C of the binding

: , /nafs-/ constructions are all of the
ﬁ QPs, as described by Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein’s

of type 1 quantifiers of Norbert Hornstein (1988) in that they

properties. Having the logical syntax of names. these /nafs-/
need not c-command the pronouns that are coindexed with
m coreference relation between these /nafs-/ constructions and

0L } pronouns, it represents cases of ‘accidential coreference’
Mde of binding; therefore, there is no violation of principle C

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

~are also different types of these QNPs (i.e. these /nafs-/
) in Qur?anic Arabic due to their having different internal
', - are reﬂected by therr having different Interpretations of

other noun, assumes an indefinite interpretation, assurmng
fication. Thus, it is simply by its being a noun in its

M this /nafs/ noun conveys a variable in a domain, which is

% human “self’(i.e. mankind). But when it is headed by the
Mll it assumes universal quantification. And when the
ls annexed to this noun in the singular form, it assumes a
pretation whose variables are uniform in type. With the
X2 ¥ g mgular pronominal suffix to this noun in the singular form.
Te 1S an operator-variable quantificational interpretation whose variables
also uniform in type. But when this /nafs/ noun is plural in form_ it
imes different types of quantification, which all share the concept that

ariables are distinct and variable in kind. The first type of these /nafs-/
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Arabic a:re also not subject to the rule of QR Such an assu
reinforced in Qur?anic Arabic by the fact that there are no scope ambig

n these QNPs (ie. these /nafs-/ constructions) due to the pres "
Case markers in them This assumption is also in keeping with Chom:

St
i |

(1995) assumption that the quantificational feature [quant] IL
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these QNPS (1.e.these / nafs-/
[Spec, TP],rather than in [Spec CP]

tonstructions) are generated in

1. Introduction:

quantifiers (i.e. QNPs),
described in the literature

s Assuming that qumﬁﬁers denote a range of variables that are “the parts
[a] group™ (Irene Heim, Howard Lasnik, and Robert May, 1991 69),

~ Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein (1985) say that the “full range of logical
- possibi 1es exist for quantifiers: there are quantifier phrases (QPs) that are
those that are anaphoric, and those that are both.”(634). Joseph

~ Aoun and Norbert Hornstein (1985) also assume that “the rule of Quantifier
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subject to the ECP and 1s not limited to the mimmal m é_
shownin | |

In descnibing type three QPs, Joseph Aoun and N
(1985) also say that “like names, they are R-exprm”(63
QPs “are subject to principle C of the binding theory” (63 1) In other s

as they have the logical syntax of names™ (631), theymbe X
pronouns in other clauses, unlike QPs which form op _ .
structures and which can only coindex a pronoun if lb er

commands that pronoun in LF, as shown in 1 2. (a) and not in 1 2.4 %
‘z‘r "' :

w"'

| 2
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1.4 Every student admires some professor.
(a)There 1s some professor that all students admire.
(b) For each student, there is some professor that he or she admires.

May’s (1985) proposal depends on scope being determined by government
under m-command. Norbert Hornstein (1988) says that May’s (1985:34)
version of c-command, which is here termed m-command, is defined as A c-
commands B iff every maximal projection dominating A dominates B, and A
does not dominate B. May’s (1985:34) Scope Principle states that the
Quantifying Noun Phrases (QNP; ) and (QNP/ ) in the LF representation are
free to take any type of relative scope regardless of the position of their
traces because they have the same c-command domain.

' Having glven a very brief description of the term “quantifier” in some of
the literature, in section 2. there will be a description of some of these QNPs

(i.e. these /nafs-/ constructions) in Qur?anic Arabic. In section 3., there will
be a more detailed discussion of the relevant literature; and 1n secnon 4.

| e there will be an a.na.ly51s of the above mentioned data within the

*'_ework as regards the notion of a quantifier and the rule of QR Finally,

in S%ctlon ., § there is the conclusion.

2.Description of the Data:

Desplte the fact that the /nafs-/ constructions in Qur?anic Arabic which
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to Joseph Amm and

within the domain of the third type of QPs h?:;?:(g:i b eds:: el
985 classification, W -f

el en~g i an be further subclassified into four major

et these /nafs-/ construc cation
rypes due to their difference in structure and 1n tllle kmdfeot;‘qlmnt '?"___"'_,‘f'_f:
they convey. | hope to first provide you with examples of each type of these

aken from the Ever Glorious Qur?an accordmg t@
ea.mngs before I attempt an ¢ S

2. 1.Existential Quantification:

As shown by sentences 2.1.1., the first type of the
constructions conveys existential quantlﬁcatlon, examples of
someone, anyone etc in English. The structure of this /nafs-/ cons J
composed of the /nafs-/ noun by itself in the sense that it hu 1€ aﬁf ’ry
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prenominal nor a postnominal modifier. Accordingly, it is compoud ‘
noun /nafs-/, which has the syntactic beha\nour of nouns in Qur?ame '
]
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wi 1000
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. - islaam ) lest a self should be
It has earned.” (M. Ghﬂjy, 136).

(‘i%,,/ la takallamu nafsun %illag bi?i8nihii.... / suurat Huud verse no. 105

hlzc day when it cometh no soul will s
- (Pickthall, 316) OR  “The Day it comes up, no self speak except by His
pmmmon, (M. Ghaly, 233)
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(iii) /qaala aqatalta nafsan zakiyyatan bigayri nafsin. / suurat 7al- Kahf (7he

Cave: Verse n0.74)

«“Hast thou slain an innocent soul who hath slain no man”? (Pickthall, 284)
Or “Have you killed a most cleanest self, without (his having killed another)
self?” (M. Ghaly, 301)

(iv)./xalagakum min nafsin waahidatin. . / suurat ?az-Zumar (7he Hordes

Verse no.6)
“He created you of one being.” (Pickthall, 456) Or “He created you of one

self ” (M. Ghaly, 458)

Having the indefinite marker in non-prepausal position and an overt
Case marker be it nominative or accusative, this /nafs-/ construction, which
conveys existential quantification, illustrates that nominative is marked by the
vowel /u/; while accusative is marked by the vowel /a/ prior to the nunation
These overt overt Case markers play an important role in the the scope
assienment of this /mafs-/ construction, i.e. the wide or the narrow scope
interpretation of this /nafs-/ construction is determined by whether it has
. nominative or accusative Case, which is overtly manifested on it

Accordingly, when the /nafs-/ construction has nominative Case, as in nos
- 21.1. () and (i), there is wide scope: in sentence no.(i) the /nafs-/
. construction has scope over both verbs /tubsala / and /kasabat/; and
- sentence no. 2.1.1.(ii), it also has scope over the verb/ takallamu/. Also due
-'w tts namelike properties, the /nafs-/ construction is coreferential with the
~ subject pronominals of these respective verbs; i.e. as the /nafs-/ construction

' __M “the logical syntax of names”, (Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein,
- 1985: 631), it can also be coindexed with pronouns in other clauses. In
sent: no. 2.1.1.(iii), on the other hand, the /nafs-/ construction only has

: mow scope (i.e. over /zakiyyatan bigayri nafsin/) because it has accusative

I would also like to draw your attention to the fact that the /nafs-/
construction is translated by Pickthall as “a or any soul “and by M. Ghaly as
“a or any self”. As shown by sentences 2.1.1., it does seem to be the case
that it is the latter translation of this /nafs-/ construction that is more in
keeping with the intuitions of the native speaker of Arabic who is to some
degree familiar with the Ever Glorious Qur?an. For example, inno.2.1.1. (i),
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the soul that 1s to be destroyed for wha -, ‘ A
+ i1s the whole self and not ]ust tlw " dad

speaks by permission of ?
body speak up and say
lifetime And in no 211 (111),

human “self’ as a broad entity 1.e t
higher qualities This ‘otion of the broad entity of the ™

reinforced by sentence 2 1 1 (iv), In which we are all created £ m

or one (human) self

he truth of what they have committed during thej;
it 1s not the soul that is murdered th
he human being with both 1is baser i

. “i'

7 72 .Universal Quantification:

The second type of these /nafs-/ constructions in Qur”amc
have a quantificational interpretation and which may be called QI

universal quantification, examples of which are everybody and
English In structure, these /nafs-/ constructions are headed by tk
quantifier /kull-/, which carres either the nominative or the accusat , :’:“. o
of the whole NP As for /nafs/ noun itself, it has genitive cage A1l thia
andsaljmh nouns in this nominal construct take the indefinite atkeriaan
513; 2 lposmon. Examples of this type of the /nafs-/ construction a L
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«and if We had so willed, We could have given every soul 1ts guidance.”
(Pickthall, 408) Or “And if We had decided, indeed We could have brought
every self its guidance.” (M. Ghaly, 416)

(iv) /huwa qaa?imun 9alaa kulli nafsin bi ma kasabat / suurat ?arra9d verse
no.33

«Is He Who is aware of the deserts of every soul (as he who is aware of
nothing)?” (Pickthall, 235) OR “So, is He Who is ever upright over every
self for what it has earned (as any other ) 7’ (M. Ghaly, 253).

As shown iIn sentences 2.2.1, 1t i1s /kull-/ that has the overt Case marking
of the NP as a whole: in sentences nos. 2.2.1. (i)- (i1), it has nominative Case;
in sentence no.2. 2.1. (m) 1t has accusative Case; and in sentence no..2.
2.1.(iv), it has the gemtlve Case because it 1s governed by a preposition. As
with the the /nafs-/ NPs in sentences 2.1.1., the /nafs-/ NPs in sentences
1‘}2.1.(1)- (1) have wide scope interpretation because of their nominative
"_,}ase which is overtly marked. Accordingly, in sentences 2.2.1.(i) the scope
- of this /nafs-/ NP is not limited to its minimal sentential domain, allowing
this /nafs-/ NP to be coindexed with the subject pronominal of the matrix
?' use of this sentence. On the other hand, in sentence 2.2.1. (u1) there s a

‘narrow scope interpretation because this /nafs-/ NP has accusative Case,
allowing it to have scope over /hudaaha/. Similarly, sentence 2.2.1. (1v)
7-;;_;.;7,-* not have a wide scope mterpretatlon because this /nafs-/ NP does not

'-'5 g S .’I . .' 3

smon(l e. /9ala/); and, in turn, it only has scope over / bi ma kasabat/
1;:‘, immation of this discussion of existential and universal quantlﬁcatlon 1N
'. amc Arabic, as shown in sentences 2.1.1. and 1n sentences 2.2.1.. it 1s
ant to note that the overt Case markings of these QNPs play an
. important role in determining their scope. Accordingly, there are no scope

b, ¥ j:.. -'I.- -ll. -‘--. -tl " ..*
P S l,l__-.-n"- ‘F-

0 w tles as shown in 1.4. Also, this discussion has shown us that the
- binding characteristics of these QNPs are those of names in the sense that
e M do not need to c-command a pronoun in order to be coindexed with it
control its interpretation”.( Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein, 1985

g5 The /nafs-/ Construction with the Definite Article:A Generic
ﬁmrpretatnon
161
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The third type of these /nafs-/ constructi(_)ns in Qur?anic Arat
have a quantificational interpretation and which may be called QNp; :
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introduced by the definite article. There are t“tO typ& of t} .
constructions, which are introduced by the definite article as illustrateg

sentences 231 and 2.3.2 Each of these two types is distinc ﬂ'
and has a distinct interpretation from the other. The first type has the /
noun in the singular form; while the second type has the /na
plural form The former type is associated with a generic interpre
human race, as distinct from the other beings in this Universe. o
second type, it is associated with a plural distributive and variak
interpretation, in addition to the collective one. In other words it hac

--"E-'-F-'-

interpretation of a “distributor” (66) of the “bound variable anaphora¢
of I Heim, H. Lasnik, and R May (1991) and as well s the interpretat
of “coreference anaphora” (72). e

2.3.1: With the singular form
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generc interpretation of this /nafs-/ construction that makes sentences
2.3.1.(11) and (1) sound rather strange; ie. it is strange that “the soul”
enjoys evil in sentence 2.3.1.(i1) and that it also lusts in sentence 2.3. 1 (iii)
On the other hand, M. Ghaly has translated this /nafs-/ construction as “the
self” all through because the concept of the “self’ comprises both the
abstract and the concrete properties of the human being with his higher and

baser ql{alities. Accordingly, the translation of this type of the /nafs-/
construction as “the self:, rather than “the soul”, conveys this generic
interpretation more clearly.

2.3.2: With the plural form

(i) /wa ?i8a -nnufusu zuwwijat/ suurat ?at-Takwiir (The Rolling) Verse no.7
“And when souls are reunited” (Pickthall, 609) Or “And when the (inner)
selves shall be espoused.” (M. Ghaly, 586).

(i) /wa fithaa maa taStahiihi -1?anfusu.../ suurat 7az-Zuxruf (Decoration or

Omaments of Gold) Verse 71
“Therein is all that the soul desires”. (Pickthall, 494) Or “And therein being

whatever the selves lust for”. (M. Ghaly, 494).
(iii)/?iy yattabi9uuna ?illa -88anna wa maa tahwa -1?anfusu.../ suurat 7an-

Najym (The Star) Verse no.23

“They follow but a guess and that which (they) themselves desire.”
(Pickthall, 531) Or “Decidedly they closely follow nothing except surmise,
and what (prejudices) the selves yearn to.” (M. Ghaly, 526)

As shown in sentences 2.3.2., there are two types of the /nafs-/
construction with the plural form and the definite article. That they are two
distinct types is structurally indicated by their having two distinct plural
forms for the same singular noun, which is /?annafsu/. These two plural
forms are /2al?anfus-/ and /?annufuusu-/, both of which may be regarded
as broken plurals. Each of these plural forms 1s consequently associated with

a distinct interpretation, as to be shown in the following discussion.

The plural form /?annufuusu/ is unique in that in all of the Ever
Glorious Qur?an there is only one OCCUITENCE of it. M. Ghaly (personal
communication) says that it pertains (o Life after Resurrection; and this is
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why he translates it as‘the marrage o‘f
other hand, translates it as
al?ansaan 2alqurtobi in s
Fdition) states that this Verse m

. goiiion A on
soul will returned to 1S body,_ an
his own kind and clanned with people O

in our present Life each man 1s

kind. and vice versa for each
ife is clanned or has decented from parents O

inafs-/ construction not only conveys the

Accordingly, this - '
\ccordingly - Life after Resurrection but also conveys

interpretation of “man’ .

abil; ‘ i le there will be E
variability of the types of the peop! ‘ .
Resurrection) For example, it is said that there are different layers of the

Heavens with the most pious people being accomodated in the highest layers; J
but even the less pious people who are accomodated in lowest layer of the
even Heavens will be in a state of constant harmony because they wall be
with spouses and people of their own kind. There are also different layers of
Hell for the accomodation of all wrongdoing people in accordance with their
different and variable degrees of evil; i.e. the most evil people, such as the
hypocrites, are accomodated in the lowest layer of Hell. In other words, In
Life after Resurrection each man will be spoused to a wife of his own kind
and clanned with people of his own kind whether he is good or evil; and this

notion of the vanability in the types of “selves” there are even in Life after
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each individual selt in the domain of all the “human selves” with their own
distinctive desires and yearnings. Thus, it can be said that this /nafs-/
construction in terms of I Heim, H. Lasnik, and R. May (1991) conveys
both “the you™ reading and and “the we” reading of plural (pro)nominals.

In summation of this discussion of the /nafs-/ construction with the

definite article, it may be said that its quantificational interpretation is that of
generic interpretation. When the /nafs-/ noun is in the singular form, there is
the notion of the uniformity and the sameness of all of the variables. But
when the /nafs-/ noun is in the plural form, it conveys a generic intepretation
that is associated with the notion of the distinctness and the varnability of
each and all the human “selves” that are found in mankind With the
[2annufuusu-/ plural form, this vanability of each and all of the human
“selves pertains to people in Life after Resurrection, designating their
sameness and difference in kind leading to their further subclassification or
matrimonial merging either in Heaven or in Hell. While with the /7al?anfus-/
plural form, this varability of each and all of the human “selves pertains to
people in this Life with all their distinct desires and lusts.

2.4: The /nafs-/ Construction with a Pronominal Suffix:

The fourth type of these /nafs-/ constructions in Qur?anic Arabic which
have a quantificational interpretation and which may be called QNPs has a
pronominal suffix annexed to the noun (i.e. /nafs-/) in this construction
Again, there are different types of these /nafs-/ constructions with a
pronominal suffix due to their difference in structure, as shown in sentences
2.4.1. and 2.4.2 The first type has the singular form of the noun /nafs-/ and a

singular pronominal suffix,; and the second type has the plural form of the
noun /nafs-/ and a plural pronominal sufhix. This difference in structure

naturally reflects a difference in meaning, as shown in the translations of
sentences 241 and 2 4 2 It is to be noted that the plural form that 1s found
in the latter type of this /nafs-/ construction, which has a pronominal suffix
annexed to it, is /?al?anfus-/ plural form, rather than /?annufuusu/ plural
form. This is because it pertains to the “selves™ in this Life, rather than in
Life after Resurrection.
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(Pickthall, 521) Or |
whatsoever his self whlsper.s
99tun mu’minatun

1) /wa mra v
(xlr)lzaab(The Allied Parties or The Clans) Verse no.30 .
ap . | ‘ Prophet,. ” (Pi off 8
“and a believing woman f she give herself to the Prophet,..
416) Or “and any believing woman (wife) in case she bestows herself to ;

=l

the Prophet, ” (M. Ghaly, 424) | | & e
(iiywa man jaahada fa 7inmaa yujaahadu linafsihi/ suurat 7al-9ankabut

(The Spider) Verse no.6 745
«And whosoever striveth, he striveth only to himself.” (Pickthall, 388) Or
<and whosoever strives, then surely he strives only to himself.” (M. Ghaly,
396 ‘
(v ),)wa man yaSkur fa?innama yaSkuru linafsiihi/ suurat Luqman(The
Sage) Verse no. 12
“whosoever giveth thanks, he giveth thanks for (the good
(Pickthall 404) Or “And whosoever gives thanks (to ?allah), then surely he
sives thanks only to himself” (M. Ghaly, 412)
(v)/wa man tazakkaa fa?innama yatazakkaa linafsihiv/ suurat Fatir (The
Onginator or The Angels) Verse no. 1% :
“He who groweth (in goodness), groweth only for himself (he cannot by s
merit redeem others) ” (Pickthall, 429) Or “and whosoever cleanses himses
then he cleanses 1t for himself ” (M. Ghaly, 437)
(vi)yfaminhum 8azlimun linafsihii/ suurat Faatir (The Originator Of The
Angels) Verse no 32 .
“Then We gave the Scripture as an inheritance unto those whom We d‘ad
of Our bondmen But of them are some who wrong themselves ™ (Pwkﬂﬂ'»
410) Or “Thereafter we gave the Book for an inheritance to (the ones) of
Our bondmen We elected Then of them are (some) who ar€ unjust 10
themselves ~ (M. Ghaly, 438)

-
i
[

N
]
- N




L il | - I-' + 'lIll o _:_- 1 m; -._F_'-'l- e T -y Ty il - ' - 5 _ "
g 'S _;jl.'—l,'iv; :I.'l:';-; "f;' ) f'-_-t‘ ""'l .*' e 1 _
& S E S $ N et 3 e
I ..|.I. .-‘. s +'| . : -

Huda Ghaly

(vii) /balil ?insaanu Salaa nafsihii basiiratun/ syurat 7al-Qiyaamah (The
Resurrection or The Rising of the Dead) Verse no 14

“Oh, but man 1s a telling witness against himself ~ (Pickthall, 595) Or “No
indeed. (but) man 1s a demonstration against himself” (M Ghaly, 577)

As shown above, sentences 2.4.1. convey quantification with the /nafs-/
construction itself functioning as an overt vaniable in relation to an operator
that may not necessarily be within the same clause For example, the /nafs- +
pron/ construction i sentence 2.4.1 (i) itself functions as a vanable that is
coindexed with the operator /-7al’insaan/ (1.e. “man”), which 1s outside the
minimal clause of this /nafs- + pron./ construction As with the previously
discussed /nafs-/ constructions, this /nafs- + pron./ construction has the
behavior of names in that it “never form[s] operator -vanable structures .
leaving “an empty category (i.e. a variable) behind” (Joseph Aoun and
Norbert Homnstein, 1985:631) that it c-commands; 1€ it does not undergo
the rule of QR. But since 1t itself functions as an overt vanable in sentences
24 1. it must be coindexed with an operator even if that operator is outside
its minimal clause, as shown in sentence 2 4 1.(i) Also, as this /nafs- ~ pron./
construction in sentence 2 4.1.(i) has nominative Case, it has.wde scope: 1t
h mope over the verb / tuwaswisw/, in which case it 1s its subject and is
ted with the subject pronominal of this verb (i.e / tuwaswisu/)

ln sentence 2.4.1. (ii), this type of the /nafs- + pron/ construction

ﬁmcnons as an overt vanab]e in relation to the operator

oﬂy m swpe over thePP/Immabu/ Tlnsnsbecausenhas
yonstrating mmthelmportam role played by the
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coindexed with an operator that is outside its minimal clause; ie. /man/
“whosoever” Apart from being introduced by a PfepOSiﬁ on, the/m_* ¥
pron/ construction in sentence 2.4 1. (i) is also coindexed with the sybieer
pronominals of the verbs /jaahada /and / yujaahadu /, which are outs; ‘

winimal clause It is to be noted that both of these subject pronominals =

function as overt variables in relation to the same operator (i.e./ man/
“whosoever”), which also determines their range of reference. The same

analysis is also applicable to sentences 2.4.1. (iv) and (v) in relation to the
operator / man/ “whosoever”. Accordingly, it can be said that in this variety
~f Arabic both pronominals and nominals 3 may function as overt variabies
and that the /nafs- + pron./ construction differs from the pronominal variable
'n that it refers to the concept of a human “self” as a vanable, as shown in all

of the sentences of 2.4.1

Sentences 24 1 (vi) and (vi1), on the other hand, demonstrate that the
nafs- + pron/ construction may also be coindexed with an operator within
its mumumal clause: in sentence 2.4.1. (v1) it 1s the overt vanable that is
comndexed with the operator /minhum/ “some of them”; and in sentence
241 (wvu), it 1s the overt vanable that i1s coindexed with the operator
Yinsaanw/ “man” It is to be noted that the /nafs- + pron./ construction in
these sentences also does not refer to specific people but rather to a range of
vanables in a certain domain which is specified by its operator.

'n summation of this discussion of sentences 2.4.1_. it may be-said that .
s the overt Case markers that determine the scope of these QNPs so that
ere are no scope ambiguities. Likewise, it is their namelike properties that
allow them to be coindexed with pronominals they do not c-command, and
't 1S probably their namelike properties that have enabled them to function a5
an overt vanable since variables are also R-expressions. This discussion has
uso shown that whether this /nafs- + pron./ construction has nominative_ or
af:cusagve Case, it is not A-free. violating Principle C of the Binding
ﬁm«{nhnn& However it may be said following Clark (1992) that this Wpe,of
coreference may be assimilated to “the class involving ‘acciden .

_ : ' : ‘nds
C}‘: ctc;:fnce . tf:esc are cases where two elements corefer but neither bind
the ot "
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2.4.2: With a Plural Pronominal Suffiyx-

& lT]'hﬁre ?l:e d;ﬂ“e;lent types of this type of the /nafs- + bro. 7 costruiiisa
which has the plural form of the /nafs-/ noun and a plural pronominal suf’ﬁx1

Thg ﬁrst- type 1s i!lustrated by sentences 2.4.2 1., which have an operator -
vanable interpretation; the second type 1s illustrated by sentences 2.4 2.2

whjch convey quantification that is fused with reciprocity; and the third type
1s illustrated by sentences 2 4 2.3, which have a generic interpretation

2.4.2.1: With a Operator -Variable Interpretation:

(1))/wa man 9amila saalihan fali?anfusihim yamhaduuna/ suurat ?ar-ruum
(The Romans) Verse no.44

“those who do nght make provision for themselves-"
(Pickthall, 400) Or “ “and whosoever does righteousness, then for

themselves, they are gaining access (to the Garden).” (M. Ghaly, 409).
(ii)/wa -lmutallagaatu yatarabbasna bi?anfusihinna/ suurat ?al-Baqarah
(The Cow) Verse no.228

“Women who are divorced shall wait, keeping themselves apart, three
(monthly) courses.” (Pickthall, 36) Or “And divorced women shall await by

themselves for three periods.” (M. Ghaly, 36).

As with sentences 2.4 1.(i)-(iii), the /nafs- + pron./ construction 1n
sentences 2.42.1. (i) and (ii) itself functions as an overt variable that 1s
coindexed with an overt operator, which is outside its minimal clause.
However, sentences 2.4.2.1, which have the plural form of the /nafs-/ noun

and a plural pronominal suffix, differ from those of 2.4.1. in that in the
former group of sentences there isan emphasis on the distinctness and the

variability of the types of variables there are in a particular group or domain,
which is determined by the operator of that vanable. For example, in
sentence 242 | (i) both the plural torm of the /nafs-/ noun and its plural
pronominal suffix convey the notion that there are many types of “selves” or
variables 1n mankind. Had the /nafs- / noun and its pronominal suffix been in
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| g iables in that group or domaj
i~ R h is referred to as /man/ “whosoever”, would no

each “self” does righteousness for its own gain i
accordance with 1ts calibre, the overt variable in sentence 2.4.2.1 (1) has its

/nafs- / noun and 1ts pronominal suffix in the plural forms, rather th?n in the
h er words, there are different types of variables ip
s calling these variables as “selves”, rather than

[his emphasis on the variety of the types of van'able_s. that are coindexed
with an operator is also shown in sentence 2.4.2. 1. (1n). The fact that the
operator (1€ /?almutallagaatu/) is in the plural form and the /nafs-/
~onstruction (i e. /?anfusihinna/) has the /nafs-/ noun in the plural form and
ts pronominal suffix also in the plural form is to bring out the the difference
n the types of divorced women there are according to Islamic Legislation.
For example, a young divorced woman has to meet certain legal
requirements that are different from those legal requirements set for an old
woman who gets divorced. Had the operator and its overt vanable been in
the singular forms, this sentence would have meant that all divorced women
meet the same legal requirements, which is not the case in Islamic
Legislation. In other words, we would have had a more general application
to all divorced women had the operator and its overt variable been in the
singular forms. Therefore, despite the fact that sentences 2.4.1. and those of

). . : . ; "
242 I. convey an operator -vanable interpretation, yet there 1s a grave
semantic difference between them,

. 4.2.2: With a Reciprocal Inte retation

(Vtaxaatuunahum  kaxayfatikum 2
Janf ' The
s e MR usakum/ suurat 2ar-ruum(
fyeh‘tcu hlhem as ye fear each other ( that ye ascribe unto Us partners oul
;). n:’ I w nch P|Wc created) Thus We display the revelations for people who
rosense | thhﬂ“. }08) Or “ nyou fcahng them as you have ﬁ-lght Of

each other’ Even thus We expe | .
(M. Ghaly, 407) i Signs for a people who consider
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i)/fs: 7i8a daxaltum buyuutan  fasalimuu 9alas 2 anfusikum/ suurat 7an-
~uur (The Light)Verse no.61

«gyt when ye enter houses, salute one another.” (Pickthall, 346) Or “So
when you enter houses, salute one another.” (M. Ghaly, 358)

(iii)/faqtulu 2 anfusakum/suurat ?albaqarah (The Cow) Verse no 54

« kill (the guilty) yourselves” (Pickthall, 11) OR ™... 50 kill yourselves
(i.e. kill the guilty among you).” (OM. Ghaly, 8).

(iv) /wala tuxrjuuna ?anfusakum min diyaarikum./suurat 7albagarah (The

Cow) Verse no.84
«Shed not the blood of your people nor turn (a party of ) your people out of

your dwellings.” (Pickthall, 15) OR “You shall not shed your (own ) blood,
nor drive out yourselves (1.e. your own people ) from their homes. (M

Ghaly, 12).
(v) /Bumma ?antum ha?ulaa?i tagtuluuna ?anfusa

minkum min diyaarihim..../ suurat ?albaqarah (The Cow) Verse n0.85

“Yet ye it is who slay each other and drive out a party of your people from
their homes, supporting one another againsi them by sin and
transgression.” (Pickthall, 15) OR “Yet, thereafter, you are these (who) kall
yourselves (ie.kill some of you), and drive outa group among you from
their homes.” (M. Ghaly, 12).

kum wa tuxrijuuna fariqgan

As can be seen from the translations and the contexts of sentences
2.422. the /nafs-/ construction may also assume a reciprocal interpretation
which is geared in a quantificational framework. It is to be noted that this
fusion between reciprocity and quantification is reminiscent of I. Heim, H.
Lasnik, and R. May ‘s (1991) discussion of reciprocity, which incorporates
both the group coreference (i.e. the “we” reading) and the distnibutive
coreference (i.e. the “you” or “T” reading ). They show that reciprocals have
a dual nature: “as a kind of anaphor and as a kind of quantifier, restrictions
on which must be jointly satisfied at LF” (65) and that “reciprocal
expressions have no semantic properties peculiarily their own”. (I. Heim, H
Lasnik, and R. May, 1991: 67). Accordingly, their meaning “arises from the
fmflpositional interactions of the meanings that their constituent parts have
In }solaxion” (I. Heim, H. Lasmk, and R. May, 1991: 67). This is why 1
Heim, H Lasnik, and R. May (1991) maintain that “treating reciprocai
Pronouns as having an R-expression part reveals” that they introduce “a
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disjointness condition . to their semantic composition. (80) It also
“accounts for the fact that cach can have broad scope In the sense that

reciprocal expressions can have ‘long-distance ‘antecedents”. (96)

E Williams (1991) extends this notion further saying that "‘the notion
istributivi for reciprocals is exactly the same notion relevant

for ordinary plural NPs.”(171) In other words, for E. Williams‘(199”1) plural
(pro)nominals in general, and not just reciprocals, convey the “you” and “T”
reading, in addition to the “we” reading. It is, therefore, no wondser that this
/nafs-/ construction CONVEYS reciprocity, rather than reflexivity’, since the
nafs-/ noun itself is in the plural form and 1ts pronominal suffix 1s also plural.
Thus. the fact that the /nafs-/ construction itself is composed of an R-
expression, which is the /nafs-/ noun, has led to this quantificational frame,
which is also part of the very nature of reciprocity, as shown by I. Heim, H.

Lasnik, and R. May (1991).

Accordingly, in sentence 2.4.2.2., (i) we are told that people in general
fear one another, rather than themselves. Likewise, in sentence (i1) people in
general salute one another, rather than themselves. Similarily, sentence (ii1)
dpes not mean that people are ordered to kill themselves. Rather, they should
kill those' people (whoever they are) that are the guilty ones amongst them. '
This partitive quantification with reciprocity is also found in sentences (1v)

and (v). In both sentences, it is only a group of their people that trangresses
over the other, either by driving them out or by killng them.

2.4.2.3: With a Generic Interpretation

(1)/ daraba lakum maBalan min ?anfusikum/ suurat 7ar-ruum(The Romans)
Verse no 28

“He coineth for you a similitud
| e of yourselves”. (P .
struck for you a similitude of yourselves” - (Pickthall, 398) Or “He has

(11)/wallaahu ja9ala
Bee) verse no.72

“::n": 7:“11:;111 hhztsh gi(;/en you wives of your own kind ” (Pickthall, 257 OF
.. made for you of yourselves spouses. ” (M. Ghaly, 275).
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In sentences 2.4 2 3 . this type of the /nafs-/ construction, which has the

plural noun form and the plural pronominal suffix, is introduced by the

preposition / min / “from”, in which case it has a generic interpretation. In

sentence 2.4.2.3 (1), we are told that ?allaah created similitudes with their
distinct and vanable types that are from our own kind; 1.e. human beings. In
sentence 2.4.2.3. (n), we are told that ?allaah has made for us from our own
kind (1.e. mankind) pairs or spouses that are distinct and of variable types. It
s to be noted that even this generic interpretation is geared in a
quantificational frame as there is no reference to specific people and as the
plural nominals and pronominals’ in general convey with both the “we”
reading and the “you™ or “I” reading in reference to the human race.

In summation of the above discussion of the /nafs+pron.suffix/
construction, 1t may be said that all of the sentences in 2.4. are associated
with some kind of quantification, with slight differences between each type.
In sentences 2.4.1 and those of 2.4.2. 1., the /nafs+pron.suffix/ construction
functions as an overt variable that is coindexed with an operator that may be
outside its minimal clause. But the quantification found in sentences 2.4.1. 1s
of a more general application as it is not associated with the notion of the
distinctiveness and variability of the types of variables there are in a specified
domain All of the sentences of 2.4.2.. on the other hand, are associated with
this quantificational interpretation which emphasizes the distinctness and the
variability of its variables. Sentences 2.4.2. 1., however, are similar to
sentences 2.4.1 in that they have a quantification with the operator-variable
interpretation.’ We also have a quantificational interpretation that 1s
associated with reciprocity in sentences 2.4.2.2. and a generic interpretation
that still maintains the distinctness and the variability of its vanables in
sentences 2.4.2.3. Thus, it may be said that it is the plurality in these /nafs-/
constructions that is found in the /nafs-/ noun itself and the pronominal suffix
that is annexed to it in all of the sentences of 2.4.2. that gives these
constructions this variety that ranges over atomic individuals, as shown by 1.

Heim. H Lasnik. and R. May’s ( 1991) description of a plural (pro)noun “as
a vanable ranging over atomic individuals “(77) and as “a marker of

distribution” (66) that introduces “a universal quantification effecting a
distribution” (72)
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at a sample of the different types of the /nafs-/
.« Arabic which have a quantiﬁcational interpretation

be called QNPs and explained their meanings, let us briefly
literature in the light of which we hope to

and which may
eview some of the relevant

analyze the above data.

In referring to the rule of quantifier raising (QR), which 1s associated
with the interpretation of quantifiers, Chomsky (1995) says that “the status
of this phenomenon has been the topic of much controversy’ (377), which he
does “not attempt to review However, he does suppose that “the operation
exists” (377); but it does take on a different perspective in accordance with
the over-all changes that are found in the Mimmality Program Chomsky
(1995) says that since this “operation [1.e. the rule of quantifier raising (QR))
s covert, it must be feature raising” in the sense that “a quantificational
feature [quant] raises to adjoin to some X0 max that 1s a potential host.” He
assumes that this potential host is “ T or v”, both of which he assumes have
optional affix features allowing them to host [quant] He goes on to say that
as [quant] is Interpretable, it need not be checked And as this affix feature
of the functional categories is optional, it is chosen if it makes a difference: in
keeping with the fact that the economy condition holds. He also believes
that since there is no PF effect, the result would be to allow QR when it
leads to a distinct interpretation. Thus, by incorporating the notion of a
quantificational feature [quant], the rule of quantifier raising (QR) “falls
naturally into the framework already outlined.”( Chomsky, 1995: 377)

Following May (1985), Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein (1985)
assume that the rule of Quantifier Raising (QR) is crucial in determining the
scope of QPS .such as someone and everyone and that the notion “in the
scope of” s linguistically determined by the relative c-command relation of
thesg SOrts .of QPs in LF In 1989, Aoun and Li make the assumption that
English subjects ornginate within VP (and move to Spec [P at S-structure);
so that when the object QNP moves at LF. it will c-command the subject
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trace. As for the 'subject QNP, it also c-commands the object trace, so either
QNP may have wide scope at LF.

In a similar respect, following Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein
(1985) Norbert Homnstein (1988) says that the “quantified expressions
subdivide into three classes whose properties can be derived from the theory
of Generalized Binding.”” (101)° “Type I quantifiers, like names, do not form
operator/variable structures” and, “syntactically speaking, they are
scopeless” (101) in the sense that “whatever semantic scope effects such
quantified elements display are not mirrored in the syntactic structures
involving these elements at LF” (101), making them “generally interpreted as
having wide scope.” (101) Type I quantifiers also have “the same pronoun
binding configurations as names because at LF they have the same syntactic
form[s] as names”: “like names, they can bind across a sentence” (i.e “need
not c-command the pronouns they bind ” ) (104), “do not display WCO
effects,” (104); and “are not subject to ECP” (104). That “type I quantifiers
are able to bind pronouns across sentences” i1s shown in 3.3.(1); and in
3.3.(i)), it is shown that they “do not display weak crossover (WCO)
effects”. In 3.3.(ii1)., it is shown that they “do not display Empty Category
Pninciple (ECP) effects”. (103):

3.3,

(1) Every soldier covets a certain rank i. Bill has already attained it i.

(i) His i heavy case load made a certain lawyer i angry / *Who i did his i
heavy case load t i ?

(iii)Everyone said that a certain woman appeared at the party/ *Who
believes that what appeared in the northern sky? (103)

It is to be noted that Norbert Homnstein’s (1988) Type I quantifiers are
similar to Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein’s (1985) third type of QPs
This is why Norbert Hornstein’s (1988) says t_hat | “lack of Quax:ntlﬁer Raising
(QR)” is “a necessary condtition for the relative interpretative independence
of these quantifiers from their logical environment. “(103)

In describing Type 11 quantiﬁe‘rs, Norbert Hornstein (1988) says that “at
LF, type I quantifiers have the logical syntax of names, whereas type 11
quantifiers form operator/variable structures™; (105) and their scope domain
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is stnctly ﬁmi;sg
Homstein's (1
Homstein’s (1985) first type ©

at LF”, and the |

Principle A of
in (1988), theseare '
Norbert Hornstein ( of QPs, i.e they “form operator/variable structures at

d type , '
(l9§5) scoond £YP << not limited to the clause that contains them.” (102)

;queStions regarding this approac
with May (1977; 1983). This approac |
distinct level of representation that encodes properties of scope™ (Clark

1992'1) and as a projection of S-structure under the Quantifier Rule (QR)
It also maintains that “QR applies to all and only those NPs that may be
wreated as (semantic) operators” (Clark., 1992:1); therefore, it regards QR as
a special case of Move alpha that moves a quantified NP from an A-position
and adjoins it to some category, creating an A’ -position. In determining the
criteria for QR. the proponents of this approach say that there are certain
phenomena that are taken as grounds for the assumption that a particular NP
(or set of NPs) undergoes QR. These phenomena include scope ambiguities
(as illustrated in 3.2. and 3. 4. (May, 1977)), weak crossover effects, and the
Empty Category Principle (ECP) effects.

34 (1) Every student read a book.
() /P [NP a book] i [IP [NP every student] j[IP t jread ti]}]]

The eff s
- eq:m?ﬁ;’fé‘;f Empty Category Principle (ECP) (May, 1985) require that
! I a position that 1s not pI'Operly govemed at S-structurc

“( Clark, 1992:5); ie. , “the output of QR is subject 10
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(lll)"'l what_/ did [hiS / mothcr] give t /7 to whom 1

n 3.5 (i), the name John “may corefer with the prenominal genitive NP /s
But Clark (1992) says that “this coreference relation presumably lies outside
of binding, given that neither NP c-comands the other at S-structure ™
(Clark, 1992:4) That is, "the genitive pronoun may corefer with John,
although the pronoun need not be taken as referentiallly dependent on John
in the sense covered by the binding theory.” (Clark, 1992:4) Clark (1992),
accordingly, says that this type of coreference may be assimilated to “the
class involving ‘accidential coreference’; these are cases where two elements.

corefer but neither binds the other.”(13)

The quantified NP every artist and the wh-phrase whom in (i1) and (i),
on the other hand, “may not enter into a coreference relation with the
prenominal genitive NP ”’( Clark, 1992:5) “The inability of the quantified NP
in” (ii) “to corefer with prenominal genitive NP follows from the fact that the
quantified NP” (Clark, 1992:5) undergoes QR in the mapping to LF locally
A'-binding the pronoun in the LF representation, which is illicit. A similar
account, which has this approach to weak crossover which “crucially relies
on QR to displace a quantified NP to an A’'-position”, ( Clark, 1992:5) also
holds for the relationship between the wh-phrase” ( Clark, 1992:5) whom and
the prenominal genitive NP in 3.5. (iii). Therefore, proponents of this
approach maintain that “since names do not seem to be associated with these
effects, the standard position is that names do not undergo QR(May, 1985).”

( Clark., 1992:4) This view is not upheld by Clark ( 1992), who assumes
that even names could undergo QR with the Weak Crossover effect of 3.5.

(1) accounted for as ‘accidential coreference’

The hypothesis that names do not undergo QR has been held by May

(1985) in accordance with his Do Interpretation, as demonstrated in 3.6. (i)
May (1985) maintains that the object NP (includung the relative clause) in
3.6. (i) “will never be raised out of the VP, leading to a regress when do is
interpreted;: ( Clark, 1992 7) and, this in turn, accounts for its ill-

formedness

3.6 (i)* Dulles suspected Philby, who Angleton did. ™
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ted everyone who Angleton did]

i) Dulles [P suspec Yy
E::i))D[lEHe’s {everyone who Angleton suspected t ! T
suspCCted { ’]]]

On the other hand, for the profo::m do 1n .3.6. (i) tobe interpre?ed 2
anaphoric while avoiding the infimte regression of'the Do Int'erpretauon, it
nust be replaced by some VP at' L¥ f.epresentatlor:‘by mg use of the
derivation involving QR, as shownin (iii). Thus, the “copying of the VP of
ariable for the head of the NP, everyone, to

the matnx clause provides a vana i |
bind” and “prevents vacuous quantification by the relative clause operator. ”

o maintain that even names could undergo QR, Clark (1992)
crossover effects of names by means of

(1986) argue against this a

s a bound pronoun rule that
resulting in the pronoun’s treatment as a bound variable only in S-structure

configuration. It is to be noted that this is similar to Peter W. Culicover and
Ray Jachendoff ‘s (1997) belief that “it is standardly argued that a quantifier
must c-command a pronoun in order to bind it and that in most cases S-
structure c-command is sufficient”. (Peter W. Culicover and Ray J achendoff,
1997-203) As for the coreference of names, Reinhart (1983) and Williams
(|-<)86) argue that “the referential nature of names is such that coreference
with a pronoun is possible just so long as the pronoun does not c-command
the name.” ( Clark, 1992:5)

Finally, in providing further evidence that even names could undergo
QR, Clark (1992) says that it is crucial that there is a variable to act as i
antecedent of ‘the pronoun in order to license the bound pronoull
nterpretation n 3.7, distinguishing this interpretation from the group
interpretation

3.7 All students think they ‘re smart. ( Clark, 1992:6)
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Maintaining that this sentence has a three way ambiguity in the interpretation
of the pronoun, Clark (1992) says that the pronoun may be entirely disjoint
from All students or, “it may be treated as a bound variable” (i e the |

reading), Or it may haye .“the' group reading of the pronoun.” (Clark, 1992:6)
And in structurally distinguishing between the bound and the group reading

of the pronoun 1n 3.7, he says that we need to assume that A/ students
undergoes QR. In the_ fomer case, the pronoun is referentially dependent on
the variable left by assigning scope to A/ students after it has undergone QR

giving us the bound reading of the pronoun with the interpretation that each
student believes himself to be smart although he may consider other students

to be stupid. But in the latter interpretation, the pronoun is referentially
dependent directly on the NP A/l students, giving us “the group reading of

the pronoun with the interpretation that “each student thinks all the students
(including himself) are smart™. ( Clark, 1992:6)

In dealing with the scope ambiguities found in sentences with reciprocal
pronouns, I. Heim, H. Lasnik, and R. May (1991) say that “anaphora type
and scope are tightly interconnected ”(87) ), as shown in 3.8

38.

(1)John and Mary think that they like each other.
(ii)John and Mary think John and Mary like each other
(iii)John thinks that he likes Mary and Mary thinks that she likes John

Maintaining that sentence 3.8.(i) may have the narrow reading, which is the
“we” reading as shown in (ii), or the broad reading, which is the wide scope
interpretation with the “I” or “You” reading (64) as shown in (1), I. Heim,
H Lasnik, and R. May (1991) say that they “discriminate between two
syntactically and semantically distinct ‘antecedence’ relations that a
reciprocal enters into.”’(65) This arises from “its dual nature as a kind of
anaphor and as a kind of quantifier” (65) with the I" reading requiring “that
its values vary, as a function of the values assigned its antecedent” (83)
Thus, they show that in a reciprocal sentence anaphora type and scope are
tightly interconnected because it has both coreference anaphora and a bound
Vanable anaphora.
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individuals fallin collective denotation of the antecedent™ (67)
called that the buti ¢ the reciprocal phrase, while the other is it;
intain “reciprocal pronouns inherit thejr

“reciprocation_"(b'l) Maintaining that
he nonreciprocal usages of each and other " (67), they sty

semantics from {

that ‘its range argument is “coreferential with the group-denoﬁng
‘antecedent” of the reciprocal” (69) with “the other found in each other angd
having “‘the pronominal properties of other” (69). As for its
contrast argument, 1t is always “a variable bound by the each. They also
aintain that a plural pronoun s “a variable ranging over atomic individuals”
ch other is “itself a quantifier whose range is the
parts of that group™ (69) and is “a distributor, compositionally introducing a
universal quantification eftecting a distribution over the atoms in the proper

atomic partitioning of an individual ™ (72)

one another”

m
(77) and that each 1n e

_‘ r\gcurdillgly, they propose that in 3.9 (i) each in each other 1n Logcal
Form involves Quantifier Raising QR, in which case it is removed from its
surface position and adjoined ¢ ‘ '

rfa : joined at LF to its antecedent ph |
e phrase, as shown in

1 9
(j)"l‘hc men saw each other
([S [NP NP the men} I eachr 2 ][ VP saw [NP e 2 other 13 1]

-

Further applicat) v
piications ot Quantifier Rais!
| | “ | mS‘ll y ‘ B . Y :
yields the LF representation in 3 10 g (QR) to the subject and object NFs

3 10
|5 [NPINP the ment! | each 2 | [S e 2IVP [NP
> e 2V e 2

IR 1 2 Other ] 3 [T’P saw e 3 |11l

Broup-denoting antec '
2 ant cdcnt-dlstribumr-rcci rocato edicat
_ [=pre icale
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Both each and its residue after movemer

_ _ Yk WL (namely, e, other) are operators -
the fomje{ oq‘tllgefsubjeu NP, and the latter on the predicate VP “E;-h(NP)
(¢ other(VP)) (60) Through the operation of each, we have a distributed

NP, and through the operation of other, a reciprocated predicate. (66)

I.; Hem:{ H. l_asmk..‘ and R. May (1991) also maintain that reciprocals
contain both an anaphonc¢ and a nonanaphonc part: ¢ of each in 3 11 is an

anaphor, while [e¢ orher ] 1s an R-expression. Thus, in 3.11., the trace of each
is A-bound by the subject NP, which is the single NP WhiC;I hosts the moved
each and also bind e other at LF. As for the phrase containing the trace, it 18
free, since it and the subject are countraindexed (73) |

3.11.[S [NP [NP the men] 1 each 2 ] [VP saw [NP e 2 other ] 3 ]] (73)

This 1s in keeping with “the theory, [which] predicts that so long as the
binding theory 1s satisfied locally, the scope of the reciprocal may be
unbounded, so that the antecedent need not be in the next clause.” (92)

In discussing QB (Quantifier Binding), Peter W. Culicover ( 1995 ) says
that the standard conclusion is that movement of the QNP in LF 1s like
movement of wh- in S-structure in that both move to positions (IP and CP,
respectively) in which they take scope over the entire sentence. That is, the
wh-phrase is just like a quantifier in that the quantifier must take scope in
order for the trace to be a bound vanable. And in defining the scope of
quantifier binding, Culicover (1992) proposes that it 1s determined through
LF adjunction of the quantifier to the lowest maximal projection that
dominates it; and Peter W. Culicover and Ray Jachendoff (1997) propose
that “the binding domain of quantifier Q n representation R corresponds in
syntactic structure to the lowest maximal projection in D-structure that
contains Q.” (203)

on the other hand, confirms that wh-

movement and scrambling are two different types of movement the landing
site of wh-movement in most cases is [Spec, CP], but scrambling appears to
be adjunction to a maximal projection VP or IP. He also points out that both
types of movements (i.e. wh-movement and scrambling ) differ from
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s movement to an IP-external specifier position
producing verb-second (V2). However, topicalizatl?%lke
displays A -movement properties, differing 1n that TPcan :HOV;
(Spec, CP], while a topic can move only to [Spec, ] 7. (Peter W

topicalization, which

] e o5 )
- f 1
N ‘. ) - -y
o - i .il- "
W -
L .!': !

Culicover. 1996° 459) This difference is because “movement can only be tg |

the specifier of a designated head” (459) with “C nominal and T f
(459) As for scrambling, it differs from both wh-movement and

4
>

topicalization in that it displays A-movement properties. . ﬁ‘.

"t -
¥ .I"- s i "'.__LF N
T o
. ;Fj

4. A Syntactic Analysis of the above Data in the light of the above
discussed Literature ,

In the light of the above semantic description of these /nafs-/
constructions and the above discussion of the relevant hiterature, it may be
said that these /nafs-/ constructions, which have a quantificational
interpretation and which may be called QNPs, are all of the third type of
QPs, as described by Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein’s (1985), and also
of type I quantifiers of Norbert Hornstein (1988). However, these QNPs (i.e.
these /nafs-/ constructions) exemplify different structures and different
interpretations of quantification to warrant their further subclassification.

When 1t is in its uninflected form, the word /nafs/ in Qur?anic Arabic, like
any other noun, assumes an indefinite inte

the singular form, i
uniform in type

| | variable quantificational
niform in type. But when this /nafs/ noun
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geared In quantification. As for the /nafs-/ construction (which has the /nafs/

noun in the plural form and a plural pronominal suffix) which is introduced

by Fhe preposition /mun/ gf.'l‘Om",, this conveys a generic interpretation that has
variable vaniables descending from the human “selves”

However, regardless of the various subclasses this /nafs-/construction
may be further subdivided, they are all names, therefore, they are R-

expressigns, which are subject to principle C of the binding theory. Having
the logical syntax of names, all these /nafs-/ constructions need not c-

command the. pronouns to be coindexed with them, unlike QPs which form
operator -vanable structures. But there is no violation of principle C of the

binding theory because the coreference relation between these /nafs-/
constructions and their coindexed pronouns represent cases of ‘accidential

coreference’, which “lies outside of binding, given that neither NP c-

comands the other at S-structure” (Clark, 1992:4) even though both the
name and the pronominal corefer

All these different types of the /nafs-/ constructions are also not subject
to the rule of QR. Making use of R Clark ‘s (1992) assumption that there

are certain phenomena, such as scope ambiguities, the weak crossover

subsume to the rule of QR. This is because there are no scope ambiguities in
Qur?anic Arabic due to the presence of overt Case markers in these QNPs.
Thus, the QNPs in Qur?anic Arabic (i.e. these /nafs-/ construction) are
different from quantifiers in English such someone, everyone €tc., which
require QR in order capture their scope ambiguities. This assumption that all
the /nafs-/ constructions are not subject to the rule of QR is not only because
there is no logical necessity to assume otherwise but is also In .keeping with
Joseph Aoun and Norbert Hornstein's (1985) belief that nameh}ce QPs even
in English are not subject to QR In this respect, I have differed from
R Clark. (1992), who assumes that even names could undergo QR

Moreover the fact that Chomsky (1995) makes the assumption that the
quantiﬁcaﬁom,j feature [quant] 1S optionally chosen “if it makes a difference”
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may be shown to provide futher grounds for the assumption that these QNP
(i.e. these /nafs-/ constructions) do not su_bsu.me to t_he rule of quantifie,
raising (QR). This means that there is no point in assuming that these QNP
(ie these /nafs-/ constructions) do subsume to the rule of QR since the
application of this rule would not make a difference at LF In other words, jf
would not lead to a distinct interpretation, therefore, the €Conomy conditiop
of Chomsky (1995) necessitates the non-application of the rule of OR to

these QNPs.

Chomsky ‘s (1995) assumption that the quantificational feature [quant]
s an Interpretable feature, which needs not to be checked unless it is strong,
can also provide us with further evidence that these QNPs (i.e. these /nafs./
constructions) do not subsume to the rule of quantifier raising (QR). To do
s0, let us make use of the Q feature, which is also an Interpretable feature, as
an anology That s, the Q feature is only moved when it is strong ( Chomsky,
1995:294), as in English interrogative sentences, in which case it is moved to
C, its potential host, by means of the wh-movement, carrying along with it
the whole wh-phrase as excess baggage On the other nand, if the Q feature
s weak (Chomsky, 1995:294) in 2 language, then this language does not
involve the analogue to the wh-movement to C Appying the same type of
argument to the quantificational feature [quant], it may be assumed that as

this quantificational feature [quant]in Qur?anic Arabic is Interpretable but
weak, 1t does not subsume to QR. These QNPs
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The lexical-type of analysis assumed here as regards the quantificational
feature [quant] in Q}lf?ﬁﬂic Arabic due to its being Interpretable but weak
necessitates determining the position in which these QNPs (1.e.these /nafs-/
constructions) are base-generated in their sentential configurations.
Following Chomsky (1995) Peter W. Culicover (1996) distinguishes between
two specifier positions in the sentential configuration: [Spec,CP] and
[Spec,TP]. He says that Wh can move only to [Spec,CP],while a topic can
move only to [Spec, TP]. Making use of these two distinct specifier positions
in the sentential configuration in this variety of Arabic. it is to be maintained
that these QNPs (1.e.these /nafs-/ constructions) are base-generated in
[Spec, TP],rather than ([Spec,CP] It may be assumed that these QNPs
(i.e.these /nafs-/ constructions) are the multiple specifiers of T when they
have nominative Case with the subject small pro as the main specifier of T
On the other hand, when they have accusative Case or Genitive Case ,they
are base-generated in the complement position of either the verb ,the
preposition or the head nominal in the nominal construct respectively.’

S.Conclusion

In conclusion of this study on the /nafs-/ construction in Qur7anic
Arabic, the writer has hoped to have drawn the attention of the reader to an
important fact about the Arabic language, as exemplified here by Qur?anic
Arabic. This fact is that any noun in Arabic in its uninflected form is also in
its indefinite form and that any noun in such a form is a quantifier in the
sense that an indefinite noun always is a variable in a specific domain. For
example, the uninflected form of the word girl in Arabic is /bint/ and as this
very same form is also its indefinite form in pausal position, it may be said

that it is also a variable in the domain which includes girls in general. In a
similar respect, the /nafs-/ noun in its uninflected form is in its indefinite

form, referring to a variable in the domain of the human selves. And by
transforming this very same noun /nafs-/ into the plural form ,it still denotes a
variable within the domain of the human selves but also emphasizes the fact
that these variables are not uniform in type. As with any plural (pro)nominal,
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NOTES

that this paper is only dealing with the /nafs-/ construction

l ‘B noted - - ‘ :
[t 1s to be ificational interpretation and which

in Qur?anic Arabic which has a quant
may be called an QNP

2 Notations used for the transcription of Qur?anic Arabic:

| Consonantal Phonemes

| 1 Stops
1 1 1 /b/ voiced bilabial stop

| 2 /t/ and /d/ voiceless and voiced apical dental stops
| 3 /k/ voiceless velar stop
| 4 /7/ voiceless glottal stop
| 5 /q/ voiceless uvular stop
|.1.6./)/ voiced palatal stop
| 2 Fricatives
| 2. 1 /t/ voiceless labio-dental fricative
|.2.2./s/ and /2/ voiceless and voiced dental grooved fricatives
|.2.3 /§/ voiceless palatal fricative
|.2.4./0 / and /8 / voiceless and voiced interdental fricative

L. 2.5 /W voiceless glottal fricative
126 /x/and/ g / Yoiceless and voiced uvular fricatives
\.2.7 /W and /9/ voiceless and voiced pharyngeal fricatives

l
l
l
l

|86



| 6.Semi- Vowels:
1 6. 1./w/ velar semi-vowel
1 6. 2. /y/ palatal semi- vowel

2.1/ and /i/ hugh front, unrounded short and long vowels respectively
2.2. /u/ and /uw/ high back rounded short and long vowels respectively

2.3/a/ and /aa/ low central unrounded short and long vowels
respectively

There are a great vanety of allophonic realizations of each phoneme, but
they are not our concern in this study

3 See L. Burzio (1991)for a discussion in which it is shown that both

pronominals and nominals’ may function as anaphors. It follows that they
may also function as variables.

4 See P- 14 in the review of the relevant literature as regards the view that
there is “accidential coreference”

> It is to be noted that this /nafs-+pron/ construction in Qur?anic Arabic
which has a quantificational interpretation and which may be called a QNP
conveys reciprocity, rather than reflexivity. This paper has not dealt with
the /nafs-+pron/ construction in Qur?anic Arabic that might be regarded
as conveying reflexivity, an example of which is illustrated the tollowing
Verse: ~
/wastanaStuka linafsi/ suurat Taaha Verse no. 41
“And 1 attached thee to Myself”. (Pickthall, 300) Or “And I had you
Wworked out for Myself”. (M. Ghaly, 314)
A separate study should be undertaken to analyze this type of the /nafs.
~ TPron/ construction in Qur?anic Arabic. However, for a discussion of the
E thherently reflexive verbs in Qur’anic Arabic, as demonstrated by

vastanatuka /, see H. Ghaly (1996); and for a discussion of reflexivity in
bl ¢ Cairene Arabic, see H. Ghaly (1994).
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