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The New ladgari, a major monument of medieval Georgian hymnography,
preserves a rich repertoire of the ancient Jerusalem liturgical tradition. Due to
fundamental prosodic differences between Greek syllabic-tonal meter and Georgian
prosody, direct transfer of melodic-rhythmic structures proved impossible. This study
attempts to show that cohesion in the Georgian translations is achieved primarily through
internal morphosyntactic parallelism. Drawing on Jakobson’s principle of equivalence
(1987) and Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion theory (1976), the analysis of selected Lenten
hymns demonstrates that systematic grammatical repetitions create syntactic isocolons
and “grammatical rhyme.” Treating Georgian versions as autonomous linguistic realities,
the study underscores morphosyntactic parallelism as a fundamental compensatory
mechanism that ensures textual unity in the liturgical context.

Keywords: New Iadgari, morphosyntactic parallelism, cohesion, syntactic isocolon,
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The New Iadgari represents one of the most significant monuments of
Georgian hymnographic heritage, preserving key elements of the ancient
Jerusalem liturgical tradition (Tropologion) from the 5th to 9th centuries, with
its formation continuing well into the 10th century (Metreveli et al. 1980). While
the Old Iadgari reflects early Jerusalem practice, the New (or Great) ladgari
incorporates later redactions and original Georgian compositions, reflecting
both translation activity and creative adaptation to local musical and linguistic
realities.

Georgian hymnographic translations from Greek cannot be regarded as
mere calques. Due to fundamental prosodic differences — Greek reliance on
syllabic count and tonal accent versus the stress-based and agglutinative flexibility
of Georgian — the direct transfer of melodic-rhythmic structures proved
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impossible (Sulava 2006). In response, morphosyntactic parallelism emerges as a
prominent cohesion strategy in the Georgian hymnographic translations. Rather
than being merely incidental, this feature appears to function as a systematic
compensatory mechanism that addresses the absence of classical Greek metrical
structures, thereby contributing to textual stability, rhythmic resonance, and
liturgical performability.

This study treats the Georgian versions as autonomous linguistic realities,
in which structural unity is achieved through systematic grammatical repetitions
— including case suffixes, aorist verbal templates, and preverbs — rather than
through mechanical reproduction of the source text. Drawing on Jakobson’s
principle of equivalence in poetic language (1987) and Halliday and Hasan’s
theory of textual cohesion (1976), the analysis focuses on syntactic isocolons —
clauses of equal length and parallel grammatical structure — as key devices. These
isocolons may reflect the rhythmic and melodic segmentation of the Heirmos,
although precise correspondence requires further musicological verification.
Morphological glossing according to the Leipzig Glossing Rules is employed to
visualize recurring grammatical markers and their distributional patterns.

Ultimately, the research seeks to demonstrate how Georgian hymnography
transformed foreign models into a culturally resonant liturgical discourse,
emphasizing internal “grammatical rhyme” (homoeoteleuton) and verbal
symmetry as essential compensatory mechanisms that allowed the tradition
to maintain both theological depth and performative vitality within its own
linguistic framework.

This study represents an attempt to demonstrate that the cohesion strategies
observed in the hymns of the New Iadgari may reflect the creative potential
and internal resources of the Georgian language itself. Confronted with the
impossibility of directly transferring the syllabic and tonal structures characteristic
of Greek hymnography, the Georgian redactors appear to have drawn upon the
morphological and syntactic possibilities of their native language to create an
autonomous poetic discourse. In this sense, morphosyntactic parallelism can be
seen as a compensatory mechanism that effectively substitutes for the classical
Greek metrical system, generating rhythmic resonance and structural unity
through purely internal linguistic means.

The present study draws on two complementary theoretical frameworks
to analyze cohesion in the hymns of the New Iadgari: Roman Jakobson’s concept
of poetic parallelism and M.A K. Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan’s theory of textual
cohesion.

Jakobson (1987 [1960]) defines the poetic function of language as the
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projection of the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection onto the axis
of combination. In poetic texts, equivalence operates not only at the phonological
or lexical levels but also at morphological and syntactic ones, creating pervasive
patterns of recurrence and contrast. In liturgical hymnography, where the text
must align with musical periods and serve performative and mnemonic purposes,
such parallelism acquires particular importance. It transforms grammatical
categories into autonomous carriers of rhythm and structure, compensating
for the absence of quantitative meter typical of classical Greek poetry. In the
Georgian context, this manifests as systematic repetition of verbal templates,
case markers, preverbs, and inflectional suffixes, producing what can be termed
“grammatical rhyme” or homoeoteleuton.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) provide a functional model of cohesion,
identifying grammatical devices—reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction,
and lexical cohesion—that create texture in discourse. In the hymns under study,
grammatical cohesion predominates through the systematic repetition of specific
morphological markers. These include the dative suffix -s accompanied by an
emphatic final vowel -a (resulting in the surface form -sa), the aorist suffix -a, etc.
Such repetitions function as cohesive ties that bind individual clauses into larger
symmetrical units, ensuring structural predictability and unity.

While certain fusional elements exist — such as the third-person plural
subject suffixes (-n, -en, -es), which simultaneously encode person and number
— the language is overwhelmingly characterized by affix-rich morphology in
which individual affixes tend to express discrete grammatical functions. This
agglutinative profile, with its wealth of prefixes (version markers, person indices)
and suffixes (thematic markers, screeve indicators, plural markers), provides
exceptional flexibility for constructing symmetrical and rhythmic patterns.
In hymnographic redactions, the ability to concatenate and rearrange affixes
without significant fusion or allomorphy allows translators to achieve precise
syntactic isocolons and recurring grammatical rhymes, aligning textual structure
with the requirements of the Heirmos melody while preserving semantic clarity.

The methodological core of the analysis is interlinear morphological
glossing following the Leipzig Glossing Rules (Comrie, Haspelmath & Bickel
2015). These conventions require:

e Word-by-word vertical alignment between the original text and
glosses,

e Morpheme-by-morpheme segmentation with hyphens,

 Consistent category abbreviations (e.g., AOR for aorist, PASS for
passive, PV for preverb, 3SG for third-person singular),

68



. ©g30dy

e Left alignment and precise correspondence between segments.
This method allows clear visualization of recurring grammatical elements
and their distribution across clauses, revealing patterns that might remain hidden
in plain text. For Old Georgian verbs, glosses distinguish preverbs (PV), root,
screeve markers, person/number, and voice. Examples in the analysis will follow
the standard three-line format:

o -4ab -96 -0 -0
i -kmn -en -i -t
PASS- become AOR.PASS EPENTH 2PL

Where Greek parallels exist, they are presented alongside for contrast,
highlighting divergences in cohesive strategies.

The research focuses on identifying syntactic isocolons — clauses of
approximately equal length and parallel grammatical structure. In Old Georgian,
flexible word order facilitates such symmetry without semantic loss, enabling the
redactors to rearrange constituents to fit rhythmic requirements.

The corpus primarily draws on digitized Sinai manuscripts (Sin. Geo. 1, Sin.
Geo. 14, and Sin. Geo. 26), which represent important 10th-century witnesses of
the New ladgari. Given the editorial heterogeneity of medieval hymnographic
traditions and the frequent difficulty of identifying exact Greek Vorlagen, the
Georgian texts are treated as autonomous linguistic systems rather than mere
derivative translations.

This combined approach — Jakobsonian equivalence + Hallidayan cohesion
+ Leipzig glossing — enables a rigorous description of how morphosyntactic
parallelism functionsasthe dominant cohesionstrategy in Georgian hymnography,
transforming imported models into a culturally and linguistically self-sufficient
liturgical discourse.

This section examines four representative examples from the Lenten cycle
hymns of the New Iadgari, drawn from the digitized Sinai manuscripts (Sin. Geo. 1,
Sin. Geo. 14, and Sin. Geo. 26). The selection focuses on fragments that exemplify
morphosyntactic parallelism as a cohesion strategy, including morphological
repetition (e.g., aorist suffixes, preverbs), syntactic isocolons (balanced clauses),
and root consistency. Each example includes the Old Georgian text, interlinear
glossing per Leipzig Glossing Rules (Comrie et al. 2015), English translation
(revised for clarity and liturgical tone), and, where identifiable, Greek parallels
for contrast. Analysis highlights cohesive devices and their compensatory role
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in Georgian prosody versus Greek syllabism and tonality. Due to the editorial
heterogeneity of medieval hymnography, exact Greek Vorlagen are often elusive
(Nikiforova 2025; Sulava 2006), so the Georgian text is treated as autonomous
when necessary.

The analysis of four representative hymns from the Lenten cycle reveals
that morphosyntactic parallelism operates as the dominant mechanism of
textual cohesion in the New ladgari. Rather than relying on syllable count or
tonal accentuation characteristic of Greek hymnography, Georgian redactors
consistently employed grammatical repetition — including aorist verbal
templates, preverb series, and case suffixes — to construct syntactic isocolons
and “grammatical rhyme.”

A central finding is the compensatory nature of this strategy. While Greek
irmos models exhibit relatively balanced syllabic structure, the Georgian troparia
show considerable variation. This unevenness, clearly visible when comparing
manuscript lineation with the underlying melodic model, highlights the prosodic
challenge faced by translators. Instead of forcing syllabic equivalence, which
would have distorted natural Georgian syntax and semantics, the redactors
shifted the burden of rhythmic organization onto the morphological and
syntactic levels. The recurring aorist suffix -a, combined with root consistency
and preverb repetition, created internal rhythmic anchors that aligned the text
with the melodic phrases of the Heirmos more effectively than syllable count
alone could have done.

This approach reflects a fundamental difference in cohesive strategies.
Greek hymnography frequently depends on lexical chaining, polyptoton, and
conjunctive particles for textual linkage. In contrast, Georgian hymnography
prioritizes agglutinative symmetry and grammatical equivalence, allowing
greater flexibility in word order while maintaining structural predictability.
Such autonomy confirms that the Georgian versions function not as secondary
translations but as independent linguistic realities shaped by local musical and
performative requirements.

Theoretically, these observations strongly support Jakobson’s notion of
poetic equivalence projected onto the axis of combination (1987) and Halliday
and Hasan’s concept of grammatical cohesion (1976). In the liturgical context,
the resulting “textual glue” ensures not only memorability but also the seamless
integration of text and polyphonic chant, transforming potential prosodic
fragmentation into a unified sacred order.

While the present study is limited to four examples from the Lenten
cycle, the consistency of the observed patterns suggests that morphosyntactic
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parallelism represents a broader adaptive principle in Georgian hymnography.
Future research combining detailed musicological reconstruction with broader
corpus analysis could further clarify the interplay between linguistic form and
melodic realization across different liturgical cycles.

Example 1: Tripartite Aorist Sequence in Divine Acts (from the First Ode,
Meatfare Sunday)

This troparion illustrates “verbal rhyme” through the repetition of similar
aorist verbal templates and root consistency, creating rhythmic anchors that
compensate for the absence of Greek metrical structures.

3000500069890 gm39ems 36ME980bs, bo3w9639¢000dmd0900,

bogensgls o039, 30005M3S 03900

395636pbsc00 5 LMoo 3365 s 306390 J940byer0 IBIBHIS35b

o3Ubs.

The rhythmic division presented above follows the line breaks found
in the Sin. Geo. 1 manuscript. However, this division appears to be imperfect
or incomplete, as it does not fully reflect the expected melodic periods of the
Heirmos. Such discrepancies between manuscript lineation and underlying
rhythmic structure are not uncommon in medieval hymnographic transmission
and further highlight the role of morphosyntactic parallelism as a compensatory
mechanism that ensures textual and musical coherence despite variations in
scribal practice.

(1) 500m-35000690-9em-0 4mzgg-m-s 3b™MYd-0b-s,
agmo-madineb-el-i q’ovel-t-a cxoreb-is-a
PV-flow-PTCP-NOM all-PL-GEN life-PL-DAT,
bs3MG39wm-3mddgo-o, Loggag-b-o Q5-0-©3-9,
akurvelt-mokmed-i saplav-s-a da-i-dv-a
miracle-do-PTCP-NOM, tomb-DAT- EMPH ic\)fR_.gsé SS-lay-
3005035 93M5M-0 39636fbsco-0
vitarca mkudar-i ganxrcnad-i

as dead-NOM corrupt-NOM

©d L03m©OW-0 ©5-3-3Ub-»s

da sikudil-i da-h-xsn-a

and death-NOM i\éis;é]é&abdmh_
o 30639 d94dbwyen-o 9BH9-07-5-3956

da pirvel shekmnul-i mter-t-a-gan

and first create-PTCP-NOM enemy-PL-  EMPH

-ABL
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03Lb-s.

1-Xsn-a

PV-deliver-AOR.3SG.

The Fountain of all life, the Worker of wonders, was laid in the tomb as one
dead, as though subject to corruption; and He abolished death and delivered the
first-created from the enemies.

This manuscript division, however, appears imperfect and does not fully
correspond to the expected melodic periods of the Heirmos. The first line is
significantly longer (approximately 18-20 syllables), while the subsequent
lines are shorter and more balanced (14-16 and 12-14 syllables respectively).
Such discrepancies between scribal lineation and underlying musical-rhythmic
structure are not uncommon in medieval hymnographic manuscripts.

It can be argued that the Georgian hymnographic translations exhibit
a systematic use of morphosyntactic parallelism as their primary cohesion
strategy. This parallelism, which does not appear to be accidental, functions as a
compensatory mechanism that addresses the impossibility of directly replicating
the syllabic and tonal structures of Greek hymnography, thereby ensuring textual
stability, rhythmic resonance, and suitability for liturgical performanceThe
three main clauses are structured around parallel aorist verbal templates ending
in the recurring suffix -a (Qs-0-Q3-9, s-3-3U6-5, 03U6-»), reinforced by root
consistency in the verbs 3Jub/blb. This grammatical rhyme, combined with
flexible word order, creates strong rhythmic anchors that align the text with the
musical phrases of the Heirmos, even when the syllable count varies.

Thus, the apparent imperfection of the manuscript division highlights
the compensatory role of morphosyntactic parallelism: it ensures textual and
performative unity by prioritizing grammatical symmetry over strict syllabic
equivalence.

The primary challenge addressed by these strategies is prosodic: Greek
hymnography relies on syllabic-tonal balance (typically 8-12 syllables per verse
in heirmoi), whereas Georgian, with its stress-based and agglutinative prosody,
cannot mechanically replicate this structure without distorting natural word order
or semantic clarity. As shown in the rhythmic comparisons (e.g., irmos Ne3 and
Nel7 from Metreveli 1971), Georgian troparia exhibit greater syllable variation
(12-20 per verse) than their Greek models. These counts are approximate,
based on vowel nuclei and consonant clusters typical in Old Georgian prosody
(cf. Sulava 2006). This disparity renders direct syllabic calquing impossible and
necessitates an internal compensatory mechanism.
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In contrast to Greek, where cohesion often relies on lexical chaining,
polyptoton, or conjunctive particles (xod.. xai), Georgian prioritizes
morphological repetition and agglutinative symmetry. This shift reflects the
autonomous linguistic reality of the Georgian redaction: translators were not
bound to literal or mechanical reproduction but creatively adapted the text to fit
local prosody and polyphonic chanting traditions. The result is a self-sufficient
liturgical discourse that preserves theological depth while achieving rhythmic
resonance through internal means.

At the current stage of research, no exact Greek Vorlage for this troparion
has been identified in the extant editions of the Lenten Triodion or related
Byzantine hymnographic sources. The Georgian redaction appears to function as
an autonomous linguistic reality, shaped by internal morphosyntactic adaptations
rather than a direct calque of a preserved Greek version.

Cohesion here relies on morphological repetition and root consistency as
primary devices (Halliday & Hasan 1976). The sequence @s-0-3-9 (da-i-dv-a),
Q5-3-3Ub-5 (da-h-xsn-a), 0U6-5 (i-xsn-a) creates a “grammatical rhyme” through
the recurrent -a suffix (aorist 3SG), functioning as textual glue (Jakobson 1987).
The roots 3u6/bb (abolish/deliver) in the last two verbs add lexical cohesion via
polyptoton, binding divine acts into a unified narrative of salvation. Syntactically,
the clauses form isocolons of similar length (7-9 syllables each). This symmetry
compensates for Greek prosodic constraints, where cohesion might depend
on lexical chaining (e.g., Cwnj/vexpdc) rather than suffixal recurrence. In the
autonomous Georgian system, flexible word order allows rearrangement for
acoustic resonance without semantic loss, ensuring structural stability.

The troparion “s08m3s069d9m0 gmzgmwms 3bMMHYdOLS...” is composed
on the model of the irmos from Metreveli (1971, Ne3), Greek version: Zod 1
tpomatovxoc Se€ia... (Thy right hand, invincible...). The Greek irmos is structured
in 3—4 verses with relatively balanced syllable counts (8-12 per verse), reflecting
Byzantine tonal-syllabic prosody.

In contrast, the Georgian troparion exhibits uneven syllable distribution
(approximately 18-20 in the first verse, 14-16 in the second, and 12-14 in the
third). This variation highlights the prosodic challenge: Georgian’s stress-based
and agglutinative system cannot replicate the stricter syllabic balance of Greek
without compromising naturalness or meaning.

Compensation is achieved through syntactic isocolons and morphosyntactic
parallelism. The troparion’s verses are organized into clauses of comparable
grammatical structure, often ending in aorist verbs with the recurring -a suffix
(Q9-0-003-9, ©o-3-3U6-5, 03UB-5), creating a strong “grammatical rhyme” and
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rhythmic anchors. Root consistency in 3u6/bUb (abolish/deliver) further binds
the clauses lexically, while preverb repetition (da-, i-) adds formal cohesion.

This symmetry aligns the text with the melodic periods of the heirmos,
ensuring performative unity in polyphonic chanting despite the absence of strict
metrical equivalence.

Example 2: Escalating Divine Interventions with Preverb Repetition (from
the Fourth Ode. Meatfare Sunday)

This fragment demonstrates tripartite symmetry in predicates, emphasizing
cumulative power through parallel structures.

399ML65 LoGgOEYEo F53009MOLS JHOLEHNI6

©IO59d0m 9369091356 O JMM309ws 3690edsb,

XX Mbgmo sn®MAmMbs IMogegdoom

3B9M0Ls LodM S 25654535 s LOZMOEPOLS Jgedfoggdse e33Lbs.

Interlinear Glossing (focus on key sequence):

(2) xcxmbgo-o Q-0MQMb-5 dH09E-9d-00
jojoxet-i da-trgun-a zriel-eb-it
hades-NOM PV-subdue-AOR.35G might-PL-INS
3BHgm-0b-o LodM3E 296-9-4o63-5
mter-is-a Sabrxe-y gan-a-karv-a
enemy-GEN- EMPH snare-NOM i\cf)_};/ ?]i? g—scatter—
o bo-399000@-0b-5 Sowdfoggdo-o
da kudil-is-a Xelmcipeba-y
and death-GEN-EMPH dominion-NOM
5-3-3U6-5

da-h-xsn-a.

PV-OB]J.3-abolish-AOR.3SG.

Christ destroyed the deceiver’s claw, impassible in Godhead yet passible in
flesh; He subdued hades, scattered the enemy’s snare by His might, and abolished
death’s dominion.

Approximate match in Lenten Triodion (e.g., from the Service for
Meatfare Sunday): “KatéAvoev ¢dnv 6 XploTdc... kad v tod Bavatov €Eovaiav
katpynoev’ (Christ destroyed hades... and abolished the power of death). Exact
Vorlage uncertain due to redactional differences.

The cohesion is multifaceted, with predicative duplication forming syntactic
isocolons: each clause ([Object + Verb]) is structurally balanced, creating a
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rhythmic escalation of divine victory (Jakobson 1987). Morphological repetition
in the aorist -a suffix (©o-MYMB6-5, 2o6-5-Jo63-5, o-3-3U6-9) acts as a cohesive
tie, guiding the listener through micro-periods. Preverb consistency (da- in two
verbs, gan- in one) enhances “textual glue,” while root variety (b, Jost3, SU6)
adds semantic progression without disrupting symmetry. Compared to Greek,
where cohesion often uses syntactic agreement (e.g., KAKTEAVOEV... KXTHPYNOEYV,
verb repetition), Georgian employs agglutinative flexibility for internal rhythm,
compensating for prosodic divergences. This “sacred order” transforms the text
into a performative unity, essential for polyphonic chanting.

The troparion “9997LMs LofigMEgwo dsEmycobs...” follows the irmos
from Metreveli (1971, Ne17), divided into 3—4 verses with varying syllable counts
(20, 16, 12), contrasting the Greek version (8—12 syllables per verse). This disparity
illustrates the prosodic challenge: Georgian’s stress-based system cannot replicate
Greek tonal-syllabic meter, making direct transfer impossible.

These isocolons create “sacred order” through grammatical rhyme (-a
suffix) and flexible word order, ensuring rhythmic resonance without metrical
rigidity (Jakobson 1987). This adaptation underscores the autonomous nature
of Georgian hymnography, where morphosyntactic symmetry replaces syllabic
uniformity for liturgical stability.

To compensate, the Georgian redaction employs syntactic isocolons —
clauses of equal grammatical structure and length that may correspond to melodic
periods. For instance:

e Verse 1-2: Introductory clause with contrastive participles
(36909356 o JmME0gms@ 3690dsb) — syntactic parallelism in
attributes.

e Verse 3-4: Action sequence with preverb repetition (oo-cMa by,
29654o6305) — balanced object-verb patterns.

e Verse 4: Culmination with finite verb (s33Ubs) — root
consistency with prior acts.

Example 3: Passive Aorist Forms in Martyr Troparia (from Forty
Martyrs of Sebaste)

This example highlights contrastive parallelism in passive
constructions, emphasizing collective endurance.

3119MPboms g8 04dbgboom s Jgoms 2obodvbgboo

Q5 Bobxg0ms IM93w0ms Aob03ox3960m,

bogom gMomdse 09960 s e33gbom, dmfsdgbm,

L0YgLYOOHYEOMs J93OHrYb™
s Imfengdooms ddgdHoms
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9535 IM3 39990,

oo d9dmbogbm,

Q5 Bodsls LodMmmbs dgofotmgbom,

305635 Abbmgdtembo Mdofimbo.

For the purposes of this study, a specific passage from this troparion
is of particular interest. Namely:

(3) 39O b-0m-s 2999999 0486-96-0-0 Qo
kuertx-it-a guemul ikmn-en-it da
staff-INS-EMPH beaten become-AOR PASS- EPENTH-2PL and
d3-00-9 2496-0-@b-9b-0-m ©>
kv-it-a gan-i-tun-en-i-t da
stone-INS- EMPH PV-PASS-stone-AOR.PASS- EPENTH -2PL and
&9bxg-000-5 IM53W-0m-5 396-0-3503-96-0-00.

tanjv-it-a mravl-it-a gan-i-kap-en-it.

PV-PASS-finish-AOR.PASS-

torment-INS- EMPH many-INS- EMPH EPENTH -2PL

With staves were ye beaten, with stones were ye stoned, and with many
torments did ye finish your course.

Similar phrasing in hymns for the Forty Martyrs (Lenten Triodion, March 9):
“P&pdoic Ervpmaviodnte, AMiBoic EMBoBoANONTE, PacAvolg TOANAIC ETeNetdTATE”
(Ye were beaten with rods, stoned with stones, perfected by many tortures). The
Georgian simplifies and symmetrizes the structure.

Cohesion is driven by morphological repetition of the passive aorist
pattern, creating a “grammatical rhyme” that binds the martyrs’ sufferings into
a collective unit (Halliday & Hasan 1976). The syntactic template [Instrument +
Passive Verb] forms isocolons of equal length. While word order flexibility in Old
Georgian positions verbs clause-finally for rhyme emphasis. In Greek, cohesion
relies on polyptoton (e.g., €rvumavioOnte/éNiOoPoAribnte) and predicative
variety, but Georgian’s agglutinative system enables denser repetition, serving
as a compensatory mechanism for metrical absence. This reinforces theological
tension between suffering and triumph, transforming the narrative into a stable
liturgical discourse.
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Example 4: Multi-Layered Preverb and Suffix Repetition in Martyr
Endurance (from Forty Martyrs of Sebaste)

This passage showcases preverb da- series and mixed finite/masdar forms
for layered cohesion.

mmbdsb 539 dsb §iO0omsdsb mmbo dangzols 3sfiero sBmgbs

@5 L0d3 bom” [93v] ©IgMNTGMLOEMIASE 30M39ee@  (3HI0300
RIRIDTE(ephte)

MHMIgo 34obzomobogeb

503069L dom, yerryengdsa, JMoLEHILO3L

smbgzs0 LoLbEmsa s sFMLM3zsa [mzms dsmmsa focrmgdoms

5 3999652L369¢ gmgeols s30l Jm™Ebo dsmbo dobbal 3gEbeols
©2bafi3woc,

MmIgroms 04dbgl ymazgarbogg dglsfiomags

ALbvgMH3s 3bMmgmo RIMHMOLS

Q5 9390090056 Tols
306500l ImbB0 Fgds ebobgdsa

5 ImB9390sa Lryenms Brgbomsm3zl.
B396030L LooBEGMGLMs 53 LoQsEIMdMOL 3Mmb3MYE Mo Imbs3zzgmo.

306M3dm:

(4) 34obgs6-0b-5-296 Q5-0-030b-9b dom,
mgqinvar-is-a-gan da-i-tmin-es mat,
frost-GEN-EMPH-ABL PV-VERS-endure-AOR.3PL  they.DAT
Pymmamgds-a... smbygzs-a Lobben-m-9-a
cqluleba-y... datxev-a-y sisxl-t-a-y
wounding-NOM... shed-MASD blood-PL-EMPH-NOM
N ©531bMgs- $3-00-9

da damusrva-y cuv-t-a

and Shatter-NOM shin-PL-GEN-EMPH
Jom-m-s-0... Qs 3999652l 3bge
mat-t-a-y... da ukuanaysknel
they-GEN-EMPH-NOM and finally

gmge-olb-s 290l 3md3-6-o0

q’ovl-is-a amis xorc-n-i
all-GEN-EMPH this.GEN body-PL-NOM
dom-6-0 90-b-3-6-9U 39@b-b-s.

mat-n-i mi-s-c-n-es cecxl-sa.

they-PL PV-OBJ.3-give-PL.OBJ- fire-DAT-EMPH

AOR.3PL
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They endured suffering from the frost, the wounding... the shedding of
blood and the shattering of their shins... and finally, after all this, they gave their
bodies unto the fire.

From the Canon for the Forty Martyrs (Lenten Triodion, Ode 1): “II&yov
VTTEPEIVAY... TPAOUATA... Oipaotv gppavtioOnoav... kol 10 TéNoc €v mupi
napédooav T odpata” (They endured the frost... wounds... were sprinkled
with blood... and at last delivered their bodies to the fire). The Georgian version
consolidates for symmetry.

Analysis: Cohesion emerges from preverb da- repetition across verbs and
masdars (s-00906-gl, s-mbgz-s0, s-dMLM-3-sa), creating a high density of
formal ties that unify the sequence of torments (Jakobson 1987). The third-person
plural aorist -gls (-es) in s-0J0b-qU and do-U-3-6-gb bookends the passage,
while masdar -so (-a-y) adds nominal cohesion. Syntactically, the clauses build
isocolons through enumeration, corresponding to melodic periods. Compared to
Greek, where cohesion uses conjunctive chaining (kai... k).

The four examples analyzed from the Lenten cycle of the New Iadgari
demonstrate that morphosyntactic parallelism serves as a primary and highly
effective cohesion strategy in Georgian hymnographic translations. Across
diverse syntactic contexts — divine acts (Example 1), escalating victories (Example
2), passive martyrdom sequences (Example 3), and layered endurance narratives
(Example 4) — recurrent grammatical patterns emerge: aorist tamplete repetition
(-a, -en-it, -es), preverb series (da-, gan-, i), root consistency, and instrument/
masdar parallelism. These devices create syntactic isocolons and “grammatical
rhyme” (homoeoteleuton), binding clauses into symmetrical units that ensure
textual unity and performative rhythm.

Morphosyntactic parallelism fulfills this role by projecting equivalence
onto the syntactic axis (Jakobson 1987). Rather than depending on syllable count,
cohesion is achieved through grammatical recurrence: the aorist -a suffix in
Example 1 creates rhythmic anchors across divine predicates; the passive plural
-en-i-t in Example 3 binds collective suffering into a unified sequence; preverb
da- repetition in Example 4 unifies a chain of torments. These patterns transform
grammatical categories into carriers of rhythm and structure, compensating for
the absence of quantitative meter. Flexible word order in Old Georgian further
enables clause-final verb placement, maximizing acoustic symmetry without
semantic compromise.

Theoretically, these findings align with Jakobson’s principle of equivalence
(1987) and Halliday & Hasan’s cohesion model (1976). Grammatical ties —
particularly repetition and conjunction—function as “textual glue,” while pervasive
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parallelism elevates morphological markers to autonomous poetic value. In a
liturgical context, this ensures mnemonic stability and collective performability,
transforming imported models into culturally resonant expressions of Georgian
sacred order.

Limitations of the study include the restricted corpus (four examples from
the Lenten cycle) and the ongoing difficulty of identifying exact Greek Vorlagen
due to medieval redactional heterogeneity. Future research could expand to other
cycles (e.g., Easter or saints’ feasts), incorporate musicological analysis of heirmos
melodies, or quantitatively map cohesive device frequency across manuscripts.
Nevertheless, the present analysis confirms that morphosyntactic parallelism is
not merely a stylistic feature but a fundamental adaptive that enabled Georgian
hymnography to thrive as an independent tradition.

Table 1: Syllable Variation, Main Cohesive Devices, Isocolon Types, and Compensatory

Effects Across the Examples
Syllable Main
e . Type of Compensatory
Example variation (vs cohgswe isocolon effect
irmos) device
Replaces
Example tag, | Aot balance with
‘partite 14-16/ suthx -a Syntactic (verb- | grammatical
Aorist Sequence repetition
12-14 Greek final clauses of | rhyme and
(>08mB>- model: 8-12 | + 1% similar length) | rhythmic
©Q0bYBYCO... per verse consistency s anchors for
03u62) (Ne3) (3b6/bU6) melodic
alignment
Creates
escalation
Georgian: through
Example' ~20/716/ Preverb Syntactic morphological
2 Escalating 12 Greek da-/gan- (predicate + repetition
Divine Victories model: 8-12 series + clc))m lement coIr)n ensa"cin
(8939L6s... ) aorist -a prel P 8
535060) per verse suffix parallelism) for uneven
@ (N17) syllables
with verbal
symmetry
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Denser
Georgian: repetition in
“14-16 agglutinative
Example 3 Passive | per clause . Morphological | system binds
Martyrdom (3 parallel | Dassive + syntactic llecti
Seauzrrlcz unlijtz) zlGfeek plural (I;};?rﬁlile;t + ;:Eff:inve
( k GHOboMd model: suffix -en-it Passive Verb re lacing,
339 ) repetition P &
396035939600m) 10-12 (Forty template) Greek
Martyrs polyptoton
canon) for metrical
absence
. . . . %—Iigh—iie'nsity
E eorgian: rever ormal ties
ple 12-18 across | da- series . unify torment
4 Layered Martyr . . Syntactic
End enumeration | + mixed . sequence,
ndurance Greek finite/ (enumerative compensatin
(8gobgo- clauses + P 108
HobonsE model: 10— masdar bookend aorist) for prosodic
b& bb) 14 (Canon, forms (-gU, variation with
SRR Ode 1) -50) agglutinative
cohesion

Georgian’s agglutinative inventory allows intricate patterns without
phonetic variety, compensating for prosodic differences and ensuring
memorability in liturgical performance. This “textual glue” reinforces the
martyrs’ collective “sacred order.”

In summary, these examples demonstrate how morphosyntactic parallelism
serves as a compensatory cohesion strategy in the New ladgari’s Lenten hymns,
adapting Greek models to Georgian linguistic realities for structural and rhythmic
unity.

The present study has shown that morphosyntactic parallelism functions
as the primary cohesion strategy in the Lenten hymns of the New ladgari.
There is good reason to believe that, within the Georgian translation tradition,
a distinct principle was developed to address the challenges of rendering Greek
hymnography.

These devices created “grammatical rhyme” and rhythmic anchors that
compensated for the lack of classical metrical structures, ensuring textual stability,
performative coherence, and liturgical effectiveness.

Three principal conclusions can be drawn. First, the Georgian versions
of these hymns cannot be regarded as derivative translations but constitute
autonomous linguistic realities shaped by creative adaptation. Second, the
systematic use of morphological and syntactic parallelism transformed potential
prosodic fragmentation into a unified “sacred order,” where grammatical
equivalence replaced syllabic equivalence. Third, this adaptive strategy not only
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preserved theological content but also enabled the hymns to integrate seamlessly
with Georgian polyphonic chanting traditions, demonstrating a remarkable
synthesis of linguistic creativity and liturgical functionality.

By prioritizing agglutinative symmetry and grammatical recurrence
over literal reproduction, Georgian hymnographers succeeded in producing a
self-sufficient poetic discourse capable of sustaining spiritual resonance across
centuries. The findings confirm that morphosyntactic parallelism was not a mere
stylistic ornament but a fundamental compensatory mechanism that allowed the
Jerusalem liturgical heritage to flourish in its Georgian form.

Future research should extend this analysis to other liturgical cycles,
incorporate detailed musicological reconstruction of heirmos melodies, and
conduct quantitative corpus studies across a wider range of manuscripts.
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