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1 Introduction

In thisreport,we examinethecatejory of version adiscourse-baseaubtionof “primary
affectedness Welook atits statusn grammarmndgrammaticatheoryandoffer a pre-
liminary typology of its formal andfunctionalrealizationsusingdatafrom languages
of Eurasia. Versionis generallyrealizedin the morphosyntaof a language partic-
ularly in constructionsvhoseparticipantsperform “subject' or “object' functions; it
hasoftenbeenconsidered kind of voice manipulation.Formally, versionoftenuses
the apparatusf voice manipulationor a serial/ auxiliary verb construction,and/or
the expressiorof TAM cateyories. It is oftenexpresseatonstructionallyandcrucially
depend®ntherestof themorphosyntaof alanguage.

1.1 Denition and functional types of version

Whatwe describehereas version'canful Il severalrelateddiscourse/pragmaticinc-
tionsin thelanguagesinderconsiderationln this introductoryandcursoryoverview,
we discuss primaryaffectednessandorientation.Primaryaffectednesss adiscourse-
basednotion that singlesout the event participantor discoursereferentseenas most
salientin thecorversation. Orientation'includesdeicticspatialorientationandits var-
ious metaphoricakxtensionswhich arewell representeih grammaticalizatiorphe-
nomendrom a numberof languages.

Versiondiffersfrom voicein severalimportantways. Voice eitheradds deletespr
equatesactorandundegoer participants andthusbelongsto a layer of lexical event
structure. Version, on the other hand, encodeddiscourse-basedroperties(primary
affectednessyrientation,or salience)of thoseparticipantsalreadypresenin the event
structure.

The role of the participantthat is highlighted as salient, and encodedformally
throughthe versionconstruction yvariesfrom languageto languagebut generallyin-
cludessubiject,object, and oblique-like roles. The rst two are often labeled“sub-
ject[ive]” and“object[ive]” version,respectrely, while onemanifestatiorof the latter
is known as’locative' versionin theKartvelianistliterature(seethediscussiorof Geor
gianbelaw).

Considetthe Englishvariantsl shotme/mysel& bear. Thisis anunusuakonstruc-
tion in thegrammarof English:the objective pronounme(in this casea datve-moved
recipientor bene ciary, i.e. a semi-re exive self-beneéctive) andthere exive myself
aregenerallynot interchangeable their non-versionuses. The pronominalelement
me/myself parasitically' usesthe morphosyntactienachineryavailablein Englishto
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courseremainour own.



encodeaprimarily affectedreferent put doesnotaddanargumento thesubcatgoriza-
tion frameof the verbasatypical benefctive would; nor doesit exhibit the canonical
argumentidentity characteristicef a "true' re exive. We would like to suggesthat
this syntacticanomalyis dueto the version-like functionof the construction.

Version constructionsoccur in a wide rangeof languagesput for the sale of
brevity, we surwey only four languagesndlanguagegroupswith formal versionsys-
tems: Geogian [Kartvelian], Turkic languagesf Siberia, Burushaski[isolate], and
SouthMundaGorumof India [Austroasiatic Theseshav not only the rangeof for-
mal meansof encodingversion, but also the functional subtypesof the formation,
andimportantlyhow cateyoriesof versioncanbecometied to andinterconnecteavith
grammaticalsubsystemshat also sere to encodevoice, valence,agumentproper
ties, tense,mood, and aspectcateyories. Indeed,in certainlanguagesndin certain
grammaticaknvironmentsthe actualsemantic®f versionformationscanonly beun-
derstoodn a broaderconstructionatontext.

The origins of versionconstructionsn theseEurasianianguagesuggesthatthey
derive from eithervoice manipulationcateyoriesinvolving formal markersof referent
properties,or from serializedverb constructionswith deictic verbslike ‘come' and
‘take',® sometimeshaving passedhrougha stageof “serialization'to one of “auxili-
ation'. Anotherpossiblesourceincludesadwerbial (adnominal)elementswhich may
themseles comefrom a "nominal periphrasis'developmentof serial verb construc-
tionsaswell.*

Versionconstructionsendto beinterpretedassub-function®f variousothergram-
maticalsubsystemghatotherwisesene to markargumentrelations e.g. variouskinds
of voice,valencetensemood,or (viewpointbasedaspect.

2 Version in Georgian
Theterm “version” originatesfrom the Geogian grammaticakradition; it is a trans-
lation of kceva (lit. “change’). In Geogian (Tschenkli 1958, Boeder1969, He-
witt 1995), the catayory of versioninteractswith voice and TAM properties. The
Kartvelianistgrammaticaliteraturedescribessersionasone of the in ectional cate-
goriesof averb,alongwith TAM, personnumberandothers.

Formally, it is marked by a setof pre-stemvowels, the historicalorigins of which

2Not discussedherebut alsorelevantto amacro-typologyof versionarecertain' focus' constructions
in variousAustronesiafanguagesaswell asthe systemof “viewpoint aspect'in Oksapmin(anisolate
within the putative Trans-N&v GuineaPhylum of "Papuan’languages).

3Note in this regard the Russianformationvzjal i umer ‘took anddied (i.e. intentionally)' thatis
formally quasi-serialize@ndis functionallyrelatedto versionformations.Thanksto I. Yakubawich for
drawing our attentionto this structure.

4Thai providesanexampleof sucha development:

(1) THAI
a. thanca bincaak krungthreep b. thanca binmaa krungtheep
he FUT y leave Banglok he FUT y comeBanglok
“hewill y toBanglok' “hewill y from Banglok'

(Blake 1994:164) (Blake 1994:163)



areunclear Theseso-calledversionvowelsor charactervowelsmarka variety of dis-
tinctionsin differentmorphosyntacticontects. The precisefunctionof versionvowels
canonly beidenti ed in conjunctionwith the TAM, agreementandvoice properties
of theverbform.

2.1 Structure of the Georgian Verb
A simpli ed Geogianverbtemplatesin (1); cf. (Hewitt 1995).

(1) (Preverby)-(Pronk)-(Versiong)-roots-(ThematicSufx s)-(TAMg)-(Pron2)®

\ersionvowelsappeabetweerthe pre xal pronominalmarkersandtheroot. They
do not co-occurwith eachotherandappearin the sameslot beforethe verbal stem.
Possibleversionvowelsarei-, u-, e-, a-.

Versionvowels comprisea distributional / form classbut have a variety of syn-
chronicallyanddiachronicallydistinctfunctions. The synchronicfunctionsof version
vowelsinclude: "objective, "subjectve; and locative' version(with transitve verbs);
passve (with unaccusatie verbs);perfectandpluperfecttense(in inversionconstruc-
tions); future tense(with unegative verbs); causatre; and an indication of lexical
class.

Somefunctionsof versionvowels arehistoricallyrelated.In othercasesdifferent
versionvowels may have becomemorphologizedn the sameslot, but werenever part
of asinglefunctionalcateyory. Thatis, theremayhave beentwo separatgrammatical-
izationsof the samephenomenongr a secondarycon ation of two originally distinct
forms.

2.2 Prototypical Uses of Version: Active Constructions

The mostprototypicalusesof versionvowels occurin active constructiongtransitve
andmedio-acte intransitve verb classes)Here,versionvowels canexpressthe pri-
mary affectednes®f a subject(“subjective version”) or anindirectobject(“objective
version”). The expressiorof versionis optionalanddiscoursgor pragmatically)mo-
tivated.

2.2.1 Objective version

With objectve version,the primarily affectedparticipantof an actionis the indirect
object[IO]. Theversionvowel depend®nthepersorof thelO: for 1stand2ndperson
IO, thevowel is -i- (transitive verbsin (2b), unegative in (4b)). For 3rd personO, the
vowel is -u- (3). In the rst case,the pre-stemagreemenslot is occupiedby object
marlkersreferringto the indirect object. In the secondcase,the pre-stemagreement
slotis emptyor containsa subjectmarler.

SAbbreviationsUsed:
1 = 1stperson;2 = 2nd person;3 = 3rd person;ACC = accusatie; AOR = aorist; AUX = auxiliary;
CLOC = cislocatve; CV = corverb; DAT = dative; ERG = emgative; FOC= focus;GEN = genitive; INF
=in niti ve; INTR=intransitve; LOC = locative; MOD = modal;NEG = negative; NOM = nominatie;
NPAST = non-past;PL = plural; OBJ=o0bject; PL = plural; PERF= perfect;PLUPERF= pluperfect;
PRES= presentPROG = progressie; PRON = pronominal;PST= past;PV = preverb; SG = singular;
SUBJ= subject;TAM = tense/aspect/moodNS = tense TS = thematicsufx; VER = version.



(2) a. meri-m a-gho chem-tvis c'ign-i
Mary-ERG PV-take AOR 1sG-for  bookNowm
*Mary took abookfor me! (eld notes)
b. meri-m adim-i-gho (me) c'ign-i
Mary-ERG PV-1SGOBJ-VER-take AOR (1SG) book-Nom
"Mary took abookfor me!
(3) meri-m au-gho p'avle-s c'ign-i
Mary-ERG PV-VER-take AOR Paul-DAT book-NOMm
"Mary took abookfor Paul.

(4) a. shenm-i-cek'v-eb (me) b. shenu-cek'v-eb (mas)
you 1SGOBJ-VER-DANCE-TS (I) you VER-DANCE-TS (heDAT)
“Youwill dancefor me! “Youwill dancefor him!

In the abore examplesthe useof a versionvowel appeargo allow the additionof
anothercore algument(the indirect object). However, we would like to suggesthat
the additionof the agumentis dueto discourse constructionafactors,andversion
merelysenesto specifythe affectednes®f thatagument,as(5) demonstratemore
clearly.

(5) a. man mo-m-p'ara (me) vashl-i
he ERG PV-1SGOBJ-stealAOR (1SG) appleNOM
"He stoleanapplefrom me!
b. man mom-i-p'ara (me) vashl-i
he ERG Pv-1SGOBJ-VER-stealAOR (1SG) appleNOM
"He stoleanapplefor me. (Boederl969)

2.2.2 Subjective version

Subjectve versionis indicatedby theversionvowel -i- andmeanghattheprimarypar
ticipantaffectedby the actionis the subject.In mostcasesthe subjectis animateand
the preverbalagreemenslot containsa subjectagreemenimarker. Subjectve version
is only possiblewith transitive verbs(6), andthe objectis mostcommonly3rd person.

(6) a. (me)saxl-s v-i-shen-eb *mas
() houseDAT 1SuBJ-VER-build-TS *he.DAT
“I build ahousefor myself!

b. meri saxl-s I-shen-eb-s *mas
Mary.NOM houseDAT VER-build-Ts-3sGSUBJ *he .DAT

"Mary builds a housefor herself!

SUnlessotherwisespeci ed, all Geogiandatais from consultanivork by oneof theauthors

’In rare, lexicalizedinstancesit is possibleto have a 1stor 2nd personindirect object,so thatthe
pre-stemagreemenslot containsan objectmarker. In this case the agreemeninarker andthe version
vowel referto differentactionparticipantsandmake the verb form ambiguouswith objective version.
However, suchinstancesrerare,andareusuallydisambiguatedby context.



For someGeogianverbs theversionvowel -i- is required(7). Someof theseverbs
have semanticcompatiblewith a subjectve/ re exive meaning.

(7) melekcia dav-i-c'q’-e [*da-v-c'q'-e
| lectureNom PV-1SUBJ-VER-startAOR /* Pv-1SUBJ-startAOR
'I have startedthelecture. (frozenform)

Objectve and subjectve versioncan be indicatedby the samevowel, but their
functionsareclearly distinct. However, the only way to distinguishthemformally is
by looking attheagreemensystemandat theargumentscross-referenceon theverh
In otherwords, it is the particularformal constructionacombinationghat yield the
appropriatesemantidnterpretation.

2.2.3 Locative version
Active constructionsn Geogianpermitonemoretype of version,theso-called loca-
tive' (‘superesse') versionexpressedy thevowel -a-. This again indicatesprimary
affectednes®f anindirectobject,but further speci esthatthe actionis donein some
spatialrelationto theindirectobject(usually onto'). It canoftenbe paraphrasetly a
postpositionaphrasewith -ze on' (8).
(8) a. mev-atex-av j'ox-s mis tav-s
| 1SuBJ-VER-breakTs stick-DAT his headDAT
‘| breaka stick over his head.
b. mev-tex-av jox-s  mistav-ze
| 1SuBJ-breakTs stick-DAT his headen
'| breaka stick over his head.

Similarly with unegative verbs:

(9) a. tot-s a-zis b. t'ot-ze Zis
branchbAT VER-SIt.PRES branchen sit.PRES
"He sitson atreebranch. "He sitson atreebranch.

2.3 Further Grammaticaliz ed Uses of Version Vowels in Georgian
Versionvowelsin Geogianareusedin otherconstructiongo sene functionsthatare
quitedifferentfrom their prototypicaluses.

2.3.1 Unaccusative /Passive

In the passve constructionsyersionvowels in the Geogian verbaltemplateexpress
thepresencef anaffectedparticipant(-e-, asin (10b))vs. its absencé-i-, asin (10a)).
In theseconstructionsa versionmarlker is required.

(10) a. i-c'ereba b. e-c'ereba (mas)
VER-Write.INTR.PRES VER-write.INTR.PRES (he DAT)

"It is beingwritten! "It is beingwrittenfor/in front of/on him!



As with the active constructionsyersion markers expressthe generalnotion of
primaryaffectednessHowever, their speci ¢ functionis determinedy thelargercon-
struction. This differencecannotbe ascribedo independenimeaningsof the version
marlkers, but rathermustbe describedn termsof the differencesetweenactive and
passve formations.

2.3.2 Inverse Construction
In so-called’inversion' paradigmgperfect/ evidential; cf. Harris 1981),the version
vowels arerequiredandsene to distinguishTAM and personof the subject. In the
Perfect,the vowel -i- is usedwith 1stand2nd personsubject(11a),and-u- is used
with 3rd persornsubject(11b).

(11) a. (turme)  saxl-i a-m-i-sheneb-ia.
(apparentlyhousenom Pv-1SGOBJ-VER-build-PERF
'| have (apparently)ouilt ahouse.

b. mas (turme)  saxl-i a-u-sheneb-ia.
3SG.DAT (apparentlyhousenoMm PV-VER-build-PERF

“(S)hehas(apparently)uilt ahouse.
In the Pluperfect;e- is usedin all forms(12).

(12) a. saxl-i undaa-in-e-sheneb-ina.
housenOM mustPv-1sGOBJ-VER-build-PLUPERF
“| wassupposedo have built ahouse.
b. mas saxl-i undaa-e-sheneb-ina.
3SG.DAT houseNoM mustpV-VER-build-PLUPERF
“(S)hewassupposedo have built ahouse.

Again, thefunctionof theversionvowels may be historicallyrelatedto active con-
structionsput synchronicallyit is quite differentandcanonly bedescribedwith refer
enceto TAM distinctions.

2.3.3 Other uses of version vowels
Theversionvowel -i- canbeusedin forming thefuturefor acertainclassof verbs(13),
in contrastto the usualmethodof addinga preverb(14).

(13) a. pren b. i-pren
y VER-Y
“Youare ying' “Youwill y'
(14) a. xat'av b. da-xat'as
draw Pv-drav
“You aredrawing' “Youwill draw'

Thevowel -a- canbe usedin theformationof causatres(15).



(15) a. v-g'ep b. v-a-q'epeb
1SuBJ-bark 1SuBJ-VER-bark-Ts
°| bark | make him bark’

The sameversionvowel -a- andthematicsufx -eb alsoappearn verbsformed
from nounsandadjectves. In this case -a- is requiredevenwhenthereis no indirect
object. Historically, the useof -a- may signala verbalizingfunction (increasen va-
lengy ascomparedo anoun),but synchronicallyit is simply partof theverbform. -a-
canbereplacedy othervowelsto expressobjective or subjectve version(16c).

(16) a. saxl-s a-sheneb
housebAT VER-build-Ts

“You build ahouse(bene ciarynotspeci ed):

b. saxl-s a-shen-eb  mis-tvis / *mas
housebAT VER-build-Ts heGEN-for / *he.DAT

“You build ahousefor him!

c. saxl-s u-shen-eb  *mis-tvis [/ mas
housebAT VER-build-Ts *he.GEN-for / heDAT

“You build a housefor him!

This latter useprovidesa paradigmaticontrastwith objectve-versionusesof -i-,
andhasbeenanalyzedasindicating neutralversion' (cf. Boederl1969). However, as
canbe seenthe useof -a- in thesecontets is not relatedto “real' versionexpressing
primary affectednessandcalling it “neutral' is misleading,particularly sinceit only
requiredin onelexical classof verbs(cf. (17) for anotherclass).

(17) surat-s xat'-av
pictureDAT draw-TS
“You paintapicture.

To summarizethefunctionof versionvowelsin Geogianis mainly determinedy
larger morphosyntacticonstructions.In the caseof active verbs,the versionvowels
expressdiscourse-basedrimary affectednes®f event participantsand canindicate
a large numberof distinctions. In other constructionge.g. passve or inverse),the
morphologicaltools by which versioncan normally be expressedare usedto mark
othercontrasts.The function of versionvowelsin thesecontets is often relatedto,
but morerestrictedthan,the prototypicaluses,andmay re ect (perhapamostlikely)
separat®r secondandevelopments.Overall, versionin Geogianis sensitve to both
discoursdactorsandthe morphosyntactiandlexical propertiesof the verbalsystem.
Indeed,mostelementsn the Geogian verbalmorphologyseemto gettheir function
from largerconstructiongGurevich 2003),but versionis theonly onethatalsorequires
referenceo discourse.

The historical origins of versionvowelsin Geogian areuncleay andthe version
systemsare virtually identicalin its sisterlanguages.Thatis, the Geogian version
systemis the resultof a historically opaquesysteminheritedfrom Proto-Kartelian,
andits ultimateoriginsremainfor the mostparta mystery



3 Towards an Informal Typology: Eurasia

Giventhatthe origin of the versionsystemin Kartvelianis uncleay we turn to func-

tionally similar constructionsn arangeof unrelatedanguage®f Eurasia.Our intent
is to seeif the somavhatlessopaqueorigins of theseformal systemamay help shed
somelight on the history of versionformationsin Kartvelian, andfurtherto sene as
thefoundationfor anongoinglarge-scalecross-linguistidormal andfunctionaltypol-

ogy of version.We brie y presenterepreliminaryinformationon versionformations
in Turkic, BurushaskiandMundaasaninitial stepin this comparatre process.

3.1 Turkic

Membersof the Turkic languagefamily, particularlythoseof the Altai-Sayanregion
of Siberia,areperhapsbest' knovn amonglanguage®f Eurasiafor their systemof
grammaticalizedrersion(Anderson2001,2004),albeitit is encodedn a systemfor-
mally quite differentfrom thatof Geogian.

In Turkic (seeTablel), thereareanumberof differentformal constructionsisedto
marksubjectversion,all involving afunctionalspecializatiorof averbmeaningtake'
(*al). Suchformations,dependingon the theoreticalpersuasiorof the investigator,
may bevariouslylabeled auxiliary, “serial, or "light verb' constructions.

Language LV AV Citation Gloss

form stem
Tuvar -Ip al biz-ip al-di-m *| wrote (down) for myself
Tofa -GAS al tut-keSal-Gan “caughtfor himself
Yakut(Sakha) -An 1 taay-aril-la “heguessedor himself
Chuvwash -sA kalarsail “stealfor self
Xakas -p -1 tab4l-za-m “if I nd myself
Uyghur -iw-  -al-  yez-iw-al-di-m ‘wrotedown for self
Xalaj -@-  -al-  tut-a-du-m *| seizedt (for myself)'
OrkhonTurkic ® al-® olur-ti-mizal-t-miz - “wekilled for oursehes'

(Sources: Andersonand Harrison 1999; Rassadinl994: 198; Korkina 1982: 289;
Skwrcov 1999: 111; Field Notes;Hahn1991: 612; Doerfer1988: 169; von Gabain
1974:2791.3)

i. sotoo Tofa, Tuvan, Xakas,etc. LV = lexical verb; AV = auxiliary verb

Tablel: Subjectversion AVCsin selectedTurkic languages

Therangeof formal subtypesf constructionattestedacrosghe Turkic languages
shaws variationwith respecto thein ectional patternandthe historicalmorphosyn-
tacticrelationbetweerthetwo verbsin theversionconstruction.Thus,lexical verbsin
theseversion auxiliary' constructionsncludecorverb(dependentsubordinatejorms
of varioustypes(-Ip, -An, -sA, dependingn thelanguage)samesubject(dependent,



conjunctive) form (oneTofa variant); or doubledin ection, the latter speakingo the
likely origin of theconstructionin a " coreserialized'formationin Old Turkic (Crowley
2002,Bril 2004).

Notethatthe versionconstructionsn the Turkic languagesreusuallysynchroni-
cally bipartite,consistingof the lexical verb andthe functionalverb markingversion,
but may shav complete(Uyghur) or lexically restrictedtendenciedo univerbation
(Xakas).The Xalaj form might beanarchaicfusing of a nuclearratherthana corese-
rializedformation,or it mayrepresenafairly shallov innovationof lossof anoriginal
converbelementn thefusedcomplex.

Theclinesandcontinuaof phenomenattestedn Turkic construction®f thistype
may berepresentedsin Table2.

SS> AH
Doubled< CoreSVC Converb > AH (Dep/Sub) (Dep/Conj) Bound
Old Turkic Tuvan, Yakut, Tofa Uyghur(all+CV)
Chuvwash,Xakas,Tofa Xalaj (all?+@)
Xakas(1)

SVC = SerialVerbConstructionAH = Auxiliary-Headed;SS= SameSubject;
Dep= DependentSub= Subordinate

Table2: Formal subtypesof subjectversion constructionsin Turkic

The development=f versionin the Turkic languageamily suggesthe following
grammaticalizatiopaths(18-19).

(18) Syntactic:CoreSerialVerbConstruction
> AUX-HeadedAuxiliary VerbConstruction
> Sufx

(19) Functional:(Self-)Beneéctive > Version
A full exampleof subjectversionmaybeseenin (20) from Xakas:

(20) XAKAS[AVC > AFX]
pu kniga-nl tab-ltza-m min xayda orln-e-m
thisbookAcc nd- SUBJ.VERS-CON-11  oh.bg be.happ-FuT-1
If I nd myselfthis book,boy will 1 behappy.
(eld notes)

Objectversionformsarealsofoundthroughouthe Turkic languagdamily. Object
versionformsa paradigmaticetwith thesubjectversionconstructiorandderivesfrom
asimilar comple predicatanvolving afunctionalspecializatiorof theverboriginally
meaning give'. An exampleof this formationmaybe seenin Tofa (21).



(21) TOFA
onu sooda-p beer be
s/heAcc say-GER OBJ.VERS.P/F Q
“Shouldl! sayit (again for you)?'
(ASLEPField Notes[PVB])

3.2 Burushaski

Theso-calledb-pre x in Burushask{Andersonn press)s alexicalizedpartof certain
stems.It occupiegosition—3in the Burushaskiverbtemplate oftenappearingvith a
following copy vowel (from thefollowing syllable)or with afollowing -i-.

The pre x representsn adwancedstagein a now lost systemof grammaticalized
version. Its semanticgangefrom a clear cislocatve meaning,to subjectversionor
actor/subjectocus(Bashir1985),to vaguely(de-)transitizing functionsandvarious
idiosyncratic sometime®paguesemanticmuances.

Verbswith theD-pre x canbebothtransitve andintransitve. This shouldcomeas
no surprisegiventhatversionrelatesto actionthatprimarily affectsthe deicticcenter
notvalencedik e voice cateyoriesdo.

(22)
di-yaray  d-yuray
"behot’ “make hot, heat'
(Berger1998:107)
d-:s-karay -r> d-r su» dusu-
“send' ‘sendhere’ “bring'
di-s-1 (» di-l) du-sdllja (» d-ulja)
"becomewet’ “satisfy sate'

(Berger1998:109)

The verb ‘come'in Burushaskiconsistsof a fusing of the D-pre x andan “auxil-
iary' (or light' verb)stemfusedinto a singlecomplex. Thisyieldsa curiouslydouble-
markedsubjectin ection of the pattern(b-subj AuX-subj)y.

(23) “come'in Burushaski

PAST NEG.PAST

SG PL SG PL
1 daayam diméeman| ataayam atmiman
2 dukboma damaaman| atukuma atimaman
Il dumbomo dauman atimumo atiluman

(Berger1998:148)

8Note, however, that subjectve versionin Geogian canonly appearon transitive verbs(6). The
reasorfor this oddity is unclearto us.
9Notethatthe D-pre x triggersdevoicing of afollowing obstruent.
du-kbo-n
D-2-D
“you having come'
(Berger1998:133).



Note thatin forms shaving the lexicalized versionformation, we also nd this
doubledin ectional pattern;it is commonwith auxiliary verb constructionderived
from coreserializedconstructiongAndersorforthcoming).

(24) dasinradyo du-mo-yel-umo
girl radio D-Il -heakll

'thegirl heardtheradio’
(Willson 1990:5)

Thus,versionformationsin Burushaskseento historicallyderve from aserialized
constructiorwith thedeicticserialverb come'.

3.3 Gorum

Thisinsightinto theorigin of the Burushaskversionconstructior(i.e. in adeicticseri-

alizedformationusingtheverb come’)is aninvaluableresourcavhenconsideringhe

functionaloverlapin two elementghatexpressversionfunctionsin Gorum(Parengi),
aSouthMundalanguagespolenin southerrOrissa)ndia. In Gorum,thetwo function-

ally overlappingelementsaredescribecasmarking orientation'or "affectednessj.e.

the very discoursefunctionsthat grammaticalized/ersioncategoriesseemto encode
cross-linguistically Thesetwo Gorum elementsare formally quite distinct, despite
their considerabldunctional overlap, viz. a sufx -ay anda suprasgmentalcreaky

voicefeature.

Unfortunatelycomparatre evidencesheddittle light onthisissue:theorigin of the
suprasgmentalcrealky voice featureencodingaffectednessemainsentirely opaque,
althoughit probablyoriginatedin somekind of “affective’ discourseregister On the
otherhand,the “cislocatve’ or spealer-orientationform -ay appeargo derive from a
serializedconstructiorinvolving the historicalverb ‘come, preseredin variousindi-
vidual archaicpocketsthroughoutthe language®f the Austroasiatidamily andsup-
portedby similar changesn the functionalsemanticof suchstructuresn otherlan-
guagefamilies(e.g. Turkic [Anderson2004]andthe origin of the Burushaskiersion
pre X.)

3.3.1 Creaky Voice Feature

One function of the crealy voice featureis to encodean affectedsubject,i.e. sub-
ject[ive] version(25).

(25) =) Subjectaffecting
GORUM
a. b. gosaNjaPa-ru-ni
B rice eatPAST-DESIA.ORIYA.PROG
"B is eatingtherice'



b. gosaNgaPa-runi
rice eatPAST-VER-DESIA.ORIYA.PROG

'B is eatinghimselftherice'°

Besidesso-called subjectversion' functions,suchformationsin Gorummaylik e-
wisemarkactionprimarily affectinga (deictic/speech-agarticipantynon-subjectand
a rangeof functionsgenerallysubsumedinderthe grammaticalheadingof "voice’,
e.g. passve potential', ‘antipassie' and ‘semi-re exive'. Thus, unlike Turkic and
Geogian, a single versionconstructionin Gorummay mark all typesof participant
affectednesgsometimeggrammaticalizedn combinationwith particularlexemesas
partof a constructionencodingvariousmodal,aspectualand/orvoice categyories[as
in Kartvelian]).

(26) =) Objectaffecting

GORUM

a. boPyamone-niN bam-(m)-N  duk-iN
one arron 0BJ-1 hit-10BJ.VER AUX-10BJ.VER
“(anarrow) hashit me'

(Aze 1973:298)

b. tilePy-di nePzel-omtay-om-t-an dom
old.manrocit tell-2 AUX-2-NPAST-2.VER MOD
“it'stheold man,let him tell you'

(Aze1973:278)

(27) =) Passve Potential

GORUM

a. adéi uableluPm-tu b. adi tablelbr-luPm-nu
thattablet swallow-NPAST.VER thattablet NEG-swallow-INTR.VER
“thattabletwill/can be swallowed' “...will/lcannot...

(Aze 1973:286)

(28) =) Antipassve
GORUM
noPnturyaP-n-u luPru

he Kick-INTR-INF.VER AUX
“heis kicking (in general)'
(Aze1973:284)

(29) =) ‘semi-re exive' or auto-afective'

GORUM

a. miNsiP-dg ne-pP-tu b. miNsiP-niNe-pP-tu
| arm-3 1-stabNPAST | arm-1 1-stabNPAST.VER
“I| will stabhisarm' "I will stabmy arm’
(Aze 1973:281) (Aze1973:281)

1ONotethatwhatis glossedchereaspast'is akind of default combiningandnon- nite verbalformin
Gorum,oftenusedin non-pastontets, aswell asbeingthe pasttensemarler.



3.3.2 Sufx -ay

The cislocatve/speakr-orientationsufx -ay (from “‘come’) in Gorum, on the other
hand,marks,dependingon the verb steminvolved andthe particulardiscoursecon-
text, motion towardsthe spealer, orientationtoward the spealer, and by extension,
motion/orientatiortowardthe ‘locusof discoursdocus' or deicticcenter In somein-
stancesijt seemsalsoto have taken on a meaningof a rst personsingularreferent;
the sameis true of a cognateelementin certainconjugationsin its only closesister
languageSora.

(30) GORuUM
a. le-adon-tu b. le-don-tay
1PL-take-NPAST 1PL-take-NPAST-CLOC
‘we will take' ‘wewill bring'
(Aze1973:275) (Aze1973:275)
c. ara-di ligaPn-tay uaP-t-g

tree0C breakiNPST-CLOC.VER AUX-NPST-CLOC

“thetreewill break(towardsme)'
(Aze 1973:279)

In someusesthe orientation'seemgo actmorelik e thediscourse-baseubtionof
salienceor primary affectednessandthusakin to the function of the suprasgmental
crealy voicefeature.

(31) GORUM

a. guroPy doP-r-iN b. guroPy doP-r-iNay
shy.AFF feel-PAsT-1 shy.AFF feel-PAST-1-CLOC
| felt shy' °| felt (myself)shy'
(Aze 1973:275) (Aze 1973:275)

c. sabu-di zel-iN d. sabu-di zel-iNay
mastefrFoc tell-1 mastefrFoc tell-1-cLocC
‘themastertold me' “‘themastertold me (andl wasaffectedby that)'
(Aze 1973:275) (Aze 1973:275)

A likely explanationfor this situationin present-daysorumis asfollows: Thever-
sion/afectednessnarker (creaky voice phonation)s olderthanthe cislocatve marker
(-ay), eventhoughtheformeris lackingin Gorumsssistedanguagesorawhile thelatter
hasclearcognategalthoughnow mainlyin entirelydifferentfunctions).Subsequently
the cislocatve marker hasbegunto take on the functionalspaceformerly occupiedoy
theincreasinglyopaquecrealy voicefeaturein Gorum.

(32) Proto-Sora-Gorurgislocatve > Version(Gorum)
> l1stpersonsubject(Sora)
> cislocatve (GorumandSora)



4 Conclusions and Future Work
Versionis a robust discoursecatayory that employs variousmorphosyntactieneans
for its expressionandcanonly be describedn termsof the larger constructionf a
givenlanguage.lt is often mistalen for, or formally overlapswith, systemsof voice
manipulatioror, lesscommonly meansof TAM encodingput it neverthelessleseres
separateonsiderationn linguistic theory

Oncethe constructiorntypesareidenti ed in a sufcient numberof languagesnd
their rangeof formal and functional expressionis cateyorized, a full historical and
synchronictypology of versioncan be attempted.This paperis the rst stepin that
process.

Basedon our limited samplewe suggesthefollowing possiblepathsfor thegram-
maticalizationof versionandversion-relategghenomena:

(33) Grammaticalizatiompathsof version
‘come'/‘tale’ deixis! (subject)version
‘give' (?/°go’) deixis! (object)version
version! voice;voice! version
version! modal,aspectuatateyories

Thus, to conclude,versionis discourse-baseth origin but usesthe formal ma-
chinery of voice/aspect/moodnanipulationin a language. More generally gram-
matical phenomenaan have formal constructionakealization,but not consistof a
rote combinationof the functional and lexical semanticsof the elementsinvolved.
Grammaticalizedrersionstructuresdemonstratehat syntactic/formaland discourse-
pragmatic/functionaplanesco-exist and canbe interdependenin the architectureof
grammaticaktonstructionsproviding supportfor construction-basettheoriesof gram-
mar (cf. Fillmore 1988,Goldbeg 1995).
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