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Abstract

Catering to the needs of students through Differentiated Instruction (DI) has been an approach chosen
instead of the one-size-fits-all methodology when each student’s needs are of concern. Although DI
aligned classroom instruction gives students much room to discover learning and new ideas, there are
many instances and factors to be considered in ensuring efficiency of the implementation. One of the
crucial factors is the students’ preferences in learning and teaching strategies. In consideration of this and
though mixed method research design, the study aims to discover if the differentiation strategies
employed by teachers and preferred by their students match. 288 students and 10 teachers of rural and
urban schools in the southern-most state of Malaysia were selected as participants of this study. The
outcome of the mixed method approach through questionnaires and interviews will furnish teachers with
a thorough and extensive feedback from students which will act as a source for reflection and
modification to warrant a more efficacious teaching and learning experience for themselves and their
students.
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1. Introduction

Despite being the second language for Malaysians, English has been highly important in the
Malaysian education system. However, although Malaysia was ranked third in Asia, after Singapore and
The Philippines, in the 2019 EF Proficiency Index (2019), the language competency level of local
graduates is perturbing (Lai, 2019).

Differentiation is a way of teaching by catering to the needs of the students instead of employing
the one-size-fits-all approach. Since Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) introduced DI, there have been many
definitions from various scholars. “DI is a means of teaching to all children to help them reach a common
goal, regardless of the path they take to get there” (Robinson et al., 2014) while Heacox (2012) defines
differentiation as “changing the pace, level, or kind of instruction you provide in response to individual
learners’ needs, styles or interests”. Besides that, King-Shaver (2008) defined DI as a conscious and
cautious way of preparing for and conducting lessons that provide students with various opportunities for
learning while being focused on clearly defined goals. The common idea that all three definitions possess
is that DI responds to students’ needs and helps them achieve a common goal.

Forming a high-calibre teaching workforce is the basis of a top-performing education system; the
issues pertaining to the said teaching workforce must be identified and eradicated to an acceptable extent
(Don et al., 2015). A question worth pondering is whether it will be sufficient if the focus is only placed
on teachers? The whole shift in the education system itself lies on the basis of producing more
internationally competent graduates. Taking into consideration the item first highlighted in Cambridge
Baseline Study (CBS) and then in the roadmap regarding speaking being the weakest skill and that it
could be due to the lack of opportunity to use the target language, it is clear that the direct solution to this
is to increase students’ use of the target language in and out of the classroom. The employment of DI
through student-centred learning strategies that maximises student participation and minimises teacher-
talk would be the most effective method in increasing the frequency and depth of students using English
language, that is, by first creating the need converse in English.

Therefore, students’ participation in the classroom is significant in ensuring that this aim is met. It
is an evidence-based conclusion that students’ participation level in the classroom hinges on many factors
such as class size (Susak, 2016), feedback (Susak, 2016), student characteristics (Congmin, 2016; Susak,
2016), classroom environment (Aziz et al., 2018; Mustapha et al., 2010), cultural differences (Congmin,
2016) with the match or mismatch between students’ learning strategies being one of the major
components (Akbarzadeh & Fatemipour, 2014; Toyama & Yamazaki, 2020; Vukic, 2018).

With teachers employing differentiation strategies in their lessons, will it be a match or a mismatch
between students' and teachers’ expectations? The current study seeks to find the answer to this issue,
which is the preferred differentiation strategy and to see if there is a mismatch between the teachers and

students.

i.  What are students’ preferred differentiation strategies in relation to Content, Process, Product
and Environment domains during the teaching of speaking skills?

ii. Do students’ preferred differentiation strategies match the strategies used by teachers in the
teaching of speaking skills?
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1.1. Knowing students’ preference in learning and its significance

Quite often, the focus lies on the appropriate teaching methods and the effective approaches that
provide the idea for the right ways of learning. Teachers sometimes get carried away in preparing
activities for a lesson that they place their teaching style before the consideration of students’ preferences
in learning (Samperio, 2017). However, Nunan (1999) strongly suggests that any selection made in
relation to classroom teaching should consider students. In addition to this, Jang et al. (2016) argued that
teaching in ways that students prefer encourages autonomous learning, classroom participation and
conceptual learning. To make wise decisions when it concerns teaching and learning in a language
classroom, one must first be aware of the factors that influence the preference for learning.

Samperio (2017) listed a few factors, namely “learning and teaching styles, motivation, students’
perception of usefulness or importance, classroom environment, personality, or language level” as the
factors he affirms influence the preference for language learning. He adds by mentioning that as activities
could have positive or negative effects on students, the right activities would increase their motivation
and reduce their anxiety in using the target language. Rao (2002) adds to Samperio’s list by stating that
the consideration of students’ needs, potentials and capacities also matter in selecting activities or
teaching styles. Usually, a mismatch between the students’ preference and teachers’ teaching style is due
to teachers working according to their own belief on what is right and effective or sometimes teachers
choose not to go according to students’ preference because their preferences were not considered in the
first place (Samperio, 2017).

Much importance is placed on students’ preferences instead of teachers because a mismatch
between the students’ preferences and teachers’ teaching styles could bring great disadvantages to the
lesson flow and the achievement of the learning outcomes. This is elaborated by Felder and Spurlin
(2005) who mentions that the consequences include student feeling boredom which may result in students
becoming demotivated and inattentive in class. Inattentive students do not participate and if they do, they
do it without comprehension, which defeats the purpose of learning. Chetty (2019), Rabab and Meryem
(2018), Ovez and Uyangér (2016) argued that this mismatch will result in underperformance.

When there is a match between the students’ preference and teachers’ teaching style, the lesson
could be considered as well-performing and a success, as it has high classroom engagement. Lawson and

113

Lawson (2013) defined classroom engagement as “what happens in the classroom”, which usually
includes the interaction and actions between students and other students and the teacher. Generally, a well
performing class has high student engagement where students actively participate and interact with each
other and the teacher. An in-depth thought on Lawson’s definition would give the idea that what happens
in the classroom involves not only interaction but also students’ cognitive and emotional presence in the

classroom. This is in line with Sullivan et al. (2018) explanation that students prefer activities that give

them the opportunities to interact and create relationships with their friends.
1.2. Studies on learning preferences

Given the significance of knowing and recognizing students’ preferences in learning, scholars have

conducted studies relating to it. For instance, Toyama and Yamazaki (2020) conducted a study they
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mentioned as one of its kind, investigating the match between teaching styles and learning styles and
whether it affects students’ proficiency and motivation to learn English. The study that utilized Kolb
Learning Style Inventory and Kolb Educator Role Profile as instruments confirmed that the match
between learning styles and teaching styles influences students’ proficiency and motivation to learn
English.

The investigation of 251 students and five lecturers for a similar objective in Universiti Malaysia
Pahang by Chetty (2019) revealed that the majority of the students preferred visual learning styles. They
concluded that the impact of the match or mismatch on students’ performance is excellent and that it is
significant that both styles match. A study which focused on the issue here is the one conducted by
Jannah et al. (2021) who looked into whether there is a mismatch between learning styles and teaching
styles and the results showed positive correlations.

Case study on the same topic being discussed, the match or mismatch between teachers’ practices
and learners’ preferences showed that students benefit from a positive relationship between the two
determinants. This study was conducted on grammar's explicit and implicit teaching (Rabab & Meryem,
2018). Ovez and Uyangér (2016) investigated the effect of the abovementioned match on students’
achievement involving a more significant sample; 700 students and 31 students also found similar results.
These studies prove that knowing students' preference in learning will positively impact various factors
related to learning effectiveness.

However, a similar study conducted by Khalid et al. (2017) proved otherwise. The study centred
on 42 schools in the province of Punjab revealed that the teaching and learning styles have no significant
effect on students’ achievement. The study which employed a survey research design used descriptive
statistics that revealed the abovementioned finding.

Focusing on the mismatch, Ge (2019) investigated if the mismatch impacts students’ achievements
negatively. This study differs from the other studies elaborated here because it concerns with e-learning.
The questionnaires and semi-structured interviews found that students preferred learning in groups, but
the mismatch between the learning preference and teaching style did not affect their achievement.

From the discussion of the previous studies above, it could be seen that the significance of the
match or mismatch between students' and teachers’ preferences and its effect on various factors would
still benefit from further research. With the concern over speaking skills being the weakest skill, knowing
students’ preference in learning speaking skills is very significant as it is the means where teachers could
provide students with the opportunities to speak in English while teachers monitor, facilitate and guide
them. DI, which caters to students’ needs, indirectly increases students’ participation level in classrooms.

Therefore, these factors are interrelated, which justifies the focus of the current study.
2. Research Methods

The clustered sampling technique was used to establish a concurrent mixed method research
design to determine the questionnaire respondents. Clustered sampling is when the population is
categorised into clusters and then randomly selected for data collection (Jackson, 2011; Wilson, 2010).
Teachers distributed the questionnaires randomly to their predetermined clusters of different classes. For

the interviews, convenience sampling was used to determine the participants. Convenience sampling is a
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non-probability sampling technique that selects participants who are often readily available (Taherdoost,
2016). This sampling method was used due to teachers' limitations in relation to the availability,
willingness and confidence to be interviewed. The sample for a semi-structured interview was selected
through convenience sampling. The sample size was decided based on the principle of replication in
which several samples are first selected and investigated with the intention and expectation of identifying
replications of specific findings. Interviews were conducted till the data reached a saturation point.

Thus, the total number of interview participants is ten, and this is justifiable as there are
representatives from each school being investigated in this study. The total population of students in the
selected rural and urban schools, obtained from the information provided by the ministry of education, is
9088. Out of this, the population of Form Two students was 1073 at the time of data collection. The
number of students was obtained from the clerk in each school's office. According to the table developed
by Krejcie and Morgan (1970), 285 samples were needed for this study. Out of 313 questionnaire
responses collected, 288 responses were complete and could be used for analysis.

The first instrument is the Differentiation Strategies Preference Questionnaire (DSPQ). The items
were adapted from Possibilities for Learning Surveys (Kanevsky, 2015). This survey which has gone
through multiple revisions upon pilot studies and face validation is a tool that assesses students on their
preferred differentiation strategies. This tool was selected for present study's use because of its accuracy
in relation to the purpose of this study. The regenerated Cronbach Alpha’s Coefficient value for all items
in the questionnaire is 0.872, which is ‘good’ according to Cronbach (1951). This shows that the
questionnaire is reliable and fit for use.

The second instrument is a semi-structured interview that seeks to find responses to questions
about the application of DI in the teaching of speaking skills. The interview questions were set according
to the question matrix suggested by Ismail (2010) and went through the double validation process.

The SPSS software was used to conduct descriptive statistics for the questionnaire, and reflexive
thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019) was used for the interviews. The nature of the reflexive
thematic analysis that was implemented commenced the inductive way, in which the codes and themes
were developed based on the data. The findings were then compared with the existing literature to look

for reasonings, similarities, contrasts, and support beyond the data.
3. Findings

The data for this study was obtained through a 57-item questionnaire from a sample of 288
students and semi-structured interviews with 10 teachers. The strategies preferred by the respondents are
looked at from two different perspectives. The first the overall strategies preferred across the four
domains: Content, Process, Product, and Environment. The second analysis was done to look at the
preferred strategies for each domain.

In order to identify the preferred strategy by the students across all four domains, the frequency
and percentage of agreement and disagreement for each item were calculated and tabulated in a
descending order due to the Likert scale classifications (4=strongly agree, 3=agree, 2=disagree,

I=strongly disagree).
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3.1. Overall Preferred Differentiation Strategies

The overall preferred differentiation strategies are determined by computing the means for each
item. Table 1 shows the tabulation of the results for the 10 items with the highest mean and the item with

the lowest mean.

Table 1. Descending Mean Distribution According to Items

Item No. Domain Mean
Q7 Process 3.44
Q57 Environment 3.42
Q45 Product 3.42
Q51 Environment 3.37
Q21 Process 3.36
Q4 Content 3.33
Q15 Process 3.32
Q49 Environment 3.31
Q32 Process 3.28
Q37 Product 3.26
Q14 Process 2.08

To ease identification and analysis, the items in Table 1 have been arranged in ascending order;
from the item that has the lowest mean to the item that has the highest. Inclusively, the means for all 57
items range from 2.08 to 3.44. It is found that Item 7 received the highest mean, 3.44, indicating that
students prefer this strategy the most. Item 7 states “I like it when my teacher gives me time to think after
giving me a difficult idea to understand or a problem to solve” which is placed in the Process domain.
This shows that students prefer to be given some time to figure certain things out on their own by using
their own strategies with proper guidance from the teachers. This finding is in line with Kanevsky (2015)
who found out that students objected being pressured to present their work or to catch up in the
classroom. Giving students time to master or comprehend new information is an important crucial for
learning (Deunk et al., 2015).

Based on teachers’ descriptions of their teaching processes during the interviews, it could be
inferenced that there are a few teachers who cater to the expectation of students in Item 7 and a few do
not. For example, RT3 who does not implement Item 7 mentioned:

I'm the kind of person who takes a chair and sit beside them if they are not responding. If it is a
groupwork, if they are not responding, I will stand beside them. They will try to talk because they know [
will not move if they don't talk”

whereas UT4, who implements Item 7 mentioned that:

Sometimes certain students will take some time to answer and some of them will be very eager to
answer but I will ensure the slow one will answer. I want them to know that I'm not rushing them and that

they can take some time to answer.
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The description given by RT3 illustrates that students are being constantly pushed indirectly to
respond or take part in the lesson, which could create anxiety in the students and affect the quality of the
product. On the other hand, the description given by UT4 shows that she assures the students that they
can take their time to respond and that she will wait patiently for their answers. This gives the students the
idea that the teacher is giving them the space to think and respond once they are done.

Although this finding shows what students expect their teachers to do, it does not mean that it is
always the most effective strategy in ensuring effective teaching and learning. Considering the revelation
made by the rural and urban schoolteachers concerning the low proficiency of their students, frequently
leaving students to solve problems may leave certain students, especially the low proficiency students,
feeling lost or unable to complete the task on their own. Decristan et al. (2015) and Kaur (2017) also
mentioned that scaffolding instructional discourse improves conceptual comprehension for low-
proficiency students, which means that they need guidance from their teachers to ensure accurate
comprehension.

Besides that, the question of whether teachers should give students time to figure out difficult
ideas on their own or to guide them in comprehending difficult ideas raises complication for teachers as
there is limited time allocated for instruction. Apart from that, teachers have other factors such as
curriculum and assessments to consider during instruction. The teachers from rural and urban schools
have highlighted the time constraint issue when it comes to catering to students' needs through DI, stating
that:

Ok, but in terms of implementation, we do not have enough time to do. In terms of time. We only
have 40 minutes, but we have to cater to two big groups. So, I have time constraint problems because I
have to prepare and also administer it. But even if the courses are arranged, teachers have time
constraint because we have to finish our syllabus.” (UT3)

This expression indirectly signifies that giving students time to think over complicated ideas may
not be suitable for in-class activities. In addition, Kanevsky (2015) also mentioned that students dislike
waiting for their peers to complete a task, which was also expressed by teachers during the interview.
Their statements include:

The good ones will finish fast, they have to wait for their friends. They will make boring faces. And
sometimes I become too focused on the weaker students and the good ones will be frustrated (RT4).

Well, the good ones become impatient while waiting for the weaker ones. I would like them to help
others but sometimes, they don't want to help. Some of them are pretty selfish in this (UT4).

These situations will create a negative learning environment in the classroom, where fast learners
may feel frustrated and bored. So, teachers could cater to this student-preferred DI strategy by giving
them take-home tasks that require students to think and reflect upon the idea and then guide discussions in
the following lessons. Therefore, since the teachers are the ones who face the students and have first-hand
knowledge about their behaviour and expectations, it could be left to the discretion of the teachers in
deciding the times where prompting and urging are needed and the times where students should be given

time to think and reflect on their own.
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3.2. Most Preferred Differentiation Strategy According to Content, Process, Product and

Environment

The questionnaire items have been classified according to four differentiation domains, namely
Content, Process, Product and Environment. Table 2 shows the classification of questionnaire items to

differentiation domains.

Table 2. Classification of Questionnaire Items

NO. DOMAIN ITEM NUMBER
1 Content 1-6
2 Process 7-34
3 Product 35-48
4 Environment 49-57

To find out the most preferred strategy according to domains, descriptive statistical analysis was

carried out by computing the means and standard deviations of the items according to each category.

3.2.1. Content

Item 1 till Item 6 in the questionnaire describes situations related to the differentiation strategies in
the Content domain in speaking lessons. Table 3 shows the results of the computation of three items with

the highest means.

Table 3. Mean Distribution of Differentiation Strategies: Content

Item No. N Mean Standard Deviation
1 288 3.03 778
2 288 2.97 .893
3 288 3.17 .879

According to Table 3, it could be seen that Item 4, which has the highest mean, has received the
highest agreement from the respondents. Item 4, with a mean score of 3.33, states that students like to
learn about their chosen topics. Allowing students to choose the topics, according to Ginja and Chen
(2020), is one of the ways to create a positive environment in the classroom. This is because students
choosing the topics or how they would want to learn a particular topic gives them the perception that
teachers give importance to their opinions, which indirectly boosts motivation and encouragement
(Bonyadi & Zeinalpur, 2014) in the classroom.

Besides that, students choosing their topics in speaking also has been proven to result in students
having greater background knowledge and interest in carrying out the speaking activities (Wolf, 2013).
Motivation, encouragement, background knowledge and interest are important elements in the success of
any speaking task, as it helps students feel confident and comfortable in expressing themselves in the
target language. However, a few of the teachers who responded in the interviews mentioned that they

chose the students' topics. For example,
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I'm very particular about selecting the topic. I will make sure that they have some background
knowledge. Only then, I will be able to engage the students easily (UT5).

The reasons given by the teachers include “too many topics to cover” (UT2); “challenging topics”
(RT2); “students lack background knowledge on topics” (RT3, RT4, UT3); and “large class-size” (RT1).
Although teachers choose the topics for the students, the activities and methods of presentations are
frequently varied to cater to students’ needs and interests. For example,

“like the other day, I taught them Wonders of Nature and then we switched to Wonders of
Malaysia. | separated them in groups and asked them to present about Langkawi and Tioman” (RTS).

Bonyadi and Zeinalpur (2014) who found that a reliable number of students prefer topics chosen

by their teachers mentioned that the students find it “more relieving, encouraging and enhancing.”

3.2.2. Process

Item 7 till Item 34 in the questionnaire describes situations related to the differentiation of Process

in speaking lessons. Table 4 shows the results of the computation of three items with the highest means.

Table 4. Mean Distribution of Differentiation Strategies: Process

Item No. N Mean Standard Deviation
Q7 288 3.44 772
Q8 288 3.05 .842
Q9 288 2.86 .886

It could be seen from Table 4, that Item 7 has received the highest agreement from the
respondents. The item states that students like it when teachers give them time to think about a new idea
or a problem to solve. This finding is in line with Kanevsky (2015), who found out that students objected
to being pressured to present their work or to catch up in the classroom. Giving students time to master or
comprehend new information is an essential crucial for learning (Deunk et al., 2015). However, as time
constraint has been established as one of the challenges faced by teachers in implementing DI in speaking
lessons, giving a large group of students time to discover new ideas without guidance could cause
teachers other complications such as the inability to complete the lesson on time and the inability to fulfill
the learning outcomes and curriculum.

Moreover, as the teacher-participants of this study mentioned that the students are mostly low
proficiency, teachers’ guidance is crucial in the process of learning and discovery. Decristan et al. (2015)
and Kaur (2017) also mentioned that scaffolding instructional discourse improves conceptual
comprehension for low-proficiency students, which means that they need guidance from their teachers to
ensure accurate comprehension.

Therefore, since the teachers are the ones who face the students and have first-hand knowledge
about their behaviour and expectations, it could be left to the discretion of the teachers in deciding the
times where prompting and urging are needed and the times where students should be given time to think
and reflect on their own. If given sparingly, guidance and prompts do not interfere with or distort

students’ flow of thought or critical thinking abilities.
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3.2.3. Product

Item 35 till Item 48 in the questionnaire describes situations related to the differentiation of
Product in speaking lessons. Table 5 shows the results of the computation of three items with the highest

means.

Table 5. Mean Distribution of Differentiation Strategies: Product

Item No. N Mean Standard Deviation
Q35 288 3.05 .888
Q36 288 2.84 .881
Q37 288 3.26 .801

It could be seen from Table 5 that Item 45 has received the highest agreement from the
respondents. Item 45, which received a mean score of 3.42, states that students like to receive feedback
from their teachers on how their work could be improved even if they receive good marks. This finding
agrees with Muhsin (2016), where students indicated that their spoken errors should be corrected and that
teachers’ feedback is what they focus on. It could not be denied that valuable feedback leads to
substantial gains during the learning process and teacher feedback could be thought of as the most
preferred feedback as students view them as a resource and provider of new information (Tasdemir &
Arslan, 2018).

Vattoy and Smith (2019) mentioned that students who perceive teachers’ feedback as valuable
have good consciousness about their own learning goals and expectations. This is explainable as receiving
feedback on a well-completed task would help students be aware of the room for improvement and
students who are conscious about their learning goals are looking for room for improvement. In line with
this outcome, giving feedback is also one of the strategies employed by rural and urbans school teachers
in teaching speaking skills. For example, RT3 mentioned:

it is troublesome actually but if we take the initiative to do it, at least they will learn. It is an
achievement for us. Especially for the weaker ones

when asked about giving specific feedback. However, many teachers mentioned the challenges
that they faced when the need arises for feedback; the chief being time limitation during instruction.
When RT3’s use of the word ‘troublesome’ was discussed further, she added that

Because it takes time. Sometimes, we tend to ignore a few groups because we have spent time
coaching the others.

In addition, it could be inferred from the exchanges that most teachers do not spend much time on
teachers give extended and individual feedback on students’ achievement or progress, compared to the
presentation and management of instruction. This inference was derived after it was found that there were
no instances on the teacher mentioning, indicating, or even indirectly describing instances of extended
feedback being given. Instead, teachers resort to providing brief feedback like praises such as “good job,
good, excellent, OK, interesting”; and rankings such as “the best group, the most interesting, the first
group.”

These utterances are all considered feedback, as Neals (2015) mentioned that the types of feedback

are “oral feedback and written feedback; evaluative and descriptive feedback; informal and formal
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feedback; and peer and self-feedback”. In line with this, Lightbown and Spada (2004) mentioned implicit
and explicit corrective feedback which include “Recast, Repetition, Clarification Request, Explicit
correction, Elicitation, and Paralinguistic signal”.

Although it is evident that teachers give feedback to students on their performance in the
classroom, it might not be what is specifically expected of them. Giving brief feedback, like how the
teacher-participants in this study do, does not effectively educate students on their weaknesses and room

for improvement, as the comments given by teachers may be regarded as generalised feedback that does

not focus on individual strengths or weaknesses.

3.2.4. Environment

Item 49 till Item 57 in the questionnaire describes situations related to the differentiation of
environment in speaking lessons. Table 6 shows the results of the computation of three items with the

highest means.

Table 6. Mean Distribution of Differentiation Strategies: Environment

Item No. N Mean Standard Deviation
Q49 288 3.31 932
Q50 288 2.77 907
Q51 288 3.37 902

According to Table 6, it is evident that Item 57 has received the highest agreement from the
respondents. Item 57, which received a mean score of 3.42, states, “I like it when my teacher tries to
understand what I'm trying to say or what I'm feeling.” In other words, students prefer it if teachers make
extra effort to understand their feelings and intentions. Teachers giving attention and space to students
give them the idea that their teacher cares for them. At the same time, these actions help nurture and
encourage the students to do better. This causal relationship has also been mentioned by Bambaeeroo and
Shokrpour (2017), stating that the more teachers use such verbal or non-verbal behaviours, the more
efficacious the learning and academic progress were.

Besides that, it is important to note that this expectation from the students is in line with the
approach that the teacher-participants in this study utilise in the teaching of speaking skills. Through
interviews, many teachers expressed that they take the extra effort to ensure their students understand
what is being taught and feel that their opinion and contribution are being considered. For example, UT3
lets students choose their group members for classroom discussions so that they do not feel pressured to
perform, but at the same time, conditions are set to ensure that students speak and carry out the tasks
accordingly. Similarly, RT3 also allows students to choose their group members with the condition that
they must communicate actively. Therefore, this shows that both rural and urban schoolteachers of this

study have given importance to students’ feelings and intention.
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4. Conclusions

The data collected through questionnaires were analysed using descriptive analysis to find out
students’ preferred differentiation strategies in the teaching of speaking skills. Based on their most
preferred strategy, it could be concluded that students are process-driven and give importance to the
manner and methods through which they learn. Besides that, they also prioritise their interest in choosing
topics and themes of the lesson; they give importance to the feedback they receive from their teachers and
recognise and value the effort teachers take in trying to cater to their needs. This shows that students
prefer to be given some time to figure certain things out by using their strategies with proper guidance
from the teachers. This finding is in line with Kanevsky (2015), who found out that students objected to
being pressured to present their work or to catch up in the classroom. Undeniably, “teaching in students'
preferred ways” gives preferred outcomes to teachers such as the increased in students' learning
autonomy, engagement, and conceptual learning (Jang et al., 2016). Cross-examining students’
preferences and teachers’ teaching techniques revealed that most of the expectations of the students had
been fulfilled by the teachers to a good extent. These expectations could not be realised completely as
there are many other factors that teachers need to consider in ensuring that lessons and assessments are
carried out systematically.

As for recommendations, since DI was implemented in the year 2018 in both primary and
secondary schools, the implementation of DI in primary schools could be considered in future studies. As
the age group differs, the approach towards DI and the preferred strategies could differ. In addition,
teachers might also face different challenges in implementing DI in primary schools. Besides that, this
study centred on the use of DI in the teaching of speaking skills. It would also be advantageous if further
studies consider the other three core language learning skills, namely listening, reading and writing. Each

skill is unique in that the approach and use of differentiation strategies might differ.

References

Akbarzadeh, M., & Fatemipour, H. (2014). Examining the match or mismatch between teaching style
preferences and upper-intermediate EFL learners’ learning style preferences. Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 98, 137-142. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.399

Aziz, F., Quraishi, U., & Kazi, A. S. (2018). Factors behind Classroom Participation of Secondary School
Students (A Gender Based Analysis). Universal Journal of Educational Research, 6(2), 211-217.
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2018.060201

Bambaeeroo, F., & Shokrpour, N. (2017). The impact of the teachers’ non-verbal communication on
success in teaching. Journal of advances in medical education & professionalism, 5(2), 51.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5346168/

Bonyadi, A., & Zeinalpur, S. (2014). Perceptions of students towards self-selected and teacher-assigned
topics in EFL writing. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 98, 385-391.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S187704281402521X

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2019). Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in Sport,
Exercise and Health, 11(4), 589-597.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806

Chetty, R. (2019). Literacy teaching in disadvantaged South African schools. Literacy, 53(4), 245-253.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1it.12188

261


http://dx.doi.org/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5346168/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S187704281402521X
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1111/lit.12188

https://doi.org/10.15405/epes.23097.23

Corresponding Author: Manivannan, Marsha Lavania

Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of the conference
eISSN: 2672-815X

Congmin, Z. H. A. O. (2016). Factors influencing student participation in classroom interaction. Higher
Education of Social Science, 11(3), 20-23. https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/236305554.pdf
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16(3), 297-

334, https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2FBF02310555#citeas

Decristan, J., Hondrich, A. L., Biittner, G., Hertel, S., Klieme, E., Kunter, M., & Naumann, A. (2015).
Impact of additional guidance in science education on primary students’ conceptual understanding.
The Journal of Educational Research, 108(5), 358-370.

Deunk, M. 1., Doolaard, S., Smalle-Jacobse, A., & Bosker, R. J. (2015). Differentiation within and across
classrooms: A systematic review of studies into the cognitive effects of differentiation practices.
RUG/GION. https://www.nro.nl/sites/nro/files/migrate/Differentiation-within-and-across-
classrooms Review.pdf

Don, Z. M., Abdullah, M. H., Abdullah, A. C., Lee, B. H., Kaur, K., Pillai, J., & Hooi, M. Y. (2015).
English language education reform in Malaysia: The roadmap 2015- 2025. Ministry of Education

EF Proficiency Index. (2019). EF English Proficiency Index. https://www.ef.com/wwen/epi/

Felder, R. M., & Spurlin, J. E. (2005). Applications, reliability and validity of the Index of Learning
Styles. International Journal of Engineering Education, 21(1), 103—112.

Ge, Z. G. (2019). Does mismatch between learning media preference and received learning media bring a
negative impact on Academic performance? An experiment with e-learners. Interactive Learning
Environments, 1-17. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10494820.2019.1612449

Ginja, T. G., & Chen, X. (2020). Teacher educators’ perspectives and experiences towards differentiated
instruction. International Journal of Instruction, 13(4), 781-798.
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2020.13448a

Heacox, D. (2012). Differentiating instruction in the regular classroom. Free Spirit Publishing. United
States of America. (e-book) https://www.freespirit.com/files/original/Differentiating-Instruction-
Regular-Classroom-preview-1.pdf

Ismail, F. (2010). Factors and challenges influencing grammar teaching in the teaching practicum
[Doctoral dissertation, Universiti Teknologi Malaysia].

Jackson, S. L. (2011). Research Methods and Statistics: A Critical Approach (4™ ed.). Cengage Learning
(ebook).

Jang, H., Reeve, J., & Halusic, M. (2016). A new autonomy-supportive way of teaching that increases
conceptual learning: Teaching in students' preferred ways. The Journal of Experimental
Education, 84(4), 686-701. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2015.1083522

Jannah, Z., Roza, V., & Dewi, M. P. (2021). Match and Mismatch Between Learning Styles of EFL
Students and Teaching Styles of EFL Teachers. English Language and Pedagogy, 6(1), 45-58.
https://www.ojs.fkipummy.ac.id/index.php/elp/article/view/358/203

Kanevsky, L. (2015). Deferential differentiation: What types of differentiation do students want? 55.
Gifted Child Quarterly, 59(2), 136-138. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986211422098

Kaur, M. (2017). To recognise, realise and differentiate the learning needs of students. Pertanika Journal
of Social Sciences & Humanities, 25(2). https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/153832341.pdf#page=17

Khalid, M., Akhter, M., & Hashmi, A. (2017). Teaching styles of secondary school english teachers and
learning styles of their students and relationship of teaching learning style match with students'
achievement. Bulletin of Education and Research, 39(3), 203-220.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1210136.pdf

King-Shaver, B. (2008). Differentiated instruction: The new and not so new. California English, 13(4), 6-

8.
Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research activities. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610.

https://home.kku.ac.th/sompong/guest_speaker/KrejcieandMorgan_article.pdf

Lai, E. (2019). Do our graduates have sufficient language proficiency? Malaysia.
https://www.malaysiakini.com/letters/477309

Lawson, M. A., & Lawson, H. A. (2013). New conceptual frameworks for student engagement research,
policy, and  practice. = Review of  Educational  Research, §83(3), 432-479.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891

262


http://dx.doi.org/
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/236305554.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2FBF02310555#citeas
https://www.nro.nl/sites/nro/files/migrate/Differentiation-within-and-across-classrooms%20Review.pdf
https://www.nro.nl/sites/nro/files/migrate/Differentiation-within-and-across-classrooms%20Review.pdf
https://www.ef.com/wwen/epi/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10494820.2019.1612449
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2020.13448a
https://www.freespirit.com/files/original/Differentiating-Instruction-Regular-Classroom-preview-1.pdf
https://www.freespirit.com/files/original/Differentiating-Instruction-Regular-Classroom-preview-1.pdf
https://www.ojs.fkipummy.ac.id/index.php/elp/article/view/358/203
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/153832341.pdf#page=17
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1210136.pdf
https://home.kku.ac.th/sompong/guest_speaker/KrejcieandMorgan_article.pdf
https://www.malaysiakini.com/letters/477309
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654313480891

https://doi.org/10.15405/epes.23097.23

Corresponding Author: Manivannan, Marsha Lavania

Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of the conference
eISSN: 2672-815X

Lightbown, P., & Spada, N. (2004). How languages are learned (2" ed.). Oxford University Press

Mubhsin, A. (2016). The effectiveness of positive feedback in teaching speaking skill. Lingua Cultura,
10(1), 25-30. https://journal.binus.ac.id/index.php/lingua/article/view/873

Mustapha, S. M., Abd Rahman, N. S. N., & Yunus, M. M. (2010). Factors influencing classroom
participation: A case study of Malaysian undergraduate students. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.12.289

Neals. (2015). Types of feedback. Department of Education and Communities.

Nunan, D. (1999). Second language teaching and learning. Heinle and Heinle.

Ovez, F. T. D., & Uyangér, S. M. (2016). The effect of the match between the learning and teaching
styles of secondary school mathematics teachers on students' achievement. Journal of Education
and Practice, 7(29), 125-132. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1118892

Rabab, K. A. D. J. A., & Meryem, Z. A. K. O. U. (2018). Teachers’ practices and learners’ preferences
of explicit and implicit grammar teaching. Do they match or mismatch? [Doctoral dissertation,
Abdelhafid Boussouf University centre-Mila]. http://dspace.centre-univ-
mila.dz/jspui/handle/123456789/110

Rao, Z. (2002). Chinese students’ perceptions of communicative and non-communicative activities in
EFL classroom. System, 30, 85-105. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(01)00050-1

Robinson, L., Maldonado, N., & Whaley, J. (2014). Perceptions about implementation of differentiated
instruction. Annual Mid-South Educational Research conference, November 7, 2014.
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED554312.pdf

Samperio, N. (2017). Discovering students’ preference for classroom activities and teachers’ activity use.
Columbian Applied Linguistics Journal, 19(1), 51-66. http://doi.org/10.14483/calj.v19n1.9292

Sullivan, K., McConney, A., & Perry, L. B. (2018). A comparison of rural educational disadvantage in
Australia, Canada, and New Zealand using OECD’s PISA. Sage Open, 8(4), 2158244018805791.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2158244018805791

Susak, M. (2016). Factors that affect classroom participation. [Master’s Thesis, Rochester Institute of
Technology Croatia].
https://scholarworks.rit.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=10526&context=theses

Taherdoost, H. (2016). Validity and reliability of the research instrument; how to test the validation of a
questionnaire/survey in a research. International Journal of Academic Research in Management
(IJARM), 5(3). 28-36. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3205040

Tasdemir, M. S., & Arslan, F. Y. (2018). Feedback preferences of EFL learners with respect to their
learning styles. Cogent Education, 5(1), 1481560
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2018.1481560

Tomlinson, C. A., & Imbeau, M. B. (2010). Leading and managing a differentiated classroom. ASCD.

Toyama, M., & Yamazaki, Y. (2020). Are there effects of a match between learning style and teaching
style in an EFL classroom? Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 14(3), 243-258.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2019.1575386

Vattey, K. D., & Smith, K. (2019). Students' perceptions of teachers' feedback practice in teaching
English as a foreign language. Teaching and Teacher Education, &85, 260-268.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0742051X18320110

Vukié, S. (2018). A match or mismatch between teaching and learning styles in teaching English as a
foreign language at the primary school level [Doctoral dissertation, Josip Juraj Strossmayer
University of  Osijek, Faculty of  Humanities and Social Sciences].
https://urn.nsk.hr/urn:nbn:hr:142:140459

Wilson, J. (2010). Essentials of business research: a guide to doing your research project. SAGE
Publication.

Wolf, J. P. (2013). Exploring and contrasting EFL learners’ perceptions of textbook-assigned and self-
selected discussion topics. Language Teaching Research, 17(1), 49-66.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168812457535

263


http://dx.doi.org/
https://journal.binus.ac.id/index.php/lingua/article/view/873
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1118892
http://dspace.centre-univ-mila.dz/jspui/handle/123456789/110
http://dspace.centre-univ-mila.dz/jspui/handle/123456789/110
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED554312.pdf
http://doi.org/10.14483/calj.v19n1.9292
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2158244018805791
https://scholarworks.rit.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=10526&context=theses
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2018.1481560
https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2019.1575386
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0742051X18320110
https://urn.nsk.hr/urn:nbn:hr:142:140459
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168812457535

