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Equivalent Renderings of the Georgian Lexeme margaliti in Two
Spanish Translations of Rustaveli’s The Knight in the Panther’s Skin:
A Corpus-based Translation Study
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Abstract: This article presents a corpus-based literary translation study examining how the recurrent
Georgian lexeme margaliti (“pear]l”) is rendered in two Spanish translations of Shota Rustaveli’s
medieval epic The Knight in the Panther s Skin. Drawing on forty textual occurrences retrieved from the
multilingual parallel corpus Rustaveli Goes Digital, the study utilizes a dual methodology that combines
quantitative coding with qualitative close reading. The analyzed tokens are classified according to three
primary functions within the source text: autosemantic reference to physical pearls or treasures,
compressed metaphorical descriptions, and explicit or implicit comparisons.

The analysis evaluates the lexical specificity of the Spanish equivalents alongside shifts in figurative and
syntactic structure. The empirical findings reveal two distinct translational profiles. Gustavo de la Torre
consistently selects peria, prioritizing denotative equivalence, source-oriented structural proximity, and
global motif continuity. In contrast, Maria Elvira Roca Barea adopts a highly interpretive, target-oriented
strategy; she frequently substitutes the core lexeme with contextual alternatives like joya, piedra
preciosa, or diamante, and regularly unpacks compressed metaphors into explicit comparisons to
enhance readability and visual brilliance.

Ultimately, the study demonstrates that the divergence between the two versions is not a binary conflict
between literal and free translation but a structural trade-off between local stylistic optimization and
global lexical cohesion. Methodologically, the paper underscores the utility of single-lexeme tracking
within digital parallel corpora to uncover systematic translational patterns across extensive literary
works.

Keywords: Digital Rustvelology, Corpus-based Translation Studies, Shota Rustaveli, Lexical
Equivalence, Gustavo de la Torre, Maria Elvira Roca Barea, Margaliti

Introduction

Shota Rustaveli’s The Knight in the Panther’s Skin occupies a central position in Georgian literary
culture and has generated an extensive international translation history. Its linguistic interest lies
not only in its narrative and metrical organisation but also in a highly patterned figurative
vocabulary in which material objects, colours, flowers, and precious stones repeatedly encode
beauty, status, emotion, and poetic value. The recurrence of these images makes the poem
particularly suitable for a corpus-based investigation of literary translation. Rather than treating
figurative language as a collection of isolated ornaments, a parallel corpus makes it possible to
trace how a recurrent lexical item is maintained, redistributed, generalised, or reinterpreted across
target texts.
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The present study concentrates on the lexeme margaliti, conventionally translated as
“pearl”. In the epic, the word can designate pearls as concrete valuables, but it also participates in
descriptions of teeth, tears, beauty, rarity, and literary form. Its interpretive range is therefore
produced by the interaction between a relatively stable lexical core and changing contexts. A pearl
may be part of a treasure inventory, an image for a row of teeth, a comparison for a tear, or a figure
for a beautifully ordered narrative. These uses create a useful test case for examining whether a
translation preserves lexical recurrence or prioritises the immediate effect of each individual
passage.

The article compares two Spanish translations attributed to Gustavo de la Torre (1964) and
Maria Elvira Roca Barea (2003). Neither version can be treated as a straightforward direct transfer
from Georgian. De la Torre’s translation is associated with Marjory Wardrop’s English version,
whereas Roca Barea consulted several intermediary translations. This mediated textual history
limits claims about direct source-language competence. It does not, however, prevent a systematic
comparison of the Spanish target texts with the Georgian passages aligned in the corpus.' The
relevant object of analysis is the observable pattern of target-text solutions and the different ways
in which each Spanish version reconstructs the repeated pearl motif.

Existing approaches to literary translation have long emphasised the tension between
semantic correspondence and target-text function. At the lexical level, translators may preserve a
specific denotation, select a near-equivalent with different associations, explain a culturally or
contextually marked image, or replace one trope with another. A recurrent poetic lexeme makes
these choices visible at scale. If every occurrence is considered separately, substitution may appear
locally effective. When the whole distribution is examined, however, repeated substitutions can
reshape a motif and change the internal cohesion of the translated work.

Against this background, the study asks: how is Georgian margaliti rendered in the two
Spanish translations, and what differences emerge between the translational profiles of de la Torre
and Roca Barea? The working hypothesis is that de la Torre favours denotative, structurally close,
and source-oriented correspondences, whereas Roca Barea makes greater use of connotative,
interpretive, and target-oriented reformulation. The contrast is expected to be especially visible in
metaphorical and comparative contexts, where lexical replacement can alter both the conceptual
image and the grammatical explicitness of the relation.

This study contributes to a tradition of Rustvelological research that has developed from
text-critical and lexicological scholarship towards interdisciplinary, international, and, more
recently, digital approaches (Tandaschwili 2022: 15-16). The establishment of multilingual
parallel corpora represents an important development within this field, since these resources
facilitate systematic contrastive analyses of Rustaveli’s language and its translations while also
providing a methodological framework for multilingual research and education (Avidzba et al.
2023: 88—89). However, although previous scholarship has addressed the textual history, language,

! Rustaveli Goes Digital, https://rustaveli-goes-digital.de/ (accessed 19 July 2026).
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metaphorical complexity, and international reception of the epic, the translation of recurrent
individual lexemes across different target versions remains comparatively underexplored. By
examining the Georgian lexeme margaliti across two Spanish translations, the present study
addresses this gap and demonstrates how a lexeme-centred corpus analysis can reveal systematic
differences in the preservation, modification, and reinterpretation of a recurrent poetic image.

The study combines quantitative corpus analysis with qualitative close reading. First, all
forty occurrences of margaliti identified in the multilingual parallel corpus Rustaveli Goes Digital
are classified according to their function in the Georgian source text as basic denotative meaning,
metaphorical, or comparative uses. The distribution of the Spanish equivalents is then examined
quantitatively in order to establish recurring translation patterns. This overview is complemented
by a contextual analysis of representative passages, focusing on denotative and connotative
equivalence, changes in lexical specificity, and shifts between metaphorical and comparative
structures. Following the description of the corpus and methodology, the article introduces the
theoretical categories applied in the analysis. The results section subsequently presents the
quantitative distribution and discusses representative examples from each functional category. The
discussion compares the translational profiles of de la Torre and Roca Barea, while the conclusion
summarises the principal findings and considers their implications for corpus-based literary
translation research. Rather than evaluating the two translations according to a single standard of
fidelity, the article investigates how their different priorities affect lexical continuity, textual
cohesion, interpretive explicitness, and poetic effect.

1. Data and Methodology

The dataset was compiled from Rustaveli Goes Digital, a multilingual parallel corpus developed
since 2019 at the Department of Empirical Linguistics at Goethe University Frankfurt. The corpus
provides the Georgian text of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin together with more than fifty
translations into different languages and enables word-aligned comparisons between the source
text and its translations (Rustaveli Goes Digital, accessed 19 July 2026). The present study focuses
on the two Spanish translations by Gustavo de la Torre and Maria Elvira Roca Barea included in
the corpus.

The retrieval unit was the Georgian lexeme margaliti “pearl”. All forty attestations of this
lexeme in the Georgian source text were identified in the corpus and aligned with their Spanish
equivalents. Thus, the analysis was not restricted to a single uninflected word form but included
the occurrences of the lexeme in the forms in which it appears in the source text. The corresponding
Spanish translation by de la Torre contains the denotative equivalent perla in all forty passages. In
Roca Barea’s translation, perla occurs in thirty-four of the forty corresponding passages, while the
remaining six instances are rendered by means of different lexical equivalents.
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Rustaveli Goes Digital ~Ubersetzungen Wer

Ubersetzungen
Ubersetzung Kapitel Vers
Gustavo de la Torre (1964), Maria Elvira Roca Barea (2003) Y 3 he 3.84. 27

4 Vorheriges Ndchstes D 4 Vorheriger Ndchster b

Original: Schota Rustaveli (1196-1207)

BsbgU, YEBM 8mYd) 30687 | X©s FBOMMO FYmols 30MUs,
B30 35760 Ls@e300 | 3Y3s MMBLS s 30000 330MUY,

bBoMs@ gubs | 3333-30x3M-96330M 0.

(368U 33P0 PSINOEMIOMS, | 3IUS FEYMAS® 65GOMUS.

Spanisch: Gustavo de la Torre (1964

Ellos vieren a cierto extrafio Caballero, que llorando se sento6 a la orilla del torrente.

Retenfa su negro corcel por la rienda, y parecia como un leén o un héroe.

Su armadura, su brida y su montura estaban profusamente guarnecidas de perlas.

La rosa de sus mejillas se hel6 con las lagrimas que brotaban de su corazén azotado por el dolor.

Spanisch: Marfa Elvira Roca Barea (2003)

Ven entonces un caballero extranjero que llora sentado al borde del agua,
sostiene las riendas de un caballo negro y parece un leén deplorando su suerte.
Las bridas, la armadura y la silla estan repujadas con diamantes.

Brotando de su corazén herido, las lagrimas hielan sus mejillas de rosa.

Fig. 1: The multilingual parallel corpus Rustaveli goes digital

Each Georgian occurrence was first classified according to its function in the relevant
passage. Uses in which margaliti refers to pearls as concrete objects or valuables were classified
as instances of the lexeme’s basic denotative meaning. These were distinguished from metaphorical
and comparative uses in aphoristic or otherwise stylistically marked structures. Metaphorical uses
associate another entity with the pearl image without an overt marker of similarity. Comparative
uses establish the similarity explicitly, commonly through Georgian vit(a) “like/as” or a
corresponding construction in Spanish. The distinction between metaphor and simile is therefore
based on their linguistic form in the respective passage: both may evoke similar associations, but
a simile marks the relationship of similarity explicitly, whereas a metaphor presents the relationship
without an overt comparative marker. The Spanish equivalents were then classified according to
their semantic relationship to the Georgian lexeme. The Spanish noun perla “pearl” was treated as
the denotative equivalent because it corresponds directly and specifically to Georgian margaliti.
Lexical choices such as piedra preciosa “precious stone” were classified as connotative equivalents
because they refer to a broader and less specific semantic field. Other alternatives, including joya
“jewel” and diamante “diamond”, were likewise examined in relation to their semantic specificity
and their effect in the respective context. Whereas perla preserves the specific lexical meaning of
the Georgian item, the alternatives offer greater stylistic flexibility but modify or generalise aspects
of the source meaning.

In addition to lexical selection, the qualitative analysis considers changes in figurative
structure. Particular attention is paid to passages in which a source-text metaphor is rendered as an
explicit simile or in which a comparison is expressed through a different grammatical construction
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in Spanish. The analysis thus examines which equivalents the translators select, how consistently
the solutions are applied across the text, and how the choices affect semantic precision, stylistic
appropriateness, and translational coherence.

The two analytical stages address complementary aspects of the research question. The
frequency analysis establishes whether a particular Spanish equivalent represents an isolated choice
or a recurring translation pattern. The contextual analysis then evaluates how the respective
solution functions within selected passages, especially where margaliti is used metaphorically,
comparatively, or in an aphoristic structure.

Neither of the two Spanish versions was translated directly from Georgian. De la Torre’s
translation is based on Marjory Wardrop’s English translation of 1912. Roca Barea consulted
several intermediary versions, including the English translations by Wardrop, Verena Urushadze,
and Katherine Vivian, the French translations by Serge Tsuladzé and Gaston Bouatchidzé, and the
Italian translation by Mario Picchi and Paola Angiolletti. The use of several intermediary texts
makes it difficult to attribute individual divergences exclusively to Roca Barea’s own translation
strategy. The present study therefore does not attempt to trace each Spanish formulation back to a
specific intermediary version. Its conclusions are restricted to observable lexical and stylistic
patterns in the two Spanish target texts.

2. Analytical Framework

The analysis adopts an equivalence-oriented framework while treating equivalence as a relational
and context-dependent concept. Koller and Henjum describe translation as a process in which a
source-language text is transformed into a target-language text under competing linguistic, textual,
and cultural constraints (Koller & Henjum 2020: 219-220). An ideal translation that reproduces
every semantic and stylistic feature is unattainable. The analytical task is therefore to identify
which relations are prioritised in a given solution and which features are modified.

2.1 Denotative and connotative equivalence

The distinction between denotative and connotative equivalence applied in this study is based on
the equivalence-oriented framework developed by Koller and Henjum (2020: 251, 266-290).
Within this framework, equivalence is not understood as complete identity between a source-
language expression and a target-language expression. Rather, it refers to a context-dependent
translational relationship in which particular semantic, stylistic, and pragmatic features are
prioritised.

Denotative equivalence concerns the relationship between source- and target-language
expressions with regard to the extralinguistic content to which they refer (Koller & Henjum 2020:
266-279). In the present dataset, Spanish perla “pearl” is treated as the direct denotative equivalent
of Georgian margaliti because the two lexical items refer to the same specific type of object. It
therefore serves as the baseline translation solution in the analysis. This does not mean that every
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occurrence of perla reproduces all the semantic and stylistic functions of the corresponding source
passage. The surrounding syntax, grammatical number, modifiers, and figurative frame may still
differ. Nevertheless, retaining perla preserves the specific lexical image and contributes to the
continuity of the recurrent pearl motif across the Spanish target text.

Connotative equivalence, by contrast, concerns the stylistic, affective, evaluative, and
associative values conveyed by linguistic expressions (Koller & Henjum 2020: 279-290). In the
present analysis, Spanish equivalents such as joya “jewel”, piedra preciosa “precious stone”, and
diamante “diamond” are examined as connotatively shifted solutions because they modify the
denotative specificity of Georgian margaliti. The expressions joya and piedra preciosa preserve
the broader semantic field of valuable objects but do not refer specifically to pearls. The
substitution of diamante for margaliti likewise changes the object denoted and may instead
foreground associations such as brilliance, transparency, hardness, or prestige.

Such alternatives may be contextually motivated and may offer greater stylistic flexibility
in Spanish. At the same time, they modify the lexical pattern created by the repetition of margaliti
in the Georgian text. The analysis therefore does not classify these solutions simply as correct or
incorrect. Instead, it investigates which denotative and connotative features are preserved,
modified, generalized, or foregrounded and how these decisions affect the continuity of the pearl
motif.

2.2 Metaphor and comparison

Metaphor and comparison are treated as related but formally distinguishable modes of figurative
expression. A metaphor presents one entity through the image of another without an overt marker
of similarity, whereas a comparison expresses the relationship explicitly. In the corpus, the pearl
image may transfer visual and evaluative properties such as whiteness, roundness, regularity,
brilliance, value, and rarity to referents such as teeth or tears. The linguistic form influences how
the relationship is presented: a metaphor identifies or closely associates the image with its referent,
while an explicit comparison guides the reader towards a particular relationship of similarity.

For the analysis of metaphor translation, the study draws on Raymond Van den Broeck’s
distinction between three principal procedures, as presented by Koller and Henjum (2020: 296):
the preservation of the source-text image, the substitution of the source image with a different
image, and the paraphrase of the metaphor in non-metaphorical language. Since the present study
draws on Koller and Henjum’s account rather than directly on Van den Broeck’s original
publication, the model is treated here as a secondary reference.

Retaining Spanish perla generally preserves the source-text image and can therefore be
described as translation sensu stricto. Using diamante or joya may constitute image substitution,
while piedra preciosa may represent semantic generalization, depending on the context. A non-
figurative explanation of the image would constitute paraphrase. Recasting an unmarked metaphor
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through Spanish como “like” preserves the broader figurative relationship but changes its linguistic
and rhetorical form by turning metaphorical identification into an explicit comparison.

These procedures may occur simultaneously. For example, a translator may replace the
source-text image of a pearl with that of a diamond while also making the relationship of similarity
explicit. The analysis therefore considers lexical image selection and figurative structure as
separate but interacting dimensions of translation.

2.3 Aphoristic compression

In this study, certain passages are described as aphoristic when they express an evaluative or
generalizing idea through a short, pointed, and condensed formulation. Aphorisms frequently
derive their effect from rhetorical devices such as antithesis, paradox, parallelism, irony, and
wordplay. The term is used here as a functional category rather than as the basis for a
comprehensive historical or genre-theoretical discussion.

Metaphors and comparisons may contribute to aphoristic compression when they place a
high semantic and stylistic load on a small number of lexical items. In such passages, retaining the
source-text image may preserve the compactness and rhetorical structure of the formulation. An
explanatory reformulation may make the intended relationship more accessible to target-language
readers, but it may also reduce ambiguity, stylistic density, or the immediate impact of the
figurative expression. The analysis therefore examines whether the Spanish translations preserve
the lexical image and condensed structure or make the underlying meaning more explicit.

3. Results
3.1 Quantitative Overview

The forty occurrences of Georgian margaliti were classified according to their function in the
source text. As shown in Table 1, 20 occurrences (50%) express the lexeme’s basic denotative
meaning, eleven occurrences (27,5%) are metaphorical, and nine occurrences (22,5%) occur in
similes.

The distribution demonstrates that literal reference constitutes the largest individual
category, while figurative uses collectively account for a substantial proportion of the dataset. This
distribution supports the combination of frequency analysis and close reading, since margaliti
belongs both to the material vocabulary of wealth and to the epic’s system of poetic imagery.

Source-text function Number Percentage
Basic denotative meaning 20 50%
Metaphorical use 11 27.5%
Simile 9 22.5%
Total 40 100%

Table 1: Functional distribution of Georgian margaliti in the dataset
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Across the dataset, de la Torre consistently renders margaliti as perla, whereas Roca Barea
displays a wider lexical range. She uses perla in thirty-four of the forty corresponding passages
and selects semantically shifted alternatives in the remaining six cases, including diamante, joya,
and piedra(s) preciosa(s). The contrast therefore lies not in the presence or absence of the pearl
image throughout either translation but in the translators’ different thresholds for replacing it. De
la Torre tends to preserve the source lexeme even when the Spanish formulation remains
structurally close to the source passage. Roca Barea is more willing to select an alternative that
foregrounds a contextually salient property of the referent.

Analytical dimension De la Torre Roca Barea

Available Spanish correspondences 38 of 40 35 0f 40

Denotative renderings 37 of 40 28 of 40

Semantically shifted renderings 1 of 40 7 of 40

No corresponding passage 2 of 40 5 0f40

Overall tendency Predominantly lexical continuity More frequent contextual

and structural proximity specification and poetic

reformulation

Table 2: Quantitative distribution of the Spanish renderings of Georgian margaliti.

As shown in Table 2, de la Torre provides a Spanish correspondence for 38 of the 40
Georgian occurrences, whereas Roca Barea provides one for 35 occurrences. De la Torre uses a
denotative rendering in 37 cases and a semantically shifted rendering in one case. Roca Barea uses
a denotative rendering in 28 cases and a semantically shifted rendering in seven cases. Three
metaphor/simile shifts were identified in de la Torre’s translation, compared with seven in Roca
Barea’s translation. These figures support the interpretation that de la Torre predominantly
preserves lexical continuity and source-text structure, whereas Roca Barea more frequently
employs semantic substitution and figurative reformulation.?

3.2 Basic denotative meaning uses

Basic denotative meaning passages establish the lexical baseline because margaliti refers to pearls
as objects of adornment, exchange, or treasure. Even here, lexical substitution is meaningful:
replacing “pearl” with “diamond” or with a superordinate term changes the inventory of valuables
and weakens recurrence across literal and figurative contexts.

2 Percentages are calculated relative to all forty occurrences identified in the Georgian source text. “No corresponding
passage” indicates that the relevant passage has no Spanish correspondence in the corpus.
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Example 1: verse 3.84
bdodo gbbs Jo@ad@0@G0 @opsd-0dxoM-7bs0@lo.
(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(la)  xSir-ad esxa margalit-i° lagam-abzar-unagir-s-a
richly-ADV adorn.S3SG.AOR pearl-NOM.SG bridle-armor-saddle-DAT.SG-EMPH

“The bridle, armor, and saddle were richly adorned with pearls.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(1b)  Su armadura su brida y su
poss.3SG armor poss.3SG bridle and poss.3SG
montura esta-ban profusamente guarnecid-as de
saddle aux-S3PL.IMPF richly adorned-F.PL with
perla-s
pearl-PL

‘His armor, his bridle and his saddle were richly adorned with pearls.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(1)  Las brid-as, la armadura y
art.F.PL bridle-F.PL art.F armor and
la silla est-an repujad-as con diamant-es
art.F saddle aux-S3PL.PRES emboss-F.PL. with diamond-PL.

‘The bridles, the armor and the saddle are embossed with diamonds.’

The Georgian noun denotes decorative pearls. De la Torre maintains both the object type
and the ornamental function through perlas. Roca Barea substitutes diamantes. The target passage
remains coherent as a description of luxurious equipment, but the substitution changes the material
image. Pearls evoke organic lustre and rounded ornamentation; diamonds foreground brilliance
and hardness. Because the referent is concrete, the shift cannot be explained solely as the
clarification of a metaphor. It is a lexical reinterpretation within the semantic field of precious
objects.

3 As noted in the analysis above, singular forms of margaliti are occasionally rendered in plural in the Spanish
translations.
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Example 2: verse 41.1060

dols 33@d@o@ls ol ydobs, jooamsgg gg@ls, bdmgbowosh.
(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(2a) mas margalit-s-a

mas gma-s-a

that.DAT.SG pearl-DAT.SG-EMPH that.DAT.SG boy-DAT.SG-EMPH
kbil-ta-ve per-s-a szgvnidian
tooth-GEN.PL-FOC

color-DAT.SG-EMPH gift.S3PL.ITERIMPF
‘They gifted (praise) to that youth who was like a pearl, of the colour of teeth.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(2b) regal-ando-le

perla-s de-l color de
gift-S3PL.GER-him pearl-PL of-ART.M color of
l-os diente-s de-l caballero
ART-M.PL. tooth-PL of-ART.M gentleman
‘Gifting him pearls of the colour of the gentleman’s teeth.’

(SPAN — BAREA)

(2¢) Su-s diente-s brilla-n a lo lejos como
POSS-PL tooth-PL shine-3SG.PL.PRES in the distance like
la-s perla-s que rechaz-o0
ART.F-PL pearl-PL that

rejected-3SG.PFV
‘His teeth shine in the distance like the pearls he rejected.’

Example 3: verse 46.1177

035@-35@AQ50B0 53009, D53 MEIh sdgmgdems
(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(3a) tval-margalit-i avige ra-c

oden
gemstone-pearl-NOM.SG

take.s1SG.AOR

which-FOC only

amegeboda

take.s3SG.AOR.PASS

‘I took the gemstone-pearl, which only could be taken.’
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(SPAN - TORRE)

(3b)  saqu-é cuanto pud-e
take out-S1SG.PFV as much can-S3SG.PFV
gema-s y perla-s
gemsone.PL and pearl-PL

‘I took as many gems and pearls as I could.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(3¢) y tom-é Jjoya-s y
and take-S1SG.PFV jewel-PL and
de gran valor tant-as
of great value as many-F.PL
pud-e transport-ar
can-S1SG.PFV transport-INF

‘And I took jewels and pearls of great value, as many as I could transport.’

Example 4: verse 52.1372
MJOmag @53y Fo0Hobgl, ds@asmodo ws®odgdo
(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(4a) okro-c rame caitanes margalit-i
gold.NOM.SG-FOC something carry.S3PL.AOR pearl-NOM.SG

‘Some gold as well they carried away, and rare pearls.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(4b) Llev-aron con ellos algo
carry-3PL.PFV with them some
oro rar-as perla-s
gold rare-F.PL pearl -PL

‘They carried away some gold, rare pearls.’
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(SPAN —BAREA)

(4c) Tom-an también algun-as piedr-as precios-as
take-S3PL.PRES also some-F.PL stone- F.PL precious-F.PL
y un poc-o de oro
and INDEF little-M of gold

‘They take also some precious stones and a little gold.’

De la Torre retains the specific reference to pearls in the phrase raras perlas, thereby
preserving both the noun and the source text’s indication of rarity. Roca Barea, by contrast, renders
the expression as piedras preciosas, replacing the specific reference to pearls with the broader
category of precious stones. This solution preserves the semantic field of valuable objects but
weakens the connection with the pearl imagery used elsewhere in the epic, particularly in

metaphors and similes involving teeth and tears.

Example S: verse 53.1385
035@-35@A5@0B0 (060 Pd@gbs MJHMLs ymdoms.

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)
(5a) tval-margalit-i garib-i udzgvna okro-s-a gob-it-a
gemstone-NOM.SG ~ rare-NOM.SG  offer.S3SG.AOR  gold-GEN.SG-EMPH  tray-INS.SG-EMPH

‘He offered a rare gemstone on a golden tray.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(5b) Les d-io rar-as joya-s y
them give-S3SG.PFV rare-F.PL jewel.PL and
perla-s en una Jjofaina de oro
pearl-PL in INDEF basin of gold

‘He gave them rare jewels and pearls in a golden basin.’

(SPAN — BAREA)

(5¢) Por ultimo les ofrec-io una bandeja
finally them offer-3PL-PFV INDEF tray
de oro cargad-a con Jjoya-s
of gold loaded-F with jewel-PL
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y perla-s
and pearls-PL
‘Finally he offered them a golden tray, loaded with jewels and pearls.’

De la Torre retains the specific noun and the marking of rarity. Roca Barea generalises
pearls to piedras preciosas. The broader term preserves the field of wealth but removes the organic
gemstone category that connects this inventory with the epic’s metaphors for teeth and tears.
Locally, the substitution is semantically plausible. Globally, it contributes to a less repetitive but
also less cohesive pearl motif.

The basic denotative meaning results show that the contrast between the translations is
present before figurative interpretation begins. De la Torre’s default is lexical recurrence. Roca
Barea’s alternatives often maintain the general semantic field while modifying specificity. This
tendency prepares the ground for more consequential shifts in metaphorical and comparative
passages.

3.3 Metaphorical uses

In metaphorical contexts, margaliti commonly represents teeth or the aesthetic value of discourse.
The source text relies on a conventional network in which roses and coral evoke lips or cheeks,
while pearls evoke teeth. Because the image is recurrent, a translator may preserve a compact
conventional metaphor, explain the bodily referent, or convert the metaphor into an explicit
comparison.

Example 6: verse 0.7
5dodwols sddo@ bomJgedo, of Bs@asmodo {ymdogno

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(6a) akamdis amb-ad natkvam-i ac margalit-i
until now tale-ADV.SG told-NOM.SG now pearl-NOM.SG
cqobil-i

arranged-NOM.SG

‘What has until now been told as a tale now is arranged as pearl(s) on a necklace.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(6b)  Hasta est-e instante la historia solo
until this-M.SG ~ moment ART.F.SG story only
canta-da ha sido hoy ser-a
told-pTCP AUX.3SG.PRF AUX.PTCP today COP.S3SG.FUT
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un-a perla engarzad-a en el collar
INDEF-F.SG.  pearl strung.PTCP-F.SG. on ART.M.SG  necklace

‘Until now, this story has only been told; today it will become a pearl strung on the necklace.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(6¢c) Que antes er-a solo un-a
what once COP-S3SG.IMPF only INDEF-F.SG
fabula y ahora es como collar-es
fable and now COP.S3SG.PRES  like necklace-PL
de perla-s
of pearl-PL

‘What was once just a fable is now like pearl necklaces.’
Example 7: verse 18.480
d96 godebs dys dggbmwgl dof-do@asmodbo Gyydsbo.

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(7a)  mun vard-s-a Sua Svenodes
there rose-DAT.SG-EMPH amidst shine.S3SG.CONJ
30¢c-margalit-n-i tqub-an-i
coral-pearl-PL-NOM twin-PL-NOM

‘There, amidst the rose, shone corals and pearls like twins.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(7b)  Alli entre la-s rosa-s luc-ian lo-s
there between ART.F-PL  rose-PL shine-S3PL.IMPF ART.M-PL
gemelo-s de coral y de perla-s
twin-PL of coral and of pearl-PL

,There, between the roses, shone the twins of coral and pearls.*
(SPAN — BAREA)

(7¢)  Junto a Su-s mejilla-s de

together with POSS-PL cheek-PL of

107



Millennium, Vol. 4, 2026

rosa brill-aban diente-s como perla-s y
rose sparkle-3PL-IMPF tooth-PL like pearl-PL and
labio-s de coral

lip-PL of coral

‘Together with her rosy cheeks, her pearl-like teeth and coral-colored lips sparkled.’

The Georgian compound functions as a compact metaphorical designation within a
conventional facial description. De la Torre reproduces its compact imagery and leaves the bodily
referents implicit. Roca Barea identifies dientes and labios and introduces como before perlas. Her
version is semantically more explicit and anatomically easier to process, but it changes the trope
from metaphorical naming to comparison. It also redistributes the image by assigning pearl
specifically to teeth and coral to lips. The result illustrates a recurrent target-text strategy:
interpretation is incorporated into the line rather than left to the reader.

Example 8: verse 39.961
306 80(4)66@061)0 350999 Jmbigogl dmfols dogoms

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(8a) vin margalit-s-a garese moscavs
who pearl-DAT.SG-EMPH from the outside surround.S3SG.PRES
30¢-is-a bag-it-a
coral-GEN.SG-EMPH lip-INS.SG-EMPH

“Who surrounds the pearl(s) with coral lips from the outside.*

(SPAN - TORRE)

(8b) ella que rode-a la perla
she who surround-S3SG.PRES ART.F pearl
con el labio de coral
with ART.M lip of coral

‘She who surround the pearl with the coral lip.’

(SPAN — BAREA)
(8c) aquell-a cuy-os labio-s exquisit-os de

the one-F.SG whose-M.PL  lip-PL exquisite-M.PL. of
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coral aureol-an perla-s inigualable-s
coral surround-S3PL.PRES pearl-PL unparallel-PL

‘The one whose exquisite coral lips surround unparallelled pearl(s).’

Example 9: verse 46.1158
35O ghmasb dgg¥gos, ds@asmodls o@ shgbwo

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(9a) vard-i ert-gan Seeceba
rose-NOM.SG one.GEN.SG-of stick_together.S3SG.
ar acenda
not show.S3SG.AOR

“The rose is stuck together in one place, it showed no pearl.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(9b) hi-zo pegar-se a la rosa
make-S3SG.PFV stick-REFL to ART rose
mostr-0 la-s perla-s
show-S3SG.PFV ART-PL pearl-PL

‘She made the rosestick together, she didn’t show the pearls.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(9¢) Su-s labio-s de rosa
POSS-PL lip-PL of rose
cerr-aban uno sobre otr-o
close-S3PL.IMPF one over other-M.sSG
la-s perla-s

ART.F-PL perle-PL

‘Her rose-colored lips closed over one another hiding the pearls.’
Example 10: verse 47.1219

dg 3ségs@o@ls dmp0dzo, mJggb Jg®odo woyomglios
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(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(10a) me margalit-s-a mogimki thven
I pearl-DAT.SG-EMPH harvest.S1SG.FUT you
kvrim-i dagitesia
millet-NOM.SG SOW.S2PL.PRF

‘I will harvest the pearls for you, you sowed millet.-’

(SPAN - TORRE)

10b)  sembr-asteis mijo 0 ara
) y » p
SOW-S2PL.PFV millet and I for
vosotros cosecho perla-s
you.M.2PL harvest-S1SG.PRES pearl-PL

“You have sown millet and I harvest pearls for you.'

(SPAN —BAREA)

(10c)  Donde VOSotros hab-éis sembr-ado avena
where You.M.2PL AUX-S2PL.PRF SOw-GER oat
Yo ha-ré cosecha de rar-as
I COP-S1SG.FUT reap of rare-F.PL
perla-s
pearl-PL

‘Where you have sown oats, [ will reap rare pearls.’

Here “pearl” signifies a valuable result contrasted with an ordinary grain. Both translators
preserve the pearl element of the antithesis and the agricultural frame. De la Torre retains mijo
“millet”, whereas Roca Barea selects avena “oats” and adds raras “rare” to perlas. The exact grain
changes, but the contrast between modest seed and precious harvest remains. This passage shows
that Roca Barea’s interpretive additions may reinforce an evaluative relation already implicit in the
source. The substitution affects lexical detail without dismantling the metaphorical architecture.

Across the metaphorical category, de la Torre generally preserves both the pearl image and
the source text’s degree of implicitness. Roca Barea often retains the broader conceptual
association but makes the intended referent explicit or changes the formal relationship between
image and referent. For example, by adding dientes “teeth”, she explicitly identifies what the pearl
image denotes, while the use of como “like” transforms a metaphor into an overt simile. These
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solutions facilitate interpretation for the target reader but reduce the ambiguity and semantic
compression of the source-text imagery.

3.4 Comparative uses

Comparative passages overtly connect margaliti with another entity or property. They provide
especially clear evidence for two dimensions of translation: lexical image selection and
explicitness. A translator may retain both the marker and the noun, substitute a different precious
object, or reorganise the syntax so that similarity is expressed by a verb or adjective rather than
como.

Example 11: verse 0.9

300 35@g>@0G0 Mdmeo, byamol-bgar Logmadsbgdo.
(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(11a) it margalit-i obol-i
like pearl-NOM.SG orphaned-NOM.SG
xelisxel sagogmanebi
from hand to hand cherished

‘Like an orphaned pearl, cherished from hand to hand’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(11b)  ha llega-do a ser como
AUX.3SG.PRF  arrive-PTCP to be like
un-a perla solitari-a pasa-ndo de
INDEF-F.SG pearl solitary-F.SG pass-GER from
mano en mano
hand to hand

‘It has become like a solitary pearl passed from hand to hand.’

(SPAN — BAREA)

(11c) nuestr-os descendient-es la transmitir-an de
POSS.1.PL-M.PL descendant-PL ART.F transmit-S3PL.FUT from
mano en mano como un-a Jjoya
hand to hand like INDEF-F.SG jewel

‘Our descendants will pass it down from hand to hand, like a treasure.’
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Both translations retain an explicit comparison. De la Torre uses perla and remains lexically
close, while solitaria reflects the surface meaning of the Georgian modifier more directly than its
evaluative force. Roca Barea replaces pearl with joya, a broader term that foregrounds worth and
transmissibility. Her solution captures the idiomatic idea of something treasured and handed down,
but it removes the specific pearl image. The example therefore reveals a trade-off between lexical
correspondence and contextual interpretation.

Example 12: verse 4.160
0goEmsn goms 35@asmodo 3bgmo 3G o goImwgsds.

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(12a) tval-ta-t vit-a margalit-i cxel-i creml-i
eye-GEN.PL-INSTR like-EMPH pearl-NOM.SG hot-NOM.SG tear-NOM.SG
gadmogvara

shed.S35G.03SG.AOR

‘Hot tears fell from his eyes like pearls.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(12b) desde Su-s 0jo-s las ardient-es
from POSS.3SG-PL eye-PL ART.F.PL burning-PL
lagrima-s brot-aron como perla-s
tear-PL sprout-S3PL.PFV like pearl-PL

‘From his eyes the burning tears sprouted like pearls.’

(SPAN - BAREA)

(12¢) desde  su-s 0jo-s corr-en lagrima-s
from POSS.3.sg-PL eye-PL run-3PL.PRES tear-PL
ardient-es como diamante-s
burning-PL like diamond-PL

‘From his eyes run burning tears like diamonds.’

De la Torre retains both the comparison marker and perlas. The source image can evoke
rounded shape, lustre, and the movement of tears. Roca Barea substitutes diamantes while keeping
the explicit comparison. Diamond intensifies brilliance and transparency but is less compatible
with the rounded movement implied by a tear. The substitution thus reweighs the perceptual basis
of the image: visual sparkle becomes more prominent than shape and organic sheen. It also shifts
the symbolism from a recurrent pearl motif to a more heterogeneous vocabulary of precious stones.
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Example 13: verse 28.630
0goEmsn goms 35MSmodo 30gdmo 3bgmo As@EImmmgs.

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)

(13a) tval-ta-t vit-a margalit-i creml-i
eye-GEN.PL-INSTR like-EMPH pearl-NOM.SG tear-NOM.SG
cxeli gardmotova
hot-NOM.SG snow.S38G.03SG.AOR

‘Hot tears, like pearls, fell from the eyes.’

(SPAN - TORRE)

(13b) y a modo de perla-s de Su-§
and as a kind of pearl-PL from POSS-PL
0jo-s brot-aron ardiente-s lagrima-s
eye-PL sprout-S3PL.PFV burning-PL tears-PL

‘And, like pearls, burning tears sprouted from his eyes.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(13¢c) y calid-as lagrima-s flu-ian como
and warm-PL tears-PL flow-S3PL.IMPF like
perla-s de Su-s 0jo-s
pearl-PL from POSS-PL eye-PL

‘And warm tears flowed like pearls from his eyes.’

Example 14: verse 36.901

300gbo - goms Bo@yomoBbo, dogg - oMo badmbdo@o.

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)
(14a)  fkbil-n-i vit-a margalit-n-i bage vard-i napobar-i
tooth-PL-NOM  like-EMPH  pearl-PL-NOM  lip- NOM.SG 10se-NOM.SG  opened-NOM.SG

‘Teeth like pearls, lips like a opened rose.’
(SPAN - TORRE)

(14b)  diente-s como perla-s labio-s como

tooth-PL like pearl-PL lip-PL like
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partida rosa

game ToS¢

‘Teeth like pearls, lips like a game of roses.’

(SPAN —BAREA)

(14c)  su-s labio-s son
POSS-PL lip-PL be.3PL.PRES
y Su-s diente-s parec-en
and POSS-PL tooth-PL appear-PL.PRES

‘Her lips are like roses and her teeth look like shiny pearls.’

Example 15: verse 60.1558

conmo

like

perla-s

pearl-PL

3380 80(4)60@0(9)0 050, doGm goms 33gMibo F@goobs,

(GEO - RUSTAVELI)
(15a)  kvia

margalit-i atas-i
again pearl-NOM.SG thousand-NOM.SG
kvercx-i tred-is-a
egg-NOM.SG dove-GEN.SG-EMPH

‘Again a thousand pearls, as (big) as a dove’s egg’

(SPAN - TORRE)
(15b)

después mil perla-s
then thousand pearl-PL
huevo de paloma
egg from dove
‘Then thousand pearls, like a dove’s egg’
(SPAN — BAREA)
(15¢)  mil-es de piedra-s
thousand-PL of stone-PL
por Su tamario
for their size
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de paloma
of dove

‘Thousands of gemstones, about the size of dove’s eggs’

The comparison concerns size rather than symbolic value. De la Torre preserves perlas and
como. Roca Barea generalises the noun to piedras preciosas and renders similarity through
parecidas por su tamario. Her version makes the relevant dimension explicit, which improves
precision, but it again replaces the specific object with a superordinate category. The passage
illustrates how explication and generalisation can coexist: one aspect of meaning becomes more
specific while another becomes less specific.

The comparative data confirms that de la Torre’s central tendency is not merely a preference
for literal vocabulary. He also usually preserves the source relation between comparison marker,
image, and referent. Roca Barea’s solutions are more variable. She may retain the explicit
comparison but replace the image or preserve similarity through a different grammatical
construction. These changes often produce idiomatic and vivid Spanish, yet they weaken the
patterned recurrence of margaliti.

4. Discussion
4.1 De la Torre: denotative continuity and structural proximity

De la Torre’s translation is characterized by a strong preference for peria as the default equivalent
of margaliti. This preference operates across all three functional categories. In concrete inventories,
perla preserves taxonomic specificity. In metaphors, it maintains the conventional association
between pearls and teeth or literary value. In similes, it typically remains linked to an overt
comparative marker such as como. The resulting target text sustains lexical cohesion: readers
encounter the same image in descriptions of treasure, physical appearance, particularly teeth, tears,
and poetic form.

This continuity is particularly important in a poem whose imagery is cumulative. Repetition
does not merely reproduce vocabulary; it establishes a network of values. Pearls are material
valuables, but their properties also motivate figurative mappings. When the same noun is retained,
the literal passages support the metaphors and comparisons, while the figurative passages enrich
later literal mentions. De la Torre’s strategy allows this network to remain visible in Spanish.

Structural proximity is also evident in the treatment of compact Georgian compounds and
parallel constructions. In tval-margaliti, de la Torre unpacks the Georgian compound as gemas y
perlas while preserving the coordination of precious objects. In the millet-and-pearls antithesis, he
retains both lexical fields and their parallel verbal pattern. Such choices can produce a target text
that feels closer to the source’s organisation than an independently idiomatic Spanish poem might.
Yet the benefit is analytical and poetic continuity: the reader can trace recurring structures rather
than receiving a new local solution in each passage.
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De la Torre is not mechanically literal. The dataset includes syntactic reorganisation and
occasional shifts in explicitness. His translation of verse 0.7 develops the necklace setting, and
some comparison structures are phrased through Spanish constructions that differ from Georgian.
Nevertheless, these adjustments usually occur around a stable lexical core. His dominant procedure
is image retention in Van den Broeck’s sense, supported by denotative equivalence in Koller and
Henjum’s framework.

The limitations of this strategy should also be acknowledged. A source-oriented solution
may retain an image whose interpretation is less immediate for Spanish readers. Literal rendering
of a modifier or compact metaphorical expression can leave semantic relations underexplained. In
verse 0.9, perla solitaria reproduces the surface value of the Georgian expression but may
reproduce the lexial image of the source while leaving some of its contextual implications
underdetermined. Structural fidelity is therefore not identical with functional adequacy. It is one
priority among several.

4.2 Roca Barea: connotative selection and interpretive reformulation

Roca Barea’s translation displays a broader repertoire of lexical and rhetorical solutions. She uses
perla frequently, but she is more willing to substitute diamante, joya, or piedra preciosa. These
alternatives remain within the semantic field of precious objects, yet each profiles different
properties. Joya foregrounds value and transmissibility. Piedra preciosa generalises the class and
is well suited to treasure inventories. Diamante intensifies brilliance, transparency, and prestige.
The pattern suggests contextual selection rather than strict motif preservation.

The tears-as-pearls passages offer the clearest example. By using diamantes, Roca Barea
highlights optical sparkle. This can make the comparison visually forceful for a modern reader, but
it alters the embodied geometry of the image. A pearl is rounded, smooth, and organic; a cut
diamond is faceted and hard. The source comparison can draw simultaneously on shape, lustre, and
value, whereas the substituted image concentrates attention on brilliance. The translation is
therefore not semantically poorer in a simple sense. It is differently selective.

Generalisations such as piedras preciosas have a different effect. They preserve the field
of wealth while decreasing lexical specificity. In a single inventory, this may be economical and
idiomatic. Across the whole poem, however, repeated generalisation disperses the pearl motif. A
target reader may perceive a rich range of gemstones without recognizing that the source repeatedly
returns to one lexeme. Corpus-based analysis makes this cumulative consequence visible in a way
that isolated close reading may not.

Roca Barea also changes the degree of figurative explicitness. In the facial imagery of verse
18.480, she names dientes and labios and introduces como. This interpretive reformulation resolves
the bodily referents and turns metaphorical identification into comparison. In verse 0.7, the story
arranged as a pearl becomes something that is “like” pearl necklaces. Such solutions guide
reception and reduce processing difficulty. At the same time, they limit the source text’s
compactness and the possibility of holding literal and figurative readings in suspension.
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Her translation profile should not be reduced to inconsistency. The variation can be
understood as a target-oriented poetics that responds to the locally dominant feature of each
passage. Where value is central, she may use joya; where brilliance matters, diamante; where the
inventory is general, piedras preciosas; where the referent is obscure, she may explain it. The cost
is reduced lexical regularity. The benefit is contextual vividness and accessibility. The central
analytical point is that local optimisation and global motif preservation do not always coincide.

4.3 Comparing the translational patterns

The comparison supports the initial hypothesis but also refines it. De la Torre is more consistently
denotative and source-oriented, while Roca Barea is more frequently connotative and interpretive.
Yet the distinction is gradual rather than absolute. Both translators preserve perla in many passages,
both reorganise syntax, and both occasionally make implied information explicit. Their difference
lies in the frequency and distribution of these interventions.

Three analytical axes summarise the contrast. The first is lexical specificity. De la Torre
generally retains the specific noun “pearl”; Roca Barea more often moves upward to a
superordinate term or sideways to another precious object. The second is motif continuity. De la
Torre’s repetition foregrounds the poem’s patterned vocabulary; Roca Barea’s variation creates
local stylistic diversity. The third is figurative explicitness. De la Torre more often leaves
metaphorical interpretation within the image, whereas Roca Barea more readily names the referent
or marks comparison overtly.

These axes interact. A solution such as dientes como perlas retains the “pearl” noun but
alters figurative form through explication. Diamantes in a tear’s comparison retains the precious-
stone domain and the comparative structure but changes the image. The phrase Piedras preciosas
parecidas por su tamario explicitly identifies size as the basis of comparison while replacing the
specific term perlas with the more general piedras preciosas. A multidimensional description
better captures how lexical, grammatical, and rhetorical choices operate together.

The findings also have implications for the study of mediated translation. Since both
Spanish versions rely on intermediary texts, the divergences identified in the rendering of margaliti
cannot automatically be attributed to independent choices made by the Spanish translators. Some
may reflect the wording of the English, French, or Italian versions consulted. Nevertheless, the
recurring patterns observed in the Spanish renderings of this lexeme remain relevant. Within the
limits of the present dataset, these patterns point to different tendencies in the treatment of
margaliti, regardless of whether individual solutions originated with the Spanish translator or were
inherited from an intermediary version. Future research could extend the alignment to the
intermediary texts in order to determine which shifts were inherited and which may have been
introduced in the Spanish translations.
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4.4 Implications for corpus-based literary translation research

The study demonstrates the methodological value of tracing one lexeme across an entire literary
work. Traditional close reading is indispensable for explaining individual images, but it can
overemphasise striking examples. Corpus retrieval establishes the full distribution and reveals
whether a solution is typical, marginal, or category specific. The approach is especially useful for
motifs whose significance emerges through repetition rather than through one canonical passage.

At the same time, frequency counts require careful interpretation. Counting every
occurrence of perla as equivalent would conceal changes in number, syntax, comparison structure,
and referent. Conversely, classifying every substitute as a loss would ignore contextually motivated
gains. The most informative method combines a transparent coding scheme with close analysis of
representative examples. Quantitative overview and qualitative interpretation are not competing
procedures but mutually corrective stages.

The dataset further shows that lexical correspondence can function as a form of literary
cohesion. Repeated wording in the source is itself a textual fact. A translation that varies synonyms
may improve local elegance according to target-language norms but change the macrostructure of
imagery. Corpus-based literary translation studies should therefore treat recurrence as an analytical
category alongside sentence-level meaning and stylistic effect.

5. Conclusion

This study identified forty occurrences of Georgian margaliti in The Knight in the Panther’s Skin,
thirty-eight of which could be compared with at least one corresponding passage in the two Spanish
translations. The analysis demonstrates that the treatment of this recurrent lexeme involves more
than the selection of an equivalent for “pearl”. Translational decisions concerning lexical
specificity, figurative structure, and interpretive explicitness also affect the continuity of the pearl
motif across the target text. De la Torre predominantly retains the specific pearl image, whereas
Roca Barea more frequently selects semantically shifted equivalents or makes implicit figurative
relationships explicit. Within the limits of this lexeme-centered dataset, these patterns indicate
different priorities in the Spanish treatment of margaliti: the former translation places greater
emphasis on lexical recurrence, while the latter more often foregrounds the contextual properties
of individual images.

The findings also demonstrate the value of combining quantitative corpus analysis with the
close reading of selected passages. Frequency counts reveal recurring patterns that might remain
unnoticed in the analysis of isolated examples, while contextual analysis shows that formally
similar solutions do not necessarily perform the same semantic or poetic function. At the same
time, the focus on a single lexeme limits the extent to which the findings can be generalized to the
two translations as a whole. The observed patterns should therefore be understood as tendencies in
the rendering of margaliti, rather than as comprehensive profiles of de la Torre’s and Roca Barea’s
translation practices.
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Further research could develop the present analysis in several directions. First, aligning the
relevant passages with the English, French, and Italian intermediary versions would help determine
whether particular lexical and figurative shifts were inherited from these texts or introduced in the
Spanish translations. Second, the analysis could be extended to other recurrent elements of
Rustaveli’s imagery, including gemstones, flowers, colours, and references to physical appearance.
This would show whether the tendencies identified for margaliti also occur in other semantic fields.
Third, a larger multilingual comparison could examine whether the preservation or diversification
of recurrent images varies systematically across target languages, periods, or intermediary
translation traditions. Finally, the coding of lexical equivalence and figurative structure could be
applied to the complete set of translations available in Rustaveli Goes Digital. Such an extension
would provide a broader basis for investigating the relationship between local translation decisions,
recurring poetic motifs, and textual cohesion in the international reception of Rustaveli’s epic.

Appendix
Verse Rustaveli Torre Roca Barea
1 0.7 margaliti DEN DEN
2 0.9. margaliti (expl.) DEN(expl.) CON
3 3.84. margaliti DEN CON
4 4.160 margaliti (expl.) DEN (expl.) CON
5 4.162 margaliti DEN DEN
6 18.480 30¢c-margalitni DEN DEN (expl.)
7 23.536 margaliti DEN DEN
8 28.630 margaliti (expl.) DEN (impl.) DEN (expl.)
9 29.686 margaliti (expl.) DEN (expl.) DEN (expl.)
10 29.710 margalitni DEN DEN
11 29.719 margalitni DEN DEN
12 35.856 margalitsa DEN —
13 36.901 margalitni (expl.) DEN (expl.) DEN (impl.)
14 38.919 margaliti DEN DEN
15 39.961 margalitsa CON DEN
16 41.1060 margalitsa DEN DEN (expl.)
17 46.1146 margaliti DEN DEN
18 46.1158 margalitsa DEN DEN
19 46.1164 margaliti DEN DEN
20 46.1167 margalitsa DEN CON
21 46.1176 margaliti (expl.) DEN (expl.) CON (impl.)
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22 46.1177
23 46.1182
24 46.1195
25 47.1219
26 51.1324
27 52.1366
28 52.1372
29 53.1385
30 56.1426
31 58.1465
32 58.1467
33 60.1553
34 60.1558
35 60.1559
36 61.1583
37 61.1589
38 63.1644
39 63.1645
40 63.1654
Abbreviations
ADV Adverbial
AOR Aorist
ART Article
AUX Auxiliary
CON Connotative
CONJ Conjunctive
COP Copula
DAT Dative
DEN Denotative
EMPH Emphatic
expl. explicit
F Feminine
FOC Focus marker
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tval-margaliti
margalitsa
margaliti
margalitsa
margaliti
margaliti
margaliti

tval-margaliti
margaliti

margaliti (expl.)

margalita
margaliti
margaliti
margaliti

kbil-margaliti
margaliti
margaliti
margaliti

margaliti

FUT
GEN
GER
GEO
impl.
IMPF
INDEF
INF
INS
ITER

NOM

DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN

DEN (expl.)

DEN
DEN

DEN (expl.)

DEN

DEN
DEN
DEN

Future
Genitive
Gerund
Georgian
implicit
Imperfect
Indefinite
Infinitive
Instrumental
Iterative
Masculine
Nominative

Object
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DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
DEN
CON
DEN
DEN

DEN
DEN
KON
DEN

DEN

DEN (expl.)

PASS
PFV
PL
POSS
PRES
PRF
PTCP
REFL

SG
SPAN

Passive
Perfective
Plural
Possessive
Present
Perfect
Participle
Reflexive
Subject
Singular
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sbgmos: 20 dgdmbgggsdo (50%) dodpasmo@o s33mLgdsb@ogy®o  gomgyeos, 11
‘dgdmnbgggsdo (27,5%) - 3gBoxgmds, 9 dgdmbgggsdo (22,5%) - dgosmgds.

0905630 @@gdbgdol gybizos 393:b393900L B MEI6MdS 3603960 g™ds (n=40)
5360 bgdsbE0 760 20 50%
9960550 11 27.5%
Bgootgdo 9 22.5%

@b®oao I: JodyomoBols 93303580 96@ 900l gsdmygbgdols gybdaogmdo gobofomgds ©gwsbdo
9L35by@  MoMydobgddo  Jo@psmo@ol 330350 9bRgdmdol  LEs@GobRogs olbg
3530y Y@M gods:
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Sbs@0B0gto gs6bmBoagds ©g @S Goag GOEsS d5Ggs
L3gmo30d9®0
gdbieocot 38 dgdmbgggs 40-005b 35 dgdmbgggs 40-0056
306 gldmbrgbiogdo glidsby®do
gbm@ o0 9330350 96@ 9d0 37 dgdmbgggs 40-0@sb 28 dgdmbgggs 40-owob
3Mbm@sE0gdo 9330358096 9d0 1 dgdmbgggs 40-0056 7 d9dmbgggs 40-o0sb
93308350963 go0 o 0dgdbgds 2 d9dmbgggs 40-opsb 5 9g3mbgggs 40-0@sb
956m bdodo
930058 gbse e gdlogycdo 3063 9JbH Y0
boaowo Ggbogbios 979390 ™d> ©s 139(308045(30 ©
LA®PIH a0 bosbamgy | 3m9HG0
HgBmAHIYE0MgdS

gbdogro 2. dodasmodol 9330358096900l Gomgbmdmogo aobsfoamgds glidsby®d mompadsbgddo

doodadbgenms  LA®SA Y0900l @smegbmddogo  dg3o@oldomgds  ogemgbls
bobEgdg® Habwgbz0gol:

e 39LBSgm ©g @ GwAg 40-sb 37 dgdnbggzsdo odbgglb  gbmESE0Y®
938035 9bBmdsl  (perla), gO»  dgdmbgggedo  0ygbgdl  3mbmAsEoy®
033085 bBL  @o  bad  Fgdobgggedo  —  gopgdogygdo  bH@JHgGob
(3gBognm@ s/ gosmrgods) BAMsblgmmdsiosl.

o 35M05> gango®s Gmgs d3Bgs ©gbmASE0YM bobl 0bo@hybgdl Jbmerme 28
dgdmbgggsdo, 7 dgdmbgggzeodo  dods@mogl  Lgdeb@Bogn® o @Bg®mbsdoggol

(30bmA309G 93308500963 gol).  sdslmobsagg, o0go, ©g @s  FHmAglomsb
dgoomgdom, (Lsdo dgdmbgggs) m@xgd dgdow (6 dgdmbgggs) dods@mogls

Qo2 YAs@g@0 LEOYJAYOgdol Ogum@OIgEomgosl.

33. mgoligdmogo 5b5gobo ©s MmgmBomo g gdols 3Bmgdios GaJud by

33.1 egbm@siog@o dsbobol G@gggs Jmbm@siog@o g@hggol Lobomygomme

Omam@O3 Jomgdols s 3gbxydol mgm@osdos s@bodbyeo, ©gbm@sEoyg®o
03303592 9bHd0l oBRggge 0fggsh prmdsmyg®o dnGogol ©sbgbHgdsl. gb ggamsby
0ngoebohobms 03 g30bmegddoi go, Lowsi Lo@ygol Rogy@dsmy@o ©s@godmgs o6
53l s 3omwsdodo 360Tgbgemdom 0bdsmgde:
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35000 (bLomgo 3.84)

(Hgbm.) bdodoe glbs Bs@yomo@o sy sd-5dxo@-gbsgo@bs.
(Bmeg) Su armadura su brida y su montura estaban profusamente guarnesidas de perlas.

(3tg) Las bridas, la armadura la silla estan redujadas con diamantes.
g @ ooy o3oglh gbm@saoyg®  LobylLEgl (perlas), @mgs dodgs o
dodo@mogl gob ©gb d@yz0l L, bosBol hobsigergdoli dgmmel s dgdmsdgl diamantes
(,00851980%). mgm@oygms©, g s@ols e gdbogy®o Mgobdgm3dgdoios: dodysmodols
Oaobyao, JmdGagomgdymo s  @bdogro  glmgdogs  dmEgdge  3mbE gl do
0330 gds  odslols  Fgboano  gm@doms (Lobswerols aods@gbol  gg89Jdom) ©o
3oblibgoggogao m@gsbyamo LEGYIBgGon (LoddzoEom).
dsgomomo (bomego 52.1372)

(G9bm.) mdamg @3y Fo0Hobgl, 3s@asmodo @s@0dgdo.
(&™®g) Llevaron con ellos algo de oro, raras perlas.
(3595) Toman también algunas piedras preciosas y un poco de oro.

@obodo L, dodpomoBo  WoM06gdo” g @o  @Gm@g oygbgdl raras perlas
(,,0930000  Fo@go0Bgoo™). Gmys doMgs obgbl Lgdsb@Gogn® agbgdoobsiosl
(bgdamdo  35@9am@ool dgdm@obsl) — piedras preciosas (,,dgo®xgsbo  Jggd0“). gL
aoolyggdoamgds o3 3mbz@gd e  dgdmbgggedo  do@mgdygaos,  dog®sd  0yo
3o y@s©  Jeols 3ogdodl waesbdo dmzgdyge ds@g@osmy® Lodpowp@gls ©s
03 3m9H e Lobggdl do@ol, Lowsi dodpsemodo  dgdegmddo  jdoangdols s
30990 gdols Loddbmeme 393 0bgds.

332, 3m335]@m00  333o8m@oEsh  @os  Ygos@gdsdeg  (GH™3gdols
BOS6LRmABS305)

Q0O y@ 3b@gJLE Ao Omys dodmgs LobEgdydo sOm®gggl gob wgb by 0l
dog®  op(gdoa  sensu stricto  (bybGo  0o®adbol)  3G0b3Eodl s Logyme®

063 gm309Ho305L o5Jbmgl BgJLEol JmEgdyge 3sboggddo:
dsgomomo (bomgo 18.480)

(@9bm.) I9b godbs Fgo dggbmwgl dnf-Bsdgsmodbo Ggyodsbo.
(®m@g) Alli entre las rosas lucian los gemelos de coral y de perlas.

(domgs) Junto a sus mejillas de rosa brillaban dientes como perlas y labios de coral.
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m@0a0bsgol gl gmA3sJH o Gogmo  gmI3mbodo  ,,dmf-35GgseoG6o
BYd60“  5boHmdoygd  BgggH6Hol  (Hahgdls s gdomgol)  godyesw,
3063963090 30mgH YO0 Jmwom yodmbgdl. g s Gemmg 0bs@hybgdls 53 Logd gl
> dgombggml 9Bmggol godorg@ols gxeadsls (los gemelos de coral y de perlas). G 3o
d5Mgo 3o dm@osbo obydgal 3md3@glosl, dgdmodgl 3oMwsdomo slsbgmgdgdo
(dientes, labios) ©s> 04gbgol dgoomgdols o 3g@l como (dientes como perlas y labios).
0900 mgoelsb@obom, gl s@ols F@m3ol begmo LEA®aY]Gyahgemo IgBsEos —
d90on3ma0l  goesdiggs  dgpodgdop, @53  dgombggerls  3mbRgJlEol @ dsls
9030 gol, dogdsd ¢35Mao3L BgJLAL 3mg@ Y@ LodyzgMoggls s MA>bMMZbgodsls.

333. sgm@olgygmo 30330gbool gbs@hybgds ©s GgnmEIgmo@gds

gL3oby@  mo®adobgddo sliggg agbgrgds Bs@ysmodol 3mgRygdo GgumEIyY-
0@ gdo.

dsgomomo (bLomego 47.1219)

(@bm) g Botasmodls dmpodzo. 0dsg6 da@odo wapomglos.
(H"g) Sembrasteis mijo y yo para vosotros cosecho perlas.
(35645) Donde vosotros habéis sembrado avena, yo haré cosecha de raras perlas.

9L @0l genobogy®@o sgm@olGgmo sbGomgbs, bowsi d3odyg fslols dJmby
dod3g g0 (JgM0do) 930®MobdoMgds 9dgo@gobgl Imbsgsls (dgodgsl  Jgob
do@gomo@l).  obogmobo  shggbgdl, @md  m@ogg Jms®adbgmo  0bo®bybgdl o3
>gm@obEAY@ s Jodgdd®sl ©s Lmgemol dgg@bgmdols ho@bml (g®godls), mydis

g s Bmmg bgdo§ggbomn bylEos @gdbogsdo (mijo — 5g@go), bognem @M s dodgs
3MbmMBSE0Y®  aodmog®gosl  dododmogl:  ¢9d3L  33eol gMoom  (avena) o

dodaoo@l 1ds@gdl g3omg@l ,,0d300m0 (raras perlas). gli dspoeomo 53330390,
Omd Oegs dsMgol 0b@gM3G R o3G0 Yo hoMgggdo bmaxg® o sbadggl, s@odg
3000Jom, 9uO® ngoebshobml beol m@oyobsendo s@Lgdyen go@yen dggolg- dom
d0do®0gdgob.
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334. @mygseg@o @3§0dobsEools S eEmdsmygdo gmdgbool mgmdoygmo

08900

ds@omoBols 933035 9bBgdmbdols jgaggs 3mgdol gldsby® momadsbgddo ©o
aobboanygano  Jogomomgdols sbogobo Lodygoamgdsl ggodenggl dggoxsdmm  bgdmm
©o(ygdymo oliggbos s Fo@dmgoaobmm m®o dmns®adbgermdomo gogrmbmegools
530001300 gbs.

hggb  dog®  bo@o®gdygmo  ggmgzs  mgogbsmanog  ohggbgdl,  GmI
0B JOSHYOY@o  moMyadobol  bodolbols dg3slgds o@ dgodangds  ogoygsbmm
b0bo@ e m3mbozosdeg — ,,byLEo“ (literal) s ,,mog0lbygomo® (free) momydsbo.
@039 gb3sby®o ggdlos [o@mdmopagbli aoob@gdyem, LoliBgdyd >@bhggebl, mydizs

obobo  LEymosw gaoblbgoggdyma sbofomgdgh dgombggeol  gydoegdsl mmb
s0gdom  3oM5dgA@L  dm@ol:  agdlogydo  9Fyzg@mds, LgdsbBogydo  Lobyldg,

Jombgomds s 3mgd o g89J@0. gl aoblbgoggds mgm@oya mbgbyg dgoden gds
Bodmysmodogl, Omam®3 ©s30M0boMgds gmmdsmad Jmd3gbosbs s memgs@nd
®@3303d0bs305L dm@obs.
L. geemdsma@do 3mdgbos (g @ Gmagl LEMSGIA0S)
29LBS3m ©g @ AmAgl dmsMadbgmmdomo 3Omgomo 939dbgds 3M0bi03l,
Amd 3mgBy@o bsfs@dmgbol Ibs@gdyao dogns  39dgEsE0g@Mos (oyMMZggdomos).
Aabomsggaol dog® ,,doMas@o@ol™ dBsgomy g@oo asdgm@gds dgdmbgggomo o6
>®ol; 0o Jdbol dgo® sbmEoszoy® Jlgel. g @s Fmegl dogd Lodygs perla-bs
056303 3G gm0 aodmygbgds  (40-sb 37 Ygdmbgggedo)  gldsbger  dgombggeols
Lodygo@gdsls odenggl, mgogo ogg3bml o8 Jgarols yobgoms®gdsl:
o J5pgM0o@y@0  Lodpo@ol  s{gds  (oyod-5dxo®0)  5Tbogdl  boswoyls
By IO YH0 30bGHgJlGobmgob.
o 39HORMOYo ©s YgsMgdomo Lobggdo (Jdogwgdo, 309 gd0) sdwoEMgdl ©s
30909 gaoxggdl bdgbl dgdpamddo boblgbgd goao@ Jodasmo@dgol.
e 33JLbBoL  LEAOYJH YO geo  Losbaomgg 0bos®hybgdl  m@opobsemo  FgJlEol
QOO Y@ @yoboboiosl.
o3 LA®s@Rga0ols mgm@oygeo bogero (dgbwywgs) s@ol ol, M3 Lsdobby gbols
(gL3sby@ol)  bem@dgdol  mgoelsb@obom, agdbogydo  aodgm@gds  bdo@ow
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Jobm@mbydom gogdl. gods sdobs, 3md3sdB®o dgHogm®gdols asydog@dsgew

53 Mg90s gldsbgao dzombggaolash sds@gdom 0b@ge g yoey®d dogolbdg- gols
demombmgl.

2. go@3ds@y@o m3G0dobs3os (Bmgs ds5Mmgsl LEMSGIA0d)

do®os  gango®s  Omgs  do@gol  dJoamds  Mm®0gbRoMgdgmos  mommgyeo
306309090 LEHOMROL (Imbsygggmol) doJlodsaad dbo@gO e 9839]BYOMdsls s
Jombgomdsbyg. dobo LEA®sEgaos 3obygbmdl Lodobbyg gbol 3mg@ogzol dmmbmg- bgdls,
bosiz bLobmbody®o IMogo@BgM™M3gbgds bogemsw 3o o@s, LGHoolGYO Lodlgdow
>m0Jdgds. ol 049bgdl 3mbR gL Poe @ dg@hggsl:

o m9 gebols 3mb@gJlEol dobgwgomn Mgdeols dOFyobgomgds s Lobsmenols
0odsdos Jmogo@o, dob dgdmodsls diamante (,,oe0dslo®), Goi Ibs@gOya Lobgl
9RO goabosml  ©s  gobygomy@se  dmoddgkosgl  bpol  mobsdgodmmgy
dgombggeolmgols.

o 0y Loaobdy@ol bmgopo smfg@ss, ol 0ygbgdls piedras preciosas (,,d300%5b0
J3990%), @o3 SbOMIMogom dybgdoMogo s sdsbmsb gzmbmdoydos glidsbydo
gbobomgol.

o FoOYPmo  IJBHoBm@gdol oo  dgo@mgdgoo yoMwsddbom  (como perlas +
300 gdol/Gyhbgdols 3o®sdo®o sbobgamgds) opo blbol d9bomgabgdsl s
5330098 BgJbBol s@Jdol Lodmygangl.

>3 dowamdol bsjeo 0dsdo Jpymdomgmol, Mmd Gmegbsig dzgombggemo ymgga
930bmedo sbogn dgo@agsl Jgob ob dob 2obbmysmgdyan Lobmbodls bgwgds, ol ggwe®
o>00d35dl, Gmd @glbomsggeo dobsbdodo@m o oM Ybogdmws gO®m  3mbM 9@ Y
@ 9dbgdol domgoaroBo, Goms dggbodbybgdobs  Jo@gsmo@dol dm@Gogol gemdsgy@o
@gdJloga®o 97g3a8™os. Fgbodsdobow, Gmgs dodgsls dog® s@bodbymo LEMSE 00l
3odmyggbgdol  dgdmbgggedo 03odagds BgJlEol dobogsbo dmeosbmds ©s 3mg@y®o
9399 dygamds (3md3@glos).

4. ©5ligghs s IgnmEmEmy0yHo oM by gds
OMaMO3  3gergged  a30hggbs, 3mA3PLby  sdgs@gdbygao  dJmo@mydbgamdbomo
3gs0g9g> (Corpus-based Translation Studies) U@ygmosw osbogn  39@L3gdBogol  ohgbls
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0B ghod YO ge 3M0B03530. B9JLE0L GOswoEogmo ggeggols dgmmeo (close reading)
bdodoe  goggbodrgds dbowee  g@mggm, yzgwsdy d9Hggam b 9adboGgY®
dogomomgdby, M35 dgodengds I3oMo 2sbbmysgdolizgh ¢dodyml d33enggeml.
oMo gma®o  go®3gbols  2odmygbgds  go  Iglodangdganls  beols  Lobdomggdols,
396d30gM0 aobsFoegdgdols s Lol gdy®o 3obmbbmdogmgdgdols asdmgengbsls, @3
Lodgoagdols odanggl 33309350, s@dmshobml dmo®adbgerols s®s dgdmbgggzomo,

00539 aoob®gdygmo LE®SE a0y J393o-

3380 930L  Lodmdsgmm  asbgomamgdolmgols syEomgdgaros: o) 3g0sGodgmo
(9953535am0) BgJLB ool hodmgs 33 g35T0: gobsosb sHEgAM0 gldsby®o gg@dlos
o0 oMol 30MEs300  Jo@mnygmosh  mo®adbogno, dmbsi39dgd0  gbos  dgx gyl
06a3@oliy@, BOsbyyen s 0GoEoYd MoMdsbgdmsb, Moms oE0bogl, Low y35J3L
donodydbgenols 0bogoysey®o sOhggeobo s Lo — dysdogoemo BgdbGol aogegbs;
3) 1gds6@0g9®o ggemol 2ox>AMNMIGds: Sbogrmao- @0 Igmnmemenmyoon gbos 0dbgls
‘dgL§ogeroao 3mgdol Lbgs Loggobdm @gdlgdgdoi (dmfo, godo, 05 s Lbgs), Goms
Y993 gl, @o3pgbse  LolBgdodydem  04gbgdgb  Jmo®adbgergdo  momydsbols
LA 9a090L Lbgs Fbs@gdgmo Lobggool dgdmbgggsdo.
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