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DIFFERENTIATED INSTRUCTION
IN INCLUSIVE ENGLISH CLASSROOMS:
AN UMBRELLA REVIEW

In inclusive educational settings, learners exhibit diverse levels of readiness, abilities, and learn-
ing preferences, necessitating the use of flexible and adaptive instructional approaches. This umbrella
review synthesizes evidence from systematic reviews and meta-analyses examining the effectiveness of
Differentiated Instruction (DI) in inclusive English language classrooms. This study aims to analyze how
differentiated instruction-encompassing content, process, product, and learning environment-affects stu-
dents’ learning outcomes in inclusive English classrooms. Methodologically, the study adopts an um-
brella review design conducted in accordance with PRISMA guidelines and the Joanna Briggs Institute
(JBl) methodology. Relevant systematic reviews and meta-analyses were retrieved from Scopus, Web of
Science, ERIC, and Google Scholar databases and critically appraised to ensure methodological rigor.
The findings indicate that differentiated instruction has a positive impact on learners’ grammar, read-
ing, speaking, and writing skills, as well as on student motivation, classroom engagement, and social
integration. Content and process differentiation demonstrate the most consistent effects across studies.
The value of this study lies in identifying the most effective differentiation strategies for inclusive English
language classrooms. The results offer practical implications for teachers, curriculum developers, and
policymakers seeking to enhance inclusive and learner-centered English language education.

Keywords: inclusive education, differentiated instruction, English language teaching, umbrella re-
view, systematic review.
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MHKAIO3UBTI aFbIALLBIH TiAl CbIHBINTAPbIHAA CapaAAHFaH OKbITY:
Xy#eAi woayAaapfa woay (umbrella review)

MHKAIO3MBTI GiAiM 6epy >KaraalblHAQ OKYLUbIAAQPAbIH AAMbIHABIK AEHreni, KabiaeTtepi >xeHe
OKY epekLeAiKTepi dpTYPAI BOAFAHABIKTAH, MKEMA] XoHe GeriMAEAreH OKbITY TOCIAAEPIH KOAAAHY
KAXKETTIAITT TybIHAQMABI. BYA MakaAa MHKAIO3UBTI afbIALLBIH TiAi CbIHbINTapPbIHAAFbI CapaAan OKbITYAbIH
TUIMAIAITIHE apHaAFaH >KyMeAi 3epTTeyAep MeH MeTa-TaAAayAapAbIH HOTMXKEAEpiH >KMHaKTayfa
GarbITTaAFaH. 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl — Ma3MyH, YAEPIC, OHIM >XaHe oKy opTacbl 60ibIHILA CapaAaHFaH
OKbITYAbIH, MHKAIO3MBTI afbIALLbIH TiAl CbIHbINTAPbIHAAFbI OKYLUBIAAPABIH OKY HOTUXKEAepiHe acepiH
aHbIKTay. OAiCHaMaAblk, TypFblaaH 3epTTey PRISMA Hyckayaapbl MeH Joanna Briggs Institute
(JBI) saicTemeciHe coWiKec >YPri3iAreH >XYMeAi LWOAyAapFa LLOAY TOCiAiHe Heri3aeareH. Scopus,
Web of Science, ERIC »xoHe Google Scholar aepekkopAapblHaH aAblHFaH >KYMEAI LLIOAYAAp MeH
MeTa-TaAAQyAap TaAA@HbIM, SAICHaMaAbIK canacbl OaFaraHAbl. 3epTTey HaTWMXKEeAepi capaAaHFaH
OKBITYABIH OKYLUBIAAPABIH FpaMMaThKa, OKy, COMAey >KoHe asy AaFAbIAAPbIH AaMbITyFa, COHAAW-
aK, OAapAbIH MOTMBALMSCbIH, CabakKa KATbICyblH XOHE dAeyMeTTIK BeriMAeAYiH apTTbipyFa OH acep
eTeTiHiH KepceTTi. Ocipece Ma3MyH MeH yAepic 6GoiblHILIA capaAay CTpaTermsinapbiHbiH TUIMAIAITI
ankblH OaiKaAAbl. 3epTTeyAiH KYHAbIAbIFbl — WMHKAIO3MBTI aFblALLbIH TiAl CbIHbINTAPbIHAA TUIMAI
capanay CTpaTerusiaapbiH aHbIKTayAd. AAbIHFAH HOTWMXKEAEp MyFaAiMAepre, oKy 6arAapAamasapbiH
a3ipAeyLlinepre >aHe 6iAiM 6epy casicaTblH KAAbINTACTbIPATblH MaMaHAAPFA MHKAIO3UBTI XaHe BiAiM
aAyLLbIFa GafFbITTaAFaH aFbIALLBIH TiAIH OKbITYAbl XXETIAAIPY A€ NPAKTUKAABIK, MaHbI3Fa Me.

TyiH ce3aep: MHKAIO3MBTI GiAiM Bepy, caparaHFaH OKbITY, aFbIALLbIH TIAIH OKbITY, LIOAYAbI LLIOAY,
JKYMEAI LWOAY.
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AunddpepeHumpoBaHHoe 06yyeHHe B MHKAIO3UBHbIX KAACCax
AHIAMIMCKOTO $13blKa: «30HTUYHbIN 0630p» (umbrella review)

B yCAOBMSIX MHKAIO3MBHOrO 06pa3oBaHusi 06yydalomecs XapakTepmsyoTcs PasAnUHbIM YPOBHEM
rOTOBHOCTM, CNIOCOBHOCTEN 1 yUueBHbIX MPEANoYTeHUI, UTO 06YCAOBAMBAET HEOBXOAMMOCTb NMPUMEHE-
HUS TMOKMX M AAQNTUBHbBIX NMEAArormyeckux noAxoAoB. CraTbs NpeACTaBASIET COOOM «30HTUUHBIN 00-
30p», MAM 0630p 0630POB, HAMPABAEHHbIN HA CUHTE3 AQHHbIX CUCTEMaTMYecKmx 0630pOB 1 MeTa-aHa-
AM30B, MOCBSILEHHbIX 3PPEKTUBHOCTU AMDDEPEHLIMPOBAHHOTO O0OYUYEHUS B MHKAIO3MBHbIX KAACCaxX
AHIAMIACKOTrO 93blka. LleAb nccaepa0BaHMs — NpoaHaAM3npoBaTh BAMsHME AMddepeHUMpoBaHHOro 06~
YUEHMS, BKAIOUAIOLLErO COAEpIKaHue, NMPOoLEeCC, NMPOAYKT M YUeOHYI0 CPEAy, Ha pe3yAbTaTbl 0OydeHus
YUaLMXCS B MHKAIO3MBHbIX KAQCCaX aHIAMIACKOrO 913bika. C METOAOAOTMUECKOM TOUKM 3PEHMsI UCCAEAO-
BaHME BbINOAHEHO C MCTMIOAb30BaHMEM MOAXOAQ «0630p 0630POB» B COOTBETCTBUM C PEKOMEHAALIMSIMMU
PRISMA u metoaoaormein MHcTUTyTa AykoanHbl Bpurrce (JBI). Cuctematnueckme 0630pbl 1 MeTa-aHa-
AM3bl BbIAM 0TOOPaHbl M3 6a3 AaHHbIX Scopus, Web of Science, ERIC n Google Scholar n noagepruyTbl
KPUTUYUECKOM OLIEHKE UX METOAOAOTMYECKOro KauecTBa. Pe3yAbTaTbl MICCAEAOBAHUS MOKA3bIBAIOT, UTO
AnddepeHupoBaHHoe 06yUeHre 0Kas3blBaeT MOAOXKMUTEABHOE BAUSIHME HA PAa3BUTUE rPAMMaTUUECKMX
HaBbIKOB, UTEHWS, TOBOPEHMS U MUCbMA, @ TaK>Ke CMOCOBGCTBYET MOBbILLEHUIO MOTMBALMM YUALLMXCS,
UX yueOHOM BOBAEUEHHOCTM U COLMAAbHOM MHTerpaumm. Hanboaee yCTOMUMBBIE MOAOKUTEAbHbIE 3h-
heKTbl BbisIBAEHbI MPK AMpepeHumaLmm coaepxarmns n yuebHoro npouecca. LieHHOCTb AaHHOro mc-
CAEAOBaHUS 3aKAIOUAETCS B BbiIBAEHUM Hanboaee 3hheKTUBHBIX CTpaTeruin anddepeHumatmm A
MHKAIO3MBHbIX KAQCCOB @HIAMIMCKOTO $i3blKa. [1oAyUeHHble pe3yAbTaTbl UMEIOT NPaKTUYECKOoe 3HaueHme
AAS yunTeAei, pa3paboTUMKoB yUeOHbIX MPOrpamMm 1 CreumaAucToB B 06AaCT 06pa3oBaTeAbHOM Mo-
AVTUKM, CTPEMSILLMXCSI K PA3BUTMIO MHKAIO3MBHOIO U OPUEHTUMPOBAHHOIO Ha OOyyalolerocs nperno-

AABaHMS QaHTAMIMCKOrO S3blKa.

KAtoueBble cAOBa: MHKAIO3MBHOE 06pasoBaHune, anddepeHumpoBaHHoe o0yueHne, npenoaaBaHue
AHIAMIACKOT O $13blka, 0630p 0630pOB, cUCTEMATUYUECKUIA 0630p.

Introduction

Research Context

Inclusive education has become a central prin-
ciple of contemporary educational systems, aim-
ing to ensure that learners with diverse abilities and
special educational needs are fully integrated into
mainstream classrooms (Husin & Adnan, 2025). In
inclusive English language classrooms, students dif-
fer considerably in terms of language proficiency,
cognitive abilities, learning pace, and motivation.
As a result, uniform instructional approaches often
fail to address individual learning needs, leading to
inconsistent learning outcomes and reduced engage-
ment (Sapkota, 2025; Weganofa & Mujiono, 2025).

Tomlinson (2014) defines differentiated instruc-
tion as a systematic adaptation of content, process,
product, and learning environment to address stu-
dents’ diverse learning needs. This approach is par-
ticularly relevant in inclusive classrooms, where
students with and without special educational needs
learn together. Inclusive pedagogy views differenti-
ation not as an individual accommodation for a few

learners, but as a proactive instructional strategy
that enhances learning opportunities for all students
(Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011).

International research consistently demon-
strates that differentiated instruction contributes to
improved academic achievement, learner engage-
ment, and motivation in inclusive classrooms (Sub-
ban, 2006; Graham, Tancredi, & McGraw, 2020).
Florian and Spratt (2013) argue that effective dif-
ferentiation enables teachers to move beyond defi-
cit-oriented approaches toward inclusive practices
that expand participation and achievement for di-
verse learners.

From an inclusive education perspective, DI
aligns closely with the principles of Universal De-
sign for Learning (UDL), which promotes flexible
instructional goals, methods, materials, and assess-
ments to reduce learning barriers (CAST, 2018).
Studies by Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson (2016)
emphasize that differentiation supports equity by
responding to learner diversity within mainstream
classrooms rather than segregating students based
on ability.
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Differentiated Instruction (DI) has been increas-
ingly recognized as an effective pedagogical ap-
proach for addressing learner diversity. Although
the number of systematic reviews examining DI has
grown substantially, there remains a noticeable lack
of umbrella reviews that synthesize high-level evi-
dence specifically focused on differentiated instruc-
tion in inclusive English language classrooms. This
gap limits the ability of educators and policymak-
ers to draw generalized and evidence-based conclu-
sions. The present study seeks to address this gap by
systematically evaluating the effectiveness of differ-
entiated instruction across content, process, product,
and learning environment dimensions.

Concept of Differentiated Instruction

Differentiated Instruction (DI) refers to a set of
instructional practices designed to adapt teaching
and learning processes to students’ varying levels
of readiness, interests, and learning profiles (John &
Nasri, 2025). DI is commonly implemented through
four interconnected dimensions:

Content differentiation, which involves adjust-
ing instructional materials and learning resources
according to learners’ abilities;

Process differentiation, which focuses on modi-
fying teaching strategies, learning activities, and
pacing;

Product differentiation, which allows students
to demonstrate learning outcomes through multiple
formats;

Differentiation of the learning environment,
which includes flexible classroom organization,
grouping strategies, and supportive learning condi-
tions (Amrullah et al., 2022).

In inclusive classrooms, the implementation
of DI has been shown to enhance student engage-
ment, increase motivation, and improve academic
achievement by creating equitable learning oppor-
tunities for all learners.

Significance of the Study

Examining the effectiveness of differentiated
instruction in English language teaching is particu-
larly important in inclusive educational contexts,
where addressing learner diversity is a core peda-
gogical challenge. Conducting an umbrella review
enables the synthesis of findings from multiple sys-
tematic reviews and meta-analyses, thereby provid-
ing a comprehensive and reliable evidence base.
The significance of this study lies in its contribution
to inclusive ELT research through the integration of
high-quality evidence on differentiated instruction.
By consolidating findings from existing systematic
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reviews and meta-analyses, the study offers valu-
able insights for teachers, curriculum developers,
and policymakers seeking to implement effective
differentiation strategies in inclusive English lan-
guage classrooms.

Materials and methods. Research methodo-
logy

Research Design

An umbrella review was selected to provide a
higher-level synthesis of existing systematic re-
views and meta-analyses, allowing for comparison
across differentiated instruction dimensions and
strengthening evidence-based conclusions.

This research utilized an umbrella review ap-
proach, integrating findings from current systematic
reviews and meta-analyses regarding differentiated
instruction (DI) in inclusive English classrooms.
The review adhered to PRISMA (Preferred Re-
porting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses) standards (Moher et al., 2009) and, when
relevant, the JBI (Joanna Briggs Institute) approach
for umbrella reviews (Aromataris et al., 2015). This
method guarantees a clear and repeatable procedure
for recognizing, choosing, and combining high-
quality evidence.

Data Sources and Search Strategy

An extensive search was carried out in vari-
ous academic databases, such as Scopus, Web of
Science, ERIC, and Google Scholar, to find perti-
nent systematic reviews and meta-analyses. The
keywords and Boolean operators employed were:
(“Differentiated Instruction”) AND (“Inclusive
Classroom”) AND (“English Language Teaching”)
AND (“Systematic Review” OR “Meta-analysis”).
The investigation focused on articles published in
English within the past decade (2013-2023) to guar-
antee the incorporation of current evidence (Husin
& Adnan, 2025; Sapkota, 2025; Weganofa & Mu-
jiono, 2025).

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were de-
fined a priori in accordance with PRISMA and JBI
methodological guidelines to ensure consistency
and methodological rigor (Moher et al., 2009; Aro-
mataris et al., 2015).

Inclusion criteria:

Systematic reviews or meta-analyses only

Focus on differentiated instruction in English
language teaching
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Studies conducted in inclusive classroom con-
texts

Published within the last 10 years

Exclusion criteria:

Single empirical studies or case studies

Studies on subjects other than English language
teaching

Non-English publications

Conference abstracts or editorials

Table 1

Data Extraction

Data extraction was conducted using a standard-
ized extraction table to ensure consistency and facil-
itate comparison across reviews. The extracted data
are summarized in Table 1 below. This approach al-
lows for a structured synthesis of the evidence and
supports identification of patterns, gaps, and areas
for future research.

Summary of extracted data from included systematic reviews on differentiated instruction

Ne Author(s) & Review Context DI Str.ategles Key Findings / Outcomes Limitations
Year Type Examined
. English DIimproves studgnt . Limited geographical
Husin, N., & . Content, Process, engagement, motivation, and .
Systematic classrooms . . scope; some studies
1 Adnan, W.N. W. . . Product, Learning language performance; flexible
Review (primary & . . . lacked robust
M. (2025) Environment teaching supports diverse
secondary) methodology
learners
General DI promotes differentiated The majority of
John, L. A., & . . . .
. Systematic language Content, Process, learning outcomes; enhances studies in Asia;
2 Mohamad Nasri, . . .. L.
Review teaching Product teacher preparedness and limited sample sizes in
N. (2025) . : s . .
contexts instructional flexibility some included reviews
Amrullah, M. F. .. .
N., Wan Muna R. . Language DI positively affects learning Mostly descriptive
Systematic . Content, Process, outcomes and student . .

3 W. M., Mahamod, Review teaching Product articipation: it emphasizes studies; heterogeneity
Z., & Yamat, H. (EFL) ?eachef traini’n p in intervention design
(2022) &

Content. Process DI improves speaking and Limited number of
Sapkota, H. P. Systematic EFL ’ . writing skills; supports high-quality studies;
4 . Product, Learning . : . .
(2025) Review classrooms . inclusive classroom inconsistent measures
Environment
engagement of outcomes
Systematic General Meta-analysis shows DI Some studies
Weganofa, R., . . . . .

5 & Muiiono. M Review classroom Content. Process  creases learning achievement with small sample
(202 5; o & Meta- settings (EFL ’ by 15-20%; promotes student  sizes, variation in

analysis focus) motivation assessment tools

Source / Note: This table was compiled by the authors based on the analysis of materials

Quality Assessment

The quality of each included review was as-
sessed using AMSTAR 2 (A MeaSurement Tool
to Assess Systematic Reviews) (Shea et al., 2017).
This tool evaluates methodological rigor, including:

Clarity of research questions

Comprehensive literature search

Risk of bias assessment

Appropriateness of data synthesis methods

Only reviews rated as high or moderate quality
were included in the final synthesis to ensure reli-
able conclusions (Husin & Adnan, 2025; Weganofa
& Mujiono, 2025).

Results

The reported percentage improvements reflect
ranges reported in the included reviews rather than
pooled meta-analytic effect sizes.

Characteristics of Included Reviews

A total of five systematic reviews and meta-anal-
yses were included in this umbrella review (Husin &
Adnan, 2025; John & Nasri, 2025; Amrullah et al.,
2022; Sapkota, 2025; Weganofa & Mujiono, 2025).
The included reviews were conducted in diverse
educational contexts, primarily English as a Foreign
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Language (EFL) classrooms, covering both primary
and secondary levels. The methodologies applied in
the reviews included systematic literature synthesis
and meta-analysis, following standardized reporting
guidelines such as PRISMA.

Table 2

Comparative Analysis of DI Strategies

The distribution and effectiveness of Differ-
entiated Instruction (DI) strategies across the in-
cluded reviews are summarized in Table 2 and
Figure 1.

Frequency and effectiveness of differentiated instruction strategies across included reviews

DI Strategy Frequency in Included Reviews Average Effectiveness (Improvement %)
Content 5/5 +12-18% (grammar, reading)

Process 5/5 +10-16% (engagement, participation)
Product 3/5 +8-14% (speaking, writing)

Learning Environment 2/5 +6—12% (social integration)

Source / Note: This table was compiled by the authors based on the analysis of materials

Figure 1

Average Effectiveness of DI Strategies in Inclusive English Classrooms

20

15
15 4

10

Average Improvement (%)

Content Process

Product Learning Environment

DI Strategy

Source / Note: This figure was compiled by the authors based on the analysis of materials

Content and process differentiation are the most
commonly implemented strategies and show consis-
tent positive effects. Product and environment differ-

Table 3

entiation are less frequently applied, and their impact is
more variable, often dependent on available resources.

Impact of DI in Inclusive Classrooms

Impact of Differentiated Instruction (DI) Strategies in Inclusive English Classrooms

Outcome

Effect Size / Improvement Source

Grammar & reading +15% Husin & Adnan, 2025; Weganofa & Mujiono, 2025
Speaking & writing +12% Sapkota, 2025

Motivation & participation  +14% Amrullah et al., 2022

Social integration +10% John & Nasri, 2025

Source / Note: This table was compiled by the authors based on the analysis of materials
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The meta-analysis by Weganofa & Mujiono
(2025) reported that implementation of DI strategies
increased overall learning achievement by 15-20%,
supporting the effectiveness of content and process
differentiation in diverse EFL classrooms.

Limitations and Research Gaps

The included reviews exhibited several limita-
tions:

Geographical constraints: Most studies were
conducted in Asia, limiting generalizability to other
regions (John & Nasri, 2025).

Methodological diversity: Variations in research
designs, outcome measures, and intervention imple-
mentation reduced comparability.

Limited statistical data: Many reviews included
descriptive studies with small sample sizes, affect-
ing the strength of conclusions (Weganofa & Mu-
jiono, 2025).

Inconsistent reporting of DI strategies: Not all
studies clearly described how content, process,
product, or environment differentiation was applied.

These limitations highlight the need for future
research that is geographically diverse, method-
ologically rigorous, and focused on standardized
implementation of DI strategies in inclusive English
classrooms.

Discussion

These findings support constructivist and inclu-
sive pedagogy theories, which emphasize learner-
centered instruction and responsiveness to individ-
ual differences.

Analysis of Key Findings

The umbrella review indicates that Differenti-
ated Instruction (DI) is an effective pedagogical ap-
proach in inclusive English classrooms. Across the
included systematic reviews and meta-analyses, DI
strategies—particularly content and process differen-
tiation—consistently improved student learning out-
comes, including grammar, reading, speaking, and
writing skills (Husin & Adnan, 2025; Weganofa &
Mujiono, 2025). Product and learning environment
differentiation also contributed positively, although
their implementation was less consistent.

These findings highlight the practical signifi-
cance of DI in inclusive classrooms. By addressing
the diverse needs of learners, DI enhances student
engagement, motivation, and social integration,
thereby creating a more equitable learning environ-
ment (Amrullah et al., 2022; Sapkota, 2025). Teach-

ers who implement DI can better accommodate stu-
dents with varying abilities, learning preferences,
and prior knowledge, thereby reducing performance

gaps.

Practical Implications

Based on the evidence, the following practical
recommendations can guide teachers:

1. Methodological guidelines for teachers:

- Adapt lesson content to match student readi-
ness levels.

- Employ varied instructional methods and
group activities.

- Allow multiple ways for students to demon-
strate learning.

2. Use of digital tools:

- Integrate online platforms, learning manage-
ment systems, and interactive materials to support
content and process differentiation.

- Digital assessment tools can track individual
progress and provide immediate feedback.

3. Teacher training:

- Professional development should focus on
implementing DI strategies effectively, particularly
in diverse and inclusive classrooms (John & Nasri,
2025).

Limitations of the Study

While the umbrella review provides a compre-
hensive synthesis, several limitations are noted:

Umbrella review constraints: The analysis re-
lies on previously published systematic reviews and
meta-analyses, which may inherit the limitations of
the original studies.

Geographical bias: Most included reviews were
conducted in Asian contexts, limiting generalizabil-
ity to other regions.

Methodological heterogeneity: Differences in
outcome measures, intervention designs, and report-
ing standards reduce comparability across studies.

Limited long-term evidence: Few studies exam-
ined the sustained impact of DI strategies over ex-
tended periods (Amrullah et al., 2022; Weganofa &
Mujiono, 2025).

Future Research Directions

Future studies should explore:

DI and technology integration: Inves+tigate
how digital tools enhance differentiated learning in
inclusive settings.

Diverse linguistic contexts: Expand research to
different countries, languages, and educational sys-
tems.
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Long-term effects: Assess sustained learning
outcomes and social integration over time.

Implementation fidelity: Examine how teach-
ers apply DI strategies consistently across various
classroom settings.

Conclusion

This umbrella review demonstrates that Differ-
entiated Instruction (DI) is a valuable approach in
inclusive English language classrooms. DI strate-
gies improve learning outcomes, motivation, partic-
ipation, and social integration among students with
diverse needs.

The findings have practical implications for
teachers, underscoring the importance of providing
tailored instruction and utilizing digital tools to sup-
port differentiated learning. From an academic per-
spective, the review consolidates current evidence
and identifies gaps for future research, particularly
regarding long-term impact and technology integra-
tion.

By synthesizing high-level evidence, this um-
brella review contributes to inclusive ELT research
by clarifying which differentiated instruction strate-

gies demonstrate the strongest and most consistent
impact in inclusive classrooms.
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