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chapter 3

Changing Norms, Concepts and Practices of
Written Arabic
A ‘Long Distance’ Perspective

Gunvor Mejdell

Throughout the history of Arabic, there has been tension between norms and
practices of written Arabic, sometimes even open controversies over norm
content and validity, over ‘correct’ versus ‘deviant’ practices, over concepts
inscribed in, and contested by, language ideologies – and all situated in chang-
ing historical circumstances. This essay is an attempt to frame the current sit-
uation in a ‘long distance’ perspective on changing norms and practices of the
written language. I shall do so by zooming in on some specific (‘formative’)
stages of tension and change, such as

– the event of the early codification and standardisation of the ʿarabiyya
– subsequent normative and non-normative practices of writing Arabic,
‘destandardisation’

– the nahḍa, vernacular writing, and the ‘restandardisation’ of ʿarabiyya as a
prescriptive norm

– the current ‘latemodern’ age of lessening formality in public interaction and
the advent of digital communication > ‘destandardisation’, vernacular and
mixed Arabic writing

I shall argue that processes of standardisation and destandardisation, with
shifting norms of use, have come in waves, and that the current trend of
destandardisation is of a kind that is not likely to be reversed. (The discussion
has an admittedly Egyptian slant.)

On Norms and Standard Norms

In linewith the viewof writing as social practice (and inspired byBartsch 1987),
I think of ‘norms’ as established by practiceswhich have come to be regarded as
appropriate for specific social contexts. The practices which become norms are
regardedas appropriate because they arepractices of peoplewhoare social role
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changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 69

models in the community (“users who are regarded as imitation-worthy and
therefore have prestige,” Bartsch 1987: 239). When speakers or writers follow
certain practices as ‘norms to be followed’ in certain domains/functions, it
means that these norms have validity, are valid, for users in those domains and
functions.
A standard language norm is the product of a process of selection and

codification of features and variants of a language to function as a model of
correctness, defined by people who have become normauthorities, rolemodels
supported by official institutions (Bartsch 1987: 78). The standard language has
validity in the language community in so far as speakers/writers perceive its
norm to be valid, i.e. that they accept it as a model/measure of correctness –
without necessarily having access to it.
The codified norm, as laid down in grammars and dictionaries, is prescriptive,

that is, it prescribes how the standard language should be practiced. In educa-
tional settings there will be sanctions against breaking the norm, the writings
of the learner will be corrected and graded according to his/her compliance (or
lack of it) with the rules of grammar, orthography, lexicon and style. In the pub-
lic sphere, competent writers are expected to comply with the standard norm,
and failure to do so will evoke criticism.
Bartsch distinguishes “the prescriptive standard as a normative concept of

language planners, from the empirical standard as a descriptive concept of
socio-linguistics. The prescriptive standard has an empirical reality as far as it
plays a role as the ultimatemodel towards which the sub-models for the standard
linguistic usage are oriented”. The prescriptive standard tends to be “considered
as a point, i.e. a single variety with no variation between points”, while the
empirical standard, on the other hand, “is a range, namely a set of linguistic
means and situations of their use, including a lot of variation recognized and
accepted as standard by the population” (Bartsch 1987: 258, my italics).
As the standard language norm is associated with prestigious authors and

cultural products, the norms of the standard acquire an aesthetic value that
goes beyond the value of effective communication which favours unity, rather
thandiversity, of expression.Thus, “linguistic usage conforming to the standard
variety is ‘good’, ‘pure’, ‘melodious’, ‘sweet’, although there might not be any
objective base for the assignment of these attributes”. In addition, the unitary
standard often acquires the value of being an identity symbol for the whole
population, nation, or state (ibid.: 265–266). These values are central in shaping
what is referred to as ‘standard language ideology’.
Norms exist for most kinds of language practices, informal norms based on

accommodation to languagepractices of themodels of one’s surroundings: first
parents and other family members; later on peer groups tend to become more
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important models for orienting one’s speech. Nonstandard speech undergoes
continuous change under the radar of norm authorities; changes motivated by
a variety of social factors, such as migration from rural to urban communities
and leveling through language contact, or by changing social values in society –
for instance the seemingly global trend towards less formality in public inter-
action, or by the introduction of new domains for language use, such as audio-
visual media, the internet and the spread of digital communication. (Factors
that do not affect the use (and norms) of writing, however, shall not be con-
sidered here.) By ‘standardisation’ I refer to the processes by which a language
variety rises to become and function as a standard language (typically ‘selec-
tion’, ‘codification’, ‘elaboration’ and ‘implementation’, cf. Haugen 1966) – while
‘destandardisation’ refers to a development “whereby the established standard
language loses its position as the one and only ‘best language’ ” (Coupland and
Kristiansen 2011), or, I would add, where the validity of the standard is signifi-
cantly challenged, in practice, as the sole variety for (public) written purposes.

The Event of Codification and Standardisation of al-ʿarabiyya

Most languagehistorians (onwhom I rely for this section) agree that at the time
of the advent of Islam (early 7th century), there existed among the bedouin
who inhabited the Arab peninsula, besides their spoken varieties (dialects), a
special register, a super-tribal variety of Arabic in which they composed epic
poetry. This poetry was recited, memorised, elaborated and orally transmit-
ted from one generation to another by ‘professional’ poet/reciters (only to be
recorded in writing towards the mid-8th century), and its conventionalised
variety, as a norm for poetry, became one (some say the most important) of
the linguistic sources for the codification of Arabic. The text of the Qurʾān,
reflecting the same kind of ‘high’ register, constituted the othermain source. In
addition, the early grammarians constantly refer to the ‘pure’ desert Bedouin as
models of correctness (while some scholars claim that these ‘informants’ were
not just any tribesman, but those among themwhowerewell versed in the oral
poetry tradition …)
The process of codification and standardisation was motivated by the

rapidly increasing importanceof Arabic as the languageof the expandingArab-
Islamic empire.1 Among the early philologists there were, however, different

1 Access to Arabic was a requirement for a career, not only in the religious establishment, but
also in the administration of the empire and its cultural life.

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 71

views about the sources for codification of the correct language. Versteegh
(1983) reminds us of the situation before the canonisation of the one valid
Qurʾān edition (sanctioned by ʿUthmān), namely with several competing read-
ings and a range of variants.2 The pre-Islamic poems also existed in many
parallel versions until the philologists set out to work on them, imposing uni-
formity by reducing alternative forms: “The prescriptive, corrective and editing
endeavours of the first native grammarians”, says Corriente, “weremotivated by
their concern for regularity, understandable in the minds of those who forged
a grammaticized language, a vehicle of universal culture, out of a bundle of
dialects. Yet these people had their eyes open for the peculiarities of Bedouin
speech, and did not neglect it in their works, although they tacitly implied, or
expressively said, that only ʿArabiyya, the central core of O[ld] A[rabic], was to
be imitated and analogically extended to unprecedented situations” (1976: 68).
The Kitāb al-naḥw (Book of grammar) by Sībawayhi (d. 796) represents “a

complete description and rigorous analysis of al-ʿarabiyya in its ideal form”,
and all later grammatical work depends on this work, claims Carter (2003).
Fischer (2006) agrees that Sībawayhi’s work established the norms of Classical
Arabic grammar, while al-Uṣūl fī al-naḥw (The Principles of Grammar) by al-
Sarrāj (d. 928), that is more than a century later, is attributed with having
“effectively standardized Arabic grammar” (Owens, cited by Patel 2010: 525–
526), implying that for quite some time grammarians would have different
views on the flexibility or strictness of the norm. Suleiman reports discussions
between those who operate with “a ‘correct’ vs. ‘incorrect’ classification on the
one hand, and those who operate with more or less acceptable forms” (afṣaḥ
vs. aqallu faṣāḥa) (1996:108–109).3
One area of the language where the norm apparently was unstable and

variable is orthography.4 Thewriting system and the script was taken over from

2 Many features of the orthodox Qurʾānic text still differ from what became the codified
norm, however, “partly because of the West-Arabian dialect features that are reflected in
the text, partly because the syntax found in religious discourse by its nature tends to be
unruly or deviating. The early philologists simply invented a harmonising explanation for
these anomalies (or rather: explanations, as they often disagreed with each other)” (Carter
2003:86–87, my translation).

3 This tension resembles the tension inherent in standardisation processes in modern times,
between ‘stability’ and ‘flexibility’ as equally vital properties for the functioning of a standard
language.

4 Some of the points concerning orthography, where even writers of the scholarly elite would
be inconsistent, are the same aswe find are variable today: thewriting of hamza and its chairs,
and the treatment of final weak radicals.
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Aramaic (Nabatean) orthographic conventions andwas gradually adapted and
refined to represent the emerging norm of al-ʿarabiyya.

Normative and Non-Normative Practices of Writing Arabic

Despite certain inconsistencies of orthography, the codified standard of al-
ʿarabiyya continued to be the sole and undisputed ‘measure of correctness’ and
to have validity as such across the medieval Arab-Islamic world.
However, for all the veneration of al-ʿarabiyya in Arab society, not all writ-

ers followed the prescribed norm.Widespread practice of neglecting the rules
of the standard language has been documented throughout the centuries –
at first most systematically studied in medieval texts written by non-Muslims
(Judaeo-Arabic and Christian manuscripts), who were believed to be less con-
cerned with and less trained in theMuslim sacred language. Only recently one
has come to realise how very widespread indeed the practice of writing in sub-
standard language must have been, also among Muslim writers. Many who
tried their hand at writing may have missed the target norm because of lack
of sufficient competence in the rules of grammar, certain deviations reflecting
interference from their spoken vernacular. Some writers may have intended to
revise their texts, but did so only partially,5 or maybe an incompetent scribe
or copyist was to blame. However, still others intentionally chose to not com-
ply with the normative standard, opting for a way of writing which was less
formal, less high-flown, for various kinds of audiences. Jérôme Lentin, writing
the eall lemma on ‘Middle Arabic’, emphasises that “manywriters have left us
workswrittenboth in faultless or even sophisticatedClassical Arabic andworks
written in Middle Arabic [and that] for those writers at least, one has to aban-
don the idea of their inadequacies in Classical Arabic” (Lentin 2006: 217). Also
Joshua Blau believes that, “some authors employed a ‘more Classical’ language
when they addressed higher layers of their audience, but a more vernacular
style when writing for lower strata” (Blau 1981: 188).
Thus, while many writers themselves most likely engaged in what we call

variation and choices among more and less formal styles/registers, from the
standpoint of norm authorities and other prescriptivists, deviant forms were
considered ‘mistakes’, or ‘solecisms’ laḥn (al-ʿāmma). As is well known, an

5 “[T]he use of literary reflexes in colloquial passages decreases the further one gets into the
book, implying that scribal resistance to colloquial forms was worn down by the frequency of
their occurrence” Davies 2000, 67.
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entire genre of books and pamphlets were devoted to exposing grammatical
and lexical mistakes among literate (but not professional) people (laḥn al-
ʿāmma) in written documents of all kinds and correcting them in accordance
with the normative standard. Even norm authorities, such as grammarians,
could accuse each other of breaking the rules. Due to the link with a sacred
heritage, the issue of grammatical correctness became associated, not only
with learning and intellectual status, but with honour and moral dignity – or
shame and moral depravity. However, what Georgine Ayoub succinctly calls
“the horror of the mistake in Arab culture”, entailed that it is also had its
fascinating aspects: “Laḥn fills with horror, but also intrigues. Linguistic errors
become fresh and stylish in anecdotes andwitty remarks, as confirmed by great
writers, from al-Jāḥiz to al-Ḥarīrī” (Ayoub 2007: 633).6
One early case of whatmust be considered deliberateMiddle Arabicwriting,

is Usāma bin Munqidh’s (1095–1188) memoirs (Kitāb al-Iʿtibār).7 There seems
to be no doubt that Usāma was well competent in the standard language:
according to Schen (1972) he “spent ten years of his youth in Tripoli studying
the Arabic disciplines under Shaykh ʿAbdallāh of Toledo, ‘the Sībawayhi of his
times’ ”. He further composed “a substantial amount of poetry […] a number
of prose works, among them books on adab and rhetoric. […] These facts will
prove relevant when we discuss how an author who had written extensively in
impeccable ʿarabiyya – to whom, in fact, writing ca was second nature – came
to produce a composition containing so many ma elements, not to mention
stylistic solecisms” (Schen 1972: 221). The numerous deviations from normative
standard Arabic in the text, as reported by Schen, are of orthographic, morpho-
logical and syntactic nature, similar to the catalogue of features observed in
other medieval Middle Arabic texts. Schen speculates at length around plau-
sible circumstances in the production of the manuscript to explain its non-
standard style: on whether old age had dimmed the scholarly (and thus lin-
guistic) capabilities of the author, or whether incompetent scribes may have
made mistakes in copying the manuscript. He concludes, that most likely the
elderly Usāma had dictated his memoirs to a scribe in a relaxed style, waver-
ing between ‘correct’ and colloquial language, in accordance with various text
functions. Then the scribe, being under some stress in writing down what the
master says, adjusts some, but not all, of the vernacular forms that occasion-
ally pour from his mouth. The manuscript was printed only in 1886 (1889?) in

6 For a continuation of this tradition today, see Brustad, this volume.
7 Translated as: An Arab-Syrian Gentleman andWarrior in the Period of the Crusades; Memoirs

of Usāmah ibn-Munqidh, trans Philip K. Hitti. New York, 1929.
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Paris;8 it is conceivable that the text underwent further ‘improvements’ until it
reached that printed stage – however, it still is considered a specimen of ‘Mus-
limMiddle Arabic’.
Undoubtedly, many texts which have come down to us in standard language

form, were composed in a substandard register but subsequently revised and
corrected by copyists or editors. One recent documentation of this practice
is Dana Sajdi’s delightful study of the chronicle by the “Barber of Damascus”
(Sajdi 2013, 2009), a layman in 18th centuryDamascus, whowrote on significant
as well as less significant contemporary events, drawing on his various kinds of
knowledge, from (limited) education, of some specific formal genres, and of
oral poetry and traditional story-telling, in short – making use of the cultural
as well as linguistic resources available to him. The barber was not the only
one practising this kind of ‘pre-print journalism’, in hybrid texts – alongside
the formal chronicles in fuṣḥā produced by the traditional group of ‘ulamā’.
Sajdi came over an original manuscript of the chronicle only after she had

found it in a much reformed, standardised, printed edition from the early
1900s, edited by a certain al-Qāsimī: […] The intention behind his edition […]
was, in his own words, to “delete the superfluous and keep the essence of this
history, and refine (the language), correcting to the extent possible […] Thus,
by the time that al-Qāsimī was writing, the movement of the standardization
of the Arabic language was already in full swing, leading al-Qāsimī to view the
barber’s language as incorrect and to translate it into ‘correct’ – that is, what
came to be considered ‘modern standard’ Arabic” (Sajdi 2009:132).
Another specimen of a ‘Middle Arabic’ chronicler is the well-known Egyp-

tian historian ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Jabartī (1754–1825). Al-Jabartī was educated as
a religious scholar at al-Azhar, so hemust have been trained inArabic grammar.
Besides his famous History of Egypt (ʿAjāʾib al-athār fi al-tarājim wal-akhbār),
he wrote two shorter chronicles, one is an account on the first seven months
of the French occupation of Egypt (Tārīkh muddat al-faransīs bi-miṣr).9 In this
text, writes Moreh, al-Jabartī sharply criticises “the ‘corrupted style’ and gram-
matical errors contained in the first French proclamation which was probably
translated by Syrian Christian dragomans or translators who had accompanied
the French. Yet he himself violated the elementary principles of classical Ara-
bic grammar and syntax […] Mudda is characterized by negligence of literary
usage and form in addition to a proliferation of colloquial terms, expressions,

8 Edited by Hartwig Derenbourg.
9 Edited and translated byMoreh 1975.Moreh alsomentions Jabartī’s “expurgated edition of Alf

layla wa-layla ‘Thousand and one nights’ fromwhich he [Jabartī] removed the pornographic
passages”! (Moreh 1975, 2 + n. 5).
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and linguistic patterns”. Moreh believes that the text may have been “a rough
draft written without paying special attention to the rules and for this reason
the text is especially interesting from a linguistic point of view” (1975: 25–26).
The literary genre inwhich thismanuscript and other chronicles arewritten,

“is a direct offspring of the late Mamluk period” and are written “without
attempting to give them a classical touch”, says Moreh (ibid.: 30) The two other
known historical texts by al-Jabartī are in a ‘better’ (more normative) shape,
but neither is free from deviations and vernacular influence.
Andwhat about the famous book by al-Ṭahṭāwī (1801–1873),Takhlīṣ al-ibrīz fī

talkhīṣ bārīs (The extraction of pure gold in the abridgement of Paris, 1834)? In
an introduction dated 1958 (reprinted in the 1993 edition) on al-Ṭahṭāwī’s style,
the manuscript is said to have been full of lexical and grammatical mistakes
(malīʾ bil-aghlāṭ lughawiyya wa-naḥwiyya); the prominent French orientalist
Silvestre de Sacy, whom al-Ṭahṭāwī frequented in Paris, advised him to have it
corrected, and that on his return to Egypt he found the time and opportunity to
consult the learned teachers at al-Azhar, and so a greatmany outrightmistakes,
bad style and colloquialisms were corrected and removed before the text was
published in print for the first time. In his dissertation on al-Ṭahṭāwī (1968) Karl
Stowasser finds even the printed edition replete with deviating forms typical
of many medieval texts, both syntactic and morphological, some reflecting
vernacular features, other obvious hypercorrections (a long list in Stowasser
1968: 32–37). The lexicon is repletewith vernacular words aswell as neologisms
and calques based on French –many of which have become part of the lexicon
of a modernised standard Arabic (ibid.: 38–57). The style and structure is only
superficially standard Arabic, claims Stowasser, who suggests that al-Ṭahṭāwī
would compose the text mentally, in his natural vernacular, an appropriate
medium for the practical, descriptive content of the book, and then slightly
standardise the language while writing it down. It is, again, interesting that
a text could be printed in such a nonstandard shape. I believe it must be
indicative of the range of acceptability, or normative flexibility, concerning
written Arabic at the time.
How, then, does the language of ‘Middle Arabic’ texts relate to our terms

of norms and standard language? While many scholars view Middle Arabic
as a cover term for the language of written texts that combine standard and
nonstandard (vernacular) features in highly variable and idiosyncratic ways,
along the continuum between the polar varieties, Lentin (2006: 217) insists
that despite great variability,10 texts written in Middle Arabic have so many

10 “the multiplicity of its manifestations” (Lentin and Grand’Henry 2008, xiii).
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peculiar features in common, “the regular or systematic occurrence of which
proves the existence of a norm,11 to which anybody writing in Middle Arabic
has to conform”. He calls it a “standardized register”, “available for those who
wanted to use it”, existing “beside the standard usage of Classical Arabic”. More
carefully, but in the same vein, Blau writes that “in the course of time, a certain
mixture of Classical andNeo-Arabic elements came to be thought of as a literary
language in its own right, employed even by authors who were well able to
write in a ‘more Classical’ language” (Blau 1981: 188, my italics). I am not in a
position to judge whether the practices of writing in a mixed (Middle Arabic)
style are sufficiently consistent to qualify as an alternative ‘standard norm’; my
inclination, however, is to regard the comprehensive practices of MiddleArabic
writing as exponents of ‘destandardisation’ – namely, (as above) a development
whereby the validity of the standard as the sole variety for (public) written
purposes is significantly challenged.
Humphrey Davies puts it thus: “If the use of Middle Arabic is found to be

widespread and consistent, a further implication would be that, had it not
been for the linguistic self-consciousness and ‘reforms’ introduced during the
nahḍa of the nineteenth century, Middle Arabic might well have become the
standard form of written expression in Egypt (and no doubt elsewhere)” (2008:
111).

The nahḍa: The Rise of Vernacular inWriting and the
‘Restandardisation’ of al-ʿarabiyya

Literary historians tend to attribute the rise of vernacular writing in the sec-
ond half of the 19th century to the introduction of European-kind theatre to
the Egyptian cultural scene (around 1870), first as translations and adaptations,
then as original plays written for the home public. According to Nelly Hanna
(2003), however, the ground was well prepared, by extensive use of the ver-
nacular in writing by the secular middle class in 16th to 18th century Cairo.
Vernacular expression may even have been encouraged by the local Mamluk
rulers, who were Turkish speakers, and apparently more at ease with the local
vernacular around them than with the Classical language. It is not clear, how-
ever, to what extent the texts Hanna refers to are vernacular in nature, or rather
in the line of mixed, Middle Arabic, language (see Doss 1996 for further eluci-
dation of these points).

11 “an autonomous variety” (as above).
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Anyway, the theatre genre readily offered a domain for the vernacular, being
based on dialogue, performed in direct speech by live actors. Besides, the
use of everyday language orally on the scene continued a popular tradition.
Two pioneers in vernacular drama translation and writing are Yaʿqūb Ṣannūʿ
(1839–1912) and ʿUthmān Jalāl (1829–1898). Jalāl translated French comedies
(Molière) and tragedies (Racine), adapting them to an Egyptian context, and
wrote social farce and political satire in Egyptian vernacular (seeWoidich 2010,
Bardenstein 2005). Ṣannūʿ was a pioneer also in vernacular prose writing; in
1877 he published the first issue of his satirical newspaper Abū naẓẓāra ẓarqāʾ
/ Abu naḍḍāra zarʾa (The one with dark glasses), for the larger part written
in colloquial Egyptian Arabic (see Zack 2014). Woidich makes the point that
Ṣannūʿ in his newspaper – as in the theatre – used the dialogue as format for
his social and political satire in vernacular, drawing on the connection between
direct speech, humour and the informal variety (Woidich 2010: 70). A didactic
concern, namely to reach the ordinary, illiterate people, was both explicit and
implicit in the agenda of these reformers. In the following years, oppositional
writing in the vernacular, in part or in whole, becamewidespread –mobilizing
against corrupt government as well as colonial powers and occupation, and
addressing the problems of the people in a style meant to combine education,
enlightenment, and entertainment.12
An outstanding representative of this trend was ʿAbdallāh al-Nadīm (1845–

1896), who in his satirical and didactic journals al-Tankīt wal-tabkīt (Joking and
reproaching 1881) and al-Ustādh (The professor, 1892–1893) used simple fuṣḥā,
straight or elevated ʿāmmiyya, and occasionally a blend of the two varieties in
various passages (see Doss 1997 on al-Nadīm’s language policies and linguistic
style).
However, to the leading intellectuals of the nahḍa there was (with very few

exceptions) no question of raising the status of the vernacular to the point
of codification and standardisation and recognition as an official norm. The
linguistic forms and the orthography in these texts, are, however, remarkably
uniform in view of the lack of an established tradition for writing the ver-
nacular – reflecting a prosess of informal standardisation, of conventional
norms developed through usage. The time was ripe, argues Anwar Chejne
(1969), for an Arab Dante or Cervantes to come to the stage, and initiate a
new Arabic standard on a prestigious local vernacular. In Europe, national-
ism had promoted standard languages to be based on the language of the
people, the living lingua materna, as opposed to the ‘high’ language of sci-

12 Samples of these texts have become easily available to us through Doss and Davies 2013.
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ence and religion (in Western Europe) represented by Latin. In most places,
the dialect/sociolect of the educated urban elite was the base for codification
and standardisation of the national language, overarching the regional, rural
dialects.
However, the Arab nationalist movement emerged as pan-Arabic (against

Ottoman and European powers alike), and the elaboration and promotion of
the shared national language and cultural heritage centered on the standard
ʿarabiyya of this heritage. The nahḍa intellectuals, in Egypt and the Levant,
rose to raise the consciousness of the people for the progress of the nation,
and called for reforms in education, for Arabisation, for reforms in the teaching
of Arabic, and some even for reforms of the grammar itself. The (often quite
harsh) fights between conservatives and liberals in the language reform issue is
well documented (e.g., Gully 1997, Patel 2010, Suleiman 1996). Suleiman claims
that every proposal at simplification of grammar would be hit in the head
with a counter-proposal (1996:102–103). With regard to the prominent role of
Christian Levantines in the nahḍa language movement, Patel makes it clear
that their positionwas inmanyways similar to theirMuslimArab compatriots:
“they shared a common concern for the correct use and purity of the Arabic
language based almost exclusively on classical normative principles” (Patel
2010: 122).
From our perspective, themain point is that the nahḍa leaders were seeking

to restore control over language practice; as Marwa Elshakry says, “reformists
and purists alike began to call for greater linguistic supervision and standard-
ization” (2008: 726). There was a new (renewed) regime of a normative stan-
dard: in a catalogue of ‘linguistic offenses’ detected in the contemporary press,
Lughat al-jarāʾid (Newspaper language, al-Yāzijī n.d/1901), the large majority of
offenses relate to lexical and semantic deviations from classical usage, such as
plural forms of nouns with deviant meaning from the medieval lexicographi-
cal sources, or verbs occurring with prepositions not found in those sources –
rarely obvious mistakes in conjugation or case endings. Most of the usages
exposed to shame by al-Yāzijī were not, however, successfully ‘purified’, and are
attested today in dictionaries based on modern written usage (such as Hans
Wehr). And while the force of normative grammar was re-imposed, the lexi-
con was expanded to meet the requirements of ‘modernity’, or rather of the
needs and practices of writers and translators, professional or not. Also, in their
“efforts tomakeArabic aworkable instrument of communication […] reformist
scholars probablymade substantial progress in introducing a simple functional
style which forms the basis of newspapers and modern literary Arabic. How-
ever, this is notmatched in grammar, where conservatismhas been particularly
fierce” (Patel 2010: 112).

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 79

The status of the vernacular, however, was also affected by another current:
the emergence of the new discipline of ‘dialectology’, with an interest in every-
day spoken languageof thepeople anda conceptualisationof ‘dialects’ as struc-
tured and autonomous entities. Dialect studies in Europe had developed in the
context of the national romantic ideas about people and authenticity. Euro-
pean orientalists, having studied Latin, Greek and Classical Arabic, travelled to
the colonial lands in North Africa and the Middle East (together with mission-
aries and tradesmen,) became acquainted with the spoken language of these
places – and ‘discovered’ l’arabe vulgaire. With the help of native informants
and assistants, orientalists sought to record and describe the spoken tongues
in the form of textbooks and grammars (, Larcher 2003).
This perception of spoken vernaculars/ dialects as entities in their own right

vis à vis the standard written norm, was new to Arab linguistic scholarship –
with its exclusive focus on al-ʿarabiyya, and its view of the spoken vernac-
ulars as consisting of deviant features (lughāt), lacking order and grammar
(qawāʿid) – and not as varieties in their own right. The need was felt for a
termdifferent from thepolysemic lugha– lughāt (which signifieddifferent ‘lan-
guages’ as well as local peculiarities, and also lexical words and idioms). Lahja
is part of the native repertoire of metalinguistic concepts (“tip of the tongue;
way of speaking”), and is adopted as the technical term for the new discipline
of dialectology (ʿilm al-lahajāt) at some time around the turn of the century. At
the same time, however, enters also the term ʿāmmiyya – first as a qualification
of lugha, and then by itself. According to Diem (1974:6) the earliest among the
“modern” works (1886–1908) whose concern is to rectify the spoken language,
use ʿāmmiyya. Al-Nadīm uses “al-lugha al-ʿāmmiyya” in 1893.13
Campaigns calling for the promotion of the vernacular as the standard

language towards the endof the century received very little support fromnative
intellectuals; the fact that colonial officials were among the strongest andmost
active in the promotion campaign for ʿāmmiyya did not exactly help the cause.
Rather, the ‘restandardisation’ of al-ʿarabiyya, directed at the laxness and poor
style (rakāka) of substandard practices, and purifying the written language
of colloquial features, promotes a conceptualisation of a strict dichotomy in
the Arabic language. The term ‘diglossie’ now makes its way into the Arabic

13 In contemporary usage, I suggest that the distribution of lahja versus ʿāmmiyya may be
seen in terms of ‘counter concepts’, i.e. lahja is opposed to al-lugha al-ʿarabiyya while
ʿāmmiyya is opposed to fuṣḥā; but also in terms of stance, or social value, i.e lahja is
neutral/positive, while ʿāmmiyya is neutral/negative – perhaps also in terms of Halliday’s
distinction between users (of a ‘dialect’, lahja) and uses (of a ‘register’, ʿāmmiyya).
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language debate from its original application to the Greek language situation
(Lecerf 1932, Marçais 1930/31). Monteil (1960:69) attributes the coining of the
term al-izdiwāj al-lughawī to a certain al-Ḥajj as late as 1956.14 The interest in
the spoken dialects per se, however, remained marginal. While both the Syrian
and Egyptian language academies appointed a special committee for the study
of dialects (lajnat al-lahajāt), activites were concentrated on al-ʿarabiyya, and
the academies were dominated by language purists (Hamzaoui 1965, 1975).
In conclusion, the normative standard, challenged by substandard writing

practices (Middle Arabic) was by the end of the nahḍa given new norma-
tive force through the efforts of purist language reformers and their pan-Arab
ideology – a process I refer to as ‘restandardisation’. On the other hand, the
acknowledgement of vernacular dialects different from, and opposed to, al-
ʿarabiyya, resulted in the language community gradually thinking in terms of
a dichotomy. The discreteness of the varieties and their clear cut functional
distribution came to be considered natural.

The Current Late Modern Age of Increasing Informality and the
Advent of Internet: ‘Destandardisation’, Vernacular andMixed
ArabicWriting

With the concept of fuṣḥā vs. ʿāmmiyya dichotomy established, the language
Academies were to promote the standard variety and preserve its norm – with
only minor concessions to new usages as part of the (prescriptive) norm to be
taught in schools and respected by writers of Arabic as a model of correctness.
Competent writers found a way of employment in being a language corrector
(muṣaḥḥiḥ) in the press and publishing houses. As mentioned above, however,
writing practices developed with new styles for straightforward communica-
tion, and under the impact of translation, as a considerable amount of news
and information was adapted from French or English sources. What may be
called ‘empirical norms’, based on actual journalistic models, gave wider scope
for new phraseology and syntactic flexibility (considered fuṣḥā).
The (semi-)colloquial press, which had been at its high in the 1890s and

1900s, declined rapidly in the following decades, “until they disappeared com-
pletely by the 1950s” (Fahmy 2011:76). The popularisation of new media: the
radio, the phonograph andmovies, presentednewoutlets for colloquial expres-

14 He quotes another prominent Lebanese, Anīs Furayḥa, on “un problème délicat”: athar
izdiwāj al-lugha fī l-mujtamaʿ in 1955 (Monteil 1960, 71).

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 81

sion, and these were uncontested by language guardians, as the vernacular was
considered a threat to orthodoxy only when it was written or printed.
I doubt that the language cultivators, now institutionalised authorities in

academies and committees, or in ministries and Arabic departments at the
universities, in fact exercised much control over writing in Egypt in the 20th
century – apart from, of course, imposing and securing the position of nor-
mative al-ʿarabiyya as target in the school system. Rather, the literary ‘ethics’ of
the time, echoing the pan-Arabic political ethics, called for a certain normative
self-discipline. The literary development of the novel and short stories towards
social realism, on the other hand, imposed the question of (appropriate) style
to represent in writing the speech of common people. It became commonly
accepted to use ʿāmmiyya in dialogue (reflecting direct speech), in a frame of
fuṣḥā narrative; although a few prominent writers (notably Ṭāhā Ḥusayn and
NagībMaḥfūẓ) strongly objected to accepting anything but ‘correct’ forms into
the literary sphere. Some writers openly struggled with the dilemma: we have
the popular writer Iḥsān ʿAbd al-Quddūs (1919–1990) arguing with himself in
the introduction to the second edition of his novel Anāḥurra (“I am free”, n.d) –
in the end finding peace and calm in the following solution: that a longer fic-
tional work may well have ʿāmmiyya in the dialogue, whereas shorter stories
may – or may not, according to the general ‘atmosphere’ of the story (Mejdell
2006b: 205). The issue was never settled, but, from now on, it only occasionally
flared up in heated debate.
Longer narratives in the vernacular were, until recently, not admitted as

‘literature’; Woidich 2010 and Zack 2014 both mention the fictitious genre of
muzakkirāt (“memoirs”), popular among the general public in the 1920s, in
which characters from the bottom layers of society “tell their lives”. A few
‘real’ autobiographies of non-elite authors were written in a style very close
to ʿāmmiyya. Also satire and caricatures are considered entertainment, not
‘real’ literature, and not governed by norms for variety usage (see Håland, this
volume). As Woidich argues, using ʿāmmiyya is not controversial for purposes
of humour and joking, nor for the ‘oral’ genres, mimicking direct speech, as
dramaandplays.The struggle of ʿāmmiyyapoets to be taken ‘seriously’ (Mejdell
2006b) is perhaps not over, but they have long since been admitted to literary
journals and seminars.
The obvious pluralism in literary expression in the last decades, including

the choice prose writers have in selecting from the entire linguistic repertoire,
supports what Clive Holes noted more than 20 years ago, that “writers have
felt freer to develop their own patterns of standard/dialect usage” (1995:307).
According to Marilyn Booth, writing in the early 1990s, “a stream of new poets
[…] are erasing boundaries between fuṣḥā and ʿāmmiyya poetry in technique,
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imagery and subject. Syntax anddictionmovebetween linguistic levels […]The
choice of linguistic level in itself is seen as meaningless; how the language is
used determines poetic strength and communicative power” (Booth 1992: 447).

Boundaries and Bivalency

Developments in writing practices are moving fast, accelerating the last
decades, with the advent of and access to internet. The various genres on the
internet: blogs, Facebook, Twitter, are outside the control of filtering author-
ities, and allow for a wide range of linguistic choices (Doss 2004, Pepe 2014,
Brustad this volume, and Nordenson this volume).15 The language of these
outlets also finds its way into publishing houses and print media: vernacular
as well as standard language, bivalent and mixed language, sometimes inter-
spersedwith foreign language linguistic and cultural loans, reflecting an urban,
youthful idiom, often ironic and ‘cool’. Such linguistic heterogeneity, increas-
ingly accepted by the younger population – but also contested by traditional
language authorities – will it be reflected in a new kind of variable, pluralistic
notion of Arabic, and hybrid norms of writing?
Structural differences between the standard language and any local or

regional vernacular variety are found at any level of linguistic description, and
are not a fantasy created of language ideology, of course. However, the percep-
tion of separation and discrete borders between the varieties are strengthened
by the dominant concept of diglossia, of fuṣḥā versus ʿāmmiyya. These bound-
aries are, however, challenged by writers – and observers, who for artistic or
ideological or scholarly reasons (or perhaps all motivations combined), tend
to promote ways of writing (practicing) Arabic across the linguistic repertoire.
Writers can do so to a large extent by exploiting the common ground of Ara-
bic varieties, the shared and the bivalent structural and lexical items. I define
‘shared’ items as items that have the same morphophonological and phonetic
shape across the varieties or registers of a speaker/writer, while ‘bivalent’ items
are “words and segments that could equally belong, descriptively and even pre-

15 Quoted from Pepe 2014: “every blogger has his own rule”; “when I started blogging, I was
only interested in speaking out my personal feelings; my language was not excellent and I
was switching between am and a weak fu”; “[he] chooses the language that is better able
to convey the message that he wants to express, and the decision is totally improvised,
there is no order, nor specific criteria of choice”; “I prefer simple fu that is very close to
am and if it is necessary to use am to indicate a specific cultural sign […] then I use am to
give the text more taste […] My preference for fu or am depends on the subject.”
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scriptively, to both codes” (Woolard 1999:716). Due to thenature of Arabic script,
which does not (normally) denote short vowels, many morphophonological
distinctions between standard Arabic and vernacular varieties are concealed
in writing. In this way, a great number of items which differ in phonetic shape
depending on whether they are interpreted and realised in speech according
to the standard or the vernacular system, are bivalent in writing. For instance,
بتكي can be realised as high formal standard yaktubu, as plain standard yak-

tub, or as vernacular yiktib.17 If grammaticalmarkers for future tense are added,
however, which differ in standard and vernacular in a way that shows in the
script, items are not bivalent: بتكيس sayaktub(u) and بتكيح or بتكيه ḥayik-
tib/hayiktib (unless one wishes to ‘play’ on hybrid forms for special effect).18
As sentence structure to a large extent – but far from totally – is shared by
standard Arabic and vernacular, there is much common ground on which to
construct sequences that have an ambiguous, fluid character, neither quite
standard nor plain vernacular.19 This extensive common ground inwrittenAra-
bic, with shared and bivalent structures and items, provided for, I believe, the
ease of mixing in medieval Middle Arabic just as it provides for the ease of
boundary crossing and mixing in contemporary texts.
The prize for the most uncompromising attempt to erase boundaries

between fuṣḥā and ʿāmmiyya and create a ‘third language form’ (lugha thālitha)
goes to the prominent Egyptian dramatist Tawfīq al-Ḥakīm (1898–1987) in the
mid-1950s.Hewrote twoplays using a bivalent strategy,20 aiming at a textwhich
could be both read as fuṣḥā and performed as ʿāmmiyya. Besides restricting
himself to congruent lexicon, and insisting on forms such as (hā)dhā and da
being allomorphs (not his term, but the idea makes sense), he had to avoid
grammaticalwords and forms thatwouldmark variety; for instance, plural end-
ings would only be ني and not نو , so the plural nouns had to be syntactically in

16 Woolard uses ‘bivalency’ in a context of Latin/Spanish and Catalan/Castilian ‘bilingual-
ism’.

17 I disregard here the vernacular preverb b- which occurs in unmarked present tense.
18 For constraints on mixing word-internally in spoken styles, see Mejdell 2006.
19 While normative standard grammar has vso as the default order of constituents, there are

cases where svo are more natural, sometimes even correct. On the other hand, studies
have shown that Egyptian vernacular may have svo as preferred order, but in the past
tense, and with intransitive verbs, the verb often precedes the subject, so the distribution
is not discrete, but with considerable overlapping, and in modern standard usage, svo is
sharing with vso as the (empirical) norm.

20 Woolard uses the term ‘strategic bivalency’ as “a language user’s deliberate manipulation
of such [bivalent] elements” (2007, p. 488).
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oblique case (in the standard grammatical system) to formally match the ver-
nacular plural -īn; consequently theywere either in object function, introduced
by نا (ʾinn/ʾinna/ʾanna) or in genitive constructions. However, as Woolard and
Genovese remark, “it takes work for speakers andwriters to stay for longwithin
the confines of a bivalent zone of convergence between languages” (2007:489),
and al-Ḥakīm renounced the project after these experiments.21
Of a very different nature is the kind of boundary crossing we find in many

of Ṣalāḥ Jāhīn’s (1930–1986) satirical writings. He switches and mixes between
stretches of standard language and vernacular, and combines items and fea-
tures from the two registers in a playful, unexpected manner that provokes
laughter, such as a lexically vernacular verb with a standard language inflec-
tional ending;22 sometimes insertions of the other code is motivated by pun-
ning or by the needs of a rhyme (he often imitates the traditional style of
rhymed prose, sajʿ). This kind of (seemingly) ‘wild’mixing sounds very funny to
native ears, but also gives the writer occasion for expressing sarcasm and irony,
playing on the contrastive connotations of standard and vernacular respec-
tively.The controversial (and courageous) Egyptianwriter, journalist and editor
Ibrāhīm ʿĪsā (b. 1965) follows up this style in his polemical writings. Again,
there are passages in his articles that are impossible to classify in terms of a
dichotomy of standard versus vernacular; however, while these texts may be
said to blur the boundaries, they simultaneously exploit bivalency and contrast
(Mejdell 2014).
For writing in an intermediate, or mixed, register or style, Gabriel Rosen-

baum coined the succinct term ‘fuṣḥāmmiyya’ (2000), occasionally showing up
in Arabic blogs and tweets. Lugha wusṭā is a frequent term in Arabic academic
studies; however, it is used by some to refer to a lower register of fuṣḥā, by oth-
ers to refer to a style, spoken or written, that draws on both varieties (Mejdell
2010).
So what are the concepts in use by the younger generation who practice

extensive boundary crossing? According to Teresa Pepe, and her comprehen-
sive (2014) study of Egyptian blogs, the term lugha wusṭā is not in common
use: they describe their practice as mazg and khalīṭ (mixing) of fuṣḥā and
ʿāmmiyya..23

21 More on the experiment in Somekh 1991:42–44, Mejdell 2014:274–275.
22 Thus violating a principle governing ‘naturally produced’ hybrid forms in speech, cf.

Mejdell 2006, 2006a. See also Mejdell (forthcoming) on Ṣalāḥ Jāhīn’s style.
23 This is confirmed by the lcaw survey: only a very few (8%) report they know the concept,

16% among the university graduates (p. 69).
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When discussing writing in Arabic, as opposed to English, they mostly use
the term bil-ʿarabī, but also bil-ʿarabiyya. As noted above, al-ʿarabiyya in most
contexts refers to the standard language, al-ʿarabiyya al-fuṣḥā. The Egyptian
dictionary of Hinds and Badawi renders ʿarabi as “Arabic, the Arabic language”,
il-ʿarabi l-faṣīḥ as “literary Arabic” – and the idiom bil-ʿarabi as “in plain lan-
guage”. Il-ʿarabiyya is “the Arabic language”. The respondents in the lcawCairo
survey, gave ʿarabi as one of the terms for “the language you learn at school”,
second only to (but far below) al-ʿarabiyya al-fuṣḥā.

Conclusion

And the normative standard? It is still the only variety taught to children
in school, it is produced in the majority of newspapers and magazines and
other publications. It shares a few written domains with colloquial and mixed
varieties. Its linguistic structure has remained unchanged, slightly modified in
certain respects, but more variation in styles and registers may be observed,
with a preference for straightforward, simple syntax and close-to-colloquial
style. This variation in writing represents empirical norms, not all in tune with
prescriptive (school) grammar, but within the range of ‘accepted’ standard
language. Certainly its native users will continue to disagree when it comes to
its boundaries – perhaps the authorities who prescribe the standard normwill
admit and include the variability and flexibility of the empirical norms.
However, the validity of the normative standard as such is not in question,

it is rather the exclusive validity of the standard which has been, and is being,
challenged. Norm authorities do not control the written practices outside the
formal institutions (school and university, and the religious establishment).
On the web and social media people are writing in a range of styles and
registers and varieties, even scripts and languages. They write in fuṣḥā and/or
in ʿāmmiyya, in both, in a mix, they insert slang (lughat al-shabāb) and English
expressions, in Arabic and Latin script. The acceptability of writing in other
varieties than standard language has also been demonstrated in the survey
response of the urban population of greater Cairo, and is likewise reflected in
the language of literary publications produced by leading publishing houses.
Pluralism of expression is held to be a characteristic of latemodern society –

all over the world. The signs of destandardisation we see in (parts of) the Arab
world, opening up new norms for writing, represent a process which, I believe,
will not be reversed.

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



86 mejdell

References

ʿAllām, Mahdī, Anwar Lūqā and Aḥmad Aḥmad Badawī. (1958). “Muqaddima”. Re-
printed in Rafāʿa Rāfiʿ al-Ṭahṭāwī, Takhlīṣ al-ibrīz fī talkhīṣ bārīs, 1993.

Ayoub, Georgine. 2007. “Laḥn.” In eall, vol. ii:628–634.
Badawī, Elsaʿīd. 1973. Mustawayāt al-lugha al-ʾarabiyya al-muʿāṣira fī miṣr. Cairo: Dār
al-maʿārif.

Bartsch, Renate. 1987. Norms of Language: Theoretical and Practical Aspects. London:
Longman.

Bartsch, Renate. 1989. “A Normtheoretical Approach to Functional and Status Types
of Language.” In Ammon (ed.), The Status and Functions of Languages. Berlin/New
York: Walter de Gruyter.

Blau, Joshua. 1981. “The state of research in the field of the linguistic study of Middle
Arabic.”Arabica 28:187–203.

Booth, Marilyn. 1992. “Poetry in the vernacular.” In M. M. Badawi (ed.): Modern Arabic
Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 463–482.

Carter, Michael. 2003. “Kulturspråket.” In Gammelgaard, Karen, Gunvor Mejdell and
Rune Svarverud (eds.): Standardspråk underveis. Historien til åtte orientalske og øst-
europeiske språk. Oslo: Unipub Forlag, 81–94.

Chejne,AnwarG. 1969.TheArabicLanguage. ItsRole inHistory.Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press.

Corriente, F. 1976. “FromOld Arabic to Classical Arabic through the Pre-Islamic Koine:
Some notes on the native grammarians’ sources, attitudes and goals.” Journal of
Semitic Studies 21:62–98.

Coupland, Nikolas andTore Kristiansen. 2011. “slice: Critical perspectives on language
(de)standardisation.” In Kristiansen, Tore and Nikolas Coupland (eds.), Standard
Languages and Language Standards in a Changing Europe. Oslo: Novus Press, 11–35.

Davies, Humphrey. 2000. “Yusuf al-Shirbini’s Hazz al-Quhuf bi-SharhQasidAbi Shaduf:
Issues relevant to its assessment as a source for 17th-century Egyptian colloquial”. Al-
Logha 2:57–78.

Davies, Humphrey. 2008. “The use of Middle Arabic inYūsuf al-Shirbīnī’s Hazz al-quḥūf
bi-sharḥ qaṣīd ʾAbī Shādūf”. In Lentin and Grand-Henry 2008, 99–111.

Diem,Werner. 1974.Hochsprache undDialekt imArabischen.Wiesbaden: Frank Steiner.
Doss,Madiha. 1996. “Réflexions sur les débuts de l’écriture dialectale en Égypte”, Egypte
Monde Arabe, 27–28:119–145.

Doss, Madiha. 1997. “Dialecte égyptien et questions de langue au xixe siècle”. mas-
gellas (nouvelle série) 8:143–170.

Doss, Madiha. 2004. “Cultural Dynamics and Linguistic Practice in Contemporary
Egypt.” In Abdelrahman, Maha et al., Cultural Dynamics in Contemporary Egypt.
Cairo Papers in Social Science 27, 1–2:51–68.

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 87

Doss and Davies. 2013. Al-ʿāmmiyya al-miṣriyya al-maktūba. Cairo: The General Egyp-
tian Book Organisation.

Elshakry, Marwa S. 2008. “Knowledge in Motion: The Cultural Politics of Modern
Science Translations in Arabic” Isis 99,4: 701–730.

Fahmy, Ziyad. 2011. Ordinary Egyptians. Creating the Modern Nation through Popular
Culture. Stanford: Standford University Press.

Fischer,Wolfdietrich. 2006. “Classical Arabic”. In Versteegh et al. Encyclopedia of Arabic
Language and Linguistics, vol. i:397–405.

Gully, Adrian. 1997. “Arabic linguistic issues and controversies of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries”. Journal of Semitic Studies xlii, 1:75–120.

Hamzaoui, Rachad. 1965. L’AcadémiearabedeDamas et le problèmede lamodernisation
de la langue arabe. Leiden: Brill 1965.

Hamzaoui, Rachad. 1975. L’Académie de langue arabe du Caire. Tunis: Publications de
l’Université de Tunis.

Haugen, Einar. 1966. “Dialect, Language, Nation.”American Anthropologist 68:922–935.
Larcher, Pierre. 2003. “Diglossie arabisante et fushâ vs ʿâmmiyya arabes: essai d’histoire
parallèle.” In Auroux, Sylvain (ed.), History of Linguistics 1999: Selected papers from
the Eighth International Conference on the History of the Language Sciences. Walter
Benjamins, 47–61.

Lentin, Jérôme. 2008. “Middle Arabic”, in Kees Versteegh et al. (eds.), Encyclopedia of
Arabic Language and Linguistics, vol. iii, pp. 215–224.

Lentin, Jérôme and Jacques Grand’Henry (eds.). 2008. Moyen arabe et variétés mixtes
de l’arabe à travers l’histoire. Louvain-la-neuve: Institut orientaliste.

Mejdell, Gunvor. 2006.MixedStyles in SpokenArabic inEgypt, Somewhere betweenOrder
and Chaos [Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics 48], Brill 2006.

Mejdell, Gunvor. 2006b. “The Use of Colloquial in Modern Egyptian Literature – a
Survey”. In Edzard, Lutz and Jan Retsö (eds.): Current Issues in the Analysis of Semitic
Grammar and Lexicon ii. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 195–213.

Mejdell, Gunvor. 2008. “Is Modern Fusha a ‘Standard’ Language?” In Ibrahim, Zeinab
and Sanaa Makhlouf (eds). Linguistics in an Age of Globalization. Cairo: The Ameri-
can University in Cairo Press, 41–52.

Mejdell, Gunvor. 2010. “Lugha wusṭā”. In Edzard, Lutz and Rudolf de Jong (eds.): Online
Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics. Brill Academic Publishers.

Mejdell, Gunvor. 2014. “Strategic Bivalency in Written ‘Mixed Style’? A Reading of
Ibrahim ʿIsa in al-Dustūr”. In Durand, Olivier, Angela Langone, GuilianoMion (eds.):
Alf lahǧa wa lahǧa: Proceedings of the 9th aida Conference. lit Verlag 2014, 273–278.

Mejdell, Gunvor. (Forthcoming): “Erasing boundaries in contemporary written mixed
Arabic (Egypt)”. In Lentin, Jérôme and Jacques Grand’Henry (eds.): From Legal Doc-
uments to tv.and Internet through Novels: Middle and Mixed Arabic across Written
and Oral Genres (Proceedings of the ivth aima Conference).

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



88 mejdell

Moreh, S. (ed. and trans.) 1975. Al-Jabartī’s chronicle of the first seven months of the
French Occupation of Egypt. Leiden: Brill.

Patel, Abdulrazzak. 2010. “Language reformandcontroversy in theNahḍa: Al-Shartūnī’s
position as a grammarian in Sahm”. Journal of Semitic Studies, lv/2: 509–538.

Pepe, Teresa. 2014. Fictionalized Identities in the EgyptianBlogosphere. PhDdissertation,
Department of Culture Studies and Oriental Languages, University of Oslo.

Rosenbaum, Gabriel M. 2008. “Mixing colloquial and literary Arabic in modern Egyp-
tian prose through the use of free indirect style and interior monologue”. In Lentin
and Grand’Henry (eds.) 2008, 391–404.

Rosenbaum,GabrielM. 2004. “EgyptianArabic as awritten language.” JerusalemStudies
in Arabic and Islam 29:281–340.

Rosenbaum, Gabriel M. 2000. “Fuṣḥāmmiyya. Alternating Style in Egyptian Prose”. zal
x, 68–87.

Sajdi, Dana. 2009. “Print and Its Discontents. A Case for Pre-Print Journalism and other
Sundry Print Matters.” The Translator, 15,1:105–138.

Sajdi, Dana. 2013. The Barber of Damascus. Nouveau Literacy in the Eighteenth-Century
Ottoman Levant. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Schen, I. 1972. “Usama ibn Munqidh’s memoirs: Some further light on Muslim Middle
Arabic (Part i).” Journal of Semitic Studies 17:218–236. (Part ii. jss 18 (1973) pp. 64–97).

Somekh, Sasson. 1991.Genreand language inmodernArabicLiterature.Wiesbaden:Otto
Harrassowitz.

Stowasser, Karl, 1968. Aṭ-Ṭahṭāwī in Paris. Ein Dokument des arabischen Modernismus
aus dem frühen 19. Jahrhundert übersetzt, eingeleitet und erläutert. Diss. der West-
fälischenWilhelms-Universität zu Münster.

Suleiman, Yasir. 1996. “The simplification of Arabic grammar and the problematic
nature of the sources”. Journal of Semitic Studies xli,1:99–119.

Al-Ṭahṭāwī, Rafāʿa Rāfiʿ 1993 [1834]. Takhlīṣ al-ibrīz fī talkhīṣ bārīz. Al-Qāhira: al-hayʾa
al-miṣriyya al-ʿāmma lil-kitāb.

Versteegh, C. H. M. 1983. “Arabic grammar and corruption of speech”. Al-Abhāth 31:139–
160.

Woidich, Manfred. 2010. “Von der wörtlichen Rede zur Sachprosa: Zur Entwicklung
derÄgyptisch-ArabischenDialektliteratur”. InMunske,HorstHaider (Hrsg.):Dialek-
tliteratur heute – regional und international. Forschungskolloquium am Interdiszi-
plinären Zentrum für Dialektforschung an der Friedrich-Alexander-Universität Er-
langen-Nürnberg, 19.11.2009–20.11.2009. http://www.dialektforschung.phil.uni
-erlangen.de/dialektliteratur. Downloaded 15.12.2013.

Woolard, Kathryn A. 1999. “Simultaneity and Bivalency as Strategies in Bilingualism”.
Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 8,1: 3–29.

Woolard, Kathryn A. and E. Nicholas Genovese. 2007. “Strategic bivalency in Latin and
Spanish in early modern Spain”. Language in Society 36:487–509.

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access



changing norms, concepts and practices of written arabic 89

Al-Yāzijī, Ibrāhīm. n.d. (1901?). Lughat al-jarāʾid. Miṣr: Maṭbaʿat Maṭar.
Youssi, Abderrahim. 1995. “The Moroccan triglossia: facts and implications”. Interna-
tional Journal of the Sociology of Language 112:29–43.

Zack, Liesbeth. 2014. “The use of the Egyptian dialect in the Satirical newspaper Abu
Naḍḍāra zarʾa”. In DurandOlivier et al. (eds.): Alf lahja wa lahja. (Proceedings of the
9th Aida Conference.) Wien/Berlin: lit Verlag, 465–478.

Gunvor Mejdell - 9789004346178
Downloaded from Brill.com05/19/2023 07:10:26PM

via free access


	3 Changing Norms, Concepts and Practices of Written Arabic A ‘Long Distance’ Perspective

