The Grammaticalization of the Future Tense Auxiliary
in the Balkan Languages

Christina Kramer

The formation and varied uses of the future tenses in various Balkan languages raise many
theoretical questions pertaining to the diachronic and synchronic development of the verbal
categories of future tense and mood; the future tense is also a nice entry point into
discussion of Balkar features in general since it is in many respects an understudied point
of contrast. Since Sandfeld, the use of the verb o wans as a furure tense auxiliary verb has
been included amongst the canonical Balkan features. The varied subsequent developments
of the auxiliery ro wanr in the Balkan languages and its implications for language typology,
language contact, and theortes of grammaticalization will be the topic of this paper. Clearly
a paper of this length can but lay the groundwork for a longer study. My goal here,
therefore, is to present an overview of the problem, some preliminary data, and an outline
for a more in-depth study,

In discussions of the future tense in the Balkan languages few studies have provided a
comparative overview. Asenova, Belvavski-Frank, Golab, Ilievski, and most recently
Fiedlar ate noted exceptions. Most general works on the Baikan Sprachbund cite the shared
development of a future formed with the verb fo wanr without further elucidation of
parallel and diverse developments. When detailed comparisons are made. it is generally
from the poiat of view of morphological development, What is interesting from the
typological point of view is that all the Balkan languages developed a futtre tense with the
verh o wanz and a secondary future with the verb to have which expresses in different
Balkan languages varying degrees of necessity. In addition, none of the languages
developed a go futre such as developed in Romance language and Enghish, though
Topolinksa (p.c.) suggests that possible examples of 2 go fature exist in dialectal Croatian,
The subsequent development of these auxifiaries has not been the same in the different
Balkan languages. In geperal it seems that in the sowthers-most Balkan languages.
Albanian, Greek, and Macedonian, the verb ro want has been fully grammaticalized, while
such has not been the case in the other Balkan languages, namely Romanian, Serbian, and
Bulgarian, although the process of grammaticalization is evident, particularly in dialects
and colloguial spesch. Furthermore, Macedonian and the languages in most Intense contacr
with it. Aromanian and Romany, sesm o have undergone parallel developments.

As mentioned above, previous work on the Balkan future has focused on
morpholegical developments and to a much lesser extent on the semantic range of various
modal forms. | propose here (0 analvze thess forms on different levels: firse, 1 will empioy
Traugott’s chine of grammaticality, as given in (1);

{1 Content Ttem > Grammatical Word > Clitic > Affix

Pl also use the paradigm for the grammaticalization of future tenses proposed by Bybee
et al., which takes into account the types of modal meaning present in futare forms. Bybee
el al. (1991 18-19) propose a path of development of future tenses in which a verb
expressing desire can develop future meaning; certain predictions can be made concerning
both the types of modal uses of the future and the tme at which varicus uses develop in the
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of grammaticalization.” If these theories are correct, then o limately such a study as
proposed here should help determine the relative semantic age of the awaliary and the
degree of grammaticality in each language. In addition such a study may have implications
for siudies on Sprachbund phenomena, = g.. was the grammaticalization of the future
auxiliary a teature borrowed through memoc contact from one source, or were internal
developments in individual fanguages strengthened due t© intense language contact,

A complete study of this phenomenon must determine all the factors cutlingd below,
however since this is a preliminary study, [ will comrment only on those features which [
have been able to analyze [from source material. The proposed scale of grammaticality will
be based on the foil Howing;

I} a Deme of lexical separation of the auxiliarv from the lexical verb 1o wan

Deorce of nflection for person andior tense in auxiliary and degree of reduction
m{i Tusion of the auxiliary verb

c. Dbmu, of syntactic remnterpretation as clitic rather than verb, as svidenced by
presence or absence of main verb preceded by subordinator 18, sq. da, na, eic.
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Semuantic range, i.e., is the future awxidiary used for desire, obligation,

bability, )wdmzon condition, wnperatives, iterative/habitals, ete,

appears that the development of the modal verh into a grammaticalized
d from south to north T wiil treat the languages in the followi ing order: Greek,
teedonian, Romuany. Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatisn, Romanian. 1 will discuss
ith Rumanian, even though it is geographically fusther sovth,

en proposed by Sandfeid, Hlievski, and others that Greek is the source of this
If sucht were the case we would expect the verb 0 wamr 1o be fully
ed in Greek since it is the oldest wane future, According to the above
ere are data which give suppost to this hypothesis. The futare particle tha,
o the lexical word o want, thelo is morphologically and lexically distiner.
is no longer transparently derived from the lexica) verb and is invariant. The
wously shorened, retaining only the initial phoneme of the verh thelo which
h the subordinator na. The particle tha is at the head of the clitic chain and
d indirect object clitics can come between the particle and the verh, e, 2. O
T will write it (once) (Joseph 1987: 173). The fifth criterion is the most
sess, since many published works on different languages do not give a
ailed account of varled uses. The particle tha coccours umuﬂeugd with
nd non-past verh tenses aud authors of Greek grammars, ., Joseph 1987
et al. (1964), note its use m numerous modal conlexss. Lonstwa ions with rtha
e iui.iowmg meanings:

T will not use
YAFOUS types of
development of

N

 Again, this so

here the exact formulation proposed by Bvbee et ab. The numerical rating they
futures may be appropriate at a liter stage of this project, They do i account |
terative-habitual weaning and this oo will have o be iegrared meo the current modei.

le is similar to that proposed by Bybee 2t 2l in that it takes ia1o account formal sroperties

meluding phone

ic wﬁd{}ﬁ SYRECTC POSHIOnN. separate ‘HGJI).I]LS bt the exact formulation hore is my own,

{(H a. Putrine
B 5O YPOda cama,
‘Lwill write vou tomomow.”

-

Potential and conditional meaning:

B gLyt YHBEL YOG ETEVOL

‘T would have been lost without you.” [Householder et al. 1964 105]
Politeness:

B EMPENE VL TOL KIVELT VO TOV GOVEKGEL

“Somecne should call him.” [Householder et al. 1964; 105]

d. Probable inference:

B0 TOV £30 YUWPLTEL TOV KMo Koot

I must have met Mr. Kostas.” [Househaolder et al, 1964 1 031

L]

Some questions remain to be answered concerning Greek: Ts thg used for non-modal
sterative contexts? What is the difference in degrec of modality when tha is fallowed by a
perfective or imperfective verb form? Do there exist dialect or colloquial forms in w hich
tha can be reduced W an affix, Le., does the form &' exist dialectically.

In Albanian, like Greek, the particle do 1s fully grammaticalized, though a few differ-
ences should be mentioned. As in Creek, the particle do has become both morpholegically
and lexically distinct from the verb to want, dua. It does not inflect for person or tense, but
combines with different past and non-past tenses which are subordinated to the particic .
Tt is important to note that diak_(,mil\» m southern Tosk do constructions are formed without
¥, e.g., do sjell (Camaj 19840 15317 The only elements which can be interpolated betwees
the auxiliary and the main verb are the direct and indirect object pronouns, which follow
and may be fused with it, e.g., do 17 shkrua/ T will write him’. The semantic range coversd
by comstuctions formed with the particle do includes at least the following:

(4) a. Future time reference:

3o 1€ shkoj.
Twill go

b. Categorical imperatives:
Ti do € shkosh vetit né Korgk, Demks!
“You will gu to Koree yourself, Demke!”

¢ Present expectation:
Ky do € jet¥ Rrapoja menduan.
“That will be Rrapoja they thought.

d. Funire in the past/past probability {with past perfect):
Ata & kishin part tek ikte kaluar me ®mén prapa dhe e morén me mend se kétij
njeriu dig do {1 kishte ngjaré.
“They had seen hin as he went riding widh his mother in the rear and they
understood that something must have happened to this man.’

" In Ceg dialecis of Albanian many consyuctions which i Tosk are formed with do are here Tormed with
ke, Camaj helicves that many constructions. formed in Geg with kam are giving way to the Tosk sta wjrlr““
with do {see also Newmark 1982: $6). In all the Balkan languages ander consideration here there is 1 o paraliel
development of 4 future formed from the verb o fave . fn many of the fanguages the negatve futuss or
eraphatic negative future is formed from o fave. The relationst hip between Balkan have Turures and wan
Futures will bave 1 be considered carefully n a Jater study
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<t e Fuwure m the past (with imperfect subjunctivey
Dulla i tha se atd ditd do & punonin me orar 1€ zgjatur.
‘Dulla told them that that day they would work an extended schedule’.

fall examples here are taken from Newmark 1982: 88-89)

Again, numerous questions remain, for example, the degree of acceptability of do
forms in Geg, and the extent to which do can be used in non-modal iterative contexts,

Macedonian shows the highest degree of grammaticalization of ro wanr of any of the
Balkan languages. In Macedonian the particle £e i3 an mvariant particle which forms
syntactic construgtions with various tense forms. The particle is separated from the lexical
waord seka " want”. The particle is closely bound 1o the verb and only abject pronouns
can be interpolated between particle and verb. Unlike Albanian, the mawm verb follows the
particle without subordination to the corresponding Macedonian particie da, e.g., ¢l do &
shkey 'L will go” with Macedonian Ee odam.

In several dialect areas (Vidoesk:, ms.) thie particle may be further reduced and may
occur as the affix € before vowel-initial verbs:

(37 Skopje:r  E, tamu daleku u tova selo bna edna lamn a, d-idam da ja tepam.
Gorno Sonje:  Ajde spremaj, & -odime.

The invariant particle e combines with past and non-past tenses and can have at least
the Tollowing uses:

(%) a Future:
Ke aojdam BO cepym.
‘T will ¢ome at seven.”
b, Command:
Ke a1 To xaxkenn kxpajoT Ha GHAMOT.
“You will el me the end of the im.”

¢. Conditionals:
[la smadn, ke A01pe8.
“1f [ had known I would have come.”
d. Trerativeshabitmal:
Kora €& ce HaavTH He Ce 1Herysa.
“Whenever he gets angry he doesn’t kid around.”

On the basis of this preliminary analvsis, Macedonian, of zli the Balkan languages,
seems o have the most grammaticalized particle. It has the greatest semantic range and has
been the most reduced phonclogically and morphoelogically. Languages in closest contact
with Macedomas, m particular Romany and Arumanian, seem to have undergone simliar
developments; i those languages as well the futare auxiliary has become an invariant
particle with the broadest range of meanings, While much work remains to be done, the
spread of the futare auxiliary to iterative/habitual contexts indicates that these forms have
the greatest semantic range. Arumanian will be discussed below after Rumanian. Here |
will give some very preliminary observations on the Romany spoken in Macedonia.

The available description of Romany as spoken in Macedonia does not provide
enough data to answer many of the questions posed here, but from the examples gleaned

from the grammar, the [ollowing generalizations can be made, The future is formed from
an mvarant particle ka plos the present tense verb, e.g. me perava, ov perelo 1 fall; he
falls™s me ka perava; ov ka perela *Lwill fall; ne will fall’” (Kepeski and Jusuf 198G 114).
The future-in-the-past is formed with the imvariant particle ka phus the past tense of the
verb followed by the invariant particle sine, e.g., me Ra gfiljova sine; ov ka gjifjavela sine
T would have washed; he would have washed’.

Syntactically, it appears that the particle and verb are closely hound and pothing can
be placed between them. For example, in the following sentences the Macedosian direct
ohject pronoun re “you’ is placed herween particle and verb, but in Romany the pronoun fur
follows the main verh: Macedonian Kade 1 Sa ce cxpuews ke me wajoam; Romany Kote ! 1¢
garavety me ka arakhav e “Wherever you hide, | will find you’. The future particle L
oceurs, in addition to the future and the {uture-in-the-past shown above, in af least the
following types of constructions:

{7y a. Conditional:
Te aves sine manca kji diz, ka nakjhea sine sukar.
“If you had gone with me to town you woulkd have had a good time”
b. lterative/habitual:
A ka khuvel o Xhasani, a ka dolen pes ko cingara.
'As soon as Hasan comes in a fight starts”
[Kepeski and Jusuf 1980: 118]

In Bulgarian we find a split development in the grammaticalization of to want. In
non-past contexts in the standard language the verb has developed into a fully
grammaticalized particle. [t s distinet from the verb iska “to want’, as i has been fully
deparadigmaticized and occurs at the head of the clitic chain, e.g

5 Future: Future perfect:
2. e xasa, o1e xawer ¢, e cym/Bmaa Hoowa, g o 68 HOCHT
1 will say, vou will say. ‘T will have brought, vou will have brought.”

b, e ro puapu mu?
‘Do you see him?

In pust tense forms, however, we remains a verbal auxiliary. In constructions with the
so-called future-in-the-past the auxiliary is conjugated, 1t 13 not syntactically bound to the
main verb, and the maim verb is subordinated w the particle da, ¢.g.:

9y & [Iax ga ruina; MIeHIe g8 fHien.
‘I would have writien, you would have written.’
b, Hlax ga cem/oa Oe0a XOMMM, HICIHE A4 cH/aa OhACHE ROAM,
‘1 would have been gone, vou would bave been gone.”
¢ Mererto mwene Oiie BUePa 1a CH & HANTMCRAC JOMAIIHNTES VIIPRKHCHIA.
“The children would have already completed their homework yesterday

There is a tendency towards grammaticalization of the verbal auxiliary in at least
some of the past tence forms, note for example the variant forms of the past reported: wysa
chM J0 chaM JOHECTA e CBM JOHECHT .
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with wye cover a wide range of meanings, including futare, conditonal,

is, presumption. and ieragve/habituals. Thus, at the semantic level the
developed, but syntactically it is conservative. There is clearly a
Hoquial tanguage wwards the development of an invariant particle.

Bulgarian, seen from the context of Balkan Stavic. s clearly transitional betwees Serbo-
Creatian and Macedonian i the development of an invariant particle.

f we look at
undergone some o
sysiem o wan play
he i here the pri

ie fate of 1o want in Serbo-Croatian, it s clear that the verb 1o wanr has
" the same processes as in Greek and Albanian, but that in the verbal
s a much narrower role. Belyavski-Frank (1984) has pointed out that 10
mary medal auxiliary and is used, for example, for hypothetical

conditionals and past iterative/habimals. In literary Serbo-Croatian and most of the

chalests, fo want as
the above criteris,
Greek, Albanian, a
the auxiliary is hor
can come between
rules here: the aux
syntactically o the

{10y Dosta de star
“This prover!

a modal s limited 10 s encline forms used for the future. According to
the future formant has undergone less gramaticalizstion compared with
1d other Balkan Slavie: Macedonian and Bualgarian, First, in its full form
ncnymous with the verb ro want. Syntactically, various other elements
the auxiliary and the main verb. In fact, there are different syntactic
diary must stand in second position. but the main verb is not beund
auxiliary, e.g.,

a izl ova poslovica,
will be old enough.”

Belvavski-Frank ¢ies the following from various Serbo-Croatian dialects, where

constructions with

{11} a. Anecvent
Hiedoh |

1 akmuost

h. Apeven

Kad je v

‘When hy

In most of 1
went still have onl
with b0, In constru
MEANINGS are poss
developed as a mq
attepuated expres:
parameters has un

vant have a wider possible range of meanings:

-which nearly happened:
wée da poginem, pukla mi je guma.
zot killed yesterday, | had a Blowour.”
wihich is about 1o happen: an inevitable, involuntary action:
o¢ pod starost htio da umre. ..
e was already very old and on the point of death. .’

e southern dialects, according o Belyavski-Frank, constructions with
; Himited semantic functions and are in competition with consructions
stions with the imperfect of fo wanr followed by the infinitive several
ible. In the Southwestern dialects of Montenegro, Aréri is most highly
dal auxiliary and can be used in past conditions, iterative/habitual, and
tons. it is clear, then, that the verb 1o wanr according to our above
dergone some processes towards becoming grammaticalized, but much

less o than in e southern Balkan languages. The picture that Belyavski-Frank draws,
however, is one of wide dialectal variation. which will have o be mken into account in a

broader study of tt

¢ grammaticalization of fuési.

Romanian has four ways of forming the future: at least two are formed from voi 'to

want', one from

e “to have' {which will not be treated herel, and onc which may have

deveioped from either fo wani or 1o have” The three futures formed from vor are as

follows:

" See Halvorsen 1973 For a description of the differences in usage of the separate futures.
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(12 a voi Vo
vei vell
Vil vOr
b0+ sl

c. colloguisl and dialectal forms which show loss of initial vin type (a) and the
alternation of o/ o in the third-person singular

Types (2} and (b} combine with an invariant short infinitive. e.g., Eu voi veni T will
come’, Tu vel veni “You will come’, ete. The verb is clearly related to the lexical verb ro
want, even though it s morphologicaily distinet, cf. voi/vrean . Thers is potential ambiguity
i the third-person plural, where there s homonomy in the two forms, ie., vor ‘they
will’/*they want”. However, the two forms behave different svetactically; cf. vor veni ey
will come’ vs. vor s vine “they want w come’. )

Unlike Greek, Albanian, Macedonian, and Bulgarian, Romanian pronominal clitics
precede the auxiliary, e.g., O vom vedea "We will see ber’. A limited ser of adverbs,
nowever, can be inserted between auxiliary and verh, e.g., Vo! mai veni *1 shall read again’.
Vel gi citi "You will also read”.

These two future forms have a more restricted range of meanings, but are used at
least in contexts with furure and conditional meaning. Preliminary research indicates that
such constructions are not used for future in the pasy, past conditionals, present suppos-
ition, or iterativeshabituals. Thus, according to our cline of grammaticality, these forms are
fess grammaticalized. The auxijiary is more verbal, more complex merphologically, less
hound syntactically to the verb, and has more restricted range of meanings.

Unlike the Futures formed with the conjugated auxiliaries, which are considered o be
somewhat bockish and are chiefly written forms (Cazacu et al 1982 348}, the invariant
form of the auxiliary o plus s 1s widespread in the vernacular. This auxiiiary looks much
more like the canomcal Balkan future form. Syntactically it behaves like do in Albanian: it
is an invariant auxibiary; i is distinet from the fexical verb o wanr; it is followed by the
subjunctive; and object clitics either fuse 1o the subordinating particle, if vowel-initial, or
come between subjunctive parficle and the main verb. There is a limited set of adverbs,
however, which can be placed herween v sd and the main verb, including mai “again’®, si
‘alse’, cam “almost’, prea too” and ror ‘stllT e g, € sd mad vin T will come again’, O sd
le-o mal si sput "You will also tell it o them”.

The future auxiliary in Arumanian must also be considered. Agam, there are at least
two separate developments. First, the {ixed form vwrea occups in constructions with the
conditional, the tmperfect subjunctive, and the present subjunctive. 1L is invariant, though
rapsparendy related to the verb so want, It has 4 wide range of semantic functions.
including the past conditional and expressions of the type "X nearly happened,” or 10 be on
the point of an involuntary action” (Belyavsky-Frank 1984). A newer construction is
formed with the particle va. as described by Golgb in his work on KruSevo. This particle is
mvariant and less transparently related to the verb ro wanr. Like Albanian do 16 and
Rumaman o 54, it forms analogous syntactic constructions of modat auxiliary followed by
the subordinating conjunction -s- plus main verb, ¢.g., Va-s-videam, va-s-videsi. The main
verb can only be separated from the auxiliary by the object clitics. The subordinator -s- is
often not ased, however, if the abject clitics are present, ¢.g.. va-£-fu~ukiompr T wiil buy it
for kim". The range of meanings with this construction is broad, including at least furure,
fumire-in-the-past, conditional, and iterative habituals.
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Let us now place Greek, Albasian. Macedonian, Bulgarian. Serbo-Croatian and

Romanian along a line showing a continuum from minimam w maximum presence of a

given feature, Aruipanian and Romany are not included, since the feast data has been
collected on them. We see a patiern again develop of the least grammaticalized future form
in the north to the most grammaticalized in the south.

(131 a Reduction of lexical word o invariant particle:
SC > Rom > Bg > Alb/GrMac
b. Presence of subordinator daféfsdi na berween particle and verb:
SC > Rom > Bg (+past) > Alb > B (-past)/Mac’

¢. Degreeo

bound syntactic position with main verb, i.e., whether words can be

interpolated between particle and verb:
SC = Rori > Bg {+past) » Bg {pasty/ Alb/GrMac

4, Scope of
B¢,

semantic range, i.e.. futare, conditional. command, iterative/habituals,

SC » Rom > Alb/Beg/Gr > Mac

This model ¢

rrefates in many respects with the time Hae of development given in

Asenova (1989) and the model of grammaticalization proposed at the beginning of this
paper. Asenova graphed the historic development from lexical word to particle. She gives

evidence that the v
before it did in Ro

irh o want developed into an invariant particle in Oreek and Bulgarian
manian. Her timeline shows a later development for Albanian. Future

work will have to account for the split development in Bulgarian, the multiple

developments in R
it was indeed a late

In addition, ¢
from ro wan? 1 th
of clitics, particles
Too often a compa
plays within a sepa
not clear what the

manian, the high degree of grammaticatization in the Albanian form if
- development, and many other similar questions,

mare complete study on the grammaticalization of the future forms
Batkan languages will contribute to discussions concerning the natre
and words. The work by Zwicky (19843 will be particularly relevant.
fson of Balkan features does not take into account different roles a form
ate linguistic system. For example. Macedonian Ke s a particle, but it is
difference is in the Bulgarian forms Sre and free da. Furthermore, this

study will add to studies on the interrelationship between future forms and modality. There
is much work tolbe done not only in the diachronic development and synchronic

description of thes

e future constructions i the standard fanguages of the Balkans, but also

in the mapping of these features in the dialects as well

" The following abh;’e‘;ﬂ&tmns have been adopted:

Al Albanian
By Bulgariar

The slash 7 is used w0 &

f

Romanian
Serbo-Croatian

Gr Cireck Rom
Mac Macedonian 54

signate parailel devetopment.

Greek could be congidered here with Bulgarian and Macedomian, since synchroneially the subordinator #a

has fused with shedo abd 18 not longer felt 10 be & separate morphente In these CORBLUCLIGAS,

- e ety

P
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