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     School X is quite a large school with a cohort of approximately 1412 pupils on roll.  The school has a relatively low Free School Meal uptake of 12.3%, compared to the Local Authority average of 16.3% and the Welsh average of 16.6%; this is also reflected in their KS4 results of Free School meals pupils obtaining the Level 2 threshold of 39.1% compared to the Local Authority percentage of 30.6% and Welsh average of 29.5%.  The most current 2018 results for those pupils reaching level 2 including English, Maths and Science is 60.5%, which is currently above the Local Authority average of 56.6% and the Welsh average of 55.1%, (My local school, 2018).  The school is situated in the Bridgend County area and the catchment area is quite large, with a wide range of pupils attending from different backgrounds.  The class in which I am concentrating on is a Year 8 set 2 class.  This class contains approximately 33 pupils comprised of 15 boys and 17 girls.  Their range ability is from level 5- to 6+. There are no pupils within the class with ALN requirements.  My research question was to clarify whether using Slow Writing assisted in raising levels in speech writing at KS3.  Pupils were asked to write a speech with no instruction and deliver the same to the class.  The next four lessons concentrated on rewriting the speech using slow writing and then seeing whether through direct instruction on slow writing their level of writing and speaking improved.  This method I felt was appropriate for the class as I hoped that this would slow their writing down to successfully include and use literary devices to produce quality speech writing.  

     I have chosen to use slow writing to evaluate whether using this technique increases pupils’ ability to perform better at KS3 speech writing.  According to Gadd et al (2017), Students ability to write is an international concern.  The Department for Education (DFE) report (2012) states, “Writing is the subject with the worst performance compared with reading, maths and science’’ (DFE, 2012, p. 3), because of the evidence this is one of the reasons why I decided to focus on writing skills.  The other reason is the widening gap between boys and girls.  I hoped that the outcome of this research by using slow writing, the gap between boys and girls would narrow.   The DFE (2012) also believes that effective teaching of writing in secondary schools is teaching the writing process and being able to write for a variety of purposes.  They believe that strategies which are successful include, “Teaching of writing such as explicit teaching of language; topic selection in narrative writing; planning writing using mnemonics; effective use of drafting and writing frames” (DEF, 2012, p.5).  Therefore, I decided to use the slow writing technique with the class, through using this technique it allowed me to give direct instruction on what was to be included within the writing such as persuasive literary device, this was demonstrated and learnt by the pupils through the use of mnemonics and assisted in creating an engaging effective piece of speech writing.  Tremmel (2017) also agrees that, “Slow writing signifies more than a set of techniques. It collapses a product process duality and offers a different pace” (Tremmel, 2017, p.114).  This technique allowed the students to gain proficiency and confidence through their practice of writing before the final draft of their work.  Tremmel (2017) argues that pupils’ need to enjoy and engage with the topic in which they are writing about, as this creates motivation.  I have found this to be true in my teaching practice in relation to boys' performance in the classroom.  The pace and pleasure of the slow writing is important and integral and important to intentional metacognition.  
     Lev Semenovich Vygotsky’s (1978) Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) plays an important part of my research and the use of slow writing (Vygotsky, L. S. (1978).  ZPD is used to bridge the gap between what the student can achieve unaided, compared with the learning and end results achieved with assistance and direction from the teacher.  There are limitations to using this approach.  Was I “spoon feeding” the pupils too much in listing what was to be included within their writing?   Although direct instruction is important to teaching pupils how to write, by indicating what they were to include may have created false data on what they could achieve on their own.  Although it could be argued, by using this approach and through the slow writing instruction of planning the writing as stated in the DFE (2012); allowed pupils to access the ZPD and bridge the gaps missing in their initial pre-assessment to achieve a piece of work of a higher quality in their post-assessment.  However, Beard (2000) states, that one factor which has, “Strong empirical evidence” (Beard, 2000, p. 15) of effective teaching is the, “Explicitness and ordering of goals and content” (Beard, 2000, p. 15).  Therefore, through the slow writing and by clearly stating what was to be included within each section/paragraph of writing this has been achieved.  
     Didau (2014) argues that the majority of the writing produced in schools by pupils is nonsense and that the focus needs to be moved from what pupils are writing in school to how they are writing.  Didau (2014) also believes that if we were to teach pupils how to write then they would demonstrate a better understanding of the content which is being taught.  I believe that through slow writing this is possible.  Didau (2014) also agrees that the majority of writing in schools is rushed.  Again, this is another reason why I chose to use slow writing to answer my research question.  By placing the success criteria on the board explicitly stating what is to be written in each paragraph ensured that all the pupils within the class had to think about how they were going to write their speech and by following the success criteria they had to ensure to include three persuasive literary devices in their opening paragraph; pupils had to consider which literary device to use and ensure it was effective (Didau, 2014. Beard, 2000. Vygotsky 1978).  

     The DFE (2012) states that a quarter of pupils within schools enjoy writing but from my own personal experience within the classroom, I find that boys have trouble engaging in extended writing and find it “boring”.  Through introducing slow writing, I succeeded in obtaining an extended piece of work, which was of good quality.  Gadd et al (2017) believe that a major contributor to performance within the classroom is students’ instructional experiences and that teaching quality is a key factor; this all links to the New Curriculum currently being introduced in Wales in creating, “Ambitious, capable learners” (Donaldson, 2015, p. 29).  Using slow writing I hope to create these learners by following Successful Futures (2015) in that not only do I have high expectations on what they can achieve, but they have high expectations of themselves and that they enjoyed the challenge set out for them.  Through the slow writing I also touched upon other areas of the four core purposes, which I believe aided the pupils to achieve their written piece of work.  I allowed the pupils to write and perform their speech in front of their peers which allowed them to, express ideas and emotions through different media” (Donaldson, 2015, p. 29); I believe that it also aided the pupils’ in facing and overcoming any individual challenges whilst gaining the confidence to perform.  By directing the pupils’ through slow writing and touching on the new curriculum; this also linked to the Literacy Numeracy Framework (2016) (LNF), where the pupils had to plan their writing and although the slow writing indicated what was to be included, the pupils had to make their own choices about the content and which persuasive literary devices they had to use.  The pupils were also responsible for the structure of their speech writing and the tone and language they were expected to use. (LNF, KS3, Organising Ideas and Information).  I strongly believe through delivering the slow writing, it also helped the pupils to write accurately as the work was peer assessed and amended prior to the final draft.
     I believe that in my decision to use the structured teaching of slow writing, I was following Bloom’s Taxonomy.  The lessons were broken down into slow sections; the first part of the instruction of the persuasive literary devices was linked to Bloom’s (1956) first step of knowledge; this also links with the ZPD by Vygotsky (1978), where my pre-assessment allowed me to see what techniques if any the pupils’ knew about and used and what I had to teach in order for them to succeed in their writing.  This covered the next step of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Comprehension.  Each structured lesson covered each step right up to the evaluation where I assessed the pupils in the post-assessment. 

     During my lessons, the pupils were provided with a writing frame to link with the slow writing, taking each section of the speech writing one lesson at a time.  I decided to use the writing frame, which according to Fones (2018) in line with Lewis and Wray’s theory writing frames help, “Pupils with poor self-esteem and low ability in writing to make good progress” (Fones, 2018, p. 22).  However, Fones (2018) argues that writing frames are not always suitable for older pupils.  To alleviate this, I created the writing frame with the pupils in mind as stated earlier the success criteria on the slow writing was on the board.  The writing frame was set into blocks for each paragraph required for the speech writing.  This was particularly successful with the boys within the class, as they initially thought that there was not a lot of writing involved, but as it turned out once engaged in the task the boys thought about how they were going to write their speech (Tremmel 2017, Didau, 2014).  Most of the pupils used the frame to draft their initial speech writing although, those of a higher ability wrote directly into their books.  Lewis and Wray’s (N.D.) publication, An approach to scaffolding children's non-fiction writing: the use of writing frames available on the Learning Wales website based their model for teaching on Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of scaffolding to a certain extent.  Their view differs as they believe that modelling cannot always be effective in a classroom of thirty or more pupils, and pupils are expected to move to the independent stage before they are ready.  Lewis and Wray believe that writing frames can assist in increasing the pupil’s experience in a particular genre.  In my particular case the slow speech writing also acts as a substitute for direct intervention by the teacher and encourages pupils to extend their own writing.  Lewis and Wray (N.D.) also state, when beginning to use the frame, the lesson should also begin with discussion and modelling by the teacher before moving on to pupils modelling an answer and then independent writing.  My teaching decision to create the slow writing success criteria was formed from this information and I ensured that I considered the steps to take from Didau, (2014) and Lewis and Wray (N.D.).  Lewis and Wray (N.D.) are convinced, “That writing in a range of genres is most effective if it is located in meaningful experiences” (Lewis and Wray, N.D.), by choosing the genre “Heroes and Legends” this allowed the pupils the scope and freedom to choose who they wanted to write about whether it was a fictional character or someone in real life.  Besides considering the LNF strands and following the scheme of work for the school I considered Lewis and Wray’s statement which is similar to Didau, (2014), Tremmel, (2017) and Donaldson’s (2015) in that they all agree pupils must be engaged and enjoy the topic/genre being covered.  
     Lemov (2015) states, effective writing within the classroom begins with preparing the pupils, “to engage rigorously by giving them the chance to reflect in writing before you ask them to discuss” (Lemov, 2015, p. 282).  Lemov believes in, “Everybody Writes” (Lemov, 2015, p. 283) this is a technique in which the teacher instructs the pupils who prepare for more ambitious discussion and thinking by reflecting first through writing for a short time.  Basically, rather than ask a pupil a question and wait for a response, address the whole class and ask the question and after considering the question write their thoughts down before speaking. This influenced my decision in asking the pupils to write a speech with no instruction.  They had to focus and think about what they were going to include and write about to engage them in the topic, (Tremmel, 2017. Didau, 2014. Donaldson, 2015. Lewis et al, N.D.)
     After considering Lemov’s “Show Call” (Lemov, 2015, p. 290) this influenced my teaching and learning and allowed me to incorporate it into my lessons.   Once they had completed their writing and redrafted their final piece each and every pupil had to stand at the front of the class and deliver the speech to their peers.  There was no opting out everybody took part.  

     Trapman et al (2018), states that the coherent writing process involves, “The use of different types of knowledge” (Trapman et al, 2018, p. 894), and the ability to use this knowledge.  The teacher is responsible for monitoring these processes.  Trapman et al (2018) believes that writing needs to be planned first so that pupils can generate their ideas, then organise them and set goals for improvement.  The difficulty is that Trapman et al (2018) states that the pupils throughout the entire writing process have to keep this in mind.  However, there is more to it than this.  The whole writing process is complex; Trapman et al (2018) list numerous areas which the pupil needs to be proficient in and the slow writing process can slow these areas down to ensure the pupils consider what they are actually writing. This includes, grammar, vocabulary, spelling, sentence structure and so on.  The process then continues in the pupils reflecting on their own work (peer assessment) and re-drafting if necessary (Bangert-Downs et al, 2004).  This process is included within the slow writing and the success criteria making the whole process simpler that it sounds.  
     Bangert-Down et al, (2004) believe that if pupils are in possession of a wide supply of learning strategies, they become more effective learners. Pupils need to be aware of their strategies and in which context to use them effectively and efficiently, The teaching of these strategies increases academic success (Hattie, Biggs, & Purdie, 1996; Paris & Paris, 2001)

     School X’s departmental policy (2015) covers all areas of the curriculum and also includes Donaldson’s new curriculum and the four core purposes.  School X has demonstrated in their Departmental Policy that they will implement The National Literacy Framework, the demands of the National Curriculum and various examination syllabi but most importantly the three cross curricular responsibilities, “Digital competence, Literacy and Numeracy”, (Appendix A, p. 5, 2015).  The departments philosophy, vision and ethos are to, “Enrich the lives of pupils” (Appendix A p. 5, 2015), by presenting a wide range of literature, media and text types.  The Faculty emphasises competence of Reading, Writing and Oracy skills. One of their main aims is to provide meaningful opportunities, “For creative talk and foster a life-long love of literature in the pupils” (Appendix A. p. 7, 2015).  This has a direct link to my Ethics question in whether using Slow Writing can improve Speech Writing at KS3.  The theme which was introduced to the pupils was engaging and allowed the pupils freedom to facilitate their own learning and to choose something important and relevant to them.   
     School X’s Departmental Policy for, “Developing Skills in English” (Appendix A, p. 9, 2015) states that the most frequently used language mode in adult life is Oracy, and that English lessons should centre around talk.  School X list numerous areas which should be developed in this area including, “Present information and points of view clearly and vary vocabulary, structures and grammar to convey meaning” (Appendix A, p. 9, 2015). To be successful in this area, pupils need to look at different types of writing purposes and the literary devices to be able to successfully transfer their written speech into Oral speech. To do this effectively Bushnell et al (2017) states, “that one of the key pedagogical approaches which had been shown to improve children’s writing was teaching pupils the writing process” (Bushnell et al, 2017, p. 5).  This links to Byrne (1998) where he argues that writing is a solitary activity and as there is no interaction this in itself makes writing difficult.   The area which I decided to research allowed me to carry out this experiment.  The Departmental Plan “Writer’s Craft” (2015) states that pupils should have the opportunity to work in a range of different settings including taking part in whole class activities and pupils should develop their understanding and skills in the, “Use of language and rhetorical, grammatical and literary features” (Appendix A, p. 10, 2015).  By completing the task which I had set, it allowed the pupils to explore these areas and enhance their skills through slow writing to produce a written speech, which was later delivered to the class orally. The skills developed and learned within these set of lessons according to the Departmental Plan (2015) should be reinforced continually and are transferrable to every subject across the curriculum and not just English.  
     The plan also highlights the importance of the involvement of pupils in assessment.  According to the Departmental plan (2015) within KS3 the assessment will focus on the three main areas outlined within the Literacy Numeracy Framework (LNF) and the National Curriculum, Oracy, Reading and Writing. Within the Literacy and Oracy Policy of School X (2015) it is noted that their objectives for written work is to be able to produce well-structured writing with the use of accurate, clear English with a broad range of vocabulary.  The objectives for Pupils’ oracy skills are that they are able to speak appropriately, speak fluently and listen attentively.   
[bookmark: _GoBack]     The review of literature allowed me to answer my ethics question, “Does Slow Writing assisted in raising levels in speech writing”.  Prior to any research being carried out within the classroom, I ensured that I thought about the duty of care of the pupils, “In order to recognise potential risks” (BERA, 2018, p.25). I was prepared to minimise and manage any uneasiness that might arise from my research. I used several approaches in my research.  Firstly, I used school-based educational action research as a tool to implement methodology as a possible answer to the school-based problem of improving writing skills in KS3, which was attempted through using slow writing. The research was explained to the pupils prior to them conducting the pre-assessment and this was reinforced in every lesson until the post-assessment, this ensured total understanding from the pupils in their right to have their data removed if they so wished.  As in the BERA guidelines, I was honest and open with regards to conducting the research with the pupils.  I ensured that the pupils were aware of the purpose of my research and information on where the data will be used; this information was included in the power point, which I presented to the class prior to pre-assessment.  Each lesson the same information was delivered at the beginning of each lesson for the interest and information of the pupils’ concerned (BERA, 2018).  As instructed in BERA (2018) I recognised the rights of all pupils to withdraw their results from my research at any time and that they did not have to give any reason.  
     The reason I chose the slow writing method is that Wilson, (2016) states that because I have inside context knowledge of my subject area that I have a deeper understanding, “Of the interactions and dynamics” (Wilson, 2016, p. 232).  It was an area I felt would show signs of definite improvement.  Unfortunately, there are also limitations and drawbacks to this method.  Wilson (2016) states that I am too close to the context which therefore could limit my objective thinking which I had to consider when analysing my findings and data.  This links with the British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2018) who state that the, “Ethical review processes thus need to be conducted in an open-minded and inclusive manner” (BERA, 2018, p. 3).   Through use of, theoretical sampling “The theory is not prespecified. It emerges as the research proceeds (hence ‘theoretical’ sampling)” (Bell, 2005, p.35-36).  This research is part of the Action Research methodology and the outcome of the results assisted me to reflect on my own practice and make improvements.   I have chosen this method as Wilson (2016) clearly outlines the steps to be taken broken down into stages.  
These stages are:
1. Creating my ethics question by identifying what I wish to achieve and solve within the classroom. 
2. Clarify and define the purpose of what intervention I will undertake within the classroom
3. Intervening to implement change
4. Collecting and analysing data effectively
     To implement the action research, I conducted a pre-assessment for the class, which entailed the whole class writing a speech on a person who was a hero or legend to them.  This was undertaken in a classroom setting with no prior instruction by myself.  Once this had been completed a series of lessons were then delivered.  The class then rewrote their speeches using the techniques taught through slow writing.  I then undertook a post assessment to ascertain whether their writing levels improved. This research allowed me to pre-test and post-test pupils using assessments outlined in the National Curriculum in order to ascertain whether my research question was successful or not.  
     I have discovered that I have used more than one approach and have also brushed upon the scientific method of the quantitative approach as the outcome of the results of my research will be based on levels of attainment (Churches et al, 2016), as according to Churches et al (2016) this is  best measured using this approach to compare one set of data with another.  “There is a less risk of misinterpretation” (Churches et al, 2016, p. 6) as long as my results are reliable and valid; this is also echoed by Winterbottom (2016).  This approach suits my research as I have obtained pre-assessment levels and post-assessment levels.  The findings from this type of research also underpins the findings for meta-analysis in were there any patterns in boys scores compared to girls scores.  There are limitations to using this research in that the outcome does not tell you why something happened, this still needs further research to interpret these findings. I also have to take into consideration the data is only measured against one thing in my case whether the levels have improved.  I must take this into consideration when analysing my data (Churches et al, 2016).  My research question is based on, Experimental hypothesis” (Churches et al, 2016, p. 23).  As I suggested that through introducing slow writing, this would improve the writing skills of those pupils in KS3.  
     In choosing my subjects for my research, I used convenience sampling (Etikan, 2016).  There were several classes which I was free to choose from and decided to choose the year 8 class due to the pupils' average levels within the class were a 5- to 6+.  These pupils were a set 2 class and therefore should have produced a decent piece of written work in their pre-assessment.  If I had randomly selected the pupils to take part, I would have had a more varied out come in the results but feel I would not have had a base line to begin with. 
     After ensuring that pupils were aware of my research and that they could withdraw their information at any time (BERA, 2018), I conducted the pre-test assessment and marked the same.   A spreadsheet was made, and the date was entered.  I then undertook a series of lessons using slow writing to improve the quality of the speech writing based on Tremmel’s (2017) ideas that slow writing allows pupils to work at different pace and therefore they concentrate on what they are writing, (Didau, 2014).  In the first lesson after the pre-test assessment (lesson 2), I began by instructing the class through teacher-led instruction and dialogic teaching and asking the questions, “What makes an effective speech?”  and “How should it be written” (Appendix B).  By asking these questions I was using summative assessment on how much the pupils already were aware of in order for me to ascertain what I needed to teach.  I believe that questioning is an important part of the teaching process and allows pupils to question their own learning and be prepared to “have a go” (Lemov, 2017).  This part of formative assessment namely “classroom dialogue” (Black et al, p. 17, 2012) allows the pupils to improve their interaction within the classroom which is essential for formative assessment.   
     The lesson then went on to explain Purpose, Audience, Form and Tone of the writing which needed to be used to create effective speech writing.  This part of the lesson was teacher led, but imperative that the pupils were effectively taught in order for them to apply these skills and strategies to their own writing (Gadd et al, 2017), but again allowing student to interact through questioning (Lemov, 2017) and discussion.   Through these discussions I was able to ascertain more about the, “Pre-knowledge” (Black et al, p. 17, 2012) and what else I needed to teach, through learning the pupils’ gaps and misconceptions (Vygotsky 1978; Black et al, 2012)).  This then progressed to the literary devices needed within speech writing to make an effective and interesting speech.  This was explained on the board using the DAFORREST acronym and displaying the success criteria (DEF, 2012) (Appendix B).  Each pupil was then given a completed DAFORREST grid (Appendix C) and this was examined by the class.  Pupils were also given a blank DAFORREST grid, (Appendix D). Following this the class listened to two speeches, filling in the blank DAFORREST grid with any literary devices that they heard or saw during the two speeches shown in class.  As a check of assessment of learning, pupils then rewrote down what they thought made a successful speech and pupils then provided feedback to the class on their ideas (Black et al, 2012; Hattie, 2012).
     Once I was confident that the pupils were all aware of the techniques which had to be used (Trapman et al, 2018). We went on to possible openings, which could be used to begin their speech writing.  I then modelled on the board an opening using suggestions from the class in what we could write, this feedback and interaction was central to an effective lesson, which was pupil led.  (Black et al, 2012).  This was then examined; I then prompted the class to analyse what the class had written together, on what could be improved or what should be left in.  
     In the next lesson, we recapped on the literary devices through questioning to ensure that pupils remembered and understood what was taught in the previous lesson and that there were no misconceptions (Vygotsky 1978; Black et al, 2012; Lemov 2017; Trapman et al, 2018).  The class were then handed a writing frame (Appendix E) for a speech which I decided to use to aid those who needed the support but mainly following Lewis and Wray (N.D.) and Fones’ (2018) idea that this helps pupils gain confidence and builds self-esteem.  I also took in to consideration what Lewis and Wray (N.D.) and Trapman et al (2018) state when they believe that writing is more effective when it has a meaningful purpose to the pupils,
.  I believe by using this strategy, it in turn engaged the pupils fully in the task in front of them. Through the slow writing process instructions were given, which were to complete the first box on speech openings. The success criteria was shown on the power point and explicit instructions were given for the slow writing task.  This outlined what I expected to be included within the opening of their speech writing (Appendix B, Slide 14).  Useful expressions and a word bank were used for those pupils who required differentiation and also a hand out sheet highlighted in different colours for tips on writing a speech (Appendix F).  
     The following lesson, to check on assessment of learning, we re-capped on literary devices used within speeches and also re-capped on what makes a good speech. This was achieved through questioning and feedback which I believe after considering the literature, is imperative to ascertain before moving on to the next task (Hattie, 2009; Lemov, 2017; Black et al, 2012, Vygotsky 1978).  It was then discussed what would go into the main body of our speech writing and what type of ideas could we include.  From this a success criterion was written on the board and pupils then proceeded to slow write the main body of their speech.  It was imperative that pupils knew how to use the literary techniques appropriately to have the gained effect in their speech writing (Trapman et al, 2018).  Throughout this process I constantly ensured that I was aware and implementing Bloom’s Taxonomy within the classroom (Bloom et al, 1956).
     Lesson 4, then concentrated on the ending of their speech.  Once again it was reiterated what makes a good speech and re-capped on what literary devices could be used to create this.  I ensured that I constantly scaffolded the tasks to ensure there were no misconceptions within the lesson (Black et al, 2012; Vygotsky 1978).   From this the pupils then again facilitated their own learning by producing the success criteria and the components required in their ending of their speech for the slow writing task (Tremmel, 2017), which was then carried out, by allowing the pupils to create their own success criteria; this kept focus and meaning on the task which they were completing.  It also made the pupils aware of considering more carefully what they were writing (Didau, 2014).
    The next lesson, pupils used this to peer assess their work and re-write their speeches to include any points which were highlighted as needing improvement or changing.  I feel this was important to ensure pupils could identify mistakes and misconceptions in their own work as well as others, as it is part of an essential element and assessment of learning, (Black et al 2012).  Black (2012) states, that this is imperative for pupils to achieve their goals and can only achieve this if they understand what the goal is and what is needed to reach it.  Towards the end of this lesson, several pupils then stood at the front of the class and delivered their speeches to the class, whilst I assessed their work and provided feedback. (Hattie, 2009; Black et al 2012).  This final lesson was used for the rest of the pupils to deliver their speeches to the class and I again their work was assessed.  
     The marks of the pre-assessment and post assessment were entered on to an excel worksheet, (Appendix G) so a comparison could be made on the scores, prior to the slow writing and post slow writing.  The limitation of this is whether or not the direct teaching instruction played a major part in the improvement of the levels produced by the pupils or was it because of the detailed success criteria and explicit instructions on what the pupils had to include in their speech writing. 
     Using the step of collating and analysing the data (Wilson 2016), you can see from Fig. 1. the pre-assessment levels.  Most pupils produced work to a level 3 prior to any teaching or instruction.  Fig. 2 shows the data after the set of 6 lessons.  This data shows that there are improvements in all areas from as low as 0.5 of a level to two pupils gaining two levels.  No pupil in the pre-assessment test (Fig 1.) scored above a level 4, even though there were four pupils absent.  After the slow writing instruction all pupils made an improvement to a minimum of a level 4.  There are some errors within the data, as four pupils were absent, some were absent for both pre and post assessments while others were absent for one or the other assessment.  
	
Fig. 1.
     As you can see in Fig.1 the majority of pupils scored a level 3 in the pre-assessment, These levels are quite low for the ability of the class.  The class are all achieving between a 5- to 6+ in most activities.  These scores suggest that most of the pupils had no prior knowledge about speech writing and lacked the skills and techniques required for this task.  After conducting the lessons and pupils then undertaking the post-assessment you can see the majority made considerable improvement in their overall outcome.  Whether this was to do with the instruction or the slow writing has yet to be established.  The outcomes produced a range of gain differences between the pre and post assessment (Fig. 2).  The data when analysed shows a gain difference average of 0.42 (2dp) not including those who were absent when calculating.  This is lower than I expected for the level of ability of the pupils and because the pre-assessment levels were so low.  

(Fig.2)

     Figure 3 is a graph of my data of the pre-assessment by gender. According to Estyn (2016), School X’s “Performance of boys fell slightly in the indicators that include English and Mathematics, (Estyn, 2016, p.3).  I decided to analyse the data by gender due to the concerns of the school of the widening gap of attainment between boys and girls.  From the graph you can see that the majority of girls scored a level 3 in the pre-assessment but in post-assessment (fig. 4), the majoriy of girls improved and scored mainly level 5.  On the other hand.  The pre-assessment of the boys within the class is more spread out and although 4 boys scored a level 3 in pre-assessment, the next highest was boys scoring the lower level of a 3-, compared to no girls scoring a level 3-.  




(Fig. 3)

     The data analysis for Figure 4, is based on the post-assessment by gender.  It appears that the slow writing favours the boys, although more boys score at the lower end compared to no girl obtaining a level 4- or 4, the graph shows that the boys are performing on equal levels in certain areas.  The boys scored equal levels on three occasions on levels 4+, 5+ and 6. 
     The data also clearly shows that girls are outperforming boys in the mid-range levels, the majority of girls scored a level 5 – and 5.  However, at the higher end of the scale, it seems to even out slightly.  Although no boy within the class scored a 6+ compared to 1 girl, there was an equal number of boys and girls reaching a level 6, after the instruction of speech writing through slow writing.   
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(Fig. 4)

     If we analyse the gain difference by gender (Fig. 5) the largest gain is by girls who have improved by two whole levels.  Whereas, the highest the boys achieved was an improvement of 1.25 levels.  This indicates that there is still a gap between the performance of boys and girls, although it does show improvement for the boys from slow writing they are still underperforming compared to girls.  


(Fig. 5)

     Harris et al, (2013) believes the answer to raising the attainment levels of boys is to create an evidence-based approach within the classroom.  Harris et al (2013) believe that the most effective evidence-based approach is the, “Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD)” (Harris et al, 2013, p. 539). I did find that the pupils provided a detailed speech, including the boys, I believe that this is due to the direct instruction by using slow writing.   
     In conclusion, there was marked improvement in my pre and post assessments from as little as 0.5 of a level to 2.5 levels.  As Tremmel (2017) suggested, by providing clear instructions and slowing down the work; it clearly had an impact on the pupil's ability to achieve a more concise piece of writing.  The pupils were more engaged, and the boys achieved better results, although there is still a gap between the performance of the boys and the girls.  I feel that the technique did allow the students to gain confidence in themselves, which I believe raised their motivation and engagement with the topic.  I believe that the pupils’ proficiency through their practice of writing was evident when the pupils performed their speeches in front of the class. 
     In future I feel that to ensure that my data is accurate, I would compare two classes of similar abilities. Therefore, I feel I would have more accurate comparative data on whether or not the slow writing was truly successful or whether the input of direct teaching from myself was more responsible for the outcome rather than the slow writing.  I was disappointed when I began to research literature on slow writing of how little evidence was available on the subject.  I strongly believe this is an area, which would benefit from further research.  
     Another area, where I feel that my data was inaccurate was due to some pupils being absent for either the pre-assessment or post assessment and several pupils were absent for both assessments.  If all pupils had been present for both assessments and the subsequent lessons in between, then I believe that my data would have been more of an accurate picture of the improvement in their writing though using slow writing.
     Once factor I did not take into account when conducting this research is also the time day of the lessons.  The initial pre-assessment was undertaken on lesson five, which was the last lesson of the day, pupils are less focused and engaged in lessons at the end of the day compared to the beginning.  This may have contributed to the lower levels obtained by the pupils than expected for a class of this ability.  
     By conducting the pre-assessment this allowed me to implement the ZPD and bridge the gap, this was evident again in the data analysis as pupils learned the required skills needed to produce work at a higher standard.  By delivering explicit instructions as based on Beard (2000) there was evidence of effective teaching by myself and also effective engagement by the pupils.  
      By using the writing frames in conjunction with the slow writing, I believe this also aided in the pupils showing improvement.  Although explicit instructions were on the power point, the use of writing frames helped those who were not so confident in their writing to structure and scaffold on their own ideas, therefore creating ambitious independent learners as stated in Donaldson’s, (2015) Successful Futures.   For this to succeed, the writing frames only assists pupils to a certain degree.  Pupils need to know how to use the literary techniques in the appropriate context to have any success with their outcome (Trapman et al, 2018).   This is where I was consistently aware of Bloom’s taxonomy and tried to implement it within the series of my lessons. 
     In hindsight, I missed the opportunity to gather data on how many of the pupils were pupils in receipt of free school meals.  If I had gathered this information I would have been able to analyse my data further to produce another category to see whether the slow writing played an important part in raising these pupils’ attainment.  
     From my analysis it appears that boys do work better with clear instructions therefore slow writing works for them, this is achieved by breaking down the task into smaller chunks.  It is apparent that the levels of pupils also improved due to pupils receiving general instruction on how to write a speech.  
     I believe that my instructions and effort to teach, how to write a speech followed Didau’s (2014) literature where he states, that strategies on how to teach writing skills should be used rather than concentrating on what is actually written.  By teaching the strategies and giving explicit instructions on what to include in their writing, pupils thought more about how they were going to write it.  
     In future I will use more structed lessons to include boys and ensure topic is relevant, through intervening and implementing change in pupils work ethic towards writing through the use of slow writing (Wilson 2014).   
     I believe that because I have a deeper understanding of my subject area, I am fully aware of the interactions which need to take place with the students and how to stimulate growth and development within my pupils.  I was able to with almost certainty raise the levels obtain in the pre assessment.  There were limitations as Wilson (2014) suggested.  Wilson (2014) believed that due to my closeness to my subject area I could possibly develop biased views and limit my thinking and my analysis of the data.  I had to take this into consideration together with considering the guidelines for conduction research by BERA (2018).
     Overall, I feel that the implementation of slow writing went well within the classroom.  I feel that I should have researched the literature available more beforehand, so that I would have been aware of the limited material.  Next time I would definitely use more than one similar class then I would have had more accurate and range of data to analyse which would result in more conclusive insight into the patterns for boys and girls performances using slow writing and the overall improvement in writing through the use of slow writing.  

     On reflection, there were several areas, which raised concerns with regards to limitations within my research.  The first area which was the main area of concern was the actual instruction of the slow writing.  From my data I am unable to ascertain whether the improvements in results from the pre and post assessments were directly from the slow writing, or just through my direct instruction to the class.  I am well aware that the pupils did actually write their own speeches, which included literary devices used in the right context.  This knowledge would have needed to be understand in the first place to use but was I “spoon feeding” them too much so that they were unable to fail at the task. Next time I would research beforehand and try a different way of analysing my data which would be able to give me a more conclusive result.
     Another limitation I believe with my research was I do not feel that there was enough overall data to make an accurate comparison.  The class size was not a problem but there were some absences from pupils.  Some of the absences were at the pre-assessment, others at the post assessment.  I feel I should have also kept a register of which pupils were absent or present in each individual session which would have enabled me to compare whether their gain level was lower than those pupils who were present throughout the whole six lessons.  Another area I would change if I was to repeat my research would be to not just try this with one class.  I would also try it with another class which contained pupils with similar abilities.  I would even try this with a lower ability set to see if there are greater gains with these ability pupils or not, as it is suggested in literature that writing frames and slow writing is ideal for raising self- esteem, proficiency and confidence (Tremmel, 2017; Trapman et al, 2018, Fones, 2018; Lewis et al (N.D.)).  Another area which I felt was lacking data was information on how many pupils in the class were in groups such as those who were in receipt of FSM, and ALN pupils within the classroom and whether or not there were an Looked after children (LAC).  This data would have given me more of a range to analyse.
     Another limitation I believe was that I did not have enough input from the pupils themselves on whether they found the slow writing useful, or whether they felt it helped them in producing work to a higher standard.  In future ethical research I would look to obtaining information through questionnaires from pupils before the pre-assessment and after the post-assessment, together with the session of lessons to compare what they think on the use of slow writing and whether they felt it was beneficial to them.  This would eliminate any biased opinions from myself on whether or not the slow writing was successful in raising the attainments of the pupils.  
     One of the disadvantages of my research was time.  I feel that the whole process was a little rushed, from the actual set up of the series of lessons to also analysing the data.  The information such as the make-up of the class should have been obtained prior to any assessment being carried out, questionnaires obtained about writing and slow writing prior to the pre-assessment.  This would have enabled me to have a complete picture of the make-up of the class(es) before the actual lessons began.  
     Overall data was collected; there were marked improvement in the attainment levels of all pupils within the class; there were also marked improvement in the boys performance and some results which suggested that slow writing is particularly good for engaging boys within the classroom to raise motivation and self-esteem, but some of my results are inconclusive due to the lack of data.  
Within my future practice within the classroom, I will definitely consider using slow writing more often in relation to written tasks.  As the data did suggest by structuring the lessons this way has a clear impact on the outcomes from the class. 
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