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“Reasons to support” and “not influenced by opinions” do not sit amicably together.  The proposition is specious.

May the implementation of Shared Writing techniques raise the writing levels of Year 8 pupils?
Introduction
The intention of this research was to investigate whether Shared Writing techniques, as pioneered by P. Corbett and further examined by Gibson and others, may raise the standards and levels of writing in a year 8 class.  Employing modelling, shared collaborative writing and redrafting, together with the development of the use of grammatical structures such as fronted adverbials and compound sentences, the researcher will investigate and assess the impact on writing levels and standards.  Through the demonstration to pupils of metacognitive and metalinguistic processes, and their collaboration in these processes, it is to be investigated whether pupils will be guided towards independent writing which displays the assimilation of new techniques and an improvement in their writing levels.
School X is a local authority school with 617 pupils ranging from 11 to 19.  The Free School Meal (FSM) percentage is 16% and 60.2% of pupils are currently achieving the level 2 threshold, including English/Welsh and Maths at Key Stage 4 (mylocalschool.wales.gov.uk).  The 2015 Estyn report stated: “In key stage 4, pupils” performance in English or Welsh has declined and is lower than that of similar schools”; further: “a minority of pupils, especially boys, produce writing that is too brief, lacks depth and contains too many spelling, grammatical and punctuation errors”.  (No references will be provided which are specific to this school in order that anonymity may be preserved).  One of the recommendations made by Estyn was to: “Improve the quality and accuracy of boys’ writing”.  Estyn identifies that the gender gap is wider in this school than other schools in the family and attributes this to “boys’ “comparatively weak performance in English”.  It has long been noted that “boys’ writing, particularly, is an area of concern (O’Brien and Neal, 2007, OFSTED 1993 & 2003, Welsh Government, 2014).  The school FIP (Faculty of English Development Plan) identifies the necessity of improving literacy at Key Stage 3 and of raising attainment levels, particularly in “boys’ and FSM pupils, at Key Stage 4.  Therefore, I have targeted my research at a Year 8 class of mixed ability, the focus of which is whether writing levels may be raised through the implementation of Shared Writing techniques, supported by work on grammar and vocabulary.  This imposes limitations on the research which will be discussed throughout.
Literature Review
There appears to be a dearth of literature on Shared Writing.  While there is a substantial body of literature on techniques for teaching writing and much literature on Modelled Writing, this should not be confused with Shared Writing.  However, it is even confused in some academic articles.  As Boswell (2016, p.16) states, the two should not be confused and she further makes the distinction between Modelled Writing and Interactive Writing.  Shared Writing is a collaborative process during which the teacher is the scribe and pupils contribute; however, she suggests that the teacher is more than just scribe, stating:  “students jump in, give suggestions, and interact with the teacher as he or she writes”.  “Interact” suggests a greater involvement than just scribe. Corbett suggests that weak contributions from pupils should be challenged (2004, p.viii). Boswell (2016, p.16) describes Interactive Writing as collaborative “but now individual students are holding the pen and doing the actual drafting”.  Boswell writes that both Shared Writing and Interactive Writing are “effective scaffolds” (2016. P.16) and can aid the creation of “a high-quality piece”; however, she believes that Modelled Writing actually transforms classroom practice and achievement.  Modelled writing is demonstration by the teacher of her/his writing, including voicing thought processes revealing vocabulary choice, restructuring of sentences and so forth.
There is, it may be argued, considerable cross-over in these techniques.  Quigley (2018, no page ref. available) fails to make the distinction in his article when describing a teacher who “walks through an explanation” “verbalising”, as he suggests this is Shared Writing; but this describes Modelled Writing not Shared Writing.  Thandi, (2008, p.18), however, suggests that composing together is one aspect of Modelled Writing.  She describes the modelling process as “showing them how I write myself, making my thinking explicit in the process.” (p.18).  It may be argued that Shared Writing also does this to some extent, but in a more collaborative way with less emphasis on making the individual teacher’s thinking explicit.  As Corbett demonstrates his process with adults in a YouTube video, he states that children: 
“need to be in the habit of generating vocabulary, ideas, so the teacher has to push, push, push.  The standard of writing is in direct relation to the teaching.”  He indicates that they are being trained in the process of extending their effort in order to “judge” and “select” creatively.  Thandi (2008, p.260) expresses a similar view, stating that pupils observed their teacher struggle to find the most appropriate word during Modelled Writing and this “encouraged them to do the same”. It may be argued that pupils who are learning the process benefit from guidance and input and that the teacher as merely scribe may not provide sufficient scaffolding and guidance.  By omitting collaboration and interaction with the teacher, the “metacognitive modelling” (as coined by Tonjes, (1998) and cited by Thandi 2008, p,19) part of the process may be diminished.  Thandi (2008, p.24) also describes a process which is Modelled Writing, enabling pupils to see, as Sharples (1999) stated: “the workings of” the “cognitive engine of writing” (cited by Thandi, 2008, p.24).  She further states that students “preferred the more collaborative approach to writing when it is supported by the modelling approach” ( 2008, p.24)
Vygotsky (1992, p.152) concurs with Tolstoy that extending vocabulary and acquiring new concepts to the point where they are assimilated by the child is “a long and complex process”.  The suggestion is that the conceptual acquisition requires contextualisation in multiple ways before it becomes fixed and ready for use in the mind of a child. It may be proposed that both Shared Writing and Modelled Writing could provide opportunities for this process.  Indeed, it may be argued that Shared Writing potentially facilitates the interaction of “scientific concepts” (i.e. concepts that originate in classroom instruction) and “spontaneous concepts” (i.e. concepts evolving through everyday life [1992, p.158]), as defined by Vygotsky, where the “spontaneous” concepts of the child cooperate with the “scientific” concepts introduced by the teacher to extend meaning and, therefore, understanding.  Vygotsky (1992. P.157) opposes Piaget’s view that “spontaneous” and “nonspontaneous” concepts are “antagonistic, mutually exclusive forms of thinking” (1992, p.157), proposing that it is a “unitary process”, during which instruction “directs” the “evolution” of those concepts.  Further, Vygotsky (1992, p.166) writes that a child’s earlier processes of “primitive remembering” and “involuntary attention” are transformed into “higher mental processes of voluntary attention and logical memory” during school years.  The process is described as “logical memory guided by meaning”, thus, the deliberate and conscious construction of meaning.  This may equally be applied to the process of Shared Writing, tentatively suggesting that the same pattern of concept construction for learning is employed in both processes; the spontaneous concepts of the child, in dialogue with the scientific concepts introduced by the teacher, construct a system of meaning.  That system of meaning, in this case the product of the Shared Writing exercise, is the coming together of those concepts and may be compared to the inner processes of the child assimilating scientific concepts with spontaneous concepts and constructing new understandings/meanings.  Much closer analysis is required for the progression of this comparison; however, this link may also be speculatively forged with that of theory regarding metacognition.  Vygotsky (1992, p.171) states: “Reflective consciousness comes to the child through the portals of scientific concepts; he further asserts “The conscious use of concepts is achievable through their systematization based on the relations of generality between concepts” (1992, p.174).  The process of Shared Writing, it may be proposed, could encourage the conscious awareness of systematization (in this case written language itself)  which is developed through the focus on “scientific concepts” introduced by the teacher in communication with the spontaneous concepts of the child.  Metacognition (a term first used by John Flavell in the late 1970s and cited by Lai, 2007, p.4) is making conscious the processes and systems of thought or of learning (Shared Writing and Assessment for Learning may be seen as examples of this) through which we can learn, it is suggested, in a more focused way.  Lai (2011, p.9) highlights the correlation made by researchers between cognitive knowledge and cognitive monitoring.  Shared Writing may perhaps be understood as a process working towards cognitive knowledge; Assessment for Learning may be understood as cognitive monitoring, both are types of metacognition. Language is a vehicle for thought processes and is the focus of all these theories.  It should perhaps be remembered that thought can also, and does, take place by means other than through verbal and written language (see Jung et al.), but this is beyond the scope of this assignment.
Thus, it may be possible to connect Assessment for Learning with the processes of metacognition and Vygotsky’s work on learning; all are about conscious and systematic understanding, through which “scientific concepts” may be added and developed to enhance deeper cognition. Beck et al (2018) write about the deep and flexible understanding of words “enhancing higher-level verbal tasks” which requires instruction, leading to “deep thinking”.  Examining these ideas together, learning may be possibly be considered a two-way process between “scientific concepts” and “spontaneous concepts”.  Vygotsky (1992, p.155-156) argues this in opposition to Piaget who proposes that the two are in conflict and that “unspontaneous” concepts need to overpower and replace the “spontaneous” concepts of the egocentric child.

Interestingly, Vygotsky (1992, p.182) suggests that the shift from “maximally compact inner speech” to “maximally detailed written speech” requires “deliberate semantics – deliberate structuring of the web of meaning.  It is this deliberate structuring which Corbett’s process of Shared Writing makes visible in a metacognitive process. Corbett asserts (2004, p. viii)  that the class should be pushed “to think for themselves and to evaluate their ideas.  Weak vocabulary and sentence structure should be challenged.”  Moreover, Vygotsky (1992, p.182) states, in relation to the intellectual development of the child, that verbal language precedes inner language and written speech follows and “presupposes the existence” of inner speech.  The pattern followed during Shared Writing echoes the stages of the acquisition and application of language in the young child: verbal language in communication with inner dialogue evolves into written language with formal structures monitored and reinforced by the teacher.  Additionally, the process is a metacognitive one, during which the processes of vocabulary selection, sentence structuring and restructuring, redrafting and proofing are made explicit and overt.  Indeed, it may be suggested that writing is the metacognition of thought in its systematization, development and extension of “maximally compact inner speech”. Vygotsky (1992, p.183) states it “brings awareness to speech”.

One of the reasons for focusing on Shared Writing was an interest in the gender gap and how, particularly, boys’ writing development lags behind that of girls. Research, having recognised this to be an issue, poses the problem of how we should address it. Thandi posits: “poor writing ability may lead to low self-esteem and a loss of self-confidence (citing Galbraith and Alexander, 2005) preventing [students] from achieving their true potential (2008, p.17).  She subsequently suggests that modelling writing is beneficial to pupils with dyslexia, citing others (DfEE, 2001; DfES, 2004b) in addition to her own research. Hall et al. (2015, p.5) suggest that more literal minded children, specifically those with autism, can be guided towards using language in a more subtle way with the help of Shared Writing. This indicates the possibility that Shared Writing could, potentially, be beneficial to a wide range of pupils, were it to impact positively on their learning.
Perkins (2003, p.2) writes: “we can work to make thinking much more visible than it usually is in classrooms. When we do so, we are giving students more to build on and learn from”.  This is in line with Hattie’s work on making learning visible and Wiliam’s work on making Assessment for Learning overt, for both teacher and pupil.  All explore the notion that learning and metacognition should be visible and measurable.  Corbett uses a similar approach by making the metacognitive processes of writing audible and visible to the pupil who learns through the modelling to assimilate them and prepare them for use, as proposed by Vygotsky (1998).
School Policy and Practice
The school English Faculty is currently undergoing change, a new Head of Faculty having taken up the post in January 2019.  Having undertaken teaching practice in the Autumn term of 2018, I was unable to find any universally employed schemes of work or stated policies other that the FIP, which was a little vague and had not yet been completely implemented.  There were no stipulated shared aims and intentions and it appeared that each teacher decided what she would teach and when, during Key Stage 3, within a loosely identified structure of certain recommended texts for study.  Therefore, it has not been possible to provide any data on approaches to writing and the degree of implementation in Key Stage 3.
Methodology and Ethics
Questions:
1. Do Shared Writing techniques improve pupils’ writing attainment levels as assessed in line with the National Curriculum?
2. Do Shared Writing techniques, together with work on vocabulary and grammar, enhance pupils’ vocabulary choices and encourage variety when structuring sentences?
3. Does the process of Shared Writing make explicit conscious consideration of language choices and the need for redrafting, thus successfully modelling a more sophisticated writing process than previously understood by pupils? 
The research undertaken was conducted as a series of lessons in which all pupils participated.  However, all research work complied with guidelines set out by BERA in “Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research” (2018).  Pupils were fully informed and given the opportunity to exercise full autonomy in withdrawing their work from the research database.  This was done with consideration of the implications of the pupil/teacher power imbalance.  No pupils refused consent for their work to be included, indeed, many appeared to demonstrate pride in their achievements and a desire for their work to be part of the research.  Anonymity shall be preserved as stipulated by the BERA guidelines.
As defined by Cohen et al (2013, p.4) research is “systematic and controlled”, “empirical” and “self-correcting”.  The questions to be considered permit both qualitative and quantitative data analysis.  As defined by Vanderstoep and Johnston: “Quantitative research specifies numerical assignment of the phenomena under study, whereas qualitative research produces narrative or textual descriptions of the phenomena under study” (2009, p.7).
Vanderstoep and Johnston suggest that qualitative research “focuses on the social and cultural construction of meaning” (2009, p.166).  The example given regarding cultural beliefs being that weather changes are determined either by barometric pressure or by the moods of the gods suggesting the subjective nature of interpretation and meaning construction and the difficulty in asserting truths and validations. Being able to replicate findings suggests the discovery of a truth (Vanderstoep and Johnson, 2009, p.169).  However, they also assert that qualitative research is “idiosyncratic to the researcher” within a specific time and culture, therefore, “true replication is impossible” (2009, p.170).
The nature of this research is Action research, as described by Vanderstoep and Johnston (2009 p,9) which has “the goal of improving the particular institution at which they work”; however, in this case, it may, perhaps, be more accurately described as seeking to improve the teaching practice of a student teacher, in line with Biesta’s view of “research evidence becoming an “instrument in intelligent professional action” for teachers” (Biesta, 2010, p.43, cited by Dann et al., 2018, p1).  In a straight forward approach, Vanderstoep and Johnston (2009 p.25) suggest that the three questions which should be put are who to study, how to study them and why the research should be conducted.  Year 8 was selected for several reasons.  They were midway through Key Stage 3 and were of mixed ability.  There were a similar number of boys to girls, which is one area of comparison here.  They were the class with whom I had worked the longest and therefore, had developed an excellent working relationship with them.  This enabled us to focus on the work without the interruptions caused by behavioural issues in the class, in line with Thandi (2008, p.22) who selected a class where there would be “no behaviour issues to deal with”.  
External variance was controlled where possible, so the pre-tests and post-tests as recommended by Cohen, (2013, p.480-481) were carried out on the same day of the week at the same time, facilitated by the two-week timetable (2013, p.59-60). The structure of each lesson was consistent and the time spent on Shared Writing was the same in each lesson.  However, the nature of the work permitted many variables, to which I shall return. The pre-tests and the post-tests were summative; that they were similar exercises may be demonstrated, but, regarding level of difficulty, this may be brought into question by the very nature of the research itself.  It may be proposed that a test which is administered without prior instruction is more difficult than a test which has been preceded by modelling, scaffolding, grammatical and vocabulary input and the implementation of the Shared Writing technique.  The advantage that these processes are intended to bestow, may, it could perhaps be considered, make the process easier, and indeed should, if such work is to be considered beneficial.  If this prior knowledge makes the task easier, may the tasks then be considered equivalent? 

Evaluation
The project took place over six lessons.  Initially, the intervention class completed a creative writing exercise which was preceded by scaffolding work on vocabulary, structure, atmosphere and planning.  This admits some correlation with the task at the end of the project, however, as stated in the previous section, it may be argued that there are significant differences which question the idea that the first test or pre-test is a realistic and accurate control for the post-test.  Further, the variables during the research phase were comparable but different from those at the pre-test stage, making it impossible to address the question regarding Shared Reading in isolation. The pre-test and the post-test were subsequently marked using the “Curriculum for Wales, Programme of Study for English, Key stages 2-4” published by the Welsh Government. Work was assessed in line with the Key Stage 3 attainment target for writing which has nine levels stipulating requirements.  The application of these stipulations is, it may be argued, a subjective one.  As referred to above, Vanderstroep and Johnston suggest that textual analysis is “idiosyncratic” and contextual.  This presents one area which may account for inaccurate results.
Following the pre-test, there were three lessons which included Shared Writing.  As recommended by Boswell (2016, p.15), the Shared Writing was limited to a ten minute exercise. However, Gibson (2019, p.1) suggests five to twenty minutes.  Being an unfamiliar exercise, a shorter time span seemed appropriate for the first few lessons. Further, this permitted the lesson structure to remain similar to previous lessons, therefore, not making them seem unusual.  Moreover, a P.G.C.E. student is required to work within the parameters identified for lesson structure while on the course.  These factors determined the structure of the lessons.  All three lessons introduced a grammatical aspect of writing which was practised in an exercise, a model for the Shared Writing was then read, followed by pupil discussion, before embarking upon Shared Writing.  Pupils were asked to copy the Shared Writing into their books before the lesson ended, which was to serve as a further model when moving on to independent writing.  The first of the triptych activated prior knowledge regarding verbs and adverbs before exploring the use of fronted adverbials.  Pupils completed an exercise and fed back.  We then read a concise short story with varied sentence structure and descriptive language.  The level of the story in the first lesson was deemed too high by the observing teacher, and therefore, may not have been of benefit to the class.  However, as a model which presented challenge, encouraging pupil development, it may have had some value, provided that it was, in some aspects, within the zone of proximal development, as defined by Vygotsky (1992). This may be identified as one of the many variables in this study which make it impossible to ascertain which areas of learning impacted upon pupils’ writing abilities.  As suggested by Hattie (2012, p.2), it may be argued that any intervention will have some impact on learning at the time that it is carried out.  
Following these exercises, the setting for the story we were going to write was introduced and pupils were given a short discussion time to think about how the first sentence may begin. Employing pupil contributions, with guidance and selection from me, the first sentence was constructed. This is what Quigley (2013, p.1) calls the “mastery model”.  Thandi (2008, p.17) states, citing Smith and Elley, that writing: “requires taking control of language and restructuring it, making it more detailed and elaborate and adhering to the conventions of grammar such as spelling and punctuation” (Smith and Elley cited by Thandi, 1998, p.17).
This process is made overt during Shared Writing, providing a collaborative model for expressive, well-structured writing.  Further, it may be argued that it reveals the processes of metacognition.  Vygotsky (1992, p.187) states that every child can do more, when assisted, than he can by himself.  This suggests that assistance provided by Shared Writing may facilitate the development of a child’s writing skills, which were he to continue writing at his current, unassisted, level, he would progress much more slowly. Further, as suggested by Gibson (2019, p.1), it is a process which actively engages pupils, which, in itself, possibly creates an opportunity for improvement.
The second lesson of the triptych followed a very similar format.  Firstly, simple and compound sentences were examined and an exercise completed.  The introductory paragraph to a story was read.  It modelled starting with a fronted adverbial, simple, compound and complex sentences, varied vocabulary and devices such as alliteration.  Pupils were then divided into groups and asked to consider what should be included in the first paragraph of the Shared Writing.  Suggestions were offered up by pupils and the best options were considered, rewritten and added to the opening sentence.  The process of arriving at the intended meaning after hearing complex suggestions, revealed the effort required to select and refine what is to be included.  The revision required to correct errors and ensure that the writing made sense was made through rereading aloud and correcting.  This demonstration of proofing and redrafting, many pedagogues have suggested, is an important one.  Pupils were keen to contribute.  The observing teacher suggested that not all pupils were engaged and classroom management is something which requires consideration during this technique.  However, those same pupils did demonstrate improvements in their work when writing the independent task.
The final lesson of the triptych explored uses of the semicolon; accompanying exercises were completed.  Pupils were then asked to discuss what was going to happen next in the story; they were given questions to help them focus on what to consider.  The Shared Writing technique is not a quick process: the collaborative nature of the work, focusing on careful selection, structuring and revision, is one which takes time.  Should we have had longer to explore this technique as a group, it may have been beneficial to extend the amount of time apportioned.  This would permit even greater focus both on the writing itself and on the proofing and redrafting. The enthusiasm displayed by pupils to contribute increased through each lesson, and, as a creative and spontaneous process, sitting in silent rows seems counterintuitive.  Careful management is required, however, to preserve a productive working environment. 
The last two lessons concentrated on the independent writing task which was the post-test task to be compared with the pre-test.  Once again, lessons adhered to a similar format and scaffolding was provided.  As already alluded to, this introduces variables which make it impossible to state that Shared Writing alone, or Shared Writing in conjunction with other techniques, contributed to the performance of the pupils in their post-test.  The scaffolding however, attempted to reflect similar processes to those explored during Shared Writing.  For example, at the beginning of the first of the two independent writing lessons, the starter focused on synonyms and encouraged the use of thesauri.  This reflected the demonstration of vocabulary selection during Shared Writing and encouraged pupils to think further about the words they were using.  Pupils were then given sets of pictures which represented characters, setting and events to help stimulate the formulation of their creative pieces.  Modelling had already been a significant part of the process.  Success criteria were provided and discussed.  These are all factors which, it is suggested, contribute to successful learning as identified by Hattie et al. and further, are requirements for good classroom practice, demonstration of which is demanded during the P.G.C.E. course. However, they are in conflict with the notion of research into a single technique, in this case Shared Writing.  Further scaffolding was provided with examples of opening and closing lines, this is a method of differentiation, providing additional support for pupils, if required.  It is intended to make the task more accessible for those who find the work more challenging.
The final lesson format was altered a little as I decided to omit the starter and introduce the success criteria.  This was a relatively new aspect of Assessment for Learning for the class.  Part way through the writing process, pupils assessed their work in green pen following revision of the success criteria. It was decided that self-assessment would be quicker and easier for the class than peer assessment due to their relative inexperience.  Pupils were asked to identify success criteria that had been met in their work, and further, identify one aspect of the work which had been done well, and one which was a target.  Pupils were requested to plan how they were going to incorporate their target and any omitted success criteria.  In the final stages of the lesson pupils were asked to proofread their own work.  Thus, Shared Writing was very much supported by Visible Learning as propounded by Hattie et al. and Assessment for Learning as championed by Wiliam, Clarke, Lemov etc.  It may be declared that this renders it invalid as research into Shared Writing.  It is impossible to determine which factors make what appear to be significant gains in pupils work and in the levels they attained.  Nonetheless, the following section will examine the data collected and any implications which may or may not be drawn.
The questions generated to which this research was a response were:
1. Do Shared Writing techniques improve pupils’ writing attainment levels as assessed in line with the National Curriculum?
2. Do Shared Writing techniques, together with work on vocabulary and grammar, enhance pupils’ vocabulary choices and encourage variety when structuring sentences?
3. Does the process of Shared Writing make explicit conscious consideration of language choices and the need for redrafting, thus successfully modelling a more sophisticated writing process than previously understood by pupils? 
The first question will be addressed quantitatively, whereas the second and third will be approached qualitatively.
As previously stated, the first question cannot be verified.  However, when examining the data, what may be extracted is that although Shared Writing was not researched in isolation and was supported by several other teaching methods, one, or perhaps the combination of these methods, appeared to have an impact.  Biesta states:
it is highly unlikely that education only “works” in relation to a single aim or purpose, which means that there is the added difficulty of finding the right balance between the different aims and ends (also because a gain in one direction often implies a loss in another). (Biesta, 2013, p.39)
The approach during this research was considered to have the aim of examining the impact of Shared Writing, however, it incorporated multiple methods towards the final end of improving writing skills in a Year 8 class.  The impact was above the level alluded to by Hattie (2012, p.2) when he stated that “almost any intervention can stake a claim to making a difference” to learning.  He continues that if “the bar is set at zero” then “virtually everything works”.  However, he claims that the average effect of an intervention can be measured at 0.2 and any effect which has an effect of 0.4 or above should be the benchmark (2012, p.14)  This figure also represents the average yearly gain made by students (2012, p.16).  Hattie states that: “the key to many of the influences above the d = 0.04 hinge-point is that they are deliberate interventions aimed at enhancing teaching and learning” (Hattie, 2012, p.20)
The intervention researched was the use of Shared Writing supported by Visible Learning techniques and Assessment for Learning techniques.  These were measured using a pre-test and post-test both of which were marked using levels as defined by the Welsh Government.  The range of levels at the beginning of the intervention was from 2 to 6 and the levels were further subdivided into 0.1, 0.2 and 0.3.  The sublevels indicate whether the pupil is just within that level, is comfortably within that level or is broaching the top of that level.  This is a useful indication for formative assessment, but also, for research purposes, it allows the demonstration of progress within a level, even though a pupil may not have progressed to the next level.  The following data has been collated:

As demonstrated in the graph, there were 22 pupils in the intervention class, only 2 of whom appeared to make no progress.  It is notable that 4 pupils (18%) progressed by two levels; 8 pupils (36%) moved from the level they were in to the level above; 8 pupils (36%) showed improvement by at least half a level.  This casts doubt on the results as it suggests the intervention had significantly more impact than one would expect.  There are no similar studies, as far as I am aware, with which to make a direct comparison, however, other studies into specific interventions, more often than not, show a trend towards improvement or around 50% of pupils (Sporer & Brunstein, 2009, for example).  Researcher bias may be one way of accounting for such results.  Vanderstroep and Johnston (2009, p.4) suggest that human beings will tend to create that which they wish to see:
the theory of cognitive dissonance, which states that when we feel tension between what we believe and what we do, we will justify our actions or change our beliefs to make our attitudes and beliefs consistent (Festinger, 1957; Myers, 2008, cited by Vanderstroep and Johnston, 2009, p.4)
Cohen et al. (2013,  p.300) refer to the “risk of losing the independence of phenomena”, drawing attention to the nature of analysis as textual interpretation by motive-driven human beings within contexts.
Pupils in all quartiles appeared to make progress, except for two pupils in level 3 who seemed to make no discernible progress.  Pupil A seems to have made significant progress from level 3 to level 5.  Qualitatively, she made apparent progress by including all the success criteria in her work.  She was one of only two pupils to incorporate all seven success criteria.  The outstanding quality which suggests the basis of this progress was her motivation to learn and her ability to listen and to apply instructions.  She eagerly grasped concepts such as the fronted adverbial and using a thesaurus to seek synonyms.  She applied the success criteria and used the self-assessment to make adjustments.  Further, during the Shared Writing exercise she made contributions which were incorporated to create the model on which we were working.  She was fully engaged in all the lessons, demonstrating enthusiasm and enjoyment.  It may be stipulated that she was fully engaged with the Shared Writing, however, she also engaged in all the supporting learning techniques.  Therefore, it is not possible to isolate which made significant difference.  What may have made the most difference was her own motivation. 
As stated, four pupils appeared to make gains of 2 levels, three of whom were girls.  The other two girls were very quiet members of the class, one of whom made no contribution during the Shared Writing exercise.  The range of the levels altered from 2-6 to 3-7, however, this was only denoted by a change at either end, of one pupil.  The mid quartile groups made seeming gains of between half to one level, on the whole.  The following graphs illustrate the shift from the results of the pre-test to the results of the post-test.  What it most clearly demonstrates is an upward trend, suggesting potentially, even if the results were exaggerated or somewhat inaccurate, a positive movement towards improved learning and enhanced target attainment.
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Pupil G, whose first language is Welsh, and whose writing skills are weak, is very strong orally.  His contributions in class have become increasingly confident.  He was particularly engaged.  Pupil T is also a first language Welsh pupil whose writing is comparably weak.  She is very quiet and will only contribute if called upon to do so.  It is interesting to note the differences in the pre-test and post-test for both these pupils. Pupil T, who was only able to write very little in the pre-test, wrote prolifically by comparison in the post-test.  Further, it may be noted that she did so in a very literal way, an observation regarding literal pupils was made by Hall et al. (2015, p.5), as noted previously.  They suggested that more literal minded children, specifically those with autism, can be guided towards using language in a more subtle way with the help of Shared Writing.  Pupil T, rather than writing creatively, initially described one of the pictures pupils were given as springboards for their creative work. She began in a similar way to the pre-test: “In this picture I, can see a pirate standing on top of a boat; beeing brave.” [sic]  She has attempted to incorporate a semicolon, although incorrectly.  However, she writes for nearly two pages and does use a semicolon correctly in one place.  As she continues, she moves from describing the picture to an imaginative piece on what has been, and is, happening.  Although it reads a little like the commentary a small child may give while playing with action figures, and sometimes lacks logical development, it does develop.  She uses the phrase “held captive”, but the language is literal and not descriptive. She has risen in level from a score of 3 to 3.3, bringing her to just below level 4.  This was achieved through greatly extending her work from one four line sentence to two pages of work.  This pupil progresses from describing the character she sees in the picture to a more imaginative story, thus adapting to the genre in which she is required to write.  She generally uses punctuation, but has begun to incorporate semicolons, once correctly.  The story is, however, occasionally disjointed and lacking logical progression.  The choice of vocabulary is not imaginative and does not illustrate the work we have done on selection of descriptive language and using synonyms.  It does demonstrate progression from the pre-test which is shown below:
[image: ]
What the pre-test and post-test appear to demonstrate most significantly are a growth in confidence, evidenced by the increase in volume, the development towards thinking creatively and an attempt to vary sentence structure using semicolons.  Interestingly, during the proofreading she was able to identify some errors and some of the success criteria she had not met. There could possibly be a positive indication that the intervention, were it continued, may support further progress.
Pupil G has risen from 2.2 to 3.1, incrementally, the same increase.  His writing level bears no relation to his reading level or his demonstration of his oral abilities.  Similarly, he struggled to produce work for the pre-test, however, he is more imaginative than literal.
.[image: ]
The second piece of work was a page long, incorporating speech with speech marks and vocabulary like: “foe” (misspelt); “fellow” and “untold riches”.  He began the piece with a fronted adverbial, including this success criterion but without the correct punctuation.  Both pupils have begun to write more quickly and more prolifically.  They show signs of incorporating the work covered during lessons. The conclusions to be drawn from this are that the work may have helped both pupils, with significant weaknesses in their written language, to extend their work and to write with greater confidence. If this is the case, what cannot be discerned, is which aspects of the work have helped them. Both pupils attempted to incorporate at least one aspect of the learning, with some success.  Looking again at their work, it may even be that I have marked the pieces quite severely, and it may be that an experienced teacher would have assessed the work differently.
Pupil R seemed to progress from level 5 to level 7; she was the only pupil to attain a level 7.  Her work demonstrated development both in written language and in maturity of emotional expression.  She successfully incorporated six of the seven success criteria, particularly using varied sentence structures and descriptive vocabulary.  Although the pieces (two) she wrote were much shorter than the pre-test, the quality of the writing and the maturity of emotional expression were greatly enhanced.  There are errors which may indicate a level 6 piece of work, despite this, the more sophisticated way of expressing herself and the ability to represent emotion seem to suggest some level 7 qualities.  Both short pieces are below:
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In comparing development in levels between boys and girls, it may be observed that in respect of the girls, three girls were deemed to have moved up 2 levels, five girls moved up one level and two girls moved up one half to three-quarters of a level, two girls did not make any significant improvement.  The boys’ data shows that one boy was deemed to have  moved up 2 levels, three moved up 1 level, three moved up three-quarters of a level and three moved up half a level.  There were ten boys and twelve girls.  Comparing the data shows that there appeared to be an improvement in all boys’ writing but the amount of improvement was less significant than attributed to the girls. Three boys only seemed to move up half a level, however, two girls made no discernible improvement.  That three girls achieved an apparent improvement of two levels and five girls were considered to have moved up one level suggests that the intervention was more successful with girls than boys.  This echoes data which establishes that boys’ writing tends to be of a lower level than girls.  There is also evidence that the gap appears to widen as pupils progress.  One of the main findings of the OFSTED report 2003 is that “when boys enter secondary school they are already well behind girls in English”,  with the exception of a minority of schools, this gap is not bridged (2003, P.3).  It is further stated in both OFSTED reports that the gap continues to increase (OFSTED 1993, P.7-8; 2003, P.25).  This research showed that although both boys and girls appeared to make progress, girls may have done so more substantially that boys, therefore, not aiding the narrowing of the gender gap.

Conclusions
Firstly, to return to the questions which this research was intended to investigate, the primary question as to whether Shared Writing techniques improve pupils writing attainment levels cannot be answered.  As has been stated throughout this document, although Shared Writing was an important part of this work, because it was not carried out in isolation, it is impossible to know to what extent the modelling, scaffolding and Assessment for Learning contributed to the seemingly positive outcome. However, quantitative assessment suggests that the intervention, as a whole, may have contributed to pupils progressing with their creative writing skills.  On the other hand, the very positive nature of the results may indicate an inaccurate outcome.  As alluded to previously, researcher bias may have weighed heavily on the results, unconsciously influencing the final findings.  
The second question posed was whether Shared Writing techniques, together with work on vocabulary and grammar, enhance pupils’ vocabulary choices and encourage variety when structuring sentences.  The assessment required to answer this is a qualitative one, which is a subjective assessment and therefore, also open to bias. As Vanderstroep and Johnston state: “In textual analysis, the researcher seldom seeks the interpretations of others; the researcher’s own interpretation is salient” (2009, p.211). However, these two foci were present in the work scheme and presented as success criteria for the post-test.  One stipulation was to use unusual adjectives and adverbs, the other to use varied sentence structures.  Eleven pupils, equating to 50% of pupils, were able to include at least 5 out of the 7 success criteria.  Virtually all this percentage included both the aforementioned success criteria, demonstrating that the work may well have encouraged the use of variation in sentence structures and the incorporation of more adventurous vocabulary.  For example, pupil A repeatedly used fronted adverbials, included semicolons and used words like: “violently”, “clustered”, “blazing”, “hostile” and “possessions”.  This was significantly different from the sentence structure and vocabulary in Pupil A’s pre-test.  Similar alterations can be observed in Pupil R, Pupil N, Pupil H, Pupil U, and many others. It appeared as if there may have been as few as 23% of pupils (5) for whom this did not apply to some extent.  The conclusion to question two, therefore, presents the possibility that work which included Shared Writing and foci on sentence structure and vocabulary selection did encourage and enhance the use of both aspects in post-test work.
The final question is a reflection on practice during the Shared Writing exercises, and therefore, is also qualitative.  Shared Writing may make explicit, through the guidance of the teacher and the contributions of the pupils, the processes of vocabulary selection, sentence construction, proofreading and redrafting.  As Thandi (2008, p.19) states, modelling writing gives “a running commentary which makes explicit the cognitive process as it unfolds”. This modelling presents an opportunity to encourage pupils to be more conscious in their choices and more aware of the processes of rereading and redrafting.  As stated, evidence emerged during the Shared Writing of pupils beginning to select one word over another, giving reasons for the selection and stating which worked best. For those in the habit of writing whatever comes first into their minds, this introduces a new working practice.  The rereading and correcting process of Shared Writing was reinforced by the self-assessment exercise which was employed in the last lesson.  A willingness to rewrite when necessary was demonstrated by some pupils during this exercise.  Interestingly, it was resisted by one of the pupils who demonstrated no discernible improvement.  Biesta states: “it cannot be denied that people can only learn for themselves and others cannot do this for them (2012, p.38). The enthusiasm with which Pupil A worked and reworked her piece was in direct opposition to Pupil P who made no attempt to do so, suggesting the importance of active engagement and motivation to learn and improve. Taking this into account aligns more with Hattie’s assertion that any intervention may be seen to have some effect and the theory may be posed that it is pupil engagement and motivation which makes the difference. As mentioned, Gibson suggested that Shared Writing actively engages pupils. What may be stated is that it is a technique which attempts to  illustrate the process of writing to pupils.  It was a process in which pupils became actively involved.  What cannot be stated, is whether this made any difference to their writing.  As with the quantitative data, there are too many variables to be able to assert that the Shared Writing made a difference.  However, as a process, it does indeed lay bare the mechanics of writing.

Boswell (citing Pearson and Fielding, 2016, p.13) proposes that “modeling is said to be one of the most effective of all teaching strategies.”  On the other hand, Wiliam (1998, p.4) suggests that strategies evolved to “enhance effectiveness of the way assessment is used in the classroom to promote learning can raise pupil achievement”.  These strategies were also employed, to a limited extent, during the research.  He further states that teachers “must be” … “encouraging pupils to review their work critically and constructively” and it may be argued that Shared Writing helps to illustrate this process through the selection and revision. Pollard (2014, p.362) asserts that assisting pupils in learning “the skills of using success criteria enables them to aim for the best and continually improve”.  Success criteria were also used during the research.  Further, teacher led learning was used to introduce work on sentence structure and vocabulary selection, along with strategies such as using thesauri. Biesta proposes that learning has become the focus in education, as opposed to teaching and that restoration of the balance is necessary.  Citing Barr and Tagg he emphasises the significance of  the “instruction paradigm” through which “the focus is on the transmission of content from the teacher to the student” (Biesta, 2012, p.37),  Therefore, no conclusion can be drawn regarding the effectiveness of Shared Writing in this research as there were many variables introduced through the use of different strategies.  This was unavoidable in the context of being observed as a student teacher.

Thandi (2008, p.24) suggests that modelling the writing process demonstrates to pupils that writing “requires thinking and editing and that it is an ongoing process”.  Thandi (2008, p.24) concurs from her study that even though she did not set out to measure it against National Curriculum levels, there was “clear evidence from students and colleagues during interviews that writing was improving”.  Boswell (2016, p.15) declares that were we to take “five to ten minutes to model our own thinking and writing before asking students to write, we could transform our students into successful writers”.  However, she asserts (2016, p.16) that “the real transformation in our writing classrooms” comes from Modelled Writing as opposed to Shared or Interactive Writing.  This is in opposition to Thandi (2008, p.24) who suggests her “interviews with students indicated that students preferred the more collaborative approach to writing when it is supported by the modelling approach”.  This would be further corroborated by practitioners such as Talbert (2012, p.1) who propose that pupil involvement initiates greater engagement than passive learning may do.  He suggests that by flipping the classroom and making it more “learner-centred”, “students can focus on internalising the material with direct help from peers and their instructor”. The observations made during research undertaken for this project note that pupils were enthusiastic in their involvement and began to demonstrate development in understanding the process of more deeply considered vocabulary selection by actively explaining choices between adverbs and adjectives suggested by the class, for example, according to their thematic connections.  The final exercise in Shared Writing became more pupil lead and writing was becoming demonstrably more creative: “A large fish rose out of the waves; it fanned its tail aggressively.  A cryptic message poured from its scaly, salty mouth.”  This was a considerable advancement on work that had been produced independently in the pre-test and anticipated independent work in the post-test which produced sentences like: “Rapidly, the lightning struck, making the waves crash violently onto the clustered rocks” and “The sun boomed through the branches of the lanky trees”.  The suggestion is not that this work is perfected, it is that the development in vocabulary choices, sentences structures and hence descriptive writing, is marked.  The first example above from the post-test is a development from the first line in the pre-test, which was: “I was looking around when I heared [sic] an alarming scream”.  The pupil from whom the second example was taken had a tendency towards more descriptive language however, the development was from lines such as: “Soft, feleventaly [sic] snow fell gently from the sky”.  The impact of the language became more powerful through, it may tentatively be suggested, a more focused and conscious writing process.  This was supported and enhanced, perhaps, by work on grammar and vocabulary.  Even were the quantitative data inaccurate, the qualitative data remains supportive of the proposition that writing skills and levels appear to have advanced.
Limitations and Future Developments
As Cohen et al highlight, there is a tension between Positivism and the study of human behaviour (2013, p.7).  Positivism, as stated by Cohen, affords us the most transparent “ideal of knowledge” through observation and analysis expressed “in laws”; however, “the immense complexity of human nature and the elusive and intangible quality of social phenomena contrast strikingly with the order and regularity of the natural world” (2013, p.7).  
Thus, the suggestion is that there is enormous conflict between the notions of objectivity and the insidious inescapability of human error through multiple subjective starting points and variables.  Indeed, it may be argued that the very notion of absolute truth is a very difficult and questionable one indeed.  Paradigms and theories are, as they state, hypotheses: vehicles for concepts, which are not fixed in absolute truth, but are ideas defined by contexts and further restricted by existing formulations.  On the other hand, Roszak (cited by Cohen et al. 2013, p.14) argues that science “is a form of alienation from our true selves and from nature”.  The implications of this for the research undertaken here being that it is difficult to say whether or not this intervention was truly effective.
One of the many limitations is that it has been a single trial without strict boundaries and without any control class.  This may imply that the results are too fluid and cannot be attributed specifically to Shared Writing, the very question which the research set out to examine.  With this research it is impossible to attribute improvements to one aspect as there were too many possibilities.  Although Shared Writing was a significant aspect of each lesson, there were also models, scaffolding and Assessment for Learning, situated alongside work on vocabulary and sentence structure. Therefore, the causes of the possible effects are not clear, as described by Cohen et al (2013, p.54).  Further, as Cohen also states, “it is rare to find a single cause for a single effect” (2013, p.58).  The reason for the inclusion of other teaching methods being the necessity to provide lessons which conformed to current perceptions regarding what constitutes a good lesson, as demanded by the constant monitoring on a P.G.C.E course.  Additionally, in order to preserve the “normality” of the class, and not suggest that pupils’ were undertaking anything different, which may cause them to respond differently, the lessons were consistent in pattern to previous ones.  Further, to explore the technique in isolation from expansion of understanding of, for example, sentence structure, may limit the scope of the technique.  However, this imposes the problem of to what extent the technique itself contributed and to what extent the focus on improving vocabulary choices and sentence structures may have raised writing standards regardless of the technique.  Further, how much may it be said it was this technique, in particular, and to what extent could it be argued that any technique focusing attention on improved writing would demonstrate positive results of some kind?  As stated by Vanderstoep and Johnston: “In quasi-experimental research, researchers may need to live with some ambiguity about their conclusions” (2009, p,147).
In order that this research be verifiable, it would need to be carried out on a number of occasions, focusing on Shared Writing alone, and then be compared with other techniques carried out under similar conditions.  Therefore, rather than being worthy of merit as research, it is worthy of merit as having been beneficial to me as a trainee teacher and to my pupils, who appeared to make gains regarding the standards of their work.  Pertaining to the benefit to me, it has allowed me to experiment with a different teaching technique.  It is one which I intend to explore further and to contrast with other techniques, in order that I may find the most productive ways of encouraging improved writing skills among pupils. 

Rebecca Donohue
8,731 words.
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