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Abstract 

This study aims to evaluate the suitability and effectiveness of the implementation 

of differentiated learning in English subjects, from the following aspects: student 

identification, learning objectives, socio-cultural, human resources (teachers and 

students), learning material planning, availability of facilities and infrastructure, 

utilization of facilities and learning processes, and outcomes after participating in 

learning. The methodology used was descriptive quantitative with a qualitative 

approach. The Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) evaluation model is used to 

evaluate it, while data collection was in the form of questionnaires, observations, 

document reviews, and interviews. The results of the study show the level of 

suitability and effectiveness of students: 76%, 82%, 77%, a n d  76%, while 

non-conformity or ineffectiveness: 24%, 18%, 23%, and 24%. This means that 

input, process, and output have not been implemented well. Meanwhile, for 

teachers: 83%, 84%, 86%, 84%, and inappropriate or ineffective: 17%, 16%, 14%, 

and 16%, which means it has been implemented well. The description above indicates 

positive results from differentiated learning in English. Teachers stated it was 

appropriate and effective, while students needed ongoing, specialized support to 

achieve shared expectations.  

 

Keywords: differentiated learning, English class, CIPP evaluation model, student 

and teacher evaluation 

 

Introduction 

English, as a language of communication, plays a central role in today's global 

world and digital era. Various educational, technological, business, and scientific 

resources and information are all presented in English (Sari et al., 2024). The ability 

to master English correctly and accurately not only enables one to understand 

diverse sources of knowledge but also facilitates relationships and communication 

with people from diverse cultural backgrounds and countries. Furthermore, it can 

expand professional connections and social networks (Alfarisy, 2021). 

Data from English First's English Proficiency Index (EF EPI) in 2022 

categorizes Indonesians' English proficiency as low (https://www.ef.co.id/epi/, 

2023). A study published in the International Journal of Education Best Practices 

found that the average proficiency level of students taking the TOEFL test was at 
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level A2 or "waystage" on the Common European Framework of Reference for 

Languages (CEFR) scale (Muryanti et al., 2023). This demonstrates that English 

proficiency is still limited to basic English, with communication limited to family 

and interpersonal settings. 

Research has demonstrated that teaching and learning English in the 

classroom is hampered by various factors, including uninspiring content delivery, 

learning materials, learning design, a non-conducive classroom atmosphere, and 

weak foundational knowledge (Fatah et al., 2021). Research in Yogyakarta also 

demonstrated that the use of texts remains too common in English teaching and fails 

to emphasize both local and target cultures, making them appear less relevant to the 

learning environment (Azizah & Surya, 2017). 

The curriculum improves the functioning of the education system. Likewise, 

the Independent Curriculum for the 2020/2021 academic year was driven by various 

post-pandemic challenges, a commitment to the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs), the need for inclusive education, and global trends in education. 

Differentiated Learning (DI) is a form of implementation of the Independent 

Curriculum, introduced by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and 

Technology (Kemendikbudristek) to motivate teacher and student autonomy and 

flexibility in the process of designing and implementing learning that suits the 

diverse needs of students. 

Differentiated Learning (DI) is more student-centered in its design, giving 

teachers the freedom to develop teaching methods that address the differences in 

students within the classroom. The goal of DI is more personalized learning tailored 

to the unique characteristics of each student. This motivates students to be more 

actively involved in learning, resulting in more optimal outcomes. When delivering 

learning content, teachers assess students' readiness levels, interests, and learning 

styles. Teachers are also encouraged to modify teaching content, processes, 

products (learning outcomes), and the learning environment based on these factors. 

Students need freedom in the learning process because a uniform approach is not 

required for them (Purba et al., 2021). 

Research shows that serious attention is needed from the government and 

schools in developing differentiated learning to meet student needs. Teachers still 

act as central figures in learning, and there is also a lack of uniformity in student 

interest levels, learning styles, and preparation. According to Wahyuni (2023), the 

implementation of differentiated learning has been successful, considering its four 

components: content, process, product, and learning environment. However, its 

implementation still faces obstacles such as limited facilities, limited teacher skills, 

and inadequate infrastructure. 

Ainun and Putro (2024) emphasized that the implementation of various 

differentiated learning strategies in Yogyakarta has supported and assisted teachers 

in classroom learning. Teachers can design and present content, incorporating 

various formats, texts, and various reference sources. Differentiated learning also 

helps students determine learning arrangements that are appropriate to classroom 

differences. The implementation of differentiated learning at the high school level 

provides clear benefits for students and teachers, but several obstacles remain in its 

implementation (Ainun & Putro, 2024). 

Magableh and Abdullah (2020) emphasized the positive impacts of 

differentiated learning. These impacts include improved language skills, increased 
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motivation, and overall academic achievement. Despite these positive impacts, 

differentiated learning also presents various challenges, such as the complexity of 

planning learning materials, a lack of opportunities for professional development, 

large class sizes, and limited administrative support (Magableh & Abdullah, 2020). 

The description above shows that differentiated learning provides significant 

benefits for students. However, in practice, it requires a long process, thorough 

planning, and support from various stakeholders. Several studies also indicate gaps 

in the implementation of differentiated learning. First, teachers' identification of 

student needs has not been optimal, and learning objectives and student diversity 

have not been aligned, resulting in unsatisfactory results. Second, an effective 

learning infrastructure is lacking, including classrooms, learning applications, and 

technology, as well as inadequate preparation of learning materials. Third, learning 

strategies implemented in the classroom have not been fully optimized, and not all 

students are actively involved or participating in the learning process. Fourth, when 

the materials and methods used are not aligned with the intended learning 

objectives, differentiated learning cannot produce significant improvements in 

English language proficiency for all students. 

Therefore, a serious evaluation of the implementation of differentiated 

learning, which has been underway since 2020/2021, is necessary, particularly in 

eleventh-grade English classes at high schools in Yogyakarta. This evaluation aims 

to assess the extent to which current classroom practices align with established 

standards and identify any gaps. This evaluation aims to gather comprehensive 

information on the implementation of differentiated learning, thus providing a basis 

for decision-making that aligns with the school's needs. This evaluation is 

conducted using the Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model. 

In evaluating the context, the focus is on the social and cultural dynamics 

within the classroom, as well as the articulation of learning objectives. Input 

evaluation includes examining the readiness of human resources (teachers and 

students) and the availability of facilities and supporting resources. Process 

evaluation covers how learning activities are conducted in the classroom and how 

resources and facilities are used appropriately. Product evaluation includes 

measuring learning outcomes and student achievement after participating in the 

learning process. These four components are crucial for determining the overall 

success and effectiveness of differentiated learning, particularly in the context of 

teaching English in grade 11 high schools. 

 

Literature Review 

Tomlinson (2001) introduced her idea of differentiated learning as an 

approach through various teaching methods that engage students in learning, taking 

into account the differences in student interests, and using various levels of 

instruction, complexity, and difficulty. This approach is proactive and learner-

centered, which provides various pathways, and learners can access content, 

process ideas, and create products (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010). 

The foundation of differentiated learning, rooted in student diversity, requires 

flexible instruction that challenges students, regardless of their level of readiness, 

interests, and learning styles (Tomlinson & Moon, 2013). Tomlinson also 

emphasized that differentiation is not the same as individualized instruction; rather, 

it is about creating a variety of learning activity options in a mixed-ability classroom 
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(Santangelo & Tomlinson, 2012). According to Marlina (2020), differentiated 

learning is learning that is adapted based on the different needs of students, 

including differences in readiness, interests, and learning styles. This is emphasized 

by Wahyuningsari et al. (2022), who emphasized that each lives in a different 

cultural and environmental context, which is partly shaped by their different 

geographic environments. Therefore, the uniqueness of each student must be taken 

into account (Supriyadi et al., 2024). 

The explanation above confirms that differentiated learning is a student-

centered and highly active teaching approach, where content, processes, products, 

and learning environments are tailored to students' readiness levels, interests, and 

learning styles. Therefore, flexibility and support from all parties and stakeholders 

are needed to achieve these goals. It is necessary to accommodate the diversity and 

uniqueness of students to achieve optimal success and the ability to apply these 

learning strategies in real life. 

In the implementation of differentiated learning, four key elements need to be 

considered by students and teachers, especially in the learning process (Tomlinson, 

2001): a) Content – this is about what students learn. This also includes learning 

materials and curriculum, which must be adapted to the needs and abilities of 

different students (Muliyah et al., 2020). b) Process – this is about how students 

understand information and ideas. Given the diversity of learning styles and 

preferences among students, classrooms must be modified by teachers to effectively 

address these diverse learning needs (Tomlinson & Moon, 2013). c) Product – 

represents how students demonstrate what they have learned. Product – this is about 

the result of learning, which is used to demonstrate students' skills, knowledge, and 

understanding after completing a learning unit or lesson (Tomlinson & Allan, 

2000). d) Learning Environment – This is about the social, personal, and physical 

settings of the classroom. The learning environment needs to be aligned with 

students' readiness, interests, and learning preferences, so as to ensure high 

engagement and motivation in the learning process (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010). 

Regarding the CIPP evaluation model proposed by Daniel Stufflebeam to 

assess this topic, it can be briefly explained as follows: First, Context: This element 

identifies the needs, problems, and objectives of an activity. The context element 

ensures that the goals of the activity align with the learners’ needs and remain 

relevant. Second, Input: This element evaluates the plans, strategies, and resources 

used to achieve the objectives of the activity. Input is crucial to support the effective 

implementation of the activity. Third, Process: This element examines the 

implementation of the activity and its alignment with the planning. The process 

element addresses any issues, assesses the quality of implementation, and provides 

necessary feedback during the activity to facilitate continuous improvement. 

Fourth, Product: This element measures the outcomes of the activity, including both 

intended and unintended results. It also considers the short-term and long-term 

impacts of the activity, as well as its benefits for learners and other relevant 

stakeholders (Halim & Suseno, 2022). 

 

Method 

This research uses a quantitative descriptive approach, supported by 

qualitative data. Therefore, the quantitative descriptive data were obtained from 

observations, document reviews, questionnaires, and interviews as qualitative data. 
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The evaluation model used in this study is the CIPP model (Context, Input, Process, 

Product). The CIPP evaluation model was selected because the aspects reviewed in 

this model are considered more comprehensive compared to other evaluation 

models. 

The research was conducted at five senior high schools in the Special Region 

of Yogyakarta, namely SMA Stella Duce 2 DIY, SMA BOPKRI 1 DIY, SMA N 4 

Yogyakarta City, SMA N 9 Yogyakarta City, and SMA Pangudi Luhur Yogyakarta. 

These schools have implemented differentiated instruction, particularly in the 

English subject for grade XI students. The respondents/participants of this study 

were all English teachers teaching grade XI who had implemented differentiated 

instruction, as well as grade XI students, specifically those enrolled in the English 

follow-up classes across the five schools. Two follow-up classes were selected from 

all grade XI classes at each school. The total sample size, based on the established 

criteria, was 289 students and 15 teachers from the five schools. Sampling was 

conducted using a purposive sampling technique, meaning that the researcher 

selected the sample because it was the most relevant and provided the necessary 

information for the study. All participants provided verbal informed consent after 

an explanation of the purpose and procedures. Data were kept confidential, and 

participation was voluntary. 

The success criteria in the evaluation of differentiated learning in the English 

subject for Grade XI students at senior high schools in Yogyakarta are determined 

based on the normal distribution measurement categories as outlined by Azwar 

(2021). These categories include: very good, good, fairly good, poor, and very poor. 

The determination of success criteria is carried out by comparing the achievement 

scores in each evaluated aspect (context, input, process, and product) with the 

established standard of success, which is set at 100% (Modified from: Learning and 

Assessment Guidelines). 
 

Findings and Discussion 

This section presents the results and discussion of the four aspects: context, 

input, process, and product in differentiated instruction within the Grade XI English 

subject. The evaluation aims to examine the extent of alignment and effectiveness 

of these aspects in implementing differentiated instruction in Grade XI English 

classes at senior high schools in Yogyakarta. 
 

Context aspect in differentiated instruction implementation in the English subject 

According to Stufflebeam, this evaluation component identifies the object, 

such as individuals, populations, or institutions, and establishes directions for 

improvement. Therefore, it is essential to prioritize needs and select goals that most 

effectively support the success of the activity (Arikunto, 2013). Contextual aspects, 

in addition to identifying the needs and objectives of the activity, also relate to social, 

economic, and political conditions. There are three important components of 

differentiated learning that need to be considered: student identification, 
communication of learning objectives, and social and cultural conditions within the 

classroom (Purmananingwulan & Purwanto, 2025). 

First, according to Daniel Stufflebeam, it is crucial to ensure alignment 

between goals and participant needs by identifying individual participant needs in 

an activity, assessing relevance and effectiveness, differentiation and 

personalization, and student participation and engagement (Ibrahim, 2018). 
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Identifying student needs in the context of differentiated learning is a crucial step 

at the beginning of classroom learning. This identification process aims to recognize 

the diverse abilities, needs, and characteristics of students in the classroom. This 

relates to each student's readiness, interests, and learning style. 

Second, within the context, it is important to communicate the objectives of 

the activity. According to Daniel Stufflebeam, this communication must be clear 

and effective about the objectives to be achieved in the learning process (Rama et 

al., 2023). Learning objectives need to be communicated so that teachers can adapt 

methods and materials to suit the differences in students in the class. 

Third, social and cultural conditions. This is crucial for classroom learning. 

For Stufflebeam, it is crucial to consider the economic and social context of the 

classroom. This attention is crucial for preventing mismatches and rejection, 

recognizing differences, and ensuring sustainable activities. In differentiated 

learning, understanding social and cultural conditions is crucial so that all methods, 

materials, and assignments are relevant and appropriate to the diverse needs of 

learners. 

From each survey of students and teachers, there were quite striking 

differences. Students’ responses yielded a percentage of 76%, with a gap of 23%, 

indicating that the context aspect of the learning process falls within the good 

category. Meanwhile, teachers’ responses resulted in 85%, with a gap of 15%, 

suggesting that the context aspect in the learning process is classified as very good. 
 

Table 1. Evaluation results of the context aspect from students and teachers 

Indicator  Students  Teacher  Ideal Score 

 Average Gap Average Gap 

Identification of needs 75% 25% 85% 15% 100% 

Communication of Learning 

Objectives 

75% 25% 85% 15% 100% 

Social and Cultural Conditions 77% 23% 84% 16% 100% 
 

The table above shows that the student questionnaire results regarding the 

indicators of identifying students’ needs, conveying learning objectives, and the 

social and cultural conditions in the classroom fall into the “good” category, yet they 

have not fully met the established standards. There remains a gap in 

implementation. This gap arises because the identification of students’ needs has 

not been carried out as rigorously as expected in Differentiated Instruction (DI); the 

communication of learning objectives has not been fully understood by all students; 

and the social and cultural conditions are still not entirely supportive of classroom 

learning. Meanwhile, the teacher questionnaire results fall into the “very good” 

category and have met the set standards. Nonetheless, they have not reached the 

100% benchmark established. The existing gap in implementation is due to the 

identification of students’ needs not being fully realized as intended in DI, and the 

social and cultural conditions within the classroom are not yet entirely conducive 

to learning. 

Identifying student needs, in its implementation, is necessary to ensure 

learning that is appropriate to student differences; it is also necessary to simplify 

the communication of learning objectives so that they are more easily understood 

by students. Meanwhile, cultural and social situations in the classroom require 

ongoing guidance, so that classroom conduciveness can be maintained. 
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For a teacher, contextual aspects can support students in implementing 

differentiated learning in eleventh-grade English. Identifying student needs is 

crucial in implementing the learning process with diverse student circumstances. 

Furthermore, a conducive classroom atmosphere must be created and directed to 

facilitate effective learning. 
 

Input aspect of differentiated instruction implementation in the English subject 

Daniel Stufflebeam defines the input component of evaluation as numerous 

critical factors, including human resources, planning and strategy, supporting 

facilities and infrastructure, funds or budgeting, and the appropriate processes and 

rules (Widoyoko, 2018). In the context of differentiated education, the input aspect 

is critical to its successful implementation. Two critical components of the input 

aspect are the availability of qualified human resources and supporting facilities and 

resources. 

First, Stufflebeam defines the availability of human resources as those who 

actively participate in carrying out a specific task. The success of a program or 

activity is greatly influenced by educators, trainers, and other staff members who 

possess the requisite abilities and expertise (Kheryadi et al., 2022). When it comes 

to differentiated education, the caliber and proficiency of teachers play a critical 

role in creating lessons that suit the diversity of learners. Effective teaching 

techniques that actively include students in the learning process must also be a skill 

that teachers possess. Students are expected to exhibit a certain level of 

preparedness to engage in classroom learning, in addition to teachers. 

Second, Daniel Stufflebeam defines the availability of facilities and 

supporting resources as the physical infrastructure—such as classrooms, learning 

aids, and various technical infrastructures—that facilitates the execution of 

activities. The smooth operation of operations, process optimization, 

implementation quality improvement, and the accomplishment of desired 

objectives all depend on the availability of such facilities and resources. The 

availability of facilities and auxiliary materials is crucial for developing responsive 

and successful learning experiences that take into account the diversity of students 

in the context of differentiated teaching. All students, regardless of their unique 

learning styles or aptitudes, are provided equal opportunity to participate in the 

learning process when they have sufficient access to such facilities.  

Similar results were found based on the questionnaires that teachers and 

students filled out. According to student responses, the input component of the 

lesson is "very good," with an 82% proportion and an 18% gap. Similarly, the 

teachers' answers provided an 84% percentage with a 16% gap, classifying the input 

component as "very good." 
 

Table 2. Evaluation results of the input aspect based on the student and the teacher 

Indicator Students Teacher Ideal score 

Average Gap Average Gap 

The availability of human 

resources 

81% 19% 83% 17% 100% 

The availability of facilities 

and supporting resources 

84% 16% 86% 14% 100% 
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The table above shows that the student survey results regarding indicators of 

student readiness and the availability of facilities and supporting resources fall into 

the “very good” category and meet the established standard. However, they have 

not reached the 100% benchmark set, as there remains a gap in implementation. 

This disparity arises because some students have not completely realized their own 

skills, while others are not ready to follow the teacher's instructions when 

completing activities based on their varied abilities. In terms of facilities and 

auxiliary materials, not all software and instructional videos are now available, and 

network outages can occasionally make it more difficult for students to obtain 

information online. The findings of the teacher survey, however, are likewise rated 

as "very good" and satisfy the predetermined criteria. However, there is still a gap. 

This disparity results from teachers' incomplete integration of educational apps and 

videos into their lessons, their lack of flexibility and adaptability in presenting 

content to satisfy the varied requirements of their students, and the occasional 

disruption caused by internet access. 

The results indicate that from the standpoint of the students, the input 

component of differentiated instruction in Grade XI English classes at senior high 

schools in Yogyakarta is extremely appropriate, well-executed, and completely 

supportive. However, while putting it into practice, focus needs to be placed on how 

well-prepared pupils are to do the tasks they are given and how well-aware they are 

of their own talents. To enhance the learning process, it is also necessary to take 

into account the accessibility of programs, educational videos, and reliable internet 

connectivity. The input component also exhibits a high level of appropriateness, 

implementation, and readiness to assist children in learning English, according to 

the teachers. However, to meet the varied requirements of students, the 

implementation calls for more focus on the flexibility and adaptation of teachers in 

presenting instructional content. In the teaching and learning process, the 

accessibility of instructional apps, videos, and internet connectivity is all crucial. 

 

Process aspect in the implementation of differentiated instruction in English 

learning 

Daniel Stufflebeam defines the process aspect as the degree to which plans 

are applied in practice and how they are implemented. As a result, this part deals 

with how activities are actually carried out, including the degree of participation 

and the use of resources, money, and materials in actual environments. According 

to Dethan et al. (2024), the process component of education includes the utilization 

of resources and facilities to facilitate learning as well as the execution of training, 

mentoring, and instructional activities. The execution of learning activities in the 

classroom and the use of facilities and auxiliary resources are two essential elements 

of the process component of differentiated teaching. Utilizing facilities and 

auxiliary materials is essential to assisting students in learning in the methods that 

work best for them. In the meantime, it's critical to observe the learning process in 

order to develop effective communication between teachers and students as well as 

their interactions (Mardhatillah & Suharyadi, 2023). 

Based on the results of the student and teacher questionnaires, there were 

different results. Students scored 77%, with a 23% gap, indicating that the process 

aspect of learning met the criteria of good. Meanwhile, the teacher questionnaire 

scored 86%, with a 14% gap, indicating that the process aspect of learning met the 
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criteria of very good. 

First, according to Daniel Stufflebeam, the use of facilities and supporting 

resources refers to how all available assets are optimally utilized to support the 

implementation of activities or programs. In differentiated instruction, the use of 

facilities and supporting resources pertains to everything employed to create a 

learning environment that accommodates the diversity of students. This also 

includes how all existing infrastructure and equipment are organized and presented 

in such a way that they help students achieve their learning objectives. 

Second, the process or implementation of activities/programs, according to 

Stufflebeam, is a crucial component in evaluation. This process refers to how the 

activity or program is carried out in accordance with the planning and intended 

goals. According to Tomlinson, in differentiated instruction, the learning process 

involves efforts to adjust instruction to meet the diverse needs of students. In this 

learning process, it is necessary to apply flexible approaches tailored to student 

diversity, to pay attention to student interaction and engagement, and to foster each 

student's independence in exploring and expressing themselves. 
 

Table 3. Evaluation results of the process aspect from students and teachers 

Indicator Students Teacher  Ideal score 

Average Gap Average Gap 

The use of facilities and 

supporting resources pertains 

78% 23% 86% 14% 100% 

Learning process in the 

classroom 

76% 24% 86% 14% 100% 

 

Based on the table above, the student questionnaire results related to the 

indicators of the use of facilities and supporting resources, as well as the learning 

process in the classroom, fall into the good category but have not yet met the 

established standards. There remains a gap in its implementation. This gap arises 

because students have not fully understood the use of applications and videos in 

learning, and the utilization of projectors and other supporting tools has not 

optimally helped students to focus on the learning process. Regarding the learning 

process itself, students have not been fully actively engaged and participative in the 

learning activities. Meanwhile, the teacher questionnaire results fall into the very 

good category and are within the established standards. However, there is still a gap 

in its implementation. This gap occurs because teachers have not fully motivated 

students to learn according to their diverse needs, and teachers have not yet 

mastered the use of applications and videos comprehensively. Additionally, internet 

connectivity issues occasionally disrupt the learning process. 

It can be concluded that the process aspect in the implementation of 

differentiated instruction in the English subject for 11th-grade high school students 

in Yogyakarta, from the students’ perspective, is appropriate, well-executed, and 

ready to support students in the learning process of the English subject. However, 

in its implementation, attention needs to be given to students’ active and 

participative involvement, as well as the use of applications, instructional videos, 

and internet connectivity. Meanwhile, from the teachers’ perspective, it shows a 

very appropriate, well-executed, and highly prepared effort to assist students in 

learning English. Nevertheless, it is necessary to optimize motivation and 
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enthusiasm towards students and to pay close attention to the use of applications, 

videos in learning, as well as internet access for information retrieval. 

 
Product aspect in the implementation of differentiated instruction in the English 

subject 

Stufflebeam defines the product aspect as the assessment of the results 

obtained both during and after the execution of an activity. In essence, the goal of 

this product evaluation is to determine how well the activity's goals have been 

achieved. Additionally, it looks at the long-term effects and offers knowledge and 

insights for future advancements, which promotes accountability and trust. 

Determining the quality of a particular activity or program becomes difficult 

without assessing the final product (Halim & Suseno, 2022). The product element 

in differentiated instruction, according to Tomlinson, refers to the results that 

students exhibit following their participation in the learning process. These 

outcomes could include abilities, inspiration, final projects, or tasks that let pupils 

demonstrate their learning. According to Purwowidodo and Zaini (2023), the 

product component is essential for raising student motivation and engagement, 

encouraging innovation and resilience, giving more accurate feedback, and 

boosting overall accountability. 

Different results were found based on the questionnaire that was given to 

teachers and students. According to the students' comments, the product component 

of differentiated teaching is classified as "good" with a 76% percentage and a 24% 

gap. In the meantime, 84% of teachers responded, a 16% difference, indicating that 

the learning process's product component is rated as "very good." 

 
Table 4. Results of the evaluation of the product aspects of students and teachers 

Indicator  Students  Teacher  Ideal Scor 

 Average Gap Average Gap 

Outcomes after completing the 

learning process 

76% 24% 84% 16% 100% 

 

Although they have not yet reached the predetermined standard, the findings 

of the student questionnaire pertaining to indicators of learning outcomes following 

participation in classroom teaching fall into the "good" category, as shown in the 

above table. The implementation is still lacking. This disparity results from 

students' incomplete demonstration of growth in their ability to read, write, and 

express themselves in English, as well as their lack of confidence and excitement 

for the language. However, the findings of the teacher questionnaire are within the 

set criteria and fall into the "very good" category. The anticipated level hasn't been 

quite met yet, though. There is still an implementation gap. This is because not 

every student has made enough progress in reading, writing, expressing themselves, 

gaining confidence, expanding their vocabulary, or exhibiting a passion for learning 

English. 

Consequently, it can be said that the product component of diversified 

teaching in Grade XI English classrooms at senior high schools in Yogyakarta is 

suitable, efficient, and ideally situated to aid students in their educational journey. 

Nonetheless, it should always be implemented in tandem with ongoing student 

progress monitoring and development. According to the teachers, this element is 
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very suitable, very successful, and demonstrates a great willingness to help kids 

learn English. However, to guarantee that they continue to make significant 

progress throughout the learning process, students need constant coaching when 

putting it into practice. 
 

Conclusion  

The students' assessment of the context component reveals a 76% 

appropriateness level with a 24% gap. In the meantime, the teachers' assessment of 

the context component shows a 15% gap and an 85% appropriateness level. 

According to the students' assessment of the input component, there is an 18% gap 

and an 82% appropriateness level. According to the instructors' input, there is a 16% 

gap and an 84% appropriateness level. Students' assessment of the process 

component yields a 77% appropriateness level with a 23% gap. From the teachers' 

perspective, the process aspect shows a suitability level of 86%, with a gap of 14%. 

According to the students' assessment of the product aspect, there is a 24% gap and 

a 76% appropriateness level. However, according to the teachers, the product aspect 

has an 84% appropriateness level with a 16% gap. Based on these results, it can be 

said that teachers and students show a comparatively high degree of agreement with 

the use of differentiated teaching in the context, input, process, and product 

domains. However, there are still noticeable gaps, especially from the perspective 

of the students, which suggests that these four assessed areas require ongoing 

attention in order to guarantee that the various learning needs of the students are 

met as best they can. 
 

Recommendation 

The evaluation's findings could be used as a reference and a useful factor to 

improve the way differentiated instruction is implemented, especially when 

teaching English. The varied needs of students should, however, be consistently and 

clearly identified by educational institutions in practice. Learning objectives should 

be communicated in an easy-to-understand manner, and teacher quality should be 

continuously enhanced through cooperation between and within schools and 

continual professional development. In order to improve learning quality and 

preparedness, it is advised that students participate in intra- and inter-school 

competitions. 

Furthermore, in order to facilitate successful training, facilities and related 

resources should be made available on a constant basis. Regular training on how to 

oversee dynamic and captivating learning processes should also be provided to 

teachers. Consistently holding English language contests encourages pupils to 

develop a new learning habit by highlighting the value of studying the language. 

Last but not least, it is critical to consistently create a more thorough assessment 

and evaluation system that gauges not just knowledge and abilities but also other 

crucial elements, including attitudes, affective components, creativity, and 

portfolio-based accomplishments. 
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