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This study aims to investigate which method of instruction between Integrated Form-

Focused Instruction (FFI) and Isolated FFI is more effective in developing explicit and 

implicit knowledge. In Integrated FFI, grammar instruction, such as brief explanations 

of language forms and error feedback, is provided while learners are engaged in tasks, 

whereas in Isolated FFI, grammar instruction is provided initially, before tasks are 

introduced. For the study, 45 first-grade middle school students were divided into two 

groups. One group received Integrated FFI while the other received Isolated FFI; both 

types of explicit form-focused instruction were embedded in communicative lessons. 

Pre- and post-treatment tests were administered to compare the effects of the different 

types of grammar instruction. The tests consisted of a written error correction test, an 

elicited imitation test, and a picture-cued oral test. The target grammatical structure 

was the passive voice. The results of the study show that there was no significant 

difference between Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI in students’ development of explicit 

or implicit knowledge, and that both manners of instruction can contribute to 

improvement on written error correction and elicited imitation tests. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

No other topic in the field of second language acquisition (henceforth SLA) has been 

more controversial than that of second language grammar instruction. At the same time, no 

other area has been the subject of less change in real classrooms. Theories have swung, 

pendulum-like, between extremes over the years, yet we find that “grammar instruction has 

been relatively unaltered by research findings” (Larsen-Freeman, 2015, p. 263). 
Traditional approaches to grammar instruction were fairly well undermined, theoretically, 

by the communicative approaches of the late 1970s and early 1980s. Then, as a 

complement to strong communicative approaches that eschewed grammar instruction, 

form-focused instruction (FFI) came to prominence in the 1990s (Spada, 2014). However, 

the increase in interest in FFI did not mark a return to traditional, separate grammar 

instruction, but was rather an attempt to situate language form instruction within a 

communicative approach (Dörnyei, 2009).  

However, Spada (2014) has pointed out that even though many researchers currently 

contend that providing instruction in forms within a meaning-focused context is the most 

efficacious approach to grammar teaching, in reality, it is one of two extremes that is most 

often implemented: “either an exclusive focus on form or on meaning” (p. 51). In Korea, 

Moodie and H. J. Nam (2016) found a large gap between the national English curriculum, 

which emphasizes a communicative approach, and actual classroom practice, which 

focuses primarily on test preparation. In Korea’s exam-focused context, teachers and 

learners understandably feel pressure to teach and learn second language grammar. 

Because of the ongoing demand for grammar instruction, particularly in Korea, it is 

important to investigate the effectiveness of different manners of grammar instruction. 

The universal importance of grammar instruction to English education is evident from 

studies worldwide (Lowen et al, 2009; Schulz, 2001). For example, Schulz (2001) found 

that English teachers and students in an EFL context in Columbia preferred explicit 

language instruction in language forms, and Lowen et al.’s (2009) investigation of 754 

university ESL learners in the United States showed that grammar instruction was felt to be 

useful. 

As a result, researchers have undertaken a systematic study of form-focused instruction, 

and over time their concern has shifted from a focus on implicit grammar instruction to 

explicit instruction, due to the effectiveness of the latter for second language learning 

(Dörnyei, 2009; Norris & Ortega, 2001; Spada, 2014). Recent research has focused on 

determining the most effective ways to teach second language grammar in meaningful 

contexts, which language forms to teach, and when to teach them (Spada & Lightbown, 

2008; Valeo & Spada, 2015). 

The present study focuses on the issue of the timing of grammar instruction. Timing, in 
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this study, refers to two manners of FFI: ‘integration of attention to form [with 

communicative activities]’ (Integrated FFI) and ‘separation [of attention to form] from 

communicative activities’ (Isolated FFI) (Lightbown, 1998, p.189, p.194). Thus, the 

present study investigated the effects of Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI on explicit and 

implicit knowledge by conducting a modified replication study of Spada, Jessop, Tomita, 

Suzuki, and Valeo’s (2014) work. Both types of form-focused instruction were embedded 

in communicative lessons; only the timing of the instruction differed. The difference 

between the study of Spada et al. (2014) and the present study is teaching context and 

subjects. The former study was conducted with adult subjects in EFL classes, whereas the 

present study was implemented in Korea EFL middle school classes. Thus, this study can 

give pedagogic implications for English education in Korea.    

  
 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

1. Necessity of Grammar Instruction 
 

1) Theories of Grammar Instruction 

  

In the 1980s, many SLA researchers expressed skepticism about the effectiveness of 

teaching linguistic features. Krashen (1982) famously claimed in his input hypothesis that 

comprehensible input is sufficient for second language acquisition, and that explicit 

knowledge acquired through grammar teaching could not be transformed into implicit 

knowledge. This position is called the noninterface position (Ellis, 1993). It argues that 

explicit grammar instruction cannot contribute to implicit, procedural knowledge. This 

position has been the main theoretical underpinning of the strong communicative approach. 

Less extreme than Krashen, Ellis has argued for a weak interface position (Ellis, 1993), 

which acknowledges the potential effectiveness of explicit grammar teaching, but places 

greater emphasis on learners’ readiness to learn. This position holds that grammar 

instruction facilitates the transference of explicit knowledge to implicit knowledge 

indirectly. A third position is the strong interface position, proposed by DeKeyser (1998, 

2007a, 2007b), in which he argues that explicit knowledge can be directly transferred to 

implicit knowledge through practice. This position has come to be known as skill 

acquisition theory, and it suggests that, like learning to play a sport or a musical instrument, 

language learning is a process of skill acquisition that proceeds through declarative, 

procedural, and automatic stages (DeKeyser, 2007a, 2007b; Ur, 2011).  
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2) Studies on Grammar Instruction 

 

As theories of grammar instruction have waxed and waned, empirical studies have kept 

pace, and several studies have illustrated the limitations of entirely meaning focused 

communicative language teaching. According to White (as cited in Ellis, 2008), 

“problematic overgeneralization” cannot be corrected with only communicative input; 

corrective feedback is also necessary (p. 847). Studies conducted by Harley and Swain, 

and Vignola and Wesche, (as cited in Doughty & Williams, 1998) show that certain target 

language forms may not manifest themselves within exclusively meaning-focused 

language teaching contexts. Lightbown (1998) pointed out that students in French 

immersion programs did not seem to learn grammar, citing studies by Swain and Carrol 

(1987). Hinkel and Fotos (2002) have further argued that in communicative language 

teaching, students have a tendency to develop fossilization and classroom pidgins. 

Aligning with this trend in research have come a number of studies of grammar teaching 

in affirmative positions. Long (1988), for instance, argues for the benefits of direct 

instruction of linguistic features in his study comparing the effects of grammar teaching 

and non-grammar teaching. Lightbown and Spada found that lessons in which form and 

meaning were connected and taught together were more effective than both lessons without 

form instruction and lessons with a strict form focus (as cited in Lightbown, 1998). 

Furthermore, Ellis (2008) contends that the development of high level language 

competence, such as is needed for academic writing and speaking, requires grammar 

instruction.  

 

2. Terms and Definitions Related to Grammar Instruction 
 

With the growth in acceptance of the effectiveness and necessity of grammar instruction 

has come the development of associated terminology. Long (1991) initially drew 

distinctions between three concepts: focus on meaning, focus on form, and focus on forms. 

Focus on meaning refers to instruction in which the communication of meaning is the sole 

focus of attention, while focus on form is instruction in which attention is given to 

grammatical elements incidentally within meaning-centered contexts. Focus on forms 

denotes instruction in which linguistic elements are taught in isolation. Based on these 

concepts, traditional grammar instruction may be classed as a focus on forms. Even though 

Long acknowledged the necessity of grammar teaching, he supported only moderate 

incidental grammar instruction, such as recasts.  

In addition to the terms coined by Long, another common term is FFI. Although 

Doughty and Williams suggested it be avoided, as it could refer to either focus on form or 

focus on forms, FFI has gained a foothold among researchers (as cited in Lowen, 2011).  
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Spada (1997) defined form-focused instruction as “any pedagogical effort which is used 

to draw the learner’s attention to language form either implicitly or explicitly” (p.73). 

Unlike Long’s focus on form, Spada includes proactive and explicit grammar teaching in 

her definition. However, Spada distinguishes FFI from focus on forms by insisting it occur 

within meaning-focused lessons. Ellis sought to clarify FFI, describing it as “any planned 

or incidental instructional activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay 

attention to linguistic form” (as cited in Lowen, 2011, p. 577). In the present research, 

Spada’s definition of FFI was used.   

 

3. Timing in Grammar Instruction  
 

As agreement on the necessity of grammar teaching has increased, researchers have 

turned to more specific issues involved in grammar instruction, such as implicit vs. explicit 

instruction, what to teach, and the concern of this study, when to provide instruction.  

When considering the timing of grammar instruction, there are two primary concerns, 

according to Lightbown (1998). The first is at what stage of a learner’s development 

grammar should be taught; the second is at what stage of a lesson it should be taught. The 

second of these is discussed in this section.    

For the purpose of this study, the issue of timing in grammar instruction is limited to the 

question of when linguistic features should be focused on within a lesson. Lightbown 

(1998) divided the issue into two positions: integration and separation. Spada and 

Lightbown (2008) later coined the terms Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI to refer to the 

positions. Integrated FFI is instruction in which a “learner’s attention is drawn to language 

form during communicative or content-based instruction” and encompasses both Ellis’s 

planned and incidental focus on form (Spada & Lightbown, 2008, p. 186). Isolated FFI, on 

the other hand, is used to describe grammar instruction that occurs separately from 

communicative activities, but still within an otherwise meaning-focused context, 

distinguishing it from Long’s focus on forms (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). 

Both instructional timings have received empirical and theoretical support from different 

researchers. Long contends that the teaching of linguistic features should be integrated with 

communicative activities (as cited in Spada & Lightbown, 2008). The theoretical basis for 

Integrated FFI lies in the theory of transfer appropriate processing (TAP) (Segalowitz & 

Lightbown, 1999; Spada & Lightbown, 2008). This theory argues that “learners retrieve 

knowledge best if the processes for retrieval are similar to those that were used in the 

learning condition” (Spada & Lightbown, 2008, p. 190). Applied to SLA, this means that if 

language forms and meanings are taught together in communicative contexts, learners will 

be better able to retrieve knowledge of the forms in similar contexts in real settings outside 

the classroom. In addition, according to Valeo and Spada’s interview research (2015), most 
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learners and teachers in both ESL and EFL contexts in Canada preferred integrated 

grammar teaching. Spada and Lightbown (2008) observed that Integrated FFI tends to be 

favored by more fluent learners and young learners as well. 

On the other hand, in defense of Isolated FFI, some scholars have argued for the 

effectiveness of separate grammar instruction. Lightbown (1998) argued that “there is a 

role for grammar instruction that is separate from communicative activities and yet is 

integral to the lesson as a whole” (p.194). Ellis also pointed out the necessity of separate 

grammar teaching due to the limited processing capacity of the human mind (as cited in 

Spada & Lightbown, 2008). According to Cowan (2010), working memory capacity is 

limited, thus cognitive task’s completion is affected by this limited capacity. In addition, 

Spada et al.’s (2014) research indicated that separated teaching of grammar was 

significantly effective. File and Adams’s research (2010) also supported this position, even 

though their study compared Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI for vocabulary. 

Bringing some of these perspectives together, Spada and Lightbown (2008) suggested 

that linguistic features which are affected by L1, or not noticeable, or rare, are more 

suitable for Isolated FFI, whereas forms which are difficult to explain are more suited for 

Integrated FFI.  

 

4. Previous Studies Related to the Timing of Grammar Instruction 
 

Elgün-Gündüz, Akcan, and Bayyurt (2012) conducted research comparing Isolated FFI 

and Integrated FFI in a Turkish primary school. The researchers utilized the terms from 

Spada and Lightbown’s study (2008). The participants were 120 sixth-grade students in 

two private primary schools. In each school a different type of FFI was implemented. All 

students received ten hours of theme-based CBI English lessons over an eight-month 

period. A pre-test and post-test were administered before and after the program to measure 

vocabulary, grammar, and writing development. The testing instruments used were the Key 

English Test (KET, a first-level Cambridge ESOL test) and written essays. Student attitudes 

toward different types of FFI were also investigated. The results showed that students who 

received Integrated FFI improved more in vocabulary, grammar, and writing. Those 

students also expressed a preference for Integrated FFI on a survey and in interviews. The 

results support the contention that Integrated FFI is suitable for young learners (Spada & 

Lightbown, 2008). 

Spada et al. (2014) also conducted a study comparing the effects of Integrated FFI and 

Isolated FFI. The terms used, Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI, again corresponded with 

those used by Spada and Lightbown (2008). Both manners of instruction were explicit, 

planned, and occurred within meaning-focused lessons. The only difference being whether 

the timing of instruction was concurrent with communicative activities or separate from 
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them. The participants were 109 adult learners in a non-credit ESL program in Canada. The 

passive voice was chosen as the target linguistic form because it often proves a difficult 

form for learners, it is suitable for interlanguage analysis, and subjects in the study had not 

yet learned it. Instruction was provided for four hours each day over a three day period. 

The topics used for the program were medical practices and famous places. Before and 

after the experiment, a written error correction task (ECT) and a picture-cued oral 

production task (OPT) were administered. Then, paired samples t-tests were used to 

determine whether significant differences existed between the Integrated FFI and Isolated 

FFI groups. The study found no significant differences in test performance between the 

groups that might be attributed to the different timings of grammar instruction, in contrast 

to the findings of Elgün-Gündüz et al. (2012).  

These studies are valuable in comparing separate teaching of grammar and concurrent 

teaching of grammar with communicative activities, focusing timing issue of grammar 

instruction. In addition, these studies are noteworthy since they discussed the development 

of both explicit and implicit knowledge of learners. The study of Elgün-Gündüz et al. 

(2012) reached the conclusion that Integrated FFI is more effective in improvement of both 

types of knowledge. The important feature of this study is that the subjects of this study 

were primary school students and the experiment was practiced in extended period through 

CBI class. However, one of the reasons why Integrated FFI was more effective in Elgün-

Gündüz et al.’s study could be that the experiment was carried out in CBI class. It is 

probable that young learners may have had difficulties in understanding teacher’s 

explanation in CBI class. On the other hand, the study of Spada et al. (2014) had a result 

that both instructions are effective. This study was conducted in ESL adult class. Thus, 

there is a need for research in EFL class in Korean secondary schools.        

Therefore, to further investigate the effects of Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI on explicit 

and implicit knowledge in EFL class, we conducted a modified replication study of Spada 

et al.’s (2014) work comparing the two timings of FFI. Both timings of FFI were 

embedded in communicative lessons. Grammar was taught with Integrated FFI through 

means such as brief grammatical explanations and corrective feedback, and was 

implemented while learners were engaged in tasks. Whereas, for Isolated FFI, form 

instruction was given separately from tasks, in this case during the first part of the lesson 

before tasks were introduced (Spada et al., 2014). The study seeks to answer the following 

questions: 

 

1) Which method of instruction between Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI is more 

effective in the development of explicit knowledge? 

2) Which method of instruction between Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI is more 

effective in the development of implicit knowledge? 
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III. METHOD 
 
1. Participants 
 

The participants of this study were forty-five first-year students at a public middle 

school in Gyeonggido, Korea. Twenty-four students were allotted to the Integrated FFI 

group, and twenty-one students were assigned to the Isolated FFI group. The study was 

conducted within the new free semester curriculum of the school. During the free semester 

curriculum, students are allowed to select several elective courses from a variety of options.  

All of the subjects were non-native speakers of English, and only two had experience 

studying abroad, according to the survey.  

 
2. Materials 
 
1) Survey 

  
The survey questionnaire was adapted from S. Kang’s (2009) dissertation. The 

questionnaire aimed to investigate the subjects’ background and experience in English 

learning. The questionnaire employed a five-point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree; 5: 

strongly agree). The survey questionnaire was piloted with a class of students from another 

middle school in Kyoungki, Korea and problematic items were modified. 

 
2) The Pre-test and the Post-test 

 

The pre-test and post-test were constructed by adapting the materials in Spada et al. 

(2014). Both tests comprised a written error correction test (ECT) and a speaking test.  

The ECT was used to measure students’ explicit (declarative) knowledge of grammar, 

and the speaking test was used to measure implicit (procedural) knowledge of grammar. 

The ECT consisted of 20 items: fifteen passive items and five items of tense or agreement. 

In preparing the errors in the items, S. Lee (2007) was followed. According to Lee, Korean 

EFL students find it especially difficult to differentiate between the various usages of past 

participles and present participles. Also, students have a tendency to omit the auxiliary verb 

be and the -ed morpheme in the past participle. The ECT of Spada at al. (2014) was 

developed based on these findings, and the present study also referred to it. Regular and 

irregular verbs were distributed between items in similar proportion on the test. Some 

sentences were adapted from the ECT of Spada et al., some were excerpted from the 

textbook used by the participants, and some were taken from materials used in the 

treatment of the present study.  
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The speaking test consisted of an elicited imitation test and a picture-cued oral test. 

Elicited imitation (EI) is a technique in which participants listen to and repeat a sentence, 

usually including a target linguistic structure (Jessop, Suzuki, & Tomita, 2007). This 

technique has been used since the 1960s in language acquisition research. The purpose of 

EI is to assess the speaking competence of learners. According to Ellis (2005) and Erlam 

(2006), an EI test provides measurement of learner speaking performance. The EI test 

developed for the present study comprised five sentences, excerpted from a middle school 

English textbook and from the materials used in the treatment. During the test, individual 

students repeated sentences one-by-one after hearing each sentence read by the researcher. 

The test for each student lasted approximately 2-3 minutes. The purpose of the test was to 

assess whether participants could comprehend the sentences and reproduce the right target 

grammar structure (passive voice). The picture-cued oral test was developed by adapting 

the picture-cued oral task of Spada et al. (2014). In this test, students were expected to 

orally produce correct active and passive voice sentences, based on word and picture clues. 

This test also had five items and was considered more difficult than the elicited imitation 

test.   

 

3) The Materials for the Main Treatment 

 

The passive voice was selected as the target language form for this study because the 

passive structure is usually considered difficult for second language learners (Hinkel, 2008; 

Spada et al., 2014), and it had not yet been taught to the participants of this study.  

In Spada et al. (2014), adult participants were given communicative/content-based 

activities combined with explicit grammar practice during treatment. Elgün-Gündüz et al. 

(2012) also employed content-based language instruction (CBI) when investigating the 

effects of Isolated FFI and Integrated FFI in a Turkish primary school. The present study 

used task-based activities with Isolated FFI and Integrated FFI. Task-based activities were 

employed because they better suited the participants, who were of various proficiency 

levels but learning together in the same class. The Isolated FFI lessons consisted of 

Isolated FFI followed by simple tasks, and the Integrated FFI lessons consisted of the same 

simple tasks but with instruction in linguistic forms incorporated within them.  

Before the passive structure lessons, participants were given lessons on the present tense 

and past tense as part of the scaffolding process. 

Topics chosen for passive structure instruction included inventions, endangered animals, 

and the animated program Paddington Bear. The focus of inventions, a popular topic for 

teaching the passive structure, was on appropriate technology. Appropriate technology 

refers to tailored technology which is energy efficient, low-tech, and DIY-based for 

specific underdeveloped areas. The topic was introduced through video clips, as visual 
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materials are considered useful means to help students pay attention to content, and Korean 

students have been found to have a visual preference (Reid, 1987). For the topic of 

inventions, the YouTube video clips, ‘A liter of light’ and ‘A lucky iron fish’, were used in 

the class. ‘A liter of light’ introduces a novel method of lighting homes in the third world 

using solar energy and plastic bottles. ‘A lucky iron fish’ explains how a small fish-shaped 

iron product is helping to solve Cambodia’s anemia problem. After watching these video 

clips, students matched and ordered picture cards and sentence cards to complete the 

process of making a liter of light and using an iron fish. For the next topic, endangered 

animals, video clips from YouTube of an injured turtle were utilized for schema-building. 

Then, students were asked to match sentence cards with pictures of endangered animals. 

For the final topic, students watched several video clips excerpted from the animated 

program Paddington Bear and wrote sentences about the story. Sentence cards, picture 

cards, and worksheets for all topics were developed by the researcher.    

 

3. Procedure 
 

First, the pre-test and a lesson were piloted with one class of first-year students at a 

middle school in Ilsan in Gyeonggido, Korea on July 14th, 2015. After the piloting, the 

degree of difficulty of the pre-test were adjusted higher and a lesson plan was modified 

based on feedback.    

The main experiment was conducted as part of the free semester program at a middle 

school in Uijeongbu in Gyeonggido, Korea. Treatment ran every Tuesday from August 

18th to October 20th (eight weeks), 2015. Forty-five students enrolled in the program and 

were divided into two classes of twenty-four and twenty-one students. One class was 

designated the Integrated FFI group and the other the Isolated FFI group. Students had one 

class (45 minutes) taught by the first author every Tuesday for eight weeks. In addition to 

this class, they had three other regular English classes every week with their own middle 

school English teachers.  
In the first class, the written error correction portion of the pre-test was administered, 

which lasted approximately 20 minutes. In the second class, students took the speaking 

portion of the pre-test, which consisted of an elicited imitation test and a picture-cued oral 

test.  

From the third week, participants attended treatment classes. The Integrated FFI group 

received brief explicit grammar explanations or error correction while performing tasks, 

whereas the Isolated FFI group received explicit grammar instruction before performing 

the same tasks. In the first treatment lesson, students practiced the present tense by 

engaging in various simple activities. Being the first teaching lesson, it included warm-up 

activities designed to attract the attention of middle school first graders. The next week, 
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participants were given a lesson on the past tense. After watching short commercial video 

clips, students wrote stories about them. These two initial lessons were intended to provide 

scaffolding for the main passive structure lessons to follow. Beginning in week five, 

students were taught the passive structure with accompanying tasks. The first topic was 

“inventions” and focused on appropriate technology for underdeveloped nations. After 

watching short video clips for schema building, students in the Isolated FFI group were 

given a direct explanation of the passive structure, delivered through a PowerPoint 

presentation. They were then asked to order the appropriate technology process they had 

viewed and match sentence cards with picture cards. Students in the Integrated FFI group, 

however, were given a brief explanation of the passive structure while they were 

performing the same tasks. The instructor provided a grammar explanation and answered 

student questions group by group while cycling through the classroom. Students in both 

classes worked in groups of four. In the sixth week, the topic for the lesson was endangered 

animals. Students again watched a short video clip for schema building. A grammar 

explanation was given to the Isolated FFI group in the former part of the lesson. Then, the 

context for the task was given: students were to play the roles of representatives of several 

countries and NGOs at an international conference to discuss the protection of endangered 

animals. Students were divided into two groups in this lesson. One group of students 

(group A) was given endangered animal picture cards and sentence cards containing 

problems faced by endangered animals, which they were supposed to match in pairs. The 

other group (group B) was given endangered animal picture cards and sentence cards 

containing solutions to problems faced by endangered animals, which they were to match. 

Two students from each group then joined together to create groups of four and held 

conferences. Finally, students wrote down their conference results. In the seventh week, the 

topic was the animated program Paddington Bear. Again, language form instruction was 

provided to the Isolated FFI group at the beginning of the lesson, whereas the Integrated 

FFI group received instruction while engaged in tasks. After watching several video clips 

from the program, students were given the role of news reporter and asked to write a news 

story about Paddington using supplied words and phrases. About 30 percent of the 

teacher’s classroom speech was carried out in English during the lessons, as students of 

various levels were mixed in the class.  

In week eight a post-test (ECT and speaking test) was administered.  
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4. Measurement 
 

In scoring the pre-test and post-test, Spada et al.’s (2014) method was followed. Their 

scoring method was based on three categories: target-like performance, non-target like 

performance, and interlanguage development. Only the predicate portions of student 

responses were scored. In scoring the ECT, if a student recognized a correct sentence as 

right, or modified an incorrect sentence to form a correct sentence, three points were 

awarded (e.g., The telephone was invented by Bell in 1876). In correcting an incorrect 

sentence, if errors in tense or agreement or incorrect modifications of the past tense or past 

participle were made, two points were given (e.g., The telephone was inventied; Three 

trees was planted). If the wrong tense of the auxiliary verb or the wrong form of the past 

participle were used, only one point was given. If there was no effort to correct an 

inaccuracy, no auxiliary verb was used (e.g., Three trees planted last year), or an infinitive 

verb form was used with the auxiliary ‘be’ verb, no points were awarded. The maximum 

total score on the ECT was 60.  

A similar point system was used for the speaking test. Spada et al.’s (2014) method was 

again followed. Three points were awarded for each correct passive sentence. In cases of 

errors of agreement, tense, or past participle formation, two points were given. Unlike the 

case of the ECT, one point was given for use of active voice sentences in the speaking test, 

as some native speakers have been reported to use the active voice under the same 

circumstances (Spada et al., 2014). However, no points were given for incorrect active 

voice sentences, use of the present participle instead of the past participle, use of ‘have’ 

instead of the auxiliary verb ‘be,’ or illogical sentences (e.g., The bottle is install in the 

roof). The maximum score for the speaking test was 30.    

 

5. Data Analysis  
 

The results from the pre-tests and post-tests were analyzed using a repeated measures 

ANOVA. The analysis was conducted to determine if significant difference existed 

between the Integrated FFI group and the Isolated FFI group on the ECT and speaking test 

after eight weeks of treatment. In this analysis, the within-subjects variable was Time (pre-

test ECT vs. post-test ECT; pre-test elicited imitation vs. post-test elicited imitation; pre-

test picture-cued oral test vs. post-test picture-cued oral test), and the between subjects 

variable was Group (Integrated FFI vs. Isolated FFI). The significance level was set at 0.05. 
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Ⅳ. RESULTS 
 

1. Results From the Written Error Correction Test (ECT) 
 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures was used to compare the 

difference between the pre-tests and the post-tests of the Isolated FFI group and the 

Integrated FFI group. Table 1 presents the mean scores of both groups for the pre-test and 

the post-test administered following treatment. As can be seen, the test scores for both 

groups improved (from 22.46 to 26.96 for the Integrated FFI group, from 22.81 to 25.71 

for the Isolated FFI group). Table 2 shows the effects by Time and Group. It is worth 

noting that statistical significance was reached for Time; however, there was no main effect 

for Group, and there was no significant interaction between Time and Group. It means that 

scores improved in a similar manner, regardless of group.  

 

TABLE 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Written Error Correction Test 
Time Group M SD n 

Pre-test Integrated FFI group 22.46 13.74 24 
Isolated FFI group 22.81 17.10 21 

Total 22.62 15.22 45 
Post-test Integrated FFI group 26.96 13.78 24 

Isolated FFI group 25.71 17.68 21 
Total 26.38 15.55 45 

 

TABLE 2 

Source Table for ANOVA With Repeated Measures for Written Error Correction Test 
Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Within-Subjects 
Time 307.05 1 307.05 9.97  .003* 

Time x Group 14.25 1 14.25 .46 .500 
Error (time) 1323.90 43 30.788

Between-Subjects 
Intercept 53717.08 1 53717.08 118.46  .000* 
Group 4.46 1 4.46 .01 .921 
Error 19498.53 43 453.45

*p<0.05 
 
2. Results From the Speaking Test 
 

1) Results From the Total Speaking Test 

 

A repeated measures ANOVA was also used to analyze the results of the speaking test. 
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As can be seen in Table 3, the mean score of group 1 (Integrated FFI) was 15.71 for both 

the pre-test and post-test. The mean scores of group 2 (Isolated FFI) for the pre-test and 

post-test were 14.29 and 16.19, respectively. However, Table 4 reveals that there was no 

main effect for Time or Group, and there was no significant interaction between Time and 

Group. 

 

TABLE 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Total Speaking Test 
Time Group M SD n 

Pre-test Integrated FFI group 15.71 6.25 24 
Isolated FFI group 14.29 8.29 21 

Total 15.04 7.23 45 
Post-test Integrated FFI group 15.71 6.16 24 

Isolated FFI group 16.19 8.37 21 
Total 15.93 7.19 45 

 

TABLE 4 

 Source Table for ANOVA With Repeated Measures for Total Speaking Test 
Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Within-Subjects 
Time 20.31 1 20.31 1.84 .18 

Time x Group 20.31 1 20.31 1.84 .18 
Error (time) 474.90 43 11.04

Between-Subjects  
Intercept 21452.06 1 21452.06 226.16 .00* 
Group 4.95 1 4.95 .05 .82 
Error 4078.53 43 94.85

*p<0.05 

 

2) Results From the Elicited Imitation Test 

 

As the speaking test consisted of an elicited imitation test and a picture-cued oral test, 

repeated measures ANOVAs were carried out to analyze each sub-test, following the 

analysis of the speaking test as a whole. As Table 5 illustrates, for the elicited imitation 

test the mean scores of the Integrated FFI group were 11.33 on the pre-test and 11.79 on 

the post-test, and the mean scores of the Isolated FFI group were 9.95 on the pre-test and 

11.67 on the post-test. Table 6 shows there was a main effect for Time. However, there 

was no main effect for Group, and there was no significant interaction between Time and 

Group, indicating that scores improved regardless of group.  
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TABLE 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Elicited Imitation Test 
Time Class M SD n 

Pre-test Integrated FFI group 11.33 3.58 24 
Isolated FFI group 9.95 4.53 21 

Total 10.69 4.06 45 
Post-test Integrated FFI group 11.79 3.36 24 

Isolated FFI group 11.67 3.85 21 
Total 11.73 3.55 45 

 
TABLE 6 

Source Table for ANOVA with Repeated Measures for Elicited Imitation Test 
Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Within-Subjects 
Time 26.43 1 26.43 6.72  .013* 

Time x Group 8.83 1 8.83 2.24 .141 
Error (time) 169.12 43 3.93

Between-Subjects  
Intercept 11211.36 1 11211.36 440.75 .000* 
Group 12.70 1 12.70 .49 .484 
Error 1093.78 43 25.43

*p<0.05 

 
3) Results From the Picture-cued Oral Test 

 
Table 7 provides descriptive statistics for the two groups for the picture-cued oral test. 

As can be seen in Table 8, there was no main effect for Time or Group, and no interaction 

between Time and Group, indicating that there was no significant change in scores in either 

group.  

 

TABLE 7 

Descriptive Statistics for Picture-cued Oral Test 
Time Group M SD n 

Pre-test Integrated FFI group 4.38 3.96 24 
Isolated FFI group 4.33 4.74 21 

Total 4.36 4.29 45 
Post-test Integrated FFI group 3.92 3.94 24 

Isolated FFI group 4.10 5.87 21 
Total 4.00 4.88 45 
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TABLE 8 

Source Table for ANOVA With Repeated Measures for Picture-cued Oral Test 
Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Within-Subjects 
Time 2.71 1 2.71 .32 .571 

Time x Group .27 1 .27 .03 .857 
Error (time) 357.88 43 8.32

Between-Subjects  
Intercept 1565.57 1 1565.57 44.81 .000* 
Group .10 1 .10 .00 .957 
Error 1502.05 43 34.93

*p < .05 

 

4) Results From the Survey 
 

When asked about their English self-study habits, almost half of the students (48.9%) 

answered that they studied English outside of school for five to seven hours per week, 

and this behavior was similar for both groups. Regarding grammar teaching, 50% of the 

integrated FFI group (12 students) and 28% of the isolated FFI group (6 students) 

claimed not to like studying English grammar; however, 45.8% (11 students) of the 

integrated FFI group and 52% (11 students) of the isolated FFI group acknowledged the 

necessity of grammar learning. Furthermore, 42.2% of the students (8 integrated FFI 

students and 11 isolated FFI students) expressed a preference for participating in 

activities in English class, and 24.5% of the students (7 integrated FFI students and 4 

isolated FFI students) answered that activities are effective for grammar. However, some 

students still thought their teacher’s grammar explanations were more beneficial than 

learning through activities (33. 3% integrated and 42. 8% isolated). 

 

 

Ⅴ. DISCUSSION 
 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate which method is more effective in 

developing explicit and implicit knowledge: Integrated FFI or Isolated FFI.  

Results show that both groups improved on a written error correction test (ECT), but 

there was no significant difference between the two groups. The written ECT was used to 

measure learners’ explicit knowledge of target grammar. Thus, the different timings of 

grammar instruction provided to the groups can be regarded as equally effective for 

helping learners acquire explicit grammar knowledge. This finding corresponds with that 

of Spada et al. (2014), and this study used a written ECT similar to the one they employed.  

The results of the speaking test were more complex. The speaking test for the present 

study aimed to measure implicit knowledge and consisted of an elicited imitation test and a 
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picture-cued oral test. In terms of the elicited imitation test, both the Integrated FFI and the 

Isolated FFI group improved significantly, and hence, both timings of grammar instruction 

seem to have a positive effect on the development of implicit knowledge. On the other 

hand, the analysis of the picture-cued oral test results revealed that neither group improved 

significantly. 

In response to the first research question, the results of the written ECT show that both 

instructional timings were effective in developing declarative knowledge. The difference in 

the timing of instruction appears to have no meaningful effect on explicit knowledge. This 

result is in line with that of Spada et al. (2014). This position is also supported by File and 

Adams’s research (2010), even though their study compared Integrated FFI and Isolated 

FFI for vocabulary.   

Since little empirical research has been done comparing Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI, 

it is worthwhile to consider studies that have treated each separately. As previously 

discussed, Integrated FFI has received wide support from L2 researchers (Celce-Murcia, 

2002; Long, 1991). Fotos and Ellis (1991) demonstrated that communicative grammar 

tasks were more effective than traditional grammar instruction. Grim’s (2008) results also 

showed that integrated instruction in grammar forms was effective when situated within 

meaningful content. Research into the effectiveness of Isolated FFI has suggested that 

separate grammar instruction can also be effectively implemented when necessary (de 

Oliveira & Schleppegrell, 2015; Ellis, 2002; Lightbown, 2004; VanPatten, 2002). It has 

been argued, for example, that some linguistic forms of low frequency or low salience in 

the input require more explicit teaching.      

In response to the second research question, results show that both FFI groups improved 

significantly on the elicited imitation test, but registered no change on the picture-cued oral 

test. Even though both tests are used to assess implicit knowledge, the elicited imitation 

test is easier than the picture-cued oral test and requires less practice. Participants in the 

present study did not have much time to practice with the target grammar form. Thus, it 

may be that students performed better on the elicited imitation test because it requires less 

practice than the picture-cued oral test, which demands substantial speaking practice. This 

discussion is consistent with DeKeyser’s (1998) position that practice is required to change 

explicit (declarative) knowledge into implicit (procedural) knowledge. Elgün-Gündüz et al. 

(2012) conducted research for eight months and Spada et. al. (2014) conducted class four 

hours per day over three days, and hence the length and intensiveness of treatment, 

respectively, may have provided their participants with sufficient practice.  

Interestingly, Elgün-Gündüz et al. (2012) arrived at different results in their research. 

They found that Integrated FFI groups learned grammar and vocabulary more successfully 

than Isolated FFI groups. One possible explanation for the difference in the findings is due 

to age variance in the participants. The participants in Spada et al.’s study were adults, 
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whereas those in Elgün-Gündüz et al.’s were primary school students. It is noteworthy that 

adult learners are generally said to be more receptive to isolated form instruction 

(Barkuizen, 1998, as cited in Spada & Lightbown, 2008). Older learners are also thought to 

rely more on analytical ability than younger learners (Dekeyser & Ravid, 2010; Ellis & 

Shintani, 2014). 

 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 

The purpose of the present study was to determine whether Integrated FFI or Isolated 

FFI is more effective in the development of explicit and implicit knowledge. In terms of 

the first research question, regarding explicit knowledge, no significant difference was 

found between either timing of FFI in terms of their relative effectiveness. Both FFI 

timings contributed to the development of student language competency to a statistically 

equivalent extent, as measured on a written error correction test. Findings were similar for 

the second research question, regarding implicit knowledge. There was no significant 

difference found between the two timings of FFI, and both had a positive effect in 

developing implicit knowledge, as measured by an elicited imitation speaking test, though 

no significant improvement was made on a picture-cued oral test. Again, no significant 

difference was found in the effectiveness of the two timings of FFI. The lack of 

improvement shown on the picture-cued oral post-test may be explained by insufficient 

practice due to the time limitations of the treatment.  

   

1. Implications 
 

The results of the study reveal that a combination of form-focused and meaning-based 

instruction is valid regardless of the timing of FFI. Both Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI 

can be implemented successfully within communicative contexts. Based on earlier research 

stressing the negative aspects of traditional separate grammar instruction, researchers and 

teachers have expended considerable effort exploring ways to integrate grammar 

instruction within meaning-focused contexts. However, the results of the present study 

show that separate grammar instruction is also effective, and the timing of the instruction 

does not seem to be important as long as it occurs in relation to a communicative context.  

When comparing these findings with previous research, the environment and subjects of 

the study are especially important. Unlike previous work by Spada et al. (2014) and Egün-

Gündüz et al. (2012), this study was conducted in EFL classes, and the subjects were 

middle school students. In EFL classes, grammar explanations delivered in the students’ 

mother tongue can be utilized in a principled way to facilitate student understanding. Egün-
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Gündüz et al.’s (2012) different results may be partially explained by the fact that their 

study, while conducted in an EFL context, investigated classes adopting a CBI approach. 

The findings of the present study have a number of pedagogical implications for EFL in 

Korea. First, Isolated FFI offers a promising alternative method of grammar instruction for 

grammar dominant English classrooms in Korean high schools. According to Moodie and 

H. J. Nam (2016), there exists a substantial gap between the national English curriculum in 

Korea and the pedagogic reality of Korean classrooms. They point out that while the 

Seventh National Curriculum emphasizes speaking proficiency development, 

communicative approaches, task-based language teaching, and cooperative learning, 

classroom reality remains far from these ideals, especially in high schools. Several factors 

contribute to this ongoing situation, such as excessive focus on receptive skills, learner 

level gaps, and grammar-centered exams. In particular, the enormous pressure to prepare 

students for the college scholastic ability test (CSAT) causes teachers to concentrate almost 

exclusively on teaching grammar and receptive skills like reading (Moodie & H. J. Nam, 

2016). The result has tended to be a neglect of communicative approaches to language 

teaching. With this in mind, Isolated FFI may present a realistic pedagogic means to 

combine form-focused and meaning-based teaching. The separate timing characteristic of 

Isolated FFI could enable teachers to more easily apply this method to existing classes. 

Many teachers already provide grammar instruction separately in high schools in Korea, 

and hence, they may be more inclined to teach communicatively if they find they can 

transfer their existing grammar instruction into an Isolated FFI format and combine it with 

a more communicative approach. 

The results of the study have direct implications for middle school classrooms as well. 

The study shows that separate teaching of grammar within meaningful contexts is 

beneficial for middle school second language learning. In Korea, middle school English 

classes tend to fall into one of two camps: activity heavy classes based on a communicative 

approach or classes dominated by grammar explanations. Teachers who rely heavily on 

communicative activities can be reluctant to provide grammar explanations, whereas 

teachers of grammar dominant classes may have difficulty implementing communicative 

activities due to time pressures and the reality of an extremely exam-oriented school 

culture. The results of this study suggest that teachers seriously consider the benefits of 

implementing a productive combination of separate grammar teaching and communicative 

activities within meaningful contexts. As J. Lee and J. Lee (2012) said, “instruction 

methods do not need to be all-or-nothing” (p.14). They can take heart in the fact that, rather 

than struggling to find ways to integrate grammar teaching concurrently with 

communicative activities, they can practice grammar teaching separately, in good 

conscience, provided it is done in relation to communicative activities in a meaningful 

context.  
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2. Limitations and Suggestions  
 

A more extended treatment period accompanied by additional practice may be needed to 

attain a more complete picture of the effectiveness of FFI on picture-cued oral tests. As 

previously discussed, unlike the other tests, there was no effect from either type of FFI on 

the picture-cued oral test results. In Spada et al. (2014), both types of instruction proved to 

be effective in improving implicit knowledge as measured on a picture-cued oral test. It 

may be that an experiment of longer duration that includes more opportunities for practice 

will result in similar improvements on the picture-cued oral test.  

Also, it is worth investigating in more detail the relationship between age and the 

different types of FFI. It should be noted that Elgün-Gündüz et al. (2012) found Integrated 

FFI to be more effective than Isolated FFI, in contrast to the present study which found no 

meaningful difference between the two. The discrepancy in the findings may be 

attributable to age variance, and more research with different age groups is required to help 

clarify this issue.   

Lastly, further research into which type of FFI may be better suited for teaching different 

language features is warranted. Some argue that Isolated FFI may be more effective for 

teaching language forms which are simple but not frequent in oral discourse, whereas 

Integrated FFI may be better for teaching language forms which are complex and difficult 

to explain (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). Additional research on the relationship between 

different types of FFI and various language features could help lead educators to more 

effective teaching practices.   

Little work has been done on different timings of form-focused instruction within 

meaningful contexts, and research on Isolated FFI has been particularly scant. However, 

this area holds intriguing potential for grammar instruction in real classrooms.  

 

 

REFERENCES 
 

Barkhuizen, G. P. (1998). Discovering learners’ perceptions of ESL classroom 

teaching/learning activities in a South African context. TESOL Quarterly, 32(1), 85-

108. 

Celce-Murcia, M. (2002). Why it makes sense to teach grammar in context and through 

discourse. In E. Hinkel & S. Fotos (Eds.), New perspectives on grammar teaching 

in second language classrooms (pp. 119-133). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Cowan, N. (2010). The magical mystery four: How is working memory capacity limited, 

and why? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 19(1), 51-57.    

DeKeyser, R. M. (1998). Beyond focus on form: Cognitive perspectives on learning and 



 A Comparison of Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI in the Development of … 91 

practicing second language grammar. In C. Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on 

form in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 42-63). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

DeKeyser, R. M. (2007a). Introduction: Situating the concept of practice. In R. M. 

DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second language: Perspectives from applied 

linguistics and cognitive psychology (pp. 1-18). Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press.  

DeKeyser, R. M. (2007b). Skill acquisition theory. In B. VanPatten & J. Williams (Eds.), 

Theories in second language acquisition (pp. 97-113). New York: Routledge.  

DeKeyser, R., & Ravid, D. (2010). Cross-linguistic evidence for the nature of age effects in 

second language acquisition. Applied Psycholinguistics, 31(3), 413-438. 

de Oliveira, L., C. & Schleppegrell, M., J. (2015). Focus on grammar and meaning. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Doughty, C., & Williams, J. (Eds.). (1998). Focus on form in classroom second language 

acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Dörnyei, Z. (2009). The psychology of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press.  

Elgün-Gündüz, Z., Akcan, S., & Bayyurt, Y. (2012). Isolated form-focused instruction and 

integrated form-focused instruction in primary school English classrooms in Turkey. 

Language, Culture and Curriculum, 25(2), 157-171.  

Ellis, R. (1993). The structural syllabus and second language acquisition. TESOL Quarterly, 

27(1), 91-113. 

Ellis, R. (2002). The place of grammar instruction in the second/foreign language 

curriculum. In E. Hinkel & S. Fotos (Eds.), New perspectives on grammar teaching 

in second language classrooms (pp. 17-34). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  

Ellis, R. (2005). Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge of a second language: A 

psychometric study. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27(2), 141–172. 

Ellis, R. (2008). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Ellis, R., & Shintani, N. (2014). Catering learner differences through instruction. Exploring 

language pedagogy through second language (pp.285-318). London, England: 

Routledge.  

Erlam, R. (2006). Elicited imitation as a measure of L2 implicit knowledge: An empirical 

validation study. Applied Linguistics, 27(3), 464–491.  

File, K. A., & Adams, R. (2010). Should vocabulary instruction be integrated or isolated? 

TESOL Quarterly, 44(2), 222-249.  

Fotos, S., & Ellis, R. (1991). Communicating about grammar: A task-based approach. 

TESOL Quarterly, 25(4), 605-628.  



92 Heeyoung Kim ∙ Hyun-Sook Chung 

Grim, F. (2008). Integrating focus on form in L2 content-enriched instruction lessons. 

Foreign Language Annals, 41(2), 321-346. 

Hinkel, E. (2008). Why English passive is difficult to teach (and learn). In E. Hinkel & S. 

Fotos (Eds.), New perspectives on grammar teaching in second language 

classrooms (pp. 233-252). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  

Hinkel, E., & Fotos, S. (2002). From theory to practice. In E. Hinkel & S. Fotos (Eds.), 

New perspectives on grammar teaching in second language classrooms (pp. 1-12). 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Jessop, L., Suzuki, W., & Tomita, Y. (2007). Elicited imitation in second language 

acquisition research. The Canadian Modern Language Review, 64(1), 215–238. 

Kang, Sangmi. (2009). The effect of using authentic video materials in EFL grammar 

lassrooms; Noticing grammar in context. Unpublished master’s thesis, International 

Graduate School of English, Seoul. 

Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford: 

Pergamon Press.  

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2015). Research into practice: Grammar learning and teaching. 

Language Teaching, 48(2), 263-280.  

Lee, Jeeeun, & Lee, Jaekeun. (2012). Focus on Form: A holistic approach to EFL pedagogy. 

Modern English Education, 13(3), 87-104. 

Lee, Sang-ki. (2007). Effects of textual enhancement and topic familiarity on Korean EFL 

students’ reading comprehension and learning of passive form. Language Learning, 

57(1), 87-118. 

Lightbown, P. (1998). The importance of timing in focus-on-form. In C. Doughty & J. 

Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition (pp. 177-

196). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Lightbown, P. (2004). Commentary: What to teach? How to teach? In B. VanPatten (Ed.), 

Processing instruction: Theory, research, and commentary (pp. 65-78). Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Long, M. (1988). Instructed interlanguage development. In L. Beebe (Ed.), Issues in 

second language acquisition: Multiple perspectives (pp. 115-141). New York: 

Newbury House.  

Long, M. (1991). Focus on form: A design feature in language teaching methodology. In K. 

de Bot, R. Ginsberg, & C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign language research in 

crosscultural perspective (pp. 39-52). Amsterdam: John Benjamin. 

Lowen, S. (2011). Focus on form. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of research in second 

language teaching and learning (pp. 576-592). New York: Routledge.  

Lowen, S., Li, S., Fei, F., Thompson, A., Nakatsukasa, K., Ahn, S., & Chen, X. (2009). 

Second language learners’ beliefs about grammar instruction and error correction. 



 A Comparison of Integrated FFI and Isolated FFI in the Development of … 93 

The Modern Language Journal, 93(4), 91-104.  

Moodie, I., & Nam, Hyun-Jeong. (2016). English language teaching research in South 

Korea: A review of recent studies (2009-2014). Language Teaching, 49(1), 63-98.  

Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2001). Does type of instruction make a difference? Substantive 

findings from a meta-analytic review. Language Learning, 51(S1), 157-213. 

Reid, J. (1987). The learning style preferences of ESL students. TESOL Quarterly, 21(1), 

87-111. 

Schulz, R. (2001). Cultural differences in learner and teacher perceptions concerning the 

role of grammar instruction and corrective feedback: USA-Colombia. Modern 

Language Journal, 85(2), 244-258.  

Segalowitz, N., & Lightbown, P. (1999). Psycholinguistic approaches to SLA. Annual 

Review of Applied Linguistics, 19, 43-63.   

Spada, N. (1997). Form-focused instruction and second language acquisition: A review of 

classroom and laboratory research. Language Teaching, 30(2), 73-87.  

Spada, N. (2014). Instructed second language acquisition research and its relevance for L2 

teacher education. Education Matters, 2(1), 41-54. 

Spada, N., Jessop, L., Tomita, Y., Suzuki, W., & Valeo, A. (2014). Isolated and integrated 

form-focused instruction: Effects on different types of L2 knowledge. Language 

Teaching Research, 18(4), 453-473. 

Spada, N., & Lightbown, P. (2008). Form focused instruction: Isolated or integrated? 

TESOL Quarterly, 42(2), 181-207  

Swain, M., & Carroll, S. (1987). The immersion observation study. In B. Harley, P. Allen, J. 

Cummins & M. Swain (Eds.), The development of bilingual proficiency: Final 

report, (Vol.2, pp.190-341). Toronto: OISE. 

Ur, P. (2011). Grammar teaching. In E. Hinkel. (Ed.), Handbook of research in second 

language teaching and learning. New York: Routledge. 

Valeo, A., & Spada, N. (2015). Is there a better time to focus on form? Teacher and learner 

views. TESOL Quarterly, 50(2), 314-339. doi: 10.1002/tesq.222 

VanPatten, B. (2002). Processing instruction: An update. Language Learning, 52(4), 755-

803.   

 

 
Examples in: English 

Applicable Languages: English  

Applicable Levels: Secondary  

 
Heeyoung Kim 

Dept. of English Teaching 

International Graduate School of English 



94 Heeyoung Kim ∙ Hyun-Sook Chung 

81 Yangjae-daero 17-gil, Gangdong-gu, Seoul 

Tel: (02) 334-7733 / H.P: 010-4357-3145 

Email: aqua014@igse.ac.kr 

 

Hyun-Sook Chung 

Dept. of English Teaching 

International Graduate School of English 

81 Yangjae-daero 17-gil, Gangdong-gu, Seoul 

Tel: (02) 6477-5120 / H.P: 010-4741-1529 

Email: sook@igse.ac.kr 

 

Received 15 September 2016 
Revised 24 October 2016 
Accepted 11 November 2016 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /OK
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslonPro-Bold
    /ACaslonPro-BoldItalic
    /ACaslonPro-Italic
    /ACaslonPro-Regular
    /ACaslonPro-Semibold
    /ACaslonPro-SemiboldItalic
    /AGaramondPro-Bold
    /AGaramondPro-BoldItalic
    /AGaramondPro-Italic
    /AGaramondPro-Regular
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /Aharoni-Bold
    /ahn2006-B
    /ahn2006-L
    /ahn2006-M
    /Algerian
    /AmiR-HM
    /Andalus
    /AngsanaNew
    /AngsanaNew-Bold
    /AngsanaNew-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaNew-Italic
    /AngsanaUPC
    /AngsanaUPC-Bold
    /AngsanaUPC-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaUPC-Italic
    /Aparajita
    /Aparajita-Bold
    /Aparajita-BoldItalic
    /Aparajita-Italic
    /ArabicTypesetting
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /ArnoPro-Bold
    /ArnoPro-BoldCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalic
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-BoldSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldSubhead
    /ArnoPro-Caption
    /ArnoPro-Display
    /ArnoPro-Italic
    /ArnoPro-ItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-ItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-LightDisplay
    /ArnoPro-LightItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-Regular
    /ArnoPro-Smbd
    /ArnoPro-SmbdCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalic
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmText
    /ArnoPro-Subhead
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /BatangChe
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellGothicStd-Black
    /BellGothicStd-Bold
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BickhamScriptPro-Bold
    /BickhamScriptPro-Regular
    /BickhamScriptPro-Semibold
    /BirchStd
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BlackoakStd
    /Bloody
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BradleyHandITC
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrowalliaNew
    /BrowalliaNew-Bold
    /BrowalliaNew-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaNew-Italic
    /BrowalliaUPC
    /BrowalliaUPC-Bold
    /BrowalliaUPC-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaUPC-Italic
    /BrushScriptMT
    /BrushScriptStd
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /Calibri-Light
    /Calibri-LightItalic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /Castellar
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Bold
    /ChaparralPro-BoldIt
    /ChaparralPro-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Regular
    /CharlemagneStd-Bold
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlackStd
    /CooperBlackStd-Italic
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CordiaNew
    /CordiaNew-Bold
    /CordiaNew-BoldItalic
    /CordiaNew-Italic
    /CordiaUPC
    /CordiaUPC-Bold
    /CordiaUPC-BoldItalic
    /CordiaUPC-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /CreChoC
    /CreChoM
    /CreCjaM
    /CurlzMT
    /DaunPenh
    /David
    /David-Bold
    /DFKaiShu-SB-Estd-BF
    /DilleniaUPC
    /DilleniaUPCBold
    /DilleniaUPCBoldItalic
    /DilleniaUPCItalic
    /DokChampa
    /Dotum
    /DotumChe
    /DrummerRabbit
    /DSVKissM
    /Ebrima
    /Ebrima-Bold
    /EccentricStd
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EucrosiaUPC
    /EucrosiaUPCBold
    /EucrosiaUPCBoldItalic
    /EucrosiaUPCItalic
    /EuphemiaCAS
    /ExpoM-HM
    /FangSong
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FrankRuehl
    /FreesiaUPC
    /FreesiaUPCBold
    /FreesiaUPCBoldItalic
    /FreesiaUPCItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /FZSY--SURROGATE-0
    /Gabriola
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /GaramondPremrPro
    /GaramondPremrPro-It
    /GaramondPremrPro-Smbd
    /GaramondPremrPro-SmbdIt
    /Gautami
    /Gautami-Bold
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GiddyupStd
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gisha
    /Gisha-Bold
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoamVsunM
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /Gulim
    /GulimChe
    /Gungsuh
    /GungsuhChe
    /H2gprM
    /H2gsrB
    /H2gtrE
    /H2gtrM
    /H2hdrM
    /H2mjrE
    /H2mjsM
    /H2mkpB
    /H2porL
    /H2porM
    /H2sa1M
    /HaanBaekjeB
    /HaanBaekjeM
    /HaanCjaB
    /HaanCjaL
    /HaanCjaM
    /HaanSaleB
    /HaanSaleM
    /HaansoftBatang
    /HaansoftDotum
    /HaanSollipB
    /HaanSollipM
    /HaanSomangB
    /HaanSomangM
    /HaanYGodic23
    /HaanYGodic24
    /HaanYGodic25
    /HaanYHeadB
    /HaanYHeadL
    /HaanYHeadM
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HCRBatang
    /HCRBatang-Bold
    /HCRBatangExt
    /HCRDotum
    /HCRDotum-Bold
    /HCRDotumExt
    /HeadlineR-HM
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /HMKBP
    /HMKBS
    /HoboStd
    /HYbdaL
    /HYbdaM
    /HYbsrB
    /HYcysM
    /HYdnkB
    /HYdnkM
    /HYgprM
    /HYgsrB
    /HYgtrE
    /HYhaeseo
    /HyhwpEQ
    /HYkanB
    /HYkanM
    /HYmjrE
    /HYmprL
    /HYnamB
    /HYnamL
    /HYnamM
    /HYporM
    /HYsanB
    /HYsnrL
    /HYsupB
    /HYsupM
    /HYtbrB
    /HYwulB
    /HYwulM
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /IrisUPC
    /IrisUPCBold
    /IrisUPCBoldItalic
    /IrisUPCItalic
    /IskoolaPota
    /IskoolaPota-Bold
    /JasmineUPC
    /JasmineUPCBold
    /JasmineUPCBoldItalic
    /JasmineUPCItalic
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Jumja-1
    /KaiTi
    /Kalinga
    /Kalinga-Bold
    /Kartika
    /Kartika-Bold
    /KhmerUI
    /KhmerUI-Bold
    /KodchiangUPC
    /KodchiangUPCBold
    /KodchiangUPCBoldItalic
    /KodchiangUPCItalic
    /Kokila
    /Kokila-Bold
    /Kokila-BoldItalic
    /Kokila-Italic
    /KozGoPro-Bold
    /KozGoPro-ExtraLight
    /KozGoPro-Heavy
    /KozGoPro-Light
    /KozGoPro-Medium
    /KozGoPro-Regular
    /KozMinPro-Bold
    /KozMinPro-ExtraLight
    /KozMinPro-Heavy
    /KozMinPro-Light
    /KozMinPro-Medium
    /KozMinPro-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /LaoUI
    /LaoUI-Bold
    /Latha
    /Latha-Bold
    /LatinWide
    /Leelawadee
    /Leelawadee-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd
    /LetterGothicStd-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicStd-Slanted
    /LevenimMT
    /LevenimMT-Bold
    /LilyUPC
    /LilyUPCBold
    /LilyUPCBoldItalic
    /LilyUPCItalic
    /LithosPro-Black
    /LithosPro-Regular
    /Lovelattee
    /LoveltM
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /MagicR-HM
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /MalgunGothic
    /MalgunGothicBold
    /MalgunGothicRegular
    /Mangal
    /Mangal-Bold
    /Marlett
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MDAlong
    /MDArt
    /MDEasop
    /MDGaesung
    /MDSol
    /Meiryo
    /Meiryo-Bold
    /Meiryo-BoldItalic
    /Meiryo-Italic
    /MeiryoUI
    /MeiryoUI-Bold
    /MeiryoUI-BoldItalic
    /MeiryoUI-Italic
    /MesquiteStd
    /MHunmin
    /MicrosoftHimalaya
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiBold
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiRegular
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue-Bold
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa-Bold
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MicrosoftTaiLe
    /MicrosoftTaiLe-Bold
    /MicrosoftUighur
    /MicrosoftYaHei
    /MicrosoftYaHei-Bold
    /Microsoft-Yi-Baiti
    /MingLiU
    /MingLiU-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-UNI-H
    /MinionPro-Bold
    /MinionPro-BoldCn
    /MinionPro-BoldCnIt
    /MinionPro-BoldIt
    /MinionPro-It
    /MinionPro-Medium
    /MinionPro-MediumIt
    /MinionPro-Regular
    /MinionPro-Semibold
    /MinionPro-SemiboldIt
    /Miriam
    /MiriamFixed
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MoeumTR-HM
    /MongolianBaiti
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MoolBoran
    /MS-Gothic
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MS-PGothic
    /MS-PMincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MS-UIGothic
    /MVBoli
    /MyriadPro-Bold
    /MyriadPro-BoldCond
    /MyriadPro-BoldCondIt
    /MyriadPro-BoldIt
    /MyriadPro-Cond
    /MyriadPro-CondIt
    /MyriadPro-It
    /MyriadPro-Regular
    /MyriadPro-Semibold
    /MyriadPro-SemiboldIt
    /NanumGothic
    /NanumGothicBold
    /NanumGothicExtraBold
    /NanumMyeongjo
    /NanumMyeongjoBold
    /NanumMyeongjoExtraBold
    /NanumPen
    /Narkisim
    /NewGulim
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NSimSun
    /NuevaStd-BoldCond
    /NuevaStd-BoldCondItalic
    /NuevaStd-Cond
    /NuevaStd-CondItalic
    /Nyala-Regular
    /OCRAExtended
    /OCRAStd
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OratorStd
    /OratorStd-Slanted
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /PlantagenetCherokee
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PMingLiU-ExtB
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /PoplarStd
    /Ppangkku
    /PrestigeEliteStd-Bd
    /Pristina-Regular
    /PyunjiR-HM
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rod
    /RosewoodStd-Regular
    /SachunM
    /SakkalMajalla
    /SakkalMajallaBold
    /ScriptMTBold
    /Secondmessage
    /SegoePrint
    /SegoePrint-Bold
    /SegoeScript
    /SegoeScript-Bold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /SegoeUI-Light
    /SegoeUI-SemiBold
    /SegoeUISymbol
    /ShonarBangla
    /ShonarBangla-Bold
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /Shruti-Bold
    /SimHei
    /SimplifiedArabic
    /SimplifiedArabic-Bold
    /SimplifiedArabicFixed
    /SimSun
    /SimSun-ExtB
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /StencilStd
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TektonPro-Bold
    /TektonPro-BoldCond
    /TektonPro-BoldExt
    /TektonPro-BoldObl
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /TraditionalArabic
    /TraditionalArabic-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /TSTNamr
    /TSTPenC
    /Tunga
    /Tunga-Bold
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Utsaah
    /Utsaah-Bold
    /Utsaah-BoldItalic
    /Utsaah-Italic
    /Vani
    /Vani-Bold
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vijaya
    /Vijaya-Bold
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Vrinda-Bold
    /Wanjeonggamnol
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /YDEunhasu
    /YDIChbinM
    /YDIYuroB
    /YDMan
    /YDSMJ
    /YDSpringwaltz
    /YDVBlueM
    /YDVBomnal2M
    /YDVBomnalM
    /YDVCstreM
    /YDVCwritB
    /YDVCwritL
    /YDVFreshmornM
    /YDVHsangIIM
    /YDVPinoM
    /YDVPostM
    /YDVSmileM
    /YDVSomang2M
    /YDVSwiriM
    /YDVYGO23
    /YDVYGO33
    /YDVYMjO13
    /YDWoman
    /YetR-HM
    /YjBACDOOBold
    /YJBELLAMedium
    /YJBLOCKMedium
    /YJBONMOKGAKMedium
    /YjBUTGOTLight
    /YjCHMSOOTBold
    /YjDOOLGIMedium
    /YjDWMMOOGJOMedium
    /YjGABIBold
    /YjGOTGAEMedium
    /YjINITIALPOSITIVEMedium
    /YJINJANGMedium
    /YjMAEHWASemiBold
    /YjNANCHOMedium
    /YjSHANALLMedium
    /YjSOSELSemiBold
    /YjTEUNTEUNBold
    /YjWADAGMedium
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


