Achtung!
Dies ist eine Preprint-Version des Aufsatzes
A New Treasure of Khanmeti Forms¢
von Jost Gippert (2021).
Sie sollte nicht zitiert werden. Zitate sind der Druckausgabe in
David Kolbaia (Hrsg.),
Caucasica Antiqua et Christiana,
Warsaw: Faculty of Oriental Studies, University of Warsaw, 97-113
zu entnehmen.

Attention!
This is a preprint version of the article
“A New Treasure of Khanmeti Forms”
by Jost Gippert (2021).
It should not be quoted as such. For quotations, please refer to the printed edition
in
David Kolbaia (ed.),
Caucasica Antiqua et Christiana,
Warsaw: Faculty of Oriental Studies, University of Warsaw, 97-113.

Alle Rechte vorbehalten / All rights reserved:
Jost Gippert, Frankfurt 2022



Jost Gippert
Goethe-Universitat Frankfurt am Main /Universitdt Hamburg

A New Treasure of Khanmeti Forms

1. Among the great many works that Akaki Sanize contributed to Kartvelology, his early
articles concerning the structure of the Georgian verb and the determination of the person-
al affixes' may be considered the most influential, given that they led to the distinction of
the so-called khanmeti and haemeti varieties of Old Georgian and thus paved the way for a
sound linguistically-based periodisation of the early centuries of Georgian literacy which is
generally acknowledged today. With the first edition of haemeti texts (from the palimpsest
ms. H-1329), of fragments from a khanmeti “mravaltavi” (from the palimpsest ms. S-3902),
and of the so-called “Sinai Lectionary” (khanmeti with a few haemeti forms; ms. gr. 2058-1
of the University Library, Graz),? Sanize laid the foundation for a thorough study of the
development of written Georgian in the first millennium. Eversince, the material basis for
a study of the first centuries of Georgian literacy has increased considerably, e.g., by the
publication of the khanmeti Gospels contained in the lower layer of the palimpsest mss.
A-89 and A-844° and the edition of the khanmeti undertexts of the palimpsest of Vienna

! Sanize 1915, 1915-17, 1920, 192223 (a and b). Building upon former observations by M. Sanagvili
(1898a, 4 and 1898b, 66-67), Sanize’s observations, which were first introduced to the public in a session of
the “Scientic circle of Georgian students” in St Petersburg on 13 February 1912 and immediately adapted by
L. Qipsize (1913, 78) and N. Marr (1913, 385-386), started from peculiarities of Georgian dialects (1915, 1915—
17, 1920). The determination of khanmeti properties began with verbal forms of inscriptions from Mcxeta and
Bolnisi (1922-23a) and continued (1922-23b) with materials from relevant palimpsest manuscripts published
by I. 3avaxidvili (1922-23); the palimpsests in question were the Oxford fragment (ms. Georg. C 1 = Heb.
2672 of the Bodleian Library; cf. Gippert 2019, 5) and the Tbilisi mss. (today housed in the Korneli Kekelidze
National Centre for Manuscripts) A-737 (erroneously styled “373” in 3avaxisvili 1922-23, 337), A-89, A-844,
and H-999.

> Sanize 1923, 1927, and 1944. For S-3902 now cf. Gippert 2017, for the Sinai Lectionary cf. the online
edition with colour images on https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/xanmeti/grlekt/grlek.htm.

3 See Kajaia 1984.
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(Cod. Vind. georg. 2), which comprise, beyond further Gospel passages, several fragments
of texts from the Old Testament (Deuteronomy 11.25-12.1, 12.30-13.6, 18.18-19.3, 19.14—
21, and 22.8-16; Joshua 19.15-33; Judges 1.24-35 and 2.21-3.10; and III [I] Esr. 1.46-2.5
and 9.14-36) and of hagiographical texts (Protoevangelium Jacobi, Passions of Ss Cypri-
anus and Justina and St Christina).* In the following pages, I intend to introduce a recently
discovered palimpsest that adds a large amount of further materials to our knowledge base
of khanmeti Old Georgian.®

1. In an article of 2018, T. and G. Gvantseladze together with Sh. Khapizov published
a first brief report on a Georgian-Arabic palimpsest that had been detected in the Fund of
Oriental Manuscripts of the Institute of History, Archeology and Ethnography of the Dagh-
estan Scientific Centre of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Makhachkala.® According to
the authors, the manuscript consists of 168 parchment leaves with an average size of 16.5 x
10 cm;” the Arabic overtext was written in Dagestan “not later than the 17" century”® and
represents a work by the 11th-12th-century Persian author Abi Sa‘d ‘Abd al-Malik bin
Muhammad al-Nisaburi al-Harkasi (d. 1016 CE) that is known under the name of Tahdib
al-asrar (“Teaching the Secrets”).”

1.1 Concerning the Georgian undertext, the authors state that it is written in “beautiful,
symmetric” asomtavruli letters, thus obeying the “oldest rules of Georgian calligraphy”;'’
the original manuscript must have been cut into smaller pieces before being reused, with
the result that the Georgian sentences or words were often truncated." The Georgian text
is mostly covered by the Arabic overwriting, which was applied horizontally, partly “upside
down”, but wherever there is no overtext, it is well readable.'” The article is accompanied by
a colour photograph of one double page®® for which the authors provide a first transcript,

* See Gippert / Sarjveladze / Kajaia 2007.

5 Cf. Sarjvelaze 1971 for a preliminary index of khanmeti and haemeti verbal forms and Gippert 2009 for an
extension comprising the khanmeti forms of the Vienna palimpsest.

¢ My thanks are due to Sergey Kim who informed me about the article in question (e-mail of 18.1.2019, 13:46).

7 Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 9: “Pyxomnuch coctonT us 168 mucToB mepraMeHTa
(cpennuit pasmep micToB — 16,5510 cM)”; see below as to the volume of the codex.

® Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 9: “HamucaH OH B mpefienax [larectaHa He IO3JHee
XVIIB”?

° Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 9: “a10 coumHenme mo TaccaBydy (cypusmy),
usBecTHOe Kak «Taxsu6 am-acpap» («O6yueHme TailHaM» ), SIBJIABILIEECST OHOI I3 BHIIAIOLINXCS PaboT
maduurckoro npasosena u cydusa — A6y Ca‘ma ‘A6x an-Manuka Myxammana, cbiHa V6paxuma aH
-Hucabypu, an-Xapryum, ymepiiero B 407 r.x.”. The author is usually known as Aba Sa‘d ‘Abd al-Malik bin
Muhammad al-Nisabari al-Harkasi.

' Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 10: “TeKCT BBIIOTHEH KPacUBBIM IIOYEPKOM Ha
OCHOBE [peBHejillell PasHOBMIHOCTM TPY3MHCKOTO ImcbMa AcomTaBpymu. Ilodepk Kpacusbli,
OYKBBI BbIBEEHBI 30/I0TUCTOM Kpackoil. OHM CMMMETPUYHBI U PAaBHOMEPHO IOMEIeHbl B PaMKax
BOOOpaXKaeMOro KBajipaTa, YTO CJIefyeT [peBHENIIMM TrpadyUuecKuM IIpaBWIaM TPy3UMHCKON
Kayumrpadum’.

! Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 10: “BO MHOTMX C/Ty4asiX CO3/jaeTCsl BIIEYAT/ICHNE, YTO
pyKoIuch 611 pa3pe3aHa Ha 60jIee MeJIKIe JacTi. B pe3yibpTaTe Takyx MeXaHUIeCKIX BMEIIATE/IbCTB
Ha JI0BOJIBHO GOJIBIION YaCTH CTPAHUI] I'PY3MHCKIIE TIPEJIOKEHISA UM OT/ie/IbHBIE C/IOBA IPEPBAHEIL.

2 Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 10: “B Tex 4acTsx CTPAHNL, PYKOIUCHU, THe HeT
apabckoro Tekcra (MeX/y CTPOKaMM apabCKOro TEeKCTa, Ha KpasdxX CTPAHUIL), TPYSMHCKUIT TEKCT
qnTaeTcs 6e3 3aTPyAHEHMA... Ha OGHON U3 CTPAHMUI] HaMI 3aMedeHO, YTO CTPAHUI[A C IPY3UHCKIM
TEKCTOM IpeJCTaB/IeHa «BBEPX HOraMum».”

'3 Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 12, puc. 1. The caption of the image indicates the shelf
number of the manuscript: “@onp BocTouHbIx pykonuceit IVIAD THI] PAH. @. 14. Omn. 1. . 10127
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together with the proposal to identify the text of the two pages with one passage each from
a “non-canonical” version of the Old Georgian Gospels,'* viz. Mk. 16.15-16 and Lk. 7.39.
Upon thorough examination of the photograph, the readings proposed by the authors can
only partially be confirmed, and instead of Mk. 16.15-16, the content of the left page (with
its undertext to be turned by 180°) must be determined as another passage of the Gospel of
Luke (Lk. 8.12—13). In Tables I and II below, the published readings (Gv/Gv/Kh) are con-

trasted with an enhanced reading that was possible on the basis of the photograph.

left page Gv/Gv/Kh: “Mk. 16.15-16" Enhanced reading: Lk. 8.12-13
(1) 09969Ls3b™ $9969Ls3b™[3]
(2) ©9bsL3(?)o... 96 - s O wo[yo]
3) 0...00...b...Lo> 30qbs Bgo

(4)

6~ 00505350...

(ORGZONIM IS8y

(5)

obAobosb - Lobo

(6)

HMELONOOPOMS

Mmzgwoom dgofiybs

(7)

6056 Lo@ymzoe [0]

(®)

30 - Q5 do®bo o

9

65 bdmbg dom

Table I: Georgian undertext of the left page

right page Gv/Gv/Kh: “Lk. 7.39” Enhanced reading: Lk. 7.38-39

(1) ©W0om5JO... WOom5J00 :—

) ...0DOSGMO [375]obowsgs®o

3) 193956356 19390563056

(4) 66303 Fo050 6~ 630bbosdsls -

(5) b0oGYmopmby boBYymog™by

(6) BoLOMZLLS... 0oLOMZLLY - 9

7 LommMI3ofobs Lgonmzd3ohobo

®) §o089d9moee §o039Hgm39e

9 30639boym3bo 30639boym3bo

Table II: Georgian undertext of the right page

' Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 8: “Ipy3MHCKMII TEKCT COCTOUT 13 HEKaHOHMYECKNX
tekcToB EBanrenmuit or Mapka u JTyxkn”
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1.2 For the dating of the Georgian text, the authors propose an “exclusive” time-span
from the “second half of the 7" up to the 8" centuries” Their reasoning is based upon the
observation that two of the six verbal forms in their specimen contain the “prefix x- which
performed the function of expressing the subject of a third person and the object of a third
person and functioned in the Georgian written language only until the 8" century” and
that the “co-existence of such verbs with verbs that do not contain the prefix can only mean
that the text reflects the linguistic situation right before the disappearance of the khan-
meti forms”."* Leaving the misleading information on the “subject of a third person” aside
(if referring to a subject, the x- prefix can indicate a third person only in so-called prefixal
[i-] passives or, as a quasi-indirect object, in “inversive” constructions, otherwise it indicates
second persons), the argumentation is anything but tenable: of the four non-khanmeti ver-
bal forms that the authors’ transcript contains, one is truncated, lacking just its beginning
(the first word of the left page, §dgbgl, which represents the end of the form 30)dgbgl
“they believe” in standard Old Georgian and b®{dgbgl, with the x- prefix, in a khanmeti
environment); and the other three (gbm|©gl, recte gbmg|wgb “they are saved”; 0bogo
“he saw”; and 300 “he knew”) would never have had the khanmeti prefix, given that they
had neither a second person subject nor a third person indirect object. As a matter of fact,
the Gospel text contained in the codex can be shown to represent the khanmeti features in
a flawless way and thus be dated to the 5"~7™ centuries.

2.0n 15 October 2019, I received a complete set of colour images of the Dagestanian codex,
kindly provided by Ramazan Abdulmazhidov and Shakhban Khapizov of the Institute for
History, Archeology and Ethnography in Makhachkala. All in all, the codex comprises 83
folios (166 pages), arranged and foliated in accordance with the Arabic overtext (in Arabic
numbers in the upper margin of the rectos, i.e., the “left” pages). One folio has remained
unnumbered between ff. 67 and 68; it will hereafter be styled “67a”. The foliation thus ends
with no. 82 (the specimen provided in the article of 2018 covers ff. 82r and 81v). On the
basis of the photographs, I have been able to establish the present quire structure, to identify
the undertexts of every single folio and to reconstruct, to a certain extent, the structure of
the original codex. The results can be summarised as follows.

2.1 The present (Arabic) manuscript consists of 11 quires, mostly quaternions (i.e., con-
sisting of eight folios or four bifolios each). The first quire comprises only seven folios, due
to the fact that the first folio (which is likely to have contained the title page of the Sufi over-
text) is missing. Quires no. V (extending from f. 32 to 37) and X (ff. 69-74) are ternions.

2.2 Each bifolio of the Arabic codex represents half of a folio of the underlying Georgian
manuscript. This means that in preparing the latter for re-use, every single folio of it was
first cut into two parts horizontally, and then both the upper and the lower half were taken
to serve as a new bifolio, being folded in the middle and heaped up to yield quires. The
Georgian text was written in two columns originally, with 19 lines per column (plus 1-3

«

> Gvantseladze / Gvantseladze / Khapizov 2018, 11: . aHa/mM3 6 I/aro/loB, IPENCTABIEHHBIX B
BBILIETIPYBEIeHHBIX HyTaTax. OKasamoch, 4To 2 I71aro/a us HuX — bogmo «roBoput; ckasam 1 bogm
«OBU, IBUICS» CYTY60 apXandHBL, 160 OHM 0 OpMIIEHbI TP BIKCOM X-, KOTOPDIif BBIIOTHSII QYHKIIHIO
BBIPKEHMA CyO'beKTa TPEThero JIMIia M 00beKTa TPEThero MNLA M QYHKIMOHMPOBAJ B IPY3MHCKOM
IMCbMEHHOM s3biKe TO/mbKO 7o VIII B. ... IIpuCyTCTBHe TaKMX IIATOZIOB PSOM C ITIaroamMu 6es
yKasaHHOTo npeduKca MOXKeT 03HAYaTh TOTBKO OJJHO — TEKCT OTPaKaeT A3BIKOBYIO CUTYAIMIO IIepes
JCUe3HOBEHIEM XaHMETHBIX (OPM, T.e. 3TOT TEKCT MOT COCTAB/IATbCS MCKIIOUNTEIBHO CO BTOPOIL
nonosyHel VII B. o VIII B., T.e. 10 CTUpaHMA XaHMETHBIX (OPM I71aroynos.”

100



A New Treasure of Khanmeti Forms

extra lines in the lower margin, cf. below); in the resulting Arabic folios, it is usually only
remnants of the first or the last nine—ten lines of one column that has remained (the middle
line was mostly cut away). The process can be schematised as shown in Fig. 1 below.

Fig. 1: Disintegration of Georgian folios and creation of Arabic bifolios

2.3 The Georgian undertext contains passages from six chapters of the Gospel of Mark
(7, 11-16), four chapters of the Gospel of Luke (6-9), and two chapters of the Gospel of
John (2 and 3), thus suggesting that the original Georgian codex comprised the four Gos-
pels in toto. The distribution of passages across the quires of Arabic folios can be illustrated
as given in Table III below; in the schemas, the content of the versos is printed in italics. The
content of the missing first folio (here indicated as “[0]”) as well as f. 1r (which is unreada-
ble) is reconstructed in accordance with the quire structure (cf. below).

[Lk.9.17-19] | [Lk. 9.20-22] Lk.9.22-23 | Lk.9.15-16
o] | [Mk 16.4-5] Mk. 16.1-3 Mk. 15.46-47 |  Mk.16.6-7 7
1 | Mk.12.32-33 | Mk. 12.25-26 | Mk. 12.28-29 | Mk. 12.30-31 6
5 [Mk.1226-28 | Mk. 12.33-34 | Mk.12.31-32 | Mk. 12.29-30 | 5
1 3 4
MK. 14.4-5 | Mk 1467 Mk. 149 | Mk 14.2-3
8 Mk. 14.8 | Mk. 14.5-6 Mk. 14.3-4 | Mk. 14.10-11 15
9 | Mki122-4 | Mk 11.28-29 | Mk 11.31-32 | Mk 11.33-12.1 | 14
10 | Mk. 11.29-31 | Mk.12.4-5 | Mk.12.1-2 | Mk. 11.32-33 | 13
II 11 12
Jo.3.16-17 | Jo. 3.8-10 Jo.3.11-12 |  Jo.3.14-15
16 | Mk. 12.44-13.1 | Mk. 13.8 Mk. 12.43-44 | Mk. 13.6-7 23
17 Mk. 13.3-4 | Mk. 13.1-2 Mk. 13.5-6 | Mk. 13.2-3 22
18 | Mk. 7.20-21 | Mk. 7.18-19 | Mk. 7.14-15 | Mk. 7.22-23 | 21

III 19

20
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Lk.7.40-41 | Lk. 7.47 Lk. 7.45 | Lk.743-44
24 Lk.832-33 | Lk 827 Lk.828-29 | Lk 830 31
25| Lkoi-a | Lk855-56 | Lk852-53 | Lk94-5 |30
26 | Lk.6.9-10 | Lk.6.12-13 | Lk.6.14-15 | Lk. 6.8 29
v 27 28
Lk.6.23 | Lk. 6.17 | Lk.6.18-19 | Lk. 6.20-21
32| Mk165-6 | Mk 1644-46 | Mk161 | Mk 1634 37
33 | Mk 14.62-64 | Mk 14.70-71 | Mk.14.67-68 | Mk 14.65 | 36
Vo[ 35
1k.9.33-34 | Lk 9.41-42 1k 9.38-39 | Lk 9.36-37
38 Lk 9.34-36 | Lk 9.37-38 Lk 9.39-41 | Lk 9.32-33 45
39 | Mk. 14.49-50 | Mk. 14.41-42 | Mk. 14.43-44 | Mk. 14.46-47 | 44
40 | Mk. 14.47-49 | Mk. 14.44-46 | Mk. 14.42-43 | Mk. 14.50-52 | 43
VI 41 42
Lk.626-27 | Lk 6.29-30 Lk.632-33 | Lk 6.24-25
46 Lk.9.10 | Lk.9.11-12 Lk.9.13 | Lk.9.8-9 53
47 | Lk 6.44-45 | Lk 6.42-43 Lk 6.41-42 | Lk 6.46-47 | 52
\& Lk.85-6 | Lk 83 Lk.81-2 | Lk 87-8 J
VII 49 50
Lk.733-3¢ | Lk 7.39-40 Lk. 7.38 | Lk736-37
54 Lk.72-3 | Lk 649-7.1 k648 | Lk75-6 61
55 | 1k638 | Lk636-37 | Lk.634-35 | Lk 6.40-41 | 60
56 | 1k.83-4 | Lk 82 Lk.7.50-8.1 | Lk 8.6-7 | 59
VIII 57 58
Lk. 8.20-21 | Lk. 8.23-24 Lk. 8.25 | Lk. 8.18
62 Jo.32-3 | Jo.3.1-2 Jo.2.23-24 | Jo.3.4-5 68
63 Lk.9.14 | Lk. 9.22 Lk.9.19-20 | Lk.9.16-17 |67a
64 Jo.3.7-8 | Jo. 3.15-16 Jo.3.12-14 | Jo.3.10-11 67
IX 65 66
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Lk.9.11 | Lk.9.9-10 | Lk.9.7 | Lk.9.12-13
690 | Lk741-42 | Lk749-50 | Lk746-47 | Lk 7.44-45 74
70 | Lk8810 | Ik815 | Lk813-14 | Lk811-12 |73
X |z 72
Lk.8.16 | Lk. 8.10 Lk.8.12-13 | Lk. 8.14
75 Lk.7.37 | Lk 7.34-36 Lk.7.32-33 | Lk 7.38-39 82
76 | 1k.825-26 | Lk 8.30-32 Lk.829 | Lk827-28 |81
77 | 1k 633-34 | Lk 638-39 | Lk 6.36-37 | Lk 6.35-36 | 80
IX 78 79

Table ITI: Distribution of Gospel passages across the Arabic quires

2.4 On this basis, the Georgian folios and their sequence in the original codex can be
reconstructed to a certain extent, as illustrated in Table IV below. In many cases, both the
upper and the lower part of a folio have been re-used, in other cases, only one of them.
As no Georgian quire number has been preserved, the original quire structure cannot be
determined; the given arrangement only reflects the relative distance of the existing folios.
Fig. 2 shows the reconstruction of the folio containing Lk. 8.8-16, which includes the present
f. 82, with the readability of the individual images enhanced by digital processing.

Mark
7.14-23
20r|19v|19r|20v
11.28-12.5 12.25-34 12.43-13.8
10v|13r|13v|10r 2v|5r|5v|2r 21r{18v[18r|21v|
11r|12v|12r{11v 3r|4v|4r|3v 17r122v[22r (17v
14.2-11 14.41-42 14.62-72
15v| 8r | 8v |15 40v|43r(43v|40r 34r|35v|35r34v
14r[9v Or [14v 42r (414 1r 42v
15.44-16.6
33v|36r(36v|33r
6r | v|[1r]| 6v
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Luke
6.17-23 | 6.24-33 | 6.33-41 | 6.41-47 | 6.48-7.6
78r(79v|79r(78v|51r[48v|48r|51v|60r|55v|55r|60V]
28v|27r|27v|28r|32v|37r|37v|32r |53v|46r [46v|53r {59 [56v|56r |59V

7.33-40 | 7.40-50 | 7.50-8.8 8.8-16 8.16-25 | 8.25-33
81r|76v|76r|81v|24r(31v|31r|24v|58r|57v|57r(58v|71r|72v|72r|71v 77r|80v|80r|77v
54r(61v|61r|54v|70r(73v|73r|70v|50r[49v|49r|50v|75v|82r(82v|75r|68v|62r|62v|68r|25v|30r[30v|25r

8.52-9.7 9.7-13 9.14-23 9.32-42
29r|126v|26r|29v|74r|69v|69r|74v|64r|67v|67r|64v 44v|39r|39v|44r
52v|47r|47v|52r| 7v |[Or]{[Ov]| 7r 38r|45v|45r|38v
John
2.23-3.7 3.7-17

67ar|63v|63r|67av|65r |66V|66r |65V
6v |23r|23v|16r

Table IV: Folios of the original codex as represented by Arabic folios

3. The palimpsest gains immense importance not only by its age but also by the peculiar
text version of the Old Georgian Gospels it conceals. This is especially true of the passages
from Luke that are contained in it. Whereas the text of Mark and John agrees quite well with
that perserved in the so-called Adishi Gospels of 879, the text of Luke is strikingly differ-
ent from that of all other versions known so far, thus suggesting that it represents the only
extant witness of a text form that was substituted by a revised redaction even in the Adi-
shi codex (which does not deviate much from the so-called “Protovulgate” in the book of
Luke). To illustrate this, the text of the folio containing Lk. 8.8-16 is contrasted below with
that of the later witnesses, among them the Adishi Gospels (“C”) as well as the khanmeti
text of Lk. 8.14-16 as contained in the palimpsest A-89 (“X”),'® which fully agrees with the
“Protovulgate”. Note that f. 75 clearly exhibits Ammonian section numbers above the initial
letters of sections 77-79, with the corresponding Eusebian canon number added in red ink
below the initial letters;'” the folio also shows the Eusebian apparatus, for which the “extra”
lines in the bottom margin were applied."®

16 Ms. A-89, ff. 382r and 389v; cf. the edition in Ka3aia 1984, 92. In the edition, the undertext of many folios
of A-89 and A-844 was omitted because it was not readable; with modern photographic technology, at least
some more passages can be identified (e.g., Mk. 14.44-51 on ff. 343-344).

'7 The transcript renders the Georgian text as exactly as possible, with the only exception of abbreviations
being resolved (in parentheses). Bold printing indicates differences in the given word forms, underlining marks
differences in the word order. Rubrics (only used for the Eusebian canon numbers) are printed in italics. In the
column that renders the “Protovulgate” witnesses, minor orthographical variation is ignored (including the
spelling of /u/ as <mg> in X).

'8 The apparatus of f. 75v correctly joins Lk. “77” (8.10b) with Jo. “109” (12.39), Mt. “133” (13.13) and Mk.
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Verse The Dagestanian Palimpsest The “Protovulgate”

3.8 (50v) ©0 bbmgon ©o3000s Jmgggebslo | 0o Lbyea mogo®oo J9990bsbo
3900Lo ©o 3nbogbs ©o 39000 ©s 0mdMbgbEs ©o ym
0m3m3gbs - o godmowa bogmazo obo Hogmo. 0dol gBymo
bogmao sbo Foemo - gbg
3(000063)s mJmzs

71r 3909 - ®(mdgml)s babbgb 300ma: ®mIgembes sLbgb gn®dbo
gz 1dgbow , 0bdobgb - 1dgbog, 0bdobgb!

8.9 bzombgogl dob dmfoggbo - 330mb300gL [3300bgL C] dobs

’ 09dg oMU gbg 03030 dmbogygbo [dmfaggmo C],
30m0Mdgo [< Cl: ®og sOb 03030
9bg?

810 0 dob mgmge mgmggbos boem 00360006 30dge dom:
doggdmzem oML 3be 09960 dmnEgdnm oL 3be-
<0600 booEmgdmemo> 000 booydmma [< C]
dob Lobemzxgzgmobo Bobyagggeobs wdmmobog,
®(@Omobo)a :

77 % | (@) Lheagobes 0gog0m ®(sam)o | beagne Lbgoms - 0gegom, Mogmo
bbgg0gb o 0®o 0bommb - s | bggowgb [Hgwgzowgb C1 ws 3gm
] B | bgblmeol o oMo gmgmobbds | 0bommb, s gbdmol s 396
o |ymb:— 39olbdo-ymb.
8.11| 78 mB | (mme) 03og0 030 gbg o®L bowm 0gogo 030 gbg s®b:
@ 0 d @
2 b| o | 60 | 6mg | of
o | o8 0wy | of
72v ®gbem Logymzgeo 0([@Gmobs)o ®gbemo 030 o®L Logygea 080
A0l - ©3Om0log
© ®(3g)m 030 3oL Mmobo | Braenem g¥sbe Hgwo 0go 0®00b,
080 90006 ®(mdg)mes bgldob | dmdgmamos gbdol, s dgddg

8.12 - o dg®dg dmzgool gddego dmg000b g3dsz0 o dmgmol
8 303mbmzmob bogymgoa 0go | Logyggea 030 ggmobogeb dsmobs,
30300 Jonmogob
<®(00m)s 0g0bo v® bO> 06000 0M0 M-

82r 3969l o Bbmgbogh - $39b9L ©o Bbmbwgb

8.13 ©0 O(B9)w 030 3EEgLs Bgws | Bragom GrBge-030 3Eglbo Bgws,
®(mdg)mmo MoLb7edL 0bdobosb | - [+ 0go C1 dmdgmme-0go [< C]

- bobodmgmom dgohybe®oob ®oz0dL 0bd0b0sb, Lobodywom
bogymgoea <0>go - @ do®bo sMo| Jgofigbomnod Loggmsa ogo [<< CJ,
bJabge dom 0 0850 doto oMo 70b,

“37” (4.11), and Lk. “78” (8.11) with Mt. “135” (13.18) and Mk. “38” (4.14). On f. 751, Lk. “79” (8.16) is connected
with Mt. “32” (5.14) and Mk. “39” (4.21).
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Verse The Dagestanian Palimpsest The “Protovulgate”
72r ®(mdg)emo 700 gOHm 00Igmo-080 703 9O
b(mea) B®Fsdb - ©o 7odbs 3®(odb [3@{dgbo C1 o godbe
30bboggmolobs gobwgnob - 30bboggmolobs gobwgnob
[50b60g00b C]

8.14 B(eem) B(mdg)m 0go dmgmob | bowm Hmdgm-ogo [O(dgem)o 0go
930S EO3MES + 030 60006 - | X] g30ms J0bs ogodws, glgbo
®(m3g)mmo g(omady)o bgbdob | 56006, HmIgmms 0bBobosb Log-
bog
<yy0bo 0go - o> 47909 ©

82v EOMEb30Ls ©o Lodwpopmgbs B9bg0mogeb [EMmzbgologeb X]
- 0 gagmobodmyzdols odob | o Lodo®obs o ggdmmogob
bengmobsbe Igbmygmgdmygembo | 680l bomgmobsms gmgbgw ©s
3mgbge - <d>gb0dEmgboob ©o | 9908mz00b s 6MO Bagmagm
a3bogmgem Boddbboob : — 0gdboob [bogddbbosb X].

8.15 71v | B | (@) G(@dg)w 0o Jugagobsbs | brnme Gudgm-03o [G(mdgw)
3abombe O(m3g)mms 39momon| 0 030 X] 3gmombes J9990bobo, -
©0 AB0sMMZMOMS 3NZWOMS | HMIJEINO YLD FJNOIMS
LoByneo 030 0bdobsab - o Labogdoms 0bdobosb Logyygon
9069606006 - o godmbrosh ©0 39030dom00b ©o bogmgo
bogmxo 303000006
<3mmdobgdoms : —> dmm3obgoomo.

8.16| 79 | 75r | mo | @0 306 50bbmol bLabmgmo o | oMo 306 Lobmgmo seebmol

P ©3b3smol §mz®3gbe Jrggdg | o oxe®mOL [Esbgemol X]
o I 30bommg 3bgo®lo Jmiz9dy F9®30omo, gobs 3bgs®dbs Jygdg
5 | o(589)0 Bgws Lobobmegbs | [Jmggdg Bbgo@ls X] dgwa0sb,
gL - ®(vom)s @(MAg)mo | 0®sdge bobobmeglo Ygos
9930000m©006 06003080, ®3amo dgdsgombo
00 d a6
w o @
not preserved 030 bomgeabe dbywEzowegd
[bbgwgowgh X].

3.1 The given specimen yields a total of eight khanmeti verbal forms (counting only forms that
do contain the prefix) which have not yet been attested so far. These are the forms bgbdmgob
“they might hear” (with 3™ person subject in inversive construction) in Lk. 8.10 (vs. 9b30@0b
in the later witnesses); 9030bmMg®ol “he takes up from them” (with 3* person indirect ob-
ject in objective version) in 8.12 (vs. 300b); bJmbgo “they use to have” (~ later 3Jmbgw,
with 3™ person subject in inversive construction) in 8.13 (vs. 90b “they have”); b®{odb
“they use to believe” (with 3™ person subject in inversive construction) in 8.13 (vs. 30)odb /
30Hdgbe); Ighodmizboob “they perish” (prefixal passive with 3* person subject) in 8.14 (vs.
3900m300b “they ruin’, cf. below); odMbE30sb “they give out” (with 3™ person object) in 8.15
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(vs. 30300000 “they take out”); 90bbmOL “he lightens” (with 3™ person object)™ in 8.16 (vs.
0®0bmol “id””); and obAegol “he hides” (with 3 person object) in 8.16 (vs. @aQamOL, X
obgemob “id”).

3.2 To reveal the other peculiarities of the Gospel version contained in the present pas-
sage of the Dagestanian palimpsest, a few examples may suffice.

3.2.1 The addition of the second adjective in Jngggobabo 3gmombe s 3abogbs “on
good and fertile soil” in Lk. 8.8 (contrasting with Greek €ig TNV yAv v &yadnv) is in agreement
with the Armenian text (JGnuyhp pwnph W wwpwnu “on good and fertile soil”)** and the Syriac
version of the Curetonian Gospels (<ia finmua <hal) < irgs “on good and fruit-giving
soil”);”* the Greek variants yfjv v &yadnv kai kaAnv of the codex Bezae Cantabrigensis (“D”)
and yiv v ka\iv ki &yadrv of the Korideti Gospels (“©”) are less specific, as is the Syriac text
of the Peshitta («hisa2.0 ha), £ 5 “on good and beautiful soil” matching them, vs. plain
==\, s irgson good soil” in the Sinaitic palimpsest*). Similarly in Lk. 8.15, the Dagestanian
palimpsest has Jmgggobobo deabogobes “on fertile soil” (vs. 3gmogbo Jygggebalo “on good
soil” in the Protovulgate ~ Gk. év tfj kaAfj yij / €ig Tiv kaA|v yijv), again matching the Armenian
text (JGNYHNU wwnwnun “on the fertile soil”) but here differing from the Syriac versions, which
have “on good soil” (=), ~ir=) throughout.

3.2.29bg 3(0madB)o mJmgo 3o gm “When He said this, He shouted” vs. 030b gggs
3domo “This He said with shouting” (Lk. 8.8): in having “He shouted” as the principal verb, the
text of the palimpsest is closer to Gk. TadTa A£ywv EPWVEL; however, in rendering the Gk.
participle by a subordinate clause, it agrees with Arm. 2wju hppbL fuoutigwL wut “When He
said this, He said” and Syriac in <=3 =las  a\o 9 120“When He said this, He said with
a high voice” (Cureton, Sinai) / =28 i 33 o “When He said this, He cried” (Peshitta).

3.2.3 o dob mﬂm;jb “And He said” (Lk. 8.10) agrees perfectly well with Arm. &L Uw'
wuk “And He says” and is much closer to Gk. 0 58 elme as well as Syr. « oo\ =< “He said
to them” (Cureton, Sinai) and « 0 & &3 ad “He then said to them” (Peshitta) than
the explicit bmemm 003000300 30Jgo dom “But the Master told them” in the Protovulgate,
with the secondary introduction of ™300 (similarly in Lk. 4.24 and elsewhere).

3.2.4 In contrast to bommm g¥obo Fge 0o 6M00b, mdgmms glidol “But (those)
on the road are those who hear” (Lk. 8.12), matching Gk. ol 6& mapa Thv 666v elow ot
KODOAVTEC, the sentence is introduced in the palimpsest by a verbless relative clause, 0
0(dg)m 030 gBobo mebs 0go 9M0ob M(mIg)@me Hgldob “And (those) who (scil.
are) on (lit. at) the road, they (lit. he) are (those) who hear”, again in perfect agreement with
the Armenian text: GL npp wn dwlwwwnphwdl, wjunghy GU' np (utUU “And (those) who
(scil. are) on (lit. at) the road, they are (those) who hear”.** In the following verse (Lk. 8.13),

' The form is highly unexpected as the finite forms of s@bogods “lighten” usually have the neutral version
vowel, a (cf. smobmol in X), but the given reading (on f. 751, 1. 1) is beyond doubt. Even *smbobmol would not be
better as the verb is two-personal without indirect object.

20This is the text of the Zohrab Bible (Zohrapean 1805); the Moscow and Ejmiatsin Gospels (Xalat‘eanc'
1899 / Macler 1920) have W h wwpwpun “and on fertile” (ff. 125r / 132r).

' Mss. Add MS 14451 of the British Library, cited after Cureton 1858, [N4al; cf. ib., lii as to the passage in question.

** Cited after Kiraz 1996.

» Ms. Sin. syr. 30, cited after Smith Lewis 1910, 142. The Harklean version as edited by Hill 2002 was not accessible to me.

*The relative clause may well have been triggered by the d-construction in Syriac where we have s dxa { caoma
7-A>u- e (Jm ~wio~’ “And those who (sczl are) on the road, these are they who hear” (Cureton, Sinai)

iry Nn \c\m.}\..r{ hior 35 L B ai?“Those then who (scil. are) on the road, they are those who

»

hear’
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the relative construction is matched by the Protovulgate, too, again in agreement with the
Armenian text: @8 (bmmm P) O(mdg)m 0go 3mogbs Ygoe O(mdg)mms Mobgoedl
0bdoboob - Lobomgmom dgofybamoob LoFygmgoa <0>g0 - GL nnp Jwwwnwdhl, npe
JInpdwd uhgtU, fuunnietwdp punntuhb gpwul “And (but P) (those) who (scil. are) on
the rock (scil. are those) who, when they hear, accept the word with joy”.

3.2.5 In Lk. 8.14, the palimpsest again uses a subordinate clause to render the Greek
participle (ovtol €low ol GKODOAVTEQG), in agreement with the Armenian text: 030
0®006 O(mIg)mms glomo®dp)o Bgbdob Lo <ymzgebo 030> — Unpw U, np hppbL
[ublU gpwll “.. are those who, when they hear the word(s)...”; the Protovulgate here has a
coordinate construction: gbgbo 80080, Mmdgmms 0bdobosb Logygoq «.. are these who
hear the word...”.

3.2.6 The second Greek participle in Lk. 8.14, TOpgLOUEVOL, translated by gegbgo
“they use to go” (finite in coordination with 01L@0b00b “they hear”) in the Protovulgate, is
rendered twofold in the palimpsest, with the same gegbg accompanied by the participle
JgLmzemgomgmbo. The latter word occurs three times in the Adishi Gospels, in Mt. 5.22
(matched by X), where it stands for the invective Pakd, and in Mk. 6.52 and 8.17, which
are about the “hardened hearts”; the witnesses of the Protovulgate have M0go in Mt. 5.22,
olymgoge in Mk. 6.52 and ©o0®MIMO0e in Mk. 8.17. The fact that in both verses of
Mark, the Greek text has memwpwpévn, the perfect participle of mwpow “petrify’, suggests
that the occurrence in the palimpsest of 99bcgmgoczmbo, which may best be rendered
as “bewildered, baftled, dumbdounded’,”® was caused by a confusion of mopevouevol and
*enwpwéVol, possibly intruded into the text in form of a gloss.”” The Armenian text of Lk.
8.14 has only a participle, qpwnbtuwy, which may be translated as “occupied” and does not
bear the negative connotation of dgligengdne; it matches the Syriac form qsaessd=n “are
occupied” in the Curetonian and Sinaitic Gospels.*® The notion of “walking” (mopgvopevor)
is not reflected at all in the Armenian and Syriac texts.

3.2.7 In the same verse, the Dagestanian palimpsest shows several further important dif-
ferences as against the Protovulgate. First, it has gmgmobogmgds “longing, desire” as the
equivalent of the Gk. i8ov@v, which are much better represented by the ggdmmo “tastes”
of the Protovulgate; the palimpsest clearly agrees again with the Armenian version, which
has guiliynLhLU “desire”> Second, it uses the negative adjective mgbogm@m to render the
“fruitlessness” (Gk. o0 TeAeadpopodaty), which in the Protovulgate is expressed analytically
by 06 bogm@og®; the text in the palimpsest may here be influenced by the parallel in Mt.
13.22 where 9bogmMQM is used as the general equivalent of Gk. éxaprog. Third, the pal-
impsest in Lk. 8.14 exhibits the khanmeti passive form <3>9b08005606b in rendering Gk.

* The reconstruction of a plural form in the lost middle line is necessary for alignment with the plural form of the verb.

26 Rayfield (2006, 11-1424) gives “hardened (heart)” for dgbyegdymo (obviously based upon the attes-
tations in the Gospel of Mark) and “amazed”, “dumbfounded” for @sbyYmgdgmo (I-557); PsdOGIMd0MO is
translated by “turning blind; blinded” (I-476).

? Further attestations of dgbgamgdye in the Georgian Bible are found in Is. 24.20, where the Greek text
has onwpoguiakiov “hut of a garden-watcher” (Arm. nmwnuwrwn upquwwhuwg), and Is. 44.18, where a Greek
(and Armenian) equivalent is missing. Beyond the Bible, 3gbgemgdae- occurs in various homiletic and hagi-
ographical texts.

*$ Cf. Cureton 1858, lii who suspects a “mistaking of the Greek mopevopevor, and confounding it with that
of mopog or some other word”.

* Among the Syriac witnesses, it is the Peshitta here that has the closest equivalent, with 7gigtd meaning
“desire”; the Curetonian and Sinaitic versions have bassimiita “sweetness” instead.
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ovpmviyovtal, whereas the Protovulgate has the active 83080)3006 which, again in accord-
ance with Mt. 13.22, presupposes the “word” as the object (cupmnviyet Tov Adyov “chokes the
word”: 3g08mgol [390dwg0L C] LoEyggeq 0g80). In contrast to this, the passive in the pal-
impsest would mean something like “they are choked, drowned”, another possible (and maybe
better) interpretation of Gk. ovunviyovtai, which is matched by the Armenian (hGnduntu
“they are choked, suffocated”) and the Syriac versions (@81 “they are strangled”).

3.2.8 In Lk. 8.15, the Greek phrase €0 Kapdlq KaAf] Kol qyadi] axoboavteg TOV
AGYoV is translated in a straightforward way in the Protovulgate: 39000 39006000 O
Lobog®oms 0Ldobosb bogyggea “with a good and kind heart they hear (the) word” In con-
trast to this, the palimpsest shows not only a different word order but also other words and
forms: 3gomomom ©o dbosdmgmoms gmgmons Lodynoa 030 0bdoboob “in a good
way and with a joyful heart they hear the word”. A similar wording is found in the Armenian
Gospels again, which have pwptng bL gqniwnpwaghU upinht |nLtw| gpwul, with the adverb
pwnLnR matching Georgian 3900o@ and the adjective qnLwnpwahl “joyful”, Georgian
dbBoo®yo. The Syriac versions agree with the Greek here in having two adjectives depend-
ing on the “heart”, $pé “pleasant” and tab “good” (&2l o0 ~har alo).

3.2.9 In the remaining parts of the passage under study, the palimpsest differs from the
Protovulgate not only by using other, more or less synonymous, words (dgo§gbo®0ob “they
approve, accept” vs. d9030dog00b “they hold, retain”: Gk. katéxovotv, Arm. punntuhl;
30d0bE0sb “they give, bring out” vs. 0300000 “they take out”: Gk. [kapTo]popodaty,
Arm. nwl; ©obdoeol “he hides, conceals” vs. @a(B)goMob “id”: Gk. ka\vmrel, Arm.
rrwENLgWUL), but also by a peculiar use of the adpositions Jmggdg “under” and Hgos “on’”
In the palimpsest, Jmggdg is used twice in Lk. 8.16, connected with both §9®3gM- “vessel”
and 3bga®- “bed”, whereas the Protovulgate has the former noun in the pure instrumental
case (§90O30/m0omo “with a vessel”), which matches the Greek dative okevel. With §903g®Uo
Jmiz99g “under a vessel” and 3bgo®@bo Jnggdg “under a bed”, the palimpsest again comes
closer to the Armenian version, which has the preposition pun twice (pun Ywpwubwt “under
avessel” and pun Jwhdop “under beds”), while the Syriac versions exhibit qus “under” only
once (Kowis duwh ... ~Ard=s “in/with a vessel ... under a bed”). In the case of $goo “on’,
it is its use as a preposition (890 Lobobommgbo “on a candle holder”; Gk. émi Avyviag, Arm.
h yGnwy wpwnwlwyh) that is remarkable in the palimpsest; the Protovulgate shows the usual
postposition (Lobobmmglo Bgwos).

3.2.10 The last peculiarity of the palimpsest in the given context is the use of a relative
clause, ®(mdg)o 9300M©00b “who enter”, instead of the participle dgdogeembo “en-
tering” matching Gk. elomopevopevol. This is again in agreement with the Armenian text,
which provides the relative clause np UinwUEBU, and with the Syriac d-construction (A& y)-

4. The examples adduced above clearly show that in the Gospel of Luke, the Dagestanian pal-
impsest exhibits a text form that is much closer to the Armenian Gospels than to the Greek text.
In this way, the palimpsest is likely to have preserved a state of the Old Georgian NT translation
which antedates the redactional interventions on the basis of the Greek text that led to the emer-
gence of the Protovulgate; a state that is otherwise only preserved partially in the in the Adishi
codex, in the Gospels of Matthew, Mark and John. A full edition of the palimpsest is therefore of
utmost importance for the history of the early centuries of Georgian literacy.*

% The present writer intends to publish the full edition, together with other Old Georgian palimpsest mate-
rials, in a new volume of the series Monumenta Palaeographica Medii Aevi (Series Ibero-Caucasica).
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Fig. 2: Lk. 8.8-12
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Fig. 3: Lk. 8.12-16
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