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Abstract: This paper explores two issues of classroom SLA from the cognitive perspective: effects and

acquisition mechanism. Firstly, it reviews a number of studies focusing on different effects of classroom
SLA, followed by an analysis of their possible reasons from the cognitive perspective. Secondly, it

elaborates how input, output, interaction and form-focused instruction affect the cognitive process of
SLA respectively, with example of foreign language instruction in China. Lastly, the paper points out the
implications of SAL cognitive mechanism for foreign language instruction in China.
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R AR SIS T A 1 S (explicitness) /RE P
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ST 2 B ) B B AT A G S
LK R PP LT REAR R I, R 5 K35 5113
HRE S AT 1 BRI B, BASE I A1) A,
PRI (1) 2% 2] 3 2 S A B OEiE (ESL) 4B
R WUABBG WAk 1 PR,

%1 ESL#3IshgaaimFyd
Tab.l1 Developmental sequences of interrogation in ESLY!

M B i )
T+ He work today?
IFPRSE i) B P AR What he is saying?
ARl SUSS Do you know what is it?

FIEE RS Does she like what she does?

PR VR B AT O ) AN T A R
Btk e TRIX P AN A SRR 2 S o Sk i A
VU FA RT3 HT P 27 20 8 T R i) 3838 5 )
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I Pt R R R 4 10 ) A AR 22 2 5 P 1R ) £
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Fig.1 Cognitive mechanism in instructed SLAM2
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