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ECSP7002 – Curriculum Development and Enhancement 
Introduction
School X is a mixed gender comprehensive school with a sixth form in rural South Wales that features 1593 pupils on roll. The school has a free school meals percentage of 12.3% which marginally falls below the national average for Wales of 16.6%. The rural location of the school is in the top five poorest areas in Wales, with 20% of all working age adults in the county claiming out of work place benefits (DWP, 2010). Despite this, School X has high ambitions for all of their students, regardless of economical background. Last year, 92.2% of their students achieved Level 5 in Key Stage 3 and 70.3% achieving Level 6, both of which are above the national average for Wales, however only 21.5% were achieving Level 7 and above (Department Improvement Plan, 2018). The class that I chose to take part in this research project are a mixed ability Year 7 class, which for the remainder of the essay will be identified as Class A. The reason that I decided to choose this class is because there is such a variety of ability within the class. As a class of 29 students, almost 50% of them have additional learning needs. Further to this, the ability in the class ranges from Level 7 to Level 2. The enormous range of ability within Class A means that they were the perfect class to use for this module, as it provided the most scope to see how much the chosen strategy will improve their work and their skills. For this assignment, I decided to pose the question ‘does Slow Writing improve narrative writing skills in Key Stage 3 students?’ and was based on the findings of Didau (2014) and Wray and Lewis (1998) which I will go in to further detail about within the literature review. The main result that I wanted to gain from this research project is whether the use of a rigid writing frame would help the students improve their narrative writing, or whether it would hinder their work. 
Literature review 
The question that I decided to pose for this research project was ‘does Slow Writing improve narrative writing skills in Key Stage 3 students?’ and so firstly I needed to begin researching Slow Writing, and how it has impacted students thus far. One of the key issues that arose whilst I was undertaking the literature review section in search of academic research about Slow Writing was the distinct lack of academic research that was out there about Slow Writing since it is a relatively new concept. Thus, I decided to focus more on the use of writing frames and how these have impacted written work for students, looking at what academics have found to be the positives and negatives of writing frames as a strategy for improving pupils’ learning. 
“National curriculum… makes it clear that children should undertake a wide range of different types of writing and that they should be helped to plan and produce these types of writing… by being given purposeful opportunities to write their own.” (Wray and Lewis, 1998). By the time that pupils reach GCSE level, they are expected to know how to write a variety of types of writing, such as letters, reports and accounts. Some of these children may not know what these are, thus using a writing frame means these new writing styles are more accessible and manageable for students and makes them less daunting. Within the GCSE examinations for both English Language and English Literature, an immense amount of extended writing is required which some children are not used to doing, let alone doing successfully; “with school age children, current evidence from the national testing of pupils in English at 11 and 14 years indicate that 30 – 40 percent of pupils fail to achieve the reading standards expected for their age group. In the writing tests, an even larger proportion do not attain the average score for their group.” (Wray and Lewis, 2000, p. 2). Furthermore, according to Wray and Lewis, “standards of writing, however, were judged to be weaker, with about one fifth of secondary schools having pupils whose standards in writing were ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’.” (2000, p. 3). Many teachers have found that children struggle with writing for extended periods of time. As children become more used to modern technology such as predictive text and talk to text software, writing for an extended amount of time with paper and a pen, let alone doing this accurately, is out of character. As a result of this, the pressure is enormous when pupils are required to do so, “the AQA paper gives candidates just a meagre hour to write a short, descriptive piece and then a longer piece which asks them to persuade and argue. This isn’t much time and most students default position is to race into it, cram in as much verbiage as possible and then down tools to watch the clock tick away the purgatory of the exam hall.” (Didau, 2014). As Didau goes on to highlight, this is definitely not a great strategy for producing great writing. So, as a teacher, what are the alternatives? “We teach them to plan and to proofread in the hope that maybe, just maybe, they’ll approach their writing more thoughtfully and produce something that won’t make the poor examiner groan in anguished suffering.” (Didau, 2014). This links to the idea of Slow Writing, which I will discuss in more detail later in this literature review. Basically, the idea behind it is to force pupils to slow down and think about what it is they are writing, which is where it differs to a regular writing frame. 
There are many different strategies that a teacher can employ in order to coach and encourage children to be better writers but the one that has proven to be consistently successful, and the one that I have chosen to be the focus of this research project, is using a writing frame. A writing frame is a “skeleton outline to scaffold children’s non-fiction writing. The skeleton framework consists of different key words or phrases, according to a particular generic form.” (Wray and Lewis, 1998, p. 2). Further, a writing frame is used as it “gives children a structure within which they can concentrate on communicating what they want to say, rather than getting lost in the form. However, by using the form, children become increasingly familiar with it.” (Wray and Lewis, 1998, p. 2). When a child is doing anything new to them, they require help in order to achieve what you are asking from them. When you are asking your students to complete a new skill or learn a new topic, you need to employ the zone of proximal development or ZPD. To paraphrase Bruner, the ZPD is the gap between what a child can do on their own versus what they can do when they are provided with support. This relates to Vygotsky’s theory for the zone of proximal development, which is that children need to follow an adult’s example in order to enable them to be able to gradually develop their ability to complete certain tasks without help and thus outside of the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). A writing frame is a perfect example of using the ZPD to narrow the gap as Bruner discusses, at it provides the support they need to progress in their work. 
According to Fones, writing frames are mainly used to “help pupils with poor self esteem and low ability in writing to make good progress.” (2001, p. 22). Many children struggle with writing, particularly with knowing what to write. By providing pupils with a scaffold in the form of a writing frame, it helps these pupils put pen to paper and make progress in their work. Due to their versatility, a writing frame can be presented in a variety of ways, depending on the subject and ability of the students using it varying from key vocabulary in a French lesson, to a step by step template on how to set out a poetry analysis essay in their English class. Thus, writing frames are used in some format within all subjects, and “the modern use of writing frames evolved with the push to raise standards through the introduction of the National Curriculum and, more recently, the Literacy Strategy.” (Bruce, 2004, p. 16).  The way that teachers use writing frames evolves and adapts to fit the needs of the everchanging curriculum and the needs of their pupils, which is why the versatility of a writing frame is a perfect teaching tool. 
According to Wray and Lewis, the foremost professors in regard to the use of writing frames, writing frames are “templates consisting of sentence starters, connectives and sentence modifiers which offer children a structure for communicating what they want to say. They help by… giving experience of a range of generic structures, providing the cohesive links which allow children to maintain he sense of what they are writing and offering a varied vocabulary of connectives and sentence beginners which allow children to go beyond the familiar.” (2002, p. 2). Further, “the frames are helpful for children of all ages and abilities from Key Stage 1 to Key Stage 3. However, they are particularly useful with children of average writing ability and with those who find writing difficult.” (Wray and Lewis, 2002, p. 3). This is a clear positive for the use of writing frames, as it provides a new sense of confidence to writing for pupils, especially those who find it difficult to formulate ideas or are not confident with their written communication. Also, by repeatedly providing writing frames students become more confident with them it makes them stronger, more confident writers. It is assumed that these frames are more useful within a Primary School environment; “they are widely used in Primary classrooms, where pupils are just beginning to shape their ideas in writing and to experiment with a greater range of genres than is normally required for GCSE English.” (Fones, 2001, p. 22). In my opinion, introducing Primary School pupils to a writing frame structure is essential, as it begins to train them in not just how to write, but how to write successfully. If this is the case, then in theory by the time that they do reach GCSE age, the structure of producing a written piece of work will be second nature to them. 
In his article ‘structured writing’, Bruce states that “teachers have often shared writing frames useful in their subject, giving pointers about how to answer specific essay questions” (2004, p. 16). Writing frames are an incredibly useful tool in teaching students, especially those who are less able in the particular subject and as I have stated, can be adapted to suit any subject. Further, he says that; “the use of writing frames has undoubtedly led to rising standards in literacy and given structure to pupils’ writing” (Bruce, 2004, p. 16). By having a writing frame as a scaffold and a guide, students who are struggling to grasp a subject have a guide on how to structure their essay or answer a question successfully. If teachers use writing frames strategically and successfully, slowly taking them away and as you should do with a scaffold, students will be more successful when it comes to their exams as they will know to slow down, think and plan an answer rather than panicking; “there is no doubt that it provides a safety net, if only because it forces students to plan for the question before they write.” (Fones, 2001, p. 29). 
Despite their usefulness and the reliance that schools have on them, they do have their fair share of criticism. Fones argues that the structure of writing frames are too rigid and only suitable for younger pupils; “the rigidity of the structures available on Professor Wray’s website renders them unsuitable for older students; they seem likely to supress originality and are not easily transferrable to work on Literature, which consumes a large proportion of English time.” (2001, p. 22). This theory links to the idea of a very structured, formal frame that provides all the answers to the pupils, rather than giving them the freedom to formulate their own original and creative ideas. In addition to this, in her article ‘blocking them in to free them to act’, Fones uses the example of a persuasive piece of writing for the title; ‘Who is most to blame for the murder of Duncan?’ with sentence starters such as ‘I have several reasons for arguing this point of view. My first reason is…’ and ‘I further want to argue that…’ Fones says that these sentences are “rather laboured for GCSE writing.” (2001, p. 22) moreover, she says that “the repetition of key words such as ‘argue’, ‘reason’ and ‘further’ is clumsy, particularly since they, or their variants, occur in close proximity.” (2001, p. 22). 
The use of writing frames can be linked to constructivism teaching. Pritchard says that “constructivists view learning as the result of mental construction. That is, learning takes place when new information is built in to and added on to an individual’s current structure of knowledge, understanding and skills” (Pritchard, 2009). When Fisher and Frey discuss teaching and learning, they state that a child is completely unable to take the next step in their development and learning without having the support of scaffolding, however they emphasise the fact that this scaffold does need to be taken away. The constructivist belief is that the main role of being a teacher is providing scaffolding for pupils so that they are able to learn but knowing when it is necessary to take the scaffold away. This links to what Bruce discusses in his essay, as he highlights the over-reliance some schools have on providing writing frames to the point that they no longer become a scaffold, but an expected tool that students become dependent on when completing a piece of work; “a number of OFSTED school inspections have highlighted the over-use of writing frames. The over-use of frames leads to monotonous lessons which neither stretch the abilities of the more able, nor prepare pupils for the varied diet of tasks they will be required to undertake in the world of work.” (Bruce, 2004, p. 16 - 17). Providing all of the students in the class with the same plan under the guise of a writing frame defeats the object of using a writing frame as a scaffold because as Bruce says, this will squander the creativity of more able and talented students, as they will struggle with such a rigid format to follow. Also, for your students who are less skilled, it is less of a scaffold but more of a crutch. They become dependent on the teacher providing a step by step guide on how to answer every question and every essay, so when they come to completing their exams they will struggle as they do not have the scaffold there telling them what to write or how to answer each question. 
For many children, the issue is not writing down their creative writing piece or getting their essay to achieve a certain amount of words or pages. For many, the main issue they face is writing something with substance. With a lot of students, they are fine with ‘what’ they are writing but the issue that they have is the ‘how’ of their writing, and this is what has been identified as the issue by many teachers; “the point of it is that they have to slow right down in order to think about their technique. Generally speaking, students find it straightforward to write what they want but it is much harder for them to think about how they’re going to write it. This process forces them to concentrate on the how instead of the what.” (Didau, 2014). Slow Writing is a term coined by blogger and educator David Didau and is something that he discusses in detail on his blog ‘the learning spy.’ He says that the idea behind Slow Writing is to “get students to slow the hell down and approach each word, sentence and paragraph with love and attention. Obviously, they will write less but what they do write will be beautifully wrought and finely honed.” (Didau, 2014). He created the Slow Writing technique due to what he saw as a need to get pupils to slow down and process what they are writing, rather than rushing to get words on a page. The method of Slow Writing is “firstly, I tell students that we will be drafting rather than writing. Then I tell them to double space their writing. They find this inordinately difficult so I’ve taken to providing them with double spaced paper to get them in to the habit. I then give them a topic and ask them to complete a set of seemingly random exercises. For example: your first sentence must begin with a present participle, your second sentence must contain only three words, and so on.” (Didau, 2014). The idea behind Slow Writing is that pupils have to follow these rules in each sentence which forces them to slow down and really think about what they are putting in each sentence of their work. I thought that Slow Writing was an interesting technique and wanted to see how it would work with my class. 
School policy and practice
School X are currently trying to put more weight on to improving the writing skills of their students. They have currently identified a weakness in the writing abilities of their students within their departmental improvement plan as they have identified that students are typically preforming worse in writing assessments in comparison to their reading and oracy assessments, and so School X are trying to put strategies in place to improve this. In a meeting with the literacy coordinator, they told me that the school is planning on incorporating writing interventions for the start of the next academic year. Up until this point, School X has invested a lot of time in providing reading interventions for weaker students, such as reading boosters twice a week during form time. The literacy coordinator said that whilst they have seen a huge improvement in the reading ability of their students, it is now highlighting glaring issues within the writing of their students. From September, School X are planning to do a similar method of interventions with students that have weaker writing skills, such as spelling or extended writing. Also, in a separate meeting with both the literacy coordinator and the head of Key Stage 3, I was told about a ‘writing day’ that they are planning to put on whilst Key Stages 4 and 5 are completing their exams. The idea behind their writing day is to take all the Key Stage 3 pupils off timetable and to run workshops to build writing skills, such as narrative writing, use of adjectives and punctuation. Whilst the department policy does not have anything that specifically links to the use of writing frames, the various schemes of work that the department uses does. 
At the moment within the English department of School X, they are using writing frames in various ways throughout their schemes of work. Within these schemes of work, writing frames are typically used as a form of scaffolding to assist pupils’ writing during assessments, such as sentence starters to help to structure a Point Evidence Explain paragraph in a Year 7 scheme of work, or key words and tentative language to include in a writing assessment for Year 8. Whilst I believe that School X is currently employing the use of writing frames as a scaffold and doing so successfully, I did not see them use the scaffold as a method of differentiation as it was provided in the same capacity to every child rather than being differentiated for the needs of the pupils. School X features a large English department made up of 11 teachers that are all consistent in their use of writing frames. Whilst School X currently does employ the use of writing frames, there is currently nothing within any of their schemes of work relating to slow writing that I have observed within lessons or read within schemes of work. I discussed using it a strategy with my department mentor, who encouraged using it as a scaffold. 
Methodology and ethics 
Before I was able to conduct my research project, I needed to look at the potential research methods and ways that I could collect my data for the research project to see if using a Slow Writing frame would improve the narrative writing ability of Class A. Cohen et al have suggested that an effective method of gathering data is to use a “placement test” (2013, p. 481) which is also known as a pre-test prior to completing the research project so that the person conducting the research is able to see the starting abilities of the pupils. I decided that this would be the most effective method of gathering data, as it the one that was most aligned with current classroom practice. School X’s current practice feature three assessments per half term/schemes of work; an oracy assessment, a reading assessment and a writing assessment. As a result of this, I decided that this would be the most effective way of completing this research project would be through pre and post testing, as it fit with the policy already in place within the department and Class A would not find it out of character of the department to have to complete an assessment. School X places a lot of emphasis on redrafting, which further made the process of pre and post testing the most effective method of gathering data as I was able to tell Class A that the post-test was a form of redrafting. 
The idea behind pre-testing and post testing is to see what will happen after you pose your question. Thomas says that “this ‘what happens next?’ question is accompanied by a particular structure. This structure usually involves taking 2 or more observations or measures (e.g. before and after an imposed change) and then trying to deduce what any difference between those observations or measures may mean.’” (Thomas, 2017, p. 10). For me, I posed the question and then my observations and measures came in the form of the tests. By these tests before and after my intervention lessons, I could see what changes would be made by my teaching and my learning methods. 
As stated earlier in this essay, the research question that I posed was ‘does Slow Writing improve narrative writing skills in Key Stage 3 students?’ The methodology behind this type of research question links to what Thomas says; “usually in this kind of study you are asking ‘does this seem to be causing that?’ You are asking questions of the variety; ‘does x cause y’ or ‘is a related to b?” (Thomas, 2017, p. 10). I felt as though this would be the most effective questioning style to fit my end goals and the research methods I had decided to undertake based on my reading of Cohen et al. My goal for the project was to see whether Slow Writing frames improved narrative writing skills, thus whether using the frame would cause an improvement in their work. Following the guidelines of Cohen et al and Thomas, I decided that my methodology for the project would be to conduct the pre-test, conduct intervention lessons, and then complete the post-test. 
Informed consent is crucial when conducting a research project of this kind. Following the university guidelines, I gave the students a letter provided by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David that explained to their parents and carers that I would be conducting a research project based on the work completed by Class A. I made sure to emphasise within this letter that no names would be used and all data would be kept confidential. Furthermore, I made sure to clarify that pupils do not have to participate in the study and can withdraw their consent at any time, but they would still need to do the classwork, but their answers and data would not be put in to my research project. Ethically, emphasising this is important so the students feel comfortable, but also because of the demanding needs of Class A. I also made sure to provide my University email address in case any of the parents had any questions or queries that they wanted me to clear up. Before pitching the research project to my department mentor at School X, I completed an Ethics form in line with the policy of University of Wales Trinity Saint David. I needed to submit the Ethics form to be approved to make sure that my research project would be effective, uphold the guidelines of the University, and did not unethically impact my students. 
Evaluation 
In order to fully be able to assess the progress of Class A over the course of the intervention, I felt that it would be best to begin the intervention once I had finished the current topic that the class were studying. I felt that by starting something completely new with the class, it would give me a more detailed understanding of how much affect the intervention would have with the class rather than building on the knowledge that they had gained through the previous lessons. Due to the importance of pre-testing as emphasised by Cohen et al, the first lesson with Class A consisted of them conducting their pre-test. In this case, the pre-test was an extended piece of creative writing. I gave the class three possible titles for them to vote on and which ever title had the most votes, they would all have to write their story based on that title. Their options were ‘fear – scary stories’, ‘friendship – happy stories’ or ‘spies – action story’, the last one stemming from their last scheme of work on the same topic. Class A voted almost unanimously for ‘fear/scary stories.’ As this was a pre-diagnostic test to see how well my chosen intervention would work, I was unable to provide much in the form of scaffolding, as my chosen intervention is a form of scaffolding in itself. Rather than providing scaffolding, I created a basic success criteria that I displayed on the board whilst the class were completing the test as a way of providing a structure for them. The success criteria was: 
1. Use ambitious adjectives, verbs and adverbs. 
2.  Literary techniques to make your writing more interesting (such as alliteration, similes, show don’t tell). 
3. Write at least three quarters of a page. 
As I mentioned in my introduction, Class A wildly varies in the ability of the students. I found that many of the pupils in the class struggled to write a narrative piece of work without more elements of guidance and scaffolding. After Class A completed their pre-test, I handed out exit tickets to see what the class would like to look at before they did the post-test, as I felt as though it was important to see what the class identified as their own weaknesses. I gave them a few options and the pupils circled what they wanted to look at and identify any of the options that they had not heard of before, such as similes, show don’t tell and adjectives. Whilst marking their pre-tests, I found that most of the students managed to achieve the third point of the success criteria by writing at least three quarters of a page but some of the weaker skilled students in the class failed to do this as these students did not have the usual level of scaffolding that they need to achieve in English lessons. However, many students failed with the first and second points of the success criteria. Most students attempted to use adjectives and verbs, but only the more able and talented within the class attempted to use adverbs and some form of literary techniques, mainly similes and alliteration. 
The most popular answer from Class A was adjectives, verbs, and adverbs. I felt that this was the obvious first step in my sequence of lessons both because it was the most requested by the class but also because it seems to be the first stepping stone to improve a pupil’s writing. My aim was to make the lessons as fun and as engaging as possible. My aim for the lesson was to get Class A to see the impact that their choice of language has on their writing. As one of the activities, I got Class A to stand behind their chairs and walk on the spot. As they did this, I told them an adjective, verb or adverb that made them alter the way that they were walking. By doing this, the class could visually see the impact that their choice of language has within their writing. As the main task for this lesson, the class were given a paragraph about a day at the beach that contained very basic descriptive words. The class had to rewrite the paragraph in their books by adding better descriptive words and then as an extension task, carry on the paragraph by adding more details. I feel as though my tasks for this lesson were effective and Class A responded particularly well to the activity in which they were walking on the spot and had to alter their walking because it made them see the impact that their words can have on their writing and how it can change their story. 
The next lesson in the sequence was looking at show don’t tell. The vast majority of students within Class A did not know what this meant and flagged it up as a query. The idea behind show don’t tell is that the writer is using description to show the reader what is happening within the writing to help them create a mental image in their mind, rather than telling them what is happening. I showed them some examples of the difference between showing sentences and telling sentences and we discussed the impact that these had. Next, I wanted to prove to them that showing rather than telling is a skill that most of us do innately. To prove this, I asked for three volunteers. I gave the volunteer a piece of paper that contained an emotion and a general description for how to act if this is how they are feeling. My first volunteer’s emotion was nervous. They entered the room hesitantly, they were biting their nails and not making eye contact. The class immediately guessed how the student was feeling based on their body language. My next volunteer skipped in to the classroom. They were smiling and greeted me and the rest of the class kindly. The class knew instantly that this student was feeling happy based on their attitude and body language. My last volunteer stormed in to the classroom, slamming the door behind them. I asked them how they were feeling, and they screamed at me that they were fine. I asked Class A how the pupil was feeling, and the all said that the pupil was angry. I pointed out that when I asked the pupil how they were feeling, they told me that they were feeling fine. The class told me that although the pupil may have said they were feeling okay, their body language told a different story. I told them that this was the importance of showing a reader something, rather than telling them, as if I had taken the last pupil at their word I would have assumed that they were fine, even though it was obvious to everyone around them that they were not. As the main task of this lesson, I displayed ten pictures on the board of different emotions. I asked the pupils to choose three and write a description of how the person would be feeling without stating the emotion. They then swapped books with their partner and the partner had to write which emotion they thought the person was describing. 
The next lesson was the final lesson in my sequence before Class A completed the post test. The lesson was about what elements a story needs for a reader to be engaged. We discussed using the five senses in a description to engage a reader. I put up a photo of a beach and as a class we planned what we would be able to see, hear, taste, touch or smell if we were there. Next, I showed them a picture of a house on fire and we did the same thing. After that, we started planning. Within the exit tickets, Class A had told me that they really wanted to be able to plan their next story beforehand. Also, many of them struggled with generating an engaging idea. As a class, we brainstormed some ideas of what we might want to write about in our spooky story, such as clowns or abandoned houses. Next, I introduced Class A to the idea of Slow Writing. I handed out the writing frame and we talked through anything that they did not understand. As a model, we came up with an idea as a class and wrote it on the board using the structure of the writing frame that I had given them. 
The final lesson was the post test. The class wrote up their new spooky story using the Slow Writing frame. I circulated the class as they were writing their new stories and I noticed that some of my more able and talented students were struggling, as they did not like the rigid format of the writing frame, which linked to what both Fones and Bruce said. Once they had finished their stories, I handed out exit tickets to ask how they found writing their story using the Slow Writing frame and to see whether or not the class found that it helped with their writing. For me as a teacher, their opinion on how effective the Slow Writing frame was as a scaffold was crucial to whether it improved their writing. Thus, I decided to look at what they said before I marked their work. In the final exit tickets that I gave to Class A, I asked Class A two questions which I will discuss in more detail within the conclusion; 
1. What did you think of the Slow Writing frame? Was it helpful? 
2. Do you think that these lessons have improved your creative writing skills? 
Whilst marking the post test, I compared the results to the success criteria from the pre-test which I will discuss in detail in the next section. I felt that this was just as important as looking at the levels that the class achieved, as this is what the class had as a scaffold in both forms of the test. 
Conclusion 
As previously mentioned, Class A contained 29 students. Out of the 29 pupils, 21 pupils said that they found the Slow Writing frame helpful, whereas 8 pupils felt that it was not helpful. These 8 pupils who found it unhelpful are among the more able and talented of the class. I asked the pupils why they did not like using the writing frame and they told me that they found it very limiting, as they could not write as freely as they wanted because they were restricted by the rules I had set them.  The 21 pupils who found it helpful are among those that require more help and scaffolding. These pupils told me that they loved having something there to help prompt them with what techniques they needed to include in order for them to write an engaging story that would push them to achieve higher levels. They felt that without the Slow Writing frame there to help guide them, they would not have remembered to include the techniques we had gone over in the lessons. The Slow Writing frame provided these students with a newfound sense of confidence in their work, which links to what Wray and Lewis says about the effectiveness of these frames. For my students who are considered to be more weaker skilled and do lack confidence in their writing, the Slow Writing frame worked perfectly to give them the push to include more ambitious techniques. This links to Fones’ argument that “thus, whilst it is a frame that has proven successful for younger pupils lacking confidence, it needs modification for articulate teenagers capable of considering complex ideas and manipulating quite sophisticated language” (2001, p. 22). Whilst the frame worked perfectly for the pupils of Class A who typically struggle with writing, those who already write fluidly and confidence found it difficult to navigate as it impacted their natural talent. 

Whilst marking their post-tests, I compared it to their pre-test and whether the three basic things I included in the success criteria, which were to use ambitious vocabulary, engaging techniques and to write at least three quarters of a page. As you can see from the bar graph above, Class A did better in the post-test than in the pre-test in all three categories. In the pre-test, a majority of 20 out of 29 pupils in the class used descriptive vocabulary, whereas in the post-test only 2 pupils did not do this. The biggest improvement being in the use of techniques. In the pre-test, only ten students attempted to use techniques such as similes and show don’t tell in their work, but in the post-test 22 pupils managed to use them. In terms of the final point of the success criteria, only nineteen pupils managed to write three quarters of a page. However, this is still two more than the pre-test and thus still progress. This proves that, in terms of the success criteria, the Slow Writing frame was a success in the three topics that I chose to highlight as the results improved in every single topic. However, this does not specify those students who were already achieving these topics without the use of the writing frame. 
I think that it is interesting to note in this conclusion that those students who, in the pre-test, did not manage to write three quarters of a page as they were struggling with ideas all achieved this, whereas my more able and talented struggled with this as they felt too restricted, some of whom chose to abandon the writing frame completely and write their own narrative piece without using the guide. This links to what Fones says; “the success of the plan is also dependent on the attitudes of the students” (2001, p. 30). My lower skilled pupils saw the Slow Writing frame as a scaffold and as a reminder to help them, they were more open to the Slow Writing frame as they saw it as a gift that would help them create the best piece of work for their skills and ability. On the other hand, my more able and talented students viewed the Slow Writing frame as a hinderance that restricted the flow of their writing and prevented them from including what they wanted to say. These students would already include impressive literary techniques throughout their work without being told when or what to use, thus they found it hard to interrupt their story mid-flow. For them, they could be writing an incredible, detailed description of a haunted house to set the scene, but the frame would tell them that they needed to include a line of dialogue but by doing so, it would completely disrupt their flow and their story would be less engaging or impactful. 
“Those who can should be encouraged to set free their thoughts and produce their own extended work. that work still requires a structure, but it does not need to be as rigid as current writing frames steer” (Bruce, 2004, p. 17). Whilst not all of my class found the Slow Writing frame helpful, it is definitely one that proved useful. However, the rigidity of the frame is a downfall as it can restrict pupil’s creativity and achievement, as Bruce says; “writing templates, like templates in a computer application, can provide useful prompts as to how one might present information. However, we should be wary of shackling pupils’ creativity by using them as a way of structuring thinking” (Bruce, 2004, p. 18). The Slow Writing frame is an effective one, but it is incredibly harsh in its rules and they are expected to be followed to the letter. Some of my pupils did feel shackled in the way that Bruce says, as they felt that it boxed in their creativity. However, others felt that it freed up their writing and made them better writers. For those pupils, this reflected in their levels with one student shooting up from a level 3c in their pre-test, all the way up to a 5a in their post-test. I definitely think that if I were to redo this research project, I would continue to use the Slow Writing frame. However, instead of giving the Slow Writing frame to every student in the class I would just give it to the students in the class that require the most help. Instead of giving it to the stronger students, I would give them sentence starters or other, less meticulous forms of writing frames. 
Limitations and future development 
One of the main limitations for this study is the lack of literature and studies that are available that relates to Slow Writing. As I previously mentioned, this is a relatively new term and thus there is not a lot of research available. Although the majority of Class A found that Slow Writing improved their narrative writing ability, there has not been enough studies to categorically say that Slow Writing is proven as an effective method for improving narrative writing within Key Stage 3 pupils. The topic, however, provides a wide scope for future development. Schools are increasingly using Slow Writing frames in lessons. My current placement school, School Y, have used a Slow Writing Frame as a strategy for preparing for an exposition writing assessment with their Year 9 classes. 
In the literature review section of this research project, I referenced Wray and Lewis’ belief that “the frames are helpful for children of all ages and abilities from Key Stage 1 to Key Stage 3. However, they are particularly useful with children of average writing ability and with those who find writing difficult.” (Wray and Lewis, 2002, p. 3). This links to a limitation to the use of writing frames. Whilst they have proved useful for younger students, this does not mean that they are transferable to Key Stage 4 pupils. In addition to this, I only completed the research project with one sample class of 29 participants. This does not mean that the results that this class achieved are transferable to every class. Also, as a Year 7 class, they only provide one age group sample. The results achieved by Class A may not be replicated by a class in Year 9, even though they are the same Key Stage. Thus, the results of the study cannot be fully generalised due to the limitation of the sample size. 
The biggest limitation I found in this research project is timing. Due to the length of my placement in School X I did not have much time to complete the project. School policy within School X dictates that they do not let PGCE student teachers teach every lesson with the class, so I only taught Class A for four out of a possible seven lessons. This did not give me as much time as I would have liked to complete the intervention lessons. A further unpreventable factor to this was that I lost a lesson due to a school closure because of snow. This meant that I was unable to complete a lesson on similes that I had planned and there was no time to fit it in before they had to complete the post-test, as this was done on the last day of my placement. I think that with more time to complete the research project, the results may have been different. The more able and talented students would have had more time to practice with the Slow Writing frame and may have been more open-minded to using the frame, as they would have more experience with it. 
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