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Abstract: The strategic application of differentiated teaching methods significantly enhances pupils' engagement in 

MAPEH, contributing to improve learning outcomes. This thesis examines the relationship between the 

implementation of differentiated instruction and pupils’ engagement in MAPEH at Tananzang Elementary School, 

Lutayan District II. Utilizing a descriptive-correlational design, the study includes grades 4 to 6 pupils and employs 

the total enumeration sampling technique to select participants. This method ensures comprehensive representation 

and is particularly suited for small population sizes. The results indicate that pupil engagement is significantly 

associated with awards but not with gender, grade level, age, or MAPEH grade. Furthermore, a positive correlation 

between differentiated instruction and pupil engagement highlights a meaningful relationship, affirming the 

effectiveness of this teaching approach. The findings led to the rejection of the null hypothesis, which suggested no 

significant relationship between pupils' engagement in MAPEH and the level of differentiated instruction 

implementation. Based on the conclusions, the study recommends that teachers continue utilizing differentiated 

instruction, particularly in content, process, and outcomes, to maximize pupils' engagement in MAPEH. Given its 

substantial impact, educators should refine differentiation strategies to accommodate diverse learning needs, 

fostering a dynamic and inclusive learning environment. Future research may explore specific aspects of 

differentiation across MAPEH components—music, arts, PE, and health—providing deeper insights into effective 

instructional practices that enhance pupil participation and academic achievement. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In recent years, education systems worldwide have been challenged to accommodate 

increasingly diverse student populations, each with unique learning needs and abilities. In 

response, educators have turned to differentiated instruction as a pedagogical approach aimed at 

tailoring teaching methods to meet the individual requirements of students (Tomlinson, 2017). 

Differentiated instruction encompasses a variety of strategies, including flexible grouping, varied 

assessment methods, and personalized learning pathways, all designed to address the diverse 

academic, social, and emotional needs of learners within a single classroom (Hall et al., 2012). 

 Despite its growing popularity, differentiated instruction remains a topic of debate and 

scrutiny among educators and researchers. While proponents argue that DI promotes inclusivity 

and academic growth by catering to individual learning styles and preferences, critics question its 

feasibility and practicality within diverse classroom settings (Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010). 

Moreover, concerns have been raised regarding the equitable implementation of differentiated 

instruction across socio-economic and cultural contexts, highlighting the need for further 
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investigation into its implications for marginalized student populations (Gregory & Chapman, 

2013).  

However, planning individualized or small-group activities to meet the diverse needs of 

students is a labor-intensive process. Teachers must invest significant effort into lesson design, 

assessment, and the preparation of materials. Balancing this with their existing workload often 

leads to stress and compromises in instructional quality. Research highlights that this issue is 

particularly acute in schools with larger class sizes or limited teaching support (Suprayogi & 

Valcke, 2016). 

Department of Education tailored significant policy which is DepEd Order No. 42, s. 

2016, which provides guidelines on daily lesson preparation for the K to 12 Basic Education 

Program. This order emphasizes the importance of tailored instruction to cater to different 

learning styles and readiness levels of students. In addition, DepEd Order No. 31, s. 2012, which 

outlines the guidelines for implementing differentiated instruction, focusing on broad content 

standards to allow flexibility in teaching methods to accommodate diverse learners. 

In the Philippine context, particularly in the Lutayan II district, existing research has 

primarily concentrated on the application of differentiated instruction within the classroom 

setting, focusing on core subjects such as English, Mathematics, and Science. These studies have 

explored the dynamics between teachers and learners during the teaching-learning process. 

However, a critical research gap persists, as little to no attention has been given to investigating 

the implementation of differentiated instruction in MAPEH (Music, Arts, Physical Education, 

and Health) and its connection to pupil engagement. Addressing this gap would contribute 

significantly to the academic discourse by identifying effective practices and providing insights 

for targeted interventions, thereby enhancing the understanding and application of differentiated 

instruction in MAPEH. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

  

Research design 

The research design, acting as the methodology, aimed to collect data and address specific 

inquiries, functioning as the conceptual framework that guided the research process. Within this 

framework, the researcher developed a study action plan outlining the approaches for data 

collection, measurement, and analysis (Akhtar, 2016). 

The study employed a descriptive-correlational research design to investigate the effect of 

differentiated instruction on pupils’ engagement in MAPEH. According to Curtis (2016), 

correlational research determined the prevalence and relationships among variables, as well as 

predicted future outcomes based on existing data and insights. 

Moreover, it explored the relationships among various variables, specifically pupils’ 

engagement in MAPEH in terms of cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects, alongside the 

implementation of differentiated instruction in terms of content, process, and product. The 

demographic variables considered in the study included age, gender, MAPEH grade, and 

academic awards/rank. 

 

Respondents and locale of the study 

The study was conducted in Lutayan District II, Sultan Kudarat, focusing primarily on 

Tananzang Elementary School, which is situated in a mountainous area. Although quarterly 

MAPEH (Music, Arts, Physical Education, and Health) activities were held, the subject often 
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received limited attention, and the application of differentiated instruction remained minimal, 

potentially affecting its effectiveness. The district, known for its culturally diverse population 

including Indigenous Peoples (IPs), provided a rich context for exploring how differentiated 

instruction influences pupil engagement in MAPEH. The researcher, being part of the 

community, utilized firsthand insights to examine how tailored teaching strategies could support 

inclusive and holistic learner development. 

The study's primary respondents were Grades 4, 5, and 6 pupils from Tananzang 

Elementary School in Lutayan District II, Sultan Kudarat, totaling 59 participants. These pupils 

were selected due to their higher cognitive abilities, critical thinking, and readiness to provide 

meaningful feedback. As they were in the upper elementary levels, their experiences offered 

valuable insights into the impact of differentiated instruction on their engagement in MAPEH 

(Music, Arts, Physical Education, and Health). 

 

Research instrument 

The research instrument, adapted from established studies, assessed pupils' engagement in 

MAPEH and the implementation of differentiated instruction. It underwent expert validation for 

clarity, structure, and real-world applicability. Pupils’ engagement was measured using 

components from the Student Engagement in Schools’ Questionnaire (Hart et al., 2011), while 

the differentiated instruction tool was based on Alhameedyeen (2024). Additionally, Tong et al. 

(2019) were referenced to evaluate knowledge and attitudes toward differentiated instruction. A 

5-point Likert scale was used across all instruments. The questionnaire was divided into three 

parts: demographic profile, pupil engagement (cognitive, affective, behavioral), and 

differentiated instruction (content, process, product). 

 

Treatment of data 

The study used a comprehensive statistical approach to analyze data from surveys on 

differentiated instruction (DI) and pupil engagement in MAPEH. Frequency scores described 

respondents' demographics, while mean scores assessed both the implementation of DI and 

levels of pupil engagement across cognitive, affective, and behavioral domains. Rating scales 

were used to interpret these means, with categories ranging from "Very Low" to "Very High." 

Parametric tests were employed to determine significant relationships: Pearson r for age and 

grade, t-test for gender and academic awards, and ANOVA for grade level differences. Pearson 

correlation was also used to assess the relationship between DI and pupil engagement, 

interpreted from negligible to very strong. 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Pupils’ demographic profile 

 

The demographic profile of pupils in terms of age revealed that the majority (30.51%) were 10 

years old, followed by 12-year-olds at 23.73% and 11-year-olds at 22.04%. Pupils aged 9 

comprised 16.95% of the population, while the smallest group, 13-year-olds, accounted for only 

6.78%. Overall, a total of 59 pupils participated in the study. 
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These findings suggested that, on average, pupils were primarily between 10 and 11 years old, 

indicating a relatively young age group with a diverse representation of pupils within the 9- to 

13-year-old range. 

 

Gender 

Data illustrates the number of male and female pupils who participated in the study. 

Understanding this data provides insights into the gender composition of the respondents and its 

potential influence on their level of engagement. 

 

Grade level 

The pupils were nearly evenly distributed across Grade 5 (35.6%) and Grade 6 (35.6%), while 

Grade 4 had a lower representation (28.81%). This distribution ensured diverse representation 

across the three grade levels, allowing for a comprehensive understanding of pupils' engagement 

and experiences in MAPEH. 

 

MAPEH grade 

majority of pupils scored (see table 4)  between 84 and 80 (50.85%), followed by those in the 89 

to 85 range (40.68%), while a small percentage (8.47%) fell into the lowest passing category (79 

to 75). Notably, no pupils scored below 75, reinforcing the overall positive performance of the 

group. 

 

Academic award 

Regarding academic achievements (see table 5), only 33.9% of pupils were recognized as 

achievers, while the majority (66.1%) did not receive any academic awards. These findings 

suggest a diverse age range within the grade levels, a balanced gender distribution, and a 

concentration of pupils achieving mid-range academic performance in MAPEH. 

 

Level of pupil’s engagement in MAPEH 

 

Cognitive 

As a result, pupils manifested the following: When studying MAPEH, I deepen my 

understanding of the material by connecting it to concepts I already know (4.41, very high), I 

explore how the information I learn in MAPEH can be applied to real-world scenarios (4.01, 

high), When learning new topics in MAPEH, I rephrase the ideas in my own words to better 

understand them (4.00, high), I create examples relevant to my daily life to grasp key concepts in 

MAPEH (4.05, high), and cognitively, I try to integrate new MAPEH knowledge with what I 

already know (4.00, high) 

Overall, the level of pupil engagement in terms of cognitive showed a high level with a 

section mean of 4.10. This research highlighting the importance of intellectual involvement in 

learning has confirmed the high level of cognitive engagement among pupils. According to a 

study by Schnitzler, Holzberger, and Seidel (2021), active engagement and cognitive engagement 

are essential for academic performance since they improve understanding and memory of the 

material. Likewise, studies by Barlow and Brown (2020) showed that teaching strategies that 

encourage deep cognitive engagement enhance learning results and boost students' perseverance 

in class. 
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Affective 

As a result, pupils manifested the following: I find the lessons in MAPEH fascinating because 

they let me explore music, arts, physical activities, and health in creative ways (4.20, high), I 

genuinely enjoy discovering new skills and ideas in MAPEH, whether it’s learning a new dance 

step, creating artwork, or playing sports (4.28, very high), while some topics in MAPEH can be 

challenging, they push me to grow and improve in areas I never thought I could excel (4.12, 

high), MAPEH classes make me excited to go to school because they are fun, dynamic, and full 

of opportunities to move and be creative (4.12, high), and I find the lessons in MAPEH 

fascinating because they let me explore music, arts, physical activities, and health in creative 

ways (4.16, high). 

A section means of 4.18 indicates a high level of pupils' affective engagement in 

MAPEH, aligning with studies showing that emotional involvement enhances motivation and 

academic performance. Research by Prananto et al. (2025) and McChesney et al. (2025) 

emphasizes the vital role of emotional connection in learning, while Cook et al. (2020) highlight 

how teachers can foster positive emotional experiences to boost overall engagement and 

achievement.  

 

Behavioral 

As a result, pupils responded (see table 8) to the following: When I’m in MAPEH class, I 

actively participate in activities like group exercises, art projects, and music performances (4.08, 

high), even when I struggle with a particular MAPEH activity, such as learning a difficult dance 

step or playing an instrument, I keep practicing until I master it (4.04, high), when I encounter a 

challenging MAPEH assignment or project, I work on it with determination until I am satisfied 

with the result (4.02, high), I enjoy collaborating with classmates and teachers to make MAPEH-

related activities engaging and successful for everyone (4.04, high) and being involved in 

MAPEH activities outside the classroom helps me express my creativity, stay fit, and develop 

teamwork skills (4.10, high).  

The section means of 4.06 indicated the high level of behavioral involvement among 

pupils in MAPEH. A study by Tannoubi et al. (2023) indicated that enhanced academic 

engagement, including behavioral components, favorably improves academic achievement 

among physical education and sports university students. Additionally, the creation of the 

"Engagement in Physical Education" scale by Whipp and Jackson (2024) highlights how 

important it is to gauge and encourage behavioral involvement to enhance learning outcomes in 

physical education classrooms. 

 

Summary of the results on the level of pupils’ engagement in MAPEH 

 

It revealed that pupils demonstrated the highest engagement in MAPEH within the affective 

domain (4.18), indicating strong emotional involvement and positive attitudes toward the subject. 

The cognitive domain (4.10) followed, suggesting that students actively processed and 

understood the lessons. Meanwhile, the behavioral domain (4.06) showed a slightly lower yet 

still high level of engagement, reflecting students’ participation in activities. With an overall 

engagement score of 4.11, it is evident that pupils maintained a high level of involvement in 

MAPEH across all domains. 

Cebelleros and Buenaventura (2023) found that positive teacher-student communication 

and a supportive classroom environment significantly boost student engagement, especially in 
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the affective domain. Similarly, Casinillo and Guerte (2018) concluded that effective teaching 

strategies and a strong student self-concept enhance engagement, particularly in the affective and 

cognitive areas. 

 

Differentiated instruction implementation 

 

Content 

As a result, pupils expressed their responses toward the implementation of differentiated 

instruction such as; our teacher explains what we need to know, understand, and apply in class 

(4.58, very high), our teacher acknowledges that learning can be difficult and that we face 

obstacles along the way (4.42, very high), the lessons start with the basic concepts of the subject, 

making it easier for us to follow (4.18, high), we get to use different learning materials, not just 

the textbook, which matches our various learning styles (4.15, high), and the lessons are adjusted 

based on how well we’re doing, using feedback from assessments (4.20, high). 

A very high level of differentiated instruction implementation in terms of content was 

indicated by the section mean of 4.31. This result was in line with recent research that 

highlighted how crucial it is to adapt instructional materials to accommodate a range of student 

demands. For example, a study by Sun et al. (2021) discovered that by matching learning 

materials to students' preparation levels, diverse content techniques enhance students' academic 

performance and engagement. Comparably, Valiandes and Neophytou (2018) emphasized that, 

especially in mixed-ability classrooms, tailored instruction improves learning results and student 

motivation. 

 

Process 

As a result, pupils manifested their responses toward the implementation of differentiated 

instruction in terms of process such as our teacher figures out the best ways we learn and the 

strategies that work for us (4.41, very high), we use different resources suited to our reading 

levels, interests, and abilities ( 4.27, very high), lessons are taught using strategies based on ideas 

like multiple intelligence, so everyone’s needs are met (3.92, high), the classroom is set up to 

support different kinds of activities (4.00, high), and at the end of the class, our understanding is 

evaluated to see how much we’ve learned (4.12, high). 

The high level of differentiated instruction implementation in terms of procedure, with a 

section mean of 4.14, aligns with recent studies emphasizing the importance of adapting teaching 

methods to meet diverse student needs. Lavania and Nor (2021) found that modifying teaching 

strategies in English language instruction improved student outcomes and engagement. Similarly, 

Al-Makahleh and Momani (2023) demonstrated that a training program using differentiated 

teaching methods improved reading comprehension among learning-disabled third graders in 

Jordan. These studies highlight how diversified processes can enhance student engagement and 

achievement. 

 

Outcomes 

As a result, pupils revealed their responses toward the implementation of differentiated 

instruction in terms of outcomes such as we are asked different types of questions during 

discussions, assignments, and tasks to match our learning styles (4.32, very high), our teacher 

encourages us to complete tasks in our style, based on our interests and how we learn best (4.20, 

high), we get the choice to work individually or in small groups, depending on what we prefer 
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(4.19, high), we can express our ideas in various ways for our final outputs (4.28, high), and we 

are given different types of assessment tasks to show what we’ve learned (4.40, very high). 

The section means of 4.28 indicates a very high level of differentiated instruction 

implementation in terms of outcomes, consistent with recent studies showing that tailored 

education enhances student progress. A meta-analysis by Asriadi et al. (2023) found that 

differentiated instruction significantly improved learning outcomes compared to traditional 

teaching methods. Similarly, Win and Thein (2023) showed that middle school students' 

mathematics achievement was greatly improved using diversified instruction techniques. These 

studies highlight the effectiveness of varied instruction in enhancing learning outcomes across 

different settings. 

 

Summary of the results on the level of implementation differentiated instruction 

The findings indicated (see table 13) that the implementation of differentiated instruction was 

generally strong across various aspects. The content component received the highest rating (4.31, 

very high), suggesting that instructional materials and subject matter adjustments effectively 

address learners’ diverse needs. The process aspect was rated slightly lower (4.14, high), 

implying that while teaching strategies are well implemented, there may still be areas for 

improvement in instructional delivery. The outcomes component (4.28, very high) signified that 

differentiated instruction successfully supports student learning and achievement. Overall, with a 

rating of 4.24 (very high), these results highlight the effectiveness of differentiated instruction in 

enhancing the learning experience by catering to students' varying abilities and preferences. 

According to Deunk et al. (2018) that the differentiated instruction found that adaptive 

teaching methods significantly improve student engagement and learning outcomes. The study 

emphasized that differentiation helps accommodate diverse student needs, leading to better 

academic performance and motivation. Another study from Subban & Round (2021), highlighted 

how differentiated instruction fosters deeper engagement by allowing students to work at their 

own pace and according to their abilities. The study found that student-centered learning 

strategies enhance motivation and academic success. 

 

Relationship between pupils' engagement and demographic profile in terms of age 

 

The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was conducted to examine the relationship between 

pupils' engagement and age. Results revealed a weak positive correlation (r = 0.229), between 

the two variables. This indicated that as pupils’ age increases, their engagement levels tend to 

increase slightly. However, the relationship was not significant (p=0.081), at the 0.05 level, 

suggesting that age does not have a significant influence on pupils’ engagement. 

Several studies have found a weak relationship between age and student engagement. Lee 

(2019) identified a slight positive correlation, but the difference was not statistically significant. 

Wang (2016) also observed a small rise in engagement during adolescence but concluded that 

age was not a strong predictor. Fredricks (2015) emphasized that engagement is more influenced 

by the classroom environment and teaching methods than by age, with older students showing 

only marginally higher levels of engagement. 

 

Difference between pupils’ engagement and demographic profile in terms of gender 
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The results of the Independent Samples T-Test conducted to determine if there was a significant 

difference in pupils’ engagement between male and female groups. The test yielded a t-value of 

1.69 with 57 degrees of freedom and a p-value of 0.096. Since the p-value is greater than 0.05, 

the result is not statistically significant, indicating that there is no significant difference in 

engagement levels between male and female pupils. 

Several studies highlight gender differences in academic performance. Vera Gil (2024) 

found significant differences in how male and female students respond to academic challenges. 

Wrigley-Asante et al. (2023) observed that while male students outperformed females in STEM 

subjects at the senior high school level, this reversed at the tertiary level. Dimitrov et al. (2022) 

revealed differences in how academic abilities are assessed and conceptualized between genders. 

These studies suggest the need for gender-specific strategies in education to address performance 

gaps. 

 

Difference in pupils’ engagement among grade levels  

 

The analysis revealed an f-value of 2.77 and a p-value of 0.071, indicating that the observed 

differences in pupils' engagement among the different grade levels were not statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level. This was suggested that grade level, in this case, does not have a 

strong or significant effect on pupils' engagement. 

Reeve et al. (2025) conducted a meta-analysis revealing that grade level influences 

engagement, but the effects are more significant in emotional and behavioral engagement than in 

cognitive engagement. They suggest that engagement patterns vary across educational stages, 

influenced by individual and contextual factors such as goals, school climate, and peer influence. 

Salmela-Aro et al. (2021) found that grade level alone doesn't significantly impact engagement, 

aligning with the current study. Datu & Park (2019) further highlighted the importance of school 

climate, showing that positive environments foster better emotional and cognitive engagement, 

particularly in lower grade levels. These findings emphasize that student engagement is shaped 

more by environmental factors than by grade level alone. 

 

Relationship between pupils' engagement and demographic profile in terms of MAPEH grade  

 

A Pearson’s correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between pupils’ 

engagement and their MAPEH grades. The results of the analysis revealed Pearson’s r value of 

0.005, indicating a negligible and practically no correlation between the two variables. The p-

value of 0.973 was well above the 0.05 significance threshold, suggesting that the relationship is 

not statistically significant. 

Research suggests that while student engagement is important for learning, its direct 

impact on academic performance, especially in non-core subjects like MAPEH, is limited. Borup 

(2016) found little correlation between engagement levels and subject grades in non-core areas. 

Similarly, Dizon (2021) and Acosta (2022) found no significant relationship between 

engagement and academic performance in MAPEH and Physical Education, respectively, 

indicating that other factors may be influencing students' grades. 

 

Difference between pupils' engagement and demographic profile in terms of the academic award 
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The results of the Independent Samples T-Test revealed a statistically significant difference in the 

levels of pupils' engagement between achievers and non-achievers, with a t-value of 2.63, df = 

57, and a p-value of 0.011, which is below the 0.05 level of significance. This suggests that the 

engagement levels of pupils who received awards (achievers) are significantly different from 

those who did not (non-achievers). 

Several studies have found a significant relationship between academic achievement and 

student engagement. De Guzman (2021) showed that high-achieving students were more 

engaged in MAPEH classes, with significant differences in participation and interest levels. 

Gonzales (2019) found that academic awardees were more behaviorally and emotionally 

engaged than non-awardees, and Santos (2018) reported higher engagement scores among 

students who received academic awards. These findings were supported by statistical analyses 

using t-tests, confirming that academically successful students tend to be more engaged. 

 

Relationship between pupil’s engagement in MAPEH and implementation of differentiated 

instruction  

 

As a result, the two variables such as the level of pupil engagement in MAPEH (Y) and the level 

of implementation of differentiated instruction (X) indicated a strong positive correlation with 

coefficient (r) 0.70. The findings suggested that differentiated instruction positively impacts 

pupils' engagement. In terms of significance, the result revealed that the p-value is 0.00. Since 

the p-value is less than 0.05, the result was statistically significant, meaning the relationship 

between differentiated instruction and pupils' engagement is unlikely due to chance. 

Studies have shown the positive impact of differentiated instruction on student 

engagement and motivation. Saputri et al. (2023) found that differentiated instruction enhanced 

students' perceptions, engagement, and motivation in EFL high school education. Pentang et al. 

(2020) emphasized its role in improving mathematical performance and closing achievement 

gaps, suggesting it as a valuable teaching strategy. Similarly, Moallemi (2023) found that 

addressing individual learner differences, such as interests, positively influenced engagement at 

the university level. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

The demographic profile of pupils revealed that most were 10 years old (30.51%), with an equal 

gender distribution (52.54% male, 47.46% female). Most pupils were in Grade 5 (35.6%) and 

Grade 6 (35.6%), with a majority scoring in the 80-84 (50.85%) and 85-89 (40.68%) MAPEH 

grade ranges. Only 33.9% were academic achievers. The study found no significant relationships 

between age, gender, grade level, or MAPEH grades and engagement. However, academic 

awards were the only factor significantly related to increased pupil engagement, suggesting that 

recognition motivates students to participate more actively. This highlights the importance of 

reward systems in fostering engagement. 

Additionally, the study found that differentiated instruction was effectively applied across 

content, process, and outcomes, leading to strong cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

engagement in MAPEH. A strong positive correlation between pupil engagement and 

differentiated instruction was found, rejecting the null hypothesis and indicating that 

differentiated instruction significantly influences engagement in MAPEH. Future research may 
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focus on other factors influencing engagement, such as teaching methods, classroom 

environment, and peer collaboration. 
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