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From the epistles written within the heart of the monastic life, Ammon’smoral exhortations resulting
from many years’ experience with his spiritual flock must be singled out. 16 epistles by St. Ammon
have survived in the Georgian language, which are preserved in a few manuscripts: Sin. 35 (907),
Sin. 25 (10% ¢) and Sin.Geo.N.13 (10™ ¢). The epistles are kept in 10" century Sinaitic manuscripts
belong to the pre-Athonite epoch. From a chronological standpoint Sin. 35 is the oldest manuscript
and simultaneously contains all 16 of Ammon’s epistles in the most complete form. Because only 4
epistles are presented in Sin. 25, the following can be surmised: it is completely possible that this copy
is a coenobitic version of Ammon’s epistles having practical purpose in the everyday regime of
monastic life. Sin. 13 is a palimpsest. Georgian translator of Ammon’s epistles is not known, but it
can certainly be said that the aforementioned copies are variants of each other and are more or less
different from a textual standpoint. As it was already noted, it is plausible that Sin. 25 and Sin. 13
originate from Sin. 35, or from the same source text. This hypothesis is confirmed by the conclusions
reached as a result of a mutual comparison: all three copies had to have been transcribed from the
same original text, which was probably written in the asomtravruli script. © 2022 Bull. Georg. Natl.
Acad. Sci.
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From the epistles written within the heart of the
monastic life, Ammon’s (IV) moral exhortations
resulting from many years’ experience with his
spiritual flock must be singled out. Epistles by St.
Ammon have survived in the Georgian language
(Sin. 35 (907), Sin. 25 (10" ¢) and Sin.Geo.N.13
(10™ ¢)). Only one epistle (his second one) has been
published from the Georgian translation of St.
Ammon’s epistles [1:123-131]. From a chro-

nological standpoint, Sin. 35 is the oldest

manuscript and simultaneously contains all 16 of
Ammon’s epistles in the most complete form.
Copies of Sin. 35, Sin. 25 and Sin. 13 differ
significantly from Athonite and
manuscripts, because they were made far earlier.
They might possibly take us to the start of Georgian
literature, especially if it is considered that Mar
Saba Monastery is deemed to be the place where
Sin. 35 was made [2: 79], whereas the other two —
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Sin. 25 and Sin. 13 — had to have been copied at Mt.
Sinai.

Only 4 epistles are presented in Sin. 25. it is
completely possible that this copy is a coenobitic
version of Ammon’s epistles having a practical
purpose in the monastic life. Such a custom is not
foreign in the monastic realm. Take the short
version of the Lausaic History by Palladius of
Galatia [3:180] for example. In our opinion, it is not
ruled out that the Old Georgian translation of
Ammon’s epistles done at Mar Saba became the
source for the long and abridged coenobitic
versions of these same epistles.

The Georgian translator of Ammon’s epistles is
not known, but it can certainly be said that the
aforementioned copies are variants of each other
and are more or less different from a textual
standpoint. As it was already noted, it is plausible
that Sin. 25 and Sin. 13 originate from Sin. 35, or
from the same source text. This hypothesis is
confirmed by the conclusions reached as a result of
a mutual comparison: all three copies had to have
been transcribed from the same original text, which
was probably written in the asomtravruli script. As
it is known, the first copy transcribed from it, Sin.
35, is also done in asomtravruli, yet at the time of
its transcription (907), the nuskhuri script was
already firmly established in Georgian literature.
This must be the reason why the scribe of this copy
copied with mistakes. These errors are especially
striking when the graphemes <y and & are
written.The scribe of Sin. 35 frequently shows the
«y grapheme in the same expected position with
either only one graphical which in
asomtravruli means “0”, or with both graphical
signs, which is characteristic of this script. The
copy of Sin. 35, striking for its occurrences of the
incorrect usage of the v and m graphemes, is proof
that the asomtavruli script was natural for the
scribe, thus the reason for him being unable to
avoid these types of errors: ,,0605 m@GHgmdgb 3ogms
Po®do@gdogo” (they do not let men advance) (Sin.
35, 48r) etc. The incorrect usage of the letter & in

sign,
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the same text is also especially remarkable. In
mostcases, it is used as an ornament. In contrast to
this text, the second copy, Sin. 25, has been copied
in khutsuri by a learned scribe. There is the
hypothesis that it was copied from the same original
source as Sin. 35, yet the orthography is well
preserved within it and similar kinds of errors are
rarely encountered.

It is peculiar that in Sin. 25 and Sin. 13, & has
been replaced almost everywhere by the letters ge
and is presented in the correct position. It is also
significant that these additions of Sin. 35 are
appended to the text by the scribe in khutsuri
instead of asomtavruli. This gives rise to the
thought that khutsuri is more natural to him than
asomtavruli. Stemming from this, it can certainly
be surmised that the errors made by the scribe are
conditioned by the fact that he had selected a source
text in asomtavruli, which was already outdated by
that time (907). It is notable that the additions
placed at the top of certain segments in the text of
Sin. 35 are included directly in the text of Sin. 25
and Sin.13. The thought that these copies did not
originate from instead, but instead have a mutual
source text is also corroborated by this
phenomenon.

When using the diphthong ¢, the following
orthographic characteristics of Sin. 35 stand out: &
is frequently presented alongside g when a common
noun ending in g is in the nominative case. In such
a position as this, the g is extraneous, because the
nominative case itself is implied by & (9e). These
spots, in most cases, are corrected by the scribe of
Sin. 25 and Sin. 13 according to the norms of the
old literary language, except he writes the letter o.
Ex: 86535¢Ubsbg® Lboddod® (Sin. 35, 50r);
36535mbsbge Loddodga (Sin. 25, 54v) (Many
other kinds of heavy burdens).

According to Z. Sarjveladze, the literary
language is comparatively more conservative and
artificial than the colloquial language. Because of
this, colloquial speech changes and develops more
rapidly than the literary language [8, 90]. It is
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completely possible to think that at the time when
the copy of Sin. 35 was created, the perception of
the diphthong & in colloquial speech is
disappearing, especially if the fact is considered
that it had been created as an analogy to the Greek
diphthong. The text’s scribe attempts to follow the
rule accepted in the Georgian literary language, but
it seems the eradication of this diphthong in his
circle of work is already quite apparent and the
scribe places it after the g vowel as a sort of
ornament. This idea is confirmed not only by many
examples of the incorrect usage of & after nouns,
but also with other suffixes.

It is also notable in both texts (Sin. 35 and Sin.
25) that names beginning with the o vowel, are in a
few places shown with an iota. Ex. 2s3mdo,
om3sby, oms. EX.: gqobs amgzsbg Boomerol-
9399geo (Or John the Baptist) (sin. 35, 50r; sin.
25, 54v).

Here it must be noted that the Sin. 35
manuscript is characterized by correct as well as
incorrect forms of the & diphthong, when in
analogous situations in Sin. 25 and Sin. 13, ge is in
place of it almost everywhere. It is thought that this
fact indicates that the use of the & diphthong is
acceptable where the scribe of the first manuscript
works in Mar Saba, whereas it is replaced by ge on
Mt. Sinai, or this difference is an individual
peculiarity of the scribes.

Based on the cited examples, it can be surmised
that all three copies reflect the peculiarities of the
place and time when they were copied. It seems Sin.
35 was copied in an environment where the use of
& is considered normal, yet the colloquial language
is gradually forgetting its function. Stemming from
this, the scribe of this manuscript frequently places
it in an incorrect position. As for Sin. 25, its scribe
must be from the school where it was acceptable to
write out the diphthong with two letters. In the case
of Sin. 13, however, it must be hypothesized that
the usage of this diphthong at this time is so
diminished in both the colloquial and literary
languages, that the scribe frequently no longer
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writes it. In other words, the manuscript copied by
him is closer to the norms of the new Georgian
literary language. It is thought that all three copies
originate from another mutual copy and not from
each other, except the scribes frequently write the
same words with forms they deem correct, or in the
form accepted in the environment in which they
work.

As it is known, the preverb Bs appears in Old
Georgian manuscripts after the year 906 [4: 106]. It
is notable that this preverb is only encountered in
one place in Sin. 35 and is presented in an older
form there: 8m50943s690L MBLIOMDS K M-
Xbgmoboms 300056 gomaabs (he shall be
dragged down into the abyss of hell from the
highest heaven) (Sin.35, 55v).

In copies containing the Old Georgian
translation of Ammon’s epistles, some locative
preverbs are found. ex: oobo-foM33gL
gmgzgeoms 3500 39dfoygdsms  IGgMoLoms
(Sin.35, 44r). (all the authority of the enemy shall
perish along with him). Locative preverbs are
secondary and inorganic for Georgian, thus Greek
locative preverbs are frequently correlated with
postpositions and preverbs by Georgian. This is the
reason for an excess of location adverbs having the
function of locative preverbs. The Greek language,
however, is found to have a certain role in such an
activization [5:145].

It seems our manuscript is also characterized by
this influence of the Greek language, where
location adverbs are frequently used as locative
preverbs. Later on, however, there is no sign of
their influence in secular literary works.

In St. Ammon’s epistles, primarily the norms of
Old Georgian are followed when using the
postpositions {fobsdy, msbs, and bgeos. In Sin. 35
there is a case when the postposition ®bgo is
shown in the dative case with an animate object:
bgo
(Sin.35, 54v). (a temptation shall not befall a man).
The usage of these postpositions is sharply
delineated by the literary language according to

239bboggo  s®s  dmofigzol  JogLo
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whether a noun is animate or inanimate, but based
on the cited example, it is possible to surmise that
their equalization in the colloquial language had
already began and were gradually becoming
established in the literary language as well.

remarkable fact is that Sin. 25 uses the d®oge»
form, when the original derog® form is preserved
in Sin. 35. Ex.. a96d6ogwoom Lymwoms
(strengthen yourselves in spirit) (Sin.25,52v); This
characteristic of Sin. 25 must be ascribed to the
influence of a regional dialect.

there is a case when a name is put in the ergative
case with the corresponding marker: 05309356 56
fomfgdos 3Mmbggoe ogo dobo (Sin.35, 51r).
(Jacob did not waste his blessing). It seems at this
time, names are appended with case markers in the
nominative and ergative cases when speaking, like
common nouns. The scribe attempts to follow the
linguistic norms, but this specific occurrence
indicates that although the literary language is
conservative and artificial, forms acceptable in
colloquial speech have already started to make
some incursions.

There is an attempt to differentiate the
inclusive-exclusive first-person plurals in the
manuscripts. Yet in the cited examples, it seems
that the concept of this category must be faulty. In
the next segment, it is quite clear that at times the
- prefix and other times the expected g«9- prefix
are used in the same combination of persons:
296850030 53bBaL Bygb o 39Jdbgl Bygb
dmcob 9339 > [av9e] Ufaggdgl Feggh
000MgMebs 3o,  GMIgebs 89339300
MA930M900mo, 6913999 29680ygbmls o ... 9GS
3990(gobagls Bgb, 5649 300563 Dolifogs Bgb
M3o@dob Bmabash ... (Sin. 35, 61; Sin. 25, 68r).
(He shall free us all and be our protector and teach
us all what we do in error, let Him not cast us aside
and have us fall into the hands of the enemy, or not
forgive us, or as our Lord ...taught us).

There are some occurrences of the incorrect
usage of the inclusive:
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There are also such cases when in the same
verb, the plurality of the object is preserved in one
text, yet at the same spot in the second text, it is
already dysfunctional and presented without this
marker. It must be hypothesized that in this case,
the violation was caused by the conflict of twob
markers, compare:sGs306 530969 (Sin.35,46r);
5300bbyLs (Sin.13,65v) (Let no one tempt him).

It seems the plural object marker 6 is
consistently shown in verbs in the pre-Athonite
epoch. Such consistency is especially characteristic
of the Mar Saba school, whereas in Sin. 25, its
absence in about two spots already indicates that
their use was already diminishing in the Mt. Sinai
literary school due to the colloquial language’s
influence. The fact is also remarkable that object
plurality is preserved everywhere in the version of
Sin. 13.

In consideration of the history of person
markers, some occurrences when 3- is shown in
place of the - prefix as a second-person subject and
a third-person object marker are quite interesting.
Primarily the Sin. 25 manuscript is characterized by
this. Compare: bxg Mse bgbogzlodgbls... (Sin.
35, 63r); 3xg... (Sin.25, 62v) (If you are sitting in
your cell...).

From the standpoint of the usage of different
lexical units (synonyms), the manuscript copies
containing Ammon’s epistles are not very notable.
Only a few occurrences are
fobsdmlogo — Hobsdmboxeo (undefined —
accuser). ¢gowo — ©dgdoo (Lord — God).
@935 — oo (penny —spare change, coin).

A variant of the old term for a monk’s attire
gobvy is found in our copies: gwobyy (B36v9): 69
09mb g9ohrbs Lbmoms osbs (do not wear the

encountered:

cloak around others). It is defined as a cloak,
»§00mbslbsdo, BgbRm* [6:227].

It is possible to conclude:

As shown by the analysis, the norms of the
Old Georgian language are frequently not
followed in the manuscript copies. Many
discrepancies also show up between the
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manuscripts indicating the varying linguistic
experience and speech habits of the scribes.
There are also some cases in the manuscripts that
are more characteristic of manuscripts from a
later time period.

The Old Georgian translation of this literary
work was done in the pre-Athonite period in
the realm of Mar Saba. They are an invaluable
source in getting to know not only Byzantine

literature, but also translated Georgian litera-
ture.
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(10065 50mbsl g3oliGmergas dggwo JoMamvero matmydsbols
8603369¢mds s 330198 Mgd6o

J. 8535L5bemolso

080¢»0lob bsbraerogier 53009005 ©s bgdobstros, 080¢rolo, bsdsGoggare

(F563m@y9b0w0s 53509300 Fg360b 5. 5Mdweol dog)

90boLEBOYo 3BM3MgdoL fosmdo Fgjdboero fdobws 58mbsl BEYMdIMOZ0 sMyYdsto Lvymogh
LsAPgLEWND MBNOYHMNMBIOL FMZ5(Herosbo g3dm3EoEgdol dggans. §0. 58mbsls 930l m-
WsGHMEo 3993300009Md0E6 Js@ovme g6s%g 893my3cBs 16 g3oLEBmmg, HMIMWYBOE OIELIM0s
65396007 bgbsfig@do: Sin. 35 (907 §.), Sin. 25 (Xb.), Sin.Geo.N.13 (X b.). X Lsv9360L Lobme
bgabsfgmgddo @sgmmo gl 93obGmeggdo obssmmbam® gdmgsl a9693mm3b9ds. sbodbmem
Blibsmagsb Sin. 35 9000605, JOHMBbMEMaoMo MZselsBGOLom, 00 Yzgwsby dggmo
bgabsfigos s, 59539 ML, yzgwsby LEOMmyMBoEsE GJoaogl 5dmbsl 16-39 g3oLBmangls.
090000995 303565v900Mm, MM ol 56oL {igotm Sin. 25 bylsbols (X U.), GmIgedog s9mbsl Fbmerme
®mobo g3obGHmmgs FsMmImagbowo. s6s MmMogg dsmysbo gMomo ©s 08539 byebsfgthosb sGols
3505(9M0wo. 03039 890dggds gogod@mo Sin. 13 gBMms@bgg (X L.), GmIgmog 35¢r0dxlgldos.
Sin. 35, Sin. 25 ¢ Sin. 13 Bylbgdo sMEMMmO s 0gPLsodm@mo bgEbsfigMgdoliasb d60d3bg-
©m3bs¢0 bbgsmdl, Moab olobo as30wgdom s©Mgs 89§0boo s dsm, Fglisdgrms, JsBommemo
@OoRIOGHNOOL slssd8m6 F0a3094396mb; Sin. 35-0l Jgddbols sMYssE LdS(BObEOL TmbsL-
39005 doBByMo, bmeom sbs®Bbo mMoLobol dmsby vbos swsfigMowoym. 0josb §sd3ma-
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0656y, GmA Sin. 25 brylbsdo FoMmdmpagbowos dbmeme mmbo g3olBme, 339359 gd067dL
0909009U: Loglgdoo FglisdergdgEos, s0bodbmwmo brlsbols Lsboom Lsgdg a35J3l 58mbsls g3oliEm-
g5 9.5 3306md0GHNMO Hgsd3osbmsb, MMAgmbsg 3Msd@oldweo ©sbodbmgds 3dmbs dmbal-
AOMo 3bmzmgdol ymzgwmow® gmxsdo. B3gb 56 30300 $9mbsl g3oliGmumgoms Js®ogzggwo
000500690, o538 ©dIX0Jd0m Fga30dw0os 30350, MMI Bgdmo EILIbYWYdIMEo BL-
bgdo g6mdsbgools 356056305 ©s GHgJuBMOM030 M33eLEBOOLO TgF)-bogergds Lbgsmdgb.
OymOE M339 903603690, sg33GsM@Ms, HMA Sin. 25 s Sin. 13 3mAEobs@MMdL Sin. 35-¢s6, sbgs
960 s 00539 ©IH06. 53 FMLsBOYOIL 23008330390l Fsm0 MMHNOYMHNAYEIMgdoL Tggas©
399m@sbogro sli33b900: Lsdogy brlbs as@sfigMomo Mbws oyml gMmo s 00537 ©JEBOowsb,
639003 ©HIM0wo vbEs ynxowmoygm simdmsgzmvywoo.
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