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Abstract—This study aimed to investigate the effectiveness and suitability of the integrated holistic method for 

teaching EFL skills embedded in an Oxford
® 

series of courses selected for study at the lower-to-upper 

intermediate levels of learning EFL, namely Open Forum 3, Well Read 3 – Effective Academic Writing2. 

Participants of the study were selected from the population of students in a Southwestern Saudi university. 

The sample included 52 participants in intermediate levels. Researchers employed a pre-test, posttest control 

group design in a quasi-experimental method to evaluate the instructional effectiveness of the integrated 

holistic teaching method. Findings indicate that the treatment in this study, the Integrated Skills Treatment, 

had a significant effect on student performance in all skills presented instructionally according to an 

integrated, holistic approach. Further findings showed that the experimental group participants achieved 

improvements in gain scores compared with their peers in the control group on the tested language skills, 

namely listening and speaking, reading, and writing.  Qualitative data from a follow-up questionnaire study 

asserted the effectiveness and appropriateness of an integrative pedagogy to teaching EFL skills. The paper, in 

the end, provides a set of relevant implications and recommendations for further pedagogical practice and 

further research implications. 

 

Index Terms—integrated language teaching, skill-based learning, holistic teaching, EFL skills, performance, 

longitudinal research 

 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Evaluation research has come to the fore positively as “a main source of organizational learning, lessons learned, 

collaboration and utilization” (Arkin, 2010, p. 3339) which draws a contour between the contemporary concept of 

evaluation and the traditional, negative perspective concept of the term recognised in the literature of language 

evaluation programmes (Morabito 2002; Patton 2001; Preskill 1994; Sullivan and Sullivan 1998; Torres and Preskill 

2001). The import of evaluation studies has been recognised as judging the “worth, merits and shortcomings of various 

educational programmes” (Luo & Dappen, 2004, p. 109).As such, it functions to improve and assure the educational 

quality of the English language programme in any given language and translation college. The objectives of evaluation 

research has been identified by Worthen et al, (1997) to include: 1) determining standards for judging quality and 

decide whether those standards should be relative or absolute 2) collecting relevant information and 3) applying the 
standards to determine value, quality, utility, effectiveness, or significance (p. 5). Respectively, theoretical and field 

study research findings have indicated that evaluation enhances organizational learning (Atkinson, et al., 2005; Henry 

and Mark, 2003; Preskill, et al., 2003; Robson 1993; Sridharan, 2003; Worthen et al, 1997). 

By the same token, language educators have currently witnessed growing developments in the accrual of an 

integrated language approach to learning and teaching (Short, 2006). Language skills are not only important for 

developing the communicative skills in the English language, but they also foster an integrated teaching of reading, 

writing, listening, speaking which still remains at the core of literacy development as well (Laine, 1997). Underlying 

this is the assumption that production skills (speaking/writing) and reception skills (listening/reading) go together, and 

they develop consecutively, simply because communicative interaction involves more than one language skill; in this 

vein, these language skills reinforce each other. Therefore, language instructors, pedagogically speaking, should teach 

students how to use the language, not just the forms. An Oxford® series in language skills has been used as an 
innovative curricular provision to present the four skills of the English language at the English Department of the 

College of Languages and Translation, KKU; the series presents listening and speaking, reading comprehension, and 

writing in four levels, while in each course at each level, the Oxford® book in one skill seeks to present a curricular, 

integrated approach to all skills; i.e., in any Listening and Speaking book, the emphasis is on these two skills, yet, the 

course provides tasks and exercises covering reading and writing as well. The course books utilise a CLT approach 

blending both task-based and content-based tasks designed to promote a learner-centred approach. For example, in 
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Academic Writing, writing skills can be achieved by such tasks as free writing, pre-teaching of vocabulary specific to a 

particular social context, selected use of vocabulary in cloze test exercises, process writing through learning to brain 

storm, mind-map, writing outlines and graphic organisers in pre-writing tasks, and reading comprehension to increase 

learners‟ awareness about a specific social event or function. 

The purpose of this longitudinal study is to explore the effectiveness of the Integrated Language Skills Instruction 

approach in EFL college students. This study has been conducted for ... 

1. Investigating the effectiveness of the language skills integration approach at college level; 

2. Verifying findings from prior research indicating the effectiveness of the integrated approach, thus adding both to 

the theory and practice of integrated language teaching as proposed by Rebecca Oxford; 

3. Utilising the implementational design of instruction and curriculum adaptation in this study for teaching language 

skills courses which constitute most of the basic four levels consortium; 
4. Using this research findings in designing and implementing instructional and curricular plans not only for teaching 

English at college level, but also at pre-university levels. 

II.  LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature on ESL/EFL language skill development is vibrant with calls advocating the integrated approach to the 

study of language drawn from a skill-based language teaching approach (Arkin, 2010; Lynch, 1983; Moffett, 1983; 

Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; Tierney and Pearson, 1994; Rosenblatt, 1994; Allred, 1994; Chamot, et al., 1999; Oxford & 

Leaver, 1996; Flower and Hayes, 1994; Oxford, 2001; Tsung-Yuan & Oxford, 2002).  

However, there is little empirical testimony to evidence these claimed benefits of an integrated approach to language 

instruction. By definition, integrated language teaching here is meant to be a skill-based approach to teaching language 

skills all in one. Other definitions, not applicable to study, is that integrated language teaching refers to an approach in 

which content and language integrated learning (CLIL) bring together language teaching with the teaching of other 
subjects (Kleinsasser, 2013, p. 93). The integrated language skills approach is thought to be an effective strategy for 

whole language learning, promoting learning to be used meaningfully in real life contexts for communicative purposes 

(Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; Oxford, 2001). In other words, this approach seeks to teach language as a means of 

communication to serve the purpose it was originally created for, which can be motivating and realistic as well (Tsung-

Yuan & Oxford, 2002; Pennycook, 1989; Brown, 2001). The underlying tenet is that language is the medium of thought, 

feeling, and communication which enables one to develop self-awareness, to interact with others, and to learn (Tsung-

Yuan & Oxford, 2002).  

There are claims, however, that the integrated skills approach can be an efficient inducement to higher levels of 

motivation towards language learning in EFL students (Pennycook, 1989; Brown, 2001; Celce-Murcia, 2001; Oxford, 

2001; Richard-Amato, 2003). 

The traditional separation of language skills instruction with emphasis on particular skills and grammatical drills has 
brought into the mainstream underprepared students who are being given access to higher education through open 

admissions programmes since the 1970s all around the world (King, 1996). Though King‟s research is related to US 

college students, we can take his findings into account because his subjects were not only from the United States but 

from all over the world. 

The segregation of the skills is not consistent with the nature of language development in the first language context. 

In the first language context all language skills are interrelated. The interrelatedness of the language skills can be 

deduced from observation of a child's development of oral and written language which follows the sequence of listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing. In this vein, Strang (1972) noted this sequence: 

„Listening precedes speaking and reading. Children acquire their native tongue through listening to and imitating the 

speech of their parents. Speaking is basic to both reading and writing‟ (p. 291). 

The recognition of this sequential growth identifies the language skills as being interwoven and interdependent. It 

also suggests that a problem in one language skill will usually carry over to another skill, while proficiency in one skill 
facilitates development of another skill (Strang, 1972).  

However, there is always a hot debate whether L1 and L2 are learned in the same way or not. But the use of the 

integration of skills in L2 teaching as it happens in L1 “acquisition”, using Krashen‟s term, is seldom criticized. As the 

same kind of human brain processes both L1 and L2, one can deduce the necessity of the interrelatedness of the 

language skills in an L2 classroom from a child‟s L1 development in his/her native environment (Alatis, 1981). 

Early research findings (e.g. Strickland, 1964; Loban, 1963; Ruddell, 1966; Thomas, 1974; Cayer and Sacks, 1979) 

suggest that a student's ability to use the listening and speaking skills is closely related to the learner‟s ability to 

comprehend written language, and further deploy these skills to reading comprehension. Researchers in this area have 

concluded that an essential foundation for competence in reading and writing reflects a similar competence in oral 

language; Laine (1997) in an empirical research has remarked that “Oral language activities may help to develop 

students' reading, writing, and thinking strategies.  
Recent empirical research (e.g. Al-Ghamari, 2004; Bose, 2003; Faydi, 2003; Hefferman, 2006) also indicated the 

significance of integrated skill presentation for improved language learning outcomes, especially the integration of 

writing skills with other language skills such as reading, listening, speaking and pronunciation. 
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More specifically, in teaching writing, research suggests that segregated skill teaching, the lack of authentic 

communication that typically exists in EFL contexts, and difficulties with sequencing teaching-learning activities 

combine to hinder the development of writing skills (Hao & Sivell, 2002). Relevantly, the theoretical work of  

Rosenblatt (1994), Moffett (1983), Flower and Hayes (1994), and Vyqotsky (1986) and the pedagogical work of Atwell 

(1987) and Elbow (1986), and Bartholomae and Petrosky (1986) assert that all language skills in addition to thinking 

skills are all involved while learners activate their schemata (boxes of information stored in their memories) during the 

process of meaning-making when they read or write their own and others' texts (See Vygotsky, 1986). These authors 

showed that all the skills of language such as reading and writing cannot be considered as separate entities but should be 

integrated to ease the communicative process. 

Segregated skill teaching emanates from the philosophy that sees successful second language learning as a process 

departing from content learning (Oxford, 2001); however, this philosophy is very much emphasised in the traditional 
ESL/EFL methodology and curriculum provisioning (Mohan, 1986; Oxford, 2001; Tsung-Yuan & Oxford, 2002). 

Oxford (2001) explains that this philosophy is easier in practice, yet ineffective to warrant later whole language 

development for communicative purposes. 

She further rebuts segregation claims suggesting that such a methodology is deficient and inadequate for "later 

success in academic communication, career-related language use, or everyday interaction in the language" (Oxford, 

2001, p.2). 

Like Oxford (2001), Hinkel (2006), in the EFL context, and Berninger (2000) and Shanahan (2006), in language 

learning in general, concluded that the four skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing should not be treated as 

separate and dissimilar cognitive domains because each of these skills complements the others and helps them to grow. 

Given that the integration approach involves either using a task-based instruction approach or a content-based 

instruction approach, or a hybrid amalgam of both (Oxford, 2001), writing can be developed integratedly with other 
skills for whole language development and for purposes of communicative language teaching. Research fosters the use 

of writing and reading journals or logs 'a method not only of integrating reading and writing but also for fostering 

reading and writing development' (Sehlaoui, 2001). In the Oxford® series, it is strongly recommended for students to 

use writing journals and reading journals as well as external resources (e.g. newspapers, books, the Internet, etc.) to 

supplement the writing / reading lessons. So is the case in the new Oxford series of Well Read, Open Form, and Keep 

Writing – a new series of integrated Listening and Speaking, writing and reading courses, in which the four language 

skills are integrated in the lessons to integrally supplement listening and speaking skills development.  

III.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

The population of the study consists of male students learning English at the College of Languages and Translation, 

KKU, averagely aged 18-20 years in the academic year 2011-2012. All participants in both the control and the 
experimental group are currently enrolled in the Oxford® course-sets in Listening and Speaking, Reading 

Comprehension, and Writing (Open Forum 3, Well Read 3 – Effective Academic Writing2). 

Participants have been assigned to an instructor and a course section in a random manner through the regular 

university registration process. Since different instructors are expected to participate in this study, it is necessary to test 

for „instructor variables‟ (such as teaching style and personality), thus determining if an individual instructor produced a 

direct or interactive effect on the dependent measures. 

Design 

This study involves an analysis of the performance of two groups of students. The experimental group (n = 27 

students), who are currently being taught the language skills in an integrated approach (Course code 212 ENG-3 - 

Section 2327 in the second semester of the academic year 2011/2012). The control group (n = 25, Course code 212 

ENG-3 - Section 2328 in the second semester of the academic year 2011/2012) are to complete the same skills courses 

with no particular emphasis on skill integration. 

Hypotheses 

This study will be designed to test the following null hypotheses at the 0.05 level of significance: 

1) There are no statistically significant differences between pre-test measures of the language skills of experimental 

students and control students. 

2) There are no statistically significant differences between levels of students' performance in language skills due to 

the effects of individual instructors. 

3) There are no statistically significant differences between post-test measures of reading comprehension and 

vocabulary development of experimental students and control students. 

4) There are no statistically significant differences between measures of listening and speaking of experimental 

students and control students. 

5) There are no statistically significant differences between the language skills final examination scores for 
experimental students and control students. 

Research Groups 
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Experimental and control groups, assuring that all extraneous variables are kept constant, have been achieved through 

randomization. To assure that the characteristics of the sample members are almost similar, participants will be 

randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. 

Instrumentation 

The researcher and other four instructors who are expected to participate in conducting this study will utilise 

assessments of student performance in the areas of writing (descriptions, paragraphs, descriptive, narrative, and 

analytical essay writing), reading comprehension, and vocabulary building. To measure overall student performance in 

the entire language skills, final skills exams scores will be used. These tests have been constructed and validated by the 

members of the department, all having been standardised and piloted in the first semester. 

Statistical Treatment 

To verify that the control and experimental groups are representative of the same sample population (hypothesis one), 
a two-tailed t test will be computed based on their skills test scores obtained prior to this present experiment from their 

immediately previous writing, reading and comprehension, and listening and speaking courses. In testing for all other 

hypotheses, it is important to consider the effects that a given teaching style will potentially have on student 

performance. 

SPSS vers 16.00 was used to analyse data gleaned from this investigation. ANOVA and t-tests are the main statistical 

analysis methods that are likely to be used in this study. 

IV.  DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Descriptive analysis 

For data analysis, SPSS (Ver. 14) and Excel (Ver. 2007) were employed in the statistical study. Table 1 below 

demonstrates the descriptive statistics of the pretest and posttest comparisons of the performance of both experimental 

and control groups. To construct two homogeneous groups for study, the student‟s participants' scores in listening & 
speaking, writing and reading comprehension.  

 

TABLE 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF RESEARCH GROUPS IN ALL SKILLS 

Group  Listening Speaking Reading Writing 

Experimental group 

Pretest 

Mean 22.15 21.33 22.11 23.11 

N 27 27 27 27 

Std. Deviation 3.110 3.026 3.203 2.900 

Minimum 18 17 15 17 

Maximum 29 28 28 29 

Control group Pretest Mean 23.04 22.12 21.32 23.80 

N 25 25 25 25 

Std. Deviation 3.089 3.333 3.172 2.598 

Minimum 19 17 15 17 

Maximum 30 28 25 29 

Experimental group 

Posttest 

Mean 74.11 87.07 69.07 84.96 

N 27 27 27 27 

Std. Deviation 4.255 1.999 3.782 1.829 

Minimum 66 83 62 82 

Maximum 81 90 75 89 

Control group Posttest Mean 69.00 78.84 64.16 71.00 

N 25 25 25 25 

Std. Deviation 4.291 2.173 4.497 3.786 

Minimum 60 75 57 64 

Maximum 78 84 75 79 

 

Data were further gleaned from pretesting and post-testing, and then analysed using t-tests. 

Hypothesis I: Group Equivalence 

To test the first null hypothesis in order to make sure that they began the experiment at comparatively similar levels 

of skills, a t-test was calculated to confirm group equivalence before the relevant treatments were delivered to the 

respective groups; the obtained t-values and their significance levels are shown in (Table 2) below. 
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TABLE 2 

GROUP EQUIVALENCE AS MEASURED BY ALL SKILLS PRETESTING 

Skills Group N Mean SD t-value Sig. 

Listening Experimental group 72 22.15 3.110 
-1.037 .305 

Control group 72 23.04 3.089 

Speaking Experimental group 72 21.33 3.026 
-.892 .377 

Control group 72 22.12 3.333 

Reading Experimental group 72 22.11 3.203 
.894 .376 

Control group 72 21.32 3.172 

Writing Experimental group 72 23.11 2.900 
-.900 .373 

Control group 72 23.80 2.598 

 

The t-tests have been employed to compare the means of two groups. Considering the results of the table 3., the value 

As shown in Table 2 above, the independent samples t-test technique was applied to the mean. 

Experimental group and Control group scores for test structure and written knowledge of the learners at beginning of 

the research in order to examine the differences in Listening.  

T-test results for both the experimental group and control group showed that there are no significant differences 

between the students in both groups  [t(50) = -1.037 p > .05] in Listening , [ t(50) = -.892 p > .05] in Speaking ,  [t(50) 

= .894 p > .05] in Reading, [ t(50) = -.900 p < .05] in Writing. This asserts that the experimental and control groups 

were equal on pretesting, thereby ascertaining to group equivalence before any treatments were given to the students in 

these groups (See Figure 1 below).  
Figure 2b: Writing pretesting scores for experimental and control groups 

In addition, Table 2 above demonstrates that there were no statistically significant differences between the 

experimental and control groups on pre-testing. Thus, the first hypothesis was verified, and group equivalence was 

confirmed as it is shown in Figure 3 below.  
 

 
Figure 1: Group equivalence before the experiment 

 

The other hypotheses examined are related to the study variables preset to measure students' proficiency in all skills 

of listening, speaking, reading comprehension, and writing that may have resulted from integrated skills instruction. 

Post-treatment measures were employed after all students, in both the experimental and the control groups, had 

completed the Oxford® courses with an integrated skills pedagogy and the Oxford® courses with no work purposefully 

done towards skill integration respectively. 

Hypothesis II: Pre/Post-treatment Comparisons 

The data presented in (Table 3) show an improvement on pre-test/post-test comparisons for all skills; as the t-values 

indicate, there is a significant difference between experimental and control students (p = 0.01) to the good of the 

experimental class in all skills following exposure to integrated skills instruction. The second hypothesis is therefore 
confirmed. 

 

TABLE 3 

PRETESTING/POSTTESTING COMPARISONS OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUP PERFORMANCES ON ALL SKILLS 

Skills Group N Mean SD t-value Sig. 

Listening Experimental group 27 74.11 4.255 
4.310 .000 

Control group 25 69.00 4.291 

Speaking Experimental group 27 87.07 1.999 
14.233 .000 

Control group 25 78.84 2.173 

Reading Experimental group 27 69.07 3.782 
4.276 .000 

Control group 25 64.16 4.497 

Writing Experimental group 27 84.96 1.829 
17.135 .000 

Control group 25 71.00 3.786 

 

The researchers used t-tests to compare the means of two groups. Considering the results of the table 2., the value As 
shown in Table3, the independent samples t-test technique was applied to the mean. Experimental group and Control 
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group scores for test structure and written knowledge of the learners at beginning of the research in order to examine the 

differences in Listening.  

According to the result of the t-test made between the Experimental group and Control group to whom traditional 

teaching method was applied, there is a statistically significant difference of  [t(50) = 4.310 p < .05] in Listening , [ t(50) 

= 14.233 p < .05] in Speaking ,  [t(50) = 4.276 p < .05] in Reading, [ t(50) = 17.135 p < .05] in Writing . This confirms 

that there are statistically significant differences between the mean scores of students in all skills in the experimental 

and control groups on protesting alike which ensures group equivalence. 

Pretesting/Post testing Comparisons of Control Group Performances on All Skills 

Based on the  results in the above table, the hypothesis suggesting that there are  significant differences between both 

research groups on all skills in favour of the treatment group has been verified as well; this finding is commensurate 

with prior research findings indicating that integrated skills teaching is effective in improving language skills 
improvement (O'Day, 2002; Flora, 1995; King, 1996; Lynch, 1983; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; Rosenblatt, 1994; Allred, 

1994; Oxford & Leaver, 1996; Flower and Hayes, 1994; Oxford, 2001).  
 

TABLE 4 

ANALYSIS OF PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Experimental Group Mean N SD t-value Sig. 

Listening Pretest  74.11 27 4.255 
42.149 .000 

Posttest 22.1481 27 3.10958 

Speaking Pretest  87.07 27 1.999 
95.712 .000 

Posttest 21.3333 27 3.02553 

Reading Pretest  69.07 27 3.782 
53.400 .000 

Posttest 22.1111 27 3.20256 

Writing Pretest  84.96 27 1.829 
123.736 .000 

Posttest 23.1111 27 2.90004 

 

In addition, t-test results of pre-test and post-test scores of the experimental group in language skills revealed 

statistically significant differences [t(26) = 42.149p < .05] in Listening, [t(26) = 95.712  p < .05] in Speaking, [t(26) = 

53.400 p < .05] in Reading, [t(26) = 123.736 p < .05] in Writing between pretesting and post-testing of the experimental 

students to the good of post-testing. 
 

TABLE 5  

ANALYSIS OF PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES OF THE CONTROL GROUP 
control Group Mean N Std. Deviation t-value Sig. 

Listening Pretest  69.0000 25 4.29146 
41.986 .000 

Posttest 23.0400 25 3.08869 

Speaking Pretest  78.8400 25 2.17332 
66.765 .000 

Posttest 22.1200 25 3.33317 

Reading Pretest  64.1600 25 4.49704 
37.589 .000 

Posttest 21.3200 25 3.17175 

Writing Pretest  71.0000 25 3.78594 
63.644 .000 

Posttest 23.8000 25 2.59808 

 

Furthermore, t-test results of pre-test and post-test scores of the control group in  language skills showed meaningful 

differences between the assessments: [t(24) = 41.986 p < .05] in Listening, [t(24) = 66.765 p < .05] in Speaking, [t(24) 
= 37.589 p < .05] in Reading, [t(24) = 63.644 p < .05] in Writing performances of the students. 

Hypothesis III: Gains in Skill Development 

For differences in performance over time between the two groups, the researcher employed gain scores and the 

Paired Samples Statistics.  
 

TABLE 6 

ANALYSIS OF FOLLOW-UP TEST AND POSTTEST SCORES OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
Experimental Group Mean N Std. Deviation t-value Sig. 

Listening Follow-up test 48.9630 27 5.72768 
18.275 .000 

Posttest 74.11 27 4.255 

Speaking Follow-up test 61.8519 27 3.33632 
37.088 .000 

Posttest 87.07 27 1.999 

Reading Follow-up test 46.7778 27 3.17845 
21.722 .000 

Posttest 69.07 27 3.782 

Writing Follow-up test 59.0000 25 2.12132 
13.558 .000 

Posttest 71.0000 25 3.78594 

 

For differences in performance over time between the two groups, the researcher employed gain scores and paired 

samples statistics. 
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TABLE 7 

ANALYSIS OF FOLLOW-UP TEST AND POSTTEST SCORES OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
Experimental Group Mean N Std. Deviation t-value Sig. 

Listening Follow-up test 48.9630 27 5.72768 
18.275 .000 

Posttest 74.11 27 4.255 

Speaking Follow-up test 61.8519 27 3.33632 
37.088 .000 

Follow-up test 87.07 27 1.999 

Reading Posttest 46.7778 27 3.17845 
21.722 .000 

Follow-up test 69.07 27 3.782 

Writing Follow-up test 59.0000 25 2.12132 
13.558 .000 

Posttest 71.0000 25 3.78594 

 

According to the t-test result made between follow- up testing and post-testing scores of the experimental group in 

language skills, it was seen that a meaningful difference existed [t(26) = 18.275 p < .05] in Listening, [t(26) = 37.088 p 

< .05] in Speaking, [t(26) = 21.722 p < .05] in Reading, [t(26) = 13.558 p < .05] in Writing. 
 

TABLE 8 

ANALYSIS OF FOLLOW-UP TEST AND POSTTEST SCORES OF THE CONTROL GROUP 

Experimental Group  Mean N Std. Deviation t-value Sig. 

Listening Follow-up test 69.0000 25 4.29146 
17.087 .000 

Posttest 46.4800 25 3.50143 

Speaking Follow-up test 78.8400 25 2.17332 
25.131 .000 

Follow-up test 57.6800 25 3.69369 

Reading Posttest 64.1600 25 4.49704 
17.329 .000 

Follow-up test 44.7600 25 3.03150 

Writing Follow-up test 71.0000 25 3.78594 
19.250 .000 

Posttest 52.9600 25 2.47454 

 

According to the t-test result of follow-up testing and post-testing scores of the control group, it was seen that a 

meaningful difference existed [t(24) = 17.087 p < .05] in Listening, [t(24) = 25.131 p < .05] in Speaking, [t(24) = 
17.329 p < .05] in Reading, and [t(24) = 19.250 p < .05] in the writing performances of the students.  

 

TABLE 9 

ANALYSIS OF FOLLOW-UP AND POSTTEST SCORES OF THE EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL GROUPS 

Skills Mean N Std. Deviation t-value Sig. 

Listening Ex 48.9630 27 5.72768 
1.868 .068 

Ctrl 46.4800 25 3.50143 

Speaking Ex 61.8519 27 3.33632 
4.279 .000 

Ctrl 57.6800 25 3.69369 

Reading Ex 46.7778 27 3.17845 
2.338 .023 

Ctrl 44.7600 25 3.03150 

Writing Ex 59.5185 27 2.81985 
8.884 .000 

Ctrl 52.9600 25 2.47454 

 

Data in Table 9 above shows a significant increase (p < .01) in the experimental group's gain scores as compared 

with their peers in the control group to the good of experimental students. This disconfirms the third hypothesis which 

indicates that there are no statistically significant differences between post-test measures of reading comprehension and 

vocabulary development of experimental students and control students. 

Results from the Qualitative Data Analysis 

A.  Survey Results 

According to the results of the quantitative data which shows a significant increase (p < .01) in the experimental 

group's gain scores in comparison with those of the control group‟s, it is clear that the integrated language skills 

teaching yielded better results. Although both the groups showed improvement suggesting that the contents of the 

course are appropriate, yet the overall differences across all skills as shown in tables (8) and (9) indicate that a 

significant difference can be achieved by simply shifting the emphasis from teaching language skills in isolation to 

teaching them in an integrative fashion. Moreover, the most significant improvement occurred to students‟ writing skill, 

chiefly because the researcher‟s focus was mainly on teaching writing skill and other skills like reading, speaking and 

listening were utilised to integrate writing skill. Secondly, the two other teachers involved in the study also integrated 

writing skill in to their respective skills of listening, speaking and reading. This accounts for the marked difference in 
the improvement of writing. 

The questionnaires have been used to reveal the trends and perceptions of both the teachers and students. The 

emerging themes relate to the quality of the Writing Skill course book, both content and „teachability‟-wise. The 

teachers involved in the study together with other teachers who taught the new Oxford series at this level (26 in number) 

filled the questionnaire (See Table 10 and Figure 2 below). 
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TABLE 10 

FACULTY MEMBERS‟ FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF PARTICIPANTS 
 Frequency Percent 

Faculty members Assistant Professors 18 69.2 

Lecturers 8 30.8 

Total 26 100.0 

 

 
Figure 2: Distribution of survey informants 

 

TABLE 11 

MEANS AND SD OF TEACHERS‟ RESPONSES ON THE TEACHERS‟ QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Mean Std. Deviation 

Size and Volume 4.58 0.504 

Attractive Outlook 4.65 0.745 

Quality of editing 4.5 0.707 

Appearance of the Book: 4.58 0.65 

Availability / Clarity of the overall aims and objectives of the entire book 5 0 

Availability / Clarity of the aims and objectives of the individual chapters 5 0 

Organization and sequencing of chapters 4.81 0.402 

Organization and sequencing of activities and exercises 3.77 0.815 

Learner centered 4.46 0.647 

Teacher centered 4.65 0.745 

Text centered 5 0 

Overall Approach of the book 4.70 0.46 

Availability of Methodology 5 0 

Availability of Classroom Strategies and Techniques 3.58 0.758 

Availability of Language items for course objectives 4.12 0.952 

Level of interest in given passages/topics, etc. 4.19 0.981 

Variety in Activities and exercises 2.85 1.008 

Integrated activities 4.85 0.368 

Suitability of Exercises and activities 4.46 0.647 

Availability of graphs, charts, tables, etc. 4.46 0.647 

Availability of Audio-Visual Aids 4.46 0.647 

Quality of Audio-Visual Aids, (If any) 4.58 0.504 

Utility of these audio-visual aids 1.88 0.653 

Effectiveness of these audio-visual aids 5 0 

the book on the whole 1.92 0.688 

the passages / texts in the book 1.46 0.647 

activities and exercises in the book 1.04 0.196 

Language learning Strategies in the book 4.62 0.637 

  2.26 0.54 

Scope for supplementary materials 4.65 0.689 

Scope for Material adaptation (simplification, etc) 4.73 0.533 

Scope for Learners' participation 4.73 0.533 

Scope for Learners' Talk time 4.65 0.629 

Expected Teachers' Talk time 4.73 0.452 

the language skills / language functions 4.73 0.533 

the language learning strategies 2.73 0.919 

the language items 4.19 0.981 

the chapters 4.5 0.648 

Overall ‘Teachability’ of 4.04 0.77 

the language skills / language functions 2.73 0.919 

the language learning strategies 4.5769 0.50383 

the language items 4.5 0.5831 

the chapters 1.7308 0.66679 

Overall ‘Learnability’ of: 3.38 0.67 
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As it appears from Table 11, teachers involved were satisfied fully with the methodology, approach, organization, 

sequencing of chapters, effectiveness in terms of teaching the contents and cultural relevance of the book.  

B.  Interview Analysis: Highlights 

Interviewed teachers have given their their reasons for choosing the instructional techniques that supported holistic, 

integrated language teaching. The interviewees have retrospectively spelt out their beliefs and assumptions that underlie 
integrated language instruction. According to interviewees, beliefs and tenets that that support integrated literacy 

instruction utilizes portions of listening, speaking, reading and writing discourse. Integrated language pedagogy is, and 

can be done through utilizing a variety of formal and informal methods in both structured and unstructured modes; thus, 

it is developmental, holistic, and is grounded in repetitions and patterns. Below are some excerpts of the responses of 

the interviewed teachers verbatim: 

Integrated Literacy Instruction utilizes integrative portions of listening, speaking, reading and writing pieces of 

discourse: 

Teacher 1: In language development we promote listening, speaking, reading and writing and all are equally 

important.  

Teacher 2: We don't teach receptive skills first, then speaking and writing after that. We involve the students in 

listening, speaking, reading and writing, we just move from the simple to the complex.  

Literacy instruction is structured and unstructured  

Teacher 1: We believe in structured and unstructured curriculum. Depending on the readiness or maturity of the 

group. 

Teacher 2: We follow our planning diaries and lesson plans, but sometimes we are a bit more relaxed.  

Literacy instruction is developmental  

Teacher 1: We need to give enough time to prepare the ground for the process to become a skill.  

Teacher 2: Students are thinking in their mother tongue, so I consider this when I decide whether to repeat the lesson 

or go on. 

Literacy instruction is holistic  

Teacher 1: We believe in the holistic approach. You will see that as we go along we have grammar and structure 

exercises, but also time for dialogue that will be useful in their lives and natural conversations.  

Teacher 2: We use a holistic approach for the overall development of a child. Creative activities and cultural 
activities.  

We have a holistic approach. The Oxford® series promotes speaking and listening together with reading, more 

significantly. The Academic Writing book address the language skills, but has many activities for writing. Free writing, 

well, a bit of free writing. 

Literacy instruction is integrated  

Teacher 1: Our philosophy includes integration of reading with writing, listening with speaking. 

Teacher 2: There are varied exercises focusing on drawing links between the different threads of language skills in a 

sequence that is mostly likely inducing to or guaranteeing integration. 

Literacy instruction uses repetition  

Teacher 1: Listening and Speaking Oxford® courses, such as Open Forum have planned and repeated listening to 

stories, music, sounds. And vocabulary and phrases. In the writing book, there are repetitive exercises aiming at linking 
language skills and drilling kill patterns.  

Teacher 2: Planned and repeated vocabulary is built up in order to enable them to speak in sentences. This improves 

fluency in speech, using words to form sentences and patterns of sentences.  

Literacy instruction uses patterns  

Teacher 1: In writing classes, sentence patterns and paragraph patterns are out there. Before students are asked to 

speak or present their writings, the teacher demonstrates the sentence pattern several times.  

Teacher 2: We use patterns and repetition then students learn with ease and confidence.  

It is worth noting that while teachers in the interview identified their teaching as „holistic‟, it appeared this had a 

different meaning from what is often referred to as „holistic‟. The constructivist perspective about holistic teaching 

indicates that students' engagement in a process of learning depends on their background, interest, and abilities 

(Stainback & Stainbeck, 1992). This perspective does not seem to be the point of reference for what they were calling 

"holistic." Occasionally, "holistic" is used to describe instruction for special education that recognizes multi-modals of 
learning or focuses on multi-sensory techniques (Daniels, 1999; Oxford, 2001). 

C.  Diary Analysis: Highlights 

The journals that instructors kept indicated in order to help integrate the language skills and teach language 

holistically, teachers themselves should model the paradigm for their students, sharing their practices and products 

publicly in the classroom so that students can experience the thinking and actions of a particular writer, the teacher 
being a model in this context. One teacher wrote in his diary: 

"Drawing on my own experiences as a writer means putting myself on the line, sharing what it is like to go through 

some of the same struggles and successes the students experience."  
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Another teacher wrote:  

“. . . I learned that I only have to write a little bit better than my students for them to learn from my demonstrations ... 

I teach them that writing is important, but it is equally important for them that they become competent presenters of 

their writings – this requires, in reality, developing their speaking and reading skills diametrically..” 

Given the importance that these teachers place on using their own literacy practices as teaching models, and a holistic 

development of the language skills, one might infer that it is important for new teachers in the department, who have 

not been familiar with the Oxford® series, to receive the same sort of modeling while they present the individual courses 

of Oxford®, thus missing a lot in achieving integration of skills in their teaching. In real practice in the classroom, there 

appears to be scant evidence that this occurs. 

V.  DISCUSSION 

The gains of the Integrated Language Skills group in both writing and in the interrelated skills of listening 
comprehension, speaking and reading comprehension may be attributed to the emphasis placed on presenting the 

writing skills in integration with other skills and sub skills. The experimental writing course was instructionally 

designed to provide ample time and integration effort for instructional activities in the various areas of language skills 

while approaching these skills in an integrated manner in. This finding is compatible with other observations and 

research findings of some authors and critics (e.g., Oxford, 2001; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992; King, 1996; Landberg, 

1993; Laine, 1997; Allred, 1994; Flora, 1997; O'Day, 2002; Hefferman, 2006). The results of this study demonstrate 

these views. The Integrated Language Skills students, who were found to be deficient in communications skills before 

the initiation of the study, were able to develop their skills in the most complex area of language – writing – while 

working on other skills areas. As has been earlier noted, reading and listening before writing all helped to brush up on 

the skills and linguistic as well as real world knowledge of the students which helped in the overall development of their 

writing skills. 
In other words, writing skill, which is more demanding than other language skills,  developed more in the 

experimental treatment group than the control one because integrated skills teaching helped and supported overall 

language development for communicative purposes – e.g. the integrated instruction in vocabulary, grammar, reading 

comprehension, listening and speaking all contributed to induced language development by helping learners to use 

vocabulary well in context, use ideas from reading and listening texts, etc. The use of authentic communication, 

sequenced teaching-learning activities tasks integrating all skills as being all equally important, use of content-based 

material, especially in reading before writing, classroom and peer discussions, the use of writing and reading journals, 

and the use of student-tape recording as well as supplementary cassette and video segments accompanying the course 

all contributed to the improvement of all skills in the experimental group participants. In this vein this innovation 

clearly supports Breen and Candlin‟s views on the issue of inter-relatedness of skills development and curriculum 

purposes. “Just as no single communication ability can develop independently of other abilities, so the development of 
one skill may well depend on the appropriate development of other skills ... just as a refinement of the skill of reading, 

for example, will contribute to the development of speaking and vice-versa.” (Breen & Candlin, p 15). This confirms 

previous research findings and extrapolations in relevant literature on the topic of integrated skills teaching in 

foreign/second language teaching (Sehlaoui, 2001; Hao & Sivell, 2002; Heffernan, 2006; Al-Ghamari, 2004; Oxford, 

2001; Faydi, 2003; Bose, 2003). 

The philosophy that underpins integrated skills teaching is also reflected in the ideas in Graves (2001, p 184) 

discussion of a „four-skills based approach to syllabus design‟ to build the proficiency level of the learners. This 

according to him can be best achieved by teachers who „find ways to integrate them‟. The present study was a step in 

this direction and demonstrated that the students proficiency level in the experimental group improved significantly by 

the innovative use of skills‟ integration. 

Finally, as pointed out in the aim of the study, this was meant to be a “formative, evaluative research” which “is 

designed to provide information that may be used for the basis for future planning and action”. (Rea-Dickens & 
Germaine, 2001, p 254). Therefore, the findings that integrated skills teaching improved students‟ overall 

communication proficiency in all the skills, especially writing, makes this research a valuable reference document. It 

may influence some policy decision in favour of a shift towards teaching language skills in an integrated way. It should 

logically lead to a detailed reassessment of the term-work course study programmes of each skill. More integrative 

skills activities may be included in order to utilise the Oxford® series full potential. 

Evaluation of work on the Present Study 

In terms of the aims and question of this study, it is believed that the evaluation of the proposed innovation affirmed 

that integrative skills teaching through the Oxford® series has been successful in significantly improving the skills 

proficiency of the experimental group students who undertook the course between March and June 2009 in their first 

term of the academic year. 

In terms of professional development, the researcher plans to implement a genre based or text-based approach to 
teaching writing skills and evaluate its effectiveness.  

VI.  RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Based on the findings of the present study and the survey findings done by the involved teachers, the following 

recommendations and implications are set forth for improving integrated skill teaching of the English language skills, 

especially as taught in the Oxford® series at KKU: 

1. Language skill teachers should be trained to use “integration of skills” even if they are assigned to teach only one 

skill. 

2. For the effective teaching using the “integration of skills” language teachers should be trained to adopt the 

materials of Oxford® series to make them comprehensible to the underprepared students of KKU. 

3. The language teachers should be trained to manage the classroom time efficiently. For using the “integration of 

skills” a teacher needs more time than teaching a single skill. 

4. The department of English should extend each class-time from 1 hour to 2 hours. It can be done easily by 

decreasing the number of classes. 
5. Language instructors should employ language learning strategies and emphasize that a given strategy can often 

enhance performance in multiple skills, and reflect the integration of the skills in any language evaluation test. 

VII.  PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Regarding implications for research, the present study indicates the following as in need for further investigations: 

1. Learn more about the various ways to integrate language skills in the classroom (e.g., content-based, task-based, or 

a combination). 

2. Examine potential research on the effects of integration on particular skill development such as speaking and 

listening or reading and writing; relate such research findings to error analysis of particular skill errors in the EFL 

students, and examine the interrelated nature of the literacy skills. 

3. Explore the incorporation of literature teaching in an integrated skill instructional methodology for developing 

language skills.  
4. Extend culture teaching to integrated skill instruction in the EFL classroom. 

5. Examine the effects of integrated skill instruction on the abstinence or controlled use of L1 in an EFL classroom at 

the college level. 
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