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Introduction
The purpose of this research was to have an opportunity to collaborate with a partner to design and conduct a close-to-practice inquiry which would result in developing my teaching practice and have a positive impact on pupil learning. The British Educational Research Association (BERA) and the Action Research Centre (RSA) (2014, p.4) justifies my reasons for conducting educational research through acknowledging the benefits of research to teachers’ professional development and school improvement in their interim report. Published evidence within this report supports the engagement of collaborative classroom-based inquiry, explaining how it informs pedagogical content knowledge and the overall quality of pupils’ learning within schools. 
During my time at the placement school the teachers would present the learners with three differentiated worksheets/ tasks during lesson. The learners would then have to select the level of work that they wished to complete. After conversing with the deputy headteacher, limitations of the old setting system were highlighted. Previously, learners were placed in sets for English and Mathematics, the deputy (2020) revealed that the lower attaining pupils lacked motivation and interest in their work and the middle attaining pupils required challenge, therefore, the school embraced the learning zone model (Senninger, 2000), implemented the differentiation strategy 'crash, bang, boom' and put an end to the subject setting. This inspired the focus of this research, to observe learners selecting the appropriate level of work for themselves. Therefore, the aim of this research is to explore whether the differentiation strategy is an effective way in supporting the needs of the learners and ensuring appropriate challenge.
Research context
My partner and I were placed within the same school and planned a series of lessons that included this differentiation strategy. When discussing our shared interest on this differentiation strategy, questions arose to whether pupils were choosing the correct level of work for them, whether the work was set at the appropriate challenge and whether they knew why they were selecting that level of work, this led to our research question ‘how effective is the crash, bang, boom differentiation strategy.’ The benefit of planning with this strategy in place was that the activities were tailored to the children’s learning needs. Learners had an opportunity to share what their interests were and what they wanted to learn about through the pupil-voice approach.  
In my class, children were placed in 3 mixed attainment level groups, one pupil was waiting on an individual statement and another two pupils were considered low attainers, requiring intervention due to a 60% attendance level. There were 24 (out of 26) pupils, 1 TA and 1 student-teacher present in the classroom on the day of lesson study 2. The lesson studies were carried out on separate days to allow time for the interviewing and reflection process.
Literature Review
Differentiation is at the heart of this research; therefore, the literature will focus on the advantages and disadvantages of differentiation within the classroom with references to the learning zone model. According to Beecher and Sweeny (2008), differentiation is a strategy used to close gaps in education and applied for the enrichment of teaching and learning. Furthermore, differentiation is an approach put in place to support all learners' needs to ensure the curriculum is accessible to all. This is evident in the design of the Curriculum for Wales (2022), with aspirations to improve education in Wales, foster accessibility to all and acknowledge that the pace of progress will differ for each learner. Moreover, practitioners should strive to cater for individual learning needs through appropriate support and challenge (Ainscow and Muncey, 1988). One of the purposes focuses on learners becoming ambitious and capable individuals, therefore, practitioners should apply the correct teaching methods which inflict appropriate challenges for learners to become confident, autonomous individuals, problem solvers, and critical thinkers. Additionally, the methods used will develop learner interest, which will result in increased engagement and higher motivation levels (Donaldson, 2015; Tomlinson 1999). In contrast, teachers lack precision when implementing differentiation in practice and applying the principles to practice is deemed essential for learners to receive a high-quality education (O’Brien and Guiney, 2001). Similarly, teachers lack knowledge of differentiation strategies to apply to the classroom to accommodate for the vast range of ability (Bremner, 2008).    
Admi (2004, p.91) states that "differentiation is based on recognising the value of worth in each individual". In agreement, Beecher and Sweeny (2008) stress the importance of teachers knowing the attainment levels of their learners and valuing their learning styles and preferences, thus, engaging the pupils in their learning, enabling them to become self-motivated and self-regulated individuals. Having said this, the whole concept of differentiation is considered to be devalued in school settings and it is not seen as an integral part to everyday learning (O‘Brien and Guiney, 2001). According to Convery and Coyle (1999, p.1) differentiation strategies in schools are over focused on the concept of achievement which prevents practitioners from looking further in considering other factors which create differences between pupils and have influence over their learning. These factors include motivation, relationships, culture and background. Beecher and Sweeny (2008) highlight the factors of relationships and backgrounds as potential barriers to learning when deliberating how closing the gap in education depends on home life as well as school life, therefore, the limitation stems from the socioeconomic disadvantages within households where parents cannot or do not have resources to read, write and communicate with their children.
 Literature on the factor of motivation indicates that if a child is not motivated, they will not complete the work, irrelevant of the type of differentiation given (Ginsberg, 2005). To overcome this, Tomlinson (1999) explained how effective teachers work relentlessly to guarantee the correct level of challenge for their learners. Ensuring that individuals who struggle, the in-between pupils and the advanced pupils work harder than expected, to accomplish greater than they thought. As a result, the pupils will value that learning involves determination and self-motivation in order to progress. Hence, a positive aspect of differentiation is that learners participate in full to reach and exceed their potential (Admi, 2004).  
Differentiation links to the learning zone model, developed by Senninger (2000) (appendix 11).The model identifies that learners who are not in their learning zone are either in their comfort or panic zone which signifies that learning is not taking place (Holthoff and Harbo 2011). Fenner, Mansour and Sydor (2010) agree through stating, if work is too challenging then, pupils will disengage and fall behind within the curriculum. Through the learning zone model it is highlighted how all learners like to feel safe and secure, this is known as their comfort zone, for new learning to take place learners need to be within their learning zone, children will despair if they are forced into their panic zones. O’ Brien and Guiney (2001) include how learners would rather feel emotionally safe than attempt to push themselves and fail. To overcome this, positive reinforcement, growth mindest and appropriate levelled work will ensure that learners experience success and know the next steps to progress (Fenner, Mansour, Sydor, 2010). Additionally, improving pupil self-esteem which empowers them with the confidence and motivation to complete their work. Therefore, teachers could use this model to reflect on learners’ individual needs and plan work according to their personal learning zones. One disadvantage to this model is that there is limited research and literature of its effectiveness within educational context (Holthoff and Harbo, 2011).  
To summarise, the literature suggests that differentiation is a powerful tool in ensuring that individuals learn at their maximum level (Petty, 2014). Correct implementation of differentiation strategies in the classroom will have a beneficial impact on learners. The best strategies include differentiation by task, outcome, resource, assessment, instruction and time (Hattie, 2009; Petty 2014). However, learning will only take place if the activities are set at the appropriate level of challenge and do not inflict fear or panic within the children (Holthoff and Harbo, 2011; Senninger 2000). Having said this, learners can feel overly complacent if they are not challenged beyond their expectations (Cowley, 2019; Promethean, 2017). In agreement, Petty, (2014) states how the strongest learners must be stretched for learning to occur. Through creating a positive working environment, encouraging learners through effective feedback and setting high expectations, learners will feel secure enough to take risks and persevere with the uncertainty of the outcome (Ainscow and Muncey, 1988).    
Methodology
 The Welsh Government (2017) highlighted in their report ‘Connecting research and teacher education’ the important relationship between teacher and research for meeting the aims of the new Welsh curriculum and the overall improvement of Welsh education. Therefore, the development of my research-based skills during the process of undertaking action research is in accordance with the recommendations of the curriculum for Wales (2022) it is a way of improving personal practice by “raising the quality of teaching and learning and developing student outcomes” (The Welsh Government, 2017, p. 2). 
The action research method is used for collecting systematic data and is said to enhance students’ learning through supporting practitioners in adapting the quality of activities associated with teaching (Dudley 2014; Koshy 2010; McAteer 2013). Additionally, Cohen and Manion (1994); and McAteer (2013) state the benefits of action research which include improved methods of continuous teacher assessment, breadth of data, reinforced positive attitudes to teaching and learning through collaboration, increased practitioner reflection and refined teaching skill. However, action research may come with its limitations; practitioners may find it difficult to set aside personal responses to previous experiences when conducting research. The question arises as to how researchers can achieve objectivity (McAteer 2013; Smith 1963; Cohen and Manion 1994). However, through researchers acknowledging their beliefs and values from the beginning, collecting robust data and being open to noting unexpected outcomes they will raise the validity of their findings (McAteer, 2013). 
Cohen and Manion (1994); Halsey (1972); and Marris and Rein (1967) note another problematic feature of action research, which is the incompatibility between the principles of action and research, in other words, teaching is associated with continuous change in action, a teacher must continuously adapt and evolve for learning to take place in their setting. Whereas, research requires consistency, where adjustments take place after the sequences of events. Additionally, findings from the research will be generalisable within the contexts of the research setting, however, replicating the same study in a different educational context may result in different outcomes (Koshy, 2010). 
The methodology used is lesson study research, which is a specified type of action research. Where a group of teachers will work collaboratively to plan, teach, observe, analyse, refine and reflect on their practice to impact on teacher knowledge and improve pupil learning. Through lesson study (LS), it is possible to develop teaching technique and improve aspects of learning for the identified group of pupils (Bush, 2009; Dudley, 2014, 2015; Pollard et al. 2014). The effectiveness of LS has been exemplified in reports by Dudley (2013, 2014) and Cheung and Wong (2014, p.136-137) results from lesson studies carried out in Japan conveyed transformational educational institutes and reformed teaching and learning, in effect of this, it is now strongly advocated in Western societies. LS acted as a powerful tool to supporting teachers in examining their practices which resulted in enhancing pupil learning and pupil progress. Through teachers observing lessons, they can offer new approaches, ideas and techniques, influencing future teaching practice. Another benefit of LS is that teachers can discuss how to reconstruct mistakes that happened in the first lesson and have this in mind when planning the next lesson (Lewis, Perry and Murata, 2006). Having said this, limitations to LS are evident, Huntington Research School, (2017) argues that there is a gap between knowing the modifications that must be made after the LS process and translating this knowledge into meaningful changes in the classroom. Lewis, Perry and Murata (2006) note another limitation when explaining how lesson studies do not give an accurate representative of the ‘every-day’ teaching, as the lessons have been refined and perfected through careful and considerable planning.   
A range of methods were conducted during this research to collect a scope of qualitative data. This multimethod approach to research is defined as triangulation, it is used to evade potential biases occurring from the single method approach and an additional way of ensuring validity of the gathered data (Heale and Forbes, 2013; Koshy, 2010; McAteer 2013).
 Firstly, the method of observation was used to monitor the learning that had taken place after the pupils had selected the appropriate level of work from the differentiation tasks ‘crash, bang, boom’. The aim of the observation was to see if the children independently completed the task, whether they needed some support or if they relied on the teacher to complete the activity. This was accomplished through my partner acting as a non-participant observer taking notes and completing the pre-determined structured observation schedule (see appendix 5A), concerning the pupils involved within the research.  
Secondly, the method of conducting focus group semi-structured interviews was applied. The focus group was selected as a sample to reflect a range of various groups of learners in the classroom, therefore, the children that were selected represented three different levels of prior attainment. After the introduction I spent time with each of the pupils that were being observed to ensure that the work selected was appropriate for their learning needs. If the learners required any additional support or wanted to move on to additional work, they were to hold up their yellow card. The interviews consisted of asking nine questions to the three targeted children about the lesson they took part in. Questions were created with a clear focus to ensure the findings correlated to the research question. In accordance to BERA (2018) guidelines the learners were informed that they had the right to withdraw at any time. Appendix 10 demonstrates the cards that were given to opt out of the interviewing process.   
The semi-structured interview allowed me to focus on certain pupil responses and expand on several points. The interview included open ended and closed questions (see example in the question column in appendix 2A-2B) on the differentiation strategy used, in order to collect qualitative data of the thoughts and opinions of the pupils involved. Focus group interviews were used instead of individual interviews as they are less time consuming and the children would have felt more comfortable in a group setting (Drever, 2003).  The results from the first set of observations and interviews were used to make amendments to improve the standards of the LS for the following lesson. Morgan (1996) highlights the advantages of focus group interviews, one being that it leads to more discussions as the pupils can questions other’s ideas. Similarly, Gibbs (1997) states how group interviews allow the participants to find solutions to their disagreements. On the other hand, there are disadvantages to focus group interviews where more confident participants can intimidate the less confident members of the group (Gibbs, 1997). Additionally, participants may become distracted by one another and the discussion can potentially go off topic, therefore, the researcher should control the questions without disrupting the flow of conversation (Morgan, 1996). 
Thirdly, the method of reflection was used through an adaptation of Gibbs’ reflective cycle (1988). Within this reflection period, my partner and I were able to signify the effectiveness of the differentiation strategy during the lesson studies and discuss and revise the findings of both the observations schedules and the interview answers. This informed improvements for future teaching and learning. Opportunities for a deeper personal reflection of the research process proved possible through each stage of the (Gibbs’ 1998) reflection cycle, thus, justifying its suitability for our research. When reflecting during the evaluation phase it identified the strengths and weaknesses of the research and highlighted the areas for improvement (appendix 7a). 

Ethical Considerations 
When conducting research in a classroom-based environment with children, ethical considerations had to be acknowledged. The school where the research was carried out is in partnership with UWTSD. Whilst working in this school, we followed the university’s code of practice, (2017) and always remained professional. A letter was sent out explaining the research context, to gain parental/ guardians’ consent, as the children were under the age of 18, they could only give assent. As researchers we sought assent through verbal communications as well as body language and acted on this appropriately. In advance to the research, the children were informed about the lesson study and interviews to eliminate emotional anxieties they may have experienced. The class were notified that three children were selected to take part in a group interview and that they were all included within the lesson. To adhere to BERA, (2018) guidelines, the children were told that they had the right to withdraw from the interview at any point. Due to safeguarding, it was essential that my partner and I worked alongside one another to conduct the research and followed safeguarding procedures of the school to reduce any personal risks. To be ethical, interviews were conducted in a safe, familiar place in the learning zones to ensure the children were at ease. To follow the UTWSD and BERA (2018) guidelines, all personal data was kept safe on an encrypted pen drive and in a secure folder on OneDrive. Names of participants and the school remained anonymized and were kept confidential. 
Lesson Study 1- Results and Analysis
Lesson study one (LS1) was implemented in a year 5/6 class with 28 pupils. The aim of the lesson was to create a leaflet on climate change. In the lesson reflection, my partner stated how she felt excited and confident (appendix 2C) as the children had been enjoying learning about their topic sub-zero. Before the lesson began, my partner had described to me where the observed children would be sitting for the lesson, I was then able to place myself in view of the pupils.
 In the observation schedule it was noted that child one is a lower attaining pupil, the less complex level of work ‘crash’ was selected (see appendix 1A box 1 and 2). After the selection of task, evidence revealed that Child 1 required a lot of support and encouragement from the teacher to get on task (box 3-1A), he had the work re- explained to him, required further explanation and clear instructions to begin his work. Findings showed that child 1 was distracted, talking to pupils sitting on his table and playing with pencils whilst waiting for the teacher. This suggests disengagement levels as the child was not on task and only wrote three lines. The learning that had taken place could then be questioned. As a result, this could indicate that the technique has not worked as effectively as we had hoped for this lower attaining pupil. Results of the focus group interview reveal, all children felt happy about the differentiation strategy (appendix 2A Q2-3). Question two was an important question in the interview. All the children answered yes to this question, supporting the approach of pupil voice. Child 1 said, he likes to choose his own work because he knows what level is best for him, this is correct as he selected the same level as his teacher expected, however, it could be suggested that he stays in the category of what is expected of him and is not challenging himself. When asked the sixth question (appendix 2A) child 1 acknowledged during the interview that he had forgotten what he needed to do and needed support from the teacher. This could suggest that the task itself was inaccessible to the pupil and could need reviewing for the next lesson. 
Similarly, child two, the middle attaining child selected the same level as the teacher expected. The level boom was chosen. Evidence (appendix 1B) demonstrated that child 2 was also disengaged by talking to her friends. Additionally, she did not need support from teachers however, she was distracted and completed 5 lines of work. Therefore, again like child one, she did not complete the extension question. The question arises to whether the task itself was engaging enough for this pupil. Question 2 revealed how the middle level of work was not too easy or too hard for child 2. On reflection to observation, this does not correspond with the interview as she did not complete her work and was distracted. Therefore, this may suggest that on this occasion the work was too challenging, and she may have benefitted from the lower level of work which potentially would have moved her onto the extension task and might have led to further learning. Having said this, in relation to the learning zone model (2000) this could have led to child 2 being in the comfort zone where new learning does not take place. Further analysis of the interview data (Q2-3) supports this model as it showed that child 2 upon selection of boom stated that this was still challenging. Findings of question 6 (A-2A) poses the question as to why she did not complete the task, it suggests that child 2 was basing her answers on what she thought would please the interviewers.
Results concluded that child three is a higher attaining child, picked ‘bang’ the highest level of challenge (appendix 1C). No support was required throughout the lesson, child 3 was able to stay on task and work independently. Within 10 minutes of lesson time she was able to create a whole side of her leaflet by staying focused. This indicated that a higher attaining child could stay on task and work independently without being distracted and without support. Results of question 6 (appendix 2A) proved that child 3 did not need any support with the task and that it was the correct level for her, however, she needed a dictionary for spelling. This suggests that higher learners are motivated and self-regulated to work independently. 
In conclusion to this LS, the differentiation strategy which allowed the children to select their own level of tasks was effective for this higher attainer as she was self-motivated and able to stay engaged with the task, as she had the ability to want to challenge herself. Although, there are concerns that the strategy was not as effective for the lower and middle attaining learners. As the results demonstrated that they were disengaged, distracted and not on task. However, these are representations of one lesson only, therefore the results are not considered reliable (Cohen and Manion, 1994). Upon reflection (appendix 3A), my partner demonstrated good knowledge of the pupils’ levels however, learned that the task could have been explained in another way to child 1. Having said this, the task itself could have been inaccessible to child 1 due to his need for further explanation. LS1 was adapted for LS2 through changing the timing of the lesson to after break, including various ways to explain the work to the lower attaining children and through planning a non-writing task.
Lesson Study 2- Results and Analysis
LS2 was based on previous lessons on learning how to tell the time. The aim of the lesson was to order analogue and digital clocks into AM an PM times. When reflecting upon the cutting and gluing task (Appendix-7C) it proved time consuming, the children experienced difficulty cutting, and it generated more classroom noise than I expected. 
Results revealed that child 1 the lower attaining child selected crash the least challenging task, the pupil was distracted (Appendix 5A) and required a lot of support. When I supported child 1 she would engage, however, when I left the child lacked interest in the work. This could suggest that the child is used to scaffolded activities and extra support and without them she may struggle. Findings from the interview questions (6A-C) revealed that child one liked the choice aspect of the differentiation strategy and disliked any sort of writing task, however, when presented with a cutting and gluing task she still lacked motivation to engage. This may suggest that the child has developed learned helplessness where experiencing amount of failure over time has impacted on motivation, cognitive and emotional functions (Darko, 2018). Both lower attaining children in LS1 and 2 had trouble engaging with the tasks, therefore, the strategy is least effective with lower attaining children and finding new ways to engage lower attaining children is essential. 
To my surprise child 2 challenged himself to complete the hardest level of work and only required some support during the task (A-5B) this implied that child 2 had increased levels of confidence through working on how to tell time over the recent weeks and was motivated and ready for a new challenge.  Literature suggests that child 2 felt safe and his learning zone had gradually extended (International Centre for Therapeutic Care, 2009). Results concluded (6C) that child 2 liked the strategy as he was able to choose the easiest or hardest work depending on the context of the lesson, therefore, this suggests that he listened to what he had to do and decided on the level of work depending on his understanding of the task. Thus, suggesting that the strategy works for this child depending on how well the teacher explains the task. Question 9 was an important question to include as the teacher could differentiate the work on another level again.
Child 3 in LS2 selected the most challenging task, matching teacher expectations and he completed his work by the end of the lesson. Findings revealed that other children had distracted him during the lesson, therefore, he was marked as partially focused and was not fully engaged in the task (5C). It could be argued that the ability to motivate himself further he would have completed the extension task. Unlike child 3 in LS1, this child required some support during the lesson and indicated that ordering the analogue clocks was a challenge for him (Q6, appendix 6b). It is difficult to tell whether the strategy worked as well for this child or whether the task itself was more confusing than the task in LS1. However, this child rarely experiences struggle, and this could be argued as a beneficial way to extend his learning zone (International Centre for Therapeutic Care, 2009). 
Upon reflection (7d) I would have kept the task to a collaborative practical task, like the introduction, instead of an independent cutting and gluing task. This then would have allowed opportunities for scaffolding where the higher attainers support and guide the lower attainers (Petty, 2014). Additionally, when including active learning collaborative tasks, it encourages student engagement and creates more memorable learning experiences (Cavanagh, 2011). 
[bookmark: _Hlk33910313]Discussion of findings in relation to literature
Current literature supports that lower achieving learners display lower interest in their work, because they feel unmotivated as they are labelled by achievement level (Promethean, 2017). Although the learners of the differentiation strategy could choose their level of work, the lower attaining children from both LS selected the least challenging task, staying within the confinements of what is expected of them. This lack of motivation and engagement stems from learned helplessness where a constant sense of failure has caused learners to look disinterested and show low levels of self-esteem (Darko, 2018; Valas 2010). 
Through LS1 it demonstrated that the middle attaining learner in LS1 lacked interest, Petty (2014); Cowley (2019), suggests that this learner could benefit from being guided to completing more challenging tasks for their learning to progress, additionally confidence levels would increase. However, in LS2 the middle attaining child was self-motivated and moved himself out of his comfort zone to his learning zone to complete his work (Holtoff and Harbo 2011). 
Literature suggests that higher achieving learners may become complacent if not given new challenges, stimulation is necessary to prevent a decrease in motivation levels (Petty, 2014; Promethean, 2017). This links to Ginsberg (2005), as he indicates unless the child is motivated for self- progression the differentiated task is irrelevant. This literature is supported by LS2 as child 3 completed the HA work, however, was not fully engaged and was distracted by his peers, therefore, this could indicate he lacked motivation to move on to the extension task. On the other hand, LS1 contradicts this research as child 3 was fully motivated and engaged.
Conclusion
In conclusion to this LS, our results have been reliable and valid to our class context, results show that this differentiation strategy has had an impact on higher attaining learners, creating appropriate challenge for this type of learner. Our results correlated with literature, demonstrating that the motivation levels of children are linked to the ability of work they could complete. Even though we have found the results reliable to our classes they cannot be generalised for all schools as the sample size of this research is too small, for results to be reliable the sample size of the LS would have had to have been much greater to ensure significate, reliable results (Cohen and Manion, 1994).
 A limitation of this study is the variation of the lesson content and different lesson aims, which may have impacted the generalisability of the findings (Lampley, Gardner and Barlow, 2018). Dudley (2011) suggest that teachers focus on the same lesson and plan together, therefore if there had been the same lesson plan taught it would have increased the validity of the findings. A limitation to the study itself is observation, I did not carry out a pilot survey therefore we found many limitations when observing. Firstly, because we did not have a time slot to observe the children for x number of minutes each, we could have potentially missed results when we were not focusing on that child (Koshy, 2010). Therefore, if we had missed something out this could have affected the reliability of the results. Although the differentiation strategy is an integral part of the school, if I were to do this research again, I would pilot the LS.  A strength to this LS is the focused group semi structured interviews as this gave the children a voice to answer the questions on how they felt the lesson went and what improvements needed to be made. By conducting the first LS this allowed us to make any amendments to the following LS that did not go well the first time. Another limitation to focus group interviews is that children can lead the conversation. Child 1 in LS 2 was the shy member of the group and gave a one worded answer (A6C- Q7), not giving much information (Koshy, 2010). This links to literature where is says that people can be intimidated by other group members (Gibbs, 1997). The middle ability child in LS2 answered questions with what she thought would please us therefore, these are not accurate reliable results for the LS (Cohen and Manion, 1994; Koshy 2010). 
We used Gibbs Reflective Cycle model for critical reflection, we found this helpful because the question allowed for deeper understand of what the children and ourselves thought of the lesson study. From the reflective questions we were able to make changes to aspects that did not work well. This can link back to literature where it states that lesson study is good to share practise and develop new strategies and techniques (Bush, 2009; Dudley, 2014, 2015; Pollard et al. 2014). 
I have learned how the implementation of effective differentiation can aid learning, however, upon reflection, some of the tasks were not accessible for lower attaining pupils. The differentiation strategy itself was developed based on the learning zone model, I found it difficult to find research and literature in this area therefore, I could not fully recommend this model. Additionally, the strategy was only effective for the higher attaining learners and not for the lower attaining learners in this context. 
Recommendations
Through conducting a LS I am able to share my findings and share good practice through analysed results and reflection. If I was completing this lesson study again, I would use the Leuven Scale of active engagement as this gives a clearer definition on how the child is engaged and what to look out for. The levels of engagement may link to the ability of the child; therefore, this could indicate the level of differentiation the child may need (Leuven, 2008). In the future, I would video record the LS to gain more reliable results (Koshy, 2010) I would be able to analyse the video to see if I had missed anything out during the observation. I would increase the LS so that more teachers and students are actively involved, thus enhancing the reliability and accuracy of the results in order to find a generalised conclusion (Cheung and Wong, 2014). By having a larger LS, it would increase the data shared, resulting in enhanced impartation of knowledge.  In conclusion, LS has a positive effect on students and teachers. When conducted accurately, it is a powerful way to share good teaching practice and, in this case, through professional dialogue between my partner and I we can develop and improve our differentiation strategies to suit the needs of all learners.
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