomds
a By0743530 @ ©535x 909050 m 330mbzernEs 3dn®)  comjdo
550053585  Lddogmb  Bmbgemgd  396LBy L03daM a 5B39mgdGog  BH306mbL
356L  890mymeMy  cooebsbl @ 0o, Joobuyemmds  dxfxsgbs  dbaéigL
B3oemgbd®y  Bm@3ouOME  oduon®  Fodfgesl 85343y vigerolisdzoero
03350006 gbagel  3sL3mOGo  bymBo  do@mad a 363mbgszs 3v0dae
@m530L  Bdewememgdo  bsbogorrm gymamees Gty @gbgdb as6%) copadcos a
BmGosb  30bagz0bl  Povgsges  Bogmg  majosd  Lsdogel 33563583630l
RBmgmGodosbo  396Go  adsmm ﬁ Go35Dol3gb  gdglomeg  BogdsbBosbo  3d3s3dG0
fodmzows m dmsberemgbab  XaBL 390mgyer  Jabergdo  pdeAIdEN6s
a bs@godamonsh  méo  momol  Bodsboo  LAWAsGb  Bogbsew8s  Bsdzb  3vdozo

Fig. 5: Color-Coded Token Grid

32 The <span> element in HTML is an inline container used to group text or other inline elements for styling or
scripting purposes without affecting the document’s layout and does not convey any functional meaning.
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Each coloured token includes a tooltip® with role, pragmaticFunction, semanticAutonomy, and
additional notes, making the classification transparent (Fig. 6).

Word: s

Role: Connector
Pragmatic Function:
Semantic Autonomy: LOW

Note: Has no meaning without linking two
elements

3 396Lby 0BG a 565B39mdG03 B30

a A MAHoo  Jombumemmdcos  dxfx3gbs  dbe

Fig. 6: Tooltip

4.2.11 Statistical overview
The HTML page also provides a statistical summary:

1) general text statistics (Fig. 7): total number of tokens and number of items classified
as functional/pragmatic

2) autonomy distribution (Fig. 7): a Table with absolute and percentage shares across
autonomy levels (LOW to HIGH, FULL, UNKNOWN)

3) frequency list (Fig. 7): all function words found in the text (present in the metadata
base) with absolute frequencies, supporting frequency-based analysis.

4.3 Discussion of Limitations and Outlook

The tool efficiently identifies, classifies, and visualises function words using a semantic-
autonomy model. Clear separation of data, logic, and presentation yields a robust, portable Java
application that converts linguistic classification into statistics and readable visual patterns.

4.3.1 Benefits for future research

1) efficiency: the colour grid enables an immediate qualitative assessment of functional
density and autonomy levels. Researchers can quickly locate passages or documents
with specific profiles (e.g., high shares of higher-autonomy function words)

2) transparency: tooltips expose token-level metadata, ensuring the traceability of
decisions and links to the theoretical model

33 A tooltip is a small, contextual pop-up text box that appears when a user hovers over an element, providing
additional information without cluttering the main interface.
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Analysis Result for: 6’830% Functional Element Frequencies

unctional Wor requency
00839eady_MRgmemo mbbyyemgdsbo Functional Word F
IV_@zo6homo.txt - 42
Summary Statistics o 21
Hmad 14
Metric Value
Total Tokens 3303 o3 12
Functional Elements Count 642 o 11
Lexical Words Count 2661
L] "
Semantic Autonomy Distribution
53 10
Autonomy Level Count Percentage ; 8
LOW 397 12,02% O
LOW_MEDIUM M 1,24% sbems 7
MEDIUM 153 "4‘763% by 7
MEDIUM_HIGH o 000%
CE T T i 4
UNKNOWN 0 0,00% sbg 3]
FULL 2661 80,56%
Fig. 7: General text statistics Fig. 8: Frequency list

3) comparability: absolute and percentage metrics support a quantitative comparison
across text types, authors, or periods. The JSON output integrates easily with external
statistical tools.

4.3.2 Limitations of the tool

Despite its strengths, the limitations of the analysis tool primarily lie in its deliberately
simplified design choices and its reliance on external data:

1) rudimentary tokenisation: RegEx**-based splitting may mishandle clitics,
compounds, or internal punctuation, leading to misclassification as UNKNOWN or
FULL

2) no POS or syntactic disambiguation: the identification is string-based; homonyms
that can be functional or lexical (e.g., tavi) are not distinguished via the context

3) dependence on the metadata base: the quality of the result depends on the coverage
and accuracy of the classification. Revisions of the theoretical model require manual
updates to the metadata.

34 Regular Expressions are a sequence of characters that define a search pattern. In this context it is utilised for
rudimentary tokenisation by systematically removing punctuation and splitting the text content based on
whitespace. This method provides a lightweight, language-agnostic approach to segmentation but does not
account for complex linguistic phenomena such as clitics or compound words.
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4.4 Qutlook

In summary, the prototype analysis tool shows that a scalar model of semantic autonomy can
be operationalised for Georgian, turning abstract classifications of function words into
transparent visualisations and comparable statistics, which allow for both the internal
frequency comparison of functional elements within a single text and the external comparison
of functional profiles across different texts. Its modular Java architecture and JSON-based
metadata make it portable and extensible, but current limitations in tokenisation, lack of POS-
and syntax-based disambiguation, and dependence on a hand-crafted metadata base still
constrain coverage and precision. Future work will focus on integrating a more fine-grained
tokenisation adapted to Georgian orthography, lightweight syntactic and POS cues for
resolving homonymy and scope, and enhanced visual and statistical modules that enable
systematic comparison across larger corpora, text types, and time periods. In this way, the tool
can evolve from a proof of concept into a broader platform for quantitative and qualitative
research on function words in Georgian and beyond.

5. Conclusion

Over the past century, the autosemantic-synsemantic contrast was mostly treated as a
dichotomous, hierarchical opposition. More recently, this has shifted towards a scalar and
dynamic conception. Older linguistic models as presented in Chapter 2, ranging from Jespersen
to Bloomfield and Diewald, emphasised the opposition of formal and semantic functions. Other
approaches, such as generative grammar, supplemented abstract syntactic functions, while
functionalist and typological approaches introduced communicative and diachronic
considerations. Nowadays, the content-function distinction is increasingly regarded as gradient
and dynamic, being shaped not only by usage but also by structure, diachronic evolution, and
pragmatic function.

The analysis conducted in this study has led to the following conclusions:

1) there are functional overlaps across domains: words like kidev ‘again’, marto ‘only’,
sul ‘always’ blur syntax, semantics, and pragmatics, acting simultaneously as focus
markers, intensifiers, and adverbs

2) cross-linguistic parallels are created: the scalar relationship matches patterns in
German, Japanese, and English, suggesting universality in how languages encode
pragmatic force through semantically “light” items

3) the necessity for reconceptualising arises for the GNC concerning classification, which
must be multi-dimensional: instead of a single tag (“function word”), we need layered
tagging (semantic, syntactic, pragmatic).

The three classification levels (syntactic, pragmatic and semantic) together show that function
words in Georgian form a dynamic continuum linking meaning, structure, and use:
semantically, they range from lexical to fully grammatical; syntactically, they anchor clause
architecture; and pragmatically, they orchestrate interaction, focus, and stance.

This confirms that function words are not a homogeneous category — they represent
multifunctional, context-sensitive operators that integrate semantics, syntax, and pragmatics
into a cohesive linguistic system.

The analysis tool developed by Anastasia Kamarauli is a first computational approach and will
certainly need enhancements. These specifically include improved tokenisation tailored to
Georgian orthography, POS tagging with light syntactic cues to resolve homonymy/syncretic
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forms and identify scope-sensitive categories (e.g., negation, complementisers), and a module
for direct comparison of multiple documents to support quantitative studies.

Abbreviations

ADV adverbial case INST instrumental case

AOR aorist tense MOD modal

COND conditional NEG negation

DAT dative case NOM nominative case

EMPH.V emphatic vowel OPT optative

ERG ergative case PL plural

FOC focus PRES present tense

GEN genitive case S subject

IMP imperative SG singular number

IMPF imperfect tense 1/2/3 1542"9/3" person
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The Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-32).
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Abstract: In my contribution to Digital Kartvelology 3, | took the well-known chapter 13 of St.
Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians and compared the Georgian renditions with the sole existing
version in Abkhaz, included in the late Mushni Lasuria’s privately published New Testament (2004).
Since the Institute for Bible Translation published in 2023 four parables from the Gospel of St. Luke
by Arda Ashuba (unnamed in the booklet itself), | have here repeated the exercise by comparing the
Georgian versions of the Parable of the Prodigal Son with the four Abkhaz translations, comparing,
as in the previous article, all renderings with the Greek original.

Keywords: Abkhaz, Georgian, Greek, Latin, Bible, New Testament, Vulgate, Tyndale, Institute for
Bible Translation, Patriarchate; St Paul, Epistle, St Luke, Gospel, Parable; Gulia, Khiba, Lasuria,
Ashuba

In an earlier article,* | offered a comparison based on the translations into Abkhaz and Georgian
of the 13" chapter of St. Paul’s 1st Epistle to the Corinthians. For that text, whilst several
Georgian publications were available for consultation, only one translation into Abkhaz existed
(viz. that by the late Mushni Lasuria (ML) from his New Testament of 2004). For the Parable
of the Prodigal Son, whilst the same sources for Georgian as consulted in 2024 naturally also
contain the Parable, three additional versions exist for Abkhaz. These are the translations by:
(a) Dmitri Gulia (1874-1960), whose four Gospels were first published in 1912 (DG) and then
reprinted both in 1975 and in 2006 (in the script employed in 1912), as well as in 1998 (in the
then-contemporary script); (b) the late Zaira Khiba (1944-2025), whose translation of the
Gospels (Khiba 2021 = ZK) was first produced in the late 1970s/early 1980s but
reworked/edited in the 2010s based on my input from the perspective of the Greek original;
and (c) Arda Ashuba (2023 = AA). The authors for (a) and (c) are not named in their respective
published works.

For those unfamiliar with my earlier comparison | recapitulate the details of the Modern
Georgian translations consulted. Of the five in my possession three present the whole Bible,
whereas the other two offer the New Testament (NT) along with the Psalms. Four of the five
publications (viz. those of 1980/91, 1982, 1989-90, and 2002) were printed in Stockholm under
the imprint of The Institute for Bible Translation (hereafter: IBT). The IBT versions turned out
to be very close to one another, but the publication from the Georgian Patriarchate of 1989
(hereafter: PV) was clearly divergent. Ashuba’s translation (hereafter: AA) is the final text (pp.
33-45) in a booklet containing four parables from St. Luke’s Gospel prepared for the IBT,
which is now based in Moscow.

For Old Georgian we still have the New Testament published in 1963 by the Georgian
Catholicosate, but that is now supplemented by three other editions of the Gospels as edited
by: (a) Ak’ak’i Shanidze (1945); (b) Ivane Imnaishvili (1979); and (c) as contained in volume

! Digital Kartvelology 3, 2024, 109-124 (https://doi.org/10.62235/dk.3.2024.8516). This and all other URLs
quoted in this article were last accessed on 30 December 2025.
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five of the Mtskheta Manuscript, which was prepared for publication by E. Dochanashvili
(1986) under the editorship of Zurab Sarjveladze.

Given the number of translations available, it would take up too much space to include copies
of them all in full, and so, although I quote throughout from the five texts listed below, I include
illustrations of only two, namely, (a) the start of Bagster’s Critical New Testament (NT n.d.),
which combines the Greek original along with both English interlinear glosses and a more
literary English rendition (Fig. 1);? and (b) the full text of the Modern Georgian text printed in
the Patriarchate’s large-format volume (PV) (Figs 2 and 3); for (c) the two Old Georgian (OG)
redactions (MSS DE versus MS C, this latter being the Adishi manuscript), presented side-by-
side in Shanidze’s 1945 volume; (d) Khiba’s Abkhaz text (ZK), chosen since it is rather close
to Gulia’s; and (e) Lasuria’s version (ML), online-locations are given in the references.
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’ $ ) - -
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Fig. 1: Beginning of the parable in Bagster’s Critical New Testament

It might be useful to note at the start that, although our chosen text does not have a title within
the NT itself; it is universally known in English as ‘The Parable of the Prodigal Son’, where
‘prodigal’ refers to one who squanders money or spends it recklessly, thereby capturing the
Greek adverb dodtmg describing the son’s lifestyle after leaving the family-home as
‘profligate, debauched’. In the Georgian IBTs (NT 1980 and NT 1982), we find a little insert
highlighting this section of Chapter 15 as [ogsg0] ©s3os®ygen dgby [igavi] dak’argul dzeze

2 Note my correction of the misprint in verse 12!
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‘[Parable (igavi)] on/concerning (-ze) the Lost (dak’argul) Son (dze)’; NT 2002 inserts a
heading to this section of Chapter 15 which reads dg ‘dgiomdogno dze fetstomili “The son gone
astray’. In general, however, Georgians know this parable by the title yd@ g0 dgoeno udzzebi
JVili “The insatiable/profligate/prodigal son’. Ashuba gives his translation the formal title Amya
kpana m3ky axoamaana apa ¢ ‘ala jozku: az“ama:na ‘Parable (az"ama:na) about (jozku:) the
son (apa) who lost his way (¢ ‘ala)’, which borrows from, and slightly adapts, Lasuria’s insert,
viz. [Axkoamaana] arpa kpaina ussi ‘[Parable] for/about the lost son’, where u3bi jaza means ‘for/
about him’. And so, we see three different aspects of the story highlighted by those responsible
for providing the summary, viz. lack of wisdom in controlling personal finance (English) vs
family-division (Georgian) vs the going astray of a family member (Abkhaz).

Since we have more material to examine than in my afore-mentioned Abkhaz-Georgian
comparison, | shall look at the translations verse-by-verse, concentrating (for Georgian) on PV,
NT 2002 and Shanidze (1945): note that Ashuba does not number the verses, presenting the
material as a continuous story interspersed with large illustrations to appeal to young readers.

11. 38333 maaa: aém 63611 who d5 Sa&agb;

12. @ ok ﬂﬁeémbﬂ.& Bdsl: 3ds, ImIgze Hgda §o-
Qm, &maa@ne 3856835 baadangtzﬁa:‘:q‘lngbs Qa a;*aam
dson maanllo ﬂmGazb* '
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(34) door. 5,13, Boby. 9,50.
mogo 15, (4) door. 18,12,

1031

Fig. 2: Beginning of the parable in PV.

Verse 11. Corresponding to the Greek ‘a certain man’, three of the Abkhaz translators use the
single word pronoun seen in ZK, whilst ML opts for ‘a man’ (xatiak yats ‘ak).

OG does not use the root -¢g - for ‘have (an animate entity)’ but employs -sy-, which in the
modern language is used for plants producing an abundance of fruit.?

Verse 12. Greek’s ‘the younger of them’ provides the pattern for ZK ‘the (one who was the)
younger of them’, whilst DG and ML simply write ‘the younger (one)’ (autiOb ajts 'ba) against
AA’s ‘the younger son’ (ampeutiObl ape:jts 'ba). Greek’s Aorist ‘said’ is switched to the
(Historic) Present in ML and AA. The Greek phrase ‘the portion of the property which falls to
me’ is perfectly acceptably reduced by DG and ZK to just ‘my share of the property’, whilst

3 See Deeters 1954,
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ML and AA have the full phrase, though the differences need to be noted. ML literally
translates the Greek as ncatooy axarta josat"o:w ay"ta ‘the part which befits me’, whereas AA
offers uchIKoHaroy ceixotaa josaknago:w say"ta: ‘my portion which is appropriate for me’.
Apart from the different roots for capturing the notion of ‘befitting, being appropriate for’, one
could say that AA’s version is pleonastic insofar as ‘my portion’ (Say"ta:) makes the addition
of the relativised verb josak"nago:w redundant.

In Georgian PV shares AA’s pleonasm by saying ‘my share which falls to me from the
inheritance’, whilst NT 2002 avoids it by saying bgdo jygmgbogno Fogoo Jmbgdols t/emi
k'utvnili nats’ili konebisa ‘my due share of the property’. OG-DE’s ‘the portion of the
inheritance which befits me’ aligns with ML, whilst OG-C’s ‘a portion of the inheritance’ is
the most minimal of all.

Verse 13: Whilst ML and AA agree with ZK in rendering Greek’s ‘after not many days’ as
‘when some days had passed’, DG is perhaps somewhat closer in writing ‘not many days
having passed’ (tbapaa MeItn MBIPTIBIKSA /arda mas marts ‘ak" ‘a). Between the four translators
three different verbs are selected to render ‘gather (together, up)’ (viz. amsrapa ajzgara,
auKeiIapa ajdk alara, aampteixpa a:/tayra), and for Greek’s (single word for) ‘all things’ both
DG and ZK also use a single word ‘everything” (3ers(s1) zeg!(2)), whereas ML adds ‘which he
had’ (uma3 jamaz), and AA adds ‘which he had received’ (rnoy3 jo:w(2)z). DG is the outlier for
the phrase ‘to a far(-off) country’, for instead of employing the postposition axs ay ‘to it’, it
seems that the old oblique case-marker -n with locative (allative) force is used, and the
indefinite marker -k’ then attaches to it (viz. xapa tobutank yara t" alank’). However, the most
interesting feature of this verse is the translation of ‘he squandered his property living
prodigally’, which is the specific interpretation of the Greek adverb doc@tmg. The main verb is
common to all four translators, the simplest sentence being formed by DG who just offers the
adverbial xHbIMKbITapana ynomk alarala ‘with -la no -m- self y- restraint -nk’alara-’. ZK
expands to incorporate an equivalent to the Greek participle ‘living’ (viz. nusikoan dnaq"” 'an
literally ‘he walked and’ => ‘conducted himself and”). So, what further expansions do we see
in the interpretations made by ML and AA? Both start with akel namenvaxa ak a2 dame:jt/"a%ia
‘having taken no care of anything’. AA then follows this with xpIpxaranga Xarfiagada ‘without
advantage’ and caps off his interpretative expansion with kanTmbeTaHbkoapana
k’altftanaq" arala ‘by chasing after (?women’s) hems, licentiously’, clearly an importation
conditioned by the content of Verse 30. ML does not go to the same lengths as his younger
colleague but adds xusiMKbLTapana ynomk ‘alarada, which I initially took to be a misprint for
the word used by both DG and ZK. I felt the form as printed could not be correct, as the suffix
-da is a postposition meaning ‘without’, which would give ‘*without no self-restraining’,
whereas ‘with no self-restraint’ is what is logically required. To my astonishment, three native
speakers, including ZK, assured me that the printed form is indeed perfectly acceptable!

PV turns both Greek’s prepositional phrase ‘after not many days’ and the participial phrase
‘living profligately’ into full subordinate clauses, whereas NT 2002 has a postpositional phrase
and Masdar respectively, viz. G530gb03g pmols dgdw gy ramdenime dxis /femdeg “after some
days’ and mogsdggdgemo bmgdgdom tavafebuli tsyovrebit ‘by unselfrestrained living’.
OG-DE and OG-C impeccably follow Greek’s prepositional phrase (including the word-order)
but turn the participial phrase into a full clause, viz. respectively dg3pamds© s B sgsems
emgms femdgomad ara mravalta deeta ‘after not many days’ and ®sdgme 3bmgbogdmws
>®™5{dows (DE) vs 3bmbpgdmos s@s§d0owgdom (C) rametu tsyovndeboda arats ‘midad vs
tsyondeboda arats 'midebit ‘since he was living impurely’.
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Fig. 3: Continuation and end of the parable in PV.
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Verse 14: Both ML and AA adapt Greek’s simple past ‘having spent’, AA by saying ‘when
nothing became left to him’ (axarsbl aHu3aanbIMXa ak ‘agld anjaza:namya), whilst ML slightly
alters the timeline to give ‘as he was on the verge of spending everything’ (3erbbl aaHUX yaHbI
auty ze@la a:nizywana ajps). The closest match for Greek’s two words meaning ‘he began to
suffer want’ is found in DG’s urxya* namareur jagywa dalagejt’ ‘he began being in need’,
though ZK too has just two words meaning ‘he began to suffer’. ML transforms the original
into ‘he remained/was left having become an object to be pitied’ (gpbITXxaxoxa JBIKOXCHT
dratshay"ya dak"ye:jt"). AA places two extra words in front of these, namely akarssr nMamMKoa
ak’agla jamamk"’a ‘having nothing’. Greek has two different verbs in verses 13 and 14 for the
son’s treatment of his property, firstly ‘scatter’ and then ‘spend up’, and this distinction is
mirrored in Georgian. Modern Georgian opposes aoxesbas gaplanga to dgdmgbs@ys
Jemoeyardsa, which latter includes the compound preverb /emo-. This sometimes replaces a
root’s normal preverb (for this root it is da-), motivating a shift from transitive to indirect verb
(as here), and conveys the nuance that the verbal action is carried out inadvertently or
accidentally®. Here, then, the suggestion is that the dispersal of monies results in unwitting
exhaustion of the wealth. OG simply contrasts two transitive verbs, viz. gsbsdbos ganabnia
‘he scattered it” with (o@{gdos ts’arts’q 'mida ‘he ruined it’. Modern Georgian’s single
(inchoative) verb g oko®os gaut/ irda ‘it became difticult for him’ corresponds to OG’s (and
Greek’s) main verb plus Masdar/infinitive (in the Adverbial case) ofgem dmgengdo its’q >
mok 'lebad ‘he began to suffer want’.

Verse 15: DG and ZK agree in rendering Greek ‘he got attached to a local resident’ as ‘he
attached himself to...”, whereas ML says ‘he really pestered (a local) and [he sent him to the
fields to herd swine]’ (neixtenx3an dayre:jk 'dzan). AA also employs this verb but in a temporal
clause preceding the last finite verb of the sentence, so that we have muxoeut auaMKbLIAPI]
djan"e:jt’ djadi:k’alarts ‘he entreated him to receive him (scC. as labourer)’, followed by
nanbixTenksza danayte:jk’dza ‘[and] when he really pestered him’, after which the local
employer then sends the supplicant into the fields to feed the pigs, which is exactly how DG
and ZK translate albeit with differing syntax.® ML and AA, on the other hand, translate as ‘he
sent him to be swineherd/herd swine’, viz. xoaxpuapa gumstut "ayt/ara di:fti:z .

NT 2002 is closer to the Greek than PV. They both have the same root for ‘attaching himself
to someone (for protection)’, but PV selects the preverb ‘dg- /e- against do- mi-, producing gém
0dog® 3ol ggggems ert ikaur k'atss feek’edla ‘he attached himself to a man of that
locality’ vs 03 J39960l gOm dbmg®gdl dogggoens im Kveq ‘nis ert mtsyovrebs miek ‘edla
‘he attached himself to a resident of that country’. OG-C resembles PV in saying ‘dgggym
9O s dmdomsJgmaysbls feeq o ertsa mokalaketagansa ‘he joined one of the citizens’ vs
OG-DE’s closer rendition of the Greek, viz. ‘dgyop s g0ols dmognsJgls dob bmgaolsbs
Jeudga ertsa mokalakesa mis soplisasa ‘he united with a citizen of the country’. If PV resembles
ML and AA’s Abkhaz translation (‘he sent him to the field(s) as a guardian of the pigs’),
NT 2002 does not diverge from the Greek, sending him to the fields mm@gdols Lodmggde s
porebis sadzoveblad ‘to feed the pigs’. OG-CDE all concur with the Greek, saying ‘to feed the
pigs’, viz. dmgbs mm@ms dzovnad gorta, where we note the Greek word-order is maintained.

4 Today this would be urxo jagyo in the literary dialect.

5 Abkhaz has a similar morpho-syntactic procedure for transforming a verb to indicate action carried out
unintentionally or unwittingly, namely the infix -amxa- -amya- (see Hewitt 1979).

6 DG’s purpose clause is structured like this: mxoaxoa mxsuap assl jofi%ak"a joyt/ar aza ‘for the purpose that he
guard his pigs’.
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Verse 16: DG and ZK perfectly reflect the Greek, the only point for discussion being what they
say the pigs are eating. ML and AA start by adding a phrase translateable as ‘in his starving
state’, viz. yu apI3aaMianibyas ana Wi: dazlamla/waz ala. Then AA has for the object of eating
non-specific axoakoa upsIMTIapbLKbya3 afiak"a joromts ‘arazwaz ‘that which they were casting
before the pigs’, whilst ML inserts after this sequence his non-specific specification anobraxa-
mbiaxa ate“anya-manya ‘scraps, odds-and-ends’. The only specific identification of the pigs’
food is found in DG, who has aubpsbinn adsrats ‘acorn(s)’. Bagster’s The Analytical Greek
Lexicon (undated: 229) has a discussion of the word used in the Greek original, namely:
‘kepatiov [...] alittle horn; in N[ew] T[estament] a pod, the pod of the carob tree, or Ceratonia
siligua of Linnaeus, a common tree in the East and the South of Europe, growing to a
considerable size, and producing long slender pods, with a pulp of a sweetish taste, and several
brown shining seeds like beans, sometimes eaten by the poorer people of Syria and Palestine,
and commonly used for fattening swine’. The Latin Vulgata (2007) here uses the syntactically
context-determined case (viz. the ablative) of siliqua as the food the pigs are eating in this
verse, and Tyndale’s English translation (NT 1526) has coddes (i.e. ‘pods, husks’), whilst the
English Authorised Version (Bible 1611) has ‘husks’, which means that these three are the
closest to the original Greek of the translations discussed here.

The Georgian versions offer at least four translations for the opening verb ‘he was longing’:
PV bs@Gmdgs nat robda vs NT 2002 g65@ @ gdmes enat reboda’ vs OG-DE goao g@ymos
guli et’g>da vs OG-C b swob sts ‘adin.® The complement is then expressed in different ways:
OG Masdars in the Adverbial case directly correspond to the Greek infinitive ‘to fill” (viz. OG-
DE gobdwgdse gandzxebad vs OG-C smgligdoe asvsebad), whereas NT 2002 prefers a
clausal representation (viz. 3gigeo... s3mgym@s mutseli...amoeq’ora .. .that he gorge full
(his stomach)’). But PV employs a totally different strategy, namely oratio recta in order to
present the form of the wish that was in the son’s head: bg@ogo wm@gdols bakdgeno @ Jom
5>dmdogligdobs Iygigeom Net’avi gorebis sat/"meli rkit amomavsebina mutselio ‘would that
he [sc. God] let me fill my stomach with the pigs’ carob-pod fodder, saying (= -m)!” Rayfield
(2006: 802b) gives 3g@s@o k’erat’i, clearly a loan from Greek, as a synonym for & Js rka in
the sense of ‘carob’ (its commoner meaning being ‘horn’), and this is the word found in the
OG texts, but in NT 2002 the foodstuff is given as & gmmo rkoti, Instrumental case of &3¢
rk’> ‘acorn’.

Verse 17: DG and ZK faithfully and identically follow the original. Again, we find ML and
AA offer slight adaptations, including a shift of the quantifier from the employed labourers to
the bread available to them. They both start with: 3HEI HXaXbbI HXIIIbIe aHAAK ZN2 joyay'a joysay
ana:j ‘one day when his common sense came into his head’. ML continues with a time-shift
for the verb (‘said’ to ‘says’) but AA, while keeping the original tense, translates as ‘he said in
his heart / silently mused’, viz. urobl utnmxeaant jog™a joti:A"a:jt’. ML continues: ca®
HMaaHKbIIAHBI IMOY ayaa 3aka praxy aua vanaxwy sab ja:nk alans jamo:w awa: zaq 'a rtayu:
at/a jalasu.p’ ‘the men whom my father has taken on are in the midst of as much bread as they
want’, which can be compared with AA’s adaptation, viz. cab neHs! KbbIpaja ayc 3ya ypT 3aka
pTaxy aua peiMoyn sab joyna Karala awas zwa wart zag'a rtayu: at/a ramo:wp’ ‘those who

" Two earlier IBT translations have 3mbs@@eeo ogm Monat 'ruli iq’> ‘he was in a state of longing’ (1990) and
deobs®ygano ogem Moyaruli iq’> ‘he was pleased (sc. to fill his stomach)’ (1982), which clearly deviates from the
Greek.

8 Whilst the first three verbs just quoted are in the Imperfect, this verb-form is the Permansive, used for regular,
repeated actions in the present or past; the other two finite verbs in this verse are also in the Permansive in the OG
versions.
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work for hire in my father’s house have as much bread as they want’. For ‘I am dying of hunger’
AA gives the usual verb, viz. amna ceirpcyeur amla sopswe:jt’, whereas ML has amia
ceiatoouT amla sane” 0j¢’ ‘I am perishing with hunger’.

Both PV and NT 2002 use the standard expression for ‘he came to his senses’, and OG-C
captures this with its 3mgas ambgdsls myzlils modga gonebasa twissa ‘he came to stand in
his (own) sense(s)’. But OG-DE are to be compared with AA’s Abkhaz version — cp.
23o60b@sbs mogls mgbls ganizraya tavsa twissa ‘he mused in his (own) head’. Modern
Georgian dmyxsdogomg modzamagire ‘hired labourer’ has two equivalents in the old
manuscripts (viz. OG-DE ULslbygopeon ©swyobgdyeno sasq idlit dadginebuli vs OG-C
dmd g\ g morets ’e), and the quantifier in all instances correctly qualifies these nouns. If in the
modern version msgbyg bayg®gano tavze saq reli ‘to be cast over the head’ serves to indicate a
superfluity (here of bread), the OG manuscripts present us with two verbs signifying ‘[bread]
is in super-abundance [for them]’, viz. OG-DE 3353l hmat’s vs OG-C gowogmggols
gadaerevis.

Verse 18: GD and ZK are once again in agreement in their renditions, though interestingly they
do not distinguish between the different prepositions of the Greek (and the English of the
Authorised Version), viz. ‘against heaven and before you’ but coordinate the two nouns with
a single token of the postposition ‘before’; both ML and AA coordinate two tokens of the
identical postposition (<earmxna -£s ‘apy'a), each governing its own noun. For ‘I have sinned’
ML has aronaxa ceimoym ag“nazia samo:wp’ ‘I have a sin’, but AA prefers aronaxa kacrienr
ag“nana qasts e;jt’ ‘1 have committed a sin’.

All the Georgian versions follow Greek in using two distinct adpositions for ‘against [heaven]’
and ‘before [you]’.

Verse 19: Both DG and ZK adhere to the Greek with the slight difference that for ‘to be called’
ZK prefers the Masdar ‘the name/title being upon me’ to DG’s protasis in -r ‘if/that the
name/title be upon me’. The next sentence is presented by AA as follows: yaxaibsTa yrpa coyn
X0a axoaparkbl carhcam Wasz“/ta wapa sowp’ #"a ah“arag'a sapsam ‘henceforth I am not
worthy even for it to be said that I am your son’, where the speech-particle xoa 7"a is clearly
being treated more like a subordinating conjunction meaning ‘that’ than it was in the versions
by DG and ZK, since it is associated here with the finite verb coyn ‘I am’. ML is similar to AA
but more complicated. The first two words are the same, but he omits the finite verb before the
speech-particle and adds the 1% person singular prefix to the Masdar following the speech-
particle and alters ‘I am not worthy’ to ‘I have become (being) unworthy’ to produce
caxoaparbbl carpcamkoa ckament safi“aragla sapsamk¥a sq’alejt’. We know what ML’s
sentence is meant to mean, but the problem is that ZK could not interpret it and suggested that
the verb-form be changed to the protasis in -r to give capxeapres sari¥arg'a meaning ‘even
if/that they -r- say to me [the words] your son’. Perhaps some mistake crept into ML’s text,
because in Verse 21, his translation mirrors that of AA except that for the last word in the
sequence he has there narpcam japsam ‘it is not worth/valueless’. If DG and ZK translate ‘make
me as one of your hirelings’ as ‘deeming me to be among your servants, receive/accept me’,
both ML and AA have ‘receive/accept me like one of the workers whom you have on hire’,
VizZ. CyIKBUI, KbbIpana HyMOy ayCyloa a3d uerpin SWadk 2l klarala jawamo:w awasu:teVa adz"

° This proved to be the last ever native-speaker comment elicited from Zaira Khiba after almost half a century of
partnership in life and academic pursuits...
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je:jps, though if the penultimate word were ru:wadz"k’ ‘one of them’, the syntactic connection
between postposition and its dependent phrase would be more transparent.

PV uses the Aorist subjunctive (there being no Present Subjunctive) of the stative verb-form
d9®Jgol dgbo dg merkvas feni dze ‘that I carry the name / be known as your son (in the
Nominative case)’, whilst NT 2002 has the Present subjunctive 996l dgo gofmwgdmeg fens
dzed vits '>debode “that I should be (being) called your son (in the Adverbial case)’. The OG
manuscripts have the Masdar (in the Adverbial case) §mwgdsw ts’odebad to match Greek’s
passive infinitive. Perhaps closest to the Greek are OG-DE in saying dgsg 39 goms® o 9®0o
d9 s gmogobo mq ‘av me vitartsa erti mu/ak ‘tagani ‘make me as one of the workers’, lacking
only the possessive we see in OG-C’s dgd@szbg 39 gomo®3s g@mo dm@ g gms dgbmegsbo
[emratsye Me vitartsa erti morets ’eta fentagani ‘regard me as one of your hirelings’. PV lacks
the possessive in saying dm«sdopo®ge... sdoygbg modsamagired... damiq’ene ‘set me up
as a labourer’, whilst NT 2002 has the possessive in dodopg Gmama ghmo dgbo
oy odogo®gmaygsbo Mimixe rogorts erti /eni modzamagiretagani ‘receive/accept me as one
of your labourers’.

Verse 20: There is not a great deal to discuss in this verse. Whilst DG describes the son on his
homeward journey as being ‘far away’ (xapa amsikas yara dsaqg ‘az) when his father noticed
him, the other three prefer to say he was still some distance from reaching his goal; these three
also agree on the father’s reaction to seeing his son (being ‘he pitied him’), where DG says ‘he
was cut to the heart (literally: his heart burnt him)’, viz. urost gabmur jog“a dabli:t’. Different
verbs are used for the father falling upon, hugging and/or embracing his son. Moreover, ML
says ‘he began kissing him (sc. his son)’ (murazyan di:g"(2)dzwan), though the others agree
with the Greek in saying ‘he kissed him’ (murozur di:g%(2)dzi:¢’).

The Georgian versions present a variety of verbs to express the idea of the father ‘falling
upon/embracing/hugging’ his returning lost son. NT 2002 and OG-C are faithful to the tense of
the Greek in saying ‘he kissed him’ (viz. sgm@s ak™tsa and s3dm@lb gym ambors ug ™
respectively), whilst PV and OG-DE use the Imperfect in its inceptive sense of ‘starting to kiss’
(Viz. 3gm@bos hk’stsnida and s3dm@l-¢gmegos ambors-ug opda respectively).

Verse 21: This is essentially a repetition of part of Verse 19.

Verse 22: Again, DG and ZK hardly differ from each other, but for Greek’s ‘bring out’, DG
uses a preverb that captures ‘out’ (uobipransl te“argana ‘having taken it out’), whilst ZK
employs one that stresses hitherness (aaransr a:gana ‘having brought it out’); DG has the
singular ‘his foot’ (utubansi ja/ap 2) for the plural, whilst ZK pluralises (uiubankoa jojap 'k"a).
Only AA translates the Greek adverb ‘quick(ly)’ (upmacusi jarlasna). The translators select two
different verbs for ‘putting on (the tunic/clothing)’, AA’s sequence nicely illustrating the
different preverbs (underlined in the citation below) that accompany one and the same verb-
root for putting things on different parts of the body, as illustrated here: upengpy amatoa
M3aaraHbl MIIOBIIIOTIA, HHALIGArbbI AMAI[0a3 axallloTia, auMaarkbl HIIbAIIoTIa jore:jsu: amat"a
joza:gana jof"a/"ts a jonatc"agla amatc“az aya/ts 'a ajmaagls jafa/Vts'a ‘Fetch here for him
and dress him in the best clothing, and place a ring on his finger, and put footwear on him’. In
fact, the requirement to use three different preverbs necessitates the presence of three verbs,
whereas the Greek employs only two. Strangely, ML finishes with ‘prepare his footwear’
(MnpambpIMaToa EUKAIIABIPIISA ja/ap amat”a e:jk"/"ar/Ma).

PV, NT 1982 and 2002 have three verbs for the placement of the items the father wants to be
placed on his son, but NT 1990 and the OG manuscripts (as well as Tyndale) follow the Greek

203



Digital Kartvelology, Vol. 4, 2025

in letting one verb suffice to cover the last two actions, namely dogom mietsit (NT 1982 and
MsC) vs dgo3m featsut (all other OG manuscripts consulted) ‘give him (a ring on the finger
and sandal(s) on his feet’.

Verse 23: It is difficult to imagine that there could be any variation in English for the phrase
‘fatted calf’, but our quartet of translators, whilst settling on wax t/ay for ‘fatted’, offer a choice
of four lexemes for ‘calf’, namely: aramna agamla (ZK) vs aka6ma'® akabla (ML) vs arorisic
ate"ts 'as (AA) vs DG’s choice of axosic-prioa afi¥as-rte" ’a for the whole phrase. DG and ZK
have two finite verbs ‘we shall/let us feast [and] we shall/let us make merry’, whereas ML’s
postpositional phrases ‘for a feast [and] joyfulness’ (uapa3 rosipgbapas t/araz gVars'araz)
correspond to AA’s ‘for merry-making [and] joyfulness’ (kpadypa3 roeipgbapas kKafu:raz
g“arglaraz), where we have to assume ‘merry-making, having a good time’ includes feasting,
as it naturally would in Abkhazia.

PV and NT 2002 say dmoygsbgm balig(sen)o bdm Moig ‘vanet nasuk(al)i ybo ‘fetch the fatted
calf’. The OG manuscripts use a verb for fetching a tethered animal,'* namely 8modon moibt
with bgo@s 3o ogo by dsbo zuarak i igi msukani (OG-DE) vs 3s@0 opo glbo qari igi usyi
(OG-C) ‘the fat(ted) bull(ock)’. Two different verbs are used to convey ‘we shall/let us make
merry’, viz. gobs®gowgo viyarebdet (OG-DE) vs godygdogm vifuebdet (OG-C).

Verse 24: ZK is almost identical to DG but is more faithful to the Greek by replacing naabeur
da:be:jt’ ‘we have seen him’ with apipmaaxeut dopsa:ye:jt’ ‘he has been found’. Both ML
and AA use the expression HILChI TAIT JapSa talt’ ‘his soul has entered in [sc. the body]’ for
‘he is/has become alive’. For ‘he was lost’, AA has the finite verb ‘he had gone missing’
(mer3xpan dadzy'an), whereas ML uses the relativised form, viz. n3xpa3 jadzy'az “who had gone
missing/been lost’. Both ML and AA adapt the final sentence from ‘they began to be/make
merry’ to, in AA’s case, ‘they all began to make merry together’, viz. 3erbbl eHMLIdbIPHHOH
zeg'a e:jtsg"arxlon, whereas ML simply offers the strange ‘He (the father or the son?) made it
a joyous affair’, viz. irosipeapentout jog"arsare:jt" ’i:¢’.

The differences between the Georgian translations are mainly a matter of lexical choices
(conjunction, nouns, verbs). However, OG o3mgs ip ova perfectly matches the Greek, as
opposed to the modern gs3dmhbes gamot/nda ‘he (has) appeared’. In passing, it is interesting
to note different vowels in the shared participle for ‘perished, lost’, viz. {o®{4dgoogn
ts’arts'q’medil (OG-DE), vs (o®{ydgoyen ts'arts’q 'medul (OG-C), as in the modern
language, though in Verse 32 OG-C too has the ending in -il.

Verse 25: DG and ZK are slightly different: if ZK writes the Stative verb-form for ‘to be in’
coupled with the simple noun ‘the field’ to give amxbr aTan amya dtan ‘he was in the field’,
DG uses the copula ‘he was’ (npikan dag ‘an) with a postpositional phrase we might translate
as ‘field-ward(s)’ (amx-axwbl amy-ay'a), for which ML chose a different word for ‘field’,
namely amxobipctaxb amy"arsta[-a]y. If ZK, like AA and (albeit without coordination) ML,
translates ‘music and dancing’ as ‘the sound of singing and the sound of dancing’, DG has
‘singing’s sound and merry-making’, viz. amoaxoa-0xpu arobippbapen a/"ah“a-bsi:
ag“arglare:j. ML differs from the others in avoiding the normal word for ‘he heard’ (maxamt
jahajt’) by saying something like ‘[sounds] impinged on his ear(s)/hearing’, viz. wibpiMxa

10 Defined by Kaslandzia (2005: 536b) as ‘one year-old heifer’ (‘rogosanas Ténka, HeTeNb').
11 Imnaishvili (1948/1949 (1986): 362a) s.v. 303d>: ‘dygsebs (0 3dmddxnaolss)’.
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utaeut jalamha jotayi:t’. AA inserts a word at the start of this sequence which is not in the
Greek or the other Abkhaz versions, namely a3sipesia d(2)dzaryan ‘he listened and’.

PV matches Greek’s participle with dodsgsgoo mimavali ‘going’ and literally translates
Lodwg@obs s ggdbyeol bds simgerisa da peryulis yma ‘the sound of singing and
dancing’. NT 2002 changes the participle into a finite Aorist verb within a subordinate clause,
M3 sd®ybes rom dabrunda viz. ‘when/as he returned” and adapts ‘of dancing’ to give
(39385~ m>d5Jols tsek 'va-tama/is ‘of dancing-playing’. The OG manuscripts also have a finite
Imperfect verb for ‘coming” within a clause (viz. vitar(tsa) movidoda ‘as he was coming’)
followed by the Aorist for ‘getting close to’, OG-C preserving hither-orientation (3cmgobgns
moeayla) against OG-DE’s thither-orientation (dogsbens mieayla). What the son hears is
described slightly differently, viz. 3350 Lobs@genolise @s aobiEb®mdolse gmaj siyarulisaj
da gantsyromisaj ‘the sound of joy and merriment’ (OG-DE) vs 3350 lsbomdolso @s 3oGom
dgdmg@mse qMaj sayiobisaj da p arit memsertaj ‘the sound of music and singers at a round-
dance’ (OG-C).

Verse 26: For three of the translators there is only slight variation (e.g. ‘one of the servants’ vs
‘a servant’, and ‘what’s this?’ vs ‘what’s all this?”), but AA chooses to elaborate on this
question by saying ‘What sort of merry-making is it that is going on here?’, viz. u3ako
robIpEbapon ukoy apa jozak"’ gVarglaro:wi: jag o:w ara.

PV and NT 2002 differ only in terms of the lexical choices made for the verb ‘summon/call to’
and whether the workers are called ‘slaves’ or ‘servants’. OG manuscripts share the verb and
style the workers ‘slaves’.

Verse 27: As in Verse 23 we have the same variants for ‘fatted calf’. DG and ZK align in
rendering ‘he has him back in good health’ as ‘he has seen him healthy’, whilst ML and AA,
who both have the Present instead of the Past tense of ‘say’, use the doublet nen6ra-nenzenina
de:jbga-de:jzyada ‘fit and well; hale and hearty’, although AA has it accompanying AXBIHXOUT
dyanhi"i:t’ ‘[your brother] has returned’.

PV diverges from the Greek by using oratio recta so that the father can say why he had the
fatted calf slain, namely Lo@-lLogosdomo sdod@ybosm sag-salamati damibrundas ‘he has
returned to me hale-and-hearty, saying [= -2]’. NT 2002 also has the son returning (rather than
being taken/brought back), as explained by the questioned servant, viz. dmgeno ©s9d@bos
mrteli daubrunda ‘he has returned to him [your father] in one piece’. OG-DE introduce a new
term for ‘fatted’ (viz. 39090 t/"amebuli) but like the Greek make the father subject of the
final verb, viz. gm@bagdom 3moygsbs opo tsotsylebit moig 'vana igi ‘he has brought him
back alive’, whereas OG-C adapts to give 3m@bosg ogm s 03mgs tsotsyal iq > da ip ’sva ‘he
was alive and has been found’.

Verse 28: ZK differs from DG only insofar as she says ‘as for his father’ instead of ‘his father’,
which is matched by ML and AA. ML and AA miss the inchoative force of the Greek Imperfect
‘he began to entreat him’ and add the specification of what his father is urging his son to do, to
wit: yaxp anenpassl (ML)/nsleHanapassl (AA) auxoent way ane:jraza/daynalaraze djafie:jt’
‘he urged him to go (inside = AA) thither’.

PV and NT 2002 differ in their choice of lexeme for ‘entreat’, but only the latter preserves the
inceptive force of the Greek by copying its use of the Imperfect, viz. its 'vevda ‘he began
inviting him’. Our OG manuscripts also select different lexemes for these verbs, but they too
use the Imperfect to preserve the inceptive, cf. OG-DE 3gnmigows hlotsvida vs OG-C
9390M9dms evedreboda ‘he began pleading with/entreating him’. However, they agree in
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changing the past tense of Greek’s ‘he did not want to enter/go inside’ to the Present. But the
main point to note is that, whilst OG-DE place the Masdar in the Adverbial case (viz. s&o
9bos dobs dglgngse ara unda fina feslvad), OG-C uses the Genitive (viz. s®o bos
‘dglengols ara unda feslvis). Since the Georgian verb does not normally govern the Genitive,
how can this anomaly be explained? Greek had another verb meaning ‘yearn, desire, want’
(namely émbvpéw) which did govern the Genitive. Could it be that the Adishi translator either
was copying from a text that contained this verb or perhaps simply had in mind the construction
appropriate to this other verb and used the Genitive as a consequence?

Verse 29: Again only marginal differences are manifest in DG’s and ZK’s translations: DG,
like the Greek, has only the one expression for ‘never’, whereas ZK changes the second token,;
equating to ZK’s yxoaarosl Wai"at" a2 ‘your instruction(s)’ DG pluralises a different lexeme
alongside the Imperfect of its governing verb yrpkapakoa ChIpXBITHOMBI3T Wopgq ‘arak'a
Saryapomazt’ ‘1 was not/have not been transgressing your instructions’, as against ZK’s Perfect;
different lexemes are selected for the expression of purpose, since DG offers ceiyaroa
cpeinKbadypasel SawateVa sratsklafraza “for me to make-merry together with my comrades’. As
usual, ML uses the Present instead of the original’s Past for the verb of saying. But then he
hardly differs from ZK until instead of ‘to make merry with my friends’ he offers ‘to sit with
them [my friends]’ (viz. cpeiaroanapassr Sradt" ‘alaraza), the idea being that the “sitting” would
(in Abkhazial!) take place at a table groaning with food and drink. AA offers a radically
different interpretation, which reads in full as follows: ‘But the son reproaches his father: “All
these years | am/have been serving you like the slaves; | have never transgressed your
instruction(s), but not once have you slain a goat for me in order that my friends and | might
make merry together””, which in transcription reads as follows:

aya a.pa j.ab j.agspn.i:.hojt’
but the.son his.father  he.reproaches.him.with.it

ab.art asok"s.k"a zegla sa.ra wa.mats’  o.z.w.[wje:jt’ atV .tcVa r.e:j.ps
these year.s all 1 your.service l.do.it the.slave.s them.like

janag' wa.im"a.tV’s s.a.ya.m.pa.ts.t’ aya wara dzo.sa.k’.gls
never your.order l.have.not.transgressed.it but you even.one.kid

@.52.z.u:.m.f5.ts S.yaz.tee: ] sa.re..j h.aj.ts.g"a.r.farts
you.have.not.slain.it.for.me both.my.friend.s l.and  that.we.make-merry.together

The PV and NT 2002 translators have their own lexical preferences, but the latter text is more
faithful to the original. Instead of directly rendering ‘and you have never given me a kid’, PV
adapts it as follows: s o6 gMm0 Mogsbo M9y dmaoEos mwgldy hgdmgols da an erti tik ‘ani
tu mogitsia odesme t/emtvis, which can perhaps be literally translated ‘and if only you had once
given me a kid [sc. but you never have]’. The OG manuscripts are pretty uniform in the lexical
choices, but two observations can be made about OG-C: the original ‘I have been serving you
for so many years’ is turned into glig Gogwgbbo §gabo 5056, gobsomysb admbg dgb ese
ravdenni ts elni arian, vinajtgan gmone /en “how many are these years that | have served/slaved
for you’; we then have a tautological reference to the 2" person singular in s@slogws
25Ms303g0 d3bgdoms dgbms arasada gardagiged mtsnebata fenta ‘I never transgressed
for you your instructions’, the Objective Version being absent from the verb in OG-DE
(poMeogd3ge gardavhaged). This verb, like its modern equivalent in PV and NT 2002 (viz.
aosgliyargs® gadavsulvar ‘I have gone beyond/over’) is intransitive, but NT 1982 gives a
transitive counterpart (viz. po@sdogosbogls gadamilayavs).
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Verse 30: ZK and AA follow the original in saying ‘your property’, but DG and ML say it was
the son’s own property that he squandered. AA differs from the other three as regards the
adjective he employs to describe the kind of women on whom the property was caused to be
frittered away, namely xantkpamsiea k ‘altq’a/te"a “?of loose morals’. Before the final verb
‘you slew it for him’ ML chooses to add, as he had done before the same verb in Verse 27,
JTKaXbHBI [k ’azna ‘having made it drop down’.

The original has a simple temporal clause ‘when your son came’, but PV says dmgows o
oMo gl ‘dgbo dg movida tu ara es /eni dze ‘as soon as this son of yours came’. Though the
Greek has ‘who devoured your living/property’, both PV and NT 2002 say (with different
verbs) ‘his own property’. PV then offers us bgeno 33909as bdm yelad k'vebula ybo ‘the
hand-fed one year-old calf” for ‘the fatted calf’. The OG manuscripts concur in keeping the
simple temporal clause; neither do they change the original’s ascription of the squandered
property to the father.

Verse 31: ML and AA, as usual, place the introductory verb (‘say’) in the Present as opposed
to the Past of the original. Two methods of translating ‘you are (always) with me’ are employed,
DG and ZK selecting capa ceikubr ykoyn sara Sag ‘na Waq 'o:wp’ against ML and AA, who
prefer capa yceimkoyn sara WaSatsq 'o:wp’. AA switches the simple ‘(everything I have) is
yours/belongs to you’ to ‘it’s yours, isn’t it / it belongs to you, doesn’t it’, the sentence being
marked by an exclamation mark (rather than a question-mark), which equates it to ‘it’s yours /
it belongs to you after all’, viz. mytobimu ju:t" ami:.

PV inserts ‘father’ (d5d5d mamam) as subject to the verb of saying. Otherwise PV and NT 2002
are essentially identical, ‘all my things’ being rendered via a relative or indefinite clause, viz.
‘everything that I have’ (PV yggeogg®o @ dodgl g velaperi rats makvs) vs ‘whatever I
have’ (NT 2002 G153 3o ds]gb rats k’i makvs). OG-C has the relative clause ‘everything which
is mine’ (gmggero, Moo hgdo s@b g oveli, raj tfemi ars), whilst OG-DE avoid it by saying
‘everything mine is yours’.

Verse 32: DG and ZK adhere to the Greek’s past tense ‘there was an obligation, it was
fitting/appropriate’, whereas ML and AA move to the Present, ML writing arobipgbapeu
akpadypen upeiMeoyn agVarslare:j aklafu:re:j joramyo:wp’ ‘it is rejoicing and merry-
making’s path/time’, whilst AA prefers the more normal %g"arglaro:-wp’ Bafiu:ro:wp’ ‘we have
to rejoice, there must be merrymaking’.

None of the Georgian versions, whether ancient or modern, preserves the past tense of the
marker of obligation (£6et), PV opting for g gdommgdls gvmartebs ‘it behoves us’, NT 2002 for
«bs unda ‘it is necessary’, and the OG manuscripts for « g&->@ U dzer-ars ‘it is right’. These
markers of obligation are then coupled with (a) the Aorist Subjunctive (PV), (b) the Present
Subjunctive (NT 2002), (c) the Masdar in the Nominative case (DE), and (d) the Masdar in the
Adverbial case (C).

Comments

The verse-by-verse comparisons/contrasts detailed above speak for themselves. There are
several cases where a remark about this or that language will be of interest mainly only to those
who specialise in the relevant language, such as the double negative discussed in Verse 13 for
Abkhaz or the distribution of different case-forms of the Masdar when functioning as verbal
complement in Old Georgian. A few general remarks will not go amiss. Nothing negative is to
be read into observations calling attention to divergence from the Greek, for it cannot be
assumed that the translations were done directly from Greek or under supervision from
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someone with knowledge of the original. Certain features of Lasuria’s style noted in the
discussion of his translation of 1 Corinthians 13 are also found here, such as his tendency to
embellish or expand the basic text or introduce a complication (see the discussion of Verse 19);
his (and Ashuba’s) seeming preference to replace the past tense ‘X said’ with the Historic
Present may add an immediacy in the spoken language, but one has to wonder if it does
anything to enhance the kind of material under examination here. Verse 29 affords examples
in both Abkhaz and Georgian where one of the available renditions chooses a rather more
emotive way of expressing the idea of the original. Each reader must decide if such deviations
in style are to be preferred to those translations which eschew them in order to preserve the
simplicity of the ancient authors. From the above it should be evident which translator is likely
to satisfy each reader’s preferences in each of the two languages selected for this exercise,
though, of course, one’s preferences may be different depending on which literary genres are
being translated.
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Appendix: Transcribed Text with Interlinear Glosses of Khiba’s Abkhaz Translation

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

adz"s yadsza apate®a  joman

a.person  2.animate son-s he-had-them

wart jore:jts’baz jab was je:jh%e:;jt’ sab

those who-was-their-younger his-father thus he-said-it-to-him my-father
josat amazaray/t"’ soy''ta: jara jak"“’zar  wort
give-it-to-me  from-the-property my-portion him as-for-him those
amazara rzi:se:jt’

the-property he-divided-it-for-them

mosk%ak® ana:bzas ape:jts’ba zeg e:jzgana
some-days when-they-passed the-younger everything having-gathered-it
t"’ala yarak’ ay  dtse:jt’ wagq’a ynamk’alarala

country  a-distant to-it he-went there with-no-self-restraint
dnag"’an jomazara zegh niyict’

he-walked-and  his-property all  he-consumed-it

zeg aniy wi:  at"alan amlafra  du: q’ale:jt’
all  when-he-consumed-it that in-the-country  famine great it-occurred
deglalage:jt’ wi: ag“aq’ra

and-he-began-it he  to-suffer

dtsan wi: at"’slan jonyaz adz"s

he-went-and that in-the-country  who-was-living a-person
jotsjadi:k’alt’ wi:  jod"k%a  ray djafti:t’

he-attached-himself-to-him he  his-fields to-them he-sent-him

johak"a ak’rorts’e:jts’arts
his-pigs  in-order-to-feed-something-to-them

de:jlahawan joh"ak"a jarfoz ate“anya-manyak“a  rala
he-was-yearning his-pigs  what-they-were-eating the-scraps with-them
jamg“a JortVar aya wayo ji:tomozt’

his-stomach that-he-might-fill-it ~ but man he-was-giving-them-to-him
Joysay ats’a dana:j johezjt”  sab saq’ay

his-sense in-it when-he-came he-said my-father how-many-persons
mats’u:te"a jamo:wze:j atfa motsy™a  zayzywa

servants does-he-have bread abundant  who-squander-it-on-themselves
sara sak"’zar amla sagojt’

me as-for-me hunger it-carries-me-off

sgalana stsap’ sab jay! jed'jash"ap’
I-having-stood-up I-shall-go my-father to-him and-I-shall-say-to-him
sab sara ag“naha zwi:t’ az"yani: ware:j

my-father | sin I-committed-it  both-heaven and-you
J'ts"apy'a

before-you-both
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.
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seglapsam ta wara wpa h"a ayldz
and-l-am-not-worthy-of-it already =~ you your-son saying its-name
syaza:ra swadk’al womats’u:te"a  soryapyladzalano

it-being-on-me  hold-me-to-you your-servants  having-counted-me-among-them
dgalan dtse:;jt’  jab jay! mek”’ana ane:jrazo  ak’ar
he-got-up-and  he-went  his-father to-him yet for-arriving somewhat
sjagaz jab di:be:jt’ deg'ratshajfe:jt’ dayna
as-he-was-lacking-it  his-father he-saw-him and-he-pitied-him he-running
dtsan joy"da Jotsayazno di:g¥odzi:t’

he-went-and his-neck  he-hurled-himself-on-it he-kissed-him

apa wi: je:jhVe;jt’ sab ag'naha  zwi:t’

the-son him he-said-it-to-him my-father sin I-committed-it

az“yani: ware:j s apyla Jta sapsam wara
both-heaven and-you  before-you-both already I-am-not-worth-of-it ~ you
wpa h"a ayldz syazar

your-son  saying its-name  that-it-be-on-me

ab jomats’u:te¥a  jore:jh%e:jt’ jore:julu:

the-father his-servants he-said-it-to-them which-is-better-than-them
amat“a a:gana de:jlaf™h" amate"azg'o jonap’a
the-garment having-fetched-it clothe-him-in-it the-ring-too his-hand

jaya/"ts’  afats’at"’gla jofap’k"a jorafaf"'ts’
put-it-on-it footwear-too his-feet  put-it-on-them

agamla  tfay a:gana JEIE] ak’rahfap’ Kaf
the-calf  fatted having-fetched-it kill-it let-us-eat-something  merry
a:wlap’

let’s-make-it

jozban ak"zar  ari: spa dopsna doq’an dobzaye:jt’
why? if-it-is-it ~ this my-son  he-having-died he-was he-became-alive
dadzna dag’an dopgsa:ye:jt’ jeg'alage:jt’ aklafu:ra
he-having-been-lost he-was he-was-found  and-they-began-it merry-making
jope:jhab jak"’zar  amya dtan dyanh*“na
his-older-son as-for-him the-field he-was-in-it having-returned
dsa:waz ayna danaza:jg“aya af"'ah"“abzi:
as-he-was-coming the-house when-he-got-near-to-it both-the-sound-of-singing
ag"arklabzi: jahaijt’

and-the-sound-of-joy he-heard-it

amats’u:tc"a ru:wadz"k’ djapylan djazts’a:jt

the-servants one-of-them he-summoned-him-and he-asked-him-about-it

art  zak"’u:ze:j
these what-are-they?
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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wi:  je:jhve:jt’ wafa da;jt’  wabglo agamla  tfay

he  he-said-it-to-him you-brother he-came and-your-father the-calf  fatted
jofizt’ de:jbgana dayli:baz azo

he-killed-it he-being-whole that-he-saw-him because-of-it

jara dg“a:;t’ aynalarag'o Jotayamoazt’ jab jak"’zar
he he-grew-angry and-to-go-inside he-did-not-want-it his-father as-for-him
dd"alts’no djopydon

he-having-rushed-out he-began-to-entreat-him

aya jara je:jh“e:;t’ jab atak’s abar sara abri: aq’ara
but he he-said-it-to-him his-father as-answer lo(ok) I this amount-of
sok"sa Womats’ zwe:jt’ janak"’za:lak’glo woh"at"’a
year(s) your-service I-am-performing-it (n)ever your-command
sayampats aya wara znamzar zno Ssyaztc“a
I-have-not-gone-against-it  but you never once my-friends
sratsg“orlarazo josu:(wa)mtats dzosak’glo
that-I-rejoice-with-them you-have-not-given-it-to-me even-one-kid

ari:  wpa womazara zeg'a te"obzak"a jorak"zordzoz

this your-son your-property all harlots who-caused-it-to-be-lost-on-them
dana:j agamla  tfay jozu:fi:t’

when-he-came the-calf  fatted you-slew-it-for-him

jara je:jh%e;jt’ spa wara janag’ sara soq’na sara

he  he-said-it-to-him my-son ~ you ever me with-me |

josamo:w zeghy wara ju:wt*’u:p’

which-1-have  everything you it-belongs-to-you

ag"arglare:j aklafu:re:j k"nagan jozban ak"’zar
both-joyousness and-merriment they-were-appropriate why? if-it-is

wafa dopsna daq’an dobzaye:jt’ dadzan

your-brother he-having-died he-was he-became-alive he-was-lost-and

dopsa:ye:jt’
he-became-found

Translation of Khiba’s Version

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

A certain man had two sons.

The one who was the younger of them spoke thus to his father: ‘Father, give me my portion
of the property/estate.” As for him, he divided the property/estate for them.

When some days had passed, the younger son gathered everything together and went to a
distant land; there he acted/behaved with no self-restraint and used up all his wealth.
When everything was used up, a great famine occurred in that land, and he too began to
suffer.

He went to a certain man who was living in that land and attached himself to him: that one
sent him to the fields to feed his pigs.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.
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He was yearning to fill his stomach with the scraps which the pigs were eating, but no-one
was giving them to him.

When he came to his senses, he said: ‘How many servants does my father have who over-
indulge themselves on an abundance of bread, [but] as for me, I’'m being carried off by
hunger.

‘I’ll up and go to my father and say to him: “Father, I have committed a sin before both
heaven and you,

‘And I am now not worthy to bear the title your son; accept me, considering me (as one)
among your servants”.’

He upped and went to his father. As he was yet some distance from arriving there, his
father saw him and took pity on him; at a run he went, threw himself upon his neck and
kissed him.

The son said to him: ‘Father, I have committed a sin before both heaven and you, [and]
now | am not worthy to bear the title your son.’

The father said to his servants: ‘Fetch the best clothing and dress him in it, and put the/a
ring on his finger, place footwear on his feet;

‘Fetch the fatted calf and kill it; let’s eat; let’s make merry,

‘The reason being that this son of mine was dead, [but] he has come alive; he was lost,
[but] he has been found.” And they began to make merry.

As for his older son, he was in the field; when, as he was coming back, he drew near to the
house, he heard the sound of singing and the sound of jollity.

He summoned one of the servants and asked him: “What are these things?’

He said to him: ‘Your brother has come; and your father killed the fatted calf because he
saw him whole/unharmed.’

He grew angry and had no wish to go indoors. As for his father, he rushed out and began
to entreat him.

But he said in reply to his father: ‘Look here, for this number of years I have been at your
service and have never disobeyed your command, but never once have you given me even
one kid for me to rejoice together with my friends.

‘(But] when this son of yours who squandered all your wealth on women of low morals
came, you killed the fatted calf for him.’

He said to him: ‘My son, you are always with me, [and] everything I have belongs to you.
‘Jollity and merry-making were appropriate for the reason that your brother was dead, [but]
he has come alive; he was lost and was found.’
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