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[bookmark: _GoBack]Is it possible to give pupils more freedom to be creative in their writing through prescribing the language choices they make?
A Case Study Investigating Slow Writing

Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk8820514]This project’s aim is to help determine if, and to what extent, David Didau’s Slow Writing strategy can be used by Teaching Practitioners to develop pupil’s creative writing skills. This project poses the question: Is it possible to give pupils more freedom to be creative in their writing through prescribing the language choices they make? 
The project aims to measure the extent in which David Didau’s Slow Writing intervention has an improvement on a group of pupils’ narrative writing through quantitative and qualitative research methods, by analysing the results produced by the pupils in pre and post intervention work and through observing the pupils’ reactions and behaviour to the process. The work will be assessed based on National Curriculum levels and this will be used to measure the impact the intervention has on the pupils. The data from pre and post intervention testing will then be analysed to determine if the intervention has had an effect on pupil fictional writing, and if so, to what extent it has an effect. Observation will then be used to help give deeper understanding as to why the outcomes may have occurred.
The research for this project was conducted at School X, is a large 11 – 18 school in South Wales with over 1000 pupils (Estyn, 2015). School X has a high percentage of the pupils from deprived areas and significant percentage Second language English speakers. Around 26% of School X’s pupils receive free school meals, which is higher than the average in Wales (17.5%) and approximately 38% of the school’s pupils live some of the most deprived areas of South Wales. Although, pupils who do receive free school meals generally perform better at School X than pupils with similar backgrounds at other schools across the board, Estyn does report that at Key Stage 3 the performance of these pupils ‘ is below that of pupils eligible for free school meals in its family of similar schools and nationally’ (Estyn, 2016, Appendix 1). 
The class chosen (Class A) to participate in the study is a Year 7 that were achieving an average National Curriculum Level 2, which is below the National ability average for their age. Interestingly, Didau recommends that the Slow Writing strategy works best for students of average ability, so this research will also test this supposition and its accuracy. Moreover, a number of these pupils have Additional Learning Needs which effect their speech and language skills to varying degrees, which will provide an additional point for analysis for this project.
This project will focus on the skill of creative narrative writing and assess Didau’s intervention strategy in line with academic theory and debate in this sphere, including: the use of writing frames as scaffolding . Understanding and expectations of the Slow Writing intervention strategy will be tested through the study of quantitative data from a selected class at School X.

Literature Review
Living in a ‘literate society’ it is generally agreed that writing is an essential skill which all children are required to learn (Browne, 1993). It is a skill that has been prioritised within the National Curriculum of Wales, alongside numerical skill, through the development of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework. Writing may seem like a simple skill but in fact is something requires much thought and practise to master. The idea that writing is both a ‘mechanical skill’ and an ‘important function of thinking’ (Williams, 2013, p.vii) suggests that if teachers can better understand the way in which pupils develop both the motor skills and cognitive skills needed to write, then pupils can be taught more easily to master the skills (Hodges, 2017). There are also many different forms of writing, each with their own conventions, structures and technical vocabulary, which pupils need to be able to understand and reproduce well to be able to function effectively in society. In the school environment, most consider writing to be a skill to be used and honed only in the English classroom, but writing is an essential skill for all subjects. However, although the importance of writing is widely agreed, the best way to teach learners how write is widely debated. 
David Didau’s Slow Writing intervention strategy offers a strategy which is a highly scaffolded and takes it’s inspiration from Wray and Lewis’ ‘writing frame’ which aims to support pupils develop their writing (Wray and Lewis, 1997 & Wray and Lewis, 1998). It has been designed with the intent to ‘improve’ the structure of the learner’s writing (Didau, 2014a) and Didau theorises that by taking away the cognitive pressure required to correctly structure sentences, it allows learners to free their minds to concentrate on the language that they are using (Didau, 2014b). Moreover, Didau theorises that by exposing learners to a range correct sentences structures, syntax and punctuation learners are able to absorb these practices and begin to understand the way written language is produced (Didau, 2014a).
Didau’s approach leans upon social constructivist theory which suggests the use of scaffolding to support learners progression (Pritchard, 2009). For instance, the generally recognised godfather of social constructivism, Vygotsky, suggested that children learn about the world through more knowledgeable others who should guide the learner using scaffolding to support them (Vygotsky cited in Pritchard, A. Ways of Learning, 2009). Vygotsky also stressed that it was important for learners to have the right balance of challenge and support so to enable them through their Zone of Proximal Development (Ibid). Similarly, Bruner, suggested that prompts should be used as scaffolding to guide learners while the construct their knowledge (Bruner cited in Bates, Learning Theories Simplified, 2016). And more recently, Allison and Tharby argue that using scaffolding to support learners’ development prevents them from falling into the ‘panic zone’ (Allison and Tharby, 2015).  
However, Didau’s intervention could also be seen to also derive inspiration from a more behaviourist approach as it is so prescriptive. The behaviourist approach regards the teacher as the knowledge giver, gifting their knowledge to their learners (Pritchard, 2009). Didau’s approach provides pupils with intricately written prompts which are designed to get pupils to follow a very specific structure so that they create ‘beautifully wrought’ writing. Such an approach is supported by Kirschner who suggests that the less able students require more guidance from teachers as their working memory can otherwise be overloaded (Kirschner et al. 2006). This is particularly interesting in this case as the group of pupils selected are considered low ability so this suggests that they will benefit from such an approach.
On the other hand, Allison and Tharby argue, it is important that learners are challenged and remain in the ‘struggle zone’, otherwise there is a risk they will not learn anything (2015). In addition, Doug Lemov argues that practitioners should ‘teach like champions’ and challenge their learners, which they may not be able to do if they do everything for them (Lemov, 2010). There is certainly a risk that restricting children from being as creative as they could be, or preventing learners from making their own decisions about the way they structure their work could stem their enthusiasm or creativity. Therefore, there is a risk that Didau’s intervention may over-scaffold learners and may in fact be more of a hindrance than a help for some pupils. Indeed, Didau acknowledges these limitations himself by suggesting that, for the most able pupils, such an intervention may not be suitable as it may be too restrictive (2014). But, could this not be the case for the less able as well? Just because a child may struggle with the bread and butter of writing such as punctuation, spelling and grammar, which sees them put into a lower band, does not mean that they necessarily struggle to write their ideas down or that they are not creative. A child may love to write and have a love of writing creatively. Hence, in these cases, there is the potential that using such a prescriptive writing frame may risk stemming this enthusiasm.
Didau’s Slow Writing intervention can be broadly described as a type ‘writing frame’ similar to the format Wray and Lewis discuss in their work (1998). Wray and Lewis define writing frames as ‘skeleton framework’ which ‘consists of different key words and phrases’ set out in the ‘generic form’ of the genre of writing needed to be produced (Wray & Lewis, 1998). They argue that ‘a writing frame gives children a structure within which they can concentrate on communicating what they want to say, rather than getting lost in the form’ (Wray & Lewis, 1998). Similarly, Didau argues that by giving learners the mental space to concentrate on the ‘how’ they are going to write instead of the ‘what’ they are going to write, this frees them up so they can think about the language they are using. Here, Didau also draws upon cognitive learning research to justify the merits of his Slow Writing intervention. According to Didau: ‘giving pupils sentence prompts frees up working memory so they can shape what they know in a more sophisticated way’ (Didau, 2014b). 
What differentiates Didau’s Slow Writing from other types of writing frame is the idea that its use is not to assist the learner complete the work more quickly, but instead Didau stresses that the child should be told to ‘ slow the hell down and approach each word, sentence and paragraph with love and attention” (Didau, 2014 p.161). Moreover, the level of prescriptive detail in Didau’s intervention also differentiates it from a traditional writing frame: not only is the structure provided but also the content of each sentence is also dictated. Therefore, Didau’s version Slow Writing intervention can be seen as a more extreme version of the writing frame offered by Wray and Lewis. Furthermore, Didau’s intervention is more ideologically driven than that of the one described by Wray and Lewis: He does not merely suggest a tool for achieving better results but also a way of teaching. 
Moreover, understanding how to structure is a crucial element of being able to write well. If we take away the need for learners to consider how they structure a piece of writing, could this not prevent them from developing these important skills? As Browne stresses; writing is not speech written down, which means children often struggle with the differences in structure between the two modes of communication as can be demonstrated by the fact that even if a child can tell vivid tales orally they, struggle to write much more than a couple of turgid lines down on paper (Browne, 1993). This is because the structure and conventions of speaking and writing are often different (Wray & Lewis,1997). 
Furthermore, there are many different forms of writing which children need to get to grips with (Wray & Lewis,1997). Even if you consider the broad difference between Fiction and Non-Fiction, let alone the different types of writing which sit under their umbrellas: Description, Narrative Fiction, Account, Recount, Persuasive Writing, etc. For each of these forms of writing there are rules which pupils need to recognise, learn and reproduce themselves in their own writing. Class A at School X will be required to produce two pieces of Narrative Fiction (one without the Slow Writing intervention, one with) so they will need to follow the structure and language conventions of Narrative Fiction writing.
Narrative fiction writing is the form of writing which pupils are most frequently exposed to and have experience with (Riley & Reedy, 2000, Wray & Lewis, 1997). Not only is it the form which we are exposed to through the reading of storybooks or novels but it also because ‘storying’ or storytelling is something that we all do instinctively as part of our own conversations as we recount our own lives to other (Riley & Reedy, 2000). Interestingly, Wray and Lewis suggest that the ‘generic structure’ of narrative writing is much easier for learners to understand as they are so widely exposed to it that they become ‘implicitly aware’ of how to construct one themselves (Wray & Lewis 2017). This is why they stipulate that writing frames should be used for ‘non-fiction writing’ and do not consider its potential use for fiction writing such as narrativeWray & Lewis 2018). 
Wray and Lewis argue that writing frames can be used to help develop non-fiction writing by: acting as a written prompt in place of a verbal prompt; helping children make their work more cohesive by offering them suggestions of appropriate connectives; helping children decide on the tone of the piece; and introducing more complex vocabulary (Wray &Lewis,2017). However, these are all elements are all relevant to fiction writing as well and could be expanded to include prompts to include literary techniques such as descriptions including metaphors, similes, adjectives and adverbs.
Alternatively, Riley and Reedy argue that this “over-exposure” to the narrative writing genre can cause its own issues (Riley & Reedy, 2000). Firstly, as the concept is so closely linked to that of an oral recount, it may prove harder for learners as they progress to understand the more subtle differences between a simple recount of the order of events and the descriptive writing techniques used for bringing a story to life (Riley & Reedy, 2000). Secondly, they argue that, as there is a belief that learner implicitly understand how to write a narrative, teachers neglect to give the appropriate level of guidance to their pupils to show them how to improve their story writing (Riley & Reedy, 2000). Riley and Reedy stress that it is important that narrative fiction is ‘actively’ and ‘explicitly’ taught to children, as well as other genres of writing, as otherwise children could wrongly infer what conventions and structure to use (Riley & Reedy, 2000). 
This is important as it suggests that Didau’s Slow Writing intervention may be missing the opportunity to develop skill required to structure a piece of work effectively and understand the conventions required for narrative fiction. For example, if a child is not being tasked to contemplate the structure of a piece of writing, they may not learn how to be able to do it for themselves. Indeed Riley and Reedy stress that one of the ‘main contributory factors’ in children’s misunderstanding of convention and structure of writing is that ‘teachers are not clear enough about the structures of the genres they are teaching’ and do not ‘make the specific components explicit to pupils’ (Riley & Reedy, 2000, p.68). 
On the other hand, Didau, like Wray and Lewis, argues that it is enough that the leaners are exposed to the structure and learn from the modelled nature of the exercise. Indeed, he claims that this intervention provides pupils with the ability to produce ‘beautifully wrought and finely honed’ (2014, p.161) pieces of work, and saves teacher from having to mark ‘rubbish’ pieces of work (Didau, 2014, p.139).  
According to Didau, Slow Writing provides a type of modelling which is believed to help learners understand what is expected or required (2014a). Similarly, Wray and Lewis argue that by using writing frames which are set out in a formulated structure ‘children become increasingly familiar with it’ (Wray & Lewis, 1998, p.123). This is supported by Social Cognitive theorists such as Pajares and Valiante suggests that if learners are given effective models of writing, they are more successful in producing the desired outcome, they state: “if there is one finding that is incontrovertible in education … it is that children learn from the actions of models” (Pajares and Valiante quoted in Hodges, 2017, p.143).  Thus, exposure to examples of different styles of writing is generally agreed to improve a child’s understanding of the (sometimes subtle) differences in form and structure of different types of writing (Riley & Reedy, 2000; Hodges, 2017) 
But does this mean the learners can produce these pieces of writing without the carefully developed writing frame? Do they really understand why the piece of work has been structured in the way it has? Do they really understand why the language choices they have been guided to make are effective in this part of the piece of writing? These are questions that are not answered by Didau. He only suggests that the scaffolding be eventually taken away and that the pupils will be able to re-create the same standard of work once the teacher has done so (Didau, 2014a). Unfortunately, this research project does not have the time or scope to be able to test these assertions, but it would certainly a way that the project could be expanded. 

School Policy and Practice
As a comprehensive school based in South Wales, School X follows the National Curriculum for Wales and, as such, the English Department’s scheme of work is directed by the English Programme of study set out by the Welsh curriculum. This can be observed within the English Department’s Marking Policy and Scheme which aligns its own numerical marking scheme to the levels set out in the National curriculum.
The school accepts that nationally, on entering Year 7, pupils are expected to be writing at Level 3 as described in the National Curriculum for English and sets their pupils accordingly. Level 3 of the National Curriculum for English stipulates: ‘Learners’ writing is often organised, imaginative and clear’; and that the learners can adapt their writing so that it includes features of a particular style (e.g recount, narrative fiction, persuasive, etc.); it also stipulates that ‘sequences of sentences are used to develop ideas and words are sometimes chosen for variety and interest’; and that ‘the basic grammatical structure of sentences is usually correct’ as well as spelling being usually accurate and ‘punctuation to mark sentences – full stops, capital letters and question marks – is used accurately’ (Welsh Government, 2016, p.29). 
Moreover, the English department’s scheme of work complies with the national Literacy Framework (LNF) which stipulates that pupils should be able to ‘use the characteristic features of a range of continuous and non-continuous texts creatively in their writing, adapting their style to engage the reader, using imagination where appropriate‘ by the time they enter the first year of secondary school. They should also be able to ‘use a wide range of adventurous and imaginative vocabulary with precision’ as well as be able to ‘craft their writing by using the standard forms of English’ (e.g. nouns, pronouns, adjectives, adverbs, etc.) (Welsh Government, 2016, pp.10- 12).
The policy of School X is to set their students by ability within core subjects such as English. This means that the class that has been selected for this study is one of the ‘lowest’ sets in the year group. The average attainment level of the class selected for the case study is Level 2. Therefore, most of the pupils in this class are at least one level below the national average. This means that their use of punctuation, grammar and spelling is often insecure and inaccurate, making their writing confusing and unclear. One clear indicator of this level is that they often neglect to consistently use the simplest punctuation such as full stops and capital letters at the start and end of sentence. Moreover, their vocabulary can be limited and their ability to adapt their writing for purpose is often stemmed by their struggles with the bread and butter of writing. Simply put, they have their understanding of the tools for writing is not developed well enough to be able to put their ideas down clearly or effectively on paper.
Part of School X’s Development Plan to improve Literacy stated that they had set-up a ‘working group to investigate effective strategies’ (School X Development Plan, 2018, p.5). They also stressed that they were looking for strategies could be ‘carried out in short time periods’ and were ‘suitably challenging’ for pupils (School X Development Plan, 2018, p.5). Interestingly, as part of this objective they had also stipulated that there was a need to work with the English department to ‘develop writing frames’ which would ensure pupils ‘know how to structure their extended writing’ (School X Development Plan, 2018, p.5). This reflects the views of Wray and Lewis who also believe that writing frames develop the learners’ understanding of structure and which is used by Didau the endorse his Slow Writing intervention. Indeed, the school’s justification for this is that they want to ‘embed the most effective literacy strategies’ (School X Development Plan, 2018, p.5), but is there enough proof that Writing Frames like Didau’s actually are the most effective? 
Moreover, at department level, English teachers were observed using writing frames with their classes to provide their pupils with scaffolding to support their learning, but the specific use of David Didau’s Slow Writing was not observed to be in use. This suggests that Teachers at School X believe in the impact of utilising a writing frame to improve pupil outcomes, however, there was no evidence that pupils could replicate this independently without the scaffolding which reflects the concerns of Browne, Riley and Reedy who stress that exposure to structure doesn’t implicitly mean that pupils will know how to replicate it (1993 & 2000). 
Finally, School X’s literacy development policy does not address the concerns regarding over-scaffolding and the negative impact this can have on pupil attainment. The school assumes that writing frames are ‘effective literacy strategies’ but does not stipulate for what type of pupil. They do not specify whether any differentiation needs to be made between pupils of different abilities or suggest how the scaffolding should be taken away. Therefore, School X would benefit from the findings of this research and further research to help bring clarity to their development plans.

Methodology and Ethics
The purpose of this research project was to help confirm whether and how far, and to what extent, Didau’s Slow Writing intervention helped improve pupils creative writing. Consequently, this research project’s aim was to test the credibility of a specific teaching intervention. There are two parts to this question. The first is to establish whether the intervention does in fact improve pupils writing. The second is to try and establish the extent to which it has an effect. Interesting, the first is somewhat simpler to ‘prove’ than the other and consequently the methodology required to explore both aims needed to be carefully considered.
The approach to any research project must be suitable for the attainment of data which is required to answer posed, as Taber states: ‘any particular study needs to use an approach consistent with the underpinning assumptions the researchers make’ (Taber 2007). This is because in order to answer the questions posed, the appropriate data is required (Ibid). Consequently, it was decided that a Case Study format would best suit the remit and scale of the project as it would allow for the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data. 
Quantitative data research was chosen because it would garner data on student attainment which could be scrutinised and offer clear evidence of whether Didau’s assertions for Slow Writing were accurate. Newby states that quantitative data provides straightforward and simple information which can be interpreted as accurately and objectively (Newby, 2014). This is what the research project required because, in order to assess the attainment level pre and post intervention, it would be necessary to collect numerical data in the form of marks or results on the participants work. This numerical data could then be used to identify trends and generate statistics. 
However, it was also recognised that numerical data alone would not give insight into the nature of the improvement in the writing itself so it was essential that some qualitative strategies be used as well. According to Newby ‘quantitative descriptive analysis can throw light on to issues in ways that other approaches cannot” (Newby, 2014, p.521). Therefore, it was decided that analysis of the participants writing should also be used to identify changes in the use of language used by the pupils in terms of their vocabulary, punctuation and grammar, and assess if there had been any improvement, which would help provide explanation as ‘to what extent’ the intervention had worked.
Moreover, it was also decided that the Teacher-Researcher should record their observations of the pupils’ learning styles and their responses toward the intervention to draw data from as this would provide an opportunity for qualitative analysis which could provide a deeper understanding of the reasons for the success or failure of the intervention with different pupils. As Barton and Bartlett suggest: ‘Observations may bring certain practices and behaviours to the attention of the researchers of which they had not been previously aware’. Consequently, the choice to use observation as a method was chosen so that more insight and context could be given to the numerical data gathered.
Cohen et al suggest that organising a pre-test before the study commences because it allows for the researcher to measure the pupils’ primary abilities (2013). This was an essential part of this research project as it was necessary to establish the attainment levels of the participants before the intervention was introduced to them. By marking and reviewing a piece of narrative fiction which the participants wrote freely without intervention their levels of attainment prior to intervention could be observed and recorded. It provided data which the results could be reviewed against and provided evidence of the physical writing level of the participants.
This research project was also mindful of being objective.  It is generally agreed that there are both pros and cons to having research conducted by a ‘practitioner-researcher’(Wilson, 2013; Taber, 2007). The positives, Wilson argues, are that the researcher-practitioner will be able to use their knowledge and understanding of the  classroom to generate more meaningful research as their ‘inside knowledge’ will help them gather more purposeful data  and have more insight than an ‘outsider’ to the profession might have (Wilson, 2013 p.232). On the other hand, Wilson acknowledges that there could also be ‘drawbacks’ because the familiarity which the practitioner-researcher has may limit objectivity and increase bias (Wilson, 2013 p.232) In particular, there is a risk that the educational researchers could undertake the study to purely to bolster their own views and values on the educational sphere (Wilson, 2013). This is what Taber calls ‘rhetorical’ research or writing as it serves to support their own views (2007). Consequently, although this bias may not be deliberate, it can have a negative impact on the interpretation of data, making the results less robust. 
With this in mind, the decision to marry qualitative and quantitative data was taken to ensure the human interpretation which is more subjective was checked by the objective methods of data gathering. However, as Philips and Burbules suggest it is not possible for a researcher to eradicate all subjectivity as: ‘he or she may see phenomena differently from the way other investigators see them (Phillips and Burbules, 2000, p.46). Nevertheless, it is hoped by using both types of data that the project will garner both accurate and insightful data and that bias and subjectivity will be minimised as far as possible. 
Finally, to ensure that this research project was ethically driven, the British Educational Research Association’s (BERA) guidance on informed consent was adhered to. BERA stipulate that participants of a research study conducted by a teacher-researcher should voluntarily give informed consent, and researchers should do ‘everything they can’ to make sure their understand the nature and purpose of the study (BERA, 2018). Hence, before this study commenced, all pupils in the class were informed in writing and in person about the reasoning behind and process of the research as well as being told that they had the right to withdraw at any point.

Evaluation
To determine if, and to what extent, David Didau’s Slow Writing strategy can be used by Teaching Practitioners to develop pupil’s creative writing skills, the intervention was tested on a Year 7 class who were performing below the national average for their year group. In order to determine whether the pupils had improved and by how much it was decided that they would be given two tests just as Cohen et al advise (Cohen et al, 2013): the first, which would be conducted before the intervention had been introduced (the pre-test) designed to give a set of results to make comparisons to, and a second test, which used the intervention (the post-test) which could be compared to the first to determine if improvements had been made.
To ensure that the variables were minimised, the pupils were given the same amount of preparation time for both tasks. The pupils were provided with a series of lessons covering the skills required to write an effective narrative description for their age group. The pre-test task was set at the end of a module of work on Horror Stories. In this module, the pupils were introduced to examples of stories within the horror genre, which they could use to model their writing on; they designed their own monster to use in their stories; and they were taught how to uses creative writing techniques such as metaphors and similes. Similarly, the post-test followed a series of lessons focusing on fictional heroes and villains and creative writing techniques such as similes and metaphors. The pupils were given examples of writing from the genre to help them model their writing and they were tasked with designing their own villain to use in their stories. 
The genres of Horror and Heroes and Villains were chosen for their similarity of conventions and both tasks were narrative description task which were identical in terms of the expected success criteria (Fig. 1), including form, structure, grammar and the inclusion of literary techniques needed for effective description, as expected for the age group. Moreover, the same mark scheme was used to assess the attainment level both pre and post-test was School X’s marking scheme which attributes marks to the Welsh National Curriculum matrix (Fig. 2) for English Language. 
Figure 1: Success Criteria used for both Pre-Test and Post-TestWhen writing your story, you must include:
· Full stops and capital letters for every sentence
· A mixture of simple, compound and complex sentences
· Paragraphs
· Descriptive Techniques (e.g. Adjectives, Adverbs, Similes and Metaphors)


Figure 2: School X Year 7 Mark Scheme
	Mark scheme /20
	Level

	04 - 10
	
	2

	11 - 13
	
	3

	14 - 15
	
	4

	16 - 17
	
	5

	18 - 19
	
	6

	20
	
	7



For the pre-test task, the class were asked to write a piece of narrative description in the form of a Horror Story for which they were given only the simple success criteria, leaving them to choose their own structure, literary techniques, vocabulary, punctuation and grammar as they saw fit. Most of the pupils leapt to the task with enthusiasm, loving the idea of writing their very own horror story. However, this enthusiasm did not translate onto the page (See Fig. 3). The majority of the class attained a National Curriculum Level 2 in writing with the average mark awarded being 7.6 out of 20 or 38%. Only three pupils (707, 711 and 714) in the class obtained a Level 3, which is the average skill level for their age group according to the National Curriculum matrix.
Figure 3: Results achieved by pupils in the Pre-Test
	Pupil
	Curriculum Level
	Mark
/20
	Percentage
(%)

	701
	2
	9
	45%

	702
	2
	7
	35%

	703
	2
	8
	40%

	704
	2
	8
	40%

	705
	2
	4
	20%

	706
	2
	9
	45%

	707
	3
	11
	55%

	708
	2
	7
	35%

	709
	2
	8
	40%

	710
	2
	6
	30%

	711
	3
	11
	55%

	712
	2
	6
	30%

	713
	2
	4
	20%

	714
	3
	11
	55%

	715
	2
	9
	45%

	716
	1
	3
	15%

	Average
	2.125
	7.5625
	38%



The overarching reason the pupils’ writing in the pre-test generally failed to meet the average standards of the national curriculum was because the stories lacked what is considered the fundamental bread and butter of writing: punctuation, spelling and grammar. There was clearly a disconnect between the creative ideas the pupils were having and the skills needed to write them clearly and effectively on the page. For example, Pupil 709’s story (Fig. 4) was a perfect example of this as they used a good range of vocabulary, adjectives and adverbs as well as metaphors and similes in their writing, but the piece lacked clarity due to lack of punctuation and grammar, particularly mismatching tenses.
Figure 4: Extract of Pre-test work done by Pupil 709
[image: ]
In addition, structure was also a key issue that limited the attainment of pupils in the pre-test. Firstly, in terms of formal structure such as the use of paragraphing and sentencing was often remiss, but secondly, in terms of the flat, linear, nature in which the narratives were written. Many of the pupils’ writing seemed to focus on the recounting of events: this happened, then this happened, then this happened, the end as can be seen in the extract from the Pre-test work done by Pupil 701. Interestingly, this is reminiscent of what we do in speech, when we tell someone we know a story. This suggests, as Riley and Reedy do, that providing scaffolding for the ‘overexposed’ narrative genre of writing could be as beneficial as it is for non-fiction writing (2000). Whereas the limitation of Wray and Lewis’ assumption, that writing frames should be used to improve non-fiction writing while fiction writing requires none, is exposed as limited (1997).
Figure 5: Extract of Pre-test work done by Pupil 701
[image: ]

For the post-test, the class were tasked with writing a narrative description on the theme of Heroes and Villains. They were given the same simple success criteria (see Fig. 1) as they had in the pre-test, but this time they were to follow the Slow Writing strategy as well.  As Didau suggests, the pupils were provided with a highly detailed writing frame which offered suggestions for every sentence for each of the five paragraphs. The pupils were explicitly informed that they should ‘go slow’ and were instructed to use the frame and to think carefully about every word, phrase and sentence they wrote. They were also asked to double space their work so that corrections could easily be made. Three lessons were set aside for the task in order to allow for enough time for the class to complete the task without be pressured to rush their work.  
In general, the intervention appeared to be a resounding success. On average, the pupils’ attainment rose a full National Curriculum Level and there was an average percentage increase of 24%. On the surface, the narrative descriptions that the pupils produced were of much better quality than those they produced in the first test. The use of ambitious vocabulary and the effective and more consistent use descriptive techniques such as similes and metaphors were apparent in many of the pupils’ work.
Figure 6: Extract of Post-test work done by Pupil 705
[image: ]
Figure 7: Extract of Post-test work done by Pupil 709
[image: ]
Moreover, the Slow Writing frame did appear to have a generally positive effect on pupils’ accurate use of punctuation and grammar. Whereas, in the pre-test the vast majority of pupils’ struggled to remember to use full stops and capital letters for every sentence – a skill that was preventing many from achieving the national curriculum level average of Level 3 – in the post test virtually all pupils used this punctuation accurately, or found time to correct the mistakes they made.
Figure 8: Extract of Pre-test work done by Pupil 715

[image: ]
Figure 9: Extract of Post-test work done by Pupil 715
[image: ]
Slow Writing also appeared to have a positive impact on narrative structure. On-the-whole, the stories written using Slow Writing were clearer, less linear and less reminiscent of oral speech patterns than in the previous task. This could be a key indicator of the success of the intervention as Browne stresses children need to understand the differences in structures between speech and written language (1993). However, as the structure was prescribed by the intervention, there is very little that can be commented on regarding the actual impact on student writing. Although, Wray and Lewis suggest that writing frames help learners to understand how structure works, and Slow Writing does provide learners with a model, it is not clear from this research if the pupils could reproduce something of the same calibre independently. Therefore, whether the pupils developed a better understanding of narrative structure is unanswerable here as this research project does not have the capacity to test this assumption.
Interestingly, this asserts that Riley and Reedy are accurate in their surmise that the overexposure to the narrative genre does not mean that learners will instinctively know how to write an effective story (2000) and suggests that using an writing frame to scaffold the development of fiction writing, as well as non-fiction writing, is a credible one. Whereas the limitation of Wray and Lewis’ assumption that writing frames should be used to improve non-fiction writing while fiction writing requires none is exposed (1997). 
Although there seems to be trend overall that Slow Writing improved the standard of the class’s writing, on an individual level the results are more mixed. Some pupils did overwhelmingly well by going up two levels on the National Curriculum matrix such as Pupil 705 who increased their results by 55%. Whereas some barely seemed to benefit like Pupils 707 and 716 who only improved their marks by 10%, and one even dropped in performance by 5% (see Fig. 10)
Figure 10: Pre and Post-test results for all pupils
	Pupil
	Pre-Test NC Level
	Pre-test Mark 
/20
	Pre-test Percentage (%)
	Post-test NC Level
	Post-test Mark
/20
	Post-test Percentage
	Percentage (%) increase

	701
	2
	9
	45%
	4
	14
	70%
	25%

	702
	2
	7
	35%
	3
	12
	60%
	25%

	703
	2
	8
	40%
	4
	14
	70%
	30%

	704
	2
	8
	40%
	3
	12
	60%
	20%

	705
	2
	4
	20%
	4
	15
	75%
	55%

	706
	2
	9
	45%
	4
	15
	75%
	30%

	707
	3
	11
	55%
	3
	13
	65%
	10%

	708
	2
	7
	35%
	3
	12
	60%
	25%

	709
	2
	8
	40%
	4
	14
	70%
	30%

	710
	2
	6
	30%
	3
	11
	55%
	25%

	711
	3
	11
	55%
	4
	14
	70%
	15%

	712
	2
	6
	30%
	4
	14
	70%
	40%

	713
	2
	4
	20%
	2
	9
	45%
	25%

	714
	3
	11
	55%
	2
	10
	50%
	-5%

	715
	2
	9
	45%
	4
	15
	75%
	30%

	716
	1
	3
	15%
	2
	5
	25%
	10%

	Average
	2.125
	7.5625
	38%
	3.3125
	12.4375
	62%
	24%



Figure 11: A graph to show the pre and post marks attained by all pupils

There is no doubt that, for the majority of the pupils, the Slow Writing intervention improved their performance but the extent to which it did is not easily defined. For instance, the pupils who were having better results before the intervention were not the pupils who saw the greatest growth. Quite the opposite, one of the more poorly performing pupils from the pre-test, 705, who scored just 4 marks in the first test, more than tripled their marks in the test which used the intervention. On the other hand, pupil 707 who scored one of the highest marks in the first made only a very small improvement using the intervention, and pupil 714 who similarly scored an equally high mark in the pre-test decreased in performance, moving from a Level 3 to Level 2 in the process. This begs the question: why did the Slow Writing have such varied result? This is where the use qualitative method observation helps draw suggestions as to why the results came out the way that they did. 
Interestingly, from observations made, it seems that the answer to this anomaly lies in the pupils’ level of enthusiasm for the prescribed scaffolding. Indeed, pupil 705, who’s results exceeded expectations, felt liberated by the support given to them: they were much more settled and focused during the time set for the post-test than they had been for the pre-test. This indicates that the Slow Writing, as Didau suggests, provided them with the right level of scaffolding to allow them to be more creative (Didau, 2014a). Like constructivist theory poses, if the learner is working within the Zone of Proximal Development, rather than the panic zone or comfort zone they will be able to learn best (Pritchard, 2009). This suggests that for pupil 705, and for others who performed well in the post-test, Slow Writing provided with the right level of scaffolding and the right level of challenge to enable them to improve.
On the other hand, for pupils 707 and 714, the results suggest the opposite. Indeed, through observation of these pupils it was perceived that neither were particularly enthusiastic about the intervention they had been prescribed. Pupil 714 was particularly unhappy and practically refused to engage with the task, which was quite the reverse to their response to the pre-test task where they relished the idea of writing their own story. Pupil 705 was observed to be a student who was creative and individual in personality, often doodling or rough paper and offering quite eccentric ideas in class. Furthermore, their dislike for the prescriptive nature of Slow Writing was emblematic in the defacement and silly subject matter chosen. This suggests that, for this type of student, who is driven by creative flare and original ideas, Slow Writing doe not help. This is supported by Allison and Tharby who suggests over-scaffolding learner can have a detrimental effect on their attainment (2015).
It must be noted that there was the urge for some of the other pupils to stray away from the writing frame or to completely ignore it. However, it was unclear as to whether this was because they were unfamiliar with the Slow Writing process or whether it was because they felt it was too constraining for them. Theory by Allison and Tharby would suggest the latter. However, there was not time in this study to address this lack of clarity, but these are questions which could be addressed by more research.
Moreover, the restrictions in time for this study prevented the testing of whether the pupils would be able to recreate stories of the same calibre without the Slow Writing scaffolding. Both Wray & Lewis and Didau himself suggest this is the case (1997 & 2014a). However, this would require a further test to see if the pupils’ independent storytelling had benefitted from the modelling they were exposed to: Would they now be able to write a less linear, more descriptive, using more accurate punctuation and grammar on their own? If not, when would they? How long would they need to develop these skills before the scaffolding be taken away? These are questions which this study did not have the capacity to investigate and are possible directions for future research projects.

Conclusion
This research set-out to determine if, and to what extent, David Didau’s Slow Writing strategy can be used by Teaching Practitioners to develop pupil’s creative writing skills. Initially the findings of the investigation seemed to suggest that Slow Writing unequivocally had improved the pupils creative writing as the class saw an average 24% increase in the results and some pupils’ results were extraordinarily positive with them attaining a level twice that from the one they had achieved without the scaffold.
The results seemed to suggest that Didau assertions, supported by Wray and Lewis, that writing frames freed children from the burden of structure to enable them to let out their inner creativity, shown through: a greater use of more adventurous vocabulary; a more secure use of punctuation; and even the ability to use descriptive literary techniques such as similes and metaphors. Some pupils who had previously barely been able to string a clear sentence together now seemed to be able to write wonderful descriptions with clarity. 
Not only that, but these pupils were enthused and calmed by the method suggesting that Slow Writing provided the right level of ‘scaffolding’ for them to work effectively in what social constructivists call like Vygotsky call the Zone of Proximal development or their struggle zone (Pritchard, 2009). It suggested that Didau was right, that by removing the additional stress on the working memory of having to think about how to structure their writing, Slow Writing prevented the pupils from panicking (2014a). The ‘go slow’ technique also appeared to have positive results as some pupils began to take the initiative to amend their work by correcting their punctuation (Ibid). Therefore, most of the pupils appeared to make improvements suggesting that Slow Writing was an intervention that Teachers could use in their classrooms. Indeed, nearly all of the pupils in the class achieved higher marks using Slow Writing. 
However, the results are not as clear-cut as they seem. This research study did not set out purely to see if Slow Writing improved pupils writing but to also try and measure the extent of the improvement. The Slow Writing intervention is a hugely time-consuming strategy for the teacher to take on, which is not to say if it garners good results it should put a committed practitioner off, meaning that the results should be worth the work. Unfortunately, on close inspection of the results, the extent to which Slow Writing improved students writing was still unclear. This was because on an individual level there seemed to be several students who had made only minor improvements. 
Surprisingly, there appeared to be no uniform trend in the procured results. Students who had initially achieved the highest results in the pre-test, who you would expect would naturally attain the highest results in the post-test, did not. And in fact, shockingly, one student who had achieved one of the highest results in the pre-test, achieved a result 5% lower in the post-test resulting in him going down a level in attainment, from Level 3 to Level 2. It is fair to comment that this one anomaly should not mean that a whole set of data should be disregarded, but this was not just one poor result, only the poorest of a number. Nearly a third of pupils – a total of five out of sixteen – made insignificant improvements, achieving less than a 20% increase overall. The significance of this is that it raises too many questions as to whether the intervention is effective enough to be used in classrooms. As if the strategy does not help every child to make significant improvements, and can even hinder others, is it something that teachers can rely on to help their learners progress?
Using observations of the pupils’ behaviour and analysing the students’ work suggested that pupils who had not done so well were less enthusiastic about the intervention. One particular pupil, who’s results decreased in the post-test, was a particularly creative individual who had shown much enthusiasm in writing the first story but appeared to reject Slow Writing because it did not allow for him to write how he wanted, which resulted in them writing a piece beneath their capability, and even defacing their workbook. Indeed, Allison and Tharby suggest that over scaffolding a learner can hinder them just as much as panicking them (2015).
On the other hand, Didau does suggest that for more able students, Slow Writing can frustrate them, which can seem to offer some explanation as why this might be the case.  On the other hand, as this class are in fact considered to be low ability this does not quite ring true. This pupil may have been more able than his classmates within this specific context, but he is not a child who in general would be considered as exceptionally able, quite the opposite.

Limitations and future development
Although this case study provided some interesting results which could help the teacher progression determine the effectiveness of using Slow Writing as an intervention in their classrooms. There are a few limitations that potentially restrict its outcomes.
Firstly, the scale of the study could be seen to be a limitation. As the study was only conducted on one class in one school, it could be argued that this particular class does not classify as a representation of other pupils in society. As Taber suggests, we shouldn’t make sweeping statements about the validity of the research and how it is beneficial to a whole population when it has been conducted on such a small sample (Taber, 2007).  It is possible that the study does not provide enough data for it to be generalised and therefore is limited by its scale. The research, had it been feasible, would have benefited from triangulation of the experiment. As if more classes and more pupils participated in the experiment at the same time. This would have given more scope to show patterns in the results and hence would have provided a more robust set of data.
Moreover, due to the very small and specific nature of the study, it would be very difficult to replicate the results. This is because this class of students, with their individual attitudes and reactions to the intervention would be impossible to replicate. Even if a class attaining a similar average level would not necessarily react in the same way as these students did. As any teacher knows, every class has its own culture which is developed through a specific set of relationships pupil to pupil, and pupil to teacher. As Newby states the classroom an incredibly difficult place to control variables 2014). The classroom is a place of varying emotions day in day out, where even the weather, let alone considering factors such as playground incidents and family lives, can make a massive difference to the way a pupil performs or behaves. Therefore, the only way to be able to garner more accurate results would be for the study to be upscaled to include classes from other schools and to compare the data collected. The study would need to be repeated with many different classes of students to see if a pattern occurred. There would need to be a much bigger sample to be definitive. However, even if the study was scaled up there could be a very real possibility that there would be no clear pattern to identify.
Furthermore, although this study did encompass the gathering of qualitative data through teacher-researcher observation, which was used to help contextualise the quantitative data collected, this was limited. This was because it only provided the practitioner viewpoint and did not give the pupils a chance to communicate their own opinions. As mentioned above, pupils lead complex lives and without truly understanding the context and motivations of every participating child a true understanding of why they performed a certain way cannot be clearly identified. Therefore, this study would have benefited from the use of more qualitative methods, such as pupil questionnaires, to garner more personal information and develop a better understanding of pupil perspectives. 
In addition, the study was limited by its short duration. Due to its short timescale, there was not time to measure Didau’s assertion that eventually taking away the Slow Writing frame would reveal that the pupils had absorbed an understanding of structure and would be able to emulate it to create ‘beautifully wrought and finely honed’ pieces of narrative fiction (Didau, 2014a,p.161). As this was a ‘one shot’ approach, the pupils development could not be measured over time which perhaps prevented the study from seeing whether the approach truly does improve pupils writing in the long-term. As Didau explains, Slow Writing is an approach that is supposed to be introduced and developed in the classroom, allowing the students to get used to the process (Didau, 2014a). Hence, it is possible that given more time more conclusive results may have been retrieved. Therefore, in future, this research would benefit from being longitudinal as this may afford clearer results.
Finally, further research is needed into measuring the effectiveness of writing frames such as Didau’s Slow Writing intervention as this will benefit the professional practice of teachers by providing them with conclusive evidence that their classroom strategies work. As discussed, in future, similar research projects would benefit from expanding the scope of the study in length and breadth. It is also important that future studies look at both qualitative and quantitative data as without this it is impossible to contextualise the results harvested.
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