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Jost Gippert

The formation of comparatives in the history of Georgian

Part I: The prehistory of the synthetic comparatives1

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 -o, or as a longer, declinable one, -ēs- (<
-eys-) or -oys-. The Old Georgian Bible translation reveals examples like u-did-e /
u-did-ēs-i "bigger" from did-i "big, large" (e.g. Ps. 134,5), u-boro ˙t-e / u-boro ˙t-ēs-i
"worse" from boro ˙t-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-aš-i "highest" (from magal-i "high"), Laz u-y̌gi-š-i "best", or
Svan xo-lqmaš-a "strongest" (from l eqmäš "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 yġ ed as equival-
ents of Georgian upro.

As to the origin of the synthetic formation, a theory first published by I.

˙QIPŠIZE (KIPŠIDZE) 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 Colloquium 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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"Sravnitelhna{ stepenh obrazuets{, kak& i v& gruzinskom&, s& pomo<} m_sto-
imennago ob&ektivnago prefiksa roditelhnago otnowen%{ 3-go lica u ego, resp. emu
.. i suffiksa }i, okonqan%{ R. pade9a, predvar{emago glasnym& a: a−}i." (KIPŠIZE

1914, p. 033)

It is not clear whether this interpretation was developed by KIPŠIDZE 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:

"Snaqala v& prefiks_ -u -u gruzinsko/i sravnitelhno/i stepeni (ona 9e i prevos-
xodna{) my usmatrivali izv_stnu} otricatelhnu} qasticu: predpologalosh, qto
forma udid[si u-did-eys-i veliqa/iwi/i predstavl{et& c_loe otricatelhnoe su9den%e
«ne (u-) esth (-eys-) [bol_e] velik%/i», no svansk%/i |kvivalentny/i prefiks& Xo− q̇o-,
napr. Xo%à q̇o-

˙
\à luqw%/i, xorow%/i srazu otkryl&, qto v& obsu9daemom& "kar"tskom&

obrazovatelhnom& |lement_ im_em& ne izv_stnu} otricatelhnu} qasticu u- u-, a
ne men_e izv_stnu} ob&ektivnu} m_stoimennu} qasticu R. pade9a u- u- (<*wi),
d_/istvitelhny/i |kvivalent& svanskago Xo- q̇o-, qto kasaets{ okonqan%{ -eys-, to |to
suffiks& -e i okonqan%e R. pade9a (-e-is > eys). Sl_dovatelhno, g. udud[si u-di-eys-i
bukvalhno znaqit& «ego velik%/i» > veliqa/iwi/i, a sv. Xo%à q̇o-

˙
\à «ego xorow%/i» >

luqw%/i." (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
xo- otherwise appearing as a versional object marker. In his Grammar of Old
Literary Georgian (1925), MARR further proposed that the Georgian word xucēs-i,
"vulgar" xuces-i "priest" had to be identified with the Svan comparative xo-ša
"older, elder", thus revealing the prefix beginning with x- in Georgian too. MARR

considered this to be a borrowing from Svan:
"Xuc[s−i, vulhg. Xuces−i sv{<ennik& ... \ta osnova poka v& gruzinskom& nabl}dena
liwh v& vid_ Xuc−, no ona tak9e us_qenna{ iz& Xuca−, ona tak9e zaimstvovana
iz& svanskago. V& Xu−ca nalico — svanska{ sravnitelhna{ stepenh korn{ } — Xo−}a
starw%/i, bolhwo/i .. s& perero9den%em& } v& (s /) c soglasno svist{<e/i prirod_
gruzinskago i s& d%alektiqeskim& peredvi9en%em& o v& u v& prefiks_ Xu−."
(MARR 1925, p. 58 sq.)

In the same way, MARR regarded the Georgian versional object marker u- itself as
a borrowing from Svan:

"Qastica u- predstavl{et& zaimstvovanny/i, s& potere} spiranta h, iz& svansko/i
d%alektiqesko/i sredy prefiks& *hu- / *Xu-, raznovidnosth Xo-, ob&ektivnago
prefiksa R. pade9a v& sovremennom& svanskom& {zyk_ ..." (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 Xanme ˙ti and Haeme ˙ti texts came to light.
Here, the prefix of the comparative forms appeared as xu- and hu-, resp., i.e, it



ios4 giper4i 39

showed the characteristical feature of these most ancient texts in the same way as
the verbal prefix did; cp. the xanme ˙ti forms xu-did-ēs-i "bigger" (Lc. 20,47), xu-
pr-oys-i "more, bigger", xu-mcir-ēs-i "smaller" (Mt. 11,11), xu-my̌ob-ēs-i "better"
(Mt. 5,29), xu-me ˙t-ēs-i "bigger" (Mt. 5,37), xu-advil-ēs-i "lighter" (Lc. 16,17), xu-

˙cinar-ēs-i "earlier" (Jo. 5,7), xu-mravl-ēs-i "more" (Mt. 21,36) or the haeme ˙ti form
hu-advil-ēs-i "lighter" with a verbal form like xu-bryan-a "he ordered (to) him"
(Mt. 8,9), Svan xo-sgoy̌ "id.".

The importance of the xanme ˙ti and haeme ˙ti variants was underlined by
A. ŠANIZE 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 (ŠANIZE 1934/1981, p. 402 sq.). In his Grammar of Old Georgian, this author
stated briefly:

"u&veles dros ufroobiti XarisXis saXelebs ~in ertoda X (Xanme4obis dros) an h
(haeme4obis dros): Xum#ob[si (hum#ob[si). es X (an h) ~armo}obit aris me−3 obie{−
4uri piris ni}ani: Xum#ob[si — misi m#obi." (ŠANIZE 1976, 56; similarly in the German
edition, 1982, 63).

ŠANIZE further concluded that if forms like xumy̌obēsi contained a third person
object marker, a complete paradigm of all persons must once have existed in
Kartvelian:

"amis gverdit unda arsebuliqo mim#ob[si (%emi m#obi) da gim#ob[si (}eni
m#obi), agretve guim#ob[si da mim#ob[si (%veni m#obi) .." (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 (ŠANIZE

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"

l-ab "her father" l-an "her mother"
a-ab "its (non-hum.) father" a-an "its (non-hum.) mother"

ŠANIZE’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:

"Odnako pri takom dopu<enii neobxodimo budet uqesth tot fakt, qto ni v gruzin-
skom, ni v megrelhskom, ni da9e v svanskom my ne naxodim nikakix sledov
izmeneni{ sravnitelhno-prevosxodno/i stepeni v 1-m i vo 2-m lice; trudno dopus-
tith, qtoby |ta morfologiqeska{ osobennosth v odinakovo/i mere bessledno mogla
isqeznuth v nazvannyx {zykax, esli ona v nix i v samom dele su<estvovala.
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Osobenno stranno/i taka{ sudhba sravnitelhno/i stepeni mo9et pokazaths{ dl{
svanskogo {zyka, kotory/i, kak izvestno, edinstvenny/i iz kartvelhskix {zykov
soxranil .. stolh drevn}} .. formu vyra9eni{ lica, kako/i {vl{ets{ grammatiqe-
ska{ kategori{ inkl}ziva-|kskl}ziva." (DONDUA 1940, 38 / 1975, 105).

Additional support for ŠANIZE’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 ej ˙ha and Adyghe na ˙h. Cp. the Adyghe sample
sentence (ROGAVA-KERAŠEVA 1966, 73):

ar na ˙h daxă xuš’t

c eġă

"he/she became more beautiful."

It can be shown, however, that Abkhaz ej ˙ha 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 ej ˙ha is used as an attributive adjective meaning
"greater", equivalent to Old Georgian uproysi / udidēsi, Xanme ˙ti xudidēsi (and
Greek me<izwn)2:

Jo. 19,11: di>a to?uto "o parado<u@ m<e soi me<izona "amart<ian (exei.
Xanme ˙ti: amistws mimcemelsa mas čemsa še nda¬ xudidēsi codvay xakus.
Protovulgate (DE): amistws mimcemelsa mas čemsa šenda udidesi codvay akus.
Adiši (C): amistws romelman mimca me šen, uproysi brali akus.
Abkhaz (a): Ubri aÃyntÓ uara suzéaz ei˝a guna˝a imoup.

"Therefore he that delivered me unto thee hath the greater sin."

Another example from Bible translation shows that Abkhaz ej ˙ha is able to incor-
porate person marking with respect to the object of comparison, just in the way
ŠANIZE expected Proto-Kartvelian comparatives to have done:

Jo. 21,15: S<imwn `Iw<annou, àgapJ?a@ me pl<eon to<utwn;
Xanme ˙ti: simon ionayso, giq̇uar mea xupro ys¬ amatsa?
Protovulgate (DE): simon ionayso, giq̇uar mea uproys amatsa?
Adiši (C): simon ionayso, giq̇uar me ume ˙tes amatsa?
Abkhaz (a): Simon, Iona iŒa, eghyré rei˝a bzia syubou Sara?

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

2 Quotations from Abkhaz Bible translation are taken from the editions Stockholm 1981 (a: Gospel of John)
and Tiflis 1912 (b: Four gospels). The Georgian xanme ˙ti quotations are taken from the edition KAŽAIA

1984, the quotations from the Adiši New Testament (C) and the Protovulgate (DE) from the edition ŠANIZE

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 ej ˙ha has a prefix r- which obviously refers to the
plural pronominal eg’ ert, "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: .. )oti "o pat>hr me<izwn mo<u èstin.
Protovulgate (DE): .. rametu mamay čemi uproys čemsa ars.
Adiši (C): .. rametu mamay čemi udides ars čemsa.
Abkhaz (a): .. izban akuzar Ab Sara dsei˝aup.

".. for my Father is greater than I."

Here, the form in question, dsej ˙hauṗ, 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 -uṗ
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-ej ˙ha-uṗ), whereas the first
person singular object appears in the shape of the pronoun sara plus a
postpositional s- e˙c ˙k es "with respect to me" only:

Abkhaz (b): .. %zb.an .akuzar, S’−Ab Sar.a s§“k.§s de%h.aup ∂a ìs∂az.
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 -a ˙c ˙k es:

Jo. 8,53: m>h s>u me<izwn e{i to?u patr>o@ "hm ?wn `Abra<am, )osti@ àp<e\anen;
Xanme ˙ti: nuu ˙kue šen xuproys xar mamis a¬

Protovulgate (DE): nuu ˙kue šen uproys xar mamisa čuenisa abrahamisa, romeli mo ˙kuda?
Adiši (C): nutu šen udides xar mamisa čuenisa abraamisa, romeli-igi mo ˙kuda?
Abkhaz (b): Nas Uara iŒsyz ˝ab Abraam ia“khys uei˝anu?
Abkhaz (a): ˘ab Avra.am% %Œs§̀z Uar.a ure%h.auma?

"Art thou greater than our father Abraham, which is dead?"
Note that in u-r-ej ˙ha-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
-ej ˙ha- "more" in Abkhaz as one might suggest on the basis of the examples quoted
above. Thus, the Abkhaz grammar by ARSTAA and ˇ˙C ˙KADUA (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 -uṗ):

AÃuw deilagar abzamyÃu dieicÓoup.
"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. ejg’ "better, more" and ej ˙ca "smaller, less", ej ˙hab e"older" and
ej ˙cb e"younger" being derived from ej ˙ha "greater" and ej ˙ca "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-š’to-uṗ "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 na ˙h "more" plus adjective in
literary Adyghe, personal pronouns seem to suffice normally as in the following
sentence (with oš "you"; ROGAVA-KERAŠEVA 1966, 73):

O< naxh pagi a qIym eI|ty.
"This earth will bear even a (man) more severe than you."

There is a peculiar case though where a personal prefix is added to na ˙h 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-na ˙h is thus equiv-
alent to Abkhaz r-ej ˙ha "more than they". Cp. the following two sentences (ROGA-
VA-KERAŠEVA ib.):

T| timetro - dunaim tetm| anaxh d|g&u.
"Our underground is better than (all) the (ones) existing in the world."

Kitx|r ps|uw&xh| psteumi anaxh inyx.
"Whales are bigger than all (other) animals."

For the Šapsuġ dialect of Adyghe, Z. KERAŠEVA mentioned forms like y e-dăġ° e

"better" which has to be considered as a derivation of dăġ° "good", being charac-
terized by an object marker of the 3rd person, y e- (KERAŠEVA 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 (xanme ˙ti)
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°ouṗ "he is worse than he":

d- i+ ei- c°a- uṗ
3.ps.sg.subj. 3.ps.sg.ind.obj.+ versional marker (?) root (finite) suffix

Georgian xuywrēs-i "worse (than he)":
*(Ø)- x+ u- ywr- eys- i
(3.ps.sg.subj.) 3.ps.sg.ind.obj.+ versional marker- root suffix nom.ending



ios4 giper4i 43

On the basis of this similarity, we should indeed expect forms like *mididēs-i
"bigger than me", matching Abkhaz dseihauṗ, to have existed within Kartvelian
once, as A. ŠANIZE 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 čemsa šemdgomad movals, uylieres ars čemsa.
Adiši (C): xolo šemdgo[m]ad čemsa mom[a]vali uylier[ēs] čemsa ars.

"But he that cometh after me is mightier than I."
Xanme ˙ti: raoden xumy̌obes xart tk(ue)n mprinvelta?
Protovulgate (DE): raoden tkuen umy̌obes xart mprinvelta?
Adiši (C): ravden tkuen umy̌obes xart mprinveltasa?

"How much more are ye better than the fowls?"

If uylieres- čemsa really substitutes a former *miylieres- (me), the usage of the
hypostatical genitive (čem-sa, mprinvelta-sa) can be regarded as an easy way of
avoiding the incongruence that originated by the loss of non-third person marking;
čem-i "mine" (sc. "my body") is a third person, not a first one. In this way, the
usage of čemsa instead of *me does not contradict the assumption that u-ylieres-
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-ēs-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: -uṗ in dseihauṗ "he is bigger than me" is the same element as -uṗ in
st°o-uṗ "I 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 Adiši
gospels:

Adiši (C): .. rametu umy̌yobe ars šenda, rayta ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šentagani ..
"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
xanme ˙ti text and the Protovulgate:

Xanme ˙ti: .. r(ametu) xumy̌yobēs ars šenda r(ayt)a ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šentagani ..
Protov. (DE): .. rametu umy̌yobēs ars šenda, rayta ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šentagani ..

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

Adiši (C): .. rametu umy̌yobes ars šenda, rayta ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šenta[gani]. ..
Xanme ˙ti: .. r(ametu) xumy̌yobēs ars šenda r(ayt)a ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šentagani ..
Protov. (DE): .. rametu umy̌yobes ars šenda, rayta ˙car ˙cq̇mdes erti asota šentagani ..

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/-o) 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 garešēs-i = gareše-ys-i "the outer
one" from gareše "outside" or ˙cinašēs-i = ˙cinaše-ys-i "the former one" from ˙cinaše
"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 gareše could as easy be nominalized by simply
adding the case endings; cp. Ez. 42,7 with nominative garešē = gareše-i beside the
genitive stem garešēsa- = gareše-ysa-:

da nateli garešē vitarca igi saq̇darni ezoysa mis garešēsani ..
^a>i f ?w@ (ecw\en ]on tr<opon a"i èc<edrai t?h@ aùl?h@ t?h@ ècwt<era@ ..

"And light from outside, like the thrones of the outer court .."

Furthermore, the problem remains that even in xanme ˙ti texts, several examples
occur where the suffixes are not written -ēs- or -oys- but -es- and -os-; note, e.g.,
the following examples (Jo. 16,7 / Mc. 12,43):

Xanme ˙ti: .. xumy̌yobes ars [tk(ue)n]da r(ayt)a me [ ˙carv]ide ..
Protovulgate (DE): .. umy̌yobes ars tkuenda, rayta me ˙carvide ..
Adiši (C): .. umy̌yobe ars tkuenda, me tu mivide ..

"It is expedient for you that I go away .."
Xanme ˙ti: .. kurivman am[an] glaxa ˙kman xupros q̇ovelta šemo ˙cira pasis sacavsa..
Protov. (DE): .. kurivman aman glaxa ˙kman uproys q̇ovelta šemo ˙cira pasis sacavsa amas..
Adiši (C): .. kurivman glaxa ˙kman uproys q̇oveltasa še ˙cira šesa ˙ciravsa 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. SARŽVELAZE

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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