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Abstract 

 

Differentiation is a strategy that many teachers employ in their classrooms. It is having 

many different forms and takes place in many different areas of the curriculum. 

Higher-level learners often get ignored in today's school system. These students will achieve 

the test scores to prove they are proficient so not much effort is put into them. Often these 

students feel underwhelmed with school-leaving them to feel unengaged and 

under-challenged. This paper will examine the effects of differentiation on higher-level 

learners. It will compare the academic growth of these students in comparison to their 

peers who did not participate in differentiation. The study also compared other level 

students to the higher-level students so that we can see if differentiation affects each group 

more successfully. Along with that, the engagement of the groups was compared with each 

other. This research will help administrators and teachers understand the strategy of 

differentiation and how it could benefit higher-level learners. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

 

Teaching is so much more than just a one size fits all curriculum and a classroom that contains a 

group of eager students who are excited to be at school. This idyllic image of education is no 

longer a part of reality. A gamut of needs occurs in each classroom which presents a problem to 

the educator. As Cox (2008, p52) stated about differentiation in elementary classrooms, “Today's 

classrooms usually contain students with a wide range of abilities. Differentiation is important in 

the elementary years because students' early experiences have a profound impact on their views 

of school, their concept of the learning process, and their views of themselves as learners.”  

A broad trend of disengagement and lack of academic growth for students with a higher-level of 

learning which could have a result of these students not fully completing school and not 

graduating. Hansen and Toso’s (2007) report in their article about factors that affect gifted 

dropouts, students often have been noted to be frustrated back from their elementary school 

experience. Students were grouped with lower learners and felt that teachers did not 

acknowledge their skill level. Also, Hansen and Toso’s (2007) indicated that higher-level 

learners students who dropped out felt discouraged by the busy work that they received. This has 

indicated that the higher-level students may need to receive more than just a traditional type of 
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instruction so that they maintain achievement and engagement through high school to 

graduation.  

Students that are at higher-level often become unengaged with school. This may result in a lack 

of academic growth. Teachers everywhere have started to encounter many needs in the 

classroom; often the last students to get attention are the students who thrive academically. How 

is one teacher supposed to meet the needs of all learners in the class? In an article that reflected 

on differentiation as a motivator for gifted students, Powers (2008) explained that higher-level 

learners need their type of curriculum. If the type of style matches the students' needs with that 

comes that match of challenge and growth. This may heighten motivation, the movement toward 

autonomy and learning success (Powers, 2008). How will educators make sure that higher-level 

learners get what they need if the strategy of differentiation is not used?  

With the need to reach all learners and the implementation of several programs such as the RTI 

(Response to Intervention) and the No Child Left Behind Act, the focus has been shifted on the 

students who struggle at school. Very rarely has the effort been put upon the children who thrive 

(Klien, 2015). The problem has become students who are higher-level learners do not receive the 

same support and the amount of effort has been skewed. For example, in a primary school 

located in the upper Midwest of the United States, lower-level students receive support for 

twenty-five minutes, five times a week for a total of 125 minutes a week (Chisago Lakes School 

District / District Homepage," 2019). On top of that support, they also worked with an educator 

in a small group (no more than three students per educator) or a one-on-one environment (one 

student to one educator). That could be potentially up to 500 minutes of differentiated instruction 

a month. A critical need exists to support those students as they do not get what they need to be 

7 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

educationally successful. However, what about the students on the other end of the spectrum? Do 

they receive support for what they need? Within that same school district (Chisago Lakes School 

District / District Homepage," 2019), there is an opportunity for higher-level students to receive 

support; however, it is drastically different. For students who are above the grade level in reading 

skills, students have the opportunity to work with a medium group (8-9 students per one 

educator) one time a week for 40 minutes, on average of 160 minutes per month. This is a 

difference of 340 minutes per month, which is a lot of time for these students (Chisago Lakes 

School District / District Homepage," 2019).  

The youngest population of students, educators are focused on a solid foundation for the years of 

education to come. When a student has the necessary skills or knowledge to make them 

successful, often do not receive what they need to challenge them as a learner. Cox (2008) 

summarizes students' readiness to learn is based on the skills that they come to school with. If the 

work given to the student is perceived as too easy or too hard, growth will not take place. 

Students learn best when the curriculum is just above their learning level (Cox, 2008). 

Higher-level learners and gifted students often do not have the opportunity to receive instruction 

that is above their current level; oftentimes, the curriculum would present the skills and 

knowledge they have already obtained. The focus of this research was to determine the effects of 

differentiated instruction with higher-level learners in the primary age group to see if they are 

impacted positively based on the data.  

 

Problem Statement 
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 A research paper about gifted students in Hong Kong who were a part of a differentiated 

program reiterates how higher-level learners need an appropriate amount of challenge to keep 

them engaged and not bored at school (Yuen 2016). If the students are not given these 

opportunities, they will not reach their maximum potential. This study has provided teachers 

with evidence to help reach those students to keep the higher-level learners fully invested in 

education. 

 The growth of a student is measured by an assessment where the student's skill level started at a 

certain level and over the instructional period, the student should develop skills throughout the 

school year which will result in a better score on the post-assessment and indicate that the 

student achieved academic growth (Ocampo 2016). When the students are presented with 

information that is not new or does not provide a challenge, they are not allowed to make 

growth. Differentiated instruction helps teachers reach students with a variety of needs. It allows 

the students to receive the same curriculum, however, with a range of different points to start at 

in the curriculum and a variety of tasks, the outcomes are tailored to the students' needs (Ocampo 

2018).  

In addition to the need for students to make growth, educators also want their students to 

experience the joy of school. Teachers want students to be engaged with learning tasks so that 

they develop a hunger to continue learning. This can be a challenge if the curriculum is not a 

new set of skills and they cannot be engaged, which most of the higher-level students encounter. 

Preckel, Gotz, Frenzel (2010) refer to boredom as the absence of positive emotion and interest, 

which is not what teachers want their students to feel about learning. Preckel et, al (2010) 

indicated that boredom is thought of as a silent emotion however, boredom is destructive to a 
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student's engagement and the desire to continue learning (Preckel et, al. 2010). Differentiation 

may provide an opportunity for higher-level students to be more engaged than with a traditional 

classroom set up. 

When the growth of academic skills and engagement are combined, this may improve 

higher-level learners' chances to have meaningful and effective education (Condron, 2008). All 

students may experience benefits from differentiation but uncertainty exists as to which 

population of students sees the most benefits. Many times, the students who receive services or 

specialized curriculums are students who are below targets or teachers create interventions for 

this population to achieve more growth. In some school districts, these students receive out of the 

classroom time with instructors while the higher-level learners receive what all the other students 

are even through their learning needs are much different (Chisago Lakes School District / 

District Homepage, 2019). Condron (2008) explained that wherever the students are placed, 

whether it is high-level, on or below-level group students, students should be learning more in 

differentiation groups because the students do not get what they need versus placement in a 

classroom that has a one size fits all type of instruction.  

As noted, higher-level learners oftentimes do not make as much growth as their peers, sometimes 

as a result of engagement due to the material that does not provide them a challenge (Preckel et 

al. 2010). Also, these students may benefit in comparison to their peers from differentiation. A 

need for differentiation may be necessary for day-to-day activities to help unlock the potential of 

this population of students. Yuen (2016) indicated that many educators are not fully aware of the 

needs of higher-level learners or perhaps teachers are not aware of strategies to employ to make 

these students make growth. A problem in the educational climate today is students who are 
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higher-level learners who do not receive what they need to be successful. The higher-level 

learners do not have the same opportunities to receive specialized instruction; they are often 

given the same curriculum as those of their peers and are misunderstood by their educators. 

 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of the quantitative study was to determine if differentiated instruction benefits 

students of a higher-level. Another purpose was to determine if high-level students in a 

differentiation program made more growth compared to on level and low-level students who 

were also in differentiation. Another purpose was to find out if higher-level students who have 

participated in differentiated were more engaged than their peers who were not in a differentiated 

program.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The problem that occurs in schools is that the gifted students or higher-level learners do not 

receive the type of instruction that they need and the opportunity for the specialized curriculum 

is not accessible. The purpose of the study was to determine if differentiated instruction helped 

higher-level learners’ academic growth with a challenge and helped them to stay invested in their 

education. The first research question was does differentiated instruction help higher-level 

learners achieve greater growth throughout the school year in comparison to those who do not 

receive it? This question defines whether students benefit from this strategy. It also provides a 

numerical amount of growth that can be directly compared to students that did not receive this 

type of instruction.  
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The second research question that was analyzed was: does the strategy of differentiated 

instruction support higher-level learners to maintain their engagement? Does the teacher notice a 

difference when they worked with their high-level students? Do the students feel different in 

their classes? This information could be transformational in the way educators deliver their 

instruction. If administrators and teachers start to understand that not only does differentiated 

instruction affect the way that higher-level students learn but it affects them emotionally, there 

could be more drive to implement differentiation into school systems.  

The third and final research question that was explored was which population of students may 

benefit more from differentiated instruction? Does the population of higher-level learners benefit 

more in comparison to the students who are below target? This information was accessed by the 

growth data of students who were in classes that had differentiated instruction and 

non-differentiated instruction and analyze the data based on whether they were higher-level 

learners, an average learner or one that was below-level.  

The hypothesis is that students of a higher-level will be impacted in a positive way when they 

can learn in a classroom that utilizes differentiation. The second research question hypothesis is 

that students who are higher-level learners will be more engaged when they are in a 

differentiated classroom than their peers who are not. The third research question hypothesis was 

that the higher-level learners that are in differentiated classrooms will have more growth than on 

level or below-level learners who are also in differentiated classrooms. 

 

Assumptions 
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 Some assumptions for this research are that students receive all the same curriculum whether or 

not they were a part of the high-level, on level or low-level groups. This is also true for the 

students who were not in differentiation. All students, whether they were a part of differentiation 

or not, received the same amount of reading instruction time. On another note, all students who 

were in the differentiation program received the same amount of time in these groups. The 

higher-level learners received differentiated instruction on the same day as their peers in the 

on-level or below-level groups. All assessments were given throughout the year by an unbiased 

proctor who has experience with the assessments of these kinds. It is also to be assumed that 

students are very used to people in their presence in the classroom, thus the researcher will not 

cause a distraction or disturbance.  

Limitations 

One limitation that may come up through the course of this research is that the data is from only 

one district. This study did not sample a large span of districts. This may prove the information 

to be not as valid. The other limitation that can be considered is that the sample population is a 

smaller set of students. This research was conducted between a first grade and kindergarten class, 

instead of multiple classes and many grade levels. Another limitation is the data was collected 

near the end of the school year when the attention of students is at a weaker point naturally.  

Another limitation that could occur is that the researcher did not give the assessments. The 

assessment was conducted based on the school district protocol. This could prove to be a 

challenge because it may be hard to validate or scrutinize test results. The trust has been placed 

within the proctors. Also, the assessments were given in May where the students may experience 
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a shorter attention span and they may have experienced a difference in schedule or structure due 

to the end of the school year.  

Delimitations 

The parameters of the study include approximately sixty students that have received 

differentiated instruction. Approximately thirty students were in each grade, first and 

kindergarten. In kindergarten, 30 students were on-level instruction and 20 students were below 

grade level that participates in the differentiated instruction in kindergarten. In first grade, 60 

students were on-grade level and about 25 who were below-grade levels. The first-grade class 

has four sections that participate in differentiation, and in kindergarten, only three sections 

participated. This delimitation occurred because the population of students was studied only if 

they participated in differentiation programs. The other population of students who participated 

in this study was selected because they did not participate in a differentiation program the 

students were a part of the same grade level team and received the same instruction. Those 

selected students were a part of the control group. 

  Two grades were examined in this study and the research took place with one school. The 

research has been exclusively examined around literature instruction. The students in the 

different grade levels also received a different amount of time in the differentiated classrooms 

due to age-appropriate instruction. Some variables that occurred in this research was that the 

students analyzed within the research were some of the youngest in the education system. These 

students may not be as consistent with tests as other students. A variety of grades were not a part 

of this research which qualifies it as a delimitation. These grades were selected due to the 

researcher’s ability to access data.  
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 The geographical location of this study took place in the Midwest part of the United States, in 

the State of Minnesota. The district was located in a smaller town with access to the largest cities 

in Minnesota. Data were analyzed from one location and not several schools across the nation. A 

variety of schools will not be studied due to the researcher's access to data and the availability of 

resources.  
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Definitions of Terms 

 

● Ability Grouping- Another way to define differentiation and sort students by ability level 

(Hallinan, M. T., Bottoms, E., Pallas, A. M., & Palla, A. M. 1987) 

● Cluster grouping - An additional term to define another way to group students to provide 

differentiation services (Brulles, Saunders, & Cohn, 2010) 

● Differentiated instruction - “Is instruction designed to be specific for individuals or 

groups of learners to enhance the learning of skills, concepts, and strategies. Three main 

instructional elements that teachers can adjust to meet the needs of their learners: content 

(knowledge and skills students need to master), process (the activity the students use to 

master the content), product (the method the students use to demonstrate learning)” (St 

Croix River Education District, 2019) 

● Engagement- This term refers to the amount of attention that the students are giving to 

the educator and the lesson  

● General Outcome Measures- Or also known as GOMs the general outcome measures are 

a series of tests that are given three times a year to help teachers to determine if students 

are making growth, need to receive an intervention or are about grade level. (St Croix 

River Education District, 2019) 

● Gifted Learners- Another term to describe a student who is above the learning level of 

their peers (St Croix River Education District, 2019) 
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● Higher-level Learner- Is a student who is above the grade level in many subject areas and 

excels in academics (St Croix River Education District, 2019) 

● Interventions: This term refers to “practices or programs that have evidence to show that 

they are effective at producing results and improving outcomes when implemented.” 

Interventions applied under Title I are required to have strong, moderate, or promising 

evidence to support them.” (St Croix River Education District, 2019) 

● Lower Level Learners - Students who are below the grade level (St Croix River 

Education District, 2019) 

● Multi-Tiered System of Supports - (MTSS) is “an organizational framework for 

providing high-quality curriculum and instruction to all students and intervention support 

for at-risk students. Thoughtful configuration and operation of this system enables 

schools to maximize student achievement and wellness. The MTSS framework includes 

multiple levels of intervention at varying degrees of intensity.” (St Croix River Education 

District, 2019) 

● No Child Left Behind Act- It may also be represented in the acronym NCLB,  

● “The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), The NCLB law —which grew out of concern 

that the American education system was no longer internationally 

competitive—significantly increased the federal role in holding schools responsible for 

the academic progress of all students. And it put a special focus on ensuring that states 

and schools boost the performance of certain groups of students, such as 

English-language learners, students in special education, and poor and minority children, 

whose achievement, on average, trails their peers. States did not have to comply with the 
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new requirements, but if they did not, they risked losing federal Title I money.” from the 

publication of Ed Week. (Klien, 2015) 

● On Level Learner- Students who are on grade level with subject areas in school (St Croix 

River Education District, 2019) 

● Right to Intervention - The acronym for this initiative is RTI, this approach to remediate 

children that are making appropriate growth.  

● Skill Grouping- Another way to describe differentiation where the students are placed in 

groups based on their skills 

 

Summary 

 Stated in this chapter by several researchers that there is a need for a change for our higher-level 

learners. This chapter outlined that higher-level learners need to have the challenge to be 

invested in school. The three research questions measured which students saw more growth 

whether it is the students who were a part of a differentiation program or not. Whether the 

students who were a part of differentiation had more engagement. The third research question 

was which students’ population high-level, on-level or low-level learners benefit more from 

differentiation. This study has the potential to show the benefits of differentiation for 

higher-level learners.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

 

 In today's classroom teachers see more diverse needs than ever before. Students enter 

into schools with academic needs that all need to be met by a single classroom teacher. The 

teacher often focuses on the students who are below grade level, which puts the effort to help 

these students reach grade level; unfortunately, this leaves the higher-level learners without the 

instruction needed to make them grow. Differentiation is a strategy used to help students get 

what they need and the strategy can serve the higher-level population, it can provide tasks and 

curriculum to challenge them (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015). Students who learn with an 

appropriate amount of challenge can become more engaged in school.  

This literature review will address three areas related to higher-level learners and how 

differentiated instruction affects their learning. This first section will address the research related 

to whether differentiated instruction has helped higher-level learners achieve greater growth 

throughout the school year in comparison to those who do not receive it. The sections focus on 

research studies about differentiated instruction that may maintain the engagement of 

higher-level learners. The third and final article focuses on the area related to which population 

of students may benefit more from differentiated instruction.  

Higher Learners Achieve More Growth 

The pressure for teachers and students to perform with literacy skills is immense 

along with the school that values these skills as predictors of success for the students. This article 

19 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

took a look at differentiation and enrichment to increase students' interest and growth 

(Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015). This study investigated a whole-school implementation of 

enrichment model. Some schools that eliminated massive whole group instruction time for 

differentiated interventions. Those students’ scores were compared with those whose schools did 

not take up this model. The purpose of this study was to uncover an enrichment and 

differentiated approach in students reading fluency and comprehension (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 

2015).  

 The study took place with several schools across the United States, the selected 

schools had three of four sections of a grade level in at least second through fifth grade 

(Shaunessy-Dedrick, et al. 2015). The schools were in five different states and varied in the 

geographical location that ranged from urban to rural. In each of the schools in student 

populations, socioeconomic statuses and languages are spoken vary greatly. There are a total of 

1,192 students that participated in this study and 63 teachers who were a part of this study 

(Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015).  

All schools had a two-hour block of literacy instruction, diversified that block 

with one hour of the whole group instruction and the other hour was to incorporate the SEM-R 

curriculum (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015). This curriculum is based on intervention theory, 

with different phases based on what the students need. This SEM-R provides a framework for 

teachers to individualized and differentiated instruction. Each grade level received a different set 

of books differentiated by grade level; therefore, differentiation also took place in the grade 

levels. Also, some teachers who were a part of the control group. They continued to teach the 

whole two-hour block in a whole group style. Assistance with the implementation of the 
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curriculum was available to the teachers who needed it and data collection took place between 

the school liaison and the researchers (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015).  

The data collected with three assessments, the first was the Oral Reading Fluency 

assessment. Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) reported that they timed students for a minute to see 

how many words they can read correctly. The reading passages were selected for each grade 

level and it is a very dependable test that can be used to compare data. Reading comprehension 

was also measured with an assessment called the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) Reading 

Comprehension subtest (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015). This test has a series of reading 

passages that students read through and answer questions about. For teachers that participated in 

the control group part of the study they completed the teaching and reading: attitudes and 

practices survey (TRAPS) this reviews several areas with the teachers included demographic 

details, attitudes about teaching reading, current instructional practices. All assessments were 

given before the study took place and then after the conclusion (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015).  

Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) analyzed the data after the study was concluded 

researchers assigned a series of codes to the certain schools and ethnic groups resulted in several 

different formulas used for each of the assessments. The ORF, reading comprehension and the 

TRAP survey that was given to all teachers. The results showed the readers that overall the 

achievement scores were unaffected after the hour of whole group instruction per day was 

removed (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015). It was noted that in place of the whole group 

instruction differentiated instruction was put in its place along with a five-minute individual 

conference with the teacher which resulted in the same or higher scores in both comprehension 

and fluency. Another part of the results that is important to note is that none of the control 
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classrooms outscored the classrooms with differentiation in place. Also, the effects of this 

instructional change were most effective in schools with higher poverty in urban schools 

(Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015).  

Several conclusions can be drawn from this study by Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) and 

one is the indisputable fact that differentiated instruction is a solid practice to introduce with 

schools. The engagement of students was reported higher, the opportunity experiences for 

advanced thinking skills and higher-order questioning which could play into the population of 

higher-level learners. Another note was that students were able to select literature that played to 

their interest and was an appropriate amount of challenge which increased engagement. The 

conclusion that was drawn from this study was that the students may be drawn to read outside of 

class due to their experiences in school, this can affect the student experienced because of 

differentiated instruction. This leads to the conclusion that this strategy could help higher-level 

learners want to pursue their education and do well in school (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015).  

Some limitations of this study are the vastly different schools they studied; each school 

may not have incorporated the curriculum with fidelity. (Shaunessy-Dedrick, et al. 2015) 

Another limitation was that three different learning strategies were used with the study, it is not 

easy to pinpoint what or where the growth originated from. Another limitation that was presented 

in the study was the lack of knowledge on the socioeconomic status of each of the schools. Only 

the free and reduced lunch information was taken into account. (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. 2015)  

The research literature indicated that differentiation has effects of students that learn at a 

higher level. The article by Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) explained the importance of the 

challenge needed for these students along with the importance of their continued engagement 
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based on their interests. Although the study did show weaknesses based on the inconsistencies of 

the school's population of students and the different demographics represented within them. 

Another article that has similar findings is an article written about Improving 

Performance for Gifted Students in a Cluster Grouping Model (Brulles, Saunders, & Cohn, 

2010). The study focused on cluster grouping of gifted students; this is a different way to 

differentiate students. The students who were grouped and not grouped were compared to see 

which made greater growth. This study took place in a suburban district in Glendale Elementary, 

in the urban district in Glendale, Arizona. The researchers examined academic achievement with 

several sub-groups included gender, ethnicity, language and grade level (Brulles, Saunders, & 

Cohn, 2010). 

 Cluster grouping is described by Brulles et al. (2010) as an inclusion model that allows 

the gifted students to receive services based on ability level, achievement or English language 

proficiency level. Approximately 772 students that were a part of this study, it contained two 

groups within the study. Group one was the gifted students in a cluster group, 554 students 

within the group, which was 78% of the students. The other group was the gifted students who 

were not grouped and did not receive services. 218 students who were in this group which made 

up 28% of the students in the study (Brulles et al. 2010). 

 Brulles et. al. (2010) collected data that was used from benchmark assessments. The 

assessment was developed to assess Arizona state standards. There was a pre-assessment and 

post-assessment that was administered to all students who were a part of the data. Data was 

analyzed by Brulles et. al. (2010) with ANCOVA to examine the differences between the 

demographic groups. The results showed student learning was found to be at higher levels from 
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the gifted students who were grouped. One of the factors to the higher-level of learning may be 

attributed to the complex curriculum. On top of that, the students who were in a grouped may 

have received more attention from the teacher. Overall, Brulles et al. (2010) indicated that the 

clustered gifted group suggests that increases in academic achievement can be accredited to 

challenge in the curriculum and trained teachers (Brulles et al. 2010). Limitations that were 

presented by Brulles et. al. (2010) were related to teaching experience and curricula. Another 

item was that the district mostly served lower socio-economic status and the study may have 

different results if put in place in another district.  

A third research article that has results that show differentiation benefits the higher-level 

learner was a study that compared two schools, school one cluster grouped their students based 

on ability and school two did not (Gentry & Owen, 1999). The study took place in a small rural 

school district in the Midwest and the study was completed over three years. Second, through 

fifth-grade students were included in this study It was noted early in the study that cluster 

grouped for differentiation provides full-time services for gifted students without any additional 

cost. The study aimed to prove the effectiveness of a school that had a cluster group in 

comparison to a school that did not group the students (Gentry & Owen, 1999).  

The data was collected by Gentry & Owen (1999) from the two schools with 

different types of assessments, school 1 completed assessment called the Iowa Test of Basic 

Skills and Form G and school 2 completed the California Achievement Test and Form E. The 

results were analyzed with the statistical software BMDP and the researchers used ANCOVA 

along with MANCOVA. The qualitative results of this study indicated 93% of teachers reported 

that the thought cluster grouping was directly related to the increase in the number of students 
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identified in the study as high achievers (Gentry & Owen 1999). The teachers also indicated that 

the high-learner group made gains based on a balance of acceleration and enrichment through 

appropriate challenges and choices (Gentry & Owen 1999).  

 Overall the research indicated by Gentry & Owen (1999) that the teachers 

reported that the high-level students grouped by their need helped them better meet the 

individual needs of the student. Two different schools assessed in this study which could present 

an area of weakness. The study was conducted over three years with a grade range of four grades 

all of which can present variables in the data. The other strong weakness in this study is that the 

tool schools that participated in the study did not use the same assessment (Gentry & Owen, 

1999).  

 

 Maintain Engagement and Challenge 

One difficulty of teaching a whole class of eager learners is the ability to meet all of their 

needs. On top of that, make sure the students are satisfied with an appropriate amount of 

challenge and engaged with their learning. Preckel et al. (2010) offered one way to try to meet 

students’ needs with a differentiation model. Differentiated instruction would provide the 

students who are of a higher-level a different type of instruction and curriculum material which 

often can provide more opportunities for engagement and challenges. The purpose of this study 

was to investigate the effects of full-time ability groups in special classrooms for the gifted-on 

students' academic self-concept and their experience of boredom in mathematics classes (Preckel 

et al. 2010). 
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This study took place in one Austrian high school. Preckel et al. (2010) sampled of 186 

ninth-grade students (106 male). These students were sampled from eight classes. Out of these 

eight classes, four of these classes were part of a gifted track, these classes were set up at the 

start of the school year in the student’s ninth-grade year. Students who were in their ninth-grade 

year were placed in classes based on their ability level and monitored throughout the year. The 

researcher explains that four classes composed of gifted or higher-level students based on several 

components (Preckel et al. 2010).  

The intervention lasted for an entire school year; the data was collected from the students 

three times a year. Preckel et al. (2010) collected data within the first week of school, the second 

time within the 10-week time frame and the last collection date was within the last week of 

school close to a week. There was data that focused on demographic and psychological 

information was collected at the same time as the other data was collected by a self-reported 

instrument that took place in the lesson. The IQ of the students was also collected by Preckel et 

al. (2010) within the first four months of the school year with the means of a standardized test.  

Five dependent variables were measured in this study by Preckel et al. (2010): Academic 

self-concept in mathematics, Frequency of boredom, Reasons for boredom, Academic 

achievement in mathematics and German and Intelligence. The academic self-concept in 

mathematics is assessed with the German short version of the Self-Description Questionnaire 

(SDQ IIS) developed by Marsh (1990, 2007). Preckel et al. (2010) had a score based on a "Likert 

Scale" 1 through 5. One indicated strongly to disagreed with five, the teachers strongly agree. 

The second measured variable was the frequency of boredom, the used a scale from the 

Achievement Emotions Questionnaire, this scale consisted of six items and the response format 
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was the same. An example of a question would be "I am often bored in mathematics classes". 

There again was a response format that consisted of numbers one through five, 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The variable was assessed with consisted of two scales; one has 

to do with students over-challenged while the other one is related to under-challenged in 

mathematics. It was scored was the same with a one through five scales (Preckel et al. 2010).  

For the assessment in achievement in mathematics and German students self-reported 

their marks, the students reported the marks received in the final term of eighth grade to the first 

term record in the ninth grade (Preckel et al. 2010). The marks were represented in numbers, one 

through five, with the higher numbers, reflected lesser achievement. The marks were converted 

so that the higher the number it was related to higher achievement. The final variable that was 

studied was assessed with "with the KFT 4 — 12 -|- R (Kognitiver Fähigkeitstest/Cognitive 

abilities test; Heller & Perleth, 2000; M = 100; SD = 15" stated the researchers. Preckel et al 

(2010) reported that this is a commonly used intelligence test along with the test used to identify 

gifted and talented students.  

After the data was collected the information was analyzed in several different ways 

Preckel et al (2010) analyzed the self-concept and boredom information separately. Each 

hypothesis was analyzed in its way also, hypothesis one which was tested by repeated-measures 

analysis of variance, within-subject factor and time and also a between-subject factor and the 

type of class taken. Hypothesis two data analyzed the effect sizes of self-concept changes. The 

third research question analyzed the differences in the reasons for boredom in students. Preckel 

et al. (2010) tested with the statistical procedure MANOVA with repeated measures 

within-subject factor: time, between-subject factor: ability group.  
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The results of the boredom variable in the study by Preckel et al. (2010) showed that the 

students who were a part of the classes who were separated into a gifted and talented class 

reported less boredom than their peers. Also, another conclusion that could be drawn from this 

study is that students who were not in the gifted classes cited that they had more boredom when 

they were over-challenged and that stayed consistent throughout the year. While the students 

who were in the gifted and talented classes at first reported boredom because the students are not 

challenged and that decreased throughout the school year (Preckel et al. 2010). The conclusions 

discovered the students' self-concept indicated that the data showed a decrease. It is unclear on 

many levels why there is a question of what level is acceptable for self-worth. Preckel et al. 

(2010) through next year it would be beneficial for the gifted students to receive feedback earlier 

in the term which could result in more of a positive effect on their self-concept.  

 Several conclusions can be derived from this study by Preckel et al. (2010), who 

showed that students who are higher-level need to be challenged. The research reported that the 

students in the gifted and talented class at the start of the year were bored because they were 

under-challenged. Also, another important conclusion was that the students that are gifted and 

talented are critical of their self-concept. The reported conclusions noted that the students had a 

decrease in their self-concept over the school year. A limitation of this research there was 

incomplete data discussed by the researchers Preckel et al. (2010). The researchers had to fill 

them in, however that could have skewed the results. Another weakness was no direct result of 

the IQ variable in the results of this study. Also noted was that this study took place overseas in a 

school that the researchers noted was rigorous whether the students were in the gifted and 
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talented class or not. This may vary from the experience students have in the United States 

(Preckel et al. 2010). 

 The overall implications of the article from Preckel et al. (2010) indicated that 

students of a higher-level require a challenge to increase growth and engagement. It was 

inconclusive from this study if differentiation increases the student's sense of self-worth. The 

study did present some weaknesses with the data was collected with surveys and could present 

skewed results. This research can help educators understand what high-level learners need 

(Preckel et al. 2010). 

Another study that supports the research question about gifted students need more 

for their engagement is research conducted by Kanevsky & Keighley (2003). The study focused 

on how to understand boredom and the underachievement of higher-level learners. The study 

introduced interventions with gifted students designed with the five c's in mind. The five C's are 

control, choice, challenge, complexity and caring. The study took place in a suburban school 

district in Canada Preckel et al. (2010). A total of ten students were selected to take part in this 

study, a total of three boys and seven girls. These students were selected based on 

recommendations of a school counselor, the students who have been identified as gifted in 

elementary qualified for the study, however, the students underachieving in the current school 

year. Researchers Kanevsky & Keighley (2003) selected three students to list comments from, 

which provided a clear voice to the reader.  

 Kanevsky & Keighley (2003) conducted this qualitative study with an interview process, 

five questions were on the survey. The questions consisted of when, where, how and why the 

students felt bored. The survey was conducted by one of the authors in the study, no prior 
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knowledge of the students was available to her (Kanevsky & Keighley, 2003). The results of this 

study showed the importance of the five c's when the gifted students were instructed. One of the 

results was a student felt powerless when not enough choice or control of their learning. The 

other frustrations that the students reported were that the teachers expect too little from them, 

which resulted in frustration, injustice, and disappointment in school (Kanevsky & Keighley 

2003).  

A limitation of this study by Kanevsky & Keighley, (2003) was that three students were 

quoted throughout the study. Another area of weakness is that the author who composed the 

study interviewed the students. Also, a weakness is that the study did not have any data to help 

comprehend how boredom directly affect students. This study did not mention differentiation so 

that is a weakness itself when correlated to the research question. However, Kanevsky & 

Keighley (2003) indicated the need for gifted students to feel challenged and given complex 

materials to feel satisfied with the school. This information directly supports the need to 

differentiate the curriculum to support higher-level learners.  

 

 Benefits for Different Student Populations Based Off of Differentiation 

Many students enter elementary with different skills and experiences. How are educators 

supposed to reach all of these students? One of the strategies is a skill-based group, this means 

based on the students' skills they are placed in a certain group to learn. Several implications that 

may come along with strategy. "Several terms represent different types of curriculum 

differentiation, which takes many different forms and occurs at virtually all stages of the 

educational process. "Curriculum differentiation" is the broadest term and represents the concept 
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to tailor instruction to students as deemed appropriate for their readiness to learn" states the 

researcher Condron (2008 p 395). 

Condron's (2008) study focused on the effects of skill-based reading skill-based groups 

that take place inside the classroom in the elementary school with first grade and third grade 

focused specifically on gains in reading. The schools studied were all located in the U.S. This 

study reviews national data to identify trends with a skill-based group versus non-skill-based 

group. Also, national data was compared about which group benefited the most from this type of 

group strategy (Condron, 2008).  

 Condron's (2008) study did not impose a necessary intervention, however, examines 

three critical points of differentiation. The first area of research was the potential effects of skill 

group strategy on academic growth to broader aspects such as social implications and the 

student's outlook on education. The next point that the Condron (2008) analyzed was the 

comparison between scores of grouped students versus non-grouped students. The third and final 

point the researcher analyzed was the effect of the skill group strategy for the long term. The idea 

was to see which group benefits the most throughout the years (Condron, 2008).  

Condron (2008) used a database called the Early Childhood Longitudinal 

Study-Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K). This collection of information was a nationally 

representative sample of 21,260 students who entered kindergarten in the fall of 1998. This 

information comes from students who attended private and public schools. An average of 23 

students were in each kindergarten class, data was also collected on students in first, third and 

fifth grade (Condron, 2008). Also, teachers, parents, and administrators provided additional data 

involved themselves and their students. The assessment that was used to measure reading skills 
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is called the Item Response Theory (IRT) scale scores. This assessment was given in 

kindergarten and first grade, this assessment was given in a one on one interview style that tests 

five main components of early reading skills. The categories were: letter recognition, beginning 

sounds, ending sounds, sight comprehension of words, and comprehension of words (Condron, 

2008).  

The data in the research was analyzed in two ways by Condron (2008). The first was a 

predictive analysis of the students who were placed in a skill level group versus the students not 

placed in a group. The Condron (2008) does break it down with each type of skill group i.e. 

high-level, middle level and low-level. Next, the process of hierarchical linear regression was 

used to estimate the effects of reading gain based on the skill grouped students and non-grouped 

students (Condron, 2008).  

The results of this study by Condron (2008) show that grouping students do not affect all 

in the same way. The research shows that skill group benefits high skilled-high grouped students 

at the expense of the low skilled-low grouped students. The students placed in a high skilled 

group have more gains in reading skills. Where the opposite is true for the lower level group, 

these students learned less when placed into a skill group (Condron, 2008). Another point that is 

brought to attention is that oftentimes students of low socioeconomic status are placed in the 

lower reading group as compared to students who come from a higher economic stature. Overall 

this could put the students at a disadvantage because they may not have the opportunity to make 

as many gains as their peers in the high group. Which indicated that a skill group strategy 

benefits only a portion of students (Condron, 2008).  
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The conclusion of Condron's (2008) research is that only the higher-level groups achieve 

more growth based on skill groups than their peers can be made. The development that was made 

from this research is that skill groups may have caused more inequalities in education. The 

limitations of the study, data were drawn from a nation-wide data bank. The researcher does not 

have information about each student in a given classroom. So, the researcher would not be able 

to determine the make-up of a single reading group. It might have been more helpful if the 

information about the whole class and its make-up was provided. Another limitation was that 

Condron (2008) only sampled first and third-grade students. 

 Overall, Condron's (2008) study helps us understand that skill grouping can affect 

students in different ways. It is helpful to look at the higher-level skill group and see that they 

make gains and growth in reading skills. This study indicated the fact that the lower skill group 

see an adverse effect. The skill groups may have isolated this population and set these students 

behind for the rest of their education (Condron, 2008).  

Another article that indicates the growth of the higher-level learners is the research from 

the article Ability Grouping and Student Learning written by researchers Hallinan, Bottoms, 

Pallas, & Palla (1987). This study researched how the quality and the quantity of instruction 

varies between each ability group. The researchers also looked at how student motivation and 

academic climate differs between each group. The study took place in a Midwest city and 

Hallinan et al. (1987) used five high schools. Approximately 4,000 high school students who 

were a part of this study. Less than five percent were a minority demographic and the population 

of special education and English as a second language were excluded.  
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Hallinan et al. (1987) measured achievement with a statewide standardized test, the 

percentile scores were used to compare among groups of students. The data was analyzed with 

two limits Tobit model. The results indicated that students placed in a higher group ultimately 

meant the performance was better, on the other hand, if a student was assigned to a lower ability 

group there would be little or no growth at all. Hallinan et al. (1987) point out with the research 

how greater the gains are with the higher ability group, the students' standardized math scores 

increased over 13 percentiles in the honors group (above level) and the advanced (higher-level 

learners) group displayed an increase of almost twenty-five percentiles. On the other hand, the 

regular group made a growth of almost five percentiles and the low ability group made the 

growth of slightly more than one percentile.  

The limits of this study would be that the date of this study if from over thirty years ago. 

The sample size of this study is vast and takes place over several schools which can make for 

variables in instruction and assessments. In conclusion, Hallinan et al. (1987) have laid the 

foundation that higher-level ability groups make more growth than their counterparts based on 

the research.  

The third piece of research that found similar indications was a review of experiments 

that looked at the effect of grouping students and class sizes. The studies were selected by the 

researchers, Mosteller, Light, & Sachs (1996) based on the criteria if the study was an actual 

comparison of ability groups vs the whole group or the study had to be designed as a randomized 

field trial. Ten studies were selected to be examined by researchers Mosteller, et al. (1996), most 

of the studies consisted of one grade level, two studies worked with two grade levels. Seven of 

the studies focused on one subject area, the other three dealt with more than one subject area. 
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The length of the selected studies ranged from half a year all the up to two years. A variety of 

grade levels were involved in this study and a variety of students who participated in each of 

these studies. The total amount of students who participated in studies analyzed totaled 2,600 

(Mosteller, et al, 1996). 

Data was analyzed three ways in table 1 the researchers Mosteller, et al. (1996) translated 

the effect sizes into the main in skill level that a typical student (the median) in the group would 

make. The other way the data was organized is by average effect size versus the class size and 

the classification of the effect size. The findings of Mosteller, et al. (1996) reported that skill 

groups were more favorable to the high skilled students than the medium or low skill students. 

Results report that whole group instruction may benefit low or medium ability groups, however, 

the groups seem to modestly preferable to the high ability groups. Overall the skill group strategy 

on average does not seem to have much effect on achievement, they do not have a conclusive 

answer but Mosteller, et al. (1996) notice favorability for the higher ability students who were in 

a skill group. A limitation of this research is that it does not have its study, it reviews several 

studies. Another limitation that was found in this study is that the study did not focus only on 

ability groups, it also focused on class sizes. The other limitation that is noticed in this study was 

more extensive research about the topic of ability groups was needed (Mosteller, et al, 1996). 

Condron's (2008) research indicates that higher-level students do benefit from 

differentiation based on their needs as compared to a traditional type of instruction. The research 

articles evaluated in the section provide support for differentiation students that are higher-level 

based on their skills. Higher-level students were more engaged when presented with a challenge 

and evidence presented in the articles indicated that HLL students increased skills when taught 
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with differentiation. The articles also showed evidence of the higher-level learners gained more 

academic growth from differentiated instruction than their peers that are not at the same level. 

However, weaknesses indicate throughout the studies that limit the ability to draw 

generalizations. The first limitation was that schools were sampled all over, which included but 

not limited to, overseas and throughout the United States. There were also variations in subjects 

taught in the study, Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) and Condron's (2008) focus was on 

literature and Preckel, et al. (2010) research focused on math instruction. Also, the ages of the 

students vary from young students to older, which can prove inconsistencies. The weakness for 

the current study was controlled, the research will focus on literacy instruction and the study will 

take place in one school.  

 

Summary 

To make sure that students who are higher-level learners maintain growth and 

engagement in school, educators must implore strategies to make sure they thrive. Differentiation 

will ensure that these students will receive challenges that will keep them engaged and provide 

students a platform to make growth with their skills. Condron (2008) reviewed in this chapter 

indicated that higher-level learners benefited from differentiation and in comparison, to their 

peers who did not because the scores were better. Additionally, the trend presented throughout 

Condron's (2008) research indicated that differentiation provided a challenge and an opportunity 

for growth. Preckel et al. (2010) reported that engagement also increased when they were a part 

of differentiated instruction. Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) research showed that higher-level 

students benefit more than lower-level peers. Although these studies indicated beneficial results, 
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the studies sampled many different grade levels, subject areas, and sample areas. Research that 

would be more consistent is needed to determine the success of differentiation with higher-level 

learners. This current study examined the youngest of the higher-level learners' literacy who 

participate in differentiated learning to see the effects in their growth of skills and engagement. 

The next chapter describes and explains how the reach was designed to complete the study.  
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

 

 Higher-level students need to be challenged in school for them to make academic growth. These 

students have not received as much attention as their lower-level peers. The strategy of 

differentiation allows schools to provide these students what they need without having to 

purchase an expensive curriculum or hire more staff (Mosteller, et al, 1996). The research 

questions in this study investigated whether differentiation can help higher-level students make 

academic growth. The other two questions that were researched were, whether differentiation can 

increase the higher-level students' engagement. Also, does differentiation benefit the higher-level 

students more than their peers?  

This study followed a quantitative descriptive prospective model of research. This method of 

research was selected based on the use of data in the study. Quantitative research is described as 

the intended outcome is an approach to quantitative research is focused on whether research 

works for specific purposes. Stated directly, it is specific purposes that should drive the 

production and use of quantitative research, not ready-made formulas applied without attention 

to purposes and their relations by researchers Zyphur & Pierides (2017).  When the curriculum is 

delivered at the students’ level, differentiation is a strategy that can promote more academic 

growth to higher-level learners. The effects of this strategy also affect engagement in school in a 

positive way. The strategy of differentiation can affect all learners however between all the 

student population the higher-level learners could benefit more than their peers who experience 

differentiation. Data were evaluated and analyzed based on given assessments and observations.  
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Setting 

 The setting of the district that the research is conducted in an in a school district located about 

thirty-five miles north of the Twin Cities in Minnesota. The population of the primary school is 

approximately 540 students (Chisago Lakes School District / District Homepage," 2019). The 

school houses kindergarten through second-grade building. Kindergarten and first grade both 

have 8 classroom sections. The average class size in kindergarten is 22 students, the average 

class size in first grade is 25 students. This study focused on kindergarten and first-grade 

students. The sample of higher-level learners in kindergarten students that participated in 

differentiation was on average 30 out of 184 students and first grade approximately 32 out of 190 

students (Chisago Lakes School District / District Homepage," 2019).  

In the school district, ninety-six percent of students are Caucasians, two percent Hispanic, one 

percent Asian and two percent two or more races (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2018). Ninety-four percent of families that speak English and only three percent of families are 

below the poverty level in the Chisago Lakes district (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2018). Approximately two teachers at the Primary school that use the whole group differentiation 

strategy and teach the higher-level-learners. The differentiation takes place in normal classrooms 

in the school, within the regular school day. The classroom contains typical school furniture and 

students sit at either flower tables or on the floor when the received differentiated instruction.  

Participants 

 The sampling procedure used by the researcher was purposive sampling. This method of 

sampling was selected because the interest of the study focused on the students who participated 

39 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

in differentiation and students who are at a higher level of learning. The participants were 

restricted to those at the researcher's school district. Participants were notified with a letter of 

participation see Appendix B. Participants included four kindergarten classes and four first grade 

classes. The teachers sampled taught at the primary school and elementary school in Minnesota. 

The student participants' ages varied from five to seven years old. The students who were 

selected for this study were mainly Caucasian and the setting was not very diverse. Most children 

and teachers had a middle-class socioeconomic status. The sampled consisted of both male and 

female students. The teachers who were selected to participate had varied years of experience, all 

had more than five years or more. All the teachers that participated had different years of 

experience teaching with differentiation, for some this was their first experience while others had 

more than ten years teaching this strategy.  

Instruments 

The general outcome measures consisted of several assessments given throughout the year at the 

researchers' school site. The measures assessed several skill areas, the subtest that the researcher 

focused on for first grade is the Oral Reading Fluency. The subtests used for the kindergarten 

students were word segmenting and nonsense words. The ORF (orally reading fluency) test 

measures students' reading fluency and accuracy with an on-level reading passage. Students are 

given the test individually; this test is timed for a minute (Fast bridge Learning, 2019). When the 

test was given, the proctor marks errors. Self-corrections are not allowed within this assessment. 

The first-grade spring benchmark is seventy-one words per minute  

The kindergarten subtests are given individually, the word segmenting assessment is completed 

orally. The students listen to the proctor as they say a series of words. The student breaks apart 
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the word by the sounds the students hear. Students are scored by the sounds they say correctly. 

This test is not timed, thirty-four sounds within the assessment. Self-corrections are seen as 

errors within this assessment.  

The spring benchmark for word segments is thirty sounds correct out of thirty-four opportunities. 

This assessment helps teachers understand if the students hear all the sounds within a word. The 

nonsense word assessment is a timed measure; students are given a minute to read as many 

nonsense words correctly as possible. The students are allowed to say each sound or they are 

allowed to blend the word to get the correct answer. If the students make an error, it is counted 

wrong even if they self-correct it. The proctor presents the students with a paper that has a list of 

words, there is a blank piece of paper underneath the line of words that the student is reading. 

After the line is complete, the proctor moves the paper down a line, to help the students focus on 

what line they are on. These assessments help teachers identify if students have the skills to 

blend sounds to make a word, this assessment also helps take out memorization of words since 

the students have not seen them before. The spring benchmark for this assessment is 12 words in 

a minute (Fast bridge Learning, 2019). 

The researcher used an observation form to track to collect data on student engagement. The 

purpose of this checklist is to compare a single student engagement versus their peers. The data 

was entered at a fifteen-second interval. The researcher did this a total of sixteen times per 

observation and four times overall. The researcher watched for four main behaviors, noise from 

the student, off-task behavior, if the student is out of place and if the student has made physical 

contact with another student. If none of these behaviors were displayed, the researcher recorded a 

minus sign; and is the student displayed any of the listed behaviors, an addition sign is marked. 
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The observation data totaled to produce a sum for the higher-level learners that were a part of 

differentiated instruction and the learner who was in a whole group classroom.  

The survey that the researcher offered to the teachers that participated in differentiated 

instruction to the higher-level learners' population was created by the researcher. The researcher 

created the survey with Google forms. This survey had questions on a scale from one to five. 

Also, one short answer questions and two yes or no questions. The researcher used the number to 

create an average (Appendix A).  

 

Procedure 

Before the data was collected the University of Wisconsin Superior Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) granted an expedited approval of the study. This included the approval of the consent form 

and teacher survey (Appendix A, B, and D). Consent forms were distributed and obtained only 

from the students’ parents wished to not be a part of the study. An email was used to inform the 

teachers of the survey and the survey was distributed digitally and completed the same way. The 

assessments were given by a neutral proctor. The assessments were given at one time and a total 

of four assessments are given at that time. The students were presented with a piece of paper that 

either contained a reading passage or nonsense words. Before the student began, the proctor 

explained the nonsense word assessment, "I am going to have you read some pretend words. An 

example of a pretend word is "tup". If you cannot say a word, you can say the sounds in the word 

- /t/ /u/ /p/ (the proctor will point to each letter). When you read these words, try to say the whole 

word. If you do not know how to say it, then you can say the sounds of each letter instead.” The 
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proctor marked the last nonsense word after one minute and totaled the number of correct words. 

(Fastbridge Learning, 2019) 

The proctor started the Oral Fluency Assessment with the directions that follow “This is a story 

about ……. (title). When I say, begin. start reading aloud and read across the page. The proctor 

will point to the first word, across the first line to the next. The directions continue with “Try to 

read each word. If you come to a word that you do not know, I'll tell it to you. Be sure to do your 

best reading. Ready? Begin?" The proctor starts Timer when the student says the first word. The 

errors are marked as they occur, if the student does not say the first word after 3 seconds, say the 

word, mark it as incorrect. The proctor may restart the activity if the student is speed reading. 

Say, "This is not a speed-reading activity. Be sure to do your BEST reading." When the timer 

stops the proctor marks the last word and totals the number of words read and subtracts the errors 

for the score.  (Fastbridge Learning, 2019) 

 The word segmenting assessment was given by the proctor with a practice of the skill, they 

started with “We will do an activity with word sounds. I'll say a word, and you will tell me the 

sounds in the word. So, if I say "bat," you say, /b/ /a/ /t/.” The proctor continued the assessment 

with “now let's do some more. Remember to listen to the word and then tell me each sounding 

the word. Ready? Let's begin.” The proctor would say each word clearly. If the student paused 

for 5 seconds without a response to an item, the proctor counted the entire item incorrect (0) and 

continued with the next item. If a student said a blend as a single phoneme (e.g., /bl/ instead of 

/b//l/) say, "Remember to say each sound in the word." This prompt can be used once. The 

proctors are told to not give any other feedback about the student's responses at the time of the 

assessment. Continue through item 10 with words provided on the FastBridge assessment page. 
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The proctor will mark the note the correct amount of sounds that the student-produced for the 

accurate score (Fastbridge Learning, 2019). 

The observations were collected under a natural, non-manipulative environment, where the 

students took part in their normal classroom routines when they were observed. The observation 

of the participants was conducted in their differentiated classroom which was the students' 

natural environment. The researcher observed the students for two minutes a time, and four times 

total which took place in the students' reading block. The researcher was located in the back of 

the room in a spot where the students were unaware of the observer. The surveys were emailed 

out to a select number of teachers and the surveys were electronically completed and submitted; 

the survey collection process took place over some time over four weeks.  

   Before any of the data was collected, the University of Wisconsin-Superior Institutional 

Review Board accepted an expedited approval of the study, which included approval of the 

consent forms for parents, as well as instrumental tools to be used in the study (Appendixes A, B, 

C,). Parent consent forms were handed out and obtained if the parents wished their students not 

to participate in the study. An email was sent to the teacher participants along with a digital 

survey (see Appendix A). 

 

Data Analysis 

Two methods of quantitative data analysis were used in this study. The results of the 

three reading assessments were analyzed by descriptive statistics. This method was chosen to 

analyze the data based on the need to find patterns between differentiation and the students’ 

growth. The students who participated in the study were divided into four groups for data 
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analysis purposes: Group 1 was the higher-level students that participated in differentiated 

instruction, Group 2 was the higher-level learners who did not participate in whole group 

differentiation., Group 3 was the on-level learners that participated in differentiated instruction 

and, Group 4 was the low-level learners that participated in differentiated instruction. Data 

analysis was conducted on these subgroups to identify the average growth score. The scores were 

compared between subgroups to see if there was a difference between the groups. Statistical 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine the difference in mean and median of each 

of the subgroups of students. The results from the teacher survey were analyzed descriptively. 

The researcher used the Google survey to view results and determine the mean of the interval 

data from the scaled questions in the survey, along with the ordinal answers from the survey. 

Overall, the results were gathered and collected with diligence to examine the research questions.  

 

Summary 

This quantitative study took place in a small Midwest community that has very little 

variation in demographics with students. The students who were a part of this study were chosen 

through the method of purposive sampling based on students who were in the appropriate grade 

and if they were a part of a differentiation program. The measured use to collect data was a 

combination of observations, surveys, and assessments. Several assessments were used to show 

if skills had developed with the students’ time within the program.  
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Chapter 4 

 

Three main areas were studied within the research and data was collected on. The first 

area was the general outcome measure assessments the data was collected from the students and 

analyzed using the ANOVA formula. Another area research area that was studied was the 

engagement of the students. This was based on several observations of both grades the data was 

collected and averaged. The last area of research was a qualitative form of data, teachers who 

taught higher level differentiation groups and a survey was distributed and filled out 

anonymously were the results corroborated and used to help determine the validity of the 

hypothesis.  

Instrument 1 

Oral Reading Fluency data was collected just for the high- level first-grade students who 

were in differentiated programs (Appendix K) and the high-level students who did not participate 

in differentiation (Appendix L). This assessment allowed the educators to see the growth of how 

many words read in a minute from winter to spring. The two groups that were compared were the 

students who participated in differentiated instruction and ones who did not. The average growth 

score of the non-differentiated high-level student group was 79.76 and the average of the 

high-level student group who received differentiated instruction was 69.52. To understand the 

ANOVA data, it is important to decipher the p-value. A larger p-value such as one greater than 

.05 can indicate a failure to reject the null hypothesis. A p-value that is less than a value less than 

.05 means that the hypothesis has strong evidence to reject the hypotheses. If the p-value is close 

to .05 it is based on the researcher's conclusions. With this data, the p-value of the data was 
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.0643 or 6.43%, which allowed the researcher to believe that the hypothesis should be rejected. 

The hypothesis was that students of a higher-level will be impacted in a positive way when they 

can learn in a classroom that utilizes differentiation. There was no distinct positive impact based 

on the first-grade data on whether or not they had participated in differentiation programs or not.  

Figure 1 

 

Instrument 2 

 The next group of data that was analyzed was based on kindergarten students who were 

all higher-level learners.  Two groups were compared similar to the first grade, one group of 

students had participated in differentiation (Appendix K)  and another group who only received a 

traditional form of instruction  (Appendix L) .  Two assessments were used to collect the 
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necessary word segmenting in where students show they know all sounds in a word, the other 

assessment was nonsense words which shows educators that students can read words that are not 

memorized (see Appendix E).  Each assessment was given two times and the growth was 

measured and compared.  The average of the differentiated groups for word segmenting 

assessment was 1.913 and for the non-differentiated group was .3034.  The p-value was .265 or 

26.5%which proved that the research can accept the hypothesis.  The data from the nonsense 

word assessment displayed an average of the for the differentiated group of 10.348 and an 

average for the non-differentiated group of 7.913.  The p-value for the ANOVA is .297361 or 

29.7361%, this proved the hypothesis to accepted that higher-level students obtain more growth 

than higher-level students that have not received differentiated instruction.  

Figure 2 

 

Instrument 3 
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The other area of research was to compare which student group benefits most from 

differentiated instruction.  The research compared the high-level (Appendix I), on-level 

(Appendix H) and low-level learners (Appendix G) scores of the word segmenting and the 

nonsense word assessment. The assessments were given two times a year so the difference of the 

scores was computed and the averaged was used to compare which group obtained a higher 

score.  The higher-level group had an average growth score of 10.35 in the assessment in 

nonsense words and an average score of 2.92.  The on-level learners had a growth score of 8 on 

the nonsense word assessment and 1.4 for a growth score on the word segmenting assessment. 

The lower-level learners had an average growth score of 7.043 and an average growth score of 

2.24 on the word segmenting assessment.  When compared to all of the growth scores. The 

p-value of the data for the word segmenting assessment was .101 or 10% (see Figure 3).  The 

p-value of the nonsense word assessment was .47 or 47% (See Figure 4).  With both values 

presenting a higher number, there is evidence that the hypothesis can be accepted. 

 Figure 3 
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Figure 4 

 

 

Instrument 4 
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The second research question hypothesis is that students who are higher-level learners 

will be more engaged when they are in a differentiated classroom than their peers who are not. 

The data was collected by observations (see Appendix F), the researcher observed each group 

eight times. The groups that were observed were first and kindergarten high-level learners that 

were in a traditional classroom or non-differentiated classroom. The other group was the 

kindergarten and first-grade students who were high-level learners that participated in a 

differentiated classroom. The data was collected and the researcher added the number of times 

they were on task and divided that sum by the opportunities in total that students had in the eight 

observations. That number was compared between the two groups. The total on-task time for the 

kindergarten HLL who were in the differentiated group was 80 out of 128 which averaged to .62 

and the kindergarten HLL who did not participate in differentiation added to a sum of 70 out of 

128 which averaged to a .54 (see Figure 5). The total on-task time for the first-grade HLL who 

were in the differentiated group was 101 out of 128 which averaged to .78 and the first-grade 

HLL who did not participate in differentiation added to a sum of 82 out of 128 which averaged to 

a .64 (see Figure 6). This proves the hypothesis correct that the kindergarten and first-grade 

students who were in the differentiated program were more engaged than the other group of 

students.  
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Figure 5 

 
Times observed Kindergarten diff Kindergarten non diff 

1 On task 9/16 On task 8/16 

2 On task 5/16 On task 4/16 

3 On task 12/16 On task 10/16 

4 On task 13/16 On task 10/16 

5 On task 4/16 On task 6/16 

6 On task 9/16 On task 10/16 

7 On task 15/16 On task 14/16 

8 On task 13/16 On task 10/16 

Total 80/128= .62  70/128 = .54 

 
 

 

 

Figure 6 

 
Times observed First Grade Diff First Grade Non-diff 

1 On task 10/16 On task 8/16 

2 On task 9/16 On task 10/16 

3 On task 14/16 On task 4/16 

4 On task 13/16 On task 11/16 

5 On task 12/16 On task 8/16 

6 On task 8/16 On task 15/16 

7 On task 10/16 On task 14/16 

8 On task 15/16 On task 12/16 

Total 101/128= .78 82/128= .64 
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Instrument 5 

The teacher survey was given to the teachers electronically (see Appendix A).  The 

survey was used to collect data on if teachers feel that differentiation is a powerful tool based on 

their opinion.  The teachers taught a variety of grades and a variety of subjects and a variety of 

grades.  Most of the questions were on a scale of one through five.  The first question in the 

survey was about how engaged the teachers felt the student is in differentiation class, one was, 

five on the scale represented kids being engaged all the time and one representing no 

engagement.  The results showed that 71.4% selected a four on the scale and 28.6% selected a 

three (see figure 6). 

 

 

 

Figure 6 
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  The second question was “Do you feel like your students receive an adequate challenge during 

your lessons?”, the scale was five represented students receive appropriate challenges and one 

that students do not receive challenges.  The results showed 66.7% of the teachers responded 

with a 4 and 33.3% responded with a 5 (see Figure 7).  

Figure 7 

 

The next question was about how students accept the challenges in differentiating instruction, 5 

represented the students were excited and 1 represented being unmotivated by a challenge.  The 

responses were 85.7% with a four and the 14.3% responded with a three (see Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8 
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 All of the questions only had responses with three, four and five, none of the questions had a 

response of two or one.  The majority of the questions were answered with a four. These results 

supported the engagement hypothesis; however, it cannot directly prove the hypothesis. 

The survey also reflected the growth hypothesis, one question was “Do you see growth in 

students.”  The response was 100% of teachers see growth in their students when taught students 

in the differentiated program (See Figure 9). 

Figure 9 

 

  The other question that was tied to the hypothesis did the teachers think that differentiation 

provides an opportunity for more growth, Teachers responses were 85.7%, yes and 14.3% 

responded with maybe (see Figure 10). 

Figure 10 
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 Again, none of the results can directly prove the hypotheses, however it can show support for 

the hypothesis being true.  
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Summary 

The data has significantly helped determine whether or not the hypothesis is true or not. 

The hypothesis of higher-level students making more growth in differentiation than the students 

who were not in differentiation was not proven true. The first-grade data showed that students in 

differentiation did not make more academic growth than their peers that were. Although the 

kindergarten data was the opposite, where the students who participate in differentiation made 

more growth than their peers who did not. Therefore, the hypothesis was unable to be proven 

true based on a low p-value. The percentage was 6.4% which is not enough to accept the 

hypotheses. The hypothesis based on which learning groups benefited more the higher-level, 

on-level or low-level student groups was proven true based on the p-values from the ANOVA 

formula. All of the data displayed that the higher-level students made more growth than the other 

student groups. The engagement hypothesis was also proven true based on the data, the students 

who were in the differentiated group were more on task compared to the others. Chapter five 

presents a summary of the results of this research with the idea of taking the evidence and 

turning it into practice to help all educators.  
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Chapter 5 
 

 

Higher-level learners are students who do not receive much attention or intervention at 

their level. Students who are higher-level learners often found that they are unchallenged in 

school and unengaged with their learning. This could potentially lead to little or no academic 

growth in school. The purpose of this research was to investigate if differentiation is a strategy to 

motivate and engage higher-level students. Another reason for the research study was to 

investigate if the differentiation of instruction with higher-level students showed more growth in 

comparison and to show that students are more engaged when they participated in a 

differentiated program.  

 

Discussion 

 The students who are higher-level learners can often not be challenged enough at school. 

Also, because of the higher level, these students come to school with skills that are at grade level, 

oftentimes they do not make more gains in academic growth then apply them to what is presently 

known about the researched problem as indicated by the literature review. The research by 

Shaunessy-Dedrick et al. (2015) states differentiation can provide tasks and curriculum to 

challenge students. The research disconfirmed that differentiation for higher-level students 

makes more academic growth in differentiation programs than their peers who did not as noted 

in the research by Gentry & Owen (1999). The kindergarten data showed that the higher-level 

student who participated in the differentiated program had made more growth than their peers 
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who did not. However, the data displayed differently for students in the first grade. The 

higher-level students who participated in differentiation did not make more academic growth 

than their peers who did not. The research was inconclusive on whether or not higher-level 

learners make more growth in a differentiated program over a traditional educational setting. 

 The research confirmed that differentiation benefits the higher-level group of 

students versus the on-level students and the lower level students. The data from the research 

shows the p-value from the word segmenting assessment .101 or 10% and the nonsense word 

assessment .47 or 47%. The data shows that the higher-level students benefit. This may be 

related to the materials and instruction the students received in the differentiation program. It 

also may be related to the skills that the higher-level students obtained in the differentiated 

program or the students’ natural abilities in school. It is hard to determine if differentiation is the 

sole cause of academic growth. Overall it can be determined that the higher-level students did 

make more growth than the other groups who participated in differentiation.  

 The research confirmed that differentiation can benefit the higher-level students 

with their engagement. Differentiation can provide challenging material which can increase 

engagement and it also allows students to work with peers who are at the same learning level. 

The data gave evidence that students who participated in differentiation were more on task than 

the students who did not and the data was consistent in both grades. The percentage of 

kindergarten higher-level learners in the differentiated program who were engaged was 62% 

versus the students who were not in differentiation who had a percentage of being engaged 54% 

of being on task. The results were similar for the first-grade students the HLL who participated 

in a differentiated program were on task 78% versus the students who were not in a 
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differentiation program were engaged 64% of the time. Based on the information received from 

the teacher survey, 100% of the teachers responded in favor that they see their students engaged 

when participating in differentiation. This supports that higher-level students are more engaged 

in differentiation programs.  

Limitations 
 

Although this research has helped prove that differentiation can benefit the higher-level 

students. The study had certain aspects that could have been done differently to improve the 

study. The measures of the assessment for kindergarten and first grade were different. After 

working with the data, it would have been helpful to use the same measure. The research would 

be powerful if it could be compared between two grades. The next time the research is conducted 

it would be helpful to have the same assessments across grades.  

Other limitations of this research would be the survey information was not as 

research-based as the researcher felt it needed to be. The study was a quantitative study and the 

results of the survey did not qualify as that. The issue of timing was present in the research since 

the research took place at the end of the year. The students may not have a lot of attention to give 

to instruction due to the end of the year. The limitations listed may affect the internal validity of 

the results with the same assessments between both grades, a different format of the survey and 

the timing of the engagement survey may have impacted the results of the research.  

  

Recommendations 
Based on the results of the study, there are several recommendations for future research. 

First, the limitations that have been outlined in this study may affect the results of the data. To 

60 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

improve the data analysis, it would benefit the research if the assessments same for both grades 

that were involved in the study. Second, the engagement data would have been more reliable if it 

was conducted several times throughout the school year. This would provide more information 

on whether or not students are more engaged in differentiation programs or traditional classroom 

set up. Third, the students' survey did not provide valid quantitative data for the research. For the 

benefit of the research, the survey should be redesigned to provide valid data.  

Future studies should employ a student survey to get a student perspective on school and 

differentiation programs. Furthermore, another area that could be explored is the area of off-task 

behaviors and attention disorders in students who participate in differentiation programs to see if 

the behaviors improve or worsen when they are in that program, in comparison to their peers 

who were not in differentiation.  

 
Summary 
 

Three major conclusions can be made from this study, the first of them being that 

differentiation can help higher-level students make growth, although may not be the only way 

higher-level students can grow. The second conclusion is that higher-level student makes more 

growth academically in differentiation than on-level groups who were in differentiation and 

low-level group in differentiation. The conclusion was that students were more engaged in 

differentiation programs than their peers who were not.  

The first conclusion was that higher-level students who participated in differentiation 

made academic growth but the conclusion was not definitively based on the data. Higher-level 

students who participated in differentiation in kindergarten made more growth based on the 
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assessments than their peers were not in differentiation. The p-value from the data or the word 

segmenting assessment was .265 or 26.5% and for the nonsense word assessment .297361 or 

29.7361%. Although the first-grade students’ data was the opposite, the differentiation group 

made less growth than the higher-level students who were not in a differentiation program. The 

p-value of that data for the first grade of 0643 or 6.43%. Other studies have found similar 

findings but cannot identify whether differentiation is directly correlated to academic growth, 

including the researchers Brulles et al. 2010. If this is true administrators should provide 

differentiation training to teachers so that this strategy as an option for students to make growth. 

On top of that training about higher-level learning, students to make sure that achieve growth and 

not only relying on differentiation.  

The second conclusion was that students who are at a higher level of learning who 

participated in differentiation made more academic growth than students who identify on-level or 

below-level learning based on the data from the common assessments. The researched showed 

that of all of the group’s students of a higher-level benefited most from the aspects of 

differentiation. The data showed a p-value of the onset sound assessment was .101 or 10%. The 

word segmenting assessment had a p-value of .47 or 47%. Based on the by Condron (2008) the 

research shows that skill groups benefit high skilled-high grouped students at the expense of the 

low skilled-low grouped students. This information should be shared with administrators and 

teachers so that an understanding of what has the potential to make the higher-level students 

make successful growth. Many teachers struggle to keep higher-level students to make growth, 

this strategy and research can help all staff to have a strategy to keep higher-level students 

learning.  
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The conclusion that was brought forth through this research is that students who a 

higher-learning level had more engagement than peers that were not in the differentiation 

program. Evident in the data from the research the average amount of time the higher-level 

learners in kindergarten were on task was 62% of the time and the kindergarten higher-level 

learners who did not participate in differentiation were engaged 54% of the time. The results 

were similar to the first-grade students, the average higher-level learners were engaged 78% of 

the time and the first-grade higher-level learners who did not participate in differentiation were 

engaged 64% of the time. According to researcher Preckel et al. (2010), gifted and talented 

students reported being bored due to lack of engagement. According to the research in this study, 

differentiation has proven to hold the student’s engagement versus the students who were not in 

differentiation classes. The engagement of a student is a critical component for their learning and 

should be a crucial element in teachers’ classrooms (Kanevsky & Keighley 2003). With that, the 

research should be turned in to practice with educators striving to differentiate for matters of 

engagement and giving students that are higher levels a chance to be challenged and work with 

the material at their level. The administration in schools should offer cluster times so that 

teachers could cluster group their higher-level learners across classes and giving teachers and 

students the opportunity for differentiation with support and resources.  

This study intended to investigate the effect that the strategy of differentiation has on 

higher-level students. The data suggest that the use of differentiation in many ways can promote 

academic growth in higher-level learners. Differentiation can also help higher-level learners stay 

engaged and challenged in school. Allowing higher-level learners, the opportunity to work with 

differentiation strategies may help them maintain interest in school, however, it is not the sole 
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proven strategy. There is the potential to maximize higher-level student learning in class with 

other strategies. At the same time, with the available data from this study, it is evident that 

differentiation is a solid potential strategy to employ in schools to help higher-level students 

achieve academic growth. Continued research that could compare a longer period, different 

grades and different schools of time may reveal greater more information about differentiation 

that will have an impact on the results of this research. Even considering all limitations, the 

results of this study still seem to be strongly in favor of differentiation as a strategy for high-level 

learners to help improve academic growth and engagement 
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APPENDIX A  
Teacher Survey 

 
Differentiated Instruction Survey Thank you so much for taking the time to complete this survey, 

my name is Rachel Stauber a kindergarten teacher at the Primary School. I am completing my 

Master's Program through the University of Wisconsin Superior and have chosen to research the 

effects of differentiated instruction on higher level learners. The purpose of this research project 

is to help determine if teaching students that are higher level learners in differentiated classroom 

prove that the students are able to achieve more growth than those who do not get the 

opportunity. You are invited to participate in this research project because you teach either a 

differentiated class or cluster class that contains higher level learners. Your participation in this 

research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you decide to participate in this 

research survey, you may discontinue at any time. If you decide not to participate in this study or 

if you withdraw from participating at any time, you will not be penalized. The procedure 

involves filling an online survey that will take approximately five to seven minutes. Your 

responses will be confidential and we do not collect identifying information such as your name, 

email address or IP address. The survey questions will be about your opinion on how the 

higher-level learners react to instruction within your class. I will do my best to keep your 

information confidential. All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help 

protect your confidentiality, the surveys will not contain information that will personally identify 

you. The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only and may be shared with 

the University of Wisconsin Superior representatives. If you have any questions about the 
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research study, please contact rstauber@isd2144.org. This research has been reviewed according 

to the University of Wisconsin Superior IRB procedures for research involving human subjects. 

Thanks again!  

1. What Grade Level Do You Teach  

 

2. What Subject Area Do You Teach with Strategy of Differentiation?  

 

3. How engaged do you feel most of your students are? 5 being most attentive and 1 being totally 

checked out. Mark only one oval. 1 2 3 4 5 Totally Un-Engaged Engaged  

 

 4. Do you feel like your students receive an adequate challenge during your lessons? 5 being 

students receive the challenges every lesson consistently to1 being no challenge Mark only one 

oval. 1 2 3 4 5  

 

5. How do most of your students receive the challenges brought about? 5 is excited and ready to 

learn 1 being unmotivated by something that challenges them Mark only one oval. 1 2 3 4 5  

 

6. Do students appear to be invested in their learning during the time in their differentiated 

lessons? 5 being extremely invested and 1 is no investment. Mark only one oval. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 7. Do you see growth in your students? Mark only one oval. Yes, No Not Sure  
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8. What is the biggest benefit to you as an educator teaching students with the strategy of 

differentiation? 

 

 9. In your opinion does teaching with differentiation or cluster classes make a difference in the 

opportunity for your students to make growth? Mark only one oval. Yes, No Maybe 
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Appendix B 

Parent Letter 

Dear Parent, 
 
My name is Rachel Stauber and I am conducting a research study in your child’s 
class.  I am interested in studying the effects of differentiated instruction.  This 
year teachers set up reading classes based on student levels; I am interested to 
understand more about the benefits it has on our students. 
 
I will be in your child’s class once each week for three weeks for about twenty 
minutes per session.  While I’m in the classroom, I will observe the student 
engagement and take notes.  I will not record your child’s name or any other 
materials that will identify your child.  I will also evaluate your child’s general 
outcome assessments that the district has students participate in three times a 
year. I will not record your child’s name or any other materials that will identify 
your child.   Your child will not do anything outside of his or her normal classroom 
activities and there is no risk to your child. Your child’s participant will not affect 
his or her grade.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, or if you would like to 
withdraw your child from the study, please return the portion below with a 
signature. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Stauber 
rstauber@isd2144.org 
651-213-2208 
 
 
 
____________________________________________________ 
 

 
I would not like my child 
_______________________(name) to participate 
in this research study. 
 
Signed: 
__________________________________ 
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Date: ________________________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

73 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

 

74 
 



 DIFFERNIATION AND HIGHER-LEVEL LEARNERS 
 

Appendix D 

Recruitment Email 

 

Hello, 
My name is Rachel Stauber I am a kindergarten teacher at the Primary school.  I am completing 
my Master’s Degree through the University of Wisconsin Superior.  I am conducting a research 
study about how differentiation affect higher level learners.  I am emailing you to ask if you 
would participate in a quick survey, it should take less than 10 minutes.   Participation is
completely voluntary and your answers will be anonymous. If you are interested, please click on 
the link for the survey and additional information is available at the top of the survey. 
 
If you have any questions at all please don’t hesitate to ask! 
Thank you so much for your time.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rachel Stauber 
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Appendix E 
 
Pronunciation Guide Students are expected to read the nonsense words using short vowel 
sounds. Use the following as a guide for correct pronunciation of sounds in the nonsense word  
individual sounds and as a whole. 
 
 k i v (kit) h o z (hot) r u c (rut) a f (at) b i x (bit) g u c (gut) v i t (mitt) z u f (tuff) t e p (pep) j i n  
 
(tin) m o f (mop) c a c (cat) w u d (dud) y o f (soft) l o d (lot) p e v (pet) n e z (net) f a z (fat) s e d  
 
(red) d a t (pat) k o v (cot) y e f (yet) z o f (soft) r u p (pup) k u k (cut) k e f (kept) h i v (hit) f u m  
 
(fun) n e p (net) b o v (box) to v (tom) l u s (pus) h u x (hut) b u v (bus) j e x (jet) b a z (bat) g u f  
 
(gut) m u b (mud) j u v (jump) t e f (tell) g o g (got) j u s (jump) v a m (van) k e z (pez) m e f  
 
(met) w o c (cot) f e x (flex) r u x (rut) h u v (hut) w o t (not) 
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Appendix F 
 
 

Times observed Kindergarten diff Kindergarten non diff 

1 On task 9/16 On task 8/16 

2 On task 5/16 On task 4/16 

3 On task 12/16 On task 10/16 

4 On task 13/16 On task 10/16 

5 On task 4/16 On task 6/16 

6 On task 9/16 On task 10/16 

7 On task 15/16 On task 14/16 

8 On task 13/16 On task 10/16 

Total 80/128= .62  70/128 = .54 

 

Times observed First Grade Differentiated First Grade 

1 On task 10/16 On task 8/16 

2 On task 9/16 On task 10/16 

3 On task 14/16 On task 4/16 

4 On task 13/16 On task 11/16 

5 On task 12/16 On task 8/16 

6 On task 8/16 On task 15/16 

7 On task 10/16 On task 14/16 

8 On task 15/16 On task 12/16 

Total 101/128= .78 82/128= .64 
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Appendix G 
KINDER GROWTH DIFF LOW LEVEL 

KID NSW W NSW Sp Growth WS W WS sp Growth 

1 1 5 4 21 30 9 

2 3 16 13 30 27 -3 

3 0 5 5 18 30 13 

4 11 22 11 29 33 4 

5 7 10 3 28 24 -4 

6 4 12 8 29 25 -4 

7 6 8 2 28 27 -1 

8 4 13 9 27 32 5 

9 5 22 17 29 34 5 

10 6 14 8 28 34 6 

11 9 19 10 31 29 -2 

12 7 16 9 7 9 2 

13 8 15 7 31 31 0 

14 15 15 0 27 29 2 

15 8 13 5 30 33 3 

16 5 10 5 24 30 6 

17 4 13 9 27 32 5 

18 5 22 17 29 34 5 

19 6 14 8 28 34 6 

20 9 19 10 31 29 -2 

21 7 16 9 7 9 2 

22 0 5 5 18 30 12 

23 11 22 11 29 33 4 

24 7 10 3 28 24 -4 

25 9 17 8 23 34 11 
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Appendix Kindergarten on-level differentiation 

KID NSW W NSW Sp Growth WS W WS sp Growth 

1 16 22 6 33 32 -1 

2 6 15 9 31 34 3 

3 10 14 4 34 34 0 

4 6 13 7 33 34 1 

5 3 11 8 30 32 2 

6 14 16 2 33 32 -1 

7 12 18 6 32 34 2 

8 5 25 20 32 34 2 

9 14 18 4 34 34 0 

10 8 18 10 30 34 4 

11 8 18 10 28 34 6 

12 16 23 7 32 34 2 

13 9 14 5 27 33 6 

14 1 12 11 28 34 6 

15 15 15 0 34 23 -11 

16 14 20 6 32 34 2 

17 13 18 5 34 34 0 

18 14 20 6 32 34 2 

19 3 15 12 26 27 1 

20 6 7 1 29 32 3 

21 8 18 10 30 34 4 

22 10 20 10 32 34 2 

23 16 17 1 34 34 0 

24 7 15 8 34 34 0 
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25 9 17 8 23 34 11 

 

 

Appendix I Kindergarten Differentiation High Level 

KID NSW W NSW Sp Growth WS W WS sp Growth 

1 16 27 11 33 34 1 

2 16 32 16 34 34 0 

3 16 37 19 32 32 0 

4 12 21 9 34 34 0 

5 14 16 2 31 34 3 

6 18 27 9 34 34 0 

7 11 25 14 34 34 0 

8 17 27 10 34 34 0 

9 14 30 16 34 34 0 

10 16 48 30 34 34 0 

11 16 28 10 34 34 0 

12 14 30 16 34 34 0 

13 12 17 5 34 27 -7 

14 12 20 8 34 34 0 

15 18 36 18 34 34 0 

16 17 13 -4 28 33 6 

17 13 22 8 32 32 0 

18 14 19 5 30 34 4 

19 17 25 8 32 34 2 

20 17 24 7 34 34 0 

21 8 17 9 28 34 16 

22 11 17 6 30 34 4 

23 13 21 8 20 34 14 
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24 9 18 9 32 34 2 

25 9 17 8 23 34 11 

 
 

 

Appendix J Kindergarten High-level Learners Non-differentiated 

KID NSW W NSW Sp Growth WS W WS sp Growth 

1 27 33 6 34 34 0 

2 24 45 11 30 34 4 

3 15 11 -4 29 28 -1 

4 13 15 2 34 34 0 

5 13 17 4 32 33 1 

6 20 50 30 30 32 2 

7 16 25 9 34 34 0 

8 13 20 7 30 33 3 

9 18 32 4 29 32 3 

10 12 22 10 28 34 8 

11 18 25 7 34 34 0 

12 18 23 5 34 32 -2 

13 18 27 9 30 24 -6 

14 9 13 4 34 34 0 

15 13 14 1 31 34 3 

16 19 21 2 32 14 -18 

17 15 27 12 32 34 2 

18 12 28 16 31 31 0 

19 14 30 16 32 34 2 

20 19 15 -4 28 26 -2 

21 18 18 0 34 34 0 

22 12 42 30 34 34 0 
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23 14 31 7 32 34 2 

24 13 17 4 26 32 6 

25 12 15 3 30 27 -3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix K First Grade High-level Learner Differentiation  
 

Kid  Fall  Spring  Growth 

1  45  97  52 

2  32  107  75 

3  71  148  77 

4  23  111  88 

5  48  108  60 

6  12  112  100 

7  59  160  101 

8  74  148  74 

9  83  139  56 

10  24  99  75 

11  51  127  76 

12  76  133  57 

13  27  100  73 

14  70  121  51 

15  57  108  51 

16  60  131  71 

17  85  148  63 

18  50  136  86 

19  51  129  78 

20  30  124  94 
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21  35  118  83 

22  125  166  41 

23  51  136  85 

24  163  165  2 

25  23  77  54 

26  33  100  67 

 
 
Appendix K First-Grade Higher-Level learner Non-differentiated 
 
KID ORF Fall ORF Spring Growth 

1 95 163 68 

2 17 127 110 

3 82 126 44 

4 26 115 89 

5 52 106 54 

6 65 154 89 

7 56 143 87 

8 63 143 80 

9 44 142 98 

10 38 126 88 

11 44 116 72 

12 79 157 78 

13 83 144 61 

14 45 141 96 

15 15 124 109 

16 22 105 83 

17 24 101 77 

18 15 95 80 

19 13 94 81 

20 18 104 86 

21 107 189 82 
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22 33 103 70 

23 8 101 93 

24 11 93 82 

25 15 91 76 
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