ON SOME IMPLICATIONS OF,

THE TADMURAEAN ARAMAIC/ARABIC DIGLOSSIA

Albert F. H. Naccach

It has become customary in these presentations, because of the short time allocated to them, to focus the attention
on the results of the research, leaving the methodological statements for more technical publications. Even though I
believe that the results I am presenting to the select audience of this Colloquium on Palmyra and the Silk Road are
well worth its attention, I will nevertheless depart from this established custom and focus instead on the methodology
I followed. I have two justifications for doing so :

First, this methodology is, to the best of my knowledge, innovative and thus should be submitted to the critical
evaluation of the participants of this colloquium.

Secondly, though even the preliminary results already attained are, in my opinion, far reaching in their con-
sequences, they are easily and naturally deduced by anyone following the methodological procedure advocated here.

This produre is most easily understood by presenting examples form the forthcoming “diwénu ruqumi tadmur
al’rdmiyyah” 4_10| i T ,}l: Dl 5, an anthology of more than 200 complete, near-complete and/or satisfactorily
restored inscribtfons from Tadmur and its vicinity. The examples could be selected from any of the more than 200
texts included in the Diwén, but since the general theme of this colloquium is the Silk Road, I will choose my ex-
amples from among the “caravans texts”. Then, once the procedure has been adequately described, I will briefly
point out some of the main historical and linguistic questions thus raised.

Before proceeding it might however be helpful to sketch out the general context within which are set both the
methological procedure and the results.

I - The Context.

It is generally accepted that Tadmuraean, i.e., Palmyrene, belong to the wide-spread linguistic group that is
known as Aramaic. Within the classical classification at the Semitic languages - that I propose to rename Mashriqian.
languages in accordance with general linguistic practice - Aramaic is considered to belong to the category(at North-
West Semitic together with Canaanite. Within Aramaic, Tadmuraean, together with Nabataean, is variously included
either under old Aramaic or Middle Aramaic (Fitzmeir, 1974) or West Aramaic (Moscati el al.,1980). Most inter-
eSting is the definition of Palmyrene given by Moscati et al., “Palmyrene is the language of an (ethnically) Arab pop-
ulation which established a state at Palmyra ...” p.11 (the same definition is given for Nabataean). What is meant by
ethnically can only be guessed at: it cannot be “racially Arab” (racially being the synonym at ethnically), which
makes no sense, it has to be taken as meaning linguistically. Palmyrene is therefore in this definition the Aramaic

-

language of an Arabic-speaking population. This interesting definition is further enriched by Moscati et al. definition
of “Arabic as a linguistic complex embracing all the tongues of the Arabian peninsula - with the exception of some
Aramaic infiltrations (Nabataean and Palmyrene) in the extreme north” p.13.

Whichever it is, Aramaic infiltration into Arabic-speaking territories or Aramaic written by Arabic-speaking peo-
ples, these definitions call to mind the concept of diglossia.




Diglossia is a new word/concept. The 1966 Webster’s Third New International Dictionary still defines diglossia
as the medical “condition of having the tongue bifid”. There is no entry in the Oxford English Dictionary under di-
glossia, but we find “diglot, using or containing two languages” (oldest attestation in Smith’s Dict. Bible, 1863) and
“diglottism, the use of two languages, or of words derived from two languages.”

It would seen that the oldest attestation of diglossia, or rather “diglossie”, with the linguistic connotations it cur-
rently carries, is to be found in “Essais de grammaire historique néo-grecque” published in 1885 by the French hellen-
ist J. Psichari. Psichari used this term to describe the Greek linguistic situation characterized by the coexistence of
katarévousa and démotiki (Prudent, 1981). It also seems that Psichari was the first to extend the use of the term di-
glossie to refer to the coexistence of two varieties of Arabic, the “spoken” and the “written” ones, and this in an ar-
ticle written in 1928 (id.)

By then the debate about these two varieties of Arabic was well under way, having been defined at the turn of the
century by two famous thesis. Noldeke’s thesis held that the Meccan vernacular and literary languages both belonged
to the “old Arabic” type and were in no remarkable degree different from the supertribal “Standard Arabic” of the
poets and the Coran (Ndldeke, 1904). Voller’s thesis held that the pre-Islamic Meccan vernacular was different from
the literary language (Vollers, 1906). Vollers weakened his thesis by using it in an unconvincing attempt to prove
that the Coran was first written in the vernacular and only later adapted to the rules at Classical Arabic, which is an
easily refutable hypothesis and one that furthermore has no relevance to the thesis about the pre-Islamic origins of the
Arabic vernacular. Be that as it may, Noldeke’s thesis has generally held sway over Voller’s, and Arabic diglossia,
that is the coexistence of two “levels” of one “language”, became a paradigmatically recognized phenomena. And at-
tention turned to the study of the origins of the Arabic diglossia as an important element of the history of the Arabic
language.

Once more at the risk of caricaturing what is a very rich debate, we might define its terms by two famous posi-
tions, each one tallying with one of the two theories just reviewed. Ferguson argued for the existence of a pre-Islamic
Arabic koine - a more or less uniform speech - from which the post-Islamic Arabic vernacularsemerged (Ferguson,
1959), while Blau’s position can be resumed as follows : no Arabic diglossia existed before Islam, Arabic diglossia
arose as late as the first Islamic century as a result of the great Arab conquest. In the towns of the new Arab Empire
various types of dialects emerged and a dichotomy arose between these neoarabic types and the Bedouin languages,
without the inteﬁnediary of an old pre-Classical-Arabic koine (BlaW, 1977). Again it would seem that it is this latter
position that has attracted the wider consensus. Accordingly, the vernaculars are seen as post-Islamic, whence their
designation as Neoarabic, while Arabic - Classical Arabic, or Standard Arabic or ‘arabiyya- is conceived as having
been there “from before”. How long before? Till recently the answer to this question was shaped by the conception
of Arabic “as either the proto-type or true image of primitive Semitic” (Moscati et al., 5.3.; 1980), and Arabic was
confusely seen as harking back to the prehistoric times of Proto-Semitic.

Quite naturally the study of North-Mashrigian epigraphy is playing the key role now in trying to answer the ques-
tion about the origins of Arabic. It is quite instructive in this regard to compare the uses made of the Nabataean and
the Tadmuraean corpuses. Let us look at them in turn, starting each time with Cantineau’s seminal interpretations.

For Cantineau “... la Nabaténe était un état arabe, de population arabe, gouverné par une dynastie arabe, ayant
probablement 1’arabe comme langue parlée...” (Cantineau, 1935,p.3) and he posited a slow but steady influence of
Arabic on Nabataean Aramaic leading to the former replacing the later by the Fourth century A.D. (Cantineau,
1930). Cantineau’s interpretation is nowy being refined by studies that are finally helping us acquire a detailed de-
scription of the origins of Arabic, or more precisely Nabatacan Arabic (Milik, 1985; Starcky,1985; O’connor, 1986;
Graf, 1990).

Palmyra was, on the other hand, for Cantineau “un état syro-mésopotamien, malgré I’existence d’éléments arabes



importants dans son panthéon et dans sa population, malgré qu’elle se soit donné au Illeme siécle une dynastie d’or-
igine arabe, le nomade est pour elle I’ennemi” (Cantineau, 1935, p.3), and for him the conclusion was that “bien qu’il
y ait des traces (emphasis mine) d’influences arabes dans le vocabulaire et surtout dans I’onomastique, 1’arabe n’av-
ait aucune raison d’étre la langue dominante” in the language of the Tadmuraean inscriptions.

In other words the perception of a diglossic situation in Petra, culminating in Graf’s “Nabataean Aramaic-
Arabic”, has greatly contributed to the study of the history of both Aramaic and Arabic and to their interrelationship.
But the same cannot be said about Tadmur, even though very influential studies have since much refined Cantineau’s
views about the Arabs in Tadmur (Milik, 72; Teixidor, 1979)

As a last touch in setting the context for Tadmuraean Aramaic/Arabic diglossia, we will note that, while Arab re-
searchers, since Girgi Zeydan till today, have generally worked within the paradigm set by Orientalists, they generally
have displayed a greater unease than their Orientalist counterparts in assigning particular words or roots to a given
language or in dealing with word-borrowing. But the recourse to “common Semitic” (Samarra’y, 1985) is of limited
explanatory power.

I1 The methodology.

The procedure I will now describe was developed for the very practical aim of teaching, in Arabic, the Mash-
rigian languages while trying to maintain the thoroughness I had learned while studying “Semitics” in English. The
algorithmic part of the procedure was fully developed when I applied it to the Aramaic texts from Tadmur.

Let us start by looking at a sample text, as it appears in the Diwan. The text selected is my number 41 (iri‘chron-
ological order), (Inv. X, 47 and C.I.S. 3963) which is the earliest text in which there is direct mention of a caravan.
It’s presentation in the Diwén includes all the steps followed in presenting these Aramaic inscriptions through the Ar-
abic medium.
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The first step is a copy, in Tadmuraean script, of the original inscription. It is not a facsimili, in fact it is comput-
er-generated from the next line. The Tadmurean script that was selected, is, quite arbitrarily, the circa 232 a.d. of
Cantineau’s paleographical table of Palmyrean script. This copy, which is ontologicaly equivallent to those presented
in C.I.S. pars seconda, tomus III fasciculus primus, has two objects. First, it does provide enjoyment to some stu-



dents and readers while introducing them to the Tadmurean script, but second and more importantly, it reminds the
readers that they are dealing with old texts, and in so doing helps them distantiate themselves from these texts, some-
thing that, as we will soon see, might easily be forgotten. The informations about missing characters (%), about re-
stituted characters (*) and line division in the inscription, are indiated with this step, which is not provided with a line
identification, contrary to the following steps.

The second step , allways identified by ~{- , is the transliteration in the Arabic script of the original inscription.
In this transliteration I allways followed the transliteration proposed in the reference indicated on the right side facing
the inscription’s number - in our case here Inv. X, 47. The only difference is that instead at Latin or Square Hebrew
characters, it is the Arabic characters that are used. This is very easily done, the 22+1 (final nun) Tadmurean char-
acters each having one and only one equivallent in the Arabic alphabet. This is of course done without in any way
prejudjing the phonetic realisation of these characters, something that is left for the next step. Transliteration of Tad-
murean Aramaic text into Arabic is a very straightforward step, with one tremendous advantage: the texts presented
in this form are very nearly intelligible to the average Arabic reader. Paradoxically this advantage carries also with it
its reverse : the Arab reader would naturally tend to read the text in Arabic transliteration as if it was in the Arabic
language, for instance the vocables «J and U\..U and J<, and J< would naturally be read “in Arabic”. To avoid this pit-
fall it is necessary to go through the next step.

The third step, allways identified by —_— is the transcription in the Arabic script of the Tadmurean Aramaic. In
the field of “Semitics” transcription is only used systematically by Assyriologists. Aramaicists dealing with Pal-
myraean or Nabataean or Hatraean texts usually relegate transcription to single-word commentaries. In these cases
there are two widely used systems, the first oldest and nearly abandonned now is implemented in Square Hebrew
character with masoretic diacritical marks, the second is implemented in the latin character with a rather standardized
system of vowel indication. The Arabic system used here is formally identical to the later system. To implement it, it
was enough to use a larger part of the formal diacritical apparatus developed to vocalize the consonantal Coranic text
than commonly used in literary Arabic. Thus the “vowel” /e/ is represented by the “imeleh”, though instead of the
form (,) used in the Coran, we choose (*) which graphically translate the “inclination” of the fatha towards the kasra.
In this stunningly simple manner the transcription of Aramaic - any Aramaic corpus - is \;ery simply and accurately
implemented in the Arabic script, incomparably more elegantly than in the latin script, as I submit, would aggree any-
one who takes the time to examine even the short sample presented here. For a full discussion of the transcription
system followed here - not only its shape, i.e., Arabic or latin alphabet - I must, for reasons of space, refer you to a
forthcomming publication (Naccach, 1989) However, we should not forget that the Arabic transcription system is
only a very congenial tool for making available, i.e. legible, the results of the crucial step in any dealing with an epi-
graphical corpus, which is, of course, the reading of the original text. It is the proposals made by the epigraphist for
how the original graphenes were realised in speech that the transcription systems represents on paper.

Now there are two levels of linguistic analysis that are involved in attempting to recreate the long-gone “paroles”
of any Mashrigian linguistic instance. The first pertains to the particular phonetic system used by a specific group of
speakers in a given place at a specific time. The second pertains to the more general morphophonemic system that
can be shared by a multitude of groups each one having a particular and - slightly - different phonetic system.

The transcription system represents only the morphophonemic system, and does not attempt to indicate the pho-
netic system : how were the ». and J and _s pronounced or how far into the - 6 shift was the phonetic system, or
even the realisation of the & s J 5 a o lies outside the realms of any practical attempt at representation, and
even at profitable study.

For this reason the Arabic transcription system is ideally suited because it uses script conventions that have spe-
cifically been developed to graphically represent only the morphophonemic level of language, in contradistinction for



example to the Masoretic Hebrew system that attempted to represent one particulas phonetic system. Thus the writ-
ing, to pick one example, of (<[5 represents the facts that the word is in the defined state, but does not indicate if it is
to be pronounced /malkd/ or /malkd/ or even /malkhd/ or /malkhé/, it however excludes all /mlaxx/ possibilities. This
is because the phonetic realisation is part of a system whose constraints are in no way related to the constraints of the
graphic system used to represent them (except in the extreme case of the International Phonetic System).

Since this is, to the best of my knowledge a pioneering attempt at transcribing and not simply transliterating Ara-
maic in the Arabic script (Wolfinson, 1929; Freyha, 1952; Khazin, 1956; Abu Assaf, 1988), I have tried to avoid as
much as possible original readings, and I have followed, wherever that was available in the reference works from
which I selected this anthology, the readings proposed by these references (LLP., C.L.S., R.S.P. mainly). Since how-
ever these readings all seem to have the same base (some mixture of Biblical Aramaic, Syriac and modern Arabic di-
alects) I have sometimes ventured new ones. Let me briefly illustrate this by a few examples from our sample text #
41:

Verbs like s2usf or 4% or (50} 2 pose no problems (we will come back to the  in (50 <), the same would
have been true with active and passive participles. With proper name we can ofiten use the vocalization of Greek tran-
scription:Taimarsos s rssi s, ot Lisams M But in a number of nominal or deverbal nouns we are in the
dark, is it ol OF 415 7 is it A OF o ? how to decide ? Sometimes the elements of choice are more evident. For in-
stance, the word for caravan, written L i is read by Cantineau L', from the “schéme qatil” exemples of which are
(J7 Tadt T82 Tis UIA 1 (Cantineau, 1935, p.103). But on page 108 he mentions le schéme qattal “qui four-
nit des noms d’agent, mais avec une nuance de répétition de I’action, qui est un metier plutdt qu’une action isolée”
and he gives as exemple L;ngg. So we would read L/:L (af;';;) a reading reinfored by Arabic ,UiwJl ¢use 5,Cudly
£60 o byall layga o «ilslally. Again, sometimes the element of choice, even though present, are not enougl‘l to
help us make a choice, for example, with the word for the traders, the members of the caravans, both readinﬂ;i_?
(qattal) or T;,+.5 (qatel) are equally possible. In any case many important speech elements, such as pronouns and vari-
ous affixes can be pinpointed with conventionad precision - if not phonetic accuracy - such as «J masc. or J fem or

osand T, for the m.p. or (" for the nisbeh m.p. etc...

A second problem whose solution the transcription is supposed to carry is that of deciding if the phonemic make
up of Tadmurean was limited to what was immediately realised in script, or if we have in Tadmur a situation similar
to that of the Kufic Arabic writting. This is a very complex problem for whose solution elements from as for afield as
the 2 Ugaritic alphabets and the pronunciation of the various modern ‘ammiyyat dialects have to be considered.
Sometimes the hesitations of the Tadmurean scribes give us an indication, for instance in our sample text we have <
elsewhere it is  ;c, From which a probable deduction is that it was i< (but how was the 3 realised?). Brother was
most probably A.f, but how can we choose betwenn .. and 4., ? we are probably right in having ol and o402, but
there is no hard and fast rule - at least that I could find out - and every word has to be studied on a case by case basis.
In all cases where I felt there are different possible readings, I have explained, however briefly, my readings in a com-
mentary. ‘

The fourth steps, allways identified by - .. - is accurately, if cumbersomely refered to as a “morphologically
congruent transform”. While transliteration and transcription are widely used steps, the “morphologically congruent
transform” or m.c.t. (which could also be called “isomorphic transform”) is to the best of my knowledge, a procedure
that I developed. The m.c.t. is useful for dealing with all the Mashriqian languages, but I will limit my remarks here
to its application for Aramaic texts, and more precisely, Tadmuraean.

The establishment of the structural isomorphism of languages has been identified us “one of the basis tasks of
present-day linguistics” (Gamkrelidze, 1977). While this might seem a very ambitious task for general linguistics, or
even for Indoeuropean linguistics, the structural isomorphism that holds between the Mashrigian linguistic instances



is an evidence in plain view. In some cases, for instance between the language of the non-Greek Tadmurean in-
scriptions and Classical Arabic, this isomorphism is striking : all the morphological set of Tadmurean is mappable in
a one-to-one unambiguous and reciprocal relationship onto the classical Arabic morphological set. There are two ex-
ceptions, the verbal stem Jo3] / Jai| of Tadmurean maps onto both the Joié| and the Joii] C.A. stems,and sy
has a dozen Arabic correspondants. And the reverse is not true, the C.A. set being much larger than the Tadmurean
one.

These two morphological sets could be described from the perpectives of many grammars. I have chosen, in
keeping with the overall aim of the procedure which is to teach the old Mashrigian languages to Arab students, to
adopt, and slightly adapt, the classical Arabic grammatical terminology as it is anglicized in W. ‘Wright “A grammar
of the Arabic Language” 3rd ed. 1896.

The application of the m.c.t. is quite simple and straight forward, and does not “cost” anything, since all the in-
formations required to perform this transform have allready been specified in the reading of the original text, when
the words were analysed. All that is required is, based on this analysis, to give the Arabic word that corresponds to
this analysis. Let us see some examples from our sample text :

. * Particules : to J correspond Jito correspond _

* Nouns : + “Preposition” : to < correspond g;; to J% correspond J%; to s » correspond the appropriate de-
monstrative pronoun (!, sJ| or a variety of particules and propositions (c.f. Egyptian colloquial 1,); to the com-
pound preposition (55 Jsjcorrespond [ yJ;

+ Proper names : these are usually left as they appear in - (s - except to conform to Arabic orthographic prac-
tices, thus u;,j 6:;.; and not O;j_u; .

+ Primitives : to »1% correspond .ix ; to . correpond ., (but noteplur. i : iy 517); t0 s correspond i
to o, correspond (,Luy; t0 & correspond 4 . ) ’

+ Derivatives : to T_J):J.:u, a Jf:;, form correspond 3 ,L:LLH; to )J_L, an infinitive from the simple stem, correspond
<. also an infinitive forn the simple stem. Note here that .. is not a regular Aramaic infinitive of the simple stem
which would be Joée.

In this text there are no active or passive participles, which would be analyzed as to root and stem.

* Verbs : in the reading of the Tadmurean texts all verbs are analyzed according to their state / tense including
number person and gender 44 1o, to their stem ., ;,, and to their roots ... It is therefore a straightforward matter to
define their Arabic correspondents. For example g0 181 « )i.@ 3m.p. perf., Jasf, of / o 3 8/ to which correspnd
1523, To .ad, s 3m.s.perf. Jas, of/, s s/ (/, < v/ in Arabic) correspond e

The result of the m.c.t. is a text of which all words are in correct Arabic, but whose syntactic structure is still as it
was the original. This text is understandable with a minimal effort by any reader acquainted with the modern live lan-
guage Arabic. But this text does not differ more from the original Tadmurean text than would any two texts written
in two regional dialectal variants of any language. In fact, the difference is much less than the one between an orig-
inal text by Villon and its modern French rendition.

It is this phenomon that underlies the concept of Tadmurean Aramaic/Arabic diglossia. We have just seen many
example of the formal morphological similarities between Arabic and the Aramaic of Tadmur, which could be re-
sumed in the fact that the grammatical analysis of the Tadmuraean text is valid in Arabic, as is, with only in a small
percentage of cases a needed change in the root in order to respect the semantic content of the word.

But what is interesting is not that some roots are not used in Arabic, or in an even smaller number of cases, have
a different meaning in Arabic and in Aramaic. What is striking is the number of cases where the roots are shared with




the same semantic range in the Arabic and Aramaic usages. In honor of the Silk Road, I will select some examples
from inscriptions that refer us to this aspect of Tadmurean activities.

Dating from 19 A.D., inscription #6 of the Diwan (Inv. IX, 6a) mentions the erection of a statue to Yadi’bel by
the Palmyreans and the Greeks of Seleucia because Yadi’bel Js <udJ U, s Giedds a3, to be vocalized o5 (v.
perf. 3ms, Jos Je s 3 /) ;LE, the use here seems closer to the modern-day colloquial expression than to the Ar-
abic or Aramaic lexical definitions, which are identical.
e s wiess (v perf. 3ms, Job « /is /) . ;3.1. the roots is not productive in Arabic, but uuL/:L survived in
christian context.
lias subs. i = 355)0 . D.LS.O. verbe pacel donner libéralement faire des largesses. o) o0) Jotasll agas

IR e

Loy U = OO ol b and W e = Jay auld bﬂs Uaolly .4oke boaals

Dating form 24 A.D., inscription #9 of the Diwan (inv. IX, 11), has the earliest mention of the traders, L_..5 We
have already mentioned that it could be a m.p. of J;S/JfL;s or of Ju3/JUas. All the verbs used in this text . s« gt
|3 a5 o4 are found in the Arabic dictionary, with regular modifications o558 ¢+, 8¢ 4w i< «ay « With the

same meanings they have in D.I.S.O. . is,though in the Arabic dictionary 1s considered “dareg”. oo S o
Sl
S o - S through formally correct is definitely alive in the vernacular Figgid] = bt s (wss) cul_u.u|

o by) o Ay = odLoég . the text is from the month ,siS )i = 558

Dating from A.D., inscription # 29 of the Diwan (Inv. X, 40) has the verb sal. . }Liw (verbs perf. 3m.p., F'al, /
/ & J ww)inTadmur / s J _u/ carries the basic meaning of going up. In the Arabic dictionary that meaning for

/3 J v/ is found only in the stem Joa5 Wehr il v to ascend, mount climb, scale (s s.th.) to climb up (plant).

~o

Dating from 86 A.D., inscription #35 of the Diwan (Inv. X 122) contains the following words V:,’Luﬁ\ oolpa,

D [.S.0. acause de, en estimation de, Wehr calculation, reckoning, accounting, to be expected Sl QL_J,.,JLL

VW a0 bl u@fDISO 51gn incert, protection ?? L (LUinx. ,JMJI NA e U 3, gl U opuua Wss aas
D.IS.O. bienveillance. il ,e_x_wl (verb, perf. 3m.s,, ‘itf’al /I A _i/) in Arabic basic stem meaning ,L.. to be
liberal, generous, which fits very well the context, I could not find the word in D.I.S.O.

Icould go onand on (seb = (seb, uls = _uSls etc... When looking at a word from Tadmur’s inscriptions, it
is very hard, in a majority of cases, to answer a question couched in terms such as is this word Aramaic or Arabic.
Sometimes we can , for example, it is highly probable that it is from Tadmurean Uiisic that the Arabic s sl (i,

JUsJ1) is derived. But what about ciu» that is identical to the vernacular <y (with lateraized 1) and somehow related
to the CA. ks ?

I1I- Some Implications

It is clear that the definite article in Tadmur is the suffix 1 and that in Arabic it is the prefix JI . It is also clear
that the language of the Mashrigian inscriptions from Tadmur is not Classical Arabic. But beyond these simple state-
ments there is not much of the similarities between the two that can be accounted for within the traditional framework
of Semitic classification, which has not yet been made to weave history in its descriptive web (Naccach, 1985, pp.
125-150).

While contemplating the Tadmurean epigraphic texts in the Arabic medium of transliteration, transcription and
morphologicaly congruent transform, one can isolate “something” Aramaic and “something” Arabic. But are these
“something” distinct languages, or languages in contact, or dialects of one language, or different stages in the evolu-
tions of related languages ? to be able to answer that question we will need further detailed studies, of the Tad-
muraean corpus with its historical and geographical variations, of the various pre-Islamic Arabic corpuses (Tha-



mudic, Lihyanic, Safaitic, late Nabataean) of the various post-Islamic Arabic vesnacular (including Christian Pal-
estinian, Geniza, Kharshouny and the ammiyyat of Bilad ash-sham) and of the progressive systematization of Clas-
sical Arabic.

Meanwhile we might say that, if Classical Arabic and the vernacular/ ‘ammiyyat can be lumped together under
the expression Arabic diglossia, then Tadmuraean Aramaic / Arabic diglossia is as good a description as the im-
precise terms Aramaic and Arabic allow us to devise.

We should not use terms such as Arabic or Aramaic to describe the language of the Mashriqian epigraphical texts
from Tadmur. Rather we should study this corpus for clues as to the historical evolution of the various referents of
Arabic, Aramaic and even Cananean.
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