Christine F. Kramer

Negation and the Grammaticalization of Have
and Want Futures in Bulgarian and Macedonian

Current theoties of gramaticalization "offer a general framework n which o
compare the varied development, formation mnd uses of the fulure tenses in
various Balkan lasguages. Works on grammalicalization ofien mention the

milarities in the analytic Balkan future containing 4 deparadiginativized particle
dersved from the verb 10 wanr, but no detailed study within this framewnrk has
heen done. While within Balkan finguistics the use of the verb o wans as a
future tense auxiliary verb has been imctuded among the canonical Balkan {features
since Sandfeld (19303, the development of have Tutures has been widcly
overtooked. The varied subsequent developiients of the auxitiary wanr and i
elation 0 have fwlures in Macedonian and Bulganan, and its implications for
anguage typology, language contact and theorics of grammmaticalization will be
e topic of this paper, the begimning of a larger study encompassing the
grammaticalization of wans and have futares in all the Balkan fanguages.

Grammaticalization is primarily understood as  the diachronic  process
brough which lexical words lose their independent status; their Meanngs
sceme generalized until such forms take on grammatical meanings and are
wbject to phonological, mophological and syntactic change. The oft cited
wample is the English go future, where the motion verb 1o po developed it a
roximate fuiure, ‘Pm going 0 hake a cake’ gives rise o forms such as T'm
onna bake a cake’, or the further reduced’ “Amo bake a cake’. Here the
rantnaticalized future particle s differentinted from the full lexical word going,
ok, for example *I'm gonna the store or *Amo the store. Much recent
cholarship bias focused as well on (he synchronic aspect of grammaticalizaton,
_Sillt:iix‘(>rli(: studies place emphasis on the current stale of prammaticalization
focesses showing uneven rates and different paths lexical items may have raken,
acking (1996 writes: “Huch work underscores the essentially noncompiete
fature of grammars and offers an explanation for (hose arens in a language’s
dimar which are malleable or in fux” This study. while recognizing the

votiant taskc of charting the historical development of these competing fatures,
il focus exclusively on the synchronic state of grammaticalization of the have
0 want futures in Bul garian and Macedonian,

In some dialects. Compare also ago in Chicago English.
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Most aéanemi works on the Balkan sprachbund cite the shared development
of o future formed with %hc verh to want without further elucidation of parailel
and diverse _(%:c.u,i(.);)mulis. When detailed comparisons are made, it is generally
from the point of view of morphological development. There are other
interesiing guestions: from a typological point of view it is significant that all
the Halkan éhmgmtgss. inctuding Macedonian and Bulgarian, developed a future
tense with the verb 4o wans and a secondary future with the verb fo kave which
EXPTEESCH V;arying degrees of necessity in different Batkan languages, compare,
for c‘;xmmpi&} Macedonlan: fma da odum ‘T have w/l will go® and Geg Albanian
Kam me shkue ‘I have tofl will go. Moreover, none of these languages
developed ui going futwe such as developed in the non-Balkan Romance
languages and English. The subsequent development of these “want’ auxiliaries
has not been the same in Bulgarian and Macedonian, and the complex
relationship between the want and have fulures, particularly in negative contexts,
has also developed differentlty 1n the two languages. These differences are
discussed here in synchronic terms, but eventually they will have to be examined
in their diachronic and dialectal aspects, It is likely that the different paths of
grammaticalization will pomt to an carly east/west sphit in Bastern Balkap
Slavic {le. Lu fgarian and Macedonian).

In ordér to compare the degree of grammaticalization of the want and have
futures in Bulgartan and Macedonian, 1 propose to analyze these forms on
difterent lwcia wcorporating the parameters proposed by Traugott, Bybee, et al,
te the cline of grammaticality:

content ltem— grammatical word—s clitic— atfix

as well as the paradigm for the gramumaticalization of fulure teases proposed by
Bybee, Paglivca and Perkins, which takes into account the types of modal
meaning ftund in fuure forms. Bybee et ab (1991018
development of future fenses in which a verb expressing desire can develop future
meaning aad that certain predictions can be made concerning both the types of
medal uses of the future and the time at which various uses develop in the course
of grammzu‘zcai.‘szalécm.3 The proposed scale of grammaticality 15 on factors such
ay decategérialization, lack of inflection for person or tense, lack of syntactic
autonoiny, and sernantic features, namely, the types of modal meaning that can

be conveyed. [ will evaluate the forms according to the following parameters:

20 See Krmmer 1994 for an overview on wans futures in Balkan languages.

3 b will fiot use here the exact formulation proposed by Bybee et al, The numerical
rating they assign to various types of futures may be appropriate at a later stage of
this project; They do not account for the development of iterative-habitual meaning
and this too will have to be integrated into the current model.

-19) propose a path of
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i. degree of inflection for person andfor tense in auxiliary and degree of
reduction and fusion of the auxiliary verb;

2. degree of syntactic reinterpretation as clitic rather than verb, as evidenced
by presence or absence of main verb preceded by subordinator da “that’;

3. syntactic relation to main verb, ie. can be interpolaled other words
between the auxiliary and the main verb, e.g. of English ‘T will gladly
help’, bot *{ will tomorrow help;

4. semantic range, 1.e. is the future auxiliary used for desire, obligation,
probability, prediction, condition, imperatives, iterative/habituals etc.;

5. negative contexts, Le. questions of special co-occurrence restrictions.

Macedonian Fe, derived from xidtdti "to want’ is an invariant particle which
forms syniactic constructions with varicus tense forms. The particle is no longer
transparently related to the verb ‘to want,” xfrérd in its lexical meaning of ‘want’
has been replaced by saka.’ Syntactically, the particle is closely bound to the
verb and only clitic pronouns can be interpolated between particle and verb, e.g.:

Ke ti go dadam pismoto utre.

*Ke ti go utre dadam pismoto,

Will you (indirect pro} it (reduplicated direct object) give the letter
OMOorrow.

‘I will give you a letter tomorrow’

The main verb follows the particle without subordination to the Macedonian
subordinating conjunction da: £¢ odam, this is in contrast to other modal verbs
which require it. e.g. treba da odam, ‘1 should go, moram da odam 1 must go’
sakam de odam '} want to go’.

In several dialect areas (v, Vidoeski unpublished manuscript of dialect texis)
the particle may be further reduced and may occur as the affix £ before vowel-
initial verbs:

Gorno Sonje: Ajde spremaj, K-odime.
Come on, get ready, we're going.

The invariant particle Ke combines with pasf. and non-past tenses and can
have at least the following uses:

4 There is a negative nejkam °1 don’t want’ bul no positive equivalent. n
Bulgarian, as well. there is a conjugated verb “$ta’ meaning ‘wani’ but both the
Bulgarian and Macedonian verbs bere are marginal forms which are npot in
competition with the verbs “to want'; saka (Macedonian) and iska {Bulgarian).
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dojdam vo sedum.
il come at seven.

nand

nli go kaZed krajot na filmot,

You will tell me the end of the film.

3. cond

IRE
I

4. itera

Kdga ke se naluti ne se Seguvi.

tionals

znaev, Ke dojdev.
i had known § would have come,

ivelhabitual

Whenever he gets angry he doesn't joke around.

some descriptions of Macedonian have suggested that Macedonian lias 2

parallel futw
Ha, e

ce construction [ormed with an iavariant form of the verb to want
ma do odam ‘T will go/T need to go’. Lunt (1952) states that ima &

denotes a fulure acton containing to a greater or lesser degree a nuance of the

ordinary sig
io/should s
SXPIESSInG
speaker tow

ificance of {ma, i.e. one has, one should, ima da Je refime ‘we have
Ive it K. Koneski (1979 160) calls such forms stylistically marked,
- greater degree of decisiveness, preparedness, or assuredness of the
ards the completion of the action. The ima future is clearly less

grammaticalized according to all the sbove parameters; it is transparently related

to the lexics
clements car
“We have u
combined w
most speake
cent accepte

L verh to have, it is followed by the subordinator da and various
come between the in and the da clause: ima deneska da ja resime!
day to solve it! The fact that such constructions dencte HeCessity
ith fulire intent is seen in the examples below. fma da is rejected by
s where either of these two meanings is contradicled. Only ten per

a, seventeen accepted b, but only with the meaning T must go even

i Fknow itlreally isn't necessary”. Students substituted treba for ima in a, but

replaced im

Thma de
I have

da with ke in b,

odam, ama ne Ee odam,
o go/l will go, but I won't go.

Irira da
! have u

damn, iako ne treba.
o go/l will go, even though T don’t aeed to,

e
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On the basis of the above analysis fma da cannot be considered a future tense
per se, but only a type of modal construciion expressing need or obligation.

It has frequently Deen stated in the Htevature on Macedonian that the negative
future is most frequently formed with mema do (Lunt 19532, B, Koneski 1967,
Kepeski 1975, Usikova 1974, 77) K. Koneskd, however, cited three thousand
negated futures, of which 50.6 per cent were with ne Ke, while 43.4 per cent
were with nema da. The negated wanr future predominated in modal future
constructions, 2. T will not have to go; nema da, like ima da, retains some of

its ortginal lexical meaning which contributes 10 the selection of ne e when a
fusure of verbs expressing capability, mofe “can’, and necessity morg ‘must’ or
treba “have to, should” are used. [t is in these constructions, i particular, where
ne Ke is much more prevalent. Other informants felt the forms t© be
synonymnoas, but rejected Tnema da moram, 'L won't have (07 nema deomi treba
‘It won't be necessary for me to’. We can conclode that these negative futures sre
generadly in free variation, except in those contexts expressing modalities of
necessity and capability.

Thas in Macedonian, £¢ 13 not only the sole expression of future intent and
the particle used in numerous modal contexts where the speaker expresses his
expectation that an event will have or would have occurred, bui it s also
expanding tn use w include negative contexts including past conditionals, and
negative futures, foremost, though not exclusively, in negated future contexs
with modal verbs of wany, recessiny and obligation.

In Bulgarian we find an asymmetric grammaticalization of 10 want and a
much more clearly defined split between positive want futures and negative have
futures. In affirmative non-past contexts in the standand language the verb xideén
has developed into a fully granunaticalized particle. B is distinet from the verb
fska “to want’, it has been fully deparadigmaticized and occurs, as in Macedonian,
at the head of the chtic chain, e.g:

Ste kaza, Ste kaZes.

Pwill say, you will say.

Ste go vidig 117

Will you see him?

Ste sum nosil, $te si nosil. _

b will have brought, you will have brought,

i past wense forms, however, $fe remains a verbal auxiliary. 1 we ook at

constructions with the so-called {uture-in-the-past we see that the auxiliary
conjugates, the main verb is subordinated to the particle da, and, as seen below
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in the third example, the auxiliary is not syntactically bound to the main verty,
e '

1. $tjax da pida; Stefe da piSes.
L would have written, you would have writien,

2. &tjax; da stim xodil; $tefe da si xodil.
I wotld have been gone, you would frave heen gone.

3. Deteto SteSe ofte viera da st e napisato .. anite upraZnenija.

The children would have already wmpleis,d their homework vesterday,

There is a tendency towards grammaticalization of the verbal auxiliary in at least
some of the past tense forms.” Note for example the variant forms of the past
repotted: Stjal sim da sdm donesiliite sim donesiil.

Although constructions with $te cover a wide range of meanings including
futare, conditional, attenuated commands, presumption and Heraiive/habituals,
they cannof be used for past iterative-habituals. This is one of the most
significant differences between Macedonian and Bulgarian. The purely aspectual
meaning of bL!Lh constructions is not present in lterary Bul garian and ifs use is
considered dialectal (Aronson 1977:26, Golab 1964)

We can conclude that at the semantic level in affirmative constructions the
Bulgarian want auxifiary is widely developed in Bulgarian, though it has not
extended to the range of meanings seen in the Macedonian data. Syntactically the
devciﬂpmcni of want is conservative particularly in past tense contexts. We can
see, however the processes of grammaticalization in the clear tendency in the
colioquial langwuag,c towards the development of an invariant patticie.

When we look at negative constrictions, the invariam ajama da has almost
totally displéced ne §re. We do not see competition between forms as we did in
Macedonian,; Despite the almost complete reliance on njama da for the
expression (;;f negative futures, it is inferesting to note, that some informants
stll did not fike contexts with njama da plus verb of necessity:

Toj dnes njama da moze da dojde ‘He will not be able to come today”.
Ako si svirii§ rabotata, njama da @ triabva da gowus s men I you
finish the work, you will not aeed to speak with me.’

5 Ammm informant of Bulgarian has suggested 10 me that §tefe is becoming

generalized in colloquial speech for all persons except first-singular, This will need to
be mimbura%ed with additional research.
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There was disagreement among native speakers on the occurence of ne Sre ns
a negated future, Some speakers felt that ne $te was more literary, others sensed a
strong volitional meaning in sontences such as Toj ne dte dojde ‘He won’ thwill
not come’.

in the past lense, ne ffefe preserves its volitional meaning and cannot bx
used in negated future-in-the-past contexts. Native informants rejected sentences
such as:

"VIakill ne SieSe da pristigne predi tri,

This sentence would mean, ‘The train didn’t want to arrive before three!” and not:
“The train wouldn't arrive before three.’

The results of this brief survey on the synchronic position of have and wans
futures in Bulgarian and Macedonian is presented in the table below. In order (o
compare the current state of grammaticalization of want and have futures, and the
interrelationship between positive and negative constructions in the Bulgarian
and Macedonian systems, we take a sampling of three feawres for past and non-
past. The three features are mwnance independence, i.¢
before verb, and iterative-habitual b

- lack of da subordinator

In the table I have marked only the most frequent occurrences. In addition, |
have not included those ima forms which carry a strong sense of obligaton or
necessity and shoukd therefore not be considered instances of a future (ense per se.

Want Have
pustive negative positive nggative

B M B M B M B M
Pust Ste Ke ne dte ne ke ima ma njama nema
indep. -+ volition  + obligation - -
finvar, < + + +
it-hab 0+ 0 0 O
MNon-past
indep. + o+ + - -
nvar, + volition  + obligation + +
it-hab + o+ + 0 +

& 1 will ciie in the rable only the most usual correspondances. There are marked
andal meanings which are possible, but which are irrelevant o the present
discussion, c.g. the combinatory possibility of Ke dafSte da mummg certalnty,

supposition, ete. Ke da ima 1 godini ‘He must be eleven years okd.” Toj Sie da dojde
‘He will surely come.’
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The l'oéi'lowing contrasts betwenn the current state of g:*,a"an.lmlutical'izszm <)f
wani and Aave futures can be drawn. In the past tense the‘ %mlgaz:iazuz wmz.r' i‘z.u’u.s;;
is neither independent nor invariant. 1 have marked a zere for f.h{.;‘. !.eatt%re (il if—;fr({{
since this auxiliary is not used in this context. The :\fifwecion.mn werl m.[mi]i’
marked for all three features. In past negated contexts, Bulgarian ti("}fIS.}l(}i use &
construciion with want since such sentences are construed as having solely a
volitional meaning. Recall the example:

Y akit ne $tele da pristigne predi i,
*The train wouldn't want 1o arrive before thiee.

When we look at past constructions with fave, we see a closer ui;gmm.nz
. . 1 g : ages has o strong sense of obligation anc

between systems: Ima in both languages has a stong sense g

cannot be considered any type of future in the past, e.g.

‘Toj imaSe da dojde *He had 10 come’

In negative contexts in both languages the \-’i{iﬁ%) is nm‘ i{ad-e]‘wcz?fi’mul bijtf_ 1;
positively marked for the feature imvarigar. The zero for the feature i-ha
signifies that the form is not used wn this context. o I
in the ipast, then, Mucedonian has a fully gr:au}.j};&{tte‘ﬂ;.x:.cai p&itu‘,ib u;m:,\c:
from the verb fo wanr, The verb o have, which is bolh ssymzfa:m:.u%!y ia-,.ss,
gmznm&%icz;lixcd andd semantically more restricted, plays a m%xrg:;ma} mﬁc:.- ?1
Bulgarian the auxiliary derived rom wani has nol been ds:.ca%.egomi‘i?ied and mu.ﬁ»l‘
siil'lb be cohsidered verbal, We see a clear céivisémf between p\}s‘a}.i].\ft: im): va
negative wanf futures in Bulgarian. The negated ne Sre ocours only with nia‘(,.gﬁ...u.n @
voliticnal meaning, Le. the original semantic component i‘ms. not been iw-st. -
In pontpast contexis we see more paraliet Ci&w@ii.}])iimﬂ-{}; i_.u the use oi d 1! {;lli
grammaticalized future particle derived from wane, but i%m' '%gg{';i;n*,leljy' cied fac
hiides the more interesting fact that Bulgarian has a clear division bciwc?n wrmf
and have futures, and that even where the systems appear o E‘}C.Sy}'ilfl‘i’&ll ud it_?z,
particles $1& and Ke function differenily syntacticaily and semantically in ihe,- tWo
l.anguﬁgc&’. due 1o the differing degress of gi:;m’a;_1'1:11.%&;;.1&;f,;murz and the inter-
relationship within each systein vis-h-vis the have futures. ' e
We miy conclude with the following generalizations: 1::1 bf‘)(h mngnagtj‘.s lh{}
have futurgs are less grammaticalized. According to all criteria, zrmﬁ'pha)lug;{jal
simphificaion, syntaclic position, and semantic range. they are more verbal,

preserve miore of their lexical meaning of obligation and necessity. In Bulgarian,

i ] is forimed, at least in > colloguial language
however, the negative fuiure is formed, at least in the collog anguag

exclusively with njama, the vegawed have future. In Mncedonian, ima/nema is -

coniinuing to lese ground to ¥e, which has been generalized for all contexts
g s

] . - Com - ot acess of
having a speaning of expectation. In Bulgarian we see the uneven process o

Bybee, Joan, William Pagliuca, and 1

e 1991 Back 1o the

Chung. Sandra and Alan Timberlake. 1985,

Fiedler, Wilfried j9g6

Friedman. Victor A,

Gotab,

Hacking. Jane. 1996, “The Particle |

Heine, Bernd, Ulrike (]

Koneski, Blaze 1967 Gramatika ng make
Koneski, Kirif, 1979
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grammagcalization reflecied in the past vs non-past. in Bulgarian, too, we see o
sharper distinction between positive and negative constructions,

We can hypothesize that the wanr :
Balkans and moved Fast and Nopth,
Albanian, and Aromanian show the gre
futures. Bulgarian to the east shows

uture began in the SW corner of the
Macedonian wgether with Greek, Tosk
atest degree of grammaticalization of Weirl
an earlier stage of grammaticalizaton along
the cline outlined above. Furthenmore, futre contexts
want form then must have been extended 0o 1
and then Herative-habituals

are the entry point, the
past contexts, other modal contexis
- Thas, the present study on the differing rates of
gramnaticalization of these verbal forms provides additional evidence for SW
contactinduced grammaticalization as proposed in
other studies on comact-induced. change (v, for example Friedman 18994y,
furthermore, a more detailed study on wantfave futures will surely coniribute a
great deal to the growing literature on grammaticalization.

Macedonian as the center of
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