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On the Genesis of the Morpheme for the Second Subjective 
and Third Objective Persons 

Summary 

 

The article presents a new approach to the question of the 
genesis of the morpheme for the second subjective and third 
objective persons. Considering all the variants of usage, the research 
aimed to state the initial, invariant meaning of the prefix in question. 
It is argued that the prefix x-//h- has no distinct morphological 
function. It is the result of phonetic development, and its 
morphological function is a secondary phenomenon. The prefix is the 
result of the process of aspiration, which was typical of Common 
Kartvelian. 

The approach gives a logical explanation to the problem of the 
relationship between [h] and [x] prefixes in favour of [h]. 
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One Peculiarity of Passive Voice Verbs with i-Prefix in 
Ancient Georgian 

Summary 

 

In Khanmeti written texts, the norm is the presence of the x- 
prefix in the forms of all three persons of the Passive Voice with i-
prefix (accordingly, in Haemeti will be represented h-): xuikmen, 
xikmen, xikmna. The work aims to determine the x-//h- prefix 
function in the forms of this type (in the forms of the Passive Voice 
with e- prefix x-//h- is the marker of O3

ind).  
Analysis of the ancient Khanmeti and Haemeti written texts 

revealed that in the Passive Voice verbs with i- prefix, alternation of 
x- with zero would begin in the verbs of the I-III persons. This 
process was more active in the I Subjective Person. In the result of 
losing the prefix x-//h- and simplifying of the xû-//hû- complex we 
got only the forms with v- prefix, that is evidenced in the 
“Martyrdom of Saint Christina”, Khanmeti Four Gospels, Khanmeti 
Codex and Haemeti Lectionary (viKav [Christ. 50: 23-24], viKvenit 
[Matt. 23: 30], vikceodi [Codex. 130: 22], movivline [Haem.382: 15]; 
Comp.: xuiKav [Christ. 6-69: 2(2)], moxuivline [Lk.4: 43]), for the 
last two texts from here, this is the only norm. As it seems, the prefix 
v-forms would be characteristic of the colloquial speech of that 
period. In my opinion, we should consider the circumstance of the I 
Subjective Person as one of the main linguistic criteria for dating of 
Khanmeti and Haemeti texts. Quantitative abundance of the v-prefix 
forms (in comparison with xû-//hû- formation), and the existence of 
only this type of forms, should indicate that the text of the study 
belongs to a later date. 

A morphological factor would prevent the loss of the 
mentioned prefix in forms of the II Subjective Person: as it seems, x-
//h- has been considered as a morpheme of the S2. 



 

 119 

In forms of the III Person, this process is not carried out till the 
end. Together with the x-//h- forms, the forms without prefix 
evidence in the ancient texts, read by I. Javakhishvili, Khanmeti Four 
Gospels, Khanmeti Codex and Haemeti Lectionary (iKos [Anc. 346: 
3], aGivsnes [Lk. 6: 11], Seiwirvis [Codex. 125: 2], ikmnebian [Haem. 
368: 2-3]; comp.: xiKo [Anc. 302: 5], daxirGues [Lk. 21: 6], hikmna 
[Haem. 367: 7]). The process of simplifying was finished in the 
Sannarevi texts. 

Also attracting attention is the fact of the presence of forms 
with the prefix h- in Khanmeti texts (dahidva [Camb. 36: 6], 
ganhirKuna [Camb. 36: 9-10], SehiZrnen [Khanm. Lect. 063: 23], 
hiKos [Khanm Lect. 064: 6]), that unambiguously would not indicate 
their later date; it may be even vice versa. The presence of “slipped 
in” Haemeti forms in this case can be explained by the influence of 
the linguistic environment of the copier. 

In the scientific literature, the function of the x-//h- prefix in 
this type of passive is explained mainly in a morphological way. In 
my opinion, in the forms of Passive Voice with i- prefix as well, as 
in all cases of its use, the presence of the x-//h-  prefix can be 
explained not on the morphological, but on the phonetic basis 
and can be connected historically with aspiration – vowels’ (// 
sonants’) aspirate excursion, characteristic of the Common 
Kartvelian language. Giving morphological function to the x-//h- 
prefix and its grammaticalization as markers of the S2 and O3 
Persons is a secondary phenomenon. 

Aspirate excursion-recursion from Kartvelian languages would 
be first eliminated in the Mingrelian-Laz language, then in Georgian, 
but in the Svan language (Balszemouri and Balskvemouri), this 
phonetic event is still current. After posing the question in this way, 
in my opinion, the absence of markers of S2 and O3 Persons in 
Mingrelian and Laz languages will be quite comprehensible. 
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In Svan reveal of x-quantity (will it be a constituent segment 
of the xû- prefix of S1 or an allomorph of S2 and O3

ind Persons) is 
conditioned phonologically. It is mainly realized in verbs without 

preverbs, in the position before a vowel (#-V), x- is not seen with 

stems with initial consonant (x-osKi “I’m doing for him”, tixe “you 
are turning it”…). In general, Svan acts differently with Personal 
morphemes, x- easily equals zero, which we cannot say about other 
morphemes. We can think that in this case, x- is not lost, but taking 
into account the corresponding phonological position, its presence 
would not be even expected. In Svan, based on deeper pronunciation 
of /h/ spirant, /h/ > /x/, e.g., haraK // xaraK, hasak // xasak, etc. It 
seems that the parallel existence of the x- and h-prefix forms in one 
linguistic group is also possible. After posing the question in this 
way, it must be clear that Khanmeti-Haemeti forms are nothing 
more than different norms of literary pronunciation. 

In my opinion, in the Khanmeti period, we should have two 
types of /x/: the /x/ spirant itself and the so-called soft [x], derived 
from [h], which, unlike the first one, was subject to loss (meox xeKav 
> meox eKav [inscription of the Mtskheta Jvari]), approximately like 
the Ingilo dialect [x] sound of the same origin: gahKo > gaxKo, 
dahxura > daxxura. As phonetically /h/ > /x/ (conversely, this 
process is unacceptable), we have to consider that the Haemeti 
period precedes the Khanmeti one. In a certain period of time, it 
co-existed with Khanmeti forms (in different areas), and before the 
“Sannarevi” period, it was an uninterrupted linguistic event existing 
in the language. 

It is difficult to reconstruct the /*h/ phoneme at the Common 
Kartvelian level, as it is not evidenced in the roots and is realized 
only in two grammatical morphemes (S2 and O3). In my opinion, at 
the Common Kartvelian level, the postulation of [*h] is possible only 
in the case of its connection with aspiration. In the main and 
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borrowed vocabulary of the Ancient Georgian language /h/ is 
evidenced in a natural position for aspiration (haseti, he/hei, haeri, 
hromi…). In nominal forms /h/ is not seen before a consonant, its 
presence in such a kind of position with verb forms should be 
secondary, and after taking morphological function, should be 
explained by the tendency towards language unification and 
“correction” of the paradigm. 
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Why Is There a Tendency to Lose the Marker of the Third 
Indirect Objective Person in Modern Georgian? 

(Grammaticalization of the Sound developed for Phonetical  
Reasons into a Person Marker) 

 

The present paper primarily explores the marking of the O3
ind 

person in the Modern Georgian literary language. It is known that 
Georgian is a polypersonal language, where all three persons are 
marked, both subjective and objective. At the synchronic level of the 
language, according to the norms of the Modern Georgian literary 
language, only the S2 and O3

d. persons occur without markers, while 
the O3

ind person is marked. Despite these regularities, these rules are 
often broken: forms with markers for S2 and O3

d, as well as forms 
lacking markers for O3

ind, are used in the language. Additionally, the 
prefixes h- and s- sometimes appear where the verb does not take the 
persons mentioned above. Interestingly, the omission or unnecessary 
use of these prefixes does not obscure the meaning. 

In the article, I have tried to explain the reason for the lack of 
systematization of the use of the prefixes h-, s-, and the absence of 
their strict distribution based on synchronic and diachronic analysis 
of the Georgian literary language, also taking into account the 
evidence of the unwritten Kartvelian languages and dialects. Based 
on consecutive analysis, the different behaviour of these prefixes, as 
compared with other markers, is explained by their different origin, 
not on the morphological, but on the phonetic level.   

 

Introduction. Synchronic Analysis 
Georgian is a polypersonal language, in which all three persons 

are marked. According to the norms of the Modern literary Georgian 
language, only persons S2 and O3

d occur without any markers (as an 
exception, the marker x- of the S2 person occurs with three root 
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morphemes: x-ar ‘you are’, wa-x-val ‘you will go’, mo-x-ved-i ‘you 
came’), according to the same norms, O3

ind is a marked member of 
the opposition, which is expressed in the form of phonologically 
determined allomorphs h- or s-. To denote the same person, we have 
a zero allomorph before vowels, sonants and spirants (r, l, m, n, v, 

z, s, j, S, G, x; e.g., emaleba ‘(s)he is hiding from smb’…). Thus, 
direct and indirect objects, which are expressed by the same markers 
in the I and II persons, have a different form in the III person.  

Despite the established regularity, these rules are often 
violated: the forms with markers of S2 (s-Canxar//Canxar ‘you seem’; 
h-gminav//gminav ‘you groan’…) and O3

d (mo-h-kla//mokla ‘(s)he 
killed’; Se-s-Zlo//SeZlo ‘(s)he was able to’…), as well as forms 
without markers of O3

ind (kiTxa//h-kiTxa ‘(s)he asked’, Txova//s-Txova 
‘(s)he requested’…) are used in the language. Therefore, the question 
of marking the second subjective and the third objective persons 
remains problematic to the present day, which has been repeatedly 
noted in the linguistic literature. The prefixes h- and s- sometimes 
occur where the verb does not take the above-mentioned persons at 
all (s-Cans ‘(s)he, it seems’; mi-h-kris ‘(s)he, it is rushing’…).  

As we see, the prefixes h- and s-, unlike other personal 
markers, do not have strict distribution. What is most important is 
that omitting them or using them redundantly does not lead to 
obscuring the meaning. Such a lack of systematization in the use 
of these allomorphs indicates that, on the synchronic level of 
development of the Georgian language, they do not have a strictly 
defined morphological function, and these elements are used to a 
greater extent for emotive-expressive function. In due course, G. 
Akhvlediani was quite right to note: “h- in literary Georgian is used 
rarely and when it is used – with the emotive function, rather than 
morphological” (1999, p. 109).     



LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 124 

Free alternation of allomorphs of the O3
ind person with zero 

casts doubt on the necessity of marking this person. Therefore, on the 
synchronic level (not taking into account the requirements of the 
norms), conventionally, this person too may be regarded as an 
unmarked member of the opposition according to its order. 
Synchronic analysis differentiates functionally, on the one hand, 
h-, s- prefixes, and on the other hand, markers of other persons, 
the misuse of which is ruled out. The question arises: Can the 
different behavior of h-, s- prefixes be explained by their different 
origin? 

 
Diachronic Analysis  

Discussing this problem, in my view, the situation of the Old 
and Middle Georgian literary language should also be taken into 
consideration.  

Old literary Georgian (the 5th - 11th centuries) linguistically 
covered the so-called khanmeti (with the prefix x-), haemeti (with the 
prefix h-) and sannarevi (with the allomorphs h-, s-, 0) sub-periods. 
During the khanmeti (the 5th-7th centuries) and haemeti (the 7th - 8th 
centuries) sub-periods, along with marking S2 and O3 persons, the 
prefix x-/h was also used with several other functions, namely: a) 
with forms of all the three persons of the passive voice with prefix i- 
(x/h-uiKav ‘I was’, x/h-iKav ‘you were’, x/h-iKo ‘(s)he, it was’) and 
b) with forms of the superlative degree of adjectives and adverbs 
(x/h-udidesi ‘bigger/the biggest’; x/h-umetes ‘more/the most’…).  

Although Old Georgian leaves an impression of a strictly 
normed language and the norms of use of morphemes of S2 and O3 

persons in khanmeti and haemeti texts are mostly observed, 
violations also occur. This is especially so in case of marking of the 
O3 person (e.g., the personal marker of the O3

ind person may not be 
present in the verb: uCuene [Matt. 8: 4] ‘you showed him/her smth.’; 
Sewire [Matt. 8: 4] ‘you donated him/her smth’…). From the 
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Sannarevi sub-period (from the 9th century), the prefix h- is lost in 
the position before vowels; hence, it is no longer found in the forms 
of the passive voice and the superlative degree, whereas the number 
of cases of violation of the use with the function of a personal marker 
considerably increases.  

In Middle Georgian (the 12th-18th centuries), the unsystematic 
use of these prefixes becomes more widespread: the prefix is absent 
when it is expectable according to the norms of Old Georgian, or is 
used redundantly where there is no morphological foundation for its 
appearance. Georgian writers of the 19th c. also use the prefixes h-, s- 
unsystematically – they mostly follow the norms established by 
Anton Catholicos (the 18th century).  In A. Shanidze’s view, Anton 
Catholicos used the above-mentioned prefixes not with the 
morphological function, but as a certain decoration to intensify the 
acoustic impression in a verb form  (1981a, p. 221).  

Thus, the violations in the use of the prefixes of our present 
interest indicate that the prefixes x-/h-/s- do not find a clearly 
defined morphological function either on the synchronic or on the 
diachronic level, which gives us grounds to pose the issue of their 
genesis differently and perhaps to regard them to have been 
developed historically not on the morphological but on the phonetic 
basis. What are the additional arguments for such an assumption? 

 
Additional Arguments 

Historically, the morphemes of the S2 და O3 persons are 
identical as to their form. The question arises: What should have 
caused similar marking of the persons different according to 
order and kind?  Is it possible to find something in common 
between them? I think it is not possible. According to the function, 
the S2 და O3 persons are differentiated strictly at present and 
historically. This must have been so in Common Kartvelian too 
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(Tsikhelashvili, 2005, p. 254). Similar marking of totally different 
persons can be explained only if we associate their markers to a 
single function historically too (which, as was demonstrated, could 
not have been morphological) and if we regard them to have 
emerged on a single, namely – phonetic basis.  

Explanation is required for the presence of the prefix x-/h- in 
Old Georgian khanmeti and haemeti texts in the forms of all three 
subjective persons of the passive voice with the prefix i-: 

I. x/h-uiKav ‘I was’ 
II. x/h-iKav ‘you were’ 
III. x/h-iKo ‘(s)he, it was’ 
In Georgian linguistic literature, this question is explained 

morphologically. According to one viewpoint, historically, the forms 
of the passive voice with the prefix i- should have been derived from 
the forms of the active subjective version (Shanidze, 1981c). The 
prefix x-/h- found its way from the active into the passive through 
conversion, and in its origin, it represented the marker of the O3

d 

person (Gamqrelidze, 1979, p. 47). According to another viewpoint, 
x-/h- in the form of the second person should be qualified as the 
morpheme of the S2 person, in the first person xû-/hû- as a whole 
should be interpreted as an allomorph of S1, whereas in the form of 
the third person, as its appearance has no morphological foundation, 
the presence of the prefix x-/h- should be explained by analogy, by 
leveling of the paradigm (Oniani, 1978, pp. 115, 162, 165).  

In my opinion, regarding the prefix x-/h-  to be the morpheme 
of the second subjective person is accompanied by the main obstacle: 
if it is regarded as the marker of this particular person, how justified 
would it be morphologically or even logically its appearance in the 
forms of all three subjective persons? In case of opposition, 
according to which person it is, a particular morpheme can be 
the marker of only one member (person). 
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As for the prefix xû-/hû-, in my view, the morphological 
function of expressing the first subjective person is related to the 
second component of the prefix xû-, x- in this case seems to be in 
the role of a segment without any function, as is in the forms of 
II-III persons of the passive voice with the prefix i-. 

I think, x-/h- in the forms of the passive voice with the 
prefix i- has no morphological function; it should be an element 
without a function not only on the synchronic level of Old 
Georgian, but diachronically as well. Bearing in mind that this 
element appears in the forms of all three persons, it is better to 
explain the appearance of the x-/h- segment identically in all 
cases, however, not on the morphological, but on the phonetic 
basis (Tsikhelashvili, 2015, pp. 66-67). In my view, the same 
explanation can be offered for the appearance of the x-/h- segment in 
the forms of the superlative degree. 

In the Georgian linguistic literature, the question has been 
posed for a long time that in the forms of aGxûmarTe ‘I erected smth. 
for him/her’ type in Old Georgian the principle of prefixal 
monopersonalism, typical of the Georgian verb, is violated 
(Gamqrelidze, 1979, p. 48), which implies that it is not natural for 
Georgia to represent in the verb structure to represent the prefixal 
morphemes of two persons together (aG-x-û-marTe: x- O3ind, û- S1).  A 
logical continuation of the forms of aGxumarTe type, recorded in 
khanmeti-haemeti texts, are the forms of  Se-v-s-wire ‘I devoted 
him/her smth.’; mo-v-h-gvare ‘I brought him/her smth.’ type, found 
in Modern Georgian. 

I share the viewpoint that in this case xû- represents the 
morpheme of the S1 person, and its reinterpretation as the 
combination of the prefix x- of the O3

ind person and prefix û- of the S1 

person is secondary (Oniani, 1978, p. 162; Gamqrelidze, 1979, p. 49). 
However, I think that if historically xû- was a single, monolithic 
morpheme, its disintegration and reinterpretation could not have been 



LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 128 

possible. In my view, the morphological function of expressing the 
S1 person is related to the second component of the prefix xû-. In 
this case, [x] is in the role of a segment without a function, as is in 
the forms of the passive voice with the i- prefix. Thus, in the forms of 
aGxumarTe type, too the existence of the element [x] should be 
explained again on the phonetic basis. As the expression of the S1 

person was not linked to the first component of the prefix xû-,  it was 
easy for the language to adjust to the simplification of this item: xû- 
> v- (aGxûmarTe > aGvmarTe, mixûec > miveci ‘I gave him/her 
smth.’...).  

Bearing in mind that phonetically /h/ > /x/ (the reverse process 
is inadmissible), haemetoba should be regarded as having 
preceded khanmetoba  (although, according to documentary 
evidence, exactly khanmeti texts are recorded earlier). Proceeding 
from the above, the reconstruction of markers of the S2 and O3 

persons, as well as xû-/hû- allomorphs of S1, should be implemented 
on the Common Kartvelian level in the form of *h- (if we relate h- 
with the expression of a person historically too). However, the 
question arises: How can we reconstruct on this level the phoneme 
that is not recorded in root morphemes and therefore finds no 
correspondences in the Kartvelian languages? How logical is it 
for the language to assign the morphological function of 
expressing a person to a phoneme, which is, in fact, without a 
function? (Despite this obstacle, G. Machavariani nevertheless 
assumes the existence of /*h/ phoneme on the Common Kartvelian 
level (1965, p. 72)). In Th. Gamqrelidze’s view, /h/ phoneme for the 
Georgian phonemic system proper is secondary, which was 
established at a later period (for the author /h/ phoneme is a result of 
a certain positional transformation the spirant  /x/), therefore, in the 
period of creation of the alphabet it was presumably denoted by the 
grapheme Episemon, having only the numeric value (1990, pp. 152, 
128). I think this circumstance too calls into question the possibility 
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of relating historically the morphological function of expressing a 
person with *h-. 

Interestingly, /h/, as an independent phoneme, may not be 
found in the language; it may not participate in lexical and 
grammatical morphemes, but this sound may be pronounced in the 
language based on aspiration. An example is the Old Greek language, 
which did not have in the alphabet the phoneme /h/ and the grapheme 
denoting this phoneme, but the sound [h] was heard based on 
aspiration and in writing it was denoted by a special sign (‘), e.g., 
‘Hermes’;  ‘holy’ etc. (Urushadze, 1987, p. 12). 

Hence, in my view, in pre-written Georgian or even in 
Common Kartvelian, the existence of [h] can be assumed not in 
the form of a phoneme, but as a sound pronounced based on 
aspiration. As is known, a peculiarity of Old Georgian is that sounds 
were written as they were pronounced; therefore, after the creation 
of the alphabet, it would also have become necessary to record 
the sound articulated during aspiration. I do not rule out the 
circumstance either that initially it was written down as the grapheme 
x (perhaps, that is exactly why the oldest monuments – have come 
down to us – are the so-called khanmeti, rather than haemeti). 

Based on analysis of all khanmeti and haemeti texts, which 
have come down to us, it is possible to assume that the prefix h- ( > 
x-) might have been developed historically on the phonetic basis 
and its emergence might have been linked with aspiration of 
vowels (/sonants), which was characteristic of Common-
Kartvelian. Grammaticalization of this element must have been a 
secondary phenomenon (similar facts are attested in the language). 
In Old Georgian the prefix – re-interpreted as the personal morpheme 
– was generalized to be used before consonants as well (the 
possibility to discuss the consonant aspiration is not ruled out either. 
In this case h is no longer interpreted as an independent phoneme), 
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thereby “correcting” the paradigm, which is explained by the 
tendency of the language towards uniforming.  

“The historical evidence of the Kartvelian languages confirms 
that aspiration was one of the characteristic features of the phonetic 
style of Kartvelian languages. This is indicated, on the one hand, by 
the evidence of Old Georgian and, on the other hand, evidence of the 
living dialects of the Kartvelian languages” (Zhghenti, 1965, p. 112). 
“It was characteristic to a greater extent of Old Georgian than the so-
called haemeti period” (Akhvlediani, 1999, p. 109).  

 

Situation in the Kartvelian Languages 

It is known that of the Kartvelian languages, aspiration must 
have fallen into disuse first in Megrelian-Laz (this phenomenon has 
survived partially in the Laz dialects: Vitsean-Arkabean and Atinan: 
hea ‘(s)he’, ham ‘this’, heq ‘there’, haq ‘here’…) and Georgian, 
whereas in Svan (Upper Bal and Lower Bal dialects) it is a phonetic 
phenomenon functioning to the present (Zhghenti, 1965, p. 112).  
Weakening and disappearance of aspiration under the influence of 
Zan and Georgian is noticeable to a greater extent in Lower Svan. 
After posing the question in this way, the absence of markers of 
S2 and O3 persons in Megrelian-Laz becomes quite clear.  

If the question is posed correctly, exactly in Svan should be 
possible to link markers of S2 and O3 persons historically with 
aspiration. Indeed, emergence of the item x- in Svan (whether a 
constituent segment of the prefix xû- of S1 or the allomorph of 
persons S2 and O3

ind) is determined phonologically: it is realized 
with verbs without a preverb, in anlaut, in the position preceding a 
vowel (#–V), x- does not appear with stems beginning with a 
consonant (xû-ari ‘I am’; x-ari ‘you are’; x-ahudi ‘(s)he is giving 
him/her smth.’… cf. t-û-ixe ‘I make him/her turn’; tixe ‘you make 
him/her turn’…). In general, personal morphemes in Svan are treated 
differently; x- is easily alternated with zero, which is not the case 
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with other morphemes. It can be assumed that in this case, we are 
dealing not with the loss of x-, but taking into account the 
relevant phonological position, its existence is not implied at all.  

In Svan, there is a group of nouns that have found their way 
from Georgian. With these nouns in Georgian aspiration is not found, 
whereas in Svan they are represented by the element [h], developed 
based on aspiration, e.g.: 

 
Georgian    Svan  
araKi     Upper Bal. har’K    ‘brandy’ 
abJari  Upper Bal, Lower Bal. 

habJ’r    ‘armour’ 
aveJi   Upper Bal. haveJ ‘furniture’ 

etc.    
In Svan, after more development of aspiration of vowels [h] > 

[x], e.g., har’K > xaraK, hasak > xasak ‘age’ etc.     
Modern literary Georgian is no longer characterized by 

aspiration of vowels. As an exception, aspiration occurs in anlaut or 
auslaut in some particles and interjections (ho/xo, oh/ox, uh/ux, 

eh/ex, vah/vax...), as well as in borrowed words (haeri ‘air’; himni 

‘anthem’; homerosi...) (Akhvlediani, 1999, p. 109). 
 

Situation in the Dialects of the Georgian language 

Of the dialects of the Georgian language, in Ingilo the 
development of the sound [h] in anlaut is observable before the 
vowels /o/, /u/: huKvars ‘(s)he loves him/her/it’;  huxarian ‘(s)he is 
glad’; humGeris ‘(s)he is singing him/her smth.’;  huTqom ‘(s)he has 
said’... In A. Shanidze’s view, in these forms [h] is not the personal 
marker, but an element developed on the phonetic basis (1981b, p. 
266). I think this viewpoint should be taken into account when we are 
discussing marking of the person O3

ind. in Georgian. 
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Results 

As we see, both synchronic and diachronic analysis of literary 
Georgian, as well as the state of the unwritten Kartvelian languages 
and dialects, call in question the possibility of regarding the 
allomorphs h-, s- of the O3

ind. person, which earlier had wider 
distribution, had historically emerged on the morphological basis. 

In my view, the norms of the Old Georgian literary language 
and Modern Georgian literary language aimed to carry out 
systematization-grammaticalization of the unsystematic use of the 
element [h], developed on the phonetic basis (/aspiration), and its 
phonetic variants and thereby to work out a certain regularity in this 
regard. But it is known that it is impossible to impose rules on a 
language artificially, using norms, and to alter the regular process of 
its development. The violations in the use of the markers of the S2 

and O3 persons indicate exactly the fact that the grammaticalization 
of the element, developed on the phonetic basis, failed to be 
carried out finally, for the language this element has remained 
without a function and redundant morphologically. 

Discussing the marking of the O3
ind. person, observation on the 

tendency of the development of the language in this regard is 
noteworthy. As noted above, the prefix x-/h- in the Old Georgian 
literary language had a wider distribution. First, it fell into disuse in 
the forms of the passive voice with the prefix and the superlative 
degree (on the phonetic basis), then, according to the norms, with the 
function of expression of the S2 and O3

d. persons (here, one more 
factor is also at work – absence of the morphological function). Thus, 
the tendency of the development of the language in this regard is 
obvious: the prefix h- and its variants are characterized by the 
tendency of disappearance. The only function the prefixes h-, s- 
“have retained so far”, according to the Norms of the Modern 
Georgian literary language, is the expression of the O3

ind. person, and 
this function is not stable either. According to this function too, these 
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prefixes manifest the tendency of disappearance, as at present they 
are in fact used mostly with the expressive function, for stylization. 
Proceeding from the above, soon, the necessity of the revision of the 
existing norm may become topical. 
 
Conclusions 

Thus, based on the consecutive analysis, it becomes possible to 
identify for the poly-functional prefix h- (> x-) on the Common 
Kartvelian level the initial (invariant) meaning, which unites all cases 
of its appearance. The element under study – [h] – should be 
developed on the phonetic basis and should be related to the 
aspiration of vowels (/sonants). Its systematization-
grammaticalization is secondary, which failed to be implemented 
ultimately. For the Georgian language, this element remained without 
any function and redundant from the morphological point of view. 
According to the Norms of the Modern Georgian literary language, 
today the allomorphs h-, s- are used with the only function – to 
denote the O3

ind. person and with this function too, the prefixes 
manifest the tendency of disappearance.  
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On the Object Plural Suffix -en in the Verb System of Old 
Georgian 
Summary 

 

According to the linguistic literature in the Aorist, the direct 
object plural suffix -en is added to the form with the Mtskrivi 
marker: ševḳrib-en < *ševḳrib-e-en. 

The article argues that before the suffix -en, the existence of 
the Mtskrivi marker -e should not be assumed. 
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Periphrastic Models for Expressing Causative  
in Old and Middle Georgian 

Summary 
 

In Georgian, only trivalent causatives (both single and double 
causatives) are causative forms by their function and morphological 
form, in which the suffixes -in and -evin are considered as causative 
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markers. Grammaticalization of the causative function is a secondary 
event; it is finally formed in connection with the suffix -in, which we 
practically cannot meet in Old Georgian. It appears in the written 
texts from the 10th century and has been established from the 11th-
12th centuries. By the 13th century, this process had practically been 
completed. -in had been added to the syllable-stem (a- er-in-ebs 
‘makes him write’,  a-ḳet-eb-in-eb-s ‘makes him do’...), as well as to 
the stem without a syllable, to which, for expressing the causative 
function, in Old Georgian the suffix -ev/-i(v) was added (a-kmn-ev-s 
‘makes him do’, a-xvn-ev-s ‘makes him plough’, a-tkum-i-a ‘made 
him say’...) and in this way the compound suffix -evin was formed. 

It is interesting how the causative function of the syllable 

stems was expressed before adding the suffix -in? Besides the 
production with the suffix -i(v)-eb/-i(v), which was less productive 
and was evidenced in the texts of the later period of Old Georgian 
(ta uanis-vacemie [Lim. 51: 5], moaγebiis [Hagiographic Texts II, 
74: 23], moadreḳiis [Hagiographic Texts II, 70: 27, 71: 11]) the 
language was using descriptive, periphrastic production: the masdar 
of the conjugated verb in the adverbial case together with the finite 
form of the auxiliary, i.e. causation verb ‘cema’: moγebad sca 
(‘made him bring’), damarxvad sca (‘made him bury’), etc. Such 
type of descriptive production, which didn’t distinguish the stem 
structure, is evidenced in the texts of the 7th-11th centuries; from the 
12th century, it disappears. We have confirmed only several 
descriptive causatives in the works of the authors of the first quarter 

of the 11th-13th centuries (ec amad ‘make him eat’ [Life of Kartli I, 
94: 15]; mo vanebad sca  ‘made him bring her’ [Life of Kartli II, 80: 
15]; mo vanebad vcet  ‘let’s make him bring her’ [Life of Kartli II, 
87: 17], etc. Though the manuscripts containing these texts belong to 
a later period, this doesn’t change the essence of the matter in this 
case. 
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The causative category is a semantic universal. Hence, it is 
natural that in Georgian as well as in other languages has always 
existed a causative function as one of those common linguistic 
functions that in every particular language is expressed in multiple 
ways. Taking into consideration the fact that existence in Georgian 
of the descriptive model of the type erad sca ‘made him write’ is 
declared as Greekism or Armenism, also that it was used rather 
infrequently, and that the organic expression of this function is 
secondary, naturally arises a question: Were there in Georgian other 
alternative means of expressing the mentioned function? In my 
opinion, the periphrastic model ‘moγebad sca’ was not the only 
one. For expressing the causative function of the trivalent verbs, the 
language also used other alternative periphrastic models, which, in 
fact, are not examined in the Georgian linguistic literature. 

a) First of all, there should be noted the periphrastic models, 

received by the modification of ‘moγebad sca’ type: ec ovnaj 
‘make him find’ [Pop. Poetry 364: 11], vec guemasa ‘I made him 
beat’ [Par. Lect. 50: 6] (In this production, the stable row of 
descriptive causatives is broken and the auxiliary verb is used 
prepositionally; also, the masdar, instead of the adverbial case, is in 
the nominative or dative cases, which should be related to the 
impairment of the infinitive category). 

b) In certain constructions, the form with a preverb of the 
auxiliary verb cema, together with the masdar in the adverbial case, 
apart from its main meaning (expression of an adverbial modifier of 
purpose), also expresses causative semantics: mimca šesa roblad 
‘made him arrest me’ [The Knight in the Panther’s Skin 1299: 3], 
sa melad mimca ‘made him eat me’ [Shah Name 1580: 1].  

c) Other verbs can also be used as the causation verb. First of 
all, I will touch upon the production with the auxiliary verb 
brӡaneba (‘to order’). The masdar, accorded with the verb ‘order’, 
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which syntactically is a direct object, may be in the forms of 
adverbial, nominative, or dative cases. Such type of production is 
attested in Old as well as Middle Georgian: brӡana micemad [Matt. 
14: 9] ‘ordered to give // made him give’; ubrӡana čamoḳidebaj 
[Martyr. of Christin. 192: 22] ‘ordered to hang // made him hang’; 

ubrӡanebda ... micemasa [Rusud. 613: 38] ‘ordered ... giving // made 
him give’, etc. 

d) A finite form of the verb iӡuleba (‘to force’) together with 
the masdar in the adverbial or nominative case can also be used with 
the function of the trivalent causative verb. In this case, syntactically, 
the masdar is also a direct object. It is noteworthy that such type of 
periphrastic production was used quite often: maiӡula... aγ erad  
[Kimen II, 154: 8] ‘forced me .. to describe // made me describe’; ara 
aiӡula daṭeveba [Life of Kartli I, 144: 17] ‘didn’t force to leave // 
didn’t let him to leave’, etc. 

e) Rarely, the causative function can be expressed by the 
constructions, in which the causation verbs can be: tkuma ‘to tell’, 

opa ‘to make’, momadleba ‘to grant’, vedreba ‘to supplicate’, 
mo vana ‘to bring’, etc. E.g.: šemo vana vutxar ‘I told [him] to 
make [her] to come in’ [The Knight in the Panther’s Skin 366 (363): 
3]; mocda v ot ‘let’s make him wait’ [Amiran. 88: 5]; moṭana 
daavedra ‘made him bring’ [Rusud. 67: 34], Compare: moaṭaina A; 
momadle damorčilebad ‘make him conquer’ [Georg. Law Monum. 
II, 57: 6], etc. 

The causation verb is chosen according to the causative 
semantics, e.g., brӡana dagebad (‘ordered to pave’) and šemo vana 
vutxar (‘I told him to make her enter’) constructions differ from each 
other by the degree of categoricalness. The periphrastic causatives 
with the verb tkma (‘to say’) express less categoricalness and have a 
meaning of request. 
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f) Again in Old Georgian, a construction with masdar in the 
adverbial case could be replaced with the conjunction rajta (‘that’) + 
subordinate clause, containing a finite verb in the subjunctive 
screeve: ubrӡana mo vanebad = ubrӡana, rajta moi vanon ‘ordered 
to bring // ordered that they bring her’. Accordingly, such types of 
hypotactic constructions should also be examined, as one of the 
alternative means of expressing causative semantics, e.g.: “mašin 
ubrӡana msaxurta tvista, rata moi vanon nino” (‘Then he ordered 
his servants that they bring Nino’) [Life of Kart. I, 104: 12]. This 
process developed in the Middle and then in Modern Georgian. 

g) Other alternative means – a non-causative form – should 
not be excluded either, which, depending on the context, may also 
have the meaning of causative, e.g.: “xolo sultani lmobier ikmna, 
ganbana da mravali ni i miani a” (‘And sultan got more soft-
hearted, washed him and honored him with many honors’) [Life of 
Kart. II, 219: 11]. According to the context, the grammatical subject 
(sultan) is only the initiator and not the agent of the action, expressed 
by the verb; hence, the form ‘ganbana’ shall be considered as 
‘ganabanina’ (‘made them wash him’). 

Indeed, Modern Georgian (and, in fact, Middle Georgian too) 
has morphological means of expressing the causative function; but, 
in certain cases, mainly for stylization, the language can also use the 
periphrastic production, e.g., brӡana mo vana ‘ordered to bring her’, 
stxova moṭana ‘asked to bring it’, aiӡula tkma ‘forced to say’, etc. 
Such type of production is common to many languages (Indo-
European and other language families). For example, in English, the 
verbs make, let, cause, have, get, force, help, etc. form such kind of 
causative constructions. 
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Morphological Causative Suffix -in in the Old Georgian 
Language 

Summary 
 

Causative forms in Georgian, according to the functional as 
well as morphological viewpoint, are only trivalent causatives. A few 
cases of morphological causatives are attested in Old Georgian, very 
rarely, though. It was formed by adding -ev/-i(v) with stems without 
a syllable (a-kmn-ev-s/a-kmn-i-a “made him/her do”,  a-tkum-ev-s/a-
tkum-i-a “made him/her say”),  and with stems having a syllable – by 
adding -i suffix which in the First Series was complicated by -eb 
thematic marker  (ma er-i-eb-d-a  “(s)he made me write” [Jacob 95r: 
10], ta uanis-vacem-i-e “I made him/her worship“ [Lim. 51: 5], 
moaγeb-i-is “(s)he used to make him/her bring” [Jo. and Ept. 74: 23], 
moadreḳ-i-is “(s)he used to make him/her bend” [Jo. and Ept. 70: 
27]...). In A. Shanidze’s view, the latter   -i < -iv. It is not ruled out to 
assume in this case that the /n/ element was lost, and thus we can 
speak about the existence of -i(n) suffix. The final 
grammaticalization of the causative function is related to the -in 
suffix, which appears in written sources from about the 10th century 
and becomes established from the 11th-12th centuries. -In is added 
both to stems having a syllable (da-a- er-in-a “(s)he made him/her 
write”, ga-a-ḳet-eb-in-a “(s)he made him/her do”...), and stems 
without a syllable (those with -ev/-i(v) suffix) and thereby the 
complex suffix -evin is formed (a-kmn-evin-a “(s)he made him/her 
do”, a-tkm-evin-a “(s)he made him/her say”...).  

Proceeding from the above-mentioned, the existence of the 
trivalent causative form with -in suffix in the edition of the khanmeti 
text of the “Martyrdom of Saint Christina”, dated to the first half of 
the 5th century, seems quite unexpected: “…tav>( a)[nis-
xu]acem<inebt> ḳer ta” “we make them worship idols”   [Christin. 
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6-81: 17(6) – 18(7)]. The text has come down to us in the form of 
manuscripts A737 of the National Centre of Manuscripts and Georg. 
2 of the Austrian National Library. Both manuscripts are palimpsests 
and represent parts of a single manuscript. The text of the upper 
layer of the palimpsest is executed in the nuskhuri script of the 14th 
century, whereas the lower stratum is composed of leaves, copied at 
different times in asomtavruli and nuskhuri. The “Martyrdom of 
Saint Christina” is preserved in the lower, the oldest stratum of the 
palimpsest. A part of the causative form of my present interest, 
containing the suffix of causative, in the edition of the text, is 
inserted in brackets. This means that in the manuscript, it was not 
legible and is reconstructed. Naturally, in this situation, it is 
impossible to assert anything with confidence, whereas checking of 
this form in the manuscript preserved at the Austrian Vienna 
National Library is linked with some difficulties. Although the 
edition of ancient Georgian palimpsests published under the 
editorship of J. Gippert is phototypic, unfortunately, the lower 
stratum containing the “Martyrdom of Saint Christina”, executed in 
asomtavruli, is more or less legible only on a few leaves, but in most 
cases it is hardly discernible, the more so in an edition of this type.  

With the assistance of L. Kajaia, I was able to familiarize 
myself with the khanmeti text of the “Martyrdom of Saint Christina” 
through photocopies. In due course, L. Kajaia received these 
materials from Vienna and later visited the city to work directly with 
the manuscript. It should be noted that reading the lower part of the 
manuscript is impossible, except for a few sections. I found the page 
that must have contained the form currently under study, but as 
expected, only the first part of the causative verb is legible 
(...xu]acem… [Georg. 2, 15vb: 18(7)]), whereas the second part, 
inserted in brackets in the published text (<inebt>), which should 
contain the causative suffix, is completely missing, as it is cut off. 



    
 

 

 185 

Thus, according to the manuscript, the fact of the 
existence of the trivalent causative form with -in suffix about five 
centuries earlier is not attested. Although the suffix of my present 
interest was lost with the cut-off part, and it is impossible to state 
anything with confidence, presumably, in the manuscript it was 
represented as  -i suffix (xu]acem<iebt>). In any case, we must be 
undoubtedly dealing with the organic formation of causation here. 
Bearing in mind that forms with the -i suffix of the trivalent 
causative are also very rare and in fact are attested in the texts of the 
second sub-period of Old Georgian, from the viewpoint of the 
history of language, the existence of this type of causative form in 
the text of the 5th century is certainly interesting. This text is also 
interesting from the viewpoint that it has preserved an example of the 
organic formation of the trivalent causative with -ev/-i(v) suffix 
(makmnios “will make me do“ [Georg. 2, 26ra: 9(9)]; makm<ni>/os 
[Georg. 2, 63vb: 19(7)]).   
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The Issue of the Subject in the Periphrastic Models of 
Future Tense in Old Georgian 

Summary 

 

In Old literary Georgian, the future tense indicative mood was 
denoted by two parallel forms: 1) organic – subjunctive tenses, and 
2) periphrastic, formed by the masdar in the adverbial case followed 
by the mono-personal (ars “is”) or bi-personal (uc “has”) auxiliary 
verb in the present tense. For instance, šeslvad xar “you will enter“, 
aγšenebad mic “I will build“...  In certain rare cases, other auxiliary 
verbs were also used.  

The future tense expressed by a periphrastic model had certain 
modal semantics in Old Georgian. It had the categorical semantics of 
an obligatory action to be performed soon. Being one of the forms of 
the infinitive construction, it is considered to have been borrowed 
from Greek and widespread in Old Georgian by way of translation.  

The above-mentioned model of the future tense has been 
thoroughly studied in Georgian linguistic literature. The given paper 
focuses on one of the aspects of this model, namely, the issue of the 
subject in the periphrastic models of the future tense. Of special 
interest in this regard is the comparison of various versions of the same 
text. 

If the subjunctive verb used to denote the indicative mood of the 
future tense is intransitive, either monopersonal or bipersonal, its subject 
is, in fact, identical to the subject of the periphrastic model with the 
auxiliary verb opa “to be.” In this case, the subject is active, e.g., Elia 
movides “Elia will come” [Matt. 17: 11 DE] – Elia moslvad ars [C]; 
Kari eḳuetos mas “the wind will strike it“ – kari … ḳuetebad ars misa.   

If the bi-personal verb of the organic formation is transitive, its 
direct object becomes a subject in the periphrastic model with 
monopersonal auxiliary verb opa, whereas the subject is either lost 
or turns into an impersonal oblique object. In other words, the 
relation is the same as in the case of conversion: romeli me (S) 



LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 208 

ševsua “that I will drink” [Mk. 10: 38 DE] – romeli (S) čemda 
šesumad ars [C]. This future tense construction may be characterized 
as a passive construction with an inactive subject.  

In case of periphrastic constructions containing a bi-personal 
auxiliary verb, the subject is also inactive and corresponds to the 
direct object of the organic formation: arγara ixilon mat (S) 
moӡγuari tuisi “they will not see their confessor” – arγara xilvad uc 
moӡγuari (S) tuisi [Xanӡt. 310: 40].  

The same principle of conversion is used in the periphrastic 
model of the future tense with tri-personal active voice formed by 
means of the subjunctive tense. 
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 1962, 172).     

 (2)   (3, 22)     

 :  
 

(1)  7: 14 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη Αμως καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς Αμασιαν  

    :  OJ  
     ჲ  : SB 

 

(2)  7: 3 ... καὶ τοῦτο οὐκ ἔσται λέγει κύριος 1  
 „    “  ჳ  . OJ 
 „    “,   . GSB 

 

(3)  1: 2 οὐκ ἀδελφὸς ἦν Ησαυ τοῦ Ιακωβ λέγει κύριος καὶ 

ἠγάπησα τὸν Ιακωβ 2  

 
1 λέγει] ειπε(ν) C-68-613 
2 om. λέγει κύριος 1° W′ Arab 
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 ჲ   ?  ჳ  .   

 . OJ  
 ჲ   ?  ჳ  .   
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     II  /  

 : 
 

(4)  1: 10 καὶ εἶπαν 2 ἰδοὺ ἀπεστείλαμεν πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἀργύριον...  

  :  ,   ... OJ  
  :    ... 

GaSB  
 

(5)  2: 2 καὶ εἶπα πρὸς αὐτόν ποῦ σὺ πορεύῃ καὶ εἶπεν πρός με 

διαμετρῆσαι τὴν Ιερουσαλημ... 3  

 
1       
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3 εἶπα] ειπον V L′’-613 Th.  
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(6)  8: 20 τάδε λέγει 1κύριος παντοκράτωρ ἔτι ἥξουσιν λαοὶ 

πολλοὶ ...  

 ჳ    :  - -

-   ... OJ 
 ჳ    :  

  ... SB 
 

(7)  2: 4 ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ λημφθήσεται ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς παραβολή καὶ 

θρηνηθήσεται θρῆνος ἐν μέλει λέγων 2  
         

     : OJ  
     ჱ     

 ჲ ჲ  ჱ : GSB 
 

2.2.     /  
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1 λέγει – , , -3 , . . 
2 λέγων] λεγοντων Wc L′−36-613 LaC Arm Cyr.F Th.Tht.Hi.  
3      

 : 

 3: 7 καὶ ἐκηρύχθη καὶ ἐρρέθη ἐν τῇ Νινευη παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ παρὰ 
τῶν μεγιστάνων αὐτοῦ λέγων... LXX ]     

         : OJ  
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,    

        

(14, 17, 25, 28),     (8, 9, 10, 23, 24, 
38, 27): 1 

 

(8)  4: 6 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν πρός με λέγων...2  
     3 OJ 
      ჱ : SB 

 

(9)  4: 5 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ εἶπεν 

πρός με οὐ γινώσκεις τί ἐστιν ταῦτα 4  
      , -  

 ,  :  , ჲ  ? OJ 5  
  ,   , 

ჱ   :  , ჲ  ? SB 
 

(10)  4: 4 καὶ ἐπηρώτησα καὶ εἶπον πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον τὸν 

λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοὶ  λέγων τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε 6  

 
         -
  ჱ : SB 

1 27-    λαλῶν    

.  
2 om. κ. εἱπε LI’ 26 | λέγων 1°] και ειπεν 26; > 410 AchSaAeth Arm. 
3   λέγων   . 
4 ἀπεκρίθη] + μοι 410 | πρός με W′ 538 AchSaArm Didymus p. 628 Hi. = M] 
> A′ Ath. II557; + λεγων rel.; πρός με◠πρός με(v. 6) S* | εἶπα] ειπον L′’ Th. 
5  ... - ]− J.  ]− O. 
6 επερωτησα 87*?-68 26 198 Cyr.p; ερωτησα 534 | εἷπα W] ειπον B-S L′’ Th. 
| om. λέγων V A Co (hab. BoLit) Arm 
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   , -  , [ ] 

: ჲ  , ? OJ 1 
     ,  

 ,  ჱ :   , ? SB 
 

     

     (     ), 

 τὸν λαλοῦντα     , 

. 

 ,     

      (

 , ) / ,    

  : ἀποκρίνομαι „ , “; 

ἐπερωτάω „ “; ἀπαγγέλλω „ , , 

“; ἐντέλλω „ , “; ἀναβοάω „ “; βοάω 

„ “; λαλέω „ ,  “; θρηνέω „

, “; ἀνακράζω „ , “  . 

      

    λέγω 
2    ( ) (1, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

17, 18),  λέγων      

(15, 16, 28),      

 
1 ჱ J. ... ]− J. 
2 λέγω      

    ἀποκρίνομαι  ἐπερωτάω  

.     / /   

,        

:    :    ? 
  :      . [

 4: 4] 
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  . λέγων   

 ,    . 

    /  

      

.1      

  . λέγων  

ר    ֔ ) לֵאמֹ    ).2  
 

(11)  3: 9 ἀπαγγείλατε χώραις ἐν Ἀσσυρίοις καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς χώρας τῆς 

Αἰγύπτου καὶ εἴπατε...  
       

 ჳ    : OJ  
     

  ჳ    : SB  
 

(12)  1: 14 καὶ ἀνεβόησαν πρὸς κύριον καὶ εἶπαν...  
 -     : OJ  

 ჴ -     ჱ : GSB 
 

(13)  3: 4 καὶ ἐκήρυξεν καὶ εἶπεν...  

     : OJ 3  

   : SB 
 

(14)  4: 12 καὶ ἐπηρώτησα ἐκ δευτέρου καὶ εἶπα πρὸς αὐτόν...4  

      : OJ  

 
1     ( , 1966,  649-650). 
2  1961, . 217. 
3 ] ~  O. 
4 επερωτησα 22* 26 198 | ειπον L′’ C-68 Th.  
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      : SB 
 

(15)   2: 12 ... καὶ τοῖς προφήταις ἐνετέλλεσθε λέγοντες...  

...      :  

OJ  

...  ჲ   :  SB 
 

(16)  2: 1 ἐλάλησεν κύριος ἐν χειρὶ Αγγαιου τοῦ προφήτου λέγων  

ჴ ჲ

 OJ  

  ჴ   ჲ ჱ

, ჱ : SB 
 

      

,    ἀπεκρίθη   

  εἶπεν  (  

אמֶר   ,לֵאמ ֹ֔ ר    + waw2) וַי ֹ֣

 
1 λαλέω    (ἐλάλησεν),   

   .  

,        

 ( ... ),    , 
       (24)  

 (10, 26, 27)     

.  ,    („ ,  

“)   .    

  . 
2  waw consecutivum-    καὶ, 

  – .    .  1998 . 
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),    

 καὶ εἶπεν.1 
 

(17)  1: 6 ... καὶ ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν καθὼς παρατέτακται 

κύριος παντοκράτωρ τοῦ ποιῆσαι κατὰ τὰς ὁδοὺς ὑμῶν  

...   :     
      

...OJ  

...    ჱ : -    

   ჱ   

ჱ ... SB 
 

(18)  2: 2  καὶ ἀπεκρίθη πρός με κύριος καὶ εἶπεν:  

     : OJ  

     : SB 
 

 ,     

   

,       

    .  

,    ,  

   ,   

   „   ჲ“  

,   „καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος“-   

    ( דְבַרֹ  : .  וַיְהִֹ

(waw +   + / )). , 

 - - , , ჳ / ჳ      

   .    

 
1   1961,  217. 
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   ,   

 .1  λόγος 2  λέγω 

 , ,    

. 
  

(19)  2: 20 καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου ἐκ δευτέρου πρὸς Αγγαιον 

τὸν προφήτην τετράδι καὶ εἰκάδι τοῦ μηνὸς λέγων   

  ჲ ჲ ჲ   

   ჳ   : OJ 3  
   ჲ    

ჲ ჱ     ჳ  

ჱ : SB 
 

(20)  3: 1 καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου πρὸς Ιωναν ἐκ δευτέρου λέγων

ჲ ჲ ჲ     : OJ4  

 5 ჲ ჲ    

ჱ : SB 
 

(21)  8: 18 καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κύριου παντοκράτορος πρός με 

λέγων.  

   ჲ   ჲ 

   : OJ  

 
1        . 

 1988. 
2  ,    . 

., .    35-   (2019, 
242-243). 

3 ]  J. 
4 ჲ]   ჲ J.  
5  ,    

.  
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   ჲ   

 ჱ : SB 
 

2.3.      

 .   

          

   .  , 

 , ,   

      

 (    ) (  1969, 

65-66).       

 .    

 ,   

 ,  „ ჲ ჲ“,  

 (  )  ,   

   (    )  

  (     , 

  )     

: „ ჳ  “, „ ჳ    

“, „ ჳ   “, „ ჳ    

ჱ ჲ“...      

, ჳ ,    , 

 λέγει  ( / )  . 

„ ჳ  “     

     ( , ), 

  (ჵ ).    

  -8  (8: 1-23), 
 „( ) ჳ   (  )“  
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14-      (  

,   ,    

).   -14 : 
 

(22)  8: 14 διότι τάδε λέγει κύριος παντοκράτωρ ὃν τρόπον 

διενοήθην τοῦ κακῶσαι ὑμᾶς ἐν τῷ παροργίσαι με τοὺς πατέρας 

ὑμῶν λέγει κύριος παντοκράτωρ καὶ οὐ μετενόησα  
  ჳ    : 

-   -   

 ჳ    ,

ჳ    ,   . 

OJ 
   ჳ    : 

-    ჱ  

     ჱ , ჳ   

 ,    . SB 
 

 2.4.   /   

 . ,   

       

 : )    

     (  

 )  )   . 

.,        

,    λέγω /

,        . 

       , 

      

      

 ,     
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,  .  „  ჲ... ჱ “ 

    ,   

 , ,   15-  

  ,    

  . ,    

 ,       

      

 (I-VII ),    

.     :  

  λέγω  .  

   , ჵ  ,  

 ,      

      

.   ,   
     

    ,    

,       

    . 

      

     :  

    -  (ἀποκρίνομαι 

„ , “; ἐπερωτάω „ “; ἀναβοάω „

“...) + λέγω   (εἶπεν) + λέγων .  

 ,  ,  

,    

  ἐπηρώτησα + εἶπα  ἐλάλησεν + λέγων  

,  , ,   

:      
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   λέγω  ,  

 (8, 23):  
 

(23)  3: 4 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς τοὺς ἑστηκότας πρὸ 

προσώπου αὐτοῦ λέγων  1  
   2   : OJ  

        

 ჱ : SB  
 

(24)  6: 8 καὶ ἀνεβόησεν καὶ ἐλάλησεν 3πρός με λέγων ἰδοὺ οἱ 

ἐκπορευόμενοι ἐπὶ γῆν βορρᾶ...  

  -      : - , 

-    ... OJ  

 ჴ     ჱ :  

 ჱ   ... GSB 
 

    

, , λαλέω  („ ,  “) ὁ 

λαλῶν       

  /   ( , 

,     

 
1 Om. κ. ἀπεκρίθη 147 Aeth 
2      λέγων 

  ,    , 

  . 
3   ,   εἶπεν   

ἐλάλησεν ( , ,  -3 , . .)    

,     ,  

      ὁ λαλῶν . 
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).1      ὁ ἄγγελος („

“)    (ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ 

λαλῶν),       , 

     .  

      

 εἶπεν  (25, 26),  ἀποκρίνομαι („ , 

“)  + λέγω . ὁ λαλῶν    

   (9, 38),    (27)  

,      (ὁ ἄγγελος).2 

, „ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν“ εἶπεν  λέγων   

  (34): 
 

(25)  1: 14 καὶ εἶπεν πρός με ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοί...3  

    ,   : OJ  
   ,   : 

GSB    
 

(26)  5: 5 καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ εἶπεν 

πρός με ἀνάβλεψον τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς σου...  

   ,  ,  

 :   ... OJ  

  ,   ,   

:   ... GSB   
 

 
1  /   

  ,  ,  : 

,   .  
2 ὁ λαλῶν       

 . 
3 Om. πρός με 534 Ach   
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(27)  6: 4 καὶ ἀπεκρίθην καὶ εἶπα πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον τὸν 

λαλοῦντα 1 ἐν ἐμοί τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε 2  
     ,   

: ჲ  , ? OJ 3  
     ,  

 : ჲ  , ? GSB 
 

   εἶπεν + 

λέγων ,      

 .5     

      , 

     :  
 

 (28)  2: 4 καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτὸν λέγων: 6  
 1   : OJ  

 
1        . 
2 απεκριθη 490 26 544 | κ. ειπον L′’ Th.; > 87* 
3 ჱ J. 
4    λέγων + λέγων :  7: 3 

λέγων πρὸς τοὺς ἱερεῖς τοὺς ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ κυρίου παντοκράτορος καὶ πρὸς τοὺς 
προφήτας λέγων... LXX ]       

      
: OJ    ,    

  ,  ჲ ჱ   
ჱ : GSB.    , 

λέγων     
  ,     

( ) . 
5 εἰπὸν + λέγων     

  [1: 1; 2: 2].    

    .   [  7: 5]. 
6 Om. λέγων 1° S* AchAethArm = M; 1°◠2° 544 764.  
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  , ჱ : GSB  
 

(29)  4: 13 καὶ εἶπεν πρός με οὐκ οἶδας τί ἐστιν ταῦτα...2  
    :  , ჲ  ? OJ3  

  , ჱ :  , ჲ  

? SB 
 

  ,    

     

       

  ,   

.      

     λέγων  

λαλῶν   λέγω    

, ,    

.  
 

 3.     λέγων   

   .   

,    

    ,  

    λέγων  , 

  .  λέγων,  

 
1     -   

  .  
2 με] + ο αγγελος 393; + λεγων Sc C (87c)-68 Syh = M. , 

    λέγων   

.  
3 ]– J. +  J.  
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   ,  ,1  

     

/ /     .2  

, ,  ,   

 ,  ,    

  / . 

  ,  , 

 , λέγων    

  .3   

  ,   

    ( ,  

  4 ): 5  
 

(30)  2: 28 ... ἐντειλαμένου σου αὐτῷ γράψαι τὸν νόμον σου 

ἐναντίον υἱῶν Ισραηλ λέγων  

 
1 ,      

 ( , 1966, 618).  λέγων 
     

 (   1961, 217). 
2 .   2009, 951-952. 
3  ,      

,      (

 1975, 193).  : λέγων   

, / /       

 I  ჳ   .   
4  ,     

  . .  ,   

 .  .  1977. 
5  , ,    

     . 
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...        

    : OJ  

...  ჲ      

  , : GaSB 
 

(31)  3: 11 …καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν κύριον ἐπανεπαύοντο λέγοντες οὐχὶ 

κύριος ἐν ἡμῖν ἐστιν ...  

     :   

   ?.. OJ 
   ჱ , ჱ :  

 ჱ   ?.. GSB 1  
 

3.1.     λέγων  

    .  

   λέγων  ,   

      

  ,   .  

     

  ,    

   :   

     

    , 

 .2 

 
1  λέγων    ., , 

: 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 28, 30, 31, 34. 
2   ,    

     

   .    

   . .  
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.     

    , 

    

. 
 

(32)  4: 11  καὶ νῦν ἐπισυνήχθη ἐπὶ σὲ ἔθνη πολλὰ οἱ λέγοντες 

ἐπιχαρούμεθα καὶ ἐπόψονται ἐπὶ Σιων οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ἡμῶν  

      ,  

ჳ :      

. OJ  

       , 

ჱ :   -   

  . GSB 
 

,  ,  

,  ,    

    :   

    (verba sentiendi,1 verba dicendi) 
(  1949, 195-196).    

      

 
, „      

  .       

,        

 ,     

“ (  1961, 194-195).  

 „ “     

 .     

.    

 (  1949, 194). 
1   . 
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 / / ,   (= . 

ὅτι)1  1969, 40-41, 61-63;  

1949, 195-196;  1987, 312-313).  

     

  (  ),   

  .  

    ,   

  , ,  

      

 1949, 193),  

  λέγων   

   /  

/   .2  

.  : „    -

   ,  .  V-
VI   ,  , 

       

1968, 179).  
 λέγω    ,  

  πρός   . 

   ,  

 
1 .: …προσεκύνει αὐτῷ λέγων ὅτι ἡ θυγάτηρ μου…] ... -

   , :   ...  [ . 9: 18 DEFGHIK]. 
 C; λέγει αὐτοῖς ὅτι Μωϋσῆς πρὸς τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν ὑμῶν 

ἐπέτρεψεν...]     ,   
  ... [ . 19: 8 DEFGHIK]. ]– C. 

2     -  , 

,    . 

  - , -    (10). 
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  1     

  ,  

    
    

 ( )/ ( )  : 
 

(33)  7: 10 καὶ ὄψεται ἡ ἐχθρά μου καὶ περιβαλεῖται αἰσχύνην ἡ 

λέγουσα πρός με ποῦ κύριος ὁ θεός σου...  
        

ჳ ,   :    

 ?.. OJ  

     -  ჳ , 

ჱ  :     ?.. 

SB 
 

3.2. λέγω       

.      

,  λέγω     

:      ,  πρὸς 

  . 

λέγω   πρός   

      

     (

  ,    

 

 
1       

    

 .      
      

. 
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1  / , / 2  

  (1, 5, 8, 9, 14, 25, 26, 27, 29, 34, 35).3 /  

  ,   

   : 
 

(34)  1: 17 καὶ εἶπεν πρός με ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοί 

ἀνάκραγε λέγων…  

   ,   : 

-   …OJ 4  
   ,   

:   ჱ … GSB 5 
 

(35)  5: 10 καὶ εἶπα πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον  τὸν λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοί 

ποῦ αὗται ἀποφέρουσιν τὸ μέτρον 6  
    ,   :  

   ?  OJ 
   ,    : 

   ?  GSB 7 
 

 
1 ,      

, : „   
  ...“ [  1: 7 GSB]. 

2     , 

 (  1946, 243).  
3 .  1998 , 14. 
4  ... ]– O. 
5 ~ ~  S. 
6 ειπον L′-86 Th.  
7  B. 
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(5)  2: 2 καὶ εἶπα πρὸς αὐτόν ποῦ σὺ πορεύῃ καὶ εἶπεν πρός με 

διαμετρῆσαι τὴν Ιερουσαλημ... 1  

  :   ?   :  

ჱ ... OJ  

  :   ?   : 

 ჱ ... GSB 
 

      

: 
 

 1: 14 καὶ εἶπεν πρός με... LXX.   ... OJ.  

  ... GSB. 

 3: 2 καὶ εἶπεν κύριος πρὸς τὸν διάβολον ... LXX.  

  : OJ.     

: GSB. 

 3: 4 καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν... LXX.   : OJ.   

  : SB.  . 
 

 „   “    

   2013, 185).  

    

     . 
 λέγω      , 

 ,     

       

: 
 

(36)  1: 6 καὶ προσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ πρωρεὺς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ...  

  ჴ   ჱ    : OJ  

 
1 εἶπα] ειπον V L′’-613 Th.  
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      : GSB 
 

(37)  3: 16 ἐν τῷ καιρῷ ἐκείνῳ ἐρεῖ κύριος τῇ Ιερουσαλημ ...  

    ჱ : OJ 1  
     ჱ : GSB 

 

3.3.     λαλῶν 

 .  ,  
     

λαλῶν   .    ὁ 

ἄγγελος („ “)   .  

       

, ,    .  

  λαλῶν    

     , 

  .    

      λέγων 

,      

    

   (  ,  

), 

 (9, 10, 25, 26, 
27, 34, 35, 38).  

   λέγων   

  ,  λαλῶν  

  .    

   . 
 

 
1  O. 
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(27)  6: 4 καὶ ἀπεκρίθην καὶ εἶπα πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον τὸν 

λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοί τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε 1  
     ,   

: ჲ  , ? OJ 2  
     ,  

 : ჲ  , ? GSB  
 

 ,  ,  

    , 

   τὸν ἄγγελον.    : 

 +  +  + ,   

   

 1966, 618).     

     

 (    )   

     

. 

λαλῶν    ἐν  

   ,    ,  

    .  

  ἐν    

     

  ,   

    

    

 
1 απεκριθη 490 26 544 | κ. ειπον L′’ Th.; > 87* 
2 ჱ. +  J. 
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 .1     , 

λαλῶν     

  .   
 

(26)  5: 5 καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ εἶπεν 

πρός με ἀνάβλεψον τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς σου...  

   ,  ,2  

 :   ... OJ  

  ,      

:   ... GSB 
 

3.4.      /

 .     

        

    

 ,  (   ,   

     ,  , 

       

).       

 ,       

       

      

 
1        

:   . III    

   (  1946, 238): 
„...  ...“ [  1: 16, 10: 4 GSB].    I-
II  . 
2    

     . 
      

   . 
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    (   , 

  ,   ):  
 

(10)  4: 4 καὶ ἐπηρώτησα καὶ εἶπον πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον  τὸν 

λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοὶ  λέγων τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε  1  
   , --- -  , 

[ ] : ჲ  , ? OJ 2 
     ,   

 ,  ჱ :   , ? SB 
 

 , ,    

   , ,  

        

  (     ),   

  εἶπον   

  .   ,  

 . 
 

(38)  6: 5 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη ὁ ἄγγελος  ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ  καὶ εἶπεν 

ταῦτά ἐστιν οἱ τέσσαρες ἄνεμοι τοῦ οὐρανοῦ...3  
  ---     :  

   ... OJ 
   ,   ,  

:     … GSB 

 
1 επερωτησα 87*?-68 26 198 Cyr.p; ερωτησα 534 | εἷπα W] ειπον B-S L′’ Th. 
| Om. λέγων V A CO(haB. BOLit) Arm. 
2 ჱ J. ... ]– J. 
3 ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοί] ÷  Syh: > M; ο λ. μοι 534; Om. ὁ λαλῶν 763tXt; Om. ἐν 

ἐμοί 239 | εἶπε] + προς με Sca L′’ Syh Th. = M; + προς με λεγων 26. 
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   „ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ“ 

  „   ( )“ 
       

. ,      

     

.   ,  . 
 

 (8)  4: 6 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν πρός με  λέγων...1  
    : OJ 
    ,  ჱ : SB 

 

   λέγων  

  .     

 . 

,   , 

       

 , , , 

  , , ,   

    ,  

   , , ,   

.     

,     

,      

       

.  „     , 

    -

  “ (  1998 , 471).  

       

 
1 Om. κ. εἱπε LI’ 26 | λέγων 1°] και ειπεν 26; > 410 AchSaAeth Arm. 
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 -    

. 
 

4.     

    .   , 

    ,1 

  .2    

 λέγω       

  λέγων,  ,  

,  : ἀποκρίνομαι  „ , “; κράζω 

„ , “ ( . .); ἐπερωτάω „ , 

“; ἀναφωνέω „ , “ ( . .); λαλέω „ , 

 “   . 

     

: )    ,  

(ἀπεκρίνατο λέγων... [ . 3: 16]), )     

 (ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν...  [ . 14: 23])  ) 

   (...κρ[αυγ]άζοντα καὶ λέγοντα... [ . 

4: 41]) (  1961, 217).   

,     

       

 : 

 
1        

  (  
   

2     , 

, ,   .   
   

 ,      

     . 
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) ἀπεκρίνατο λέγων 1 πᾶσιν ὁ Ἰωάννης· ἐγὼ μὲν ὕδατι βαπτίζω 

ὑμᾶς...  

   :  -   

... [ .  3: 16 CDEFGHIK]. 
Ιωάννης μαρτυρεῖ περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ κέκραγεν λέγων· οὗτος ἦν ὃν 

εἶπον...  

  ჳ , -   :  ... 

 [ . 1: 15 CDEFGHIK].2   
 

) ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ· ἀμὴν ἀμὴν λέγω σοι... 

     : ,  ჳ ...  

[ . 3: 3 CDEFGHIK]. 
καὶ ἠρώτησαν αὐτὸν καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ· τί οὖν βαπτίζεις ... 

    : ჲ ჳ  - ... 

 [ . 1: 25 CDEFGHIK].  
 

) ... δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ λέγοντες...  
    ,   :  

[ . 9: 27 CFGHIK]. 
…αἰνούντων τὸν θεὸν καὶ λεγόντων·  

 ...      [ . 2: 13 C DEFGHIK]  
 .1 

 
1 ,    ,   

,    , λέγων 

     ,   
       ( , 

1961, 217). 
2 -  CFHIK.  
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,   λέγω /  

 :  
 

Καὶ ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ ἦν ἄνθρωπος ἔχων πνεῦμα δαιμονίου 

ἀκαθάρτου καὶ ἀνέκραξεν φωνῇ μεγάλῃ·  

    ,    

 ჲ,  -  ჴ  :  [ . 4: 
33  CDEFGHIK].2  
 

καὶ ἠρώτησαν αὐτόν· τί οὖν; σὺ Ἠλίας εἶ; καὶ λέγει· οὐκ εἰμί. ὁ 

προφήτης εἶ σύ; καὶ ἀπεκρίθη· οὔ.  

   :     ?  ? 

  : .  ?  : 

. [ . 1: 21 CDEFGHIK].3    
 

,      

  (εἶπεν)    (λέγων)  

 1961, 217).    

     

 / /     

(   )  : 
 

καὶ εἶπαν λέγοντες πρὸς αὐτόν· εἰπὸν ἡμῖν...  

   :  ... [ . 20: 2 
CDEFGHIK].  

 
1       : καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ 

ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν λέγουσα· οὗτός ἐστιν... ]  ჴ ჲ    : 
 ... [ . 3: 17 CDEFGHIK] (   ἐγένετο –  ). 

2 ]– F. -  G. 
3 ]  C.  
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Εἶπεν δὲ παραβολὴν πρὸς αὐτοὺς λέγων...  

       : [ . 12: 16 
CDEFGHIK].    
 

      

 λέγω  : 
 

εἶπεν δὲ πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ ἄγγελος· μὴ φοβοῦ, Ζαχαρία... 

   :  , ... 

 [ . 1: 13 CDEFGHIK].    
καὶ ὑστερήσαντος οἴνου λέγει ἡ μήτηρ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ πρὸς αὐτόν· 

οἶνον οὐκ ἔχουσιν. 

    ჳ ჲ,     

: ჳ ჲ   [ . 2: 3 DEFGHIK]. 
Εἶπεν δὲ καὶ παραβολὴν... 

  : [ . 6: 39  CDEFGHIK]. 
 

,      

      

 ,  ,    

  ( . .  , XI   

) -     . 

     

       

      .  

, ,     
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  1  (  

)  .   , 

     λέγων 

,    ,  

  (   ): Καὶ 

ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ ἄγγελος εἶπεν αὐτῷ]     

 [ . 1: 19 CFGHIK],2 .:    

 ; κέκραγεν λέγων] -   : [ . 1: 15 
CDEFGHIK],3 .: , ... 

 

5.      

    . , 

      

  ,   ,  

       

    .   

 ,     

  /     

 (     ),  

,   („  “)  :  

 
1 ,      

 ,    .  

    .  

    ,  

  (  2010, 3-11),   

 (  2010, VII). 
2 ]- CF. 
3 -  CFHIK. 
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      :   

... [ . 14: 20-21].1  
    :   ... 

[ . 14: 26-27].2 
    ,    

 3 , : [ . 17: 23].4  
  ჳ    , 

   : ... [ . 21: 21].  
     : ... [ . 18: 1-

2].5  
    :  ... [ . 25: 29]. 
      : 

,  ... [ . 36: 17-18].6 
     :  

... [ . 167: 27].  
    ჱ   : 

 ... [ . 168: 25]. 
      

  :  ... [ . 169: 18].  

 
1  BCDEFGHIKL.  ]– BCDEFGHIKL. 
2  ჳ  A.  ]– H. 
3       

.   :  
... 

4  HK.  ]– KH. ]  BCDEFGJL.   

BCDEFGHIKL. ]– BCDEFGHIKL. 
5  ]– BCDEFGHIKL. 
6  ]– CEFGHI. 
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      : 

, ჴ ... [ . 181: 13].  
        

: [ . 185: 3].  
      

   ჳ   :  - ... 

[ . . 187: 16].1 
 

 ,   

 ,     

,  ,   ,   

      , 

     

  . 

     ,  

 ,     

.2 

 
 

 

, (1964). 
I (V-X

 
1     :   

  : ჲ  ჴ - ... [ . 14: 26-27];   
      ჳ  : ჵ ... [ . 

. 190: 1-2]  . 
2      :  [ , , 96, 17 
Titus];    : [  II, , 11, 8, 45 
Titus]... 
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B – A 455 ( 1743 

G –   ,    . 

    . 

   : A 1108 (XII

    Q 1152 (XII-XIII .)  

. 

J – Jer. Geo. 7/11 ( XI 

O – Ivir. Geo. №1 978 

P – Geo. 36 (
X-XI 

S – A 51 ( , XVII-XVIII  

C – . . . . 22,   (897 .) 

D – H 1660,    (936 .) 

E – A 1453,   (973 .) 

F –   (XI .) 

G –   (1048 .) 

H – A 1335,   (XII-XIII .) 

I –   (XII-XIII .) 

K – Q 908,   (XII-XIII .) 

. –   

. –    
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1    .   1964. 

http://ogg.tsu.ge/
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Rendering of the Verbs and Verbals of Saying in the 

Georgian Versions of the Books of the Minor Prophets 
 

The paper explores how multiple forms of verbs and verbals 
of saying (particularly in pleonastic constructions) are rendered into 
Georgian in the Books of the Minor Prophets. By comparing two 
main sets of Georgian biblical translations – the so-called “old” 
(10th–11th cc.) and “Hellenophile” (12th–13th cc.) versions – the 
author investigates both the precise approaches to translation and 
the ways these approaches interact with the grammatical and 
stylistic norms of the Georgian language. The study includes 
abundant examples where either a single or multiple Greek verba 
dicendi precede a direct quotation and traces how Georgian 
translators either retained or simplified such structures in an effort 
to convey the meaning more naturally. 

The paper effectively shows how older Georgian translators 
handled pleonastic constructions by selectively omitting redundant 
forms to produce more idiomatic Georgian. This serves as a solid 
illustration of “dynamic equivalence” in biblical translation 
practices. The paper clearly describes the textual scope (e.g., Bibles 
of Oshki, Jerusalem, Gelati, etc.) and the method of identifying 
changes from the source text. The consistent presentation of 
examples in Greek, Old Georgian, and the author’s transliteration or 
translation lends clarity to the argument.  

Discussions on how Georgian grammar encodes indirect 
objects, particularly through the use of postpositional constructions 
and polypersonal verb forms, offer insights into the complexities and 
flexibility of the language. Readers gain a valuable perspective on 
how Georgians adapted Greek originals to their grammar. 

The paper provides a meticulously researched account of how 
translators negotiated between faithfulness to the Greek original and 
the idiomatic demands of Georgian. It is a valuable resource for 
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Georgian philologists, biblical linguists, and those interested in the 
general principles of translation studies. The analysis of 
morphological and syntactic choices underscores both the richness 
of Georgian’s linguistic heritage and the complexity of scriptural 
translation.1 

 
 
Introduction 

It is well known that the Septuagint  Greek is characterized by 
the use of more than one (as a rule, two) verbs and verbals 
(participles) of saying (verba dicendi) before the direct quotation, 
which is a Hebraism,  for instance: καὶ ἀπεκρίθη Αμως καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς 

Αμασιαν …]2 Then answered Amos, and said to Amaziah… [Amos 7: 
14 KJV]; ... ἐλάλησεν κύριος ἐν χειρὶ Αγγαιου τοῦ προφήτου λέγων ] 
.... came the word of the LORD by the prophet Haggai, saying [Hag. 
2: 1 KJV]; καὶ ἀνεβόησαν πρὸς κύριον καὶ εἶπαν…] Wherefore they 
cried unto the LORD, and said… [Jon. 1: 14 KJV] a.o. In such cases, 
the pleonastically used second form is the verb λέγω in the aorist or 
participle λέγων (present, active, nominative), which follow certain 
verbs of saying: ἀποκρίνομαι “to answer“, ἐπερωτάω “to ask“, 
ἀπαγγέλλω “to announce, report“, ἐντέλλω “to command“, ἀναβοάω 

“to cry out“, βοάω “to cry out“, λαλέω “to speak“, θρηνέω “to 
mourn“, ἀνακράζω “to cry out“, a.o. 
 The same language phenomenon – usage of two verbs and 
verbals of saying – is peculiar to the New Testament (Blass & 
Debrunner, 1961, p. 217), for instance: ἀπεκρίνατο λέγων πᾶσιν ὁ 

 
1 From the Free Al Review of this article, sent by Academia.edu 
(01.07.2025). 
2 For Greek, I have used the academic text of LXX (Ziegler, 1976, 1984) 

and the computer program ‘Bible Works’. 
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Ἰωάννης...] John answered, saying unto them all... [Lk. 3: 16 KJV]; 
...κράζοντα καὶ λέγοντα… ] ...crying out and saying... [Lk. 4: 41 KJV], 
a.o.  
 The paper aims to study the translation of verbs and participles 
of saying in the Georgian versions of the Bible. To achieve this, I 
compared the ancient Georgian translation of the Books of Minor 
Prophets (from the Bibles of Oshki (978) and Jerusalem (11th 
century)) with the Georgian versions from the Hellenophile period 
(Bibles of Gelati (12th-13th centuries), Saba (17th-18th centuries), and 
Bakar (1743)).1  It is now scientifically established that most of the 
Bible texts were translated from Greek. This process began soon 
after Georgia’s conversion to Christianity (in the first half of the 4th 
century), but many manuscripts have not survived to the present day. 
Although the translation and editing of Biblical books from Greek 
spanned centuries, the attitudes of Georgian translators and editors 
towards the Greek original texts changed over time. Early translators 
(5th-11th centuries) aimed for accurate translations but also 
considered the nature of the Georgian language and did not always 
maintain formal equivalence to the original. In contrast, later 
translators during the Hellenophile period (11th-13th centuries) 
strived for adequate and precise translations from Greek. It is well 
known that the Gelati Catenae Bible is a new edition/translation 
produced through comparing the old translation with the Septuagint 
text. Since both the old (OJ) and Gelati versions (GSB) derive from 
the same Greek tradition, differences in the Gelati Bible result from 
variations in the translator’s style, technique, and perspective toward 
the Greek original.  
 

 

 

 

 
1 These two versions of the Bible almost exactly repeat the text of the Gelati 
version. Therefore, I will not focus on these versions. 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 258 

Research Outcomes 
 i) Research has proved that a peculiar feature of the Books of  
Minor Prophets is the use of one1 or two verbs or verbals of saying 
before the direct quotation.2 Out of the twelve books, one exception 
in this regard is only the Prophecy of Zechariah, in which three 
forms of verbs of saying are used. In case of two forms, it is natural 
to use either ἐπηρώτησα + εἶπα  or ἐλάλησεν + λέγων  types of 
patterns, whereas in case of three forms, the above-mentioned verbs 
are added by both the verb λέγω in the aorist and its participle λέγων 

(1,2, 8, 9): 
 

(1) καὶ ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν πρός με  λέγων...  LXX 

    3 OJ.  

      ჱ : SB.4  

Then he answered and spake unto me, saying, [Zech. 4: 6 
KJV]. 

(2) καὶ ἐπηρώτησα καὶ εἶπον πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον τὸν λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοὶ  

λέγων τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε LXX  

   , -  , [ ] 

: ჲ  , ? OJ.  

 
1 In this case, only one form is given in the Biblical Greek as well: the verb 
λέγω or the participle λέγων. 
2 After direct speech or when inserted between, only one verb of saying is 
used. 
3 In the old translation, one form is left untranslated. 
4 I have used the academic text of the Old Georgian versions of the Bible 
(Bible, 2017). 
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     , 

  ,  ჱ :   , ? 

SB.   

So I answered and spake to the angel that talked with me, 
saying, What are these, my lord? [Zech. 4: 4 KJV].1 

 ii) In general, it is characteristic of the Septuagint text to use 
participle λέγων (present, active, nominative) without the article 
before the direct quotation, at the very end of the main clause. This 
represents a Hebraism. Such λέγων is of a predicative nature; hence, 
in the old translation (OJ), it is given in the form of a finite verb 
siṭ ua/tquma/rquma, which is more natural for Georgian. In the 
Gelati Bible (SB), which is a precise word-for-word translation, 
the participle λέγων is translated by a participle. In Georgian, its 

solid equivalent is meṭ uel ( “speaker, (person) saying”), 
subjective/active participle, which is a syntactically isolated attribute, 
the modified member of which is often omitted (1, 2, 3, 8, 9):  
 

(3) ... ἐλάλησεν κύριος ἐν χειρὶ Αγγαιου τοῦ προφήτου λέγων  LXX 

  ჴ   

ჲ   : OJ.  

  ჴ   ჲ ჱ

, ჱ :  SB.  

 
1 In this case, in Greek, there are four forms before the direct quotation (two 
verbs and two participles), although the participle τὸν λαλοῦντα does not 
refer to the speaker, the subject. 
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... came the word of the LORD by the prophet Haggai, saying, 
[Hag. 2: 1 KJV]. 

tqu-a                     meṭ uel-man                  

say - S3: AOR     saying-ERG 

 iii) The participle λέγων is sometimes represented with an 
article and agrees with the modified word in gender, case and 
number. Such an attributive participle is given in the old translation 
of the Bible (OJ) in the form of a finite verb of the attributive 
clause. As subordinating conjunctions are characteristic of Old 
Georgian, the old translator adds a relative pronoun romel (  

“which/who”) to the subordinate clause. The situation is the same in 
the English translation. Attributive λέγων participle is translated in 
the Gelati version (SB) employing a subjective/active participle, 
which represents a syntactically isolated attribute. For Georgian 
syntax, it is unusual to use a great number of constructions with 
a subjective/active participle. This is peculiar to the translations 
of the  Hellenophile period (XII –XIII cc.) (4): 

(4) καὶ ὄψεται ἡ ἐχθρά μου καὶ περιβαλεῖται αἰσχύνην ἡ λέγουσα 

πρός με ποῦ κύριος ὁ θεός σου... LXX 

        

ჳ ,   :    

 ?.. OJ  
     -  ჳ , 

ჱ  :     ?.. 

SB. 
Then she that is mine enemy shall see it, and shame shall 
cover her which said unto me, Where is the LORD thy God?..  
[Mic. 7: 10 KJV]. 
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 romel-i   m-e-ṭ -od-a    me 
 which- NOM O1-REL. PREF-say-SUF-S3:IMP         I- DAT  

“who said to me”  
 

meṭ uel-man  čem-da-mo 
saying-ERG  I-GEN-ADV-POST 
“(the person) speaking with me“    
   

 In the Greek language, the participle λέγω takes the noun in 
the accusative case with the preposition πρός. Based on the analyzed 
material, such nouns are given in the old translation as indirect 
objects in the dative case, whereas in the Gelati Bible, we find a 
noun or pronoun in the genitive-adverbial case with a postposition 
mi(mart) or mo(mart) (4). 

iv) Analysis of the empirical material has proved that in 
Greek, the verb λέγω forms two kinds of syntactic constructions: it 
takes either the indirect object in the dative case, or the noun in the 
accusative with the preposition πρὸς. In the first case, the indirect 
object is translated by the indirect object in the dative case in all 
manuscripts (5). In the second case, the noun in the accusative, with 
the preposition πρός of the verb λέγω in Oshki and Jerusalem MSS 
(OJ) is translated using an indirect object of rquma (  “to tell”) 
trivalent verb (a syntactic construction which is more natural for 
Georgian as a polypersonal type of language), whereas in the Gelati 
version (GSB) we find a bivalent verb tquma (  “to say”) and 
a noun/pronoun in the genitive-adverbial case with the postposition 
mi(mart)/mo(mart) (1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9). As we can see, in the 
Hellenophile version, the noun with a preposition is translated 
employing a noun with a postposition, to achieve formal precision:  
 

(5) καὶ προσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ πρωρεὺς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ... LXX 
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  ჴ   ჱ    : OJ  

      : GSB 

So the shipmaster came to him, and said unto him... [Jon. 1: 6 
KJV]. 

 h-rqu-a                  ma-s 
O3-tell-S3:AOR     he-DAT 
“told him”      
    

(6) καὶ εἶπα πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον  τὸν λαλοῦντα ἐν ἐμοί... LXX 

   ,   : OJ 

   ,    : 

GSB 

Then said I to the angel that talked with me...  [Zech. 5: 10 
KJV]. 

v-tqu                  angeloz-is-a                  mimart 
S1-say:AOR      angel-GEN-ADV          to:POST 
“I said to the angel”     

 Constructions of the type “vtqu angelozisa mimart“ are not 
natural for Georgian (Mirotadze, 2013, p. 185). Constructions of this 
type are frequently found in the translations of Hellenophile style 
(they are frequent in the Gelati Codex) and represent a syntactic 
Greekism. 
 v) One of the peculiarities of the Prophecy of Zechariah is the 
frequent use of the attributive participle λαλῶν with an article. In all 
cases, it serves as an attribute to the word ὁ ἄγγελος (  

“angel“). This participle is not found in the books of other minor 
prophets and is rare in the Holy Scriptures in general. The rule of 
translation of this word is the same as the rule of translation of the 
attributive participle λέγων  (see iii). In the Gelati Bible, a solid 
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equivalent of the participle λαλῶν is subjective/active participle 
mzraxval (  “talker, (person) talking”) (2, 6, 7, 9): 
 

(7) καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ λαλῶν ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ εἶπεν πρός με 

ἀνάβλεψον τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς σου... LXX 

   ,  ,2  

 :   ... OJ  

  ,      

:   ... GSB 

Then the angel that talked with me went forth, and said unto 
me… [Zech. 5: 5 KJV]. 

mzraxval-i               čem              šoris 
talking-NOM          I: GEN          between: POST 
“(the person) talking with me”  

 In the Septuagint  Greek, the participle λαλῶν takes the noun 
in the dative case with the preposition ἐν. Based on the analyzed data, 
in the earlier translations (OJ), such nouns are given in the form of an 
indirect object in the dative case. However, in the Gelati version 
(GSB), such nouns are represented in the genitive case, and they are 
followed by a postposition šoris  (  “between”) (7). 
 vi) I have already presented the rules and patterns of Georgian 
translation of verbs and participles of saying before the direct 

 
1 In this case also, the old translator adds a relative pronoun romel (  
“which/who”) in the subordinate clause. 
2 The polypersonal nature of the Georgian verb makes it possible to omit the 
personal pronoun. In the given example, the indirect object expressed by the 
first person pronoun is omitted with the verb meṭ oda (  “to 
speak”).  
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quotation. Naturally, the above-mentioned does not exclude 
deviations from these rules in the process of translation. This 
especially refers to the old translation preserved in the Oshki and 
Jerusalem Bibles (the above-mentioned is less vivid in the exact 
formal translation of the Hellenophile period found in the Gelati 
version). The data of the Oshki and Jerusalem MSS enables identify 
the type of changes made by the old translator in the process of 
translation. The translator aimed to achieve stylistic appropriateness 
of the text, avoid complicated constructions or tautology. Let us 
discuss a couple of examples: 
 

(8) καὶ ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν πρός με  λέγων... LXX 

    : OJ 

    ,  ჱ : SB 

Then he answered and spake unto me, saying, [Zech. 4: 6 
KJV]. 

All the above-mentioned rules of translation are preserved in 
the given example, but the earlier translator (OJ) omits the verb 
corresponding to the participle λέγων to simplify the construction. 
The Gelati Bible offers an exact translation. 

(9) καὶ ἐπηρώτησα καὶ εἶπον πρὸς τὸν ἄγγελον  τὸν λαλοῦντα ἐν 

ἐμοὶ  λέγων τί ἐστιν ταῦτα κύριε LXX 

   , ---  -  , 

[ ] : ჲ  , ? OJ  

     ,  

 ,  ჱ :   , ? SB 
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I answered 1 and spake to the angel that talked with me, 
saying, What are these, my lord? [Zech. 4: 4 KJV]. 

 As for the given example, four forms of saying (two verbs and 
two participles) are found together before the direct quotation in the 
Septuagint  Greek. Therefore, the old translator (OJ) omits the verb 
εἶπον and does not translate it to avoid an overly complicated 
construction. In this case also, the Gelati Bible contains an exact, 
adequate translation. In many cases, accurate translation is given in 
the Oshki and Jerusalem MSS.  
 

Conclusion 

 Thus, observation of the Georgian translations/versions of the 
Bible with reference to verbs and verbals of saying has proved that 
the translators of the old and Hellenophile periods try to make a 
precise translation of the text and address the issue with great 
veneration. However, the earlier translator takes more account of the 
nature of the Georgian language. Therefore, the old translations of 
the Bible occupy a somewhat intermediate position between the 
formal and dynamic translations (although “there are numerous signs 
of formal-structural translation“ (Danelia, 1998, p. 471)). The 
translator of the Hellenophile period tries hard to preserve both 
formal-structural and semantic equivalence with the Greek language. 
 It is well known that the language of translation of the Biblical 
Books was recognized by the Georgian writers as a standard 
language. Hence, it is quite natural that examples of usage of two 
forms of verbs of saying before direct quotation are sometimes found 
in the original Georgian hagiography (V-XI cc.). This language 
phenomenon started to disappear gradually, beginning from the 12th 

 
1  In Greek and Georgian, we find the verb “to ask”. 
 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 266 

century. Yet, in rare cases, this phenomenon is found in the texts of 
the 17th and 18th centuries as well. 
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7: 23 2. ჴ

13: 14 3 ჲ

20: 33 C 1998 , 9

 
 

 

 

1

.2 

 
1
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1: 3-4  

ჲ

ჲ

OJ 1 

ჲ

ჲ

ჲ

ჲ

v GaSB 2

3καὶ ἀνέγνω Βαρουχ τοὺς λόγους τοῦ βιβλίου τούτου ἐν ὠσὶν 

Ιεχονίου υἱοῦ Ιωακιμ βασιλέως Ιουδα καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ3 παντὸς τοῦ 

λαοῦ τῶν ἐρχομένων πρὸς τὴν βίβλον 4 καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ τῶν δυνατῶν 

καὶ υἱῶν τῶν βασιλέων καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ 

παντὸς τοῦ λαοῦ ἀπὸ μικροῦ ἕως μεγάλου... LXX4 

 
O.  J. O. 2°]- O. 

 O. +  J. ]   J. 
2  SB.  

 
3 ἐν 20] ÷ 86. 
4

1976).
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   1   

  ,   , 

      

 (     

),   
2

3

4  

 
 

Bible Works – Version 10.0.4.216.  
1 

 
2 ἐν  

 

 

 



 

 279 

 

3-
 

 

1: 7  

ჲ

OJ 1 

GaSB 3 

καὶ ἀπέστειλαν εἰς Ιερουσαλημ πρὸς Ιωακιμ υἱὸν Χελκίου υἱοῦ 

Σαλωμ τὸν ἱερέα καὶ πρὸς τοὺς ἱερεῖς καὶ πρὸς πάντα τὸν λαὸν 

τοὺς εὑρεθέντας μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἐν Ιερουσαλημ. LXX4 

 πρὸς-

    

  ,  

 
~ ჱ O. O. O. ჲ J.

O. O. J.
O. J. 
2

 
~  ჱ B.  

4 om. πρός3° 46. 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 280 

 
 

4: 15     OJ 

LpGaSB3 

ἐπήγαγε ν γὰρ ἐπʼ αὐτοὺς ἔθνος μακρόθεν... LXX 

1: 10     OJ 

GaSB 1  

 
1 O3

ind.

O3
ind.

 
2ἐπ-

ἐπʼ  (om. ἐπʼ 311–62 26 239).   
3 ] Lp. 
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καὶ εἶπαν Ἰδοὺ ἀπεστείλαμεν πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἀργύριον… LXX2 

1: 14 

OJ 3 

GaSB 4 

καὶ ἀναγνώσεσθε τὸ βιβλίον τοῦτο, ὃ ἀπεστείλαμεν πρὸς ὑμᾶς 

ἐξαγορεῦσαι ἐν οἴκῳ… LXX 

 

 

A 
1108 :5 
 

4: 29 ჳ

ჲ

OJ6

ჴ ჳ

ჲ

Lp 

 
1  B. 
2 om. πρός 88.  
3  O.  J.  ]  O.  
4  B. 

 

J. J. O. ჲ O. 
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ჳ

ჲ ჲ

SB 

ὁ γὰρ ἐπαγὼν ὑμῖν τὰ κακὰ ἐπάξει ὑμῖν τὴν αἰώνιον 

εὐφροσύνην μετὰ τῆς σωτηρίας ὑμῶν. LXX 

 
A 1108

Dativus commodi 
incommodi 1 ἐπάξει ὑμῖν 

τὴν αἰώνιον εὐφροσύνην Dativus commodi
ჲ ჲ

ἐπαγὼν ὑμῖν τὰ κακὰ Dativus incommodi
ჳ

2

 
 

1987, 
305).

 
2
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3

3- 2-
 

 

1: 15-16 ჱ

ჳ

OJ1 

 

 (  2010, 7). 

 
1 O. ჲ J. ჳ

ჳ O. ჱ O. O. 
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ჱ

ჳ ჲ

ჲ

. Lp

248
ჳ ჲ

GaSB 

καὶ ἐρεῖτε τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ ἡμῶν ἡ δικαιοσύνη, ἡμῖν δὲ αἰσχύνη 

τῶν προσώπων…16 καὶ τοῖς βασιλεῦσιν ἡμῶν καὶ τοῖς ἄρχουσιν 

ἡμῶν καὶ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν ἡμῶν καὶ τοῖς προφήταις ἡμῶν καὶ τοῖς 

πατράσιν ἡμῶν. LXX 

1: 13 ...   ,  1

OJLpGaSB 

... ὅτι ἡμάρτομεν τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ ἡμῶν...  LXX 

2: 1 ჲ

v
ჲ OJ2 

 
 

O. O. ~ O. 
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ჲ

ჲ

GaSB1 

καὶ ἔστησε κύριος τὸν λόγον αὐτοῦ, ὃν ἐλάλησεν ἐφʼ ἡμᾶς καὶ 

ἐπὶ τοὺς δικαστὰς ἡμῶν τοὺς δικάσαντας τὸν Ισραηλ καὶ ἐπὶ 

τοὺς βασιλεῖς ἡμῶν καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄρχοντας ἡμῶν καὶ ἐπὶ 

ἄνθρωπον Ισραηλ καὶ Ιουδα. LXX 2 

 ἐπὶ-

3-

 
SB. S. B. ~ SB. 

2 ἐφʼ] προς 534;  ἐπί ult.] επ L−311-613. 
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2: 7 ჳ ჳ

OJ 1 

Lp

v
ჳ . GaSB 

ἃ ἐλάλησε κύριος ἐφʼ ἡμᾶς, πάντα τὰ κακὰ ταῦτα ἦλθεν ἐφʼ 

ἡμᾶς. LXX 2 

 

1998 , 8

ჳ

O GaSB

 

 
1 ჳ  O. ჳ ]     ჳ    O. 

 O. ]- O. 
2  om. ἐφʼ ἡμᾶς LaC Bo. 
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3: 4 ჳ . OJ 

Lp 

ჳ . GSB 1 

... καὶ ἐκολλῆθη ἡμῖν τὰ κακά. LXX 2 

 

3: 21 . OJ 3 

Lp 

. SB  

... οἱ υἱοὶ αὐτῶν ἀπὸ τῆς ὁδοῦ αὐτῶν πόρρω ἐγενήθησαν. LXX 4 

 

4: 13

22: 41

 

Dativus incommodi
 

2 ἐκολλήθη = 1: 20] προσεκ. A-106′ 233. 
3 ]  J. 
4 ἐγενήθησαν]-θη 106 LaV; εγενοντο L′. 
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1998 , 10

πόρρω ἐγενήθησαν

1: 12 ჲ ჳ

OJ 1 

ჳ

GaSB 

καὶ δώσει κύριος ἰσχὺν ἡμῖν καὶ φωτίσει τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς 

ἡμῶν…  LXX 

2

ἰσχὺν

ἡμῖν

 
1 ]- J. ]  J. 
2 O1

ind.

ἡμῶν  
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1: 7 OJ
4: 15 OJ

1: 7 GaSB
4: 15 LpGaSB

1: 3-4 OJ
GaSB 1: 7 OJ

GaSB

 
1        

      

  , .,    

   (    [4: 18 OJ]  > 

   SB; ჴ    [4: 25 OJ] >   
 SB...);       

   (     [4: 30 OJ] 

>   SB) …  ,  

,      ,  

  (  ჲ [1: 11 OJ] >  
ჳ  GaSB;   ჴ ჲ [1: 18 OJ] >   

ჴ  GaSB;   [4: 8 OJ] >  ...  

GaSB)  .     .  
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O – Ivir. Geo. №1 978 

J – Jer. Geo. 7/11 ( XI 

Lp  Geo. №3   (X-XI .) 

G – A 1108,   (XII .) 

S – A 51, ,     (XVII-XVIII .) 

B – ,     (1743 .) 

LXX –  (    

) 

La –   

L –   

L`–    

 

 

 

 

One Type of Grammatical Change in the Georgian Versions 
of the Book of Baruch 

Summary 

 

The paper focuses on one type of morphosyntactic change 
conditioned by the Greek influence, discovered as a result of 
comparison of the Old Georgian translations of the Book of Baruch 
(Bibles of Oshki (O, 978) and Jerusalem (J, 11th c.)) and the texts of 
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Gelati version (Bibles of Gelati (G, 12th-13th cc.), Saba (S, 17th-18th 
cc.) and Bakar (B, 1743). Both versions are aimed at precise, 
adequate translation from Greek. However, old translators take into 
account the nature and style of the Georgian language, whereas the 
translation of Gelati is formally and structurally closer to the 
original. Therefore, the syntactic construction with an indirect object, 
found in the old translation, is more natural for the Georgian 
language. This construction was replaced by the postpositional 
oblique object construction in the Gelati version (ἀπέστειλαν ... πρὸς 

Ιωακιμ (Baruch 1: 7 LXX), miuӡγuanes … ioaḳims OJ, argzavnes …  

ioaḳimis mimart GaSB). The translator and editor of the Gelati 
version also tries to adjust the verb to the new construction to avoid 
syntactic contamination.  

In general, in old Georgian translation, the indirect object 
transformed into an oblique postpositional object was the one that 
functionally represented the addressee of the objective version, 
benefactive. Georgian, as a language that distinguishes the 
grammatical category of version, is capable of the synthetic 
expression of this function, whereas Greek is incapable of this and 
can express the semantics of the objective version only analytically 
or using the functions of the dative case (Dativus commodi / 
incommodi). 
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The Influence of Septuagint Greek on the Means of 
Expression of the Objective Version in Georgian Biblical 

Translations 
 

The formation of the literary Georgian language has been 
largely influenced by Greek. Translation from Greek, which had a 
different grammatical system, was always problematic for Georgian 
translators and editors.  

The given paper aims to find out which of the synthetic and 
analytical means of expression of possessive/benefactive relations 
was given priority by Georgian translators: the synthetic formation, 
which was natural for Georgian but alien to Greek, or the analytical 
one. Comparison of the translations/editions of the old and 
Hellenophile periods of the books of three prophets - Micah, 
Zechariah and Baruch – has proved that old translations (the 11th-
12th cc.) attach priority to synthetic formation, while the version of 
the Hellenophile period (the 12th-13th cc.) prefers analytical forma
tion, similar to Greek.  

 

Introduction 
Georgian is an agglutinative language and belongs to the 

group of morphologically rich languages (MRL). Georgian has a 
number of polyfunctional vocalic prefixes that stand immediately 

before verb roots. One of their functions is to outline to whom the 
action expressed by the verb is destined and to whom it belongs. The 
action either belongs to the subject (subjective version)1, or the 
indirect object (objective version), or the meaning is not vivid 
altogether (neutral version). The neutral version markers are a- and 

 
1 When the agent and the benefactor are the same. 
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Ø, the marker of the subjective version is i-, and the markers of the 
objective version are i- (if Oind. is 1st or 2nd person) and u- (if Oind. is 

3rd person) morphemes. The category of version (in Georgian – 

kceva) was introduced by A. Shanidze (1980, pp. 323-357).  
The Georgian language can express versions both synthetically 

and analytically. However, the former is more natural. For instance, 
the semantics of the objective version (1) can be expressed by the 
verb in the neutral version1 and the oblique object with the 
postposition -tvis (‘for’) (2), or by adding the possessor in the 
genitive case (Adnominal Genitive) or possessive adjective/pronoun 
to the direct object (3): 

 

(1) davit-s                      saxl-i                a-v-u-šen-e 

David-DAT                 house-NOM      PREV-S1-OV-build-AOR 

“I built David a house”                 (benefactive/possessor) 

(2) davit-is-tvis                saxl-i               a-v-a-šen-e     

David-GEN-POST   house-NOM      PREV-S1-NV-build-AOR 

“I built a house for David”            (benefactive)  

(3) davit-is                     saxl-i                a-v-a-šen-e    

David-GEN               house-NOM        PREV-S1-NV-build-AOR 

“I built David’s house”                (possessor) 

In Georgian, there is no specific case expressing benefaction. 
This meaning is incorporated in the dative case, whereas, in the verb, 
it is expressed using prefixes i- and u-. 

 
1 In this case, the benefactive indirect object, which always stands in the 

dative case, turns into the oblique object with the postposition -tvis (‘for’). 
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In Georgian, some verbs only coincide with the objective 
version in their form; therefore, prefixes i-/u- do not express the 
possessive/benefactive relation, but point to the existence of the 

indirect object in the dative case (e.g., man mi-u-go mas ‘he 
answered him’). Apart from the widespread opinion, in Georgian and 
foreign linguistic literature, there are different opinions regarding the 
category of version and the functions of the vocalic prefixes of the 
verb (Boeder, 1968; Jorbenadze, 1983; Melikishvili, 2001, a.o.). I 
will abstain from discussing these opinions, as the aim of the paper is 
not to discuss the category of version in general, but to find out 
which of the synthetic and analytical means of expression of this 
category is more frequent in the Georgian translations of the Bible 
(based on the example of the objective version). 

 

The Influence of the Biblical Greek on the Formation of the 
Georgian Literary Language 

Since the conversion of Georgia into Christianity in the first 
half of the 4th century, the intense translation of the Christian 
literature into Georgian began. The translations were mostly made 
from the Greek language. Therefore, although over the centuries 
Georgian has been affected by various languages (Persian, Syrian, 
Armenian...), the ancient literary Georgian language was mostly 
influenced by Greek. It has been formed in the process of translation 
of the Bible from Greek. What is most important, the Greek 
influence is traced not only in translations but in the original texts as 
well.  

Although the process of translation/edition of the Biblical books 
from Greek lasted for centuries, the attitude of Georgian 
translators/editors to the translated texts differed through epochs. The 
translators of the Pre-Athonite and, partly, Athonite period (the 5th-
11th cc.) took into consideration the nature of the Georgian language 
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and did not always preserve the formal equivalence to the original 
text, whereas the translators of the Hellenophile trend (the 12th-13th 
cc.) tried their best to make an adequate, precise translation from 
Greek. Therefore, in the translations of this period, unnatural 
constructions, grammatical and lexical calques are frequently found 
(Danelia, 1998, p. 4; Melikishvili, 2019). 

 
Expression of the Objective Version in the Old (the 10th-11th cc.) 
and Hellenophile period (the 12th-13th cc.) Georgian Translations 
of the Bible 

To find out which of the means of expression of the objective 
version was preferred by the Georgian translators/editors at various 
stages, I compared the Old and Hellenophile period translations of 
the Biblical Books of three prophets (Micah, Zechariah and Baruch). 
The Old translation is preserved in the texts of the so-called Oshki 
(978, Ivir. Geo. №1) and Jerusalem (11th c., Jer. Geo. 7/11) Bibles. 
The new version/translation, obtained as a result of comparison with 
the Septuagint text, is preserved in the so-called Gelati (12th c., A 
1108), Mtskheta (17th-18th cc., A 51) and Bakar (The Georgian Bible 
issued in Moscow in 1743, A 455)1 Bibles.2 As the Old and Gelati 
versions of the Bible are derived from the originals of the same 
tradition, the changes made in the Gelati Bible can be explained only 

 
1 These two versions of the Bible almost exactly repeat the text of the Gelati 
version. Therefore, I will not focus on these versions. 
2 All three prophecies are also found in Paris Lectionary (10th-11th cc., MS 
Geo. №3 of Paris National Library). This version is not based on some Old 
Georgian version. It is an independent translation, based on the Greek text 
of a completely different tradition (Danelia, 1997). Micah and Zechariah 
prophecies are also found in the so-called Kali and Latali Lectionaries (10th 
c.). Only Micah’s prophecy is found in the Sinai Lectionary (982, Sin 37). I 
will not focus on Lectionaries in the given paper. 
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by a different style and translation technique of the translator, and the 

different attitude of the latter to the Greek original text.1  
Georgian translators have always found it difficult to translate 

from Greek, which was a language with a completely different 
grammatical system. The category of version is not found in Greek, 
and, unlike Georgian, Greek is unable to express the 
possessive/benefactive relations between the arguments employing 
vocalic verbal prefixes. Instead, these meanings are incorporated in 
the dative case (Dativus commodi and incommodi, Dativus 
possessivus). The Greek medial voice is also characterized by the 
semantics of reflexivity.2 Such medial verbs are usually translated 
into Georgian based on the forms of the subjective version 
(Giorgobiani, 1972)3 and autoactives. Apart from it, the semantics of 
the possessive/benefactive relation in Greek is expressed analytically 
(employing prepositions or adnominal genitives). Under the Greek 
influence, analytical expression of the semantics of the objective 
version was also found in the Georgian translations (as well as in the 
original literature, which was also influenced by the translations), 
albeit with different frequency: comparatively rarely in the 
manuscripts of the old translations of the Bible, and far more 
frequently in the translations of the Hellenophile period. 

 
Research Outcomes 

Based on the research material, I have identified the type of 
morphosyntactic changes made by the translator/editor of the Gelati 
Bible in the old translation represented in the Oshki and Jerusalem 

 
1 A 1108 represents an autograph manuscript. Therefore, the changes made 
in this edition cannot be considered scribal errors. 
2 The reflexive forms are also used in the passive, because, except for the 
aorist and the future forms, they borrow the forms from the medial voice. 
3 I will not focus on this issue in the given paper. 
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Bibles with the aim of adequate representation of the Greek original 
text: 

i) In the old translation, the indirect object taken by the verb 
corresponds to the Greek prepositional object in the dative or 
accusative case. To make a precise, adequate translation of the Greek 
syntactic construction, the translator/editor of the Gelati version 
substituted the indirect object of the Old translation with an oblique 
object with the postposition (which, unlike the indirect object, does 
not reveal the object agreement affixes in the verb). In the Georgian 
version/translation, the change in the verbal syntactic construction 
leads to the change in the verb structure itself (and not vice 
versa!): the form of the objective version is replaced by the neutral 
version form, lacking one argument capable of adding a person 
marker (a trivalent verb becomes bivalent, whereas a bivalent verb 
becomes monovalent).   

 

Baruch 1: 3-4 

ჲ

ჲ

... OJ  

ჲ

ჲ

ჲ ჲ

v
GaSB 
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3καὶ ἀνέγνω Βαρουχ τοὺς λόγους τοῦ βιβλίου τούτου ἐν ὠσὶν 

Ιεχονιου υἱοῦ Ιωακιμ βασιλέως Ιουδα καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ παντὸς τοῦ 

λαοῦ τῶν ἐρχομένων πρὸς τὴν βίβλον 4καὶ ἐν ὠσὶν τῶν δυνατῶν 

καὶ υἱῶν τῶν βασιλέων καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ἐν ὠσὶ 

παντὸς τοῦ λαοῦ ἀπὸ μικροῦ ἕως μεγάλου… LXX. 1 

And Baruch read the words of this book in the hearing of 
Jeconi′ah the son of Jehoi′akim, king of Judah, and in the 
hearing of all the people who came to hear the book, 4 and in 
the hearing of the mighty men and the princes, and in the 
hearing of the elders, and in the hearing of all the people, 
small and great, all who dwelt in Babylon by the river Sud. 
KJV. 

(4) aγmo-u-ķitx-n-a     …    ur-t-a                         

PREV-OV- read-PL-S3    ear- PL/DAT- EMPH      

cf.      ar-i- ķitx-n-a 2   …        ur-t-a                       mimart 
PREV-SV3-read-PL-S3   ear- PL/GEN- EMPH    to-POST 

 ‘(He) read (the words) to the ears…’ 

ii) An opposite phenomenon is extremely rare: in the Gelati 
Codex, the verb of the neutral version with the oblique object with 
the postposition, found in the old translation, is substituted by the 
objective version form of the verb and the indirect object, if in the 

 
1 For Greek, I have used the critical text of LXX (Ziegler, 1976, 1984) and 
the computer program ‘Bible Works’. 
2 aγmouķitxna is a trivalent verb, whereas çariķitxna is a bivalent one. 
3 If the verb does not have the neutral version form, the subjective version 
form is used with the function of the neutral one. 
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Septuagint there is an object in the dative case without a preposition. 
This fact proves that the aim of the translator/editor of the Gelati 
Codex was not a frequent use of constructions with postpositions, but 
a precise, adequate translation of the original Greek text. 

Zechariah  8: 11 

ჳ OJ.

SB.  

 καὶ νῦν οὐ κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας τὰς ἔμπροσθεν ἐγὼ ποιῶ τοῖς 

καταλοίποις τοῦ λαοῦ τούτου… LXX.   

But now I will not be unto the residue of this people as in the 
former days… KJV. 

(5) v- -o   …         nešţ-t-a                        ama-t-tvis                                    

 S1- do- SUBJ     rest- PL/GEN- EMPH    DEM- PL/GEN-POST        

cf.      ara…  u-q`-op           nešţ-t-a 
PART   OV-do-THEM    rest- PL/DAT- EMPH 

 ‘I will not do (this) for the rest (of the people)’     

iii) As I have mentioned above, during the analytical formation 
in Georgian, the verb in the objective version is substituted by the 
form in the neutral version, expressing the possessive/benefactive 

relation using the oblique object with the postposition -tvis (‘for’) 
(2) or employing Adnominal Genitive (3). If, in Georgian, the 
structure of the verb remains unchanged (and valency is not 
decreased) and the verb is not adjusted to the Greek syntactic 
construction with a preposition or the genitive case for adequate 
translation, we have the case of the so-called syntactic 
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contamination (Danelia, 1998, pp. 7-18), which can be briefly 
characterized as follows: the structure of the Georgian verb + a 
foreign syntactic construction.  

Micah 2: 8 ჳ

OJ.

ჳ

GS.  

καὶ ἔμπροσθεν ὁ λαός μου εἰς ἔχθραν ἀντέστη κατέναντι τῆς 

εἰρήνης αὐτου… LXX. 
 Even of late my people is risen up as an enemy… KJV. 

(6) aγ-u-dg-a        …       çinaše      mšvidob-is-a 

PREV-OV- arise-S3      PREP        peace-GEN-EMPH 

‘(My people) have risen against peace’ 

Both in the Old translation and the Gelati Codex, instead of the 
indirect object, like Greek, there is a prepositional oblique object in 
the genitive case, but the verb retains the form of the objective 
version. 

 iv) If the Greek equivalent of the indirect object is the object 
in the dative case, which, as a rule, is translated into Georgian as an 
indirect object in the dative case, in the Gelati Codex, the change 
does not affect either the syntactic construction or the verb. 

 

Zechariah 1: 6 OJ.

ჱ SB.  

… οὕτως ἐ ποίησεν ὑμῖν LXX.  
… so hath he dealt with us, KJV. 
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(7) g-i- -o                   tquen 

O2- OV-do-S3          you/ DAT 

‘(He) did … to you’ 

v) If already in Oshki and Jerusalem MSS of the Bible there 
are adequate, precise translations from Greek and, instead of the 
objective version, which is more natural for Georgian, there is a 
neutral version of the verb with an oblique object with the 
postposition or direct object, followed by Adnominal Genitive, the 
construction remains unchanged i.e. both versions of the Bible 
represent an analytical formation of the objective version.  

Zechariah 7: 9  

ჳ OJ. 

ჳ GSB.  

καὶ οἰκτιρμὸν ποιεῖτε ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ LXX.  
and shew mercy and compassions every man to his brother, 
KJV. 

(8) i- qm-od-e-t      ….          mo us-is-a                   mimart 

SV-do-SUF-IMP-PL      brother -GEN-EMPH      to/POST 

‘Do (it) for (his) brother’ 

Zechariah 9: 13 OJ.

ჳ SB.  

... καὶ ἐπεγερῶ τὰ τέκνα σου Σιων  LXX.  

and raised up thy sons, O Zion... KJV. 
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(9) aγ- v-a-dg-en                           švil-t-a                             šen-t-a 

PREV-S1-NV-arouse- CAUS child-PL/DAT- EMPH  your- 

PL/DAT- EMPH 

‘I will stir up your children’ 
 

Conclusion 
Thus, analysis of the Books of the three prophets has proved 

that the old translators tried to make a precise translation of ‘God’s 

Words’ and treated this work with special humbleness. However, 
unlike the translations of Gelati type, the older versions took into 
account the nature of the Georgian language and style; hence, they 
did not always stick to the principle of formal equivalence to the 
original text. These versions are a kind of synthetic translation, 
occupying an intermediate position between the formal and dynamic 
translations (Danelia, 1998, p. 471). Meanwhile, Gelati translation 
chiefly focuses on the stylistics of the original language, and the 
translator tries hard to preserve formal-structural or semantic 
equivalence with the Greek language (albeit using the style and 
grammatical constructions that are unnatural for Georgian).  

The difference between the Old and Gelati versions of the 
Books of the Prophets is caused not by the original texts belonging to 
different traditions, but by the difference in the styles and translation 
techniques of the translators and the different principles of selection 
of the Georgian equivalents of the original texts. 
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B – A 455, Bakar Codex, the published version  (1743)  

G – A 1108, Gelati Codex  (12th-13th cc.) 

J – Jer. Geo. 7/11, Jerusalem Codex (11th c.)  

KJV – The Bible (King James Version) 

O – Ivir. Geo. №1, Oshki Codex (978)  

S – A 51,  Mtskheta Codex (17th-18th cc.) 

LXX – Septuagint1 

 
1 AOR – aorist; CAUS – causative;  DAT – dative case; DEM – demonstrative 
pronoun; EMPH – emphatic vowel; GEN – genitive case; IMP – imperative; 
MS – manuscript; NV – neutral version; O2 – marker of the 2nd objective 

person;  OV – objective version;  PART – particle; PL – plural;  POST – po
stposition; PREP – preposition; PREV – preverb; S1 – marker of the 1st  

subjective person; SUBJ – subjunctive;  SV – subjective version; THEM – 
thematic suffix.  
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17: 16 O 90

21: 2-3

 

 

1.1.      
   . 

’abhraham
’abh + hamon

’abhram ’abhraham

he- ’abhram

’abhraham
(1)

Abam-rāmā



 
 

 313 

(2)  
rām 

’abhraham-

(3)  ’abhraham 

 
’brm. 

אַבְֹֹֹ  →)  ’ābh), 

1997, . 52-53).                         

     
 *  („  

1999, 724).
ჲ

ჲ

רַֹֹֹ ֹֹ֣שָׂ י ( ჲ) 

 (Библия).  
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ჲ

1989 30; 2003 24

2004 61 I

I
(εἰδικῆς- ), II

 (γενικῆς- ),  
“ ( , 1998 , 452). 

 
θεο-φόρος     „  

“ ( , 2001), „   “. 

 
ჲ יהוה     אֱלֹהִים/ אֵל . 

) אֵל   )  
  ( ჲ יהוה ,(... , ,.

ჲ ჲ
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I יהונתנ  ,[8 :1  נתנאל 
14: 6  נ-ת-נ 

 ע-ז-ר)
]   – אלעזר     אליעזר ,[23 :6 .

[ . 15: 2]  . .). 
 יחזקאל 

 גבריאל 
 דניאל  

2001

 ה 
ם)  ם אַבְר  הָ ֔  (  אַבְר  ֑

ჲ ר  ה֖)  י  ש  ר  ֑  :)ש 
 

רֵֹ ֹֹ֖וֹדֹאֶת־שִמְךֹ֛אֹע֥וְל א־יִקָׂ הָֹׂ֑אַבְרָׂ יך׃ֹֹֹֹֹֹֹֹ֖וֹןֹגּוֹיִֹ֥אַב־הֲמֹיֹכִֹ֛םֹ֔םֹאַבְרָׂ םֹנְתַתִִּֽ 17: 5 

 
אֱלֹהִיםֹ֤וַי ֹ  15 :17   הָֹֹֹׂ֙אמֶרֹ רַֹֹֹם֔אֶל־אַבְרָׂ ֹֹֹ֔אִשְתְךֹֹֹי֣שָׂ אֶת־שְמָֹׂ֥ל א־תִקְרָׂ הֹּ֖אֹ

ֹ רָׂ ֹיֹֹכִֹֹ֥י֑שָׂ רָׂ הּ׃ֹֹהֹ֖שָׂ ִּֽ  שְמָׂ
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 (~hrba ~rba, arsd.  Yrs):    
 

Ljm ~hrba $mv awhn 8a ~rba $mv Bwt arqtn 8w 17: 5 

<tbhy amm[d aagwsl abad  
  hmv arsd Ljm Yrs hmv arqt 8 <ttna Yrs ~hrb8 ahla rmaw

17: 15  
 

      
    : 

17:5   καὶ οὐ κληθήσεται ἔτι τὸ ὄνομά σου Αβραμ ἀλλ᾽ ἔσται τὸ ὄνομά 

σου Αβρααμ ὅτι πατέρα πολλῶν ἐθνῶν τέθεικά σε. 

17:15 εἶπεν δὲ ὁ θεὸς τῷ Αβρααμ Σαρα ἡ γυνή σου οὐ κληθήσεται τὸ 

ὄνομα αὐτῆς Σαρα ἀλλὰ Σαρρα ἔσται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς. 

 (Αβραμ → Αβρααμ). 
ָאַבְר     םה 

 ה  

: Σαρα→Σαρρα. 

 
1 

ՙ  
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 שָׂרַי 
2022, 4-5

, ,    
    :  / /

Աբրամ 
Աբրաամ  (ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 1805), 

 
Աբրամ Աբրահամ (ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 1895): 1 

 

Գրք. 17: 5  Եւ ոչ կոչեսցի այսուհետեւ անուն քո Աբրամ, այլ եղիցի 
անուն քո Աբրահամ. զի հայր ազգաց բազմաց եդի զքեզ. 

: Սարա Սառա (ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 1895):      

Գրք.17: 15  Եւ ասէ Աստուած ցԱբրահամ. Եւ Սարայի կնոջ քո ոչ 
կոչեսցի անուն նորա Սարա, այլ Սառա եղիցի անունը նորա. 
 

ֹם֖)  45 (אַבְרָׂ

51 49

 
1 

1895  
https://arak29.org/bible/book/tGen_1.htm  

https://arak29.org/bible/book/tGen_1.htm
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17: 5
I

1: 27 9: 7

1 1: 27

I 1: 27 ֹ םֹוּאֹֹהֹֹ֥ם֖אַבְרָׂ ִּֽ הָׂ ׃ֹֹֹאַבְרָׂ  

~rba whd ~hrba 

Աբրամ, նա ինքն է Աբրահամ 

Αβρααμ 

  FI.      S.   
  B. 

 

1.2.
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1956; 1964
1968 1969 1998
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2.

1999, 165, 174-176

1989, 54).1

 
1 1983, 128  
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2009, 232

 

 

2.1.
 

(Αβραμ) 66 65

9: 7

(Αβρααμ) 263 285

ჲ 8 ჲ 7 ჲ I 
(6 4 4

ჲ ჲ 4
ჲ II ჲ

9: 2 ჲ ჱ

ჲ

ჲ ჲ III ჲ IV
ჲ ჲ
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ჲ ჲ ჲ

ჲ

13 17

 
37 36

51: 2

1
(O 978

8 12: 1-
8 20: 7-21: 10 42: 1-15 42: 16

2. A 179 (C, 1669
A 455-  (B 1743

 
1  
2 A 1108 (XII

Q 1152 (XII-XIII

A 179

A 179
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1966, 151-153; 1989, 9-
15

3 AK H 1207 (A, XVIII
№ 28 (K, 1681 1989, 

18
A 51 (S, XVII-XVIII

1989, 27 № 671 H, 
XI 1989, 8; 2017, 7  

 

2.1.1.
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: 

 
 

  

  
 

. : 
 

AKS  
 . : 

/   
 

 O 
Ivir.  

Geo. 1 
(978) 

 
 

C 
A 179 
(1669) 

B 
A 455 
(1743) 

 
 

A 
H 1207 
(XVIII) 

 

S 
A 51 

(XVII-
XVIII) 
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№ 28 
(1681) 

. 17:5-
 

 
( 48) 

   
( 55) 

 

    
( 35) 

 

   
( 35) 

 

   
( 55) 

 

< 

 

1989 15  
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. 17:5-
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  (A 455) 
 

VI- 1743

2009, 71-72

17: 5
CB

C

31
6 3

33: 1 26: 42 
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BKS 6: 10 9: 27

 Аврам – Авраам 

 

AKS

CB
 

1 

1989, 26

4: 14 
OACS K B

4: 28 BC OAKS
5: 1, 5: 4, 6: 20 B OAKCS 15: 20 B

ACS ~ K 4: 27 B OAKS
C

 
2 
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The Issue of Transliteration of the Biblical Names of 
Abraham and Sarah into Georgian 1 

 

In the Book of Genesis, the Lord promises Abram that he will 
become the father of numerous descendants. As a sign of this great 
mission, he changes the names of both Abraham and his wife, Sarah 
[Gen. 17: 5, 15]. This article aims to show in what form (Greek or 
non-Greek, taking into account the oriental literary-textual tradition) 
the original and modified names of Abraham and Sarah were 
transliterated into Georgian by the old translators-editors. The issue 
is explored, taking into account all possible foreign language sources 
(Greek, Armenian, Syriac, and Hebrew). In the first part of the 
article, the issue of rendering of the above-mentioned proper names 
in the books of the Old Testament is discussed, and in the second 
part – the same issue in the New Testament, lectionaries, as well as 
in other written sources of old and middle Georgian and the 
translations made into the new Georgian language. The study 
references historical manuscripts and scholarly works to analyze the 
complexities of rendering these names accurately in different 
contexts. 

 

I  

1. Introduction. In Genesis, the Lord appears to 99-year-old 
Abram and promises that a son will be born to him from his lawful 
wife, Sarai, and that he will have many descendants and be called  
“a father of many nations” [Gen. 17: 5 KJV].2 At this age, Abram 
already has a son, Ishmael3 [Gen. 16: 15], but not from a lawful wife, 

 
1 Co-author – Dr. Ekaterine Navrozashvili, Associate Professor at TSU. 
2 English quotations are cited from the King James Version. 
3 His descendants are considered to be Ishmaelites (Arabs). 
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but from Hagar, Sarah's maidservant. After distinguishing Abram and 
conferring with a great mission, the Lord changes his and his wife's 
names:  

17: 5
(Abraam) (Abraham)

O 

(Abram)
(Abraham)

. CBAS 

Genesis 17: 5 Neither shall thy name any more be called Abram, but 
thy name shall be Abraham; for a father of many nations have 
I made thee.  

17: 15 (Sara-s)
(Sara)

(Sarra) O

(Sara-s)
(Sara)

(Sarra) CBAS 

Genesis 17: 15 And God said unto Abraham, As for Sarai thy wife, 
thou shalt not call her name Sarai, but Sarah shall her name 
be.  

The giving of a new name by the Lord is connected with 
Abram's leaving the old path and entering the divine path, and most 
importantly, to his greatest mission, to become the father of 
numerous descendants. Since Sarah is a co-participant in this great 
mission, the Lord's blessing and name change also extend to her: 
“And I will bless her, and give thee a son also of her: yea, I will bless 
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her, and she shall be a mother of nations; kings of people shall be of 
her” [Gen. 17: 16 KJV]. Although Sarah had already reached the age 
of 90, they had a son, Isaac [Gen. 21: 2-3], therefore, Abraham is 
considered the patriarch for Jews, as well as for Christians and 
Muslims. Abraham is recognised and honoured by Judaism, 
Christianity, and Islam. 

 

1.1 The Essence and Principle of the Production of the 
Modified Names of Abraham and Sarah. The theological 
dictionary of the Old Testament explains the meaning of the 
anthroponym Abraham in the following way: “In Gen. 17: 5, 
’abhraham is explained from the perspective of popular etymology as 
being from 'abh + hamon, “father of a multitude.” Moreover, this is 
connected with the change of his name from ’abhram to ’abhraham. 
However, none of the scholarly interpretations of this word justifies 
such a linguistic history. The introduction of the consonant he into 
the name ’abhram simply amounts to another legitimate way of 
writing it under the influence of a different dialect.  

Etymologically, there are three possible explanations for the 
name ’abhraham. (1) If it is connected with Akk. Abam-r m , “love 
the father,” it is a summons to the newborn child and his brothers and 
sisters. (2) But it is more likely that r m is to be understood in the 
sense of “is exalted”; however, this indicates not Akkadian, but West 
Semitic origin. Accordingly, Albright interprets 'abhraham to mean 
“he is exalted (stative) as far as his father is concerned” (adverbial 
accusative), i.e., “he is of good ancestry.” (3) It is more probable, 
however, that ’abhraham is to be interpreted as a theophorous name 
meaning, “the (divine) father is exalted,” as Noth thinks.  Ugar. ’brm 
(two examples; cf. a-bi-ra-mi) supports this view. If it is to be 
explained as a theophorous name, the relationship of the deity to the 
one who bears the name is presented in the form of a human 
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relationship (→  ְֹֹֹאַב  ’ bh), which would be significant for the type 

of religion that was characteristic of the patriarchal period“ 
(Botterweck & Ringgren, 1997, pp. 52-53).  

“The name of the matriarch Sarah śāră [Gen. 12-15; 49: 31; 
Isa 51: 2], alternatively spelled śārāy [Gen 11-17], is derived from a 
noun *śarr- ‘sovereign; prince’, the name meaning ‘princess’ or the 
like” (Torn et al., 1999, p. 724). 

According to another interpretation, the first form of this 
name, Sarai, may mean “my lady”, and Sarah – “the wife of the 
father/prince”, that is, initially Sarai was the wife of Abram/father 
and then, together with Abraham, she became the founder/ruler of the 
tribe/family, the ancestor of the nation. It is noteworthy that, 
according to this opinion, in the first form of the name   ר י֣שָׂ  (Sarai), 
the terminal yod is understood not as a basic element, but as a 
possessive pronoun my/mine (Библия). 

Zurab Kiknadze, a theologian and translator of the Old 
Testament into the New Georgian language, in the books “Talks on 
the Bible“ and “The World of the Old Testament“ mentions the 
following regarding this name: “The  Promised Son“  had to be the 
son of a queen, not of the maid; And that's why Sarah’s name was 
changed – she was called Sarai, and became Sarah, which in the 
language of Abraham's homeland, Babylonian, meant „queen“ (1989, 
p. 30; 2003, p. 24). „Sarah's new name heralds the opening of her 
vagina: the queen cannot be childless“ (Kiknadze, 2004, p. 61). 
“According to Philon's (1st century) philosophical allegorism, the 
first name of Abraham's wife Sara (Heb. Sarai) used in the Hebrew 
text means “power,“ whereas the second name Sarra (Heb. Sarah) 
means a “ruler, governor". The first name symbolizes the specific 
(εἰδικῆς), temporary, transitory philanthropist, and the second name – 
the generic (γενικῆς), permanent philanthropist“ (Danelia, 1998a,  
p. 452).  
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According to the opinion in the scientific literature, the 
modified names given to Abram and Sarai by the Lord represent the 
so-called Theophoric names. θεο-φόρος is a Greek word that means 
“bearing or carrying a God” (Haber, 2001). Theophoric names are 
words derived from the name of God and, according to their 
composition, are compounds. The root of the name is derived from 
the use of two Hebrew names of God – אֱלֹהִים/ אֵל (El/Elohim) and 
 .(YHWH) יהוה 

In his work “Theophoric Names in the Bible,” H. Haber 
discusses the semantics, classification, structure, and construction 
principles of this type of anthroponyms.  According to the researcher, 
in the theophoric names, אל (’ēl) is presented in its full form (e.g., 
Eliah, Israel...), while certain elements from the Holy 
Tetragrammaton יהוה (YHWH) participate in its structure (e.g., 
Yehoshua, Eliyahu...). 

The author points out that naming people with theophoric 
names in the Old Testament was conditioned, on the one hand, by the 
expression of parents' gratitude to the Almighty (for example,  נתנ אל – 
Nethanel [Num. 1: 8],  יהוָנתנ – Yehonathan [I Sam. 14: 6]. The full, 
shortened, or modified form of God's name is added to the Hebrew 
verb root  נ-ת -נ  (n-t-n – “give”). On the other hand, it conveys the 
parents' hope that God would help their child in the future ( ע -ז -ר –  
a-z-r, e-z-r – “help”), e.g.,  אלע זר –  Elazar [Ex. 6: 23],  אליעזר – Eliezer 
[Gen. 15: 2], etc.). Other names indicate the parents' hope for their 
child's future (e.g.,  יחזקאל– Ezekiel expresses the desire – “May God 
strengthen [him]”). Also, theophoric names provide additional 
information about God (e.g.,  גבריאל – Gabriel – "God is my fortress";  
 ,Daniel – “God as being "the Judge" or "doing justice") (Haber – דניאל 
2001). 

It is noteworthy that H. Haber discusses the modified names of 
Abraham and Sarah in the group of theophoric names and suggests 
that only one grapheme may be taken from the Tetragrammaton. This 
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is exactly the case in Genesis, when God himself adds the grapheme 
he (ָה ) and replaces the anthroponym Abram with the form Abraham 
ם) ם אַבְר  הָ ֔ ה) and Sarai with Sarah (אַבְר  ֑ ר  ֖ י  ש  ר  ֑  :)ש 
 

רֵֹ ֹֹ֖וֹדֹאֶת־שִמְךֹ֛אֹע֥וְל א־יִקָׂ הָֹׂ֑אַבְרָׂ יך׃ֹֹֹֹֹֹֹֹ֖וֹןֹגּוֹיִֹ֥יֹאַב־הֲמֹכִֹ֛םֹ֔םֹאַבְרָׂ םֹנְתַתִִּֽ 17: 5 

 
אֱלֹהִיםֹ֤וַי ֹ  15 :17   הָֹֹֹׂ֙אמֶרֹ רַֹֹֹם֔אֶל־אַבְרָׂ ֹֹֹ֔אִשְתְךֹֹֹי֣שָׂ אֶת־שְמָֹׂ֥ל א־תִקְרָׂ הֹּ֖אֹ

ֹ רָׂ ֹיֹֹכִֹֹ֥י֑שָׂ רָׂ הּ׃ֹֹהֹ֖שָׂ ִּֽ  שְמָׂ
ֹ

By a similar principle, by adding the consonant /h/, these 
anthroponyms were lengthened in Syriac and produced the forms 
Abraham and Sarah: (~hrba ~rba, arsd.  Yrs):    

 

Ljm ~hrba $mv awhn 8a ~rba $mv Bwt arqtn 8w 17: 5 

<tbhy amm[d aagwsl abad  
  hmv arsd Ljm Yrs hmv arqt 8 <ttna Yrs ~hrb8 ahla rmaw

17: 15  
 

The production of new forms of the personal names of 
Abraham and Sarah in the Septuagint is based on a different 
principle: 

17: 5  καὶ οὐ κληθήσεται ἔτι τὸ ὄνομά σου Αβραμ ἀλλ᾽ ἔσται τὸ ὄνομά 

σου Αβρααμ ὅτι πατέρα πολλῶν ἐθνῶν τέθεικά σε. 

17: 15 εἶπεν δὲ ὁ θεὸς τῷ Αβρααμ Σαρα ἡ γυνή σου οὐ κληθήσεται τὸ 

ὄνομα αὐτῆς Σαρα ἀλλὰ Σαρρα ἔσται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς. 

As Greek does not possess the phoneme /h/,1 it resorted to 
another way to distinguish between the two forms of Abraham's 

 
1 However, in ancient Greek, the [h] sound was heard in anlaut during a 
strong aspiration (spiritus asper) and was marked by a special sign ՙ  
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name – the doubling of alpha (Αβραμ → Αβρααμ). If we consider 
the anthroponym ם הָׂ  as a theophoric name, which was (Abraham) אַבְרָׂ
lengthened in Hebrew with the Tetragrammaton ה (h) consonant, it 
becomes clear that this principle is obscured in Greek, although the 
translator of the Septuagint managed to distinguish between these 
forms by some other means. 

For the same reason, another way is found in the Septuagint to 
distinguish between the two forms of Sarah's name – the gemination 
of rho: Σαρα→Σαρρα. “This was an artificial solution since the yod 
of Saray (by-form of Sarah) was disregarded in the transliteration 
and the double rho of Σαρρα was a formal device distinguishing 
between the two names. Possibly the translator pronounced  י ר   שָׂ
differently, maybe without the yod” (Tov, 2022, p. 4-5). 

In general, in Armenian, both means are used to distinguish 
between the two forms of Abraham's name: the doubling of the 
vowel /a/ (as in Greek): Աբրամ  Աբրաամ  (ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 
1805), and most frequently, the addition of the consonant /h/ (as in 
Hebrew and Syriac): Աբրամ  Աբրահամ (ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 
1895):  
 

Գրք. 17: 5  Եւ ոչ կոչեսցի այսուհետեւ անուն քո Աբրամ, այլ եղիցի 
անուն քո Աբրահամ. զի հայր ազգաց բազմաց եդի զքեզ. 

In the original spelling of Sarah's name, Armenian uses a soft 
/r/, whereas in the new form, hard /r/ is employed as an equivalent of 
the Greek geminated /r/. Thus, the difference is based on the 
alternation of soft and hard /r/: Սարա  Սառա 
(ԱՍՏՈՒԱԾԱՇՈՒՆՉ, 1895): 1    

 
1 We used the electronic version of the Armenian Bible based on the  edition 
of 1895: https://arak29.org/bible/book/tGen_1.htm 
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Գրք.17: 15  Եւ ասէ Աստուած ցԱբրահամ. Եւ Սարայի կնոջ քո ոչ 
կոչեսցի անուն նորա Սարա, այլ Սառա եղիցի անունը նորա. 
 

After the change of their names by the Lord, both Abraham 
and Sarah are referred to only in the new form of anthroponym 
in the Hebrew Masoretic text, as well as in the Septuagint, the 
Syriac Peshitta, and the Armenian Bible. This contrast is systematic. 
For example, in the Masorah, Abraham's original name ( ם֖אבְרָׂ  ) is 
attested 51 times in 45 verses (49 times in Genesis, including Gen. 
17: 5). After that he is systematically referred to by the new form, 
except in two cases (I Chronicles 1: 27 and Nehemiah 9: 7) when the 
context calls for both his original and modified names. The situation 
is similar in Syriac, Greek, and Armenian. Only the Septuagint 
shows the difference in  1  Chronicles  1: 27, in which only a new 
name of Abraham is presented: 

I Chronicles 1: 27  ֹ םֹוּאֹֹהֹֹ֥ם֖אַבְרָׂ ִּֽ הָׂ ׃ֹאַבְרָׂ  

~rba whd ~hrba 

Աբրամ, նա ինքն է Աբրահամ 

Αβρααμ 

  FI.      S.   
  B.  

 

1.2. Research Goals and Methods. This article aims to 
explore how and in what way (Greek or non-Greek, taking into 
account the Eastern (oriental) literary-textual tradition) the ancient 
translators-editors rendered the personal names of Abraham and 
Sarah into Georgian; how consistent they were regarding this matter; 
whether the contrast between the original and new forms of their 
names was preserved and, if so, how systematic this was; how stable 
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are the forms of the equivalents of these names within a manuscript 
or even one biblical book (taking into account that the old Georgian 
versions of the biblical books have not reached us in their original 
form, in the autograph MS, but in the manuscripts of the later period, 
which repeatedly changed in the process of text transmission, mainly 
according to the Greek source); how different are, in this respect, the 
texts made in different periods in different translation styles.   

The Old manuscripts containing the Georgian versions of the 
Bible, as well as readings of the Lectionary, were used as empirical 
material. Also, the situation of ancient and medieval Georgian texts 
and modern translations regarding this issue was taken into account. 
Descriptive, statistical analysis and comparison methods were used 
in the research. 

The issue has been studied in foreign scientific literature, 
mainly in terms of the transliteration of proper names from the 
Biblical Hebrew to the Septuagint (Tov, 2015; Tov, 2022, et al.). In 
the Georgian linguistic literature, several studies are devoted to the 
problem of rendering of proper names into Georgian 
(Qaukhchishvili, 1956; Shanidze, 1964; Dochanashvili, 1968; 
Shanidze, 1969; Danelia, 1998b, etc). However, specifically 
exploring the transliteration of these two anthroponyms into 
Georgian based on the study of the relation to all possible foreign 
language sources is the first attempt in the linguistic space. 

In the first part of the article, the issue of transliteration of 
Abraham and Sarah's names into Georgian in the books of the Old 
Testament is discussed whereas, in the second part, the issue is 
discussed in the New Testament, in lectionaries as well as in other 
written sources of old and middle Georgian, and translations made 
into the new Georgian language. The results of this research are 
presented in the conclusion. 
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2. Forms of the Proper Names of Abraham and Sarah in 
the Old Georgian Versions of Biblical Books and Lectionaries. It 
is known that in the case of proper names, it is not their translation 
that is discussed but their rendition from one language to another 
using transliteration-transcription (Tov, 1999, pp. 165, 174-176). In 
the process of selecting an equivalent, both the linguistic aspects (the 
phonemic system of the receiving language, which allows or does 
not allow the possibility to render and write the proper name letter-
by-letter) and philological (translation source, text transmission 
process...) principles are used.  To some extent, the extra-linguistic 
(translator-editor's language environment, cultural contacts...) aspect 
is also employed. 

Georgian possesses the phoneme /h/, thus its phonemic system 
allowed the difference between the names of Abraham and Sarah to 
be established as the addition of the consonant /h/ and thus to follow 
the oriental literary-textual tradition (Hebrew, Syriac, partly 
Armenian) and as the doubling of the sound, similar to Greek (partly 
Armenian). Therefore, at the initial stage, the source of the 
translation had to play a decisive role in this case. We share the 
opinion that “the ancient translation of a large part of the books of 
the Georgian Old Testament, including the Pentateuch, must have 
been made from Greek. These old translations went through many 
stages of comparison with Armenian, Syriac, Hebrew and again with 
Greek” (Gigineishvili, 1989, p. 54).1 Today, both in Georgia and 
abroad, the opinion is accepted that “the greatest part, if not all, of 
the ancient Georgian translation of the Bible was Greek” (Uttie, 
2009, p. 232). Let's see to what extent Georgian takes into account 
the situation of the Greek language, which is considered the primary 
source, in the issue of transliteration of the mentioned anthroponyms. 

 
1 See also Danelia, 1983, p. 128.  



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 388 

It is also necessary to take into account the fact that the Georgian 
translator-editor had to take, from the Septuagint, those Hebrew 
anthroponyms that were once transliterated into Greek, 
according to the phonological system of Greek. 

 
2.1. The Proper Names of Abraham and Sarah in the 

Georgian Versions of the Old Testament. Abraham's original name 
(Αβραμ) is attested 66 times in the Septuagint: 65 times in Genesis, 
and once, as noted above, in Nehemiah 9: 7. After the modification 
of the name of Abram by the Lord, the new form of his name 
(Αβρααμ) is confirmed 285 times in the 263 verses of the Septuagint, 
both in the Old and New Testaments (not fully consistent with 
Georgian). It seems to appear with the highest frequency in the first 
book of the Old Testament, Genesis, but less frequently in other 
books. According to the data of the Georgian versions of the Bible, 
this anthroponym appears relatively frequently in the following 
books: Exodus (8 times), Deuteronomy (7 times), I Chronicles  
(6 times), Esther (4 times in one verse), Psalms (4 times),  and Isaiah 
(4 times). It is attested twice in the following books: 2 Chronicles, 
Nehemiah (the original and modified forms are presented in one 
verse [9: 2]), I Maccabees, and Sirach. This personal name is 
attested once in the following books: Leviticus, Numbers, 3 Kings, 
4 Kings, Judith, Tobit, 2 Maccabees, 3 Maccabees, Job, Micah, 
Baruch, Ezekiel and Daniel. 

Before the Lord changed Sarah’s name, the old form of this 
anthroponym is confirmed 17 times in 13 verses in Genesis, 
according to the Georgian versions of the Bible, as well as in the 
Septuagint. After the change, this anthroponym is used 37 more 
times in the Georgian versions of the Old Testament as the name1 of 
Abraham's wife, 36 of them in Genesis, and once in Isaiah 51: 2. 

 
1 This was also the name of Tobit’s wife (The book of Tobit). 



THE ISSUE OF TRANSLITERATION OF THE BIBLICAL NAMES OF
ABRAHAM AND SARAH INTO GEORGIAN

 
 

 389 

We will try to present the situation concerning each anthroponym 
separately, and focus on Genesis, because the forms we are interested in 
are most often attested in the first book of the Old Testament.  

 

There are three types of text in Genesis: 
1. The Oshki type is represented by the only manuscript, the 

Oshki Bible (O, 978), which has preserved the oldest translation of 
the books of the Old Testament. The manuscript is incomplete, the 
first eleven chapters and 8 verses of the twelfth chapter (12: 1-8), as 
well as sections 20: 7-21: 10 and 42: 1-15 and 42: 16 (partly) are 
missing from Genesis. 

2. The Gelati type1  is represented in the manuscript A 179 
(C, 1669) and A 455 (B, Bakar's printed edition of 1743, the  
so-called Moscow Bible). This type of text represents a version made 
in an ultra-Hellenophile style (Gigineishvili & Kikvidze, 1966,  
pp. 151-153; Gigineishvili, 1989, pp. 9-15). 

3. The so-called AK type, represented in H 1207 (A, the 18th 
century) and Kut. № 28 (K, 1681) manuscripts (Gigineishvili, 1989, 
p. 18). The Saba Bible, or the Mtskheta manuscript A 51 (S, the 
17th-18th centuries), is included with them in Genesis (Gigineishvili, 
1989, p. 27), as well as Kut. № 671 manuscript fragment (H, the 11th 
century) (Gigineishvili, 1989, p. 8; Bible, 2017, p. 7). 

 

 
1 It is known that in the manuscripts of the Gelati Bible (A 1108 (the 12th  
century) and Q 1152 (the 12th-13th centuries)), the first two books of the 
Pentateuch – Genesis and Exodus – are missing. B. Gigineishvili, based on 
proper argumentation, maintains that A 179 and the Gelati Bible are the 
MSS of one version, and it is possible to consider “the first two books of the 
Pentateuch contained in the A 179 manuscript as the part of the Gelati Bible 
that was not preserved by the Gelati MSS” (Gigineishvili, 1989, p. 15). 
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2.1.1. Abraham. Within  Genesis, we have presented the 
peculiarities of each type of text in terms of the rendering of 
Abraham's names in the table below. 

 

TABLE 1 

The Oshki Type 
No opposition is 

revealed: 
Abraham versus 

Abraham 

The Gelati Type 
Ultra-Hellenophile 

translation 
The main type of 

opposition: 
Abram versus 

Abraam 

The AKS Type 
The main type of opposition: 

Abraam/Abram versus 
Abraham 

 

 O 
Ivir. 

Geo. 1 

(978) 
The 

Oshki 
Bible 

C 

A 179 
(1669) 

B  
A 455 
(1743) 

The 
Bakar 
Bible 

A  
H 1207 
(18th ) 

 

S 

A 51 
(17th-
18th ) 

 

K 

Kut.
№ 28 

(1681) 

Until 
Gen. 
17: 5 

Abraham 
( 48) 

Abram  
( 55) 

Abraam 
( 6) 

Avram 
(1) 

Abraham 
(1) 

Abram  
( 35) 

Abrahm 
( 23) 

Ab~rhm 
( 4) 

Abrh~m 
( 3) 

Abraham 
(1) 

Abraam 
(1) 

Abram  
( 35) 

Abraam 
( 29) 

Abraham 
(1) 

Abraam 
( 55) 
Abram  
( 6) 

Abraham 
(1) 

Abrah~m 
(1) 

< 

Gen. 
17: 5 

Abraam 
Abraham 

Abram 
Abraham 

Abram 
Abraham 

Abram 
Abraham 

Abram 
Abraham 
 

< 
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After 
Gen. 
17: 5 

Abraham 
( 125) 

Abraam 
( 118) 

Abraham 
(12) 

 
Abram  
( 6) 

Abrahm 
(1) 

Abraam 
( 96) 

Abraham 
(27) 

 
Abram  
( 2) 

Abrham 
( 3) 

Abr~ham 
( 2) 

Abrhm  
( 2) 

Abr~h~m 
( 2) 

Abrahm 
(1) 

Abr~am 
(1) 

Abrhaam 
(1) 

Ab~rham 
(1) 

Abraham 
(122) 

Abraam 
( 9) 

 
Abram  
( 2) 

Abraxm 
(1) 

Abr~am 
(1) 

Abraham 
(134) 

Abraam 
( 3) 

Abraham 
(38) 

Abram  
( 7) 

 
Abraam 

( 6) 
Abrm    
(  3) 

Abr~am 
(1) 

 

As can be seen, the Oshki Bible (O) recognizes only one 
form of the name – Abraham, which is attested not only in Genesis 
(174 times), but also in the rest of the books of the Old Testament  
(20 times) (this trend is systematic and it leads us to suppose that 
there might have been a similar situation in the part of the text 
unavailable to us). The manuscript does not reveal any opposition 
between the original name of Abraham and the one given by the 
Lord. The only instance in the text of the use of the form Abraam is 
in Gen. 17:5, when the context demands a contrast between two 
forms of Abraham's name: 

(Abraam)
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(Abraham)
   (“Neither shall thy name any more be called Abram, but 

thy name shall be Abraham; for a father of many nations have I 
made thee”) [Gen. 17: 5 KJV]. In the manuscript, the form Abram is 
attested once as an exception [Isaiah 29: 22 OJ]. In the rest of the 
books of the Old Testament, only the form Abraham is employed, 
including Abraham's original name in Nehemiah 9: 7 (

(Abraham)
(Abraham) . We cannot claim now whether the mentioned 
peculiarity is a reflection of the situation of the oldest translation or 
the result of the changes made to it during the transmission of the 
text. 

In the Gelati type C Manuscript (A 179), the opposition 
between the original and the new names of Abraham, despite the 
irregularities, is mainly based on the opposition between Abram–
Abraam, and in this respect shows a closeness to the Biblical Greek 
(as is expected for an ultra-Hellenophile style translation). Once the 
spirantized reading of the plosive consonant characteristic of 
Byzantine Greek was revealed: Avram [Gen. 12: 9 C]. This MS also 
includes the book of Exodus, which reveals both Abraam and 
Abraham forms in equal numbers – four times. In general, according 
to the part of the manuscript that has reached us, it can be maintained 
that it mainly follows the situation of the Septuagint, although it 
also reveals /h/-consonant forms with much less frequency. 

The Bakar Bible (A 455) is the first printed edition of the 
complete collection of the Bible published by Vakhtang VI's son, 
Bakar, in 1743, in Moscow, with an extensive preface. The text was 
prepared mainly taking into account the comparison of the Georgian 
text with the Slavic one by King Archil, exiled to Russia 
(Gabidzashvili, 2009, pp. 71-72). Based on the above, and taking 
into account that the Bakar Bible belongs to the Gelati type of text, at 
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first glance, it seems unexpected to use Abrahm, the form reflecting 
the oriental textual tradition, as the original name of Abraham. 
According to the statistics, in Genesis of the Bakar Bible, despite the 
irregularities, the contrast between the two forms of Abraham's name 
is essentially based on the opposition of Abram versus Abraam. 
After 17: 5 of this book, there are quite a few verses where both texts 
(CB) show the form  Abraam, although in the same passage, the text 
often shows /h/-consonant forms as well (in full spelling or 

abbreviated) and diverges from the MS C. In general, from the Book 
of Exodus (grouped with the Oshki type of the text within this book), 
the Bakar Bible mostly favours the /h/-consonant forms  
(31 cases), much less attested are Abraam (6 cases) and Abram forms 
(3 cases, in twice of which the context calls for its original name). It 
also reveals peculiar (erroneous) forms of Abraham's name: 
Ahbraam-s [Ex. 33: 1], Ahraham-is [Lev. 26: 42 BKS], Habraam-s 
[Deut. 6: 10], Habraam-isi [Deut. 9: 27]. In the text, the Slavic forms 
Аврам – Авраам, reflecting the spirantization of plosives in 
Byzantine Greek and the later reading of /b/ 1 are not attested at all. 

A general trend is observed regarding the third type of text, the 
so-called AKS type: the opposition between the two forms of 
Abraham's name, despite the errors, is based on the opposition 
Abram//Abraam versus Abraham. Thus, the /h/-consonant forms 
reflecting the oriental textual tradition are considered to be the name 
of Abraham given by the Lord, whereas the forms lacking it are 
considered the original name of Abraham. If for the Gelati type (CB 

 
1 It is known that since the Slavic people became Christians late and they 
had to start translating Biblical books from Greek around the 9th century, 
Greek words were rendered in this language according to the new 
pronunciation: Basil – Василий, Amen – Аминь, Michael – Михаил, etc. 
(Shanidze, 1964, p. 42). 
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texts), Abraam is a new form of Abraham's name; for the AKS 
type, it is considered to be Abraham's original name. 

Saba’s, or the Mtskheta Bible (S), which falls into the AKS 
type, is a text of a complex composition. It combines translations of 
separate parts of the Bible made at different times (Dochanashvili, 
1981, p. 5), although the entire text was edited by Sulkhan-Saba 
Orbeliani according to the Voskan's Armenian Bible published in 
Amsterdam in 1666 (Abuladze, 1936). In the Mtskheta manuscript, 
the above-mentioned opposition – Abraam versus Abraham – is 
even better organised. If before 17: 5 of Genesis, the MS A differs 
from S, A reveals the form Abram, while S – Abraam. In general, 
after 17: 5 of Genesis of the Mtskheta Bible, in all the books of the 
Old Testament (which it contains), the /h/-consonant forms 
reflecting the Eastern textual tradition (Hebrew, Syriac, 
Armenian) of Abraham's name present the norm.1 The reason for 
this should be the correction of the Georgian text according to the 
Armenian Vulgate. As noted by E. Dochanashvili, the publisher of 
the Mtskheta Bible, the closeness to the Armenian source is 
particularly striking in some sections of the text (according to the 
author, this also applies to the writing of the anthroponyms Abraham 
and Ahron with the consonant /h/) (Dochanashvili, 1981, p. 32). 

The anthroponym we are interested in is presented with the 
consonant /h/ not only in the main manuscript of the Bible but also in 
one part of a copy of the books of the prophets, printed in the 
printing house of Vakhtang VI, and bound into the Saba Bible 
(Ingoroqva, 1978, pp. 339-340; Dochanashvili, 1981, p. 44), and in 
the indexes attached to the same Mtskheta manuscript. The fact is 

 
1 As an exception, Abraam is attested four times (three times in Genesis and 
once in IV Kings), and Abram is attested twice (in these cases, the context 
demanded his original name). Once we came across a wrong spelling - 
Ahraham [Lev. 26: 42 BKS]. 
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that to publish biblical books at the beginning of the 18th century, 
Saba made editorial changes to the books of the prophets of the 
Gelati Bible (A 1108, autograph MS), and this text was printed. 
These books are also reprinted in the Bakar Bible from the same 
1710-1711 edition (thus, SB is identical to the Gelati version). It 
seems that Saba must have replaced the Abraam-type forms 
characteristic of the Gelati Bible with /h/-consonant forms (there 
are several cases): Abrahams  [Bar. 2: 34 OJ], Abraamsa Ga, 
Abrah~ms SB; Abrahamsa [Micah 7: 20 OJ], Abrahamsa B; 
Abrahamistwis [Daniel 3: 35 OJ], Abrahamistwis BS. 

Saba added three types of indexes to the edited Mtskheta 
Bible. I. Abuladze showed convincingly that the index for proper 
names attached to the Saba's Bible was not made by Saba himself 
(the calligraphy is of the copyist's, not of Saba’s), but it “presents a 
translation of the index for the first printed Armenian Bible (1666)” 
(Abuladze, 1936, p. 261). Interestingly, the /h/-consonant form is 
presented in the index as a modified name of Abraham. 

If we summarize the data for each type of text within Genesis, 
it appears that only in the Oshki Bible (the oldest codex of the Old 
Testament) there is no opposition between the original and new 
names of Abraham (except for 17: 5); in the other two types of 
the text, despite the irregularities, the opposition is noticeable.     

For clarity, we present the data of the other four books of the 
Pentateuch of Moses again in the table. It is known that the MSS 
containing the books of the Old Testament are grouped in different 
ways within each book. Therefore, each book requires a different 
approach in this regard, although in this case, due to specific interest, 
we presented the MSS not according to editorial affiliation, but 
separately, in alphabetical order. 
 
 
 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 396 

TABLE 2 
 

 A B C D E G K O S 

 
Exod. 
2:24 

Abra
hamis 

 

Abraha
mis 

Abra
amis 

 

   Abra
hamis 

 

Abra
hamisa 

 

Abra
hamis 

Exod. 
3:6 

Abra
hamisi 

Abra
hamisi 

Abraha
misi 

 

   Abra
hamisi 

 

Abra
hamisi 

 

Abra
hamisi 

Exod. 
3:15 

Abra
hamis-
man 

Abraha
misman 

 

Abra
amisman 

 

   Abraha
misman 

 

Abraha
misman 

 

Abraha
misman 

Exod. 
4:5 

Abra
hamisi 

Abraha
misman 

Abra
amisi 

 

   Abraha
misi 

 

- Abraha
misi 

Exod. 
6:3 

Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

Abraams 
 

   Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

 

Exod. 
6:8 

Abra
hams 

 

Abra
hams 

Abra
hamisa 

 

   Abra
hams  

Abra
hams  

Abra
hams  

Exod. 
32:13 

Abra
hamisi 

Abra
hamisi 

Abra
hamisi 

   Abra
hamisi 

 

Abra
hamisi 

 

Abra
hamisi 

Exod. 
33:1 

Abra
hams 

 

Ahbra
ams 

Abra
hams 

 

   Abra
hams 

 

Abra
hams 

 

Abra
hams 

Lev. 
26:42 

Abra
amis 

Ahra
hamis 

Ahra
hamis 

 

  Abra
amisi 

 

Ahraha
mis 

 

 Ahraha
mis 

Num. 
32:11 

Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

   Abra
ams 

 

Abra
hams  

 Abra
hams  

Deut. 1:8 Abra
hams 

 

Abra
hams 

 

   Abra
hamsa 

Ga 
Abra
amsa 
Gb 

 

Abra
hams 

 

 Abra
hams 
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Deut. 
6:10 

Abra
hams 

Habra
ams 

  Abra
hams 

 

Abra
ams 
Gb 

  Abra
hams 

 

Deut. 9:5 Abra
hams 

Abrams   Abra-
hams 

 

Abra-
hams 
Ga 

Abra
ams 
Gb 

  Abrahas 
 

Deut. 
9:27 

Abra
hami 

Habra
amisi 

Habra
amisi 

 

 Abra
hami 

 

Abra
amisi 

 

  Abra
hamisi 

Deut. 
29:12 

 Abraams  Abra
hams 

 

Abra
ams 

Abra
ams 

 

  Abra
hamsa 

 

Deut. 
30:20 

 Abraams  Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

 

Avra
ams 

 

   

Deut. 
34:4 

 Abraams  Abra
hams 

Abra
hams 

 

Abra
amsa 
Gb 

   

 

It can also be seen from the table that the Gelati Bible (G), as 
a text in the ultra-Hellenophile style of translation, follows Biblical 
Greek concerning the rendering of the name of Abraham, and 
prefers the form Abraam.  The table also shows the form Avraam-s 
[Deut. 30:20 G], which is characteristic of Byzantine Greek. The 
Galati Bible also shows the form of Abraam on other occasions.  We 
have already pointed out in the appropriate place that after the book 
of Genesis,  the Mtskheta Bible shows only h-consonant forms 
(exceptions are I Chronicles 1: 27 and Nehemiah 9: 7, when the 
context calls for its original name, and IV Kings 13: 23). The form of 
Abraham is also preferred in the Bakar Bible, although the form 
Abraam was also revealed several times. If, in general, we judge 
according to all the books of the Old Testament, a clear 
preference is given to the /h/-consonant forms and, accordingly, 
to the non-Greek literary-textual tradition regarding the 
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rendering of this anthroponym, although individual manuscripts 
reflect the Greek situation regarding this issue. In addition to the 
Gelati Bible, such is, for example, MS A 646 (F, 16th c.), which, with 
rare exceptions, suggests the forms Abram//Abraam. Manuscript A 
570 (I, 15th c.) reveals the same tendency, although not always. 

Although most of the biblical books must have been translated 
from Greek, the issue of transliteration of Abraham's name into 
Georgian reveals again the visible traces of the influence of 
oriental sources (Armenian, Syriac, Hebrew) in the books of the 
Old Testament. The translators might have known and taken into 
account their situation or corrected the texts according to the 
mentioned sources. 

 
2.1.2. Sara. Abraham's wife, Sarah, is only mentioned in the 

Old Testament books of Genesis and Isaiah 51: 2. Before her name 
was changed by the Lord [Gen. 17: 15], in the Georgian versions of 
the Old Testament, her original name Sara (in this regard, the SA 
MSS reveal a few exceptions of employing the form Sarra) is 
confirmed 15 times in 12 verses, and after 17: 15 she, as a rule, is 
referred to in the modified form Sarra (35 times). For clarity, we 
present the table: 

 

TABLE 3 

 O C B A S 
 

Until  
Gen. 17:5 

Sara        
( 10) 1 

Sara        
( 14) 

Sara        
( 15) 

Sara         
( 12) 
Sarra      
( 2) 

Sara        
( 9) 
Sarra      
( 5) 

 
1 As the initial part of the Oshki Bible is missing, it shows the forms we are 
interested in from 12: 11. 
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Gen. 17:5 Sara        
( 2) 
Sarra 

Sara        
( 2) 
Sarra 

Sara        
( 2) 
Sarra 

Sara        
( 2) 
Sarra 

Sara        
( 2) 
Sarra 

After 
Gen. 17:5 

Sarra      
( 11) 
Sara        

( 13) 

Sarra      
( 33) 
Sara 
 (1) 

Sarra      
( 33) 
Sara  
(1) 

Sarra      
( 32) 

 

Sarra      
( 31) 

 

Isaiah 51:2 Sarra  
(1)1  

   

 

 

 
The use of the old form of Sarah's name after 17: 15 in 

Genesis is only characteristic of the Oshki Bible (this form is also 
revealed once in each of the CB texts), and only in a certain passage, 
Gen. 17: 19-20: 2. After that, it also shows the situation similar to 
other MSS in this regard (if we do not take into account Gen. 49: 31, 
in which the form Sara is confirmed again). Thus, the tendency of 
the Oshki Bible to not distinguish between the two forms of the name 
is manifested not only in the case of the anthroponym Abraham but 
also in the case of Sara. 

As can be seen, the transliteration-transcription of the 
modified name of Sarah reflects the Greek textual tradition (unless 
the above-mentioned tendency of the Oshki Bible is taken into 
account) 2 and does not reveal the form Sarah, characteristic of 
Hebrew and Syriac. 

 
1 Isaiah is preserved in the Oshki and Jerusalem (J, 11th c.) Bibles. Both of 
them reveal the form Sarra 
2 It is not excluded that the tendency revealed in the Oshki Bible regarding 
the assumption that two forms of this anthroponym are not formally 
distinguished (in a certain section of  Genesis after 17: 15), can be explained 
by the influence of Armenian because the opposition between Սարա – 
Սառա which is based on the alternation of soft and hard /r/ (equivalent to 
the Greek geminate rho) might have been rendered into Georgian only 
through one form – Sara. Interestingly,  while rendering Sarah's new name, 
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The MSS containing the books of the Old Testament 
generally give preference to the more oriental textual tradition 
and the form of Abraham in terms of rendering the modified 
name of Abraham (except for a few later MSS reflecting the 
Septuagint tradition). In the case of the name Sarah (judging from 
Genesis), on the contrary, the Greek form (Sarra) is preferred. 
Such a situation is shown not only by manuscript A 179 (C) as an 
ultra-Hellenophile type of translation which reflects the situation of 
the Septuagint in terms of rendering Abraham's name, but also by the 
Bakar Bible (B), in which, although the main form of the opposition 
is Abram versus Abraham, but also the /h/-consonant forms are 
frequently attested and most importantly, the H 1207 (A) manuscript 
and the Saba Bible (S), for which, in the book of Genesis,  the use of 
the modified form of Abram –Abraham– is the norm. 

 

II 

2.2. The Names of Abraham and Sarah in the New 
Testament. 

2.2.1. Abraham. The name of Abraham is attested not only in 
the Old Testament but in the New Testament as well. In the Four 
Gospels, namely in the Gospel of Matthew, it appears 7 times (Matt. 
1: 1, 1: 2, 1: 17, 3: 92, 8: 11, 22: 32), in the Gospel of Mark – once 
(Mk. 12: 26), in the Gospel of Luke – 15 times (Lk. 1: 55, 1: 73, 3:  
82, 3: 34, 13: 16, 13: 28, 16: 22, 16: 23, 16: 24, 16: 25, 16: 29, 16: 

 
Armenian, like Georgian, deviates from Syriac and Hebrew and does 
not use the /h/-consonant form (Sarah), in the case of Abraham, it also 
prefers the /h/-consonant forms. Therefore, in our opinion, if we consider 
the issue of transliteration-transcription of both anthroponyms into Georgian 
in a complex way while discussing the influence of the Eastern literary-
textual tradition on the Oshki Bible in this regard, we should, first of 
all, consider the Armenian influence. 
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30, 19: 9, 20: 37) and in the Gospel of John  – 11 times (Jn. 8: 33,  
8: 37, 8: 393, 8: 40, 8: 52, 8: 53, 8: 56, 8: 57, 8: 58).     

From the two main versions of the pre-Athonite period 
Georgian translations of the Four Gospels (Opiza/Proto-Vulgate and 
Adishi 1), we faithfully studied the Gospels of Jrutch-Parkhali and 
Adishi (Shanidze, 1945; Sarjveladze, 2003). From the versions by 
Eptvim and George the Athonite (The Georgian Vulgate) of the 
Athonite period, we studied those manuscripts, which are presented 
in Imnaishvili’s edition (Imnaishvili, 1979). Additionally, we 
considered the situation of the remaining old manuscripts containing 
the text of the Four Gospels and used the critical text prepared 
following all the old manuscripts of the old Georgian translation of 
the Four Gospels and readings of the ancient lectionaries (at this 
stage, the texts of Luke’s and John’s Gospels are prepared 
(Tvaltvadze, 2020)). 

If the form Abraham is a norm for the redactions of the 
pre-Athonite and Athonite periods (the rarest exceptions do not 
change the general picture),2 the Adishi Gospels (897) stands out in 
this regard as the manuscript containing one of the oldest versions 
of the Gospels, which follows Greek, gives preference to the 

 
1 The mixed text resulting from their synthesis is also distinguished. 
2 For example, from the manuscripts of Opiza (Proto-Vulgate) version: 
Abramisa [Lk. 3: 8 E], Abrami [Jn. 8: 57 D], Abramisa [Jn. 8: 58 D]… The 
Ad manuscript (Anbandidi) relatively frequently presents the forms of 
Abram//Abraam type: Abraam [Jn. 8: 52], Abramsa [Jn. 8: 56], Abraami 
[Jn. 8: 57]… The manuscripts of the Gospels of the Athonite period are 
characterized only by the form Abraham, with the exceptions: 
Abraamisa [Lk. 3: 34 I], Abraamisa [Lk. 20: 37 F]. Attention is attracted by 
the Echmiadzin Gospels of George’s version, which presents the revived 
forms of Abraham (mentioned in Matthew 1: 1-2) read as Abramisi [1: 1] 
and Abram [1: 2]. However, “the traces of the original writing are still 
faintly visible” (Imnaishvili, 1979, p. 259). It seems that the forms 
reflecting the non-Greek textual tradition were not considered valid. 
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variant Abraam and presents the /h/-consonant Abraham only 8 
times (Matt. 1: 1, Matt. 1: 2, Matt. 3: 92, Matt. 22: 32, Lk. 1: 55, 
Lk. 16: 29, Lk. 19: 9).1 

 In general, in accordance with the scientific literature, Greek, 
Armenian and Syriac are considered as the sources of the translation 
of the version presented in the Adishi Gospels. Kaukhchishvili 
proved with a number of arguments that the text of the Gospels was 
translated from the Greek source. However, he fairly noted that “the 
learned translators could use all the translations they had access to, 
and it is quite natural that the translators, who translated from Greek, 
could refer to Armenian and Assyrian” (Qaukhchishvili, 1944,  
pp. 101-102). Z. Sarjveladze also brings several additional linguistic 
arguments related to the technique of translation to prove that the text 
derived from Greek (2003, pp. 118-129). In the study appended to 
the edition of the Adishi Gospels (2003), S. Sarjveladze suggests the 
following conclusion: “The version presented in the Adishi Gospels 
is translated from the Greek original, while the Armenianisms 
patchily attested in it are not editorial. They are lexical and therefore 

 
1 It is known that the Adishi Gospels is an editorially mixed text: one part of 
it is of the Adishi version and another part is of the Opiza version. The 
scientific literature presents the opinion that the scribe of the Adishi Gospels 
must have had the incomplete original. Accordingly, a certain part of the 
text of the Gospel of Luke (3: 9–15: 6; 17: 25–23: 2) must have been filled 
with the text of another version, namely, the Proto-Vulgate version 
(Imnaishvili, 1946, pp. 123-125). In the mentioned part of the Gospel of 
Luke, the name of Abraham is attested five times (3: 34, 13: 16, 13: 28,  
19: 9, 20: 37): four times – without /h/ and once – with the consonant /h/: 
“... for this is the child of Abraham” [Lk. 19: 9 C]. Accordingly,  in case of 
the presentation of Abraham's name, the part of the Gospel of Luke filled 
with the text of the Opiza version is in the complete agreement with the 
main part of the manuscript (with one exception, however, as we noted, 
several forms with /h/-consonant are also attested in the Adishi version) and 
does not provide us with any interesting information in this respect.  
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are secondary and are found in the layer, which the editor of the 
manuscript corrected according to the Armenian text of the Gospels” 
(2003, p. 69). Therefore, it is assumed that the text was corrected 
according to Armenian and the Armenian vocabulary was included in 
it by some editor-scribes. Possibly, the replacement of Abraam-type 
forms with Abraham forms is also related to this process. However, 
according to Shanidze’s contradictory opinion, “In case of the 
writing of this name, the Adishi Gospels is corrected according to 
Greek” (1964, p. 36). If we share this opinion, then the reading 
Abraham, which would have been replaced by the variant 
Abraam, will be the reflection of the archaic situation.  Nowadays, 
it is difficult to prove with certainty which variant of the 
anthroponym should have been presented in the autograph 
manuscript of the first translator (or translators), what should have 
been replaced by what and when. The fact is that the text was 
translated in ancient times, and afterwards, it was repeatedly copied 
and corrected. This is evidenced by the remains of the khanmetoba 
and haemetoba that are presented in the Adishi manuscript 
(Sarjveladze, 2003, p. 71). It is also a fact that the influence of the 
Greek and Oriental literary-textual traditions is noticeable in the case 
of the writing of the mentioned anthroponym. 

To consider the position of the first translators of the Gospels 
on the issue of the Georgian translation of the anthroponym of our 
interest, it is important to take into account the situation of the older 
manuscript  –  the Khanmeti Gospels  –  which dates back to the 7th 
century (Sarjveladze, 1995, p. 128).1 The text is preserved in 

 
1 The publisher of the text, L. Kajaia, dates the manuscript to the 5th-6th 
centuries (1984, p. 303). Based on those violations of the norms of the 
khanmetoba that are observed in the text, it seems more correct to date it to 
the 7th century. One s-prefixed form is also presented in the Gospels: 
dastesis [Mk. 4: 26]. 
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fragments. In the beginning of the Gospel of Matthew, it shows 
similarity with the Adishi Gospels (the main text follows the Proto-
Vulgate) and in general, has much in common with it (Kajaia, 1984, 
pp. 304-305). The Khanmeti Gospels presents the name of 
Abraham six times (Mk. 12: 12, Lk. 3: 34, Lk. 13: 16, Lk. 16: 22, 
Lk. 19: 9, Jn. 8: 52) and in all cases with the consonant /h/ (due to 
the fragmentary nature, the remaining verses of our interest are 
missing), while in the corresponding passage of the Adishi Gospels, 
the variant-form Abraam is included.1 It is clear that for almost all 
old manuscripts containing the text of the Gospels (except the 
Adishi Gospels), regardless of their editorial affiliation, the norm 
is the /h/-consonant form of this name  – Abraham (with very rare 
exceptions). One gets the impression that this very rule of rendering 
of the mentioned anthroponym should reflect the ancient situation. 

For clarity, we present the verse from the Gospel of John in 
which the name of Abraham is repeated three times: 

8: 39 ჲ Abraami)

Abraamisni)
Abraamista) C 

ჲ  (Abrahami)

Abrahamisni)
Abrahamissa) AdODERPBTLAFmGihScw.  

Abraamisni Ad. Abrahadamisni i#. Abraamista Ad. 
Abrahamista P. Abraamissa Di. Abrahamisa Ah.2  

 
1 With one exception: Abrahamis [Lk. 19: 9 C]. 
2 For the letter of all the old manuscripts of the old Georgian translation of 
the Gospels, see: The Georgian Four Gospels (Tvaltvadze, 2020). 
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Jn. 8:39 They answered and said unto him, Abraham is our father. 
Jesus saith unto them, If ye were Abraham's children, ye 
would do the works of Abraham. (KJV) 

       Although after the formation of George the Athonite’s text (The 
Georgian Vulgate), the new edition of the Gospels was not created, 
we still found it interesting to observe the explanatory text of the 
Gospel (Kimen) presented in the exegetical works of the ultra-
Hellinophile period. For this purpose, we studied the Georgian texts 
of Theophylact of Bulgaria’s commentaries on the Gospels of Luke 
(Sarjveladze, 2010) and John (Tskitishvili, 2010). 

It turned out that K and partly J manuscripts of the 12th-13th 
centuries present (not always) the Greek attitude towards the 
issue of rendering of the name of Abraham in the Georgian 
version of Theophylact of Bulgaria’s explanations of the Gospel of 
Luke. Both manuscripts reveal the tendency of presenting the form 
Abraam in Kimen and the commentaries, while the later AB 
manuscripts (the 18th century) give preference to the form 
Abraham 1 and support the already established tradition.  

The Georgian translation of Theophylact of Bulgaria’s 
commentary on the Gospel of John made in the ultra-Hellenophile 
style and preserved in the single manuscript (A 52, the 12th-13th  
centuries) reveals the following tendency: both forms – Abraham  
(8: 33, 8: 37, 8: 393, 8: 40) and Abraam (8: 53, 8: 56, 8: 57, 8: 58)   
–  are attested in Kimen. Several verses successively present the 
forms with /h/-consonant, while the following verses, also 
successively, consist of the forms without it. In Kimen, we attested the 
single form Avraam with the spirantized reading of the plosive 
consonant that characterizes Byzantine Greek [Jn. 8: 52]. It is 

 
1 J – Jer. 22 (the 12th-13th centuries); K – K 78 (the 12th-13th centuries); A – 
A 113 (the 18th century); B – A 284 (the 18th century). 
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interesting that if Kimen presents the Abraham-type form, the 
commentary consists of this name with the consonant /h/. If the 
Abraam-type form is presented, the commentary includes the same 
form, but if the reading Avraam is revealed only once in Kimen, 
forms of this type are more common in the commentaries (114: 14, 
25; 115: 25, 34; 116: 11, 12, 14).1  

Although the Acts of the Apostles were probably translated 
into Georgian in the 4th-5th centuries, they have come down to us as 
the manuscripts of the 10th century and later periods. The text is 
published based on nine manuscripts of the 10th -14th centuries 
(Abuladze, 1950). The name of Abraham is attested 7 times in the 
Acts of the Apostles (3:13, 3:25, 7:2, 7:16, 7:17, 7:32, 13:26). From 
four versions identified by Abuladze, two are the versions of George 
the Hagiorite (Ⴂ) and Ephrem Mtsire (Ⴃ). Nevertheless, the 
manuscripts containing the text of the Acts of the Apostles are 
notable for the /h/-consonant form of Abraham and in this 
respect, differ from Greek. 

In the Catholic Epistles, namely, in the manuscripts of the old 
(ႠႡ) and new (George the Hagiorite’s and Ephrem Mtsire’s 
(Ephrem the Lesser) (ႢႣ)) versions, the anthroponym of our interest 
occurs only once as the /h/-consonant form: Abrahams [1 Peter 3: 6 
ALEFGHJ] 2 (Lortkipanidze, 1956). It is also presented with the /h/ 

 
1 Due to the influence of Greek-Slavic, in the editions of the New Testament 
of the period of Anton I's work, the tendency of usage of the forms without 
/h/ is observed. As Shanidze notes, "in the Gospels of King Irakli, in MS Ⴃ, 
the forms without h are used everywhere... but in the Apostle, h remains 
everywhere..." (1964, p. 36). 
2 The manuscripts of old (ႠႡ) and new (ႢႣ) versions: of Ⴀ version – A – S 
407 (the 10th  century); of  Ⴁ version – L – the Lagurka Lectionary (the 10th  
century); of Ⴂ George the Hagiorite’s version – E – A 584 (1083), F – A 34 
(the 13th  century); of Ⴃ Ephrem’s version – G – A 137 (the 14th  century), H 
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consonant in the ancient Sinai manuscripts, the difference being only 
the addition of the emphatic vowel: Abrahamsa MN. 

In the Book of Paul's Epistles, published as four versions 
(based on twelve manuscripts of the 10th-14th centuries (Dzotsenidze 
& Danelia, 1974)), two of which are ancient (A, B), while two are 
later ones (C of George the Athonite and D of Ephrem Mtsire), the 
name Abraham is attested with the following frequency: Romans – 8 
times, 2 Corinthians – once, Galatians – 9 times, Hebrews – 10 
times. In all cases, this anthroponym consists of the consonant 
/h/. There is one exception – Abrams [Heb. 7: 11 z]. Cf. Abrahams 
ႥჁႧႨႩ – which is presented in the 11th-century manuscript of 
George the Athonite’s version. 

 

2.2.2. Sarah, as the wife of Abraham, is mentioned four times 
in the New Testament (once in the First Epistle of Peter, three times 
in Paul’s Epistles): 

I 3: 6 Sara)
MN MN A

LMN. Sarra) AEFGHJ.  

I Peter 3: 6 Even as Sara obeyed Abraham, calling him lord: (KJV). 

4: 19 ჴ

ჲ ჲ ჲ

Sarajsi) ABႥႪ. ჲ Sarrajsi) ჁႲႨႩ. 1  

 
– A 677 (the 12th  century), J – K-12 of Leningrad (the 13th  century). The 
Sinai manuscripts of Ⴀ1 version: M - Ts17/J39 (974), N - Ts16/J31 (977) 
(Lortkipanidze, 1956, p. 143). 
1 The manuscripts of the George the Hagiorite’s and Ephrem’s versions give 
preference to the geminated consonantal form Sarra. The same situation is 
shown by the manuscript A of the old Ⴀ version. 
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Rom. 4: 19 … when he was about a hundred years old, neither yet 
the deadness of Sara's womb: (KJV) 

9: 9
Saras) ჱ AB Sarras) CD  

Rom. 9: 9 … At this time will I come, and Sara shall have a son 
(KJV). 

11: 11 Sarra)
ABCD.

Sara) ႡႢႣႤ.   

Hebrews 11: 11 Through faith also Sara herself received strength to 
conceive seed… (KJV). 

 

As we can see, in the New Testament, the name Sarah is 
attested in two forms: with the single as well as with the geminated 
consonant /r/. The form Sarah – characteristic of Syriac-Hebrew – is 
not seen. 

 
2.3. The Names of Abraham and Sarah in the Ancient 

Georgian Lectionaries. The data of the manuscripts containing the 
Old Georgian Lectionary are also important for considering the 

 
1 The manuscripts of the A version (the oldest): Ⴀ – S 407 (the 10th 
century), Ⴊ – S 1398 (the 10th century); The manuscripts of the B version: 
Ⴁ – S 1138 (the 10th century), Ⴂ – K 176 (the 1st half of the 11th  century), 
Ⴃ – S 58/31 (the 10th century), Ⴄ – Ath. 42/11 (the 10th century); The 
manuscripts of the C version of George: Ⴅ – A 584 (the 11th  century), Ⴆ – 
Ath. 78/12 (the 11th  century), Ⴡ – A 34 (the 13th  century); The manuscripts 
of the D version of Ephrem Mtsire: Ⴇ – A 137 (the 14th  century), Ⴈ – A 677 
(the 11th -12th centuries), Ⴉ – K4 (the 13th  century) (Dzotsenidze & Danelia, 
1974).     
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ancient situation. It is known that in the 5th-10th centuries, the 
Jerusalem rule of church service prevailed in the Georgian Church. 
The ancient Jerusalem Canon was created in Jerusalem in the Greek 
language in the 4th century (this text is lost). It is supposed that it had 
been translated into Georgian by the 5th century. This fact is 
confirmed by the structure of the Khanmeti Lectionary (the 2nd half 
of the 7th century (Shanidze, 1944)), which was copied relatively 
late. Unfortunately, the fragments of the Khanmeti and Haemeti 
(the 2nd half of the 8th century, H-1329 (Shanidze, 1923)) 
Lectionaries that have come down to us do not contain the 
readings presenting the names of Abraham and Sarah. 

In the 7th century, the extensive Greek Lectionary was created 
based on the expansion and completion of the existing Jerusalem 
Canon. Over time, the ancient Georgian translation of the Jerusalem 
Canon was also expanded. The next stage of the Old Georgian 
Lectionary (when the Iadgari was separated from the lectionary, 
from the 70s of the 6th century to the middle of the 7th century 
(Metreveli et al., 1980, pp. 685-688)) is illustrated by the Latali (L1, 
the 10th  century), Kala/Lagurka (LK, the 10th  century), Sinai (LS, 
982), and Paris (LP, the turn of the 10th-11th centuries) Lectionaries.1 
Among them, only the Sinai manuscript is a selected lectionary 
(derived from the complete lectionary, containing only the texts of 
four feasts). The remaining manuscripts contain the text of the 
extensive/complete lectionary (although it is not available in its 
entirety). 

It is known that the text of the readings of the biblical books 
included in the Paris Lectionary is an independent translation. For 
creating a somewhat complete picture of the biblical readings 
included in the Georgian Lectionary, Part II of the edition of the Paris 
manuscript of the Georgian Lectionary consists of the appendix – the 

 
1 The fragmentary lectionaries are also added to this list. 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 410 

readings of the Latali, Kala//Lagurka and Sinai manuscripts that are 
not presented in the Paris Lectionary (Danelia et al., 1997, p. 3). 
Besides the edition of the Paris Lectionary, we used the text prepared 
for publication by N. Melikishvili for conducting a better analysis of 
the readings of the Pentateuch in the Paris, Latali, Kala and Sinai 
manuscripts (Melikishvili, 1974).1 For the readings of the New 
Testament, we used the critical text of the old Georgian translation of 
the Gospels of Luke and John (Tvaltvadze, 2020), which considers 
the situation of the lectionaries. 

 
2.3.1. The Readings of the Old Testament. The verses of the 

Pentateuch, which attract our interest, are not presented in all the 
manuscripts (LP, LL, LK, LS). For example, the Paris Lectionary 
includes 26 readings from Genesis, the Latali Lectionary – 14, Kala 
– 10, Sinai – 4. The reason is the damage done to the manuscripts, 
because all the manuscripts of the Old Georgian Lectionary reflect 
the Jerusalem liturgical practice and as a rule, should include the 
same readings (except the Sinai Lectionary, which does not contain 
readings for the whole year, but only for five feasts) (Melikishvili, 
1974, p. 10). 

2.3.1.1. Abraham. The readings of the Kala and Sinai 
Lectionaries do not contain the verses in which, as a rule, the original 
name of Abraham should appear; only the Latali consists of several 
verses. This passage is most fully presented in the Paris Lectionary. 
In both lectionaries, the form Abraham is indicated as the 
original name of Abraham. However, only the LP and LL 
manuscripts contain Genesis 17: 5. This verse of the Paris Lectionary 

 
1 Melikishvili prepared for publication the readings of the Pentateuch of 
Moses of the Old Georgian Lectionary presented in the manuscripts LP, LL, 
LK, LS. The text is attached as an appendix to the PhD thesis. 
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presents Abraam as the original name and Abraham as the name 
given by the Lord (“Neither shall thy name any more be called 
Abraam, but thy name shall be Abraham” [Gen. 17: 5 LP]). The 
Latali Lectionary presents the opposition Abram – Abraham [Gen. 
17: 5 LL]. In all other cases, four lectionaries of the Pentateuch 
present the form of Abraham (there are quite many examples of 
this). Abraam is presented once in the Paris manuscript [Gen. 22: 19 
LP]. Generally, in LP, except mentioned two cases, only the form 
Abraham is used (more than 100 cases), even as the original name of 
Abraham. 

Accordingly, only the reading Abraham is characteristic for 
all these manuscripts of the Old Georgian Lectionary (in the part 
that have come down to us) and there is no need to contrast two 
forms of the name Abraham (the need for this is only in Gen.  
17: 5). In this respect, the situation of the Old Georgian 
Lectionary reveals its closeness to the earliest Oshki Bible, which 
presents the books of the Old Testament more or less completely. 

2.3.1.2. Sarah. In the readings of the Pentateuch of the Old 
Georgian Lectionary (in the part that has come down to us), the 
reading Sarra is presented only once in the episode, where the 
Lord changes the name: Saras)

Sara) Sarra) 
”] “As for Sara, your wife, you are no longer to call 

her Sara; her name will be Sarra” [Gen. 17: 15 LP]. In other cases, 
all the manuscripts containing the lectionary offer only the reading 
Sara as the original (LP) and new names of Abraham’s wife (LP,1 LL, 
LK, LS). Accordingly, the manuscripts containing the Old 
Georgian Lectionary present only the form Sara and reveal 

 
1 In the readings of the Old Testament of the Paris manuscript, the form 
Sara is presented 16 times as the original and God-given names of 
Abraham's wife. 
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closeness to the Oshki Bible in terms of rendering of this 
anthroponym.  

 
2.3.2. The Readings of the New Testament. Mainly, the 

form Abraham appears (36 times) in the readings of the New 
Testament of the Paris Lectionary. The same tendency is evident in 
the rest of the manuscripts of the Lectionary. According to the 
available material, only several cases of the usage of this 
anthroponym without the consonant /h/ can be confirmed: 

 / I am God of Abram...  [Matt. 22: 32 Lp]; 

 / that God is able to raise up children to Abraam 
from these stones [Lk. 3:8 Lp]. Cf.: Abrahamisad Ls. Abrahamisa Lz 
(Tvaltvadze, 2020).   

The forms Sara [I Pet. 3: 6] and Sarra [Heb. 11: 11] are 
presented once in the Paris manuscript. 

 
3. The Forms Abram//Abraam//Abraham and Sara//Sarra in 

the Texts of Old and Middle Georgian. To create a general picture 
of the research topic, we carried out the research based on the corpus. 
We were interested in the frequency of usage of the variants of these 
anthroponyms (taking into account era, genre of a text and style of 
translation), their purpose; these names as eponyms, their role in the 
onomastic processes, etc. We will try to briefly summarize the results 
of the research, which was based on the corpus: 1 

1. In general, the /h/-consonant variant of Abraham is given a 
clear advantage among the forms of the name of Abraham in old 
literary Georgian. Statistically, its usage as the name of the biblical 

 
1 Taking into account the corpus (TITUS) research, we do not indicate 
separately, namely, in the bibliography, the empirical material in which the 
searched form was attested. 
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father far exceeds Abraam and especially, Abram forms. The variant 
Abram is attested very rarely in the old texts. The old Georgian writing, 
both translated and original, presents the form Abraham. This applies to 
all branches of old Georgian ecclesiastical writing: hagiography and 
hymnography, exegesis, liturgy, ascetic-mysticism, and homiletics (we 
have already discussed the bibliology in detail). The form Abraham is 
attested in “The Martyrdom of Eustathius of Mtskheta”,  
“The Conversion of Kartli”, “The Martyrdom of Abo of Tiflis”,  
“The Martyrdom of Konstanti Kakhi”, “The Life of Ioane of Zedazen”, 
“The Life of Gregory of Khandzta”, and others. We will cite a few 
examples: 

Abrahamisni)
] And may the descendants of Abraham 

multiply greatly... [Eust. 37: 6]. 

Abraham) ჳ

 ] Blessed Abraham had mercy on his offspring [Abo 77: 
26]. 

ჲ

ჲ ] ... As you have blessed the house of 
righteous Noah and father Abraham [Khan. 259: 33]. 

The form Abraham is also attested in the ultra-Hellenophile 
texts, for example, in Ioane Petritsi’s “Commentaries on Platonic 
Philosophy and Proclus Diadochus” and in Theophylact of Bulgaria’s 
commentaries on the Gospels of Luke and John (as we indicated in 
the appropriate passage, the variant Abraam is also attested in this 
case). 

The form Abraam lags behind the /h/-consonant variant in 
terms of frequency of usage. This is attested in all types of texts, 
although the original hagiography still gives preference to the 
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variant Abraham. It seems that in ancient Georgia, the /h/-
consonant forms of this anthroponym were more widespread (firstly, 
this refers to the translated biblical books and lectionaries). 
Therefore, the authors of the original texts used the form to which 
their ears were accustomed. The exception in this regard is “The Life 
of Ioane of Zedazen,” which often presents the form Abraam. 

2. When producing derivatives (mainly, the nouns of 
possession formed by the suffix -ean//-ian), the language gives 
preference to the form Abram: Abrameanni [Hymnog. 25: 24], 
Abramianta [The life of Kart. II, 21: 10], Abramianebrta [Hag. VI, 
322: 19] (the latter is derived by adding the suffix -ebr to the noun of 
possession) ... Derivatives are also formed from the variant Abraam 
(Abraamiani [The Mon. II, 376: 18], Abraamianebad [Gabashv.  
59: 25]...). However, we also found the form Abrahamiani (which 
derived from the anthroponym Abraham) in old Georgian: 
Abrahamiani [Gabriel Mtsire, 119: 21], Abrahamianita [Pseudobasil. 
163: 2]. 

3. In the Old Georgian translated texts, several cases of the 
usage of the Hellenized form (with the Hellenized endings) (Tov, 
1999, p. 176) of the anthroponym Abram were revealed, for instance: 
Amba Abramios [The Life of the Fath., 252: 15], Abramos [Flavius, 
89: 16], Avramojsgan 1 [Flavius, 19: 4], etc. 

4. In Middle Georgian, Abraham is rarely attested, mostly 
in texts of the early period. Several forms were found in the texts of 
Georgian law and compositions of historical and travel genres.  
Teimuraz I, Archil, Vakhtang VI used the form Abram as the name of 
the biblical father. We also found the variant Abraam in Teimuraz I’s 
works. Abram is used as the name of the characters in “Amiran-

 
1 By spirantization of the plosive (b → v), in accordance with the reading of 
Byzantine Greek. 
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Darejaniani” and Sargis Tmogveli’s “Dilariani”, while Abraam is 
presented in “Rusudaniani”. 

5. Abram must have been a spread proper name in the 
Middle Ages. It is attested in “The Life of Kartli” and quite often in 
“The Monuments of Georgian Law”. It appears as the name of 
clergymen (Catholicos Abram, Priest Abram, Abbot Abram, Deacon 
Abram...) and laymen (Kurukhulo Abram, Ilauri Abram, Regional 
Governor Abram, Abram Mtchedlidze’s...). “The Monuments of 
Georgian Law” attests the -a ( -ak) suffixed forms of this 
anthroponym (peasant Abrama Shalaberidze, Jew Kobiashvili 
Abrama...), mainly as the proper names of representatives of the 
lower social strata. We have also found the anthroponym Abramela 
(Abramela Medzmariashvili, Abramela’s son Zalika) [Georg. Law. 
VIII, 930: 20; 930: 15]. 

Abraham does not seem to be such a common form of the 
name as Abram. According to “The Life of Kartli” and “The 
Monuments of Georgian Law”, Abraham appears only as a name of 
clergymen (Catholicos Abraham, Father Abraham, Abraham - 
Deacon of Alaverdi) and not as a name of laymen. From the 
compositions of the ascetic genre, the following characters are known: 
Father Abraham, Abraham the Egyptian, Monk Abraham 
(Gabidzashvili, 2006, p. 83). In “The Life of Kartli,” it was found as 
the name of Emir: Emir Abraham [The Life of Kartli I, 257: 7]. In this 
case, the use of the /h/-consonant variant of the anthroponym was 
more expected, since in the Quran, this name is attested in the form of 
Ibrahim. 

The Abraam variant of the name does not seem to be 
common as well. It was mainly attested as a name of clergymen 
(Abraam - Abbot of Alaverdi, Catholicos Abraam…). It must have 
been rare in this form as a name of laymen (Emir Abraam, 
Lieutenant-colonel Mirza Abraam Enakolopov). 
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6. In Ioane Bagrationi’s “Description of Kartl-Kakheti”, we 
attested the toponym derived from the eponym Abram, namely the 
village Abrameti (“Osheti, Amlivi, Abrameti, Ghoristavi…”) [Bagrat. 
32: 21a]. 

7. In “The Monuments of Georgian Law,” the following 
surnames derived from the anthroponym Abram are attested: 
Abramasshvili,1 Abramashvili, Abramisshvili, Abramishvili, 
Abramisdze, Abramidze, Abramiani. The corpus research revealed 
the surname Abramov of non-Georgian origin. The forms Abraham, 
Abraam do not appear in the surnames. 

Factually, the situation is similar today: the surnames are 
derived from the Abram variant of the aforementioned anthroponym. 
According to the book “Personal and Family Names in Georgia,” 
published in 1997, the most common surname derived from the 
anthroponym Abram is Abramishvili (5590). It is followed by: 
Abramiani (1508), Abramidze (1185), Abramov (651), Abramashvili 
(580), Abramia (411), Abramaladze (125) (Silagadze & Totadze, 
1997, p. 16). The variant Abraham does not appear in surnames, 
although, in our opinion, this form should be assumed as the origin 
of the surname Abrakhamia (90)   Abrahamia.2 

8. The Sarra variant of the anthroponym is attested only as 
the name of Abraham’s wife. In addition to the biblical books 
discussed above, this form is also presented in the Georgian 
translations of John Chrysostom’s, Gregory of Nazianzus’ and 
Josephus’ compositions. The form Sara is more frequently used. It 

 
1 If today in surnames, the second component of which is shvil-i and dze, 
the consonant element s – the marker of the genitive case of the first 
component – is lost (e.g., Abramishvili), in Middle Georgian it was still 
presented (Abramisshvili // Abramishvili, Abramisdze // Abramidze). 
2 In our opinion, the etymology of several surnames may be connected with 
the same proper name. At this stage, the study of this issue is not our field 
of interest. 
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appears as a name of the wife of biblical Abraham as well as of other 
historical persons and characters (for example, according to the Book 
of Tobit, Sara was a name of Tobias' wife), including males (“Sara 
and Gregory, brothers of Pkhov” [The Life of Kart. I, 269: 10]). In 
“The Conversion of Kartli,” both forms of the anthroponym are 
presented as the name of the same person: Sara//Sarra of Bethlehem. 
Middle Georgian prefers the variant Sara (for example, this form 
is attested as a name of the biblical father's wife in “The Monuments 
of Georgian Law”, in Archil’s composition), although it does not 
seem to have been used frequently. We could not attest it as a female 
name in the Georgian law or historical documents. Therefore, we 
cannot say anything about its spread in medieval Georgia. 

 
4. The Names of Abraham and Sarah in the Modern 

Georgian Translations of the Bible. The translation of individual 
books (the Old Testament) of the Bible from the original language  –  
Hebrew  –  into modern Georgian started at the beginning of the 20th 
century.1 The translation of the complete collection of the Bible (the 
Old and New Testaments) from the original languages (Hebrew, 
Greek) into the new Georgian language was published by the 
Patriarchate of Georgia in 1989 (The Bible, 1989). In this edition, the 
Hebrew names of our interest are presented as Abram – Abraam 
ם) ָ֔ ם אַבְר  ה  ר  ה֖) and Sarai – Sara (  אַבְר  ֑ יש  ר  ֑  It is noteworthy that .)ש 
in the source language ( ָאַבְר   םה֔     ם֑אַבְר ) the consonant ֹב (be) is 

presented without the dagesh, and accordingly, the correct reading of 

 
1 In this regard, one of the books of the Old Testament, "The Song of 
Songs", seems interesting. Its translation from the source language, namely, 
Hebrew, dates back to the 1920s and belongs to the famous writer and 
public figure of that time Gerzel Baazov. From the 1920s to the 1990s, "The 
Song of Songs" was directly translated from Hebrew into Georgian several 
times. 
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the name is Avram//Avraham1 and not Abram//Abraam as in 
Georgian.2 The primary forms of the names exactly repeat the 
situation of the original, but with one difference: the anthroponym 
Abram is presented not with the consonant /v/, but with the 
consonant /b/, apparently, under the influence of our scribal tradition, 
since in Georgian it was the /b/-consonant form that was perceived as 
a real equivalent of the Hebrew anthroponym. As we have already 
seen in the appropriate place, under the influence of Byzantine 
Greek, the reading Avraam formed by the spirantization of /b/ 

 
1 The guidelines for the transcription-transliteration of the Hebrew phonetic 
system into Georgian (discussed on 7 July 2024 at the meeting of the State 
Language Experts’ Commission (https://enadep.gov.ge/index.php? 
m=42&news=286&lang=ka). We are citing from the handwritten version, 
as it has not been uploaded to the official website of the State Language 
Department) have several attached notes, one of which concerns the 
transliteration of biblical names: “The Georgian spelling of biblical 
anthroponyms and toponyms should follow tradition, e.g.:  ה  Mose (and מֹשֶׁ
not Moshe), אַברָהָם Abraami (and not Avrahami), יְרּושָלַיִם Ierusalimi (and not  
Ierushalaimi), שֹמְרֹון Samaria (and not – Shomroni) and so on”. The 
rendering of proper names in the new Georgian translations of the biblical 
books essentially follows this rule, but not always. In particular, the 
Georgian literary tradition gives preference to the form Abraham (rather 
than the reading Abraam) as the second name of Abraam, while the variant 
Sarai is not seen at all. The Pentateuch published in Israel in 1988 does not 
follow the above rule as well. However, it maintains the national coloring 
and sound of all Jewish onomastic units. 
2 In the book “Names and Concepts from “Tanakh”, the Short Explanatory 
Dictionary”, published in 2012, the above-mentioned anthroponym is 
explained as follows: “Avraham Avinu – our father Avraham – he is the 
first of our three fathers. He was the first to fight against the idolatry at the 
risk of his life and is the founder of the belief in one God” (Davarashvili & 
Topchiashvili, 2012, p. 12). In this case, our interest is not attracted by the 
definition of the name, but by the form Avraham, in which the sounding of 
the original is accurately conveyed and the consonant ה (he) is maintained. 
The book does not contain an explanation of the anthroponym Sara. 
 

https://enadep.gov.ge/index.php
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appeared only later, quite rarely, in the translations of the ultra-
Hellenophile period. At the same time, the Hebrew consonant ה (he) 
indicating theophory is not visible in the secondary forms of 
anthroponyms (we do not see the expected forms Avraham and 
Sarah) and the difference between these two forms of the name is 
based on the different principle: the doubling of the vowel /a/ 
(Abraam) and the removal of the final /i/ (Sara): 

17: 5
Abrami) Abraami)

 

Genesis 17: 5. No longer shall your name be called Abram, but your 
name shall be Abraam, for I will make you the father of a 
multitude of nations. 

17: 15 Sarais)
Sarai)

Sara)  

Genesis 17:15 God also said to Abraham: As for Sarai your wife, she 
no longer be called Sarai; her name will be Sara. 

Accordingly, before changing the name, the relevant verses of 
the books of the Old and New Testaments published by the 
Patriarchate of Georgia presented the analyzed anthroponyms as 
Abram and Sarai. After changing, the latter were replaced by the 
variants Abraam and Sara. 

In terms of rendering the anthroponyms of our interest into 
Georgian, several editions of the Bible translated into the new 
Georgian language should be distinguished. One of them is the 
Books of the Old and New Testaments (Bible, 2001) published by 
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the Georgian Bible Society in 2001.1 The translation of Genesis 
repeats the forms of the names given in the Bible published by the 
Patriarchate with one addition – Abraham’s original and changed 
names are accompanied by the commentaries explaining the 
meanings in the verse itself (the translation omits the following part 
of the original sentence: יָֹֹׂ ֙הֹשִמְךֹ֤וְהָׂ  (and let your name be)): 

17: 5
Abrami) Abraami) 

 

Genesis 17: 5 And no longer shall your name be called Abram 
(exalted father), but your name shall be Abraam (father of a 
multitude), for I will make you the father of many nations. 

17: 15
Sarai) Sara) 

 

Genesis 17: 15 God also said to Abraham, “As for Sarai your wife, 
you are no longer to call her Sarai; her name will be Sara”. 

In 2012, Sulkhan-Saba Orbeliani University published the 
Pentateuch2 as a separate book (The Pentateuch, 2012) in which the 
verses of our interest not only accurately follow the translation of the 
verses of the Bible published by the Patriarchate, but also exactly 
repeat the forms of the anthroponyms: Abram//Abraam, Sarai//Sara.3 

 
1 The translators and editors are Zurab Kiknadze and Malkhaz Songhulashvili. 
The translator of the non-canonical texts is Bachana Bregvadze. 
2 The translator is Zurab Kiknadze. The editor is Merab Ghaghanidze. 
3 The verse – “No longer shall your name be called Abram,*but Abraam** 
shall be your name, for I have made you the father of a multitude of 
nations” – has the following explanations added in the footnote: *Heb. Ab 



THE ISSUE OF TRANSLITERATION OF THE BIBLICAL NAMES OF
ABRAHAM AND SARAH INTO GEORGIAN

 
 

 421 

In terms of the translation of the mentioned anthroponyms, the 
edition of the Bible (2015) attracts attention. It presents Abraham as 
the name given to Abraham by the Lord and accordingly, maintains 
the element of the original theophory. The edition indicates Abram as 
the original name of the father. 

We should also mention the translation of the Torah (the 
Pentateuch) into the new Georgian language. It was published in 
Israel in 1988. The translators of the book are Abram Mamistvalov, 
Tamar Mamistvalov-Kezerashvili and Gershon Ben Oren 
(Tsitsuashvili). The book was reprinted in 1995 (The Torah, 1995). 
As the translators indicate in the preface, the second edition of the 
Pentateuch was published due to two reasons: the great demand for 
the book and the desire to correct the inaccuracies of the first edition. 
The editors of the second edition are Abram Mamistvalov and Tamar 
Mamistvalov-Kezerashvili. In case of the names given by the Lord to 
the father and his wife, the edition presents the theophoric element 
/h/ only in the form of the name of Abraham: 

 

17: 5 Abrami)
Abrahami)

 

Bereshit 17: 5 And no longer shall your name be Abram, but your 
name shall be Abraham, for I will make you the father of 
many nations. 

17: 15 Sarais)
Sarai)

Sara)  

 
ram “father high”. **Heb. Ab raham “father of many”. In the verse, the 
translator writes the name with two a – Abraam, while in the footnote, the 
consonant /h/ is presented – Ab raham. 
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Bereshit 17:15 And God said to Abraham: As for Sarai your wife, 
you are no longer to call her Sarai; her name will be Sara. 

 

Accordingly, in the translations of the Bible from the original 
language into the new Georgian language, two “linguistic situations” 
of rendering of the anthroponyms ם ם אַבְר  הָ ֔ ר  ה֖  ,אַבְר  ֑ י  ש  ר  ֑  are  ש 
noticeable – there is the opposition between the forms Abram – 
Abraam, Sarai – Sara, and between the variants Abram – Abraham, 
Sarai – Sara. If there is no uniform picture in the rendering of 
Abraham’s secondary name in the mentioned editions, there is a 
complete agreement in case of the name of Sarah: none of the 
translations shows the equivalent – the form Sarah – expected by the 
transliteration of the Hebrew anthroponym ( ֹ רָׂ ה֖שָׂ ), which is not 

supported by the Georgian literary tradition.1 
 
5. Conclusion. Therefore, the old Georgian versions of the 

biblical books or the lectionaries containing the Jerusalem Canon can 
be conditionally divided into two groups in terms of the rendering of 
the names of Abraham and Sarah: a) the texts in which there is no 

 
1 It is noteworthy that the onomastic units chosen for the study show different 
readings in the modern foreign-language translations of the Bible. For example, 
in the Greek translations we have the contradiction: Άβραµ – Αβραάµ; Σάρα – 
Σάρρα (Aγία Γραφή). The situation in Greek is accurately reflected in the 
Russian translation: Аврам – Авраам, Сара – Сарра (Библия a) (in case of 
both anthroponyms, the stem sound is doubled in the modified name and the 
Russian one reflects the Greek reading of the consonant /β/ used in the 
Byzantine period). In the English translations, both the element of theophory 
and the sounding of the original are preserved: Abram – Abraham; Sarai – 
Sarah (Bible a). In the French translations, in one case, the consonant /h/ is 
maintained, in the other case, it is not: Abram – Abraham; Saraï – Sara  
(Bible b). Accordingly, in the foreign-language translations, two ways of 
rendering the mentioned anthroponyms – rendering of the theophoric element 
and ignoring it – are evident. 
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tendency of opposition between the original and God-given names of 
these biblical persons; b) such a tendency, despite the violations, is 
still noticeable. In both cases, we mean the texts that contain the 
Book of Genesis up to 17: 5 or 17: 15 (before the change of the 
names of Abraham and Sarah), at least in fragments. 

The first group includes the Oshki//Athonite Bible (978 AD), 
containing the oldest translation of the books of the Old Testament 
and the manuscripts depicting the Old Georgian Lectionary (Paris 
(the 10th-11th centuries) and Latali (the 10th century)) that present one 
form of the names of these biblical persons – Abraham and Sara. 
However, even in these manuscripts, in the episodes of the change of 
the name, the original and God-given forms of the anthroponym are 
opposed to each other: Abraam – Abraham (OLp), Abram – 
Abraham (Ll), Sara – Sarra (OLp). As we have indicated in the 
appropriate passage, this opposition is presented throughout the 
Hebrew and Greek versions. According to our observation, it is also 
systemic in Armenian and Syriac. The only exception in this regard 
is Georgian. 

The tendency not to distinguish between two forms of the 
name Sarah is not fully presented in the Oshki Bible – after the 
change of the name, the original form Sara is included in certain 
passages [Gen. 17: 19-20: 2]. After that (taking into account the 
shortcomings of the manuscript), the change of the scribe’s position 
in favor of the variant Sarra is observed. 

The second group includes the ultra-Hellenophile translation 
type manuscript C – A 179 (1669), the printed Bakar Bible (B – A 
455, 1743), also A – H 1207 (the 18th century) and the Saba or 
Mtskheta Bible (the 17th-18th centuries). 

The opposition between the two forms of the names of 
Abraham and Sarah is not seen in the old manuscripts. The need 
for this appears only in the later manuscripts of the biblical books, 
presumably, on the basis of the comparison with Greek. As a result, 
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not only the necessity of distinguishing between the original and new 
forms of the name becomes apparent, but the form Abraham, 
reflecting the Eastern textual tradition, is to some extent 
replaced by the reading Abraam, which is in opposition to the form 
Abram and characterizes Greek. This process is more visible in the 
translations of the ultra-Hellenophile type (C, G), since it seems that 
the reading Abraham, supported by the tradition, still seriously 
competes with the Hellenic version of the anthroponym. In the 
episode of the change of the name, all types of texts offer only the 
form Abraham (O Lp Ll C B A S) as the new name of Abraham, 
which is opposed to the forms Abraam (OLp) or Abram (Ll C B A 
S).1 

The synthesis of the above-mentioned two (Eastern and 
Greek) literary-textual traditions must be one of the main 
reasons for the variegation that is observed in the issue of the 
presentation of the mentioned anthroponym. 

The process Sara → Sarra should also be explained by the 
influence of Greek, since the geminated consonant, which is 
presented in the spelling of this anthroponym, is not found in Syriac 
or Armenian (although it can be said that in Armenian the principle is 
Greek-like) or Hebrew. It seems that Georgian adopted the Hellenic 
form Sarra more easily (although even in this case there is no 
uniformity) than Abraam (in addition to the tradition of using the 
form Abraham, one of the reasons might be the fact that in the old 
manuscripts Abraam was considered as the original name of the 
father [Gen. 17: 5 OLp]). 

 
1 It seems that the forms Abraham and Sara, attested in the ancient 
manuscripts, were perceived as such solid equivalents in the consciousness 
of the Georgians (the solidity of equivalents plays a major role in the 
rendering of proper names (Tov, 2022, pp. 20-21)) that even in the process 
of the transmission of the text, these equivalents practically were not 
affected by the changes. 
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It is clear that the manuscripts with ancient Georgian 
translations of biblical books and lectionaries favor the Eastern 
literary-textual tradition (Armenian, Syriac, Hebrew) when rendering 
and transliterating the name Abraham. However, for the name Sarah, 
the preference shifts away from Syriac-Hebrew and toward Greek, 
which the Armenian mainly follows. 

For almost all old manuscripts containing the New 
Testament (except the Adishi Gospels (897 AD), which gives 
preference to the variant Abraam, but several times reveals the 
reading Abraham), regardless of their editorial affiliation, the /h/-
consonant form Abraham of this name is the norm (the rarest 
exceptions do not change the general picture). One gets the 
impression that this very rule of rendering of the anthroponym must 
reflect the ancient situation. 

It seems plausible to assume that, if not the entire Bible, at least 
a certain part of it must have been translated into Georgian at the turn 
of the 4th-5th centuries or by the middle of the 5th century (Danelia, 
1977, p. 67), mostly from Greek (Danelia, 1983, p. 128; Gigineishvili, 
1989, p. 54; Uttie, 2009, p. 232, etc.). The ancient Georgian Lectionary 
could also exist at the end of the 5th century or at the beginning of the 
6th century (Metreveli et al., 1980, p. 684). The source of the Georgian 
Lectionary is considered to be Greek, since the oldest Jerusalem 
Canon was compiled in Jerusalem (the 4th century) in Greek 
(Melikishvili, 1974, pp. 1-2). In case of the existence of the Greek 
original, the preference to the form Abraham made in the ancient 
manuscripts of the Georgian translations that reached us can be 
explained in the following way: the ancient Georgian translations of 
the Bible have come down to us not through the autograph 
manuscripts of the first translators or the manuscripts from a 
chronologically close period, but through the later manuscripts that are 
quite distant from them (by several centuries). Therefore, even if we 
consider Greek as a primary source and assume that the form of the 



               LELA TSIKHELASHVILI 

 

 426 

aforementioned Hebrew anthroponym already rendered into Greek in 
the Septuagint was accurately and changelessly copied (Greek Αβρααμ 
– Georgian ) during the process of the transmission of the text, 
after going through the stages of multiple comparisons with Armenian, 
Syriac, Hebrew and Greek (Gigineishvili, 1989, p. 54), this 
anthroponym could not come down in the form in which it might have 
existed in the first translators’ autograph manuscripts. Accordingly, we 
know nothing about the first translators’ position on the issue of 
copying this anthroponym. Today, it is difficult to determine with 
certainty if the situation presented in the Oshki Bible on the issue 
of rendering the name of Abraham reflects the ancient stage and is 
attributed to the first translator (or translators), or is the result of 
the change made by the editor-transcriber in the process of the 
transmission of the text. 

In case of considering Greek as a source, it is known that the 
first translators of the Bible knew and took into account the situation 
of other sources (Armenian, Syriac, Hebrew). Therefore, it is not 
excluded that the first translators rendered the mentioned Hebrew 
anthroponym not only in the transliterated form (following the 
phonological system of Greek), but in the /h/-consonant form 
Abraham (via considering the situation of the original and the non-
Greek, Eastern literary-textual tradition). Another circumstance could 
contribute to this choice: it is known from the scientific literature that 
while selecting the equivalents for the anthroponyms, the ancient 
translators of the Septuagint, might not always be guided by the data 
of the Hebrew source, might dissociate from it and use the form of 
the name to which they were accustomed, which was widespread 
(was an actual name in their collective)1 in their environment. In 

 
1 The Greek shortened form Ἰησοῦς is the equivalent of the extended form of 
the name  ַיְהוֹשֻׁע in the Pentateuch, starting from Exodus 17: 9. However, in 
reality, it is the transliteration of the shortened form of this name ( ַיֵשׁוּע 
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short, when rendering the proper names, they gave preference to the 
familiar equivalents (Tov, 2022). Possibly, the Abraham variant of 
the name was such a familiar equivalent for the Georgians. It must 
have been widespread in the Armenian or Jewish communities, 
whose existence has been assumed on the territory of Georgia since 
ancient times.1 

As we have already mentioned, according to the ancient 
manuscripts that have come down to us, while rendering and 
transliterating the name of Sarah, Georgian dissociates from the 
Syriac-Hebrew literary-textual tradition (the variant Sarah 
characteristic of Hebrew and Syriac is not found in Georgian. In 
general, old Georgian is not characterized by /h/ in auslauts of stems 
of names) and presents the form Sara or rarely the form Sarra – 
which is characteristic of Greek and is obtained through the 
gemination of rho – as the name given by God. In case of rendering 
of the name of Sarah, Georgian reveals proximity to Armenian, 

 
(Jeshua)). One of the reasons for the translator’s deviation from the source 
may have been the fact that, in accordance with the documents of the first 
century BC, the shortened Ἰησοῦς might exist as an anthroponym in 
Alexandria, Egypt (Tov, 2022, pp. 3-4). Tov suggests that some equivalents 
may have existed even before the translation of the Septuagint. 
1 Information about the life of the Assyrians in Georgia is available in 
Leonti Mroveli’s work. It is known that the names of the Assyrian ancestors 
are linked to the beginning of monastic life in Georgia during the early 
Middle Ages. It is also possible that, starting around the 8th century – that is, 
during the later phase of translation activities – Arab rule in Georgia (from 
the 7th to the 11th centuries) influenced the establishment and spread of the 
form Abraham. Since Muslims are regarded as descendants of Abraham's 
illegitimate son, Ishmael, Abraham is recognized as the first Muslim and 
father in the Quran. He is mentioned in 245 verses across 25 chapters of the 
Quran (McAuliffe, 2001, pp. 5-10) as the anthroponym Ibrahim (ابراهيم), 
with the /h/-consonant. However, this name likely had a longstanding 
tradition of being written with the /h/ consonant. Evidence for this is seen in 
the form Abraham found in the Khanmeti Gospels of the 7th century. 
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which also dissociates from Syriac-Hebrew, does not use the /h/-
consonant variant Sarah and forms the modified name of the father's 
wife according to the Greek principle – in the new form, the hard /r/, 
which replaces the soft /r/ (Սարա – Սառա), is the equivalent of the 
Greek geminated rho. The tendency of presenting only one form, 
Sara, as the original or the name given by the Lord, revealed in the 
manuscripts containing the Oshki Bible and the Old Georgian 
Lectionary, may also be explained by the influence of Armenian, 
because the opposition Սարա – Սառա, based on the alternation of 
the soft and hard /r/-s, could be rendered in Georgian only in one 
form – Sara, without a proper understanding of the above presented 
principle of equivalence. 

In our opinion, when discussing the transliteration and 
transcription of both anthroponyms into Georgian, we should start by 
considering Armenian. This is especially relevant when examining 
the influence of the Eastern literary and textual tradition on the 
ancient Georgian translations of biblical books and lectionaries.1 

It is known that the biblical books were more often changed to 
get closer to the Greek source (even before the Athonite period). 
Therefore, the ancient form of the text should be presented in the 
ancient Georgian lectionaries to which the Oshki Bible reveals its 
proximity.2 Based on the information mentioned above, the 
lectionaries and the Oshki version, which contain the old Georgian 
translation of the biblical books, may reflect the ancient situation 
regarding the issue of rendering the names of Abraham and Sarah 
into Georgian. The reading of Abraam as the name given by God is 

 
1 The preference for the form Abraham in the Mtskheta Bible is explained 
by Armenian, namely, by the correction of the text according to the 
Armenian Vulgate (Dochanashvili, 1981). 
2 N. Melikishvili considered the corresponding texts of the Oshki Bible and 
the Lectionaries to be the variants of one version within the Pentateuch of 
Moses (1974, pp. 34-36). 
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not revealed by the lectionaries, but by the later manuscripts, 
containing the Georgian versions of the Bible and the reason for this 
must be the closeness to the Greek source. 

In general, in old literary Georgian, from the forms of the 
proper name of Abraham, the obvious preference is given to the 
/h/-consonant variant Abraham. The original hagiography 
demonstrably prefers the form Abraham. In Middle Georgian, 
Abraham is rarely attested, mostly in the texts of the early period. In 
the texts of the later period of the same stage of language 
development, the Abraham//Abraam variant of the name is not often 
found. It is mainly attested as the name of clergymen. Instead, 
Abram must have been a widespread proper name during this 
period. It appears as the name of both clergymen and laymen. The 
Abram variant of the mentioned anthroponym is preferred in the 
derived surnames (Abramishvili, Abramidze...). 

Accordingly, in the translations of the Bible from the original 
language into the new Georgian language, two “linguistic situations” 
of rendering the studied anthroponyms are noticeable – there is the 
opposition between the forms Abram – Abraam, Sarai – Sara, and 
between the variants Abram – Abraham, Sarai – Sara. While there is 
no consistent pattern in how Abraham’s secondary name is translated 
in the mentioned editions, there is complete agreement regarding 
Sarah’s name: none of the translations uses the form Sarah – the 
transliteration of the Hebrew name ( רָׂ  ה֖שָׂ ), which is not supported by 
Georgian literary tradition. 
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On Marking the Third Indirect Objective Person in the 
Modern Literary Georgian Language 

Summary 
 

According to “the Modern Georgian literary language 
standards”, the norms are unmarked S2 and O3

dir. and the marked 
O3

ind. persons. In our opinion, the prefixes h- and s- of the O3
ind. 

person do not have distinct morphological features on either 
synchronic or diachronic levels. If we take the tendency of the 
language development in this regard into account (the tendency of 
the disappearance of the prefix h- and its phonetic variants), we think 
that a linguistically appropriate approach would be to consider the 
unmarked O3

ind. person as a norm, just like S2 and O3
dir. persons.
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Again on One Issue of the Modern Georgian Literary 
Language Norming: mivs er or miv er, vhḳitxav or vḳitxav? 

(diachronic analysis) 

Summary 
 

According to the standarts and regulations of the modern 
Georgian literary language, when in a verb along with the III person 
indirect object, there occurs the I person subject, the following are 
considered to be equal parallel forms: mivs er / miv er, ševsčivleb / 
ševčivleb, vhḳitxav / vḳitxav, vh avar / v avar, ševhgebebivar / 
ševgebebivar, and others. 

In the Georgian verb structure, this is the only case when the 
prefix-morphemes of two persons are represented simultaneously, by 
which the “prefix mono-personalism” principal characteristic of 
Georgian, in general, is violated (T. Gamqrelidze). Such forms are 
sourced from the old Khanmeti (the use of superfluous x-) texts in 
different rankings. In the forms of šexuabt [Bolnis. inscr.], 

xûar munot [Khan. Lect.] type, the reinterpretation of a prefix S1 
*xû- into a combination of prefixes O3 x- and S1 û- is secondary (T. 
Gamqrelidze). According to the law of inclination to uni-formation 
of a system acting in a language, even in Khanmeti texts, the trend of 
overcoming such “prefix bi-personalism” is observable, which was 
reflected in xû- → v- (xûar munot → var munot) process, but the 
Khanmeti character norm is still preserved in most of the ancient 
texts.  

The process ongoing in the I person subject forms of relative 
verbs is identical to the changes ongoing in Passive Voice forms with 
i-prefix among absolute verbs (simplified form with v-prefix vi av 
[Christ. 50: 23-24] occurs still in the Khanmeti text of “Martyr of St. 
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Christina” (5th c.). Relative forms with a v- prefix of this type are 
attested in the Khanmeti Four Gospels (7th c.), Khanmeti Miscellany 
(the 1st half of the 8th c.), and Haemeti lectionary (8th c.). If in the 
Khanmeti Four Gospels, there occurs a parallel formation 
(ganxûasxam [Lk. 11: 20] // ganvasxemit [Math. 7: 22]), in 
Khanmeti Miscellany and Haemeti lectionary, the forms with v- 
prefix gain a norm form (šev irot [Khanm. Misc. 131: 18], ganvibanet 
[Khanm. Misc. 8: 12], movimḳi [Haem. 385: 6] and others). 

A unification process in a language is still hindered by a 
davhtesi [Haem. 385: 1] form revealed in the Haemeti lectionary, 
which manifests as both personal prefixes having a new hierarchy. It 
is the only form confirmed in the Haemeti fragment, and it is the first 
one with different ranks of personal markers that appeared during the 
existence of the Georgian literary language, which also influenced 
the parallel formation of vhḳitxe // vḳitxe, vstxove // vtxove types. 

In the first-person singular forms of written Middle Georgian 
sources, there is variation. Sometimes, a prefix h- or s- appears even 
when there are no morphological reasons for its use (e.g., 
gardamovstkvi [The knight in the panther’s skin, 9: 3 E], gavhḳveto 
[Shahname 624: 1], etc.). This variability is also observed in 19th-
century literary Georgian. It was only in the 1860s, under Ilia’s 
initiative, that the simplification of this “complex” prefix began, and 
forms with the v-prefix were prioritized.  

In fact, in the Modern Georgian literature, the markers of O3
ind. 

person at S1 personal marker are no longer used. This urgent issue 
has been raised in the literature (V. Topuria, I. Imnaishvili…) many 
times, and a long time ago, as well (I have just attempted to discuss 
the issue from a diachronic standpoint). Since ševs ire type forms are 
the past step for modern literary Georgian, it is preferable, this 
natural process, ongoing in the language, should become the norm 
(as it was carried out in the 8th century by an editor-copyist of 
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Khanmeti Miscellany), and the forms with v-prefix should be rightly 
considered simplified, and the forms of mivs er type should be 
rejected. 
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