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Jost Gippert
The formation of comparatives in the history of Georgian

Part I: The prehistory of the synthetic comparatives®

A remarkable difference between Modern Georgian and the Old Georgian
literary language consists in the fact that comparative forms of adjectives were built
in a highly synthetic way in the latter whereas the modern language has analytic
ones. The Old Georgian comparatives, nowadays used with a "superlative / elative"
function only, were commonly formed with a prefixed u- plus a suffix that
appeared either as a shorter variant, -e or -0, or as a longer, declinable one, -es- (<
-eys-) or -oys-. The Old Georgian Bible translation reveals examples like u-did-e /
u-did-es-i "bigger" from did-i "big, large” (e.g. Ps. 134,5), u-borot-e / u-borot-es-i
"worse" from borot-i "bad, evil" (e.g. Dan. 3,32), or u-pr-o / u-pr-oys-i "more"
(e.g. Lc. 7,43), obviously related to the root which is present in pr-iad "very". The
last named short form, upro, is the element used in the modern language to build
analytic comparatives of all adjectives such as, e.g., upro didi "bigger".

It can easily be shown that the synthetic type was inherited from Proto-Kart-
velian, given that similar formations exist in the Zan languages as well as Svan; cp.
Megrelian u-magal-as-i "highest" (from magal-i "high"), Laz u-3gi-S-i "best", or
Svan xo-lgmas-a "strongest" (from lagmas "strong™). Curiously enough, all sister
languages show the same tendency as Georgian does, in that these formations are
restricted to superlative / elative functions today while real comparatives are built
analytically: Megrelian uses umosi, Laz, dido, and Svan, gun or 3gad as equival-
ents of Georgian upro.

As to the origin of the synthetic formation, a theory first published by I.
QiIrSI%E (KIPSIDZE) in his Grammar of Megrelian has become widespread. Accord-
ing to this theory, the prefix appearing as u- both in Megrelian and Georgian, is
identical with the versional marker of a third person in finite verbal forms and
refers to the object of the comparison:

1 A preliminary version of this article was read on the occasion of the VII. Caucasian Colloguium in
Marburg, 19.7.1994; the present edition is the first printed one. A second part concerning the historical
development within Georgian has meanwhile been published separately (in: Studies in Caucasian Lin-
guistics. Selected papers of the Eighth Caucasian Colloquium, ed. H. VAN DEN BERG, Leiden 1999, 32-44).
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"CpaBHI/ITe.TILHaSI CTCIICHb 06pa3yeTc;I, KaKb U BB I'PY3SMHCKOMB, Cb ITOMOIIIO mbcro-

HMMeHHAro 06beKTUBHArO NpecHrKca POJUTEILHATO OTHOMIEHIS 3-T0 JIULIA ¥ €20, [ESP. emy

.. 1 cydbdukca Jo, okoHYaHis P. magexa, nmpeaBapsieMaro riIacHbBIMB o o—do." (KIPSIZE

1914, p. 033)
It is not clear whether this interpretation was developed by KipSiDzE himself or
whether he learned it from N.Ja. MARR. In an article that appeared one year later
than the Megrelian Grammar but was obviously written some time before, this
author had come to the same conclusion after rejecting an alternative hypothesis
considered by himself earlier, according to which the u- element had to be con-
nected with the Kartvelian negative prefix:

"Curavana Bb npedukch -7 -U rpy3UHCKON CpPaBHUTEJILHON CTeNeHH (OHA XKe M IpeBoc-

XOIHAsI) Mbl yCMaTpUBAJIH M3BECTHYIO OTPHIIATEIbHYIO YAaCTHILY: IIPEIII0I0raloch, YTO

dbopma roeBlo u-did-eys-i seauuatiuuil npecTaBIsgeTD IbI0e OTPULATENBHOE CYXKIeHie

«ge (U-) ects (-eys-) [6oabe] BenmKiit», HO CBaHCKIN SKBUBAJIEHTHBIN IpedUKCH beor— §0-,

Hanp. bmBs (0-9a syuwil, xopowiii cpady OTKPBUIB, YTO Bb O0CYKJAaeMOMb KapTCKOMb

o6pa3oBaTelbHOMD dieMeHTh uMbeMb He n3BhCTHYIO OTpULATEIbHYIO YacTUIy - U-, a

He MeHbe H3BhCTHYIO 00BeKTHBHYI0 MbcTonMeHHYyI0 yacTumy P. mamexa «p- U- (<*wi),

IBUCTBUTENbHBIN DKBUBAJIEHTh CBAHCKATr0 be- (0-, YTO KacaeTcsi OKOHYaHisI -€YS-, TO 9TO

cydbduxcs -¢ u okonuanie P. magexa (-e-is > eys). CnbgoparensHo, r. gemeGlo u-di-eys-i

OyKBaJbHO 3HAYUTDH «er0 6eAukil» > eeaudatiuuii, a cB. beRS (0-94 «ero xopowii» >

ayqwiil. (MARR 1915, p.51)
As the quotation shows, the decisive argument for MARR’s changing his mind was
the discovery that the Svan equivalent of the Georgian u- prefix was the element
X0- otherwise appearing as a versional object marker. In his Grammar of Old
Literary Georgian (1925), MARR further proposed that the Georgian word xuces-i,
"vulgar" xuces-i "priest" had to be identified with the Svan comparative xo-3a
"older, elder”, thus revealing the prefix beginning with x- in Georgian too. MARR

considered this to be a borrowing from Svan:
"b38b—o, Bymsr. bey3gl—o cesuyenHuKs ... DTa OCHOBA TIOKA BB I'PY3MHCKOMB HaOIIOAEeHA
IuIb Bb BUAb beyyy—, HO oHA Takxke ychueHHas u3b by3o—, OHA TaKXKe 3aUMCTBOBAHA
u3b CBaHCKAro. Bb byy—3¢ HanuIo — cBaHCKas CpaBHUTENbHAS CTENIeHb KOPHS 8 — be—3s
cmapuiitl, 60abu0il .. cb nepepoxaeniems d b (b 7) (3 cormacHo ceucTsAmed npuponh
IPY3UHCKAro M Cb JialleKTHYeCKUMD HepelBUXKeHieMb o Bb ¢ Bb npeduxch bo-."
(MARR 1925, p. 58 sq.)

In the same way, MARR regarded the Georgian versional object marker u- itself as

a borrowing from Svan:
"HacTuna +)- IpefcTaBiIseTh 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIM, Ch IOTEPEIO CIIMpaHTa 3, U3b CBAHCKOH
TiaJleKTUYeCKOH cpefipl Tpeduxcs *37- / *bvy-, pasHOBUAHOCTL bey-, O6BEKTUBHATO
npedukca P. mamexka Bb COBpEMEHHOMS CBAHCKOM®B s3bIKb ..." (ib., p. 91 sq.).

This view cannot be upheld any longer, of course. But the hypothesis that the
comparative prefix was the same as the verbal version marker was further sup-
ported when in the 1920ies, the so called Xanmeti and Haemeti texts came to light.
Here, the prefix of the comparative forms appeared as xu- and hu-, resp., i.e, it
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showed the characteristical feature of these most ancient texts in the same way as
the verbal prefix did; cp. the xanmeti forms xu-did-es-i "bigger" (Lc. 20,47), xu-
pr-oys-i "more, bigger", xu-mcir-es-i "smaller" (Mt. 11,11), xu-msob-es-i "better"
(Mt. 5,29), xu-met-es-i "bigger" (Mt. 5,37), xu-advil-es-i "lighter" (Lc. 16,17), xu-
cinar-es-i "earlier” (Jo. 5,7), xu-mravl-es-i "more" (Mt. 21,36) or the haemeti form
hu-advil-es-i "lighter" with a verbal form like Xu-brzan-a "he ordered (to) him"
(Mt. 8,9), Svan xo-sgoz "id.".

The importance of the xanmeti and haemeti variants was underlined by
A. SANIZE in a paper about personal markers in nominal forms in the Kartvelian
languages, read on a session of the linguistic section of the Rustaveli Institute in
1934 (SANIZE 1934/1981, p. 402 sq.). In his Grammar of Old Georgian, this author

stated briefly:
19399l AT ggOmmdono bsmalbol bebgmgdl Fab gemmes B (bs6dgBmdol @dmls) 6 3
(35989830l @O™L): brdxmdBlo (373%03GLa). gl b (36 3) FodmBmdon ool 39—3 mdagd-
B0 3060k 603s6o: bydxmdGlo — dolo dxmdo." (SANIZE 1976, 56; similarly in the German
edition, 1982, 63).
SANIZE further concluded that if forms like xum}obesi contained a third person
object marker, a complete paradigm of all persons must once have existed in
Kartvelian:
"s301 339000 Mbos sObgdmmoaym d0dx mdBLo (Bgdo dX M) ©s godxmdBla (3gbo
IXMda), s3e90m39 3 903K m3CBLo s 303X mdBLo (Bzgbo Ixmda) .." (ib.)
In order to motivate the assumption of a “personal conjugation” within nominal
forms, he compared the system of possessive marking by prefixes to be found, e.g.
in North West Caucasian languages; cp. his example taken from Abkhaz (SANIZE
1934/1981, 406; transcription and translation J.G.):

1. s-ab "my father" s-an "my mother"
2. w-ab "your (masc.sg.) father" w-an "your (masc.sg.) mother"
b-ab "your (fem.sg.) father" b-an "your (fem.sg.) mother"
3. y-ab "his father" y-an "his mother"
I-ab "her father" I-an "her mother"
a-ab "its (non-hum.) father" a-an "its (non-hum.) mother"

SANIZE’s proposal was not universally adopted though. In 1940, K. DONDUA
argued against it that in no Kartvelian language any traces of a first or second
person marking within comparative forms persist. At least in the most conservative
language of the group, viz. Svan, he would have expected remnants of such a
salient feature:

"OpmHaKo IPU TaKOM JOIYIIEHUU HEOOXOTUMO OYIeT y4ecThb TOT (HakT, YTO HU B TPY3UH-
CKOM, HH B METPEIIbCKOM, HHM JaxKe B CBAHCKOM MBI He HaXOOUM HUKAKHX CIEI0B
M3MEHEHUs CPaBHUTEIBbHO-IIPEBOCXOTHOM CTeNeHH B 1-M 1 BO 2-M IuIle; TPYIHO JOIIyC-
TUTBH, YTOOBI 3Ta MOPGOTIOTHIECKass OCOOEHHOCTh B OMHAKOBOM Mepe GecclelHO Moria
HMCYE3HYTh B Ha3BaHHBIX SI3bIKaX, €CIM OHAa B HUX M B CaMOM Jelle CYyIIecTBOBala.
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OcoGeHHO CTPaHHOW TaKasi CyIb0a CPaBHUTEIBHON CTENEHH MOXKET I10Ka3aThCs st
CBAHCKOTO $SI3bIKa, KOTOPBIH, KaK W3BECTHO, €NMHCTBEHHBIN W3 KAPTBEJIbCKUX SI3BIKOB
COXPAHUII .. CTOJb JPEBHION0 .. POPMY BhIpaKEHUSI JINIA, KAKOU SIBISIETCS TpaMMaTHyYe-
CKasl KaTeropusl WHKJII03uBa-dKkckro3usa.”" (DONDUA 1940, 38 / 1975, 105).

Additional support for SANIZE’s hypothesis is available, however, if we compare
not the possessive marking of the North West Caucasian languages but the way
they build their own comparative forms. At a first glance, the system of today’s
Abkhaz and Adyghe languages seems to be quite similar to the one of Modern
Georgian, in that comparatives are usually formed by combining the normal
("positive™) form of the adjective with an adverbial element equivalent to Georgian
upro meaning "more", viz. Abkhaz ejha and Adyghe nah. Cp. the Adyghe sample
sentence (ROGAVA-KERASEVA 1966, 73): '
ar nah daxa yu$’'t’sga
"he/she became more beautiful.”

It can be shown, however, that Abkhaz ejha has to be considered as a syn-
thetic comparative form of its own, just as Georgian upro which derived from Old
Georgian (x)u-pr-o(ys-i) "bigger". Cp. the following examples from Bible transla-
tion (Jo. 19,11) where Abkhaz ejha is used as an attributive adjective meaning
"greater”, equivalent to Old Georgian uproysi / udidesi, Xanmeti xudidesi (and
Greek peilwv)? '

Jo. 19,11: S1a ToUTo 0 TaPadolc L gol PEICove apopTioy £xeL.
Xanmeti: amistws mimcemelsa mas ¢emsa $e"nda” xudidesi codvay xakus.
Protovulgate (DE): amistws mimcemelsa mas €emsa Senda udidesi codvay akus.
Adisi (C): amistws romelman mimca me Sen, uproysi brali akus.

Abkhaz (a): Y6pu akbiHTo yapa cy31a3 emxa ryHaxa HMOYIL.

"Therefore he that delivered me unto thee hath the greater sin."
Another example from Bible translation shows that Abkhaz ejha is able to incor-
porate person marking with respect to the object of comparison, just in the way
SANIZE expected Proto-Kartvelian comparatives to have done:

Jo. 21,15: Sipwv lodvvov, dyangc pe TAEov To0TWV;

Xanmeti: simon ionayso, giquar mea Xuproys” amatsa?
Protovulgate (DE): simon ionayso, giquar mea uproys amatsa?

Adisi (C): simon ionayso, giquar me umetes amatsa?

Abkhaz (a): Cumon, MoHa WIpa, erbbipT penxa 63ua coiyoy Capa?

"Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou me more than these?"

% Quotations from Abkhaz Bible translation are taken from the editions Stockholm 1981 (a: Gospel of John)
and Tiflis 1912 (b: Four gospels). The Georgian xanmeti quotations are taken from the edition Ka3AlA
1984, the quotations from the Adisi New Testament (C) and the Protovulgate (DE) from the edition SANIZE
1945. The Greek text is given according to the edition NESTLE-ALAND 1963, English translations according
to the King James Bible.
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Here, the comparative form ejha has a prefix r- which obviously refers to the
plural pronominal eg’art, "the others” (here corresponding to Georgian amat-sa). In
the same way, a reference to a first person singular object of comparison is met
with in St. John’s gospel:

Jo. 14,28: .. 611 6 Tatnp petlwv pod £otiv.
Protovulgate (DE): .. rametu mamay Cemi uproys ¢emsa ars.
Adisi (C): .. rametu mamay Cemi udides ars ¢emsa.
Abkhaz (a): .. n30aH aky3ap A6 Capa mcenxaym.

".. for my Father is greater than |."
Here, the form in question, dsejhaup, contains object marking (-s-, 1st person
singular, congruent with sara "I") as well as subject marking (d-, 3rd person
singular masc., congruent with ab "father"); additionally, it contains the suffix -up
turning it into a finite stative verbal form "he is bigger than I". In another transla-
tion of John, an alternative method of marking the object of comparison was used.
Here, the stative verb has the subject marking only (d-ejha-up), whereas the first
person singular object appears in the shape of the pronoun sara plus a
postpositional s-ackas "with respect to me" only:
Abkhaz (b): .. 13621 aKysap, C’—A6 Capa cvmkve aeihaym ha ichas.

In yet another passage from John, the two Abkhaz translations behave just the
other way: Here, the older one has a subject plus object marking in the compara-
tive form, whereas the younger one uses -ackas:

Jo. 8,53: p1 o0 peiGov el tod matpdc Hpdv "APpady, otic dmédavey;
Xanmeti: nuukue Sen xuproys xar mamis-a”

Protovulgate (DE): nuukue $en uproys xar mamisa Suenisa abrahamisa, romeli mokuda?
Adisi (C): nutu $en udides xar mamisa Euenisa abraamisa, romeli-igi mokuda?
Abkhaz (b): Hac Yapa umcpi3 xa6 AGpaam HanKbbIC yeHXaHY ? '
Abkhaz (a): ha6 Aspaawmi ipcv3 Yapa ypeihayma?

"Art thou greater than our father Abraham, which is dead?"
Note that in u-r-ejha-u-ma "are you greater than he", the object is marked (by -r)
as a 3rd person plural, most probably in the sense of a pluralis maiestatis referring
to the patriarch Abraham.

The formation of comparatives that comprise both subject and object marking,
thus producing stative verbal forms rather than adjectival ones, is not restricted to
-ejha- "more" in Abkhaz as one might suggest on the basis of the examples quoted
above. Thus, the Abkhaz grammar by ARSTAA and él_(ADUA (1966, 61) provides
an example of -ejc°a- "worse" treated in the same way (with d- subject marker 3rd

person singular, -i- object marker 3rd person singular, finite ending -up):
Akym mennarap a63aMbIky JHEHIIOYII.
"When a wise (man) is confused, he is worse than a fool."
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It must be stated, though, that in modern Abkhaz, only a few comparatives exist
that are capable of being "inflected"” like this; to my knowledge, there are only two
more of them, viz. ejy’ "better, more™ and ejca “smaller, less", ejhabs "older” and
ejcba "younger" being derived from ejha "greater" and ejca "smaller", respectively.
It is certainly not by chance that all these forms contain an element ej- which
seems to be identical with the marker of the so-called "reciprocal version™ in verbal
forms (cp. ej-S’to-up "they follow each other"). This cannot combine with an object
marker, however, so that it is not exactly the same element.

In the Circassian languages, similar features are not easy to find. When
personal objects are involved in a comparison using nah "more" plus adjective in
literary Adyghe, personal pronouns seem to suffice normally as in the following

sentence (with oS "you"; ROGAVA-KERASEVA 1966, 73):
Om Haxp nary a uleim elsThl.
"This earth will bear even a (man) more severe than you."

There is a peculiar case though where a personal prefix is added to nah in Adyghe,
viz. where this is used in the sense of a superlative form, comparing a given
subject with "all" others. The prefix in question is a-, identical with the personal
marker of a 3rd person plural object in verbal forms; Adyghe a-nah is thus equiv-
alent to Abkhaz r-ejha "more than they". Cp. the following two sentences (ROGA-
VA-KERASEVA ib.):
To» TUMETPO - NYHAUM TE€TMD aHAXb I3I'BY.
"Our underground is better than (all) the (ones) existing in the world."

KI/ITXE)p OCOYYUI'bXb) NCTEYMH aHAXb HHBIX.
"Whales are bigger than all (other) animals.”

For the Sapsug dialect of Adyghe, Z. KERASEVA mentioned forms like ys-d3g°s
"better" which has to be considered as a derivation of dag°® "good", being charac-
terized by an object marker of the 3rd person, ya- (KERASEVA 1957, 59; cf. ROGA-
VA 1980, 42).

In this way, it is well conceivable that the integration of personal markers in
the formation of comparative forms was a common feature of North West Cau-
casian. Returning to Kartvelian forms as represented by Old Georgian (xanmeti)
xu-did-eys-i, we have to note the striking similarity of both the functional elements
and their arrangement if we compare them with their Abkhaz equivalents:
Abkhaz dieic®°oup "he is worse than he":

d- i+ ei- c°a- up

3.ps.sg.subj. 3.ps.sg.ind.obj.+  versional marker (?) root (finite) suffix
Georgian xuzwres-i "worse (than he)":

*(D)- X+ u- ZWr- eys- i

(3.ps.sg.subj.) 3.ps.sg.ind.obj.+  versional marker- root suffix ~ nom.ending
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On the basis of this similarity, we should indeed expect forms like *midides-i
"bigger than me", matching Abkhaz dseihaup, to have existed within Kartvelian
once, as A. SANIZE suggested. Given that personal marking with respect to the
object of comparison is hardly attested elsewhere, the South and North West
Caucasian languages would surely deserve typologists’ attention (neither H. JENSEN
in his article in 1934 nor P.K. ANDERSEN in his 1983 book took any notice of an
"incorporational” type of comparatives as established here); and given that both
language groups have always been located in a close geographical neighbourhood,
we could even presume that the similarities are vestiges of an areal interrelationship
("Sprachbund™) that might have existed in former times.

Several problems persist, however, that have to be explained before we can
take these assumptions for granted.

First, we have to consider the fact that within Old Georgian, the object of
comparison cannot be regarded as a simple indirect object because it does not
appear in the dative case but in the dative of the hypostatical genitive paradigm (at
least when it is a personal pronoun). Cp. the following examples (Mt. 3,11 / Lc.

12,24):
Protovulgate (DE): xolo romeli-igi €emsa Semdgomad movals, uzlieres ars €emsa.
Adisi (C): xolo $emdgo[m]ad ¢emsa mom[a]vali uzlier[es] cemsa ars.
"But he that cometh after me is mightier than I."
Xanmeti: raoden xumjobes xart tk(ue)n mprinvelta?
Protovulgate (DE): raoden tkuen umyzobes xart mprinvelta?
Adisi (C): ravden tkuen umjobes xart mprinveltasa?

"How much more are ye better than the fowls?"
If uzlieres- Cemsa really substitutes a former *mizlieres- (me), the usage of the
hypostatical genitive (¢em-sa, mprinvelta-sa) can be regarded as an easy way of
avoiding the incongruence that originated by the loss of non-third person marking;
¢em-i "mine" (sc. "my body") is a third person, not a first one. In this way, the
usage of Cemsa instead of *me does not contradict the assumption that u-zlieres-
etc. are marked for a third person object.

Second, we have to cope with the question what the suffixal elements in com-
parative forms such as udid-es-i and udid-e are. In the corresponding Abkhaz
forms, there can be no doubt that the suffixes have to be classified as verbal
morphemes: -up in dseihaup "he is bigger than me" is the same element as -up in
st°o0-up "l am standing"”, i.e. the marker of finiteness in stative verbs. If we con-
sider that in Kartvelian languages, personal marking is restricted to verbal forms
normally, we should therefore expect that their comparatives were verbal forms
originally too.
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In this connection, it would be necessary first to investigate whether the differ-
ence between the so called longer and shorter forms can be accounted for on
syntactical grounds. At a first glance, it seems that the short form was predestined
for usage as a predicate form in copular sentences such as Mt. 5,29 in the AdiSi
gospels:

Adisi (C): .. rametu um3zobe ars $enda, rayta carcqmdes erti asota Sentagani ..

"for it is profitable for thee that one of thy members should perish .."

It has to be stated, though, that from earliest times on, the endingless form of the
longer stem was used equivalently in this environment; cf. the same passage in the

xanmeti text and the Protovulgate:
Xanmeti: .. r(ametu) xumxobes ars Senda r(ayt)a carcqmdes erti asota Sentagani ..
Protov. (DE): .. rametu umzobes ars Senda, rayta carcgmdes erti asota Sentagani ..

In the next verse from within Matthew (5,30), in an otherwise identical sentence,
even the Adisi text prefers the longer form:

Adisi (C): .. rametu umzobes ars Senda, rayta carcqmdes erti asota Senta[gani]. ..
Xanmeti: .. r(ametu) xumzobes ars Senda r(ayt)a carcqmdes erti asota Sentagani ..
Protov. (DE): .. rametu umzobes ars Senda, rayta carcqmdes erti asota Sentagani ..

As was stated above, N.Ja. MARR proposed that the element -eys-/-oys- of the
(longer form of the) comparatives could be interpreted as being a genitive stem,
built upon the shorter form (in -e/-0) by addition of the genitive ending -is-. This
assumption seems to be well supported by the similar appearance of derived
genitive stems from adverbs ending in -e, such as gareSes-i = gareSe-ys-i "the outer
one" from gareSe "outside" or cinases-i = cinade-ys-i "the former one" from cinase
"before”. But this would imply that shorter forms such as (x)udide or (x)upro
would have to be regarded as adverbial forms originally, not verbal ones, and we
have to consider that adverbs like gareSe could as easy be nominalized by simply
adding the case endings; cp. Ez. 42,7 with nominative gareSe = gareSe-i beside the
genitive stem gareSesa- = gareSe-ysa-:

da nateli garese vitarca igi sagdarni ezoysa mis garesesani ..

kol &g £Edev ov TpoTOV ol £EEdpa TG adANG TG EEwTEPUS ..

"And light from outside, like the thrones of the outer court .."
Furthermore, the problem remains that even in xanmeti texts, several examples
occur where the suffixes are not written -es- or -oys- but -es- and -0s-; note, e.g.,
the following examples (Jo. 16,7 / Mc. 12,43):

Xanmeti: .. Xum3jobes ars [tk(ue)n]da r(ayt)a me [carv]ide ..
Protovulgate (DE): .. um3jobes ars tkuenda, rayta me carvide ..
Adisi (C): .. um3zobe ars tkuenda, me tu mivide ..

"It is expedient for you that | go away .."
Xanmeti: .. kurivman am[an] glaxakman xupros (ovelta Semocira pasis sacavsa..
Protov. (DE): .. kurivman aman glaxakman uproys govelta $emocira pasis sacavsa amas..
Adisi (C): .. kurivman glaxakman uproys oveltasa $ecira $esaciravsa amas zeda ..

"This poor widow hath cast more in, than all they which have cast into the treasury”.
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Is it really believable that this is a mere matter of orthography as Z. SARZVELAZE
proposed (1984, p. 276 sq.)?

A lot of further investigations will be necessary in order to finally decide
these questions, and it may well be that some of them will remain unanswered,
simply because Georgian written tradition began too late to preserve clear vestiges
of the original state. But the assumption that Kartvelian comparatives once had
personal (object) marking has a good deal in its favour if we take the parallel from
North West Caucasian as established here seriously.
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