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Abstract: The Martyrdom of St Febronia, a nun persecuted, tortured and killed under
Emperor Diocletian for not renouncing her faith, has been recorded in Georgian in several
manuscripts, four of which are introduced and analysed in the present article: Sinai, St
Catherine’s Monastery, georg. 6 (nuskhuri script, dated to the 10" c.), Thilisi, Korneli
Kekelidze National Centre of Manuscripts, A-95 (nuskhuri script, datable to the 10" c.),
Oxford, Bodleian Libraries, MS Georg. b. 1 (nuskhuri script, datable to the 11% ¢.) and Sinai,
St Catherine’s Monastery, georg. NF 84+90 (double palimpsest, asomtavruli script; the
Martyrdom of St Febronia contained in its middle layer is datable to the 910" cc.). The
analysis focuses on the comparison of these four versions concerning differences and their
types (additions, grammatical and lexical variations, word order), including a calculation and
evaluation of the differences via Levenshtein distances and their visualisation.

Keywords: Georgian manuscripts, palimpsests, Old Georgian, Martyrdom of St Febronia

Introduction

The Martyrdom of St Febronia is a hagiographic text that recounts the life and sufferings of the
eponymous woman, a virtuous, devout and beautiful young nun who was persecuted under the
Roman emperor Diocletian (284-305 CE). The emperor promised her freedom in exchange for
her renunciation of faith and for her marriage to his nephew Lysimachus, who was considering
becoming a Christian. When Febronia refused, she was subjected to torture, mutilation, and,
ultimately, death. After seeing her suffering, Lysimachus became a convert.

The present paper deals with the analysis of six Georgian manuscripts containing the
martyrdom:?

e Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, georg. NF 84+90, double palimpsest: middle layer in
asomtavruli script, datable to the 9""-10" centuries;

e Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, georg. 6: nuskhuri script, datable to 981-983;

e Oxford, Bodleian Libraries, MS georg. b.1: nuskhuri script, datable to 1038-1040;

e Thilisi, Korneli Kekelidze National Centre of Manuscripts (hereafter: KKNCM), A-95:
nuskhuri script, datable to the eleventh century;

e Mt Athos, Iviron Monastery, georg. 79 (lacunose, beginning and end missing): nuskhuri
script, datable to 1042-1055;3

e Thilisi, KKNCM, A-1769: nuskhuri script, datable to 1042—1055.4

! This publication is part of a project that has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under
the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant agreement No. 101019006).

2 Cf. Gabidzashvili 2004, 348-349, nos 1116-1120 for a listing of the manuscripts containing texts on St.
Febronia; for a revised list cf. Kamarauli (forthc.).

3 Cf. Gippert, Outtier and Kim 2022, 637.

* Not mentioned in Gabidzashvili 2008.
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The latter two manuscripts are two fragments of the same manuscript: KKNCM A-1769
(smaller part, two folios, with parts of the martyrdom contained on fols. 2'-2") is kept in Georgia
while lvir. georg. 79 (with parts of the martyrdom on fols. 7%, I'-1IY, 1'-6) has remained on Mt.
Athos.> KKNCM A-1769 + lvir. georg. 79 and Sin. georg. NF 84+90 are both incomplete;
around one half of the text is missing in the former and only around one tenth of it persists in
the latter. The remaining manuscripts mentioned above contain the complete martyrdom. The
text version in KKNCM A-1769+lvir. georg. 79 was translated newly by Euthymius the
Athonite from Greek, so it is very different from the other ones — this is the reason why this
version is not considered for the deeper analysis below.

The precondition for a thorough analysis consisted of transcribing all six texts,
parallelising the palimpsested text with the other Georgian versions (and the other relevant
versions, in Greek, Latin and Armenian) and highlighting the differences between the Georgian
texts to compare them with each other. The research question behind is to find out the
interrelation between the palimpsested text and the other Georgian witnesses: do they depend
on one and the same model, and was the palimpsested text the model for one or several of the
other witnesses? Based on that, the second task concerns the source of the Georgian texts: do
they depend on an existing Greek version (BHG 659 etc.) or on the existing Armenian one
(BHO 303)?

1. The manuscripts

The Georgian manuscripts that were used for this analysis are listed in Table I with relevant
information as to their date, the persons involved and the pages which contain the martyrdom.

Manuscript Date Persons Pages
in. ) +
>in. georg. NE84+90, | g 190 e | Unknown 677" 26'-27", 30-37"
middle layer
Sin. georg. 6 981-983 John Zosimus 184'-200
Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 1038-40 Prochorus the Iberian | 181-193Y
KKNCM A-95 11" ¢, Gabriel Patarali 305'-319Y
KKNCM A-1769 + 990 Euthymius the 2'-2Y;
Ivir. georg. 79 Athonite ™=, 1-eY

Table I: Georgian manuscripts used for the analysis

Sin. georg. NF 84+90 is the only palimpsest among these manuscripts, with three
distinguishable layers (upper, middle and lowest) containing the following texts:®

e upper layer:
= apophthegms and homilies’

® It is unclear how and when the fragment (A-1769) came to Thilisi (Gippert, Outtier and Kim 2022, liii).

& Cf. Kamarauli, forthc. for a codicological description of the palimpsest.

" These contain I.A. part of a sermon on the Passion and Chrysostom, for a detailed description, cf. Gippert-
Oulttier (2021).
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e |owest layer:
= Mt 6.33-7.11 and 7.22-8.3 (khanmeti)
= Athanasius of Alexandria, On Nativity (khanmeti, fragmentary; cf. CPG 4560)
= Psalter (khanmeti-haemeti,® fragmentary; cf. Gippert-Outtier 2021)
e middle layer:
= Martyrdom of St Febronia (fragmentary; cf. BHG 659, BHL 2844, BHO 303)
= John Chrysostom, On Dormition (fragmentary; cf. CPG 5175)
= St Xenophon et soc. (fragmentary; cf. Gippert forthc.).
On some of the palimpsest pages, all three layers are visible as shown in Fig. 1 (Sin.
georg. NF 84, fol. 7V and Sin. georg. NF 90, fol. 6Y).
R NCRR AN IR DA W Pl

N
3

Figure 1: fol. 7V of Sin. georg. NF 84 (left) and fol. 6" of Sin. georg. NF 90 (right); multispectral images processed by K. T.
Knox, © Sinai Palimpsests Project

The decipherment of Sin. georg. NF 84 (cf. the left image in Fig. 1) turned out to be
quite challenging, as both lower layers are not only overlapping but were also equally erased —
only fragments of words and letters could be deciphered. Sin. georg. NF 90 (cf. the right image
in Fig. 1), on the other hand, was fairly well readable as visible in the image.

As stated above, a comparison with Greek, Latin and Armenian versions is
indispensable for the question of their interdependence and the original text; the chosen
manuscripts and editions for the mentioned languages are:®

e Greek: Acta Sanctorum Junii VII, 16-31 (BHG 659);

e Latin: Sanctuarium seu Vitae Sanctorum by Bonino Mombritius, datable to the late
fifteenth century, 535-543; Magnum Legendarium Austriacum (Austrian National
Library, Cod. 336), datable to 1190-1210, 289'-292" (BHL 2844);

e Armenian: ‘Lives and Martyrdoms of Saints’,*? Vol. 2, 409-429 (BHO 303).

8 The terms khanmeti and haemeti refer to grammatical phenomena in Old Georgian written documents: in

khanmeti texts (51"-7™ centuries), 2" person subjects and 3™ person objects are marked by a verbal prefix x-,
whereas in haemeti texts, we find a prefix h- instead of the x-.

° For a further description of Acta Sanctorum, Sanctuarium seu Vitae Sanctorum, Vark* and the underlying
manuscripts used, cf. Kamarauli, forthc.

Vark‘ ew vkayabanowtiwnk ‘ srboc “.
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2. Analysis

2.1 Textual Analysis

As mentioned above, the version by Euthymius the Athonite as contained in KKNCM A-1769
+ lvir. georg. 79 is very different from the other four versions so that it could not be included
in the comparative analysis; the excerpt in Table 1l shows a small evidence of how it follows
the Greek version (with a small structural difference) and also the similarity between the
remaining four Georgian versions.

Acta Sanctorum
(22 [19], II. 20—
24)

AoBdvieg odv oadThv oi otpatidrar EfADoV. 'Yréotpeyey 82 1) Bpuévn
&v T@® povaotpio 6dvpopévy kai Opnvodca: Kol piyaca EaVTV €ig
10 600G €V TQ eVKTNPi®, fodoa ikéTeve TOV OdVv epi g Pefpoviac.
— ‘Then the soldiers seized her and went outside. But Bryene returned
to the monastery weeping and mourning, and throwing herself on the
ground in the courtyard, she begged God crying for Febronia.’

KKNCM A-1769
+ lvir. georg. 79
(lvir. georg. 79,

©5 030 3m0ogdzs dmbsliBMmo amEadom : d930s 93w (9)b(0s)
©935Ms  300LS  B(9E)S  ©S  939MIdMEs  ©(AgHNL)s
8900Mmb0s5aLM3ZL : b(Merm) 339050 Fo00yz569L 00 Aozl
: ‘and [she] herself returned to the monastery weeping. [She] went

(3137, I1. 19-24)

2" 11.17-21) inside the church, fell on the ground and was begging God for Febronia.

But the soldiers took her away forcibly.’

Do60943969L 00 33909MMS o0 s 930 3M3960 93gloS© W
Sin. georg. NF | osgotrs  Jozggobols B(ow)>  930@60m@s  @(@g®)oobs
824;9?' £ g 290MMbosalozL : ‘the soldiers took her away. And Bryene entered the
(26 11. 5-9) church and fell on the ground, [she] was begging God for Febronia’

@5 §o60yzobgl 0o 939omms o b(meom) dGgbo dg300

_ 93@V0O© @ 3OS F9geboly B(gE)s 1 939MIdMS

Sllgérge;frg g ©(39M)0bs BgdOMboselm3zl @ ‘and the soldiers took her away. But
(193, 11.2-5) Bryene entered the church and fell on the ground, [she] was begging God

for Febronia’

5 §960093569L 030 83905MMS 3(5)m s FoMz09L b(merm) dMgbo

933005 93@glos@ @ @3> J(PY©)BLy  Bge)s @
KKNCM A-95

93900090M©s ©(39M)MLs §gdMMmbosabmzl : ‘and the soldiers took
her and went away. But Bryene entered the church and fell on the ground
and [she] was begging God for Febronia’

Bodl. MS georg.
b.1
(187, 1. 13-19)

5 §560Yy3569L 080 3399MMs () s HoMz009L b(mem) d6gbo
893005 93qbos@ @5 @3> J()Y(2)Bbs B(9e)s, 939ROYOMES
©(39M)bs BgdOMbosabmzl : ‘and the soldiers took her and went

away. But Bryene entered the church and fell on the ground, [she] was
begging God for Febronia’
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Table 1I: Parallelisation of a line in one Greek and five Georgian versions

As the Table shows, the four pre-Athonian Georgian text versions (Sin. georg. 84+90,
Sin. georg. 6, KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1) are almost identical except for some
word order differences (sevida breni (Sin. georg. 84+90) vs breni sevida (Sin. georg. 6,
KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1)), additions (da carvides is only attested in KKNCM
A-95) and lexical variations (davarda ‘[she] fell down’ vs daeca ‘[she] hit (the ground)’). In
contrast, only Euthymius’ text (KKNCM A-1769 + lvir. georg. 79) reflects the additional
sentence of the Greek text according to which Bryene returned to the monastery weeping (da
twt moikca monastrad godebit in Georgian; "Ynéotpeyev 6 1 Bpvévn év 1@ povootnpio
odvpopévn kai Opnvodca in Greek). Nonetheless, there are still two differences between the
Greek version and Euthymius’ text (KKNCM A-1769 + lvir. georg. 79): first, the Greek text
states that Bryene mourns after the soldiers take Febronia away while in KKNCM A-1769 +
Ivir. georg. 79, Bryene mourns before they take Febronia, and second, this process is intensified
by the notion of force (mslavrisa ‘force (GEN.SG)’) in Georgian. Concerning the former
difference, one additional remark must be made here: the last sentence (x(olo) mgedarta
carigvanes igi mszlavrisa ‘But the soldiers took her forcibly’ contains the 3™ person personal
pronoun igi ‘(s)he/it’ that anaphorically refers to last person mentioned which should be
Febronia but is Bryene in this scenario. | assume this to be a mistake, as the text goes on with
daureva breni eklesiasa Sina ‘[she] left Bryene in the church’ (lvir. georg. 79, 2, I. 23).

For the most part, it was not possible to parallelise Euthymius’ text with the other four
versions line-by-line, so | could only proceed with a parallelisation by paragraphs. This
parallelisation was determined by the content of the paragraphs but not much could be
parallelised as half of the text passages are missing in KKNCM A-1769 + lvir. georg. 79. As
for the remaining four versions, a line-by-line parallelisation was possible; this was done
according to the line breaks in Sin. georg. NF 84+90.

It will come as no surprise that these four versions are not identical throughout the
remaining text either. For the various types of differences, a classification was needed, here
represented by different font colours as applied in the transcripts in Figures 2—4:

e green colour for additions,

e red colour for grammatical and lexical variations, and

e Dblue colour for word order variations.
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Sin. georg. NF 90, 6r, 1ff.

@3 M(3)A(28)b Bmo<dnor> of4a] LEMaoy{en 33[4m]
Aeffoce[o] <Bsgolio @>[5 qlig] albmafig)s quds [36]-
[wats 03]<sofnl Bog=nbia [B]@[obs -]

[83806] <836 Hamoy>qsba bodMagemno 837-
[ofmd]<obsn qob Hoxm[q]dsfons {seBmbs}-
{38}<emoo 39Mder - bleeem) onz[m]slodsbml {Fafoygabs
{3/} <0@nB L3>[sba]emsMo [Amdno)]o Bafonbsgo}
<o>{yl<m onoom> s ©s{s}o{a0b6s opn} B{3sMHms B}
<cos >{Bboxrpemei[] <[ 29633120]-

<o {sed<mbsgse#[s]e : 39Md{m} b 8[o]-
{0fnBBAL opobo bmoyemndlia} [Bab Lagnd]-

<mzMobsbs s Bmasdo>[n]{BsMobsba}

<b BnoagMB=nL se{Bleamgbn}aBo [J(Mobd)]{#L]-
{Bo s} odeznl a(omemdn)o 4foldEnebn qsfon -
[FA(m8q)en]<Bodq zobelbs> SobEbal {Lamobmlb}
[Blus<meezedsbs qob M(mdnlemmad]q Bsbzeoms]
oo Bm]<3ymzno>a o s M{mdn)omosdn M-

om0 MmE<bmdsbs> doyfoo dagenas {1}

3 anile] <Bndn o>o B15Mony spdmbs-
aacmolba<ony

Sin. georg. 6, 184v, 13 ff.

©3 A(3)(58)L Bmbzonor gyem

dmffocro Bapolio @b b aloomsfE)e QLds 0o
03200l Bognboo noobs -

95808 8B Hofoyzabnlb LodmaqerE 83nMnboliae
b Hafmn@emomBnl seBmbsgsemoom

29dm : Blmere) eovlndsbeb Gafoggsbs

3Modnb L3sbamafo M(mdno oo Baobiago

04 OO0 ©s sxpanbs nao 830Mors B
BLox (e @b 6300e@

s Goofiobqb oaobo sedmbsgseroom 30Mdm
Bengyemnblis ol Laemdmfobislis

o) Bmaadoo Bafolaby

@ BodymBnb sedlssfndaembo J(Hobiiqubo

5 0¢U 3(00eMBn)e J(Holidh)neby oo :
A(md)emBodn geborbs Sobibs Lyemobml

Ao operdsb o M{mdnlermandn) Bsbzerooms
33700 Gm3znnomn - o M(mdnkmosadn jmMpomse
midabs Bogfiao dagremonan ¢

0 ©u5e Bodo googoo 3130000 KBmbsgsrralbons

Comparison of the same text passage in Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. Sin. georg. 6

Sin. georg. NF 90, 61, 1 ff.
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Comparison of the same text passage in Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. KKNCM A-95

Bodl. MS. georg. b. 1, 181vb, 8 ff.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the same text passage in Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1
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Figures 2-4 show that depending on which of the versions is compared to the
palimpsested text, there are either less additions as in the comparison of Sin. georg. NF 84+90
vs. Sin. georg.6 (Fig. 2), less grammatical and lexical variations and no word order variation as
in the comparison of Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 (Fig. 4), or more
additions as in the comparison of Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. KKNCM A-95 (Fig. 3).

The highlighting of differences was applied to all four witnesses; Figure 5 shows the
parallelised structure with the highlighted differences.

Sin. georg. NF 90, 6r, 1 ff Sin_ georg. 6, 184v, 22 ff. A-95,306va, 2 ff. Bodl MS. Georg. b. 1, 181vb, 8 ff.
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Figure 5: Parallelisation of the four versions with highlighted differences
2.2 Levenshtein distances

The mark-up approach was a good first step to gain a visual overview of the differences between
the four texts but a more thorough analysis concerning the actual amount of differences was
needed. For this purpose, the term of Levenshtein distances must be introduced.

A Levenshtein distance (named after Vladimir Levenshtein, a Russian mathematician
who invented the method in 1965) is a metric which can be used to measure the amount of
differences between two words. It solely computes three procedures which are needed to morph
one word into another, namely, insertions, deletions, and substitutions. For example, the
distance between

simravley ‘multitude’ (Sin. georg. 90, 6", 4)
and
simravlé ‘multitude’ (KKNCM A-95, 306'2, 9)
is 2 (substitution of e by ¢, deletion of y).

The result of comparing all four versions with each other in terms of Levenshtein

distances is shown in Table IlI.

Sin. georg. NF KKNCM A-95

84+90

Sin. georg. 6 Bodl. MS georg.

b.1

Sin. georg. NF

84+90 1051

1184 1276

Sin. georg. 6 1051 0 1118 708

KKNCM A-95 1184 1118 1088

Bodl. MS georg.

b1 1276

708 1088

Table 111: Levenshtein distances of the comparison all four texts (quantitative analysis)
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As Table 111 shows, Sin. georg. 6 and Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 are the most similar
with only 708 distances; the calculation of all other comparisons resulted in distances of more
than 1,000 (the highest one being Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 vs. Sin. georg. NF 84+90 with
1276 distances). This result is visualised in Fig. 6 in a tree form based on the ‘neighbour joining’

(NJ) algorithm, which is derived from the Levenshtein distances.!!

4 Versions unaltered

1 Sin. georg. 6
2 A Bodl. MS georg. b. 1
]
b
8
34 KKNCM A-95
4 Sin. georg. NF 84+90
T T T T T T
0 200 400 600 800 1000

branch length

Figure 6: Visualisation of the results of the quantitative analysis

According to these calculations, the most similar to Sin. georg. 6 is Bodl. Bodl. MS
georg. b. 1 ; the most similar to Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 is KKNCM A-95 and lastly, Sin.
georg. NF 84+90 is listed as the least similar.

It should be noted here that graphical differences (including punctuation) should be
considered separately, as they are less informative on the question of textual interdependence
than lexical, grammatical and syntactic differences, so a reduced analysis is necessary for them.
Table IV shows the differences between the four texts after having been customised, with

different punctuation marks and graphical representations being excluded.

11 The NJ algorithm helps determining the relationship between sequences by identifying the sequences in the
Table with the fewest differences between them and then joins two nodes in one iteration; as we have four versions,
we have only two groupings, thus, after grouping Sin. georg. 6 and Bodl. MS Georg. b. 1, KCCNM A-95 and Sin.
georg. NF 84+90 are grouped together.
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Sin. georg. NF | Sin. georg. 6 KKNCM A-95 | Bodl. Bodl. MS
84+90 georg. b. 1

Sin. georg. NF

84490 0 641 820 778

Sin. georg. 6 641 0 944 503

KKNCM A-95 820 944 0 882

Bodl. MS 778 503 882 0

georg. b. 1

Table I1V: Levenshtein distances of the comparison all four texts after having been customised

In comparison to Table 11, the amount of differences changes drastically when the texts are

customised (as shown in Table 1V): the distances between Sin. georg. 6 and Bodl. Bodl. MS

georg. b. 1 still remains the lowest, followed by those of Sin. georg. NF 84+90 and Sin. georg.

6. However, the third most similar versions in this analysis now are Sin. georg. NF 84+90 and

Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1, which were the most different in the previous analysis.

The tree visualisation of the corresponding results is presented in Fig. 7.

4 Versions customised

Sin. georg. 6

taxa

Bodl. M5 georg. b. 1

Sin. georg. NF 84+80

KKNCM A-95
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T T
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Figure 7: Visualisation of the results of the qualitative analysis after customisation
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2.3 Classifying the differences

As stated above, lexical, grammatical and syntactic differences between the four text versions
are relevant for the question of interdependence and can be classified more precisely. | have

identified the following types and subtypes:

Type of differences  Example

Word order gopad ese ‘to be (like) this’ (Sin. NF 90, 6, I. 9) vs ese gopad ‘to be (like)
this> (Sin. 6,185", I. 11; georg. b.1, 1827, 1.24; A-95, 306*°, II. 20)

Additions xolo kbilni misni ‘but her teeth’ (Sin. NF 90, 33", . 2; Sin. 6, 198", I. 11;
georg. b.1, 1227 1. 14-15) vs xolo kbilni ‘but (the) teeth’ (A-95, 3172, Il
29)

Lexical variation

Nominal migebay mepisa ‘the reply to the king’ (Sin. NF 90, 6", I. 3; Sin. 6, 184", 1.
15) vs migebad mepisa ‘to reply to the king’ (georg. b.1, 181*2, 1. 26) vs
migebay sitgwsay ‘replying to the word’ (A-95, 306", I. 6-7)

Verbal cecxli Seowdva mis kowese ‘[he] put a fire under her’ (Sin. NF 90, 31", I. 4—
5) vs cecxli Seudves kuese misa ‘[they] put a fire under her’ (Sin. 6, 196", I.
1) vs cecxli Seugznes kusé ‘[they] ignited a fire under’ (A-95, 315®, |. 26—
27) vs cecxli Seugznes kuese misa ‘[they] ignited a fire under her’ (georg.
b.1, 1907 I. 2-3)

Grammatical variation

Case and/or natesavi ‘relative (nom.sg)’ (Sin. NF 90, 6", I. 7; Sin. 6, 184". 1. 19) vs

number natesav ‘relative (abs.sg)’*? (A-95, 306*%, I. 14, I. 22; georg. b.1, 181", I.
24-25)

Postpositions §isisagan ‘from fear (gen.sg+from)’ (A-95, 311®, I. 11; georg. b.1, 182", .

22) vs §isisa ‘of fear (gen.sg)’ (Sin. NF 90, 27", 1. 5; Sin. 6, 185", I. 10)

Verbal forms carigvana ‘[he] led away’ (Sin. NF 90, €', I. 4) vs. carigvanes ‘[they] led

away’ (Sin. 6, 184", 1. 16; georg. b.1, 181, I. 18; A-95, 306, I. 8)

Errors mohkues ‘[they] cut off’ (georg. b.1, 186, I. 26, with et missing after u) vs
mohkuetes ‘[they] cut off’ (Sin. 6, 190V, |. 14; A-95, 311™, Il. 13-14)

Table V: Classified differences with examples

The majority of the differences are additions (approx. 56.2%), followed by lexical and
grammatical variations (33.6%). These can be classified into several subtypes; lexical variations
are grouped according to whether they concern the nominal or the verbal domain. The same
subclassification is applied to grammatical variations but these are further categorised into case

12 For more information about the “absolutive” case, cf. Gippert (2023:30).
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and/or number and the application of postpositions in the nominal domain and verbal forms in
the verbal domain. The fewest differences are represented by word order changes (7.1%) and
errors (3.1%).

Graphic representations have neither been included in the qualitative analyses nor in
Table V above; even if they are not relevant for the question of interdependence, they are
nonetheless interesting and should be mentioned here shortly as indicated in Table VI.

Sin. georg. NF Sin. georg. 6 KKNCM A-95 Bodl. MS

84+90 georg. b.1
y instead of i 28 — — —
ey instead of & 2 — — —
ow instead of u 132 5 7 5
w instead of u — — 3 —

Table VI: Graphic variation in the text versions

A recurring but not constant characteristic of Sin. georg. NF 84+90 is the representation
of i as y; this happens 28 times throughout the martyrdom in the palimpsest. In 20 of the 28
examples, y is found in word-initial position, with four examples concerning the personal name
leria (Tepio) spelt yeria. This leaves 16 examples of y in initial position (without the four
mentions of yeria) and 8 further examples of y representing i elsewhere within the word, two
of them concerning the name of Thomais/@wpaida represented as tomays. In the remaining 6
examples, y is found in verbs, more precisely between the preverbs da-, mo- or se- and the
verbal stem. As for the 20 examples in which y is used initially, when they appear, they do so
with the previous word ending in a vowel or a sonorant — no other pattern is detectable in the
choice of y instead of i.*® That being said, there are 22 cases of i in an initial position after a
word ending in vowels or sonorants so that the choice of y instead of i seems almost arbitrary.
One example stands out in particular, namely luskumay ygi ‘the coffin’, in which the noun ends
in y and the postponed article starts also with y. This seems to rule out any argument that the
use of y- could serve to facilitate pronunciation.*

Another interesting graphemic representation in the palimpsest is that of &: two words
are represented with the digraph ey instead of & (simravley ‘multitude’, Sin. NF 90, 6ér, I. 4 and
simdabley ‘humility’, Sin. NF 90, 37r, I. 3). The digraph ow is only presupposed by the
abbreviations of the nomina sacra o(wpal)o ‘Lord’ and i(eso)w ‘Jesus’ in Sin. 6, A-95 and
georg. b. 1. The only exception is A-95, where it is once used in the verbal form owbrzana ‘he
commanded’; this is due to the fact that the o is here represented as a majuscule initial and thus,
u had to be represented by the digraph ow. A-95 is characterised by other special characteristics
such as the representation of u as w, which is attested three times in the parallelised excerpt
(makws ‘I have’, ukwdavisa ‘of the immortal’ and monakwettay ‘of the pieces’); the entire text
in A-95 contains over 30 examples in which w is used instead of u. According to Zurab
Sarjveladze, ‘the grapheme z (W) quite often expresses the /ui/ diphthong, but irregularities are

13 The same can be observed in the other texts of the middle layer (John Chrysostom, On Dormition (CPG 5175)
and St Xenophon et soc. (cf. Gippert forthc.), which is to be expected as they are written by the same hand.
14 For a more thorough analysis of this phenomenon, cf. Kamarauli (forthc.).
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also observed here: z is sometimes replaced by «y (u) (as in) cwma || cuma; cwli || culi. There
are also cases of z where u should be written: gwli (for guli) etc.”.*

3. Selected examples: grammatical, syntactic and lexical differences

All four Georgian text versions contain interesting grammatical, syntactic and/or lexical
peculiarities, some of which will be analysed here. The first example shows how the
postposition -gan ‘from’ is suffixed to different elements depending on whether the phrase is
definite, and which other case can take on the ablative function:

(1a) Gamoasxa maedar-i Ygi
cast out.S3SG.AOR soldier-NoMm.sG the.NOM.SG

monas¢r-is-a-gan
monastery-GEN.SG-EXT.V-from
‘[Primus] cast out the soldier from the monastery’ (NF 90, 27", 1. 2)

(1b) Gamoasxa mqedar-i monas¢r-is-a
cast out.S3sG.AOR soldier-Nom.sG monastery-GEN.SG-EXT.V
mis-gan

the.GEN.SG-from
‘[Primus] cast out the soldier from the monastery’ (Sin. 6, 191", Il. 16-17)

(1c) Gamoasxa maedar-i Igi
cast out.S3SG.AOR soldier-Nom.sG the.NOM.SG
monas¢r-it

Mmonastery-INSTR.SG
‘[Primus] cast out the soldier from the monastery’ (A-95, 311'°, II. 7-8)

(1d) Gamoasxna mgedar-n-i monastr-it

cast out.s3sG.AOR soldier-PL-NOM monastery-INSTR.SG
‘[Primus] cast out the soldiers from the monastery’ (Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1, 1864, Il
13-15)

In (1a), the postposition -gan is suffixed to monastrisa ‘monastery (GEN.SG.)’, whereas
in (1b), the postposition is suffixed to the article mis ‘the (gen.sg.)’ accompanying monaszrisa
‘monastery (GEN.SG.)’. In contrast, A-95 (1c) and georg. b. 1 (1d) use the instrumental case to
express the ablative instead of the postposition -gan in combination with the genitive case. This
is not the only case of the postposition -gan being suffixed to different elements of the phrase,
as a little bit further in the text we can find the phrases sisisa tkuenisagan ‘of fear from you’

15 Sarjveladze 1984: 129: ‘3 6553935 L3852 bB0GS® go3cmbadegls /90/ @oxm™byls, B5a®sd

QMHM303900 o953 90608690s: 3 BMaxgH 933w 00s “J-00: §39s || §mds; 3300 || gmwro. sGob
8990b393900 3-b FIMOWMDdOLS 0d, Lasg v vb@s 0fgMIdMEIL: 230 (3w9e00) s Jolom.”.
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(NF 90, 27", 1. 5), sisisa Senisagan ‘of fear from you’ (Sin. 6, 191", I. 19), and sisisagan tkuenisa
‘of fear from you’ (A-95, 311'°, II. 11-12; georg. b. 1, 186Y, I. 18).

The texts also reveal some interesting differences concerning the choice of finite verbs
vs deverbal constructions:
(2a) pebronia saransvel-s-a mieca
Febronia.NOM.SG  torment-DAT.SG-EXT.V ~ Qive.S3SG.AOR
‘Febronia was tormented (lit. given to torment)’ (NF 90, 26", I. 7)

(2b) pebronia saransvel-s-a micemul Ars
Febronia.NOM.SG  torment-DAT.SG-EXT.V  Qiven.ABS.SG be.s3sG.PRES
‘Febronia is tormented (lit. given to torment)’ (Sin. 6, 193", II. 19-20; georg. b. 1, 188", II.

8-6)

(2c) pebronia saransvel-s-a miecemis
Febronia.NOM.SG  torment-DAT.SG-EXT.V  give.S3SG.PRES
‘Febronia is tormented (lit. being given to torment)’ (A-95, 313, II. 16-17)

Even if all three example versions (2a—c) practically express the same information
(namely that Febronia is tortured), there is a significant difference concerning the form of the
verb: NF 90 (2a) and A-95 (2c) contain a simple verb in the passive, only differing in tense (in
NF 90, the aorist passive verb mieca ‘was given’ is chosen whereas A-95 prefers the present
passive form miecemis ‘is being given’), while Sin. 6 and georg. b. 1 contain the stative passive
verbal construction micemul ars ‘is given’ with the past participle micemul.

The next example here shows a NP which demonstrates the principle of
Suffixaufnahme?® and its characteristics:

(3a) da creml-it-a moiges gowame-i lgi
and tear-INST.SG-EXT.V take.S3SG.AOR body-NOM.SG  the.NOM.SG
‘and with tear(s) they took the body’ (NF 90, 30", I. 8)

(3b) da creml-it-a moiges guam-i mis-i
and tear-INST.SG-EXT.V take.s3sG.AOR  body-NOM.SG  her.NOM.SG
‘and with tear(s) they took her body’ (Sin. 6, 198", . 8-9)

(3c) da creml-it-a moiges ¢mida-y lgi
and tear-INST.SG-EXT.V  take.s3sG.AOR  holy-NOM.sG  the.NOM.SG
guam-i
body-NOM.SG

‘and with tear(s) they took the holy body’ (georg. b. 1, 192", 1I. 8-11)

16 «Suffixaufnahme is the phenomenon of postpositioned attributive nouns (in the genitive), adjectives or
pronouns adding (and thus duplicating) the case endings of preceding nouns” (Kamarauli 2022, 29-32).
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(3d) da  creml-it-a moiges guam-i lgi
and  tear-INST.SG-EXT.V  take.S3SG.AOR  body-NOM.SG the.NOM.SG

c¢mid-is-a-y mis
holy-GEN.SG-EXT.V-NOM.SG ~ the.GEN.SG
‘and with tear(s) they took the body of the saint’ (A-95, 317", Il. 23-25)

Examples (3a) and (3b) contain only simple NPs consisting of a noun and a definite
article (gowami igi ‘the body’, 3a) or a possessive pronoun (guami misi ‘her body’, 3b). The
NP ¢miday igi guami ‘the holy body’ in example (3c) is supplemented by the prepositional
adjective emiday ‘holy’, followed by the article igi ‘the’, which mostly takes the second position
within the NP (also called the Wackernagel position), and lastly, the noun guami ‘body’. In
contrast to this, example (3d) contains a more complex NP demonstrating some significant rules
of Suffixaufnahme: the NP starts with the noun guami ‘body” accompanied by its definite article
igi, which is then followed by the genitive noun ¢midisay ‘of the saint’ also accompanied by its
article, mis. The rules of Suffixaufname stipulate that the last element of the genitive NP should
additionally receive the case marking of the head noun, which here is in the nominative case.
But as the last element of the NP is an article and Old Georgian does not tolerate Suffixaufnahme
on articles, it finds a remedy in performing it on the last noun, adjective or possessive pronoun
in the NP, which is emidisa-y in this case. Accordingly, the article is only marked for its own
case, namely, the genitive.

4. A special case of differences: name variations

Some of the differences between the witnesses of the martyrdom can be found in the
representations of the personal names mentioned in the text. Table VII displays all name
variations found in the four Georgian text versions, contrasted with the two Latin versions
(Sanctuarium seu Vitae sanctorum and Magnum Legendarium Austriacum), the Armenian
version (Vark* ew vkayabanowtiwnk* srboc ‘) and the Greek text (Acta Sanctorum).
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Febronia Diocletian Lysimachus Bryene Selinus Primus leria Thomais
Greek (AS) Defpovia AtokAntiovog Avocipoyog Bpuévn YEAvog Ipipog Tepia Oopaion
Latin (SsVs) Febronia Dioclitianus Lysymachus Brucimis Sylenus Primus Hieria Thomais
Latin (MLA) Febronia Dioclecianus Li/ysimag/chus Bruenna Silimag/chus Primus leria Tomais
Armenian Otppnithw | hnyntimhwbtnu | Lhiupdwpnu Pphnythw | Uhnnihwinu Mnhdini Gphw!/) [Fniduyhu
(Vark) P‘ebronia Dioktetianos Liwsimak‘os Briovnia Sitowianos Primon Erialy T owmayis
3600dgb,
Sin. georg. 19060H™b0s | om3wo@0sby [ wmzlodsbml [ d6M(3)9bo bgerobmls 3600ml | 0/egcmos o0™doals
NF 84+90 Pebronia Dioklitiane Lowsimaxos Br(w)eni Selinos Primen, I/Yeria Tomays
Primos
Sin. geora. 6 39060Mbos | ©9Mm3woRosby | wMlodsbmb 0M9bo bgerobmls 360996 09605 0™do0l
- 4eorg- Pebronia Deoklitiane Lusimaxos Breni Selinos Primen leria Tomais
3600056,
KKNCM A-95 53900Mbos | ©9M3oBosbg | Mlodsbmlb | d(0g)6M9gbo bgerobmls 3600996 09605 03505
Pebronia Deoklitiane Lusimaxos B(iv)reni Selinos Prisiman, leria Tomaia
Primen
Bodl. MS 19060OMb0s | ©IM3wWwoBH0sby [ wMlodsbml | d(03)M9bo L9gEobemls 36099/™b 09605 03505
georg. b. 1 Pebronia Deoklitiane Lusimaxos B(iv)reni Selinos Prime/on leria Tomaia
Ivir. georg. 339060Mbos B w3zBodsbml dM9bo b9gEobemls 3609mb 09605 0MI50©d
79+A-1769 Pebronia Lwsimaxos Breni Selinos Primos leria Tomaida

Table VII: Name variations
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The name of the protagonist, Febronia/®sBpwvia, varies only in the place and manner
of articulation of the initial consonant ([f] vs [p]); otherwise, the name appears constant across
the four languages. The name of Diocletian/AwoxAntiavOg undergoes only minor changes in the
Latin, Armenian and Georgian texts: it is represented partly with an i (Dioclitianus and
Dioclecianus in Latin, Diokfetianos in Armenian, Diokliziane in Sin. georg. NF 84+90) and
partly with an e (Deoklitiane in Sin. georg. 6, KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1).1" The
most interesting differences in Table VII concern the variations of the name
Lysimachus/Avcipayoc: the representation of the Greek upsilon as [u] (Lusimaxos in Sin.
georg. 6, KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1, Lowsimaxos in Sin. georg. NF 84+90) is
very rare and can indicate a certain date or place of origin (such as Jerusalem) for the four
Georgian witnesses under scrutiny here; on the other hand, the representation of the Greek
upsilon as <y>,<w-> or <iw> in lvir. georg. 79+A-1769 (as in Latin and Armenian) is to be
expected in an Athonite manuscript.

The names of Bryene/Bpvévn, Selinus/Zéinvog and Primus/ITpipog show an equally
interesting picture. Bryene is represented as Brucimis and Bruenna in Latin, as Briovnia in
Armenian and Breni in all Georgian versions. Additionally, Sin. georg. NF 84+90 shows a
representation in the form of Brweni (which is to be expected because of the Greek upsilon),
and KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 contain also the form Bivreni. The latter form is
peculiarly interesting because in KKNCM A-95, it appears seven times (the first five times are
also the first five mentions of Bryene in the text) while the “regular” form Breni is used 46
times. It is clear that the Georgian scribe did not know the name and copied it in the form of
Bivreni the first five times. One explanation of how this name was formed could be that we
have a simplification of the name Bpvévn here as there are no words with brw-/brvi- attested in
Old Georgian; we might also assume a metathesis Brvieni > Bivreni. As for the remaining two
occurrences of Bivreni further down in the text of KKNCM A-95 (after the name Breni is
already introduced), | cannot even propose an assumption. In Bodl. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1, Breni
is used 51 times (including the first times where the name is mentioned) and only one time,
towards the end of the martyrdom, we find Bivreni; surprisingly, it is in exactly the same text
passage as the last mention of Bivreni in KCCNM A-95. The simplest justification for this could
be that this already occurred in the common model of the four witnesses.

In contrast to this, a quite uniform picture emerges in the Georgian representations of
the name Selinus/Zéinvoc: all four witnesses show Selinos, while Armenian represents the
name as Sifowianos and Latin as Sylenus and Silimag/chus. The latter is quite interesting as it
was obviously formed secondarily after Lysimachus; the name was originally probably
Sylvanus. The representation of the name Primus/TIpipog, on the other hand, is again quite
different in Georgian. There are mainly the three forms Primen, Primos and Primon, the
differences of which can be partly explained by an influence of the Greek endings -os (nom.sg.)
and -on (acc.sg.; the form Primon is only attested in Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 and the Armenian
version). Again, KCCNM A-95 offers another form of the name, namely Prisiman, which is
only used one time where the character is introduced. It can be assumed again that the scribe
did not know the name and copied it as Prisiman just once and then used the form Primen.

17 The text fragments of the martyrdom which are available in lvir. georg. 79+A-1769 do not contain the
passages where the emperor is mentioned, thus no name version.
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The name leria/Tepio reveals no peculiarities in its adaptations to the different
languages: Georgian shows a consistent representation as leria (or in the graphical variant Yeria
in the palimpsest, see chapter 3.3), while Armenian represents it as Eria/Eriay and Latin as
Hieria and Jeria. The same goes for the name of Thomais/@wpuaida: Latin and Sin. georg. 6
use consistently the form Thomais/Tomais, Armenian and Sin. georg. NF 84+90 provide the
similar forms T “owmayis and Tomays, and KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 contain the
name form Tomaia; Ivir. georg. 79+A-1769 follows the Greek directly with the form Tomaida.

4. Conclusion

The analyses presented in this paper have yielded some results but also introduced some new
questions.

The results yielded from applying Levenshtein distances in 3.2, where the four Georgian
text versions Sin. georg. NF 84+90, Sin. georg. 6, KKNCM A-95 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1
were compared with each other, are summarised in Fig. 8.

Differences in comparison

1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200 I

0

guantitative (unaltered) gualitative (customised)

m Sin. georg. 6 vs. MS georg. b. 1 m Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. Sin. georg. 6
KCCNM A-95 vs. MS georg. b. 1 KCCNM A-95 vs. Sin. georg. 6

m KCCNM A-95 vs. Sin. georg. NF 84+90 m Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. MS georg. b. 1

Figure 8: Differences between the four texts in comparison, calculated by Levenshtein distances

In both analyses, quantitative and qualitative, Sin. georg. 6 and Bodl. MS georg. b. 1 are
the most similar, followed by Sin. georg. NF 84+90 vs. Sin. georg. 6.; Sin. georg. NF 84+90
vs. Bodl. MS georg. b. 1, which are the most different from each other in the quantitative
analysis, are the third most similar qualitatively. The biggest differences can be found in the
comparison of KCCNM A-95 and Sin. georg. 6 (944 differences) and A-95 and Bodl. MS
georg. b. 1 (882 differences) according to the qualitative analysis.

Concerning the classification of the differences, we may summarise that most of the
differences are in form of additions, followed by lexical and grammatical variations, with c.
82% of those variations being of grammatical nature, mostly as variations in the nominal
domain (case, number, er there was one old translation into Georgian from which all four
witnesses were copied or more than one, still remains open. For further research, it is essential
that a complete text-critical analysis be carried out in order to find a final answer to our research
question.
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