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TIEPIAHYH

Eivar yvwoto 0i0plwooikd, 0Tt mEpLppaoTiKéS pHUATIKES JOUES TTOV GYNUATICOVTaL HE TH XPHON EVOS
PonBntikod pruotog ue v apyiy onuacio. ‘siuor’ 1 ‘pivouar’ Oyt povo exppdlovv ovyve, dEoVTIKN N
EMIOTHUIKY TPOTIKOTHTO. OJAG KOI GTOKTOUV KATOTe (LE10IKeDUEVES 1| un) peALovTikég yproels. Me
opetnpia ™ OOTIOTWON OTL 1 KOLVI] VEOEAANVIKY OAAG Kol TOAAES, 101G aVOTOMKES, VEOEAINVIKES
010AeKTOl O100ETOVY TETOIEG OOUES ETLYEIPEITOL €0C) 1] QVIYVEDOH THG TOPOVOIOS KOl 1 TEPLYPAPH THG
ONUOCLOAOYIKNG O100pOUNG KOl YPOLUOTIKOTOINONS TOVG O TPOYEVECTEPES POOEIS THG EAANVIKNG UE
Eupaon oty DOTEPN UECOIWVIKY TEPLOIO.

Keywords: copula, obligation, ability, possibility, predestination, scheduled / expected future

1. Introduction: giuaz as modal/future marker

Many languages possess structures expressing modality of obligation that are formed with the auxiliary
verbs ‘be’ or ‘become’ or with affixes that are derived from these verbs (For a catalogue of such
languages, see Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca, 1994:182-3). For example, both Greek and English have
modal periphrases expressing obligation with be to and eiua va respectively:

(1) -1am to go to the doctor
- Elvai va m.w 610 y1oTpd

The common semantic basis of the two structures is that “the agent has been set or scheduled to do
something by outside forces” and for this reason is obliged to act. The difference between these
structures and the equivalent but more frequent deontic constructions with have to and éyw va is that
the latter express a more general sense of obligation, not limited to situations where something has
been planned or arranged. In addition, in the cases of be to and ¢ivaz va, the obligation of the agent is
more relaxed or remains open (Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca, 1994: 184).

How does it happen that the meaning of obligation comes to be expressed by a structure based on a
verb whose prototypical meaning involves existence, being, situation? According to the three authors
(184), the sense of obligation also comes partly from the infinitival complement; more analytically, the
structure with the copula ‘to be” shows that the agent is linked to an action, the time reference of which
may be either past, present or future. Thus the action may be either complete, in which case it may be
expressed with a past participle, e.g. siuar ypauuévog I 1 am written, current, in which case it is often
expressed by a present participle or a gerund, e.g. eiuaz ypdpwv [ 1 am writing, or projected, in which
case it may be realized with an infinitive, e.g. *siuou ypdagperv | 1 am to write. The application of this
typological schema in Greek means of course that the linking of the agent with a future action also
involves a complement clause — expressing purpose or volition — as a syntactic equivalent to the
infinitive, e.qg. siua (y10) va ypape (see also footnote 1). In almost all the above examples, eiuoi/be can
be replaced by the possessive auxiliary éyw/have. The fact that these are interchangeable is a syntactic
indication that ‘be’ can acquire a suggestion of possession. This may also be observed in various other
syntactic environments (e.g. with spatial markers, possessive modifiers etc.): if an object ‘is to me’
(also on me, near me, of John, of Mary etc.), then it ‘belongs to me’ (to John, to Mary etc.). And of
course there is a close relationship between possession and obligation; if an action belongs to me, | am
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[ MODAL AND FUTURE PERIPHRASES WITH EIMAI IN THE HISTORY OF GREEK AND ITS DIALECTS]

under obligation to bring it to completion (For the stages between possession and obligation, see Heine,
1993:42; for obligation in Greek, see Newton and Veloudis, 1980).

Closely linked with the idea of obligation are the concepts of being expected, scheduled or
predestined to take place. Crosslinguistically, these meanings too may sometimes be expressed by
structures with ‘to be’. Less commonly, ‘to be’ may be used in similar structures that express the
modality of ability (For a catalogue of languages which express the abovementioned modalities using
the verb ‘to be’, and for a theoretical discussion of the subject, see Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca, 1994:
186-7 and 249-51).

It is known that future tenses very often develop from structures expressing modalities of obligation
or pre-arranging (Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca, 1994: 258-64), given that both strongly imply the
speaker’s intention to carry out an action, and by extension a prediction concerning the realization of
this action. Similarly, modality of ability can develop into root possibility, then subsequently intention,
and ultimately future (265-6). Thus it is not surprising that typologically the verb ‘to be’ is a common
source of future tenses (253).*

Greek is among the languages that make use of this crosslinguistically widespread means for
expressing a fairly broad range of modalities (obligation, predestination, ability, root possibility,
epistemic possibility, intention etc.), including future tense. All the above observations underline the
high degree of syntactic and semantic flexibility possessed by this verb, and justify its characterization
as a highly generalized marker for the expression of modal and temporal distinctions.

2. Corpus - method - aim

Starting from the obvious fact that Modern Greek, both in its standard and (much more so) dialect
forms, possesses such verbal constructions with eiuaz, this paper focuses on earlier stages of the history
of the Greek language, from the Classical and Hellenistic periods to approximately 1500 AD or a little
later, with particular emphasis on the vernacular literary texts of late medieval period. The sheer
amount of material available has consequences both for the method that | follow here, basically
qualitative, and for the aim of this paper: | attempt, within the framework of grammaticalization theory,
to formulate working hypotheses concerning the origin, function and development of the modal
structures with the present tense of the copula eiuaz that we find in Greek.

3. Analysis of the material
3.1 Classical Greek

The best-known use of eiuoz in @ modal periphrasis in Ancient Greek is found in the already impersonal
structure &om + infinitive. Indeed, this structure seems to cover a large part of the range of modalities
that corresponds to Modern Greek uzopsi:

(2) et g [...] €lye [...] ovAaC &v 1@ ohpatt [...] {dv, kai 1ebvedTog 1O odua fomy ideiv TobTo
&yov
If someone had scars on his body while yet alive, you can see that his body still has them after
his death.”
(Gorgias (Plato), 524c; 4th c. BC)

In example (2), the original modality of ability gives rise to a meaning of root possibility: the agent
is able, and external conditions do permit it. The same stage, or perhaps a step further in the direction
of epistemic possibility, appears to be represented in the following example; the general conditions are
fulfilled, or the situation described in the proposition may represent the truth:

! See also the following predicates which lead together with eiuou to the future projection of an action: a) result
clauses, in the construction eiuar @wote (See below, example 4 and footnote 3), b) prepositional phrases, in the
constructions eiuai mpog (yra, oe etc.) + noun (These structures appear in the Hellenistic and subsequent periods,
e.9. [v]wyribny ioyopdsg, vovi ¢ mpog tan avaloupPaverv eiui ‘1 fell gravely ill, but now I am nearing recovery’
(p.zen.pestm.51 (3); 257 BC), sivau mpog cwtnpiov ‘he is going to be saved’ (Spaneas, O 207) etc.), ¢) genitive
articular infinitives, in the construction *siuou zov ypdgerv (see below example 5).

2 The translations are mine (except where indicated otherwise), and are as faithful as possible to the original.
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(3) To14de pévtor TV PpevomAnkTmy Poviedpat Enn 1T oty drodool
You may hear such words and thoughts from furious people.
(Prometheus Bound (Aeschylus), 1054-5; 5th c. BC)

The frequentative meaning implicit in utterance (3) (‘Every time that anyone is furious, they think
and speak like that.”) highlights the shift of the modal verb towards epistemic modality (see Traugott
1989:43, and especially BeAobdng 2010:59, where reference is made to the close relationship between
weak epistemic modals, frequentative meaning, and prophetic future).

Two points about the modality of £o7: in Ancient Greek must be borne in mind here. The first is that
in precisely these constructions, the accent of the auxiliary moves obligatorily to the penultimate
syllable, which is an indication not only that it is increasingly syntactically bound to the following
infinitive, but also that it is behaving as a clitic. That these structures are in the early stages of
grammaticalization can also be seen from the analogous accent shift observed in periphrastic
quantifiers with the 3rd person singular of the auxiliary, e.g. otiv d¢ ‘someone’, &ouv JSmov
‘somewhere’, éotiv dte ‘sometimes’ etc., or after some grammatical words (such as odxk, kai, dAld etc.,
e.g. ok &om ‘it is not’, cf. todro éoti > todtr’ fom ‘in other words’ etc.). The second point is
semantically and syntactically important. I quote the next distich from Sophocles’s Philoctetes (5th c.
BC) together with its English translation (Jebb, 1898:656-7):

(4) dp’ éoriv dhote xiryy0Oev Béav dafelv kai factdoor ne mpookiboar O’ Homep BebV;
Is there any way that | might have a closer view of it — and handle it, and salute it as divine?

Here Neoptolemos is not wondering about his ability to see or his chances of seeing the bow of
Philoctetes, but whether it is allowed, whether he has permission to see it — permission which is given
immediately afterwards. Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994:199) note that the modality of permission
is a branch of root possibility. From a syntactic point of view, what is different here is that the auxiliary
is combined with a result clause, or rather with the result marker @ore which is prepositioned before
the infinitival complement.?

3.2 Hellenistic Koine and early medieval Greek

A third syntactic possibility, already available in the Hellenistic period, is exemplified by the following
example from the Septuagint (3rd-2nd c. BC):

(5) «ai eimev: &av kpatuwdff Zvpia Omep Eué, xoi Eoscbé pot sic comnpiov, kol &av
KkpoTolwb@ov vioi Appdv VEp 68, Kol éaduebo. 100 odoal o€
And he said: if Syria becomes stronger than me, then you will (be about to) save me, and if
the sons of Ammon become stronger than you, then we will (be about to) save you
(2 Samuel 10.11)

From a morphosyntactic point of view, what is important about the structure éoduefa 109 odoai oe
(literally: ‘we will be of to save you’) is that ‘be’ remains inflected, while the complement has the
genitive of purpose of the articular infinitive (see also the parallel expression &oects ot gic cwnpiov
in the preceding line, where in place of the articular infinitive we have as a complement a prepositional
phrase showing purpose, too). From the point of view of semantics, it seems that this structure is just a
step away from the immediate or expected future. In LSJ this example is included in the entry &iui for
the meaning ‘to be about to” (C.2.f), while in the Latin and English translations in the Digital Library of
Perseus, the periphrasis is rendered by the futures ‘auxiliabor tibi’ and ‘we will come and help you’
respectively. Notwithstanding the fact that the future reading of this structure may be affected by the
presence of the synthetic future éodus0a, it is more likely that the structure in question actually conveys
the readiness/imminence of the subject to act. Whatever the case, we are dealing with an agreement by
the terms of which mutual help is expected or prearranged for the near future in the face of an external
threat (for the terms ‘immediate” and ‘expected/scheduled’ and the close relationship between them, as
well as with the simple future, see Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca, 1994:244-7, 249-51).

% It is not by chance that, as Jebb (1932) observes in his comments on this verse, similar result structures are found
with other premodal verbs such as 8éiw or dvvazév (do7i), €.9. dddvazov duiv dote Hpwtaydpov 10dde 6oPHTEPGY
wva éléaBou (Protagoras (Plato), 338) ‘It is impossible for you to choose...’.
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A new development in this period is the identification of 3sg. &v: (alternative form of 3sg. éveor,
from the prefixed verb &veyu “to be in”) with éotf, resulting in their parallel use (Mandilaras, 1973:77).
The two types also coincide in their impersonal uses with the general meaning of ability / root
possibility, although the structures with &v: are rare and relatively late-attested (there are only three
examples, all in private papyri from the end of the Hellenistic and beginning of the early Medieval
periods):

(6) ém 8¢ 0Ok &vi dmelbiv JHo1g téc\oonpeg/
Because I can’t (it is impossible for me to) leave with four animals. (?)
(sh.18.13598 (9); 6™-7" c. AD)

See also bgu.4.1024 (5, 20-1); 360 AD and p.cair.masp.2.67199; 520-530 AD. In contrast, the
impersonal structures with &z are much more common and occur regularly throughout the period in
question, e.g. yirwvdpiov 0¢ t@i mordopiwt ovk Eotiv evpeiv ‘1 can’t find a little tunic for our little
child’ (p.cair.zen.4.59644 (12), mid-3" c. BC; see also psi.4.297; 5" ¢. AD etc.).®

In the material from the papyri | also found an example of the periphrasis v (= 7; subjunctive) +
infinitive in an embedded purpose clause with iva:

(11) «ai oBrog Sppuaco<t> 1o o&v {unAiv poyaipy kaAdv Kol Tpécoyy Aémv Exovia va v
ev{nAdtEPOV yevéohou xai Oavpalopev (leg. Oovudlopev)
And so | decorated your good penknife with a lion’s face, so that it can (in order to) be
more enviable  and we (can) admire it.
(o.claud.2.279 (5-9); 2" c. AD)

The important thing here is that, functionally, the structure seems to have been generalized: it is
nothing more than a subjunctive / subordination marker (#v yevéoOor = ypévnror), presumably as a
consequence of the falling together of the two forms of the auxiliary (;7 / 77v). The same conclusion is
reached by Markopoulos (2009:149-55) regarding the structure va éyew + infinitive which appears in
late Byzantine texts.

3.3 Late Medieval Greek and Modern Greek Dialects

Almost the same syntactic pattern seen in example (5), differing only in that the infinitive (but not its
article) has been replaced by a va-clause, appears more than a thousand years later in the Ermoniakos
(14" century). The relatively conservative character of the language of this text is what makes possible
a comparison with the equivalent Hellenistic structure. On the level of form, eivaz now appears in place
of éoti (for the development of the morphology of ¢iui, see Kayouévog 1953). At the point which
interests us, a disheartened Patroklos conveys to Achilles the wretched image of the battle with the
Trojans and, having referred to a long list of dead and wounded, emphasizes the fact of the imminent
death of two more heroes:

(12) o 6¢ Ziovpoc kot Néotmp cvv yop T Aokpd T® Ala eivar youv tov v’ arxebdvoov [...] xai
TPOg  KivOLVOV 01 WAVTEG Eivar YOP TOD VA YEVATIV
Sisyphus and Nestor, together with the Locrian Ajax, are about to die, and everyone is
about to find themselves in danger.
(Ermoniakos, P 245-56)

It is obvious that the two structures with eivaz zov va + subjunctive have the meaning of immediate /
expected future, although from these particular examples it is not possible to confirm the impersonal
syntax of the auxiliary. In the same text we also find two archaic structures of the type eivau +
infinitive; this time the old modality of ability / possibility has been replaced by a meaning of
preordained or predestined future similar to that expressed by the Modern Greek structure uov (eov, Tov
etc.) uéAler va:

* For more examples, including one with the future Zoraz and two with the optative iy, see Mayser 1906 (1I, 1:
165, 307, 339).
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(13) xon to KupwOEV KaOaTE ov yop eiv’ avalvdiva
And that which has been sealed (by fate) now and forever is not destined to be erased
(B 88-91)

(See also ¥ 287, where we find the same structure with the same modality). Ambiguity between
possibility and preordained future is found in the works of Sachlikis (14th c.), the earliest
representative of Cretan literature (Vitti, 1960):

(14) pn Aomn 1 TNV TOMTIKNY €15 660, KOL 0V KAGYM
OTL TOTé TO KAAUA NG dev efvar va TV fAdywn
Don’t pity a prostitute, however much she cries

because her tears can never (are never going to) do her any harm
(367-8)

Here the periphrasis with eivaz, which now takes a subordinate clause (va + subjunctive) as a
complement, expresses the fact that not only it is impossible for tears to harm the prostitute, but also
that this is not destined to happen, which is emphasized by the use of the temporal adverb zozé (see
also xafaral in the previous example).

The meaning of imminent / near or preordained / predestined future can be clearly discerned in
another poem by Sachlikis, as well as in a number of 14™-15" century sources of Cretan, Cypriot and
more generally south-eastern origin, especially when the situation described involves concepts such as
fate, death, illness etc. (see also examples 12 and 13): ki dtav mayaivovy ki Epyovviar kai pwToOlY TS
10téKel, Aéyovy 10 dia va udBovary av évi v’ amofdvy ‘And when they come and go and ask how he is,
they say it to find out whether he is going to die’ (Sachlikis (Wagner, 1874), 129-30; Crete), and ¢
wevag e moAdng élot <ei>vorv v’ amobdvovv ‘Because of the great hunger everyone is going to die’
(Diegesis Apolloniou, 118; maybe from Cyprus), Aoixév, maidi pov, cov Bwpd, dev évar whio vo, phoow
‘so, my child, as I see it I am not going to live anymore’ (Rimada Apolloniou, A 1789; see also A
1784-5, A 407-8), xau Aakotv tov: «eivar va yiver uéyav oxdviaiov» And they say to him: “there’s
going to be a big scandal* (Boustronios, A 125r 5; Cyprus; see also A 125r 11-2, A 24v 9-14, A 92v 5-
6), ovdévag yorov guév &’ évour va pordon ‘there will not be anyone like me’ (Love Poems, ko 12;
Cyprus; see also v’ 7-8 and &g” 6-7) etc.

What all the above cases have in common is the fact that the auxiliary is in the third person,
appearing in its usual forms évi, évai, eivaz(v). In contrast, | have noted only two instances where the
auxiliary is declined for person: the first is from the chronicle of Machairas:

(15) loAeic Twg sloar va fAAng €1G VOUV TOV QQEVTIV HOC
You say that you are going to put our master in charge.
(491.28-9; Cyprus, 15th ¢.)

Dawkins ascribes lexical meaning to the auxiliary: ‘you wish to put’, but this interpretation finds
little support in the preceding theoretical discussion or in the material available from Greek. It is most
likely that we are dealing either with immediate or scheduled future, or, at least, with the modality of
intention.

The second case, which is also the only example where eiuoz is combined with the purposive
complementizer iva instead of va, is from the Thanatikon tis Rhodou by Georgilas (211; circa 1500):

(16) apun eyd Bopmdvto ot eiuat oo v’ amolavew
But I, seeing you, deserve to die

However, this structure cannot easily be ascribed future reference.’ In fact it is very reminiscent of
the equivalent Modern Greek expressions eivai (yia) va tov klaive, givar va tpelaivesor etc. where the
periphrasis expresses the meaning ‘is justified’ or ‘deserves’ (for these expressions and their meanings
see LKN, entry eiuaz).

In texts from the same period (15" — early 16" century) and the same general area (Crete — Cyprus),
I have only rarely encountered structures which could be considered to express simple obligation
(without the additional meaning of prescheduled future). These are examples 17-20, but in none of

% See also the slightly later (mid-16" century) av dev to kduw oav Owpeic,siua yia va raydow ‘If 1 don’t do it as
you think right I deserve to freeze’(Aitolos (Aisopou Mithoi), 125 12).
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these cases is it possible to exclude a reading from the point of view of ability / root possibility or other
modalities:

(17) To @uokdv Trg apyovTIdg 6ev évar va kpatién
mv xpeiav T avBpdmov TepurAdg dvie T Oe (néet
(Falieros (Istoria kai Oniro), 158-60; 15th c.)

The meaning of this couplet, according to van Gemert (1980:147, 187), is that the nobleman,
because of his nature, should not (it is not appropriate for him to) refuse help to someone in need,
especially if he asks for it.

(18) 810 tpelg apoppés évi va piywpev Bupod, picov Kot apag
(Machairas, 255.11-2; 15th c.)

Dawkins translates (18) as follows: ‘There are three ways we may take to avoid wrath, hatred and
scandal’. However, as these three ways are not mentioned in the text that follows, I take the meaning to
be ‘We should avoid (it) for three reasons: wrath, hatred and scandal’, in which case the periphrasis has
clearly deontic meaning.

Similarly, in the next two examples, hidden behind deontic modality we find the meanings ‘it is not
right’, ‘it is not justified’, ‘does not deserve’ (see also 16 above):

(19) xou dev ivar va tovg aroBappoduey. Awati piov opdav ndpapév Tovg 410 Tapdfoviovg
And we should not trust them. Because we have once found them to be oath-breakers.
(Boustronios, A 108r 5-6; beginning of the 16th c.)

(20) to Aowmoviv dev ive va to Gavpaoti Tvag ToHTOV TO Yiviy, 0Tt 0 aVTOV 1oV gYiviv
So no-one should be surprised at what happened, because it happened because of me.
(Machairas, 251.21-2; 15th c.)

As can be seen from the above examples, all the structures with efuoz come from medieval texts that
belong to the so-called southern-south-eastern group of dialects. It is characteristic that I could not find
even one example of modal use of the present tense of the copula outside this area (e.g. in the
Chronicle of the Morea or the Chronicle of the Tocco family of Kefalonia etc.), with the exception of
the archaic infinitive constructions from Ermoniakos (examples 12 and 13). Indeed, the relatively
frequent appearance of the structures with eiua: in the arc Crete-Dodecanese-Cyprus supports the
hypothesis that in precisely these areas it is possible to find examples not simply of semantic
generalization / reduction (e.g. the use of the copula in place of a modal marker) or decategorization
(e.g. the fact that the form used is almost always impersonal) as seen in the above examples, but also
cases of phonological reduction of the auxiliary and its coalescence with other grammatical
morphemes, for which see below. The fact that all these different aspects of the phenomenon are
present shows that the structures in question present an increased degree of grammaticalization, and
that we can indeed consider them to be periphrases (for the terminology, see Hopper & Traugott
(2003), Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca (1994), Lehmann, 2002 etc.; for the criteria defining periphrasticity,
see Vincent (1987), Bertinetto (1990), Haspelmath (2000) etc.).

In the following examples the auxiliary shows signs of phonological reduction and coalescence
with the negative particle:

(21) «oéva (ed: dev ‘v’ va) Bpebet kar o Zoamhiveg £xel 610 KoAOGOWY KavEvay Tpapay S1kov Touv»
It will not / is not going to be found that Saplanes has any property of his own at Kolossi.
(Boustronios, A 104v 5-6; beginning of the 16th c.)

(See also the same structure in A 130v 9-10; also viktav nuépav xéfyeic tovg kor dev va o€
ko&ioovy ‘[Death,] you reap day and night and no-one can (is going to) change your mind’ (Georgilas,
227; circa 1500). In all three examples | think it preferable to reconstruct the complex de(v) ev va >
Sev(v)a. with dissimilatory deletion of the first nasal, where ¢v is a common medieval form of the 3™
person singular alongside év(i/az) and eiv(i/a) (see Kayopévog, 1953), rather than to propose a simple
future meaning for va, the position of which immediately following the negative dev would be in any
case problematic. However, the phonological reduction undergone by the auxiliary in this structure
cannot really be taken as proof of the grammaticalization of the periphrasis eiva: va + subjunctive in
particular, because in various Modern Greek dialects today, including those in question, we quite
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regularly find forms of the negative particle dévi, dévau (= dev év(i/or)) (TCrtliAng, to appear (a)), SO we
must conclude that the coalescence of dev évi is not confined to the periphrases examined here. What
these examples show is a general tendency for decharacterization or bleaching of eiva:. The example
given below, however, is a case where the phonological reduction of the auxiliary can indeed be
understood as an indication of the grammaticalization of the structure eiva: va + subjunctive. It comes
from Crete:

22) Av aneBaver n Tapoia mo1og éva (ed: & va / év’ <v>a) pog yopever
( n Tap S Hag yvp.
If Tarsia dies, who will interrogate us?
(Rimada Apolloniou, A 1213; 15th ¢.)

The editor of the text takes the meaning of this structure to be simple future (p. 217), and in his
comments on the language of the Cypriot Boustronios he adopts the etymology from (6)é(Aer)v va. > ev
va, which is the preferred form of the future in Cypriot today, alongside dzvva. However, | believe that
the degree of phonetic reduction presupposed by this etymology is much greater than that presented in
the sources from the southern / south-eastern dialects from this period (see Markopoulos (2009), where
it is shown that at least until the 15" century the basic form of the future is 6¢éiw + infinitive). Another
thing that leads us to reject the interpretation of evva as deriving from the volitional 6sl.w is the large
number of periphrases with ‘be’ in the texts from Cyprus, Crete and the Dodecanese. Taking this into
account, the modern futures with evva + subj. in the dialects of Cyprus, e.g. ev va pdw ‘I will eat’
Xottmwavvov, 1999:92) and the Dodecanese, €.9. evva yrorioeig ‘you will hit” (Iamaypiotododriov
1986:181, Rhodes), yidawve k’ evva ‘prei k’ exeivog ‘Go and he will come with you’ (Mnvég 2002:65,
Karpathos) etc. are more plausibly (and more economically) explained as deriving from constructions
with the copula rather than the volitional auxiliary. This hypothesis is supported by the existence of
futures with ‘be’ in a number of dialects from Asia Minor, including that of Farasa (Avactaciddng,
1976:188-9), e.g. apé ¢ va vaprov ‘I'll come soon’ (¢ is a marker of immediate future or obligation® in
contrast to the simple future particle a(v); for the likelihood that ¢ is to be identified with the medieval
ev, see TCulidng, to appear (b)), as well as the Cappadocian dialects of Ulagac and Axos (Janse, to
appear), e.g. va éptou’ dé ‘vou ‘we won’t come’ (Ulagac), va wdu’ dé "var ‘we won’t go’ (here (¢)vau is
only present in an environment of negation with dev), Propontis Tsakonian, e.g. uo ypdy’ < eiuo vo
ypdwov (Avong 2010) ‘I will write’, and probably also in the dialect of Silli, for which Kwotdxng
(1968:162) gives the form evva (= ). We encounter the same structure in the neighbouring Cyclades,
also with the meaning of immediate future, e.g. va zdov eiuar oo ywpié I’ll go soon” (Mdveong 1997,
1:307; Mykonos). Here the fact that the copula follows the main verb and is finite, on the model of the
simple future as seen in example va o1 pag Geg ‘T’ll beat you” (Mdaveong 1997, 1:348), excludes the
possibility of interference from Standard Modern Greek.

4. Conclusions

In a previous paper (Liosis 2010) | discussed structures of counterfactual modality with the imperfect
of eiuou in modern Greek dialects, applying the typological division made by T{itQidng (to appear (a))
based on the verb used in each dialect to express this modality. Thus dialects may be divided according
to whether they use 7f¢la, eiya or sfuovv. In the last category belong, not by chance, Cypriot,
Dodecanesian and Cretan, as well as many dialects from Asia Minor (those of Cappadocia, Farasa,
Silli, and Propontis Tsakonian). | believe that this picture is confirmed in the light of the data from the
medieval texts; the periphrases with the present tense of ¢iuoz are generally found in the same areas, are
more or less grammaticalized, and cover a broad range of modalities, which theoretically and
typologically precede the future (e.g. ability, obligation, possibility), or are later non-future
developments (e.g. epistemic modality), or can be described as specialized futures (immediate,
scheduled, predestined future). In some cases they have been grammaticalized to the point where they
have replaced the simple future.

®e.g. ta &ha & va komoby aijuovpov “the wood must be cut today’ (see also the equivalent negative deontic structure
from Pontic Greek x’ év va yivetou aéro’ ‘it must not happen like that” (ITaraddmoviog 1958, 1:288)).
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