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ABSTRACT

The present study aims to describe Arabic Qut’anic constructions in terms of deep structure using Fillmore’s
(1966) base rules and Al-Khuli’s (2000) semantic roles. However, the study seeks to determine whether Arabic
Qur’anic constructions can be analysed using the theory of semantic roles to determine their deep structures. What
if the Qur’anic constructions were analysed in terms of the theory of semantic roles and deep structures? Likewise,
the study hypothesises that Qur’anic constructions can be analysed using the theory of semantic roles to determine
their deep structures, though this is not an easy task; hence, Al-Khuli modified Fillmore’s base rules to make them
compatible with Arabic. The data selected for semantic representations in the present study are 40 Qut’anic
constructions collected in a table at the end of the study. Some samples are analysed in detail to highlight the
analysis method. However, deciding the deep structures requires discussing the constructions’ selectional
restrictions, co-occurrence restrictions, lexical items, and transformations. However, the present study concludes
that Fillmore’s and Al-Khlui’s semantic roles can be adopted to represent Qur’anic constructions, thereby
providing the best way to determine their deep structures, as well as those of other Arabic constructions. In
addition, the concepts of semantic roles, selectional and co-occurrence restrictions, lexical items, and
transformations can be identified by considering their equivalents in the Arabic linguistic tradition. After all, Arab
scholars have noted the necessity of combining semantics with syntax as generativists do.

Keywords: Deep Structures of Qur’anic constructions, Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles.

INTRODUCTION

Regarding semantic-syntactic equivalence, one must clarify this concept in European schools and identify its
Arabic equivalents, or identify any Arabic studies that approximate it. However, ‘semanto-syntactic equivalence’ is
a concept or theory of Krzeszowski (1971, 1990). Thus, Krzeszowski’s primary concern beyond this theory is to
prove the validity of a hypothesis that “equivalent constructions have identical deep structures even if on the
surface they are markedly different” (Krzeszowski, 1990, p. 148). The effect of Chomsky’s generative grammar on
contrastive linguistics is apparent, as Krzeszowski’s hypothesis is considered. Therefore, Krzeszowski confesses
that he relies on Lakoff’s (1968) version of the deep structure rather than Chomsky’s deep structure, as Lakoff’s
deep structure is more abstract than Chomsky’s.

In addition, Krzeszowski’s theory rests on Fillmore’s base rules or semantic roles as far as the former’s ‘original
configuration’ is concerned. Moreover, Krzeszowski (1990, p. 168) replaces a ‘deep structure’ in his theory with
‘input structure’ or ‘semantic structure’ to avoid being confused with Chomsky’s deep structure in the Standard
Theory. Most importantly, Bouton (1976) mentions that Krzeszowski is based on Lakoff’s (1968) deep structure
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and Catford’s (1965) equivalence. Regarding Catford’s (1965) textual equivalence, Bouton (1976, p. 152) reveals
that Krzeszowski’s understanding of this concept is: (1) equivalent constructions are mutually translatable and (2)
no comparison can be accomplished across languages without such equivalent constructions as data. Moreover,
Bouton depicts the general lines of Krzeszowski’s theory as follows:

One of the more interesting adaptations of recent descriptive theory to

the problem of structural equivalence was that of Krzeszowski, who led

in the direction of using various [deep structure conditions] to test the

possible commonality of deep structure between constructions from two

or more different languages (Bouton, 1976, p. 160). (Brackets mine)

However, after this survey of the main concepts on which Krzeszowski relies to establish his suggested theory
of ‘semanto-syntactic equivalence’ in theoretical contrastive studies. This section aims to investigate the
approximate concepts or attempts of Arab scholars in these areas. Many thoughts concerning the concept of
equivalence in Arabic have been discussed. Now, it is time to shed some light on the semanto-syntactic
combination in Arabic and how Arab scholars reveal them. Thus, the primary concern in this paper is how Arab
scholars consider ‘the hypothesis of identical deep structure across languages’ (i.c. the common deep structure of
constructions across languages) that may lead to semanto-syntactic equivalence across languages. Some Arab
scholars have tackled the issue of ‘deep structure’ in Arabic tradition, or compared it to Chomskyan deep structure,
as did (1990) _A&..

LITERATURE REVIEW

Deep Structure in Arabic Tradition:

(48 .0=,1985) Ulws argues that it is normal to start a tree diagram of an Arabic sentence’s deep structure with
a noun phrase rather than with the verb phrase that an Arabic sentence starts with, because he thinks that the
difference or variation between the English and Arabic sentences is a stylistic one in terms of ‘fronting and backing
or extraposition’ rather than a grammatical one, and that a variation in grammar is different from that in style.

Moteovet, (76 .w=,1986) LS conveys the idea, shared by Chomsky and others, that deep structure, which
determines meaning, is common to all languages, as it is only a reflection of the origins of ideology. Additionally,
he notes that the rules that transform deep structure into surface structure differ from one language to another.
Thus, a deep structure held within the actual speech, which is purely mental, carries the semantic content that
returns to a sentence.

Another study was conducted by (1990) 8k that compares the deep structure in Chomsky’s thoughts with the
Arabic deep structure in the thoughts of Al-Jurjani and other scholars. This study argues that the two sentences
that share a single deep structure (as a general consideration of the sixties- 1960s) should have a single meaning.
However, the author of this paper asserts that this is not a condition that every two sentences have a single meaning
and also a standard deep structure (31 .0=,1990 ,_8L).

Indeed, a very distinguished work that J53 (1999) has achieved under the title Transformational Rules for
the Arabic Language, in which he notes that a thorny problem is deciding which structural description belongs to
deep structure and how much to surface structure. In this respect, linguists who seek to establish transformational
rules for the English language disagree. After that, (7 .0=,1999) Js3) classifies the transformational rules into (1)
phrase-structure rules, (2) lexical rules, and (3) transformational rules, however, the most important thing is that
the author in this book surveys some justifications for the use of transformational rules, such as (a) their distinction
between competence and performance of the native speaker, (b) they can interpret how a person can judge that
two sentences or more are synonymous [or equivalent] in terms of meaning [deep structure]| despite of discrepancy
in their apparent [surface] structures. He adds that the justification the transformational theory introduces is that
the apparent structures of many sentences differ, yet all have a single underlying structure (1999 ,Jsll).
Additionally, 453} mentions some rules of phrase structure and highlights their universality by asserting that the
underlying structure in every language must contain common characteristics. In this case, the linguists’ role in
investigating the common properties among languages with different origins and populations arises, and these
common properties constitute the universal deep structure that linguists strive to arrive at (1999 ,J53d). However,
another piece of evidence for the existence of the universal deep structure is the ability to translate any language
into any other. This also shows that there are many similarities among languages in terms of ‘meaning’ and
‘structure’.

Arabic Conceptualisation Towards Deep Structure and Semanto-Syntactic Equivalence

53 asserts that linguists do their best, and the result is the emergence of many postulations about the
underlying structure. Then, he concludes that there is neither an available hypothesis for the universal deep
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structure of one hundred per cent, nor a hypothesis that is not universal of one hundred per cent. Additionally, he
adds that whenever the properties of the deep structure expand in their semantics, and whenever they are depicted
with the abstract non-syntactic feature, these properties become nearer to the supposed universality in the
postulation or rules of deep structure(14 .0=,1999 ,Js3ll). That is, to arrive at this universality, the researcher
should reduce the properties or features of specific languages to the universal linguistic properties. Therefore, he
denotes that a linguist should dismiss some properties or features that are restricted to a particular language rather
than another from the rules of the deep structure and permit to endure the features that ate common among many
languages (15 .0=,1999 , A3, Additionally, after(45 .= ,1999) s surveys Fillmore’s base rules of a deep
structure, he indicates that this theory (Fillmore’s) has mainly set for the English language, then he verifies that it
is suitable to do some modifications to make it more convenient to the Arabic language. Thus, he felt the need to
adjust Fillmore’s base rules to be more convenient for Arabic; otherwise, it would require additional
transformational rules (1999 ,ds3))). Before departing from this book in the present study, (93 .0=,1999) sl
verifies that “transformational rules start where lexical rules end and lexical rules start where phrase-structure rules
end.”

Since the semanto-syntactic equivalence is a result of combining syntactic and semantic characteristics of a
sentence, a study conducted by (2000) 4wlex under the title of Syntax and Semantics: Introduction to Syntactic-Semantic
Meaning’ may be a sufficient Arabic study to cover such an approach set by Krzeszowski (1990) of Poland. In this
study, (52 .0=,2000) 4ules sets some conditions through which every sentence is regarded as syntactically and
semantically correct:

1.  Grammatical functions (functions of grammatical categories), which give the base meaning,

2. Lexemes to be chosen to fill the grammatical functions just above,

3. Semantic relations are to be active between the grammatical relations and the chosen lexemes, and
4. A special context in which the linguistic or non-linguistic sentences emerge.

This classification in (2000) 4wles reminds the reader of the four points that Lakoff (1968) mentions of a deep
structure, which are cited in Krzeszowski (1990, p. 148) with little difference. At the same time, (2000) 4ulex refers
to Al-Jutjani’s efforts to establish a theory of the interaction between syntactic meaning/reference and lexical
meaning, ot the theory of Ordering, in his book The Proofs of Inimitability. In the same respect, (59 .o= ,2000) 4usles
asserts that he names the interaction of prior syntactic meaning and prior semantics of lexemes in a convenient
context, which gives a lexical item a new special meaning in the scope of a sentence as a ‘syntactic-semantic
meaning’ or ‘semantic-syntactic meaning’.

Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s Semantic Roles

Concerning the phrase structure rules that constitute the components of the universal deep structure, as far
as Fillmore and Chomsky consider, Al-Khuli (2000) attempts to apply them to the Arabic corpus. The latter
suggests some phrase-structure, lexical, and transformational rules that might be convenient for the sentences he
has illustrated in Arabic. After (1999) A3l discusses Fillmore’s and Chomsky’s perspectives on some rules of
deep structures which are constructed for the English language, he asserts that Fillmore’s five base rules of deep
structure are the more suitable for the Arabic language (45 .0=,1999 ,Js3)). Then, he translates and modifies
Fillmore’s five phrase structure rules as follows to be convenient to Arabic (48-45 .c=,1999,J sa1)):

1-  PS-rule(1): Jumla, S. — Mashroottiyya, Mod. + Mussa’id, Aux. + Jawhar, Prop.
[ - _A[Rawabitt Al-Kharijiyya,
Sentence Adverbials;
- Dburaf Al-Zaman,
Time Adverbials;
- Adwar Al-Isstifham,
Interrogatives;
- Adwat Al-Nafi,
— Negative Elements.
3- PS-rule (3): Jawhar, Prop. — Fi'il, V. + (Mibwar, Bxg.) + (Maful bibi ghayr nubashir, Dat., Indirect Object)
+ (Makdan, Loc., the place of the referent) + (Adadz, the Inst. of the action) + (Fa'’/, Ag.) the actual doer
of the action.

2- PS-rule (2): Mashroottiyya, Mod. —

a- Mibwar = Erg;
b - Maf'ul bibi ghayr mubashir

= Dat, Indirect Object;
- c- Makan = Loc, the place of the
4- PS-rule (4): referent; —> 1barah Issmiyya; NP

© 2025 by Authot/s 3139




Journal of Cultural Analysis and Social Change, 10(4), 3137-3147

d- Adat = the Inst. of the action;
e- Fa'il = Ag., the actual doer of
the action
5-PS-rule (5) _Arlbarah AlIssmiyya; NP — Jar, Prep. + (Mu'arrif, Det.) + (Jumla, S) + Issm = N.

After this clarification of the PS rules which constitute the universal deep structure, (50 .0=,1999) Jsall and
Al-Khuli (2000, p. 28) (Arabic and English versions, respectively) has suggested some modifications to Fillmore’s
phrase structure rules so that they become convenient to Arabic sentences, concerning the rules (3) and (5) above
as follows:

3- PS-rule (3): Jawhar, Prop. — Ibarah Fi’liyya; V1 + (Mibwar, Bxg.) + (Maful bibi ghayr mubashir, Dat, Indirect

Object) + (Makan, Loc, the place of the referent) + (Adaz, the Inst. of the action) + (Fa'7/, Ag.).

5-PS-rule (5) Allbdarah Al-lssmiyya; NP — Jar, Prep. + (Mu'arrif, Det.) + Issm = N + (Jumla, S). ,s3))
(77 .0=,1990 ,Aulas €50 .= ,1999.

Justifying the selection of Fillmore’s model of base rules, Al-Khuli (2000, p. 30) states, “Chomsky’s model
does not suit Arabic, and uses misleading notions that do not suit English or Arabic deep structure.” After all, he
(2000, p. 31) highlights that “Fillmore’s base is simpler, more efficient, and more universal than other competing
models. In addition, it can be a common base to both English and Arabic.” Moreover,(77 .u= ,1990) 4ules
conveys that 153 selects Fillmore’s hypotheses of deep structure and justifies his selection of Fillmore’s
hypotheses over Chomsky’s hypotheses of deep structure as a result of Chomsky’s theory, which focuses on the
ideas of Subject (Mubtada’) and Predicate (Khabar) while Arabic, as 353 justifies has: a- Nominal Sentence (i.e.
Subject + Predicate) and b- Verbal Sentence (i.e. Verb+ Subject). However,(77 .02 ,1990) 4wles verifies what
153 says, and he agrees with him that the concepts of Subject and Predicate are related to the surface structure
rather than the underlying or deep structure that Fillmore’s sample provides, rather than Chomsky’s.

Furthermore, Al-Khuli (2000, p. 32) analyses the deep structures of 52 sentences applying the above-suggested
rules as in the selected sentences below:

1. ?al kita:bu + 9ala ?al Ta:wilati

Erg + Locl
2. ?aTa+ ral waladu + sami:ran + kata:ban
Aux VI + Ag + Dat + Erg
3. ?inqaTa9% + ral jhablu
Aux VI + Erg
4. fataha + ral mifta:hu + ?al ba:ba
Aux VI + Inst + Erg
5. qta9a + sami:run + hablan
Aux VI + Ag + Erg
6. ral waldu + yakburu

Erg + Aux VI

7. ?al waladu + Dahu:kun
Ag + Aux VI12

8. kataba + sami:run
Aux VI + Ag

9. kamna + samizrun + huna:
Aux + Erg + Loc

10. masa + hada + ral walad
Aux VI + Agl + Agl

11. masa + hada
Aux VI + Ag

In this respect, (1999) 53l and Al-Khuli (2000) verify that the rules that construct sentences in any language,
as far as generative-transformational grammar is concerned, are phrase-structure rules (PS-rules), lexical rules (L-
rules), transformational rules (T-rules), and morphophonemic rules, and he asserts that PS-rules may not describe
all sentences in languages so that L-rules and T-rules may describe. So, phrase-structure rules cannot describe some
categories that are subject to transformational rules.

After all, Al-Khuli (2000, p. 35) announces that “these descriptions of the previous sentences are not meant
to be detailed or complete. The purpose has been merely to get a further quick clue of the suitability of Fillmore’s
model to Arabic.” Despite this, (2014) 44lSe makes a study concerning a comparison between the subject in
Fillmore’s Case Grammar and in Arabic, in which he revealed the semantic roles of case grammar and the
modifications made by Fillmore himself later on, and in which he (lSe) also states that the subject in Arabic can
be Actual and Tropical. Moreover,(2014) 4&Se mentions that the number of these cases may vary from one
scholar to another. Then, he verifies that scholars agree on five cases (semantic roles) for a sentence: Agent (A),
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Experiencer (E), Benefactive (B), Object (O), and Locative (L) (422 .0=,2014 ,4dlSe). In this respect, ,2014) 4ilSe
(429 .u= highlights that Fillmore (1968) proposes six cases: Agentive, Instrumental, Dative, Factitive, Locative,
and Objective; he later changes some old terms, such as Dative into Experience, Factitive into Result, and Object
Agents into Objective Agentive. Then, he states that Fillmore (1971) adds three other cases: Counter-Agent,
Source, and Goal (430 .= ,2014 AdlSe),

However, this illumination shows that Fillmore’s cases (semantic roles) pass through three stages (1960),
(1968), and (1971). Lastly, (449 .u=,2014) 488 concludes that the subject in Case Grammar is subject to mental
conceptual criteria through which different names alternate for rule order as Agent, Instrument, and Object; he
claborates that this succession of utterances for the subject in case grammar may not be matched with the
convention of all languages in expression. Then, the author states that Arab scholars describe the subject as doing
the action. Thus, he explains that the figurative subject may involve every verb to which it stands as a predicate
concerning real meaning and metaphor. The fact of the ‘subject’ may be understood logically or with verbal context
or co-text (449 .u= ,2014 Ai&e). However, Al-Mogarry (2024, p. 217) states, “Arabic tends to use syntactic
functions to refer to the agent or subject less than English.”

METHODOLOGY

Research Questions and Hypotheses:

The current study adopts a mixed qualitative and quantitative approach. In this method, the researcher will
provide in-depth explanations and descriptions of the randomly selected original constructions from the Arabic
Qur’an, followed by their semantic representations in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s base rules. Moreover, as
far as the semantic-syntactic view is concerned, the selected Qur’anic verses will be analysed in terms of selectional
and co-occurrence restrictions, lexical items, and transformations. Therefore, the present study attempts to answer
the following research question: 1- How can Arabic Qur’anic constructions be analysed within the theory of
semantic roles? 2- How can describing Qur’anic constructions in terms of semantic roles, selectional and co-
occurrence restrictions, lexical items and transformations yield the deep structures? 3- How can Arabic
conceptualisations of specific terms like deep structures and semantic-syntactic combination echo the theories of
general linguistics in Europe? Thus, the present study hypothesises that: 1- Arabic Qur’anic constructions despite
of the diificult task can be represented in terms of the theory of semantic roles (i.e. Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s
semantic roles), 2- Describing the Arabic Qur’anic constructions in terms of semantic roles, selectional restrictions,
co-occurrence, lexical items, and transformations may represent their deep structures, 3- Arab scholars may invent
similar Arabic concepts to those in general linguistics in Europe.

Data Collection

For the deep structures of Arabic Qur’anic constructions, 40 texts are randomly selected for investigation.
Four of these texts are analysed in detail in the present study. It is followed by a long table concerning the
description of all 40 texts in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles. In addition to representing the
target Qur’anic texts in terms of semantic roles, selectional and co-occurrence restrictions, lexical items, and
transformations, the following will also be taken into consideration: the target texts’ linguistic features, such as
word order, and their textual features, such as the presence of a narrator. The present study addresses the difficulty
of describing the deep structures of Qur’anic constructions, which may help determine the semantic-syntactic
equivalence with their English translations in other studies. Thus, the main objective or concern of the present
study is to explore how Arabic Qur’anic constructions are described in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic
roles, which, to the researcher’s humble knowledge, is the first attempt to describe Qur’anic constructions in terms
of semantic roles. Likewise, this semantic description or representation may later help identify the constructions’
deep structures or semantic inputs. However, the justification for selecting Qur’anic expressions in Arabic, rather
than other genres, in the present study is their highly standard Arabic and their difficult comprehension for non-
Arab learners. Consequently, (40) Qur’anic constructions are selected from The Quranic Arabic Corpus |
https://corpus.quran.com/publications.jsp ], which includes the original Qut’anic texts as well as their famous
translations into English. Therefore, (4) samples of analysis are illustrated in this study, whereas others are just
given in the results and discussions.

Model of Analysis

It can be said that the present study is based on Fillmore’s model of semantic representation, as well as on Al-
Khuli’s adaptation for representing Arabic sentences semantically, which is an uneasy task. After all, the present
study aims to investigate the deep structures undetlying the selected Qut’anic constructions. Thus, it seems
necessary here to shed light on Fillmore’s (1966) and Al-Khuli’s (2000) models of base rules and semantic roles:
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1- PS1: S — (Mod) Aux. Prop.
Where S = sentence
Mod. = modality
Aux. = Auxiliary
Prop. = proposition
The arrow — = is rewritten
The parentheses () = optionally included.

Sentence Adverbials
Time Adverbials
2- PS2: Mod — Interrogatives
Negative Elements
The braces indicate free choice within them. Sentence adverbials modify all sentences rather than a
particular word, such as ‘therefore’.
3- PS3: Prop — V (Erg) (Dat) (Loc) (Inst) (Ag)
Whete V = verb
Erg. = ergative (i.c. the subject of an intransitive verb and the object of a transitive
verb; it is an NP that is most attached to V. what Fillmore symbolised later
on as Obj.)
Dat. = dative; the indirect object
Loc. = locative; the place referent
Inst. = the instrument of the action
Ag. = the actual doer of the action
" Erg.)
Dat.
4- PS4 Loc.
Inst.
Ag.
Where NP + nominal phrase
5- PS5: NR— P{Det) (S N
Where P = preposition
Det = determiner
S = sentence
N = noun

Furthermore, Krzeszowski (1990), in his construction of a Contrastive Generative Grammar, depicts another
way of representation based on what he calls ‘the Original Configuration’, which may rest on Fillmore’s semantic
roles as follows: the uppermost Agent (A), Patient (P) the one below, Resident (R) the one below, and the three
fL (from Locus) (source), atL. (at Locus), and tL (to Locus) (goal) from left to right, respectively.

Meanwhile, the procedures followed in the present study are the description of the target linguistic phenomena
in Arabic tradition in terms of their existence in linguistic theory. After selecting them in a literature review, an
adopted model will be used to analyse and describe the selected data (i.e., Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles).
However, the selected data—40 Qur’anic constructions — are analysed in terms of semantic roles, selectional and
co-occurrence restrictions, lexical items, and transformations. The steps for analysing these constructions are
regarded as the best way to analyse Arabic deep structures, as will be illustrated below.

Data Analysis

This section is devoted to the analysis of four Qur’anic constructions in detail, taking into consideration
Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles, selectional and co-occurtence restrictions, lexical items, and
transformations. However, these four samples are drawn from 40 Qur’anic texts that exhibit the linguistic
phenomena above and were extracted from a larger study. This section is followed by a long table concerning the
description of all 40 Qur’anic constructions in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles:

1- (Quran 2: 43) € 35551 1 e 5 8 5l 1 yadl 5)

This Qut’anic construction is a compound sentence coordinated with () (and), composed of the Arabic main
imperative and imperfect verb (a8) and the attached pronoun (3) (you) indicates the pluralisation for the first
proposition as an agentive subject, and the Arabic imperative and impetfect verb () and the attached pronoun
(s) which indicate the pluralisation of males as an agentive subject of the second clause. In addition, the other
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arguments (33uall) (prayer) and (32 (charity) are two ergative semantic roles for the two clauses, respectively.
Thus, the semantic representations of these clauses are:

SR H 5 +le 43 45 lall 4+ 15 +adl 45
Wa+t agim+ u+ alsalaat+ wa+ aat+ u+ alzakaat
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Erg.+ Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Erg.

Thus, selectional restriction and co-occutrence of the clauses in (37) show that the verbs (a#)) and () requite
subjects with the semantic features (+animate, +human, +conctete, +pronoun, +plural), and the other arguments
(8%u=) (prayer) with the semantic features (-animate, -human, -concrete, +deeds, +noun, +singular), and (38S3V)
(charity) with the semantic features (-animate, -human, -concrete, +finance, +noun, +singular).

2- (Qurian 8 11) {5 L ekl 1l Ll fn Klle (355

This Qur’anic construction is composed of the operational category ot the Arabic main imperfect verb (JJ%)
(send down), the arguments include the implicit agentive subject () (God) or (s#) (He) that indicates (God), and
the object or the agentive noun (s\) (water). However, the source represents other semantic roles or locative ( (o
sladl) (from sky), (¢S4e) (to/ on you) as a goal or locative, and the clause (42 oS_ghd) as a goal semantic role. Thus,
this Arabic construction can be represented semantically as in the following pattern:

g K5l 2l o lalll ( + &0 +(sa/dbl) +05E +3
Wa+ yunazzilu+ (Allah)+ alaykum+ min alsmaa’+ maa’an=+ li yutabirukum bibi
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ (Ag.)+ Loc.+ Source + Erg.+ Goal

Regarding the selectional and co-occurrence restrictions of this Qur’anic construction, the verb requires two
arguments: subject and object. The subject has the semantic features (+power, +superior, +deity, +abstract,
tTnoun, +singular), whereas the object has the semantic features (-animate, -human, +concrete, +noun, +singular).

3- (Qur’an 33: 33) {05 om B O A3 )

The underlying structure of this Qut’anic construction is composed of the appositive (5) Wz (and), the
principal, imperative verb (08), and the Arabic attached pronoun (U) indicates the feminine plural which addresses
the prophet’s wives (6 .z ,2010 ,~L_Sl). This pronoun is an agentive subject, and (USisw &) (in your houses) has
a locative semantic role. However, the semantic representation of this construction is:

Siam Ao+ A+5
Wa+ gar+ na+ fi buyntikuna
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Loc.

After that, the selectional and co-occurrence restrictions highlight that the Arabic verb (J8) gar (stay) requires
a subject with the semantic features (+animate, +human, +concrete, +pronoun, +female, +plural), another
argument is involved in the ((S35%) (your houses) with the semantic features (-animate, -human, +concrete, +noun,
+plural).

4- (Qur’an 33: 33) € <iall (Al (ud 3l sie Ca MIAT Yy 1))

This Qur’anic text is intended to be the last example in the present study, analysed according to Fillmore’s and
Al-Khuli’s semantic roles and the deep structures of the original and target constructions, to investigate the
hypothesis of identical deep structures and semanto-syntactic equivalence. However, this construction is composed
of the Arabic main imperfect verb (%) yureed (want). After this, (W) is used for emphasis; the agentive subject or
the doer is the exalted name of (Allah), and (<l Ja) pea )l aSie ) is 2 secondary clause as a goal in which (J)
is an extra letter that has no function, (<#) is an imperfect verb of the secondary clause, the subject of the
secondary clause is an implicit pronoun (you), (¢S3=) is locative, (=) is ergative or a direct object of the secondary
clause. Then, (<l Jal) is a vocative which cannot be represented semantically according to Fillmore’s and Al-
Khuli’s semantic roles, and signed as (?) in the pattern below. Likewise, the secondary clause serves as the goal
within the main clause, as illustrated above, and its details will not be compared with those in the renderings;
instead, they will be discussed as a whole.

Furthermore, the semantic representations of this construction will be set as follows:
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cill AT+ ol a&ie Ca X 4400+ 53+

Innamaa+ yureedn+ Allah+ Ii yuthibib ankum alrijss+ abl albayt

Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Goal+ ?

As far as selectional restrictions are concerned, the verb (%) in this construction requires a subject () (Allah)
which has the semantic features (+power, +superior, +deity, +abstract, +noun, +singular) and the object is a
clause which has the function of a goal, that cannot be described in terms of semantic features in which (i)
may have the features (-animate, -human, -concrete, +noun, +singular).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

After the analyses of the (40) selected texts that shed light on the representations of deep structures of Qur’anic
constructions in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles. It is necessary here to remind the reader that
Fillmore’s semantic roles are specified for English rather than the Arabic language, and Al-Khuli’s version of
semantic roles or base rules is a modified form of Fillmore’s base rules and semantic roles for compatibility with
the Arabic language in general and Qur’anic texts in particular, as the following table reveals:

Table 1. Deep Structures of Qur’anic Constructions in terms of Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s Semantic Roles:

Deep Structures, Transliterations, and Semantic Roles

Qur’anic Constructions

Text

O Al g+ 2w 4 (pad) + L)
Iyyak+ (nabnu)+ na’bud+ wa iyyak nasta’iin
Erg. + (Ag) + Aux. VI + 8.

(Quran 1:5 ) € Cuaita A5 X3 &G

OAS gl + IS5+ J+ A e
Ala Allab+ li+ yatawakal+ al-mutawakilun
(Loc./ tL/Goal + Mod. + Aux. V1 + Ag))

(Quran 14: 12) ¢ &8 5al K50l 47 e 5)

))AS_I|+)*43+‘&\ +u_“+‘)1i
Ala+ lla Allah~+ tasiir+ al-umur
Mod. + Loc./ Goal + Aux. VI + Ag.

(Qurian 42:53) 55231 e dl ) Y1)

(Sl + e+ Y + sl + Ll
Amma+ al-yatiim~+ laa+ taghar+ (anta)
Mod. (conditional) + Erg. + Mod. (Neg.) + Aux. VI +
(Ag.) implied

(Qur'an 93: 9) (Ledi S il L)

el e () + a4 5+ el Gl 4 () + iy
Yaghfirt  (Allah)+  liman  yashaa’+ wa+  yu'aththib+
(Allah)+ man yashaa’
Aux. VL. + (Ag.) + Goal or Erg. + Mod. + Aux. VL. +
(Ag) + Erg.

(Qur’an 5:18) (sl (e dny 5 oLy 0l i)

GAA)A+1§;‘$+M§J‘§§+UA;)1+&_§
Fa+ awjasa+ fii nafsibi+ khifata+ Musa
Mod.; + Aux. V1. + Mod.; + Erg. + Ag.

(Quran 20:67) (s Ada 4 & o sld)

352 Gladdas + &1y 5+
Wa+ waritha+ Sulaymann+ Dawooda
Mod. + Aux. V1. + Erg. 4+ Soutce

(Quran 27:16) € 331 Gaills &4 ,55 )

gu\dﬂ-‘ru%}u-ﬁ-\—}—&“ﬁ-}
Wa+ Alfay+aa+ sayyidaba+ lada al-baab
Mod. + Aux. VL. + Ag. + Erg. + Loc.

(Qurian 12:25) ¢ ST 1A s Wl )

e+ 15 455 1 00T 1050 201 5 45
& gad) 34
Wa+ ra'aa+ al-mujrimun+  alnaar+ fa+  dbann+ u+
annabum muaqi nhaa
Mod; + Aux. VL. + Ag. + Erg./Loc. + Mod.; + Aux.
VL + (Ag) +S.

(Qur'an 18:53) (b sadl 52 a3l 153k SN 54 34001655

Us 8+ 05T+ 5 (%) Tuma + 43350 + 2830
Innabum+ yarawnabu+ ba’iidan+ wa+ narabu+ qariiba
Mod. + Aux. VL. + Ag. + Erg. + Loc. (¥) Mod. + Aux.
VL + Ag. + Erg. + Loc.

FEPR

(Qur'an 70:687) {8 4555 (*) Ted 43353 2630)

10.

Al ala J +eooil +3)
Inni+ dhanant+u+ anni mulaagin bissabiyah
Mod. + Aux. VL. + Ag. + 8.

(Qurian 69:20) ¢ axlus Gl S Cuik J))

11.
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o Jal L +2 U8 L ala 8T 8 (o) + 5843
Wa+ nugirru+ (nabnu)+ fi al-arbaam+ maa nashaa’+ ila
ajalin mussamaa
Mod.; + Aux. VL. + (Ag) + Loc. + Erg. + Mod., (T
Adv.)

(Qur'an 22:5) § and Jal ) 6033 L pla 03T 8 2805)

12.

Oaild + Sy 4y ) +amlal Ll +3) H( S+

Wa+  (uthkur)+ ith+ ibtalaa+ lbrahim~+ rabbabu+ bi
kalimaat+ fa atamabun

Mod.1+ (Aux. V1)+ Modz+ Aux. VL. + Erg. + Ag. +
Inst. + 8.

(Quran 2: 124) { Gaadls &y 485 2 531 LBl 31 5)

13.

e Ok Hlaad 5 D15 AL+ 5%
Tanazzalu~+  al-malaa’katu wa al-roobu+ fibaa+ bi ithni
rabbibim
Aux. VL. + Erg. + Time + Inst.

(Quran 97:4) € ag) b b #5505 AL 355 )

14.

Al ddae 3all5 a8l +81 5 s () +H(all)H(Cal) +£31
Id’u+ (anta)+ (alnaassa)+ ila sabiili rabbika+ bil hikmati wal
maw'ithatu al-hassana

Aux. V1. + (Ag) + (Erg)+ Goal+ Inst.

(Quran 16:125) Ak 3ally A&l ) Jun G 373
¢ 2

15.

8o Wl +SAT H(ela) 43 +E05 +ela '+
Wa+ jaa’+ rabbuka+ wa+ (jaa’)t al-malakn+ saffan saffa
Mod.i + Aux. V1. + Ag.; + Mod.s + (Aux. V1) + Ag.
+ Mod.3

(Qur'an 89:22) § lia lita ALl &5 6155 )

16.

T S+l i &+
Inna+ Allaba wa Malaa’katabu+ yusaloona+ ala al-nabii
Mod.+ Ag.+ Aux. VL. + Goal.

(Quran 33:56) ¢ &l e {jshias ailag @l ) )

17.

ool 3 Uain s UiSlon +2 2 +alalall +(ea) +052aki +5
Wa+ yut'imuna~+ alta’aama+ ala hubbibi+ misskinan wa
yatiman wa assyraa

Mod. + Aux. VL. + (Ag) + Erg. + Goal+ Dat.

(Quran 76:8) ey Ukles 24 Lo dadll skl )
€105

18.

Sl Sl (8 4 S5 (<) + 22T 45
Wa+ a'abud+ (anta)+ rabbaka+ hatta ya'tiyaka al-yagiin
Mod. + Aux. VL.+ (Ag)+ Erg.+ Goal/ Time

(Quran 15:99) ¢ Guiall Sl (Ja S5 3205 )

19.

aalee 11350 BT + Wl 4 53y +2ia 5
Yawma'ith+ yasduru~+ al-naassu+ ashtaatan+ i yuraw
aa’maalabhum
Time+ Aux. VI.+ Ag.+ Mod.+ Goal.

(Quran 99: 6) ¢ aelad | 1558 BEET Gl Jiag 323y

20.

B HAT +ah 3 G tGmse el B (05
Laja

(Yakunu)+ fi qulubibim+ maradbun+ fat+ zaada+ hum+
Allah+ marathon

Aux. V1.+ Loc.+ Erg.+ Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Dat.+ Ag.+
Erg.

(Qurian 2:10) { Ca)a & 23138 (a0 g5 3

21.

Con ) s R+ (8 T H(05S) +3
Wa+ (yakun)+ lakum+ fi al-arth+ mustagar wa mataa’+
ilaa hiin
Mod.+ (Aux. V1)+ Goal+ Loc.+ Erg.+ Time.

(Qur’an 2:36) ¢ o [jJ\ éﬁ;} A oY & ?’Sjj%)

22,

A 0 YT ()b 58+l +aE (s 45
Wa+ min ayaatihi+ annaka+ taraa+ alardha~+ khaashi'at
Mod.; (appositive)+ Soutce/Loc.+ Mod.> (emphasis)+
Aux. VI.+ (Ag)+ Erg.+ VL

(Qur'an 41: 39) § dxid G315 55 a2z (e 5)

23.

Caanl L 1)
Ithaa+ al-Samaa’+ Inshagqat
Condition/ Mod.+ Erg.+ Aux. V1.+ Erg.

24.

(@) o+ T 1
Wa+ ilaa rabbika+ fa+ighab+ (anta)
Mod.+ Goal/ Loc.+ Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Erg.

(Quran 94: 8) {2 & &5 15

25.

o o0t K eladll Gpa +6 405 +3
Wa+ ja’al+ na+ min almaa’+ kulla shay’in bhay
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Source+ Erg.

(Qur'an 21: 30) € &> o058 OS elall (e UWaa5)

26.

Jaldh 153k 4agdle +(dl) +00 +3
Wa+ arsalat (Allah)+ alaybim+ tayran ababeel.
Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Goal+ Erg. or Inst.

(Qur'an 105: 3) (34l 1 5k agle Ju5is)

217.

Sl +Elliaas +(¢\.ﬁ) il

(Qur'an 26: 63) { DA Mian o Lol

28.
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Ldbrib+ (anta)+ bi assaak+ al babr
Aux. VI.+ (Ag)+ Inst.+ Erg.

Innamaa+ yureedn+ Allah+ i yuthibib ankum alrijss+ abl

albayt
Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Goal+ ?

ol & e 4T () +4e | (Quran 96: 5) (el Al La el ey 29.
Allama+ (Allah)~+ alinsaan ma lam ya'lam
Aux. VI.+ (Ag)+ Dat.+ Erg.
S48+ Re T +0) | (Quran 108: 1) ¢ 55581 clake | B 30.
Inna+ a'tay+ naa+ k+ al-kawthar
Mod. (emphasis)+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Dat.+ Erg.
15525 4353 +U+58 435 | (Quran 17: 55) §10525 513 Gz 53 31.
Wa+ ‘aatay+ naa+ Dawooda+ 3abura
Mod.+ Aux. VI.+ Ag.+ Dat.+ Erg.
4 4 85115 gall () T +20 +5 | (Qurran 2: 196) € S 5515 781115405 32.
Wa+ ‘atimu~+ (antum)+ albajj wal umrah+ lilaah
Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Erg.+ Goal
U35 +Gg8hia +e Ll H(awh) T+ +5 | (Qur'an 4: 4) € A0 Gehia (LN e 5) 33.
Wa+ aat+ u (yon)+ alnisaa’+ saduqatibina+ nibla
Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ Ag.+ Dat.+ Erg.+ Mod. (adv.)
ke G+ 3+ Tt +5 | (Qurian 22: 78) (oles Ga 4 L3 152 5) 34.
Wa+ jabid+ u+ fi Allab+ haga jibadibi
Mod.+ Aux. VI.+ Ag.+ Goal+ Adv. (manner).
S olally ialler 1ot il 3 | (Qurian 2: 45) € 55kalls yiall T iy 35.
Wa+ issta’iin+u bil sabri wal salat
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Inst.
L) s+l +a 5% | (Qur'an 3: 43) € B0 8T &5y 36.
Ya Maryam+ ignut+ i+ li rabbiki
?+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Goal/ Loc.
S50+ 5+ + 5 48 5lall + 15 +480 +5 (Qurian 2: 43) € 5585011 1z 53 5lall | a8l o 37.
Wa+ agim+ n+ alsalaat+ wa+ aat+ u+ alzakaat
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Erg.+ Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+
Erg.
49 o8 ekl el Ll G K0l +(sa/dl) +075% +5 (Quran 8 11) (& & oehil sl (Wi (2 Kl J505) 38.
Wa+ yunagzilu+ (Allah)+  alaykum+  min  alsmaa’+
maa’an+ Ii yutahirukum bibi
Mod.+ Aux. V1.+ (Ag)+ Loc.+ Source + Erg.+ Goal
OSisn A+0+8+3 | (Quran 33: 33) €0Sise 4 085 ) 39.
Wa+ gar+ na+ fi buyntikuna
Mod.+ Aux. VL.+ Ag.+ Loc.
el JAY +0a sl aie S 3+ 4 )+ (Quran 33: 33) «dall al Gud i e Qo MM Y 3 &) ) 40.

CONCLUSIONS

The present study concludes that Qur’anic constructions can be analysed as subjects or according to Fillmore’s
and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles, which is regarded as the best way to highlight deep structures in Arabic, a topic that
has not been addressed in linguistic studies of Arabic constructions. Likewise, the study highlights that the selected
40 Qur’anic constructions may vary according to the semantic roles they play, whether verbal or nominal.
Moreover, the present study employs theories of semantic roles, selectional restrictions, co-occurrence, lexical
items, and transformations as strategies for revealing the deep structures or semantic inputs of Qur’anic structures,
an idea that some Arab scholars, like 4sles, agree with.

Recommendations for future studies include implementing Fillmore’s and Al-Khuli’s semantic roles to help
establish Arabic deep structures in other genres beyond the religious one, such as the literary or political genres. In
addition, the present study or future studies may be subject to corpus linguistic analyses that can precisely detect
semantic roles and the deep structures of constructions in real time.
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