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1 Intr oduction
In thisreport,weexaminethecategoryof version, adiscourse-basednotionof `primary
affectedness.' Welook at its statusin grammarandgrammaticaltheoryandoffer apre-
liminary typologyof its formal andfunctionalrealizationsusingdatafrom languages
of Eurasia. Versionis generallyrealizedin the morphosyntaxof a language,partic-
ularly in constructionswhoseparticipantsperform`subject' or `object' functions; it
hasoftenbeenconsidereda kind of voicemanipulation.Formally, versionoftenuses
the apparatusof voice manipulationor a serial / auxiliary verb construction,and/or
theexpressionof TAM categories.It is oftenexpressedconstructionallyandcrucially
dependson therestof themorphosyntaxof a language.

1.1 De�nition and functional types of version
Whatwedescribehereas`version'canful�ll severalrelateddiscourse/pragmaticfunc-
tionsin thelanguagesunderconsideration.In this introductoryandcursoryoverview,
wediscuss̀primaryaffectedness'andorientation.Primaryaffectednessis adiscourse-
basednotion that singlesout the event participantor discoursereferentseenasmost
salientin theconversation.̀ Orientation'includesdeicticspatialorientationandits var-
ious metaphoricalextensions,which arewell representedin grammaticalizationphe-
nomenafrom anumberof languages.

Versiondiffersfrom voicein severalimportantways.Voiceeitheradds,deletes,or
equatesactorandundergoerparticipants,andthusbelongsto a layerof lexical event
structure. Version,on the other hand,encodesdiscourse-basedproperties(primary
affectedness,orientation,or salience)of thoseparticipantsalreadypresentin theevent
structure.

The role of the participantthat is highlightedas salient,and encodedformally
throughthe versionconstruction,variesfrom languageto languagebut generallyin-
cludessubject,object, and oblique-like roles. The �rst two are often labeled“sub-
ject[ive]” and“object[ive]” version,respectively, while onemanifestationof thelatter
is known as`locative' versionin theKartvelianistliterature(seethediscussionof Geor-
gianbelow).

ConsidertheEnglishvariantsI shotme/myselfa bear. This is anunusualconstruc-
tion in thegrammarof English:theobjective pronounme(in this casea dative-moved
recipientor bene�ciary, i.e. a semi-re�exive self-benefactive) andthere�exive myself
aregenerallynot interchangeablein their non-versionuses.Thepronominalelement
me/myself̀ parasitically'usesthemorphosyntacticmachineryavailablein Englishto

1Fundingfor this paperwasin partprovidedby the following organizations:VolkswagenStiftung,
IREX, Wenner-GrenFoundation,HRELP, MPI-EVA. Thanksto Marc Ettlinger, Nick Fleisher, Anne
Pycha,Ilya Yakubovich andseveralaudiencemembersat CLS 41 for helpful discussion.All errorsof
courseremainourown.



encodeaprimarilyaffectedreferent,but doesnotaddanargumentto thesubcategoriza-
tion frameof theverbasa typical benefactive would; nor doesit exhibit thecanonical
argumentidentity characteristicsof a `true' re�exive. We would like to suggestthat
thissyntacticanomalyis dueto theversion-like functionof theconstruction.

Version constructionsoccur in a wide rangeof languages,but for the sake of
brevity, we survey only four languagesandlanguagegroupswith formal versionsys-
tems: Georgian [Kartvelian], Turkic languagesof Siberia,Burushaski[isolate], and
SouthMundaGorumof India [Austroasiatic].2 Theseshow not only therangeof for-
mal meansof encodingversion,but also the functional subtypesof the formation,
andimportantlyhow categoriesof versioncanbecometied to andinterconnectedwith
grammaticalsubsystemsthat also serve to encodevoice, valence,argumentproper-
ties, tense,mood,andaspectcategories. Indeed,in certainlanguagesandin certain
grammaticalenvironments,theactualsemanticsof versionformationscanonly beun-
derstoodin abroaderconstructionalcontext.

Theoriginsof versionconstructionsin theseEurasianlanguagessuggestthat they
derive from eithervoicemanipulationcategoriesinvolving formal markersof referent
properties,or from serializedverb constructionswith deictic verbslike `come' and
`take',3 sometimeshaving passedthrougha stageof `serialization'to oneof `auxili-
ation'. Anotherpossiblesourceincludesadverbial (adnominal)elements,which may
themselvescomefrom a `nominalperiphrasis'developmentof serial verb construc-
tionsaswell.4

Versionconstructionstendto beinterpretedassub-functionsof variousothergram-
maticalsubsystemsthatotherwiseserve to markargumentrelations,e.g.variouskinds
of voice,valence,tense,mood,or (viewpointbased)aspect.

2 Version in Georgian
The term “version” originatesfrom the Georgian grammaticaltradition; it is a trans-
lation of kceva (lit. `change'). In Georgian (Tschenkeli 1958, Boeder1969, He-
witt 1995), the category of version interactswith voice and TAM properties. The
Kartvelianistgrammaticalliteraturedescribesversionasoneof the in�ectional cate-
goriesof averb,alongwith TAM, person,number, andothers.

Formally, it is markedby a setof pre-stemvowels,thehistoricaloriginsof which

2Not discussedherebut alsorelevantto amacro-typologyof versionarecertain`focus'constructions
in variousAustronesianlanguages,aswell asthesystemof `viewpoint aspect'in Oksapmin(anisolate
within theputative Trans-New GuineaPhylum of `Papuan'languages).

3Note in this regard the Russianformationvzjal i umer `took anddied (i.e. intentionally)' that is
formally quasi-serializedandis functionallyrelatedto versionformations.Thanksto I. Yakubovich for
drawing ourattentionto thisstructure.

4Thaiprovidesanexampleof suchadevelopment:

(1) THAI

a. th�an
he

c�a
FUT

bin
�y

c�aak
leave

krungth�eep
Bangkok

`hewill �y to Bangkok'
(Blake1994:164)

b. th�an
he

c�a
FUT

bin
�y

maa
come

krungth�eep
Bangkok

`hewill �y from Bangkok'
(Blake1994:163)



areunclear. Theseso-calledversionvowelsor charactervowelsmarka varietyof dis-
tinctionsin differentmorphosyntacticcontexts. Theprecisefunctionof versionvowels
canonly be identi�ed in conjunctionwith theTAM, agreement,andvoiceproperties
of theverbform.

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

(1) (Preverb1)-(Pron12)-(Version3)-root4-(ThematicSuf�x 5)-(TAM6)-(Pron27)5

Versionvowelsappearbetweenthepre�xal pronominalmarkersandtheroot. They
do not co-occurwith eachotherandappearin the sameslot beforethe verbalstem.
Possibleversionvowelsarei-, u-, e-, a-.

Versionvowels comprisea distributional / form classbut have a variety of syn-
chronicallyanddiachronicallydistinctfunctions.Thesynchronicfunctionsof version
vowelsinclude:`objective,' `subjective,' and`locative' version(with transitive verbs);
passive (with unaccusative verbs);perfectandpluperfecttense(in inversionconstruc-
tions); future tense(with unergative verbs); causative; and an indication of lexical
class.

Somefunctionsof versionvowelsarehistoricallyrelated.In othercases,different
versionvowelsmayhave becomemorphologizedin thesameslot,but werenever part
of asinglefunctionalcategory. Thatis, theremayhavebeentwo separategrammatical-
izationsof thesamephenomenon,or a secondarycon�ation of two originally distinct
forms.

2.2 Prototypical Uses of Version: Active Constructions
Themostprototypicalusesof versionvowelsoccurin active constructions(transitive
andmedio-active intransitive verbclasses).Here,versionvowelscanexpressthepri-
maryaffectednessof a subject(“subjective version”)or an indirectobject(“objective
version”). Theexpressionof versionis optionalanddiscourse(or pragmatically)mo-
tivated.

2.2.1 Objective version
With objective version,the primarily affectedparticipantof an action is the indirect
object[IO]. Theversionvowel dependsonthepersonof theIO: for 1stand2ndperson
IO, thevowel is -i- (transitiveverbsin (2b),unergative in (4b)). For 3rdpersonIO, the
vowel is -u- (3). In the �rst case,the pre-stemagreementslot is occupiedby object
markersreferringto the indirect object. In the secondcase,the pre-stemagreement
slot is emptyor containsasubjectmarker.

5AbbreviationsUsed:
1 = 1st person;2 = 2nd person;3 = 3rd person;ACC = accusative; AOR = aorist;AUX = auxiliary;
CLOC= cislocative;CV = converb;DAT = dative;ERG= ergative;FOC= focus;GEN= genitive; INF
= in�niti ve; INTR=intransitive; LOC = locative; MOD = modal;NEG = negative; NOM = nominative;
NPAST = non-past;PL = plural; OBJ=object;PL = plural; PERF= perfect;PLUPERF= pluperfect;
PRES= present;PROG = progressive; PRON = pronominal;PST= past;PV = preverb;SG= singular;
SUBJ= subject;TAM = tense/aspect/mood;TNS= tense;TS= thematicsuf�x; VER = version.



(2) a. meri-m
Mary-ERG

a-gho
PV-take.AOR

chem-tvis
1SG-for

c'ign-i
book-NOM

`Mary tookabookfor me.' (�eld notes6)
b. meri-m

Mary-ERG

a-m-i-gho
PV-1SGOBJ-VER-take.AOR

(me)
(1SG)

c'ign-i
book-NOM

`Mary tookabookfor me.'

(3) meri-m
Mary-ERG

a-u-gho
PV-VER-take.AOR

p'avle-s
Paul-DAT

c'ign-i
book-NOM

`Mary tookabookfor Paul.'

(4) a. shen
you

m-i-cek'v-eb
1SGOBJ-VER-DANCE-TS

(me)
(I)

`Youwill dancefor me.'

b. shen
you

u-cek'v-eb
VER-DANCE-TS

(mas)
(he.DAT)

`Youwill dancefor him.'

In theabove examples,theuseof a versionvowel appearsto allow theadditionof
anothercoreargument(the indirect object). However, we would like to suggestthat
the additionof the argumentis dueto discourse/ constructionalfactors,andversion
merelyservesto specifytheaffectednessof thatargument,as(5) demonstratesmore
clearly.

(5) a. man
he.ERG

mo-m-p'ara
PV-1SGOBJ-steal.AOR

(me)
(1SG)

vashl-i
apple-NOM

`Hestoleanapplefr om me.'
b. man

he.ERG

mo-m-i-p'ara
PV-1SGOBJ-VER-steal.AOR

(me)
(1SG)

vashl-i
apple-NOM

`Hestoleanapplefor me.' (Boeder1969)

2.2.2 Subjective version
Subjectiveversionis indicatedby theversionvowel -i- andmeansthattheprimarypar-
ticipantaffectedby theactionis thesubject.In mostcases,thesubjectis animateand
thepreverbalagreementslot containsa subjectagreementmarker. Subjective version
is only possiblewith transitiveverbs(6), andtheobjectis mostcommonly3rdperson7.

(6) a. (me)
(I)

saxl-s
house.DAT

v-i-shen-eb
1SUBJ-VER-build-TS

*mas
*he.DAT

`I build ahousefor myself.'
b. meri

Mary.NOM

saxl-s
house.DAT

i -shen-eb-s
VER-build-TS-3SGSUBJ

*mas
*he.DAT

`Mary buildsahousefor herself.'
6Unlessotherwisespeci�ed,all Georgiandatais from consultantwork by oneof theauthors
7In rare,lexicalizedinstances,it is possibleto have a 1st or 2ndpersonindirectobject,so that the

pre-stemagreementslot containsanobjectmarker. In this case,theagreementmarker andtheversion
vowel refer to differentactionparticipants,andmake theverbform ambiguouswith objective version.
However, suchinstancesarerare,andareusuallydisambiguatedby context.



For someGeorgianverbs,theversionvowel -i- is required(7). Someof theseverbs
havesemanticscompatiblewith asubjective / re�exivemeaning.

(7) me
I

lekcia
lecture.NOM

da-v-i-c'q'-e
PV-1SUBJ-VER-start-AOR

/*da-v-c'q'-e
/* PV-1SUBJ-start-AOR

`I havestartedthelecture.' (frozenform)

Objective and subjective versioncan be indicatedby the samevowel, but their
functionsareclearlydistinct. However, theonly way to distinguishthemformally is
by lookingat theagreementsystemandat theargumentscross-referencedon theverb.
In otherwords, it is the particularformal constructionalcombinationsthat yield the
appropriatesemanticinterpretation.

2.2.3 Locative version
Activeconstructionsin Georgianpermitonemoretypeof version,theso-called̀ loca-
tive' (`superessive') versionexpressedby thevowel -a-. This again indicatesprimary
affectednessof anindirectobject,but furtherspeci�esthat theactionis donein some
spatialrelationto theindirectobject(usually`onto'). It canoftenbeparaphrasedby a
postpositionalphrasewith -ze`on' (8).

(8) a. me
I

v-a-t'ex-av
1SUBJ-VER-break-TS

j'ox-s
stick-DAT

mis
his

tav-s
head-DAT

`I breakastickover hishead.'
b. me

I
v-t'ex-av
1SUBJ-break-TS

j'ox-s
stick-DAT

mis
his

tav-ze
head-on

`I breakastickover hishead.'

Similarly with unergative verbs:

(9) a. t'ot-s
branch-DAT

a-zis
VER-sit.PRES

`Hesitson a treebranch.'

b. t'ot-ze
branch-on

zis
sit.PRES

`Hesitson a treebranch.'

2.3 Fur ther Grammaticaliz ed Uses of Version Vowels in Georgian
Versionvowels in Georgianareusedin otherconstructionsto serve functionsthatare
quitedifferentfrom theirprototypicaluses.

2.3.1 Unaccusative / Passive
In the passive constructions,versionvowels in the Georgian verbaltemplateexpress
thepresenceof anaffectedparticipant(-e-, asin (10b))vs. its absence(-i-, asin (10a)).
In theseconstructions,aversionmarker is required.

(10) a. i-c'ereba
VER-write.INTR.PRES

`It is beingwritten.'

b. e-c'ereba
VER-write.INTR.PRES

(mas)
(he.DAT)

`It is beingwritten for/in fr ont of/on him.'



As with the active constructions,versionmarkers expressthe generalnotion of
primaryaffectedness.However, theirspeci�c functionis determinedby thelargercon-
struction. This differencecannotbeascribedto independentmeaningsof theversion
markers,but rathermustbe describedin termsof the differencesbetweenactive and
passive formations.

2.3.2 Inverse Construction
In so-called̀ inversion' paradigms(perfect/ evidential; cf. Harris 1981),the version
vowels arerequiredandserve to distinguishTAM andpersonof the subject. In the
Perfect,the vowel -i- is usedwith 1st and2nd personsubject(11a),and-u- is used
with 3rdpersonsubject(11b).

(11) a. (t'urme)
(apparently)

saxl-i
house.NOM

a-m-i-sheneb-ia.
PV-1SGOBJ-VER-build-PERF

`I have (apparently)built ahouse.'
b. mas

3SG.DAT

(t'urme)
(apparently)

saxl-i
house.NOM

a-u-sheneb-ia.
PV-VER-build-PERF

`(S)hehas(apparently)built ahouse.'

In thePluperfect,-e- is usedin all forms(12).

(12) a. saxl-i
house.NOM

unda
must

a-m-e-sheneb-ina.
PV-1SGOBJ-VER-build-PLUPERF

`I wassupposedto havebuilt ahouse.'
b. mas

3SG.DAT

saxl-i
house.NOM

unda
must

a-e-sheneb-ina.
PV-VER-build-PLUPERF

`(S)hewassupposedto havebuilt ahouse.'

Again, thefunctionof theversionvowelsmaybehistoricallyrelatedto activecon-
structions,but synchronicallyit is quitedifferentandcanonly bedescribedwith refer-
enceto TAM distinctions.

2.3.3 Other uses of version vowels
Theversionvowel -i- canbeusedin formingthefuturefor acertainclassof verbs(13),
in contrastto theusualmethodof addingapreverb(14).

(13) a. pren
�y
`Youare�ying'

b. i-pren
VER-�y
`Youwill �y'

(14) a. xat'av
draw
`Youaredrawing'

b. da-xat'av
PV-draw
`Youwill draw'

Thevowel -a- canbeusedin theformationof causatives(15).



(15) a. v-q'ep
1SUBJ-bark
`I bark.'

b. v-a-q'ep-eb
1SUBJ-VER-bark-TS

`I makehim bark.'

The sameversionvowel -a- andthematicsuf�x -eb alsoappearin verbsformed
from nounsandadjectives. In this case,-a- is requiredevenwhenthereis no indirect
object. Historically, the useof -a- may signala verbalizingfunction (increasein va-
lency ascomparedto anoun),but synchronicallyit is simplypartof theverbform. -a-
canbereplacedby othervowelsto expressobjectiveor subjectiveversion(16c).

(16) a. saxl-s
house-DAT

a-shen-eb
VER-build-TS

`Youbuild ahouse(bene�ciarynotspeci�ed).'
b. saxl-s

house-DAT

a-shen-eb
VER-build-TS

mis-tvis
he.GEN-for

/
/

*mas
*he.DAT

`Youbuild ahousefor him.'
c. saxl-s

house-DAT

u-shen-eb
VER-build-TS

*mis-tvis
*he.GEN-for

/
/

mas
he.DAT

`Youbuild ahousefor him.'

This latteruseprovidesa paradigmaticcontrastwith objective-versionusesof -i-,
andhasbeenanalyzedasindicating`neutralversion' (cf. Boeder1969).However, as
canbeseen,theuseof -a- in thesecontexts is not relatedto `real' versionexpressing
primary affectedness,andcalling it `neutral' is misleading,particularlysinceit only
requiredin onelexical classof verbs(cf. (17) for anotherclass).

(17) surat-s
picture-DAT

xat'-av
draw-TS

`Youpaintapicture.'

To summarize,thefunctionof versionvowelsin Georgianis mainlydeterminedby
larger morphosyntacticconstructions.In thecaseof active verbs,the versionvowels
expressdiscourse-basedprimary affectednessof event participantsand can indicate
a large numberof distinctions. In otherconstructions(e.g. passive or inverse),the
morphologicaltools by which versioncan normally be expressedare usedto mark
othercontrasts.The function of versionvowels in thesecontexts is often relatedto,
but morerestrictedthan,the prototypicaluses,andmay re�ect (perhapsmostlikely)
separateor secondarydevelopments.Overall, versionin Georgianis sensitive to both
discoursefactorsandthemorphosyntacticandlexical propertiesof theverbalsystem.
Indeed,mostelementsin theGeorgianverbalmorphologyseemto get their function
from largerconstructions(Gurevich 2003),but versionis theonly onethatalsorequires
referenceto discourse.

The historicalorigins of versionvowels in Georgian areunclear, andthe version
systemsarevirtually identical in its sisterlanguages.That is, the Georgian version
systemis the resultof a historically opaquesysteminheritedfrom Proto-Kartvelian,
andits ultimateoriginsremainfor themostpartamystery.



3 Towards an Informal Typology: Eurasia
Given that the origin of the versionsystemin Kartvelian is unclear, we turn to func-
tionally similar constructionsin a rangeof unrelatedlanguagesof Eurasia.Our intent
is to seeif the somewhat lessopaqueorigins of theseformal systemsmay help shed
somelight on thehistoryof versionformationsin Kartvelian,andfurther to serve as
thefoundationfor anongoinglarge-scalecross-linguisticformalandfunctionaltypol-
ogyof version.Webrie�y presentherepreliminaryinformationonversionformations
in Turkic, Burushaski,andMundaasaninitial stepin thiscomparativeprocess.

3.1 Turkic
Membersof the Turkic languagefamily, particularlythoseof the Altai-Sayanregion
of Siberia,areperhaps̀best' known amonglanguagesof Eurasiafor their systemof
grammaticalizedversion(Anderson2001,2004),albeit it is encodedin a systemfor-
mally quitedifferentfrom thatof Georgian.

In Turkic (seeTable1), thereareanumberof differentformalconstructionsusedto
marksubjectversion,all involving a functionalspecializationof averbmeaning̀ take'
(*al ). Suchformations,dependingon the theoreticalpersuasionof the investigator,
maybevariouslylabeled̀ auxiliary,' `serial,' or `light verb' constructions.

LV AVLanguage
form stem

Citation Gloss

Tuvani -Ip al bi�z-ip al-di-m `I wrote(down) for myself'
Tofa -GAS al t �ut-kaSal-Gan `caughtfor himself'
Yakut(Sakha) -An 1l taay-an1l-la `heguessedfor himself'
Chuvash -sA il k�alarsail `stealfor self'
Xakas -(p) -1l tab-1l-za-m `if I �nd myself'
Uyghur -iw- -al- yez-iw-al-di-m `wrotedown for self'
Xalaj -Ø- -al- tut:-�	al-du-m `I seizedit (for myself)'
OrkhonTurkic ® al-® ölür-tü-müzal-t1-miz `wekilled for ourselves'

(Sources:Andersonand Harrison1999; Rassadin1994: 198; Korkina 1982: 289;
Skvorcov 1999: 111; Field Notes;Hahn1991: 612; Doerfer1988: 169; von Gabain
1974:279l.3)

i. sotooTofa,Tuvan,Xakas,etc.LV = lexical verb;AV = auxiliaryverb

Table1: Subject versionAVCs in selectedTurkic languages

Therangeof formalsubtypesof constructionsattestedacrosstheTurkic languages
shows variationwith respectto the in�ectional patternandthehistoricalmorphosyn-
tacticrelationbetweenthetwo verbsin theversionconstruction.Thus,lexical verbsin
theseversion`auxiliary' constructionsincludeconverb(dependent,subordinate)forms
of varioustypes(-Ip, -An, -sA, dependingon thelanguage);samesubject(dependent,



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

Notethat theversionconstructionsin theTurkic languagesareusuallysynchroni-
cally bipartite,consistingof the lexical verbandthefunctionalverbmarkingversion,
but may show complete(Uyghur) or lexically restrictedtendenciesto univerbation
(Xakas).TheXalaj form might beanarchaicfusingof a nuclearratherthana corese-
rializedformation,or it mayrepresenta fairly shallow innovationof lossof anoriginal
converbelementin thefusedcomplex.

Theclinesandcontinuaof phenomenaattestedin Turkic constructionsof this type
mayberepresentedasin Table2.

SS> AHDoubled< CoreSVC Converb > AH (Dep/Sub)
(Dep/Conj)

Bound

Old Turkic Tuvan,Yakut, Tofa Uyghur(all+CV)
Chuvash,Xakas,Tofa Xalaj (all?+Ø)

Xakas(1)
SVC= SerialVerbConstruction;AH = Auxiliary-Headed;SS= SameSubject;
Dep= Dependent;Sub= Subordinate

Table2: Formal subtypesof subject versionconstructionsin Turkic

Thedevelopmentsof versionin theTurkic languagefamily suggestthe following
grammaticalizationpaths(18-19).

(18) Syntactic:CoreSerialVerbConstruction
> AUX-HeadedAuxiliary VerbConstruction
> Suf�x

(19) Functional:(Self-)Benefactive> Version

A full exampleof subjectversionmaybeseenin (20) from Xakas:

(20) XAKAS [AVC > AFX]

pu
this

kniga-n1
book-ACC

tab-1l-za-m
�nd- SUBJ.VERS-CON-1

min
I

xayda
oh.boy

�orIn-e-m
be.happy-FUT-1

`If I �nd myselfthisbook,boy will I behappy.'
(�eld notes)

ObjectversionformsarealsofoundthroughouttheTurkic languagefamily. Object
versionformsaparadigmaticsetwith thesubjectversionconstructionandderivesfrom
asimilarcomplex predicateinvolving a functionalspecializationof theverboriginally
meaning̀ give'. An exampleof this formationmaybeseenin Tofa (21).



(21) TOFA

onu
s/he.ACC

sooda-p
say-GER

beer
OBJ.VERS.P/F

be
Q

`ShouldI sayit (again for you)?'
(ASLEPFieldNotes[PVB])

3.2 Burushaski
Theso-calledD-pre�x in Burushaski(Andersonin press)is alexicalizedpartof certain
stems.It occupiesposition–3 in theBurushaskiverbtemplate,oftenappearingwith a
following copy vowel (from thefollowing syllable)or with a following -i-.

Thepre�x representsanadvancedstagein a now lost systemof grammaticalized
version. Its semanticsrangefrom a clearcislocative meaning,to subjectversionor
actor/subjectfocus(Bashir1985),to vaguely(de-)transitivizing functionsandvarious
idiosyncratic,sometimesopaquesemanticnuances.

Verbswith theD-pre�x canbebothtransitiveandintransitive. Thisshouldcomeas
no surprisegiventhatversionrelatesto actionthatprimarily affectsthedeicticcenter,
not valencelikevoicecategoriesdo. 8

(22)
di-yaray



d-yuray


`behot' `makehot,heat'
(Berger1998:107)

d-:s-karay



-r > d-r su» dusu-
`send' `sendhere' `bring'

di-s-́�l (» di-�́l) du-s-́ul�ja (» d-úl�ja)
`becomewet' `satisfy, sate'
(Berger1998:109)

Theverb `come' in Burushaskiconsistsof a fusingof the D-pre�x andan`auxil-
iary' (or `light' verb)stemfusedinto asinglecomplex. Thisyieldsacuriouslydouble-
markedsubjectin�ection of thepattern(D-subj+ AUX-subj)9.

(23) `come' in Burushaski
PAST NEG.PAST

SG PL SG PL

1 dáayam diméeman at́aayam at́�miman
2 dukóoma daḿaaman atúkuma atúmaman
II dumóomo dúuman atúmumo atúuman
(Berger1998:148)

8Note, however, that subjective versionin Georgian canonly appearon transitive verbs(6). The
reasonfor thisoddity is unclearto us.

9NotethattheD-pre�x triggersdevoicingof a following obstruent.
du-kóo-n
D-2-D
`youhaving come'
(Berger1998:133).



Note that in forms showing the lexicalized versionformation, we also �nd this
doubledin�ectional pattern;it is commonwith auxiliary verb constructionsderived
from coreserializedconstructions(Andersonforthcoming).

(24) dasin
girl

radyo
radio

du-mo-yel-umo
D-II -hear-II

' thegirl heardtheradio'
(Willson 1990:5)

Thus,versionformationsin Burushaskiseemto historicallyderivefromaserialized
constructionwith thedeicticserialverb`come'.

3.3 Gorum
This insightinto theorigin of theBurushaskiversionconstruction(i.e. in adeicticseri-
alizedformationusingtheverb`come')is aninvaluableresourcewhenconsideringthe
functionaloverlapin two elementsthatexpressversionfunctionsin Gorum(Parengi),
aSouthMundalanguagespokenin southernOrissa,India. In Gorum,thetwo function-
ally overlappingelementsaredescribedasmarking`orientation'or `affectedness,' i.e.
the very discoursefunctionsthat grammaticalizedversioncategoriesseemto encode
cross-linguistically. Thesetwo Gorum elementsare formally quite distinct, despite
their considerablefunctionaloverlap,viz. a suf�x -ay anda suprasegmentalcreaky
voicefeature.

Unfortunatelycomparativeevidenceshedslittle light onthis issue:theorigin of the
suprasegmentalcreaky voice featureencodingaffectednessremainsentirely opaque,
althoughit probablyoriginatedin somekind of `affective' discourseregister. On the
otherhand,the `cislocative' or speaker-orientationform -ay appearsto derive from a
serializedconstructioninvolving thehistoricalverb`come,' preservedin variousindi-
vidual archaicpocketsthroughoutthe languagesof theAustroasiaticfamily andsup-
portedby similar changesin the functionalsemanticsof suchstructuresin otherlan-
guagefamilies(e.g. Turkic [Anderson2004]andtheorigin of theBurushaskiversion
pre�x.)

3.3.1 Creaky Voice Feature
One function of the creaky voice featureis to encodean affectedsubject,i.e. sub-
ject[ive] version(25).

(25) =) Subjectaffecting
GORUM

a. b.
B

go
�

saN
rice

gaPa-ru-ni
eat-PAST-DESIA .ORIYA .PROG

`B is eatingtherice'



b. go
�

saN
rice

gaPa-ru-
�
-ni

eat-PAST-VER-DESIA .ORIYA .PROG

`B is eatinghimselftherice'10

Besidesso-called̀ subjectversion' functions,suchformationsin Gorummaylike-
wisemarkactionprimarily affectinga(deictic/speech-actparticipant)non-subject,and
a rangeof functionsgenerallysubsumedunderthe grammaticalheadingof `voice',
e.g. `passive potential', `antipassive' and`semi-re�exive'. Thus,unlike Turkic and
Georgian, a singleversionconstructionin Gorummay mark all typesof participant
affectedness(sometimesgrammaticalizedin combinationwith particularlexemesas
part of a constructionencodingvariousmodal,aspectual,and/orvoice categories[as
in Kartvelian]).

(26) =) Objectaffecting
GORUM
a. boPy

one
amon
arrow

e-niN
OBJ-1

bam-(m)-i
�
N

hit-1OBJ.VER

duk-i
�
N

AUX-1OBJ.VER

`(anarrow) hashit me'
(Aze1973:298)

b. tilePy-di
old.man-FOC

neP
it

zel-om
tell-2

tay-om-t-o
�

m
AUX-2-NPAST-2.VER

dom
MOD

`it' s theold man,let him tell you'
(Aze1973:278)

(27) =) PassivePotential
GORUM

a. aói
that

úableú
tablet

luPm-tu
�swallow-NPAST.VER

`thattabletwill/can beswallowed'
(Aze1973:286)

b. aói
that

úableú
tablet

lor-luPm-nu
�NEG-swallow-INTR.VER

`...will/cannot...'

(28) =) Antipassive
GORUM
noPn
he

turyaP-n-u
�kick-INTR-INF.VER

luPru
AUX

`heis kicking (in general)'
(Aze1973:284)

(29) =) `semi-re�exive' or `auto-affective'
GORUM

a. miN
I

siP-doy
arm-3

ne-poP-tu
1-stab-NPAST

`I will stabhisarm'
(Aze1973:281)

b. miN
I

siP-niN
arm-1

ne-poP-tu
�1-stab-NPAST.VER

`I will stabmy arm'
(Aze1973:281)

10Notethatwhatis glossedhereas`past' is akind of default combiningandnon-�nite verbalform in
Gorum,oftenusedin non-pastcontexts,aswell asbeingthepasttensemarker.



3.3.2 Suf�x -ay
The cislocative/speaker-orientationsuf�x -ay (from `come') in Gorum,on the other
hand,marks,dependingon the verb steminvolved andthe particulardiscoursecon-
text, motion towardsthe speaker, orientationtoward the speaker, and by extension,
motion/orientationtowardthe`locusof discoursefocus' or deicticcenter. In somein-
stances,it seemsalsoto have taken on a meaningof a �rst personsingularreferent;
the sameis true of a cognateelementin certainconjugationsin its only closesister
languageSora.

(30) GORUM

a. le-ãon-tu
1PL-take-NPAST

`wewill take'
(Aze1973:275)

b. le-ãon-t-ay
1PL-take-NPAST-CL OC

`wewill bring'
(Aze1973:275)

c. ara-di
tree-FOC

ligaPn-t-a
�

y
break-NPST-CL OC.VER

uaP-t-ay
AUX-NPST-CLOC

`thetreewill break(towardsme)'
(Aze1973:279)

In someuses,the`orientation'seemsto actmorelikethediscourse-basednotionof
salienceor primaryaffectedness,andthusakin to the functionof thesuprasegmental
creaky voicefeature.

(31) GORUM

a. guroPy
shy.AFF

doP-r-iN
feel-PAST-1

`I felt shy'
(Aze1973:275)

b. guroPy
shy.AFF

doP-r-iN-ay
feel-PAST-1-CL OC

`I felt (myself)shy'
(Aze1973:275)

c. saybu-di
master-FOC

zel-iN
tell-1

`themastertold me'
(Aze1973:275)

d. saybu-di
master-FOC

zel-iN-ay
tell-1-CL OC

`themastertold me(andI wasaffectedby that)'
(Aze1973:275)

A likely explanationfor thissituationin present-dayGorumis asfollows: Thever-
sion/affectednessmarker (creaky voicephonation)is olderthanthecislocative marker
(-ay), eventhoughtheformeris lackingin Gorum'ssisterlanguageSorawhile thelatter
hasclearcognates(althoughnow mainly in entirelydifferentfunctions).Subsequently
thecislocative marker hasbegunto take on thefunctionalspaceformerly occupiedby
theincreasinglyopaquecreaky voicefeaturein Gorum.

(32) Proto-Sora-Gorumcislocative> Version(Gorum)
> 1stpersonsubject(Sora)
> cislocative (GorumandSora)



4 Conc lusions and Future Work
Versionis a robust discoursecategory that employs variousmorphosyntacticmeans
for its expressionandcanonly be describedin termsof the larger constructionsof a
given language.It is often mistaken for, or formally overlapswith, systemsof voice
manipulationor, lesscommonly, meansof TAM encoding,but it neverthelessdeserves
separateconsiderationin linguistic theory.

Oncetheconstructiontypesareidenti�ed in a suf�cient numberof languagesand
their rangeof formal and functional expressionis categorized,a full historical and
synchronictypology of versioncanbe attempted.This paperis the �rst stepin that
process.

Basedonour limited sample,wesuggestthefollowing possiblepathsfor thegram-
maticalizationof versionandversion-relatedphenomena:

(33) Grammaticalizationpathsof version
`come'/`take' deixis! (subject)version
`give' (?/`go') deixis! (object)version
version! voice;voice! version
version! modal,aspectualcategories

Thus, to conclude,versionis discourse-basedin origin but usesthe formal ma-
chinery of voice/aspect/moodmanipulationin a language. More generally, gram-
matical phenomenacan have formal constructionalrealization,but not consistof a
rote combinationof the functional and lexical semanticsof the elementsinvolved.
Grammaticalizedversionstructuresdemonstratethat syntactic/formalanddiscourse-
pragmatic/functionalplanesco-exist andcanbe interdependentin the architectureof
grammaticalconstructions,providing supportfor construction-basedtheoriesof gram-
mar(cf. Fillmore1988,Goldberg 1995).
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