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Abstract

Contradictory findings of SLA researchers have motivated a
variety of opposite viewpoints concerning the availability of
UG in L, acquisition. Moreover, there is a recent, renewed
interest in the claims made by the proponents of the Critical
Period Hypothesis (CPH) according to which UG’s active role
in L, acquisition is likely to decline after puberty. The present
study sought to scrutinize the role of UG and age of onset in
L2 acquisition. In fact, the study was specifically aimed at
determining whether there was any significant difference
between native speakers of English and Iranian near-native
speakers of the language in terms of their access to Binding
Conditions A and B. It was also attempted to probe into the
pervasive the younger, the better myth concerning the
relevance of UG to L, acquisition. The participants in the
study were mainly 30 male and female native speakers of
English and 60 male and female Iranian near-native speakers
of the language among whom 30 had first been exposed to
English before puberty and 30 after puberty. The required data
were basically obtained through the administration of two
tests, one on general English syntax and the other on Binding
Principles. The data were analysed through analyses of

covariance (ANCOVA) and two-way analyses of variance




(Two-Way ANOVA). In short, the findings of the study

provided empirical evidence in favor of UG’s mediation in L,
acquisition and against the position held by the proponents of
the CPH according to which UG is likely to lose its active role
in L, acquisition after puberty. Moreover, the flexibilities
inherent in the Persian language concerning the Binding
Conditions as proposed in the Government and Binding (GB)
framework tend to minimize, if not totally rule out, the
possibility that the subjects’ access to Binding Conditions as a
subsystem of UG might have been affected by their underlying

knowledge of Persian.
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Key to Phonetic Symbols

Phonetic Symbol Example Gloss
/al /mah/ moon
/a/ /$ab/ night
le/ /meh/ Jfog
h/ /ruz/ day
i /sib/ apple
Ix/ /xis/ wet
/d/ /dust/ Sfriend
2/ /zud/ soon
18/ /8ir/ milk
12/ [?asa/ cane
/f/ /fekr/ thought
k/ /ketab/ book

/m/ /mar/ snake
n/ /man/ bread
1yl lyar/ Sriend
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