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Syntactic Features of Semantic Transition in the Lenten Hymnody of
the New Iadgari!
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Abstract: This article examines the syntactic features of semantic transition in the Lenten hymnody
of the New Iadgari — the most important liturgical collection preserved in the Georgian manuscript
tradition, whose Sinai witnesses represent the earliest and best-attested stratum of medieval
Georgian hymnographic poetry. The New ladgari occupies a unique position in the history of Old
Georgian literature: it stands at the intersection of translated Byzantine hymnography and original
Georgian poetic composition, and its language exhibits a degree of syntactic elaboration that sets it
apart from other genres of ecclesiastical writing. Drawing on six manuscripts from the Sinai
collection (Sin. Geo. 1, Sin. Geo. 14, Sin. Geo. 26, Sin. Geo. 34, Sin. Geo. 59, Sin. Geo. 64), with
Sin. Geo. 1 serving as the primary base manuscript throughout, the study analyses the syntactic
mechanisms through which hymnographic texts mediate a shift between layers of meaning — from
theological proclamation to doxological or petitionary discourse. This shift, termed semantic
transition in the present article, is not merely a rhetorical device but a structurally encoded feature
of the troparion genre, realised through identifiable grammatical means. The article argues that the
Georgian text of the New ladgari constitutes an autonomous linguistic entity, independent of any
recoverable Greek Vorlage — the bulk of whose antecedents are either lost or substantially later than
the Georgian witnesses — and must therefore be analysed on its own terms. The textual tradition of
the New ladgari is notably stable: redactional variation among the Sinai manuscripts is infrequent
and largely confined to minor orthographic and morphophonological differences, which reinforces
the reliability of Sin. Geo. 1 as a representative witness. The syntactic dimension of semantic
transition is shown to be realised primarily through changes in modality, predicative structure, and
the arrangement of circumstantial clauses, and the findings are situated within the broader context
of the syntactic study of Old Georgian ecclesiastical poetry.

Keywords: New Iadgari, Hymnography, Old Georgian, Semantic Transition, Syntax, Modality,
Lenten Troparia

Introduction

Hymnography occupies a distinct position within the corpus of Old Georgian ecclesiastical
literature. As a genre shaped by the demands of liturgical performance, it operates under
constraints that distinguish it sharply from homiletic, hagiographic, or doctrinal prose: its texts
are composed to be sung, to be repeated, and to function within a precisely ordered ritual
sequence. These constraints leave a demonstrable imprint on every level of linguistic
organisation — phonological, lexical, and syntactic. The present article is concerned with the
syntactic dimension, and specifically with a phenomenon that is constitutive of the genre: the
coexistence, within a single troparian unit, of theologically propositional content and liturgical
speech-act content, and the linguistic mechanisms through which the passage between these
two registers is affected.

! This research has been supported by Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation of Georgia (SRNSFG) [grant
number YS-24-1215].

32


mailto:tamaz.devidze@atsu.edu.ge

T. Devidze, Syntactic Features of Semantic Transition in the Lenten Hymnody of the New ladgari

The collection under examination is the New Iadgari, a Georgian liturgical manuscript
tradition datable to the tenth century, the majority of whose witnesses form part of the Sinai
collection. The New ladgari represents the final major stage in the Georgian reception of the
Jerusalem liturgical rite and is distinguished from earlier ladgari compilations by its
comprehensive organisation and its incorporation of both translated and originally composed
Georgian hymnody (Metreveli et al. 1980). The present study is restricted to the Lenten cycle,
which comprises the hymnody from Meatfare Sunday through to the Saturday of Lazarus, and
which constitutes a thematically coherent and linguistically rich corpus.

The specific phenomenon examined here is what the present article terms semantic
transition: the structural movement within a troparian text from one semantic register to another
— most typically, from the constative affirmation of theological fact to the performative
expression of petition, doxology, or communal exhortation. This movement is not merely a
matter of content; it is realised through identifiable syntactic means, and it is the task of the
present investigation to describe those means systematically.

The question of the Greek Vorlage presents a methodological difficulty that must be
addressed at the outset. Among the Greek manuscripts containing material related to the early
tropologion — the liturgical collection from which much New Iadgari material derives — the
ninth-century codex Sinai Greek NE MI" 56+5 is of particular significance; however, the
Georgian sources are considerably more extensive than their Greek counterpart, and, crucially,
the Matins canons of the Lenten cycle are not attested in the Greek manuscript in question
(Nikiforova 2013). It is well established, moreover, that the Greek manuscript tradition as a
whole is substantially later than the Georgian witnesses: the earliest Greek tropologion
manuscripts post-date the Sinai Georgian codices by several centuries, and for a significant
portion of the Lenten hymnody no recoverable Greek original survives — though the presence
of Greek heirmoi in Georgian script in several Sinai witnesses (see Metreveli, Dzlispirni, 234—
270) indicates that Greek models existed even where they have not been preserved. In these
circumstances, the comparison of the Georgian text with a Greek source is not a viable
analytical procedure. The present article therefore proceeds from the premise that the Georgian
text of the New ladgari constitutes an autonomous linguistic environment: regardless of its
ultimate translational origin, it must be read, parsed, and interpreted according to its own
syntactic logic. This is not a methodological concession but a principled analytical choice, one
that enables the phenomena under investigation to be described without the distorting mediation
of a hypothetical or unavailable source text.

The article is structured as follows. Section 2 sets out the theoretical framework and
defines the key terms employed in the analysis. Section 3 describes the corpus and the
methodological procedures adopted. Sections 4 and 5 present the analysis, treating in turn the
syntactic features of transition-marked and transition-unmarked troparia. Section 6 discusses
the findings and their implications for the linguistic study of Old Georgian hymnographic
poetry.
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1. Theoretical Framework

The theoretical orientation of this article is informed by two intersecting fields: the syntactic
analysis of complex predicative structures in Old Georgian, and the functional-typological
study of modality and discourse organisation. These frameworks are applied to a corpus that
has received extensive attention from philologists and liturgical historians but has been
comparatively neglected by linguists working within a formal or functional syntactic paradigm.

The concept of semantic transition, as employed here, requires careful definition.
Transition denotes, in its general sense, a passage from one state to another. In the context of
hymnographic discourse, semantic transition refers to the textual movement from a
propositional mode — in which the speaker affirms, recounts, or confesses a theological fact —
to a performative mode, in which the speaker addresses God or a saint directly, petitions,
praises, or calls on the congregation to join in a liturgical act. This distinction broadly parallels
the opposition, familiar from speech-act theory, between constative and performative utterances
(Austin 1962; Searle 1969), though it should be noted that in liturgical language these categories
are not mutually exclusive and frequently interpenetrate.

Semantic transition is thus a discourse-level phenomenon, but one that is realised
through grammatical means — principally through changes in verbal modality, person, and the
structural arrangement of clauses. The key grammatical category is mood: the shift from
indicative to subjunctive or imperative typically marks the boundary between semantic strata
within a troparian text. The Georgian verbal system, with its elaborate system of version,
screeve, and person-number agreement, provides a finely differentiated set of resources for
encoding these distinctions, and the exploitation of these resources in the New Iadgari is one
of the primary objects of the present investigation.

A further theoretical distinction that proves analytically productive is that between
actants and circumstants in the sense developed within dependency grammar and valency
theory (Tesniere 1959; Mel’¢uk 1988). Actants are the arguments required by the valency of a
given predicate — subject, direct object, indirect object — whereas circumstants are optional
adjuncts that modify the predication as a whole: expressions of time, place, manner, cause,
purpose, and condition. In the hymnographic corpus under examination, circumstants
frequently take the form of subordinate clauses, and their ordering relative to the main clause
proves to be one of the syntactic features that covaries with the presence or absence of semantic
transition.

It should be noted that not all troparia in the corpus exhibit semantic transition. A subset
of texts is semantically monostratic: they are composed entirely within a single register, whether
propositional or performative. The analysis of these texts provides a necessary comparative
baseline against which the transition-marked texts can be assessed.

2. Corpus and Methodology
2.1 The Corpus

The primary corpus for this study consists of the Lenten cycle hymns as attested in the following
Sinai manuscripts: Sin. Geo. 1 (ff. 80v—124r), Sin. Geo. 14 (ff. 119r—158r), Sin. Geo. 26 (ff.
20r-26r), Sin. Geo. 34, Sin. Geo. 59 (ff. 61v—140r), and Sin. Geo. 64 (ff. 84r—141r). These
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manuscripts, all dating to the tenth century, were accessed via the digitised microfilms held by
the Library of Congress.

Textual citations in the present article are drawn from Sin. Geo. 1 and presented in Old
Georgian, normalised according to contemporary orthographic conventions, accompanied by a
parallel English translation. Sin. Geo. 1 serves as the primary base manuscript for all textual
citations in the present article. This choice reflects both the relative completeness of Sin. Geo.
1 for the Lenten cycle and its status as the earliest consistently organised witness to the New
Iadgari tradition. It should be noted that the text of the New ladgari is, by the standards of
medieval manuscript traditions, notably stable: redactional differences among the Sinai
witnesses are rare, and where they occur they are typically confined to minor orthographic
variation or morphophonological alternants without syntactic consequence. This stability lends
confidence to the use of Sin. Geo. 1 as a representative basis for syntactic analysis.

The Lenten cycle, as defined here, encompasses the hymnody from Meatfare Sunday
through to the hymnody of Palm Sunday, including the commemorations of the Ninevites, the
Forty Martyrs of Sebasteia (March 9), the Fathers Burned at the Lavra of Saint Sabas (March
19), and the Annunciation (March 25), as well as the Sunday canons attributed to Elias II,
Patriarch of Jerusalem (c. 770-796).> This corpus contains a substantial and typologically
varied body of troparia and stichera, with texts attributable to several distinct authors as well as
a significant body of unattributed material.

2.2 Methodological Procedures

The methodological approach adopted in this article is text-immanent: each troparian unit is
analysed as a self-contained syntactic structure, without reference to a reconstructed source text.
This procedure is dictated by the conditions of transmission described in Section 1. Since a
recoverable Greek Vorlage is either absent or substantially later than the Georgian witnesses,
the analysis is grounded entirely in the Georgian text as attested.

Each troparian unit in the corpus was examined according to the following analytical
procedure, and a representative selection of analyses is presented in Section 4. First, the
predicate of each clause was identified, together with its screeve and mood, its version marking,
and its actant structure (subject, direct object, indirect object as required by valency). Second,
the circumstants of each predicate were identified and classified by semantic type: manner,
cause, purpose, condition, time, and place. Third, the discourse mode of each predicate was
determined — propositional or performative — and the boundaries of semantic strata within the
troparian text were established. Finally, where a transition between semantic strata was
identified, the syntactic features marking the transition were described.

The following criteria were applied in determining the presence of semantic transition.
A troparion is classified as transition-marked if it contains at least two clauses whose predicates
exhibit different discourse modes, such that the text moves from propositional to performative
content or vice versa. A troparion is classified as transition-unmarked if all predicates belong
to a single discourse mode throughout. The distinction between propositional and performative

2 On Elias II, Patriarch of Jerusalem, and his hymnographic works, see Bertoniére (2000).
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content is operationalised as follows: propositional predicates are those in the indicative mood,
third-person, reporting a theological or narrative fact; performative predicates include first-
person subjunctives functioning as hortative imperatives, second-person imperatives (both of
petition addressed to God or saints and of exhortation addressed to the faithful), and direct
address constructions.

The classification of certain intermediate cases requires particular care. A construction
such as the one illustrated below may initially appear to involve transition:

90530MMdsa MLbgmwmmse

B995Obs 535L Gobs ym3zwoHdosls MgLsbfsmmdl ®gl dm®{dmbgms
JmMoL s GuOB POMOEIdID:

39Ombgme bot 99b, MBom.

‘The rulership of the bodiless ones is celebrating today in this most holy temple among
the faithful, and the bodiless ones cry aloud thus: Blessed art Thou, O Lord.."”

In this troparion, the direct speech embedded within the third-person narrative clause
contains a second-person doxological formula. However, the framework predicate ('they cry
aloud') remains propositional and third-person throughout; the performative content is
attributed to the angelic hosts, not enacted by the hymnographer or the assembly. This structure
is therefore classified as transition-unmarked, the embedded direct speech being subordinated
to the propositional frame. Only those cases in which the shift in discourse mode is enacted by
the hymnographic subject — the praying community — are classified as instances of genuine
semantic transition.

The analysis proceeds troparion by troparion through the Lenten corpus defined in
Section 3.1. Given the scale of the material, the present article presents a representative
selection of analyses, organised so as to illustrate the principal syntactic patterns identified. A
substantial subset of the Lenten corpus is semantically monostratic, composed entirely within
a single discourse register; these texts are examined in Section 4.4 as a comparative baseline.
The full dataset underlying these analyses is available from the author.

3. Results

The analysis of the Lenten corpus of the New Iadgari identified three primary syntactic
mechanisms through which semantic transition is realised: (i) modal shift, effected by the
introduction of first-person plural subjunctives with hortative force or second-person
imperatives of petition; (ii) the structural reorientation of circumstantial clauses (circumstants),
which in transition-marked troparia tend to precede rather than follow the performative
predicate; and (ii1) the reorganisation of word order, whereby the transition boundary is marked
by a shift in the informational prominence of constituents. The following subsections illustrate
each of these mechanisms through close analysis of representative troparia, before Section 4.4

3 All English translations of Georgian hymnographic texts in this article are the author's own. Archaic verbal
forms (e.g. 'hath,' 'didst," 'art Thou') are retained deliberately in order to preserve the liturgical register of the Old
Georgian original.
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examines a case in which none of the three mechanisms is present and the troparion accordingly
remains semantically monostratic.

3.1 Transition Realised Through Imperative Closure

A first pattern, particularly frequent in the Ninevite hymnody, involves a troparion whose
propositional stratum occupies the opening lines and whose transition to the performative is
realised through an imperative or hortative predicate in the closing position. The following
troparion from the Matins of Meatfare Friday (Sin. Geo. 1: 84v) illustrates this pattern:

M52 30b oMb 35330 YYEMP39L0 VIV
Q5 565306 56, 3056 IGO0 BM9bo — Loboge s FMSZoEDMYseny,

9M39000 s 99mMg0 606739 ™mogd6.

'"There is no man sinless today, and there is none like our God — gracious and most
merciful; come, let us fall down before Him like the Ninevites.'

The propositional stratum consists of two parallel negative existential clauses: 565306
3OL 3530 M3m39¢o (‘there is no man sinless') and 565306 sGU, 30056 WIgamo Bmgbo
(‘there is none like our God'). Both predicates are third-person present indicative; the second is
expanded by the predicatives Lobog6 (‘gracious’) and 96535¢dmfigocrg (‘most merciful’),
which function as characterisations of the divine nature. The two clauses together constitute a
compact theological argument: human sinfulness and divine mercy are placed in implicit
antithesis, preparing the ground for the exhortation that follows.

The transition is effected by two verbal forms in asyndetic sequence: dm3900 (‘come’),
a second-person plural imperative addressed directly to the faithful, and d9m@go ('let us fall
down before Him'), a first-person plural subjunctive expressing a call to communal action. The
two forms thus enact a two-stage movement within the performative stratum itself: a direct
command followed by the speaker's projection of a shared liturgical act. The second of these,
dgmegom, takes a comparatival circumstant, 506939w o906 ('like the Ninevites'), which 1s
post-positioned — the unmarked order for circumstants of manner. The abruptness of the
transition between the propositional and performative strata, unmarked by any conjunction or
transitional particle, is itself a syntactic feature: the two semantic layers are juxtaposed
asyndetically, and the shift from propositional to performative is enacted rather than signalled.
This asyndetic transition is notably more frequent in the Ninevite hymnody* than in the Elias
canons, suggesting that it may be a feature associated with a specific hymnographic stratum or
authorial practice within the New Iadgari.

The word-order pattern is also significant. In the propositional stratum, the predicates
occupy sentence-final position (SOV order), consistent with the general pattern of Old Georgian
declarative clauses. In the performative stratum, the predicates are sentence-initial (V-initial
order), consistent with the regular pattern of imperative and hortative constructions in Old
Georgian. This alternation of word-order patterns at the transition boundary is attested across

4 Whether the Ninevites fast formed part of the early Jerusalem liturgical rite is a question that bears directly on
the origins of this hymnographic stratum within the New ladgari.

37



Millennium, Vol. 4, 2026

multiple troparia in the corpus and may be regarded as a reliable syntactic correlate of semantic
transition.

3.2 Modal Shift as the Primary Marker of Transition

The most consistently attested syntactic feature of semantic transition in the corpus is a change
in the mood and person of the predicate. The following troparion, drawn from the Meatfare
Sunday canon attributed to Patriarch Elias (Sin. Geo. 1: 81r), provides a clear illustration. It
should be noted that the rhythmic segmentation of the troparion as cited below follows the
division attested in Sin. Geo. 1 itself, which serves as the base manuscript throughout this study.
This division is not, however, consistently applied across the manuscript: Sin. Geo. 1 is written
largely in continuous script, and the colometric marking of troparia is irregular.

30971989
LObIOMEOm, 300503 XIO SOU, GTgmv) §s633Mbbs hmab 3MOBTSH
b)E5996 Lod®Mdbom,

3960869352 (3m©3z5m2 IMPwgg35 FoMb30m5 S 36903505 (33030 2obLdgL
LobogMgd0mMs S 353TIMYSMGOOMS.

'Let us rejoice with gladness as is meet, for the Healer of souls hath wisely healed us,
and by fasting hath granted us the scattering of sins, and healeth the pain of the passions
by His goodness and love for mankind.'

The predicate of the main clause, 30dgdgo ('let us rejoice’), is a first-person plural
present subjunctive functioning as a hortative imperative — a construction identified by Kotinovi
(1986: 36) as the sole grammatical means of expressing first-person plural command in
Georgian. This performative predicate opens the troparion and immediately establishes an
exhortative register directed at congregation.

What follows is a chain of three propositional predicates, all in the indicative mood and
third person, each introduced by the causal conjunction ®53gmvy (‘for'): go63379®b6s (‘he
healed'), dmgygiss (it was granted to us'), obL{dgL (‘he healeth'). These predicates
constitute the theological grounding of the preceding exhortation — they articulate the
soteriological facts that motivate the call to joy. The semantic transition in this troparion
therefore runs in the reverse of the more common direction: the performative stratum precedes
the propositional, and the circumstantial clauses introduced by 6890wy serve as a post-
positioned justification.

This structure — performative main clause followed by propositional subordination — is
syntactically significant. The causal circumstants are post-positioned relative to the main
clause, which is the unmarked order for Georgian subordinate clauses of this type; however,
their accumulation (three successive ®s9gmv-clauses) creates a distinctive rhythmic and
argumentative pattern that is characteristic of the exhortative troparian subtype. The predicate
of the main clause, 3089dgm, governs a single actant (the subject, realised by the first-

person plural agreement marker), while the two propositional predicates govern between one
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and three actants each. The increase in actant density as the troparion progresses reflects the

theological elaboration of the propositional stratum.

Feature Propositional stratum Performative stratum
Mood Indicative (3" person) Subjunctive/hortative (1% pl.)
Person 3rd person singular Ist person plural
Predicate 296036665, dmgegso, 30899999

256L§0gL
Circumstants Post-positioned (653gomvy-clauses) Absent
Word order SOV / verb-final V-initial (marked)

Table 1. Syntactic features of the two semantic strata in the Meatfare Sunday troparion (Sin. Geo. 1: 81r).

3.3 The Transition Boundary Marked by Direct Address

A third major syntactic pattern involves the introduction of a vocative or second-person
predicate at the transition boundary. The following troparion from the Hymns to the Archangels
(Sin. Geo. 1: 82v) exemplifies this pattern:

29900356 99349696 306390 9bggemBbo d9bbo Lvyws
5 AbsbE®bo 89660 sems 393berols,

B93oLS obigmdoems dmMol

000536050 459Mm5B0bgb

90759 ©d 2900

5 fodobymuoms 3gmgzgb Lo@ygwsms dgboms

Q5 3O ™MdY6 sl QoML Bodgdols HAoolisbs

Q5 599095 0Bl G9bLs.

'"Thou who in the beginning didst create Thine angels as spirits and Thy ministers as a
flaming fire, who didst appoint Michael and Gabriel to be leaders among the heavenly
hosts — they who fulfil Thy words in the twinkling of an eye, and sing that hymn of the
Holy Trinity, and glorify Thy majesty.'

The troparion opens with a long relative clause construction headed by the participial

form ®:c39erdsb (‘who'), which introduces a chain of predicates in two distinct tenses. The first

two — 093Jdbqb ('didst create') and q5dmobobgb (‘didst appoint') — are second-person aorist

forms,

relating to a past divine action addressed to Thee. The remaining three — 3ymg3qb

('fulfil'), qoemd9b (‘"hymn'), 549096 (‘glorify') — are third-person plural forms in the simple
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present, not historical present, describing the ongoing activity of Michael and Gabriel. Together
these predicates constitute the propositional stratum: a theological account of the angelic
creation and the specific roles of Michael and Gabriel.

The syntactic peculiarity of this troparion lies in the implicit second-person addressee
of the relative clause. The form ®&m3gedsb presupposes an antecedent — in liturgical context,
®dghom ('O God') — that is suppressed in the surface structure but recoverable from the
second-person possessive pronouns 89660 (‘Thine'), 9boms (‘'Thy'), 996s ('Thy'). The entire
propositional stratum is thus simultaneously a theological affirmation and a form of direct
address, embedding the transition within the predicate structure rather than marking it at the
clause boundary.

The transition to the fully performative register, in the form of explicit petition or
doxology, is deferred to the troparia that follow in the liturgical sequence. This deferral is itself
a syntactic strategy: the present troparion functions as the theological groundwork upon which
the petition of the subsequent troparia is based, and its open-ended structure — ending with a
series of present-tense indicative predicates — creates a forward-pointing syntactic momentum.
The circumstants in this troparion (Hg3obs gobfymdogms dmeol, 'among the heavenly
hosts'; {odolymazoms, ' in the twinkling of an eye') are all pre-positioned relative to their
governing predicates, a pattern associated in the corpus with propositional rather than
performative content.

3.4 Transition-Unmarked Troparia: A Comparative Baseline

Not all troparia in the Lenten corpus exhibit semantic transition. A substantial subset is
semantically monostratic, composed entirely within a single discourse register. The following
troparion from the Archangels canon (Sin. Geo. 1: 83r) represents this type:

5160 569 Mbmsbo
G9956Ob5 0dmqbls, 805356569 Bb™,
ML ImEHIMBgmS 0565 MEomdgb dMogwls wdgmmbs.

The choirs of the angels in your temple, O Archangels, today are praising the mighty

God together with the faithful.'

This troparion contains a single predicate, “oe™0d9b (‘are praising'), which is third-
person plural present indicative. The subject (obbo s6ggcrmUbmsbo, 'the choirs of angels')
and the object (d®0gwls W3gMmbs, 'the mighty God') are both expressed, and the circumstants
— $99d56bS gmgbls (‘in your temple'), owql (‘today'), dmG(IMbgms msbs (‘together with
the faithful') — are pre-positioned relative to the predicate, consistent with the propositional
pattern identified above. The vocative 9m356M5699wmbbm ('O Archangels’) does not
introduce a shift to a performative register; it addresses the archangels as the referents of the
possessive pronoun mdwmqbls (‘your') in the circumstant, but the predicate itself remains
reportorial and third-person throughout.
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A second apparently ambiguous case, the troparion dmogMmdsa Mlbgmemmse, has

already been discussed in Section 3.2 and classified as transition-unmarked on the same
grounds.

The comparison between transition-marked and transition-unmarked troparia reveals
that the latter are syntactically simpler: they typically contain fewer clauses, a lower density of
circumstants, and a more uniform predicate structure. Transition-marked troparia, by contrast,
tend to be syntactically more complex, with a higher frequency of subordinate clauses, a greater
variety of moods and persons, and more distinctive word-order patterns at the transition
boundary. This correlation between syntactic complexity and semantic stratification is
consistent with the hypothesis that the genre of the troparion, as realised in the New Iadgari,
exploits the resources of the Georgian verbal system in a principled and genre-specific way.

4. Discussion

The four analyses presented in Section 4 converge on a coherent picture of the syntactic
realisation of semantic transition in the Lenten hymnody of the New Iadgari. Three
mechanisms operate either singly or in combination: imperative closure (Section 4.1), modal
shift (Section 4.2), and direct-address embedding (Section 4.3). These mechanisms are not
mutually exclusive; in the longer and more structurally complex troparia of the Elias canons,
two or more of them may co-occur within a single text, producing a layered syntax that reflects
the multi-stratal semantic organisation characteristic of that authorial tradition.

The finding that the direction of transition is not fixed — that the performative stratum
may precede the propositional (as in Section 4.2) as well as follow it (as in Section 4.1) — has
implications for the understanding of hymnographic syntax more broadly. It suggests that the
relationship between the two semantic strata is not hierarchical in any simple sense: neither is
invariably subordinate to the other. Rather, each troparion realises a specific discourse strategy
in which the ordering of propositional and performative content reflects a deliberate rhetorical
choice. In the exhortative subtype (Section 4.1), the call to action precedes its justification,
creating an urgency that is then theologically grounded. In the argumentative subtype (Section
4.3), the theological argument precedes and motivates the exhortation, creating a structure that
moves from affirmation to appeal.

The behaviour of circumstantial clauses across the corpus provides further evidence for
the syntactic specificity of semantic transition. The general tendency in Old Georgian for
circumstants to be pre-positioned relative to their governing predicate — a pattern documented
in the grammatical literature (Shanidze 1973; Fahnrich 2007) — is selectively overridden in
transition-marked troparia, where post-positioned circumstants frequently appear in the
performative stratum. This post-positioning has the effect of delaying the completion of the
performative predicate, extending its rhetorical reach and drawing the hearer into a sustained
engagement with the act of petition or praise. The circumstant, in these cases, functions not
merely as a modifier of the predicate but as an elaboration of the performative act itself.

The word-order alternation identified at the transition boundary — from SOV in the
propositional stratum to V-initial in the performative stratum — reflects the regular syntactic
behaviour of declarative and imperative constructions respectively in Old Georgian: while
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declarative clauses follow the general SOV pattern documented in the grammatical literature
(Shanidze 1973; Féahnrich 2007), imperative and hortative predicates are regularly sentence-
initial. The consistent appearance of this alternation at the transition boundary is nonetheless
analytically significant, as it provides a reliable formal correlate of the shift between semantic
registers, regardless of whether it represents a deliberate stylistic choice on the part of the
hymnographer.

This last observation bears directly on the methodological premise adopted in the
present article. The text-immanent approach, which treats the Georgian New Iadgari as an
autonomous linguistic entity rather than as a translation to be referred back to a Greek original,
has proven analytically productive: it has enabled the identification of syntactic patterns that
are specific to the Georgian tradition and that would be obscured by a source-oriented approach.
The Georgian hymnographic language of the tenth century, as attested in the Sinai manuscripts,
is not a passive vehicle for the transmission of Byzantine liturgical content; it may reflect an
active and resourceful linguistic system that shapes that content according to its own syntactic
logic, though this conclusion remains contingent on further comparison with Greek
hymnographic sources and other Georgian collections.

A final observation concerns the distribution of transition types across the different
hymnographic strata represented in the corpus. The asyndetic transition pattern identified in the
Ninevite hymnody (Section 4.1) is, as noted there, less frequent in the Elias canons, where
transitions tend to be more explicitly marked by conjunctions or participial constructions. This
differential distribution raises the question of whether the syntactic features of semantic
transition are stable across the corpus or vary according to authorial practice, liturgical genre,
or the historical stratigraphy of the collection — a question complicated by the likelihood that
the Elias canons are Greek-based, while the provenance of the Ninevite hymnody remains to
be established. A fuller investigation of this question — encompassing Greek hymnographers
such as John of Damascus, Andrew of Crete, and Romanos the Melodist, as well as other
Georgian collections including Modrekili and Minchkhi — lies beyond the scope of the present
article but represents a productive direction for future research.

5. Conclusion

This article has examined the syntactic features of semantic transition in the Lenten hymnody
of the New Iadgari, drawing on manuscript witnesses from the Sinai collection. The analysis
has identified three primary syntactic mechanisms — modal shift, direct-address embedding, and
imperative closure — through which the movement between propositional and performative
semantic strata is realised. These mechanisms operate in conjunction with systematic patterns
of circumstant placement and word-order alternation at the transition boundary, producing a
syntactic profile that is characteristic of the transition-marked troparion type.

The results suggest that the Georgian text of the New Iadgari constitutes an autonomous
linguistic system whose syntactic organisation reflects genre-specific adaptations of the
resources of Old Georgian. The post-positioning of circumstants in the performative stratum,
the exploitation of V-initial word order at transition boundaries, and the asyndetic juxtaposition
of semantic strata in the Ninevite hymnody are all features that belong to the Georgian syntactic
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tradition and that, in the absence of comparable analyses of Greek or other Georgian
hymnographic corpora, cannot yet be assessed as exclusive to it. The text-immanent
methodology adopted here has proven productive in making these features visible.

The findings have broader implications for the linguistic study of Old Georgian
ecclesiastical poetry. They suggest that hymnographic texts, which have been studied primarily
from philological and liturgical-historical perspectives, represent a rich and underexplored
resource for syntactic research. The New ladgari in particular, with its combination of
translated and originally composed material and its well-preserved manuscript tradition, offers
exceptional conditions for the investigation of the relationship between genre, syntax, and
discourse organisation in medieval Georgian poetry.
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