People’s Democratic Republic of Algeria
Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research

University of Ghardaia

ETRIC O\

Faculty of Letters and Languages

Department of English Language

Investigating the Impact of Integrated Reading and

Writing Instruction on Pupils’ Language Skills, and

Motivation: A Quasi-Experimental Study with Sth-
Year Pupils.

Dissertation Submitted to University of Ghardaia as a Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the master's degree in Didactics

Submitted by Supervised by
Djamila Hadjad;ji Smail HADJ] MAHAMMED
Ikram Gana

Board of Examiners

Dr. HADJ SAID Youcef Chairperson University of Ghardaia
Pr. Fatima YAHIA Examiner University of Ghardaia
Dr. Smail HADJ Supervisor University of Ghardaia
MAHAMMED

Academic year:2025/2026.




Dedication

I dedicate this work to my beloved parents for their
endless love, patience, and sacrifice throughout my
educational journey.

To my family, whose encouragement and support gave me
strength and drive during this effort. to all people who
believed in me and motivated me to keep working toward

my goals.

Djamila



Dedication

I dedicate this work to my dear mother for her unwavering
love, unending support, and countless sacrifices
throughout my academic journey. Her support, patience,
and faith in me have always been my most powerful
sources of strength.

I also dedicate this dissertation to my friends and
professors, whose assistance and support helped me
complete this work. I would also like to thank everyone
who encouraged and supported me while I was preparing

this dissertation.

Tkram



Acknowledgements

First and foremost, we would like to thank our supervisor for his excellent
assistance, constant support, and constructive feedback during this

research.

We are grateful to the renowned jury members, notably Dr. Hadj Said
(Chairperson) and Pr. Fatima Yahia (Examiner), for agreeing to evaluate
this dissertation and for the time, effort, and academic consideration they

gave to this work.

We would also want to express our heartfelt gratitude to the primary school
English teacher who assisted us in developing and organizing the combined
reading-writing lesson plans used in the study. His practical support and
educational recommendations were quite helpful throughout our inquiry.
We would like to thank the administration and English teachers at Hadab
Bani Primary School and Beljoudi Allal Primary School for their
cooperation and support during the research process.

Finally, we would like to thank all the students who participated in the

study and contributed to its success.



Abstract

This dissertation investigates the effect of integrating reading-writing instruction on
English language learning and classroom engagement among fifth grade primary school
pupils in an English as a foreign language (EFL) context. The study is based on the idea
that reading and writing are interconnected literacy skills that support language
development, although they are often taught separately in many classrooms. A quasi-
experimental post-test only nonequivalent control group design was conducted in two
public primary schools in El Golea, Algeria: Hadab Bani primary school and Beljoudi
Allal primary school. The study involved 106 fifth grade pupils, including 51 pupils in
the experimental groups who received integrated reading-writing instruction and 55
pupils in the control groups who followed the traditional separated-skills approach. data
were collected through end of term English examination scores, classroom observation
checklists, and written teacher feedback responses to examine both language performance
and classroom engagement. Quantitative findings showed that learners exposed to
integrated instruction performed better overall than those in the control groups. Although
statistical analysis did not reveal a statistically significant difference between the two
groups, 7 (49.89) = 1.08, P = 0.29, effect size analysis indicated a small positive effect in
favor of the integrated approach (d = 0.28). Greater improvement was observed among
learners who experienced longer exposure to integrated literacy activities. Qualitative
findings further revealed higher level of participation, attention, interaction, and
involvement among pupils in the experimental groups. Taken together, the results
indicate that integrated reading-writing instruction can support both language
development and classroom engagement in primary level (EFL) contexts.

Keywords: integrated reading-writing instruction, EFL primary education, classroom

engagement, literacy development, language learning, young learners.
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General Introduction




Background of the study

Language learning in primary school has a significant impact on students'
academic development and future engagement with knowledge. During this stage,
students are taught not just to a new linguistic system, but also to literacy skills that
facilitate learning across school courses and later educational stages. In the context of
English as a foreign language (EFL), this process becomes especially difficult because
learners' exposure to the target language is frequently limited to classroom instruction,
with few opportunities for authentic conversation outside of school. Under such
situations, the organization and quality of classroom instruction become critical elements

in determining how effectively students acquire and use the language.

In primary level EFL education, reading and writing play central roles in learners
literacy development. Reading exposes learners to vocabulary, grammatical structures,
discourse patterns, and models of meaning construction. Writing, in turn, requires
students to mobilize these linguistic resources to express ideas coherently and
purposefully. Although reading and writing are often taught separately, this division
reflects instructional convenience more than the actual natural process of language use.
From a cognitive perspective, reading and writing are closely interconnected because
they rely on overlapping systems of linguistic knowledge and shared mental processes,
including lexical access, syntactic organization, inference, prediction, and discourse level
structuring. Reading involves transforming written input into meaning, whereas writing
involves transforming meaning into written form. The main difference between the two
processes lies in how language is processed rather than in the knowledge systems

themselves.



Rationale of the study

The significance of the relationship between reading and writing becomes
especially important in EFL classrooms. During reading activities, students interpret
vocabulary, identify relationships between ideas, and connect textual information with
their prior knowledge to construct meaning. Writing activates many of the same cognitive

and linguistic resources; however, it also places pupils to produce language actively.

Despite this interdependence, instructional practices in many EFL classrooms continue
to separate reading and writing into distinct pedagogical sequences. Reading lessons are
often limited to comprehension tasks, whereas writing activities are frequently introduced
independently with emphasis on grammatical accuracy or controlled sentence production.
Although this separation may simplify lesson planning and classroom management, it
may also reduce opportunities for learners to transfer knowledge between comprehension
and production. Consequently, learners may be able to understand textual input while still
having trouble expressing related ideas effectively in writing.

Theoretical perspectives emphasizing language input highlight the importance of
meaningful exposure as a foundation for language acquisition. Nevertheless, exposure
alone may not ensure active language control or meaningful language use. Output-
oriented theories suggest that language production also plays an important role because
learners must make decisions regarding form, meaning, and organization during
communication. Producing language therefore encourages learners to notice gaps in their

knowledge and engage in deeper cognitive processing.

From this perspective, reading-writing integration may be understood as the point at
which input and output processes converge. When pupils read texts and then respond
through writing, they move beyond simple recognition of information toward active

transformation of meaning. This process encourages learners to reorganize ideas, use



appropriate vocabulary, and express meaning clearly in writing using the linguistic
resources available to them. Such activities increase engagement because students

interact with language more actively instead of receiving it passively.
Review of previous research

Recent studies in language education supports this perspective. Studies on
integrated literacy instruction suggest that linking reading and writing activities can
positively contribute to both language performance and learner engagement. Studies has
shown that writing in response to reading can improved comprehension, stronger
vocabulary development, better organization of ideas, and deeper processing of textual
information.

However, several limitations remain within the existing literature. First, a
considerable proportion of available research has focused primarily on secondary or
tertiary learners whose cognitive and linguistic abilities are more developed. As a result,
these findings cannot automatically be generalized to younger learners at the primary
level. Second, many studies have concentrated mainly on measurable performance
outcomes while giving comparatively limited attention to classroom engagement as an
important process underlying learning development. Third, many studies rely on highly
controlled experimental conditions that strengthen internal validity but may not fully

reflect the complexity of authentic classroom environments.
Context and purpose of the study

These limitations highlight the need for further investigation within primary level
EFL settings. The present study seeks to address this gap by examining the effects of
integrated reading-writing instruction among fifth year primary school pupils in El Golea,

Algeria. Instead of isolating variables under artificial conditions, the study adopts A



quasi-experimental approach that preserves the natural structure of classroom interaction
and everyday teaching practices.

This study examines two closely related dimensions: language performance and
classroom engagement. Language performance refers to learners’ ability to use
vocabulary, grammatical structures, and discourse organization effectively within
assessment tasks. Classroom engagement refers to the degree to which learners participate
cognitively and behaviorally during instructional activities through sustained attention,
responsiveness, interaction, and active task involvement. Examining these two
dimensions together provides a more comprehensive understanding of how integrated

instruction may influence both learning outcomes and learning processes.

The study recognizes that the effect of integrated instruction may develop gradually and
vary among learners. Instead, it explores how integrated reading-writing instruction
operates progressively over time within ordinary educational contexts shaped by learner

variability classroom interaction instructional continuity and institutional conditions.
Statement of the problem

Although reading and writing rely on interconnected cognitive and linguistic
processes, instructional practices in many primary level EFL classrooms continue to treat
them as separate skills. This separation may restrict learners’ ability to transfer knowledge
from comprehension activities toward meaningful written production. As a result,
learners may understand textual input without being able to reorganize and express related
ideas effectively through writing. The problem becomes particularly significant within
EFL contexts where classroom instruction represents the principal source of language
exposure. As a result, learners may have fewer opportunities to engage deeply with
language and use if effectively. Despite increasing theoretical support for integrated

literacy instruction, relatively limited research has examined how such instruction



influences both language performance and classroom engagement among primary level
EFL learners within natural classroom conditions. The present study therefore seeks to
address this gap.

Research questions

RQ1: Does integrated reading-writing instruction influence the language performance of
fifth-year primary school EFL learners?

RQ2: How does integrated reading-writing instruction affect classroom engagement
among fifth-year primary school pupils?

RQ3: To what extent does instructional duration influence the effectiveness of integrated
reading writing instruction?

RQ4: How do learners respond cognitively and behaviorally to instructional sequences
linking reading and writing?

Hypotheses

H1: Integrated reading-writing instruction positively influences the language
performance of fifth-year primary school EFL learners.

H2: Learners exposed to integrated reading writing instruction demonstrate higher levels
of classroom engagement than learners receiving traditional separated-skills instruction.

H3: Longer exposure to integrated reading-writing instruction contributes to greater
instructional effectiveness and learner improvement.

H4: Integrated instructional sequences encourage more active cognitive and behavioral

learner participation during classroom activities.



Research objectives

the study aims to:
1- Examine the effect of integrated reading-writing instruction on learners’ language
performance.
2- Investigate how integrated instruction influences classroom engagement.
3- Explore the relationship between instructional continuity and instructional
effectiveness
4- Provide contextually grounded evidence regarding integrated literacy instruction

within real educational settings.

Significance of the study

The study is significant both theoretically and practically. Theoretically, it
contributes to understanding the relationship between reading and writing as
interconnected literacy processes operating through interaction between
comprehension and production. It also contributes to existing research by examining
both classroom engagement and language performance together. Practically, the study
provides insight for primary level EFL teachers regarding how instructional
organization may influence learner participation, attentional engagement, and
language development. The investigation is also significant because it provides
contextually grounded evidence from Algerian public primary schools, a context that
remains comparatively underrepresented in research concerning integrated literacy

instruction.



Structure of the dissertation

The dissertation is organized into three chapters in addition to the general

introduction and general conclusion.

Chapter one presents the literature review and theoretical framework underlying the
study. It examines the cognitive relationship between reading and writing, theoretical
perspectives on literacy integration, instructional models, previous empirical studies,
and research gaps.
Chapter two presents the methodological framework of the study, including research
design, setting, sampling procedures, instructional treatment, data collection
instruments, procedures of implementation, methods of analysis, validity
considerations, and ethical principles.

Chapter three presents and discusses the findings of the investigation through
integrated analysis of quantitative and qualitative evidence.

The dissertation concludes with a general conclusion summarizing the major
findings, discussing implications, acknowledging limitations, and proposing

directions for future research.



Chapter one:

Literature Review

_____________________________________________________




= Chapter one: Literature Review Theoretical and Empirical Foundations of
Reading-Writing Integration in EFL Learning

Introduction

Research in language learning has increasingly moved away from viewing language skills
as isolated components toward understanding language as an integrated system of interconnected
processes that operate simultaneously during communication and literacy development. This shift
is supported by theoretical and empirical evidence showing that learners rarely engage with
language through strictly separated categories such reading,writing, listening, or speaking. Instead,

these skills interact continuously and reley on overlapping cognitive and linguistic resources.

Within this reconceptualised view of language learning, the relationship between reading
and writing has received considerable attention. Although these two skills are often taught
separately for practical and organizational reasons, this division does not fully represent the
cognitive processes involved in literacy development. Both reading and writing depend on shared
resources, including lexical knowledge, grammatical awareness, discourse organization,

inferencing processes, and mechanisms of meaning construction.

This understanding is reinforced in the work of flower and Hayes (1981), who
conceptualize writing as a recursive cognitive process involving planning, organizing, and
revising. Tierney and Pearson (1983) similarly emphasize the reciprocal relationship between
reading and writing in literacy development. From another perspective, Grabe and Zhang (2013)
argue that literacy development emerges through continuous interaction between comprehension
and production processes. Likewise, Shanahan ( 2016) highlights that integrating reading-writing

strengths learners ability to use language more effectively across contexts.

The present chapter examines the theoretical and empirical foundation of reading-writing

integration in English as Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. It begins by exploring the cognitive
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and linguistic nature of reading and writing, followed by an examination of theoretical
perspectives explaining how these skills interact. It then reviews instructional models designed to
operationalize integration in classroom practice and discusses empirical studies that have

investigated the effectiveness of integrated literacy instruction.

Throughout the discussion, attention is given not only to established findings but also to
limitations and unresolved issues within the existing literature. Particular focus is placed on gaps
related to primary-level learners, classroom engagement, and studies conducted in authentic

classroom environments.

The chapter concludes by presenting the conceptual framework that guides the present

investigation.

1.1. The Nature of Reading and writing language learning :

At a surface level, reading and writing may appear to represent two distinct literacy
processes. Reading is commonly associated with interpreting written input, whereas writing in
generally associated with producing written output. However, this distinction becomes less clear
when examined from cognitive and linguistic perspectives. Both processes depend on
overlapping systems of knowledge that involve vocabulary, grammatical structures, discourse

organization, differencing, prediction, and meaning construction.

From thus perspectives, reading involves far more than the simple decoding of written symbols.
During reading activities, learners must interpret lexical items, establish syntactic relationships,
construct coherence across sentences and paragraphs, connect textual information with prior
knowledge, and generate meaning through interaction between textual and contextual information.
Reading therefore represents an active cognitive process in wish learners continuously and

interpret meaning.
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Writing activates many of these same cognitive and linguistic systems, but under productive
demands that require to generate language rather than interpret it. In order to communicate
meaning effectively, learners must retrieve vocabulary, organize ideas logically, construct
grammatical relationships, maintain coherence, and adapt language to communicative
purposes. This understanding is reflected in the work of Flower and Hayes (1981), who
conceptualize writing as a recursive cognitive process involving planning translating, and

reviewing.

A similar persepective presented by Tierney and Pearson (1983), who argue that reading and
writing involve parallel meaning-construction processes because both require learners to
organize information, generate interpretations, and establish coherence. More recently, Kim
and Zagata (2024) have emphasized that the relationship between reading and writing reflects

a shared underlying literacy system rather than two independent skills.

From this viewpoint, the distinction between reading and writing lies primarily in the
direction of processing. Reading transforms written language into meaning, whereas writing
transforms meaning into written language. Rather than functioning as isolated abilities, the
two processes operate interactively and draw upon many of the same cognitive and linguistic

resources during literacy development.
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Figure 1.1

The Cognitive Relationship Between Reading and Writing

-
) e )
READING SHARED WRITING
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e Decoding words LINGUISTIC o Generating ideas
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e Establishing meaning OURCES ¢ Organizing information
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e Expressing meaning
e Understanding * Inference o I
discourse Mt s Cgtisenction ¢ Reviewing and revising
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ey S S S MU S R R S ——————— 1
Interactive Cycle
Reading informs writing; writing reshapes how reading is processed.
Note. This figure illustrates that reading and writing are supported by overlapping cognitive and
linguistic resources and influence each other in a continuous cycle.

This conceptualization carries important pedagogical implications for EFL instruction. When
reading and writing are taught as separate skills, opportunities for learners to transfer knowledge
between comprehension and production become more limited. As a result, learners may Recognise
vocabulary items and grammatical structures during reading activities without being able to use them

effectively in written production.

This separation becomes particularly problematic in EFL contexts where exposure to age target
language in already limited and classroom instruction represents the primary source of meaningful
language input. Under such conditions, strengthening the interaction between input and output
processes becomes especially important because it increases learners opportunities to apply,

reorganize, and actively use linguistic knowledge during literacy activities.
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1.2. Theoretical foundations of reading-writing integration

The relationship between reading and writing can be more fully understood through
theoretical perspectives that emphasize through interaction between input and output in language
learning. Input-oriented approach highlight the importance of meaningful exposure to
grammatical structures, discourse patterns, and contextualized meaning, learners gradually
develop linguistic knowledge and increase their understanding of how language operates within

communities contexts.

However, exposure alone does not necessarily ensures active control over language use
Output-oriented perspectives argue that language production plays an essential role in
consolidating and restricting linguistic knowledge because learners are required to make decisions
regarding form, meaning, organization, and linguistic appropriateness during communication.
This process encourages learners to notice gaps in their knowledge and engage in deeper cognitive

processing.

This understanding is reflected in the work of Grabe and Zhang ( 2013), who emphasized
that reading and writing mutually reinforce literature development because learners continuously
move between comprehension and during language use. A similar perceptive is presented by
Shanahan(2016), who argue that literacy integration encourages learners to reorganize

information actively rather than process language passively.

From this perspective reading-writing integration may be understood as the point at which
input and output processes converge. Xing (2024) conceptualizes reading and writing as
components of a cyclical literacy system in which input shapes the output, while output
subsequently recursive rather than linear, as each process continuously affects and reshaped the

other during literacy development.
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A central mechanism within this interaction is transformation. When learners read a text
and then respond through writing, they move beyond simple recognition toward active
restructuring of information. This process requires learners to select relevant content, reorganize
ideas, retrieve vocabulary, structure grammatical relationships, and express meaning using the
linguistic resources available to them. Transformation therefore involves active manipulation of

language rather than passive reception of information.

Theoretical support for this process is further reinforced by Graham and Hebert (2010),
whose research suggests that writing about reading may contribute to deeper comprehension
because learners must reorganize and reinterpret textual informed during written production.
Nevertheless, important questions remain regarding whether these process operate similarly

among younger learners whose cognitive and linguistic systems are still developing.

This uncertainty highlights the importance of investigating integrated literacy instruction

within primary-level educational contexts.

1.3. Models of integration between reading and writing.

The theoretical relationship between reading and writing has been translated into
classroom practice through several instrumental models that differ in the way they organize

interaction between comprehension and production processes.

One of the most common approaches is the sequential model, which represents a highly
structured form of literacy integration. Within this model, learners first engage with a reading
text before completing a writing task directly related to that text. Writing activities may
summarizing information, responding to ideas, extending textual content, rewriting sections of
the text, or producing guided composition. The instructional sequences remains clear and
linear, allowing learners to move systematically from comprehension toward written

production. Such organization is particularly appropriate for younger learners because it
15



provides explicit instructional guidance and structured support during the transition from input

to output.

In contrast, recursive models emphasize a more dynamic relationship between reading

and writing. Rather than progressing through a fixed sequence, learners move continuously

between the two processes during task completion. While composing, they may return to

reading materials in order to verify information, retrieve vocabulary, reconsider ideas, or

reorganize meaning. This interaction reflects the recursive nature of literacy processing, in

which comprehension and production continuously influence one another throughout learning

activities.

Figure 1.2

The Input-Output Interactive Model of Reading-Writing Integration
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(Reading)
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Source. Adapted from Swain (1995); Xing (2024).
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Note. This model illustrates the cyclical and interactive relationship between input (reading)
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These models reflect literacy practices more automatically because reading and writing
naturally interact in a recursive manner during real communication. However, recursive
integration may also place greater cognitive demands on learners, particularly in primary-

knowledge, grammatical awareness, and sustained attention.

This concern is highlighted in the work of Xing (2024), who argues that integration may
become counterproductive when instructional tasks impose excessive cognitive demands without
adequate support. For this reason, effective literacy integration requires carefully structured

scaffolding strategies that help learners progress gradually from comprehension toward production.

Such scaffolding may include teacher modeling, guided questioning, vocabulary support,
collaborative interaction, sentence frames, and structured writing prompts. The effectiveness of
integrated literacy instruction therefore depends largely on maintaining an appropriate balance

between cognitive challenge and instructional support during classroom activities

17



1.4. Empirical research on reading-writing integration

A substantial body of empirical support the integration of reading and writing within
language instruction, particularly in EFL and second-language learning contexts. Existing
studies frequently report improvements in writing quality, organization of ideas, instructional

activities that connect reading and writing processes.

This perspective is reflected in the work of Nguyen (2022), who found that learning
benefited from reading texts before completing writing tasks because reading provided
linguistic input that could later be adapted during written production. Participants reported
that reading activities helped them generate ideas, access vocabulary, organize information,
and structure written responses more effectively. These findings suggest that reading-writing
integration facilitates transfer from comprehension to production by allowing learners to draw

directly on textual models during writing activities.

A similar conclusion is presented by Ndukwe (2015), whose quasi-experimental
findings indicate that integrated instruction was associated with stronger control over content
development, organization, expression,and mechanical accuracy when compared with
traditional separated-skills instruction. At a broader level, Graham and Hebert(2010)
synthesised findings from multiple studies and concluded that writing about reading

consistently contributes to the development of reading comprehension.

Fetsi (2018) provides more evidence supporting the effectiveness of integrated literacy
education by studying the influence of reading-writing integration on students' writing
performance. The study found that students who participated in reading and writing activities
improved their written expression, idea organization, and overall writing quality significantly.

These findings support the belief that reading is a valuable source of linguistic input that

18



learners can turn into written output.. The study further suggests that integrating the two skills

promotes a more meaningful learning process than teaching them separately.

Similarly, Anderson and Briggs (2011) highlight the reciprocal relationship between
writing and reading, contending that both abilities depend on similar linguistic and cognitive
processes. The authors claim that when students are encouraged to switch between
comprehension and production activities on a regular basis, their literacy skills improve.
Students are able to analyze material more thoroughly and apply what they have learned from

reading to their own writing communication through this reciprocal connection.

Despite this growing body of evidence, several important limitations remain within the
existing literature. A considerable proportion of previous studies has focused on secondary
language learners, university students, or adult language learners whose literature systems are
already relatively developed. As a result, the extent to which similar effects apply to younger

learners at the primary level remains insufficient explored.

In addition, may studies have concentrated primarily on measurable performance
outcomes while giving comparatively limited attention to classroom engagement and

instructional interaction as important dimensions of the learning process.
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Figure 1.3

Models of Reading-Writing Integration in Classroom Instruction
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This emphasis creates only a partial understanding of how integrated instruction influences

both learning processes and learning outcomes.
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1.5. Classroom engagement and Literacy learning

Although literacy research frequently emphasizes measurable achievement outcomes,
classroom engagement represents an equally important dimension of language learning.
Engagement refers to the degree to which learners participate cognitively , behaviourally , and
emotionally durring instructional activities. It may be reflected through participation, sustained
attention, responsiveness, interaction, task involvement, and willingness to contribute during

classroom learning.

Classroom involvement has gained a lot of attention in educational studies due to its
strong association with academic accomplishment. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris (2004)
define engagement as a multifaceted construct including behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
components. Behavioral engagement refers to active participation in classroom activities,
emotional engagement relates to learners' enthusiasm and positive attitudes toward learning,
and cognitive engagement refers to the mental effort put forth in understanding and mastering
academic assignments. Students with high levels of engagement are more attentive,
motivated, and successful in accomplishing learning goals. As a result, instructional practices
that promote active student participation may improve both classroom engagement and

academic performance.

Engagement is particularly important in EFL contexts where opportunities for
meaningful language interaction are often limited to classroom instruction. Under such
conditions, the organization of instruction influences not only what learners achieve, but also

how actively they engage with language throughout the learning process.

Integrated Reading-writing instruction may contribute positively to classroom
engagement because it creates continuity between literacy activities. Reading provides

immediate contextual support for writing, while writing gives purposeful direction to reading
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tasks. As a result, learners may experience classroom activities as interconnected components

of a unified literacy process rather than an isolated instructional exercises.

This may increase cognitive involvement because learners are required to sustain
attention across related activities while simultaneously transforming comprehension into
production. Despite the potential importance of engagement, comparatively limited research
has examined how integrated literacy instruction influences classroom participation and
attentional engagement among young EFL learners. Existing studies frequently prioritize
measurable achievement outcomes while giving less attention to how learners behaviourally
and cognitively respond to instructional organization during the learning processes itself. The
present study seeks to address this gap by examining classroom engagement alongside

language performance within authentic instructional contexts.

1.6. Limitations in existing research

Although the literature provides substantial support for Reading-writing
integration, several limitations continue to affect the strength and generalizability of
existing conclusions. One important limitation concerns populations. A considerable
proportion of studies investigating integrated literacy instruction has focused primarily on
secondary learners, university students, or adult language learners. This creates difficulty
when attempting to generalize finding to younger learner whose cognitive system,
attentional capacities, literacy development, and linguistic proficiency remain

comparatively less developed

A second limitation relates to the strong emphasis placed on measurable
achievement outcomes within literacy research. Many investigations rely heavily on
examination scores, writing assessments, and standardised testing procedures. Although

such measures provid valuable information regarding learner performance, they provide
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comparatively limited insight into the learner processes through which achievement
develops. As a result, classroom engagement, instructional interaction, and learners
participation remain relatively underexposed despite their potential importance in

language learning.

A third limitation concerns research design. Numerous studies prioritize internal
validity through highly controlled experimental conditions, while such designs strengthen
causal interpretation, they may fail to capture the complexity of authentic educational
environment where learning is shaped by learner variability, teacher practices, classroom
interaction, institutional constraints, and instructional interruption. Consequently, the

ecological validity of such findings may remain limited.

Figure 1.4

Theoretical Framework: The Interaction Between Reading-Writing Integration,
Language Performance, and Classroom Engagement
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Core Assumption: Integrated reading—writing instruction activates interconnected cognitive processes that enhance both engagement and language
performance. Stronger engagement creates favorable conditions for deeper learning, which can lead to improved performance.
Improvements in performance, in turn, may strengthen engagement through increased confidence and participation.
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Finally, many studies examine performance and engagement separately rather than as
interconnected dimensions of literacy learning. This separation produces only a partial
understanding of how instructional integration influences both learning outcomes and learning
processes simultaneously. The present study seeks to address these limitations by examining
integrated reading—writing instruction among primary-level EFL learners within [natural
classroom settings] while investigating both performance and classroom engagement within a

unified analytical framework.

1.7. Conceptual framework of study

The present study is grounded in the assumption that reading and writing functions as
interconnected literacy processes that can be strengthened through instructional integration.
When learners engage within reading texts and subsequently respond through writing, they
activate a sequence of cognitive operations involving interpretation, selection of information,
organization of ideas, vocabulary retrieval, grammatical structuring, and written production.
These transformation processes are expected to influence two closely related dimensions as

language performance and classroom engagement.

Language performance refers to learners ability to use vocabulary, grammatical
structures and discourse organization effectively during languages tasks. Classroom
engagement refers to learners participation, sustained attention, responsiveness, and interaction

throughout institutional activities.

The relationship between theses two dimensions is not strictly linear. Increased
engagement does not automatically result in improved performance. Nevertheless, stronger
engagement may create conditions that support deeper cognitive processing, which can

gradually contribute to language development overtime. Conversely, improvement in
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performance may enhance learner confidence and encourage greater participation during

classroom activities.

From this perspective, the conceptual framework guiding the present study views
integrated literacy instruction as a developmental process operating through continuous

interaction between comprehension and production, input and output, as well as engagement

performance.

Conclusion

This chapter examined the theoretical and empirical foundation underlying Reading-
writing integration within EFL education. The discussion demonstrated that reading and writing
rely on shared cognitive and linguistic systems and function as interconnected literacy
processes rather than isolated instructional skills. The chapter also reviewed theoretical
perspectives emphasizing integration between input and output, examined instructional models
of literacy integration, analysed finding from empirical research, and identified major
limitations within the existing literature. Particular attention was given to gaps related to

primary-level learners, classroom engagement, and research conducted in classroom settings.
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= Chapter Two: Research Methodology: Investigating the Impact of Integrated
Reading-Writing Instruction on Language Performance and Classroom
Engagement

Introduction

Methodology in educational research goes beyond just describing procedural processes;
it defines the conditions under which knowledge is formed and influences the degree to which
research findings may be confidently evaluated. This issue is especially critical in classroom-
based investigations since educational environments contain numerous interacting variables that
cannot be totally controlled. Learner variety, institutional limits, instructor practices, and
classroom interaction all have an ongoing impact on the learner ingredients process, setting
educational research apart from strictly controlled laboratory studies. Rather than seeking to
eradicate these environmental influences, the current study views them as intrinsic parts of the
phenomenon under inquiry. As a result, the study takes a strategy that stresses ecological

validity while yet providing a formal foundation for comparing instructional circumstances.

This viewpoint is consistent with current methods to classroom-based research, which
emphasize the necessity of investigating instructional practices within genuine classroom
settings rather than removing them from the reality of educational interaction. This viewpoint
is represented in the work of Cohan et al. (2007), who emphasize the necessity of investigating
educational processes in natural classroom settings. Nunan (1992) takes a similar stance,
arguing that investigating instructional approaches in true educational environments increases
ecological validity since findings originate from real-world classroom interaction rather than

carefully controlled laboratory conditions.

The present chapter outlines the methodological framework employed in the study ,

including the research design, research setting, participants, instructional procedures, data
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collection instruments, methods of analysis, validity considerations, and ethical principles

guiding the investigation.

2.1. Research design and validity issues.

The study used a post-test only non-equivalent control group design, which is a frequent type
of quasi-experimental paradigm in educational research when random assignment is not feasible.
This knowledge is represented in the work of Cohen et al. (2007, p. 283), who describe this design
as a common strategy in classroom-based educational research. Creswell & Creswell (2018) offer a
similar perspective, noting that quasi-experimental designs are widely used in school contexts where

random assignment is not possible under normal educational conditions.

Within this framework, experimental groups received integrated reading-writing
integration whereas control groups followed the traditional separated-skills instructional

approach commonly used in regular classroom environments.

The usage of entire classroom groups maintained the natural structure of classroom
interaction and educational continuity. However, because participants were not assigned at
random, the design poses multiple potential challenges to internal validity. Campbell and Stanley
(1963) emphasize this concern, identifying selection bias as a central limitation of nonequivalent
group designs because post-intervention differences may reflect pre-existing variation between

groups rather than the instructional treatment itself.

The absence of a pre-test constitutes an additional methodological limitation. Without
baseline measurement, equivalence between groups cannot be statistically confirmed prior to
the intervention. Instead, comparability was inferred from contextual similarities, including

grade level, curriculum, age range, and educational environment. Although this approach
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provides practical feasibility within school contexts, it does not eliminate uncertainty regarding

initial differences in learner ability or prior exposure to English.

Variation in instructional duration across the two research settings also represented an
uncontrolled variable the may have influenced the magnitude of the observed outcomes
independently of instructional type. At Hadab Bani Primary School, integrated instruction
continued for twelves uninterrupted sessions, allowing sustained exposure to the instructional
treatment. At Beljoudi Allal Primary School, however the intervention was interrupted after
six sessions due to teacher replacement, after which instruction reverted to the traditional
instructional model. Consequently, differences between groups may reflect not only

instructional structure, but also variation in treatment continuity and instructional exposure.

In order to strengthen interpretive credibility despite theses limitations, the study employed
triangulation through the use of multiple forms of evidence. Quantitative performance were
combined with classroom observations and teacher feedback in order to examine patterns
across different dimensions of learning. This position is supported by Ddrnyei (2007), who
argue that triangulation strengthens interpretive credibility by allowing researchers to compare
findings across multiple sources of evidence. Likewise, Zohrabi(2013), emphasizes that
triangulation enhances validity by reducing dependence on a single source of evidence and

enabling findings to be interpreted through converging perspective.
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2.2.Research setting

The study was conducted during the 2025-2026 academic year in two public primary
schools located in EL-Golea, Algeria : Hadab Bani Primary School and Beljoudi Allal Primary
School. Both schools operate under the Algerian national curriculum for English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) instruction which ensures general consistency in instructional objectives,

textbook materials, and assessment procedures.

Despite this shared curricular framework, variation emerged at the level of instructional
implementation. At Hadab Bani Primary School, the intervention continued over twelves
uninterrupted sessions, allowing learners to participate repeatedly in integrated reading-writing
activities overextended period of time. In contrast, implementation at Beljoudi Allal Primary
School was interrupted after six sessions due to teacher replacement, which limited sustained

exposure to the integrated instructional approach.

These contextual differences reflect the realities of classroom-based educational research,
where institutional and organizational factors cannot always be fully standardised. Rather than
excluding such variation, the present study incorporates theses contextual conditions into the

interpretive framework in order to preserve the authenticity of the educational setting.
2.3. Population and sampling

2.3.1. Target population

The target population consisted of fifth-year primary school pupils studying English as a
Foreign Language. In this stage if education represents an important period in literacy development
because learners begin constructing foundational reading and writing abilities while increasingly

engaging with the relationship between comprehension and written production.
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Within Algerian primary education, fifth-year pupils occupy a transitional stage in wish
learners move beyond basic decoding and sentence construction toward more structured literacy
tasks  involving comprehension, organization of ideas, and written expression. Instructional
approaches introduced at this stage may therefore play an important role in shaping learners ability

to connect language input with productive language use.

2.3.2. Sample method

The study employed purposive sampling in the selection of participation schools and classroom
group. Selection was based primarily on accessibility, administrative approval, teacher cooperation,

and the feasibility of implementing the instructional treatment within existing classroom schedules.

This approach is consistent with educational research practices in situations where practical
constraints limit the feasibility of random sampling procedures. This perspective is reflected in the
work of Cohan et al (2007,p, 114) who note that purposive sampling is frequently uses in

classroom-based educational research conducted under national institutional conditions.

Although purposive sampling does not aim to archive statistical representativeness, it allows
researchers to investigate instructional phenomena within authentic educational contexts while

preserving the ecological validity of the study.

2.3.3. Sample description

The study involved a total of 106 fifth-year primary school pupils distributed across
experimental and control groups in two public primary schools. Participants remained within their
original classroom group throughout the study in order to preserve the natural structure if classroom

interaction and instructional organization.

At Hadab Bani Primary School, the sample consisted of 56 pupils divided equally between

one experimental group (28 pupils) and one control group (28 pupils). At Beljoudi Allal Primary
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School, thr Sample consisted of 50 pupils distributed between an experimental group of (23 pupils)
and a control group of (27 pupils). Overall, the experiment condition included 51 pupils, whereas the

control condition included 55 pupils.

Table:2.1

Distribution of participants across research groups

School Experimental Control Total
Hadab Bani 28 28 56
Beljoudi Allal 23 27 50
Total 51 55 106

The use of intact classroom groups strengthened the ecological validity of the study by
maintaining authentic instructional conditions. However, this approach also meant that individual
differences in language ability, motivation, and prior exposure to English were not experimentally

controlled, but remained embedded within the natural classroom context.

2.4. Instructional treatment

2.4.1. Integrated instruction ( experimental groups)

Experimental groups received instruction through an integrated reading-writing approach
designed to establish direct interaction between comprehension and production processes within a
unified instructional sequences. Lessons typically began with activities aimed at activating learners
prior knowledge, followed by engagement with reading text appropriate to the learners proficiency
level. Learners were then guided to identify key ideas, extract relevant vocabulary, and complete

writing tasks directly connected to the textual content.
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Writing activities summarizing information, responding to questions, reorganizing textual
ideas, and producing short written compositions based on previously encountered input. The
instructional sequence therefore required learners to transform comprehension into written

expression rather than treating reading and writing as separate classroom activities.

Instructional sessions lasted approximately forty-five minutes and were conducted twice
weekly during regularly scheduled English lessons.The participating classroom teachers taught both
the experimental and control groups within their respective schools. For the experimental groups,
integrated reading-writing lesson plan were designed by the researcher and implemented by the
classroom teachers during instructional sessions. In contrast, the control group continued to receive
regular English instruction based on the ordinary teaching procedures normally followed within

classroom practice.

The role of the researcher focused primarily on designing the integrated instructional
materials,coordinating implementation procedures, and collecting research data rather than directly

conducting classroom instruction.

This instructional structure is consistent with the argument advanced by Graham and
Hebert(2010), who suggest that writing about reading may contribute to deeper cognitive
processing, because learners are required to reorganize and reinterpret information actively

reorganize information rather than merely recognize it receptively.

2.4.2. Traditional instruction ( control group)

Control group followed the conventional instructional model commonly used in Algerian
primary-level EFL classrooms, where reading and writing are generally taught as relatively
independent instructional components. Reading lessons focused primarily on comprehension

questions and vocabulary recognition, while writing activities emphasized grammar exercises,
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sentence production, or short isolated composition that were not directly connected to the reading

texts.

Under this instructional approach, opportunities for learners to transfer linguistic knowledge
from comprehension to written production remained comparatively limited because reading and

writing tasks were organised separately rather than integrated within a coherent literacy sequence.

2.5.Rationale for instructional comparison

The comparison between Integrated and traditional instructional models was based on
structural distinction between approaches that explicitly connect comprehension and production
and those that treat literacy skills as separate instructional components. The study therefore sough
to examine whether linking reading and writing within unified instructional tasks would influence

both language performance and classroom engagement within educational setting.

2.6. Data collection instruments

The study employed three primary instruments in order to collect both quantitative and
qualitative forms of evidence. First, end-of-term examination scores were used to evaluate learner
performance. School examination results provided quantitative data concerning achievement in

readin ,writing, and overall English language performance.

Second, classroom observation checklists were employed during instructional sessions in
order to record behavioural indicators associated with classroom engagement. Observational
categories included participation, sustained attention, responsiveness to instructional prompts, and

involvement in classroom activities.

Due to scheduling and time constraints that prevented the researcher from attending all
classroom sessions directly, classroom observations and assessment records were completed by
the participating teachers following instructional lessons. Teachers used structured observation and
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assessment tables prepared specifically for the study in order to document learner participation,
sustained attention, classroom interaction, and engagement with reading- writing activities.
Observation records were completed independently by the classroom teachers at the end of each

based on their observations during instructional activities.

Third, teacher feedback was collected through short online written questions following
completion of the instructional phase. Two English language teachers participated by providing
written feedback regarding learner participation, motivation, classroom interaction, responsiveness
to integrated reading-writing activities, and observed classroom behaviour. Responses were

analysed qualitatively through thematic interpretation.

The use of multiple instruments allowed triangulation of findings by examining instructional
impact through different forms of evidence. This perspective is supported by Zohrabi (2013),who
argues that triangulation enhances reliability and validity by allowing patterns to be interpreted

across multiple sources of evidence rather than relying exclusively on a single measure.

2.7. Data collection procedures

Data collection followed a structured sequence beginning with administrative authorization
from participating schools. Following institutional approval, instructional treatments were
implemented within participating classroom groups according to the designated experimental and

control conditions.

Integrated reading-writing instructional materials were prepared by the researcher and
implemented by the participating classroom teachers during regularly scheduled English lessons.
Classroom observations and assessment records were completed by the participating teachers
throughout the intervention period in order to document learner engagement and  instructional

interaction.
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End-of-term examination scores were collected following completion of the instructional
phases, while teacher feedback was gathered online after the intervention in order to obtain
reflective perspectives regarding learner behaviour and classroom response to the instructional

activities.

2.8. Data analysis

The analysis blended descriptive and inferential statistical methods with qualitative
interpretation. Initially, descriptive statistics were employed to determine group means and
discover directional differences between experimental and control groups. Inferential analysis was
then performed using an independent sample t-test to assess whether the observed differences

approached statistical significance.

Statistical interpretation was based on a significance criterion of p<0.05. Furthermore,
Cohen's d was used to compute effect size, which allowed us to measure the practical magnitude of
the instructional effect regardless of sample size. Cohen (1988) supports this approach, emphasizing

the importance of effect-size metrics in determining the practical value of study findings.

Qualitative data derived from classroom observations and teacher feedback were analysed
interpretively in order to identify recurring patterns related to participation, sustained attention,

responsiveness, and learner interaction during instructional activities.

36



2.9. Validity and reliability

The current study's validity and reliability were impacted by a number of issues. Internal
validity was mainly limited by the lack of random assignment, the absence of a pre-test, and
differences in the length of teaching between the two research sites. According to Cambell and
Stanley (1963), these restrictions are typical of quasi-experimental classroom research carried

out under natural educational situations.

Because classroom observations were recorded by participating teachers rather than
independent external observes, observational interpretation may also have been influenced by

teacher perceptions and classroom familiarity.

Despite these limitations, external validity was strengthened through implementation
within classroom practice rather than controlled laboratory conditions. The use of real

educational settings increases the applicability of findings to ordinary classroom environments.

Reliability was further supported through the use of school examination scores,

structured observation procedures, and triangulation across multiple forms of evidences.

2.10. Ethical considerations

Ethical principles were observed throughout all stages of the investigation.
Administrative permission was obtained from participating schools prior to data collection.
Learners identities remained anonymous, and all collected data were used exclusively for

academic research purposes.

The study also respected principles of confidentiality and voluntary institutional
participation in accordance with ethical guidelines for educational research. This position is
consistent with the principles outlined by Pillay ( 2014) regarding ethical responsibility in
educational investigations.
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Conclusion

The research framework used in the current study represents an attempt to strike a
balance between analytical rigor and contextual realism. Although the quasi-experimental
approach imposes constraints on casual interpretation, it allows for a methodical assessment
of educational methods as they occur in classroom settings. By combining quantitative and
qualitative research, the methodology provides a thorough foundation for investigating how
integrated reading-writing education affects both language performance and classroom

engagement among primary-level EFL students.
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= Chapter three: Results and Discussion: Effects of Reading-Writing
Integration on Learners' Academic Performance and Classroom Engagement

Introduction

This chapter presents and interprets the findings of the study in relation to the research
objectives and theoretical framework established in the preceding chapters. The analysis moves
beyond simple numerical description in order to examine how differences in instructional
organization may be associated with observable variation in learner performance and classroom

behaviour within authentic EFL learning contexts.

Rather than treating quantitative and qualitative findings as entirely separate stands of analysis, the
chapter integrates both forms of evidence in order to construct a coherent interpretation of how
integrated reading-writing instruction operates under ordinary classroom conditions. The
discussion therefore focuses not only on weather differences emerged between instructional

groups, buy also on how these differences developed and what they reveal about the relationship

between comprehension, production, and learner engagement during literacy learning .

The chapter begins with a quantitative analysis of examination scores before examining inferential
statistical findings and effect-size interpretation. It then discusses classroom observation data and
teacher feedback in order to explore how learners responded behaviourally and cognitively to
integrated instructional sequences. Finally, the chapter synthesizes quantitative and qualitative
findings within a unified interpretive framework while acknowledging the methodological

limitations influencing interpretation.
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3.1. Quantitative results descriptive analysis

Initial analysis of end-of-term examination scores revealed a consistent directional pattern
across both research settings. At Hadab Bani Primary School, the experimental group achieved a
meanscore of 7.25 compared with 6.15 for control group, producing a difference of +1.10 points
in favor of learners exposed to integrated instruction. A similar pattern emerged at Beljoudi Allal
Primary School, where the experimental group recoded a meanscore of 6.90, while the control

group achieved 5.80, again reflecting a difference of +1.10 points.

At a descriptive level, these findings suggest that learners participating in integrated
reading- writing instruction performed somewhat better than learners receiving traditional
separated skills instruction. The recurrence of similar numerical difference across both research
settings may initially indicate a degree of stability in the instructional effect. However, descriptive
statistics alone cannot establish the reliability or significance of this pattern because mean scores

must be interpreted in relation to variability within each group.

Table 3.1:

Mean Scores of Experimental and Control Groups.

School Group Mean Score
Hadab Bani Experimental 7.25
Hadab Bani Control 6.15

Beljoudi Allal Experimental 6.90
Beljoudi Allal Control 5.80

To provide a clearer statistical overview of group performance, descriptive statistics were also

calculated for participants distribution and score variability
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Table 3.2:

Descriptive Statistics Summary

Group N Mean Std. Deviation
Experimental 51 7.08 2.11
Control 55 5.98 2.36

The descriptive statistics indicate that experimental groups not only achieved higher
overall mean scores, but also demonstrated slightly lower variability in performance compared
with control groups. This pattern may suggest greater consistency in learner performance

among pupils exposed to integrated reading-writing instruction.

3.2.Inferential analysis and statistical significance

An independentsamplest-test was conducted in order to determine whether the observed
differences between experimental and control groups reached statistical significance. The
analysis produced a result of #49.89)=1.08 with p=0.29, which dose not meet the conventional

significance threshold of p<0.05.

This outcome requires carful interpretation. A non-significant result does not indicate
the complete absence of instructional influence. Rather, it suggests that the available evidence
within the present dataset is insufficient to confirm with statistical confidence that the observed
differences exceeds what might occur through chance variation alone. In other words, although
the direction of the effect remained consistent across research settings, its statistical reliability

cannot be conclusively established within the limitations of the current sample
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Table 3.3:

Independent Samples t-Test Results

Statistical Test t-value p-value Interpretation
Independent Samples 1.08 0.29 Not statistically
t-test significant

Several things may have led to this outcome. First, the small sample size diminishes
statistical power, lowering the probability of identifying mild instructional effects. Second,
variability within classroom groups—such as differences in prior exposure to English, language
proficiency, motivation, sustained attention, and learning pace—increases data dispersion,

making it more difficult for statistical procedures to distinguish systematic instructional influence

from natural classroom variation.

These limitations underline the necessity of looking beyond statistical significance when
studying authentic educational situations. Meaningful educational impacts might arise gradually
and may not necessarily provide significant statistical results in small-scale studies. As a result,

an analysis of effect size becomes important in order to determine the practical scale of the

observed differences.

3.3. Effect size analysis

Effect size was calculated using Cohen’s d in order to evaluate the practical significance

of the observed differences independently of sample size. The overall effect size for the study

was d=0.28, indicating a small effect according to conventional interpretive guidelines proposed

by Cohen (1988).
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Although modest, this value remains educationally meaningful because it suggests that

integrated reading-writing instruction may have contributed to measurable improvement in learner
performance even if the difference did not reach statistical significance within the current data

set. The instructional effect therefore appears limited in magnitude rather than entirely absent.

When effect sizes are investigated individually in both research settings, more diverse
insights emerge. At Hadab Bani Primary School, where the intervention lasted twelve consecutive
instructional sessions, the impact size reached d=0.48, indicating a medium effect. In contrast, at
Beljoudi Allal Primary School, where exposure to integrated instruction was cut short after six
sessions due to teacher replacement, the effect size reduced to d=0.35, indicating a minor to

moderate benefit.

Table 3.4:

Effect Size Analysis
School Cohen’s d Effect Magnitude
Hadab Bani 0.48 Medium
Beljoudi Allal 0.35 Small-to-moderate
Overall 0.28 Small

3.4. Interpretation of quantitative findings

When seen holistically, the quantitative findings indicate a nuanced pattern that defies
oversimplified interpretation. At the descriptive level, the direction of the instructional effect was
consistent across both research settings, with experimental groups outperforming control groups in

all cases. At the inferential level, however, the observed differences were not statistically
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confirmed. At the level of effect-size analysis, the instructional influence was moderate but

educationally significant.

These results do not contradict one other. Instead, they represent the methodological reality
of educational research conducted in classrooms, where learner heterogeneity, institutional
limitations, and small sample sizes combine with instructional effects. Thus, the findings point to
the existence of a developing instructional influence that was not yet stable enough to yield great

statistical certainty in the current study.

The larger effect reported in the context of longer instructional exposure suggests that
integrated reading-writing education may occur gradually rather than immediately. Its influence
tends to grow progressively when learners participate in tasks that require the transformation of
textual input into written output. This transition appears to be consistent with Graham and Hebert's
(2010) hypothesis, which suggests that writing about reading increases deeper cognitive
processing because learners must actively restructure material rather than just receive it

receptively.

The progressive character of the observed effect is also consistent with Xing's (2024)
model of reading and writing as components of a cyclical input-output system in which

understanding and production reinforce one another through frequent interaction.

3.5. Cognitive mechanisms underlying institutional impact

The observed pattern of findings can be better understood by looking into the cognitive
mechanisms activated by integrated training. When students read a book and then write comments

based on it, they engage in a series of actions that extend beyond simple comprehension.

Learners must first identify relevant information in the text before restructuring it in

accordance with the requirements of the writing activity. They then retrieve vocabulary, form
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grammatical linkages, organize ideas coherently, and convey meaning through written language.
Each level necessitates active problem-solving and ongoing collaboration between comprehension

and production processes.

This sequence differs fundamentally from the isolated skill practice characteristic of
separated- skills instruction. Within traditional instructional models, reading frequently
emphasizes recognition and comprehension, whereas writing often involves controlled
production detached from previously encountered input. As a result, interaction between the two

processes remains comparatively limited.

Integrated instruction, by contrast, encourages learners to transform comprehension into
production. This transformation process may increase cognitive engagement because learners are
required to manipulate linguistic information actively rather than simply process it receptively.
The moderate size of instructional effect may therefore reflect the complexity of this cognitive

restructuring process.

Such restructuring is unlikely to occur immediately, particularly among younger learners
whose literacy systems remain underdevelopment. Instead, integrated processing may require

sustained instructional exposure before measurable performance gains become fully stabilized.

3.6. Classroom engagement findings

Classroom engagement patterns showed a more noticeable and continuous instructional
effect, although quantitative performance scores showed very small variations between groups.
According to data from classroom observations, students in the experimental groups engaged more
fully in class, paid attention for extended periods of time, responded more quickly to instructions,

and showed a stronger desire to participate in writing exercises related to reading assignments.
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On the other hand, participation in the control groups seemed to be more dispersed. Even
after completing the tasks given to them, students frequently continued to interact with the course
material. more constrained, and there was less obvious consistency between the writing and
reading assignments. Rather of serving as related steps in a cohesive literacy process, reading and

writing exercises often operated as separate classroom components.

Teacher feedback similarly suggested higher levels of learner motivation, responsiveness,
and task involvement among pupils exposed to integrated instruction, particularly during

activities requiring direct interaction with reading materials prior to writing.

Table 3.5:

Comparison of classroom engagement pattrens between experimental and control

groups

Indicator Experimental Control
Participation Higher/Active Moderate
Attention Sustained Fragmented
Task Involvement Strong Limited
Responsiveness Frequent Occasional
Writing Greater willingness Less enthusiasm

These findings suggest that instructional organization influences not only measurable

erformance outcomes, but also how learners cognitively and behaviorally engage with

classroom learning processes.
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3.7. Teacher feedback analysis

Teacher feedback provided additional interpretive insight into how learners responded to
integrated instructional sequences during classroom interaction. Across both research settings,
teachers consistently reported that learners exposed to integrated instruction demonstrated stronger

motivation and greater participation during literacy activities linking reading and writing.

Teachers noted that learners appeared more confident when writing tasks were directly
connected to previously read texts because reading activities provided ideas, vocabulary, and
contextual support that reduced hesitation during written production. Instructors also observed
increased collaboration and interaction among learners during integrated lessons, particularly when

pupils discussed textual content before completing writing activities.

Table 3.6:

Major Themes Identified in Teacher Feedback

Theme Teacher Observation
Motivation More motivated
Participation More active
Writing Confidence Supported by texts
Attention Maintained focus longer
Interaction Greater collaboration
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3.8. Interpretation of quantitative and qualitative findings

The convergence of quantitative and qualitative evidence implies that integrated education
has an impact beyond immediate success outcomes, operating through progressive changes in
learner engagement and cognitive participation. When quantitative and qualitative findings are
combined, a consistent interpretive pattern emerges in which reading-writing instruction appears
to result in modest improvements in measurable language performance while producing more

significant changes in classroom engagement and instructional participation.

This distinction is analytically significant because it implies that the primary goal of
instructional integration may first arise at the level of learning processes rather than immediate
achievement outcomes. Engagement tends to respond first, establishing conditions that may later

encourage performance development via sustained instructional exposure.

The difference between the two research settings supports this explanation; the stronger
effect linked to longer instructional duration implies that behavioral and cognitive changes need
ongoing reinforcement before they become persistent, quantifiable gains. Therefore, short-term
adoption may have an impact on observed attentional engagement and classroom participation

without showing significant statistical results in formal assessment measures right away.

As aresult, the data lend support to a developmental perspective on integrated literacy education.
Rather of providing an immediate instructive solution, integration tends to work gradually
through frequent contact between input and output processes. This understanding is consistent
with broader theoretical perspectives regarding the reciprocal relationship between

comprehension and output in literacy development.
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3.9. Limitations of findings

The findings must be interpreted in light of the study's methodological limitations. The lack
of pre-test data limits direct confirmation of baseline comparability between experimental and

control groups, and the absence of random assignment raises the likelihood of selection bias.

Furthermore, change in instructional duration across the two research contexts makes
comparison difficult because differences in outcomes cannot be attributed solely to instructional
type. Variation in instructional duration thus provided an uncontrolled variable that could have

altered the size of the observed consequences independent of instructional structure.

Classroom observations were recorded by participating instructors rather than independent
external observers, therefore teacher perceptions and classroom familiarity may have influenced

interpretation.

These constraints weaken the strength of causal claims that can be inferred from the inquiry.
However, they do not invalidate the observed patterns. Rather, they specify the level of interpretive

confidence that can be justifiably attributed to the results.

Despite these methodological constraints, the consistency of directional patterns across
several forms of information, such as examination scores, classroom observations, and teacher
feedback, provides a reasonable foundation for interpretation. The convergence of quantitative and
qualitative evidence strengthens the case that an integrated instructional organization can improve

both literacy engagement and language development in a natural classroom setting.
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Conclusion

The current study's findings suggest that integrated reading-writing training may contribute
to consistent, if modest, improvements in language performance as well as more observed classroom

involvement among fifth-year primary school EFL learners.

Although statistical significance was not obtained, effect-size analysis and converging data
indicate that the teaching technique has practical educational relevance, especially when done
consistently over time. The data also show that instructional impact builds gradually rather than
immediately. Classroom engagement appears to respond first through greater participation,
prolonged attention, and task involvement, whereas measurable performance increases arise more

gradually through persistent interaction between comprehension and output processes.

Therefore, by presenting integrated literacy education as a developmental process that
operates through repeated transformation of input into output under classroom conditions rather than
as an instant instructional answer, the study advances a more nuanced view of integrated literacy
instruction. These results offer important insight into how integrated reading-writing teaching
operates within regular educational practice at the primary EFL level because they were discovered

in actual classroom settings rather than highly controlled experimental ones.
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The current study looked at how combining reading and writing instruction affected fifth-
year primary school students' language proficiency and classroom engagement in an English as a
foreign language (EFL) setting. The study was predicated on the notion that writing and reading
are closely related abilities that rely on comparable language and cognitive processes. According
to this viewpoint, teaching these abilities separately in the classroom may hinder students' capacity

to make the connection between written expression and comprehension.

The study's findings shed light on how integrated instruction can improve both learning
outcomes and classroom involvement. In terms of language proficiency, students who received
integrated training outperformed those who were taught using the standard separated-skills
approach. Although the statistical analysis found no significant differences between the groups,
effect size analysis revealed a modest advantage for integrated education. Greater improvement
was also reported among learners who had more exposure to integrated literacy activities, implying
that the benefits of integration may build gradually over time rather than appearing immediately
following short-term teaching.

More noticeable variations were found in classroom engagement. Observation data and
instructor feedback answers revealed that students who participated in integrated educational
activities demonstrated higher levels of participation, attentiveness, interaction, and overall
involvement in classroom learning. These findings indicate that integrated instructional activities
may influence not only learning outcomes, but also how students interact with language in the

classroom.

Taken together, the data lend credence to the theory that integrated reading-writing training
helps students rearrange and communicate concepts from texts. Learners may interact with
language more actively and form stronger connections between language intake and written
production by progressing from comprehension to written production within connected
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instructional sequences. The results also imply that gains in classroom participation can occur prior
to discernible gains in assessment outcomes.

The study adds to previous studies in various ways. First, it focuses on primary-level EFL
learners, who are underrepresented in research on integrated literacy education. Second, the study
investigates both language performance and classroom participation under a single analytical
framework, providing insight into how teaching approaches affect learning. Third, because the
study was done in actual Algerian primary school classrooms, it provides practical evidence for
the implementation of integrated literacy instruction in conventional educational settings.

At the pedagogical level, the findings suggest that literacy instruction at the primary stage
may benefit from stronger connections between reading and writing activities. Instead of treating
these skills as separate classroom tasks, teachers may better support language development by
organizing activities that require learners to transform ideas from text into written responses. The
findings also indicate that consistent instruction is important for achieving stronger learning
outcomes, as short-term implementation may improve engagement without immediately
producing measurable performance gains.

Despite these contributions, the study has certain methodological drawbacks. The lack of
random assignment and pretest data reduces the strength of causal inference, while variations in
teaching duration across classrooms made comparing learner outcomes more difficult.
Furthermore, because classroom observations were conducted in natural educational settings, the
findings may have been impacted by classroom environment and teacher familiarity with students.
As a result, the findings should be seen as indicative rather than definitive proof of the efficacy of

integrated education.

Future research could expand on the current study by utilizing longitudinal designs to investigate
the development of integrated literacy abilities over extended periods of time. Studies with larger

and more diverse participant populations may also improve the generalizability of the findings.
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Furthermore, future research may look into how different instructional activities affect the
relationship between learner engagement, cognitive processing, and language development in
integrated learning settings.

Overall, the findings lend credence to the notion that literacy development is an interactive
and gradual process in which meaningful language interaction is critical for long-term learning
success. Integrated reading-writing education should thus be viewed as a steady development
strategy that can increase learners' ability to connect comprehension with written expression in an

actual EFL classroom situation.
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APPENDIX A: Sample Instructional Materials and Lesson

Plans

Appendix A.1: Sample Integrated Reading-Writing Lessons (Experimental
Groups)

The following lesson samples illustrate the integrated reading-writing
instructional approach used with the experimental groups. The lessons were
designed to connect reading comprehension activities with guided written
production within a unified literacy sequence.

Sample Lesson 1: Jobs Sequence

Level: 5PS | Sequence: Jobs and Occupations | Duration: 45 Minutes

Objectives

- Students identify different jobs and occupations.
- Students understand information presented in a reading text.

- Students write sentences using vocabulary from the reading activity.

Stage Teacher Activities Learner Activities

Teacher presents pictures of different
Warm-up occupations and asks learners to identify Learners answer orally.

them.

Teacher introduces a short text about

‘ o jobs and guides learners through silent Learners read the
Reading Activity reading. text individually.

Teacher asks questions related to the

Comprehension reading text.
Learners
answer
comprehension
questions.
Vocabulary Teacher explains new vocabulary related Learners repeat and
Work to occupations. use vocabulary orally.
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Writing Activity

Correction

Teacher asks learners to write short
sentences describing jobs using

vocabulary from the text.

Teacher provides correction
and feedback.

Learners write
sentences individually.

Learners revise
their answers.

Integration Feature: The lesson establishes direct connection between reading

comprehension and written production by requiring learners to use textual information

and vocabulary during writing activities.

Sample Lesson 2: Hobbies Sequence

Level: 5PS | Sequence: Hobbies | Duration: 45 Minutes

Objectives

- Students organize ideas from a reading text.

- Students use vocabulary related to hobbies correctly.

- Students produce a short guided paragraph.

Stage

Review

Reading
Activity

Information Extraction

Writing Activity

Teacher Activities

Teacher reviews vocabulary
related to hobbies.

Teacher asks learners to read a short
text about hobbies and preferences.

Teacher guides learners to identify

important details from the text.

Teacher asks learners to write a short

paragraph about hobbies using ideas from
the reading activity.
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Learner Activities

Learners participate orally.

Learners read and identify
key information.

Learners complete
information tables.

Learners write paragraphs
individually.



Teacher corrects common errors and . ) ..
di del Learners revise their writing.
iscusses model answers.
Feedback

Integration Feature: The writing task is directly based on information extracted from

the reading text, encouraging transformation of comprehension into written expressio
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Appendix A.2: Sample Traditional Lesson Structure (Control

Groups)

The following lesson sample reflects the conventional instructional organization used with the
control groups according to the standard primary EFL curriculum, where reading and writing
activities are generally taught separately.

Sample Traditional Lesson
Level: 5PS | Duration: 45 Minutes

Objectives

- Students answer comprehension questions.

- Students complete grammar exercises.

- Students write isolated sentences.

Stage

Reading Activity

Comprehension

Questions

Grammar Activity

Writing Activity

Correction

Teacher Activities

Teacher presents a reading text
and asks learners to read silently.

Teacher asks questions related to
the text.

Teacher explains a grammar
point separately from the reading
text.

Teacher asks learners to write
isolated

sentences unrelated to the
reading passage.

Teacher corrects learner answers.

Learner Activities

Learners read the

text.

Learners answer orally or

in writing.

Learners complete
grammar exercises.

Learners write

sentences individually.

Learners revise mistakes.

Instructional Feature: Within the traditional instructional model, reading andwriting

activities are treated as relatively independent classroom components with limited direct
interaction between comprehension and production tasks.
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APPENDIX B: Classroom Observation and Assessment Materials

Appendix B.1: Observation and Assessment Records — Hadab Bani Primary School

Sequence 1: Jobs and Workplace Assessments

Part 1: Understanding Assessment Table

Criteria yes  No Comments / Notes

Students know what a job is X | It’s new concept for them.

Students can identify different jobs X Yes, because they already studied them in 4th
year.

Students participated in discussions X

Overall class understanding of the x | Still ambiguous.

topic

Part 1: Teacher’s Assessment Table for Class Work

Criteria Yes No Comments / Notes

Students participated in discussions X

Students engaged with flashcards X

Comprehension questions answered X | Not yet, to answer in correct way.
correctly

Students completed the writing X

activity

Overall class understanding X Some of them.

Part 2: Assessment Table for Understanding

Criteria Yes No Comments / Notes
Students can identify different jobs X

Students can relate jobs to personal X

experiences

Students participated in discussions X
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Overall class understanding of the X
topic

Part 2: Assessment Table for Classwork

Criteria Yes No @ Comments / Notes

Students completed the writing X | No writing task.
activity

Students answered comprehension X
questions

Students participated in the charades X
game

Students engaged in the guessing X
game

Sequence 2: Hobby and Reading Assessments

Part 1: Participation Assessment Table

Criteria Yes No Comments
Participation in Discussion X

Correctly Answered Questions X Yes, most of them.
Understanding Key Vocabulary X Yes, they are.

Engagement with Listening Activity

Part 1: Student Classwork Assessment Table

Criteria Yes No Comments
Completed Reading Activity X
Wrote About Hobby X
Use of Correct Sentences X
Overall Effort X
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Part 2: General Student Understanding Assessment Table

Criteria Yes No Comments

Students participated in activities X

Students understood the concept of X
hobbies

Students were able to ask questions X

Students were able to answer Maybe but not in correct way.
questions

Students pronounced the /n/ sound X
correctly

Part 2: Classwork Assessment Table

Criteria Yes No Comments
Completion of reading activity X

Quality of written sentences X

Clarity of ideas expressed in writing X

Overall engagement during the lesson X
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Appendix B.2: Observation and Assessment Records — Beljoudi Allal
Primary School

Understanding Assessment Table

Criteria Yes No Comments/ Notes
Students know what a job is X

Students can identify different jobs X

Students participated in discussions x | Still a bit shy.
Overall class understanding of the X

topic

Teacher’s Assessment Table for Class Work

Criteria Yes No Comments / Notes

Students participated in X

discussions

Students engaged with flashcards X

Comprehension questions X
answered correctly

Students completed the writing X
activity

Overall class understanding X
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Assessment Table for Understanding

Criteria Yes No Comments/ Notes
Students can identify different jobs X

Students can relate jobs to personal X

experiences

Students participated in discussions X

Overall class understanding of the X

topic

Assessment Table for Classwork

Criteria Yes No Comments/ Notes
Students completed the writing X

activity

Students answered comprehension X

questions

Students participated in the charades X

Great engagement.
game

Students engaged in the guessing X
game

Overall participation in class X
activities

Teacher Assessment Table for Student Work

Criteria Yes No Comments
Job poster content complete X

Creativity in drawing X | Minimal.
Clarity of description X

Presentation skills X

Overall work quality X

Note: This appendix presents sample raw observation and assessment records collected during
classroom implementation sessions.
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APPENDIX C: Teacher Feedback Questions and Responses

Appendix C.1: Teacher Feedback Questions

The following questions were asked informally to participating teachers after completion of the
instructional period in order to collect general feedback regarding learner participation,

motivation, and classroom interaction during integrated reading—writing activities:

1. Did students participate more during the integrated reading and writing lessons?

2. Did students show more motivation than in normal lessons?

3. Did reading activities help students write better?

4. Did students understand texts better when writing tasks followed reading?

5. Did weaker students show improvement?

6. Was classroom interaction better than usual?

7. Do you think this method helps improve English learning outcomes?

8. Any additional comments about students’ behavior or progress?

Appendix C.2: Hadab Bani Primary School: Teacher Responses

Question

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Qs

Q6

Q7

Q8

Response

Yes, students participated more during integrated reading and writing lessons.
No, students did not show more motivation than in regular lessons.
Yes, reading activities helped students improve their writing.

No, students did not understand texts better when writing tasks followed
reading.

Yes, weaker students showed improvement sometimes.

Classroom interaction depended on the student and on whether the lesson
was easy or difficult.

Yes, the teacher considered this method beneficial.

No additional comments were provided.
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Appendix C.3: Beljoudi Allal Primary School: Teacher Responses

Question Response

Q1 Yes, students participated more during integrated reading and writing lessons.
Q2 No, motivation remained almost the same.
Q3 Yes, reading activities helped students write better.
Q4 No. Texts provided in the textbook were considered more effective
because learners could review them at home before classroom
activities.
Q5 Yes, some weaker students showed improvement.
Q6 Classroom interaction depended on the learners’ level.
Q7 No response was provided.
Q8 No additional comments were provided.

The appendix presents raw teacher feedback responses collected during the study.
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APPENDIX D: Examination Scores and Assessment Records

The following tables present the raw examination scores and assessment records collected from participating
classroom groups during the study.

Appendix D.1: Hadab Bani Primary School — Experimental Group (28 Students)

Student Oral Interaction Reading Written Production Exam
1 8.5 8 8.5 7.5
2 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5
3 7.5 7 7 6.5
4 6.5 5 5 2
5 8.5 7.5 7 7.5
6 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5
7 6.5 6 6.5 5
8 9.5 9 8.5 9
9 9.5 9.5 9.5 10
10 9.5 8.5 8 8
11 6.5 5.5 6 4.5
12 6.5 5.5 5.5 4
13 9.5 8.5 8.5 8.5
14 8.5 8 8.5 7.5
15 6.5 7.5 6 5
16 9.5 9 8.5 8
17 6.5 6 6 5.5
18 8.5 8 8 7.5
19 6.5 5.5 6 5.5
20 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5
21 9.5 9.5 9.5 10
22 6.5 6 5.5 6.5
23 6.5 6 5.5 6.5
24 9.5 8.5 9.5 10
25 7.5 7 6.5 6.5
26 6.5 6.5 0.5 5
27 6.5 5.5 6.5 3.5
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28 8.5 8.5 8.5 9

Appendix D.2: Hadab Bani Primary School — Control Group (28 Students)

tStuden gﬁgi,a ction lgleadin })‘I,’l(‘)ié:le(?tion Exa
1 8.5 8 8 7.5
2 6.5 5 5.5 4
3 6.5 6.5 6 2.5
4 6 5.5 5 2.5
5 7.5 7 7 6.5
6 9.5 9.5 9.5 10
7 6.5 5.5 6 1
8 6.5 6.5 5 2
9 6.5 5.5 6 2
10 9.5 9.5 9.5 10
11 6.5 5.5 5 2
12 5.5 5.5 5 2
13 5 5.5 5 2
14 6.5 5 5.5 1
16 6 5 5 2.5
17 6 5.5 5 1
18 6 6.5 6 2
19 9.5 9.5 9.5 8
20 6.5 5 5 4.5
21 7.5 7 7 4.5
22 9.5 9.5 9.5 9
23 5.5 5 5 2
24 7.5 7 6.5 4.5
25 5 5 5 1
26 6.5 6 6.5 5
27 9.5 9.5 9.5 9
28 5 5 5 1.5
15 6 5.5 5 2
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Appendix D.3: Beljoudi Allal Primary School — Experimental Group (23 Students)

tStuden gx?g-a ction lgleadin }’Y'l;)i(tltlf:cllt o gxa
1 1 1 1 1
2 5 5 6 4
3 10 10 10 9.5
4 3 3 3 3
5 10 10 9 9
6 10 10 9 9
7 8 8 6 6.5
8 10 10 10 7
9 2 2 2 2
10 1 1 1 1.5
11 10 10 10 10
12 8 9 7 8
13 8 9 7 8.5
14 7 7 7 8
15 7 8 7 7
16 5 5 4 4
17 10 10 10 10
18 2 2 2 2
19 10 10 10 9
20 10 10 10 9.5
21 7 8 7 8
22 7 9 7 7
23 7 8 7 6.5
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Appendix D.4: Beljoudi Allal Primary School — Control Group (27 Students)

Studen

t

1
2

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
10

Oral
Interaction

10
3
5
5
10

10

10

10

Readin
g

9
3

10
10
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Written
Production

9
3
5
5
10
10
10

10
10

Exa

10
3.5

7.5
10



APPENDIX E: Statistical Calculations and Procedures

Appendix E.1: Descriptive Statistics

Group Mean Scores

Group N Mean Score Standard Deviation
Experimental Groups 51 7.08 2.11
Control Groups 55 5.98 2.36

Mean Scores by School

School Group
Hadab Bani Primary School Experimental
Hadab Bani Primary School Control
BeljoudiAllal Primary School Experimental
BeljoudiAllal Primary School Control

Appendix E.2: Independent Samples t-Test

Statistical Results

Statistical Test t-value

Independent Samples t-test 1.08

Formula Used
t= (X1 —X2)/\[(s12/ nl) + (s22/ n2)]

Where:

* X1 = Mean of experimental group
* X2 =Mean of control group
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Mean Score
7.25
6.15
6.90

5.80

p-value

0.29



* s = Variance of experimental group
* 52> = Variance of control group
* i = Number of participants in experimental group

* n. = Number of participants in control group

Appendix E.3: Effect Size Calculation (Cohen’s d)

Effect Size Results

School Cohen’s d
Hadab Bani Primary School 0.48
BeljoudiAllal Primary School 0.35
Overall 0.28

Formula Used

| d= (X1 =X2)/SD,1ed

Pooled Standard Deviation Formula

SDpoole

4 =@l = Ds1>+ 02 = 1)s2%)/ (nl +n2 - 2)]

Where:
* X1 = Mean of experimental group
* X> = Mean of control group

*SD d= Pooled standard deviation

poole
* s = Variance of experimental group
* 2> = Variance of control group

» m1 = Experimental group size

* 2 = Control group size
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Appendix E.4: Statistical Procedures

The statistical calculations were conducted using descriptive statistical procedures, independent
samples t-test calculations, and Cohen’s d effect size calculations based on examination score data

collected from participating classroom groups. The appendix presents raw statistical procedures and
numerical calculations used in the study.
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APPENDIX F: Ethical Considerations and Administrative Authorization

Appendix F.1: Administrative Authorization Request

The following document was submitted to school administration in order to obtain authorization to
conduct the research study within the participating primary schools.

Authorization Request Letter

To: School Administration
Subject: Request for Permission to Conduct Research

Study Dear Sir/Madam,

I respectfully request authorization to conduct a research study within your institution as
part of the requirements for obtaining a Master’s degree in English Language and

Literature.

The study investigates the effects of integrating reading-writing instruction on the
language performance and classroom engagement of fifth-year primary school learners in
English as a Foreign Language classrooms.

The research procedures involve classroom observation, instructional implementation,
and collection of assessment records for academic purposes only. All collected

information will remain confidential and will be used exclusively within the framework of
this academic research.

I would be grateful for your cooperation and permission to conduct the study in your
institution.

Sincerely,

Djamila Hadjad;ji
Master’s Student

Department of
English University of
Ghardaia

The research was conducted in accordance with general academic ethical principles. Administrative
authorization was obtained from participating school administrations prior to data collection and classroom
observation procedures. The study respected the confidentiality of participants and institutions. Learner names
were not disclosed within the dissertation, and collected classroom data were used exclusively for academic
research purpose
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