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Abstract: This article presents a corpus-linguistic analysis of aphoristic expressions in the
Georgian national epic The Knight in the Panther’s Skin by Shota Rustaveli and examines its
translations into Russian and Ukrainian. The methodological approach is based on the “Rustaveli
goes digital” project, particularly its method of phrase alignment. The analysis of the
relationships between the Georgian original and the translations draws on the equivalence
classification model by Henjum and Koller as well as on concepts from cognitive semantics. In
addition, the phenomenon of the aphorism is examined in detail and theoretically defined. For
the empirical study, six aphorisms were selected as examples. Three one-line and three two-line
aphorisms were analyzed in order to account for expressions of varying length. In addition, the
contextual embedding of these statements within the narrative structure of the epic was
examined. The analysis reveals notable differences in translation strategies, especially with
regard to information structure and rhetorical devices. While both translations largely preserve
the universal and argumentative character of the aphorisms, the Ukrainian version shows greater
lexical proximity to the Georgian original but often exhibits more profound structural changes.
The Russian translation, by contrast, remains structurally closer to the source text but shows
stronger semantic deviations. The results highlight the complexity of translating aphorisms and
underscore their potential as objects of linguistic and translation-focused analysis.

Keywords: Corpus Linguistics, Translation studies, Digital Rustvelology, Aphorisms, Georgian
Language, Russian Language, Ukrainian Language

1. Introduction

Shota Rustaveli and the epic he authored, The Knight in the Panther’s Skin
(398boLEGHYsMLLb0), are not only considered the opus magnum of Georgian literature, but the
work also occupies a central role in Georgian culture — and beyond, worldwide. More than 800
years after its creation, the epic has been translated and adapted into 58 languages, resulting not
only in a complex web of translations — both diachronic and synchronic — but also in an
enormous amount of empirical data. The international project “Rustaveli goes digital” aims to
process these resources into a corpus that can be used across disciplines. The analysis presented
here is based on this idea and on the methodology of the project.

One particular type of expression plays a key role in the cultural significance of the epic:
the genre of aphorisms. The importance of aphorisms in Rustaveli’s work is reflected not only
in the large number of aphorism collections, but also in the way Rustaveli’s aphorisms have
been received in Georgian literature. One exemplary reference can be found in a passage from
Ilia Cav¢avaze’s short story “The Beggar’s Tale” (2e0obobls bsoddMdO): “Alion’s whelp is equal


https://doi.org/10.62235/mln.3.2025.9356

Millennium, Vol. 3, 2025

to a lion, be it male or female.” (Cav¢avaze 1985: 55). This quote is used in reference to Queen
Tamar, thereby highlighting her qualities as a ruler and her equal footing with men on the throne.

Aphorisms are also of significant interest from the perspective of translation studies,
particularly for examining translation strategies and intertextual relationships. The
characteristics of aphorisms as a specific type of expression are discussed in the following
chapter.

For the analysis, one translation into Russian and one into Ukrainian were chosen for
comparison — both belonging to the East Slavic languages. Rustaveli and his aphorisms enjoy
great popularity in both language areas, but especially the Russian translations play a key role
in the study of intertextual relationships, as they were often used as source texts for further
translations. This study uses the Ukrainian translation by Mykola Bazan (1937) and the Russian
translation by Salva Nucubize (1957; first edition 1941), while the Georgian reference text is
the 1975 scholarly edition edited by Akaki Sanize.

When identifying the aphorisms from Rustaveli’s work suitable for empirical analysis,
a significant divergence in what is considered an aphorism becomes apparent. Collections of
aphorisms vary widely, ranging from two dozen to as many as 200 entries. As the basis for
selecting the sayings considered aphorisms, the collection by AbZandaze and Xucisvili (1943)
was chosen, which includes 52 aphorisms and was published around the same time as the two
translations used in this study.

The central research question for the analysis is: What characteristics do the aphorisms
exhibit, and what translation strategies and patterns can be observed in their translations? The
study first addresses the concept of aphorism from a linguistic perspective, followed by a
presentation of the methodology. Subsequently, the results of the comparative corpus analysis
are presented and discussed, culminating in a concluding reflection.

2. The Definition of an Aphorism

Even if this may seem trivial at first, the fundamental question for the analysis arises: What
actually is an aphorism? What characterizes it and how can this utterance be defined
linguistically for the purpose of analysis?

The word aphorism derives from the Ancient Greek dgopiopog and means “a)
delimitation, distinction, exclusion; b) determination, definition; c¢) offering” (Montanari 2023:
341). The term first appears in ancient Greece in the foundational work of Hippocrates of Kos
(Vollers 2016: 46—47). This work is a compilation of 422 statements divided into seven books,
all relating to various aspects of medicine. These statements are notable for their memorable
and expressive character, as illustrated by the very first verse of the work: ,,6 fiog fpoyvg, i d¢
wéyvn paxp ... L.

To this day, aphorisms enjoy great popularity and show a far-reaching culture of
reception, e.g. utterances by Seneca, Marc Aurel, Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur Schopenhauer,
Karl Kraus oder Stanistaw Jerzy Lec (Geary 2005: 49-65, 102-123, 174-192).

These examples illustrate the use of the term “aphorism,” but the question arises as to
how aphorism can be defined from a linguistic perspective in order to serve as a working
concept in the analysis. As a basis for a definition applicable to the analysis, definitions from

! Life is short, the Art long... “ (Hippokrates von Kos, Ubers. Jones 1959: 98-99)
6
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standard encyclopedias and dictionaries (some with a linguistic focus) were examined. The
characteristics identified in this overview are presented below.

Representative of the definitions of the term aphorism found in many encyclopedias and
dictionaries is that of the Collins Cobuild Advanced Learner’s Dictionary:
“An aphorism is a short witty sentence which expresses a general truth or comment.”

According to many definitions, an aphorism is characterized by a certain conciseness,
which is understood not only as a formal feature but also as a pragmatic one. A common
distinctive feature mentioned is the teleological nature of aphorisms as linguistic expressions—
that is, their purpose is the transmission of a general or universal truth. The aim of this specific
category of expression is thus the cognitive stimulation of the recipient.

Closely related to this is the concept of generalization, which is identified as a central
property of aphorisms—they convey universally valid and generalizable wisdoms. The
definition provided in the Metzler Lexikon Sprache also highlights the use of rhetorical devices
or humor, as well as an underlying skeptical or critical attitude.

In Der Neue Pauly, further characteristics are identified: the use of rhetorical devices,
contextual isolation, the linguistic deviation from everyday discourse, quotability (especially in
the context of reception processes), and the deictic nature of aphorisms in the relationship
between the individual and the environment or societas.

It becomes evident that the term aphorism appears vague or imprecise in many
definitions and thus seems unsuitable as a basis for empirical analysis. To further explore the
issue of defining the term, the approach of Evgenij Ivanov (2020), who explicitly addresses the
problem of the linguistic definition of aphorisms, will be examined and discussed.

In his article, Ivanov examines a wide range of characteristics associated with aphorisms
in terms of their relevance for a linguistic definition. Ivanov classifies the categories of
polylexicality, idiomaticity, textual form, and aesthetic quality as facultative. While he
considers reproducibility and stability to be specific to aphorisms, he notes that they do not
appear consistently and therefore should also be regarded as facultative features. He identifies
three obligatory features: nominative semantics, discursive autonomy, and monophraseological
structure. As the only truly distinctive feature—especially in comparison to similar types of
utterances—he regards the universal or generalizing character of the semantics of aphorisms
(Ivanov 2020: 697-700).

As a conclusion from the discussion on defining aphorisms, the following working
definition is proposed:

1. An aphorism is a linguistic utterance perceived as a general truth or wisdom, whose
semantic character is invariably universal;

2. It consists of phraseological units at the clause or sentence level, which appear either as
monophraseological expressions or as coherent segments, and are further distinguished
by their discursive autonomy from the linguistic context;

3. Typically—but not necessarily—aphorisms are characterized by a specific linguistic
aesthetic (e.g., thyme or rhetorical devices) and by partial or complete idiomaticity
inherent in the expression;

4. An aphorism is marked by its receptivity and actual reception (e.g., quotation), through
which recipients may gain prestige by referencing the source or originator, or establish
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a connection to the original context, along with an accompanying stability of its

components.

This four-part working definition forms the basis for the empirical analysis of aphorisms
in Rustaveli’s work. This also raises the question of whether—and to what extent—this working
definition applies to the utterances in Rustaveli’s text that are considered aphorisms.

3. Methodology

Three main methodological approaches were used in the analysis: 1. phrase alignment, 2.
classification of equivalents and 3. analysis of the information structure, following the model
of cognitive semantics. These three methodologies are described below.

1. The method of phrase alignment used in this work follows the model of the “Rustaveli goes
digital” project.? The starting point for this is the digitization of the texts, followed by the
parallelization of the verses according to the Georgian original. A verse consisting of four
phrases would be represented as follows: <phl>a</phl>, <ph2>b</ph2>, <ph3>c</ph3>
<ph4>d</ph4>

Since the analysis is comparative in nature - the aim is to analyze the relationship
between the original and the translations as well as the equivalents are determined based on the
aligned phrases of the original. In other words, the equivalents to the phrases in Georgian are
identified, whereby the numbering is based on the Georgian phrases. This is illustrated using
verse 1.39.4. and the English translation by Marjory Wardrop (Wardrop 1966: 29) (Fig. 1):

| <phl>¢9330 wmdolo</phl> <ph2>LfmGHos<ph2>, <ph3>dvy ogmli</ph3>, <ph4>0wmbes bgsos</phd> |

| <ph1>The lion’s whelps</ph1> <ph2>are equal (alike lions)</ph2>, <ph4>be they male</ph4> <ph3> or female </ph3>. |

Fig. 1: Example of phrase alignment (Georgian-English)

This illustrates the basic features of the semantic-structural analysis at the phrase level,
allowing fundamental structural differences between the original and the translation(s) to be
identified. For this analysis, however, the aim is to look at the phrases in more depth to
categorize the relationship between the original and the translation based on their degree of
equivalence and to be able to assess the information structure not only structurally but also
qualitatively.

2. The equivalence model by Henjum and Koller (2020), which is explained in more detail in
the following section, is used for this in-depth examination of equivalents. As already
mentioned, Henjum and Koller's (2020) equivalence theory forms the basis for categorizing the
relationships between the original and the translation in terms of equivalents. Henjum and
Koller divide denotative equivalence into five types of correspondence: 1:1 correspondence,
I:n correspondence, n:1 correspondence, 1:0 correspondence and 1:pars correspondence
(Henjum / Koller 2020: 253-279).

2 https://rustaveli-goes-digital.de/
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These categories of equivalence established by Henjum and Koller can be defined as
follows with reference to the individual units of the sentence, whereby the reference point
always remains the original:

1:1 correspondence: A unit in the Georgian original has a direct equivalent in the translation
in semantic terms.

1:n correspondence: One unit of the Georgian original has several or more complex
equivalents in the translation.

n:1 correspondence: Several units of the Georgian original were combined or simplified into
one equivalent in the translation.

1:0 correspondence: One unit of the Georgian original has no equivalent in the translation.

1:pars Entsprechung: A unit in the Georgian original has only a limited equivalent in the
translation, or only a partial equivalent on the semantic level, but is to be regarded as an
equivalent on the functional level.

3. The classification of the components of the analyzed linguistic data material - aimed at
examining the elements that together form the semantic message of the sentence - is based on
concepts from approaches in cognitive and conceptual semantics. As the basis of the
linguistically realized signs that make up the cognitive system, Ray Jackendoff defines the term
concept as follows:

“Matched with (nearly) every utterance is a meaning - a thought that the utterance
expresses. We typically create new utterances like the ones above because we have new
thoughts we want to express. [...] Part of this system is a large collection of stored parts,
which we might call “concepts.” (Jackendoft 2012: 9).

This idea of concept forms the pillar for categorizing the components. A concept (C)
refers to physical objects, static or dynamic entities, properties, or, for example, mental
processes that function as carriers of an informational unit (Jackendoff 2012: 23-34).
Additionally, the components are further classified as predications (P)—which refer to concepts
by attributing characteristics to them or, where applicable, negating them—predicates (p)—
which describe dynamic actions or static states in which the concepts may function as subjects
or objects—and referential devices (R[x])—which refer anaphorically or cataphorically to
concepts—in order to capture the structuring of information.

4. The Empirical Analysis

Six aphorisms from the collection of aphorisms by Abzandaze and Xucisvili (1943) were
chosen and analyzed. Three one-line aphorisms (in the Georgian original: 0.30.4., 1.50.4. and
43.1083.4.) and three two-line aphorisms (32.798.1-2., 34.815. 2-3. and 44.1094. 3-4.) were
selected.

The analysis of a single-line aphorism (1.50.4.) is presented as an example, followed by the
results of the analysis of all the aphorisms examined (Fig. 2 & Tab. 1):
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1.50.4. | «[Yro] [paznamis] — [Bepuétcst], [a uTo] — [To Bce uyxoe]!»
PRO.ACC distribute.PRS PREP 2SG.DAT PART return.PRS CNJ PRO NEG.P PRO.NOM PRO.NOM
someone _else’s.NOM
[What] [you distribute], [returns], [and what] [it’s all someone else’s]
1.50.4. | [@abogo] [3obs9dl, [o1]; | [®ab] , [©5350379¢00[o]]1"
PRO.ACC=FOC give_away.PRS 2SG.POS=COP PRO.ACC NEG.P lost-NOM=COP
[That which] [you give away] [is]] [which] [lost [is]]
1.50.4. | [Ilo] — [3ry6uB HaBiku], [mo] [po3nas] — «“

PRO.ACC keep.PST loose-PST ADV PRO.ACC distribute-PST 2SG.POS.

NOM PREP grave-GEN

[What]

[you have lost forever] [what] [you distributed]

Fig. 2: Analysis of the aphorism 9°°1.50.4. (Russian above, Ukrainian below)

In the next stage of analysis, we will consider aphorisms at the level of concepts and

predications:
Georgian Russian Ukrainian
Structure C1—p1—P1[COP1] - C2— Ci1—p1—R[2SG] - Co — pz— p(Geo: Py) —
P2[COP;] p2—C2—Ps3 Ci-P:
Components Ci1: O3S Ci: uto0 Ci: mo
Co: ol Ca: uTo HET Ca: mo
. Ps: To Bce uyxoe P1: TBOE 10 TpOGA
El: 8360@ R[2SG]: k Tebe x P1: po3naB
2- @33°03JL0 p1: pa3naiib p2: 30epir
p1: b33 p2: HeT [p1]*® p(Geo: Py): 3ry6us
p2: o6 [pa]? P3: BEpHETCS HaBiKH
COPy: =5
COP,: =5
Phrase Structure C:: PRO C.1: PRO C.: PRO
C.: PRO — NEG.P C.: PRO — NEG.P C.: PRO
pi: V Ps: PRO - PRO — P.: 2SG.POS -
p2: NEG.P — [p1] ADV PREP — N
P1: 2SG.POS R[2SG]: PREP — pi: V
P2: PTCP 2SG - PART p2: V
p1: V p(Geo: Py): V — ADV
p2: NEG.P — [p1]
ps: V
Syntactic Structure | pi: 3-argument V p1: 2-argument V pi: 2-argument V
p2: [p1] p2: [pi] p2: 2-argument V
Ci1: DO (DAT) ps: 1-argument V p(Geo: P,): 2-
C.: DO (DAT) C:1: DO (ACC) argument V
C.: DO (ACC) Ci1: DO (ACC)
R[2SG]: ADVB C.: DO (ACC)

Tab. 1: Analysis of the aphorism and the structure in the source language and translations

3 This is an ellipse.
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This aphorism expresses a universal truth concerning giving and keeping. On a
figurative level, the saying suggests that giving to others, rather than keeping something
exclusively for oneself, leads to positive consequences; in this, it faintly echoes the saying found
in the Acts of the Apostles ,,It is more blessed to give than to receive.**

In the Georgian original, there are two asyndetic main clauses that have an almost
identical structure: Direct object - predicate - predicative - copula - where the objects together
with the predicate each form a subject subordinate clause - except that in the second main clause
the predicate, identical to the three-argument verb pi, is expressed elliptically by means of
“565” (‘not’). Here, the first main clause is a positive clause, which is opposed by a second
negated main clause.

In the Russian translation, a similar structure is evident in its basic form: it also consists
of two asyndetic main clauses. Both direct objects are linked to the same predicate, which is
elliptically realized in the second main clause as well. A clear semantic as well as functional
difference emerges in the translation of P; and the copula from the Georgian original. The
predication of the original was rendered in Russian using an adverbial phrase and a predicate.
The pronoun ,,re6e” (‘you’) in the adverbial phrase, which is further emphasized by the
emphatic particle ,,x*, refers—just like the possessive pronoun ,,d960% (‘your’)—to the second
person singular. The adverbial phrase consists of a preposition, a pronoun, and a focus particle,
resulting in a specification in the sense of an allative case. This serves as an indication of local
direction in connection with the one-argument verb ,,Bepaércs“ (it returns’), which at first
glance does not seem to have a counterpart in Georgian. From the combination of the predicate
and the adverbial phrase, it follows that this is an equivalent to P; and the copula, whereby the
predicative statement of the original is rendered as a dynamic verbal process, resulting in a
significant change in semantics. It is not a predicative statement about possessivity, but rather
describes an antithetical process with reference to the subject subordinate clause—here, the
antithetical pair ‘distribute’ (,,pazmars*) vs. ‘return’ (,,BepHyTbhca‘) emerges. In the verb
»paznarp‘ (‘distribute’), the use of the prefix {pa3-} is notable, as it does not merely describe a
process of ‘giving away’ by the subject but rather a process involving a broad circle of
recipients. In the second main clause, a semantic difference in predication is apparent compared
to the Georgian original: while the participle ‘lost’ (,,05350390) 1s used there, in Russian
this is translated by referring to a foreign possessor (,,ayxoe‘‘). While in Georgian, because of
the negation of p1, a loss of possession is described, in Russian this is rendered as a shift in
possession relations.

Fundamentally, the Ukrainian translation also shows a sentence structure similar to the
Georgian original—two asyndetic main clauses. In the translation, no ellipsis for P is
reproduced; instead, a new positive predicate appears that indicates the consequence of the
negated action of P (‘not distribute’ — ‘keep’). Furthermore, analogous to the Russian
translation, the prefix {po3-} is used in ,,po3nas* (‘have distributed’), which targets a broad
circle of recipients. However, the information structure in Ukrainian is arranged oppositely to
Georgian: first comes the second main clause, which is negated in Georgian but positive here,
followed by the first main clause, which is positive in Georgian (thus, abstractly, with regard to

4 The Holy Bible, English Standard Version. Acts 20:35.
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the evaluative connotation of the individual main clauses, the following pattern emerges:
Georgian: x (+), y (—); Ukrainian: y (-), X (+)).

Moreover, it is noteworthy that the predicate ,,3ryouB HaBiku™ (‘lost forever’) represents
a verbalization of P> ,,0053563me0* (‘lost’) from the original. In addition, there is a strong
emphasis on P; by the addition of the adverbial phrase ,,mo rpo6a“ (‘until the grave’) to the
possessive pronoun, highlighting the constancy prevailing in earthly life. Essentially, the
sentence-final predication ,,rBoe 1o rpo6a“ (‘yours until the grave’) itself functions as a
catchphrase (idiomatic expression).

Both translations show that the decision was made to verbalize one of the predicatives;
in both cases that of the first main clause. The basic structure of the Russian translation follows
the Georgian original, but individual components are not 1:1 equivalents—this is particularly
noticeable in the verbalization towards a dynamic process in p1 and R[2SG]. In contrast, the
components in Ukrainian are in themselves 1:1 equivalents, but the information structure of the
antithetically arranged main clauses is the opposite of Georgian—first the negative
consequence of keeping and then the positive consequence of giving away.

This aphorism appears during the introduction of Tinatin as queen by her father
Rostevan. He gives advice to his weeping daughter, which begins at 1.48.1. He advises her to
make wise and considered decisions, as these will ultimately pay off. In the stanza containing
the aphorism, Rostevan advises generosity, including regarding ‘food and drink’ (©¢°1.50.3.
“b0s-35057), as this brings benefits. In the verse immediately preceding the aphorism, a
rhetorical question directed at the preceding advice appears: “...0905 Mo LogsMA05?!”
(6¢°1.50.3. *...what use is possession?’), to which the aphorism follows as a reply. The aphorism
can be understood both as a conclusion drawn from what has already been said and as an appeal,
in the sense that generosity brings positive outcomes—so give, because what you give brings
good, and what you do not bring you nothing or even harm. Following this, the fatherly advice
is referred to as “Ufogeols” (9°°1.51.1. ‘teaching’), marking the preceding as a teaching.

The Russian translation shows a parallel structure and idea to the Georgian original. The
Ukrainian also shows a parallel idea, but the line preceding the aphorism differs structurally, as
it is not formulated as a predication + rhetorical question, but as two predications. In both
translations, there is also a comparable marking of what has been said in the following line.

5. Results of the Empirical Analysis

The discussion of the analysis aims to identify which fundamental structures, translational
processes, and information-structural phenomena can be observed in the empirical material,
and what can be noted regarding the research question posed at the outset. To this end, the
observed differences between the original text and the translations are first presented concisely,
followed by a discussion of the characteristic similarities that emerged during the analysis. The
chapter concludes with an overall overview of the different types of correspondences between
the original and the respective translations.

5.1. Divergences observed in the Analysis
At first glance, the cases in which semantic differences between individual components are
evident stand out—these often manifest as 1:pars correspondences. For example, this can be
observed in the Russian translation of concept C; in verse 9°°34.815.2 of the Georgian original.

12
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The Georgian concept ,,d936096Mms* ("scholars") refers to a group of individuals who possess
a high degree of knowledge or scientific expertise. The corresponding Russian translation, ,,B
Haykax“ ("in the sciences"), by contrast, is abstract and non-human in nature, and can be seen
as an associated field of activity of the group of individuals described in the Georgian version.
This example illustrates the principle of such semantic shifts: only certain aspects of the
underlying semantic profile are translated or transformed, which means that only part of the
original meaning is conveyed to the readers of the translation—or a completely new direction
is introduced through a modified concept. This can be attributed either to the lexical inventory
of the target language or to the stylistic or semantic considerations of the translators, or their
interpretation of the narrative.

In addition, differences between the original and the translations emerge regarding the
use of rhetorical devices or linguistic aesthetics—for example, in the translation of the anaphora
»98b5 356LS 530 Lo@Gygs...« (¢°°0.30.4, "The evil man [speaks] the evil word...") from the
Georgian original. In the Russian translation, ,,310e cioBo [ ...] mumb 310z¢eit.* (2%50.28.4, "The
evil word [...] only the villain."), the attribute "evil" appears only in the sentence-initial
component, while the second component, which also occurs in sentence-final position, contains
this attribute lexically.

In the Ukrainian translation, ,,...37mmii 3moctuse cioso...“ (Y0.30.4, "...the vicious
[man] the wicked word..."), the corresponding attribute appears only in the second component,
as it is also lexically present in the first component. However, due to the similarity in the initial
sounds (a spirant followed by a lateral), a certain degree of linguistic aesthetics can still be
observed.

The fact that such aesthetic phenomena are not carried over—in this case, the stylistic
device could also be interpreted as an allusion to the cohesion of the components—results in a
loss of the poetic quality of Rustaveli's language. This can be attributed to the differing
inventories of the target languages, the individual decisions made by the translators, or simply
the complexity of replicating poetic language.

On a structural level, it is noticeable that both translations show divergent arrangements
of the components in relation to the original, whereby this is particularly noticeable in the
Ukrainian translation.

The Ukrainian translation is characterized by a deeper structural phenomenon: in the
translation there is often a diametrical arrangement of the entire verse. As an example, the
second line of stanza 91094 in the Georgian version and the Ukrainian translation are
juxtaposed: ,,33565 06 Gogd> L, 0g03g Fodmobogdol (9°°44.1094.4. , What stands
inside the jug will flow out.?) vs. ,, Timpku Te 13 TIeKa JUIETHCS, 1O OYyJIO 10 TIeKa BIUTE™
,Only this flows out of the jug, what was poured into the jug.‘). This comparison reveals a clear
structural difference: while in Georgian the information about the entity contained in the jug is
presented first, followed by the information about the outpouring that will occur in the future,
the Ukrainian version presents this in reverse order. The information about the outpouring of
the entity comes first, and only then, in a subordinate clause, follows the information about an
already completed action—namely, that the liquid was previously poured in. Graphically, this
can be represented as follows (Fig. 3):
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Georgian: | Liquid is in the jug ‘— Liquid will flow out

Ukrainian: | Liquid flows out of the jug Liquid has been poured in before

Fig. 3: Visualization of the action logic U

A closer analysis of the aphorisms also reveals the complexity of the argumentative

structures in Rustaveli's epic, which often possess a distinctly dialectical character. The aim of
these complex structures is to reflect cognitive processes or to depict multifaceted
communication situations, whereby the semantics sometimes only become clear after careful
consideration—this applies especially to the aphorisms. As the analysis showed, there is a
tendency in the translations to simplify these complex patterns. As a result, dialectical processes
or layered argumentative structures are lost, though translators also bring in their own
interpretations. These simplifications are likely motivated both by the aim of improving
readability for the target audience and by the translators’ individual interpretations.

The following section will outline the most characteristic similarities between the original
and the translations.

5.2. Similarities observed in the Analysis
All the aphorisms analyzed share the universality of their statements. This is conveyed through
the interplay of grammatical devices (e.g., impersonal forms), the use of lexemes as classes
without referential representations (e.g., in 9°°43.1083.4, the concept '9370b5¢0ds6' [‘healer’]
—which also applies to the translations), and their function as rhetorical devices. With regard to
the working categories developed in the chapter on aphorisms, this also pertains to their
independence from discourse, idiomaticity, and nominative character, as was shown in the
analysis.

It became apparent that the translations exhibit various differences compared to the
original, yet in most cases a common underlying idea can be identified. The only possible
exception is an aphorism in the Russian translation (%*34.817.2-3.), which shows more
significant semantic differences. This is partly due to the permutation of subject and predicative
in the first line. Additionally, the semantic specification in the second line results in Rostevan’s
appeal not addressing the manner of conveying the message, as in the original, but rather
referring to an action that affects the personal emotional realm.

From the perspective of the context of the aphorisms, although certain differences are
recognizable, especially regarding simplification, no major differences were apparent.

It was also observed that the aphorisms in Rustaveli’s epic function as arguments. These
aphorisms appear either at the conclusion of cognitive processes (e.g., 9°°43.1083.4.) or amid
discourses (e.g., 9°°34.815.2-3. or 9%°32.798.1-2.). In their role as arguments, they serve as
cognitive stimuli or lend decisive weight to a train of thought, with their argumentative effect
primarily arising from their reference to universal wisdoms or generally valid principles—or,
as in the case of 9°34.817.2., to a specific class of people. Although certain influencing
phenomena were observed in the analysis regarding the argumentation structure, e.g. structural
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changes, deviations in the equivalents or simplifications, it also applies to the translations that
the aphorisms fulfill the function of arguments.

5.3. Quantitative Evaluation
Certain occurrences of correspondences have already been addressed in the analysis to some
extent, but a comprehensive overview of the evaluation of the correspondences will follow.
A quantitative overall summary of all analyzed component types presents the following picture
(Tab. 2):

Geo Rus Ukr
K 15 16 21
P 4 8 3
p 13 12 11
R[X] 4 4 2

Tab. 2: Overall summary of all analyzed components

Regarding the respective aphorisms, the following numbers of deviations can be seen

with the component types (Tab. 3):

Geo 0.30.4. | Geo 1.50.4. | Geo43.1083.4 | Geo 32.798.1-2. | Geo 34.817.2-3. Geo 44.1096.3-4.
Rus Ukr Rus | Ukr Rus Ukr Rus Ukr Rus Ukr Rus Ukr
0 0 3 2 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 6

Tab. 3: Deviations of the aphorisms from the source language

For the one-line aphorisms, the highest number of deviations is found in the Russian translation
of 1.50.4, with four deviations, and for the two-line aphorisms, in the Ukrainian translation of
44.1096.3-4, with six deviations. Quantitatively, the total number of deviations amounts to 20
for the Russian translation and 18 for the Ukrainian translation

When examining the different types of correspondences according to the model of Henjum and
Koller (2020), the following picture emerges for the respective aphorisms (Tab. 4 & 5):

0.30.4. 1.50.4. 43.1063.4.
Geo 4 6 6
Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr

11 2 3 4 3 2 1

Iin 2

n:1 1

1.0 1
1:pars 2 1 2 1 4 2

Tab. 4: Different types of correpsondences (one-line aphorisms)
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32.798.1-2. 34.817.2-3. 44.1094.3-4.
Geo 5 8 8
Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr
11 1 1 4 5 1 3
1in 1 2
n:1 1 1
1:0 2 3 3 1 3
1:pars 1 1 1 1 2 2

Tab. 5: Different types of correpsondences (two-line aphorisms)

An overview of the total number of occurring correspondences shows the following
numbers for 36 relevant components in Georgian (Tab. 6):

Geo-Rus Geo-Ukr
1:1 14 16
1l:n
n:1
1:0
1:pars 11
Total number of correspondences 35 34

Tab. 6: Correspondences appearing in the analysis

The overall overview of the correspondences shows that no exorbitant difference can be
identified between the translations. Looking at the percentages, 40% of the correspondences in
the Russian translation are 1:1 correspondences, while in the Ukrainian translation it is 47.06%.
1:n correspondences account for 8.57% in Russian and 5.88% in Ukrainian. Regarding the n:1-
correspondences, this results in a figure of 2.86% in the Russian translation and 5.88% in the
Ukrainian translation. For 1:0 correspondences, Russian shows a share of 17.14% and
Ukrainian 20.59%. Finally, the percentage of 1:pars correspondences in the Russian translation
is 31.43%, compared to 20.59% in the Ukrainian.

Considering the evaluation of the correspondences, it is evident that the Ukrainian
translation has about 7% more 1:1 correspondences (47.06%) than the Russian translation.
Additionally, for the second most frequent type of correspondence, the 1:pars correspondences,
Russian leads proportionally ahead of Ukrainian by about 10%. In contrast, Ukrainian slightly
surpasses Russian in 1:0 correspondences by roughly 3%. Based on this analysis, it can be
concluded that, at the level of correspondences, the Ukrainian translation is closer to the
Georgian source than the Russian translation, although both do not diverge significantly
percentagewise.
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6. Conclusion

The category of universality also applies to Rustaveli’s aphorisms. They always express
universal relationships, where the lexemes refer to classes rather than to specific entities.

In the comparative analysis, processes of semantic transformations, omission of various
components, simplifications, innovations, and permutations at the level of information structure
could be observed. As a result, the translations lose the philosophical and argumentative depth
of the original text. Both translations showed divergent orders of components compared to the
original, with many Ukrainian examples exhibiting profound structural changes, resulting in
diametrically opposed arrangements of information.

Although more deviations in correspondences were generally observed in Nucubize’s
translation than in Bazan’s, the structural differences in the Ukrainian translation represent
deeper divergences. This also empirically suggests that there is likely no direct relation between
the two translations, as the differences are evident and only a few parallels appear between
them.

As the detailed examination of the aphorisms in Rustaveli’s work has shown, these are
not only universal wisdoms but arguments of philosophical dimension that continue to
encourage readers to engage with them and their underlying concepts to this day.

The results of the analysis made clear the central role the aphorisms play in Rustaveli’s
epic and the wide range of translatological phenomena that arise when examining the
translations. Due to their special qualities as linguistic expressions, they offer a promising field
for various research approaches across multiple disciplines. Aphorisms serve as focal points for
examining intertextual relationships between the translations, as they provide insight into the
perspectives and interpretations of the translators. It became clear that the aphorisms in
Rustaveli’s work are not merely simple sayings—they form the heart of the epic, revealing the
cosmos of Rustaveli’s philosophical reflections.
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