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TheRole ofW orking M an ory and Instructional Tream ent
in the A cquisition of English Relative Clauses
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Zhejang A griculure and Forestty University Lin’ an 311300, China)

In oer to understand the effects of wotk ngm emo1y and nstuctional treatments on the acquisiton of relatve clauses Wwo
groups of students are measured on therworkngmenory capacity and hen nstucted on the ks of relative clauses n temsof
exp licit deductve teaching and mplicit nductive teaching blbwed by a test mmed nntely afier he mstuction The research re
sults ndicate (1) Among the four types of relatve clauses mstucted OS is acquired significantly easier than S§ SO and OO
based on the productive task whik OS stillbeng the easiest only significantly differs w ith the most d ifficu It SO based on the
can prehenson task (2) Leamerswith laige and m ed im workingm em ory capacity perbm s ignificantly better n the testof rela
tive clauses than those with snallmemory capacity (3) The acqub ition under explicit deductive teach ing is superior to that urr
der mplicit nductive teaching (4) There & no interactive effect betwv een workingm an o1y capacity and the type of nstuction on
the acquisiton of relative clauses though both of them phy a significant wle n it
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