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Abstract

Objectives: This study investigates the emergence of an incoming future marker in the
Jordanian Arabic Dialect of Irbid.

Methods: Using synchronic data from the Jordanian Arabic Dialect of Irbid collected by
Husein (2022) and adopting the cline of grammaticality approach that was proposed by
Hopper and Traugott (2003) [content word > grammatical word > clitic > inflectional
affix], the researchers propose that d- prefix (the new incoming variant) developed from
bid ‘will' (functional) which originally arose from the volitional verb bid ‘want' (lexical)
and, therefore, expresses futurity. This assumption is supported by the semantic,
syntactic, and phonological changes in the grammaticalization path of d-prefix.

Results: The results indicate that d-prefix, similar to bid, shows nuances of willingness
and intention in the future. Since the same token that expresses willingness and intention
can indicate prediction, the d- prefix is used to realize futurity in the Jordanian Arabic
Dialect of Irbid. Moreover, like bid, the present data show that the d-prefix is used in both
subordinate (an advanced stage in the grammaticalization path) and main clauses. Also,
the results show that the d-prefix expresses futurity unambiguously.

Conclusions: The findings of this study show that bid (lexical) has undergone
desemanticization, erosion, and decategoralization that resulted in the emergence of d- as
a future marker (via the functional bid).

Key words: Future markers, grammaticalization, Irbid, Jordanian Arabic, volitional
pathways.
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1. Introduction

Every human language is subject to variation and change. Jufrizal and Refnaldi (2017) emphasize that “there is no such
thing as a living language that fails to change” (p.474). This built-in linguistic component of expressing the same meaning
using different forms is considered to be “an inherent characteristic of all languages at all times” (Wardaugh, 2010, p.5).
Language variation and change can be implemented at the level of pronunciation (sound change), lexeme (word-choice),
or morpho-syntax (grammar). Bybee et al. (1994) report that “form and meaning co-vary in the grammaticalization of future
grams” (p.279). This means that the same function (i.e., futurity) can be realized by different grammaticalized forms (i.e.,
grams). They emphasize that those grams developed from certain common pathways which denote volition, movement and
obligation (p.243). Future markers have received a great deal of attention in the Arabic literature. Many studies reported
different paths of grammaticalization regarding futurity (e.g., Van Mol, 2003; Abdel-Hafiz, 2005; Alshboul, AlShaboul &
Asassfeh, 2010; Al-Saidat & AlMomani, 2010; Jarad, 2013; Leddy-Cecere, 2020; Alshorbaji, 2020).

Conducting a variationist analysis of expressing futurity in the Jordanian Arabic Dialect of Irbid (hereafter JADI),
Husein (2022) finds that both full and shortened forms are used to express futurity in JADI. As can be shown in Table (1)
below, the most frequent future variants in (JADI) are ‘bid as in ‘bidd-uk jokil’ (He wants to eat), rah as in ‘rah tuktub’
(She is going to write), b- as in ‘baktub (I am going to write) and d- as in ‘daktub’ (I will write). It is worth mentioning that
d- as a future marker is a new incoming variant that has never been reported before in the variationist literature (Husein,
2022, p.57).

Thus, this paper bridges a gap in the Arabic literature by investigating the grammaticalization path of d- future marker
in (JADI) based on synchronic data. It assumes that the d- prefix is derived from the functional ‘bid’ (will), which in turn
is developed from the desiderative volitional verb ‘bid’ (want). To put it differently, the d-prefix is hypothesized to be
derived from the volitional verb ‘bid’ (via the functional bid) in JADI.

Table 1: The distributional analysis of the most common future variants (Husein, 2022, p.57)

Variant % N
bid+ pronominal clitic | 45.5 | 481
b- 24.3 | 257
rah 16.8 | 178
d- 13.4 | 142
Total 1058

In this study, the volitional path of the new incoming prefix d- is investigated. The rest of the paper is organized as
follows: first, a review of the previous studies on the grammaticalization of future markers is provided in Section (2). Then
we present an overview of the approach being operationalized in this study (3.2). The path of [d-] as a grammaticalized
form of the functional bid is presented in Section (4.1). Next, we put d-prefix under scrutiny by showing how this prefix
unambiguously expresses futurity (4.2) as well as the syntactic behavior of [d-] (4.3). The conclusion is provided in Section

).

2. Grammaticalization

Introduced by Meillet (1912), grammaticalization is resembled “the emptying of lexically meaningful morphs
(compound members, etc.) and their transformation into "function" elements” (Hoenigswald, 1963, p.34, as cited in Heine
& Reh, 1984, p.15). Grammaticalization, in this sense, focuses on turning a lexical item (semantically specific) into a
grammatical item (functional meaning). The aforementioned phenomenon has been intensively investigated in the
literature; “interest in grammaticalization has risen dramatically” (Campbell & Janda, 2000, p.93). Some linguists
(Langacker, 1977; Heine & Reh, 1984; Criage, 1991; Traugott & Heine, 1991; Lehmann, 2015) describe it as being a
“process” accompanied by some mechanisms whereby a lexical word changes into a grammatical word and/or less
grammatical word into more grammatical word. Others viewed grammaticalization as a subdiscipline referring to “that part
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of the study of language which focuses on how grammatical forms and constructions arise, how they are used, and how
they shape the language” (Hopper & Traugott, 1993, pp.1-2). Also, grammaticalization is defined as a “theory” which is
not only confined to the transition between lexical items and grammatical items but also takes the gradual ‘diachronic
processes’ (source determination, unidirectionality, universal paths, retention of earlier meaning, consequences of semantic
retention, semantic and phonological reduction, layering and relevance) into consideration (Bybee et al., 1994, pp.4-5).

2.1 Key tenets of grammaticalization

One of the basic tenets of this approach is what some linguists called ‘the interrelated mechanisms’ (Heine & Kuteva,
2002) or the ‘basic processes’ of grammaticalization (Heine & Reh, 1984) which consist of desemanticization (‘semantic
bleaching’, i.e., losing the meaning), erosion (‘phonetic reduction’, i.e., losing phonological substances) and
decategorialization (losing morpho-syntactic properties). Although grammaticalization seems to be “a kind of
impoverishment or deficit” (Traugott, 1988, p.406), some gains are included in it. “A loss of meaning may be compensated
for by new meanings arising in the context in which the relevant form is used” (Heine & Kuteva, 2002, p.378). To put it
differently, grammaticalization is not only limited to the idea of loss, but also it gains functional meanings for the
grammaticalized forms.

Another basic principle of grammaticalization is unidirectionality, whereby “lexical items may develop into
grammatical items and grammatical items may develop into more grammatical items, but not vice versa” (Norde, 2002,
p.48). Hopper and Traugott (2003, p.7) explains this transition as ‘the cline of grammaticality’ as follows:

content word > grammatical word > clitic > inflectional affix

With regard to unidirectionality, some linguists reinforce its validity while others refute it. Bybee et al. (1994, p. 13)
emphasize that “once affixation has occurred, grams do not ordinarily detach themselves and assume free form again so
that growing dependence on surrounding lexical material is not usually reversed.” Also, Lass (1997), as cited in Campbell
and Janda (2000, p. 104), argues that “each step along such a pathway seems irreversible.” Haspelmath (1998, p.52) states
that “grammaticalization is unidirectional in that elements and structures always become more grammaticalized, while the
reverse (development of less grammatical from more grammatical structures) is practically unattested.” Moreover, Hurford
(2003) states that, in line with unidirectionality, “the origin of all grammatical morphemes (function words, inflections) is
in lexical stems” (p.53). Although Lehmann (2015, p.21) claims that “no cogent degrammaticalization has been found”,
some linguists (e.g., Heine & Reh, 1984; Traugott, 2001; Norde, 2009; Trask, 2015; Marriott, 2016) argue that examples
which run counter to unidirectionality do exist but “they do not represent the norm” (Trask, 2015, p. 173). Based on the
notion of universality, Traugott (2001, p.3) emphasizes that “grammaticalization grew out of functionalist thinking, and
has always been associated with tendencies, not absolutes.” Norde (2009, p.53) states despite the fact that
“grammaticalization is far more frequent and far more cross-linguistically regular than degrammaticalization [....] it cannot
be denied that directional tendencies exist.” Put differently, even though unidirectionality is widely manifested and well-
documented, some counterexamples uncommonly exist.

3. The grammaticalization path of future markers

It is manifested cross-linguistically that the most common pathways from which future markers developed are verbs of
obligation, motion and desiderative/volitional verbs (Heine & Reh, 1984; Bybee et al., 1994). Different studies were carried
out to investigate this matter in the Arabic literature.

Focusing on Standard Arabic (SA), Van Mol (2003) reported that future the prefix ‘sa-' is developed from the future
particle ‘sawfa’. On the other hand, Arabic dialects use different future particles and prefixes other than those that are used
in SA. Abdel-Hafiz (2005) found that the future markers that are used in the Nile Nubian languages ‘fa- or f-, bi- or bu-'
are developed from verbs of volition, ‘birig” “want” and ‘firig” “want”. Also, Al-Saidat and AIMomani (2010) conducted
a contrastive study between Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) and Jordanian Arabic (JA). They reported that the future
marker [b-] requires a time adverbial in order to express futurity in JA, while the future markers that are used in MSA 'sa-
& sofa’ do not demand that. They also found that ‘bid’ agrees with person, number and gender while ‘ra:yih’ agrees only

with number and gender and ‘ra/’ is not inflected. Investigating the same dialect, Alshboul, AlShaboul, and Asassfeh
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(2010) pointed out that the JA future prefix ‘b- is a grammaticalized form of the future marker ‘bid’. In addition, they
reported that the latter particle does not undergo through grammaticalization process if it is not followed by an imperfective
verb, i.e., it maintains its desiderative meaning.

Moreover, Jarad (2013) claimed that, in the Syrian dialect, the b- prefix that expresses futurity arose from the lexical
verb ‘badd’, which was first developed from the verbal noun “bi-wud-i”. He supported his claim by, first, presenting pieces
of evidence that show the verbal nature of ‘badd’. He showed how ‘badd’ has NP, or, VP, or bare VP as its complement
and how ‘badd’ is negated by using the negative markers (ma- and -[) that are used for negating verbs. Then he highlighted
how the semantic content of “bi-wud-i”, i.e., the lexical verbal noun, is bleached out leaving only the future meaning and
how it has undergone a phonological erosion (bi-wud-i > badd > b-). He explained how the argument structure (NP or CP)
of ‘bi-wud-i’ is lost and with this absence, the volitional meaning is ruled out leading to have the future meaning. Alshorbaji
(2020) emphasized that although Arabic dialects vary in using different future markers (b-, aba, naba, ?aba, Sad, h-, ha-,
raaH, widd, bidd, t-anni, and t-a), the prefix b- is the most common future marker which is utilized among them.
Furthermore, Leddy-Cecere (2020) found that the distribution of the future markers across Arabic dialects can be due to
Contact Induced Grammaticalization (CIG). Leddy-Cecere also concluded that the most grammaticalized future pathways
that are shared across Arabic dialects are “fut < go” and “fut < want” (i.e., the movement and the volitional paths are the
most common future pathways from which some future markers arose in Arabic dialects).

The most frequent pathways of grammaticalized forms regarding futurity is summarized by Bybee et al. (1994):
Obligation \
Desire Intention — > Future
Movement toward

Fig.1: The common pathways for future markers (Bybee et al., 1994, p.240)

4. Methodology

Relying on Husein’s data, which was collected by interviewing (50) native speakers (25 males and 25 females) of JADI,
the new incoming future variant (d-) is analyzed by adopting the grammaticalization theoretical framework.

4.1 Locale

Being recognized as having “a great deal of heterogeneity” (Al-Khatib, 1988, p.8), Irbid has been chosen to be the focus
of our investigation in this paper. It is worth mentioning that the linguistic diversity of Irbid can be attributed to the social
contact between different speakers from different backgrounds. In other words, Irbid’s location as the trade road that
connects Palestine, Syria, Cairo, and Iraq (Al-Khatib, 1988), the establishment of some universities (four universities, two
public and two private) and colleges (two colleges) and around Irbid City, and the internal immigration (from rural areas
in Jordan to Irbid) and the external immigration (outside Jordan to Irbid) lead to have the linguistic diversity of Irbid.

5. Analysis and discussion

5.1 The prefix d- from bid

The following examples show a sense of willingness that is realized by using [d-] and [bid]:

1- da-fahhim-ha ?innu  inti ?ilik  gi:mih

FUT-understand.1SG-3SGF.ACC that 2SGF have value

“I will let her understand that you have a value.”

2- da-wade-li-tf ?ijja:ha
FUT-send.1SG-PREP-2SGF.ACC it

“I will send it to you.”
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3-fi maudfu:§ dahki:-li-k ?ijjah
There topic FUT-tell.1SG-PREP-2SGF.ACC it
“There is a topic that I will to tell you about”

4-bid-na nifrab finzan gahweh
will-1PL  drink.1PL cup coffee

“We will have a cup of coffee.”

5-bidd-uh jokil
Will-3SGM eat.3SGM

“He will eat.”

6- bidd-i Pasa:fir Ca turkijja
Will-1SG travel.1SG to Turkey

“I will travel to Turkey.”

Since “willingness was a retention from the desire meaning” (Bybee et al., 1994, p.255), the future particle bid +
pronominal clitic + imperfective verb is developed from the lexical volitional bid, and in line with the cline (content word
> grammatical word > clitic > inflectional affix). This leads to manifest [d-] as being a grammaticalized future prefix, whose
source is the lexical bid, developed from the future particle bid (the grammatical word). Examples (1, 2, and 3) above show
that d- expresses nuances of willingness and intention to do something in the future, similar to the examples (4-6) in which
bid is used. This process is represented by Bybee et al. (1994, p.256) as follows:

DESIRE > WILLINGNESS > INTENTION > PREDICTION

Bybee et al. (1994) report that, in ‘desire futures’, there might be some overlap between willingness, intention and
prediction, i.e., the same token can express willingness and intention which can imply to have an inference of prediction
(p- 256).

In the sub-sections (3.2 & 3.3) below, we, relying on synchronic data, put the d-prefix under scrutiny by showing how
this prefix unambiguously expresses futurity as well as the syntactic behavior of this prefix.

5.2 The prefix d- unambiguously expresses futurity

Although b- and d- are used to express futurity by (JADI) speakers, the rationale of using d- is to highlight the fact that
it is an unambiguous future marker, as in (10), in comparison to b-, which can be used to express habitual action (7),
progressive (8) and futurity (9). Jarad (2017, p.743) states that “language is always evolving and adapting to the needs of
its users.” Similarly, Refnaldi (2017) claims that “the widely held view on sociolinguistic causes of language change
involves the notion of need. Language alters as the needs of its users alter” (p.481). In other words, the need to express
futurity without confusion could be the reason for using d-. Let’s consider the following examples:

7- A Ju: bti¢mal kul jaum  sabt?

What do.2SGM every day Saturday

'What do you do every Saturday?'

B: ba-drus
Hab-study.1SGM
‘I study.’

8- A fu: btitmal hassa?
‘What are you doing now?
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B: ba-drus
Prog-study.1SGM
‘I’'m studying.’

9-A:fu: rah tiYmal, ?imtihan-ak bafid jaumein
What FUT  do.2SGM exam-2SGM after two days
'What are you going to do? Your exam is after two days."'
B: ba-drus Jabtar-ein
FUT- study.1SGM chapter-DUAL

‘I will study two chapters.’

10- da-drus
FUT-study.1SGM
‘I will study.’

As evident from the aforementioned examples, the prefix b- is a context dependent marker, i.e., it ‘absorbs’ its meaning
from the context. This is in line with Al-Saidat and Al-Momani (2010), who states that “The marker b- expresses continuity
in the present but if to express futurity, the use of the future time adverbial is obligatory” (p.407). If we use, for example,
‘ba-drus’ without referring to a certain context, it causes confusion to assign the meaning that the speaker is trying to
express. Yet, the prefix d- expresses futurity regardless of the existence or absence of a context. Also, as can be noticed
from the above examples, unlike d-, the prefix b- requires a future time adverbial (either explicitly used or implicitly
understood from the context) to express futurity.

Although there might be an overlap between intention and futurity, this is attributed to the animacy of the agent of the
sentence (Bybee et al., 1994, p.257). The prefix d- is best manifested as to unambiguously express futurity in inanimate
NPs. It is shown in example (11) that the inanimate agent ‘?ilkasih’ (the cup) has no intention and leads us to have
prediction/futurity as the semantic feature. The examples below clearly attest the matter.

11- ?ilkasih ~ da-tiga§

The glass FUT-fall.3SGF

‘The glass will fall.”
12- ?ilmajjih b-tinzal min haji lhanafijjih kul  ?0nein
water Hab-fall from this tap every Monday

‘Water falls from this tap every Monday.’

13- fu:f  ?ilmajjih  b-tinzal min haji lhanafijjih
look  water Prog-fall from this tap

‘Look! water is falling from this tap.’

14-?aStaqid ?ilmajjih b-tinzal min  haji lhanafijjih ?i0a  sfallah-na-ha
I think the water FUT-fall from this tap if fix-1PL-3SGF.ACC
‘I think that water will fall from this tap if we fix it.”

As we mentioned before, b- depends on the context. Even with inanimate subjects, it needs a future context from which
it gets its meaning.
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5.3 The Syntactic Behavior of [d-]
The following examples show how d-, b- and bid are used in main clauses.
15-bidd-i Pafzim Cam-kum Cal vyada

will-1SG invite uncle-3SGM.ACC to lunch

‘I will invite your uncle to have dinner with us.’

16- b-tuktub Samera  maga:l-it-ha bukra
FUT-write.3SGF Samera  essay-POSS-3SGF.ACC tomorrow

‘Samera will write her essay tomorrow.’

17- daSmal keik
FUT-make.1SG  cake

‘I will make cake.’
The following examples show how d-, b- and bid are used in embedded clauses.
18- haka:-I-i ?innu bidd-u jisa:fir

told.3SGM-PREP-1SG.ACC that will-3SGM travel.3SGM
‘He told me that he will travel.’

19- waSad-ni ?innu buktub wazb-u
promised.3SGM-1SG.ACC that FUT-write.3SGM homework-.ACC

batdein bi-19ab

then FUT-play.3SGM

‘He promised me that he will do his homework and then he will play.’

20- ?ad‘un ?innu  datintagil fa  beit ?izdi:d
think.1SG that FUT-move.3SGF to house new

‘I think that she will move to a new house.’

The examples above show how d- and b- (the grammaticalized forms of the future particle bid) seem to indicate nuances
of willingness and futurity in both main and embedded clauses. Like b-, the prefix d- is immediately attached to the
imperfective verb. In addition, similar to what Jarad (2013) reported about Syrian Arabic, bid and b- in (JADI) are also
found to be used in main and embedded clauses. Bybee et al. (1994) argue that in order “to make an assertion about future
time, futures tend to occur in main clauses”. Bybee et al. extend their argument to subordinate clauses, stating that “they
would not move into such non-assertive environments until they have lost much of their original force and meaning” (p.
274). In other words, in the early stages of grammaticalization, future markers denote the assertive meaning that is
associated with main clauses, but using future markers in subordinate clauses shows a more advanced stage of
grammaticalization. Based on that, the assertive meaning of bid is ruled out when it is used in subordinate clauses as well
as the two prefixes (b- & d-) and that shows their advancing in the grammaticalization path.

Moreover, the two prefixes b- and d- resulted from the phonetic erosion of bid, but this erosion is ruled out in
certain contexts. Heine (2003, p.575) argues that “linguistic items require specific contexts and constructions to undergo
grammaticalization.” The examples below show that in negation and VP deletion contexts, d- is ousted.
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21-ma biddi ?aktub ?il-wa:3ib
NEG will.1SG write.3SG the-homework

‘I will not do the homework.’

22- biddi:-f ?aktub ?2il-wa:3zib
will.1SG-NEG write.3SG the-homework

‘I will not do the homework.’

23- ma biddi:-f ?aktub ?il-wa:3ib
NEG will.1SG-NEG write.3SG the homework

‘I will not do the homework.’

24- ma ba-ktub ?il-wa:zib bukra
NEG  FUT-write.1SG the-homework tomorrow

‘I will not do the homework tomorrow.’

25- ba-ktub-if ?il-wa:3ib bukra
FUT- write.1SG-NEG the-homework  tomorrow

‘T will not do the homework tomorrow’

26- ma ba-ktub-if ?il-wazib bukra
NEG FUT-write.1SG-NEG  the-homework tomorrow

‘I will not do the homework tomorrow’

27- *da-ktub-if ?il-wazib
FUT- write.1SG-NEG the-homework

‘I will not do the homework.’

28- *ma da-ktub ?il-wazib
NEG FUT-write.1SG the-homework

‘I will not do the homework’

29- *ma da-ktub-if ?il-wazib
NEG FUT- write.1SG-NEG the-homework

‘I will not do the homework’

The examples above show that the future marker bid and b- are utilized in negation contexts by placing the negative

marker ‘ma-’ before them as in (21 & 24), attaching the negative marker ‘-[” at the end of the verb as in (22 & 25) or having
them both simultaneously as in (23 & 26). On the other hand, the future prefix d- cannot be used in this context. Speakers
of (JADI) do not negate futurity using d-; instead they use either bid or b-.

Furthermore, when bid is followed by VP deletion, neither b- nor d- is used. In other words, VP deletion structure

eliminates the phonetic reduction of bid as can be seen in the following examples.

30- biddi Palfab bi-l-?alfab w-Sara  bidd-ha [ve ] kama:n

will.1SG play  with-the-toys and Sara will-3SGF
‘I will play with toys and Sara will, too.’

too
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31- *biddi ?alfab bi-l-?alSab w- Sara b- [ve | kama:n
will.1SG play  with-the- toys and Sara will-3SGF too

‘I will play with toys and Sara will, too.’

32-*biddi ?alab bi-l-?alSab w- Sara d- [ve | kama:n
will.1SG play  with-the- toys and Sara will-3SGF too
‘I will play with toys and Sara will, too.’

Examples (31 & 32) are ungrammatical because prefixes cannot stand alone; they have to be attached to a verb (bid in
this case) as in (31).

To summarize, we assume that the d- prefix is developed from the volitional verb ‘bid’ (via the grammaticalized bid).
As evident in the analysis above, our assumption is supported by showing how d- prefix, similar to bid, expresses nuances
of willingness and intention and how it is best attested to express futurity unambiguously when it is used with an inanimate
agent. Moreover, unlike b-prefix, it doesn’t need any time adverbial to realize futurity. Also, bid (grammaticalized) and its
shortened form are used in both main and embedded clauses; this indicates a more advanced stage in the grammaticalization
path. It is worth mentioning that bid has undergone through erosion that resulted in having d- prefix, i.e., the phone b- and
the vowel i are dropped.

6. Conclusion

In conformity with the ‘cline of grammaticality’, the future grammaticalized particle bid has undergone to be more
grammaticalized (losing phonetic substances and changing from particle to a prefix), which results in having the prefix b-
and the unambiguous future marker d-. It’s worth mentioning that the grammaticalized forms do not dysfunction the former
forms (Hopper, 1991). That’s to say, bid (the grammaticalized word encoding futurity) co-exists with bid (the lexical, i.e.,
encoding want/desire) in (JADI). The latter is used without an imperfective verb denoting the desire to have something,
e.g., ‘ana biddi lluSbeh’ (I want that doll). In this example, bid still has a semantic content, i.e., the desiderative meaning.
In line with the ‘cline of grammaticality’, the grammaticalized forms of bid can be viewed as follows:

b-
bid (lexical) bid+ pronominal clitic + imperfective verb (grammaticalized) ‘
d_

The data investigated in this study show that d- is developed from the grammaticalized bid. It indicates nuances of
willingness, intention and futurity. Also, the analysis shows that d- is an unambiguous future marker compared to b-. The
latter prefix, as being attested cross-linguistically in Arabic dialects (Alshorbaji, 2020; Leddy-Cecere, 2020), is a context-
dependent marker which needs a future time adverbial (either explicitly mentioned or understood from the context) to
express futurity whereas the former prefix does not need a context or a future adverbial to express futurity. It seems that
the economy principle is not applicable here because if it were, speakers wouldn’t innovate d-. Furthermore, when bid and
its grammaticalized forms (b- & d-) are used with inanimate subjects, they clearly express futurity as the intention meaning
is bleached out.

As for the syntactic behavior of the new incoming future marker d-, both d- and b- are attached to the imperfective verb
in embedded and main clauses to express futurity. Also, they are ruled out when they are followed by VP deletion
construction. Unlike the future marker bid and b-, JADI speakers do not use d- in negation context; instead, they negate
their future sentences by using the negative markers (ma- and/or -[) with bid or b-.
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