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Involvement of UG in Different Approachesto LA (L1&L2)
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* LA equa with genera learning
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repetition, observation,
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—> Connectionism,
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‘Deist’ Approach
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- Fundamental Difference
Hypothesis (Bley-Vromen)

,Weak theist’ Approach

» UG has strong involvement as
in L1 acquisition

* parameters reset, but not
necessarily immediately =
transfer accepted (initial state)

= both principles of UG and
genera principles of learning
in SLA.
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- Partial Access Hypothesis

,Strong theist’ Approach

* UG operatessameasinL1.

* parametersarefully resetin
L2
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-> Full Access Hypothesis

-> Strong Continuity Hypo-
thesis (Lust)

- Minimaism (Chomsky)
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