


Evaluating the Impact of Instruction on Literacy and Numeracy Achievement: A Pre-Post Study for learners of grade I and II




Abstract
This study was designed to assess the impact of teaching strategies on the literacy and numeracy skills of Grade I and II learners. A pre-test and post-test design was employed to collect the data. A total of 118 students of Grade I and 133 students of Grade II participated in the research. The results showed that the Literacy and Numeracy scores of the learners of Grade I showed positive improvement, while the Literacy and Numeracy performance of the students of Grade II showed marginal decline in the post-test. From the results it is evidenced that the efficacy of teaching Literacy and Numeracy does not lie in the need to revisit the teaching strategies but in the teacher training, mentorship, and academic rigor with an assortment of teaching-learning strategies that cater to individual differences. At the core level, the teacher plays the most important role in the success of the Foundational Literacy and Numeracy Program which is the base for all later learning in life according to NEP 2020. Thus, the emphasis on effective Foundation literacy and Numeracy Program. 
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Introduction
    Early literacy and numeracy are the building blocks for the rest of life, including lifelong learning and academic achievement. According to French (2013), early literacy and numeracy skills are not just about the basic elements of reading, writing, and counting; they are about children’s ability to make sense of the world through the medium of communication and mathematics. The ACECQA & Community Child Care Victoria professional learning package (2021) also highlights the importance of early literacy and numeracy skill development from birth, which is best supported through rich interactions with children, curriculum alignment, and teaching practice. Studies have also shown that early literacy and numeracy skills are strong predictors of future academic achievement. The European Commission's Joint Research Centre (JRC) (2016) found that early literacy skill development significantly influences children's reading performance as well as their broader learning outcomes, as measured by PISA assessments, even when controlling for socio-economic status. This is further supported by the work of various researchers, such as the study by LeFevre et al. (2010), who found that early literacy skill development uniquely predicted children's numeracy skill growth during the preschool period. Collectively, these findings confirm that effective early learning environments play a crucial role in shaping cognitive trajectories and educational equity	Comment by hp: Change with new reference above 2020 publication year 	Comment by hp: Change with new reference above 2020 publication year 
	Comment by hp: Change with new reference above 2020 publication year 

To evaluate the effectiveness of instructional approaches designed to strengthen literacy and numeracy, researchers increasingly employ pre-test/post-test designs. As outlined in the SAGE Encyclopedia of Educational Research, Measurement, and Evaluation (2018), such designs allow comparison of learners’ baseline and post-intervention performance while controlling for internal validity threats. Applied examples demonstrate their utility: Schalich (2015) used a pre-test/post-test approach to assess reading interventions through a learning-center model, whereas recent quasi-experimental studies (Education Journal, 2025; All Study Journal, 2024; Arifin, 2025) have applied both single-group and control-group variants to examine literacy and numeracy gains under targeted instructional programs. These methodological precedents support the adoption of a pre-test/post-test framework for evaluating learning interventions aimed at improving fundamental competencies.	Comment by hp: Change with new reference above 2020 publication year 
	Comment by hp: Change with new reference above 2020 publication year 

 Academic achievement is the most desirable outcome among parents in all levels of education. Little do people realize that those who have strong foundational years of learning are better equipped to attain academic achievement (Chang, 2023, Besser et al). There is a strong need to assess the effectiveness of current teaching methods hence a pretest posttest method was employed to access the efficacy of the existing drill work carried out in the class room. The Literacy for the grade I and grade II is further divided in to the LSRW skills: Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing (Dash, M. 2024). Do these skills develop differently in girls and boys is another area of interest? It is generally observed that a significant proportion of learners fail to achieve the expected proficiency and as these learners grow up the gap only widens (Alqahtani, S. 2025). Instructional quality is widely recognized as a key determinant of student learning outcomes and there is a strong need for empirical studies that systematically evaluate the impact of instructional strategies, particularly in real classroom settings. Literacy as well as numeracy skills undergo extensive development during the preschool years (Litkowski, E., Duncan, R., Logan, J., & Purpura, D. 2020) and if a good deal of strategic time is not invested in refining these skills timing intervention strategies cannot be implemented to help the children overcome learning difficulties. According to Zambrana-Bonaparte, H., Turkelson, L., Stinson, J., Chow, C., Wilner, E., & Lanca, M. (2025) even level of Education attainment is dependent on foundational Literacy skills. 	Comment by hp: Zambrana,e t,al 2025
   A pre-post study design is an effective framework for measuring the effectiveness of instructional interventions by examining the performance of learners before and after the implementation of instructional strategies. This is important in determining the effectiveness of the instructional intervention while also identifying areas of improvement and challenges. The purpose of the present study is to investigate the impact of an instructional intervention on the literacy and numeracy performance of Grade I and Grade II learners. By examining the assessment results before the instructional intervention and the assessment results after the instructional intervention, the present study seeks to determine the extent to which the instructional intervention improves the performance of learners. The present study seeks to contribute to the existing knowledge on the subject while also helping educators, curriculum developers, and policymakers who are committed to improving the effectiveness of instructional interventions in primary education. In this regard, the present study is an intersection of early literacy/numeracy development and evidence-based teaching. By examining the performance of learners before and after the instructional intervention, the present study seeks to contribute to the existing knowledge on the subject while also helping policymakers who are committed to improving the effectiveness of instructional interventions in primary education.	Comment by hp: Give a new reference here 
Need For the study
  The current batch of grade II learners had completed a part of their preprimary schooling online due to the COVID lockdown of 2020 and inevitably there has been a learning gap observed in their literacy and numeracy skills which if not addressed promptly would only widen with age. In an attempt to bridge the gap, the senior managing committee of school took up the responsibility of addressing the learning gap through timely intervention program. Grade I too was included in the plan to ensure sufficient drill work for a strong learning foundation. 
Objectives
To check the efficacy of the intervention program on the foundation literacy of the learners
To check the efficacy of the intervention program on the foundation numeracy of the learners
To check if there is gender wise differences in the effectiveness of the intervention on foundation literacy and numeracy.
 Methodology
The methodology used in this study is the 	Comment by hp: Change to narrative style. Describe the research design, sampling technique, etc. 
· Pre-test – Intervention – Post-test design
· Quantitative approach
The present study is a pretest–posttest design, to evaluate the impact of instructional intervention on learners’ literacy and numeracy achievement. In this design, the same group of participants was assessed before (pretest) and after (posttest) the implementation of the instructional program. The difference in scores was used to determine the effectiveness of the intervention. The Pretest Posttest design was used the measure the impact of the intervention instructional program for 129 learners of grade I and 133 learners of grade II were a part of the study of Rahul International School (Thane, Maharashtra). Students with mild learning disabilities were also a part of the study as the intervention program was focused on drill work and the team wished to check the efficacy of drill work on all types of learners. 
 Tools 
The Pretest and Posttest included 15 questions of each:	Comment by hp: Explain in narrative style 
· Literacy test: Reading [15] and Writing [15]      Total [30 marks]
· Numeracy test [15]
Initially the pretest was conducted to check the level of the learners. The intervention program was a month-long structured drill work. It consisted of specific activities that were repeated to develop learners’ foundational literacy and numeracy skills.
Literacy intervention had activities like Sight Words recognition, Phonetic sounds of commonly used words, reading fluency check, Worksheets on short sentences describing a given picture. The Teacher would read a story loud and ask questions to check learners’ comprehension. 
The Numeracy skill training included hopscotch addition, Simple single digit and Two-digit subtraction and Skip counting. After the Intervention the posttest was conducted.  The scores were then recorded and compared.
Results & Discussion	Comment by hp: Make a paragraph of introduction beginning from answering the research question 

 Data Analysis
The data collected and was analyzed with SPSS software. Following are the summary of the Descriptive statistics carried out on the data.
                                                                 Table 1 
        Mean values Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores for Grade 1 and Grade II Students
	GRADE
	PRETEST
	POSTTEST

	
	Reading
	Writing
	Literacy
	Numeracy
	Reading
	Writing
	Literacy
	Numeracy

	I
	12.27
	12.19
	24.46
	12.90
	13.11
	12.88
	25.72
	13.15

	II
	12.86
	12.29
	25.12
	12.89
	12.58
	12.32
	24.93
	10.89



Explain the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 

                                                                 Table 2 
    Standard Deviation of Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores for Grade 1 and Grade II Students
	GRADE
	PRETEST
	POSTTEST

	
	Reading
	Writing
	Literacy
	Numeracy
	Reading
	Writing
	Literacy
	Numeracy

	I
	2.235
	1.197
	3.974
	1.550
	2.178
	2.202
	4.196
	1.969

	II
	2.962
	3.017
	5.551
	3.372
	3.170
	2.953
	5.734
	4.142




Table 3 Paired Sample t-test for Pre-test Vs Post-test Results
	Paired Samples Statistics

	Grade
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Grade 1
	Reading
	Pre 
	12.35
	118
	2.258
	.208

	
	
	Post
	13.09
	118
	2.180
	.201

	
	Writing
	Pre  
	12.23
	118
	1.989
	.182

	
	
	Post
	12.87
	118
	2.209
	.203

	
	Literacy total
	Pre 
	24.52
	118
	4.008
	.369

	
	
	Post
	25.69
	118
	4.203
	.387

	
	Numeracy
	Pre 
	12.93
	118
	1.529
	.141

	
	
	Post
	13.14
	118
	1.975
	.182


	Grade 2
	Reading
	Pre 
	12.86
	133
	2.962
	.257

	
	
	Post
	12.58
	133
	3.170
	.275

	
	Writing
	Pre  
	12.29
	133
	3.017
	.262

	
	
	Post
	12.32
	133
	2.953
	.256

	
	Literacy total
	Pre 
	25.12
	133
	5.551
	.481

	
	
	Post
	24.93
	133
	5.734
	.497

	
	Numeracy
	Pre 
	12.89
	133
	3.372
	.292

	
	
	Post
	10.89
	133
	4.142
	.359


Describe the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 

Table 4 Paired Samples Correlations
	Paired Samples Correlations

	Grade wise
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Grade I
	Reading Pre vs Reading Post
	118
	0.483
	.000

	
	Writing Pre vs Writing Post
	118
	0.441
	.000

	
	Literacy total Pre vs Literacy total Post
	118
	0.598
	.000

	
	Numeracy Pre vs Numeracy Post
	118
	0.349
	.000

	Grade II
	Reading Pre vs Reading Post
	133
	0.762
	.000

	
	Writing Pre vs Writing Post
	133
	0.668
	.000

	
	Literacy total Pre vs Literacy total Post
	133
	0.751
	.000

	
	Numeracy Pre vs Numeracy Post
	133
	0.442
	.000


Explain the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 


Table 5 Paired Sample Test
	Paired Samples Test

	Grade
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Grade 
I
	Reading Pre vs Reading Post
	-0.746
	2.258
	0.208
	-1.157
	-0.334
	-3.588
	117
	0.000

	
	Writing Pre vs Writing Post
	-0.639
	2.227
	0.204
	-1.043
	-0.234
	-3.128
	118
	0.002

	
	Literacy total Pre vs Literacy total Post
	-1.178
	3.686
	0.339
	-1.85
	-0.506
	-3.472
	117
	0.001

	
	Numeracy Pre vs Numeracy Post
	-0.212
	2.033
	0.187
	-0.583
	0.159
	-1.132
	117
	0.260

	Grade II
	Reading Pre vs Reading Post
	0.278
	2.126
	0.184
	-0.086
	0.643
	1.509
	132
	0.134

	
	Writing Pre vs Writing Post
	-0.038
	2.432
	0.211
	-0.455
	0.38
	-0.178
	132
	0.859

	
	Literacy total Pre vs Literacy total Post
	0.188
	3.989
	0.346
	-0.496
	0.872
	0.543
	132
	0.588

	
	Numeracy Pre vs Post Numeracy 
	2.000
	4.023
	0.349
	1.31
	2.69
	5.734
	132
	0.000



Explain the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 


Table 6 Independent t-test Gender wise for Pre-test Vs Post-test Results
	Group Statistics

	Grade
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Grade I
	Reading Pre 
	Female
	57
	12.00
	2.244
	.297

	
	
	Male
	67
	12.51
	2.383
	.291

	
	Writing Pre  
	Female
	57
	11.89
	1.858
	.246

	
	
	Male
	67
	12.43
	2.091
	.255

	
	Literacy total Pre 
	Female
	57
	23.89
	3.792
	.502

	
	
	Male
	67
	24.94
	4.089
	.500

	
	Numeracy Pre 
	Female
	57
	12.65
	1.458
	.193

	
	
	Male
	67
	13.10
	1.606
	.196

	
	Reading Post
	Female
	56
	12.98
	2.438
	.326

	
	
	Male
	63
	13.22
	1.930
	.243

	
	Writing Post
	Female
	56
	12.63
	2.076
	.277

	
	
	Male
	64
	13.09
	2.301
	.288

	
	Literacy total Post
	Female
	55
	25.27
	4.161
	.561

	
	
	Male
	64
	26.11
	4.221
	.528

	
	Numeracy Post
	Female
	56
	12.88
	2.107
	.282

	
	
	Male
	63
	13.40
	1.819
	.229

	Grade II
	Reading Pre 
	Female
	47
	13.13
	2.833
	.413

	
	
	Male
	86
	12.71
	3.037
	.327

	
	Writing Pre  
	Female
	47
	13.02
	2.938
	.429

	
	
	Male
	86
	11.88
	3.000
	.323

	
	Literacy total Pre 
	Female
	47
	26.15
	5.433
	.793

	
	
	Male
	86
	24.56
	5.566
	.600

	
	Numeracy Pre 
	Female
	47
	13.04
	3.078
	.449

	
	
	Male
	86
	12.81
	3.536
	.381

	
	Reading Post
	Female
	47
	12.74
	3.523
	.514

	
	
	Male
	86
	12.49
	2.977
	.321

	
	Writing Post
	Female
	47
	12.74
	2.908
	.424

	
	
	Male
	86
	12.09
	2.969
	.320

	
	Literacy total Post
	Female
	47
	25.49
	6.206
	.905

	
	
	Male
	86
	24.63
	5.473
	.590

	
	Numeracy Post
	Female
	47
	11.19
	4.246
	.619

	
	
	Male
	86
	10.73
	4.100
	.442


Explain the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 


Table 7 Cohens d values for the Pretest and Post test
	GRADE
	SKILL
	COHEN’s d VALUE
	INTERPRETATION

	I
	Reading
	0.333
	Small effect

	
	Writing
	0.305
	Small effect

	
	Literacy
	0.285
	Small effect

	
	Numeracy
	0.120
	Small effect

	
	
	
	

	II
	Reading
	-0.091
	Negligible effect

	
	Writing
	0.010
	Negligible effect

	
	Literacy
	-0.034
	Negligible effect

	
	Numeracy
	-0.534
	Negligible effect


Explain the table 	Comment by hp: Explain the table 


                                Table 8 Independent sample test
	Independent Samples Test

	Grade
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Grade 1
	Reading Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	.267
	.607
	-1.214
	122
	.227
	-.507
	.418
	-1.335
	.320

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.220
	120.717
	.225
	-.507
	.416
	-1.331
	.316

	
	Writing Pre  
	Equal variance assumed
	.858
	.356
	-1.503
	122
	.136
	-.538
	.358
	-1.247
	.171

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.517
	121.752
	.132
	-.538
	.355
	-1.240
	.164

	
	Literacy total Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	.037
	.848
	-1.467
	122
	.145
	-1.046
	.713
	-2.457
	.366

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.476
	121.070
	.143
	-1.046
	.708
	-2.448
	.357

	
	Numeracy Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	.448
	.505
	-1.641
	122
	.103
	-.455
	.277
	-1.005
	.094

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.654
	121.471
	.101
	-.455
	.275
	-1.000
	.090

	
	Reading Post
	Equal variance assumed
	1.156
	.285
	-.599
	117
	.551
	-.240
	.401
	-1.034
	.554

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-.591
	104.547
	.556
	-.240
	.407
	-1.046
	.566

	
	Writing Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.175
	.677
	-1.165
	118
	.246
	-.469
	.402
	-1.266
	.328

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.173
	117.878
	.243
	-.469
	.400
	-1.260
	.323

	
	Literacy total Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.157
	.692
	-1.085
	117
	.280
	-.837
	.771
	-2.364
	.690

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.086
	114.789
	.280
	-.837
	.770
	-2.362
	.689

	
	Numeracy Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.078
	.780
	-1.450
	117
	.150
	-.522
	.360
	-1.235
	.191

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	-1.438
	109.411
	.153
	-.522
	.363
	-1.241
	.198

	Grade 2
	Reading Pre
	Equal variance assumed
	1.918
	.168
	.777
	131
	.438
	.418
	.538
	-.646
	1.483

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	.793
	100.458
	.429
	.418
	.527
	-.628
	1.464

	
	Writing Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	.808
	.370
	2.106
	131
	.037
	1.138
	.540
	.069
	2.206

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	2.119
	96.417
	.037
	1.138
	.537
	.072
	2.203

	
	Literacy total Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	2.112
	.149
	1.589
	131
	.115
	1.591
	1.001
	-.390
	3.572

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	1.600
	96.683
	.113
	1.591
	.994
	-.382
	3.564

	
	Numeracy Pre 
	Equal variance assumed
	2.123
	.148
	.373
	131
	.710
	.229
	.614
	-.985
	1.442

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	.388
	106.345
	.699
	.229
	.589
	-.939
	1.397

	
	Reading Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.107
	.744
	.444
	131
	.657
	.256
	.577
	-.885
	1.397

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	.423
	82.145
	.673
	.256
	.606
	-.949
	1.462

	
	Writing Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.267
	.606
	1.219
	131
	.225
	.652
	.535
	-.406
	1.709

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	1.226
	96.413
	.223
	.652
	.531
	-.403
	1.706

	
	Literacy total Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.210
	.647
	.827
	131
	.410
	.861
	1.041
	-1.199
	2.922

	
	
	Equal variance not assumed
	
	
	.797
	85.093
	.428
	.861
	1.081
	-1.287
	3.010

	
	Numeracy Post
	Equal variance assumed
	.021
	.885
	.609
	131
	.543
	.459
	.753
	-1.031
	1.949

	
	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.603
	91.911
	.548
	.459
	.761
	-1.052
	1.970



Reduce the table 	Comment by hp: Do not display  all tables. Choose 5 table of the 8. 
On the basis of Mean and Standard Deviation (Table 1 and Table 2)
For Grade I, the mean scores show an overall improvement across all the parameters, with an increase in reading, writing and Literacy in totality. A positive effect of the intervention was seen on Numeracy too. The standard deviation values remain relatively stable, suggesting uniform improvement among students. Surprisingly a contrast was observed in Grade II as results showed a limited or negative changes, where reading decreased marginally, Literacy total slightly declined, and Numeracy dropped significantly, while writing showed only marginal improvement. The higher variability in Grade II indicates inconsistent performance. Overall, the analysis demonstrated that the intervention was more effective for Grade I compared to Grade II students.
On the basis of Paired Sample t-test for Pre-test Vs Post-test Results (table 3)
In Grade I, all areas show a clear improvement, with noticeable increases in reading and writing scores, leading to higher overall literacy levels. Numeracy scores also improved, indicating a positive shift in students’ performance after the intervention. The standard deviation remains fairly consistent, suggesting that this improvement was stable and experienced by most students. In contrast, Grade II shows limited or negative changes. Reading scores declined, overall literacy saw a slight drop, and numeracy experienced a significant decrease, while writing showed only a small improvement. These trends suggest that the intervention was less effective for Grade II students. Overall, the findings highlight stronger learning gains in Grade I compared to Grade II.

On the basis of Paired Samples Correlations (table 4)

In Grade I, moderate positive correlations are observed in reading (r = 0.483), writing (r = 0.441), literacy (r = 0.598), and numeracy (r = 0.349), indicating a consistent relationship between students’ initial and final performance levels. In Grade II, the correlations are comparatively stronger, particularly in reading (r = 0.762) and literacy (r = 0.751), followed by writing (r = 0.668) and numeracy (r = 0.442). This suggests that students who performed well in the pre-test also tended to perform similarly in the post-test. All correlations are statistically significant (p < 0.001), confirming reliability of the data. Overall, the results indicate strong consistency in performance patterns across both grades.

On the basis of Paired Sample Test (table 5)
The paired samples t-test analysis evaluates the statistical significance of differences between pre-test and post-test scores. In Grade I, reading (t = -3.588, p = 0.000), writing (t = -3.128, p = 0.002), and literacy (t = -3.472, p = 0.001) show statistically significant improvement, as p-values are less than 0.05. However, numeracy (t = -1.132, p = 0.260) does not show a significant difference, indicating limited impact of the intervention in this area. In Grade II, most variables such as reading (p = 0.134), writing (p = 0.859), and literacy (p = 0.588) are not statistically significant, indicating no meaningful improvement. However, numeracy shows a significant difference (t = 5.734, p = 0.000), but the positive mean difference indicates a decline in performance. Overall, the results confirm that the intervention was statistically effective for Grade I but not for Grade II.
On the basis of independent t-test Gender wise for Pre-test Vs Post-test Results (table 6)
The group statistics present the comparison of mean scores between male and female students for both Grade I and Grade II in pre-test and post-test conditions. In Grade I, male students consistently show slightly higher mean scores than females in both pre-test and post-test across reading, writing, literacy, and numeracy. Post-test literacy scores are 26.11 for males compared to 25.27 for females, indicating marginally better performance among male students. In Grade II, female students demonstrate higher mean scores in most parameters during both pre-test and post-test. Pre-test literacy is 26.15 for females compared to 24.56 for males, and similar trends are observed in writing and reading. However, differences between genders are not very large. Overall, the analysis indicates minor gender-based variation in performance, with no substantial disparity observed between male and female students across both grades.

    On the basis of Cohen’s d value calculation (table 7)
In grade I the Coden’s d values are positive for Literacy and Numeracy both indicating the foundational Literacy and Numeracy program was marginally effective as 0.10 < d < 0.35 as the d value has a low range.  In grade II the Cohen’s d value ranges from -0.550 < d < 0.011 here too the d value has a low range indicating negligible efficacy of the Foundational Literacy and Numeracy program and the negative values indicate a negligible effectiveness of the program in grade II.
On the basis of independent sample test (table 8)
In Grade 1, all p-values for both pre-test and post-test variables (reading, writing, literacy, and numeracy) are greater than 0.05, indicating no significant gender-based differences. The Levene’s test values also show that variances are equal, supporting the reliability of comparison. In Grade 2, most variables show non-significant differences (p > 0.05), except for writing pre-test (p = 0.037), which indicates a statistically significant difference between male and female students, with females performing better. However, this difference is not sustained in the post-test. Overall, the analysis confirms that gender does not have a significant impact on students’ performance across most parameters. Hence, the intervention effect can be considered independent of gender differences
Discussion of Results
Literacy
[bookmark: _GoBack]Instruction strategies were modestly effective in grade I and negligible in grade II. Writing skills showed noticeable improvement in both grade I and II. It is equally important that educators consider the background of the children their dealing with as the language spoken at home affects the early literacy development (French, G.2013). The NEP 2020 lays special emphasis on Foundational Literacy and stresses on Capacity building programs to support teachers for the same. The pretest posttest design helps us get a complete insight of the efficacy of the literacy and numeracy intervention (Arifin, K., Sirih, M., Munir, A., Jahidin, & Sabilu, M. 2025). One of the possible reasons for not achieving an expected rise in Literacy scores could be the time bound tests implemented to check the efficacy of the intervention program. At this age learners need time and sometimes prompts to process information, they may know the answers but cannot respond quickly enough resulting in scores lower than actual ability. Time bound use of outcome-based evaluation frame work for Literacy and numeracy development may work well with older Primary school learners (Vinay Pratap, Dhananjoy Shaw, Akesh Yadav,2025) rather learners of grade I and II who are still struggling to process information in a non-native language like English. Gender wise no significant differences were observed in the acquisition of Literacy skills indicating that nature has bestowed both the genders with equal capability to learn and the right kind of training can bear equal proficiency in literacy and numeracy. At the foundational level of learning even a small gain can help prevent future learning difficulties (European Commission, 2016)	Comment by hp: Change the referenced	Comment by hp: Change the referenced
Numeracy
Numeracy skills showed a marginal improvement in grade I however grade II a negative Cohen d value shows a negative impact of the instructional program. Time bound test favors the fast processors of information not the deep thinkers. At the foundational level it has been observed that if the literacy skills are low the numeracy skills also show a low trend especially when the learner find it difficult to interpret the language (English) used in many of the questions in the Math assessment paper. Another highlight is that in the Pretest in writing skills (common to both literacy and numeracy assessment) there is a significant difference between male and female learners but that difference is absent in the posttest and both have dropped down performance wise especially in grade II. This could be partially due to the challenges in understanding the language in the question not purely lack of concept understanding. Afterall early literacy skills predict numeracy skill development too (Purpura, D. J., Hume, L. E., Sims, D. M., & Lonigan, C. J. 2011). It may also indicate that learning gaps for grade I may not have been addressed in grade II hence the grade II numeracy performance dipped. 	Comment by hp: Change the referenced 
Conclusion
The study demonstrates that instructional strategies had a positive impact on the Literacy and Numeracy achievement of grade I learners and in the context of Foundational Literacy and Numeracy even small positive effects are significant as they promise incremental gains in essential skills that are needed for higher levels of learning. However, Numeracy results in grade II indicate the need for revised teaching approaches and strengthening numeracy-focused pedagogical approaches, pre-and post-assessment proved valuable in identifying strengths and areas for improvement in the Foundational Literacy and Numeracy program. 
Recommendations	Comment by hp: Make it in narrative way 
· Foundation Literacy Numeracy programs should be strengthened with timely interventions to address learning gaps once identified. This will ensure strong foundational learning.
·  Diagnostic assessments should be implemented at the entry point so that learning gaps are addressed before introduction of new concepts
· Assessments for literacy and numeracy should not only be written and time bound, Formative assessments with flexible time line should also be introduced to check verbal and numerical ability. 
· Teacher capacity building programs are a must for Foundational level teachers with appropriate training in child Psychology and diagnostic assessment techniques. 
· Gender neutral teaching methods with appropriate challenges will improve the standard of learning as well as induce thinking skills in both girls as well as boys which will lay strong foundation for competency-based education. 

Limitations 	Comment by hp: Limitation should discuss the lack of your study and give direction for future researchers 
Learners with acute learning difficulties were not a part of the study. Learners with irregular attendance were excluded from the study. Only work done at school was taken into consideration with time bound test. 
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