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ABSTRACT

Reading comprehension remains challenging for many lower-secondary EFL learners, creating a need for texts
that support active meaning construction. This study asked whether, under a shared four-meeting reading
sequence, a Grade 8 class using imaginative texts would achieve higher posttest reading-comprehension scores
than a class using non-imaginative texts. Imaginative texts were operationalized as story-based texts intended
to evoke mental imagery and engagement with represented events and situations; the comparison texts were not
categorized as imaginative. A nonequivalent pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design involved 42 students,
with 21 students in each intact class. Both groups received topic activation, individual reading, vocabulary
clarification, comprehension questions, and retelling. Pretest scores were low (experimental M =40.38, SD = 5.62;
control M = 40.95, SD = 12.77), and no statistically detectable between-group difference was found, t(40) = -0.18,
p = .858; this result does not establish equivalence. At posttest, the experimental group (M = 75.29, SD = 12.93)
outperformed the control group (M = 56.57, SD = 12.83) on raw posttest scores, t(40) = 4.49, p < .001, Cohen's d
= 1.39. Fifteen experimental students (71.43%) versus three control students (14.29%) reached the good or very
good categories. The findings suggest a context-specific advantage for imaginative texts within structured EFL
reading instruction, while the intact-class design, brief intervention, repeated test form, and incomplete
psychometric documentation limit causal and generalizable claims.
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INTRODUCTION

Reading comprehension is a pivotal component of English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
literacy, as it empowers learners to construct, integrate, evaluate, and apply meaning from
written texts, which is essential across various academic contexts. This skill is not merely about
decoding written symbols but involves a complex interaction between the reader, the text, and
the context, which is crucial for academic success and lifelong learning (Saidakhmedovna &
Suyarkulovna, 2026). Effective reading comprehension enables learners to connect ideas across
words, sentences, and larger textual units, facilitating a deeper understanding of the writer’s
message (Methnani, 2025). Recent EFL studies identify limited vocabulary, low motivation,
and monotonous instruction as continuing barriers, while cognitive and metacognitive
strategy use, prediction, summarization, contextual inferencing, and richer language input can
support comprehension (Awang et al., 2025; Bapir & Rasul, 2025; Oktavianti et al., 2026;
Stevani et al., 2022; Suhaila et al., 2025). These findings make the quality of both reading
instruction and the texts through which learners construct meaning especially important.

For lower-secondary EFL learners, the problem is particularly demanding because
comprehension depends on several developing linguistic and cognitive resources. Vocabulary
knowledge and morphological awareness are strong predictors of reading performance (Teng
& Cui, 2025), whereas delayed lexical access and reliance on first-language translation can
increase processing demands and interrupt real-time comprehension (Limbeng et al., 2026).
Learners also encounter unfamiliar vocabulary, complex grammar, and lengthy passages
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when instruction remains largely surface-oriented (Oktavianti et al., 2026). Broader evidence
that many students still fail to reach minimum comprehension levels further illustrates the
persistence of the problem (Muiiz & Labra, 2025). Accordingly, effective EFL reading
instruction needs to coordinate linguistic support, cognitively manageable processing, and
purposeful engagement with texts rather than treat comprehension as a single skill (Limbeng
et al., 2026; Oktavianti et al., 2026).

Text selection is therefore not a neutral component of reading instruction. A
multidimensional literacy perspective emphasizes that texts and tasks should balance
linguistic, cognitive, sociocultural, and developmental demands (Iswati, 2022), while
contemporary accounts of reading pedagogy similarly stress cognitive, social, culturally
sustaining, multilingual, and multimodal dimensions (Beauchemin et al., 2026). Learners also
report a need for texts connected to daily life and culture (Hiang & Hwong, 2023), and reader-
centered materials can promote more authentic engagement with meaning (Saraceni, 2022).
Contextually meaningful content, including ecoliteracy-oriented texts, may further connect
language learning with critical engagement (Haerazi et al., 2025). Together, this work suggests
that textual characteristics may shape how readily learners attend to, connect, and retain
information.

In the present study, imaginative texts are operationally defined as story-based texts
intended to stimulate mental imagery and experiential engagement with represented
characters, settings, events, conflicts, and situations. The label is study-specific and should not
be treated as interchangeable with every literary, narrative, fictional, or creative text. The
reviewed literature itself examines partially overlapping but distinct forms, including fantasy
stories, comics, novels, fiction, and other story-centered resources. Fantasy stories have been
associated with improved reading literacy (Mu’alimah et al., 2023), and English comics can
support comprehension through combined verbal and visual information (Bugtong et al.,
2025). Experiential reading can increase active participation (Bahchevanova-Georgieva, 2024),
while novel-based instruction has been linked with reading performance and motivation
(Mulyarti, 2025). Fiction has also been used to stimulate reflection on complex themes (Halberg
& Lyngstad, 2022), and narrative/storytelling activities can promote participation and
imaginative involvement (Montenegro et al., 2024). Such texts may therefore be meaningful
for struggling readers when they support sustained, purposeful engagement rather than
function as entertainment alone (Ivey & Friddle, 2023).

Several mechanisms could explain why imaginative texts may support comprehension.
Story structures can help readers organize characters, goals, events, and causal relations into
a coherent mental representation, while narrative processing has been linked with memory,
empathy, and identity-related engagement (Jinhui & Kang, 2025). From a construction-
integration perspective, comprehension requires readers to generate inferences and integrate
new information with prior knowledge (Butterfuss et al., 2020; Gauche & Pfeiffer Flores, 2022).
Meta-analytic evidence also indicates that narrative and expository texts can differ in memory
and comprehension outcomes (Mar et al, 2021). Narrative frameworks may additionally
support coherent idea development (Moyano & Stella, 2024), and neurocognitive work shows
that text comprehension depends on constructing and integrating mental models (Keller et al.,
2024). These mechanisms make visualization, schema activation, inferencing, emotional
involvement, and active meaning construction plausible pathways, although the present study
does not measure them directly (Jinhui & Kang, 2025).

The potential value of imaginative texts also depends on the activities surrounding them.
Narrative games, dramatization, and role-play have been associated with improvement at
literal, inferential, and critical levels of comprehension (Jiménez et al., 2025), and ludic-literary
activities have produced favorable reading outcomes in experimental comparisons (Maina &
Papalini, 2023). More generally, pedagogical interventions are strengthened when they
address both cognitive and affective components of reading (Anti¢ & Stevanovi¢, 2024). Pre-
reading vocabulary and topic activation can facilitate comprehension and engagement
(Wisudawati et al., 2025), while storytelling may support inference, causal reasoning,

motivation, and social participation (Alvarez et al., 2025). Thus, any advantage of imaginative
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texts is likely to emerge through interaction between text affordances and structured
instructional support.

Contemporary second-language reading research conceptualizes comprehension as a
multidimensional meaning-construction process in which linguistic knowledge, background
knowledge, working memory, inferential processing, metacognitive regulation, and text
characteristics interact (Duke et al.,, 2021). Accordingly, intervention research has examined
text-structure instruction, explicit strategies, digital and multimodal scaffolding, and teacher-
supported extensive reading, with effects varying by task, learner, duration, and assessment
conditions (Bogaerds-Hazenberg et al., 2021; Li et al., 2022; Reiber-Kuijpers et al., 2021; Robb
& Ewert, 2024; Samiei & Ebadi, 2021). Text characteristics also matter: young L2 readers’
allocation of attention to textual and visual information relates to comprehension, and mental-
imagery ability is associated with reading performance (Pellicer-Sanchez et al., 2020; Suggate
& Lenhard, 2022). At the same time, narrative-versus-expository research and studies of
literature in foreign-language materials treat genre, literary status, and strategy use as distinct
issues rather than a single construct (Calafato & Gudim, 2022; Hartig et al., 2022; Nilforoushan
et al., 2023).

Despite this evidence, the comparative contribution of textual imaginativeness remains
insufficiently resolved under broadly similar classroom procedures. Much prior work has
manipulated reading strategies, delivery media, multimodal support, extensive-reading
arrangements, or broad genre categories rather than comparing imaginative and non-
imaginative texts while holding the surrounding instructional sequence as constant as
possible. The gap is especially relevant in lower-secondary Indonesian EFL classrooms, which
are less represented than university-level and technology-enhanced settings in the recent
intervention literature. The present study therefore used two intact Grade 8 classes in a
nonequivalent pretest-posttest design, with four shared reading meetings and text type as the
principal documented instructional contrast. The design does not establish perfect isolation of
imaginativeness, because the available records do not document formal matching of the two
text sets on length, readability, vocabulary difficulty, topic familiarity, or linguistic complexity.
Its contribution is consequently a constrained, context-specific comparison rather than
universal causal evidence.

Accordingly, the study asked whether, among two intact Grade 8 EFL classes receiving
the same broad reading sequence, the class taught with imaginative texts would achieve
higher posttest reading-comprehension scores than the class taught with non-imaginative
texts, while pretest performance and descriptive pretest-to-posttest change were documented
for both groups.

METHOD

Research Design

The study employed a nonequivalent pretest-posttest control-group quasi-experimental
design to examine whether Grade 8 students taught with imaginative texts achieved higher
posttest reading-comprehension scores than students receiving comparable instruction with
non-imaginative texts. Two intact classes were measured before and after the instructional
period. Because students were not individually randomized, the design is interpreted as quasi-
experimental, and group formation, baseline performance, and possible threats to causal
inference are reported explicitly (Handley et al., 2018).

Table 1. Quasi-Experimental Pretest-Posttest Design

Group Pretest Instructional condition Posttest
Experimental class (8.B) O, Xy: instruction using imaginative reading texts O,
Control class (8.C) O, Xz instruction using non-imaginative reading texts O,
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In Table 1, O, and O, denote the pretest and posttest, respectively, and X; and X, denote
the two text conditions. The pretest described initial reading-comprehension performance and
was used to examine whether a statistically detectable baseline difference was present. After
four instructional meetings, the posttest provided the primary between-group outcome.
Pretest-to-posttest change was also summarized descriptively within each class; the available
analysis did not include a direct inferential group-by-time test.

Research Setting, Population, and Sample

The study was conducted at SMP Negeri 11 Parepare during the 2025/2026 academic year.
The target population comprised 66 Grade 8 students in three intact classes: 8.A (n = 24), 8.B
(n = 21), and 8.C (n = 21). Two classes were selected at the class level: 8.B served as the
experimental group and 8.C as the control group, yielding an analytic sample of 42 students
(21 per condition). The available study records did not specify the class-selection mechanism
beyond this class-level selection and did not report participant attrition. Age range, gender
distribution, standardized English-proficiency level, and prior English-learning experience
were also not documented in the available dataset and therefore are not reported.

Table 2. Population and Study Sample

Class Population (n) Study role Included sample (n)
8.A 24 Not included -
8.B 21 Experimental group 21
8.C 21 Control group 21
Total 66 42

The sample size was determined by the availability and selection of two intact classes
rather than by a reported a priori power analysis. This setting-constrained sample should
therefore be interpreted with attention to estimation precision rather than statistical
significance alone (Lakens, 2013). In addition, the absence of individual random assignment
leaves open selection bias and class-level confounding from unmeasured learner or classroom
characteristics. The pretest can describe observed baseline similarity, but it cannot eliminate
these threats to internal validity.

Research Variables and Operational Definitions

The independent variable was the instructional text condition. In the experimental
condition, imaginative texts were the principal reading input and were defined in the study
as story-based texts intended to stimulate mental imagery and engagement with represented
events and situations. In the control condition, students followed the same general
instructional sequence using texts that the study categorized as non-imaginative. Because the
exact genres of the control texts were not documented, the term non-imaginative is retained
as the study’s operational comparison label rather than treated as a universal text category.
The intended contrast was therefore the nature of the reading texts, not the overall classroom
procedure.

The dependent variable was reading comprehension, operationalized as students’
percentage scores on a researcher-prepared reading-comprehension test administered at
pretest and posttest. Conceptually, comprehension involves constructing meaning from
written text and includes understanding, using, evaluating, reflecting on, and engaging with
texts (OECD, 2019). The continuous percentage score was used for the inferential comparisons,
while categorical performance bands were used only for descriptive interpretation.

Instructional Conditions

Both groups participated in four instructional meetings delivered by the researcher. At
each meeting, the researcher stated the instructional purpose and introduced the text. Students
completed a pre-reading orientation to activate relevant knowledge and preview purpose,

structure, and content; read the assigned text individually; identified unfamiliar vocabulary;

© 2021 The Author.This article is licensed CC BY SA 4.0.
visit Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0 International License.

Journal of English Language and Education volume 11 Number 5 2026 1207


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

Copyright (c) 2026 Ilham Sahabuddin, et al.

Imaginative versus Non-Imaginative Texts for Lower-Secondary EFL Reading Comprehension: A Quasi-Experiment

answered comprehension questions; and retold the text in their own words. These procedures
were shared across conditions. The experimental group used imaginative/story-based texts,
whereas the control group used non-imaginative texts.

Table 3. Comparison of the Experimental and Control Conditions

Instructional

E i 1 1
component xperimental group Control group

Number of treatment . .

- Four meetings Four meetings
meetings
Instructor Researcher Researcher
Core text type Imaginative/story-based reading texts Non-imaginative reading texts

. Purpose, topic, structure, and content Purpose, topic, structure, and content
Pre-reading phase . X . i
orientation orientation

Individual reading and identification of =~ Individual reading and identification of

During-reading phase unfamiliar words unfamiliar words

Comprehension questions and retelling ~ Comprehension questions and retelling

Post-reading phase in students” own words in students’ own words

The parallel procedures were intended to make text type the principal documented
instructional contrast. However, the study records available for this manuscript did not
provide the titles or sources of the texts, the number of distinct texts, exact or approximate
word counts, readability indices, lesson duration, or formal matching evidence for vocabulary
difficulty, topic familiarity, and linguistic complexity. Consequently, equivalence of the two
text sets on these attributes cannot be demonstrated retrospectively, and the intervention
should be interpreted as a classroom comparison with partially documented treatment fidelity
rather than as a perfectly isolated text-feature experiment.

Reading-Comprehension Test and Scoring

Reading comprehension was measured with a researcher-prepared test comprising 20
multiple-choice items and five essay items. Each correct multiple-choice response received one
point and each incorrect response received zero. Essay responses were assigned item-specific
point values established by the researcher. Raw points were converted to percentage scores
using the following expression:

Percentage score = (points obtained / maximum possible points)x100

The same test form and items were administered at pretest and posttest, with 2 x 40
minutes allocated to each administration. The pretest documented initial performance and the
posttest measured performance after the four instructional meetings. The available records did
not provide complete evidence of test piloting, content-validation procedures, reliability
coefficients, or scoring reliability for the essay items. Because transparent evidence for test
content, scoring, validity, and reliability is central to defensible outcome interpretation (Flake
& Fried, 2020), this incomplete psychometric documentation is treated as a limitation rather
than supplemented with unverified information.

Table 4. Classification of Reading-Comprehension Scores

Score range Classification
86-100 Very good
71-85 Good
56-70 Fair
41-55 Poor
<40 Very poor

The classifications in Table 4 were used descriptively to summarize the distribution of
student performance. Inferential conclusions were based on continuous test scores rather than
on the categorical labels, thereby preserving the information contained in the original scores.
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Data-Collection Procedure

Data collection proceeded in three consecutive phases. First, both classes completed the
reading-comprehension pretest under the same stated time allocation of 2 x 40 minutes.
Second, the experimental and control classes completed four instructional meetings under
their respective text conditions while following the shared sequence described above. Third,
both classes completed the posttest under the same time allocation. The posttest reused the
pretest form and items, permitting direct score comparison across occasions but also creating
a possible test-familiarity effect considered in the limitations.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics included frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation,
minimum, and maximum for each group at each measurement occasion, together with the five
performance classifications in Table 4. The analysis also screened the data for entry errors,
missing values, outliers, and assumptions relevant to parametric testing; normality was
considered at the group level and equality of variances before the between-group tests.
Categorical score bands were used descriptively, whereas inferential tests used the continuous
scores.

An independent-samples t test compared the two groups at pretest to identify any
statistically detectable baseline difference. The primary inferential comparison then used a
two-tailed independent-samples t test on raw posttest scores. Descriptive gain scores were
calculated as posttest minus pretest for each group, but the available analysis did not report
an inferential between-group gain-score test, ANCOVA, or other direct group-by-time model;
therefore, gain differences are interpreted descriptively only. Statistical significance was set at
a=.05.

For the primary posttest comparison, the hypotheses were Hy: ppost,E = ppost,C and H;:
ppost,E # ppost,C. Results are reported with group means and standard deviations, the
between-group mean difference, the t statistic, two-tailed p value, Cohen’s d, and a 95%
confidence interval where it can be derived from the reported aggregate statistics. Effect
magnitude and precision are interpreted alongside the intact-class design and small sample
rather than from p values alone, consistent with quantitative reporting standards (Appelbaum
et al., 2018).

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Findings
Baseline Reading-Comprehension Performance

The analysis included 42 Grade 8 students, with 21 students in each group. At pretest, the
experimental group had a mean score of 40.38 (SD = 5.62) and the control group 40.95 (SD =
12.77). All students were classified as poor or very poor: 10 experimental students (47.62%)
and seven control students (33.33%) were poor, while 11 experimental students (52.38%) and
14 control students (66.67 %) were very poor. No student reached the fair, good, or very good
categories. These distributions indicate low observed baseline performance in both classes but,
by themselves, do not establish group equivalence.

Table 5. Distribution of Reading-Comprehension Performance Categories at Pretest and Posttest

Performance Score Experimental Control Experimental Control posttest,
category range pretest, n (%) pretest, n (%) posttest, n (%) n (%)
Very good 86-100 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 7 (33.33) 0 (0.00)
Good 71-85 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 8 (38.10) 3 (14.29)
Fair 56-70 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 4 (19.05) 7 (33.33)
Poor 41-55 10 (47.62) 7 (33.33) 2 (9.52) 9 (42.86)
Very poor <40 11 (52.38) 14 (66.67) 0 (0.00) 2 (9.52)
Total - 21 (100.00) 21 (100.00) 21 (100.00) 21 (100.00)
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Posttest Performance and Descriptive Change

After the four instructional meetings, the experimental group showed a pronounced
upward shift in the descriptive performance categories. Fifteen students (71.43%) were
classified as good or very good, four (19.05%) as fair, two (9.52%) as poor, and none as very
poor. In the control group, three students (14.29%) were good, seven (33.33%) fair, nine
(42.86%) poor, and two (9.52%) very poor. Thus, the proportion reaching the good or very
good categories was 57.14 percentage points higher in the experimental class (71.43% versus
14.29%), although these categories are descriptive summaries rather than inferential outcomes.

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics and Mean Change in Reading-Comprehension Scores

Group n Pretest M Pretest SD Posttest M Posttest SD Mean change
Experimental 21 40.38 5.62 75.29 12.93 34.91
Control 21 40.95 12.77 56.57 12.83 15.62

The experimental group increased from M = 40.38 (SD = 5.62) at pretest to M = 75.29 (SD
=12.93) at posttest, a descriptive mean gain of 34.91 points. The control group increased from
M =40.95 (SD = 12.77) to M = 56.57 (SD = 12.83), a gain of 15.62 points. The descriptive gain
was therefore 19.29 points larger in the experimental group. Because the available analysis did
not include an inferential comparison of individual gain scores or a group-by-time model, this
difference in change should not be interpreted as a statistically tested treatment effect.

Between-Group Inferential Comparisons

At baseline, no statistically detectable between-group difference was found, t(40) = -0.18,
p = .858, Cohen’s d = -0.06. This near-zero observed difference supports describing the
measured starting scores as similar, but the nonsignificant p value does not prove equivalence
between the intact classes. At posttest, the experimental group (M = 75.29, SD = 12.93) scored
higher than the control group (M = 56.57, SD = 12.83), a reported mean difference of 18.72
points. The raw posttest comparison was statistically significant, t(40) = 4.49, p <.001, with a
large reported standardized difference (Cohen’s d = 1.39). Based on the reported mean
difference, t statistic, and degrees of freedom, the approximate 95% confidence interval for the
posttest mean difference was 10.29 to 27.15 points.

Table 7. Independent-Samples Comparisons of Experimental and Control Groups

Measurement

. t df Two-tailed p  Cohen’s d Statistical conclusion
occasion
Pretest -0.18 40 .858 -0.06 No statistically significant difference
Posttest 4.49 40 <001 139 Slgmf}cant difference favoring the
experimental group
Summary of the Findings

Taken together, the groups had similarly low observed pretest scores, but the
experimental class obtained substantially higher raw posttest scores after the four-meeting
instructional period. This pattern was reflected in the 18.72-point posttest mean difference, the
large reported standardized effect, and the larger proportion of experimental students
reaching the good or very good categories. Both groups also improved descriptively, with
mean gains of 34.91 and 15.62 points, respectively. However, because the reported inferential
analysis compared raw posttest scores rather than gain scores or pretest-adjusted posttest
scores, the study supports a posttest advantage associated with the imaginative-text condition
but does not statistically establish that the magnitude of pretest-to-posttest change differed
between groups.
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Discussion

The central finding was a substantial posttest difference between two intact classes that
began with similarly low observed reading-comprehension scores. After four meetings, the
imaginative-text group scored 18.72 points higher on average than the non-imaginative-text
group, t(40) = 4.49, p < .001, with a large reported standardized difference (d = 1.39).
Statistically, this is a strong sample-specific contrast; educationally, it is also notable because
the difference occurred on the study’s 0-100 score scale and was accompanied by a marked
shift into higher performance categories. Nevertheless, the effect should not be generalized
mechanically from 42 students in two intact classes. L2 reading depends on coordinated
vocabulary, working memory, inference, monitoring, and prior knowledge, all of which can
vary across adolescent EFL learners and classrooms (Ali et al., 2022; Duke et al., 2021; Shin,
2020; Vettori et al., 2024).

The higher posttest performance in the experimental class is consistent with research
showing that comprehension benefits when learners activate prior knowledge, apply reading
strategies, and process inferential relations rather than read passively (Li et al., 2022; Samiei &
Ebadi, 2021). It also converges with evidence that young L2 readers” allocation of attention to
supportive textual and visual information is associated with comprehension (Pellicer-Sanchez
et al,, 2020). These studies did not test the identical contrast used here, so the agreement should
be interpreted at the level of mechanism: imaginative texts may have supplied richer relations
to anticipate, visualize, connect, and infer within the structured lesson sequence. Because the
comparison involved intact classes and incompletely matched text characteristics, the result
remains context-bound evidence rather than definitive proof that imaginativeness alone
caused the difference.

The score distributions add an educational perspective to the statistical result. In the
experimental class, 15 of 21 students (71.43%) reached the good or very good categories,
compared with 3 of 21 (14.29%) in the control class; no experimental student remained very
poor. This broad movement suggests that the posttest advantage was not confined to one or
two extreme scores. At the same time, the categories are locally defined score bands and
should not be treated as independently validated proficiency levels. The pattern is
nevertheless compatible with work emphasizing accessible texts, sustained engagement,
guided analysis, and teacher-supported movement toward more independent comprehension
(Duke et al., 2021; Robb & Ewert, 2024).

A plausible explanation concerns the construction of mental representations during story
reading. Imaginative texts organize information around characters, settings, goals, conflicts,
and event sequences, which can provide a coherent framework for connecting details and
generating inferences. Mental-imagery ability is positively associated with reading
performance, and research on multimodal and imaginal processing indicates that
representation can shape narrative understanding (Pellicer-Sdnchez et al., 2020; Suggate &
Lenhard, 2022). Such texts may also sustain emotional involvement with represented
situations, making relevant schema and causal relations easier to activate. However, imagery
is not uniformly beneficial: representational supports can sometimes interfere with particular
levels of text processing (Seger et al., 2021). Visualization, engagement, and inferential
processing are therefore plausible mechanisms in this study, not mediators directly measured
by the data.

The shared instructional sequence probably interacted with these text affordances. Topic
activation could connect the reading with prior knowledge; vocabulary clarification could
reduce lexical barriers; comprehension questions could direct attention to central and
inferential information; and retelling required students to reconstruct meaning in their own
words. Current accounts treat Comprehension as an interaction among reader, text, task, and
instructional support rather than an effect of text type in isolation (Duke et al., 2021). Strategy
instruction, inferential scaffolding, and guided reading similarly support comprehension
processes (Li et al., 2022; Robb & Ewert, 2024; Samiei & Ebadi, 2021). Thus, imaginative texts
may have been especially productive because they offered event relations and situations that

the shared activities could activate, question, and reconstruct.
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The control group’s descriptive improvement is equally important. Its mean increased
from 40.95 to 56.57, indicating that the common instructional sequence may have supported
reading even without imaginative texts. Intensive and blended EFL reading approaches can
strengthen vocabulary analysis, questioning, close processing, and comprehension when
systematic guidance is provided (Ali et al., 2022; Robb & Ewert, 2024). The present comparison
therefore should not be framed as effective versus ineffective instruction. Rather, the results
are consistent with a possible incremental posttest advantage for imaginative texts within an
instructional sequence that appeared beneficial in both classes. This interpretation avoids
attributing all observed improvement to text type when teacher guidance and repeated
comprehension practice were shared.

Pedagogically, the findings support incorporating imaginative texts as one component of
a diversified lower-secondary EFL reading curriculum rather than replacing non-imaginative
texts wholesale. Texts should be developmentally appropriate and paired with vocabulary
support, prediction, schema activation, inferential questioning, discussion, and retelling.
Evidence from multimodal, strategy-based, and extensive-reading research likewise suggests
that texts are most productive when learners process them actively (Li et al., 2022; Pellicer-
Sanchez et al.,, 2020; Robb & Ewert, 2024). The practical contribution of the present study is
therefore conditional: imaginative texts may be useful when embedded in structured
instruction and when their linguistic demands are appropriate, not because the present design
establishes their universal superiority.

Several limitations qualify the interpretation. The study involved only two intact classes
from one school, leaving possible selection bias and unmeasured class-level differences
(Andrade, 2021). The intervention lasted four meetings, so persistence and transfer cannot be
established. Reuse of the same test form may have introduced familiarity or pretesting effects
(Pan & Carpenter, 2023), while incomplete documentation of instrument validity and
reliability constrains score interpretation because item design, piloting, and testing conditions
can affect L2 reading-test reliability (Zhao & Aryadoust, 2025). In addition, participant
characteristics and formal matching of the two text sets on length, readability, vocabulary
difficulty, topic familiarity, and linguistic complexity were not available, and the inferential
analysis did not directly test group-by-time change. Future research should use larger and
more diverse multisite samples, longer interventions, validated parallel test forms, delayed
posttests, direct pretest-adjusted or group-by-time analyses, and measures of engagement,
imagery, and literal versus inferential comprehension.

CONCLUSIONS

This study asked whether a Grade 8 EFL class taught through imaginative texts would
achieve higher posttest reading-comprehension scores than a class receiving the same broad
instructional sequence through non-imaginative texts. For this sample, the answer was
affirmative at posttest: the experimental group (M = 75.29, SD = 12.93) scored significantly
higher than the control group (M = 56.57, SD = 12.83), t(40) = 4.49, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.39.
Both groups improved descriptively, but the available analysis did not directly test whether
their pretest-to-posttest changes differed statistically. The findings therefore support a context-
specific posttest advantage associated with imaginative texts, not definitive proof that
imaginative texts are universally superior or that text type alone caused the observed
difference.

Educationally, imaginative texts may be incorporated into structured lower-secondary
EFL reading instruction alongside other text types, particularly when they are paired with
topic activation, vocabulary support, comprehension questioning, and retelling and are
appropriate to learners’ linguistic and developmental levels. Generalization remains limited
by the small sample of two intact classes from one school, the four-meeting intervention,
incomplete documentation of participant and text comparability, reuse of the same assessment
form, and incomplete psychometric evidence. Larger and more diverse samples, longer
interventions, validated parallel assessments, delayed posttests, and direct pretest-adjusted or
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group-by-time analyses are needed to determine whether the observed advantage is robust,
durable, and attributable to the imaginative qualities of the texts.
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