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Abstract 
 
Teacher beliefs are important in framing pedagogical decisions that impact on practice. 

Writing experiences should support pupil expression and create exploratory spaces to 

enable pupils to articulate views. However, the educational climate is assessment-driven 

and, often, focused on performativity.  

 

This qualitative longitudinal study followed an entire cohort of ten PGCE English Post-

primary student teachers over four years, and through three different teacher career 

stages. These stages included, Beginner Teachers (BTs), Qualified Teachers (QTs) and 

Early Career Teachers (ECTs) of English. The study captured and explained changes in 

teachers’ beliefs for teaching writing in Northern Ireland (NI) post-primary schools.  

 

Data collection methods differed at each teacher career stage.  Theory Practice 

Reflections (TPRs), a focus group and individual semi-structured online interviews were 

employed respectively at BT, QT and ECT stages.  A General Inductive Analysis (GIA) 

method was utilised to capture themes and a conceptual model for teaching writing was 

developed. This model contributes to research in this field as it sets out the different 

elements that impact how teacher beliefs affect how writing is taught (Thomas, 2006). A 

Pedagogical Content Knowing (PCKg) model was also used (and the research 

recommends a new, modified version of this model) to further explain how participants 

engaged with knowledge required to teach writing (Cochran et al., 1993).   

 

Findings pointed to teacher beliefs as impacting on pedagogical choices for teaching 

writing. Formative educational experiences influenced participants. Overall, conclusions 

report that participants maintained child-centred beliefs, however, these were often 

restricted in practice, due to performativity pressures.  Recommendations are for audits 

of skills and teacher beliefs, at the ITE stage and onwards. Teacher agency should be 

addressed and supported. Curriculum and assessment structures should be reviewed to 

meet NI curriculum aims. This original and internationally significant study adds to the 

research that explores writing pedagogy within the NI context.  
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Chapter One: Introduction  
 

1.1 Introduction 
 

How do teacher beliefs impact on the teaching of writing and what changes can be 

identified over time as individuals progress through teacher education and into the start 

of their professional teaching career? The overarching aim of this PhD thesis is to explore 

and understand how teacher beliefs shape and impact teachers’ views and practices 

with regards to teaching writing in post-primary schools. The knowledge generated from 

this study will inform and support policy, practice, ITE and CPD in this field. 

 

Teacher beliefs are core to how pedagogy is framed and enacted by practitioners (Fang, 

1996; Khader, 2012; Devine et al, 2013; Fives & Buehl, 2016). Beliefs can be defined as 

that which is felt to be true by an individual and therefore beliefs are not necessarily 

“logically structured” or grounded in fact (Richardson, 2002, p.2). Importantly, 

Richardson separates beliefs from knowledge as beliefs do not need a truth condition, 

whereas knowledge does hold a truth condition that can be tested epistemologically. 

Teacher beliefs encompass the lived histories and curriculum experiences of teachers 

and such determinative formative beliefs can be linked to pedagogical decisions and 

practice in the classroom (Devine et al, 2013). Critically, early formed beliefs are often 

more entrenched and difficult to realign or change. Richardson (2003) notes that 

“procedural beliefs” are formed from an individual’s exposure to normative educational 

experiences (p.12). These beliefs include the “hidden and personal curriculum of the 

individual” (Gudmundsdottir, 1990, p.47). They are often implicit, tacitly acquired and 

unconsciously held, so that they can become difficult to remove or reconfigure (Fives & 

Buehl’s, 2008; 2016). Consequently, such beliefs are more difficult to reformulate or even 

remove during any teacher education period, which are all relatively short when 

compared to the timespan where earlier formative educational experiences were created 

(Richardson, 2003). 

 

There are many exponents of a variety of differing approaches to teaching writing. For 

the teaching of writing there are a number of distinct methods advocated for effective 

instruction such as the process method, the grammar approach, explicit teaching or the 

genre approach to name the broad areas (Graves, 1983; Murray, 1985; Christie, 2013; 

Myhill, 2021; Rosen, 2021). As such within the field of writing pedagogy there is much 

critical debate, and discussion on stances taken can create confusion. Therefore, it is 
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important to understand what decisions teachers take when they teach writing. 

Approaches used can relate to a teacher’s own writing experiences from when they were 

a pupil, graduate or student teacher. A teacher’s belief system in terms of how they value 

writing and believe it should be taught is also important to appreciate in order to be able 

to understand how it is enacted in practice with pupils and for what justifications given 

curriculum constraints and structures (Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

 

1.2 Teacher Beliefs  
 

Khader (2012) explains that “teacher beliefs can be thought of as guiding principles 

teachers hold to be true that serve as lenses through which new experiences can be 

understood” (p.73). 

 

Teacher beliefs are complex as they do not follow a direct linear trajectory and they are 

not always progressive (Fang, 1996; Fives & Buehl, 2010).  Beliefs may also be 

perceived and categorised as central or peripheral beliefs. Central beliefs are stronger, 

can be linked to longevity and are more resistant to change, whereas peripheral beliefs 

can be more easily subject to modification and change (Fives & Buehls, 2016; Loft and 

Roehrig, 2007).  Green (1971) details that beliefs held by any individual can be 

contradictory and incompatible with other beliefs e.g., an individual may hold progressive 

beliefs on how pupils should engage creatively and expressively through written means, 

yet they also hold traditional views on how pupils should formulate a written response 

that is to be captured and used for a formal assessment. Beliefs can exist in clusters and 

unless examined concurrently, they will not be challenged or revised by an individual as 

“there is little cross fertilisation among belief systems” (in Richardson, 2003, p.3). 

Additionally, Lortie (1975) points to the “apprenticeship of experience” where teachers’ 

beliefs are formed predominantly through their experiences as a learner (in: Chróinín & 

O'Sullivan, 2014, p.452). However, Richardson (2003) explains that beliefs linked to such 

experiences presents a rather distorted view, as these beliefs reflect student centred 

understandings of education and they do not consist of insight or awareness on 

pedagogical understandings of education (Richardson, 2003).  

 

Notably, Kang and Wallace (2005) explain that belief negotiation is a common 

occurrence when beliefs converge and conflict with one another. Here, teacher beliefs 

are often tested for salience when there is a clash between beliefs. Richardson (2003) 

maintains that such occasions create belief dissonance, and these occasions can be 

framed as critical learning incidents for teachers, where they can examine beliefs held to 

gain a better awareness and understanding of how particular beliefs held may be 
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impacting on their practice. This is important as Fives and Buehl (2016) suggest that 

teacher beliefs generally manifest along student centred and constructivist lines or 

teacher led and traditional, transmissive lines. As such teachers’ ontological beliefs on 

how knowledge is created or how learning happens will typically coalesce into a belief 

system that will influence and drive pedagogy and practice. Richardson (1996) advises 

that teacher education at all stages, including Continuing Professional Development 

(CPD), should incorporate opportunities and activities for teachers to audit and examine 

their beliefs, so as to enable them to best understand how their beliefs can affect practice 

and curriculum delivery. This is important to note within the context of the Northern 

Ireland (NI) education system that continues to operate a selective and non-selective 

pathway for learners as they progress into post-primary education. Here, the assessment 

driven environs (as created by the transfer test) can create more visceral formative 

beliefs that can exert a somewhat inordinate influence on future pedagogy and practice. 

Although, Khader (2012) also points out that teacher beliefs do not always directly 

translate to classroom practice. There may be discord over teacher beliefs and 

curriculum structures and their subsequent restrictions and so “what teacher believe and 

what they actually do” may not always correlate (p. 74). Teacher beliefs will be explored 

further in section 2.3. Notably within the context of belief manifesting with action in the 

classroom, Biesta et al (2015) explain that beliefs are also a core aspect that relate to 

how teachers can achieve teacher agency to enact their preferred curriculum vision. 

They suggest that “the achievement of agency is always informed by past experience, 

including personal and professional biographies; that it is orientated towards the future” 

(p.628) however they also found that beliefs were strongly linked to the past or the 

present and did not extend into the future and thus the potential for agency was frustrated 

(p.628). How teachers can understand the role and importance of beliefs for fulfilling 

agentic capacity for change within relevant situational contexts will be discussed in 

section 2.4.  

 

1.3 Teaching Writing   
 

Writing is an important life skill that empowers individuals to find, utilise and hone their 

voices. Essentially, although the purposes for writing are manifold, as individuals “we 

write to communicate, we write to know ourselves, and we write to connect” (Walker, 

2020, p.1). Whilst writing is enabling and empowering it is also a complex skill and for 

this reason it is important to be aware of factors which shape individuals’ writing habits 

and writing identities (Humphries, 2010; Thompson, 2012; Pennington, 2013; Graham, 

2019). From an early age individuals engage in mark making to explore and connect with 

the world, their culture and communities. Progressively, as we acquire the formal 
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structures of writing we become more self-conscious of how our writing is perceived and 

we begin to understand that when we write we “…write our world as well as our texts 

and are read and written by them in turn” (Scholes, 1985, p. xi in: Manuel & Carter, 2016). 

Therefore, it is a liberating and revelatory action that can leave individuals feeling 

emboldened, but also vulnerable as writing is subjective and open to interpretation and 

speculation from others.  

 

Writing is often highly personal and as Freedman and Medway (1994) assert, “Writing is 

laboured, potentially alienating since it implicates more of the self” (p.13). Flowers and 

Hayes (1977) agree and point to instances where engaging with writing can be viewed 

as “traumatic”, particularly for struggling writers (ibid, in: Thompson, 2012, p.86). Writing 

asks much of an individual as it places demands on motor skills, cognitive functioning 

and also requires an awareness of social and cultural structures to convey meaning 

(Myhill & Fisher, 2010). Therefore, it is important to be aware of potential self-limiting 

beliefs and fears an individual may harbour when they are asked to write. For these core 

reasons it is imperative that teachers of writing have a broad understanding of issues 

and challenges connected to pupils’ writing. Their approach to teaching writing should 

be student-centred and, if they are to progress pupils’ writing skills, it is critical that they 

foster growth mindsets in pupils’ perceptions of their writing abilities (Dweck, 2007).    

 

Historically, there have been many positions advocated for how writing should be taught. 

In the early years of formal schooling a grammar and technicist approach was favoured 

that focused on writing products and accuracy. In the industrial age that held a distinctly 

utilitarian vision, the enabling potential of literacy acquisition was valued by employers 

and society. This resulted in a deficit model of teaching writing where educationalists 

employed more didactic teaching methods in a traditional and formalistic manner, with 

writing efforts and subsequent writing products focused on knowledge of grammar, 

accuracy and precision in terms of their execution (Davison & Dowson, 2009). Effective 

teaching and by extension effective pedagogy for writing and literacy instruction is not 

necessarily easy to decipher. Teaching encompasses a myriad of variables such as 

environmental and socioeconomic factors as well as class dynamics and access to 

resources to list but a few. Particular class contexts and variables will coalesce to 

determine how successful learners are with methods, strategies and approaches 

employed by their teacher. To this end effective teaching can be best “described but not 

prescribed” as not all approaches suit all contexts (Parr & Limbrick, 2010, p.583). 

 

In brief, by the 1960s there had evolved a process approach to teaching writing. This 

approach digressed from the previous pedagogical focus on prescriptive use of 
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language, grammar and form. Instead, the process approach espoused a more student-

centred method that was accepting of individualism (Dixon, 1967; Britton, 1970). 

Pioneered by Donald Graves (1983) in the US, it supported the expression of the 

personal voice over the public voice (Wray & Medwell, 2006). The process approach to 

writing encouraged more demonstrative and expressive ideas and writing from pupils, 

and advocated for more imaginative qualities as essential components of a final written 

piece and product. It accepted that writing was a highly individual and personal pursuit 

in many ways (Dixon, 1967; Britton, 1970; Graves, 1983; Thompson, 2012; Rosen, 

2021).  Rules, conventions and principles of writing were no longer laboured upon. 

Britton (1970) also supported and envisaged writing as a process that was to be 

undertaken and completed in linear stages that included prewriting, planning, drafting 

and redrafting.  In developing the individual’s composition skills, Britton also envisioned 

a continuum where types of writing from the transactional at one end, through to the 

poetic, at the other end, were to be found.  

 

On one end of the continuum was transactional writing and on the other end was creative 

writing or expressive writing. Transactional writing can be defined as writing that fulfils a 

particular specified purpose or function, it is non-fiction writing and it targets a specific 

audience (Pelz, 1982). Poetic, creative or expressive writing involves much more of the 

self and tends towards fictional forms of writing.  In engaging with these varied types of 

writing Britton saw individuals as inhabiting (to varying degrees) the role of either 

participant or observer, with some overlap as the continuum merged. As a “participant” 

an individual writer “is participating in the world’s affairs,” as opposed to a “spectator” 

whom Britton viewed as a writer who “was on holiday from the world’s affairs, and 

someone who instead contemplated experiences” (Britton, 1970, p.197 in: Pelz, 1982, 

p.1).  In terms of advanced composition and credible and authentic writing, Britton viewed 

the poetic and expressive end of the continuum as that which was to be encouraged and 

promoted in schools. 

 

Some critics of this linear process approach to writing pointed to the somewhat 

unchanging product-orientated result that still appeared to lead and manage the overall 

stages and process of writing, where writers wrote to form a product (Flowers & Hayes, 

1981).  There was still too much focus on the writing product and not enough focus on 

the use of language as a tool for thought during the processes when individuals wrote. 

Flowers and Hayes (1981) recommended the cognitive process model that aimed to 

explicitly extrapolate pupils’ thinking and engage them explicitly with metacognition in 

terms of how they viewed and engaged with thinking on their emergent and developing 

writing. Flowers and Hayes (1981) therefore rejected the process models and approach 
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as they felt that they only served to “model the growth of the written product and not the 

inner process of the person producing it" (ibid, 1981, in: Humphris, 2010).  

 

Following on from the process approaches to writing, the genre analysis approach 

emerged in prominence. Pennington (2013) distinguished between Hyon’s (1996) 

literature based “New Rhetoric” (NR) approach and Halliday’s language-based “System 

Functional Linguistics” (SFL) approaches towards writing (p.2). The NR approach to 

writing (favoured in the US) maintains clear links with writing and reading, with writing 

tasked with incorporating and reflecting many aspects of literary texts read, studied and 

analysed. The SFL approaches (favoured by the UK and countries such as Australia and 

New Zealand) teach writing rooted in an analysis of the social functions of language and 

where language trends, patterns, categories and features are discerned through rigorous 

analysis of large language datasets. Here, importance is placed on the social functions 

of language, a writer’s purpose and how language is used to relay both (Pennington, 

2013). However, critics of the genre approach point to such explicit and precision 

teaching approaches as “simply teaching a mastery of convention”, where pupils are to 

conform above all else to form and purpose and negate or subdue any creative or 

imaginative responses they may have when writing (Wray & Medwell, 2006, p.10). 

Others, however, would also point to the way capable writers can “subvert conventions 

in creative and individual ways” to meet writing task requirements and engage 

meaningfully with writing (Fisher, 2006).  

 

Notably, Slavin et al. (2019) conducted a literature review of the research on writing. 

They found that much research in the field of writing pedagogy was undertaken by 

Steven Graham and affiliated research associates. In a review of Graham’s research 

output on writing (from approximately 2001-2015) a best practice approach for teaching 

writing included the following: a focus on a motivating classroom environment and 

relationships; a process approach to writing; regular engagement with writing; scaffolded 

collaborative writing and peer learning and support; high pupil expectations; effective 

feedback and a focus on spelling and handwriting (ibid, 2019). Many of the strategies 

detailed as a best practice approach can be aligned to recommendations from a 2008 

Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI) report that observed provision in literacy and 

numeracy in schools in NI. This report found several characteristics that determined 

effective provision. Amongst these were, use of AfL, teacher enthusiasm, active learning, 

the promotion of a discursive and dialogical environment, high quality feedback and use 

of self-assessment by pupils. With regard to writing, it is notable that the report 

recommends time on the drafting and editing process and, at this point, coursework was 

a mode of assessment that facilitated this. Specifically, the report pointed to providing 
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pupils with opportunities to develop their “skill of re-drafting” work (p.17). However, 

coursework is no longer an option for internally-assessed writing and has instead been 

replaced by Controlled Assessment Tasks (CATs) that prepares pupils to write under 

timed conditions and so does not easily facilitate or replicate the drafting and redrafting 

stages. 

 

Critical debate continues to persist on how best to teach writing. The pedagogical 

approaches to teaching writing will be discussed in more detail in section 2.5. A clamour 

of views can create confusion and so it is important to understand what decisions 

teachers take when they teach writing. Approaches used can relate to a teacher’s own 

writing experiences from when they were a pupil, graduate or student teacher. A 

teacher’s belief system in terms of how they value writing and believe it should be taught 

is also important to appreciate in order to be able to understand how it is enacted in 

practice with pupils and for what justifications given curriculum constraints and structures 

(Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

 

1.4 Assessing Writing   
 

Whilst teachers engage in planning and tailoring teaching approaches to suit the contexts 

of each class, taking cognisance of potential issues pupils may face relating to teaching 

writing, the choice of approach for writing instruction is more often than not influenced 

by performativity pressures teachers face that are linked to assessments and school 

planning (Ball, 2003; Elliot et al., 2018; Hennessy et al., 2021). The time spent on 

supporting pupils’ writing efforts must be balanced with preparation for assessments, 

and as a consequence teachers can feel pressure from perceptions of a packed 

curriculum (Cremin, 2010; Humphries, 2010). Writing as a medium encapsulates pupils’ 

ideas and thoughts, serving to display their knowledge, and as a result writing may be 

used to capture content knowledge and not pupil voice (Davison & Daly, 2009). 

Summative assessments are necessary as they bolster public confidence in relation to 

accountability for schools (Black & Wiliam, 2001). However, a 2002 Assessment and 

Reform Group (ARG) reported that “high stakes attached to the results encourage 

teaching to the test and excessive practising of test taking” which reduces writing 

opportunities to assessment driven exercises (Broadfoot et al., 2002, p.7). More 

importantly time and space for collaboration, feedback and revisions may then often be 

reduced or removed to serve assessment driven practice (Elliot, 2018). Clearly 

assessment should not lead learning and teaching and “the assessment process itself 

should not determine what is to be taught and learned” otherwise, a topic, programme 
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and even the curriculum is narrowed and skewed to pursue and measure particular 

valued gains or attributes listed in assessment criteria (TGAT,1987, p.7).  

 

Critically, teachers’ reactions to pupils’ writing efforts and products can also provoke 

many responses, which in turn may inspire, inhibit or even damage pupils’ writing 

identities, depending on the particular teaching approaches taken (Fisher, 2006). What 

constitutes a good piece of writing? Who decides? It is this role amongst others that must 

be explored to understand how best to present and examine the part played by an 

English teacher who teaches writing to pupils. The perception of the English teacher’s 

role when pupils produce written work is generally and routinely thought to be that of the 

expert who acts also as judge, assessor or examiner (Reed, 2004). Particularly in an 

educational climate where external assessment is valued and teacher accountability is 

high, teachers are under a lot of pressure to hone pupils’ writing skills for achievement 

within examinations - yet research suggests that writing pedagogy should not seek to 

teach exclusively to the test or become outcome or product-orientated (Skidmore, 2004; 

Fisher, 2006; Graham, 2019). Notably, Marshall (2003) points to the homogenisation of 

the subject of English as a result of assessment and curriculum pressures. She points to 

an “epistemology shift” that is led by efforts to qualify and quantify English and which 

results in “precision teaching” of identified and agreed content (ibid, p.83). Here, Marshall 

is referring to debate surrounding knowledge of language, purpose and form that seek 

to encapsulate communicative means in English to detail specifically what effective 

writing might be or contain.  This stance means that some teachers will determine the 

constituent parts of writing and explicitly teach their use (Gibbons, 2019; McKnight 2020). 

Such an approach to teaching writing essentially wrestles control away from pupils as 

writers of their works as the pupil voice is lost due to an “objectives led” approach to 

teaching writing, which removes any personal engagement to writing and writing tasks 

for pupils (Fisher, 2006, p.193).   

 

To place pupils at the centre of their learning and to actively engage them in learning 

with more student-centred assessment practice, the methodology of Assessment for 

Learning (AfL) is a formative assessment approach, which is prevalent in many 

education systems and that is supported by the Northern Ireland Curriculum (NIC) 2007. 

In using AfL teachers engage pupils in assessing their progress through use of talk, 

questioning, feedback, sharing lessons aims and outcomes, and peer and self-

assessment to make explicit learning goals for topics and writing (Wiliam & Marshall, 

2006). In terms of how this operates in practice, Marshall & Drummond (2006) explored 

how formative assessment was used in classrooms and their research identified and 

differentiated between how child-centred AfL processes were implemented by teachers 
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either in “spirit” or by the “letter” (ibid, p.133). Their research pointed out the importance 

of the role of the teacher in instigating assessment approaches that were fluid and 

reactive to relevant pupil contexts, where negotiation and consultation was a feature of 

classroom talk and tasks. It also warned against approaches where the implementation 

of AfL strategies could be viewed as less child-centred or inclusive and where some 

teaching strategies and supports made use of rigid formulaic structures that were 

imposed on pupils (ibid).  

 

To this end, teachers and indeed those in initial teacher education must develop and 

foster a sound pedagogical understanding of the rationale for teaching and assessing 

writing to enable purposeful learning to occur within their classrooms. Bowing 

subconsciously to external and institutional pressures, the very pragmatic philosophy of 

utilising writing as a tool of thought can be overlooked if teachers adopt a methodology 

that values product over process. The ability to teach children to air views and use writing 

to record, refine and regenerate ideas and thoughts can become lost if teachers promote 

and teach writing and English via the use of writing frames, formulaic success criteria 

and checklists of learning outcomes that actually parody the real learning process. In 

such instances pedagogy overlooks the communicative purpose and power of writing 

and instead of empowering the pupil voice, writing pedagogy can be traduced to “the 

notion that knowledge in English is less about the reader-writer relationship, and the art 

of language, and more about the acquisition of knowledge” (Marshall, 2003, p.88). 

   

1.5 The Importance of Writing   
 

Writing is an important life skill that empowers individuals to find, utilise and hone their 

voices. Essentially, although the purposes for writing are manifold, as individuals “we 

write to communicate, we write to know ourselves, and we write to connect” (Walker, 

2020, p.1). Whilst writing is enabling and empowering it is also a complex skill and for 

this reason it is important to be aware of factors which shape individuals’ writing habits 

and writing identities (Humphries, 2010; Thompson, 2012; Pennington, 2013; Graham, 

2019). From an early age individuals engage in mark making to explore and connect with 

the world, their culture and communities. Progressively, as we acquire the formal 

structures of writing we become more self-conscious of how our writing is perceived and 

we begin to understand that when we write we “…write our world as well as our texts 

and are read and written by them in turn” (Scholes, 1985, p. xi in: Manuel & Carter, 2016). 

Therefore, it is a liberating and revelatory action that can leave individuals feeling 

emboldened, but also vulnerable as writing is subjective and open to interpretation and 

speculation from others.  
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Writing is often highly personal and as Freedman and Medway (1994) assert, “Writing is 

laboured, potentially alienating since it implicates more of the self” (p.13). Flowers and 

Hayes (1977) agree and point to instances where engaging with writing can be viewed 

as “traumatic”, particularly for struggling writers (ibid, in: Thompson, 2012, p.86). Writing 

asks much of an individual as it places demands on motor skills, cognitive functioning 

and also requires an awareness of social and cultural structures to convey meaning 

(Myhill & Fisher, 2010). Therefore, it is important to be aware of potential self-limiting 

beliefs and fears an individual may harbour when they are asked to write. For these core 

reasons it is imperative that teachers of writing have a broad understanding of issues 

and challenges connected to pupils’ writing. Their approach to teaching writing should 

be student-centred and, if they are to progress pupils’ writing skills, it is critical that they 

foster growth mindsets in pupils’ perceptions of their writing abilities (Dweck, 2007).    

 

The potential for writing as a form of cathartic expression is presented in a personal 

growth model that views growth through language and experience (Dixon, 1967). It is 

attached to the form of expressive writing that Britton (1970) explains allows individuals 

and pupils to connect to their experiences, and to make sense of those experiences. 

Such writing is deeply personal and does not always have to be discussed, shared or 

received by an audience or reader. Learning comes not from what is written or produced, 

but from the act and processes involved in producing it. Ultimately, teachers need to be 

sensitive to the writing accounts and writing selves that are revealed by pupils. English 

as a subject asks for analytical, subjective and interpretative responses from pupils and, 

within the remit of a child-centred curriculum, pupils are often tasked with drawing on 

their own personal experiences to construct knowledge (NIC, 2007). In order to support 

such endeavours, it is incumbent on teachers to establish and build positive and secure 

teacher-pupil relationships to support pupils’ growth through language and writing 

(Dixon, 1967). 
 

This view of writing can position writing as an empowering tool and support for pupils. 

This approach can support pupils in using writing as a coping strategy where they can 

give an account but also have control of traumatic, stressful and painful events. In 

choosing to write about painful events, an individual may find some form of release and 

closure as they shrink the cognitive load attached to such experiences (Glass et al., 

2019; Siegel-Acevedo, 2021). In writing about painful experiences an individual is 

rewriting and reshaping the hold or grip it may have over the individual, as they probe 

and then “translate their emotional experience into words, they may be changing the way 

it is organized in the brain” (ibid, 2021, np). Within the context of the covid pandemic 
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(that took place in 2020/21 and when this study was being written up in its latter stages) 

repercussions of the same had constricted many individuals’ personal and public spaces. 

Therefore, the experiential writing approach outlined, and this view of writing can and 

should be utilised more in classroom contexts. The NCTE (2014) in a position paper on 

“students’ right to write” outlines the importance of student choice and autonomy over 

their writing to allow for self-expression. They warn against censorship and instead 

encourage the intellectual development of individuals through the means of writing. They 

advise teachers to “avoid scripted writing that discourages individual creativity, voice, or 

expression of ideas (ibid, np).  

 

1.5.1. Motivating struggling and reluctant writers 
 

The purposes of writing within the context of an English post-primary classroom are 

multifaceted, and the processes involved with writing and producing what is considered 

a good piece of writing are multi-layered. Pupil efforts around revising and redrafting can 

be demotivating for reluctant writers who find difficulty in engaging with the recursive 

stages of writing (Humphris, 2010). Many pupils often find difficulty with identifying 

problems in their writing. When any are located by pupils they tend to reflect issues with 

superficial aspects of writing relating to Spelling, Punctuation and Grammar (SPaG), that 

in many instances do not effect significant changes in meanings relayed (Myhill & Jones, 

2007).  Moreover, pupils often lack or struggle with use of the metalanguage of writing 

to articulate what it is about their writing and the writing processes that they find 

challenging (ibid).  Attempts to address pupils’ lack of confidence and knowledge of 

writing may lead to explicit but restrictive teaching with use of supports, prompts or lists 

that essentially steer away from pupils’ autonomy over their writing efforts, further 

demotivating those who feel they cannot express their authentic voices (Cremin, 2010). 

Research indicates that there are increasing concerns over perceived problems in 

relation to pupils’ reluctance and motivation to write (Dunn & Sweeney, 2018). Pupils’ 

writing experiences inside and outside of the classroom should be considered by 

teachers. Differing pupil approaches, styles and preferences for writing should be 

recognised and explored. The degree to which this is encouraged and the extent to which 

pupils must subscribe and conform to standards and edits of the writing tasks set by 

teachers that, in turn, are primarily based on assessment modes needs to be considered 

(Gardner, 2018; Elliot & Southern, 2021). 

 

There is also an apparent disparity between how children write in school and how they 

choose to write independently and for pleasure with regard to the forms and purposes of 

their writing. The NLT (2021) reported on the favourite formats that children used when 
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they chose to write. These were poems, stories, reviews, diary entries and song lyrics. 

All formats reflect the use of personal writing for creative and imaginative purposes. 

Interestingly, when comparing the 2020 and 2021 NLT surveys, the children engaged 

more with writing on screen than on paper across all of these forms of writing and their 

use of digital writing increased. This shows a self-elected increase in digital writing by 

children when engaging in writing outside of school contexts. However, this is at odds 

with school contexts for writing. Writing instruction in schools tend to focus on 

transactional writing and as Turvey (2007, p.145) notes there appears to be a “pre-

occupation with form and genre” that is mapped onto assessment structures and thus 

not necessarily serving the wider interests of engaging children with expressing their 

ideas or engaging them with writing. Turvey (2007) cites Grainger et al. (2005) who 

conducted a review of literature on studies on writing only to find that teachers’ writing 

practice and instruction are “increasingly constrained by external agencies” (ibid, p146). 

Writing noted in practice by Grainger et al., were directly linked to assessment purposes 

and teachers felt obliged to adopt such writing approaches due to accountability 

pressures linked to pupils’ attainment. A key concern noted was the “surface approach 

to teaching writing that profiled forms and features of texts at the expense of meaning 

and message” (ibid, 2005, in: Turvey, 2007, p.146).  

 

Such approaches to teaching writing appear to override teachers’ personal views on how 

writing should be taught. Instead, pedagogy is led by the assessment machinery of 

objectives, outcomes and grades (Ball, 2003; Marshall, 2003; Holloway & Brass, 2018). 

It is at odds with more creative approaches to teaching writing and literacy as outlined 

by Cremin (2009), who detailed eight elements of creative literacy practice. These 

elements essentially outlined a personal, exploratory and collaborative approach to 

teaching and engaging pupils with writing, and also involved teachers writing with 

children and modelling themselves as writers and writing enthusiasts. However, research 

also points to the lack of confidence teachers have in their own writing (Cremin, 2015) 

although many enter the teaching profession and teach the subject of English due to 

their love of literature. This is also corroborated by the degree profiles of many entrants 

to teaching courses where the majority of candidates have literature degrees and not 

language-based degrees. Therefore, the natural inclination is to teach what one loves 

and to shy away from more unknown and unfamiliar territories, even at the disservice to 

children and their writing endeavours, thus perpetuating a cycle that values literature 

over composition (Myhill & Jones, 2007; Cremin, 2015). 
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1.6 Writing Attainment  
 
There has been a concern over pupils’ engagement with writing and with their 

progression in writing for many years now. Specifically, in England in the late 1990s there 

was much public debate over a perceived standards and skills crisis. This led to 

education reform and government policy to raise pupils’ literacy levels and skills. In 1998, 

England implemented a National Literacy Strategy (NLS) for the primary education 

sector (DfEE, 1998).  It was subsequently rolled out to the post-primary phase with the 

“Framework for Teaching English: Years 7, 8 and 9” implemented at Key Stage Three 

(KS3) in 2001 (DfEE, 2001). Further poor attainment with regards to literacy and 

numeracy skills in England led to the publication of the Rose review (2006) for teaching 

reading. Shortly, thereafter, the publication of the National Strategies ensued to again 

address the perceived skills deficit in literacy and numeracy (DfEE, 2011). For some 

educationalists, the highly regulated teaching approaches advocated by the strategies 

narrowed the scope of teaching literacy and English and engendered a more technicist 

approach towards the teaching of writing that still occurs today (Marshall, 2003; Marshall 

& Drummond, 2006; Turvey, 2007; Rosen, 2021).  

 

In NI, although pupils’ overall attainment with regard to literacy and numeracy is better 

when compared to many global contexts and with England, there are still concerns over 

a significant number of pupils’ basic literacy and numeracy skills acquisition. This is the 

case specifically concerning boys’ under-achievement and from pupils within certain 

identified socio-economic contexts. In 1998 the “Strategy for the Promotion of Literacy 

and Numeracy in Primary and Secondary Schools” was introduced to address the skills 

deficit in these areas for NI (DENI, 1998). The provision was reviewed in 2006 and it was 

found that despite a substantial expenditure for this area of education in NI 

(£40,000,000), there were still significant challenges for improving literacy and numeracy 

standards here. The report identified that almost a quarter (23%) of children who 

completed primary education did so with a level 4 or under. Such pupils were identified 

as at risk of struggling with the literacy demands at Key Stage Three (KS3) and post-

primary level education (NIAO, 2006, p.1). In addition, the report found that 

approximately six thousand pupils in secondary schools were at risk of completing post-

primary education and leaving education without achieving “a level 5 in literacy” (ibid, 

p.18). Pupils also continue to struggle with literacy as they progress up the school. 

Moreover, in terms of writing achievement there remains a gap in pupils’ attainment both 

between reading over writing skills attained and between gender, with girls’ attainment 

scoring consistently higher than boys (DfE, 2012). The DfE published a report in 2012 to 

determine “What is the research evidence on writing?” (ibid). The findings pointed to a 
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lack of evidence to explain the differential between pupils’ higher reading attainment 

when compared to their writing attainment. There was also no clear best practice 

approach or effective teaching strategies identified as impacting more positively on 

pupils’ writing progress.  Such reports, point to concerns with regard to pupils’ basic 

acquisition of literacy and with how they are engaging with writing and developing writing 

skills.  

 

1.7 Gaps in the research field   
 

Much research on literacy has responded to demands to improve and ensure better the 

skills of reading for children and young people as opposed to writing. As a result, 

research within the field of writing lags behind (Rose, 2006; Wray & Medwell, 2006; Myhill 

& Fisher, 2010; Cremin, 2015; Graham, 2019; Slavin et al, 2019). A 2012 Department 

for Education (DfE) report titled “What is the research evidence on writing?” found that 

the research literature that purported to report on literacy, focused more on reading and 

did not explicitly address or review writing development. The report pointed to 

international studies such as the Programme for International Student Achievement 

(PISA) and the Progress in International Reading and Literacy study (PIRLS) that both 

employ measures attained from reading tests to ascertain literacy competency. Scores 

correlating to literacy attainment actually neglected to assess children’s composition or 

writing skills. In addition, Cremin (2015) also notes the drive in policy agendas that were 

more pointed towards enhancing pupils’ reading skills, with studies and reports having a 

teaching focus that often prioritised pupils’ reading development over their writing 

development (Rose, 2006). In some instances, it is reflective of some educationalists’ 

positions on the importance of acquiring reading ability to foreground writing 

development. It also speaks to a more compartmentalised approach to literacy that 

teaches discrete literacy skills over more holistic approaches (DfEE, 1998; DfES, 2001; 

Fisher, 2006). 

 

Wray and Medwell (2006) compiled a report titled ‘Progression in writing and the 

Northern Ireland Levels for Writing’ for Northern Ireland (NI) that was commissioned by 

the Council for the Curriculum, Examinations and Assessment (CCEA) prior to 

implementation of the 2007 NI curriculum.  They reviewed the literature on writing 

research and noted that “the topics of children’s writing development and standards of 

writing are not as accessible as it might at first seem,” with many studies focusing on 

adults’ writing or writing across differing contexts than school-based contexts (ibid, p.5). 

In terms of research on literacy or the ‘three Rs (Reading, Writing and Arithmetic)”, Slavin 

et al. (2019) also report a dearth of research on writing in comparison to the other “basics” 
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listed in terms of the three Rs (ibid, p.5). Nevertheless, even though research in reading 

is in the majority there have been more focused research studies completed on writing 

with a variety of differing foci. What is known from a review of many studies is that there 

is a variety of approach and a lack of consensus on how exactly to teach writing (Wray 

& Medwell 2006).  

 

Consequently, there are many differing and hybrid approaches to developing pupils’ 

writing skills such as a grammar, language, process, cognitive or genre approach, 

broadly speaking (Britton, 1970; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Graves, 1983; Martin, 2009; 

Beery, 2020; Christie, 2020; Rosen, 2021; Myhill, 2021). As a result of differing 

approaches there are differing strategies and foci advocated by research to support 

pupils in developing and improving their writing skills (Wray & Medwell, 2006; Graham, 

2019). Therefore, the range of foci and topics that are researched in the area of writing 

instruction and pedagogy are many. Studies that have explored writing have examined 

teachers as writers (Cremin, 2010; Cremin, 2015), changes in writing pedagogy and 

instruction (Gardner, 2018; Christie, 2019; Gannon, 2019; Graham, 2019; Rosen, 2021), 

the collaborative potential and practice of writing (Humphris 2010; Thompson, 2012), 

and the use of ‘Grammar as Choice’ and ‘Language in Use’ models to teach and improve 

writing development (Myhill & Jones, 2007; Myhill, 2021). Yet more studies have 

explored writing for pleasure (Elliott & Southern, 2021) and how creativity and creative 

writing is taught across school contexts (Weldon, 2009; Morris & Sharplin, 2013). 

Notably, the impact that assessment and performativity relating to assessment structures 

has on teaching and the teaching of writing has also been a focus of much research 

(Holloway & Brass, 2018; Marshall & Gibbons, 2018; Elliott & Southern, 2021; Darmody 

et al., 2020). Here, performativity can be described as “a culture and a mode of regulation 

that employs judgements, comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, 

attrition and change” all of which impacts on practitioners as their performance in relation 

to teaching is subject to “measures of productivity or output, or displays of ‘quality’, or 

‘moments’ of promotion or inspection” (Ball, 2003, p. 216). It can be understood that 

teachers’ subject philosophies and beliefs may be suppressed because of performativity 

fears and pressures (Marshall, 2001; Fives & Buehl, 2016). It is also important to 

understand teachers’ personal beliefs on teaching to consider how they might impact on 

teaching approaches; other studies have explored the beginner or novice teachers’ views 

on teaching writing and also researched experienced teachers’ approaches and opinions 

for teaching writing (Turvey, 2007).  

 

This research study takes a longitudinal approach, to explore post-primary English 

teachers’ beliefs for teaching writing throughout three different teacher career stages.  
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The study seeks to identify, understand and explain teachers’ beliefs as they experience 

and develop writing pedagogy and practice at and across the Beginner English Teacher 

(BT), Qualified English Teacher (QT) and Early Career English Teacher (ECT) stages. 

This study adds to the existing body of knowledge and research in the fields of teacher 

beliefs, writing pedagogy and practice. It contributes to understandings on teachers’ 

beliefs, methods and approaches for teaching writing. It reports the experiences and 

beliefs of NI post primary English teachers for writing pedagogy and practice. The 

findings also highlight the beliefs, influences, and contexts that impact on teachers’ 

writing practices and writing pedagogies within three specific career stages (BT, QT and 

ECT).  

 

 

The study is specific to the NI teaching context and explores how teachers engage with 

the NI curriculum structures and demands as well as the NI education system. There is 

a scarcity of empirical research in exploring the teaching of writing in NI at post-primary 

level. This research study addresses that gap and contributes an understanding of the 

NI context as another lens through which to examine differing contexts for teaching 

writing, across the UK and also internationally.  

 

1.8. Significance and contribution of the study 
 

There is a sound argument that school writing is very important, as it is a space where a 

teacher is positioned to know and so better understand their pupils based on their 

emerging writing identities (Wyatt Smith & Castleton, 2004). Therefore, it is important to 

take notice and be concerned with “the ways of knowing” that form teacher positions 

when they teach and assess writing in the classroom (Belenky et al., 1986 in: Wyatt 

Smith & Castleton, 2004, p.40). Alongside this view of teaching English, Tarpey (2016) 

cites Althusser’s (1969) view that different periods or generations of teachers assume 

certain teacher positions and styles, as a result of particular social, historical and political 

cultures that may have impacted on individuals. Tarpey also contends that the 1960s-

1970s saw “English teachers to be agentive and creative in their approach” whereas 

Definition of terms 

Beginner Teacher (BT): A student English teacher undertaking Initial Teacher Education 
(ITE). 

Qualified Teacher (QT): A qualified English teacher who has successfully completed ITE 
and received a teaching qualification. 

Early Career Teacher (ECT): An English teacher who has qualified from ITE and gained 
approximately three years’ experience of teaching post qualification. 
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currently he notes a climate that “encourages homogeneity in practice and professional 

identity” (Tarpey, 2016, p.77). Furthermore, Bearne (2017) discusses how assessment 

pressures negatively impact on both teachers’ and students’ enjoyment and engagement 

with writing and the writing process, as accountability pressures lead to “a tyranny of the 

technical” and a narrowing of pupils’ curriculum and therefore writing experiences (p.74). 

She also warns that teachers are left with their own dichotomy at times as they face 

“fundamental tensions besetting teaching and assessing writing: the stranglehold of an 

individualistic view of writing development as opposed to more social-cultural 

perspectives” (Bearne, 2017, p.74).   

 

The researcher is also a teacher educator and in this role is able to observe teaching in 

varied contexts within post-primary schools. Spaces given to the teaching of writing, how 

it was taught and perceived by novice and experienced teachers led to this field being 

investigated for this research study. The research captures how writing is perceived and 

taught by BTs, QTs and ECTs in NI.  This is pertinent to review in light of local contexts 

that impact on how writing is taught, such as the transfer test and selective post-primary 

system at age 11 and curriculum reform in NI (see sections 2.7. & 2.8.). However, it is 

also known that teacher beliefs impact on how teachers implement policy in classroom 

contexts (Fives and Buehl, 2016). How teachers engage with teaching writing and how 

they approach and mediate challenges and opportunities presented in practice and 

within the latest curriculum model are important to understand. This is particularly salient 

as the NI curriculum (2007) focuses on developing pupils’ skills. However, reports on 

literacy skills found that there are gaps in pupil attainment that link specifically to pupils’ 

socio-economic status, with disadvantaged pupils consistently and increasingly 

underachieving in comparison to their peers in higher socio-economic categories, (PISA, 

2003; 2006; 2009; 2012; 2015; 2018). Also, writing is an under-researched area when 

compared to research in other areas of English education (Myhill, 2001; Wray & Medwell, 

2006; DfES, 2012; Wray, 2014; Graham, 2019). There are no recent research studies 

covering the field of writing pedagogy at post-primary level for NI. In addition, the NI 

curriculum is increasingly diverging from other UK curricula models and so it is important 

to investigate teachers’ experiences of how writing is taught within the NI post-primary 

curriculum. Pennington (2013) points to the difficulties pupils face in acquiring effective 

writing skills and views the feedback process and teachers’ roles in this learning process 

as crucial.  

 

“Yet of all the skills that students need to learn, writing is one of the most 
complex and the least amenable to standardization, requiring a high degree 
of expertise and extensive experience of writing to teach properly. Most 
importantly, it is a highly individual competency, requiring development of a 
unique identity and voice, and hence benefitting from individualized attention 
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and feedback that is hard to develop outside a face-to-face learning milieu” 
(ibid, p.7). 

 

Therefore, this study is justified as the area of writing instruction and teachers’ 

approaches to this area of English education is an important one to explore and 

understand. There is a scarcity of research on the field of teacher beliefs and writing 

pedagogy within the NI context. This study contributes to understandings in this area as 

it produced a conceptual framework to explain how teacher beliefs impact on writing 

pedagogy and practice. This research took a longitudinal approach and data was 

collected over four years. It is original in terms of its research design as it followed an 

entire PGCE English cohort of teachers over three consecutive teacher career stages to 

chart and explain their beliefs for teaching writing. The qualitative study captured data 

through different varied methods to suit the changing contexts and career stages of the 

teacher participants. The approach to use of data analysis was also supplemented 

through use of analytical memos to evaluate, refine and report on research findings. The 

study viewed results through Cochran et al’s (1993) PCKg (Pedagogical Content 

Knowing) model and contributes to debate to suggest a further clarification to the model 

to include knowledge of teacher agency, as a result of the impact that knowledge of 

environmental contexts has on teacher beliefs and subsequent classroom practice. This 

study details what happens to teacher beliefs for teaching writing at key teacher career 

stages and it makes recommendations for policy, practice, ITE and TPL.  The study 

outlines the distinct NI context that the study is situated within. UK and international 

comparisons can be made on NI educational structures, curriculum design and delivery 

to inform and add to educational debate and discourse within the fields of teacher beliefs 

and writing pedagogy.    

 

1.9. The Research questions 
 

The purpose of this qualitative longitudinal study is to explore English teachers’ beliefs 

for teaching writing. The research spans over four years to chart teachers’ beliefs on 

writing pedagogy through three teacher career stages (BT, QT and ECT). The sample 

included a full PGCE English programme cohort and data was collected from this cohort 

as they progressed through three consecutive teacher career stages from BT, QT 

through to ECT. The study offers an insight into English teachers’ developing 

perspectives for teaching writing as well as an understanding into how their writing 

practice and pedagogies are determined and arrived at.  
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The aims of this research study are to: 

1. explain the professional journey of Beginner English teachers through to Qualified 

English teachers and then Early Career English teachers as they taught writing; 

2. explore the writing approaches (practice and pedagogical positions) advocated by 

Beginner English teachers, through to Qualified English teachers and also Early 

Career English teachers. 

 

The study sought to report on participants’ views and experiences of teaching writing.  It 

provides an account of the beliefs, views and pedagogical positions participants align to 

and settle on, when they teach and assess writing. 

 

The research questions are: 

1. How and in what ways do BTs of English through to QTs of English and then ECTs 

of English describe and engage with the experience of teaching writing and 

pedagogy around this field?  

2. When do they adopt or vary pedagogical positions?  

3. How stable are these positions?  

4. Why, and for what purposes are pedagogical positions changed? 

 

1.10 Structure of the study and thesis  
 

The thesis is structured in six chapters. Chapter one presents an introduction that briefly 

identifies and outlines a background on teacher beliefs and the methods, importance and 

issues with teaching writing to present the research aims and research questions of the 

study. Chapter two details the theoretical framework and lens used to analyse the data 

collected. Additionally, it provides a critical commentary on literature within the field of 

writing pedagogy and teacher beliefs. Chapter three details a rationale for the 

methodology used in the longitudinal study that this research study employs. Chapter 

four presents results and findings on the three stages of data collection, which reflect the 

three different timeframes of BT, QT and ECT participants. It presents a conceptual 

model to explain how teacher beliefs impact on practice and pedagogy for teaching 

writing. Chapter five analyses the findings in relation to the literature explored and 

through the lens of the theoretical model - Cochran et al’s. (1993) model of Pedagogical 

Content Knowing (PCKg). Chapter six reviews the research questions to arrive at clear 

conclusions, recommendations and areas for further study and research.  
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1.11 Summary 
 
This chapter explains the aims and purpose of the research study. It contextualises 

teacher beliefs and outlines some issues and challenges that are specific to writing 

pedagogy. It details gaps in the research field in terms of educational contexts, 

explorations relating to the NI curriculum and the methodology employed, to which the 

present research aims to contribute understandings.   

 

The next chapter will explore in more detail the theoretical framework used for analysing 

and interpreting data collected in the research study. It will also critically explore relevant 

literature on writing pedagogy and teacher beliefs.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review  
 
2.1. Introduction  
 

This chapter outlines and explains the research study’s conceptual framework. The role 

that teacher beliefs has for positioning teacher pedagogy and practice is explored 

alongside other key influences on teacher attitudes, practice and pedagogy.  It details 

key critical and theoretical perspectives for teaching writing and discusses the main 

approaches and strategies used in practice, both from a historical and also from a more 

contemporaneous vantage point. Perceived outcomes and effects of strategies relating 

to teaching writing, as well as the tensions and challenges with teaching and assessing 

writing are reviewed.  

 

2.2. Conceptual Framework 
 
2.2.1. Social constructivism 
 

A constructivist epistemology underpins this research as constructionist belief hold that 

there is no objective truth to be discovered. Rather it is the case that we construct 

meaning of various phenomena through our engagement with life experiences and 

situations (Crotty, 1998). Social constructivists agree that individuals attempt to 

understand and make meaning from their everyday life experiences and interactions. 

Such attempts at meaning-making are by their very nature intrinsically subjective and, 

as a result, spawn a plurality of realties. It is this richness and diversity of truth(s) that 

lead social constructivist researchers to “look for the complexity of views rather than 

narrowing meanings into a few categories or ideas” (Creswell, 2009, p.8). The social 

constructivist approach reasons that research questions should be open or at the very 

least “broad and general,” thus enabling interactions between individuals and society, 

out of which meaning and eventually theory may arise (p.9). 

 

Specifically, Given (2008) explained the difference between constructivism and social 

constructivism with regard to meaning-making and its location. For constructivists 

meaning takes place within the “individual mind” but for social constructivists meaning 

has a social dimension and is construed via “human relationships” and interactions with 

others (Given, 2008, p.816). The social constructivist perspective holds that knowledge 

is created and situated through relationships and cultural traditions. Language is 

important in the construction and mapping of knowledge as “language is a game…with 
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rules of language,” and language as a culturally acquired tool may limit or stifle meaning 

if its use is not reflective of a community or culturally accepted norms (ibid, 2008, p.816). 

Pritchard (2017) agrees that “social constructivism gives a high priority to language in 

the process of intellectual development” (ibid, p.44). There is also the “politics of 

knowledge” that concerns what truths are taken seriously, and which variables are 

ignored or “taken for granted”, essentially overlooking the particulars and specifics of 

contexts (ibid, p.817).  This last view resonates with Burr’s (2015) assumptions regarding 

the social constructivist perspective as one that takes “a critical stance towards taken for 

granted knowledge,” in this manner again looking beyond the objective and observable 

facts or categorising phenomena into generic categories, groups or classifications (p.2).  

 

Socio-cultural theory pertains to Vygotsky’s (1978) view of learning as a social process 

where cultural influences and tools mediate learning.  Vygotsky believed that learning 

occurred first via immersive social interactions and via cultural tools and exchanges such 

as language and actions. After such social exchanges, learning occurred in the 

individual. Therefore, for Vygotsky learning occurs “first on the social level and later on 

the individual level” (Vygotsky, 1978, p.57). In terms of an individual teacher’s learning 

journey and acquisition of pedagogy, their learning is construed and constantly filtrated 

through the varied social contexts that individuals engage with, such as Initial Teacher 

Education (ITE) settings, school-based placements and professional positions acquired 

post qualification. Accounts of an individual’s experience is relative and as such they can 

reflect several realities and include much bias. Heikkinen (2002) agrees that this 

knowledge is fluid and subjective as narrative and recount is often “local and personal in 

nature and always under construction,” (in: Moen, 2006, p.60). Reflections, recounts, 

and stories play an important role in distilling individual experiences to reflect 

perspectives, voices and contexts, and such methods enable “the capture [of] both the 

individual and the context” (Moen, 2006, p.60). It is this wedding of the individual to the 

social that situated this research study in the socio-cultural theory framework.  

 

2.2.2. Pedagogical Content Knowledge  
 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) is a theoretical model for understanding the 

knowledge bases of teachers and it can be used to identify aspects of knowledge and 

‘knowing’ of practitioners and teachers (Shulman, 1987). PCK is used in this research 

study to explore the writing practices and pedagogical positions of BTs and QTs through 

to ECTs of English when they taught and assessed writing. The PCK model was 

developed by Shulman (1987) to conceptualise a teacher’s professional knowledge. 

Shulman argued that in order to be an effective teacher, an individual had to possess 
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very good content knowledge as well as pedagogical knowledge. Specifically, Shulman 

(1986) explained and offered a definition of PCK as:  

 

“A second kind of content knowledge…which goes beyond knowledge of 
subject matter per se to the dimension of subject matter knowledge for 
teaching. I still speak of content knowledge here, but of the particular form 
of content knowledge that embodies aspects of content most germane to 
its teachability”  (p.9). 

 

Here, Shulman viewed PCK as “uniquely the province of teachers distinguishing them 

from content (or ‘subject’) specialists” (Neumann et al., 2018, p.2). Cochran et al. (1993) 

added that “PCK differentiates expert teachers in a subject area from subject area 

experts” (p.263). PCK was exclusively a model of knowledge for teachers and 

encompassed “the unique knowledge of teaching possessed by teachers” (Shing, 2015, 

p.43).  This referred to the ability of teachers to make subject knowledge accessible to 

learners. To do so successfully, teachers need to be cognisant of fundamental 

challenges that the content may pose for learners. Aside from content knowledge and 

pedagogical knowledge, Shulman also placed a priority on “knowledge of context,” within 

his PCK model (1986, p.10). This pertains to contexts that informs how knowledge can 

be perceived and interpreted and it can relate to individual learners, structures, settings 

and systems, such as curricula and assessment. Shulman’s (1987) PCK model was 

“transformative” in that it employed “multiple knowledge bases” to transform content, 

break it down and make it comprehensible and “accessible” for learners (Neumann et 

al., 2018, p.3).   

 

Shulman’s (1987) PCK model represented seven knowledge bases that were linked to 

a teacher’s professional knowledge and this model is detailed in Figure 2.1 below.  
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Figure 2.1. Teacher professional knowledge according to Shulman (1987) Source: Neumann, et al., 2018, p.849.  

 
In addition to knowledge of contexts, having knowledge of and understanding learners’ 

perspectives was an integral element of Shulman’s model of PCK. Shulman’s PCK 

model was student-centred in that it advocated teachers should have “knowledge of 

learners and their characteristics,” whereby teachers were to have “an understanding of 

what makes learning of specific topics easy or difficult: the conceptions and 

preconceptions that students of different ages and backgrounds bring with them to the 

learning” (Shulman, 1986, p.9). Shulman (1987) aligned a sound teacher professional 

knowledge to teachers’ understandings of how the teaching and learning process worked 

and especially to how learners reacted with and towards such content and teaching 

strategies. This view of PCK can relate to the intuitive, ‘tacit’ knowledge that is built up 

over time and with experience by a teacher. Here PCK is linked to learners’ experiences 

and how they engage with a subject and where and when they may experience difficulty 

in grasping concepts. Effective PCK is really where a teacher intuits or discerns to pre-

empt and pinpoint issues within a subject discipline. It is where teachers use such 

knowledge to employ strategies to minimise such expected difficulties (Neumann et al., 

2018). Within the teaching of writing this could involve the use of shared writing, writer’s 

workshops or use of acronyms (e.g., PAF, PEEL, AFOREST1) to facilitate learners’ 

understanding of engaging with and understanding writing techniques.   

 

Coe et al.’s (2014) report “What makes great Teaching?” examined what effective 

teaching looked like and found that one of the six components in being effective included 

 
1 PAF (Purpose, Audience, Form), PEEL (Point, Evidence, Explanation, Link), AFOREST (Alliteration, Facts, 
Opinion, Rhetorical Question, Emotive Language, Statistics, Triplets).   
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teachers having PCK. Coe et al. (2014) explained that more than possessing ‘just’ 

content knowledge, an effective teacher will possess PCK, where they will think about 

how the subject impacts on learners. Rather than just identifying challenging areas, it is 

important that core content and central principles of a topic or area of study is understood 

by teachers. This links to a view of learners’ understanding of the fundamentals of a 

subject first, before more learning and knowledge can be constructed (ibid, 2014). More 

than that, Shulman (1986) advised that there are strategies and approaches that can 

break down content to support learning and he pointed to teachers coming to an 

“understanding of how knowledge grows in teaching”, here, teachers question their 

content knowledge and link it to students’ understanding to explore and explain, “What 

are the sources of analogies, metaphors, examples, demonstrations, and rephrasings?” 

that open up learning within a subject area (ibid, 1986, p.8). To this end, some would 

also argue that both content knowledge and knowledge about students should be 

subsumed so that “knowledge about content and students is a unitary component of PCK 

rather than two separate elements” (Hill et al., 2008, in: Hanley et al., 2018, p.21). In this 

way, teachers can best strategise on how to enable learners to access the content. In 

doing so, “teachers must also understand the ways students think about the content, be 

able to evaluate the thinking behind students’ own methods, and identify students’ 

common misconceptions” (Coe et al., 2014, p.2). Subsequently, a student-centred 

teacher perspective and philosophy is advocated to enable learners to better access 

content and achieve learning success.  

 

Much research has explored and built on Shulman’s conceptualisation of PCK. There 

are many variations of the (PCK) model and it has evolved over time to capture specific 

knowledge teachers need. Harris et al. (2009) and Schmidt, et al. (2009) explore the 

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) of teachers.  Much research 

also frames PCK towards specific subject disciplines such as Languages, English, Maths 

and Science (Peng, 2013; Liu et al., 2014 [Business English and languages]; Howey and 

Grossman, 1989; Gudmundsdottir, 1991; Grossman et al., 2000 [English]; Depaepe et 

al., 2013 [Maths]; Kind, 2009; Neumann et al., 2019 [Science]). Criticisms of PCK do 

abound and as mentioned it has undergone many amendments and clarifications to 

orient it towards representing more effective models of PCK. Depaepe, et al. (2013) 

conducted a literature review of empirical studies on PCK and pointed to the lack of 

empirical evidence and data as problematic in adding credibility to PCK.  Another issue 

with a conceptualisation of PCK pointed towards Shulman’s “static view of PCK” where 

PCK can focus on stored “factual knowledge” and where it can act outside of and 

“independently” from the classroom (ibid, p.13). This view of PCK does not consider 

classroom contexts or give credence to a professional experiential accumulation of 
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knowledge that can be perceived as a “knowing-to-act that is inherently linked to and 

situated in the act of teaching within a particular context” (Depaepea et al., 2013, p.13). 

Instead, a more ‘dynamic’ approach views PCK as more than just a transformative model 

(where the seven knowledge bases transform content to support learning) to a view of 

PCK as a more active integrative model of teacher knowledge and teacher professional 

learning. Here all knowledge bases also interact to inform approaches towards teaching 

content and this creates a more ‘dynamic’ view of PCK. This is because it understands 

that teachers come to understand content differently through teaching it, as they respond 

to how learners engage, react and respond to the content they are trying to teach. PCK 

as a dynamic state also entails teachers “responding to context and developing through 

classroom experience” (Nind, 2020, p.187). 

 

2.2.3. Pedagogical Content Knowing  

 

A PCK model proposed by Cochran et al. (1993) affirmed and upheld the issue with 

Shulman’s view of PCK where knowledge was perceived as static. Instead, they 

reimagined the PCK model and amended the model to reflect that of a constructivist view 

of knowledge. Knowledge was not a concept to be accessed and attained, rather it was 

actively built up and linked to other experiences and knowledge domains. Knowledge 

was to be viewed as responsive and fluid as “knowing and understanding are active 

processes” (ibid, p. 1). Cochran et al. (1993) therefore reframed PCK to mean PCKg-

Pedagogical Content Knowing, where “emphasise is on the importance of teachers’ 

knowing about the learning of their students and the environmental context in which 

teaching and learning occur” (ibid, 1993, p.263). When reviewing research on PCK 

(mostly linked to beginner teachers) Cochran et al. (1993) cited Reynold’s (1992) 

literature review that identified a number of core issues. These amounted to concerns 

over teachers’ lack of understanding on curriculum materials, instructional strategies and 

student perspectives. Here, there was a noted oversight of engagement with students 

that led to a dearth of understanding with regards to students’ learning contexts, ability 

levels and prior knowledge. When learning failed, poor motivation and ability levels of 

students were found to be the issue, as opposed to poor development of PCK (Reynolds, 

1992 in: Cochran et al., 1993 p.264). In this constructivist view of PCKg, where it is 

agreed that knowledge is constructed and not transferred, Cochran et al. (1993) viewed 

students’ knowledge as active, continuous and reflective of many contexts and 

experiences. Here Cochran et al. (1993) draw on critical views (Resnick, 1989; Reynolds, 

1992) to explain that “the more a teacher understands about each students’ 

understanding [the] more effective teaching will be” (ibid, 1993, p.265). Therefore, having 

a student-centred teaching approach and understanding of students’ metacognition will 
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support teachers in developing effective PCK. Knowledge of contexts is also very 

important for PCKg as social interactions facilitate knowing and understanding especially 

within teaching contexts. The idea of ‘situated’ contexts is teased out further and for 

PCKg to be enabled the context(s) must facilitate and assist teachers in furthering their 

understanding of students in a meaningful manner, in order to enable effective teaching. 

Notably, Cochran et al. (1993) reported that PCKg essentially “develops over time as a 

result of experience in many classroom settings with many students” (ibid, 1993 p.264/5). 

Ultimately, Cochran et al. (1993) define PCKg as “a teacher’s integrated understanding 

of four components consisting of pedagogy, subject matter content, student 

characteristics and the environmental context of learning” (p.266). This view of PCKg is 

illustrated by Figure 2.2 below.  

 
Figure 2.2.  Developmental Model of Pedagogical Content Knowing (PCKg) as a Framework for Teacher Preparation 

(Source adapted from Cochran, DeRuiter, and King, 1993) 

 

Cochran et al. (1993) detail a developmental model of PCKg where there are four 

knowledge components that include: pedagogy; subject matter content; knowledge of 

students and knowledge of environmental contexts. All components are located on a 

continuum from which any beginner teacher’s PCKg will develop. As teaching 

experiences accrue, so too will the level of knowledge within the components. Figure 

2.2. also details (via shaded areas) how PCKg expands and widens to include more and 

more of each knowledge base as teaching experiences increase. This continues to the 
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point where each knowledge component eventually integrates into another and all 

become subsumed within one overarching PCKg component. This developmental model 

of PCKg reflects how Cochran et al perceived PCKg developing during the first year of 

teaching for any novice, student and beginner teacher.  

 

For the purposes of this research study, Cochran et al.’s (1993) model of PCKg is used 

as a theoretical lens to further interpret findings arising from this study. The PCKg model 

serves as a suitable framework with which to better understand the experiences, varied 

contexts and stages in beginning and early teachers’ professional development, when 

they approach and teach writing. In adopting Cochran et al.’s PCKg model the study 

takes a more ‘dynamic’ view of PCK as opposed to Shulman’s ‘static view’ (Ball et al., 

2008; Hill et al., 2008; Coe et al., 2014) in that it approaches PCK as a reactionary, 

reflective and fluctuating process. It embraces the constructive, student-centred model 

of PCKg as that which has an integrative view of knowledge and experiences, as 

opposed to the original PCK model detailed by Shulman (1987) that viewed PCK as 

transformative over other knowledge domains and knowledge as static. PCKg operates 

on a continuum and this study uses a longitudinal design to best identify, detail and 

explore the stages and development of PCKg of participants as they accrue experiences 

and teach writing.  

 

2.3. Teacher beliefs 
 
2.3.1. What are beliefs?  
 

Beliefs are what individuals believe to be true and what they identify as credible even if 

there is evidence to refute this. Luft and Roehrig (2007) agree and assert “beliefs to be 

propositions that individuals think are true, … based on personal judgement and 

evaluation” (ibid, p.47). Pajares (1992) cites research (Dewey,1933; Nisbett & Ross 

1980, Bandura, 1986 & Rokeach, 1968) that points to an assumption that beliefs are the 

best indicators of the decisions individuals make throughout their lives (p.307). Pajares 

(1992) defines teacher beliefs as “an individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity of a 

proposition” (p.316). As such, beliefs and a belief system are uniquely individual and 

subjective. Pajares’ view and definition of beliefs is situated as idiosyncratic. He points 

to how experiences are viewed and interpreted by an individual in terms of acceptance 

of a particular reality and truth, or not, and how this might resonate with an individual. A 

social-constructivist view of teacher beliefs perceive individuals as constructing 

knowledge through experiences that results in actions being carried out. Here beliefs are 

“situation-specific and action orientated” (Reuda & Garcia, 1996, np), whereby 



29 
 
interactions inform and shape beliefs and such actions are linked to beliefs and are also 

contextually embedded. 

 

In addition, Khader (2012) also points to the experiential and cognitive nature of beliefs 

and he notes Ford’s (1994) definition of beliefs as “a group of norms or opinions which 

were formed in the individual through his experience and the overlapping of thoughts 

during the learning process” (in: Khader, 2012, p.77). Here, assimilated experiences 

support the conceptual forming and construction of beliefs.  The way in which beliefs 

capture an individual’s judgement and assessment of their experiences points to thinking 

processes undertaken to frame and hold emergent and growing beliefs. Chróinín and 

O'Sullivan (2014) explain that “beliefs are therefore a psychological frame of complex 

cognitive understandings” (p. 452) and as such the beliefs can reveal much about an 

individual’s thinking around and on a subject.  In some cases, the overlay of beliefs may 

result in “cognitive dissonance” and regression may occur as beliefs are challenged or 

compete at points (Pilitsis & Duncan, 2012, p.928).  

 

It is also important to note what beliefs are not. Beliefs are not attitudes. Prior research 

focused on beliefs led to much research that explored teacher attitudes, however the 

study of teacher beliefs has overtaken the study of teacher attitudes. Beliefs can be 

linked more closely to practice and activity that teachers enact in classroom contexts. 

The research trend therefore shifted from an affective focus linked to exploring teaching 

attitudes, to a more cognitive focus that explored their beliefs (Richardson, 1996). In 

addition, beliefs are not knowledge. Knowledge is evidence-based whereas beliefs are 

not. Furthermore, Richardson (1996) cites Green (1971) who associates knowledge with 

a “truth condition” that is not associated with beliefs (ibid, p.105). Therefore, teachers 

may have similar understandings and conceptualisations of content knowledge, but they 

may also reflect very differing beliefs, and therefore very different teaching styles.  

 

2.3.2. Importance of teacher beliefs 
 

Specifically, teacher beliefs are viewed as important in determining what potential 

decisions, pedagogical choices and approaches teachers will choose to take when 

teaching pupils (Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 2014). Beliefs and actions are intertwined and 

can be interactive (Richardson, 1996). Research points to the formative years of 

schooling and training and education as impacting and imprinting on teacher beliefs 

(Richardson, 2003; Luft & Roehrig, 2007; Pilitsis & Duncan, 2012; Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 

2014). Such formative and establishing experiences can have durable effects on and for 

a teacher’s belief system. BTs have acquired many experiences and developed beliefs 
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relating to their own schooling experiences as a pupil. Lortie (1975) explains this as the 

“apprenticeship of observation” (in: Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 2014, p.452) whereby each 

individual has amassed beliefs from early experiences onwards. Specifically, by their 

very nature in terms of an individual’s maturity levels, such early formative experiences 

are more visceral and sensory in how they are received by a younger individual. Fives 

and Buehl (2016) found that early formed beliefs were “often implicit, deeply held, 

resistant to change” (p.119). Therefore, it is important to note that such related beliefs 

linked to formative experiences may be much harder to remove or modify. Loft and 

Roehrig (2007) point to “peripheral beliefs” forming at the point of ITE or indeed at any 

more intense period of education for teachers, such as CPD and training. They assert 

the necessity to offer teachers support to ensure beliefs develop towards reflecting more 

student-centred and “responsive ideologies” (ibid, p.47). How aware an individual is 

about beliefs they hold is important and is an area that ITE programmes should address 

with BT (Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 2014; Richardson, 2003). In exploring belief systems with 

BT, it will allow them to understand, identify, question and reflect on their own beliefs, so 

they can better understand their role of and as teachers.   

 

Chróinín and O'Sullivan (2014) also point to research that reports on engaging beginner 

teachers with an appraisal of their beliefs. ITE programmes do this typically through 

“individualised strategies”, course activities or via external programmes (p.911). 

However, in engaging with opportunities to explore beliefs, Chróinín and O'Sullivan, 

(2014) observed that much research is divided as to the extent to which beliefs do 

actually change and they cite some research “Simmons et al., 1999; Civil, 1993 & 

McDiarmid” that found little change for BT beliefs over the course of an ITE course (ibid, 

p.911). Pajares (1992) also cautions that in relation to defining teacher beliefs and where 

past research has suggested that identifying teacher and individual beliefs belies 

classroom practice and decisions, much more research and rigour is needed to be 

assured of such findings. 

 

In addition, the importance of formative educational experiences for teachers was again 

highlighted by Gudmundsdottir (1990) who noted “when future teachers study the subject 

matter they will later teach to high school students, they are not just learning facts; they 

are acquiring a world view imbued with values” (ibid, p.47). Therefore, knowledge is not 

just accumulated, but it is imparted in a manner that inculcates the learner to engage, 

understand and embrace ways of knowing, reading and seeing that knowledge. 

Gudmundsdottir (1990) pointed to a fading of facts with age and experience however, 

the values acquired and instilled by formative educational experiences are more 

impressionistic, deep-rooted and often entrenched. She highlighted the significance of 
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such values in this “hidden” and “personal” curriculum as being a key factor in informing 

a teacher’s choice of methods and pedagogical decision-making (p.47). Some methods 

will be accepted and others will be cast aside. Taken in this light, this is important as the 

findings suggests that it can become a cyclical pattern. The projection of beliefs by a 

teacher can be subsumed by learners who may in turn one day become teachers and 

who may continue to replicate such beliefs to their future learners and teachers in the 

making. 

 

Grossman et al. (2000) undertook a longitudinal study over approximately three years 

that explored how beginner and then early career teachers taught writing in both the 

primary and post primary sectors. They found that participants were reliant on using skills 

and concepts acquired within their own formative experiences of education, and within 

their specific ITE programme. The study captured data from participants through 

interviews and observations at the beginner and then at the early career teacher stages. 

The study found that increasingly participants were able to rationalize and use 

approaches for teaching writing that were introduced during their ITE stage of teaching. 

More and more, Grossman et al. (2000) reported that participants drew on such 

approaches more over time. Another main finding was that research in the main was 

limited to ITE stages or even stops at just the year thereafter, and so may pose the 

danger of framing ITE understandings as more fragmented than they necessarily are. 

Grossman et al.’s study (2000) found that as participants gained experience they more 

readily utilized and understood the conceptual tools presented at the ITE and BT stage. 

 

Understanding beliefs in relation to how it frames teachers’ views on “the nature of 

knowledge” is also an important consideration (Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.117). Essentially, 

how teachers understand and perceive the acquisition of knowledge by a learner, in that 

teachers believe that knowledge is either constructed or communicated (either by or to 

a learner) is a key factor in determining a teacher’s pedagogical approach. In addition, 

research has also found that teachers’ ontological beliefs of their subject content (as 

fixed, fluid or evolving) as well as their understanding of a pupil’s role and engagement 

in the learning process is of importance too (e.g., constructivist or transmissive) 

(Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Kang & Wallace, 2005; Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

 

2.3.3. Changing beliefs 
 

Beliefs are typically not always ingrained due to early experiences, they are not always 

static or entrenched. Fives & Buehl (2016, p.115) also explain that “many beliefs are 

temporal and not always stable, although some beliefs may be more stable than others”. 
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This points to a hierarchy of beliefs where some may be core and some may be more 

peripheral. Fives & Buehl (2016) discuss beliefs structures as interrelated, where a 

change in one belief can have an impact on other beliefs. They also suggest that change 

in relation to teacher beliefs is more conscious when teachers are actively engaged in 

teaching. Particular contexts in relation to time, setting, location, actions and people can 

also impact on beliefs at any given time. They cite Kang & Wallace (2005) who discuss 

“belief negotiation” (in: Five & Buehl, 2016, p.115), which occurs when teachers engage 

with new policy directives and these beliefs can represent a subset of core beliefs that 

have been recategorised to fit contexts teachers may find themselves facing.  

Richardson (1996) cites Green (1971) who explained that some beliefs may be 

diametrically opposed or very different to other beliefs held by an individual, but as long 

as they do not clash, the beliefs remain unchanged.  

 

In addition, Kang and Wallace (2005) also observed that “sophisticated epistemological 

beliefs” on the nature of teaching were linked to active, student-centred and constructivist 

views of knowledge generation and understanding. Whereas, “naïve” epistemological 

beliefs reflected a more transmissive model for knowledge generation and understanding 

(p.143). However, they also found that the sophisticated beliefs did not always match 

practice and so there was “not a simple correlation” (p.144). This was due to a negotiation 

of beliefs with contexts that led teachers to enact practice to suit better contexts over 

beliefs and where there were factors to be addressed for “practical needs such as 

instructional goals and classroom management” (p.144). This suggests that beliefs do 

not necessarily correspond to practice and at times external contexts influence practice, 

such as curriculum requirements or pupil dispositions and dynamics, and it is this that 

determines what approaches are used. The concept of “belief practice congruence”, 

where teachers’ beliefs match or mismatch practice, is an area often explored by 

research (Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.116). The importance or ‘salience’ and position of a 

belief in terms of being core to a teacher’s belief system is appropriate to note. Fives and 

Buehl explain that many occasions may find teachers engaging with “[belief] salience 

and [belief] negotiation” (2016, p.116). Here, beliefs are reviewed and changed in light 

of contexts such as curricular and educational reform, policy initiatives, and emerging 

research and best practice approaches for teaching specific skills and content. Thus, 

teacher alignment or misalignment to beliefs held or newly formed may be based on how 

teachers perceive and negotiate changing contexts, curricula demands and challenges. 

Overall, beliefs are confirmed, challenged or modified to adapt to teachers’ contexts and 

circumstances (ibid, 2016).  
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Critically, Fives and Buehl’s point to other studies (Hasweh, 1996; Kang & Wallace, 

2005) that have also categorised beliefs as teacher-orientated and teacher-centred or 

student-centred. In this context some teachers believe that their role is to convey and 

transfer knowledge using transmissive approaches, over more learner-centred 

approaches, which instead allows learners to explore content to arrive at, adapt, question 

and assimilate knowledge Fives and Buehl (2016) also draw on research that simplified 

teachers’ beliefs as reflective of two main approaches that of a constructivist approach 

or that of a content driven approach. Essentially, this involved “asking teachers whether 

they see teaching practice as student centred (typically reflecting a constructivist model) 

or teacher-centred (typically reflecting a transmission model)” (ibid, p.116). The degree 

to which such beliefs will reflect practice is important to consider and, furthermore, the 

concept of ‘core’ and ‘peripheral beliefs’ as explained by Luft and Roehrig (2007) are 

important in terms of their interplay and impact on an individual’s changing beliefs. Core 

beliefs are mostly longstanding central beliefs that are immersed within an individual’s 

belief system. In terms of Five’s and Buehl’s “belief salience and dissonance” an 

evaluation is made on any new beliefs that are felt to be incompatible with core beliefs 

(ibid, p.116). These peripheral beliefs are not so connected to the core beliefs and are 

treated as outliers within an individual’s belief system. Here salience is given, but as 

there is dissonance with core beliefs, in terms of a hierarchy of beliefs, the peripheral 

beliefs rank lower or are kept on the periphery.  As core beliefs are difficult and resistant 

to change due to the immersive nature of these beliefs within an individual’s belief 

system, peripheral views are often outliers that have to work their way into salience with 

core beliefs. For teacher beliefs then, peripheral beliefs can be slow to take root and slow 

to effect change (Luft & Roeghrig, 2007; Fives & Buehl, 2016;). This is important to note 

when reviewing changes in beliefs over the career trajectory of BTs, QTs and ECTs. 

What such a view also omits is the way in which teacher beliefs are sometimes 

compartmentalised and adapted to reflect particular contexts that teachers face.   

 

For teaching practice, Fives and Buehl’s (2016) research examined issues around the 

importance of understanding teacher beliefs if policy reform and curricular change were 

to be implemented effectively. They specified three particular sets of beliefs that are 

manifest for teachers and they centre around “beliefs about teaching, beliefs about 

knowledge (epistemic beliefs) and beliefs about students’ abilities” (p.115).  This shows 

a focus of and concern about pedagogy, learners and course content. Khader (2012) 

cites a study on Science teacher beliefs undertaken by Cronin et al. (1991) that proposed 

four similar categories of teacher beliefs that were focused on beliefs for “how students 

acquire knowledge, beliefs about the teacher’s role in the classroom, beliefs related to 

the level of student’s ability in a particular age group and beliefs about the relative 



34 
 
importance of content topics” (Cronin et al., 1991, in: Khader, 2012, p.74).  Likewise, 

Pilitsis and Duncan’s (2012) research explored beliefs for beginner Science teachers 

and they also identified “content beliefs” for three comparable categories that were linked 

to the teacher’s role, the student’s role and learning about Science (p.916). Their study 

of teacher beliefs for beginner teachers found initially that beliefs reflected teacher-

centred approaches but that this then shifted increasingly to use of student-centred 

approaches (Pilitsis & Duncan, 2012). They also found that teachers who hold 

constructivist beliefs are much more likely to hold a child-centred view of teaching. Such 

findings align to Kane and Wallace’s (2005) study that found “sophisticated” practice as 

constructive in nature, as opposed to more traditional and transmissive practice which 

they categorised as “naïve” in practice (p.143). In terms of assessment and teacher 

beliefs, an earlier study of Science teachers’ beliefs by Lyon (2011) noted that, in the 

main, teacher beliefs reflected their assessment approaches, so if a teacher held 

teacher-orientated beliefs, their approach and use of assessment in turn would replicate 

content-driven responses. This is opposed to student-centred approaches that might 

avail of collaborative assessment models (in: Pilitsis & Duncan, 2012, p.910). 

 

Furthermore, Richardson’s research (1996) examined beliefs at particular points, events 

and time junctures within a teachers’ career. Whilst noting challenges inhibiting change 

in teachers’ beliefs, opportunities were also identified that assisted a change in beliefs. 

Richardson noted the brevity of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) programmes as a barrier 

for changing teachers’ beliefs. She also identified Continuing Professional Development 

(CPD) opportunities as more significant moments or spaces in which a teacher’s beliefs 

may shift and change to grow classroom actions and approaches. Fang (1996) also 

agreed that external factors such as training opportunities and CPD can shift and enable 

teacher beliefs to evolve. 

 

Also, ITE was seen by Grossman (1991) as imparting a child-centred orientation for 

teacher beliefs. Grossman conducted a case study of six BTs of English (three who 

completed an ITE course and three who had not). She found that those who had 

experienced an ITE programme, focused their pedagogy from a student-centred 

perspective. There was a “general understanding of students’ interest and abilities, and 

the likely diversity of these factors, in making curricular choices” (p.43). Grossman also 

reported that the non ITE participants based their choice of curricular approach on their 

own preferences and disciplinary influences, as opposed to selecting methods focused 

on learner profiles and ability range (ibid, 1991). In effect, the non ITE participants relied 

on their own “disciplinary knowledge of literature to select texts” that were mainly 
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canonical literature texts, as opposed to those with teacher education experience who 

selected adolescent literature to engage learners (p.47).    

 

In addition, Loft and Roehrig (2007) completed research on teacher beliefs for teachers 

at varying stages in their career trajectory. They identified positions that reflected central 

teacher beliefs and stances, and they tracked change in relation to movements and shifts 

across these positions or identified categories. They developed a “Teacher Beliefs 

Interview” (TBI) that emerged from semi-structured interviews of approximately one 

hundred “Pre-service, Induction and In service teachers” (p.38). The data was analysed 

to arrive at five categories that broadly reflected teacher-centred approaches and 

student-centred approaches. These were “Traditional, Instructive, Transitional, 

Responsive and Reform based” (ibid, p.42). The Traditional and Instructive categories 

were teacher-focused and the Responsive and Reform-based categories were student-

focused. The Transitional category is separated further into two subcategories of 

‘cognitive’ and ‘affective’ that can be perceived as a space between both approaches. 

Here there is still a focus on content, learning and thinking but from a more active and 

participatory manner, involving learners. The affective domain depicts the relational 

beliefs, approaches and understandings that teachers use to support learning.  

 

Specifically, Loft and Roehrig (2017, p. 48) detailed that another way of framing the three 

categories were “traditional (Teacher-focused), guided (Transitional) and Inquiry based 

(Reform-based)”. They also found that beliefs were core or peripheral and 

epistemologically based meaning that some were stronger beliefs than others and most 

were linked to teachers’ views on knowledge (knowledge acquisition, knowledge 

development, knowledge boundaries (ibid, p.47). They also found that the Science 

teachers tended to start pre-service programmes “aligned with traditional ideologies”, yet 

more progressive and developmental stances and ideologies, such as those that might 

align to transitional or instructional positions, was anticipated as the norm by most 

educators (ibid, p.7). Therefore, they concluded that either beliefs were “resistant to 

change” and so the pre-service programme had no impact, or that “peripheral beliefs” 

took more time to change (ibid, p.47).  

 

2.3.4. Belief adaptability 
 

Egloff and Souvignier (2020) conducted research on ‘teacher belief adaptability’ that 

aimed to determine the degree to which teachers actively changed beliefs and were 

flexible in amending their pedagogical approach for teaching reading. The study found 

that where there was a choice between employing a constructivist or active approach 
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and pedagogy over a more traditional ‘direct transmissive approach,’ the teachers in the 

study based their choices on the ability levels and learning needs of their class and a 

standard model of differentiation. Notably, they employed more active and constructivist 

approaches for children and pupils who were of a high ability, whereas they employed 

more transmissive strategies and approaches when teaching pupils who were of a low 

or lower ability and who they perceived needed more support. Overall, the study found 

that in relation to reading gains it did not significantly improve gains for any one grouping 

of pupils. However, this links to the role a teacher’s perceptions of pupils’ ability has in 

impacting on the particular strategies and pedagogical approaches employed by the 

teacher.   

 

In addition, Khader (2012) reports on this ability to adapt when discussing a study 

conducted by Philips (2009) that researched a novice teacher’s beliefs throughout her 

first two years teaching. The study found little change in relation to espoused teacher 

beliefs and values. However, change was needed in relation to changing school 

contexts. The teacher adapted practice to suit contexts but did not change or undermine 

her beliefs. Khader notes of Philips’ study that, “despite the challenges that she 

encountered, this teacher practiced in ways that were consistent with her beliefs” 

(Philips, 2009, in: Khader, 2012, p.76). 

 

Progressively throughout their careers, teachers are to make determinations on how they 

are to associate their beliefs to practice, particularly in light of how they might align and 

adapt practice to marry with policy reform and educational change.  For NI this can be 

seen as the implementation of the NIC (2007) and reformed assessment structures. 

Fives and Buehl (2016) view educational change and US policy reform as somewhat 

reconceptualising the role of the teacher, in that some educators perceive the role of 

teacher as an instructor as opposed to a facilitator. Reform, curricular change and any 

requirements for potential reorientation of practice must be cognisant of, and sensitive 

to, teacher beliefs. Fives and Buehl cite Baret-Tatum and Dooley’s (2015) concept of an 

enacted curriculum that is “the teacher’s interpretation and implementation of the written 

curriculum” (Barret-Tatum & Dooley, 2015, in: Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.119), which is 

essentially reflective of the beliefs held by a teacher and realised in their practice. 

Teacher beliefs are important for policy makers to consider as “implementing their 

proposed curricula as intended rests largely on the actions of teachers, individuals who 

possess their own systems of deeply held beliefs” (Fives & Buehl, 2012, p.114). Fives 

and Buehl (2016) maintain that as beliefs permeate pedagogical approaches they are a 

key determiner in what approach is used and adopted in the classroom. As such, 

attention must be paid to what beliefs teachers hold. Space for reflection is needed to 
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facilitate negotiation and alignment with policy reform and change. Cognisance of such 

beliefs should be given when planning, implementing and managing change in 

educational contexts.  

 

2.4. Teacher agency 
 

Priestley et al. (2015) detail teacher agency as another way in which teachers can be 

seen to enact their ideas through pedagogy to deliver the curriculum. Agency is arrived 

at through the interplay of many factors and influences on a teacher and so it is hard 

conceptually to define. They steer away from a capacity model of agency whereby it is 

viewed as something a teacher inherently possesses. They view agency as active and 

manifest in teachers’ actions. Also, they clarify that agency is interlocked with socio-

cultural exchanges and environmental contexts and they point more to “agentic capacity” 

and “agentic spaces” where conditions support agency (p.2). Soini et al. (2015) concur 

and explain agency as “continuously constructed in relation to current contexts and 

actors as well as to past personal experiences” (p.641). Biesta et al. (2015) also 

conceptualise teacher agency as more reactive, as opposed to existing intrinsically and 

they explain that: 

 

“agency highlights that actors always act by means of their environment 
rather than simply in their environment [so that] the achievement of agency 
will always result from the interplay of individual efforts, available resources 
and contextual and structural factors as they come together in particular and, 
in a sense, always unique situations” (Biesta & Tedder, 2007, p.137 in: ibid, 
p.626).   

 

Therefore, external factors, environment and situated contexts bear importance in 

supporting and actualising teacher agency. Notably, Hall et al.’s (2012) study of nine 

beginner teachers explores “participation agency”, where beginner teachers are 

immersed in a school context and became to varying degrees more embedded and 

accepted within the situated context and “cultural script” (p.104). The study uses Lave 

and Wenger’s (1991) Legitimate Peripheral Participation (LPP) model. Here, Hall et al. 

(2012) detail that LPP can be viewed from differing levels of acceptance or participation, 

within a community or context, ranging from legitimacy and acceptance to 

marginalisation and isolation. They cite Sach (2003) who notes that no individual has 

complete autonomy as we are all influenced by situated socio-cultural factors. As such, 

contexts that beginner teachers are placed in are important to consider in terms of how 

they help shape beliefs and views of novice teachers. Hall et al.’s (2012) findings 

suggests that the beginner teachers’ agency and legitimacy were often hindered or 
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frustrated and they “struggled to resist some of the social positioning [of them] that 

happened in their schools. Their accounts frequently constructed teachers as traditional” 

(p.111). Therefore, they advise use of time and space for meaningful exchanges 

between expert and novice teachers, and for occasions to allow for reciprocity for the 

“novice’s agenda to be privileged” (Hall et al., 2012, p.114). They also recommend 

greater links between ITE and partnership schools to support beginner teacher’s 

participatory agency as they develop their teaching.   

 

Furthermore, Biesta et al.’s (2015) study explores the role of teacher beliefs in creating 

agency and more autonomous teachers. In 2011, they interviewed six teachers on 

teacher beliefs following the implementation of Scotland’s new ‘Curriculum for 

Excellence’ (since updated 2019). The study found the same “professional discourses” 

from all six teachers that were “fairly restricted in scope, more geared to short-term goals, 

and predominantly articulated via the language of recent policy documentation” (p.629). 

This can point to a difficult initial ‘change’ phase where teachers are focused on the 

rhetoric of systemic change and new educational and curriculum structures, at the 

possible expense of effective pedagogy and practice.  

 

Additionally, the Scottish curriculum supports a positioning of pupils as more self-

regulated learners, and even though many teachers in the study supported this view in 

theory, they also viewed it as impractical and often sourced pupils as the cause for this. 

Also, Biesta et al. (2015) discuss teacher responsibility and the manner in which poor 

learning gains are linked to learners, as opposed to teachers and pedagogy. They 

discuss agentic teachers who take action to support and help pupils. They refer to 

Osborne et al.’s (1997) concept of “protective mediation” and they explain it as “a way of 

acting where teachers- agentically-seek to protect their students from aspects of policies 

and practices that they consider unhelpful or harmful” (p.631). They cite an example 

where a teacher tested children as per school requirements, however she did so in an 

unobtrusive and covert manner to allay pupils’ anxieties with assessment. The findings 

in the study report teachers’ views on the role of the teacher, as changed, to that of a 

facilitator, but responsibility for curriculum delivery at a more autonomous level, created 

unease and disquiet. Moreover, findings found “little evidence of long-term thinking about 

the purposes of education” (p.636). Here, teacher beliefs were focused on short-term 

goals and on the present, as opposed to any future facing goals or strategies. Biesta et 

al. (2015) view this as teachers displaying: 

 

“a relatively weak set of orientations towards the future … seems to limit the 
possibilities teachers have to utilise their beliefs in achieving agency within 
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contexts that are to a significant degree – albeit not entirely – constructed by 
systems of accountability” (p.638).  

 

This agrees with Priestley et al. (2015) who clarify that although there is increasingly less 

prescription on what teachers are to teach, “teacher autonomy” is still nevertheless 

weighted down by “backdoor regulation” where teachers face accountability and 

performativity pressures through accreditation, inspections and policy (p.625). 

Importantly, Biesta et al. (2015) and Soini et al. (2015) also point to the role that teacher 

professional development has for supporting teachers’ development of professional 

discourse. Biesta et al. (2015) view ITE as key to enabling teachers to engage 

intellectually on professional discourse to support understanding on teacher agency, 

“where student teachers are exposed to and have the opportunity to engage with a range 

of educational discourses and discursive repertoires” (p.638).  

 
2.5. Pedagogical approaches to teaching writing   
 

This section explores the three main emergent pedagogical positions used for teaching 

classroom composition and writing. A flow diagram presented in Figure 2.3. below 

captures the main tenets of these approaches. Each approach is then be explored and 

discussed in turn. Whilst each approach is dominant at particular points in time, they are 

not exclusively linked to these timelines. All approaches can be used in isolation or 

cumulatively by teachers of writers, depending on their beliefs about teaching writing.   

 

 
Figure 2.3. Pedagogical approaches to teaching writing 
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2.5.1. The Grammar Approach  

   
2.5.1.1. Product-orientated and prescriptive approaches  
 

Grammar can be viewed as “prescriptive or descriptive” (Hodgson & Harris, 2021, p.209). 

Prescription is inward-looking, focused on content knowledge of grammar as opposed to 

a more open view that considers all contexts, and is more descriptive of how grammar 

conventions work and are applied.  Elliott and Southern (2021) discussed two broad 

views and approaches for teaching writing. One reflects writing as product approach that 

has a focus on correctness and grammar, and the other is linked to writing as process, 

which supports the imaginative and creative endeavours of pupils.  They noted the 

dominance of the writing as product approach linked to current performativity trends. 

Hyland (2008) draws on a 2002 study he conducted where he identified three main 

approaches to teaching writing which are, in summary, form-orientated, writer-orientated 

and reader-orientated. Form orientated approaches focus on the text. This method holds 

text as product in a higher regard and focuses on the outcome of writing. Teaching 

approaches used here are fairly controlled and rigid to promote the correct configuration, 

use of words and grammar to ensure accuracy is achieved and valued (e.g., cloze 

passage). Hyland (2008) explains that the issue with this approach assumes that there 

will be one reading of the text and not multiple readings, transactions and interpretations. 

The role of the reader is bypassed at the expense of precision. 

 

Hodgson and Harris (2021) report on current grammar practice and refer to “discourses 

of nostalgia” that lay claim to past iterations of any mode of operation that is viewed in 

more favourable terms (ibid, p.209). They categorise grammar teaching within such a 

discourse and point to current educational reforms in England that have promulgated the 

view that grammar today is substandard in comparison to previous generations’ grammar 

skills.  

 

In England, because of educational reform and performativity pressures linked to a drive 

to improve standards, Conservative governments have replaced prescriptive knowledge 

of grammar as core to curriculum content for subject English (DfE, 2013). The 

educational reforms have also led to a focus on grammar teaching and grammar testing 

for pupils at primary level. At the end of Key Stage Two (KS2) pupils are to complete 

English, spelling, punctuation and grammar tests, as there is a perceived government 

view that “it is important that pupils learn the correct grammatical terms in English” (DfE, 

2014, np). This has led to teaching that follows more traditional “decontextualized” 

teaching of grammar at primary level that strives for a knowledge pedagogy as opposed 



41 
 
to a more socio-cultural, skills-based approach to grammar that focuses on 

“contextualised teaching of grammar at post-primary level” (Cushings & Helks, 2021, 

p.239).  

 

Clark (2011) details studies in the United States (US) that sought to examine if use of a 

more traditional approach to grammar teaching led to better writing. She reports on a 

review of existing research in 1963 carried out by Braddock, Lloyd-Jones and Schoer, 

which found unequivocally that this was not the case. In fact they found “that the teaching 

of formal (traditional) grammar has a negligible or, because it usually displaces some 

instruction and practice in actual composition, even a harmful effect on the improvement 

of writing” (ibid, p.278). Such an outcome led to more US studies that sought to test the 

traditional grammar-improving writing position, where control groups were taught using 

formal traditional grammar approaches and other groups were not. Writing was assessed 

at the end of the studies to again reveal no differential in writing improvements. 

Moreover, learners’ attitudes were polled and they revealed a negative attitude towards 

the formal grammar teaching approaches. In addition, learners in the traditional grammar 

control groups reported lower levels of confidence in writing, as they found the grammar 

activities challenging (Bateman & Zidonis, 1966 & Gale, 1968; in: Clark, 2011). Clark 

cites Hillocks (1986) who completed another review of US studies that focused on 

grammar instruction and writing benefits, to confirm again that “taught in certain ways, 

grammar and mechanics instruction has a deleterious effect on student writing” (in: ibid, 

p.279). This confirms a view held by the National Association of English Teachers 

(NATE) where they advised caution over traditional prescriptive grammar teaching 

because such an approach can result in learner disenfranchisement with writing.  

Moreover, teaching to notional ‘correct’ forms of language and grammar can point to 

power differentials with use of language that can run the “risk of alienating some 

[learners] at the same time it extends privilege to others” (NATE, 2021, np). The NATE 

advocate for grammar teaching that reflects grammar varieties, social contexts and 

changes over prescription and drills. Therefore, grammar teaching via use of traditional 

drill formats in terms of improvements in composition and learner engagement are 

generally viewed as ineffective at best.  Subsequently, there are increasing concerns as 

to how primary pupils are being taught with respect to traditional grammar pedagogies 

over student-centered pedagogical grammar approaches (Hodgson & Harris, 2021; 

Rosen, 2021). Myhill (2021) noted that this gap resonates more than ever as primary 

aged pupils are to complete a Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling (GPS) assessment 

test at 11 years old (within the English curriculum model), which follows a very knowledge 

laden and prescriptive view of grammar that will impact on teachers’ pedagogical 

choices.  
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In England, Michael Rosen (2021), a past children’s laureate (2007-9), journalist and 

children’s writer wrote an article in The Guardian in response to what he perceived as an 

overburdened primary grammar curriculum. He decried the focus on grammar instigated 

by the Bew report (2011) as technicist, prescriptive and narrow. The Bew report had 

advocated for the assessment of grammar in writing. It detailed that grammar was 

suitable for external summative assessment, as “there are some elements of writing – 

spelling, grammar, punctuation, vocabulary – where there are clear ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ 

answers, which lend themselves to externally-marked testing” (The Bew Report, 2011, 

p.60). The report proposed that definitive and declarative writing responses that make 

good use of accepted grammar structures will be valued. Rosen argues that this 

approach to grammar assessment leads to teaching that is test focused. He argued that 

it will lead to a proliferation of written responses that mean pupils strive to include 

language features in their writing and focus on style over substance. Rosen commented 

that: 

 

“Somewhere along the line – have you noticed? – these grammatical 
features turned into instructions to children on how to write. So now, I gather, 
they have to create sentences using fronted adverbials, relative clauses and 
expanded noun phrases – preferably after a preposition. It is writing by 
numbers” (ibid, 2021, np). 

 

In the United States, Jeffers (2018) interviewed several US teachers on how they taught 

writing and she found that many subscribed to traditional approaches with the explicit 

teaching of grammar. Jeffers argued against this explicit teaching of grammar as an 

approach. She noted that the English language is a very fluid, evolving organism where 

meaning making entails the manipulation of language and not the conformity of grammar 

rules. She pointed to the many contested grammar rules in existence and wondered why 

explicit teaching of grammar via drills, memorisation and corrections were still valued by 

some teachers, particularly when much research determined it as a restrictive and 

ineffective method.  Jeffers discussed a pre- and post-test assessment of pupils’ writing 

carried out by McQuade (1980) as a teacher-researcher who, although aware of issues 

with use of explicit teaching of grammar, undertook the traditional approach to teaching 

grammar with a class of pupils. Overall, whilst pupils succeeded in the assessment, they 

did not engage meaningfully in the writing process. Rather, McQuade found that the 

pupils avoided use of grammar terms and restricted their writing efforts to avoid failure 

with use of grammar. In the main, “instead of focusing on meaning, content, and fluency 

in writing, the students focused on avoiding errors, simplifying their sentences and 

treating writing as a set of editorial rules” (Jeffers, 2018, p.18). Moreover, when reviewing 

pupils’ specific use of grammar, “the number of errors involving the more complex skills 
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of grammar and general punctuation was not reduced at all” (McQuade, 1980 in: Jeffers, 

2018, p.18). Notably, when commenting on the results, McQuade (1980) detailed that he 

felt compelled to deliver grammar instruction and this points to formative pupil 

experiences and teacher beliefs on what good teaching is, despite evidence to the 

contrary.  

 

2.5.1.2. Progressive grammar approaches  
 

There is a shift from traditional grammar approaches to a more progressive and organic 

focus on grammar as a language in use approach, which encapsulates consideration of 

learner contexts and takes on a sociocultural perspective of grammar usage (Turvey, 

2007; Myhill, 2021). A knowledge of grammar and use of implicit and explicit approaches 

to grammar are advocated to best support pupils’ development and understanding of 

grammar within their writing (Turvey, 2014). This approach starts with a focus on pupils’ 

language in use and aims to draw on pupils’ knowledge and use of language across and 

within varied contexts. In pointing to how pupils utilise their own oral and written 

grammars this provides teachers with a basis to explore and illustrate pupils’ implicit 

knowledge (and internalisation) of grammar rules. Carter (1987) explains this view of 

grammar as follows:  

 

“Grammar is a fundamental human meaning making activity which can be 
investigated as a fascinating phenomenon and explored from the powerful 
basis of considerable resources of existing knowledge possessed by the very 
youngest of children” (in: Turvey, 2014, p.121).   

 

The important aspect to note about this approach is the role that language and identity 

play, as both are intertwined. Any corrective measures that seek to modify or stultify oral 

and written expression of pupils can inhibit pupils’ communication skills (Turvey, 2014). 

As previous studies cited have found, a more traditional and prescriptive engagement 

with grammar only serves to ‘alienate’ pupils as they cannot relate, connect or 

understand grammar within a traditional decontextualised teaching (Nate, 2021). 

 

Myhill’s (2021) approach to teaching grammar and language was framed as a ‘Grammar 

as Choice pedagogy’. She noted the polemic qualities of views that emerged in 

discussions on how best to approach grammar teaching. She explained that much 

debate on grammar teaching either strongly favours prescriptive use of grammar as an 

approach, or else critics of the traditional grammar approach appear to denigrate the 

need for any focus on grammar, to support writing composition in classroom contexts.  

In addition, teaching grammar is very often framed as a deficit model where something 
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is perceived to be missing or wrong. She cites Biesta (2007) who recoiled against this 

model to comment that “a student is not an illness just as teaching is not a cure” (in: 

Myhill, 2021, p.266).  Instead, there is a view that grammar teaching should be learner-

centred and seek to understand how learners engage with and position themselves as 

language users (Myhill, 2021). The grammar as choice pedagogy essentially roots 

engagement with grammar to contexts that pupils are familiar and engaged with. Myhill 

worked with a research team and developed four LEAD principles for teaching grammar 

as choice pedagogy and these were as follows: “Links, Examples (not led by 

explanations) Authentic texts and Discussion” (ibid, University of Exeter, 2021, np). In 

using the above principles for teaching grammar there is a move away from detailed 

explanations and more engagement with choices made in relation to a writer’s grammar 

usage and word choice. Texts used in class should relate to pupils’ lived contexts or 

serve a meaningful purpose. They are not to be decontextualised pieces and extracts of 

writing that are hard for pupils to access or connect with. Notably, explicit teaching of 

grammar is used with this approach and teaching specific grammar terms and a 

metalanguage is utilised but more to aid discussion on word choice and language use 

and not to categorise, label and define language parts (Myhill, 2021).  

 

2.5.1.3. Grammar, language and identity  
 

Language use reveals a lot about a person’s identity and denotes a source of cultural 

capital in terms of the contexts that pupils are aware of, can understand and are enabled 

to engage with. Hodgson and Harris (2021) point to performativity pressures pushing 

grammar as a focus area with which to improve standards. At the heart of this grammar 

push are traditional grammar approaches that serve to delineate socio-economic factors 

in classroom contexts. The somewhat declarative push for standard English that appears 

as a requirement for all key stages in the English curriculum model (and for NI at KS4 

and KS5) can exacerbate tensions relating to dialectal hierarchies. It promotes a deficit 

view of language acquisition and mastery for some that can be perceived as a 

reinforcement of ‘colonial’ power structures (Cushing et al., 2021; Hodgson & Harris, 

2021). Specifically, teaching approaches that appear to prioritise the use of standard 

English as a dialect above others, and the correct way of speaking, are in reality elevating 

a “socially constructed variant of English strongly associated, particularly in the UK, with 

the white professional middle class, whose grammar, lexis and even accent can be 

concomitant with notions of “correctness” (Milroy, 2001 in: Hodgson & Harris, 2021, 

p.211). Therefore, teachers need to be aware of how they promote and frame language 

power structures within their classrooms.  
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A grammar and language in use approach encourages, as an entry point, authentic 

engagement with pupils’ living language to better discuss their use of language and 

understanding of implicit grammar rules. Only after this is explored and grasped by pupils 

should there be a further widening of teaching and language analysis with “reflection on 

language choices and their effects on the reader, listener or viewer” (Turvey, 2014, 

p.121).  

 

Myhill (2021) also argues that this approach must link to more natural and seamless 

explorations of explicit grammar rules and structures. It is how this is delivered that is 

important. She proposes that relevant, authentic and purposeful texts are selected and 

that appropriately linked metalanguage of grammar is discussed with pupils. Sharing of 

views and opinions on text structure and craft, and debate in relation to the writer’s craft 

and choices, will give ownership to pupils and embed their knowledge of grammar and 

language more successfully.  

 

For the Northern Ireland Curriculum (NIC, 2007), the minimum statutory content 

requirements for Language and Literacy: English with Media Education at Key Stage 

Three (KS3) state that teachers are to develop pupils’ knowledge, understanding and 

skills by:  

 

“Developing their knowledge of how language works and their accuracy in 
using the conventions of language, including spelling, punctuation and 
grammar” (The Northern Ireland Curriculum, 2007, np). 

 

Here, there is flexibility in terms of approaches for teaching grammar and a broad 

indicator only is given in terms of what specific content must be covered by teachers. As 

the NIC (2007) is a child-centred curriculum, it stands to reason that the language in use 

and grammar as choice models would be best suited to support pupils’ grammar skills 

for writing. Pedagogical choices teachers make when teaching the more ‘contested’ 

areas of the curriculum, such as grammar, are important to explore and understand 

(Watson, 2015). The NIC will be explored in more detail in section 2.7.  

 

2.5.2. Process Approach 

 
2.5.2.1. The Process movement 
 

Writing as process and not product is explained by Clark (2011), who drew attention to 

Bruner’s (1966) views that promoted learner-centred, immersive experiences where 

acquisition of learning via writing occurred as a process of discovery. Here, learners 
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wrote to “discover their own composing process,” with teachers facilitating and not 

directly instructing (Clark, 2011, p.6). Bruner’s (1966) discovery learning theory is 

constructivist in nature and inquiry based. He also encouraged teachers to enable 

learners through creating conducive classroom climates where learners were to be given 

space to discover and problem solve, in order to construct knowledge and learning.  

Bruner (1966) clarified that it is not the teacher’s role to transmit knowledge to learners, 

as individuals are to arrive at knowledge and understandings through process. He 

explained that “to instruct someone in [a] discipline is not a matter of getting him to 

commit results to mind. Rather, it is to teach him to participate in the process that makes 

possible the establishment of knowledge,” and he further clarified that “knowledge is a 

process, not a product” (Clark, 2011, p.2).  This has implications for how teachers’ beliefs 

view the acquisition of knowledge and therefore how they create classroom climates, 

plan for writing spaces and hold themselves separate from pupils as they engage with 

writing. Rahman (2017) also notes that a teacher’s mindset and approach are important. 

He argued that teachers must orientate pupils to understand that the learning goals are 

also process-based and related to thinking and problem solving and not just product 

focused. In some cases “pure discovery” is not achievable for pupils and so “guided 

discovery” should be used to support pupils in engagement with creative thinking and 

constructing knowledge (Rahman, 2017, p.99).  

 

Clark (2011) also identified the Dartmouth conference of 1966 as a seminal moment in 

the process ‘movement’, as this approach to writing grew in popularity around the 1960s 

through to the 1980s. The Dartmouth conference marked an event where teachers from 

the UK and US met to discuss the teaching of writing, and it was an “important influence” 

and key hallmark event that defined much of the writing process movement (ibid, p.5). 

Here varying views on pedagogical approaches were presented and discussed. The UK 

teachers’ views aligned mostly with Bruner’s (1966) view of writing as one of personal 

discovery and personal growth, which also agreed with an expressive view of teaching 

writing. Contrary to this was the US teachers’ views on writing that held writing “as an 

academic discipline with specific content to be mastered” (Clark, 2011, p.6).  Wyse, et 

al. (2013) explored how writing instruction was viewed and employed from the 1960s 

onwards. They recognised that a shift from traditional grammar-led approaches or formal 

approaches for teaching writing occurred. Instead, writing instruction aligned with the 

emergent literacy model where it was accepted that learners instinctively and naturally 

develop literacy as they engage with surrounding contexts and attempt to make sense 

of experiences. The Dartmouth Conference (1966) was a moment in time where more 

progressive and process-based pedagogies came to be accepted and used within 

classrooms.  
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Leigh and Ayres (2015) completed a review of process theorists as the NCTE 

approached one hundred years since its formation. They detailed a timeline covering the 

1970s to 2000s to report on the most influential process theorists whose methods, 

research and work led to and influenced much process writing instruction. They 

introduced Donald Murray (1968) as a key founding proponent of the process movement. 

They pointed to his views on writing that held that in order to write one must start from 

the perspective of a writer. Ownership of the writing and subsequent decisions, thinking 

and revisions were to be learner-centred and this is a position that must be promoted by 

teachers to support learners’ writing efforts. Hyland (2008) agreed with this view and 

explained that writing to enable self-expression involves writing that facilitates “a creative 

act of self-discovery” and as such it is based on and connects to an individual’s personal 

experiences (p.9). 

 

Donald Graves (1983) is also noted by many as another key thinker for the process 

movement and approach (Clark, 2011; Dombey, 2013; Wyse et al., 2013; Leigh & Ayers, 

2015). Importantly, Graves advocated that learners should be interested in what they are 

to write about. As such they should be in control of selecting the topic and form of their 

writing. Leigh and Ayres (2015) point to the importance Graves attributed to learners’ 

choice in that it led to them writing authentically, as they were motivated by their choices 

to say something and to find their voices to enter discourse. Writing framed and produced 

in this manner was unique to each learner’s perspective and not steered by teacher input 

or framed by written questions or tasks.  Within a product-orientated approach to 

teaching writing, Leigh and Ayers (2015) note that learner choice and, therefore, 

authenticity of writing is often missing, when less process-based approaches are used.  

 

Graves (1983) is also credited with developing the ‘writer’s workshop’ approach to 

writing. This is a staged process consisting typically of the following stages: planning, 

drafting, revising and editing. It is an iterative model and a learner’s engagement with 

the stages are self-paced. Writers also engage with their writing, not from a deficit model 

perspective where they look for faults with their writing, rather they look at how they can 

complement or enhance its quality through the revising, drafting and editing stages of 

the writing process.  For Graves (1983), teachers were to assume a supportive role. They 

were not to direct or change aspects of the writing to build learners’ confidence and 

fluency in writing. Dombey (2013) summarises Graves process approach for effective 

writing as including the following four components: 
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“adequate provision of time (sessions on at least 4 days per week) child 
choice of writing topic, response to child meaning, and the establishment of 
a community of leaners- a community that has learned to help itself” (p.32). 

 

This approach is socially situated and recognises dialogic interactions and the 

contribution of ideas from all individuals.  Murray (1985) also supported a particular 

approach with regards to how teachers interacted with and made suggestions on 

learners’ writing. When reviewing written work and drafts produced, the teacher should 

offer feedback and respond to content and ideas only, rather than accuracy (Murray, 

1985 in: Hyland, K. 2008). Writing instruction was to be implicit rather than explicit. 

Murray (1985) believed that process-based writing was in essence a creative act, in that, 

there was to be more onus and focus on the internal cognitive processes of revision from 

the learner perspective, as opposed to external instructor-centred revisions.  

 

2.5.2.2. Writer-orientated strategies and tensions 
 

However, there are challenges with the process approach. Writer-orientated approaches 

value what writers “think’ over how ‘linguistics’ or language is used” (Hyland, 2008, p.9). 

Hyland (2008) points out issues with this approach such as the individualism it asks 

writers to ascribe to. This does not allow or enable writers to think about why we use 

language and for what purposes. Therefore, for Hyland the point, influence, context, 

audience or purpose of the writing is secondary to output from an individualistic 

perspective (ibid, 2008). Due to the “discovery-based nature of the approach,” language 

instruction is seen as implicit and so skills are not necessarily developed (ibid, p.9). 

Learners find themselves in an “invisible curriculum” where they are to somehow learn 

and discover language rules as they go about the process of writing (ibid, p.9). Leigh and 

Ayres (2015) discuss Emig’s (1971) ‘think aloud’ writing instruction method as an 

approach adopted to make processes clearer, without diluting learner’s cognitive 

engagement with the writing process.  This approach shaped much teaching for process 

writing. Here, decisions that writers undertake as they engage in writing are made visible 

and explicitly articulated to model and demonstrate the writing process. This also affords 

a discursive quality to writing and further facilitates learners in constructing knowledge. 

 

Notably, the role grammar had within process approaches to writing occurred typically 

towards the latter stages and at the editing stage, although learners could review and 

revise at any point. However, in terms of a focus on accuracy and adherence to Spelling, 

Punctuation and Grammar (SPAG), Leigh and Ayres (2015) note Chomsky’s (1970) 

alternative approach to engage learners (especially very young learners) with the act of 

writing and text marking without being hindered by rules or structures. Chomsky 
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encouraged learners to put pen to paper to express ideas and communicate meaning. 

She enabled pupils to ‘experiment’ with language before systematically applying any 

rules of the English language. This approach empowered and motivated learners to use 

expressive and creative forms of communication (Leigh & Ayres, 2015). 

 

Furthermore, Leigh and Ayes (2015) refer to Read’s “invented spelling” method that also 

encouraged pupils to use language to communicate meaning, over a focus on rules, 

accuracy or correctness (in: Leigh & Ayes, 2015, p.24). Read (1971) found that use of 

invented spelling motivated learners and evidenced the inherent capability and desire of 

all individuals to use text markings and language to communicate meaning. Often the 

application of rules inhibits learners if they are not yet privy to them and this can 

demotivate struggling writers, whereas adoption of more process-based approaches 

allows learners to play with language in an expressive manner, so they can communicate 

more freely their ideas and thoughts (Leigh & Ayers, 2015). Although ‘invented spelling’ 

was used by process practitioners to facilitate an exploratory sound-letter 

correspondence to support pupils’ holistic understanding of spellings and linguistic rules 

and patterns, other educationalists worried that writing standards were falling because 

of limited attention given to the quality of pupils’ writing. Specifically, genre theorists 

sought for more explicit and direct instruction when teaching writing in the classroom 

(Martin, 2009; Christie, 2013). This will be discussed further in section 2.5.3. 

 

A traditional process approach generally advocates the following: pupils first generate 

ideas, select ideas, organise ideas, draft the text, then revise and also edit the text (Clark, 

2011). Hyland (2008) explained that process writing is a model where writers go through 

stages. It is not necessarily linear. Process writing is “recursive and simultaneous, and 

can be viewed more as a problem solving activity than an act of communication” (Hyland, 

2008, p.10). Teachers support writers to acquire “the appropriate cognitive schema or 

knowledge of topics and vocabulary they will need to create an effective text” (ibid, p.11). 

Writers will then revisit, review and ‘reformulate’ their writing to answer questions, solve 

problems and highlight issues and topics. It requires many drafts and edits and generally 

accuracy is not dealt with until the final draft (Hyland, 2008). Indeed, stages may be left 

out as writers ‘internalise’ strategies and features not included to facilitate the type of 

product the writer eventually wishes for.  In addition, there is a recognition (by some) that 

not all writers beyond the school environment follow such prescribed stages and steps 

when they write. The process approach is also a whole language approach where 

grammar and language rules are not taught discretely but are acquired via immersion or 

taught on an individual or mostly ad hoc basis when pupils redraft (Graves,1983). 

Challenges presented by this approach are that it can be viewed as lending too much 
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weight on writer’s self-discovery. As writing instruction is implicit and not made explicit 

until too late on in the writing process, the editing process is not closely examined until 

the final edit. Moreover, although it is useful in facilitating writers’ production of text, the 

meaning in the text and the audience for the text are not always closely connected 

(Hyland, 2008).  

 

In terms of process writing approaches to writing, Leigh and Ayres (2015) cite the use of 

a more directed teacher input approach that was introduced and recommended by 

Calkins (1986) within the writer’s workshop approach. Here, explicit and direct instruction 

is offered on areas of writing craft. Calkin(1986) proposed that this teacher input should 

occur via “one to one, group or whole class feedback and conferencing,” and through 

use of “modeling and scaffolding” to support learners’ writing efforts (in: Leigh & Ayres, 

2015, p.27). Calkin (1986) referred to these teacher input opportunities as a ‘mini-lesson’ 

within the scope of a writer’s workshop programme of writing.  

 

2.5.2.3. Free writing and creative writing  
 

Notably, Elbow (1973) was known for developing the ‘free writing’ approach to writing. 

He framed this approach as expressive writing that captured the spontaneity of ideas an 

individual had. Such writing is not linked to a plan and this, according to Elbow, should 

come at a later stage. Free writing allows writers many opportunities to be expressive, 

inventive and imaginative, first. Use of free writing approaches liberates writers from 

following forms and structures. It allows a writer to develop an authentic writer’s voice as 

they are enabled to choose what they want to write about. It facilitates development of 

writer’s identity and voice, which can be lost with more structured writing approaches, 

such as the genre approach that makes much use of structures, templates and models 

to develop writing efforts (Leigh & Ayres, 2015). Although, issues with the freewriting 

approach involve the notion of allowing writers to engage in rehearsing errors with no 

development in the quality of their writing. It also assumes learners have acquired 

already sound knowledge of “social scheme” and contexts that they can explore 

internally and it also assumes an “innate originality” (Rule, 2013, np). Another challenge 

with adopting this approach arises when learners are not writing in their first language, 

and so knowledge of writing contexts must be explored first, before such learners can 

engage meaningfully with the freewriting approach (Hyland, 2008).  

 

Creative writing and personal writing can also be viewed as a free writing approach or 

even viewed as a form of ‘uninterrupted writing,’ whereby learners practise and produce 

writing for use as an expressive tool. This builds fluency and confidence in learners as 
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they engage with writing. Strategies supporting creative writing make use of a range of 

stimuli and “use of artefacts and first- hand experiences” to engage learners with writing 

(Wyse et al., 2013, p.213).  Again, a criticism of this approach is that whilst learners 

respond to stimuli to produce personal writing, some argue that other forms of writing are 

neglected as a result.  There is also a concern with the concept of creative pieces 

encouraging an ‘immediate’ emotive response to inspire a piece that was then left and 

not reworked or revised. Rather the written piece stands in isolation as capturing a 

reaction to stimuli, events, surroundings and experiences (Wyse et al., 2013). 

 

A deviation from creative writing and free writing instruction was ‘developmental writing’. 

Wsye et al. (2013) point to Browne’s (1996) clarifications that noted the role of the 

teacher as the central difference between the two forms of instruction. Where the 

teacher’s role is that of a passive motivator for the creative/uninterrupted writing model, 

in developmental writing the teacher actively inserts themselves in the writing process to 

change the writing. For developmental writing Browne (1996) emphasises the nature of 

the intervention as interactions between the teacher and learner, where teachers actively 

employ their pedagogical knowledge to steer the written response to progress the 

learner’s writing skills. Although, Hyland (2008) cited challenges with more explicit 

instructive methods and he argued that where learning is made explicit via drawing out 

rules from “expert” texts, this does learners a disservice. This is because “not all texts 

are the same” and so this view is not credible to offer to learners when using certain texts 

as key exemplars or models to reference and construct knowledge of language use on 

(ibid, p.12). Ultimately, Hyland (2008) believed a process approach to writing 

“disempowers teachers” and reduces them to “well-meaning bystanders” as the model 

enables learners to produce and create texts but does not facilitate crafting of the text 

and writing (ibid, p.12).  

 

2.5.2.4. Teacher-writers  
 

Advocates of the process approach to writing have positive and favourable views on 

teachers who identify as writers. They endorse this position as it is believed to facilitate 

a better understanding of composition and the writing process (Emig, 1971; Calkins, 

1974; Graves, 1983; Murray, 1985). The view that teachers can write and craft and 

indeed ‘must’ write and craft has always evoked strong feelings and views. Dixon’s 

(1975) personal growth model advocated a process approach to writing to develop 

learners as individuals. During the 1970s and after the time of the famous Dartmouth 

conference (1966) the National Writing Project (NWP) was founded in the US in 1974 at 

the University of Berkeley, and then much later in the UK, in 2009. Both NWPs aspire to 
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provide space, resources and supports for teachers to write. The US NWP devised the 

project as “a ‘teachers-teaching-teachers’ model of professional development” (NWP, 

US, 2021, np). The philosophy includes developing and encouraging the writer within the 

individual teacher which in turn will grow teacher confidence and improve teaching and 

learning in writing composition as a result. Indeed, the UK NWP has as a strapline on 

entry to its website that states “to teach writing you need to write” (NWP, UK, np).  

 

Notably, Wray (2014) cites Draper et al. (2000) who urge against any assumptions made 

by ITE that all beginner teachers have an affinity for writing or for teaching writing. Wray 

(2014) conducted a study on 52 beginner primary teachers to explore their perceptions 

of writing. Overall, survey results detailed negative views and a low confidence for 

writing. However, a higher confidence was exhibited by English specialists and a 

markedly lower confidence was noted from Maths and Science specialists. A further 18 

of the participants were selected from each confidence group (high and low) for interview. 

An attribution theory analysis of the data identified three categories to explain 

confidence, and these include attributions made to ability, to effort and to influential 

others. Findings reported that high confidence participants attributed confidence to 

‘influential other people’ … followed by ‘effort’, with ‘ability’ ranking third” (p.47). 

Markedly, the lower confidence participants noted the attributions in the reverse order as 

they “referred most often to ‘ability’, then to ‘effort’, and to ‘influential other people’ least 

of all” (p.47). This points to internal barriers and a lack of self-efficacy for writing in non-

specialists. It also points to the pivotal role “influential others” can have on writers (p.47). 

Wray (2014) also notes that many of the influential others reported were teachers. 

Therefore, the potential and capacity for writing rests in many ways with them. 

Unfortunately, if teachers have low self-confidence with writing and perceive that they 

have poor self-efficacy with regard to writing, such deficit views may inadvertently be 

passed onto learners.    

 

However, Cremin and Oliver (2017) conducted a systemic review on empirical studies 

that looked at teacher-writers and teachers’ attitudes towards writing. They looked at the 

NWP and found that not a lot of writing was based on classroom practice and that it was 

used more as a professional development tool for teachers’ own writing, and not 

necessarily for progressing the writing of learners. They also found that other teachers 

had very narrow conceptions of the writing process and negative self-identities as writers. 

Moreover, although teachers thought writing was important for their pupils to learn and 

engage with, “it was apparent that many disliked writing, perceived themselves as poor 

writers and were unsure how to teach writing effectively” (ibid, p.6). In subsequent 

studies, it was found that Continuing Professional Development (CPD) opportunities do 
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impact on improving teacher-writer identities, skills and attitudes towards composition 

and writing (Cremin, 2006; Cremin et al., 2020). Though, in terms of impacting directly 

on pupils’ achievement and success for writing there is not enough evidence to support 

this. In some studies within the systemic review of teacher-writers, the teachers identified 

as exemplary did not write, yet their pedagogical approaches to teaching writing were 

proven to be effective (Cremin & Oliver, 2017). In addition, cognisance of pupil writing 

outside of the classroom is not valued generally by teachers or utilised as a resource. 

There are multiple modes with which compositions can be crafted. Taking into account 

the multi modal diet of text types pupils in a modern 21st century interact with daily to 

compose digital texts, “teachers need a more inclusive definition of what counts as 

writing and what it means to be a writer in the 21st century” (ibid, p.20). To this end, 

Cremin and Oliver (2017) recommend that at BT stages more opportunities for teachers 

to engage with writing should be embedded within teacher education courses and a 

method of doing so was to facilitate teachers in crafting personal histories of writing (ibid).  

 

2.5.3. Genre Approach 

 
2.5.3.1. Writing, purpose and form  
 

During the 1980s the process approach was rejected in the main and a genre theory 

approach rose in prominence. It was spearheaded by Australian academics (Martin, 

2009; Christie, 2013) who rejected expressive writing and instead favoured a focus on 

skills and teacher intervention (Wyse et al., 2013). Within this context curricular writing 

goals had a change in purpose as: 

 

“the goals for written composition no longer emphasised personal choice, 
writing to interest and excite readers, finding a vehicle for expression, writing 
to explore cross-curricular themes, writing as art, but were much more about 
the analysis of genre structures” (Wyse, et al., 2013, p.223).  

 

Notably, the shift for use and uptake of genre pedagogy came about at a time when the 

thinking on genre pedagogy moved from a traditional view of genre to a more active and 

progressive view of genre. The new approach to genre instruction no longer viewed it as 

fixed on “formalist conventions” or as rigid “in terms of formal textual or structural 

characteristics” as it now included a focus and emphasis on use of ‘function’ within each 

genre (Clark, 2011, p.181).  Wray and Medwell (2006) explain the functional language 

view of genre theorists in that they:   
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“put stress on the social and cultural factors that form a text as well as on its 
linguistic features. They see a text as a social object and the making of a text 
as a social process” (p.27). 

 

Hyland (2008) details the genre approach as a writer-orientated approach that holds 

texts as discourse in a high regard. This view proposes an approach where the writer is 

writing not just to produce a text or outcome, rather, the writer will engage in a dialogue, 

to communicate meaning. Hyland notes that within this approach the “texts are forms of 

language as located in social action” (Hyland, 2008, p.4). This links to genre where texts 

can be categorised as having a certain social function or role and so are chosen and 

adopted (and adapted) accordingly by the writer. Genres (e.g., recount; narrative; 

exposition; argument etc.) can each identify typical patterns and stages for the 

arrangement of content to create meaning, and to suit a particular function (e.g., inform, 

entertain, persuade, convince, advise). There are typical features that can be attributed 

to each genre, but Hyland points out that such features are not to be confused with the 

“the old disembodied grammar of the writing as object approach but a resource for 

producing texts” (Hyland, 2004 in: Hyland, 2008, p.5).   
 
Firkins et al. (2007) note a three-phase approach for writing instruction using the genre 

approach, which reflects a graduated removal of support by the teacher to create more 

independent learners and writers. Modelling, direct teacher instruction and explicit 

teaching occurs first, before writing becomes collaborative and collective. Learners then 

move towards more independent writing tasks as their knowledge of the genre and 

confidence in the writing process increases. Hyland (2008) explains that pedagogy 

surrounding this approach and view on teaching writing asks teachers to engage learners 

with examining the Purpose, Audience and Form of texts (PAF). Learners are to actively 

construct and deconstruct texts to better understand how they work and function, from 

the perspective of both writer and reader. Tasks include the following trajectory: whole 

class modelling (where exemplars are displayed); analysis of texts, followed by shared 

writing (teacher and whole class); guided writing (groupings of pupils) before then moving 

to independent writing. Importantly, the teacher is more active than in the process 

approaches to writing and assumes the role of facilitator. Hyland (2008) draws on 

Vygotsky’s (1978) Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) to highlight parallels in 

approach. Vygotsky outlined a socio-constructivist approach to learning where more 

knowledgeable others (MKO) and peer interactions supported learners in progressing 

and acquiring learning goals. Further use of scaffolds are also used (e.g., writing frames; 

discussion points; thinking templates; models) but such scaffolds are to be removed as 

learners progress in understanding and confidence. However, one perceived issue with 

this approach is where learners may slavishly adhere to typical features and create work 
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that conforms very closely to models used in the classroom setting (Hyland, 2008). 

Rosen (2013) also criticised this approach and suggests that it is akin to painting by 

numbers as the genre form overtakes meaning making to constrain writer creativity and 

input at the expense of adopting typical features and devices associated with a given 

form.  

 

Proponents of the process approach would oppose aspects of practice and instruction in 

relation to how genre pedagogy is implemented. They would view this approach to writing 

as removing freedoms from pupils. An individual’s personal expressive engagement and 

values relating to such qualities of writing are discarded in favour of pupils aspiring to 

meet designated and targeted learning outcomes in relation to their writing (Elbow, 1971; 

Murray, 1972; Graves, 1983). However, Christie (2013) also rebukes these criticisms 

and she expressed serious concerns over ‘growth’ and ‘process’ models of teaching that 

positioned the teacher in a passive role where they were not active in directing pupils on 

writing tasks. She argues that the process approach to writing is viewed by many genre 

theorists as simply attempts to “promote ‘children’s self-expression” at the expense of 

any structured sense of goals or direction in writing (ibid, p.11). 

 

Kress (1993) notes the teaching sequence for genre approach as follows: texts are read, 

features identified and highlighted, there are frequent practice tasks with the replication 

of individual features by learners, content is organised and learners are then to finally 

reproduce the text and product studied for example a letter or diary form. The 

organisation of ideas and content generally takes precedence, and structure and 

adherence to rules are important with this approach to teaching writing. Traditionally, this 

approach sets tasks that pupils will respond to, in that they are to duplicate textual 

features and replicate the text’s form. Proponents of process approaches critique genre 

approaches by pointing to the emphasis on product and they perceive a lack of focus on 

the processes involved in developing writing (Bruner, 1966; Emig, 1971; Graves,1986; 

Rosen, 2013). They argue that grading the writing produced is not enough and that the 

actual stages and process of writing should be elaborated on when teaching writing. 

However, the active involvement of children in the learning process is not always present 

when a more directed and didactic approach is taken by a teacher. Unless learning and 

writing are unpacked in a discursive and dialogical manner with learners, the use of 

models and supports may signal to learners that there are set and correct methods to 

follow, if they are to write well, (Fisher, 2006; Rosen, 2013). Fisher (2006) comments 

that ownership and control is taken away from pupils’ writing as models are elevated and 

positioned above them as something that they are to emulate and not manipulate or 

explore, the result being that “emphasis on direct teaching and prototypical models has 
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given rise to criticism that children are being taught to write to a formula and the result is 

correct but lifeless prose” (Fisher, 2006, p.94). 

 

2.5.3.2. Writing and discourses 
 

Alternatively, Wyatt-Smith (1997) sees the use of a genre approach as empowering 

pupils. Here, teachers are authority figures but not definitive experts on writing. Pupils 

are equipped with the ‘metalanguage’ of writing to engage more with exploring and 

discussing written responses. This perspective of the genre approach is also aligned with 

methods that engage learners with writing as a social practice. This is because 

instruction supports both the teacher and learners writing together. This has a benefit in 

increasing motivation of pupils as they are involved in the process and all stages of 

writing. They work collectively to engage with prewriting and planning activities and 

towards structuring and the organisation of views and ideas to form appropriate content 

and written responses reflective of a particular genre’s style (Graham, 2019; Beery, 

2020). Importantly the genre approach is appealing to many educationalists as it exposes 

and involves learners in a better understanding of the many contexts and discourses of 

writing. They are made aware of power structures in relation to how language works and 

explicit teaching enables learners to understand the rules (Martin, 2009; Christie, 2013). 

Clark (2011) explains that “privileged genres are correlated with educational and 

professional accomplishment” (p.181). To this end pupils from more deprived socio-

economic backgrounds and contexts experience a living literacy or cultural capital that 

is more limited than some of their peers. As a result, many see genre theory as 

empowering as it educates learners about contexts and language choices in relation to 

contexts. More than that, genre approaches imbue pupils with a knowledge of cultural 

capital, in that, pupils are made aware of how societal discourses are framed and formed 

via written means. Pupils engage with choosing the correct forms of writing for the correct 

purposes to target appropriate audiences in a meaningful way (Christie, 2013). 

Knowledge, therefore, of such discourses and genres can only empower and include 

learners and it is particularly powerful for more marginalised learners who are quite 

unfamiliar with a variety of contexts due to a more limited living literacy than their peers, 

and so use of genre theory broadens their knowledge of text types, forms, purposes and 

readership/audience. Clark (2011) also highlights this advantage and encourages 

engagement with a broad view of genre instruction as it can “help students achieve 

success, academically socially, and economically” (p.181).  

 

However, criticisms are levelled at how genre approaches to writing are in reality 

implemented within classroom contexts. Rosen (2013) wrote a somewhat acerbic article 
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in the Times Education Supplement (TES) conveying his concerns as to the prominence 

of genre theory within UK classrooms. He disagreed with genre theorists such as 

Halliday and Martin who proposed that a genre theory approach to writing was more 

empowering as it identified purposes and functions for writing, schooled pupils in 

language use, conventions and grammar and thus enabled them to join in societal 

discourses. Specifically, Rosen queried, “if there is a language of power?  Is there 

differential access to it?” (ibid, p.4). Here, Rosen questioned the empowering and 

enabling potential of genre theory. He cited the normative routine of genre theory 

teaching that typically has learners focused on grammar rules and language conventions 

for “different ways of writing”, that revolve around central identified purposes such as 

recount, persuasive, etc. (ibid, p 4). In fact, the ‘power’ aspect of this form of teaching is 

non-existent according to Rosen as children are still engaged in the school discourse of 

success or failure at any given curriculum task. Also, the issue of metalanguage for 

writing that pupils are to engage with, understand and use can be abstract and difficult 

for pupils to employ meaningfully (Rosen, 2013). It can also lead to many similar drafts 

that stick closely to models and exemplars detailed by teachers.  

 

2.5.3.3. Explicit teaching of writing  
 

For Rosen (2013) when a genre theory approach to writing is employed, writing as a 

vehicle of expression is subjugated somewhat and replaced as pupils are no longer able 

to use their voice through their writing. Instead of enabling pupils with scaffolds to 

replicate written forms and genres: 

 

 “absolute power is locked up in the pages of the worksheets, and 
prescriptions of what to write and how – the ‘plans’, the ‘outlines’ and 
‘structures’ that the children are told to follow” (ibid, p.9).  

 

Rosen (2013) points to controls and the disempowering consequences of genre theory 

approaches where there is a loss of authentic voice when pupils engage in replicating 

written forms. Such engagement with writing is prescriptive as “they are in fact simply 

following laid-down formulae” (ibid, p.9). However, Christie (2013), a notable genre 

theorist, responded to Rosen’s views on how genre theory teaches writing. She noted 

and shared his concerns with regard to how language and power are perceived in 

schools. However, she argued that as language in and of itself is invisible and pervasive, 

learners need to be enabled to understand better the language of power, in order to let 

their voices be heard and to engage meaningfully with societal discourse and debate.  
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Also, Christie (2013) clarified the early work on the systemic functional linguistics (SFL) 

model of genre theory, where text types in use in school were analysed by Jim Martin 

and Joan Rothery in the 1980s and had since evolved to capture a much richer and more 

diverse repertoire of text types. This in turn had led to better engagement to support 

teachers with use of genre approaches to improve pupils’ writing development. 

Furthermore, she argued that far from the genre approach enforcing expectations onto 

pupils in relation to the use of language, genre theory serves to enable pupils to better 

understand the distinct discourses of their own local and social contexts. She proposes 

that: 

 

“learning the genres of one’s community is a necessary part of learning its 
culture and its meanings, … It follows from all this, among other matters, that 
a genre is not to be understood as an empty slot either ‘filled up with’ content, 
or alternatively ‘imposed on’ content” (ibid, p.13)  

 

Therefore, an imposition of rules, structures and form as methodology for teaching genre 

approach is strongly refuted by Christie (2013). Rosen (2013) posits that writing can be 

viewed as a written dialect and as such acquisition of the language is best enabled 

through immersion. Books, he argues, can support immersion and also aid pupil 

responses where pupils can write what they wish to discuss, describe and persuade 

people on. He points to control of writing lying within teachers’ use of genre theory where 

rules are explained to enlighten pupils. Marking of pupils’ work reinforces control and 

ownership of the process and he compares genre theory approaches to drill exercises 

where pupils are subjected to, “repeated exercises of filling in gaps in sentences, writing 

short, prescribed passages according to this or that rule or to illustrate this or that way of 

writing” (ibid, p.6). He also takes issue with genre theory approaches on the basis that 

genres themselves are fluid and arbitrary, according to time and contexts. That when 

discussing a particular genre the use of conditional language and qualifiers are used to 

relate to the range of features and particular type of text being discussed.  Therefore, 

although Halliday’s genre theory implies a language system, there is, in reality, no 

system. Halliday, as Rosen notes, captured “some processes by which we try to make 

meaningful utterances that others didn’t notice,” and so such discourses are mapped out 

to facilitate pupil understanding (ibid, p.7). However, teaching genre theory and “the 

language of power” should go beyond these processes to (at least once secured) enable 

pupils to understand how language can be manipulated to reinvent, invigorate and also 

reduce genre(s) (ibid, p.8). Overall, Christie (2013) also expounds the flexibility of the 

genre method as she proposes that “any genre can and should be played with and 

explored for what it is: a socially constructed resource for constructing meaning. Where 

children learn about genres in these terms, then that is to empower them” (p.10). 
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Alternatively, Wyse et al. (2013) point to another advantage of the genre approach, as 

suggested by Martin et al. (1987) in that, explicit teaching of structural, textual and 

linguistic features supports the less able or struggling learners by making the rules much 

more visible and clearer. Notably, the freedoms valued in the process movement 

approach to writing are not supported to the same degree. Rather, the use of genre 

theory and genre approaches demystifies the writing process, and it can provide an 

accessible route through and motivates learners to write as they can better see and so 

achieve tangible writing outcomes. Proponents of genre theory over process approaches 

to writing also point to the role of the teacher as more purposeful as they are guiding 

learners and are not powerless or “biting one’s tongue in conferences” when discussing 

written responses with pupils (Martin et al., 1987, in: Wyse et al., 2013, p.220). Instead, 

they are enabled to actively engage with pupils’ writing efforts and decisions and can 

interject to discuss and to hone learners’ writing skills and knowledge and 

understandings on writing. However, there is an argument that the clarity and control of 

genre-based approaches does not enable more intrinsically motivated learners. 

Specifically, within the process-based writing workshop approach it is the very openness 

of task, where there is more choice and ownership of writing and processes relating to 

writing, that will appeal and engage such learners (Wyse et al., 1998).  

 

The cross-curricular potential of utilising genre theory is also important to note and 

pertains to how the NIC (2007) operates with Cross Curricular Skills (CCS) to be used 

across all areas of learning. In post-primary schooling, genres contain the content for all 

subjects and so it is important that learners understand how genres work to realise how 

meaning-making is achieved. Christie (2013) contends that the “content is itself 

constructed in language” and so power is assumed, gained and held by ensuring an 

approach to writing and learning that can examine genre and indeed language to “bring 

them to consciousness in order to make visible many aspects of the ways meaning is 

made” (Christie, 2013, p.9). It is not therefore writing for writing’s sake, rather it is a 

means to record knowledge already acquired and for learners to use genre to engage in 

discourse and meaning-making.  Hyland (2004) agrees with this view on teaching genre 

and states that “knowledge of grammar shifts writing from the implicit and hidden to the 

conscious and explicit to allow students to effectively manipulate language” (ibid, in: 

Hyland, 2008, p.5). 

 

However, when teaching writing and in many ways when attempting to make the 

unknown ‘known’ to pupils, the control over the written process and pupils’ writing efforts 

can be perceived as being wrested away from pupils (Gibbons, 2019; McKnight, 2020). 

Gibbons (2019) also raises a concern with regard to the overuse of supports and 



60 
 
scaffolds and he points “to the current prevalence of PEE (or alternative)” that has 

encultured a formulaic and slavish adherence to such structures, which has led to 

“increasingly constrained and constricted writing” (Gibbons, 2019, p.37). Gibbons 

sources the control of writing via use of such structures to shifts in curricula and 

educational policy that focused on improving literacy, the teaching of English and 

attainment  that steadily identified and specified what should be taught or known (DfEE, 

1998; DfES, 2001; DfEE, 2011). This eventually essayed into prescription of written 

forms and specific associated features that learners should have knowledge of as the 

NLS in particular “strongly advocated a genre pedagogy” (ibid, p.38).  Such quantification 

of aspects of writing is of course more easily measured and assessed and it serves to 

support accountability and standards agendas that seek to raise literacy standards. 

McKnight (2020) also points to the dominance of direct instruction to teach writing with 

use of formula and structures. She equivocates over whether such approaches are 

demotivating and exclusionary of learners and she points to how they can also be viewed 

as inclusive and empowering to learners. She notes the positions of “prescriptivists” and 

“descriptivists” as relating to broadly the skills-based genre-movement or the process-

movement (ibid, p.2). As such she also queries the use of prescription and formulas as 

a strategy to purportedly enable learners access to understand content and produce 

written forms, specifically as she also notes that formulas can be linked to a deficit model 

of pedagogy that seeks to fix learners, rather than enabling their expression. However, 

McKnight (2020) does concede that much use of direct instruction can be perceived to 

serve assessment agendas, especially within “tightly proscribed, high stakes testing 

regimes that often demand the reproduction of these formulas” (p.1). Gibbons (2019) 

paints a bleak picture of writing practice within classrooms that utilise excessive use of 

structure, with explicit and direct instruction leading genre pedagogy and practice in order 

to secure tangible outcomes and prepares learners primarily to respond to assessment. 

He contends that pedagogy is often “heavily teacher-directed, highly structured, 

assessment objective-driven, leaving little space for pupil choice. Creative writing is 

marginalised; real audiences are illusory” (ibid, p.40). Gibbons (2019) also pointed to a 

small-scale study he undertook of BT teachers that focused on how they taught and 

engaged with teaching writing. In an interview with three BT participants, they pointed to 

pupils’ over-reliance on teacher supports and in particular they pointed to the PEEL 

structure. Participants also noted the replication of views within the pupils’ writing “with 

30 paragraphs exactly the same” and which as a result had removed any sense of pupil 

voice (ibid, p.41).   

 

Notably, there has always been a creativity versus skills tension and argument that has 

continued to exist in relation to how writing should be taught. Critics of the process model 
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state that the eventual writing products of such an approach, in the main, tend to be 

mostly narrative and personal textual accounts. Additionally, the proofreading and editing 

procedures are sometimes viewed as the same method and consequently no basic 

reorganisation of the textual product occurs (Christie, 2013; Martin, 2009; Rohery,1986).  

Likewise, process theorists have argued that genre teaching practices do not engender 

proficiency in writing in pupils, rather they state that this approach narrows pupils’ writing 

abilities to an ability to merely replicate discrete texts and genres; it does not enable or 

empower pupils to negotiate the demands of writing for real purposes or audiences, 

(Bruner, 1966; Emig, 1971; Graves,1986). Wyse et al. (2013) sum up the conflict 

between a focus on creativity or skills as follows: 

 

“Overall the dis - agreements in relation to the teaching of writing have 
tended to centre on the amount of creativity and self- expression that is 
desirable and how these should be balanced with acquiring the necessary 
writing skills” (Wyse et al., 2013, p.212). 

 

Like any pedagogical approach to teaching writing, it is how it is understood, 

implemented and delivered that is of importance. Teachers’ ontological beliefs in terms 

of how they view and perceive writing will affect how they approach writing instruction, 

see section 2.3. 

 

2.6. Digital writing 
 
Pupils’ writing efforts are often captured via traditional paper and pen techniques. A 

reliance on “print literacy” dominates in schools as pupils typically engage with physical 

texts and materials as stimuli before they go on to replicate their own versions, again, 

predominantly using paper-based material (Dunn & Sweeney, 2018). Increasingly, this 

method of teaching and engaging with classroom-based writing negates pupils’ authentic 

writing experiences where they routinely make use of digital means to communicate 

messages in purposeful ways (NLT, 2020; 2021). Reports on remote learning as a result 

of Covid 19 and the pandemic have indicated that for many students access to software 

and hardware was problematic (ETNI, 2021; OfS, 2020). A review of provision by schools 

in lockdown by the ETNI points to a “digital disadvantage” for “approximately 60% or 96 

of 159’ schools’” (ETNI, 2021, p.3).  Limited or restricted access to shared devices, poor 

internet connectivity and outdated devices were the main issues associated with 

perceptions on a digital disadvantage and divide. This lack of access due to challenges 

with technology hampered the learning experiences of many. The ETNI reported that 

many schools were better prepared when the second January 2021 lockdown 

commenced and schools made use of many platforms to deliver lessons and support 
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learning. A result of the remote learning model of teaching has thus led to many schools 

retaining use of the platform to support pupil learning. In doing so pupils are engaging 

with digital writing across many subject disciplines to communicate their ideas and to 

select appropriate forms to convey specific subject-based content knowledge and 

learning.  

 

Fu and Hwang (2018) reported on the rise in collaborative activities relating to use of 

mobile technologies and in particular this was seen in the higher education sector. They 

found that there was still less uptake on use of collaborative learning opportunities in the 

lower school and primary school sectors. Nordmark (2017) undertook a study in Sweden 

on how digital writing impacted on secondary level pupils’ writing experiences and writing 

identities. The study cited a Swedish survey, “Skolverket, 2013”, that reported that nine 

out of ten Swedish students had cited “they often or always use computers for their 

written compositions and assignments” (ibid, p. 57). The Swedish curriculum details 

expectations for pupils to be competent in digital writing. Nordmark’s study pointed to 

collaborative engagement with the writing process and found that “school writing has 

shifted from an individualistic orientation, under the supervision of an instructor, to 

different forms of collaborative approaches” (ibid, p.57). This led to “constant negotiation” 

between pupils as they engaged in writing, drafting and editing processes in collaborative 

spaces. Nordmark identifies “classroom encounters” that led to some anxiety and tension 

as pupils had to chart a path towards their writing outcomes whilst working alongside 

varied levels of expertise in terms of their peers’ writing skills (ibid, p.58). There was also 

a benefit for some students who were supported by their peers who acted as a scaffold 

for their writing development. How digital writing links to pupils’ external written 

communications was also noted by Nordmark (2017), who found that text-based 

communications also served to progress and develop written efforts of pupils. The 

emphasis on digital writing afforded by the Swedish curriculum model is at odds with the 

NIC, despite it being a skills-based curriculum, and despite a Cross Curricular Skills 

(CCS) focus on using technology there are no clear requirement to ensure learners are 

competent in digital writing. Furthermore, Nordmark found that digital writing using 

computers: 

 

“challenges the traditional writing process (with pen and paper) to the extent 
that more socially inclined students immediately begin to compose their texts 
together with others to deliver an assignment, even if it is to be completed 
individually” (ibid, p.70). 

 

This can point to decisions that employing digital writing as an approach may have for 

teachers of English who might view writing as a social practice or who may view writing 

as more of an individual endeavour. 
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2.7. The Northern Ireland Curriculum 
   

The Northern Ireland Curriculum (NIC) was developed and implemented in 1992, three 

years after England’s first National Curriculum (1989). The NIC (1992) reflected and 

modelled many aspects of the English National curriculum, as it too was largely focused 

on content knowledge within the identified core subject areas. In 1996, the NIC was 

streamlined as it was felt to be too unwieldy and prescriptive in terms of the statutory 

content knowledge demands.  In 2007, the NIC again underwent review and changes in 

the form of a new curricular model that had “the aim of providing a framework to meet 

the changing needs of pupils, society and the economy” (NIC, 2007, np). The 

consultation stage engaged with pupils, parents and community partners to best discern 

how to structure a curriculum fit for purpose within the NI context and which would 

support pupils’ educational needs within a twenty-first century context. An issue identified 

at the consultation stage by many stakeholders, and in particular teachers and pupils, 

was the vagueness of aims and objectives related to the outgoing curriculum. After the 

consultation, the Council for the Curriculum, Education and Assessment (CCEA) 

“launched a series of detailed and radical proposals for a new NI Curriculum”, with a 

move away from a content-driven curriculum to a curriculum reflecting a skills and 

competency-based model for all Key Stages (NIC, 2007, np). The aim of the 2007 NIC 

leads the curriculum, is very prominent and is positioned at the top of the curriculum 

structure as illustrated via “The Big Picture of the curriculum at Key Stage Three” (NIC, 

2007, np), and by Figure 2.4. below.  
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Figure 2.4. Big picture of NIC at KS3, NIC (2007), source CCEA (2019) 
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The curriculum aim is to “empower young people to reach their potential and to make 

informed and responsible decisions throughout their lives” (Big Picture NIC, 2007, np). 

The NIC (2007) is not a content-driven curriculum model, and it seeks to develop lifelong 

learners. The more detailed programmes of study of past curricula have been discarded 

in favour of minimum statutory requirements for Knowledge, Understandings and Skills 

that pupils are to develop under each area of learning. This is to enable teachers to have 

“greater flexibility to customise learning” to meet pupils’ learning needs (NIC, 2007, p.1). 

Moreover, there is a focus on active learning that can be defined as “instructional 

activities involving students in doing things and thinking about what they are doing” 

(Bonwell & Eison, 1991, in: Brame, 2016, np). Learners are to be engaged less with 

accumulating content knowledge. Instead, they are involved with conceptual 

explorations to acquire an insight into their developing metacognition on how they 

construct, orient and assimilate knowledge, understanding and skills.  There is a shift in 

the role of the teacher from instructor to facilitator and more time is spent on providing 

tasks that develop pupils’ cognitive and collaborative skills. The move to utilising active 

learning methodologies for teaching is framed within a discourse that is reactive to how 

technology has changed the nature of knowing and knowledge, and which understands 

that “the ‘knowing of knowledge’ is no longer enough to succeed in the increasingly 

complex, fluid, and rapidly evolving world in which we live” (CCEA, 2020, np).  This links 

to the NIC’s overall aim to aim to empower children to become lifelong learners.  

 

The NIC (2007) also positions ‘Thinking Skills and Personal Capabilities’ (TSPC) within 

the curriculum model and these are to be taught across all areas of learning. Notably, 

the curricular model diverges from previous curricula in its lack of subject content and 

instead focuses on active learning, thinking skills and cross curricular skills. As such it 

“requires a different approach to teaching compared to more traditional methods” (NIC, 

2007, p.13). The result of which is to enable teachers to have more flexibility in their 

teaching approaches and to empower them to become “creative curriculum developers” 

within KS3 (CCEA, 2020, np). Priestley et al. (2015) explain that teacher agency is 

gaining more traction and attention as updated curricula such as Scotland and New-

Zealand focus on the role of teachers “active developers of curriculum” (p.1). This focus 

on a more teacher-based curriculum instruction model is relevant to how teachers 

implement a skills-based curriculum such as NIC, as it facilitates the flexibility for 

teachers to pursue alternative pedagogy and practice to meet curriculum goals.  

 

Learning for Life and Work (LLW) as an area of learning was introduced in the post 

primary NIC (2007) and it leads the curriculum to foster skills to reach curriculum 

objectives. It is comprised of four areas, namely Citizenship, Employability, Home 
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Economic and Personal Development. These areas in turn are linked to key elements 

that diffuse the four areas of LLW. In addition, three Cross Curricular Skills (CCS) that 

include Communication, Using Mathematics and Using Information Communications 

Technology (ICT) are embedded in the NIC (2007), and it is the responsibility of all 

teachers across all areas of learning to address, target and progress pupils’ CCS via 

their respective curriculum areas. All teachers are responsible for tracking CCS in their 

area of learning and for contributing to assessment and reports on them, again within 

the context of their curricular subject disciplines. They are assessed through indicative ‘I 

can’ statements called Levels of Progression (LoP). For Communication there are three 

elements to assess, namely Reading, Writing and Talking and Listening. It is important 

to note that producing assessment benchmarks to map pupils’ writing development and 

ability is a challenge. Here, Wray and Medwell’s (2006) review of the NI levels of 

progression “acknowledge the extreme difficulty involved in producing a set of 

sequences dovetailed into an over-arching assessment/progression structure” (p.48). 

Moreso, they point to an issue with constructing a holistic standardised curriculum 

structure and note that “CCEA’s draft levels represent arbitrary decisions made to ensure 

parity with curriculum progression statements in other subjects” (p.48). 

 

The Northern Ireland Curriculum is split into six stages of learning that includes three at 

primary level and three at post-primary level. Foundation Stage (FS), Key Stage one 

(KS1) and Key Stage Two (KS2) take place at the primary Curriculum level. At post 

primary level, learning is split into Key Stage Three (KS3: years 8-10, assessed via 

CCS), Key Stage Four (KS4: years 11 and 12- assessed via General Certificates in 

Secondary Education, GCSEs) and Key Stage 5, (KS5: years 13 and 14-assessed via 

Advanced Levels qualifications, A Levels). There are many types of schools in NI at post 

primary level. The school types 2can be classified as selective or non-selective, where 

pupils are to complete entrance tests at age 11 to gain admission to selective or grammar 

schools. In terms of achievement, a 2013 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) report on assessment in education in NI found that pupils 

compared above average at primary level but on average at post primary level. There is 

also “a strong link between pupils’ socio-economic contexts and pupils’ outcomes” 

(Shewbridge et al., 2014, p13). In reality, there is a high achieving end and a lower longer 

tail of underachievement within the NI educational landscape. Specifically, as pupils 

 
2 The types of schools at post primary level can be described as follows: 
“The terms ‘selective’ or ‘grammar’ schools refer to 66 schools which are either controlled (16) or 
voluntary grammar schools (50). The terms ‘secondary’ or ‘non-selective’ schools refer to 127 schools 
which are controlled (48), controlled maintained (57), other maintained – Irish medium (two), controlled 
integrated (five) or grant maintained integrated (15)” (Collen, 2021, p. 5). 
The integrated education sector includes individuals from both Catholic and Protestant communities “as 
well as those of other beliefs, cultures and communities together in one school” (NICIE, 2022, p.3). 
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progress through their schooling and the key stages, attainment levels decrease. A key 

factor linked to lower attainment for pupils is their lower socio-economic status levels that 

are qualified by levels of family income, as well as free school meals (FSME) congruence 

(NIAO, 2013). As a result, CCS are central to the NIC (2007) and have been implemented 

to secure pupils’ functional literacy. This is due in part because “writing is important to 

students’ future success,” it is a key life skill and an empowering one to have or a barrier 

to success, if skills remain underdeveloped (Graham, 2019, p.284). Responsibility for 

this skill rests no longer solely with the English teacher but across the school curriculum 

and with all teachers. Essentially the NIC (2007) model reflects recommendations from 

previous education reports (Newbolt, 1921; Bullock 1974; Kingman 1988; Cox 1989) that 

suggested teachers who teach through the medium of English are to be teachers of 

English. First recommended by Newbolt in 1921, over one hundred years later it still 

resonates and carries currency.  

 

Indeed, the NIC (2007) implementation led to much change in terms of how pupils are 

attaining basic literacy and numeracy skills. It subsequently led to the widespread 

incorporation of many whole school policy approaches for raising standards and to 

improve pupils’ functional literacy and numeracy skills, with the result that discourses, 

pedagogies and teaching approaches within the English classroom can be subject to 

change to suit policy provision (ESAGs, 2009; Count Read Succeed, 2011; Delivering 

Social Change Literacy and Numeracy Signature programme, 2012). Clearly, with 

government directives outlining statutory content and minimum requirements for what 

should be taught within the classroom, the ‘diet’ children now have within an English 

classroom has changed significantly. The NIC (2007) is constructivist in its design, and 

it places learners at the forefront of the teaching and learning process. Greater 

transparency with regard to the learning and teaching processes are advocated. 

Teachers are tasked to provide transparent, child-centred lessons that actively engage 

pupils in understanding their learning journey. Teachers are advised to structure lessons 

with use of learning intentions (to share the lesson’s learning focus) that are linked and 

mapped onto clearly identified learning outcomes. These learning outcomes provide 

pupils with indicative information and statements that detail explicitly what pupils are to 

know, understand or be able to demonstrate at the end of the lesson, to achieve 

successful learning.  

 

Like other countries, in NI assessment is an issue that dominates the curriculum 

landscape (Marshall & Gibbons, 2018; Graham, 2019; Hennessy et al., 2021). Formative 

assessment and the Assessment for Learning (AfL) agenda have many proponents and 

it is widely recognised by many educationalists as serving children and enhancing the 
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learning process (TGAT, 1987; Black & Wiliam 1998; Broadfoot et al., 2002). Black and 

Wiliam (1998) emphasise an interactive approach to assessment, one where teachers 

and students actively participate in the learning process. They highlighted important 

factors in the assessment relationship to include: support for pupils’ self-esteem; 

cultivating a positive classroom climate and a growth mindset linked to classroom culture 

of success; high expectations and clear time for reflection. In the NIC (2007), formative 

assessment measures and specific AfL strategies are clearly visible in the “Big Picture” 

representation of the NI Curriculum, (NIC, 2007, np). Teachers are to employ AfL 

strategies to engage pupils with their learning. Here, learners actively assess their own 

and peers’ work and understand their own personal targets set within each area of 

learning as an indicator of current achievement and future attainment targets. Topping 

(2009) points to the peer-assessment as facilitating a deviation away from writing where 

the teacher is the only recipient. Feedback can be “confirmatory, suggestive or 

corrective” and a benefit can be that it is “more immediate and individualised than teacher 

feedback”, due to the number of pupils in a class available to offer advice and 

commentary (ibid, p.23). However, peer assessment can be viewed as costly in terms of 

a teacher’s curriculum time, although this is more of a short-term consequence as pupils 

need time to understand the approach. Topping (2009) points to purpose and usage of 

peer assessment and advises that if it is to be used as a “supplementary” approach for 

teacher feedback then it will more than likely incur a cost in time. However, if it is to be a 

“substitutional” strategy for teacher feedback, it can free up teacher time if pupils are able 

to use it effectively (ibid, p.23)   

 

However, a challenge that the NIC (2007) presents is that there is a focus on skills 

development needs that are not necessarily mirrored by the formal assessment system 

at KS4 and KS5. There needs to be a shift in design of such assessment structures, 

more so “‘matched by a change in the traditional paper-based assessment structures” 

(McGuinness, 2012, p.211). There is a lot of pressure on teachers to ensure pupils 

perform well in high stakes formal examinations such as GCSEs and A-levels and that 

they are able to produce writing products that will achieve success at examination level. 

Therefore, restrictions on classroom time and increasing teacher accountability may 

directly impinge on teachers’ pedagogical choices. This may lead some teachers to 

employ more directed and didactic teaching that is at odds with a formative approach, 

as they seek to prepare pupils for terminal examinations (Marshall & Gibbons, 2018). 

Many of the TSPC are also hard to assess and as the assessment system has not 

changed, such skills are not being tested in high stakes formal assessment contexts 

such as GCSE and A-Level. As such, teachers feel performativity pressures from pupils, 

parents, the school and the system and alter practice accordingly to achieve assessment 
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gains. Such gains overlook the development of skills and skill progression to produce 

high summative outcomes and grades (Ball, 2003; Hennessy et al., 2021).   

 

2.8. Assessment 
 

2.8.1. Northern Ireland pupil experiences  
 

In NI, transfer tests that serve to select pupils for post-primary places, bring assessment 

pressures to bear at the end of many primary pupils’ school experience. There has been 

much controversy around the continued use of the transfer tests and two reviews (Burns, 

2001 & Costello, 2004) both recommended that transfer tests should end. Instead, 

parental and pupil choices should be prioritised, in relation to pupils transferring from 

primary to post-primary education. However, despite these recommendations there is 

much resistance towards abolishing the transfer test. The last “state sponsored transfer 

tests in Northern Ireland took place in 2008” (Perry, 2016, p.7). Conflicting guidance has 

emerged from the Department of Education (DE) representing the contested positions 

on selection. In 2015, DE guidance outlined those admissions criterion relating to 

selection should not be used. It cited a 2013 Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD) report which found that the unregulated entrance tests 

disadvantaged pupils, hindered delivery of the curriculum and generated “unnecessary 

stress and duplication of work for teachers in many primary schools” (DE, 2015, p.3).  

 

Conversely, further guidance was issued by DE in 2016 that supported schools’ 

facilitation of entrance tests in line with parental and pupil choice. Here schools could 

resume examination preparation and coaching “during core teaching hours” to prepare 

pupils to undertake entrance tests (ibid, p.7).  As such teaching within the primary 

curriculum is overtaken in some places by preparations for the transfer tests, and thus 

curriculum “implementation can be tokenistic,” as “there is no guarantee that these tests 

are aligned to the Northern Ireland curriculum, but they reportedly influence what is 

taught in some primary schools” (Shewbridge et al., 2014, p.43).This reinforces the view 

that teaching at the latter stages of Key Stage Two (KS2) is narrow, not representative 

of the NIC and not child-centred.  

 

Crucially, the Covid-19 pandemic has interfered with examinations at all stages of 

education. For transfer tests this is no exception and alternative arrangements have been 

implemented to secure different routes for selection and for academic qualifications 

respectively (CCEA, 2021). Whilst many have welcomed the temporary pause in use of 

transfer tests, many also want a reinstatement of them. In 2021 a new body called the 
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Schools Entrance Assessment Group (SEAG) has been set up with the approval of 56 

grammar schools to run one common transfer test for 2023 (SEAG, 2021). This backdrop 

to testing and high stakes assessment for both pupil and teachers is important to note, 

as it is formative in framing lived experiences of assessment processes for many future 

and beginner teachers. The assessment pinch point at Key Stage Two (KS2) promotes 

a view that tests are important and to be valued, as pupils are typically exposed to norm-

referenced assessment where they are ranked alongside their peers. Teachers in turn 

screen, monitor, prepare and test pupils to facilitate success and access to selective 

school (or schools with a selective stream), so the curriculum is narrowed and teacher 

accountability is high. At primary and post-primary level the teaching of writing and pupil 

experiences of writing can reflect a product-driven approach due in part to “the problem 

of test practice disrupting,” routine curriculum engagement (Marshall & Gibbons, 2018, 

p.13). This is also affirmed by Elliot (2018), who discussed the “marginalization of 

creativity” in education that is commodified as standards and qualifications. In striving to 

attain benchmarks and grades, teachers are subjected to performativity pressures and 

so feel that they cannot “take risks with their pedagogy and the content of their teaching, 

and instead were more inclined to comply with the teacher-centred, technicist 

approaches prescribed and dictated from above” (ibid, p.4). Therefore, within the context 

of an educational climate where external assessment is valued and teacher 

accountability is high, teachers are under considerable pressure to hone pupils’ writing 

skills for achievement within examinations. Perceived restrictions on ‘classroom’ time 

and increasing teacher accountability, may directly impinge on teachers’ pedagogical 

choices and lead some teachers to ‘Teach to the Test’ when writing is taught in 

classrooms (Marshall & Gibbons, 2018; Hennessy et al., 2021). Such pressures can 

result in teachers taking more control of the writing process. Pedagogies become more 

teacher and product-orientated and as time is taken up with a focus on assessments, 

space for writing is undermined (Leigh & Ayres, 2015).The result of this means that a 

“culture of accountability takes over and a narrowing of the writing curriculum occurs as 

a result, making teachers focus intently on the items that will be assessed, rather than 

on writing as inquiry” (ibid, p.33). 

 

Additionally, there are concerns over how assessment-driven practices are led by 

performativity pressures that ultimately distort the relationships between teachers and 

their subject matter and between their students (Ball, 2003; Hennessy et al., 2021). 

Literacy drives and perceptions of falling standards can lead to curriculum policy and 

initiatives (NAPLAN in Australia) that drive pedagogy to reflect performativity focused 

approaches (Gardner, 2018). Here, many external contexts, such as national standards 

agendas, school improvements plans and policy directives can lead to the 
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“commodification of knowledge” which essentially imposes a culture of accountability on 

teachers to teach for the pursuance of targets (Ball, 2003, p.226). Essentially this can 

result in teachers being influenced by such contexts to change their approaches. Ball 

(2003) comments “there are pressures on individuals, formalized by appraisals, annual 

reviews and data bases, to make their contribution to the performativity of the unit” with 

use of assessment and content-driven methods being imposed and used to enable short 

term gains, at the expense of developing relationships with learners through more child-

centred and process-based methods (ibid, 2003, p.224).  

 

2.8.2. Northern Ireland Key Stage Three (KS3) statutory assessment 
 

The changes to the NIC (2007) led to changes in assessment practice at KS3. Statutory 

minimum requirements were developed for each area of learning that focused less on 

prescriptive content and “more on skills … and a focus on knowledge and cross-

curricular skills” (Shewbridge, et al., 2014, p.26). There is a responsibility for all teachers, 

across all areas of learning, to contribute towards a summative assessment of pupils’ 

CCS via use of Levels of Progression (LoP) and pupil portfolios. The portfolios of work 

are for Communication, Using Mathematics and Using Information Communications 

Technology (ICT). These are sent to CCEA who moderate the portfolios to check for 

reliability and to promote validity of assessments at KS33. The results are also used to 

serve management purposes for schools and they are “collected centrally to provide 

measures of system performance and benchmarks that can be used by schools in their 

self-evaluation” (Shewbridge, et al., 2014, p.28). However, it has been recognised in a 

review conducted by OECD, centring on evaluation and assessment in NI, that there are 

“tensions around the implementation of teacher assessment against the Levels of 

Progression” (Shewbridge, C. et al. 2014, p.27). A range of industrial action issues that 

included assessment at KS3 and specifically on how it should be administered and 

reported using the CCS for Communication (or other of the CCS), meant that many 

schools did not complete and/ or return assessments for moderation or compilation of 

overall KS3 results. This means that recent and relevant data on pupils’ attainment is not 

wholly accurate or available. CCEA is the organisation that administers and manages 

the data returned from NI schools to report on assessment and pupils’ progress. They 

state that the “2018/19 data have been produced based on submitted returns from 

approximately 16% of post primary schools” (CCEA, 2019, np). Therefore, the statistics 

on progress for writing at KS3 for NI are not available or fully credible. It also suggests 

 
3 Schools are organised into three key stages at post primary level, starting with the lower school at Key 
Stage three (KS3-Year groups 8-10) Key Stage four (KS4-Year groups 11 & 12, covering GCSE) and upper 
school KS5 (Key stage 5- years 13 & 14, covering A level or AS & A2 in NI).  
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that 84% of schools were non-compliant with following assessment processes for KS3. 

This has resulted in a vacuum of sorts in NI schools where some are fully compliant and 

have compiled portfolios and sent them in for moderation, whereas others have not. Of 

the remaining 84% of post-primary schools, some may have compiled the portfolios but 

not sent them in for moderation, whilst others have moved away from the statutory 

assessment structure and processes and adopted their own assessment mechanisms 

and tasks for assessing writing at KS3. This clearly points to discord and confusion for 

the assessment arrangements and implementation of CCS at KS3. Industrial action was 

resolved in 2020 but has resumed in 2022 (NASUWT, 2022). There has been no 

clarification offered as to any changes made to the CCS KS3 assessment model. 

Educational change does take time to embed and rapid change will always present 

challenges to teachers’ ways of working and will impact on practice and pedagogy (Ball, 

2003).  

 

2.8.3. Formative and school-based assessments at KS4 and KS5  
 

Coursework as a method of assessment was introduced in the late 1980s and early 

1990s due to respective curriculum changes and it was felt to be a sound method to best 

facilitate, represent and report pupil achievement. Importantly, this assessment model 

was able to assess pupils’ skills that “are more difficult to assess via written exams” 

(Crisp & Green, 2013, p.680). For writing, such skills includes planning, drafting and 

editing that are removed and not assessed meaningfully in a terminal examination 

assessment.  In addition, “creativity, communication and reflective thinking”, were other 

skills that coursework tasks assessed, (Secondary Examinations Council, 1985, 1986, 

in: ibid, p.680). As there were less controls for coursework, teachers and pupils had more 

input into the focus and direction of coursework tasks. The employment of coursework 

as an assessment model was to capture the broad range of skills and offer validity in 

terms of what was assessed and reported. However, there were issues with the 

coursework model concerning plagiarism and authenticity of coursework submitted by 

pupils. In addition, especially for subjects which had a lot of coursework elements, 

coursework tasks structured by teachers were often found to be routine-based, overly 

structured and “formulaic” (Crisp & Green, 2013, p.681). This could pertain to subject 

English where the GCSE English Language and English Literature qualifications had 

some crossover coursework tasks. However, pupils were still to create coursework for 

two different subject options within the one timetabled subject slot. Where crossover 

options existed, the idea of learning foci being more loosely addressed due to two 

separate dictums, further added to debate that the overall coursework assessment was 

not fit for purpose. Ultimately, it was the “burden” of coursework workload on pupils that 
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led to change, and the Qualifications Curriculum Authority (QCA) decided to remove 

coursework (ibid, p.681). Therefore, Controlled Assessment Tasks (CATs) were 

introduced in 2010 primarily to ensure more reliability in relation to coursework drafts and 

writing produced by pupils. CATs are “the approach to internal assessment where an 

awarding body sets requirements or ‘controls’ 4for: setting tasks; taking tasks; marking 

tasks” (QCA, 2009, in: Crisp & Green, 2013, p.681). As a primary impetus for changing 

from coursework assessed tasks to CATs was related to challenges around additional 

help and supports some pupils received outside of school, CATs resolved such equity 

issues and allowed schools to best authenticate each pupil’s written response. An 

advantage of CATs is that it is viewed as bringing equality towards all pupil outcomes for 

assessment tasks.  However, this is not a view shared by all and in a letter to the TES, 

Millar (2012) states that “in the name of equality, the able and ambitious have been 

penalised most unfairly” (ibid, p. 6). Millar (2012) expressed fears that key skills linked to 

the writing process were adversely impacted with the move to CATs. He states that 

“Planning, drafting and editing are rigorous skills not to be scoffed at - they are, after all, 

the basis of most higher-level degrees. But students starting A-level English literature in 

September will often never have had such experiences” (ibid, p.6). Here, the idea of 

writing under timed conditions would serve to remove the necessity to engage with 

writing as a process-orientated task.   

 

A QCA review of CATs found that in the main teachers were content with controlled 

assessment. Many teachers felt that it “guarded against malpractice, [was] a fair 

assessment of pupil performance [and assessed] …a broad range of skills” (Ipos MORI, 

2011, p.2/3). However, there were some concerns noted from teachers concerning how 

controls were applied across and within schools and centres. Disadvantages noted were 

linked to logistics of assessing absent pupils, timetabling and scheduling issues, loss of 

teaching and learning time and opportunities where key skills were no longer the focus 

(Ipos MORI, 2011). Some teachers also reported concerns that CATs “tests students’ 

memory rather than their subject knowledge or skills” and they also felt many pupils were 

able to memorise and “easily regurgitate” learned content under the controlled conditions 

(ibid, p. 6). Specifically, there were concerns over the teaching and learning opportunities 

for pupils both for onsite and offsite activities. It was felt that there was a narrowing effect 

 
4 For controlled assessment there are three levels of control that are low, medium and high. Controlled 
Assessment Tasks have three conditions that these controls are all applied to which are task setting, task 
taking and task marking. English typically comes under medium controls for controlled assessment, 
where tasks are set by either the examination board or school. If set by the school they are to comply 
with the examination board requirements for task setting. Task taking means that all written work 
remains with the teacher, but that pupils may revise and work on elements of the task, outside of the 
classroom. Pupils cannot take drafts outside the classroom or edit them outside of the timed conditions. 
Task marking is completed by schools and moderated by the examination board. 
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of the curriculum due to timetabling schedules, and a perception that there was “reduced 

opportunity for students to develop key skills in refining and editing their work” (Ipos 

MORI, 2011, p.3). Moreover, “pupil stress” was noted as a frequent occurrence due to 

the timetabling of CATs across subjects (ibid, p.6). This is ironic given the impetus to 

change the assessment model came from pupil workload relating to coursework 

assessment.   

 

A challenge with CATs as an assessment tool points to how it may be viewed as more 

fixated on outcomes as CATs position writing as product-orientated and not as a 

process-based endeavour. This contradicts content of English lessons where pupils 

engage with composition and view writing as an iterative, recursive process (Clark, 

2011). In 2013, Crisp and Green completed a study on teachers’ views on the change 

from coursework to CATs. In total 346 teachers across six subjects were surveyed. They 

found that 69% of teachers reported that they had changed their teaching and learning 

approaches. In the main they pointed to views that cited “less teaching time available 

because more time is spent on assessment of students for the controlled assessment, 

and that teaching has become more formulaic with less opportunity for exploratory work” 

(Crisp & Green, 2013, p.684). However, some other views countenanced that they had 

changed teaching approaches and as a result had engaged pupils with more 

responsibility for their learning via use of more independent tasks (ibid, p. 686). In 

addition, learning via feedback had been reduced (69.6% reduction) and approximately 

40% reported a decrease in student motivation for CATs (ibid, p.687). Overall, they found 

that teacher workload for CATs was still at the same rate as it was for coursework 

assessment. Teacher preferences for the fairest mode of assessment just valued CATs 

more than coursework. 40% reported ‘no difference,’ and the remaining 60% was split 

with a coursework preference scoring 29%, and a CATs preference scoring slightly 

higher at 32.4% (Crisp & Green, 2013). 

 

Assessment of written work via feedback and the role a teacher plays in delivering it are 

important to consider.  Realistically, as Reed (2004) asserts it is imperative to question, 

“what is pragmatically possible in terms of reciprocity when faced with one script amidst 

a mountain of marking”, as this crucially constrains and undermines pupils’ creativity and 

writing; they become risk averse in order to fulfil a perception of what they believe is the 

teacher’s expectations of their work (ibid, p.22). Fisher’s (2006) study “Whose writing is 

it anyway?” examined a range of teacher feedback, to question teachers’ roles and 

intentions when they comment and feedback on writing products. Mostly, Fisher found 

that the conversations were often one way, in that teacher feedback mostly dictated what 

must change to ensure improvement. This was opposed to feedback acting as a 
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precursor to any authentic conversation with pupils on what meanings they, as the 

authors, wanted to communicate and indeed whether these meanings were valid as 

opposed to correctly expressed. This approach to engaging with oral feedback can be 

seen by some critics such as Bearne (2007) to reflect a technicist approach where 

feedback offered “not only suppresses engagement but it misses the point about the 

value of writing as a reflective and metacognitive tool” (p.1). Within Fisher’s study (2006) 

there appeared to be no clear negotiation or acceptance of possible degrees of 

subjectivity concerning pupils’ writing products. Aside from teacher-pupil interaction, 

Fisher advises the use of written questions as a mode of feedback to engage pupils more 

actively in thinking about how they have communicated meaning within their writing. She 

also advocates the use of dialogic teaching as proposed by Alexander (2004) with an 

adherence to the five dialogic principles of teaching (collective, reciprocal, cumulative, 

supportive, and purposeful) as a method of teaching writing and supporting learning 

within a classroom. Therefore, meaningful dialogue can be seen to be a key factor in 

supporting learners through every step of the writing process.  

 

Lyle (2008) acknowledges and explores the contribution made by Bakhtin (1981), a 

contemporary of Vygotsky, who also supported the social constructivists’ view that all 

learning is located in a social, cultural and historical context. Significantly, Bakhtin viewed 

language as a social practice where all language, and by extension all thought is dialogic. 

He identified modes of discourse within the classroom and categorised them broadly as 

monologic talk and dialogic thought. Characteristically, monologic discourse is used 

primarily by teachers to convey information and knowledge and as such it prohibits 

genuine dialogue, unlike dialogic discourse which characteristically encourages 

communication through promoting authentic exchanges. Monologic talk often appears 

as a monologue led by the teacher, and it is followed up with closed questions or narrow 

assessment foci. Lyle (2008) confirms that “monologic talk focuses power on the teacher; 

it stifles dialogue and interactions between pupils and their ideas” whereas “dialogic talk 

creates a space for multiple voices and discourses that challenge the asymmetrical 

power relations constructed by monological practices” (ibid, p.225). This points to a 

rationale for teachers to create discursive classroom climates to support writing efforts 

of pupils and lends weight to them utilising writing instruction that facilitate writing as a 

social practice such as peer learning opportunities.  

 

Written feedback can also be problematic. Many educationalists insist that feedback 

should be approached in a formative manner (Black & Wiliam, 1998). It is important to 

understand that some forms of formative feedback can also be very narrow and 

counterproductive in actually improving the composition process. Spence (2008) quotes 
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a writing study conducted by Matsumura et al. (2002) who found that when writing 

assignments were of ‘low quality’ teachers focused on ‘surface’ features in their feedback 

to students. As a result, writing conventions improved but there was no improvement in 

organisation or content across drafts. Conclusions within the study found that this was 

because teachers did not provide students with high quality assignments or content 

feedback. Therefore, the need for varied tasks and “rich curriculum and feedback that 

builds upon students’ writing strengths and specific needs” was cited as imperative to 

improving pupils’ composition skills and engagement with the composition and writing 

process (Spence, 2008, p.255). 

 

Changes to assessment structures often challenge teachers. In relation to moves to 

reform assessment structures within the Irish Junior Certificate, Murchan (2015) pointed 

to two potentially competing assessment structures that can be viewed by some as 

creating “two sets of results and two assessment currencies” (np). In this context the 

internal teacher ‘Classroom Based Assessments’ (CBAs) are to be graded separately to 

the external assessments that the State Examinations Commission (SEC) will undertake. 

The outcomes meant two distinct results allocated to each pupil that were to contribute 

to their overall portfolio and terminal grade. However, there was much disquiet with this 

approach amongst teacher unions who lobbied for greater use of the state approved and 

certified SEC outcomes over internal assessments, thereby placing a value on more 

formal, high stakes and external methods over teacher-assessed grades (Darmody et 

al., 2020).   

 

Furthermore, research focusing on teachers’ conceptions of assessment by Brown 

(2008) pointed to four purposes for assessment. These include “assessment for 

improvement in teaching and learning, assessment for student improvement and 

assessment for school accountability,” with a fourth “antipurpose” that essentially 

rejected assessment as a valuable tool within the context of teaching and learning overall 

(in: Darmody et al., 2020, p.505). In addition, it appeared that teacher views and beliefs 

on assessment are often led by educational rhetoric and policy. Here, there appears to 

be much accordance amongst teachers (across varied countries) for aligning to the local 

educational policy and assessment structures, be they high stakes and led by terminal 

tests, or be they led by formative practice with use of AfL approaches and focused on 

student improvement. Essentially, the research found that teachers ascribed to “the 

social and cultural priorities of a particular policy context” (Brown & Harris, 2009, in: 

Darmody et al., 2020, p.505). Where examination drives assessment in some contexts, 

this was valued by teachers over student improvement assessment driven practices, 
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which focused largely on the learning process rather than on assessment outcomes 

(Brown & Harris, 2009). 

 

In England, debate on assessment led to changes in GCSE qualifications where the 

modular system was phased out and replaced with a linear method of assessment 

instead. The Office of Qualifications and Examinations Regulations (Ofqual) advised that 

“the new GCSEs and A levels should be assessed - with linear assessment rather than 

modules, and a greater focus on exams rather than controlled assessment” (Ofqual, 

2014). This was in part due to the then education secretary’s (Michael Gove) belief that 

there was “a pernicious damage caused by grade inflation and a dumbing down of 

standards” (2014, np). This was presumably, this was due to more weighting for teacher-

led assessments and internal assessments over external assessments. However, the 

internal assessments were subsequently removed in the English National Curriculum 

reforms that returned in 2015 to 100% external-based assessment for many GCSE 

subjects. For GCSE English Language, this also included the removal of Speaking and 

Listening as a weighted component that previously was teacher assessed and 

standardised and which contributed 20% towards the overall grade achieved for GCSE 

English Language. The reforms also introduced a 20% allocation for use of vocabulary, 

spelling, punctuation and grammar in pupils’ writing for the entire English language 

qualification (DfE, 2013). Such reforms in assessments in England led to a degree of flux 

and change for the same in Northern Ireland and led to “a divergence in educational 

policy between England, Wales and Northern Ireland” (CCEA, 2020, np). 

 

After the reforms were introduced, the then education secretary for Northern Ireland 

(John O’ Dowd) stated that “all English Language GCSEs offered in schools in Northern 

Ireland must have marks for speaking and listening contributing to the overall grade” 

(CCEA, QualsNI, 2020, np). This caused a great degree of upheaval for some English 

teachers who were teaching GCSE English Language specifications provided by 

examination boards, other than the NI examination board, CCEA. Several examination 

boards (AQA, OCR, Pearson, Wjec, Eduqas) had to withdraw their examination 

specifications as they no longer met the Northern Ireland requirement of an assessed 

Speaking and Listening component of English language at GCSE. Furthermore, John 

O’Dowd also made the decision to reject the linear model of assessment as well as the 

replacement of grades by numerical value (nine to one levels) for NI pupils. However, a 

later reversal of the decision not to adopt the nine to one (9-1) levels meant that 

examination boards other than CCEA can be used by schools (BBC NI, 2016). The 

exception being there was still to be no use of other GCSE English Language 

specifications, due to the lack of a Speaking and Listening assessment component. This 
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all points to change and a re-augmenting of practice for teachers of writing. Fives and 

Buehl, (2016) found that when educational policy drives curriculum change the reality of 

realising such curricular change is largely dependent on teachers’ actions “who possess 

their own systems of deeply held beliefs” (p.114).  

 

Therefore, such changes as a move from modular to linear assessment and changes 

from coursework-based writing tasks to CATs writing tasks may challenge many 

teachers’ beliefs on how best to teach writing. A linear assessment captures all learning 

at a final point. Whereas modules allow pupils to capture learning at staggered points 

with options to resit and therefore review learning. This is particularly so within the 

context of the child-centred NIC, which advocates AfL practices where pupils may take 

and retake modules on receiving feedback to work on targets to progress learning, a 

department’s choice of specification may impact on pedagogy and this shift may 

challenge teacher beliefs.  

 

2.8.4. Summative assessments, performativity and policy   

 
Elliot and Southern (2021) discuss how assessment impacts on teachers’ writing 

pedagogy. They discuss the “policy landscape of assessment” that teachers inhabit and 

point to three factors, namely, “markets” …” management” …”and performance”, which 

shape teachers’ choices and how they engage with teaching writing (ibid, p.684). 

“Markets” refers to how schools are perceived by the public. Here, indicators of success 

and quality, such as a school’s position and ranking in league tables, drive an 

assessment undercurrent that many teachers are aware of and which they subscribe to. 

The “management” of teachers via work-related appraisals and evaluations, or 

“performance management” 5 is often aligned to how teachers’ classes and pupils 

perform in high stakes assessments and the extent to which pupils are facilitated by 

teachers to meet their expected and predicted grades (ibid, p.684). Typically, predicted 

grades are calculated from previous key-stage and baseline data, which is often devoid 

of many contextual factors relating to a pupils’ ability. In the NI context, performance 

management of teachers comes under the description of Performance Review and Staff 

Development (PRSD). This is an annual review process where, “professional 

development and performance of teachers” is examined and reviewed often “within the 

 
5 In NI typically ‘pay’ threshold discussions are linked to job description, duties and performance.  
“There are four threshold standards on which the teacher is assessed: 
1. Core values, understanding the curriculum and professional knowledge  
2. Teaching and assessment of learning 
3. Contribution to raising standards through pupil achievement  
4. Effective professional development” (NIO, 2001, p2).  
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context of the school development plan” (EANI, 2021, np). Finally, “performance”, in 

examinations are directly used and the examination statistics for schools in NI are 

publicly published via a “Summary of Annual Examination Results” (SAER).  It is clear to 

see how these factors place teachers under performativity pressures, where they are 

aware of and focused on assessment agendas that influence their beliefs, behaviours 

and practice to some degree. Success at assessment equates to success as a teacher 

for many. Teachers have engaged with the assessment process as pupils and attained 

status as they accrued qualifications necessary to enter the profession (GCSEs, A level, 

Degree, Post graduate qualifications). It could be said that their own formative school 

experiences (especially within the context of NI that widely uses transfer tests to 

perpetuate the market ideology, with selection and grammar school aspirations for many 

parents and pupils in turn fuelling said market ideology) could serve to create 

assessment-orientated “ontological frameworks for teachers to know how to be ‘good’ 

teachers” (Holloway & Brass, 2018, in: Elliot & Southern, 2021, p.684).  

 

Furthermore, research on teachers’ pedagogical expertise detail performativity and 

accountability pressures where teachers’ pedagogical repertoires are seen as restricted 

when they comply with standards agendas (Myhill, & Wilson, 2013; Harris, 2021; 

Hennessy et al, 2021). The drive for standards has led to new policies and a reform of 

educational structures. Harris (2021) explores pedagogical risk-taking and risk aversion 

practice with History teachers. He cites Barth (2007, p.3) who concurs that there is “a 

culture of caution in schools” where pedagogy remains narrow even in the face of 

educational reform as “an accountability culture has been constructed, in part, as a 

means of ensuring that teachers engage with educational reforms” (p.673).  This view of 

delivering education has had pervasive effects on the type of pedagogy implemented in 

the classroom. A study of NI and the Republic of Ireland (ROI) teachers’ confidence for 

teaching poetry found performativity pressures directed pedagogy (Hennessy et al., 

2021). The teachers did report high confidence levels for teaching poetry, but these were 

mainly linked to teachers understanding and serving the assessment regimes. There 

was compliance with teaching for the purposes of accreditation and assessment of 

pupils, as opposed to teaching for wider educational benefits based on pupil experiences 

and personal growth practice. Hennessy et al. (2021) cite Levitt et al. (2008) who posit: 

 

“professionals organise their work in a way to meet the targets imposed on 
them and “score” high in the elements that are being measured and 
compared in league tables, while not necessarily focusing on these elements 
that are mostly beneficial for the service recipients’ (p. 348). 

 

Hennessy et al. (2021) point to a professional contraction as the findings raise concerns 

for teachers’ professional vision, as their high confidence belies the intrinsic issues with 
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the manner in which some teachers are delivering poetry pedagogy. Myhill and Wilson 

(2013) agree and note that creative and responsive pedagogies such as poetry writing 

in particular have become “marginalised within the writing curriculum as a whole (p.103). 

For teaching writing, it undermines a teacher’s control and autonomy over their methods 

as they value assessment and may teach to the test. In doing so, it also undermines 

pupil autonomy over their writing. Elliot and Southern (2021) cite Pasqua (2017) who 

identifies a “deficit model of thinking” that emerges and to which many teachers 

subscribe to in order to achieve assessment outcomes (p. 685).  From teachers impacted 

by assessment, accountability and performativity pressures they note a “privileging [of] 

form, structure and accuracy, and teacher-led approaches” as opposed to “dialogic, 

iterative and student-centred pedagogies” (Elliot & Southern, 2021, p. 686). Pupils in turn 

are schooled in conforming to such controls and take fewer risks in their writing as a 

consequence. Rosen (2021) references his view that in England the education standards 

are policed by a “triumvirate: Ofsted, the league tables and the Sats results” (Rosen, 

2021, np). In this vein, the NI equivalent would see the ETI (Education and Training 

Inspectorate), SAER and the 11 plus transfer test as inculcating a systemic accountability 

approach towards teaching. With changes in education many critics believe that the 

teaching of writing within the English classroom reflects the pursuit of writing targets and 

assessment objectives (Stevens, 2005; Fisher, 2006; Gibbons, 2019). This has led to a 

somewhat compartmentalised approach to the writing process that does not lend enough 

time to sustained, extended writing and thoughtful writing activities. When pupils are not 

given opportunities to write for authentic purposes, when they are not able to choose 

what to write about, and when writing is controlled by structures, assessments and 

standardisation, very often writing as a cognitive tool and enquiry method is not realised 

in classrooms (Graves 1983; Leigh & Ayres, 2015).  However, addressing educational 

change and performativity pressures are not new developments. In 1999, Goodwyn and 

Findlay (1999) undertook a survey of 207 schools to ascertain English teachers’ views 

on their subject. They found that for some English teachers, the statutory orders and 

resulting curriculum syllabus had created conditions where teachers compared teaching 

to the curriculum to teaching in a cage. One teacher commented that, “Excellent and 

inspirational teachers of English do not work best in a cage. A love of English is the last 

thing you need to teach to these orders and syllabuses” (ibid, p.19).  Although, Goodwyn 

and Findlay (1999) also noted that “one person’s metaphor is another’s distortion” and 

their findings confirmed that there are many diverse views held by English teachers 

surrounding the identity and content of subject English (ibid, p.19).  

 

Such competing views on what constitutes subject English and what should therefore be 

taught and also how it should be taught continue to abound. Beginner Teachers enter 
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school environments and are privy to such views and opinions and they have to also 

enter the debate and align themselves to certain positions or even subscribe to a certain 

modus operandi whilst they complete their teaching practices (Hall et al., 2012). There 

is then a discontent and pedagogical clash between many educationalists over how best 

to teach and progress the teaching of writing. Opponents of direct teaching suggest that 

the use of genre theory to model text types to support learning merely allows teachers 

to produce “prototypical models …that allow children to write to a formula to produce 

correct but lifeless prose” (Fisher, 2006, p.194). Many agree that such an approach 

stifles creativity as texts are produced to order and contain no creative or personal input. 

Philip Pullman also criticised current prescriptive writing approaches to state that such 

strategies produced writing that is “empty, conventional and worthless” (Pullman, 2003, 

The Guardian, 30th September, np). 

 

Leigh and Ayres (2015) refer to Applebee and Langer (2011) who carried out a 

comparative study on two of their previous research studies that took place at two 

differing time junctures (Appleby, 1981; Applebee & Langer, 2009) and they concluded 

that pupils appeared to be writing more, but that writing lacked engagement and writing 

as a tool for cognitive thought was not apparent. As such, Leigh and Ayres (2015) caution 

teachers on the sway of performativity pressures as: 

 

 “in an era of high-stakes testing state standards, teacher accountability, 
educational policy, and funding, it is understandable when teachers feel 
pressurized to modify their teaching instruction to the tune of the current 
sociopolitical tenor” (ibid, p.33). 

 

In 2013, within the context of developments prior to the implementation of the Australian 

Curriculum, scheduled between 2014-2016, a study by Morris and Sharplin (2013) 

embarked on a discussion on how best to assess creative writing. They pointed to the 

challenges in assessing this type of writing. They identify views that perceive creative 

writing from an “aesthetic” perspective and as a “romantic myth that writers are inspired 

by a muse” (Morris, & Sharplin, 2013, p.52). Within this framework of thinking, issues 

concerning teaching and assessment of writing imply that it is “inspiration not education 

[that] drives creative writing”, thereby raising the question that if creative writing “cannot 

be taught, then it might also follow that student work cannot be evaluated” (Swander, 

Leahy & Cantrell, 2007, in: Morris & Sharplin, 2013, p.52). This is a challenge faced by 

teachers when they teach and assess creative writing in the classroom. Teacher 

confidence in assessing creative writing is complicated when such writing is viewed as 

too insular, subjective and individual. This contrasts with Everett’s (2005) view which, 

whilst acknowledging that assessment of creative writing is not straightforward, purports 

that it can be measured against criteria that also measures other forms of writing. The 
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use of such criteria, although reductive in some senses (SPAG, coherence, detail), does 

lend the process transparency and therefore accountability and so “judging creative 

quality is as unproblematic as judging critical quality” (Everett, 2005, in: Morris & 

Sharplin, 2013).  

 

Additionally, Goldberg et al. (1998) also identified issues with assessing creative writing 

when they explained outcomes from a study of 300 student texts and subsequent 

reactions on reading them. Namely the study found that choice of topic, and therefore 

potential student and teacher ideologies and views on the topics, can affect adversely 

the perceived quality of a text (in: Morris & Sharplin, 2013). Another complicating feature 

or criterion linked to the assessment of good pieces of creative writing asked the writer 

to elicit an emotional response for the reader and for the writer of a creative piece to be 

able to move a reader (May, 2007; Green, 2009; Newman, 2007 & Weldon 2009 in: 

Morris et al., 2013). However, how a text is to affect an individual and how it might leave 

them is difficult to explain as an assessment criterion to students. It is the unquantifiable 

and immeasurable criteria written into some assessment structures that complicate the 

assessment process. In turn such inaccessible criteria can also serve to demotivate 

learners.  

 

Ultimately, writing is a complex skill and it challenges individuals on many social, 

cognitive and personal levels (Graham, 2019). The purposes for writing should be clear 

and so too should the assessment of it. How it is valued and judged and the manner in 

which this takes place should be considered carefully, as writing “is a highly individual 

competency, requiring development of a unique identity and voice, and hence benefitting 

from individualized attention and feedback” (Pennington, 2013, p.7).  

 

2.9. Summary  
 

This chapter explained that a social constructivism perspective and Cochran et al.’s 

(1993) model of Pedagogical Content Knowing (PCKg) is to be used to examine and 

explore BT, QT and ECT teachers’ views and beliefs on writing pedagogy. The chapter 

analysed the role that teacher beliefs and teacher agency have in shaping and 

positioning teacher pedagogy and practice. The varied approaches, positions and 

challenges with teaching and assessing writing were discussed and content detailed the 

pedagogical approaches, positions and choices teachers may take to point to a range of 

influences that would impact on teachers making such choices. In the next chapter, the 

methodology for collecting the data for this longitudinal study, as well as all procedures 

and approaches for analysing the data, will be detailed and explained.  
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Chapter Three: Methodology 
 

3.1. Introduction 
 

This chapter outlines the methodology for the study. The research paradigm of the study 

is explored and explained in relation to the research aims and questions. The 

interpretative ontological perspective and positioning of the study is presented alongside 

relevant epistemological ideas, to justify the research design adopted. Data was 

collected at three broadly differing phases and timeframes. Data collected at each phase 

employed differing methods that were fit for purpose in terms of answering the research 

study’s questions and that were flexible in fitting the changing contexts experienced by 

the participants. Data collection instruments consisted of Theory Practice Reflections 

(TPRs), a focus group interview and online one to one semi-structured interviews. This 

qualitative study made use of a General Inductive Analysis (GIA) approach to analyse 

data.  A clear rationale for this approach and all procedures in relation to sampling, 

recruitment, data collection, storage and data analysis are detailed and reviewed in this 

chapter. Ethical considerations, trustworthiness and information relating to the role of the 

researcher are also explained. The evolving role of the researcher from that of teacher-

researcher initially (during the first nine-months of the research study and the ITE stage) 

to that of researcher for the remainder of the four year study is described.  Advantages 

and limitations of the study are stated throughout.  

 

3.2. Research focus 
 
The aims of this research study were to: 

1. explain the professional journey of BTs, QTs and ECTs as they teach writing.   

2. explore the writing approaches (practice and pedagogical positions) advocated by 

BTs, QTs and ECTs.   

 

The study sought to report on participants’ experiences of teaching writing within varied 

educational contexts, and through the first three stages of their teaching careers, to 

illustrate the realities, views and pedagogical positions participants assumed and settled 

on when teaching and assessing writing. Data was collected over the course of four 

years and covered three stages representing three different phases in the career 

trajectory for participants as teachers of English and is represented in Figure 3.1 below. 
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Figure 3.1. Stages of data collection and teacher career progression 

  

Stage 1
• Data capture via Theory Practice Reflections
• Participant as Beginner Teacher of English

Stage 2
• Data capture via Focus Group Interview
• Participant as Newly Qualified Teacher of English 

Stage 3
• Data capture via one to one Online Interview
• Participant as Early Career Teacher of English
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The study was guided by the research questions that are stated below in Table 3.1 and that were mapped onto the data collection stages as follows: 

 

Table 3.1. Research questions and data collection stages 
 

Data Collection stage 
 

Data Collection instrument 
Participant identity/role  

 

Stage 1  
 
Theory Practice Reflection 
Beginner Teacher (BT) 

Stage 2  
 
Focus Group 
Qualified Teacher (QT) 

Stage 3  
 
Online individual interview 
Early Career Teacher (ECT) 

Research Questions  
1. How and in what ways do Beginner Teachers (BTs) of English 

through to Qualified Teachers (QTs) of English and then Early 

Career Teachers (ECTs) of English describe and engage with the 

experience of teaching writing and pedagogy around this field?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2. When do they adopt or vary pedagogical positions?  

 
   

3. How stable are these positions?  

 

   

4. For what purposes are pedagogical positions changed?      
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3.2.1. Researcher ontological position  
 
The values, beliefs and principles of a researcher in relation to the perspectives and 

exploration of phenomena are important to consider within the context of any research 

study. Both normative and interpretive stances have advantages and disadvantages. It 

is important to choose a position that is fit for purpose in relation to the research aims 

and questions that are to be explored. More importantly, before aligning with a position 

or choosing a design, Creswell (2009) suggests that researchers acknowledge their 

“philosophical worldviews” clearly (p.99). This is to enable them to recognise and so 

articulate for themselves the “philosophical ideas” and resultant values and beliefs that 

will naturally and inherently impact and direct the research inquiry (ibid, p.99).  

Specifically, Creswell (2009) details how researcher context in the form of “a personal 

statement of experiences” may be offered in the introduction of a research project. Here 

the researchers position themselves in the narrative to make clear potential areas for 

bias inherent in views held around the phenomenon being studied (p.99). 

 

The principal researcher’s profile and background for this research study is one that is 

located within the Arts and mostly assumes the form of an English and Drama 

practitioner. I have always loved the subject of English and the expressive potential of 

writing. My pupil experiences of subject English centred on a love of literature, and I read 

avidly, but I engaged with writing as a tool that elevated my ‘pupil self’ into other worlds 

and spaces, which I found liberating and cathartic. I found it empowering particularly as 

I had a very memorable teacher who regularly responded to my writing in an authentic 

and genuine manner. During university, I read an English and Politics degree and 

although I enjoyed my studies, I began to have doubts as to the merits of my writing. I 

began to feel that it was mediocre at best and I started to let content take a lead as 

opposed to style when I wrote responses. Those feelings of inferiority have stayed with 

me and resurface many times, particularly when I am starting drafts. After my primary 

degree, I progressed my studies to qualify as a post-primary English teacher and I taught 

in differing jurisdictions and curricula. In attempting to reflect aspects of the teacher 

pedagogy that I experienced and that I responded to as a pupil, I became very aware of 

curriculum and assessment structures that impeded space and time for writing and a 

focus on the writing process in the classroom. After qualifying as a teacher I undertook 

further study and completed a Masters in Education. I spent time teaching in England 

before I secured a post as a lecturer in education in NI. Within this position, my primary 

role is that of a teacher educator for a PGCE English with Drama and Media Education 

programme. 



87 
 
I often think about and reflect on my time as a pupil and the important role that writing 

played in my own school experience. I valued the special affinity I felt I had with the 

subject English, most probably because of writing opportunities and experiences 

afforded to me by my English teacher. This filtered out to give me a liberating space and 

subsequent confidence that I believe is important for young people and children today. I 

can remember and note the many influences and conversations that changed my views 

and opinions during writing activities and actions. I can also reflect and understand the 

socially situated knowledge construction I engaged in and with as a result.  In terms of 

educational research and in my role as researcher for this study I engage and align with 

a social-constructivist worldview and an interpretative stance and view of reality. The 

research perspective in this study also subscribes to many features of interpretative 

research that sought to be “subjective; raise questions; deal with words; interpret 

specifics … find contextualised truths … be descriptive” (Sharp, 2009, p.6). Therefore, 

in supporting an interpretative stance, this research study differs from research that holds 

a normative stance. The notion of a universal truth or singular reality contrasts with the 

interpretative viewpoint, which acknowledges the complex variables involved when 

interpreting experience - either from the participant stance or from the researcher’s 

stance. The ontological position of the researcher is not of the positivist tradition that is 

objective and purports to measure, count and or quantify experience and which “presents 

the view that there is a single measurable reality” (Elliot et al., 2016, np). Interpretative 

research recognises the plurality of truths and subsequent realities emerging from field 

texts and research texts to understand that, “the realities we study are social products of 

the actors, of interactions and institutions” (Flick, 2008 p.11). This view recognises that 

reality can be construed differently and that as such data “has its own social roots and 

needs to be seen as socially constructed” (Elliott, et al., 2016, np).   

 

This research study is interpretivist as it explored participants in their naturalistic settings 

and not in isolation.  Clandinin and Connolly (2000) details a limitation of the objective 

approach as one that had a “preoccupation with certainty” that often led to “a 

depersonalised notion of truth and meaning” (p.36). It runs counter to the position of an 

interpretivist researcher who must question the subjective nature of reality and of the 

researcher’s own position and stance within the research. This research study seeks to 

report on and describe participant experiences and not necessarily report on truths or 

facts per se as they too may be viewed as “temporal” relative and subjective (Clandinin 

& Connolly, 2000). 
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3.3. Research paradigm 
 

This research study is a qualitative study located in the interpretive paradigm as it sought 

to have “a deeper understanding of social phenomenon” such as teachers’ views and 

approaches on writing practices and pedagogies (Silverman, 2001, p.32). Attitudes, 

views and opinions are aspects of “social reality” that are hard to determine and “which 

statistics cannot measure” (ibid, p.32). The study was exploratory in nature and sought 

to build on knowledge generated from other research studies in the field of writing 

research. Much research tends to start off with qualitative studies that are small-scale 

and investigative in nature and which are discovery-focused and theory-generating as 

opposed to theory-testing. Resultant findings in such studies in turn lead to larger scale 

studies, which use quantitative methods to further test any hypothesis, theory and claims 

arising from the qualitative small-scale study (Creswell, 2009; Silverman, 2001).  

 

This research study aimed to detail and explore teachers’ writing approaches and 

pedagogies in the initial and early stages of teacher professional development. The study 

was small-scale in nature and the population under investigation was representative of 

the participants linked to the phenomenon under scrutiny: the teaching of writing. 

Therefore, it is appropriate to locate the research in the qualitative paradigm. Qualitative 

studies can be said to value the subjective over the objective and “a primary virtue of 

qualitative research is the commitment to persons over ideas”, where depth of detail can 

report on unlikely consequences arising from several factors coalescing that might 

otherwise be missed in a large-scale investigation (Wertz et al., 2011, p.83). The 

research may lead on to a realization where, potentially, “a single incident …may contain 

the clue to an understanding of a phenomenon” (Selltiz et al., 1964, in: Silverman, 2001, 

p.33). Consequently, qualitative studies do tend towards “immersive” research contexts 

that produce large quantities of data on fewer cases to maximise depth of detail (ibid, 

p.33). This study used a research design that included a small purposeful sample 

population to better enable a more meaningful exploration of the complex phenomenon 

under investigation: how teachers view and engage with the teaching of writing.    

 

Additionally, the study used a social constructivist epistemology and theory of knowing 

that placed “importance on individual perceptions or hegemonic discourses in social 

processes” (Given, 2008, p.68). Within this context the research used appropriate ‘open-

ended’ research instruments that enabled participants to voice their views, opinions and 

approaches for teaching writing. Participant views and narratives detailed experiences 

they had with teaching writing to reveal how internal and external influences, contexts 

and interactions with individuals and the social world shaped and constructed their 
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knowledge for the teaching of writing. Moen (2006) cites Heikkinen (2002) who explains 

that knowledge as represented by narrative is “local and personal in nature and always 

under construction” (p.60). Indeed, when using conversation, interviews and narratives 

as a form of data collection, Clandinin and Connolly (2000) note that many factors impact 

on a participant’s choice or version of an experience such as moments in time, 

audience/addressee, ideologies, places, purpose and social, cultural or physical 

contexts. Importantly, stories of lived experience are all relative to such factors and as 

such they can reflect several realities. In capturing these experiences “about 

remembered events and how these were experienced, … true stories are thus stories 

that are believed” (Denzin, 1989, in: Moen, 2006, p.63). This points to the idea that 

authentically felt experiences can be reported and explained by participants as perceived 

known truth(s). This points to the plurality of truth and again is an assumption of the 

qualitative and interpretivist paradigm. 

 

Also, Clandinin and Connolly (2000) also draw on the thinking of Dewey (1938) who 

viewed all “experience” as “both personal and social” insofar as even though “people are 

individuals” you cannot separate the individual from the social (ibid, p.2). Therefore, in 

terms of an analysis of experiences, it is important to note not just what the participant 

accounts and narratives describe but “how they are described” (Bryman et al., 2012, 

p.353). Reflections, recounts, and stories may distil experiences to reflect many voices 

and contexts and as such “narratives therefore capture both the individual and the 

context” (Moen, 2006, p.60). It is this wedding of the individual to the social that situated 

this research in a social constructivist epistemology.  

 

3.4. Research design 
 

The importance of providing a clear rationale and justification for choice of methods when 

describing as well as conducting research has been expounded by many critics (Flick, 

2008; Silverman, 2010; Bryman et al, 2012). This research was an exploratory study that 

aimed to make sense of and understand how BT, QT and ECT [teachers] of English 

approached the teaching of writing. The study reflected a qualitative design which is 

closely linked to discovery of phenomena; whose views also suggest that “some 

qualitative research can combine sensitivity to participants’ definitions with correlations 

carrying direct policy implications” (Silverman, 2001, p.18).  The in-depth longitudinal 

design of the study enabled an examination of a select cohort of participants to better 

view, explore and understand their experiences of the phenomenon under investigation, 

the teaching of writing, and to report on findings that may impact on policy in this field 

and area.  
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The study was aligned to a social constructivist perspective that believes knowledge is 

constructed and created as individuals engage with the social world and have 

interactions with others (Creswell, 2009). A method for capturing this phenomenon is 

through use of told experience and via narrative and interviews, where participants can 

rationalise practice to present their views, approaches and opinions on teaching writing. 

The study used multiple qualitative methods, deployed at varied time frames over a 

three-year period to better capture and explore the phenomenon of teaching writing. The 

open-ended research instruments and use of semi-structured questions allowed for 

flexibility to facilitate participants in responding, framing and reporting their views and 

approaches for teaching writing. This qualitative approach is important as “the kinds of 

questions asked and the ways they are structured provide a frame within which 

participants shape their accounts of their experience” (Clandinin & Connolly, 2000, 

p.110). This method of data collection facilitates an exploratory approach and used 

qualitative forms of data collection and gathering. This study made use of the following 

data collection methods: individual Theory Practice Reflections (TPRs), a focus group 

and individual online semi-structured interviews.  Data was collected sequentially over 

three discrete teacher development stages and over a four year period. The figure below 

represents the stages at which data was gathered. 
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Figure 3.2. Data collection stages 

 

 

Stage 1.
TPRs

Theory Practice Reflections 

(BT- Beginner Teacher) 
During the 9 month PGCE 

Programme

Stage 2.  
Focus group interview 
(QT-Qualified Teacher)

After successful completion of ITE and 
PGCE programme

Stage 3.
Individual online semi 
structured interview 

(ECT- Early career teacher)
2 years post ITE and PGCE 

Programme
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3.4.1. Teacher-researcher role BT stage 
 

The role of the researcher is very important to ensure objectivity and credibility in a study. 

Attempts should be made to reduce the potential for any researcher bias and attempts 

for value neutral assumptions should be striven for. However, bias cannot be controlled 

completely and so it must be acknowledged that researcher bias and subjectivity are 

possible as Brown (1996) asserts:  

 

“People and their interactions are more than a collection of objective, 
measurable facts; they are seen and interpreted through the researcher's 
frame- that is, how she or he organizes the details of an interaction, attributes 
meaning to them, and decides (consciously or unconsciously) what is 
important and what is of secondary importance or irrelevant” (p.16). 

 

Thus, the role of the researcher must be explored. Importantly, as the researcher was a 

teacher-researcher for the first stage of the participants’ teacher professional 

development, an approach that was a step removed from direct interview was 

introduced. This was to avoid “prestige bias” and the phenomenon of “tribes,” where 

participants may subscribe to positive ideals, expectations and actions perceived to be 

affiliated to a certain identity and role for example English teacher of writing (Silverman, 

2010, p.84).  Silverman, 2010 cites Baker (1982) who notes: 

 

“when we talk with someone else about the world, we take into account who 
the other is, what that person could be presumed to know, ‘where’ that other 
is in relation to our-self in the world we talk about.” (p.86)   

 

Therefore, the role of teacher-researcher may have presented a conflict of interest in 

terms of how freely participants felt able to express their views in relation to the teaching 

of writing. Data produced may be falsely constructed (Creswell, 2009). Also, as the 

researcher was the participants’ ‘assessor,’ for teaching practice, this could imbue a 

certain power differential, therefore a more appropriate and suitable method for data 

collection, rather than a face-to-face one-to-one interview was used, to reduce bias.  

 

At this point, the first phase of data collection at BT stage was via TPRs which were 

individual reflective accounts posted up on a Virtual Learning Environment (VLE), which 

detailed participants’ experiences with teaching writing (TPRs see 3.6.2.1.).  The TPRs 

took place whilst participants were out on teaching practice.  They were immersed in 

varied school contexts, so they were situated in the action of teaching and experiencing 

many interactions with the social realties of schools and classroom contexts. The TPRs 

therefore enabled data collection to capture the phenomenon under study. The online 

site facilitated transcription of the data whilst also adding transparency to the process as 
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all participants were able to access and view data produced. Voluntary informed consent 

from all participants was gained for use of TPRs and reflections in this study and in line 

with Ulster University’s Ethic’s Committee approval (see 7.1.1., 7.1.2., 7.1.5. & 7.1.6. for 

both ethics applications and approval). 

 

3.4.2. Researcher role QT stage 
 

For phase two of data collection when participants transitioned into the Qualified Teacher 

(QT) stage (on completion of the ITE programme) a focus group method was used (see 

3.6.3.1.). This was where participants responded to questions on a topic and were “then 

encouraged to discuss it amongst themselves” (Silverman, 2010, p.83). At this point in 

time, the role of teacher-researcher had ended. It was appropriate to gain data from 

participants at this point as they had just transitioned from the status of BTs to QTs. 

When something ends and a new beginning appears, it offers an opportunity for 

reflection that is useful to highlight most relevant learning contexts and strategies for 

future deployment. Four “varieties” or types of teacher reflection are detailed by Gore 

and Zeichner (1991), and these are “academic”, “social efficacy”, “developmental” and 

“social reconstructionist” views of reflection that entail examining, interpreting and 

making sense of experiences (ibid, in: Sellars, 2013, p.6). Such reflective stances 

engage teachers with reviewing their subject knowledge, understanding and use of 

empirical research and evidence informed approaches, understanding of pupil learning 

stages and contexts, and their views on the purposes and structures of education and 

systems within it. At this QT stage, participants were no longer situated in school 

contexts. A focus group allowed participants to draw on both teaching placements 

contexts and facilitated the social construction of knowledge through peer interactions 

as participants responded to questions and expanded on peer responses. To again avoid 

any ‘prestige bias’ and to help separate the discussion from course-related matters 

(because the principal-researcher had been the participants’ PGCE course tutor), an 

external moderator undertook the focus group interview.  The focus group was recorded 

with the informed consent of all participants and in line with Ulster University’s Ethics 

Committee approval (see 7.1.2. & 7.1.4.). When reviewing the audio and transcription of 

the focus group interview, relevant responses were attributed and assigned to a 

matching and appropriate participant (individual case), thereby maintaining continuity in 

tracking participants’ ‘journeys’ through teacher professional development and their 

approaches to teaching writing.  
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3.4.3. Researcher role ECT stage 
 

For phase three of data collection online one-to-one, semi-structured interview(s) were 

employed. Participants were interviewed two years post completing their PCGE teaching 

qualification.  The role of researcher was no longer connected to that of teacher-

researcher, as participants were professionals and immersed in their vocational teaching 

roles for over two years. Online interview as a research instrument was chosen for 

several reasons. The use of a text-based online interview brought greater flexibility for 

scheduling the interviews as participants were in varied geographical contexts across NI. 

This enabled greater uptake as there was no travelling involved and mutually convenient 

times could be chosen to suit both the participant and interviewer (researcher). The 

online interview and procedures are discussed further in section 3.6.4.1.  

 

3.4.4. Longitudinal research 

 
The research design was comprised of ten participants. A key criterion for inclusion was 

that all cases were Beginner Teachers of English. The unit of analysis was engagement 

with writing pedagogy. The research was longitudinal as it captured data over a four year 

period and at three different timepoints that represented three differing career stages for 

teachers.  It can be likened to a “‘moving picture’” of events, people or social relations 

over time” (Neuman, 2013, p.13). It fits into the “panel study” type of longitudinal research 

as the “exact same participants” take part in and contribute data to the study over time 

(p.43). It is very useful as upward and downward trends from data analysis, in terms of 

strength of feeling or confidence, can be gauged, described and compared to other 

moments in time. Longitudinal research has the advantage of detailing “progress and 

change in status” with respect to the participants (Rajulton, 2001, p.170). As such it can 

discern changes within an individual, over the course of a period of time, that should be 

“long enough to encompass a detectable change in their developmental status” (p.171). 

This fits the purpose of the study that sought to detail approaches and changes in 

approach towards the teaching of writing for BT, QT and ECT of English. However, with 

such a research design the risk of attrition is higher due to unknown events that may 

interrupt or clash with longitudinal research plans. It is also expensive in many respects 

due to “money, time and energy” needed to fulfil commitments needed for the study’s 

timespan (Rajulton, 2001). Although a benefit of longitudinal research is the capture of 

possible transition points where the study can capture data from before and after 

changes, due to transitions. Studies that can identify these points are particularly suited 

to a longitudinal research design. Shorter term studies may not capture change and as 

“social processes have become increasingly complex… if we would like to grasp this 
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complexity, we need longitudinal data for establishing temporal order, measuring change 

and making stronger causal interpretations” (ibid, 2001, p.172).  

 
3.4.5. Sample 
 

In qualitative studies, typically, participants are selected and “we pick a few to stand In 

for the many” with the view of studying features and phenomena that reflect aspects of 

“the social world” (Neuman, 2013, p.247). The emphasis is on choosing contextually 

appropriate participants that are fit for purpose and which make sense when aligned to 

the research questions and phenomenon under examination. Such carefully selected 

samples will serve to “deepen understanding” and “reveal distinctive aspects of people 

or social settings, or deepen understanding of complex situations, events or 

relationships” (ibid, p.247). It is relevance and not representativeness that steers the 

researcher in compiling an appropriate sample for a qualitative research study (Flick, 

1998). Purposive sampling where participants “fit particular criteria” (Neuman, 2013, 

p.273) is useful in determining how a sample might be selected that might lend itself to 

generalisations as the sample is chosen because “it illustrates some feature or process 

in which we are interested” (Silverman, 2010, p.141). It is not selected merely on 

convenience. Contrary to use of random sampling, the purposive sample is critically 

reviewed as fit for purpose in terms of phenomena to be investigated. Purposive 

sampling is a critical and deliberate selection of “groups, settings and individuals where 

“the process being studied are [is] most likely to occur” (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, in: 

Silverman, 2010, p.141). It can also be referred to as “judgemental sampling” and a 

possible limitation of this type of sampling is that the researcher judges the sample as 

belonging, fitting into or being reflective of certain features or criteria (Neuman, 2013, 

p.273).  

 

This study used non-probability purposive sampling (Patton, 2002) that used pre-

selected criteria for inclusion in the study. The specific criterion for this study can be seen 

as linked to a profession and in this case the teaching profession, where a criterion for 

inclusion in the study was that all participants were Beginner Teachers of English 

enrolled on a full-time 36-week PGCE programme. The sample was a whole population 

sample in that the participants in the study were made up of an entire programme cohort 

of PGCE English student teachers. Participants commenced the research at the ITE (BT) 

stage and they were subsequently followed throughout their next two career stages (QT 

& ECT stages). In total, the participants engaged with the research for over four years. 

The study captures participants’ teacher beliefs and experiences and their engagement 

with teaching writing over this timespan. The sample can be viewed as “typical case 
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sampling” as it could be described as typical, normal or average and the sample was 

seen as “not unusual in any way” (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p.176). In total there 

were ten participants in the study at the starting BT stage. Though a small sample of ten 

participants, the sample totalled approximately a third of all post-primary student English 

teachers in any given academic year, for ITE within the NI population. This adds 

significance to findings emerging from the data that should inform NI ITE provision.   

 

3.5. Participant profiles   
 

Detailed below are narrative summaries outlining a broad profile of all 10 participants 

and their level of engagement at all stages of the research. Participants’ teaching 

experiences and contexts, accrued as they traversed each stage in their career trajectory 

as Teachers of English, are detailed in brief. This information offers insight into the broad 

and eclectic vantage points and positions inhabited by each participant in relation to their 

role as a Teacher of English and how as a result their role as a Teacher of Writing might 

have developed and been subsequently framed.   

 

3.5.1. Participant A 

 
Participant A is a male student teacher in his early 20s. He worked as a classroom 

assistant and gained a BA (HONS) degree in English with Media Studies prior to 

commencing the Post Graduate Certificate in Education (PGCE) programme. As a BT, 

he completed both a non-selective and then a selective teaching placement. After 

qualifying as a Teacher of English, he secured a post in his SE2 non-selective school, 

where he is now a permanent member of staff.  At ECT Stage, he also acquired additional 

positions of responsibility in addition to his teaching role. These included iPad co-

ordinator, Head of Pastoral Care and being a member of the school’s Senior 

Management Team (SMT). He does not identify as a teacher-writer outside of the 

classroom and his role as a Teacher of English. He was a proponent of digital writing. 

He contributed towards all stages of the study. 

 

3.5.2. Participant B 

 
Participant B is a female student teacher in her early 20s.She gained her BA (HONS) in 

English and Drama degree prior to commencement of the PGCE programme. As a 

student teacher she completed both a non-selective and then a selective teaching 

placement. After qualifying as a Teacher of English she secured a post in a selective 

school. At ECT Stage, she was still in the same selective school and employed under a 
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temporary post.  She acquired an additional position of responsibility and she was 

appointed as Acting Head of Drama. She does not identify as a teacher-writer outside of 

the classroom and her role as a Teacher of English. However, she mentioned creating, 

crafting and devising dramatic scripts within her role as a teacher and for the purposes 

of creating models for pupil support. She collaborated with a peer to create the written 

models and explained that she provides the ideas more than writes or drafts the models. 

She is not a proponent of digital writing. She has contributed towards all stages of the 

study.   

 

3.5.3. Participant C 

 
Participant C is a female student teacher in her early 20s. She gained a BA (HONS) in 

English undergraduate degree prior to commencement of the PGCE programme. As a 

student teacher she completed both a non-selective and then a selective teaching 

placement. After qualifying as a teacher, she secured a post as a Teacher of English in 

a non-selective Comprehensive school in England. At ECT Stage, she returned to NI 

and secured a Temporary Teacher of English post in a selective school.  She identified 

as a teacher-writer outside of the classroom and her role as a Teacher of English. She 

undertook CPD in the form of an 8-week course that developed her confidence in 

teaching personal writing. She was very much a proponent of teaching creative and 

personal writing where possible within the scope of the curriculum. She engaged with 

creative writing workshops as a participant and hoped to tutor adults in the near future. 

She was a proponent of digital writing. She has contributed towards all stages of the 

study.   

 

3.5.4. Participant D 

 
Participant D is a male student teacher in his late 20s. He has a BA (HONS) degree in 

English and French and he worked as a language assistant and Teacher of English to 

Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) prior to commencing the PGCE. He was also a 

writer outside of his role as a teacher and he self-published his own fictional novel. He 

also contributed towards creative writing workshops within schools prior to 

commencement of the PGCE programme.  As a BT, he completed both a non-selective 

and then a selective teaching placement. He identified as a teacher-writer outside of his 

role as a Teacher of English in a classroom context. He contributed towards the BT stage 

of the study. At QT stage a family commitment clashed with the focus group. At ECT 

stage, participant D was not contactable in the timeframe that ECT interviews took place.  
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3.5.5. Participant E 

 
Participant E is a female student teacher in her late 20s. Prior to the PGCE and BT stage, 

she worked as a classroom assistant, and she gained a BA (HONS) English degree. As 

a Beginner Teacher of English, she completed both a non-selective and then a selective 

teaching placement. After qualifying as a Teacher of English, she secured a post in her 

SE1 non-selective school. At ECT stage, she had moved back to her selective SE2 

placement school. She did write outside of her role as a teacher and her writing took the 

form of poetry mostly. She was very aware of the affective responses that writing can 

have on individuals and pupils. She focused on issues relating to sharing personal and 

creative writing. She also shared formative experiences that stayed with her in relation 

to her own fears with regard to sharing her writing and to her confidence levels 

concerning perceptions of the quality of her writing. She was not a proponent of digital 

writing. She contributed to all stages of the study.  

 

3.5.6. Participant F 

   
Participant F is a female student teacher in her late 20s. Prior to the Beginner Teacher 

stage, she worked as a classroom assistant and gained a BA (HONS) degree in English 

and History. As a Beginner Teacher she completed both a non-selective and then a 

selective teaching placement. After qualifying as a Teacher of English, she secured a 

post in a selective school and this post was then followed by a post in a non-selective 

school. She identified as a writer within her role as a teacher and spoke about going back 

in time to re-live her own pupil experiences as she sought to source, model and work 

exemplars to support pupils’ writing. She was not a proponent of digital writing. She 

contributed towards the BT and QT stages of the study. Unfortunately, she had childcare 

responsibilities that did not suit the timeframe within which the ECT (stage 3) interview 

dates were arranged within. 

 

3.5.7. Participant G 

 
Participant G is a female student teacher in her early 20s. Prior to the Beginner Teacher 

stage, she spent time observing twice weekly in classrooms in both primary and post-

primary contexts as she gained her BA (HONS) English degree. As a Beginner Teacher 

of English, she completed both a non-selective and then a selective teaching placement. 

After qualifying as a teacher, she secured a Teacher of English post in a selective school. 

At the ECT, she was tasked to coordinate and lead subject development for Performing 

Arts and Journalism. She does write outside of her role as Teacher of English and her 
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writings take on the form of reportage and non-fiction that explores topical issues. 

Participant G has had some of her writing published. She was a proponent of digital 

writing. She contributed to all stages of the study. 

 

3.5.8. Participant H 

 
Participant H is a female student teacher in her early 20s. Prior to the Beginner Teacher 

stage, she worked as a classroom assistant and gained a BA (HONS) degree in English 

and Drama. As a student teacher she completed both a non-selective and then a 

selective teaching placement. After qualifying as a Teacher of English, she secured a 

post in her SE2 selective school where she is now a permanent member of staff.  She 

also acquired additional positions of responsibility in addition to her teaching role, such 

as those of literacy and iPad co-ordinator. Participant H also continued with her higher 

education to study for a master’s degree. She was awarded an MEd 3 years after she 

completed her PGCE qualification. She identified as a teacher-writer outside of the 

classroom and her role as a Teacher of English. She enjoyed drafting poetry. She also 

noted the benefits of writing to facilitate cognitive processing and would note ideas and 

develop them in her personal writing. However, she felt that she could only engage with 

writing on a personal level and during the summer months, as her teaching workload 

prevented her from otherwise spending time on writing. She was initially (BT stage) a 

proponent of digital writing but changed her views on this position. At the ECT stage she 

adopted a more cautious tone and approach to use of digital writing. She differentiated 

between use of technology to support learning and use of digital writing for drafting and 

development of ideas and the writing process. She contributed towards all stages of the 

study.   

 

3.5.9. Participant I 

 
Participant I is a female student teacher in her early 20s. She gained her BA (HONS) in 

English and History as well as a Master’s in Teaching English to Speakers of Other 

Languages (TESOL) prior to commencement of the PGCE programme. As a BT, she 

completed both a non-selective and then a selective teaching placement. After qualifying 

as a Teacher of English she secured a post teaching both English and History in her SE2 

selective school. At ECT stage, she was still employed in the same selective-school and 

she had acquired an additional position of responsibility as a Head of History.  She does 

not identity as a teacher-writer outside of the classroom and her role as a Teacher of 

English. She makes mention of workload and in particular emails that inhibit her from 

engaging with writing outside of her teacher role. She was not a proponent of digital 
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writing and remained firm and fixed on this view throughout all stages of the research 

study. She contributed towards all stages of the study.   

 

3.5.10. Participant J 

 
Participant J is a female student teacher in her early 20s. She worked as a Special 

Educational Needs (SEN) teaching assistant and gained a BA (HONS) English with 

Education degree, prior to starting her PGCE qualification. As a BT, she completed both 

a non-selective and then a selective teaching placement. After qualifying as a Teacher 

of English, she secured a post in an integrated school.  At the ECT stage, she remained 

in post as Teacher of English at the same integrated school where she had acquired an 

additional position of responsibility as the literacy co-ordinator. She also acted as 

temporary Head of Year for a period. She did not identify as a teacher-writer. She was 

not a proponent of digital writing and held very firm views on this throughout each stage 

of the study. She contributed to all stages of the study.  

 

3.6. Data collection 
 
3.6.1. Data collection overview 

 
This study collected empirical data to make sense of participants’ experiences. Differing 

mediums were also used at each stage of data collection to collect participants’ views. 

Within the context of a social constructivist framework, when collecting data open 

questions that are broad are advocated as these will facilitate participants in voicing 

views and experiences (Creswell, 2009). If data collection methods are too narrow, then 

rich detail can be omitted as participants filter what is relevant or not to a question. Where 

possible, the research took place in naturalistic settings that the participants were 

comfortable and familiar with to facilitate effective communication and more successful 

capture of data. Data was collected over three teacher development stages (BT, QT and 

ECT) and over three years. Data was collected via multiple qualitative methods that were 

appropriate and fit for purpose to examine participants’ experiences and approaches for 

teaching writing. Different research instruments were used in each data collection stage 

to map onto the research questions and to suit the changing contexts of participants. 

See Table 3.2. below for an overview of data collection. 
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Table 3.2. Overview of phases of data collection 

 

Stages of data collection 

 

Medium Frequency Time Total Participants 

BT stage 1 
(Beginner Teacher) 

 

Theory Practice reflections 
(TPRs) 
Online 

Approximately Three per 
participant (SE1 & SE2) 

Total TPRs 27 

2013 10 

QT Stage 2 
(Qualified Teacher) 

Focus Group 
Face-to-face 

One per participant 2014 9 
*One participant unable to 

attend due to family 
commitment 

ECT Stage 3 
 

(Early Career Teacher) 

Online one-to-one interview 
Online 

One per participant 2016/17 8 
*Two participants from 

original cohort unable to 
contribute. One was not 

contactable; one had 
childcare responsibilities that 
did not suit the timeframe that 

the interview dates were 
arranged within. 
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3.6.2. Stage 1 BT data collection 

 
The research was conducted within the structure of a PGCE post-primary English with 

Drama and Media Studies programme. The course is affiliated to Ulster University, a 

multi-site campus university located in NI. All university-based teaching or ‘block’ 

teaching took place on the Coleraine campus. All ten participants represented the entire 

cohort registered on a PGCE English with Drama and Media Studies programme, which 

is a 36-week course that enables successful students to attain a teaching qualification to 

teach the subjects of English, Drama and Media Studies in post-primary settings. 

Teacher education for post-primary English is offered by two universities in NI. It is 

significant to point out that within the context of NI the cohort for this study represented 

at least approximately 33% of student teachers for post-primary English for that year. 

The PGCE course structure initially brings student teachers to the university for a block 

of teaching (consisting of 8 weeks) before placing students in schools across NI, for their 

first school experience (SE1) teaching practice ‘block’ of 11 weeks. Typically, students 

are placed in non-selective school contexts for their first SE1 teaching placement. After 

this first school experience, students return to complete a further university-based block 

of teaching (consisting of 5 weeks) before again being placed in a second school 

experience (SE2) teaching block, again for 11 weeks. Typically, students are placed in 

selective school contexts for their second SE2 teaching placement. After SE2 is 

completed, the students return to university for approximately three days to complete the 

course. For the purposes of this study, the two-school experience teaching practice 

blocks will be referred to as SE1 and SE2 respectively. The numbers refer to the 

sequential time frame in which they occurred.  

 

Whilst out on teaching practice (SE1 & SE2), PGCE students typically complete Theory 

Practice Reflections (TPRs) where they respond to broad topics to reflect on and link 

university teachings to the realities of classroom life and teaching practice.   

 

For this study, data was collected in SE1 and SE2 via TPRs when participants reflected 

specifically on how they engaged with teaching writing. The TPRs were captured via an 

online PGCE English VLE space where participants posted up responses choosing 

either a text (blog) or webcam (vlog) format. In this research study participants 

responded utilising both format options to suit their preferences. The dominant 

preference was for written blog TPRs. A focus on writing practice occurred during both 

SE1 and SE2 teaching placements. In total approximately 27 responses detailed and 

tracked participants’ views and approaches to teaching writing during their BT stage. 

Participants created a TPR on teaching writing in SE1 and on SE2 and they also 
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discussed Writing in an assessment TPR in SE2. All data captured for the purposes of 

the TPR week(s) that focused on participants’ views and reflections on writing practice 

were transcribed and the responses formed data sets and research texts for stage one 

of data collection (see 7.2. for sample BT TPR extract).  

 

3.6.2.1. Theory Practice Reflections (TPRs) and procedures  

 
An important facet of professional development for any career is the ability to reflect on 

events to make sense of experiences and encounters. Reflection on teaching practice 

and school experience is a key component of many ITE programmes, as reflection is a 

key skill needed by teachers to inform their actions in the classroom. Dewey argues that 

“We do not learn from experience. We learn from reflecting on experience” (Dewey, 

1933, p.78 in: Weatherall, 2015, p.2).  Therefore, an individual does not learn merely by 

completing an activity or ‘doing’ something, rather they learn when they are engaging in 

thinking about events that have happened. This thinking leads to learning and knowledge 

construction. Schon’s (1983) research centred on reflection-in-action and reflection-on-

action. Reflection-in-action is linked to a teacher’s decisions, actions and reactions whilst 

teaching and the extent to which they are aware of these specific acts and behaviours. 

However, reflection-on-action involves a teacher taking a critical review of what 

happened in the classroom, after the event. Both are important and an argument can be 

made that frequent reflection-on-action leads to more fluent reflection-in-action (Harford, 

& MacRuairc, 2008). Here teachers appear to become more intuitive as they accrue 

experience of use of reflection. They can perceive and pre-empt adverse situations from 

developing, or indeed capitalise on a situation’s learning potential. Reflection can occur 

through use of varied mediums and forms. Text-based forms such as journaling, as well 

as use of multimedia forms such as video, provide useful ways for individuals to detail 

experiences. The use of online spaces for groups to reflect can also create a community 

of practice where individuals come together to discuss shared or professional interests 

through detailing and reflecting on experiences, in particular contexts (Lave & Wenger, 

1991).  As experiences are detailed, social learning can occur via these interactions. 

Tacit knowledge (knowledge that an individual has but does not fully appreciate or is not 

fully able to articulate) can also be understood more and transferred and amassed by 

individuals within a group to further support professional learning and development 

(Given, 2008).  Advantages of using an online space for reflection amongst a group of 

learners included having a ready-made audience for vocalising concerns and views and 

for giving and receiving advice. Hanusin et al. (2014) draw on several studies to 

specifically discuss the benefits of online blogs as a useful reflection space to voice views 

and opinions where individuals can share information and problem solve. They also note 
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that as well as “encouraging reflective thinking” posting responses in a collective shared 

space can also support and strengthen teacher identity (Hanusin et al., 2014, p.209).  

Reflection however is not always an easy task or skill. In a 2006 study that examined a 

pre-service teacher’s engagement with reflection on their emerging teaching identity and 

competency, the following themes were noted throughout the two-year study “fear; 

responsibility; contradictions with beliefs and practice; and closed mindedness” (Freese, 

2006, p.110/111). Freese detailed the journey of BTs and noted a lack of engagement 

with the method of reflection as a prevalent challenge.  Storying experiences can reveal 

a lot about an individual and there is an element of trust in relating how effective or 

ineffective an individual may believe themselves to be (Connolly & Clandinin, 1994). 

Often at the beginning of teaching individuals express much anxiety and fear as to how 

they will succeed within teaching, however, over time, practice and with writing as a 

reflective tool to consider experiences, “new understandings” are often found through 

engagement with “reflective inquiry” (ibid, p.102).  

 

For the purposes of this study and within the context of a social constructive 

epistemology, participants engaged with an online space to post TPRs on writing 

approaches, practices, and pedagogies. Here, knowledge and ways of knowing were 

constructed, revised and adapted in relation to interactions participants had with a range 

of individuals in their respective school experience contexts, as well as from interactions 

with their peers. They were able to view and respond to their peers’ posts and to offer 

opinions, comments and advice on situations, events and experiences detailed. 

Participants responded to the topic on “how best to teach writing” a broad title that 

enabled them to interpret it openly. They were to essentially respond to the phenomenon 

of writing in relation to the bespoke contexts, situations and strategies that they had 

encountered and employed whilst based in their respective teaching practice 

placements, which they were immersed in at the time of data capture.  Participants were 

asked to write or record (blog or vlog) a TPR on their views with regards to writing 

approaches midway through SE1 and then SE2 (Week 7 & Week 6 of teaching 

placements).  Hanuscin et al. (2014) define blogging as “the authoring of a series of posts 

or entries usually related to a given theme, constructed by a single author and organised 

in reverse chronological order” (p.209). Likewise, a vlog can be defined as “a set of 

videos that someone regularly posts …in which they record their thoughts or experiences 

or talk about a subject (Collins, 2022, np). The cumulative TPR posts captured the 

changing attitudes, views and approaches that BT participants experienced for teaching 

writing when based in school and classroom-based contexts. They captured the 

changing realities and observances BTs experienced as they developed pedagogy and 

knowledge of teaching. The topic title for both SE1 and SE2 remained the same and was 
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useful for comparative purposes across the two timescales and to determine any shifts 

in actions or views. Again, the topic title was suitably broad to facilitate participants in 

responding to the field area under investigation whilst also controlling the direction of the 

narrative and allowing them to discuss aspects of writing practice that they felt were 

significant to them. This approach and use of TPRs was adopted to “produce knowledge 

that is practically relevant” (Flick, 2008, p.5). See section 7.1.3. for TPRs information and 

consent.  

 

3.6.3. Stage 2 QT data collection 

 
On completion of the ITE programme and PGCE course BT participants achieved 

Qualified Teacher status. They registered with the General Teacher Council Northern 

Ireland (GTCNI) and were able to teach in NI schools.  For the purposes of this research 

study, data was collected at this stage two, when the PGCE course had completed, to 

capture participants’ views from a QT perspective. All ten participants were invited to 

attend a focus group interview to further discuss their approaches and views on teaching 

writing, reflecting on their cumulative experiences across BT contexts. Semi-structured 

questions were derived from an analysis of literature and stage one data. Here, an 

analysis of data from the stage 1 TPRs led to the development of questions to frame the 

focus group interview. See section 7.1.4. for focus group information, consent and 

schedule. The focus group was chaired and moderated by an external colleague to avoid 

any potential respondent bias. The focus group was comprised of nine participants as 

one participant was attending a pre-arranged family occasion on that specific date. The 

focus group took approximately one hour and 15 minutes in total to capture participants’ 

opinions, views and approaches on writing practices. The data from the focus group was 

transcribed. The researcher was able to relate audio commentary to each individual 

participant to link individual views to earlier stage one data sets and views, on the 

phenomenon of writing practices and pedagogies (see 7.3. for sample QT Focus Group 

transcription extract).  

 

3.6.3.1. Focus group interview 

 
Focus group interviews are generally used to “focus discussion on a particular issue” 

(Bell, 2005, p. 62), and as a result they can be used in a study to further investigate 

emergent themes or findings from other data capture methods. They can also be viewed 

as “a method for analysing and comparing how a number of people discuss an issue” 

(Flick, 2008, p.95).  
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Specifically, a focus group interview can be used to: 

 

“check whether a particular item or particular experience evokes 
disagreement among members of a group or exposes a range of contrasting 
views. This facet of focus groups has been used for checking hypotheses”’ 
(Denscombe, 2007, p.180). 

 

Advantages of a focus group are that more than one person can encourage talk. The 

group dynamic facilitates dialogue if managed and selected well and can enable 

participants to “correct and respond to others” as well as provide “a plausible audience” 

other than that of the researcher alone, which may further motivate discussion (Seale et 

al., 2004, p.65). Such interactions can be argued to have “an immediacy, even 

authenticity, which curiously is sometimes believed to be absent from naturally occurring 

data” (Silverman, 2010, p.160). Use of language as a social learning tool and method for 

data capture is recommended by Silverman (2010) as it facilitates interactions and 

engagement and it is where knowledge is constructed and adapted. These processes 

may be captured via the focus group method to lay bare the way knowledge for writing 

practice is co-constructed by others and in what aspects. However, issues with use of a 

focus group point to unearthing the real purpose of employing it in research design as a 

tool to expedite and overtake issues relating to time, costs and access that researchers 

face. The fact that it is relatively cheap, in that, a focus group can also generate a lot of 

data quick, and more cheaply than other observational or interviewing methods, is a 

pertinent point to note.  Focus groups may also become more attractive as a method 

when there are access difficulties with “naturally occurring settings appropriate to the 

research topic” (Silverman, 2010, p.160).   

 

This study, therefore, used a focus group interview to capture participant views at the 

end of the ITE phase of teacher professional development when participants had 

achieved QT status. It also served to further triangulate data obtained in phase one of 

the study.  

 

Key themes and possible emergent theory and claims derived from an analysis of data 

collected at the BT stage in the study provided a rationale for questions and identified 

topics to be explored within the context of the focus group. Essentially, the focus group 

interview sought to potentially corroborate or note changes to early potential findings 

drawn from phase one data analysis. Cohen et al. (2007) also agree that benefits of the 

focus group as opposed to other interview methods are that ‘the participants interact with 

each other rather than the interviewer, such that the views of the participants can 

emerge,” and they are “economical on time and produce a large amount of data in a 
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short period of time” (p.376). In relation to the use of an external moderator, Denscombe 

(2007) importantly details factors that a moderator is responsible for which include 

factors such as the creation of a “comfortable environment, introduction of the stimuli, 

keeping the discussion on track and focused on the topic, encouraging participation from 

all participants and ensuring there is no intimidation” (ibid, p.179/80). The focus group 

interview was used to provide an opportunity for all participants to reveal their views on 

writing approaches and the questions were framed to discuss potential themes arising 

from BT data analysis. At QT stage participants had successfully completed the PGCE 

programme and so were able to offer more informed opinions, candid views and 

experiential examples in response to questions asked on teaching writing, drawing on 

their ITE and placement experiences.  The focus group was structured to reflect an open-

ended approach to data collection and used a series of semi-structured questions as a 

template for the external moderator to follow.  

 
At time of interview, the primary researcher was there initially to welcome participants, 

introduce the moderator and explain the moderator’s role of interviewer. Information 

letters were distributed, and participants were again reminded of their right to withdraw 

and reply from the study, at any given time without giving a reason and without coercion 

or penalty.  Anonymity was assured and steps to support this were clarified, including 

the use of pseudonyms and safe storage of data. Permission for an audio-recording of 

the focus group was requested for the purposes of data analysis from all participants. 

Participants were asked for informed consent. The primary researcher then left the room. 

On leaving the room and the group, the external moderator started the focus group with 

a reminder of the research study’s purpose and participant’s right to withdraw at any 

time, and without any detriment. The focus group interview took place in a comfortable 

environment with all participants including the moderator sitting in chairs around a circle 

to further promote an inclusive and democratic environment. The interview was an audio-

recording and it was later transcribed. See section 7.1.4. for focus group information, 

consent and schedule. 

 

Furthermore, the moderator was an experienced researcher and she was able to conduct 

the interview in a manner that allowed all topics to be covered in an organic manner as 

participant responses overlapped into topics and questions listed. This is important, as 

Given (2008) clarifies: “the development of rich, relevant data rests on the interviewer’s 

ability to understand, interpret and respond to the verbal and nonverbal information 

provided by the informant” (p.810). The focus group transcription provided detailed “thick 

description” (Geertz, 1973, p.6) and for the purposes of this research study, results and 

findings will use “thick description” where possible to best represent participants’ views. 
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As Ponterotto (2006) points “it is more than amassing great detail: It speaks to context 

and meaning” and reveals intent behind positions stated (p.541). Such descriptions 

provide assurances as to the credibility of the research as “it will address the ‘fit’ between 

the respondents’ views and the researcher’s representation of them” (Nowell et al., 2017, 

p.3). However, it is also pertinent to note in reporting on findings within the context of a 

focus group method, that writing within the context of a focus group is different to writing 

within the context of a single interview. Flick advises that “reporting goes beyond stating 

what was said but builds on a systemic analysis of statements and processes” (Flick, 

2008, p.94). Therefore, the study also endeavoured to capture the flux of contexts and 

interactions of the group dynamic when reporting on themes emerging from the focus 

group data set. Also, as Braun and Clarke (2006) advise description via selected 

verbatim extracts will be employed to illustrate findings and add credibility to the study. 

 

3.6.4. Stage 3 ECT data collection 

 
Approximately, two years after achieving QT and completing the PGCE English with 

Drama and Media Studies qualification, and three years after their initial BT stage on the 

PGCE course, participants were invited to an online interview to detail and explore their 

approaches and views on teaching writing. During the two-year gap since data was last 

gathered (at the QT focus group), all participants had progressed and moved on to 

experience the Early Career Teacher (ECT) stage. Participants had taken different 

career pathways in teaching and worked in varied contexts across NI, with one 

participant having worked in England for a year before returning to NI. Many participants 

had secured promotions with one a member of the senior leadership team and others 

were a head of year or a head of department. Some were still seeking a permanent post 

whilst others had secured a full-time permanent contract.  

 

For the ECT stage of the study, participants were contacted via email and invited to take 

part in an online interview via the VLE Edmodo (https://new.edmodo.com/ ). This was a 

VLE the participants were familiar with as it was used on the PGCE English programme. 

It is a free and user-friendly space that allows teachers to collaborate and deliver online 

learning. Classrooms created are private and only invited students or cohorts can join 

with a unique code. Teachers can also invite groups or specific individuals to access 

discussions with ease and privacy. For this study, an individual class for private 

discussion was set up and then accessed by each individual contributing participant. This 

in turn became the interview space that was used to facilitate the online one-to-one ‘text 

led’ interview that reflected a chat room style of exchange. Information on participation 

for stage three of the study was emailed to all participants on initial email contact. Further 

https://new.edmodo.com/
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email communication allowed a mutually suitable time for the interview to take place to 

be arranged with the researcher and individual participants. The Edmodo VLE space for 

the online interview also provided them with the study’s information and requested 

consent via an online check (see Figure 3.3. for a view of the ECT online interview space 

with participant comments hidden for anonymity purposes).  

 

 
Figure 3.3. View of ECT online interview space 

 

Participants then took part in a real-time synchronous interview, where questions and 

responses were typed by the interviewer (researcher) and interviewee respectively.  

Again, the interview used semi-structured questions based on previous broad analysis 

of BT and QT data sets, and also targeted the somewhat iteratively refined research 

questions and research aims. The online interviews varied in length from 40 minutes to 

one hour and 20 minutes. The response rate was very high with eight out of the original 

ten participants having completed the online interview. Out of the two participants who 

were unable to contribute to the online interviews, one was not contactable, and one had 

childcare responsibilities that did not suit the timeframe that the interview dates were 

arranged within. As interviews were text-led and typed virtually by both the interviewer 

and interviewee, transcription was not needed. In addition, both interviewer and 

participant had a copy of the entire interview for reference purposes (see appendix 7.4 

for sample ECT online interview extracts).  
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3.6.4.1. Online semi-structured interview and procedures 

 
The central focus of an interview is to better understand the experience of the 

interviewee, “which is seen as relevant for understanding the experience of people in a 

similar situation” (Flick, 2008, p.87). Interviews represent “construction sites of 

knowledge” whereby meaning is interactive and responsive with knowledge emergent 

as views are articulated publicly and externally (p.87). Advantages of one-to-one 

interviews include more opportunity for “extended narratives” to explore phenomena 

under investigation and they allow space for “more open talk where there are issues of 

status, conflict and self-presentation” (Michelle, 1999, in: Seale et al., 2004, p.65).  

Significantly, Seale et al. (2004) cite Rapley (2004) who draws attention to the role of the 

researcher-interviewer in an interview and to the co-authorship role, in that, the interplay 

of questions and answers results in a co-constructed knowledge between interviewer 

and interviewee. Rapley recommends that at the analysis stage “you should analyse 

what exactly happened, - how your interaction produced that trajectory of talk, how 

specific versions of reality are co-constructed” (in: Seale et al 2004, p.16).  This 

resonates with the social constructivist perspective that agrees on multiple realities, 

perspectives and truths as well as on the social and cultural power inherent in language. 

Silverman (2010) suggests that if the interview stance and perspective is that of “actively 

constructed narratives involving activities” then this should be analysed and investigated 

further, particularly at the data analysis stage (ibid, 2010, p.48). Holstein and Gubrium 

(1995) define this as “the active interview” where in responding to questions and drawing 

on experience and activities, the interviewee “in the very process of offering them up for 

response, constructively adds to, takes away from and transforms the facts and details” 

(ibid, p.117 in Silverman, 2010, p.227). This can result in multiple voices within 

responses or “varying standpoints,” that Silverman (2010) suggests can be approached 

as follows: identify voices as findings, define the range and explain how and why they 

are presented in relation to one another (Silverman, 2010, p.227). Analysis of interviews 

and the data should then be sensitive to the varied roles and positions that participants 

inhabit via interview-narratives and conversations (e.g., teacher, student, parent).  

  

Online interviews are increasingly common and best uptake is with asynchronistic 

interviews as noted by Fielding et al. (2016), as opposed to uptake for real-time 

synchronistic interviews, although there is now more interest in this area. Characteristics 

and some potential advantages of synchronistic interviews include spontaneous 

responses as they tend to reflect authenticity, low costs, automatic transcription and a 

written text-based response and data set (O’Connor et al., 2008, in: Fielding et al., 2017). 
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Mann and Stewart (2000) note that spontaneous response can ensure “responses being 

more ‘honest’ in nature as there is little time to consider the social desirability of the 

response” (in: Fielding et al., 2017, p.421). Likewise, this may cause an issue as there 

may not be enough time for consideration of questions. These factors were noted as part 

of the research design and procedures in data collection and follow up questions were 

used to probe for more detail, when needed. Lower uptake of use of synchronistic 

interviews is also possibly due to problems in securing safe online spaces, technical 

difficulties and also internet connections, time constraints and lack of “familiarity with 

online communication” (Fielding et al., 2017, p.420). In addition, the logistics involved in 

participants accessing an online space simultaneously alongside the interviewer could 

be problematic and thus again impact on a lower uptake of use for this research method. 

However, Fielding et al., 2017 mention Hincliffe and Gavin (2009) who point to age as 

an important factor in determining participant uptake of synchronous interviews. The 

participant profile for engaging with synchronistic technology and instant communication 

is typically that of young adults and, initially, at the BT stage the participants were student 

teachers who were suitable for this category of use. This fits with the profile base used 

in the study as all participants are young adults mostly at the BT, QT and ECT stages. 

In addition, the interview space made use of software that engendered that of a chat 

room style. It allowed for spontaneous replies and prompted turn-taking along with more 

naturalistic face-to-face interview modes.  Advantages of such an approach are seen as 

linked to cost, flexibility, and also engagement with the interview as a face-to-face 

interview can inhibit individuals from sharing details due to personal proximity. Joinson 

and Paine (2007) found that individuals can be more open in online spaces as opposed 

to physical spaces. Although an absence of visual cues could also impact on the quality 

of communication between researcher and interviewee. Therefore, this must be 

considered and regular clarifications and frequent checks should be offered to alleviate 

any potential for miscommunications or misunderstandings on questions asked and 

responses garnered (NCRM, 2022) 

 

Further limitations of online interviews are posited by Creswell (2009) that includes 

credibility with regards data collected, which essentially retains a focus on indirect 

information that is filtered by “interviewee opinions; use of non-naturalistic settings for 

place of interview; researcher bias in terms of presence and issues surrounding 

participants who do not communicate very well” (p.179). However, within the qualitative 

paradigm and within the context of a social constructive perspective the study aimed to 

make sense of participants’ realities to better understand how these were constructed, 

reconstructed and interpreted. The negotiation of meaning through interactions with the 

social world and others and how this manifests itself in participants’ mindset(s), for the 
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teaching of writing, was the focus and of particular interest for this study.  Therefore, it is 

appropriate and fit for purpose to utilise interviews as a research instrument to present 

participants’ views, realities and opinions on the phenomena under examination, that 

being the teaching of writing. Online interviews also offered some distance in terms of 

physical presence and served to negate anxieties participants may experience for any 

face-to-face contexts. 

 

For ECT data collection, all original participants were again contacted via email and 

invited to an online, real-time text-based synchronistic interview using the same VLE 

(Edmodo) as per their ITE PGCE course. Participants received an individual code that 

they were to input to access a private bespoke classroom that became the online space 

for a virtual meeting where the interview took place. Participants were able to access the 

VLE space prior to the interview to test ease of access and view format. Email exchanges 

facilitated the distribution of information letters on the purpose of the study, the method 

of data collection and a request for informed consent from participants. Deakin and 

Wakefield (2014) point to how rapport can be created via email exchange to build 

relationships with participants prior to an interview (in: Fielding et al., 2017, p.423). The 

interview questions were open-ended and based on an analysis of literature and a 

preliminary data analysis from the BT and QT stages. Semi-structured questions were 

used to direct the interview to focus on the phenomenon under investigation (the 

teaching of writing) whilst still being broad enough to allow participants to interpret 

questions to offer their own personal insights and experiences that they felt related to 

the topic under discussion. The interview started with the interviewer confirming consent 

and with some initial questions to build on the participant’s profile since the last phase of 

data collection (QT stage). The questions were, therefore, informal and social in nature 

and allowed participants to fill in the gaps concerning their teaching development profile 

since the last point of contact.  These questions also aided in establishing rapport with 

participants as well confirming connectivity and that the technology was working. During 

the interview the question and topic schedule was adhered to, but the interviewer was 

also cognisant of reviewing responses in order to “move back and forth through the topic 

list based on the informant’s responses” (Given, 2008, p.810). In this way, the tone of 

the interview was more free-flowing and it was able to reflect a more conversational style 

of text-based communication. Data from the interview was then available as a transcript 

that could be directly copied from the VLE. In addition, the interviewee and participant 

also had immediate access to the conversation thread, which facilitated a right to reply if 

they wished to query any content or views expressed therein. See section 7.1.7. for 

online interview information, consent and schedule. 
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3.7. Data analysis 
 

Themes, trends and patterns are often sought within data in order to create meaning, to 

make sense and to establish relationships within or connections to and out of experience. 

However, Bazeley (2009) warns that this is not a simple process and there can be a 

“reliance on the identification of themes as the goal of analysis [as] is endemic in 

qualitative research” (p.6). Here, the potential for qualitative research to identify and 

settle on themes that might mostly summarise or describe experience is challenged. 

Rather, Bazeley suggests that although description is needed in the analysis process 

“descriptive reporting” is not enough and quality analysis is needed, leading to a 

recommendation for an analysis of “data [that] must be challenged, extended, supported 

and linked in order to reveal their full value” (2009, p.8). It is also essential to understand 

the importance of the role of the researcher in the data analysis process and Maguire 

and Delahunt (2017) liken the researcher’s status to another type of research instrument, 

“insofar as his or her ability to understand, describe, and interpret experiences and 

perceptions is key to uncovering meaning in particular circumstances and contexts” 

(p.3351). To aid credibility it is important to also “make explicit the “how” of analysis” 

(ibid, p.3513). Thus, it is important to detail how exactly this process was carried out. 

 

3.7.1. General Inductive Analysis 

 
How we make sense of the world is often communicated through language.  Maykut and 

Morehouse (1994) eloquently explain that through use of words “most people come to 

understand their situations; we create our world with words; we explain ourselves with 

words; we define and hide ourselves with words” (p.18).  

 

This qualitative study employed a General Inductive Analysis (GIA) approach to analyse 

data collected. Thomas (2006) suggests the main purpose of this approach are to reduce 

data to establish meaningful links and relationships that are focused on the research 

study’s objectives and to provide “a framework of the underlying structure of 

experiences” (p.237). The main advantages of this approach are that it is accessible in 

terms of usage and it “produces findings that defensibly address evaluation objectives 

and questions” (p.246). It does not require data saturation before conclusions can be 

drawn. Rather, it engages in an inductive bottom-up approach that mainly aims to answer 

research objectives that are evaluative in nature, in a systematic manner through a series 

of structured steps. It uses constant-comparison and is not led by theory or limited by 

theory. That being said, towards the end of data analysis findings can then be explored 

and explained in relation to theoretical frameworks to further clarify conclusions drawn.  
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Another advantage of the GIA approach is that it is “methodologically flexible” in that it 

does not narrow or limit a study’s scope to methodological structures and parameters. 

As Liu (2016) explains, this allows for much greater focus on the data generated by a 

study as opposed to a fixation or focus on adhering to methodological controls and 

regulations. Liu notes that in such instances, “over-emphasising and defending 

established methodologies may result in researchers paying insufficient attention to the 

substantive findings of social reality” (p.129). 

  

As this study aimed to understand and evaluate participants’ experiences in teaching 

writing, the GIA approach was best suited and most appropriate for this purpose. As the 

GIA approach facilitates an open approach towards data analysis it is not tethered to 

methodological constraints, and so such a method instead can “alert” researchers to 

“unanticipated effects” that are a key feature to understand phenomena to further “test, 

question and challenge conclusions emanating from a study” (Bazeley, 2009, p.6). The 

GIA approach is often used in qualitative research. It is manifest under the guise of 

differing descriptions and it aligns with the core principles of many qualitative data 

analysis approaches that contain many similar key features. These features include the 

following: preparation of raw data; data reduction; coding and creation of categories to 

extract themes; data display; data verification; and development of models and 

frameworks to distil findings from the research that will explain relationships and links 

between categories to draw conclusions (Thomas, 2006). This study made use of and 

also adapted the GIA approach as suggested by Thomas (2006) to include additional 

aspects of qualitative analysis as recommended by Bazeley (2009), to further add 

transparency and rigour in relation to the data analysis steps and processes. This 

included creating analytical memos to summarise and segment themes and relationships 

for “use of reflective writing to provide a road map... and each can contribute to building 

a conclusion” (Bazeley, 2009, p.17). In addition, Bazeley recommends writing alongside 

data analysis and this will be completed via memos where increasingly they will 

“Describe, compare, relate” data to determine meaning (p.10). For this study on writing, 

this medium is employed throughout all phases of data analysis as “a tool for Analysis” 

(ibid, p.18).  

 

3.7.2. Data management  

 
Data management is a very important facet of data analysis. Effective research should 

plan for the “operations needed for a systemic, coherent process of data collection, 

storage and retrieval” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.428). This study used Computer 

Assisted Qualitative Analysis Software (CADQAS) and specifically made use of NVivo 
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software (version 12 pro) to facilitate the effective management of research data. NVivo 

is a software tool that enables a quick and efficient method of storing, retrieving, 

comparing and tabulating data. This is important as a common challenge identified in 

amassing research data is often linked to how it is stored and retrieved (Wolfe, 1992; 

Miles & Huberman, 1994). Without a coherent system in place to manage data 

systematically, errors associated with storage, retrieval and also the coding, tabulating 

and categorisation of the various cycles and phases of data can often overwhelm the 

data analysis and research process. It enables easy access for the retrieval of data to 

allow the researcher to progress onto each coding cycle more smoothly and in turn each 

phase of data analysis. It stores details and information relating to all such steps in the 

data analysis processes that have been carried out. Thus, it also provides an effective 

means of promoting transparency for storing information in relation to all cycles of coding 

as it is “documenting the analyses made so that the study can in principle be verified or 

replicated” thereby adding trustworthiness to the data analysis process (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p.430).  

 

However, it is important to clarify that when using NVivo or any computer software to 

facilitate data analysis, that it is not a means to replace the role of the researcher as 

analyst. Importantly, the hermeneutic task of interpreting the data is still led by the 

researcher and the computer software is used only as a tool to support the researcher in 

this process. In essence, a core facet of the data analysis process is that of coding. 

Coding is essentially laden with judgement calls and decision-making, which only the 

researcher can navigate. Rogers (2018) confirms this view and explains it as “primarily 

an interpretive, heuristic, and exploratory process that requires a problem-solving 

process and a synthesis of the data” (p.889). NVivo as a software tool supports the 

organisation and synthesis of the data, whilst the researcher engages in enquiry to drill 

down data, create meaning and arrive at findings.  

 

Additionally, in the post-research phase, the advantages of using NVivo also aligns with 

recommendations advocated by Miles and Hubermann (1994) who endorse that storage 

of the research data should allow for the “retention of data and associated analyses after 

the study is complete” (p.428). Therefore, retrospective review and engagement with the 

data can be supported where NVivo can provide an audit trail and evidence the cycles 

of coding and phases of analysis to support transparency and subsequently imbue 

validity in relation to the data analysis process. NVivo software also supports the creation 

of diagrams to facilitate the data display stage of qualitative analysis (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). This is a key stage in the analytical process as through data display there can be 

shifts in focus from description to explanation, thereby supporting “initial 
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conceptualizations and planning” (Bazeley, 2009, p15).  A coding framework can also be 

created with illustrative links to the data sets to further chart how data decisions were 

derived, formed, and arrived at, and this further supports the final conclusions and 

findings reported in the study. However, the limitations of NVivo include over-coding, 

where generating codes may become an end in itself, so it is important to know when to 

stop and review all coding (Marshall, 2002, in: Kaefer et al., 2015).  There is also the 

potential for data loss and NVivo was frequently backed up and saved as advised by 

best practice Qualitative Data Analysis (QDA) training steps. In terms of over- coding, all 

analytical steps as recommended by Thomas (2006) were followed to cycle through and 

catalogue steps in the coding process and to reduce data and coding.  

 

3.7.3. Data analysis process 

 
This study collected the following data: 27 TPRs, one focus group interview and eight 

individual online-interviews. There were eight phases in the data analysis process with 

seven cycles of discrete analysis occurring. (Some cycles of analysis were reiterative 

and repeated in phases to holistically assign data to relevant codes and then relevant 

categories). The eight phases involved three separate cycles of coding, two cycles of 

managing codes for reduction of data through merging and consolidating codes, one 

cycle for verifying coding, and two cycles which used writing via discrete analytical 

memos on the data analysis process to prompt deeper thinking of the data (Bazeley, 

2009). The analytical strategies and steps undertaken in the study are illustrated below 

via diagrams (where possible) and then explained in more detail. An analytical strategy 

for the study is available to view in table 3.3.  In addition, codebooks are available in 7.5. 

as well as samples of the data display process in 7.6. and sample analytical memos in 

7.7.   

 

Specifically, table 3.3. details the analytical strategy and phases of data reduction and 

data analysis that the study used to identify categories relating to the research questions. 

Hierarchical categories emerged to form a theoretical model to explain how teachers 

engaged with teaching writing. This model is first presented in 3.7.3.5. Full details of the 

categories with definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria are available to view in table 

3.4. How the categories link to data across all three teacher stages (BT, QT & ECT) is 

also presented in table in 3.4. A full explanation of the theoretical model for teaching 

writing is detailed at section 4.6.   
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3.7.3.1. Phase 1. Data management  

 
The data analysis process started with data management and the preparation of the raw 

data files into workable research texts. This consisted of data cleaning and formatting 

before the data was imported into a new NVivo project for initial storage and filing.  A key 

feature of GIA as explained by Liu (2016) is that of producing “memos of analysis” 

(p.130). This study made use of descriptive and analytical memos throughout the data 

analysis process to capture researcher ideas and thoughts when engaging in the coding 

process. Memos can be formal or informal and can take many forms. Rogers (2018) 

suggests writing as if sending a letter to yourself, whilst others suggest writing freely and 

writing early to capture developing perceptions and intuitions before then ascribing a 

label or title to the memo (Bazeley, 2009; Charmaz, 2014). All memos are to be dated, 

described in relation to a title and then coded as part of the data. They can be linked to 

the categories created and, importantly, they add credibility to a study. Here, they form 

part of an audit trail that illustrates the researcher’s decision-making processes, 

judgments and interactions with the data that can then link to and support how the 

research study’s findings and conclusions are drawn. Liu (2016) also advocates for use 

of writing to probe for meaning via the use of reflective writing and memos. See Figure 

3.4. below for an illustrative example of a sample memo.  

 

 
Figure 3.4. Illustration of sample memo 
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3.7.3.2. Phase 2. Data familiarisation 

 
For this phase there was an initial reading of all data sets to immerse the researcher in 

the raw data. At least three readings of data sets occurred initially to garner close 

familiarity with the data. Then an inductive analysis led only by the research objectives 

was performed, where “detailed readings of raw data” led to the development of initial 

open codes that were non-hierarchical in nature (Thomas, 2006, p.238).  The inductive 

approach to analysis also meant that the researcher was open to exploring multiple 

meanings positioned within the texts. This correlates with Scriven’s (1991) view of “goal 

free evaluation”, in that, outlook and analysis are not restricted to narrow preset 

categories of inquiry (in: Thomas, 2006, p.238). The analytical strategy for data analysis 

is detailed below in table 3.3. to provide more information on how use of Thomas’ (2006) 

GIA approach is supplemented in places with Bazeley’s (2009) suggested approach of 

memo-ing throughout all stages.  
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  Table 3.3. Analytical strategy for data analysis 
 

Analytical process: 
Thomas, D. (2006) 
General Inductive 
Analysis with data 
analysis guided by 
evaluation objectives. 

The Coding process in 
Inductive Analysis 
(Thomas, D. 2006, p242, 
adapted from Creswell 
2002, p.266, fig 9) 

Research study Data analysis process 

Bazeley, P. (2009) 
Comparative analysis process- 
“Describe, compare, relate,” 
p10. 
Writing Research as a tool for 
Analysis.” P.18 

Phase 1. Data 
management. 
Preparation of raw data 
files. Consists of data 
cleaning and formatting. 
Storing and filing. 

 • Prepare all data into appropriately formatted word files and upload onto NVivo project.  • Describe- outline the contexts, 
profiles and details of sources 
of data. Demographic features 
of sample, interrelationships. 

Phase 2. Data 
familiarization/ 
interpreting data 
inductively. 

• Initial reading of text 
data. 

 
• Many pages of text. 

• Three close readings of all data sets collected. Research objectives provide a focus for framing 
relevance. Descriptive memos linked to each data set to capture contexts and profiles. 
Annotations also created as the researcher reads all data and responds with thoughts and ideas 
that readings of the data bring forth and suggest.  

• The readings are numbered accordingly, and the descriptive memos are attached/linked to text 
files and text segments in NVivo. 

• Transcriptions (some TPRs and focus group) listened to and again annotations made on hard 
copy to facilitate understandings of contexts and meaning.   

• Researcher must be very familiar with the data- data immersion, before progressing to the next 
step.  

• Describe any necessary 
background-characteristics 
and boundaries- How did 
people talk? How many? What 
is not included? 

Phase 3. Coding-explicit 
and discrete steps 
identified and explained 
in the coding/decision 
making process. 
 
Coding aligned to 
research objectives; 
emerging categories 
identified on basis of 
relevancy to research 
focus and objectives. 
 
 
 
Iterative and recursive 
process to reduce data 

• Identify specific text 
segments related to 
objectives. 

 
• Many segments of text.  
 
• Label the segments of 

text to create categories.  
• 30-40 categories. 
 
• Reduce overlap and 

redundancy among the 
categories. 

• 15-20 categories. 
 
 
  

• Open coding of data sets in chronological time order and guided by research objectives. 
Inductive approach to analysis also means that the researcher is open to exploring multiple 
meanings positioned within the texts. 

• Initial creation of codes.  
 Non- hierarchical codes created initially.  Unit of analysis is a sentence. Invivo codes used to 

name the code. Clear definitions provided for each code. For first cycle coding individual in case 
coding per data set will occur first. This will be followed by cross case analysis of all Individual 
cases across all three data sets. 

• Second cycle coding and the creation of categories. Begin to identify emerging categories and 
group common codes under the category. Provide a category description as rule of inclusion, to 
include key characteristics, scope and limitations. 

• Overlapping may occur where text segments are coded and filed under several categories.  
• Uncoded data or Redundant data is identified as that which is not answering objective or lending 

itself to creating meaning in relation to research focus.  Identified and filed. 
• Continual reading and rereading of transcripts and categories until no new categories emerging. 

Review of literature to code for literature related codes in addition to invivo and researcher’s 
words codes. Continual reading and rereading of transcripts and categories until no new 
categories emerging. 

 
 
 
 
 
• Writing analytical memos for 

clarifications and summarizing 
segments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
• Use of reflective writing to 

provide a road map ..and each 
can contribute to building a 
conclusion.” P17 
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Analytical process: 
Thomas, D. (2006) 
General Inductive 
Analysis with data 
analysis guided by 
evaluation objectives. 

The Coding process in 
Inductive Analysis 
(Thomas, D. 2006, p242, 
adapted from Creswell 
2002, p.266, fig 9) 

Research study Data analysis process 

Bazeley, P. (2009) 
Comparative analysis process- 
“Describe, compare, relate,” 
p10. 
Writing Research as a tool for 
Analysis.” P.18 

and create coding 
framework.   
Phase 4. Data 
Display/coding on 
Iterative and recursive 
process to further reduce 
data and coding 
framework.   
 

 • Use diagrams, flow charts to display data and begin to make links and identify relationships 
between categories.  

 
• Coding on and “horizontal reading” of categories. Ask questions across data sets. Identify 

subtopics, contradictory views and outliers. Again provide description as to rule of inclusion for it. 
Linking memos to searches- questions asked and answers/response. 

 

• Compare-across categories, 
across variations in contexts, 
demographics, detail 
associations within and across 
categories as well as absent 
of the same.  

• Writing to provide a road map; 
summary of each segment 
and to contribute to building a 
conclusion. 

Phase 5. Data 
Reduction and 
establishing links and 
relationships between 
and among categories 
Iterative and recursive 
process to further reduce 
data and coding 
framework.   

• Create a model 
incorporating most 
important categories. 

 
• 3- 8 categories. 

• Ask questions across data sets. Query co-occurrence of codes- What? Where? When? How and 
Why? Repeat analysis to reorder, label, distill, merge, reduce categories.  

 
• Interrogate data and link to research objectives-Condense categories to create 

framework/model. Framework might be open, temporal or causal.  

• Relate categories to each 
other-ask questions 
(conditions, actions, 
interactions, strategies …) and 
record questions asked and 
the results. 

Phase 6. Data 
verification and 
research audit 

• Audit coding framework 
to verify categories  

 
 
 

• Use of interrater reliability. Coding framework given along with raw data segments to another 
researcher/coder to find matches and so check coding consistency. High degree of overlap with 
categories and coded segments ensures dependability and adds trustworthiness to the analysis 
process. Low degree of overlap means a need for more discussion, clarification and amendment 
of coding framework and model. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) 

 

Phase 7. Generating 
Analytical memos  

 1. Write to validate analytical notes. (e.g. look at clustering codes and more disparate outliers. 
Consider participant profiles, background, contexts)  

2. Write to develop relationships and links with literature to draw conclusions and to develop a 
framework and model to detail “underlying structures of experiences in data. (p238)  

• Writing to build towards 
drawing a conclusion. Test 
and challenge data with use of 
divergent views, negative 
cases, outliers to challenge 
generalizations 

Phase 8- Discussion on 
most important 
categories emerging 
from the data; links to 
research objectives. 

 • The final phase will involve synthesising all relevant analytical memos. Writing will take on an 
explanatory focus driven by research objectives and will aim to report findings, answer research 
questions and pride discussion on participants’ approaches to teaching writing.  This writing will 
encompass and reflect drafts of the results and discussion chapters of the study. 
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The final phases detailed above in table 3.3. explain the processes involved in the 

reduction of data to establish links and relationships between categories that emerged 

to form a conceptual model. This model is first presented in 3.7.3.5. to explain how 

teachers engaged with teaching writing.  A full explanation of the model and categories 

is detailed in section 4.5.   

 
3.7.3.3. Phase 3. Coding 

 
Coding can be defined as: 

 

“most often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, 
salient, essence-capturing and/or evocative attribute for a portion of 
language-based or visual data.” (Saldaña, 2016, p.4) 

 

This involves the researcher being immersed in and familiar with the data to employ 

decision-making processes in order to create meaning. At its essence, coding involves 

discovery and reduction (Elliot, 2018). Codes are created and formed to make sense of 

data before then being subject to further scrutiny as researchers sift through codes to 

prioritise, merge, or eliminate codes. In this phase of the study open-coding was 

employed as there were no preset determinations for the assignment of a code. Rather 

the codes generated loosely related to the research study’s objectives as per a main 

feature of the GIA approach. For this study, the objectives linked to the phenomenon of 

understanding the teaching of writing. The open codes were non-hierarchical in nature. 

Meaning was derived from the data, led by participants and used where possible and 

appropriate “In Vivo codes” that made use of the vernacular of participants. Such labels 

are “best” as they lead to “codes and later themes that resonate with your participants,” 

and “they move you towards the voices of participants, which you want to reflect in your 

realistic final report (Creswell, 2015, in: Elliott, 2018, p.2856). Elliott (2018) also identifies 

the enhanced “face Validity” of such coding (p.2856) and the use of “In Vivo Coding” is 

also recommended by Rogers (2018) because “it uses participants’ exact words, [which] 

results in rich data for studies” (p.890). Codes created also used the researcher’s words 

emanating from memos relating to the coded text segments (Liu, 2016). Clear definitions 

were also provided for each code generated. Figure 3.5 below details a screenshot of 

the NVivo Pro 12 interface. It displays the initial open coding process that was defined 

as a review of data to establish codes and definitions across three data types. 117 nodes 

in total were created over the course of this cycle. A selection of nodes can be noted in 

the list view below. 
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Figure 3.5. Open Coding 

 

Emergent areas of interest began to appear as data was sorted into nodes via an inductive analysis. Figure 3.6 below details a sample of the initial 

open-coding codebook that was imported from NVivo and is available to view in full in 7.5.  
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Figure 3.6. Initial Open Coding codebook 
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The codes (or nodes as per NVivo software) were detailed alongside a definition of the 

code.  Parent nodes are aggregated from child nodes to detail a fuller tally to include all 

files and references captured within the main parent node grouping, where applicable.  

It became increasingly clear through iterations of the open-coding process that central 

themes were emerging when a tally of each node’s files and references were taken. The 

number of files linked to each node conveyed prevalence of views, as it referred to the 

number of files from the data set (n=36) associated with the node. The number of 

references linked to each node captured a number in relation to frequency of occurrence 

of the node over all data sets.  

 

‘Feelings’ were mentioned in thirty out of the thirty-six research data sets. This suggests 

that on six data captures ‘feelings’ was not mentioned by participants. However, the 

frequency and occurrence of feelings within the thirty files amounts to 216 references 

and at a point surpassed incidence when compared to all other nodes. Conversely, 

‘Assessment’ was mentioned by participants in thirty-three out of thirty-six research data 

sets. Occurrence was not as high across the thirty-three files with references amounting 

to 160. Overall, the initial open-coding process helped to present tallies for emergent 

views and concerns of participants in the initial data review stage. 

 

For second cycle coding the data analysis process sought to condense the data further 

from the many segments of texts coded to create approximately thirty to forty categories 

(Thomas, 2006, p.242). Further second cycle coding led to the identification, emergence 

and creation of categories and groups of common codes under each category. 

Essentially, when moving from first coding to second coding and “as you code and 

recode, expect …your codes and categories to become more refined and, depending on 

your methodological approach, more conceptual and abstract” (Saldaña, 2016, p.12). 

Subsequently, decisions and thinking concerning the creation of categories provided a 

category description and rule of inclusion, and includes key characteristics such as the 

scope and limitations relating to the category. This stage of coding and analysis led to 

further testing of codes in relation to how they fit, met or mapped onto the research focus. 

This involved the generation, refinement or elimination of codes as they were grouped 

together and assigned into categories. This study used Saldaña’s (2016) “focused 

coding”, in that, the coding “searches for the most frequent or significant codes to 

develop the most salient categories in the data corpus” (in: Rogers, 2018, p.891). At this 

stage, the recursive process of coding on and continual reading and rereading of 

transcripts and categories occurred until no new categories emerged. The data analysis 

process continued with the use of writing for analysis and analytical memos were used 

to create clarifications and to summarise. Again, this use of reflective writing was 
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important as it led to “a road map...and each can contribute to building a conclusion” 

(Bazeley, 2009, p.17). 
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Overall, the use of second cycle coding, combined with the use of overlap and redundancy among the categories, aimed to reduce the data to achieve 

around 15-20 categories. See Figure 3.7 below for an illustration of second cycle coding, developing categories.  

 

Figure 3.7. Second Cycle Coding-Developing Categories 
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Again, emergent categories and refinement of relevant categories and areas of interest began to appear as data was sorted into nodes via an inductive 

analysis. Figure 3.8 below details a sample of the second coding codebook that was imported from NVivo and is available to view in full in 7.5. 

 
Figure 3.8. Sample extract Second Cycle codebook 
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3.7.3.4. Phase 4. Data display and coding on 

 
At this phase, the data analysis process used diagrams to display data. This “horizontal 

reading” (Thomas, 2006) of categories took place to make sense of the data. It served 

to establish links and relationships to eventually describe and develop a final model and 

framework to represent participants’ experiences. See Figure 3.9 below for a sample tree 

map diagram used to represent categories from the QT stage.  

 

 
Figure 3.9. Sample tree map diagram Stage 2 QT focus group 
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Tree maps were also used to compare cases. See Figures 3.10 and 3.11 below for a 

comparison of diagrams from ECT data for two participant cases.  

 

 
Figure 3.10. Participant G ECT Online interview codes 

 

 
Figure 3.11. Participant A ECT Online interview code 
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Data display also aided coding on, and the further breakdown and interrogation of categories.  See appendix 7.5 for all codebooks and third and 

fourth cycle coding. Figure 3.12 illustrates details of data reduction and fourth cycle coding.  

 

 
Figure 3.12. Fourth Cycle Coding 
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Again, memos were used to pose questions, chart decisions and provoke thinking.  

Bazeley (2009) highlights the importance of “testing, challenging and extending the data 

by making comparisons across categories, across variations in contexts and 

demographics to detail associations within and across categories” as well as noting the 

absence of the same (p.18). See figures 3.13. and 3.14. below for sample memos for 

creating questions and relating cases to each other.  See appendix 7.7. for sample 

analytical memos. 

 
Figure 3.13. Analytical Memo create questions Participant H 

 
Figure 3.14. Memo extract to question and ascertain links and patterns 
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3.7.3.5. Phase 5. Data reduction 
 

This stage involved further interrogation and then consolidation of the data to ultimately create a model or framework to incorporate the most important 

categories of which there should be approximately three to eight (Thomas, 2006).  The study’s analysis led to the distillation, merging and reduction of 

categories to provide an overall framework that can describe and explain the research focus and objectives (Thomas, 2006). Figure 3.15 below presents 

and details the conceptual model derived from an analysis of all three stages of the data to provide an explanation of the study’s findings. Table 3.4. 

provides the definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria of the conceptual model categories, along with linked data from all three stages at 3.6.3.6.  The 

model will be further explained in in the next chapter at section 4.5. 

 

Figure 3.15. Teaching Writing conceptual model 
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3.7.3.6. Phase 6. Data verification  

 
This phase involved an audit of the coding framework to verify categories.  Elliott (2018) notes 

that “conceptions of reliability are largely taken from quantitative research” (p.2858). To 

transfer this to qualitative research is more problematic but it can be achieved in a manner of 

speaking, through use of “inter-rater reliability”, which involves independent coding of a text 

and subsequent comparisons by two coders to match for consistency (Cohen et al., 2011, 

p.201). This study used inter-rater reliability to test the dependability and validity of the coded 

data and categories developed. Raw data segments were given to another researcher 

(lecturer in education) whose aim was to assign a code and then check coding consistency 

(see 7.8). A high degree of overlap with categories and coded segments ensures dependability 

and adds trustworthiness to the analysis process. A low degree of overlap means a need for 

more discussion, clarification and amendment of the coding framework and model (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). There was a high degree of consistency confirmed through this approach. Elliott 

(2018) also notes that “coding is usually an iterative process for the doctoral project at least,” 

and recognizes that for larger-scale projects and where multiple coders engage with data the 

inter-rater reliability measure for coding is of more significance (p.2859). In making use of it 

for this study the aim was to alert the researcher to possible assumptions, biases and also the 

development of insights not necessarily revealed to the researcher. Discussion on consistency 

of coding further distilled thinking on meaning created by the data and the process of recoding 

and review in places occurred to capture previously untapped trajectories, unearthed and 

revealed by the second coder’s data analysis and debrief of the same.  Table 3.4. below 

provides the definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria of the conceptual model categories, 

along with linked data from all three stages.   
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Table 3.4. Definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria of the conceptual model categories with linked data to all three stages. 
 

Hierarchical 
Category 

 

Category Definition and Inclusion/exclusion criteria    
1. Values The role of values in this conceptual model position values as deeply rooted and innately held views that an individual thinks are very important. Values lead, 

and often prompt, teachers’ views and actions for teaching writing. Values include either a cognitive focus for teaching writing or an affective focus for 
teaching writing. Values instinctively correlate to the beliefs that an individual holds. 
 
A teacher’s value and belief system can determine how they act in the classroom to enact pedagogy.  
This table is used to explain the conceptual model created from the data. It is a hierarchical model where ‘Values’ lead and influence teacher participants’ actions that are 
manifest in teacher participants’ beliefs. 
The teacher beliefs originating from teacher values for this conceptual model are represented as follows:  
Values that are ‘Child-centred’ indicate beliefs on ‘Active Learning’, ‘Differentiation,’ and ‘AFL.’   
Values on ‘Instructional Positions’ indicate beliefs on ‘Explicit teaching,’ ‘Genre,’ ‘Process,’ and ‘Grammar’ approaches. 
Values on ‘Writing as a Social Practice’ indicate beliefs on ‘Collaboration,’ ‘Conferencing,’ and ‘Feedback.’ 
Values on ‘Relationships’ indicate beliefs on ‘Classroom climate,’ ‘Classroom dynamics,’ and ‘Motivation.’ 
 

2. Beliefs Inclusion/exclusion criteria Data collection sample stage 1 
(TPRs) 

Data collection stage 2 (FG) Data collection stage 3 (Online 
interview) 

 Within this conceptual model beliefs are positioned as subjective, and they hold no truth condition. Beliefs can be framed as core or more peripheral beliefs. 
Beliefs may exist in isolation and when brought together there can be belief dissonance that leads to conflict and possible change.  
 

2.1 
Child-Centred 

Values detail a cognitive focus- Child centred beliefs 
include the following: Active Learning, 
Differentiation, AFL. 
 
Active learning: refers to active involvement of the 
child, learning tailored to the child, child involved in the 
learning process, transparency and use of LIs, SC, 
AOBS. 
Differentiation: refers to approaches and strategies 
targeting the perceived abilities of pupils. 
AFL: refers to assessment for learning. It includes 
continuous informal assessment, monitoring of 
learning, target setting, identifying and covering 
learning gaps and planning for progression of pupils’ 
KUS. 

‘I also feel it is extremely important 
to set clear learning objectives and 
success criteria, which will guide 
pupils in the classroom… 
Assessment for learning sharing 
the learning intention, success 
criteria delivering the information 
that the students need, giving 
written feedback to this, opening 
up the classroom for question and 
dialogue and peer and self-
assessment within practising and 
role plays, “these are my strengths 
but what are my weaknesses, how 
can I improve?’ (“E” BT TPR SE2 
Stage 1). 
 

‘…assessment for learning is just so 
important, when I was using two 
stars and the wish and setting 
targets and then following up, you 
know, focus on this one thing for 
your next piece of work or your next 
homework and make sure that, 
because sometimes there are 
targets set and they are not 
followed up, … ‘OK, this is what I 
want you to focus on the next time’ 
(“F”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

‘…the students knew their level 
from primary school, and it became 
too formulaic. They would receive 
[sic] two stars and a wish of exactly 
how to improve their writing, for 
example, excellent personification, 
brilliant extension of sentences, to 
improve try to use more adverbs. 
The top students would do this and 
would improve, for the lower ability 
it meant there was no fluency in 
their writing, they had a series of 
correct bullet points, as such but not 
fluent or no flair to it’ (“C”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 
 
‘It’s up to the practitioner to 
integrate active learning 
experiences that allow the learner 
time to practice [sic] as well as 
engage with modelled examples’ 
(“H”, ECT, Stage 3)  
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Hierarchical 
Category 

 

2. 2.  
Instructional 
Positions 

Values detail a cognitive focus- Beliefs coalesce 
around the following: Explicit teaching, Genre, 
Process, Grammar approaches. 
 
Explicit teaching: refers to strategies to make 
thinking and processes involved in learning clearly 
visible and concrete for learners. It includes use of 
writing frames, structures, modelling, think aloud and 
shared writing. 
Genre approach: refers to pupils’ understanding of 
purpose, audience, and form for writing. It includes 
pupils’ understanding and use of agreed and common 
criteria for inclusion in each specific genre text and a 
clear sense of a writing product to be produced as an 
outcome. 
Process approach: refers to teaching writing with a 
focus on the processes involved and iterative and 
recursive stages in the writing process that includes 
pre-writing, planning, drafting, editing, proofreading, 
and publishing stages in the writing process. 
Grammar approach: refers to accuracy and 
correctness in writing and the specific strategies 
relating to improving spelling, punctuation and 
grammar (SPaG). Where a value is placed on 
grammar, spelling pedagogies and an emphasis on 
formal or informal language usage. 
 

‘When it comes to writing the 
approach, I use is generally to 
model the first paragraph/sentence 
for students, then work with 
students to write a second 
sentence/paragraph and finally 
guide the students into writing for 
themselves the third fourth fifth 
etc.’ (“C”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 
 

‘It is important for the functional 
elements, you know, if you are 
doing a diary, I want you to have a 
date, I want you to have a Dear 
Diary, etc, throughout it, the 
functional element of it, but we were 
talking about this, especially with 
higher ability students, I think 
sometimes if you have too many 
success criteria and it is too 
formulaic it is going back to this 
stifling of creativity again’ (“H”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

‘At KS3 its mostly Expository 
because we focus on improving 
pupils' writing skills using PEE - a 
Point, Example, Explain technique. 
This helps to develop their 
analytical skills of a text as they 
inform, describe the language used 
in a text with regards to the author/ 
context of the class novel’ (“H”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘I'm a very practical kind of learner, 
and like to experience writing. …. 
We created a poem quite recently 
about being trapped in a room with 
a fly. I played sound effects of a fly 
buzzing around and asked them to 
write a poem. I prompted them per 
line, saying things like, "Describe 
the sound it makes", "focus on one 
thing, like the eyes, and describe it 
in detail", "describe how the room 
feels", etc.’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 

2.3. 
Writing as a 
Social Practice 

Values detail an affective focus-Beliefs reflect the 
following: collaboration, conferencing, feedback. 
 
Collaboration: refers to teaching and planning to 
include peer supports and shared, collective and 
collaborative activities to support writing. 
Conferencing: refers to the dialogical nature of 
learning and learning through talk with support and 
planning for teacher and pupils to talk through 
thoughts, ideas and approaches. Where talk is 
discussed and linked to the writing process. Activities 
where speaking and listening skills are developed. 
Feedback: refers to relational interactive discussions 
on writing. To include all aspects and not just the 
mark, comments or two stars and a wish structures but 
also how writing and texts made the reader and writer 
feel. 

‘the role of a teacher is to facilitate 
learning - get them to think about 
the creative question first (allowing 
freedom of thought -thought 
showering) then take this creativity 
and model it (using their ideas). 
Following this you could ask pupils 
to think, pair, share success 
criteria that they think would make 
their pieces of writing interesting / 
creative’ (“A”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 
1). 
 

‘I actually feel sick to my stomach if 
the class are really, really quiet and 
not responding to you, that is when 
I go ‘talk’… ‘our A Level 
classes, we are all, you are all 
sitting like this, you are the teacher 
and you are having a discussion, so 
if you are going to read something 
as a group, what do you think it is 
about personally, what do you get 
from this text, what is the text telling 
you, so you are kind of drawing on 
that as well’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘… peer assessment, set them 
down each other’s work, give a 
comment, let them learn off each 
other ’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 

‘‘Writing for me isn't just writing - it 
is a process - they have to think, 
discuss, share, pair write, draft, 
edit,’ … ‘I would use paired writing 
quite a lot as it allows pupils to think 
and share more freely’ (“A”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 



136 
 

Hierarchical 
Category 

 

2.4. 
Relationships 

Values detail an affective focus. Beliefs include 
establishing and developing relationships to support a 
positive classroom climate, positive classroom 
dynamics and increase pupil motivation. 
Positive classroom climate: refers to where value is 
placed on creating a supportive, safe, risk-taking, 
dialogical, purposeful classroom environment. Climate 
fosters engagement as pupils supported to detail 
views and voice ideas. 
Positive classroom dynamics: refers to a value for a 
classroom setting that cultivates positive exchanges 
and where activities promote high expectations on 
respectful interactions. 
Pupil motivation: refers to refers to pupil relevancy 
and pupil interests considered when setting tasks, 
explaining concepts. 

‘I therefore try to create a positive 
environment for writing and an 
atmosphere of mutual respect. 
Pupils should feel they are part of 
a community of people supporting 
each other in developing as 
writers, readers, and thinkers. 
Asking pupils to share their writing 
and ideas in the classroom is a 
key tool when trying to create this 
ambiance’ (“E”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 
 

‘… you do get to know a lot more 
about them through their writing, 
you will get children who are very 
reticent and who don’t necessarily 
speak out in class and then they will 
write something ’ (“F”, QT, Stage 2).  
 
‘I know, sure do you not feel after 
you mark their work you feel as if 
you know them then, you are giving 
it back and you are like “oh, yeah, 
that is you and you wrote that, I 
know what you are like”’ (“C”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

 
‘At GCSE and A Level I feel one to 
one communication is an effective 
form of assessment for writing. 
Giving young people their place, 
talking to them as if they are the 
young adults they are becoming. 
This might be making suggestions 
on how they can improve their 
writing, writing out examples of 
good practice and asking them to 
bring you back a revised piece of 
writing using these methods’ (“E”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 

3. Impacts Teacher participants reported on factors that 
impacted on their views, choices, and actions in 
practice for teaching writing.  Where perceived 
supports and challenges were identified and 
explained.   

   

3.1. Challenges  Teacher participants reported tensions relating to a 
clash of pedagogies, perceived performativity 
pressures, curriculum control issues and concerns 
with the assessment process and system. 
 
Performativity pressures: refers to a form of teacher 
regulation as manifest by assessment cultures within 
schools that value assessment outcomes. Where 
teaching can focus on testing children and includes 
class tests, teaching to the test, test driven pedagogy 
and results driven pedagogy with a focus on 
monitoring attainment. 
Curriculum control issues: refers to curriculum 
control exerted over any aspect of the writing process. 
Whether it is teacher led, pupil led or school based. 
Includes the impact of internal and external influences 
as well as value placed on writing that is conditioned 
and formulaic or less constrained. Relates to 
perceptions on ownership of the assessment process. 
Concerns with the assessment process and 
system: refers to where pressures felt by teachers 
relating to assessment and includes school contexts 
and influences caused by colleagues, parents and 
pupils. Modes of assessment and equity issues. 

‘The school I am at is extremely 
assessment-driven. Even the year 
8s are attending three-hour long 
study skills sessions to prepare 
them for assessment. It is all about 
the league tables and the staff and 
the pupils are incredibly stressed 
with it all…   …I have been asked 
to take yr 11 for extra study and 
revision sessions for an exam that 
they don't even do until next year 
and the kids are well and truly 
panicked! THEY are the ones 
asking for more study sessions, 
one-to-one study with their teacher 
and lunch or break study clubs’ 
(“B”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 
 

‘But that is the thing, I think that the 
communication levels and I still 
think now even having more 
confidence in doing it, are too 
ambiguous, I think there is too 
much room for ‘Could it be this, 
could it be this?’, it is not clear, 
where the specs are very crystal 
clear, it is either an A or a B or a  C’ 
(“A”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘I felt pressure from the Department 
certainly to, “we need to get these 
grades and this is what needs to be 
done”’(“A”, QT, Stage 2). 

‘But I feel with CAT there is much 
more room for the rules to be bent/ 
interpreted in different ways. And 
when you have kids who so 
desperately need their C and CAT 
is the only way that will happen you 
can see how that could take place. I 
feel if CAT was taken away it would 
take that ethical call away from 
teachers too’ (“G”, ECT, Stage 3). 
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Hierarchical 
Category 

 

3.2. 
Affective 
Perspectives 

Teacher participants’ reported attitudes, feelings and 
confidence levels. How participants felt and 
responded to experiences, events and situations 
relating to the teaching of writing. 
 
Attitudes: refers to refers to the stances and positions 
taken to reflect teachers’ opinions and views for 
teaching writing. 
Feelings: refers to the emotions that teachers 
experienced whilst engaging and thinking about writing 
pedagogy. 
Confidence: refers to the view of self-efficacy that a 
teacher deems to possess for teaching writing. 

‘I started teaching unseen poetry 
to year 12 and I haven't taught any 
poetry before in my previous 
school, I was very nervous about 
it, especially because it is an exam 
class, I had year 11 last time, but 
this is the real deal.’ (“F” BT TPR 
SE2 Stage 1). 

‘I would be more confident now, 
before … I had to do that personal 
writing, I was told, you know, you 
have nothing to teach and I was 
really afraid and I spoke to a few 
people in this group and I said, you 
know ‘what do you think I should do’ 
and it is from that, that I got them 
ideas and now I feel more confident 
that I can say ‘yes, I can teach 
writing and I know how to approach 
it with different types of groups’, you 
know’ (“C”, QT, Stage 2). 

‘I feel that their (sic) needs to be 
less internal written controlled 
assessments. I know it gives the 
pupils a better chance of achieving 
a higher grade because as their 
teacher you will analyse every part 
of the CATs for them to give them 
the best possible mark. But you 
have to justify it in regards to the 
criteria that you have been given. 
This is very stressful’ (“E”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

3.3. 
Influences 
(external and 
internal) 

The reported external and internal influences that 
impacted on teacher participants to shape how they 
approached the teaching of writing.  
 
External Influences: refers to pupil and parental 
attitudes and expectations, teacher colleagues, the 
school context, and systemic factors such as 
education and assessment structures e.g., selection, 
examination boards.            
Internal influences: refers to include personal values, 
training, CPD and upskilling, as well perceived self-
efficacy for teaching writing.   

‘I have never before met children 
so willing, or perhaps, desperate, 
to study. If the pupils are not given 
long laborious homeworks every 
night, the parents come in to 
complain. This is adding a lot of 
pressure to both the pupils and the 
staff who are completely bogged 
down with marking’ (“B”, BT TPR 
SE2, Stage 1). 

‘But at the same time it is preparing 
them for life outside school and if 
they do journalism or something, 
they are told ‘right, you have to 
have this written for two hours’ (“B”, 
QT, Stage 2). 
 
 
‘My second placement … I have 
been given the opportunity to be 
more open and creative within the 
subject as opposed to my first 
placement which was a bit of a 
nightmare’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 

‘I truly believe that positive and 
enjoyable learning experiences 
when I was in school really 
motivated me … My teacher in 
school …she loved drama, prose 
and imaginative literature and 
because she taught it with such 
passion and enthusiasm, I always 
have and still do love it. I actually 
think I teach it best in my own 
lessons because of this too!’ (“H”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘I felt I had neglected my own 
creative writing ability and I took 
part in an 8-week course, … to 
improve my own writing, to 
remember how to write and how to 
start the process!’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 
3). 
 
‘Because we are preparing pupils 
for their first big exams (GCSE's) 
the minute they step foot through 
the front door at year 8!!’ (“M”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

4. Changes Teacher participants reported on why they 
changed any of their approaches for teaching 
writing. 

   

4.1.  
Guild Knowledge 

Teacher participants develop intuitive instincts and a 
common specialised pedagogy that aligns with their 
subject area and teacher identity.  
 

‘I felt maybe in my secondary 
school that I was setting them 
work because it was a standard 
thing to do and I was obviously 

‘My first placement in regards to 
marking Key Stage 3 assessment 
work, definitely I would say I 
struggled with it, but I just think I 

‘This year I gave a lot more 
structure when preparing students 
for their creative CAT on The Hen 
House Boy. Teaching skills, 



138 
 

Hierarchical 
Category 

 

Intuitive instincts: refers to where teacher 
participants can determine quality indicators, as well 
as their ability to identify fundamental errors to support 
their pupils in making progress with writing efforts.  
Common specialised pedagogy: refers to where 
participants spoke about developing insights and 
where they spoke inclusively in terms of belonging to a 
collective identity of English teachers.  

calculating their marks and 
recording it and feeding it back 
and using it, but I feel in this one I 
know we are only in week three 
that I am taking the information 
and using it to guide my planning 
and I have went back and revisited 
material, especially Shakespeare 
material because I didn't feel that 
the pupils understood it 
completely. I can see how 
assessments are a good tool for 
that and to guide planning and to 
guide what they know and maybe 
do not know’ (“A”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 

built up the experience, more 
experience, I felt more confident 
then’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘It is the same with the assessment 
objectives, I think in many ways 
marking of English is instinctive, I 
think you really know yourselves, ‘Is 
it an A, is it a B, is it a C?’, and 
these models for best fit’ (“H”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

modelling examples etc - whereas 
in the past I may have been inclined 
to allow for more freedom. The 
results of the structure meant that I 
got a lot of essays with skills 
evident throughout but they all 
seemed somewhat similar. This 
was a lower band class so they find 
creative writing hard without some 
sort of a springboard’ (“A”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

4.2. 
Curriculum 
Spaces 

Teacher participants perceptions of their allocated 
curriculum time to teach and what they felt they could 
achieve, deliver or enact in those spaces. Where they 
reported competing teaching demands that created 
somewhat contested curriculum spaces for teaching 
writing.   

‘… it is safe to say that Grammar 
schools in particular are heavily 
driven by assessment- summative 
assessment in particular, 
especially at KS4 & 5. A piece of 
advice given to me by a teacher 
was to look at past papers, i.e.) 
exam questions and work back 
from that- in other words equip 
pupils with the skills to survive an 
exam and to achieve a high grade. 
The teacher also commented this 
isn't really how it should be, but it 
gets the results- will (sic) 
reinforced my perception that 
Grammar schools in particular are 
results driven. This is clearly not 
reflective of the skills based NI 
curriculum- (teaching life-long, 
transferable skills), however it is 
our job to embed this and attempt 
to teach it through our lessons’ 
(“J”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

‘but there is this tendency now, 
especially with the Key Stage 3, you 
have the portfolios to build up so 
you are constantly assessing that, 
Key Stage 4, the GCSE’s and then 
into A Level, your Key Stage 5, the 
school I was in the pupils were 
writing two essays a week, two 
essays a week to prepare them for 
their A Level exam and they were 
being marked, that is a tremendous 
amount of pressure for a seventeen 
year old, although it is preparing 
them for University, but you are still 
not writing two essays a week at 
University for maybe two months 
solid ’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
 

‘That's it. I personally think it's a 
slightly boring and bland and robotic 
way to teach, as its teaching to the 
test, but everyone is results driven 
these days, and our school just 
came joint first in English, so it's 
working, We do, however, take time 
out from the course itself to do non-
assessed reading and writing for 
enjoyment’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3). 

4.3. Conformity  Teacher participants taking a somewhat conformist 
position whereby they accepted a narrower view of 
their curriculum space.  
 
Conformist: refers to where teachers essentially 
relinquish their curriculum control to accept the 
perceived remit for teaching writing as it is to fit within 

Time is precious and seems to be 
generally used to prepare pupils 
for exam situations of controlled 
assessment’ (“J”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 

‘But at the same time it is preparing 
them for life outside school and if 
they do journalism or something, 
they are told ‘right, you have to 
have this written for two hours’ (“B”, 
QT, Stage 2). 
 

‘I hate to admit this but I teach a lot 
of English based on what the pupils 
need for their exam! Unfortunately 
we do live in an era of exam 
pressures not only on pupils but 
teachers for results. In terms then of 
teaching writing in GCSE English it 
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the confines (timetables, durations of lesson, 
locations, resources) that are allotted to them. 

‘… in my first placement, controlled 
assessment speaking and listening, 
I produced the speeches … that 
was expected of me from the 
department and of course you are 
all singing, all dancing when you 
are teacher training, of course, but if 
I am honest the students that I 
worked with never would have got 
the results that they did, if the work 
hadn’t been given to them’ (“E”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

is very focused on the specific skills 
required in the specific exam’ (“I”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 

4.4. Advocacy Teacher participant activism to create opportunities to 
teach writing in and around the curriculum spaces they 
were allocated.  
 
Activism: refers to where they seized opportunities to 
engage pupils with writing outside of the more typical 
curriculum planning contexts. Where they proactively 
advocate for change. Where they enact practice that 
enriched and supplemented pupils’ curriculum and 
teaching and learning experiences. 

but I am finding myself torn 
because all you are doing teaching 
them to pass the exam, you are 
not teaching them anything else 
and then therefore it is lost, the 
material or lost information, in 
some respects I find it's quite 
difficult and I am trying to appease 
the school and the Department by 
making sure that I am teaching to 
the upcoming test especially for 
my Key Stage 4 and A Level 
classes, but at the same time I 
want there to be the same active 
learning and the same 
methodology is that I have been 
used to using in secondary school 
and also because it is a good way 
for them to learn’ (“A”, BT TPR 
SE2, Stage 1). 

‘I made a very conscious decision 
between two placements, one of my 
head of departments was fantastic 
and inspirational and thankfully that 
is the school I am going to work in 
and the other one, it has this inbuilt 
cynicism when it came to children 
and if I didn’t have (teacher tutor) 
and all the people around who are 
the same way of thinking, it would 
be very easy to become subsumed 
into what that person does,’ … 
‘Where you can stand up and make 
a conscious decision to go ‘actually, 
I am not going to do that the way 
you are doing it, because I don’t 
agree with it’ (“A”, QT, Stage 2). 

‘I think there needs to be clear 
progression between KS3 and 
GCSE (which may be the 
responsibility of the school) I think 
at GCSE we need to change our 
CAT so that it allows for not only 
developing analysis skills but further 
developing ideas and creativity. I 
feel at times in a GCSE English 
classroom we are so content driven 
that we are dampening creativity 
because of the things we are asking 
kids to do. and yes analysis and 
interpretation is important but I think 
there is an uneven balance’ (“G”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 
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The table 3.4. above details the categories emerging from the data and how they related to BT, 

QT and ECT stages. The main categories found were values, beliefs, impacts and changes that 

all formed a conceptual model to explain how teachers engaged with teaching writing. The 

model is first presented in 3.7.3.5. and the model is explained in full in section 4.5.  

 
3.7.3.7. Phase 7. Generating analytical memos  

 
This phase pertained to discussions surrounding the most important categories 

emerging from the data. They were linked clearly to the research focus and objectives 

that led to the development of a framework and model to detail the “underlying structures 

of experiences in data” (Thomas, 2006, p.238). The conceptual model for teaching 

writing will be explained in detail in section 4.5. Writing was important here and analytical 

memos were employed, reviewed and compared to distill ideas and draw conclusions. 

Writing as a tool to prompt deeper thinking to better understand the data was an 

important and key part of the data analysis process (Bazeley, 2009). Writing was also 

used at this stage to develop relationships and links with literature to draw conclusions.  

The substance and much outworkings of these analytical memos gradually formed draft 

chapter five (Discussion and Analysis) and chapter six (Conclusions).  

 

3.7.3.8. Phase 8. Draw conclusions  

 
The final phase involved synthesising all relevant analytical memos. Writing took on an 

explanatory focus driven by research objectives to report findings and answer the 

research questions. It also provided discussion on participants’ approaches to teaching 

writing and drew relevant conclusions.  This writing reflects content in the final two 

chapters of this study (five and six).   

  

3.8. Ethical considerations 
 

3.8.1. Ethical approval and consent 

 
This study successfully sought and obtained ethical approval on two occasions from the 

Ulster University Ethics Committee. A first application was submitted before the start of 

the study and before BT data collection. Another ethics application was submitted after 

the research design was altered to reflect that of a more longitudinal study that sought 

to garner participants’ views post the BT stage. All participants involved in the study were 

asked for consent and informed that at any time they were able to choose to withdraw 

from the study without giving a reason and without coercion or penalty. Information letters 
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were provided to all participants to ensure there was clarity regarding what the 

researcher was investigating. See sections 7.1.3, 7.1.4. and 7.1.7. for details on consent. 

The confidential engagement and secure storage of participant data, alongside the 

preservation of participant anonymity with use of pseudonyms to report results and 

findings, were also explained to participants. Both ethics applications, approvals and 

changes can be viewed in sections 7.1.1, 7.1.2, 7.1.5, and 7.1.6.  

 

3.8.2. Trustworthiness 

 
Lincoln and Guba (1985) created the concept of trustworthiness to replace the 

quantitative model and terms of reference such as reliability and validity that were used 

for quantitative studies but which were not appropriate or fit for purpose with regards to 

a qualitative research study. Instead, the concept of ‘trustworthiness’ captures issues 

concerning validity and reliability within the context of a qualitative study. Four criteria 

were put forward by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to encapsulate trustworthiness and they 

include the following: credibility; transferability; dependability and conformability (Elo et 

al., 2014; Novell et al., 2017). To ensure trustworthiness issues of credibility need to be 

addressed within a qualitative study. “Time, angles, colleagues, triangulation and 

member checks” are listed as key features to note and address to ensure credibility 

(Jensen, 2008, in: Given, 2008, p.139). In terms of “time” the study was conducted over 

a period of four years. Participants continued to engage with the research during data 

collection phases and all details on changing contexts participants were situated in were 

provided, throughout the study. Data was collected via use of multiple methods to allow 

data to be viewed, interrogated and interpreted from different angles and multiple 

perspectives.  Researcher colleagues were involved in supporting the research with a 

focus group interview being chaired by a colleague who acted as external moderator to 

avoid prestige bias potential should the teacher-researcher assume the chair of the focus 

group. Another researcher colleague supported the data verification process by checking 

and discussing the principal researcher’s coding framework (see 3.4.1 and 7.8).   

 

The transferability of this research study, where it can be ascertained that findings arising 

from it can be transferred to similar and relevant contexts can be found in relation to two 

elements (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Firstly, it can be through use of “thick description” 

(Geertz, 1973, p.6) where a “full and purposeful account of the context, participants and 

the research design” are detailed (Given, 2014, p.886). Qualitative methods employed 

for this study enabled the generation of detailed data sets that captured the phenomenon 

via “thick description” in many places. This approach can bolster “external validity” where 

the “provision of rich, thick, detailed descriptions so that anyone interested in 
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transferability will have a solid framework for comparison (Merriam, 1988, in: Creswell, 

2014, p. 261). Where possible the data extracts used to report on findings (see chapter 

four) and suggest findings and conclusions (see chapters five and six) reflect “rich thick 

description” to further ensure that the phenomenon under scrutiny is actually being 

detailed correctly (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998). In addition, the research 

design and procedures have been detailed and made transparent throughout the study. 

Limitations of the research are outlined as well as issues inherent with use of certain 

techniques, paradigms and processes (see 3.10 and 6.4). Secondly, transferability may 

be recognised through use of purposive sampling, where the sample population is 

representative of like individuals in like contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). For this 

research study English teachers were purposively selected to examine the teaching of 

writing. Cohen et al. (2007) would argue that generalisations can be made about groups 

that would be homogenous to this group, suggesting that other similar ITE programmes 

may benefit from insights revealed in this study.  

 

Dependability in relation to changes within the research have been detailed and methods 

and procedures have been stated to allow a similar study to be undertaken (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).  Changes were made to the research to fit the purpose of the study to the 

field of inquiry and time constraints faced by the researcher. (See change in research 

design and additional ethical approval sought in all ethics documents in the appendix 

7.1.5.). Where possible, all details and changes have been included in the research 

account to create a coherent explanation of what happened, when, where, why and how. 

Confirmability is achieved through sharing details of the research and data analysis 

processes and also sharing extracts of data and data coding to allow colleagues or 

experienced researchers to confirm details (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  All procedures and 

processes in relation to data analysis are presented at length and with links to sample 

extracts available to view in the appendices section of the study. Coupled with an 

analytical strategy that explains the data analysis phases (see table 3.3.) this study 

presents a clear audit trail to facilitate repeatability and replication of the study. This also 

highlights and reinforces aspects of research rigour and robustness as advised by 

Bazeley (2009).  Creswell (2009) also details how researcher context in the form of “a 

personal statement of experiences” may be offered in the introduction of a research 

project. Here the researcher positions themselves in the narrative to make clear potential 

areas for bias inherent in views held around the phenomenon being studied (p.99). This 

was fulfilled in relation to the researcher’s ontological position detailed in 3.2.1.  
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3.8.3. Data storage 

 
All hardcopies of “data corpus” such as field notes, memos, summaries, annotations, 

transcriptions and research texts, which were collected and produced, are stored 

securely in a locked filing cabinet. Virtual data is stored in a password protected laptop 

which only the researcher has access to. NVivo software for qualitative data analysis is 

also used to contain, organise and analyse data. All data and research documents are 

to be stored safely for ten years on completion of the research study and then securely 

destroyed.  

 

3.9. Importance of the study 
 
This study offers contextualised understandings to explain the professional journey of 

BT, QT and ECTs of English as they engaged with teaching writing. It reports on and 

describes the pedagogical challenges and opportunities within the contexts of reporting 

on participants’ experiences to highlight and better understand the perspectives and 

processes teacher evolve to and from, to attain better or best practice in the teaching of 

writing. There is potential for the findings to impact on ITE as findings may reveal 

obstacles and issues that frustrate BTs efforts to teach writing. Findings also detail the 

choices and pedagogical decisions BT, QT and ECT English teachers engage with when 

they teach writing. A better understanding of such occurrences and experiences will 

better inform ITE programmes that aim to support BT of English. The conceptual model 

that emerged from this study also contributes to knowledge to explain what happens 

when teachers engage with teaching writing. In addition, at the ITE stage the study’s 

findings can be shared with BT as a futureproof vision to detail how, going forward, 

progressive opportunities and challenges present themselves to QTs and ECTs when 

they continue their teaching career trajectory and gain more experience of teaching 

writing. Simply put, the choices that teachers make when they adopt writing pedagogies 

need to be examined to highlight any apparent problematic areas to further develop a 

best practice approach in this area of English education.  

 

3.10. Research limitations 
 
The limitations of a data analysis approach for qualitative studies lie in how the 

researcher makes subjective decisions in relation to the data collected and to the 

phenomena contained within research texts. The difficulty lies with how exactly to drill 

the data down and make sense of it and classify it. Silverman (2001) identifies issues 

with “reliability” and cites Hammersley (1992) who defines reliability as “the degree of 
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consistency with which instances are assigned to the same category by different 

observers or by the same observer on different occasions” (p.33). However, employing 

data verification and the use of software such as NVivo can provide an audit trail and 

evidence the cycles of coding and phases of analysis, in order to support transparency 

to offer validity in relation to the data analysis process. Typical of any longitudinal study 

in terms of sampling at further stages of data collection, the study experienced attrition 

and a reduction in participants. This may also skew results to a degree when comparing 

themes and results across stages. However, the rate of attrition was relatively low and 

participation rates in terms of the original sample cohort stood at 100% n=10 for stage 

1(BT), 90% n=9 for stage 2 (QT) and 80% n=8 for stage 3 (ECT). 

 

In addition, this was a small-scale study that is not, therefore, able to be scaled out and 

results cannot be made generalisable to the wider population. However, the depth of 

detail and longitudinal nature of the study allowed credible scope for identifying and 

monitoring the manifestation of concerns, opportunities and challenges relating to the 

phenomenon under investigation, which is how writing is viewed, approached and taught. 

Therefore, the study, although small-scale in nature, has much merit and potential to 

inform practice. It can also be scaled up to inform further research on specific identified 

concerns and trends reported. There was potential for prestige bias as at stage one the 

researcher was also a teacher-researcher. However, data collection was via online 

means, and this facilitated a more distanced engagement with participants as they 

reflected on their views and experiences for teaching writing. It served to separate the 

teacher-researcher from the participants as they were situated in school contexts and 

were more at ease on reflecting on their role as teachers of English and writing. At the 

QT stage a researcher colleague acted as external moderator to chair the focus group 

to again avoid any potential for prestige bias and respondent validation (see 3.4.1). The 

ECT stage of data collection could be limited due to the text-based nature of the data 

collection method and the absence of visual cues, though, the online environment was 

set up to replicate a chat room and thus facilitated spontaneous replies to express views. 

Additionally, it may have led to more openness as participants do not see the physical 

presence of the researcher and cannot be led by tone of voice for example (Joinson & 

Paine, 2007). Therefore, they were not at risk of any respondent validation and could 

express views freely, as well as also end the conversation swiftly at any juncture, should 

they wish to do so.  

 

 

 



145 
 

3.11. Summary 
 

The study was designed as a small-scale longitudinal empirical study to describe and 

explore BT, QT and ECT of English beliefs and approaches for teaching writing. The 

study was interpretivist and located in the social constructivist worldview. The research 

design employed multiple qualitative methods to capture participants’ views on the 

phenomenon of writing pedagogy within varied contexts and sites and included TPRs, a 

focus group interview and online semi-structured interviews. The data analysis method 

used the GIA that involved “detailed readings of raw data to derive concepts, themes, or 

a model through interpretations made from the raw data” (Thomas, 2006, p.238). Ethical 

considerations and limitations of the study were also outlined.  

 

In the next chapter the results and findings from all three stages of the study are 

presented. As recommended by Thomas (2006), findings using the GIA method will 

detail dominant and important “top-level categories” relating to the research questions 

and these categories will be used “as main headings in the findings, with specific 

categories as subheadings (p. 245). The conceptual model for teaching writing that was 

presented in 3.7.3.5. and which explains how teachers’ beliefs impact on writing 

pedagogy is fully explained in relation to the study’s findings.  The results are mapped 

onto the research questions. Chapter five leads a discussion on the study’s results and 

findings in relation to critical literature and with consideration of the Pedagogical Content 

Knowing (PCKg) model (Cochran et al., 1993) to further respond to the research 

questions.  
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Chapter 4: Results and Findings 
 

4.1. Introduction  
 
This chapter will present results and findings from the data across all three stages of this 

longitudinal study to report on how the teaching of writing is viewed and approached 

across three teacher progression stages (BT, QT and ECT). The study’s aims and 

questions are revisited and results are presented graphically to capture the sample’s 

demographical information. A short narrative profile on each participant is then provided 

in section 4.5 to illustrate the cumulative teaching experiences, responsibilities and 

contexts gathered by participants throughout all stages of the study. For this qualitative 

study, results and findings are detailed in a narrative discursive style, with rich “thick 

descriptions” included to capture participants’ voices and perspectives (Geertz, 1973, 

p.6). The conceptual model for teaching writing and introduced in section 3.7.3.5. is also 

explained fully in section 4.5. to further support understanding on the main findings 

derived from the research data. Thereafter, at each consecutive teacher progression 

stage a collective comparative review of participants’ experiences on teaching writing will 

be presented alongside links to the categories related to the conceptual model. The 

findings will focus on how experiences and views correlate and respond to each research 

question and will link to all participants to report and analyse trends, agreements and 

divergences of views, beliefs and values. A summary of the main results and findings in 

relation to the research questions concludes this chapter. 

 

4.2. Research aims 
 
The aims of this research were to: 

1. explain the professional journey of Beginner English teachers through to Qualified 

English teachers and then Early Career English teachers as they taught writing.   

 

2.  explore the writing approaches (practice and pedagogical positions) advocated by 

Beginner English teachers, through to Qualified English teachers and also Early 

Career English teachers.  

.   

The study sought to report on participants’ experiences of teaching writing within varied 

educational contexts and throughout the first three stages of their teaching careers. This 

was to illustrate the realities, views and pedagogical positions participants assumed and 



147 
 
settled on when teaching and assessing writing. Data collected over the three stages is 

represented by Figure 4.1 below.  

 

 
Figure 4.1. Flowchart showing the three stage of data collection 

 

Stage 1
• Data capture via Theory Practice Reflections
• Participant as Beginner Teacher of English (BT)

Stage 2
• Data capture via Focus Group Interview
• Participant as Newly Qualified Teacher of English (QT)

Stage 3
• Data capture via one-to-one Online Interview
• Participant as Early Career Teacher of English (ECT)
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4.3. Research questions 
 
The study was guided by the research questions stated below in Table 4.1. The table also shows how the research questions map onto the three data 

collection stages.    

Table 4.1. Research Questions, Research Instruments and Research Study Stages 
 

Data Collection stage 
Participant identity/role  

Data Collection instrument 
 

Stage 1  
Beginner Teacher (BT)  
Theory Practice 
Reflection (TPR) 
 

Stage 2  
Qualified Teacher (QT)  
Focus Group 
 

Stage 3  
Early Career Teacher (ECT) 
Online individual interview 
 

Research Questions  

1. How do Beginner Teachers through to 

Qualified Teachers and then Early Career 

Teachers of English position themselves 

(pedagogically) in relation to the teaching of 

writing? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2. When do they adopt or vary pedagogical 

positions?  

 

   
3. How stable are these positions?  

 

 
  

4. For what purposes are pedagogical 

positions changed?   
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4.4. Demographic profile and background of participants  
 
4.4.1. Gender and age profile  
 

A total of ten participants took part in the study that included eight female and two male 

participants.  

 

 

Figure 4.2. Stage 1 age profile of participants 

 

At the BT stage, seven of the ten participants were within their early 20s (aged 20-25). 

The remaining three were all located in the 25-30 age category. Of the two male 

participants, one was aged 20-25, and the other was aged 25-30.  The age profile stayed 

the same throughout the QT stage of the study. At the ECT stage the majority of 

applicants (seven) were still in the 25 and under age-range with the one remaining 

participant at ECT stage still in the 25-30 age-range.  

 
  

70%

30%

Stage 1. Age Profile

20-25 25-30
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4.4.2. Participation rate for all stages 1 to 3  
 
Sample attrition meant that at the end of the study there were eight out of the original ten 

participants available to contribute to data collection for the final ECT stage.  

 

 

Figure 4.3. Number of participants at each stage 

 
To start, ten participants engaged with, and contributed to, the BT stage (TPRs). 

Following this, a total of nine participants engaged with the QT stage (Focus Group). 

Then eight contributed to the ECT stage (online interviews) of the study. Most 

participants (eight) took part in all three stages. Of the remaining two participants who 

were not able to contribute to the ECT stage, one contributed to the BT stage and one 

contributed to both the BT and QT stages. It was felt useful to include all participant data 

collected, irrespective of stage(s) completed as it further informed the study from an 

additional male perspective. The data also contributed towards illustrating the variety of 

perspectives and experiences reported by participants for teaching writing.  
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4.4.3. Participant qualifications  
 

 

Figure 4.4. Participant qualifications 

 

As BTs, all participants held an undergraduate degree, and this was an essential 

requirement to gain access to a post-graduate ITE programme within NI. One participant 

(female) held a master’s qualification in Teaching English to Speakers of Other 

Languages (TESOL). All participants achieved a Postgraduate Certificate in Education 

(PGCE) at the end of their beginner teacher year. At ECT stage one additional participant 

(female) had gained a master’s qualification in Education (MEd). 

 

4.4.4. School contexts and teaching experiences  
 

At BT stage all ten participants spent their first 11-week School Experience 1 placement 

(SE1) in a non-selective school. Subsequently, they then spent their second 11-week 

School Experience 2 placement (SE2) in a selective school.  
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The graph below illustrates teaching contexts across all three stages (See 2.7. for 

information on school types). 

 

 

Figure 4.5. School Contexts and experiences 

 
When teaching at the QT stage, all nine participants reported working in non-selective, 

selective, or integrated schools. Four participants worked in non-selective schools and 

four worked in selective schools. One participant had secured a post in an integrated 

school. Of the nine participants, one had secured a post in England in a non-selective 

school with the remaining eight participants securing positions in NI. At the ECT stage, 

all eight contributing participants reported working in either selective, non-selective or 

integrated schools in NI. Here, a clear majority of five participants worked in selective 

grammar schools, two worked in non-selective schools and one worked in an integrated 

school.  

 

4.4.5. Teaching roles and additional responsibilities   
 

At the QT stage all participants were new entrants into the teaching profession. At the 

ECT stage, most participants had acquired more senior roles and positions of 

responsibility and six out of the eight participants had acquired additional roles and 

responsibilities. Table 4.2 below represents this information.  
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Table 4.2. Stage 3 ECT Teaching roles and additional responsibilities 
 

Participant  Teacher of English  Co-ordinator Post  Head of Year Head of Subject Senior Management 
Team (SMT)  

      
A   

n/a  
n/a  

B  
n/a n/a  

n/a 

C    
n/a n/a n/a n/a 

J     
n/a n/a 

I  n/a n/a  
n/a 

E  n/a n/a n/a n/a 

H   
n/a n/a n/a 

G   
n/a n/a n/a 
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All eight participants were employed as Teachers of English, and all were employed in 

schools in NI. One participant held a position on the Senior Management Team (SMT) 

within their school. Two participants held the post of Head of subject, namely, temporary 

Head of Drama and Permanent Head of History. Two participants respectively held a 

permanent Head of Pastoral Care post and a temporary Head of Year post. Four 

participants acquired co-ordinator posts, and these were as follows: iPad co-ordinator, 

Literacy co-ordinator, iPad co-ordinator and Subject Development (Journalism and 

Performing Arts) co-ordinator.   

 

4.5. Emerging conceptual framework  
 

Categories emerging from the data were analysed to seek patterns and to respond to 

the research questions (see data analysis 3.7.).  The main categories were values, 

beliefs, impacts and changes. The categories were hierarchical in nature and emanated 

from values. Beliefs were closely related to values. Values and beliefs were often cited 

when participants detailed pedagogy, practice, challenges, affective perspectives, 

external and internal influences and change factors. Woods (2014) notes the centrality 

of teacher identity and a teacher’s value and belief system in determining how they act 

in the classroom to enact pedagogy and cites Hale (2005) who states that “personal 

beliefs, attitudes and emotions … influences numerous aspects of our teaching” (in: 

Woods, 2014, p.113). The identification of core beliefs that are significant in shaping 

practice is a finding within many research studies (Pajares, 1992; Fang, 1996; Fives & 

Buehl, 2016). This study also found that values lead, and often prompt, participants’ 

views and actions for teaching writing. Findings were consistently able to link 

participants’ views, actions and stated practice to participants’ reported values and 

beliefs. The model explains how values and beliefs are subject to impacts, that in turn 

lead to changes.  All main categories in the conceptual model are explained below in 

sections 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3 and 4.5.4.  How the model emerged as well as where 

categories were located are fully explained. See also table 3.4. for all category 

definitions, inclusion and exclusion criteria with related data from all three stages.  

 

4.5.1. Values  
 

An analysis of the data led to the emergence of four categories that captured participants’ 

core values for teaching writing. The values were identified and clarified as: Child-

Centred, Instructional Positions, Writing as a Social Practice, and Relationships. 
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Figure 4.6. below details Values for Teaching Writing that represents these four core categories of teacher values. It places these values at the centre 

of the conceptual model, as a hierarchical category to which the other subcategories are all directly linked to.  Findings reported that when sharing 

views and conveying opinions and attitudes for teaching writing, participants’ stances and positions were often directly related and linked to core values 

and their subsequent linked beliefs.  

 

Figure 4.6. Values for Teaching Writing 
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The four values can be viewed further as values that veer towards support for a cognitive 

focus for teaching writing and those that veer towards supporting an affective focus for 

teaching writing.  Values that may be linked to a cognitive focus are Child-Centred and 

Instructional Writing Positions. Whereas Writing as a Social Practice and Relationships 

can be linked to an affective focus. The cognitive focus refers to values that participants 

hold in relation to how they understand and believe that learning is achieved and 

acquired. Such values reflect beliefs and support for learning acquisition and through 

use of active learning methods or via traditional methods and behavioural models, which 

tend to focus on exposure, repetition, and reinforcement. The affective focus refers to 

values that participants hold and support with regards to how they understand and 

believe that learning is achieved and acquired through social interactions. Here, 

importance is placed on establishing and developing relationships with resultant 

emotional and social bonds in order to support learning acquisition.  Hence, findings 

reported that participants ascribed to values supporting social engagement and 

interaction with others and peers that held Writing as a Social Practice and Relationships 

as important and core to teaching writing.  

 

4.5.2. Beliefs 

 
Framed within the context of each value were related beliefs that emanated from, and 

which were then framed in relation to, the four identified core values. Findings from this 

research study will explain the stability of beliefs as participants move through the BT, 

QT & ECT teacher phases. Devine et al. (2013) point to teachers and especially pre-

service teachers lived histories and experiences as cementing formative beliefs that bear 

a significant impact on how teachers went on to teach in the classroom. They proposed 

that teacher beliefs were formed in inconsistent ways, that they were not necessarily 

progressively constructed and that they were “not linear” in their trajectory (p.84). 

Notably, they found that contradictory beliefs could be held simultaneously. This in turn 

could lead to confusion and a conflation of understandings that essentially serve to 

hamper effective pedagogy relating to the beliefs. They cite Five and Buehl (2010) as 

agreeing with this view as they also found that there was an “inter-connect” with teacher 

beliefs and external contexts (such as school culture) that further traduced and adjusted 

beliefs held by teachers (Devine et al., 2013, p.85). This again led to a mismatch between 

beliefs held and pedagogical stances employed. Fang (1996) agrees that there is much 

conflict as beliefs clash with one another. Fang contends that there is no direct and 

straightforward trajectory for a teacher belief to be simply enacted in practice. Rather, at 

times there is an intermingling and clash of beliefs that then tends to manifest itself in 

practitioners employing “consistency vs inconsistency” pedagogy when attempts to align 
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practice to beliefs are made (ibid, p.47). To this end the highly pervasive effect of values 

and beliefs can be seen to lead teachers’ decisions, thinking and actions in the 

classroom. Findings in this study confirmed that values and beliefs provided a firm basis 

for participants to rationalise their views on teaching writing. The trajectory and stability 

of beliefs linked to values and held by participants, at and across each stage from BT to 

QT to ECT, is discussed further on in sections 4.6.1, 4.6.2 and 4.6.3. The conceptual 

framework for this study and Figure 4.7 below, ‘Beliefs for Teaching Writing’, details how 

teacher beliefs emerged from the core categories of teacher values. Again, these were 

hierarchical in nature as participants ascribed views and actions for teaching writing to 

core values and their subsequent beliefs.   
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Figure 4.7. Beliefs for Teaching Writing 
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A further elaboration of beliefs linked to the four core values is also represented below by Figure 4.8. Values and Beliefs for Teaching Writing.  

 

Figure 4.8. Values (centre circle) and Beliefs (subcategory to values) for Teaching Writing. 
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Fives and Buehl’s (2016) research on teacher beliefs found that teachers assumed 

approaches that were generally categorised as either student-centred or teacher-led. 

The student-centred approach was typically reflective of constructivist models and 

perspectives where pupils were actively involved in building knowledge, understanding 

and skills. However, the teacher-centred approach evidenced that the teacher was key 

to learning acquisition and pivotal in setting up activities to transmit and transfer 

knowledge, understanding and skills to pupils. The teacher-centred approach subscribed 

to more traditional behavioural views on how children learned. In the main all participants 

advocated for child-centred and constructivist values in this study, although some 

participants also valued a grammar approach towards teaching writing that tended 

towards traditional behavioural styles of teaching and delivery. At times there was a clash 

of values as noted by Fang (1996) and Fives and Buehl (2010) with some participants 

advocating for a constructivist rhetoric that is aligned to the rationale and approach of 

the NIC (2007), yet, in practice such values were repressed by other competing values 

such as the grammar-approach that is more aligned to a behaviourist model of teaching.    

 

4.5.3. Impacts  
 

When teaching writing, participants reported on factors that impacted on their views, 

choices, and actions in practice.  Perceived supports and challenges were identified and 

explained by the participants as well as their developing attitudes towards teaching 

writing that also derived from influences arising from internal and external sources. 

Figure 4.9 captures these Impacts as the Challenges, Affective Perspectives and 

Influences (external and internal) that framed participants’ developing writing pedagogy. 

Again, the impacts were found to link to participants’ values and also beliefs for teaching 

writing.  
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Figure 4.9. Impacts for Teaching Writing
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Challenges came from several sources. In summary they were reflective of a clash of 

pedagogies, performativity pressures, curriculum control issues and concerns with the 

assessment process and system. Tensions around a clash of pedagogies with other 

colleagues at various stages in a participant’s career trajectory was most notably felt at 

the BT stage when participants were mentored by more experienced colleagues. 

Participants also felt challenged by performativity pressures where formal examination 

results and grades were promoted and valued by many school contexts. Participants’ 

efforts and in particular early efforts in assessing writing reported confidence concerns 

that widened to concerns with the assessment system and processes involved with 

assessing writing, particularly at certain key stages. Participants also grappled with their 

teaching experiences and subsequent perceptions around curriculum control or lack 

thereof, and this also impacted on participants to challenge how they felt they could, or 

were to, approach and teach writing.  

 

Also, affective Perspectives can be viewed as how participants felt and responded to 

experiences, events and situations relating to the teaching of writing throughout all three 

stages of the research study from BT, QT, to ECT. Participants reported varied reasons 

for differing confidence levels. Increasingly, they spoke with more cynicism about feeling 

disenfranchised and restricted when engaging with the teaching of writing. Both external 

and internal influences impacted on participants and shaped how they approached the 

teaching of writing. Participants reported on internal factors such as: Personal Values, 

CPD and Upskilling, as well as views on their perceived Self-Efficacy for teaching writing 

as having influenced their pedagogy and practice for teaching writing. Alongside this, 

participants discussed the external influences and factors that also had implications for 

approaches used and these included: pupils, their parents, the school context, and 

systemic factors.  

 

4.5.4. Changes  
 

Throughout the study participants reported on why they changed any of their approaches 

for teaching writing. Findings reported that changes were primarily linked to: Guild 

Knowledge, Curriculum Spaces, Conformity and Advocacy. Again, all changes were 

linked to values and beliefs and were borne out of impacts experienced by participants 

as they engaged with teaching writing.  Figure 4.10 below represents these evolved 

Changes for Teaching Writing and illustrates the final conceptual model to explain the 

research findings. 
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Figure 4.10. Changes for Teaching Writing completed model to illustrate data
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The rationale for any changes was reported in the main as relating to participants’ 

immersion within teaching contexts and to their accrued experience in the field of 

teaching English. At ECT stage three of the research study, all participants’ levels of 

confidence with teaching writing had naturally increased with experience. They spoke 

more reflectively about events and experiences to rationalise views and approaches for 

teaching writing. Moreover, a guild knowledge was evident, where participants felt that 

they were able to tune into their intuitive instincts to determine quality indicators, as well 

as identify fundamental errors to support their pupils in making progress with writing 

efforts. Participants also reported feeling more accepted and comfortable in their role as 

Teachers of English; they spoke more inclusively in terms of belonging to a collective 

identity of English teachers.  This confidence manifested itself in several ways. Most 

participants reported contested spaces in terms of the curriculum spaces they felt they 

were allocated for teaching and hence for teaching writing.  The curriculum space was 

minimal for many approaches participants felt could be utilised to best teach writing. This 

led to some participants taking a somewhat conformist position whereby they accepted 

the remit and taught within the confines allocated. However, others found opportunities 

to plan to teach writing in and around the curriculum spaces they were allocated. They 

seized opportunities to engage pupils with writing outside of the more typical curriculum 

planning contexts. They advocated for change and enacted practice that supplemented 

pupils’ curriculum and teaching and learning experiences. Importantly, any changes 

were made with reference to values and beliefs espoused by participants and this is 

another subtheme that ultimately is driven by participants’ values and beliefs. The 

importance then of values and beliefs and how they manifest themselves and how they 

change or strengthen over time will be explored later in sections 4.6.1, 4.6.2 and 4.6.3.  

 

4.6. Results and findings  
 

The results and findings for teaching writing for the BT, QT and ECT are detailed below 

and linked to relevant research questions. The conceptual model provides a structure 

with which to report on and explain the findings. 
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4.6.1. Beginner Teacher (BT) Stage 1 (TPRs) 

 
RQ1: How do Beginner Teachers through to Qualified Teachers and then Early 
Career Teachers of English position themselves (pedagogically) in relation to the 
teaching of writing? 
 
Data collected from the first BT stage was captured via TPRs. Here, participants reflected 

on their teaching experiences within two placements - a non-selective school and then a 

selective school - to report on their experiences, views, and approaches for teaching 

writing.  

 

4.6.1.1. Child-centred teaching and values (Active learning, differentiation, AfL) 
 

All participants ascribed to child-centred values for the teaching of writing as advocated 

by the NIC, 2007. Such values reflect use of teaching strategies that explicitly and directly 

involve pupils in their learning and which make use of Active Learning, Differentiation 

and AfL approaches. Ensuring pupils understood learning outcomes and learning goals 

for lessons as well as how they were to achieve success in lessons, was an approach 

used and advocated by all participants. This position also reflects the rationale and 

philosophy of the current NIC (2007) that is learner-centred, skills-based and which 

recommends formative assessment practice via AfL methods:   

 
‘I also feel it is extremely important to set clear learning objectives and 
success criteria, which will guide pupils in the classroom… Assessment for 
learning sharing the learning intention, success criteria delivering the 
information that the students need, giving written feedback to this, opening 
up the classroom for question and dialogue and peer and self-assessment 
within practising and role plays, “these are my strengths but what are my 
weaknesses, how can I improve?’ (“E” BT TPR SE2 Stage 1). 
 
‘Like the success criteria, learning intentions outlined on the board, I have a 
lot of lower ability classes and I find that structuring the lesson and outlining 
what they must achieve or try to accomplish within the lesson and throughout 
the task set really helps them to keep the focus and interest in the lesson, 
they are not sitting there confused or asking continual questions and it just 
gives them a bit of confidence as well to get on with the task and understand 
what they have to do’ (“H”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 1). 
 
‘I definitely think that leading gently to a writing task by using drama or active 
learning definitely makes the final task less daunting for students’ (“F”, BT 
TPR SE2 Stage1). 

 

The positioning of the child at the centre of the learning process to understand the learner 

perspective and ability of a learner was a stance promoted by many participants:  
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‘With regards to teaching writing, … I believe it is very much dependent on 
the task and the ability of the pupils, in other words, you need to know your 
class. It is important to offer structure when assigning any task, however the 
level of structure and guidance really depends on the individual class, as 
different pupils have different abilities and needs’ (“J”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 
1). 
 
‘…but the most important things that I believe in is getting to know your pupils 
and getting to know your classes. I think it really does depend on their ability 
and you knowing them…’ (“A”, BT TPR SE1 Stage 1). 
 

Most participants focused on differentiation when teaching writing for their first 

placement, which was situated within a non-selective school context6.  

 

All participants expressed awareness of differentiation and they spoke about catering to 

pupils’ varied and diverse needs. They were cognisant of the need to differentiate tasks 

to allow pupils to access learning and develop their writing skills: 

 
‘I have found that in secondary schools kids need or feel that they need a lot of 
structure for their writing, they are almost unaware of how to take on a piece of 
writing if they haven't been given a writing frame and selected success criteria 
and maybe a set of keywords’ (“G”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 
 

Participants supported pupils in constructing ideas for writing through use of varied 

supports such as models, scaffolds, writing frames and structures to support pupils’ 

writing progression. In the extract below the participant is discussing use of an acronym: 

Point Evidence Explanation (PEE) that is used as a writing structure to support pupils 

with analytical writing:  

 
‘P.E.E is working *quite* well- They all can recognise what it is and if I ask 
them what it stands for they can rhyme it off. If I were to give them oral 
questions and talk them through it- 1) What is the point? 2) What is your 
evidence to support this? 3) Explain what it means/ effect, etc Then they can 
talk about it following this structure and appear to fully understand’ (“B”, BT 
TPR SE1, Stage 1). 
 

However, there were difficulties noted as some pupils struggled to understand the main 

learning focus and they were not able to transfer the structure to crafting an analytical 

response, despite relaying understanding of it orally in the pre-writing tasks. 

  

 
6 Typically pupils in a non-selective setting would have lower attainment rates when compared to 
selective school settings. Benchmark data typically used to capture a sense of pupil attainment is the 
percentage of pupils that achieve five or more GCSEs at grades A* to C (or five or more GCSE grades that 
are at or above grade C ). Due to suspensions of the release of data as a result of Covid-19, the most 
recent published figures from DENI for these statistics are for the 2018/19 academic year. Here, 54.8% 
of pupils in non-selective schools achieved this benchmark of five GCSEs at grades C or above, compared 
to 94.3% of pupils in selective schools (DENI, 07/ 2019, p.10). 
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‘As soon as we transfer this to written work, even if it is the same question, 
they have difficulty. Maybe some of you can think of another way that I can 
approach this, in that case? Admit I'm struggling’ (“B”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 
1). 
 

The use of digital writing as an approach to support pupils with writing was mentioned 

by two participants at the BT stage. One felt that it motivated pupils and engaged them 

with their writing: 

 
‘I found that some of my students who would really struggle with written work 
in class, as soon as you take him to a computer suite or a computer room 
they are absolute wizzes and can produce so much higher quality of work, 
that has been my experience with teaching so far’ (“G”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 
1). 

 

The other participant “J” agreed that digital writing did appeal to pupils. However, she 

viewed this as a threat towards them developing their written skills.  She did not 

appreciate the digital skills of pupils acquired outside of school contexts. There was less 

acceptance and understanding on her behalf (when compared to “G”, see extract above) 

that writing is taking place in more digital contexts and on varied digital platforms. There 

was also a lack of insight by “J” in terms of how digital literacy skills are important to 

foster and to further support pupils’ writing skills, particularly within a twenty-first century 

society. Rather, the mode of digital writing was viewed at a very superficial level and not 

valued by “J”. Moreover, the purpose of writing as a physical endeavour is also linked to 

the dominance of physical writing as the main means by which pupils engage with the 

formal assessment system to achieve qualifications:   

 
‘Although writing is very important in all subjects, as a teacher I am finding 
pupils are more keen to word process their work, if given the opportunity to 
do so. This modern move in society towards technology does seem to be 
having impact within education, as more schools are using tablets and I-pads 
in the classroom, therefore, at times we question the actual worth of writing, 
and allowing time for pupils to practice (sic) writing. For me, writing is an 
invaluable skill which must not become extinct, as we can become too reliant 
upon technology, which as we know can be temperamental at times. There 
should always be time allocated for writing, and how to write according to the 
task set, after all doesn't the majority of summative assessment require a 
substantial amount of writing, in response to particular questions or tasks?’ 
(“J”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

4.6.1.2. Instructional Positions (Explicit teaching, genre, process and grammar 
approaches) 

 
Participants reported use of instructional positions that made use of explicit teaching 

approaches. Here, the thinking processes relating to writing are made visible and 

concrete to learners. The process of writing can be captured visually via extending 
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models, text marking, teacher modelling and shared writing. The writing process can be 

discussed and reinforced orally through think aloud strategies to allow pupils to better 

understand decision-making for planning and producing writing:  

 
‘When it comes to writing the approach, I use is generally to model the first 
paragraph/sentence for students, then work with students to write a second 
sentence/paragraph and finally guide the students into writing for themselves 
the third fourth fifth etc.’ (“C”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

The genre approach that engages pupils with understanding genre through constructing 

and deconstructing varied text types to build their knowledge and understanding of 

textual features and stylistic devices, was also advocated and employed by participants. 

Typically, the genre approach follows stages that frontloads knowledge of the text types 

in lessons.  Hyland (2007) cites five stages for the genre-approach and these are: 

exploring contexts; engaging with models; reproduction of the text types; guided writing 

linked to criteria to create text types and then independent writing of text types. Genre 

writing is goal-orientated writing that aims to fulfil a purpose, a social activity and a 

communication. It is not to be a ‘painting by numbers’ exercise that follows set patterns 

and rules to repeat a form of the text type. Overall, the aim of the approach is to enable 

pupils to understand text types and rules employed by the text type, to manipulate the 

form and to engage meaningfully and purposefully in social discourse.  

 

Participants did grapple with getting pupils to the final stage of independent writing. They 

struggled at times to gauge pupils’ abilities and with decisions they had to make as 

teachers at the guided writing stage. They discussed concerns and approaches on 

providing too little or too much support for pupils. The majority of participants spoke 

specifically about use of support at the guided writing stage that typically took the form 

of specified learning outcomes presented as success criteria:  

 

‘a low ability class need clear structure in order to complete the task 
accurately, as from experience it has become clear that without this 
structured, outlined success criteria they struggle and lose focus easily, as 
they are unsure of what is expected of them- especially SEN pupils’ (“J”, BT, 
TPR SE1, Stage 1). 
 

Increasingly participants held a balanced view and entered into debate on use of success 

criteria to support pupils’ writing. They pointed to and considered issues around inhibiting 

pupils’ creative responses, as specified outcomes in the form of success criteria 

narrowed pupils’ responses, creative efforts and scope for writing:  

 
‘However, it is important to note that structured S/C (success criteria) can 
limit creativity within lessons as pupils can follow it quite literally, rather than 
incorporating their own ideas to the set task, e.g., creative writing, group 
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work. It can also restrict pupils’ ability to achieve higher levels as they may 
feel limited to instructions outlined, e.g., if you ask a group to give at least 
two examples they may only give two, whereas they have the ability to offer 
more or extended knowledge at a higher level’ (“J”, BT, TPR1SE1, Stage 1). 
 
‘I outlined success criteria for pupils of what they must include within their 
creative writing story, however, I can see that it limits pupils’ creativity in the 
fact that they are scared and almost afraid to go outside the box so to speak, 
because they are afraid that they are doing the wrong thing’ (“H”, BT TPR 
SE1. Stage 1). 

 

The level of support as well as the degree of control exerted on pupils’ writing through 

use of specified learning outcomes and criteria, caused participants to rationalise their 

approaches for how and why such supports should or should not be used: 

 
‘I can agree about the importance of success criteria and the reason for that 
is it is really about knowing your pupils and if you think that the success 
criteria is making their work formulaic and mechanistic then really you should 
rein back slightly on it to give them more independence and more room for 
creativity and freedom and expression in their writing’ (“A”, BT TPR SE1, 
Stage 1). 
 
‘…in students desire to meet all success criteria they can sometimes add 
features to their writing in a random fashion and their writing doesn't always 
flow as a result. However, if you're explicit about what you want it can 
definitely improve writing for the lower ability students who otherwise 
wouldn't have any idea how to approach a task’ (“F”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 1). 
 
‘For example, success criteria should not be a means to 'spoon feed' the 
children in order for them to reach a required level or grade, it should 
appropriately challenge students as well as acting as a reminder for some 
basic skills’ (“E”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 1). 
 

Participants rationalised use of supports, they were aware of issues surrounding 

prescription and a standardisation of writing when pupils engaged with success criteria. 

At the BT stage, this was an area of practice that most participants focused on as they 

reviewed lessons and implemented strategies to progress pupils’ writing:  

 

Two participants brought these concerns to the fore by investigating and trialling use of 

and then removal of success criteria when teaching pupils creative writing and 

multimodal topics. Both participants noted much more original responses from several 

pupils when success criteria did not have to be adhered to. Equally, they both noted the 

reduction in quality of work produced by other pupils who struggled generally with the 

more open nature of the task. The participants surmised that these pupils needed the 

success criteria to satisfactorily complete the tasks. Therefore, overall the free writing 

and personal response tasks produced some higher, as well as some lower quality 

pieces of writing from the class:  
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‘whilst trying to gauge what level the kids were at with regard to their writing, 
I gave them open written tasks, to see what they could come up with. I got 
some absolutely incredible work back. However, I noticed that some of the 
weaker students seemed to get a bit lost half way through the tasks. They 
hadn't been given any sort of help with regards to structure- maybe I just 
gave them an essay title … 
 
 … I then figured that I would need to create some form of writing frame, to 
support those who had been getting lost. The results I got back shocked me:  
the children who had been struggling, suddenly went up about 5 marks from 
what they had previously received. The children who had done really well in 
the first task dropped approximately 5-10 marks (it was marked out of 50). 
But even though the weaker students had suddenly done better with regards 
to content and structure, their creativity still wasn't shining through as well as 
it would have had the task been oral. The children who had done well 
previously now dropped marks and, strangely, their creativity levels dropped. 
THEIR work now seemed very lost, strained and almost desperate. It was 
clear that they knew they must stick to what they had been told to do, to 
receive marks… but, in order to do this, they left out key information or 
creative ideas. It seems that the writing frames limit the creativity of the 
higher achieving students, making their writing style very awkward, whereas, 
the writing frames help the weaker students, structurally’ (“B”, TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 

 

Overall, this points to a disquiet expressed by participants over how best to teach and 

support pupils in crafting authentic, original and creative responses:  

 
‘… this time round I gave them what to look for and when they did this, they 
did it but the same level of scrutiny wasn't there, they were just looking for 
what I had told them to look for and that was it and I think if we are to create 
not just robots but thinking young adults it is important to give them that task 
where they have to figure things out themselves’ (“D”,TPR SE2, Stage1). 

 

A need to differentiate is noted when employing use of set criteria, however some 

participants expressed concern over pupil responses for set criteria to lead them through 

tasks. Participant views also noted that pupils expected set success criteria and that they 

were overly-reliant on it to the detriment of original thinking of their own approach towards 

crafting a response. This would point to the need for a teacher to clearly differentiate 

more markedly in such classes. Such an approach can be used in a diagnostic manner 

and be determinative of pupils who still need the guided writing scaffolds before they can 

move onto the independent writing stage.  

 

At times there was a clash of values as was previosuly noted by Fang (1996) and Fives 

and Buehl (2010) with some participants advocating for a constructivist rhetoric that is 

aligned to the rationale and approach of the NIC (2007). Yet, in practice such values 

were undermined by other competing values such as the grammar approach, which if 

not approached as language in use (or the language as choice model) can be perceived 
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as being aligned to a behaviourist model of teaching.  A drive for accuracy was apparent 

in a number of participant responses: 

 
‘My Year 8's also use simple strategies for spelling such as read, think, cover, 
write, check and this really helps to improve spelling and grammar in writing 
practice from the beginning of secondary school. Pupils also have a spelling 
table at the back of their books in junior school which helps pupils record 
specific errors of spellings which they write out three times to improve or 
simply may refer to when completing written tasks’ (“H”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 
1). 
 
‘We do a peer assessment on grammar, who can quickly find one mistake in 
their partners work, whoever is quickest picks a sweet from the jar - pavlov's 
dog, (sic) I know! But it brings a competitive edge to the class, as a result the 
boys are making less errors in their own work as a result of this 'game'’ (“B”, 
BT TPR SE1, Stage 1). 

 

There was a shift for some participants towards placing more emphasis on accuracy, 

where Spelling, Punctuation and Grammar (SPaG) was felt to be valued and made more 

of a priority in some school contexts: 

 
 ‘The writing standard is very high and students follow a literacy mat in all of 
their classes which clearly outlines TIPTOP paragraphing, grammar points 
to remember. This helps students realise what is expected of them in all 
subjects when it comes to writing - spelling punctuation and grammar 
mistakes are part of the overall mark a student receives in written work for 
all subjects. This places an emphasis on the need to ensure this is always 
correct’ (“C”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

4.6.1.3. Writing as a Social Practice (Collaboration, conferencing, feedback) 
 
Participants valued writing as a social practice and supported peer learning in lessons 

they planned. Talk was used in many pre-writing activities as was the strategy Think Pair 

Share (TPS): 

 
‘The role of a teacher is to facilitate learning - get them to think about the 
creative question first (allowing freedom of thought -thought showering) then 
take this creativity and model it (using their ideas). Following this you could 
ask pupils to think, pair, share success criteria that they think would make 
their pieces of writing interesting / creative’ (“A”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

Participants’ use of feedback employed AfL strategies that engaged learners in target 

setting to detail a pupil’s strengths as well as a clear area for development, which the 

pupil was to work towards achieving:   
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‘I do the two stars and a wish 7and it is this idea that I comment on two 
aspects of the individual’s written work and then give them a piece of 
feedback on which they can improve on in their written work to develop on’ 
(“H”, BT TPR SE1, Stage 1). 

 

However, use of some approaches at the BT stage appeared descriptive, as the extract 

above demonstrates. This is because it reports what the strategy is and not why and how 

it should be effectively implemented within practice. Participants also reported issues 

with implementing use of peer-assessment. Some participants felt that schools did not 

value peer-assessment as an approach, and it was framed as a waste of time in some 

selective contexts:  

 

‘I have not observed much peer or self-assessment. Time is precious and 
seems to be generally used to prepare pupils for exam situations of 
controlled assessment’ (“J”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1).  

 

In addition to some school contexts not valuing or using peer-assessment, as the pupils 

did not engage with it, the pupils did not understand it or value it as an approach either. 

What is more, the pupils in one context assumed that assessment of writing was solely 

linked to the role of the teacher: 

 

‘when it comes to self or peer- assessment, the pupils look at me completely 
puzzled. They don't understand it at all-why is it necessary? Why isn't the 
teacher marking the work? What grade are they getting, etc, etc. I am 
working on getting them to do as much as possible. They are all right-ish at 
saying what people have done well, but there is never a comment given for 
'to improve'. I am working on it. Slowly but surely, we will get there’ (“B”, BT 
TPR SE2, Stage 1). 
 

In the TPR above it is notable that the participant is determined to continue with use of 

peer assessment as an approach and so values this method of peer learning. However, 

for some participants, use of peer-assessment was linked to target setting and 

orientating pupils towards extrinsic goals:  

 

‘we should always be self-assessing and peer assessing in order to reach 
the end goal which again falls back on the point ‘why are we teaching them 
English to get the grade to get on to better education to get into the jobs’ (“L”, 
BT TPR SE2 Stage 1). 

 

Both TPR commentaries above were reflective of participants’ experiences with use of 

peer-assessment within selective settings. They detail differing views and approaches. 

 
7 A target setting strategy whereby pupils are given or are to give two strengths (stars) and a target 
(wish)to help progress their work. CCEA, 2007 explains “This peer-assessment technique will ultimately 
develop a pupil’s own ability to evaluate and improve their own work.” (p.73). 
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They convey how some participants are influenced by their personal values, whereas 

other participants are more influenced by external factors, such as the school and 

systemic demands of result, qualifications and grades. Moreover, conferencing with 

pupils whereby participants were able to talk through and respond to pupils’ writing 

efforts were discussed in brief, but not overly used or evident at the BT stage. This was 

an area that developed and grew in priority as participants progressed through the three 

stages of BT and QT to the ECT stage.  

 

4.6.1.4. Relationships (Motivation, classroom climate and dynamics) 
 
All participants valued knowing their class to foreground and establish good relationships 

to support the learning process. They used approaches that supported positive behavior 

management strategies and that sought to develop positive classroom climates.  There 

was some emphasis on planning writing lessons to engage and sustain pupils’ attention, 

introduce relevancy and outline transparency of teaching and learning processes in a 

user and child-friendly manner:   

 

‘I therefore try to create a positive environment for writing and an atmosphere 
of mutual respect. Pupils should feel they are part of a community of people 
supporting each other in developing as writers, readers, and thinkers. Asking 
pupils to share their writing and ideas in the classroom is a key tool when 
trying to create this ambiance’ (“E”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

An awareness of classroom dynamics was not strong in the BT stage. Pupils were 

spoken about as individuals or as a collective class. Dynamics in terms of abilities levels 

was more prevalent than thinking on classroom dynamics and undercurrents. This 

changes in the QT and ECT stage as participants become more aware of classroom 

dynamics when writing is made public or shared with peers. At the BT stage participants 

understood that establishing relevancy to motivate pupils was important in sustaining 

interest and for developing their writing skills:  

 

‘… I had a really good class where I got them for homework to think of their 
favourite song that included a simile or a metaphor.  I created a quiz, it is a 
YouTube clip if anyone needs it let me know it is really good, it just condenses 
loads of clips from music, then they go “Oh yeah you do hear this in everyday 
life and it is not just in a poem that she is making us do this”, so when you 
are dealing in an English classroom these kind of things will improve your 
writing and obviously now I have got them writing their own simile poems, 
changing it into a metaphor poem, changes into a piece of creative writing’ 
(“I” , BT TPR SE1, Stage 1).  

 

‘I put a lot into it actually to coming up with a booklet and coming up with 
poems that I think will engage boys’ (“F”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 



174 

 

 
4.6.1.5.  Challenges (Assessment, performativity, clash of Pedagogies, 

curriculum control)  
 
An area that challenged some participants was how they assessed pupils’ written work. 

All participants experienced anxiety arising from assessment processes and the 

assessment of writing. This particular challenge was felt keenly and at an intrinsic level, 

specifically at the BT Stage as participants grappled with the subjective nature of 

assessing writing. Many expressed their concerns at interpreting assessment critieria 

and marking schemes. One participant detailed confusion on a selective school’s 

implementation and use of the Strengths Weaknesses And Next time (SWAN) approach 

to assess pupils’ work:  

 

‘Swan Stamper … it is simply strength, weaknesses and next time and I am 
actually finding it quite difficult because it is taking me longer to mark 
because I am thinking about meeting these targets but at the minute I seem 
to be linking in my weakness and my next time together, but speaking to 
teachers they are having the same difficulty, for example, if a child has 
difficulty with spelling they then next time need to check their work to ensure 
that that work has accurate spelling, but speaking to the Literacy Co-
ordinator who is one of my Head of Departments, she has stated that they 
do need to be differentiated’ (“H”, BT TPRSE2, Stage 1). 

 

Whereas another participant found a gap and no strategy for target setting in a selective-

school context and so initiated an approach that was adopted by the department:  

 

‘For my GCSE class Unit 1 CCEA- I came up with a formative profile for each 
student whereby they can record their grades, title of assessment, 
homework/class assessment and two stars and a wish. Each assessment is 
closely monitored; signed by the student, their parents and class teacher. I 
also have a master copy with grades and comments noted, so I can cater to 
each individual’s needs when planning a lesson and this is also emailed to 
the HOD to track progress. The HOD was so impressed that he has asked 
me to send it to all English teachers to use’ (“C”, BT TPRSE2, Stage 1). 

 

Some participants noted a shift in understanding on assessment from their first non-

selective placement to their selective placement: 

 

‘I felt maybe in my secondary school that I was setting them work because it 
was a standard thing to do and I was obviously calculating their marks and 
recording it and feeding it back and using it, but I feel in this one I know we 
are only in week three that I am taking the information and using it to guide 
my planning and I have went back and revisited material, especially 
Shakespeare material because I didn't feel that the pupils understood it 
completely. I can see how assessments are a good tool for that and to guide 
planning and to guide what they know and maybe do not know’ (“A”, BT TPR 
SE2, Stage 1). 
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Others felt the pressure of taking on formal examination classes: 

 

‘I started teaching unseen poetry to year 12 and I haven't taught any poetry 
before in my previous school, I was very nervous about it, especially because 
it is an exam class, I had year 11 last time, but this is the real deal.’ (“F” BT 
TPR SE2 Stage 1). 

 

All participants spoke explicitly and openly about the assessment culture evident in their 

selective (grammar) school context comparative to the non-selective school context. The 

second placement led participants towards the end of the NI academic school year 

(March-June) and so they observed more assessment related practice:  

 

‘… it is safe to say that Grammar schools in particular are heavily driven by 
assessment- summative assessment in particular, especially at KS4 & 5. A 
piece of advice given to me by a teacher was to look at past papers, i.e.) 
exam questions and work back from that- in other words equip pupils with 
the skills to survive an exam and to achieve a high grade. The teacher also 
commented this isn't really how it should be, but it gets the results- will (sic) 
reinforced my perception that Grammar schools in particular are results 
driven. This is clearly not reflective of the skills based NI curriculum- 
(teaching life-long, transferable skills), however it is our job to embed this and 
attempt to teach it through our lessons’ (“J”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

This challenged participants and clashed with their child-centred values. They felt 

challenged by their schools’ perceptions of student-centred learning. This manifested 

itself particularly within the non-selective teaching placement. For some participants they 

felt a clash of pedagogies and experienced restrictions on what and how they could 

teach:  

‘I have found that grammar school is very much driven by assessment, my 
teachers as well would be in agreement that you would look at past exam 
papers, you would look at the questions and then you would teach to the test 
so to speak, the pupils are geared specifically for that test, now I have to say 
yes you obviously want the kids to get good grades but I am finding myself 
torn because all you are doing teaching them to pass the exam, you are not 
teaching them anything else and then therefore it is lost, the material or lost 
information, in some respects I find it's quite difficult and I am trying to 
appease the school and the Department by making sure that I am teaching 
to the upcoming test especially for my Key Stage 4 and A Level classes, but 
at the same time I want there to be the same active learning and the same 
methodology is that I have been used to using in secondary school and also 
because it is a good way for them to learn’ (“A”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 

 

Participants increasingly reported frustrations and discord as they begun to feel more 

separate within their selective contexts, not because they were relatively new to 

teaching, but because philosophically most participants were not very aligned with the 

performative pedagogy and practice in their selective contexts:  
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‘The school I am at is extremely assessment-driven. Even the year 8s are 
attending three-hour long study skills sessions to prepare them for 
assessment. It is all about the league tables and the staff and the pupils are 
incredibly stressed with it all…   …I have been asked to take yr 11 for extra 
study and revision sessions for an exam that they don't even do until next 
year and the kids are well and truly panicked! THEY are the ones asking for 
more study sessions, one-to-one study with their teacher and lunch or break 
study clubs’ (“B”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1).  
 
‘… however, I don't agree with the level of control it has over what is taught, 
especially summative assessment; it isn't preparing all young people to 
survive and prosper in the real world. It's teaching pupils to retain and 
regurgitate information, with a level of understanding on an academic level, 
and that good exam results mean success, which isn't always the case, 
especially in our modern, heavily skills-based society’ (“J”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 

 

Participants were aware of performativity pressures within SE2 contexts:  

 

‘… emphasis still seems to be on assessment and she says that if we were 
really preparing children for future work then they have to be at least getting 
the five C’s, this does leave the question of how much active thinking we are 
giving them to do rather than just giving them the work’ (“D”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1). 

 

However, participants struggled with the expectations to conform to teaching styles that 

were assessment-driven.  

 

RQ2. When do they adopt or vary pedagogical positions?  
 

4.6.1.6. Influences (External and internal)  

   
There was confusion for some participants as they encountered alternative values and 

pedagogical approaches. It left them questioning where they should position themselves 

in terms of approaching teaching and teaching writing. A participant below discusses this 

confusion and details struggles with veering from child-centred approaches towards 

conforming or adopting more assessment-driven approaches:  

 

‘if we are trying to do the best job for pupils going into the real world and 
employability surely that is to give them their A to C grade, in that case are 
we pushing them for the best marks, should we be giving them worksheets 
and handouts or should we be doing the inductive way of giving it to them, 
telling them, guiding them through or should we be doing the deductive 
method where we would maybe give them the answer and let them find the 
question and I know that is what we have been practising a lot but as I say I 
am finding it quite hard to define which method I think works best and how I 
am best equipping the students’ (“I”, BT TPR SE2, Stage 1). 
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Additionally, others felt pressure from both pupils and parents to set homework and 

practice tasks for pupils:  

 
‘I have never before met children so willing, or perhaps, desperate, to study. 
If the pupils are not given long laborious homeworks every night, the parents 
come in to complain. This is adding a lot of pressure to both the pupils and 
the staff who are completely bogged down with marking’ (“B”, BT TPR SE2, 
Stage 1).  

 

Feelings of stress and anxiety were prevalent and participants felt challenged to move 

and conform to pedagogical positions and more assessment-driven practices, as a result 

of pupil, parent, school and systemic influences.  

 

4.6.1.7. Summary of findings from stage 1  

 
Overall, findings for the BT stage of this study confirmed that child-centred values and 

beliefs provided a firm basis for participants to rationalise their views on teaching writing. 

Participants valued a child-centred model of teaching that engaged pupils with the 

learning process. They were all proponents of the skills-based NIC. They valued active 

learning methodologies and sought to teach writing through engaging pupils in 

appropriate learning tasks that reflected pupils’ interests. Participants sought to 

differentiate lessons to enable all pupils access to learning. Participants implemented 

AfL practice to support pupils in the assessment process and to engage with targets set 

to develop their writing further. They engaged pupils with peer learning as well as self 

and peer-assessment activities. They used a variety of instructional positions to support 

writing development. They mostly supported explicit teaching approaches that made use 

of models, shared writing and think aloud in order to make abstract cognitive processes 

linked to writing more concrete. They employed the genre-approach to teach pupils how 

to use various forms of writing for particular purposes and to target and appeal to 

particular audiences. They engaged pupils with some recursive process approaches for 

writing to facilitate more open and creative writing activities; drafting and writer’s 

workshop methods were not widely implemented.  They also used grammar approaches 

with a focus on prescription to engage pupils in reviewing accuracy of writing efforts. The 

internal confidence issues were linked to their role as an assessor of writing, and they 

struggled with interpreting schemes and allocating a summative grade, mark or level. 

Their perceptions of external influences (school, parents, pupils) stemming from 

participants’ views on more assessment-driven SE2 school cultures, led to a clash of 

pedagogies and values where participants felt at times they had to conform to more 

knowledge-driven methods to teach writing.  
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4.6.2. Qualified Teacher (QT) stage 2 (focus group) 
 
RQ1: How do Beginner Teachers through to Qualified Teachers and then Early 
Career Teachers of English position themselves (pedagogically) in relation to the 
teaching of writing? 
 
Data collected from the QT stage was captured via a focus group. At this point, 

participants had completed their PGCE qualification and were qualified to teach English.  

Nine participants took part: eight females and one male. They responded to a series of 

semi-structured questions to reflect on their experiences, views and approaches for 

teaching writing.  

 

4.6.2.1. Child-centred teaching and values (Active Learning, differentiation, 
AFL) 

 

The NIC embraces active learning and pupil involvement with their learning. The NIC Big 

Picture (CCEA, 2007) specifically encourages and advocates for active and hands-on as 

well as skills-based learning experiences. Participants reported fostering discursive 

classrooms with use of talk to support pre-writing activities. In particular the use of Drama 

as an active learning method to support pupils’ access to texts was promoted: 

 

‘The biggest bit is talking about it, we were doing ‘To Kill a Mocking Bird’, one 
day and there is all this stuff about the law in the courtroom and the kids just 
didn’t understand it, so we took a day to just sit and discuss what each thing 
would mean and we had a bit of a debate as well and then they gave in some 
written work that was absolutely fantastic and it included a lot of what we had 
talked about’ (“B”, QT, Stage 2).  

 

Assessment for Learning (AfL) was also supported and inclusive child-centred practice 

was described as participants spoke about how they made use of aspects of AfL in their 

teaching: 

 
‘…assessment for learning is just so important, when I was using two stars 
and the wish and setting targets and then following up, you know, focus on 
this one thing for your next piece of work or your next homework and make 
sure that, because sometimes there are targets set and they are not followed 
up, so there is no point in setting them if you are not really checking that, that 
and then maybe move onto the next thing, ‘OK, this is what I want you to 
focus on the next time’, so from that perspective assessment is very 
important’ (“F”, QT, Stage 2). 
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Reflective questioning was also used to engage pupils with their learning and participants 

use of AfL can be seen as fostering “open relationships between a learner and teacher” 

(CCEA, 2007, KS3 Big Picture): 

 

‘Even just like reflective questioning, like I know with my students I use like 
wee tiny cut outs and it was like, ‘What did you find easy today?’, ‘What did 
you find OK?’, and ‘What did you find hard?’ and all they had to do was 
identify it, but it let me see, once I had taken in those results and so on, well 
the majority of them found this task difficult, how am I going to make that 
easier for them next week’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Participants in the main held strong values to support the rationale for the NIC in that it 

is a child-centred and skills-based curriculum with the overarching aim “to empower 

young people to achieve their potential” (CCEA, 2007, KS3 Big Picture). Participants 

reported belief in rationale of the NIC and some felt that they were successful as teachers 

because of this child-centred philosophy. They specifically referred use of technology to 

support learning and engage learners:  

 
‘[W]e are so new and we know all the Northern Ireland curriculum, the revised 
curriculum is all we know, where other teachers are saying ‘I liked the old 
model better, I am just going to stick to what I know’ ... we are lucky we are 
all iPads and we are all about new technology and we are bringing all these 
new ideas whereas teachers are going ‘we haven’t been trained yet, we are 
not quite sure, we don’t really like that interactive board’, it is just resting on 
your what you know’  (“I”, QT, Stage 3). 
 

This confidence may also be due to perceived impacts they felt they had on more 

experienced colleagues who incorporated different strategies into their own teaching 

approaches, as a result of some participants’ influences: 

 

‘I think it depends on the teacher because my Head of Department is very 
much, she is now integrating iPads, she is using her iPad in the class…’ (“A”, 
QT, Stage 2) 
 
‘… some of the old ones (teachers) are willing and want to learn, you know, 
there was one who was quite a good age, near retirement and he called me 
in once to try and find, you know, the timer you put up for the active studio, 
he had SIMS up, he was like could you just show me in there where you can 
find the clock, you know, and to me I was like ‘I am sorry you are completely 
in the wrong programme’, but he wanted, he wanted to learn, he wanted 
something new ’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Notwithstanding the rather pejorative and blunt use of the vernacular to describe older 

and yet more experienced colleagues, this perceived impact that participants felt they 

had on established and experienced colleagues, appears to have bolstered some 

participants’ confidence in their own approaches to teaching. However, the acceptance 

of active-learning and child-centred approaches was also challenged by experienced 
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practitioners as not fit for purpose due to perceptions by some around active-learning as 

‘a time poor’ approach. A participant spoke about ‘a fear in teachers’ of taking risks or 

with trialling new approaches to their teaching:  

 

‘It also instils a fear in teachers to take risks for learning and go through active 
learning, I mean it got to the stage that we were talking to the Head of 
Department, this time of year, you just can’t do active learning, he literally 
just said, it is a simple as that, ‘you have to tell them what they need to know 
for their A Level, they write it down, they practice (sic) it and they go, that is 
how it is’, surely that is completely contradicting the Curriculum’ (“J”, QT, 
Stage 3). 

 

A rejection of active learning was also felt by many other participants who pointed to a 

narrowing of the curriculum as pupils moved up the school and as pupils engaged with 

formal examination.  

 

4.6.2.2. Instructional Positions (Explicit teaching, genre, process and grammar 
approaches) 

 

Participants continued to make use of explicit teaching approaches with use of writing 

frames and models to support pupils’ learning. They relayed how such supports enabled 

pupils with physically starting their writing: 

 

‘Even how to lay things out, how to lay out a newspaper article, how to lay 
out a formal letter or an informal letter, just things, you know, just even basic 
things like that, that they are not having to worry about ‘is the address in the 
right place?’, ‘have I got a caption?’, ‘have I got this?’, ‘have I got that?’ (“G”, 
QT, Stage 2). 

 

The use of talk and discussion alongside engagement with models as preparation for 

and a key stage in the writing process was also reported and discussed: 

 

‘It can be just modelling answers on the board, showing someone’s good 
work and asking other people what was good about it’ (“B”, QT, Stage 2).  

 

Again, participants also supported the use of success criteria early on or at the start of a 

writing unit or topic. There was debate and more considerations from participants on 

these supports (and de facto degrees of control) and how and why they should be used 

to support the writing process and pupils’ writing efforts: 

 

‘The detail of the success criteria depends on the class and the people you 
are teaching, you know, a low ability year 8 is going to be a very detailed’’ 
(“C”, QT, Stage 2). 
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‘… that was one of my things, my strategies that I implemented in the 
classroom, that I did outline the success criteria of each lesson and overall 
their level of improvement did change throughout’ (“H”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Again, there was an awareness of the control and restrictions they may have on pupils’ 

writing and participants advocated for a balanced and measured approach - much like in 

the BT stage:  

 

‘But then I think as well success criteria is something that comes part and 
parcel with this completely assessment driven [approach], students have a 
fear of taking on a task without elements of success criteria, I know that is 
definitely at Key Stage 3 whenever you are using your, like, ‘Like what is our 
success criteria for this, Miss’, you know, they aren’t used to taking on things 
without it, if that makes any sense, you know, just going and having a free 
piece of writing,’ (“A”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘It is important for the functional elements, you know, if you are doing a diary, 
I want you to have a date, I want you to have a Dear Diary, etc, throughout 
it, the functional element of it, but we were talking about this, especially with 
higher ability students, I think sometimes if you have too many success 
criteria and it is too formulaic it is going back to this stifling of creativity again’ 
(“H”, QT, Stage 2). 

 
Participants maintain beliefs in use of controls and supports with an approach that 

advocates removal and reduction to ensure pupils engage more creatively with the 

writing process. Participants felt that continued use of such supports for writing tasks 

would inhibit pupils in taking risks with their written responses. Some participants opened 

up about fears they had previously had at the BT stage concerning teaching creative 

writing or personal writing:  

 

‘I would be more confident now, before … I had to do that personal writing, I 
was told, you know, you have nothing to teach and I was really afraid and I 
spoke to a few people in this group and I said, you know ‘what do you think I 
should do’ and it is from that, that I got them ideas and now I feel more 
confident that I can say ‘yes, I can teach writing and I know how to approach 
it with different types of groups’, you know’ (“C”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

It was the lack of content, in that it was not linked to the genre approach and so 

connected to typical social and linguistic features linked to the genre approach to 

teaching that appeared to throw the participant. Support was offered by peers to develop 

approaches towards gaining confidence for teaching process writing (creative and 

personal writing). Other participants agreed and one pointed to a workshop they 

collectively attended on their PGCE course where they were to support pupils with their 

creative writing efforts. In particular, a fear of showing and sharing creative writing efforts 

was felt: 
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‘Do you not remember how we felt at that thing in Derry around those kids, I 
was completely intimidated and even though I am a teacher, I have a degree 
in English, after doing a PGCE, surrounded by these seventeen year olds 
doing this piece of creative writing and then expecting them to read theirs 
out, I would have rather ran away than read out what I had written’ (“G”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

 

Another participant explained that in order to teach writing they felt that they needed to 

write themselves: 

 

‘Yeah, I think you almost have to start writing again yourself, I in many ways 
feel like I have gone back in time, …and have started writing again.  Well 
how do you write an introduction, if you can’t do it yourself, you can’t expect 
to be able to teach students how to do it’ (“F”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

This perspective for some to develop as teacher-writers and not teachers of writing grew 

in strength as they progressed through their teaching career and will be reported on 

further at the ECT stage. In discussing the grammar approach participants point to 

societal expectations around crafting an accurate text: 

 

‘Well, obviously we have grown up in this society of understanding what a 
perfect text is, you know, edited, proper spelling, grammar, punctuations, so 
it is also a text that has accurate conventions in it’ (“H”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

However, participants agreed with the need to teach using approaches that valued 

meaning making in the first instance over accuracy or correctness: 

 

‘Creativity, definitely, not being afraid to take risks in your writing, I think a lot 
of the time we don’t encourage, well I don’t know speaking for you guys, but 
I know a lot of times in schools kids aren’t really encouraged to take risks, it 
is ‘stick to these conventions, stick to this, stick to that’ and I think we need 
to say ‘it is OK to take a risk, it is OK to fire something different in, show your 
creative personality and creative ideas’ as well ’ (“G”, QT Stage 2). 

 

The above perspective garnered consensus and appeared to be shared by most 

participants in the focus group at the time. However, this is not an approach shared by 

all participants at the next ECT stage. There is a shift away from this viewpoint, or 

perhaps when amongst many peers who supported this approach, some participants 

chose not to voice their opposition.  

 

4.6.2.3. Writing as a Social Practice (Collaboration, conferencing, feedback) 
 

Participants held firm values that promoted the use of peer learning and learning with 

the support of others. Approaches used included use of drama, peer-assessment, 

reflective questioning and use of talk for prewriting and reflection on writing:  
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‘I actually feel sick to my stomach if the class are really, really quiet and not 
responding to you, that is when I go ‘talk’… ‘our A Level classes, we are 
all, you are all sitting like this, you are the teacher and you are having a 
discussion, so if you are going to read something as a group, what do you 
think it is about personally, what do you get from this text, what is the text 
telling you, so you are kind of drawing on that as well’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

‘… peer assessment, set them down each other’s work, give a comment, let 
them learn off each other’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

A participant noted issues with peer learning via peer-assessment when pupils did not 

engage meaningfully with the approach: 

 

‘But sometimes it can become quite repetitive though, you are giving them, 
you are asking them to do self-assessment or peer-assessment and you just 
get the same things back, you know, but you need to watch your spelling’ 
(“G”, QT, Stage 2). 

As an approach it was then taught explicitly to pupils to ensure they better understood 

what was required of them and how it supported their learning:  

 
‘Because I introduced it and they hadn’t taught it and then that was a 
reflection for me, you need to actually spend a lesson with them on how to 
do this properly and see then once I had done that, I was able to, to do peer 
and self-assessments so much more easily, so much more often, incorporate 
it into lessons a whole lot easier, but I do think it is something that we need 
to teach as well’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

When discussing use of peer-assessment many participants again reported on how this 

approach was not valued or supported within some school contexts. Pupils may then be 

assuming attitudes reflective of established teachers within their schools. Participants 

reported instances where pupils appeared to value marks for their work and again they 

detailed that for many pupils their engagement with comments-based feedback was 

negative: 

 

‘…but then all the kids were saying ‘what did I get?’, ‘Where is my mark?’  
(“G”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Participants detailed that many pupils were extrinsically motivated to attain grades and 

competitively compared marks achieved. They also felt an impact on some pupils’ 

confidence levels because of this practice:  

 

‘… they are looking ‘What did you get?’, ‘What did you get?’, it is not 
important, they don’t care, they just disregard that, they want to know what 
their friend got, if they got higher, if they are top, if they are bottom and you 
can see their self-esteem just dropping if they haven’t reached the level that 
maybe their best friend has, it is terrible’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 
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Participants reported that pupils did not engage with feedback if comment-based and 

looked only for grades and marks: 

 

‘The thing I found scary is that as soon as you gave, kids handed in a piece 
of work or you were giving something back, they just wanted to know what 
they got out of percentage, out of 10, an A or a B, they weren’t worried about 
the kind of feedback, ‘this is really creative, innovative, you used brilliant 
language’, it was just about the percentage and where they sat in that class 
and I think because we are so assessment driven, yes we need the 
assessment for learning, so we can identify areas that students are excelling 
in, areas for intervention’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

It was felt that due to assessment-driven practice in school this culture affected pupils 

who were extrinsically motivated and valued results, marks and grades, as opposed to 

other forms of feedback.  A participant detailed how he aimed to introduce no marks for 

a period of time and use comment-based marking only, in order to focus pupils on 

improving their written work. He appeared more agentive in pushing for this approach 

and requested permission from his HOD. This was a new approach for the department 

(and pupils) and was approved ‘reluctantly’ by the Head of Department: 

 

‘I actually spoke to my Head of Department in both of my schools and they 
had marking policies and they always gave an assessment mark for every 
piece of work which I don’t agree with, because all the research indicates 
that and we all know this, that comment based marking improves standards 
and then you can keep a running record of what their grades are and then at 
the end say how progression has been mapped out, but they don’t.  I know 
some kids are motivated by the mark, they can see that they have moved 
from a 7 to a 12, but generally if you want to improve it, you need to focus on 
the comments solely to get them that direction and I asked the Head of 
Department can I do this for a period of time and they reluctantly said ‘yes’ 
and for a while I did and I noticed marks being improved, that is not to say 
the other way it doesn’t ’ (“A”, QT, Stage 2).   

 

Improvements with pupils writing appeared to have been noted when comments-based 

marking alone was used for a period of time. Overall, at this Qualified Teacher (QT) 

stage, assessment and performativity pressures dominated a lot of discussion when 

participants spoke about their approaches for teaching writing as well as their 

interactions with pupils. This imbalance was redressed somewhat in the next ECT stage 

with more consideration offered on writing as a social practice and support for peer 

learning.  

 

  



185 

 

4.6.2.4. Relationships (Motivation, classroom climate and dynamics)  
 

Participants spoke candidly about writing being important in developing relationships 

with pupils, as writing reveals a lot about the self and subsequently pupils’ personalities 

and identities:  

 

‘… you do get to know a lot more about them through their writing, you will 
get children who are very reticent and who don’t necessarily speak out in 
class and then they will write something’ (“F”, QT, Stage 2).  
 
‘I know, sure do you not feel after you mark their work you feel as if you know 
them then, you are giving it back and you are like “oh, yeah, that is you and 
you wrote that, I know what you are like”’ (“C”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

Participants understood how writing revealed aspects of the self that may leave pupils 

vulnerable and which pupils may not be comfortable with sharing, either with a teacher 

or with their peers: 

 

‘Like so many issues are identified having looked at students writing that you 
pick up on so many things as a teacher,… Things that they put in their 
creative pieces and subject matter or content that maybe at a certain age 
they definitely shouldn’t know about, things like that and maybe if they didn’t 
have that opportunity to write because they were afraid to verbalise it, that, 
you know things would continue happening or bad things or experiences and 
as teachers we wouldn’t be able to identify that and combat that ’ (“G”, QT, 
Stage 2). 
 
‘Or even pupils, or anybody if they are forced into a very, how would you say 
a horrendous situation if they feel that maybe they can’t voice their 
experience as you say, it is therapeutic to be able to write, to be able to write 
that down and hand it to somebody and release that to somebody else … or 
a traumatic experience that you can’t voice’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

They understood the importance of establishing sound channels for teacher pupil 

feedback and conferencing. Participants also detailed the benefits of planning lessons 

that appealed to pupils’ interests. They supported use of strategies that used relevant 

content that piqued pupils’ attention and which pupils found interesting and relevant:   

 

‘They are going to love it if it is One Direction that we focus on’ (“B”, QT Stage 
2).  
 
‘I think the children, I think sometimes you have a plan in your head and the 
children influence, you get to know them a bit and you think ‘right, well what 
do they like’, or ‘what do I think is going to work with this class?’ (“F”, QT, 
Stage 2). 
 
‘Knowing your class again, isn’t it, it comes down to’ (“J”, QT, Stage 2). 
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Once again, as with the BT stage, participants agreed that understanding and investing 

in class interests helped engage pupils with developing their writing skills.  

 

RQ2: When do they adopt or change pedagogical positions? 
 
In the main, participants can be seen to change pedagogical positions and practice when 

they feel challenged and restricted, or when they feel they are supported to better 

understand more considered use of AfL opportunities for supporting pupil progression in 

their writing efforts. Both will be discussed under the next two sections, 4.6.2.5 

(challenges) and 4.6.2.6 (Influences).   

 

4.6.2.5. Challenges (Assessment, performativity, clash of Pedagogies, 
curriculum control)  

 

An area which participants reported challenged them early on at the BT stage was 

assessing pupils’ writing. Some participants reflected on their BT stage to detail their 

confusion and uncertainty in interpreting marking schemes and attempting to provide 

levels for pupils at Key Stage Three (KS3): 

 

‘I would say marking extended pieces of writing using like a levelling process 
was one of the things I struggled with most during placement, it was one of 
the things I wasn’t as confident with, because yes, they set it out for you, but 
this best fit model and then some schools say they need to fit 5 or 6 of these 
bullet points, some say 2 or 3 and it was just a very sort of, is it a 4- minus or 
a 5- minus, you know’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘And I felt I was marking, just picking numbers out of the air because the 
marking scheme didn’t match what I was marking’ (“B”, QT, Stage 2). 

 
‘… the Key Stage 3 marking scheme, remember I showed you, sooo vague, 
I don’t know how anybody could use that to give a child a mark, I felt the 
same as you, I was like, I really lost confidence in my marking’ (“J”, QT, Stage 
2).  

 

There also remained some issues with the assessment process at KS3 that uses 

levelling and Levels of Progression to measure pupil attainment. The LOPs caused 

confusion amongst participants and the best fit approach was not well understood. Wray 

and Medwell (2006) also point to this as “another problematic issue [is]trying to ensure 

that progression in one aspect fits progression in another. In essence this is an 

impossible task” (p.48). At the QT stage, many participants expressed confidence with 

marking and engaging with assessment at KS4 and KS5, but not, overall, with KS3:  
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‘But that is the thing, I think that the communication levels and I still think now 
even having more confidence in doing it, are too ambiguous, I think there is 
too much room for ‘Could it be this, could it be this?’, it is not clear, where the 
specs are very crystal clear, it is either an A or a B or a  C’ (“A”, QT, Stage 
2). 
 

‘I think I felt more confident marking GCSE and A Level work than marking 
Key Stage 3’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

‘Yeah, I would agree with that totally’ (“F”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

Participants stated a preference for engaging with assessment using KS4 and KS5 

assessment objectives. These were linked to examination specifications and participants 

felt they were much clearer to interpret and implement.  

 

Another challenge that participants detailed were performativity challenges arising from 

assessment-driven school climates. Participants detailed views relating to perceptions 

on over-assessment of pupils by schools, to better prepare pupils for taking more 

assessment and to improve results:  

 

‘but there is this tendency now, especially with the Key Stage 3, you have 
the portfolios to build up so you are constantly assessing that, Key Stage 4, 
the GCSE’s and then into A Level, your Key Stage 5, the school I was in the 
pupils were writing two essays a week, two essays a week to prepare them 
for their A Level exam and they were being marked, that is a tremendous 
amount of pressure for a seventeen year old, although it is preparing them 
for University, but you are still not writing two essays a week at University for 
maybe two months solid ’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

‘Yeah, that is the thing because it is actually the schools that are actually 
being so assessment driven to reach these goals to be top of the league 
tables’ (“H”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Moreover, a participant detailed the input she had to engage with in order to secure 

acceptable grades for her class: 

 

‘… in my first placement, controlled assessment speaking and listening, I 
produced the speeches … that was expected of me from the department and 
of course you are all singing, all dancing when you are teacher training, of 
course, but if I am honest the students that I worked with never would have 
got the results that they did, if the work hadn’t been given to them’ (“E”, QT, 
Stage 2). 

 

Participants again questioned some approaches with regards to how they had observed 

pupils were being taught to write. Once more, the issue of controlling writing and 

providing too much structure and support was raised by participants. In particular 
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participants brought up views on how they felt writing and, in particular, how CATs were 

being taught at KS4:  

 

‘… controlled assessment is completely false, students are prepared so 
much for controlled assessment and they are planning and they are given all 
the information and they do practices and like in the actual controlled 
assessment, they have already completed a polished piece of work and they 
are just going in and just regurgitating,’ 
 
‘Like a girl I was communicating with, throughout her years as subbing she 
actually attended a staff meeting entitled ‘how do we cheat controlled 
assessment?’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘That is right, nobody is following the rules, it is great in an ideal situation, but 
I have seen it and there is very different interpretations of what the rules are’ 
(“F”, QT, Stage 2). 
‘I felt pressure from the Department certainly to, “we need to get these grades 
and this is what needs to be done”’ (“A”, QT, Stage 2). 
 
‘I do reckon the exam people will get a couple of hundred essays that are all 
exactly the same though’ (“B”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

The views above detail some participants’ growing cynicism for assessment processes 

that formally measure pupil attainment in writing at KS4. They also reflect a degree of 

participant disenfranchisement with how external and formal assessment processes are 

managed within schools. Many participants perceive these more didactic approaches 

towards teaching and assessing writing as unfair and restrictive. Below a participant also 

notes effects on pupils’ creativity: 

 

‘It comes back to the old AO’s and fulfilling your assessment objectives and 
success criteria which yes is what they need to do to get the grade, but then 
there is no originality’ (“G”, QT, Stage 2).  

 

However, participants tacitly acknowledge that such approaches exist in the main due to 

systemic performativity pressures within education. This growing awareness and shift 

towards cynicism is a shift in position for many from BT stage to QT stage.  

 

4.6.2.6. Influences (External and internal)  

 
RQ3: How stable are these positions? 

 
At points, some participants’ accounts detail moments of struggle and conflict. In these 

moments, they felt confronted or challenged in the main by performativity contexts that 

impinged on their child-centred values. They noted points where they were able to 

choose to continue the pursuit of active teaching approaches or where they felt they were 
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to adapt to their contexts and so adopt and conform to teaching with more traditional 

knowledge-based approaches. Participants pointed to supports and opportunities as well 

as conflicts and challenges.  

 

Participant B captured this conflict as she considered the possibilities of a timed 

examination to measure writing. She noted that whilst timed examinations and tests are 

not the ideal environment to support writing creatively, perhaps they were the best 

approach to capturing and pushing a learner to achieve a result. The approach was 

considered to have its merits and was linked to life skills that learners will need and face, 

as it can be seen to prepare pupils to write within tight timescales and to write to meet a 

deadline: 

 

‘But at the same time it is preparing them for life outside school and if they 
do journalism or something, they are told ‘right, you have to have this written 
for two hours’ (“B”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Another participant “G” reflected on the BT stage to frame a teaching placement context 

as a battleground where she felt she was challenged to conform to teaching styles and 

an approach that she did not subscribe to. She actively positions herself as outside the 

department’s style of teaching and so on the periphery of the LPP:  

 

‘I would say I have a completely different teaching style to about ninety 
percent of the teachers that I have worked with…. Then I think you are 
battling the archaic as well, you know, I had a teacher …that teacher was a 
very tight classroom management, everybody worked silently… and I was 
able to do the things I wanted to do, in terms of, I wanted to do group work, 
paired work, discussions, but because I had good classroom management 
skills, because this girl’s [another student teacher] weren’t as good, she was 
forced, you have to do silent activity, you are not doing this discussion, you 
are not doing this, you have to do silent activity…. She [the class teacher] 
would have forced me along that route if I hadn’t had the classroom 
management and discipline that I had, she would have, I know that, like 
because she was a scary woman like and she would have made you go down 
that route and do what she wanted to do if she didn’t think that you were 
controlling her class as efficiently and effectively as she wanted you to’ (“G”, 
QT, Stage 2). 
 

Participants E also noted the influences and impact of school contexts for framing how 

she taught writing: 

 

‘My second placement … I have been given the opportunity to be more open 
and creative within the subject as opposed to my first placement which was 
a bit of a nightmare’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 
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At times, participants were conscious of making clear choices concerning teaching 

approaches and pedagogical stances. Such choices were not easy and participants 

spoke about influences that guided them towards a decision:  

 

‘I made a very conscious decision between two placements, one of my head 
of departments was fantastic and inspirational and thankfully that is the 
school I am going to work in and the other one, it has this inbuilt cynicism 
when it came to children and if I didn’t have (teacher tutor) and all the people 
around who are the same way of thinking, it would be very easy to become 
subsumed into what that person does,’ … ‘Where you can stand up and 
make a conscious decision to go ‘actually, I am not going to do that the way 
you are doing it, because I don’t agree with it’ (“A”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

Some participants agreed that as they accrued more experience, and this impacted 

positively on their confidence. It is important to note the active teacher agency on behalf 

of some participants (A, G) where they enacted their versions of the NIC despite 

pressures to conform to traditional styles of teaching. Participants also point to a type of 

guild knowledge (Sadler, 1989) and intuition (mentioned by a few at BT stage) for 

marking pupils’ work, where a piece of work is assessed holistically rather than as a sum 

of its parts:  

 
‘My first placement in regards to marking Key Stage 3 assessment work, 
definitely I would say I struggled with it, but I just think I built up the 
experience, more experience, I felt more confident then’ (“E”, QT, Stage 2). 

 

‘It is the same with the assessment objectives, I think in many ways marking 
of English is instinctive, I think you really know yourselves, ‘Is it an A, is it a 
B, is it a C?’, and these models for best fit’ (“H”, QT, Stage 2). 
 

Internal influences such as a lack of confidence were strengthened with time, experience 

and immersion, and this combination served to allay fears and anxieties with assessment 

in terms of getting it correct as a method.  

 

4.6.2.7. Summary of findings from stage 2 
 

In the main, participants reported experiences that can reveal influences as stemming 

from external sources such as school contexts and systemic contexts. Here, there were 

degrees of conformity to adapt and adopt to school-based and departmental-led 

approaches. However, participants were also evidently influenced by internal contexts 

such as personal values and self-efficacy. It is here that there was a sense of having to 

push more and to advocate for approaches that the participants believed were more 

effective. There was some movement in positions because of varied pressures (primarily 

linked to performativity) felt by participants across their teaching experiences and 



191 

 

contexts thus far for the QT stage. Overall, there appeared to be an underlying tension 

throughout both BT and QT stages in terms of how best to support and develop pupils’ 

writing efforts, and whether that was via child-centred or traditional approaches or 

whether it was best to prepare pupils for formal assessments. 

 

4.6.3. Early Career Teacher (ECT) stage 3 (online interviews) 
  

Data collected from the Early Career Teacher (ECT) stage was captured via individual 

one-to-one online interviews that took place through the VLE platform Edmodo. At this 

stage all participants had completed more than two years in varied school contexts 

teaching English. As well as being Teachers of English, a number had secured varied 

roles and responsibilities within these diverse school contexts. Eight participants took 

part in the online Interviews including seven female participants and one male 

participant. The participants responded to a series of semi-structured questions to reflect 

on their experiences, views and approaches for teaching writing.  

 

RQ1: How do Beginner Teachers through to Qualified Teachers and then Early 
Career Teachers of English position themselves (pedagogically) in relation to the 
teaching of writing? 
 

4.6.3.1. Child-centred teaching and values (Active learning, differentiation and 
AfL) 

 

Participants supported AfL and monitoring pupils’ progress as they worked towards 

creating writing products:  

 

‘AfL is the best method of assessing writing as it's progressive. I also 
believe it's important to consider the different stages of writing, for example 
the planning and unedited versions as these are all steps to writing 
effectively, independently’ (“J”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Participants had a more holistic understanding for how certain AfL structures worked in 

practice as well as theory. At BT and QT stages strategies were cited and explained but 

were often not fully explored or discussed in terms of issues associated with using and 

implementing the approaches. The subtleties of a best practice approach and how such 

an approach may prove ineffective in practice was not always considered. However, at 

this ECT stage, in discussing an AfL approach and feedback to pupils, in the extract 

below a participant explains how the two stars and wish strategy, if used in a very 
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mechanical and superficial manner will impede learning and so not support progression 

or pupils’ writing development: 

 
‘In England the students knew their level from primary school and it became 
too formulaic. They would receive [sic] two stars and a wish of exactly how 
to improve their writing, for example, excellent personification, brilliant 
extension of sentences, to improve try to use more adverbs. The top students 
would do this and would improve, for the lower ability it meant there was no 
fluency in their writing, they had a series of correct bullet points, as such but 
not fluent or no flair to it’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

‘It’s up to the practitioner to integrate active learning experiences that allow 
the learner time to practice [sic] as well as engage with modelled examples’ 
(“H”, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

There were more developed perspectives offered as well as a better understanding of 

the interconnected nature of writing:   

 

‘"better readers are better writers" … also need time to develop their reading 
skills whilst being taught writing skills in my opinion’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘When I am teaching I always like to model with examples. I am always aware 
not to stifle creativity by being so formulaic with writing structures - teaching 
to the test. I like to show pupils a range of writing, in small chunks and then 
let them craft,’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 

4.6.3.2. Instructional Positions (Explicit teaching, genre, process and grammar 
approaches)  

 

Participants again cited congruence with approaches to teach writing explicitly and to 

teaching using genre-based approaches. They cited use of models to explicitly teach 

and to draw pupils’ attention to key language features in use within texts. Explicit 

teaching and use of models linked to these approaches were valued by most participants 

as a writing approach. Participants also valued the use of success criteria to support 

pupils’ writing skills. Many valued success criteria as an essential strategy in their 

teaching approach for teaching writing. They again offered views that detailed measure 

and balance on exactly how to implement success criteria. In the main, participants can 

be seen as aligning themselves to emergent theory that proposes younger pupils need 

more supports: 

 

‘This year I gave a lot more structure when preparing students for their 
creative CAT on The Hen House Boy. Teaching skills, modelling examples 
etc - whereas in the past I may have been inclined to allow for more freedom. 
The results of the structure meant that I got a lot of essays with skills evident 
throughout but they all seemed somewhat similar. This was a lower band 
class so they find creative writing hard without some sort of a springboard’ 
(“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 
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However, the question of how much support to provide pupils still posed difficulties for 

some participants:   

 

‘… most classes are mixed ability so I do have to ensure that I provide tasks 
and strategies that meets the needs and capabilities of all learners. However, 
creating SC [success criteria] I feel is always my downfall with regards to 
creative/ descriptive writing. Present too little SC and SEN/lower ability pupils 
are lost and need prompted. Present too much and you hinder and limit the 
child's creativity’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

There was discussion on how process-writing should be taught and how it should be 

valued and featured within the curriculum: 

 

‘I think especially with creative writing it should be taught through experience 
writing, through walking through the senses; how do you feel. what can you 
see, hear etc. Then redrafting it after a self-assessment, then peer then 
teacher, allows for 'the best/polished' piece to be given to the teacher who 
will ultimately be impressed and thus a sense of accomplishment and a 
feeling of being a 'good' writer derives from the experience.  Similarly, when 
writing to persuade, inform etc should all be experience, what have you read, 
seen or heard elsewhere, can you use it here’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

This experience approach in use of the process-approach to writing was detailed by a 

participant who had previously mentioned her ‘fear’ when tasked with teaching it at the 

BT stage. This fear impacted on this participant. She obviously valued creative writing 

and as she had identified a gap in terms of her confidence, she took a course to upskill 

in this area:  

 

‘I felt I had neglected my own creative writing ability and I took part in an 8-
week course, … to improve my own writing, to remember how to write and 
how to start the process!’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Notably, the impact this CPD had on the participant’s practice was quite seismic as it led 

to increased confidence levels with teaching in this area. She also became a proponent 

for use of creative and process-based approaches where possible with teaching English: 

 
‘I tell my lit [literature] students now that they should try not to avoid creative 
writing…’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

It also led to the participant assuming a very active teacher-writer identity and also 

embracing creative writing teaching outside of school contexts and for a wider audience.  

 

Other participants also detailed their use of experience writing to engage pupils with 

creative and process approaches to writing: 
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‘I'm a very practical kind of learner and like to experience writing. … So, when 
I am teaching poetry, I like to play relevant atmospheric music and appeal a 
lot to the senses. We created a poem quite recently about being trapped in 
a room with a fly. I played sound effects of a fly buzzing around and asked 
them to write a poem. I prompted them per line, saying things like, "Describe 
the sound it makes", "focus on one thing, like the eyes, and describe it in 
detail", "describe how the room feels", etc.’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Others also valued process-based approaches and their strategy was to get pupils to 

first connect the topic to their own personal experiences, before they engaged with 

writing tasks. In the extract above, the teacher provides a space for pupils to engage 

their senses and to imagine experiences that can directly transfer into their writing 

pieces. Conversely, another participant cited time issues for the lack of personal and 

creative writing experiences for pupils within her classroom: 

 

‘I wish I had more time to complete creative writing activities. It generally only 
happens if there's a competition/ event occuring [sic] within the local area for 
students/ the school to participate in’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Instead, the form of writing that dominated most was analytical writing and it could be 

perceived as a form that is valued more, as it is the dominant form used when pupils 

engage in high stakes formal examinations:  

 

‘At KS3 its mostly Expository because we focus on improving pupils' writing 
skills using PEE - a Point, Example, Explain technique. This helps to develop 
their analytical skills of a text as they inform, describe the language used in 
a text with regards to the author/ context of the class novel’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 
3). 

 

It was also cited by many participants as being a form that is taught throughout KS3. 

This is notable as participants also detailed that in many cases their experiences of KS3 

was a precursor to and very reflective of, KS4. Thus, writing at this KS3 stage was 

curtailed in some respects to mirror assessment-driven practice typical of KS4 

examination classes.  Coupled with participants also citing more limited time for creative 

writing and that creative writing was more linked to fun activities, it could be said that 

there is a narrowing of the curriculum at KS3 as well, or at least for a significant number 

of participants/ schools. For some participants, their values still aligned to beliefs on the 

value of accuracy and correctness and they supported a more prescriptive grammar-

approach towards teaching writing:  

 

‘In current society I have noticed that there is a real weakness in the basics 
of writing as a result of technological advancements and spell checker! 
However I try to make sure that when writing my pupils are following a similar 
structure and be it in comprehension work, story writing or spelling focused 
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tasks they complete all work in full sentences, paragraphs and with specific 
SPAG focuses ...’ (“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Participants also noted more robust views on digital writing at this ECT stage. Prior to 

this stage participants supported use of technology to develop pupils’ writing efforts. 

Access issues were mentioned in relation to booking ICT suites or banks of laptop and 

ipads to support digital writing within the classroom setting. Some did express concerns 

over overuse of SPAG related tools that could negatively impact on pupils’ abilities to 

craft texts. However, there has been a shift at this ECT stage towards supporting pupils’ 

efforts with digital writing and crafting digital texts. Figure 4.11 below represents the 

spread of support for digital writing amongst the eight participants. 

 

 
Figure 4.11. ECT participant beliefs on digital writing 

 
At the ECT stage, the majority of participants did not believe that digital writing could 

improve pupils’ writing skills. The main issues perceived with digital writing were linked 

to sloppy presentation, poor spelling and shorter drafts that lacked depth. A copy and 

paste culture was noted by some participants who also thought that writing using digital 

means made pupils ‘lazy.’  Specifically, boys were identified as producing less effective 

writing pieces when using this method:   

 

‘Digital writing is frustrating. Many people use it as a cop out for effective and 
lengthly [sic] writing. I can definitely see the benefit of using IPads and digital 
writing on the IWB etc but for engaging the pupils only. Unless you are the 
gifted pupils who can make the distinction between digital and physical 
writing then it can become diluted and as I say an excuse for a lack of depth 
which is needed’ (“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

YES
37%

No
63%

Stage 3 Participant Beliefs on Digital Writing 

YES No
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‘As a Leader within our iPad Developmetn [sic] Team in school I've received 
much feedback from staff stating they feel that the integration of iPads in our 
school has decreased pupils' writing skills. I really can see a big difference 
in many pupils presentational skills of their writing and increase in erratic 
spelling of words- particularly boys,’… whilst I am an advocate of iPad 
technology, I do see them more of a hindrance. I really think it’s also due to 
the "copy and paste" nature we live in now were whilst things are accessible, 
pupils are becoming very lazy’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

However, benefits were noted to a degree, and it was felt that digital writing supported 

some SEN pupils: 

 

‘Although with regards to SEN pupils (who are the majority of pupils who 
acquire ICT facilities to complete writing activities at Homework Club in our 
school) I can see an improvement in their attainment in my KS3 lessons. 
Specifically boys with DYS or MLD’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Such views for a lack of support on digital writing contrasted with other participants who 

viewed digital writing as valuable for teaching writing. Additionally, participants who 

believed that digital writing was supportive of the writing process cited better pupil 

engagement as a rationale for use of this writing approach. This is important as it is an 

area that increasingly challenged participants at this ECT stage: 

 

‘I am a fan of digital writing and we would certainly encourage it within our 
department ie Schoology.8  We complete a department survey at the end of 
each year to get feedback from our students on what types of writing they 
have enjoyed most and each year - thus far - they have commented on how 
much they like Schoology’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Another participant believed in the expressive potential of digital writing and situated the 

form amongst other writing forms and modes of communication. Again, pupil 

engagement and also exposure to digital writing were noted as a rationale for using this 

as an approach for teaching writing:  

 

‘Digital writing just has to be seen as another form, people wrote on walls in 
paint and conveyed poetic messages, then paper allowed them to redraft, 
now arguments that digitally removes the need to know how to spell etc, 
everyone holds a phone, if this makes writing and practicing writing more 
accessible - then absolutely. Boys appear to be more inclined to write more 
when I give an ipad or computer, than a pen - I have found…’ (“C”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

 

Support for use of digital writing in engaging pupils with writing (and in particular 

engaging boys with writing) as well as use of digital tools to assist aspects of writing, 

such as accuracy (and SPaG) were also detailed:  

 
8Schoology information available at https://www.schoology.com/ 
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‘…we have been able to book ipads from the ict department maybe 5 times 
over the course of the year. But it was brilliant in preparing for the creative 
CAT, the boys could quickly look up synonyms and were happier to type a 
few paragraphs than write them with a pen. I found the writing to be of a 
much higher standard and they were saying 'ah look miss piece is spelt, pie-
ce like pie, they said sure that's obvious you need a pie- before you can have 
a piece, from that respect autocorrect / googling the right spelling helped!’ 
(“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 

4.6.3.3. Writing as a Social Practice (Collaboration, conferencing, feedback) 
 
Once again, all participants believed in writing as a social practice and valued talk and 

use of peer engagement as a social means of engaging pupils in learning and discourses 

around developing writing skills. Participants discussed values on use of peer support 

for teaching writing and most appeared to subscribe to sociocultural views on how 

learning is acquired. Participants actively engage pupils with activities where writing is a 

social practice:  

 

‘‘Writing for me isn't just writing - it is a process - they have to think, discuss, 
share, pair write, draft, edit,’ … ‘I would use paired writing quite a lot as it 
allows pupils to think and share more freely’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Use of technology to support peer-learning, collaboration and peer-assessment is also 

supported and used as an approach by many participants:  

 

‘They [ipads] are used in most English lessons. Apps and tools like PDF 
Expert and Showbie are really good because they let the pupil explore higher 
order thinking skills, annotating texts and share it with their peers by 
uploading it to them. This is then Airplayed via Apple TV to the whiteboard 
so pupils can self/peer assess annotations of texts/language devices in 
stimulus from past papers etc’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

‘I have moved to Schoology this year and my kids would post their homework 
for all to see in the class. This has helped to raise the standard of what they 
are producing as they know others are looking at what they have written. I 
would then get students to comment on what has been written - somewhat 
like peer assessment’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Peer-assessment as a strategy was used to support pupils’ understanding of their writing 

efforts. Again at this ECT stage there was much more insight into issues with using peer 

assessment and participants were able to detail clear advice for use of this strategy in 

practice:   

 

‘I don't mind two stars and a wish, I just don't like the idea that one adverb or 
one bit of personification can make you an accomplished writer. What we (try 
to) do now is highlight a sentence and write how could you improve this? 
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Allowing the student to re draft a small piece and learn from that, or peer 
assessing another students work - without a name on it to avoid bias and this 
helps too’ (“C”, ECT Stage 3). 

 

The participant above identifies how to overcome and mitigate a problematic area by   

anonymising peer-assessment scripts to avoid bias with peer-marking. This leaves the 

focus on the quality of the writing as opposed to pupils associating scripts with friends 

and other class members. This strategy also supports a positive classroom climate 

where the focus is on improving writing and not necessarily marking peers, which some 

pupils may find intimidating.  

 

4.6.3.4. Relationships (Motivation, classroom climate and dynamics) 
 

Participants also report on the importance of establishing positive and supportive 

relationships with pupils. One participant discussed her own personal experiences with 

sharing creative writing publicly for commentary from others. She recounts the episode 

below and recalls that she felt embarrassed by the process of sharing her work and 

getting peer feedback: 

 

‘One of my modules was a creative writing class. However during this time I 
had to attend a small seminar and samples of my work were read out loud to 
other students (as was their work) by the writer in residence!! I felt somewhat 
embarrassed by the whole process of critiquing the work, especially with 
poetry as in my opinion it comes form [sic] a very raw emotional place (sorry 
if that sounds corny)!!’ (“E”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

This experience left a very visceral impression on her, and it now frames how she 

manages sharing pupils’ work with the whole class. This participant makes a clear 

distinction between writing that is private and writing that is public, which she also now 

extends towards pupils’ writing. As a consequence, she negotiates expectations carefully 

on a one-to-one basis with pupils before sharing any of their writing publicly:  

 

‘So I only write for me. This experience has really lead me to be particularly 
careful when asking pupils to read aloud their personal writing. I therefore 
ensure that I make time (especially for GCSE S&L assessments) for pupils 
to meet with me on a one-to-one basis or small group setting’ (“E”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

 

One-to-one feedback is a very valuable tool, but it is also a very time-consuming method 

as detailed below by some other participants. The method of ensuring one-to-one 

feedback can be seen as this teacher’s confidence to reclaim curriculum space to ensure 

meaningful processes (such as one-to-one pupil conferencing on writing products) 

occurs. It can be seen as the teacher prioritising learners’ goals over curriculum goals. 



199 

 

Furthermore, the purposes stated below for which feedback are aligned are for 

developing pupils’ confidence, not just as writers but as individuals. There is a sense of 

rapport building with pupils as they engage with teacher feedback and conferencing to 

share and discuss writing: 

 

‘At GCSE and A Level I feel one to one communication is an effective form 
of assessment for writing. Giving young people their place, talking to them 
as if they are the young adults they are becoming. This might be making 
suggestions on how they can improve their writing, writing out examples of 
good practice and asking them to bring you back a revised piece of writing 
using these methods’ (“E”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 

Notably, feedback is viewed by other participants as important in developing pupils’ 

confidence and writing skills. The participant below speaks of using different feedback 

methods in a differentiated manner to bolster all pupil’s self-confidence for writing:   

 

‘…it really is down to the individual child, a top set child would receive 
different feedback from a less able child, who struggles with writing. 
Achievable outcomes and allowing every child to feel a sense of 
accomplishment and all that, no matter how little they have written’ (“C”, ECT, 
Stage 3).  

 

Additionally, this participant also valued opportunities for one-to-one feedback and cited 

time pressures, linked to pupil-teacher ratios and larger class sizes as a barrier to 

facilitating this approach within lessons:  

 

‘When teaching writing, probably the teacher to student ratio to be honest. 
Students need regular feedback on their work and this isn't always possible 
when you have 9 classes of 20-28 students’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Continuing to link teaching to pupils’ interests and making content relevant to pupils’ own 

contexts was also an approach that the participant supported, as in the other BT and QT 

stages: 

 

‘We are analysing a piece of writing in literature. most football pundits 
analyse football and they all played football once, being a past player gives 
them a better perspective for analysis. i (sic) teach all boys. sports needs to 
be fitted in, almost everywhere’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 
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RQ2: When do they adopt or change pedagogical positions? 
 
4.6.3.5. Challenges (Assessment, performativity, clash of Pedagogies, 

curriculum control)  
 
Some participants were able to offer more insight into issues and challenges with 

teaching writing. Before, at the BT and QT stages, participants focused on challenges to 

their teaching positions and performativity pressures. Whilst these issues still prevailed 

and were still raised and discussed at this ECT stage, other wider contexts were 

considered to detail an awareness of pupils’ writing identities and experiences prior to 

the post-primary stage:  

 

‘Difficulties when teaching writing would be, literacy difficulties coming 
through from primary school. The lack of extended writing that is taught at 
KS2 level. Time is also a huge factor. I tutor on the side of teaching and it is 
simply lovely to spend time re-drafting, examining a piece of writing that a kid 
has produced. Whereas in a class of 32 that can be more challenging’ (“A”, 
ECT Stage 3). 
 

Another emerging challenge at this ECT stage when compared to the BT and QT stages 

raised by participants was the lack of pupil interest or motivation to write:  

 

‘The big challenge I face with regards to writing is the actual 
attitudes/behaviour of some pupils when asked to complete tasks. Boys in 
particular will always ask "is this enough" so they try to identify a 
measurement, wanting a specific number of pages to write’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 
3). 
 
‘… some of the most challenging aspects are kids predispositions to writing 
before they come into the room. They don't enjoy it, see it as a chore. 
Questions like- how long does this have to be? Why do I have to use devices 
etc? They don't enjoy writing and it is trying to engage them in a way that 
they enjoy as well, so they see the purpose in developing their writing skills 
rather than just doing it for controlled assessment or an exam’ (“G”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

 
‘Again this sense of 'just get it done' is so apparent in the classroom. Even 
for some of my high ability pupils who do not love English they rush through 
making silly mistakes and not gaining the best marks like I know they can’ 
(“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Participants pointed to tensions around pupils’ complaints over writing purpose, length 

and the detail required of them when they were to write. Participants pointed to poor 

proofreading skills as pupils appeared eager to divest themselves of their writing when it 

was completed.  
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Another challenge cited in the earlier BT and especially QT stages were linked to use 

and engagement with CATs and issues were again raised with this assessment method 

by all participants, but for more varied reasons. It was felt by the participant “H” below 

that pupils engaged with and enjoyed internal assessments more than external 

assessments, although she noted that the pressure of standardising writing tasks and 

CATs lies with teachers. She suggested that external examinations would remove this 

pressure and coupled with this was the view that it would free up time for teachers: 

 

‘pupils get more enjoyment out of assessments completed and assessed 
internally,’…though I feel that external assessments take away the 
"pressures" in a department (personally speaking) and ensure 
standardization occurs and marking is fair. Internal marking of writing 
assessments at times, I feel practitioners in my department are either too 
lenient or bias because they feel possibly "1 more mark may help to give 
him/her that boost’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

Again, this responsibility for oversight of managing CATs by teachers proved to be an 

issue that was raised by participants. It was perceived as a very stressful and time-

consuming responsibility for teachers, possibly also due to the ethical decisions teachers 

are to make when they submit the CATs:  

 

‘I feel that their (sic) needs to be less internal written controlled assessments. 
I know it gives the pupils a better chance of achieving a higher grade because 
as their teacher you will analyse every part of the CATs for them to give them 
the best possible mark. But you have to justify it in regards to the criteria that 
you have been given. This is very stressful’ (“E”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

It was also reported that as a CCEA marker, participant “E” found that there was a higher 

standard required for the CAT (as one might imagine), when compared to terminal 

examinations. The easier marking and so easier option in turn for pupils was to take the 

examination over participation with CATs. This view then led the participant to suggest 

a reduction in internal CATs and to consequently favour more terminal examinations:  

 

‘I have marked foundation language papers for CCEA and the critique of my 
marking was that I needed to be a lot easier in regards to the technical 
accuracy of the written work… My external marking experience for CCEA 
has been a very different one in comparison to the internal moderation I do 
in preparation for how they will assess my marking of the pupils written work 
on a school basis’ (“E”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Other participants also still opposed CATS (even with the view that it was better in terms 

of teacher workload) as they still viewed CATs as an unfair assessment method that 

many pupils could neither access nor enjoy. A strong rallying call to remove CATs is 

evident from participant “J” below:  
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‘Banish controlled assessment! I know it's better for teachers in terms of 
workload, but it's an unfair assessment of pupils, especially those who are 
weaker due to the nature of the assessment, as well as removing the 
enjoyment aspect of teaching it and pupils learning’ (“J”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

It was also felt that the removal of CATs would also support equity in the assessment 

process for all pupils. Some key influences for participants who arrived at this opinion 

included teaching colleagues. One Head of Department also reportedly shared the same 

view as a participant, which was that malpractice in relation to CATs operates on a wider 

scale throughout NI schools: 

 

‘I would love to disregard them (CATs) and solely focus on examinations. My 
HOD and I had this chat the other day actually. It would save time, pressures 
in NI and ensure that all schools are being assessed fairly … I honestly don't 
see how it is then fair on the likes of my department who honestly follow the 
rules and regulations set, with the fear that if we even pose an idea or a pupil 
questions us for help that CCEA will barge in through my door in Room D 
ready to arrest me!!... I think external exams would provide a more fair, robust 
system for NI’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Support for this view of the prevalence of common malpractice linked to teaching CATs 

was widespread amongst most participants:  

 

‘One teacher once even joked to me that they spent the last few nights re-
writing some of the essays and then giving the pupils much higher marks 
than they are capable of. This approach is wrong, and so I feel that there 
needs to be much stricter consistency in CAT processes - I don't know what 
this might be, but it annoys me that some schools are basically entering the 
work of the teacher, and our pupils are having to "compete" against that’ (“B”, 
ECT, Stage). 

 
‘Controlled Assessment is very difficult as not everyone abides by the rules 
and I mean within schools and within the education sector as a whole’ (“I”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 

 
‘But I feel with CAT there is much more room for the rules to be bent/ 
interpreted in different ways. And when you have kids who so desperately 
need their C and CAT is the only way that will happen you can see how that 
could take place. I feel if CAT was taken away it would take that ethical call 
away from teachers too’ (“G”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Another participant also added to the discordant views on whether or not CATs were a 

suitable or an equitable method of assessment:  

 

‘Overall benefits should be that it is an equal playing field - frankly, the fact 
is that it is not as there is no consistency amongst schools’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 
3). 
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This participant also felt that the CATs assessment method undermined and challenged 

the process methods of writing that are taught to pupils at earlier key stages. He felt that 

it removed pupils’ use of writing as a tool for thought, as pupils’ writing efforts were timed 

and geared towards producing a final product, without much time for any revisions or 

redrafting.  

 

‘I feel that we teach our pupils from early days (sic) that redrafting is important 
as a means of improvement and I think that the controlled aspect of it 
debunks this. KS3 teaches re-drafting for self-improvement. The current 
system of CAT is study, then complete an exam style question under exam 
conditions. I feel, that the skills of editing, drafting and reviewing are 
somewhat wasted in this process - almost like - what you say first time is 
what will be assessed - there are no do-overs. Some may argue that time-
management should be used to review what you have written at the end but 
in reality we have substituted drafting and editing as a thought process with 
another exam style situation…. Pitfalls are that it comes across as another 
exam to less able students’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Furthermore, this issue with CATs as an assessment mode that neglected the drafting 

stage of writing was noted by other participants. They also felt strongly that it provided 

limited opportunity for pupils to engage in the process of writing or crafting a more 

polished piece, which would best represent their writing efforts:  

 
‘We are assessing students on effectively one draft of writing, giving a small 
percentage of marks to SPG and assuming this is their best. It can't be, surely 
everyone deserves a second chance’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 
‘[CATs] it removes the necessary steps such as proper planning and editing 
to enable students to learn the process of writing as well as bettering their 
writing as it's a summative task with no formative feedback’ (“J”, ECT, Stage 
3). 

 

Besides CATs, performativity pressure still presented a challenge to participants. Some 

noted that the purpose for many of their schools’ approaches to teaching writing at KS3 

was to prepare pupils for formal assessment at KS4:   

 

‘Everything we do at KS3 has a link to what they will be required to do at 
GCSE English Language. So, all our writing tasks are basically watered 
down versions of the GCSE course, with progression in detail required over 
the year groups…. The creative writing is more for "fun" elements in class. 
We also do a lot of work on how to respond to reading tasks using PEE right 
from Yr 8’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 
‘Because we are preparing pupils for their first big exams (GCSE's) the 
minute they step foot through the front door at year 8!!’ (“M”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

The description of creative writing as associated with ‘fun elements in class’ is suggestive 

that it is peripheral to key curriculum goals and less important than other forms of writing. 
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Given the commentaries above it is clear that for some school contexts there is a drive 

early on to get pupils to understand how to write to analyse in order to inculcate them 

more for assessment-focused writing and examinations. This corresponds to participant 

“C’s” view. She had spent time teaching in both NI and England. She noted a difference 

between the two teaching contexts and when teaching KS3 in England she reported the 

following approach: 

 

‘When it comes to assessing writing, particularly in England, although a lot 
of focus may not have been placed on it, the HOD would simply say, 'give 
them some sort of creative piece for their writing mark’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Here, the assessment task is creative writing. This can indicate that the creative potential 

of pupils is valued and captured as an indicator of writing competence. However, an 

inference can also be made from the lack of emphasis and lower value placed on creative 

writing when teachers plan to deliver curriculum goals. This again links to the 

assessment-driven practices that engage pupils early-on with analytical writing as the 

focus, where they are to primarily write analytical pieces for high stakes formal 

examinations. In comparison to the English context, in the NI context, participant “C” felt 

that the school was much more targeted and focused on preparing pupils for KS4 and 

formal assessment: 

 

‘Over here seems much more organised, we teach and assess each aspect 
required for GCSE exams from y8, each term’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

This approach is again confirmed by participant “I” who reported teaching pupils key 

skills needed for KS4 at KS3. 

 

‘… when in KS3 English lessons I am, having more freedom and more 
creativity with writing, still targeting the skills needed for GCSE’ (“I”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 
 

RQ3: How stable are these positions? 
 
4.6.3.6. Influences (External and internal)  

 
Some participants were influenced by school contexts as seen before at the BT and QT 

stages. Participant “H” made mention of her Head of Department’s input and views on 

assessment and CATs. The participant noted a consensus in her current department on 

CATs malpractice and as a result she had changed her views on timed examinations for 

capturing pupils’ writing attainment, as there was less risk of malpractice issues, typically 

associated with CATs. Many participants cited their BT PGCE peers as influencing how 
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they taught writing. The original ten participants had formed a digital peer group from 

their formative BT teaching days. The group was still active and acted like a community 

of practice (Wenger IN Hall et al., 2012) to provide support and advice when needed at 

points during their teaching lives thus far.  One participant described this peer support 

group as “my PGCE Family”: 

 

‘Couldn't survive without my PGCE family though! We're all still really close’ 
 (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Past teachers were a strong influence on some participants and participant “H” pointed 

to formative school experiences linked to her English teacher:  

 

‘I truly believe that positive and enjoyable learning experiences when I was 
in school really motivated me … My teacher in school …she loved drama, 
prose and imaginative literature and because she taught it with such passion 
and enthusiasm, I always have and still do love it. I actually think I teach it 
best in my own lessons because of this too!’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

One participant was a member of SLT and he valued peer-learning and collaboration 

amongst colleagues due to support and learning arising from this:  

 

‘more sharing of practice within the department. Members have embraced 
changed’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

This suggests that it was important to foster collegiate support to inform and support 

good practice and that peer influence was also important for participants. Moreover, 

participants appeared to be influenced positively by colleagues in their school contexts. 

There was less discussion on any clash of pedagogies as experienced by some 

participants at the BT stage. At the ECT stage participants had more confidence and 

there was more reference to peer learning through collegiate discussions on approaches 

and sharing of good practice with colleagues:  

 

‘these opinions of mine - they change all the time too. i [sic] constantly learn 
from other teachers’ (“C”, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

RQ4: For what purposes are pedagogical positions changed? 
 
4.6.3.7. Changes (Guild Knowledge, curriculum spaces, conformity, advocacy) 
 

However, there were also participants who discussed changes in pedagogical positions 

that reflected more didactic traditional approaches that still clashed with values they held 
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for child-centred teaching approaches (Fives and Buehl’s, 2008).  Just as at the BT 

stage, where some participants expressed confusion over teaching positions and 

approaches to be used (skills-based or knowledge-based, didactic or active), some 

participants were now resigned to use of knowledge-based and didactic, assessment-

driven approaches. There was no confusion this time and more of a sense of being 

between the proverbial rock and hard place:  

 

‘That's it. I personally think it's a slightly boring and bland and robotic way to 
teach, as its teaching to the test, but everyone is results driven these days, 
and our school just came joint first in English, so it's working, We do, 
however, take time out from the course itself to do non-assessed reading and 
writing for enjoyment’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

Performativity pressure was cited as participant “B” mentioned rankings in terms of 

results against other subject areas in the school. Pressure to perform well also appeared 

to bear down from parents and pupils who also exerted an influence towards teaching to 

the test:  

 

‘but we are very results driven, especially the pupils and parents- this is the 
way they want it done!’ (“B”, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

However, it was notable that participant “B” mentioned that ‘We do, however, take time 

out from the course itself to do non-assessed reading and writing for enjoyment’ and 

here there was a sense of again finding curriculum space to repurpose learning for pupils 

outside of formal curriculum goals or perceived formal curriculum goals. Reading for 

pleasure and creative writing are specific areas that do not feature obviously in formal 

assessments, yet they were the areas of English education that pupils were rewarded 

with, after the pupils had engaged in assessment-driven teaching and learning activities. 

The use of the collective ‘we’ suggests that this was a departmental strategy or at the 

very least an approach used by others, and perhaps this quid-pro-quo and sense of 

balance against performativity pressures serves the purpose to engage pupils 

meaningfully with writing. This particular participant would have decried such 

approaches at the BT and QT stages; however, it can be viewed as the participant 

adapting and adopting approaches to suit contexts rather than the participant fully 

conforming to teaching using traditional methods or even wholly changing her 

pedagogical stance and positions. There was a clear value for child-centred practice over 

content-driven and assessment-led pedagogies.  

 

Other participants also directly referred to how they utilised assessment-driven practice 

to support pupils in achieving success with external examinations: 
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‘I hate to admit this but I teach a lot of English based on what the pupils need 
for their exam! Unfortunately, we do live in an era of exam pressures not only 
on pupils but teachers for results. In terms then of teaching writing in GCSE 
English it is very focused on the specific skills required in the specific exam’ 
(“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Notably, the challenge of exam pressure was described as also burdening teachers and 

performativity pressures appeared to have driven this change in approach for this 

participant. The word ‘hate’ suggests a guilt relating to conforming to this practice and 

realistic and pragmatic reasons (and pressures) for adopting a shift in teaching writing 

was stated.  Other participants spoke about the influence of examinations and the NI 

education system and how these factors influenced their approaches to teach using more 

traditional methods, which were focused on accuracy and tailored towards examination 

practice: 

 

‘Preparing pupils for external examinations is part and parcel of the job 
therefore getting pupils used to sitting in examination conditions can help 
instead of just using the dedicated times such as Christmas and summer 
exams. Using past papers to assess writing and then going through the 
answers as a class can have benefits to it. By demonstrating to pupils the 
best possible answer but by working as a class can be very beneficial and 
less daunting when it comes to writing exam answers’ (“E”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘Again having come through the NI education system and seeing how 
different abilities of pupils are taught writing I find this difficult. I know that in 
order to get into higher education you do need to write and be able to write 
to a high standard. This is where the problem lies. For so many people writing 
is not a necessity and if, for some reason be it background or other people, 
you do not see the value in writing then it will be very difficult to change your 
mindset’ (“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

In terms of change, there was a clearer sense from a few participants as to aspects of 

the curriculum that they would like to change to better support the teaching of writing to 

enhance practice and pedagogy. There was a clearer impression of advocacy as these 

participants shared their concerns and views on issues with teaching writing and how 

specific areas should (and can) be addressed: 

 

‘Curriculum changes - less formalised assessments, greater teacher 
autonomy for text selection, review of the CAT system and its effectiveness, 
more writing tasks being taught, abolishment of multi - modal analysis for 
other forms of writing (this engages some of our students but I feel it is a bit 
of a wet lettuce leaf)’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘I think there needs to be clear progression between KS3 and GCSE (which 
may be the responsibility of the school) I think at GCSE we need to change 
our CAT so that it allows for not only developing analysis skills but further 
developing ideas and creativity. I feel at times in a GCSE English classroom 
we are so content driven that we are dampening creativity because of the 
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things we are asking kids to do. and yes analysis and interpretation is 
important but I think there is an uneven balance’ (“G”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

There was a clear emergence in relation to participant confidence associated with 

approaches taken for teaching writing. Whether the pedagogical choices used and 

implemented were their favoured and preferable options was not necessarily the issue 

for participants. Rather, they had more insight and awareness to offer a clearer rationale 

on their writing approaches to link to contexts and influences that led them to use such 

pedagogical choices and approaches. As such, some participants were able to negotiate 

curriculum spaces and enact a degree of curriculum control to teach in ways they 

believed were more child-centred. However, other participants appeared to feel more 

constrained and more bound by influences and structures that held sway, they believed, 

over how they taught writing. 

 

4.6.3.8. Summary of findings from stage 3 
 

Participants were no longer expressing concerns as to their own role as assessors of 

pupils’ writing. There was limited time spent on this and participants were comfortable 

offering commentary on how writing and aspects of subject English should be assessed 

or addressed. To this end, participants’ references to experiences that supported their 

development of a guild knowledge at the QT stage, suggests that immersion in the ECT 

stage has bolstered confidence levels considerably. Participants also appeared split on 

some views and veered between advocacy and conformity in relation to previous 

concerns cited at the BT and QT stages. All expressed disquiet and strong levels of 

cynicism as to how assessment-driven many school contexts were. Much concern was 

expressed over controls in relation to CATs (Controlled Assessment Tasks) and this was 

where participants advocated for a change. Some participants felt that CATs should be 

removed and replaced with 100% examination. Others advocated for CATs removal 

without replacement of terminal examinations per se. All views coalesced around 

perspectives that the CATs as assessment structures were not equitable in the main, 

and so not fit for purpose. There appeared to be a shift, or at least a more apparent and 

formed viewpoint emerging at the ECT stage, where the majority of participants, although 

supportive of technology to support learning and teach writing, did not support use of 

digital writing. All participants noted concerns with performativity pressures, and some 

explained that they had changed their teaching approach because of pressures and 

influences from pupils, parents and their school. 

 

Some participants were able to find opportunities to utilise curriculum spaces to 

requisition learning experiences that they thought were important for pupils. These were 
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places and spaces that participants perceived to be outside of the established curriculum 

spaces and curriculum goals.  Confidence levels for teaching writing were secure. 

Participants could rationalise approaches and also justified them in cases where they 

taught in contrast to beliefs held. Through experience, immersion and collaborations with 

colleagues, and over time, there is more insight into and awareness of the contexts that 

impact on a teacher’s pedagogical choices for teaching writing.  

 

4.7. Identifying as a teacher-writer 
 

The ECT stage provided an opportunity to review participants’ own writing identities. 

Participants were asked if they identified as teacher-writers, that can be defined as 

engaging with writing outside of the classroom and their role as a teacher. Results were 

split at 50% who reported they did and 50% who did not. Those who did identify as 

teacher-writers were female. Those who did engage with writing chose the following 

forms: Poetry, creative writing, reportage and non-fiction accounts. Reasons given for 

engaging with writing outside of the teacher role reflected the following views: 

 

‘I would engage in the writing process outside of school but mainly for leisure. 
I have had some poetry and news articles published’ (“G”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

The use of writing as a leisure pursuit suggests a means of relaxing and having news 

articles published has influenced “G” to develop new subjects in her school. Her interest 

in current affairs influenced her in supporting a new subject option for pupils as she co-

ordinated the set-up of a new Journalism course for her ECT stage school: 

 

‘[I] became the teacher responsible for the development of A Level 
Journalism within the school. Now my timetable is all senior school focusing 
mainly on A Level Journalism, GCSE Drama and English’ (“G”, ECT, Stage 
3).  

 

Participant “H” spoke about writing outside of the classroom as a means to organise her 

thoughts and to process ideas: 

 

‘I do engage with the writing process in the forms of personal poetry and 
diaries on occasions to log thoughts/ ideas’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Two participants in particular spoke about their strong affective reactions when 

experiencing and sharing personal writing. They drew on their own experiences of this 

both as a child and adult, and from the perspective of a student and a teacher. This led 

to these participants detailing how a closer attention to and awareness of the affective 

domain, with regard to personal writing, had impacted on their writing pedagogy: 
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‘… samples of my work were read out loud to other students (as was their 
work) by the writer in residence!! I felt somewhat embarrassed by the whole 
process of critiquing the work, especially with poetry as in my opinion it 
comes from a very raw emotional place (sorry if that sounds corny)!! I still 
write my own poetry but I would be mortified if someone found my journal 
and read it. So I only write for me. This experience has really led me to be 
particularly careful when asking pupils to read aloud their personal writing. I 
therefore ensure that I make time (especially for GCSE S&L assessments9) 
for pupils to meet with me on a one-to-one basis or small group setting’ (“E”, 
ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Here, participant “E” is attuned to anxieties and insecurities that children and pupils may 

experience with sharing their work publicly. On the other hand, when participant “C” 

engaged with personal writing as a teacher it brought up insecurities in terms of her 

competency around pedagogy in this area: 

 

‘I felt I had neglected my own creative writing ability and I took part in an 8-
week course, run by a local writer, … to improve my own writing, to remember 
how to write and how to start the process! …. I found that massively 
beneficial. We are asking students to write and yet we may not have written 
creatively from GCSE. I know I studied English Lit at A-level and degree 
level. There was no need to write in any form than analytical’ (“C”, ECT, 
Stage 3). 

 

She raised an issue, in that, she felt challenged and lacked confidence due to scant 

exposure to the writing process for any purpose other than to write to analyse. She draws 

attention to the time gap from when she last remembers engaging with it as a writer and 

student. Her view on asking pupils to complete tasks that teachers should also be able 

to complete and show competency in, echoes the views of participant “F”:  

 

‘Yeah, I think you almost have to start writing again yourself, I in many ways 
feel like I have gone back in time, …and have started writing again.  Well 
how do you write an introduction, if you can’t do it yourself, you can’t expect 
to be able to teach students how to do it’ (“F”, FG, Stage 3). 

 

This can point to confidence issues and avoidance of more open process-based writing. 

It can also point to a narrowing of the curriculum as experienced by some participants 

as pupils. Participants may have developed by default strengths in more assessment-

related forms of writing, over other lesser-assessed and thus less-valued forms of writing. 

The decline in engagement with personal writing and more creative forms of writing as a 

pupil progresses up the school system (and as experienced by some participants as 

pupils). It can establish formative entrenched values that might lead participants or 

teachers to frame personal writing as a lesser writing form, due to such limited exposure 

(Cremin, 2015; Cremin & Oliver, 2017).  

 
9 General Certificate Secondary Education Speaking and Listening assessments 
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Also, the participants who did not engage with writing cited time pressures, a desire to 

do it but no space timewise to engage with it. This suggests a view in terms of the benefits 

of writing as a pedagogical pursuit and participants’ priorities for developing competency 

and upskilling in more varied modes of writing: 

 

‘Unfortunately other than what I do with pupil work and the relentlessness of 
emails I do not write outside the classroom’ (“I”, ECT, Stage 3). 
 
‘I don't write outside of teaching but it’s something that I would love to do. I 
have in the past written poetry’ (“A”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Others see it as a personal pursuit, and something aligned to leisure and free time that 

is hard to achieve during term time: 

 

‘I do try to engage with the writing process as much as possible but due to 
practicalities, it generally only ever occurs during holiday periods. Particularly 
summer months. Working in a small rural school I personally feel, can be 
overwhelming as you are required to step outside of your specialism(s). As 
a result, this increases your planning/ marking load’ (“H”, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

Overall, there were mixed views on identifying as a teacher-writer. For some participants 

it is time-consuming whereas others see opportunities to relax and think through writing. 

Notably several participants do see the potential of enacting writing experiences they ask 

pupils to complete, and they are attuned to the affective domain that responds to sharing 

personal writing with peers and in public. The majority (seven out of eight at ECT stage) 

participants identified more with the role of a teacher before writer; one participant spoke 

about her growing enthusiasm for writing outside of a teaching context, and this was 

sparked by a perceived CPD gap (at BT stage one participant was also a self-published 

a writer and had a strong identity as a writer who taught).  

 

4.8. Summary of findings across all three stages  

  
All participants experienced anxiety arising from assessment processes and the 

assessment of writing. This particular challenge was felt keenly and at an intrinsic level, 

specifically at the BT stage as participants grappled with the subjective nature of 

assessing writing. Many expressed their concerns at interpreting assessment critieria 

and marking schemes. Initally, the majority of participants levelled criticism at themselves 

as they spoke of difficulties with assessing pupils’ written work. However, as they 

accrued experience all participants gained in confidence, and many expressed concern 

over the assessment tool as being an issue as opposed to the teacher’s role of assessor. 
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Many felt that some forms of assessment were not fit for purpose. As a result their 

attitudes towards assessment processes reflected a cynical tone. 

 

As participants’ experience increased and they moved up stages from BT, to QT and 

then to ECT, they grew in confidence and spoke about the acquisition of a guild 

knowledge that minimised the challenge of assessing writing in and of itself. A higher 

confidence led to attitudes that were more cynical and many participants felt increasingly 

marginalised and disenfranchised from teaching writing. Partcipants’ challenges with 

assessment changed and were felt at a more systemic level. They no longer doubted 

themsleves but expressed disquiet at assessment procedures undertaken and 

advocated by schools, departments and colleagues. Many felt the system imposed 

restrictive controls for assessing writing particularly when writing was assessed either at 

a school level or via formal assessment modes. This was particularly felt when 

participants were placed in a selective context at the BT stage (which all experienced) 

and continued on for some who gained employment in the grammar schools, and who 

continued to speak on performativity pressures at the ECT stage.   

 

Increasingly throughout each stage an awareness and experience of performativity 

pressure also impinged on how participants delivered and developed writing pedagogy. 

Moreover, curriculum control in relation to course content and syllabi coverage was a 

challenge that all participants felt keenly. They reported difficulties in achiebing a balance 

in relation to delivering constructivist, child-centred approaches to teaching writing. At 

the ECT stage many participants conformed with content-driven methods, although, 

some were able to find opportunities to reclaim curriculum space to requisition learning 

experiences for pupils that they deemed important.  

 

4.9. Summary  

 
This chapter detailed results and findings from a longitudinal research study that 

captured data from BT, QT and ECT stages of teacher progression. The conceptual 

model first presented in 3.7.3.5. was fully explained in section 4.5. to illustrate the themes 

manifest in the data analysis. Results linked clearly to the research questions and 

categories related to the conceptual model to display key themes from the data, which 

were illustrated through rich and “thick descriptions” as suggested by Geertz (1973, p.6). 

How the data linked to each theme and served to begin to answer the research questions 

was explained. 
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The next chapter offers an analysis of these results. It maps findings to relevant critical 

literature to explore and discuss the findings. Outcomes will also be interpreted through 

the lens of Cochran et al’s (1993) PCKg theoretical model to further develop conclusions 

relating to the research questions.  
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Analysis  
 

5.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter discusses and analyses the results and findings derived from chapter four, 

to explore implications of the results across all three stages (BT, QT, ECT) of data 

collection. Discussion and analysis linked to literature and relevant research is used to 

extrapolate meaning from the findings. Cochran et al’s. (1993) PCKg theoretical 

framework is used to frame the results and to inform discussion and analysis of the 

results. Throughout the discussion references to the results section is made to illustrate 

how data aligns with and illustrates discussion and analysis.  

 

5.2. Themes  
 

The main themes emerging from the data and including subthemes are listed below. 

Each theme will be discussed sequentially and in relation to each stage of participants’ 

teaching career trajectory, captured within the context of the study (BT, QT, and ECT). 

 

(A) Emergent, establishing, and embedded teacher beliefs 

(B) Teacher orientations for teaching writing 

(B1) Subtheme. Process or product? Response or rhetoric? 

(C) Assessment contexts  

(C1) Subtheme. Performativity and conformity  

(D) Curriculum spaces, places and control. 

 

5.3 (A) Emergent, establishing, and embedded teacher 
beliefs 

 

Values are an inherent aspect of teaching and “there is no such thing as a value free 

education” as teachers’ values are manifest in the everyday actions, choices and views 

expressed by teachers (Gudmundsdottir, 1990, p.45). Teachers make decisions 

concerning practice that are often informed by these values and an associated belief 

system, for “what we consider ‘good,’ ‘right,’ or ‘important,’ constantly guides our 

practice, whether consciously or not” (Carbone, 1987, in: Gudmundsdottir, 1990, p.46). 

Beliefs are said to manifest in actions that enact a teacher’s belief system (Fives & Buehl, 

2016). What these beliefs are, were and how they changed were important to note and 
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establish in this study, which sought to examine teachers’ views and approaches on how 

they taught writing.  

 

In addition, it is important to acknowledge the role that early formative educational 

experiences have on individuals and teachers to best understand the degree to which 

some values and related beliefs are embedded and entrenched as a result 

(Gudmundsdottir, 1990; Devine et al., 2013). Ultimately, as Gudmundsdottir noted, 

“teachers will develop a repertoire of teaching methods that they believe are in tune with 

the ideas they believe are important for students to learn” (1990, p.47). How teachers 

learned and were educated themselves will have a bearing on this and often can lead to 

a default in a teacher’s repertoire and pedagogy to what is known and understood based 

on personal experience.  

 

5.3.1. BT stage 
 

In this study, at the BT stage participants manifested clear child-centred beliefs on the 

nature of teaching and learning and also for the teaching of writing (Kang & Wallace, 

2005). Participants detailed emergent if not quite established values and beliefs that 

were child-centred, in that, they were focused on the individual child to tailor teaching to 

engage children and to meet a child’s learning needs and potential (Fisher, 2006).These 

values and subsequent beliefs aligned with the philosophy and rationale of the NIC 

(2007) and correlated with Fives and Buehl’s (2016) teacher beliefs that assumed a 

constructive approach. BT participants also believed that they were to engage with 

assessment in a transparent manner to motivate the child, to build goals and to develop 

growth mindsets (Dweck, 2007). They espoused strong support for formative 

assessment approaches, which are viewed by many educationalists as being child-

centred (TGAT, 1987; Black & Wiliam 1998; 2001; Broadfoot et al., 2002). All participants 

cited knowledge and examples of AfL in practice at the BT stage. However, conceptual 

understanding of such approaches was noted to be at a simplistic level as PCKg was at 

an emergent stage. 

 

The BT stage took the form of two teaching placements, namely, SE1 and SE2 that took 

place consecutively. At BT SE1 stage the rhetoric associated with active learning and 

active learning strategies was reflected in participants’ views (NIC KS3, 2007). However, 

it was clear to see that many participants struggled with implementing active learning. 

Initially, the concept of active learning to support pupils’ cognitive development and 

engagement (and not just physical engagement) with lessons, was not fully understood 

or realised by most participants. PCKg was, therefore, at a more simplistic stage of 
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development in terms of how participants were able to enact beliefs at the BT stage. 

Participants utilised a lot of educational terminology to describe how they taught writing, 

but it was often presented as a list or hypothetical structure; meaningful links to realised 

lessons were not apparent in many cases. At this stage participants were grappling with 

the volume of educational terms and were only forming their conceptions of PCKg. 

Educational acronyms and jargon peppered participants’ accounts when they recalled 

approaches for teaching writing (LIs, LOs, TIPTOP, SPAG, PEEL, WAGOLL, SC; see 

section 4.6.1.1). At this point a lot of information and explanations as to what the 

participants were doing (or at early SE1) reflected the acquisition (or induction) into the 

world of English education “speak,” as participants increasingly relayed their views on 

teaching writing through using educational terms as frames of reference. This agrees 

with Grossman et al.’s (2000) research findings on the value of teacher education as 

providing space and a means where “a technical language to make sense of what 

teachers were experiencing” is established (p. 658). Participants were also gaining 

knowledge of strategies and scaffolds to support pupils’ writing and their understanding 

of more challenging areas and content (Neumann et al., 2018). To some degree this 

detailed a superficial grasp of how such concepts contributed to teaching writing 

effectively, as they were rhymed off and listed in relation to their reflective accounts. This 

correlates with research views that point to less developed PCK for beginner teachers 

(Shulman 1987; Gudmundsdottir, 1990; Cochran et al., 1993). 

 

However, this can also be seen as participants evidencing a developing awareness of 

subject-specific strategies relating to the teaching of writing and, it can also be seen as 

illustrating aspects of Shing’s (2015) view of PCK and the “unique knowledge of teaching 

possessed by teachers” (p.43). It also confirms Cochran et al.’s (1993) concept of PCKg 

that develops with experiences, as BT participants were able to detail knowledge of 

structures and approaches to translate knowledge for learners. Use of some structures 

differed from those experienced by a number of participants in their own educational 

experiences and they found these challenging to implement, such as use of the SWAN 

acronym. For other participants they utilised what they learned during their ITE course to 

formatively assess and record pupils’ progress (see section 4.6.1.5). This then indicates 

a level of agreement with Gudmundsdottir’s (1990) study which found that the influence 

of teacher education offered more potential for teachers to nullify or reject beliefs. Instead 

of participants reproducing aspects of the curriculum of which they had experience, they 

employed approaches and strategies that were not necessarily derived from their own 

formative educational experiences or disciplinary preferences. 
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At the early BT stage, the participants in this study were engaged in an ITE programme 

(PGCE English with Drama and Media Studies). Grossman’s (1991) study of teachers 

who engaged with and without an ITE programme before they first taught, pointed to the 

influence that it had for changing formative beliefs. Engagement with an ITE programme 

enabled such participants to question and detach from some earlier established beliefs. 

Grossman (1991) found that any reliance on formative educational experiences and 

interests for subject English did not necessarily then inform or steer teaching approaches 

for those teachers who engaged with ITE. Rather, it was found that non ITE participants 

and teachers relied on their own subject content knowledge and personal subject 

preferences to inform their teaching approaches to subject English. However, ITE 

provides a knowledge of contexts with which BTs can “break with their own experiences 

in English classrooms and to broaden both their conceptions of the English curriculum 

and their curricular choices” (p.52).  

 

At the BT SE2 stage, participants had acquired more experience and a change in 

placement to a selective-school context. At this point participants’ core and peripheral 

beliefs were more easily apparent (Luft & Roehrig, 2007). Many participants noted 

changes in school policy, learner contexts and differences in aspects of practice that 

suggested participants were engaging in belief salience and negotiation, whereby they 

were reviewing their approaches in light of the differing contexts they were in for SE2 

(Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

 

At the BT SE1 stage, participants were grappling with PCKg and understanding learner 

profiles and contexts. At the BT SE2 stage, the majority reported challenges to core 

beliefs that related mainly to orientations of teacher approach and assessment methods. 

The participants favoured child-centred and constructive teaching approaches (Fives & 

Buehl, 2016). One participant (I) struggled with “belief practice congruence” as she 

attempted to negotiate between child-centred active teaching methods and a grammar 

approach to teaching writing (Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.116). Here, the participant’s beliefs 

could be viewed as situated within Loft and Roehrig’s (2007) “cognitive transitional 

category” as there was still a priority placed on content but from a more active and 

participatory manner, which involved learners (p.42). 

 
5.3.2. QT stage 

 
At the QT stage, all participants again subscribed to child-centred beliefs that placed 

pupils at the heart of their learning (Dixon, 1967; Britton, 1970). They again supported 

an active learning methodology that embraced discursive and dialogical classroom 
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environments (Alexander 2004; Lyle, 2008). QT participants continued to espouse use 

and implementation of lesson structures that were transparent, and which employed a 

formative assessment methodology with use of reflective questioning and AfL methods 

(Black & Wiliam, 1998; Marshall & Drummond, 2006; Wiliam & Marshall, 2006). At this 

QT stage, participants spoke about how they were influenced or constrained by English 

colleagues in placement contexts. There appeared to be a clash of ideologies and 

teacher beliefs on how to teach, which ranged from child-centred to more traditional and 

behaviourally-led approaches that positioned the teacher as central to the learning and 

teaching process, and not the child or pupil (Loft & Roehrig, 2007; Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

When reflecting on their time as BTs, participants spoke about how their ideas were 

received, accepted or rejected (see section 4.6.2.1). This correlates with Hall et al.’s 

(2012) research on student teacher identity where findings noted teachers as essentially 

“authored, authorized or constrained” within the context of their placement schools, in 

that they were shaped and supported, validated or inhibited with regards to their 

developing professional identities and pedagogical practice (p.103). Participants 

reflected aspects of belief assimilation, accommodation and congruence in relation to 

how their teacher beliefs fitted with those of their more experienced English teaching 

colleagues.  

 

In terms of Lave and Wenger’s (1991) LPP, some participants spoke about being 

enabled and how they felt accepted as their teaching approaches were trialled and used 

by departmental colleagues (mostly via use of technology (see section 4.6.2.1). This 

suggests that some participants were located on the periphery of communities of practice 

(as an English department might be described), at points within their BT placements. 

However, others spoke about being marginalised and not being on the periphery or 

included. Many participants felt constrained as to what they could or could not do and 

this was described mostly in relation to assessment methods and active learning 

approaches (see sections 4.6.2.5 & 4.6.2.6). The experiences where BT teachers felt 

marginalised, corresponded to Hall et al.’s (2012) research findings on student teachers 

on teaching practice that reported “experienced teachers determining professional 

interactions with minimal space for the novice’s agenda to be privileged” (ibid, p.115). 

Such contested spaces in relation to teacher beliefs was evident throughout many points 

at the QT stage.  

 

Mostly participants felt that child-centred beliefs were opposed in some cases by school 

contexts where performativity pressures suppressed child-centered approaches and 

where content-driven pedagogies were preferred over skills-based pedagogies (Elliot & 

Southern, 2021).  Several participants expressed disquiet over such contexts, and they 
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adapted their practice to reflect their respective placements and the situated context 

expectations, which detailed evidence of teacher belief adaptability (Egloff & Souvignier, 

2020).  It also demonstrates development of PCKg with participants adapting practice to 

reflect situated contextual demands and expectations (Cochran et al., 1993). It can be 

noted, therefore, that participants’ core beliefs on child-centred teaching did not engage 

in too much belief negotiation at the QT stage (Kang & Wallace, 2005). Instead, the data 

confirmed that core beliefs were resistant to change despite challenging contextual 

factors (Khader, 2012).  

 

5.3.3.  ECT stage 
 

At the ECT stage, most participants again detailed child-centred values and related 

beliefs that appeared constructivist in their presentation and were responsive to learner 

contexts (Loft and Roehrig 2007; Fives and Buehl’s, 2016). Participants detailed more 

nuanced explanations on teaching approaches that explained issues as well as caveats 

with use of active learning approaches (Topping, 2009). This reflected a more developed 

PCKg from participants as they took account of a range of learner profiles and 

environmental contexts (Cochran et al., 1993). The data also reflected a confidence 

acquired with experience that enabled ECT participants to present more considered 

responses that also conveyed a more holistic understanding of learner contexts (e.g., 

pupil motivation) and knowledge of pragmatics involved with teaching writing (see 

sections 4.6.3.2 & 4.6.3.3 & 4.6.3.5).  

 

However, there was some evidence to suggest that participants had altered beliefs and 

that they had essentially elevated previous peripheral beliefs to a higher position in terms 

of their values (Fives & Buehl, 2016). Many spoke of performativity pressures as 

impacting on their pedagogy and the data spoke to belief adaptability in this area that 

reflected use of traditional approaches, which belied participants’ constructivist and child-

centred values (Fang, 1996; Kang & Wallace, 2005; Loft & Roehrig, 2007; Khader, 2012; 

Egloff & Souvignier, 2020). Yet, belief movement and adaptation appeared not to 

respond or change to suit learners’ needs, rather they were influenced by school and 

systemic influences and changes in approach which occurred to serve and meet 

performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott & Southern, 2021). 

 

For at least two participants (H & I) the elevation and change in peripheral beliefs 

appeared to be epistemologically based where the change in participants’ beliefs were 

more clearly linked to their views on knowledge and related to “knowledge acquisition, 

knowledge development, knowledge boundaries” (Egloff and Souvignier, 2020, p. 47). 
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The shift in beliefs also agreed with research that found teacher beliefs reflected closely 

their assessment approaches, so if a teacher held teacher-orientated beliefs, their 

approach and use of assessment in turn would replicate more content-driven responses 

(Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Kang & Wallace, 2005; Fives & Buehl, 2016. see section 

4.6.3.7.). At this ECT stage, there appeared to be engagement with “belief salience and 

negotiation” with the more traditional and transmissive approach to teaching being the 

adopted approach for these participants (Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.116).  Reasons for the 

shift in beliefs could also be due to participants’ formative experiences of education 

where they experienced and were successful within the NI selective transfer system. As 

such this would confirm that these formative experiences and the “personal curriculum” 

of teachers are important to note and consider as they are more resistant to change 

(Richardson 1996; Grossman, 1991). This change in beliefs also points to concerns over 

the brevity of ITE courses, and other places where teachers are to engage with 

evaluating their positions and approaches for teaching (Richardson, 1996).  

 

For some other participants there were shifts to more transmissive methods of teaching 

writing, but the data explains the shift as more linked to belief negotiation where contexts, 

cultures, and policy impacted on the participants’ choice of approach (Fives & Buehl, 

2016). Teaching in contexts where participants perceived that other teachers’ values 

were inherently linked to content-driven approaches, which were focused on 

assessment-driven practices, appeared to shift some participants’ teaching beliefs to 

adopt the same approach and practice. Here, ECT participants were “absorbing the 

cultural script” within school contexts and conforming to expected ways of working and 

teaching (Hall et al., 2012, p. 106). Participants made mention of parental influences and 

performativity pressures linked to assessment methods that drove teaching approaches 

to reflect more traditional methods (see section 4.6.3.5). For many participants, their core 

teacher beliefs and agency for teaching writing was absorbed by such external influences 

(ibid). This position also reflects “the pressures of educational marketisation and hyper-

surveillance [that] compel teachers to meet the often divergent and competing demands 

of parents, pupils, management, syllabi and exams” (Hennessy et al., 2021, p.336). Also, 

at least one participant (C) had shifted beliefs to consolidate their constructivist values 

which were supported by a CPD opportunity that was sought due to the participant’s 

perceived gap in knowledge for teaching process-based writing (Fang, 1996; see section 

4.6.3.2). Overall, teacher beliefs in the main were negotiated to agree with their school 

contexts and external influences, yet many participants still subscribed to alternative 

child-centred beliefs that were mainly suppressed and frustrated by performativity 

pressures (Ball, 2003; Fives & Buehl, 2016).  
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5.4. (B) Teacher-orientations for teaching writing 
 

Grossman (1991) explained that when a subject is taught in a classroom an important 

aspect of pedagogical positioning is directly related to teachers’ beliefs. For the subject 

English, there are many perceptions and theoretical positions that teachers can assume 

for the purposes of teaching. These are based on their own knowledge of the subject 

and their subject philosophies and beliefs on the subject (Marshall, 2001; Fives & Buehl, 

2016). Such beliefs relate to a specific type of English linked to “a teacher’s own 

knowledge and beliefs concerning the teaching of English” (Grossman, 2001, p.39). 

Throughout all stages of the research the participants favoured explicit instructional 

practice and employed use of genre theory in the main to teach writing. This correlates 

with genre theory orientated approaches and a trend globally for teaching in this way 

(Christie, 2013; Rosen, 2013; Wyse et al., 2013).  

 

5.4.1. BT stage 
 

At the BT stage, all participants engaged with explicit teaching approaches, and they 

preferred use of genre theory approaches to teach writing (see sections 4.6.1.1 & 

4.6.1.2). They employed use of modelling, supports and scaffolds, direct instruction, 

success criteria and collaboration with the aim of setting more independent writing tasks 

to progress and develop pupils’ writing (Kress, 1993; Firkins et al., 2007; Hyland, 2008). 

Strategies included the explicit teaching of structural, textual and linguistic features and 

supports, and the rationale for use was to make the invisible ‘visible’ to support a wide 

range of needs and abilities within classes (Martin, 1987). At this BT stage, participants 

did put much emphasis on the use of structures such as ‘PEE’ and specifically included 

much detail on their use of success criteria for teaching writing, which was often linked 

to specified learning outcomes to indicate what a successful response should contain. 

This reflects a more controlled approach to teaching writing that could be perceived as 

formulaic in its design and which could also lead to standardisation of pupils’ responses 

(Crisp & Green, 2013; Barrs, 2019). In creating supports to steer pupil responses via the 

use of success criteria there is less scope for pupil input, pupil choice and a resultant 

reduction in authentic pupil responses being produced, particularly if structures and 

forms are valued over content and expression (Gibbons, 2019; McKnight, 2020). 

McKnight (2020) points to issues with use of formulas and structures that erode inclusive 

teaching as she views sustained use of formulas as linked to a deficit model of pedagogy, 

which seeks to fix learners rather than enable their expression. The extent to which 

participants should have input and control did cause much consideration and concern 

for participants throughout all three stages and this will be explored further in section 5.5.  
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As discussed, the genre theory approach was the dominant pedagogical preference for 

BT participants. They did not overtly explore or discuss process-based methods such as 

free writing or writer’s workshop (Elbow, 1973; Leigh & Ayres, 2015). No participants at 

the BT stage identified clearly as teacher-writers outside of teaching tasks that required 

them to provide models, or even where they engaged in teaching shared and guided 

writing activities with pupils (Murray, 1985; Cremin, 2015; Cremin & Oliver, 2017; Cremin 

et al., 2020).  

 

Prescriptive grammar approaches were detailed by several participants with a focus on 

accuracy and SPAG, as opposed to any implementation of language in use or a 

“Grammar as Choice pedagogy” (Myhill, 2021). This again points to emergent PCKg 

development in that pedagogy is not holistically developed to segue from different 

pedagogical positions or is adaptive to learner and environmental contexts (Cochran et 

al.,1993). Digital writing as an approach was discussed by two participants (G & J) who 

had differing views on its purpose. Although participant “G” advocated for its use in terms 

of relevancy as it engaged and motivated pupils, the potential of digital writing as an 

empowering tool and medium for collaborative crafting was not fully understood at this 

stage (or most others) by participants (Nordmark, 2017; Fu & Hwang, 2018). Conversely, 

the participant “J” felt digital writing undermined the development of pupils’ physical 

writing, which she framed as important to master in relation to completing formal 

assessments. This view was reflective of writing as product focused. Writing here was 

valued as a summative capture of knowledge and not as a medium for which pupils’ 

cognitive processes and thinking skills could be developed, which is at odds with child-

centred approaches (CCEA, 2007).  

 

5.4.2. QT stage 
 
At the QT stage, the favoured pedagogical approach was that of explicit writing 

instruction and use of genre-theory models. There was a focus on stages that made use 

of supports, structures and forms (Firkins et al., 2007). Participants had gained 

experience over two placements and completed an ITE programme. They were able to 

rationalise more fully their strategies and approaches for teaching writing. This concurred 

with Grossman et al.’s (2000) view where “pedagogical tools developed through teacher 

education provided a set of frames through which to view teaching” (p.658). A fuller 

consideration and reflection was also offered on issues that approaches and contexts 

presented at BT stages.  
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Participant “C” discussed an inner fear stemming from the BT stage where she felt that 

she did not know enough about teaching creative writing. She pointed to the lack of 

perceived content she felt was inherent in such a process-based approach. The very 

lack of structures and scaffolds with process-based methods points to a myriad of 

decisions that pupils are to take and be supported with. Such freedom of approach for 

pupil choice and voice, is inherently valued by process-based practitioners (Murray, 

1972; Rosen, 2021).  This can suggest that the trend for teaching a skills-based 

approach with a focus on structure and form has left potential teachers schooled in these 

areas and with this specific subject knowledge. However, it points to a gap in other areas 

such as creative writing and process-based approaches. This also indicates a natural 

avoidance to engage in what is not necessarily known. Here PCKg is to be developed 

further in respect of subject knowledge (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 

Research trends identify studies with a focus on reading skills or analysis of content, as 

opposed to a focus on writing (Cremin, 2007; Gardner, 2018; Cremin, 2021).  As such, 

new entrants to the teaching profession may be products of such educational policy. This 

can also link to concerns around the reduced role of the teacher in the process approach 

that is mainly centred on individual expression, creativity and choice, much of which is 

oppositional to many genre-based approaches for teaching writing (Grave, 1983; 

Murray,1985; Rosen, 2013; Cremin & Myhill, 2021). In addition, other participants drew 

attention to a creative writing workshop experience completed during their ITE course 

that also appeared to highlight anxieties that they had with regards to participating in 

creative writing and on sharing their written efforts.  This pointed to a lack of confidence 

as a writer with participants (Wray, 2014).  It could possibly link to the drive to raise 

standards that are focused on raising reading agendas, to the detriment of any focus on 

raising writing agendas for developing individuals as writers (Cremin & Myhill, 2021). It 

may also point to some formative educational experiences that participants had when 

they were younger, where they may have received negative feedback on written work 

(Fisher, 2006; Five and Buehl’s, 2016).  Participant “F” spoke about the need to be able 

to write to teach writing. She reported that she felt that she had to go back in time to her 

own schooling memories to ‘mine’ formative experiences, in order to allow her to teach 

effectively and to support this role as teacher-writer. This points again to the strong core 

beliefs that formative experiences have for teachers and which may impact on their 

decisions in later life when they undertake teaching on certain topics and skills 

(Richardson, 2003; Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 2014; Cremin, 2021). It is important to 

understand the beliefs teachers have developed and to enable them to have space to 

analyse from a supported distance why these beliefs have been formed, and the extent 
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to which they might impact on their future pedagogy and practice (see sections 4.6.2.1 

& 4.6.2.2).  

 

Also, at the QT stage there was some value given to prescriptive grammar approaches 

to develop pupils’ SPAG and accuracy within written responses. A ‘Language in Use’ or 

a ‘Grammar as Choice’ pedagogy were not apparent (Myhill, 2021). However, some 

aspects of the LEAD principles approach were evident as participants spoke about 

relevancy and they noted an inclusion of more authentic texts or contexts for pupils to 

engage with, when teaching writing (see sections 4.6.2.2. & 4.6.2.4.). However, the 

approaches were controlled and did not appear to serve a grammar as choice focus. 

Instead, views reported discussion and pupil engagement with choices made in relation 

to authentic texts, and the writer’s grammar usage and word choice were most likely not 

identified by pupils. Instead, via explicit teaching and genre theory, participants spoke 

about reinforcing pupils’ knowledge of language, in part through success criteria linked 

to identified learning outcomes, as opposed to knowledge of language emerging from 

pupils’ interpretations of grammar as their responses to authentic texts (Myhill, 2021).  

 

At the QT stage, digital writing was not explored or commented upon explicitly, but 

participants did report on the use of technology to support active teaching methods. 

Notably they were not able to draw out possibilities for creative and collaborative 

engagement with writing (Fu & Hwang, 2018). This again points to developing PCKg of 

participants as they grapple with increasing knowledge across all four knowledge 

components of subject matter, pedagogical knowledge, learner contexts and 

environmental contexts (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 

5.4.3. ECT stage 
 

At the ECT stage explicit teaching was again favoured by participants (see section 

4.6.3.1 & 4.6.3.2.). Grossman et al. (2000) report the strategy for teaching writing that 

most post-primary teachers mention most frequently was “modeling” (p.652). However, 

for many in this study their teaching approaches and pedagogical methods had changed 

and shifted towards more traditional pedagogical approaches, which used content-driven 

approaches to teach writing. All participants at this stage detailed frequent use of 

assessment-driven approaches that were clearly linked to performativity pressures and 

external influences (Elliott & Southern, 2021; Hennessy et al., 2021). Participants often 

cited accountability cultures of many school contexts alongside resultant performativity 

pressures, and this appeared to lead their change in pedagogical approach. This will be 

discussed in more detail in section 5.7. Performativity and conformity. 
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In addition, participant “I” shifted to a traditional perspective for use of teaching writing 

where a prescriptive grammar focus and accuracy was valued. She made mention of the 

NI education system that appeared to influence this shift in pedagogy. She noted that 

assessment appeared to be valued by the system and as such pupils should value 

assessment if they are to succeed in the system (see section 4.6.3.7).  This shift in 

approach is representative of concerns expressed by educationalists over the elevation 

of traditional knowledge-laden approaches to teaching with prescriptive views of 

grammar taught to pupils (Hodgson & Harris, 2021; Rosen, 2021).  

 

At the ECT stage some participants also noted the demotivation of pupils and their lack 

of engagement with writing (see section 4.6.3.7.). However, this can be viewed as pupil 

responses to being taught in a teacher-orientated and product-focused manner. This 

would also support agreement with research that found that a prescriptive focus on 

grammar using traditional pedagogical approaches, which are teacher-orientated, 

resulted in little differential gains in the writing quality of pupils. Instead, pupils typically 

respond by restricting their ideas, choices and efforts with the writing process and final 

written outcomes (McQuade, 1980; Jeffers, 2018).  Process-based approaches towards 

teaching writing were more evident in places but also bore the caveat of restrictions 

concerning use of the approach. Views on use of creative writing linked to child-centred 

beliefs that valued individuality, expressionism, and pupil growth through the imagination 

(Graves, 1983; Murray, 1985). However, participant views often emphasised reasons for 

the limited use of such approaches, such as time pressures (see section 4.6.3.2.) Again, 

this underscores the value that participants have for process-based approaches to 

writing, as time is found to teach using other approaches and methods, that serve more 

assessment-driven contexts. This will be explored further in sections 5.6. and 5.7.  

 

Notably, identification with the role of ‘teacher-writer’ was split at 50% for those who did 

write outside of teaching and 50% for those who did not. Again, time constraints were 

cited as a reason for lack of engagement with those who did not purport to write. This 

suggests that time is spent on other valued aspects of professional practice and 

pedagogy. This supports Cremin & Oliver’s (2017) research on teacher fears and 

uncertainty in relation to their self-efficacy for writing. This lack of self-confidence with 

engaging in the writing process by a teacher may also be passed on to pupils.  

 

At the ECT stage, some participants detailed their use of technology and support for 

forms of digital writing and collaborative efforts of pupils. However, attitudes towards the 

value of digital writing were negative for the majority of participants (see section 4.6.3.3). 
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This could be seen as participants viewing digital writing as competing against physical 

writing. There was mainly support for print literacy as opposed to use of digital platforms 

for composition of pupil responses (Dunn & Sweeney, 2018). It also reinforces views of 

writing as an individual and more solitary activity, which is contrary to a skills-based 

curriculum that seeks to equip pupils with lifelong employability skills (CCEA, 2007). It is 

at odds with practice in other countries such as Sweden where digital writing is prominent 

in the curriculum to develop pupil skills for “constant negotiation” across collaborative 

spaces (Nordmark, 2017, p.58). These are key skills, one could argue, that teachers 

need to ensure NI pupils are equipped with as they leave school contexts.  

 

Overall, at the ECT stage, participant views were nuanced and specific and able to 

provide more measured responses and a balanced view on approaches they used in 

relation to teaching strategies (peer assessment; reflective questioning). They did not 

place as much emphasis on the use of success criteria that appeared at the BT stage 

(see sections 4.6.3.1 and 4.6.3.3). This detailed a wider understanding and 

conceptualisation of PCKg that included more integrated knowledge of subject matter 

and pedagogical knowledge, as well as a knowledge of learners and environmental 

contexts (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 

5.5. (B1) Process or product? Response or rhetoric? 

  

Notably, the ideas of creativity over competency, product over process and rhetoric over 

response challenged some participants and were noted throughout all stages (BT, QT, 

ECT). Grossman et al. (2000) also captured concerns and challenges for controls in 

respect to teaching writing. They reported on a teacher’s concerns and uncertainty over 

too much direction versus too little structure or support, where the teacher was “worried 

that he might be too directive in his instruction and wanted to find a balance between 

what he called "direct instruction" and "exploration" (p.650). On the other hand, Christie 

(2103) would argue for, and support, the approach of making ‘the unknown, known,’ 

where language structures and forms are made visible to pupils to empower them. She 

argued that the genre-theory approach serves to inculcate learners into the societal 

discourses that are framed by writing purposes and genres, which are encapsulated by 

specific forms of writing.  

 

5.5.1. BT stage 

 
At the BT stage, all participants made mention of use of explicit teaching with use of 

supports, scaffolds and controls, and in particular use of identified success criteria with 
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which to support pupils’ writing efforts. This was a dominant strategy used to support 

pupils’ writing efforts. However, participants were increasingly (from SE1 to SE2) aware 

of how an overreliance on supports provided by them as the teacher may also reduce 

pupils’ risk-taking, and inadvertently inhibit learners’ choices for writing (see sections 

4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2). Likewise, Gibbons (2019) pointed to how structures and scaffolds 

used to support and develop pupils’ writing efforts, such as employment of the formulaic 

PEE paragraphs can often constrain and inhibit pupils’ endeavours. Participant “B” drew 

attention to pupils being able to engage with rhyming PEE acronyms verbally, however 

they could not transfer this to their writing in practice. So, at a basic conceptual level 

some formulaic approaches were still challenging for pupils to understand. To a point, 

providing frames and supports can be seen to exert an excessive control over the writing 

process, particularly if not removed to support independent engagement with writing 

(McKnight, 2020). The point at which supports and scaffolds should be introduced and 

gradually removed challenged most participants. It appeared to be used as a default 

approach and did not speak of targeted support. This correlates with research that 

cautions against the use and “dangers of casually incorporating ‘scaffolding’ into the 

professional lexicon as a proxy for generalised help or support rather than, as was 

originally intended, a very precise means of helping pupils master a specific task” 

(Mercer & Littleton, 2007, in: Capel et al., 2019, p. 300). Furthermore, research suggests 

that it can serve to disengage pupils from the writing process as their writing is not viewed 

as a form of personal expression.  If pupils have no purpose for writing or do not 

understand or connect to the purpose for writing then structures and scaffolds will be 

used superficially and even possibly rejected (Fisher, 2006; Elliott, 2018; Gibbons, 2019; 

McKnight, 2020). Here, supports can demotivate pupils as it removes pupil autonomy 

and it can lead to a “marginalisation of student choice, voice and personal response” in 

relation to their writing efforts (Gibbons, 2019, p.36). Participants understood this 

progressively at the BT stage and struggled with implementing scaffolds to support 

writing without exerting excessive control. This points to a developing PCKg where 

participants increasingly detailed knowledge of pedagogical strategies and learner 

contexts for teaching writing (Cochran et al., 1993).    

 

To support weaker students, many participants employed use of supports but noted the 

standardised responses that were returned. Participants “B” and “D” spoke about trailling 

use of supports with pupils. They noted that provision of supports such as success 

criteria or writing frames did overall support lower ability pupils, but it had depressed the 

pupil voice for other more able pupils (see section 4.6.1.2). McKnight (2020) also points 

to the way more ‘formulaic’ structures can either disenfranchise or provide a voice to 

pupils who need supports to express views and ideas coherently. In particular, she 
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advised caution with the use of supports that specifically targeted lower ability pupils. 

She warned that although the learning aim purports to empower pupils to understand the 

workings of language in use and societal structures and discourses, due to the vibrant 

reality of language change and use, it can also be seen as perpetuating the dominant 

forms of discourse. Thus, it acts to remove pupil opportunities to exchange views or 

communicate outside of teacher-selected structures, choices and rhetoric (McKnight, 

2020). BT participants noted assessment-driven practice that led to teaching to the test 

that focused on strict adherence of AOBs as criteria (see section 4.6.1.5). Elliott (2018) 

confirms that this approach decreases creative approaches towards writing. She notes 

its sources as stemming from performativity pressures where teachers feel accountability 

for pupils’ grades. This in turn forces teachers to adopt assessment-driven practice 

where they teach explicitly that which can be measured within the subject (Assessment 

contexts, performativity and conformity is explored further in sections 5.6 and 5.7). 

Overall, at the BT stage, engagement with thinking on how best to teach in terms of 

rhetoric or creativity does detail the developing PCKg as participants attempted to marry 

knowledge of learner contexts with pedagogical knowledge (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 
5.5.2. QT stage 

  

At the QT stage, participants were more balanced in how they taught writing using 

supports and success criteria. Again, the overriding aim for use of supports was to enable 

pupils to have access to knowledge for writing as such “approaches seek to forefront 

structure over content and, intentionally or not, make students’ writing assessable in 

more straightforward ways” (Gibbons, 2019, p.39). Developing PCGg was evident as 

participants reported more knowledge and use of pedagogical strategies with clear use 

of modelling to introduce concepts and strategies to enable learners to overcome 

problematic areas (Cochran et al., 1993). They reported on planning to remove supports 

to develop pupil independence (see sections 4.6.2.2 and 4.6.2.5). This supported a more 

secure conceptual understanding of the genre-theory approach with explicit instructional 

practice as reported by Grossman et al.’s (2000) study where they found that “Elements 

of modeling, explicit instruction, practice, and release of responsibility are clearly evident 

in the teacher's explicit instruction model” (p.647).  

 

However, at the QT stage, although participants appeared more confident in how they 

were to approach teaching and at which points they were to gradually remove controls, 

they reported pressure to adopt more content-driven and assessment-focused practice 

(see section 4.6.2.5). This correlates with Elliot’s (2018) views that teachers are left to 

adopt more technicist approaches and to teach what is measurable and quantifiable to 
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secure qualifications and standards that purport to measure attainment through 

prescribed assessment criteria. At this QT stage, participants appeared to reject 

inherently such approaches and affirmed child-centred values that were presented as 

core beliefs. They noted CATs as a particularly contestable area where the teaching 

followed a narrow focus. This correlates with other research on the impact that formal 

and high stakes assessment has on teaching approaches (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018; 

Marshall & Gibbons, 2018; Gibbons, 2019; Hennessy et al., 2021). This is discussed in 

more detail in section 5.6.  

 

5.5.3. ECT stage 

 
At the ECT stage there were again more considered views reported on how to marry 

controls for teaching writing whilst also developing pupil creativity (see section 4.6.3.2). 

As reported previously (see section 5.4), more participants embraced process-based 

approaches to teaching writing, as creative writing and experience writing were valued 

overtly as an approach by two participants (B & C). Participant “H” who appeared to shift 

from constructivist child-centered BT beliefs to traditional content and assessment-driven 

beliefs at the ECT stage, reported that creative writing activities could not occur due to 

time issues and only occurred: 

 

‘if there's a competition/ event occuring (sic) within the local area for students/ 
the school to participate in’ (H, ECT, Stage 3). 

 

This points to a conformity and change in teacher beliefs (see section 5.3 (A)). However, 

it also suggests a narrowing of PCKg as engagement with growing all four interrelated 

knowledge components of subject knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of 

learners and knowledge of environmental contexts are stilted, in the pursuit of 

assessment-driven goals (Cochran et al.,1993). Time as a resource is given to other 

activities at the expense of more creative activities. Whilst a conformity to performativity 

pressures can be noted (see section 5.7 (C1) the autonomy and control that this 

participant teacher has with regards to writing approaches and pedagogy has not yet 

been fully realised. Specifically, it corresponds to Grossman et al.’s (2000) study that 

found that teachers responded to struggles as private battles, rather than realising that 

they were facing longstanding conflicts within the field of composition, which valued and 

believed in differing writing approaches and traditions. The fact that “this tension between 

structure and ownership in the teaching of writing has a long history within the field of 

composition,” was not necessarily understood by Grossman et al.’s participants, and 

quite possibly for participant H (p.656).  
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However, many participants also felt challenged by assessment pressures and some 

pointed to use of strategies and supports that were assessment-driven. Use of PEE was 

noted again and Gibbons (2019) also points to concerns over the “hegemonic spread of 

the PEE paragraph” that not only controlled form but also the content of pupils’ writing 

(p.36).  Moreover, participants reported conformity in adopting technicist and 

assessment-driven practice that focused on the AOBs linked to specifications (see 

section 4.6.3.7.). Here, participants reported (apologetically and reluctantly) that they 

taught writing using controls that were narrow and prescriptive to assuage performativity 

pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018; Marshall & Gibbons, 2018; Gibbons, 2019; Hennessy 

et al., 2021). This shift in position on approach and concern for control over creativity 

corresponds to Gibbons’ (2019) views as he noted that teachers felt pressured to teach 

structures such as paragraphing and use of PEE(L) versions for writing within English 

lessons, admittedly with little enthusiasm for the approach, but because such 

approaches more often than not were mapped onto assessment methods. He noted that 

“there did seem to be a sense that this was the way that pupils needed to write in order 

to meet the demands of assessment systems” (p.37). This reflected ECT participants’ 

experiences and pressure to conform and adopt such teaching approaches, as one 

noted:   

 

‘but we are very results driven, especially the pupils and parents - this is the 
way they want it done!’ (B, ECT, Stage 3).  

 

This also pointed to changes in teacher beliefs, and belief salience and negotiation is 

discussed in section 5.3(A).  

     

Overall, there was a struggle for rhetoric over ownership where participants valued the 

process-approach towards teaching writing, but felt that they ultimately did not have time 

to devote to supporting pupils in acquiring and developing their writer’s voice via the 

drafting and revising stages. Some did feel challenged by this. Influences bore down on 

them such as the CATs that requested timed pieces from learners and which some 

participants felt gave pupils mixed messages as to the processes involved in writing and 

the drafting stages of writing. Participants felt time poor and under pressure to teach to 

the formal curriculum assessment modes that valued structure and use of rhetoric, over 

process.  

 

5.6. (C) Assessment contexts 

 

Assessment strategies, structures and expectations impacted on all participants 

throughout the research in many differing ways. AfL approaches were valued and 
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employed throughout all stages (Black & Wiliam, 2001; Marshall & Wiliam, 2006). 

Participants initially struggled with their own self-efficacy and personal application of 

assessment in relation to writing at the BT stage. Gradually, as they reflected on 

experiences within differing school contexts, they noted the wider challenges that 

assessment structures held for teachers. However, knowledge of contexts, performativity 

pressures and the impact this had on pedagogical practice for teaching writing was 

understood increasingly by participants (Cochran et al., 1993; Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018). 

Assessment expectations relating to high stakes formal assessments such as CATs 

challenged participants, particularly where they noted practice that reflected more 

technicist and prescriptive methods for teaching writing (Marshall & Black, 2006; Crisp & 

Green, 2013; Elliott, 2018; Gibbons, 2019).   

 

5.6.1. BT stage 
 

At the BT stage formative methods of assessment were valued by participants and they 

reported engagement with AfL methodology. They engaged with active learning and 

made learning goals and outcomes transparent to pupils. They supported use of self and 

peer-assessment, employed comment-based marking and set targets that were shared 

with pupils (Black & Wiliam, 2001; CCEA, 2007).  Initially use of such approaches was 

fairly iterative and superficial but gradually at the QT and ECT stage there was more 

considered understanding of how to use the approaches that pointed to developing 

PCKg, in terms of pedagogical knowledge acquired through experience (Marshall, 2001).  

There was also a growing knowledge and awareness by some on how AfL could be 

employed to inform planning at the SE2 stage (see sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.2). In 

addition, peer and self-assessment was valued and used widely by participants but they 

felt increasingly challenged, especially within their SE2 placement, when implementing 

it.  

 

Many participants reported that both pupils’ and English teachers’ views on use of self 

and peer-assessment were negative. Specifically, teachers felt it eroded teaching time 

and pupils were not content with assuming the role of assessor as they perceived this 

as the teacher’s role. In addition, participants reported pupils as extrinsically motivated 

in that grades, marks and rankings were valued but not descriptive comments or targets 

(see section 4.6.1.3). This is at odds with views that see “English as the art of language” 

(Marshall & Wiliam, 2006 p.3) as there is little value held for an exchange of views or 

reciprocity in terms of creative direction. Participants noted frustration with lack of 

engagement with self and peer-assessment, but they did not wholly understand the main 

challenges presented. Insight into pupils’ fears for peer feedback that could be viewed 
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by them as critical and unhelpful were not appreciated by participants (Topping, 2009).  

The lack of engagement with comment-based marking was also sourced as pupil 

resistance to the approach, when it might be that the quality of the comments (from both 

the teacher and the pupil) was lacking (Black & Wiliam, 2001; Topping, 2009). 

Resistance may reflect pupils’ perceptions of feedback as ‘substitutional’ to teacher 

feedback for which they hold more regard (Topping, 2009). This corresponds to the early 

stage of developing PCKg where participants are not entirely aware of pedagogical use 

for self and peer-assessment and where they are not considerate of learner contexts and 

how to relate or translate some approaches to engage pupils (Cochran et al., 1993; 

Topping, 2009).   

 

Participants struggled with perceptions on self-efficacy and confidence around 

assessment and specifically marking at the BT stage. They found mark schemes hard to 

interpret and found it difficult to assign levels for KS3 classes. They reported the LOPs 

were vague and that at times the school’s marking rubric for KS3 was irrelevant or not fit 

for purpose, in terms of assessing a set task and activity. They found it easier to assess 

pupils at KS4 and found more clarity with the AOBs provided by examination boards (see 

section 4.6.1.5.). To an extent the preference for assessment criteria that related to high 

stakes assessment can point to marking rubrics that are more tightly prescribed and 

which offer a more measurable yet reductive, set of criteria with which to assess writing 

(Everett, 2005, in: Morris & Sharplin et al., 2013). Participants noted assessment-driven 

practice, particularly in relation to CATs, and they reported disquiet and opposition to 

approaches that taught to the test (see section 4.6.1.5). They expressed fears over rote 

reproduction of knowledge related to the CATs that produced much standardised writing 

and which created a lack of pupil agency and engagement in their writing (Ipos MORI, 

2011; Vowles, 2012).  This is explored further in section 5.7. (C).1.  

 

5.6.2. QT stage 
 

At the QT stage participants had accrued experience and were more considered when 

discussing AfL methods such as peer-assessment. They identified some problematic 

areas where pupils should be taught explicitly how to offer peer feedback, or where pupils 

may have responded with simple “confirmatory” comments that did not develop peer-

writing (Topping, 2009, p.22). Consideration on such issues and how to prevent them 

with relevant teaching approaches were evident in the data. This detailed a growth in 

participants’ PCKg, as, although some participants continued to note resistance with use 

of self and peer-assessment from both experienced teachers and pupils, participants 

had a wider conceptualisation of learner-based and environmental contexts that could 
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foster such resistant attitudes (Cochran et al., 1993; Marshall & Wiliam, 2006; Topping, 

2009). Also, participants were able to locate some challenging conceptual subject matter 

and translate the knowledge for pupils to engage more meaningfully in peer-assessment 

tasks (see section 4.6.2.3).  

 

Participants reflected on their struggles with marking and noted that they now had more 

confidence that from the BT stage. They appeared to develop a guild knowledge for 

marking and assessment (Sadler, 1989; Marshall & Wiliam, 2006). They were more 

comfortable with marking and assessing pupils’ work and this did not feature as a 

challenge. It could be seen as a rite of passage as they spoke knowledgeably about 

standards and detailed a confidence with allocating feedback and grades. It points to a 

more comfortable stance in determining standards, though whether this due to the more 

holistic mode of “impression marking” or “construct referencing”, whereby a holistic 

judgement can be made on a piece of writing that is not bound by marking rubrics per 

se, was not overly clear (Marshall, 2001, p.49).   

 

Discussion on the assessment (and teaching) of summative assessment featured 

prominently at the QT stage.  Specifically, the CATs did cause much consternation from 

all participants. Many participants reported a pressure to adopt and conform to narrow 

teaching practice that centered on content-driven approaches which also made use of 

rote learning (Vowles, 2012). Participants reported varied ways of CATs being taught 

that often explicitly or marginally circumvented controls for the CATs. This made 

participants uncomfortable, and they reported widespread malpractice across known and 

also hearsay contexts. This pointed to a cynicism and disenfranchisement with assessing 

pupils’ written work that is linked to high stakes formal assessments (Vowles, 2012; Crisp 

& Green, 2013; Elliott, 2018).  The homogenisation of work and lack of creativity was a 

concern for several participants. It also reflects Goodwyn & Findlay’s (1999) views on 

assessment-driven practice creating conditions whereby teaching is likened to “teaching 

in a cage” (p.19; see section 4.6.2.5). At the QT stage, participants recognised the wider 

scale of performativity pressures beyond school contexts. They also reported a 

considered view that understood the performance management position that teachers 

faced in relation to their professional responsibility for securing pupil grades and class 

performance (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018). They also recognised how engagement with 

CATs reflected these pressures (Vowles, 2012). Performativity pressures at this stage 

will be explored further in section 5.7. (C) Performativity and conformity. 
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5.6.3. ECT stage 
 

AT the ECT stage there was again support for AfL, active learning, self and peer-

assessment and target setting. Participants were again more considered on issues with 

employing these approaches (Black & Wiliam,1998; 2001; see sections 4.6.2.1. and 

4.6.2.2). 

 

There was more focus on the importance and role of feedback and how this was to be 

managed. There was more insight detailed into a rationale for use of the approach for 

one-to-one feedback. Challenges with mention of class sizes with regards to engaging 

in one-to-one feedback and facilitating redrafting in class were reported (see sections 

4.6.3.4. and 4.6.3.5). This detailed to a degree more awareness of learner contexts and 

a developing PCKg (Cochran et al., 1993). Whilst this may draw emphasis towards a 

child-centred approach to teaching writing, it could also point to what is valued or not by 

participants, as time as a resource is spent elsewhere on more valuable or valued 

aspects of writing pedagogy. A value for discursive dialogical classrooms and discourse 

are not, overly apparent within most participants’ pedagogical approach (Alexander, 

2004; Lyle, 2008).  

 

Notably, summative assessment, in the form of CATs in particular, posed a challenge 

and all participants rejected it as a mode of assessment (see section 4.6.3.4). This was 

a consistent trend throughout all stages for many participants, although, there were more 

diverse and considered views on it at the ECT stage. Some participants did note some 

benefits of CATs as an opportunity to standardise work across the department and for 

collaborative peer learning aimed at honing their assessment skills. However, many 

participants expressed a preference for examinations as a replacement to CATs. They 

proposed that examinations took up less time in relation to CATS preparation and they 

suggested that they caused less teacher stress, which they experienced when allocating 

internal CATs assessment grades to pupils. This points to a pressure to cover the 

curriculum as well as performativity pressures linked to participants’ perceptions of how 

results are managed, and viewed in school contexts (Vowles, 2012). It also suggests 

that external factors are key influences in selecting or rejecting some assessment 

processes for teaching writing (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018). Other participants identified 

concerns with the way CATs eroded a process-based approach towards pupil 

engagement with writing, as the drafting and redrafting stages were not valued or 

rewarded (Graves,1968; Murray, 1972). This agrees with a MORI report on teacher 

concerns on use of CATs where they feared that CATs led to a “reduced opportunity for 

students to develop key skills in refining and editing their work” (Ipos MORI, 2011, p.3). 
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Participants also reported a conformity to teaching CATs in a knowledge and content-

driven manner through narrow approaches that suggested adherence to more 

“formulaic” approaches for writing (Crisp & Green, 2013, p.6). This also corresponds to 

Vowle’s (2012) findings where participants reported pressure to ensure pupils were 

“nannied through at every stage” (p. 442). Participants were influenced by external 

contexts and experienced performative pressure to conform to use of traditional 

knowledge-driven approaches when teaching CATs (Vowles, 2012; Crisp & Green, 

2013). This will be discussed in more detail in section 5.7. (C1).  

 

5.7. (C1) Subtheme. Performativity and conformity  
 

Curriculum pressures and influences that served performativity agendas were 

consistently felt and acknowledged by participants at all stages. Assessment featured 

prominently in participants’ discussion on how writing was taught at each stage and 

participants in the main felt that pupils were over-assessed. Much pedagogy and practice 

in school contexts were disrupted by assessment points, and pedagogy was perceived 

as very assessment-oriented (Marshall & Gibbons, 2018). As a consequence, 

increasingly, participants noted the “marginalization of creativity” where active 

approaches were substituted with more content and knowledge-laden approaches, 

which specified language instruction and quantified knowledge of language, when writing 

was taught (Elliot, 2018, p.4).   

 

5.7.1. BT stage 
 

At the BT stage, participants felt increasingly as if they had less control over teaching 

strategies. In particular, towards the end of the BT stage and within the selective SE2 

placement contexts, participants reported a pressure to teach in a content-driven 

manner. Many also reported that they did so to ensure that pupils could demonstrate a 

“mastery of specific forms rather than a more general reader-writer relationship” 

(Marshall, 2003, p. 84). This led to a loss of curriculum control that corresponds to 

Grossman et al.’s study (2000), which found that the teaching methods of BT participants 

were curtailed depending on the contexts in which they found themselves in. They noted 

that some teachers “had to work around the edges of a prescribed curriculum. The power 

of ideas, then, is tempered by the pragmatics of the settings in which teachers worked” 

(ibid, p.654).  

 

Within school contexts, BT Participants also noted negative attitudes towards use of 

peer-assessment. It was perceived as a time poor strategy by some experienced 
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practitioners and not employed in classroom practice. Time was viewed as a valuable 

resource and was to be used for direct instruction that was focused on assessment 

practice. Such performativity pressure can be seen to distort the nature of teachers’ 

practice to reflect narrower approaches that reduce risk in terms of grades and 

performativity (Ball, 2003). Participants as BTs are more malleable in terms of how they 

could be ‘fashioned” to adopt practice and pedagogy other than those relating to their 

core teacher beliefs. Hall et al. (2012) cite Lave and Wenger (1991) to explain that “to 

pass as a teacher inevitably means adopting and being adopted by, albeit to varying 

degrees, the dominant practices enveloping one” (p. 109). Here, BT participants are 

exposed to assessment cultures that exert influence over their teaching approach.  

 

In addition, the implementation of a target strategy challenged participant “H” who found 

difficulty with implementing the SWAN strategy (strengths, weaknesses and next time).  

Difficulties with interpreting the difference between a weakness and a target were 

identified and these challenges extended to more experienced colleagues as well. This 

pointed to a raised awareness of performativity in some school contexts with staff being 

asked to implement specific target setting strategies to monitor and measure pupil 

progress (see section 4.6.1.3. and 4.6.1.5.). Participants increasingly reported 

frustrations and discord as they had begun to feel more separate within their selective 

contexts, not because they were relatively new to teaching, but because philosophically, 

most participants were not very aligned with the performative pedagogy and practice in 

their selective contexts. This challenged participants as they were aware of the rationale 

of the NIC to teach using active methodology and employing AfL approaches, yet school 

contexts and parental influences pushed for more content-driven and knowledge-based 

teaching approaches that targeted summative and formal assessments.  At this BT 

stage, there was a rejection to succumb or subscribe to such methods (4.6.1.5 & 

4.6.1.6.). PCKg develops with experience and when exposed to accountability cultures, 

whilst initially rejecting such approaches, if attainment is prioritised and valued in such 

contexts, teachers may change practice to focus on writing as product as opposed to 

writing as process and inquiry (Leigh & Ayres, 2015). Furthermore, anxieties arose when 

participants were tasked with teaching examination classes. They reported on feeling a 

burden of expectation to ensure their teaching supported pupils to achieve good grades. 

This suggests an awareness of a climate of performativity and again could influence 

participants to assume more assessment-driven practice. Here, participants were 

acutely aware of being evaluated not on their teaching per se, but on their “contribution 

to the performativity of the unit” (Ball, 2003, p.224). 
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5.7.2. QT stage 
 

At this QT stage, participants again reported use of AfL strategies and so ascribed to a 

purpose for assessment as that of a tool for improving teaching and learning (Brown, 

2008, in: Darmody et al., 2020). However, they faced challenges with implementing this 

approach and participants reported a heightened scrutiny and cynicism for use of active 

teaching methods and child-centred teaching, especially when they were tasked to teach 

examination classes. Some mentors and experienced colleagues advised more teacher-

directed approaches and, to a degree, participants reported a loss of control over 

curriculum spaces within which they taught as a result (4.6.2.1.) Some participants 

viewed the avoidance of constructive and active teaching approaches by more 

experienced colleagues as not just a rejection of the NIC values, but as a safer and ‘risk-

free’ method to ensure curriculum coverage. Again, performativity pressures appear to 

lead teaching approaches and what is measurable and quantifiable in terms of 

knowledge that is covered and transmitted to pupils in order to ensure assessment 

success, was advised by more experienced practitioners. This reflects a value for high 

stakes assessment at the expense of other modes of assessment (Darmody et al., 2020). 

In terms of the four purposes of assessment as posited by Brown (2008), such school 

contexts were reflective of the assessment for school accountability, as a purpose of 

assessment.   

 

Participants noted that many pupils were extrinsically motivated and driven by 

performativity in that, the pupils requested marks, grades and rankings. Pupils in many 

cases appeared to reject feedback and comment-based marking (4.6.2.3) It was felt that 

due to assessment-driven practice in schools, the resultant assessment cultures and 

performativity pressures had also enveloped pupils, who along with some teachers, only 

viewed success in terms of class rankings or on individual marks and grades. This points 

to Bearne’s (2017) view of a more technicist approach to feedback, where pupils are 

assessed via a brief or summary exchange and where feedback is not directed towards 

or focused on the writing processes undertaken by pupils. This also suggests a 

superficial IRF approach towards delivering feedback to pupils where the mark allocated 

to them offers a simple validation only, with no formative avenues to pursue (Lyle, 2008).  

This method is at odds with the formative feedback processes supported by Black & 

Wiliam (1999) and which the NIC, as a child-centred and skills-based curriculum, 

encompasses as its rationale (NIC, 2007).  

 

Moreover, participants were increasingly aware of a trend of over-assessment in school 

contexts. They pointed to ongoing assessment points and many participants viewed KS3 
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as being a ‘lighter’ or diluted version of KS4 where teaching, learning and planning were 

asked to be reflective of GCSE tasks. Writing tasks as a result were often led by 

assessment criteria that were task-related and not learning-related, with writing as 

product being the focus (see section 4.6.2.5.). Most participants understood that school 

contexts (especially SE2 selective contexts) valued teacher-orientated practice that 

addressed and prioritised assessment foci. The practice in schools fits with Elliot and 

Southern’s (2021) “policy landscape of assessment” that teachers occupy where 

“markets”… “management”… and “performance” affect teachers’ choices and how they 

engage with teaching writing (ibid, p.684). Here, parent and pupil influences, alongside 

internal school performance indicators for individual teachers (often linked to class 

attainment) as well as a school’s performance in SAERs converge to drive a “deficit 

model of thinking” and practice, and whilst such practice is viewed as restrictive it is also 

perceived as more risk-free by teachers (Pasqua, 2017, in: Elliot & Southern, 2021, p. 

685). Participants noted increased controls and structures to support pupils’ work, which 

many participants felt led to standardised pieces of work with the responses clearly 

limiting pupil voice and expression (Marshall, 2003; Fisher, 2006; Gardner, 2018; 

Gibbons, 2019).   

 

At this QT stage, whilst there is more insight into the performativity pressures that 

teachers were experiencing, there was also increased cynicism on the part of 

participants as to systemic issues that caused such pressures. Such disenfranchisement 

in relation to the assessment approaches could be perceived as some participants 

adopting perspectives linked to Brown’s (2008) fourth “antipurpose” for assessment 

purposes, which essentially rejects assessment as a valuable tool overall, within the 

context of teaching and learning (in: Darmody et al., 2020, p.505). Participants detailed 

a growing cynicism for assessment processes that formally measured pupil attainment 

in writing at KS4. They were also increasingly sceptical about how CATS were 

approached and taught, which they felt were heavily framed within didactic teacher-led 

instruction models for writing (Crisp & Green, 2013; Vowles, 2012). Participants detailed 

approaches on how CATs were implemented and many reported excessive teacher input 

ahead of the timed CATs (see section 4.6.2.5). Curriculum control for teaching CATs 

was often mitigated and tempered and participants felt challenged to implement their 

constructive, active and child-centred beliefs and approaches towards teaching writing 

(Fives & Buehl, 2016).  Overall, PCKg can be viewed as more developed at this QT stage 

as participants were able to understand and explain knowledge of learner and 

environmental contexts in a more critical and holistic manner to better understand and 

explain their own approaches and positions for teaching writing, especially in relation to 

teaching CATs (Cochran et al., 1993).  



239 

 

5.7.3. ECT stage 

 
At the ECT stage, participants reported performativity pressures they faced as more 

experienced teachers of English. They referenced on many occasions that KS3 was a 

diluted or ‘lighter’ version of KS4, in part to prepare pupils for GCSE assessment 

structures. This suggests that curriculum structures at KS3, which were slimmed down 

from its predecessor, and were designed to be child-centred with a focus on skills, active 

learning and constructivist methods, were being over-ridden in the pursuance of 

assessment-driven practice. The small-scale uptake of schools who submit pupil 

portfolios for assessment at KS3 to CCEA would also suggest a divergence from 

teaching curriculum structures at KS3 (CCEA, 2020). These findings suggest that just as 

the curriculum is narrowed at KS2 due to preparations for selective transfer tests, there 

is “tokenistic” implementation of the curriculum at KS3 (Shewbridge et al., 2014). 

Alignment of the KS3 curriculum stage to reflect KS4 structures, points to teachers’ 

changing practice to adopt pre-emptive approaches to secure better grades. Teaching 

approaches at KS3 appear to be influenced and driven by future high stakes formal 

assessments that do not occur until year 12. This points to a culture of assessment and 

performativity where: 

 

“the incessant drive for measurable standards meant teachers felt less able 
to take risks with their pedagogy and the content of their teaching and instead 
were more inclined to comply with the teacher-centred, technicist 
approaches prescribed and dictated from above” (Elliott, 2018, p.4). 

 

Participants did not appear to challenge this approach and conformity was apparent for 

many. However, most participants clearly indicated that they felt pressured to adopt 

knowledge-driven, assessment-led practice to teach writing (see section 4.6.3.5.). 

Results-driven, teaching-to-the-test, examination-focused practice was detailed (albeit 

for some apologetically) by many participants (see section 4.6.3.7.). There was more 

resignation that this was how they were forced to teach, and the robustness of child-

centred beliefs was notably weaker.   

 

Moreover, CATS was again rejected by many participants who advocated for 100% 

examinations instead. For some this was to reduce teacher stress relating to the 

assessment of CATs and the responsibilities they had for grading CATS, which, in turn, 

impacted on their school’s “market[ing]” (Elliot & Southern, 2021, p.684).  One participant 

(E) was an examination marker and she understood that terminal assessments were 

marked more leniently than CATs and as a result, she favoured more external 

assessment. This points to a rejection of CATs to secure better grades as opposed to a 
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use of CATs due to a value for pupil assessment preferences for less pressurised 

assessment formats (Crisp & Green, 2013). Equity issues and concerns around 

malpractice for the implementation of CATs were also raised again (see section 4.6.3.5.). 

In some instances, participants pointed to excessive teacher control to secure results 

and the pressures around malpractice that this incurred. Others pointed to assessment-

driven practice that stifled more process-based approaches to writing where stages of 

the writing process might be developed by pupils. In general, this highlights a concern 

underlined by Vowles (2012) which found that engagement with CATs often “reflects the 

tendency identified by Black and Wiliam (1998) and the Assessment Reform Group 

(1999) for summative practices to displace formative practices in English schools” (ibid, 

p.442). Overall, participants did reject these performativity pressures at the BT stage, 

they emphasised more insight and understanding as to why they existed at the QT stage, 

and they actively conformed and adopted them, for the most part, at the ECT stage.  

 

5.8. (D) Curriculum spaces, places and control  
    . 

Delivering the curriculum essentially reflects a teacher’s subject philosophy and their 

teacher beliefs (Marshall, 2001; Fives & Buehl, 2016). Teachers’ values for their subject 

are mapped onto curriculum objectives and they are to marry with assessment goals, 

which, to a degree, in an era of performativity, leads many teachers “to set aside personal 

beliefs and commitments and live an existence of calculation” (Ball, 2003, p. 215).  The 

NIC curriculum offers direction for teachers in terms of positing aspirations for children’s 

learning (NIC, 2007).  However, curriculum structures and in particular the assessment 

structures relating to them may also inhibit, restrict and restrain a teacher’s approach. 

For teaching writing, “assessment is possibly the biggest area of conflict” between 

teachers and policy makers (Marshall, 2001, p.42). This study found participants 

grappling with contested views on how best to teach writing in curriculum places, which 

then led to some negotiation for participants to find particular curriculum spaces with 

which to teach in a way that reflected their subject philosophies and teacher beliefs and 

values (Marshall, 2001; Fives & Buehl, 2016). Overall, much conformity to contested 

approaches for teaching writing occurred for many participants as they attempted to 

navigate ways in which they could realise approaches that met performativity pressures 

and which married with teacher beliefs.  

 

 5.8.1. BT stage 

 
At the BT stage, participants detailed the most resistance to teaching approaches that 

were contrary to their beliefs. This is at odds with Hall et al.’s (2012) views which found 
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that BT teachers often become “absorbed by a cultural script” which they encounter when 

they are submerged in school contexts and exposed to practices that may differ from 

theirs (p.109). At this stage participants were developing their PCKg and so they were 

not wholly competent in considering all four knowledge components (subject knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of learners and knowledge of environmental 

contexts) to be able to best understand how their subject philosophies and teacher 

beliefs agreed with curriculum and assessment structures (Cochran et al.,1993; 

Marshall, 2001).  At this point there was a refusal to succumb or subscribe to 

assessment-driven methods and “the impact of accountability on teachers’ sense of 

agency within the curriculum” was not felt or understood (Elliott, 2018, p.4). Participants 

reported on issues surrounding curriculum control in terms of approaches they were 

asked to use with pupils that were more knowledge-laden, content-driven, and 

assessment-orientated (see sections 4.6.1.5. and 4.6.1.6.) Many participants perceived 

a removal of curriculum control as some active strategies or peer-assessment methods, 

typically employed by participants (and aligned to child-centred beliefs), were viewed as 

time poor or ineffective by more experienced teaching colleagues or mentors (Marshall 

& Wiliam, 2006). This challenged participants, particularly within SE2 (selective school 

contexts), and became more acute as more formal high stakes assessments drew closer. 

In terms of participants’ participation in the cultural scripts of their placement contexts, 

particularly at SE2 BT stage, there was much resistance to “being absorbed of the culture 

of practice in question” (Hall et al., 2012, p.104). Participants felt more personally 

challenged and were not as attuned to environmental contexts that impacted on many 

teachers’ agency and beliefs for teaching writing. In addition, when exploring Lave and 

Wenger’s (1991) LPP, many participants appeared much more distanced from the 

periphery and even marginalised due to assessment-driven practice in many school 

contexts, at the SE2 BT stage.  

 

5.8.2. QT stage 
 

 At the QT stage many participants detailed a higher confidence and more secure use of 

assessment, which can be linked to a guild knowledge that participants acquired with 

experience and with their developing PCKg (Cochran et al., 1993; Marshall & Wiliam, 

2006). Before, when engaging with marking, participants struggled with mark schemes 

and use of marking and success criteria. At the BT stage, participants found that “quality 

in English is an elusive property, so that ensuring that pupils come to understand the 

success criteria against which their work will be judged, while essential, is problematic” 

(Marshall and Wiliam, 2006, p.15). Nevertheless, by the QT stage they had developed 

more insight into multifactorial aspects of teaching and learning as their knowledge 
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across all four knowledge components increased (subject matter, pedagogy, learners 

and environment) with experience (Cochran et al.,1993). They were positioned to speak 

about their participation in school contexts as having agency over their actions (Hall et 

al., 2012). There was tacit awareness of systemic performativity pressures which were 

better understood (Ball, 2003; Elliott & Southern, 2021). Participants detailed insight into 

how this impacted on schools and teachers and how it was reflected in teaching 

approaches and assessment methods (see section 4.6.2.5. and 4.6.2.6.). They had 

moved to appreciate the view that some traditional approaches to teaching were the 

result of a “commodification of education” where the marketing of schools and 

subsequent management of teaching was established to facilitate good grades and meet 

performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018). This growth in awareness of the 

impact of external influences on teaching approaches is a shift in PCKg for many 

participants from the BT stage to the QT stage, which shows more subtle understanding 

and knowledge of environmental contexts (Cochran et al.,1993). Participants spoke 

about aspects of curriculum control in relation to their child-centred approach and they 

reported self-efficacy and school influences as enabling them (or not) to teach to reflect 

such approaches and practice (see section 4.6.2.6.).  

 

5.8.3. ECT stage 
 

At this ECT stage, there was a change where all participants noted an acceptance of, 

and conformity to, teaching writing through approaches that differed from their child-

centred beliefs (see section 4.6.3.5). They noted use of traditional approaches that 

matches Hall et al.’s (2012) description of: 

 

“a dominant and traditional version of teaching and learning, epitomised by 
the following: abilities as stable; teaching as coverage and telling; learning 
as consumption of knowledge; and success as achievement in exams” 
(p.109). 

 

Teacher beliefs for a number of participants had not changed but were negotiated to 

accept traditional approaches as a result of performativity pressures (Ball, 2003).  Many 

participants expressed regret for their choice of approach but were pragmatic about their 

use of approach due to performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018; Elliott & 

Southern, 2021). This again points to a tokenistic and superficial implementation of the 

NIC (2007), (Shewbridge et al., 2014). It also points to ECT participants and the 

susceptibility of teachers to being “absorbed by a cultural script” which they encounter 

when they are submerged in school contexts and exposed to practices that may differ 

from theirs. If such approaches are perceived as valued by the majority, such practices 
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are elevated over time and subsumed and then become manifest in practice (Hall et al., 

2012, p.109).  

 

In terms of curriculum control, one participant (B) reported a negotiation of curriculum 

space to ‘take time out of the course’ where assessment-driven approaches were 

employed to teach more process-based writing, which they aligned to child-centred and 

active teaching methods (see section 4.6.3.7). Here, there was value and support for 

writing approaches where “the importance of recognising students’ agency as writers is 

emphasised” (Gardner, 2018, p.15). The perceived restrictions of process-based 

methods of writing that pertains to greater pupil choice, scope and freedom for 

expression, which some also argue enables more authentic discourses to be crafted in 

terms of pupil voice, is a concern (Britton, 1970; Graves, 1983; Rosen, 2021). This is 

particularly the case as many participants reported an appreciation of and value for 

creative writing and process-based methods of teaching writing (see section 4.6.3.2.). 

Another participant (C) reported that she taught creative writing to adults as a result of 

attending a course to upskill in this area, due to her perception of a gap in her knowledge 

of process-based writing methods. Yet another participant (A) pointed to use of process-

based writing and his enjoyment of reading drafts when he engaged with tutoring children 

outside of formal school contexts. It can be seen then that performativity pressures and 

the resultant external influences exert control on teacher beliefs that are to be reframed 

and negotiated in the context of differing or alternative curriculum spaces (Ball, 2003; 

Fives & Buehl, 2016; Elliott, 2018). In terms of developing PCKg, many participants 

detailed a repression of their knowledge on all four integrated knowledge components. 

This can be noted where participants’ views stated that much knowledge on use of 

subject matter, pedagogy, learner and environmental contexts was suppressed, due to 

performativity pressures and external influences; therefore they were not employed 

effectively to inform practice (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 

5.9. Summary 
  
This chapter reported on themes that emerged from the data to discuss teacher beliefs, 

teacher orientations for practice, assessment and performativity contexts, as well as 

curriculum places and spaces for teaching writing. Lines of discussion explored how 

participants were situated throughout each BT, QT and ECT stage. At these stages, the 

discussion explained how participants were:    

 
“variously extended and constrained as actors, such that what is doable, 
sayable and thinkable are mediated by the social order and the exigencies 
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perceived and actual of the material context inhabited” (Hall et al., 2012, 
p.105). 

 

How participants developed as teachers of writing across the three stages and in relation 

to the themes was analysed and explored, and was reflective of the research data and 

wider research in this field. The next chapter addresses the research questions in turn 

to provide a response and to present conclusions from the study. Implications of the 

conclusions and recommendations for future research and study are also detailed.      
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Chapter Six: Conclusions   
 

6.1. Introduction  
 

This chapter focuses on answering the research questions for the study to present 

conclusions for consideration. It details the contribution this research has made to the 

field of English Education and writing pedagogy. Recommendations for further research 

is outlined, as well as recommendations for ITE, policy and future practice.  

 

6.2. Research aims and research questions 
 

The aims of this research study were to: 

1. explore the writing approaches (practice and pedagogical positions) advocated by 

Beginner English teachers, through to Qualified English teachers and also Early 

Career English teachers;   

2. rationalise the professional journey of Beginner English teachers through to 

Qualified English teachers and then Early Career English teachers as they taught 

writing.   

 

The longitudinal study reported on how participants’ experiences of teaching writing 

mapped onto their teacher beliefs and pedagogical knowledge for teaching writing. The 

research captured data at differing time points throughout three different teacher career 

stages (BT, QT and ECT) to explain how participants’ teacher beliefs and pedagogical 

practice evolved, changed or were reinforced. Cochran et al.’s (1993) PCKg model was 

used to further understand how participants engaged with the acquisition of knowledge 

required to teach writing. The PCKg model understands knowledge acquisition as active, 

continuous and reflective of many contexts and experiences, which this study captured 

and reported on. A response to each research question is detailed below to outline 

conclusions drawn from the research (see sections 6.2.1, 6.2.2, 6.2.3 and 6.2.4.).  

 

6.2.1. Research question one 

 
RQ1. How and in what ways do Beginner Teachers (BT) of English through to 
Qualified Teachers (QT) of English and then Early Career Teachers (ECT) of 
English describe and engage with the experience of teaching writing and 
pedagogy around this field? 
 



246 

 

6.2.1.1. Child-centred beliefs 

 
 Throughout all stages of the research most participants detailed constructivist teacher 

beliefs that valued child-centred approaches to teaching writing (Fives & Buehl, 2016). 

They endorsed the skills-based NIC and supported use of active learning methodology 

where possible (NIC, 2007; CCEA, 2007). They engaged with formative assessment 

practice and approaches through targeting pupil motivation, setting targets, providing 

constructive feedback and employing self-and peer-assessment (Black & Wiliam, 1998; 

Broadfoot et al., 2002).  

 

6.2.1.2. Instructional positions 

 
Mostly, explicit instructional pedagogy and genre-theory pedagogy were employed when 

participants taught writing (Martin, 2009; Christie, 2013). Some participants expressed a 

value for grammar approaches that were traditional, and which focused on content and 

accuracy as opposed to a grammar and language in use approach (Myhill, 2021).  As 

the research progressed and at the ECT stage, two participants (I & H) had gravitated 

towards expressing more value for traditional grammar approaches for writing (Cushing 

& Helks, 2021; Hodgson & Harris, 2021). Both participants were influenced by external 

performativity contexts that also suggested belief negotiation as their previously reported 

child-centred beliefs had clashed with traditional beliefs and assessment-driven practice, 

and were subsequently reorientated (Pilitsis & Duncan, 2012). Participant “I” reported a 

change in belief to traditional approaches as it held more congruence with her personal 

epistemology for writing, where she personally valued knowledge on language and 

accuracy, as opposed to knowledge about language use. Throughout the study there 

was a value for process-based approaches to writing noted by all participants (Emig, 

1971; Elbow, 1973; Murray, 1972; Calkins, 1974; Graves, 1983; Murray, 1985; Hyland, 

2008; Leigh & Ayres, 2015; Rosen, 2021).  Yet, by the ECT stage these approaches 

were infrequently enacted as part of participants’ practice. Contexts were offered by 

participants to rationalise less frequent use that included time pressures and curriculum 

coverage. Thus, there emerged at the ECT stage a dominance of and value for functional 

approaches to writing by participants, in the main.  

 

6.2.1.3. Creativity versus control 

 
Participants were initially concerned about how they could foster more original and 

creative response-based writing from pupils, whilst still providing pupils with structures, 

scaffolds and supports to progress their writing skills. At the BT stage, there was 
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discussion on approaches to writing that reflected participants’ views on use of supports 

and scaffolds to cater to varied pupils’ needs (Leigh & Ayres, 2015). Notably, the degree 

to which such supports constrain and inhibit authentic writing responses and the way 

they purport to support pupil writing, voice and choice is contested by many critics 

(Fisher, 2006; Elliott, 2018; Gibbons, 2019; McKnight, 2020; Elliott & Southern, 2021). 

At the BT stage, two participants (B & D) noted a trial where they separately set and 

taught two writing tasks, with one task being open-ended and the other task using 

scaffolds and supports to guide pupils’ writing. The participants then contrasted pupils’ 

writing efforts across both tasks. Both participants noted that weaker pupils struggled 

when supports were not used, whereas the more able pupils overall engaged well with 

crafting a response without use of the supports. However, this level of experimentation 

was not apparent or reported at any other stage in the research study. The active 

reflection and exploration of pedagogical approaches reflected a growing PCKg where 

participants were more cognisant of, and had acquired more knowledge and 

understanding of, learner contexts to inform their teaching (Cochran et al., 1993).  

 

Throughout all stages of the research all participants chose explicit instructional practice 

and employed use of genre-theory in the main to teach writing. This correlates with genre 

theory-orientated approaches and a trend globally for teaching in this way (Christie, 

2013; Rosen, 2013; Wyse et al., 2013). The significance of this points to the absence of 

process-based methods in the classroom. There appears to be a pressure to teach 

writing in a narrow and prescriptive manner that is assessment-driven and product-

orientated (Parr & Limbrick, 2010).  Participants expressed a value for process-based 

methods, but this often co-existed alongside a deficit model view that expressed concern 

for the amount of time that process-based methods took to implement within the 

curriculum. Participants viewed time as a valuable resource, and they used it elsewhere 

on more valued product-orientated approaches for teaching writing. Here, participants 

offered a rationale for use of other product and genre-based approaches that were more 

time efficient to implement. This runs contrary to a literacy study by Parr and Limbrick 

who found that most effective literacy instruction enabled writing through provision of 

space and time to write (ibid, 2010). Explicit instruction, product-orientated approaches 

and use of genre-theory were prioritised over process-based methods by participants. 

This entailed the dominance of more functional and rhetorical forms of writing over 

process-based writing within participants’ writing pedagogy and practice. Overall, this 

suggests that process-based methods were not valued by participants or that they did 

not perceive them as very valued within educational contexts that they were situated in.  
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6.2.1.4. Teacher-readers not teacher-writers? 

 
The participants’ preference and use of genre-based approaches could also link to the 

value and impact that reading research has had on the English education curriculum, 

which can be seen to elevate reading skills over writing skills as a priority area for focus 

(Rose, 2006; Slavin et al., 2019). This also correlates with the profiles of entrants to the 

profession who typically profess a love of literature, thereby inherently valuing and 

engaging with reading, over writing (Cremin, 2015; Myhill, 2021). Also, an analytical 

perspective for producing writing is most dominant in such instances and can be viewed 

as existing as a formative belief for many teachers (Fives & Buehl, 2016). To a degree 

this outlook can be seen to permeate teacher views of what writing should look like, with 

more genre-led and form-focused written approaches favoured and valued by 

participants, over more creative, process-based approaches. Here, “a marginalization of 

creativity” can be observed where rhetoric within writing is prioritised by participants (and 

thus possibly projected onto pupils) over affective and sentimental effects contained 

within pupils’ writing responses (Elliot, 2018, p.4). This can be reflective of the 

importance of formative beliefs and Gudmundsdottir (1990) noted that formative 

schooling experiences often lead to an individual’s acquisition of “a world view imbued 

with values” (p.47). Such values and beliefs, framed at early formative stages can be 

viewed as entrenched (Gudmundsdottir, 1990). Additionally, product-focused, reader-

and teacher-orientated views could permeate pedagogy, to the point that when teachers 

engage with pupils in discussion over written responses “a site of struggle” might occur, 

where what is easier to measure and quantify is valued by the teacher over pupil 

responses (Cremin, 2015, p.51). Hence, pupil agency for their writing can be thwarted 

and contorted to represent a teacher’s view (and experiences) of writing instead (Fisher, 

2006).  

 

Notably, discourse surrounding teachers as writers was lacking throughout the research. 

When this was addressed as a question at the ECT online interview stage, half of the 

participants reported that they did write (four out of eight). Of those who did write no 

participant discernibly shared their writing with pupils and one participant (E) expressly 

stated that she writes only for herself. This can point to a lack of confidence or a 

devaluation for process-based writing (Cremin, 2015; Cremin & Oliver, 2017).  It runs 

contrary to approaches advocated by Beery (2020) that views teacher-writer identities 

and subsequent shared practice as a valuable resource to share with pupils to aid pupil 

understanding and critical appreciation of written responses.  
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6.2.1.5. Digital writing 

 
Participants did not employ much use of digital writing throughout the study. Two 

participants (G & J) noted views on it at the BT stage and these were oppositional in 

nature. Participant G appreciated the fluency it facilitated in enabling pupils to craft 

responses, whilst the other participant (J) favoured “print literacy” and saw digital writing 

as undermining the act of physical writing (Dunn & Sweeney, 2018). Such early BT views 

conveyed a simplistic PCKg on the superficial potential use and value for digital writing 

(Cochran et al., 1993). As the study progressed and at the ECT stage there were more 

robust views on digital writing with the majority (63%) not in favour of using it. Logistical 

issues in relation to access to IT were reported as barriers to use, however many 

participants felt that pupils’ engagement with digital writing created substandard 

responses linked to length and quality of responses.  Nevertheless, 37% of participants 

did favour use of digital writing as it provided pupil motivation and support with 

presentation and SPaG and such limitations with use of digital writing correlated with 

issues detailed in Purcell et al.’s (2013) NWP report, although the affordances offered 

by digital writing such as access to wider and more authentic audiences were not stated 

or perceived by participants. Overall, it was clear that the participants were not able to 

appreciate the real potential of digital writing. The learning opportunities it could provide 

to support pupils’ writing from a co-operative, dialogic and sociocultural perspective were 

not realised or understood. Nordmark (2017) points to use of collaborative writing spaces 

where pupils are in “constant negotiation” to craft texts and he links such writing to real 

life contexts where pupils also see the value and use of such modes of writing (p.58). 

Within the context of a twenty-first century skills-based curriculum and considering 

school closures during the pandemic where learning for many was moved online with 

their parents’ help, the opportunities afforded by digital writing should be explored and 

utilised more often by teachers of writing.  

 
6.2.1.6. Assessment and control 

 
The marking and assessment of writing was a struggle for many BT participants who 

found it more difficult to assess at KS3 as opposed to KS4. This was reportedly due to 

the greater level of openness participants associated with the marking criteria for KS3, 

which was based on the LOP. The communication LOP “are set out in can-do 

statements” in order to “show the continuum of skills that pupils should be able to 

demonstrate” (CCEA, 2022, np).  However, participants felt that the “can do” statements 

contained in the Communication LOP were open, vague and very ambiguous. 

Conversely, BT and QT participants reported that they felt that the KS4 marking criteria, 

which most often specifically related to assessment objectives outlined by the 
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examination boards, was easier to interpret, understand and apply. However, this 

pointed to participants’ use and value of transparent yet more reductive approaches for 

the assessment of writing, as they appeared to value prescriptive over descriptive 

criteria, which can result in standardised writing responses (Fisher, 2006; Gibbons, 

2019). It also pointed to participants struggling to mark and assess creative qualities in 

pupils’ writing (Morris & Sharplin et al., 2013). However, participants developed 

confidence in assessment practice and with marking as they progressed through the 

career stages. At QT and certainly at ECT stages, they had developed a guild knowledge 

to support their efforts with assessment. They were able to intuit qualities and attributes 

in writing that detailed a progressive awareness and development of construct 

referencing to assign standards and grades, over strict adherence to assessment criteria 

and marking schemes (Sadler, 1989; Marshall & Wiliam, 2006). This progressive 

acquisition of knowledge on assessment practice for writing supports Cochran et al.’s 

(1993) model of PCKg where PCK grows stronger and is more effective as experiences 

accrue. At early stages, participants had valued supports, transparency and direction for 

marking writing but progressively they became aware (at the ECT stage) of how such 

assessment supports could also narrow the curriculum with use of “precision teaching” 

(Marshall, 2003, p. 83). 

 

6.2.2. Research question two 
 

RQ.2. When do they adopt or vary pedagogical positions?  
 
6.2.2.1. Challenges to curriculum implementation 

 
At the BT stage, participants reported a value, acceptance and conformity to the present 

curriculum model (NIC, 2007). Participants noted many incidents where the NIC was 

translated and implemented in a way that they felt did not match the NIC rationale, as a 

pupil-centred, skills-based mode (NIC, 2007). They reported challenges to child-centred 

beliefs that derived mostly from more experienced colleagues and school contexts. 

Subsequently, many participants reported constraints imposed by such external 

influences for enacting constructivist teaching approaches on many occasions. When 

viewed in relation to Lave and Wenger’s (1991) LPP model, some participants (A, C, E,) 

reported more reciprocal engagement in communities of practice, where they appeared 

to occupy peripheral positions to develop and understand insights on teaching. Whereas, 

other participants (B, G, J) reported challenges that they struggled with as they were 

more marginalised in relation to a position within a LPP. They reported that their teaching 

approaches were rejected and not valued by more experienced colleagues (Lave & 
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Wenger, 1991; Hall et al., 2012). This was notably the case for many participants at the 

BT SE2 stage where all were situated in selective-school contexts. However, even 

though much of the participants’ pedagogy at this BT SE2 stage was reflective of 

traditional approaches (due to perceived external pressures and influences from school 

contexts and colleagues), most resisted conforming to, or changing, their child-centred 

beliefs to value traditional teaching approaches and beliefs. Throughout the BT stage 

participants reported a steadfast value for active approaches with child-centred core 

beliefs (Fives & Buehl, 2016).  

 

At the QT stage, participants offered more insight and awareness into counter-argument 

narratives for active learning and they had more of an understanding on how “markets, 

management and performativity” led and impacted on teachers’ pedagogical decisions, 

choices and approaches (Elliot & Southern, 2021, p.684). Moreover, Marshall (2001) 

agrees that as BT teachers engage with discourse around teaching subject English, they 

are also engaging in the debates about how to teach the subject and positioning 

themselves according to values and beliefs they hold. Increasingly participants’ personal 

subject philosophies emerged and were established as they accrued experience and 

progressed through teacher stages. At the ECT stage, the participants demonstrated an 

acquisition of “personal practical knowledge” as they gathered tacit knowledge through 

experience of teaching in the classroom (Clandinin & Connolly, 1987, in: Richardson, 

1996, p.106). Child-centred beliefs were mostly still in evidence, though pedagogy 

changed to reflect external influences. This belief adaptation will be further discussed in 

sections 6.2.2.2 and 6.2.4.1. 

 
6.2.2.2. Serving the system and assessment regime 

 
Notably at the QT and also ECT stage (where participants were able to exert more 

discrete control over their teaching and where they did not experience a limited or 

restricted curriculum due to their positions as BT and novice teachers), participants noted 

and perceived that the KS3 curriculum was a diluted or reduced version of KS4. Here, 

the rationale of the NIC (2007) although valued, was not adhered to in many instances 

and was instead led by performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliot & Southern, 2021). 

Participants had adapted their practice to conform to approaches that taught KS3 as 

preparation for KS4. In doing so, the implementation of the curriculum was “tokenistic” 

(Shewbridge et al., 2014). Assessment dominated the rationale for use of teaching 

approaches. Where assessment should in theory reflect the role of, and be “the servant, 

not the master, of the curriculum,” this was not the case and assessment instead held a 

much stronger sway and influenced participants to use content and assessment-driven 

practice (TGAT, 1987, p.7). Participants’ pedagogy was more strongly influenced by 
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external influences (such as school contexts, parents, pupils and systemic structures) as 

opposed to their internal influences for teaching writing, which included their personal 

values, core teacher beliefs and self-efficacy views.  More than this, practice appeared 

to repeat a pattern that is apparent in some contexts at KS2 in NI, where the primary 

curriculum is narrowed in favour of teaching transfer tests that also “reportedly influence 

what is taught in some primary schools” (Shewbridge et al., 2014, p.43). Teaching 

approaches at the latter stages of KS2 are assessment focused, narrow and not wholly 

child-centred, and thus not representative of the NIC. In summary, while participants still 

supported and valued child-centred beliefs they reported a pressure to teach to the test. 

Participants engaged in Kang and Wallace’s (2005) “belief negotiation” where beliefs 

were recategorised to fit contexts participants found themselves facing (in: Five & Buehl, 

2016, p. 115). Beliefs can be situational (Hall et al.,2012; Khader, 2012) and in some 

cases can cause “cognitive dissonance” as participants attempt to make sense of how 

contexts impinge on beliefs to possibly challenge and reorient them (Pilitsis & Duncan, 

2012, p.928). All participants reported that they adopted assessment-driven practice as 

a result of performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliot & Southern, 2021). The extent to 

which these positions were stable and the extent to which some participants changed 

beliefs and approaches will be discussed in the next section 6.2.3.  

 

6.2.3. Research question three 

 
RQ.3. How stable are these positions?  
 
6.2.3.1. Teacher beliefs: Salience, negotiation, and permanence  
 
The majority of participant beliefs reflected child-centred values throughout all stages of 

the study. At certain points, beliefs were challenged mainly by external influences that 

included school contexts, parents, pupils, colleagues, assessment structures and 

systemic performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott, 2018; Elliott & Southern, 2021).  

One participant (I) experienced a change in beliefs that transitioned to more traditional 

values as her own personal epistemology on writing emerged as an internal influence on 

her beliefs for writing. When rationalising a traditional grammar approach, participant “I” 

made references to her own experiences and expectations of writing accuracy, as 

perceived and valued by society. This points to deeper formative experiences as 

influencing this participant and points to Lortie’s (1975) “apprenticeship of observation” 

whereby early experience in educational settings has a lasting impact (in: Chróinín & 

O'Sullivan, 2014)  As participants accrued expertise and developed PCKg, they also 

engaged in belief salience and belief negotiation where they sought to frame 
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understandings on teaching experiences to relate these to their beliefs about teaching 

(Cochran et al., 1993; Chróinín & O’Sullivan, 2014).   

 

Furthermore, Grossman et al. (2000) used the term “pentimento”, meaning the lasting 

traces and effects embedded within a canvas, to highlight that, although at first glance 

formative teacher beliefs might appear as less visible, they can nevertheless exert a 

powerful influence over a teacher’s pedagogy as they progress through career stages 

(p. 657). Grossman et al. (2000) detail how teacher beliefs in their study were a 

background influencing factor that appeared to re-emerge and take more prominence 

when teachers went beyond their BT stage and began teaching at the ECT stage. The 

marrying of beliefs to teaching approaches at the ECT stage can be seen as participants 

having more confidence to teach to their beliefs or use such approaches. However, it 

also suggests that such beliefs have a fundamental presence for and influence on 

teachers that can lead to the manifestation of beliefs in their pedagogical choices and 

approaches. It also points to a longevity of teacher beliefs as they are not easily 

replaceable and within this study, little change in relation to core teacher beliefs was 

noted over the three stages of a teacher’s career (Grossman et al., 2000).  

 

Teacher beliefs did show some signs of evolution in terms of participants’ understandings 

in relation to how they might marry teacher beliefs with practice employed. Although 

these may not have been fully undertaken within the BT stage or may have been limited 

due to BT contexts. To a degree, this is positive news in that teacher beliefs are not 

easily malleable and so not necessarily linked to fads or educational trends. However, if 

an individual teacher’s beliefs are not progressive and tend towards traditional beliefs 

with fixed views on children’s learning (that are in turn linked to fixed mindsets), the fact 

that such beliefs are difficult to evolve over time, is a concern.  Therefore, greater 

awareness and discussion on the influences that teacher beliefs have on a teacher’s 

career should be explored and captured via audits of the same, certainly at the ITE and 

BT stage and at key points during a teacher’s career through CPD contexts. Where belief 

salience and negotiation occurred, many participants reported changes to practice as a 

reaction to contexts and external influences (Fang, 1996; Fives & Buehl, 2016). Overall, 

core beliefs were reported in the main as unchanging and reflected child-centred views 

that contradicted approaches in practice at the ECT stage. The impact of suppression of 

beliefs and changes in pedagogy due to external influences is outlined in sections 6.2.3.1 

and 6.2.3.2. 

 



254 

 

6.2.3.2. Performativity pressures 

 
Performativity pressures where participants were influenced to teach-to-the-test and use 

teacher-orientated approaches were consistently reported throughout the study, at all 

stages. Assessment-driven practice challenged participants and they actively voiced 

concerns over content-driven practice they perceived within school contexts. This was 

the case particularly when teaching higher up the school and when preparing pupils for 

formal examinations and in particular CATs (Ipos MORI, 2011). At points, some 

participants had to conform to more traditional behaviourist models of teaching writing 

that they felt, were led and directed by school, parental and even pupil contexts.  

Participants felt some disenfranchisement as they observed and experienced 

performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott & Southern, 2021). In many BT instances, 

there was a perceived removal of curriculum control as some active strategies or peer-

assessment methods employed by participants were viewed as time poor or ineffective 

by more experienced teaching colleagues or mentors. Participants cited concerns 

associated with teaching writing under curriculum restrictions that meant there was: 

 

“less teaching time available because more time is spent on assessment of 
students for the controlled assessment, and that teaching has become more 
formulaic with less opportunity for exploratory work” (Crisp & Green, 2013, 
p.684). 

 

Participants did not feel empowered in some instances to control curriculum choices and 

often they reported a marginalisation within school and departmental communities (Lave 

& Wenger, 1991).  

 

At the QT stage, participants had developed more understanding of performativity 

pressures and they were more aware of external influences such as school, parental and 

systemic contexts that had an impact on pedagogy and practice.  Participants reported 

a pressure to conform and adopt their school-based and departmental-led approaches. 

However, QT participants were also aware of internal influences on their pedagogy such 

as personal values and self-efficacy, some advocated for use of child-orientated 

approaches, which they believed were more effective than teacher and assessment-

driven writing approaches. Specifically, formal internal CATs assessments challenged 

participants and they reported cynicism and scepticism on such modes of assessment 

(Ipos MORI, 2011; Vowles, 2012).  

 

At the ECT stage, participants also reported employing teacher-orientated and 

assessment-driven writing approaches, although the majority reported that they did not 

agree with such approaches. At the ECT stage, it was clear that performativity pressures 
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and school contexts and controls on curriculum choices had impacted on participants’ 

pedagogical choices for teaching writing (Ball, 2003; Elliott and Southern, 2021). In 

addition, when viewed in relation to Cochran et al.’s. (1993) PCKg model that reports 

more developed PCKg across all four knowledge domains (subject knowledge; 

pedagogical knowledge; knowledge of student characteristics and knowledge of the 

learning environment) when teachers accumulate experiences, a hierarchical value for 

knowledge of environmental contexts (and resultant performativity pressures) appeared 

to over-ride knowledge of learners’ contexts. Furthermore, participants appear to use 

and implement a particular purpose of assessment and from Brown’s (2008) assessment 

purposes, participants mostly chose use of the “assessment for school accountability 

purpose” (in: Darmody et al., 202, p.505). They did not strongly appear to employ 

assessment to inform learner progression as a purpose of assessment (ibid).  Overall, 

participants frequently reported at every stage that assessment structures generated, a 

technicist style of teaching with use of formulaic teaching approaches that focused on 

writing as product (Gibbons, 2019). This concurred with Elliot’s (2018) research that 

noted a reduction of risk-taking by teachers and more conformity to teach-to-the-test 

through a technicist style of teaching.  

 

6.2.4. Research question four 
 
RQ4. Why, and for what purposes are pedagogical positions changed? 
 
6.2.4.1. Belief adaptations   

 
Teacher beliefs did not noticeably alter or change during the ITE stage and Richardson 

(1996) also points to the brevity of ITE programmes as being a factor that contributes to 

a slower pace of change.  This study concurred with that finding as no participants 

changed beliefs during the BT stage when they undertook the ITE programme. All 

participants had reported beliefs that were child-centred and reflected constructivist 

approaches to teaching. This agrees with Grossman’s (1991) study that reported teacher 

beliefs as constructivist from participants who had undertaken ITE and where there was 

a “general understanding of students’ interest and abilities, and the likely diversity of 

these factors, in making curricular choices (p.43).  Moreover, the study did agree with 

other research that suggested that peripheral beliefs are created at the ITE stage or 

during any stage of intense activity such as engagement with ITE or CPD (Fang, 1996; 

Richardson, 1996; Fives and Buehl, 2016). To an extent this explained where a 

participant (I) reported confusion over belief negotiation and belief practice congruence. 

Participant “I” grappled with established beliefs that stemmed from her epistemology for 
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the subject of English, as opposed to emerging beliefs from her acquisition of knowledge 

from ITE structures and on learner and environmental contexts.  

 

At the ECT stage, the study found that two out of eight participants (H & I) had changed 

their beliefs (25%) as both had changed from a constructivist perspective to a traditional 

perspective (Fives and Buehl, 2016). These participants had changed from “responsive 

and reform based” approaches to undertaking more “traditional and instructional” 

approaches in relation to pedagogy to teach writing (Loft & Roehrig, 2007, p.42).  For 

both participants performativity pressures and external influences contributed towards 

this change as assessment structures and accountability dominated their rationale for 

teaching. Moreover, such belief adaptations are also in line with Egloff and Souvignier 

(2020) who reported that teacher beliefs could react to teachers’ perceptions on pupil 

abilities. They noted that traditional approaches are used if pupils are felt to be weak and 

less able, whereas more active approaches are undertaken where teachers perceive 

pupils as more able. In addition, participant “I” had returned to traditional, instructive and 

teacher-focused practice, as beliefs had transitioned back to marry with her personal 

epistemology on what knowledge of writing should contain. This epistemology was 

evidently linked to a traditional grammar approach for teaching writing. This correlates 

with research that notes teachers’ ontological beliefs on their subject can relate to 

teacher beliefs where a fixed view on a subject will perpetuate more traditional 

approaches to teaching (Pedersen & Liu, 2003; Kang & Wallace, 2005; Fives & Buehl, 

2016). This also points to the importance of noting teacher beliefs and their propensity 

to change and adapt. Much research points to peripheral beliefs forming at stages of 

intense activity and it also points to peripheral beliefs as existing as outliers that can be 

slow to embed, or effect change, in a teacher’s belief system (Luft & Roeghrig, 2007; 

Fives & Buehl, 2016). Therefore, teacher beliefs and the impact they can exert on a 

teacher’s pedagogy and practice should be explored at the ITE stage and beyond (EPD 

and during CPD), due to the nature of how teacher beliefs can form, change and adapt 

over time and in relation to educational change and as a reaction to contexts teachers 

face.  

 

6.2.4.2. Suppression of beliefs and teacher agency 

 
At the ECT stage, most participants (six out of eight) adapted practice to conform to 

school contexts and systemic influences, and these changes in approach were used by 

participants to assuage performativity pressures (Ball, 2003; Elliott & Southern, 2021). 

However, child-centred teacher beliefs were still evident for these participants and 

remained as core beliefs that were essentially suppressed, as participants reported use 
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of traditional approaches that were assessment-focused and content-driven. Here, core 

child-centred beliefs were resistant to change despite challenging contextual factors 

(Philips, 2009, in: Khader, 2012). This points to concerns over how teachers understand 

themselves as mediators of the curriculum and where they feel a loss of curriculum 

control. Although some participants (B & C) noted occasions where they took control and 

enacted a curriculum that encapsulated their “interpretation and implementation of the 

written curriculum” these occasions were overshadowed, it seemed, by implementation 

of a more rigid curriculum (Baret-Tatum & Dooley, 2015, in: Fives & Buehl, 2016, p.119). 

Teacher agency where participants make “active efforts to make choices and intentional 

action in a way that makes a significant difference” was apparent in places but overall 

appeared to be lacking (Soini et al., 2015, p.615). Instead, participants felt pressure to 

conform and “absorb the cultural script” of contexts and external influences in which they 

were situated (Hall et al., 2012, p.106). This agrees to an extent with Philips’ (2009) two-

year study on an ECT teacher who found that despite challenges to her teacher beliefs 

the ECT teacher was more enabled and “this teacher practiced in ways that were 

consistent with her beliefs” (Philips, 2009, in: Khader, 2012, p.760).  

 

For the most part, at the ECT stage of this research stud, participants reported their 

potential for teacher agency as being frustrated by external contexts and performativity 

pressures. Participants did report other less formal curriculum spaces where they were 

able to enact more process-based writing and practice that ascribed to their child-centred 

beliefs. Overall, this apparent suppression of beliefs and enactment of a curriculum that 

is at odds with teacher beliefs caused much disenfranchisement with teaching and it 

points to Goodwyn and Findlay’s (1999) metaphor of “teaching in a cage” (p.19). 

Therefore, teachers need to better understand how to negotiate versions of the 

curriculum that exist within their school contexts to more effectively enact their versions 

of the curriculum. They need to understand how they can mediate and control curriculum 

spaces and they need to exert more teacher agency in their practice. ITE, EPD and CPD 

can support teachers in this process. This will be discussed in section 6.4.  

 

6.3. Study limitations  
 
The study employed a small sample and, due to its size, the findings are not 

generalisable beyond this research. However, it does offer insight into the phenomena 

under investigation and recommendations can point to areas where further research can 

be scaled up (Silverman, 2001). The sample size was also made up of a large proportion 

of the annual post-primary English teaching graduates for NI and the sample (initially at 

BT stage) was wholly derived from one of two ITE providers for this subject area in NI. 
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Therefore, the target population’s views were suitably represented to draw out 

meaningful findings, specifically linked to NI contexts. The longitudinal study, like most 

prolonged projects, experienced attrition as data collection stages were rolled out and 

there was a small reduction in participant engagement. This may skew results to a 

degree when comparing themes and results across stages. However, the rate of attrition 

was relatively low and participation rates in terms of the original sample that completed 

all stages of the research study from BT, QT through to ECT stages was quite stable: 

100% (n=10) for stage 1(BT), 90% (n=9) for stage 2 (QT), and 80% (n=8) for stage 3 

(ECT).   

 

At the BT stage the role of teacher-researcher could have impacted on the study and led 

to prestige bias where participants looked to provide responses they thought were 

expected from them, as opposed to responses that described their opinions and realities. 

To offset this, clear messaging on the research’s aims and objectives were delivered via 

information letters to participants and informed consent was sought (see 7.1.3., 7.1.4. & 

7.1.7). Space and distance from the teacher-researcher were also created at the BT 

stage as data collection was via TPRs that took place off campus and via an online 

platform. Furthermore, at the QT stage as participants had transitioned from BT to QT 

and successfully graduated from the PGCE programme, an experienced researcher 

colleague chaired the focus group instead of the researcher. This was to reduce any 

possible prestige bias and to ensure the focus was on the questions being asked.  

 

Also, the data collection methods of this qualitative study made use of a self-report 

approach. This was to facilitate participants in thinking through their perspectives on and 

experiences of writing. A limitation with the self-report data approach is the relay of 

filtered responses from participants who may tend towards “overclaiming use of certain 

pedagogical approaches which are seen as professionally approved methods,” and this 

may also impact erroneously on data collected (Hanley et al., 2018, p.43). Further 

research in this area could review participants’ planning and teaching materials and their 

assessment of pupils’ written responses in order to robustly ascertain how pedagogical 

views and beliefs were being actioned in the classroom. However, within the context of 

this research, the open and responsive attitudinal views and beliefs of participants were 

a focus and it was felt that triangulation of materials with self-report data (especially at 

the BT stage) would impact on and narrow participants’ opinions and relay of information.  
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6.4. Recommendations  
 
This section draws on the conclusions outlined in section 6.2. in response to the four 

research questions, to propose recommendations for ITE, policy and practice. 

Recommendations for further research are also identified.  

 

6.4.1. Recommendations for ITE   

 
6.4.1.1. Beliefs audit, autobiography and reviews 

 
How aware an individual is about beliefs they hold is important and is an area that ITE 

programmes should address with BTs (Richardson, 2003; Chróinín & O'Sullivan, 2014). 

In exploring belief systems with BTs, it will allow them to understand, identify, question 

and reflect on their own beliefs, so they can better understand their role as teachers.  

Teacher beliefs are important to recognise for BTs as they come to ITE programmes with 

early formed beliefs that are “often implicit, deeply held, resistant to change” (Fives & 

Buehl, 2016, p.119). Gudmundsdottir (1990) noted a fading of facts with age and time 

although formative experiences can often leave deep-rooted and impressionistic values 

and beliefs. Specifically, she noted the “hidden” and “personal” curriculum that an 

individual compiles and which is a key factor in informing a teacher’s pedagogical 

approach (p.47). Therefore, such formative beliefs should be addressed at the ITE stage 

to educate BTs on how ingrained formative experiences serve to shape a teacher’s 

educational outlook, via the formation of fundamental beliefs on teaching that are instilled 

at earlier developmental stages. At ITE stage, any pre-formed perceptions on teaching 

should be identified and explored to best understand the impact of such formative 

experiences on a teacher’s future practice.  

 

Additionally, a BT’s own educational journey through the NI education system should be 

considered and unpacked to discern their beliefs, personal epistemologies, and 

ontological views for subject English, as these can also impact on how BTs view the 

teaching of writing. BTs have clearly had success at education as they have acquired 

relevant qualifications to commence an ITE programme. How they acquired this success 

should be addressed. Chróinín and O'Sullivan (2014) note that ITE programmes typically 

engage BTs with an appraisal of their beliefs, through “individualised strategies”, course 

activities or via external programmes (p.911). Particularly when novice teachers are 

negotiating teacher beliefs in light of their own personal curriculum and histories, more 

knowledge of learner contexts and environmental contexts can enable these teachers to 

disrupt patterns and “break with their own experiences in English classrooms and to 
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broaden both their conceptions of the English curriculum and their curricular choices” 

(Grossman, 1990, p.52). A subject autobiography can chart how BTs ‘travelled’ through 

their formative educational journeys (at both primary and post-primary levels) to note 

how educational structures impacted on them. BTs can note and review their feelings 

and perceptions on how subject English was taught, as well as the impressions they 

have on teaching that they experienced across the primary and post-primary educational 

stages. Going forward, this can support discussion on belief salience to identify where 

BTs subscribe inherently (or unconsciously) to some traditional approaches that they 

deem effective due to their educational success within the (NI) system and possible 

contact with such traditional approaches to learning and teaching. Discussion of BTs’ 

perceptions of their previous teachers of English teaching styles and possible subject 

philosophies for subject English and the teaching of writing should also be explored. This 

will further support BTs in understanding beliefs they may hold or subscribe to. How such 

formative beliefs are positioned considering BTs’ acquisition of PCKg through an ITE 

programme should also be considered (Cochran et al., 1993). 

 

Loft & Roehrig (2007) also state that “peripheral beliefs” form at the ITE stage or, indeed, 

at any more intense period of education for teachers, such as CPD and training. Thus, 

ITE providers should support teachers to ensure beliefs develop towards reflecting more 

child- centred and “responsive ideologies” (p.47). BTs’ subject philosophies or their 

alignment with current educational policy, methods and discourses on how best to teach 

writing (or any subject specialism) can be captured at points through an audit and with 

use of the rolling subject autobiography. This can support them to understand 

progression and development of their teacher beliefs and where they can note belief 

salience as well as negotiation on their beliefs. It will aid identification on where there is 

more permanency for some teacher beliefs and support exploration of what the 

implications of these more permanent beliefs may have for teachers engaged in teaching 

writing.   

 

6.4.1.2. Exploring and understanding PCKg 
 

An understanding of how pedagogy is formed and how practice evolves with the 

acquisition of knowledge components of PCKg will support teachers in developing 

awareness of challenges they may face when teaching (Cochran et al., 1993). The 

importance of tailoring teaching to learner contexts was reported and valued by all 

participants in this study. This study found that external influences, linked to knowledge 

of environmental contexts, impacted on many participants to suppress their teacher 

beliefs (Kang & Wallace, 2005; Fives & Buehl, 2016). The knowledge of environmental 
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contexts exerted more control when compared to knowledge of learners’ contexts over 

participants’ pedagogy. Therefore, as external influences served to impact more on 

participants’ pedagogy than internal influences, ITE can provide more knowledge of 

environmental contexts and how to navigate such contexts to prepare BTs. They can be 

supported to understand how they can enact their beliefs and exert appropriate teacher 

agency effectively. This is especially relevant when a limited or restrictive curriculum is 

only made available to BTs as “they build a sense of agency by observing others”, 

therefore, any potential for BT teacher agency in such environments can be described 

as “fragile” (Soini et al., 2015, p.643). 

 

BT emergent professional identity and engagement with teaching can be reviewed in the 

context of participants acquiring more understanding of their developing PCKg, which is 

integrative of knowledge domains and reactionary to contexts (Cochran et al., 1993). 

Also, BT engagement with peer learning and how an individual’s educational journey is 

traversed should be explored sensitively and collaboratively, so that aside from an 

understanding of environmental contexts, BTs should also begin to understand more 

varied learner contexts. They should be aware of the negative and restrictive impact that 

“a deficit model of thinking” towards knowledge acquisition and learning will have on their 

teaching and subsequently on any pupil outcomes (Pasqua, 2017, in: Elliot & Southern, 

2021, p. 685).  

 

6.4.2. Recommendations for policy   

 
6.4.2.1. Teacher beliefs and curriculum correlation  

 
This study found that there was a suppression of teacher beliefs, as pedagogy and 

approaches reported as implemented in the classroom did not correspond to participants’ 

core beliefs. This suppression of teacher beliefs was influenced in the main by external 

factors and performativity pressures, which can lead to teacher disaffection and 

disenfranchisement with teaching as a career (Goodwyn & Findlay,1999; Ball, 2003). 

Changes to educational policy, assessment and curriculum structures should be 

implemented only after meaningful consultation with teachers, in order to perceive how 

change may challenge or agree with teachers’ epistemological and ontological beliefs 

around their subject(s). If teachers feel pressured to implement approaches that 

challenge their core beliefs, “cognitive dissonance” can eventually lead to burn out and 

a rejection of teaching as a vocation. As Loft and Roehrig (2007) explain “peripheral 

beliefs” form at more intense periods of education for teachers, such as CPD and 

training. Thus, time should be given within such forums to promote discourse on how 
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teachers perceive and are to implement change(s) in relation to assessment and 

curriculum structures or on new policy initiatives. Opportunities to critically review teacher 

beliefs to draw attention to the impact teacher beliefs have on pedagogy and practice 

should be created and noted. How the curriculum is being enacted by teachers can then 

be better understood both by teachers and policymakers, to ensure that the curriculum 

aims are being delivered not by the letter but in spirit (Marshall, 2001).  

 

6.4.2.2. Pervasiveness of performativity pressures and curriculum delivery 
 

This study pointed to a pervasive performativity pressure and climate within curriculum 

places (Ball, 2003; Marshall & Gibbons, 2017; Gibbons, 2019; Hennessy et al., 2021). 

The implementation of the NIC (2007) especially at KS3 was often reported as a 

preparatory training space for pupils where teaching was focused on high stakes 

assessments with content and delivery focused on formal KS4 assessments (Crisp & 

Green, 2013). The study reported that participants often found teaching and delivery of 

the curriculum at KS3 and KS4 to be narrow, superficial and not reflective of the NIC 

(2007) curriculum aims. The reshaping and reform of the previous 1996 NI curriculum 

structure, which had reduced curriculum content to enable more teacher and pupil 

agency in the learning and teaching process, was not evident in practice (NIC, 2007). 

Therefore, the 2007 KS3 curriculum structures should be reviewed for efficacy via a 

curriculum committee. This committee should lead consultation with relevant key 

stakeholders including teachers, pupils, parents, school managers, CCEA and DENI. 

The committee should aim to capture, evaluate and report on stakeholders’ views and 

experiences of current provision within the existing curriculum model to recommend any 

adaptations of the NIC and to ensure that the potential of the curriculum is able to be 

fully realised. Importantly, an audit of values related to curriculum provision should be 

captured as part of the consultation to better understand where, if and how teachers’ 

values align with the philosophy and rationale of the NIC (2007). As Mondal and Das 

(2021) point out in relation to teacher values, “changes could occur if only they are willing 

to accept the new values otherwise the changes will be short-lived” and thus 

implementation of the NIC will remain tokenistic and superficial (Mondal & Das, 2021, 

p.262).   

 

In particular, the implementation of the NIC KS3 assessment structures (with use of pupil 

portfolios and assessment of CCS) should be reviewed for efficacy within the 

consultation. Again, all relevant stakeholders’ views should be sought, as the 

implementation of these assessment structures was disrupted and fractured due to 

industrial disputes surrounding teacher workload issues. These assessment issues and 
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the uptake of pupil portfolios as an assessment tool have not been resolved or improved 

even though industrial action has halted. In 2019 CCEA’s last recorded submission of 

Communication pupil portfolios stated a return from 16% of post-primary schools. This 

was a reduction of 50% on the previous year as it had recorded a 32% return for 

Communication pupil portfolios from post-primary schools for 2017/18 (CCEA, 2020). 

Due to Covid-19, more updated statistics are not available as assessment at KS3 was 

suspended. There is still current disquiet as the largest union in NI reported that 

“teachers and principals are being left to deal with a workload crisis”, part of which 

encompassed teacher capacity and the pragmatics around implementation of the KS3 

assessment structures (NASUWT, 2022). This study reported on participant concerns 

raised within the evaluation report undertaken by CCEA in 2012 on the KS3 curriculum 

assessment arrangements, which had highlighted issues and teacher and principal 

concerns on the timescales for, and robustness of, moderation activities for pupil 

portfolios.  

 

As assessment at KS3 makes use of assessment tools that focus on the KS4 formal 

assessment structures, there needs to be a review of KS3 curriculum structures to create 

more pragmatic and pupil-responsive assessment mechanisms and tools, which are 

child-centred. There is also much disenfranchisement reported on implementation of 

CATs as an assessment method at KS4. The examination ‘light’ method stultifies more 

process-based approaches to teaching writing and conveys a value on pupils’ abilities to 

produce a writing product, over pupils detailing knowledge of the processes involved in 

arriving at a piece of writing. A return to more draft-based coursework methods may free 

up curriculum spaces and enable teachers to pursue more process-based teaching 

approaches on writing. This can also facilitate more responsive dialogical teaching in 

keeping with the rationale and spirit of the NIC (2007) which will also serve to engage 

teachers and pupils in meaningful discourse around drafts, versions and thinking about 

writing (Black & Wiliam, 1999; Alexander, 2004).  

 

Within the context of NI and from KS2 there is an assessment-driven focus as teachers 

narrow the curriculum to prepare pupils for examinations such as the transfer tests 

(Shewbridge et al., 2014). This trend appears to continue on to the post-primary stage 

where pupils’ experiences with the curriculum again tend to focus on formal high stakes 

assessments.  The study found that participants experienced performativity pressures 

as they taught higher up the school years. This points to assessment-driven practice as 

pervasive within the curriculum spaces in NI and this should be addressed. If pupils 

experience performativity pressures as part of their formative educational experiences 

this can also shape beliefs for future teachers. Essentially, if the curriculum that 
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individuals experience is narrow, assessment-driven and form-focused, it might, and will, 

propagate acceptance of education as defined by the same. Therefore, reductive 

practices need to be better understood and navigated more, to reflect more holistic and 

process-based approaches to support pupils. Teacher agency and how teachers can 

interpret curriculum structures to enact active child-centred teaching should be 

encouraged at a CPD level and lead practice. The “Learning Learners Strategy” can 

support and drive this process where effective responsive practitioners are identified in 

schools to support CPD in this area (DENI, 2016, p.1). Such pedagogy will enable pupils 

to be active in their learning and to develop a cognitive armoury to engage with twenty-

first century societal challenges, which is what is indicated by the current NIC rationale 

that is in theory operational, but in practice not evident in spirit on many occasions, as 

this study found (Black & Wiliam,1999; NIC, 2007). 

 
6.4.2.3. Promoting the potential of digital writing 
 

Overall, this study found that digital writing was not valued by the majority of participants. 

Participants did come to increase their support for some engagement with digital writing 

at the latter stages of the study, however use of digital writing was framed in a simplistic 

and superficial manner as an aid to improve pupils’ presentation and SPaG, or to 

motivate and engage pupils with writing.  The dominance and preference for print-literacy 

devalued participants’ use of digital tools to support pupils in the composition process. 

This was at odds with studies that found that digital tools served to progress and develop 

the written efforts of pupils (Purcell, et al., 2013; Nordmark, 2017).  Additionally, some 

benefits as noted in the NWP (2013) survey highlighted that digital writing enabled pupils 

to share their writing with wider and more authentic audiences, it facilitated use of 

creative and diverse forms of writing-including multimodal structures, and it supported 

co-operative learning and collaborative writing amongst peer groups. However, the 

collaborative and receptive affordances of digital writing were not fully recognised or 

appreciated by participants in this study (Purcell, et al., 2013).  

 

Notwithstanding the challenges that use of digital writing brings such as a blurring of lines 

at times by pupils on usage of informal over formal writing or the tendency to plagiarise, 

these issues in themselves raise opportunities to discuss modes of address, critical 

literacy and “fair use” of sourced written content (Purcell, et al., 2013, p.4). Despite the 

NIC detailing a remit of a skills-based curriculum and despite a CCS focus on using 

technology, there are no clear requirements to ensure pupils are competent in digital 

writing. Notably, when framed within the NWP (2013) report that found “a strong 

conceptual divide between “formal” and “informal”, writing” with pupil perceptions placing 

digital writing mainly in the informal category, it is timely to integrate digital writing as a 
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particular skillset for pupils to achieve prowess in (Purcell, et al., 2013, p.17). In terms of 

future-proofing the curriculum, it is through use of digital writing and not traditional print-

literacy that the majority of pupils will engage with and use going forward in the world of 

work. It is through use of online tools and platforms that individuals will engage in 

process-based writing to plan, create, and craft ideas. It is through online mediums that 

they will collaborate, hone, publish and share many of these ideas (Nordmark, 2017). 

Therefore, policymakers such as DENI and CCEA should look at embedding digital 

writing skills and aptitudes much more across the NIC and within the area of learning for 

language and literacy and subject English.  

 

6.4.3. Recommendations for practice   

 
6.4.3.1. Teacher agency and transformative practice 

 
The degree of control teachers have as mediators of the curriculum can be investigated 

to point to the potential “transformative” role that teachers are empowered with as they 

implement curriculum structures. A professional teacher agency is noted as a continuous 

construct that develops as teachers progress through their career stages and engage 

with varied contexts and influences (Soini et al., 2015). There is debate as to where 

teachers should be positioned within this context in relation to teacher agency and control 

that they might exert over curriculum structures (Biesta, et al., 2015). The extent to which 

teachers should be directed by policy initiatives and “evidence-based and data-driven 

approaches” and performance indicators, or whether they should be led and driven by 

teacher beliefs and a sense of agency attached to these beliefs, will have an impact on 

the pedagogy and curriculum enacted by teachers (ibid, p.624). Teachers have to 

navigate the cultures and contexts within which they are situated and teacher beliefs 

alone are not indicative of the pedagogy and practice that will be implemented by 

teachers. This study and other research pointed to the discord between teacher beliefs 

and practice because of mainly external influences (Biesta, et al., 2015; Priestley et al., 

2015; Soini, et al., 2015).   

 

Notably, teachers need to be supported at Induction and EPD stages by school leaders 

to develop teacher agency. Engagement with meaningful professional learning 

opportunities with access to professional learning networks within and across schools 

and subjects should be established (Priestley et al., 2015). This will enable teachers to 

envision their own professional identities and potential capacity as “learning leaders” as 

set out in the teacher professional learning strategy (DENI, 2016). Opportunities to 

engage with CPD via external agencies will also support teachers to engage in discourse 
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and practice to realise outcomes that their own “professional vision” might conceptualise 

(Biesta, et al., 2015, p.624). Essentially, where performativity pressures push teachers 

to adopt narrow assessment-driven practice, which is not enabling for an integration of 

difference in relation to pupil abilities, teachers can be supported to implement practice 

that takes “equality, diversity and inclusion seriously” (Gibbons, 2017, p.14). Teachers 

need to continuously engage with reflection to better understand their practice to review 

how it aligns to their professional identity and teacher beliefs. Understanding teacher 

agency as “a configuration of influences” linked to past, present and future contexts, 

where these contexts are dialogical in nature and continue to speak to and influence 

teachers, should be examined and understood by teachers (Biesta, et al., 2015, p.626). 

This approach can support the development of a clear professional vision and a stronger 

sense of teacher agency to enable teachers to utilise curriculum spaces to implement a 

pedagogy that reflects core beliefs, to deliver better quality learning experiences and 

outcomes for all pupils (Priestley et al., 2015; Soini et al., 2015). Foregrounding 

pedagogy and practice that is holistic to include more active, responsive and creative 

pupil engagement with writing, through use of process-based approaches over 

assessment-driven practice, should be prioritised by teachers of English.   

 
6.4.3.2. Navigating and prioritising both writing and reading in the curriculum  

 
Teachers as writers did not emerge strongly within the context of this study. The benefits 

of being a teacher-writer or how a teacher’s personal approaches for engagement with 

writing that could be publicly shared with pupils was also therefore not evident as a 

pedagogical strategy (Beery, 2020; Cremin, 2021). This points to a preference on the 

parts of teachers of English as identifying as readers more than teachers of English 

identifying as writers (Cremin & Oliver, 2017). This correlates with a conclusion of this 

study showing that many participants reported assessment-driven practice that focused 

on content over process, where teachers of English appear to favour and value reading 

processes over writing processes.  This also agrees with a trend for much research and 

policy to be directed towards improving reading skills over improving pupils’ writing skills 

(Rose, 2006; Slavin et al., 2019). Thus, how teachers engage with writing, where they 

encourage it and how they promote its use should be reviewed by teachers, thereby 

locating any privileging of a reading curriculum over a writing curriculum within the 

context of the subject English. In addition, how knowledge of the teaching of writing is 

manifest within a teacher’s PCKg should be examined at ITE, induction and EPD stages 

and supported by HEI tutors and school mentors to identify any gaps in knowledge, which 

when addressed effectively can lead to a broader pedagogical approach and more 

effective practice in the field of teaching writing. CPD in this area of English education 

via professional providers and external agencies can also support teachers to upskill and 



267 

 

vary their approach to include more than explicit instruction and genre-theory 

approaches to teach writing. The value and benefits of assuming teacher-writer identities 

both personally and within public classroom settings should also be appreciated and 

explored by teachers of English (Cremin & Oliver, 2017). 

 
6.4.4. Recommendations for further research 

 
This longitudinal study could be extended to capture participants’ views at the next stage 

in their teaching career, which would be that of experienced teachers of English. 

Changes in teacher beliefs throughout all stages and phases of their career to date could 

be examined with influences on teacher beliefs captured. Considering the recent 

pandemic, it would also be interesting to note how online teaching was negotiated for 

the teaching of writing and if PCKg developed within the area of digital writing. A data 

capture of participants’ planning materials, use of supports, and pupils’ assessed writing 

pieces would also support a more evidence-informed approach to the research.  

 
In addition, as teacher beliefs on writing are important to consider due to the impact that 

beliefs have on a teacher’s pedagogy (Fang, 1996; Richardson, 1996; Fives & Buehl, 

2016), a wider sample could be polled to specifically focus on teacher beliefs about 

writing. How teachers of English understand their teacher beliefs as impacting on their 

pedagogy and practice for teaching writing could be examined. Moreover, how teachers 

understand how teacher beliefs typically or naturally evolve within the context of teaching 

English and writing in the NIC would be useful to research and explore, to better 

understand how formative educational experiences may (or may not) embed teacher 

beliefs that are more resistant to change.  The extent to which internal and external 

influences drive practice and the extent to which external influences might suppress 

beliefs and drive practice could be examined. More research on how teachers 

understand the acquisition, development and components of pedagogy in relation to 

PCKg could also be undertaken. In addition, a clarification to Cochran et al’s. (1993) 

PCKg theoretical framework is suggested to include a ‘knowledge of teacher agency’ 

domain (see section 2.8). This would direct teachers to acquire knowledge on “agentic 

capacity” and “agentic spaces” alongside their knowledge of environmental contexts 

(Priestley et al., 2015, p.2). Subsequently, teachers can be more aware and reactive to 

conditions that will support teacher agency, and they can be better positioned to deliver 

pedagogy aligned to their teacher beliefs. Teacher agency is important to recognise, 

grow and understand. This study’s findings pointed to the considerable adverse impact 

that knowledge of environmental contexts had on teacher beliefs and their subsequent 

classroom practice. Environmental contexts were prioritised on many occasions over the 

other knowledge domains to control teachers’ pedagogical decisions. As such a 
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‘knowledge of teacher agency’ domain located within the PCKg model could enable 

teachers to navigate more effective ways to deliver teaching and learning goals that align 

more constructively with teacher beliefs as opposed to environmental contexts. How 

teachers explain or enact writing pedagogy within the curriculum and across their varied 

career stages could also be an area for further research. Again, teachers’ 

understandings and knowledge of teacher agency could be investigated and how 

teachers perceive how they enact the curriculum to align to their understanding of 

teacher agency could also be investigated, as this is a further area where research has 

noted a gap (Biesta et al., 2015; Soini et al., 2015). Also, research on the writing 

experiences that pupils are being offered, the rationale offered for these experiences, 

and the pedagogy employed by teachers could be researched. Pupil experiences and 

views on writing and on how they experience writing within the NIC could also be 

captured to better understand pupil beliefs on the value and nature of writing.   

 

Furthermore, research on the role of digital writing within the NIC and within subject 

English could be carried out. Teacher perceptions on the value and place of digital writing 

within the NIC and the English writing curriculum space could be examined. Influences 

for use and identifying the challenges and opportunities that digital writing presents to 

teachers and pupils could be explored and better understood within the context the NIC. 

How practice might have evolved within this field, particularly considering post-pandemic 

teaching that now makes more use of online learning and VLE platforms, could be 

investigated to inform policy and practice in this area. Finally, how teachers understand 

and value more process-based writing approaches, as well as creative writing within the 

NIC, could be examined to better understand opportunities and challenges for practice 

and pedagogy in this field of writing pedagogy.  

 

6.5. Study contribution and originality  
 
Many studies that have examine the development and use of PCK centre on Science 

disciplines (Kind, 2009; Neumann et al., 2019). Some studies focus on investigating PCK 

with English as the discipline but many concentrate on EAL or Business English (Peng, 

2013; Liu et al., 2014) However, a notable minority do offer insights into the PCK 

development of English teachers in terms of areas linked to literature and writing (Howey 

& Grossman, 1989; Gudmundsdottir, 1990).  Many studies also focus on preservice, 

student or beginner teacher stages (Grossman, 1990; Grossman 1991). Grossman et al. 

(2000) also undertook a longitudinal study of both primary and secondary teachers 

across a variety of disciplines and subjects. However, most studies offer a case study of 

teachers at one particular career stage and in many respects the research on PCK for 
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subject English is becoming dated. Therefore, this study contributes towards the growing 

gap in knowledge in this field as it engaged in a longitudinal review focusing on the 

subject of English and teaching of writing to report on the PCKg of BT, QT and ECT 

throughout formative teacher career stages. Moreover, the study viewed results through 

Cochran et al’s. (1993) PCKg (Pedagogical Content Knowing) model to contribute to 

debate and suggest a further clarification that includes a ‘knowledge of teacher agency’ 

domain. Additionally, this study also developed a conceptual model that can be used to 

highlight the way in which values, beliefs and impacts can lead to changes in pedagogy 

and practice for the teaching of writing. As a teacher educator, the conceptual model will 

be explored with BTs to discuss the varied influences and contexts on and for the 

teaching of writing. The intention is also to publish the model, along with key findings 

from the research so that other teacher educators can assess its value for their work.  

 

Furthermore, the research is situated within the context of the NI education system that 

holds specific curriculum requirements with associated constraints and flexibility, in 

which the participant English teachers’ experiences of writing were grounded. It therefore 

contributes to exploring the distinct contexts that are not replicated in other more local 

education systems located within the UK, in the Republic of Ireland or internationally. 

This study does afford an opportunity to investigate and debate perceptions around 

skills-based curricula and also the use of transfer tests and selection at age eleven. In 

the light of recent educational policy consultations in England to review existing 

provision, this study provides some insight into challenges and benefits with use of 

approaches and on selection within the context of exploring subject English and how 

writing is taught. Overall, there are limited research studies on NI contexts within the field 

of English education at post-primary level.  

 

6.6. Concluding remarks  
 
During this PhD I have learned a lot personally about research and in particular on the 

teaching of writing within curriculum contexts. I wanted to research the area of curriculum 

writing as it was an area that I really enjoyed as a pupil in my post-primary stage of 

schooling. I did experience a decrease in confidence with writing and my identity as a 

writer when I progressed through the school curriculum and onwards towards higher 

education. On reflection and given the contexts I now understand through researching 

critical views in the field of writing pedagogy, I can more fully appreciate how such 

formative experiences can shape beliefs and have an impact on pedagogy and practice. 

I have learned a lot through analysing all participants’ experiences of teaching writing 

through their differing career stages. This will inform my role as teacher educator, and I 
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hope to enable teachers to understand how to navigate curriculum spaces and places, 

within which they can enact their core teacher beliefs and authentic approaches to 

teaching writing.   

 

Overall, I very much enjoyed engaging with the research journey emerging from this 

study. I learned a great deal about the research process and academic writing on 

completion of it. I am also much more attuned to the myriad routes that a study can 

evolve towards. I believe I gained a lot from the immersive nature of completing a PhD. 

Going forward, the importance and significance of using varied methods and strategies 

to teach and engage pupils with a relevant writing curriculum needs to be better 

understood by teachers, managers and policymakers. The influences that can drive 

narrow approaches to pedagogy and practice must be negotiated to enable greater 

teacher agency for the teaching of writing. I hope this study goes beyond detailing 

research goals to provide a voice for the participants that expresses how they 

experienced the differing entry stages to being an English teacher and a teacher of 

writing. Through their accounts and their voices, the many tensions, challenges and 

opportunities they experienced for teaching writing may lead to a better understanding 

on how writing and a writing curriculum is perceived and implemented within the context 

of the NIC.  
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7.1.1. ORIGINAL RESEARCH STUDY ETHICS APPLICATION (RG2) 
 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER          RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
 

RG1a APPLICATION TO UNDERTAKE RESEARCH ON HUMAN SUBJECTS  

 
PLEASE REFER TO THE NOTES OF GUIDANCE BEFORE COMPLETING THIS 
FORM. (Available from the Research Governance website at 
http://www.ulster.ac.uk/research/rg/) 

All sections of this form must be completed (use minimum font size 11).  If the 
form is altered in any way it will be returned unconsidered by the Committee.  

This form should be used for research in categories A, B and D 

Do not use this form for research being conducted in collaboration with the 
NHS/HPSS (category C).  

SECTION A 

Chief  
Investigator 
 
Title of 
Project 
 
 
Student and 
course (if 
applicable) 
 
Additional  
Investigators 
 
 

Declaration - Chief Investigator: 

I confirm that 
• this project meets the definition for research in category* (please insert) 
• this project is viable and is of research or educational merit;  
• all risks and ethical and procedural implications have been considered; 
• the project will be conducted at all times in compliance with the research description/protocol 

and in accordance with the University’s requirements on recording and reporting; 
• this application has not been submitted to and rejected by another committee; and 
• Permission has been granted to use all copyright materials including questionnaires and 

similar instruments 
 
   
      Signed:             Date: 

 

An investigation into PGCE English student teachers’ developing 
writing pedagogies and practices.  

 

 

Dr Jacqueline Lambe and Dr Kathleen McCracken 

 

Once complete, this application and all associated materials must be submitted for peer 
  

Nicola Marlow- PhD doctoral study in education 

http://www.ulster.ac.uk/research/rg/
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*In addition, you should complete form RG1d for all category D research and form 
RG1e for both category B and D research  

 
Peer Review 
 

• Those conducting peer review should complete form RG2 and attach it to this form (RG1). 
RG1, RG2 and all associated materials should then be returned to the Chief Investigator. 

 
• Depending upon the outcome of peer review, the Chief Investigator should arrange to 

submit to the Filter Committee, resubmit the application for further review or consider a new 
or substantially changed project.  The application must not be submitted to the Filter 
Committee until the peer review process has been completed (except as permitted below) 

 
• Please note that peer review can be conducted by the Filter Committee if time and 

capacity allow. This is at the discretion of the Chairperson of each Filter Committee and is 
subject to change.  

 
 

 
Filter Committee 

• The application must be considered by the Filter Committee in accordance with 
the requirements of the University 

 
• The Filter Committee should complete form RG3 and write to the Chief 

Investigator indicating the outcome of its review 
 

• Depending upon the outcome of the Filter Committee review, the Chief 
Investigator should arrange to proceed with the research OR submit to the 
University’s Research Ethics Committee OR resubmit the application for further 
review OR consider a new or substantially changed project 

 
• The Filter Committee should retain a complete set of original forms. 

 
 

SECTION B 

1.  Where will the research be undertaken? 

  

 

2.  a. What prior approval/funding has been sought or obtained to conduct this. 
research?  Please also provide the UU cost centre number if known 

 

 

      b. Please indicate any commercial interest in/sponsorship of the study 

 

 

 

n/a 

Within the context of a PGCE English with Drama and Media Studies 
programme 

n/a 
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3.  Duration of the Project  

  

 

 

 

4.  Background to and reason(s) for the Project 

Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  

 
Writing is a complex skill and for this reason it is important to be aware of factors which 
shape individuals’ writing habits and writing identities. The purposes of writing within the 
context of the English classroom are multifaceted and the processes involved with writing 
and producing a ‘good piece of writing’ are multi-layered. Writing can be arduous, 
frustrating and liberating in varying degrees and more importantly teachers’ reactions to 
pupils’ writing ‘products’ can provoke many responses and can inspire, inhibit or damage 
pupils’ writing identities, depending on particular approaches taken.  
 
Throughout the investigation it is hoped that in exploring and examining a number of 
writing pedagogies, student teachers will be better informed on what choice of writing 
methodology they choose when teaching pupils to write within the classroom context.  
By equipping student teachers with a more holistic understanding of the writing process it 
is hoped that they will also be in a better position to develop their own writing skills and to 
also create enabling conditions for writing and learning.   
 
Particularly in an educational climate where external assessment is valued and teacher 
accountability is high, teachers are under a lot of pressure to hone pupils’ writing skills for 
achievement within examinations- yet research suggests that writing pedagogy should 
not seek to teach exclusively to the test or become outcome or product orientated. 
(Stevens 1998; Skidmore, 2004, Smith, 2002) 
 
Additionally, inspectorate bodies such as Ofsted (2012) have claimed that writing 
standards in UK schools now follow a ‘flat’ trend that is in danger of falling.  
Broadly, they specifically identified weaknesses in schools (across all school ages) where 
the delivery of writing lessons did not utilise creative or extended writing tasks and they 
noted pedagogy that failed to teach the basics of spelling and grammar.  
 
To this end, trainee and beginner teachers must then have a sound pedagogical 
understanding of the rationale for teaching and assessing writing to enable real learning 
to occur within their classrooms. Bowing subconsciously to external and institutional 
pressures, the very pragmatic philosophy of utilising writing as a tool of thought can be 
overlooked if teachers adopt a methodology that values product over process. 
 

 

  

Start: June 2012 End: June 2016 Duration: 4 years PT 
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5.  Aims of the Project 

Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  

 
This study aims to: 

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards writing and 
teaching writing, 

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards assessing writing, 
• identify and explore English student teachers’ pedagogical choices when teaching writing,  
• examine the rationale offered by student teachers when they explain and rationalise 

practices and positions, they assume when teaching writing,  
• suggest a pedagogical framework to support the inclusion of a diverse range of effective 

writing methodologies within English education.  
 

 

6.  Procedures to be used  

  a.  Methods  

Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  

 
The study seeks to present a complete description of a phenomenon within its context.  
 
The study will use non-probability purposive sampling (Patton, 2002) that will make use of pre-
selected criteria for inclusion in this study. The criteria for inclusion in this study are that all 
participants are Teachers of English and/or PGCE English student teachers enrolled on a full-time 
36-week PGCE programme. 
 
The NI PGCE Student teacher sample, of approximately 30 will be made up of all Northern Ireland 
PGCE English student teachers for the 2012-2013 academic year. All participants are to be 
surveyed at the beginning and also at the end of their 36-week PGCE programmes via a pre and 
post survey instrument.  
 
The Beginner Teacher sample will consist of English PGCE graduates from the previous two 
academic years. The Heads of English sample are also a convenience sample, selected from a 
naturally occurring group that meet regularly to discuss English Education within a particular 
region in Northern Ireland.  
 
The study will make use of a mixed methods approach and will use both qualitative and quantitative 
forms of data collection and gathering.  The advantage of using a number of different strategies is 
that it enables you to broaden the dimensions and scope of the project. (Morse and Richards, 2002, 
quoted in Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004). Punch (1998) states that both quantitative and qualitative 
methodologies have strengths and weaknesses and when they can, they should be combined as 
appropriate.  
 
Qualitative methods will be used as they are ‘more concerned to understand individuals’ 
perceptions of the world’ (Bell, 2005:7). Qualitative methods of research also provide data about 
real life situations and provide you with the ability to make sense and understand this behaviour 
within a wider context. As this study aims to find out about English student teachers’ attitudes on 
teaching writing, qualitative methods will be used via the use of a semi-structured survey, concept 
mapping, Theory Practice Reflections and focus group interviews to extrapolate these views.  
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Additionally, this study will also employ quantitative research methods whose perceived strengths 
‘involves counting and measuring of events and performing the statistical analysis of a body of 
numerical data.’  (Smith, 1988) This study will then use quantitative methods via the use of survey 
data and structured observations, to elicit information that can be subjected to a statistical basis for 
analysis that will inform and also be used to perform cross comparative analysis with data and 
results derived from qualitative methods. Data will be gathered from Beginner English teachers, 
PGCE English student teachers and Heads of English over a 36-week period. PGCE English 
student teacher results and findings will be gathered at every stage and also directly compared 
against beginner teachers of English views data at the start of the study (stage 1) and against 
Heads of English data at the end of the study (stage 5) to track PGCE English student teachers’ 
pedagogical choices and ideas.  
 
The study will collect data sequentially over five stages throughout a 36-week period. (See 
Appendix one for diagram of stages) Data will be gathered using the following qualitative and 
quantitative methods: Semi-Structured Survey, Concept map, Theory Practice Reflections, 
Structured observations and Focus group interviews. (Please see appended proposal for more 
information on these methods) The first stage of data collection will follow a cross comparative 
analysis to extrapolate key themes and emergent theory relating to teaching writing from the two 
different sample cohorts (Beginner teachers and PGCE Student English Teachers). Each stage 
thereafter (stages 2-4) will compare the data generated to results from the previous stage. The fifth 
and final stage will make use of two focus group interviews to follow up on emergent theory and 
themes to develop potential findings and conclusions and to create a suggested pedagogical 
framework to teach writing in schools. Please also see Appendix two for a breakdown of research 
design and data analysis procedures.  
 

 

b.   Statistical techniques  

      Please provide details of the statistical techniques to be used within the 
 project description/protocol (see Notes of Guidance) 

 

7.  Subjects: 

     a. How many subjects will be recruited to the study (by group if 
 appropriate)? 

Beginner English Teachers (Stage 1) 
Approximately 12 
(Taken from previous 
two years cohort) 

NI PGCE English Student teachers (Stage 1& 4) Approximately 30 
(Quota 2012/13) 

Ulster PGCE English Student Teacher (Stage1-5) Approximately 10 
(Quota Ulster 2012-13) 

Heads of English Departments (Stage 5) 
Approximately 10 
(Taken from Heads of 
English Forum) 

 

  



277 

 

     b.  Will any of the subjects be from the following vulnerable groups - 

 YES NO 
Children under 18 
 

 X 

Adults with learning or other disabilities 
 

 X 

Very elderly people 
 

 X 

Healthy volunteers who have a dependent or  
subordinate relationship to investigators  

 

 X 

Other vulnerable groups    
 

 X 

           

If YES to any of the above, please specify and justify their inclusion 

 

 

      
c.  Inclusion and exclusion criteria 
    Please indicate, with reasons, the inclusion criteria for the project 
 

      

 

      

Please indicate, with reasons, any exclusion criteria for the project  

 

 

      

 

d.  Will any inducements be offered?  If ‘Yes’, please describe 

 

 

 

The criteria for inclusion in this study are that all participants are Teachers of English or that 
participants are PGCE English student teachers enrolled on a full-time 36-week PGCE 
programme.  

The phenomenon under study are English teachers’ attitudes, approaches and 
pedagogical choices when teaching and assessing writing.  

NO 

N/A 
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    e.  Please describe how and where recruitment will take place 

 
Beginner teachers of English Sample 
 
English PGCE graduates who qualified and completed a PGCE Post primary English 
programme from -2010/11 and 2011/12 will be contacted via email to request their 
participation with the study. A conservative estimate would be that 50% will respond and 
therefore this sample may comprise approximately 20-30 participants.  
 
Participants will be asked to complete a semi-structured survey via an online link (survey 
monkey) to detail their attitudes and views on how to teach writing effectively. They will be 
fully informed of the study’s aims via a letter of information (see appendix). All participants’ 
consent will be sought via consent letters. (See appendix) 
 
Confidential treatment of data will be assured, and all participants will remain anonymous 
throughout the study and when results are reported, and the study is published/ written up.  
 
Northern Ireland (NI) PGCE English student teachers’ Sample  
 
The PGCE English Student teacher sample, of approximately 30 will be made up of all 
Northern Ireland PGCE English student teachers for the 2012-2013 academic year. Two 
institutions in Northern Ireland provide a post primary PGCE English programme. Contact via 
email and phone has been established and relevant education colleagues are to facilitate the 
delivery and distribution of information and research instruments for the collection of data to 
all participants on PGCE English programmes. 
 
All participants in this sample are to be surveyed at the beginning and also at the end of their 
36-week PGCE programmes via a pre and post survey instrument. Letters of information 
concerning the study’s aims will be issued to all participants and their consent will also be 
sought via letters of consent. Anonymity will be assured, and participants will be reminded that 
they may withdraw their consent at any time. The survey will be completed online using a 
survey monkey link and anonymity will be assured. Participants may withdraw from the study 
at any time and for any reasons should they wish.  
 
University of Ulster PGCE English student teachers’ Sample  
 
For approximately 10 participants in the NI PGCE sample- - the principal researcher will be the 
participants’ subject tutor and so will have regular contact with the participants throughout the 
36-week University of Ulster PGCE programme.   
 
This ‘Ulster’ sample group will undergo routine PGCE teaching workshops and activities as 
per the PGCE course programme but at points the subject tutor will step into the role of 
researcher and gather data through TPRs- Theory Practice Reflections, Structured observations 
and Focus groups to continue to investigate the study’s aims.  
 
This methodology will add rigour to the study to ensure it is detailed and intensive (Bryman, 
2001; Platt, 1988) that the phenomenon to be studied is studied in context (Creswell 1998; 
Holloway and Wheeler 1996; Robson, 2002; Yin, 1993,1994) and also to make use of multiple 
data collection methods (Creswell, 1998; Hakim, 2000). 
 
For all participants in this sample- the role of researcher will be made clear at each data 
collection juncture. Letters of information will be issued along with consent forms for all 
participants, and they will be assured that they can withdraw at any point into the study. 
Anonymity will be assured, and data collection methods will be as unobtrusive as possible for 
example the survey will be completed via an online link and there will be online forums for 
focus group discussions and the publication of TPRs. In addition, there will be a final focus 
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group that will include an outside moderator and any preliminary conclusions drawn from the 
study and data will be put to the participants to verify or debate. As this will occur at the end of 
the PGCE programme there should be no prestige bias and therefore reliability and validity can 
be strengthened.  
 
Heads of English Departments Post Primary Schools Northern Ireland 
 
Letters of information and consent will be distributed via email to the chair of the Heads of 
English forum asking for participants (HODs) to take part in a group focus interview that will 
discuss issues surrounding teaching writing. Issues discerned from an analysis of data collected 
throughout the study will be used to structure a range of questions for comparison with the 
PGCE English student teachers’ responses.  
 
Data collected will be analysed to answer the study’s aims and will contribute to creating a 
pedagogical framework to support the inclusion of a diverse range of effective writing 
methodologies within English education  
 
 

8.  Ethical implications of the research 

Please provide an assessment of the ethical implications of the project  

 
Clear letters of information on this study will be presented to all participants and they 
will all have the option of declining to participate in the study at any stage, for any 
reason. Anonymity will be guaranteed, and pseudonyms will be used when results 
and findings are published and written up.  

For PGCE English Student teachers- the role of the researcher must be explored. The 
research study will take place in a naturalistic setting and much of the procedures for 
data collection encompass typical tasks that facilitate the reflective process within the 
36-week PGCE English programme. The principal researcher is also the participants’ 
English PGCE tutor. Therefore, when participants respond to data collection methods 
it needs to be noted that respondent validation may be an issue as participants may 
erroneously state or give views that they believe the researcher may want to hear. 
This possible occurrence of ‘prestige bias’ (Robson, 2002) is particularly salient as at 
these points the role of the researcher can be confused with the role of PGCE tutor.  
To counteract this, full ethical approval will be sought from the University of Ulster 
ethics committee and informed consent will be asked of all participants prior to the 
commencement of the study. As stated above- all information on this study will be 
presented in a transparent manner and at each stage in the data collection process, 
participants will be clearly informed and reminded again as to the purpose and aims of 
the study to avoid any confusion regarding the researcher’s role or rationale for data 
gathering procedures. In addition, there will also be a moderator used to oversee the 
final focus group interview to ensure all participants feel comfortable in divulging 
information that may be of a personal or sensitive nature. 
All participants will be able to make full use of a ‘right to reply’ approach whereby any 
transcripts or data gathered relevant to a participant can be viewed at any time. In 
particular within the final stage of the study a focus group interview will be held to offer 
participants an opportunity to reflect and also refute, if necessary, findings drawn from 
this study. At this final data collection stage- the PGCE programme should have been 
completed by all participants and so ‘prestige bias’ will be reduced or negated. 
 
 



280 

 

 

9. Could the research identify or indicate the existence of any undetected 
healthcare concern?  

             

        Yes  No   

       
 If Yes, please indicate what might be detected and explain what action will be taken 

(e.g. inform subject’s GP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.  Risk Assessment **  
       Please indicate any risks to subjects or investigators associated with the project 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   **If you wish, you can use form RG1c – Risk Assessment Record (available from the 

Research Governance website) to help you assess any risks involved 
 
 
 
11.  Precautions 
       Please describe precautions to be taken to address the above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Consent form 

It is assumed that as this study is being conducted on human subjects, an 
information sheet and associated consent form will be provided.  A copy of the 
information sheet and form must be attached to this application. See Notes of 
Guidance. 

 
      If a consent form is not to be used, please provide a justification: 
  

 
 
  

Please see appended RG1C form for a clear risk assessment on the study. 

 x 

N/A 

N/A 

Consent forms are appended. 
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13.  Care of personal information 
Please describe the measures that will be taken to ensure that subjects’ personal 
data/information will be stored appropriately and made available only to those 
named as investigators associated with the project. 
 
 
    

 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14.  Copyright    
       Has permission been granted to use all copyright materials including questionnaires 

and similar instruments? 
         Yes          No 
   
 If No, please provide the reason 
 
 
 
 
 
Once you have completed this form you should also complete form RG1d for all 
category D research and form RG1e for both category B and D research 
  

 
Anonymity, confidentiality and privacy will be safeguarded at all times. The 
researcher will comply with obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998. 
Personal information, identities and research records concerning participants will 
be kept confidential. It will be stored securely with any coding information stored 
separately and access restricted to the researcher only. The identity of the 
participants will be concealed, and pseudonyms will be assigned; a record of 
actual names and details of participants will be stored in a secure and separate 
location such as a lockable filing cabinet. The laptop will also be password 
protected and accessible to the researcher only. Record of participants’ names 
will only be kept for the purposes of member checking and will be destroyed once 
completed.  
 

 x 

Not applicable as all materials and instruments used are not copyright materials.  
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7.1.2. ORIGINAL ETHICAL APPROVAL (RG3) FOR STUDY FROM ETHICS 
COMMITTEE 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
 
RG3 Filter Committee Report Form  
 
 
Project Title  
 
 
Chief Investigator 
 
 
Filter Committee  
 
This form should be completed by Filter Committees for all research project 
applications in categories A to D (*for categories A, B, and D the University’s own 
application form – RG1a and RG1b – will have been submitted; for category C, the 
national, or ORECNI, application form will have been submitted). 
 
Where substantial changes are required the Filter Committee should return an 
application to the Chief Investigator for clarification/amendment; the Filter Committee 
can reject an application if it is thought to be unethical, inappropriate, incomplete or not 
valid/viable.   
 
Only when satisfied that its requirements have been met in full and any 
amendments are complete, the Filter Committee should make one of the 
following recommendations: 
 
The research proposal is complete, of an appropriate standard and is in   
 
• category A and the study may proceed*  
 
• category B and the study must be submitted to the University’s Research Ethics  

Committee**  Please indicate briefly the reason(s) for this categorisation 
 
 

 
• category C and the study must be submitted to ORECNI along with the necessary 

supporting materials from the Research Governance Section*** 
 
• category D and the study must be submitted to the University’s Research Ethics  

Committee** 
 
 
 
 
*The application form and this assessment should now be returned to the Chief Investigator.  The 
Filter Committee should retain a copy of the complete set of forms. 
 
** The application form and this assessment should now be returned to the Chief Investigator so 
that he/she can submit the application to the UUREC via the Research Governance section.  The 
Filter Committee should retain a copy of the complete set of forms for their own records. 
*** The application form and this assessment should now be returned to the Chief Investigator so 
that he/she can prepare for application to a NRES/ORECNI committee.  The Filter Committee should 
retain a copy of the complete set of forms for their own records. 
 
For all categories, details of the application and review outcome should be minuted using the 
agreed format and forwarded to the Research Governance section   

Signed:  Dr Una O’Connor Bones Date: 17.08.12 

  

    

 

An investigation into PGCE English student teachers’ developing 
writing pedagogies and practices. 

Dr Jackie Lambe 

Dr Alan McCully 

X 
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UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
 
RG2 PEER REVIEW REPORT FORM  
 
Project Title 
An investigation into PGCE English student teachers’ developing writing pedagogies 
and practices. 

 
Chief Investigator 
 
Dr. Jackie Lambe 

 
On the basis of the assessment below, this application: 
 

• should proceed to the appropriate School/Faculty Research 
Governance Filter Committee 

 

 

• should be amended by the applicant as indicated in the comments 
and then proceed to the appropriate School/Faculty Research 
Governance Filter Committee for further consideration 

 

 

• requires substantial changes and should be revised and returned 
for further review 

 

 

• is not viable in its current form and should be withdrawn by the 
applicant 

 

 
Peer Review conducted by (please print) Signature Date 
1. Dr. Alan McCully 
 

 16 August, 
2012 

2. 
 

  

 
 
Please answer the following questions 
 
1. Please state your area of expertise in relation to reviewing this application (i.e. 

the subject, the methodology, or both). 
 
 
 
 
2. How does the proposed research make a contribution to the knowledge
 base? Is it otherwise justified for educational or training purposes? 
 
An appropriate doctoral study. It will contribute to the development of curriculum and 
pedagogy in the field of teacher education 

 
 
 
 

√ 

 

 

 

School of education Co-ordinator of Research 
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3. How does the application demonstrate appropriate understanding of the 
 background and key issues on the part of the applicant(s)? 
 
The rationale draws on both theoretical literature and practice experience to 
establish a sound justification for the research project.  

 
4. Please comment on the applicant’s record of research in the area or if the 
 study is otherwise justified as a research/scientific training exercise? 
 
 The applicant holds a Master’s degree and through teaching in higher education has 
a foundation in research approaches. 
 

 
5. Please comment on the clarity of the aims and objectives/research questions?  

 
The proposal has clear aims, is well structured and the research questions are 
consistent with the rationale. 
 

 
6. Please comment on the adequacy and appropriateness of the methodology.  

 
The methodological section is detailed and contains considerable attention to detail. 
The paradigm and methods chosen are appropriate with consideration given to 
gathering complementary data from different sources and by different methods. The 
methods have been effectively mapped on to each of the research questions.  
 
Has sufficient thought been given as to how data for the aim ‘suggest a pedagogical 
framework to support the inclusion of a diverse range of effective writing 
methodologies within English education’ will be collected?  
 
(RESPONSE=All data collected and analysed – with due consideration given to 
beginner teachers’ views, PGCE students’ views and experienced HODs views- 
could result in conclusions recommendations for utilising a wide(r?) number of 
writing practices in schools) 
 
Can ‘effective writing methodologies’ be evaluated without some reference to school 
student performance? 
(RESPONSE= Study is more about HOW and WHY PGCE students teach and 
assess writing- what pedagogical positions do they assume and why- their rationale- 
are they led by ‘new’ educational initiatives? School based teachers? NIC rhetoric? 
or pupils? Etc… seek to find the extent to which PGCE student teachers are aware 
of the complexity of teaching and assessing writing? I will cross reference views and 
so all data collected with a comprehensive literature review (policy- strategies; 
writing theory etc..) and track changes in PGCE student teachers’ attitudes towards 
teaching and assessing writing –comparative analysis with pre and post 
questionnaire and also against observations- practical experience of teaching writing 
to track, monitor and report on these/findings) 
 
If not, how will this performance be evaluated? And might this have further ethical 
implications? 
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7. Please comment on the project planning.    
 

  Detailed, informed and thorough 
 

 
8. Is the envisaged outcome likely to be achieved?  

 
 
Yes 
 

 
9. Have the likely risks and ethical issues been identified and  addressed? 
 
Yes, the ethical implications of being a practitioner researcher are effectively 
covered. Suggest that the degree to which the study will be informed by school 
students’ writing performance is articulated. 

 
The application and both pages of this form should now be returned to the 
Chief Investigator 
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Please complete the following 
 
The application should be accompanied by an appropriate and favourable Peer Review 
Report Form (if not, the Filter Committee should be prepared to address this as part of 
its review).  Please comment on the peer review (include whether or not there is evidence 
that the comments of the peer reviewers have been addressed). 
 

The peer review was favourable although a few comments are highlighted for consideration 
in RG2 in relation to methodology. 
 

 
Please provide an assessment of all component parts of the application, including 
questionnaires, interview schedules or outline areas for group discussion/unstructured 
interviews. 
 

The application is satisfactory in respect of the use of a range of data collection tools, 
including surveys, concept mapping, focus groups and structured observations.  Copies of 
the semi-structured survey on writing and writing observation schedule were provided for the 
Filter Committee. 
 
 

 
Please comment on the consent form and information sheet, in particular the level of 
language and accessibility. 
 

The consent form and information sheet are satisfactory. 
 
 

 
Please comment on the qualifications of the Chief and other Investigators.  
 

Chief investigator is an experienced supervisor.  Applicant is an English lecturer in School of 
Education and is undertaking the research in fulfilment of a PhD. 
 
 

 
Please comment on the risks present in conducting the study and whether or not they 
have been addressed.  
 

The risks which are low have been addressed. 
 
 
 

 
Please indicate whether or not the ethical issues have been identified and addressed.
    
 

The ethical issues appropriate to this Category A study have been identified and addressed. 
 
 
 

 
Please comment on whether or not the subjects are appropriate to the study and the 
inclusion/exclusion criteria have been identified and listed 
 

Subjects are appropriate to the study.  Inclusion criteria have been identified and listed. 
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7.1.3. LETTERS OF INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM 
 

Information Sheet for Theory Practice Reflection (TPR)   

Dear Participant,  

My name is Nicola Marlow and I am a lecturer in education at the University of Ulster.  I am also 
course director for the PGCE English programme. I am interested in English education and in 
particular how writing is taught and assessed in the post primary setting.  

Currently, I am undertaking a doctoral study that aims to investigate Student English teachers’ 
attitudes and approaches towards teaching and assessing writing in post primary schools. 

In education, there is much discussion concerning standards and pupil attainment for reading, 
yet the two skills- reading and writing are irrevocably interlinked. However, writing is under-
researched when compared to research and studies on reading acquisition.  Inspectorate 
reports are now pointing to a trend where standards in writing are now appearing as 
considerably lower than reading. (Ofsted 2009:5 & ETI 2008) In the 21st century new modes of 
writing such as SMS, email and blogs are emerging and the boundaries between speech and 
writing are being blurred. This investigation therefore seeks to identify and explore traditional, 
new and emergent approaches and pedagogies on how writing can be taught and assessed in 
an English classroom in post primary schools.   

In the main this research study will seek to: 

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards writing and 
teaching writing, 

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards assessing 
writing, 

• identify and explore English student teachers’ pedagogical choices when teaching 
writing,  

• examine the rationale offered by student teachers when they explain and rationalise 
practices and positions they assume when teaching writing,  

• suggest a pedagogical framework to support the inclusion of a diverse range of 
effective writing methodologies within English education.  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in this study, by completing theory practice reflections 
on your writing practices, views and approaches. I feel that as a teacher of English you will 
benefit from the opportunity to state your views and to also evaluate your own writing practices. 

I would greatly appreciate your assistance in completing theory practice reflections. All 
responses will be treated with the utmost confidentiality and anonymity is assured.   

In participating in this study, you should be aware that: 

 your participation is entirely voluntary and you have the freedom to withdraw at any 
time  

 information you provide will remain strictly confidential 
 excerpts may be made part of the final report; however, individuals and schools will not 

be identified. Identity will be concealed and protected using pseudonyms. 
 research material will be stored securely and destroyed on completion of the research 
 the researcher will be the only one with access to the data 

The outcome of the research will be available to any participants who request it. I hope that you 
will consider participating in this research, and I would like to thank you in advance for your 
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valuable contribution. If you wish to discuss any aspect of the study, please feel free to contact 
me on my office number or via my e-mail address detailed below. 

Yours sincerely, 

____________________ 

Nicola Marlow 

University of Ulster 

Lecturer in Education 

02870 323935    

na.ward@ulster.ac.uk  

  

mailto:na.ward@ulster.ac.uk
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Consent Form 
 

 

Title of Research:  
 
An investigation into PGCE English student teachers’ developing writing pedagogies 
and practices.  
 
 

 

 
Name of Researcher: Nicola Marlow 
 
 

 
Please initial to confirm your understanding. 
 
 I confirm that I have been given and have read and understood the   

      information sheet for the above study and have asked and  
       received answers to any questions raised. [    ] 
 
 
 I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to  

      withdraw at any time without giving a reason and without my rights  
      being affected in any way [   ]  
 
 I understand that the researchers will hold all information and data 

collected securely and in confidence and that all efforts will be made  
to ensure that I cannot be identified as a participant in the study  
(Except as might be required by law) and I give permission for the      
researcher to hold relevant personal data. [    ] 

 
 I agree to take part in the above study [   ]  

 
 
Name of Participant: ……………………………………………………….. 
Signature: ……………………………………………………………………. 
Date: …………………………………………………………………………... 
 
Name of researcher: Nicola Marlow       
Signature: …………………………………………………………………... 
Date: …………………………………………………………………………. 
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7.1.4. FOCUS GROUP INFORMATION, CONSENT AND SCHEDULE 
 

Information Sheet focus group interview 

 
FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW 
INTERVIEWER:   Dr Aideen Hunter 
PARTICIPANTS:   PGCE English student teachers 2013- 
 NUMBER:   10 
DATE:    Tuesday 4TH June 2013 
Dear Participant,  

As you all know, my name is Nicola Marlow and I am a lecturer in education at the University of 
Ulster.  I am also course director for the PGCE English programme. I am interested in English 
education and in particular how writing is taught and assessed in the post primary setting.  

Currently, I am undertaking a doctoral study that aims to investigate Student English teachers’ 
attitudes and approaches towards teaching and assessing writing in post primary schools. 

The research aims seek to:  

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards writing and 
teaching writing, 

• investigate English student teachers’ attitudes and approaches towards assessing 
writing, 

• identify and explore English student teachers’ pedagogical choices when teaching 
writing,  

• examine the rationale offered by student teachers when they explain and rationalise 
practices and positions they assume when teaching writing,  

• suggest a pedagogical framework to support the inclusion of a diverse range of 
effective writing methodologies within English education.  

 

 As you know data has been collected over the PGCE programme specifically for research on 
PGCE ENGLISH student teachers’ developing and emerging writing attitudes and views.  

This focus group interview seeks to pose some questions to this sample as a result of 
preliminary findings after an initial data analysis. You will all be asked to answer giving your 
honest thoughts and views that will help inform the research study further. 

This focus interview is not a course requirement. 

This interview comes at the very end of the PGCE course- and as you know all students in the 
sample have successfully satisfied all course requirements and so will pass through the board 
of examination on 7th June 2013. Therefore, please be open, honest and frank about your 
thoughts when asked questions on writing pedagogy and please do not feel you have to 
ascribe to any rhetoric as it were. Just to note- the interviewer is impartial and not the 
researcher practitioner- all views are welcome, and this data will be transcribed and 
anonymised, as will the presentation of findings when the research is published. 

Please complete the consent form to agree to these interview conditions. 
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Consent Form 
Title of Research:  
 
An investigation into PGCE English student teachers’ developing writing 
pedagogies and practices.  
 
Name of Researcher: Nicola Marlow 
 
Please tick and sign to confirm your agreement and consent. 
 
 I confirm that I have been given and have read and understood the 

information sheet for the above study and have asked and received 
answers to any questions raised [    ] 

 
 I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to 

withdraw at any time without giving a reason and without my rights being 
affected in any way [    ]  

 
• I understand that the researchers will hold all information and data 

collected securely and in confidence and that all efforts will be made to 
ensure that I cannot be identified as a participant in the study  

o (Except as might be required by law) and I give permission for the      
o researcher to hold relevant personal data. [    ] 

 
 I agree to take part in the above study [    ]  

 
 
Name of Participant ………………………………………………   
Signature ………………………………………………………….. 
Date ………………………………………………………………… 
 
Name of researcher ……………………………………………...    
Signature ………………………………………………………….. 
Date ………………………………………………………………… 
 
Name of interviewer ……………………………………………...    
Signature ………………………………………………………….. 
Date ………………………………………………………………… 
  

Aideen Hunter 
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END OF COURSE FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW 

INTERVIEWER:   Dr Aideen Hunter 
PARTICIPANTS:   PGCE English student teachers 2013- 
NUMBER:  10 
DATE:    Tuesday 4TH June 2013 
 

BRIEF: PLEASE READ TO GROUP PRIOR TO STARTING THE INTERVIEW. CLARIFY ANY 
QUESTIONS. PARTICIPANTS WILL HAVE A COPY AS WELL. 

 As you know data has been collected over the PGCE programme specifically for research on 
PGCE ENGLISH student teachers’ developing and emerging writing attitudes and views.  

This focus group interview seeks to pose some questions to this sample as a result of 
preliminary findings after an initial data analysis. You will all be asked to answer giving your 
honest thoughts and views that will help inform the research study further. 

This focus interview is not a course requirement. 

This interview comes at the very end of the PGCE course- and as you know all students in the 
sample have successfully satisfied all course requirements and so will pass through the board 
of examination on 7th June 2013.  

Just to note- the interviewer is impartial and not the researcher practitioner- all views are 
welcome, and this data will be transcribed and anonymised, as will the presentation of findings 
when the research is published. 

Please complete the consent form to agree to these interview conditions. 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. What is the difference between a Teacher of Literacy and a Teacher of English? 
Can you give some examples? 

2. Should all writing be assessed? How important is the assessment of writing? 
3. Why should pupils write? 
4. Why is it so important? 
5. Can you actually teach writing? 
6. Should success criteria be used to teach writing? 
7. How confident do you feel about teaching writing? 
8. What do you enjoy about the writing process? 
9. What is good writing? Examples? 
10. What is bad writing? Examples? 
11. The current examination system creates good writing- do you agree or disagree? Why? 
12. The formal examination system assesses all writing in a transparent and equitable 

manner. Do you agree or disagree? Why? 
ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS, SUGGESTIONS OR OBSERVATIONS YOU MIGHT WANT NOTED? 

To end- Nicola Marlow wishes to thank you for your time. 
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7.1.5. SECOND ETHICS APPLICATION AND AMENDMENT TO STUDY 
(RG2)  

 
UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER          RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
 
RG1a  APPLICATION TO UNDERTAKE RESEARCH ON HUMAN SUBJECTS  
 
PLEASE REFER TO THE NOTES OF GUIDANCE BEFORE COMPLETING THIS 
FORM. (Available from the Research Governance website at 
http://www.ulster.ac.uk/research/rg/) 
 
All sections of this form must be completed (use minimum font size 11).  If the 
form is altered in any way it will be returned unconsidered by the Committee.  
 
This form should be used for research in categories A, B and D 
 
Do not use this form for research being conducted in collaboration with the 
NHS/HPSS (category C).  
 
 
SECTION A 
 
Chief  
Investigator 
 
Title of 
Project 
 
 
Student and 
course (if 
applicable) 
 
Additional  
Investigators 
 
 
Declaration - Chief Investigator: 
 
I confirm that 
• this project meets the definition for research in category* (please insert) 
• this project is viable and is of research or educational merit;  
• all risks and ethical and procedural implications have been considered; 
• the project will be conducted at all times in compliance with the research description/protocol 

and in accordance with the University’s requirements on recording and reporting; 
• this application has not been submitted to and rejected by another committee; and 
• Permission has been granted to use all copyright materials including questionnaires and 

similar instruments 
  
      Signed:             Date: 
 

Once complete, this application and all associated materials must be submitted for peer 
review  

 
*In addition, you should complete form RG1d for all category D research and form 
RG1e for both category B and D research  
 

A longitudinal case study investigation, on the writing pedagogies and 
writing practice of initial English teachers, through to early career 
teachers. 

 

Dr Jacqueline Lambe and Dr Kathleen McCracken 

 

Nicola Marlow- PhD doctoral study in education 

http://www.ulster.ac.uk/research/rg/
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Peer Review 
 

• Those conducting peer review should complete form RG2 and attach it to this form (RG1). 
RG1, RG2 and all associated materials should then be returned to the Chief Investigator. 

 
• Depending upon the outcome of peer review, the Chief Investigator should arrange to 

submit to the Filter Committee, resubmit the application for further review or consider a 
new or substantially changed project.  The application must not be submitted to the Filter 
Committee until the peer review process has been completed (except as permitted below) 

 
• Please note that peer review can be conducted by the Filter Committee if time and 

capacity allow. This is at the discretion of the Chairperson of each Filter Committee and 
is subject to change.  

 
 

 
Filter Committee 
 

• The application must be considered by the Filter Committee in accordance with 
the requirements of the University 

 
• The Filter Committee should complete form RG3 and write to the Chief 

Investigator indicating the outcome of its review 
 

• Depending upon the outcome of the Filter Committee review, the Chief 
Investigator should arrange to proceed with the research OR submit to the 
University’s Research Ethics Committee OR resubmit the application for further 
review OR consider a new or substantially changed project 

 
• The Filter Committee should retain a complete set of original forms. 

 
 
 

SECTION B 
 

1. Where will the research be undertaken? 
 
 
The research will take place via an online forum- Edmodo. Participants were part of a previous study. (As 
initial English teachers- PGCE student teachers BTs and then graduate qualified teachers (QTs). The 
research study is now being extended to create a longitudinal study, which seeks to extend the data to 
capture participants’ early career teachers’ (ECTs) views on writing pedagogies and practice.  
  
 
2.  a. What prior approval/funding has been sought or obtained to conduct this. 
research?  Please also provide the UU cost centre number if known 
 
 
 
 
      b. Please indicate any commercial interest in/sponsorship of the study 
 
 
 
  

n/a 

n/a 
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3.  Duration of the Project  
  
 
 
 
4.  Background to and reason(s) for the Project 
 
Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  
 
 
Writing is a complex skill and for this reason it is important to be aware of factors which shape individuals’ 
writing habits and writing identities. The purposes of writing within the context of the English classroom are 
multifaceted and the processes involved with writing and producing a “good piece of writing” are multi-
layered. Writing can be arduous, frustrating and liberating in varying degrees and for reluctant writers it can 
be described as “traumatic.” (Flower and Hayes 1977 cited in Thompson, I. 2012 p86) More importantly 
teachers’ reactions to pupils’ writing ‘products’ can provoke many responses and can inspire, inhibit or 
damage pupils’ writing identities, depending on particular approaches taken. Some research argues that 
school writing is important as it is a space “where the teacher and student meet and where the teacher 
makes a reading of the merging identity of the child.” (Wyatt Smith, C. & Castleton, G. 2004) Therefore it is 
important to take notice and be concerned with “the ways of knowing” that form teacher positions when they 
teach and assess writing in the classroom. (Belenky et al., 1986 cited in Wyatt Smith, C. & Castleton, G. 
2004 p.40)  
 
Alongside this view of teaching English, Tarpey (2016) agrees with Althusser (1969) who posits the idea 
that different periods or generations of teachers assume certain teacher positions and styles, as a result of 
particular social, historical and political cultures that may have impacted on individuals. (Althusser, 1969 
cited in Tarpey, P. 2016) Tarpey also contends that the 1960s-1970s saw “English teachers to be agentive 
and creative in their approach” whereas currently he notes a climate that “encourages homogeneity in 
practice and professional identity.” (Tarpey, P. 2016/p77) 
 
Within the specific context of assessment, the educational landscape as ever has changed and emergent 
issues and events will have impacted on participants, further influencing their views on writing practice and 
writing pedagogies. In England, assessment changes mean that the modular system is now phased out to 
ensure a linear method of assessment is used. Ofqual advised that “the new GCSEs and A levels should 
be assessed - with linear assessment rather than modules, and a greater focus on exams rather than 
controlled assessment.” (www.gov.co.uk ) As a result the Northern Ireland secretary, John O’Dowd has 
made the decision to reject the linear model of assessment and also the replacement of grades by 
numerical values for Northern Ireland (NI) pupils. Consequently, a number of examination boards have had 
to withdraw their specifications as they no longer meet the NI context at KS4/GCSE. 
(www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/education ) 
 
This means that many teachers will have to change specifications if they have not followed the only NI 
examination board CCEA, which in effect is now only one of two examination boards to serve students in NI 
at KS4. The Welsh WJEC board is the other examination board still opting to retain the A* to G grade 
system.) (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-northern-ireland ) 
 
It is hoped that by extending the current study to reflect a longitudinal study design, participants’ views on 
recent educational changes that impact on writing practice and pedagogies can be captured. This will 
extend the narrative from initial BT and QT English teachers’ views to include ECT English teachers’ views 
and provide further insight and detail on participants’ writing pedagogies and writing practice. The extension 
of the current study is sought in part due to the data becoming aged, but also because the additional data 
collected will more holistically represent the journey and views that the participants go through, as they 
secure discrete teaching styles and pedagogies. 
 
In addition, the influence and ethics surrounding the researcher teacher’s role in the current study can also 
be negated to some extent with the introduction of this further data capture method, as the researcher is no 
longer the teacher (as well) and therefore data may be more honest and valid as a result. 
 
 
  

Start: June 2012 End: June 2017 Duration: 5 years PT 
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5.  Aims of the Project 
 

Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  
 
Research aims 
The study aims to: 
• Chart, describe and explore the writing practice and pedagogical positions adopted by initial 

beginner teachers and qualified teachers, through to early career English teachers  
• Rationalise the professional journey of initial beginner teachers and qualified teachers, 

through to early career English teachers as they teach and assess writing   
 
Research questions: 
1. Investigate ECTs attitudes and approaches towards teaching writing 
2. Investigate ECTs attitudes and approaches towards assessing writing 
3. Examine the rationale offered by ECTs for teaching positions they assume when 

teaching and assessing writing  
4. Chart and compare initial teachers’/ beginner teachers’ attitudes and qualified teachers 

attitudes through to early career teachers’ attitudes and perspectives toward teaching 
and assessing writing 

 
6.  Procedures to be used  

  a.  Methods  
  
Please provide a brief summary in language comprehensible to a lay person or non-expert.  
Full details must be provided in the description/protocol submitted with this application 
(see Notes of Guidance)  
 
 
The study will be situated within an interpretivist framework and way of knowing where meaning is believed 
to be socially constructed.  A qualitative approach and methods will be used as they are “more concerned 
to understand individuals’ perceptions of the world.” (Bell, 2005, p7). The study seeks to present a complete 
description of a phenomenon within its context. This study will use Interpretative Phenomenological 
Analysis (IPA) as the theoretical framework with which to analyse data. IPA primarily focuses on how 
people “create sense of their experiences.” It is concerned with meaning making according to individuals 
and not any reconceived categories or theories as it allows for “a focus on how people perceive and talk 
about objects and events rather than describing phenomena according to a predetermined categorical 
system.” (Pietkiewicz, I. & Smith, J.A. 2014/P8) It is used in research to “explore in detail how participants 
are making sense of their personal worlds.” (Smith, J.A. & Osborn, M. 2014) 
 
This research study seeks to extend a current study on initial BTs (student) English teachers’ and qualified 
graduate teachers’ attitudes towards their writing pedagogies and writing practice. Data in the current study 
was captured via concept maps, online reflections, survey and focus group. This ethics request seeks to 
extend the current study to create a longitudinal study, to capture the participants’ views on their writing 
pedagogies and practice, from their new perspectives of early career teachers. The extension of the current 
study will mean that the research will now make use of a longitudinal research approach. 
A longitudinal study can be described as research and “analysis [that] involves some comparison of data 
between or among periods.” (Menard, S. 1991 p cited in Ruspini, E. 2016) IN 
http://sru.soc.surrey.ac.uk/SRU28.html) This type of study has many advantages in that it may lay bare 
possible “sleeper effects” where participants are in a position to extrapolate clearer views and perspectives 
to the researcher, after a period of time has passed. (Apel, B. 2014) Time is also helpful as Douglas (1976) 
contends that it “enables the dynamics of change to be caught, the flows into and out of particular states 
and the transitions between states.”    
 
A semi structured interview schedule based on data analysed from BT and QT stages will be administered 
via an online forum to capture ECT participants’ responses. As society evolves so too does the suite of data 
capture instruments and online interviews are viewed as an emergent data instrument. (Salmons, J. 2010) 
Online interviews are useful as they allow questions to be posted and replies to be captured without the 
need for intensive transcribing. Hewson also explains that online interviews “facilitate analysis to provide 
new evidence in relation to specific research question.” (Hewson, 2010 cited in Salmon, 2010)     
Participants will be contacted via email. Clear letters of information and consent forms will be attached for 
participants to read and agree on. (Appendices 1 &2) The online interviews will be administered via a 
secure online forum (https://www.edmodo.com) where participants will be invited to join via a private link 
sent to their personal email account. The interviews will be synchronous and occur in real time. Participants 
will test the link and access the forum space to make sure they can log on before then agreeing on a 

https://www.edmodo.com/
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convenient time for the interview to take place.  Participants will be advised that the interview will take 
approximately one hour to administer. 
 
 

b.   Statistical techniques  
      Please provide details of the statistical techniques to be used within the 
 project description/protocol (see Notes of Guidance) 
Data Analysis 
 

Data will be directly captured as participants respond to the interview questions and the semi-structured 
interview schedule. This means that there will be no need to transcribe data obtained and thus save time 
and effort. All data will be collated and stored in safe and secure online spaces that are password protected. 
The data will be uploaded onto Nvivo- a software tool that safely stores and runs varied analysis of qualitative 
data. Data will be read several times (multiple reading) to ensure data familiarisation occurs. (As the data is 
already transcribed and this will reduce potential for familiarisation from transcribing.)  Content analysis will 
be used and first impressions from reading of the data will make use of visualisation tools such as word or 
tag clouds to identify emergent themes. Codes will be inferred and created from the data and further coding 
categories and clusters will be created to further map and describe (conceptualise) the phenomenon under 
study. Data analysis will be led by interpretative phenomenology analysis (IPA) where the researcher aims 
to make sense of participants “sense making “ or “meaning making.” (Pietkiewicz, I. & Smith, J.A.,2014 p1) 
After this stage themes will be compared with theory and literature to further drill down data to respond and 
target research questions. 
 
7.  Subjects: 
 
     a. How many subjects will be recruited to the study (by group if 
 appropriate)? 
 

 
Early Career Teachers   

10 (same as per 
sample from 
previous study) 

  
  
  

 
     b.  Will any of the subjects be from the following vulnerable groups - 

   
                        YES   NO 
 
Children under 18 
 
Adults with learning or other disabilities 
 
Very elderly people 
 
Healthy volunteers who have a dependent or  
subordinate relationship to investigators  
 
Other vulnerable groups    

 
          If YES to any of the above, please specify and justify their inclusion 

 
 

 
 
 
  

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

N/A 
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     c.  Inclusion and exclusion criteria 
    Please indicate, with reasons, the inclusion criteria for the project 
 

 
The criteria for inclusion in this study are that all participants are Teachers of English. The sample will 
consist of the same 10 Initial student English teacher sample who participated in the study in 2012/2013. 
Participants are now qualified English teachers and in post for over two years and can be defined as Early 
Career Teachers.    
 
 
Please indicate, with reasons, any exclusion criteria for the project  
 
The phenomenon under study is Beginning English teachers’ attitudes, approaches and pedagogical 
choices when teaching and assessing writing.  
 
 
d.  Will any inducements be offered?  If ‘Yes’, please describe 
 
 
NO 
 
 
 
e.  Please describe how and where recruitment will take place 
 
Participants will be contacted via email. Clear letters of information and consent forms will be attached for 
participants to read and agree on. The online interviews will be administered via a secure online forum 
(www.edmodo.com ) where participants will be invited to join via a private link sent to their personal email 
account.  
The interviews will be synchronous and occur in real time. Participants will test the link and access the 
forum space to make sure they can log on before then agreeing on a convenient time for the interview to 
take place.  Participants will be advised that the interview will take approximately one hour to administer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  Ethical implications of the research 

Please provide an assessment of the ethical implications of the project  
 

 
Full ethical approval will be sought from the Ulster University ethics committee and informed consent will be 
asked of all participants prior to the commencement of the study. Participants will be contacted via email. 
Clear letters of information and consent forms will be attached for participants to read and agree on. Any 
queries or questions that the participants may have will be answered in full prior to data collection taking 
place. All participants are advised of the option to decline to participate in the study at any stage, and for 
any reason. Anonymity will be guaranteed, and pseudonyms will be used when results and findings are 
published and written up. Data will be stored in secure online sites that are password protected. 
 
In the previous study the researcher was also the teacher. Therefore, when participants took part in the 
previous study, respondent validation could have been present where participants may well have 
erroneously stated or given views that they believed the researcher may have wanted to hear. This possible 
occurrence of “prestige bias” (Robson, C. 2002) is salient as the role of the researcher can be confused 
with the role of teacher. However, in extending the study to utilise the longitudinal research design and 
approach, it is hoped that issues surrounding the role of teacher researcher in this study are now negated. 
This research study should be more valid in that the study and research is measuring what it intends to 
measure. (http://www.socialresearchmethods.net) The teacher researcher role no longer exists; therefore, 
participants have no obvious incentive to engage with the research study or detail responses that they think 
the researcher may wish to hear or receive.    
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In addition, all participants will be able to make full use of a ‘right to reply’ approach whereby any transcripts 
or data gathered relevant to a participant can be viewed at any time. Participants will be asked to confirm 
their consent and also their sight and understanding of the information letter at the start of the online 
interview. The data will be retained for 10 years on completion of the study. Participants will be informed of 
this and also reminded that they can withdraw from the study and their consent at any time.   
 
 
9. Could the research identify or indicate the existence of any undetected 
healthcare concern?  
             
        Yes  No   
       
 If Yes, please indicate what might be detected and explain what action will be taken 

(e.g. inform subject’s GP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.  Risk Assessment **  
       Please indicate any risks to subjects or investigators associated with the project
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   **If you wish, you can use form RG1c – Risk Assessment Record (available from the 

Research Governance website) to help you assess any risks involved 
 
11.  Precautions 
       Please describe precautions to be taken to address the above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Consent form 

It is assumed that as this study is being conducted on human subjects, an 
information sheet and associated consent form will be provided.  A copy of 

Please see appended RG1C form for a clear risk assessment on the study. 

No risks identified-RG1C attached 

 x 

N/A 

N/A 
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the information sheet and form must be attached to this application. See 
Notes of Guidance. 

 
      If a consent form is not to be used, please provide a justification: 
  

 
 
 
 

13.   Care of personal information 
Please describe the measures that will be taken to ensure that subjects’ personal 
data/information will be stored appropriately and made available only to those 
named as investigators associated with the project. 
 
 
Anonymity, confidentiality and privacy will be safeguarded at all times. The researcher will 
comply with obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998. Personal information, identities 
and research records concerning participants will be kept confidential. It will be stored 
securely with any coding information stored separately and access restricted to the 
researcher only. The identity of the participants will be concealed, and pseudonyms will be 
assigned; a record of actual names and details of participants will be stored in a secure and 
separate location such as a lockable filing cabinet. The laptop will also be password 
protected and accessible to the researcher only. Record of participants’ names will only be 
kept for the purposes of member checking and will be destroyed once completed.  
 

 
14.  Copyright    
       Has permission been granted to use all copyright materials including questionnaires 

and similar instruments? 
         Yes          No 
   
 If No, please provide the reason 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Once you have completed this form you should also complete form RG1d for all 
category D research and form RG1e for both category B and D research 
 
  

Consent form is appended. 

 x 

Not applicable as all materials and instruments used are not copyright materials.  
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7.1.6. SECOND ETHICS APPLICATION APPROVAL (RG3) 
 
UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER    RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
 
RG2 PEER REVIEW REPORT FORM  
 
Project Title 

 
A longitudinal study investigation, on the writing pedagogies and writing practice of initial 
beginner teachers and also qualified teachers, through to early career English teachers.  
 

 
Chief Investigator 

 
Dr Jacqueline Lambe and Dr Kathleen McCracken 
 

 
On the basis of the assessment below, this application: 
 

• should proceed to the appropriate School/Faculty Research Governance Filter 
Committee 

 

 

• should be amended by the applicant as indicated in the comments and then 
proceed to the appropriate School/Faculty Research Governance Filter 
Committee for further consideration 

 

 

• requires substantial changes and should be revised and returned for further 
review 

 

 

• is not viable in its current form and should be withdrawn by the applicant  
 

Peer Review conducted by (please print) Signature Date 
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Ulf Hansson 

UH 16/5/2016 

2. 
 

  

 
 
Please answer the following questions 
 
1. Please state your area of expertise in relation to reviewing this application (i.e. 

the subject, the methodology, or both). 
 
 
 
 
2. How does the proposed research make a contribution to the knowledge
 base? Is it otherwise justified for educational or training purposes? 
 
 
It will provide interesting insights into English teachers- as initial and early career teachers – 
approaches to writing pedagogies and practice.  
 
 
3. How does the application demonstrate appropriate understanding of the 

background and key issues on the part of the applicant(s)? 
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The study is based on a previous piece of research, there is therefore a clear understanding 
and knowledge of the issues involved. 
 

 
4. Please comment on the applicant’s record of research in the area or if the        
 study is otherwise justified as a research/scientific training exercise? 
 

 
The applicant has a strong record with regards to research in this particular area, based on 
involvement in previous/ongoing work.  
 
 

 
5. Please comment on the clarity of the aims and objectives/research questions?  

            
 
 
Clear and concise.  
 

 
6. Please comment on the adequacy and appropriateness of the methodology.  
 

 
The referred to methods are appropriate and clearly presented. Edmodo as a tool, is in the 
application extensively referred to for the interviews with beginning teachers. However, the 
previous data did not involve individual interviews – does this pose a problem – is it possible 
to include concept maps as well as interviews?  
 
 

 
7. Please comment on the project planning.    

 
   
Sound. 
 
 

 
8. Is the envisaged outcome likely to be achieved?  

                                   
 
Yes.  
 

 
9. Have the likely risks and ethical issues been identified and  addressed?  
 

 
Ulster logos should be inserted. RG1a should state that data will be retained for 10 years on 
completion of the study. Also – add in information sheet that as an interviewee can withdraw 
at any time, etc.  
 

 
The application and both pages of this form should now be returned to the 
Chief Investigator  
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7.1.7. ONLINE INTERVIEW INFORMATION, CONSENT AND SCHEDULE 
 

Information Sheet online interview 2016 

Research title: 

A longitudinal study investigation, on the writing pedagogies and practice of initial 
English teachers, through to beginning English teachers. 

Dear Participant,  

As you all know, my name is Nicola Marlow and I am a lecturer in education at Ulster University. 
I am interested in English education and in particular how writing is taught and assessed in the 
post primary setting. I would like to explore, catalogue and rationalise the different positions that 
English teachers assume when they teach and assess writing. Currently, I am undertaking a 
doctoral study that aims to investigate initial through to beginning English teachers’ attitudes 
and approaches towards writing pedagogies and practice in post primary schools. 

Research aims 
The study aims to: 

• Chart, describe and explore writing practice and pedagogical positions adopted by initial 
through to beginner English teachers  

• Rationalise the professional journey of initial through to beginning teachers as they 
teach and assess writing   

Previously you have been involved as a participant in a research study on this topic whilst you 
were a student/ initial English teacher and also as a graduate/qualified teacher. This study is 
being extended to capture initial and beginning English teachers’ attitudes on writing 
pedagogies and practice and I would like to invite you to contribute again. As you are now an 
Early Career Teacher (ECT) of English with more teaching experience, it will be very interesting 
to hear your views on writing pedagogies and practice. This study will ask all participants from 
the original cohort panel to take part in individual online interviews, in order to capture ECTs 
attitudes on writing pedagogies and practice. 

Online Interviews 
If you are interested and would like to agree to take part, you will be sent a link via email inviting 
you into an online space. (www.edmodo.com ) Then at an arranged time that is convenient for 
you, the online interview will begin. The interview should last no longer than one hour and it will 
consist of a series of questions on the topic of writing pedagogy. All personal views and honest 
opinions will be very welcome. 
 
All data from the online interview will be captured digitally and will only be accessible to the 
researcher via the secure Edmodo site. For data analysis, data will be collated and stored in a 
password protected PC. All data collected will be anonymised, as will the presentation of 
findings when the research is published. A copy of which will be made available to you on 
completion.   
 
If you agree to these interview conditions and if you would like to take part in this study, please 
can you email na.ward@ulster.ac.uk  with a completed consent letter. (Please find below) 
Please can you also email a suitable time for the interview to take place. You may of course 
also withdraw from the study at any time you wish. Thank you for your time in reading this letter. 
If you have any additional questions or queries on this study please feel free to contact me at 
any time. 
 
Researcher: Nicola Marlow na.ward@ulster.ac.uk Tel- 028701 23935 Mobile: xxxxx 

http://www.edmodo.com/
mailto:na.ward@ulster.ac.uk
mailto:na.ward@ulster.ac.uk
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Consent Form 

Title of Research:  
A longitudinal study investigation, on the writing pedagogies and practice of initial 
beginner teachers and qualified teachers, through to early career English teachers. 
 

Name of Researcher: Nicola Marlow 

Chief Investigator: Dr Jacqueline Lambe 

Please tick and sign to confirm your agreement and consent. 

 I confirm that I have been given and have read and understood the information 
sheet for the above study. I have also asked and received answers to any 
questions raised.  [    ] 

 I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at 
any time without giving a reason and without my rights being affected in any way 
[    ]  
 

 I understand that I have a ‘right to reply’ whereby any transcripts or data gathered 
that pertains to me can be requested and viewed at any time. [     ] 
 

 I understand that the researcher will hold all information and data collected 
securely and in confidence. I understand that all data will be held for 
approximately ten years on completion of the study. I understand that all efforts 
will be made to ensure that I cannot be identified as a participant in the study.  

 (except as might be required by law) and I give permission for the      
researcher to hold relevant personal data. [    ] 
 

 I agree to take part in the above study [    ]  
 

Name of Participant ……………………………………………… 
Signature ………………………………………………………….. 
Date ………………………………………………………………… 
 
Name of researcher: Nicola Marlow 
 
Signature:  ……….. 
 
Email: na.ward@ulster.ac.uk 

Office Tel- 028701 23935  Mobile: xxxxx  

 

mailto:na.ward@ulster.ac.uk
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SE1  
 
…Creative writing may lead to errors but you don't want students to be afraid of taking 
risks and to stifle creativity. If work is marked using two stars and a wish and students 
reflect on learning points then they will learn from their mistakes. In opposition to this if 
students have success criteria from the start then maybe mistakes can be avoided 
before they are made. 

How should we teach and assess writing.... Students should be taught the fundamental 
basics of writing, such as connectives, sentence structure, beginning, middle and end 
(writing structure) etc. This should be introduced via modeled examples and shared 
examples of their peers work to help them develop a further understanding of the 
writing process. This can be developed through the use of a success criteria in the 
lesson, however success criteria should be a challenge in itself for the students and be 
based around their ability. For example, success criteria should not be a means to 
'spoon feed' the children in order for them to reach a required level or grade, it should 
appropriately challenge students as well as acting as a reminder for some basic skills. 
Success criteria should be open to discussion and students should have input. 
Assessing- Teachers should always be marking for students improvement. two stars 
and a wish etc …My Year 8's also use simple strategies for spelling such as read, 
think, cover, write, check and this really helps to improve spelling and grammar in 
writing practice from the beginning of secondary school. Pupils also have a spelling 
table at the back of their books in junior school which helps pupils record specific errors 
of spellings which they write out three times to improve or simply may refer to when 
completing written tasks… 

… Our English department set a written homework after every class. I think this is 
great. However...their ability to bring in the homework is not as impressive. They all set 
aside a day in which they will focus on spelling- they have a spelling test every friday 
and the pupils also have to look up the definitions of the words. There is a speller of the 
week award (usually a sticker) and at the end of the month, the pupil with the most 
consistent high scores in spelling gets a letter sent home to their parents congratulating 
them on their achievement… 

…P.E.E is working *quite* well- They all can recognise what it is and if I ask them what 
it stands for they can rhyme it off. If I were to give them oral questions and talk them 
through it 

1) What is the point? 

2) What is your evidence to support this? 

3) Explain what it means/ effect, etc 

Then they can talk about it following this structure and appear to fully understand. As 
soon as we transfer this to written work, even if it is the same question, they have 
difficulty. Maybe some of you can think of another way that I can approach this, in that 
case? Admit I'm struggling. Learning intention- unlike H’s experience, I find my own 
experience to be quite different. Again the children appear to acknowledge what is 
expected of them and what it means in a formal setting, but I can tell that it doesn't 
really click with them what it ACTUALLY means. I would then try modelling things and 
linking them back to the LI's but they don't seem to be able to be able to link what is 
written on the board (or orally explained) to the activity we are doing, although entirely 
relevant…  
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SE2 
 
…Writing is such a huge topic to discuss or in this case write about. Interestingly, I 
watch a video on TED title "texting is killing our language LOL, JK" by John McWhorter 
- it was incredible. This man aired his views that language is spoken first and then 
crafted into written communication. The method of delivering formal language (as if to 
read a formal letter that you have written) is something of the past. People of speech 
the way that they write therefore it is logical that one would want to, in the mechanical / 
material sense write how they speak. He stated that our children in a sense are better 
communicators as they have expanded their linguistic repertoire - not consciously of 
course but they are writing in text language alongside their existing writing skills. He 
believes that our children are now bi-dialectal (in terms of writing) and this is cognitively 
beneficial. (Please watch the video - it is amazing). This is turning into a eulogy for this 
man so I shall get to my experiences of writing. I have taught writing through both of my 
placements at different key stage levels. I would agree with everyone here that writing 
should be explored in the sense of "why" and "what" - children need to examine why 
they write and in what form / style are they writing. I would often have these 
discussions with my pupils, explaining the importance of drafting, editing and creativity. 
I always model the type of writing that I would like my pupils to produce, then allowing 
them the freedom to craft something. At this stage the editing process comes into play - 
they can examine their own or someone else's work against the success criteria. I have 
used writing frames for lower ability pupils and similarly to everyone else I have seen 
great improvements in their work but I do believe it limits the creativity of more able 
pupils. I believe that writing can be a shared, creative experience but one needs to 
cultivate that environment in their classroom. I also believe that it is a solitary process 
for some children - I have found that some children who are not as effective orally can 
produce the most amazing written work. To sum up, I feel that pupils should be aware 
of why and what they are writing, they should be given opportunities to write 
independently and collaboratively. Pupils need to discuss the differences between 
written communication and the spoken word. What can first, the chicken or the egg? A 
strange analogy but a useful one for this type of discussion… 

 
…Writing is something that, we as English teachers deal with and set tasks around on a 
daily basis. With regards to teaching writing, I suppose a number of questions could 
arise in terms of writing frames and opportunity to practice writing in the classroom and 
at home. I believe it is very much dependent on the task and the ability of the pupils, in 
other words, you need to know your class. It is important to offer structure when 
assigning any task, however the level of structure and guidance really depends on the 
individual class, as different pupils have different abilities and needs. For example, 
setting pupils off on a writing task, such as the creation of a newspaper article without a 
generic writing frame and success criteria leaves pupils feeling unaware of what 
exactly is expected of them. In the case of creative writing, I believe it is important to 
offer some success criteria, as a guideline to direct pupils who need it, removing this 
fear that sometimes arises in pupils when they are asked to use their imagination, or to 
write creatively. Although writing is very important in all subjects, as a teacher I am 
finding pupils are more keen to word process their work, if given the opportunity to do 
so. This modern move in society towards technology does seem to be having impact 
within education, as more schools are using tablets and I-pads in the classroom, 
therefore, at times we question the actual worth of writing, and allowing time for pupils 
to practice writing. For me, writing is an invaluable skill which must not become extinct, 
as we can become too reliant upon technology, which as we know can be 
temperamental at times. There should always be time allocated for writing, and how to 
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write according to the task set, after all doesn't the majority of summative assessment 
require a substantial amount of writing, in response to particular questions or tasks?... 

…I have noticed that, during the first week or so of SE2, whilst trying to gauge what 
level the kids were at with regard to their writing, I gave them open written tasks, to see 
what they could come up with. I got some absolutely incredible work back. However, I 
noticed that some of the weaker students seemed to get a bit lost half way through the 
tasks. They hadn't been given any sort of help with regards to structure- maybe I just 
gave them an essay title. I then figured that I would need to create some form of writing 
frame, to support those who had been getting lost. The results I got back shocked 
me:  the children who had been struggling, suddenly went up about 5 marks from what 
they had previously received. The children who had done really well in the first task 
dropped approximately 5-10 marks (it was marked out of 50). But eve though the 
weaker students had suddenly done better with regards to content and structure, their 
creativity still wasn't shining through as well as it would have had the task been oral. 
The children who had done well previously now dropped marks and, strangely, their 
creativity levels dropped. THEIR work now seemed very lost, strained and almost 
desperate. It was clear that they knew they must stick to what they had been told to do, 
to receive marks (they were told to follow certain writing templates) but, in order to do 
this, they left out key information or creative ideas. It seems that the writing frames limit 
the creativity of the higher achieving students, making their writing style very awkward, 
whereas, the writing frames help the weaker students, structurally. Perhaps creativity 
will come to these children, once they have these foundations practised and, in turn, 
learned as second nature. This is something I aim to look at in my pdp….. 

…In SE1 I taught creative writing at KS4 and found that by using a range of teaching 
strategies that the task became less daunting for the students. I've tried to use the 
same approach in SE2 and have used writing frames form SE1 as a guide to 
approaching similar writing tasks in SE2. I agree with B in that some of the standard of 
writing in XXX SCHOOL is impressive and not necessarily from the children who excel 
at oral tasks. I gave a writing frame out for a newspaper article to year 10 only to be 
informed that they'd done this type of task before and didn't need it! However when I 
gave out a writing frame and a list of persuasive techniques to year 8 I could see an 
improvement with many of their responses. It was clear who had used the frame and 
who had not. In the end I agree with X; it's all about knowing yours students and what 
best suits their needs. I definitely think that leading gently to a writing task by using 
drama or active learning definitely makes the final task less daunting for students…. 

End of sample extracts BT Stage 1 TPR SE1 & SE2   
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INE7 
Well, it depends on what kind of assessment are we talking about, are you talking about 
you give out a whole work, a creative writing piece, are we not to mark it then because 
we don’t want to stifle creativity by underlining words that are spelt wrong, or maybe 
this doesn’t make sense, how are students and parents supposed to know exactly where 
their children are, how are we supposed to know, then how do we create areas of 
development for the students, but there is this tendency now, especially with the Key 
Stage 3, you have the portfolios to build up so you are constantly assessing that, Key 
Stage 4, the GCSE’s and then into A Level, your Key Stage 5, the school I was in the 
pupils were writing two essays a week, two essays a week to prepare them for their A 
Level exam and they were being marked, that is a tremendous amount of pressure for a 
seventeen year old, although it is preparing them for University, but you are still not 
writing two essays a week at University for maybe two months solid. 
 
INE2 
And again where is the enjoyment in that. 
 
INE7 
Yes 
 
INE2 
I mean where, who is going to enjoy having to do that, methodical, constant. 
 
INE6 
And even within assessment I picked up on this in a school that I was in as well …what 
they are being taught and how they are being taught to write at A Level is completely 
different to how they have to respond to something at University, we were doing a lot of 
reading around this as well and at University level you have to be more critical, you 
have to look into it in more depth, whereas at A Level that is not what they are looking 
for, it is an entirely different form of assessment, so is it preparing them for University. 
 
INE9 
But they are supposed to be doing that, that is the thing, they are supposed to be being 
critical, but that is the thing. 
 
INE6 
But they lose that at A Level. 
 
INE9 
Yeah, that is the thing because it is actually the schools that are actually being so 
assessment driven to reach these goals to be top of the league tables. 
 
INE6 
Yeah, that is what I mean and the kids are regurgitating, we were talking about this 
yesterday, the assessment objectives… 
 
INE4 
That is all they want to know, how AO. 
 
INE6 
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Through their work, they are given a structure and it is just and that is what the teacher 
said to both of us, he was like ‘there is AO whatever covered’, ‘there is AO whatever 
covered’, it is like he has just regurgitated that and it is just, he has lost all originality. 
 
INE9 
I think it is the assessment 4 learning is just so important, when I was using two stars 
and the wish and setting targets and then following up, you know, focus on this one 
thing for your next piece of work or your next homework and make sure that, because 
sometimes there are targets set and they are not followed up, so there is no point in 
setting them if you are not really checking that, that and then maybe move onto the next 
thing, ‘OK, this is what I want you to focus on the next time’, so from that perspective 
assessment is very important. 
 
INE1 
But I think there is also risk with that, are you stifling your higher ability students by, 
like I don’t know how I am going to say it. 
 
INE2 
Removing the motivation by marks. 
 
INE1 
Yeah, not marking, removing the motivation for the marks, like they do well in that 
timed environment, they are going to succeed, but it is always worrying about your 
lower ability students and I think sometimes your high achievers can get forgotten about 
and just like they are always going to be doing well, it is always going to be OK and we 
are focusing assessment on lower ability rather than higher ability students, it needs to 
be equal and provide opportunities for everybody and yes at the moment it is providing 
more opportunity for your higher ability students with your timed exams, but I think it 
needs to be for everyone and it is not going to be an easy solution, it is not going to be 
created anytime soon. 
 
INT 
And higher ability students don’t necessarily do the best in exams. 
 
INE2 
Aye, that is true. 
 
INE6 
The group I was talking about, I mean this was a very, very bright class and going to 
pieces really in that environment, so that was what I mean by stifling creativity. 
 
INE7 
Maybe the pressure of it. 
 
INE6 
It is the pressure and everything. 
 
INE8 
Because they are higher achievers there is more pressure to perform better. 
 
INE7 
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And I don’t think that one examination, I am not really fond of some of it, I don’t think 
it is a true reflection of any child’s ability or any child’s creativity or whatever the task 
maybe, I think it really, really can, you know, cloud what they are able to do or what 
they can really do. 
 
INE1 
Well, look at the 11+, I mean that never worked. 
 
INE7 
I know there has to be something for the next stage, I know that, I know it can be 
unrealistic at times. 
 
INE3 
It is unrealistic in the way as well, that child could just have an off day or a bad day and 
that is why it is also not. 
 
INE9 
I think that is why the portfolios are good though, but as long as it is not, if it is a 
working portfolio it is a truer reflection of what their actual ability is. 
 
INE7 
But with the portfolio it is until March, what about like April, May, it is so assessment 
focused up until a certain date 
 
INE2 
Yeah 
 
INE7 
And what it is up to the school to implement a certain amount of assessments and use a 
tracker and things after that, then do you just kind of relax once the portfolio is done, do 
you change the way you have been structuring your assessment, do you not make it as 
refined, as polished as this, I don’t know I think the communication portfolios are a 
good idea, but I think they need to be, like the timing and things of them I think needs to 
be refined a bit more. 
 
INE9 
And then many schools have for the Key Stage 3, assessment, assessment, creative 
writing pieces, other non-fiction writing, different genres, and then some are exam, 
Christmas exam, so the pressure is always on, you know. 
 
INT 
Yeah, it is constant assessment. 
 
INE9 
It is constantly 
 
INE7 
Constant assessment, yeah 
 
INE9 
Which is, looking at it, for teachers as well it is a tremendous amount of work. 
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INE7 
Yeah, it is unbelievable. 
 
INE6 
It also instils a fear in teachers to take risks for learning and go through active learning, 
I mean it got to the stage that we were talking to the Head of Department, this time of 
year, you just can’t do active learning, he literally just said, it is a simple as that, ‘you 
have to tell them what they need to know for their A Level, they write it down, they 
practice it and they go, that is how it is’, surely that is completely contradicting the 
Curriculum. 
 
INT 
Is there space for AFL, you have told me a series of summative assessments, is there 
space for AFL? 
 
INE1 
Yeah, but I think it up to you as a teacher to make it happen in your classroom. 
 
INE9 
Yeah 
 
INE1 
You need to creatively think about how you are going to assess students learning and it 
is up to you to make it happen in your classroom and then I think it is something that 
needs to be incorporated across the whole school. 
 
INE9 
Well that is why drama helps our subject. 
 
INE5 
It doesn’t have to be anything huge. 
 
INE1 
Yeah exactly 
 
INE9 
Yeah 
 
INE5 
It can be just modelling answers on the board, showing someone’s good work and 
asking other people what was good about it. 
 
INE7 
Or even then peer assessment, set them down each other’s work, give a comment, let 
them learn off of each other. 
 
INE1 
Even just like reflective questioning, like I know with my students I use like wee tiny 
cut outs and it was like, ‘What did you find easy today?’, ‘What did you find OK?’, and 
‘What did you find hard?’ and all they had to do was identify it, but it let me see, once I 
had taken in those results and so on, well the majority of them found this task difficult, 
how am I going to make that easier for them next week. 
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INT 
That is informing teaching, rather than informing learning though.  Did anyone mark 
work with something for instance, two stars and a wish without a mark? 
 
INE2 
I did actually. 
 
Others 
Yeah 
 
INE2 
I actually spoke to my Head of Department in both of my schools and they had marking 
policies and they always gave an assessment mark for every piece of work which I don’t 
agree with, because all the research indicates that and we all know this, that comment 
based marking improves standards and then you can keep a running record of what their 
grades are and then at the end say how progression has been mapped out, but they don’t.  
I know some kids are motivated by the mark, they can see that they have moved from a 
7 to a 12, but generally if you want to improve it, you need to focus on the comments 
solely to get them that direction and I asked the Head of Department can I do this for a 
period of time and they reluctantly said ‘yes’ and for a while I did and I noticed marks 
being improved, that is not to say the other way it doesn’t. 
 
INE1 
I would agree with you (A), I did it too, but then all the kids were say ‘what did I get?’, 
‘Where is my mark?’. 
 
INE2 
But then I think that is a social thing, because they are so used to it and it is not going to 
change over night, it needs to be something that is rolled out and everyone follows the 
same page to normalise what is happening. 
 
INE7 
But sure you know when you had it out, they are looking ‘What did you get?’, ‘What 
did you get?’, it is not important, they don’t care, they just disregard that, they want to 
know what their friend got, if they got higher, if they are top, if they are bottom and you 
can see their self-esteem just dropping if they haven’t reached the level that maybe their 
best friend has, it is terrible. 
 
INE9 
It is moreso in the grammar school. 
 
INE7 
Yeah, definitely. 
 
INE9 
Very more focused on it in the grammar school. 
 
INE5 
I have got a class and I was teaching them for a novel and I was told that every week 
they get marked out of fifty and I was given a marking scheme, but the marking scheme 
was something that they had done, like a reflective essay on something else, so it didn’t 
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even fit, but I had to use that marking scheme, so I felt like I was just coming up with 
random numbers and then I gave it back to the woman based on what she had given me 
in the marking scheme and she said ‘Well, I would generally mark them a wee bit 
harsher than even going by the marking scheme, so that they don’t think they are doing 
brilliantly and they have to keep pushing themselves even further’. 
 
INE1 
I think I was marked like that at school especially at GCSE level, because whenever you 
are coming, you know practice essays and getting like fifty five percent and then you 
are coming out with a A*, you are kind of thinking ‘What has happened here?’, yeah. 
 
INE5 
And I felt I was marking, just picking numbers out of the air because the marking 
scheme didn’t match what I was marking. 
 
INE2 
Where is the significance of the mark. 
 
INE7 
We had that actually with the Key Stage 3 marking scheme, remember I showed you, so 
vague, I don’t know how anybody could use that to give a child a mark, I felt the same 
as you, I was like, I was really, I really lost confidence in my marking, I was asking 
you, you know ‘Was that OK?’, even though you know because it is just so vague. 
 
INE8 
It is the same with the assessment objectives, I think in many ways marking of English 
is instinctive, I think you really know yourselves, ‘Is it an A, is it a B, is it a C?’, and 
these models for best fit.. 
 
INE7 
Throw you off. 
 
INE8 
I don’t always think are helpful. 
 
INE1 
I would say marking extended pieces of writing using like a levelling process was one 
of the things I struggled with most during placement, it was one of the things I wasn’t as 
confident with, because yes, they set it out for you, but this best fit model and then some 
schools say they need to fit 5 or 6 of these bullet points, some say 2 or 3 and it was a 
very sort of, is it a 4- or a 5-, you know, you just… 
 
INT 
How many of you would say then that you struggled with that? 
 
INE9 
Getting to grips with that, definitely. 
 
INE6 
In my first placement, definitely. 
 
INE1 
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I just felt myself it was far to harsh, it was quite tough. 
 
INE2 
I would find, yeah, find it all quite tough. 
 
INE1 
We found that, that day we had a practice mark, I found myself quite tough.  But then in 
my head I think if I am tougher on them it is OK because they will be better. 
 
INE5 
And then there was some things that (Tutor) was saying, well yes they have sort of done 
that, but they had just done it, so yes you were giving them the mark, but they hadn’t 
done it well, they had just mentioned it. 
 
INE2 
Yes, because we didn’t hear that. 
 
INE1 
Yeah, that is what we did wrong. 
 
INE2 
We thought they had got more within that box, then they are a solid 5 or a solid 6. 
 
INE1 
It is like the blurred line,  
 
INE7 
And then the two of us were beside you I think it was and we had a level completely 
beneath it and completely above it and then we were questioning each other, our own 
abilities and we were like ‘Who is right?’, ‘Who is wrong?’. 
 
INT 
So you found that a real challenge, working with those levels.  But everyone who did, 
did some of you find it more comfortable? 
 
INE7 
My first placement in regards to marking Key Stage 3 assessment work, definitely I 
would say I struggled with it, but I just think I built up the experience, more experience, 
I felt more confident then. 
 
INE2 
Yeah, I would agree. 
 
INE7 
Approaching the work, the pupils work in the second placement then. 
 
INE1 
I think I felt more confident GCSE and A Level work than marking Key Stage 3. 
 
INE2 
Aye 
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INE3 
Yeah, I would agree with that totally. 
 
INE6 
Because it is very specific and descriptive. 
 
INE2 
But that is the thing, I think that the communication levels and I still think now even 
having more confidence in doing it, are to ambiguous, I think there is too much room 
for ‘Could it be this, could it be this?’, it is not clear, where the specs are very crystal 
clear, it is either an A or a B or a C. 
 
INE6 
And you are afraid as well, there is so much politics, I mean there was last year about 
grades being changed and everything and you do feel that pressure as an English teacher 
to get it right. 
 
INE1 
And it is all these incentives now that getting A* to C, but then your kids who are on 
free school meals, getting them their C grade and that is more important, like the school 
that I am in at the minute, the English department are under so much pressure to get 
those X amount of kids who are on free school meals a C and then some kids who are 
doing essential skills their grades aren’t actually taken into account whenever you are 
looking at the whole… 
 
INE9 
Why the free school meals? 
 
INE3 
Why free school meals? 
 
INE1 
I don’t know, it is just there. 
 
INE6 
Is it essential in league tables and. 
 
INE2 
I think it is an economic area type of thing. 
 
INE6 
It is socio economic background. 
 
INE7 
Social deprived area. 
 
INE9 
I got free school meals and I was an A* student, that was why I asked that question, 
what is the correlation. 
 
INE1 
That is what it is in my school, in the school I was in. 



318 

 

 
INE7 
Statistics show that students from socially deprived areas do not perform as well in an 
examination, so obviously the drive for every school, so they are identified as the pupils 
who are on free school meals, meals that are paid for by the state there needs to be a 
drive to increase their grade, so yes, I understand that. 
 
INE5 
At the same time as well, there is that whole thing about quite a few of the teachers who 
I was with were saying ‘Oh, I think this pupil is an A*, but I am not going to give them 
that because I know there is a moderator coming out to look at my marking and if I give 
them something that is too high and they don’t agree, then it is all wrong’. 
 
INE9 
It drops the whole marks, so then there is that fear, yeah. 
 
INE5 
There is all that pressure as well. 
 
INE1 
I had the opposite experience, like my teacher was really, like she was quite high with 
her marks and then the moderator even marked them up even further, but I don’t know, 
I think it just depends, it also depends on the examination boards, like, like they had 
chosen specifically to do AQA Drama because they knew those students couldn’t cope 
with CCEA Drama. 
 
INE7 
But even that in itself, there is that stigma that CCEA is a higher level than AQA, is it 
really, you know. 
 
INE8 
And look at the specs for each, I mean we all covered it, remember we put up the specs 
for GCSE, what was really different between A01 to A04 or whatever. 
 
INE7 
I personally preferred AQA because I found it was more realistic and there were more 
options and I found CCEA very restrictive and I have heard several teachers talk about 
that and it was the same in my, like my last placement was AQA and this placement 
was CCEA and there is that stigma attached to CCEA being a better and more 
prestigious board. 
 
INE2 
Well I know that (SE1 school named) use AQA for the simple reason that they find their 
students have a lower ability and AQA for controlled assessments allow you to bring in 
candidate record sheets and you can have bullet pointed ideas that you can have as an 
aid, whereas CCEA you don’t. 
 
INE1 
But then controlled assessment like, controlled assessment is complete false, students 
are prepared so much for controlled assessment and they are planning and they are 
given all the information and they do practices and like in the actual controlled 



319 

 

assessment, they have already completed a polished piece of work and they are just 
going in and just regurgitating. 
 
INE2 
Which you are not meant to do, then if another school doesn’t do it, then their grades 
are lower. 
 
INE6 
That is right, nobody is following the rules, it is great in an ideal situation, but I have 
seen it and there is very different interpretations of what the rules are. 
 
INT 
Why under pressure did you feel to give the students assistance? 
 
INE2 
I felt pressure from the Department certainly to, ‘we need to get these grades and this is 
what needs to be done’. 
 
INE6 
You are told aren’t you. 
 
INE2 
And I actually had a comment from the Head of Department to say ‘I am not accepting 
anything below a level 6’, and basically they were being disregarded if they didn’t 
achieve that grade, but surely it should be all encompassing and you should push to the 
best that they can do, it is not about you, do you know what I mean, I think people, there 
is just too much of a shift and I understand as a Head of Department you have that 
pressure, but the shift is too much on them it should be on the kids. 
 
INE1 
Like a girl I was communicating with and she, not in the permanent job she is in at the 
minute, throughout her years as subbing she actually attended a staff meeting entitled 
‘how do we cheat controlled assessment?’. 
 
 
 
INE6 
My GCSE class in my first placement, controlled assessment speak and listen, I 
produced the speeches that ever pupil stayed up and that was expected of me from the 
department and of course you are all singing, all dancing when you are teacher training, 
of course, but if I am honest the students that I worked with never would have got the 
results that they did, if the work hadn’t been given to them. 
 
INE1 
And it is completely false, because once they move outside of that environment what is 
going to happen to them. 
 
INE8 
It is not helping them. 
 
INE2 
Exactly, what good is it after… 
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INE6 
It is stifling learning, that stifles learning because they haven’t produced anything 
themselves. 
 
INE2 
That is the key phrase, stifling learning, throw that phrase in. 
 
INE4 
The same as mine, one of the schools I was said ‘Oh, this is top of centre and this is 
bottom’, what do you think of the top and I said ‘well that paragraph in the middle is a 
bit edgy, but apart from that I think it is the best we have seen’, and he said ‘oh, we will 
fix that, we will get that sorted’, so they are being assessed to fit the requirements, so 
the pressure is coming from them and the teachers, but it is also coming from above 
them. 
 
INE1 
Sure is that not what you were saying about the guy not entering certain grades. 
 
INE2 
Oh the Principal of the school was it, he said that they don’t enter. 
 
INE4 
That is ridiculous and one of mine, one of my placements again, we will not mention 
which, but the Principal said that they only put in certain students for GCSE’s, whereas 
the students that they are sure will not achieve a C will go into essential skills and that 
will you know, sort of fix their percentage pass rate which is ridiculous.  Some children 
aren’t even getting the opportunity to sit a GCSE and that is chosen by a Principal who 
rarely sees them, which is ridiculous, but that is the way it is. 
 
INT 
This is really good, great to have folks, very interesting data. 
 
INE2 
We are all so passionate. 
 
INE4 
Sinking schools. 
 
INT 
Well no, it is all  
 
INE9 
Relevant 
 
INT 
Very relevant, but no schools are named, so we will move onto question three.  Why 
should pupils write, do you think, is there a need? 
 
INE7 
It is a release, in my personal view.  I think especially with pupils that don’t have social 
skills, higher social skills as you would see within a classroom, writing could be a form 
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of release, a release from everyday pressures that surround them, especially creative 
writing, yeah, that is just basically where I stand with it, just as a starter point. 
 
INE2 
I think children should write for the simple reason that spoken language comes first and 
they speak and then writing is a form of transcribing that, so if you speak on a daily 
basis and you are literate you need to have another method of delivering information 
and they need that for employability, they need that for any way to communicate in the 
21st century. 
 
INE1 
Yeah, you are always going to have to write, it doesn’t necessarily mean it is on paper 
and pen. 
 
INE2 
Absolutely 
 
INE4 
It is not always even poetry, I have been teaching people how to write letters of 
complaint to companies and things. 
 
INE9 
Practical skills, yeah, letters, e-mails. 
 
INE4 
We need to know to do it, interviews. 
 
INE9 
It doesn’t have to be writing with pen and paper, it can be an e-mail, it can be a text 
message, it can be forms of writing that they will use throughout their lives. 
 
INE1 
We need to write to be able to communicate. 
 
 
INT 
That is quite an interesting point that you said, letters of complaint, that is about 
empowering children, human rights and giving them their voice. 
 
INE7 
That is the Northern Ireland curriculum’s main aim, empowering pupils, empowering 
young people. 
 
INE6 
Or even pupils, or anybody if they are forced into a very, how would you say a 
horrendous situation if they feel that maybe they can’t voice their experience as you say, 
it is therapeutic to be able to write, to be able to write that down and hand it to 
somebody and release that to somebody else rather than actually, or a traumatic 
experience that you can’t voice. 
 
INE1 
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Like so many issues are identified having looked at students writing that you pick up on 
so many things as a teacher. 
 
INE8 
It is unbelievable, I can’t believe the things. 
 
INE1 
Things that they put in their creative pieces and subject matter or content that maybe at 
a certain age they definitely shouldn’t know about, things like that and maybe if they 
didn’t have that opportunity to write because they were afraid to verbalise it, that, you 
know things would continue happening or bad things or experiences and as teachers we 
wouldn’t be able to identify that and combat that. 
 
INT 
Is there, from what you are saying there as well, is there an element of developing 
rapport with your children and understanding them as individuals through their writing 
then too. 
 
INE2 
Yeah, but then they should, children should learn to write as a means of expressing 
themselves, that is. 
 
INE6 
But you do get to know a lot more about them through their writing, you will get 
children who are very reticent and who don’t necessarily speak out in class and then 
they will write something  
 
INE2 
Fantastic 
 
INE7 
And I found that, yeah. 
 
INE4 
I know sure do you not feel after you mark their work you feel as if you know them 
then, you are giving it back and you are like ‘oh, yeah, that is you and you wrote that, I 
know what you are like’, I don’t know. 
 
INT 
It is hard to get that, in another subject it is quite hard to get that depth of understanding 
of an individual when you have thirty children sitting in front of you, so that is an 
interesting point from an English perspective.   
 
I think we have covered question four there and why it is so important, haven’t we? 
 
Can you actually teach writing? 
 
INE2 
Absolutely 
 
INE1 
Yes of course. 
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INE2 
Sorry, I was jumping straight in, absolutely.  I mean you can because what you are 
wanting them to do is to be a fluent writer, to be articulate at the writing process, but as 
a teacher for teaching it you have to model it, so of course you can teach writing, you 
break it down and your presentation, whose presentation was on one of the creative 
writing processes and if you structure everything… of course you can teach writing. 
 
INE6 
And again that structure needs to be implemented dependent on the needs and 
capabilities of students because not all structures or different strategies, e.g. you are 
talking about darts and things, you know, not all those strategies are going to work for 
one class, compared to another, so it needs to be focused on them. 
 
INE4 
And there are so many different forms of writing in English that you can’t just expect 
the same thing to work for each one, you have to teach them how to do each one. 
 
INE1 
But I think there are some elements of some forms of writing that is, you know, people 
have a certain affinity and ability for it as well. 
 
INE7 
Some people have a flair, a natural flair for the subject. 
 
INE8 
You can’t necessarily teach imagination for creative writing, so part of that is innate, but 
yes as you quite rightly say, it is more than that, there are so many different types. 
 
INE6 
Well Shakespeare went to school what six days a week from six in the morning to six at 
night and was taught Latin, so you know, who taught him how to write, obviously he 
had a structure, but he had a flair as well. 
 
INE8 
Well how did we all learn, you didn’t just, you were just born and knew how to do it. 
 
INT 
Are we talking about two different things here then, are we talking about functional 
writing and teaching functional writing and being able to teach creative writing. 
 
INE3 
Yes 
 
INE7 
Yes, definitely. 
 
INE2 
But then I think the functional skills you learn in that application are transferrable to 
creativity, so if you functionally know how to write a piece or a letter then you can 
transfer those skills, like sentence structure or syntax to create a piece, so there is a need 
for that functional. 
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INE4 
That was what I found in the project that I did, I was giving them writing frames and 
once the kids knew how they were supposed to do it, that was when their creativity 
developed, but whenever they didn’t know how they had to write it they… 
 
INE7 
There has to be a model for everything, you can’t just start teaching a subject, a model 
of it or a structure and then hopefully they develop on from there. 
 
INE3 
Functionality is the vehicle for the creativity. 
 
INE1 
Even how to lay things out, how to lay out a newspaper article, how to lay out a formal 
letter or an informal letter, just things, you know, just even basic things like that, that 
they are not having to worry about ‘is the address in the right place?’, ‘have I got a 
caption?’, ‘have I got this?’, ‘have I got that?’, you know, then they can just get… 
 
INE9 
Even a starter to spark the imagination, even a picture or something that gets them 
thinking. 
 
INE8 
It is a lot to do with time though as well, if you don’t enable them with opportunities, 
how are they going to develop with creativity if you are focusing too much on 
conventions, do you know. 
 
INE4 
When I came into my last placement, it was strange because they had been, it was 
personal writing, part of the multi model for CCEA and they had done all the functional 
parts, so if it was a letter they knew what to do, if it was a magazine, if it was a 
newspaper, they knew how to do that and he said ‘you are at a very difficult point, 
because at this part they either know it or they don’t, there is not very much you can 
teach’, and I was thinking there are some of these boys are on D’s, so do we just leave it 
at that and hope for the best, but we had to go back and although it was personal writing 
I tried to take it from a creative point of view and asked them to be creative firstly and 
hope that, that would come in and try and go through their senses and it was do you 
know, ‘What do you see when you are in this place?’, ‘What do you hear?’ and take 
them through that and their grades improved, so it can improve you know, against this 
sort of myth that you either have it or you don’t. 
 
INE2 
But that screams defence mechanism from that teacher, he is kind of going ‘Ah, this is 
the way it is, because he gets blamed’. 
End of sample extract QT Stage 2 Focus Group  
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Welcome x,  
 
THANK YOU- for taking part in this online interview on examining English teachers' 
writing positions, beliefs and pedagogies.  
 
The interview for all participants will last approximately 45 minutes to one hour. 
 
Please ask any questions of me as we go through should anything occur to you..... 
Hopefully the site will work well and you will see me type questions and you can type 
your answers.... 
 
Can you please make sure you email or ring/text me with a date and time that suits you 
and I will be here -online and waiting-ready to go. We can text each other to confirm 
that we are online and ready to go so I am not wasting your time. 
 
If you need to go at any stage- of course you can do this- so please don't feel too tied 
down by it. You can decide the time-frame. 
 
Looking forward to the virtual catch up and interview.  
Speak soon, 
Nicola  

 
Me  
Hi “G” I am online now so anytime you are ready we can start- hope you had a good 
week at school- hopefully you have a good weekend planned too�����  
 
Participant “G” 
Hi Nicola, 
 
Ready to go!  
 
Me  
super- Thanks again for taking part G- I'll launch right in then and get the admin bit out 
of the way- can I ask you to confirm (again) that you have read the information letter 
and that you consent to taking part in the study? 
Thank you  
 
Participant “G” 
 
Yes  

 
Me  
also just to let you know that this is a private space and that all communication and data 
used here will be made anonymous- so please feel free to express all views openly and 
honestly as all opinions are welcome and participant identity will be kept confidential -
ok?  
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Participant “G” 
 
Sounds good.  
 Me  
 
and finally- please don't worry about any typos as the point of this method is allow for 
free and fluent communication and therefore accuracy and SPAG is not the priority ����  
 
Participant “G” 
 
Excellent!  
 
Me  
 
great- can you start then by filling in the gaps as it were between what you have been up 
to since PGCE graduation- what have your teaching posts, responsibilities been and 
what age and ability range do you teach English to? 

 
Participant “G” 
 
Since leaving PGCE I took on a one year temp contact under the signature  
prog in a mixed ability co educational secondary school. My classes during it were 
mainly Y11 and Y12 classes where candidates had been identified as being on the C/D 
border line and junior school English and Drama classes. After that year I obtained a 
full time permanent post at the same school and took on teaching GCSE Drama and 
became the teacher responsible for the development of A Level Journalism within the 
school. Now my timetable is all senior school focusing mainly on A Level Journalism, 
GCSE Drama and English.  

 
Participant “G” 
 
Age range in the school is 11-18, I mainly take 14-18.  

 
Me  
Great-sounds like a lovely timetable and well done on securing your post and 
introducing new subjects - brilliant :0  

 
Me  
so- can I ask if you engage much with the writing process outside of schoolwork?  
and then 2- What has influenced you most when you write and/or when you teach 
writing?  

 
Participant “G” 
 
I would engage in the writing process outside of school but mainly for leisure. I have 
had some poetry and news articles published. 
 
When I write what influences me most is what is going on around me- what I see that 
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day, what I hear in the news or a conversation with someone.  
When I am teaching writing (depending on the style) is always giving the kids a very 
clear process to follow and modelling the process for them. In addition to this, I try to 
encourage them to establish an emotional connection with their audience (again 
depending on the genre) as this is what will be most engaging to a reader.  

 
Me  
Thank you- What in your opinion is the primary point of teaching someone to write? 
What is the point of it? What primarily will that pupil achieve?  

 
Participant “G” 
 
Can I clarify what you mean by write sorry! Do you mean the physical act of writing or 
writing like a creative piece?  

 
Me  
of course- I suppose both- why do we teach writing as English teachers?  

 
Participant “G” 
 
We teach writing as English teachers as it is a means of communication. It is a way of 
expressing ourselves and being able to show that we have control over our language. If 
we don't give students writing skills we are taking away a method of communicating 
with others from them. How could they engage in their social lives if they aren't able to 
communicate effectively in a written/ text format or establish/ journey through 
relationships if they aren't familiar with tone and interpretation of words.  

 
Me  
Very well put G- sorry for annoying your brain like this on a Friday- thanks again for 
taking part- so what would you say are the most challenging aspects of teaching 
writing?  

 
 Participant “G” 
 
For me some of the most challenging aspects are kids predispositions to writing before 
they come into the room. They don't enjoy it, see it as a chore. Questions like- how long 
does this have to be? Why do I have to use devices etc? They don't enjoy writing and it 
is trying to engage them in a way that they enjoy as well, so they see the purpose in 
developing their writing skills rather than just doing it for controlled assessment or an 
exam.  

 
Me  
What are your thoughts on digital writing? is it used a lot in your school/practice?  

 
Participant “G” 
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digital writing is used a lot at a level for my subject of Journalism. The kids have to 
create and format papers and all of this is done digitally. In school, we are promoting 
the use of google classroom and this is moving towards digital writing a lot more. Also, 
pupils in school who maybe have hand writing issues are allowed to use computers and 
at times provided with an ipad.  

 
Me  
interesting- and your thoughts on pupils' own digital diet concerning writing? do you 
think they post a lot and write a lot digitally outside of the classroom? if so- is this a 
good thing or not?  

 
Participant “G” 
 
I think pupils do post a lot and write digitally out of the classroom. They are sending 
however many texts a day, commenting on photos etc. I think it is a good thing- at least 
they are writing. It could be said that is breeds poor literacy skills but using a phone that 
has a spell checker may model good practice rather. And for the future our young 
people need to be able to communicate over instant message and email. We are doing it 
now through this interview.  
 
Me  
Indeed���� 
at the cutting edge-right 

 
Me  
do you think that assessment structures should capture this digital writing of pupils? 
How do you feel about how writing is assessed at first KS3 and then KS4?  

 
 Participant “G” 
 
At KS3 it is hard to tell as their is no real uniform bench mark anymore. School opt out 
and in of the levels of communication process so it is hard for pupils to at times 
establish a clear progression let alone school. I feel that writing at KS4 is assessed 
effectively, however, I do feel at times it is repetitive. For example - we should be 
asking the to write creatively in a number of different genres for CAT. They study of 
spoken language and written language are really assessing the same thing and follow a 
similar style/ structure. And yes- personal writing is creative but it is a similar style to 
the creative CAT and the functional writing all the ideas are there the kids just have to 
reword them really. We are breeding skills but not creativity and ideas.  

 
Me  
What would you introduce, have more of or change then if you could?  

 
 Participant “G” 
 
I would have that with the KS3 levels the either exist or they don't. I think then schools 
will have to do something one way or another. I think there needs to be clear 
progression between KS3 and GCSE (which may be the responsibility of the school) I 
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think at GCSE we need to change our CAT so that it allows for not only developing 
analysis skills but further developing ideas and creativity. I feel at times in a GCSE 
English classroom we are so content driven that we are dampening creativity because of 
the things we are asking kids to do. and yes analysis and interpretation is important but I 
think their is an uneven balance.  

 
Me  
great- so just to clarify- Just to clarify- at KS3 does your school report on the CCS -if 
you use them- how effective or useful in your opinion are the key stage 3 portfolio tasks 
for assessing writing?  

 
Participant “G” 
 
My school does report on the CCS- however I have never taken aY10 class through 
CCS so I wouldn't have a solid enough knowledge to give an informed answer.  

 
Me  
ok- thanks- do you think there are dominant genres of writing styles taught in schools or 
that pupils must learn to write? What are the most common types of writing forms that 
you use in the classroom and why.... 
 
Participant “G” 
  
I think their are. I think the critical/ analysis essay form is taught most. This is 
understandable because at university level it is the most/ only style they will be writing 
in so it makes sense that that's what they are being prepared for up to that point. For me 
the most common types of writing I use in the classroom are that essay style, evaluation 
and then news writing. That is due to the nature of my timetable. At GCSE level, I feel 
it is the analysis style definitely.  
 
Participant “G” 
 
there*  

 
Me  
Super ….do you feel that pupil voice is able to be expressed meaningfully via all forms 
of writing or more so in narrative and creative writing forms? and lastly- I promise - do 
you think controlled assessment tasks are fairly and equitably assessed in all schools?  
 
Participant “G” 
 
I feel that pupil voice is able to be expressed more so in narrative and creative writing. 
They are getting to express their point of view more directly. I would like to think that 
they are but I doubt it. I know CATs may be seen as a way to help those who may have 
more difficulty with school achieve a pass- however it still favours those kids who have 
the ability from the word go. We could argue that will always be the case. But I feel 
with CATs there is much more room for the rules to be bent/ interpreted in different 
ways. And when you have kids who so desperately need their C and CATs is the only 
that will happen you can see how that could take place. I feel if CATs was taken away it 
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would take that ethical call away from teachers too, but then it is better for those kids 
who struggle. Double edge sword and all that!  
 
End of sample extract ECT online interview  
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First cycle of coding and initial coding  

My Writing PHD 
Nodes\\Initial codes 
Open coding review data and establish codes and definitions across three data types 

Name Description Files References 

Ability Differentiation- Writing approaches and 
strategies that targets the ability of pupils 

21 41 

Acronyms How acronyms are used to support 
development of writing- support 
memorisation techniques 

11 11 

Active Learning Where ideas and approaches on Active 
learning are shared and discussed 

2 5 

Analogies Stories and illustrative examples to 
highlight teaching point or personal point 
of view 

8 29 

Aptitude Ideas on pupils or individuals who have a 
natural talent, aptitude for writing 

1 7 

Assessment Teaching to the test and what to include-
structure and features and aid memoirs? 
links to AOL and summative assessment 

33 160 

Controlled 
assessment 

Perceptions, attitudes and approaches 
towards controlled assessment 

15 45 

Benefits Advantages of CA 6 8 

Attitudes/issues Challenges and issues with CA 10 23 

Formal assessment How formal /high stakes assessment 
impacts on approaches used for teaching 
and assessing writing 

11 15 

Formative process AFL- Diagnostic process whereby results/ 
assessment inform planning; target/ goal 
setting 

9 16 

Moderation Internal (second marking) peer support 
and external moderation (CCEA led) 

8 8 

Summative 
assessment 

Participants views on summative 
assessment AOL 

5 6 

Tests Testing children-class tests, teaching to 
the test, test driven pedagogy 

16 42 
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Name Description Files References 

Results Attitudes linked to school rankings and 
perceptions of rankings for schools -5A* 
to C incl English and Maths at GCSE - 
pressures, ramifications of rankings 

4 8 

Tracking monitoring pupil performance via 
assessment tasks, tests, PIRLs, Midges 
etc.. 

2 5 

Bad writing Thoughts on what exactly bad writing 
might be, look like, occur.... 

1 12 

Career progression Profiles mostly as EC teacher and post 
and roles attained 

14 15 

Cathartic Process of writing as cathartic or aspects 
of it that are cathartic or where a sense of 
release or escape and escapism is 
discussed 

1 2 

Concerns/ challenges Challenges, obstacles and struggles faced 
by teachers and pupils. E.g., assessment 
processes and system; modes of 
assessment and equity issues  
 

14 37 

Issues identified Where participants discuss and identify 
issues with aspects of teaching-something 
that needs amended or changed 

1 1 

Marking schemes Identified and specific criteria for use in 
assessing written work to allocate a 
judgement-e.g., level, grade, mark 

1 13 

Pupil Struggles General areas that pupils appear to 
struggle with when writing 

8 8 

EAL Approaches for EAL pupils 1 1 

Pressure felt by 
pupils 

Thoughts on what factors makes pupils 
feel pressure 

1 9 

Resilience pupil perseverance-resilience 1 1 

Changes Perceptions of changes instigated within 
varied contexts- school level or wider 
educational contexts (Spec/exam 
changes) 

5 6 

Classroom contexts classroom practice routines advocated 4 5 
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Name Description Files References 

Homework The role of homework in developing 
routines and also writing skills 

3 3 

Rewards Rewards systems classroom practice 1 1 

Collaborative Peer support and collaborative activities 
to support writing 

6 8 

Teacher 
Collaboration 

Peer support and collaboration of 
teachers 

4 6 

Communication levels Comments and opinions on use, value 
and practice of KS3 communication levels 

15 27 

Comparing contexts Where participants appear to be making 
comparisons between different school 
contexts, educational experiences they 
have encountered- whether on SE1/SE2 
(on PGCE) or their own personal 
experiences as a pupil or via previous 
roles held (CA) 

8 9 

CPD RESEARCH Specific ways and opportunities to 
refresh, upskill and enhance knowledge, 
understanding and skills for teaching 

6 18 

Creativity Where the art of creativity is identified 
and discussed- could be approaches 
taken, views on creativity, (supports and 
inhibits) 

24 86 

Creative writing Descriptions of how creative writing is 
taught- contexts, supports and challenges 

19 43 

Free writing Reactive and responsive writing no 
contained within any structure -
exploratory and stream of consciousness 
approach (divergent) 

2 2 

Good writing Thoughts on what exactly good writing 
might be, look like, occur.... 

2 6 

Dilemma views on situations where more difficult 
decisions, ethical calls, particular 
approaches have to made e.g., marking, 
CATs, 

1 1 

Drafting Views and approaches on the drafting 
stage in the writing process (times 
constraints-class routine, frequency, 
location of this stage and process) 

11 18 
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Name Description Files References 

Proofreading Views on proofreading approaches 1 1 

Drama Views and approaches on using drama to 
support writing 

4 7 

Extended writing Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Feedback Approaches used to talk and feedback on 
pupils' written work. 

10 15 

Feelings Where participants cite strong feelings 
about a topic (workload, challenges, 
benefits/enjoyment) 

30 216 

Being restricted Feelings of restriction, strait jacketed (no 
control) 

9 36 

Confidence Teacher confidence and self-efficacy or 
lack thereof and factors impacting on this 

3 21 

Confusion Unsure, confused feelings possibly 
contradictions too 

2 21 

disenfranchised Feeling disenfranchised by something- a 
bit cynical- has doubts 

3 28 

Enjoyment Perceptions on what pupils enjoy or do 
not enjoy in relation to writing 

5 14 

Fear Expresses a fear on or of something e.g., 
marking-getting it wrong- fear of poor 
performance and fear of risk-taking as a 
result 

2 7 

Frustrated Teacher frustrations and what annoys, 
frustrates them 

11 22 

Importance of 
something 

Core value or belief that leads actions and 
views- particular importance ascribed to 
something 

2 7 

Pressure Specific pressures felt by teachers-
assessment, parents, pupils, 
themselves, ... 

11 31 

Strongly agree strong feelings agree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of 
English provision 

1 3 
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Name Description Files References 

strongly disagree strong feelings disagree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of 
English provision 

1 7 

Grading How grades, levels, are used when 
teaching and assessing writing 

2 17 

Grammar schools Specific remarks on grammar school 
contexts- mostly arising from SE2 context 
or if in post as EC 

7 14 

ICT How ICT tools can support the teaching of 
writing 

15 31 

Digital writing Advocates use of digital writing as 
opposed to using software ICT to support 
teaching of writing to pupils 

11 17 

Independent writing Pupils write individually and contexts and 
approaches surrounding this strategy 

5 5 

iPad How iPads are used to support writing -
pedagogy and approach 

8 13 

Key stages Breadth of experience teaching across the 
key stages at school full range or not and 
varied approach for teaching and 
assessing writing or not and why -
rationale for it/ attitudes 

5 6 

KS3 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS3. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS3 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS3 

15 26 

KS4 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS4. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS4 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS4 

11 21 

KS5 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS5. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS5 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS5 

3 7 

Literacy Views on literacy as a means of accessing 
language-oral and written- to support the 
writing process 

6 38 
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Name Description Files References 

Marking loads Attitudes towards marking writing -
workload managing it and challenges -
possible impact on approach 

6 11 

Modelling Attitudes and use of modelling for 
teaching writing 

13 21 

Shared writing Contexts and approaches on use of 
shared writing as a strategy to support 
writing 

2 2 

Motivations What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how and why 

6 17 

Negative attitudes Negative attitudes towards teaching of 
writing -displayed by who, perceptions on 
this and approach 

10 28 

Peer assessment How peer assessment is viewed, used and 
managed to support the teaching of 
writing 

15 21 

Perceptions positions Views on structures within school or 
external contexts that impact on teaching 
writing 

20 58 

Approaches Specific strategy or approach identified to 
support writing  

5 14 

Pedagogical evolution Perspectives on how their own pedagogy 
has evolved and developed 

6 9 

Insight Developing opinions and reflections on 
how they now view teaching approaches; 
reflective and links to past, present 
instances and events  

5 6 

Physical writing Views on physical writing versus digital 
writing 

2 3 

Planning Views on how planning supports the 
writing process-short, medium, long term 

1 1 

Praise Use of positive reinforcement and praise 
to support development of pupils' writing 
skills 

4 4 

Prewriting Views and comments on activities leading 
up to writing and which lay a foundation 
for the act of writing 

2 5 
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Name Description Files References 

Pupil Confidence Ways in which teachers can identify and 
Support pupil confidence 

14 40 

Empowering Views on the effect writing can have-
leads to empowerment 

8 16 

Express communicate A view on the purpose of writing -
expressive, articulate, communicate, 

9 20 

Pupil relevance Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons 
and chosen activities/ content seem more 
relevant to pupils 

1 1 

Reading Role of reading in developing writing skills 
and teaching/ assessing writing 

4 11 

Reflection and review Where participants discuss the reflection 
or review process and where and how it 
might happen 

1 2 

Repetition and Frequency Views on repetition and frequency as a 
strategy, practising writing to improve it 
as a skill 

2 4 

scaffolds Use of scaffolds and interventions to 
guide and support pupils in gaining 
writing skills- becoming more 
independent in terms of demonstrating 
their written skills 

10 22 

Secondary schools views and comments specifically directed 
at non-selective schools in relation to 
teaching writing 

1 1 

Self-assessment Where pupils engage with self-
assessment to determine errors and a 
view on the quality of their work 

7 18 

Skills Views on the acquisition of skills relating 
to English and writing 

8 19 

Employability Writing as impacting beyond the 
classroom- skills et needed and acquired 
views and perceptions 

5 11 

SPAG Specific strategies relating to improving 
spelling, punctuation and grammar-spag 

17 32 

Accuracy Focus on spag and accuracy for 
developing writing 

12 15 
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Name Description Files References 

Specifications attitudes towards specifications- changes 
and benefits and challenges 

9 22 

Stress Potential triggers or indications of stress 
relating to teaching English and writing 

6 7 

Subject Identity Perceptions and views on what their 
identity as an English teacher entails or is 

2 43 

Success Criteria Benefits and challenges of using success 
criteria to support pupils' writing 

23 47 

Support What helps when they struggle in 
teaching-where do participants find and 
get support. 

1 3 

Talk Where talk is discussed and linked to the 
writing process-speaking and listening 
skills 

1 14 

Target setting Specific ways in which targets and goals 
are set to improve pupils' written work- 
AFL aspect 

3 3 

Teacher-writer  To what extent do participants write 
outside of their role as teacher or in 
support of their role as teacher (and a 
teacher of writing) 

10 13 

Teacher pupil relationships Views and approaches on the importance 
of teacher pupil relationships 

8 25 

Revelations in writing what is revealed through written 
responses-can be cognitive and or 
environmental e.g., socio-emotional; 
socio-economic issues 

1 4 

Teacher views or influence Where reference is made to what other 
teachers say and do 

2 13 

Thinking How thinking is taught and how it might 
be linked to writing pedagogy 

8 14 

Time How time links to teaching and assessing 
writing 

6 10 

Transparency How the written process is broken down 
and taught specifically to pupils 

7 9 
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Name Description Files References 

Assessment criteria 
AOBS SC 

Views on how AOBS (FROM SPECS) as a 
form of SC can impact on the teaching of 
writing 

3 4 

Writing forms What forms of writing are taught (most 
and least frequently) and why 

8 13 

Writing frames Views on the use and value of writing 
frames for teaching writing 

6 7 

Writing influences Influences that drive pedagogical 
decisions -rationale for approaches 

7 24 

Written Homework Role of written homework specifically as 
a strategy to develop writing, rehearsal 
and review elements of pedagogy 

2 2 

written or spoken Views on how spoken and written 
language interconnect with regards to the 
writing process 

2 2 

 
Second cycle of coding  

 
My Writing PHD 

Nodes\\Second cycle coding from open coding 
Developing and creating categories, moving, merging, and deleting codes to create 
categories 

Name Description Files References 

Assessment Teaching to the test and what to include-
structure and features and aid memoirs? 
links to AOL and summative assessment 

33 168 

Controlled 
assessment 

Perceptions, attitudes and approaches 
towards controlled assessment 

15 45 

Benefits Advantages of CA 6 8 

Issues Challenges and issues with CA 10 23 

Formal assessment How formal /high stakes assessment 
impacts on approaches used for teaching 
and assessing writing 

27 63 

Summative 
assessment 

Participants views on summative 
assessment AOL 

5 6 
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Name Description Files References 

Tests Testing children-class tests, teaching to 
the test, test driven pedagogy 

16 42 

Results Attitudes linked to school rankings and 
perceptions of rankings for schools -5A* 
to C incl English and Maths at GCSE - 
pressures, ramifications of rankings 

4 8 

Tracking monitoring pupil performance via 
assessment tasks, tests, PIRLs, Midges 
etc.. 

2 5 

Formative process AFL- Diagnostic process whereby results/ 
assessment inform planning; target/ goal 
setting 

13 24 

Moderation Internal (second marking) peer support 
and external moderation (CCEA led) 

8 8 

Moderation Internal (second marking) peer support 
and external moderation (CCEA led) 

8 8 

Beliefs Ideas and beliefs about something held by 
participants, can be illogical, unfounded, 
starts with believe- links to own schooling, 
actual teaching experience, types of 
personalities held by participants, links to 
research informed from formal settings 

4 31 

Aptitude Ideas on pupils or individuals who have a 
natural talent, aptitude for writing 

1 7 

Bad writing Thoughts on what exactly bad writing 
might be, look like, occur.... 

1 12 

Cathartic Process of writing as cathartic or aspects 
of it that are cathartic or where a sense of 
release or escape and escapism is 
discussed 

1 2 

Physical writing Views on physical writing versus digital 
writing 

2 3 

Concerns and challenges Challenges, obstacles and struggles faced 
by teachers and pupils. E.g., assessment 
processes and system; modes of 
assessment and equity issues 

20 85 

External factor 
Changes 

Perceptions of changes instigated within 
varied contexts- school level or wider 
educational contexts (Spec/exam 
changes) 

5 6 
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Name Description Files References 

Marking loads Attitudes towards marking writing -
workload managing it and challenges -
possible impact on approach 

6 11 

Marking schemes Identified and specific criteria for use in 
assessing written work to allocate a 
judgement-e.g., level, grade, mark 

1 13 

Negative attitudes Negative attitudes towards teaching of 
writing -displayed by who, perceptions on 
this and approach 

10 28 

Time How time links to teaching and assessing 
writing 

6 10 

Comparing contexts Where participants appear to be making 
comparisons between different school 
contexts, educational experiences they 
have encountered- whether on SE1/SE2 
(on PGCE) or their own personal 
experiences as a pupil or via previous 
roles held (CA) 

14 24 

Grammar schools Specific remarks on grammar school 
contexts- mostly arising from SE2 context 
or if in post as EC 

7 14 

Secondary schools views and comments specifically directed 
at non-selective schools in relation to 
teaching writing 

1 1 

Creativity Where the art of creativity is identified 
and discussed- could be approaches 
taken, views on creativity, (support and 
inhibit it?) 

24 86 

Creative writing Descriptions of how creative writing is 
taught- contexts, support and challenges 

19 43 

Free writing Reactive and responsive writing no 
contained within any structure -
exploratory and stream of consciousness 
approach (divergent) 

2 2 

Good writing Thoughts on what exactly good writing 
might be, look like, occur.... 

2 6 

Differentiation Differentiation- Writing approaches and 
strategies targeting ability of pupils 

26 78 

EAL Approaches for EAL pupils 1 1 
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Name Description Files References 

scaffolds Use of scaffolds and interventions to 
guide and support pupils in gaining writing 
skills- becoming more independent in 
terms of demonstrating their written skills 

10 22 

Writing frames Views on the use and value of writing 
frames for teaching writing 

6 7 

Feedback Approaches used to talk and feedback on 
pupils' written work. 

11 18 

Target setting Specific ways in which targets and goals 
are set to improve pupils' written work- 
AFL aspect 

3 3 

Feelings The emotions that teachers experienced 
whilst engaging and thinking about writing 
pedagogy. Emotions, sentiments, and 
feelings about a topic (workload, 
challenges, benefits/enjoyment) 

30 206 

Being restricted Feelings of restriction, strait jacketed (no 
control) 

9 36 

Confidence Teacher confidence or lack thereof and 
factors impacting on this 

3 21 

Confusion Unsure, confused feelings possibly 
contradictions too 

2 21 

disenfranchised Feeling disenfranchised by something- a 
bit cynical- has doubts 

3 28 

Enjoyment Perceptions on what pupils enjoy or do 
not enjoy in relation to writing 

5 14 

Fear Expresses a fear on or of something e.g., 
marking-getting it wrong- fear of poor 
performance and fear of risk-taking as a 
result 

2 7 

Frustrated Teacher frustrations and what annoys, 
frustrates them 

11 22 

Pressure Specific pressures felt by teachers-
assessment, parents, pupils, 
themselves, ... 

11 31 

Stress Potential triggers or indications of stress 
relating to teaching English and writing 

6 7 
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Name Description Files References 

Grading How grades, levels, are used when 
teaching and assessing writing 

2 17 

ICT How ICT tools can support the teaching of 
writing 

16 44 

Digital writing Advocates use of digital writing as 
opposed to using software ICT to support 
teaching of writing to pupils 

11 17 

iPad How iPads are used to support writing -
pedagogy and approach 

8 13 

Key Stages Breadth of experience teaching across the 
key stages at school full range or not and 
varied approach for teaching and 
assessing writing or not and why -
rationale for it/ attitudes 

21 82 

KS3 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS3. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS3 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS3 

15 26 

Communication 
levels 

Comments and opinions on use, value and 
practice of KS3 communication levels 

15 27 

KS4 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS4. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS4 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS4 

11 21 

KS5 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS5. Views on how writing is taught at 
KS5 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for teaching 
at KS5 

3 7 

Specifications attitudes towards specifications- changes 
and benefits and challenges 

9 22 

Motivations What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how and why 

7 18 

Pupil relevance Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons 
and chosen activities/ content seem more 
relevant to pupils 

1 1 
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Name Description Files References 

Perceptions positions Views on structures within school or 
external contexts that impact on teaching 
writing 

19 111 

Pedagogical 
evolution 

Perspectives on how their own pedagogy 
has evolved and developed 

6 9 

Analogies Stories and illustrative examples to 
highlight teaching point or personal point 
of view 

8 29 

Insight Developing opinions and reflections on 
how they now view teaching approaches; 
reflective and links to past, present 
instances and events  

6 8 

Subject Identity Perceptions and views on what their 
identity as an English teacher entails or is 

2 43 

Literacy Views on literacy as a means of accessing 
language-oral and written- to support the 
writing process  

6 38 

Writing influences Influences that drive pedagogical 
decisions -rationale for approaches 

7 24 

Profiles Career progression Profiles mostly as EC teacher and post and 
roles attained 

16 33 

CPD Research Specific ways and opportunities to 
refresh, upskill and enhance knowledge, 
understanding and skills for teaching 

6 18 

Pupil Confidence Ways in which teachers can identify and 
Support pupil confidence 

17 44 

Empowering Views on the effect writing can have-leads 
to empowerment 

8 16 

Express 
communicate 

A view on the purpose of writing -
expressive, articulate, communicate, 

9 20 

Praise Use of positive reinforcement and praise 
to support development of pupils' writing 
skills 

4 4 

Pupil Struggles General areas that pupils appear to 
struggle with when writing 

9 19 

Pressure felt by 
pupils 

Thoughts on what factors makes pupils 
feel pressure 

1 9 
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Name Description Files References 

Resilience pupil perseverance-resilience 1 1 

Skills Views on the acquisition of skills relating 
to English and writing 

8 19 

Employability Writing as impacting beyond the 
classroom- skills et needed and acquired 
views and perceptions 

5 11 

SPAG Specific strategies relating to improving 
spelling, punctuation and grammar-spag 

17 32 

Accuracy Focus on spag and accuracy for 
developing writing 

12 15 

Teacher as writer To what extent do participants write 
outside of their role as teacher or in 
support of their role as teacher (and a 
teacher of writing) 

10 13 

Teacher influences or 
views 

Where reference is made to what other 
teachers say and do 

8 40 

Help and Support What helps when they struggle in 
teaching-where do participants find and 
get support. 

1 3 

Teacher 
Collaboration 

Peer support and collaboration of 
teachers 

4 6 

Teacher pupil relationships Views and approaches on the importance 
of teacher pupil relationships 

8 25 

Revelations in writing what is revealed through written 
responses-can be cognitive and or 
environmental e.g., socio-emotional; 
socio-economic issues 

1 4 

Teaching Approaches Classroom strategies adopted and 
rationale for use offered by participants 
what works for them and why 

37 215 

Classroom contexts classroom practice routines advocated 1 1 

Acronyms How acronyms are used to support 
development of writing- support 
memorisation techniques 

11 11 

Active Learning Where ideas and approaches on Active 
learning are shared and discussed 

2 5 



348 

 

Name Description Files References 

Collaborative Peer support and collaborative activities 
to support writing 

2 2 

Drama Views and approaches on using drama to 
support writing 

4 7 

Pupil relevance Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons 
and chosen activities/ content seem more 
relevant to pupils 

1 1 

Repetition and 
Frequency 

Views on repetition and frequency as a 
strategy, practising writing to improve it 
as a skill 

2 4 

Rewards Rewards systems classroom practice 1 1 

Written 
Homework 

Role of written homework specifically as a 
strategy to develop writing, rehearsal and 
review elements of pedagogy 

5 5 

Drafting Views and approaches on the drafting 
stage in the writing process (times 
constraints-class routine, frequency, 
location of this stage and process) 

10 17 

Proofreading Views on proofreading approaches 1 1 

Extended writing Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Independent writing Pupils write individually and contexts and 
approaches surrounding this strategy 

5 5 

Modelling Attitudes and use of modelling for 
teaching writing 

13 19 

Shared writing Contexts and approaches on use of shared 
writing as a strategy to support writing 

2 2 

Peer assessment How peer assessment is viewed, used and 
managed to support the teaching of 
writing 

15 21 

Prewriting Views and comments on activities leading 
up to writing and which lay a foundation 
for the act of writing 

2 5 

Reading Role of reading in developing writing skills 
and teaching/ assessing writing 

4 11 
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Name Description Files References 

Self-assessment Where pupils engage with self-assessment 
to determine errors and a view on the 
quality of their work 

7 18 

Success Criteria Benefits and challenges of using success 
criteria to support pupils' writing 

23 48 

Talk Where talk is discussed and linked to the 
writing process-speaking and listening 
skills 

2 15 

Thinking How thinking is taught and how it might 
be linked to writing pedagogy 

8 14 

Transparency How the written process is broken down 
and taught specifically to pupils 

3 4 

Assessment 
criteria AOBS 
SC 

Views on how AOBS (FROM SPECS) as a 
form of SC can impact on the teaching of 
writing 

3 4 

Writing forms What forms of writing are taught (most 
and least frequently) and why 

8 13 

Values What a participant deems as very 
important to them, hierarchical in that it 
overrides other things, strong convictions, 
set of ideals 

1 10 

Strongly agree strong feelings agree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of 
English provision 

1 3 

strongly disagree strong feelings disagree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of 
English provision 

1 7 
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Third cycle of coding 
 

My Writing PHD 
Nodes\\Third cycle emergent categories 
Data review and data reduction from individual case review 

Name Description Files References 

Assessment Teaching to the test and what to 
include-structure and features and aid 
memoirs? links to AOL and summative 
assessment 

35 247 

Controlled assessment Perceptions, attitudes and approaches 
towards controlled assessment 

15 45 

Benefits Advantages of CATs 6 8 

Issues Challenges and issues with CATs 10 23 

Formal assessment How formal /high stakes assessment 
impacts on approaches used for 
teaching and assessing writing 

31 118 

Communication 
levels 

Comments and opinions on use, value 
and practice of KS3 communication 
levels 

15 27 

Performativity 
culture 

Testing children-class tests, teaching to 
the test, test driven pedagogy-results 
driven, focus on monitoring 

16 42 

Results Attitudes linked to school rankings and 
perceptions of rankings for schools -5A* 
to C incl English and Maths at GCSE - 
pressures, ramifications of rankings 

4 8 

Tracking monitoring pupil performance via 
assessment tasks, tests, PIRLs, Midges 
etc.. 

2 5 

Specifications attitudes towards specifications- 
changes and benefits and challenges 

9 22 

Summative 
assessment 

Participants views on summative 
assessment AOL 

5 6 

Formative process AFL- Diagnostic process whereby 
results/ assessment inform planning; 
target/ goal setting 

14 31 
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Name Description Files References 

Feedback Approaches used to talk and feedback 
on pupils' written work. 

10 15 

Target 
setting 

Specific ways in which targets and goals 
are set to improve pupils' written work- 
AFL aspect 

3 3 

Grading How grades, levels, are used when 
teaching and assessing writing 

2 17 

Moderation Internal (second marking) peer support 
and external moderation (CCEA led) 

8 8 

Attitudes Where participants cite strong feelings 
about a topic (workload, challenges, 
benefits/enjoyment) 

7 19 

Being restricted Feelings of restriction, strait jacketed 
(no control) 

9 36 

Confidence Teacher confidence or lack thereof and 
factors impacting on this 

3 21 

Confusion Unsure, confused feelings possibly 
contradictions too 

2 21 

disenfranchised Feeling disenfranchised by something- a 
bit cynical- has doubts 

3 28 

Enjoyment Perceptions on what pupils enjoy or do 
not enjoy in relation to writing 

5 14 

Fear Expresses a fear on or of something e.g., 
marking-getting it wrong- fear of poor 
performance and fear of risk-taking as a 
result 

2 7 

Frustrated Teacher frustrations and what annoys, 
frustrates them 

11 22 

Pressure Specific pressures felt by teachers-
assessment, parents, pupils, 
themselves, ... 

11 31 

Stress Potential triggers or indications of stress 
relating to teaching English and writing 

6 7 

Beliefs Ideas and beliefs about something held 
by participants, can be illogical, 
unfounded, starts with believe- links to 
own schooling, actual teaching 
experience, types of personalities held 

16 54 
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Name Description Files References 

by participants, links to research 
informed from formal settings 

Accuracy and 
correctness 

Specific strategies relating to improving 
spelling, punctuation and grammar-
spag- degree to which participants 
subscribe to and value grammar and or 
spelling pedagogies and which approach 
taken formal or informal 

17 31 

Physical writing Views on physical writing versus digital 
writing 

2 3 

Curriculum spaces Breadth of experience teaching across 
the key stages at school full range or not 
and varied approaches used for teaching 
and assessing writing at each key stage -
rationale for it/ attitudes- some 
alignment to emergent theory and 
readiness to learn as well 

5 6 

KS3 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS3. Views on how writing is taught 
at KS3 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for 
teaching at KS3 

15 26 

KS4 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS4. Views on how writing is taught 
at KS4 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for 
teaching at KS4 

11 21 

KS5 Particular references to teaching writing 
at KS5. Views on how writing is taught 
at KS5 approaches and strategies. 
Perceptions and approaches for 
teaching at KS5 

3 7 

Differentiation Differentiation- Writing approaches and 
strategies targeting ability of pupils 

21 41 

EAL Approaches for EAL pupils 1 1 

scaffolds Use of scaffolds and interventions to 
guide and support pupils in gaining 
writing skills- becoming more 
independent in terms of demonstrating 
their written skills 

10 22 

Writing frames Views on the use and value of writing 
frames for teaching writing 

6 7 
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Name Description Files References 

Explicit teaching 
strategies 

Explicit teaching- structure, modelling, 
shared writing use of acronyms peel, 
petal, SC, 

13 19 

Acronyms How acronyms are used to support 
development of writing- support 
memorisation techniques 

11 11 

Modelling Attitudes and use of modelling for 
teaching writing 

13 19 

Self-assessment Where pupils engage with self-
assessment to determine errors and a 
view on the quality of their work 

7 18 

Success Criteria Benefits and challenges of using success 
criteria to support pupils' writing 

23 48 

ICT How ICT tools can support the teaching 
of writing 

8 14 

Digital writing Advocates use of digital writing as 
opposed to using software ICT to 
support teaching of writing to pupils 

11 17 

iPad How iPads are used to support writing -
pedagogy and approach 

8 13 

Process approach Teaching as a process and over stages- 
iterative and recursive; Views and 
approaches on the planning, drafting, 
editing, proofreading stage in the 
writing process  

10 17 

Drafting Views and approaches on the drafting 
stage in the writing process (times 
constraints-class routine, frequency, 
location of this stage and process) 

11 18 

Extended writing Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Free writing Reactive and responsive writing no 
contained within any structure -
exploratory and stream of 
consciousness approach (divergent) 

2 2 

Independent 
writing 

Pupils write individually and contexts 
and approaches surrounding this 
strategy 

5 5 



354 

 

Name Description Files References 

Proofreading Views on proofreading approaches 1 1 

Whole language 
approach 

Meaning making strategies to support 
pupil understanding of content and 
ability to craft ideas- reading strategies, 
decoding, prior knowledge, pupil 
experiences and contexts and reader 
response, reading for pleasure 

4 11 

Writing as a social 
practice 

How talk, collaboration, peer support, 
peer assessment is viewed, used and 
managed to support the teaching of 
writing- advocates for dialogical 
classroom 

15 21 

Collaborative Peer support and collaborative activities 
to support writing 

2 2 

Peer assessment How peer assessment is viewed, used 
and managed to support the teaching of 
writing 

15 21 

Prewriting Views and comments on activities 
leading up to writing and which lay a 
foundation for the act of writing 

2 5 

Shared writing Contexts and approaches on use of 
shared writing as a strategy to support 
writing 

2 2 

Talk Where talk is discussed and linked to 
the writing process-speaking and 
listening skills 

2 15 

Challenges Range of challenges, obstacles and 
struggles faced by teachers and pupils. 
E.g., assessment processes and system; 
modes of assessment and equity issues 

9 17 

External factor Changes Perceptions of changes instigated within 
varied contexts- school level or wider 
educational contexts (Spec/exam 
changes) 

5 6 

Marking loads Attitudes towards marking writing -
workload managing it and challenges -
possible impact on approach 

6 11 

Marking schemes Identified and specific criteria for use in 
assessing written work to allocate a 
judgement-e.g., level, grade, mark 

1 13 
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Negative attitudes Negative attitudes towards teaching of 
writing -displayed by who, perceptions 
on this and approach 

10 40 

Pupil Struggles General areas that pupils appear to 
struggle with when writing 

8 9 

Pressure felt by 
pupils 

Thoughts on what factors makes pupils 
feel pressure 

1 9 

Resilience pupil perseverance-resilience 1 1 

Time How time links to teaching and 
assessing writing 

6 10 

Change Themes What has changed in terms of 
participants' views, values, feelings and 
perceptions for teaching writing 

15 37 

Comparing contexts Where participants appear to be making 
comparisons between different school 
contexts, educational experiences they 
have encountered- whether on SE1/SE2 
(on PGCE) or their own personal 
experiences as a pupil or via previous 
roles held (CA) 

14 23 

Convictions and 
Motivations 

What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how and why 

6 17 

Creative writing Descriptions of how creative writing is 
taught- contexts, supports and 
challenges 

20 49 

Digital writing Advocates use of digital writing as 
opposed to using software ICT to 
support teaching of writing to pupils 

11 17 

Pedagogical evolution Perspectives on how their own 
pedagogy has evolved and developed 

6 9 

Analogies Stories and illustrative examples to 
highlight teaching point or personal 
point of view 

8 29 

Insight Developing opinions and reflections on 
how they now view teaching 
approaches; reflective and links to past, 
present instances and events  

6 8 
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Performativity pressure Pressure to perform and get results 
from external and internal sources 

0 0 

Control Control exerted over any aspect of the 
writing process- whether it is teacher 
led, pupil led or shared, external 
influences exerting control, systemic 
examination pressures-Writing controls-
conditioning SC, AOBS,  over reliance & 
learned helplessness; lack of cognitive 
engagement where decision making & 
thinking removed;   formulaic no 
originality; Ownership of assessment 
process-peer and self-assessment 

29 70 

Classroom contexts classroom practice routines advocated 9 14 

Repetition and 
Frequency 

Views on repetition and frequency as a 
strategy, practising writing to improve it 
as a skill 

2 4 

Written 
Homework 

Role of written homework specifically as 
a strategy to develop writing, rehearsal, 
and review elements of pedagogy 

5 5 

Influences Where participant cites what has 
influenced them with regards teaching 
writing can be extrinsic and intrinsic 

7 24 

Teacher influences or 
views 

Where reference is made to what other 
teachers say and do 

8 37 

Help and Support What helps when they struggle in 
teaching-where do participants find and 
get support. 

1 3 

Teacher 
Collaboration 

Peer support and collaboration of 
teachers 

4 6 

Philosophy Strong values on what is important in 
relation to teaching writing-more than a 
belief would over-ride positions and 
practice to maintain value and 
conviction, philosophy -very strong 
beliefs and convictions- hierarchical in 
nature per individual-what a participant 
deems as very important to them, 
hierarchical in that it overrides other 
things, very strong values convictions, 
set of ideals 

1 3 
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Aptitude Ideas on pupils or individuals who have 
a natural talent, aptitude for writing 

1 7 

Child centred classroom practice routines advocated 
to promote child centred experience of 
teaching and for teaching writing e.g., 
active learning, drama, transparency 

1 1 

Active Learning Where ideas and approaches on Active 
learning are shared and discussed 

2 5 

Drama Views and approaches on using drama 
to support writing 

4 7 

Pupil Confidence Ways in which teachers can identify and 
Support pupil confidence 

4 4 

Praise Use of positive reinforcement and 
praise to support development of 
pupils' writing skills 

4 4 

Rewards Rewards systems classroom practice 1 1 

Pupil relevance Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons 
and chosen activities/ content seem 
more relevant to pupils 

1 1 

Transparency How the written process is broken down 
and taught specifically to pupils 

3 4 

Assessment 
criteria AOBS 
SC 

Views on how AOBS (FROM SPECS) as a 
form of SC can impact on the teaching 
of writing 

3 4 

Convictions and 
Motivations 

What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how and why 

6 17 

strongly disagree strong feelings disagree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of 
English provision 

1 7 

Functional view Views on the skills-based nature and 
approaches of teaching and the specific 
acquisition of skills relating to English 
and writing- developing pupils' 
functional skills and functional writing 
skills 

5 8 

Purpose of writing what participant feels teaching writing 
should do e.g., skills development, 

0 0 



358 

 

Name Description Files References 

employability, creative expression, 
social action, 

Cathartic Process of writing as cathartic or aspects 
of it that are cathartic or where a sense 
of release or escape and escapism is 
discussed 

1 2 

Employability Writing as impacting beyond the 
classroom- skills et needed and acquired 
views and perceptions 

5 11 

Empowering Views on the effect writing can have-
leads to empowerment 

8 16 

Express 
communicate 

A view on the purpose of writing -
expressive, articulate, communicate, 

9 20 

Subject Identity Perceptions and views on what their 
identity as an English teacher entails or 
is 

2 43 

Literacy Views on literacy as a means of 
accessing language-oral and written- to 
support the writing process 

6 38 

Teacher as writer To what extent do participants write 
outside of their role as teacher or in 
support of their role as teacher (and a 
teacher of writing) 

10 13 

Teacher identity Information relating to teacher identify 
and profiles mostly as EC teacher and 
post and roles attained 

14 15 

CPD Research  Specific ways and opportunities to 
refresh, upskill and enhance knowledge, 
understanding and skills for teaching 

6 18 

Teacher pupil 
relationships 

Views and approaches on the 
importance of teacher pupil 
relationships 

8 21 

Pupil relevance Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons 
and chosen activities/ content seem 
more relevant to pupils 

1 1 

Revelations in 
writing 

what is revealed through written 
responses-can be cognitive and or 
environmental e.g., socio-emotional; 
socio-economic issues 

1 4 
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Teaching Approaches Classroom strategies adopted and 
rationale for use offered by participants 
what works for them and why 

5 14 

Extended writing Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Independent 
writing 

Pupils write individually and contexts 
and approaches surrounding this 
strategy 

5 5 

Prewriting Views and comments on activities 
leading up to writing and which lay a 
foundation for the act of writing 

2 5 

Reading Role of reading in developing writing 
skills and teaching/ assessing writing 

4 11 

Thinking How thinking is taught and how it might 
be linked to writing pedagogy 

8 14 
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My Writing PHD 
Nodes\\Fourth cycle refining categories 
Reviewing codes under each category to merge or create folder to remove if not 
answering or focusing on research questions. 

Name Description Files References 

Attitudes Where participants cite strong feelings 
about a topic (workload, challenges, 
benefits/enjoyment) the stances and 
positions taken to reflect opinions and 
views for teaching writing. 

30 246 

Being restricted Feelings of restriction, strait jacketed (no 
control) 

9 36 

Confidence Teacher confidence or lack thereof and 
factors impacting on this or the view of 
self-efficacy that a teacher deems to 
possess for teaching writing. 

3 21 

Confusion Unsure, confused feelings possibly 
contradictions too 

2 21 



360 

 

Name Description Files References 

disenfranchised Feeling disenfranchised by something- a 
bit cynical- has doubts 

3 28 

Enjoyment Perceptions on what pupils enjoy or do not 
enjoy in relation to writing 

5 14 

Fear Expresses a fear on or of something e.g., 
marking-getting it wrong- fear of poor 
performance and fear of risk-taking as a 
result 

2 7 

Frustrated Teacher frustrations and what annoys, 
frustrates them 

11 22 

Negative attitudes Negative attitudes towards teaching of 
writing -displayed by who, perceptions on 
this and approach 

10 40 

Pressure Specific pressures felt by teachers-
assessment, parents, pupils, themselves, ... 

11 31 

Stress Potential triggers or indications of stress 
relating to teaching English and writing 

6 7 

Challenges Overall category with 4 subcategories clash 
of pedagogies, performativity pressures, 
curriculum control and Assessment - all 
feed into attitudes at points and also 
influences and then change factors. All led 
by beliefs and values in the main? 

46 339 

Assessment Teaching to the test and what to include-
structure and features and aid memoirs? 
links to AOL and summative assessment 

34 234 

Controlled 
assessment 

Perceptions, attitudes, and approaches 
towards controlled assessment tasks 
(CATs) 

15 45 

Benefits Identified advantages of CATs 6 8 

Issues Identified challenges and issues with CATs 10 23 

Formal 
assessment 

How formal /high stakes assessment 
impacts on approaches used for teaching 
and assessing writing 

27 76 

Communicati
on levels 

Comments and opinions on use, value, and 
practice of KS3 communication levels 

15 27 
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Specifications attitudes towards specifications- changes 
and perceived benefits and challenges of 
the same on writing process 

9 22 

Summative 
assessment 

Participants views on summative 
assessment AOL on the writing process 

5 6 

Grading How grades, levels, are used when 
teaching and assessing writing 

2 17 

Marking loads Attitudes towards marking writing -
workload managing it and challenges -
possible impact on approach 

6 11 

Marking schemes Identified and specific criteria for use in 
assessing written work to allocate a 
judgement-e.g., level, grade, mark 

1 13 

Moderation Internal (second marking) peer support 
and external moderation (CCEA led) 

8 8 

Pupil Struggles General areas that pupils appear to 
struggle with when engaging with writing 

8 9 

Pressure 
felt by 
pupils 

Thoughts on what factors makes pupils 
feel pressure and that impacts on writing 
skills 

1 9 

Resilience pupil perseverance-resilience when 
engaging with writing 

1 1 

Time How time links to teaching and assessing 
writing 

6 10 

Clash of Pedagogies Restricted by school, department, systemic 
restrictions 

1 2 

Curriculum Control The curriculum control exerted over any 
aspect of the writing process. Whether it is 
teacher led, pupil-led or school based. 
Includes the impact of internal and 
external influences as well as value placed 
on writing that is conditioned and 
formulaic or less constrained. Relates to 
perceptions on ownership of the 
assessment process.  

30 72 

Challenge Clash 
of pedagogy and 
being restricted 

Feelings of restriction, strait jacketed (no 
control) clash of pedagogy. E.g., can be 
systemic in nature and sense of getting 
through content, coverage of spec, exam 
prep 

9 39 
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Classroom 
contexts 

classroom practice routines advocated to 
support writing  

9 14 

Repetition 
and 
Frequency 

Views on repetition and frequency as a 
strategy, practising writing to improve it as 
a skill 

2 4 

Written 
Homework 

Role of written homework specifically as a 
strategy to develop writing, rehearsal, and 
review elements of pedagogy 

5 5 

Performativity 
pressure 

Pressure to perform and get results from 
external and internal sources. A form of 
teacher regulation as manifest by 
assessment cultures within schools that 
value assessment outcomes. Where 
teaching can focus on testing children and 
includes class tests, teaching to the test, 
test driven pedagogy and results driven 
pedagogy with a focus on monitoring 
attainment. 

15 31 

Results Attitudes linked to school rankings and 
perceptions of rankings for schools -5A* to 
C incl English and Maths at GCSE - 
pressures, ramifications of rankings 

4 8 

Tracking monitoring pupil performance via 
assessment tasks, tests, PIRLs, Midges etc.. 

2 5 

Change Themes What has changed in terms of participants' 
views, values, feelings and perceptions for 
teaching writing 

36 111 

Advocacy Teacher participant activism to create 
opportunities to teach writing in and 
around the curriculum spaces they are 
allocated. Being proactive to provide 
opportunities to engage pupils with writing 
outside of the usual contexts. To advocate 
for change. To enact practice that enriches 
and supplements pupils’ curriculum and 
teaching and learning experiences. 

15 28 

External factor 
Changes 

Perceptions of changes instigated within 
varied contexts- school level or wider 
educational contexts (Spec/exam changes) 

5 6 

strongly disagree strong feelings disagree on a particular 
approach, strategy, policy aspect of English 
provision for teaching writing  

1 7 
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Teacher identity Information relating to teacher identity 
and profiles as BT, QT or EC teacher and 
views on posts and roles attained 

14 15 

CPD 
Research  

Specific ways and opportunities to refresh, 
upskill and enhance knowledge, 
understanding and skills for teaching 

6 18 

Comparing contexts Where participants appear to be making 
comparisons between different school 
contexts, educational experiences they 
have encountered- whether on SE1/SE2 
(on PGCE) or their own personal 
experiences as a pupil or via previous roles 
held (CA) 

14 23 

Conformity Teachers’ relinquishment of curriculum 
control to accept the perceived remit for 
teaching writing as it is to fit within the 
confines (timetables, durations of lesson, 
locations, resources) that are allotted to 
them. 

30 70 

Guild Knowledge A common specialised pedagogy that 
aligns with a teacher’s subject area and 
teacher identity. Intuitive instincts with 
regards quality indicators, as well as 
teachers able to identify fundamental 
errors to support pupils to progress. 
Viewed as a common specialised pedagogy 
that is where participants speak about 
developing insights and where they speak 
inclusively in terms of belonging to a 
collective identity of English teachers. 

10 14 

Teacher as writer To what extent do participants write 
outside of their role as teacher or in 
support of their role as teacher (and a 
teacher of writing) 

10 13 

Pedagogical evolution Perspectives on how their own pedagogy 
has evolved and developed 

6 9 

Analogies Stories and illustrative examples to 
highlight teaching points or personal 
points of view for teaching writing 

8 29 

Insight Developing opinions and reflections on 
how they now view teaching approaches; 
reflective and links to past, present 
instances and events  

6 8 
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Influences Where participant cite what has influenced 
them with regards teaching writing- can be 
extrinsic and intrinsic-external/internal  

12 78 

External External Influences such as pupil and 
parental attitudes and expectations, 
teacher colleagues, the school context, 
and systemic factors such as education and 
assessment structures e.g., selection, 
examination boards 

8 37 

Help and Support What helps when they struggle in 
teaching-where do participants find and 
get support. 

1 3 

Teacher 
Collaboration 

Peer support and collaboration of teachers 4 6 

Internal Internal influence that includes personal 
values, training, CPD and upskilling, as well 
perceived self-efficacy for teaching writing 

6 17 

Convictions and 
Motivations 

What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how and why 

6 17 

Curriculum spaces Teacher perceptions of their allocated 
curriculum time to teach and what they 
felt they could achieve, deliver or enact in 
those spaces. Where they reported 
competing teaching demands that created 
somewhat contested curriculum spaces for 
teaching writing.   
 

5 6 

KS3 Particular references to teaching writing at 
KS3. Views on how writing is taught at KS3 
approaches and strategies. Perceptions 
and approaches for teaching at KS3 

15 26 

KS4 Particular references to teaching writing at 
KS4. Views on how writing is taught at KS4 
approaches and strategies. Perceptions 
and approaches for teaching at KS4 

11 21 

KS5 Particular references to teaching writing at 
KS5. Views on how writing is taught at KS5 
approaches and strategies. Perceptions 
and approaches for teaching at KS5 

3 7 

Digital writing Advocates use of digital writing as opposed 
to using software ICT to support teaching 
of writing to pupils 

11 17 
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ICT How ICT tools can support the teaching of 
writing 

8 14 

iPad How iPads are used to support writing -
pedagogy and approach 

8 13 

Aptitude Ideas on pupils or individuals who have a 
natural talent, aptitude for writing 

1 7 

Convictions and 
Motivations 

What appears to motivate and inspire 
participants and when, how, and why 

7 18 

Functional view Views on the skills-based nature and 
approaches of teaching and the specific 
acquisition of skills relating to English and 
writing- developing pupils' functional skills 
and functional writing skills 

5 8 

Purpose of 
writing 

what participant feels teaching writing 
should do e.g., skills development, 
employability, creative expression, social 
action, 

0 0 

Cathartic Process of writing as cathartic or aspects of 
it that are cathartic or where a sense of 
release or escape and escapism is 
discussed 

1 2 

Employability Writing as impacting beyond the 
classroom- skills et needed and acquired 
views and perceptions 

5 11 

Empowering Views on the effect writing can have-leads 
to empowerment 

8 16 

Express 
communicate 

A view on the purpose of writing -
expressive, articulate, communicate, 

9 20 

Subject Identity Perceptions and views on what their 
identity as an English teacher entails or is 

2 43 

Literacy Views on literacy as a means of accessing 
language-oral and written- to support the 
writing process 

6 38 

Values Central and core ideas and views that 
ascribe to certain teaching beliefs. Linked 
to experiences and events and also linked 
to strong formative influences. Values 
shapes beliefs and rationale for 
approaches taken. Can be categorised into 
four core values are child centred, 

42 280 
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instructional positions, writing as a social 
practice and relationships 

Child centred Includes Active learning, Differentiation, 
AFL, beliefs linked to this value- active 
involvement of the child, learning tailored 
to the child, child involved in the learning 
process, 

32 101 

Active Learning The active involvement of the child, 
learning tailored to the child, child 
involved in the learning process, 
transparency and use of LIs, SC, AOBS. 

3 3 

AFL Assessment for learning includes 
continuous informal assessment, 
monitoring of learning, target setting, 
identifying and covering learning gaps and 
planning for progression of pupils’ KUS. 

14 27 

Feedback The approaches used to talk and feedback 
on pupils' written work. The relational 
interactive discussions on writing. To 
include affective aspects and not just the 
mark/ grade given.  

10 15 

Target 
setting 

Specific ways in which targets and goals 
are set to improve pupils' written work- 
AFL aspect 

3 3 

Transparency How the written process is broken down 
and taught specifically to pupils 

3 4 

Assess
ment 
criteria 
AOBS 
SC 

Views on how AOBS as a form of SC can 
impact on the teaching of writing-potential 
for this and challenges  

3 4 

Differentiation Differentiation- Writing approaches and 
strategies targeting ability of pupils 

26 71 

EAL Approaches for EAL pupils 1 1 

Scaffolds Use of scaffolds and interventions to guide 
and support pupils in gaining writing skills- 
becoming more independent in terms of 
demonstrating their written skills 

10 22 

Writing 
frames 

Views on the use and value of writing 
frames for teaching writing 

6 7 
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Instructional positions 
for teaching writing 

Ascribing to whether EXPLICIT teaching 
(modelling, think aloud, shared writing), 
GENRE approach (checklists and 
understanding PAF, some sense of 
product) PROCESS approach with focus on 
stages, nonlinear- prewriting -drafting, 
editing, drafting, honing and publishing- 
and GRAMMAR approach with focus on 
spag 

25 82 

Explicit teaching 
strategies 

Explicit teaching- strategies to make 
thinking and processes involved in learning 
clearly visible and concrete for learners. It 
includes use of writing frames, structures, 
modelling, think aloud and shared writing. 

14 21 

Acronyms How acronyms are used to support 
development of writing- support 
memorisation techniques 

11 11 

Modelling Attitudes and use of modelling for teaching 
writing 

13 19 

Self-
assessment 

Where pupils engage with self-assessment 
to determine errors and a view on the 
quality of their work 

7 18 

Success 
Criteria 

Benefits and challenges of using success 
criteria to support pupils' writing 

23 48 

Genre Approach Pupils’ understanding of purpose, 
audience, and form for writing. It includes 
pupils’ understanding and use of agreed 
and common criteria for inclusion in each 
specific genre text and a clear sense of a 
writing product to be produced as an 
outcome. 

 

1 1 

Grammar 
Approach 

Accuracy and correctness Specific 
strategies relating to improving spelling, 
punctuation and grammar-spag- degree to 
which participants subscribe to and value 
grammar and or spelling pedagogies and 
which approach taken formal or informal 

17 31 

Physical 
writing 

Views on physical writing versus digital 
writing 

2 3 

Process 
approach 

Teaching writing with a focus on the 
processes involved and iterative and 
recursive stages in the writing process that 

11 29 
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includes pre-writing, planning, drafting, 
editing, proofreading, and publishing 
stages in the writing process 
 

Creative 
writing 

Descriptions of how creative writing is 
taught- contexts, supports and challenges 

20 49 

Drafting Views and approaches on the drafting 
stage in the writing process (times 
constraints-class routine, frequency, 
location of this stage and process) 

11 18 

Extended 
writing 

Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Free writing Reactive and responsive writing no 
contained within any structure -
exploratory and stream of consciousness 
approach (divergent) 

3 7 

Independent 
writing 

Pupils write individually and contexts and 
approaches surrounding this strategy 

5 5 

Proofreading Views on proofreading approaches 1 1 

Teaching 
Approaches 

Classroom strategies adopted and 
rationale for use offered by participants 
what works for them and why 

5 14 

Extended 
writing 

Views on extended writing or lengths of 
time typically spent writing in class or 
advocated for -opinions and attitudes 

5 10 

Independent 
writing 

Pupils write individually and contexts and 
approaches surrounding this strategy 

5 5 

Prewriting Views and comments on activities leading 
up to writing and which lay a foundation 
for the act of writing 

2 5 

Reading Role of reading in developing writing skills 
and teaching/ assessing writing 

4 11 

Thinking How thinking is taught and how it might be 
linked to writing pedagogy 

8 14 

Relationship beliefs Teacher pupil relationships (knowing the 
child and pupil) Classroom climate (safe, 
risk taking, open, respectful, supportive, 
dialogical) Classroom dynamics- promoting 
pupils to air views and voice ideas- ) 

20 58 
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Motivation- tailoring tasks to link to pupil 
relevancy and pupil interests, purposeful 

Classroom 
climate 

safe, risk-taking, dialogical, purposeful, 
setting right tone and expectations, pupils 
respectful of everyone and involved- 
offering ideas 

10 10 

Motivation/Dyna
mics  

Pupil relevancy and pupil interests 
considered when setting tasks, explaining 
concepts. 

7 18 

Convictions 
and 
Motivations 

What appears to motivate and inspire 
teachers or pupils and when, how and why 

6 17 

Teacher pupil 
relationships/ 
Dynamics  

The value for a classroom setting that 
cultivates positive exchanges and where 
activities promote high expectations on 
respectful interactions 

10 30 

Motivation-
Pupil 
relevance 

Views on seeking links to relate to pupil 
contexts and make classes and lessons and 
chosen activities/ content seem more 
relevant to pupils 

2 2 

Writing as a social 
practice 

Belief in peer learning and use of activities 
to support COLLABORATION with peers 
and learning through exchange, groupwork 
(incubation, thinking, ZPD, more able peer) 
CONFERENCING -learning through talk and 
teacher opportunities to talk through 
thoughts, ideas, approaches, FEEDBACK- 
Relational discussions on writing-on all 
aspects and not just mark, comment or 2 
stars and a wish but how it made the 
reader feel, and writer feel (could be put 
into AFL or relationships- stressing the 
dialogical nature of feedback 

15 39 

Collaboration  Teaching and planning to include peer 
supports and shared, collective and 
collaborative activities to support writing. 

2 2 

Conferencing 
Talk 

Conferencing: refers to the dialogical 
nature of learning and learning through 
talk with support and planning for teacher 
and pupils to talk through thoughts, ideas 
and approaches. Where talk is discussed 
and linked to the writing process. Activities 
where speaking and listening skills are 
developed 

2 16 
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Name Description Files References 

Feedback Peer feedback 15 21 

Writing as a 
social 
practice 

How talk, collaboration, peer support, peer 
assessment is viewed, used and managed 
to support the teaching of writing- 
advocates for dialogical classroom 

15 21 
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Initial ideas by data display 
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Clustering to arrive at themes 
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Teaching writing conceptual framework data display working 
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Sample data display of participants at stages using tree maps 
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Sample memo-ing on BT data to create questions linked to RQ and create 
links  
 
Participant H TPR- SE1  

Very positive throughout- only issue with use of success criteria and inhibiting pupils. H using a 
lot of teacher speak/ jargon- 2 stars and a wish, tiptop, pee, success criteria-inhabiting space of 
teacher worldview-fitting in- xxxx school... 
Could also be structures to hang lessons on as well- gives confidence to teach using such 
supports? 
 
Does discuss success criteria and offers a criticism/issue as H perceive it may limit creativity 
and can even provoke pupils to be fearful of venturing beyond the remit of the success criteria 
and links this to what she has seen/observed from a teacher when using success criteria  
 
Does suggest lower ability pupils/ less able do need structures such as acronyms and jargon 
cited -tiptop, pee, 2 starts etc....so embraces transparency of NIC and use of LIs and LOs?.. 
 
Participant H TPR- SE2  

 
Not as much teacher speak? more natural? Change of school- xxx grammar -SE2 
Mentions use of ipad to take images of written work and use as peer models- teach 
aspects of writing - good models and finds this effective 
Success criteria mentioned again but confirms BALANCED use of them and again 
points to use for less able children and SC as guidance-more positive on it? or just 
balanced?  makes mention of it again so it is on her radar when talking about writing 
and teaching writing -staple to teach writing and links to the idea of teaching one 
particular writing aspect and providing scaffolds and SC-AWARE OF THE NEED TO 
CATER TO VARED ABILITIES 
 
Believes writing should feature in most lesson and set for homework- practice and 
fluency pov here -practice is needed to prep pupils for more formal assessments- 
guiding them to get there...not skills/literacy or enjoyment -So the focus of writing in 
class daily is for the teacher to get them through assessment can be taken from this? 
 
ALSO does make mention of pupil enjoyment but more so pupil MOTIVATION IS 
LACKING IN TERMS OF WRITING FOR EXTENDED PERIODS OF TIME- relates to 
the tedious nature of writing for them and that asking for short bursts rather than 15-20 
minutes bursts works better....not really advocating any extended writing? this pov is in 
relation to the junior school and is to build them towards more writing practice to lead to 
formal assessments and written assessments ….. 
 
 
Participant H TPR- SE2 
Makes mention of communication levels confusing children as they are mostly used to 
seeing grades assigned to their work? Or just beginning to embrace new system?   
 
Assessment becomes a priority KS4/5- cites prepping pupils and going over exam 
papers and exam technique- locate quotes, mentions grade boundaries and AOB- 
aware of need for children to hit targets and teacher vicariously 
Cites strategy where improved grades will improve numbers in the school and so there 
is a drive to improve results -ranking? 5A*-C- aware of this pressure-uptake of A level 
important to the school  
 
Cites use of self and peer-assess as a useful assessment strategy. SWAN stamper 
and money linked to this new approach- Strength, Weakness(es and Next time ...a lot 
of confusion with teachers over citing a weakness and then a next time...appears as if 
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there is confusion over identified an issue and then explaining how to improve it and 
suggesting strategies not just from H but from other teachers- target setting then is 
confusing and Senco mentioned that it should be differentiated - I assume personalised 
and suitable for the child the target is set...suggests no link to 2 stars and a wish where 
it is 2 strengths and a next time- issues and target rolled in one? SWAN seems on the 
face of it more broken down to support target setting for teacher and understanding of 
problem area for pupil but misunderstood by H it seems and other teachers too... why 
would a lot of money be spent on it also? seems to be a whole school approach to 
raise standards perhaps? not just a departmental initiative……. 
 
Sample memo-ing on QT data to create questions linked to RQ and create 
links 
 
H not as vocal as others- more thoughtful or speaking on issues and questions which 
mean more to her? H, A, J, discuss tests and pupil pressure and pupils having an off 
day-not representative -child centred views here -stable beliefs… 
 
All found marking hard- confused- best fit not easy to see- mentioned how far "in" the 
boundary do you need to be-what is secure and what is not… E says she felt better 
with experience with interpreting it....mark schemes KS3...A agrees  
 
H advocates use of SC to teach writing ...C agrees and caveats it with reference to 
year group/ age and ability level (low) for support...H draws on her PDP assignment-
reflective here.  
G mentions KS3 demand SC and A discusses how they should be weaned off it 
...Scaffolds removed (Link to A -Possibility to change mentality- agent of change can 
impact policy and practice in a school-ECT has SMT role) F urges caution and R 
agrees SC can stifle creativity for top ability- A agrees and agrees on caution with the 
approach.  
 
Sample memo-ing on further coding from QT stage and a focus on 
participant H  
 
H responds to a comment by J on how schools not prepping students for university- 
she feels it is not the assessment structure or system not allowing pupils to develop 
critical analysis skills but assessment driven pedagogy of schools to get to league 
tables- cynical and disenfranchised here...ASSESSMENT DRIVEN SCHOOLS 
 
H Agrees any one terminal exam not fair or representative of pupil's ability- “It is 
unrealistic in the way as well, that child could just have an off day or a bad day and that 
is why it is also not." Belief -child can have an off day 
 
H agrees that some teachers mark harshly especially for moderation purposes- 
mentions fear here as generous marking can skew marks and take the whole class 
down- "It drops the whole marks, so then there is that fear, yeah." FEELINGS- 
Understands the fear and pressure in terms of getting assessment correct-moderation 
and audit process 
 
advocates for structure, scaffolds to support pupils to be able to write- VALUE- 
supports differentiation  
 "It is a lot to do with time though as well, if you don’t enable them with 
opportunities, how are they going to develop with creativity if you are focusing too 
much on conventions, do you know."- here suggesting need to avoid just a narrow 
focus on conventions and allow time to think? explore? write? more extended writing 
time suggesting here? change from BT/TPR TPR -little and often? believes strongly in 
use of success criteria and transparency of sharing models, outcomes with pupils to 
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allow them to see clearly what they are to produce and work towards. She feels self-
assessment is not as effective as peer-assessment as pupils not very critical with 
themselves and more critical with peers- peer assessment is better - belief here  
 "Well, obviously we have grown up in this society of understanding what a 
perfect text is, you know, edited, proper spelling, grammar, punctuations, so it is also a 
text that has accurate conventions in it."- belief that good writing reflects accuracy -
spag? 
 "And even he said, he said writing is a personal thing, it is that individual’s work 
and it shouldn’t be the teacher taking ownership of it, the child should be inviting you 
into it." H's POV on creative writing workshop and writer engagement with pupils- writer 
was not a teacher and more unorthodox in approaches (swearing..) but H understands 
the writer's view - agrees with the belief or understands the personal nature of writing 
and how identity links to it and it can be a lot for children to offer work to be read-details 
their thoughts, views, ideas, sharing this with you as a teacher is meaningful as it is 
revealing more than just writing skills- aspects of pupil's identity, personality and pupils' 
values and beliefs and trusting teacher in revealing this and H feels it must be 
encouraged- teacher relationships link here too?  
H states biggest influence for teaching writing is the school- and says... 
'Yes, because obviously as you said earlier as a placement teacher as you said earlier, 
going in, you are not going to have that freedom to do whatever you want, it is not your 
passion, it is not your class, so you are going, you know, I was given a creative writing 
topic, so yes OK, I was given that, but again you know, you do have the freedom to 
have your own choice of what you want to do with that, so… 
so perceives she is directed by the school to fulfil a role? automatic approach and not 
very flexible- subscribing to school contexts, conform? 
 
Sample memo-ing on ECT data to create questions linked to RQ and 
create links 
 
Continue to create memos on case files to capture contexts and thoughts on 
participant views and any changes or strongly felt opinions, contexts etc.. 
H as an early career teacher- reflection and thoughts on online interview data 
currently holds still at SE2 GRAMMAR   - SMALL RURAL SCHOOL - "the permanent 
post of Teacher of Media Studies with English and Head of Students' Council and have 
done so for 2 years now. I am also Head of Marketing and have done so for 1 full year 
now. 

Change- Shift from view of iPads being useful and engaging for writing; H negative 
view now- H feels they are a distraction for the most part- change from BT pov  
Similar/ Comparative point? also possibly aligns to an extent or agrees with J  ECT - in 
that technology viewed as eroding physical writing or risking erosion of physical writing 
and also J mentions that writing as supported by reading for pleasure has been 
hampered by technology as use of technology and screens overtake pupils motivation 
to read for pleasure thereby impacting on their ability to write better as they cannot 
read better or read as well as fluency down due to technology use 
 
TEACHER AS WRITER- yes- infrequently and mostly the summer- does engage with 
the writing process in the forms of personal poetry and diaries on occasions to log 
thoughts/ ideas. etc 

SUPPORT in form of PGCE FAMILY-GROUP - What has influenced you most when 
you write and when you teach writing?  Beliefs- love for subject stems from her 
teacher- formative experiences. Links to pedagogical approach and ontological views 
on writing. Belief that "better readers make better writers- role of reading important-
teacher reader-does write but little time for it..Summer only- pressure or lacks value for 
her own personal writing?  
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CHANGE re influences and on what Writing IS taught- H says at KS3 focus is on 
expository and use of PEE to develop analytical skills and at KS4/GCSE focus is 
assessment driven and prep for exams-"At GCSE it's mainly descriptive and 
persuasive as again we're restricted in ensuring pupils require the accurate writing 
skills and technique to pass their GCSE exam in the summer months." 

QT/FOCUS GROUP stated that school influenced what she was to teach in terms of 
teaching writing and now it is the assessment system. FEELINGS- PRESSURE-
RESTRICTED-CANNOT SPEND TIME ON CREATIVE WRITING-I wish I had more 
time to complete creative writing activities. It generally only happens if there's a 
competition/ event occurring within the local area for students/ the school to participate 
in. 

Belief- CREATIVE WRITING NOT USEFUL FOR PREP RE ASSESSMENT? ONLY 
HAPPENS OF TIME PERMITS-EXTRACURRICULAR? 
 
NEGATIVE VIEWS ON IPADS- Cites role as leader on iPad development group and 
has oversight on collating teacher views where a majority feel it impacts negatively on 
pupils' writing skills. cites presentational skills and accuracy- H does mention accuracy 
quite a lot when discussing writing and this is VALUE, she gives high importance too 
from BT/TPR to CAREER - 
 
CHANGE- VIEWS ON IPADS/DIGITAL WRITING- Did initially appreciate role of iPad 
in supporting learning but this has changed...notes it is important to engage with using 
ICT for employability reasons but in terms of supporting writing it is a "hindrance" 
narrows writing and restricts thinking as copy and paste actions negate exploratory act 
of writing-cites pupils use of iPad and IC as lazy...does note how they support SEN 
pupils though. Does mention how iPads and ICT support reading process with sharing 
of texts and modelling via annotations and self/peer assessment-sharing work via 
airplay with ease to whiteboard... 
 
"As a Leader within our iPad Development Team in school I've received much 
feedback from staff stating they feel that the integration of iPads in our school has 
decreased pupils' writing skills. I really can see a big difference in many pupils’ 
presentational skills of their writing and increase in erratic spelling of words- particularly 
boys." 

"However, I do feel that pupils need to acquire and develop writing skills with aid of an 
iPad/PC so that they are equipped with the skills for later life/ jobs etc. But, at the 
moment I do believe that even whilst I am an advocate of iPad technology, I do see 
them more of a hindrance. I really think it’s also due to the "copy and paste" nature we 
live in now were whilst things are accessible, pupils are becoming very lazy." 

"Although with regards to SEN pupils (who are the majority of pupils who acquire ICT 
facilities to complete writing activities at Homework Club in our school) I can see an 
improvement in their attainment in my KS3 lessons. Specifically, boys with DYS or 
MLD." 

CHALLENGE- Struggles with teaching creative/descriptive writing and use of/balance 
of SC. ALSO Pupils’ poor attitudes and behaviours towards writing -efforts involved and 
quantity of work to write.  

Feels strongly about self and peer assessment engaging pupils with writing as it will 
make them think about crafting their own work and improving on it.  
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FEELINGS- Welcomes KS3 EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT - take pressure away via 
standardisation and makes it fairer- teachers not inflating grades to boost pupil 
confidence. (Below refers to levels of progression)  

"In the ideal world though I feel that external assessments take away the "pressures" in 
a department (personally speaking) and ensure standardization occurs and marking is 
fair. Internal marking of writing assessments at times, I feel practitioners in my 
department are either too lenient or bias because they feel possibly "1 more mark may 
help to give him/her that boost". etc." 
Belief 100% examinations is fairer pressure off teachers to mark (change here from 
QT). HOD influence- still pressure to get grades in external examinations?  
FEELINGS -change to CCEA new specification was stressful-time consuming-
performativity pressure  
 
Sample write up for more anaytical approach to memo-ing towards 
results, findings and conclusions  
 
B is a teacher of English with a great deal of passion and enthusiasm for Drama. She is 
sometimes quite non-conformist and more Avant Garde in her attitude and approach 
and is sometimes quite irreverent when discussing her perceptions of extrinsic 
systemic factors relating to school contexts and the NI education system.  She has 
strong personal beliefs and values and is led more by intrinsic factors in how she 
approaches the teaching of writing. Throughout her PGCE student teacher stage she 
spent time in both a non-selective and selective school placement. After qualifying as a 
teacher of English, Drama and Media Studies, B secured a temporary post in another 
selective school placement where she was asked to undertake acting Head of Drama 
responsibilities. B has since remained in that school and she has achieved a 
permanent post and is now Head of Drama.  
In terms of identity as a teacher writer, B does not write personally outside of her 
teaching remit. However, she explains that she collaborates with a colleague to discuss 
ideas for scripts and monologues that can be used in Drama class for pupils to 
perform. Within this process, B states she is too impatient to actually write and she 
instead prefers the creative process of generating and discussing ideas that are then 
progressed and drafted into scripts and writing products by her colleague.  B enjoys 
this process and she appreciates the opportunity to collaborate and engage with the 
discursive aspect of the prewriting stage, to actually getting ideas pinned down and any 
writing products completed. 
 

BT Stage 1-TPR- Student Teacher 
Beliefs structure, scaffolds, spag and homework 
Initially as she began her first placement B spoke positively about providing structures 
to support pupils’ writing efforts. She also agreed with the school’s homework policy 
that set one piece of homework per class.  
“Our English department set a written homework after every class. I think this is 
great.” (TPR SE1) 
B valued accuracy and believed in the importance of embedding SPAG skills. (Spelling, 
Punctuation and Grammar).  She spoke about her school’s policy of weekly and 
accumulated monthly spelling tests and scores that resulted letters being sent home to 
the parents announcing successful spellers and to celebrate pupils who ranked high in 
the class.  
“There is a speller of the week award (usually a sticker) and at the end of the 
month, the pupil with the most consistent high scores in spelling gets a letter 
sent home to their parents congratulating [sic] them on their achievement.” (TPR 
SE1) 
As a student teacher B’s core values and what she held important in relation to her 
teacher identity for teaching writing was the ability to support pupils’ learning needs 
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(through the use of scaffolds, supports and success criteria) whilst also not restricting 
pupils’ creativity when they approached written tasks. 
Challenges -degrees of support, writing by numbers? 
B began to feel challenged in how success criteria were being perceived by pupils. She 
felt very frustrated and her attitude was one of exasperation when she spoke about 
using success criteria to support pupils in developing their written responses. She felt 
that use of success criteria disengaged pupils with the writing process as pupils 
shoehorned criteria into their writing without questioning it or thinking about it. She 
noted they could rhyme terms off as definitions and examples but not then apply it 
convincingly in their work. She cited an example where pupils had been taught to use 
rhetorical questions. 
“For example, one teacher is covering speeches and insists pupils begin their 
speech with a rhetorical question. But when the kids are doing creative writing, 
they still think they have to include a rhetorical question at the start of that work. 
Sometimes they don't fully grasp how to use it effectively.” (TPR, SE1) 
B felt lessons that focused on use of specific criteria to include in a text led some pupils 
to overuse features (such as the rhetorical questions) and the pupils continued to 
include it in subsequent forms of writing that were not appropriate.  
“I have tried to explain to them that, where they might be required to start a 
speech with a rhetorical question, it might not be necessary if you were doing 
something else, like writing a letter of complaint to a manager, etc. They seem to 
understand this well and see the difference in their styles, but when the work 
comes in, it still starts with a rhetorical question which is completely 
unnecessary and completely bizarre.” (TPR, SE1) 
As such B felt pupils were somewhat conditioned to use of criteria and inserted it into 
their writing without thinking about how it created meaning or conveyed aspects of the 
writing’s purposes.  
“Obsessed with starting everything with a rhetorical question- this has been 
drilled in to them as something they need to do to get higher marks by 'including 
rhetorical and linguistic devices'. But they don't seem to really understand what 
those are.” (TPR SE1) 
Moreover, B also began to feel that strict use of success criteria was restricting pupils’ 
work in that they did not take risks as they wrote to reflect all of the criteria as opposed 
to writing a written response to fulfil the purpose of the task allocated. Pupils were risk 
averse as B noted that “they seem completely afraid of stepping out of the box.” 
(TPR SE1) Here, B felt that the pupils were somewhat inhibited by success criteria as 
they did not veer off fulfilling a more authentic or creative response and instead 
focused on fulfilling a response that contained evidence of use of the success criteria 
listed.  
B advocated for a balanced approach to use of success criteria. She agreed with the 
majority of the participants in this study that a measured and thoughtful approach to 
use of success criteria should be taken by teachers. In principle B felt that they were 
useful and she felt that they should be used in particular, to support struggling pupils or 
less able pupils who would benefit from more rigid supports and scaffolds.  
Additionally, she felt strongly that success criteria should be reduced or removed for 
the more able pupils and the gifted and talented pupils. As such pupils would then 
engage more with thinking about the writing process and also make more autonomous 
decisions or pose questions to discuss and then write more imaginative and authentic 
responses. (thoughts here…. SC – in a sense AOBS replace them at KS4 and lead 
teaching- an issue with the majority- risk averse pupils- due to risk averse teachers and 
extrinsic systemic factors….) 
B also struggled with the concept of using learning intentions to introduce the lesson’s 
purpose. She felt pupils did not connect the learning intentions with the lesson’s 
activities. (H disagreed with B) 
She also struggled with use of Point, Evidence, Explain (PEE) to teach analytical 
writing. Here she felt much like success criteria that pupils could rhyme it off and even 
explain the concept to her yet were not able to apply it convincingly to their writing.  
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Changes in concerns, beliefs, Stage 1-TPR- Student Teacher 
B evidently continued to think about how best to use supports such as writing frames, 
scaffolds and success criteria within her teaching. She explained that she set writing 
tasks where she deliberately explored and trialled use of support versus no support 
when she set pupils’ writing tasks. She reported on an occasion where she first set a 
free writing creative task for pupils to respond to.  
“I gave them open written tasks, to see what they could come up with. I got some 
absolutely incredible work back. However, I noticed that some of the weaker 
students seemed to get a bit lost halfway through the tasks. They hadn't been 
given any sort of help with regards to structure- maybe I just gave them an essay 
title.” (TPR SE2) 
Here in giving pupils no support or structure and in a manner of speaking no controls 
with which to write to, she received varied levels of responses from low to high with 
some exceptional responses evident. She noted the less able struggles with the task 
and the lack of support as they felt lost halfway and possibly overwhelmed by the task 
at hand. 
Next, she then set another writing task, this time including use of a writing frame to 
support pupils in crafting their written response. On receipt of responses with use of the 
writing frame and support, B found a noticeable improvement in the lower ability pupils’ 
work and their subsequent marks. However, she also saw a clear deterioration in the 
quality of the more able pupils’ written responses.  
I then figured that I would need to create some form of writing frame, to support 
those who had been getting lost. The results I got back shocked me:  the 
children who had been struggling, suddenly went up about 5 marks from what 
they had previously received. The children who had done really well in the first 
task dropped approximately 5-10 marks (it was marked out of 50). But eve [sic] 
though the weaker students had suddenly done better with regards to content 
and structure, their creativity still wasn't shining through as well as it would have 
had the task been oral. The children who had done well previously now dropped 
marks and, strangely, their creativity levels dropped. THEIR work now seemed 
very lost, strained and almost desperate. It was clear that they knew they must 
stick to what they had been told to do, to receive marks (they were told to follow 
certain writing templates) but, in order to do this, they left out key information or 
creative ideas. It seems that the writing frames limit the creativity of the higher 
achieving students, making their writing style very awkward, whereas, the 
writing frames help the weaker students, structurally. (TPR, SE2) 
B felt overall the class had improved and the marks were not as low, however they 
were not as high either. Additionally, the work received from pupils who had achieved 
higher marks now seemed less creative and instead “seemed very lost, strained and 
desperate.” B attributed the difference to pupils targeting their response to fit into the 
remit of the writing frame.  She feels strongly therefore that supports and scaffolds 
should be used in a considered way to suit the needs of the pupils and class. She feels 
that overuse and continued use of such supports can reduce the quality of pupils’ 
written responses for those who are more able in particular as it restricts their creativity 
and pushes them in a direction for writing other than they would have naturally gone. B 
suggests that too much support therefore can make pupils conform and will reduce 
more original writing.  
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Changes in attitudes towards homework and home learning 
Challenges with assessment  
B spoke about assessment Moreso in the latter stage of her student teacher 
programme. She associated the assessment process and assessment of writing with 
feelings of stress and pressure. She directly links this to the school placement context 
which is that of a selective school. Here B explained there was pressure to maintain 
performativity and to excel and achieve excellent results in league tables that capture 
the school’s GCSE A* to C statistic. She explains that in her selective placement 
school the process of testing and monitoring starts in KS3 at Yr 8. She notes that the 
school requested she undertake study and revision sessions with a non-examinable 
year group- year 11. There is clear pressure evident as pupils also ask for support 
sessions to meet expectations relating to high achievement in formal examinations. 
I have been asked to take yr 11 for extra study and revision sessions for an exam 
that they don't even do until next year and the kids are well and truly panicked! 
THEY are the ones asking for more study sessions, one-to-one study with their 
teacher and lunch or break study clubs. (TPR, SE2) 
Challenges with homework 

At the start of her SE1 placement in a non-selective school B agreed and believed that 
a written homework task set per class was a useful and effective measure to support 
pupils’ writing. At the end of her SE2 placement in a selective school, B spoke 
negatively about the marking burden felt by the department where they felt pressure to 
set extended writing homework tasks, in order to assuage pupil as well as parental 
expectations.  
“I have never before met children so willing, or perhaps, desperate, to study. If the pupils 
are not given long laborious homeworks every night, the parents come in to complain. 
This is adding a lot of pressure to both the pupils and the staff who are completely 
bogged down with marking.” (TPR, SE2) 
Here B feels the extended writing set as homework is primarily a response to extrinsic 
pressures the selective school faces concerning parental pressures and expectations 
on how best English teachers should seek to push and develop pupils’ writing. She 
notes that pupils are “willing” or “desperate” to study and so acknowledges the degree 
of pressure that pupils face in striving to improve their grades. 
 
B also reflects a very cynical tone as she remarks on an additional layer of pressure 
that is layered onto pupils via the grading process in her SE2 selective context. She 
explains that harsh marking or undermarking is a policy favoured by teachers in order 
to push and challenge pupils to achieve better results.  
 
“And they grade it very harshly- they say they need to, in order that it makes the 
kids work harder and harder. E.g., I might give a child 45/50, and most teachers 
would agree with that decision, but would then tell me to write down that they 
got 43/50!” (TPR, SE2) 
B feels this is wrong and unfair as the pupils should be rewarded grades and 
marks according to the quality of response they produce.   
 
In addition, B values pupils involvement in the assessment process and she believes 
that peer and self-assessment are useful tools to allow pupils to think about the quality 
and merits of work produced by themselves and their peers.  
However, B notes in a rather jaded tone that there appears to be a way of working and 
perception that it is the teachers alone who are to mark pupils’ work. Therefore, any 
teaching approaches using peer and self-assessment are not understood or valued by 
pupils or used by the English department.  
 
“On the other hand, when it comes to self or peer assessment, the pupils look at 
me completely puzzled. They don't understand it at all-why is it necessary? Why 
isn't the teacher marking the work? What grade are they getting, etc, etc. I am 
working on getting them to do as much as possible. They are all right-ish at 
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saying what people have done well, but there is never a comment given for 'to 
improve'. I am working on it. Slowly but surely, we will get there.”  
B notes that when she uses these approaches with pupils, they question why 
they and not she-a teacher-is marking their work. This could be a form of control 
at a teacher or possibly departmental level to maintain standards or a false level 
of challenge for pupils to strive towards, in the pursuit of grades and higher 
results. B however was not keen to follow suit along with her colleagues in 
relation to these approaches to assessment- harsh grading or no pupil involvement in 
assessment. She persevered in her belief in the value of peer and self-assessment and 
aimed to embed it as a practice in her teaching and classroom. 
Summary Stage 1 TPR 
B’s views on teaching writing started with a positive tone and focused on how exactly 
she could engage and support pupils in the writing process. B engaged in thoughtful 
considerations as to the use and merits of using success criteria and she arrived at a 
balanced approach. She values supporting pupils in achieving learning goals and she 
values including opportunities to facilitate the creative process where possible. She 
viewed too much support as leading to very comparable and conformist written 
responses that mirrored the degree and amount of success criteria that pupils were to 
use and follow. As such B advocated for consideration of use of success criteria in a 
balanced and more measured manner where they were used more sparingly to 
respond to particular pupils needs and to mitigate against creating standardised 
responses. She also believed and advocated for the reduction and removal of supports 
as pupils’ skills improve to allow pupils to more effectively engage in thinking and with 
all decision making in relation to the composition and writing process. B’s tone changes 
noticeable when she discusses assessment processes for teaching writing. She feels 
increasingly frustrated with the assessment driven culture and approaches she 
experiences in her second selective placement and she reflects a cynical and jaded 
view and tone of approaches to writing she observes. She appears stoic in terms of her 
own approach and so is strong in allowing her intrinsic and personal beliefs to lead her 
pedagogy and approach to teaching writing. (possibilities….Focus on SC linked to 
genre and Halliday as pupils are to write choosing appropriate form and stye to 
respond to task/situations… 
Values process approach to writing as begins to see how SC negates pupils’ thinking 
about what and how they are to write- overrides to a degree the planning process 
where thinking and decisions have to be made and leads to controls on writing as 
pupils focused on following the SC they are to include in their writing. Writing by 
numbers suggested here? 
Free writing allows creative process to be utilised and experimentation to occur but 
difficult for lower ability to pursue… Salamanda p. 276 “the touch test” creating abstract 
concepts when second cycle coding 
 
Stage 2 Focus Group-qualified teacher  
Beliefs and values 
B engaged well with the focus group and offered her ideas and opinions. She is 
forthright with her opinions and will contribute when she feels something is important or 
she feels strongly about something. 
B is an enthusiastic and passionate English teacher. She values the subject as a 
progressive one that can shine a light on society and humanity. She believes it plays a 
key part in enabling pupils and individuals to think, learn and reflect on events, past 
and present, through the lens of literature and language. B reacted with incredulity 
when a fellow participant discussed how she felt when a parent censored words within 
a text (Of Mice and Men) that she was teaching at KS4. Moreover, when this 
experience was shared with a fellow colleague and qualified English teacher within that 
school context, it became clear that teacher also subscribed to the parent’s views on 
censorship and this teacher cited “The Colour Purple,” as a text example that should 
also be removed from the curriculum.  
“And that was why it was written, it was written to shock.” (FG, Stage 2) 
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B felt aghast at such opinions emanating from an English teacher and she feels the 
subject’s essence is exploring issues and contexts that were written to specifically 
inform and shock and that the subject should not be sanitised by censorship. 
B also values the use of talk and discussion as preparation for and a key stage in the 
writing process. She believes in the use of models-teachers and peers to support 
pupils in understanding aspects of writing structure and style.  
“It can be just modelling answers on the board, showing someone’s good work and 
asking other people what was good about it.” (FG, Stage 2) 
 
She advocates for the use of Drama as an approach to actively explore content and 
topics that pupils are to write about. (…. Does she arrive at this and mentions drama in 
online interview? Check….data…) 
“The biggest bit is talking about it, we were doing ‘To Kill a Mocking Bird’, one day and 
there is all this stuff about the law in the courtroom and the kids just didn’t understand it, 
so we took a day to just sit and discuss what each thing would mean and we had a bit of 
a debate aswell and then they gave in some written work that was absolutely fantastic 
and it included a lot of what we had talked about.” (FG, Stage 2) 
 
She also believes that where possible catering content to appeal to pupils’ interests will 
hook them more and engage them with learning. 
They are going to love it if it is One Direction that we focus on. (FG, Stage 2) 
 
She also subscribes to a view that examinations and tests whilst not the ideal 
environment for writing creatively or perhaps capturing the attainment outright of an 
individual has its uses as it prepares pupils to write to complete a deadline. B feels this 
is a life skill that pupils will need when they leave school.   
“But at the same time it is preparing them for life outside school and if they do 
journalism or something, they are told ‘right, you have to have this written for two 
hours’…” (FG, Stage 2) 
B continues to believe in the use of success criteria early on or at the start of a writing 
unit or topic. She discusses her approach with all participants and has considered how 
they should be used to support the writing process. She understands the control they 
can hold over pupils’ writing and she advocates for a balanced and measured 
approach- much like in stage one and her position as student teacher. She explains 
that they should be used to provide the “foundations” of understanding on a writing 
style, before the teacher should then begin to reduce criteria when pupils are secure in 
their understand of the use of language features and identified criteria. B maintains her 
belief that pupils will not engage meaningfully with too many criteria to follow. She 
advocates removal and reduction to ensure pupils engage more creatively with the 
written process. Continued use of success criteria for writing tasks will inhibit pupils in 
taking risks with their written responses.  
 
Challenges with the assessment process stage 2  
B continues to struggle a lot in regards to aspects of assessment practice she 
experienced and observed in school contexts. She describes feeling confused. She 
reflects again on her experiences in a selective school where pupils submitted a weekly 
response and were given a mark on it each week. However, B that the responses were 
marked with a marking scheme that did not match or fit the tasks undertaken. B felt 
confused as to how to marry the mark scheme to assess the pupils’ responses and she 
felt that she eventually was plucking marks out of the air and really assigning a mark 
for the sake of it. Her tone is one of frustration here and she describes it in farcical 
terms. Quote here 
 The majority of participants also agree that they too struggled with marking (in 
particular engaging with LOP and KS3 marking) B also brings up the practice of 
undermarking or harsh marking that she witnessed. Again, she struggles with 
accepting this as a approach to assessing writing. She feels pupils should be given 
feedback that informs them as to where they are at and not labelled with an inaccurate 
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grade or mark. She feels strongly that it is unnecessary and puts more pressure on 
pupils that is unwarranted. B acknowledged the pressure her colleagues were under to 
maintain and attain very high results as well as standards. Both from the school and 
from external sources such as the examination board. She recognised a fear in 
colleagues with regards perceptions that external moderation may pull down a centre’s 
or school’s grades, if lenient marking were to be observed. B understood this fear and 
pressure led a lot of teachers to mark “harshly” to ensure the grade boundaries would 
remain at the very least static or go up if and when external moderation occurred.  
 
Summary 
B values the use of talk to support the writing process as well as the use of models to 
support and develop pupils’ writing skills. She believes in the use of Drama to support 
writing activity. B advocates for a measured and balanced approach to use of success 
criteria. She suggests that in order to progress pupils’ writing, success criteria should 
be removed to engage pupils in more active thinking with the writing process and to 
support more creative and authentic responses. B links the degree and level of 
success criteria with the ability of pupils. B discussed her confusion and struggles with 
assessment practice. She feels too much pressure is put on pupils and that marks and 
not feedback are valued by teachers and pupils alike. She feels pupils are marked 
harshly. Whilst this can be an approach to push and challenge pupils, B feels it is 
putting additional unnecessary pressure on pupils. The practice is also linked by B to a 
fear teachers have expressed if they were to submitting higher or possibly overinflated 
grades when they submit moderated responses to the examination board.   
 
Stage 3 Online interview Early career English teacher  
Beliefs, values and attitudes 
At this stage in her teaching career B believes that the purpose of writing is to 
communicate appropriately so she subscribes to beliefs centring on writing as a social 
practice as well as Halliday’s (1980) genre-based approach. She also believes that 
writing affords an individual a creative outlet and so can lead to personal growth. (Cox, 
B. 1989).  
B explains that she does not engage with the writing process outside of her teacher 
role. She details how she collaborates with a colleague to devise drama scenes and 
models mostly for pupils to perform. B enjoys the creative process in generating ideas 
and discussing them with her colleagues. She notes that she does not have the 
patience to write and it is her colleague who progresses the ideas to generate the 
written product and scripts for pupils to use as models. B whilst not a teacher writer 
does engage in the creative pre-writing stage to craft model texts to support pupils’ 
writing efforts. 
B values an approach to reading and a reading skill that creates unique and sensory 
images in the reader’s head. She feels strongly that pupils need to be able to do this in 
order to appreciate a text and go onto craft their own. She felt that many pupils were 
not able to recreate images in their heads and she focuses on teaching approaches 
that explicitly teach pupils how to do this. B mentions experience and sensory writing 
as an important method, approach and form of writing for pupils to engage with. (This 
agrees with C’s values that also strongly align to use of experience and sensory 
writing) She highlights the use of this approach as she recounts how she asked pupils 
to imagine and respond in a sensory manner to how a fly’s presence could be felt in a 
room. Insert support/ quote here. 
B strongly believes that pupils need to have a more visceral engagement with texts as 
they read them. They need to be more keenly aware of sensory nuances to flesh out 
and enliven ideas and to shape images in their mind’s eye. B explains that she uses 
music and drama amongst other stimuli to explicitly teach pupils how to employ use of 
their senses to allow them to see the images in their heads, so that they are able to 
replicate that style of writing in their own written responses. 
B does not value digital writing. She explains she is not into it, and this is as much a 
personal stance as a school influence on her practice too. There appears to be a lack 
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of resources and support in developing pupils’ digital writing skills in her current school 
context. B is not minded by this and is not open to changing this at present. There are 
no particularly strong convictions behind this-unlike other participants who believe 
strongly for use or not of digital writing. (H, J, F, a no- C a yes…) …digital writing 
detracts from time,  
 
Challenges assessment process 
B expresses a great deal of frustration again at pressures placed on teachers and 
pupils due to assessment driven practices. She explains that within her selective 
school context, KS3 is treated as a watered-down version of GCSE where although 
there is more freedom, ultimately it is focused in on assessment tasks that reflect the 
formal KS4 tasks in style and purpose. (insert support/  lit link quote here) 
B believes particularly that the assessment driven nature of teaching is best 
encapsulated in the manner in which Controlled Assessment at KS4 is taught in her 
school context. B describes it as teaching in a robotic way and teaching to the test. She 
recounts (she they? Quote here?)   the practice evident within the school. There is an 
approach advocated that takes pupils through how to construct a response. It is led by 
display of a range of models across varied grade boundaries that are initially marked 
wholecass by the teacher, before other models are then marked by peers. Through this 
process pupils engage in marking to understand the marking scheme. Pupils are to 
then respond to tasks and construct their own responses with a fairly acute awareness 
of what each grade boundary and AOB requires. B feels this mitigates against the 
whole process approach to writing. Moreover there is a pressure placed on teachers to 
go beyond the support guideline sand to offer pupils more support and feedback to 
ensure grades are high and results reflect the same.  
She feels it this assessment driven practice and approach is something she is to 
subscribe to however she recognises that it strips pupils’ enjoyment and pleasure from 
the writing process. (lit quote here) 
B also explains that at opportune times her school does step outside the course to 
focus on activities relating to how pupils can read for pleasure and write for pleasure. 
However most of the time the assessment system is felt and writing instruction is 
explicitly teaching pupils how to best to pass the test.  
B appears to be very influenced by extrinsic factors. She has strong personal beliefs on 
how best to teach writing to support pupil’s abilities and to connect them to reading and 
writing for pleasure. However, she feels restricted. She appears to respond to her 
perceptions of pressures placed on her by school contexts, parental expectations and 
the assessment system, by ultimately conforming to such expectations and 
requirements, even though at times she forges ways to step outside the course to 
purse more meaningful writing instruction and practice.  
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Member checking – Date: 24th March 2022 
Chief researcher- Nicola Marlow   

Signed-  

Member check researcher colleague - Dr Clare McAuley    

Signed-  

 

Sample 
extract from  

Code/ Theme 
identified with 
comments  
(Member check) 

Actual Code 
(Researcher) 

Agreement?  
Discussion and 
comments  
Purpose- to support 
and validate 
researcher 
interpretations AND 
to co-create 
interpretation of data-
check all 
interpretations and 
readings and to 
review data set to 
check occurrence(s)   

BT 
Participant H  
(SE1/ TPR 
extract) 
 
 
 

Formative 
feedback -AfL 
Technical  
SPAG-accuracy-
focus on structure 
 

Grammar approach- 
technical SPAG  
 Acronyms  
AfL  
Success criteria- 
Control 
 

Yes- surface PCK- 
speaks to control with 
regards superficial and 
measurable aspects of 
assessing written work 
as well  

BT 
Participant C 
(SE2 TPR 
extract) 

High stakes exam 
Exam prep 
Narrowing 
curriculum  
Pressure and 
accountability to 
teach to the test -
peremptorily 
External pressure 
parents  
Pupils’ perception 
of role of teacher- 
peer learning 
does not value it 
as it belongs to 
expert i.e. teacher  
Skewing of 
practice and 
curriculum on 
behalf of young 
people  
Pressure on 
pupils 

Assessment-
challenges with it 
Feelings- Highly 
Affective response-
pressure/frustrated  
Pedagogy- 
performativity based 
on teaching to formal 
assessment and high 
stakes examinations  
Challenges- marking 
loads 
Values writing as a 
social practice  
Teacher agency- 
constricted agency in 
teaching felt 

Yes- noting range of 
influences on the 
participant and wider 
external influences 
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BT 
Participant G  
(SE2 TPR 
extract)  
 
 
 

Success criteria 
controls writing   
Creating technical 
writers  

Differentiation-ability 
and inclusion  
Child-centred values 
and beliefs 
Challenges of 
curriculum control  
Grammar approach- 
technical and not 
grammar in use or 
grammar as choice  

Yes- balancing act of 
support and too much 
control in writing and 
creating learned 
helplessness in 
dictating steps- 
removal of scaffolds 
challenges participant- 
when to do it and how 
much scaffolding to 
leave. Thinking on how 
pupils are accessing 
the curriculum and how 
they are viewing and 
see writing and how 
they engage with it- 
teacher led and really 
any pupil agency-
participant picking up 
on this-pupil 
engagement as 
opposed to pupil 
writing product  

QT 
Participant A  
(Focus Group 
extract)  
From ‘I 
actually 
spoke…’ 
 
 
 
 

GCSE -Afl- pupils 
immersed in 
culture of 
examinations-  
So, pupils reject 
comment only…. 
Participants not 
mentioning the 
quality of the 
comment- re 
possible 
assessment cycle 
6-week 
turnaround for 
example- what 
means a lot to 
pupils- they are 
recorded and 
means something 
to school so 
pupils value… 
Performativity and 
getting through 
content- not 
veering from 
curriculum re 
assessment  
  

Feelings-Highly 
affective response- 
disenfranchisement  
External influences- 
systemic 
Child-centred values 
and beliefs 
Subject identity 
(purposes)-subject 
perceived as 
reduced and stifled  
Assessment- 
assessment-driven 
practice  
Pedagogy- content 
led and focus on 
performativity  

Yes- interesting to think 
about the 6-week 
typical unit plan and 
end of unit assessment 
identified by member 
check in a lot of 
schools. This can be 
seen as another driving 
factor in teaching 
writing with a focus on 
product and outcomes 
and not process  

 
QT 
Participant A  
(Focus Group 
extract) 

Success criteria 
not about control 
but transparency- 
no secrets- what 
is needed  

Curriculum control  
Pupil agency 
Differentiation- 
Supports and 
scaffolds 

Agreed on codes 
arrived at- initially 
differed and member 
checks comments on 
reductive nature of how 
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 member 
check to look 
further at this 
participant – 
with a focus 
on 
participant 
A’s use of 
writing 
approaches 
and 
supports- 
extract on 
use of 
success 
criteria used.  
 
 
 

Elements 
explained rather 
than ingredients 
listed… 
Negotiated, 
shared with class 
and explored -
manner in which 
SC used to teach 
is important- 
some get it but 
some do not.. 
 
Success criteria is 
misinterpreted- 
SC is task related 
and instead they 
list more 
outcomes  
How tasks are 
contextualised by 
the teacher and 
how they relate to 
them  

Models 
Shared writing 
Classroom climate 

success criteria 
employed and also 
understood by 
participant insightful- 
researcher to review 
and to scrutinise 
coding on supports and 
approaches for how 
participants frame 
purpose of success 
criteria- and or 
supports as outcome 
focused or task 
focused. 

QT  
Participant J 
From ‘or 
even pupils, 
or anybody if 
they are 
forced into a 
very…’ 
 

Creativity can 
create space to 
open up-teacher 
pupil relationship 
can be 
established -CP 
 

Writing identity 
Writing and 
relationships- 
Writing through 
trauma 
Creativity  
 

Yes-noted the myriad 
of opportunities and 
issues with receiving 
written pieces- free 
writing tasks and open 
tasks- focus on 
creativity and the 
imagined. Pupil choice 
and voice. Also 
discussed revelatory 
aspects of writing- 
intended or 
otherwise…possible 
CP, disclosures in 
writing or hidden in 
guise of a character 
and how BTs QTs and 
ECTs are to respond to 
this 

 
QT 
Participant E 
From ‘a lack 
of effort…’ 
 

 
Assumptions – 
about learners- 
lazy-, having 
holidays- not very 
understanding of 
varied factors -
say they are 
being positive but 
not 
understanding…. 

 
External influences- 
selective setting 
Reflection skills- 
superficial and 
surface 
Teacher beliefs 
Learner profiles- 
superficial and not 
wholly understanding 
environmental 
contexts  
Comparative 
contexts 

 
Yes- views belies child-
centred beliefs- not 
cognisant of myriad 
factors, no depth or 
support for awareness 
of other factors-still 
superficial PCKg and 
pupil viewed as 
problematic over 
methods or 
approaches of 
participant/ teacher.  
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ECT 
Participant I 
 
 

 
Highly structured 
and traditional 
beliefs on writing 
evident  
Inculcates  
Structure and 
accuracy 
Technology is a 
threat 
Performativity 
pressures 
shaping 
pedagogical 
practices but 
heavily orientated 
towards this 
traditional position  
Safe and 
uncritical teacher 
style 
What and how it 
is taught at KS3- 
curriculum not 
being delivered -
instead content-
orientated and 
teacher led  
 
 

Assessment 
focused- dominates 
practice 
Pedagogy- traditional 
and teacher led 
practice  
Teacher identity- 
teacher control 
Grammar approach  
Beliefs - Formative 
experiences  
Teacher agency -
restricted and 
constrained 
Curriculum discord  
Change factors- 
Some advocacy for 
change but lacks 
confidence in how to 
change approach -
unsure how to go 
about this and how it 
can all change  

Yes- more traditional 
beliefs noted and 
linked to ontological 
views and some links 
to own education and 
so formative 
experiences- 
discussion on how to 
address and where at 
BT, QT and ECT 
stages -how teachers 
find agency and how 
they are to interpret 
and respond to the NIC 
and how they 
recognise and respond 
to external and internal 
influences 

ECT 
Participant C 
 
  
 
 

 
Committed to 
CPD- upskills 
knowledge and 
skills and values it 
in order to do this  
Identified her gap 
and responsibility 
for what she is 
teaching 
Growth mindset 
translated to 
pupils- write and 
take risks- 
encouraging go 
beyond comfort 
zone  
 

Teacher agency -for 
change/ inward 
looking 
Internal influences-
self-efficacy 
Subject identity  
Process approach 
Pupil agency -choice 
and voice  
Creative writing -time 
and potential 
 

Yes- Developed PCK 
and awareness of 
knowledge 
components to 
rationalise approach. 
Change and advocacy 
evident but more a 
personally situated 
approach to teaching 
writing arrived at -sees 
change coming from 
within and teacher-
centred and advocacy 
for this.  

ECT 
Participant A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Vernacular -go 
native- 
compliance …. 
Not a writer-
circumventing 
question- 
A lot of rhetoric on 
what should 
happen and  

Challenges -
Assessment CATs 
issues 
Performativity 
Affective response to 
assessment  
Teacher identity - 
roles- managerial 
SMT role  

Yes- did note the 
divergence from 
questions and how 
content in responses 
related a lot to 
participant’s SMT role. 
Understands issues but 
is assessment focused-
other role shaping 
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Very assessment 
focused – a lot of 
links to 
assessment  
Reality versus 
pragmatics …and 
pragmatics and 
grades being 
privileged over 
critical, child 
centred 
teaching….  
Knowledge of 
learner- other 
roles shaping 
views of approach 
and not learner 
focused in terms 
of child- centered 
views  
 

External influences – 
better understanding 
and awareness  
Change- some 
advocacy for 
systemic changes  
 
 

views -child-centred 
espoused but 
management of 
teaching detailed more-
performativity 
orientated.  Advocacy 
detailed and yet school 
results and positions 
reported with pride- 
dichotomy of roles- 
manager and teacher? 
Performance and child-
centred? 
Compartmentalised? 
Will review data sets 
for participant A to note 
how responses are 
framed and how 
participant positions 
themself at each stage 
with regard to 
influences, assessment 
and change- look at 
where roles are 
identified and managed 
- QT spoke about 
conscious decision on 
pedagogy and look at 
ECT again for 
anywhere dual roles 
may be operating 
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