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 The study examined the effectiveness of structured didactic methods in 

improving communicative competence among 26 undergraduate university 

students using a pretest–posttest experimental design. The intervention 

consisted of guided oral presentations, structured debates, dialogic 

interaction, guided writing with drafting–revision cycles, and scaffolded 

reading activities based on inferential and critical questioning. These 

techniques were implemented through a sequence of instructional workshops 

organized into baseline assessment, didactic intervention, and post-

intervention evaluation phases. Data was analyzed using descriptive and 

inferential statistics, including paired-sample t-tests, effect size estimation 

(Cohen’s d), normalized gain (Hake’s g), and 95% confidence intervals (CI) 

to determine the magnitude and reliability of learning outcomes. The results 

revealed substantial improvements across all communicative domains after 

the intervention. At baseline, performance was low to moderate across 

competencies. In particular, 0.0% in writing indicates that no student met the 

predefined proficiency threshold at pretest, while reading comprehension 

showed 11.5% proficiency, and oral expression 19.2%. The performance 

increased markedly followed by intervention, with posttest scores were 

80.8% in oral expression, 69.3% in writing, and 73.1% in reading. Such 

gains were statistically significant (p<0.001) and had high effect sizes 

(Cohen’s d=2.17 to 2.31). Normalized gain scores (g=0.56-0.62) reflected 

medium-to high-level instructional effectiveness on all competencies. The 

overlap of statistical results, effect sizes, and learning patterns prove that the 

intervention is pedagogically effective, and it is relevant to be used in the 

context of higher education to reinforce the oral, written, and reading 

abilities with the help of evidence-based teaching methods. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Communication is also one of the core competencies in higher education as it assists students in 

expressing ideas, communicating effectively in both academic and social aspects and mold up knowledge 

through the language. Oral and written communicable are important in academic and professional success as 

well as in life learning [1]. In modern higher-education, communicative performance is now being both 

considered a measurable learning outcome, as well as a marginalized skill, especially in the competency-

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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based curriculum and quality-assurance models that focus on measurable student learning [2]. Recent 

educational evaluation policies have given communication a transversal competence that is associated with 

academic persistence, employability and institutional accreditation-based on their relevance in many 

disciplines-has increased its relevance [3], [4]. Nevertheless, in spite of such acknowledgement, there is 

always some evidence that a lot of university students lack competence in the ability to express ideas 

verbally, constructive scholarly writing, and understand complex readings, particularly in learning settings 

where high-order cognitive processing is required [5], [6]. 

Theoretically, communicative competence can be seen as a multidimensional construct that 

combines linguistic, cognitive, pragmatic, and sociocultural aspects that enable individuals to comprehend, 

create as well as negotiate meaning in various [7], [8]. This construct is typically operationalized in 

educational research in three interconnected aspects oral expression (spoken interaction, argumentation, and 

presentation), written expression (textual organization, coherence and writing conventions of academic texts), 

reading comprehension (literal, inferential and critical understanding of texts) [9], [10] that together represent 

the core mechanisms through which students’ access, construct, and communicate academic knowledge. 

Oral expression indicates how the learners are capable of expressing their ideas fluently, carry on  

a dialogue format, and justify arguments within academic situations that is critical to their functioning in 

classroom discourse and evaluation activities. Written expressions reflect the ability to organize ideas rationally, 

to use disciplinary leisure, and follow the rules of the scholarly community, which makes it one of the focuses 

of the higher-order cognitive processing and knowledge synthesis. Comprehension, in its turn, helps students to 

decode, interpret, and critically analyze academic texts, which is the basis of information processing, conceptual 

understanding, and arguments based on evidence. More importantly, these dimensions act in a reciprocal and 

dynamic way: academic writing is reinforced by reading, conceptual knowledge is reinforced by writing, and 

oral interaction is reinforced by both understanding and expression, to create a whole communicative 

performance as opposed to a set of disjointed abilities. These dimensions are dynamically interacting during the 

learning processes and they, as a whole, contribute to knowledge building and attention to performance. 

Nevertheless, several studies have revealed that university students also have long-lasting challenges 

especially in academic writing format, clarity of arguments, and critical reading, which have adverse impacts 

on the learning processes and prevent any meaningful interaction with disciplinary material [11], [12]. 

An increasing body of literature links these shortcomings to the preponderance of the traditional 

modes of teaching which place more emphasis on content delivery than on learner interaction [13], [14].  

A lecture-driven teaching approach usually leaves little room to engage in interaction, receive feedback, and 

practice communication, which leads to a separated skills learning and shallow learning. Conversely, modern 

instructional models are based on student-focused, active, and competence-based education that incorporates 

team learning, ongoing assessment, and practice [15], [16]. In this context, didactic techniques are thought of 

as purposefully planned instructional processes that organize the learning processes to ensure there is 

interaction, scaffolding, reflection, and feedback. Examples are guided oral presentations, guided debates, 

dialogic queries, draft revision writing, and scaffold reading on inferential and critical questions and prompts 

[17], [18]. These methods act as mediational actions between the instructional objectives and the student 

achievement and allow the learners to actively build meaning as opposed to passively receiving information. 

The didactic techniques can be used to promote gradual acquisition of skills by sequencing guided practice 

tasks with independent application, as well as enable instructors to evaluate learning by using formative 

feedback. Besides, when systematically used, they promote metacognitive awareness as students become 

aware of their communicative processes, their strengths and weaknesses, and modify the strategies to 

facilitate them. When applied in a coherent manner, these techniques provide an instructional context where 

oral interaction, written production, and reading comprehension are mutually reinforced, leading to enduring 

and transferable communicative competence. Empirical research shows that these techniques can lead to 

improved motivation, autonomy, and lasting communicative performance even at the various levels of 

education where they are done in a systematic manner. 

Despite the growing international consensus on using active and guided instruction methods as 

effective towards language and communication development [19], [20], most of previous studies are 

concerned with individual skills (e.g., writing or reading only), short-term interventions, or descriptive 

studies. Limited studies have assessed the combined impact of such didactic methods on oral, written, and 

reading aspects of learning or on a combination of these aspects at the same time, with indicators of strong 

strength, namely effect sizes and normalized learning gains. This is a particularly apparent limitation in Latin 

American higher education, where the contextual, institutional, and resource conditions influence teaching 

activities. The situation in the Peruvian public-university case, where internal diagnostic testing and 

institutional reports have shown poor achievement scores in academic writing and reading comprehension, is 

particularly in the first years of study, which is structural in nature when it comes to education and 

humanities-related programs. 
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The identified situation shows a definite research gap in terms of the absence of empirically tested 

instructional models that would illustrate how systematic and structured contributions to more profound 

didactic methods could be used to reinforce communicative performance in tertiary education. Although the 

notion of communicative competence has been previously recognized with regard to its conceptual 

significance, only a limited number of studies to have brought about quantitative evidence of instructional 

effectiveness in terms of pretest- posttest comparison, confidence intervals (CI), and learning-gain criteria. 

Lack of such evidence restrains transfer of pedagogical theory to practical teaching activities and curricula 

development and teaching decision making in universities. In the absence of empirically tested models that 

have strong learning indicators, teachers tend to use intuitively informed or disjointed approaches that are not 

systematically aligned to the learning outcomes and assessment standards. Such an opening diminishes the 

success of curriculum planning, undermines the process of evaluation based on evidence and prevents the 

institutionalization of pedagogical innovations that can enhance the level of communicative performance.  

As a result, universities experience challenges with the establishment of coherent instructional models that 

would guarantee the consistent creation of oral, written, and reading skills throughout the courses and 

programs. This gap has been identified as one of the key areas that should be dealt with in order to enhance 

the process of educational evaluation and the quality of instruction. 

In order to address this demand, the current study will set out to examine the impact of didactic 

methods meant to be structured on the acquisition of communicative competence amongst university students 

who are studying the course of communication and literature at the Universidad Nacional Daniel Alcides 

Carrion. The study employs a one-group pretest posttest quantitative-based research design to assess the 

effectiveness of the change in oral expression, written expression, and reading comprehension after a series 

of instructional workshops that are planned systematically. The originality of the research is integrated 

methodology that involves the combination of various didactic strategies and strict statistical analysis with 

the effect size estimation and normalized learning gains to offer empirical data on the effect of instruction. 

The current study, in contrast with the previous ones which focus on separate communicative abilities, or in 

which descriptive results are the main focus, considers oral expression, written expression and reading 

comprehension as simultaneous evaluation in one instructional model. In addition, it is possible to use 

complementary statistical indicators, thus being able to interpret the magnitude of the learning gains and their 

educational relevance of the learning gains much more precisely, which will further enhance the validity of 

the instructional conclusions. This synthesized model adds to the replicable and evaluation-focused 

framework that will improve the presence of data-driven decision-making in higher education and 

complement the current pedagogical studies. The results have both educational research and practical 

implications as they provide a teaching method that can be replicated and shown to be evidence-based, as 

well as contribute to advancing communicative competence as a learning outcome in higher education. 

 

 

2. METHOD 

Explaining the research chronologically, including the research design, research procedures (in the 

form of algorithms, pseudocode, or other), how to test, and data. The research was carried out in the 

framework of a quantitative approach with qualitative supplementary aspects, where a pre-experimental, one 

group pretest-posttest design was used. The choice of this design aimed at determining how the didactic 

techniques influence the development of the communicative competencies in university students by 

comparing the level of performance pre- and post-intervention. The quantitative element enabled the 

objective assessment of the learning gains whereas the qualitative element facilitated the explanation of the 

behavioral changes realized in the teaching process. The research was conducted in the orientation of applied 

research because it aimed at addressing a practical educational issue by applying pedagogical strategies that 

would help in enhancing communicative competence. The study was explanatory level, as it investigated the 

cause and effect correlation between didactic techniques (independent variable) and communicative 

competencies (dependent variable), as shown in Figure 1. 

 

2.1.  Participants and sampling 

The study population consisted of 126 students enrolled in the communication and literature course 

of the Faculty of Education at the Universidad Nacional Daniel Alcides Carrión (Peru). From this population,  

a purposive sample of 26 fourth-semester students was selected to participate in the intervention. Purposive 

sampling was employed because the study followed a pre-experimental, one-group pretest–posttest design 

that required continuous participation in all instructional workshops and assessments. Only students who met 

the inclusion criteria regular course attendance, availability throughout the intervention period, and 

completion of both pretest and posttest were selected. This sampling strategy was appropriate for the 

instructional and exploratory nature of the study, as the primary objective was to examine within-group 

learning changes rather than to estimate population parameters. Methodological literature supports the use of 
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small, purposively selected samples in pretest–posttest designs when effect sizes and learning gains are used 

as primary indicators of instructional impact [21], [22]. It is, however, realized that the sampling is not 

probability based and the sample size is also limited, which limits the generalizability of the results.  

The findings then must not be interpreted as a demonstration of instructional effectiveness in a particular 

educational setting but as a reflection of all the students. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of didactic techniques on communicative competence development 

 

 

2.2.  Intervention design 

The systematic use of didactic methods with the orientation to the development of communicative 

competence was the intervention that was carried out in a structured teaching time. The intervention 

involved: i) methods of oral expressions (guided oral presentations, dialogic interaction, and structured 

debates); ii) writing development techniques (writing and revision cycles and text organization exercises); 

and iii) reading comprehension techniques (guided reading, inferential questioning, and critical analysis 

activities). Three instructional workshops addressed all the competences and were founded on the principles 

of active learning, scaffolding, and formative feedback. The teaching lessons were carried out in an organized 

flow: i) activation of previous knowledge; ii) guided practice; iii) collaborative application; and iv) feedback 

and reflection. This organization provided a pedagogical consistency and provided the opportunity of gradual 

development of communication skills. 

 

2.3.  Instruments and data collection 

2.3.1. Quantitative instrument 

The 17-item self-assessment questionnaire was used to collect data and assessed the perceived 

communicative competence in three dimensions oral expression, written expression, and reading 

comprehension of students. The tool made the students consider the frequency of the manifestation of certain 

communicative behaviors in the academic settings, which is why it could be deemed as suitable to measure 

the perceived competence development prior to and after the intervention. The 4-point Likert scale was used 

to measure the responses: never, sometimes, almost always, and always. It was also consistent with the fact 

that the scope of the study was based on the research on communicative performance awareness and self-

reflection among the learners, which are essential elements of competence-based education. The instrument 

was tested by the expert judgment, as the content relevance, clarity, and coherence were determined. 

Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 0.908, which was a good internal consistency. Although self-assessment 

instruments may be influenced by subjective perception, their use is widely accepted in educational research 

when the objective is to examine perceived learning gains and instructional impact over time. 
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2.4.  Qualitative support 

To establish the student involvement, patterns of interacting and the engagement with instructional 

activities, complementary qualitative observations were made during classroom sessions. These were 

observations that were used to interpret the quantitative findings and triangulate results. 

 

2.5.  Procedure 

The experiment was conducted in three-phase organized research. At the pretest level,  

a communicative competence questionnaire was administered on the students which was used to determine 

the baseline levels of performance in oral expression, written communication and reading comprehension. 

This baseline assessment served as a diagnostic benchmark to determine the initial competencies of the 

students and to assure the comparability of the end results with the results at the beginning of the 

intervention. Didactic techniques were adopted in the intervention phase by conducting a series of structured 

and well-planned workshops. The instructional tasks were particularly developed to reinforce communicative 

competencies, as specific strategies were based on the focus on oral expression, written production, and 

reading comprehension. The intervention was focused on active engagement and guided practice, as well as 

on the elements of integration of pedagogical strategies in accordance with communicative learning goals. 

During the posttest stage, the identical assessment tool was reread to assess a learning acquisition 

and determine the intervention effectiveness. The procedures of data collection were the same at all stages to 

attain consistency, reliability and validity of the findings. Such methodological rigor enabled an effective 

comparison of the results in pretest and posttest as well as enabling the analysis of the instructional influence 

of the didactic techniques used. 

 

2.6.  Data analysis 

2.6.1. Descriptive analysis 

The descriptive statistics were used to summarize and describe the level of performance of the 

students in the measured dimensions. The average performance was presented in terms of the measures of 

central tendency, especially the mean, whereas the standard deviation conveyed the data concerning the 

dispersion and variability of the scores among the participants. Besides these, frequency counts and 

percentage distribution were made to characterize the responses distribution as well as to make it easy to 

interpret the pattern of performance across categories. These statistical indicators enabled the simple and 

detailed description of the data before inferential analysis. 

 

2.6.2. Inferential analysis 

Before hypothesis testing, data normality was assessed using the Shapiro–Wilk test. Although the 

normality test suggested acceptable distribution (p>0.05), the analysis was conducted using the non-

parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank test to ensure robustness given the small sample size (n=26) and ordinal 

nature of Likert-scale data. Accordingly, differences between pretest and posttest scores were evaluated using 

z-statistics, along with p-values and effect sizes (r). Effect sizes were interpreted following standard 

thresholds (small=0.1, medium=0.3, large=0.5). Additionally, Cohen’s d and normalized gain (Hake’s g) 

were computed to estimate the magnitude and instructional effectiveness of learning outcomes. 

 

 

3. RESULTS 

The findings indicate that there is a significant improvement in communicative skills after the use of 

didactic techniques, and there are steady increases in all dimensions that were assessed. Students were found 

to have low to moderate performance levels at baseline, especially in writing (pre=0.0%) and reading 

(pre=11.5%), but the oral expressions were somewhat higher at baseline (pre=19.2%). Pre=0.0% of writing at 

the baseline does not mean that no student was at the predetermined level of proficiency according to  

Likert-scale criteria, but rather that no student scored above the specified level of proficiency. In particular, 

the answers of all the students in the writing dimension were clustering in the low categories (never and 

sometimes), which implies that the main characteristics of the behaviors like the ability to organize ideas in  

a coherent way, following the rules of academic writing, and revising the written work were always missing 

during the pretest phase. 

The distribution is a reflection of a uniformly low perceived writing competence before the 

intervention and offers a significant point of reference with which to understand later increases. All the 

competencies increased significantly after the intervention with the posttest results of 80.8 percent in oral 

expression, 69.2% in writing, 73.1% in reading and 80.8% in overall communicative competence. These 

gains correspond to statistically significant improvements, with large effect sizes reflected in the standardized 

values (oral expression: Δ=61.6%, z=5.64, p<0.001; writing: Δ=69.2%, z=7.64, p<0.001; reading: Δ=61.6%, 

z=5.75, p<0.001), indicating a strong impact of the didactic intervention on students’ communicative 
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development, as presented in Figure 2. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test revealed statistically significant 

improvements across all communicative dimensions (p<0.001). 

The multidimensional trend of improvement also shows that the intervention did not stimulate one 

skill independently but encouraged an equal progress in communicative areas. The similarity of high posttest 

scores and small CI (overall competence: 95% CI [54.8, 91.4]) is a sign of effectiveness and consistency of 

the instructional approach. The graphical representation shows that there is a sharp change in the low 

performance areas towards high performance which is an indicator of a strong learning pattern. This trend 

supports the assumption that sequential didactic strategies incorporating guided practice, interaction, and 

feedback help to guide meaningful learning and enhance oral, written, and reading skills to the same extent, 

which contributes to the pedagogical validity of the intervention, as in Figure 2. 
 

 

 
Note: (A) Presentation of the percentages of pretest and posttest of communicative competencies (oral expression, writing, reading, 

and overall competency). This figure statistical visualization based on the quadrant-based methodology of competency distribution. 
 

Figure 2. Pretest-posttest comparison of communicative competencies that have statistically significant 

improvement after application of didactic techniques 
 

 

The analysis shows that there was a distinct and consistent development in the communicative 

competence after the didactic intervention because of the multidimensional learning patterns that were 

realized in the competencies. There was a significant improvement in overall competence, oral expression, 

writing and reading performance between pretest and posttest with mean performance improving to around 

3.78, 3.81, 3.65, and 3.11, respectively. These gains are a consistent upward learning trend and not an 

accidental increment in gains, and the instructional strategy had a systematic impact on the student’s 

communicative development. The gradual nature of the learning surface also indicates that the development 

was gradual and structured, which supports the process of the didactic techniques implemented in the 

development of higher-order communicative skills, as in Figure 2. Moreover, the response-shift analysis 

shows that the learning gains were not only quantitative but also qualitative as indicated in redistributing the 

students to a higher performance category. The magnitude of improvement was strongest in writing (Δ≈0.61) 

and overall competence (Δ≈0.66), followed by oral expression (Δ≈0.57) and reading (Δ≈0.63). These values 

demonstrate a significant shift in the response levels between the lower ones and almost always and always, 

which proves that the intervention had significant behavioral and cognitive impacts. The fact that the 

improvement was more concentrated in the areas with higher responses implies that not only students raised 

their scores but also made their communicative performance more consistent and confident. Collectively, 

these results provide robust evidence that the didactic techniques implemented in the study generated a strong 

and multidimensional impact on communicative competence development, as shown in Figure 3. Figure 3 (a) 



Int J Eval & Res Educ  ISSN: 2252-8822  

 

Effectiveness of systematic didactic workshops in improving university … (Teófilo F. Valentín Melgarejo) 

1767 

shows the mean pretest and posttest scores for overall communicative competence, oral expression, written 

expression, and reading comprehension. Figure 3 (b) shows distributional shift of student responses across 

Likert-scale categories from pretest to posttest. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Dimensional visualization of communicative competence development among variables:  

(a) multidimensional learning gain surface and (b) response shift intensity surface 
 

 

The findings elaborated in the three panels show consistent and well-developed tendency of the 

enhancement of communicative competence after didactic intervention. The learning patterns in Panel A 

indicate steady increase in the pretest-to-posttest in all the competencies with the mean scores increasing to 

more than 45-46 on baseline to scores of over 55 in posttest period. The similar positive patterns of overall 

competence, oral expression, writing, and reading reveal that learning gains were not local, but systematic, 

pointing to the fact that the intervention did not favor the imbalanced development of communicative 

domains. It is also a progressive trend, indicating not only a quantitative but also a learning consolidation, 

since all competencies were on a similar growth curve, which supports the success of the instructional design. 

Panel B complements these findings by quantifying learning efficiency through normalized gain (Hake’s g). 

The values obtained ranged from 0.56 to 0.62, corresponding to medium-to-high learning gains, with the 

highest effects observed in overall competence (g=0.62) and oral expression (g=0.61). There were also 

significant improvements in writing (g=0.56) and reading (g=0.59) and this suggests that the intervention was 

very and equally impactful on the skills, as seen in Figure 4. These findings are further corroborated by  

Panel C where the percentage improvement is depicted, which went past 23 in all competencies and 25.4 in 

overall performance. The overlapping of the trajectory analysis, normalized gain and percentage 

improvement offer convergent evidence that the didactic techniques resulted into meaningful, sustained and 

pedagogically significant changes in communicative competence in all of the dimensions assessed. Figure 4 (a) 

demonstrates the learning patterns between pretest and posttest scores in overall, oral, writing and reading 

competencies. Figure 4 (b) shows the normalized learning gains (g) of Hake, which shows the success of the 

instructional strategy. In Figure 4 (c), the improvement in various competencies is presented as a percentage, 

and it demonstrates the extent to which the competencies have improved since the intervention. 

The impact of the intervention is well established based on the analysis of the effect size which 

shows that the effect is strong and consistent in all communicative competencies. The obtained effect sizes 

are greater than the traditional cut-off value of a large effect (d≥0.80), meaning that the improvement identified 

is educational, as well as statistically significant. The strongest effect is demonstrated by overall 

communicative competence (d≈2.31), writing (d≈2.31), reading (d≈2.28), and oral expressions have very 

high effect size as well (d≈2.17), as shown in Figure 5. These values show that there was a significant change 

in student performance that can be credited to didactic intervention, which was way beyond what would be 

anticipated of natural progression or exposure to instruction. These findings are also strong because of the CI 

of every effect size. The confidence ranges under all competencies are far above the level of large effects, 

which proves high accuracy and consistency of the effects of the intervention. The concentration of the effect 

sizes on the top end indicates that the didactic strategies used were effective in the oral, written, and reading 

aspects and not in one of the skills alone. This tendency helps to draw the conclusion that the intervention 

resulted in a significant, generalized increase in communicative competence, and proves its strong 

pedagogical efficiency and its possible relevance in the wider educational framework, as in Figure 5. 
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(a) (b) (c) 

 

Figure 4. The development of communicative competence after the didactic intervention: (a) pretest-posttest 

learning curve in terms of overall, oral, writing, and reading competencies, (b) Hake’s g gains through 

normalized learning, and (c) percentage improvement by competency 

 

 

 
Note: Horizontal bars represent Cohen’s d values with corresponding CI for overall, oral, writing, and reading competencies. 

Dashed reference lines indicate conventional thresholds for small (0.20), medium (0.50), and large (0.80) effects, showing that the 
intervention produced predominantly medium-to-large improvements across all competencies. 

 

Figure 5. Effect magnitude of the didactic intervention on communicative competencies 

 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

The research study provides a good empirical evidence that systematic application of didactic 

techniques can do a lot to the development of communicative skills among university students. The pretest-

after test comparison revealed that the instructional intervention resulted in significant educational effects on 

all the areas of oral expression, writing, reading, and general communicative competency instead of marginal 

performance change effects. In the case of communicative competence, the levels at the baseline were low 

and moderate, particularly in writing and reading as it conforms to the results of Bastos [23] and  

Guzmán-Simón et al. [24], which demonstrated the persistence of the weakness in the higher-level language 

skills. The result of posttest scores (69% and up on all competencies) and posttest scores (over 80% on oral 

expression and overall competence) were observed to be strong, as in Figure 1. In addition to the numeric 

growth of posttest scores, the shift in the low performance at the beginning of the test to the higher levels of 

performance indicates a qualitative change in the communicative behavior of students. Specifically, the 

transition to higher Likert scales (never and sometimes to almost always and always) could indicate a better 
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self-control, awareness of the task, and strategic application of language in the academic life. This means that 

the intervention not only led to competence acquisition but also enhanced stability and purpose in 

communicative practice. 

These effect sizes are unusually large (Cohen’s d≈2.17–2.31), but one should take them with due 

caution. A number of factors contributing to the inflation of the estimates of the effect size could have been 

methodological in nature, such as a lack of a control group, pre-experimental one-group design, and the 

relatively small sample population. Moreover, the fact that the participants were aware of participating in an 

instructional intervention might have created a Hawthorne effect, which enhanced the involvement and  

self-reported improvement. These aspects do not nullify the findings but indicate that the resultant effects are 

upper-bound estimates of instructional impacts instead of conclusive magnitude of causation. Further, such 

greatness of the effects could also be attributed to relative homogeneity of the instructional situation, in which 

all respondents were subjected to identical amount of content, instructor, and evaluation standard. This kind of 

situation is likely to decrease within-group variability, which exaggerates standardized effect size estimates. 

Therefore, even though the results could be used in order to support the high instructional effectiveness, their 

interpretation should prioritize on instructional potential, as opposed to clear magnitude of effect. 

The magnitude and maintenance of the increase in the competencies shows that the intervention was 

part of the overall acquisition of communication skills rather than the selective acquisition of skills in the 

single area. This multi-dimensional tendency supports those theoretical perspectives which suppose that 

communicative competence is a multifunctional construct; it involves the cognitive, linguistic, and social 

aspects [25]. The identified shifts towards the more preferable performance types and statistically significant 

standardized effects (z values 5.64-7.64, p<0.001) suggest that the didactic methods proved effective in 

promoting the learning of the skills and also the performance consolidation. Similar findings have been 

reported that has paid attention to the active and guided teaching methods that lead to the enhanced 

involvement of students and encourage the application of language to the real-life scenarios [26], [27]. 

The extent and regularity of the recorded gains can be attributed further by the combined character 

of the workshops of combining oral expression, written expression and reading comprehension in a deliberate 

manner instead of addressing them as independent abilities. Cognitive input of reading activities was applied 

as input to writing activities whereby the students had to interpret, synthesize and critique texts before they 

could produce any written response. These written works were then used to make an oral presentation, debate 

and provoke dialogic conversations to further strengthen conceptual learning by verbalizing it. This 

circularity of integration enabled every communicative dimension to reinforce and maintain the others which 

had a cumulative learning effect, consistent with the socio-constructivist and competence-based learning 

models. More importantly, the workshops did not consider communicative skills as the separate instructional 

goals but as the processes that mutually reinforced each other. The comprehension activities of reading 

created conceptual input, the writing activities involved the process of transforming and organizing the input, 

and the oral activities involved the process of defending ideas written publicly. It was this instructional 

congruence that provided repeated inter-modal transfer opportunities and probably exaggerated the learning 

outcomes and minimized fragmentation of skills. 

The multidimensional and trajectory-based analyses in Figures 2 and 3 give further insight on the 

learning process as they prove that the gains were gradual and organized instead of sudden and 

discontinuous. The mean competence scores improved regularly between pretest and posttest in all domains, 

and this represented a coherent learning process that is consistent with the concepts of constructivist and 

socio-cognitive learning theories [28]. The normalized gain values (g=0.562 to 0.62) are medium to high in 

point, this implies that there was high instructional efficiency and much better than what is usually reported 

in the traditional lecture-based university teaching. These findings are in line with the past research indicating 

that problem-based learning, collaborative methods, and explicit instructional scaffolding are very effective 

in enhancing communicative performance [29]. 

Notably, the response-shift analysis shows that not only quantitative but also qualitative gains were 

obtained in learning. There was an overall shift to the high response categories (never) as the students left the 

intermediate response categories (almost always) and showed more confidence, autonomy, and stability in 

the communicative behavior, which reflected higher levels of confidence, independence, and stability. This 

qualitative change is especially applicable in the context of higher education, where communicative 

competence is directly related to academic performance, career preparation, and socialization [30], [31].  

The fact that the improvement in oral, written, and reading abilities has been balanced also contributes to the 

assumption that communicative competence can be best developed when instruction is provided as an 

integrated one as opposed to the training of the skills in bits. 

In Figure 4, the analysis of the effect size is presented and it provides strong evidence of the 

practical and educational sense of the intervention. The effect sizes (Cohen d) are very high (Cohen d lies 

between 2.17 and 2.31) which is highly more than the traditional standard and indicates that the 

improvements that have been identified are substantial changes in the performance of students. Such 
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magnitudes are not so widespread in the educational research and indicate the strength of didactic model 

applied in the present research. The low confidence interval of these effects is yet another reason that the 

findings are strong and valid and that the intervention brought the same benefits to a sample of participants. 

Other studies of active and communicative methodology have shown also strong effects, but often on lesser 

scale, which recommends the peculiar influence of the methodological structure didactical approach applied 

in the present case [32]–[34]. These results are in line with previous studies which show that active and 

guided instructional methods are more effective in promoting communicative performance as compared to 

the usual lecture-based instructional methods [26], [29], [34]. 

Nevertheless, the effect sizes in the current study are larger than what is generally found in similar 

interventions in higher education as the effect sizes are generally moderate to large. This disparity can be 

explained by the systematic organization of the instructional methods, the clear correspondence of 

instructional tasks to the assessment aspects, and the heavy emphasis on communicative practice in the 

situation of a specific course. Accordingly, the paper expands on previous literature as it offers quantitative 

data on the possible effect of an integrated didactic model within a Latin American institutional context of a 

public-university. In contrast to the earlier literature where moderate effects are reported after using any of 

the isolated instructional strategies, the current results can indicate the possibility of synergistic effects when 

multiple didactic techniques are incorporated within a unified, coherent framework. This confirms recent 

critiques within the literature that propose integrative instructional paradigms wherein pedagogy, assessment, 

and learning outcomes are aligned instead of making use of interventions based on single methods [35]. 

Consequently, the triangulated evidence shows high effectiveness of the didactic techniques that 

have been employed in enhancing communicative competence because descriptive statistics, learning curves, 

normalized improvement were converged, and the size of effects estimated. These findings correspond to the 

existing pedagogical models which note the interaction, guided practice, feedback, and learner-centered 

models as the most effective elements of developing competence [35], [36]. Besides this, the results also 

highlight the potential of such practices in the treatment of chronic shortages of communicative skills among 

the population in the universities, particularly where language and communication are core academic and 

professional competencies. This study demonstrates that well designed and strategically introduced didactic 

means will lead to high, consistent, and educationally significant communication competence improvement 

among university learners. The solidity and soundness of the results explain the rationale behind the inclusion 

of these instructional habits in the curriculum of post-secondary education institutions and supports their 

applicability in the areas of improving academic performance and labor market preparedness. The given 

research should be formulated to longitudinal designs, control-group research, and application to other 

disciplinary settings to prove the validity of the given instructional model and generalize it even further. 

These restrictions suggest that the results could only be taken as the sign of the instructional feasibility and 

efficiency in a particular pedagogical context, and not as the universally applicable results. The findings can 

therefore be interpreted as a basis of further experimental confirmation and not as definite evidence of causal 

superiority of this technique compared to other methods of instruction. 

 

4.1.  Limitations and impact on interpretation 

Although it contributed to the study, there are a number of limitations to the study that need to be 

taken into account when reading the results. This relates to the use of a non-probabilistic and purposive 

sample that restricts generalization of the results to the general context of instruction. The use of a self-

evaluation tool can also create bias in the responses because the perceived competence does not necessarily 

represent the actual performance that is measured objectively. Moreover, there is no control group because 

the lack of control group limits causal inference. To confirm the current findings and further their 

investigation in the future, randomized or quasi-experimental designs, bigger sample, and complementary 

performance-based measures should be used. 

 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

The present study indicates that there is a decisive and stable positive tendency in the formation of 

communicative competence among the students of higher education institutions after a complex didactic 

intervention is carried out in a structured and integrated way. Although the pre-experimental one group 

pretest posttest design does not allow making strong causal statements, the statistically significant gains,  

the high learning gains as well as the high effect sizes indicate that the intervention had some education value 

in the studied situation. The logical integration of reading comprehension, written expression and oral 

interaction into single sequence of teaching were some of the factors that led to balanced development in 

communicative aspects. Also, the interpretive power of the quantitative data is supported by qualitative 

observations in classrooms where the teacher highlights a higher level of interaction, oral participation 
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confidence, and writing autonomy. Although such promising findings, small purposive sample and the use of 

self-assessment measures have limitations to generalizability and might not sufficiently represent the 

objective changes in performance. The results are thus supposed to be exploratory and contextual. The 

research will need to include controlled or quasi-experimental design with larger, probabilistically selected 

samples and performance-based evaluation instruments to increase the internal and external validity in future 

research. Moreover, the analysis of how such integrated didactic models could be employed in the digital and 

hybrid settings would also be pertinent to the investigation of the scalable, evidence-based approach in 

enhancing communicative competence in various higher-education settings. 
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