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Abstract: The purpose of the current study was to explore the effects of differentiated instruction, a neglected instructional
practice in the Ethiopia in the EFL class in the contemporary diverse classroom situations. To achieve this purpose, the study
adopted the quasi-experimental study design and randomly selected two intact classes consisting of 84 grade 12 students
(CG:43, EG:41) and pre-tested to prove the comparability of the students’ grammar learning achievement. Relevant quantitative
data were gathered using an English grammar learning achievement test. The intervention lasted for 12 consecutive weeks
from October 2022 through early January 2022. The experimental group was taught using flexible grouping, tiered instructions,
scaffolding techniques, and anchored activities as differentiated instructional strategies while the control group was taught English
grammar following the one-size-fits-all conventional approach that hardly addresses or neglects students’ diverse learning needs.
This group was taught a similar language focus using only textbook-provided activities. The quantitative data were analyzed
using SPSS, version 24 software. Confirming the normality of the quantitative data, the independent t-test and dependent t-test
were used in analyzing the pre-test and post-test data, but the qualitative data were analyzed descriptively. The findings of the
study indicated that the overall mean gains for the experimental group significantly differed from the corresponding comparison
group’s post-test test mean gains. The within-group comparison also showed that the post-test results of the experimental group
were significantly different from the pretest results. The calculated effect size for the dependent t-test and independent t-tests
were found to be moderate and large. The effect size for the treatment group exposed to differentiated instructions revealed
meaningful improvement in the students’ English grammar learning. In light of the main results, the study concluded that DI
significantly improved students’ English grammar learning achievement. Accordingly, the study suggested that differentiated
instruction should be integrated into the regular EFL class to promote students’ learning.
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grammar, English grammar learning achievement.
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Pesrome: Llerib HacToOSLEro UCCNEAOBaHNS COCTOANa B TOM, YTOOblI M3y4nTb BnuaHve auddepeHumpoBaHHOro
0o0yyeHus, npeHebperaemort y4ebHon npaktuku B Acmonun B knacce EFL B coBpeMeHHbIX pa3HOOOpasHbIX CUTY-
auusx B knacce. [Ana OOCTUMXEHUS 3TOW Lenu B uccnenoBaHun Obin MPUHAT KBA3M3KCNEpPUMEHTanbHbIA OM3alH U
cnyyanHbiM 06pa3om Gbinv BbIOpaHbl ABa MHTAKTHLIX Knacca, coctoswme n3 84 yyeHukos 12-ro knacca (KW: 43, Or:
41) n NnpegBapuTENbHO NPOTECTUPOBAHHBLIE, YTOObLI JOKa3aTb COMOCTABMMOCTb OOCTMXKEHUN ydalMXCsl B U3yYeHUU
rpammaTtuki. COOTBETCTBYIOLLME KONMYECTBEHHbIE AaHHbIE Oblnv cobpaHbl C MOMOLLBI TECTa YCNEBAEMOCTU B U3Y-
YEeHUM aHrmuinckon rpammatumkn. NccnegosaHue gnunock 12 Hepenb nogpsag ¢ oktabpsa 2022 r. no Hayano siHBaps
2022 r. kcnepuMeHTanbHyto rpynny oby4anu ¢ ucnonb3oBaHMeM METOAMKM TMOKMX Fpymnn, MHOrOypoOBHEBOro 0by4ye-
HWUS, CTPOUTENbHBIX NECOB U SKOPHbIX 3a4aHni B KavyecTBe AnddepeHunpoBaHHbIX y4ebHbIX CTpaTernin, B TO Bpems
KakK KOHTPOMbHYI rpynny obyyanu rpammMaTuKe aHrmMINCKOro A3blka B COOTBETCTBMMU C YHUBEpPCASbHbIM NMOAXOA0M,
KOTOPbIV MOYTW HE YYUTLIBAET UNN UTHOPMPYET NOTPEBHOCTL yyalumxcsa B pasHoobpasHom obyyeHnn. STy rpynny ob-
y4yanu aHanorn4yHou A3blkOBOW HaNpaBneHHOCTU, UCMONb3Ys TONMbKO 3a4aHus, NpeayCMOTpeHHble yyebHukom. Konu-
YeCTBEHHbIE JaHHble OblNM NpoaHann3MpoBaHbl C UCNOMNb30BaHMEM NporpammHoro obecnedernms SPSS, Bepcus 24.
MopTBepxaast HOpManbHOCTb KONMMYECTBEHHbIX AAHHbLIX, HE3aBUCUMbIN t-KPUTEPUIA U 3aBUCUMbI t-KPUTEPUIA NCNOMb-
30Banv Npu aHanuae JaHHbIX 40 U NOCne TeCTUPOBaHMUS, HO KAYeCTBEHHbIE JaHHblE aHaNM3npoBanucb onnucaTenbHoO.
Pesynbmamabi uccnedogaHus nokasanu, Y4To OO cpeaHuii NPUPOCT IKCNEPUMEHTaNbHOW FPynnbl 3HAYUTENBHO
oTnu4yancs oT cpefHero nNpuMpocTa MOCTTECTOBOrO TeCTa COOTBETCTBYHOLLEN Ipynmnbl cpaBHeHUs. BHyTpurpynnosoe
CpaBHEHME TakKxe Nnokasarno, YTo pe3ynbTaTbl MOCTTECTa SKCNEPUMEHTANbHON TPYMMbl 3HAYUTENbHO OTANYaNunCb OT
pesynbTaTtoB gotecTta. PacyeTHasa BennyuHa addekta Ans 3aBUCUMOTO t-KpuTepus u He3aBUCUMBbIX t-TeCTOB Oka3a-
nacb ymepeHHou n 6onblioi. BennunHa addekta ans neyebHom rpynnbl, obyyasLuelics no anddepeHunpoBaHHON
TEXHWKe, Nokasana 3Ha4yMmoe ynyylleHne B U3yYeHUn aHrmumnckon rpaMmmMaTturki yyawmnmmca. B ceBete 0CHOBHbIX pe-
3ynbTaToOB UCCMNEeA0OBaHME NPULLIFIO K 861800y, 4TO DI 3HaUnTENbHO yny4yliuna ycneBaeMocCTb yYallMxcs o rpammaTu-
Ke aHrnumnckoro sisbika. CoOOTBETCTBEHHO, MCCregoBaHMe nokasarno, 4to AnddepeHLumpoBaHHoe obyvyeHne OOMKHO
ObITb MHTErPUPOBAHO B 00bIYHLIV Knacc EFL, 4Tobbl yny4YwnTb ypoBeHb 00yYeHns yyalumxcs.

Knrodesnie cnosa: andpdepeHumpoaHHoe obydeHne, auddepeHupoBaHHoe obyyeHne, ctpaterum obyyeHus, yHu-
BepcasbHbIi NOAX0Z, rPammaTika aHITIMNCKOro A3blka, AOCTMXKEHUS B 0BYYEHUM rpaMMaTKe aHrUACKOro A3bika.
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NMEOATOIrMKA W COBPEMEHHOE OBPA30OBAHUE
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rpaMmaTuKu aHmuinckoro asbika B ddomonuu / W. T. Menka, W. B. Oxarrta // Passutne obpasosanus. — 2022. — T. 5, Ne 3. —
C. 19-31. DOI:10.31483/r-103546.
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AnHomauu: Cak TényeB 8GEH Mériesé — BEPEHY NpakTUKNHIM auddpepeHumaum adpdpekTHe Tényeccu, TEpecpex KanacaH —
LUKy YyCrOBUAECEHYE XarnbXu napy-tapasa LiyTa unce 3uonvpu BEpPeHY nporpaMmMmnHe YriwaHycem KepTeccy LiyTraHaTb.
TényeB Mecne4é — rpaMMaTKaHa BEpEHEKEHCEH GUTEHEBEH LUaNHe GUPENNeTMe NynallakaH mantaHax TEPECeHeé KBasuaKe-
NepUMEeHTNa TULLIKePY (TENYeB 0ObEKYE GUHE TYPPEH BUTEM KYMECEP aiKKMHYEH CaHaca TyHa NETemneTy) nynye. Teényesce aTap-
naca xatépriemeH 12 BépeHekeHpeH TapakaH MKE Kraca cymnaca unHeé. AkddaH YenxuHe MEHIe Larpa NenHYHe KatapTakaH
rpamMmaTtika TECUEH pesyrbTradyécem Tapax TMBEGNE AaHHANCEM NyxHA. JKCrepUMeHTa tona yMaxeéHueH nygraca kapnad ynaxeH
nygnamaluéyyeH 12 apHe TapLULLE MPTTEPHE. DKCNEPUMEHT MPTTEPEKEH YLLIKaHpa AnddepeHumaumneHeé manna BEpeHTMenNm
MECMETCEH LUYTHE GaKCeHe KEPTHE: YLLKaHCeHe GEHeTce-ynaluTapca nblHW, HyMaw LWarna 3agaHucem naHu, BEpeHeKkeH Matepu-
an KkananawlHe yCTepHu Tata XxaHaxTapyceHe gupénnetHy. CaHaB YLIKAHECEHYE BEPEHEKEHCEH TEPNE bINTABECEHE TUBEGTEPMEH
nanaHa kEHE BEPeHY MecrnevecemMne aH4ax yca KypHa. Cak yLIKaHCeHYe 3aHsATUe YEnxeHe anna unmMe TENneB napTHa, aHyax
Ta 6asdpu BEPEHY MaTepuanéHye CEHHE xaHAXTapyceHe aHdax nypHagnaHa. MygrapHa gaHHarceHe SPSS v. 24 nporpamma
nynawHune aHanus TyHa. NMyxHa gaHHancem TEpPEC NyrnHUHE GUPENNETCEH aNUP BECEHE MypHE Te SKCMIEPUMEHTEH MyrnHa Tata
3CMEPUMEHT XbIGCAH NYXHa MHpOpMaLme NaxaHakaH Tata NaxaHMaH t-kputepy Tapax aKCnepuMmeHT Typamap. Tényee pesyrib-
madyécem IKCNEPUMEHT UPTTEPEKEH YLLIKAHAH NETEMIETEBECEM TEPECIEB YLLUKAHEH pe3ynbTad€CeHyeH Yblnar ynpanca TaHuHe
KaTtapTca nay€g. KCMEPVMEHT UPTTEPEKEH YLLKAHPW PEe3ynbsTaTCeH TULLKEPEBE Mpe SKCMEPUMEHTUYEHXU KATapTyceM aKcnepu-
MEHT XbIGCAHXM Pe3ynbTaTCeHYeH anaxpax nynHuHe gupénnetce naveg. MNMaxaHakaH Tata naxaHvaH t-kputepucem BuUGenneé Te
AHACNa XaK napagGe. SKCNEePUMEHT UPTEKEH YLLKAHPW 3aHSATUCEH PdheKTHE TULLKEPHM akan4aH rpaMMaTuUKMHe BEPEHEKeHceM
narnaxpax anna unHvHe katapTpe. ACaHHA pesynbraTceHe Tene Xypca BEPEHEKEHCEH pe3yrbTaqyéceM nanaxnaHHn NMpKY némem-
niemy Tyma nynatb. Canna Bapa, NMMPEH TEMYEB LUKYNCEH BEPEHY MraHHe TEpre eHneé XaHaxrtapycem KEPTHW BEPEHEKeHCEH
KaTapTaBéceHe Namaxrnarma nynaliHWHe KatapTca naye.

Tén camaxcem: anddepeHLmaumnneHé BEpeHy NpakTVK1, BEPEHY NporpaMmMu, YHUBEPCana ManceMm, akandyaH rpaMMarTyiku,
akanyaH rpaMMaTUKMHE BEPEHTEC EGPU GUTEHYCEM.

Lumaménama: Menka . . Odomonvpe akinuyaH 4SnxvH rpaMmaTukiHe BEpeHTec &8¢ GrHe anddepeHLMaLmneHs BEpeHy
npakTUKn BUTEM KyHUHe Téndeccn / V. T. Menka, WU. B. [xatta // BépeHy atanaHase. — 2022. — T. 5, Ne 3. — C. 19-31. DOI

10.31483/r-103546.

Introduction

The English language plays essentially significant roles in
the Ethiopian education system, particularly at high schools
and higher education institutions; however, the quality of
English education has been seriously criticized for its failure
in enabling students to have adequate command over the
English language. In line with this, several local studies
showed students’ low command over the English language
(Amlaku, 2010; Haregewain, 2008; Tamene, 2000; Tekeste,
2006) and several students’ join higher education institutions
with low command over the English language that has affected
the teaching and learning process to the extent that they hardly
follow their studies in English (Amlaku, 2010; Girma, 2003)
as students’ deficiency in the language of instruction, both the
knowledge and skills, leads to poor academic performance
in the various subjects taught in that language of instruction
(Abiot, 2006; Feast, 2002; Maleki & Zangani, 2007) and
learners’ skill in using the language highly determines their
academic performance (Atkins, et al, 1995). This situation
still remained resolved and needs further investigations.

The students’ low command over the English language
partially reflects the quality of English education that has
remained deficient in achieving the desired results which is
enabling students to use the language effectively and accurately
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for a variety of functional purposes (Davies and Pearse, 2000)
as the situation demands. This is because the mode of teaching
plays its substantial role for the success or failure of students’
learning outcomes because pedagogy or the teaching and
learning process is central in raising/lowering the quality
and/or equity of learning outcomes or achievements (David,
2003; Elmore,1996; Felder and Brent, 1999). Besides, it is not
possible to improve the learning outcomes without improving
the instructional practices of school teachers (McKinsey
& Company, 2007) whereby quality of instruction refers to
the extent it engages and challenges every student in their
learning process regardless of their readiness differences
among students in the contemporary diversified classroom
(Chen, 1996). This requires to use the means or instructional
practice that benefits all.

The practice of appropriately engaging and/or challenging
all students sufficiently is employing differentiated instruction
through which a teacher proactively modify key curricular
elements (contents, process, and products, the learning
environment), teaching methods or strategies, resources,
learning activities with the primary purpose of maximizing the
learning opportunity of students with diverse readiness levels
(Tomlinson, et al, 2003). It also acknowledges diversity
and meets students diverse learning needs of all students’
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in a single classroom (Valiandes, koutselini & kyriakides,
2011) and differentiated instruction is assumed to close
achievement gap prevalent among students; challenge all
learners appropriately; enable to achieve all better and change
attitude of students (Koez, 2007). This mode of teaching
engages students in learning, considers students readiness
to learn, and uses their interests and learning profiles to
enhance their learning via varied instructional strategies and
it is a reality in some foreign language classes (Blaz, 2000).
Besides, studies revealed that it is important that the level of
instruction is adapted or adjusted to the students for learning
to take place and it is ;hence, vital that teachers practice
an instruction that is differentiated (Lightbown & Spada,
2013) while (Perera, 2010, p.27) claims that teachers should
adapt instruction and materials, to suit to the various levels
of students’ different language or linguistic competence of
students, providing different learning opportunities. Put
differently, differentiated instruction benefits all students
in meeting their learning needs and accommodates their
different ability levels (De Jesus, 2012) revealing that
instructions should be adequately diversified to promote
learning for all.

This mode of teaching has been recognized as a way
to solve the problems of low achievement and proficiency
in the ESL/EFL classroom (Fairbain & Jones-Vo 2010;
Tomlinson & Imbeau 2010) and facilitates language
learning as it helps to meet the needs of learners at a
different proficiency level (Logan, 2011) and cater for
the educational needs of the students (Heacox, 2012;
Tomlinson et al, 2003). Furthermore, English teachers
differentiating instructions can support their students reach
the communicative competence and language skills that a
foreign language demand (Borja et al, 2015) showing the
contributions of differentiated instructions for improving
students English learning.

In fact, certain studies have been conducted on
differentiated instructions in teaching English (Ahmed,
2013; Alavinia & Farhady, 2012; Alhashmi & Elyas, 2018;
Bantis, 2008; Borja et al, 2015; Bertsons, 2005; El Shareef,
2010; Firwana, 2017; Driskill, 2010; Moreno, 2015;
Hassina, 2014; Chen, 2007; Chien, 2014; Chien, 2015; El
Shareef, 2010; Said, 2019; Valiandes, 2015; Valiande &
Koutselini, 2009; Walpole McKenna, 2007) and highlighted
positive results for its potential benefits to reach the needs of
diverse learners and to improve student achievement (Castle
et al, 2005; Hawkins, 2007; Hoffman, 2003; Valencia &
Riddle Buly, 2004). Despite their promising results, the
studies were somewhere else and the findings may not be
applicable to the local EFL classes as teaching and learning
are situated in contexts (Bruner, 1990) signifying the need
for more studies «in different social contexts, under different
language learning conditions, at different age levels and at
different proficiency levels (Stern, 1983, p. 412).

Thus, to the researchers’ best knowledge, the EFL teachers
differentiated instructional practices haven’t been sufficiently
explored in Ethiopia at high school level in particular. Thus,
the current study was intended to assesses EFL teachers
reported differentiated instructional practices that emphasizes
on learners’ centrality in general and diversity in students’
readiness levels, strengths and areas of weaknesses and pace
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of learning. Parallel to this purpose, the study was aimed at
answering the following research questions.

1. Is there a statistically significantly change in the overall
post-test results of the experimental group as compared to
comparison in learning English grammar in an EFL class?

2. Is there a statistically significantly change in the
overall post-test results of the experimental group in learning
English grammar in an EFL class?

In an attempt to answer the first five research questions,
the following alternative and null hypotheses were
formulated.

Alternative Hypotheses

In an attempt to answer the first five research questions,
the following alternative and null hypotheses were
formulated.

1. There is a statistically significant overall post-test mean
score difference between the experimental and comparison
group in English grammar learning achievement.

2. There is a statistically significant overall post-test
mean gains for the experimental group on grammar learning
achievement.

Null Hypotheses

1. There is no statistically significant overall post-
test difference between the EG and CG on their grammar
learning achievement test results.

2. There are no statistically significant mean gains in
the post-test scores of the EG on English grammar learning
achievement.

In answering these research questions, the results may serve
as a starting point for further comprehensive observational
studies. The results may probably provide relevant information
regarding EFL teachers’ instructional practices and conduct
interventional studies that tests the impacts of differentiated
instructions in their attempts to promote learning for all students
in the context of teaching English.

Methodology

1. Research Design

The current study adopted the quasi-experimental design
that involves pre-test-post-test, none-equivalent control, and
treatment groups. These pre-test and post-tests are widely
used, primarily to compare groups and/or measure change(s)
resulting from experimental treatment (Dimiter, 2003). Besides,
the quasi-experimental studies are conducted in a natural
setting, in the classroom (Cohn, 2007) which is considered
most suitable plans for examining the «effects of a particular
instructional method» (Mackey & Gas, 2005, p. 143), in this
case, differentiated instruction.

In this quasi-experimental study, the pre-test data serves
two important purposes. It is used to prove the comparability
of the students assigned to the comparison and experimental
group regarding their English grammar learning
achievement; otherwise, any pre-existing differences related
to the students learning achievement likely affect the internal
validity of the study. It also helps the researcher for further
caparisons in determining if the students learning progress is
changed significantly for the experimental group.

2. Research Approach

As stated before, the purpose of this study was mainly
aimed at investigating the effects of a differentiated
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instructional approach on students’ grammar learning
achievement results. Achieving this purpose, predominantly
required quantitative data collected through English
grammar learning achievement test. Thus, the quantitative
approach was used as this helps researchers to test research
hypotheses using numerical data to be analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistical methods. Creswell
(2003) stated that the quantitative approach is described as
exploring precise relationships with numerical data under
controlled conditions and this research approach is more
appropriate for experimental studies with a pre-determined
independent and dependent variable(s) (Creswell, 2002) that
require(s) quantitative data generated from quantitative data
gathering instruments. In the context of language teaching
research, «adopting a quantitative approach in researching
and teaching English as a foreign language will achieve the
same purpose as utilizing this approach in the broader fields
of education (Watt, 2015, p. 91).

3. Study Context

This study was carried out at Keftegna 23 secondary
school located in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The study focused
on grade twelve students’ because it is the turning point
for the students to join higher education institutions that
necessitate them to have a reasonable command over the
English language for their academic success. However, it has
become common source of complaint among educators that
several students, from secondary schools, are joining and/
or attending higher education institutions with low overall
command over the English language for which their English
language grammatical competence plays its significant role
as «language without grammar would be chaotic: countless
words without the indispensable guidelines for how they can
be ordered and modified (Batson,1994, p. 35) that serves as
the means to an end in facilitating effective communication
for various functional purposes.

Thus, the researcher believes that making possible
interventions under such condition(s) can have its own
contribution(s) to improve the quality of EFL teaching in
general and grammar teaching in particular by suggesting
practical solutions to prepare the students for their next
demanding academic endeavor.

4. Sampling Techniques

The researcher had the opportunity to visit the school,
observe classes and prioritize problems related to EFL
teaching. In the meantime, this school visit helped him to
be familiar with EFL teachers and share opinions about the
teaching and learning process. This is believed to facilitate
the research process because of free cooperation among the
researcher and the participants, in the sense that individuals
may willingly, and/or openly collaborate with the researcher,
for the successful accomplishment of the study.

Besides, the school was selected using purposive
sampling technique through which ‘«particular settings,
persons, or events are deliberately selected for the important
information they can provide that cannot be obtained as well
from other choices” (Maxwell, 1997, p. 87). The technique
is used in the current study due to the need for collaboration
between researcher and school personnel, individuals
involved in this quasi-experimental research (Fraenkel,
Wallen, and Hyun, 2012) as the success of the study largely
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depends on all the possible efforts and artistry works of the
participant teacher and the teacher’s willingness is very
important (Welch, 2011).

In selecting the student participants, two intact classes
were randomly chosen because the experimental and/or
quasi-experimental design can be used with intact groups or
pre-existing groups (Hoyle, 1999) and the quasi-experimental
research may require groups of experimental units to be
randomly assigned to a treatment collectively if they are pre-
organized into logistically viable groups (Shadish, et. Al,
2002). The selected intact classes were pre-tested to check the
comparability of their grammar learning achievement scores
that helps to minimize the pre-existing differences between
the treatment and comparison groups, and assigned to the
experimental and control groups through a random sampling
technique by tossing a coin (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010) to
avoid selections biases that may threaten the internal validity
of the study after the intervention; otherwise, the factor
related to differential selection could occur in the absence of
randomly selecting the samples to be assigned either into the
experimental or control groups.

5. Data Gathering Instrument

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects
of differentiated instruction on high school students’ English
grammar learning achievement that requires quantitative
data collected using achievement test. The study used
achievement tests because achievement tests are helpful to
find «whether progress has been made in terms of the goals
of learning (McNamara, 2000, p. 6). As Brown states, «an
achievement test is related directly to classroom lessons,
units, or even a total curriculumy» (2004, p. 47). Accordingly,
the contents and the objectives of the grammar learning
achievement test used in this study were directly related to
grammar lessons taught in the first semester in the students’
textbook, but the activities and instructional strategies were
different for the interventional group.

In preparing the grammar learning achievement test,
the researcher used his teaching experiences as a teacher
of English, consulted different published books considering
the learning objectives. The test was initially given to
two experienced EFL teachers and advisor for possible
comments and/or suggestions. After incorporating all
comments, the test was piloted students in the same grade
level. Using the pilot results, the test items were improved
by removing, rewording, substituting, re-arranging and
modifying problematic items.

Results and Discussions
Table 1
Results of the Pre-test Group Statistics
(pre-intervention status)

Taouuma 1
Pe3ynbraThl CTAaTUCTUKY TPYIIIIBI TIEPE]] TSCTUPOBAHUCM
(cTaryc MPOUHTEPBEHIINH )

11.94831
9.68575

Pre-test EG 41
result CG 43

42.7073
43.2558
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The data shows the main study samples group test statistics.
The groups’ test statistics for the comparability of the pre-test
results were found to be: CG mean = 43. 2558, SD = 9.68575;
for the control group and EG mean = 42.7073; SD = 11.94831;
for the experimental group. This data showed the group statistics:
mean difference, standard deviation, and standard errors for the
experimental and control groups. The mean of the control and
experimental groups were 43.2558 and 42.7073 respectively.

PEDAGOGY AND MODERN EDUCATION

It can be seen from the data the mean scores of the
experimental and comparison groups were slightly different, as
the descriptive statistic shows. This data was further analyzed
using an independent samples t-test to identify whether this
difference was statistically significant and or not. In doing this
the calculated p-value is compared with the threshold value, p =
0.05. The p-value obtained from the t-test result determines the

significance of the calculated mean difference.
Table 2

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances
of Pre-test Scores (EG & CG)

Ta6mmma 2

Tect JleBeHa Ha PaBEHCTBO OTKIIOHEHUH PE3YIBbTATOB
npenapuTensHoro tectupoBanust (EG & CG)

EG 42.7073 11.94831
CG 43.2558 9.68576

Pre-test

result 3.052

0.84 -0.232 82 0.817

*p=10.817>0.05

The data presented in 2 shows that the statistical
analysis of independent sample t-test for equality of
means result for the pre-test scores, and the inferential
statistical values for equality of means (t = -0.232;
DF = 82; p = 0.817) depicted that no statistically
significant mean score difference was observed

between the groups. Thus, the baseline data confirmed
that the groups were comparable before intervention
and the p-value, 0.817 indicated that the assumption of
equality of variances was also met.

1. Results on the Effects of differentiated instruction

on students Learning Table 3
able

Independent Sample t-test for post-test results
(EG & CG)

Tabmuma 4

HezaBrucumeblit BEIOOPOUHBIH t-TECT I Pe3yaBTaTOB
mocne tectupoBanus (EG & CQG)

EG =64.8293 13.27197

CG = 592791 10.94646 2.838 0.096 2.085 82 0.04
*p=10.04<0.05
Table 4
Paired Sample t-test Result for Pre-test and Post-test (EG)
Tabmuma 4

Pesynerar t-TecTa mapHO# BEIOOPKH TSI IPEIBAPUTEITEHOTO
u noctrectoBoro Tectuposanus (EG)

Pre-test 42.7073 11.94831
Posttest 64.8293 13.2719

-22.12195 4.34278

-32.617 40 0.00

*p = 0.00<0.05

In response to the first research question, an independent
sample t-test was conducted and the data was presented
in Table 3. The post-test data showed the experimental
and the comparison groups descriptive statistics mean and
standard deviations (mean = 64.8293, SD = 13.27197 and

mean = 59.2791, SD = 10.94646) for the experimental and
comparison group respectively. The inferential statistical
values were (t = 2.085, df: 82, p = 0.04) where the p-value,
p < 0.04 was much smaller than p = 0.05. This reveals that
the experimental group mean gains significantly differed from

www.journaledu.com

@)

Pa3BuTne obpasosaHus / Development of education / BépeHy atananasé

(2022) Vol. 5 No3, 19-31


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

MEJATOrMkKA 1 COBPEMEHHOE OBPA3SOBAHUME

the corresponding comparison group. Thus, the alternative
hypothesis was accepted whereas the null hypothesis was
rejected.

In addition to the effects of differentiated
instructions on experimental group as compared to
the corresponding comparison group, effect size
calculated using eta squared formula: t2 / t2 + (N2 +
NI —2)=2.0852/2.0852 (41 + 43 — 2) = 4.347225 /
4.347225 (41 + 43 — 2) = 0.05(moderate effect size).
Concerning the effect size, Sauro argues that it is a scientific
or systematic way of determining how big the pretest and
posttest difference is in an experimental study (2014). In
this study, the effect size for the independent and dependent
t-tests was found to have reasonable and high overall impact
(0.05; 0.96) and shows the post-test and pretest and posttest
differences were not trivial. In other words, the large effect
size indicated that differentiated instruction had positive
effects on the participant students’ English grammar learning.

The data presented in table 12 shows the output generated
from the paired sample t-test in response to research question
number 2 designed to find out whether the post test result
significantly differs from the pretest data for the students under
the condition of differentiated instructions or not. Accordingly,
the pretest group statistics, mean = 42.7073; SD = 11.94831
and posttest group statistics, mean = 64.8293 & SD = 13.2719
and the inferential statistical values (-32.617, df = 40,
p = 0.000 < 0.05). The calculated p-value, 0.000, revealed
the post test result significantly differed from the pretest result
for the experimental group where p=0.00<0.05 implies that
differentiated instructional approach significantly changed
treatment group’s English grammar learning achievement.

In other words, H1 was supported as the result, p=0.00 is in
favor of the EG since P=0.00 <0.05. Thus, the findings showed
that the experimental group constituting 41 students’ posttest
result significantly differed from their pretest results due to the
treatment. Hence, the alternative hypothesis was accepted.

In other words, the data generated from the paired
r-test sufficiently evidenced that integrating differentiated
instructional approach significantly improved students’
grammar learning achievement. This was obtained by
comparing the students’ grammar learning achievement
pretest and posttest result results of the intervention group.
The pretest and posttest results were 42.7073 & 64.8293 with
p-value, 0.00, from which one can infer that the EG posttest
result was significantly higher than the pretest result.

The effect size for this research question, paired sample
t-test, was calculated as: t-test =12 /2 + (N — 1) = (-32.617)
2/ (-32.617) 2 + (41 — 1) = 1063.868689 / 1063.868689 +
(40) = 1063.868689 / 1103.868689 = 0.96 (large effect size),
suggesting that the differentiated instructions supported the
EG improve their English grammar learning achievement.

2. Discussions of the Results: effects of differentiated
instruction

In the context of this study, differentiated instruction
as been hardly practiced in the EFL classes where
the conventional one-size-fits-all instruction is still
predominantly used in Ethiopia. The rationale for conducting
this experimental study lies behind lack of empirical
evidence on the effectiveness of DI in the local EFL class
where EFL teachers hardly differentiate instruction in
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general and in teaching English grammar in particular. Thus,
the current study was aimed at investigating the overall
effects of differentiated instruction in teaching English
grammar learning on high school students as compared to
using the one-size-fits-all instruction where teachers mainly
teach to the middle aiming down to the average students
using textbook provided activities and/or tasks.

To achieve this purpose, relevant quantitative data were
collected using English grammar learning achievement test
designed in the form of dialogue, cloze-test and multiple-
choice items that tested students’ recognition and applications
of different grammatical elements. The data were analyzed
using descriptive and inferential statistical methods, dependent
t-test and independent t-test that generated quantitative results.

To this effect, the statistical analysis of the overall results
showed that the experimental group had a statistically
significant overall mean gains in the English grammar learning
achievement over that of the corresponding comparison
group deprived of the intervention. In other words, results
of the current study revealed that differentiated instructional
approach significantly changed the experimental group’s
overall English grammar learning achievement as measured
by the post-test results as compared to the comparison group
that experienced the conventional one-size-fits-all instruction.

The findings of the current study were in line with
the literature that students taught under the conditions
of differentiated instructions improve their academic
achievement much better than those who experienced
the conventional approach in the contemporary regular
classrooms (Tomlinson, 1999; Heacox, 2002) for which the
tasks and/or activities are designed at a single difficulty level
for all students regardless of the different readiness levels that
likely influences students’ learning outcomes (Tomlinson
2014). In contrast to this, in using differentiated instruction
tasks/activities are designed in such a way that appropriately
challenges students with different readiness levels, strengths,
learning needs, weakness, pace of learning, interests and
learning profiles that may likely influence students learning.
The results were also supportive of the literature that claims
differentiated instruction is considered as the key solution to
the demand of responding to the challenges of addressing the
diverse academic needs of students (Tomlinson, 2014) and
improves students’ learning achievement, by minimizing gaps,
within a short period time (Stavroula et al, 2011) alleviating
the pitfalls of the one-size-fits-all instructional approach that
hardly works in the real classroom (McBride, 2004).

The results further showed that differentiated instructions
significantly improved the experimental group’s posttest
results with high effect size. The results were consistent
with certain studies that demonstrated promising outcomes
resulting from differentiated instructional practices in different
ESL/EFL contexts (Alavinia & Farhady, 2012; Abate, 2013;
Alhashmi & Elyas, 2018; Firwana, 2017; Borja et al, 2015;
De Jesus, 2012; Driskill, 2010; Hassina, 2014; Chen, 2007;
Chien, 2014; Chien, 2015; Kotob & Abadi (2019; El Shareef,
2010; Said, 2019; Valiandes, 2015; Walpole McKenna, 2007)
as compared to the undifferentiated instructions despite little
empirical evidences in the Ethiopian EFL class.

In a study that investigated the effects of differentiated
instructions on students’ vocabulary learning in an Iranian

www.journaledu.com

@)


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

EFL context, it was empirically evidenced that differentiated
instructional practices significantly improved students’
vocabulary learning achievements as compared to the
comparison group that received the conventional one-size-
fits-all instructional approach (Alavinia & Farhady, 2012).
In this study, both the control and experimental groups were
pre-tested and post-tested, but the experimental groups
students were exposed to differentiated instructions based on
their multiple intelligence and learning styles which makes it
look individualized instruction because students’ seem to be
divided in to fixed groups based on their learning style and/
or multiple intelligence, this leads to absence of flexibility
in grouping blocks diversified mode of interactions among
students with different readiness levels. Besides, grouping
students based on their intelligence differences and learning
styles may be demanding in terms of resources.

In another study, Said (2019) investigated the effects
of differentiated instructions on sixteen years old students’
language attitude and critical thinking in the Malaysian
ESL context and the results empirically evidenced that
implementing differentiated instruction significantly changed
students’ attitude and critical thinking skills with large effect
size and average effect size (0.89, 0.58) on the students’
attitude and critical thinking skills respectively. The study also
found that the participants favorable perceptions or views on
the effects of differentiated instruction son students learning
English as a second language. The study selected students
learning style as an important learner-related factor that likely
influence their learning and it was conducted in an ESL, not
EFL, context. (2007).

In 2007, Chen examined the assessment aspect of
differentiated instruction on the college EFL learners’
perspectives on tiered performance assessment tasks using
observation, interviews, videotaping and artifact collections
as data gathering instruments. The results showed that
differentiated instructions was found to be promising in
supporting EFL College students’ English language learning
in Taiwan. The results further revealed that the participants
perceived differentiated instruction, tiered performance tasks,
positively in that learning English via differentiated increased
their confidence, motivations despite the possible challenges
related to task complexity level, scores, and time required
to complete the tasks. This study indicated the relevance of
tiered performance tasks in teaching English.

El Shareef (2010), also conducted a quasi-experimental
study that lasted for a month. The study employed a pretest
and posttest design that involved 53 students (CG: 25;
EG:28) students taught similar lessons but via differentiated
and undifferentiated instruction, conventional mode of
teaching English. The post test results of this study indicated
that students taught English via differentiated instructional
strategies resulted promising outcomes over the conventional
approach; however, the duration of the study may probably
affect the internal validity of the results of the interventions due
to testing effects. In the same vein, Paredes (2017) examined
the effects of differentiated instruction on students’ learning
of vocabulary, grammar and reading using differentiated
strategies. Using pretest and posttest and standardized tests to
assess students’ progress, and the results showed that students’
performance has significantly improved after receiving the
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treatment. In this study, the duration of the intervention part
was not declared though, as its strength, the researcher used
standardized tests to assess students’ performance.

The results of the study conducted on the literacy
development also reported that differentiated instruction was
superior to the conventional approach. The findings of the
study reported that differentiated instruction was found to be
effective in producing better academic growth for the students
exposed to the differentiated instructional practices (Walpole
McKenna, 2007). The study by Bertsos (2005) also showed
DI benefited students with different ability levels; it indicated
differentiating home works [tiered tasks] appropriately
engaged the struggling students in their learning and enriched
advanced ones.

Regarding the effects of differentiated instructions on
students’ English grammar learning achievement, fewer
studies highlighted its effectiveness in different contexts
(Alhashmi & Elyas, 2018; Firwana, 2017) In the study that
investigated the effects of differentiated instructions on female
university students’ grammar performance (Alhashmi &
Elyas,2018), results showed that implementing a differentiated
instructional approach significantly improved the English
grammar learning performance as measured by the pre-test
and post-test results of the experimental group, but it did not
significantly improve the experimental group’s grammar
performance as compared to the control groups. The female
participants exposed to this innovative instructional approach
also positively perceived learning English grammar through
a differentiated instructional approach. The participants of
this study were female students which makes it different from
the current study and the results though the researcher used
pre-test and post-test quasi-experimental studies in an EFL
context.

Similarly, Firwana (2017) further explored the
effectiveness of differentiated instruction on second graders
English grammar and vocabulary learning in Gaza. This study
empirically evidenced that using differentiated instructional
strategies significantly improved the grammar and vocabulary
learning of the students. The study used the pre-test and
post-test grammar and vocabulary learning achievement
scores. The results were in line with the current study as it
confirmed the positive effects of differentiating instructions
for teaching English grammar and vocabulary. However,
the five-week intervention time appears to affect the internal
validity of the study because students may easily remember
the test items within this short period of time, and testing
threatens its internal validity and the findings could be open
for alternative explanations, not attributed to the application
of differentiation.

In the local EFL context, Abate (2013) conducted an
experimental study on the effects of differentiated instructional
practices on grade eight English vocabulary learning
achievements. The study findings showed that differentiated
instruction significantly improved the experimental group’s
overall mean gains as compared to the comparison group
experiencing the one-size-fits-all instruction. The results
further sowed that differentiating instructions significantly
improved the overall posttest results in general and the
average and low achievers in particular. Moreover, results
showed that differentiated instruction significantly changed
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the students’ attitude towards learning English vocabulary.
Despite its remarkable results with the current study in the
local EFL class, this study was conducted in teaching English
vocabulary on junior students preparing themselves to join
high school whereas the current study was conducted in
teaching English grammar on high school students preparing
them themselves to join university where students overall
command over the English language affects their academic
success as a medium of instruction.

In the current study, the significant change could
be because of the different learning opportunities that
differentiated instruction provides to the students at
different levels of readiness that likely affects their learning
(Tomlinson, 2014). In support of this, differentiated
instruction aims to improve classroom learning for all
students by employing a variety of classroom practices,
learning opportunities, that accommodate student
differences (Benjamin, 2002). The other reason for the
results could be differentiated instruction provides not only
options of tasks or activities at different levels of difficulty
that better matched to the different students’ skill levels
and abilities (Blumenfeld, 1992; Schuman et al, 1985) but
also more encouragement and time, individual learning
outcomes, instructional support, and in-depth exploration
(Heacox, 2012), tiered activities or assignments, more
scaffolding, cooperative learning, varying the pace of
learning, anchored activities, options of flexible grouping
(Tomlinson, 2006).

These learning opportunities may make differentiated
instruction superior for the overall mean achievement
gains over that of the corresponding conventional approach
for which the same task at the same level of difficulty is
designed for all students and this may not appropriately
challenge and actively engage students to work with in
their zone of proximal development where actual learning
takes place; otherwise, the task is either below or above
this zone and fails to actively engages students in their
learning process. Regarding this, Vygotsky suggests the
tasks given to the learners must be within the zone of
proximal development (1978) which refers to the distance
or gap between what the student can do by himself and
what s/he can do with the help of the knowledgeable others
(peers, teacher or any capable person) and linked to the
students’ readiness levels.

Koez also asserts that «a classroom where one (same)
lesson is designed for all level-learners, limits are placed on
students™ and students “ who are advanced academically are
left behind because they are under challenged, and students
who may be struggling are left frustrated and confused
(2007, p.3) as the tasks designed at single difficulty remains
poorly matched to the different skill levels or abilities of
the diverse groups of students. Furthermore, Wrigley and
Guth state if the lessons delivered meets only the needs of
learners whose skills and/or knowledge falls in the middle
[teachers teaching to the middle], those learners with lower
skills may become frustrated, and those with advanced
skills, in relative terms, may become bored (1992, p.162).

Furthermore, the conventional approach has been
criticized by authors and/or researchers for its drawback
in disregarding students with different readiness levels
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(Tomlinson, 1999, 2001, 2014; Hall, 2002), neglecting
the wide range of student related characteristics and
differences in students’ needs (Fox & Hoffman, 2011) and
failure to challenge appropriately the majority of the low
achievers and some high achievers (Subban, 2006; Koez,
2007) who may feel under frustrated and under challenged
respectively. Besides, following this mode of teaching no
longer support learning in a meta-modern mixed ability
classroom (Tomlinson, 2001). Thus, in the contemporary
classroom situations, the idea of one-size-fits-all is no
longer acceptable (Tomlinson, 2014) for the proven
argument that individuals learn differently (Green, 1999;
Fischer & Rose, 2001), suggesting the need for alternative
way of lesson delivery that accommodates the wide range
of student related characteristics influencing learning
(Tomlinson, 2001, 2014) while improving learning for all
students, the ultimate goal of all instructions.

Conclusion

Outweighing its added costs, differentiated instruction
has been acknowledged as an effective instructional approach
for its potential benefits in facilitating learning for all students
including, EFL/ESL class; however, differentiated instruction
has been hardly implemented in Ethiopia in general and it is
not a prominent instructional practice in the local EFL classes
in particular for the predominant use of the one-size-fits-all
instruction that no longer serves the needs of diverse of students
in the contemporary classroom situation and might have
adversely affected the EFL instructions in the local EFL context.

Consequently, the effectiveness of this instructional
practices hasn’t been empirically evidenced and widely
known in teaching English grammar in particular at high
school level in the Ethiopian EFL context and elsewhere
and the study adds to the store of the existing knowledge by
filing this knowledge gap and makes some contributions to
alleviating the pitfalls of the one-size-fits-all instruction that
hardly works in the contemporary classroom situations.

Accordingly, this interventional study was intended to
explore the effects of differentiated instructional approach on
grade 12 students’ English grammar learning achievement
using pretest ad posttest non-equivalent comparison group
quasi-experimental study design. The study specifically
focused the effects of differentiated instruction in the
context of teaching English grammar which is one of the
potential problems our students are blamed for almost at all
educational levels.

To achieve its purpose, the relevant quantitative data
were collected using grammar learning achievement
test and analyzed using SPSS software version 24 and
making use of descriptive and inferential statistics. The
independent and dependent t-test statistical analysis results
showed the experimental group exposed to the conditions
of differentiated instructions significantly outperformed
the comparison group taught English grammar using the
conventional one-size-fits-all instruction using textbook
provided lessons and activities in their English grammar
learning achievement scores. The analysis of the dependent
sample t-test results also indicated that the posttest results
of the experimental group significantly differed from the
pretest results with high effect size.
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Thus, it is fair to conclude that incorporating
differentiated instructional practices is highly effective
and/or valuable instructional practice in improving
high school students’ English grammar learning
achievements in the Ethiopian EFL class as confirmed
by the quantitative findings for the within and between
group(s) comparisons. Based on this conclusion, the
study suggested that differentiated instruction should
be properly integrated in to the regular EFL classes and

PEDAGOGY AND MODERN EDUCATION

to use differentiated instruction effectively, the EFL
teachers should be provided in-service and preservice
trainings, as pre-requisites for practices, on differentiated
instruction while renewing the conventional instructional
practices. Besides, further studies should be conducted in
teaching English language skills in similar and different
participants in the local EFL contexts where the one-size-
fits-all mode of instruction seems to be the norm almost at
all educational levels at government schools.
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