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“Future Tense in South Slavic: Diachrony and Typology”
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This contribution deals with the creation of the future tense in South Slavic, in general Slavic perspective. It is shown that the

process was gradual, resulting from both language-internal and contact-induced processes. The internal tendency to create a
form denoting a future action/state was part of the change of an earlier aspect verbal system to a tense verbal system. Late
Common Slavic still did not have the future tense but instead several universally available possibilities to denote a future
action/state, as witnessed by Old Church Slavonic and early Slavic vernaculars (the perfective present, chotéti ‘want,” imeti
‘have,’ (-)ceti ‘begin’ + infinitive, byti ‘be’ + infinitive/participle). The language contacts in the Balkans gave prominence to
one of them, reinforcing the creation of the ‘want’ future type in the majority of languages and dialects, except Slovene and
Croatian Kajkavian, in the northwest, which, having the ‘be’ future, belong with East and West Slavic languages. This shows
that in periods of system instability due to a major internal change, language contact may induce a choice among several
inherent competing strategies.

The presentation addresses the following questions: 1) typology of South Slavic future: a) the ‘be’ future (Slovene,
Kajkavian), b) the ‘want’ future (Cakavian, Stokavian), c) the split ‘want’ / ‘have’ systems (Bulgarian, Macedonian); 2)
grammaticalization of the ‘want’ future type: ambiguity of the ‘want’ + infinitive construction, desemanticization,
morphological and prosodic erosion of ‘want,’ e.g. Serbian hocu > héu > ¢u); 3) the time frame of the changes; 4) the
typology of ‘want’ future patterns, including their areal gradience: a) the zone with infinitive (e.g. Serbian ¢u + infinitive), b)
the zone with the present tense, where the loss of the infinitive triggered further changes (e.g. Bulgarian: decl. sta da +
present tense > indecl. ste da + present tense > ste + present tense). We also exemplify how the contemporary diatopic
variation reflects diachronic developmental stages, which is significant both from the theoretical and methodological

standpoint.
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