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The biolinguistic perspective views a person’s language as a
state of some component of the mind, understanding “mind” in
the sense of eighteenth-century scientists who recognized that
after Newton’s demolition of the only coherent concept of body,
we can only regard aspects of the world “termed mental” as the
result of “ such an organical structure as that of the brain”.

Chomsky, Noam (2005), p.2.
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Abstract

In this study we address two main problem, first the
conceptual background of biolinguistic program which
looks at language as it functions as natural system
through main concept ; recursive concept which Chomsky
adopts and design prodding adopted by Jackendoff and
Pinker.

Secondly we deal with mind theory considered as cognitive
faculty responsible for assigning beliefs and intentions to others

and giving him mental life.

Key words: Language, Biolinguistic Program, Recursive

Concept, Design, Mind Theory, Cognitive Faculty.
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emerged in light of this profound scientific debate. It concludes
by saying that those who reject this kind as much as rejecting
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Summary

In this research, we try to show some characteristics of clitic
in the Arabic language , Defenders at the same time the central-
ity of semantic in the reference clitic structure, and our objectiv-
ity. We also show that the rich image of the agrument is only a
semantic image translated into an executor /subject, Winning
the idea of universal clitic in Fassi Fihri (84), We also highlighted
a set of distributional requirements imposed by the clitic in its
distribution, As distinct characteristics of each language, We
also confirm that there is a strict classification that controls the
flow of clitics in Arabic and French languages, Where the ar-
rangement reflects the order of the complete within it, We also
processed the clitic’s position and showed that the clinic’s rise
in the syntax was semantic first up, And then followed by the
construction of the categories imposed by the language system,
which is reflected on the typical arrangement in the Arabic lan-
guage [V + S +C].
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» « Predication

Abstract:

In this article, we study the binder between subject and pred-
icate in nominal and verbal predication constructions from a
comparative generative perspective, suggesting an alternative
analysis of what prevails in generative literature, shows that
what has been called «Copular verb» in several generative re-
search does not bind subject-predicate, but only undertakes,
semantically, the inclusion of temporal information that gives
the sentence its referential and verification value. Furthermore,
we make clear that the binder between (subject-predicate) is
the predication itself, but indirectly, in which it licenses AGR as
referential binder between them. We also invest, the view that
not only heads but also phrases can act as probes and reflexives
act as goals checks the latter its phi-features via an agree-rela-
tion Chomsky (2000) (cf. Fischer (2004), Heinat (2006)) (Fischer
(2004, 2006), Heinat (2006) among others), in the referential re-
lationship between subject and predicate.

Our assumption tends towards a universal analysis that ap-
plies to many languages, and it is also framed in the unified
analysis between nominal and verbal predication. Moreover,
we adopt, in this article, two different generative approaches,
namely, Morpho-syntax-Semantic and syntax-semantic, the first
of which is in the context of our defense of binding by referen-
tial agreement affixes, while we employ the second in the field
of our proposal that “Copular Verb” only introduces, semanti-
cally, temporal information.
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Educational grammar books rely on two types of examples.
First, quotations attributed to specific authors, and which are
considered to fit in the scope of the natural and the creative
gualities of the linguistic phenomenon. The second type involves
examples elaborated by the authors of those books, and which
we tend to trace back to the formal field of the language; such

/ / —*
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examples do not deviate, in any substantial way, from the rules
themselves. The degrees of accreditation of each type vary from
a grammar book to another. This study aims - from an episte-
mological point of view- to explore the differences between the
two types of examples and the reasons that account for their
correlation in grammatical books. On the basis of the findings, |
propose some general principles related to an efficient teaching
of grammar rules to the learners of Arabic as a second language.
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