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The relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy, beliefs, and practice of differentiated

instruction: A case study of a school in Kazakhstan

Abstract

This explanatory sequential mixed methods instrumental case study explored the
connection between teachers’ self-efficacy, beliefs and practice of differentiated instruction
in one school in Kazakhstan. In response to new curriculum demands, teachers at the
research site have begun using differentiated instruction. The purpose of the study was to
identify teachers’ self-efficacy in regards to their willingness to use differentiated
instruction in their classrooms, and their perception and practices of differentiated
instruction. The quantitative component of this case study allowed the researcher to use a
self-assessment survey to identify participants’ degree of perceived and differentiated
instruction self-efficacy. Their perception and practice of differentiated instruction was
qualitatively explored through semi-structured interviews, lesson observations and

documents analysis.

The study has revealed that most participants feel quite confident in their ability to
perform new tasks and not allow challenges to discourage them. Also, the majority of
participants showed high self-efficacy in their knowledge of differentiated instruction.
However, findings showed that teachers’ high self-efficacy in differentiated instruction
was not reflected in their practice. Furthermore, research showed that participants had
varied perceptions of differentiated instruction. Some teachers understand it as a way to
build a learning opportunity to meet the needs of their students. Others saw it as an ability-

based approach to meet the requirements of new curriculum.

Overall teachers agreed that there was a connection between their confidence in

performing new tasks and their willingness to employ differentiated instruction.
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The research findings can benefit teachers’ understanding of how self-efficacy can
influence their readiness to use innovative teaching methods, including differentiated
instruction. Also, the results of the study will be most beneficial to teachers as they can
learn about their own practice reading this research. The study indicates the importance for
school administration to encourage professional communities to help expand teachers’

perceptions of differentiated instruction.



Ka3akcran MekTenTepineri moH MyraJjimaepiHiH e3iHAik THIMILIIr KoHe capanan

OKBITY 00MBIHIIA TYCiHIKTEpi MeH TIkipuoeJiepi apacbIHAAFbI OaliJIaHBIC

AHJaTna

bepinren xyieni TyciHaipMeni apajiac 9ICTI TaKbIPBINTHIK 3epTTeyae Kazakcran
MEKTEeNTepiHiH OIpiHAETi MoH MyFaIiMAEpiHIH ©31HAIK THIMJILIIT )KoHE capajan OKbITY
OoMbIHILIA TYCIHIKTEpP1 MEH TaXKipuOesepl apacbiHAarbl OaillaHbIcTap 3€PTTENrEH.
Capautan OKbITY FBUIBIM aJlaHbIH/A KOJAAHATHIH OKBITYIIBUIAPABIH KaHA OKBITY

OarJapiaMachblHBIH TalanTapblHa cail OKbITY CTpaTerusuiapblHbIH 0ipi OOJIIbL.

3epTTeyliH MaKcaThl MyFaJlIMECPAiH ChIHBINITAPbIH/IA capaliall OKBITY bl KOJIaHyFa
KO3KapacTapbl MEH JalbIHBIKTAPbIH, 631HIIK THIMALIITT MEH TOXIpuOeIepiH aHbIKTay
6omnapl. TyciHaipMmeni apanac oicTep/iH CaHABIK 0OIIiri ycTa3aap/IblH 031H-031
OarasaybIHBIH ©31HIIK THIMIUIITT MEeH KaObulgay A9peKeciH aHbIKTay YIIiH ©31H-031
Oaranayzpl )KYprizyre MyMKIiHJIIK Oep/i, aln 3epTTeyIiH camaibIK dJIic Oemirinae
KapThUIail KYphUIBIMIAIIFaH cyX0arTap, cabakrap MEeH KY)KaTTap/bl Taliay apKbLUIbI

MYFaJiMJIEpAiH capaiar OKbITY/Ibl KaObUIJaFaHbl KOPIHIC TANTHI.

3eprTey OapbhIChIHIA KATHICYIIBLIAP IBIH KOTIIIUIIT 63/IepiHiH KaHa MIHISTTEPII
OpbIHayFa KaOIJIeTTi EKeHTIIKTEPiH, KE3/IECKeH jKaHa KUBIHIBIKTAP OJIapFa Keaepri
OoMMalTHIHBIH KopceTTi. CoHmai-ak, MyFaliMIIpiH KOIIIIUTIT capaian OKbITY Typajibl
OlmimMaepiHze ©3ePiHiH )KOFaphl THIMILIITIH KOPCETTi. Ajlaiia, KOPHITHIHABI OaphIChIHIA
MYFaIIiIMAEP/IiH capaial OKbITYFa KaThICTBI ©3/ICPIHE JETEH ThIM )KOFaphl CCHIMI OJIap IbIH
TOXKIpUOECIHAEC KOPIHIC TalTaFraHbl aHBIKTAIBI. OP1 Kapail, 3epTTey KYMBICHI
KATBICYIIBUIAP/IBIH capajian OKBITYbI OPTYPJIl TYCIHETIHACPIH aHbIKTaabl. Kelioip
MYFaJIIMJIEp capajiall OKBITY/IbI ©3 CHIHBIMTAPBIHAAFEI OpOip OKYIIBIHBIH KAKETTUTIKTEPIH

KaHaFaTTaHbIPyFa HET13/IeJITeH OKY MYMKIH/ITTH KaJbIITACTHIPY TOCUII e TYCIHCE,



Oackaapbl OHBI )KaHa OKY OaFJapiiaMachIHBIH TaJlalTapblH KAHAFaTTaHIBIPYFa
OarbITTaIFaH KaOIeTTI Ke3Kapac peTiHe KapacThIpaasl ekeH. MyranmiMaep iy 6ipi
capaian OKbITYJIbIH KeWOip 2JIeMEeHTTEpiHIH THIMILIITIHEe KATHICTHI aJlaHIayITbIIBIFbIH
OLIIip i, MBICAJIBI, )KaHA OKBITY JJIICTEpiH/Ie OaraiayFa CAKTBIKIICH KapayIblH KEPEeKTiriH
eckeptTi. COHBIMEH KaTap, 3epTTeyre KaTbICyIIbUIap MyFaTiMIEP/iH ©31He JIereH
CEHIMJIUTITT MEH jKaHa TaIrchlpMaliap/ibl OpbIHAAYFa JalbIHABIKTAPbI apachiHa OailiaHbIC

Oap exeHiHe TOJBIKTAN KeIiCTi.

3epTTey HOTIKEeNIepl MyFaTiMAECPAIH ©31H 1K TUIMILIITT OJIap/bIH capaliall OKbITY
CHSIKTHI HHHOBAIIMSJIBIK OKBITY SIICTEPiH KOJIJaHyFa JCTCH HUSTTEPIHE Kaiail acep
eTEeTIHJIKTepiH TyciHyre biKnan ereai. Conpaii-ak, 3epTTey alaHblHAa MyFaIiMaep
capasan OKbITY/IbIH HEri3ri KOMIIOHEHTTEPIH Kajaii ®aKChl capayiay KepeKTIriH yhUpeHi.
CoHBIMEH KaTap, 3epTTey HOTHIKEIEPI MEKTENTIH OKIMIIUIITT TapanblHAH MYFaTIMACPIiH
capaJiart OKbITy OOMBIHINIA TYCIHIKTEpI MEH KaObLIAayJIapblH KEHEHTY YIIIH Kocion
KaybIMIACTBIK KYPBITI, capaliall OKBITYIbI MYFaJIiMIEpre KeHIPEeK TYCIHAIpyTe, TOXIproOe

anMacyfa xarJail kacayra MYMKIHAIK TYFbI3YbIHA BIKIAJT €TEI.
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B3anmocBs3b Mexkay caM03(p(peKTHBHOCTHIO yuuTe e, yOekIeHUsIMU U NIPAKTHKOMN

auddepennpoBaHHOro od0yueHus: keiic-craau mkouabl B Kazaxcrane

AHHOTAIUA

B nanHOM TemaTHueCKOM HCCIIEJOBAHUM ObLIA M3Yy4YeHA CBSI3b MEXY
camM03(h(PEeKTUBHOCTHIO yUHUTENeH, yOSKACHUSIMH U MTPaKTUKOHN 1udpepeHIIpoBaHHOTO
oOydeHus B onHo# u3 mkoia Kazaxcrana. Ilpumenenue nuddepeHIrpoBaHHOTO
00y4eHHUsl yUaCTHUKAaMU MCCIIEZIOBAHUS B CBOEH MpakTuke sBiseTcs 3QpGeKTUBHON
cTparerrueii HeoOXOJUMOW B COOTBETCTBUU C TPEOOBaHUSIMU OOHOBJIEHHOTO OOyUEHUS
BHeIIpsieMOTo B cpeaHux mkoiax Kazaxcrana. Llenpro ncciaenoBanus ObIIO BHISBICHHE
CBSI3M MEXAY caM0d(D(PEKTUBHOCTHIO YUUTENEH U X KEJIaHUEM MPUMEHSTh
muddepeHnpoBaHHOE 00yUEHHE B CBOEH MPAKTHKE, a TAK)KE MOHMMaHUE CYLTHOCTU
muddeperupoBaHHoro o0yuenus. B onnoit u3 mkon Kazaxcrana 6bu10 mpoBeeHO
CMEIIaHHOE MHCTPYMEHTAIbHOE TEMATUYECKOE UCCIIEI0BAaHUE Yepe3 METOA Kelc-cTaau

(cuTyaMOHHBIN aHaIU3) ¢ 00pa3LoM U3 6 yuuTenei.

CaMOO11eHOUHBIH ONpoc ObLT HCIIOIB30BaH I ONIPE/ICICHUS CTEIICHH JTMYHOU H

Qg QepeHIMPOBaHHON CaMOOLIEHKM 00Y4YeHHUsI yYaCTHUKOB. BocipusiTie M npakTuka
Qg QepeHIPOBaHHOTO 0O0YUYEHHS CPEAM YYAaCTHUKOB HCCIIEIOBAHUS ObLIO KAUeCTBEHHO
M3YYEHO C TIOMOUIBIO IMOJNYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHBIX HHTEPBBIO, HAOIIOACHUI YPOKOB, a

TAKXXC aHaJIM3a NOKYMCHTOB.

CornacHo pe3yJpTaTaMm UCCIeI0BaHus, OOJBUIMHCTBO YYaCTHUKOB UyBCTBYIOT ce0s
JIOCTaTOYHO YBEPEHHO B CBOEH CIIOCOOHOCTH BBIMOIHITH HOBBIE 3a/1a4l U HE OTCTYMAIOT
nepen cloxXHocTsIMU. Kpome Toro, 00JIBIIMHCTBO YYaCTHUKOB BBICOKO OLIEHUIJIM CBOIO
crocobHocTh nuddepeniupoBats oOyuenue. Takke pe3yabTaThl UCCIEIOBAHUS

IMOoKasaJii, 4YTO Y4aCTHUKH UMCJIN pa3JINYHBIC IIPCACTAaBJICHUA O ,Z[I/I(i)(bepeHHI/IPOBaHHOM
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oO0yuennu. HekoTopsie yuurtenst paccMaTpuBaiId METOA T PepeHIIPOBAHHOTO 00ydIeHUs
Kak croco0 co3aTh y4eOHYI0 BO3MOKHOCTD ISl YIOBJICTBOPEHHUS IOTPEOHOCTEH BCexX
CBOMX YYEHUKOB, HO JPYTHE€ YYACTHUKHU HCCIETOBAHNUS aCCOIIMUPOBAIH

g hepeHIIMPOBAHHBIN TIOIX0 ¢ YPOBHEBBIM 00y4YeHHEeM. Takoro poja HeCOBMaICHUs
OTpa3WJINCh Ha NpaKkTUKe yunrtenei. Hanpumep, HaOIOACHNS YPOKOB BBISIBUIIH, YTO
METO/bI 00Y4EHHS HCIIOJIb3yEMbIe YUUTEISIMU HE BCETJa COMEpKaIn
muddepeHIpOBaHHbIC 33/1aHUS, OTBEUYAIOIINE YPOBHIO TOTOBHOCTH YYCHHUKOB. AHAIIN3
JIOKYMEHTOB BBISIBHII YTO MHOTHE YUHUTENS HE CYUTAIOT HEOOXOJAUMBIM BKIIIOYATh
muddepeHnmanyio 00y4eHHs B IJIaHBl YPOKOB. B I1e710M yUuTENs COTTIaCHIIUCh C TEM,
YTO CYIIECTBYET CBSI3b MEKAY UX YBEPEHHOCTBIO B CBOUX CITIOCOOHOCTSAX BBITIOJIHSTH
HOBBIC 33]]Ta4d U WX TOTOBHOCTBIO IPUMEHATH AU(GEepeHIIUPOBAHHOE O0yUeHUE B CBOCH

HpaKkTUKE.

Pe3ynbTathl ccne0BaHus MOTYT IOMOYB YYUTEISAM MOHSTh, KaK
camM03(p(PEeKTUBHOCTh MOKET BIIHMATH HA UX TOTOBHOCTH UCIIOJIb30BATh HHHOBAIIMOHHBIE
MeTO/Ibl 00yUeHHUs, Takue Kak auddepeHunpoBaHHoe odyuenue. Kpome Toro, yuacTHUKU
UCCJIEIOBaHUS HAy4MIHCh () (PEKTUBHO paclo3HaBaTh OCHOBHBIE KOMIIOHEHTHI
muddepernpoBaHHoro o0Oyuenus. Taxke, pe3yabTaThl HCCIEOBAHUS TIOMOTYT
aJIMMHHCTPAIIMH IKOJIBI CO3/1aTh MpodecCHOHaIbHbIe COOOIIECTBA C LIeNbI0 Ooee
3¢ (HeKTUBHOTO pacTpoCTpaHEHHsI CBOE BOCTIPUSITUE U BOCHIPUITHE O0OYyUEHUS yUUTENCH,

IMMO3BOJIIA YUUTCIIAM paCliupATb CBOC IOHUMAHNEC U ACIIUTHCS OIIBITOM
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

For educators an ideal classroom to raise learners’ performance should be the one
where every single student is engaged, shows understanding of the course, achieves only
the high grades and feels comfortable. However, situations in actual classrooms may not
demonstrate such an optimistic picture. To illustrate, Tomlinson (2005), who is one of the
most prominent researchers and authors in the field of differentiated instruction, describes
her own unfortunate experience of being a student who faced difficulties with
understanding mathematics and how little was done from the Math teacher’s side to try to
find an individual approach to her. In fact, Tomlinson’s degree of confidence decreased
dramatically to such a level that when an English language teacher attempted to give her
more differentiated task, she was not able to accept it. According to the author, “the sense
of stupidity I developed in math could not be cancelled out so easily” and “one-size-fits-
all” approach that math teacher was implementing diminished her overall level of

confidence and made her doubt her capability to master the subject (p.13).

The issue of students’ inconsistent academic progress has received considerable
critical attention in academic research. For example, Tomlinson (1999) stresses an
importance of “developing academically responsive class” (p.12). Also, she shares her
uncertainties in terms of whether all the students ... learn the same thing, in the same

ways, over the same time span” (p.12).

One of the other reasons of students’ low academic performance can be educators’
failure to consider a learning style as a necessary component of an effective learning
environment. According to Morgan (2014), students often lose focus and interest in lesson

and consequently feel academically frustrated when teachers do not consider pupils’



learning styles. Consequently, students’ attitude and desire to learn may dramatically
decrease. He also presents a way for how to avoid such situation, which could be a

differentiated instruction as it ““... can alleviate or eliminate this disengagement” (p.34).

As it can be noted, differentiated instruction has been mentioned in studies as a
possible way to increase all students’ capacity to be engaged in the classroom, provide
them with a chance not to fall behind and achieve a good academic performance (Alavinia

& Farhady, 2012; Algozzine & Anderson, 2007; Pham, 2012).

When it comes to defining what differentiated instruction is, most of the studies
indicate similar important concepts. For example, for Morgan (2014) “Differentiated
instruction is a way of recognizing and teaching according to different student talents and
learning styles” (p.34). Meanwhile, Theisen (2002) states that differentiated instruction is
“a philosophy of teaching and learning which recognizes that each learner is unique. ....
differentiated instruction is a response to that uniqueness” (p.2). Theisen (2002)
emphasizes that in differentiated classroom all learners might not be doing the same

activities simultaneously.

As it can be seen, the key words that seem to best describe the differentiated
instruction could be the following: teaching differently, diversity, and teaching according
to learning styles. In other words, when there might be a need for an approach which
considers students’ needs, their different academic backgrounds and learning styles, it is
when a differentiated classroom should be built. Hence, creating differentiated classrooms
can be an answer to questions asked in the beginning, i.e., what might have been affecting
students’ low academic performance and what the possible ways for dealing with this issue

could be.



However, some teachers may feel uncertain about whether implementation of
differentiated instruction would be a solution and have questions, such as “Is it worth the
bother to differentiate instruction in the classroom?” (Tomlinson,2005, p.13). In her study,
Tomlinson (2005) emphasizes the importance of implementing differentiated instruction as

it impacts the students’ success in their lives and helps them feel more confident.

Nonetheless, not all teachers feel comfortable or ready to employ differentiated
instruction in their practices. According to Mills et al. (2014), one of the reasons why the
differentiated instruction is not being implemented at school at an appropriate level can be
teachers’ misunderstanding of the concept of the differentiated instruction per se, as it
happened in one of the schools in Australia. For example, since “...they (teachers) felt
uncertain about what was expected of them in relation to differentiation” (p.339) teacher’s
grouping of students was not effective enough for successful inclusion of each and every
student in her class. Consequently, while the teacher was paying more attention to under-
performing students, her high achievers were left unattended. Neither of two other types of
groupings the teacher tried to implement, mixed-ability and friendship groups succeeded.
On top of that, writing individualized learning plans for every student and assessment issue
added to teachers’ confusions in relation with the differentiated instruction. As each
educator had more than 20 students in class on average, writing a lesson plan for every
single learner seemed impossible and time-consuming. Moreover, other teachers at that
school felt uncertain regarding differentiated assessment. In other words, teachers were

not familiar with how to create different assessment tasks for every student.

Thus, one of the possible challenges for teachers in regards with implementation of
differentiated instruction in their practice could be related to their level of overall
perceived self-efficacy. Put it that way, the success of differentiated instruction strategy

may depend on the teachers’ confidence in their professional capacity to perform a new



technique. Research supports such hypothesis. For example, Starko and Schack (1989)
confirm teachers’ unwillingness to implement differentiated instruction in their classrooms
could be a lack of confidence or self-efficacy in their own abilities to successfully perform
this strategy. In other words, teachers may be more inclined to do the activity they feel
safer about and less likely to try something uncertain. According to Bandura (2006),
people tend to be more inclined to face difficulties “as challenges rather than as threats to
be avoided” when they are certain about their abilities (p.1). He further states that others,
who apprehend new areas and tasks, mostly try to hide form difficulties and consequently
might not be successful in their performance. Dixon, Yssel, McConnel, and Hardin (2014)
confirm Bandura’s findings. They see educators’ lack of belief in their professional
capacity, i.e. mismatch between what they know about the differentiated instruction and
whether they are knowledgeable enough to implement it, as a plausible theory of their

reluctance in implementation differentiated instruction.

As a result, teachers feel more confident towards implementing differentiated instruction
when they have some professional background, i.e. participation in workshops or
development courses where they could see some examples from other teachers’ practices.
Taking into account these research findings, there can be a probability that the lack of self-
efficacy might affect teachers’ willingness or readiness to implement differentiated

instruction in their classrooms.

1.2. Statement of the problem

Research suggests that teachers may have been facing challenges with
understanding the nature of differentiated instruction. The factors, such as
misunderstanding of the concept of differentiated instruction, lack of self-efficacy, and

insufficient knowledge of what particular methods should be used to build responsive and



diverse classrooms, could be the reasons of educators’ doubts in the effectiveness of

implementation of differentiated instruction.

As to the Kazakhstani context, there has been relatively little research on
implementation of differentiated instruction in Kazakhstani schools. Some studies were
focused on the impact of the differentiated instruction on students’ overall academic
performance or experiences of teachers in terms of sharing practices and methods
(Abildayeva, 2010; Karabutova &Tukenova, 2017). Kirdina (2012) found that

differentiated instruction may play a positive role in assessment.

According to Sarzhanova and Kvasnih (2012) the implementation of differentiated
instruction in the Kazakhstani educational system has proved the effectiveness of the

strategy to improve reading skills of first graders.

However, OECD (2015) affirms that in pursuit of high learning outcomes, for
example encouraging top-achieving students to participate in academic “Olympiads”,
educators’ community may risk leaving low-achieving students with less attention.
Consequently, low-achieving students might lack chances to receive an equal access to
essential knowledge and skills. Also, the OECD (2015) report states that schools tend to
group students predominantly by abilities, and do not take into account pupils’ learning

styles and interests.

Such arguable findings definitely call for deep and thorough investigation in this
area. Moreover, further research on teachers’ beliefs and practices of differentiated
instruction might help to contribute to building a more complete understanding of how the
differentiated instruction is being implemented in Kazakhstan’s schools and what factors

may cause challenges for educators.

1.3. Purpose of the study



The purpose of this study is investigating STEM and Humanities teachers’ beliefs

and practices of differentiated instruction have a number of reasons.

Firstly, it is informative to investigate whether there could be a connection between
the teachers’ self-efficacy and their beliefs in relation to differentiated instruction. Also,
the way teachers differentiate content, curriculum, and instruction will reveal how they
understand the concept of differentiated instruction. Another important point could be
related to assessment. For example, when teachers assess educators may receive
information in regards to how differentiated instruction affects students’ performance.
The methods educators use in their classrooms will inform on their practices of
implementing differentiated instruction. Additionally, this study will be beneficial for
teachers to understand how they define, perceive and implement differentiated instruction
in their classrooms. Finally, the research findings will be important for educators to be able
to see if their level of confidence impacts their desire to use differentiated instruction in

their practice.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to explore an association between STEM and
Humanities teachers’ self —efficacy self-assessment, beliefs of differentiated instruction,

and their practices of differentiated instruction.

1.4. Research questions:

Main research question:

How is STEM and Humanities teachers’ self-efficacy self-assessment related to their

beliefs of differentiated instruction and practices of differentiated instruction?

Sub-questions:



1. What is the association between teacher’s self-efficacy and their beliefs of

differentiated instruction?

2. How does teachers’ self-efficacy affect their willingness to employ differentiated
instruction?

3. How do teachers define differentiated instruction?

4. How do teachers understand the diversity of learners in their classrooms?

5. How do teachers provide differentiation of content, process, product and

assessment in a way that the needs of all students in the classroom have been met?

6. How do teachers design and include differentiation in their lesson plans to meet the

goals of differentiation?

7. What methods and approaches do teachers use to differentiate the instruction?

In order to answer these research questions, an instrumental case study of a school
in central Kazakhstan was selected as a research design to study the phenomenon at the

research site.

1.5. Significance of the study

The current research may contribute to teachers’ understanding of how their level
of confidence may influence their willingness to implement innovative teaching strategies
in their classrooms in general and differentiated instruction in particular. Also, educators
will learn about how they see and understand differentiated instruction. Moreover, teachers
will be informed of how they employ the main components of differentiated instruction in
their teaching and learning process. In addition, the study will be beneficial for improving

implementation of differentiated instruction at the research site. Thus, the research will be



primarily beneficial for teachers in better understanding of the concept of differentiation

and the relation between self-efficacy and teachers' beliefs.

1.6. Definition of central concepts

The concept of self-efficacy is best explained in Bandura’s study (1982). He describes self-
efficacy as “how people judge their capabilities and how, through their self-percepts of

efficacy, they affect their motivation and behavior” (p.122).

Several studies have attempted to explain the concept of differentiated instruction.
For example, Tomlinson (2000) defines differentiated instruction as the environment
where teachers strive to present a strong curriculum for all students but adapt it based on
every student’s interests and needs. Hall (2002) notes that educators should be flexible ...
their approach to teaching and adjusting the curriculum and presentation of information to

learners...” (p.1).

Tomlinson (2014), one of the most prominent experts in the area of differentiated
instruction states that teacher modifying content, process, product and assessment based on
students’ readiness, interest and learning profile creates a classroom where the needs of
every students has been met. She further explains content as what teachers want their
students to learn from the standard; process- how teachers differentiate their instruction;
product is what students have learned and are able to demonstrate; and assessment is
explained as a process that defines what level students have achieved based on the main

results of their learning (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010).

The next chapter will review the existing theories and concepts of self-efficacy and
its impact on teachers’ willingness to implement new instructional approaches in their
practices. Also it will review studies in relation to teachers’ perception and practices of

differentiated instruction.



Chapter 2. Literature review

2.1. The concept of self-efficacy

Bandura (2006), who is one of the well-known experts in the studies of self-
efficacy, defines self-efficacy as a belief that people possess to produce specific tasks. He
further explains the behavior of people with a strong sense of self-efficacy in contrast with
people lacking this trait. In his explanation, people having a high sense of confidence tend
to accept difficulties as “challenges to be mastered” (p.2) and do not quit when the
situations become intense. On the other hand, individuals who do not share such a high
self-efficacy incline to doubt their abilities to perform the tasks successfully and see the
difficulties as threats. Bandura (2006) underlines that self-efficacy defines people’s
behavior under certain circumstances or in specific situations, which goes in line with the
theory of Maibach and Murphy (1995). The latter argue that concepts such as self-esteem,
self-confidence and locus of control are more of personal characteristics whereas self-

efficacy is born when the situation seems to be challenging.

This goes in line with Bandura’s (2006) findings. According to Bandura’s theory of
self-efficacy, those who are confident in their abilities perceive difficult tasks as challenges
rather than a problem. They do not allow failures to discourage them and rather see critical
situations as a test to their capabilities and skills. In contrast, people who have doubts in
their abilities to face a problem with success try to avoid threatening situations. Bandura
(2006) presents four sources of self-efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experience,

social persuasion and psychological experience.

The first source, mastery experiences, is related to a fact that when one has
developed a strong self-efficacy, failures will not impact the level of personal confidence

significantly. However, if failure happens before one has been fortunate enough to
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succeed, it may negatively affect their sense of confidence. The second source of self-
efficacy, vicarious experience, occurs when people see others performing successfully in a
specific situation. In other words, people’s confidence rises when they begin to believe in
their own capabilities. Social persuasion, the third source of self-efficacy, is often found as
the easiest one. The reason is that when assuring people verbally that they are able to
perform designated activities, they are highly likely to make more effort towards the
implementation of the task. Nevertheless, Bandura (1994) warns that such kind of self-
efficacy should not be used often due to its short-term effect. The fourth way of self-
efficacy is related to people judging their ability to fulfill the task by how they react to
stress as it may have a negative influence on confidence level. Therefore, it needs to be
underlined that self-efficacy theory states that when people believe in their abilities, it is a
significant sign of how they are going to perform, behave and feel when facing new

challenges or performing new tasks.

2.2. Teachers’ self-efficacy in regards to their beliefs in differentiated instruction

Some studies claim that teachers’ self-efficacy and their beliefs in differentiated
instruction could be related. That is to say, it is highly likely that some teachers might not
feel comfortable to implement differentiated instruction in their practice as they lack
confidence in understanding the nature of differentiated instruction (Dixon et al., 2014;

Zheng, Yin, & Li, 2018).

De Neve, Devos and Tuytens (2015) arrive to a similar conclusion that the more teachers
believe in their abilities to perform an effective differentiated instruction, the more flexible
they are in adaptation of their methods. In other words, educators’ personal self-efficacy
appears to be related to the growth of their teaching mastery. Bandura (1994) also

emphasizes the significance of self —efficacy in the field of education. He explains that it is
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vital to develop children’s cognitive skills in the years of formative period. That is to say,
only teachers who have a high self-efficacy about their teaching skills can motivate

children and support their cognitive development.

Overall, it is clear that a concept of self — efficacy might in many ways influence
human’s willingness to perform a designated activity or their belief in regards to a certain
area. More importantly, for educators who often face new challenges in their teaching
experience, personal self-efficacy could be of a great importance as it may be related to

their professional beliefs in differentiated instruction and shape their teaching methods.

2.3. Teachers’ beliefs and practices in relation to differentiation of content, process,

product and assessment

According to Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010), “Differentiation can be accurately
described as classroom practice with a balanced emphasis on individual students and
course content” (p.14). In other words, an effective differentiated classroom must include
three main components to best understand students’ personality and needs: readiness,

interest and learning profile.

Readiness is explained as a “student’s entry point” in relation to his current
knowledge in particular area and skills (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010, p.32). Put it another
way, teachers should assist students with less developed readiness to see what their gaps
are in curriculum and provide advanced students with more challenging tasks without

unnecessary revision of the topics they have already proved they learnt.

Pham (2012) also reminds that it should be of a primary attention to consider that
students’ academic background may differ. In other words, not all students come to school
with the same baggage of knowledge, not all of learners received equally effective content

and instruction. Therefore, Pham further suggests that teachers need to take necessary
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measures to modify their lesson plans, assessment mechanisms to “retain students’

continued engagement” (p.16).

Students’ interest to studying has been interpreted as students’ inclination or
tendency towards specific area or topic (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010, p.32). That is,
educators could use some students’ interest, for example, to music to help them learn a
particular subject better. Another study done by Tomlinson et al (2003), claims that if
activities at the lesson are designed with students’ interests in mind, it might lead to

building more engaging, creative atmosphere in the classroom.

A diverse classroom community makes it necessary to pay attention to the way
students prefer to study. Different learners learn differently. For example, some may prefer
to work alone rather than in a group. Others can learn better when the diagrams are
presented, some when there is more audio involved. As Tomlinson (2014) indicates,
“Learning profile has to do with the ways in which a learner learns. It may be shaped by
intelligence preferences, gender, culture, or learning style” (p.33). Thus students’ learning

profile needs to be considered to create a successful environment for studying.

Further, Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) recommend teachers to differentiate in all or
either of the following elements: content, process, product and an affect. They interpret
the content as the “knowledge and skills we want our students to learn” (p.15), process as a
way of how students comprehend the content, and the product as the method of how
students present their final outcomes. The fourth curriculum related element is affect, i.e.

the impact of students’ emotional state on their learning.

Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) support the idea that elements such as learning
environment, curriculum, assessment, and instruction, their adaptation according to

students needs make the class responsive and engaged. Similarly, the study done by Dixon
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et al. (2014) affirms that in a diverse classroom the way content is demonstrated should be
of vital importance, along with the process of how it is learned and the final product, i.e.
students’ responses. That is to say, teachers who adapt their teaching techniques to meet
every students needs in their classrooms are most likely to enhance those learners’ abilities

and contribute to their growth, no matter what these learners’ current level of knowledge

could be.

Taylor’s (2015) study also argues that the three stones on which a foundation of the
differentiated instruction should be built on are the content, process and product. A process
of differentiation can be done in three ways: “content—the “what” of instruction;
process—the “how” of instruction; and product—the “evidence” of instruction” (p.14). She
further explains the differentiation of content by teachers’ skills to diversify the level of
difficulty. In her point of view, differentiating process is related to how educators adapt the
activities with students’ learning interests and styles in mind. Also, a fact that students are
free to select the method of demonstrating their final product contributes to the benefits of
implementation of differentiated instruction in the classrooms. Taylor (2015) also mentions

that assessment should be varied according to the readiness level of the students.

Levy’s (2008) findings on the importance of differentiating the product and
assessment are in line with the results of Taylor’s study (2015). To illustrate, she makes it
clear that even when teachers are preoccupied with the issues of how to cover every point
of the standard curriculum, i.e. content, they should not prevent differentiation to be
included in the learning process. She finds differentiation process as a significant part of

the strategy as it allows providing support of students of different levels.

Similar conclusions have been expressed in the variety of other studies. Other

studies also agree that content should be a significant component of effective differentiated
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instruction. For example, Theisen (2002) states that “Applying standards while designing
and organizing instruction, a teacher must be clear on what all students need to know,
understand, and be able to do at the end of the unit” (p.2). Put another way, an educator
who is aware of students’ differences should be able to benefit from the information and
differentiate the content, a way students perceive the content, and facilitate in learners’

choice of presenting the final product.

George (2005) and Tomlinson (1999) define the heterogeneous classrooms as a
learning environment that provides equality and an opportunity to cooperate for students’
full potential. They emphasize the importance of the core values that can ensure diversity
in the classroom, so everyone will have a chance to be included in a successful educational
process. In addition, they both agree that DI could be a strategy to achieve these goals.
George (2005) states that “The heterogeneous classroom can provide a real-life laboratory
for the development of important interpersonal and social knowledge, skills, ....while
simultaneously providing opportunity for varied types and degrees of academic
achievement” (p.186). Furthermore, he states that in successful heterogeneous classrooms
where the curriculum and instruction have been prepared in a meticulous and accurate
manner, children as individuals may have more chances to be heard and less to fall behind.
That is to say, both teachers and learners, in those types of classrooms will see their

differences “as assets that strengthen their whole school” (p.187).

Tomlinson (1999) also sees the importance of heterogeneity that helps to provide
equal opportunity for everyone. In her view, classrooms with thoroughly considered and
designed curriculum and instruction will enhance every student’s ability to progress,

therefore ensuring values of equity and excellence.
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One more element in addition to three core elements of differentiated instruction
which are content, process and product, is assessment. Research done by Moon (2005)
argues that assessment is an essential component of effective differentiated instruction. She
states that “instructional decisions rest... on the shoulders of teachers and onto one of three
important phases of assessment, which are planning instruction, guiding instruction and
evaluating instruction” (p.228). Moon (2005) explains the importance of each phase, the
implications of misalignment and how teachers apply the data. Moon’s findings imply that

assessment takes an important place in meetings all students’ needs.

Assessment is an important element of differentiated instruction as it “is today’s
means of understanding how to modify tomorrow’s instruction” (Tomlinson, 2014, p.31).
Put another way, the assessment that takes place every day gives teachers a chance to
receive in-depth information in regards to students’ readiness, interests and manner of
learning. Moreover, Tomlinson underlines that assessment plays a major role in
differentiated instruction as it encourages students to be more responsible for their own

studies.

Overall, the reviewed literature reveals different perspectives on differentiated
instruction. The implications of studies suggest that differentiated instruction has been seen
as an effective teaching strategy over the years. Nonetheless, a question of which
components of differentiated instruction teachers should be more focused on seems to
remain open. Also, it is important to learn what practices could ensure the success of

implementation of the strategy in our classrooms.

2.4. Kazakhstani teachers’ perception and practice of differentiated instruction

When it comes to the studies done in Kazakhstani context, there seems to be some

discrepancies in local teachers’ perception of differentiated instruction. Aliyeva (2018)
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found that although teachers demonstrate an overall understanding of the central aspects of
differentiated instruction, they tend to be more concentrated on students’ abilities rather

than on other factors, including learners’ learning profiles and interests.

In another study, Abildayeva (2010) argues that in teaching the Russian language to
non-Russian students, a differentiated approach is to be considered of an utter importance.
Due to the specifics of the Russian language as a school subject, there is a significant gap
in the perception of a non-native language by students of different nationalities, and
therefore the differentiated approach plays an important role in providing every student
with an equal opportunity to study. The author explains that, for example, in primary
classes, differentiation should be based on the difference in the requirements for students
when, studying by the same program and one textbook, students are given the opportunity
to learn state required topics at different levels, however not below the basic level. Further,
Abildayeva (2010) sees the absence of specified and established methodology of how to
employ differentiated approach in Russian language classrooms of Kazakh Medium
Instruction school as a disadvantage. However, such explanation tends to overlook the
facts that in differentiated instruction, or in this case approach, a variety of factors should
be considered and changed in the process, which could not be possible to happen if done
under conventional programme. It needs to be kept in mind, that the most decisive factor in
the area of differentiated instruction would be its flexibility. In other words, when
employing differentiated instruction in their classrooms, teachers are advised to adapt the
content, the process, the product as well as the assessment to the needs of every student
(Tomlinson, 2005). Such approach requires flexibility and quite unlikely to happen under
established methodology and might contradict the very essence of the differentiated

instruction.
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Unlike the previous study, Karabutova and Tukenova (2017) understand that
differentiated instruction might not always follow a fixed procedure. Rather, they find it
more creative in its nature. In their study, Karabutova and Tukenova (2017) underline the
significance of differentiated instruction for preschoolers. They identify group, pair and
individual forms of work as major factor for these students to succeed in learning Kazakh
language. This coincides with Tomlinson’s (2000) findings who highlights that employing
different forms of work enhances students “to address the needs of a wide variety of

learners” (p.25).

It is important not to confuse readiness with ability. Ability is “more or less fixed
trait” (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010, p.16) whereas readiness can be characterized as a

temporary gap in students’ knowledge that can be easily filled in with teachers’ support.

Some researchers argue that one of the main issues for Kazakhstani teachers can be
a readiness level of students, particularly in primary school (Zhekibayeva &
Chernushenko, n.d.). They emphasize that different levels of readiness might prevent
learners form successful studying and therefore cause inequality. For example, some
students might acquire information faster; others may need more time to analyze the
concept. That, in turn, might create some gaps in students’ knowledge and make their
readiness level different. In other words, pupils’ readiness level should be taken into
account as well as methods teachers employ to present the content. Also, the authors
recognize the fact that some learners need to work in their own pace, they may perceive
only a limited amount of information and even might require different forms and types of

work in order to master the content.

That goes in line with Utegenova, Smalgi and Onishenko’s (2018) findings. In

their view, differentiated instruction is a chance “...to create conditions under which eve
9
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student will be able to demonstrate his abilities and skills, where his interests will be taken
into account...” (p.33). They underline three major aspects of differentiation: individual
peculiarities of every student, grouping based on individual peculiarities, and consequently
differentiation of the process in groups. In their study, they highlight that differentiation
mainly should be represented in two approaches: by students’ readiness level and by
differentiation of content (p.31). In the first approach the decisive factor is how students’
level of readiness relates to their performance level. In other words, once a student is able
to do the basic level task, he will manage to perform slightly more challenging assignment
until he reaches the advanced level. This seems to be in line with Tomlinson’s definition of
readiness, but Utegenova, Smalgi and Onishenko call it “urovnevaya” (levelled)
differentiation. The second approach underlines the significance of differentiating the
content. Put it another way, different groups of students should learn materials of different
levels of difficulty. However, that approach appears to look more as an ability-based
approach as the authors did not mention that gaps in students’ knowledge are supposed to

be filled in to give students a chance to move forward and reach a necessary point.

Overall, some of the studies seem to be more focused on differentiation of students
by their readiness level and grouping according to it while others give more attention to
teachers’ perception and practice of differentiated instruction. For example, Kazakhstani
literature seems to focus more on concepts of readiness and ability rather than on
differentiation of assessment and product. However, according to many other scholars,
differentiated instruction has far more aspects to be considered, such as learning profile,

assessment, differentiation of the product (Hall, 2002; Tomlinson, 2000, 2010, 2014).

2.5. The conceptual framework for examining teachers’ self-efficacy and

differentiated instruction
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Conceptual framework developed for this study consists of the concepts essential for
understanding differentiated instruction and teachers’ self-efficacy. For example, for
differentiated instruction the most important concepts are content, curriculum and
instruction. The most comprehensive and extensive interpretation of the differentiated
instruction is given by the model of Tomlinson (2014). It indicates the four corners of
effective differentiated instruction: content, process, product and assessment which align
with other studies but also adds affect as an important element. This model is based on
three categories that can make the classroom more responsive. They are readiness, i.e.
learners’ current condition to learn, interest, which is a specific area where a student can
demonstrate his best skills and learning profile that helps to see the ways learners most
effectively perceive and perform the content. This model appears to be the one that
includes all the aspect of the effective differentiated instruction. Therefore, Tomlinson’s

model was taken as a foundation for this research.

Also, it is important to reveal whether there could be a correlation between
teachers’ self-efficacy and their beliefs in differentiated instruction. According to Bandura
(2006), self-efficacy considerably impacts of humans’ beliefs in their abilities to perform a
given task. Moreover, he states that it shapes the behavior “by its impact on determinants
such as goals and aspirations, outcome expectations” (p.309). Therefore, it could be
important to examine how teachers’ self-efficacy might impact their willingness to

implement differentiated instruction in their practice.
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Figure 1. DI implementation in relation to teachers’ self-efficacy, perception and teaching

practices

Source: The author.

Another important concept for this conceptual framework was to reveal how teachers’
belief in their capabilities to perform differentiated instruction reflects their way of
teaching. To be more specific, it is important to observe how teachers adapt these
characteristics of differentiated instruction based on students’ readiness, interest and
learning profile in their classrooms. Thus, teachers’ self-efficacy and their beliefs in
relation to differentiated instruction was the foundation of this research model, as

demonstrated in Figure 1.

Overall, these studies outline that teachers’ self-efficacy might be related to their
perception of differentiated instruction and their willingness to implement differentiated

instruction in their practice.
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Differentiated instruction is an efficient teaching approach that ensures the every
student’s voice is heard and performance is assessed. More importantly, this approach
supports the diversity and equity in the classroom as well as considering every individual’s
background, learning profiles, interests and readiness to perceive knowledge. However, in
Kazakhstani context it is often a case that differentiated instruction mostly occurs when
students are differentiated according to their knowledge level and does not take into

account other important components of differentiated instruction.

Other findings refer to a fact that despite teachers’ sincere desire to implement new
strategy their lack of confidence, or belief in their abilities to perform successfully might
prevent them from fulfilling their wish. Therefore, teachers’ level of self-efficacy
regarding their willingness to perform a new task should be taken into account as a major
fact when implementing differentiated instruction in the classroom. The literature review
provides theoretical grounding for the present study methodology for which is described in

the following chapter.

Thus, the conceptual framework in the study frames the methodology in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3.Methodology

Chapter three describes the methodology and methods used in this thesis to study
STEM and humanities’ teachers’ self-efficacy in relation to their perception and practice of
the differentiated instruction in one school in Kazakhstan. This chapter describes the
research design, the sampling strategy applied in the study, data collection instruments,

data analysis procedures, and the ethical research procedures applied during the study.

3.1. Research design

In his explanation of what research is and revealing its values Creswell (2012), one
of the most well-known experts in the area of research design in education, presents
various points. He starts with the fact that good research expands our knowledge, shapes
our practice, “evaluate approaches how to work with individuals in educational settings”
(p.5). A study done by Grandy, Mills, Durepos and Wiebe (2010) claims that more
thorough research can be done by employing an instrumental case study as it is a “tool that
facilitates the understanding of a particular phenomenon” (p.3). The focus of this research
was to identify if there was a connection between teachers’ self-efficacy, their perception

of differentiated instruction and how it reflected on their practices.

The chosen design allowed the researcher to ask specific questions, which is one
of the characteristics of the instrumental case as well as a chance to choose limited number
of participants in order receive a “thick description of a particular site, individual, group, or

occupation” (Grandy et al, 2010, p.2).
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As the purpose of this study was to identify teachers’ level of self-efficacy in
relation to their perception of differentiated instruction and practices applied in the
classrooms, instrumental case study was found as the most suitable research design for the
following reasons. Firstly, quantitative survey on self-efficacy assessment allowed
identifying the level of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and self-efficacy in relation to
differentiated instruction. Secondly, qualitative methods such as semi-structured interviews
and documents analysis helped to gain more thorough information on how teachers

understood the nature of differentiated instruction and best implemented it in their practice.

Therefore, based on the questions of the study instrumental case study research
design was used. The focus of the study was on the relationship between the confidence
and teaching, i.e. how the self-efficacy influences teaching. In order to establish whether
such a connection was possible, the following concepts were the foundation of this
research model: teachers’ perceived and differentiated instruction self-efficacy, teaching

beliefs in differentiated instruction and teaching practices.

Also, the strength of instrumental case study research design is that it provides an
opportunity to triangulate data in order to examine the phenomenon more in-depth. In this
study, data collection method was triangulated by generating four components of evidence-
self assessment survey, interviews, an observation, and document analysis as demonstrated

in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Triangulation of data collection methods

Source: The author.

To be more specific, during the first stage of data collection teachers filled out a
questionnaire (see Appendix B). The purpose of this questionnaire was to help the
researcher to get a better understanding of teachers’ self-efficacy in relation to their beliefs
and implementation of differentiated instruction in the classrooms. This survey was

developed on the model by Bandura (2006) to measure self-efficacy of teachers.

The next step in the data collection was one-to-one semi-structured interview was
conducted with each participant (see Appendix C). Information from the questionnaire
about self-efficacy self-assessment was used to develop a better understanding of how
teacher self-efficacy self-assessment related to their beliefs and practices of differentiated

instruction.

Next, there was a classroom observation of each participant. The purpose was to
gather information of how the content, assessment and process of the differentiated
instruction was being implemented in teachers’ practices, which methods and techniques

were being used.
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Lastly, researcher analyzed course plan and the lesson plan of each teacher to see

how the differentiated instruction has been considered and included.

3.2. Research participants

The participants were chosen by purposive, non-probability sampling method
which is needed when the researcher selects the sample based on his judgment (Black,
2009). This goes in line with Creswell (2012) who states that with purposeful sampling
“researchers intentionally select individuals and sites to learn or understand the central

phenomenon” (p.206).

Participants in this study are teachers in a school in Kazakhstan. The determining
factors in selecting participants were the subjects they teach at school. The reason for that
was the fact that they could bring more insights from both STEM and Humanities teachers’
points of views and consequently benefit the findings of the study. Another reason was
participants’ teaching experience which ranged from two years to fifteen and more. That is
to say, a big range in teaching experience was important as it allowed the researcher to
collect as diverse data as possible about the relation between teachers’ level of confidence
and their beliefs in differentiated instruction and how it reflected on their practices of
differentiated instruction. Therefore, the choice was determined by the scope of science
and humanitarian subjects that the selected participants teach and coordinate. The
participants of the study were 6 teachers who teach STEM and Humanities subjects. To be
more specific, three Humanities teachers: 1 English language, 1 Kazakh language, 1
Russian language and three STEM teachers: 2 Mathematics and 1 Biology were invited to
take part in the research. Table 1 presents information about research participants. In order
to protect the identity of participants all of them were given pseudonyms. Participants will

further appear in the paper by their pseudonyms to keep the identities protected.
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Pseudonym Teaching subject Age Teaching experience
Gulnar STEM mid-thirties 7 years

Ahmat STEM mid-twenties 6 years

Gulzat STEM early twenties 2 years

Sandu Humanities mid-thirties 15 years

Duken Humanities mid-forties 16 years

Jazmine Humanities mid-thirties 5 years

Source: the author

3.3. Research site

The research site is a school located in a remote city in Central Kazakhstan. This

school-lyceum accepts students only from the seventh grade, when they are 12 years of age

or older. There are about 300 students and 20 teachers at the school. The grades range from

the seventh till the eleventh.

The choice for the site was made according to several reasons. Firstly, this

particular school was considered to be one of the best schools in the city. That is, the

students of this school have been demonstrating high academic achievements for a long

time and teachers have been implementing the innovative practices to enrich their teaching

process. Consequently, the conclusion had been made to choose this school as a research

site to explore whether the reasons of such progress could be related to teachers’ high self-




27

efficacy and their beliefs and practices towards innovative pedagogical practices such as
differentiated instruction. Also, it was a new workplace for the researcher and therefore

allowed her to look at the research from different perspectives.

3.4. Research instruments

In this study, data were collected through various methods. Namely, self-efficacy
measuring survey, semi-structured interviews, structured lesson observations, and
documents analysis in order to answer research questions about the relation between the
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy self-assessment and perception and practice of

differentiated instruction.

1. Self-efficacy assessment survey

The self-efficacy assessment survey (see Appendix B) enables a researcher to
obtain valuable information about how “participants judge their ability to meet challenges
or to surmount various impediments” (Bandura, 2006, p.311). Hence, the method of survey
was chosen to examine participants rating of their perceived self-efficacy and self-efficacy
in differentiated instruction as there was a hypothesis that their level of confidence might
impact participants’ willingness to implement the differentiated instruction in their

practice.

The 1dea of this model is for participants to rate their capability of performing a
specific task using 0 to 100 point scale. The scale begins with “cannot do at all” (0)
followed by 50 in the middle of the scale which indicates “moderately certain can do” and
ends with “certain can do” (100). Then the efficacy score are summed and divided by the
number of items which calculates the strength of perceived self-efficacy. The researcher
modified the survey by adding ten items to measure teachers’ self-efficacy in differentiated

instruction.
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The statements were thoroughly designed to provide participants with an
opportunity to evaluate their personal level of confidence, to think about how the degree of
their confidence might determine their actions and behavior. The statements were divided
into two parts. The part of the survey consisted of questions relating to perceived self-
efficacy where participants were asked to rate their self-efficacy in their abilities to
perform any new tasks without fears and to keep moving forward to face new challenges.
The second part of statements was about teachers’ confidence in understanding the nature
of differentiated instruction and their capability of implementing it in practice. That is to
say, teachers were asked to assess their capability to understand and differentiate the

content, assessment, process and product in the process of differentiation.

2. Semi-structured individual interviews

The second data collection method in this study was a semi-structured interview.
According to Creswell (2012), this method is useful as the participants can share “detailed
personal information” (p.218) and because the interviewer can ask follow-up questions to
obtain more information. Consequently, this method was useful to explore the opinions of
the participants more thoroughly due to a possibility to ask specific questions into further

evaluation of personal and professional experiences.

The interview questions were designed according to research questions and allowed
participants to share their experience and bring valuable insights into the exploration of the
phenomenon. The interview questions were asked in regards to teachers’ perception of the
essence of the differentiated instruction and the possible effect of self-efficacy on teachers’
readiness to implement differentiated instruction in their practice (see Appendix C). To be
more specific, teachers were asked questions in regards to how they understand the concept

of differentiation and students’ diversity, specific methods they use in their classes to meet
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the needs of all students, and how confident they feel in their willingness and readiness to

try innovative strategies, such as differentiated instruction, in practice.

3. Lesson observation

Another data collection method that was employed in this research was lesson
observation. The purpose of the observation was to see how teacher differentiated content,
assessment and process based on student need: readiness, interest and student profile.
According to Creswell (2012), method of observation was effective as it allowed the
researcher “to record information as it occurs in a setting, to study actual behaviour”
(p.214). Hence, the main aim of the researcher was to collect the information in the process
of teaching and to explore which methods of differentiation the participants employed in

the lesson.

The researcher conducted a structured observation. The researcher’s role was of
non-participant observer. Only one lesson of each participant was observed. Each
observation lasted for 40 minutes. Classroom observation protocol was designed
specifically for the purpose of this study (see Appendix D). For ethical reasons,
observation of the product, which is the learning outcome of students’ work, was not
included in the observation protocol in order to exclude children from observation.
Therefore, the main focus during the classroom observation was on teachers’ ability to
differentiate the content, process and assessment based on students’ interests, readiness and
learning profile. Because of ethical considerations, the researcher ignored the data
involving students. The observations were aimed at observing the general learning process
and activities taking place in the classroom, type of interactions happening, the grouping
types, the pace of instruction, the level of cognitive activity, flexible use of time and varied

teaching modes. The researcher indicated all the mentioned activities by checkmarks in the
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observation protocol if they did take place in the class, and by crosses if such activities

were not observed during the lesson.

4. Document analysis

The fourth method of data collection that helped the researcher to confirm the
validity of the information obtained from survey, interviews, and lesson observations was
document analysis. Documents analyzed were lesson plans and course plans to find out
how exactly teachers apply their skills of differentiated instruction to differentiate the
content, assessment and process so that it meets the learners needs. The reason for
choosing document analysis method was due to Yin (2011) who referred to it as a valuable
method that allows to collect data on “physical and social environment” (p. 147). Thus,
the need for physical objects such as lesson and course plans to be seen, observed and
analyzed was met through exploiting that method. Participants provided researcher with

their lesson and course plans.

3.5. Procedures

Empirical data collection in this research started after ethical approval granted by
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education. After receiving the approval, the
researcher approached the principal of the research site to provide him with information
about this research, explained the purpose, and likely benefits this study may generate for

teachers and school in general.

After the principal allowed to conduct this research at the school serving as a
research site, an initial email was sent to all twenty teachers of the school inviting them to
participate in the study. Only ten teachers responded to this invitation and the researcher
chose six based on the subject and teaching experience. Three Humanities teachers and

three STEM teachers were chosen: one English language teacher, one Kazakh language
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teacher and one History teacher. Those who represented STEM subjects were two Math
teachers and one Biology teacher. Upon receiving an agreement to participate, the research
participants were invited to a personal meeting. During that meeting they were asked to

carefully examine and sign an informed consent form.

1. Self-efficacy assessment survey

The first step in data collection was organizing another meeting for participants to decide
whether they would prefer to complete the survey online or to choose a paper-based format
The researcher chose the time and venue for the meeting according to the convenience of
the research participants one week before the meeting. Research participants were notified
about the time and venue for the meeting through a phone call. Paper-based and online
versions of the survey were prepared in advance, before the meeting as the researcher
wanted to provide participants with them at once. At the meeting all the participants chose
paper -based surveys and they received them in sealed envelopes instantly. Participants
were informed that it would take around 15-20 minutes to complete the survey.
Participants were also asked to choose a date for to fill in the surveys, and all of them
agreed to complete the surveys within the following week. When the deadline passed, the

researcher collected surveys from participants personally.

Self-efficacy assessment survey tool was adapted from Bandura’s (2006) self-
efficacy assessment survey which measures participants’ level of capability to perform
new tasks and divided it into two blocks consisting of ten statements each. The first block
of statements regarded statements evaluating teachers’ degree of perceived self-efficacy
while in the second block of ten statements participants were asked to rate their confidence
in their ability to perceive and implement the differentiated instruction. All participants

completed the survey and answered all the questions in the survey.
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2. Semi-structured interviews

After survey data analysis, the venue and time was chosen to conduct face to face
interviews with each participant. Time and venue was chosen according to preferences of
each individual participant. All the participants were notified about the place, date and time
of their meetings one week before the interview via a phone call. Interviews consisted on a
number of open-ended questions about teachers’ perception and practice of differentiated
instruction. Also, there were open-ended questions regarding teachers’ points of view of
possible connection between the level of their self-efficacy and their willingness to apply
innovative teaching techniques in practice. Each interview lasted for about forty minutes
and was recorded on the phone with the permission of the participant. During the
interviews, the researcher needed to paraphrase and ask several follow-up questions when
participants seemed to struggle with understanding interview questions. Also, the
researcher took some notes throughout interviews as it was convenient to generate ideas

for the following analysis of data.

3. Lesson observation

According to Mathison (1988), the strategy of triangulation could be very
beneficial, not just to prove the validity of the results, but also to show readers that findings
might bring contradictory and inconsistent results. She underlines the value of such
strategy and calls to use multiple source of data collection. So, lesson observations were
useful source of data. After the interviews, the schedule for lesson observations was
discussed with each research participant individually, according to time most convenient

for them.

One lesson was observed. Each lesson observation lasted for forty minutes. The

researcher developed the lesson observation protocol in order to learn if the differentiation
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of the content, process and assessment was present. Differentiation of the product was
excluded due to ethical reasons. Once the lessons ended, the follow-up questions were
asked upon the necessity. For example, researcher noted that one of participants did not
seem to be keen on differentiation of formative assessment. Therefore, it was necessary to
clarify the situation to avoid assumptions from researcher’s side. Thus, researcher needed

to conduct after lesson interview with that participant.

4. Document analysis

One week before lesson observations, the researcher called each participant to ask
for their permission to analyze their lesson and course plans. All participants concurred to
the request but wanted to present the documents only after the lesson observation ends and
only in their presence. Each participant was informed that the documents would be
analyzed to find information on how teachers apply differentiated instruction in their
practice. However, participants did not agree to allow take copies or photos of their lesson
and course plans. They agreed to show the documents, but did not allow the researcher to
take them for analysis. Therefore, the following step was in interview with each teacher
about how the differentiated instruction was presented in the documents. After each
observed lesson finished, all participant showed their lesson and course plans, answered
researcher’s questions regarding the differentiated instruction. Therefore, step four was an
interview with each teacher about how the differentiated instruction was presented in the

documents.

3.6. Data analysis

The researcher used the data triangulation approach: self-assessment survey,
interview, observation, and data analysis. The analysis was guided by the research

questions and theoretical framework which examines the implementation of the
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differentiated instruction considering the concepts of content, process, product and
assessment. The survey results were analyzed to identify participants’ level of self-
efficacy. The purpose was to examine whether participants’ personal differentiated
instruction self-efficacy impacts teachers’ willingness to implement the differentiated

instruction and shapes their teaching practice.

The next step was to conduct semi-structured interviews with participants. In the process
of interview, the researcher managed to ask follow-up questions and respond to questions

and emotional reactions of participants.

Once the interview data was collected, the data were transcribed and coded manually
considering the research questions. Next, codes were organized and divided into groups to
identify the themes relating to research questions. The following themes appeared most
frequently in the process of analysis the interview data: differentiation of the content,
process, assessment and product based mostly on students’ ability and interests, sometimes
by learning profiles, perception of diversity in relation to learners’ psychological,
intelligence, and age peculiarities as well as different educational backgrounds and
abilities, confusion the readiness point of students with their abilities to perceive and
process the information in a different manner. The analysis of participants’ answers helped
the researcher to connect findings with the literature, and to find necessary information to

support the research questions.

Information obtained during the lesson observations was transcribed and coded
according to the appearing themes. The observation themes were the following: ability-
based approach, learning preferences, interests, and groupings. The lesson observation
protocols as well as reflective notes that the researcher took during the lesson observations

helped to examine how teachers’ perception of the differentiated instruction was reflected
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in their practice. Also, lesson and course plans were analyzed to examine how participants
implement their knowledge of differentiated instruction in practice. Participants allowed
the researcher to look at the documents but did not give permission to take the documents
for a full and detailed analysis. All participants preferred to show the documents after each
observed lesson finished and answered researcher’s questions regarding the differentiation

being in the plans or not.

3.7. Ethical considerations

The data collection started when research ethics approval was granted by
Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education Research Committee. All the
teachers were provided with the consent form and were free to leave the study whenever

they feel it appropriate. Participation in this research was voluntary.

This study complied with the requirement for confidentiality and anonymity in
order to protect the identities of participants. The identities of all the participants were
protected by using pseudonyms. In the interview transcripts their names were replaced by
pseudonyms. The same approach was applied to the self-efficacy questionnaire, no real

names were revealed in this document.

The permission to record the interview was received from participants. The
recordings as well as interview protocols were kept password protected on researcher’s
laptop. In addition, the participants were informed that all the recording as well as the
notes will be discarded as soon as the data is transcribed and analyzed. Participants were
informed that no one else but the researcher and the participant would know the data. All

the data was discarded as soon as the data was analyzed.

As the researcher followed norms of ethics in research and followed the conventions of the

data collection methods to the best possible standard, it is believed that this study has
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generated authentic and trustworthy data which you will be presented in the next chapter

on research findings.

Chapter 4. Findings

Six teachers as six cases of self-efficacy and differentiated instruction practice

In this paragraph the researcher analyzed the data from a number of sources for each
teacher with a purpose to develop a detailed analysis of each teacher’s self-efficacy
assessment, its relation with the willingness to implement differentiated instruction, and
practice of differentiated instruction. There were six participants in this study. Gulnar and
Ahmat are teachers of Math, Gulnaz teaches Biology, Duken is a teacher of History, while

Jazmine and Sandu teach English and Kazakh correspondingly.

4.1. Case One: Teacher Gulnar

4.1.1 Gulnar’s self-efficacy

Gulnar is a young woman in her mid-thirties. She has been teaching for seven
years, with three years of teaching experience at the research site. Gulnar participated in a
number of professional development programmes and she is considered to be one of the

most successful teachers at the research site based on the academic results of her students.

Participant Gulnar rated herself with the highest level of self-efficacy of 98 points
in almost every area self-efficacy (see appendix F). However, when it came to rating a
statement “I do not give up when the tasks are difficult”, she was slightly less confident
about not giving up when the task is difficult (see Appendix E). Nonetheless, her level of
self-efficacy still remained high. The statements she gave during the interview confirmed
her high level of self-efficacy. Gulnar expressed a strong belief that a good teacher should

not give up and be confident about her abilities even if she might lack some knowledge.
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She stated: “Even if you lack some knowledge about it [differentiated instruction], you can
look it up yourself, you’re supposed to know how to meet the needs of all students, and

you were taught how to do it.”

As for her degree of self-efficacy in differentiated instruction, she showed
maximum certainty in understanding the nature of differentiated instruction and the
capability to perform it in practice (see Appendix H). When the researcher asked a
question about whether her high level of self-efficacy could relate to her eagerness to
implement differentiated instruction in their practice, Gulnar responded positively. She

said:

There is a significant relationship between the teacher’s confidence in his/her
abilities as a teacher and their willingness to use differentiated instruction. I mean if a
teacher doesn’t believe that he can do it properly, that could mean he doesn’t even
understand how to be responsive to students’ needs. However, if a teacher believes in
his ability to do a good job, be able to teach in a way that every student responds, he
can do it.

Although Gulnar rated herself as almost 100 percent confident in her ability to
understand all the aspects of the differentiated instruction (see Appendix G), data from the
interview showed some discrepancies with this high self-assessment in the survey. For
example, in her description of differentiation of the product, she talked about a variety of
ways how to differentiate the content rather than the product, which is a student learning.
Moreover, Gulnar seemed to prefer the teacher to be in control of the differentiation of the
process rather than allowing her students to take more autonomy when presenting what

they have learnt.

Despite the high level of confidence in her knowledge and expertise in
differentiated instruction, Gulnar mostly connected differentiated instruction to ability -
based learning, grouping students according to their ability. For example, during the

lesson observation the researcher noted that Gulnar mostly the complexity- based tasks
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when less advanced students were given easier tasks and more advanced learners more
difficult tasks. Although Gulnar’s differentiation was based on readiness, she mostly
focused on repetition of skills students have already practiced and did not provide tasks to
help student to move further. Also, in some cases she seemed to misinterpret the concept
of the differentiated instruction. The next section describes Gulnar’s approach to
differentiated instruction and illustrates some cases of misconceptions of differentiated

instruction.

4.1.2. Gulnar’s perception of differentiated instruction

It important to identify what differentiated instruction and students’ diversity was in
Gulnar’s understanding. The data obtained from the interview showed that Gulnar
associated differentiated instruction mostly with teacher’s ability and eagerness to modify
her teaching approach to the level of students ‘ability. To be more specific, Gulnar
emphasized that teachers should be able to find a specific approach to every student in
order to “explain the content in the level of language student is able to comprehend”. That
is to say, the teacher should be able not only to find an individual approach to every
student, but also be ready to “adjust ourselves as teachers to his [student] level [of
comprehension]. In other words, no matter how many students you have, make sure that
the content is correctly perceived by each of them”. Furthermore, Gulnar emphasized
learners’ preference of particular subjects as one of the principles of diversity. Put in
another way, some students learned more effectively if they liked the subject, therefore
those who did not prefer the subject needed a different approach. Also, Gulnar added
students’ interests as one of significant elements of diversity in differentiated classroom

which could be considered as good principles of differentiated instruction.
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As for the differentiation of the content, in Gulnar’s view it is imperative to
differentiate the content by differentiating the tasks. As she stated, when the content could
be challenging for students to comprehend, the tasks should be differentiated according to
the level of their performance. She explained: “ ...first I try to present the materials at the
easiest level, and only after that I try to give them the more advanced tasks. For example,
in Math we use levels A, B, etc. Here, levels A and B are for those learners who are
struggling, for more able students I give tasks of level C and D which are of more
advanced levels”. It should be noted that although Gulnar was trying to meet the readiness
of her students, she did not mention that these levelled tasks had a temporary effect. That is
to say, once she helped her struggling students to identify the gaps in relative knowledge
and guide how to close that gap, she could support her students to move forward and be in
line with the rest of the class. Therefore, researcher presumed that even though Gulnar
seems to understand the nature of the concept of readiness, she does not perceive it to its

fullest extent.

Another important component of differentiation is in the process, i.e. activities that
help student to apply skills learned from the lesson. In Gulnar’s case differentiation of the
process was mostly related to grouping students and organizing engaging activities such as
competitions to verify student’s complete understanding of the lesson. She said: “After |
group them, explain the topic, I organize some kind of competitions to see whether
students understood the content. They love working in groups and competing.” Here,
Gulnar did not mention how she helps her students who would rather work alone than as a

team. Thus, students’ preferable way of learning appeared to be left out.

The findings showed that Gulnar tends to see differentiation of the product or
learning, which is the work student use to show what they have learned and achieved, as

the responsibility of the teacher. However, literature suggests that differentiation of the
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product provides students with the best chance to show the results of their learning
(Tomlinson, 2014). For example, she explained that in her practice she mostly uses video
from various educational sites. Furthermore, Gulnar underlined that she would be
persistent with presenting the content through videos despite the fact that some students’
learning styles would be different. In other words, despite the fact that she sees that some
students do not perceive the information to their best potential as their learning style is
different, Gulnar still insists on a particular way of presenting the content. Researcher
noted Gulnar seemed to confuse the concepts of differentiation of the content and the

product, that is the material that needs to be acquired and the actual learning.

Gulnar shared her concern that most often educators tend to grade a particular
learner by comparing his or her answer with other learners’ responses. In other words, if
three students were to be evaluated and two students gave unsatisfactory results and the
third student’s answer was slightly more complete, the third pupil will receive a better
grade compared to two other learners. That finding proved that sometimes teachers tend to
evaluate students based on average level rather than based on specific criteria designed
for students to help them to reach a definite point or develop a particular skill.
Interestingly, her answer seemed to contradict her next answer where she emphasized the

importance of creating criteria to evaluate students’ assignments.

However, the following quote showed that Gulnar’s perception of differentiated
instruction match with its description in the studies. For example, Gulnar stated that “a
very intelligent student might sometimes struggle with giving the correct answer” and it
was the teachers’ responsibility to “understand why it is going on with this bright student,
learn what is causing the problem.” Based on this quote, the researcher noted that Gulnar

indeed tried to find a different approach to each of her students.
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When asked what other elements she would use to make the differentiation more
effective, Gulnar insisted that the readiness level of students should be an important
category to consider in an effectively differentiated classroom. However, Gulnar associated
readiness with student’s potential to learn the content and did not see it as a temporary gap
in student’s particular segment of knowledge. Interestingly, she brought a new category,
which is classroom size, into attention. In her view, classroom size needed to be taken into

account when providing support to every student in her class.

According to participant Gulnar, it was necessary to consider the way students
perceive the information. That is to say, she tried to make her instructions as specific as
possible, so every student would be able to follow them. For that to happen Gulnar would

use various ways to explain the instruction: graphic organizers, videos, audio materials.

Data showed that, although Gulnar had demonstrated high self-assessment and
general understanding of some concepts, such as differentiation based on diversity of
learners and differentiation of the content findings showed that she put more focus on

ability-based learning.

4.1.3. Gulnar’s practice of the differentiated instruction

One of the questions of this study concerned teaching experience with
differentiated instruction and strategies employed by the participants in order to

differentiate content, process, and learning outcomes or product for their students.

Gulnar shared her vision on how to best perform the differentiation of the content
through so called “levelled” activities. That seems to be in line with one of Kazakhstani
studies where authors confuse “levelled” with activities given to students considering’
their readiness level(Utegenova, Smalgi,& Onishenko,2018). That is to say, she explained

the content through a variety of tasks of varied complexity. She labeled the tasks A, B, C,
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D according to the level of complexity, and had her students begin with the least difficult
tasks A and B to ensure that every student had understood the content. She said: “At Math
lesson levelled activities help me see that all my students perceive the topic in the same

2

way.

However, neither her lesson plan nor course plans shared with the researcher
provided any space for differentiation of the content, which is the materials she wanted her
students to learn. As Gulnar admitted, she rarely included differentiation as a part of her
lesson plan, especially when it was a practice lesson, where students revise and practice
their skills of the previous topics. As she explained, she did not see any point in
incorporating any part of the differentiation in her lesson plan because she was already
aware of the needs, interests and learning profiles of each of her students and consequently,

there were no reasons for writing a detailed plan for it.

Classroom observation showed that the content was presented in a similar way for
the whole class, and only after that the teacher employed multiple level tasks to give
students possibility to practice their skills. This resonated with what she had mentioned in

the interview in regards to ability-based tasks for students.

Also, while differentiating the content, other than considering students’ readiness,
Gulnar considered students’ interests and learning profile. That is to say, she used
presentations linked to students’ interests and also their learning profile by employing
varied teaching modes, verbal and visual. For example, relating to students’ interest with
online games she organized a competition to practice the previous topic. In that way
students managed to revise the topic through two teaching modes: visual through
presentation and verbal through teacher’s oral explanation. Also, in order to differentiate

the process Gulnar used random grouping.
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Overall, it can be noted that despite her high level of self-efficacy, findings showed
that there might be some inconsistencies with what Gulnar thinks about the differentiated

instruction and how she indeed implements it in practice.

4.2. Case Two: Teacher Ahmat

4.2.1. Ahmat’s self-efficacy

Teacher Ahmat evaluated his overall self-efficacy highly, at 77 points (see
Appendix F). Ahmat’ was the most confident, at 100 points, in his capability to work hard
to solve a problem, achieve the goals and not to withdraw in the face of complex activities
(see Appendix E). Also, he underlined the probability of the theory that teachers’
willingness to perform new teaching methods in their classes might depend on their level
of confidence. He said: “Of course, if the teacher believes in his ability to face and perform

some new task, he can be confident enough to try it, or some other new things.”

Despite a high self-assessment in his perception of differentiated instruction, Ahmat
made quite an unexpected announcement. For example, in Ahmat’s understanding
differentiated instruction was rather a one class approach. He said: “I mean, if a teacher
tried to use differentiated instruction at one or several of his lessons, next lesson he would
be willing to try something new, other than differentiated instruction.” That finding
showed that teachers’ high self-rate of differentiated instruction does not always reflect on

their practices.

Ahmat indicated his certainty to be able to face new challenges and effectively
perform new tasks by 20 points lower than his determination to work hard to solve a
problem and achieve the goals and not to quit the difficult tasks (see Appendix E). The
data obtained from the interview explained the reasons for this lower rating of confidence:

“...it depends on a teacher’s psychological type as well; I mean how ready he is to be in
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that type of situations. For example, if a teacher has not been successful with some lessons,

it could mean he is tired. However, teachers need to think about their students first of all.”

He also related probable unwillingness of teachers to continue with differentiated

instruction to their burnout and low self-efficacy in teaching subjects. He said:

It is not possible for school teachers to be the best expert in his subject, therefore
teachers cannot let their doubts in their knowledge in regards to teaching subject
diminish their self-efficacy. For example, university teacher might be more
proficient in his area of teaching and can teach at school, but he would also face
some challenges as well.

As for the self-efficacy level in regards to differentiated instruction, Ahmat self-
assesed 85 points overall (see Appendix H). Ahmat was at 90 points confident in how to
differentiate the product; however he felt by 10 points less certain in differentiating the
assessment. Ahmat evaluated his degree of certainty in how to differentiate the instruction
at 80 points and at 90 points in understanding the concept of readiness in differentiated
instruction (see Appendix G). Data obtained from the interview with respect to
differentiation of instruction and assessment proved Ahmat’s capability to perceive those
concepts in a correct way and ability to differentiate them in practice. For example, data
obtained from his interview showed that Ahmat prefers to group students based on their
learning styles and learning preferences rather on their perceived abilities, and assesses his

students based on specific criteria.

Overall, Ahmat demonstrated high level of both personal and differentiated instruction
self-assessment. He referred to psychological aspects of efficacy and motivation take a

significant place in teacher’s willingness to perform new activities.

4.2.2. Ahmat’s perception of differentiated instruction



45

Identifying teachers’ perception of differentiated instruction was one of the aims of
this study. Consequently, during the interview this researcher tried to examine how

teachers see and understand the nature of differentiated instruction.

Ahmat related differentiated instruction to learners’ age, thinking peculiarities and
the level of knowledge. He further explained that, there are children “who perceive a new
topic easily, and there are the ones for whom it is difficult and this is differentiated
instruction”. Ahmat also brought up the importance of adjusting tasks according to the

level of complexity.

As students’ diversity in differentiated instruction is considered to be one of the
major components, it was interesting to learn participants’ points of view on this matter.
According to Ahmat, the concept of diversity should consider “the psychological traits of
individual students” along with students’ preferable style of learning. In other words,
students were diverse in the way they perceived the content and the way they learned. He
said:

If a student is a visual learner, he needs to be given appropriate tasks with more
illustration, so he would learn in a more interested way, for audio learners you need to

provide some audio materials. I mean they perceive the content differently and
therefore you need to be prepared for that.

When the researcher asked whether the differentiation of the content was important,
Ahmat said that “it is crucial to differentiate the tasks, especially in Math lesson. If you ask
why it is because we are living in a constantly changing world, a word of technologies,
information needs to be updated, so educators need to bear this fact in mind.” In other
words, it was important to employ innovative teaching techniques considering students’
preferable learning modes and interests to ensure the absolute perception of the content by

all the students.
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As for the significance of differentiation of the process, Ahmat pointed to the
importance of grouping. He went further and underlined that it would be more effective to
group students according the learning styles preferences. He explained further that the
earlier teachers identify the learning profiles and intelligence preferences of their students,

the more effective the differentiated instruction would be in the classroom:

At my first lesson I usually try to identify students’ preferable way of learning, i.e.
who is an audio learner, who is kinesthetic, etc. So, each group would have one of
each type of learner, I mean one audio learner, one visual learner, etc. Then I create
such a task for a group where each type of learner would be able to equally
contribute.

Data obtained from the interviews showed that Ahmat found it necessary to support
learners to differentiate the outcomes of their works through innovative educational
techniques. To be more specific, teacher Ahmat found some forms of differentiation the
product that teachers recommend their students to use to be outdated, such as power point
presentation. He suggested employing new forms of presenting the results of students’
work that would meet students’ needs and interests. As an illustration he mentioned forms

of the final product that involves students’ interests or preferable ways of learning.

In Ahmat’s understanding, differentiation of assessment was crucial. Ahmat
explained: “We cannot evaluate the final product in the same way for an audio learner
and for a visual learner.” In other words, teachers had to take into account students’
learning styles preferences. He further underlined that there should be “certain
parameters” or specific criteria to effectively evaluate learners with different learning

styles. Also, Ahmat warned that students were quite likely

...to get tired of bored of it. I mean differentiated instruction should be some kind of
surprise for learners, something nice to try and experience. In my opinion, if
differentiated instruction is implemented at every lesson, it will likely to become
something trivial, not new or original.
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However, Ahmat did not mention anything with respect to the effectiveness of

differentiated instruction.

It was important to examine Ahmat’s opinion regarding the concept of students’
readiness, which is students’ current state relative to understanding the particular unit of
knowledge (Tomlinson, 2014). Ahmat indicated that he employed tasks based on students’
readiness to ensure that every student understood the instruction. Researcher noted that
although Ahmat’s perception of readiness was close to the one described in literature, he
kept calling them “leveled tasks” Also, he emphasized that such factor as learners’
interests, hobbies and learning styles might raise students’ attention. Participant Ahmat
suggested taking advantage of learners’ interest in popular TV series as a chance to design

certain activities.

Overall, the conclusion can be made that teacher’s beliefs in differentiated
instruction are mainly shaped by their personal beliefs to teaching mainly based on the
readiness level of their students. Nonetheless, Ahmat proved that his confidence in
differentiated instruction went in line with results researcher received during the interview.
That is to say, he mentioned the main traits of differentiation in action: students ‘learning
and thinking styles, age and interests. The following section will show whether his

perception of differentiated instruction was reflected in his practice.

4.2.3. Ahmat’s practice of differentiated instruction

Teacher Ahmat pointed to the significance of employing multiple level tasks. He
even referred to the way the content was taught during the Soviet era period when
“students used to be given the same tasks which were not differentiated” and emphasized

the value of differentiated instruction for the current education system.
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Similar to Gulnar, in his lessons teacher Ahmat varied the tasks by ability, giving
more advanced tasks to more high-achieving students and low-achieving students were
provided with more support. For example, he organized peer feedback as assistance for
less advanced students. He assigned one strong student to help learners who had been
struggling with performing tasks. Additionally, Ahmat adapted the materials from the
textbook to the level and needs of his students. He added more complex tasks to the ones
which were in the textbook. However, the content was presented in a similar way for all

the students without considering other possibilities to introduce it.

The analysis of lesson and course plans showed that the teacher did not include any
differentiation of content in those documents. When asked about the reasons, Ahmat
explained the following as “there is no needs to write differentiation of the content in

details as I know by heart the advantages and disadvantages of every student of mine”.

In Ahmat’s point of view, differentiation of the process was of utter importance,

particularly in grouping and pair work. As Ahmat stated:

It is important to divide students into groups in a way that they would be able to find
a common language with each other...students need to be able to work in pairs as
well as in groups and individually, so, that kind of skill, being able to cooperate with
others will help them in the future.

Put it another way, teachers should also consider students’ emotions and feelings
when planning how to differentiate the process. Also, Ahmat shared that teachers should

% ¢

know about students’ “preferable way of learning”. He stated that learning preferences
would definitely support successful grouping when he ensured that each group had at least
one “audio learner, and one who is kinesthetic”. The lesson that was observed in Ahmat’s
class was a practice for United National Test where he formed groups based on students’

learning preferences and ability levels, like participant Gulnar. For example, he adapted

materials for visual learners and gave them a chart to work with. For kinesthetic learners
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teacher gave out a board game and for students for whom it was easier to work with audio,

teacher provided them with laptop and several headphones.

In Ahmat’s understanding, teachers should keep in mind the preferred learning
styles of their students and emphasized the significance of differentiated assessment for
them. During lesson observation, Ahmat tried to demonstrate some techniques of how to
evaluate in different ways. For example, he had his students to work in pairs and assess
each other’s work. That is to say, he paired one high-achieving student with one low-
achieving student to assess his work, give feedback. Also, at the end of the lesson he asked
his students to do a self-evaluation in the form of a short poem. However, Ahmat did not
provide a detailed description of how the assessment would be differentiated neither in his
lesson plans nor in his course plans. As Ahmat explained in informal conversation, he
used differentiated assessment frequently, so there was never any need to describe it in

detail in his lesson plans.

Although Ahmat talked about the importance of considering students’ learning
preferences in a successfully diverse classroom, observations showed that his teaching
practice was mostly limited to ability based approach. However, he differentiated his

students by learning preferences as well.

4.3. Case three: Teacher Gulzat

4.3.1. Gulzat’s self-efficacy

Participant Gulzat presented a high level of perceived self-efficacy, at 94 points
(see Appendix F). Her level of self-confidence reached the highest result, 100 points, in
regards to her determination to work hard to solve a problem, to always achieve the goals
and not to give up should the tasks to be too complicated (see Appendix E). When the

researcher asked Gulzat to share her thoughts on a probable relation between teachers’
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high sense of perceived self-efficacy and their willingness to implement innovative
teaching strategies in their practice, Gulzat responded positively: “Of course, a teacher
should have a high level of self-efficacy, needs to believe in his professional skills and

knowledge about the subject... I think in any situation teacher must believe in herself.”

Gulzat showed a slight decrease, by 10 points in her confidence to be able to cope
with challenges, her ability to work hard to achieve the goals and effectively perform new
tasks as well as her capability to easily handle new situations. This result seems to be
slightly different from what Gulzat shared regarding her ability to deal with challenges
during the interview: “We need to face challenges to grow professionally. Despite the fact
that I only graduated recently, and being a novice teacher, I am confident in my skills and

ready to face challenges, and I intend to do so in the future.”

The relationship between teachers’ level of confidence and their perception of
differentiated instruction and their eagerness to implement it in practice was one of the
questions of this research. The researcher noted that Gulzat rated herself in differentiated
instruction slightly lower, by 14 points, compared to perceived self-assessment. Her overall
self-efficacy degree was at 80 points. Also, Gulzat’s level of confidence in differentiated
instruction varied from one aspect of differentiated instruction to another. Namely, she
assessed her self-confidence the highest; 90 points in regards to understanding the concept
of students’ diversity (see Appendix G). The data received from the interview showed that
Gulzat’s perception of diversity concurred with some characteristics of the diversity
concept, such as learners’ style to perceive and process the information, their age
peculiarities and abilities. Similarly, she gave the highest 90 points to perception of how
to differentiate the product and assessment. Gulzat rated her differentiated instruction
degree of certainty by 10 points lower, 80 points in regards to differentiation of the

content, students’ ability and applying a variety of engaging teaching strategies.
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When the researcher asked Gulzat about a probable connection between teachers’
self-efficacy assessment and their readiness to accept differentiated instruction in their
practice, she suggested there could be an association. She said: “It shapes the way teachers

present their content, materials, how they prepare students for an exam.”

Overall, it can be concluded that Gulzat’s personal confidence seems to be slightly
higher than her self-efficacy in differentiated instruction. Nonetheless, she firmly believed
that her limited teaching experience would not impede her willingness to learn more and

practice differentiated instruction.

4.3.2. Gulzat’s perception of differentiated instruction

To examine how teachers perceive the essence of differentiated instruction, the
researcher interviewed each research participant. The questions of interviews asked about
teachers’ opinion on how to differentiate the content, process, product, assessment and

consider students’ diversity in their lessons.

Gulzat stated that for her first and foremost differentiated instruction “...is a way to
get students interested in learning” through a variety of engaging methods and techniques.
She viewed the diversity of students as their ability to perceive the lesson and content
differently due to the age peculiarities. Furthermore, she highlighted that “support and
more detailed explanation” could be necessary considering students’ abilities to perceive

the content in a different manner and pace.

In Gulzat’s understanding, the content, which is the amount of knowledge taught to
students, should be differentiated due to two facts. Firstly, it was highly likely, that
students would be bored and discouraged to study should the content be presented “...in
the same, monotonous way”. Secondly, Gulzat emphasized that content needs to be

adapted, because “teaching in the same, traditional way contradicts the demands of the
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modern education; it will be tedious and repetitive”. Therefore, she suggested for example
to “choose only the main points”, which is to adapt the content, to provide more effective
perception of the content by every student in the classroom. Also, she mentioned giving

more differentiated homework as an essential part of differentiation of the content.

In Gulzat’s point of view, differentiation of the process, which is a skill learning
procedure, depended on the type of lesson. For example, if it was an experiment lesson,
she “first gives them [students] instructions, only after that allows them to start working”.
She said that follow-up questions were essential to be asked to check whether students
understood the lesson. Gulzat found it necessary to support learners to differentiate the

outcomes of their works through innovative educational techniques.

Participant Gulzat agreed that students need to be provided with a variety of
methods of successful presentations of the product, or what students can demonstrate as the
result of their learning. For example, “as I teach Biology, after each unit is covered,
students can do a project”. She further emphasized that teachers have to give students
autonomy in choosing the form of presentation. For example, “I give them the task; they

are free to choose the form of their presentation for the final product”.

Assessment or a process that allows seeing what outcomes students have achieved
throughout their learning is one of the important elements of teaching and learning. Gulzat
emphasized the significance of differentiated assessment and was willing to give students a
better grade based on his/her diligence and industriousness. In other words, when it came
to summative assessment and a particular student was for example “between marks 3 and
4”, teachers might want to take into consideration this student’s attitude to learn and

improve his or her grade.
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Also, it was crucial in this research to examine participants’ views on what other
categories they would add in their classes to make the differentiation process more
meaningful and effective. Gulzat mentioned that the pace of how fast or slow students
could perceive the information could be a significant element that should be incorporated
in the differentiated classroom. Also she shared her concern on the moral aspects of
differentiating students by readiness level. As stated, “...by giftedness...differentiating
students is not always a good thing to do. .... But high-achieving students should help low-
achievers”. At the same time Gulzat seemed to contradict herself as she further said: “I
would differentiate based on abilities and the way of perception of the content”. Also,
Gulzat thought that teachers should employ differentiated instruction at least once a week.
She further stated that if teachers “want to avoid boredom at the lesson; you need to use

different methods, differentiated instruction included”.

Gulzat positively responded that students should mostly be differentiated by
readiness, which is understanding of students’ current position in regards to specific unit of
knowledge. However, researcher could see that Gulzat was in fact referring to students’
ability level. For example, in the interview she said: “I mean strong students need to
support and help a weak student while a less able student has to try to catch up with a high-
achieving student.” Also, during the lesson observation, researcher noted that she formed
students in groups based on their abilities: high-achieving students mixed up with low-
achieving students. Gulzat agreed that it was right to differentiate students mainly be their
readiness level; she admitted that it was also unethical as it “make some students feel
special to one another”. And yet, she differentiated by ability. The reason for such
contradiction could be Gulzat’s misinterpretation of the concept of readiness. In her
understanding, readiness is to differentiate students by their ability to perceive the content.

Gulzat seemed to miss a point of readiness where teacher’s aim is to help both high and
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low achieving students to move towards particular knowledge or skill and did not leave
some of them to be in the same place. Also, she pointed out that the issue would depend on
the type of task. For example, if it was an Olympiad preparation “differentiation by ability
level totally works”. Along with this, she stated that strong students needed to support

weaker students.

A conclusion can be made that Gulzat’s beliefs in differentiated instruction are
mainly shaped by her personal beliefs to teaching mainly based either on ability level of
their students or following some elements of what differentiated instruction is in their

understanding.

4.3.3. Gulzat’s practice of differentiated instruction

According to Gulzat, first and foremost differentiation of the process should be
done in an engaging way, so every student will be interested in the content and would not
“get bored”. Moreover, she argued that “teaching in the same, traditional way” would go
against the demands of current education. In her own practice, as a Biology teacher, she
would prefer presenting content in a more practical way, for example running experiments.
She mentioned taking students to field trips as another way to differentiate the content to
reach out to more students. Also, in her opinion, adapting teaching materials would be

another valuable contribution to the differentiation of the content.

In support of her opinion, during lesson observation, it was noticed that she
employed two ways of differentiation of the content: first as a PowerPoint presentation,
then in a more empirical style, -through conducting an experiment. Moreover, she adapted
the content to the level suitable for mixed-ability class: from more advanced tasks to easier
ones. Hence, Gulzat’s responses in respect to the experience of differentiated instruction

went in line with techniques she employed in her practice.
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The researcher could not find any differentiation of the process in Gulzat’s lesson
or course plans. According to Gulzat, she never needed to make differentiation as a part of
lesson plans as she had always known the level of every student and had various tasks

prepared beforehand.

The researcher was eager to observe the differentiation of the process. During
lesson observation Gulzat tried to differentiate the process by breaking students into

groups. As she shared with the researcher after the lesson:

If the materials are too difficult to understand individually, I have students work in
groups. I mean, as they cooperate, learn from each other when working in groups,
they can find a solution together. If the level of the task does not seem to cause any
problems to work individually, they work independently.

As evidence, during the lesson observation, Gulzat provided her students with very
precise instructions. As a result, students managed to successfully complete the
experiment. Also, Gulzat preferred to form groups according to ability levels. In other
words, she ensured that there was at least one high-achieving, one mixed-ability, and one —

low achieving student in each group.

During the lesson observation, Gulzat was very specific with assessment criteria for
the experiment students had to conduct while working in groups. She created specific
criteria to be followed in order for the experiment to be done successfully. Also, at the end
of the lesson Gulzat handed out flashcards to every student to evaluate other students’
contribution to work as a team member. Analysis of lesson and course plans showed some
rubrics for project and presentation work. Her lesson plan included specific features of
differentiated assessment of students’ work for running an experiment and how to evaluate
each team member. That is to say, in her lesson plan she indicated specifically how high-
achieving students would assess low-achieving students. Although Gulzat seemed to

restrict the differentiated assessment to ability based learning that could still be considered
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as differentiated assessment as she took into accounts students’ ability to learn and process
the information. Although this approach can be viewed as legitimate, ability-based
grouping does not often allow teachers to consider other types of groupings. For example,
students can be grouped based on their preferable ways of learning, or learning interests, or

intelligence preferences which would meet needs of all students more successfully.

Interviews and classroom observation showed that Gulzat used effective teaching
strategies, practical activities such as experiments as well as ability based learning which

indicates a mixed success in applying differentiated instruction..

4.4. Case Four: Teacher Sandu

4.4.1. Sandu’s self-efficacy

Teachers’ personal and professional confidence greatly impacts on their willingness
to perform new tasks. Consequently, participants were asked to evaluate their self-efficacy
level based on Bandura’s self-assessment survey (2006, p.213). Sandu felt fairly confident,
at 86 points, in her abilities to embrace and perform any new tasks (see Appendix F). To be
more specific, Sandu rated her ability to accomplish any new tasks successfully and handle
new circumstances effortlessly with 90 points out of a hundred (see Appendix E). She was
also certain in her capability to cope with any difficulties on her way to achieving her goals
and would not allow her low self-confidence to make her quit new tasks she would like to
try. However, Sandu felt ten points less certain in her abilities to face new challenges.
These findings did match with the participant’s responses obtained from the interviews.
For example, Sandu noticed that teachers’ self-efficacy could relate to their beliefs of
differentiated instruction and in one way or another impact on their methods of teaching.
Interestingly, even though researcher was interested in Sandu’s opinion, she tended to

generalize her answer and talk about other teachers rather than herself. She stated that
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“people have to believe in their abilities to perform any new tasks”, otherwise “there might
be a risk that teachers with low self-efficacy will likely use the conventional way of
teaching. That will lead to route learning, memorizing but will not allow thinking

critically”.

As for Sandu’s self-efficacy in differentiated instruction, her self-assessment
reached 89 points out of 100 (see Appendix H). Sandu also demonstrated a fairly high self-
efficacy, 90 points in her understanding of the concept of diversity; differentiation of the
content, process, readiness and differentiation of instruction (see Appendix G). Indeed,
during the interview and lesson observations the researcher noted Sandu’s high degree of
expertise in regards to differentiating the process and diversity which will be described in

the following section.

Also, the researcher was interested in learning about the relationship between the
teachers’ self-confidence and eagerness to implement innovative teaching strategies,
particularly differentiated instruction. For example, Sandu underlined that teachers’
professional passion for the subject in regards to his professional development could be the
link between how confident teachers feel towards differentiated instruction: “When a
teacher loves what he is doing, values the subject he teaches. In my case, maybe because |
underwent special training programmes, | am pretty confident that I am able to

successfully implement differentiated instruction, which I am already doing.”

As it can be seen, Sandu demonstrated a high degree of both perceived and

differentiated instruction self-efficacy which was reflected in her practice.

4.4.2. Sandu’s perception of differentiated instruction

In her major study, Tomlinson (2014) describes differentiated instruction as a

classroom where teachers manage to use the time flexibly, use a wide range of
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instructional strategies, recognize students’ identity, tend to adapt curriculum to meet the
needs, employ formative assessment to help students achieve the goals. Mirroring this
definition, Sandu described differentiated instruction as an: “... individual approach to
every student, identifying his readiness, finding specific methods suitable for every learner,
i.e. teaching according to students’ age peculiarities, level of knowledge, cognitive activity,

interests. .. This is differentiated instruction in my understanding.”

Also, the researcher was interested to learn Sandu’s opinion with respect to the
concept of diversity. Sandu related the different approach to students’ diverse knowledge
background as “they [students] come to study here from different schools”. Furthermore,
she referred to students’ motivation and interest in particular subjects as one of the main
characteristics of learners’ diversity in the classroom. Sandu said that students’ differences
in ability to perceive the information and process should be important for a successfully

differentiated classroom.

According to Sandu, differentiation of the content, that is a specific unit of
curriculum, should be done thoroughly and take into account several variables: “It is
important as the students differ according to the readiness level, age peculiarities, even the
way they perceive the content makes difference. For example, in the same class you can

find a gifted child, or a child with leadership potential.”

Sandu emphasized the significance of readiness of students and their age specificity
in mixed ability classrooms. Furthermore, she mentioned employing multiple level tasks in
the process of differentiating the content and emphasized that it was “imperative to give

“levelled” tasks, from easier to more advanced level”.

Findings showed that in the differentiation of the process Sandu found using group

work very important as it was one of the demands for teachers who went through
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professional development programmes as did she. As she explained, “especially teachers
who went through professional trainings we have to get students working in groups”.
When researcher asked why the group work was important for differentiated instruction,
Sandu called attention to mixed-ability groups where high-achieving students would give a
peer support to less advanced students. Also, she mentioned a high quality performance of
students who are placed in groups based on same interests or learning modes. For example,
students who learn better through visuals work more effectively if they paired with other
students of the similar learning modes. However, Sandu called into attention not to restrict
forms of work to only a group work, but also use pair and individual types of work as well.
She said: “For example, when we give instructions, we tell students to think first
individually, and then share with another student. After pair work, they form a group and

share with group mates.”

Differentiation of the product or the outcome of learners’ achievement is one of the
main elements of effective differentiated classroom. Sandu found the strategy of using
role-plays beneficial to meet the needs of diverse students’ population in the classroom. To
be more specific, Sandu highlighted the importance of using strategies such as “project-
based learning, mini-projects, role-plays” as well as presentations. Additionally, she
recommended taking advantage of technologies and using appropriate websites to assist

students in presenting the results of their works.

Sandu mentioned that it was important to differentiate the assessment, especially
for teachers who were “teaching grades where the upgraded syllabus is being used”.
Upgraded syllabus is a new curriculum being introduced in all secondary schools across
Kazakhstan. According to Kazakhstan’s Ministry of Education and Science, all teachers
have to partake in trainings in order to be familiar with the requirements of new

curriculum. Sandu mentioned it was compulsory for teachers who participated in special
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training courses to implement differentiated instruction in the updated curriculum. As
Sandu stated: “I can say that in our everyday lesson, we mostly use formative assessment.”
The role of summative assessment was even greater in relation to differentiated instruction
as “... the tests are created by considering particular criteria, scores. It is already
differentiating as we assess every student by their writing skills, speaking skills

differently”.

In Sandu’s understanding, levelled activities could play important role in the
differentiation of instruction as well as other elements. For example, “the level of
knowledge, level of their (students’) interests, level of their attitude, outlook, etc”. She also
brought the matter of diverse educational background into attention. That is to say,
students come to her school with different level of knowledge which may impact on their

motivation and willingness to study.

As for differentiation based on the readiness, Sandu did not find that kind of
differentiation correct. To be more specific, she would rather differentiate by students’
learning profiles or learning styles. For example, she pointed out that differentiation could
also be done by students’ abilities to be at some things better than at others. She stated:
“Along with knowledge, we need to consider students’ abilities. For example, in group
work, they can practice their art skills and draw something on poster like a diagram or
chart. Teachers need to know how to access students based not only on their knowledge,
but also on other skills, like drawing.” The researcher noted that Sandu seemed to consider
ability and readiness as synonyms and put more focus on ability based learning and
teaching. During the interview Sandu never mentioned that for less advanced students gaps
in a particular segment of knowledge was a temporary state that would close as soon as
those students reach the necessary point. Lesson observations showed that she did not do

much to help low-achieving students to identify the gaps, adjacent them and move forward.
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4.4.3. Sandu’s practice of differentiated instruction

One of the questions of this study concerned teaching experience with
differentiated instruction and strategies employed by the participants in order to
differentiate content, process, and learning outcomes for their students. In the process of
interview Sandu shared that differentiation of the content, which is a specific segment of
curriculum students need to perceive. She said that differentiation of the content was
important due to their diverse educational background: “In our school we have students
with diverse background because they come to study here from different schools.

Therefore, even their motivation or interest to other subjects can be different.”

Moreover, Sandu emphasized the need to use tasks of different complexity to be
introduced when differentiating the content. As a matter of fact, during the lesson
observation, Sandu did differentiate the content based on students’ capabilities to perform
the tasks. It was a practice lesson of Kazakh language where she prepared materials at
varied readability levels and utilized targeted small group instruction. Also, she adopted
other materials to help her to apply the key ideas in the classroom. Although Sandu
mentioned the importance of developing students’ interest to learning the subject, it was
not reflected in her course documents. During the observed class Sandu did not use video
or audio aids that would meet the needs of specific group of students. Nonetheless, the
analysis of lesson plans demonstrated the consistency of the aim of the lesson and the
content that was presented at the lesson. Also, Sandu’ course plans included the
differentiation of the content in every unit. For example, she labelled the tasks as the

highest complexity and as the moderate complexity tasks.

With respect to the differentiation of the process, Sandu paid attention at allowing

students to choose the language of instruction. During lesson observation the researcher
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noted that Sandu created a comfortable environment where students felt free to switch
from one language to another. Also, Sandu differentiated the process by students’ ability to
perform the task. Researcher noted it was the ability based approach, not the readiness
based because Sandu did not provide low-achieving students with scaffolding models that
would help learners to finish easy task and move to more advanced. That way struggling
students would be able to close the temporary gap in their knowledge and be in the line
with other students. As for the lesson plans, teacher Sandu described differentiation of the
process in details in her lesson plans and also included differentiation of the process in
some units of her course plans. However, differentiation in her lesson plans was limited to

ability based approach.

Lesson observation showed that Sandu indeed used various assessment practices.
She divided students into three groups and every time a particular group achieved positive
results, she awarded them with stickers. Also, when she asked students to evaluate other
groups’ works, Sandu provided students with instruction how to do it in a more positive
way. Hence, she created a positive atmosphere in the classroom where students felt safe to
share their opinions and managed to create a constructive evaluation system for every

student to successfully appraise each other works.

Analysis of course and lesson plans showed that Sandu described in details every
step of differentiation the assessment process. She created descriptors and rubrics, and
provided students with information on how their works will be evaluated. Moreover, her

course plans also contained a detailed description of formative and summative assessment.

Overall, it can be concluded that Sandu applied strategies and approaches of

differentiated instruction in her lesson. She engaged students in the learning process
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drawing on their learning needs, learning styles and preferences while at the same time

using ability-based teaching approach to differentiated instruction.

5.5. Case Five: Teacher Jazmine

5.5.1. Jazmine’s self-efficacy

Jazmine rated herself with 85 points of perceived self-efficacy in her abilities to
perform any new tasks (see Appendix F). To be more specific, participant Jazmine was
absolutely, 100 points certain that she would work hard to achieve the goals and work hard
to solve a problem and also 90 points confident in her ability be ready to always achieve
the goals she set (see Appendix E). These results seem to agree with her point of view:”
...there is always room for improvement, though he or she fails the first time, the second
time, but I believe we should learn from every failure.” Jazmine rated her ability to face
challenges with 80 points which could be considered as an indicator of high degree of
confidence too. Researcher The researcher noted that she did not seem to mind the
challenges. As Jazmine said: “We should be challenged to become better in profession, or
a better leader. Because teachers are also leaders, they should be models of not giving up,

but to encourage themselves not matter what happens”.

Also, Jazmine evaluated quite highly, with 70 points, her ability to easily handle
difficult situations (see Appendix E). Later in the interview she said” If you have a high
level of self-efficacy, you have the willingness to improve,...it really affects how you

teach students.”

Another purpose of the study was to examine participant’s level of self-efficacy in
regards to differentiated instruction. Jazmine rated herself with the highest level. Her
average overall self-assessment was 93 points (see Appendix H). For example, to be more

specific, Jazmine was the most confident 100 points in regards to how to differentiate the
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process and content, and by 10 points less certain in her ability to differentiate the

instruction, product and the nature of differentiated instruction itself (see Appendix G).

Jazmine viewed the high level of teachers’ confidence and a desire for professional
development as the main characteristics that could impact on their willingness to introduce

differentiated instruction in their classrooms:

Yes, of course, if you have a high level of self-efficacy, you have high level of
confidence, self-esteem, you have willingness to improve yourself, and you always
have the room to make the very instruction or lesson that you do become better each
day. And it really affects how you teach the students. So, the higher your self-
efficacy, the higher is your willingness to become a better teacher for your students.

Furthermore, Jazmine claimed that it was imperative for the educators from the very
beginning to have clear aims to achieve positive outcomes with differentiated instruction:
“So, the teacher should know where to begin. I think, it will be very effective if you start

differentiated instruction at the very beginning, at if you do it right, you will end it right.”

When the researcher asked Jazmine about the relationship of teachers’ self-efficacy
and the impact it might have on teaching methods, she did not seem to be eager to
elaborate her answer. Although she did confirm that there could be a connection between

those two variables.

To sum up, Jazmine thought the higher level of perceived self-efficacy would
inevitably impact on teachers’ confidence in professional area. Also, being consistent and
determined with implementation of the differentiated instruction was an important
condition for Jazmine. That is to say, successful implementation of any new educational
strategies, including differentiated instruction depends on teachers’ determination to
continue with it till the end. Teachers cannot quit even if the implementation will not be

effective, they need to persevere.

5.5.2. Jazmine’s perception of differentiated instruction
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Jazmine related differentiated instruction to using a variety of effective teaching
methods which might later lead to collaborative atmosphere between learners and teachers.
The following quote showed her opinion that: “...it [differentiated instruction] would be
the process of instruction where you are going to effectively teach students. And there
should be cooperation between students and teacher and of course it includes the methods

of teaching to effectively allow the students to learn the lesson.”

Next, the researcher asked Jazmine to describe her perception of student’s diversity
in the classroom. Jazmine said that finding different approaches to every student was an
important condition to ensure that the diversity occurs in the classroom. Jasmine
mentioned that students might be diverse “in behavior” and “of course some students have
different pace and of course it will affect the behavior or an attitude in every activity”.
Jazmine emphasized the importance of differentiating the content. She said: “Yes, it is
important. I do that and if ever it will not match the level of the students, then I ask them to
as much as possible do it by themselves, using dictionaries.” Hence, Jazmine raised an
important aspect of differentiation of the content, which was students’ independent and
autonomous learning. As she said: “I do not spoon-feed the students; I do not allow them

always ask me, they should learn how to depend on other resources, not just on a teacher.”

The researcher was also interested in Jazmine’s perception of the differentiation of
the process, which are activities helping students to use their skills. Speaking about that,
Jazmine drew attention to the importance of using multiple level tasks and considering
students’ level of readiness: “If the lesson is a little bit easy for the student, then you have
to add some more examples and some more activities. And if it is too hard for the students,
then you have to make another activity that would meet their needs and their skills as
well.” Although Jazmine connected multiple level tasks with student’s readiness, she did

not mention how she made sure that students fill in their gaps in particular knowledge and
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catch up with other students. Therefore, researcher concluded that Jazmine appeared to

confuse readiness with ability.

Interestingly, Jazmine underlined that students’ skills to work independently should
be developed in the process of differentiation. She insisted on not “to allow them [students]
to be stagnant in their learning. You need to add some more hard questions and let them be

able to do it also by themselves by giving some homework.”

Also, Jazmine spotlighted the importance of developing students’ skills to work
autonomously in regards to differentiation the product that is the outcome of students’
learning. To be more specific, if she noticed that her students were struggling, Jazmine
would “encourage them to use more, to learn more vocabulary, I will encourage them to do
more homework, and I need to check if their home works are done well or not”. Also,
Jazmine suggested that individual approaches to low-achieving students would contribute

to meeting those students’ needs.

Jazmine believed that differentiated assessment “is the core of differentiated
instruction because without assessing the students ...the learning you are getting from the
teacher will be lesser than you expect, or the management will expect”. In other words,
students’ academic performance is likely to decrease if the assessment is not differentiated.
However, there seemed to be some confusion in Jazmine’s responses regarding the
assessment in general and differentiation of assessment. The reason was another point she
brought up. She mentioned that management, i.e. school administration would also expect
to see students’ grades meaning not differentiated, but overall assessment of students’
academic performance. That is to say, the school administration would be more interested
in marks students receive in summative assessment and less eager to know about the

progress of formative assessment.
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In Jazmine’s view, the teacher decided when to apply differentiation in the
classroom. For example, “It is very important to do differentiated instruction at the
beginning, maybe during the first term, and if you see there are improvements, then of
course you know that you still need to do that next term or not, but if you know that you
need some more improvements, then, you still need to do that every now and then”. In
other words, Jazmine saw differentiation as a tool to identify gaps in students’ progress and
which would happen occasionally rather than as an instructional approach which met the

needs of diverse students’ population in class.

Regarding more categories Jazmine would be willing to include them to make the
differentiation more successful, she insisted on considering student’s learning styles as
“some of the students are skillful in writing, others in reading; others are good in speaking,

but not so good in writing”.

Jazmine’s view on the importance of differentiation of instruction was related to
students’ abilities to perceive the information in a different way. As Jazmine said, “of
course it is because the students have different understanding and they have different

abilities as well.”

Jazmine insisted that for mixed-ability classroom it was essential to find a specific

approach to make the instruction both understandable and varied. As she mentioned:

Some of the students are beginners, some are a little bit of intermediate, and
there are rare students who are advanced, so the teacher should know how to
differentiate the instruction for her or him [students] in order to be able to make
a daily lesson that is effective for each of them [students]. However, we cannot
really separate them because they are in one class. So, the teacher should know
how to approach the students.

As data shows Jazmine associated differentiated instruction mostly with ability based

learning and providing conditions for students to develop their skills of independent
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learning. She seemed to understand the concept of readiness, yet her focus tended to shift

to ability based learning,

5.5.3. Jazmine’s practice of differentiated instruction

Identifying teachers’ practices of differentiated instruction through lesson
observations and documents analysis was one of the main purposes of the study. The
researcher’s aim was to observe the differentiation of the content, process and assessment
in action. Jazmine emphasized that differentiation of content first and foremost should be
employed through varied multiple level tasks and range of materials. She also highlighted
the importance of developing students’ skills in working independently, or avoiding to

“spoon-feed the students”.

Data from a lesson observation and analysis of documents confirmed Jazmine’s
words in action. The English language lesson observed for this research was a review of
content lesson the aim of where the aim was to practice a range of vocabulary studied in
the previous lesson. Jazmine mainly focused on the differentiation of the process by
organizing pair and group work to practice vocabulary and speaking skills. She formed the
groups according to their levels of ability. As she explained in after lesson informal
conversation, she made sure that each group had at least one high-achieving student who
would support low-achieving students. Moreover, she provided her students with a
variety of extra materials such as dictionaries, and online resources to develop their skills
in working autonomously. However, the differentiation of the content did not take place as
in Jazmine’s view, the content should be delivered in the same way to all the learners, and

then they will have to work autonomously.

Jazmine, emphasized that differentiation of the process should focus on pair and

group work, as well as independent studies. As the researcher noticed during the lesson
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observation, the teacher divided learners into groups based on their ability level and gave
them tiered activities. Those who were the first to finish the tasks successfully then were
put into pairs with less advanced students as a peer support. Most importantly, Jazmine
indeed tried to avoid “spoon-feeding” and concentrated on supporting her students with
directions on how to work independently. Analysis of lesson plans did not show any
differentiation being included in the documents. During a follow-up conversation after the
lesson observation, the researcher asked Jazmine why she did not include differentiated
instruction in her lesson plans. Jasmine said: “There is no point in doing that. I know all
my students’ strong and weak points; therefore I do not always include differentiation in

my lesson plans.”

Overall, it can be concluded that Jazmine would rather differentiate the process
through groups according to students’ ability. Also, she saw the differentiation of the

process to be more effective if students work independently.

6.6. Case Six: Teacher Duken

6.6.1. Duken’s self-efficacy

Individual’s perceived self — efficacy is likely to impact on the quality of
performance in any area. Therefore, identifying a probable connection between
participants’ perceived self-efficacy and their willingness to introduce any new activities in
their practice was one of the aims of the study. Duken assessed his degree of perceived
self-efficacy at 53 points, much lower that other participants had rated themselves
(Appendix F). To be more specific, Duken felt moderately, 50 points, certain in his
capacity to successfully perform new tasks, face new challenges, work hard in order to find

a solution. Moreover, he was by 10 points less confident in his willingness to always try to
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achieve the goals he set (Appendix E). That finding could be a result of Duken’s doubts in

immediate effectiveness of new educational approaches. Duken said:

It is not possible to be ready to embrace something new immediately. I can’t say I
can do this at once.... or I will be successful with that. I mean there has to be a
place for some reasonable doubt. I put 40 points because until I try it myself, [ am
not ready to face this task, I do not believe in it yet.

Duken’s level of self-efficacy in differentiated instruction, unlike his perceived self-
efficacy level, progressed significantly. If his degree of personal self-efficacy showed a
level of around 50 points in regards to all the aspects, with his confidence in regards to
differentiated instruction it showed an overall upward trend, with 75 points overall (see
Appendix H). However, Duken’s degree of self-efficacy in differentiated instruction
seemed to be varying from aspect to aspect (see Appendix G). For example, Duken
demonstrated a rather strong confidence, 100 points in his experience how to differentiate
the content and process and absolutely understood the concept of readiness. However, he
was the least confident, by 50 points, in his capacity how to differentiate the product and
instruction, but by 10 points more certain in regards to differentiation of the process.
Indeed, during the lesson observations researcher noted that Duken behaved highly
confident when differentiating the content by considering students’ learning preferences
and differentiating the process by having students to work in pairs, mini groups and

individually.

Additionally, Duken shared that for teachers to be successful with the
implementation of differentiated instruction from the first steps should not be an obligatory
condition. As he said: “I personally think that to be very successful with differentiated
instruction from the very beginning could be challenging. I am sure that I am not ready or

confident to implement differentiated instruction immediately.”
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Interestingly, Duken emphasized the importance of introducing educational
changes that would fit into the unique system of our national values. In other words, not all
teaching innovations were to match the unique traits of Kazakhstani education system and
they needed to be considered carefully before being accepted. Also, Duken emphasized the
significance of gradual implementation of new educational approaches. Rather, those
changes were to be thoroughly considered and then accepted if proven to be effective to

meet the needs of all learners:

It is worth trying as it will at least help our students to be more adapted to the
demands of modern world, but it should be done in a timely manner, not in a hurry,
just for the sake of declaring that we are trying something new. The second thing is
we need to keep in mind the fact of national mind set and national values. I mean
not every country is ready to open up and embrace something new. We do not have
to be like other countries and simply do or copy what they are doing.

Duken’s case shows that teachers’ self-efficacy’ self-assessment might not impact
individual’s capability to cope with performing new activities. Although Duken rated
himself moderately confident in both personal and differentiated instruction; his results

given in the survey seem to be consistent with answers obtained from the interview.

6.6.2. Duken’s perception of differentiated instruction

Duken underlined that students’ readiness level was to be the main characteristic of
differentiated instruction and associated it with “...giving students tasks based on the
knowledge level, i.e. from the most difficult to the easiest ones”. That finding showed that
Duken seems to confuse the readiness, which is students’ temporary gap in the knowledge,

with the ability-based learning.

Duken mentioned students’ ability to perceive the information, age peculiarities,
pace, differences and thinking styles as necessary conditions to create diversity in the

classroom. Duken emphasized that “tasks should be systematic, peculiar and appropriate to
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the level of students. Otherwise, it creates difficulties nowadays as some students perform

the tasks fast, some do slowly”.

Duken pointed out to the importance of applying multiple level activities to
differentiate the content, or a particular section of curriculum. Additionally, he gave
prominence to finding a special approach to every student in a classroom with students
who are at different level of readiness. He said that “high-achiever might understand the
content very deeply whereas the low-achieving student might only comprehend the
minimum standard. However, the fifteen students can be given more complicated tasks or
materials and low-achieving students can receive only that level of content they can
understand”. Although Duken referred to the importance of providing students’ with
challenging tasks, he did not seem to mention teachers’ or peers’ support that would help
low-achieving students to close the existing gap in their knowledge or skills. One
unanticipated finding was that, in Duken’s opinion, teachers should not feel free to
completely differentiate the content. As he stated: “If we want to do it, we need to
remember that Common Core Standards can be changed only by 10-20%. If we want to
change it, or we want to differentiate we might do it outside of classroom or insert it in the

classroom, but only as elements”.

In regards to differentiation of the process, that is the way students learn, Duken’s
noticed that “differentiated tasks can be done in groups as well as individually....it depends
on teacher’s style of teaching, methods”. Moreover, he stated that teachers could vary
forms of work. For example, they might go “from individually to pairs, or backwards from
pairs to groups, then to individual form”. Also, in Duken’s opinion, even the questions
should be asked with taking into account students’ level of knowledge: “If it creates

problems for a student, a task can be done in pairs. Difficult tasks can be analyzed and
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discussed in pairs. The pairs form groups, the tasks are discussed in groups, and the

solution can be found cooperatively, in groups”.

As for the differentiation of the product, or supporting students in presenting the

results of their learning, Duken put accent on peer support and collaboration. He said:

...It is important to remember that high-achieving students should not be so much
involved, because we need to encourage shy and low-achieving learners, give them
chance. For example, I tell them in the process -Asan, Usen you are not going to
present your work today, other students will talk. The reason, as I said, to give
chance to shy, less motivated students to share.

Here, the researcher noted that Duken might be misinterpreting the concept of
differentiation of the product as he seemed to prefer low achieving students to be more
involved and have high achieving students to be distant from participating in the
presentation of learning outcomes. That unexpected result could be connected to self-

efficacy section when Duken showed his uncertainty in how to differentiate the product.

Researcher noted that Duken seemed reluctant when discussing the issue of
assessment in a diversified classroom. Duken shared his concern with formative
assessment being implemented with upgraded syllabus, which is a new curriculum reform
being recently introduce in Kazakhstani schools. As he said: “In my personal view, over
the time this assessment might work. On the other hand, there are still issues with

assessment; it even could be one of the major issues.”

Further, he compared former, 1-5 scale type of assessment with formative
assessment. In his opinion, although old assessment system was far from being perfect, and
“some teachers might have taken an advantage of it at some point, because they used it as a
punishment tool” there were some benefits of that system too. For example, “students had
to study better because they knew they would be graded at the end of every lesson. And to

some extent, [ agree with this, because that assessment system was working”. Duken found
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more disadvantages of a new assessment system and shared his concern about its

ambiguity:

...I' mean there are some cases when students who have been actively participating
during the lesson, positively responding to formative assessment; they somehow
begin to struggle when it comes to do test, or some other form of assessment. On the
contrary, students who seemed to be indifferent to formative assessment...they often
show if not 100%, but at least 80%.

Interestingly, despite his reluctance to use new teaching approaches in his practice,
Duken turned out to be a proponent of the view that differentiation should occur frequent

in the classroom:

Well, in my understanding differentiation is related to analysis, so it should be
implemented at every lesson. It can be in the beginning of the lesson, at the end of the
lesson, depends on teacher’s skillfulness. In general, it should be done at the end of
every lesson, I mean self-assessment. Students’ opinion, for example, at this point
could be wrong, but at least it is his opinion. We might not even notice that we already
implementing differentiation in class. For example, questions like “What do you
think...?”, “Why do you think...?”, “Do you think it is right or wrong?” etc”.

As for the other categories that could be added to enrich the differentiation in the
classroom Duman said “one of the ways to differentiate is their creativeness. I mean in the
creative direction”. As he further explained, differentiation of students’ creativity might

depend on their preference of subject, or giftedness:

I mean, some students might be the best at any area or subject, they are gifted. For
example, some are good at Math, do sums fast. However, when it comes to
Humanitarian subjects, this student is likely to lag. Some, who are good at
Humanitarian subjects, might struggle with Math. Therefore, you know we have
been adapting some ideas from European educational framework. So, we can sue
these borrowed elements as creative tasks. For example, depending on the topic,
students may do independent research.... some (students) are good at Art, others
might be better at Music; the thirds ones may even write poetry.

Also, Duken accentuated that differentiation of instruction should be related to developing
students’ practical skills. In other words, “differentiation instruction in the classroom is

very important because, like I said, for children to be able to adapt themselves to real life’s
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demands. Here, for History subject, as well as for other subjects, they know all in theory,

but cannot demonstrate their skills in practice”.

Overall, it can be noted that despite his cautious attitude towards implementation of
innovative educational strategies, Duken showed his capability to use differentiated
instruction in his practice. Nonetheless, he seems to need some support on expanding his

knowledge in effective differentiation of the product and assessment.

6.6.3. Duken’s practice of differentiated instruction

Due to ethical considerations, researcher only observed how teacher differentiate
the content, process and assessment and excluded differentiation of the product as it would
involve students. During the observed lesson, Duken underlined the importance of ability-
based teaching when more advanced students should be given more challenging tasks
whereas less advanced learners “can only receive that level of content they can
understand”. Data from the interview showed that Duken did not find describing the

process of differentiation of the content necessary to be included in the lesson plan:

Sure, it can be a part of lesson plan. I, personally, make differentiated assignments
beforehand and bring them to class, but not necessarily include it in my lesson plan.
For example, if | see that some students are struggling with the assignment, I can
give them the prepared tasks as well. I have a list of students who I think will need
some support, therefore, I do not describe the differentiation in the lesson plan
thoroughly, because I already know the names. I have a file of tasks I give to students
who might struggle with understanding the topic, I have list of names of these
students, thus I don’t need to include differentiation and describe it in details as part of
my lesson plans.

Course plans did not demonstrate any differentiation being included either. From the
lesson observation, it was noticed that Duken mainly differentiated the content based on
students’ learning profile and readiness. To point out, he used a video and then gave his
interpretation of the content. Hence, he used varied teaching modes such as verbal, visual,

practical.
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Also, Duken pointed out to the importance of using the tiered activities and
considering the language of instruction as well. For example, Duken created activities for
mixed-ability class and was responsive to students’ needs when they wanted to switch
languages, from Kazakh into Russian. Duken organized expert groups with high achieving
learners and interest groups which consisted of students who were dealing with less
challenging tasks. Hence, Duken demonstrated a high level of confidence in how to
differentiate the process. That finding went in line with a high degree differentiated

instruction self-efficacy Duken revealed in self-assessment survey.

Duken concurred that assessment had to be differentiated and that formative
assessment that teachers are supposed to employ according to the demands of the current
upgraded syllabus was already a part of differentiation of assessment. However, his main
concern was in respect to students’ attitude towards current assessment system as students
did not need to be evaluated for every lesson. That, in his opinion, may lead to students’

unwillingness to study diligently.

As for the differentiation of assessment during the lesson observation, it revealed the
following information. Duken used stickers to evaluate group works, as well as oral
appraisal for individual responses. Nonetheless, researcher noted that assessment was not
differentiated in the full sense of the approach. Duken used stickers for evaluation of
everyone’s contribution, not considering students different learning modes. Also, analysis
of lesson and course plans did not show any presence of differentiation of assessment. In a
follow-up interview Duken shared that he never differentiated the formative assessment as
children did not seem to be excited about it, therefore there was no need for differentiation

of assessment.
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Overall, findings showed that participant showed a tendency to misinterpret the
concept of differentiated instruction when he mostly related it to ability-based approach

using multi-level tasks assigned to high-achieving and low-achieving students.

Convergent and divergent observations about six cases of differentiated

instruction

The chapter presented the main findings collected from Bandura’s self-efficacy
assessment survey, interviews and follow — up informal conversations with research
participants, lesson observations, follow up interviews and document analysis of course
and lesson plans. In regard to the self-efficacy assessment survey, it was revealed that
teachers’ perceived self-efficacy might impact to some extent to teachers’ level of
confidence in their willingness to implement the differentiated instruction. Also, findings
revealed inconsistencies between teachers’ self-efficacy in differentiated instruction and

their perception of the nature of differentiated instruction.

Although some teachers showed a high level of confidence in regard to what they
employed as differentiation, their understanding and practice did not always match with
the character of differentiated instruction. As for the set of questions about understandings
of differentiated instruction, it was found that while some participants perceive it as a way
to engage students in the learning process drawing on their learning needs, styles, and
preferences and also considering their age and emotional and psychological traits, others

use ability-based teaching approaches to differentiated instruction.

Participants seemed to prefer using ability based tasks rather than creating tasks
according to students’ readiness point that would help students to detect the knowledge

gaps, fill them in and move forward.
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The collected data concerning teaching practices showed that teachers use different
strategies of differentiated instruction in their lessons. However, due to a lack of
understanding of differentiated instruction consistent with the normative concepts of
differentiated instruction, differentiated planning and teaching approaches towards more
effective practice of differentiated instruction are not promoted and employed at the
research site with some participants. Nonetheless, it could be concluded as there were only
six participants it was hard to say that one teacher was significantly outstanding compared
to others. All participants showed similarities and differences at the same time. They all

use some form of ability - based instruction in their approach.

Although each has some discrepancies from the best practice of differentiated instruction,
they all are aware about the diversity of students and try to reach out to students. At the
same time, there is an area for improvement which is to work towards improving the
readiness of students to acquire more and more complex material and develop their higher

order thinking skills.

The next chapter will discuss this study’s findings engaging the conceptual framework

literature more intensely.
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Chapter 5. Discussion

The purpose of the study was to investigate how STEM and Humanities teachers’ self-
efficacy is related to their perception and their willingness to implement the differentiated
instruction in their practice. The research findings in this chapter will be discussed in

relation to differentiated instruction.

5.1. Teachers’ self-efficacy

Research shows that the phenomenon of self-efficacy impacts greatly people’s
willingness to perform any new tasks or activities. The concept of perceived self-efficacy
was first mentioned by Albert Bandura (1994) and described as “people’s beliefs about
their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over
events that effect their lives” (p.2). In other words, self-efficacy could be seen as a major
instrument that may affect either positively or negatively on how individuals think or act
under specific circumstances. Therefore, the study set out with the aim to investigate

participants’ level of personal confidence and self-efficacy in differentiated instruction.

Self-efficacy self-assessment showed that teachers rated themselves in similar ways
on the overall self-efficacy and self-efficacy in differentiated instruction. In other words, a
sense of self-efficacy can influence individuals’ behavior in various ways. It may
determine how much effort people will make to face challenges, how prepared and open
they might be to make discoveries and even employ them in practice, how excited or
frightened they can be in the face of endeavors or “recover their sense of efficacy after

failures or setbacks” (Bandura. 1994, p.2).

As the data gathered from the survey and semi-structured interviews demonstrate,
generally STEM teachers have higher perceived self-efficacy than Humanities teachers.

However, no evidence in literature has been found to support the idea that the teaching
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subject might be related to teachers’ self-efficacy. Nonetheless, as there were only six
teachers in the research, there might not be a place for generalization. Yet, the researcher
noted a pattern that teachers with a high sense of perceived self-efficacy demonstrated
similarly high level of confidence in regards to understanding and implementing the
differentiated instruction. This seem to be consistent with Bandura’s study (1994) that
suggests people who usually are certain in their capabilities to effectively manage appeal

complicated tasks see them as challenges rather than danger.

One unanticipated finding was that the working experience does not influence an
individuals’ level of perceived self-efficacy. For example, as the results of the survey and
semi-structured interviews demonstrated participant Gulzat is one of the most confident
teachers despite being a novice educator with only two years of professional experience.
She demonstrated a high level of perceived self-efficacy and self-efficacy in differentiated
instruction proving Bandura’s theory that people as her “sustain their efforts in the face of
failure...attribute failure to insufficient effort...approach threatening situations with
assurance that they can exercise control over them” (1994, p.2). Another unexpected
finding was that teachers’ high self-efficacy appears to be related to the professional
development. To be more specific, participant Sandu mentioned how significant it was for
her to take part in professional development programmes to raise her level of professional
expertise, hence her level of confidence in her abilities to perform differentiated instruction
in her practice. This goes in line with the results of the research done by Dixon et al.
(2014) who found that teachers who were trained in how to implement differentiated
instruction in their practice in an efficient way, had more self-efficacy in their perception
and willingness to employ the differentiated instruction in their practice. Interestingly, this
finding coincided with the results of the study done by De Neve, Devos and Tuytens,

(2015). In their research they discovered that beginning teachers’ sense of self-efficacy can
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be related to two factors: professional development, or as they called “teachers’
professionalization” (p.27) and capability to work more autonomously. For example,
participant Gulzat, a teacher with high level of self-efficacy, demonstrated that personal
and professional self-development can impact on teachers’ degree of self-efficacy. Based
on the data obtained from the survey and the interview, it is apparent she is willing to
modify content, product and process to meet the needs of her students. Moreover, she
constantly develops her professional skills as well as participants Gulnar and Sandu,

although in this case they are not beginning teachers.

The findings show that most of the participants demonstrated performance which can
be described as mastery experience, one of four major sources of self-efficacy (Bandura,
1994). According to Bandura, for individuals who have developed a strong self-efficacy,
some following failures do not seem to be of utter matter. This agrees with this study’s
findings. Findings revealed that five out of six participants were absolutely certain in their
capabilities to face any challenges and keep continuing despite discouragements and
failures. As participant Ahmat shared, failures might be caused by situational factors. In
other words, if teachers do not put enough effort to try innovative educational techniques
in their practice, or simply may feel exhausted, that would also lead to their reluctance to
face new challenges. This corresponds with Bandura’s (1994) construct of mastery
experience which emphasizes that people’s self-efficacy might depend on their behavior

under specific situations.

It is a somewhat surprising result that teachers whose level of perceived self-
efficacy was lower demonstrated higher self-efficacy levels in differentiated instruction.
For example, findings show that participant Duken has demonstrated the lowest level of
perceived self-efficacy. However, his self-efficacy in differentiated instruction is

significantly higher. When analyzing the data, it can be suggested that his relatively slow
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level of self-efficacy could be related to Tschannen-Moran, Hoy and Hoy (1998) findings.
According to this study, teachers’ self-efficacy cannot be restricted within perceived
confidence to perform under specific conditions but also to the teaching context. That is to
say, those educators are evaluating not only their sense of confidence; they are relating and
assessing their self-efficacy to some specific aspects of pedagogical methodology. In the
case of teacher Duken, findings showed that his level of self-efficacy might depend on his
attitude towards the effectiveness of innovative educational approaches being implemented
in his practice, its methods and even its necessity in general. In other words, teachers tend
to first evaluate their present skills and abilities and then these outcomes will define their

level of self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

To sum up, the findings allow for the conclusion that teachers’ self-efficacy
assessment is related to their willingness to try and perform any new tasks in their lives.
Survey and interview results show that teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy tend to
be more open towards innovations and ready to set and face new challenges. However, one
of the participants, who showed slightly lower level of self-efficacy in differentiated
instruction, did not express strong devotion and readiness to new methods and educational
approaches. As Bandura (1994) pointed out, when people have to cope with demanding
tasks and they feel doubtful in their self-efficacy, they incline to act unpredictably, which
impacts negatively on their level of performance. Contrary, those who preserve a strong

level of self-efficacy are ready to set higher goals and accomplish them.

Also, interviews and classroom observations showed that despite the high self-efficacy of
some participants, their practice demonstrated that there was room to expand their
competence in differentiated instruction. That is to say, high scores on self-assessment
survey were not accurate reflection of what was happening in the classroom. The issue of

those inconsistencies will be discussed in the following sections.
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5.2. Teachers’ perception of differentiated instruction

A number of questions in this research study investigated teachers’ perception and
practices of differentiated instruction. It revealed that generally teachers’ understanding of
differentiated instruction’s theory is in line with what a variety of studies has proved.
However, data obtained from the interviews showed that participants see differentiated
instruction more as ability —based approach. This approach tends to diminish students’

confidence in their academic capabilities (Tomlinson, 2005).

When asked about what differentiated instruction was in their understanding, the majority
of participants referred to what specific and individual approach teachers needed to employ
to meet students’ needs, readiness of students, age and psychological peculiarities.
However, during the interview it was revealed that participants tended to misinterpret the
concept of readiness and rather see it as ability of students. Also, educators underlined the
importance of effective teaching methods to be adapted based on students’ abilities,
interests and ability to perceive the content in different manner and pace. This finding
indicates an immediate relation to how Watts-Taffe, Broach, Marinak, McDonald Connor,
and Walker-Dalhouse (2012) defined differentiated instruction which “...is not a single
strategy, but rather an approach to instruction that incorporates a variety of strategies”
(p-304). According to Tomlinson & Imbeau (2010),” in effective differentiated classroom
students differ in terms of background experience, culture, language, gender, interests,
readiness to learn, modes of learning, speed of learning....”(p.35). Findings revealed that
students’ various educational background, interests, learning pace and manner indeed were
indicated by most of the participants as the main characteristics of the differentiated

instruction.
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It is interesting to notice that although most participants referred to students’
interests and learning styles as the main attributes of differentiated instruction, they
struggled to define them as learning profiles. This finding was somewhat unexpected as
learning profile is considered to be an essential part of the differentiated instruction and
researcher expected teachers to be familiar with specific terminology. According to
Tomlinson (2014), a student’s learning profile consists of four elements, such as learning
style, intelligence preference, gender and culture. However, it has to be noticed that only a
few of the teachers in fact mentioned intelligence preference in their definition of
differentiation, but only in regards to the way students tend to perceive the lesson. For
example, the definition teacher Ahmat gave, “way of thinking”, matches with the
interpretation of Sternberg and Zhang (2005) in regards to differentiated instruction. They
underlined that the way students think “deal with preferred ways of thinking about
material” (p.245) unlike learning styles which they refer to as the way students chose to
learn the material. They also noticed that in most cases teachers have tendencies to confuse
those two different terms: way of thinking and learning style. Also, findings showed that in
some teachers’ understanding, the nature of differentiated instruction was in adjusting the
tasks according to the level of complexity. This finding seems to correlate with
Tomlinson’s (2000) description of the differentiated instruction. In her study she
underlines that teachers ‘ support should vary as well as “task complexity, pacing and

avenues to learning based on students’ readiness, interest, and learning profile”(p.25).

As for the teachers’ association of the differentiated instruction with the
employment of a variety of effective teaching methods, several studies appear to have
come to similar conclusions. According to them, first and foremost teachers should vary
and adjust their professional attitude and teaching methods to create successful

differentiated classroom (Alavinia & Farhady, 2012; Tomlinson, 2000; 2005).
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According to Tomlinson (2014), one of the fundamental principles of the philosophy of the
differentiated instruction considers diversity as “normal and valuable” (p.43). That is to
say, every students’ uniqueness should be seen as a benefit rather that complexity.
Findings showed that most of the teachers related the concept of diversity with students’
ability to perceive the content differently due to age, psychological, and individual
attributes like behavior, pace, and readiness level. These results are consistent with that of
Tomlinson (2014) who accentuated the significance of embracing the fact that not all
children are alike. Moreover, she emphasized that teachers might play important role as
they see that “some students need reassurance” (p.29) while others “respond much better to
humour” (p.29), and the third group of students would rather seek support from peers than
from teachers. Other studies also confirm the benefits of working in diverse classroom. For
example, Mills et al. (2014) who emphasized the value of having diverse classroom. As
they stated “...differentiation can also entail a recognition of the different knowledge that
various students bring to the classroom, their differing skills, and their diverse interests and
circumstances, and responding in ways that value these differences and use them to engage

students in the work of the classroom” (p.334).

Another important finding was related to teachers’ perception of differentiation the
content. Findings show that some teachers associate differentiation of curriculum with
changing its content. That makes them feel worried and be reluctant to do it. For example,
participant Duken felt uncertain in regards to the modification of curriculum due to
students’ different readiness point. This seems to accord with the findings of Terwel (2005)
who raised an important question of the impact differentiation might bring upon the
curriculum. As he said, “High-achieving students benefit from being in a high track, while
low-achieving students suffer from being in the lower track as compared to experiencing a

common curriculum for all”. Also, teacher Duken underlined that teachers should be
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cautious when adjusting the content to meet the diverse needs of the students as it might go
against the educational standard demands. In other words, teachers can be allowed to
differentiate only the smallest part of the content. However, studies prove that “adjusting
the content does not mean adjusting the curriculum” (Lewis & Batts, 2005, p.27).
Similarly, Tomlinson (2000) accentuates that differentiation does not require the change of
what to teach. Rather, it tells us “how to teach the same standard to a range of learners by
employing a variety of teaching and learning modes” (p.4). This goes in line with what
other participants’ perception of the differentiation of content as most of them found
adjusting the curriculum significant in differentiated classroom due to students’ readiness
level and age peculiarities. Moreover, majority of teachers stated that employing the ability
based tasks as well as efficient methods to present the content could be significantly
important for teachers’ perception of the lesson. This finding appears to be in agreement
with Tanner and Allen’s (2004) findings which showed that “to reach diverse audiences
of learners, science teachers must differentiate and diversify their own teaching styles and

the pedagogical approaches” (p.200).

Also, participants were asked to identify their perception of differentiation of the
process and the product. According to Tomlinson (2014), process describes activities
teachers design to make sure that students are able to apply their knowledge and product is
related to means students may use to present the results of their works. It is interesting to
notice that overall both STEM and Humanities teachers put emphasis on grouping as one
of the most common and effective ways to differentiate the process. However, STEM
teachers insisted that their groupings should not be limited by ability of the students but
also should take into account students’ learning profiles, learning styles and intelligence
preferences. Meanwhile Humanities teachers pointed to the significance of using pair and

individual forms of work as well as using ability based grouping. That finding match
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those observed in earlier studies. For example, Theisen (2002) suggests that process should
be differentiated through various grouping strategies, such as “ability grouping, interest
grouping, or grouping by learning profile” (p.2). Furthermore, the author mentions the
process can be differentiated “by modifying the complexity...and by engaging students in
critical and creative thinking” (p.4). The latter seems to be in agreement with teacher
Jazmine’s opinion in regards to developing students’ skills in independent work. She
underlined that students thinking skills would be more advanced if teachers provide them

with more autonomy in the process of learning.

Another finding of differentiation of the process was participant Gulnar’s way of grouping
students. During the lesson observation it was noted that Gulnar put students in groups at
random, without considering students’ readiness level, or interests. This result
corroborates the idea of Lewis and Batts (2005) who supported the idea of random
grouping and referred to it as one of characteristics of flexible grouping. The stated that

“students also can be grouped at random within a particular class session” (p.28).

As for the differentiation of the product, findings showed both STEM and
Humanities teachers conceded that teachers should help their students to present the results
of what they have understood or learned from the lessons. Nonetheless, there were slight
differences as well. For example, STEM teachers accentuated the importance of employing
innovative educational techniques as well as projects and presentations while Humanities
teachers recommended more practical ways such as role-plays and mini projects. Some
studies explain such a difference by the fact that “differentiated products can be applied
more easily in some subject areas rather than in others” (Westwood, 2001, p. 8). One
unanticipated finding was that, according to one of Humanities teachers, in presenting their
works in groups high achieving students need to step back and allow low achieving

students to take more responsibility and become more vocal. That teacher’s opinion seems
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to go in accordance with what several studies have showed their concern about. That is to
say, when mixed ability groups work on the product there might be a risk that struggling
students would become more dependent on strong students or teachers may begin to expect

less from low achieving students (Mills et al.2014;Westwood, 2001).

Another essential principle of differentiated instruction is assessment. According to
Tomlinson (2014), assessment and instruction are inseparable and that assessment is an
everyday process that provide teachers “with day-to-day data on students' readiness for
particular ideas and skills, their interests, and their approaches to learning” (p.31). Findings
showed that teachers view on assessment seemed to be somewhat perplexing. For example,
STEM teachers were unanimous in regards to the significance of differentiating the
assessment based on criteria and considering students preferred style of learning as well as
their abilities. However, the interesting finding was that teachers demonstrated a slight
confusion between assessment ad grading. According to Westwood (2001) assessment
could be referred to how much “learning has occurred for each student in the class...and
may need to be taught again” (p.2) whereas grading is a system of scores or letter grades
that are used to evaluate student’s summative work. Other studies also prove that
differentiation of assessment might cause some confusion and frustration in the teachers’

community (Mills et al, 2014; Moon, 2005; Tomlinson, 2010; Westwood, 2001).

As the results showed STEM teachers kept referring to grading while probably
meaning the formative assessment. For example, participant Gulnar mostly talked about
differentiation of grading and expressed her concern that in most cases teachers evaluate
students based on comparison. That is to say, “teachers differentiate their grading
according to the students’ level” (Nurmanova, 2018, p.60) and high achieving students are
expected to present better job for the same grade where low achieving students might have

demonstrated less effort. As another STEM teacher indicated, due to students’ preferred
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styles of learning it would not be fair to grade visual and audio learners based on the same
criteria. That finding corresponded with Moon’s statement that in the first phase of
assessment it is vital to follow “specific objectives” in order to identify “what students
should know, understand and be able to do” (p.228). She further underlines the importance
of the second stage, which is guiding instructions and finally the third phase where
summative assessment or grading occurs. That statement seems to be in agreement with
one of Humanities teachers’ point of view. According to participant Sandu, formative
assessment ought to be done in every lesson; especially by the teachers who went under
special training courses and that type of assessment was the demands of the upgraded
syllabus. However, it seemed that a participant shared positive feeling towards
differentiated assessment only because it was one of the requirements of an educational
standard. That finding was unexpected and suggests that in some cases teachers tend to
emphasize the significance of summative assessment and see phases in between as some
inescapable requirement. According to Moon (2005), if teachers are reluctant to go through
first two phases, they might eventually come to conclusion “that all students are the same”
(p-229) and deprive students of chance to achieve the goals of the lesson, widen the
academic gap, and negatively impact on students’ attitude to the lesson. Another
unexpected outcome with two other representatives of Humanities subjects was that they
seemed to put more faith in assessment of learning rather than to see a value of assessment
for learning. That result is inconsistent with those of other studies that suggest that
educators should provide students with clear indicators or criteria they are expected to
achieve on the road to final grading and view ongoing assessment as a merit that help both
teachers and students see “how learning is processing and make necessary adjustments to

make sure learning stays on course” (Tomlinson, 2005, p.264).
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The current study found that teachers tend to misinterpret concept of readiness and
replace it with ability based approach. In other words, readiness for some Humanities
teachers was differentiating students and putting them in groups based their level of
knowledge. However, one of the participants identified readiness as differentiating students
not only based on their knowledge level, but also on other skills or other learning
preferences might have, such as learning through drawings. Similarly, STEM teachers
associated readiness with ability based approach as well. This finding contradicts to the
previous studies which emphasize that readiness is a temporary factor which shows what
students’ current state is in regards to his knowledge, understanding or skills (Tomlinson,
2014). Moreover, “readiness is not a synonym for ability” (p.33) and is of a fluctuating
character. That is to say, at any point a low achieving student may fill in the gaps and
demonstrate progress while advanced student may show regress in any time. However,
findings show that teachers tend to see students as low achieving, average and high

achieving over a long period of time.

One of the questions of this study was to investigate whether there are some other
components teacher would like to add to make the content of the differentiated instruction
richer and more adaptable to the needs of their students. The findings showed that teachers
consider developing students’ creative thinking, employing more activities based on
students’ learning preferences, a variety of effective teaching methods, interests, and
diminishing class sizes as possible valuable contributions that would help them to improve
the differentiated instruction in their classrooms. These results agree with the findings of
other studies, which showed that successful differentiated instruction is likely to happen
when students’ interests, learning and intelligence preferences, learning profiles and even
the size of classes are taken into account (Lewis & Batts, 2005; VanTassel-Baska &

Stambaugh 2005; Watts-Taffe et al., 2012; Westwood, 2009).
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Concluding, it is noteworthy to say that teachers’ perception of differentiated
instruction in this seem to differ in some ways and sometimes disagrees with what other
studies have proven to be true for the nature of differentiated instruction. A possible
explanation for these results can be the teachers’ misunderstanding of the purpose of
differentiated instruction which may lead in teachers being cautious towards adopting the
strategies because of a lack of experience in tailoring the curriculum in the most effective
way, misinterpretation of the main concepts which is likely to create professional
confusion and impact negatively teachers’ willingness to use differentiated instruction in

their classrooms.

5.3. Teaching practices

One of the aims of this study was to investigate teaching approaches used by the
participants to implement the differentiated instruction in their classes. The findings
revealed that overall teachers feel positive and open towards differentiated instruction but

in most cases prefer teaching through ability based approach (Aliyeva, 2018).

As it was obtained from the interviews and observed at the lessons, teachers choose to use
different forms of groupings to differentiate the content, process and product. Observations
showed that teachers rarely use grouping in regards to assessment. Also, however the most
common type of grouping would be when students are placed according to the level of
knowledge rather than flexible groups. While this type of grouping has been mentioned as
effective for diverse classrooms in some studies (Tervel, 2005) or needed to be done only
at some specific period (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000), the proponents of flexible groupings
suggested otherwise. For example, a number of studies have found that flexible grouping

where sometimes students work with classmates with similar interests, learning
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preferences, or choose partners randomly can be more beneficial ( Baecher, Artigliere,

Patterson and Spatzer2012; Tomlinson & Allan, 2000 ).

Findings obtained from the interviews and lesson observations seem to be consistent
with these mentioned studies. For example, STEM teachers mostly presented the content in
the same way for all the students, and only differentiated the practical skills of the students
through multiple level tasks, based on students learning preferences, interests and learning
profiles, modified textbook materials, and engaging activities to provide students with
hands-on experience. Moreover, in the interview STEM teachers suggested that grouping
students by their abilities and have them perform levelled activities most often works
better than when arranging them to work together considering other factors. Interestingly,
some teachers tried to differentiate the content based not only on students’ level of
knowledge, but also linked it to students’ interests and learning profiles. Nonetheless,
others preferred to present the content in the same way for all students and only
differentiated the tasks when it came to practice; again using ability based tasks. One
possible explanation of such inconsistencies might be that teachers lack the knowledge of
how to differentiate the content, especially with gifted learners (VanTassel-Braska &

Stambaugh, 2010), therefore were reluctant to do it.

As for the Humanities teachers’ practice to differentiate the content, findings showed
similar patterns. All Humanities teachers indicated in their classrooms they tend to present
the content through strategies such as suing varied readability level texts, adapted
materials, ability based tasks and groupings, extra materials, and videos. That goes in line
with what abovementioned studies found, i.e. content can be differentiated by providing
simple or more difficult texts, modification of materials, films, music etc. (Theisen, 2002;
Tomlinson & Allan, 20001; Tomlinson, 2005; 2014). However, not all Humanities teachers

wanted to include differentiation in their lesson or course plans. In their explanation,
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teachers’ awareness of students’ abilities to do the tasks was enough for teachers to know
what level of tasks each student was capable of doing. Thus, teachers did not need to make
special preparations with lesson planning. Analysis of STEM teachers’ course and lesson
plans showed that almost none of them included differentiation of the content in the
documents due to similar reason. They stated that their familiarity with every student’s
level of knowledge, their strong and weak sides, made it unnecessary to include
differentiation in the course or lesson plans. No studies have been able to demonstrate that

such conclusions had been drawn on any empirical evidence before.

Another interesting finding with STEM teachers was in regards to their practice of
differentiation of the process. During the lesson observations it appeared that although
STEM teachers showed preference to differentiate the process through grouping students
by ability, they used random grouping as well. The probable effectiveness of such a
method was mentioned by Tomlinson and Allan (2001) who suggested that in random
grouping students can feel excited as they are make their own choice who to choose as a
partner. Put it that way, learners’ voice was heard and counted; consequently the core of
differentiation has worked. Also it was noted that STEM teachers lean to group students
by their learning preferences, or use mixed ability grouping when differentiating the
process. However, as Mills et al. (2014) proved in their research putting low achieving and
high achieving students in the same group might impact negatively on both types of
students. That is to say, they warn that either struggling students may become too
dependent on strong students and were not motivated to make progress, or high achieving

students will suffer as their interest and eagerness to learn is quite likely to decrease.

In regards to Humanities teachers’ practices of differentiating the process, slightly
different findings conclusions have been detected. For example, teachers Duken and Sandu

demonstrated their flexibility in allowing their students speak in the language they felt
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most comfortable about. As students come to this school from schools where the language
of instruction was either Russian or Kazakh, they needed some time to adjust to the
demands of research where the language of instruction was Kazakh. During the lesson
observations researcher noted that Sandu and Duken managed to create a safe atmosphere
for students to allow them to switch from Kazakh to Russian languages. That is to say,
student various educational background and cultural differences were taken into account.
This result agrees with the findings of other studies, in which they state that the very nature
of differentiated instruction recommends including culture, race, demographic and
individual learning differences as a vital part of successful differentiation (Alavinia &

Farhady, 2012; Mills et al., 2014; Tomlinson, 2000; 2009 ; Westwood, 2009;).

As for the practice of differentiating the assessment, both STEM and Humanities
teachers have demonstrated mainly how they usually differentiate the ongoing assessment
through oral encouraging, stickers for the most efficient groups when they were competing,
some teachers employed descriptors to have their students to be familiar with what goals
they are expected to achieve at the end of the lesson. The latter seem to go in line with
Tomlinson’s (2000) finding where she underlines that in differentiation of assessment it is
“critical for teachers to provide multiple routes to accomplishing specified goals, so that

each learner can progress to the greatest degree possible” (p.265).

Overall, findings on teaching practices showed that although both STEM and
Humanities teacher indeed try to implement differentiated instruction in their practice, they
tend to equate it with setting up mixed ability groups within classes rather than grant
students with more opportunities to be heard or noticed in classes through flexible
groupings. The result may be explained by teachers’ insufficient amount of professional

training and only nominal implementation of differentiated instruction in their practice.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

6.1. The focus of the thesis

The research questions this thesis sought to examine applying instrumental case study
research design in a study of six teachers in a remote city of Kazakhstan were relationship
between teachers’ self-efficacy self-assessment and teachers’ perception and practice of
differentiated instruction. This chapter will summarize the research findings that were
revealed in the present instrumental case study which included self-efficacy assessment
survey, semi-structured interviews, lesson observations, and document analysis. The

results will be presented in sequence with research question.

Recommendations derived from the research data will be provided to address the
issues of differentiated instruction at the research site. Also, the chapter will discuss the

limitations of the present study as well as implications for further research.

The main research question concerned STEM and Humanities teachers’ self-efficacy self-
assessment related to their beliefs of differentiated instruction and practices of
differentiated instruction in a school in Kazakhstan. The subsidiary questions included
approaches and strategies to differentiate learning process, relationship between teachers’

self-efficacy and their willingness to implement differentiated instruction.

6.2. Teachers’ perceived self -efficacy

Overall, most of the participants demonstrated a high level of perceived self-
efficacy. However, findings showed that STEM teachers have slightly higher degree of
personal self-efficacy than Humanities’ teachers. This study, however, did not indicate any

evidence that teaching subjects might impact in any way participants’ self-assessment
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level. Similarly, teaching experience of participants did not seem to be associated with

their sense of confidence.

Also, there was not a clear relationship between professional development

programmes playing an important role in teachers’ self-efficacy assessment.

The study has confirmed that there seem to be a correlation between teachers’
perceived self-efficacy and their willingness to use the differentiated instruction in
practice. The more teachers were confident in their personal assessment, the more willing
they were to introduce innovative educational methods in their classes. Teachers with
lower level of self-assessment showed less eagerness to implement new educational
approaches in their practice, but they still implement the differentiated instruction in their

practice.

6.3. Teachers’ self-efficacy in differentiated instruction

The study has found that generally teachers’ degree of perceived and differentiated
instruction self-efficacy was similar. To be more specific, participants felt more certain in
their capability to differentiate the process and the content and less confident in their
abilities to differentiate effectively the assessment and the product. The implications of this
are the possibility that teachers might lack some knowledge in how to differentiate the
assessment and how to support their learners in differentiation the results of their learning.
Furthermore, data showed that some teachers might have confused students’ ability to

perceive and process the information with their readiness level.

6.4. Perception of differentiated instruction

Findings showed that teachers’ perception of differentiated instruction vary from

teacher to teacher. Some teachers understand the differentiated instruction as teaching
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strategy where students’ psychological traits, age peculiarities, and learning styles should
be taken into account to meet the diverse population of their learners. All of them appear to
see differentiated instruction as an ability-based approach where teachers tend to use tasks
of various complexities rather than an approach beneficial for meeting the needs of diverse
students. As for the differentiation of the process, results showed that although grouping is
one of the most effective ways of the differentiation the process, most teachers tend to

group students according to the abilities and not learning styles or intelligence preferences.

Also, the study has shown that teachers identified readiness with students’ gaps in a
particular segment of knowledge which could not be fixed. Participants did not mention
that students eventually would be able to move on and reach a necessary level of

knowledge or skills.

6.5. Practice of differentiated instruction

The present study revealed that the practice of differentiated instruction is mostly
defined by teachers’ understanding of differentiated instruction. Interviews and lesson
observations showed that teachers choose to use different forms of groupings to
differentiate the content, process and product. Observations showed that teachers struggled
with how to grade and how to assess. In view of most participants formative assessment
was necessary to use in classes to meet the needs of all students. Also, the most common
type of grouping would be when students are placed according to their level of knowledge
rather than flexible groups. That is to say, teachers felt more comfortable dividing students
in groups based on their abilities rather than students’ interests, learning styles or

intelligence preferences.

Additionally, some of teachers felt less interested in formative assessment due to its

novelty or teachers’ inexperience with it.
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The analysis of documents revealed that most of the teachers were not eager
to include differentiation as an important element of their lesson and course plans.
However, some participants did recognize differentiation as a vital part of a lesson which

was reflected in their lesson and course plans.

The conclusion can be made that due to teachers’ lack of knowledge in regards to some of
the elements of differentiated instruction teachers’ practice was mostly limited to ability-

based approach.

6.6. Recommendations

This research has generated many questions in need of further recommendations.
Firstly, teachers at the research site need to expand their knowledge in regards
differentiation of assessment and product. Teachers need to be accommodated with
professional support through participating in professional development programmes,
lesson studies, and practice of lesson and course planning. Teachers need to learn more
how to use flexible grouping and avoid ability-based approach, take into account that
readiness and ability are not similar concepts, assist their student in how to present the

results of their learning outcomes and know how to differentiate grading and assessment.

It is important for school administration at the research site to support teachers with
creating lesson and course plans where differentiation should be described in details. Also,
the school management is recommended to create professional learning centre in order to
help teachers to build a correct understanding of differentiated instruction. Moreover,
school administration needs to keep in mind that although teachers know which methods
are the most effective to use to meet their students’ needs, in some case teachers tend to
choose an ability-based approach rather than an individual tactic to create a safe

atmosphere for all learners in their classes.
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6.7. Limitations and implications for further research

Although all research questions in the present study were answered, there are some
limitations that need to be acknowledged. For example, in qualitative research it is not
possible to generalize beyond what was studied. That means that findings only apply to the
six teachers at the specific school. If there is a need to have more information about similar
questions as examined in this research, similar studies should be conducted in other
contexts. Also, there could be a quantitative survey based on insight gained from this
study’s results how teachers in Kazakhstan understand and practice differentiated
instruction. Secondly, as only one lesson was observed in each participant’s class, the data
did not provide adequate information in regards to teaching practices. Therefore, in order
to obtain more diverse and accurate data regarding implementation of differentiated
instruction it would be recommended to increase the number of observed lessons.
Limitations notwithstanding, the research provides insight in the daily practice of

differentiated instruction in a well-respected school of a remote city in Kazakhstan.
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Appendices

Appendix A. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

The relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy, beliefs, and practice of differentiated

instruction: A case study of a school in Kazakhstan

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on the relationship

between teachers’ self-efficacy, beliefs, and practice of differentiated instruction.

The purpose of this study is to learn about the association between teacher’s level of
confidence and belief of differentiated instruction and how they implement differentiated

instruction in their classroom.

If you agree to participate in this study, please know that your participation is voluntary
and you may choose not to answer questions or withdraw from the study at any time with
no repercussions to you or to your organization. Data will be collected using a brief paper

based survey; interview which, if you allow for it, will be audio recorded; lesson
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observations where notes will be taken and analysis of course and lesson plans. If you

agree to participate in this research would you kindly read and sign the consent form.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will
take approximately 15 minutes to complete a survey, 30 minutes of interview and 40

minutes of one lesson observation.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this
study. The expected benefits associated with your participation in the research are
opportunities to share and reflect on your teaching. Your decision whether or not to

participate in this study will not affect your employment or professional status in school.

PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate
in this project, please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to
withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The alternative is not to participate. You have
the right to refuse to answer particular questions. The results of this research study may be

presented at scientific or professional meetings or published in scientific journals.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student

work, (Dr. Rita Kasa, rita.kasa@nu.edu.kz ).

Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or

if you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your
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rights as a participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to at

gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Please sign this consent from if you agree to participate in this study.

I have carefully read the information provided;

I have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;

I understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information will

be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;

I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason;

With full knowledge of all foregoing, I agree, of my own free will, to participate in this

study.

Signature: Date:
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Appendix B. Survey protocol

Self-efficacy assessment questionnaire

This survey is designed to help the researcher to get a better understanding of teachers’
self-efficacy in relation to implementation of differentiated instruction in the classrooms.

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential and will not be identified by name.

Please rate how certain you are that you understand the concept of the differentiated
instruction and willing to implement it in your practice. Indicate your answers by writing

the appropriate number.

Rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the scale

given below:

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
100
Cannot moderately highly
do at all certain can do certain can do
Confidence
(0-100)

1. Does your self-confidence affect your ability to perform?

1. I am an effective teacher who is capable of performing new tasks.

2. I can face the challenges and continue working effectively.

3. I handle new situations with relative comfort and ease.
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4. I don’t give up when the tasks are difficult.

5. I work hard to solve a problem to find the answer.

6. I achieve the goals I set for myself.

7. I am ready to face the challenging tasks.

8. I believe that if I work hard, I will achieve my goals.
2. Do you feel confident about differentiated instruction?

—_—

. I understand the concept of the diversity of students.

[\

. I am familiar with the concept of the differentiated instruction.

(98]

. I can adjust my lessons to the necessary level of every student.

N

. I am able to make a lesson plan to connect every student with key content.

93]

. I understand the importance of differentiation the process of learning.

6. I am aware of how to support students to present the results of their work in different

ways.

7. I understand and address each student’s learning development and needs

in regards with learning outcomes of my subject.

8. I know how to create effective assessment practices.

9. I can differentiate through a variety of instructional strategies.
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Appendix C. Sample Interview Protocol

The relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy, beliefs, and practice of differentiated

instruction: A case study of a school in Kazakhstan

NTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Date of the interview: December 18, 2018

Start time of the interview: 11.00

End time of the interview: 11.40

Place of the interview: school in Kazakhstan

Participant: teacher of English language

Interviewer: Aliya Kurmanova

Duration of the interview: 40 minutes

Introduction to a participant

You are invited to participate in a study on the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy,
beliefs, and practice of differentiated instruction. The purpose of this interview is to learn
about the association between level of confidence and belief of differentiated instruction

and how differentiated instruction is implemented in the classrooms.

If you agree to participate in this interview, please know that your participation is
voluntary and you may choose not to answer questions or withdraw from the interview at
any time with no repercussions to you or to your organization. If you agree to participate in

this interview would you kindly read and sign the consent form.

(After the consent form is read and signed by the participant - continue with the interview).
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Starting the interview

Do you agree that the interview is digitally recorded?

(Turn on the recorder after the participant agreed to the recording interview)

Probable interview questions ( might be adjusted based on the outcomes of the survey)

Differentiated instruction

1. What is differentiated instruction in your understanding?

2. How do you understand the concept of the diversity of students in the classroom?

3. Do you think it is important to differentiate your instruction? Why? Please, explain your

answer.

4. Do you think it is right to differentiate students mainly by their level of readiness? Why?

Please, explain your answer.

5. What other categories would you add to differentiated instruction to ensure that needs

of every student have been met?

6. How do you usually help your students to present the results of their work in different

ways?

7. Why do you think it is important to differentiate the content, i.e. the material you want

your students to learn?

8. Do you think it is necessary to differentiate assessment? Why? Please, explain your

answer.

Self-efficacy
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9. In your survey you indicated that when there are challenges or obstacles you tend to give
up performing the activity. Do you think this fact could be related to your uncertainty of

implementation of the differentiated instruction in your practice?

10. Do you think it is vital to be successful with differentiated instruction from the very

beginning otherwise it is not worth to continue? Why? Please, explain your answer.

11. Do you think teacher’s self-efficacy could be related to their beliefs of differentiated

instruction and can shape their way of teaching? Why? Please, explain your answer.

I have asked all my questions. Would you like to add something to what you already said

or there was some question that I did not ask?

Concluding the interview

Thank you very much for your cooperation and participation in the interview.

Let me remind you again that all the data will be kept confidential and protected.
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Appendix D. Lesson observation protocol

Setting:

Observer:

Role of observer: observe the subject (teacher)

Time:

Length of observation: 40 minutes

The main purpose of the observation will be to see how teacher differentiates content and

process based on student need: readiness, interest and student profile.

The presence of such points in the lesson will be indicated by ticks and absences by

Crossces.

For ethical reasons, observation of the product and assessment will not be included to the

protocol in order to exclude children from observation

Observation of content Observation of the process Assessment
Readiness Readiness
Materials at varied v'% | Tiered activities xv" | pre-assessment xv

readability levels

Alternate presentation v'% | Flexible use of time v'% | formal assessment v'x
methods

Targeted small group v'% | Varied homework v'% | informal assessmenr | ¥'%
instruction assignments

Interest Interest
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Range of materials v'x Expert groups v'x | criterion based v'x
that apply key ideas grading
Teacher presentations Interest groups valid grading v'x
designed to link to student
interests
Independent studies v
Supplementary materials v'x
based on student
interests
Learning profile Learning profile
Varied teaching modes Choice of working Vx| Vx
(verbal, visual, practical) conditions
Video or audio notes for Vx| Vx

students who learn better

with repeated listening

Tasks designed around

intelligence preferences




Appendix E. Teachers’ perceived self-efficacy

effectively | can face easily do work always | work
Teachers’ | perform challenges | handle not hard to | achieve | hard to
ID new tasks new give |solvea |the achieve
situations | up problem | goals the
goals
Gulnar 100 100 100 90 100 100 100
Ahmat 80 80 90 100 | 100 90 100
Gulnaz 90 90 90 100 | 100 90 90
Sandu 90 80 90 90 80 80 90
Duken 50 50 70 50 50 40 60
Jazmine | 80 80 70 80 100 90 100
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Appendix F. Mean of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy
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Appendix G. Teachers’ self-efficacy in differentiated instruction

118

Differentiation of:

Teacher | Concept | Differenti | conte | proce | product | assess | instructi | Readines
s’ ID of ated nt ss ment on S

diversity | instructio

n

Gulnar | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Ahmat | 100 95 80 85 80 90 80 90
Gulnaz | 90 70 80 70 90 70 80 90
Sandu | 90 80 90 100 90 80 90 90
Duken | 70 90 90 60 50 80 90 50
Jazmine | 100 90 100 100 90 90 90 90
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Appendix H. Mean of teachers’ self-efficacy in differentiated instruction
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Appendix I. Sample Interview Transcript

[ —interviewer

J- Teacher

I: Thank you very much for agreeing to take part in the interview.

As you know, I am working on the research on the relationship between teachers’ self-
efficacy, beliefs, and practice of differentiated instruction. Your responses will be helpful

for my study. Do you mind if I record our interview?

J: Please, I don’t mind.

I: So, the first question would be “What is differentiated instruction in your

understanding?”

J: Mmmmm... that would be about the process of instruction where you are going to
effectively teach the students. And there should be cooperation between students and
teacher and of course it includes the methods of teaching to effectively allow the students

to learn the lesson.

I: How do you understand the concept of the diversity of students in the classroom?

J: The students have different behavior and of course some students have different pace as
well and of course it will affect the behavior or an attitude in every activity as well as
mmm.... in the lesson. So the teacher should know how to adjust and to be knowledgeable

enough to handle the differences of these students.

I: Ok, thank you. Do you think it is important to differentiate your instruction?
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J: Of course it is because the students have different understanding and they have different

learning abilities as well.

I: ok. Do you think it is right to differentiate students mainly by their level of readiness?

Why? Please, explain your answer.

J: Oh, yes it is. Because some of the students are beginners, some are a little bit of
intermediate, there are rare students who are advanced, so the teacher should know how to
differentiate them for her or him to be able to make a daily lesson that is effective to each
of them. However we cannot really separate them because they are in one class. So, teacher

should know how to approach the students.

I: What other categories would you add to differentiated instruction to ensure that needs

of every student have been met?

J: I think we can include the hmmmm... the different skills like for example some of the
students are skillful in writing, the others in reading, the others are good in speaking, but
not so good in writing so the teacher should assess the students so he would be able to
manage the lesson very well. It is because the main goal is for the students to learn further

and not to stop them from improving themselves.

I: So, how do you usually differentiate the process?

J: with the lesson of course approach should be ... should matter. So, if the lesson is a little
bit easy for the student, then you have to add some more examples and some more
activities. And if it is too hard for the students, then you have to make another activity that
would meet their needs and their skills as well. But do not allow them to be stagnant in
their learning. You need to add some more hard questions and let them be able to do it also

by themselves by giving some homework.
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I: So, in your own practice do you mostly differentiate by their level of knowledge, or like

you said by their learning styles, or by their interests?

J: Yes, yes, I do, I do. As you mentioned it’s about the level of learning and their skills too.

I: So, you mostly differentiate by their level of knowledge?

J: Yes, yes

I: So, when you differentiate the process which forms of work do you mostly use? For

example pair work, group work?

J: I do group work; I allow them to have some role plays. I think some students here have
difficulties in speaking. So, I let them do the dialogue, and read, and speak, and express
their thoughts in English even though most of the time it is incorrect, but if they are used to

the word or the sentence, afterwards they will be able to apply it in correct grammar.

I: So, in your own practice as an EFL teacher, how often do you differentiate? Why?

J: It’s really very important and I always use that. Actually, most of us who are teaching
ESL, before we introduce the proper lesson, we do introduce the assessment, so we know
who the beginners , intermediate and the advanced are. And if we have that...., we are

given the authority to separate it is an advantage for us, but if not, we need to adjust

I: So, you mentioned assessment. How important you think the role of assessment in

differentiated instruction?

J: I think that it is the core of the differentiated instruction, because without assessing the
student, and then the learning you are getting from the teacher will be lesser than you

expect, other or the management will expect.

I: In your practice, how do you usually differentiate the assessment?
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J: In my years of teaching, I don’t know how you define that but we use different
approach, i.e. methods of teaching instead of differentiated teaching. So, if you have a
different definition, maybe I think it includes that, differentiated teaching includes the
methods of teaching. We use different approach to enable the students to grasp the lesson

that we are teaching them.

[: Why do you think it is important to differentiate the content, i.e. the material you want

your students to learn?

J: Oh, yes, of course. I do that and if ever it will not match the level of the students, then I
ask them to as much as possible do it by themselves, using dictionaries. I do not spoon-
feed the students; I do not allow then always ask me, they should learn how to depend on

other resources, not just from the teacher.

I: How do you usually help your students to present the results of their work in different

ways?

J: After allowing them to apply, for example, after a role-play, I’ve seen that they are
still...,mmm... they still need some improvement. Then of course, I will encourage them
to use more, to learn more vocabulary, I will encourage them to do more homework, and I
need to check if their home works are done well or not. Also, I will introduce some more
topics and sometimes I do one on one to my students. And for the poor students, I really
ask them to sit in front; I focus teaching, no, not just teaching that particular student, but
my attention is with him because he whether likes it or not, that student deserves to learn

from me.

I: Ok. Do you think differentiated instruction should be done at every lesson or in every

unit? Why? What does it depend on?
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J: T think it is very important to do differentiated instruction at the beginning, maybe during
the first term, and if you see that there are improvements, then of course you know that you
still need to do that next term or not, but if you know that you need some more

improvements, then, you still need to do that every now and then.

I: In your survey you indicated as close to absolutely certain to 1.3. “I handle new
situations with relative comfort and ease”. Other points were higher than 70 out of 100.
Do you think this fact, high level of self-efficacy, could relate to your willingness of

implementation of the differentiated instruction in your practice?

J: Yes, of course, if you have a high level of self-efficacy, you have high level of
confidence, self-esteem, you have willingness to improve yourself, you always have the
room to make the every instruction or lesson that you do to become better each day and it
really affects how you teach the students. So, the higher your self-efficacy, the higher is

your willingness to become a better teacher for your students.

I: Do you think it is vital to be successful with differentiated instruction from the very

beginning otherwise it is not worth to continue? Why? Please, explain your answer.

J: Of course, I think so too. I mean, because if you start at the middle, then of course you
are getting behind your goal. The goal should be, you initiate that goal that you have in
mind, at the very first and not at the end, or near the end, or at the middle part of your
teaching. So, the teacher should know where to begin. I think it will be very effective if

you start at the very beginning, and if you do it right, you will end it right.

I: So, hypothetically speaking, if some teacher was trying to implement differentiated
instruction in his practice, but failed at some point, and is not willing to do it again, does
not want to continue, because he thinks he will not be able to do it successfully. Do you

think he should continue despite the failure?
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J: Yes, of course he should despite the failure because everyone has their weaknesses. So, I
still believe that there is always room for improvements, though he or she fails the first
time, the second time, but I believe we should from every failure. We should be challenged
to become better in profession, or a better leader. Because teachers are also leaders, they

should models of not giving up, but to encourage themselves no matter what happens.

I: How likely do you think it is that teachers with low self-efficacy might give up on

implementing the differentiated instruction?

J: 1 think they are the way they are. Or maybe they are lazy, or not inspired with what they
are doing. They have low self-esteem, but I think the problem is with their attitude towards

their career.

I: So, if we summarize, do you think teacher’s self-efficacy could be related to their beliefs
of differentiated instruction and can shape their way of teaching? Why? Please, explain

your anSwer.

J: yes, I think so.

I: T have asked all my questions. Would you like to add something to what you already

said or there was some question that I did not ask?

J: No

I: Thank you very much for your cooperation and participation in the interview. Let me

remind you again that all the data will be kept confidential and protected.



