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DEVELOPING PROFESSIONAL SKILLS OF FUTURE TEACHERS OF ENGLISH
IN MIXED-ABILITY GROUPS

0. A. Chukhno*

The ultimate goal of pedagogical education is to prepare specialists who possess a sufficient level
of professional competence and are able to teach successfully at school. To achieve this goal, it should
be taken into account that students in one academic group may differ in a number of characteristics,
such as their cultural and social background, motivation, learner styles, level of academic performance
in different subjects, etc. The study aims to set out guidelines for developing professional skills of
future teachers of English while working in mixed-ability groups.

The analysis of students’ academic performance in the courses of methodology and General
English leads to the conclusion that the levels of professional skills in one academic group may differ
considerably from student to student and that the acquisition of these skills is in many cases affected
by students’ level of language command, but the impact in question is not limited to this factor.

The study also outlines the particularities of teaching methodology in comparison with teaching
English to ordinary learners. In the process of teaching methodology, it is recommended; 1) to consider
students’ level of communicative competence; 2) to identify the reasons for the discrepancy between
students’ levels of communicative and professional skills and to take these data into account while
developing the course; 3)to use differentiated instruction explicitly; 4) to adapt the process and
product of teaching (but not the content) to the students’ needs; 5) to delegate responsibility for
differentiation to students; 6) to use all modes of interaction (whole-class activities, individual work,
work in homogeneous and heterogeneous groups). Following these guidelines by methodology
teachers may increase the chances for pre-service teachers of English to acquire all the professional
skills stated in the educational program by the end of Year 4.

Further research in this field involves: 1) developing the algorithm of teacher actions in planning
and using differentiated instruction while teaching the course of methodology to pre-service teachers
of English; 2) working out a set of activities for teaching the course of methodology to pre-service
teachers of English and verifying the effectiveness of these activities via conducting a pedagogical
intervention.
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$OPMYBAHHS ITPOPECIMHUX YMIHb MAMBYTHIX YYUTEAIB
AHT'AIMCBKOI MOBH Y PIBHOPIBHEBHX I'PYIIAX

0. A. YyxHo

Kinueesorwo memorw neodazo2iuHoi oceimu € nidzomoeka cneyiaiicmis, AKi 80/00i0mb 00CMAMHIM
pisHem npocgpeciiiHoi KomnemeHmHocmi 011 YCNiulHO20 8UKOHAHHSL OCBIMHBLOL OiLIbHOCMI 8 ULKOJL.
[na docsieHeHHs yiei memu HeobXiOHO 38axamu HA me, Wo cmyoeHmu 8 OOHIl aKademiuHill epyni
MOIKYmMmb 8I0PI3HAMUCS, 00UH 810 00H020 3A MAKUMU XAPAKMEPUCMUKAMU, SIK KYJAbMmYypHe 1 COYianbHe
NOX00IKEHHS, MOMUBAYISL, CMULL HABUAHHSL, PiIBEeHb AKAOEMIUHOL YCniuHOCMI 3 PI3HUX OUCYUNILIH Ma
iH. Memoto OocniOskeHHsT € chopmynoeamu pekomeHOauii ujo00 po3sumKy npogpecitiHux YMiHb
Mailibymrix yuumenie aHaniticbkoi mosu nio uac pobomu 8 pi3HOpIBHE8UX 2PYNaxX.

Ananiz akademiunoi ycniuHocmi cmyoeHmie 3 MemoouKu i 3a2a1bH020 KYpPCyY aH2licbKoi mosu
0o380s1€ 3pOOUMU BUCHOBOK, WO PIiBEHb NPOECiliHUX YMIHb MOXKe cymmeeo iOpi3Hsmucs 8i0
cmyoeHma 00 cmyoeHma i U0 OB0JI00IHHS YUMU EMIHHAMU Y bazambox sunadkax 3anieskume 8io
DIBHSL KOMYHIKAMUBHOI KoMnemeHmHocmi cmyoeHmig, npome ueli enaue He obmerxyemuvcesi
3asHaueHum paKmopom.

LlocnioxeHHsT maKosxK po3kpusae ocobaugocmi HOBUAHHS MEeMOOUKU Y NOPIBHSIHHI 3 HABUAHHAM
38UUAlIHUX YUHI8 aHeailicbkoi wmoeu. Y npoueci 6UKNIAOGHHS MemoOuKU peKoMeHOO8AHO:
1) epaxosysamu pigeHb KOMYHIKAMUBHOI KOMnemeHmHocmi cmyodeHmis; 2)eussumu npuduHU
Heg8iONnogiOHOCMI MK PIBHSMU PO3BUMKY KOMYHIKAMUBHUX | NPOogeciliHux YMmiHb cmyoeHmis i
3sakamu Ha yi 0ari nid uac po3podbru kypcy, 3) sukopucmosysamu ougepeHuyiliosarHe HA8UAHHS
excniyumHo; 4) kopueyeamu npouec i npooykm HASUAHHSL (Gle He 3MiCm HABUAHHSL) 8i10N08i0HO 00
nompeb cmydenmis; 5)noknadamu ei0nogidanbHicme 3a OugpepeHyiayiro Ha cmyoeHmis;
6) sukopucmosysamu 6ci pexxumu 83aemooii (ppoHmanvHi 8npasu, iHousioyanrbHy pobomy, pobomy
8 OOHOPIOHUX | HEOOHOPIOHUX 2pynax). LOmpumMaHHs YuUxX peKoMeHOAUIl 8UKNIa0auamu MemoourKu
MOxKe nidsuuuUMU WAHCU MATOYMHI yuumesnie aHeilicbKkoi Mo8U 080100imu 8cima npogpeciliHumu
BMIHHSIMU, UL0 NPONUCAHL 8 OCBIMHIL Npozpami, Ha KiHeUb uemsepmozo KyYypcy.

Iooanvuii po3sidkU Y UboMy HANPSIMKY 8Kkarouaroms: 1) yknadaHHs anzopummy 0iil surxaadaua y
NIGHYBAHHI U BUKOpUCMAHHI OuepeHyiliosaHo20 HABUAHHSL NI0 UAC HABUAHHSL MemoouKu
MalibymHix yuumenie aHanilicekoi mosu; 2) pospobky cucmemu enpag O0si 8UKAAOAHHS KYpCY
MemoouUKU MAUOYMHIM YUUMesimM AH2AITCbKOI Mo8U Ul nepesipky epeKmueHOCMI YUX 8NPaA8 ULILSIXOM
npoeedeHHsl nedaz02iuHo20 eKcnepumeHmy.

Knrouoei cnoea: KOMYyHIKAMUBHA KoMnemeHmHicms, ougepeHuyiliosare HaAgUaHHs, Memooura,
Ppi3HOpi8HesL 2pynu, nedazo2iuHa ocgima, MaillbymHi guumeJti, NPogeciliHi BMIHHSL.

Introduction of the issue. Learners considerably. At any given time, students
vary according to a range of in one academic group demonstrate
characteristics: their level of language different levels of academic performance
command, age, learning goals, level of in various subjects. To make the things
motivation, the use of the target language even more complicated, readiness and
outside the classroom, heterogeneous or motivation can vary for a given student
homogeneous origin of the group is, its over time depending on a wide range of
size [10]. factors. Not surprisingly, teaching and

Like any other groups of students studying in such heterogeneity can be
(whether at school or university), those rather overwhelming.
training to become teachers of English are The ultimate goal of training pre-
a diverse lot. They may come from service teachers of English is to prepare
different cultures and definitely have specialists who, apart from a perfect
different learning styles. They enter command of the language, possess a
university with different levels of sufficient level of professional skills and
psychological and social maturity. Their abilities to teach English to others
attitude towards studying at university, successfully. Therefore, it is essential for
learning a foreign language, and methodology teachers to address the
becoming a teacher may vary diversity typical of mixed-ability groups of

151



Zhytomyr Ivan Franko State University Journal. Pedagogical Sciences. Vol. 2 (113)

Bicrux 2KumomupcoKozo 0epiagHoz0 YHigepcumemy imeHi Isara dpanka.
ITeoazoeiuni Hayku. Bun. 2 (113)

students along with curriculum realities
so that every single student can acquire
the skills and abilities stated in the
educational program by the time they
graduate. It should also be kept in mind
that successful mixed-ability teaching is
not about forming’ students to match a
template we have created in our minds,
but about enabling their own potential to
be discovered and realized [2].

Current state of the issue. Over the last
decades, one can observe extensive
research in teaching mixed-ability groups
of students. Among the major works are:

1. How to Differentiate Instruction in
Mixed-Ability Classrooms by Carol Ann
Tomlinson [9]. The scholar determines
what differentiated instruction is, explains
the rationale for using it in mixed-ability
classrooms, describes the role of the
teacher in a differentiated classroom, gives
recommendations on how to begin to plan
for differentiated instruction, how to
differentiate content, process, and product
of language learning, and how to grade
students in a differentiated classroom.

2. Teaching Large Multilevel Classes by
Natalie Hess [4]. The researcher outlines
the principles of coping in large multilevel
classes, as well as strategies of working in
groups, maintaining motivation,
individualization and  personalization,
establishing routines, making students
responsible for their own learning. She also
gives insights into using various kinds of
class rituals which may help to deal with a
multilevel group of learners.

3. Mixed-Ability Teaching by Edmund
Dudley and Erika Osvath [2]. The book
contains recommendations on preparing
for and managing a mixed-ability class,
using students’ native language while
teaching English, developing basic
communicative skills, collaboration,
creativity, and expression, assessment in
multilevel groups of students. The authors
also emphasize the importance of
understanding students’ attitudes and
motivation as well as explain the reasoning
behind following a whole-person approach.

4. Designing Groupwork. Strategies for
Heterogeneous Classes by Elizabeth
G. Cohen and Rachel A. Lotan [1]. The work
offers solid theoretical insights into and
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empirical evidence of creating groupworthy
tasks which set the stage for deep learning
and equitable participation. The authors
describe groupwork as a pedagogical
strategy, provide reasons for its wuse,
suggest guidelines on preparing learners
for cooperation, planning groupwork in
stages, distributing roles and
responsibilities among students, and
evaluating groupwork of learners.

Other studies:

e synthesize the research supporting
the shift to differentiated instruction and
sheds light on the rationale behind using
this approach [8];

e consider the problems in mixed-
ability classes and coping strategies,
including needs analysis, explanation of
the mixed-ability situation to students and
its discussion [3];

e outline the techniques of organizing
English lessons in mixed-ability groups of
students of non-linguistic specialties
emphasizing the necessity of using graded
tasks and different ways of grouping
students [6];

e investigate strategies and methods
(e.g. peer tutoring, assignments of different
levels of complexity, differentiated
assessment, etc.) that can be applied in
English language teaching in mixed-ability
groups, as well as students’ psychological
problems arising in the process of learning
English in a multi-level group [5];

¢ identify problems associated with the
design, development, and delivery of
differentiated instruction, and provide
inputs as to how differentiated instruction
can be implemented in a pure online and a
blended learning modes [7], etc.

Despite the availability of extensive
research in the field, little attention has
been paid to the issue of teaching
methodology to pre-service teachers of
English in multilevel academic groups. We
believe that this process should have some
particularities comparing to teaching
ordinary multilevel groups of language
learners. On the one hand, it also involves
using differentiated instruction, but, on the
other hand, pre-service teachers need to
acquire the professional skills of using such
instruction themselves while teaching
English to schoolchildren.
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Aim of research is to provide guidelines
for differentiating instruction while
teaching methodology to mixed-ability
groups of future teachers of English.

To achieve the aim of the research, we
considered it necessary to set such
objectives:

e to define a mixed-ability group of
students in the context of teaching
methodology to pre-service teachers of
English;

e to compare and contrast
differentiated instruction in teaching
English to mixed-ability classes of ordinary
learners and the process of teaching
methodology to pre-service teachers of
English in multilevel academic groups;

e to formulate recommendations for
teaching mixed-ability groups of pre-service
teachers of English.

Results and discussion. To define a
mixed-ability group of pre-service teachers
of English, we consider it necessary to
analyze their academic performance in
methodology. Figure 1 presents the grades
a group of second-year students received
for their methodology course for the second
semester in academic year 2022-2023 in
H.S. Skovoroda Kharkiv National
Pedagogical University. The group is
divided into two subgroups — Subgroup A
and Subgroup B. As we can see, in
Subgroup A, all the students passed the
course successfully. However, the
difference between the results of some
students is significant with the lowest and
the highest grades differing by 32 points
(the lowest grade is 60 and the highest
grade is 92). In Subgroup B, two students
failed the course. The lowest grade is 35
and the highest one is 93, so the difference
constitutes 58 points.

Group 25
Subgroup A Subgroup B

100 100 -

90 90 ee * e

80 — = FY 12 80 — * = >

70 0 * % * o
g 60 vy g 60 -
g 50 - S50 -
S 40 - S 40 *

| -

30 - 30

20 - 20

10 10

0 0

Fig. 1. 2rd-Year Students’ Academic Performance in Methodology

Figure 2 presents the grades received
by a group of third-year students for their
methodology course in the second
semester. The group is also divided into
Subgroup A and Subgroup B. In
Subgroup A, all the pre-service teachers
passed the course. 2 students received
the minimum positive grade of 60 points
and 4 students achieved the maximum
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grade of 100 points. Thus, the difference
between the highest and the lowest grades
is 40 points. In Subgroup B, 1 student got
35 points and failed the course. Another
one received the maximum grade in the
group which is 90 points. Therefore, the
maximum and the minimum grades in
Subgroup B vary by 55 points.
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Fig. 2. 34-Year Students’ Academic Performance in Methodology
The presented data lead to the deal of personal attention, assistance and

conclusion that both subgroups in Group
25 and Group 35 can be considered
multilevel. We suppose that in these
groups, those pre-service teachers who
reached the maximum grade of 90-100
points need additional challenge in the
development of their professional skills
and abilities while others who failed the
course or received the minimum positive
grade of 60 points are in need of a great

encouragement.

Since methodology course is taught in
English, students’ language command
may significantly affect their
understanding of the subject matter and,
as the result, their development of
professional competence.

The data in Tables 1 and 2 enable us to
track the dependence of students’ grades
in methodology on their level of language
command.

Table 1
2nd-Year Students’ Grades in Methodology and English
Group 25
Subgroup A Subgroup B
Methodology English Methodology English

64 70 45 60
91 92 72 68
60 35 83 62
77 83 90 72
60 63 90 82
81 85 75 70
82 90 68 70
82 90 74 70
92 90 80 72
92 95 74 68
60 70 90 72
90 82
72 62
93 80
35 35
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As we can see, in Group 25 (see Table
1), most students’ grades in methodology
and English differ by maximum 10 points.
Thus, we can assume that in most cases
the level of students’ communicative skills
in English affects their acquisition of
professional skills and abilities. However,
S students managed to succeed much
more in their methodology course than in
English with the grades differing by up to
25 points, and 1 student failed the
methodology course having a positive
grade in English. This discrepancy can be
explained by various reasons, e.g.
students’ positive or negative attitude to
the subjects and/or the teacher, the
quality of teaching materials, teachers’
requirements, students’ personal issues
(moving abroad, their psychological state
at a given moment, family issues, the
necessity to work and study, etc.). All
these may have substantial impact on
pre-service teachers’ academic
performance. Since the solution of any
problem is impossible without knowing its

conduct a thorough investigation in order
to find out underlying reasons for
students’ academic failures and their
inability to keep up with peers. By doing
so, teachers are more likely to develop
some coping strategies to meet every
student’s learning needs.

In Group 35 (see Table 2), the situation
is partially the same with most students’
grades differing by maximum 7 points. 2
students passed the methodology course
with the minimum positive grade of 60
points but failed English receiving 35
points. In contrast, in Subgroup A, 4
trainee teachers received much lower
grades for the methodology course, e.g. 60
points in methodology and 92 points in
General English, or 66 points in
methodology and 85 points in English.
This phenomenon may be explained by
students’ willingness to excel at English
(that is why they put in a great deal of
effort in learning the language), but not to
become teachers of English (as the result,
they make just as much effort as it is

cause, methodology teachers need to needed not to fail the course).
Table 2
3d-Year Students’ Grades in Methodology and English
Group 35
Subgroup A Subgroup B
Methodology English Methodology English
100 96 75 72
100 96 60 35
72 74 70 74
74 77 90 95
94 97 60 35
100 98 35 35
91 98 60 63
66 85 75 76
67 87
95 95
93 98
60 90
83 84
60 92
95 87
99 98
Thus, in the scope of our study, we student and whose acquisition of

define a mixed-ability group of pre-service
teachers of English as a group of students
whose level of professional skills may
differ significantly from student to
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professional competence is in many cases
affected by students’ level of language
performance, though the impact in
question is not limited to this factor.
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To teach mixed-ability group of
students, scholars recommend using
differentiated instruction. Carol
Tomlinson describes differentiated
instruction as creating in the process of
teaching multiple options for students to
take in information, make sense of ideas,
and express what they learnt. The scholar
further clarifies that a differentiated
classroom provides different ways of
acquiring content, processing information
and developing products so that each
student can learn effectively [9].

Thus, there are three
instructional elements that
adjusted to meet learners’ needs:

o content (the knowledge and skills
students need to master);

e process (the activities students use
to master the content);

e product (the methods students use
to demonstrate learning) [9].

While we are teaching English to
ordinary learners of English, we can
adjust all three elements. For instance,
working with struggling students, we may
adjust content by limiting the amount of
new vocabulary we would like to
introduce at the lesson or grammar
material we want our students to master.
While developing their communicative
skills, we may ask our lower-level
students to read or listen for the gist
instead of going into detail if the text
seems too complicated. We do not have to
worry that they will miss out on
something important or that it will affect
their communicative competence much.
At another lesson, we may develop their
scanning or intensive reading skills and
at every next level of English students will
deepen and expand the linguistic skills
they have already acquired. On the other
hand, when we teach more advanced
students, we should provide them with
more complicated but still manageable
assignments. By doing challenging
activities, such students are less likely to
experience stagnation in their level of
academic performance, so they will
continue progressing towards mastery.

In contrast, the methodology course is
more linear: each module aims to develop
some definite professional skills and

main
can be
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abilities which may serve the foundation
for other skills to be developed but which
are unlikely to be expanded in the next
modules. Thus, if pre-service teachers fail
to acquire some skills (e.g. the skills of
teaching initial reading, the skills of
teaching with the help of ICT or the skills
of developing students’ sociocultural
competence), they will find it challenging
to teach successfully when they find their
first job. For that reason, adjusting the
content in teaching methodology (in other
words, limiting it to the skills which seem
more important or not as difficult) does
not seem reasonable enough.

It is worth mentioning that in an
ordinary classroom, students may be
unaware of the fact that the teacher
applies differentiated approach. When the
teacher provides additional assistance or
easier assignments to some learners, it is
not advisable to openly explain why
he/she does that. Otherwise, struggling
students would feel embarrassed and/or
unequal to more difficult tasks while
high-achievers may find it unfair to
perform more complicated activities. So,
the use of differentiated instruction in
teaching English to ordinary language
learners must be, in our opinion, implicit.

Contrarily, pre-service teachers should
acquire the skills of using differentiated
instruction in teaching multilevel classes
which is hardly possible without being
aware of differentiation strategies and
understanding the ways of using them.

Consequently, explicit differentiated
instruction in teaching methodology
appears a better choice.

Another distinction between
differentiated instruction in teaching
English to ordinary learners and

methodology to pre-service teachers of
English is in who holds responsibility for
differentiation. Obviously, ordinary
learners do not normally create teaching
materials and do not possess professional
skills, so differentiation is conducted by
the teacher exclusively. At the same time,
pre-service teachers should practice their
professional skills and abilities. When
they develop materials for teaching
English, they need to create equal
opportunities for all the learners. So, they
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should be ready to take responsibility for
taking into account everybody’s needs.
Moreover, students can even decide
themselves how they are going to do some
methodology assignment (which mode of
interaction it can be done in, how long it
will take different students, how the
assignment can be expanded or modified
for fast-finishers, what kind of help lower-
level students will need and who will
provide this help, etc.). Pre-service
teachers may also decide on the product

of their work. For instance, if they study a
case which describes some child’s
problems at school, they may decide to
formulate a list of tips for the child, make
a poster with guidelines or even record a
video with advice. Therefore,
responsibility for differentiation may be
shared between the methodology teacher
and students.

The differences we
summarized in Table 3.

outlined are

Table 3

Differentiated Instruction in Teaching English and Methodology

Issues which Learner categories
differ Ordinary students Pre-service teachers
How implicitly explicitly
What content process
process product
product
Who teacher methodology teacher
students

No matter what category of students we
teach, we should keep in mind that
differentiation does not equal
individualization [9]. As our investigation
shows, some students in one and the
same academic group may demonstrate
approximately the same level of
professional skills and abilities. As the
result, the teacher can roughly divide the
group of students he/she works with into
two or more subgroups according to the
level of their skills development and adapt
the teaching process to the needs of these
groups but not individual students. This
will make the wuse of differentiated
instruction more feasible for the teacher.
However, this does not mean that
differentiated instruction is reduced to
homogeneous grouping. One of the
features of effective differentiation is
using flexible grouping by
accommodating students who are strong
in some areas and weaker in others.
Heterogeneous grouping is even more
beneficial for pre-service teachers
creating additional opportunities for peer
teaching, consequently, developing
professional skills.

Although it may seem reasonable to
always adhere to group work in a mixed-
ability setting, whole-class or individual
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instruction will sometimes appear more
efficient. Pre-service teachers may start
an assignment as a whole group
discussing how it can be done or sharing
their background knowledge on the issue.
Then, they can pursue learning in small
groups or individually, and, finally, come
together to share and discuss the results
of their work. Consequently,
differentiated  instruction can  be
considered a mixture of whole-class,
group, and individual work.

Considering the definition of mixed-
ability groups of pre-service teachers of
English and the distinctions we identified,
we can formulate the following
recommendations:

1. The language of instruction in the
methodology course should be adapted to
the level of students’ language command.
This would enable lower-level students to
successfully acquire professional skills
and abilities. At the same time, more
advanced students would encounter
additional challenge on the way to
developing not only their professional
competence but also communicative
skills.

2.If some pre-service teachers
demonstrate significant difference in the
levels of their communicative and
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professional skills, it is reasonable to
identify the cause for this discrepancy via
questionnaires among such students
and, if possible, to consider the received
data while designing the course.

3. The process of differentiation in
training pre-service teachers should be
made explicit. Students should be made
aware of differentiation strategies and the
ways of using them to realize the benefits
of this approach and to acquire the skills
of its application.

4. Among the curriculum elements
which are reasonable to differentiate are
process and product. Methodology
teachers may vary the way students do
the activities and/or how they
demonstrate the result of their work on
condition that they acquire all the
professional skills and abilities stated in
the program.

5. Providing pre-service teachers have
been acquainted with the strategies of
differentiation and the ways of using
them, university teachers should
sometimes delegate responsibility for
differentiating process and product of
studying methodology to students.

6. Differentiation in teaching
methodology to pre-service teachers of
English should involve all types of
interaction patterns (whole-class
activities, working in homogeneous and
heterogeneous groups, and individual
work). Students’ exposure to all modes of
interaction will result in their acquisition
of the corresponding professional skills
since they will see how the methodology
teacher organizes work and understand
why he/she selects a certain interaction
pattern.

Conclusions and research
perspectives. The study aimed to draw
up guidelines for using differentiated
instruction in teaching methodology to
pre-service teachers of English. A mixed-
ability group of pre-service teachers of
English can be defined as a group of

students who considerably differ in the
level of professional skills whose
development of professional competence
is affected by students’ level of language
command. This influence cannot be
limited to the only factor, though. In
mixed-ability groups, it is advisable to use
differentiated instruction which is
creating opportunities for all the students
to  assimilate the new  content
successfully, to process information in
the way which seems most appropriate for
each learner, and to display the outcomes
of learning in different ways.

Considering the impact students’
language command has on their
performance in methodology course, the
necessity to build trainee teachers’
awareness of differentiation strategies
and their professional skills, we believe it
is important to adjust the language of
instruction to students’ level of language
proficiency, to find out the reasons for
students’ academic failures in the course
of methodology and take them into
account in the process of teaching, to
explicitly  differentiate  process and
product, to share responsibility for
differentiation between the teacher and
students, and to use a blend of whole-
class, individual and
homogeneous/heterogeneous group
work. In our opinion, following these
recommendations will enhance the
chances for pre-service teachers to
acquire all the necessary professional
skills and abilities by the time they
graduate from university.

Further research in the field may
involve: 1) creating the algorithm of
teacher actions in preparing for and using
differentiated instruction while teaching
methodology to pre-service teachers of
English; 2) working out a system of
activities for teaching methodology to pre-
service teachers of English and verifying
its effectiveness through pedagogical
intervention.

REFERENCES (TRANSLATED AND TRANSLITERATED)

1. Cohen, E.G., & Lotan, RA. (2014).

Designing groupwork: strategies for the

heterogeneous classroom third edition. Teachers College Press. New York: Teachers College

Press, 257 [in English].

2. Dudley, E. & Osvath, E. (2017). Mixed-Ability Teaching. Oxford: Oxford University



Zhytomyr Ivan Franko State University Journal. Pedagogical Sciences. Vol. 2 (113)

Bicrux 2KumomupcoKozo 0epiagHoz0 YHigepcumemy imeHi Isara dpanka.
ITeoazoeiuni Hayku. Bun. 2 (113)
Press, 112 [in English].

3. Gurgenidze, M. (2012). Methodology: Teaching Mixed Ability Classes. Education
Sciences & Psychology, 20 (1), 56-63 [in English].

4. Hess, N. (2001). Teaching Large Multilevel Classes. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 197 [in English].

5. Hordiienko, N.M., & Lomakina, L.V. (2015). Teaching EFL To Mixed-Ability Classes:
Strategies, Challenges, Solutions. Advanced Education, (3), 39-43. DOI: 10.20535/2410-
8286.44198 [in English].

6. Pavlovska, Y.V. (2012). Osoblyvosti orhanizatsii zaniattia z anhliiskoi movy u
riznorivnevykh hrupakh studentiv nemovnykh spetsialnostei [Peculiarities of English
lesson organization in multi-leveled groups of students of non-language specialization].
Naukovi zapysky [Natsionalnoho pedahohichnoho universytetu im. M.P. Drahomanovaq.
Seriia: Pedahohichni ta istorychni nauky — Scientific Issues [of M.P. Dragomanov National
Pedagogical University]. Section: Pedagogical and Historical Sciences, 102, 163-169 [in
Ukrainian)].

7. Rasheed, F. & Wahid, A. (2018). The Theory of Differentiated Instruction and its
Applicability: An E-Learning Perspective. VSRD International Journal of Technical & Non-
Technical Research, IX (IV), 193-202 [in English].

8. Subban, P. (2006). Differentiated Instruction: A research basis. International
Education Journal, 7 (7), 935-947 [in English].

9. Tomlinson, C.A. (2001). How to Differentiate Instruction in Mixed-Ability Classrooms.
Upper Saddle River. NJ: Pearson Education, 117 [in English].

10. Ur, P. (1991). A Corse in Language Teaching. Practice and Theory. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 375 [in English].

Received: April 30, 2023
Accepted: May 24, 2023

159



