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Abstract 

This study explores whether the intervention of regular whole class free choice writing 

sessions, with opportunities to share, has any discernible impact on young children’s 

engagement with, and enjoyment of, writing.  

 

The study took place within a mixed year one and two class, where six, weekly, hour 

long sessions were undertaken over a six week period.  During these sessions, all 

member of the class, including the adults, sat and wrote alongside each other with free 

choice about what and how to write. There was no final aim for any writing and no 

marking was undertaken, as the work was viewed as owned by the writers.   

 

The design of the research was a local, snapshot case study (Thomas, 2017); an 

interpretative approach aimed for depth and sought to allow the experience and 

opinions of the sample of eight children to be heard. Data was collected via pre study 

and post study small group interviews, field note observations, and the children’s 

feedback about their own feelings towards their writing, gathered by the completion of 

pictorial self-assessment slips in each session.   

 

The results indicated that there was a slight increase in children’s enjoyment of writing 

as a result of the intervention and there was an overwhelmingly positive response to 

the spontaneously silent nature of the writing part of the sessions.  Observations noted 

that the sharing section appeared to be enjoyed by all the study participants and this 

was supported through their interview comments.  The most frequent positive 

comments centred on the enjoyment gained from hearing other’s share and the 

opportunities to magpie ideas.  The study indicated that a secure, positive sharing 

space alongside a relaxed, free choice writing session was valued by the children; 

suggesting that further studies around writing for pleasure and the role of sharing 

sessions within the classroom would be warranted. 
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1. Glossary  

 

AB: Child A (boy) 

 

BB: Child B (boy) 

 

CG: Child C (girl) 

 

DG: Child D (girl) 

 

EG: Child E (girl) 

 

FG: Child F (girl) 

 

GB: Child G (boy) 

 

HB: Child H (boy) 

 

TI1: Table of initial study interview data (full transcript), Group 1 

 

TI2: Table of initial study interview data (full transcript), Group 2 

 

TP1: Table of post study interview data (full transcript), Group 1 

 

TP2: Table of post study interview data (full transcript), Group 2 
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2. Introduction 

 

The focus of this study arose from my own perception, as a teacher, that there were 

issues around engagement with writing within the key stage one classes in which I 

taught.  I had concerns around lack of opportunity for children to have the time and 

freedom to experiment with writing in a way that might increase their enjoyment of this 

activity, as I felt that the teaching of writing appeared to be almost exclusively focused 

around outcomes. Further, I perceived that whilst there was an acknowledgement, both 

within the curriculum and amongst fellow teachers, that reading for pleasure was a 

desirable and valid aim (DFE, 2013), there did not appear to be a similar view around 

the teaching of writing (DFE, 2013).   

 

Ongoing informal conversations with fellow teachers indicated that whilst children were 

often allowed to make their own reading choices within school, alongside structured 

reading sessions, there was little opportunity for children to choose what and how to 

write.  The vast majority of writing lessons appeared to take place within a tight 

structure almost entirely dictated by and for the teacher.  These informal observations 

led me to consider what impact the ongoing focus on outcomes might have on a child’s 

enjoyment of writing and what research had been undertaken to establish how young 

children felt about writing. 

 

In a personal effort to redress the balance, I introduced free choice writing as a short 

writing activity within a daily guided reading carousel, meaning that every child had a 

weekly opportunity to write whatever they wished as part of a small group.  If time 

allowed, I offered the children the opportunity to share what they had done and when I 

managed to do this I noticed the children were usually keen both to write and share.  

These observations led me to give children more choice within the structured writing 

sessions. However, I was aware that by offering these things as ‘extras’, I risked 

continuing to convey the message that writing for pleasure was not a valid aim within 

the teaching of writing.   

 

This intervention study aimed to raise the profile of writing for pleasure within my mixed 

year one and two class, through the intervention of regular, whole class free choice 

writing sessions.  These were designed to give space and time for children to 

experiment with writing in whatever way they wished, to afford them an opportunity to 

develop their own writing voice, and share writing with each other, if they chose to do 

so.  I wished to ascertain if these sessions had any effect on the children’s engagement 
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with and attitudes towards writing, focusing on using methods that would enable the 

children’s feelings and opinions to be heard.  

 

I will initially present the literature review, which helped to uncover the themes around 

writing for pleasure and the teaching of writing, and enabled me to pinpoint my study 

focus in the light of existing literature.  The methodology section that follows explains 

the reasons for the choice to undertake the research as a case study and the methods 

employed.  The findings and discussion are then presented, with the study concluding 

with the key findings, study limitations and implications for future research. 
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3. Literature Review 

 

Introduction 

The 2018 National Literacy Trust Research Report on children’s writing (Clark & 

Teravainen, 2018), which gathered responses from over 47,000 children aged eight to 

eighteen, found that there had been a small fall in the number of children who said they 

enjoyed writing, dropping to 49.2% from 50.7% in the previous year.  In addition, the 

report confirmed that only 41.6% of children deemed writing to be fun and 40% of 

children agreed that they only wrote when made to (Clark & Teravainen, 2018, p. 1). 

Overall, younger children enjoyed writing the most and wrote most outside of school. 

Responses also showed that children agreed with statements put to them about the 

usefulness of writing more frequently than the statements about writing for enjoyment 

(Clark & Teravainen, 2018). 

 

It should be acknowledged that the report questioned children aged eight and above, 

whilst the children within this study are aged between five and seven.  However, the 

closeness in age of the youngest children in the report and the oldest children within 

this research makes a relevant study. It is not possible to determine from the report if 

the children’s attitudes stem from writing undertaken at home, school, or both, because 

they  did not look separately at the enjoyment of writing within and outside of school. It 

would have been interesting to have posed separate questions concerning home and 

school in order to unpick writing attitudes further and assess the role that the teaching 

of writing has in the apparent decline of positive attitudes towards writing.   

 

The chapter begins with an attempt to establish a definition of writing for pleasure, 

before examining themes that arise directly from this.  It will then explore how the 

teaching of writing has been described within the English national curriculum and 

consider issues directly linked to this, such as the discourse around writing process 

and outcomes. The literature review concludes by exploring free choice writing in more 

general terms, together with the concept of the classroom writing community, which 

arises from this. 

 

Writing for Pleasure   

As the concept of writing for pleasure is a central theme within this study, it is important 

initially to attempt to define the phrase.  There is evidence that research into the 

teaching of writing has lagged significantly behind that of reading in general terms 

(DFE, 2012, Myhill & Fisher, 2010; Wyse, 2009) and whilst there has been focus on the 
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concept of reading for pleasure within the classroom, the same cannot be said for the 

discussion around the concept and definition of writing for pleasure (Clark & 

Teravainen, 2018, p. 2). Very few definitions exist and those that do reflect a very 

recent focus around the term.  Whilst acknowledging that there is a perceived 

weakness arising from the scarcity of established definitions within this study, it could 

be suggested that the lack of definitions in published form, lends weight to the 

suggestions of neglect around this area of research. 

 

Citing a case study around the Writing Workshop technique (which is discussed in 

more detail later within this chapter), Chamberlain (2016), asserted that the children 

gained a sense of ownership the children through the technique, which gave children 

frequent opportunities to make their own writing choices. Chamberlain believed that, 

given the time and space, the children were ‘able to write for pleasure, in much the 

same way that we talk about reading for pleasure’ (Chamberlain, 2016, p. 134). Within 

the Teachers as Writers project website, Cremin (2016) echoed the importance of 

ownership and choice, defining the term thus; ‘Writing for pleasure, like reading for 

pleasure, is essentially volitional, intrinsically motivated, writer-directed and choice-led; 

it has meaning making at its core’ (Cremin, 2016, p. 1). Cremin emphasised the crucial 

role of personal writing, where an individual writes for themselves.   

 

When discussing writing for pleasure online, Corbett (2017) supported the concept of 

children needing to see themselves as writers, whilst being more explicit about the role 

of enjoyment.  He asserted that in order for children to see themselves as writers they 

must be given space so they can ‘develop choice and inclination, deciding what they 

want to write about. In this way, writing becomes a vehicle for exploring and enjoying 

their own stories, fascinations, concerns and obsessions’ (Corbett, 2017, p. 1). Corbett, 

like Chamberlain (2016) and Cremin (2016), suggested that children gain pleasure 

from writing about what matters to them.  

 

A regional writing for pleasure conference was organised by the United Kingdom 

Literacy Association (UKLA), in 2018, where UKLA writing representative Young (2017) 

shared his writing for pleasure definition and manifesto, which sits within a writing for 

pleasure pedagogy (Young, 2017). Acknowledging the lack of clarity around a definition 

for the term, Young sought to define it more precisely. Young referenced Cremin’s 

(2016) definition, suggesting that ‘perhaps Writing For Pleasure can be similarly 

defined as a volitional act, undertaken with the anticipation of gaining satisfaction 

and/or enjoyment from effective communication with others’ (Young, 2017, p. 1).  
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Again, the motivation and choice of the individual is foremost, with joy being derived 

from application of these within the writing sphere.  Young proposed that the term 

encompassed both writing as pleasure, which is the enjoyment of the act of writing, and 

writing for pleasure, defined as the satisfaction derived from fulfilling the purpose and 

discovering your writing voice, together with the anticipation of the responses to it 

(Young, 2017).  

 

Writer Voice and Motivation 

The themes of writer voice, ownership and motivation emerge frequently within the 

debate around the teaching and enjoyment of writing.  There is debate regarding how 

much freedom children should have, in what form and to what end. Many have 

emphasised the need for children to be given space to write for themselves, in order 

that they might develop a view of themselves as a writer and write about things that 

they consider important (Alexander et al., 2010, p. 19; Beard, 2005, p. 102; Bearne et 

al., 2016, p.30; Bruning and Christy, 2000, p. 30; Chamberlain, 2016, p. 1340). 

 

A three year longitudinal study undertaken in the Northwest of the United States on the 

teaching of writing across two different schools focussed on the concepts of writer 

voice and motivation (Nolen, 2007). The two schools differed in their socio-economic 

make up, with 2% of children in School One entitled to free school meals, whilst School 

Two had approximately 40% (Nolen, 2007, p. 9). The study looked at 67 children as 

they moved through grades one to three.  Through a combination of observations and 

pupil interviews, Nolen (2007) noted that in both the grade one and two classrooms 

lessons were adjusted in line with the children’s interests and that the children’s writing 

was considered important and interesting (Nolen, 2007, p. 241).  Pupil responses 

indicated that the children’s enjoyment of writing was high.  In contrast, by grade three, 

the two teachers had markedly different approaches to the teaching of writing.  Whilst 

the teacher in School One continued to allow the children to have a high degree of 

autonomy over their writing choices and topics, including the frequent sharing of work, 

the teacher in School Two created the assignments for the class.   

 

Nolen reported that this led to a stark contrast in pupil responses, with only 17% of 

responses made around the area of creative self-expression and enjoyment in School 

Two, in comparison with 64% of responses in School One.  In particular, there was a 

difference between the language of ‘we have to’ within School Two, that was in 

contrast with the ‘we get to’ in School One (Nolen, 2007, pp. 251-252). Nolen 

suggested that this difference was reflected within the beliefs of the teachers 
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themselves. The teacher in School One spoke of the creation of a community of 

writers, whilst the teacher in School Two cited fluency in writing as the central goal, 

alongside acknowledging the importance of choice (Nolen, 2007).  In the grade three 

class in School One, the children did not just write for the teacher, which, Nolen 

asserted, formed an important part of their continued motivation. 

 

It might be proposed that the higher socio-economic positioning of School One could 

have contributed to the children’s continued high engagement with writing. However, 

Nolen asserted that this would have also led to the lower results for School Two in 

grades one and two (Nolen, 2007, pp. 35-36). It is acknowledged that the average age 

of the children in grade three is approximately two years higher than the children within 

this study and the study does not relate to the English national curriculum. However, in 

an area where little research has been undertaken around writing motivation and 

enjoyment, it provides a valuable opportunity to explore the broad issues around the 

nature of written tasks, writer engagement and motivation. Beard (2005) supported 

Nolen’s assertions when he discussed writing for different audiences, one of which is 

self, and the importance of who the writing is for, which can be forgotten in the focus on 

what type of writing it is. 

 

Whilst there is support for more choice and freedom, others have questioned the value 

of this approach within the classroom. Washtell (2010) promoted the view that in the 

main, independent writing should emerge from a carefully structured route of shared 

and guided writing, and deemed that independent writing not linked to this structure, 

whilst a useful assessment tool, was rarely successful for less experienced writers 

(Washtell, 2010, p. 77).  Loan and Muir (2017) talked of ‘the frightening images that 

pop up for some at the mention of independent writers: images of everyone doing their 

own thing in a chaotic fashion, with students choosing lightweight, or inappropriate 

topics’ (Loane & Muir, 2017, p. 282). This is particularly interesting as this statement is 

preceded with a list of things teachers themselves said they saw in an independent 

writer, which included the notion of children writing for the love of writing.  However, 

Loan and Muir (2017) do not appear to make a connection between child voice and 

writing for pleasure.  They appeared to dismiss the playful, independent moments 

when children might be experimenting as time wasted, if the topic was not deemed 

worthy.  Whilst acknowledging that the experiences of children should be included in 

writing, the emphasis was placed on the importance of the right subject choice (Loane 

& Muir, 2017). 
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Bearne (2002) made a clear distinction between children enjoying writing for pleasure 

at home and the constraints of writing at school.  Although Bearne raised the question 

of whether the prescribed model of shared and guided writing allowed the child’s voice 

to be heard, acknowledging that there was evidence that children would like more 

choice, there was a suggestion that unavoidable constraints with a classroom made a 

focus on writing for pleasure at school a difficult prospect (Bearne, 2002, p. 17). In a 

later study which garnered responses from Reception children and those in Year 4, 

Bearne et al (2016) noted that when asked to explain what they thought made a good 

writer, the majority of the responses from both age groups were based around the 

importance of the product. They often focussed on technical aspects, rather than 

enjoyment, suggesting that the importance of the outcomes of writing had been 

successfully conveyed to the children.  

 

Playful Aspects of Writing 

In his book Joy Writing, Fletcher (2017) deemed the playful aspects of writing as an 

essential part of the process of learning to write and believed these to be important, 

valid and realistic demands that could be achieved within the classroom (Fletcher, 

2017, p. 5).  Fletcher believed the keys to engagement and enjoyment in writing 

included opportunities to share writing with an audience, together with a child’s 

ownership over their writing.  He acknowledged the need for instruction alongside this, 

but suggested that time to ‘explore, goof around, experiment and play’ was essential 

(Fletcher, 2017, p. 20).   

 

The element of fun was also highlighted by Jeffery and Woods (1997) in their study, 

which focussed on the voice of the child. They interviewed a range of children from 

year two to six about their views on creative teaching.  Through this study they 

identified four facets of classroom life that seemed most important to children; 

‘responding to children’s emotions, engaging interest, maintaining individuality and 

developing educational evaluations’ (Jeffery & Woods, 1997, p. 17).  As part of this, 

they talked to teachers who understood children’s desire to have fun within the 

classroom in order to engage fully, as well as the setting of projects that were of 

interest to children and allowed them to have some autonomy over the things they 

created.   

 

However, there remains very little research around the role of writing for pleasure 

within primary classroom.  Beard (2005) makes the point that it is the National 

Curriculum of Northern Ireland, not England, which gives children’s own ‘enjoyment 
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and pleasure’ of writing as a writing aim (Beard, 2005, p. 102). In order to understand 

how writer motivation and engagement have been viewed within the teaching of writing 

in England, it is important to explore how writing aims and requirements have been set 

out within the English primary national curriculum, since its inclusion in the Education 

Reform Act of 1988 (Parliament, 1988). 

 

Writing within the National Curriculum  

After the updated English primary national curriculum (DFEE, 1999) was published in 

1999, there was some disquiet about the guidance given around the teaching of writing 

and the focus on skills and technique over effect, with accusations that teachers were 

setting rigid writing tasks and teaching in a controlled, superficial way in order to 

achieve the technical aspects of the curriculum (Fisher, 2006, p. 193; Grainger, et al., 

2005, p. 56).  Although a single statement contained within the Key Stage One section 

stated that ‘during Key Stage 1, pupils start to enjoy writing’ (DFEE, 1999, p. 48), there 

was no further guidance regarding how this enjoyment might be achieved.  Whilst this 

curriculum, the accompanying National Literacy Strategy document (DFEE, 1998), the 

2001 DFEE National Literacy Strategy document on developing early writing (DFEE, 

2001) and the subsequent 2006 Primary Framework (DFES, 2006) all gave teachers 

detailed guidance on the teaching of writing, none mention the pursuit of enjoyment, or 

included any information regarding how to increase children’s love of writing. 

.  

A small study undertaken by Fisher (2006) at the time explored the demands of the 

technical aspects of writing and suggested that the move from a process led approach 

to focus on outcomes risked pleasure and creativity being quashed.  Fisher (2006) 

asserted that teachers had become more adept at supporting children through task 

structure and scaffolding, but there was little evidence of the scaffolds then being 

removed and the children being given the freedom to explore writing without these 

constraints.  Fisher argued that a balance was needed and that, without this handover 

of control, enjoyment of writing was compromised (Fisher, 2006, p. 193).  The literacy 

strategy documents published at the same time supported this assertion with their 

guidance on the importance of moving in a structured way from shared and scaffolded 

writing to the final aim of independence (DFEE, 2001; DFES, 2006). 

 

It could be suggested that the curriculum structure follows Vygotskian principles, with 

an emphasis on the competent other moving children’s learning forward through 

structure and modelling (Vygotsky, 2004).  If this is accepted, then it is of interest that 

there does not appear to be the same focus in the curriculum of his ideas on creativity 
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within children’s writing. Vygotsky asserted that where teachers did not allow children 

the freedom to write on themes that were meaningful and did not let them make their 

own decisions regarding how they wished to express themselves in writing, they risked 

children not connecting with the act of writing and not understanding its fundamental 

purpose (Vygotsky, 2004).  It appeared that this freer, independent aspect was often 

missing from the process of the teaching of writing. 

 

This assertion is supported by Grainger, et al ( 2003) who, shortly after the 

implemenation of the updated version of the primary national curriculum in 1999, 

examined the responses of children who took part in the wide ranging ‘We’re Writers’ 

project.  This aimed to explore children’s and teachers’ attitudes to writing, as well as 

examining examples of writing that emerged from the project. The samples indicated 

that pupil choice was rare and that tasks were tightly constrained to the teachers’ 

requirements, mirroring test specifications (Grainger, et al., 2003).  In only one case 

were children offered extended independent writing time. Grainger et al (2003) 

suggested that a focus on ownership and creativity had been lost in the emphasis on 

meeting technical aspects of the curriculum, concluding that responses strongly 

indicated that children wanted more autonomy over what and how they wrote. The 

study conclude that the child’s voice was absent from the curriculum (Grainger, et al., 

2005, p. 53). 

 

In 2012, Ofsted itself raised concerns regarding writing attainment in comparison to 

reading, highlighting perceived weaknesses, such as a lack of creativity when setting 

tasks, and a lack of choice for children.  They acknowledged the move towards reading 

for pleasure and called for the Department for Education to focus on writing for 

pleasure in a similar way (Ofsted, 2012, pp. 25-26).  The drive to afford children more 

ownership and freedom within primary education was echoed within the 2010 

Cambridge Primary Review, with a call for the new curriculum to afford the kind of 

learning that encouraged children to think and make choices for themselves 

(Alexander, et al., 2010).   

 

Despite these recommendations, when the further updated, current version of the 

primary National Curriculum in England (DFE, 2013) was published in 2013, the 

concept of enjoyment continued to be absent from the writing aims (DFE, 2013). Whilst 

the development of a love of reading was included within the broad reading aims for 

each year group, the general writing aims were stated thus; ‘write clearly, accurately 

and coherently, adapting their language and style in and for a range of contexts, 
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purposes and audiences’ (DFE, 2013, p. 3). The only focus on attitude and ownership 

in the curriculum was contained within one Year 2 statement, which stated that children 

should ‘develop positive attitudes towards and stamina for writing by: writing narratives 

about personal experiences and those of others (real and fictional)’ (DFE, 2013, p. 21). 

Aside from this, the curriculum made no mention of the need to develop children’s 

enjoyment of writing.   

 

In addition to the omission of any aims around writing enjoyment, the 2013 National 

Curriculum also saw a significant increase in the grammar, spelling and punctuation 

requirements for each year group (DFE, 2013).  These additions raised broad concerns 

amongst those who feared that teachers would be forced to focus further on assuring 

children’s writing met the required technical aspects, and that creative ideas 

themselves would further lose importance (Bearne, et al, 2016; Cremin, 2016; Grainger 

et al., 2005, Richmond, 2016).   

 

Specific criticisms have been made around the lack of focus on children as writers 

within the revised curriculum and the potential narrowing of children’s writing 

experiences, with accusations that children were being taught sophisticated technical 

aspects without meaningful contexts, or the maturity needed to know how to integrate 

these into their writing (Bearne, et al., 2016; Cremin, 2016, p. I; Richmond, 2016). 

Cremin (2016) asserted that without a focus on writing for pleasure it was unlikely that 

we would have children who would choose to write, rather than children who wrote to 

meet their teacher’s aims (Cremin, 2016). 

 

Free Choice Writing 

There has been some debate around the concept of private free choice writing within 

the classroom, where children are given the freedom to write whatever they wish.  

Whilst Loane and Muir (2017) recommended the use of notebooks to jot down ideas to 

be used in later writing, they were particularly scathing about the concept of personal 

free choice writing, owned privately by the children, and accused it of being little more 

than a way of ‘marking time until the bell goes’ (Loane & Muir, 2017, p. 282). It could be 

asserted that this statement displays a disregard for the voice of the child, as it appears 

to place little value on children writing purely for themselves. 

 

 

In contrast, others have suggested that regular time to write freely and privately within 

journals helped children to develop their own voice and consider what matters to them.  
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Bearne et al (2016) asserted that giving the children the choice of whether to share 

their writing, afforded them space to take risks and have fun, without fear of censure 

(Bearne, et al., 2016, pp. 33-36).  Whilst Purbick’s class study (2002) suggested that 

although the use of writing journals in her class did not lead to significant technical 

improvements in the writing, it did improve the children’s engagement and attitudes 

towards writing, particularly for the most reluctant writers (Purbrick, 2002, p. 37).  

Grainger et al (2005) supported this view, asserting that the use of these type of 

journals within classrooms allowed children to gain satisfaction by writing for 

themselves, enabling writing to become a more relevant and meaningful activity 

(Grainger, et al., 2005, p. 53).  

 

The Writing Community 

The impact of class members writing alongside each other has also been the subject of 

some discussion. In her book, Inspiring Writing in Primary School, Chamberlain (2016) 

asserted that by giving children regular time to write independently on topics of their 

choosing, within a community of writers that includes the adults, children may have a 

better view of themselves as writers.  Nolen’s longitudinal study (2007) indicated that 

social context played a significant part in the motivations of students in their reading 

and writing.  She asserted the need to create a positive environment with a structure 

that supported all, where students and teacher could co-construct meanings as a 

community (Nolen, 2007, p. 255). 

 

Although in some studies the creation of a writing community might mean only the 

children undertaking personal writing alongside each other, there has been mention 

made of the teacher writing alongside the children (Bernardes & Menzies, 2014; Ings, 

2009).  This study was not concerned specifically with the issue of teachers as writers 

and the effect that undertaking personal writing alongside the children might have on 

the teacher, however, because the study included all members of the class, the adults 

within the class wrote alongside the children.  Their inclusion stemmed from a belief 

that a community includes all its members, so a class community would include all 

those within it. Cremin (2006) and Ings (2009) suggested that if the only time children 

saw teachers write was when they create well-rehearsed pieces, children would not be 

as engaged in writing creatively as if they saw the teacher as a writer, encountering the 

same issues as themselves (Cremin, 2006, p.416; Ings, 2009, p.37).  

 

Studies have been undertaken around other methods of creating a community of 

writers; one that has received continued attention is the Writing Workshop.  Whilst this 
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study does not intend to replicate this technique, it is relevant as it focuses both on 

process and outcomes.  Whilst children choose their own themes for writing and adults 

may write alongside the children, the children then share, edit, revise and improve 

pieces that they choose, with a final aim of publication.  They act not unlike a 

publishing house and create physical books published within the class, to help children 

to authentically feel like real writers (Graves, 1983; Graves, 1994; Wyse, 1998).  Not all 

writing will reach this point, and children are encouraged to decide for themselves 

which projects to pursue. Alongside the concepts of autonomy and choice, audience is 

considered key, with children asked to share work and receive advice about their 

writing.  All members of the class work together on their projects, building a sense of 

community through this (Graves, 1994).  

 

As part of the Writer’s Workshop approach, strategies are employed to encourage all 

children to share, although Graves did emphasise that the final choice of whether to 

share remained with the child (Wyse, 1998, p.12; Graves, 1983; Graves, 1994).  

Graves considered writing to be a ‘social act’ (Graves, 1994) and believed that the act 

of sharing allowed others to share in and celebrate the writing, which in turn created 

the feeling of a community of writers. The final aim of publication was deemed to give 

the work direction and status.  Without it, Graves claimed, the work risked a lack of 

purpose (Graves, 1994, p. 133).  It could be argued, however, that the aim of 

persuading all children to share, edit and publish their work might take away some of 

the playful aspects of the writing process, as children write knowing their work is not 

ultimately just for themselves, even if they are in general control of the way the sharing 

takes place.  The technique has also been criticised for its significant time demands 

and detailed structure, which teachers have found difficult to fit in to the teaching 

timetable (Taylor, 2006; Cicalese, 2009).  

 

Within the class intervention study I undertook, the writing was considered as wholly 

belonging to the writer; when a writer chose not to share their work, no persuasion was 

undertaken. Although there may be debate about whether children should be 

persuaded to share their personal writing, the very act of setting time aside to offer a 

sharing opportunity and allow space for all who wish to share might be seen as 

conveying the message that children’s personal writing is valued and thus increase 

engagement or enjoyment. Oldfather (1993) asserted that a classroom that respects 

what each child has to say in their speaking, reading and writing, helps to build intrinsic 

motivation.  Oldfather (1993) viewed the teacher as having a central role in the 

children’s attitudes towards writing and their enjoyment of the process (Oldfather, 1993, 
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p. 672). She suggested that the honouring of these voices could make a significant 

difference to children’s engagement with and enjoyment of writing, as there is 

ownership of the writing alongside the opportunity to discuss and construct meanings 

between them. (Oldfather, 1993, p. 675).   

 

Conclusion 

The literature review has highlighted that many gaps remain in the research around the 

concept of motivation and enjoyment in writing in general, and writing for pleasure in 

particular.  Writing research has lagged behind that of reading (DFE, 2012; Myhill and 

Fisher, 2010) and much of the writing focus has been on raising children’s attainment 

in writing, rather than increasing their enjoyment (Grainger et al, 2005; Ofsted, 2012).  

This study aims to make a small contribution to the discussion through a focus on the 

feelings around the participants’ writing, and the provision of sharing opportunities 

within a class community. Through the use of research methods that centre on allowing 

the children’s views and feelings to be heard, it is hoped that it can add a little to the 

growing discourse around children’s writing engagement and enjoyment. 
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4. Methodology 

 

Introduction 

The research objectives of this study were to investigate the effects of regular whole 

class free choice writing and sharing sessions on young children’s attitudes towards 

writing, exploring whether this class intervention had any impact on children’s 

engagement with, and enjoyment of, writing.  The objectives focussed on children 

writing for their own pleasure and discerning any changes in motivation, rather than 

changes in technical aspects of writing.  This chapter will initially establish the nature of 

the research setting, paradigm and its design frame, before moving to an examination 

of the general ethical issues relating to this study.  It will conclude with a detailed 

description of the free choice writing sessions, research methods and the key ethical 

issues around each method. 

 

Study Setting 

The intention was to observe the children’s behaviour and attitudes within and around a 

series of six, hour long whole class free choice writing sessions, which took place in 

June and July of  2018, in a mixed year one and two class, within a small rural school.  

The class was comprised of 15 year one children and 15 year twos, with two children 

on the SEN register.  The school is situated in a village setting with a broadly mixed 

intake. 10% of children in the class were pupil premium, compared with a national 

average of 13.6% (DFE, 2018).  Within the study I undertook the role of class teacher 

and researcher, having taught this particular class since September 2017. 

 

Study Design  

As the objective of this intervention study was to uncover the children’s attitudes and 

motivations around writing, it was important to work with the most appropriate design 

frame and use data collection methods that enabled the individual opinions of the 

young children to be heard.  The intention was to employ methods that allowed the 

individual experience of the children to be gathered, with as little adult filter as possible.  

 

The study was interpretative in nature, seeking to understand the experience of the 

individuals within this one classroom, using research methods that helped to add depth 

to that understanding, whilst accepting that human experience is subjective and that 

what occurs within this classroom may not relate to the experience of other children in 

a different setting (Cohen, et al., 2011, p. 17). The intention was to take account of the 

views of the children, by asking the participants to reflect upon and articulate their 
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feelings at various points, in order to build a rich picture of real events and feelings 

during the course of an intervention 

 

This desire to gather the experiences of these children and their views via a range of 

methods placed the research most appropriately within a case study frame, as a local 

knowledge, snapshot study (Thomas, 2017). It is defined in this way as the research 

took place my own domain of experience, over a defined period of time (Thomas, 2017, 

p. 160), in this case a class intervention study within my own class over a six week 

period. The series of free choice writing sessions within this one class created the 

boundary for the study (Flyvberg, 2011, p. 301).  

 

The study aimed to be as robust as possible, by using a range of methods that would 

allow some triangulation of data (Gallagher, 2009, p. 68). A criticism levelled at the 

case study design has been that because the aim of a case study is to focus on a 

unique set of events and participants in depth, there is not the generalisability that 

there may be with other types of research (Cohen et al, 2011, quoting Shaunghnessy, 

2003). However, it is precisely this depth that is desired in order that the children’s 

opinions can be uncovered. The aim is for the research findings to inform the writing 

approach taken within this classroom, as the study is undertaken with a desire to 

discover if this intervention can improve the children’s motivation and enjoyment of 

writing.   

 

As a case study focussing on a unique set of events, the research cannot be viewed as 

having statistical generalisability, as it only presents this one case and its individual set 

of circumstances (Cohen et al, 2011; Robson, 2011, p. 294).  In this way, it does not 

seek to be viewed as a sample that can translate to a whole population.  However, Yin 

(2009) suggested the possibility of a case study to have analytical generalisability, as it 

may make a contribution to the theories around a particular issue, and this assertion is 

supported by Robson (2011). In this case, the aim was to add to the discourse around 

the area of writing for pleasure within the classroom and the theories surrounding 

children’s motivations and attitudes towards writing.  

 

An additional criticism of case studies has been that they have a tendency to be biased 

and confirm notions already held by the researcher (Cohen et al, 2011, Flyvberg, 2011, 

p. 309). The issue of bias is a significant concern throughout any study, but particularly 

one such as this, where there is an insider researcher.  The design of the study and 

data collection methods aimed to minimise bias, although it is acknowledged it may not 
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be possible to eradicate the power differential completely (Denscombe, 2010, p. 93).  

At each stage, devices were employed to reduce bias, such as having an additional 

adult present at all interviews to ensure that questions were posed in an unbiased 

fashion, and the inclusion of children’s self-assessment slips, which were completed 

independently.  Full details of the strategies are included within the details of the ethical 

considerations and research methods below. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

The 1989 United Conventions on the Rights of the Child confirmed that children must 

have a voice and agency (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 131).  Acknowledging the 

potential issues surrounding participation, and recognising that children are deemed as 

a vulnerable group in terms of research (Denscombe, 2010, p. 78), careful planning, a 

sensitive approach and close attention to ethical considerations was essential. As with 

all research, it was important to consider the participants’ right to be informed on an 

ongoing basis, alongside an understanding of their right to choose whether to 

participate throughout a study, not just at its commencement (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017).   

 

When considering research with children, it is not adequate to focus solely on the 

methods employed within the research, but also to focus on the purpose of the 

research itself.  The consideration of the usefulness of the research must be a central 

focus and there must be strong justification for inclusion of children in research (Smith, 

2011, p. 17).  The impetus for this research arose from a personal perception of the 

narrowing of the writing opportunities for children within school and the outcomes of a 

continued focus on the technical aspects of writing within the curriculum, with the 

apparent neglect of the elements of enjoyment and pleasure. This perception was 

broadly supported by a review of literature around the subject (Fisher, 2006; Grainger 

et al., 2005).  The research aimed to focus on the potential pleasure found within 

writing and the sharing of this.  In this way, it can be seen that this study had at its core 

a focus to widen the writing experience of children within school, to provide space to 

express what is important to them and to improve the writing experiences within the 

classroom for children.  In all these aspects, the children’s voices were the key focus. 

 

Prior to the study taking place, the details of the study were recorded and formal 

approval was applied for and granted (Appendix A), in line with requirements from 

Oxford Brookes University, and from the head teacher as gatekeeper, via a detailed 

information sheet and consent form (Appendices B and C).   Once approval was 

formally given, the parents of the children in the class were sent the information sheet 
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(Appendix B), together with a letter asking parents to give written consent to opt in if 

they wished their children to be part of the study (Appendix D).  The letter emphasised 

the voluntary nature of the study and confirmed that the study itself was not undertaken 

on behalf of the school, but rather as part of a Master’s project.  It was important to 

ensure that this distinction was made clear, so parents did not feel under any pressure 

for their child to take part and to ensure they were fully aware they could withdraw their 

child from the study at any time without explanation (Harcourt and Conroy 2011, p. 39; 

Tisdall, et al., 2009, p. 16). Parents were also informed that their children’s data would 

be anonymised and that data would be kept securely in line with Oxford Brookes 

University guidelines. Anonymity was assured through the use of a letter generated in 

random order to represent each child, with the inclusion of B or G to denote their 

gender.  

 

Of the 30 letters sent to all parents, twelve parents chose to opt in and give formal 

written consent for their child to be included in the study. These responses were 

separated into boys and girls, with four children within each gender randomly picked 

from a hat. Verbal permission was requested from each child by the class teaching 

assistant immediately prior to each small group interview (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 

139).  At this stage, they were asked if they wished to take part in a group interview to 

answer some questions about how they felt about writing.  They were also informed 

that their participation in the group interviews was voluntary and reassured they were 

not obliged to answer any questions, and could withdraw from the interview without 

explanation.  Due to the age of the children, assent rather than consent was sought, as 

although the general purpose of the research was shared with them, their age meant it 

was unlikely they would fully understand the whole scope and implications of the study, 

although they could gain what Cohen and Emanuel (1998) term as being an 

‘understandable explanation’ (Cohen and Emanuel, 1998, cited by Robson, 2011, p. 

212).  As the whole class was involved in the free choice writing sessions, this formed 

part of normal classroom practice and, as such, specific external consent was not 

sought for this aspect.   

 

Once the study was completed, the raw data, in the form of the full audio recordings of 

the interviews, the handwritten field notes and the self-assessments completed by the 

children were processed. The typed up field notes, full typed transcripts of each 

interviews and self-assessment slip records were entered into separate fields for easy 

referencing.  Transcripts of the audio recordings of each interview were completed and 

the records verbally verified by the additional adult observer.  
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The Insider Researcher 

There are significant power differential issues within the study, both between teacher 

and pupil, and adult and child. Children within my class are used to following my 

instructions and are used to performing tasks that I, as the teacher, set (Hill, 2005, p. 

63).  In the study they might have desired to please me and therefore said what they 

believed I wanted to hear, or they might have felt uncomfortable admitting certain 

points in front me, as they still viewed me as their teacher (Robson, 2011).  It was 

important, then to anticipate issues that might occur and plan to minimise them, whilst 

acknowledging it might be impossible to eradicate the power differential completely 

(Denscombe, 2010, p. 93). Attempts to reduce the likelihood of bias were considered 

within each data collection method.  These are described more fully within the 

description of the separate data collection methods below. 

 

Research Methods 

The study gathered data via three different methods: Researcher field notes 

undertaken throughout the free choice writing sessions around the behaviour of the 

study participants; semi-structured small group interviews pre and post study, and self- 

assessments completed by the children before and after each sharing opportunity. In 

the main, the study aimed to gather qualitative data, although the children’s self-

assessments added a quantitative element, as the aim of these was to enable the 

children to be involved in a simple, snap-shot form of self- assessment around their 

feelings at different points in the sessions.   

 

Prior to a discussion around the specific research methods, it is important to place 

these within context, by defining the terms of the free choice writing sessions 

themselves. 

 

The Free Choice Writing Sessions 

The free choice writing sessions took place in the classroom for an hour each week 

over a six week period. In the sessions, children and class adults wrote alongside each 

other in their free choice writing books, with complete freedom regarding what and how 

they wrote.  This was followed by a sharing time, where ten individuals were given the 

chance to share their work with the rest of the class.  All members were given the 

opportunity to share once in every three sessions.  Participants could choose whether 

to share and, if they chose to, how they wished to do so. Prior to the first sharing 

session, we agreed that the sharing would be a celebration of work, although 

suggestions for future ideas could be given, if an individual was working on an ongoing 
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piece. The sharer could choose to answer questions from the listeners if they wished. 

Just prior to the sharing, the names of the class members being offered the chance to 

share were stated. During the sharing, I sat towards the back of the carpet area, whilst 

the sharer took control of their part of the sharing session, so that, as far as was 

possible, I did not appear to be leading the sessions. 

 

The writing was not marked or formally commented upon by any adult and no points for 

improvements were suggested.  The study aimed to ensure the children had a sense of 

ownership over their writing and could view the sessions as a place to take risks, be 

playful and experiment without direction, or fear of censure. During the writing session 

itself, there was no difference in experience between the children who were part of the 

study and who were not, except in the informal observations undertaken by myself on 

the participants in the form of field notes.  

 

The class had undertaken some free choice writing in small groups within the class 

guided reading carousel time previously.  However, they had not undertaken any as a 

whole class and rarely had an opportunity to share the work.  The whole class structure 

of the sessions for this study was therefore new to the children.   

 

Small Group Interviews 

In order to discern whether any changes in motivation and engagement occurred 

during the course of the free choice writing sessions, it was important to ascertain the 

children’s attitudes before the sessions commenced.  This data might have been 

collected via an individual questionnaire, which would have allowed each participant to 

respond anonymously.  However, the young age of the children and the early 

development of their reading and comprehension skills made this impractical, 

alongside the concern that questionnaire responses would not provide the same scope 

for a depth of response (Burton & Bartlett, 2009, p. 84).   

 

An interview afforded the opportunity to ask questions that were more likely to match 

children’s understanding and used talking, which was a natural process that allowed 

the child’s views to be heard and explored (Drever, 1995, pp. 1, 5; O’Reillly and Dogra, 

2017).  Robson (2011) saw the advantages of interviews in their ability to gain direct 

answers to questions that may take much longer to discern through other methods. 

O’Reilly and Dogra (2017) highlighted the rich data that could be gained from an 

interview where the interviewers managed to adapt to the responses of the children, by 
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following lines of questioning and modifying the wording of questions to ensure good 

understanding (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, pp. 10-11).   

 

However, the challenge of using interviews as a research method with young children 

should not be underestimated.  The approach requires considerable negotiation and 

skill, both in terms of the ethical implications and practical considerations around the 

understanding that young children might have (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 1).  

Historically, in research, young children have been perceived as not competent enough 

to be interviewed, or as objects to observe, rather than as active agents in the process 

(O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 3).  Contemporary research has commonly involved 

children more fully, viewing them as part of the meaning making process, particularly in 

matters that affect them directly. Researchers have recently adopted a more child-

centred approach, perceiving that meaning was being created by all those within the 

process (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, pp. 3-4; Westcott & Littleton, 2005, p. 153).   

 

Given that there is a significant power differential between young children and adults in 

this study, this was addressed by attempting to ensure the children were given agency 

and flexibility that allowed them to feel in control and ensured that their authentic voices 

were heard (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 27). . A semi-structured interview might be 

defined as one that gives the researcher flexibility in how they pose and respond to 

questions and the order in which they ask them, meaning that the researcher can 

respond and adapt to the children’s responses (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 39).  In this 

kind of interview ‘the role of teller and told are shared and jointly created’ (Westcott & 

Littleton, 2005, p. 144).  This flexibility led to the decision to use a semi structured 

format within the study. 

 

Although a semi-structured interview affords the interviewer and children flexibility, the 

reduction in structure may actually demand more skill from the researcher as the 

interviewer must listen carefully to responses, whilst at the same time consider how to 

respond and what points to explore further (Robson, 2011, p. 301). Whilst the semi-

structured interview structure aimed to reduce bias, Alderson (2004) suggested that as 

the power to include and select remained with the researcher, the child’s voice would 

still be filtered to some degree.   

 

There is broad agreement that group, rather than individual interviews may help to 

counteract the power imbalance between the adult researcher and the children as the 

pressure on individual children to respond is reduced (Cremin, 2016, p. 88; Freeman 
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and Mathison, 2009; Robson, 2011, p. 294; Drever, 1995, p16). The decision was 

made to undertake the interviews in small groups, not only to ensure children did not 

feel singled out, but to allow them to listen to and respond to each other’s points, rather 

than just those of the interviewer. This afforded them space to construct their own 

meanings around their feelings towards writing (O’Reilly and Dogra, 2017, p. 78; 

Robson, 2011).  However, this structure is not without its issues, as using a group 

interview method also raise issues around balance, as the interviewer must exercise 

skill to ensure individual participants do not dominate (Drever, 1995, p.16; O’Reilly and 

Dogra, 2017, p.78; Robson, 2011, p. 294).  

 

To address issues around response and balance, a small toy was used as a talking 

stick so each child had the opportunity to answer each question in turn (Hill, et al., 

2009, p. 146). The children understood that they could answer a question whilst they 

held the toy.  The toy also acted as a simple method for children to choose not respond 

without having to verbalise this, as they were able to pass the object on to the next 

child, without comment. The children were given the space to respond as they wished 

to each other’s comments. It should be acknowledged, however, that regardless of 

planning, the nature of group dynamics meant that it was impossible to predict all 

potential issues that arose as the result of the children’s reactions to each other’s 

comments (Freeman & Mathison, 2009). 

 

Running small group interviews meant that the number of questions that could be 

asked was limited due to the time implications. It was therefore important to design the 

interviews in a way that allowed all those who wished to respond to do so, whilst 

ensuring the interviews were short enough to ensure that the attention of the children 

was not lost (Hill, 2005).  For this reason, two small groups of four were constructed, 

with two girls and two boys randomly placed in each.  To reduce any bias, the girls’ and 

boys’ names were separately drawn from hats and assigned to Group 1 or Group 2.  

 

The location of the interviews was also an important consideration when planning 

(O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 32). In order that the children felt as comfortable as 

possible, the interviews were undertaken in the annex area outside the classroom, 

because it was quiet, whilst being a familiar place for the children. The interviews were 

audio recorded, following permission from the children’s parents, and verbal assent 

from the children themselves (O'Reilly & Dogra, 2017, p. 66; Robson, 2011), with 

complete transcripts made from these recordings.   
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Acknowledging the potential additional issues around the insider researcher within this 

study, consideration was also given to my potential for unconscious bias.  An additional 

adult was therefore present throughout all the interviews to ensure that there was 

independent verification that questions were posed in as unbiased a way as possible 

and that no undue pressure was placed upon the children.  At the conclusion of each 

interview the observer verbally confirmed that they were happy with the way each 

interview was conducted, and subsequently viewed and verbally verified that the full 

transcripts of the audio recordings were an accurate reflection of each interview.   

 

The Interview Schedules 

The group interviews took place before the first writing session and again at the 

conclusion of the series of writing sessions.  It was important to give careful 

consideration to the construction of the interview schedules in order that the interviews 

ran successfully.  The starting point for the interview schedule was the research 

question itself, to ensure the interviews linked directly to the focus of the research study 

around the children’s enjoyment of writing and motivation to write (O'Reilly & Dogra, 

2017, p. 21)  The limited nature of the questions meant that they had to be tightly 

focussed around the concepts of likes, dislikes and motivations in writing, as these 

would feed directly into the overarching research question.   

 

The initial pre study interviews aimed to garner existing feelings towards writing.  In 

addition, they sought to find out specific existing likes and dislikes, in order to allow a 

direct comparison with the post study questioning.  A question was included regarding 

where they enjoyed writing, which was not specific to school, to ascertain if the children 

had different feelings about writing in different places.  They were broadly open 

questions, which aimed to elicit a variety of responses, with some more focussed 

elements that requested feedback about specific elements within the study.  

 

Taking into account the considerable challenge of creating appropriate questions, a 

pilot of an initial group interview was undertaken (Drever, 1995, p. 56; Robson, 2011, 

O’Reilly and Dogra, 2017) in the class below within the same school, using a draft 

interview schedule (Appendix  E). The pilot revealed that whilst most questions 

appeared to be broadly understood by the children, one question relating to how they 

viewed themselves as a writer, was not understood by any of the children, even 

following some re-phrasing. As this question was not specifically related to the focus of 

the research question itself the decision was made to remove it.  The rest of the 

schedule remained as before (Appendix F). 
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For the post study interview schedule (Appendix G), the initial questions were the same 

as the pre study ones, so a direct comparison could be made with the pre study 

interviews.  However, some additional questions were posed in responses to 

comments made during the pre study interviews and to gain feedback both on the 

writing and sharing aspects. Questions around writing and sharing were posed 

separately to enable individual analysis of these two distinct elements and to establish 

whether either had any effect on children’s enjoyment of writing and motivation to write.  

 

Children’s Self-Assessments 

The central focus of this research was to uncover the children’s motivation and feelings 

towards writing.  They were regarded as the experts in this field, holding knowledge 

about their feelings (Fraser, et al., 2014, p. 42).  A simple form of self-assessment 

focused around their emotional response to their writing was therefore included for 

each child in the class to complete as part of each free choice writing session.  This 

took the form of a slip with three different faces on it; a happy face, a neutral face and a 

sad face (see Diagram 2 on page 41). In each free choice writing session, immediately 

after the children had concluded writing, each child was given a slip and asked to circle 

the one that indicated how they felt about their writing at this point.  Immediately after 

the sharing session, the children were given an identical slip and asked to complete it 

in the same way, to reflect how they felt about their writing at this point.  These two 

points were chosen in order to determine how children felt about the writing session 

itself and to discover if the sharing session affected any change on the children’s 

attitudes towards their own writing.   

 

The use of faces was chosen because it was a method of self-assessment the children 

were already familiar within the classroom to indicate how they felt about their learning 

and thus was accessible to the children. Despite this, it should be acknowledged that 

although reminders of their purpose were given in each session, there was no certainty 

that the children would use them in the specified way, as they completed them 

independently. The limited nature of the number of choices offered and lack of 

obligation to explain their choices meant that the data obtained via this method would 

not be highly nuanced. The decision was taken not to ask the children to justify their 

choices, in order that they did not feel under pressure to respond in a particular way.  
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Field Notes Observation Form 

In order to gain a wider perspective on the writing sessions and to observe the 

children’s behaviour, I made short field notes on the behaviour of each study 

participant in each session, using a field notes observation form (Appendix H). Brief 

notes were made as the participants began writing, towards the end of the writing 

period, and finally during the sharing sessions. Robson (2011), suggested that data 

gathered through this observational way could be useful alongside data gathered 

through such means as interviews, as it focussed on the children’s behaviour, thus 

providing a different viewpoint (Robson, 2011).  The field note prompts focused on 

areas that arose within the literature review around engagement with writing, the 

concept of a community of writers and the role of children sharing work and responding 

to others, as shown in Table 1, below.  

 

 

Field Notes Observation Foci 

Focus Aim 

Writing 

Behaviour 

To observe the behaviour of the children during the writing session: Did 

they begin writing straight away and continue writing throughout the 

session, without prompts to do so? 

Sharing Own 

Work 

To record if and how the children choose to share their own work, when 

offered the opportunity:  Did they choose to share?  If so, how did they 

choose to share? 

Responses to 

Others Sharing 

To record if and how the children respond to other children’s work? Did 

they respond to other children who shared?  If so, how did they respond? 

 Table 1: Field notes Observation Foci 

 

 

This method was not without its issues, as the very fact that the participants were being 

observed may have changed their behaviour.  However, the children were used to me 

being in the room making notes and, so, it could be suggested, were unlikely to change 

their behaviour as a result of it. 
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Study Timetable 

The full timetable of the study can be found in Appendix I. 
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5. Findings 

 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the data is presented and analysed with reference to the main focus of 

the study itself, which is to assess whether there were any changes in children’s 

engagement with, and enjoyment of, writing through a whole class intervention of 

regular free choice writing sessions, with sharing opportunities. Data was gathered via 

field note observations, children’s self-assessments and small group interviews. As all 

children involved in the study were present in all the six writing sessions and the group 

interviews, there were no gaps in the data gathering process. The findings and 

discussion are presented concurrently, in order that the data can be analysed and the 

key findings highlighted, prior to a full discussion around the themes raised. 

 

The raw data from the Group 1 and Group 2 pre study interviews were recorded in 

separate tables to allow for easy referencing (Appendix J, TI1 and Appendix K, TI2).  

The data from the post study interviews was processed in the same way (Appendix L, 

TP1 and Appendix M, TP2). The handwritten field notes, were typed up in full (a 

sample of these is shown in Appendix N), with the data for each participant grouped 

together to allow for easy referencing and comparison across the sessions (Appendix 

O).  

 

Although gender differences were not a focus of the study, in order to ensure a general 

balance between groups, an equal number of boys and girls were randomly placed in 

each interview group.  To allow easy identification, each child was represented by letter 

of the alphabet, followed by the letter B or G, to denote their gender. 

 

Methods of Analysis 

Following the approach advocated by Miles et al (2014), the data was initially coded to 

group common ideas or themes in line with the evidence, their connection with the 

research focus, and issues raised within the literature review (Thomas 2017, Miles et al 

2014). Thomas (2017), cited work by Miles et al (2014), which explored the concept of 

coding as labels created by the researcher that give meaning to the pieces of 

information gathered within an interpretivist, qualitative study such as this (Miles, et al., 

2014, pp. 71-72).  The data was further explored through a process of ‘constant 

comparison’ (Thomas, 2017, p. 244) with the data and codes re-visited, compared and 

re-examined (see Appendices P and Q) until they were refined and gathered within 

themes that link to the main focus, as detailed in Diagram 1 on page 34. The subjective 
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nature of this process should be acknowledged, as I, as the researcher, explored and 

interpreted the data.  As such, it is only one interpretation of many that might exist 

(Bliss & Ogborn, 1983) .   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diagram 1 – Identifying Themes  

 

Once themes and sub-themes were established, Bliss and Ogborn’s (1983) concept of 

network analysis was used to show the inter-relatedness between them (Bliss & 

Ogborn, 1983), and to illustrate how they might link to the overarching theme of writing 

for pleasure, as seen in Diagram 3 on page 46.  At each stage the aim was to relate 

the analysis of the data back to the study question to determine whether any changes 

were observed in the children’s attitudes towards writing during or after the whole class 

writing intervention.   

 

Data Analysis 

 

Initial Semi-Structured Group Interviews 

The initial interviews took place in two groups before the group intervention 

commenced.  These each lasted for approximately five minutes, with the same 

interview schedule used as a guide in each.  Full transcripts of both the initial 

interviews can be seen in Appendices J and K.  A summary of the data from both 

groups have been presented side by side within Table 2 on page 35, so responses can 

be considered together.   
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Initial Group Interview Responses 

How do you feel about writing at school? 

 Group 1  Group 2 

AB Good. EG I like it.  You can let your imagination 

go wild. 

BB I love writing. FG I like doing writing.  I like the curly 

letters. 

CG A bit uncomfortable. GB Same as EG. 

DG Makes my hands sweaty. HB Good.  You can make stories. 

What do you like about writing? 

AB Passes object. EG I like it because you can get to see 

people’s ideas. 

BB I like it because we’re learning about 

the different countries. 

FG I like free writing because we can write 

about what we want. 

CG Free writing is good. It’s hard when 

we have to write what you tell us to. 

GB I like it when we ‘imaginate’ 

something. 

DG I like it because we can write about 

what we saw with the animals today. 

HB I like it because every day we write a 

story. 

What don’t you like about writing? 

AB I do like writing. EG I don’t hate it. Writing’s nice and calm. 

BB When you write too much and your 

hands get sweaty. 

FG I don’t like it when it’s about one 

specific thing. 

CG Holding the pencil. 

People don’t like messy handwriting 

like you (points to teacher) 

GB I think the same as FG. 

DG Messy handwriting HB When you do hard words. 

Where do you like writing? 

AB At school. EG At the library as it’s quiet.  At home as 

it doesn’t matter if you get the words 

wrong. 

BB At my gran’s. At the beach. FG At home.  At school doing free writing. 

CG At home. GB At home. 

DG At the park. HB At home as you can see things to write 

about. 

Table 2 – Summary of Initial Group 1 and 2 Interviews 

The data shows that in the initial interviews, six of the eight children gave a positive 

response when asked to explain their feelings about writing at school.  When the 
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children were asked to identify an aspect of writing they liked, seven out of eight 

children could cite at least one. Although the reasons were varied, two responses did 

reference the existing form of free choice writing undertaken in the class, where 

children were sometimes given the opportunity to free choice write in small groups as 

part of the class guided reading carousel.  It was interesting that although CG and DG 

made negative comments about writing in general, they were able to state something 

that they liked about writing, although CG also added that she found it difficult to write 

under teacher instruction.  The responses to what they disliked were varied, but a lack 

of choice, and teacher expectations were mentioned by five children. 

 

Post Study Semi-Structured Small Group Interviews 

On the conclusion of the whole class free choice writing sessions, post study interviews 

were conducted with the children in the same two groups. The full data can be seen in 

Appendices L and M, with a summary of each of the post study questions and 

responses shown in Table 3, below. In addition to the questions asked in the initial 

study interviews, further questions about the sharing aspect of the free choice writing 

sessions were posed. As the groups responded differently, different follow up questions 

were asked to each group.  The interviews lasted approximately ten minutes per group.  

 

It is pertinent to note that during the Group 1 post study interview I surmised that the 

group were responding to the question about ‘How do you feel about writing now?’ 

purely in relation to the whole class free choice writing sessions (referencing ‘it’), rather 

than responding about writing at school in general.  Although, the reason for this was 

unclear, it prompted me to pose an additional clarification question to this group. 

Although the intention was just to clarify Group 1’s views, this did lead to some 

inconsistencies when comparing the responses of both groups.  No children within 

Group 1 answered the question posed later that referred only to the free choice writing, 

with two children stating that they had already answered this.  

 

Post Study Group Interview Responses 

 Group 1   Group 2  

How do you feel about writing at school now? 

AB I like it because it’s longer.  I get to 

do more things and think about it. 

EG I like any writing we do in class 

because we always do writing 

that is fun. 

BB I like it because it’s all quiet.  When 

we do it in a group, it’s all noisy. 

FG I like free writing as I can write 

about anything I like.  I don’t like 
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writing long stories (teacher 

directed) 

CG I feel better doing it as a whole class. 

In a group it’s much noisier. 

GB I like free writing because when 

another person shares it makes 

you think about other stuff and 

you could take their words. 

DG I’m happy because we get to do it in 

a nice big group.  It’s really quiet. 

HB I like free writing because you can 

write about anything you like. 

I surmised that all the G1 children were only 

talking about free writing, so re-phrased the 

question: 

 

How do you feel about the other writing at 

school?  

 

AB Passes object.   

BB I like it because it’s comfortable and 

when Miss ___tells you what to write 

about you get ideas. 

  

CG I’m not so keen because we have to 

write about one thing.  I like it when 

we can write about what we want. 

  

DG I feel comfortable because you get 

good ideas writing about what the 

teacher tells you to. 

  

What do you like about writing? (After pause) Is there anything you want to say on that? 

AB No response - No EG Passes object. 

BB No response - No FG I like the way there are loopy bits 

in the letters. 

CG No response - No GB I like writing about something 

else so I can take someone else’s 

words. 

DG No response - No HB Passes object. 

What don’t you like about writing? 

AB When I am writing the pencil keeps 

falling down so I have to keep getting 

a purple pen, 

EG At home you don’t have to 

definitely use ‘but’ or ‘so’, but at 

school you have to use 

conjunction words and you can’t 

just use a couple of words. 



38 
 

BB I don’t like writing because you have 

to push down the pencil a bit hard 

and if you push it down too hard it 

will break. 

FG I don’t like it when I have to do 

long bits of writing its really stern 

and I don’t like it if you have to 

use the describing words and I 

find it hard not to just use ‘and’ in 

the middle of the sentence, 

CG I was going to say the same thing as 

DG. 

GB Passes object. 

DG I don’t like about writing because the 

pencil feels really sweaty when we 

hold it for a long time and it makes 

me feel uncomfortable 

HB I don’t like writing sometimes, 

sometimes letters is hard and 

sometimes they are easy. 

 

Does anyone else want to say anything to do 

with pens or pencils? (Question to Grp 1 only) 

So you’re not so keen if I say you have to use 

these different words? (Question to Grp 2 only) 

AB Shakes head EG Yes 

BB Shakes head FG Same with me (agreeing with EG) 

CG I like a pen. GB Nods (agreeing with EG) 

DG I like a pen. HB Passes object. 

Where do you like writing? 

AB I like it when I write at the beach 

because it’s nice and hot. 

EG I like doing it at home because I 

can just think on my own. 

BB I like writing at home and the beach 

and at school. 

FG I like writing when it’s quieter so 

people aren’t talking to me when 

I write. 

CG I like writing anywhere actually. GB I like doing it at home as it’s 

quieter and no one can annoy 

me. 

DG I like writing at home because when 

we sit on my chairs they feel nice. 

We have a cushion on them. 

HB I like doing it at home as no one 

can annoy me. 

How have you felt about the whole class free writing we have done this term where everybody has 

written together? 

AB We’ve done that. EG I find it really helpful because it’s 

all quiet and there are no 

distractions. 

BB Passes object. FG Good because it gets all quiet 

because they’re all trying to write 
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about something they want to 

write about. 

CG We’ve done that. GB I like it because it’s quiet and no 

one can annoy us. 

DG Passes object. HB I like it because it’s quiet and no 

one annoys us and we can just 

get on with our writing. 

What do you think about the sharing time after the free writing? 

AB Urm, good. 

Why? 

Because I get to do my funny songs 

sometimes. 

EG Passes object. 

BB Passes object. FG I like it because then you get to 

see what other people have 

written. You get to actually hear 

what they’ve written and you can 

have fun with jokes if they’ve 

written jokes or riddles. 

CG It was quite interesting to see what 
other people wrote about. 

GB I like hearing people sharing 

because then it makes me feel 

like I have another idea in my 

head and next time I could do it. 

DG Well I liked listening to the ideas that 
the other children were learning 
about. 

HB I like feeding back because I can 

see all their pictures and what 

they’ve wrote about. 

Was there anything you didn’t like about the sharing? 

AB I like the sharing. EG don’t like it when people are 

talking over the top of other 

people because it makes you a bit 

embarrassed 

BB I don’t like free writing because I 

don’t really like writing about me, I 

like writing about what the teacher 

says and I don’t really have ideas. 

I like the sharing. 

FG When other people are shouting 

and laughing over the top of the 

people so we can’t hear the 

person that’s talking. Then 

they’re just wasting time when 

other people could be sharing 

jokes or something. 

CG I like the sharing. GB I don’t like it when people laugh 



40 
 

and annoy us and shout because 

you then don’t get to hear the 

other person sharing. 

DG I didn’t like sharing sometimes, 

because sometimes people say silly 

things about stuff. 

HB Passes object. 

Is there anything else anyone would like to say about writing? 

AB Shakes head. EG I think pens are pretty useful 

because like a pencil, if you press 

too hard it makes like a hole in 

the paper. 

BB Shakes head. FG Yes. I kind of like writing with 

pens because then it’s easier to 

write and you don’t have to like 

push down 

CG Shakes head. GB Shakes head 

DG Shakes head. HB Shakes head 

Table 3 – Summary of Post study Group 1 and 2 Interviews 

The data showed that all eight children gave positive responses to the question ‘How 

do you feel about writing at school now?’ compared to six in the initial interviews.  This 

represented a slight increase from the number who stated they enjoyed writing prior to 

the class intervention. When the responses to the Group One clarification question 

were taken into account, this continued to be the case, although one child also added a 

negative comment related to the lack of choice in some writing activities.  

 

Whilst all the children stated that they enjoyed the free choice writing sessions in 

general, it was interesting that the majority of children mentioned their enjoyment of the 

quiet nature of the sessions. Of the six children who responded, all stated they enjoyed 

the sharing sessions.  Interestingly, it appeared that particular enjoyment was gained 

from hearing others share, as the vast majority of responses gave this as the aspect 

they liked the most.   

 

Children’s responses regarding what they did not like about writing were generally split 

between physical discomforts and teacher expectations. A dislike of specific teacher 

requirements around the technical aspects of writing continued to arise as a theme 

within the negative responses. 
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Children’s Self-Assessments 

In an attempt to capture the children’s feelings towards their writing, the children were 

asked to complete self-assessment slips after their free choice writing and again after 

sharing.  On each occasion they were asked to circle the face that best represented 

how they felt about their writing at that point, as shown in Diagram 2. 

 

 

 

Diagram 2 – Children’s Self-Assessment Slips 

 

The full results of the children’s self-assessments are shown in Table 4, below: 

 

Children’s Self-Assessment Data 

 

Key:  

PW = post writing,  PS = post sharing 

Session 

Number and 

Data Point Smiling Face  Straight Face Sad Face 

1PW: 7/8 1/8 (DG – no reason given)  

 

1PS: 
7/8 

1/8 (DG – no reason given, but 

after she shared)  

 

2PW: 

7/8 

1/8  (DG - stated that it was 

because people were looking at 

her)  

 

2PS: 

7/8 
 

1/8 (DG -  stated that 

she didn’t get to 

share) 

3PW: 8/8 
 

 

3PS: 
7/8 

1/8 (CG -no reason given, but had 

declined to share) 

 4PW: 8/8 
 

 

4PS: 
7/8 

1/8 (CG - no reason given, but 

wasn’t chosen to share) 

 5PW: 8/8 
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5PS: 
7/8 

1/8 (CG - no reason given, but 

wasn’t chosen to share) 

 6PW: 8/8 
 

 6PS: 8/8 
 

 Table 4 – Children’s Self-Assessment Data 

The data indicated that there was very little variation between the two data points, with 

the vast majority of children choosing the smiling face on each occasion.  In general, it 

appeared that the children’s attitudes towards their own writing were unaffected by the 

sharing session and their feelings towards their own free choice writing were 

overwhelmingly positive.  Only two children did not choose the smiling face on all 

occasions. However, although their use as an independent self-assessment tool was 

important to ensure children had some agency in the process, this independent use, 

together with the limited number of faces offered, meant that data was not highly 

nuanced.  The conclusions that could be drawn from these were therefore limited. 

 

Field Notes Data 

During the free choice writing and sharing sessions I made handwritten field notes (a 

sample of these can be seen in Appendix N). Notes were made briefly, just before I 

began my own free choice writing, to assess if the children began writing straight away, 

as I perceived this to be one possible indication that they were positively engaged in 

the process. I also observed whether the children continued to write, by observing them 

briefly towards the end of the writing session.  I made more detailed notes during the 

sharing session regarding who accepted the opportunity to share, the nature of the 

sharing, any comments made by others about the participants who shared, and the 

form and nature of the comments the participants made about the writing of others. 

These were typed up in full and grouped by participant (Appendix O). 

 

The notes revealed that all participants always began writing straight away in every 

session and continued to write for the remainder of the allotted time.  Although in the 

post study interviews two children stated that they found it difficult to think of their own 

ideas, this was not apparent during the writing sessions.  It could be suggested that this 

behaviour might be one indication of a good level of engagement and interest in this 

kind of writing activity. 

 

The notes on the sharing sessions indicated possible patterns around of the kind of 

writing the children who were sharing had undertaken and who the writing might be for, 
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which reflected issues around ownership, personal interest and audience raised within 

the Literature review.  To explore this further, when presenting this data (shown in 

Table 5 below), the form of the writing and the possible audience have been stated, 

together with an initial ‘C’ or ‘S’ to indicate whether the writing was likely to have been 

written by the child for his or herself (S), or for the purpose of being shared with the 

class (C).  Class audience was determined upon only if the writer created something 

obviously for performance, or a piece of writing that directly asked the class for a 

response, such as a joke.  However, it is acknowledged that there may have been 

other occasions where children wrote less obvious performance pieces.  

 

 Field Work Notes Data 

– Sharing sessions details for each of the six sessions for study participants 

 No. of 

Partic

ipants 

who 

chose 

to 

share 

No. of 

Partici

pants 

who 

began 

& 

stayed 

writing  

Details of the sharing – form of 

writing and possible audience 

No. of participants 

engaging in writing 

of other sharers via 

comments or 

questions 

Children in class 

who ask made 

comments to, or 

asked questions of, 

those choosing to 

share 

   Related to 

own 

experience 

and 

interests 

experiment 

with 

different 

writing 

forms 

Possible 

audience  

Self (S) 

or Class 

(C) 

Related to 

sharer’s 

work 

Related to 

own 

experience 

in 

response 

sharer’s 

work 

Related 

to 

sharer’s 

work 

Related to 

their own 

experience 

S C 

1 5/5 8/8 4 1 5  3 1 Y Y 

2 2/2 8/8 1 1 1 1 5  Y  

3 0/1 

(CG) 

8/8     6    

4 5/5 8/8 2 3 4 1 6  Y  

5 2/2 8/8  2  2 7 1 Y  

6 1/1 8/8 1  1* 1 5 2 Y  

* An entry was made in both columns when a child wrote more than one kind of writing in one 

session. 

Table 5 – Sharing sessions’ summary taken from fieldwork notes 
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The data showed that, when offered the opportunity, all children chose to share, except 

one child on one occasion. This was interesting given that during the post study 

interviews the children cited hearing others share as the aspect of the sharing session 

they enjoyed.  The ongoing high sharing acceptance rate indicates that they also 

appeared to enjoy the opportunity to share. 

 

When looking at the kind of writing the sharers undertook, it was fairly evenly split 

between those who were writing about their own experiences and interests, and the 

children who appeared to be experimenting with different forms of writing that had been 

previously taught within the class.  The high level of personal writing that was seen 

across all sessions was of interest, as it frequently recounted experiences they had just 

had, often outside of the school environment. 

 

It is important to emphasise that the children were offered the opportunity to share after 

they had finished writing. Ten children from the class were randomly chosen to share in 

the first week.  However, the random nature of the initial choice meant that differing 

amounts of study children were picked each week.  It is acknowledged that this 

approach could be considered a weakness in the data gathering approach, as a more 

regular sharing pattern may have enabled other analyses to be made. The practical 

issues of ensuring all the children in the class had an opportunity to share regularly 

meant that each study participant only shared twice within the study, which was not 

enough for any established changes in individual sharing behaviour to be observed, 

although broader patterns within the study group as a whole could be explored.  

 

Upon examination of the sharing data, it became apparent that no clear results about 

certain writing genre patterns could be determined purely from the field notes, as these 

only looked at the writing of those who were given the opportunity to share.  In order to 

explore the writing type and potential writing audience further, I decided to look all the 

writing produced by the eight participants for every session, whether they shared or 

not. It is important to emphasise that this examination did not look at the technical 

content or quality of the children’s writing, but was undertaken around genre type and 

possible intended audience.  The results of this more detailed analysis are shown in 

Table 6 on page 45. 
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Writing Genre Analysis – All Writing 

Key: 

W = Experimenting with learned writing forms experienced in the class 

E/I = Related to own experiences or interests 

C= Child writing for others in the class 

S = Child writing for his or herself 

G = Genre 

A = Potential audience 

 Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 Session 4 Session 5 Session 6 

Child G A G A G A G A G A G A 

AB song – 

E/I 

C song – 

E/I 

C song – 

E/I 

C song – 

E/I 

C song & 

joke E/I 

& W 

C song – E/I C 

BB story – 

W & E/I 

S story – 

W & E/I 

S story – 

E/I & W 

S story – 

E/I & W 

S story – 

E/I &W 

S joke – W, 

personal 

recount – 

E/I 

C

S 

CG list –W S story - W S story - W S story - W S story - W S riddle – W, 

personal 

recount – 

E/I 

C

S 

DG wishes 

for 

future 

E/I 

S story - W S facts 

about 

dogs – 

E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S personal 

recount – 

E/I 

S 

EG personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S story - W S personal 

recount  

- E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S story - W S personal 

recount – 

E/I 

S 

FG story - W S story - W S poem - 

W 

S riddles - 

W 

C story - W S story - W S 

GB personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S personal 

recount 

– E/I, 

joke - W 

S

, 

C 

jokes - W C personal 

recount – 

E/I 

S 

HB personal 

recount 

– E/I 

S story - W S story - W S story - W S story - W S jokes - W C 

Table 6 – Writing genres and potential audience 
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The data showed that although the pattern varied from session to session, each 

session included a mixture of genres of writing.  In total over the six sessions, writing 

was fairly evenly split between the experimentation of forms learnt within the 

classroom, and writing linked to personal interests and experience. Stories and 

personal recounts were the most popular genres of writing, being seen in 35 of the 48 

pieces of writing.  It is interesting to note that after one child shared their own joke in 

week 4, jokes began to be seen with more frequency in the remaining weeks. Although 

jokes had not been taught as a writing form, joke books were amongst the books on 

offer in class and some of these jokes had been shared within the class, to general 

amusement. 

 

The implications of the findings will now be discussed in relation to the themes 

identified within the network mapping process, as shown in Diagram 3 below. Three 

main themes of the writing emerged: the writing environment; the curriculum, and writer 

voice and motivation.  The discussion will be organised under these three main 

themes, with threads drawn from sub-themes within them. 

 

 

Diagram 3 – Network mapping of free choice writing session themes 
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6. Discussion 

 

Introduction 

In this section the data is analysed and discussed with reference to themes identified 

within the literature review and additional themes identified through the coding of the 

data.  The network map (Diagram 3, page 46) shows the three identified themes of the 

writing environment; the curriculum, and writer voice and motivation and the sub 

themes within them. However, it is accepted that there are overlaps and links between 

many of the threads and indeed other interpretations of the data presented.  

 

The Writing Environment 

 

Class Community of Writers  

A central focus of this study was the concept of a class community of writers, because 

all class members were writing and sharing alongside each other.  Nolen (2007) 

suggested that students and teacher could co-construct meaning together within a 

secure environment (Nolen, 2007, p. 255) and this assertion was explored within this 

study. Within the umbrella themes, I identified three strands within the data:  

 Writing together in the classroom 

 Sharing writing with others 

 Listening to and responding to other sharers. 

 

Writing Together in the Classroom  

Although there were no comments made about writing together within the initial pre 

study interviews, frequent mention was made of it in both post study interviews, as 

shown in Table 3, on pages 36-40. One recurring theme was that of the atmosphere of 

the whole class sessions.  In other lessons, the atmosphere tended to be quite noisy, 

with children needing frequent reminders to reduce the noise level. However, during 

the free choice writing sessions, once everyone had begun on their writing, the room 

became very quiet.  During the post study interviews, six of the eight children 

mentioned this, with comments such as ‘I find it really really helpful because when we 

are writing it is all quiet and there are no distractions’ (EG:TP2;37). 

 

It was interesting to note that all the comments about the quiet atmosphere were 

positive.  The spontaneous quiet seemed to become a feature of the sessions and, on 

the rare occasion one child started talking to another, another child would ask them to 

be quiet.  I had not instructed them to work in silence; it just appeared to happen 
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naturally on the first few occasions.  It might be suggested that this was because the 

adults were sitting amongst the children.  However, adults were usually in close 

proximity to the children in other noisier, structured writing lessons. In the post study 

interviews, child DG stated that she ‘felt very comfortable because we were all doing it 

together’ (DG:TP1;40).  A subsequent examination of the children’s books revealed 

that all children had undertaken writing of some nature during each session without any 

reminders to stay on task. 

 

This could be seen as indication of support for recurring assertions within the literature 

review that if children are given space and time to write on topics of their own choosing 

alongside adults, children begin to engage with writing more creatively as they see the 

others in the room, including the teachers, encountering the same issues as 

themselves (Chamberlain, 2016; Cremin, 2006; Ings, 2009).  I reflected that I was quiet 

as I was concentrating on the writing I wanted to undertake. In the post study 

interviews, it was interesting to discover that some of my fellow young writers might 

have been experiencing the same feelings:   

 

FG: ‘It gets all quiet because they’re all trying to write about something they want to 

write about and they can write about anything they like. So they can like, think, instead 

of trying to say to each other what are you writing, I would like to copy you, or if they 

are like writing quietly, because they are thinking, then I like it because they are not 

distracting me’ (FG:TP2;32). 

 

This led me to consider that it might be a challenge for some children to write in the 

usual, noisier classroom environment and that there might be a potential reduction in 

enjoyment of writing arising from this.  The calm and industrious atmosphere appeared 

to contradict Loane and Muir’s (2017) warnings of the chaotic scenes that might 

accompany such free choice sessions.  The noise levels within writing lessons and the 

effect on the children’s writing attitudes were not a focus for this study, but the 

children’s comments indicate it might be an area worthy of further research. 

 

Sharing Work with Others  

In general, the children in the class appeared very keen to share, with many children 

asking if it was their turn. Table 5 sharing summary data (pages 43-44), shows that all 

participants accepted the opportunity to share, except one child, who declined on her 

first opportunity.  In the post study interviews, seven out of eight children made positive 

comments about the sharing sessions, suggesting that the children felt comfortable 
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within the sharing environment. I noted with interest that all of the people who shared 

were always keen to take questions from others.  These children appeared to enjoy the 

attention their writing received from the class and were confident to explain their 

thoughts and ideas.  It might be suggested that the combination of the focus on the 

celebration of work, my position towards the back of the class and the sharer’s position 

at the front, raised the status of the children’s personal writing, reflecting Oldfather’s 

(1993) assertions that honouring the voice of the child helped engagement. Whilst 

there was no evidence of an increase in the high sharing participant rate, as it was 

overwhelmingly popular across all six sessions, it could be seen as a reflection that this 

kind of sharing space enabled children to perceive their writing to be important and 

valued by others. 

 

In order to ascertain whether the sharing itself was increasing the enjoyment of writing, 

I added specific questions about the sharing aspect to the post study interview 

questions, as shown in Table 2 on pages 35-36.  Although some isolated comments 

were centred around enjoyment of sharing, with children such as AB, stating in the post 

study interview that he enjoyed the sharing because ‘I get to do my funny songs 

sometimes’ (AB:TP1;50), the majority of comments related to hearing others share. 

 

Listening to and Responding to Others  

It was interesting to note that most of the children’s comments about sharing related to 

what they gained from listening to others. When child CG declined to share her work, 

she offered the explanation that she wanted to hear others share instead. In the same 

session she asked a question about another’s work and in fact asked at least one 

question to the sharers in each of the sharing sessions (Appendix  O). When asked 

about the sharing aspect of the writing sessions in the post study interview, she 

responded by stating that ‘it was quite interesting to see what other people wrote about’ 

(CG:TP1;45), indicating that she gained some satisfaction from this. It should be noted, 

however, that she did decide to share when she was next offered the opportunity. The 

reasons for this change were not apparent, although it might be tentatively suggested 

that she initially lacked the confidence to share, which she then gained from watching 

others.  It is possible that she was embarrassed or anxious about the sharing process, 

but by observing others share, she began to perceive it as a supportive environment. It 

might have been useful to have included a general question about the choice to share 

in the post study interview, in order to have attempted to gain further information about 

the reasons for her choices. 
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The enjoyment of hearing others share appeared as a common thread within the post 

study interviews, with all four children in Group 2 and two children in Group 1 

mentioning it as something they enjoyed about the sharing sessions.  In the post study 

interview, FG stated ‘you get to actually hear what they’ve written and you can have fun 

with jokes if they’ve written jokes or riddles’ (FG:TP2;41), whilst EG confirmed that ‘I 

like the feeding back time because next time you can steal other people’s ideas’ 

(EG:TP2;44). Whilst three children made comments about generally enjoying sharing, 

there were also three comments related specifically to the enjoyment of gaining writing 

ideas from others by listening to them share. As an observer of the sharing sessions, 

the high level of listener interest was evident.  The children laughed enthusiastically at 

jokes, were keen to offer answers to riddles and jokes and wanted ask questions.  The 

sharing process appeared to give at least as much to the listener as the sharer.  These 

indications of the positive effects of this kind of writing and sharing might be seen as a 

challenge to Washtell’s (2010) assertion that this kind of unstructured writing is 

generally unhelpful for less experienced writers. 

 

In contrast, the children’s enjoyment of the playful aspects of personal writing and the 

enjoyment of sharing this kind of personal writing appeared to support Fletcher’s (2017) 

belief that it is both possible and desirable to give children the space to experience 

these two elements within the classroom setting in order that the joy of writing is shared 

(Fletcher, 2017).  The ideas and enjoyment gained from the sharing of ideas could be 

seen as what Vygotsky (2004) described as linkage, where the social interaction that 

exists around children’s personal writing and the shared experiences that are created 

within these interactions mean that the children are not limited by their own 

experiences, or indeed their own ability to imagine or create (Vygotsky, 2004). 

 

Responses to the sharing were not entirely positive, however. When asked if there was 

anything they did not like about the sharing sessions, four children made negative 

comments all centred around what the children deemed as ‘silly’, or loud behaviour that 

interrupted the sharing sessions, with child FG stating ‘they’re just wasting time when 

other people could be sharing jokes or something’ (FG:TP2;46). My perceptions of the 

sharing sessions had been that the children particularly enjoyed the sharing of jokes, 

so laughed loudly and became quite excitable at these points.  This did slow down the 

sharing process slightly and it might have been that some children found these 

moments irksome because they perceived that they prevented more children from 

being given the opportunity to share, or they may have just found the loud laughter 
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annoying.  These views supported my own observations that the sharing session was 

important to the children and something that they valued.   

 

Physical aspects of writing  

During the free choice writing sessions, children were allowed to write with their choice 

of writing implement, with most children choosing to write in pen.  One unexpected, but 

interesting finding was the number of comments around writing with pencil, which was 

required in structured writing lessons. Comments from the post study interviews (Table 

3, pages 36-40) appear to indicate that the choice of writing implement was important 

to the children. However, this is outside the scope of the main focus of this study, so 

the responses around this issue are contained within Appendix P. 

 

The National Curriculum 

The literature review examined the current primary curriculum and its significant 

technical demands on children, with voices such as Cremin (2016) asking the question 

as to whether the grammar heavy focus of the current curriculum and a lack of focus on 

writing for pleasure meant that it was unlikely that we would have children who chose 

to write, rather than wrote to meet their teacher’s aims (Cremin, 2016). Alongside this 

were claims around the absence of emphasis on choice and ownership within the 

curriculum (Alexander et al 2010, Chamberlain, 2016).  Both of these areas arose as 

recurring themes in the interviews, where children talked of their feelings around 

different types of writing undertaken at school. Over the course of the initial and post 

study interviews, half of the children commented negatively about the technical aspects 

of the curriculum.  In the initial interviews, CG and HB highlighted teacher expectations 

around handwriting, spelling and the inclusion of specific word types as elements they 

did not like, with EG confirming that she preferred writing at home because ‘it doesn’t 

matter if you get the words wrong’ (EG:TI2;36).  

 

In the post study Group 2 interviews, two children negatively mentioned the 

requirement to include specified grammatical elements when writing at school, with FG 

describing the requirements as ‘really stern’ (FG:TP2;16).  It might be concluded that it 

is not surprising that these technical demands might hinder some children’s enjoyment 

of the writing process, supporting claims by Grainger et al (2003) and Corbett (2017) 

that a focus on creativity might be lost in the focus on meeting technical specifications. 

It could also be that these comments reflected the occasions where I did not achieve 

the correct balance in writing tasks, placing too heavy an emphasis on specific 

technical outcomes. 
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The Importance of Choice  

In the initial and post study interviews, children made frequent comments about 

wanting the freedom to use their imagination and choose what to write.  In the initial 

interviews, four children mention enjoying the freedom of free choice writing. In the post 

study interviews, four of the eight children mentioned enjoying the freedom to choose 

their own words; ‘I like free writing as I can write about whatever I like’ (FG:TP2;5), or 

liked the opportunity to take ideas from others ‘I like free writing because when another 

person shares it makes you think about other stuff and you could take their words’ 

(GB:TP2;7).  A fifth child stated that he preferred the longer whole class free choice 

sessions ‘because I get to do more things and think about it’ (AB:TP1;13).  The thread 

running through all five children’s comments is the children’s enjoyment of being given 

the space and time to choose what and how to write, or what Nolen (2007) describes 

as ‘we get to’, rather than ‘we have to’ (Nolen, 2007, pp. 251-252).  As choice was 

considered so important to the majority of the children, it is relevant to highlight the lack 

of any focus on this within the National Curriculum (DFE, 2013) and to consider the 

potential impact this omission might have on children’s writing motivation. 

 

It was interesting to note that, whilst enjoyed by most, the opportunity for complete 

freedom was not enjoyed by all children.  In the post study interview, whilst BB and DG 

stated they enjoyed the quiet nature of the writing sessions and enjoyed the sharing, 

they asserted that they preferred the teacher to give them writing ideas.  BB explained 

that he did not like the actual writing part of the free choice writing session, because he 

did not like writing about himself ‘I don’t really have ideas’ (BB:TP1;55).  It could be 

suggested that he found security in the expectation that the teacher generated the 

ideas and was unused to the demands of having to create his own ideas.  

 

When the sharing responses of both these children were examined (Appendix O), it 

could be seen that both children took up the opportunity to share their writing.  The 

data indicated that child DG chose to ask questions, or give comments about other 

sharers’ work in every session, whilst BB did this in the first three sessions, but not in 

the final three.  It might be that for these children, the sharing aspect of the free choice 

writing session was particularly valuable, as it allowed them to see and share in the 

writing of those sharing and the ideas this might provide.  It might be surmised that 

their confidence in and enjoyment of this type of writing might have increased as they 

undertook it more frequently, or alternatively it could have been that being asked to do 

this more often might have led to a reduction in the enjoyment of writing for these 
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children.  The duration of the study did not allow for firm conclusions to be made 

around this aspect. 

 

Writer Voice and Motivation 

Young (2017) defined writing for pleasure as the satisfaction derived from fulfilling the 

purpose and discovering your writing voice, together with the anticipation of the 

responses to it. Alongside a focus on the sharing, it is pertinent to examine the kind of 

writing the children undertook in order to explore whether the children were purely 

writing for themselves, or writing for an audience. The children’s writing was examined 

with reference to the style or genre of the writing undertaken, rather than the actual 

content.  An analysis of the styles of writing was undertaken for each child across each 

of the six sessions to ascertain if there were patterns to the writing forms and potential 

audience (Table 6, page 45), to establish if the children’s writing reflected personal or 

meaningful aspects, or whether they could be categorised as ways of ‘marking time’ 

(Loane & Muir, 2017, p. 282). 

 

Forms of Writing 

When examining the form of the writing itself, it became clear that whilst a minority of 

children, such as AB, wrote songs each week, most children experimented with learned 

writing forms, or wrote pieces linked to their experiences and interests across the six 

sessions. In attempting to separate the children’s writing into these two groups it 

became apparent there were inherent difficulties in this as elements of personal 

experiences within stories may be less evident than within factual recounts.  The 

children were not writing to any specified criteria, or for a specified purpose, but making 

their own choices about form and content.  This supported Corbett’s (2017) assertion 

that when children are given space and freedom, writing ‘becomes a vehicle for 

exploring and enjoying their own stories, fascinations, concerns and obsessions’ 

(Corbett, 2017, p. 1). They appeared to be writing about what was of interest or 

concern to them at that moment in time. 

 

There were several pieces that reflected genres practised within the classroom that 

were also linked to personal experiences.  One example of this was a story that BB 

began in week one and continued to write over five sessions.  The main character in 

the story was one of BB’s best friends, who had left the school a few weeks before.  A 

question from another child in the sharing session led BB to confirm this, stating that it 

was his way of remembering him.  This prompted several others in the class to recount 

memories of him.  This discourse appeared meaningful and important to the children, 
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which raises doubts about Loane and Muir's (2007) claim that this type of writing is 

often bland or lightweight.  The high number of personal recounts seen within the 

writing types also indicated that the writing might have given children a valuable 

opportunity to process or re-visit personal events, as well as affording them a way of 

sharing their experiences. 

 

It is interesting to note that although BB stated that he enjoyed the sharing aspect of 

the sessions, as it gave him ideas, something he found a challenge, his own writing 

ideas were also acting as a link to a shared experience with others, which might be 

considered an example of Nolen’s (2007) concept of writers within the classroom co-

constructing the meanings as a community (Nolen, 2007, p. 255).  

 

The literature review raised the issue of who owns children’s writing and who children 

write for whilst at school, with the assertion that most writing is undertaken for the 

teacher, with outcomes as the main focus (Grainger et al, 2003; Fisher, 2006).  My role 

during the writing was that of fellow writer.  During this time, although it must be 

accepted that I was still a teacher within the classroom, the children’s writing was not 

my concern as they were not writing for me.  The focus for each class member was to 

express themselves through their writing in whatever way they chose.  The writing was 

their own, although the results indicated that some children may have begun to 

consider their potential writing audience when choosing how and what to write. 

 

Audience  

During the sharing sessions, it became apparent that some children might not just be 

writing for themselves. The concept of audience was highlighted by Graves (1994), 

through his assertion that the sharing and publication of children’s writing gave the 

work direction and status, with children working together as writers.  Graves (1994) 

claimed that without the drive towards publication, the work risked a lack of purpose, 

which could ultimately reduce engagement.  It was interesting to note that whilst there 

was no final publication aim for the writing within the free choice writing sessions, the 

sharing session appeared to provide children with an audience and this very fact may 

have led some children to begin to write for the class audience, rather than merely 

providing a platform from which to share their own personal writing.  Graves (1994) 

saw the sharing of writing as crucial to the creation of a writing community, as he 

believed the act of sharing and listening helped those involved feel part of a 

community. 
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With the aim of attempting to discern whether there were any identifiable changes to 

writing audience patterns, I attempted to categorise each piece of writing as either for 

self (S) or for the class (C), as shown in Table 6 on page 45.  The aim of categorising 

the pieces in this way was an attempt to ascertain if there were any discernible 

changes in the kind of writing the children undertook as the sessions continued.  I 

considered that more children might have chosen to write for the class, as the weeks 

progressed, if they saw positive reactions from the class audience to the performance 

pieces already shared.  

 

The analysis indicated a potential increase in pieces created for performance. Whilst in 

session 1, only one participant appeared to write for the class audience, by session 4 

this had risen to three and although there was a dip in session 5, by session 6, four 

participants were writing pieces songs, jokes or riddles that invited and required 

audience participation.  Table 6 on page 45 indicates how these forms seemed to 

broadly increase in the remaining sessions, with four of the eight children creating 

jokes by the end of the sixth session 

 

Although the number of pieces written for the class might suggest a potential change in 

behaviour, it must be acknowledged that the numbers involved were very small on 

each occasion and the number of study sessions did not allow for any sustained 

upward trend to be discerned. It might be suggested that the children observed the 

positive reaction to the sharers whose writing required some kind of response from the 

audience and so began to copy these. This would support Oldfather’s (1993) assertion 

that the act of giving children time to share and discuss their work, shows the children 

the work is being honoured and valued.  Alternatively, it might have simply have been 

that these writing forms were short enough to be accessible to all writers, so as more 

writers heard this type of work, they began to attempt them themselves.  However, 

further research would be needed to examine the writing and sharing patterns in more 

depth.   
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6. Conclusion  

 

Introduction 

The focus of this study was to explore whether there were any discernible changes in 

children’s attitudes towards writing as a consequence of a six week whole class free 

writing intervention.  There was evidence within the literature review that the omission 

of aims around writing for pleasure within the current curriculum, alongside increased 

technical requirements, had placed the focus on writing outcomes, rather than giving 

children regular opportunities to make their own choices about how and what to write 

(Bearne et al, 2016; Corbett, 2017; Cremin, 2016; Fisher, 2006; Grainger et al, 2003; 

Ofsted, 2012). The study aimed to investigate whether providing a regular space and 

time at school for children to write and share solely for pleasure could make any 

observable difference to the way children felt about writing, and if this kind of writing 

might help children enjoy the process of finding their own writing voice. 

 

Although the case study approach meant that it was not possible to draw generalised 

statistical conclusions from the findings, it could be seen as having some analytical 

generalisability (Yin, 2009), as its focus on writing motivation and attitudes aimed to 

make a small contribution to the small but growing discourse around writing for 

pleasure within the classroom. 

 

Key Findings  

The combination of methods enabled some potential trends to be seen and allowed 

some interesting observations to be made, particularly around participants’ attitudes to 

sharing, and the quiet writing atmosphere in the classroom. The overall findings 

suggested that there was a slight increase in the number of children who felt positive 

about writing at the end of the study, compared with before.  In both the initial and post 

study interviews, when asked what kind of writing they enjoyed, the children 

overwhelmingly stated that they enjoyed free choice writing.  In the initial interviews 

children were referring to the small group free choice writing that had been taking place 

in the class alongside other activities.  This was then replaced by the whole class free 

choice writing and sharing that formed the basis of the intervention study.  A significant 

number of children’s comments supported claims in the literature review that a focus on 

the technical aspects of the curriculum risked disengaging children by reducing writing 

to a tick box mentality (Fisher, 2006; Grainger et al 2003), as they negatively 

referenced the constraints of technical grammar and spelling demands placed upon 

them. 
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At first glance, this might appear to indicate that any form of free choice writing would 

be popular with the children.  Looking more closely at the interview responses, 

however, it appeared that the majority of children preferred the whole class free choice 

writing sessions because they were much quieter than the small group ones that took 

place alongside other activities.  It indicated that the children found it harder to 

concentrate in a noisy room and the spontaneous quiet of the whole class sessions 

was appreciated by the majority of children in the study. This raised the question of 

whether writing within a noisy classroom had any significant effect on children’s 

engagement with and enjoyment of writing.  It could be cautiously suggested that the 

quiet industry indicated an increased level of engagement with writing, at least within 

these sessions, as it contrasted with the ongoing reminders that were needed during 

directed writing lessons.  This is an interesting finding as this kind of difference in 

working atmosphere, and the potential implications of this, did not appear to feature in 

the literature around writing. As such, it is a finding that would benefit from further 

research. 

 

The personal nature of much of the writing produced by the children and the 

opportunities to share meanings and experiences, such as shared memories of a 

former classmate, could be seen as a validation of some assertions within the literature 

review that suggested that personal, meaningful writing connected children to the 

process of enjoying writing and being a writer (Cremin, 2016; Corbett, 2017; Young, 

2017; Nolen, 2007).  However, there is also a suggestion within the data that it 

connected the children to each other, both through their experiences and ideas. 

 

The study indicated that free choice, although preferred by most, was not universally 

enjoyed by all participants, which might suggest that some children enjoy choice, rather 

than complete freedom.  Although within the existing definitions of writing for pleasure 

there is an emphasis it being volitional, its main focus is around choice (Corbett, 2017; 

Cremin, 2016; Young, 2017), which may not necessarily mean complete freedom.  It 

might be suggested that children enjoy and approach writing in individual ways and that 

no one approach could be certain to ensure the enjoyment of all children, and indeed 

there may be some who appreciate the teacher’s writing stimuli. Interestingly, however, 

when considering the two participants who said they found generating their own ideas 

difficult, it was interesting to note that that they always began writing without delay.  

This suggested the possibility that they were able to find ideas for themselves, even if 

they lacked confidence in their ability to do so.  It would be interesting to see if 

undertaking regular free choice writing sessions over a period of time increased their 
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confidence to generate their own ideas, or if they continued to prefer some form of 

stimulus or guidance. 

 

Responses in the post study interviews suggested that that the majority of children 

enjoyed the sharing part of the writing sessions and this was supported by the sharing 

data that showed all but one child chose to share their work whenever they were 

offered the opportunity.  It was striking, however, that the vast majority of children’s 

positive comments around sharing related to their enjoyment of hearing others share, 

with the opportunity to magpie ideas given as the most common reason. These findings 

supported Nolen’s (2007) assertion that it was not just the writing activities themselves 

that were an essential component when creating a real sense of a community of 

writers, but also the environment in which the writing took place.  The sharing took 

place in a space that solely focussed on celebrating children’s work and it could be 

asserted that this created an environment where children felt comfortable to 

experiment, share their own work and engage in the work of others. 

 

Although there was no final publication aim, which Graves (1994) believed was needed 

for the writing to have real purpose, it could be asserted that the sharing sessions 

provided a platform not only for the children to ‘verbally publish’ their own writing within 

the class, but to feel involved in the writing of others in a positive way. The overall 

findings indicated that the class audience played an important role within the sessions.  

Although more children mentioned the enjoyment gained from listening to others, the 

potential change in the forms of children’s writing, towards more obvious performance 

pieces, tentatively indicated that some children might have begun to anticipate and 

consider the sharing opportunity when deciding what to write.  However, the length of 

the study and number of children included meant that no firm assertions could be made 

in this regard.  

 

Study Limitations 

There were some shortcomings within the research methods of the study, which may 

have had an impact on the kind and quality of data collected and these were mainly 

related to the group interviews. Weaknesses were identified within the initial study 

interviews, where failures to follow up on children’s responses led to some missed 

opportunities.  Although more follow up questions were used in the post study 

interviews, the nature of the follow up questions resulted in very little additional 

information being obtained and chances to discover more about the participants’ 

feelings around certain aspects of the teaching of writing were missed.  These 
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perceived weakness lent weight to Robson’s (2011) assertion that a high level of skill is 

required from the interviewer in semi-structured interviews.  The experience of listening 

to responses, whilst simultaneously considering what responses to follow up on and 

how to construct follow up questions was a significant challenge. 

 

It would have been useful to gain more nuanced information, particularly with reference 

to the children’s self-assessment data. It was important that the children could 

complete the self-assessments independently and attention to ethical considerations 

meant that it was important that they were not made to feel they had to justify their 

choices.  However, this, together with the limited number of choices offered, meant that 

this data lacked depth and few conclusions could be drawn from it.   

 

Implications for Future Research 

Several possibilities for future research arose from the study.  A longer study that 

allowed children more sharing opportunities and tracked the kind of writing children 

created across the study, might allow further conclusions about writing purpose and 

audience to be drawn, as well as affording the opportunity to explore how this might 

affect the children’s enjoyment of writing. It would also be interesting to examine the 

question of whether writing patterns changed if the children knew, before they began 

writing, which children were to be offered the opportunity to share.  The discomfort of a 

few participants around the generation of writing ideas, and the observations around 

the writing behaviour that accompanied these, suggest further research possibilities 

around the question of whether regular whole class free choice writing and sharing 

sessions help the confidence or imagination of children who find it a challenge to think 

of their own writing ideas. 

 

Although a study of this nature could not hope to establish whether free choice writing 

affected any change in the children’s attitudes towards writing, it could be suggested 

that there were strong indicators that the majority of the children in the study enjoyed 

many aspects of the sessions. The outcomes of the study indicate support for 

Chamberlain’s (2016) assertion that giving children the space to write in this way could 

allow them ‘to write for pleasure, in much the same way that we talk about reading for 

pleasure’ (Chamberlain, 2016, p. 134).  

 

Since the completion of the study, despite curriculum pressures, as a result of my 

observations of the children’s enjoyment of the sessions, I have continued the weekly 

whole class free choice writing and sharing sessions within my class.  It is a writing 
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lesson that, I suggest, provides a valuable space for every member of the class to 

express themselves through writing in whatever way they choose, in order to find 

pleasure in their own writing and the sharing of writing within a supportive community of 

fellow writers.  
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7. Appendices 

 

Appendix A – Faculty Ethics Form 

Faculty Ethics form HSS.E2 

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences  

Application for ethics approval for a research project involving 

human participants 
 

Undergraduates and Foundation Degree Students: 
Before completing this form, the ethics review checklist (Faculty form HSS.E1) should have 
been completed to establish whether this additional application for ethics approval is required. If 
ethics approval is required, you should complete this form, sign it and submit it to the Faculty 
Research Ethics Officer, Carol Brown at carol.brown@brookes.ac.uk. A decision form, E3 will 
then be returned to you by e-mail. 
 
Master’s Students: 
You should complete this form before you start your project and submit it to your supervisor. 
If he or she is unable to sign it at this stage, the form will be referred to the Faculty Research 
Ethics Officer, as above, who may seek further information and clarification from you. A decision 
form, E3, will then be returned to you by e-mail. 
 
All students should refer to the University Code of Practice on Ethical Standards for Research 
involving Human Participants, available at www.brookes.ac.uk/res/ethics and Faculty 
guidelines, which are included in the relevant on-line module or course handbook. You should 
bind a copy of the approved form in your final project or dissertation submission. 
 

 

  

1. Name of Principal Investigator (Student): Nicole Dowling (Winter) 

 E-mail address: 15128497@brookes.ac.uk 

2. Name of Supervisor and e-mail address: 

 

Catharine Gilson 

 E-mail address: 

 

cgilson@brookes.ac.uk 

3. Working Project Title: 

 

 

 

A study into the effects of regular free choice 

writing, and the voluntary sharing of it, on 

writing attitudes. 

http://www.brookes.ac.uk/res/ethics
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4. Project Type (please specify course and 

give module number): 

 

Master’s project  

  Master’s 

dissertation 

P70002 

5. Background to and rationale of proposed 

research: 

  

 

      

The research arose from informal class observations 

where, as part of small groups, children, were able to 

choose what they wrote. I noticed they seemed keen 

to share this personal writing, even if they were 

generally reluctant to write during more formal 

writing sessions. The study aims to explore whether 

giving children regular time in which to undertake 

free choice writing as part of a whole class writing 

community, together with an opportunity to share 

their work, increases their enjoyment of writing.  The 

focus is on Writing for Pleasure, rather than any 

improvement in technical aspects of writing. The 

study will be undertaken with a Year 1/2 class. 

6.  ‘Gatekeeper’ permission 

If you are conducting your research 

within an organisation external to 

Brookes, such as a school or company, 

has permission been obtained?  

 

Attach a copy of the letter or e-mail 

giving permission 

 

Yes 

7 Methods of data collection: 

 

Attach a copy of your draft 

questionnaire, interview schedule or 

observation guidelines 

 

 

 

1) Two sets of semi structured small group 
interviews, one before the intervention 
begins and once on its completion.  The 
draft interview schedule is attached for the 
initial interview.  The subsequent interview 
will aim to follow the same questions, but 
they may vary slightly, depending on the 
responses to the first interview and my 
observations during the writing sessions 

2) Observations of the children during the 
writing process and any sharing of the 
writing.  The observation sheet is attached. 

3) The children’s personal assessment of their 
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attitude towards their writing during each 
session, via the completion of a smiley face 
chart, which is attached. 

 

8 Participants involved in the research: 

 

Include the target number, age range, 

source and method of recruitment and 

location of the research 

8 children (4 girls and 4 boys) aged between 5 and 7 

will be randomly selected from those whose parents 

given permission. The children will be from my own 

class at St Nicholas C of E Primary School, East 

Challow. 

9 Are participants in a dependent 

relationship) as an unequal power 

relationship) with the researcher? 

 

If yes, what steps will you take to ensure 

that participation is entirely voluntary 

and is not influenced by this 

relationship?  

 

Yes.  Emphasis will be placed on the voluntary nature 

of inclusion in the study and that it is not part of my 

role as a class teacher.  Parents will be informed that 

they can withdraw their child from the study at any 

time, without explanation and that non participation 

will have no bearing on any school related 

assessments. Application will be made in writing to 

the parents, together with an information sheet 

outlining the study and its aims in details, with an opt 

in approach and time given for their consideration, 

to ensure no parents feel obligated. The children’s 

assent will also be sought on the morning of the 

interviews and the voluntary nature of their 

participation emphasised.  A simple non verbal cue 

will be agreed that will allow any children to 

withdraw during the interview, without explanation.  

The interview will be observed by an additional adult 

who will take field notes, with a focus on ensuring 

the interviews are carried out without bias. 

10. Potential benefits of the proposed 

research: 

 

 

 

To increase children’s engagement with and 

enjoyment of writing. To potentially change 

classroom practice to give children regular 

opportunities to choose what they write and enjoy 

11 Potential adverse effects of the 

proposed research and steps to be taken 

to deal with them: 

 

These are defined as risks greater than 

those encountered during normal day to 

day interactions and could include 

possible psychological stress or anxiety 

Uncertainty answering interview questions. The 

voluntary nature of participation will be emphasised, 

together with the possibility of a ‘silent’ withdrawal 

at any point via a simple agreed gesture (use of 

talking object, with option to pass it on without 

comment). 

 

 

12. Plan for obtaining informed consent:  Parents will be written to and sent the consent form 
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Please attach copy of your participant 

information sheet and consent form 

 

(Note consent forms are not needed for 

questionnaires) 

 

and participation information sheet.  

 

Children will be invited to the interviews on the 

morning of the interview, with time to consider 

whether they wish to take part.  Assent will be 

sought just prior to the commencement of the 

interviews. If any child wishes to withdraw at any 

time they can do so without giving a reason). 

13. Steps to be taken to ensure 

confidentiality of data: 

 

Outline steps to be taken to ensure 

confidentiality, privacy and anonymity of 

data during collection and publication of 

data 

 

Children will be anonymised.  Each child will referred 

by a different letter in all documentation.  The same 

method will be used during publication.   

14 Debriefing and/or feedback to 

participants 

 

What debriefing and support will 

participants receive after the research? 

How will findings of the research be 

made available to them? 

 

A summary of the findings will be made available to 

the parents of the children involved in the study. 

15 Data storage and security 

 

How will you ensure safe data storage 

during fieldwork and after publication? 

Once interviews are transcribed, the audio 

recordings will be destroyed.  All electronic data will 

be stored on a password encrypted computer, in a 

locked office, along with the paper data.  During the 

fieldwork, data will be stored in a locked cupboard. 

 

All materials submitted will be treated confidentially. 

I have read and understood the University’s Code of Practice on Ethical Standards for Research 

involving Human Participants 

Signed:

  

Nicole Dowling (Winter) Principal Investigator 

/Student 

Signed: Catherine Gilson Supervisor 

Date: 16 May 2018  
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Appendix B – Study Information Sheet 

Nicole Dowling (Winter), email address: 15128497@brookes.ac.uk 
 

Study title: 

A study into the effects of regular free choice writing, and the voluntary sharing of it, on 

writing attitudes. 

 

Invitation  

Your child is being invited to take part in a research study. Before you decide 
whether or not to take to let them take part, it is important for you to understand why 
the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the 
following information carefully. 
 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The study is focussed on free choice writing, where the children have completely free 
choice of what they write about. The purpose of the study is to see if children’s engagement 
levels are changed by giving children regular free choice writing time as a whole class, with 
children and adults writing alongside each other, followed by an opportunity to share the 
writing.  The whole class will be undertaking the free choice writing sessions, which form 
part of normal classroom activities, but the study will look at the responses of eight children 
from XXXX class. 
 
The study will run for approximately six weeks, in which time all the children in the class will 
undertake a whole class free choice writing session approximately once a week.  As part of 
this, Miss XXXX and Mrs XXXX will also undertake free choice writing alongside the 
children.   
 
Who is this study for? 
This study is not undertaken on behalf of XXXXXXXX School, but rather as part of the MA 
in Education currently being undertaking by Nicole Dowling (Winter) at Oxford Brookes 
University.  The study forms part of the dissertation study 
 

Why have I been invited to participate? 

Your child has been invited to take part because they form part of XXXX class.  Eight 
children will be invited to take part in total from the class and will be selected randomly from 
those children whose parents give consent. 
 

Does my child have to take part? 

It is up to you to decide whether or not you will give permission for your child to take 
part in the study. If you do decide you are happy for them to take part, please keep 
this information sheet to keep and sign and return the attached consent form. Once 
the consent form is signed, you are still free to withdraw at any time without giving a 
reason. Children will also be asked for their assent prior to the group interviews.  Both you 
and your child are free to withdraw from the study at any time with no need to give a 
reason. 
 
Choosing for your child to take part or not take part in the study will have no impact on their 
marks, assessments or future studies. 
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What will happen to my child if he/she takes part? 

At the start, if permission is given and they are randomly chosen, your child will be asked if 
they are happy to have a short 5-10 minute, semi structured group interview of four children 
in the annexe outside the class, conducted by the class teacher and observed by the TA to 
ensure its objectivity. The interviews will also be audio recorded, if all parties consent to 
this. The children will have the final say on whether they take part in the interviews. If they 
are happy to take part, they will be asked a few general questions about their current 
thoughts around writing.  At the end of the study they will have another similar interview 
conducted in the same way, asking them similar questions about their current thoughts 
around writing and what they thought of the whole class free choice writing sessions.  In 
addition, some informal observations and notes will be made of their interest and activities 
in the free choice writing sessions and the kind of writing they create.  They will not be 
singled out or treated any differently to any other members of the class during the writing 
sessions. 
 
I do not envisage any disadvantages of taking part, as all the children in the class will be 
undertaking the same activities and the children are used to talking to their class teacher, 
who will be conducting the interviews.   
 

What are the possible benefits of taking part? 

The study aims to assess any potential benefits of free writing choice within the classroom 
and any effect on writing for pleasure.  The aim is to see if free choice writing and sharing 
as part of a writing community helps children to enjoy the writing process more. 
 

Will the observations on my child and what they say in this study be kept confidential? 

All information collected about the individuals will be kept strictly confidential (subject to 
legal limitations). Confidentiality, privacy and anonymity will be ensured in the collection, 
storage and publication of research material. The name and location of the school will be 
anonymised and the children’s and adults will be protected through the use of pseudonyms.  
No record will be kept of the real names of the children beyond the permission forms, which 
will be kept securely. 
 
Data generated by the study will be retained in accordance with the University's policy on 
Academic Integrity. The data generated in the course of the research will be kept securely 
in paper or electronic form for a period of ten years after the completion of the research 
project. 
 

What should I do if I want my child to take part? 

If you are happy for your child to take part in the study, which will commence at 
beginning of Term 6, please can you complete and return the enclosed permission 
form to Nicole Dowling (Winter) by THURSDAY 24 May. Eight children will be randomly 
chosen from the returned permission slips.  If you child is then chosen as a focus child 
within the study, you will then be notified. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to approach Nicole Dowling. 
 

What will happen to the results of the research study? 

The results of the study will be used in a Masters dissertation, as part of a MA in Education 
at Oxford Brooke University. A summary of key findings will be available to this school. 
 

Who is organising and funding the research? 

Nicole Dowling (Winter) is conducting the research as a MA student at Oxford Brookes 
University Education Department. 
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Who has reviewed the study? 

The research has been approved by the University Research Ethics Committee, Oxford 
Brookes University. 
 

Contact for Further Information 

For further information please contact Nicole Dowling (Winter) directly in the first instance, 
or my supervisor Dr Catharine Gilson (email:cgilson@brookes.ac.uk, tel: 01865483167). If 
you have any concerns about the way in which the study has been conducted, please 
contact the Chair of the University Research Ethics Committee on ethics@brookes.ac.uk. 
 

Thank you 

Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet. 
 

 

  

https://mail.google.com/a/brookes.ac.uk/mail/?extsrc=mailto&url=mailto%3Aethics@brookes.ac.uk
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Appendix C – Gatekeeper Consent Form 

Oxford University, Harcourt Hill Campus,  

Oxford, OX2 9AT  

 

2018 

Dear  XXXX 

I am currently completing my Masters dissertation as part of my MA in Education at Oxford 

Brookes and as part of this I would like to do a small intervention study involving eight children 

from my class.  The study aims to assess the effects of regular free choice writing and sharing 

sessions as part of a community of writers.  

The attached information sheet explains the project in detail.  You are under no obligation to 

give permission for me to undertake this research.  If you consent, I will ask written permission 

from the parents concerned, enclosing the information sheet and advising them there no 

obligation to give consent for their child to take part.  I will also make it clear that this is part of 

my MA qualification, and not part of my teaching role at St Nicholas C of E Primary School.   

If there is anything you need clarification on, please do ask. Contact details are included in the 

attached information sheet.  If you are happy to sign, please complete and return the consent 

form below. 

Thank you 

 

Nicole Dowling (Winter) 

 

I do/do not give consent for Nicole Dowling (Winter) to undertake the following intervention 

study with Dolphin Class, at St Nicholas C of E Primary School, Challow: 

An intervention study to investigate changes in children’s engagement with and enjoyment 

of writing after regular sessions of whole class free choice writing, focussing on Writing for 

Pleasure as a class writing community 

 

________________  _________________ _______________ 

Name    Signature   Date 
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Appendix D – Parental Consent Form 

CONSENT FORM 

An intervention study to investigate changes in children’s engagement with and enjoyment 

of writing after regular sessions of whole class free choice writing, focussing on Writing for 

Pleasure as a class writing community 

 
Nicole Dowling (Winter), MA Student, c/o Oxford Brookes University, Harcourt Hill Campus, 

Oxford, OX2 9AT 

 Please initial box 

 

1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet 
for the above study and have had the opportunity to ask 
questions. 

 

  

 

2. I understand that my child’s participation is voluntary and that we 
are free to withdraw at any time, without giving reason. 

 

 

3. I agree for my child to take part in the above 
study 
 

 

  

 

 

Please tick 

box 
 

      Yes                No 

 
4. I agree to the group interviews being 

audio recorded 
 

   

5. I agree to the use of anonymised quotes in publications    

 

 

Name of Parent    Date    Signature 
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Appendix E – Draft Initial Pre Study Interview Schedule 

Group Interview  

Date: 

Participants:  Group 1:     Group 2:   

Prior to interview ask each child privately if they are happy to be part of the group interview, 

which will be audio recorded, remind them that there is no obligation to take part, and show 

and practise the agreed signal for them to withdraw easily during the interview if they wish (a 

hand gesture).  Children will have a talking object to hold when they talk, with the 

understanding that they can pass the object immediately if they do not wish to answer a 

question. 

Group Interview Question Guide 

How do you feel about writing at school?  

 

How do you feel as a writer? (prompts: draw a picture of writer) 

 

 What do you like about writing? (prompts; special pens, paper, own choice of subject, sharing 

work) 

 

What don’t you like about writing? 

 

Where do you like writing? (prompt:  at home, in the playground etc) 

 

Is there anything else you’d like to say? 

 

Additional Notes/Comments 

Did all children choose to answer questions during the interview? 

 

If not, who did not? 

 

Did they all appear interested in what the other participants were saying? 
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Appendix F – Final Initial Pre Study Interview Schedule 

Group Interview – Study  

Date: 

Participants:  Group 1:     Group 2:   

Prior to interview ask each child privately if they are happy to be part of the group interview, 

which will be audio recorded, remind them that there is no obligation to take part, and show 

and practise the agreed signal for them to withdraw easily during the interview if they wish (a 

hand gesture).  Children will have a talking object to hold when they talk, with the 

understanding that they can pass the object immediately if they do not wish to answer a 

question. 

‘I am going to ask you some questions about how you feel about writing.  Remember to pass 

the object along if you don’t want to answer.’ 

Group Interview Question Guide 

How do you feel about writing at school?  

 

What do you like about writing? (prompts; special pens, paper, own choice of subject, sharing 

work) 

 

What don’t you like about writing? 

 

Where do you like writing? (prompt:  at home, in the playground etc) 

 

Is there anything else you’d like to say? 

 

Additional Notes/Comments 

Did all children choose to answer questions during the interview? 

 

If not, who did not? 

 

Did they all appear interested in what the other participants were saying? 
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APPENDIX G – Final Post Study Interview Schedule 

Group Interview – Post Study – Nicole Dowling (Winter), MA student, Oxford Brookes 

University 

Date: 

Participants:  Group 1:     Group 2:   

Prior to interview ask each child privately if they are happy to be part of the group interview, 

which will be audio recorded, remind them that there is no obligation to take part, and show 

and practise the agreed signal for them to withdraw easily during the interview if they wish (a 

hand gesture).  Children will have a talking object to hold when they talk, with the 

understanding that they can pass the object immediately if they do not wish to answer a 

question. 

‘I am going to ask you some questions about how you feel about writing.  Remember to pass 

the object along if you don’t want to answer.’ 

Group Interview Question Guide 

How do you feel about writing at school?  

 

What do you like about writing? (prompts; special pens, paper, own choice of subject, sharing 

work) 

 

What don’t you like about writing? 

 

Where do you like writing? (prompt:  at home, in the playground etc) 

 

How have you felt about the whole class free writing, where everyone has written together 

this term? 

 

 

What did you think about the sharing time afterwards? 

 

Was there anything you particularly liked? 
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Was there anything you didn’t like? 

Is there anything else you’d like to say? 

 

Additional Notes/Comments 

Did all children choose to answer questions during the interview? 

 

If not, who did not? 

 

Did they all appear interested in what the other participants were saying? 
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Appendix H – Blank Field Notes Observation Form 

Writing Session Observation Form Date:   Child’s Name: 

Writing Behaviour Does he/she  
begin writing straight away       or         take some time to begin 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sharing own work Does he/she have the opportunity to share their work today? 
 
If so, did they choose to share? 
 
If so, details of sharing: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responding to 
other’s work 

Did he/she respond to anyone else’s work today? 
 
If so, details of response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other observations  
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Appendix I – Full Study Timescale 

Study Timetable 

This shows a summary of the overall time frame of the study and how the different 

component parts operated within this.  Permission was initially applied for and granted 

from Oxford Brookes University and the gatekeeper at the primary school in April 2018, 

with information and permission letters sent out later that month.  The study 

participants were randomly chosen from those who opted in and were parents of the 

participants were informed in May. The initial pre study interviews took place at the 

beginning of June, the free choice writing sessions ran for six weeks from the 

beginning of June to mid-July, and the post study interviews took place towards the 

end of July 2018. 
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Appendix J – Group 1 Pre Study Interview Transcript – 11/6/18 

4 Interviewer:  Ok, so remember if you don’t want to answer it you just pass it on to the 
next person 

5 Interviewer: Ok, so how do you feel about writing at school? 

6 FG:  I kind of like writing and I like doing like the curly letters because I like doing the 
curly bits 

7 EG:  Is it the same question? 

8 Interviewer:  Yes, so how do you feel about writing at school 

9 EG:  I like it because you can let your imagination just go wild and you can just write 
whatever you like. 

10 GB:  I feel the same as EG because you can write about anything you like when we do 
free writing and things 

11 Interviewer:  What do you think about writing at school? (asking HB) 

12 HB:  Good. 

13 Interviewer:  Why? In what way? 

14 HB: Because you can like make stories and things. 

15 Interviewer:  And you like doing that? 

16 HB:  Yes. 

17 Interviewer:  What do you like about writing? 

18 FG:  Well I like doing it in free writing when we can write about whatever we like and 
we can carry on the story for a long period of days. 

19 EG:  I like it because you can see other people’s ideas and if there are not a lot of 
people at home you can’t like look at what they’ve done.  If you’re at school you get a 
lot of other ideas. 

20 GB:  (holding object) 

21 Interviewer:  if you don’t want to answer it’s fine you can pass it on. 

22 GB:  I like it because when we imaginate something I like it when we like do loads of 
stories. 

23 HB:  I like writing at school because every day we write a story and one day I haven’t 
finished it and the next day I might finish it. 

24 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

25 FG: I don’t really like writing when it’s about one specific thing like if you are trying to 
write about one piece of treasure it’s quite hard because if you have write six or seven 
things it’s quite hard to think of anything about that. 

26 EG:  I don’t actually like hate anything or not really like anything about writing.  Like, 
writing’s nice and calm so like if you’re like in a bad temper you can like do writing. 

27 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

28 GB:  Well I think the same as FG because when you’re like doing one thing it’s hard to 
write seven or six things. 

29 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

30 HB:  Urm, like when you do like really hard words (long pause). 

31 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

32 FG:  I kind of like writing sitting down, not kind of trying to write when I’m standing up.  
If there’s no chairs and it’s like a really cold and damp floor I don’t want to write. 
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33 Interviewer:  Ok, so do you like writing at home, or in the playground or in different 
places?  Is there anywhere particular? 

34 FG:  I kind of like writing at home because I can kind of write about whatever I like and I 
like writing at school sometimes when we do free writing. 

35 EG:  I like writing maybe in the library because it’s nice and quiet and maybe at home 
because if you get your words wrong at home it doesn’t really matter as much. 

36 GB: I like writing at home because if there’s like no chairs like in the playground you can 
go home and there will be chairs there (passes object). 

37 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

38 HB: I like writing because (pause) 

39 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

40 HB:  At home because there’s more things like because there’s more things and you can 
see things what to write about. 

41 Interviewer:  Is there anything else any of you would like to say about writing? 

42 FG:  At home it’s a bit hard to kind of do writing because my brother’s kind of trying to 
say ‘Can we play it now, can we play guns now?’ 

43 
Interviewer:  Anyone else want to say anything else about writing? 

44 
Children all shake their heads 
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Appendix K – Group 2 Pre Study Interview Transcript – 11/06/18 

 Transcript TI21106 

4 Interviewer:  Ok, so remember if you don’t want to answer it you just pass it on to the 
next person 

5 Interviewer: Ok, so how do you feel about writing at school? 

6 FG:  I kind of like writing and I like doing like the curly letters and Js because I like doing 
the curly bits 

7 EG:  Is it the same question? 

8 Interviewer:  Yes, so how do you feel about writing at school 

9 EG:  I like it because you can let your imagination just go wild and you can just write 
whatever you like. 

10 GB:  I feel the same as EG because you can write about anything you like when we do 
free writing and things 

11 Interviewer:  What do you think about writing at school? (asking HB) 

12 HB:  Good. 

13 Interviewer:  Why? In what way? 

14 HB: Because you can like make stories and things. 

15 Interviewer:  And you like doing that? 

16 HB:  Yes. 

17 Interviewer:  What do you like about writing? 

18 FG:  Well I like doing it in free writing when we can write about whatever we like and we 
can carry on the story for a long period of days. 

19 EG:  I like it because you can see other people’s ideas and if there are not a lot of people 
at home you can’t like look at what they’ve done.  If you’re at school you get a lot of 
other ideas. 

20 GB:   

21 Interviewer:  if you don’t want to answer it’s fine you can pass it on. 

22 GB:  I like it because when we imaginate something I like it when we like do loads of 
stories. 

23 HB:  I like writing at school because every day we write a story and one day I haven’t 
finished it and the next day I might finish it. 

24 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

25 FG: I don’t really like writing when it’s about one specific thing like if you are trying to 
write about one piece of treasure it’s quite hard because if you have write six or seven 
things it’s quite hard to think of anything about that. 

26 EG:  I don’t actually like hate anything or not really like anything about writing.  Like, 
writing’s nice and calm so like if you’re like in a bad temper you can like do writing. 

27 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

28 GB:  Well I think the same as FG because when you’re like doing one thing it’s hard to 
write seven or six things. 

29 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

30 HB:  Urm, like when you do like really hard words (long pause). 

31 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

32 FG:  I kind of like writing sitting down, not kind of trying to write when I’m standing up.  
If there’s no chairs and its like a really cold and damp floor I don’t want to write. 



83 
 

 

  

33 Interviewer:  Ok, so do you like writing at home, or in the playground or in different 
places?  Is there anywhere particular? 

34 FG:  I kind of like writing at home because I can kind of write about whatever I like and I 
like writing at school sometimes when we do free writing. 

35 EG:  I like writing maybe in the library because it’s nice and quiet and maybe at home 
because if you get your words wrong at home it doesn’t really matter as much. 

36 GB: I like writing at home because if there’s like no chairs like in the playground you can 
go home and there will be chairs there (passes object). 

37 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

38 HB: I like writing because (pause) 

39 Interviewer:  Where do you like writing? 

40 HB:  At home because there’s more things like because there’s more things and you can 
see things what to write about. 

41 Interviewer:  Is there anything else any of you would like to say about writing? 

42 FG:  At home it’s a bit hard to kind of do writing because my brother’s kind of trying to 
say ‘Can we play it now, can we play guns now?’ 

43 
Interviewer:  Anyone else want to say anything else about writing? 

44 Children all shake their heads 
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Appendix L – Group 1 Post Study Interview Transcript 

 Transcript TP12307 

4 Interviewer:  How do you feel about writing at school now? 

5 DG:  I’m happy because we get to do it in a nice big group instead of guided reading 

carousel because we have more people together instead of normal groups. 

6 Interviewer:  And what do you like about doing it as a whole class? 

7 DG: Because it’s really quiet. 

8 Interviewer: You like it because it’s quiet?  Ok 

9 CG:  I feel much better about doing it in the class rather than doing it in groups because 

its much more noisier. 

10 Interviewer:  What, when you were doing it in a group? 

11 CG: Yeah.  I like it when we’re doing it in a whole class 

12 BB:   I like it because it’s all quiet and when we do the guided group it’s all noisy and I like 

when I concentrate and its quiet. 

13 AB:  I like it because I get to well it’s longer and I get to urm do more things and think 

about it. 

14 Interviewer:  Ok, so you’re all talking about the free writing you’ve done.  What about 

the other writing that we do? How do you feel about that? 

15 CG:  Guided reading? 

16 Interviewer:  No, just the normal writing we do in class. 

17 DG:  I feel really comfortable about it because you get good ideas from that you write 

about what your teacher tells you to do and you sometimes write about it at home. 

18 CG:  I’m not so keen doing it in the class on the normal writing because we have to write 

about one thing and I like it when we write about what we want and it’s just really 

uncomfortable for me. 

19 BB:  I like writing because its nice and comfortable and when Miss xxxx says you have to 

write something I like writing about what Miss xxxx says because it gives me ideas. 

20 AB:  (passed object on) 

21 Interviewer:  What do you all like about writing?  Pause.  Do you think you’ve all 

answered that?  Is there anything you want to say on that? 
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22 All children:  No 

23 Interviewer:  What don’t like about writing? 

24 DG:  I don’t like about writing because the pencil feels really sweaty when we hold it for a 

long time and it makes me feel uncomfortable. 

25 CG:  I was going to say the same thing as xx. 

26 BB: I don’t like writing because you have to push down the pencil a bit hard and if you 

push it down too hard it will break. 

27 AB: When I am writing the pencil keeps falling down so I have to keep getting a purple 

pen. 

28 Interviewer:  Ok.  So in the whole class free writing you could write with pen or pencil. 

29 CG:  If you use the pens so your hand won’t slip down and with the purple pen you have 

like a grip bit on them. 

30 Interviewer:  Ok, does anyone else want to say anything to do with pens or pencils? 

31 CG and DG:  I like a pen (together) 

32 Interviewer:  You prefer a pen?  Ok.  Where do you like writing? 

33 DG:  I like writing at home because when we sit on my chairs they feel nice because we 

have a cushion on them and we have those chairs at home. 

34 CG:  I like writing anywhere actually. 

35 BB:  I like writing at home and the beach and at school. 

36 AB:  I like it when I write at the beach because its nice and hot and I get to go under an 

umbrella. 

37 Interviewer:  I was going to ask you about the whole class free writing that we’ve done 

where everyone’s written together… 

38 CG and AB:  We’ve done that. 

39 Interviewer:  Does anyone want to say any more about that because you did all answer 

that.  I noticed that’s what you were talking about.  What did you think about the 

sharing that we did as part of the whole class free writing? 

40 DG:  I felt very comfortable because we were all doing it together. 

41 Interviewer:  But the sharing part, how did you feel about that because some of you 

were sharing at different times weren’t you? 
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42 DG:  Well I liked listening to the ideas that the other children were learning about. 

43 CG:  What were we talking about again? 

44 Interviewer:  We were talking about the sharing part. 

45 CG:  I feel quite, it was quite interesting to see what other people wrote about. 

46 AB:  I feel quite comfortable writing because sometimes my hands get sweaty and my 

hands just go off the pen. 

47 Interviewer:  How do you feel about the sharing part where you shared with other 

people? 

48 AB:  Urm, good. 

49 Interviewer:  Why did you like that?  What did you like about it if you think it was good? 

50 AB:  Because I get to do my funny songs sometimes. 

51 Interviewer: You enjoy doing that?  Was there anything you particularly liked about the 

free writing that we did? 

52 DG:  I liked about writing about whatever we liked. 

53 Interviewer:  Sorry, I meant to ask you if there was anything you particularly liked about 

the sharing? Does anyone want to say what they liked about the sharing (pause from 

children).  I feel like you have already told me what you liked (children nodding).  Was 

there anything you didn’t like about the sharing? 

54 DG:  I didn’t like sharing sometimes because sometimes people say silly things about stuff. 

55 BB:  I don’t like free writing because I don’t really writing about me, I like writing about 

what the teacher says and I don’t really have ideas. 

56 Interviewer:  So you find it harder to think of ideas? So was there anything you didn’t 

like about sharing, or did you like the sharing? 

57 CG:  I like the sharing. 

58 AB and BB:  I like the sharing (together) 

59 Interviewer:  Was there anything else you wanted to say about the writing at school? 

60 Children shake their heads 

 

  



87 
 

Appendix M – Post Study Interview Group 2 – 23/07/18 

 Transcript TP22307 

4 
Interviewer: So how do you feel about writing at school now? 

5 
FG:  With writing at school I really like the free writing because I can write about 
whatever I like and I like writing stories and riddles and jokes.  In the middle of a really 
long story I don’t really like it as I still have to write about the same thing. 

6 

HB: I like free writing because you can do anything you want to write about. 

7 

GB:  I like free writing because when another person shares it makes you think about 
other stuff and you could take their words. 

8 
EG: I like any writing that we do in our class because we always do writing that is really 
fun. 

9 
Interviewer:  And what do you like about writing? 

10 

FG:  I like it because of the way like there are those loopy bits in the letters, like in f it 
goes round and round. 

11 HB (passes object) 

12 
Interviewer:  Remember, if you don’t want to say you can just pass it round. 

13 
GB:  I like writing about something else, so I can take someone’s words and it makes me 
feel like I could write about something else. 

14 EG: (passes object) 

15 Interviewer:  What don’t you like about writing? 

16 
FG: I don’t really like it when I have to write like a really long bit of writing and its really 
like stern and I don’t like it if its really like you have to use the describing words and I find 
it hard not to just use and in the middle of the sentence. 

17 HB:  I don’t like writing sometimes, sometimes letters is hard   and sometimes they are 
easy. 

18 Interviewer:  What are hard and easy? 

19 HB:  Sometimes some letters are hard. 

20 Interviewer:  Oh writing some letters. 

21 
EG:  At home you don’t have to definitely use but or so, but at school you have to use 
conjunction words and you can't just use a couple of words. 
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22 
Interviewer:  So you’re not so keen if I say you have to use all these different words? 

23 EG: Yes 

24 FG:  Same with me 

25 GB (nods) 

26 Interviewer: Where do you like writing? 

27 

FG:  I like writing where it’s a bit quieter so people aren’t like talking to me when I’m 
trying to write, like if I’m sitting next to two boys and I’m in between the two boys and 
they’re trying to talk to each other then I don’t find that very nice because then they’re 
being all loud and I don’t find it easy to concentrate. 

28 
HB:  I like doing it at home as it’s much more quieter and no one can annoy me. 

29 
GB:  I like doing it at home as no one can annoy me and sometimes I do it outside. 

30 EG:  I like doing it in my bedroom because I can just think on my own, I don’t have my 
mum or dad annoying me. 

31 
Interviewer:  How have you felt about the whole class free writing we have done this 
term where everybody has written together? 

32 
FG:  Good because it gets all quiet because they’re all trying to write about something 
they want to write about and they can write about anything they like so they can like 
think instead of trying to say to each other what are you writing, I would like to copy 
you, or if they are like writing quietly because they are thinking then I like it because 
they are not distracting me. 

33 HB: (pause) 

34 Interviewer:  Do you want me to repeat the question?  (Leo nods) How have you felt 
about the whole class free writing that we have done where everyone has written 
together? 

35 HB:  I like it because it’s quiet and no one annoys us and we can just get on with our 
writing. 

36 GB: I like it because it’s quiet and no one annoys us. 

37 
EG:  I find it really really helpful because when we are writing it is all quiet and there are 
no distractions and sometimes if someone’s making a noise when you’re in the role play 
area or something? 

38 
Interviewer:  Where we’ve done free writing before and others are doing other things? 

39 
EG:  Yeah when they are just like annoying everyone else so sometimes when you are in 
the role play you just want to have fun and you end up shouting across the room and 
then other people who are doing free writing or other tasks they just find it a bit hard to 
write. 
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40 
Interviewer:  Ok.  What do you think about the sharing time after the free writing? 

41 
FG:  I like it because then you get to see what other people have written without in the 
free writing you’re just saying what have you written what have you written and you get 
to actually hear what they’ve written and you can have fun with jokes if they’ve written 
jokes or riddles. 

42 
HB: I like feeding back because I can see all their pictures and what they’ve wrote about. 

43 
GB:  I like hearing people sharing because then it makes me feel like I have another idea 
in my head and next time I could do it. 

44 
EG:  I like the feeding back time because you can next time you can steal other people’s 
ideas and yeah you could steal other people’s ideas. 

45 
Interviewer:  Was there anything you didn’t like about the sharing? 

46 
FG: Yes, when other people are shouting over the top of the people and laughing so loud 
that we can’t hear the person that’s talking and when there are people like chatting 
before the person’s even started talking and then they’re just wasting time when other 
people could be sharing jokes or something. 

47 HB (pause) 

48 Interviewer:  Do you want me to tell you the question again? 

49 HB:  No.  Urm.  I don’t want to say it. 

50 Interviewer:  You don’t?  That’s fine. Anything you didn’t like about the sharing about 
(to next child)? 

51 GB:  I don’t like it when people laugh and annoy us and shout because you then don’t get 
to hear the other person sharing. 

52 EG:  I don’t like it when people are talking over the top of other people because it makes 
you a bit embarrassed. 

53 
Interviewer:  Is there anything else anyone would like to say about writing? 

54 
FG:  Yes. I kind of like writing with pens because then it’s easier to write and you don’t 
have to like push down and you don’t have to sharpen your pen because you don’t 
sharpen pens.  All you have to do is get a new pen when the ink runs out, which is not 
like really often. 

55 Interviewer:  Anyone else got anything else they’d like to say? 

56 

EG:  I think pens are pretty useful because like a pencil, if you press too hard it makes like 
a hole in the paper and a pen sometimes does it only if you press really hard and a pencil 
normally breaks really easily and pens normally don’t break really easily. 

57 All other children shake their heads 
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Appendix N – Sample of Handwritten Field Notes 
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Appendix O – Field Notes Data
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Appendix P – Temporary Constructs Table 

 

Appendix Q – Second Order Constructs Table 
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Appendix R – Writing Implements Data and Discussion 

During the free choice writing sessions, children were allowed to write with pens and 

coloured pencils, if they wished.  This was to allow the children as much freedom 

possible to experiment and be playful with writing.   Comments from the post study 

interviews (Table 2) appear to indicate that the choice of writing implement was 

important to the children, with several comments around the positive aspects of using 

pens.  In addition, in the Group 1 post study interviews (Table 2), all four children made 

a comment about the discomfort of holding pencils as something they did not like about 

writing, with DG answering first, explaining that this happened when they had to hold 

the pencil for some time, with the next child agreeing with DG and the other two 

children then commenting on the use of pencils. However, the narrow nature of their 

responses indicated that they might be taking their response cues from each other, 

rather than from the question itself.   

 

Whilst the choice of the group interview structure was made in order to allow the 

children to feel less under pressure, it also increased the possibility of children copying 

responses, rather than thinking of their own.  At this point in the interview it was not 

clear if these were copied responses or not.  Whilst Group 2 made no mention of these 

physical aspects in the initial interview, in the post study interview half of the group 

commented on the fact that they found writing with pens physically more comfortable 

than with pencils.  Whilst writing implements and the comfort of these was not the focus 

of the study, responses indicate that this is an area that might benefit from further 

exploration. 

 

 


